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PROCEEDINGS AND DEBATES OF THE | | 2°” CONGRESS, SECOND SESSION 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Tuesday, June 12, 2012 


The House met at 10 a.m. and was 
called to order by the Speaker pro tem- 
pore (Mr. THORNBERRY). 


EEE 


DESIGNATION OF THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be- 
fore the House the following commu- 
nication from the Speaker: 

WASHINGTON, DC. 
June 12, 2012. 

I hereby appoint the Honorable Mac 
THORNBERRY to act as Speaker pro tempore 
on this day. 

JOHN A. BOEHNER, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 


SEE 


PRAYER 


Reverend Dr. Alan Keiran, Office of 
the United States Senate Chaplain, of- 
fered the following prayer: 

Lord God Almighty, in the midst of 
challenging times, You give us wisdom 
from Your word saying, ‘Be still, and 
know that I am God. I will be honored 
by every nation. I will be honored 
throughout the world.” 

Today, please give the Members of 
this House and their staffs the resil- 
ience to weather all controversy with 
grace and to do to others as they would 
have done to them. May civility and 
mutual respect be the hallmarks of 
this and every future Congress, and 
may Your great name be lifted high in 
this Nation. 

Allow us all to give You honor 
through our service to America and its 
citizens. Commission us to do Your will 
daily so that You will receive all 
honor, glory, and praise. 

Lord, please bless all deployed mili- 
tary members and their families with 
Your abiding presence. Surround our 
military members in harm’s way with 
Your great favor. We ask this in the 
name of the one who was, who is, and 
who is coming again. 

Amen. 


EE 
THE JOURNAL 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair has examined the Journal of the 


last day’s proceedings and announces 
to the House his approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour- 
nal stands approved. 


EEE 


PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair will lead the House in the Pledge 
of Allegiance. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore led the 
Pledge of Allegiance as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub- 
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 


EE 


SENATE ENROLLED BILL SIGNED 


The Speaker announced his signature 
to an enrolled bill of the Senate of the 
following title: 

S. 3261. An act to allow the Chief of the 
Forest Service to award certain contracts for 
large air tankers. 


EE 


ADJOURNMENT 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the House stands adjourned 
until 10 a.m. on Friday, June 15, 2012. 

There was no objection. 

Accordingly (at 10 o’clock and 5 min- 
utes a.m.), under its previous order, the 
House adjourned until Friday, June 15, 
2012, at 10 a.m. 


EEE 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 


Under clause 2 of rule XIV, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 

6400. A letter from the Assistant Secretary, 
Legislative Affairs, Deaprtment of State, 
transmitting Transmittal No. DDTC 11-100, 
pursuant to the reporting requirements of 
Section 36(c) of the Arms Export Control 
Act; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

6401. A letter from the Assistant Secretary, 
Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting Transmittal No. DDTC 09-087, 
pursuant to the reporting requirements of 
Section 36(c) and 36(d) of the Arms Export 
Control Act; to the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs. 


This symbol represents the time of day during the House proceedings, e.g., 


6402. A letter from the Assistant Secretary, 
Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting Transmittal No. DDTC 12-004, 
pursuant to the reporting requirements of 
Section 36(c) and 36(d) of the Arms Export 
Control Act; to the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs. 

6403. A letter from the Assistant Secretary, 
Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting Transmittal No. DDTC 12-053, 
pursuant to the reporting requirements of 
Section 36(c) and 36(d) of the Arms Export 
Control Act; to the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs. 

6404. A letter from the Assistant Secretary, 
Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting Transmittal No. DDTC 12-005, 
pursuant to the reporting requirements of 
Section 36(d) of the Arms Export Control 
Act; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

6405. A letter from the Assistant Secretary, 
Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting Transmittal No. DDTC 12-044, 
pursuant to the reporting requirements of 
Section 36(d) of the Arms Export Control 
Act; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

6406. A letter from the Assistant Secretary, 
Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting Transmittal No. DDTC 12-015, 
pursuant to the reporting requirements of 
Section 36(d) of the Arms Export Control 
Act; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

6407. A letter from the Assistant Secretary, 
Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting Transmittal No. DDTC 12-018, 
pursuant to the reporting requirements of 
Section 36(c) of the Arms Export Control 
Act; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

6408. A letter from the Assistant Secretary, 
Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting Transmittal No. DDTC 12-019, 
pursuant to the reporting requirements of 
Section 36(c) of the Arms Export Control 
Act; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

6409. A letter from the Assistant Secretary, 
Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting Transmittal No. DDTC 11-148, 
pursuant to the reporting requirements of 
Section 36(c) of the Arms Export Control 
Act; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

6410. A letter from the Assistant Secretary, 
Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting Transmittal No. DDTC 12-056, 
pursuant to the reporting requirements of 
Section 36(c) of the Arms Export Control 
Act; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

6411. A letter from the Assistant Secretary, 
Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting Transmittal No. DDTC 12-033, 
pursuant to the reporting requirements of 
Section 36(c) of the Arms Export Control 
Act; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 
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6412. A letter from the Assistant Secretary, 
Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting Transmittal No. DDTC 12-010, 
pursuant to the reporting requirements of 
Section 36(c) of the Arms Export Control 
Act; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

6413. A letter from the Assistant Secretary, 
Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting Transmittal No. DDTC 12-006, 
pursuant to the reporting requirements of 
Section 36(c) of the Arms Export Control 
Act; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

6414. A letter from the Assistant Secretary, 
Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting Transmittal No. DDTC 12-009, 
pursuant to the reporting requirements of 
Section 36(c) of the Arms Export Control 
Act; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

6415. A letter from the Assistant Secretary, 
Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting Transmittal No. DDTC 12-022, 
pursuant to the reporting requirements of 
Section 36(c) of the Arms Export Control 
Act; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

6416. A letter from the Assistant Secretary, 
Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting Transmittal No. DDTC 12-029, 
pursuant to the reporting requirements of 
Section 36(c) of the Arms Export Control 
Act; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

6417. A letter from the Assistant Secretary, 
Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting Transmittal No. DDTC 12-028, 
pursuant to the reporting requirements of 
Section 36(c) of the Arms Export Control 
Act; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

6418. A letter from the Assistant Secretary, 
Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting Transmittal No. DDTC 11-075, 
pursuant to the reporting requirements of 
Section 36(c) of the Arms Export Control 
Act; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

6419. A letter from the Assistant Secretary, 
Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting Transmittal No. DDTC 12-014, 
pursuant to the reporting requirements of 
Section 36(c) of the Arms Export Control 
Act; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

6420. A letter from the Assistant Secretary, 
Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting Transmittal No. DDTC 12-025, 
pursuant to the reporting requirements of 
Section 36(c) of the Arms Export Control 
Act; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

6421. A letter from the Assistant Secretary, 
Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting Transmittal No. DDTC 11-024, 
pursuant to the reporting requirements of 
Section 36(c) of the Arms Export Control 
Act; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

6422. A letter from the Assistant Secretary, 
Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting Transmittal No. DDTC 12-021, 
pursuant to the reporting requirements of 
Section 36(c) of the Arms Export Control 
Act; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

6423. A letter from the Assistant Secretary, 
Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting Transmittal No. DDTC 12-042, 
pursuant to the reporting requirements of 
Section 36(c) of the Arms Export Control 
Act; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

6424. A letter from the Assistant Secretary, 
Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting Transmittal No. DDTC 12-062, 
pursuant to the reporting requirements of 
Section 36(c) of the Arms Export Control 
Act; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

6425. A letter from the Assistant Secretary, 
Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting Transmittal No. DDTC 11-112, 
pursuant to the reporting requirements of 
Section 36(c) of the Arms Export Control 
Act; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 
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6426. A letter from the Assistant Secretary, 
Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting Transmittal No. DDTC 12-032, 
pursuant to the reporting requirements of 
Section 36(c) of the Arms Export Control 
Act; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

6427. A letter from the Acting Director, Of- 
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, Na- 
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra- 
tion, transmitting the Administration’s final 
rule — Fisheries Off West Coast States; 
Modifications of the West Coast Commercial 
and Recreational Salmon Fisheries; Inseason 
Actions #1, #2, and #3 [Docket No.: 100223162- 
1268-01] (RIN: 0648-XB120) received May 14, 
2012 received May 14, 2012, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Nat- 
ural Resources. 

6428. A letter from the Acting Director, Of- 
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, Na- 
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra- 
tion, transmitting the Administration’s final 
rule — Fisheries of the Northeastern United 
States; Atlantic Mackerel, Squid, and 
Butterfish Fisheries; Closure of the Tri- 
mester 1 Longfin Squid Fishery [Docket No.: 
110707371-2136-02] (RIN: 0648-XB145) received 


May 14, 2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Natural 
Resources. 


6429. A letter from the Acting Director, Of- 
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, Na- 
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra- 
tion, transmitting the Administration’s final 
rule — Fisheries of the Exclusive Economic 
Zone Off Alaska; Pacific Cod by Catcher/ 
processors Using Trawl Gear in the Central 
Regulatory Area of the Gulf of Alaska 
[Docket No.: 111207737-2141-02] (RIN: 0648- 
XB174) received May 14, 2012, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Nat- 
ural Resources. 

6430. A letter from the Acting Deputy As- 
sistant Administrator for Regulatory Pro- 
grams, NMFS, National Oceanic and Atmos- 
pheric Administration, transmitting the Ad- 
ministration’s final rule — Fisheries of the 
Northeastern United States; Summer Floun- 
der, Scup, and Black Sea Bass Fisheries; 
Final 2012 Summer Flounder, Scup, and 
Black Sea Bass Specificatons [Docket No.: 
120412408-2408-01] (RIN: 0648-XA795) received 


May 14, 2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Natural 
Resources. 


6431. A letter from the Acting Deputy As- 
sistant Administrator for Regulatory Pro- 
grams, NMFS, National Oceanic and Atmos- 
pheric Administration, transmitting the Ad- 
ministration’s final rule — Fisheries of the 
Northeastern United States; 2012-2013 North- 
east Skate Complex Fishery Specifications 
[Docket No.: 120208116-2416-03] (RIN: 0648- 
BB83) received May 14, 2012, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Nat- 
ural Resources. 

6432. A letter from the Senior Program An- 
alyst, Department of Transportation, trans- 
mitting the Department’s final rule — 
Standard Instrument Approach Procedures, 
and Takeoff Minimums and Obstacle Depar- 
ture Procedures; Miscellaneous Amendments 
[Docket No.: 30837; Amdt. No. 3474] received 
May 15, 2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 

6433. A letter from the Senior Program An- 
alyst, Department of Transportation, trans- 
mitting the Department’s final rule — 
Standard Instrument Approach Procedures, 
and Takeoff Minimums and Obstacle Depar- 
ture Procedures; Miscellaneous Amendments 
[Docket No.: 30836; Amdt. No. 3473] received 
May 15, 2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
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801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 

6434. A letter from the Senior Program An- 
alyst, Department of Transportation, trans- 
mitting the Department’s final rule — 
Standard Instrument Approach Procedures, 
and Takeoff Minimums and Obstacle Depar- 
ture Procedures; Miscellaneous Amendments 
[Docket No.: 30835; Amdt. No. 3472] received 
May 15, 2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 

6435. A letter from the Regulatory Ombuds- 
man, Department of Transportation, trans- 
mitting the Department’s final rule — 
Transportation of Household Goods in Inter- 
state Commerce; Consumer Protection Regu- 
lations: Released Rates of Motor Carriers of 
Household Goods [Docket No.: FMCSA-2012- 
0101] (RIN: 2126-AB51) received May 15, 2012, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com- 
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc- 
ture. 

6436. A letter from the Trial Attorney, De- 
partment of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — Positive Train 
Control Systems (RRR) [Docket No.: FRA- 
2011-0028, Notice No. 3] (RIN: 2130-AC27) re- 
ceived May 15, 2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 


EE 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. KING of New York: Committee on 
Homeland Security. H.R. 4251. A bill to au- 
thorize, enhance, and reform certain port se- 
curity programs through increased efficiency 
and risk-based coordination within the De- 
partment of Homeland Security, and for 
other purposes; with an amendment (Rept. 
112-521). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. KING of New York: Committee on 
Homeland Security. Third Semiannual Re- 
port on Legislative and Oversight Activities 
of the Committee on Homeland Security 
(Rept. 112-552). Referred to the Committee of 
the Whole House on the state of the Union. 


EE 


PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XII, public 
bills and resolutions of the following 
titles were introduced and severally re- 
ferred, as follows: 


By Mr. MARKEY (for himself, Ms. 
TSONGAS, and Mr. ANDREWS): 

H.R. 5946. A bill to direct the Undersecre- 
tary of Defense (Comptroller) to carry out a 
pilot program to develop innovative con- 
sumer financial products that encourage sav- 
ings and wealth-creation among active-duty 
servicemembers; to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

By Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas: 

H.R. 5947. A bill to encourage States to 
prohibit ‘‘Stand Your Ground” laws and re- 
quire Neighborhood Watch programs to reg- 
ister with local law enforcement agencies 
and the Department of Justice, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on the Judici- 
ary. 

By Mr. JOHNSON of Ohio: 

H.R. 5948. A bill to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to improve the supervision of fi- 
duciaries of veterans under the laws adminis- 
tered by the Secretary of Veterans Affairs, 
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and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Veterans’ Affairs. 
By Mr. SMITH of New Jersey: 

H. Res. 686. A resolution expressing the 
sense of the House of Representatives that 
the Republic of Argentina’s membership in 
the G20 should be conditioned on its adher- 
ence to international norms of economic re- 
lations and commitment to the rule of law; 
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 


EE 


CONSTITUTIONAL AUTHORITY 
STATEMENT 


Pursuant to clause 7 of rule XII of 
the Rules of the House of Representa- 
tives, the following statements are sub- 
mitted regarding the specific powers 
granted to Congress in the Constitu- 
tion to enact the accompanying bill or 
joint resolution. 

By Mr. MARKEY: 

H.R. 5946. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article 1 Section 8. 

By Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas: 

H.R. 5947. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

This bill is enacted pursuant to the power 
granted to Congress under Article 1, Section 
8, Clause 1 of the United States Constitution. 
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By Mr. JOHNSON of Ohio: 
H.R. 5948. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I, section 8 of the Constitution of 
the United States. 


EE 


ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 


Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors 
were added to public bills and resolu- 
tions as follows: 


. 178: Mr. COLE. 

. 181: Mr. COLE. 

. 459: Mr. DESJARLAIS and Mr. LONG. 

. 687: Mr. COLE. 

. 691: Mr. Mica. 

. 694: Ms. WATERS. 

. 860: Mr. ANDREWS and Ms. HAYWORTH. 

. 1063: Mr. SCHILLING and Mr. LUJAN. 

. 1111: Mr. AKIN. 

. 1259: Mr. CUELLAR. 

. 1825: Mr. GUINTA. 

. 1700: Mr. MACK. 

. 1792: Mr. STARK. 

. 2189: Mr. KINGSTON. 

. 2236: Mr. THOMPSON of California and 

Mr. RANGEL. 
H.R. 2487: Mrs. MALONEY. 
H.R. 2569: Mr. WESTMORELAND and Mr. 

TERRY. 
H.R. 2637: Mr. GRIJALVA. 
H.R. 2655: Mr. PASTOR of Arizona. 
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H.R. 2978: Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. 

H.R. 3032: Mr. JOHNSON of Ohio. 

H.R. 3059: Mr. MCHENRY. 

H.R. 3091: Mr. NUNES. 

H.R. 3307: Ms. CASTOR of Florida and Mr. 
QUIGLEY. 

H.R. 3510: Mr. COFFMAN of Colorado. 

H.R. 3803: Mr. DENHAM, Mr. GRIMM, and Mr. 
WOLF. 

H.R. 4155: Ms. HAYWORTH. 

H.R. 4367: Mr. BACA, Mr. MEEHAN, and Mr. 
JOHNSON of Ohio. 

H.R. 4403: Mr. LATTA and Mr. WESTMORE- 
LAND. 

H.R. 5303: Mr. JORDAN and Mr. FRANKS of 
Arizona. 

H.R. 5706: Mr. 

H.R. 5707: Mr. 

H.R. 5710: Mr. 


TONKO. 
HEINRICH and Mr. FARR. 
SESSIONS and Mr. LATHAM. 

H.R. 5796: Mr. LUETKEMEYER. 

H.R. 5914: Mr. PALAZZO. 

H.J. Res. 106: Mr. CALVERT. 

H.J. Res. 110: Mrs. HARTZLER, Mr. KELLY, 
and Mrs. LUMMIS. 

H. Res. 623: Mr. SHULER. 

H. Res. 663: Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. MURPHY of 
Connecticut, Mr. RIVERA, Mr. AUSTRIA, Mr. 
TURNER of New York, Mr. WEST, and Mr. 
HULTGREN. 

H. Res. 669: Mr. WESTMORELAND. 

H. Res. 672: Mr. STARK and Mr. ELLISON. 

H. Res. 683: Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali- 
fornia, Mrs. BIGGERT, and Ms. BONAMICI. 
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SENATE—Tuesday, June 12, 2012 


The Senate met at 10 a.m. and was 
called to order by the Honorable CHRIS- 
TOPHER A. COONS, a Senator from the 
State of Delaware. 


PRAYER 


The Chaplain, Dr. Barry C. Black, of- 
fered the following prayer: 

Let us pray. 

Eternal God, thank You for Your 
faithful love. You are the one who in- 
structs nations and shapes the des- 
tinies of humankind. Help our law- 
makers today to grow in grace and in 
the knowledge of You. Equip them to 
be servants of the people so that day by 
day our citizens may more clearly re- 
flect Your image. Grant that our Sen- 
ators will shine as lights in this dark 
world to lead others to You. May they 
love expectantly, knowing that You 
will provide serendipities, wonderful 
surprises of Your goodness, to help 
them navigate through life’s inevitable 
challenges. 

We pray in Your merciful Name. 
Amen. 


EE 


PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 


The Honorable CHRISTOPHER A. COONS 
led the Pledge of Allegiance as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America and to the Repub- 
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 


EE 


APPOINTMENT OF ACTING 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will please read a communication 
to the Senate from the President pro 
tempore (Mr. INOUYE). 

The legislative clerk read the fol- 
lowing letter: 

U.S. SENATE, 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 
Washington, DC, June 12, 2012. 
To the Senate: 

Under the provisions of rule I, paragraph 3, 
of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby 
appoint the Honorable CHRISTOPHER A. 
Coons, a Senator from the State of Dela- 
ware, to perform the duties of the Chair. 

DANIEL K. INOUYE, 
President pro tempore. 

Mr. COONS thereupon assumed the 

chair as Acting President pro tempore. 


Á 


RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY 
LEADER 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The majority leader is recog- 
nized. 


EXECUTIVE SESSION 


NOMINATION OF ANDREW DAVID 
HURWITZ TO BE UNITED STATES 
CIRCUIT JUDGE FOR THE NINTH 
CIRCUIT 


Mr. REID. I now ask unanimous con- 
sent that the Senate proceed to execu- 
tive session. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 

SCHEDULE 

Mr. REID. The Senate is considering 
the nomination of Andrew Hurwitz of 
Arizona to be a United States circuit 
judge for the ninth circuit postcloture. 
There is every expectation that time 
will be yielded back and the confirma- 
tion will take place soon. 

The Senate will recess from 12:30 to 
2:15 to allow for our weekly caucus 
meetings. 

Senator STABENOW and Senator ROB- 
ERTS are working on an agreement for 
amendments on the farm bill and we 
will notify Senators if an agreement is 
reached. 

MEASURE PLACED ON THE CALENDAR—H.R. 436 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, H.R. 436 is 
at the desk and due for a second read- 
ing. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, the clerk will 
read the bill by title for the second 
time. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

A bill (H.R. 486) to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to repeal the excise tax on 
medical devices. 

Mr. REID. I now object to proceeding 
further on this matter at this time. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Objection having been heard, the 
bill will be placed on the calendar. 

Mr. REID. I note the absence of a 
quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

RECOGNITION OF THE MINORITY LEADER 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Republican leader is recog- 
nized. 

Mr. McCONNELL. I ask unanimous 
consent that the order for the quorum 
call be rescinded. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 

AMENDING THE FARM BILL 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, last 
week the President said the private 
sector is ‘‘doing fine.” Well, the fact is 
the private sector isn’t doing fine and 


the President’s comments make me 
wonder what private sector he may be 
talking about. 

Since he took office, we have had 40 
straight months of unemployment of 
over 8 percent and more than 23 million 
Americans are either unemployed, un- 
deremployed, or have given up looking 
for a job altogether. Last month’s job 
report said the economy added only 
69,000 jobs—far below what forecasters 
had predicted. That is the Obama econ- 
omy, and it is not doing fine. 

With the debt the size of our GDP, 
the President’s recent push for even 
more government spending is equally 
out of touch. Taking more money out 
of the private sector, out of the hands 
of businesses and job creators or bor- 
rowing it to pay for yet another stim- 
ulus has consequences. We need to re- 
duce the size and scope of government, 
not expand it. We need to put in place 
a progrowth policy to allow the private 
sector to flourish. 

That is why Republicans have been 
calling for years for comprehensive tax 
reform and for both parties to sit down 
and begin the process of reforming en- 
titlements. That is how we will get our 
fiscal house in order and help the econ- 
omy grow as well. But without Presi- 
dential leadership, it simply can’t hap- 
pen. 

Controlling only one Chamber, Re- 
publicans in Congress can only do so 
much. The Republican-led House has 
passed budgets while, for 3% years, the 
Democratic-led Senate has refused to 
do so. And they have passed 28 job-re- 
lated bills over in the House that our 
Democratic friends here in the Senate 
refuse to take up. For our part, Senate 
Republicans will continue to pursue a 
pro-jobs agenda, and I encourage our 
Democratic friends to join us before 
the administration’s spending and debt 
spree forces us into the sort of eco- 
nomic spiral we currently see facing 
folks over across the Atlantic. They 
can start by working with Republicans 
on our commonsense amendments to 
the farm bill. 

The President may think the private 
sector is doing fine or that the govern- 
ment isn’t big enough, but those in 
rural America are definitely not doing 
fine. The biggest threat to farmers in 
Kentucky and across America is this 
administration’s job-killing regula- 
tions. That is why Republicans are 
calling for votes on commonsense 
amendments that would either elimi- 
nate or prevent future job-killing regu- 
lations from going into effect which 
would provide the necessary relief for 
American farmers and give a boost to 
rural America in these challenging eco- 
nomic times. 


@ This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor. 
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Last year, while visiting Atkinson, 
IL, the President blew off one farmer 
when he asked about policy regula- 
tions. The President said, ‘‘Don’t al- 
ways believe what you hear.” Hither 
the President doesn’t know what his 
administration is doing or he doesn’t 
want the American people to know it is 
his policies that are hurting farmers 
all across the country. It is either one 
or the other. 

Here are a few examples of this ad- 
ministration’s policies that are suffo- 
cating the American agricultural in- 
dustry and the Republican amend- 
ments we want the Senate to take up. 

Last fall, the Department of Labor 
attempted to regulate the relationship, 
believe it or not, shared between par- 
ents and their kids on family farms. 
The proposed rule would have prohib- 
ited those under age 16 from manual 
labor such as stall cleaning, using a 
shovel, and using a battery-operated 
screwdriver. Many people in my State 
consider this the type of manual labor 
that is widely referred to as Saturday 
morning chores. Senator THUNE is of- 
fering an amendment that would re- 
quire the Department of Labor to con- 
sult with Congress before imple- 
menting such regulations. 

The EPA wants to lift the ban that 
prevents Washington, DC, bureaucrats 
from regulating nonnavigable waters. 
The expanded Federal jurisdiction 
would bring the EPA and their redtape 
and taxes into the backyards of mil- 
lions—literally millions—of Ameri- 
cans. The economic impact would be 
disastrous. 

Congress passed a navigable ban to 
protect families, small businesses, and 
farmers from Washington bureaucrats 
trying to seize control of their water or 
their land. The U.S. Supreme Court 
twice affirmed the limits of Federal au- 
thority under the Clean Water Act. 
But, apparently, the EPA believes they 
are above the other two branches of 
government, and Senators PAUL and 
BARRASSO are offering two amend- 
ments that would stop the EPA in its 
tracks. 

The EPA is considering a regulation 
that would require farm and ranch 
families to take as yet undefined meas- 
ures to lower the amount of dust that 
occurs naturally—I am not kidding— 
lower the amount of dust that occurs 
naturally and is transmitted into the 
air due to agricultural production ac- 
tivities. It is hard to go through this 
and maintain one’s composure. These 
activities include such things as com- 
bining, haying, moving cattle, tilling a 
field, or even driving down a gravel 
road. Failure to do so would result in a 
substantial fine. Senator JOHANNS is 
offering an amendment that would pre- 
vent the EPA from issuing any new 
rule that regulates agricultural dust. I 
kid you not, they want to regulate ag- 
ricultural dust. 

Finally, Senator CRAPO and Senator 
JOHANNS are offering an amendment 
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that would help farmers across the 
country continue to manage their 
unique business risks associated with 
their day-to-day operations. The 
amendment would prevent unneces- 
sarily diverting capital away from job 
creation and investing in their busi- 
nesses in a way that was never in- 
tended by the sponsors of the Dodd- 
Frank Act. Preventing this unneces- 
sary burden would promote economic 
growth, protect farmers and busi- 
nesses, and ultimately help save Amer- 
ican jobs. 

In these extremely difficult economic 
times, rural America is already strug- 
gling to get by and it simply can’t be 
bothered by an overreaching Federal 
Government that has literally no idea 
of the unintended consequences of its 
policies. 

These five commonsense Republican 
amendments I have outlined, along 
with several others, put an end to nu- 
merous job-killing regulations, and 
each of these amendments deserves a 
vote. 

I now wish to address another mat- 
ter. 

(The remarks of Mr. MCCONNELL and 
Mr. REID pertaining to the introduc- 
tion of S.J. Res. 48 are printed in to- 
day’s RECORD under ‘‘Statements on In- 
troduced Bills and Joint Resolutions.’’) 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The majority leader is recog- 
nized. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I will take 
my time now and talk about a number 
of things. 

JOB CREATION 

The first thing I wish to mention is 
that my friend the Republican leader 
talked about the fact that the Presi- 
dent has not done enough to create 
jobs. 

Mr. President, we all have heard that 
longstanding joke—in fact, it was not a 
joke. I represented a young man who 
murdered his parents, and the joke dur- 
ing that period of time was, I guess 
now your defense is going to be that he 
is going to claim he is an orphan. 
There was nothing novel or new or 
unique in the experience I had rep- 
resenting that young man who had 
killed his parents, but the Republican 
leader’s remarks remind me of that. He 
is saying that the problem with this 
country is President Obama. That is 
like the fact that someone kills their 
parents and then claims they are an or- 
phan. 

Republicans have blocked bill after 
bill after bill. These pieces of legisla- 
tion have been suggested by, intro- 
duced by friends of President Obama. 
These were all job-creating bills, and 
simply every one of these, with rare ex- 
ception, has been stopped on a proce- 
dural basis by the Republicans. 

Then the Republican leader cites 
nonrelevant Republican amendments 
they would like to offer on the farm 
bill as ways to create jobs. But it is 
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precisely these nonrelevant, non- 
germane amendments that keep the 
Senate from doing its work—its job- 
creating work—like the farm bill. The 
farm bill involves 16 million people 
who work doing farm programs. We 
have not done one in 5 years. The high- 
way bill is something we are waiting 
for Republicans in the House to move 
with us on. 

So I would just simply say that we 
live in a world that is imperfect. We 
live in a country that is imperfect. But 
let’s give credit where credit is due. 
President Obama and this administra- 
tion found themselves in a terribly 
deep hole when he was elected 3% years 
ago. The administration he replaced 
lost more than 8 million jobs—about 1 
million jobs a year in the prior admin- 
istration. And President Obama has 
had 27 straight months of private sec- 
tor job creation. So I think we deserve 
and he deserves some credit for the 
work he has done in that regard. 

So I really strongly object to the Re- 
publican leader’s remarks. It is just 
simply wrong. And if we had some co- 
operation from my friends on the other 
side of the aisle, as we say, we would 
have a lot more jobs created in this 
country. But my friend has said that 
his No. 1 issue is to defeat President 
Obama, and that is what has happened 
here. We simply have not been able to 
legislate appropriately because that is 
their mantra. 

CYBERSECURITY 

Mr. President, technology has 
changed our world, and that is an un- 
derstatement. It has changed the way 
we shop, the way we bank, even the 
way we travel. It changes the way we 
get information, and that is an under- 
statement, and the way we share it, 
and that is an understatement. 

It was about 10 years ago or so that 
I decided to sell my home here in the 
suburbs, and I was stunned by one of 
my boys telling me: Hey, Dad, do you 
want to find out what other homes 
have been selling for around that area? 
Give me about a minute. And they 
pulled up on the computer every home 
in that area that had been sold in the 
last 2 years—when, how much. 

There was even more detail than 
that. I was like: How do you do that? 
That was 10 years ago. That was in the 
Dark Ages with technology. There is so 
much that can be done now. Somebody 
can go online, go to Amazon, they can 
buy virtually anything in the world on 
that one Web site. 

I met with someone a couple weeks 
ago who had gone to work with Google 
when they had 15 employees, and he 
talked to us about the tremendous 
problems they had starting this com- 
pany. They wanted to give people infor- 
mation. I will not go into all the de- 
tails, but it was very difficult to come 
up with the Google that now exists. It 
was not there when there were 15 em- 
ployees. 
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They were working all night long 
trying to shut down computers and 
keep others going. So it is amazing 
what we have on the computer. Every- 
one can do it. Who wrote that song? 
What is the name of that play? What is 
the capital of Uzbekistan? Go to our 
BlackBerry. Go to whatever we have 
and get it in a second. 

So the way we get information, the 
way we share it, has changed so dra- 
matically. It has changed the way our 
country protects itself. That is not 
something people understand as well as 
Google and Amazon. But the way we 
protect our country has changed. It has 
changed the type of attacks we have to 
guard against. 

Some of the top national security of- 
ficials, including GEN Martin 
Dempsey, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff, GEN David Petraeus, four-star 
general, now head of the CIA, one of 
America’s great patriots, and Leon Pa- 
netta, Secretary of Defense, have all 
said that malicious cyber attacks are 
the most urgent threat to our country, 
not North Korea, not Iran, not Paki- 
stan, not Afghanistan but cyber at- 
tacks. We have already seen some of 
these. They have been kind of quiet to 
some but not to those in the security 
field. 

We have seen cyber attacks on our 
nuclear infrastructure, our Defense De- 
partment’s most advanced weapons, 
and the stock exchange Nasdaq had an 
attack. Most major corporations have 
been attacked. They spend huge 
amounts of money protecting their 
products or their operations from not 
collapsing because of cyber attacks. 

Cyber attacks do not threaten only 
our national security, they threaten 
our economic security. These attacks 
cost our economy billions of dollars 
every year, millions of dollars every 
hour, and thousands of jobs. So we need 
to act quickly to pass legislation to 
make our Nation safer and protect 
American jobs. 

The Defense Department, Depart- 
ment of Homeland Security, and ex- 
perts from across the intelligence com- 
munity have issued chilling warnings 
about the seriousness of this threat. I 
cannot stress enough how concerned 
people who understand security feel 
about this. Just a few days ago, Sen- 
ator MCCONNELL and I received a letter 
from a remarkable bipartisan group of 
former national security officials, 
Democrats and Republicans. 

The group includes six former Bush 
and Obama administration officials: 
Michael Chertoff, who has been a cir- 
cuit court judge, judicial scholar, be- 
came head of the Department of Home- 
land Security during some very dif- 
ficult times we had in this country; 
Paul Wolfowitz, who has been advising 
Presidents for decades; ADM Mike 
McConnell; GEN Michael Hayden; GEN 
James Cartwright, William Lynn, III. 
That is who signed the letter, and I 
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could give a short dissertation on every 
one of these individuals about what 
they know about the security of our 
country. 

The letter presented the danger in 
stark terms, as stark as I could ever 
imagine. This is a public letter. Listen 
to what this one paragraph says: ‘‘We 
carry the burden of knowing that 9/11 
might have been averted with intel- 
ligence that existed at the time.”’ 

Listen to that. They are admitting 
9/11 could have been averted with the 
tools we had at hand. They go on to 
say: 

We do not want to be in the same position 
again when ‘cyber 9/11” hits—it is not a 
question of whether this will happen; it is a 
question of when. 

This is not me saying this. This is 
General Hayden, who was the head of 
the CIA, briefing us many times about 
some of the most sensitive matters 
going on during the height of the Iraq 
war, Marine GEN James Cartwright, 
Defense Department expert William 
Lynn, III. 

This eminent group called the threat 
of a cyber attack imminent. What does 
imminent mean? It means now. They 
said it ‘‘represents the most serious 
challenge to our national security 
since the onset of the nuclear age sixty 
years ago.”’ 

Let me reread that. They said it 
“represents the most serious challenge 
to our national security since the onset 
of the nuclear age sixty years ago.” 
They said it; I did not. The letter noted 
that the top cybersecurity priority is 
safeguarding critical infrastructure: 
computer networks—we talked about 
those a little bit already. But computer 
networks that control our electrical 
grid, our water supply, our sewers, our 
nuclear plants, energy pipelines, com- 
munication systems and financial sys- 
tems and more. 

Because of Senator MIKULSKI—she 
was the one who said this was impor- 
tant—we did this. We went down to 
this classified room. We had a briefing 
on an example of what would happen to 
New York City if they took down the 
computer system to run that State’s 
electricity. It would be disastrous, not 
only for New York but for our country. 

These vital networks must be re- 
quired to meet minimum cybersecurity 
standards. That is what these promi- 
nent Americans believe, and so do I. 
The letter was clear that securing the 
infrastructure must be part of any cy- 
bersecurity legislation this Congress 
considers. I believe that also. 

GEN Keith Alexander, Director of the 
National Security Agency, has said 
something very similar. This is what 
he wrote to Senator MCCAIN recently: 

Critical infrastructure protection needs to 
be addressed in any cyber security legisla- 
tion. The risk is simply too great consid- 
ering the reality of our interconnected and 
interdependent world. 

General Alexander is one voice 
among many. President Obama; the 
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nonpartisan Center for Strategic and 
International Studies Commission on 
Cyber Security; the two Chairmen of 
the 9/11 Commission, Governor Kean 
and Congressman Hamilton; the Direc- 
tor of National Intelligence, General 
Clapper; the Director of the FBI, Rob- 
ert Mueller, have all echoed a call to 
action—not sometime in the distant fu- 
ture but now. They believe the attack 
is imminent. 

The attack may not be one that 
knocks down buildings, starts fires 
that we saw on 9/11, but it will be a dif- 
ferent kind of attack, even more de- 
structive. The entire national security 
establishment, including leading offi- 
cials of the Bush and Obama adminis- 
trations, civilian and military leaders, 
Republicans and Democrats, agree on 
the urgent need to protect this vital in- 
frastructure. 

That is only part of it. Yet some key 
Republicans continue to argue that we 
should do nothing to secure the critical 
infrastructure, that we should just 
focus on the military. When virtually 
every intelligence expert says we need 
to secure the systems that make the 
lights come on, inaction is not an op- 
tion. A coalition of Democrats and Re- 
publicans, including the chairman of 
the Homeland Security Committee, 
Senator LIEBERMAN, and the ranking 
member, Senator COLLINS; the chair- 
man of the Commerce Committee, Sen- 
ator ROCKEFELLER—remember, Senator 
ROCKEFELLER was for years chairman 
of the Intelligence Committee and/or 
the ranking member; Senator FEIN- 
STEIN, now the chair of the Intelligence 
Committee, have joined together and 
proposed one approach to address the 
problem. It is legislation. It is not 
something that is theoretical. It is not 
an issue paper. It is legislation. 

Their bill is an excellent piece of leg- 
islation. It has been endorsed by many 
members of the national security com- 
munity. It is a good approach, and it 
would make our Nation safer. But 
there are other possible solutions to 
this urgent challenge. Unfortunately, 
the critics of the bill have failed to 
offer any alternatives to secure our Na- 
tion’s critical infrastructure. 

The longer we argue over how to 
tackle these problems, the longer our 
powerplants, financial system, and 
water infrastructure go unprotected. 
Everyone knows this Congress cannot 
pass laws that do not have broad bipar- 
tisan support. There are 53 of us, 47 of 
them. So we will need to work together 
on a bill that addresses the concerns of 
the lawmakers on both sides of the 
aisle. 

But for that to happen, more of my 
Republican colleagues need to start 
taking this threat seriously. It is time 
for them to participate productively in 
the conversation instead of just criti- 
cizing the current approach. There is 
room for more good ideas on the table, 
and I welcome the discussion of any 
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Republican generally interested in 
being part of the solution. 

The national security experts agree. 
We cannot afford to waste any more 
time. The question is not whether to 
act but how quickly we can act. I put 
everyone on notice. We are going to 
move to this bill at the earliest pos- 
sible date. 

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Under the previous order, the 
leadership time is reserved. 

Under the previous order, the fol- 
lowing hour will be equally divided and 
controlled between the two leaders or 
their designees, with the majority con- 
trolling the first half and the Repub- 
licans controlling the final half. 

The Senator from Colorado. 

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Mr. Presi- 
dent, before I talk about the produc- 
tion tax credit which brought me to 
the floor, I wish to associate myself 
with the leader’s remarks. 

I have the great privilege to sit on 
the Armed Services Committee and the 
Intelligence Committee. The leader has 
put his finger on what should be a sin- 
gular focus on the part of the Senate. 
We have been warned about the threats 
in the cyber domain. It is time to act. 
There are plans that are concrete, fo- 
cused, and have great support. We 
should act as soon as we possibly can. 
I wish to thank the leader for bringing 
that to our attention. 

WIND POWER’S FUTURE 

I rise to talk about a very important 
issue for the economies of both my 
State and the entire Nation. That is 
the future of the wind power industry 
in the United States and a future that 
is at risk, I might add, if Congress does 
not extend the production tax credit 
for wind. Such inaction jeopardizes 
U.S. jobs and threatens what is a real 
bright spot for American manufac- 
turing. Such inaction is not acceptable 
to the people in my home State of Col- 
orado, nor, I believe, to Americans 
more broadly. 

Many of us know—I think all my col- 
leagues know—that we have seen the 
wind industry grow by leaps and 
bounds over the last few years. Accord- 
ing to the Wind Energy Industry Asso- 
ciation, the industry has attracted an 
average of over $15 billion annually 
from 2001 to 2011 in private investment 
in our wind sector in the United 
States. 

In 2009, that figure was $20 billion, 
when 10,000 megawatts, the highest an- 
nual total to date of wind, was in- 
stalled. Seventy-five thousand hard- 
working Americans find good-paying 
jobs in the wind sector. There are 6,000 
of those jobs in Colorado. So I am not 
unbiased, but when we look around the 
country, nobody should be unbiased. 

Those jobs also have a positive ripple 
effect on all these communities where 
they are based. In just over the last 4 
years, wind represented 35 percent of 
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all new power capacity in our country, 
second only to natural gas. With tech- 
nology advances, wind turbines are 
now generating 30 percent more elec- 
tricity per turbine, which means they 
are producing more energy while driv- 
ing down cost. 

This also means all Americans from 
the Great Plains to the eastern shores 
have access to more affordable, reli- 
able, and secure clean energy. That is a 
win-win. It is little wonder our con- 
stituents are demanding we extend the 
wind production tax credit. I wish to 
say this industry and the good news 
that is coming out of it could not have 
come at a better time for our manufac- 
turing base, which has seen relent- 
lessly tough times over the last few 
years. 

The wind industry is cutting against 
the grain. It is creating manufacturing 
jobs at a time when many companies 
are outsourcing jobs. This chart gives a 
great picture of what has been hap- 
pening all over the country. We see 
every sector of the country where we 
have wind manufacturing jobs. 

At the end of last year, the wind in- 
dustry included almost 500 manufac- 
turing facilities that employ 30,000 peo- 
ple spanning 43 States. We have wind 
projects in a vast majority of States— 
38 out of 50. Last year alone over 100 
different wind projects were installed— 
ranging from a single turbine to over 
4,000-megawatt capacity plants. 

Back in 2005—7 years ago—we had 
only five wind turbine manufacturers. 
But with steady and consistent growth 
and government policy support and 
certainty, the number of domestic and 
international manufacturers grew to 23 
at the end of 2011. That is a key factor, 
the certainty that has been provided 
that will help this industry continue to 
grow jobs. 

At a time when our economy is still 
coming back after the 2008 recession, 
and we are facing stiff competition 
from other countries, the wind indus- 
try is a dynamic example for how we 
can grow manufacturing jobs and in- 
vestment in our country. When I start- 
ed, I mentioned the wind production 
tax credit, the PTC. It has been a key 
factor in this growth, central to this 
young industry—and it is still a very 
young industry—and its success in 
America by helping make wind energy 
more economical, which is still being 
commercialized. 

This critical tax credit expires at the 
end of this year. Unless we act now in 
this Congress to extend the wind pro- 
duction tax credit, we risk losing this 
industry as well as the jobs, the invest- 
ment and manufacturing base it cre- 
ates, to our competitors in China, in 
Europe, and other countries. That is 
the last result we need in our economy. 

I have come to the floor to urge the 
Congress to keep our country an open 
marketplace for innovative energy in- 
dustries and for new investments. The 
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United States is on the cutting edge of 
renewable energy technologies and on a 
path to further secure our energy inde- 
pendence. We have to maintain that 
momentum by passing an extension of 
the wind production tax credit. 

In fact, it is so important—this ex- 
tension—that I am planning to come to 
the Senate floor every morning until 
we get our act together and extend the 
PTC—not just for Colorado but for 
every State in our country. I plan to 
talk about the importance of wind en- 
ergy in a different State every time I 
come to the floor. I look forward to 
talking about the State of the Pre- 
siding Officer, the State of Delaware. 

I hear every day from Coloradoans 
who are incredulous that we have not 
acted to extend this commonsense tax 
credit. We need to be reminded that 
American jobs are at stake if we fail to 
act. 

Simply put, if we don’t extend the 
PTC as soon as possible, the wind in- 
dustry will shrink significantly in 2013. 
Estimates are that we can lose almost 
half of the wind-supported jobs, down 
from 78,000 in 2012 to 41,000 in 2013. 

If we fail to extend this tax credit, 
total wind investment is projected to 
drop by nearly two-thirds, from $15.6 
billion in 2012 to $5.5 billion in 2018. 
That is simply unacceptable. Luckily, I 
am not alone in this effort. There is 
strong bipartisan support in the Senate 
for the extension of this tax credit. 
Yes, this is one of those occasions 
where we are talking about legislation 
that is supported by Members of both 
parties. 

Senator GRASSLEY, a Republican Sen- 
ator from Iowa—along with myself and 
seven other Democrats and Repub- 
licans—introduced a bill earlier this 
year to extend the tax credit. Senator 
JERRY MORAN, a Republican Senator 
from Kansas, and I led 12 Members 
from across the country and both sides 
of the aisle in urging our Senate lead- 
ership to work with us to extend the 
PTC as soon as possible. 

We have not seen that happen yet, 
Mr. President. Instead of addressing 
this bipartisan proposal which has been 
a proven job creator, Congress has been 
caught up in partisan fights. Let’s do 
what Americans are demanding. Let’s 
work together to create jobs and 
strengthen our economy, as well as our 
energy security. Let’s pass the PTC as 
soon as possible—ASAP. 

I will be back tomorrow, and I will 
talk more specifically about the impor- 
tance of the PTC to my home State of 
Colorado. We are home to thousands of 
renewable energy jobs, including high- 
paying manufacturing ones. But that 
could change literally overnight if the 
PTC is not extended. 

For the good of our economy, I ask 
all of my colleagues from both sides of 
the aisle to work with me. Let’s work 
together to get the PTC extended. 

I yield the floor. 
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The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 

pore. The Senator from Nebraska. 
CYBERSECURITY 

Mr. NELSON of Nebraska. I rise 
today to discuss an amendment that I 
am proposing to the 2012 farm bill that 
we are debating in the Senate. Before I 
speak to that, I also want to associate 
myself with the leader’s comments 
about the importance of taking care of 
our cyber defense, putting ourselves in 
a position to be able to deflect and 
deter cyber attack from terrorists and 
otherwise against our industries and 
against our Federal Government. 

As chairman of the Strategic Forces 
Subcommittee of the Senate Armed 
Services Committee, cyber command is 
part of our responsibility. The leader is 
exactly on target with his comments 
about the need to move forward to pro- 
tect our country against future cyber 
attacks—which we encounter daily— 
recognizing that we perhaps do know 
what we know, but we are in that un- 
fortunate position of not knowing what 
we don’t know. 

To modernize and move forward is 
absolutely essential to maintain our 
vigilance against cyber attacks in the 
future. 

DIRECT FARM PAYMENTS 

Mr. NELSON of Nebraska. Mr. Presi- 
dent, the amendment I wish to talk 
about today and propose is about fair- 
ness. It is about fairness for America’s 
farmers and ranchers and fairness to 
all taxpayers. 

First, I note that one of the key ele- 
ments of the 2012 farm bill that we 
drafted in the Senate, and is now on 
the floor, is about reform. In particular 
the bill reforms a program of Federal 
subsidies that have gone to farmers re- 
gardless of whether farm prices were 
high or low. 

These subsidies are known as direct 
farm payments. They were established 
by the 1996 farm bill as a way to transi- 
tion producers away from a govern- 
ment-controlled system of agriculture 
to more market-based agriculture. 

These direct farm payments, which 
are outdated government subsidies, 
were supposed to be temporary, and the 
2012 farm bill takes the necessary step 
to eliminate them and remove them 
from the future. 

When this change is enacted, farmers 
will not be paid for crops they are not 
growing on land they are not planting. 
Eliminating these direct payments will 
save $15 billion over 10 years, which 
will be used for deficit reduction. 

Producers in my State understand 
that given our Nation’s fiscal prob- 
lems, we have to have shared sacrifice 
to get the debt and deficit under con- 
trol. If we end these outdated subsidies, 
the farm bill establishes that crop in- 
surance will be the focal point of risk 
management by strengthening crop in- 
surance and expanding access so that 
farmers are not wiped out by a few 
days of bad weather or bad prices. 
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Crop insurance is a shared private- 
public partnership that maintains the 
safety net we all need to sustain Amer- 
ican agriculture. In my efforts to iden- 
tify other areas where shared sacrifice 
for deficit reduction can be pursued, I 
am proposing an amendment to elimi- 
nate another set of government sub- 
sidies which are unnecessary and 
should be eliminated. These subsidies 
go to just 2 percent of the Nation’s 
livestock producers. They receive sub- 
stantial taxpayer-paid subsidies for 
grazing on public lands. 

In the interest of fairness to all live- 
stock producers and the taxpayers, we 
need to reform Federal grazing sub- 
sidies. My amendment would require 
that ranchers pay grazing fees based 
more closely on the market value for 
their region when grazing on public 
lands. Today, the 2 percent of livestock 
producers grazing on public lands pay 
far below market value that other mar- 
ket producers are paying. 

Given our huge Federal debt and def- 
icit, we can no longer afford to heavily 
subsidize an elite group of ranchers to 
graze their cattle on public lands at 
the taxpayers’ expense. These ranchers 
receive a special deal—Federal ‘‘wel- 
fare” so to speak—that they don’t 
need, most ranchers can’t get, and tax- 
payers should not be paying for. 

It is a matter of fairness to level this 
playing field, and it will help balance 
the budget as well. This 2 percent of 
the country’s ranchers have grazing 
rights on public lands that cost the 
government, by lost income, $144 mil- 
lion a year to manage. But the govern- 
ment collects only about $21 million a 
year in grazing fees from ranchers, ac- 
cording to a 2005 study by the GAO. 
That leaves a net cost to taxpayers of 
more than $120 million a year. Losing 
the $120 million of tax money per year 
isn’t fair to taxpayers, nor is it fair to 
producers who then are required to 
subsidize their competition. 

This report also found that the two 
agencies that manage most of the Fed- 
eral grazing lands—the Bureau of Land 
Management and the U.S. Forest Serv- 
ice—actually reduced grazing fees dur- 
ing years when grazing fees on private 
lands increased. Get that: The Federal 
Government reduced fees on public 
lands when fees are being raised on pri- 
vate lands. 

The GAO found that from 1980 to 2004, 
BLM and Forest Service fees fell by 40 
percent. At the same time, grazing fees 
charged by private ranchers rose by 78 
percent. By an actuary’s term, that is 
disintermediation. One is going one di- 
rection and the other another direc- 
tion. 

Furthermore, GAO found if the goals 
of the grazing fee were to recover ex- 
penditures, BLM and the Forest Serv- 
ice would charge $7.64 and $12.26 per 
“animal unit month.” That is much 
higher—get this—than the current 
$1.35-per-animal unit ranchers pay to 
graze on public lands. That is not fair. 
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The GAO stated that the formula 
used to calculate the fee includes 
ranchers’ ability to pay and is not ‘‘pri- 
marily to recover the agencies’ expend- 
itures or to capture the fair market 
value of forage.” No kidding. That is 
what they said and what they think 
this program is all about. 

In Nebraska, it costs livestock pro- 
ducers who get this special deal $1.35 
per cow to graze on public lands. But it 
costs other producers who don’t graze 
on public land an average of $30 per 
cow to graze on private land just in 
northwest Nebraska. It costs an aver- 
age of $38 per cow on private land just 
across all of northern Nebraska. That 
is according to the University of Ne- 
braska’s agriculture economics depart- 
ment. 

I note that I am aware others before 
me have tried to reform Federal graz- 
ing fees, and they are saying to me 
right now: Good luck. Given today’s 
critical need to get our Nation’s fiscal 
house in order, it is time to bring graz- 
ing costs on public lands more in line 
with what it costs producers to graze 
on private lands. There is no fairness in 
this disparity. 

I urge my colleagues to join me in 
working to improve the 2012 farm bill 
reforms by ending unfair and outdated 
Federal grazing subsidies. Doing so 
would bring fairness to all livestock 
producers and have the added benefit of 
saving taxpayers more than $2 billion 
over the next decade—savings that 
could help pay down the national debt 
and reduce our deficit in the meantime. 

With that, I yield the floor. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator from Michigan is 
recognized. 

AGRICULTURE REFORM 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, in a 
short while—I think this afternoon—we 
will officially be back on consideration 
of what is dubbed the farm bill—the 
Agricultural Reform, Food, and Jobs 
Act. This is something we do every 5 
years to secure the safest, most afford- 
able, reliable food supply in the world. 
We are very proud of what our farmers 
and ranchers do. 

The largest investment in land and 
water conservation we make as a coun- 
try on working lands is made through 
the farm bill—protecting our Great 
Lakes, the Chesapeake Bay, and sup- 
porting farmers who have environ- 
mental challenges and managing those 
on their lands. So these are very im- 
portant investments. 

We also make important investments 
in nutrition for families who need tem- 
porary help, as many families certainly 
have during this economic downturn, 
and many other exciting opportunities 
that create jobs. 

The Presiding Officer, I know, cares 
very deeply about manufacturing, as do 
I. One of the areas in which we are 
growing the economy is by making 
things, growing things, and bringing 
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those together in something called bio- 
based manufacturing, which I will be 
talking more about as we proceed, but 
the idea is to use agricultural products 
to offset chemicals, to offset oil and 
plastics. This is an exciting new oppor- 
tunity for us. We expand upon that 
through opportunities in what we call 
the farm bill. 

The bottom line is this is a jobs bill. 
There are 16 million people at work in 
this country—and there are not too 
many bills that come to the floor that 
have the number 16 million—that are 
in some way related to agriculture and 
food production. It may be processing, 
it may be production, it may be in the 
sales end, but 16 million people work in 
this country because of agriculture in 
some way, and so it is important we 
get this right. 

We also have a major trade surplus in 
this country coming from agriculture. 
So we are producing it here and then 
we are selling it overseas. I certainly 
wish to make sure we are focusing on 
exporting our products, not our jobs. 
The shining star of that is in agri- 
culture, where we have seen just in the 
last few years a 270-percent increase in 
agricultural exports. So this is a big 
deal for us and it is part of why this is 
a jobs bill and very important. 

We also know we need to reform agri- 
cultural production policies. This bill 
is very much about cutting subsidies as 
well as creating jobs. So what are we 
doing? We have taken the view in this 
farm bill where rather than focusing on 
protecting individual programs that 
have been with us a long time, we have 
focused on principles: What is it we 
need to do to have a strong economy, 
to support our farmers? Whether it is a 
weather disaster, such as we have had 
in Michigan, or whether it is a disaster 
in markets and prices, we don’t want 
our farmers losing their farms because 
of a disaster beyond their control. We 
all have a stake in that. There is noth- 
ing more risky, in terms of a business, 
than agriculture, where one is at the 
whim of the weather and other market 
forces. So we want to make sure we are 
there. 

We also know that for too long we 
have paid government money to folks 
who didn’t need it for crops they didn’t 
grow. We are not going to do that any- 
more. This is a huge reform in public 
policy, where we are moving to risk- 
based management. We are focusing on 
what we need to do to cut the deficit 
and strengthen and consolidate and 
save dollars but also provide risk man- 
agement. In fact, in this bill, we are re- 
ducing the deficit by $23 billion. 

We have not had the opportunity to 
have in front of us a bill on the floor 
that cuts the deficit, with strong bipar- 
tisan support around policies that 
make sense and that we agree to. This 
is an area where we have come forward. 
In fact, Iam very proud of the fact our 
Agriculture Committees—in the fall, 
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when the deficit reduction effort was 
going on—came forward with a House- 
Senate bipartisan agreement on deficit 
reduction. In fact, if every committee 
had done that, we would have gotten to 
where we needed to go. 

I wish to thank my friend and rank- 
ing member Senator ROBERTS for his 
strong leadership, as well as the chair- 
man and ranking member in the House 
for their joint efforts in that way. 

But when that didn’t happen, we de- 
cided we would keep our commitment 
to deficit reduction and move forward 
on policies that would achieve that and 
we have done that with $23 billion in 
cuts. We do that by repealing what is 
called direct payments that go to a 
farmer regardless of what is happening, 
whether it is good times or bad. 

In fact, we replace four different 
farm subsidies with a strengthening of 
crop insurance and additional risk- 
management efforts when there is a 
loss by the individual farmer, at the 
county. We focus on loss. As I indi- 
cated, we will support farmers for what 
they plant. 

We strengthen payment limits in 
terms of where we focus precious tax- 
payer dollars, and we also took a scal- 
pel as we looked at every part of the 
USDA programs. We looked for dupli- 
cation, what made sense, what was out- 
dated, and we eliminated 100 different 
programs and authorizations within 
this farm bill policy. Again, I don’t 
know many committees that have 
come forward with that kind of elimi- 
nation. 

That doesn’t mean we are elimi- 
nating the functions, the critical areas 
of supporting farmers and ranchers or 
conservation or expanding jobs through 
renewable energy or our nutrition ef- 
forts or so on—farm credit, other be- 
ginning farmers, and all the efforts we 
are involved in. We are just doing it in 
a more streamlined way. We are cut- 
ting paperwork. 

In rural development, which affects 
every single community, every town, 
every village, every county outside our 
urban areas, we want to make sure a 
part-time mayor can actually figure 
out rural development and use the sup- 
ports that are there to start businesses, 
to focus on water and sewer infrastruc- 
ture or roads, that it is actually simple 
and available and doable from their 
standpoint. We have spent our time 
working together to come up with 
something that makes sense for tax- 
payers, for consumers of food, for those 
who care deeply in every region of our 
country about how we support farmers 
and ranchers and for those who care 
very deeply about our land and water 
and air resources on working lands and 
how we can work together to actually 
do that. 

We are moving forward now to the 
next phase on our farm bill consider- 
ation. Senator ROBERTS and I are work- 
ing closely together to tee up some 
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amendments—both Democratic and Re- 
publican amendments—so we can begin 
the process of voting. We know there is 
a lot of work to do. Colleagues have a 
lot of ideas. Certainly, some of those 
ideas I will support, some I will not 
support, but the process of the Senate 
is to come forward and offer ideas, de- 
bate them, and vote. 

So we are working hard, hopefully to 
tee up some votes this afternoon or to- 
morrow that would give us the oppor- 
tunity to move forward. We know there 
is a lot more work to do. We have a lot 
of ideas that colleagues have, and we 
will continue to negotiate moving for- 
ward on a final set of amendments. But 
we think it is important to get started. 

I wish to thank all our colleagues 
who came together on the motion to 
proceed. It was extraordinary. After a 
strong bipartisan vote in committee, 
we are very appreciative of the fact our 
colleagues are willing to give us the op- 
portunity to get this done with such a 
strong bipartisan vote on the motion 
to proceed. 

Also, before relinquishing the floor, I 
notice my colleague from South Da- 
kota is here, and I wish to personally 
thank him for his leadership on this 
bill, with extremely important provi- 
sions in the bill, both on risk coverage. 
The proposal to support farmers who 
have a loss came from a very impor- 
tant proposal Senator THUNE and Sen- 
ator SHERROD BROWN put forward, 
along with other colleagues, which is 
the foundation of what we are doing to 
work with crop insurance to support 
farmers. Also, Senator THUNE has been 
pivotal in a very important part of con- 
servation that ties what we call the 
sodsaver amendment to the protection 
of prairie sod, prairie land, to crop in- 
surance. If someone is breaking up the 
sod, there would be a penalty on the 
crop insurance side. So it is an impor- 
tant way of bringing together account- 
ability and crop insurance and pro- 
tecting our native sod. This is some- 
thing, among many other things, Sen- 
ator THUNE has been involved in and 
shown real leadership. 

As I said, this has been a strong bi- 
partisan effort. Again, I thank my col- 
league from Kansas who has been a 
partner in this effort. 

I look forward to having the oppor- 
tunity to bring all our amendments to 
the floor and to give people the oppor- 
tunity to move forward in good faith. 
It is going to be critical that we move 
forward in good faith so we can begin 
to debate, to vote, and to get this bill 
done. 

All the policies we have talked about 
actually end on September 30 of this 
year, with very disastrous results for 
farmers and ranchers if we don’t get 
this done. They need economic cer- 
tainty. The 16 million who work be- 
cause of agriculture are counting on us 
to get this done so they can make their 
decisions on what they are going to 
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plant and how their business is going 
to work. 

I am proud of the effort so far, our 
coming together and having folks join 
in this wonderful bipartisan effort to 
get to work. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
MANCHIN). The Senator from South Da- 
kota. 

Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that my Repub- 
lican colleagues, Senators McCAIN and 
AYOTTE, and myself be permitted to 
enter into a colloquy for up to 30 min- 
utes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

DEFENSE SEQUESTRATION 

Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, I come to 
the floor, along with my colleagues, 
Senators MCCAIN and AYOTTE, to talk 
about the significant uncertainty sur- 
rounding sequestration and its threat 
to our national security. 

The triggered reduction in spending 
is $1.2 trillion. After accounting for 18 
percent in debt service savings, the re- 
quired reductions amount to $984 bil- 
lion to be distributed evenly over a 9- 
year period or $109.3 billion per year. 
So what we are talking about is $54.7 
billion in reductions will be necessary 
in both the defense and nondefense cat- 
egories, despite the fact—despite the 
fact—defense funding constitutes just 
20 percent of the budget. 

As my colleagues Senators MCCAIN 
and AYOTTE are well aware, this se- 
quester disproportionately impacts de- 
fense spending, putting our national se- 
curity at risk. 

It has been almost a full year since 
the Budget Control Act was passed, and 
Congress needs a precise understanding 
from this administration as to the full 
effects of sequestration on national se- 
curity funding. Both Senator MCCAIN 
and I, along with Senators SESSIONS, 
AYOTTE, and others, have called on the 
administration to detail the impact of 
sequestration on defense accounts. 

This information is necessary for 
Congress to address the deep and un- 
balanced defense budget cuts that are 
expected under sequestration—which 
are in addition, I might add, to the $487 
billion in reductions that were carried 
out last August. 

What little information has been 
made available from the administra- 
tion about the planned cuts to defense 
should give all of us pause about our 
Nation’s security if sequestration pro- 
ceeds without any modifications. 

In a letter to Senators MCCAIN and 
GRAHAM this past November, Secretary 
Panetta said that over the long term, 
sequestration means we will have the 
smallest ground force since 1940, the 
smallest fleet of ships since 1915, and 
the smallest tactical fighter force in 
the history of the Air Force. 

If sequestration were to go into ef- 
fect, we risk turning back the clock on 
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our military strength to where it was 
during the early 20th Century, before 
World War II. That clearly cannot be 
allowed to happen if we hope to have a 
future in which we are secure, pros- 
perous, and at peace in the world. 

I wish to turn now to my colleague 
Senator MCCAIN, who is the ranking 
member of the Armed Services Com- 
mittee. He has been a leader in calling 
attention to this cloud of sequestration 
cuts looming over the Defense Depart- 
ment and its threat to our national se- 
curity. He is, obviously, one of the 
foremost experts in the Senate when it 
comes to the issue of national security, 
and someone who has been raising the 
issue of sequestration and its impact to 
our national security interest for some 
time. 

I would ask Senator MCCAIN if he 
might comment on his observations 
with regard to this issue and its impact 
on national security. 

Mr. McCAIN. I thank my colleague 
from South Dakota and appreciate 
very much his leadership on this issue 
and my colleague from New Hampshire, 
Senator AYOTTE, who has done a pre- 
liminary study on the effect of these 
sequestrations on our defense indus- 
tries and jobs and employment in 
States across America. 

In fact, she has been asked by the 
Conference of Mayors to give them as- 
sessments. One of the problems we 
have is not only sequestration itself, as 
my colleague from South Dakota men- 
tioned, but the American people don’t 
fully understand the impact—not only 
from a national security standpoint 
but from an economic standpoint. 

I appreciate and admire our Sec- 
retary of Defense who continues to say 
that sequestration would be dev- 
astating to our national security, the 
effects would be Draconian in nature. 
He has described it in the most graphic 
and, I think, accurate terms. But we 
don’t know exactly what those impacts 
would be and, unfortunately, the Sec- 
retary of Defense and the Defense De- 
partment have not given us informa- 
tion as to what those impacts would 
be. The American people need to know 
and they deserve to know what these 
impacts would be. 

That is why we put in the Defense au- 
thorization bill a requirement that the 
Secretary of Defense send to the Con- 
gress and the American people the 
exact effects of this sequestration, 
which he has refused to do, up until 
now. 

Since we have not taken the bill to 
the floor—and it may not be signed 
until the end of this year—that is why 
I have an amendment pending on the 
farm bill, to seek that same reporting, 
because Members of Congress, elected 
representatives, and the American peo- 
ple deserve to know the effects of se- 
questration. 

One, they need to know from the in- 
terest of our national security, but I 
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would argue to my friend they also 
need to know from the impact on an al- 
ready faltering economy. I want to 
thank the Senator from New Hamp- 
shire, who has done more on this issue. 
In fact, she has given every member of 
our conference a rough readout as to 
exactly what the impact would be in 
our States. But obviously, the Senator 
from New Hampshire and I don’t have 
access to the same database the Sec- 
retary of Defense has as to these Dra- 
conian effects. 

So in summary, I would say we are 
facing what is now known as the fiscal 
cliff: the debt limit, which needs to be 
raised; the sequestration issue; the ex- 
piration of the Bush tax cuts; and sev- 
eral other issues, which we are all 
going to now address in a lameduck 
session. That is a Utopian vision for a 
lameduck session that, frankly, is not 
justified by history. 

One of the aspects of this sequestra- 
tion, the reason we need to address it 
now, is because the Pentagon has to 
plan. They have to plan on a certain 
budget. They can’t wait until the end 
of this year, or early next year when it 
kicks in, until January 2, I believe it 
is, of 2018, in order to adjust to it. So, 
one, we need the information. 

And, two, Members of Congress need 
to know that the sequestration issue 
should be, and must be, addressed. I 
thank Senator THUNE not only for his 
outstanding work on the farm bill but 
also for his leadership on this impor- 
tant issue. 

I yield to my colleague from New 
Hampshire, who has done probably a 
more in-depth study of this issue and 
its impact on the defense industry in 
America and jobs and employment 
than any other Member. 

Ms. AYOTTE. I thank Senator 
McCAIN for his leadership as the rank- 
ing Republican on the Armed Services 
Committee. No one knows these issues 
better in the Senate than JOHN 
McCAIN. So it is an honor be here with 
him, and also my colleague Senator 
THUNE, with whom I serve on the Budg- 
et Committee. Senator THUNE has been 
very concerned about the impacts of 
sequestration on our national security. 
I call sequestration the biggest na- 
tional security threat you have never 
heard of. The American people need to 
know this threat to their national se- 
curity, to the protection of our coun- 
try, which is our fundamental responsi- 
bility under the Constitution. 

I fully support the amendment Sen- 
ator MCCAIN has brought forward on 
the farm bill that he championed, 
along with Senator LEVIN, on the De- 
fense authorization, because we can’t 
afford to keep hiding the details of 
what will happen to our Department of 
Defense and our military if sequestra- 
tion goes forward. 

To be clear, as Senator THUNE has al- 
ready identified, the Department of De- 
fense is taking significant reductions. 
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In the proposed 2018 budget from the 
President, the Department will take 
approximately $487 billion in reduc- 
tions over the next 9 years. That al- 
ready means a reduction of approxi- 
mately 72,000 of our Army and a reduc- 
tion of 20,000 of our Marine Corps. But 
what we are here talking about today 
is an additional $500 billion to $600 bil- 
lion in reductions coming in January 
of 2013 that the American people need 
to know about, and our Department of 
Defense should clearly identify what is 
going to happen with those reductions. 

But here is what we do know. As Sen- 
ator McCAIN and Senator THUNE have 
already talked about, our Secretary of 
Defense has warned that these cuts will 
be devastating; that they will be cata- 
strophic; that we will be shooting our- 
selves in the head if we did this for our 
national security; that we would be un- 
dermining our national security for 
generations. 

This is what it means, and what our 
service chiefs have told us so far about 
the preliminary assessments of seques- 
tration: 

For our Army, what they have said is 
an additional 100,000 reduction in our 
Army, 50 percent coming from the 
Guard and Reserve, on top of the 72,000 
coming in the proposed 2013 budget. 
That would result in our ground forces 
being reduced to the smallest size since 
before World War II. 

For the Navy, our current fleet is 285 
and the Navy has said previously that 
we need 313 ships. If sequestration goes 
forward the Navy has said that our 
fleet will have to shrink to between 230 
to 235 ships and submarines. At a time 
when China is investing more and more 
in their navy, where we have increased 
our defense focus in our national secu- 
rity strategy on the Asian Pacific re- 
gion, it would make that increased 
focus a mockery, truthfully, if we al- 
lowed sequestration to go forward. 

We have heard the same from our 
Marine Corps. What the Marine Corps 
has said about sequestration every 
Member of Congress should be con- 
cerned about. The Assistant Com- 
mandant of the Marine Corps has said 
if sequestration goes forward, it is an 
additional 18,000 reduction in our Ma- 
rine Corps, and that the Marines would 
be incapable of conducting a single 
major contingency operation. Think 
about it: The Marine Corps of the 
United States of America incapable of 
responding to a single major contin- 
gency operation. This is at a time when 
the threats to our country have not di- 
minished. This is at a time when we 
still have men and women, as we sit 
here today, who are serving us admi- 
rably in Afghanistan. 

And, by the way, OMB has already 
said that the OCO—or war funding— 
will not be exempt from sequestration. 

We owe it to our men and women who 
are in the field right now to make sure 
they have the support they need and 
deserve from this Congress. 
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When we look at where we are, this is 
not just about our national defense. 
But you would think that being about 
our national defense, our foremost re- 
sponsibility in Congress, would be 
enough to bring everyone to the table 
right now to resolve this, regardless of 
whatever your party affiliation is. But 
this is also an issue about jobs, because 
the estimates are, in terms of the job 
impact in this country, George Mason 
University estimates that over 1 mil- 
lion jobs will be lost in this country 
over 1 year due to sequestration. And 
that is just looking at research and de- 
velopment and procurement. 

Well, let’s talk about some of the 
States that will be impacted, because 
every one of my colleagues represents a 
State in this Chamber that will be im- 
pacted by the jobs at issue. 

We look at where our economy is 
right now, and yet we continue not to 
address this fundamental issue of se- 
questration when 1 million jobs are at 
stake. 

For Virginia, the estimate is 123,000 
jobs; Florida, 39,000 jobs; Ohio, 18,000 
jobs; North Carolina, 11,000 jobs; Con- 
necticut, 34,000 jobs; Pennsylvania, 
36,000 jobs. In my small State of New 
Hampshire, it is projected that we will 
lose approximately 3,300 jobs. 

So not only is this a national secu- 
rity issue, but we are also talking 
about our defense industrial base. And 
once we lose much of the talent in that 
industrial base, it doesn’t necessarily 
come back. We have many small em- 
ployers who can’t sustain these cuts, 
who will go bankrupt, and won’t be 
able to come back. And once they are 
gone, we lose their expertise and the 
U.S. military becomes more reliant on 
foreign suppliers. 

In fact, the CEO of Lockheed Martin 
has said recently: 

The very prospect of sequestration is al- 
ready having a chilling effect on the indus- 
try. We’re not going to hire. We’re not going 
to make speculative investments. We’re not 
going to invest in incremental training, be- 
cause the uncertainty associated with 53 bil- 
lion of reductions in the first fiscal quarter 
of next year is a huge disruption to our busi- 
ness. 

To my colleagues who think we can 
kick this can down the road until after 
the elections, please understand that 
when it comes to jobs, these defense 
employers have a responsibility under 
Federal law, what is called the WARN 
Act, to notify their employees if they 
are going to be laid off at least 60 days 
before a layoff will occur. 

What that means is there could be 
hundreds of thousands of WARN Act 
notices going out, likely before the 
election in November, letting people 
across this country know that they 
may lose their job because Congress 
has not come forward and addressed 
this fundamental issue to our national 
security right now. 

In conclusion—and I know Senator 
THUNE is supportive of this. I am the 
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cosponsor of a bill along with Senator 
MCCAIN and others that comes up with 
savings to deal with the first year of 
sequestration, and I would ask every 
Member of this Chamber: Let’s sit 
down and resolve this. We do need to 
cut spending, and we should find these 
savings. It is important to deal with 
our debt. But let’s make sure we find 
savings that don’t devastate our na- 
tional security or undermine our na- 
tional security for generations or hol- 
low out our force, as our Chairman of 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff has said about 
sequestration. I would urge my col- 
leagues on both sides of the aisle, let’s 
sit down now and resolve this issue on 
behalf of our most important responsi- 
bility, which is to protect the Amer- 
ican people from the threats that still 
remain around the world and are very 
real. We have seen it with Iran trying 
to acquire the capability of a nuclear 
weapon. It still remains a very chal- 
lenging time, and we need to protect 
our country from the threats we face. 

I thank my colleague Senator THUNE, 
and I turn it back to him. 

Mr. THUNE. I would say to my col- 
league, the Senator from New Hamp- 
shire—because she mentioned that she 
and I both serve on the Budget Com- 
mittee—that this perhaps could have 
been avoided had we passed a budget 
that dealt with title reform. 

The reason we have these huge cuts, 
these steep and unbalanced cuts to the 
defense budget, is because we punted 
on the Budget Control Act to the 
supercommittee, which didn’t produce 
a result, and this triggered these 
across-the-board reductions in spend- 
ing—half of which come out of the de- 
fense budget, as the Senator men- 
tioned, a defense budget that rep- 
resents only 20 percent of Federal 
spending. So proportionality here 
seems to be a real issue. Why would 
you gut the part of a budget from 
which you get the resources to keep 
your country safe and secure? 

Frankly, it comes back—in my view, 
at least—to the fact that now, for 3 
consecutive years, the Budget Com- 
mittee, on which the Senator and I 
both serve, has failed to produce a 
budget, spelling out a more reasonable 
and thoughtful plan for how to deal 
with these challenges as opposed to 
having this budget axe fall in this dis- 
proportionate way on our national se- 
curity interests. 

I am curious as to the Senator’s 
thoughts with regard to the reason why 
we are where we are today. 

Ms. AYOTTE. I would say to my col- 
league from South Dakota, you are ab- 
solutely right. It is outrageous that it 
has been over 1,100 days that we have 
not had a budget in the Senate. In the 
Budget Committee that we both serve 
on, the Senator and I are anxious to re- 
solve the big fiscal issues facing our 
country. 

I agree with the Senator from South 
Dakota, if we did that function of 
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budgeting, we wouldn’t be in this posi- 
tion where we have put our national se- 
curity at risk because we are not tak- 
ing on the big-picture fiscal issue to 
get our fiscal house in order in Wash- 
ington and make sure we reform man- 
datory spending so those programs are 
sustainable and available for future 
generations. So here we are. 

Not only do I serve on the Senate 
Armed Services Committee, but I am 
the wife of a veteran. It is astounding 
to me that we would put our national 
security at risk rather than doing our 
jobs, putting together a budget that is 
responsible and proportional. That is 
one of the underlying reasons why we 
find ourselves in the position we are 
right now. 

I ask my colleague from South Da- 
kota, as Commander in Chief, the 
President has a responsibility on this 
very important issue. It is such an im- 
portant and weighty responsibility as 
President of the United States to be 
Commander in Chief. Where is the 
President on these issues? 

Mr. THUNE. Ironically, the point my 
colleague from New Hampshire made 
earlier and the statements made by the 
President’s own Defense Secretary 
about what these cuts would mean just 
speak volumes. It is absolutely stun- 
ning when we look at the impact this 
would have on our national security 
budget, and, at least to date, the Presi- 
dent is not weighing in on this argu- 
ment at all. 

I think what the Senator from New 
Hampshire and Senator McCAIN and I 
are saying is this: Show us your plan. 

If we are going to do something 
about this, we need to know how they 
intend to implement this. So the trans- 
parency issue is very important. Ask- 
ing them to tell us how they are plan- 
ning on making these reductions seems 
to be a critically important part of not 
only informing the American public 
but giving Congress a pathway—if 
there is one—to address and perhaps re- 
distribute these reductions. 

When we are talking about a $109 bil- 
lion reduction that will take effect in 
January of next year—half of which 
comes out of defense—on top of $% tril- 
lion in cuts to accrue over the next 
decade that were approved as part of 
the Budget Control Act, that is a huge 
chunk out of our national security 
budget. 

I think the Senator from New Hamp- 
shire made an excellent point as well 
about how this obviously impacts na- 
tional security first and foremost. I 
have always maintained that if we 
don’t get national security right to 
protect and defend the country, then 
the rest is all secondary. 

But there is a huge economic impact, 
as was pointed out not only by the 
study my colleague from New Hamp- 
shire mentioned but also by the Con- 
gressional Budget Office recently in 
speaking about the fiscal cliff that hits 
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us in the first part of January next 
year and could cost us 1.3 percent in 
growth, which, according to the Presi- 
dent’s economic advisers, could be 1.3 
million jobs. If the national security 
issue does not get your attention, cer- 
tainly we would think the economy 
and jobs issue would. Yet we are hear- 
ing silence—crickets coming out of the 
White House. 

I would hope he would weigh in on 
this debate and at least provide us with 
an idea of how the administration in- 
tends to implement this and hopefully 
a plan about how to avert this. As has 
been emphasized by the President’s De- 
fense Secretary, there would be a cata- 
strophic impact on our national secu- 
rity interest. 

Ms. AYOTTE. I ask Senator THUNE, 
is this not so important when we think 
about the impact on our national secu- 
rity that now we hear from the Presi- 
dent that Members on both sides of the 
aisle should sit down instead of kicking 
this can beyond the elections? 

What I have heard from our employ- 
ers is that they will have to make deci- 
sions now that could impact our de- 
fense industrial base. We are talking 
about shipbuilders, we are talking 
about experts, small businesses that 
work in this area. Once those jobs go 
away in terms of a small business, such 
as a sole supplier on one of our major 
procurement programs, which happens 
quite often, that expertise goes away. 
We don’t immediately pull that back. 
So we are talking about an estimate of 
1 million jobs, and the private sector 
can’t wait for us to resolve this until 
after the election. They need us to re- 
solve this now. In my view, our mili- 
tary can’t wait until after the election, 
nor should our military be put in that 
position. They should know that we are 
going to resolve this because we want 
to keep faith with them. We do not 
want to hollow out our force. We do 
not want to put them at risk. So, ona 
bipartisan basis, this is a critical issue 
to resolve before the election. I won- 
dered what my colleague’s view was on 
that. 

Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, again I 
appreciate the leadership of the Sen- 
ator from New Hampshire as a member 
of the Armed Services Committee on 
not only this issue of national security 
but also as a member of the Budget 
Committee, where we serve together. It 
is critical that we do something soon, 
and the reason for that, as the Senator 
from New Hampshire mentioned, is 
that a lameduck session of Congress— 
is not an appropriate time to try to 
legislate on a major issue such as this, 
particularly given the fact that there 
is going to be a pileup of other issues. 
We have tax rate expiration issues to 
deal with and potentially another debt 
limit vote coming up. 

It seems to me that we ought to pro- 
vide as much certainty as we can to 
our military, to the leaders of our mili- 
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tary who have to make these decisions, 
and to the people who build these 
weapons systems and experience many 
of these reductions that will impact 
jobs. 

As my colleague mentioned, there is 
a Warren Act requirement that they 
notify people if they are going to lay 
off people. There has to be a lead time 
to this, and that is why getting a plan 
from the administration that lays out 
in specific and detailed terms exactly 
what they intend to do with regard to 
sequestration is really important to 
this process and as a matter of funda- 
mental transparency for the American 
people and for the Congress. 

Clearly, there is a need—in my view, 
at least—for us to deal with this in ad- 
vance of the election, not waiting, not 
punting, and not kicking the can down 
the road as is so often done here. 

I appreciate the leadership of the 
Senator from Arizona, the ranking 
member of the Armed Services Com- 
mittee, and my colleague from New 
Hampshire in raising and elevating this 
issue and putting it on the radar screen 
of the Senate in hopes that something 
might actually happen before the elec- 
tion. But that will require that the 
President of the United States and his 
administration get in the game. So far, 
we haven’t heard anything from them 
with regard to how they would imple- 
ment sequestration or what sugges- 
tions they might have that would avoid 
and avert what would be a national se- 
curity catastrophe if these planned or 
at least proposed reductions go into ef- 
fect at the first of next year. 

I see that the Senator from Arizona, 
the ranking member of the Armed 
Services Committee, is back. Does the 
Senator have any closing comment be- 
fore we wrap up this session? 

Well, let me thank my colleagues in 
the Senate and particularly the Sen- 
ator from Arizona and the Senator 
from New Hampshire for what they are 
doing on this issue. I hope that we are 
successful and that in the end we can 
get some greater transparency from 
the administration about how they in- 
tend to implement these reductions 
and that we might be able to take the 
steps that are necessary, aS was point- 
ed out, on a bipartisan basis. This is 
not an issue that affects one side or the 
other, it is an issue that affects the en- 
tire country when we are talking about 
our national security interests and the 
great jeopardy and risk we put them in 
if we don’t take steps to address this 
issue. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Arizona. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the Sen- 
ate in a colloquy with my colleague 
from South Carolina, Senator GRAHAM. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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NATIONAL SECURITY 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, Senator 
GRAHAM and I know there are others 
who would like to come to the floor on 
the issue of the almost unprecedented 
release of information which directly 
affects our national security—in fact, 
the most important programs in which 
we are engaged, including the use of 
drones and our counterterrorism ac- 
tivities, and, of course, the highly clas- 
sified cyber attacks that have been 
made on the Iranians in order to pre- 
vent them from achieving their goal of 
building nuclear weapons. 

I can’t think of any time that I have 
seen such breaches of ongoing national 
security programs as has been the case 
here. The damage to our national secu- 
rity has been articulated by many both 
inside and outside of the administra- 
tion, including the most damaging that 
we have seen. Our Director of National 
Intelligence said that it is the worst he 
has seen in his 30 years of service in 
the area of intelligence. All of the 
ranking and chair members of the In- 
telligence Committee, Armed Services 
Committee, Foreign Relations Com- 
mittee, and Homeland Security Com- 
mittee have described in the strongest 
terms what damage has been done by 
these ‘‘leaks.”’ 

Among the sources that the authors 
of these publications list are ‘‘adminis- 
tration officials’ and ‘‘senior offi- 
cials”; ‘‘senior aides” to the President; 
“members of the President’s national 
security team who were in the [White 
House Situation Room] during key dis- 
cussions”; an official ‘‘who requested 
anonymity to speak about what is still 
a classified program’’—I am quoting all 
of these from the public cases; ‘‘current 
.. . American officials . . . [who would 
not] allow their names to be used be- 
cause the effort remains highly classi- 
fied, and parts of it continue to this 
day”; several sources who would be 
“fired for what they divulged—pre- 
sumably because what they divulged 
was classified or otherwise very sen- 
sitive. 

One author notes: 

[O]ver the course of 2009, more and more 
people inside the Obama White House were 
being ‘read into’ a [particular secret, com- 
partmentalized] cyber program [previously 
known only by an extremely tight group of 
top intelligence, military and White House 
officials], even those not directly involved. 
As the reports from the latest iteration of 
the bug arrived— 

Talking about the cyber attack on 
Iran— 
meetings were held to assess what kind of 
damage had been done, and the room got 
more and more crowded. 

Some of the sources in these publica- 
tions specifically refused to be identi- 
fied because what they were talking 
about related to classified programs or 
ongoing programs. One of the authors 
specifically observed that some of his 
sources would be horrified if their iden- 
tities were revealed. 
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As always with this leaking, which 
goes on in this town, although not at 
the level I have ever seen, I think we 
need to ask ourselves first who bene- 
fits—certainly not our national secu- 
rity or our military intelligence profes- 
sionals or our partners abroad who are 
more exposed as a result of these leaks. 
I think to answer the question of who 
benefits, we have to look at the total- 
ity of circumstances. In this case, the 
publications came out closely together 
in time. They involved the participa- 
tion, according to those publications, 
of administration officials. The overall 
impression left by these publications is 
very favorable to the President of the 
United States. 

So here we are with a very serious 
breach of national security—and in the 
view of some, the most serious in re- 
cent history—and it clearly cries out 
for the appointment of a special coun- 
sel. 

I would remind my colleagues and 
my friend from South Carolina will re- 
mind our colleagues that when the Val- 
erie Plame investigation was going on, 
my colleagues on the other side of the 
aisle argued strenuously for the ap- 
pointment of a special counsel at that 
time. Later on, I will read some of 
their direct quotes. 

It is obviously one of the highest 
breaches of security this country has 
ever seen because of ongoing oper- 
ations that are taking place. By the 
way, our friends and allies, especially 
the Israelis, who have been com- 
promised on the Stuxnet operation, the 
virus in the Iranian nuclear program, 
of course, feel betrayed. 

Now, can I finally say that I under- 
stand our colleague and chairperson of 
the Intelligence Committee is going to 
come over to object to our motion for 
the appointment of a special counsel. It 
is the same special counsel who was ap- 
pointed at other times in our history, 
and ahead of her appearance after the 
statements she made about how serious 
these breaches of intelligence were. It 
is a bit puzzling why she should object 
to the appointment of a special coun- 
sel. 

I ask my colleague from South Caro- 
lina—to place two outstanding individ- 
uals and prosecutors to investigate 
still places them under the authority 
of the Attorney General of the United 
States. The Attorney General of the 
United States is under severe scrutiny 
in the House of Representatives. The 
Attorney General of the United States 
may be cited for contempt of Congress 
over the Fast and Furious gunrunning- 
to-Mexico issue which also resulted, by 
the way, in the death of a brave young 
Border Patrolman, Brian Terry, in my 
own State, who was killed by one of 
these weapons. That is how serious it 
is. 

I would think Mr. Holder, for his own 
benefit, would seek the appointment of 
a special counsel, and I ask that of my 
friend from South Carolina. 
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Mr. GRAHAM. I think it not only 
would serve Mr. Holder well, but cer- 
tainly the country well. 

We are setting the precedent that if 
we do not appoint a special counsel— 
and I don’t know these two U.S. attor- 
neys at all. I am sure they are fine 
men. But the special counsel provisions 
that are available to the Attorney Gen- 
eral need to be embraced because it 
creates an impression and, quite frank- 
ly, a legal infrastructure to put the 
special counsel above common politics. 
The precedent we are about to set in 
the Senate if we vote down this resolu- 
tion is, in this case, we don’t need to 
assure the public that we don’t have to 
worry, the person involved is not going 
to be interfered with; that in this case 
we don’t need the special counsel, and 
there is no need for it. 

Well, to my colleagues on the other 
side, how many of them said we needed 
a special counsel—Peter Fitzgerald— 
who was not in the jurisdiction—Illi- 
nois wasn’t the subject matter of the 
Valerie Plame leaks. It happened in 
Washington. When Peter Fitzgerald 
was chosen as a special counsel, the 
country said that is a good choice, cho- 
sen under the special counsel provi- 
sions, which are designed to avoid a 
conflict of interest. 

What is the problem? For us to say 
we don’t need one here is a precedent 
that will haunt the country and this 
body and future White Houses in a way 
that I think is very disturbing, I say to 
the Senator from Arizona, because if 
we needed one for Valerie Plame—alle- 
gations of outing a CIA agent—and if 
we needed one for Jack Abramoff, a 
lobbyist who had infiltrated the high- 
est levels of the government, why 
would we need one here? Is this less se- 
rious? 

The allegations we are talking about 
are breathtaking. Go read Mr. Sanger’s 
book as he describes Operation Olym- 
pic Games. It reads like a novel about 
how the administration, trying to 
avoid an Israeli strike against the Ira- 
nian nuclear program, worked with the 
Israelis to create a cyber attack on the 
Iranian nuclear program, and how suc- 
cessful it was. It literally reads like a 
novel. 

What about the situation regarding 
the Underwear Bomber case, a plot 
that was thwarted by a double agent. 
One could read every detail about the 
plot and how dangerous it was and how 
successful we were in stopping it from 
coming about. Then, how we got bin 
Laden and sharing information with a 
movie producer, but telling the world 
about the Pakistani doctor and how we 
used him to track down bin Laden. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, could I 
add revealing the name of Seal Team 6. 

Mr. GRAHAM. That takes us to the 
bin Laden information. In the book 
there is a scenario where the Secretary 
of Defense went to the National Secu- 
rity Adviser, Thomas Donilon, and 
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said, “I have a new communication 
strategy for you regarding the bin 
Laden raid: Shut the F up.” 

But the drone program, a blow-by- 
blow description of how the President 
handpicks who gets killed and who 
doesn’t. 

This is breathtaking. Certainly, it is 
on par with Abramoff and Plame, I 
think, the biggest national security 
compromise in generations. For our 
friends on the other side to say we 
don’t need a special counsel here, but 
they were the ones arguing for one in 
the other two cases, sets a terrible 
precedent, and we are not going to let 
this happen without one heck of a 
fight. 

Senator Obama wrote a letter with a 
large group of colleagues urging the 
Bush administration to appoint a spe- 
cial counsel and to have an inde- 
pendent congressional investigation on 
top of that of the Valerie Plame CIA 
leak case. He also joined in a letter 
with his Democratic colleagues urging 
the Bush administration to appoint a 
special counsel in the Jack Abramoff 
case because the allegations were that 
Mr. Abramoff had access to the highest 
levels of government and that extraor- 
dinary circumstances existed. 

What are we talking about here? We 
are talking about leaks of national se- 
curity done in a 45-day period that 
paint this President as a strong, deci- 
sive national security leader. The book 
questions—not just the articles—is 
there any reason to believe this may go 
to the White House? Look what hap- 
pened with the Scooter Libby prosecu- 
tion in the Valerie Plame case. The 
Chief of Staff of the Vice President of 
the United States eventually was held 
accountable for his involvement. 

Is there any reason to believe that 
senior White House people may be in- 
volved in these leaks? Just read the ar- 
ticles. But this is a book review by Mr. 
Thomas Riggs of the book in question 
by Mr. Sanger. Throughout, Mr. Sanger 
clearly has enjoyed great access to sen- 
ior White House officials, most notably 
to Thomas Donilon, the National Secu- 
rity Adviser. Mr. Donilon, in fact, is 
the hero of the book as well as the 
commentator of record on events. It 
goes on and on in talking about how 
these programs were so successful. 

Here is the problem. In the House, 
when a program is not so successful, 
such as Fast and Furious, that is em- 
barrassing to the administration. One 
can’t literally get information with a 
subpoena. So we have an administra- 
tion and an Attorney General’s Office 
that is about to be held in contempt by 
the House for not releasing informa- 
tion about the Fast and Furious Pro- 
gram that was embarrassing. When we 
have programs that were successful 
and make the White House look strong 
and the President look strong, we can 
read about it in the paper. 

All we are asking for is what Senator 
Obama and Senator BIDEN asked for in 
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previous national security events in- 
volving corruption of the government: 
a special counsel to be appointed, with 
the powers of a special counsel, some- 
body we can all buy into. If we set a 
precedent of not doing it here, I think 
it will be a huge mistake. 


Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, wouldn’t 
my colleague agree that one of the 
most revealing aspects of this entire 
issue from program to program that 
leads to enormous suspicion would be 
that probably the most respected Mem- 
ber of the President’s Cabinet who 
stayed over from the Bush administra- 
tion, Secretary Gates, was so agitated 
by the revelation of information about 
the bin Laden raid that he came over 
to the White House and said to the 
President’s National Security Adviser 
that he had a “new communication 
strategy.” He responded by saying to 
the National Security Adviser, “Shut 
the F up.” That is a devastating com- 
ment and leads one to the suspicion 
that things were done improperly in 
the revelation of these most important 
and sensitive programs that were being 
carried out and are ongoing to this 
day. 

So I ask my colleague, what is the 
difference between the Biden-Schumer- 
Levin-Daschle letter to President Bush 
in 2003 where they called for the ap- 
pointment of a special counsel—Vice 
President BIDEN—and how the White 
House should handle Libby? I think 
they should appoint a special pros- 
ecutor. In 2003, then-Senator BIDEN 
called for a special counsel with 34 Sen- 
ators, and then-Senator Obama re- 
quested the appointment of a special 
counsel to lead the Abramoff case. 


I was involved heavily initially with 
the Abramoff case, and I can tell my 
colleagues even though there was se- 
vere corruption, there was certainly 
nothing as far as a breach of national 
security is concerned. Yet they needed 
a special counsel, according to then- 
Senator Obama, to investigate 
Abramoff but not this serious con- 
sequence. 

So I guess my unanimous consent re- 
quest for this resolution will be ob- 
jected to. But the fact is, we need a 
special counsel because the American 
people need to know. I do not believe 
anyone who has to report to the Attor- 
ney General of the United States would 
be considered as objective. 

I ask unanimous consent for an addi- 
tional 3 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, if I 
may, I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD the letters writ- 
ten by Senator Obama and Senator 
BIDEN asking for a special counsel. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 


June 12, 2012 


OBAMA, ET AL. LETTER ON ABRAMOFF 


FEBRUARY 2, 2006. 
Hon. ALBERTO GONZALES, 
U.S. Department of Justice, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR GENERAL GONZALES: We write to join 
the request made last week that you appoint 
a special counsel to continue the investiga- 
tion and the prosecution of those involved in 
the corruption scandal surrounding Jack 
Abramoff’s dealings with the federal govern- 
ment. The Department’s response to the 
press regarding that request did not address 
the fundamental issue of a conflict of inter- 
est or the other serious issues raised by the 
letter. 

This scandal has shaken the public’s con- 
fidence in our government and all involved 
must be pursued vigorously. A special coun- 
sel will ensure the public’s confidence in the 
investigation and prosecution and help to re- 
store its faith in our government. FBI offi- 
cials have said the Abramoff investigation 
‘involves systemic corruption within the 
highest levels of government.’’ Such an as- 
sertion indicates extraordinary cir- 
cumstances and it is in the public interest 
that you act under your existing statutory 
authority to appoint a special counsel. 

Mr. Abramoff’s significant ties to Repub- 
lican leadership in Congress, and allegations 
of improper activity involving Administra- 
tion officials, reaching, possibly, into the 
White House itself, pose a possible conflict of 
interest for the Department and thus further 
warrant the appointment of a special coun- 
sel. Recent news reports confirm that Mr. 
Abramoff met the President on several occa- 
sions and during some of those meetings, Mr. 
Abramoff and his family had their photos 
taken with the President. Mr. Abramoff also 
organized at least one and possibly several 
meetings with White House staff for his cli- 
ents. These meetings with the President and 
White House staff occurred while you were 
serving as White House Counsel. Given the 
possible ties between Mr. Abramoff and sen- 
ior government officials, we believe the ap- 
pointment of a special counsel is not only 
justified, but necessary. 

The Public Integrity section of the Depart- 
ment has thus far pursued this case appro- 
priately, and we applaud its pursuit of Mr. 
Abramoff and his colleagues. As the inves- 
tigation turns to government officials and 
their staffs, both in the Executive and Legis- 
lative branches, we have no doubt that if the 
investigation is left to the career prosecu- 
tors in that section, the case would reach its 
appropriate conclusion. Unfortunately, the 
highly political context of the allegations 
and charges may lead some to surmise that 
political influence may compromise the in- 
vestigation. This concern is heightened by 
allegations that Frederick Black, the former 
acting U.S. Attorney for Guam and the 
Northern Marianas, was replaced, perhaps 
improperly, as a result of his investigation of 
Mr. Abramoff. 

Appointment of a Special Counsel at this 
point in time is made even more appropriate 
by the White House’s recent nomination of 
Noel Hillman, the career prosecutor in 
charge of the case, to a federal judgeship. As 
a new prosecutor will need to take over the 
case, we ask you to appoint an outside Spe- 
cial Counsel so the public can be assured no 
political considerations will be a part of this 
investigation or the subsequent prosecu- 
tions. 

Because this investigation is vital to re- 
storing the public’s faith in its government, 
any appearance of bias, special favor or po- 
litical consideration would be a further blow 
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to our democracy. Appointment of a special 
counsel would ensure that the investigation 
and prosecution will proceed without fear or 
favor and provide the public with full con- 
fidence that no one in this country is above 
the law. 

We know you share our commitment to re- 
storing the public’s trust in our government. 
We hope you will take the only appropriate 
action here and appoint a special counsel so 
we can ensure that justice is done while pre- 
serving the integrity of the Justice Depart- 
ment. 

We look forward to hearing from you on 
this matter soon. 

Harry Reid; Charles E. Schumer; Ken 
Salazar; Barack Obama; Dick Durbin; 
Robert Menendez; Ted Kennedy; Daniel 
K. Inouye; Blanche L. Lincoln; Kent 
Conrad; Jack Reed; Evan Bayh; Carl 
Levin; Joe Lieberman; Debbie Stabe- 
now; John F. Kerry; Bill Nelson; Frank 
R. Lautenberg; Barbara Mikulski; 
Dianne Feinstein; Patty Murray; Dan- 
iel K. Akaka; Maria Cantwell; Hillary 
Rodham Clinton; Ron Wyden; Barbara 
Boxer; Jim Jeffords; Max Baucus; Joe 
Biden; Chris Dodd; Patrick Leahy; Rus- 
sell D. Feingold; Tim Johnson; Paul 
Sarbanes; Tom Carper; Jeff Bingaman. 

BIDEN, DASCHLE, SCHUMER, LEVIN LETTER TO 
BUSH 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
Washington, DC, October 9, 2003. 
The PRESIDENT, 
The White House, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: We write to express 
our continuing concerns regarding the man- 
ner in which your Administration is con- 
ducting the investigation into the appar- 
ently criminal leaking of a covert CIA 
operative’s identity. You have personally 
pledged the White House’s full cooperation 
in this investigation and you have stated 
your desire to see any culprits identified and 
prosecuted, but the Administration’s actions 
are inconsistent with your words. 

Already, just 14 days into this investiga- 
tion, there have been at least five serious 
missteps. 

First, although the Department of Justice 
commenced its investigation on Friday, Sep- 
tember 26, the Justice Department did not 
ask the White House to order employees to 
preserve all relevant evidence until Monday, 
September 29. Every former prosecutor with 
whom we have spoken has said that the first 
step in such an investigation would be to en- 
sure all potentially relevant evidence is pre- 
served, yet the Justice Department waited 
four days before making a formal request for 
such documents. 

Second, when the Justice Department fi- 
nally asked the White House to order em- 
ployees to preserve documents, White House 
Counsel Alberto Gonzales asked for permis- 
sion to delay transmitting the order to pre- 
serve evidence until morning. That request 
for delay was granted. Again, every former 
prosecutor with whom we have spoken has 
said that such a delay is a significant depar- 
ture from standard practice. 

Third, instead of immediately seeking the 
preservation of evidence at the two other Ex- 
ecutive Branch departments from which the 
leak might have originated, i.e., State and 
Defense, such a request was not made until 
Thursday, October 1. Perhaps even more 
troubling, the request to State and Defense 
Department employees to preserve evidence 
was telegraphed in advance not only by the 
request to White House employees earlier in 
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the week, but also by the October 1st Wall 
Street Journal report that such a request 
was ‘‘forthcoming’’ from the Justice Depart- 
ment. It is, of course, extremely unusual to 
tip off potential witnesses in this manner 
that a preservation request is forthcoming. 

Fourth, on October 7, White House spokes- 
person Scott McClellan stated that he had 
personally determined three White House of- 
ficials, Karl Rove, Lewis Libby and Elliot 
Abrams, had not disclosed classified infor- 
mation. According to press reports, Mr. 
McClellan said, “Ive spoken with each of 
them individually. They were not involved in 
leaking classified information, nor did they 
condone it.” Clearly, a media spokesperson 
does not have the legal expertise to be ques- 
tioning possible suspects or evaluating or 
reaching conclusions about the legality of 
their conduct. In addition, by making this 
statement, the White House has now put the 
Justice Department in the position of having 
to determine not only what happened, but 
also whether to contradict the publicly stat- 
ed position of the White House. 

Fifth, and perhaps most importantly, the 
investigation continues to be directly over- 
seen by Attorney General Ashcroft who has 
well-documented conflicts of interest in any 
investigation of the White House. Mr. 
Ashcroft’s personal relationship and polit- 
ical alliance with you, his close professional 
relationships with Karl Rove and Mr. 
Gonzales, and his seat on the National Secu- 
rity Council all tie him so tightly to this 
White House that the results may not be 
trusted by the American people. Even if the 
case is being handled in the first instance by 
professional career prosecutors, the integrity 
of the inquiry may be called into question if 
individuals with a vested interest in pro- 
tecting the White House are still involved in 
any matter related to the investigation. 

We are at risk of seeing this investigation 
so compromised that those responsible for 
this national security breach will never be 
identified and prosecuted. Public confidence 
in the integrity of this investigation would 
be substantially bolstered by the appoint- 
ment of a special counsel. The criteria in the 
Justice Department regulations that created 
the authority to appoint a Special Counsel 
have been met in the current case. Namely, 
there is a criminal investigation that pre- 
sents a conflict of interest for the Justice 
Department, and it would be in the public in- 
terest to appoint an outside special counsel 
to assume responsibility for the matter. In 
the meantime, we urge you to ask Attorney 
General Ashcroft to recuse himself from this 
investigation and do everything within your 
power to ensure the remainder of this inves- 
tigation is conducted in a way that engen- 
ders public confidence. 

Sincerely, 
TOM DASCHLE. 
JOSEPH R. BIDEN. 
CARL LEVIN. 
CHARLES E. SCHUMER. 

Mr. GRAHAM. I guess the difference 
is we are supposed to trust Democratic 
administrations, and we can’t trust Re- 
publican administrations. I guess that 
is the difference. It is the only dif- 
ference I can glean here. Certainly, the 
subject matter in question is as equal 
to or more serious in terms of how it 
has damaged the Nation and in terms 
of the structure of a special counsel. If 
we thought it was necessary to make 
sure the Abramoff investigation could 
lead to high-level Republicans, which 
it did, and if we thought the Valerie 
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Plame case needed a special counsel to 
go into the White House because that 
is where it went, why would we not be- 
lieve it would help the country as a 
whole to appoint somebody we can all 
buy into in this case, give them the 
powers of a special counsel? That is 
what was urged before when the shoe 
was on the other foot. 

This is a very big deal. We are talk- 
ing about serious criminal activity. 
Apparently, the suspects are at the 
highest level of government, and I be- 
lieve it was done for political purposes. 
To not appoint a special counsel would 
set a precedent that I think is dam- 
aging for the country and is absolutely 
unimaginable in terms of how someone 
could differentiate this case from the 
other two we have talked about. 

To my Democratic colleagues: Don’t 
go down this road. Don’t be part of set- 
ting a precedent of not appointing a 
special counsel for some of the most se- 
rious national security leaks in recent 
memory—maybe in the history of the 
country—while at the same time most 
of my Democratic colleagues were on 
the record asking about a special coun- 
sel about everything and anything that 
happened in the Bush administration. 
This is not good for the country. 

Mr. McCAIN. I appreciate the indul- 
gence of my colleagues. 

UNANIMOUS CONSENT REQUEST 

As in legislative session, I ask unani- 
mous consent that the Senate now pro- 
ceed to the consideration of a resolu- 
tion regarding the recent intelligence 
leaks, which means the appointment of 
a special counsel, which is at the desk. 
I ask unanimous consent that the reso- 
lution be agreed to, the preamble be 
agreed to, and the motion to reconsider 
be laid upon the table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. WYDEN. Reserving the right to 
object—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Oregon. 

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, I have 
served on the Intelligence Committee 
for 11 years now, and I have seen during 
that time plenty of leaks. I have tried 
with every bit of my energy to dem- 
onstrate how serious an issue this leak- 
ing matter is. In fact, I teamed up with 
Senator Bond—our colleagues remem- 
ber Senator Bond, of course—and I 
sponsored legislation to double—dou- 
ble—the criminal penalty for those who 
leak, for those who expose covert 
agents. So I don’t take a back seat to 
anybody in terms of recognizing the se- 
riousness of leaks and ensuring that 
they are dealt with in an extremely 
prompt and responsive fashion. 

What is at issue here is whether we 
are going to give an opportunity for 
U.S. attorneys—professionals in their 
fields—to handle this particular in- 
quiry. I see no evidence that the way 
the U.S. attorneys are handling this in- 
vestigation at this time is not with the 
highest standards of professionalism. 
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I have disagreed with the Attorney 
General on plenty of issues. My col- 
leagues know I have been particularly 
in disagreement with the Attorney 
General on this issue of secret law. I 
think there are real questions about 
whether laws that are written in the 
Congress are actually the laws that 
govern their interpretations. So I have 
disagreed with the Attorney General 
on plenty of matters. I think I have 
demonstrated by writing that law with 
Senator Bond that I want to be as 
tough as possible on leakers. 

But I would now have to object to the 
request from our colleague from Ari- 
zona simply because I believe it is pre- 
mature. For that reason, Mr. Presi- 
dent, I object to the request from the 
Senator from Arizona. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec- 
tion is heard. 

The Senator from Oklahoma. 

PRESIDENT’S WAR ON COAL 

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I think I 
have time reserved now for up to 30 
minutes. I wish to first of all say that 
the subject we have been listening to is 
life threatening. It is critical. That is 
not why I am down here today because 
we have something else that is very 
important. 

I have come to the floor today with 
some breaking news. The momentum 
to stop President Obama’s war on coal 
is now so great that some of my col- 
leagues—Senators ALEXANDER and 
PRYOR—are going to introduce a coun- 
termeasure to my resolution. My reso- 
lution would put a stop to the second 
most expensive EPA regulation in his- 
tory—a rule known as Utility MACT, 
with which the occupier of the chair is 
very familiar. The countermeasure is a 
cover bill, pure and simple. 

While my resolution requires the 
EPA to go back to the drawing board 
to craft a rule in which utilities can ac- 
tually comply, the measure that Sen- 
ators ALEXANDER and PRYOR are offer- 
ing would keep Utility MACT in place 
but delay the rule for 6 years. This al- 
ternative is a clear admission that the 
Obama EPA’s policy is wrong, but it 
does not fix the problem. It simply puts 
off the day of execution for a matter of 
6 years. 

What is really going on here? Since 
my S.J. Res. 37 is a privileged motion, 
it must be voted on by Monday, June 
18, unless we extend it, which I would 
be willing to do, until after the farm 
bill takes place. That might be a better 
idea. It requires 50 votes to pass. The 
Alexander-Pryor cover bill will likely 
be introduced tomorrow. It is a bill 
that will likely never be voted on and 
would require 60 votes to pass. There- 
fore, the Senators who want to kill 
coal by opposing S.J. Res. 37 will put 
their names on the Alexander-Pryor 
bill as cosponsors to make it look as if 
they are saving coal, when in reality 
that bill, the Alexander-Pryor bill, 
kills coal in 6 years. 
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We have seen this before. I remember 
when we considered the Upton-Inhofe 
Energy Tax Prevention Act when it 
came to the floor last year. It was a 
measure that would have prevented the 
EPA from regulating greenhouse gases 
under the Clean Air Act. I would like 
to expand on that, but there is not 
time to do that. 

My colleagues offered a number of 
counteramendments so they could have 
a cover vote. They wanted to appear as 
if they were reining in the out-of-con- 
trol EPA—and I think everybody 
knows what is going on right now with 
all those regulations—for their con- 
stituents back home, all the while let- 
ting President Obama go through with 
his job-killing regulations. Some chose 
to vote for the only real solution to the 
problem—the Energy Tax Prevention 
Act—and some chose the cover vote. 
But all in all, 64 Senators went on 
record that day as wanting to rein in 
the EPA. But some of them did not 
have the courage to stand by it. 

Of course, it is highly unlikely the 
Utility MACT alternative by Senators 
ALEXANDER and PRYOR will ever get a 
vote, but that is not the point. The 
point is just to have something out 
there that Senators in a tough spot can 
claim to support. 

As I have said many times now, the 
vote on S.J. Res. 37 will be the one and 
only opportunity to stop President 
Obama’s war on coal. This is the only 
vote. There is no other vote out there. 
If we do not do this, and that rule goes 
through—Utility MACT—coal is dead. 
This is the only chance we have. 

Fortunately, we have a thing called 
the CRA. It is a process whereby a Sen- 
ator can introduce a resolution to stop 
an unelected bureaucrat from having 
some kind of an onerous regulation. 
That is exactly what I have done with 
this. But this is the only chance for my 
colleagues to show constituents who 
they do stand with. Which of my col- 
leagues will vote for the only real solu- 
tion, which is my resolution, and which 
of my colleagues will vote for a cover 
vote? 

What has changed over the past few 
weeks to the extent of my colleagues 
suddenly feeling it necessary for a 
cover vote? 

A lot has changed because the Amer- 
ican people are speaking up, and they 
are not happy about the Obama EPA. 
When I go back to Oklahoma, that is 
all I hear. It does not matter if you are 
in the ag business, if you are in the 
military business, if you are in the 
manufacturing business, they are all 
talking about the onerous regulations 
that are taking place in the EPA. I am 
pleased to say we have picked up the 
support of groups representing business 
and labor. Even more encouraging is a 
growing number of elected officials are 
working across the aisle to save coal. 
The Senate has taken notice, and the 
first Senate Democrats are beginning 
to come on board. 
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I want to commend Senator JOE 
MANCHIN, who happens to be occupying 
the chair at this time, and Senator BEN 
NELSON. They were the first two Sen- 
ate Democrats to come out publicly in 
support of our resolution. I must say, I 
am very glad to see that they have 
made the right choice to stand with 
their constituents. 

Senator MANCHIN’s announcement 
came just after the Democratic Gov- 
ernor of West Virginia, Governor 
Tomblin, sent a letter asking him, as 
well as Senator ROCKEFELLER, to vote 
for my resolution because, he said, 
EPA’s rules have—and I am quoting 
now the Democratic Governor of West 
Virginia; and the occupier of the chair 
will know this—EPA’s rules have ‘‘coa- 
lesced to create an unprecedented at- 
tack on West Virginia’s coal industry.” 
Still quoting, he said: “This attack 
will have disastrous consequences on 
West Virginia’s economy, our citizens 
and our way of life,” and that EPA 
“continues on this ill-conceived path 
to end the development of our nation’s 
most reliable cost-effective source of 
energy—coal.”’ 

I am very proud of a lot of the offi- 
cials in West Virginia for what they 
have come out with. Governor Tomblin 
is not the only Democrat to be con- 
cerned. West Virginia Lieutenant Gov- 
ernor Jeffrey Kessler sent a separate 
letter to the West Virginia Senators 
and others asking them to pass S.J. 
Res. 37 in order to save what he called 
West Virginia’s ‘‘most valuable state 
natural resource and industry.” He re- 
minded the Senators that: 

On May 25, 2012, the State of West Virginia 
challenged the MATS rule— 

that is the kill coal rule— 
and cited four reasons the defective rule 
should be rejected. 

That is not all. A group of bipartisan 
State legislators from West Virginia 
also wrote the Senators and others urg- 
ing them to support S.J. Res. 37 out of 
concern for the devastating impact on 
West Virginia. As they wrote: 

Several West Virginia power plants have 
announced their closure and the loss of em- 
ployment that comes with it. Additionally, 
it is projected that with the implementation 
of this rule, consumer electric rates will sky- 
rocket. 

We all know that is true. Even the 
President has stated that. 

I wish to note that we have support 
from nearly 80 percent of the private 
sector—those businesses that President 
Obama claims are ‘‘doing just fine.” 
Apparently, they do not think they are 
doing all that fine. American busi- 
nesses are suffering because of aggres- 
sive overregulation by the Obama ad- 
ministration. 

Let me take a minute to read the 
names of just some of the groups that 
are supporting our efforts to pass S.J. 
Res. 37: The National Federation of 
Independent Business, the U.S. Cham- 
ber of Commerce, the American Farm 
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Bureau, the National Association of 
Manufacturers, the Industrial Energy 
Consumers of America, the American 
Chemistry Council, the Association of 
American Railroads, the American 
Forest and Paper Association, the 
American Iron and Steel Institute, the 
Fertilizer Institute, the Western Busi- 
ness Roundtable, and the National 
Rural Electric Cooperative Associa- 
tion. 

That is just part of it. 

Then the unions. The unions are 
coming too—I have talked about the 
businesses and read all of their 
groups—they have come to stop the 
overregulation that is killing jobs. 
Cecil Roberts, I had the occasion to 
meet him once. He is the president of 
the United Mine Workers, one of the 
largest labor unions in the country. He 
recently sent a letter to several Sen- 
ators saying the union’s support for my 
resolution is ‘‘based upon our assess- 
ment of the threat that the EPA MATS 
rule’’—that is the coal-killing rule— 
“poses to United Mine Workers Asso- 
ciation members’ jobs, the economies 
of coal field communities, and the fu- 
ture direction of our national energy 
policy.” 

Remember, Cecil Roberts is the one 
who traveled across the country in 2008 
campaigning for President Obama. But 
after 4 years of his regulatory barrage 
designed to kill the mining jobs his 
union is trying to protect, Mr. Roberts 
has said his group may choose not to 
endorse President Obama or just sit 
the election out. As he explained: 

We’ve been placed in a horrendous position 
here. How do you take coal miners’ money 
and say let’s use it politically to support 
someone whose EPA has pretty much said, 
““You’re done”? 

With even Democrats and unions sup- 
porting my effort to save millions of 
jobs that depend on coal, EPA has to be 
feeling the pressure. 

Gina McCarthy, the Assistant Ad- 
ministrator of EPA’s Office for Air and 
Radiation, came out with a statement 
last week vehemently denying that 
Utility MACT and EPA’s other rules 
are an effort to end coal. She said: 

This is not a rule that is in any way de- 
signed to move coal out of the energy sys- 
tem. 

Everybody knows better than that. 

EPA Administrator Lisa Jackson 
echoed this sentiment saying that it is 
simply a coincidence that these rules 
are coming out at the “same time” 
that natural gas prices are low so utili- 
ties are naturally moving toward nat- 
ural gas. Her message was: Do not 
blame the EPA. 

Last week on the Senate floor, I de- 
scribed why their public health and 
natural gas arguments do not hold up, 
so I will not go into that today. But 
what I wish to focus on today is that 
these claims backing up their efforts to 
kill coal are just a part of the far-left 
environmental playbook. 
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There is a pretty big difference be- 
tween what EPA is saying publicly and 
what they are saying when they talk 
with their friends, when they feel as 
though they can let their guard down 
and admit what is really going on down 
at the EPA. That is exactly what hap- 
pened in a video recently uncovered of 
Region 6 Administrator Al Armendariz. 
While President Obama was posing in 
front of an oil pipeline in my State of 
Oklahoma pretending to support oil 
and gas, Administrator Armendariz 
told us the truth, that EPA’s “general 
philosophy” is to “crucify” and make 
examples of oil and gas companies. 

You may remember last week when I 
spoke on the Senate floor, I talked 
about a newly discovered video of EPA 
Region 1 Administrator Curt Spalding 
who is caught on tape telling the truth 
to a group of his environmental friends 
at Yale University. At a gathering 
there, he said that EPA’s rules are spe- 
cifically designed to kill coal and that 
the process isn’t going to be pretty. 

He openly admitted: 

If you want to build a coal plant you got a 
big problem. 

He goes on to say that the decision to 
kill coal was ‘‘painful every step of the 
way” because it will devastate commu- 
nities in Virginia, Pennsylvania, and 
any area that depends on coal for jobs 
and livelihoods. That is kind of worth 
repeating. He said it is going to be 
painful. At least he recognized that. 
And we all know exactly what he is 
talking about. 

I read his whole quotes on the floor 
of the Senate. They are a little too 
long to read now. But he talks about 
how painful it is going to be for all 
these families who are losing their jobs 
because we are killing coal. 

I talked a lot about President 
Obama’s war on coal last week, but 
what I did not have time to address 
was the Obama administration’s allies 
in this war. It would come as no sur- 
prise that Administrator Spalding and, 
indeed, many at EPA are working hand 
in hand with the far-left environmental 
groups to move these regulations to 
kill coal. 

Last July, Administrator Spalding 
spoke at a Boston rally for Big Green 
groups—that is capitalized: “Big 
Green’’—supporting EPA’S Utility 
MACT rule. That is the rule that would 
kill coal. In a YouTube video of this 
rally, Administrator Spalding gushes 
over the environmental community, 
thanking them profusely for ‘‘weighing 
in on our behalf.” So here we have EPA 
admitting that Big Green is working 
for them. 

His whole speech was directly out of 
the environmental playbook. This is 
something that really exists: the envi- 
ronmental playbook. It was all about 
the so-called health benefits of killing 
coal. And he said: 

Don’t let anybody tell you these rules cost 
our economy money. 
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This is out of their playbook. 

Administrator Spalding is not alone 
in his alliance with Big Green. Also ap- 
pearing with these far-left environ- 
mental groups was Region 5 Adminis- 
trator Susan Hedman. According to 
Paul Chesser, an associate fellow for 
the National League and Policy Center, 
Hedman told supporters at the rally: 

We really appreciate your enthusiastic 
support for this rule. It’s quite literally a 
breath of fresh air compared with what’s 
going on in the nation’s capital these days. 

Of course, the former EPA region 6 
Administrator Armendariz showed us 
again last week just how close EPA’s 
relationship is with the far left groups. 
Armendariz had agreed to testify be- 
fore Congress. It was actually over in 
the House, but at the last minute he 
canceled. As it turns out, Armendariz 
was in Washington that day. But while 
he apparently could not find time to 
testify before Congress, he did have 
time to stop by the Sierra Club for 
what has been described by the group 
as a private meeting. I suspect that 
Armendariz was there for a job inter- 
view. His ‘‘crucify them” resume 
makes him the perfect candidate. 

Of course, EPA and their Big Green 
allies cannot tell the public the truth 
that they are crucifying oil and gas 
companies or that their efforts to kill 
coal will be ‘‘painful every step of the 
way” so they are deceiving the public 
with talking points from their play- 
book. When I say ‘‘playbook,’’ I mean a 
literal document telling activists ex- 
actly how to get the emotional effects 
they want. 

We recently got a copy of this, and I 
have to say its contents are quite re- 
vealing. It comes from 
usclimatenetwork.com, a coalition of 
several major environmental groups, 
and it is a guideline for environmental 
activists when they attend hearings 
with the EPA to support the agency’s 
greenhouse gas regulations. 

A quick search revealed it was appar- 
ently written by a key player in the Si- 
erra Club’s Beyond Coal campaign, 
which is an aggressive effort to shut 
down all coal plants across America. 
After offering some tips on the word 
limit and how to deliver the message, 
the document urges activists to make 
it personal. It asks: Are you an expect- 
ant or new mother? Grandparent? If so, 
it suggests you bring your baby to the 
hearing. As it states, some examples of 
great visuals are “holding your baby 
with you at the podium or pushing 
them in strollers, baby car seats,” and 
so forth. ‘‘Older children are also wel- 
come.” It encourages the visual aids of 
“Asthma inhalers, medicine bottles, 
healthcare bills” and all these other 
things that are good visuals. 

The American Lung Association cer- 
tainly took a page of this playbook. We 
have all seen the commercials of the 
red buggy in front of the Capitol. Of 
course, the Sierra Club put their prin- 
ciples to practice by inundating the 
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American people with images of small 
children with inhalers. 

The posters for the Beyond Coal cam- 
paign also featured abdomens of preg- 
nant women with an arrow pointing to 
the unborn baby. The words on the 
arrow are, ‘‘This little bundle of joy is 
now a reservoir for mercury.” Another 
one says, ‘‘She’s going to be so full of 
joy, love, smiles, and mercury.” 

Of course, the supreme irony is that 
the campaign that claims to be pro- 
tecting this unborn child is the same 
one that is aggressively prochoice. It is 
coming from a movement that believes 
there are too many people in the world 
and actively advocates for population 
control and abortion. 

Just after a hearing in May of this 
year, the Sierra Club posted pictures of 
their efforts. Sure enough, there is one 
of Mary Anne Hitt, director of the Si- 
erra Club’s Beyond Coal campaign, 
holding her 2-year-old daughter Hazel. 
But for all their efforts, it is clear the 
campaign is about one thing only; that 
is, killing coal. 

At a hearing, Mary Anne Hitt with 
the Sierra Club said, “We are here 
today to thank the Obama administra- 
tion and to show our ironclad support 
for limiting dangerous carbon pollution 
being dumped into the air.’’ She appar- 
ently sees the Obama administration 
as the closest ally in the Sierra Club’s 
effort, and she has said about the Be- 
yond Coal campaign: 

Coal is a fuel of the past. What we’re see- 
ing now is the beginning of a growing trend 
to leave it there. 

Of course, it is not just coal they 
want to kill; they want to kill coal, oil, 
and gas. A lot of people do not realize 
that. It was not long ago that Michael 
Brune, the executive director of the Si- 
erra Club, said: 

As we push to retire coal plants, we’re 
going to work to make sure we are not si- 
multaneously switching to natural gas infra- 
structure. And we’re going to be preventing 
new gas plants from being built wherever we 
can. 

So it is not just coal. It is oil. It is 
gas. We have to ask the question—at 
least I get the question asked when I 
go back to my State of Oklahoma be- 
cause there are normal people there. 
They say: If we do not have coal, oil, 
and gas, how do you run this machine 
called America? The answer is we can- 
not. 

As this vote on my Utility MACT res- 
olution approaches, look for many of 
my liberal friends to take their argu- 
ments directly out of the far left envi- 
ronmental playbook. Get ready to see 
lots of pictures of babies and children 
using inhalers. But these are the same 
Members who voted against my Clear 
Skies bill, that would have given us a 
70-percent reduction in real pollutants, 
Iam talking about SOx, NOx, and mer- 
cury. We had that bill up, and that was 
one that would have actually had that 
reduction—a greater reduction than 
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any President has advocated. When 
President Obama spoke—at that time 
he was in the Senate—he said: I voted 
against the Clear Skies bill. In fact, I 
was the deciding vote, despite the fact 
that I am from a coal State and half 
my State thought I had thoroughly be- 
trayed them because I thought clean 
air was critical and global warming 
was critical. 

At an April 17 hearing this year, Sen- 
ator BARRASSO and Brenda Archambo, 
of the Sturgeon for Tomorrow, who tes- 
tified before the EPW Committee, 
“Would Michigan lakes, sturgeon, 
sportsmen, families have been better 
off had those reductions already gone 
into effect when they had the oppor- 
tunity to pass [Clear Skies]?”’ 

Her answer was yes. We are talking 
about, by this time, 6 years from now, 
we would have been enjoying those re- 
ductions. There are crucial differences 
between Clear Skies and Utility MACT. 
Clear Skies would have reduced the 
emissions without harming jobs and 
our economy because it was based on a 
commonsense, market-based approach. 
It was designed to retain coal in Amer- 
ican electricity generation while re- 
ducing emissions each year. 

On the other hand, Utility MACT is 
specifically designed to kill coal as 
well as all the good-paying jobs that 
come with it. EPA itself admits the 
rule will cost $10 billion to implement, 
but $10 billion will yield $6 million in 
benefits. Wait a minute. That does not 
make sense. That is a cost-benefit ratio 
between $10 billion and $6 million of 
1,600 to 1. 

If their campaign is so focused on 
public health, why did Democrats op- 
pose our commonsense clean air regu- 
lations? Very simple. Because we did 
not include CO- regulation in the Clear 
Skies legislation. President Obama’s 
quote only verifies that. He is on 
record admitting he voted against 
these health benefits because regu- 
lating greenhouse gases, which have no 
effect whatsoever on public health, was 
more important. In other words, the 
real agenda is to kill coal. 

Just before President Obama made 
the decision to halt the EPA’s plan to 
tighten ozone regulations, the White 
House Chief of Staff Bill Daley asked: 
“What are the health impacts of unem- 
ployment?” That is one of the most im- 
portant questions before this Senate in 
preparation for the vote on my resolu- 
tion to stop Utility MACT. What are 
the health impacts on the children 
whose parents will lose their jobs due 
to President Obama’s war on coal? 
What are the health impacts on chil- 
dren and low-income families whose 
parents will have less money to spend 
on their well-being when they have to 
put more and more of their paychecks 
into the skyrocketing electricity 
costs? 

EPA Administrator Spalding gave us 
a clue about the impacts of unemploy- 
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ment. It would be, as he said, ‘‘Painful. 
Painful every step of the way.’’ Do my 
colleagues in the Senate truly want 
that? I deeply regret that I have to be 
critical of two of my best friends in the 
Senate, Senators ALEXANDER and 
PRYOR, particularly Senator PRYOR. 
Three of my kids went to school with 
him at the University of Arkansas. He 
is considered part of our family. He is 
my brother. But if someone has been to 
West Virginia and to Ohio and to Illi- 
nois, to Michigan, to Missouri, and the 
rest of the coal States, as I have, and 
personally visited with the proud 
fourth- and fifth-generation coal fami- 
lies, as I have and certainly the occu- 
pier of the chair has, they know they 
will lose their livelihood if Alexander- 
Pryor saves the EPA’s effort to kill 
coal. I cannot stand by and idly allow 
that to happen. 

Let me conclude by speaking to my 
friends in this body who have yet to 
make up their minds as to whether 
they will support my resolution. I 
know everyone in the Senate wants to 
ensure we continue to make the tre- 
mendous environmental progress we 
have made over the past few years. We 
truly have. 

The Clean Air Act many years ago 
cleaned up the air. We have had suc- 
cesses. Unfortunately, this administra- 
tion’s regulations are failing to strike 
that balance between growing our 
economy and improving our environ- 
ment. Rather, this agenda is about 
killing our ability to run this machine 
called America. 

Again, I wish to welcome the support 
of Senators MANCHIN and BEN NELSON, 
who listened to their constituents. It is 
the rest of the Senators from the coal 
States that I am concerned about. 
What about Senators LEVIN and STABE- 
Now, who come from a State that uses 
coal for 60 percent of its electricity? 

What about Senator CONRAD from a 
State with 85 percent of the electricity 
coming from coal? In Ohio, where Sen- 
ator BROWN is from, 19,000 jobs depend 
on coal. Then there is Virginia, home 
of Senators WARNER and WEBB, which 
has 31,660 jobs, a 16 to 19 percent in- 
crease in the electric rates. 

Arkansas, the war on coal there, that 
is 44.9 percent of electricity generation 
in the State of Arkansas; Tennessee, 52 
percent of electricity generation, 6,000 
jobs; Missouri, 81 percent of electricity 
generation—81 percent in the State of 
Missouri. That is 4,600 jobs at stake; 
Montana, 58 percent; Louisiana, that is 
35 percent of electricity generation. 
These are all States that depend on 
coal for their electricity generation; 
lastly, Pennsylvania, 48.2 percent of 
electricity generation, 49,000 jobs 
would be lost in Pennsylvania if utility 
MACT is passed. That is significant. I 
would not be surprised if all these Sen- 
ators from coal States that I just men- 
tioned will vote for the bill of Senators 
ALEXANDER and PRYOR that says: Let’s 
kill coal, but let’s put it off for 6 years. 
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I repeat. It does not do any good to 
delay the death sentence on coal 6 
years. Contracts will already be vio- 
lated and the mines will be closed. So 
I say to my colleagues that their con- 
stituents will see right though those of 
who choose a cover vote. The American 
people are pretty smart. They know 
there is only one real solution to stop, 
not just delay, EPA’s war on coal. 

I hope they will join Senators 
MANCHIN and NELSON and me and sev- 
eral others and stand with the con- 
stituents, instead of President Obama 
and his EPA, which will make it pain- 
ful every step of the way for them all. 
We need to pass S.J. Res. 37 and put an 
end to President Obama’s war on coal. 
This is the last chance we have to do 
this. There is no other vote coming 
along. 

If a Senator does not want to kill 
coal, they have to support S.J. Res. 37. 
It is our last chance to do it. Again, we 
do not know when this is going to come 
up. It is locked in a time limit, unless 
we, by unanimous consent, increase 
that time. I have no objection to put- 
ting it off until after the farm bill be- 
cause that is a very important piece of 
legislation. So we will wait and see 
what takes place. 

I yield the floor. 


a 


RECESS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate stands 
in recess until 2:15 p.m. 

Thereupon, the Senate, at 12:28 p.m., 
recessed until 2:15 p.m. and reassem- 
bled when called to order by the Pre- 
siding Officer (Mr. WEBB). 


--—— 


EXECUTIVE SESSION 


NOMINATION OF ANDREW DAVID 
HURWITZ TO BE UNITED STATES 
CIRCUIT JUDGE FOR THE NINTH 
CIRCUIT—Continued 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 

ator from South Carolina. 
SPENDING 

Mr. DEMINT. Mr. President, I will 
speak for a few minutes on the farm 
bill, which we are debating this week. 

Four years ago, President Obama was 
elected on the promise of change, the 
promise to cut the deficit in half in the 
first term, and to get unemployment, 
before the end of his first term, to a 
low of 6 percent. We all know what 
happened to those promises. 

Two years ago, a wave of Republicans 
were elected with the promise of cut- 
ting spending, borrowing, and debt. Yet 
debt has continued to explode, as has 
spending. We were promised change, 
but we got more of the status quo—a 
lot more of it. We got a lot more spend- 
ing, borrowing, and debt—to the point 
where most Americans, at this point, 
are deeply concerned about the future 
of their country. 
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Americans are still demanding 
change, and for good reason. We must 
change the way business in Washington 
is done because we are nearly $16 tril- 
lion in debt. We talk about the debt all 
the time, and these numbers are facts. 
We are poised to spend nearly $1 tril- 
lion more on a massive farm bill that 
some people in Washington have the 
nerve to tell the American people saves 
money. 

I want to talk a little bit about that 
because we obviously need to save 
money. But despite all the fuss about 
the need to cut spending, the debt ceil- 
ing debate, and the fact that we are ac- 
tually cutting our military defenses to 
the bone because of our overspending 
in other areas, let’s look at what we 
have done this year as a Senate. We 
passed a highway bill that spent $13 
billion bailing out a highway trust 
fund because we spent too much there. 
We have spent another $140 billion in 
corporate welfare reauthorizing the Ex- 
port-Import Bank. We passed an $11 bil- 
lion Postal Service bailout. Now we are 
working on a $1 trillion farm bill. 

No one here can bring up one bill 
where we have actually cut spending. 
Yet we know our country is going off a 
fiscal cliff. The farm bill supporters are 
telling us this bill saves money. Unfor- 
tunately, we are using the same 
smoke-and-mirror accounting that is 
often used in Washington—a lot of gim- 
micks that make it appear less expen- 
sive—and it is an affront to the Amer- 
ican people who are demanding less 
spending and debt. 

There is absolutely no connection be- 
tween what some of my colleagues are 
telling their constituents back home 
and what they are doing in Washington 
as far as cutting spending. They talk 
about cutting spending, but now they 
want to pass this farm bill. 

The farm bill we are debating today 
is projected by the CBO to cost about 
$1 trillion over the next 10 years. The 
last farm bill cost $600 billion. This is 
a 60-percent increase. 

If we look at these numbers on the 
chart, you can understand the rest of 
the debate. The Congressional Re- 
search Service has confirmed these 
numbers. In 2008 we passed a farm bill 
that was projected to spend $604 billion 
over 10 years. The bill we are consid- 
ering today is projected to spend near- 
ly $1 trillion—$969 billion. Yet the folks 
who are speaking about the farm bill 
here are telling us this saves some $20 
billion. Only in Washington could they 
look at you with a straight face and 
say this saves money. 

Let’s talk about how they actually 
get that figure. 

In 2008 it was about $600 billion. This 
farm bill is about $1 trillion. What hap- 
pened in the meantime was mostly the 
President’s stimulus package, which 
spent about $1 trillion. It had a lot of 
money in it for food stamps. It was a 
short-term, temporary stimulus, sup- 
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posedly with a lot of new money for 
food stamps. 


Between 2008 and now, we have in- 
creased food stamp spending about 400 
percent—400 percent. I think that num- 
ber actually goes back to 2000. During 
periods of good economy and low unem- 
ployment, we increased food stamps, 
and we have continued to increase that 
dramatically over the last few years. 
There was supposed to have been a 
temporary increase in food stamps. We 
are actually locking in that spending 
permanently with this new farm bill. 
But since it is slightly lower than this 
temporary increase, the folks speaking 
to us today are saying: This is big sav- 
ings, America. We are saving money on 
the farm bill. It is actually a 60-percent 
increase in the last farm bill. 


There is only one question: Does this 
bill really save money? The answer is 
absolutely not. Instead of doing the re- 
forms we need in the Food Stamp Pro- 
gram, which, frankly, is about 75 per- 
cent or more of this bill, we are passing 
a farm bill that locks in what is sup- 
posed to be a temporary spending level 
for food stamps over the next 5 years. 


What is really in this farm bill? A lot 
of it is food stamps. There is some for- 
eign aid. There are some things for cli- 
mate change. There is housing and 
foreclosure. And there is broadband 
Internet. It is a catch-all for a lot of 
things. But in order for us to get what 
we need for the pharmaceutical indus- 
try in America, we have to agree to 
this huge additional increase in these 
other programs. 


The stunning expansion in the Food 
Stamp Program is particularly con- 
cerning because more than one in seven 
Americans is now on the Food Stamp 
Program. The number of people on the 
program has increased by 70 percent 
since 2007 and 400 percent since 2000. 
This, again, was when our economy was 
good and unemployment was low. We 
were still increasing. 


Unfortunately, many politicians are 
using the food stamps to buy votes. 
The small part of the bill that actually 
deals with farming replaces one form of 
corporate welfare for another. The bill 
eliminates the controversial direct 
payment system but replaces it with 
something that many consider far 
worse—a new program in this bill that 
is called agricultural risk coverage 
that promises farmers the government 
will pay for 90 percent of their expected 
profits if the market prices decline. 
Under this scheme, farmers will pay no 
attention to the laws of supply and de- 
mand because the government will 
guarantee their profits. 


Americans want less spending and 
less debt. All the polls we have looked 
at—the National Journal poll that 
came out—said 74 percent of Americans 
believe the spending on food stamps 
should stay the same or decrease, and 
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the spending on the farm bill, 56 per- 
cent say, should stay the same or de- 
crease. Yet we are increasing it 60 per- 
cent. 

It is hard to answer the question of 
why we continue to do this—continue 
to spend money, borrow money, and 
talk about the need to cut. Yet for one 
program after another we increase 
spending. 

I oppose this bill for the reasons I 
have talked about. It spends $1 trillion. 
We need an open debate, which we are 
being told we are not going to have. We 
are not going to have all the amend- 
ments we are talking about, which we 
need to fix this program. So if the lead- 
er decides to limit the debate and limit 
the amendments, I will absolutely op- 
pose this bill and do everything I can 
to stop it. 

I plead with my colleagues to start 
telling Americans the truth. This farm 
bill increases spending. It doesn’t save 
money. It adds to our debt. It locks in 
spending on a program we need to 
change, particularly for the  bene- 
ficiaries of the Food Stamp Program 
who are not being helped. They are 
being trapped in a dependent relation- 
ship with government indefinitely in- 
stead of us doing what will actually 
help them get a job and improve their 
status in life. 

I encourage my colleagues to oppose 
this bill. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Indiana. 

NATIONAL SECURITY LEAKS 

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, I rise 
today to discuss the issue of national 
security leaks. 

A few weeks ago, the world learned 
that U.S. intelligence agencies and 
partners disrupted an al-Qaida plot to 
blow up a civilian aircraft. We are all 
very familiar with the success of this 
effort, and we applaud those involved 
in preventing a truly horrific terrorist 
attack. 

However, my concern today, and has 
been since that time, is that the public 
has become too familiar with this suc- 
cessful operation. Specifically, due to 
an intelligence leak, the world learned 
of highly sensitive information, 
sources, and methods that enabled the 
United States and its allies to prevent 
al-Qaida from striking again. 

This irresponsible leak jeopardizes 
future operations and future coopera- 
tion with valuable sources and intel- 
ligence partners overseas. The release 
of this information—intentional or 
not—puts American lives at risk as 
well as the lives of those who helped us 
in this operation. 

Unfortunately, this is not the only 
recent leak to occur. AS a member of 
the Senate Select Committee on Intel- 
ligence, I am deeply concerned about a 
troubling rash of leaks exposing classi- 
fied intelligence information that has 
come out in the last several weeks. 
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This paints a disturbing picture of this 
administration’s judgment when it 
comes to national security. 

There is a questionable collaboration 
with Hollywood, whereby the Obama 
administration decided to give unprec- 
edented access to filmmakers pro- 
ducing a movie on the bin Laden raid— 
including the confidential identity of 
one of our Nation’s most elite warriors. 
Discussions with reporters in the after- 
math of the raid also may have re- 
vealed the involvement of a Pakistani 
doctor, who was sentenced to 33 years 
in prison for treason after playing a 
critical role in the hunt for bin Laden. 

The pages of our newspapers have 
highly classified information pub- 
licized pertaining to intelligence oper- 
ations in Yemen and Jran—currently, 
the two most concerning foreign policy 
challenges this Nation faces. This is in 
addition to the frequency with which 
top administration officials now openly 
discuss the once highly classified exe- 
cution of drone strikes. All too fre- 
quently we read in these publications 
that ‘“‘highly placed administration of- 
ficials’’ are the source of confirmation 
of previously classified information. 

Sadly, these incidents are not the 
first time this Nation’s secrets have 
spilled onto the streets or in the book 
stores. The problem stems in part from 
the media’s insatiable desire for infor- 
mation that makes intelligence oper- 
ations look a lot like something out of 
a Hollywood script. This media hunger 
is fed by inexcusable contributions 
from current and former government 
officials. 

Mr. President, I want to repeat that 
last statement. This media hunger to 
publish classified information comes 
from the inexcusable contributions of 
current and former government offi- 
cials. We now know that investigations 
by the FBI, CIA, and now two prosecu- 
tors are underway, but more must be 
done to prevent intelligence disclo- 
sures from occurring in the first place. 

The question of whether the White 
House purposely leaked classified in- 
formation, as the President refutes, is 
not my main point. Whether it was in- 
tentional has little bearing on the re- 
sults. Highly classified information 
still got out, and it appears to have 
been enabled by interviews with senior 
administration officials. 

At this time, I take the President at 
his word that the White House did not 
purposely leak classified information. 
But what about his administration 
leaking it accidentally or what about 
mistakenly or—and this is perhaps the 
best adjective that might apply—what 
about stupidly? There remain a lot of 
unanswered questions about the White 
House’s judgment and whether the ac- 
tions by this administration, inten- 
tional or not, enabled highly sensitive 
information to become public. 

The House and Senate Intelligence 
Committees are working together in a 
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nonpartisan fashion—let me emphasize 
that we are working together in a non- 
partisan fashion—to address this issue. 
As a member of the committee, I am 
working with my colleagues to evalu- 
ate a range of reforms to reduce or 
hopefully eliminate the opportunity for 
future leaks. I wish to commend Chair- 
man FEINSTEIN and Vice Chairman 
CHAMBLISS for their efforts and genuine 
interest in moving forward with this, 
and I thank them for their leadership 
on this matter. Our committee, work- 
ing across the Capitol with the House 
Intelligence Committee, will bring for- 
ward recommendations, including leg- 
islation, to address this growing prob- 
lem. 

As the Department of Justice con- 
ducts its investigations, we cannot lose 
sight of important questions that must 
be answered, such as but not limited to 
the following: 

Question No. 1: Why did the White 
House hold a conference call on May 7 
with a collection of former national se- 
curity officials, some of whom are 
talking heads on network television, to 
discuss the confidential operation to 
disrupt the al-Qaida bomb plot? 

Question No. 2: Why is the White 
House cooperating so candidly with 
Hollywood filmmakers on a movie 
about the Osama bin Laden raid, one of 
the most highly secretive operations in 
the history of this country? While we 
don’t know the date of the public re- 
lease of this Hollywood production, we 
can be sure that any release prior to 
the November Presidential election 
will fuel a firestorm of accusations of 
political motives. 

Question No. 3: Why would the con- 
fidential identity of elite U.S. military 
personnel be released to Hollywood 
filmmakers? 

Question No. 4: Why would adminis- 
tration officials even talk to reporters 
or authors writing books or articles 
about incredibly sensitive operations? 

Question No. 5: Did any administra- 
tion officials—in the White House or 
not—authorize the disclosure of classi- 
fied information? 

These are just some of the key ques- 
tions that must be asked in this inves- 
tigation. There also remain several 
questions surrounding the current in- 
vestigations. The appointment of two 
prosecutors to lead criminal investiga- 
tions into the recent leaks is a step for- 
ward, but the scope remains unclear, as 
well as the question of whether we 
should insist on a special counsel given 
the current concerns about the credi- 
bility of the Justice Department. 

Will these investigations focus just 
on the Yemen and Iran issue or will the 
leaks involving drone strikes and other 
leaks that have occurred in the past 
months also be a target of the inves- 
tigation? 

Will White House officials be inter- 
viewed as part of this investigation? 
Which officials will or will not be 
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available to take part in the investiga- 
tion? Will those who are former or no 
longer a part of the administration or 
the Federal Government or those out- 
side it, including those reporters in 
question, be a part of this investiga- 
tion? 

Will e-mails or phone calls of admin- 
istration officials be analyzed to iden- 
tify who spoke with the reporters and 
authors in question and when? 

Again, whether these officials are in- 
tentionally leaking classified informa- 
tion is not the main point. If they put 
themselves in situations where they 
are discussing or confirming classified 
information, they must also be held ac- 
countable. Public pressure is required 
to shape these investigations and to 
ensure all our questions about these 
events are answered, which is why I am 
speaking here today. 

Every day, we have men and women 
in uniform serving around the globe to 
protect and defend this great country, 
and every day we have intelligence pro- 
fessionals and national security offi- 
cers working behind the scenes with al- 
lies and potential informants to pre- 
vent attacks on our country. These 
leaks undermine all that hard work 
and all those countless sacrifices. Addi- 
tionally, it risks lives and the success 
of future operations. Not only must we 
plug these damaging and irresponsible 
leaks, we also must work to do all we 
can to eliminate or greatly reduce the 
opportunity for them to occur in the 
future. 

Criminal prosecution and congres- 
sional action is not the only solution. 
We also need public accountability. Ad- 
ministration officials continue to 
speak off the record with reporters and 
authors about classified information 
even after these recent disclosures. It 
is a practice that contributes to unwise 
and harmful consequences. 

Purposely or accidentally, loose lips 
can bring about disastrous results. Per- 
haps the best advice is the saying: 
“You don’t have to explain what you 
don’t say’’ or maybe it is even simpler 
than that. Maybe the best advice for 
those who are privy to confidential in- 
formation is what former Defense Sec- 
retary Robert Gates said, and I para- 
phrase: Just shut the heck up. 

I yield the floor. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, last night 
the Senate voted to end the Republican 
filibuster of this outstanding nominee. 
For the 28th time since President 
Obama was elected, the majority lead- 
er was forced to file cloture to get an 
up-or-down vote on one of President 
Obama’s judicial nominations. Justice 
Hurwitz is not a nominee who should 
have been filibustered. With the sup- 
port of Senator KYL, the partisan effort 
to stall yet another judicial nomina- 
tion was defeated. I thank Senator KYL 
and the Republican Senators who had 
the good sense to agree to proceed to 
an up-or-down vote on this nomination. 
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By any traditional measure, Justice 
Hurwitz is the kind of judicial nominee 
who should have been confirmed easily 
by an overwhelming, bipartisan major- 
ity. Justice Hurwitz has served for 9 
years on the Arizona Supreme Court 
and had a distinguished legal career. 
He has the support of his home state 
Senators, both conservative Repub- 
licans. He was unanimously rated well 
qualified by the American Bar Associa- 
tion Standing Committee on the Fed- 
eral Judiciary. And he was nominated 
to fill a longstanding judicial emer- 
gency vacancy on the overburdened 
Ninth Circuit after extensive consulta- 
tion between the White House and the 
Arizona Senators. 

The campaign that was mounted by 
the extreme right against this out- 
standing nominee was wrong. I spoke 
against it yesterday, as did Senator 
KYL and Senator FEINSTEIN. Some were 
attempting to disqualify a nominee 
with impeccable credentials because a 
Federal judge for whom that nominee 
clerked some 40 years ago decided a 
case with which they disagree, a case 
that is still reflected as the law of the 
land. We have seen a number of new 
and disappointing developments during 
the last 2 years as Republicans have 
ratcheted up their partisan opposition 
to President Obama’s judicial nomi- 
nees. On this nomination, for example, 
I saw for what I think may be the first 
time a Senator reverse his vote for a 
nomination and, instead, oppose clo- 
ture and support a filibuster of that 
same nomination. 

Justice Hurwitz’s nomination is rep- 
resentative of the new standard that 
has been imposed on President Obama’s 
judicial nominees since this President 
took office. After close consultation 
with home State Senators, President 
Obama sent to the Senate a nominee 
with unimpeachable credentials. In- 
deed, in the near decade that he has 
served on the Arizona Supreme Court, 
not one of Justice Hurwitz’s decisions 
has been overturned. Despite the bipar- 
tisan support for Justice Hurwitz, and 
his excellent credentials, partisan Re- 
publicans have filibustered this nomi- 
nation. 

I heard some Senate Republicans at- 
tempt to mischaracterize Justice 
Hurwitz’s record on the death penalty. 
Over his 9-year tenure on the Arizona 
Supreme Court, Justice Hurwitz has 
personally authored eight opinions and 
joined numerous other opinions up- 
holding the death penalty. He also re- 
sponded to both Senator GRASSLEY and 
Senator SESSIONS that ‘‘the death pen- 
alty is a constitutionally appropriate 
form of punishment” and that he “has 
voted in scores of cases to uphold the 
death penalty.” 

Justice Hurwitz’s critics argue that 
he was the lone dissenter in two rul- 
ings involving the death penalty, but 
in each case Justice Hurwitz did not 
oppose the death penalty but sought to 
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ensure that due process was followed to 
guarantee fair justice and prevent re- 
versal on appeal. In State v. Beaty, the 
State of Arizona had decided overnight 
to apply a new death penalty execution 
cocktail, and Justice Hurwitz felt that 
a new execution warrant was nec- 
essary. Justice Hurwitz’s dissent was 
not opposing the death penalty; rather, 
he specifically requested the court 
“immediately issue a new [execution] 
warrant effective as soon as legally 
possible.” 

In State v. Styers, Justice Hurwitz 
relied on Supreme Court precedent and 
held that it prevented the Court from 
affirming the defendant’s death sen- 
tence when one aggregating factor had 
not been tried to a jury. In his dissent, 
Justice Hurwitz reasoned that a lim- 
ited proceeding on that aggravating 
factor was ‘‘constitutionally mandated 
and will likely bring this case to con- 
clusion more promptly than the new 
round of federal habeas proceedings 
that will inevitably follow today’s de- 
cision.” Thus, Justice Hurwitz did not 
“quarrel with the substance of the de- 
termination,” but felt that the proce- 
dural error should have been corrected. 

The fact that he successfully argued 
the case of Ring v. Arizona, where the 
U.S. Supreme Court found by a 7-2 vote 
that the Constitution requires a jury 
trial to establish the aggravating cir- 
cumstances that make a defendant eli- 
gible to receive the death penalty, does 
not make him an opponent of the death 
penalty any more than Justice Scalia 
and Justice Thomas, who supported the 
decision, oppose the death penalty. 
That case was principally about the de- 
fendant’s Sixth Amendment right to a 
jury trial and it was not a challenge to 
the death penalty. 

Moreover, a “study” cited that pur- 
ports to label Justice Hurwitz as ‘“‘pro 
defendant” is based on a sample size of 
only 10 criminal cases—and Justice 
Hurwitz was not on the bench for four 
of them. That is hardly representative 
of Justice Hurwitz’s career on the 
bench and the many criminal appeals 
Justice Hurwitz has heard and the 
many convictions he has upheld. Let us 
be honest about his record. 

Justice Hurwitz is an outstanding 
nominee with impeccable credentials 
and qualifications. He has a record of 
excellence as a jurist. Not a single de- 
cision he has made from the bench in 
his nine years as justice has been re- 
versed, and he has the strong support 
of both Republican Senators from Ari- 
zona as well aS many, many others 
from both sides of the political aisle. 

A graduate of Princeton University 
and Yale Law School, Justice Hurwitz 
served as the Note and Comment Edi- 
tor of the Yale Law Journal. Following 
graduation, he clerked on every level 
of the Federal judiciary: First for 
Judge Jon O. Newman, who was then 
U.S. District Judge on the District of 
Connecticut. Subsequently, he clerked 
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for Judge Joseph Smith of the U.S. 
Court of Appeals for the Second Cir- 
cuit. Then he clerked for Justice Pot- 
ter Stewart of the U.S. Supreme Court. 

He then distinguished himself in pri- 
vate practice, where he spent over 25 
years at a law firm in Phoenix, Ari- 
zona. While in private practice, Justice 
Hurwitz tried more than 40 cases to 
verdict or final decision. Justice 
Hurwitz has also taught classes at Ari- 
zona State University’s Sandra Day 
O’Connor College of Law for approxi- 
mately 15 years on a variety of subjects 
including ethics, Supreme Court litiga- 
tion, legislative process, civil proce- 
dure, and Federal courts. 

By any traditional measure, Justice 
Hurwitz is the kind of judicial nominee 
who should be confirmed easily by an 
overwhelming, bipartisan vote. And 
now that the Senate has been forced to 
invoke cloture with 60 votes to end a 
partisan filibuster, I hope the Senate 
will vote to confirm him with bipar- 
tisan support. 

I will conclude by emphasizing what 
I have been saying for months, that the 
Ninth Circuit is in dire need of assist- 
ance. This nomination should have 
been considered and confirmed months 
ago. The Chief Judge of the Ninth Cir- 
cuit along with the members of the Ju- 
dicial Council of the Ninth Circuit, 
wrote to the Senate months ago em- 
phasizing the Ninth Circuit’s ‘‘des- 
perate need for judges,” urging the 
Senate to ‘‘act on judicial nominees 
without delay,’’ and concluding ‘‘we 
fear that the public will suffer unless 
our vacancies are filled very prompt- 
ly.” The judicial emergency vacancies 
on the Ninth Circuit harm litigants by 
creating unnecessary and costly 
delays. The Administrative Office of 
U.S. Courts reports that it takes nearly 
5 months longer for the Ninth Circuit 
to issue an opinion after an appeal is 
filed, compared to all other circuits. 
The Ninth Circuit’s backlog of pending 
cases far exceeds other Federal courts. 
As of September 2011, the Ninth Circuit 
had 14,041 cases pending before it, far 
more than any other circuit. 

When Senate Republicans filibus- 
tered the nomination of Caitlin 
Halligan to the D.C. Circuit for posi- 
tions she took while representing the 
State of New York, they contended 
that their underlying concern was that 
the caseload of the D.C. Circuit did not 
justify the appointment of another 
judge to that Circuit. I disagreed with 
their treatment of Caitlin Halligan, 
their shifting standards and their pur- 
ported caseload argument. But if case- 
loads were really a concern, Senate Re- 
publicans would not have delayed ac- 
tion on the nominations to judicial 
emergency vacancies on the overbur- 
dened Ninth Circuit for months and 
months. 

So, let us move forward to confirm 
Justice Hurwitz without further delay. 
The partisan filibuster against this 
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nomination was wrong. Just as we 
moved forward after defeating the fili- 
buster of the nomination of Judge Jack 
McConnell, let us move forward now to 
vote on the 17 other judicial nominees 
ready for final Senate action and make 
real progress in working with the 
President to fill judicial vacancies 
around the country. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma- 
jority leader. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, shortly, we 
are going to move to confirm the judge 
whose nomination we voted to move 
forward to last night. If everyone will 
be at ease for just a moment. 

Let me ask Senator COBURN how long 
he wishes to speak. 

Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, I will 
speak in conjunction with the majority 
whip for a short period of time. I don’t 
have a long speech. 

Mr. REID. If the Senator will be pa- 
tient, we will get this done very quick- 
ly. 

Mr. COBURN. You bet. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, the matter 
before the Senate is the nomination of 
Judge Hurwitz; is that right? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator is correct. 

Mr. REID. I yield back all time on 
this nomination. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 
is no further debate, all time is yielded 
back. 

The question is, Will the Senate ad- 
vise and consent to the nomination of 
Andrew David Hurwitz, of Arizona, to 
be United States Circuit Judge for the 
Ninth Circuit. 

The nomination was confirmed. 

Mr. ALEXANDER. I wonder if the 
majority leader would permit me to 
make a brief statement. 

Mr. REID. I will in one second. 


— 


ORDER OF PROCEDURE 


Mr. REID. I ask unanimous consent 
that immediately upon the adoption of 
the motion to proceed to S. 3240, there 
be a period of debate only on the bill 
until 4 p.m. today and that the major- 
ity leader be recognized at that time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

There being no objection, it is so or- 
dered. 


EE 


LEGISLATIVE SESSION 


AGRICULTURE REFORM, FOOD, 
AND JOBS ACT OF 2012—MOTION 
TO PROCEED 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will now 
resume legislative session and will re- 
sume consideration of the motion to 
proceed to S. 3240, which the clerk will 
report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

Motion to proceed to Calendar No. 415, S. 
3240, a bill to reauthorize the agriculture 
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programs through 2017, and for other pur- 
poses. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the motion to pro- 
ceed is agreed to. 

The Senator from Tennessee. 

VOTE ON HURWITZ CONFIRMATION 

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, I 
thank the majority leader. I simply 
wanted to say I did not object to a 
voice vote on Mr. Hurwitz’s confirma- 
tion, but I wished to make this state- 
ment. 

Last night, I voted for cloture be- 
cause when I became a Senator, Demo- 
crats were blocking an up-or-down vote 
on President Bush’s judicial nominees. 
I said then that I would not do that and 
did not like doing that. I have held to 
that in almost every case since then. I 
believe nominees for circuit judges, in 
all but extraordinary cases, and dis- 
trict judges in every case ought to have 
an up-or-down vote by the Senate. 

So while I voted for cloture last 
night, if we had a vote today, I would 
have voted no against confirmation be- 
cause of my concerns about Mr. 
Hurwitz’s record on right-to-life issues. 

I thank the Chair and I yield the 
floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Oklahoma. 

Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, I just 
want to have it noted for the record 
that I would have voted no on this 
nominee had we had a recorded vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Indiana. 

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, I asso- 
ciate myself with those last two re- 
marks. I would have also voted no. I 
wish we had had a recorded vote. 

I wasn’t able to understand even 
what the majority leader was saying, it 
was spoken so softly, but had we had a 
recorded vote, I would have been listed 
as no. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Iowa. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Madam President, I 
was shocked and disappointed to learn 
that the majority leader came to the 
floor to yield back all time and move 
immediately to a voice vote on the 
nomination of Andrew David Hurwitz 
to be U.S. Circuit Judge for the ninth 
circuit. I find this to be quite irregular 
and outside the recent precedents of 
this Senate. Typically, Members are 
informed of such actions in advance. I 
was not so informed, and I am the 
ranking member of the Judiciary Com- 
mittee. I certainly did not intend to 
yield my time and, in fact, I intended 
to speak further on the nominee, par- 
ticularly to make clear some correc- 
tions that I think needed to be made 
after I debated this yesterday. 

Regardless of yielding time or fur- 
ther debate, I expected a rollcall vote 
on this nominee. This has been Senate 
precedent recently. Before today, clo- 
ture was invoked on 22 different judi- 
cial nominees. Only 1 of those 22 was 
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confirmed without a rollcall vote— 
Lavenski Smith to the eighth circuit. 
Cloture was invoked 94 to 3 on July 15, 
2002, and he was confirmed by unani- 
mous consent later that day. Even Bar- 
bara Keenan, fourth circuit, had a con- 
firmation rollcall after cloture was in- 
voked 99 to 0. 

Furthermore, it has been our general 
understanding around here for some 
time that circuit votes would be by 
rollcall vote. So I am extremely dis- 
appointed that there has been a breach 
of comity around here. 

Yesterday I outlined my primary 
concerns regarding the nomination of 
Andrew David Hurwitz to be U.S. Cir- 
cuit Judge for the ninth circuit. I con- 
tinue to oppose the nomination and 
will vote no on his confirmation. 

I want to supplement and correct the 
RECORD on a few issues that arose dur- 
ing yesterday’s debate. One of the big- 
gest misunderstandings is that opposi- 
tion to Justice Hurwitz is based on a 40 
year-old decision made by a Judge 
other than Justice Hurwitz. I do not 
oppose his nomination because of what 
somebody else did, or because Justice 
Hurwitz was a law clerk. My opposi- 
tion, on this issue, is based on what Mr. 
Hurwitz himself takes credit for. 

He authored the article in question, 
not as a young law clerk, but when he 
was well established and seasoned law- 
yer, shortly before joining the Arizona 
Supreme Court. In that article Justice 
Hurwitz praised Judge Newman’s opin- 
ion for its ‘‘careful and meticulous 
analysis of the competing constitu- 
tional issues.” He called the opinion 
“striking, even in hindsight.” Let me 
remind you, the constitutional issues 
and analysis he praises is Newman’s in- 
fluence on the Supreme Court’s expan- 
sion of the “right” to abortion beyond 
the first trimester of pregnancy. This, 
Hurwitz wrote, ‘‘effectively doubled the 
period of time in which states were 
barred from absolutely prohibiting 
abortions.”’ 

Hurwitz’s article was clearly an at- 
tempt to attribute great significance 
to decisions in which the judge for 
whom he had clerked had participated. 
I think by any fair measure, it is im- 
possible to read Justice Hurwitz’s arti- 
cle and not conclude that he whole- 
heartedly embraces Roe, and impor- 
tantly, the constitutional arguments 
that supposedly support it. 

Now it would not be surprising to 
learn that Justice Hurwitz might not 
be a pro-life judge. The question is not 
his personal views, but his judicial phi- 
losophy. He defends the legal reasoning 
of Roe, despite near universal agree- 
ment, among both liberal and conserv- 
ative legal scholars, that Roe is one of 
the worst examples of judicial activism 
in our Nation’s history. 

I have also raised my concern that 
Justice Hurwitz’s personal views do 
seep into his decisions as a judge. Yes- 
terday, I discussed his troubling record 
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on the death penalty and how he ap- 
pears to be pro-defendant in his judi- 
cial rulings. Some of my colleagues 
came to the floor and stated they were 
unaware of even one case where his 
personal views influenced his judicial 
decision making. So I will review a bit 
of the record. 

While in private practice, Justice 
Hurwitz successfully challenged Arizo- 
na’s death penalty sentencing scheme 
in Ring v. Arizona, even though the law 
previously had been upheld by the Su- 
preme Court of the United States in 
Walton v. Arizona. 

After the Ring decision, Hurwitz, at- 
tempted to expand the ruling by asking 
the Arizona Supreme Court to either 
throw out each man’s death sentence 
and order a new trial or to resentence 
each to life imprisonment with the pos- 
sibility of parole, saying that allowing 
the previous death sentence to stand 
would be a ‘‘dangerous precedent.” The 
Arizona Supreme Court refused to 
overturn the convictions and death 
sentences on a blanket basis, ruling 
that the trials were fundamentally fair 
and that the U.S. Supreme Court’s rul- 
ing didn’t require throwing out all the 
death sentences. 

Justice Hurwitz didn’t stop there. 
While on the Arizona Supreme Court, 
Justice Hurwitz continued to attempt 
to expand the scope of the Ring case. 
His personal opposition to the death 
penalty appears to have influenced his 
decisions on the Arizona Supreme 
Court. 

Justice Hurwitz was the lone dis- 
senter in the case of State of Arizona v. 
Styers. In that case, a jury found 
James Lynn Styers guilty of the 1989 
murder, conspiracy to commit first de- 
gree murder, kidnapping, and child 
abuse of four-year-old Christopher 
Milke. 

Four-year old Christopher was told 
he was being taken to see Santa Claus, 
but instead he was taken to the desert 
and brutally shot in the back of the 
head. 

After years of appeals, the case found 
itself in federal court, making its way 
to the Ninth Circuit. In 2008, nearly 19 
years after the heart wrenching crime 
took place, the Ninth Circuit sent the 
Styers case back to Arizona. In June 
2011, some 22 years after this horrific 
event occurred, the Arizona Supreme 
Court, in a 4-1 decision, upheld Styers’ 
death sentence. Justice Hurwitz, at- 
tempting to cite Ring as authority— 
the case he argued in while in private 
practice—was the sole Justice on the 
Arizona Supreme Court who thought 
that Christopher’s murderer should be 
given another trial, likely resulting in 
another round of delays. 

If he had his way, the victims in this 
crime would still be awaiting justice, 
Arizona taxpayers would be facing un- 
necessary expenses and society at large 
would still be waiting for a resolution 
of the case. 
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In another death penalty case, State 
of Arizona v. Donald Edward Beaty, 
Justice Hurwitz was again the lone dis- 
senter. Donald Beaty was convicted of 
the May 9, 1984 murder in Tempe of 13- 
year-old Christy Ann Fornoff. Thir- 
teen-year-old-Christy was abducted, 
sexually assaulted and suffocated to 
death by Beaty while collecting news- 
paper subscription payments. 

Beaty, who has been on death row 
since July, 1985, was scheduled to die 
by lethal injection at an Arizona De- 
partment of Corrections prison in Flor- 
ence at 10 a.m. on May 25, 2011, more 
than 27 years after the crime occurred. 
Beaty’s execution was delayed for most 
of the day as his defense team tried to 
challenge the Arizona Department of 
Corrections’ decision to substitute one 
approved drug for another in the 
state’s execution-drug formula. The 
Arizona Supreme Court ruled 4-1 to lift 
the stay, with the majority saying 
Beaty’s lawyers hadn’t proved he was 
likely to be harmed by the change. 
Once again, Justice Hurwitz was the 
sole dissenter. 

If Justice Hurwitz had his way, the 
State would have had to start over 
with the death warrant process, lead- 
ing to additional delays and pain to the 
victim’s family. 

So there are two examples of where 
his death penalty views seeped into his 
judicial decision making. 

As a sitting Justice on the Arizona 
Supreme Court, Justice Hurwitz tends 
to be pro-defendant. A study by court 
watcher and Albany Law School Pro- 
fessor Vincent Bonventre validated the 
pro-defendant posture of Justice 
Hurwitz. In a 2008 study, Professor 
Bonventre examined the criminal deci- 
sions in which the Arizona Supreme 
Court was divided over the previous 
five years. His study found that Justice 
Hurwitz was the most pro-defendant 
member of the Court, siding with the 
pro-defendant position 83 percent of the 
time. This is well outside the main- 
stream for the other members of the 
Court during the five-year period. As 
reported by the study, he took a pro- 
prosecution posture during that five 
year period only once since he joined 
the court. 

Mr. President, my opposition to Jus- 
tice Hurwitz is not because of any mis- 
behavior in his youth, silly antics as a 
college freshman or immature writings 
in college. I am not suggesting any- 
thing like that is in his record, but 
such examples were raised in the de- 
bate yesterday. It is unfortunate that 
such arguments would have been raised 
in this serious debate. 

I oppose the confirmation of Justice 
Hurwitz based on his record as a Jus- 
tice on the Arizona Supreme Court and 
because of his published views which 
reflect a judicial ideology that is out- 
side the mainstream. 

Madam President, it seems to me 
that all the business of the Senate is 
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based upon trust between one Senator 
and another. When the ranking mem- 
ber of the Judiciary Committee isn’t 
notified of this action—or any other 
Senator—it seems to me that trust has 
been violated. I won’t be satisfied that 
that trust has been restored unless 
there is some action taken to have a 
rollcall vote on this nomination. 

I yield the floor. 

Mr. ISAKSON. Mr. President, today 
the Senate confirmed Executive Cal- 
endar No. 607, Andrew David Hurwitz, 
of Arizona, to be United States Circuit 
Judge for the Ninth Circuit on a voice 
vote. I request that the RECORD reflect 
my opposition to the nominee and that 
I would have voted “nay.” 

OBJECTION TO FURTHER PROCEEDINGS ON THE 

NOMINATION OF ANDREW HURWITZ 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, ear- 
lier today, the nomination of Andrew 
Hurwitz, to be United States Circuit 
Judge for the Ninth Circuit was agreed 
to by voice vote. It is unclear whether 
or not a motion to reconsider was 
made, whether or not a motion to table 
a motion to reconsider was offered, and 
whether or not a request was made to 
notify the President was part of the 
order. 

I object to any further proceedings, 
including those listed above, based on 
the fact that a rollcall vote was ex- 
pected on this nomination. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Illinois. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, for the 
record, I want to be recorded as an af- 
firmative on the previous nomination. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator’s vote will so be noted. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I come 
to the floor now with my friend and 
colleague from the State of Oklahoma, 
Senator COBURN, to discuss an amend- 
ment we hope to offer to the farm bill, 
which I believe is the pending matter 
before the Senate. I will make a brief 
statement and then yield to my col- 
league from Oklahoma. 

As I said, I come to the floor to speak 
about an amendment I intend to offer 
with Senator COBURN. Our amendment 
would reduce the level of premium sup- 
port for crop insurance policies by 15 
percentage points for farmers with an 
adjusted gross income over $750,000 a 
year. 

According to a recent GAO report, 
the Federal Government pays, on aver- 
age, 62 percent of crop insurance pre- 
miums for farmers. Let me put that in 
perspective. These farmers are buying 
insurance so they can protect them- 
selves against the risk of low prices or 
bad weather, and the premiums that 
are charged to them are collected to 
pay to those farmers who collect. At 
the end of the day, 62 percent of the 
value of the premiums for the crop in- 
surance are paid by the taxpayers. In 
other words, there is a 62-percent Fed- 
eral subsidy on these premium support 
payments for crop insurance across 
America. 
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The amendment which I will offer 
with Senator COBURN would change 
that. The reason came out very clearly 
in the GAO report on crop insurance. 
Last year the Federal Government— 
the taxpayers—spent $7.4 billion to 
cover that 62 percent of crop insurance 
premiums—$7.4 billion in subsidies for 
crop insurance for farmers, and the 
amount spent by taxpayers each year 
has been growing dramatically. To 
cover roughly the same amount of 
acres, the Federal Government paid 
nearly $2 billion more in 2011 than in 
2009 because the value of the crops—the 
price for the crops—had gone up during 
that period of time. 

A point we would like to make and 
hope our colleagues would note is that 
4 percent of the most profitable farm- 
ers in America or farming entities ac- 
counted for nearly one-third of all the 
premium support provided by the Fed- 
eral Government. This is an indication 
on this chart of what we are talking 
about. The premium subsidies for 3.9 
percent of farmers across America ac- 
counted for a little over 32 percent, al- 
most 33 percent of all the Federal pre- 
mium support subsidies. These are 
pretty expensive farmers when it 
comes to the Federal subsidy. Facing 
stark realities, we can’t justify con- 
tinuing to provide this level of pre- 
mium support to the wealthiest farm- 
ers. 

Net farm income has gone up dra- 
matically—in 2011 reaching a record 
high of $98.1 billion. The USDA fore- 
casts that income will continue to 
grow at a slightly higher rate than 
costs over the life of this farm bill 
which is before us. And the net in- 
come—much like government pay- 
ments, agricultural payments are con- 
centrated in our largest farms. Farm 
size has a direct impact on the profit 
margin of the farm. 

We have many large farms in Illinois, 
certainly across the country, but we 
have many smaller farmers too. What 
is the difference? On a smaller farm 
with lower income, there is less return, 
less profit, higher risk. According to 
the USDA, farms with sales ranging 
from $100,000 to $175,000 have an aver- 
age profit margin of 1.2 percent. You 
can see they are close to the edge. 
They need crop insurance. In a bad 
year, they are wiped out. But take a 
look at the larger farms. With more 
than $1 million in sales each year, their 
average profit margin is 26.8 percent. 
There is an economy of scale. There is 
money to be made. And that is the 
basis for Senator COBURN and me draw- 
ing the line and saying there will be a 
reduction in the Federal subsidy for 
crop insurance premiums for the most 
profitable farms. These larger and 
wealthier farms can afford to cover 
more of their own risk, and they should 
cover more of their own risk. 

The single largest recipient of crop 
insurance premium support last year 
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received $2.2 million to cover the Fed- 
eral Government’s share of the policy 
to insure nursery crops across three 
counties in Florida, at a value of $57.7 
million. 

In another example, an individual re- 
ceived over $1.6 million in premium 
subsidies to insure corn, potatoes, 
sugar beets, and wheat across 24 coun- 
ties in 6 States. The total value of the 
crops insured: $23.5 million. 

Back home in Illinois, a limited li- 
ability corporation received nearly $1 
million in premium subsidies from the 
Federal Government to insure corn and 
soybeans grown in 17 counties across 
my State. The total value of the crop: 
$28.4 million. 

We are not describing small farms by 
definition. Are you telling me that a 
producer insuring a crop valued at $57.7 
million will stop participating in the 
Crop Insurance Program if the Federal 
Government only pays on average 
about 50 percent of the premiums in- 
stead of the current 62 percent? I don’t 
think so. 

Our amendment is simple and 
straightforward. If you have an ad- 
justed gross income on your farm at or 
above $750,000, your premium support 
will be reduced by 15 percentage points. 
A provision in the underlying bill in- 
creasing premium support for begin- 
ning farmers—taking care of the new 
farmers and those with smaller farms— 
sets a precedent for differentiating pre- 
mium support based on need. So it isn’t 
a radical notion by any means. Our 
amendment takes the same technical 
approach already accepted in the un- 
derlying bill. Further, the agriculture 
community is already very familiar 
with the use of adjusted income, as it 
is already applied to title I programs. 
We have to draw the line somewhere. 
Our amendment is a commonsense re- 
form that limits the future cost of crop 
insurance programs. 

Let me reassure producers across 
America and in my home State of Illi- 
nois that this is not an attack on crop 
insurance. We need crop insurance. Ev- 
erywhere I go, producers tell me crop 
insurance is the most important tool 
the Federal Government offers farmers 
to manage risk. I hear them, and I rec- 
ognize the role crop insurance has 
played in managing the Federal role of 
providing disaster assistance. So I will 
be very clear. This amendment does 
not exclude anyone from participating 
in crop insurance. The vast majority of 
farmers will see absolutely no change 
in the level of premium support pro- 
vided by the Federal Government. This 
amendment only impacts farmers’ 
largest farms with the highest in- 
come—those most able to cover more 
of their own risk. 

Why are we doing this? Because we 
have a deficit, and we need to deal with 
it in an honest fashion. The underlying 
farm bill saves money in direct pay- 
ments and other means over a number 
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of years, and I commend Senators STA- 
BENOW and ROBERTS for that effort. 

What Senator COBURN and I will do 
over the next 10 years is reduce the def- 
icit by another $1.2 billion with this 
simple change limiting the Federal 
subsidy and crop insurance to those 
wealthiest, largest farmers in America. 
How can we ask Americans to share in 
any sacrifice, to cut spending, or re- 
duce the debt if we cannot summon the 
political will to ask the wealthiest 
farm operations to take such a modest 
cut in the Federal subsidy for crop in- 
surance? 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the pending business. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

A bill (S. 3240) to reauthorize agriculture 
programs through 2017, and for other pur- 
poses. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Oklahoma. 

Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, I wish 
to comment very clearly on what this 
amendment does. 

Farm and agricultural production in 
this country is vital both to the coun- 
try and to our export markets. We have 
through the years tried many different 
approaches to make sure we have the 
stability and the production power in 
this country for our needs and also to 
many beneficial aspects of our foreign 
policy where we use agricultural prod- 
ucts for that. 

Imagine if you are a business other 
than agriculture and you have decided 
that regardless of the mistakes you 
might make or the uncontrolled vari- 
ables that might impact your business 
or the downturn in the economy, that 
with 62 percent of government funding 
you can buy an insurance policy that 
guarantees you a profit. That is what 
this new farm bill has moved to. That 
is going to be our agricultural program 
as far as the Senate is looking at it. 
There is a real differential there be- 
tween the rest of business and com- 
merce in America and our farm pro- 
gram. I understand the need for that, 
but this bill actually increases our 
costs for the Crop Insurance Program 
by $5.2 billion as it is written. 

What the Senator from Illinois and I 
have proposed is a commonsense earn- 
ings limit that is associated with every 
other program in title I that would 
say: We are going to help you, but we 
are just not going to help you as much 
because you therefore, and by your own 
success, have the means to help your- 
self. 

We are going to spend a lot of money 
on insurance over the next 10 years in 
this farm bill. It is $94.6 billion. What 
Senator DURBIN and I are proposing is 
$1.2 billion in savings. 

A lot of people don’t realize the ad- 
vances that our farmers and the indus- 
tries that supply them have made. As 
Senator DURBIN pointed out, farm in- 
come has been up the last 5 years and 
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is projected to continue to increase. 
Input costs for fertilizer are going 
down. Input costs for seed and other 
chemicals are going up. We want a via- 
ble farm program, but what we don’t 
want is the next generation paying for 
additional wealth for those who, in 
fact, can afford to insure themselves. 

This is a very modest proposal. We 
could have had an amendment that 
said: If you make over $750,000, we 
shouldn’t be subsidizing any of your 
crop insurance. We would still have a 
crop insurance program for this very 
well-off 4 percent had we done that. 
What we said is that now is the time to 
start looking at that. We will look at it 
again with the next farm bill, but cer- 
tainly those who are so well-positioned 
to maximize profits from agriculture 
don’t need a 62-percent subsidy to their 
crop insurance. 

This is a controversial amendment. 
We understand that. We know a lot of 
people are going to disagree with us. 
But the point is this: At how much in- 
come should the average, hard-working 
American still be paying taxes to sup- 
plement your income? And that is real- 
ly the question. Should a factory work- 
er making $45,000 a year continue to 
supplement somebody who is making 
$10 or $12 or $15 million a year through 
a crop insurance program? 

So we are not taking it away. All we 
are saying is that this needs to be mod- 
erated, and moderated in a manner 
that won’t impact anybody except this 
top 4 percent. If we do that, what we 
will do is, as the Senator from Illinois 
said, start solving some of our budget. 
It is not a lot compared to what our 
problems are, but the way you get out 
of trillion-dollar deficits is a billion 
dollars at a time. 

What we are asking and what all of 
us are going to be asking over the next 
2 to 3 years of anybody in this country 
is to sacrifice some. So what Senator 
DURBIN and I are doing is saying to the 
best, to the most efficient, to those 
who make the most money, we want 
you to start sacrificing now by lim- 
iting by 15 percent the subsidy that 
comes to you for this bill. I think it is 
common sense. It is also fair. I would 
have gone further in a lot of areas, but 
I think we have an agreement that this 
is something we should do, we can do, 
and it will have no negative impact in 
terms of our production of agriculture, 
in terms of quantity or quality. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Tennessee. 

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, 
over the last several years, first as 
Governor of Tennessee and later as a 
U.S. Senator, I have learned that 
healthier air also means better jobs for 
Tennesseans. That is why I intend to 
vote to uphold a clean air rule that re- 
quires utilities in other States to in- 
stall the same pollution control equip- 
ment the Tennessee Valley Authority 
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is already installing on coal-fired 
power plants in the TVA region. 

TVA alone can’t clean up our air. 
Tennessee is bordered by more States 
than any other State. We are literally 
surrounded by our neighbors’ smoke- 
stacks. If we in Tennessee want more 
Nissan and Volkswagen plants, we will 
have to stop dirty air from blowing 
into Tennessee, and here is why. Back 
in 1980, I was Governor and Nissan 
came to Tennessee. The first thing the 
Nissan executives did was to go down 
to the State air quality board and 
apply for an air quality permit for 
their paint emissions plant. If the air 
in the Nashville area had been so dirty 
that Nissan couldn’t have gotten an air 
quality permit for additional emis- 
sions, Nissan would have gone to Geor- 
gia and we would not be able to say 
today that one-third of our manufac- 
turing jobs in Tennessee are auto jobs. 

Every one of Tennessee’s major met- 
ropolitan areas is struggling today to 
meet the standards that govern wheth- 
er industries can acquire the air qual- 
ity permits they need to locate in our 
State. 

I once asked the Sevierville Chamber 
of Commerce leaders to name their top 
priority. They said to me: Clean air. 
Now, Sevierville is not necessarily a 
hotbed of leftwing radicals. Sevier 
County is the most Republican county 
in the State. It is nestled right up 
against the Great Smoky Mountains 
National Park. It is where Dolly 
Parton was born. I live in the next 
county, right up next to Great Smoky 
Mountains National Park. 

East Tennesseans know that 9 mil- 
lion visitors come each year to see the 
Great Smoky Mountains, not to see the 
Great Smoggy Mountains, and we want 
those tourist dollars and the jobs they 
bring to keep coming. Despite a lot of 
progress, the Great Smokies is still one 
of the most polluted national parks in 
America. Standing on Clingman’s 
Dome—our highest peak, about 6,643 
feet—you should be able to see about 
100 miles through the natural blue haze 
about which the Cherokees used to 
sing. Yet today, on a smoggy day you 
can see only 24 miles. 

There are 546 Tennesseans who work 
today in coal mining in our State, ac- 
cording to the Energy Information Ad- 
ministration. Every single one of those 
jobs is important. This has been an im- 
portant tradition in a few counties in 
East Tennessee. At the same time, 
there are 1,200 Tennesseans who work 
at the Alstom plants in Knoxville and 
Chattanooga that will supply the coun- 
try with most of the pollution-control 
equipment required by this rule. Every 
one of those Tennesseans’ jobs is im- 
portant too. Of the top five worst cities 
for asthma in the United States, ac- 
cording to the Asthma and Allergy 
Foundation of America, three are in 
Tennessee. They are Memphis, Chat- 
tanooga, and Knoxville. Only last year 
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Nashville dropped out of the top 10 
worst U.S. cities for asthma. Because 
of the high levels of mercury, health 
advisories warn against eating fish 
caught in many of Tennessee’s 
streams. 

According to the Mount Sinai School 
of Medicine, nationally mercury causes 
brain damage in more than 315,000 chil- 
dren each year. It also contributes to 
mental retardation. Half of the man- 
made mercury in the United States 
comes from coal-fired power plants. 
This new rule requires removing 90 per- 
cent of this mercury. The rule also con- 
trols 186 other hazardous pollutants, 
including arsenic, acid gases, and toxic 
metals. 

Utilities have known this was coming 
since 1990 because these 187 pollutants, 
including mercury, are specifically 
identified in the 1990 amendments to 
the Clean Air Act as air pollutants 
that need to be controlled by utilities. 
Now the Federal courts have added 
their weight and ordered the Environ- 
mental Protection Agency to control 
these pollutants. 

An added benefit of the rule is that 
the equipment installed to control 
these hazardous pollutants will also 
capture fine particles, a major source 
of respiratory disease that is primarily 
regulated under another part of the 
Clean Air Act. This new equipment will 
add a few dollars a month to residen- 
tial electric bills. The EPA estimates a 
3-percent increase nationwide. But be- 
cause the Tennessee Valley Authority 
has already made a commitment to in- 
stall these pollution controls, the cus- 
tomers of TVA will pay this rate in- 
crease anyway—with the rule or with- 
out the rule. To reduce the costs, the 
Senator from Arkansas, Senator 
PRYOR, and I will introduce legislation 
to allow utilities 6 years to comply 
with the rule, which is a timeline many 
utilities have requested. Earlier today 
the Senator from Oklahoma, who is 
sponsoring a resolution to overturn the 
rule, referred to the legislation Senator 
PRYOR and I offered as a cover amend- 
ment and suggested in some way that 
it wasn’t a sincere effort. I greatly re- 
spect the Senator from Oklahoma. 
Sometimes we have different points of 
view, but I have different points of 
view with the Senator from Minnesota, 
the Senator from Arkansas, not to 
mention Senators from almost every- 
place in the country. But I respect 
those different points of view just as I 
respect Senator INHOFE’s different 
point of view, and I hope he will re- 
spect mine. Here is my point of view: 
Ever since I have been in the Senate, I 
have introduced legislation to clean up 
the air in Tennessee. Why have I done 
that? Because we don’t want the Great 
Smoggy Mountains, we want the Great 
Smoky Mountains. We don’t want to 
perpetually have three of the top five 
asthma cities in the country. We don’t 
like health advisory warnings on our 
streams so we can’t eat our fish. 
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We especially don’t want the Mem- 
phis Chamber of Commerce to recruit 
another big auto plant to the big Mem- 
phis megasite and then learn that they 
can’t come here because the Memphis 
area has dirty air and the auto manu- 
facturer can’t get a necessary air per- 
mit. It would be even worse if that 
dirty air is blowing in from another 
State. 

So what this rule is about is requir- 
ing our neighbors, and the rest of the 
country, to do the same thing we are 
already doing. If they don’t do it, we 
have no chance in the world to ever 
have clean air in Tennessee. Also, if we 
don’t, we will have worse health and 
fewer jobs. 

Now as far as the 6 years goes, the 
law gives States the right to add a 
fourth year to the 3 years the utilities 
have to comply with the law. Today 
Federal law gives the President of the 
United States the right to add 2 more 
years to that, so that is 6 years. In the 
law today the President and the States 
could make sure utilities have 6 years 
to comply with this rule. I believe that 
makes sense. 

If I were the king and could wave a 
magic wand, that is what I would do. 
Why would I do that? Because we will 
be getting environmental benefits over 
the 6 years. So what will happen is 
utilities will assess their coal plants, 
decide which ones are too old or too ex- 
pensive to operate, decide within 3 
years to close those they will not con- 
tinue to operate, and then they will 
have 6 years to spread the costs of im- 
plementing the expensive pollution- 
control equipment—most of it is called 
SCRs and scrubbers—on their coal-fired 
powerplants. 

Most of the utilities have suggested 
this 6-year timeline as the single best 
way to clean the air and to do it ina 
way that has the least impact on elec- 
tric bills. 

So we will introduce our legislation 
to give utility executives 6 years to im- 
plement the rule, but we will also write 
President Obama a letter and urge him 
to grant the 6 years so utility execu- 
tives can have that certainty. Some 
are saying this rule is anticoal. I say it 
is pro-coal in this sense because it 
guarantees coal a future in our clean 
energy mix. As I have said, the Ten- 
nessee Valley Authority has decided to 
put the pollution control equipment it 
needs to make coal clean on all of the 
coal plants it continues to operate. 
That doesn’t count carbon; that counts 
all of the hazardous pollution. It 
counts sulfur, nitrogen, sulfur, mer- 
cury, and those sorts of things. 

That means, long term, the TVA will 
be able to produce more than one-third 
of its electricity from clean coal. That 
guarantees its future for the foresee- 
able future in our region, and this is 
the largest public utility in the world. 
The rest of our electricity in the Ten- 
nessee Valley will come from even 
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cleaner natural gas and from pollution- 
free nuclear power and hydropower. 

Ever since Tennesseans elected me to 
the Senate, which was about 10 years 
ago, I have worked hard to clean up our 
air. Tennesseans know that. Most of 
them agree with me. They thank me 
for it when I go home on weekends. 
They do that because they know if I do 
not help clean up our air in Tennessee, 
and if I don’t stop dirty air from blow- 
ing into our State from other States 
who don’t have pollution controls on 
their coal plants, that it jeopardizes 
our health and it jeopardizes our oppor- 
tunity to continue to be one of the Na- 
tion’s leading States in attracting auto 
jobs and in attracting tourists. 

I notice on the Senate floor the Sen- 
ator from Arkansas, Mr. PRYOR, and I 
thank him for his leadership on the 
issue and for his practical attitude. I 
believe we have the same goals, which 
are, No. 1, clean the air but keep the 
electric bills down at the lowest pos- 
sible cost, and we believe we have the 
most constructive proposal to do that. 
We hope President Obama will agree 
with us. 

First, we hope the Senate will agree 
with us and uphold the rule; second, 
that the President will agree with us 
and grant 6 years; and, third, if he does 
not, that the Congress will agree with 
us and pass a law giving utilities 6 
years to spread out the costs. 

I thank the President. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
FRANKEN). The Senator from Arkansas. 

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, I ask 
that I be given 10 minutes to speak as 
in morning business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, I would 
like to commend my colleague from 
Tennessee and his leadership when it 
comes to clean air. He has a long his- 
tory for fighting for clean air in Ten- 
nessee in this country, and we share 
the common goal of maintaining a safe 
and reliable source of electricity, but 
also one that is safe for human health. 

Cleaner air means better health for 
Arkansans, for Tennesseans, and for 
everyone in the entire country. This all 
started back in 1990 with some Clean 
Air Act amendments signed by Presi- 
dent George H.W. Bush authorizing 
EPA to regulate air pollutant emis- 
sions from powerplants. These regula- 
tions have been two decades in the 
making. 

As I said, it started back in 1990, and 
a lot has changed since then. But one 
thing that has improved greatly since 
then is technology. These clean air 
rules try to make these coal-fired pow- 
erplants 90 percent cleaner. They can 
now achieve that 90 percent reduction 
from uncontrolled emissions of mer- 
cury and other pollutants because of 
technology. We have the ability to 
make this achievable today. I don’t 
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know if that was true 20 years ago, but 
it is certainly true today. 

I would like to visit with my col- 
leagues for the next few minutes about 
the plan Senator ALEXANDER has put 
forward in which I heartily join him. It 
is a three-step plan: 

First, vote no on Senator INHOFE’s 
resolution that we understand will 
come up sometime in the next several 
days. 

Second, consider voting for the legis- 
lation that we are proposing and that 
we would like to move to the Senate 
floor within a reasonable amount of 
time that would basically say all the 
utility companies get 6 years to com- 
ply with these new rules. Again, these 
new rules that are now on the books 
and have been on the books since Feb- 
ruary have been 20 years in the mak- 
ing. 

The third step we are proposing is a 
letter to the President of the United 
States to urge him in the interim to 
give the additional 2 years, which he 
has the authority to do under the law. 
He can do 2 years with an Executive 
order. 

Let me just walk through those very 
quickly. Some of the reasons I am 
going to vote no on Senator INHOFE’s 
resolution of disapproval is because al- 
though I believe the EPA is wrong in 
their timetable, I think 3 years is too 
short. I don’t think that is enough 
time. As Senator ALEXANDER said a few 
moments ago, we can do the math that 
is in the statute and in the regulations, 
and it probably adds up to 6 years. 
Let’s go ahead and be up front and give 
them the 6 years. Six years will do it, 
and that creates certainty. That means 
people can plan, that means people can 
schedule equipment, and skilled labor- 
ers can come from the United States 
and not outsourced from overseas, and 
most of the equipment will be made in 
the United States. That gives our util- 
ity companies time to do all of this. 

I think the EPA is wrong in the sense 
that they are trying to force this over 
a 3-year period. I think 4 years is a 
minimum and 6 years is what we really 
need. I think that just makes the most 
sense under the circumstances. 

With all due respect to Senator 
INHOFE, for whom I have a lot of re- 
spect, his resolution of disapproval is 
wrong. I think it is the wrong ap- 
proach. I think it is over the top. It re- 
verses course and, basically, if I under- 
stand it, it allows the utility compa- 
nies to pollute at will. It actually cre- 
ates a legal problem that I am not sure 
we adequately discussed on the Senate 
floor. I am sure we will as we go 
through this process and as Senator 
INHOFE’s resolution actually comes to 
the Senate floor, but it creates a legal 
problem. 

If it were to pass, what does the fu- 
ture hold? The law says if a resolution 
of disapproval passes, then the agency 
cannot put forward a substantially 
similar regulation. 
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What does that mean in this cir- 
cumstance? There is no legal precedent 
for that. Some argue if the resolution 
of disapproval passes, that is it, Katey 
bar the door; that this is no holds 
barred, so to speak, when it comes to 
oil and coal plants and what they can 
produce. 

I certainly hope that is not the case. 
I don’t know if that is the case, but 
legal experts disagree, and I don’t 
think that is a chance we should take. 
There is no doubt that sending plumes 
of mercury and particulate matters 
and things such as sulfur dioxide, et 
cetera, creates serious health hazards 
for children and adults. One can look 
at the statistics when it comes to heart 
attacks or premature deaths, asthma, 
and all kinds of different ailments that 
human beings suffer. There is no doubt 
that these coal-fired plants contribute 
to that. 

As we have seen, when we grand- 
father these plants, they don’t, out of 
the goodness of their hearts, do the 
things necessary to stop the polluting. 
What they do is they keep running 
them because they are grandfathered. 
That needs to stop at some point in the 
future as well. I think our approach 
helps in that way as well. 

I talked about the EPA being wrong 
and I talked about Senator INHOFE hav- 
ing the wrong approach. The third 
thing I would say is let’s extend it, not 
end it. I think that by making clear we 
want the full 6 years—the 3 years in 
the statute, the 1 year in the State, the 
2 years that the President has discre- 
tion on—I think that 6 years gives ev- 
erybody ample time to plan, take care 
of business as they should, and make 
sure we have electricity capacity in 
this country. 

I would say we need to stop the scare 
tactics about job loss and the sky is 
falling and this is the end of the coal 
industry in America. I completely dis- 
agree with that. I think the United 
States would be very smart to continue 
to use coal because we have something 
like 400 years worth of coal usage. We 
are kind of like the Saudi Arabia of 
coal. So I am not trying to hurt the 
coal industry. I am not trying to kill 
jobs or do anything like that. But I 
think if we look at the small cost—we 
have to understand that these plants 
are worth billions and billions of dol- 
lars and we are talking about adding 
some costs to that. One estimate I saw 
is it is going to add about 3 percent. 
But if we look at the balancing of costs 
of what we are trying to accomplish 
here versus the health costs in savings 
we get, there is really no comparison. I 
think it is fair to say that what the 
Alexander approach does is it actually 
saves kids’ lives. It is good for busi- 
ness. It is good for our environment. It 
is good for our people. 

I think what we see here is a false 
choice that some people are trying to 
present. Some people say we have to be 


8865 


either pro coal or pro health. That is a 
false choice. We can be both. We can be 
pro coal and have a good, robust coal 
industry. If we were to open a maga- 
zine here in Washington or the Wash- 
ington Post, oftentimes we will see a 
full-page ad that talks about clean 
coal. We turn on the television and 
watch some of the news shows and the 
coal industry is advertising clean coal. 
What are they talking about? This is 
what they are talking about. They are 
talking about cleaning up these coal 
plants so we can still use this precious 
American resource, but we do it in 
such a way that we eliminate 90 per- 
cent of the pollution and the harmful 
particulates that are in coal—90 per- 
cent. That is clean coal. That is what 
they are talking about. 

So let’s do this, but let’s do it over a 
6-year period, not over a 3- or 4-year 
period. Let’s not force ourselves into a 
false choice. Let’s do the right thing 
for this generation and the generations 
to come. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Tennessee. 

Mr. ALEXANDER. I wish to con- 
gratulate the Senator from Arkansas 
for his very clear explanation of what 
we are about here. The United States 
produces 25 percent of all the wealth in 
the world every year. In order to do 
that, we use about 20 to 25 percent of 
all of the electricity in the world. We 
need low-cost, reliable, large amounts 
of clean electricity and we need for 
coal to have a secure part of the future 
of our clean energy mix. 

I have said for years, we know what 
to do about sulfur, nitrogen, mercury, 
and the hazardous pollutants. We have 
the pollution control equipment to cap- 
ture all of those. We can make the coal 
clean, except for carbon, so let’s put 
that over here on the side for a minute. 
We can make the coal clean and we 
should do it. We should have done it in 
a law over the last few years. We have 
had 15 Senators equally divided on both 
sides of the aisle trying to pass a law. 
We couldn’t get it done so we defaulted 
to the EPA, so now they have had to do 
the rule. But the Congress amended the 
Clean Air Act in 1990 we told EPA to 
write this rule. In the law, it listed the 
pollutants that have to be controlled. 
In 2005, President Bush tried to write 
this rule but a Federal Court threw it 
out and in 2008 said to the EPA, you 
have to do it, the way the law says to 
do it. So Congress has told them to do 
it, the courts have told them to do it, 
and now they have done it according to 
the law. If we don’t like the rule, we 
have to change the law, which we are 
not doing with the resolution of dis- 
approval. 

The constructive thing we can do is 
let the rule go forward. Let’s have 
clean coal be a part of our clean energy 
mix, and then let’s allow utilities what 
they many of them have asked for, 6 
years to implement the rule. Hopefully, 


8866 


our legislation will pass. Hopefully, 
just the mere introduction of it, par- 
ticularly by those of us who support 
the rule, will persuade President 
Obama that it would be a reasonable 
Executive Order for him to make, to 
assure people across the country that 
we will have no interruption in the re- 
liability of our electricity and that we 
will have no great increase in costs in 
most parts of the country. 

I agree with the Senator from Arkan- 
sas when he said that coal needs to be 
a very important part of our future. 
This regulation will make coal in our 
region an important part of our elec- 
tricity production. If the TVA is the 
biggest public utility in the country, 
and it is going to produce a third of its 
electricity from coal with pollution- 
control equipment on the plants. That 
is clean coal. 

But the real holy grail of energy for 
me is the scientist who discovers the 
way to turn carbon from existing coal 
plants into something commercially 
useful. It will probably be in energy. In 
the Department of Energy right now 
they have an interesting experiment 
where they are applying a biologic 
process—really, bugs—to electrodes, 
turning it into oil. Imagine what would 
happen if all the coal plants in our 
country could turn the carbon they 
produce into other kinds of energy. 
Then, suddenly, we would have this 400- 
year supply of coal, and the carbon, as 
well as all the other parts, would be 
clean and we could use even more coal 
than the one-third it is likely to rep- 
resent. 

I appreciate very much the leader- 
ship of the Senator from Arkansas, his 
advocacy, and his clear statement of 
opinion. I wish to say to both our Re- 
publican and Democratic colleagues, if 
you are looking for a way to have clean 
coal, clean air, and do it at the lowest 
possible cost to the taxpayer, let’s do 
what most of the utilities have asked 
for and give them a timeline of 6 years 
to implement the rule. The easiest way 
to do it would be for the President to 
introduce the Executive Order, and 
each State to give the utility one more 
year, because that authority is already 
a part of the Federal law. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Arkansas. 

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, I see the 
Senator from Texas is waiting so let 
me conclude in the next couple of min- 
utes. 

We talked about clean coal and why 
that is important. Let me tell my col- 
leagues what else is important. Based 
on the statistics, the health benefits 
are between $37 billion and $90 billion. 
That is an estimate for 2016. For every 
dollar we put in, we get up to $9 back 
in health benefits. The new rules could 
prevent up to 11,000 premature deaths, 
4,700 heart attacks, 130,000 asthma at- 
tacks, 140,000 cases of respiratory 
symptoms, over 9,000 cases of bron- 
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chitis, 5,700 hospital emergency room 
visits, 540,000 missed work or sick days, 
and 3.2 million days when people must 
restrict their activities. Mercury, they 
say, causes brain damage in more than 
315,000 children each year. Half of the 
U.S. manmade mercury comes from 
coal-fired powerplants. The new rules 
require removing 90 percent of that 
mercury. 

So back to the point of Senator 
ALEXANDER. This approach provides 
certainty. It ensures grid reliability. It 
allows sufficient time for utilities to 
comply under this bad economy. It 
gives manufacturing and skilled labor 
jobs to U.S. companies and U.S. work- 
ers, and it also reduces health problems 
and costs associated with the coal in- 
dustry right now. 

With that, I ask my colleagues to 
consider looking at the Alexander and 
Pryor approach. I would love to visit 
with any of my colleagues who are so 
inclined. 

With that, I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Texas. 

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, this 
morning during a hearing in front of 
the Senate Judiciary Committee, the 
Attorney General appeared, and in an 
exchange I had with him, it culminated 
with my call upon him to resign his po- 
sition as Attorney General. That is a 
very serious matter. I wish to take a 
few minutes to explain why, after long 
deliberation, I have come to this con- 
clusion. I do believe it is the right deci- 
sion and it is long overdue. 

I served as an attorney general of my 
State—an elected attorney general, not 
an appointed attorney general. I be- 
lieve strongly the American people de- 
serve a chief law enforcement officer 
who will be independent of political in- 
fluence, who will be accountable to the 
law, and who will be transparent, par- 
ticularly in his dealings with the Con- 
gress. Unfortunately, Attorney General 
Holder has failed on all of these counts. 

At his confirmation hearing in 2009 in 
front of the Judiciary Committee, Eric 
Holder said his Department of Justice 
would ‘‘serve justice, not the fleeting 
interests of any political party.” He 
also said he would seek to achieve a 
“full partnership with this Committee 
and with Congress as a whole.” I wish 
he had kept his word. Regrettably, he 
has not. 

In the past few weeks I have joined 
my colleagues on both sides of the aisle 
in our shock at news articles that have 
disclosed some of the most sensitive 
classified programs of our national se- 
curity apparatus. These were report- 
edly covert operations aimed at 
thwarting terrorist attacks as well as 
defeating Iran’s nuclear aspirations. 
The leaks, according to the chair of the 
Senate Intelligence Committee, Sen- 
ator FEINSTEIN—I am paraphrasing 
here, but I believe she says these are 
some of the worst she has seen in her 
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tenure on the Intelligence Committee. 
Others have suggested these are some 
of the most damaging potential leaks 
in our history—certainly recent his- 
tory. 

According to the very stories that re- 
ported these programs, the sources 
come from the highest reaches of the 
executive branch of our government; 
namely, the White House. As Demo- 
crats and Republicans have both made 
clear, the unauthorized release of clas- 
sified information is a crime—it is a 
crime—because it threatens our na- 
tional security and puts the lives of 
those who are sworn to defend our Na- 
tion in jeopardy. As many have has- 
tened to point out, it also jeopardizes 
the cooperation of our allies. Who 
would be motivated to be a source of 
classified, highly sensitive information 
that would be provided to our intel- 
ligence community if they knew they 
were likely to be on the front page of 
the Washington Post or The New York 
Times? 

The news articles containing the 
leaked information paint the President 
in a flattering light. The concern is 
that they appear just as his reelection 
campaign is getting into full swing. 

Let me be clear. These facts raise le- 
gitimate concerns about the motives 
behind what everyone agrees is crimi- 
nal conduct. That is why it is so impor- 
tant to have an investigation of these 
leaks that is independent, nonpartisan, 
and thorough. Unfortunately, Attorney 
General Holder has demonstrated, at 
least to me, that he is incapable of de- 
livering that kind of investigation. 

Just hours before Senator MCCAIN 
and Senator CHAMBLISS called for a 
special prosecutor or, in the parlance 
of the statute now, a special counsel, 
Holder’s Deputy Attorney General Jim 
Cole told me he didn’t think an inde- 
pendent investigation was warranted 
because the leaks didn’t come from the 
White House or this administration. 
Amazingly, he hadn’t, apparently, done 
an investigation before he reached that 
conclusion. Attorney General Holder 
apparently takes the same view. He has 
already decided who is not to blame, 
and he has excluded the administration 
and the White House and the reported 
sources of the information—although 
not named, they were named by cat- 
egory—he has already written them off 
and suggested that they could not pos- 
sibly be the source of any of these 
leaks. 

I looked into the special counsel law 
which says that a special prosecutor is 
called for when an investigation would 
present a conflict of interest for the 
Justice Department. 

I concede the Attorney General has a 
very tough job. He is a member of the 
President’s Cabinet, but he has a spe- 
cial and independent responsibility as 
the chief law enforcement officer of the 
country and he can’t be confused about 
those roles. There have been some re- 
ports that some of these leaks may 
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have even emanated from the Justice 
Department itself. In fact, this morn- 
ing, the Attorney General acknowl- 
edged that some of the Department of 
Justice’s National Security Division 
had recused itself from an ongoing leak 
investigation. We don’t know the de- 
tails of that, but he did concede that 
his own National Security Division at 
the Department of Justice—some mem- 
bers of that division had already 
recused themselves. 

These leaks in the New York Times— 
I am talking specifically about the 
drone program and about the cyber at- 
tacks on Iran’s nuclear capability— 
quoted senior administration officials 
and quoted members of the President’s 
national security team. 

Now, that is not a large number of 
people to question or to identify. In 
fact, that is the very source given in 
these stories that reported the leaks— 
“senior administration officials’? and 
“members of the president’s national 
security team.” 

This is the same story that said that 
on the President’s so-called kill list 
that he personally goes over with his 
national security team identifying tar- 
gets of drone attacks, that also David 
Axelrod, his chief political adviser, sat 
in, apparently, on at least one, maybe 
more meetings. 

But instead of an independent pros- 
ecutor, Attorney General Holder has 
chosen to appoint two U.S. attorneys 
who are in his chain of command and 
who will report to him and who are di- 
rectly under his personal supervision. 
One of those is U.S. attorney for the 
District of Columbia Ronald Machen, 
who volunteered on the Obama cam- 
paign in 2008 and who has given thou- 
sands of dollars to the President’s po- 
litical campaigns over the years. I do 
not have any issue with that. That is 
his right as an American citizen. But it 
does raise legitimate questions about 
his ability to be independent and con- 
duct the kind of investigation I am 
talking about. Oh, by the way, Mr. 
Machen also got his start as a Federal 
prosecutor when he went to work for 
U.S. Attorney General Eric Holder. 
That is not an independent investiga- 
tion—that is the point—and it helps to 
demonstrate why it is that Attorney 
General Holder has a conflict of inter- 
est himself that requires the appoint- 
ment of a special counsel, not the ap- 
pointment of two U.S. attorneys who 
are directly responsible to him and 
through whom he can control the flow 
of information to Congress and others. 

Reasonable people will wonder, where 
does the Attorney General’s loyalty 
lie—to the President of the United 
States to try to help him get reelected 
or his duty to enforce the laws of the 
U.S. Government? 

This would be troubling enough to 
me if this were an isolated event, but 
what has brought me to this serious 
conclusion that Attorney General 
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Holder should, in fact, resign goes back 
much further because this is only a 
symptom of the Department of Jus- 
tice’s complete lack of accountability, 
independence, and transparency. 

Take the tragedy known as Oper- 
ation Fast and Furious. And we know, 
under Attorney General Holder’s 
watch, the Department of Justice or- 
dered the transfer of more than 2,000 
high-caliber firearms to some of the 
most dangerous drug cartels operating 
in Mexico. The Attorney General dis- 
ingenuously tried to confuse this with 
an operation known as Wide Receiver, 
which was done in consultation with 
the Mexican Government and where 
the point was not to let the guns walk 
without surveillance but to track 
them. It was ended when it became 
very difficult to track them and thus 
gave rise to the operation known as 
Fast and Furious, which had an alto- 
gether different mode of operation. 

Instead of tracking these firearms 
and arresting cartel agents trafficking 
them, under Operation Fast and Furi- 
ous, Department of Justice officials or- 
dered law enforcement agents to break 
off direct surveillance and to allow 
these guns to ‘‘walk’’—apparently 
under the mistaken belief that they 
could somehow find them at a later 
time and, through alternative means of 
surveillance, discover the nature of the 
organization and the distribution of 
these guns and help them bring down 
some of these cartels. Unfortunately, 
and quite predictably, the weapons 
from this flawed operation have been 
used to commit numerous violent 
crimes on both sides of the southern 
border, including the murder of Border 
Patrol Agent Brian Terry in December 
2010. 

Far from being apologetic, Attorney 
General Holder’s conduct during the 
congressional investigation into this 
flawed program has been nothing short 
of misleading and obstructionist, hav- 
ing complete disregard for Congress’s 
independent constitutional responsi- 
bility to conduct oversight and inves- 
tigations of the Department of Justice 
and other Federal agencies. 

For example, Attorney General Hold- 
er has stonewalled the investigation, 
turning over less than 10 percent of the 
documents subpoenaed by a congres- 
sional committee. 

Attorney General Holder’s Depart- 
ment misled Congress in a February 
2011 letter where they claimed that Op- 
eration Fast and Furious did not even 
exist—there was no program to allow 
guns to walk into the hands of the car- 
tels and to lose direct surveillance of 
them. We now know that is false but 
only because Lanny Breuer, 9 months 
later, in November 2011, came before 
the Senate Judiciary Committee and 
said: You know, that letter we wrote in 
February 2011 saying there was not any 
gun-walking program known as Fast 
and Furious—that was false. That was 
not true. 
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So for all that period of time, Attor- 
ney General Holder and his Depart- 
ment misled Congress by claiming 
falsely that Fast and Furious did not 
exist. 

Then, in addition, Attorney General 
Holder misled Representative ISSA, 
who has led the investigation in the 
House of Representatives, by testifying 
that he only learned of Operation Fast 
and Furious ‘‘over the last few weeks.” 
That was in May 2011. He said he only 
learned about it in ‘‘the last few 
weeks.” Brian Terry was murdered in 
December 2010, yet Eric Holder said he 
only learned in “the last few weeks” 
about Operation Fast and Furious, and 
that was in May 2011. We now know 
that is false. 

Attorney General Holder also misled 
the public at a September 2011 press 
conference by claiming that Operation 
Fast and Furious did not reach into the 
upper levels of the Justice Department. 
We now know that is false. I personally 
reviewed some of the wiretaps that 
were produced as a result of a whistle- 
blower through the House inves- 
tigating committee, and it makes clear 
that the rationale for securing a wire- 
tap was because they did not expect to 
be able to keep track of the weapons 
directly by direct surveillance, describ- 
ing, in essence, the tactics of Operation 
Fast and Furious. Those required the 
authorization of high-level Department 
of Justice employees, including those 
in Lanny Breuer’s office. Again, Attor- 
ney General Holder and his staff misled 
the public, claiming Operation Fast 
and Furious was unknown at the upper 
reaches of the Justice Department. 

Attorney General Holder misled the 
Senate Judiciary Committee last No- 
vember by testifying that he did not 
believe that these wiretap applications 
approved by senior deputies included 
detailed discussion of gunwalking. As I 
said, we know that to be false. I read 
them with my own eyes yesterday, al- 
though they remain under seal. And 
Attorney General Holder has refused to 
take any step to ask the court to mod- 
ify that seal so we can then review 
those and compare his story with what 
is revealed in the affidavits. So as long 
as these documents remain under seal, 
we are left with the ‘‘he said, she said” 
that he could resolve if he would agree 
to go to the court and ask that they be 
unsealed for purposes of the congres- 
sional investigation. 

Then, when there were reports of 
gunwalking operations in Houston, TX, 
at a sports dealer known as Carter’s 
Country, I asked Attorney General 
Holder whether there were gunwalking 
operations in my State. When you had 
a legitimate seller of firearms say: 
Hey, I think there is something sus- 
picious going on, you have people mak- 
ing bulk purchases of firearms, and I 
am worried they may be going to the 
cartels or other sources, they were 
told: Do not do anything about it. Let 
them go. 
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But when I asked Attorney General 
Holder to confirm or deny that there 
was an Operation Fast and Furious 
look-alike or that Fast and Furious 
itself was operating in my State, again, 
I got no reply. 

I have no idea what else the Attorney 
General and his Department are con- 
cealing from the American people or, 
more importantly, the Brian Terry 
family, who deserve to know what hap- 
pened and how this operation went ter- 
ribly awry. 

Perhaps worst of all has been the 
lack of accountability, starting at the 
top. In the last 16 months since Oper- 
ation Fast and Furious was uncovered, 
Eric Holder has not fired a single per- 
son in his Department for supplying 
2,000 high-caliber firearms to drug car- 
tels in Mexico. That is really aston- 
ishing. I have to ask, if no one has been 
held accountable, what does it take to 
get fired at the Holder Justice Depart- 
ment? 

Attorney General Holder’s litany of 
failure does not end there, again, put- 
ting politics ahead of his job as the 
chief law enforcement officer of the 
country and, indeed, putting what ap- 
pears to be a political agenda ahead of 
the law. 

For example—another example—At- 
torney General Holder has targeted 
commonsense voter ID legislation 
passed by the Texas Legislature and 
the South Carolina Legislature, which 
the Supreme Court of the United 
States has overwhelmingly upheld the 
constitutionality of since 2008. So here 
is the Texas Legislature, the South 
Carolina Legislature—and others per- 
haps sitting in the wings—trying to 
take steps to protect the integrity of 
the vote of qualified voters in their 
State. And who is the chief obstruc- 
tionist to that goal? It is the Attorney 
General and the Department of Justice. 
So now we find ourselves—my State, 
South Carolina, and others find them- 
selves in litigation asking the courts to 
do what the Attorney General will not 
and acknowledge that the Supreme 
Court decision in 2008 is the law of the 
land. 

These voter identification laws are 
designed to require citizens to produce 
a valid photo identification. If you do 
not have a valid photo identification, 
you can get one for free. In my State, 
you can show up without any ID and 
vote provisionally as long as you come 
back within a period of time and 
produce one. So it is no impediment to 
participation in votes. You know what. 
The American people are accustomed 
to presenting a photo ID because every 
time you get on an airplane, every 
time you want to buy a pack of ciga- 
rettes or a beer, you have to, if you are 
of a certain age, produce a photo ID to 
prove you are of a certain age. But Mr. 
Holder has been so outrageous as to 
compare these voter ID laws to Jim 
Crow poll taxes—it is outrageous—a 
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charge that is defamatory and an in- 
sult to the people of my State and any- 
one with common sense. You know 
what. You have to show a photo ID to 
get into Eric Holder’s office building in 
Washington, DC. Yet it is discrimina- 
tory somehow? It discourages qualified 
voters from casting their ballot? It is 
ridiculous. While Attorney General 
Holder is blocking State efforts to pre- 
vent voter fraud, he neglects the voting 
rights of the men and women in uni- 
form who serve in our country’s Armed 
Forces. 

In 2010—actually before that—on a 
bipartisan basis, we introduced legisla- 
tion and passed it overwhelmingly, 
something called the MOVE Act. It is a 
military voting act. But after its pas- 
sage, which was designed to make it 
easier for troops who are deployed 
abroad or civilians deployed abroad to 
cast a ballot in U.S. elections, the At- 
torney General failed to adequately en- 
force this legislation, which was de- 
signed to guarantee our Active-Duty 
military and their families the right to 
vote. If Mr. Holder had spent as much 
time and effort enforcing this law as he 
recently spent attempting to get con- 
victed felons and illegal aliens back on 
the voter rolls in Florida, thousands of 
military voters might have gotten 
their ballots on time rather than be 
disenfranchised in 2010. 

These are not the only duly enacted 
laws the Attorney General has failed to 
enforce in order to carry out the polit- 
ical agenda that apparently he believes 
is more important. 

The Attorney General has announced 
he will refuse to defend the bipartisan 
Defense of Marriage Act that was 
signed by President Bill Clinton, de- 
spite the fact that has been the law of 
the land for more than 15 years. It is, 
in fact, the duty of the Department of 
Justice to defend laws passed by Con- 
gress that are lawful and constitu- 
tional. Yet he refuses to even do so, 
and the litany goes on. 

In addition to using the Justice De- 
partment as a political arm of the 
Obama campaign, he has also moved 
the Department in a dangerously ideo- 
logical direction in the war on terror. 
Attorney General Holder has failed to 
grasp the most important lesson of 9/11 
and the 9/11 Commission, that there is 
a difference between criminal law en- 
forcement for violating crimes and the 
laws of war that are destined to get ac- 
tionable intelligence and prevent at- 
tacks against the American people, not 
just punish them once they have oc- 
curred, which is the function of the 
criminal law. 

His actions have demonstrated that 
he believes terrorism is a traditional 
law enforcement problem warranting 
the same old traditional law enforce- 
ment solutions. But they, by defini- 
tion, occur after the fact, after inno- 
cent people have been murdered, rather 
than designed to prevent those attacks. 
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For example, Attorney General Hold- 
er attempted to hold trials for master 
minds of the 9/11 attack, such as Khalid 
Sheikh Mohammed, in civilian court in 
Manhattan. He wanted to do so in spite 
of the outcry of local communities and 
the fact that civilian trials would give 
terrorists legal protections they are 
not entitled to under our Constitution 
and laws and which they do not de- 
serve. 

Attorney General Holder attempted 
to transfer terrorists from Guanta- 
namo Bay Cuba to prisons in the 
United States over the repeated objec- 
tion of local communities and the Con- 
gress. 

What is more, when Federal agents 
detained, thankfully, the Christmas 
Day Bomber in Chicago who was trying 
to blow up an airplane with a bomb he 


had smuggled and that was 
undetectable to law enforcement 
agents, he insisted that instead of 


being treated as a terrorist, an enemy 
combatant, he be read his Miranda 
rights. That is right. Attorney General 
Holder insisted this terrorist be told: 
You have the right to remain silent. 
You have the right to a lawyer. This is 
the sort of muddled thinking that I 
think has created such potential for 
harm, treating a war and terrorists as 
if they were conventional criminals 
who ought to be handled through our 
civilian courts. 

While Attorney General Holder was 
worrying about the rights of people 
such as the Christmas Day Bomber, he 
was targeting some of the very Ameri- 
cans who risked their lives to keep 
America safe. In fact, he appointed a 
special prosecutor—he thought this 
was sufficient to appoint a special pros- 
ecutor, not to investigate these classi- 
fied leaks but to investigate U.S. intel- 
ligence officials in conducting their du- 
ties—he appointed a special prosecutor 
to investigate CIA interrogators during 
the prior administration, men and per- 
haps women who did what they did 
based on legal advice from the Depart- 
ment of Justice and based on the belief 
that what they were doing was impor- 
tant to the safety and security of U.S. 
citizens, and I think they were right. 

Attorney General Holder has also 
seen fit to release top secret memos de- 
tailing interrogation methods, infor- 
mation which, of course, quickly found 
its way into the hands of America’s en- 
emies and which they could use to 
train to resist our intelligence-gath- 
ering efforts. 

Attorney General Holder’s failure to 
grasp the most important lesson of the 
last decade, that we are at war against 
al-Qaida, demonstrates more than just 
a willingness to carry a political agen- 
da for this administration. It is a sad 
result of an ideological blindness to the 
law. It has moved the Department of 
Justice, and unfortunately this coun- 
try, in a dangerous direction. 
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I would continue on with examples of 
Eric Holder’s litany of failure, but I be- 
lieve the case is clear-cut. The Amer- 
ican people deserve an Attorney Gen- 
eral who is independent of politics, who 
is accountable to the oversight of Con- 
gress, and who is transparent. Mr. 
Holder has proven that he is none of 
these things. It is with regret, not with 
anger but with regret and sadness I say 
it is time for him to resign. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Minnesota. 

Ms. KLOBUCHAR. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent to speak as in 
morning business for up to 10 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Ms. KLOBUCHAR. Mr. President, I 
rise to stress the critical infrastructure 
needs across our Nation and to urge the 
House of Representatives to act quick- 
ly and to pass a meaningful transpor- 
tation bill. On March 14, the Senate 
passed the Moving Ahead for Progress 
in the 21st Century Act by a strong bi- 
partisan vote of 74 to 22. 

Later that month, I came to the floor 
of the Senate to highlight the impor- 
tance of the passage of our surface 
transportation bill. Since then, the 
American people have been waiting for 
the House of Representatives to act on 
their version of a transportation bill. 
Three months to the week after the 
Senate passed our Transportation bill 
on a 74-to-22 bipartisan vote, with the 
Nation continuing to wait for action 
and the June 30 deadline to renew or 
extend the transportation program 
coming closer and closer, the leaders of 
the House of Representatives have an- 
nounced not a short-term extension 
but they have announced their interest 
in a longer term extension to the end 
of 2012. 

I suppose the good news is that 
means we have some interest in mov- 
ing forward with transportation. But 
that is not good enough for the people 
of this country. In Minnesota, as you 
know, the construction season has 
begun, and because of our cold winters, 
we do not always have a long construc- 
tion season. This kind of delay, where 
we have a very good bipartisan bill 
which includes $700 million in con- 
struction projects for our State of Min- 
nesota, this kind of delay can be crip- 
pling. We have a much smaller window 
of time in which we can complete much 
needed projects for easing congestion 
and improving safety. 

These projects will help get com- 
muters out of traffic and moving in the 
Twin Cities; projects to help ensure 
that farmers and food producers across 
greater Minnesota can transport their 
supplies at the right time to the right 
place to ensure that we continue to 
have a safe and reliable food supply. 

Think about the projects in Min- 
nesota that need to be completed: 
Highway 52 in Rochester. Highway 52, a 
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long-time problem in terms of deaths, 
in terms of traffic accidents, still an 
area where people get killed; U.S. High- 
way 14 in southern Minnesota, con- 
tinuing to wait for that to be com- 
pleted; 101 in the western metropolitan 
area, a little girl was just killed walk- 
ing her bike, getting on her bike going 
across that Highway 101—killed; High- 
way 94 out by Rogers, a bottleneck all 
the time. I have been in it several 
times myself; 23 in Marshall needs to 
get done. There is a major company 
out there, Schwan’s, but we have a 
highway that is not able to carry the 
food and the goods to market that it 
should because that construction has 
not been done; roads from Moorhead to 
the Iron Range, to Duluth, all that 
needs to be completed. 

That is why it is not good enough to 
hear the House of Representatives talk 
about a simple extension when we have 
a strong bipartisan transportation bill 
that came out of the Senate. We also 
need to be aware of the costs incurred 
by each additional day of delay. The 
longer it takes for the Congress to pass 
a transportation bill, the longer it 
takes projects to be completed, the 
more expensive they become to tax- 
payers. That stands to reason. Anyone 
who has built an addition on their 
house understands that—delay, delay, 
delay. 

That is a waste of taxpayers’ money. 
That is why we have to get this bill 
done. State Departments of Transpor- 
tation, contractors, construction work- 
ers, engineering firms, and other indus- 
tries need certainty to move forward 
with the bill. These are private sector 
jobs, private sector jobs that await the 
passage of this bill. They should not 
have to wait any longer for the House 
of Representatives to act. 

Take, for example, Caterpillar. That 
might not be the first company we 
would think of when we think about 
the Transportation bill. Everyone sees 
the Caterpillar tractors, Caterpillar 
trucks throughout the rural areas. This 
business employs 750 people at its road- 
paving equipment manufacturing facil- 
ity in Minnesota. I have been there. 
They gave me a pink Caterpillar hat. I 
spoke to all their employees. They are 
people on the frontlines of American 
industry helping to create the real 
“Made in America” product that keeps 
jobs in our country and puts dollars in 
our economy. 

They are ready to get to work. They 
are ready to get to work improving our 
Nation’s roads, our bridges, our tun- 
nels, and our highways. I ask the House 
of Representatives: Why are we making 
these workers wait? They are ready to 
get these paving projects done. They 
are ready to help the commuters in our 
State to get to work faster. They want 
to get going. There is no reason to 
delay getting this bill done. 

For decades, passing a transportation 
bill was considered one of the most 
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basic noncontroversial duties of the 
Congress, and we have an opportunity 
to come together to find commonsense 
solutions to move America forward. We 
cannot afford to keep the engine of our 
economy idling by limiting our talk to 
yet another extension of the surface 
transportation program. The Senate 
Transportation bill is fully paid for and 
will allow States to move forward to 
make the critical infrastructure in- 
vestments in our Nation’s roads and 
our bridges and in our transit systems. 

In addition, the bill makes critical 
reforms to transportation policy. Just 
last week, the Centers for Disease Con- 
trol and Prevention released a report 
announcing that 58 percent of high 
school seniors had texted or e-mailed 
while driving in the previous month— 
58 percent of kids out there on the road 
while we are all driving—we have to re- 
member that 58 percent—nearly 60 per- 
cent of the kids out on the road are 
doing a text, are doing an e-mail while 
they are driving. That is not accept- 
able. 

The bipartisan Transportation bill 
includes provisions that I worked on to 
help prevent texting while driving and 
implement graduated license stand- 
ards. The bill gives State departments 
of transportation increased flexibility 
so they can address these unique needs. 
The Senate-passed surface transpor- 
tation bill also reduces the number of 
highway programs from over 100 down 
to 30. By saying they are not going to 
pass this bill in the House, they stop us 
from getting rid of those kinds of du- 
plication. It defines clear national 
goals for our transportation policy. It 
streamlines environmental permitting. 
Why would they want to stop that? 
Why would they want to stop us from 
streamlining environmental permit- 
ting? But that is what they are doing 
by saying they want a simple exten- 
sion. 

The bill expands the Transportation 
Infrastructure Finance and Innovation 
Program. The Minnesota Department 
of Transportation has successfully used 
the program in the past and it will con- 
tinue to be a key element of our 
State’s and other State’s transpor- 
tation networks in the future. The fact 
is, we have neglected the roads and 
bridges that millions of Americans rely 
on for too long. 

No one knows that better than we 
know it in our State where that I-35W 
bridge tragically collapsed in the mid- 
dle of a summer day, something no one 
could ever expect would have happened. 
It is not just a bridge. It is an eight- 
lane highway 6 blocks from my house. 
If that can happen there, it can happen 
anywhere in America. 

We simply cannot wait and delay any 
longer when we have a bipartisan bill 
with 74 Senators who voted for it. 
There is absolutely no excuse for the 
House of Representatives not taking 
this up. If we want to know if there are 
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other bridges with problems, look at 
this. The number from the Federal 
Highway Administration shows that 
over 25 percent of the Nation’s 600,000 
bridges are either structurally defi- 
cient or functionally obsolete. 

For further proof, we need look no 
further than the 2009 Report Card for 
America’s Infrastructure, released by 
the American Society of Civil Engi- 
neers. It gave our Nation’s Infrastruc- 
ture a near failing grade. But crum- 
bling infrastructure does not just 
threaten public safety; it also weakens 
our economy. Congestion and ineffi- 
ciencies in our transportation network 
limit our ability to get goods to mar- 
ket. They exacerbate the divide be- 
tween urban and rural America, they 
constrain economic development and 
competitiveness, and they reduce pro- 
ductivity as workers idle in traffic. 

Americans spend a collective 4.2 bil- 
lion hours a year stuck in traffic—4.2 
billion hours a year, at the cost to the 
economy of $78.2 billion or $710 per mo- 
torist. So I ask the House of Represent- 
atives: How can you look at those num- 
bers and decide not to move forward 
with a bill that streamlines our pro- 
grams, that actually makes some 
smart decisions in terms of reform, and 
that actually puts the money out there 
that we need to build our bridges and 
build our roads? It is simply time to 
act. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 
SHAHEEN). The Senator from Florida. 

Mr. NELSON of Florida. Madam 
President, I ask unanimous consent 
that the period for debate only on S. 
3240 be extended until 5 p.m., and that 
the majority leader be recognized at 
that time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. NELSON of Florida. Madam 
President, as I was heading to the Cap- 
itol today, I could not help but think 
about the jolting news from my State 
that the U.S. Department of Justice 
will have to sue my State of Florida 
over its purge of the voting rolls. 

Being a native Floridian whose fam- 
ily came to Florida 183 years ago, and 
having the great privilege of serving 
the people of my State for a number of 
years, it is simply hard for me to con- 
ceive that the State of Florida is try- 
ing to deliberately make it more dif- 
ficult for lawful citizens to vote. 

But the Governor did sign a new law 
that the legislature passed over a year 
ago to reduce early voting days, to 
make it more difficult to vote if you 
move to another county, to blunt reg- 
istration drives, and to eliminate the 
Sunday before the Tuesday election in 
early voting. And then Governor Scott 
launched his massive purge of the vot- 
ing rolls, hunting for suspected non- 
citizens. 

In so doing, he is now defying Federal 
authorities, who point to Federal law 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE, Vol. 158, Pt. 7 


and say you cannot conduct a purge of 
voter rolls so close to an election. We 
are 2 months away from a primary 
election in the middle of August. We 
are a little over 4 months away from 
the general election. Yet the Governor 
and his administration end up doing 
this. What they ought to do is ensure 
the credibility of our voter rolls, not 
suppress citizens from voting under the 
fiction of some perceived fraud. 

But above all else, the State of Flor- 
ida must ensure that every lawful cit- 
izen who has the right to vote can do so 
without hindrance and impediment. 

It was quite a while ago, but some- 
thing Dr. King once said about voting 
rights seems very appropriate again. 
Dr. King said: 

The denial of this sacred right is a tragic 
betrayal of the highest mandates of our 
democratic traditions. It is democracy 
turned upside down. 

I hope the Governor of Florida will 
heed those words. 

I yield the floor and suggest the ab- 
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. BROWN of Massachusetts. 
Madam President, I ask unanimous 
consent that the order for the quorum 
call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BROWN of Massachusetts. 
Madam President, I ask unanimous 
consent to speak as in morning busi- 
ness for up to 10 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BROWN of Massachusetts. 
Madam President, I rise to speak about 
the Violence Against Women Act, or 
VAWA, which is a landmark piece of 
legislation, one that I believe has saved 
many lives and brought us together as 
Americans in standing up for what we 
believe is right. With this law, we have 
said that the United States takes do- 
mestic violence very seriously and we 
are taking a moral stance against it 
now. 

In April of this year, I was proud to 
join a strong bipartisan group of Sen- 
ators in passing S. 1925, the Leahy- 
Crapo Violence Against Women Act re- 
authorization. Sixty-eight Senators 
from this Chamber supported the bill. 

Many of us were moved by the per- 
sonal stories coming out of our States 
about the critical impact of VAWA in 
local communities. In Massachusetts, I 
was inspired by the work of organiza- 
tions such as Jane Doe, Inc., the North 
Shore Rape Crisis Center, the YWCA of 
Central Massachusetts, and REACH Be- 
yond Abuse, to name a few, and there 
are many more. In March of this year, 
I visited service providers in central 
Massachusetts that receive VAWA 
funding and learned a great deal more 
about how VAWA is changing lives for 
the better. 
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New problems are plaguing our com- 
munities, and as times change govern- 
ment must adapt as well if it is going 
to make a difference in people’s lives. 
Fortunately, the Senate bill includes 
many improvements that have been de- 
veloped over time with various non- 
profits in law enforcement agencies 
and individuals who deal with these 
challenges each and every day. I am 
very proud to be a cosponsor of what is 
clearly a good, thoughtful bill. 

Unfortunately, following the bipar- 
tisan Senate action, the House passed a 
dramatically scaled-back version of the 
VAWA legislation that did not include 
core provisions that would improve the 
law. It seems that rather than work 
through some of these problems, the 
House was content to pass a bill that 
didn’t address a number of growing 
problems facing individuals today. 
That is not how we legislate or how we 
should be legislating. We need to pass a 
bipartisan, bicameral bill that the 
President will sign. 

Because the House took up a bill that 
didn’t go far enough, the House bill 
passed largely along party lines, as 
compared to the bipartisan Senate bill 
we passed a short time ago. Now, once 
again, the House and Senate are at an 
impasse. 

As someone who has personally expe- 
rienced domestic violence up close and 
seen its effect on families, including 
mine, this is completely unacceptable. 
The vast majority of the bill is broadly 
supported by both sides of the aisle. It 
is beyond frustrating that the House 
has become distracted by a tiny per- 
centage of the bill that has caused 
gridlock. Even worse, it seems that 
some are willing to allow procedural 
technicalities to block the way for- 
ward. I have to tell you that this 
makes no sense to me, at a time when 
people’s lives are potentially at stake. 
This bill should be done already. 
Women in Massachusetts and through- 
out the country—survivors of vio- 
lence—deserve better, and we should 
provide that leadership immediately. 

Today I am calling on the House and 
Senate leadership and the committees 
of jurisdiction to listen to the calls 
from millions of Americans and come 
together and pass a bill that addresses 
critical needs in our communities and 
the citizens of those communities. All 
sides need to come together and work 
through the small amount of difference 
they have. As I have said before, in my 
experience, when people of good will 
work together and do one good deed, it 
begets other good deeds, and so on. We 
can get together in a room and work 
through these challenges and come up 
with solutions. I frequently hear from 
many colleagues that this is the way 
things used to be done around here. I 
yearn and work every single day I am 
here to get back to that way of biparti- 
sanship and spirit of working together. 
I hope we can get some of that bipar- 
tisan, bicameral spirit back and pass 
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the Violence Against Women Act reau- 
thorization. 

In closing, we need to start to look 
out for the people’s interests, not our 
political and personal interests or the 
parties’ interests but the interests of 
the people. We need bridge builders in 
this Chamber to get this bill across the 
finish line and on the President’s desk. 
The challenges we face in reauthorizing 
the Violence Against Women Act are 
not insurmountable; far from it. We 
know that. I am confident if the House 
and Senate leadership come together 
and work out our differences, we can 
pass a bill we can all be proud of and 
send it to the President’s desk and save 
lives. 

Let’s put politics aside and focus on 
solving problems. Remember, we are 
not just Democrats, Republicans, or 
Independents, we are Americans first. 
We need to start to work in that vein 
to get things done. 

I yield the floor and suggest the ab- 
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. BLUNT. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BLUNT. Madam President, I 
know this week we are talking about, 
among other things, the Agriculture 
bill, and I am supportive of moving for- 
ward with that bill. 

Like so many other things in our 
economy, the more certainty we can 
create for farming families, for agri- 
businesses, the more likely they are to 
make decisions now and to make deci- 
sions that create good results. The 
more things we know in advance, nor- 
mally, in decisionmaking, the more 
things there are to know. 

There is plenty people don’t know in 
agriculture. My mom and dad were 
dairy farmers, and there is a lot that 
can go wrong on the farm. People don’t 
know how many things there might 
be—weather and lots of other things 
that they can’t count on. It would be 
nice to have a farm bill that people 
could count on. 

I know the bill we pass here will only 
be half of the work of getting that bill 
passed, but we need to do that and we 
need to get our economy going again. 
Like so many others, I disagree with 
the President’s sense that the private 
sector is fine because the private sector 
is not fine. The economy is not fine. As 
I have said on this floor many times in 
the last 2 years, private sector job cre- 
ation should be the No. 1 priority do- 
mestically of the government today: 
What can we do to create more private 
sector jobs. 

Two years ago, the administration 
and the White House kicked off the Re- 
covery Summer. They said the success 
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of the $831 billion stimulus plan had 
done its job. Secretary Geithner 
penned an op-ed in the New York 
Times that said: Welcome to the Re- 
covery. But today we still see unem- 
ployment higher than it should be, the 
unemployment rate at 8.2 percent. 

If we were looking at the same work- 
force we had 30 years ago—and we 
know the population has gotten bigger, 
so logically the workforce has gotten 
bigger too. If we were looking at a 
workforce that was reflective of the 
workforce in January 2009, unemploy- 
ment would be 11.1 percent today. It is 
8.2 percent because we are considering 
a workforce that is smaller. The num- 
ber of people who are actively out 
there considering themselves either in 
the workforce or wanting to be in the 
workforce is lower than any time in 
the last 30 years. 

Certainly, the Recovery Summer 
didn’t work. The rhetoric was high, but 
the economy didn’t grow as we would 
have hoped it would. The creation of 
jobs didn’t occur. GDP, the gross do- 
mestic product, grew at 1.7 percent in 
2011, and it is still below 2 percent—1.9 
percent—in 2012. Only 77,000 jobs were 
created in April, and only 69,000 jobs 
were created in May. 

We are just not doing the job here. 
The stimulus didn’t work. Part of the 
stimulus was to try to help States off- 
set the shortages they had. But to 
some extent all that did was postpone 
for another year or maybe even 2 years 
States having to make decisions that 
only States should make. The Federal 
Government has enough things to run 
without trying to run everything. The 
Federal Government shouldn’t be re- 
sponsible for the things States are re- 
sponsible for, and we should do the 
things we do at the Federal level the 
best they can possibly be done, starting 
with defending the country. 

We are looking at some reduction in 
defense spending that, if it happens, 
will not only negatively impact our 
ability to defend the country, if we 
don’t do those reductions exactly right, 
it will also have real impact on the 
economy. 

The stimulus didn’t create the jobs. 
The labor force participation rates are 
at a 30-year low. Middle-class incomes 
have dropped $4,350 in the last 3 years. 
The private sector is not doing well, 
nor is the economy doing well. The 
number of long-term unemployed has 
doubled to 5.5 million since the Presi- 
dent took office. Housing prices con- 
tinue to decline. 

Many of the economic forecasters, in- 
cluding the Congressional Budget Of- 
fice, project that economic growth 
downgrades and skepticism toward the 
recovery will continue. The Congres- 
sional Budget Office recently released 
a dismal long-term budget outlook 
showing that the country’s Federal 
debt per person is on track to triple in 
a generation. That track has to stop. 
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We can make the decision: Do we want 
to be Europe? Do we want to be 
Greece? Do we want to be Italy? Do we 
want to be Ireland or Portugal or 
Spain? All we have to do is pick up a 
paper any day of the week now to know 
surely that is not who we want to be. 
Or do we want to get our government 
rightsized for our economy? Do we 
want to get back to where we don’t let 
our economy be overwhelmed by the 
government? 

What has happened in so many of the 
countries I just mentioned and others 
in Europe is that they have let the gov- 
ernment get bigger than the economy 
can support. 

The CBO talked about what would 
happen if we don’t take this action be- 
tween now and early next year: If we 
let taxes go back up, if we let defense 
spending go in the direction that it ap- 
pears to be heading, what happens 
then? 

Even President Clinton and former 
domestic adviser to then-Secretary of 
the Treasury Summers said we need to 
continue current tax policies for some 
time in the future. I remember at the 
end of 2010, the President said: Now is 
not the time to discourage jobs. Well, 
exactly when would be the time to dis- 
courage jobs? 

The job of the Federal Government 
domestically should be to figure out 
what we can do to encourage jobs be- 
cause with only the rarest of rare occa- 
sions the Federal Government, with 
few exceptions, doesn’t create jobs. The 
Federal Government, however, has a 
lot to say about the environment in 
which people make that decision as to 
whether they are going to create a job. 
With constant discussion of energy 
policies that don’t make sense and too 
much regulation and raising taxes and 
health care costs that are unknown for 
every job that is added, people just 
don’t add those jobs. 

So whether it is the agriculture econ- 
omy—which, again, I will say, even 
though the unemployment there is 
twice as high as government sector un- 
employment, the agriculture economy 
is almost twice as high as the 4.2 per- 
cent of government sector unemploy- 
ment. It is still a bright spot in the 
current economy. But that economy 
will be better if we give people more of 
a chance to plan. 

The Recovery Summer didn’t work. 
We will soon know what the court has 
to say about the affordable health care 
act. But we only have to talk to a few 
job creators, and not for very long, to 
know that the affordable health care 
act is standing in the way of job cre- 
ation just as are regulations. The EPA 
keeps regulating. 

The shortest path to more American 
jobs would be more American energy. 
We have energy resources in greater 
abundance than we believe we had just 
a few years ago, oil shale and gas shale. 
We should produce more of our own en- 
ergy that would allow us to make 
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things again. And what we can’t 
produce, if we can buy it from our clos- 
est neighbors and our dependable 
friends, we should do that. There is 
nothing wrong with buying from people 
who don’t like us. But it is crazy to 
have to buy from people who don’t like 
us, particularly if we can buy from peo- 
ple who like us. 

When we send $1 to our neighbors in 
Canada, they send almost $1 back every 
single time. The likelihood that Cana- 
dians will decide they don’t want to 
sell us oil or gas is virtually zero. We 
can’t say that about every country we 
have gotten too dependent on in recent 
years. 

So let’s do the right thing. Let’s have 
a true path to recovery. Let’s have 
good energy policy. Let’s have good tax 
policy. Let’s have good regulatory pol- 
icy. And let’s see if we can’t get the 
private sector the kind of priority in 
job creation it needs. Of course, that 
includes one of the brightest lights in 
the private sector, which is farming 
families and the agriculture economy 
and our ability to compete in a world 
because of the great job we do in agri- 
culture. 

Madam President, I yield the floor, 
and I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. INHOFE. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. INHOFE. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I be recog- 
nized out of turn, and I will cease when 
Senator BLUMENTHAL shows up. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. INHOFE. Madam President, I 
come from the farm State of Okla- 
homa. The biggest threat to the future 
of farmers is burdensome and costly 
regulations. 

I have three amendments. The 
amendments I am proposing will pro- 
vide significant regulatory relief for 
farmers struggling in a tough economy. 

There is virtually no history of oil- 
spills from agricultural operations, and 
farms simply do not pose the risk of 
the spills other sectors do. Starting 
next year, farmers who have oil and 
gas tanks—that is all of them. They all 
have oil and gas tanks on their farms. 
They are located in different areas, but 
if they have a certain aggregate 
amount, they will be required to hire a 
certified professional engineer to de- 
sign a spill prevention control and 
countermeasure plan just like major 
oil refineries. They may also be re- 
quired to purchase new capital equip- 
ment to comply with the rule, includ- 
ing dual containment tanks on farm 
trucks and fuel storage units that will 
necessarily raise the cost. 
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My amendment would exempt farm- 
ers from these regulations for above- 
ground oil storage tanks that have an 
aggregate storage capacity of less than 
12,000 gallons. 

I know a small wheat farmer in 
northwest Oklahoma by the name of 
Keith Kisling. He is one of the only 
farmers who took the time to actually 
comply with the SPCC regulation. 
Those are spill regulations. Most peo- 
ple didn’t even try to comply. 

First, he had to fill out over 80 pages 
of paperwork he did not understand. He 
hired an online service to help him 
comply, which cost him money and 
didn’t make his job much easier. He 
must keep a copy of this plan on his 
property at all times in case he is in- 
spected. If he had older tanks, the rules 
would require him to purchase new 
double-walled tanks that are incredibly 
expensive. In addition, he now has to 
build a berm around his tanks to hold 
18,000 gallons of fuel in case it does 
leak. This will be very expensive and 
time consuming. He also must install a 
liner underneath the tanks and at the 
bottom of the berm to contain any 
leaks. He reports that the rules are ex- 
tremely confusing and the regulations 
just don’t make any sense, given the 
fact that farmers would not let leaks 
go unnoticed because diesel fuel is too 
expensive. 

In addition to providing this exemp- 
tion, it will also allow farmers who are 
regulated to self-certify instead of 
going to the expense of hiring engi- 
neers to do that for them. I am hoping 
my colleagues will look at this as a 
regulation that is not needed and ac- 
cept my amendment. 

I have a second amendment having to 
do with storm water. One of the biggest 
threats is the overburdensome and 
costly regulation. But one of the best 
ways to stop these rules is to ensure 
that when an agency states they will 
collect the best available information 
before imposing a new regulation, that 
they do that. 

This amendment will ensure that the 
EPA Keeps its word and fully evaluates 
a current storm water regulatory situ- 
ation—what practices work and what 
don’t work, what the costs are and 
what the benefits are—before barreling 
ahead with new uncertain regulations. 

In EPA’s current storm water regula- 
tions, they committed to complete an 
evaluation of the current rule. This 
amendment simply stops the EPA from 
issuing any new regulations until they 
comply with the rules. In other words, 
they have said they would do this. This 
stops them from invoking a regulation 
and completing it until they have com- 
pleted what they have already agreed 
to. 

Rest assured this is nothing new to 
the EPA. In fact, in the EPA guidance 
that accompanies the current regula- 
tions, they recommended the same 
thing: that until the evaluation of the 
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current program is completed, no new 
requirements be imposed, especially for 
small communities. 

So all my amendment does is force 
the EPA to do what they have already 
agreed they would do, and that should 
be a fairly easy one to pass. 

Madam President, I see the Senator 
from Connecticut has arrived, and so I 
yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Connecticut. 

Mr. BLUMENTHAL. Madam Presi- 
dent, Iam here today to speak about a 
bipartisan amendment I have offered to 
the farm bill. It is an amendment that 
incorporates a bill I offered, the Ani- 
mal Fighting Spectator Prohibition 
Act, and is cosponsored by Senators 
KIRK, CANTWELL, BROWN of Massachu- 
setts, WYDEN, and LANDRIEU. I ask 
unanimous consent that Senator 
KERRY be added as a cosponsor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BLUMENTHAL. Madam Presi- 
dent, commonly in advocating or intro- 
ducing bills, Senators will have photo- 
graphs or digital aids, and I thought 
about doing that today, but then real- 
ized that the photographs appropriate 
for this bill are of mangled, cruelly 
torn animals that have died in the 
midst of torture from a blood sport 
that has no place in any of our Amer- 
ican towns or cities or countrysides. 
This blood sport involves animal fight- 
ing. This activity is not only cruel and 
inhumane, it is also a sport that fos- 
ters, promotes, and encourages illegal 
activity, including drug dealing, gangs, 
and gambling. It is a source of the 
worst instincts. It encourages the 
worst in the human condition and the 
worst in the individuals who partici- 
pate and come to watch it. 

Congress has recognized this fact in 
the past, as recently as 2007, by upgrad- 
ing the Federal law against animal 
fighting. It is prohibited, and the act of 
2007 made the interstate transport of 
fighting animals, or cockfighting tools, 
a Federal felony. 

In 2008, in the wake of the Michael 
Vick case, Congress again improved the 
law, making possession and training of 
fighting animals a felony and enhanc- 
ing the upper limits of jail time for 
anyone engaged and convicted of it, so 
the Federal law now is very com- 
prehensive and very powerful. It pro- 
hibits exhibiting, buying, possessing, 
training, and transporting an animal 
for participation in a fighting activity. 
It is comprehensive and powerful ex- 
cept for one loophole, and that is the 
one I propose to cover through this 
amendment to the farm bill. 

This legislation would prohibit know- 
ingly attending an animal fight by set- 
ting penalties that include a fine or im- 
prisonment of up to 1 year or both. It 
would also extend stricter penalties for 
any individual who knowingly brings a 
child to an animal fight, and the pen- 
alty for engaging in that activity 
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would be a fine and prison sentence of 
up to 3 years or both. So the loophole 
here is that spectators are not covered 
and bringing children to these events is 
not covered, and that is why this legis- 
lation is absolutely essential. 

Why spectators? Well, spectators are 
commonly participants. In fact, the 
sport would not exist without spec- 
tators. They are the ones who gamble, 
engage in other criminal activity, and 
who go there simply to engage in that 
activity. They are there not only to 
watch but to bring their own animals 
to fight or to gamble illegally or for 
drug dealing illegally or gang activity 
illegally. Spectators are the source of 
financing, and they make it profitable. 
They must be subject to Federal law 
and Federal prohibitions in the same 
way as anyone who actually engages in 
already prohibited activity. This type 
of criminal element—gathering of 
dogfights or cockfights—ought to be 
subject to the same kinds of prohibi- 
tion. 

Why children? Well, without stating 
the obvious, coming to a cockfight or a 
dogfight, which is a blood sport, leads 
to other kinds of violence. I don’t need 
to cite the scientific evidence for any- 
one who is a parent and a Member of 
this body. Right now there is no law 
that applies to bringing children to 
such an event, and we need to close 
that loophole. 

Again, if I had photographs here, one 
would be of a small girl literally crying 
at the sight of one of these animals 
mangled and cruelly torn apart before 
death. 

This bill would in no way apply to in- 
nocent bystanders because it would re- 
quire proof that the person is aware 
they are at such an animal fight. It 
would not intrude on States rights. In 
fact, 49 States already have similar 
laws. We need a Federal law because 
many of these activities are in inter- 
state commerce and the power of the 
Federal Government as an enforcer is 
irreplaceable. The Federal Government 
ought to be on record against the 
crimes involved that are committed by 
spectators and against bringing chil- 
dren to this kind of event. 

When animal fighting involves play- 
ers from a number of different States, 
a county sheriff or a local law enforcer 
simply lacks the power to deal with it 
and to root out the entire operation— 
not just to make arrests at the site but 
to root out the whole operation so that 
the penalties are more comprehensive 
and the organized criminal activity is 
ended. These crimes are a Federal mat- 
ter and the Federal response ought to 
be overwhelming. In the Michael Vick 
case, aS an example, the local Com- 
monwealth attorney refused to take 
action and Federal authorities had to 
prosecute this case. 

This measure has law enforcement 
endorsements not only from sheriffs 
but from others who care about this 
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problem, such as the Federal Law En- 
forcement Officers Association and the 
Fraternal Order of Police. It is sup- 
ported as well by the American Veteri- 
nary Medical Association and the Hu- 
mane Society of the United States, 
which has been a strong partner in this 
effort and does so much great work to 
protect animals in this country and 
around the world. My thanks to the 
Humane Society for its courageous 
leadership in this area. 

It would be no cost to the Federal 
Government, to answer a question that 
is always raised. The Congressional 
Budget Office has scored this legisla- 
tion and found it has zero cost to the 
Federal Government. So let me say the 
legislation is bipartisan, it is common- 
sense, it is humane, it is right, and it 
will cost zero dollars to close this last 
remaining loophole, this last remain- 
ing refuge for a blood sport that has no 
place in a civilized society. It gives 
Federal law enforcers the tools they 
badly need to stop it, and I urge its 
adoption. 

I yield the floor and suggest the ab- 
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant bill clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Connecticut. 

Mr. BLUMENTHAL. I ask unanimous 
consent that the quorum call be re- 
scinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BLUMENTHAL. Madam Presi- 
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the 
period for debate only on S. 3240 be ex- 
tended until 5:30 p.m., and that the ma- 
jority leader be recognized at that 
time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BLUMENTHAL. I yield the floor 
and suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant bill clerk called the 
roll. 

Mr. REID. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 
HAGAN). Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 

Mr. REID. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that a Stabenow- 
Roberts perfecting amendment, which 
is at the desk, be agreed to; the bill, as 
amended, be considered original text 
for the purpose of further amendment; 
that the following Lee motion to re- 
commit and four amendments be the 
first amendments and motion to re- 
commit in order to the bill with no 
other first-degree amendments or mo- 
tions to recommit in order until these 
amendments and motion are disposed 
of: Paul No. 2182, Shaheen No. 2160, 
Coburn No. 2353, Cantwell No. 2370, and 
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Lee motion to recommit; that there be 
up to 60 minutes of debate equally di- 
vided between the two leaders or their 
designees on each of these amendments 
and the Lee motion; that upon the use 
or yielding back of time on all four 
amendments and the Lee motion, the 
Senate proceed to votes in relation to 
the amendments and motion in the 
order listed; that there be no amend- 
ments or motions in order to the 
amendments or the Lee motion—which 
is the motion to recommit—prior to 
the votes other than motions to waive 
points of order and motions to table; 
that upon disposition of these amend- 
ments and the Lee motion, I be recog- 
nized. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

The Senator from Kentucky. 

Mr. PAUL. Madam President, reserv- 
ing the right to object, I am very con- 
cerned about Dr. Shakil Afridi. He is a 
doctor in Pakistan who got informa- 
tion that helped us and led to the cap- 
ture of bin Laden. He is now being held 
in prison. He has been put in prison in 
Pakistan for 33 years. I don’t think we 
should continue to send U.S. taxpayer 
money in the form of foreign aid to 
Pakistan when they are holding in 
prison a doctor who simply helped us 
to get bin Laden. 

This issue is of the utmost urgency. 
His case will be heard for an appeal. It 
is a political case. It can be influenced 
by U.S. actions. I think the U.S. tax- 
payers should not send money to Paki- 
stan when Pakistan is holding this in- 
nocent man who helped us get one of 
the world’s most dangerous men, a 
mass murderer who killed 3,000 Ameri- 
cans. We captured him with help from 
Dr. Shakil Afridi, and Dr. Afridi de- 
serves our help now. 

I have an amendment that is very 
important. It is not germane. But that 
does not mean it is not important. It is 
very important that we send Pakistan 
a signal that we will not continue to 
send them a welfare check when they 
are holding in prison a political pris- 
oner who helped us get bin Laden. This 
amendment is of the utmost urgency 
and would only require 15 minutes of 
the Senate’s time. I am not asking for 
all day. I am asking for 15 minutes to 
vote on ending aid to Pakistan until 
they release Dr. Afridi. 

I do not think this is too much to 
ask. The Senate has historically been a 
body that allowed debate, that allowed 
amendments, pertinent or not perti- 
nent. This one is very important. Time 
is of the essence for Dr. Afridi. It is the 
least we can do for someone who helped 
us to get bin Laden. I ask that we allow 
time for this amendment to occur. I ob- 
ject to the unanimous consent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec- 
tion is heard. 

Mr. REID. Madam President, I appre- 
ciate the good intentions of my friend 
from Kentucky because they are good 
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intentions. But we are on a bill now 
that just simply does not allow some- 
thing like that to come forward. I 
would like to work with him in the fu- 
ture—I am sure a number of other Sen- 
ators would—to focus on our relations 
with Pakistan. 

It is not only the problem he out- 
lined, but there are other things—the 
ability of our vehicles to drive to Af- 
ghanistan and lots of other things. It is 
an issue on which the Foreign Rela- 
tions Committee has held hearings. It 
is something on which we need to 
focus, and I would also indicate to my 
friend that Senator LEAHY, who has 
been a protector of human rights for 
his entire career, is the chairman of 
the State-Foreign Operations Sub- 
committee. He is also concerned about 
this. 

So I would say to my friend that he 
does not stand alone in his concern. 
But there has to be a time and place 
for everything. Hopefully, we can have 
a full debate on our relations with 
Pakistan in the near future. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2389 

Mr. REID. Madam President, on be- 
half of the managers, I call up amend- 
ment No. 2389, which is at the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. REID], for 
Ms. STABENOW and Mr. ROBERTS proposes an 
amendment numbered 2389. 

(The amendment is printed in today’s 
RECORD under “Text of Amendments.’’) 

Mr. REID. Madam President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays on that amend- 
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2390 TO AMENDMENT NO. 2389 

Mr. REID. Madam President, I have a 
second-degree amendment at the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. REID] pro- 
poses an amendment numbered 2390 to 
amendment No. 2389. 

The amendment is as follows: 

At the end, add the following: 

SEC. . EFFECTIVE DATE. 

This Act shall become effective 5 days 
after enactment. 

MOTION TO RECOMMIT WITH AMENDMENT NO. 2391 

Mr. REID. Madam President, I have a 
motion to recommit the bill with in- 
structions at the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. REID] moves 
to recommit S. 3240 to the Senate Committee 
on Agriculture, Nutrition and Forestry with 
instructions to report back forthwith with 
an amendment numbered 2391. 
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(The amendment is printed in today’s 
RECORD under “Text of Amendments.”’’) 

Mr. REID. Madam President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays on this motion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2392 

Mr. REID. Madam President, I now 
call up amendment No. 2392. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. REID] pro- 
poses an amendment numbered 2392 to the 
instructions of the motion to recommit S. 
3240. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To empower States with pro- 

grammatic flexibility and predictability to 
administer a supplemental nutrition as- 
sistance block grant program under which, 
at the request of a State agency, eligible 
households within the State may receive 
an adequate, or more nutritious, diet) 

Beginning on page 1, strike line 2 and all 
that follows through page 31, line 10, and in- 
sert the following: 

Subtitle A—Supplemental Nutrition 
Assistance Block Grant Program 
SEC. 4001. PURPOSE. 

The purpose of this subtitle is to empower 
States with programmatic flexibility and fi- 
nancial predictability in designing and oper- 
ating State programs— 

(1) to raise the levels of nutrition among 
low-income households; 

(2) to provide supplemental nutrition as- 
sistance benefits to households with income 
and resources that are insufficient to meet 
the costs of providing adequate nutrition; 
and 

(3) to provide States the flexibility to pro- 
vide new and innovative means to accom- 
plish paragraphs (1) and (2) based on the pop- 
ulation and particular needs of each State. 
SEC. 4002. STATE PLANS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—To receive a grant under 
section 4003, a State shall submit to the Sec- 
retary a written plan that describes the 
manner in which the State intends to con- 
duct a supplemental nutrition assistance 
program that— 

(1) is designed to serve all political subdivi- 
sions in the State; 

(2) provides supplemental nutrition assist- 
ance benefits to low-income households for 
the sole purpose of purchasing food, as de- 
fined by the applicable State agency in the 
plan; and 

(3) limits participation in the supple- 
mental nutrition assistance program to 
those households the incomes and other fi- 
nancial resources of which, held singly or in 
joint ownership, are determined by the State 
to be a substantial limiting factor in permit- 
ting the members of the household to obtain 
a more nutritious diet. 

(b) REQUIREMENTS.—Each plan shall in- 
clude— 

(1) specific objective criteria for— 

(A) the determination of eligibility for nu- 
tritional assistance for low-income house- 
holds, which may be based on standards re- 
lating to income, assets, family composition, 
beneficiary population, age, work, current 
participation in other Federal government 
means-tested programs, and work, student 
enrollment, or training requirements; and 
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(B) fair and equitable treatment of recipi- 
ents and provision of supplemental nutrition 
assistance benefits to all low-income house- 
holds in the State; and 

(2) a description of— 

(A) benefits provided based on the aggre- 
gate grant amount; and 

(B) the manner in which supplemental nu- 
trition assistance benefits will be provided 
under the State plan, including the use of 
State administration organizations, private 
contractors, or consultants. 

(c) CERTIFICATION OF THE ADMINISTRATION 
OF THE PROGRAM.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Governor of each 
State that receives a grant under section 
4003 shall issue a certification to the Sec- 
retary in accordance with this subsection. 

(2) ADMINISTRATION.—The certification 
shall specify which 1 or more State agencies 
will administer and supervise the State plan 
under this section. 

(3) PROVISION OF BENEFITS ONLY TO LOW-IN- 
COME INDIVIDUALS AND HOUSEHOLDS.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—The certification shall 
certify that the State will— 

(i) only provide supplemental nutrition as- 
sistance to low-income individuals and 
households in the State; and 

(ii) take such action as is necessary to pro- 
hibit any household or member of a house- 
hold that does not meet the criteria de- 
scribed in subparagraph (B) from receiving 
supplemental nutrition assistance benefits. 

(B) CRITERIA.—A household shall meet the 
criteria described in this subparagraph if the 
household is— 

(i) a household in which each member re- 
ceives benefits under the supplemental secu- 
rity income program established under title 
XVI of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1381 
et seq.); 

(ii) a low-income household that does not 
exceed 100 percentage of the poverty line (as 
defined in section 673(2) of the Community 
Services Block Grant Act (42 U.S.C. 9902(2), 
including any revision required by such sec- 
tion)) for a family of the size involved as the 
State shall establish; or 

(iii) a household in which each member re- 
ceives benefits under a State or Federal gen- 
eral assistance program that complies with 
income criteria standards comparable to or 
more restrictive than the standards estab- 
lished under clause (ii). 

(4) PROVISION OF BENEFITS ONLY TO CITIZENS 
AND LAWFUL PERMANENT RESIDENTS OF THE 
UNITED STATES.—The certification shall cer- 
tify that the State will— 

(A) only provide supplemental nutrition 
assistance to citizens and lawful permanent 
residents of the United States; and 

(B) take such action as is necessary to pro- 
hibit supplemental nutrition assistance ben- 
efits from being provided to any individual 
or household a member of which is not a cit- 
izen or lawful permanent resident of the 
United States. 

(5) CERTIFICATION OF STANDARDS AND PROCE- 
DURES TO ENSURE AGAINST PROGRAM FRAUD, 
WASTE AND ABUSE.—The certification shall 
certify that the State— 

(A) has established and will continue to en- 
force standards and procedures to ensure 
against program fraud, waste, and abuse, in- 
cluding standards and procedures concerning 
nepotism, conflicts of interest among indi- 
viduals responsible for the administration 
and supervision of the State program, kick- 
backs, and the use of political patronage; 
and 

(B) will prohibit from further receipt of 
benefits under the program any recipient 
who attempts to receive benefits fraudu- 
lently. 
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(6) LIMITATION ON SECRETARIAL AUTHOR- 
Iry.—The Secretary— 

(A) may only review a State plan sub- 
mitted under this section for the purpose of 
confirming that a State has submitted the 
required documentation; and 

(B) shall not have the authority to approve 
or deny a State plan submitted under this 
section or to otherwise inhibit or control the 
expenditure of grants paid to a State under 
section 4003, unless a State plan does not 
comply with the requirements of this sec- 
tion. 

SEC. 4003. GRANTS TO STATES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Beginning 120 days after 
the date of enactment of this Act, and annu- 
ally thereafter, each State that has sub- 
mitted a plan that meets the requirements of 
section 4002 shall receive from the Secretary 
a grant in an amount determined under sub- 
section (b). 

(b) AMOUNTS OF GRANTS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (3), a 
grant received under subsection (a) shall be 
in an amount equal to the product of— 

(A) the amount made available under sec- 
tion 4005 for the applicable fiscal year; and 

(B) the proportion that— 

(i) the number of individuals residing in 
the State whose income does not exceed 100 
percent of the poverty line described in sec- 
tion 4002(c)(8)(B)(ii) applicable to a family of 
the size involved; bears to 

(ii) the number of such individuals in all 
States that have submitted a plan under sec- 
tion 4002 for the applicable fiscal year, based 
on data for the most recent fiscal year for 
which data is available. 

(2) PRO RATA ADJUSTMENTS.—The Secretary 
shall make pro rata adjustments in the 
amounts determined for States under para- 
graph (1) for each fiscal year as necessary to 
ensure that— 

(A) the total amount appropriated for the 
applicable fiscal year under section 4005 is 
allotted among all States that submit a plan 
under section 4002; and 

(B) the total amount of all supplemental 
nutrition assistance grants for States deter- 
mined for the fiscal year does not exceed the 
total amount appropriated for the fiscal 
year. 

(3) ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS.— 

(A) QUARTERLY PAYMENTS.—The Secretary 
shall make each supplemental nutrition as- 
sistance grant payable to a State for a fiscal 
year under this section in quarterly install- 
ments. 

(B) COMPUTATION AND CERTIFICATION OF 
PAYMENT TO STATES.— 

(i) COMPUTATION.—The Secretary shall esti- 
mate the amount to be paid to each State for 
each quarter under this section based on a 
report filed by the State that shall include— 

(I) an estimate by the State of the total 
amount to be expended by the State during 
the applicable quarter under the State pro- 
gram funded under this subtitle; and 

(II) such other information as the Sec- 
retary may require. 

(ii) CERTIFICATION.—The Secretary shall 
certify to the Secretary of the Treasury the 
amount estimated under clause (i) with re- 
spect to each State, adjusted to the extent of 
any overpayment or underpayment— 

(I) that the Secretary determines was 
made under this subtitle to the State for any 
prior quarter; and 

(II) with respect to which adjustment has 
not been made under this paragraph. 

SEC. 4004. USE OF GRANTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subsection (b), 
a State that receives a grant under section 
4003 may use the grant in any manner that is 
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reasonably demonstrated to accomplish the 
purposes of this subtitle. 

(b) LIMITATION ON USE OF GRANT FOR AD- 
MINISTRATIVE PURPOSES.—A State may not 
use more than 3 percent of the amount of a 
grant received for a fiscal year under section 
4003 for administrative purposes. 

SEC. 4005. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

There is authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this subtitle $45,000,000,000 for fis- 
cal year 2013 and each fiscal year thereafter. 
SEC. 4006. REPEAL. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Effective 120 days after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Food 
and Nutrition Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2011 et 
seq.) is repealed. 

(b) RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER LAW.—Any ref- 
erence in this Act, an amendment made by 
this Act, or any other Act to the supple- 
mental nutrition assistance program shall be 
considered to be a reference to the supple- 
mental nutrition assistance block grant pro- 
gram under this subtitle. 

Mr. REID. I ask for the yeas and nays 
on that amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2393 TO AMENDMENT NO. 2392 

Mr. REID. Madam President, I call 
up amendment No. 2393, which is a sec- 
ond-degree amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. REID] pro- 
poses an amendment numbered 2393 to 
amendment No. 2392. 

The amendment is as follows: 

(Purpose: To phase out the Federal sugar 


program) 
At the end, add the following: 
SEC. . SHORT TITLE. 


This subtitle may be cited as the ‘‘Stop 
Unfair Giveaways and Restrictions Act of 
2012” or “SUGAR Act of 2012”. 

SEC. . SUGAR PROGRAM. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 156 of the Federal 
Agriculture Improvement and Reform Act of 
1996 (7 U.S.C. 7272) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (d), by striking paragraph 
(1) and inserting the following: 

“(1) LOANS.—The Secretary shall carry out 
this section through the use of recourse 
loans.”’; 

(2) by redesignating subsection (i) as sub- 
section (j); 

(3) by inserting after subsection (h) the fol- 
lowing: 

“(i) PHASED REDUCTION OF LOAN RATE.— 
For each of the 2012, 2013, and 2014 crops of 
sugar beets and sugarcane, the Secretary 
shall lower the loan rate for each succeeding 
crop in a manner that progressively and uni- 
formly lowers the loan rate for sugar beets 
and sugarcane to $0 for the 2015 crop.’’; and 

(4) in subsection (j) (as redesignated), by 
striking ‘‘2012’’ and inserting ‘‘2014’’. 

(b) PROSPECTIVE REPEAL.—Effective begin- 
ning with the 2015 crop of sugar beets and 
sugarcane, section 156 of the Federal Agri- 
culture Improvement and Reform Act of 1996 
(7 U.S.C. 7272) is repealed. 


SEC. . ELIMINATION OF SUGAR PRICE SUP- 
PORT AND PRODUCTION ADJUST- 

MENT PROGRAMS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any 


other provision of law— 
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(1) a processor of any of the 2015 or subse- 
quent crops of sugarcane or sugar beets shall 
not be eligible for a loan under any provision 
of law with respect to the crop; and 

(2) the Secretary may not make price sup- 
port available, whether in the form of a loan, 
payment, purchase, or other operation, for 
any of the 2015 and subsequent crops of sugar 
beets and sugarcane by using the funds of the 
Commodity Credit Corporation or other 
funds available to the Secretary. 

(b) TERMINATION OF MARKETING QUOTAS 
AND ALLOTMENTS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Part VII of subtitle B of 
title III of the Agricultural Adjustment Act 
of 1938 (7 U.S.C. 1359aa et seq.) is repealed. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 
344(f)(2) of the Agricultural Adjustment Act 
of 19388 (7 U.S.C. 1344(f)(2)) is amended by 
striking ‘‘sugar cane for sugar, sugar beets 
for sugar,’’. 

(c) GENERAL POWERS.— 

(1) SECTION 32 ACTIVITIES.—Section 32 of the 
Act of August 24, 1935 (7 U.S.C. 612c), is 
amended in the second sentence of the first 
paragraph— 

(A) in paragraph (1), by inserting ‘‘(other 
than sugar beets and sugarcane)’’ after 
“commodities”; and 

(B) in paragraph (3), by inserting ‘‘(other 
than sugar beets and sugarcane)? after 
“commodity”. 

(2) POWERS OF COMMODITY CREDIT CORPORA- 
TION.—Section 5(a) of the Commodity Credit 
Corporation Charter Act (15 U.S.C. 714c(a)) is 
amended by inserting ‘‘, sugar beets, and 
sugarcane” after ‘‘tobacco’’. 

(3) PRICE SUPPORT FOR NONBASIC AGRICUL- 
TURAL COMMODITIES.—Section 201(a) of the 
Agricultural Act of 1949 (7 U.S.C. 1446(a)) is 
amended by striking ‘‘milk, sugar beets, and 
sugarcane” and inserting ‘‘, and milk”. 

(4) COMMODITY CREDIT CORPORATION STOR- 
AGE PAYMENTS.—Section 167 of the Federal 
Agriculture Improvement and Reform Act of 
1996 (7 U.S.C. 7287) is repealed. 

(5) SUSPENSION AND REPEAL OF PERMANENT 
PRICE SUPPORT AUTHORITY.—Section 171(a)(1) 
of the Federal Agriculture Improvement and 
Reform Act of 1996 (7 U.S.C. 7301(a)(1)) is 
amended— 

(A) by striking subparagraph (E); and 

(B) by redesignating subparagraphs (F) 
through (I) as subparagraphs (E) through (H), 
respectively. 

(6) STORAGE FACILITY LOANS.—Section 
1402(c) of the Farm Security and Rural In- 
vestment Act of 2002 (7 U.S.C. 7971) is re- 
pealed. 

(7) FEEDSTOCK FLEXIBILITY PROGRAM FOR 
BIOENERGY PRODUCERS.—Effective beginning 
with the 2013 crop of sugar beets and sugar- 
cane, section 9010 of the Farm Security and 
Rural Investment Act of 2002 (7 U.S.C. 8110) 
is repealed. 

(d) TRANSITION PROVISIONS.—This section 
and the amendments made by this section 
shall not affect the liability of any person 
under any provision of law as in effect before 
the application of this section and the 
amendments made by this section. 

SEC. . TARIFF-RATE QUOTAS. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—Except as provided in 
subsection (c) and notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, not later than Octo- 
ber 1, 2012, the Secretary shall develop and 
implement a program to increase the tariff- 
rate quotas for raw cane sugar and refined 
sugars for a quota year in a manner that en- 
sures— 

(1) a robust and competitive sugar proc- 
essing industry in the United States; and 

(2) an adequate supply of sugar at reason- 
able prices in the United States. 
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(b) FACTORS.—In determining the tariff- 
rate quotas necessary to satisfy the require- 
ments of subsection (a), the Secretary shall 
consider the following: 

(1) The quantity and quality of sugar that 
will be subject to human consumption in the 
United States during the quota year. 

(2) The quantity and quality of sugar that 
will be available from domestic processing of 
sugarcane, sugar beets, and in-process beet 
sugar. 

(3) The quantity of sugar that would pro- 
vide for reasonable carryover stocks. 

(4) The quantity of sugar that will be avail- 
able from carryover stocks for human con- 
sumption in the United States during the 
quota year. 

(5) Consistency with the obligations of the 
United States under international agree- 
ments. 

(c) EXEMPTION.—Subsection (a) shall not 
include specialty sugar. 

(d) DEFINITIONS.—In this section, the terms 
“quota year’ and ‘Shuman consumption” 
have the meaning such terms had under sec- 
tion 359k of the Agricultural Adjustment Act 
of 1938 (7 U.S.C. 1359kk) (as in effect on the 
day before the date of the enactment of this 
Act). 

SEC. . APPLICATION. 

Except as otherwise provided in this sub- 
title, this subtitle and the amendments made 
by this subtitle shall apply beginning with 
the 2012 crop of sugar beets and sugarcane. 


Se 


FLOOD INSURANCE REFORM AND 
MODERNIZATION ACT—MOTION 
TO PROCEED 


Mr. REID. Madam President, I now 
move to proceed to Calendar No. 250, S. 
1940. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the bill by title. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

Motion to proceed to Calendar No. 250, S. 
1940, a bill to amend the National Flood In- 
surance Act of 1968, to restore the financial 
solvency of the flood insurance fund, and for 
other purposes. 

Mr. REID. Madam President, I have 
managed a few bills during my time 
here, quite a few bills. It is always so 
gratifying, after the work that goes 
into the work you have done on a com- 
mittee or a subcommittee, to have that 
matter come to the floor. It is a ter- 
rible disappointment to not be able to 
move forward as you anticipated. 

So I say that for Senator STABENOW 
and Senator ROBERTS. No one has 
worked harder than they have in bring- 
ing the bill to the floor. It is bipar- 
tisan. It is important not only for the 
State of Michigan, the State of Kansas, 
but it is important for the country. 

I wish we could proceed in another 
way to have amendments heard and 
voted on. But even though this is some- 
thing awkward, we are going to move 
forward with this bill. We are going to 
bring up some amendments. They are 
big amendments. They are crucial to 
Senators being able to issue their opin- 
ions on this legislation. One deals with 
sugar, one deals with food stamps, both 
very controversial and very important. 

We are going to have those amend- 
ments, and, hopefully, we will have a 
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good debate on those matters. We can 
move forward on this bill in other 
ways. I have not given up hope. I know 
Senator STABENOW and Senator ROB- 
ERTS have not given up hope to have a 
universal agreement so we can legis- 
late on this bill. 

As I have indicated, we do not do this 
very often in this manner. But it is im- 
portant because we have an issue that 
needs to move forward. A lot of times 
when the tree is filled we just walk 
away from it. We are not going to walk 
away from this. This bill is far too im- 
portant. It affects the lives of millions 
of people—about 16 million—in Amer- 
ica. 

The reforms have been made in this 
bill—I remember when I came from the 
House of Representatives 26 years ago, 
we wanted to make the reforms that 
are in this bill. So they have done re- 
markably good work. We hear every- 
one, Democrats and Republicans, talk- 
ing about: Let’s do something about 
the debt and the deficit. Here we have 
done it. 

What they have done is bring to this 
body a bill that reduces our debt by $23 
billion. We have a long ways we need to 
go beyond that. But, gee whiz, this isa 
big deal, $23 billion. So I commend and 
applaud the two managers of this bill. 
They are fine Senators. They have done 
a service to our country by getting us 
to the point we are now. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Michigan. 

Ms. STABENOW. Madam President, 
first I want to thank our leader for his 
strong support and helping us bring 
this to the floor. We would not be here 
without the Senator from Nevada, our 
leader. Frankly, there are many de- 
mands, many things on his plate and 
our plate in the Senate. He under- 
stands 16 million jobs are affected by 
what happens in agriculture in this 
country. So I thank Senator REID for 
his willingness to support us and con- 
tinue to support us as we move forward 
to get this bill done. 

I also want to thank my partner and 
my ranking member, the Senator from 
Kansas, for his continued leadership as 
we move the bill forward. We would 
have liked to have begun the unani- 
mous consent agreement to move for- 
ward on six different amendments, not 
the universe of amendments. Certainly, 
anyone could come down and say: Why 
isn’t my amendment part of the first 
six? 

We wanted to get started as we 
worked with colleagues to bring up 
other amendments. So we have put for- 
ward something that involves, first of 
all, a technical amendment we need to 
do for the bill, a perfecting amend- 
ment, and then two Democratic col- 
leagues’ amendments and three Repub- 
lican colleagues’ amendments, includ- 
ing the Senator from Kentucky who 
just entered the objection, an impor- 
tant debate that involves an amend- 
ment he is involved in. 
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So our first step was to try to do this 
around unanimous consent. But under- 
standing that we do have an objection, 
Senator REID has offered us another 
path to do this by creating a way for us 
to at least have the debate on two of 
the issues we had put forward in the six 
amendments before us. 

One involves the Sugar Program for 
our country, and we have a number of 
Members who have different amend- 
ments. We have one that will be in 
front of us. It is an opportunity for ev- 
eryone to say their piece. I can tell you 
as someone who represents a lot of 
sugar beets that I care very deeply 
about this issue and certainly support 
the Sugar Program. But it is an impor- 
tant debate to have, and Members de- 
serve to be heard on all sides. 

The other relates to the Supple- 
mental Nutrition Assistance Program. 
Many Members have feelings on all 
sides about this, and so we think it is 
an important debate to have to give 
people an opportunity to give their 
opinions. 

I certainly, as this goes forward to- 
morrow, will be doing that myself and 
certainly feel very strongly that what 
we have done in the bill on account- 
ability and transparency to make sure 
every dollar goes for families who need 
it is very important. But we want 
Members to have an opportunity to be 
able to debate what is important policy 
for our country. 

AS we are moving forward on both of 
these amendments tomorrow, we will 
also be working, our staffs and our- 
selves, to come together on a larger 
package, a universe of amendments to 
offer to the body of the Senate to be 
able to move forward so we can come 
up with a finite number of amendments 
that will allow us to complete the bill. 

Many amendments have been offered. 
We are going to spend our time going 
through those just as we did in com- 
mittee where we worked across the 
aisle. We had 100 amendments and 
whittled that down to a point where we 
could come forward with agreed-upon 
amendments. We are going to do the 
same thing. We are going to put to- 
gether a universe of amendments to 
move forward on the bill. 

But while we are doing that, we will 
have an opportunity—we invite Mem- 
bers who care particularly about either 
of the issues that will be voted on to- 
morrow—the leader will move forward 
with a motion to table on those, but we 
want everyone to have an opportunity 
to come to the floor and be able to be 
heard on both of those issues. 

So we are moving forward. We would 
have liked to have done it with a larger 
group of amendments that we could 
have started with while we continue 
through. Our goal is to allow as much 
opportunity for discussion and debate 
as possible. But, frankly, I have to say, 
before yielding to my friend from Kan- 
sas, our goal ultimately is to pass this 
bill. 
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I mean we have 16 million people who 
are counting on moving forward want- 
ing certainty. Our farmers and ranch- 
ers want to know what is coming for 
them as they are in the planting sea- 
son, going into harvest season in the 
fall. They need economic certainty. We 
need to make sure we have a policy 
going forward that makes sense and is 
put in place before September 30 of this 
year when these policies run out and 
very serious ramifications to the budg- 
et take place. 

Frankly, I think all of us have said 
at one time or another that we want to 
see deficit reduction. I do not know of 
another bill that has come before this 
body with $23 billion in deficit reduc- 
tion, bipartisan, and a number that was 
agreed to in the fall with the House 
and the Senate. 

We have an opportunity to tell the 
people we represent in the country that 
we meant it when we said deficit reduc- 
tion. We meant it when we said reform. 
We meant it when we said we were 
going to work together to get things 
done. We have been doing that with a 
wonderful bipartisan vote in com- 
mittee, with a very strong vote to pro- 
ceed to this bill last week, and we 
know the hard part is getting through 
it and coming up with the list of 
amendments we intend to do. 

We are asking for our colleagues to 
work with us on behalf of the people of 
this country who have the safest, most 
affordable food supply in the world be- 
cause of a group of folks called farmers 
and ranchers who have the biggest risk 
in the country and go out every day to 
work hard to make sure we have the 
national security and the food security 
we need for our country. 

They are looking to us to get this 
done, along with children and families 
across this country. We will do that. 
We will begin that process between now 
and tomorrow with a debate on two im- 
portant issues. 

I see my distinguished colleague and 
friend here, the ranking member. I also 
thank another distinguished colleague, 
the Senator from Iowa, who has made 
very significant contributions in this 
legislation on reforms—reforms he has 
been fighting for for years. We have 
stepped up to back him up and support 
him. We need to get this done—these 
reforms—and get this bill done. We are 
going to work hard to make sure we do 
that. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Kansas. 

Mr. ROBERTS. Madam President, 
this isn’t exactly the trail I had hoped 
we would take to get to a successful 
conclusion on a farm bill that we need 
so vitally in farm country, for all the 
reasons that the distinguished chair- 
woman has outlined. I need not go over 
all of those reasons. I will mention 
that we have a September 30 deadline 
in which the current farm bill expires. 
The alternative is to go back to the 
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current farm bill, which we know is 
outdated, and it has a payment system 
that is also outdated. 

The other alternative, if you don’t 
extend the farm bill, is you go to the 
1949 act, which is not sustainable. It is 
not really an alternative. I had hoped 
we could start considering this. We had 
three Republican amendments, two 
Democratic amendments, and also the 
perfecting amendment. But that is not 
the trail we are going to go down. 

Basically, I think about the only 
thing I can add is that we are not giv- 
ing up. We can’t. We will keep working 
as hard as we can to accommodate all 
Members. I know there is a lot of talk 
on both sides of the aisle about a global 
agreement. That seems to be a little 
bit of an exaggeration, more especially 
for this body. At any rate, that agree- 
ment would encompass every Members’ 
concern at least, and we would go back 
to what the Senate used to be and have 
everybody offer amendments and de- 
bate them and then vote and have a 
conclusion. That is exactly what we did 
when we marked up the bill with over 
100 amendments in 4% hours. That was 
a record. That is not what we are going 
to do as of tomorrow. At least there is 
some degree of movement. 

I know the Senator from Iowa has 
several amendments that are ex- 
tremely important to the future of ag- 
riculture program policy. I commend 
him for his leadership in the past and 
for being such a successful partner in 
working things out not only for his 
State but for the country. 

We will persevere and we will get this 
done. I guess we are like John Paul 
Jones—we have just begun to fight. 

I yield the floor and suggest the ab- 
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Ms. STABENOW. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Ms. STABENOW. Madam President, I 
know my colleague from New Hamp- 
shire wishes to speak, but for the pur- 
pose of Members’ understanding, I 
would like to let everyone know what 
is happening now. 

We do have two amendments that 
will be voted on tomorrow morning. 
The majority leader has at his disposal 
the ability to have a motion to table, 
which he will exercise in the morning. 
But we want anyone interested in ei- 
ther of these two topics or amendments 
to come forward with the opportunity 
to debate tonight. Senator SHAHEEN 
has an amendment that I know is very 
important to her and many other Mem- 
bers, and we want everyone to have the 
opportunity this evening to do that. 

There will be a vote. Iam not sure of 
the time exactly, but I would think at 
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this point it will be in the morning. So 
we want those who are interested in de- 
bating the Sugar Program or debating 
the question of whether to block grant 
the nutrition program, the Supple- 
mental Nutrition Assistance Program, 
SNAP, to come forward to discuss and 
debate that this evening. There may be 
some time in the morning, but we will 
be moving forward on both of these 
amendments. So we want to let them 
know that if these are topics they are 
interested in, we would certainly wel- 
come them coming to the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BEN- 


NET). The Senator from New Hamp- 
shire. 
Mrs. SHAHEEN. Mr. President, I 


thank Senator STABENOW, who has 
done such a great job of chairing the 
Agriculture Committee. She and Rank- 
ing Member ROBERTS really have done 
amazing work to bring this bill to the 
floor. It is bipartisan, and it is legisla- 
tion that makes some significant re- 
forms in the farm programs we have 
had. 

In New Hampshire, many of the pro- 
grams that are authorized in the farm 
bill are critical for our farmers and our 
rural communities, as well as for the 
protection of our natural resources. I 
hope we do have some agreement so 
that we will be able to actually have a 
full debate on this bill in the remainder 
of this week and in the upcoming week. 

As I said, this legislation makes 
much needed reforms to our farm pro- 
grams, and it helps to reduce the def- 
icit. For all of that terrific reform and 
the work that has been done, Senator 
STABENOW and Ranking Member ROB- 
ERTS deserve real appreciation and 
thanks from this body. 

However, there is one glaring excep- 
tion to the reforms that have been 
made in the bill; that is, the bill con- 
tains no reform to the Sugar Program. 
The sugar subsidies we provide to farm- 
ers in America are really unique be- 
cause what the Federal Government 
does is to artificially restrict supply 
and provide a subsidy that keeps prices 
for sugar in the United States at near- 
ly twice the world average. These are 
high prices that hurt consumers. They 
hurt businesses. In fact, a recent study 
found that the program costs Ameri- 
cans $3.5 billion a year. 

Let me explain how the subsidy 
works. First, the Federal Government 
sets a floor on sugar prices through 
guarantees. So they guarantee how 
much is going to be paid for the price 
of sugar. These price floors ensure that 
sugar growers and processors will al- 
ways receive a minimum price for 
sugar regardless of what happens on 
the world market. But sugar prices 
have been far higher than the min- 
imum price for years now, and that is 
thanks to some additional, very egre- 
gious government controls on sugar. 
Under the sugar subsidy program, the 
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Federal Government tells sugar grow- 
ers how much they can grow. These re- 
strictions are called marketing allot- 
ments, and they limit how much sugar 
is available on the market and restrict 
the ability of buyers and sellers to 
trade sugar freely. So this is not a mar- 
ket enterprise when it comes to sugar 
in the United States, and no other U.S. 
crop is subject to these same kinds of 
government controls. As a result, in 
the United States we have severe sup- 
ply shortages which keep sugar prices 
artificially high. 

The last component of the subsidy 
program for sugar is trade restrictions. 
The Federal Government severely re- 
stricts the amount of sugar companies 
can import into the United States. So 
only about 15 percent of sugar in the 
United States is imported at those 
lower world average prices. 

Again, no other crop is subject to the 
kinds of restrictions and price controls 
I have just described. The result is a 
subsidy that hurts hundreds of thou- 
sands of businesses and consumers and 
only benefits about 4,700 sugar growers. 
Unfortunately, the farm bill before the 
Senate, while it contains a lot of re- 
forms, contains no reforms to this sub- 
sidy program. 

I have introduced several amend- 
ments, but the one we are going to be 
voting on tomorrow is one that would 
repeal the subsidy so that prices are 
determined by the market instead of 
government controls. 

For the past 1% years, I have been 
working with our colleague, Senator 
MARK KIRK of Illinois, on bipartisan 
legislation—the SUGAR Act—which 
would phase out the Sugar Program 
over several years and eliminate gov- 
ernment control of sugar prices. Unfor- 
tunately, Senator KIRK can’t be here 
tomorrow for this vote because he is 
continuing his recovery, but I am 
pleased there is a bipartisan group of 
our colleagues who have joined in sup- 
port of this sugar reform. In particular, 
Senators LUGAR, MCCAIN, DURBIN, 
TOOMEY, LAUTENBERG, COATS, 
PORTMAN, FEINSTEIN, and my colleague 
from New Hampshire, Senator AYOTTE, 
have all joined me in calling for elimi- 
nation or significant reform of the 
Sugar Program. 

This is a big concern for us in New 
Hampshire and other States around the 
country that actually make candy or 
other products that rely on sugar. In 
New Hampshire, we are the American 
home of Lindt chocolates. We also have 
a number of other small candy compa- 
nies. As this chart shows, American 
manufacturing companies such as 
Lindt pay almost twice the world aver- 
age price for their sugar. In fact, prices 
have gone up considerably since Con- 
gress passed the last farm bill in 2008. 

We can see that this blue line at the 
bottom is the world price of raw sugar. 
This red line is the U.S. price of raw 
sugar. This green line at the top is the 
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U.S. wholesale refined sugar price. So 
while we can see how much higher that 
raw sugar price is, we can also see what 
it does to the refined sugar price, and 
we can see how significantly it has in- 
creased since the last farm bill. Again, 
the sugar subsidy program is able to 
keep these prices so high because it 
distorts the market. 

In addition to the minimum prices 
guaranteed by the government, the 
Federal Government drastically re- 
stricts the supply of sugar in the 
United States, with only about 15 per- 
cent of sugar sold coming from 
abroad—thanks to those import re- 
strictions. The government controls 
how much each individual sugar proc- 
essor can sell, and that further re- 
stricts supply on the market. Again, 
the result of these government controls 
is to keep the artificially high prices 
for sugar that are reflected on this 
graph. 

These high sugar prices hurt job cre- 
ation. According to the Department of 
Commerce, for every one job protected 
in the sugar industry through this pro- 
gram, we are sacrificing three jobs in 
American manufacturing. A recent 
study by an agricultural research firm 
called Promar suggests that the pro- 
gram—the sugar subsidy, that is—costs 
20,000 American jobs each year. In addi- 
tion, a recent analysis that I referred 
to earlier found that the program also 
costs consumers $3.5 billion every year 
in the form of artificially high sugar 
prices. These really are pretty star- 
tling numbers, but I wish to talk about 
how this subsidy program affects just 
one of the small businesses in New 
Hampshire. 

We have a company called Granite 
State Candy Shoppe. It is a small fam- 
ily-owned candy manufacturing com- 
pany in Concord, NH, the capital of 
New Hampshire. Sugar is that com- 
pany’s most important ingredient. Jeff 
Bart, who is the owner, tells me that 
the artificially high cost of sugar has 
forced the company to raise prices on 
their goods but, more importantly, the 
subsidy has also prevented the com- 
pany from hiring new workers as 
quickly as it would like to. So while 
Granite State Candy Shoppe would like 
to grow and expand, the sugar subsidy 
is really slowing down that expansion 
because of the high price of sugar. 
Granite State Candy Shoppe is just one 
of many companies that want to grow 
but are forced to slow down their ex- 
pansion due to an outdated, unneces- 
sary government program that benefits 
relatively few sugar cane and sugar 
beet growers nationwide. 

High sugar prices also put American 
companies at a competitive disadvan- 
tage with foreign manufacturers. Since 
foreign companies can get sugar so 
much cheaper, it is tempting for Amer- 
ican companies to look elsewhere to 
manufacture their candy. In fact, low 
sugar prices are a major selling point 
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for foreign governments encouraging 
candy companies to relocate. 

We just copied this cover of a bro- 
chure from Canada. It says: 

Canada—North America’s Location of 
Choice for Confectionary Manufacturers. 

Consider these hard facts. Sugar re- 
finers import the vast majority of their 
raw materials at world prices. Cana- 
dian sugar users enjoy a significant ad- 
vantage—the average price of refined 
sugar is usually 30 to 40 percent lower 
in Canada than in the United States. 
Most manufactured products con- 
taining sugar are freely traded in the 
NAFTA region. So we are losing these 
jobs to Canada and to other places— 
20,000 jobs a year—in businesses that 
need sugar as a major ingredient. 

This outdated program puts Amer- 
ican companies at a competitive dis- 
advantage, and it should go. That is 
why I hope our colleagues, as they are 
considering this amendment tomorrow 
morning to repeal the Sugar Program, 
will decide to support it. I hope we will 
not have opposition to voting on the 
amendment from any of our colleagues 
in the Senate. 

We have had consumer and business 
groups calling for the repeal of the 
Sugar Program for years now. The Con- 
sumer Federation of America and the 
National Consumers League have 
joined business groups such as the U.S. 
Chamber of Commerce and the Na- 
tional Association of Manufacturers in 
support of this amendment. These 
groups support reforming this program 
because they recognize that these spe- 
cial interests are hurting consumers 
and they are hurting American busi- 
nesses. 

So I hope all of my colleagues will 
support this amendment tomorrow. 
Help us grow small businesses and cre- 
ate those American jobs. Let’s reform 
the Sugar Program. It is long overdue. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor, and I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I 
will take a few moments to speak 
about the two amendments we will be 
voting on with motions to table tomor- 
row and urge that my colleagues, in 
fact, do vote to table these amend- 
ments. I appreciate we have colleagues 
on both sides of the aisle who care 
about both of them, but I ask, in the 
interest of a strong agricultural policy 
and nutrition policy, that we not sup- 
port the amendments that are in front 
of us. But I do appreciate the fact that 
we are beginning to talk about issues 
and amendments. This is very impor- 
tant. 
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We have many amendments and ideas 
that Members want to bring up. We are 
going to do our level best, within the 
framework we have to deal with in 
terms of procedure, to be able to bring 
up as many different topics and have as 
much opportunity for people to debate 
as possible because we want to move 
forward on this very important bill 
that we all know would reduce the def- 
icit by over $23 billion. It has major re- 
forms. Yet it will strengthen agricul- 
tural policy—nutrition policy, con- 
servation policy—and maintain and 
support 16 million jobs. That is why we 
are here. 

I wish to take a moment to talk 
about our American sugar policy. We 
grow a lot of sugar beets in Michigan. 
Our first sugar policy goes back to 1789 
in this country. I don’t think either 
one of us was here. The Presiding Offi- 
cer certainly was not here. Nobody was 
here. But in 1789 we began the first 
sugar policy. Our modern policy can be 
traced back to the Sugar Acts of 1934, 
1937, and 1948. Sugar is not similar to 
other commodities. Both sugarcane 
and sugar beets must be processed soon 
after harvest—which is a key factor for 
them—using costly processing machin- 
ery. 

If farmers need to scale back produc- 
tion because of a sudden drop in price, 
the processing plant shuts down and 
may never reopen. Because this proc- 
essing is so capital intensive, it is im- 
perative we give producers a stable 
marketplace so they do not experience 
a constant boom and bust, which is 
what we would see without the sta- 
bility of the program we have today. 

The current U.S. sugar policy has 
been run at zero cost to taxpayers for 
the last 10 years. Let me just say this 
again—zero; zero cost to the American 
taxpayer for the last 10 years. This pol- 
icy helps defend 142,000 American jobs 
and $20 billion in economic activity 
every year: zero cost, 142,000 jobs, $20 
billion in economic activity every 
year. 

Two things come to mind. Even with 
our sugar policy, the United States in- 
terestingly is the second largest net 
importer of sugar behind only Russia. 
This is important because our policy 
has been viewed as a protectionist pol- 
icy. Yet we are still an importer. We 
import sugar, the second highest only 
to Russia. What we are talking about is 
allowing a stable marketplace for 
American producers. 

The price of sugar for consumers is 
among the lowest in the developed 
world. Despite many debates to the 
contrary, in the European Union prices 
are 30 percent higher than in the 
United States. When we look at the re- 
tail prices for countries such as 
France, Finland, Japan, Norway, and 
so on, U.S. sugar prices are actually 
very low. Again, zero cost to the tax- 
payer, and we are maintaining a stable 
price for our sugar beet growers and 
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protection for our sugar beet and sug- 
arcane growers. We are creating jobs 
and, at the same time, this is where we 
fall, with the blue line being the USA. 

I know there are colleagues on both 
sides of the aisle who care about this. 
I argue our sugar policy is one that 
makes sense. It has made sense for the 
last 10 years at zero cost. I hope we will 
vote to continue to support this policy, 
which is a very important part to 
many regions of the country, an impor- 
tant part of the bill that is in front of 
us. This policy is supported by a host 
of corporations, including the Amer- 
ican Sugar Alliance, the International 
Sugar Trade Coalition. We have the 
support of our country’s two largest 
agricultural trade organizations—the 
American Farm Bureau Federation and 
the National Farmers Union. It has 
made sense. It has zero cost, and I am 
hopeful colleagues tomorrow will sup- 
port continuing this program. 

Let me talk about another amend- 
ment now that goes to a lot of discus- 
sion on the floor and that goes to the 
nutrition parts, which is the majority 
of the bill that is in front of us. 

All across the country the recession 
has devastated families. Certainly, I 
can speak for Michigan, where we have 
people who paid taxes all their lives, 
they have worked very hard, they con- 
tinue to work very hard, and never 
thought in their wildest dreams they 
would need help putting food on their 
tables for their children. They have 
had to do that during this recession, in 
a temporary way, to help them get 
through what, for them, has been an in- 
credibly difficult time. 

We know the No. 1 way to address 
that is jobs. We want to make sure, in 
fact, we are creating jobs, supporting 
the private sector entrepreneurial spir- 
it to bring back manufacturing, mak- 
ing things, growing things, creating 
jobs. But we also know, as this has 
been slow to turn around for many 
families, that we have Americans who 
have needed some temporary help. 
That is what SNAP, the Supplemental 
Nutrition Assistance Program, is all 
about. 

The amendment tomorrow that we 
will be voting on would turn this pro- 
gram into an entire block grant, mak- 
ing it much less effective in responding 
to needs—frankly, block granting and 
then cutting over half the current lev- 
els of support and funding needed to 
maintain help for those who are cur- 
rently receiving SNAP benefits. Reduc- 
tions at that level could exceed the 
total amount of supplemental nutri- 
tion help projected to go to families in 
29 of our smallest States and terri- 
tories over the next 10 years. It is ex- 
tremely dramatic and makes abso- 
lutely no sense. I hope we will join to- 
gether in rejecting this approach. 

One of the strongest features of the 
Supplemental Nutrition Assistance 
Program is that, in fact, it can respond 
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quickly when we have a recession or 
economic conditions that warrant it, 
when we have a nationwide recession, 
when we have a plant closure in a com- 
munity. We have seen way too many of 
those, although we are now celebrating 
the fact that we have plants opening 
and retooling and expanding. But we 
have gone through some very tough 
times with plant closures where fami- 
lies have needed some temporary help. 
The important thing about the Supple- 
mental Nutrition Assistance Program 
is that it is timely, it is targeted, and 
it is temporary. Approximately half of 
all of those new families who have 
needed help are getting help for 10 
months or less, so this is actually a 
temporary program. 

We have seen over the years that 
families receiving supplemental nutri- 
tion assistance are much more likely 
to be working families. This is impor- 
tant. We are talking about working 
families who are working one job or 
one, two, or three part-time jobs and 
trying to hold it together for their 
families while working for minimum 
wage. By about the second or third 
week of the month, there is no food on 
the table for the children. So being 
able to help families who are working 
hard every day to be able to have that 
temporary help has been life and death, 
I would suggest, for many families. 
This is actually a great American 
value to have something like this for 
families who need it. 

According to the CBO—the Congres- 
sional Budget Office—we know the 
number of families receiving supple- 
mental nutrition assistance is actually 
going to go down over the next 10 
years. It is going to go down because 
we are seeing the unemployment rate 
go down, and it tracks the same. In 
fact, in this bill we build in savings 
over the life of the farm bill because it 
is projected that the costs are going to 
go down—not by some arbitrary cuts 
but by actually having it go down be- 
cause the costs go down. When people 
go back to work, they don’t need the 
temporary help anymore. There are 
savings in this bill by the fact that the 
costs are going down because the un- 
employment rate is going down, and 
that is the most significant thing. 

Turning supplemental nutrition as- 
sistance into a block grant won’t make 
the program more efficient or more ef- 
fective. Instead, we are likely to see 
States shifting dollars out of SNAP to 
look at other budget priorities in very 
tough times. If it is a block grant, they 
are not required to use it for food to 
help families. We all know that States 
are under tremendous pressure on all 
sides, so it is not even clear—it 
wouldn’t be accountable in terms of 
where those dollars are going in terms 
of food assistance. 

It is also harder to fight fraud and 
abuse across State lines with this kind 
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of approach. The Department of Agri- 
culture has been working hard to ac- 
complish this. We have already reduced 
trafficking by three-quarters, 75 per- 
cent, over the last 15 years, and we 
want to be able to continue to do that 
as well. 

So we know that nutrition assistance 
is a lifeline to the families who need it, 
but let me conclude by saying that I 
also want to make sure every single 
dollar goes to the families who need it. 
That is why this reform bill, this bill 
that cuts $23 billion on the deficit, also 
focuses on waste, fraud, and abuse in 
the nutrition title because we want to 
make sure every dollar goes to those 
families. It is to ensure that every fam- 
ily and every child who needs help re- 
ceives help, and we want to make sure 
that not one dollar is abused in that 
process. 

So what do we have in the underlying 
bill? Well, we have had at least two 
cases in Michigan where we have had 
lottery winners who, amazingly, con- 
tinue to get food assistance, which is 
outrageous. We stopped that, period. 
Lottery winners would immediately 
lose assistance. And hopefully we 
wouldn’t have to say that, but the way 
it has been set up, we have to make 
that very clear. It would end misuse by 
college students who are actually able 
to afford food and are living at home 
with their parents. Students going to 
school are not those who would be the 
focus of getting food assistance help, so 
we would end the misuse by college 
students. We would cut down on traf- 
ficking. We don’t want folks taking 
their food assistance card and getting 
cash or doing something else with it 
that is illegal. We prevent liquor and 
tobacco stores from becoming retailers 
because we want people going into the 
grocery store or farmers market and 
being able to get healthy food with 
their dollars. We also deal with a gap 
in standards that has resulted in over- 
payment of benefits as it relates to 
States. So we deal with what has been 
an effort by some States to go beyond 
legislative intent, and we address that 
in a very strategic way. 

The bottom line is that we are mak- 
ing sure we increase the integrity in 
the food assistance program. We in- 
crease the integrity and the account- 
ability because we want every single 
dollar to go for help for those families 
who worked all their lives, paid taxes, 
and now find themselves in a place 
where the plant closed or where they 
lost their jobs and need some help on a 
temporary basis to put food on the 
table. 

Let me just share one more time 
where the dollars go in terms of chil- 
dren and adults. Nearly half of those 
who are getting help right now are 
children; 47 percent of those who get 
food help are children. Then we have 
those who live with children, who are 
another 24 percent, senior citizens are 8 
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percent, and disabled people are an- 
other 9 percent. So the vast majority 
we are talking about are children, fam- 
ilies, parents caring for children, the 
disabled, or seniors. 

The amendment we will be voting on 
tomorrow is an extreme amendment 
that would take away temporary help 
for families and children who need it. 
Rather than taking that approach, we 
take the approach of accountability. 
So as we look one more time at ac- 
countability, we can see we are tight- 
ening all of the areas where there has 
been abuse. We want every dollar to go 
where it should go, but at the same 
time we don’t want to forget the chil- 
dren or the families of this country 
who are counting on us. 

We have several different kinds of 
programs that relate to disasters in the 
farm bill. We have one called crop in- 
surance where if there is a weather dis- 
aster or price disaster, we want to be 
there. We don’t want any farmer to 
lose the farm because there are a few 
days of bad weather or some other kind 
of disaster beyond their control. It is 
called crop insurance, and we strength- 
ened risk management tools in this 
bill. 

Well, there is another kind of dis- 
aster assistance in this bill, and that is 
for families across this country. It is 
for children, it is for seniors, and it is 
for the disabled. It is called the nutri- 
tion title, and that is why it is there in 
case of a family disaster. We have too 
many middle-class families who are 
asking for help now. They are grateful, 
didn’t want to ask, and mortified they 
have to ask, but they are in a situation 
where they need temporary help, and 
that is why it is here. 

The good news is that with the unem- 
ployment rate going down, the assist- 
ance is going down. The budget will be 
going down through the life of this 
farm bill and the costs will be going 
down because people are going back to 
work. That is the way it should be. 

I would urge tomorrow that we vote 
against what I consider to be a very ex- 
treme amendment that would cut and 
block grant the nutrition program and 
vote instead to support what we have 
done to increase the accountability and 
integrity of our food assistance pro- 
grams. 

I yield the floor and suggest the ab- 
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. BENNET. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
UDALL of Colorado). Without objection, 
it is so ordered. 

Mr. BENNET. Mr. President, it is a 
great privilege to be here tonight with 
the senior Senator from Colorado be- 
cause the topic I come to the floor to 
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talk about tonight is the West. Similar 
to the Presiding Officer, I have been 
thinking a lot about our home State of 
Colorado because we currently have a 
terrible wildfire burning just west of 
Fort Collins. Susan and I and the girls 
went up to Jamestown this weekend—I 
think I told the Presiding Officer this 
earlier—and dropped them off at camp, 
and that is far away from where this 
fire is. It is on the other side of Estes 
Park. But even from there, we could 
see an incredible plume of smoke, and 
in the 45 minutes or so we were there, 
I would say the volume of that plume 
of smoke increased by three-or fourfold 
and we could tell something terrible 
was going on. 

As the Presiding Officer knows better 
than anybody in this Chamber, this 
devastating fire has destroyed over 100 
structures and has tragically claimed 
one life and endangered many others. 
In fact, as we stand in this Chamber to- 
night, there are many endangered by 
this fire. At over 43,000 acres and grow- 
ing, it is the third largest fire in Colo- 
rado’s history. 

Today, I think I can say for both of 
us, our thoughts go out to the family 
who lost a loved one and to the hun- 
dreds of firefighters who are bravely 
working on the ground as we are here 
tonight. We wish them well and we 
wish them success in battling this 
blaze. 

As the Presiding Officer knows, 
wildfires are simply part of life in the 
West. Managing our land to improve 
resiliency needs to be a focus of ours in 
this Congress. That is why I am 
pleased, as a member of the Committee 
on Agriculture, to say the farm bill re- 
authorizes stewardship contracting, 
which allows our Federal land manage- 
ment agencies to implement high pri- 
ority forest management and restora- 
tion projects. Much of the Presiding Of- 
ficer’s career has had to do with these 
programs. I thank him for his support, 
and I have been pleased to be able to 
carry on his work as a member of the 
Agriculture Committee. This is a crit- 
ical tool for initiatives that restore 
and maintain healthy forest eco- 
systems and provide local employment. 
The Presiding Officer, I think, was on 
the floor maybe yesterday talking 
about the importance of this to our 
timber industry in Colorado and across 
this country. 

Another truly western aspect of this 
bill I would like to focus on tonight is 
conservation and specifically the stew- 
ardship of our western landscape. In 
my travels around Colorado, I have 
been heartened to see over and over 
farmers and ranchers arm in arm with 
conservation groups and with sports- 
men, all in the name of proper steward- 
ship of the land, of protecting our open 
spaces. They all share the recognition 
that keeping these landscapes in their 
historical, undeveloped state is an eco- 
nomic driver—as family farms, as 
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working cattle ranches; for tourism, 
for wildlife habitat, and to preserve our 
rural way of life and our rural econo- 
mies. 

Every citizen knows the American 
West is a destination for those seeking 
wide-open spaces—a ‘‘home on the 
range,” as they say, a way of life that 
is focused on working the land and the 
wise stewardship of our natural re- 
sources. We also know that as we have 
grown as a country, there has been in- 
creasing development pressure on this 
way of life and on the landscape. That 
pressure is exactly why the farm bill’s 
conservation title is so vital to people 
in the West. 

I serve as chairman of the Conserva- 
tion Subcommittee of the Senate Agri- 
culture Committee, and through the 
dozens—literally dozens—of farm bill 
listening sessions I have held over the 
last 18 months, farmers and ranchers 
were always talking about the impor- 
tance of conservation; conservation of 
their way of life and conservation of 
their land, particularly the use of con- 
servation easements which help land- 
owners voluntarily conserve the farm- 
ing and ranching heritage of their land, 
a heritage that is so important to our 
State and to the entire West. 

So I wished to spend a few minutes 
sharing some of the stories Coloradans 
have shared with me and, maybe more 
important than that, showing our col- 
leagues what this looks like. Of course, 
we live in the most beautiful State of 
all 50 States, in Colorado. This photo is 
from the Music Meadows Ranch outside 
Westcliffe, CO, elevation 9,000 feet. On 
these beautiful 4,000 acres, Elin 
Ganschow raises some of the finest 
grass-fed beef in the country. Thanks 
to the Grassland Reserve Program, 
Elin’s ranch now has a permanent con- 
servation easement. So this beautiful 
land will likely always have someone 
running cattle on it. 

This photo I have in the Chamber is 
from the San Luis Valley, where my 
predecessor, Ken Salazar, is from. Fif- 
teen different conservation ease- 
ments—finalized by the Colorado 
Cattlemen’s Agricultural Land Trust— 
protect nearly all of the private land 
over a 20-mile stretch in the valley. 

The great work of the Cattlemen’s 
Agricultural Land Trust, aided by the 
programs in the farm bill conservation 
title before us, is protecting our west- 
ern way of life in Colorado. 

This beautiful picture is also from 
the valley. This is not a movie set, by 
the way. This is how we live our lives 
in the great State of Colorado and why 
these programs have been so impor- 
tant. 

Finally, I want to share one more 
Colorado story about preserving our 
State’s fruit orchards. Most people do 
not know this, as I have traveled the 
country—and I imagine Senators ISAK- 
SON and CHAMBLISS from Georgia might 
even be surprised to hear—Colorado is 
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a national leader in the production of 
peaches. This picture is of a peach or- 
chard in Palisade. 

My friends from California might 
also be interested to know that Colo- 
rado has a burgeoning wine industry as 
well. In Colorado’s Grand Valley, pic- 
tured here, conservation programs 
have been efficiently employed to pro- 
tect 14 family farms growing peaches 
and wine grapes among other things. 

The Federal investments made avail- 
able to protect these lands have not 
only ensured they will stay in agricul- 
tural production, but the resources 
provided from the Natural Resource 
Conservation Service, NRCS, help 
these family farms acquire new land to 
plant and new equipment to plant it. 

Mr. President, as you can see—and as 
you already know—conservation is an 
integral part of what we are all about 
in the West. It helps define who we are. 
Sometimes people only focus on con- 
serving public land in its undeveloped 
state, and that is an important endeav- 
or in Colorado and across the West. But 
private land conservation—the type 
aided by the farm bill—is critical for so 
many reasons: to protect the agricul- 
tural heritage of the land, and for wild- 
life habitat: elk, bighorn sheep, pheas- 
ant, Colorado cutthroat trout—the list 
goes on and on—so many of the prized 
species that are important to our Na- 
tion’s sportsmen and nature lovers. 

Finding open landscapes and the spe- 
cies that inhabit them are a funda- 
mental part of what it is to be in the 
West. We need to preserve these open 
spaces. That is what this title does. I 
strongly support this new conservation 
title as reported out of the committee 
on a bipartisan vote. 

I know some would look to amend 
this bipartisan consensus, to cut con- 
servation resources in the name of def- 
icit reduction or to apply it to some 
other purpose. I am the first to say we 
need to cut our deficit. We need to put 
the entire budget under a microscope— 
including agriculture—to cut waste 
and eliminate redundancies. And, by 
the way, we have. 

This committee—the Senate Agri- 
culture Committee—under the leader- 
ship of the chairwoman and the rank- 
ing member, is the only committee I 
am aware of in this entire Congress— 
the House or the Senate—that has ac- 
tually come up with a bipartisan con- 
sensus on deficit reduction. I thank the 
ranking member and the chairwoman 
for their leadership, for setting a 
model, an example for the other com- 
mittees that are working—or should be 
working—to get our deficit under con- 
trol. 

I might say, $6.4 billion of those cuts 
do come from conservation, not all of 
which I like. But we made difficult 
compromises at the committee level. 
We have a more efficient conservation 
title that won support from both sides 
of the aisle, and we ought to move this 
bill forward. 
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I know there has been a little bit of 
the usual back-and-forth about amend- 
ments that are not necessarily related 
to the topic at hand, and we have a 
habit of doing that in the Senate. I 
hope there can be an agreement 
reached by the leadership so we can 
move this critically important bill for- 
ward. 

Again, at a time when so much par- 
tisan bickering is going on around this 
place, to have seen the fine work that 
was done by this committee—Repub- 
licans and Democrats working to- 
gether—to strengthen this commodity 
title, create real deficit reduction, and 
actually end direct payments to pro- 
ducers—one of the most significant re- 
forms in agricultural policy that we 
have had around this place in decades— 
it would be a shame—worse than a 
shame; it would be terrible—to let that 
work go to waste. 

With that, Mr. President, the hour is 
late. I am going to stop so we can 
close. I thank the Presiding Officer 
very much and say again what a privi- 
lege it was to be able to talk about our 
home with him in the chair. 

So with that, I yield the floor and 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. BENNET. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


EE 
MORNING BUSINESS 


Mr. BENNET. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to a period of morning busi- 
ness, with Senators permitted to speak 
therein for up to 10 minutes each. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


EE 
TRIBUTE TO DELFORD McKNIGHT 


Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, 
today I wish to recognize Mr. Delford 
McKnight of Laurel County, KY, for 
his lifetime of contributions in busi- 
ness as well as his many years of public 
service to the State of Kentucky. 
Delford McKnight is the founder of 
McKnight & Associates, a successful 
industrial construction company that 
built and renovated numerous struc- 
tures in Laurel and surrounding coun- 
ties. 

Born in 1946, Mr. McKnight grew up 
on a small family farm 6 miles from 
London, KY. He attended Bush Elemen- 
tary School and Bush High School, 
where he gained an interest in agri- 
culture and construction. Taking class- 
es in agriculture and woodworking, as 
well as other college prep classes, he 
earned the title ‘“‘Boy Most Likely to 
Succeed” from his senior class. 
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After graduating high school, Delford 
went on to attend the University of 
Kentucky for 1 year before leaving to 
pursue a career in construction. In 1964, 
he married his first wife, Helen Owens 
McKnight. The couple moved to Lex- 
ington, where they ran a local Laun- 
dromat and managed an apartment 
complex. On the side, Delford also 
worked for a construction company. In 
1965, the two moved back to their 
hometown, where Mr. McKnight took a 
job with the Hacker Brothers construc- 
tion firm. 

Three years later, Delford opened his 
first construction business, McKnight 
Construction and Blueprint Company, 
in London, KY, today known as 
McKnight & Associates. This construc- 
tion firm is responsible for building 
and renovating many of the buildings 
in the community, including the Clay 
County Vocational School, the Board 
of Education building in Manchester, 
and the first building of the Laurel 
Campus of Somerset Community Col- 
lege. Along with these, Mr. McKnight 
also built North Laurel Middle School, 
as well as Hunter Hills Elementary 
School and the new Bush Elementary 
School. In the early 1970s, McKnight & 
Associates got the contract for the 
Kentucky Fried Chicken building in 
London, and later renovated Sanders 
Cafe and the Corbin KFC. 

Aside from his construction work, 
Mr. McKnight also became involved 
with several other business ventures. 
He was the first to bring the idea of 
self-storage units to southeastern Ken- 
tucky, opening the first self-storage fa- 
cility there in 1976. He also founded 
Lee-Mart Rent-to-Own Stores, which 
later sold to Aaron’s, Inc., and he co- 
founded Cumberland Valley Office Sup- 
pliers, Inc., a retail office supply store. 
After becoming involved with the Lon- 
don-Laurel County Tourist Commis- 
sion, Delford developed the idea of the 
“World Chicken Festival’ in 1989 to 
highlight Colonel Sanders’s cooking 
worldwide, a festival that is still joy- 
ously celebrated to this day. 

Mr. McKnight has held many leader- 
ship positions throughout Kentucky. 
He is a past secretary of the Laurel 
County Chamber of Commerce, the 
first president of the Southeastern 
Kentucky Home Builders Association— 
from which he received the Time 
Award, and the current director of 
First National Bank & Trust in Lon- 
don, Kentucky. He also served as a 
member of the Cumberland Private In- 
dustry Council, the Cumberland Valley 
ADD Board, and the London-Laurel 
County Tourist Commission. Mr. 
McKnight serves aS a member and 
chairman of the 13th Regional Voca- 
tional Advisory Council and was a 25- 
year member on the Corbin Tri-County 
Joint Industrial Development Author- 
ity. He was also honored by the Laurel 
County Homecoming Festival for his 
service to the community in 2007. 
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In 1989, Delford completed construc- 
tion on his ‘‘dream executive home” in 
London, Kentucky, and he recently 
completed the construction and land- 
scaping on his second home in Venice, 
Florida. He has recently quietly re- 
tired, although he still helps with man- 
agement decisions regarding his invest- 
ments and business interest. Delford 
has been married to Lottie Gail since 
January 2001 after his first wife, Helen, 
died of cancer. Delford and Lottie Gail 
have a combined family of 5 children 
and 12 grandchildren. 

Delford is still an active member of 
the Laurel community today, serving 
as a deacon and Sunday school teacher 
at United Baptist Church, a member of 
the Laurel County Chamber of Com- 
merce, a member of the Laurel County 
Vocational Advisory Council, and a 
member of the London-Laurel County 
Tourist Commission. 

At this time I ask my U.S. Senate 
colleagues to join me in recognizing 
Mr. Delford McKnight for his many 
contributions to the Laurel County 
community and the Commonwealth of 
Kentucky. An article from the Laurel 
County-area publication the Sentinel- 
Echo recently highlighted Mr. 
McKnight’s success and accomplish- 
ments. I ask unanimous consent that 
said article be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 


[From the Sentinel-Echo, Apr. 30, 2012] 
TAKING CHANCES PAID OFF FOR MCKNIGHT 
(By Nita Johnson) 

Variety and challenges could well describe 
the life of Laurel native Delford McKnight. 

“I always like a challenge,” McKnight 
said, ‘‘and I like variety.” 

While his office is testimony to a variety 
of collectibles and what-nots, so is his life’s 
work. 

With his roots in carpentry and farming, 
McKnight graduated from Bush High School 
and attended the University of Kentucky. 

“I went for a year, quit, and got married,” 
he said. 

He and his wife, Helen Owens McKnight, 
who died from cancer in 2000, ran a Laun- 
dromat and managed a rental apartment in 
Lexington while Delford also worked for a 
commercial construction company. 

In 1965, the McKnights returned to their 
hometown, where Delford landed a job with 
Hacker Brothers construction firm. Four 
years later, McKnight and partner Harold 
McPhetridge launched McKnight and Associ- 
ates, which has constructed and/or renovated 
many of the buildings in the county. 

His first “big” job came with the construc- 
tion of the Clay County Vocational School, 
then getting the contract to build the Board 
of Education building in Manchester. He has 
since overseen the renovation of the first 
building of the Laurel campus of Somerset 
Community College, the former Interstate 
Coal offices on the property now known as 
College Park. His company built the former 
administration building, now known as the 
McDaniel Learning Center. He built North 
Laurel Middle School, Hunter Hills and the 
new Bush elementary schools as well as hav- 
ing his hand in school construction in Clay 
and Perry counties. McKnight and Associ- 
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ates landed the contract for the Eastern 
Kentucky University site in Clay County and 
the University of Kentucky site in Harlan. 

Though he credits his family background 
of carpentry and farming for sparking his in- 
terest in the construction business, he said 
the shop and vocational agriculture classes 
in high school solidified his choice of ca- 
reers. 

“I was raised on a farm and I think I could 
have been a farmer just as easily as I could 
do construction,” he said. “But I knew more 
about commercial construction than about 
building houses, so that’s what I pursued. I 
took college prep classes in high school but 
I’ve utilized the skills in agriculture and 
shop classes more than any college prep class 
I had.”’ 

A big believer in education, McKnight en- 
courages students to pursue a field they 
enjoy and to bask in the opportunities they 
receive through their education and training 
courses. 

“Get as much education as you possibly 
can, whether it’s job training or vocational 
training or whatever you’re interested in,” 
he continued. ‘‘You always need to continue 
to learn. Find something you like to do and 
pursue it.” 

McKnight’s career choice also led to his in- 
volvement with community activities. In the 
early 1970s, his firm landed the contract for 
the Kentucky Fried Chicken building in Lon- 
don. Later on, he was involved in the renova- 
tion of Harland Sanders’s first restaurant— 
Sanders Cafe and the Corbin KFC. He also 
built the London-Laurel County Tourism of- 
fice and became familiar with board mem- 
bers for that organization. When he kept 
hearing about increasing tourism in Ken- 
tucky through festivals, it was he who ap- 
proached then-tourism director Ken Harvey 
and long-time board member Caner Cornett 
with the idea of the World Chicken Festival 
that highlighted Sanders’s achievements 
worldwide. 

But being one of the ‘‘firsts’’ involved in 
the highly ranked fall festival is just one 
more of McKnight’s ‘‘firsts.’’ 

While a student at UK in 1968, McKnight 
was one of those freshmen who challenged 
the football team to a snowball fight that 
has now become a tradition. Though he does 
not to this day recommend anyone challenge 
a UK football player in any form of physical 
challenge, he still laughs about the experi- 
ence. 

He was the sole sixth-grade student at the 
one-room Langnau School before having to 
attend Bush Elementary the following year 
as one of 20 other seventh-grade students. 

He was the first to bring the idea of stor- 
age buildings to London—a challenge for 
both his crews as well as a business venture. 

“I kept seeing these storage buildings in 
bigger towns and wondered if there would be 
a need for that in London,” he explained. 
“Self-storage actually began in California. 
The ones I built were used as an experiment 
here, mostly to keep my men working. We 
had a lull after building the (McKnight) 
apartments and I mainly just wanted to keep 
the men working so we built the storage 
units. It was one of the first ones east of the 
Mississippi and was unheard of in small 
towns, but now look around and see how 
many storage buildings there are around 
here.” 

McKnight’s love of variety also earned him 
a spot in the March/April 1991 edition of Ken- 
tucky Builder for his uniquely styled home 
in London. He has carried that variable in- 
terest into the design of his home in Florida 
that he shares with wife of more than 11 
years, Lottie Gail. 
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“Tve had a good life but I’ve always been 
lucky to have great employees, most of 
whom have worked all their lives in this 
business. It’s the people who keep you in 
business—not just the customers, but the 
people who work with you.” 


Á 


AMENDMENTS TO REGULATIONS 
ADOPTED BY THE COMMITTEE 
ON RULES AND ADMINISTRATION 


Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I wish 
to inform all Senators that on Friday, 
May 25, 2012, the Committee on Rules 
and Administration adopted amend- 
ments to the following regulations: 

Senate Office Building Regulations; and 

Smoking Policy—Rules X, Rules for Regu- 
lation of Senate Wing. 


These regulations as amended are ef- 
fective immediately. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the text of the regulations as 
amended be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 


RULE X 


Smoking is prohibited in all public places 
and unassigned space within the Senate 
Wing of the Capitol, the Senate Office Build- 
ings, and within twenty five feet from the 
entrances thereto. Smoking is also prohib- 
ited under the carriage entrance and the 
East Portico connected to the Senate Wing 
of the Capitol. Each Senator, Chairman of a 
Committee (after consultation with the 
Ranking Member), the Secretary of the Sen- 
ate, the Sergeant at Arms, the Architect of 
the Capitol, the Chaplain, and heads of sup- 
port organizations assigned space in the Sen- 
ate Wing of the Capitol or the Senate Office 
Buildings may establish individual smoking 
policies for office space assigned to them. 

SENATE OFFICE BUILDING REGULATIONS 


The members of the Committee on Rules 
and Administration hereby issue the fol- 
lowing regulations: 

ARTICLE I—DEFINITIONS 


Sec. 101. As used in these regulations, the 
term— 

(1) “Senate Office Buildings” means the 
Richard Brevard Russell Office Building, the 
Everett McKinley Dirksen Office Building, 
the Philip A. Hart Office Building, the ga- 
rages used in connection with such Build- 
ings, all buildings and other structures 
(other than the Capitol Building or any part 
thereof) under the jurisdiction and control of 
the United States Senate, and all subways 
and enclosed passages connecting two or 
more such buildings or structures and the 
United States Capitol Building; 

(2) “Authorized person” means— 

a. Any Member of Congress; or 

b. Any officer or employee of the Senate or 
of any Member thereof, any officer or em- 
ployee of the Congress, or any officer or em- 
ployee of any committee or subcommittee of 
the Senate or of the Congress; 

(3) “Credentialed Member of the Press or 
Media of News Dissemination” means any re- 
porter for a newspaper or periodical, reporter 
of news or press association requiring tele- 
graph service to his/her membership, or a re- 
porter for news dissemination through radio, 
wire, wireless, and similar media of trans- 
mission, who is authorized to use the report- 
er’s galleries in the House of Representatives 
or the Senate, or any other adjoining rooms 
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or facilities made available for the use of the 
media of news dissemination. 

(4) “Auxiliary Personnel” means any em- 
ployee of a daily newspaper or periodical, 
news or press association, or of any radio, 
wire, wireless or similar media, whose serv- 
ices are necessary in connection with any 
‘“Credentialed Member of the Press or Media 
of News Dissemination” carrying out his du- 
ties as such. 

(5) “Contract Employee” means any indi- 
vidual who is an officer or employee of any 
corporation or other entity, pursuant to any 
contract or other agreement entered into be- 
tween such corporation or entity and an offi- 
cer or employee of the United States Senate, 
or the Congress, or any committee or sub- 
committee thereof. 


ARTICLE II—CLOSING TIME FOR THE SENATE 
OFFICE BUILDINGS 


Sec. 201. On and after the effective date of 
these regulations, the Senate Office Build- 
ings shall be closed to any individual other 
than an Authorized person, Credentialed 
Member of the Press or Media of News Dis- 
semination, or Contract Employee or an in- 
dividual within the purview of section 301, 
302, 303, 304, 305, 306, 307, 401, 402, 403, or 404 
of these regulations as follows: 

(1) The Senate Office Buildings shall be 
closed Monday through Friday from 8:00 p.m. 
until 7:00 a.m. on the next business day, ex- 
cept during published recess hours when such 
buildings are closed at 7:00 p.m. 

(2) The Senate Office Buildings shall be 
closed for all National holidays from 8:00 
p.m. on the day preceding such holiday until 
7:00 a.m. on the next business day following 
such holiday unless such buildings are other- 
wise closed in accordance with clause (1) of 
this section. 

(3) Notwithstanding the provisions of para- 
graphs (1), and (2), of this section, the Senate 
Office Buildings shall be open to the public 
all times during which the Senate is in ses- 
sion, except that the Senate Office Buildings 
shall be closed to the public after the expira- 
tion of the thirty minute period following 
the termination of such session unless such 
session is terminated during the period that 
such Buildings are not otherwise closed to 
the general public in accordance with para- 
graphs (1), or (2), of this section. 

(4) Notwithstanding the provisions of para- 
graphs (1), (2), and (8) of this section, the 
Rules Committee may alter these hours for 
any purpose in consultation with the U.S. 
Capitol Police and the Sergeant at Arms. 

ARTICLE III—INDIVIDUALS ENTITLED TO 

ADMISSION TO THE SENATE OFFICE BUILDINGS 


Sec. 301. Any individual shall be permitted 
to enter or remain in the Senate Office 
Buildings during any period that such Build- 
ings are closed, if such individual is accom- 
panied by a Member of Congress or other au- 
thorized person. 

Sec. 302. Any individual shall be permitted 
to enter or remain in the Senate Office 
Buildings during any period that such Build- 
ings are closed, if such individual has a prior 
appointment to meet with any Senator or 
authorized person. In no case shall such indi- 
vidual be permitted by reason of this section 
to remain in the Senate Office Buildings fol- 
lowing the termination of appointment. 

Sec. 303. Any individual shall be permitted 
to enter or remain in the Senate Office 
Buildings during any period that such Build- 
ings are closed, for the purpose of attending 
any hearing before, or any deliberations of, 
any committee or subcommittee of the Sen- 
ate or the Congress, or special event author- 
ized by the Senate which is open to the pub- 
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lic. In no case shall such individual be au- 
thorized by reason of this section to remain 
in any part of the Senate Office Buildings 
other than such part within which such hear- 
ing or deliberations or special event author- 
ized by the Senate are being conducted or 
carried out, or to remain in the Senate Office 
Buildings following the adjournment or re- 
cess of such hearing or deliberations. 

Sec. 304. (a) Any individual shall be per- 
mitted to enter or remain in the Senate Of- 
fice Buildings during any period that such 
buildings are closed, for the purpose of at- 
tending any hearing before, or any delibera- 
tions of, any committee or subcommittee of 
the Senate or of the Congress, which is being 
conducted within such Buildings, and which 
is not open to the public, if the presence of 
such individual at such hearing or delibera- 
tions is authorized or required by the Chair- 
man of such committee or subcommittee. In 
no case shall such individual be authorized 
by reason of this section to enter or remain 
in any part of the Senate Office Buildings 
other than such part within which such hear- 
ing or deliberations are being conducted or 
carried out, or to remain in the Senate Office 
Buildings following the adjournment or re- 
cess of such hearing or deliberations. 

(b) Nothing in these regulations shall be 
construed as prohibiting any Credentialed 
Member of the Press or Media of News Dis- 
semination or Auxiliary Personnel approved 
by the Superintendent of the House or Sen- 
ate Press Gallery, Press Photographers Gal- 
lery, Radio-Television Gallery, or Periodical 
Press Gallery, from entering or remaining in 
the Senate Office Buildings within which 
such hearings or deliberations are being con- 
ducted, but such member or personnel shall 
not be authorized, by reason of this sub- 
section to attend any such hearing or delib- 
eration which is not open to the public. 

Sec. 305. Nothing in these regulations shall 
be construed as prohibiting any Credentialed 
Member of the Press or Media of News Dis- 
semination or Auxiliary Personnel approved 
by the Superintendent of the House or Sen- 
ate Press Gallery, Press Photographers Gal- 
lery, Radio-Television Gallery, or Periodical 
Press Gallery, from entering or remaining in 
the Senate Office Buildings during any pe- 
riod that such Buildings are closed, for the 
purpose of carrying out his duties as such, or 
utilizing any rooms or facilities set aside for 
the use of such member. 

Sec. 306. Nothing in these regulations shall 
be construed as prohibiting any employee of 
a Member of the House of Representatives, 
or any officer or employee of the House of 
Representatives, or of any committee or sub- 
committee of the House of Representatives, 
or any individual in the company of any such 
officer or employee, from entering the Sen- 
ate Office Buildings during periods that such 
Buildings are closed, solely for the purpose 
of utilizing such Buildings as a passageway, 
except that such officer or employee and in- 
dividual shall be required to comply with the 
provisions of section 404 (a). 

Sec. 307. A Contract Employee who is au- 
thorized to perform services or other duties 
within the Senate Office Buildings, shall be 
permitted to enter or remain within the Sen- 
ate Office Buildings, during any period that 
such Buildings are closed, if such individ- 
ual’s entry or remaining therein is necessary 
in connection with the performance of such 
services or the discharge of such duties as 
provided for under the aforementioned con- 
tract or agreement. All Contract Employees 
are required to obtain and display a valid 
Congressional Identification Badge. No Con- 
tract Employees shall be authorized by rea- 
son of this section to enter or remain in any 
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part of the Senate Office Buildings other 
than such part within which such services 
are to be performed or such duties dis- 
charged, or to remain in such Buildings fol- 
lowing the completion of such services or du- 
ties. 

ARTICLE IV—MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS 

Sec. 401. Nothing in these regulations shall 
be construed as prohibiting any individual 
from entering or remaining in the Senate Of- 
fice Buildings during any period that such 
Buildings or part thereof are closed, if such 
individual’s entering or remaining therein is 
necessary in connection with the health or 
safety of any other individuals therein, the 
protection of life or property therein, or any 
other emergency requiring the entering or 
remaining of such individual within the Sen- 
ate Office Buildings or such part. 

Sec. 402. In any case in which a function or 
other activity is held by any authorized per- 
son in any office or other room assigned to 
such person and located in the Senate Office 
Buildings or in which a function or other ac- 
tivity is held by any Member of the Senate 
in a room located in such Buildings and 
which is made available to such Member for 
that purpose by the Senate Committee on 
Rules and Administration, any individual 
shall be permitted to enter or remain in such 
Buildings during any period that such Build- 
ings are closed for the purpose of attending 
such function or activity, if such individual 
is there by reason of an invitation extended 
by such authorized person. In no case shall 
such individual be permitted by reason of 
this section to enter or remain in any part of 
the Senate Office Buildings other than such 
part within which such function or activity 
is being carried out, or to remain in such 
Buildings following the termination of such 
function or activity. 

Sec. 403. (a) The Sergeant at Arms of the 
Senate, or designee, or the United States 
Capitol Police is authorized, at any time, to 
issue an order temporarily closing the Sen- 
ate Office Buildings or any part or area 
thereof, or temporarily cordoning off any 
part or area of the Senate Office Buildings, if 
he/she or designee determines that such clos- 
ing or cordoning off is necessary in order to 
assure the security or safety of any Member 
of Congress, the President of the United 
States, the Vice President of the United 
States, or any other person, the preservation 
of the peace or good order, the securing of 
the Senate Office Buildings from deface- 
ment, or the protection of the public prop- 
erty therein. 

(b) No individual (other than an authorized 
person or an individual within the purview of 
Section 401 of these regulations) shall be per- 
mitted to enter or remain in the Senate Of- 
fice Buildings, or any part or other area of 
any such Buildings, during any period that 
such Buildings, part, or area are closed pur- 
suant to subsection (a); except that nothing 
in this section shall be construed as prohib- 
iting any individual accompanied by a Mem- 
ber of the Senate from accompanying such 
Member to an office or other room assigned 
to that Member notwithstanding the fact 
that such office or room is located within 
any such Buildings, part, or area closed pur- 
suant to this section, but such individual 
shall not be authorized to remain in any part 
of such Buildings other than that part within 
which such office or room is located. 

Sec. 404. (a) Except to the extent otherwise 
provided in subsection (b) of this section, 
any individual, including an authorized per- 
son (other than a Member of Congress) au- 
thorized pursuant to these regulations to 
enter or remain in the Senate Office Build- 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE, Vol. 158, Pt. 7 


ings during the period that such Buildings 
are closed pursuant to these regulations, 
shall be required to present a valid Congres- 
sional Identification Badge, or in the case of 
visitors, a valid government-issued ID, and 
to sign in or out, or both (as the case may 
be). 

(b) (1) The provisions of subsection (a) of 
this section shall not be applicable with re- 
spect to any individual or individuals who 
are accompanied by a Member of Congress, 
except that the Officer on duty at the af- 
fected entrance shall record on the sign-in or 
sign-out record, or both (as the case may be), 
the name of the Member of Congress, the 
number of such individuals whom the Mem- 
ber is accompanying, the time such Member 
and individual or individuals were checked- 
in, or checked-out, or both (as the case may 
be), and their destination within the Senate 
Office Buildings following their entry. 

(2) The provisions of subsection (a) of this 
section will not be applicable with respect to 
any individual within the purview of section 
401 of this regulation who is entering or leav- 
ing the Senate Office Buildings under cir- 
cumstances involving an emergency, or to 
any authorized person during the period of 
8:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. each calendar day, if 
such person is otherwise identified by the of- 
ficer at the affected entrance. 

Sec. 405. (a) In recognition of the obliga- 
tion imposed on the Senate Committee on 
Rules and Administration for the control 
and supervision of the Senate Office Build- 
ings, on and after the effective date of these 
regulations, no individual shall: 

(1) Act in a manner so as to cause a dis- 
turbance unreasonably interfering with the 
preservation of peace and good therein; or 

(2) Congregate with another individual or 
individuals in any corridor, hallway, pas- 
sageway, rotunda, or other public space in 
the Senate Office Buildings in a manner so 
as to: 

a. Unreasonably interfere with the passing 
or movement of any other individual 
through such corridor, hallway, passageway, 
rotunda or other public space; or 

b. Create any unreasonable risk to such 
works of art or other public property there- 
in; 

(b) And in no case shall any individual, at 
any time, sit, lie, or crouch down upon the 
floor or any other area of such corridor, hall- 
way, passageway, rotunda, or other public 
space (including sitting, lying or crouching 
on any chair, bench, cot, stool, or other de- 
vice) except that nothing in this section 
shall be construed as prohibiting any indi- 
vidual (not otherwise in violation of this sec- 
tion) from sitting on any chair, bench, cot, 
stool, or other device authorized for such 
purposes by the Congress, the Senate, or any 
committee or subcommittee thereof, or any 
officers of the Congress, or the Senate. 

(c) If any individual engaging in any con- 
duct prohibited by this section, when ordered 
by any officer of the U.S. Capitol Police to 
cease and desist in such conduct, refuses or 
fails to do so, such individual shall, when or- 
dered by the Sergeant-at-Arms of the Sen- 
ate, or designee immediately leave the Sen- 
ate Office Buildings by means of the closest 
available exit. The refusal or failure of such 
individual to immediately so leave such 
Buildings after being ordered to do so by the 
Sergeant-at-Arms of the Senate or designee 
shall constitute an unlawful remaining in 
the Senate Office Buildings subject to the 
criminal penalty provision in 22 D.C. Code § 
3302. 

(d) In any case in which an individual en- 
ters or remains in the Senate Office Build- 
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ings in violation of these regulations, such 
individual, when ordered by the Sergeant-at- 
Arms of the Senate or designee to leave such 
Buildings, shall immediately leave the Sen- 
ate Office Buildings by means of the closest 
available exit. The refusal or failure of such 
individual to leave after being so ordered 
shall constitute an unlawful remaining in 
Senate Office Buildings subject to the crimi- 
nal penalty provisions in 22 D.C. Code § 3302. 
ARTICLE V—PACKAGE INSPECTION 

Sec. 501 (a) On and after the effective date 
of these regulations, any individual entering 
the Senate Office Buildings carrying or hav- 
ing any briefcase, attaché case, luggage, tote 
bag, shopping bag, or other container or item 
the contents of which are not readily visible 
to the officer or member of the Capitol Po- 
lice on duty, shall be required to submit such 
item to the officer on duty for security 
screening. 

(b) On and after the effective date of these 
regulations, the provisions of subsection (a) 
of this section shall not be applicable with 
respect to any individual entering the Sen- 
ate Office Buildings carrying or having a 
briefcase, attaché case, or other container or 
item referred to in subsection (a) of this sec- 
tion which, as reported by such individual, 
contains classified documents or materials 
under Presidential Seal, delivered by 
credentialed U.S. Government carriers. Such 
items will be subjected to electronic inspec- 
tion or X-ray but shall not be opened. 

(c) No sealed packages or envelopes shall 
be delivered directly into any Senate Office 
Building. Any sealed envelopes or packages 
must be delivered to the Congressional Ac- 
ceptance Site (CAS) for inspection, testing 
and retention. Once cleared, the items will 
be delivered to the office of the addressee by 
Senate Post Office employees who will ob- 
tain a signature from the recipient. 

(d) If any individual subject to the require- 
ment of subsections (a), (b), or (c) of this sec- 
tion, when ordered by an officer of the U.S. 
Capitol Police to comply refuses or fails to 
do so, such individual shall, when ordered by 
the Sergeant-at-Arms of the Senate, or des- 
ignee immediately leave the Senate Office 
Buildings by means of the closest available 
exit. The refusal or failure of such individual 
to immediately so leave such Buildings after 
being so ordered shall constitute an unlawful 
remaining in the Senate Office Buildings 
subject to the criminal penalty provisions in 
22 D.C. Code § 3302. 

(e) The provisions of this section shall not 
be applicable with respect to any Member of 
Congress. 

ARTICLE VI—EFFECTIVE DATE 


Sec. 601. These regulations shall take ef- 
fect as of the date of their approval. 


EEE 


ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 


TRIBUTE TO ANDREW LIEPMAN 


e Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, 
Today I wish to recognize an unsung 
hero of the U.S. intelligence commu- 
nity and upstanding San Franciscan, 
Mr. Andrew Liepman, who is retiring 
from the U.S. Government after 30 
years of service. 

I came to know Andy when he joined 
the National Counterterrorism Center, 
or NCTC, as the Deputy Director of In- 
telligence in 2006. He has served in that 
position and as Principal Deputy Direc- 
tor for the past 6 years. Andy has been 
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a friend to the Senate Intelligence 
Committee and a dedicated leader of 
our Nation’s counterterrorism efforts. I 
am sorry to see him leave the NCTC 
and the government but wish him the 
very best as he plots his future course. 

Andy has had a distinguished career 
in the intelligence community since he 
joined the CIA in 1982. He served in 
multiple positions at the CIA, at the 
Office of Near East and South Asian 
Analysis, the Office of Iraq Analysis, 
and the Office of Terrorism Analysis in 
the Counterterrorism Center. He also 
worked in a variety of assignments 
outside the CIA before coming to the 
NCTC, including time at the Depart- 
ment of State, the Nonproliferation 
Center, and the National Intelligence 
Council. 

But it was during his time at the 
NCTC that Andy came to be one of the 
Nation’s top counterterrorism officials 
and a true leader of the intelligence 
community. He has worked closely 
with the NCTC’s three Directors: ADM 
Scott Redd, Michael Leiter, and now 
Matt Olsen. And he has diligently kept 
the Senate Intelligence Committee in- 
formed on the terrorist threat—as a 
hearing witness and as a briefer to Sen- 
ators and staff and also on the phone to 
describe imminent or breaking coun- 
terterrorism operations. 

When the committee has had to re- 
solve a problem in the counterterror- 
ism arena, whether getting informa- 
tion or fixing processes that weren’t 
working, Andy was usually the person 
to solve it. 

He has served with a direct, frank 
professional manner, although Andy 
has quite the reputation for being a 
lively and fun boss as well. 

Mr. Liepman’s legacy is the strength 
and reputation of the National Coun- 
terterrorism Center and particularly 
its Directorate of Intelligence. Since 
its creation in 2005, the NCTC has de- 
veloped into a world-class analytic or- 
ganization. It produces thousands of re- 
ports a year, from hour-to-hour situa- 
tional reports when terrorist threats 
are unfolding, to daily analyses, to de- 
tailed, comprehensive products. The 
NCTC leads interagency reviews and 
speaks for the intelligence community 
on key intelligence questions. It pro- 
duces tailored reports to answer policy 
questions—I recently requested one 
myself, on whether the Haqqani Net- 
work in Pakistan meets the criteria to 
be named a foreign terrorist organiza- 
tion. 

Under Andy’s leadership, along with 
the Directors with whom he has 
worked, the National Counterterrorism 
Center has also grown to fill the role 
for which it was created. Among other 
things, the NCTC now includes Pursuit 
Groups, formed after the Christmas 
Day 2009 attempted airline bombing, to 
make sure that no terrorism lead goes 
unchecked. The center is the single re- 
pository of the government’s definitive 
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terrorism databases, which supports 
the various watchlists that keep sus- 
pected terrorists from boarding a plane 
or crossing the border. The NCTC plays 
a key role in coordinating the govern- 
ment’s preparation and response to ter- 
rorist events, enhancing border and 
transportation security, and sharing 
terrorism-related intelligence with 
other intelligence agencies, the rest of 
the Federal Government, and with 
State, local, and tribal partners. 

A lasting reflection of Andy’s work is 
the NCTC workforce itself. Many of its 
analysts and operators are detailed 
from around the intelligence commu- 
nity, and these positions have become 
valued assignments. With the large 
growth of intelligence personnel work- 
ing on counterterrorism since Sep- 
tember 11, 2001, Andy has been a teach- 
er, mentor, and supervisor for a genera- 
tion of analysts. People across the in- 
telligence community would seek out 
positions working for Andy and at the 
NCTC, and his efforts to develop them 
into expert professionals is a key rea- 
son that the NCTC is capable of the 
work it does today. 

I understand that after 30 years in 
government service and 6 years in the 
grueling environment of the NCTC, it 
is time for Andy to move on. I am 
pleased that he will have some time 
with his family, his mother Marianne, 
and his two brothers, who all live in 
California. It has been a long time 
since Andy graduated from the Univer- 
sity of California at Berkeley—with a 
degree in forestry, no less—and I wish 
him well as he heads back to California 
and wherever else his future may lead. 

Mr. President, the intelligence com- 
munity is filled with men and women 
who serve this Nation with dedication 
and skill and who are never properly 
recognized for their efforts and their 
contribution. I am pleased to be able to 
honor one of them today and give 
thanks on behalf of the committee for 
his career of service.e 


EE 
TRIBUTE TO DAVE COTE 


e Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I want to 
take a moment of the Senate’s time to 
extend a 60th birthday greeting to a 
friend of mine, and a friend of the Sen- 
ate as an institution, a voice in the pri- 
vate sector who has been a terrific pub- 
lic citizen, and a visionary in the busi- 
ness community who has always kept 
his eye on the future of his industry 
even when the present is extraor- 
dinarily challenging: Honeywell Inter- 
national CEO Dave Cote. 

On July 19, Dave will reach a mile- 
stone—he will be 60 years old. Zero to 
60—and anyone who knows him can at- 
test that as he enters his sixties, Dave 
is just getting started. 

Mr. President, Dave Cote exemplifies 
the best of what can be accomplished 
in corporate America—a one-man inno- 
vative force pushing us ahead in the 
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global economy and, along the way and 
at the same time, proof positive that 
improving the health of our planet can 
be a job creator and a generator of eco- 
nomic activity. 

Under Dave’s leadership, Honeywell 
has become a world leader in devel- 
oping and producing technologies and 
products that save energy and 
strengthen the environment. From pio- 
neering green jet fuels to reengineering 
wind turbines, from advanced energy 
metering to home solar panels, Honey- 
well is leading the way to the clean en- 
ergy economy—an economy that could 
generate 4.5 million jobs over the 
course of a decade and save us tens of 
billions of dollars in energy costs. 

Long before many other corporate 
leaders recognized that profit and envi- 
ronmental protection can go hand-in- 
hand, Dave was pushing for alter- 
natives to hydrofluorocarbons—HFCs— 
potent greenhouse gases. Now, the rest 
of the world is catching up. Just re- 
cently, Secretary Clinton announced 
she was making HFC reduction a pri- 
ority through the Climate and Clean 
Energy Air Coalition to Reduce Short- 
Lived Climate Pollutants, and Honey- 
well is there, ready to race ahead with 
the alternatives we need. For Dave 
Cote, that is typical—because Dave is 
always one step ahead. 

I say this having had the chance to 
work unbelievably closely with him 
over the last couple of years. The sheer 
number of emails and phone calls we’ve 
exchanged, not to mention his regular 
presence in the Foreign Relations Com- 
mittee’s room in the Capitol, reflect 
his energy and his interest in trying to 
get Washington to deal in facts and re- 
spond to reality. They also exemplify 
why I love working with him—he is a 
roll-up-your-sleeves, no drama, get-it- 
done kind of guy. It also doesn’t hurt 
that he is also a big Red Sox fan—he 
has Boston jerseys adorning his office 
at Honeywell—and he loves riding mo- 
torcycles—you can find him tooling 
around the Jersey suburbs on his Har- 
ley most weekends. 

In 2009 and 2010, Dave, JOE LIEBER- 
MAN, LINDSEY GRAHAM, and I spent long 
hours working together on an effort 
around a comprehensive climate 
change bill. And when we needed some- 
one to help convey to some of our more 
skeptical colleagues the importance of 
acting quickly on this issue, we knew 
that Dave was one of the best, if not 
the best, in the business community to 
do exactly that. When we convened a 
group of CEOs to meet with other Sen- 
ators in June of 2010, as part of the 
lead-up to designing the climate 
change bill, Dave stepped forward as a 
leading business voice in the discus- 
sion. And when we finally introduced 
the American Power Act, Dave was 
right by our side. 

I turned to Dave again last fall when 
I was serving on the Select Committee 
on Deficit Reduction. He was proud of 
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his own service as one of the Repub- 
lican members of the bipartisan Simp- 
son-Bowles Commission, which had put 
together a bold blueprint of its own to 
wrestle with the tough choices of the 
deficit and our national debt. I agreed 
completely with Dave’s view that we 
needed to act rather than put off doing 
something about our deficit. He said— 
and I quote—‘‘The faster we act, the 
less painful it will be for everyone.” 
But more than any specific policy, 
what I admired most was Dave’s sin- 
cerity about the issue—his frequent, 
encouraging text messages and emails 
during the long hard slog of the so- 
called Super Committee, always ex- 
horting me and the Democratic and Re- 
publican members of the Committee to 
go the extra mile, put ideology aside, 
and do what was right for our country. 
Rather than a ‘‘moment of politics” for 
the Congress, Dave urged us to act re- 
sponsibly and reach a ‘‘moment of 
truth.” 

Mr. President, 60 is an age where 
many feel it’s appropriate to start 
slowing down. But anybody who has 
ever met Dave knows that is not going 
to happen—he is anything but predict- 
able or conventional, and he is not 
about to slow down, and that is good 
news for our country when it comes to 
this always thoughtful, always earnest 
public citizen. 

My hope—and my belief—is that 
Dave Cote will spend his sixties the 
same way he has spent his last decades: 
proving every day that doing the right 
thing can also be good business and 
good for our country. 

I wish Dave a very happy birthday, 
and I look forward to working with 
him for many years to come.e 


a 


TRIBUTE TO FLOYD WILLIAMS 


e Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, the end 
of May marked the end of an era at the 
Internal Revenue Service. Floyd Wil- 
liams, a fellow Arkansan, has served as 
the Director of Legislative Affairs at 
the IRS for the last 16 years. On May 
31, 2012, Floyd served his last day with 
the IRS, and I rise today to thank him 
for his many years of service to our Na- 
tion. 

Floyd began his government service 
many years ago serving as a congres- 
sional page for the late, great Senator 
from Arkansas, J. William Fulbright. 
Captivated by the energy of Wash- 
ington, Floyd spent most of his adult 
life and professional career in the Dis- 
trict of Columbia. During breaks from 
his undergraduate education at the 
University of Virginia, Floyd worked 
as a member of the grounds crew for 
the Architect of the Capitol, as a docu- 
ment clerk in the Senate Document 
Room, and as a Senate doorkeeper. 
After earning his juris doctor from the 
University of Arkansas, he returned to 
Washington, where he worked as a Cap- 
itol police officer while obtaining an 
LLM from Georgetown University. 
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Floyd began his professional career 
in 1972 at the IRS as a tax law spe- 
cialist in the Individual Income Tax 
Branch before working as a legislative 
attorney for the Congressional Joint 
Committee on Taxation. He spent sev- 
eral years in the private sector as sen- 
ior tax manager at Coopers and 
Lybrand, vice president and legislative 
counsel for the National Association of 
Home Builders, and senior tax counsel 
for the Tax Foundation. Floyd re- 
turned to government service at the 
Treasury Department, where he served 
as Deputy Assistant Secretary for Leg- 
islative Affairs and Public Liaison (Tax 
and Budget) and previously as Senior 
Tax Advisor for Public and Legislative 
Affairs. After his tenure with the 
Treasury Department, he returned to 
the IRS as Director of Legislative Af- 
fairs, a role he has held for the last 16 
years. 

As someone who continues to claim 
Fayetteville, AR, as his hometown, 
Floyd Williams has been a great asset 
to me, my staff, and Arkansas over the 
years. I will certainly miss his insight 
and depth of knowledge, and I wish him 
all the best in his retirement. Thank 
you, again, Floyd, for your many years 
of service.@ 


EE 


125TH ANNIVERSARY OF UNITED 
WAY 


e Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I would like to recognize the 
125th anniversary of United Way and 
honor their extraordinary achieve- 
ments since their founding 125 years 
ago in Denver, CO. 

In 1887, a Denver woman, along with 
local religious leaders, recognized the 
need for community-based action in 
order to address the city’s growing 
problem with poverty. In Denver they 
established the first of what would be- 
come a worldwide network of organiza- 
tions called United Way. Their goal 
was simple: create a community-based 
organization that would raise funds in 
order to provide economic relief and 
counseling services to neighbors in 
need. During their first campaign in 
1888, this remarkable organization 
raised today’s equivalent of $650,000. 

Now, 125 years after its founding, 
United Way has become a celebrated, 
worldwide organization committed to 
improving communities from the bot- 
tom up, through cooperative action 
and community support in 41 countries 
across the globe. United Way forges 
public-private partnerships with local 
businesses, labor organizations, and 120 
national and global corporations 
through the Global Corporate Leader- 
ship Program and brings an impressive 
$5 billion to local communities each 
year. United Way effectively leverages 
private donations in order to finance 
innovative programs and initiatives 
that profoundly impact communities 
throughout Colorado, the United 
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States, and the world to advance edu- 
cation, income, and health. 

The success and strength of the part- 
nerships between United Way and 
America’s workers cannot be over- 
stated. Nearly two-thirds of the funds 
for United Way come from voluntary 
worker payroll contributions and the 
Labor Letters of Endorsement Program 
championed by the AFL-CIO encour- 
ages affiliates and their members to 
give their time and resources to United 
Way campaigns. Just one powerful il- 
lustration of this partnership is the 
National Association of Letter Car- 
riers’ National Food Drive, a coopera- 
tive effort with the U.S. Postal Serv- 
ice, AFL-CIO, and United Way, which 
has become the world’s largest 1-day 
food drive. 

United Way has strengthened bonds 
and built a foundation of collaboration 
and partnership in our communities. 
Its founders could never have imagined 
the ultimate breadth and reach of this 
group, growing from a local support or- 
ganization to a globally recognized 
force for good. United Way is an indis- 
pensable part of Colorado’s social fab- 
ric, and I am proud to recognize and 
honor this historic anniversary. 

There are 14 local United Way organi- 
zations leaving an indelible mark 
throughout Colorado. I want to take a 
moment to recognize each of them for 
their tremendous role as cornerstones 
of their communities: Foothills United 
Way, Boulder; Pikes Peak United Way, 
Colorado Springs; Moffat County 
United Way, Craig; Mile High United 
Way, Inc., Denver; United Way of 
Southwest Colorado, Durango; United 
Way of Eagle River Valley, Eagle; 
United Way of Morgan County, Inc., 
Fort Morgan; United Way of Mesa 
County, Grand Junction; United Way 
of Weld County, Greeley; United Way 
of Larimer County, Inc., Fort Collins 
and Loveland; Pueblo County United 
Way, Inc., Pueblo; United Way of Gar- 
field County, Rifle; Routt County 
United Way, Steamboat Springs; and 
Logan County United Way, Sterling. 

To all of the employees and partners 
of United Way, I join my Senate col- 
leagues in recognizing and applauding 
your legacy of inspirational service. 
This 125th anniversary is a milestone 
deserving of celebration, and I com- 
mend your tireless pursuit to advance 
the common good.e 


—— 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 


ENROLLED BILL SIGNED 

At 10:17 a.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mrs. Cole, one of its reading clerks, an- 
nounced that the Speaker had signed 
the following enrolled bill: 

S. 3261. An act to allow the Chief of the 
Forest Services to award certain contracts 
for large air tankers. 

The enrolled bill was subsequently 
signed by the President pro tempore 
(Mr. INOUYE). 


June 12, 2012 


MEASURES PLACED ON THE 
CALENDAR 


The following bill was read the sec- 
ond time, and placed on the calendar: 

H.R. 486. An act to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to repeal the excise tax 
on medical devices. 


a 


ENROLLED BILL PRESENTED 


The Secretary of the Senate reported 
that on today, June 12, 2012, she had 
presented to the President of the 
United States the following enrolled 
bill: 

S. 3261. An act to allow the Chief of the 
Forest Service to award certain contracts for 
large air tankers. 


ee 


EXECUTIVE AND OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 


The following communications were 
laid before the Senate, together with 
accompanying papers, reports, and doc- 
uments, and were referred as indicated: 


EC-6418. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of the Regulatory Management Division, 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit- 
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en- 
titled ‘‘Killed, nonviable Streptomyces 
acidiscabies strain RL-110T; Exemption from 
the Requirement of a Tolerance” (FRL No. 
9348-7) received in the Office of the President 
of the Senate on June 7, 2012; to the Com- 
mittee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and For- 
estry. 

EC-6419. A communication from the Dep- 
uty General Counsel, Federal Energy Regu- 
latory Commission, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Trans- 
mission Planning and Cost Allocation by 
Transmission Owning and Operating Public 
Utilities” (Docket No. RM10-23-001) received 
in the Office of the President of the Senate 
on June 4, 2012; to the Committee on Energy 
and Natural Resources. 

EC-6420. A communication from the Assist- 
ant General Counsel for Legislation, Regula- 
tion and Energy Efficiency, Department of 
Energy, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Energy Conserva- 
tion Program: Energy Conservation Stand- 
ards for Residential Dishwashers” (RIN1904— 
AC64) received during adjournment of the 
Senate in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on May 31, 2012; to the Committee on 
Energy and Natural Resources. 

EC-6421. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of the Regulatory Management Division, 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit- 
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en- 
titled ‘‘Control of Air Pollution From Air- 
craft and Aircraft Engines; Emission Stand- 
ards and Test Procedures” (FRL No. 9678-1) 
received in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on June 7, 2012; to the Committee on 
Environment and Public Works. 

EC-6422. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of the Regulatory Management Division, 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit- 
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en- 
titled ‘‘Approval and Promulgation of Air 
Quality Implementation Plans; Virginia; Re- 
gional Haze State Implementation Plan” 
(FRL No. 9685-2) received in the Office of the 
President of the Senate on June 7, 2012; to 
the Committee on Environment and Public 
Works. 

EC-6423. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of the Regulatory Management Division, 
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Environmental Protection Agency, transmit- 
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en- 
titled ‘Determination of Failure to Attain 
by 2005 and Determination of Current At- 
tainment of the 1-Hour Ozone National Am- 
bient Air Quality Standards in the Baltimore 
Nonattainment Area in Maryland” (FRL No. 
9685-5) received in the Office of the President 
of the Senate on June 7, 2012; to the Com- 
mittee on Environment and Public Works. 

EC-6424. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of the Regulatory Management Division, 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit- 
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en- 
titled ‘‘Approval and Promulgation of Imple- 
mentation Plans; New Mexico; Minor New 
Source Review (NSR) Preconstruction Per- 
mitting Rule for Cotton Gins”? (FRL No. 
9684-5) received in the Office of the President 
of the Senate on June 7, 2012; to the Com- 
mittee on Environment and Public Works. 

EC-6425. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of the Regulatory Management Division, 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit- 
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en- 
titled ‘‘Approval and Promulgation of Air 
Quality Implementation Plans; Indiana; Re- 
gional Haze” (FRL No. 9683-3) received in the 
Office of the President of the Senate on June 
7, 2012; to the Committee on Environment 
and Public Works. 

EC-6426. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of the Regulatory Management Division, 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit- 
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en- 
titled ‘‘Approval and Promulgation of Imple- 
mentation Plans and Designation of Areas 
for Air Quality Planning Purposes; Illinois; 
Redesignation of the Illinois Portion of the 
St. Louis, MO-IL Area to Attainment for the 
1997 8-hour Ozone Standard” (FRL No. 9683- 
7) received in the Office of the President of 
the Senate on June 7, 2012; to the Committee 
on Environment and Public Works. 

EC-6427. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of the Regulatory Management Division, 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit- 
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en- 
titled ‘‘Approval and Promulgation of Air 
Quality Implementation Plans; Minnesota; 
Regional Haze” (FRL No. 9683-5) received in 
the Office of the President of the Senate on 
June 7, 2012; to the Committee on Environ- 
ment and Public Works. 

EC-6428. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of the Regulatory Management Division, 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit- 
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en- 
titled ‘‘Approval of Air Quality Implementa- 
tion Plan; Arizona; Attainment Plan for 1997 
8-hour Ozone Standard” (FRL No. 9682-5) re- 
ceived in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on June 7, 2012; to the Committee on 
Environment and Public Works. 

EC-6429. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of the Regulatory Management Division, 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit- 
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en- 
titled ‘‘Approval and Promulgation of Imple- 
mentation Plans; Arizona; Update to Stage 
II Gasoline Vapor Recovery Program; 
Change in the Definition of ‘Gasoline’ to Ex- 
clude ‘E85’ ” (FRL No. 9661-8) received in the 
Office of the President of the Senate on June 
7, 2012; to the Committee on Environment 
and Public Works. 

EC-6430. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of the Regulatory Management Division, 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit- 
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en- 
titled ‘‘Approval and Promulgation of Air 
Quality Implementation Plans; Maryland; 
Permit to Construct Exemptions” (FRL No. 
9684-9) received in the Office of the President 
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of the Senate on June 7, 2012; to the Com- 
mittee on Environment and Public Works. 

EC-6431. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of the Regulatory Management Division, 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit- 
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en- 
titled ‘‘Revisions to Federal Implementation 
Plans to Reduce Interstate Transport of Fine 
Particulate Matter and Ozone” (FRL No. 
9672-4) received in the Office of the President 
of the Senate on June 7, 2012; to the Com- 
mittee on Environment and Public Works. 

EC-6432. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of Congressional Affairs, Office of Nu- 
clear Regulatory Research, Nuclear Regu- 
latory Commission, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Moni- 
toring the Effectiveness of Maintenance at 
Nuclear Power Plants’’ (Regulatory Guide 
1.160, Revision 3) received during adjourn- 
ment of the Senate in the Office of the Presi- 
dent of the Senate on May 30, 2012; to the 
Committee on Environment and Public 
Works. 

EC-6433. A communication from the Assist- 
ant Secretary of Land and Minerals Manage- 
ment, Bureau of Safety and Environmental 
Enforcement, Department of the Interior, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Production Measurement 
Documents Incorporated by Reference; Cor- 
rection” (RIN1014-AA01) received during ad- 
journment of the Senate in the Office of the 
President of the Senate on May 30, 2012; to 
the Committee on Environment and Public 
Works. 

EC-6434. A communication from the Assist- 
ant Secretary, Bureau of Political-Military 
Affairs, Department of State, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, an addendum to a certifi- 
cation, transmittal number: DDTC 12-052, of 
the proposed sale or export of defense arti- 
cles and/or defense services to a Middle East 
country regarding any possible affects such a 
sale might have relating to Israel’s Quali- 
tative Military Edge over military threats to 
Israel; to the Committee on Foreign Rela- 
tions. 

EC-6435. A communication from the Assist- 
ant Secretary, Bureau of Political-Military 
Affairs, Department of State, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, an addendum to a certifi- 
cation, transmittal number: DDTC 12-064, of 
the proposed sale or export of defense arti- 
cles and/or defense services to a Middle East 
country regarding any possible affects such a 
sale might have relating to Israel’s Quali- 
tative Military Edge over military threats to 
Israel; to the Committee on Foreign Rela- 
tions. 

EC-6436. A communication from the Assist- 
ant Secretary, Bureau of Political-Military 
Affairs, Department of State, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, an addendum to a certifi- 
cation, transmittal number: DDTC 12-073, of 
the proposed sale or export of defense arti- 
cles and/or defense services to a Middle East 
country regarding any possible affects such a 
sale might have relating to Israel’s Quali- 
tative Military Edge over military threats to 
Israel; to the Committee on Foreign Rela- 
tions. 

EC-6437. A communication from the Assist- 
ant Secretary, Bureau of Political-Military 
Affairs, Department of State, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, an addendum to a certifi- 
cation, transmittal number: DDTC 12-057, of 
the proposed sale or export of defense arti- 
cles and/or defense services to a Middle East 
country regarding any possible affects such a 
sale might have relating to Israel’s Quali- 
tative Military Edge over military threats to 
Israel; to the Committee on Foreign Rela- 
tions. 
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EC-6438. A communication from the Assist- 
ant Secretary, Bureau of Political-Military 
Affairs, Department of State, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, an addendum to a certifi- 
cation, transmittal number: DDTC 12-059, of 
the proposed sale or export of defense arti- 
cles and/or defense services to a Middle East 
country regarding any possible affects such a 
sale might have relating to Israel’s Quali- 
tative Military Edge over military threats to 
Israel; to the Committee on Foreign Rela- 
tions. 

EC-6439. A communication from the Assist- 
ant Secretary, Bureau of Political-Military 
Affairs, Department of State, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, an addendum to a certifi- 
cation, transmittal number: DDTC 12-034, of 
the proposed sale or export of defense arti- 
cles and/or defense services to a Middle East 
country regarding any possible affects such a 
sale might have relating to Israel’s Quali- 
tative Military Edge over military threats to 
Israel; to the Committee on Foreign Rela- 
tions. 

EC-6440. A communication from the Assist- 
ant Secretary, Bureau of Political-Military 
Affairs, Department of State, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, an addendum to a certifi- 
cation, transmittal number: DDTC 12-026, of 
the proposed sale or export of defense arti- 
cles and/or defense services to a Middle East 
country regarding any possible affects such a 
sale might have relating to Israel’s Quali- 
tative Military Edge over military threats to 
Israel; to the Committee on Foreign Rela- 
tions. 

EC-6441. A communication from the Assist- 
ant Secretary, Bureau of Political-Military 
Affairs, Department of State, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, an addendum to a certifi- 
cation, transmittal number: DDTC 12-035, of 
the proposed sale or export of defense arti- 
cles and/or defense services to a Middle East 
country regarding any possible affects such a 
sale might have relating to Israel’s Quali- 
tative Military Edge over military threats to 
Israel; to the Committee on Foreign Rela- 
tions. 

EC-6442. A communication from the Assist- 
ant Secretary, Bureau of Political-Military 
Affairs, Department of State, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, an addendum to a certifi- 
cation, transmittal number: DDTC 12-020, of 
the proposed sale or export of defense arti- 
cles and/or defense services to a Middle East 
country regarding any possible affects such a 
sale might have relating to Israel’s Quali- 
tative Military Edge over military threats to 
Israel; to the Committee on Foreign Rela- 
tions. 

EC-6443. A communication from the Assist- 
ant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Depart- 
ment of State, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a report relative to groups designated 
by the Secretary of State as Foreign Ter- 
rorist Organizations (DCN OSS 2012-837); to 
the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

EC-6444. A communication from the Chair- 
man, Foreign Claims Settlement Commis- 
sion of the United States, Department of 
Justice, transmitting the Commission’s an- 
nual report for 2011; to the Committee on 
Foreign Relations. 

EC-6445. A communication from the Assist- 
ant Legal Adviser for Treaty Affairs, Depart- 
ment of State, transmitting, pursuant to the 
Case-Zablocki Act, 1 U.S.C. 112b, as amended, 
the report of the texts and background state- 
ments of international agreements, other 
than treaties (List 2012-0046—2012-0053); to 
the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

EC-6446. A communication from the Assist- 
ant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Depart- 
ment of State, transmitting, pursuant to 
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law, a report relative to proposed amend- 
ments to parts 120, 123, 124, 126, 127, and 129 
of the International Traffic in Arms Regula- 
tions (ITAR); to the Committee on Foreign 
Relations. 

EC-6447. A communication from the Assist- 
ant Legal Adviser for Treaty Affairs, Depart- 
ment of State, transmitting, pursuant to the 
Case-Zablocki Act, 1 U.S.C. 112b, as amended, 
the report of the texts and background state- 
ments of international agreements, other 
than treaties (List 2012-0054—2012-0063); to 
the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

EC-6448. A communication from the Assist- 
ant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Depart- 
ment of State, transmitting, certification of 
proposed issuance of an export license pursu- 
ant to section 36(c) of the Arms Export Con- 
trol Act (Transmittal No. DDTC 12-060); to 
the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

EC-6449. A communication from the Assist- 
ant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Depart- 
ment of State, transmitting, certification of 
proposed issuance of an export license pursu- 
ant to section 36(c) of the Arms Export Con- 
trol Act (Transmittal No. DDTC 12-030); to 
the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

EC-6450. A communication from the Assist- 
ant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Depart- 
ment of State, transmitting, certification of 
proposed issuance of an export license pursu- 
ant to section 36(c) of the Arms Export Con- 
trol Act (Transmittal No. DDTC 12-022); to 
the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

EC-6451. A communication from the Assist- 
ant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Depart- 
ment of State, transmitting, certification of 
proposed issuance of an export license pursu- 
ant to section 36(c) of the Arms Export Con- 
trol Act (Transmittal No. DDTC 12-025); to 
the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

EC-6452. A communication from the Assist- 
ant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Depart- 
ment of State, transmitting, certification of 
proposed issuance of an export license pursu- 
ant to section 36(c) of the Arms Export Con- 
trol Act (Transmittal No. DDTC 12-09); to 
the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

EC-6453. A communication from the Assist- 
ant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Depart- 
ment of State, transmitting, certification of 
proposed issuance of an export license pursu- 
ant to section 36(c) of the Arms Export Con- 
trol Act (Transmittal No. DDTC 12-010); to 
the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

EC-6454. A communication from the Assist- 
ant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Depart- 
ment of State, transmitting, certification of 
proposed issuance of an export license pursu- 
ant to section 36(c) of the Arms Export Con- 
trol Act (Transmittal No. DDTC 11-148); to 
the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

EC-6455. A communication from the Assist- 
ant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Depart- 
ment of State, transmitting, certification of 
proposed issuance of an export license pursu- 
ant to section 36(c) of the Arms Export Con- 
trol Act (Transmittal No. DDTC 12-033); to 
the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

EC-6456. A communication from the Assist- 
ant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Depart- 
ment of State, transmitting, certification of 
proposed issuance of an export license pursu- 
ant to section 36(c) of the Arms Export Con- 
trol Act (Transmittal No. DDTC 12-028); to 
the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

EC-6457. A communication from the Assist- 
ant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Depart- 
ment of State, transmitting, certification of 
proposed issuance of an export license pursu- 
ant to section 36(c) of the Arms Export Con- 
trol Act (Transmittal No. DDTC 12-006); to 
the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

EC-6458. A communication from the Assist- 
ant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Depart- 
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ment of State, transmitting, certification of 
proposed issuance of an export license pursu- 
ant to section 36(c) of the Arms Export Con- 
trol Act (Transmittal No. DDTC 12-019); to 
the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

EC-6459. A communication from the Assist- 
ant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Depart- 
ment of State, transmitting, certification of 
proposed issuance of an export license pursu- 
ant to section 36(c) of the Arms Export Con- 
trol Act (Transmittal No. DDTC 12-018); to 
the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

EC-6460. A communication from the Assist- 
ant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Depart- 
ment of State, transmitting, certification of 
proposed issuance of an export license pursu- 
ant to section 36(c) of the Arms Export Con- 
trol Act (Transmittal No. DDTC 12-029); to 
the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

EC-6461. A communication from the Assist- 
ant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Depart- 
ment of State, transmitting, certification of 
proposed issuance of an export license pursu- 
ant to section 36(c) of the Arms Export Con- 
trol Act (Transmittal No. DDTC 12-056); to 
the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

EC-6462. A communication from the Assist- 
ant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Depart- 
ment of State, transmitting, certification of 
proposed issuance of an export license pursu- 
ant to section 36(c) of the Arms Export Con- 
trol Act (Transmittal No. DDTC 12-044); to 
the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

EC-6463. A communication from the Assist- 
ant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Depart- 
ment of State, transmitting, certification of 
proposed issuance of an export license pursu- 
ant to section 36(d) of the Arms Export Con- 
trol Act (Transmittal No. DDTC 12-015); to 
the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

EC-6464. A communication from the Assist- 
ant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Depart- 
ment of State, transmitting, certification of 
proposed issuance of an export license pursu- 
ant to section 3(d) of the Arms Export Con- 
trol Act (Transmittal No. DDTC 12-027); to 
the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

EC-6465. A communication from the Assist- 
ant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Depart- 
ment of State, transmitting, certification of 
proposed issuance of an export license pursu- 
ant to section 36(d) of the Arms Export Con- 
trol Act (Transmittal No. DDTC 12-012); to 
the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

EC-6466. A communication from the Assist- 
ant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Depart- 
ment of State, transmitting, certification of 
proposed issuance of an export license pursu- 
ant to section 36(d) of the Arms Export Con- 
trol Act (Transmittal No. DDTC 12-005); to 
the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

EC-6467. A communication from the Assist- 
ant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Depart- 
ment of State, transmitting, certification of 
proposed issuance of an export license pursu- 
ant to sections 36(c) and 36(d) of the Arms 
Export Control Act (Transmittal No. DDTC 
12-014); to the Committee on Foreign Rela- 
tions. 

EC-6468. A communication from the Assist- 
ant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Depart- 
ment of State, transmitting, certification of 
proposed issuance of an export license pursu- 
ant to sections 36(c) and 36(d) of the Arms 
Export Control Act (Transmittal No. DDTC 
12-004); to the Committee on Foreign Rela- 
tions. 

EC-6469. A communication from the Assist- 
ant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Depart- 
ment of State, transmitting, certification of 
proposed issuance of an export license pursu- 
ant to sections 36(c) and 36(d) of the Arms 
Export Control Act (Transmittal No. DDTC 
12-023); to the Committee on Foreign Rela- 
tions. 
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EC-6470. A communication from the Assist- 
ant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Depart- 
ment of State, transmitting, certification of 
proposed issuance of an export license pursu- 
ant to sections 36(c) and 36(d) of the Arms 
Export Control Act (Transmittal No. DDTC 
09-087); to the Committee on Foreign Rela- 
tions. 

EC-6471. A communication from the Assist- 
ant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Depart- 
ment of State, transmitting, certification of 
proposed issuance of an export license pursu- 
ant to sections 36(c) and 36(d) of the Arms 
Export Control Act (Transmittal No. DDTC 
12-053); to the Committee on Foreign Rela- 
tions. 

EC-6472. A communication from the Assist- 
ant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Depart- 
ment of State, transmitting, certification of 
proposed issuance of an export license pursu- 
ant to section 36(c) of the Arms Export Con- 
trol Act (Transmittal No. DDTC 12-031); to 
the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

EC-6473. A communication from the Direc- 
tor, Office of Personnel Management, trans- 
mitting, pursuant to law, the Semiannual 
Report of the Inspector General for the pe- 
riod from October 1, 2011 through March 31, 
2012 and the Management Response for the 
period ending March 31, 2012; to the Com- 
mittee on Homeland Security and Govern- 
mental Affairs. 

EC-6474. A communication from the Ad- 
ministrator of the Environmental Protection 
Agency, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
Semi-Annual Report of the Inspector Gen- 
eral for the period from October 1, 2011 
through March 31, 2012 and the Compendium 
of Unimplemented Recommendations for the 
period from October 1, 2011 through March 
31, 2012; to the Committee on Homeland Se- 
curity and Governmental Affairs. 

EC-6475. A communication from the Sec- 
retary of Transportation, transmitting, pur- 
suant to law, the Department of Transpor- 
tation’s Semiannual Report of the Inspector 
General for the period from October 1, 2011 
through March 31, 2012; to the Committee on 
Homeland Security and Governmental Af- 
fairs. 

EC-6476. A communication from the Dis- 
trict of Columbia Auditor, transmitting, pur- 
suant to law, a report entitled, ‘‘District of 
Columbia Agencies’ Compliance with Fiscal 
Year 2011 Small Business Enterprise Expend- 
iture Goals”; to the Committee on Homeland 
Security and Governmental Affairs. 

EC-6477. A communication from the Direc- 
tor, Office of Personnel Management, trans- 
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Political Activity—Federal Em- 
ployees Residing in Designated Localities” 
(RIN3206-AM44) received in the Office of the 
President of the Senate on June 7, 2012; to 
the Committee on Homeland Security and 
Governmental Affairs. 

EC-6478. A communication from the Direc- 
tor, Office of Personnel Management, trans- 
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Prevailing Rate Systems; Abolish- 
ment of Montgomery, Pennsylvania, as a 
Nonappropriated Fund Federal Wage System 
Wage Area” (RIN3206-AM62) received in the 
Office of the President of the Senate on June 
7, 2012; to the Committee on Homeland Secu- 
rity and Governmental Affairs. 

EC-6479. A communication from the Direc- 
tor, Office of Personnel Management, trans- 
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Excepted Service, Career and Ca- 
reer-Conditional Employment; and Pathways 
Programs” (RIN3206-AM34) received in the 
Office of the President of the Senate on June 
7, 2012; to the Committee on Homeland Secu- 
rity and Governmental Affairs. 
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REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 


The following reports of committees 
were submitted: 


By Mr. INOUYE, from the Committee on 
Appropriations: 

Special Report entitled ‘‘Further Revised 
Allocations to Subcommittees of Budget To- 
tals for Fiscal Year 2013” (Rept. No. 112-175). 


ES 


INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 


The following bills and joint resolu- 
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second times by unanimous con- 
sent, and referred as indicated: 


By Mr. BAUCUS (for himself, Mr. 
THUNE, Mr. KERRY, and Mr. MCCAIN): 

S. 3285. A bill to authorize the extension of 
nondiscriminatory treatment (normal trade 
relations treatment) to products of the Rus- 
sian Federation; to the Committee on Fi- 
nance. 

By Mrs. McCASKILL (for herself, Mr. 
WEBB, Mr. LIEBERMAN, Ms. COLLINS, 
Mr. FRANKEN, Mr. BLUMENTHAL, and 
Mr. SANDERS): 

S. 3286. A bill to enhance security, increase 
accountability, and improve the contracting 
of the Federal Government for overseas con- 
tingency operations, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Homeland Security and 
Governmental Affairs. 

By Mr. PAUL: 

S. 3287. A bill to protect individual privacy 
against unwarranted governmental intrusion 
through the use of the unmanned aerial vehi- 
cles commonly called drones, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on the Judici- 
ary. 

By Mr. McCONNELL (for himself, Mrs. 
FEINSTEIN, Mr. MCCAIN, Mr. DURBIN, 
and Ms. COLLINS): 

S.J. Res. 43. A joint resolution approving 
the renewal of import restrictions contained 
in the Burmese Freedom and Democracy Act 
of 2003, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on Finance. 


EE 


SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND 
SENATE RESOLUTIONS 


The following concurrent resolutions 
and Senate resolutions were read, and 
referred (or acted upon), as indicated: 


By Mr. McCAIN (for himself, Mr. 
INHOFE, Mr. WICKER, Mr. BROWN of 
Massachusetts, Ms. AYOTTE, Mr. 
PORTMAN, Ms. COLLINS, Mr. GRAHAM, 
Mr. CORNYN, Mr. BURR, Mr. ROBERTS, 
Mr. BLUNT, Mr. COBURN, Mr. PAUL, 
Mr. BoozMAN, Mr. ISAKSON, Mr. 
GRASSLEY, Mr. KIRK, Mr. CHAMBLISS, 
Mr. RUBIO, and Mr. HOEVEN): 

S. Res. 489. A resolution expressing the 
sense of the Senate on the appointment by 
the Attorney General of an outside special 
counsel to investigate certain recent leaks of 
apparently classified and highly sensitive in- 
formation on United States military and in- 
telligence plans, programs, and operations; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mrs. BOXER: 

S. Res. 490. A resolution designating the 
week of September 16, 2012, as ‘‘Mito- 
chondrial Disease Awareness Week’’, re- 
affirming the importance of an enhanced and 
coordinated research effort on mitochondrial 
diseases, and commending the National In- 
stitutes of Health for its efforts to improve 
the understanding of mitochondrial diseases; 


8889 


to the Committee on Health, Education, 
Labor, and Pensions. 

By Mr. COONS (for himself, Mr. Booz- 
MAN, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. ALEXANDER, 
and Ms. MURKOWSKI): 

S. Res. 491. A resolution commending the 
participants in the 44th International Chem- 
istry Olympiad and recognizing the impor- 
tance of education in the fields of science, 
technology, engineering, and mathematics 
to the future of the United States; consid- 
ered and agreed to. 

By Mr. BLUMENTHAL (for himself, 
Mr. KIRK, Mr. DURBIN, and Mr. NEL- 
SON of Florida): 

S. Res. 492. A resolution designating June 
15, 2012, as ‘‘World Elder Abuse Awareness 
Day”; considered and agreed to. 

By Mr. LEAHY (for himself and Mr. 
GRAHAM): 

S. Con. Res. 48. A concurrent resolution 
recognizing 875 years of service of the Na- 
tional Guard and affirming congressional 
support for a permanent Operational Reserve 
as a component of the Armed Forces; to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 


EE 


ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 


S. 557 
At the request of Ms. SNOWE, the 
name of the Senator from Maine (Ms. 
COLLINS) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
557, a bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to expand tax-free 
distributions from individual retire- 
ment accounts for charitable purposes. 
S. 722 
At the request of Mr. WYDEN, the 
name of the Senator from Pennsyl- 
vania (Mr. CASEY) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 722, a bill to strengthen 
and protect Medicare hospice pro- 
grams. 
S. 866 
At the request of Mr. TESTER, the 
name of the Senator from Alaska (Ms. 
MURKOWSKI) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 866, a bill to amend title 10, 
United States Code, to modify the per- 
fiscal year calculation of days of cer- 
tain active duty or active service used 
to reduce the minimum age at which a 
member of a reserve component of the 
uniformed services may retire for non- 
regular service. 
S. 996 
At the request of Mr. ROCKEFELLER, 
the name of the Senator from New 
Mexico (Mr. UDALL) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 996, a bill to amend the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to extend 
the new markets tax credit through 
2016, and for other purposes. 
S. 1039 
At the request of Mr. THUNE, his 
name was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1039, a bill to impose sanctions on per- 
sons responsible for the detention, 
abuse, or death of Sergei Magnitsky, 
for the conspiracy to defraud the Rus- 
sian Federation of taxes on corporate 
profits through fraudulent transactions 
and lawsuits against Hermitage, and 
for other gross violations of human 
rights in the Russian Federation, and 
for other purposes. 
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S. 1221 
At the request of Mrs. SHAHEEN, the 
name of the Senator from Alaska (Mr. 
BEGICH) was added as a cosponsor of 8. 
1221, a bill to provide grants to better 
understand and reduce gestational dia- 
betes, and for other purposes. 
S. 1381 
At the request of Mr. BLUMENTHAL, 
the name of the Senator from Cali- 
fornia (Mrs. BOXER) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 1381, a bill to provide for 
the expansion of Federal efforts con- 
cerning the prevention, education, 
treatment, and research activities re- 
lated to Lyme and other tick-borne dis- 
ease, including the establishment of a 
Tick-Borne Diseases Advisory Com- 
mittee. 
S. 1461 
At the request of Mr. NELSON of Flor- 
ida, the name of the Senator from West 
Virginia (Mr. MANCHIN) was added as a 
cosponsor of S. 1461, a bill to amend the 
Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act 
to clarify the Food and Drug Adminis- 
tration’s jurisdiction over certain to- 
bacco products, and to protect jobs and 
small businesses involved in the sale, 
manufacturing and distribution of tra- 
ditional and premium cigars. 
S. 1494 
At the request of Mrs. BOXER, the 
name of the Senator from Michigan 
(Ms. STABENOW) was added as a cospon- 
sor of S. 1494, a bill to reauthorize and 
amend the National Fish and Wildlife 
Foundation Establishment Act. 
S. 1591 
At the request of Mrs. GILLIBRAND, 
the name of the Senator from Rhode Is- 
land (Mr. WHITEHOUSE) was added as a 
cosponsor of S. 1591, a bill to award a 
Congressional Gold Medal to Raoul 
Wallenberg, in recognition of his 
achievements and heroic actions dur- 
ing the Holocaust. 
S. 1770 
At the request of Mrs. GILLIBRAND, 
the name of the Senator from Mary- 
land (Mr. CARDIN) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 1770, a bill to prohibit dis- 
crimination in adoption or foster case 
placements based on the sexual ori- 
entation, gender identity, or marital 
status of any prospective adoptive or 
foster parent, or the sexual orientation 
or gender identity of the child in- 
volved. 
S. 1843 
At the request of Mr. ISAKSON, the 
name of the Senator from Kansas (Mr. 
MORAN) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1843, a bill to amend the National 
Labor Relations Act to provide for ap- 
propriate designation of collective bar- 
gaining units. 
S. 1908 
At the request of Mr. NELSON of Flor- 
ida, the name of the Senator from New 
Mexico (Mr. BINGAMAN) was added as a 
cosponsor of S. 1908, a bill to amend the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to clarify 
the employment tax treatment and re- 
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porting of wages paid by professional 
employer organization, and for other 
purposes. 
S. 1935 
At the request of Mrs. HAGAN, the 
name of the Senator from North Da- 
kota (Mr. CONRAD) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 1935, a bill to require the 
Secretary of the Treasury to mint 
coins in recognition and celebration of 
the 75th anniversary of the establish- 
ment of the March of Dimes Founda- 
tion. 
S. 1956 
At the request of Mr. THUNE, the 
name of the Senator from Missouri 
(Mr. BLUNT) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1956, a bill to prohibit operators of 
civil aircraft of the United States from 
participating in the European Union’s 
emissions trading scheme, and for 
other purposes. 
S. 2036 
At the request of Mrs. GILLIBRAND, 
the name of the Senator from Massa- 
chusetts (Mr. BROWN) was added as a 
cosponsor of S. 2036, a bill to require 
the Secretary of the Treasury to mint 
coins in recognition and celebration of 
the National Baseball Hall of Fame. 
S. 2074 
At the request of Ms. SNOWE, the 
name of the Senator from Maine (Ms. 
COLLINS) was added as a cosponsor of 8. 
2074, a bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to expand the reha- 
bilitation credit, and for other pur- 
poses. 
S. 2112 
At the request of Mr. BEGICH, the 
name of the Senator from Oklahoma 
(Mr. COBURN) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 2112, a bill to amend title 10, 
United States Code, to authorize space- 
available travel on military aircraft 
for members of the reserve compo- 
nents, a member or former member of 
a reserve component who is eligible for 
retired pay but for age, widows and 
widowers of retired members, and de- 
pendents. 
S. 2165 
At the request of Mrs. BOXER, the 
name of the Senator from Washington 
(Ms. CANTWELL) was added as a cospon- 
sor of S. 2165, a bill to enhance stra- 
tegic cooperation between the United 
States and Israel, and for other pur- 
poses. 
S. 2250 
At the request of Ms. STABENOW, the 
name of the Senator from Maine (Ms. 
COLLINS) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
2250, a bill to prevent homeowners from 
being forced to pay taxes on forgiven 
mortgage loan debt. 
S. 2374 
At the request of Mr. BINGAMAN, the 
name of the Senator from Idaho (Mr. 
RISCH) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
2374, a bill to amend the Helium Act to 
ensure the expedient and responsible 
draw-down of the Federal Helium Re- 
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serve in a manner that protects the in- 
terests of private industry, the sci- 
entific, medical, and industrial com- 
munities, commercial users, and Fed- 
eral agencies, and for other purposes. 
S. 2884 
At the request of Ms. STABENOW, the 
name of the Senator from New York 
(Mr. SCHUMER) was added as a cospon- 
sor of S. 2884, a bill to provide an incen- 
tive for businesses to bring jobs back 
to America. 
S. 3049 
At the request of Mr. BEGICH, the 
name of the Senator from Pennsyl- 
vania (Mr. CASEY) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 3049, a bill to amend title 
39, United States Code, to expand the 
definition of homeless veteran for pur- 
poses of benefits under the laws admin- 
istered by the Secretary of Veterans 
Affairs. 
S. 3078 
At the request of Mr. PORTMAN, the 
names of the Senator from Maine (Ms. 
COLLINS), the Senator from Alaska (Ms. 
MURKOWSKI) and the Senator from Wy- 
oming (Mr. ENZI) were added as cospon- 
sors of S. 3078, a bill to direct the Sec- 
retary of the Interior to install in the 
area of the World War II Memorial in 
the District of Columbia a suitable 
plaque or an inscription with the words 
that President Franklin D. Roosevelt 
prayed with the United States on June 
6, 1944, the morning of D-Day. 
S. 3084 
At the request of Mr. BURR, the name 
of the Senator from Oklahoma (Mr. 
COBURN) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
3084, a bill to require the Secretary of 
Veterans Affairs to reorganize the Vet- 
erans Integrated Service Networks of 
the Veterans Health Administration, 
and for other purposes. 
S. 3204 
At the request of Mr. JOHANNS, the 
name of the Senator from Florida (Mr. 
RUBIO) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
3204, a bill to address fee disclosure re- 
quirements under the Electronic Fund 
Transfer Act, and for other purposes. 
S. 3223 
At the request of Mr. CARDIN, the 
name of the Senator from Louisiana 
(Mr. VITTER) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 3223, a bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to permanently 
extend the reduction in the recognition 
period for built-in gains for S corpora- 
tions. 
S. 3231 
At the request of Mr. KERRY, the 
name of the Senator from Alaska (Mr. 
BEGICH) was added as a cosponsor of 8. 
3231, a bill to provide for the issuance 
and sale of a semipostal by the United 
States Postal Service to support effec- 
tive programs targeted at improving 
permanency outcomes for youth in fos- 
ter care. 
S. 3252 
At the request of Mr. PORTMAN, the 
name of the Senator from Maryland 
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(Mr. CARDIN) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 3252, a bill to provide for the 
award of a gold medal on behalf of Con- 
gress to Jack Nicklaus, in recognition 
of his service to the Nation in pro- 
moting excellence, good sportsman- 
ship, and philanthropy. 
S. 3269 
At the request of Mr. JOHANNS, his 
name was added as a cosponsor of S. 
3269, a bill to provide that no United 
States assistance may be provided to 
Pakistan until Dr. Shakil Afridi is 
freed. 
S. RES. 457 
At the request of Mr. LUGAR, the 
name of the Senator from Idaho (Mr. 
RISCH) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
Res. 457, a resolution expressing the 
sense of Congress that the Republic of 
Argentina’s membership in the G20 
should be conditioned on its adherence 
to international norms of economic re- 
lations and commitment to the rule of 
law. 
S. RES. 473 
At the request of Mr. DURBIN, the 
name of the Senator from Alaska (Mr. 
BEGICH) was added as a cosponsor of 8S. 
Res. 473, a resolution commending Ro- 
tary International and others for their 
efforts to prevent and eradicate polio. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2156 
At the request of Mrs. GILLIBRAND, 
the names of the Senator from Con- 
necticut (Mr. LIEBERMAN) and the Sen- 
ator from Vermont (Mr. SANDERS) were 
added as cosponsors of amendment No. 
2156 intended to be proposed to S. 3240, 
an original bill to reauthorize agricul- 
tural programs through 2017, and for 
other purposes. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2159 
At the request of Mrs. SHAHEEN, the 
names of the Senator from Ohio (Mr. 
PORTMAN) and the Senator from New 
Hampshire (Ms. AYOTTE) were added as 
cosponsors of amendment No. 2159 in- 
tended to be proposed to S. 3240, an 
original bill to reauthorize agricultural 
programs through 2017, and for other 
purposes. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2167 
At the request of Mr. GRASSLEY, the 
name of the Senator from South Da- 
kota (Mr. JOHNSON) was added as a co- 
sponsor of amendment No. 2167 in- 
tended to be proposed to S. 3240, an 
original bill to reauthorize agricultural 
programs through 2017, and for other 
purposes. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2170 
At the request of Mr. GRASSLEY, the 
name of the Senator from South Da- 
kota (Mr. JOHNSON) was added as a co- 
sponsor of amendment No. 2170 in- 
tended to be proposed to S. 3240, an 
original bill to reauthorize agricultural 
programs through 2017, and for other 
purposes. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2183 
At the request of Mr. JOHANNS, his 
name was added as a cosponsor of 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE, Vol. 158, Pt. 7 


amendment No. 2183 intended to be pro- 
posed to S. 3240, an original bill to re- 
authorize agricultural programs 
through 2017, and for other purposes. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2199 
At the request of Mr. MCCAIN, the 
names of the Senator from New Hamp- 
shire (Ms. AYOTTE), the Senator from 
Wyoming (Mr. ENZI), the Senator from 
Idaho (Mr. RISCH), the Senator from 
Washington (Ms. CANTWELL) and the 
Senator from Illinois (Mr. KIRK) were 
added as cosponsors of amendment No. 
2199 intended to be proposed to S. 3240, 
an original bill to reauthorize agricul- 
tural programs through 2017, and for 
other purposes. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2202 
At the request of Mr. BENNET, the 
names of the Senator from Wyoming 
(Mr. ENZI) and the Senator from Mon- 
tana (Mr. TESTER) were added as co- 
sponsors of amendment No. 2202 in- 
tended to be proposed to S. 3240, an 
original bill to reauthorize agricultural 
programs through 2017, and for other 
purposes. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2203 
At the request of Mr. BENNET, the 
name of the Senator from Montana 
(Mr. TESTER) was added as a cosponsor 
of amendment No. 2203 intended to be 
proposed to S. 3240, an original bill to 
reauthorize agricultural programs 
through 2017, and for other purposes. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2212 
At the request of Mrs. MCCASKILL, 
her name was added as a cosponsor of 
amendment No. 2212 intended to be pro- 
posed to S. 3240, an original bill to re- 
authorize agricultural programs 
through 2017, and for other purposes. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2224 
At the request of Mrs. MCCASKILL, 
her name was added as a cosponsor of 
amendment No. 2224 intended to be pro- 
posed to S. 3240, an original bill to re- 
authorize agricultural programs 
through 2017, and for other purposes. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2228 
At the request of Ms. CANTWELL, the 
name of the Senator from North Da- 
kota (Mr. CONRAD) was added as a co- 
sponsor of amendment No. 2228 in- 
tended to be proposed to S. 3240, an 
original bill to reauthorize agricultural 
programs through 2017, and for other 
purposes. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2229 
At the request of Mr. BEGICH, the 
name of the Senator from Alaska (Ms. 
MURKOWSKI) was added as a cosponsor 
of amendment No. 2229 intended to be 
proposed to S. 3240, an original bill to 
reauthorize agricultural programs 
through 2017, and for other purposes. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2232 
At the request of Mr. TESTER, the 
names of the Senator from Alaska (Mr. 
BEGICH), the Senator from Montana 
(Mr. Baucus) and the Senator from 
North Carolina (Mrs. HAGAN) were 
added as cosponsors of amendment No. 
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2232 intended to be proposed to S. 3240, 
an original bill to reauthorize agricul- 
tural programs through 2017, and for 
other purposes. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2295 
At the request of Mr. UDALL of Colo- 
rado, the names of the Senator from 
Alaska (Mr. BEGICH) and the Senator 
from South Dakota (Mr. JOHNSON) were 
added as cosponsors of amendment No. 
2295 intended to be proposed to S. 3240, 
an original bill to reauthorize agricul- 
tural programs through 2017, and for 
other purposes. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2306 
At the request of Ms. MURKOWSKI, the 
names of the Senator from Alaska (Mr. 
BEGICH) and the Senator from North 
Carolina (Mrs. HAGAN) were added as 
cosponsors of amendment No. 2306 in- 
tended to be proposed to S. 3240, an 
original bill to reauthorize agricultural 
programs through 2017, and for other 
purposes. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2308 
At the request of Mrs. MCCASKILL, 
the name of the Senator from Montana 
(Mr. TESTER) was added as a cosponsor 
of amendment No. 2308 intended to be 
proposed to S. 3240, an original bill to 
reauthorize agricultural programs 
through 2017, and for other purposes. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2311 
At the request of Mr. BLUMENTHAL, 
the name of the Senator from Massa- 
chusetts (Mr. KERRY) was added as a 
cosponsor of amendment No. 2311 in- 
tended to be proposed to S. 3240, an 
original bill to reauthorize agricultural 
programs through 2017, and for other 
purposes. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2316 
At the request of Mr. LEE, the name 
of the Senator from South Carolina 
(Mr. DEMINT) was added as a cosponsor 
of amendment No. 2316 intended to be 
proposed to S. 3240, an original bill to 
reauthorize agricultural programs 
through 2017, and for other purposes. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2318 
At the request of Ms. LANDRIEU, the 
name of the Senator from Maine (Ms. 
SNOWE) was added as a cosponsor of 
amendment No. 2318 intended to be pro- 
posed to S. 3240, an original bill to re- 
authorize agricultural programs 
through 2017, and for other purposes. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2319 
At the request of Ms. LANDRIEU, the 
name of the Senator from Maine (Ms. 
SNOWE) was added as a cosponsor of 
amendment No. 2319 intended to be pro- 
posed to S. 3240, an original bill to re- 
authorize agricultural programs 
through 2017, and for other purposes. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2323 
At the request of Ms. LANDRIEU, the 
name of the Senator from Maine (Ms. 
SNOWE) was added as a cosponsor of 
amendment No. 2323 intended to be pro- 
posed to S. 3240, an original bill to re- 
authorize agricultural programs 
through 2017, and for other purposes. 
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AMENDMENT NO. 2325 

At the request of Mr. CHAMBLISS, the 
names of the Senator from Louisiana 
(Mr. VITTER) and the Senator from Mis- 
sissippi (Mr. WICKER) were added as co- 
sponsors of amendment No. 2325 in- 
tended to be proposed to S. 3240, an 
original bill to reauthorize agricultural 
programs through 2017, and for other 
purposes. 


EE 


STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 


By Mr. MCCONNELL (for himself, 
Mrs. FEINSTEIN, Mr. MCCAIN, 
Mr. DURBIN, and Ms. COLLINS): 

S.J. Res. 48. A joint resolution ap- 
proving the renewal of import restric- 
tions contained in the Burmese Free- 
dom and Democracy Act of 2003, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee 
on Foreign Relations. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, 
today I rise to discuss events in the 
country of Burma. Every year since 
2003, I have come to the floor of the 
U.S. Senate to introduce the Burmese 
Freedom and Democracy Act, and 
every year introduction of this bill has 
been accompanied by a somber message 
to the Senate: that reform in Burma is 
nowhere in sight. That is what I have 
said every year going back to 2003. 

This year, I am pleased to say that 
though the bill’s language is the same, 
the message is far different, as is the 
legal effect of the legislation. In a re- 
markable turnabout of events over the 
past 18 months, Burma has made dra- 
matic changes for the better. In re- 
sponse to these developments, the ad- 
ministration recently decided it will 
ease many of the economic sanctions 
against Burma through exercise of its 
waiver authority. As a result, this 
year’s Burmese Freedom and Democ- 
racy Act would effectively renew only 
a handful of the sanctions against the 
regime and would preserve the admin- 
istration’s flexibility to use its waiver 
authority. 

In 2008, the Burmese junta put in 
place a new Constitution—a very 
flawed document. It does not ensure ci- 
vilian control of the military. In fact, 
the charter may only be amended if 
over 75 percent of the Parliament vote 
in favor of such changes and one-fourth 
of the seats in Parliament are reserved 
for the military. 

In November 2010, Burma held an 
election under this new charter, which 
was universally derided as being nei- 
ther free nor fair. The party of Nobel 
Peace Prize laureate Daw Aung San 
Suu Kyi—the National League for De- 
mocracy—refused to participate due to 
the unfairness of the electoral process. 

Restrictions on freedom of speech 
and assembly were manifest, and there 
was a prohibition against political pris- 
oners, such as Suu Kyi, running for of- 
fice. Not surprisingly, the junta-sup- 
ported party won over three-quarters 
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of the nonappointed parliamentary 
seats. The new government took office 
on April 1, 2011. 

Shortly after this seemingly unprom- 
ising election, some signs of change 
began to appear. Suu Kyi was freed 
after years under house arrest. By July 
2011 she was permitted to leave Ran- 
goon for the first time since her re- 
lease. In August she visited the new 
capital, Naypyitaw, and met with the 
new President, Thein Sein. 

In September 2011 the government 
lifted its prohibition against major 
news Web sites and dropped anti-West- 
ern slogans from state publications. 
That same month the regime an- 
nounced it would suspend action on a 
controversial dam to be constructed by 
China in Kachin State. The project was 
strongly opposed by democracy advo- 
cates and ethnic leaders. 

As part of its reforms, the legislature 
enacted a bill that permitted Suu Kyi 
to participate in the April 1, 2012, by- 
election and made it possible for her 
party to reregister, after having tech- 
nically lost its party status for boy- 
cotting the November 2010 balloting. 

In January of 2012 a score of political 
prisoners were released and a prelimi- 
nary cease-fire agreement was reached 
with the Karen, appearing to end one of 
the longest running ethnic disputes in 
the world. 

In April 2012 Burma held a by-elec- 
tion to replace lawmakers who had as- 
sumed Cabinet roles. For the first time 
since 1990, the NLD participated in the 
election. Of the 45 seats that were 
open, the NLD contested 44 and won 48. 

Suu Kyi herself won a seat in what 
was clearly a dramatic victory for the 
opposition. This spring, for the first 
time in a quarter of a century, Suu Kyi 
was granted a passport and traveled 
outside Burma. Thus, in a mere 18 
months, Suu Kyi has gone from polit- 
ical prisoner to Member of Parliament. 
That in and of itself is a remarkable 
change, and it reflects more broadly 
the wide-ranging reforms that have oc- 
curred in the country. 

In response to the Burmese Govern- 
ment’s efforts, on May 17 the State De- 
partment announced that it would un- 
dertake a number of administrative 
steps to ease sanctions against Burma. 
These include removing both the in- 
vestment ban and the financial services 
ban against Burma, except in trans- 
actions involving bad actors. In addi- 
tion to suspending certain economic 
sanctions, the administration an- 
nounced that it would exchange full 
Ambassadors with Naypyitaw. 

Mr. President, I support each of these 
steps taken by the State Department. 

What caused the Burmese Govern- 
ment to initiate these democratic re- 
forms? It is hard to know for certain, 
but sanctions seem to have played an 
important part in bringing the govern- 
ment around. No country likes being 
viewed as a pariah, and the Burmese 
regime seems no different. 
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When I visited Burma back in Janu- 
ary, the one thing I heard from all the 
government officials with whom I 
met—the President, the Foreign Min- 
ister, the Speaker of the Lower 
House—they all said: We want the 
sanctions removed. 

Suu Kyi herself publicly stated a few 
months ago that ‘‘to those who ask 
whether or not sanctions have been ef- 
fective, I would say yes, very, very con- 
fidently, because this government is al- 
ways asking for sanctions to be re- 
moved... . So, sanctions have been ef- 
fective. If sanctions had not been effec- 
tive this would not be such an impor- 
tant issue for them.’’ All of that is 
from Suu Kyi herself. 

So some Senators may reasonably 
ask why are we moving this sanctions 
bill again if Burma has made such dra- 
matically positive steps. Well, there 
are several reasons. Let me lay them 
out. 

First, the Burmese Government still 
has not met all the necessary condi- 
tions to justify a complete—a com- 
plete—repeal of all existing sanctions. 
Despite the unmistakable progress 
made by the Burmese Government, 
now is not the time to end our ability 
either to encourage further govern- 
ment reform or to revisit sanctions if 
that became necessary. As Suu Kyi 
herself has cautioned, the situation in 
Burma is ‘‘not irreversible.” Serious 
challenges need to be addressed. 

Violence in Kachin State remains a 
serious problem. Numerous political 
prisoners remain behind bars. The con- 
stitution is still completely undemo- 
cratic. And the regime’s relationship 
with North Korea, especially when it 
comes to arms sales with Pyongyang, 
remains an issue of grave concern. 

As I noted, renewing the Burmese 
Freedom and Democracy Act would 
leave intact the import ban against 
Burmese goods, thus maintaining le- 
verage the executive branch can utilize 
to help prompt further reform. Reau- 
thorizing this measure would permit 
the executive branch, in consultation 
with Congress, to calibrate sanctions 
as necessary, thus preserving its flexi- 
bility. 

Second, the renewal of this sanctions 
bill will not affect—will not affect—the 
administration’s current efforts to ease 
sanctions as announced on May 17. Let 
me repeat that renewing the Burmese 
Freedom and Democracy Act will leave 
undisturbed the process for suspending 
sanctions announced 3 weeks ago. In 
part for this reason, the State Depart- 
ment supports renewal of this measure. 
In fact, a vote for reauthorization of 
the Burmese Freedom and Democracy 
Act should be seen as a vote in support 
of the administration’s easing of sanc- 
tions and a vote to support reform ef- 
forts in Burma. 

As a practical matter, renewal of the 
Burmese Freedom and Democracy Act 
would entail, No. 1, extending for an- 
other year the ban against Burmese 
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imports; No. 2, continuing authority 
for financial services sanctions but 
leaving in place the authority the ad- 
ministration needs to proceed with the 
easing—the easing—of such restric- 
tions; and No. 3, leaving untouched the 
administration’s ability to ease the in- 
vestment ban, which is part of a sepa- 
rate bill. 

Finally, renewal of the Burmese 
Freedom and Democracy Act has con- 
tinued bipartisan support in Congress 
and the support of Suu Kyi and the 
democratic opposition in Burma. 

There are, unfortunately, too few 
issues where the administration has 
sought to work with Congress in a bi- 
partisan manner—mighty few, in fact— 
but on the issue of sanctions reauthor- 
ization, the State Department and I 
are in full agreement. I also know that 
my longstanding partner on Burma on 
the other side of the aisle, Senator 
FEINSTEIN, shares my sentiments about 
reauthorizing this measure. As for Bur- 
ma’s democratic opposition, I spoke 
with Suu Kyi just a few days ago. She 
told me she believes the Burmese Free- 
dom and Democracy Act should be re- 
newed. 

If Burma stays on the path it seems 
to be on to reform, it will require sig- 
nificant help in reforming its economy 
and in developing business practices 
that encourage enduring foreign direct 
investment and corporate responsi- 
bility. A great deal of work must be 
done as Burma looks ahead to hosting 
the Association of Southeast Asian Na- 
tions in 2014. For the first time in a 
half a century, Burma seems—seems— 
to be on the right path to reform, and 
reauthorization of the Burmese Free- 
dom and Democracy Act places the 
United States squarely on the side of 
reform and of reformers. 

For the reasons I have laid out, I be- 
lieve a renewal of this measure is the 
right step to take. Burma has made 
great strides over the past 18 months, 
and Congress should recognize those 
strides. At the same time, Congress 
should not be fully satisfied with re- 
cent reforms, as much more work re- 
mains to be done. 

In closing, I am introducing the re- 
newal of the Freedom and Democracy 
Act, originally passed in 2003, for my- 
self; Senator FEINSTEIN, with whom I 
have worked on this over the years and 
referred to in my remarks; Senator 
JOHN MCCAIN, who has been very active 
in this area and met with Suu Kyi this 
past year; Senator DURBIN; and Senator 
COLLINS, who had the opportunity to 
meet with Suu Kyi just the week be- 
fore last—all of whom are active and 
interested in this issue. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The majority leader is recog- 
nized. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, before my 
friend leaves the floor, I express my ap- 
preciation—really from our country— 
for his tireless efforts in focusing at- 
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tention on what has been going on in 
Burma. He has come to the floor and 
given numerous statements to focus at- 
tention on this issue. It took a while to 
get some traction, but finally he got 
some traction, and that is why progress 
was made in Burma. 

I appreciate his mentioning Senator 
FEINSTEIN. She has also been very fo- 
cused on this. But no one has been to 
the floor more than Senator McCon- 
NELL talking about this issue. As a re- 
sult of that, we have made progress. It 
has been slow, but it has been delib- 
erate, and I think we can see a new day 
for that country. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
thank my good friend from Nevada. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
text of the joint resolution be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the text of 
the joint resolution was ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD as follows: 

S.J. RES. 43 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 


SECTION 1. AMENDMENT TO BURMESE FREEDOM 

AND DEMOCRACY ACT OF 2003. 
Section 9(b)(3) of the Burmese Freedom 

and Democracy Act of 2003 (Public Law 108- 

61; 50 U.S.C. 1701 note) is amended by strik- 

ing “nine years” and inserting ‘‘twelve 

years”. 

SEC. 2. RENEWAL OF IMPORT RESTRICTIONS 
UNDER BURMESE FREEDOM AND 
DEMOCRACY ACT OF 2003. 


(a) IN GENERAL.—Congress approves the re- 
newal of the import restrictions contained in 
section 3(a)(1) and section 3A (b)(1) and (c)(1) 
of the Burmese Freedom and Democracy Act 
of 2003. 

(b) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—This joint res- 
olution shall be deemed to be a ‘“‘renewal res- 
olution” for purposes of section 9 of the Bur- 
mese Freedom and Democracy Act of 2003. 
SEC. 3. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

This joint resolution and the amendment 
made by this joint resolution shall take ef- 
fect on the date of the enactment of this 
joint resolution or July 26, 2012, whichever 
occurs first. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 
rise today once again with my friend 
and colleague from Kentucky, Senator 
MCCONNELL, to introduce a joint reso- 
lution to renew the import ban on 
Burma for another year. We are proud 
to be joined by Senators MCCAIN and 
DURBIN in this important effort. 

Congressman JOE CROWLEY and Con- 
gressman PETER KING have introduced 
this resolution in the House and I 
thank them for their leadership and 
support. 

Over the past year, we have seen 
some remarkable changes in Burma 
after years of violence and repression. 

But the government of Burma still 
has a lot of work to do to demonstrate 
to us, the international community, 
and, above all, the people of Burma 
that it is truly committed to reform, 
democratization, and national rec- 
onciliation. 

We should renew this ban for another 
year as an incentive to the government 
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of Burma to continue on the path it 
has undertaken and take additional ac- 
tions. 

I have been involved in the struggle 
for freedom and democracy in Burma 
for 15 years. 

In 1997, former Senator William 
Cohen and I authored legislation re- 
quiring the President to ban new U.S. 
investment in Burma if he determined 
that the government of Burma had 
physically harmed, re-arrested or ex- 
iled Aung San Suu Kyi or committed 
large-scale repression or violence 
against the democratic opposition. 

President Clinton issued the ban in a 
1997 Executive Order. 

In 2003, after the regime attempted to 
assassinate Aung San Suu Kyi, Senator 
MCCONNELL and I introduced the Bur- 
mese Freedom and Democracy Act of 
2003, which placed a complete ban on 
imports from Burma. It allowed that 
ban to be renewed one year at a time. 

It was signed into law and has been 
renewed annually since then. It is set 
to expire on July 26, which is why a re- 
newal of that ban is now before us 
today. 

But unlike past years, we have some 
good news to report. 

Burma has begun to take some sig- 
nificant steps towards embracing de- 
mocracy, human rights, and the rule of 
law. 

This is welcome news after so many 
years of inaction coupled with despotic 
military rule. 

How did we get to this point? 

Recall that in 1990 Suu Kyi and her 
National League for Democracy over- 
whelmingly won the last free par- 
liamentary elections in Burma, but 
those results were annulled by the 
military junta, then named the State 
Law and Order Restoration Council or 
SLORC. 

These events marked the beginning 
of more than two decades of violence, 
oppression, and human rights abuses. 

In 2008, the ruling military junta, re- 
named the State Peace and Develop- 
ment Council, pushed through the rati- 
fication of a new constitution, which 
was drafted without the input of the 
democratic opposition, led by Aung 
San Suu Kyi. 

Elections for the new parliament 
were held in November 2010, but Suu 
Kyi and her National League for De- 
mocracy were prohibited from partici- 
pating. 

The Union Solidarity and Develop- 
ment Party, comprised of ex-military 
officials, won approximately 80 percent 
of the seats. The new parliament elect- 
ed former General and Prime Minister, 
Thein Sein, as President. 

Following the elections, Suu Kyi was 
finally released from house arrest, 
after being in prison or house arrest for 
the better part of 20 years. 

While I was pleased that Suu Kyi was 
free, I was deeply concerned that noth- 
ing had really changed for the people of 
Burma. 
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Suu Kyi and her party were blocked 
from participating in the political 
process. The military maintained its 
grip on the government and the econ- 
omy. Democracy advocates and human 
rights activists remained in prison. Vi- 
olence against ethnic minority groups 
continued unabated. 

Yet, in the past year we have seen 
more positive change than we had in 
the past 20 years. 

Indeed, Burma’s new government has 
taken a number of significant actions 
in an effort to rejoin the international 
community. 

Hundreds of political prisoners were 
released. 

New legislation broadening the rights 
of political and civic associations has 
been enacted; and negotiations with 
ethnic minority groups have begun and 
some cease-fires have taken effect. 

In addition, Suu Kyi and her Na- 
tional League for Democracy, NLD, 
were allowed to compete in by-elec- 
tions for 45 open seats in parliament in 
April 2012. 

Suu Kyi and the NLD won 48 of the 44 
seats they contested. 

For those of us who have been in- 
spired by her courage, her dedication 
to peace and her tireless efforts for 
freedom and democracy, it was a thrill- 
ing and deeply moving event. Years of 
sacrifice and hard work had shown re- 
sults the people of Burma had spoken 
with a clear voice in support of free- 
dom and democracy. 

The U.S. has responded to this re- 
form process in a number of ways. 

Secretary Clinton traveled to Burma 
last December and announced the two 
countries would resume full diplomatic 
relations. 

Following the April parliamentary 
elections, the administration an- 
nounced that it would nominate Derek 
Mitchell to be the first U.S. ambas- 
sador to Burma in 22 years and suspend 
sanctions on investment and financial 
services. 

I supported these actions. It is en- 
tirely appropriate to acknowledge the 
steps Burma has already taken and en- 
courage additional reforms. 

Some may ask then: why stop there? 
Given the reforms, why not let the ban 
on imports simply expire? 

The fact of the matter is, the reforms 
are not irreversible and the govern- 
ment of Burma still needs to do more 
to respond to the legitimate concerns 
of the people of Burma and the inter- 
national community. 

First, it must address the dominant 
role of the military in Burma under the 
new constitution. 

The military is guaranteed 25 percent 
of the seats without elections and re- 
mains independent of any civilian over- 
sight. 

In addition, the Commander-in-Chief 
of the military has the authority to 
dismiss the government and rule the 
country under Martial Law. 
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It goes without saying that such pow- 
ers are incompatible with a truly 
democratic government. 

Second, Burma must stop all violence 
against ethnic minorities. I am par- 
ticularly concerned about reports that 
the Burmese military is continuing at- 
tacks in Kachin State, displacing thou- 
sands of civilians and killing others. 

Third, the government must release 
all political prisoners. 

I applaud the decision of the Govern- 
ment of Burma to release hundreds of 
political prisoners, including a number 
of high-profile democracy and human 
rights activists. 

Yet, according to the State Depart- 
ment, hundreds more remain in deten- 
tion. 

Unfortunately, the government of 
Burma maintains there are no more po- 
litical prisoners. We must keep the 
pressure on Burma until all democracy 
and human rights activists are free and 
able to resume their lives and careers. 

As we debate renewing the import 
ban, it is important to consider the ad- 
vice and counsel of Aung San Suu Kyi 
and the democratic opposition. 

For her part, Suu Kyi has said that 
while she does not oppose suspending 
sanctions, the international commu- 
nity must be cautious. Speaking via 
Skype to an event in Washington, D.C. 
last month she said: 

I sometimes feel that people are too opti- 
mistic about the scene in Burma. You have 
to remember that the democratization proc- 
ess in Burma is not irreversible. I have said 
openly that we can never look upon it as ir- 
reversible until such time that the military 
commits itself to democratization solidly 
and efficiently. 

I understand that Suu Kyi has spo- 
ken to Senator MCCONNELL directly 
about this matter and she supports re- 
newing the import ban for another 
year. 

I believe that renewing this ban will 
help keep Burma on the path to full de- 
mocratization and national reconcili- 
ation and support the work of Suu Kyi, 
the democratic opposition, and the 
reformists in the ruling government. 

It will give the administration addi- 
tional leverage to convince the Burma 
to stay on the right path. 

The administration will still have 
the authority to waive or suspend the 
import ban as it has suspended sanc- 
tions on investment and financial serv- 
ices if the Government of Burma took 
the appropriate actions. 

If we let the import ban expire, how- 
ever, and Burma backslides on reform 
and democratization, we would have to 
pass a new law to re-impose the ban. 

By passing this joint resolution, we 
ensure that the administration has the 
flexibility it needs to respond to events 
in Burma has it as done so with finan- 
cial services and investment. 

Suu Kyi herself has argued that 
“sanctions have been effective in per- 
suading the government to go for 
change.” I think renewing the import 
ban will push it to go further. 
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I urge my colleagues to support this 
joint resolution. 


SUBMITTED RESOLUTIONS 


SENATE RESOLUTION 489—EX- 
PRESSING THE SENSE OF THE 
SENATE ON THE APPOINTMENT 
BY THE ATTORNEY GENERAL OF 
AN OUTSIDE SPECIAL COUNSEL 
TO INVESTIGATE CERTAIN RE- 
CENT LEAKS OF APPARENTLY 
CLASSIFIED AND HIGHLY SEN- 
SITIVE INFORMATION ON UNITED 
STATES MILITARY AND INTEL- 
LIGENCE PLANS, PROGRAMS, 
AND OPERATIONS 


Mr. McCAIN (for himself, Mr. INHOFE, 
Mr. WICKER, Mr. BROWN of Massachu- 
setts, Ms. AYOTTE, Mr. PORTMAN, Ms. 
COLLINS, Mr. GRAHAM, Mr. CORNYN, Mr. 
BURR, Mr. ROBERTS, Mr. BLUNT, Mr. 
COBURN, Mr. PAUL, Mr. BOOZMAN, Mr. 
ISAKSON, Mr. GRASSLEY, Mr. KIRK, Mr. 
CHAMBLISS, Mr. RUBIO, and Mr. 
HOEVEN) submitted the following reso- 
lution; which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary: 

S. RES. 489 


Whereas over the past few weeks, several 
publications have been released that cite 
several highly sensitive United States mili- 
tary and intelligence counterterrorism 
plans, programs, and operations; 

Whereas these publications appear to be 
based in substantial part on unauthorized 
disclosures of classified information; 

Whereas the unauthorized disclosure of 
classified information is a felony under Fed- 
eral law; 

Whereas the identity of the sources in 
these publications include senior administra- 
tion officials, participants in these reported 
plans, programs, and operations, and current 
American officials who spoke anonymously 
about these reported plans, programs, and 
operations because they remain classified, 
parts of them are ongoing, or both; 

Whereas such unauthorized disclosures 
may inhibit the ability of the United States 
to employ the same or similar plans, pro- 
grams, or operations in the future; put at 
risk the national security of the United 
States and the safety of the men and women 
sworn to protect it; and dismay our allies; 

Whereas under Federal law, the Attorney 
General may appoint an outside special 
counsel when an investigation or prosecution 
would present a conflict of interest or other 
extraordinary circumstances and when doing 
so would serve the public interest; 

Whereas investigations of unauthorized 
disclosures of classified information are ordi- 
narily conducted by the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation with assistance from prosecu- 
tors in the National Security Division of the 
Department of Justice; 

Whereas there is precedent for officials in 
the National Security Division of the De- 
partment of Justice to recuse itself from 
such investigations to avoid even the appear- 
ance of impropriety or undue influence, and 
it appears that there have been such recusals 
with respect to the investigation of at least 
one of these unauthorized disclosures; 

Whereas such recusals are indicative of the 
serious complications already facing the De- 
partment of Justice in investigating these 
matters; 


June 12, 2012 


Whereas the severity of the national secu- 
rity implications of these disclosures; the 
imperative for investigations of these disclo- 
sures to be conducted independently so as to 
avoid even the appearance of impropriety or 
undue influence; and the need to conduct 
these investigations expeditiously to ensure 
timely mitigation constitute extraordinary 
circumstances; and 

Whereas, for the foregoing reasons, the ap- 
pointment of an outside special counsel 
would serve the public interest: Now, there- 
fore, be it 

Resolved, That it is the sense of the Senate 
that— 

(1) the Attorney General should— 

(A) delegate to an outside special counsel 
all of the authority of the Attorney General 
with respect to investigations by the Depart- 
ment of Justice of any and all unauthorized 
disclosures of classified and highly sensitive 
information related to various United States 
military and intelligence plans, programs, 
and operations reported in recent publica- 
tions; and 

(B) direct an outside special counsel to ex- 
ercise that authority independently of the 
supervision or control of any officer of the 
Department of Justice; 

(2) under such authority, the outside spe- 
cial counsel should investigate any and all 
unauthorized disclosures of classified and 
highly sensitive information on which such 
recent publications were based and, where 
appropriate, prosecute those responsible; and 

(3) the President should assess— 

(A) whether any such unauthorized disclo- 
sures of classified and highly sensitive infor- 
mation damaged the national security of the 
United States; and 

(B) how such damage can be mitigated. 


—— 


SENATE RESOLUTION 490—DESIG- 
NATING THE WEEK OF SEP- 
TEMBER 16, 2012, AS ‘‘MITOCHON- 
DRIAL DISEASE AWARENESS 
WEEK”, REAFFIRMING THE IM- 
PORTANCE OF AN ENHANCED 
AND COORDINATED RESEARCH 
EFFORT ON MITOCHONDRIAL 
DISEASES, AND COMMENDING 
THE NATIONAL INSTITUTES OF 
HEALTH FOR ITS EFFORTS TO 
IMPROVE THE UNDERSTANDING 
OF MITOCHONDRIAL DISEASES 


Mrs. BOXER submitted the following 
resolution; which was referred to the 


Committee on Health, Education, 
Labor, and Pensions: 

S. RES. 490 
Whereas Brittany Wilkinson, the first 
Youth Ambassador of the United 


Mitochondrial Disease Foundation, joined 
other Youth Ambassadors of the United 
Mitochondrial Disease Foundation in work- 
ing tirelessly to raise awareness about 
mitochondrial diseases; 

Whereas mitochondrial diseases result 
from a defect that reduces the ability of the 
mitochondria in a cell to produce energy; 

Whereas, as mitochondria fail to produce 
enough energy, cells cease to function prop- 
erly and eventually die, leading to the fail- 
ure of organ systems and possibly the death 
of the affected individuals; 

Whereas mitochondrial diseases can 
present themselves at any age, and mor- 
tality rates vary depending upon the par- 
ticular disease; 

Whereas the most severe mitochondrial 
diseases result in the progressive loss of 
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function in multiple organs, including the 
loss of neurological and muscle function, and 
death within several years; 

Whereas mitochondrial diseases are a rel- 
atively newly identified group of diseases, 
first recognized in the late 1960s, and diag- 
nosis of mitochondrial diseases is extremely 
difficult; 

Whereas there are more than 100 identified 
primary mitochondrial diseases, but re- 
searchers believe there are several hundred 
other types of unidentified mitochondrial 
diseases and further research is necessary to 
help identify those diseases; 

Whereas mitochondrial dysfunction is as- 
sociated with many diseases, such as Parkin- 
son’s disease, Alzheimer’s disease, 
amyotrophic lateral sclerosis, autism, diabe- 
tes, cancer, and many other diseases associ- 
ated with aging; 

Whereas research into primary 
mitochondrial diseases can provide applica- 
tions to biomedical research and a window 
into our understanding of many other dis- 
eases, including possible treatments and 
cures for diseases such as Parkinson’s dis- 
ease, Alzheimer’s disease, amyotrophic lat- 
eral sclerosis, autism, diabetes, cancer, and 
many other diseases associated with aging; 

Whereas researchers estimate that one in 
4,000 children will develop a mitochondrial 
disease related to an inherited mutation by 
10 years of age, and recent studies of umbil- 
ical cord blood samples show that one in 200 
people could develop a mitochondrial disease 
in their lifetime; 

Whereas researchers also believe that 
those numbers could be much higher, given 
the difficulty associated with diagnosing 
mitochondrial disease and the many cases 
that are either misdiagnosed or never diag- 
nosed; 

Whereas there are no cures for 
mitochondrial diseases, nor are there spe- 
cific treatments for any of those diseases; 

Whereas human energy production in- 
volves multiple organ systems, and therefore 
primary mitochondrial diseases research in- 
volves many Institutes at the National Insti- 
tutes of Health; 

Whereas, according to the National Insti- 
tutes of Health, more than $600,000,000 is 
being spent on research related to 
mitochondrial functions, of which $18,000,000 
is being spent on actual primary 
mitochondrial diseases research; 

Whereas the National Institutes of Health 
has taken an increased interest in primary 
mitochondrial diseases and has sponsored a 
number of activities in recent years aimed at 
advancing mitochondrial medicine, including 
incorporating research into functional vari- 
ations in mitochondria in the Trans- 
formative Research Awards Initiative; 

Whereas, in March 2012, the National Insti- 
tutes of Health convened a 2-day symposium 
entitled ‘‘Translational Research in Primary 
Mitochondrial Diseases: Obstacles and Op- 
portunities”, which brought together leading 
government and private sector researchers 
and drug developers to share information re- 
lated to primary mitochondrial diseases, de- 
velop systems to facilitate future collabora- 
tion, survey obstacles, needs, and priorities 
of primary mitochondrial diseases research, 
and develop mechanisms to enhance trans- 
lation of basic science discoveries to 
diagnostics and therapeutics; and 

Whereas, aS a consequence of the sympo- 
sium, a white paper has been developed that 
identifies current research challenges and 
impediments and a suggested course of ac- 
tion to address those challenges: Now, there- 
fore, be it 
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Resolved, That the Senate— 

(1) designates the week of September 16, 
2012, as ‘‘Mitochondrial Disease Awareness 
Week”; 

(2) reaffirms the importance of an en- 
hanced and coordinated research effort 
aimed at improving the understanding of pri- 
mary mitochondrial diseases and the devel- 
opment of treatments and cures; 

(3) commends the National Institutes of 
Health for its efforts to organize the sympo- 
sium entitled ‘‘Translational Research in 
Primary Mitochondrial Disease: Obstacles 
and Opportunities”? to improve the under- 
standing of mitochondrial diseases and to en- 
hance collaboration and chart a course for 
the future with respect to research on 
mitochondrial diseases; 

(4) encourages the National Institutes of 
Health to place a greater priority on re- 
search into primary mitochondrial diseases, 
to continue to explore the connections be- 
tween mitochondrial dysfunction and other 
systemic diseases, and to promote collabora- 
tion and coordination among the Institutes 
of the National Institutes of Health and with 
other organizations; and 

(5) encourages the National Institutes of 
Health to consider the recommendations and 
address research directions identified in the 
white paper developed from the symposium 
described in paragraph (8), including— 

(A) enhanced emphasis on research regard- 
ing basic mitochondrial physiology, vari- 
ations in mitochondrial function in different 
body tissues, and improvements in the ma- 
nipulation of mitochondrial DNA; 

(B) supporting research that will provide 
the basis for drug development, including 
improved mouse models, efforts to achieve 
breakthroughs in in vivo research capability, 
consensus development around assays, and 
next generation sequencing; 

(C) expansion and support of stable, long- 
term patient registries and biospecimen re- 
positories in collaboration with patient ad- 
vocacy groups to promote enrollment and ul- 
timately pave the way for natural history 
trials; and 

(D) the establishment of a working group 
to develop a system for the continued inter- 
action among the Institutes within the Na- 
tional Institutes of Health and with other or- 
ganizations and the establishment of a 


website on research on primary 
mitochondrial diseases. 

Í e 
SENATE RESOLUTION 491—COM- 


MENDING THE PARTICIPANTS IN 
THE 44TH INTERNATIONAL 
CHEMISTRY OLYMPIAD AND REC- 
OGNIZING THE IMPORTANCE OF 
EDUCATION IN THE FIELDS OF 
SCIENCE, TECHNOLOGY, ENGI- 
NEERING, AND MATHEMATICS TO 
THE FUTURE OF THE UNITED 
STATES 


Mr. COONS (for himself, Mr. Booz- 
MAN, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. ALEXANDER, 
and Ms. MURKOWSKI) submitted the fol- 
lowing resolution; which was consid- 
ered and agreed to: 

S. RES. 491 

Whereas the global economy of the future 
will require a workforce that is educated in 
the fields of science, technology, engineer- 
ing, and mathematics (referred to in this 
preamble as “STEM” ); 

Whereas the science of chemistry is vital 
to the improvement of human life because 
chemistry has the power to transform; 
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Whereas chemistry improves human lives 
by providing critical solutions to global 
challenges involving safe food, water, trans- 
portation, and products, alternate sources of 
energy, improved health, and a healthy and 
sustainable environment; 

Whereas the International Chemistry 
Olympiad is an annual competition for the 
most talented secondary school chemistry 
students in the world that seeks to stimulate 
interest in chemistry through creative prob- 
lem solving; 

Whereas the 44th International Chemistry 
Olympiad will be held at the University of 
Maryland, College Park from July 21 
through 30, 2012; 

Whereas more than 70 countries and nearly 
300 students will compete in the 44th Inter- 
national Chemistry Olympiad in theoretical 
and practical examinations covering analyt- 
ical chemistry, biochemistry, inorganic 
chemistry, organic chemistry, physical 
chemistry, and spectroscopy; 

Whereas the objective of the International 
Chemistry Olympiad is to promote inter- 
national relationships in STEM education 
(particularly in chemistry), cooperation 
among students, and the exchange of peda- 
gogical and scientific experience in STEM 
education; 

Whereas STEM education at the secondary 
school level is critically important to the fu- 
ture of the United States; and 

Whereas the students who will compete in 
the International Chemistry Olympiad de- 
serve recognition and support for their ef- 
forts: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 

(1) welcomes the 44th International Chem- 
istry Olympiad to the United States; 

(2) recognizes the need to encourage young 
people to pursue careers in the fields of 
science (including chemistry), technology, 
engineering, and mathematics; and 

(3) commends the University of Maryland, 
College Park for hosting and the American 
Chemical Society for organizing the 44th 
International Chemistry Olympiad. 


— 


SENATE RESOLUTION 492—DESIG- 
NATING JUNE 15, 2012, AS 
“WORLD ELDER ABUSE AWARE- 
NESS DAY” 


Mr. BLUMENTHAL (for himself, Mr. 
KIRK, Mr. DURBIN, and Mr. NELSON of 
Florida) submitted the following reso- 
lution; which was considered and 
agreed to: 

S. RES. 492 


Whereas at least 2,000,000 older adults are 
maltreated each year in the United States; 

Whereas the vast majority of the abuse, 
neglect, and exploitation of older adults in 
the United States goes unidentified and un- 
reported; 

Whereas only 1 in 44 cases of financial 
abuse of older adults is reported; 

Whereas at least $2,900,000,000 is taken 
from older adults each year due to financial 
abuse and exploitation; 

Whereas elder abuse, neglect, and exploi- 
tation have no boundaries and cross all ra- 
cial, social, class, gender, and geographic 
lines; 

Whereas older adults who are abused are 3 
times more likely to die earlier than older 
adults of the same age who are not abused; 

Whereas the percentage of individuals in 
the United States who are 60 years of age or 
older will nearly double by 2020; 

Whereas, although all 50 States have laws 
against elder abuse, incidents of elder abuse 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE, Vol. 158, Pt. 7 


have increased by 150 percent over the last 10 
years; 

Whereas public awareness has the poten- 
tial to increase the identification and report- 
ing of elder abuse by the public, profes- 
sionals, and victims, and can act as a cata- 
lyst to promote issue-based education and 
long-term prevention; and 

Whereas private individuals and public 
agencies must work to combat crime and vi- 
olence against older adults and vulnerable 
adults, particularly in light of continued re- 
ductions in funding for vital services: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 

(1) designates June 15, 2012 as ‘‘World Elder 
Abuse Awareness Day”; 

(2) recognizes judges, lawyers, adult pro- 
tective services professionals, law enforce- 
ment officers, social workers, health care 
providers, victims’ advocates, and other pro- 
fessionals and agencies for their efforts to 
advance awareness of elder abuse; and 

(3) encourages members of the public and 
professionals who work with older adults to 
act as catalysts to promote awareness and 
long-term prevention of elder abuse by 
reaching out to local adult protective serv- 
ices agencies and by learning to recognize, 
report, and respond to elder abuse. 


EE 


SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLU- 
TION 48—RECOGNIZING 375 YEARS 
OF SERVICE OF THE NATIONAL 
GUARD AND AFFIRMING CON- 
GRESSIONAL SUPPORT FOR A 
PERMANENT OPERATIONAL RE- 
SERVE AS A COMPONENT OF 
THE ARMED FORCES 


Mr. LEAHY (for himself and Mr. 
GRAHAM) submitted the following con- 
current resolution; which was referred 
to the Committee on Armed Services: 

S. CoN. RES. 48 


Whereas the first volunteer militia unit in 
America was formed in 1636 in Massachusetts 
Bay, followed by other units in the colonies 
of Virginia and Connecticut; 

Whereas from the opening salvos at Lex- 
ington and Concord, to the conclusion of the 
American Revolutionary War in 1783, the 
volunteer patriots and minutemen of the 
American militia helped create the United 
States of America; 

Whereas the American founding fathers 
wrote Article I, Section 8, of the United 
States Constitution to keep the militia 
model, authorizing only a small standing 
military force that could organize, train, and 
equip militia volunteers when needed; 

Whereas the American militia answered 
the call during the second war with Britain 
in 1812; 

Whereas in the 19th Century, during the 
Mexican-American War, the United States 
Civil War, and the Spanish-American War, 
State militia volunteers mustered when 
called and more than 300,000 gave their lives 
in service of the United States of America; 

Whereas in World War I, nearly all Na- 
tional Guardsmen were mobilized into Fed- 
eral service, and while they represented only 
15 percent of the total United States Army, 
they comprised 40 percent of the American 
divisions sent to France and sustained 43 
percent of the casualties in combat; 

Whereas in World War II, the National 
Guard comprised 19 Army divisions and 29 
observation squadrons with aircraft assigned 
to the United States Army Air Forces; 

Whereas the National Defense Act of 1947 
formed the Air National Guard, created a 
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minimum of one flying unit in each State, 
with the result of more than 44,000 Air Guard 
troops serving in Korea and 4,000 Air Guard 
troops in Vietnam; 

Whereas the Air National Guard flew 30,000 
sorties and 50,000 combat hours during Oper- 
ation Desert Storm over 37 days and were 
some of the first units into the fight; 

Whereas on September 11, 2001, the first 
fighter jets over New York City and Wash- 
ington, DC, were Air National Guard F-15 
and F-16 aircraft from Massachusetts and 
North Dakota, with over 400 more Air Na- 
tional Guard fighter aircraft on alert by that 
afternoon; 

Whereas 456,974 Air and Army National 
Guard soldiers and airmen have deployed in 
the many campaigns since 9/11; 

Whereas Air and Army National Guard sol- 
diers and airmen have been involved in 
countless domestic response missions, in- 
cluding missions in response to hurricanes, 
tornadoes, floods, and forest fires; 

Whereas during the Cold War, the National 
Guard was regarded as a Strategic Reserve 
to be held in case of a Soviet invasion of Eu- 
rope, yet, since 9/11, the National Guard and 
the Federal Reserves have made the transi- 
tion to an Operational Reserve, in constant 
use and rotation for missions at home and 
abroad; 

Whereas the Operational Reserve has time 
and again demonstrated its readiness to 
meet operational requirements, and its 
mission- and cost-effectiveness and vol- 
unteerism are the heart of modern United 
States military service; 

Whereas the Operational Reserve must be 
sustained by a fully-manned and fully-funded 
National Guard in the spirit intended by the 
Framers and enshrined in Article I of the 
Constitution; and 

Whereas the Air Force, in its fiscal year 
2013 budget, has advanced a proposal to con- 
vert the Air National Guard from the Oper- 
ational Reserve to the Strategic Reserve of 
yesteryear: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep- 
resentatives concurring), That Congress— 

(1) recognizes the critical importance of 
the Operational Reserve as a component of 
the Armed Forces, particularly as a means of 
preserving combat power during a time of 
budget austerity; 

(2) supports making permanent the Oper- 
ational Reserve as the cornerstone of mili- 
tary manpower in the decades to come; 

(3) repudiates proposals to return the Re- 
serve Components to a diminished or purely 
strategic role in United States national secu- 
rity; 

(4) affirms the growth of the Operational 
Reserve as circumstances warrant; and 

(5) recognizes the dual-status, State-Fed- 
eral National Guard as the foundation of the 
Operational Reserve and of military man- 
power now and in the future. 


—— 


AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED AND 
PROPOSED 


SA 2344. Mr. MENENDEZ submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 3240, to reauthorize agricultural 
programs through 2017, and for other pur- 
poses; which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 2345. Mr. MANCHIN (for himself and 
Ms. AYOTTE) submitted an amendment in- 
tended to be proposed by him to the bill S. 
3240, supra; which was ordered to lie on the 
table. 

SA 2346. Mr. GRAHAM submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 3240, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 
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SA 2347. Mr. NELSON of Nebraska sub- 
mitted an amendment intended to be pro- 
posed by him to the bill S. 3240, supra; which 
was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 2348. Mr. NELSON of Nebraska sub- 
mitted an amendment intended to be pro- 
posed by him to the bill S. 3240, supra; which 
was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 2349. Mr. GRASSLEY submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 3240, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 2350. Mr. GRASSLEY submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 3240, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 2351. Mr. GRASSLEY submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 3240, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 2852. Mr. COBURN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 3240, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 2353. Mr. COBURN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 3240, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 2354. Mr. KYL submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 3240, supra; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 

SA 2355. Mr. BOOZMAN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 3240, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 2356. Mr. BOOZMAN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 3240, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 2357. Mr. BOOZMAN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 3240, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 2358. Mr. BOOZMAN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 3240, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 2359. Mr. BOOZMAN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 3240, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 2360. Mr. BOOZMAN (for himself and 
Mr. JOHANNS) submitted an amendment in- 
tended to be proposed by him to the bill S. 
3240, supra; which was ordered to lie on the 
table. 

SA 2361. Mr. BOOZMAN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 3240, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 2362. Mr. BROWN of Ohio (for himself, 
Mr. NELSON of Nebraska, Mr. FRANKEN, Mr. 
SANDERS, Mr. BINGAMAN, Mr. JOHNSON of 
South Dakota, Mr. HARKIN, Mr. LEAHY, Mr. 
TESTER, Mr. MERKLEY, and Mr. KERRY) sub- 
mitted an amendment intended to be pro- 
posed by him to the bill S. 3240, supra; which 
was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 2363. Mr. VITTER submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 3240, supra; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 

SA 2364. Mr. BINGAMAN (for himself and 
Mrs. HUTCHISON) submitted an amendment 
intended to be proposed by him to the bill S. 
3240, supra; which was ordered to lie on the 
table. 

SA 2365. Mr. BEGICH (for himself and Mr. 
MCCAIN) submitted an amendment intended 
to be proposed by him to the bill S. 3240, 
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 2366. Mrs. HAGAN submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by her to the 
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bill S. 3240, supra; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 

SA 2367. Mrs. HAGAN (for herself, Mr. 
CRAPO, Mrs. MCCASKILL, Mr. RISCH, Mr. 
PRYOR, Mr. CHAMBLISS, Ms. LANDRIEU, and 
Mr. VITTER) submitted an amendment in- 
tended to be proposed by her to the bill S. 
3240, supra; which was ordered to lie on the 
table. 

SA 2368. Mrs. GILLIBRAND submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by her 
to the bill S. 3240, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 2369. Ms. CANTWELL submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by her 
to the bill S. 3240, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 2370. Ms. CANTWELL submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by her 
to the bill S. 3240, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 2871. Mr. MERKLEY (for himself and 
Ms. COLLINS) submitted an amendment in- 
tended to be proposed by him to the bill S. 
3240, supra; which was ordered to lie on the 
table. 

SA 2372. Mr. JOHANNS submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 3240, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 2373. Mr. WICKER (for himself, Mr. 
CONRAD, Mr. INHOFE, Ms. LANDRIEU, Mr. 
COCHRAN, and Mr. TESTER) submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 3240, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 2374. Mr. DEMINT submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 3240, supra; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 

SA 2375. Mr. MENENDEZ submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 3240, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 
SA 2376. Mr. TOOMEY submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 3240, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 
SA 2377. Mr. TOOMEY submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 3240, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 
SA 2378. Mr. TOOMEY submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 


to the bill S. 3240, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 
SA 2379. Mr. TOOMEY submitted an 


amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 3240, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 
SA 2380. Mr. CRAPO submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 3240, supra; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 

SA 2381. Mr. MERKLEY submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 3240, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 2382. Mr. MERKLEY (for himself, Mrs. 
FEINSTEIN, Mr. SANDERS, and Mr. KERRY) 
submitted an amendment intended to be pro- 
posed by him to the bill S. 3240, supra; which 
was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 2383. Mr. COCHRAN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 3240, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 2384. Mr. CARDIN (for himself, Mr. 
CARPER, Mr. CASEY, Mr. Coons, Ms. MIKUL- 
SKI, Mr. ROCKEFELLER, Mr. WARNER, and Mr. 
WEBB) submitted an amendment intended to 
be proposed by him to the bill S. 3240, supra; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 2385. Mr. TESTER submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 


8897 


bill S. 3240, supra; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 

SA 2386. Mr. SANDERS (for himself and 
Mr. LEAHY) submitted an amendment in- 
tended to be proposed by him to the bill S. 
3240, supra; which was ordered to lie on the 
table. 

SA 2387. Mr. BOOZMAN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 3240, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 2388. Mr. WYDEN submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 3240, supra; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 

SA 2389. Mr. REID (for Ms. STABENOW (for 
herself and Mr. ROBERTS)) proposed an 
amendment to the bill S. 3240, supra. 

SA 2390. Mr. REID proposed an amendment 
to amendment SA 2389 proposed by Mr. REID 
(for Ms. STABENOW (for herself and Mr. ROB- 
ERTS)) to the bill S. 3240, supra. 

SA 2391. Mr. REID proposed an amendment 
to the bill S. 3240, supra. 

SA 2392. Mr. REID proposed an amendment 
to amendment SA 2391 proposed by Mr. REID 
to the bill S. 3240, supra. 

SA 2393. Mr. REID proposed an amendment 
to amendment SA 2392 proposed by Mr. REID 
to the amendment SA 2391 proposed by Mr. 
REID to the bill S. 3240, supra. 

SA 2394. Mr. DEMINT (for himself and Mr. 
LEE) submitted an amendment intended to 
be proposed by him to the bill S. 3240, supra; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 2395. Mr. AKAKA submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 3240, supra; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 
SA 2396. Mr. AKAKA submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 3240, supra; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 
SA 2397. Mr. AKAKA submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 3240, supra; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 
SA 2398. Mr. AKAKA submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 3240, supra; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 
SA 2399. Mr. LEAHY submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 3240, supra; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 

SA 2400. Mr. LEAHY submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed to amendment 
SA 2348 submitted by Mr. CHAMBLISS (for 
himself and Mr. ISAKSON) and intended to be 
proposed to the bill S. 3240, supra; which was 
ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 2401. Mr. UDALL of Colorado submitted 
an amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 3240, supra; which was or- 
dered to lie on the table. 

SA 2402. Mr. MORAN submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 3240, supra; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 

SA 2403. Mr. MORAN submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 3240, supra; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 


EE 
TEXT OF AMENDMENTS 


SA 2344, Mr. MENENDEZ submitted 
an amendment intended to be proposed 
by him to the bill S. 3240, to reauthor- 
ize agricultural programs through 2017, 
and for other purposes; which was or- 
dered to lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 361, between lines 8 and 9, insert 
the following: 
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SEC. 4208. LEAN FINELY TEXTURED BEEF. 

(a) SCHOOL MEAL PROGRAMS.—Section 14 of 
the Richard B. Russell National School 
Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 1762a) is amended by 
adding at the end the following: 

“(i) LEAN FINELY TEXTURED BEEF.—The 
Secretary shall give States and school food 
authorities the option to purchase and re- 
ceive meat and meat food products that do 
not contain low-temperature rendered prod- 
uct, also known as lean finely textured beef 
(as defined by the Secretary), for use in 
school meal programs under this Act and the 
Child Nutrition Act of 1966 (42 U.S.C. 1771 et 
seq.).’’. 

(b) LABELING.—Section 1(n) of the Federal 
Meat Inspection Act (21 U.S.C. 601(n)) is 
amended— 

(1) in paragraph (11), by striking “or” at 
the end; 

(2) in paragraph (12), by striking the period 
at the end and inserting ‘‘; or” and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 

‘(13) if in a package or other container and 
at the final point of sale the meat or meat 
food product contains low-temperature ren- 
dered product, also known as lean finely tex- 
tured beef (as defined by the Secretary), un- 
less the package or other container bears a 
label stating that the meat or meat food 
product contains the low-temperature ren- 
dered product.’’. 


SA 2345. Mr. MANCHIN (for himself 
and Ms. AYOTTE) submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 3240, to reauthorize agri- 
cultural programs through 2017, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 361, between lines 8 and 9, insert 
the following: 

SEC. 4208. DIETARY GUIDELINES FOR AMERI- 
CANS. 

Section 301(a) of the National Nutrition 
Monitoring and Related Research Act of 1990 
(7 U.S.C. 5341(a)) is amended by adding at the 
end the following: 

‘(3) PREGNANT WOMEN AND YOUNG CHIL- 
DREN.—Not later than the 2020 report and in 
each report thereafter, the Secretaries shall 
include national nutritional and dietary in- 
formation and guidelines for pregnant 
women and children from birth until the age 
of 2", 


SA 2346. Mr. GRAHAM submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 3240, to reauthorize 
agricultural programs through 2017, 
and for other purposes; which was or- 
dered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle C of title XII, add 
the following: 

SEC. 12205. SENSE OF CONGRESS ON NUCLEAR 
PROGRAM OF IRAN. 

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress makes the fol- 
lowing findings: 

(1) Since at least the late 1980s, the Gov- 
ernment of the Islamic Republic of Iran has 
engaged in a sustained and well-documented 
pattern of illicit and deceptive activities to 
acquire nuclear capability. 

(2) The United Nations Security Council 
has adopted multiple resolutions since 2006 
demanding the full and sustained suspension 
of all uranium enrichment-related and re- 
processing activities by the Government of 
the Islamic Republic of Iran and its full co- 
operation with the International Atomic En- 
ergy Agency (IAEA) on all outstanding 
issues related to its nuclear activities, par- 
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ticularly those concerning the possible mili- 
tary dimensions of its nuclear program. 

(3) On November 8, 2011, the IAEA issued an 
extensive report that— 

(A) documents ‘‘serious concerns regarding 
possible military dimensions to Iran’s nu- 
clear programme’”’; 

(B) states that ‘‘Iran has carried out ac- 
tivities relevant to the development of a nu- 
clear device’’; and 

(C) states that the efforts described in sub- 
paragraphs (A) and (B) may be ongoing. 

(4) As of November 2008, Iran had produced, 
according to the IAEA— 

(A) approximately 630 kilograms of ura- 
nium hexaflouride enriched up to 3.5 percent 
uranium-235; and 

(B) no uranium hexaflouride enriched up to 
20 percent uranium-235. 

(5) As of November 2011, Iran had produced, 
according to the IAEA— 

(A) nearly 5,000 kilograms of uranium 
hexaflouride enriched up to 3.5 percent ura- 
nium-235; and 

(B) 79.7 kilograms of uranium hexaflouride 
enriched up to 20 percent uranium-235. 

(6) On January 9, 2012, IAEA inspectors 
confirmed that the Government of the Is- 
lamic Republic of Iran had begun enrichment 
activities at the Fordow site, including pos- 
sibly enrichment of uranium hexaflouride up 
to 20 percent uranium-235. 

(7) Section 2(2) of the Comprehensive Iran 
Sanctions, Accountability, and Divestment 
Act of 2010 (Public Law 111-195) states, ‘‘The 
United States and other responsible coun- 
tries have a vital interest in working to- 
gether to prevent the Government of Iran 
from acquiring a nuclear weapons capa- 
bility.”’ 

(8) If the Government of the Islamic Re- 
public of Iran were successful in acquiring a 
nuclear weapon capability, it would likely 
spur other countries in the region to con- 
sider developing their own nuclear weapons 
capabilities. 

(9) On December 6, 2011, Prince Turki al- 
Faisal of Saudi Arabia stated that if inter- 
national efforts to prevent Iran from obtain- 
ing nuclear weapons fail, ‘‘we must, as a 
duty to our country and people, look into all 
options we are given, including obtaining 
these weapons ourselves’’. 

(10) Top leaders of the Government of the 
Islamic Republic of Iran have repeatedly 
threatened the existence of the State of 
Israel, pledging to ‘‘wipe Israel off the map’’. 

(11) The Department of State has des- 
ignated Iran as a state sponsor of terrorism 
since 1984 and characterized Iran as the 
“most active state sponsor of terrorism”. 

(12) The Government of the Islamic Repub- 
lic of Iran has provided weapons, training, 
funding, and direction to terrorist groups, 
including Hamas, Hezbollah, and Shiite mili- 
tias in Iraq that are responsible for the mur- 
ders of hundreds of United States forces and 
innocent civilians. 

(18) On July 28, 2011, the Department of the 
Treasury charged that the Government of 
Iran had forged a ‘‘secret deal” with al Qaeda 
to facilitate the movement of al Qaeda fight- 
ers and funding through Iranian territory. 

(14) In October 2011, senior leaders of Iran’s 
Islamic Revolutionary Guard Corps (IRGC) 
Quds Force were implicated in a terrorist 
plot to assassinate Saudi Arabia’s Ambas- 
sador to the United States on United States 
soil. 

(15) On December 26, 2011, the United Na- 
tions General Assembly passed a resolution 
denouncing the serious human rights abuses 
occurring in the Islamic Republic of Iran, in- 
cluding torture, cruel and degrading treat- 
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ment in detention, the targeting of human 
rights defenders, violence against women, 
and ‘‘the systematic and serious restrictions 
on freedom of peaceful assembly” as well as 
severe restrictions on the rights to ‘‘freedom 
of thought, conscience, religion or belief”. 

(16) President Barack Obama, through the 
P5+1 process, has made repeated efforts to 
engage the Government of the Islamic Re- 
public of Iran in dialogue about Iran’s nu- 
clear program and its international commit- 
ments under the Treaty on the Non-Pro- 
liferation of Nuclear Weapons, done at Wash- 
ington, London, and Moscow July 1, 1968, and 
entered into force March 5, 1970 (commonly 
known as the ‘‘Nuclear Non-Proliferation 
Treaty”). 

(17) Representatives of the P5+1 countries 
(the United States, France, Germany, the 
People’s Republic of China, the Russian Fed- 
eration, and the United Kingdom) and rep- 
resentatives of the Islamic Republic of Iran 
held negotiations on Iran’s nuclear program 
in Istanbul, Turkey on April 14, 2012, and 
these discussions are set to resume in Bagh- 
dad, Iraq on May 23, 2012. 

(18) On March 31, 2010, President Obama 
stated that the ‘‘consequences of a nuclear- 
armed Iran are unacceptable”. 

(19) In his State of the Union Address on 
January 24, 2012, President Obama stated, 
“Let there be no doubt: America is deter- 
mined to prevent Iran from getting a nuclear 
weapon, and I will take no options off the 
table to achieve that goal.” 

(20) On March 4, 2012, President Obama 
stated ‘“‘Iran’s leaders should understand 
that I do not have a policy of containment; 
I have a policy to prevent Iran from obtain- 
ing a nuclear weapon”. 

(21) Secretary of Defense Leon Panetta 
stated, in December 2011, that it was unac- 
ceptable for Iran to acquire nuclear weapons, 
reaffirmed that all options were on the table 
to thwart Iran’s nuclear weapons efforts, and 
vowed that if the United States gets ‘‘intel- 
ligence that they are proceeding with devel- 
oping a nuclear weapon then we will take 
whatever steps necessary to stop it”. 

(22) The Department of Defense’s January 
2012 Strategic Guidance stated that United 
States defense efforts in the Middle East 
would be aimed ‘‘to prevent Iran’s develop- 
ment of a nuclear weapons capability and 
counter its destabilizing policies”. 

(23) On April 2, 2012, President Obama stat- 
ed, “All the evidence indicates that the Ira- 
nians are trying to develop the capacity to 
develop nuclear weapons. They might decide 
that, once they have that capacity that 
they’d hold off right at the edge in order not 
to incur more sanctions. But, if they’ve got 
nuclear weapons-building capacity and they 
are flouting international resolutions, that 
creates huge destabilizing effects in the re- 
gion and will trigger an arms race in the 
Middle Hast that is bad for U.S. national se- 
curity but is also bad for the entire world.” 

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—Congress— 

(1) reaffirms that the United States Gov- 
ernment and the governments of other re- 
sponsible countries have a vital interest in 
working together to prevent the Government 
of Iran from acquiring a nuclear weapons ca- 
pability; 

(2) warns that time is limited to prevent 
the Government of the Islamic Republic of 
Iran from acquiring a nuclear weapons capa- 
bility; 

(3) urges continued and increasing eco- 
nomic and diplomatic pressure on the Is- 
lamic Republic of Iran until the Government 
of the Islamic Republic of Iran agrees to and 
implements— 
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(A) the full and sustained suspension of all 
uranium enrichment-related and reprocess- 
ing activities and compliance with United 
Nations Security Council resolutions; 

(B) complete cooperation with the IAEA on 
all outstanding questions related to the nu- 
clear activities of the Government of the Is- 
lamic Republic of Iran, including the imple- 
mentation of the additional protocol to 
Iran’s Safeguards Agreement with the IAEA; 
and 

(C) a permanent agreement that verifiably 
assures that Iran’s nuclear program is en- 
tirely peaceful; 

(4) expresses the desire that the P5+1 proc- 
ess successfully and swiftly leads to the ob- 
jectives identified in paragraph (8), but 
warns that, as President Obama has said, the 
window for diplomacy is closing; 

(5) expresses support for the universal 
rights and democratic aspirations of the peo- 
ple of Iran; 

(6) strongly supports United States policy 
to prevent the Government of the Islamic 
Republic of Iran from acquiring a nuclear 
weapons capability; 

(7) rejects any United States policy that 
would rely on efforts to contain a nuclear 
weapons-capable Iran; and 

(8) joins the President in ruling out any 
policy that would rely on containment as an 
option in response to the Iranian nuclear 
threat. 

(c) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in 
this section shall be construed as an author- 
ization for the use of force or a declaration 
of war. 


SA 2347. Mr. NELSON of Nebraska 
submitted an amendment intended to 
be proposed by him to the bill S. 3240, 
to reauthorize agricultural programs 
through 2017, and for other purposes; 
which was ordered to lie on the table; 
as follows: 


On page 998, between lines 7 and 8, insert 
the following: 


SEC. 12106. GRAZING ON PUBLIC RANGELANDS. 


Section 6 of the Public Rangelands Im- 
provement Act of 1978 (43 U.S.C. 1905) is 
amended— 

(1) by striking the section heading and all 
that follows through ‘‘(a) For the” and in- 
serting the following: 


“SEC. 6. GRAZING FEES. 


‘*(a) ESTABLISHMENT OF FEES.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—For the’’; and 

(2) in subsection (a), by adding at the end 
the following: 

‘(2) GRAZING ON PUBLIC RANGELANDS.— 
When establishing fees for grazing private 
livestock on public rangelands, the Sec- 
retary (with respect to land managed by the 
Bureau of Land Management) and the Sec- 
retary of Agriculture (with respect to Na- 
tional Forest System land) shall set the rate 
at a level that is comparable to the current 
private grazing land lease rate in the area or 
region, as determined by the applicable Sec- 
retary.’’. 


SA 2348. Mr. NELSON of Nebraska 
submitted an amendment intended to 
be proposed by him to the bill S. 3240, 
to reauthorize agricultural programs 
through 2017, and for other purposes; 
which was ordered to lie on the table; 
as follows: 


On page 998, between lines 7 and 8, insert 
the following: 
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SEC. 12106. GRAZING ON NATIONAL FOREST SYS- 
TEM LAND. 

Section 6 of the Public Rangelands Im- 
provement Act of 1978 (43 U.S.C. 1905) is 
amended— 

(1) by striking the section heading and all 
that follows through ‘‘(a) For the’’ and in- 
serting the following: 

“SEC. 6. GRAZING FEES. 

“(a) ESTABLISHMENT OF FEES.— 

**(1) IN GENERAL.—For the’’; and 

(2) in subsection (a), by adding at the end 
the following: 

‘(2) GRAZING ON NATIONAL FOREST SYSTEM 
LAND.—When establishing fees for grazing 
private livestock on public rangelands that 
is National Forest System land, the Sec- 
retary of Agriculture shall set the rate at a 
level that is comparable to the current pri- 
vate grazing land lease rate in the area or re- 
gion, as determined by the Secretary of Agri- 
culture.’’. 


SA 2349. Mr. GRASSLEY submitted 
an amendment intended to be proposed 
by him to the bill S. 3240, to reauthor- 
ize agricultural programs through 2017, 
and for other purposes; which was or- 
dered to lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 140, strike line 1 and insert the fol- 
lowing: 

(b) LIMITATION ON MARKETING LOAN GAINS 
AND LOAN DEFICIENCY PAYMENTS FOR PEA- 
NUTS AND OTHER COVERED COMMODITIES.— 
Section 1001 of the Food Security Act of 1985 
(7 U.S.C. 1308) is amended by striking sub- 
section (d) and inserting the following: 

“(d) LIMITATION ON MARKETING LOAN GAINS 
AND LOAN DEFICIENCY PAYMENTS FOR PEA- 
NUTS AND OTHER COVERED COMMODITIES.—The 
total amount of marketing loan gains and 
loan deficiency payments received, directly 
or indirectly, by a person or legal entity (ex- 
cept a joint venture or general partnership) 
for any crop year under subtitle B of the Ag- 
riculture Reform, Food, and Jobs Act of 2012 
(or a successor provision) for 1 or more cov- 
ered commodities may not exceed $75,000.”’. 

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 

On page 143, line 9, strike ‘‘(c)’’ and insert 
“ay”, 

SA 2350. Mr. GRASSLEY submitted 
an amendment intended to be proposed 
by him to the bill S. 3240, to reauthor- 
ize agricultural programs through 2017, 
and for other purposes; which was or- 
dered to lie on the table; as follows: 

Beginning on page 58, strike line 14 and all 

that follows through page 59, line 23 and in- 
sert the following: 
As soon as practicable after the date of en- 
actment of this Act, and on each October 1 
thereafter, out of any funds in the Treasury 
not otherwise appropriated, the Secretary of 
the Treasury shall transfer to the Sec- 
retary— 

(1) to be used to award grants under sec- 
tion 3601(b) of the Consolidated Farm and 
Rural Development Act— 

(A) $10,250,000 for fiscal year 2013; and 

(B) $13,750,000 for each of fiscal years 2014 
through 2017; and 

(2) to carry out the emergency food assist- 
ance program established under the Emer- 
gency Food Assistance Act of 1983 (7 U.S.C. 
7501 et seq.)— 

(A) $10,250,000 for fiscal year 2013; and 

(B) $13,750,000 for each of fiscal years 2014 
through 2017. 


SA 2351. Mr. GRASSLEY submitted 
an amendment intended to be proposed 
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by him to the bill S. 3240, to reauthor- 
ize agricultural programs through 2017, 
and for other purposes; which was or- 
dered to lie on the table; as follows: 

Beginning on page 34, strike line 4 and all 
that follows through page 36, line 9. 


SA 2352. Mr. COBURN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 3240, to reauthorize 
agricultural programs through 2017, 
and for other purposes; which was or- 
dered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol- 
lowing: 

SEC. . STUDY; REPORT. 

(a) DEFINITION OF COMPTROLLER.—In this 
section, the term ‘“‘Comptroller’’ means the 
Comptroller of the United States. 

(b) STUDY.—Not later than 1 year after the 
date of enactment of this Act, the Comp- 
troller shall conduct an independent study of 
domestic Federal nutrition programs— 

(1) to identify— 

(A) areas of duplication and inefficiencies 
after April 1, 2010; and 

(B) programs that share the same goals, 
specific functions, or features; and 

(2) determine whether the express goals of 
the programs are being accomplished in the 
most efficient way possible. 

(c) RECOMMENDATIONS.—The Comptroller 
shall make specific recommendations to con- 
solidate or eliminate any duplicative pro- 
gram or significantly inefficient program de- 
scribed in subsection (b). 

(d) REPORT.—Not later than 2 years after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Comp- 
troller shall submit to Congress a report 
that includes— 

(1) the results of the study required under 
subsection (b); and 

(2) the recommendations described in sub- 
section (c). 


SA 2353. Mr. COBURN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 3240, to reauthorize 
agricultural programs through 2017, 
and for other purposes; which was or- 
dered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol- 


lowing: 
SEC. . ELIMINATION OF CERTAIN WORK- 
ING LANDS CONSERVATION PRO- 
GRAMS. 
(a) CONSERVATION STEWARDSHIP PRO- 


GRAM.—Subchapter B of chapter 2 of subtitle 
D of title XII of the Food Security Act of 
1985 (16 U.S.C. 3838d et seq.) is repealed. 

(b) ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY INCENTIVES 
PROGRAM.—Chapter 4 of subtitle D of title 
XII of the Food Security Act of 1985 (16 
U.S.C. 3839aa et seq.) is repealed. 


SA 2354. Mr. KYL submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 3240, to reauthorize 
agricultural programs through 2017, 
and for other purposes; which was or- 
dered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle A of title III, add the 
following: 
SEC. 3015. 


PROHIBITION ON ASSISTANCE FOR 
NORTH KOREA. 

No amounts may be obligated or expended 
to provide assistance under title II of the 
Food for Peace Act (7 U.S.C. 1721 et seq.) to 
the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea. 


SA 2355. Mr. BOOZMAN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
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him to the bill S. 3240, to reauthorize 
agricultural programs through 2017, 
and for other purposes; which was or- 
dered to lie on the table; as follows: 


On page 860, between lines 15 and 16, insert 
the following: 


SEC. 7602. OBJECTIVE AND SCHOLARLY AGRI- 
CULTURAL AND FOOD LAW RE- 
SEARCH AND INFORMATION. 


(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that— 

(1) the farms, ranches, and forests of the 
United States are impacted by a complex and 
rapidly evolving web of international, Fed- 
eral, State, and local laws (including regula- 
tions); 

(2) objective, scholarly, and authoritative 
agricultural and food law research and infor- 
mation helps the farm, ranch, and forestry 
community contribute to the strength of the 
United States through improved conserva- 
tion, environmental protection, job creation, 
economic development, renewable energy 
production, outdoor recreational opportuni- 
ties, and increased local and regional sup- 
plies of food, fiber, and fuel; and 

(8) the vast agricultural community of the 
United States, including farmers, ranchers, 
foresters, attorneys, policymakers, and ex- 
tension personnel, need access to agricul- 
tural and food law research and information 
provided by an objective, scholarly, and neu- 
tral source. 


(b) PARTNERSHIPS.—The Secretary, acting 
through the National Agricultural Library, 
shall support the dissemination of objective, 
scholarly, and authoritative agricultural and 
food law research and information by enter- 
ing into partnerships with institutions of 
higher education that have expertise in agri- 
cultural and food law research and informa- 
tion. 


(c) RESTRICTION.—For each fiscal year, the 
Secretary shall use not more than $1,000,000 
of the amounts made available to the Na- 
tional Agricultural Library to carry out this 
section. 


SA 2356. Mr. BOOZMAN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 3240, to reauthorize 
agricultural programs through 2017, 
and for other purposes; which was or- 
dered to lie on the table; as follows: 


On page 1009, after line 11, add the fol- 
lowing: 
SEC. 12207. EXEMPTION OF RURAL WATER 


PROJECTS FROM CERTAIN RENTAL 
FEES. 


Section 504(g) of the Federal Land Policy 
and Management Act of 1976 (48 U.S.C. 
1764(¢)) is amended in the eighth sentence by 
inserting ‘‘and for any rural water project 
that is federally financed (including a 
project that receives Federal funds under the 
Consolidated Farm and Rural Development 
Act (7 U.S.C. 1921 et seq.) or from a State 
drinking water treatment revolving loan 
fund established under section 1452 of the 
Safe Drinking Water Act (42 U.S.C. 300j-12))’’ 
after ‘‘such facilities”. 


SA 2357. Mr. BOOZMAN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 3240, to reauthorize 
agricultural programs through 2017, 
and for other purposes; which was or- 
dered to lie on the table; as follows: 


At the end of title XII, add the following: 
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Subtitle D—Congressional Review of Agency 
Rulemaking in Cases of Negative Effect on 
Access to Affordable Food 

SEC. 12301. CONGRESSIONAL REVIEW OF AGENCY 

RULEMAKING IN CASES OF NEGA- 
TIVE EFFECT ON ACCESS TO AF- 
FORDABLE FOOD. 

Effective beginning on the date of enact- 
ment of this Act, if the Secretary determines 
that a rule promulgated by any Federal 
agency could have a negative effect on ac- 
cess by any individual to affordable food, the 
procedures described in this subtitle shall 
take effect. 

SEC. 12302. CONGRESSIONAL REVIEW. 

(a)(1)(A) Before a rule may take effect, the 
Federal agency promulgating such rule shall 
submit to each House of the Congress and to 
the Comptroller General a report con- 
taining— 

(i) a copy of the rule; 

(ii) a concise general statement relating to 
the rule; 

(iii) a classification of the rule as a major 
or nonmajor rule, including an explanation 
of the classification specifically addressing 
each criteria for a major rule contained 
within subparagraphs (A) through (C) of sec- 
tion 12305(2); 

(iv) a list of any other related regulatory 
actions intended to implement the same 
statutory provision or regulatory objective 
as well as the individual and aggregate eco- 
nomic effects of those actions; and 

(v) the proposed effective date of the rule. 

(B) On the date of the submission of the re- 
port under subparagraph (A), the Federal 
agency promulgating the rule shall submit 
to the Comptroller General and make avail- 
able to each House of Congress— 

(i) a complete copy of the cost-benefit 
analysis of the rule, if any, including an 
analysis of any jobs added or lost, differen- 
tiating between public and private sector 
jobs; 

(ii) the agency’s actions pursuant to sec- 
tions 608, 604, 605, 607, and 609 of title 5, 
United States Code; 

(iii) the agency’s actions pursuant to sec- 
tions 202, 203, 204, and 205 of the Unfunded 
Mandates Reform Act of 1995; and 

(iv) any other relevant information or re- 
quirements under any other Act and any rel- 
evant Executive orders. 

(C) Upon receipt of a report submitted 
under subparagraph (A), each House shall 
provide copies of the report to the chairman 
and ranking member of each standing com- 
mittee with jurisdiction under the rules of 
the House of Representatives or the Senate 
to report a bill to amend the provision of law 
under which the rule is issued. 

(2)(A) The Comptroller General shall pro- 
vide a report on each major rule to the com- 
mittees of jurisdiction by the end of 15 cal- 
endar days after the submission or publica- 
tion date as provided in section 12303(b)(2). 
The report of the Comptroller General shall 
include an assessment of the agency’s com- 
pliance with procedural steps required by 
paragraph (1)(B). 

(B) Federal agencies shall cooperate with 
the Comptroller General by providing infor- 
mation relevant to the Comptroller Gen- 
eral’s report under subparagraph (A). 

(3) A major rule relating to a report sub- 
mitted under paragraph (1) shall take effect 
upon enactment of a joint resolution of ap- 
proval described in section 12303 or as pro- 
vided for in the rule following enactment of 
a joint resolution of approval described in 
section 12303, whichever is later. 

(4) A nonmajor rule shall take effect as 
provided by section 12304 after submission to 
Congress under paragraph (1). 
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(5) If a joint resolution of approval relating 
to a major rule is not enacted within the pe- 
riod provided in subsection (b)(2), then a 
joint resolution of approval relating to the 
same rule may not be considered under this 
subtitle in the same Congress by either the 
House of Representatives or the Senate. 

(b)(1) A major rule shall not take effect un- 
less the Congress enacts a joint resolution of 
approval described under section 12303. 

(2) If a joint resolution described in sub- 
section (a) is not enacted into law by the end 
of 70 session days or legislative days, as ap- 
plicable, beginning on the date on which the 
report referred to in subsection (a)(1)(A) is 
received by Congress (excluding days either 
House of Congress is adjourned for more than 
3 days during a session of Congress), then the 
rule described in that resolution shall be 
deemed not to be approved and such rule 
shall not take effect. 

(c)(1) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of this section (except subject to paragraph 
(3)), a major rule may take effect for one 90- 
calendar-day period if the President makes a 
determination under paragraph (2) and sub- 
mits written notice of such determination to 
the Congress. 

(2) Paragraph (1) applies to a determina- 
tion made by the President by Executive 
order that the major rule should take effect 
because such rule is— 

(A) necessary because of an imminent 
threat to health or safety or other emer- 
gency; 

(B) necessary for the enforcement of crimi- 
nal laws; 

(C) necessary for national security; or 

(D) issued pursuant to any statute imple- 
menting an international trade agreement. 

(3) An exercise by the President of the au- 
thority under this subsection shall have no 
effect on the procedures under section 12303. 

(d)(1) In addition to the opportunity for re- 
view otherwise provided under this subtitle, 
in the case of any rule for which a report was 
submitted in accordance with subsection 
(a)(1)(A) during the period beginning on the 
date occurring— 

(A) in the case of the Senate, 60 session 
days, or 

(B) in the case of the House of Representa- 
tives, 60 legislative days, 
before the date the Congress is scheduled to 
adjourn a session of Congress through the 
date on which the same or succeeding Con- 
gress first convenes its next session, sections 
12303 and 12304 shall apply to such rule in the 
succeeding session of Congress. 

(2)(A) In applying sections 12303 and 12304 
for purposes of such additional review, a rule 
described under paragraph (1) shall be treat- 
ed as though— 

(i) such rule were published in the Federal 
Register on— 

(I) in the case of the Senate, the 15th ses- 
sion day, or 

(II) in the case of the House of Representa- 
tives, the 15th legislative day, 
after the succeeding session of Congress first 
convenes; and 

(ii) a report on such rule were submitted to 
Congress under subsection (a)(1) on such 
date. 

(B) Nothing in this paragraph shall be con- 
strued to affect the requirement under sub- 
section (a)(1) that a report shall be sub- 
mitted to Congress before a rule can take ef- 
fect. 

(3) A rule described under paragraph (1) 
shall take effect as otherwise provided by 
law (including other subsections of this sec- 
tion). 
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SEC. 12303. CONGRESSIONAL APPROVAL PROCE- 
DURE FOR MAJOR RULES. 

(a)(1) For purposes of this section, the term 
“joint resolution” means only a joint resolu- 
tion addressing a report classifying a rule as 
major pursuant to section 12302(a)(1)(A)(iii) 
that— 

(A) bears no preamble; 

(B) bears the following title (with blanks 
filled as appropriate): ‘‘Approving the rule 
submitted by relating to Paes 

(C) includes after its resolving clause only 
the following (with blanks filled as appro- 
priate): ‘‘That Congress approves the rule 
submitted by relating to .”; and 

(D) is introduced pursuant to paragraph 
(2). 
(2) After a House of Congress receives a re- 
port classifying a rule as major pursuant to 
section 12302(a)(1)(A)(iii), the majority leader 
of that House (or his or her respective des- 
ignee) shall introduce (by request, if appro- 
priate) a joint resolution described in para- 
graph (1)— 

(A) in the case of the House of Representa- 
tives, within three legislative days; and 

(B) in the case of the Senate, within three 
session days. 

(3) A joint resolution described in para- 
graph (1) shall not be subject to amendment 
at any stage of proceeding. 

(b) A joint resolution described in sub- 
section (a) shall be referred in each House of 
Congress to the committees having jurisdic- 
tion over the provision of law under which 
the rule is issued. 

(c) In the Senate, if the committee or com- 
mittees to which a joint resolution described 
in subsection (a) has been referred have not 
reported it at the end of 15 session days after 
its introduction, such committee or commit- 
tees shall be automatically discharged from 
further consideration of the resolution and it 
shall be placed on the calendar. A vote on 
final passage of the resolution shall be taken 
on or before the close of the 15th session day 
after the resolution is reported by the com- 
mittee or committees to which it was re- 
ferred, or after such committee or commit- 
tees have been discharged from further con- 
sideration of the resolution. 

(d)(1) In the Senate, when the committee 
or committees to which a joint resolution is 
referred have reported, or when a committee 
or committees are discharged (under sub- 
section (c)) from further consideration of a 
joint resolution described in subsection (a), 
it is at any time thereafter in order (even 
though a previous motion to the same effect 
has been disagreed to) for a motion to pro- 
ceed to the consideration of the joint resolu- 
tion, and all points of order against the joint 
resolution (and against consideration of the 
joint resolution) are waived. The motion is 
not subject to amendment, or to a motion to 
postpone, or to a motion to proceed to the 
consideration of other business. A motion to 
reconsider the vote by which the motion is 
agreed to or disagreed to shall not be in 
order. If a motion to proceed to the consider- 
ation of the joint resolution is agreed to, the 
joint resolution shall remain the unfinished 
business of the Senate until disposed of. 

(2) In the Senate, debate on the joint reso- 
lution, and on all debatable motions and ap- 
peals in connection therewith, shall be lim- 
ited to not more than 2 hours, which shall be 
divided equally between those favoring and 
those opposing the joint resolution. A mo- 
tion to further limit debate is in order and 
not debatable. An amendment to, or a mo- 
tion to postpone, or a motion to proceed to 
the consideration of other business, or a mo- 
tion to recommit the joint resolution is not 
in order. 
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(3) In the Senate, immediately following 
the conclusion of the debate on a joint reso- 
lution described in subsection (a), and a sin- 
gle quorum call at the conclusion of the de- 
bate if requested in accordance with the 
rules of the Senate, the vote on final passage 
of the joint resolution shall occur. 

(4) Appeals from the decisions of the Chair 
relating to the application of the rules of the 
Senate to the procedure relating to a joint 
resolution described in subsection (a) shall 
be decided without debate. 

(e) In the House of Representatives, if any 
committee to which a joint resolution de- 
scribed in subsection (a) has been referred 
has not reported it to the House at the end 
of 15 legislative days after its introduction, 
such committee shall be discharged from fur- 
ther consideration of the joint resolution, 
and it shall be placed on the appropriate cal- 
endar. On the second and fourth Thursdays 
of each month it shall be in order at any 
time for the Speaker to recognize a Member 
who favors passage of a joint resolution that 
has appeared on the calendar for at least 5 
legislative days to call up that joint resolu- 
tion for immediate consideration in the 
House without intervention of any point of 
order. When so called up a joint resolution 
shall be considered as read and shall be de- 
batable for 1 hour equally divided and con- 
trolled by the proponent and an opponent, 
and the previous question shall be considered 
as ordered to its passage without intervening 
motion. It shall not be in order to reconsider 
the vote on passage. If a vote on final pas- 
sage of the joint resolution has not been 
taken by the third Thursday on which the 
Speaker may recognize a Member under this 
subsection, such vote shall be taken on that 
day. 

(f)(1) If, before passing a joint resolution 
described in subsection (a), one House re- 
ceives from the other a joint resolution hav- 
ing the same text, then— 

(A) the joint resolution of the other House 
shall not be referred to a committee; and 

(B) the procedure in the receiving House 
shall be the same as if no joint resolution 
had been received from the other House until 
the vote on passage, when the joint resolu- 
tion received from the other House shall sup- 
plant the joint resolution of the receiving 
House. 

(2) This subsection shall not apply to the 
House of Representatives if the joint resolu- 
tion received from the Senate is a revenue 
measure. 

(g) If either House has not taken a vote on 
final passage of the joint resolution by the 
last day of the period described in section 
12302(b)(2), then such vote shall be taken on 
that day. 

(h) This section and section 12304 are en- 
acted by Congress— 

(1) as an exercise of the rulemaking power 
of the Senate and House of Representatives, 
respectively, and as such is deemed to be 
part of the rules of each House, respectively, 
but applicable only with respect to the pro- 
cedure to be followed in that House in the 
case of a joint resolution described in sub- 
section (a) and superseding other rules only 
where explicitly so; and 

(2) with full recognition of the Constitu- 
tional right of either House to change the 
rules (so far as they relate to the procedure 
of that House) at any time, in the same man- 
ner and to the same extent as in the case of 
any other rule of that House. 

SEC. 12304. CONGRESSIONAL DISAPPROVAL PRO- 
CEDURE FOR NONMAJOR RULES. 

(a) For purposes of this section, the term 

“joint resolution” means only a joint resolu- 
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tion introduced in the period beginning on 
the date on which the report referred to in 
section 12302(a)(1)(A) is received by Congress 
and ending 60 days thereafter (excluding 
days either House of Congress is adjourned 
for more than 3 days during a session of Con- 
gress), the matter after the resolving clause 
of which is as follows: ‘‘That Congress dis- 
approves the nonmajor rule submitted by the 

relating to , and such rule shall 
have no force or effect.” (The blank spaces 
being appropriately filled in). 

(b)(1) A joint resolution described in sub- 
section (a) shall be referred to the commit- 
tees in each House of Congress with jurisdic- 
tion. 

(2) For purposes of this section, the term 
submission or publication date means the 
later of the date on which— 

(A) the Congress receives the report sub- 
mitted under section 12302(a)(1); or 

(B) the nonmajor rule is published in the 
Federal Register, if so published. 

(c) In the Senate, if the committee to 
which is referred a joint resolution described 
in subsection (a) has not reported such joint 
resolution (or an identical joint resolution) 
at the end of 15 session days after the date of 
introduction of the joint resolution, such 
committee may be discharged from further 
consideration of such joint resolution upon a 
petition supported in writing by 30 Members 
of the Senate, and such joint resolution shall 
be placed on the calendar. 

(d)(1) In the Senate, when the committee 
to which a joint resolution is referred has re- 
ported, or when a committee is discharged 
(under subsection (c)) from further consider- 
ation of a joint resolution described in sub- 
section (a), it is at any time thereafter in 
order (even though a previous motion to the 
same effect has been disagreed to) for a mo- 
tion to proceed to the consideration of the 
joint resolution, and all points of order 
against the joint resolution (and against 
consideration of the joint resolution) are 
waived. The motion is not subject to amend- 
ment, or to a motion to postpone, or to a 
motion to proceed to the consideration of 
other business. A motion to reconsider the 
vote by which the motion is agreed to or dis- 
agreed to shall not be in order. If a motion 
to proceed to the consideration of the joint 
resolution is agreed to, the joint resolution 
shall remain the unfinished business of the 
Senate until disposed of. 

(2) In the Senate, debate on the joint reso- 
lution, and on all debatable motions and ap- 
peals in connection therewith, shall be lim- 
ited to not more than 10 hours, which shall 
be divided equally between those favoring 
and those opposing the joint resolution. A 
motion to further limit debate is in order 
and not debatable. An amendment to, or a 
motion to postpone, or a motion to proceed 
to the consideration of other business, or a 
motion to recommit the joint resolution is 
not in order. 

(3) In the Senate, immediately following 
the conclusion of the debate on a joint reso- 
lution described in subsection (a), and a sin- 
gle quorum call at the conclusion of the de- 
bate if requested in accordance with the 
rules of the Senate, the vote on final passage 
of the joint resolution shall occur. 

(4) Appeals from the decisions of the Chair 
relating to the application of the rules of the 
Senate to the procedure relating to a joint 
resolution described in subsection (a) shall 
be decided without debate. 

(e) In the Senate the procedure specified in 
subsection (c) or (d) shall not apply to the 
consideration of a joint resolution respecting 
a nonmajor rule— 
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(1) after the expiration of the 60 session 
days beginning with the applicable submis- 
sion or publication date, or 

(2) if the report under section 12302(a)(1)(A) 
was submitted during the period referred to 
in section 12302(d)(1), after the expiration of 
the 60 session days beginning on the 15th ses- 
sion day after the succeeding session of Con- 
gress first convenes. 

(f) If, before the passage by one House of a 
joint resolution of that House described in 
subsection (a), that House receives from the 
other House a joint resolution described in 
subsection (a), then the following procedures 
shall apply: 

(1) The joint resolution of the other House 
shall not be referred to a committee. 

(2) With respect to a joint resolution de- 
scribed in subsection (a) of the House receiv- 
ing the joint resolution— 

(A) the procedure in that House shall be 
the same as if no joint resolution had been 
received from the other House; but 

(B) the vote on final passage shall be on 
the joint resolution of the other House. 

SEC. 12305. DEFINITIONS. 

In this subtitle: 

(1) The term ‘‘Federal agency” means any 
agency as that term is defined in section 
551(1) of title 5, United States Code. 

(2) The term ‘‘major rule” means any rule, 
including an interim final rule, that the Ad- 
ministrator of the Office of Information and 
Regulatory Affairs of the Office of Manage- 
ment and Budget finds has resulted in or is 
likely to result in— 

(A) an annual effect on the economy of 
$100,000,000 or more; 

(B) a major increase in costs or prices for 
consumers, individual industries, Federal, 
State, or local government agencies, or geo- 
graphic regions; or 

(C) significant adverse effects on competi- 
tion, employment, investment, productivity, 
innovation, or on the ability of United 
States-based enterprises to compete with 
foreign-based enterprises in domestic and ex- 
port markets. 

(3) The term ‘‘nonmajor rule” means any 
rule that is not a major rule. 

(4) The term “rule” has the meaning given 
such term in section 551 of title 5, United 
States Code, except that such term does not 
include— 

(A) any rule of particular applicability, in- 
cluding a rule that approves or prescribes for 
the future rates, wages, prices, services, or 
allowances therefore, corporate or financial 
structures, reorganizations, mergers, or ac- 
quisitions thereof, or accounting practices or 
disclosures bearing on any of the foregoing; 

(B) any rule relating to agency manage- 
ment or personnel; or 

(C) any rule of agency organization, proce- 
dure, or practice that does not substantially 
affect the rights or obligations of non-agency 
parties. 

SEC. 12306. JUDICIAL REVIEW. 

(a) No determination, finding, action, or 
omission under this subtitle shall be subject 
to judicial review. 

(b) Notwithstanding subsection (a), a court 
may determine whether a Federal agency 
has completed the necessary requirements 
under this subtitle for a rule to take effect. 

(c) The enactment of a joint resolution of 
approval under section 12303 shall not be in- 
terpreted to serve as a grant or modification 
of statutory authority by Congress for the 
promulgation of a rule, shall not extinguish 
or affect any claim, whether substantive or 
procedural, against any alleged defect in a 
rule, and shall not form part of the record 
before the court in any judicial proceeding 
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concerning a rule except for purposes of de- 
termining whether or not the rule is in ef- 
fect. 

SEC. 12307. EXEMPTION FOR MONETARY POLICY. 

Nothing in this subtitle shall apply to 
rules that concern monetary policy proposed 
or implemented by the Board of Governors of 
the Federal Reserve System or the Federal 
Open Market Committee. 

SEC. 12308. EFFECTIVE DATE OF CERTAIN RULES. 

Notwithstanding section 12302— 

(1) any rule that establishes, modifies, 
opens, closes, or conducts a regulatory pro- 
gram for a commercial, recreational, or sub- 
sistence activity related to hunting, fishing, 
or camping; or 

(2) any rule other than a major rule which 
an agency for good cause finds (and incor- 
porates the finding and a brief statement of 
reasons therefore in the rule issued) that no- 
tice and public procedure thereon are im- 
practicable, unnecessary, or contrary to the 
public interest, 
shall take effect at such time as the Federal 
agency promulgating the rule determines. 


SA 2358. Mr. BOOZMAN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 3240, to reauthorize 
agricultural programs through 2017, 
and for other purposes; which was or- 
dered to lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 1009, after line 11, add the fol- 
lowing: 

SEC. 12207. ATTORNEY FEE PAYMENT TRACKING. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 180 days 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary shall— 

(1) in cooperation with the Attorney Gen- 
eral and the Secretary of Treasury, develop a 
system to track and report attorney fee pay- 
ment information in accordance with sub- 
sections (b) and (c); and 

(2) submit to the Committee on Agri- 
culture and the Committee on the Judiciary 
of the House of Representatives and the 
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and 
Forestry and the Committee on the Judici- 
ary of the Senate a report describing the sta- 
tus of the implementation of the system. 

(b) REQUIREMENTS.—The system described 
in subsection (a)(1) shall track for each case 
or administrative adjudication in which the 
Secretary or Department of Agriculture is a 
party— 

(1) the case name; 

(2) the party name; 

(3) the amount of the claim; 

(4) the date and amount of the award or 
payment of attorney fees; and 

(5) the law (including regulations) under 
which the case was brought. 

(c) ANNUAL REPORTS.—Each year, the Sec- 
retary shall submit to the Committees de- 
scribed in subsection (a)(2) a report con- 
taining the information described in sub- 
section (b). 


SA 2359. Mr. BOOZMAN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 3240, to reauthorize 
agricultural programs through 2017, 
and for other purposes; which was or- 
dered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol- 
lowing: 

TITLE _ —FARM, RANCH, AND FOREST 
LAND PRIVATE PROPERTY PROTECTION 
ACT 

SEC. 01. SHORT TITLE. 

This title may be cited as the ‘‘Farm, 
Ranch, and Forest Land Private Property 
Protection Act”. 
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SEC. 02. FINDINGS. 

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress 
lowing: 

(1) The founders realized the fundamental 
importance of property rights when they 
codified the Takings Clause of the Fifth 
Amendment to the Constitution, which re- 
quires that private property shall not be 
taken ‘for public use, without just compensa- 
tion. 

(2) Rural lands are unique in that they are 
not traditionally considered high tax rev- 
enue-generating properties for State and 
local governments. In addition, farm, ranch, 
and forest land owners need to have long- 
term certainty regarding their property 
rights in order to make the investment deci- 
sions to commit land to these uses. 

(3) Ownership rights in rural land are fun- 
damental building blocks for our Nation’s 
agriculture industry, which continues to be 
one of the most important economic sectors 
of our economy. 

(4) In the wake of the Supreme Court’s de- 
cision in Kelo v. City of New London, abuse 
of eminent domain is a threat to the prop- 
erty rights of all private property owners, in- 
cluding rural land owners. 

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of 
Congress that the use of eminent domain for 
the purpose of economic development is a 
threat to agricultural and other property in 
rural America and that the Congress should 
protect the property rights of Americans, in- 
cluding those who reside in rural areas. 
Property rights are central to liberty in this 
country and to our economy. The use of emi- 
nent domain to take farmland and other 
rural property for economic development 
threatens liberty, rural economies, and the 
economy of the United States. The taking of 
farmland and rural property will have a di- 
rect impact on existing irrigation and rec- 
lamation projects. Furthermore, the use of 
eminent domain to take rural private prop- 
erty for private commercial uses will force 
increasing numbers of activities from pri- 
vate property onto this Nation’s public 
lands, including its National forests, Na- 
tional parks and wildlife refuges. This in- 
crease can overburden the infrastructure of 
these lands, reducing the enjoyment of such 
lands for all citizens. Americans should not 
have to fear the government’s taking their 
homes, farms, or businesses to give to other 
persons. Governments should not abuse the 
power of eminent domain to force rural prop- 
erty owners from their land in order to de- 
velop rural land into industrial and commer- 
cial property. Congress has a duty to protect 
the property rights of rural Americans in the 
face of eminent domain abuse. 

SEC. _ 03. PROHIBITION ON EMINENT DOMAIN 
ABUSE BY STATES TO CONFISCATE 
FARM, RANCH, OR FOREST LAND. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—No State or political sub- 
division of a State shall exercise its power of 
eminent domain over farm, ranch, or forest 
land, or allow the exercise of such power by 
any person or entity to which such power has 
been delegated, over property to be used for 
economic development or over property that 
is used for economic development within 7 
years after that exercise, if that State or po- 
litical subdivision receives Federal economic 
development funds during any fiscal year in 
which the property is so used or intended to 
be used. 

(b) INELIGIBILITY FOR FEDERAL FUNDS.—A 
violation of subsection (a) by a State or po- 
litical subdivision shall render such State or 
political subdivision ineligible for any Fed- 
eral economic development funds for a pe- 
riod of 2 fiscal years following a final judg- 
ment on the merits by a court of competent 
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jurisdiction that such subsection has been 
violated, and any Federal agency charged 
with distributing those funds shall withhold 
them for such 2-year period, and any such 
funds distributed to such State or political 
subdivision shall be returned or reimbursed 
by such State or political subdivision to the 
appropriate Federal agency or authority of 
the Federal Government, or component 
thereof. 

(c) OPPORTUNITY TO CURE VIOLATION.—A 
State or political subdivision shall not be in- 
eligible for any Federal economic develop- 
ment funds under subsection (b) if such State 
or political subdivision returns all real prop- 
erty the taking of which was found by a 
court of competent jurisdiction to have con- 
stituted a violation of subsection (a) and re- 
places any other property destroyed and re- 
pairs any other property damaged as a result 
of such violation. In addition, the State 
must pay applicable penalties and interest to 
reattain eligibility. 

SEC. _ 04. PROHIBITION ON EMINENT DOMAIN 
ABUSE BY THE FEDERAL GOVERN- 
MENT TO CONFISCATE FARM, 
RANCH, OR FOREST LAND. 

The Federal Government or any authority 
of the Federal Government shall not exercise 
its power of eminent domain over farm, 
ranch, or forest land to be used for economic 
development. 

SEC. 05. PRIVATE RIGHT OF ACTION. 

(a) CAUSE OF ACTION.—Any (1) owner of pri- 
vate farm, ranch, or forest land whose prop- 
erty is subject to eminent domain who suf- 
fers injury as a result of a violation of any 
provision of this title with respect to that 
property, or (2) any tenant of property that 
is subject to eminent domain who suffers in- 
jury as a result of a violation of any provi- 
sion of this title with respect to that prop- 
erty, may bring an action to enforce any pro- 
vision of this title in the appropriate Federal 
or State court. A State shall not be immune 
under the 11th Amendment to the Constitu- 
tion of the United States from any such ac- 
tion in a Federal or State court of competent 
jurisdiction. In such action, the defendant 
has the burden to show by clear and con- 
vincing evidence that the taking is not for 
economic development. Any such property 
owner or tenant may also seek an appro- 
priate relief through a preliminary injunc- 
tion or a temporary restraining order. 

(b) LIMITATION ON BRINGING ACTION.—An 
action brought by a property owner or ten- 
ant under this title may be brought if the 
property is used for economic development 
following the conclusion of any condemna- 
tion proceedings condemning the property of 
such property owner or tenant, but shall not 
be brought later than seven years following 
the conclusion of any such proceedings. 

(c) ATTORNEYS’ FEE AND OTHER COSTS.—In 
any action or proceeding under this title, the 
court shall allow a prevailing plaintiff a rea- 
sonable attorneys’ fee as part of the costs, 
and include expert fees as part of the attor- 
neys’ fee. 

SEC. 06. REPORTING OF VIOLATIONS TO ATTOR- 
NEY GENERAL OR THE SECRETARY 
OF AGRICULTURE. 

(a) SUBMISSION OF REPORT TO ATTORNEY 
GENERAL.—Any (1) owner of private farm, 
ranch, or forest land whose property is sub- 
ject to eminent domain who suffers injury as 
a result of a violation of any provision of 
this title with respect to that property, or (2) 
any tenant of farm, ranch, or forest land 
that is subject to eminent domain who suf- 
fers injury as a result of a violation of any 
provision of this title with respect to that 
property, may report a violation by the Fed- 
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eral Government, any authority of the Fed- 
eral Government, State, or political subdivi- 
sion of a State to the Attorney General or 
the Secretary of Agriculture. 

(b) INVESTIGATION BY ATTORNEY GENERAL.— 
Upon receiving a report of an alleged viola- 
tion, the Secretary of Agriculture shall 
transmit the report to the Attorney General. 
Upon receiving a report of an alleged viola- 
tion from either a property owner, tenant, or 
the Secretary of Agriculture, the Attorney 
General shall conduct an investigation, in 
cooperation with the Secretary of Agri- 
culture, to determine whether a violation ex- 
ists. 

(c) NOTIFICATION OF VIOLATION.—If the At- 
torney General concludes that a violation 
does exist, then the Attorney General shall 
notify the Federal Government, authority of 
the Federal Government, State, or political 
subdivision of a State that the Attorney 
General has determined that it is in viola- 
tion of the title. The notification shall fur- 
ther provide that the Federal Government, 
State, or political subdivision of a State has 
90 days from the date of the notification to 
demonstrate to the Attorney General either 
that (1) it is not in violation of the title or 
(2) that it has cured its violation by return- 
ing all real property the taking of which the 
Attorney General finds to have constituted a 
violation of the title and replacing any other 
property destroyed and repairing any other 
property damaged as a result of such viola- 
tion. 

(d) ATTORNEY GENERAL’S BRINGING OF AC- 
TION TO ENFORCE TITLE.—If, at the end of the 
90-day period described in subsection (c), the 
Attorney General determines that the Fed- 
eral Government, authority of the Federal 
Government, State, or political subdivision 
of a State is still violating the title or has 
not cured its violation as described in sub- 
section (c), then the Attorney General will 
bring an action to enforce the title unless 
the property owner or tenant who reported 
the violation has already brought an action 
to enforce the title. In such a case, the At- 
torney General shall intervene if it deter- 
mines that intervention is necessary in order 
to enforce the title. The Attorney General 
may file its lawsuit to enforce the title in 
the appropriate Federal or State court. A 
State shall not be immune under the 11th 
Amendment to the Constitution of the 
United States from any such action in a Fed- 
eral or State court of competent jurisdic- 
tion. In such action, the defendant has the 
burden to show by clear and convincing evi- 
dence that the taking is not for economic de- 
velopment. The Attorney General may seek 
any appropriate relief through a preliminary 
injunction or a temporary restraining order. 

(e) LIMITATION ON BRINGING ACTION.—An 
action brought by the Attorney General 
under this title may be brought if the prop- 
erty is used for economic development fol- 
lowing the conclusion of any condemnation 
proceedings condemning the property of an 
owner or tenant who reports a violation of 
the title to the Attorney General, but shall 
not be brought later than seven years fol- 
lowing the conclusion of any such pro- 
ceedings. 

(f) ATTORNEYS’ FEE AND OTHER CosTs.—In 
any action or proceeding under this title 
brought by the Attorney General, the court 
shall, if the Attorney General is a prevailing 
plaintiff, award the Attorney General a rea- 
sonable attorneys’ fee as part of the costs, 
and include expert fees as part of the attor- 
neys’ fee. 

SEC. _ 07. NOTIFICATION BY ATTORNEY GEN- 
ERAL. 


(a) NOTIFICATION TO STATES AND POLITICAL 
SUBDIVISIONS.— 
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(1) Not later than 30 days after the enact- 
ment of this title, the Attorney General 
shall provide to the chief executive officer of 
each State the text of this title and a de- 
scription of the rights of property owners 
and tenants under this title. 

(2) Not later than 120 days after the enact- 
ment of this title, the Attorney General 
shall compile a list of the Federal laws under 
which Federal economic development funds 
are distributed. The Attorney General shall 
compile annual revisions of such list as nec- 
essary. Such list and any successive revi- 
sions of such list shall be communicated by 
the Attorney General to the chief executive 
officer of each State and also made available 
on the Internet website maintained by the 
United States Department of Justice for use 
by the public and by the authorities in each 
State and political subdivisions of each 
State empowered to take private property 
and convert it to public use subject to just 
compensation for the taking. 

(b) NOTIFICATION TO PROPERTY OWNERS AND 
TENANTS.—Not later than 30 days after the 
enactment of this title, the Attorney Gen- 
eral shall publish in the Federal Register and 
make available on the Internet website 
maintained by the United States Depart- 
ment of Justice a notice containing the text 
of this title and a description of the rights of 
property owners and tenants under this title. 
SEC. 08. NOTIFICATION BY SECRETARY OF AG- 

RICULTURE. 

(a) NOTIFICATION TO PROPERTY OWNERS AND 
TENANTS.—Not later than 60 days after the 
enactment of this title, the Secretary of Ag- 
riculture shall publish in the Federal Reg- 
ister and make available on the Internet 
website maintained by the United States De- 
partment of Agriculture a notice containing 
the text of this title and a description of the 
rights of property owners and tenants under 
this title. 

SEC. 09. REPORTS. 

(a) BY ATTORNEY GENERAL.—Not later than 
1 year after the date of enactment of this 
title, and every subsequent year thereafter, 
the Attorney General shall transmit a report 
identifying States or political subdivisions 
that have used eminent domain in violation 
of this title to the Chairman and Ranking 
Member of the Committee on the Judiciary 
of the House of Representatives, to the 
Chairman and Ranking Member of the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary of the Senate, to the 
Chairman and Ranking Member of the Com- 
mittee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and For- 
estry of the Senate, and to the Chairman and 
Ranking Member of the Committee of Agri- 
culture of the House. The report shall— 

(1) be developed in cooperation with the 
Secretary of Agriculture; 

(2) identify all private rights of action 
brought as a result of a State’s or political 
subdivision’s violation of this title; 

(3) identify all violations reported by prop- 
erty owners and tenants under section 5(c) of 
this title; 

(4) identify the percentage of minority 
residents compared to the surrounding non- 
minority residents and the median incomes 
of those impacted by a violation of this title; 

(5) identify all lawsuits brought by the At- 
torney General under section 5(d) of this 
title; 

(6) identify all States or political subdivi- 
sions that have lost Federal economic devel- 
opment funds as a result of a violation of 
this title, as well as describe the type and 
amount of Federal economic development 
funds lost in each State or political subdivi- 
sion and the Agency that is responsible for 
withholding such funds; and 
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(7) discuss all instances in which a State or 
political subdivision has cured a violation as 
described in section 2(c) of this title. 

(b) DUTY OF STATES.—Each State and local 
authority that is subject to a private right of 
action under this title shall have the duty to 
report to the Attorney General such infor- 
mation with respect to such State and local 
authorities as the Attorney General needs to 
make the report required under subsection 
(a). 

SEC. 10. DEFINITIONS. 

In this title the following definitions 
apply: 

(1) ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT.— 

(A) The term ‘economic development” 
means taking private property, without the 
consent of the owner, and conveying or leas- 
ing such property from one private person or 
entity to another private person or entity 
for commercial enterprise carried on for 
profit, or to increase tax revenue, tax base, 
employment, or general economic health, ex- 
cept that such term shall not include— 

(i) conveying private property— 

(I) to public ownership, such as for a road, 
hospital, airport, or military base; 

(II) to an entity, such as a common carrier, 
that makes the property available to the 
general public as of right, such as a railroad 
or public facility; 

(III) for use as a road or other right of way 
or means, open to the public for transpor- 
tation, whether free or by toll; and 

(IV) for use as an aqueduct, flood control 
facility, pipeline, or similar use; 

(ii) removing harmful uses of land provided 
such uses constitute an immediate threat to 
public health and safety; 

(iii) leasing property to a private person or 
entity that occupies an incidental part of 
public property or a public facility, such as 
a retail establishment on the ground floor of 
a public building; 

(iv) acquiring abandoned property; 

(v) clearing defective chains of title; 

(vi) taking private property for use by a 
public utility, including a utility providing 
electric, natural gas, telecommunications, 
water, and wastewater services, either di- 
rectly to the public or indirectly through 
provision of such services at the wholesale 
level for resale to the public; and 

(vii) redeveloping of a brownfield site as 
defined in the Small Business Liability Re- 
lief and Brownfields Revitalization Act (42 
U.S.C. 9601(39)). 

(B) ABANDONED PROPERTY.—In 
graph (A)(iv), the term 
erty” means property — 

(i) that has been substantially unoccupied 
or unused for any commercial, agricultural, 
residential, or conservation-oriented purpose 
for at least 1 year by a person with a legal or 
equitable right to occupy the property; 

(ii) that has not been maintained; and 

(iii) for which property taxes have not been 
paid for at least 2 years. 

(2) FEDERAL ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 
FUNDS.—The term ‘‘Federal economic devel- 
opment funds” means any Federal funds dis- 
tributed to or through States or political 
subdivisions of States under Federal laws de- 
signed to improve or increase the size of the 
economies of States or political subdivisions 
of States. 

(3) STATE.—The term “State” means each 
of the several States, the District of Colum- 
bia, the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, or 
any other territory or possession of the 
United States. 

SEC. 11. SEVERABILITY AND EFFECTIVE DATE. 

(a) SEVERABILITY.—The provisions of this 
title are severable. If any provision of this 


subpara- 
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title, or any application thereof, is found un- 
constitutional, that finding shall not affect 
any provision or application of the title not 
so adjudicated. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—This title shall take 
effect upon the first day of the first fiscal 
year that begins after the date of the enact- 
ment of this title, but shall not apply to any 
project for which condemnation proceedings 
have been initiated prior to the date of en- 
actment. 

SEC. 12. SENSE OF CONGRESS. 

It is the policy of the United States to en- 
courage, support, and promote the private 
ownership of property and to ensure that the 
constitutional and other legal rights of pri- 
vate property owners are protected by the 
Federal Government. 

SEC. 13. BROAD CONSTRUCTION. 

This title shall be construed in favor of a 
broad protection of private property rights, 
to the maximum extent permitted by the 
terms of this title and the Constitution. 

SEC. _ 14. LIMITATION ON STATUTORY CON- 
STRUCTION. 

Nothing in this title may be construed to 
supersede, limit, or otherwise affect any pro- 
vision of the Uniform Relocation Assistance 
and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act 
of 1970 (42 U.S.C. 4601 et seq.). 

SEC. 15. REPORT BY FEDERAL AGENCIES ON 
REGULATIONS AND PROCEDURES 
RELATING TO EMINENT DOMAIN. 

Not later than 180 days after the date of 
the enactment of this title, the head of each 
Executive department and agency shall re- 
view all rules, regulations, and procedures 
and report to the Attorney General on the 
activities of that department or agency to 
bring its rules, regulations and procedures 
into compliance with this title. 

SEC. _ 16. DISPROPORTIONATE IMPACT ON MI- 
NORITIES. 

If the court determines that a violation of 
this title has occurred, and that the viola- 
tion has a disproportionately high impact on 
the poor or minorities, the Attorney General 
shall use reasonable efforts to locate and in- 
form former owners and tenants of the viola- 
tion and any remedies they may have. 


SA 2360. Mr. BOOZMAN (for himself 
and Mr. JOHANNS) submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 3240, to reauthorize agri- 
cultural programs through 2017, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

Strike subsection (a) of section 4012 and, at 
the appropriate place in title IV, insert the 
following: 

SEC. 4 . QUALITY CONTROL BONUSES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 16 of the Food 
and Nutrition Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2025) is 
amended by striking subsection (d). 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section 16 
of the Food and Nutrition Act of 2008 (7 
U.S.C. 2025) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (c)— 

(A) in the first sentence of paragraph (4), 
by striking ‘“‘payment error rate”? and all 
that follows through ‘‘subsection (d)’’ and in- 
serting ‘‘liability amount or new investment 
amount under paragraph (1) or payment 
error rate”; and 

(B) in the first sentence of paragraph (5), 
by striking ‘‘payment error rate”? and all 
that follows through ‘‘subsection (d)’’ and in- 
serting ‘‘liability amount or new investment 
amount under paragraph (1) or payment 
error rate”; and 

(2) in subsection (i)(1), by striking ‘‘sub- 
section (d)(1)” and inserting ‘‘subsection 
(c)(2)”’. 
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SEC. 4 . EMERGENCY FOOD ASSISTANCE. 

(a) PURCHASE OF COMMODITIES.—Section 
27(a) of the Food and Nutrition Act of 2008 (7 
U.S.C. 2036(a)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘2008 
through 2012” and inserting ‘‘2012 through 
2017”; and 

(2) in paragraph (2)— 

(A) by striking subparagraphs (A) and (B) 
and inserting the following: 

“(A) for fiscal year 2012, $260,000,000; 

‘(B) for fiscal year 2013, the dollar amount 
of commodities specified in subparagraph (A) 
adjusted by the percentage by which the 
thrifty food plan has been adjusted under 
section 3(u)(4) between June 30, 2011 and 
June 30, 2012, and subsequently increased by 
$43,000,000; and’’; and 

(B) in subparagraph (C)— 

(i) by striking ‘‘2010 through 2012, the dol- 
lar amount of commodities specified in” and 
inserting ‘2014 through 2017, the total 
amount of commodities under’’; and 

(ii) by striking ‘‘2008” and inserting ‘‘2012’’. 


SA 2361. Mr. BOOZMAN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 3240, to reauthorize 
agricultural programs through 2017, 
and for other purposes; which was or- 
dered to lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 652, between lines 3 and 4, insert 
the following: 

“(c) BLENDER PUMPS.—None of funds made 
available for rural economic area partner- 
ship zones may be used to promote the con- 
struction or use of blender pumps. 


SA 2362. Mr. BROWN of Ohio (for 
himself, Mr. NELSON of Nebraska, Mr. 
FRANKEN, Mr. SANDERS, Mr. BINGAMAN, 
Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota, Mr. 
HARKIN, Mr. LEAHY, Mr. TESTER, Mr. 
MERKLEY, and Mr. KERRY) submitted 
an amendment intended to be proposed 
by him to the bill S. 3240, to reauthor- 
ize agricultural programs through 2017, 
and for other purposes; which was or- 
dered to lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 574, between lines 11 and 12, insert 
the following: 

““(C) MANDATORY FUNDING.—Of the funds of 
the Commodity Credit Corporation, the Sec- 
retary shall use to carry out this subsection 
$10,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2013 
through 2017, to remain available until ex- 
pended. 

On page 606, between lines 4 and 5, insert 
the following: 

“(E) MANDATORY FUNDING FOR FISCAL 
YEARS 2013 THROUGH 2017.—Of the funds of the 
Commodity Credit Corporation, the Sec- 
retary shall use to carry out this paragraph 
$4,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2013 through 
2017, to remain available until expended. 

On page 782, strike line 14 and insert the 
following: 
through promulgation of an interim rule. 

“(j) FUNDING.—Of the funds of the Com- 
modity Credit Corporation, the Secretary 
shall use to carry out this section $10,000,000 
for each of fiscal years 2013 through 2017, to 
remain available until expended.’’. 

SEC. 6203. FUNDING OF PENDING RURAL DEVEL- 
OPMENT LOAN AND GRANT APPLI- 
CATIONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall use 
funds made available under subsection (b) to 
provide funds for applications that are pend- 
ing on the date of enactment of this Act in 
accordance with the terms and conditions of 
section 6029 of the Food, Conservation, and 
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Energy Act of 2008 (Public Law 110-246; 122 
Stat. 1955). 

(b) FUNDING.—Notwithstanding any other 
provision of law, of the funds of the Com- 
modity Credit Corporation, the Secretary 


shall use to carry out this section 
$100,000,000, to remain available until ex- 
pended. 


On page 832, line 6, strike ‘‘$50,000,000’’ and 
insert ‘‘$100,000,000’’. 

On page 989, line 9, strike ‘‘$5,000,000’’ and 
insert ‘‘$15,000,000’’. 


SA 2363. Mr. VITTER submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 3240, to reauthorize 
agricultural programs through 2017, 
and for other purposes; which was or- 
dered to lie on the table; as follows: 


On page 1009, after line 11, add the fol- 
lowing: 

SEC. 12207. ANIMAL WELFARE. 

Section 2(h) of the Animal Welfare Act (7 
U.S.C. 2182(h)) is amended by adding ‘‘an 
owner of a common, domesticated household 
pet who derives less than a substantial por- 
tion of income from a nonprimary source (as 
determined by the Secretary) for exhibiting 
an animal that exclusively resides at the res- 
idence of the pet owner,” after ‘‘stores,’’. 


SA 2364. Mr. BINGAMAN (for himself 
and Mrs. HUTCHISON) submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 3240, to reauthorize 
agricultural programs through 2017, 
and for other purposes; which was or- 
dered to lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 195, strike line 25 and all that fol- 
lows through page 196, line 16, and insert the 
following: 


“life habitat under subsection (g). 

‘(3) WATER QUANTITY IMPROVEMENT.—For 
each of fiscal years 2013 through 2017, at least 
10 percent of the funds made available for 
payments under the program shall be used to 
provide payments to producers to conserve 
surface water and groundwater in accordance 
with subsection (h).’’; 

(5) by striking subsection (g) and inserting 
the following: 

“(g) WILDLIFE HABITAT INCENTIVE PRAC- 
TICE.—The Secretary shall provide payments 
under the program for conservation practices 
that support the restoration, development, 
and improvement of wildlife habitat on eligi- 
ble land, including— 

“(1) upland wildlife habitat; 

“(2) wetland wildlife habitat; 

“(3) habitat for threatened and endangered 
species; 

“(4) fish habitat; 

‘“(5) habitat on pivot corners and other ir- 
regular areas of a field; and 

“(6) other types of wildlife habitat, as de- 
termined by the Secretary.’’; and 

(6) in subsection (h), by adding at the end 
the following: 

‘**(3) USE OF FUNDS.— 

‘“(A) PRACTICES.—The Secretary shall pro- 
mote surface water and groundwater con- 
servation by providing assistance in the form 
of cost-share payments, incentive payments, 
and loans to producers to carry out eligible 
water conservation practices with respect to 
the agricultural operations of producers— 

“(i) to improve irrigation systems; 

“(ii) to enhance irrigation efficiencies; 

“(iii) to convert to— 

“(I) the production of less water-intensive 
crops; 

“(JI) dryland farming; or 
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‘“(III) long-term grassland rotation; 

“(iv) to improve the storage of water 
through measures such as water banking and 
groundwater recharge; 

““(v) to mitigate the effects of drought; and 

“(vi) to carry out other measures that im- 
prove surface water and groundwater con- 
servation, as determined by the Secretary, in 
the agricultural operations of the producers. 

‘(B) ALLOCATION.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—Subject to clause (ii), in 
allocating funds under this paragraph, the 
Secretary shall ensure that not less than 50 
percent shall be directed to groundwater 
conservation in multistate aquifers based on 
the magnitude of withdrawals from the 
multistate aquifers for irrigation during the 
prior year and the historic groundwater level 
reductions. 

‘“(ii) REQUIREMENT.—In carrying out clause 
(i), the Secretary shall provide assistance to 
producers to carry out groundwater con- 
servation practices in areas overlying those 
portions of multistate aquifers that have ex- 
perienced the highest historic groundwater 
level reductions.”’. 


SA 2365. Mr. BEGICH (for himself and 
Mr. McCAIN) submitted an amendment 
intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 3240, to reauthorize agricultural 
programs through 2017, and for other 
purposes; which was ordered to lie on 
the table; as follows: 

On page 980, between lines 12 and 18, insert 
the following: 

SEC. 11024. DISCLOSURE IN THE PUBLIC INTER- 
EST. 

Section 502(c) of the Federal Crop Insur- 
ance Act (7 U.S.C. 1502(c)) is amended by 
striking paragraph (2) and inserting the fol- 
lowing: 

‘(2) DISCLOSURE IN THE PUBLIC INTEREST.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding para- 
graph (1) or any other provision of law, ex- 
cept as provided in subparagraph (B), the 
Secretary shall on an annual basis make 
available to the public— 

**(j)(I) the name of each individual or enti- 
ty who obtained a federally subsidized crop 
insurance, livestock, or forage policy or plan 
of insurance during the previous fiscal year; 

“(I) the amount of premium subsidy re- 
ceived by the individual or entity from the 
Corporation; and 

“(IIT) the amount of any Federal portion of 
indemnities paid in the event of a loss during 
that fiscal year for each policy associated 
with that individual or entity; and 

“Gi) for each private insurance provider, 
by name— 

“(I) the underwriting gains earned through 
participation in the federally subsidized crop 
insurance program; and 

“(II) the amount paid under this subtitle 
for— 

“(aa) administrative and operating ex- 
penses; 

“(bb) any Federal portion of indemnities 
and reinsurance; and 

““(cc) any other purpose. 

‘“(B) LIMITATION.—The Secretary shall not 
disclose information pertaining to individ- 
uals and entities covered by a catastrophic 
risk protection plan offered under section 
508(b).’’. 


SA 2366. Mrs. HAGAN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
her to the bill S. 3240, to reauthorize 
agricultural programs through 2017, 
and for other purposes; which was or- 
dered to lie on the table; as follows: 
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At the end of title XI, add the following: 

SEC.110 |. GREATER ACCESSIBILITY FOR CROP 
INSURANCE. 

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that— 

(1) due to changes in commodity and other 
agricultural programs made by the Agri- 
culture Reform, Food, and Jobs Act of 2012, 
it is more important than ever that agricul- 
tural producers be able to fully understand 
the terms of plans and policies of crop insur- 
ance offered under the Federal Crop Insur- 
ance Act (7 U.S.C. 1501 et seq.); and 

(2) proposed reductions by the Secretary in 
the number of State and local offices of the 
Farm Service Agency will reduce the serv- 
ices available to assist agricultural pro- 
ducers in understanding crop insurance. 

(b) REQUIREMENT FOR USE OF PLAIN LAN- 
GUAGE.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—In issuing regulations and 
guidance relating to plans and policies of 
crop insurance, the Risk Management Agen- 
cy and the Federal Crop Insurance Corpora- 
tion shall, to the greatest extent practicable, 
use plain language, as required under Execu- 
tive Orders 12866 (5 U.S.C. 601 note; relating 
to regulatory planning and review) and 12988 
(28 U.S.C. 519 note; relating to civil justice 
reform). 

(2) REPORT.—Not later than 180 days after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Sec- 
retary shall submit to the Committee on Ag- 
riculture of the House of Representatives 
and the Committee on Agriculture, Nutri- 
tion, and Forestry of the Senate a report de- 
scribing the efforts of the Secretary to accel- 
erate compliance with the Executive Orders 
described in paragraph (1). 

(c) WEBSITE.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 1 year after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Sec- 
retary, in consultation with the approved in- 
surance providers (as defined in section 
502(b) of the Federal Crop Insurance Act (7 
U.S.C. 1502(b)), shall improve the existing 
Internet website through which agricultural 
producers in any State may identify crop in- 
surance options in that State. 

(2) REQUIREMENTS.—The website described 
in paragraph (1) shall— 

(A) provide answers in an easily accessible 
format to frequently asked questions; and 

(B) include published materials of the De- 
partment of Agriculture that relate to plans 
and policies of crop insurance offered under 
that Act. 

(d) ADMINISTRATION.—Nothing in this sec- 
tion authorizes the Risk Management Agen- 
cy to sell a crop insurance policy or plan of 
insurance. 


SA 2367. Mrs. HAGAN (for herself, 
Mr. CRAPO, Mrs. MCCASKILL, Mr. RISCH, 
Mr. PRYOR, Mr. CHAMBLISS, Ms. LAN- 
DRIEU, and Mr. VITTER) submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
her to the bill S. 3240, to reauthorize 
agricultural programs through 2017, 
and for other purposes; which was or- 
dered to lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 1009, after line 11, add the fol- 
lowing: 

SEC. 12207. USE OF AUTHORIZED PESTICIDES; 


DISCHARGES OF PESTICIDES; RE- 
PORT. 

(a) USE OF AUTHORIZED PESTICIDES.—Sec- 
tion 3(f) of the Federal Insecticide, Fun- 
gicide, and Rodenticide Act (7 U.S.C. 136a(f)) 
is amended by adding at the end the fol- 
lowing: 

‘(5) USE OF AUTHORIZED PESTICIDES.—Ex- 
cept as provided in section 402(s) of the Fed- 
eral Water Pollution Control Act (33 U.S.C. 
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1342), the Administrator or a State shall not 
require a permit under that Act for a dis- 
charge from a point source into navigable 
waters of— 

“(A) a pesticide authorized for sale, dis- 
tribution, or use under this Act; or 

‘“(B) the residue of the pesticide, resulting 
from the application of the pesticide.’’. 

(b) DISCHARGES OF PESTICIDES.—Section 402 
of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act 
(33 U.S.C. 1842) is amended by adding at the 
end the following: 

‘*(s) DISCHARGES OF PESTICIDES.— 

“(1) NO PERMIT REQUIREMENT.—Except as 
provided in paragraph (2), a permit shall not 
be required by the Administrator or a State 
under this Act for a discharge from a point 
source into navigable waters of— 

“(A) a pesticide authorized for sale, dis- 
tribution, or use under the Federal Insecti- 
cide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act (7 
U.S.C. 136 et seq.); or 

‘“(B) the residue of the pesticide, resulting 
from the application of the pesticide. 

‘(2) EXCEPTIONS.—Paragraph (1) shall not 
apply to the following discharges of a pes- 
ticide or pesticide residue: 

“(A) A discharge resulting from the appli- 
cation of a pesticide in violation of a provi- 
sion of the Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, 
and Rodenticide Act (7 U.S.C. 186 et seq.) rel- 
evant to protecting water quality if— 

“(i) the discharge would not have occurred 
without the violation; or 

“(ii) the amount of pesticide or pesticide 
residue in the discharge is greater than 
would have occurred without the violation. 

‘(B) Stormwater discharges subject to reg- 
ulation under subsection (p). 

‘(C) The following discharges subject to 
regulation under this section: 

“(i) Manufacturing or industrial effluent. 

“(ii) Treatment works effluent. 

“(iii) Discharges incidental to the normal 
operation of a vessel, including a discharge 
resulting from ballasting operations or ves- 
sel biofouling prevention.’’. 

(c) REPORT.—Not later than 1 year after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Ad- 
ministrator of the Environmental Protection 
Agency, in consultation with the Secretary 
of Agriculture, shall submit a report to the 
Committee on Environment and Public 
Works and the Committee on Agriculture of 
the Senate and the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure and the Committee 
on Agriculture of the House of Representa- 
tives that includes— 

(1) the status of intra-agency coordination 
between the Office of Water and the Office of 
Pesticide Programs of the Environmental 
Protection Agency regarding streamlining 
information collection, standards of review, 
and data use relating to water quality im- 
pacts from the registration and use of pes- 
ticides; 

(2) an analysis of the effectiveness of cur- 
rent regulatory actions relating to pesticide 
registration and use aimed at protecting 
water quality; and 

(3) any recommendations on how the Fed- 
eral Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide 
Act (7 U.S.C. 136 et seq.) can be modified to 
better protect water quality and human 
health. 


SA 2368. Mrs. GILLIBRAND sub- 
mitted an amendment intended to be 
proposed by her to the bill S. 3240, to 
reauthorize agricultural programs 
through 2017, and for other purposes; 
which was ordered to lie on the table; 
as follows: 
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On page 953, lines 6 through 8, strike ‘‘for 
programs administered or managed by the 
Risk Management Agency” and insert ‘‘to 
increase the amount of the annual supple- 
mental nutrition assistance program con- 
solidated block grants for Puerto Rico and 
American Samoa under section 19 of the 
Food and Nutrition Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 
2028), in an amount not to exceed an increase 
of 25 percent each fiscal year until ex- 
pended’’. 


SA 2369. Ms. CANTWELL submitted 
an amendment intended to be proposed 
by her to the bill S. 3240, to reauthorize 
agricultural programs through 2017, 
and for other purposes; which was or- 
dered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle C of title XII, add 
the following: 

SEC. 12207. PULSE CROP PRODUCTS. 

(a) PURPOSE.—The purpose of this section 
is to encourage greater awareness and inter- 
est in the number and variety of pulse crop 
products available to schoolchildren, as rec- 
ommended by the most recent Dietary 
Guidelines for Americans published under 
section 301 of the National Nutrition Moni- 
toring and Related Research Act of 1990 (7 
U.S.C. 5341). 

(b) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 

(1) ELIGIBLE PULSE CROP.—The term ‘‘eligi- 
ble pulse crop”? means dry beans, dry peas, 
lentils, and chickpeas. 

(2) PULSE CROP PRODUCT.—The term ‘‘pulse 
crop product” means a food product derived 
in whole or in part from an eligible pulse 
crop. 

(c) PURCHASE OF PULSE CROPS AND PULSE 
CROP PRODUCTS.—In addition to the com- 
modities delivered under section 6 of the 
Richard B. Russell National School Lunch 
Act (42 U.S.C. 1755), the Secretary shall pur- 
chase eligible pulse crops and pulse crop 
products for use in— 

(1) the school lunch program established 
under the Richard B. Russell National 
School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 1751 et seq.); and 

(2) the school breakfast program estab- 
lished by section 4 of the Child Nutrition Act 
of 1966 (42 U.S.C. 1773). 

(d&a) EVALUATION.—Not later than Sep- 
tember 30, 2016, the Secretary shall conduct 
an evaluation of the activities conducted 
under subsection (c), including— 

(1) an evaluation of whether children par- 
ticipating in the school lunch and breakfast 
programs described in subsection (c) in- 
creased overall consumption of eligible pulse 
crops as a result of the activities; 

(2) an evaluation of which eligible pulse 
crops and pulse crop products are most ac- 
ceptable for use in the school lunch and 
breakfast programs; 

(3) any recommendations of the Secretary 
regarding the integration of the use of pulse 
crop products in carrying out the school 
lunch and breakfast programs; 

(4) an evaluation of any change in the nu- 
trient composition in the school lunch and 
breakfast programs due to the activities; and 

(5) an evaluation of any other outcomes de- 
termined to be appropriate by the Secretary. 

(e) REPORT.—As soon as practicable after 
the completion of the evaluation under sub- 
section (d), the Secretary shall submit to the 
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and 
Forestry of the Senate and the Committee 
on Education and the Workforce of the 
House of Representative a report describing 
the results of the evaluation. 

(f) FUNDING.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—On October 1, 2013, out of 
any funds in the Treasury not otherwise ap- 
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propriated, the Secretary of the Treasury 
shall transfer to the Secretary to carry out 
this section $5,000,000. 

(2) RECEIPT AND ACCEPTANCE.—The Sec- 
retary shall be entitled to receive, shall ac- 
cept, and shall use to carry out this section 
the funds transferred under paragraph (1), 
without further appropriation. 


SA 2370. Ms. CANTWELL submitted 
an amendment intended to be proposed 
by her to the bill S. 3240, to reauthorize 
agricultural programs through 2017, 
and for other purposes; which was or- 
dered to lie on the table; as follows: 


On page 361, between lines 8 and 9, insert 
the following: 
SEC. 4208. PULSE CROP PRODUCTS. 


(a) PURPOSE.—The purpose of this section 
is to encourage greater awareness and inter- 
est in the number and variety of pulse crop 
products available to schoolchildren, as rec- 
ommended by the most recent Dietary 
Guidelines for Americans published under 
section 301 of the National Nutrition Moni- 
toring and Related Research Act of 1990 (7 
U.S.C. 5341). 

(b) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 

(1) ELIGIBLE PULSE CROP.—The term “‘eligi- 
ble pulse crop”? means dry beans, dry peas, 
lentils, and chickpeas. 

(2) PULSE CROP PRODUCT.—The term ‘‘pulse 
crop product”? means a food product derived 
in whole or in part from an eligible pulse 
crop. 

(c) PURCHASE OF PULSE CROPS AND PULSE 
CROP PRODUCTS.—In addition to the com- 
modities delivered under section 6 of the 
Richard B. Russell National School Lunch 
Act (42 U.S.C. 1755), the Secretary shall pur- 
chase eligible pulse crops and pulse crop 
products for use in— 

(1) the school lunch program established 
under the Richard B. Russell National 
School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 1751 et seq.); and 

(2) the school breakfast program estab- 
lished by section 4 of the Child Nutrition Act 
of 1966 (42 U.S.C. 1778). 

(d) EVALUATION.—Not later than Sep- 
tember 30, 2016, the Secretary shall conduct 
an evaluation of the activities conducted 
under subsection (c), including— 

(1) an evaluation of whether children par- 
ticipating in the school lunch and breakfast 
programs described in subsection (c) in- 
creased overall consumption of eligible pulse 
crops as a result of the activities; 

(2) an evaluation of which eligible pulse 
crops and pulse crop products are most ac- 
ceptable for use in the school lunch and 
breakfast programs; 

(3) any recommendations of the Secretary 
regarding the integration of the use of pulse 
crop products in carrying out the school 
lunch and breakfast programs; 

(4) an evaluation of any change in the nu- 
trient composition in the school lunch and 
breakfast programs due to the activities; and 

(5) an evaluation of any other outcomes de- 
termined to be appropriate by the Secretary. 

(e) REPORT.—As soon as practicable after 
the completion of the evaluation under sub- 
section (d), the Secretary shall submit to the 
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and 
Forestry of the Senate and the Committee 
on Education and the Workforce of the 
House of Representative a report describing 
the results of the evaluation. 

(£) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section $10,000,000, to remain 
available until expended. 
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SA 2371. Mr. MERKLEY (for himself 
and Ms. COLLINS) submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 3240, to reauthorize agri- 
cultural programs through 2017, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 


In section 8103, strike “Section 7” and all 
that follows through ‘‘inserting the fol- 
lowing:’’ and insert the following: 

Section 7 of the Cooperative Forestry As- 
sistance Act of 1978 (16 U.S.C. 2108c) is 
amended— 

(1) in subsection (1), by adding at the end 
the following: 

‘(4) STATE AUTHORIZATION.— 

‘(A) DEFINITION OF QUALIFIED ORGANIZA- 
TION.—In this paragraph, a ‘qualified organi- 
zation’ means an organization— 

“(i) defined in section 170(h)(3) of the Inter- 
nal Revenue Code of 1986; and 

“(ii) organized for 1 or more of the pur- 
poses described in section 170(h)(4)(A) of that 
Code. 

“(B) AUTHORIZATION.—The Secretary shall, 
at the request of a State acting through the 
State lead agency, authorize the State to 
allow qualified organizations to acquire, 
hold, and manage conservation easements, 
using funds provided through grants to the 
State under this subsection, for purposes of 
the Forest Legacy Program in the State. 

‘“(C) ELIGIBILITY.—To be eligible to acquire 
and manage conservation easements under 
this paragraph, a qualified organization shall 
demonstrate to the Secretary the abilities 
necessary to acquire, monitor, and enforce 
interests in forest land consistent with the 
Forest Legacy Program and the assessment 
of need for the State. 

‘(D) REVERSION.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—If the Secretary, or a 
State acting through the State lead agency, 
makes any of the determinations described 
in clause (ii) with respect to a conservation 
easement acquired by a qualified organiza- 
tion under subparagraph (B)— 

“(J) all right, title, and interest of the 
qualified organization in and to the con- 
servation easement shall terminate; and 

“(ID) all right, title, and interest in and to 
the conservation easement shall revert to 
the State or other qualified designee ap- 
proved by the State. 

“(ii) DETERMINATIONS.—The determina- 
tions referred to in clause (i) are that— 

‘“(T) the qualified organization is unable to 
carry out the responsibilities of the qualified 
organization under the Forest Legacy Pro- 
gram in the State with respect to the con- 
servation easement; 

“(ID) the conservation easement has been 
modified or is being administered in a way 
that is inconsistent with the purposes of the 
Forest Legacy Program or the assessment of 
need for the State; or 

“(III) the conservation easement has been 
conveyed to another person (other than a 
qualified organization approved by the State 
and the Secretary).’’; and 

(2) by striking subsection (m) and inserting 
the following: 


SA 2372. Mr. JOHANNS submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 3240, to reauthorize 
agricultural programs through 2017, 
and for other purposes; which was or- 
dered to lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 1009, after line 11, add the fol- 
lowing: 
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SEC. 122 - PROHIBITION ON AERIAL SUR- 
VEILLANCE OF AGRICULTURAL OP- 
ERATIONS. 

The Administrator of the Environmental 
Protection Agency shall not conduct aerial 
surveillance to inspect agricultural oper- 
ations or to record images of agricultural op- 
erations. 


SA 2373. Mr. WICKER (for himself, 
Mr. CONRAD, Mr. INHOFE, Ms. LANDRIEU, 
Mr. COCHRAN, and Mr. TESTER) sub- 
mitted an amendment intended to be 
proposed by him to the bill S. 3240, to 
reauthorize agricultural programs 
through 2017, and for other purposes; 
which was ordered to lie on the table; 
as follows: 


On page 1009, after line 11, add the fol- 
lowing: 

SECTION 12207. GRASSROOTS RURAL AND SMALL 
COMMUNITY WATER SYSTEMS AS- 
SISTANCE. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Section may be 
cited as the “Grassroots Rural and Small 
Community Water Systems Assistance Act’’. 

(b) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that— 

(1) the Safe Drinking Water Act Amend- 
ments of 1996 (Public Law 104-182) authorized 
technical assistance for small and rural com- 
munities to assist those communities in 
complying with regulations promulgated 
pursuant to the Safe Drinking Water Act (42 
U.S.C. 300f et seq.); 

(2) technical assistance and compliance 
training— 

(A) ensures that Federal regulations do not 
overwhelm the resources of small and rural 
communities; and 

(B) provides small and rural communities 
lacking technical resources with the nec- 
essary skills to improve and protect water 
resources; 

(8) across the United States, more than 90 
percent of the community water systems 
serve a population of less than 10,000 individ- 
uals; 

(4) small and rural communities have the 
greatest difficulty providing safe, affordable 
public drinking water and wastewater serv- 
ices due to limited economies of scale and 
lack of technical expertise; and 

(5) in addition to being the main source of 
compliance assistance, small and rural water 
technical assistance has been the main 
source of emergency response assistance in 
small and rural communities. 

(c) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of 
Congress that— 

(1) to most effectively assist small and 
rural communities, the Environmental Pro- 
tection Agency should prioritize the types of 
technical assistance that are most beneficial 
to those communities, based on input from 
those communities; and 

(2) local support is the key to making Fed- 
eral assistance initiatives work in small and 
rural communities to the maximum benefit. 

(d) FUNDING PRIORITIES.—Section 1442(e) of 
the Safe Drinking Water Act (42 U.S.C. 300j- 
1(e)) is amended— 

(1) by designating the first through sev- 
enth sentences as paragraphs (1) through (7), 
respectively; 

(2) in paragraph (5) (as so designated), by 
striking ‘1997 through 2003” and inserting 
‘2012 through 2017”; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 

“(8) NONPROFIT ORGANIZATIONS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator may 
use amounts made available to carry out 
this section to provide technical assistance 
to nonprofit organizations that provide to 
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small public water systems onsite technical 
assistance, circuit-rider technical assistance 
programs, onsite and regional training, as- 
sistance with implementing source water 
protection plans, and assistance with imple- 
mentation monitoring plans, rules, regula- 
tions, and water security enhancements. 

“(B) PREFERENCE.—To ensure that tech- 
nical assistance funding is used in a manner 
that is most beneficial to the small and rural 
communities of a State, the Administrator 
shall give preference under this paragraph to 
nonprofit organizations that, as determined 
by the Administrator, are the most qualified 
and experienced and that the small commu- 
nity water systems in that State find to be 
the most beneficial and effective. 

‘(9) CONSULTATION.—In carrying out para- 
graphs (1) through (8), the Administrator 
may consult or coordinate with the Sec- 
retary of Agriculture, acting through the 
Under Secretary of Rural Development.’’. 


SA 2374. Mr. DEMINT submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 3240, to reauthorize 
agricultural programs through 2017, 
and for other purposes; which was or- 
dered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol- 
lowing: 

SEC. . REPEAL OF DODD-FRANK ACT. 

The Dodd-Frank Wall Street Reform and 
Consumer Protection Act (Public Law 111- 
203) is repealed, and the provisions of law 
amended by such Act are revived or restored 
as if such Act had not been enacted. 


SA 2375. Mr. MENENDEZ submitted 
an amendment intended to be proposed 
by him to the bill S. 3240, to reauthor- 
ize agricultural programs through 2017, 
and for other purposes; which was or- 
dered to lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 361, between lines 8 and 9, insert 
the following: 

SEC. 4208. LEAN FINELY TEXTURED BEEF. 

Section 14 of the Richard B. Russell Na- 
tional School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 1762a) is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

“(i) LEAN FINELY TEXTURED BEEF.—The 
Secretary shall give States and school food 
authorities the option to purchase and re- 
ceive meat and meat food products that do 
not contain low-temperature rendered prod- 
uct, also known as lean finely textured beef 
(as defined by the Secretary), for use in 
school meal programs under this Act and the 
Child Nutrition Act of 1966 (42 U.S.C. 1771 et 
seq.).’’. 


SA 2376. Mr. TOOMEY submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 3240, to reauthorize 
agricultural programs through 2017, 
and for other purposes; which was or- 
dered to lie on the table; as follows: 

Beginning on page 312, strike line 9 and all 
that follows through page 339, line 15, and in- 
sert the following: 

SEC. 4002. LIMITATION ON CATEGORICAL ELIGI- 
BILITY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 5 of the Food and 
Nutrition Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2014) is amend- 
ed— 

(1) in the second sentence of subsection (a), 
by striking ‘‘Shouseholds in which each mem- 
ber receives benefits” and inserting ‘‘house- 
holds in which each member receives cash 
assistance”; and 

(2) in subsection (j), by striking ‘‘or who 
receives benefits under a State program” and 
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inserting ‘‘or who receives cash assistance 
under a State program”. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall— 

(1) take effect on the date of enactment of 
this Act; and 

(2) only apply to certification periods that 
begin on or after that date. 

SEC. 4003. STANDARD UTILITY ALLOWANCE. 

(a) STANDARD UTILITY ALLOWANCE.—Sec- 
tion 5 of the Food and Nutrition Act of 2008 
(7 U.S.C. 2014) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (e)(6)(C), 
clause (iv); and 

(2) in subsection (k), by striking paragraph 
(4) and inserting the following: 

‘(4) THIRD PARTY ENERGY ASSISTANCE PAY- 
MENTS.—For purposes of subsection (d)(1), a 
payment made under a State law (other than 
a law referred to in paragraph (2)(G)) to pro- 
vide energy assistance to a household shall 
be considered money payable directly to the 
household.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section 
2605(f)(2) of the Low-Income Home Energy 
Assistance Act of 1981 (42 U.S.C. 8624(f)(2)) is 
amended— 

(1) in the matter preceding subparagraph 
(A), by striking ‘‘and for purposes of deter- 
mining any excess shelter expense deduction 
under section 5(e) of the Food and Nutrition 
Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2014(e))’’; and 

(2) in subparagraph (A), by inserting before 
the semicolon the following: ‘‘, except that 
such payments or allowances shall not be 
considered to be expended for purposes of de- 
termining any excess shelter expense deduc- 
tion under section 5(e)(6) of the Food and Nu- 
trition Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2014(e)(6))”’. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall— 

(1) take effect on the date of enactment of 
this Act; and 

(2) only apply to certification periods that 
begin on or after that date. 

SEC. 4004. ELIGIBILITY DISQUALIFICATIONS. 

Section 6(e)(8)(B) of Food and Nutrition 
Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2015(e)(3)(B)) is amended 
by striking ‘‘section’’ and inserting the fol- 
lowing: ‘‘section, subject to the condition 
that the course or program of study— 

“(i) is part of a program of career and tech- 
nical education (as defined in section 3 of the 
Carl D. Perkins Career and Technical Edu- 
cation Act of 2006 (20 U.S.C. 2302)) that may 
be completed in not more than 4 years at an 
institution of higher education (as defined in 
section 102 of the Higher Education Act of 
1965 (20 U.S.C. 1002)); or 

“(ii) is limited to remedial courses, basic 
adult education, literacy, or English as a 
second language;’’. 

SEC. 4005. ENDING SUPPLEMENTAL NUTRITION 
ASSISTANCE PROGRAM BENEFITS 
FOR LOTTERY OR GAMBLING WIN- 
NERS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 6 of the Food and 
Nutrition Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2015) is amend- 
ed by adding at the end the following: 

‘“(r) INELIGIBILITY FOR BENEFITS DUE TO RE- 
CEIPT OF SUBSTANTIAL LOTTERY OR GAMBLING 
WINNINGS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Any household in which 
a member receives substantial lottery or 
gambling winnings, as determined by the 
Secretary, shall lose eligibility for benefits 
immediately upon receipt of the winnings. 

‘(2) DURATION OF INELIGIBILITY.—A house- 
hold described in paragraph (1) shall remain 
ineligible for participation until the house- 
hold meets the allowable financial resources 
and income eligibility requirements under 
subsections (c), (d), (e), ©, (8), @, (kK), 0), 
(m), and (n) of section 5. 


by striking 
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(3) AGREEMENTS.—As determined by the 
Secretary, each State agency, to the max- 
imum extent practicable, shall establish 
agreements with entities responsible for the 
regulation or sponsorship of gaming in the 
State to determine whether individuals par- 
ticipating in the supplemental nutrition as- 
sistance program have received substantial 
lottery or gambling winnings.” . 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section 5(a) 
of the Food and Nutrition Act of 2008 (7 
U.S.C. 2014(a)) is amended in the second sen- 
tence by striking ‘“‘sections 6(b), 6(d)(2), and 
6(g)’? and inserting ‘‘subsections (b), (d)(2), 
(g), and (r) of section 6”. 

SEC. 4006. RETAIL FOOD STORES. 

(a) DEFINITION OF RETAIL FOOD STORE.— 
Subsection (0)(1)(A) of section 3 of the Food 
and Nutrition Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2012) (as 
redesignated by section 4020(a)(4)) is amend- 
ed by striking ‘‘at least 2” and inserting ‘‘at 
least 3”. 

(b) ALTERNATIVE BENEFIT DELIVERY.—Sec- 
tion 7(f) of the Food and Nutrition Act of 
2008 (7 U.S.C. 2016(f)) is amended— 

(1) by striking paragraph (2) and inserting 
the following: 

‘‘(2) IMPOSITION OF COSTS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
subparagraph (B), the Secretary shall require 
participating retail food stores (including 
restaurants participating in a State option 
restaurant program intended to serve the el- 
derly, disabled, and homeless) to pay 100 per- 
cent of the costs of acquiring, and arrange 
for the implementation of, electronic benefit 
transfer point-of-sale equipment and sup- 
plies, including related services. 

(B) EXEMPTIONS.—The Secretary may ex- 
empt from subparagraph (A)— 


“(j) farmers’ markets, military com- 
missaries, nonprofit food buying coopera- 
tives, and establishments, organizations, 


programs, or group living arrangements de- 
scribed in paragraphs (5), (7), and (8) of sec- 
tion 3(k); and 

“Gi) establishments described in para- 
graphs (3), (4), and (9) of section 3(k), other 
than restaurants participating in a State op- 
tion restaurant program.’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

“(4) TERMINATION OF MANUAL VOUCHERS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Effective beginning on 
the date of enactment of this paragraph, ex- 
cept as provided in subparagraph (B), no 
State shall issue manual vouchers to a 
household that receives supplemental nutri- 
tion assistance under this Act or allow retail 
food stores to accept manual vouchers as 
payment, unless the Secretary determines 
that the manual vouchers are necessary, 
such as in the event of an electronic benefit 
transfer system failure or a disaster situa- 
tion. 

(B) EXEMPTIONS.—The Secretary may ex- 
empt categories of retail food stores or indi- 
vidual retail food stores from subparagraph 
(A) based on criteria established by the Sec- 
retary. 

‘“(5) UNIQUE IDENTIFICATION NUMBER RE- 
QUIRED.—The Secretary shall require all par- 
ties providing electronic benefit transfer 
services to provide for and maintain unique 
terminal identification number information 
through the supplemental nutrition assist- 
ance program electronic benefit transfer 
transaction routing system.’’. 

(c) ELECTRONIC BENEFIT TRANSFERS.—Sec- 
tion 7(h)(3)(B) of the Food and Nutrition Act 
of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2016(h)(3)(B)) is amended by 
striking ‘‘is operational—’’ and all that fol- 
lows through ‘‘(ii) in the case of other par- 
ticipating stores,” and inserting ‘“‘is oper- 
ational”. 
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(d) APPROVAL OF RETAIL FOOD STORES AND 
WHOLESALE FOOD CONCERNS.—Section 9 of 
the Food and Nutrition Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 
2018) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)— 

(A) in the second sentence of paragraph 
(a)(1), by striking ‘‘; and (C)’’ and inserting 
“:; (C) whether the applicant is located in an 
area with significantly limited access to 
food; and (D)’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

‘(4) RETAIL FOOD STORES WITH SIGNIFICANT 
SALES OF EXCEPTED ITEMS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—No retail food store for 
which at least 45 percent of the total sales of 
the retail food store is from the sale of ex- 
cepted items described in section 3(k)(1) may 
be authorized to accept and redeem benefits 
unless the Secretary determines that the 
participation of the retail food store is re- 
quired for the effective and efficient oper- 
ation of the supplemental nutrition assist- 
ance program. 

‘“(B) APPLICATION.—Subparagraph (A) shall 
be effective— 

“(i) in the case of retail food stores apply- 
ing to be authorized for the first time, begin- 
ning on the date that is 1 year after the date 
of enactment of this paragraph; and 

“(ii) in the case of retail food stores par- 
ticipating in the program on the date of en- 
actment of this paragraph, during periodic 
reauthorization in accordance with para- 
graph (2)(A).’’; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 

“(g) EBT SERVICE REQUIREMENT.—An ap- 
proved retail food store shall provide ade- 
quate EBT service as described in section 
7(h)(3)(B).”’. 

SEC. 4007. IMPROVING SECURITY OF FOOD AS- 
SISTANCE. 

Section 7(h)(8) of the Food and Nutrition 
Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2016(h)(8)) is amended— 

(1) by striking the paragraph heading and 
inserting ‘‘REPLACEMENT OF CARDS.—”’; 

(2) by striking “A State” and inserting the 
following: 

“(A) FEES.—A State”; and 

(3) by adding after subparagraph (A) (as so 
designated by paragraph (2)) the following: 

‘((B) PURPOSEFUL LOSS OF CARDS.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—Subject to terms and 
conditions established by the Secretary in 
accordance with clause (ii), if a household 
makes excessive requests for replacement of 
the electronic benefit transfer card of the 
household, the Secretary may require a 
State agency to decline to issue a replace- 
ment card to the household unless the house- 
hold, upon request of the State agency, pro- 
vides an explanation for the loss of the card. 

“(ii) REQUIREMENTS.—The terms and condi- 
tions established by the Secretary shall pro- 
vide that— 

“(D) the household be given the oppor- 
tunity to provide the requested explanation 
and meet the requirements under this para- 
graph promptly; 

“(ID after an excessive number of lost 
cards, the head of the household shall be re- 
quired to review program rights and respon- 
sibilities with State agency personnel au- 
thorized to make determinations under sec- 
tion 5(a); and 

“(JIT) any action taken, including actions 
required under section 6(b)(2), other than the 
withholding of the electronic benefit trans- 
fer card until an explanation described in 
subclause (I) is provided, shall be consistent 
with the due process protections under sec- 
tion 6(b) or 11(e)(10), as appropriate. 

‘(C) PROTECTING VULNERABLE PERSONS.—In 
implementing this paragraph, a State agency 
shall act to protect homeless persons, per- 
sons with disabilities, victims of crimes, and 
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other vulnerable persons who lose electronic 
benefit transfer cards but are not inten- 
tionally committing fraud. 

‘(D) EFFECT ON ELIGIBILITY.—While a State 
may decline to issue an electronic benefits 
transfer card until a household satisfies the 
requirements under this paragraph, nothing 
in this paragraph shall be considered a denial 
of, or limitation on, the eligibility for bene- 
fits under section 5.”. 

SEC. 4008. TECHNOLOGY MODERNIZATION FOR 
RETAIL FOOD STORES. 

(a) MOBILE TECHNOLOGIES.—Section 7(h) of 
the Food and Nutrition Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 
2016(h)) (as amended by section 4020(e)) is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

‘*(14) MOBILE TECHNOLOGIES.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subparagraph 
(B), the Secretary shall approve retail food 
stores to redeem benefits through electronic 
means other than wired point of sale devices 
for electronic benefit transfer transactions, 
if the retail food stores— 

“(i) establish recipient protections regard- 
ing privacy, ease of use, access, and support 
similar to the protections provided for trans- 
actions made in retail food stores; 

“(ii) bear the costs of obtaining, installing, 
and maintaining mobile technologies, in- 
cluding mechanisms needed to process EBT 
cards and transaction fees; 

“(iii) demonstrate the foods purchased 
with benefits issued under this section 
through mobile technologies are purchased 
at a price not higher than the price of the 
same food purchased by other methods used 
by the retail food store, as determined by the 
Secretary; 

“(iv) provide adequate documentation for 
each authorized transaction, as determined 
by the Secretary; and 

“(v) meet other criteria as established by 
the Secretary. 

‘(B) DEMONSTRATION PROJECT ON ACCEPT- 
ANCE OF BENEFITS OF MOBILE TRANSACTIONS.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—Before authorizing im- 
plementation of subparagraph (A) in all 
States, the Secretary shall pilot the use of 
mobile technologies determined by the Sec- 
retary to be appropriate to test the feasi- 
bility and implications for program integ- 
rity, by allowing retail food stores to accept 
benefits from recipients of supplemental nu- 
trition assistance through mobile trans- 
actions. 

‘“ii) DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS.—To be eli- 
gible to participate in a demonstration 
project under clause (i), a retail food store 
shall submit to the Secretary for approval a 
plan that includes— 

‘(T) a description of the technology; 

“(ID) the manner by which the retail food 
store will provide proof of the transaction to 
households; 

‘“(III) the provision of data to the Sec- 
retary, consistent with requirements estab- 
lished by the Secretary, in a manner that al- 
lows the Secretary to evaluate the impact of 
the demonstration on participant access, 
ease of use, and program integrity; and 

“(IV) such other criteria as the Secretary 
may require. 

“(iii) DATE OF COMPLETION.—The dem- 
onstration projects under this subparagraph 
shall be completed and final reports sub- 
mitted to the Secretary by not later than 
July 1, 2015. 

‘“(C) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—The Secretary 
shall— 

“(i) by not later than January 1, 2016, au- 
thorize implementation of subparagraph (A) 
in all States, unless the Secretary makes a 
finding, based on the data provided under 
subparagraph (B), that implementation in all 
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States is not in the best interest of the sup- 
plemental nutrition assistance program; and 

“(i) if the determination made in clause 
(i) is not to implement subparagraph (A) in 
all States, submit a report to the Committee 
on Agriculture of the House of Representa- 
tives and the Committee on Agriculture, Nu- 
trition, and Forestry of the Senate that in- 
cludes the basis of the finding.’’. 

(b) ACCEPTANCE OF BENEFITS THROUGH ON- 
LINE TRANSACTIONS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 7 of the Food and 
Nutrition Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2016) is amend- 
ed by adding at the end the following: 

“(k) OPTION TO ACCEPT PROGRAM BENEFITS 
THROUGH ON-LINE TRANSACTIONS.— 

““(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (4), 
the Secretary shall approve retail food stores 
to accept benefits from recipients of supple- 
mental nutrition assistance through on-line 
transactions. 

‘(2) REQUIREMENTS TO ACCEPT BENEFITS.—A 
retail food store seeking to accept benefits 
from recipients of supplemental nutrition as- 
sistance through on-line transactions shall— 

“(A) establish recipient protections regard- 
ing privacy, ease of use, access, and support 
similar to the protections provided for trans- 
actions made in retail food stores; 

““(B) ensure benefits are not used to pay de- 
livery, ordering, convenience, or other fees 
or charges; 

“(C) clearly notify participating house- 
holds at the time a food order is placed— 

“(i) of any delivery, ordering, convenience, 
or other fee or charge associated with the 
food purchase; and 

“Gi) that any such fee cannot be paid with 
benefits provided under this Act; 

“(D) ensure the security of on-line trans- 
actions by using the most effective tech- 
nology available that the Secretary con- 
siders appropriate and cost-effective and 
that is comparable to the security of trans- 
actions at retail food stores; and 

“(E) meet other criteria as established by 
the Secretary. 

“(8) STATE AGENCY ACTION.—EHach State 
agency shall ensure that recipients of supple- 
mental nutrition assistance can use benefits 
on-line as described in this subsection as ap- 
propriate. 

“(4) DEMONSTRATION PROJECT ON ACCEPT- 
ANCE OF BENEFITS THROUGH ON-LINE TRANS- 
ACTIONS.— 

‘“(A) IN GENERAL.—Before the Secretary au- 
thorizes implementation of paragraph (1) in 
all States, the Secretary shall carry out a 
number of demonstration projects as deter- 
mined by the Secretary to test the feasi- 
bility of allowing retail food stores to accept 
benefits through on-line transactions. 

‘“(B) DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS.—To be eli- 
gible to participate in a demonstration 
project under subparagraph (A), a retail food 
store shall submit to the Secretary for ap- 
proval a plan that includes— 

“(i) a method of ensuring that benefits 
may be used to purchase only eligible items 
under this Act; 

“Gi) a description of the method of edu- 
cating participant households about the 
availability and operation of on-line pur- 
chasing; 

“(ii) adequate testing of the on-line pur- 
chasing option prior to implementation; 

““(iv) the provision of data as requested by 
the Secretary for purposes of analyzing the 
impact of the project on participant access, 
ease of use, and program integrity; 

‘“(v) reports on progress, challenges, and 
results, as determined by the Secretary; and 

“(vi) such other criteria, including secu- 
rity criteria, as established by the Secretary. 
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“(C) DATE OF COMPLETION.—The demonstra- 
tion projects under this paragraph shall be 
completed and final reports submitted to the 
Secretary by not later than July 1, 2015. 

‘(5) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—The Secretary 
shall— 

“(A) by not later than January 1, 2016, au- 
thorize implementation of paragraph (1) in 
all States, unless the Secretary makes a 
finding, based on the data provided under 
paragraph (4), that implementation in all 
States is not in the best interest of the sup- 
plemental nutrition assistance program; and 

‘“(B) if the determination made in subpara- 
graph (A) is not to implement in all States, 
submit a report to the Committee on Agri- 
culture of the House of Representatives and 
the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, 
and Forestry of the Senate that includes the 
basis of the finding.’’. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 

(A) Section 7(b) of the Food and Nutrition 
Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2016(b)) is amended by 
striking ‘‘purchase food in retail food stores” 
and inserting ‘‘purchase food from retail food 
stores”. 

(B) Section 10 of the Food and Nutrition 
Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2019) is amended in the 
first sentence by inserting ‘‘retail food stores 
authorized to accept and redeem benefits 
through on-line transactions shall be author- 
ized to accept benefits prior to the delivery 
of food if the delivery occurs within a rea- 
sonable time of the purchase, as determined 
by the Secretary,’ after ‘‘food so pur- 
chased,’’. 

(c) SAVINGS CLAUSE.—Nothing in this sec- 
tion or an amendment made by this section 
alter any requirements of the Food and Nu- 
trition Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2011 et seq.) un- 
less specifically authorized in this section or 
an amendment made by this section. 

SEC. 4009. USE OF BENEFITS FOR PURCHASE OF 
COMMUNITY-SUPPORTED AGRI- 
CULTURE SHARE. 

Section 10 of the Food and Nutrition Act of 
2008 (7 U.S.C. 2019) (as amended by section 
4008(b)(2)(B)) is amended in the first sentence 
by inserting ‘‘agricultural producers who 
market agricultural products directly to 
consumers shall be authorized to redeem 
benefits for the initial cost of the purchase 
of a community-supported agriculture share 
for an appropriate time in advance of food 
delivery as determined by the Secretary,” 
after ‘‘as determined by the Secretary,’’. 

SEC. 4010. RESTAURANT MEALS PROGRAM. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 11(e) of the Food 
and Nutrition Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2020(e)) is 
amended— 

(1) in paragraph (22), by striking ‘‘and’’ at 
the end; 

(2) in paragraph (23), by striking the period 
at the end of subparagraph (C) and inserting 
“and and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 

‘(24) if the State elects to carry out a pro- 
gram to contract with private establish- 
ments to offer meals at concessional prices, 
as described in paragraphs 3, 4, and 9 of sec- 
tion 3(k)— 

“(A) the plans of the State agency for oper- 
ating the program, including— 

“(i) documentation of a need that eligible 
homeless, elderly, and disabled clients are 
underserved in a particular geographic area; 

“(ii) the manner by which the State agen- 
cy will limit participation to only those pri- 
vate establishments that the State deter- 
mines necessary to meet the need identified 
in clause (i); and 

“(iii) any other conditions the Secretary 
may prescribe, such as the level of security 
necessary to ensure that only eligible recipi- 
ents participate in the program; and 
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‘“(B) a report by the State agency to the 
Secretary annually, the schedule of which 
shall be established by the Secretary, that 
includes— 

“(i) the number of households and indi- 
vidual recipients authorized to participate in 
the program, including any information on 
whether the individual recipient is elderly, 
disabled, or homeless; and 

“(ii) an assessment of whether the program 
is meeting an established need, as docu- 
mented under subparagraph (A)(i).’’. 

(b) APPROVAL OF RETAIL FOOD STORES AND 
WHOLESALE FOOD CONCERNS.—Section 9 of 
the Food and Nutrition Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 
2018) (as amended by section 4006(d)(3)) is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

‘(h) PRIVATE ESTABLISHMENTS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2), 
no private establishment that contracts with 
a State agency to offer meals at concessional 
prices as described in paragraphs 3, 4, and 9 
of section 3(k) may be authorized to accept 
and redeem benefits unless the Secretary de- 
termines that the participation of the pri- 
vate establishment is required to meet a doc- 
umented need in accordance with section 
11(e)(24). 

‘*(2) EXISTING CONTRACTS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—If, on the day before the 
date of enactment of this subsection, a State 
has entered into a contract with a private es- 
tablishment described in paragraph (1) and 
the Secretary has not determined that the 
participation of the private establishment is 
necessary to meet a documented need in ac- 
cordance with section 11(e)(24), the Secretary 
shall allow the operation of the private es- 
tablishment to continue without that deter- 
mination of need for a period not to exceed 
180 days from the date on which the Sec- 
retary establishes determination criteria, by 
regulation, under section 11(e)(24). 

“(B) JUSTIFICATION.—If the Secretary 
makes a determination to terminate a con- 
tract with a private establishment that is in 
effect on the date of enactment of this sub- 
section, the Secretary shall provide jus- 
tification to the State in which the private 
establishment is located for that termi- 
nation. 

‘(3) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—Not later than 
90 days after September 30, 2018, and 90 days 
after the last day of each fiscal year there- 
after, the Secretary shall report to the Com- 
mittee on Agriculture of the House of Rep- 
resentatives and the Committee on Agri- 
culture, Nutrition, and Forestry of the Sen- 
ate on the effectiveness of a program under 
this subsection using any information re- 
ceived from States under section 11(e)(24) as 
well as any other information the Secretary 
may have relating to the manner in which 
benefits are used.’’. 

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section 
3(k) of the Food and Nutrition Act of 2008 (7 
U.S.C. 2012(k)) is amended by inserting ‘‘sub- 
ject to section 9h)” after ‘‘concessional 
prices” each place it appears. 

SEC. 4011. EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING. 

(a) ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS.—Section 16(a) 
of the Food and Nutrition Act of 2008 (7 
U.S.C. 2025(a)) is amended in the matter pre- 
ceding paragraph (1) by inserting ‘‘(other 
than a program carried out under section 
6(d)(4) or 20)” after ‘‘supplemental nutrition 
assistance program”. 

(b) FUNDING OF EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING 
PROGRAMS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 16(h) of the Food 
and Nutrition Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2025(h)) is 
amended— 

(A) in paragraph (1)(A), by striking ‘‘for 
each fiscal year under section 18(a)(1), 
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$90,000,000 for each fiscal year.’’ and inserting 
the following: 
“under section 18(a)(1)— 

““(B) for fiscal year 2018, $79,000,000; and 

“(C) for each subsequent fiscal year, 
$90,000,000.’’; 

(B) by striking paragraphs (2) and (3); and 

(C) by redesignating paragraphs (4) and (5) 
as paragraphs (2) and (3), respectively. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 

(A) Section 17(b)(1)(B)(iv)MTID)(hh) of the 
Food and Nutrition Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 
2026(b)(1)(B)(iv)(II])(hh)) is amended by strik- 
ing “, (g), (h)(2), or (h)(3)”’ and inserting ‘‘or 
(g)”. 

(B) Section 22(d)(1)(B)~ii) of the Food and 
Nutrition Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 
2031(d)(1)(B)(ii)) is amended by striking ‘“‘, 
(g), (h)(2), and (h)(8)’? and inserting ‘‘and 
8)”. 

(c) WORKFARE.—Section 20 of the Food and 
Nutrition Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2029) is amend- 
ed by striking subsection (g). 

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The 
made by this section shall— 

(1) take effect on October 1, 2012; and 

(2) apply only to certification periods that 
begin on or after that date. 

SEC. 4012. QUALITY CONTROL ERROR RATE DE- 
TERMINATION. 

Section 16(c) of the Food and Nutrition Act 
of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2025(c)) is amended by adding 
at the end the following: 

(10) TOLERANCE LEVEL.—For the purposes 
of this subsection, the Secretary shall set 
the tolerance level for excluding small errors 
at $25.”’. 

SEC. 4013. REPEAL OF STATE BONUS PAYMENTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 16 of the Food 
and Nutrition Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2025) is 
amended by striking subsection (d). 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by this section shall— 

(1) take effect on October 1, 2012; and 

(2) apply only to certification periods that 
begin on or after that date. 

SEC. 4014. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

Section 18(a)(1) of the Food and Nutrition 
Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2027(a)(1)) is amended in 
the first sentence by striking ‘‘2012’’ and in- 
serting ‘‘2013”’. 

SEC. 4015. ASSISTANCE FOR COMMUNITY FOOD 
PROJECTS. 

Section 25 of the Food and Nutrition Act of 
2008 (7 U.S.C. 2034) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)(1)(B)(ii)— 

(A) by striking subclause (I); and 

(B) by redesignating subclauses (II) and 
(III) as subclauses (I) and (II), respectively; 
and 

(2) in subsection (b), by adding at the end 
the following: 

“(3) FUNDING.— 

‘“(A) IN GENERAL.—Out of any funds in the 
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, the 
Secretary of the Treasury shall transfer to 
the Secretary to carry out this section not 
less than $5,000,000 for fiscal year 2013 and 
each fiscal year thereafter. 

‘“(B) RECEIPT AND ACCEPTANCE.—The Sec- 
retary shall be entitled to receive, shall ac- 
cept, and shall use to carry out this section 
the funds transferred under subparagraph 
(A), without further appropriation. 

“(C) MAINTENANCE OF FUNDING.—The fund- 
ing provided under subparagraph (A) shall 
supplement (and not supplant) other Federal 
funding made available to the Secretary to 
carry out this section.’’. 

SEC. 4016. EMERGENCY FOOD ASSISTANCE. 

(a) PURCHASE OF COMMODITIES.—Section 
27(a) of the Food and Nutrition Act of 2008 (7 
U.S.C. 2036(a)) is amended— 
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June 12, 2012 


(1) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘2008 
through 2012” and inserting ‘2012 through 
2017; 

(2) by striking paragraph (2) and inserting 
the following: 

‘(2) AMOUNTS.—The Secretary shall use to 
carry out paragraph (1)— 

“(A) for fiscal year 2012, $260,000,000; and 

‘(B) for each subsequent fiscal year, the 
dollar amount of commodities specified in 
subparagraph (A) adjusted by the percentage 
by which the thrifty food plan has been ad- 
justed under section 3(u)(4) between June 30, 
2012, and June 30 of the immediately pre- 
ceding fiscal year, and subsequently in- 
creased by— 

“(i) for fiscal year 2013, $28,000,000; 

““(ii) for fiscal year 2014, $24,000,000; 

‘(iii) for fiscal year 2015, $20,000,000; 

‘(iv) for fiscal year 2016, $18,000,000; and 

‘““(v) for fiscal year 2017 and each fiscal year 
thereafter, $10,000,000.’’; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 

‘(3) FUNDS AVAILABILITY.—For purposes of 
the funds described in this subsection, the 
Secretary shall— 

“(A) make the funds available for 2 fiscal 
years; and 

‘“(B) allow States to carry over unexpended 
balances to the next fiscal year pursuant to 
such terms and conditions as are determined 
by the Secretary.’’. 

(b) EMERGENCY FOOD PROGRAM INFRASTRUC- 
TURE GRANTS.—Section 209(d) of the Emer- 
gency Food Assistance Act of 1983 (7 U.S.C. 
75lla(d)) is amended by striking ‘‘2012’’ and 
inserting ‘‘2017’’. 

SEC. 4017. NUTRITION EDUCATION. 

Section 28(b) of the Food and Nutrition Act 
of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2036a(b)) is amended by in- 
serting ‘‘and physical activity”? after 
“healthy food choices’’. 

SEC. 4018. NUTRITION EDUCATION AND OBESITY 
INDEXING. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 28(d)(1) of the 
Food and Nutrition Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 
2036a(d)(1)) is amended by striking ‘‘years—’’ 
and all that follows through the period at 
the end, and inserting ‘‘years, $375,000,000.’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by this section shall— 

(1) take effect on the date of enactment of 
this Act; and 

(2) only apply to certification periods that 
begin on or after that date. 

SEC. 4019. RETAIL FOOD STORE AND RECIPIENT 
TRAFFICKING. 

The Food and Nutrition Act of 2008 (7 
U.S.C. 2011 et seq.) is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 

“SEC. 29. RETAIL FOOD STORE AND RECIPIENT 
TRAFFICKING. 

“(a) PURPOSE.—The purpose of this section 
is to provide the Department of Agriculture 
with additional resources to prevent traf- 
ficking in violation of this Act by strength- 
ening recipient and retail food store program 
integrity. 

“(b) USE OF FUNDS.—Additional funds are 
provided under this section to supplement 
the retail food store and recipient integrity 
activities of the Department. 

‘“(¢) FUNDING.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Out of any funds in the 
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, the 
Secretary of the Treasury shall transfer to 
the Secretary to carry out this section not 
less than $18,500,000 for fiscal year 2018 and 
each fiscal year thereafter. 

‘(2) RECEIPT AND ACCEPTANCE.—The Sec- 
retary shall be entitled to receive, shall ac- 
cept, and shall use to carry out this section 
the funds transferred under paragraph (1), 
without further appropriation. 
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‘(3) MAINTENANCE OF FUNDING.—The fund- 
ing provided under paragraph (1) shall sup- 
plement (and not supplant) other Federal 
funding for programs carried out under this 
Act.’’. 
SEC. 


4020. TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING 


AMENDMENTS. 


SA 2377. Mr. TOOMEY submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 3240, to reauthorize 
agricultural programs through 2017, 
and for other purposes; which was or- 
dered to lie on the table; as follows: 


Beginning on page 312, strike line 9 and all 
that follows through page 313, line 25, and in- 
sert the following: 

SEC. 4002. LIMITATION ON CATEGORICAL ELIGI- 
BILITY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 5 of the Food and 
Nutrition Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2014) is amend- 
ed— 

(1) in the second sentence of subsection (a), 
by striking ‘‘households in which each mem- 
ber receives benefits” and inserting ‘‘house- 
holds in which each member receives cash 
assistance”; and 

(2) in subsection (j), by striking ‘‘or who 
receives benefits under a State program” and 
inserting ‘‘or who receives cash assistance 
under a State program”. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall— 

(1) take effect on the date of enactment of 
this Act; and 

(2) only apply to certification periods that 
begin on or after that date. 

SEC. 4003. STANDARD UTILITY ALLOWANCE. 

(a) STANDARD UTILITY ALLOWANCE.—Sec- 
tion 5 of the Food and Nutrition Act of 2008 
(7 U.S.C. 2014) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (e)(6)(C), 
clause (iv); and 

(2) in subsection (k), by striking paragraph 
(4) and inserting the following: 

‘(4) THIRD PARTY ENERGY ASSISTANCE PAY- 
MENTS.—For purposes of subsection (d)(1), a 
payment made under a State law (other than 
a law referred to in paragraph (2)(G)) to pro- 
vide energy assistance to a household shall 
be considered money payable directly to the 
household.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section 
2605(f)(2) of the Low-Income Home Energy 
Assistance Act of 1981 (42 U.S.C. 8624(f)(2)) is 
amended— 

(1) in the matter preceding subparagraph 
(A), by striking ‘‘and for purposes of deter- 
mining any excess shelter expense deduction 
under section 5(e) of the Food and Nutrition 
Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2014(e))’’; and 

(2) in subparagraph (A), by inserting before 
the semicolon the following: ‘‘, except that 
such payments or allowances shall not be 
considered to be expended for purposes of de- 
termining any excess shelter expense deduc- 
tion under section 5(e)(6) of the Food and Nu- 
trition Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2014(e)(6))’’. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall— 

(1) take effect on the date of enactment of 
this Act; and 

(2) only apply to certification periods that 
begin on or after that date. 

On page 334, after line 22, insert the fol- 
lowing: 

SEC. 4010. EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING. 

(a) ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS.—Section 16(a) 
of the Food and Nutrition Act of 2008 (7 
U.S.C. 2025(a)) is amended in the matter pre- 
ceding paragraph (1) by inserting ‘‘(other 
than a program carried out under section 
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6(d)(4) or 20)’’ after ‘‘supplemental nutrition 
assistance program”. 

(b) FUNDING OF EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING 
PROGRAMS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 16(h) of the Food 
and Nutrition Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2025(h)) is 
amended— 

(A) in paragraph (1)(A), by striking ‘‘for 
each fiscal year under section 18(a)(1), 
$90,000,000 for each fiscal year.’’ and inserting 
the following: 

“under section 18(a)(1)— 

““(B) for fiscal year 2013, $79,000,000; and 

“(C) for each subsequent fiscal year, 
$90,000,000.’’; 

(B) by striking paragraphs (2) and (3); and 

(C) by redesignating paragraphs (4) and (5) 
as paragraphs (2) and (3), respectively. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 

(A) Section 17(b)(1)(B)(iv)MTID(hh) of the 

Food and Nutrition Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 
2026(b)(1)(B)(iv)(1I])(hh)) is amended by strik- 
ing “, (g), (h)(2), or (h)(3)’”’ and inserting ‘‘or 
8)”. 
(B) Section 22(d)(1)(B)Gi) of the Food and 
Nutrition Act of 2008 (T U.S.C. 
2031(d)(1)(B)(ii)) is amended by striking ‘“‘, 
(g), (h)(2), and (h)(3)’’ and inserting ‘‘and 
(g)”. 
(c) WORKFARE.—Section 20 of the Food and 
Nutrition Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2029) is amend- 
ed by striking subsection (g). 

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The 
made by this section shall— 

(1) take effect on October 1, 2012; and 

(2) apply only to certification periods that 
begin on or after that date. 

On page 335, between lines 8 and 9, insert 
the following: 

SEC. 4011. REPEAL OF STATE BONUS PAYMENTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 16 of the Food 
and Nutrition Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2025) is 
amended by striking subsection (d). 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by this section shall— 

(1) take effect on October 1, 2012; and 

(2) apply only to certification periods that 
begin on or after that date. 

On page 335, line 12, strike ‘‘2017’ and in- 
sert ‘‘2013”’’. 

On page 338, between lines 10 and 11, insert 
the following: 

SEC. 4015. NUTRITION EDUCATION AND OBESITY 
INDEXING. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 28(d)(1) of the 
Food and Nutrition Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 
2036a(d)(1)) is amended by striking ‘‘years—”’ 
and all that follows through the period at 
the end, and inserting ‘‘years, $375,000,000.’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by this section shall— 

(1) take effect on the date of enactment of 
this Act; and 

(2) only apply to certification periods that 
begin on or after that date. 

On page 1009, after line 11, add the fol- 
lowing: 

SEC. 122 . AMERICAN REINVESTMENT AND 
RECOVERY ACT OF 2009 SUNSET. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 101(a)(2) of title I 
of division A of the American Recovery and 
Reinvestment Act of 2009 (Public Law 111-5; 
123 Stat. 120; 124 Stat. 2394; 124 Stat. 3265) is 
amended by striking ‘‘October 31, 2013” and 
inserting ‘‘June 30, 2012”. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The 
made by this section shall— 

(1) take effect on the date of enactment of 
this Act; and 

(2) only apply to certification periods that 
begin on or after that date. 


SA 2378. Mr. TOOMEY submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
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him to the bill S. 3240, to reauthorize 
agricultural programs through 2017, 
and for other purposes; which was or- 
dered to lie on the table; as follows: 


On page 1009, after line 11, add the fol- 
lowing: 

SEC. 122 . AMERICAN REINVESTMENT AND 
RECOVERY ACT OF 2009 SUNSET. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 101(a)(2) of title I 
of division A of the American Recovery and 
Reinvestment Act of 2009 (Public Law 111-5; 
123 Stat. 120; 124 Stat. 2394; 124 Stat. 3265) is 
amended by striking ‘‘October 31, 2013” and 
inserting ‘‘June 30, 2012”. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The 
made by this section shall— 

(1) take effect on the date of enactment of 
this Act; and 

(2) only apply to certification periods that 
begin on or after that date. 


amendment 


SA 2379. Mr. TOOMEY submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 3240, to reauthorize 
agricultural programs through 2017, 
and for other purposes; which was or- 
dered to lie on the table; as follows: 


Strike section 1602 and insert the fol- 
lowing: 

SEC. 1602. REPEAL OF PERMANENT PRICE SUP- 
PORT AUTHORITY. 

(a) AGRICULTURAL ADJUSTMENT ACT OF 
1938.—The following provisions of the Agri- 
cultural Adjustment Act of 1938 are repealed: 

(1) Parts II through V of subtitle B of title 
III (7 U.S.C. 1326 et seq.). 

(2) Section 377 (7 U.S.C. 1877). 

(3) Subtitle D of title III (7 U.S.C. 1379a et 
seq.). 

(4) Title IV (7 U.S.C. 1401 et seq.). 

(b) AGRICULTURAL ACT OF 1949.—The fol- 
lowing provisions of the Agricultural Act of 
1949 are repealed: 

(1) Section 101 (7 U.S.C. 1441). 

(2) Section 103(a) (7 U.S.C. 1444(a)). 

(3) Section 105 (7 U.S.C. 1444b). 

(4) Section 107 (7 U.S.C. 1445a). 

(5) Section 110 (7 U.S.C. 1445e). 

(6) Section 112 (7 U.S.C. 1445g). 

(7) Section 115 (7 U.S.C. 1445k). 

(8) Section 201 (7 U.S.C. 1446). 

(9) Title III (7 U.S.C. 1447 et seq.). 

(10) Title IV (7 U.S.C. 1421 et seq.), other 
than sections 404, 412, and 416 (7 U.S.C. 1424, 
1429, and 1481). 

(11) Title V (7 U.S.C. 1461 et seq.). 

(12) Title VI (7 U.S.C. 1471 et seq.). 

(c) CERTAIN QUOTA PROVISIONS.—The joint 
resolution entitled ‘‘A joint resolution relat- 
ing to corn and wheat marketing quotas 
under the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 
1938, as amended’’, approved May 26, 1941 (7 
U.S.C. 1330 and 1340), is repealed. 

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section take effect on the date 
of enactment of this Act. 


SA 2380. Mr. CRAPO submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 3240, to reauthorize 
agricultural programs through 2017, 
and for other purposes; which was or- 
dered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of title VIII, insert the fol- 
lowing: 

SEC. 83__. EXEMPTION FROM PERMITTING RE- 


QUIREMENTS FOR SILVICULTURAL 
ROADS. 


Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, the Administrator of the Environmental 
Protection Agency shall not require a permit 
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under section 402 of the Federal Water Pollu- 
tion Control Act (33 U.S.C. 1342) or, either di- 
rectly or indirectly, require any State to re- 
quire a permit for discharges of stormwater 
runoff from— 

(1) roads, the construction, use, or mainte- 
nance of which are associated with silvicul- 
tural activities; or 

(2) other silvicultural activities, including 
nursery operations, site preparation, refor- 
estation and subsequent cultural treatment, 
thinning, prescribed burning, pest and fire 
control, harvesting operations, or surface 
drainage. 


SA 2381. Mr. MERKLEY submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 3240, to reauthorize 
agricultural programs through 2017, 
and for other purposes; which was or- 
dered to lie on the table; as follows: 


On page 1009, after line 11, insert the fol- 
lowing: 

SEC. 122 . ASSISTANCE FOR FARMERS IM- 
PACTED BY CANADA GEESE. 

(a) ASSISTANCE FOR LANDOWNERS WITH 
CROPLAND DAMAGED BY CANADA GEESE.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 60 days 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary, acting through the Administrator 
of the Animal and Plant Health Inspection 
Service, shall prepare and submit a report to 
Congress that contains an assessment of the 
resources needed to direct adequate per- 
sonnel and equipment to assist landowners 
whose cropland is damaged by Canada geese. 

(2) EARLY ACTION.—The Secretary, acting 
through the Administrator of the Animal 
and Plant Health Inspection Service and the 
Director of Wildlife Services, as applicable, 
shall, to the extent practicable, direct more 
personnel and equipment to respond to land- 
owner requests for assistance with respect to 
cropland that is being damaged by Canada 
geese. 

(b) STUDY ON THE ECONOMIC IMPACTS OF 
CANADA GEESE.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 30 days 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Administrator of the National Agricultural 
Statistics Service (referred to in this section 
as “the Administrator’’) shall begin develop- 
ment of a study to gather data and deter- 
mine the economic impact of migratory 
geese on farms located in significantly im- 
pacted States, as determined by the Admin- 
istrator. 

(2) INITIATION AND DURATION.—The Admin- 
istrator shall— 

(A) initiate the migratory geese study de- 
scribed in paragraph (1) not later than 180 
days after the date of enactment of this Act; 
and 

(B) complete the study not later than 18 
months after the date of enactment of this 
Act. 

(3) CONSIDERATIONS.—The study conducted 
under this section shall consider— 

(A) the effects migratory geese have on 
crop yields in any significantly impacted 
States, including the annual estimated loss 
for those States; 

(B) which commodities are most affected 
by goose depredation; 

(C) which areas within the impacted States 
are most affected by goose depredation; and 

(D) the overall economic impact on Fed- 
eral, State, and local income as a result of 
goose depredation. 

(4) REPORT.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—After completion of the 
migratory geese study conducted under this 
section, the Administrator shall prepare and 
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submit a report on the findings of the study 
to— 

(i) the Director of the United States Fish 
and Wildlife Service; and 

(ii) Congress. 

(B) AVAILABILITY.—The Administrator 
shall make the report described in paragraph 
(1) available to the public. 


SA 2382. Mr. MERKLEY (for himself, 
Mrs. FEINSTEIN, Mr. SANDERS, and Mr. 
KERRY) submitted an amendment in- 
tended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 3240, to reauthorize agricultural 
programs through 2017, and for other 
purposes; which was ordered to lie on 
the table; as follows: 

On page 970, between lines 5 and 6, insert 
the following: 

SEC. 11019. CROP INSURANCE FOR ORGANIC 
CROPS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 508(c)(6) of the 
Federal Crop Insurance Act (7 U.S.C. 
1508(c)(6)) is amended by adding at the end 
the following: 

“(D) ORGANIC CROPS.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—AS soon as possible, but 
not later than the 2015 reinsurance year, the 
Corporation shall offer producers of organic 
crops price elections for all organic crops 
produced in compliance with standards 
issued by the Department of Agriculture 
under the national organic program estab- 
lished under the Organic Foods Production 
Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 6501 et seq.) that reflect 
the actual retail or wholesale prices, as ap- 
propriate, received by producers for organic 
crops, as determined by the Secretary using 
all relevant sources of information. 

“Gi) ANNUAL REPORT.—The Corporation 
shall submit to the Committee on Agri- 
culture of the House of Representatives and 
the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, 
and Forestry of the Senate an annual report 
on progress made in developing and improv- 
ing Federal crop insurance for organic crops, 
including— 

(D) the numbers and varieties of organic 
crops insured; 

“(II) the progress of implementing the 
price elections required under this subpara- 
graph, including the rate at which additional 
price elections are adopted for organic crops; 

“(IIT) the development of new insurance 
approaches relevant to organic producers; 
and 

“(IV) any recommendations the Corpora- 
tion considers appropriate to improve Fed- 
eral crop insurance coverage for organic 
crops.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 
522(c) of the Federal Crop Insurance Act (7 
U.S.C. 1522(c)) (as amended by section 11018) 
is amended— 

(1) by striking paragraph (10); and 

(2) by redesignating paragraphs (11) 
through (20) as paragraphs (10) through (19), 
respectively. 


SA 2383. Mr. COCHRAN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 3240, to reauthorize 
agricultural programs through 2017, 
and for other purposes; which was or- 
dered to lie on the table; as follows: 


At the appropriate place, add the fol- 
lowing: 
SEC. 122 . AUTHORIZATION OF CONVEYANCE 


OF CERTAIN LAND TO THE VICKS- 
BURG NATIONAL MILITARY PARK. 
(a) ACQUISITION OF LAND.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of the Inte- 
rior (referred to in this Act as the ‘‘Sec- 
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retary”) may acquire the land or any inter- 
ests in land within the area identified as 
“Modified Core Battlefield” for the Port Gib- 
son Unit, the Champion Hill Unit, and the 
Raymond Unit as generally depicted on the 
map entitled ‘‘Vicksburg National Military 
Park-—Proposed Battlefield Additions”, num- 
bered 306/100986, and dated October 2010. 

(2) METHODS OF ACQUISITION.—Land and in- 
terests in land may be acquired under para- 
graph (1) by donation, purchase from a will- 
ing seller with donated or appropriated 
funds, or exchange, except that land owned 
by the State of Mississippi or any political 
subdivision of the State may be acquired 
only by donation. 

(b) AVAILABILITY OF MaAp.—The map de- 
scribed in subsection (a)(1) shall be on file 
and available for public inspection in the ap- 
propriate offices of the National Park Serv- 
ice. 

(c) BOUNDARY ADJUSTMENT.—On the acqui- 
sition of land by the Secretary under this 
section— 

(1) the acquired land shall be added to the 
Vicksburg National Military Park; 

(2) the boundary of the Vicksburg National 
Military Park shall be adjusted to reflect the 
acquisition of the land; and 

(3) the acquired land shall be administered 
as part of the Vicksburg National Military 
Park in accordance with applicable laws (in- 
cluding regulations). 

(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated such 
sums as are necessary to carry out this sec- 
tion. 


SA 2384. Mr. CARDIN (for himself, 
Mr. CARPER, Mr. CASEY, Mr. Coons, Ms. 
MIKULSKI, Mr. ROCKEFELLER, Mr. WAR- 
NER, and Mr. WEBB) submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 3240, to reauthorize 
agricultural programs through 2017, 
and for other purposes; which was or- 
dered to lie on the table; as follows: 

Beginning on page 246, strike line 7, and in- 
sert the following: 

“quantity strategies. 

“(d) FUNDING.—The Secretary shall ensure 
that the total amounts made available under 
this subtitle to geographical areas des- 
ignated under this section are not less than 
the amounts those geographical areas would 
have received under title XII of the Food Se- 
curity Act of 1985 (as in effect on the day be- 
fore the date of enactment of this Act).’’. 


SA 2385. Mr. TESTER submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 3240, to reauthorize 
agricultural programs through 2017, 
and for other purposes; which was or- 
dered to lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 880, between lines 3 and 4, insert 
the following: 

Subtitle E—Cabin Fee Act 
SEC. 8401. SHORT TITLE. 

This subtitle may be cited as the ‘‘Cabin 
Fee Act of 2012”. 

SEC. 8402. DEFINITIONS. 

In this subtitle: 

(1) AUTHORIZATION; AUTHORIZE.—The terms 
“authorization” and ‘‘authorize’? mean the 
issuance of a special use permit for the use 
and occupancy of National Forest System 
land by a cabin owner under the Recreation 
Residence Program. 

(2) CABIN.—The term ‘‘cabin’’ means a pri- 
vately built and owned recreation residence 
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and related improvements on National For- 
est System land that— 

(A) is authorized for private use and occu- 
pancy; and 

(B) may be sold or transferred between pri- 
vate parties. 

(3) CABIN OWNER.—The term ‘‘cabin owner” 
means— 

(A) a person authorized by the Secretary to 
use and to occupy a cabin; and 

(B) a trust, heir, or assign of a person de- 
scribed in subparagraph (A). 

(4) CABIN TRANSFER FEE.—The term ‘‘cabin 
transfer fee’? means a fee that is paid to the 
United States on the transfer of a cabin be- 
tween private parties for money or other 
consideration that results in the issuance of 
a new permit. 

(5) CABIN USER FEE.—The term ‘‘cabin user 
fee’? means an annual fee paid to the United 
States by a cabin owner in accordance with 
an authorization for the use and occupancy 
of a cabin. 

(6) CURRENT APPRAISAL CYCLE.—The term 
“current appraisal cycle’? means the comple- 
tion of Forest Service review and acceptance 
of— 

(A) initial typical lot appraisals; or 

(B) second appraisals, if ordered by cabin 
owners and approved by the Forest Service. 

(7) CURRENT CABIN USER FEE.—The term 
‘current cabin user fee” means the most re- 
cent cabin user fee, as adjusted under section 
8403(c). 

(8) LoT.—The term ‘‘lot’’ means a parcel of 
National Forest System land on which a per- 
son is authorized to build, use, occupy, and 
maintain a cabin. 

(9) NATIONAL FOREST SYSTEM LAND.—The 
term ‘‘National Forest System land’’ means 
National Forest System land derived from 
the public domain. 

(10) RECREATION RESIDENCE PROGRAM.—The 
term ‘‘Recreation Residence Program” 
means the Recreation Residence Program es- 
tablished under the last paragraph under the 
heading ‘‘FOREST SERVICE” in the Act of 
March 4, 1915 (16 U.S.C. 497). 

(11) SECRETARY.—The term “Secretary” 
means the Secretary of Agriculture, acting 
through the Chief of the Forest Service. 

(12) TYPICAL LOT.—The term ‘‘typical lot” 
means a cabin lot, or group of cabin lots, in 
a tract that is selected for use in an ap- 
praisal as being representative of, and that 
has similar value characteristics as, other 
lots or groups of lots within the tract. 

SEC. 8403. CABIN USER FEES. 

(a) PAYMENT OF CABIN USER FEES.—Cabin 
owners shall pay an annual cabin user fee es- 
tablished by the Secretary in accordance 
with this section. 

(b) INITIAL CABIN USER FEES.— 

(1) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Secretary shall 
establish initial cabin user fees in accord- 
ance with this subsection. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE, Vol. 


(2) ASSIGNMENT TO VALUE TIERS.—On com- 
pletion of the current appraisal cycle, as re- 
quired by paragraph (4), the Secretary shall 
assign each permitted lot on National Forest 
System land to 1 of 9 tiers based on the fol- 
lowing considerations: 

(A) Before assigning the lots to tiers, all 
appraised lot values shall be adjusted, or 
normalized, for price changes occurring after 
the appraisal, in accordance with the Na- 
tional Association of Homebuilders/Wells 
Fargo Housing Opportunity Index. 

(B) Second appraisal values that are not 
rejected by the Forest Service shall super- 
sede initial lot appraisal values for the nor- 
malization and ranking process under sub- 
paragraph (A). 

(C) The tiers shall be established, on a na- 
tional basis, according to relative lot value, 
with lots having the lowest adjusted ap- 
praised value assigned to tier 1 and lots hav- 
ing the highest adjusted appraised value as- 
signed to tier 9. 

(D) The number of lots (by percentage) as- 
signed to each tier is contained in the table 
set forth in paragraph (3). 

(E) Data from incomplete appraisals may 
not be used to establish the fee tiers under 
this subsection. 

(F) Until assigned to a tier under this sub- 
section, the Secretary shall assess an in- 
terim fee for permitted cabin lots (including 
lots with incomplete appraisals), which shall 
be an amount equal to the lesser of— 

(i) $4,500; or 

(ii) the amount of the current cabin user 
fee, increased by 25 percent. 

(3) AMOUNT OF INITIAL CABIN USER FEES.— 
The initial cabin user fees, based on the as- 
signments under paragraph (2), are as fol- 
lows: 


i Approximate Fee 
Fee Tier Percent of Per- Amount 
mits Nationally 

Tier 1 8 percent $500 

Tier 2 12 percent $1,000 
Tier 3 12 percent $1,500 
Tier 4 14 percent $2,000 
Tier 5 14 percent $2,500 
Tier 6 14 percent $3,000 
Tier 7 11 percent $3,500 
Tier 8 8 percent $4,000 
Tier 9 7 percent $4,500. 


(4) DEADLINE FOR COMPLETION OF CURRENT 
APPRAISAL CYCLE.—Not later than 3 years 
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after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary shall complete the current ap- 
praisal cycle. 

(5) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The initial cabin user 
fees required by this subsection shall take ef- 
fect beginning with the first calendar year 
beginning after the completion of the cur- 
rent appraisal cycle. 


(c) ANNUAL ADJUSTMENTS OF CABIN USER 
FEE.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2), 
the Secretary shall use changes in the Im- 
plicit Price Deflator for the Gross Domestic 
Product published by the Bureau of Eco- 
nomic Analysis of the Department of Com- 
merce, applied on a 5-year rolling average, to 
assess an annual adjustment to cabin user 
fees. 

(2) LIMITATIONS.—Notwithstanding para- 
graph (1), cabin user fees established under 
this section shall be increased by not more 
than 25 percent in an annual adjustment 
under paragraph (a). 


(d) EFFECT OF DESTRUCTION, SUBSTANTIAL 
DAMAGE, OR LOSS OF ACCESS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall re- 
duce the cabin user fee to $100 per year for a 
cabin if— 

(A) the cabin is destroyed or suffers sub- 
stantial damage in an amount that is greater 
than 50 percent of replacement cost of the 
cabin; or 

(B) access to the cabin is significantly im- 
paired, whether by catastrophic events, nat- 
ural causes, or governmental actions, which 
results in the cabin being rendered unsafe or 
unable to be occupied. 

(2) TERM OF REDUCED FEE.—The reduced fee 
under paragraph (1) shall be in effect until 
the later of— 

(A) the last day of the year in which the 
destruction or impairment occurs; or 

(B) the date on which the cabin may be 
lawfully reoccupied and normal access has 
been restored. 


SEC. 8404. CABIN TRANSFER FEES. 


(a) PAYMENT OF CABIN TRANSFER FEES.—In 
conjunction with the transfer of ownership 
of any cabin and the issuance of a new per- 
mit, the cabin owner transferring the cabin 
shall file with the Secretary a sworn state- 
ment declaring the amount of money or 
other value received, if any, for the transfer 
of the cabin. 


(b) AMOUNT.—AS a condition of the 
issuance by the Secretary of a new author- 
ization for the use and occupancy of the 
cabin, the cabin owner transferring the cabin 
shall pay to the Secretary a cabin transfer 
fee in an amount determined as follows: 


Consideration Received by Transfer 


Transfer Fee Amount 


$0 to $250,000 


$1,000 


$250,000.01 to $500,000.00 


$1,000 plus 5 percent of consideration in excess of $250,000 up to $500,000 


$500,000.01 and above 


$1,000 plus 5 percent of consideration in excess of $250,000 up to $500,000 plus 10 percent of 
consideration in excess of $500,000. 


(c) INDEX.—The Secretary shall use 
changes in the Implicit Price Deflator for 
the Gross Domestic Product published by the 
Bureau of Economic Analysis of the Depart- 
ment of Commerce, applied on a 5-year roll- 
ing average, to determine and apply an an- 
nual adjustment to the cabin transfer fee 


threshold amounts set forth in the table con- 
tained in subsection (b). 


SEC. 8405. RIGHT OF APPEAL AND JUDICIAL RE- 
VIEW. 


(a) RIGHT OF APPEAL.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any ac- 
tion of a cabin owner to exercise rights in ac- 


cordance with section 8406, the Secretary 
shall by regulation grant to the cabin owner 
the right to an administrative appeal of the 
determination of a new cabin user fee, fee 
tier, cabin transfer fee, or whether or not to 
reduce a cabin user fee under section 8403(d). 
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(2) APPLICABLE LAW.—An appeal under 
paragraph (1) shall be pursuant to the appeal 
process provided under subpart C of part 251 
of title 36, Code of Federal Regulations (or a 
successor regulation). 

(b) JUDICIAL REVIEW.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—A cabin owner that con- 
tests a final decision of the Secretary under 
this subtitle may bring a civil action in 
United States district court. 

(2) VENUE.—The venue for an action 
brought before the United States district 
court under this subsection shall be in the 
Federal judicial district in which the cabin 
is located or the permit holder resides. 

(3) EFFECT ON MEDIATION.—Nothing in this 
subtitle precludes a person from seeking me- 
diation for an action under this subtitle. 

SEC. 8406. EFFECT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Nothing in this subtitle 
limits or restricts any right, title, or inter- 
est of the United States in or to any land or 
resource. 

(b) SPECIAL RULE FOR ALASKA.—In deter- 
mining a cabin user fee in the State of Alas- 
ka, the Secretary shall not establish or im- 
pose a cabin user fee or a condition affecting 
a cabin user fee that is inconsistent with 
13803(d) of the Alaska National Interest Lands 
Conservation Act (16 U.S.C. 3198(d)). 

SEC. 8407. REGULATIONS. 

Not later than December 31, 2012, the Sec- 
retary shall issue regulations to carry out 
this subtitle. 


SA 2386. Mr. SANDERS (for himself 
and Mr. LEAHY) submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 3240, to reauthorize agri- 
cultural programs through 2017, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 


On page 361, between lines 8 and 9, insert 
the following: 

SEC. 4208. DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE FRESH 
PROGRAM. 

Section 10603(b) of the Farm Security and 
Rural Investment Act of 2002 (7 U.S.C. 612c- 
4(b)) (as amended by section 4201) is amend- 
ed— 

(1) by striking ‘‘The Secretary” and insert- 
ing the following: 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary”; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

‘(2) LOCAL AND REGIONAL PURCHASE.—In 
purchasing fresh fruits and vegetables under 
paragraph (1), the Secretary shall, to the 
maximum extent practicable, provide locally 
and regionally grown produce to schools and 
service institutions. 

“(3) DATA TRACKING.—The Secretary of Ag- 
riculture, in conjunction with the Secretary 
of Defense in carrying out the fresh fruit and 
vegetable program of the Department of De- 
fense, shall— 

“(A) track annual data on— 

“(i) each State and county from which 
fresh fruits and vegetables are purchased; 
and 

“(ii) each State and county in which is lo- 
cated a school or service institution to which 
the purchased commodities and products are 
distributed; and 

‘(B) prepare an annual report that de- 
scribes the volume, types of fruits and vege- 
tables, purchase price, minimal processing, 
and percent of total purchases of commod- 
ities and products that are procured by the 
Department of Defense and provided to 
schools and service institutions locally and 
regionally. 

‘(4) DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE PROGRAM OP- 
ERATION.—A school or service institution de- 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE, Vol. 158, Pt. 7 


scribed in paragraph (1) may carry out this 
section by— 

“(A) electing to participate in the fresh 
fruit and vegetable program of the Depart- 
ment of Defense; 

“(B) under such terms and conditions as 
the Secretary shall establish, purchasing un- 
processed or minimally processed locally and 
regionally produced fruits and vegetables 
with amounts that would have been used by 
the school or service institution to partici- 
pate in the fresh fruit and vegetable program 
of the Department of Defense; or 

“(C) carrying out a combination of the ac- 
tivities described in subparagraphs (A) and 
(B). 

“*(5) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—The Secretary 
shall submit to the Committee on Agri- 
culture of the House of Representatives and 
the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, 
and Forestry of the Senate a report con- 
taining— 

“(A) the information and report described 
in paragraph (3); and 

‘“(B) annual information on the number of 
schools and service institutions described in 
paragraph (4).’’. 


SA 2387. Mr. BOOZMAN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 3240, to reauthorize 
agricultural programs through 2017, 
and for other purposes; which was or- 
dered to lie on the table; as follows: 

In section 9007(a)(1)— 

(1) redesignate subparagraphs (A) and (B) 
as subparagraphs (B) and (C), respectively; 
and 

(2) before subparagraph (B) (as so redesig- 
nated), insert the following: 

(A) in subsection (a), by inserting ‘‘(other 
than to construct, fund, install, or operate 
an ethanol blender pump)” after ‘‘busi- 
nesses”’; 


SA 2388. Mr. WYDEN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 3240, to reauthorize 
agricultural programs through 2017, 
and for other purposes; which was or- 
dered to lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 360, after line 24, add the fol- 
lowing: 

SEC. 4207. PURCHASES OF LOCALLY PRODUCED 
FOODS. 

Section 9(j) of the Richard B. Russell Na- 
tional School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 1758(j)) is 
amended— 

(1) by redesignating paragraphs (1) through 
(3) as subparagraphs (A) through (C), respec- 
tively, and indenting the subparagraphs ap- 
propriately; 

(2) by striking ‘‘The Secretary” and insert- 
ing the following: 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary”; 

(3) in paragraph (1) (as so redesignated)— 

(A) in subparagraph (B)— 

(i) by striking ‘‘paragraph (1) of the policy 
described in that paragraph and paragraph 
(8) and inserting ‘‘subparagraph (A) of the 
policy described in that subparagraph and 
subparagraph (C)’’; and 

(ii) by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end; 

(B) in subparagraph (C), by striking the pe- 
riod at the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 

(C) by adding at the end the following: 

‘“(D) not later than 1 year after the date of 
enactment of this subparagraph, in accord- 
ance with paragraphs (2) and (3), conduct not 
fewer than 5 demonstration projects through 
school food authorities receiving funds under 
this Act and the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 
(42 U.S.C. 1771 et seq.) to facilitate the pur- 
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chase of unprocessed and minimally proc- 
essed locally grown and locally raised agri- 
cultural products.’’; and 

(4) by adding at the end the following: 

‘(2) SELECTION.—In conducting demonstra- 
tion projects under paragraph (1)(D), the Sec- 
retary shall ensure that at least 1 project is 
located in a State in each of— 

“(A) the Pacific Northwest Region; 

“(B) the Northeast Region; 

“(C) the Western Region; 

“(D) the Midwest Region; and 

“(E) the Southern Region. 

‘(8) PRIORITY.—In selecting States for par- 
ticipation in the demonstration projects 
under paragraph (2), the Secretary shall 
prioritize applications based on— 

“(A) the quantity and variety of growers of 
local fruits and vegetables in the State; 

“(B) the demonstrated commitment of the 
State to farm-to-school efforts, as evidenced 
by prior efforts to increase and promote 
farm-to- school programs in the State; and 

“(C) whether the State contains a suffi- 
cient quantity of school districts of varying 
population sizes and geographical loca- 
tions.’’. 


SA 2389. Mr. REID (for Ms. STABENOW 
(for herself and Mr. ROBERTS)) proposed 
an amendment to the bill S. 3240, to re- 
authorize agricultural programs 
through 2017, and for other purposes; as 
follows: 

Beginning on page 14, strike line 10 and all 
that follows through page 1000, line 2, and in- 
sert the following: 

(7) ELIGIBLE ACRES.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
subparagraphs (B) through (D), the term ‘‘el- 
igible acres” means all acres planted or pre- 
vented from being planted to all covered 
commodities on a farm in any crop year. 

(B) MAXIMUM.—Except as provided in (C), 
the total quantity of eligible acres on a farm 
determined under subparagraph (A) shall not 
exceed the average total acres planted or 
prevented from being planted to covered 
commodities and upland cotton on the farm 
for the 2009 through 2012 crop years, as deter- 
mined by the Secretary. 

(C) ADJUSTMENT.—The Secretary shall pro- 
vide for an adjustment, as appropriate, in 
the eligible acres for covered commodities 
for a farm if any of the following cir- 
cumstances occurs: 

(i) If a conservation reserve contract for a 
farm in a county entered into under section 
1231 of the Food Security Act of 1985 (16 
U.S.C. 3831) expires or is voluntarily termi- 
nated or cropland is released from coverage 
under a conservation reserve contract, the 
Secretary shall provide for an adjustment, as 
appropriate, in the eligible acres for the 
farm to a total quantity that is the higher 
of— 

(I) the total base acreage for the farm, less 
any upland cotton base acreage, that was 
suspended during the conservation reserve 
contract; or 

(II) the product obtained by multiplying— 

(aa) the average proportion that— 

(AA) the total number of acres planted to 
covered commodities and upland cotton in 
the county for crop years 2009 through 2012; 
bears to 

(BB) the total number of all acres of cov- 
ered commodities, grassland, and upland cot- 
ton acres in the county for the same crop 
years; by 

(bb) the total acres for which coverage has 
expired, voluntarily terminated, or been re- 
leased under the conservation reserve con- 
tract. 
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(ii) The producer has eligible oilseed acre- 
age as the result of the Secretary desig- 
nating additional oilseeds, which shall be de- 
termined in the same manner as eligible oil- 
seed acreage under section 1101(a)(1)(D) of 
the Food, Conservation, and Energy Act of 
2008 (7 U.S.C. 8711(a)(1)(D)). 

(iii) The producer has any acreage not 
cropped during the 2009 through 2012 crop 
years, but placed into an established rota- 
tion practice for the purposes of enriching 
land or conserving moisture for subsequent 
crop years, including summer fallow, as de- 
termined by the Secretary. 

(D) EXCLUSION.—The term “‘eligible acres” 
does not include any crop subsequently 
planted during the same crop year on the 
same land for which the first crop is eligible 
for payments under this subtitle, unless the 
crop was planted in an area approved for 
double cropping, as determined by the Sec- 
retary. 

(8) EXTRA LONG STAPLE COTTON.—The term 
“extra long staple cotton”? means cotton 
that— 

(A) is produced from pure strain varieties 
of the Barbadense species or any hybrid of 
the species, or other similar types of extra 
long staple cotton, designated by the Sec- 
retary, having characteristics needed for 
various end uses for which United States up- 
land cotton is not suitable and grown in irri- 
gated cotton-growing regions of the United 
States designated by the Secretary or other 
areas designated by the Secretary as suitable 
for the production of the varieties or types; 
and 

(B) is ginned on a roller-type gin or, if au- 
thorized by the Secretary, ginned on another 
type gin for experimental purposes. 

(9) INDIVIDUAL COVERAGE.—For purposes of 
agriculture risk coverage under section 1105, 
the term “individual coverage” means cov- 
erage determined using the total quantity of 
all acreage in a county of the covered com- 
modity that is planted or prevented from 
being planted for harvest by a producer with 
the yield determined by the average indi- 
vidual yield of the producer described in sub- 
section (c) of that section. 

(10) MEDIUM GRAIN RICE.—The term ‘‘me- 
dium grain rice” includes short grain rice. 

(11) MIDSEASON PRICE.—The term 
“‘midseason price’? means the applicable na- 
tional average market price received by pro- 
ducers for the first 5 months of the applica- 
ble marketing year, as determined by the 
Secretary. 

(12) OTHER OILSEED.—The term ‘‘other oil- 
seed? means a crop of sunflower seed, 
rapeseed, canola, safflower, flaxseed, mus- 
tard seed, crambe, sesame seed, or any oil- 
seed designated by the Secretary. 

(13) PRODUCER.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘‘producer’’ 
means an owner, operator, landlord, tenant, 
or sharecropper that shares in the risk of 
producing a crop and is entitled to share in 
the crop available for marketing from the 
farm, or would have shared had the crop been 
produced. 

(B) HYBRID SEED.—In determining whether 
a grower of hybrid seed is a producer, the 
Secretary shall— 

(i) not take into consideration the exist- 
ence of a hybrid seed contract; and 

(ii) ensure that program requirements do 
not adversely affect the ability of the grower 
to receive a payment under this title. 

(14) PULSE CROP.—The term ‘“‘pulse crop” 
means dry peas, lentils, small chickpeas, and 
large chickpeas. 

(15) STATE.—The term “State” means— 

(A) a State; 
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(B) the District of Columbia; 

(C) the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico; and 

(D) any other territory or possession of the 
United States. 

(16) TRANSITIONAL YIELD.—The term ‘‘tran- 
sitional yield”? has the meaning given the 
term in section 502(b) of the Federal Crop In- 
surance Act (7 U.S.C. 1502(b)). 

(17) UNITED STATES.—The term ‘‘United 
States’’, when used in a geographical sense, 
means all of the States. 

(18) UNITED STATES PREMIUM FACTOR.—The 
term “United States Premium Factor” 
means the percentage by which the dif- 
ference in the United States loan schedule 
premiums for Strict Middling (SM) 14-inch 
upland cotton and for Middling (M) 1%%2-inch 
upland cotton exceeds the difference in the 
applicable premiums for comparable inter- 
national qualities. 

SEC. 1105. AGRICULTURE RISK COVERAGE. 

(a) PAYMENTS REQUIRED.—If the Secretary 
determines that payments are required 
under subsection (c), the Secretary shall 
make payments for each covered commodity 
available to producers in accordance with 
this section. 

(b) COVERAGE ELECTION.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—For the period of crop 
years 2013 through 2017, the producers shall 
make a 1-time, irrevocable election to re- 
ceive— 

(A) individual coverage under this section, 
as determined by the Secretary; or 

(B) in the case of a county with sufficient 
data (as determined by the Secretary), coun- 
ty coverage under this section. 

(2) EFFECT OF ELECTION.—The election 
made under paragraph (1) shall be binding on 
the producers making the election, regard- 
less of covered commodities planted, and ap- 
plicable to all acres under the operational 
control of the producers, in a manner that— 

(A) acres brought under the operational 
control of the producers after the election 
are included; and 

(B) acres no longer under the operational 
control of the producers after the election 
are no longer subject to the election of the 
producers but become subject to the election 
of the subsequent producers. 

(3) DUTIES OF THE SECRETARY.—The Sec- 
retary shall ensure that producers are pre- 
cluded from taking any action, including re- 
constitution, transfer, or other similar ac- 
tion, that would have the effect of altering 
or reversing the election made under para- 
graph (1). 

(c) AGRICULTURE RISK COVERAGE.— 

(1) PAYMENTS.—The Secretary shall make 
agriculture risk coverage payments avail- 
able under this subsection for each of the 
2013 through 2017 crop years if the Secretary 
determines that— 

(A) the actual crop revenue for the crop 
year for the covered commodity; is less than 

(B) the agriculture risk coverage guarantee 
for the crop year for the covered commodity. 

(2) TIME FOR PAYMENTS.—If the Secretary 
determines under this subsection that agri- 
culture risk coverage payments are required 
to be made for the covered commodity, the 
agriculture risk coverage payments shall be 
made as soon as practicable thereafter. 

(3) ACTUAL CROP REVENUE.—The amount of 
the actual crop revenue for a crop year of a 
covered commodity shall be equal to the 
product obtained by multiplying— 

(A)G) in the case of individual coverage, 
the actual average individual yield for the 
covered commodity, as determined by the 
Secretary; or 

(ii) in the case of county coverage, the ac- 
tual average yield for the county for the cov- 
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ered commodity, as determined by the Sec- 
retary; and 

(B) the higher of— 

(i) the midseason price; or 

(ii) if applicable, the national marketing 
assistance loan rate for the covered com- 
modity under subtitle B. 

(4) AGRICULTURE RISK COVERAGE GUAR- 
ANTEE.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—The agriculture risk cov- 
erage guarantee for a crop year for a covered 
commodity shall equal 89 percent of the 
benchmark revenue. 

(B) BENCHMARK REVENUE.— 

(i) IN GENERAL.—The benchmark revenue 
shall be the product obtained by multi- 
plying— 

(I)(aa) in the case of individual coverage, 
subject to clause (ii), the average individual 
yield, as determined by the Secretary, for 
the most recent 5 crop years, excluding each 
of the crop years with the highest and lowest 
yields; or 

(bb) in the case of county coverage, the av- 
erage county yield, as determined by the 
Secretary, for the most recent 5 crop years, 
excluding each of the crop years with the 
highest and lowest yields; and 

(II) subject to clause (iii), the average na- 
tional marketing year average price for the 
most recent 5 crop years, excluding each of 
the crop years with the highest and lowest 
prices. 

(ii) USE OF TRANSITIONAL YIELDS.—If the 
yield determined under clause (i)(I)(aa)— 

(I) for the 2012 crop year or any prior crop 
year, is less than 60 percent of the applicable 
transitional yield, the Secretary shall use 60 
percent of the applicable transitional yield 
for that crop year; and 

(II) for the 2013 crop year and any subse- 
quent crop year, is less than 70 percent of the 
applicable transitional yield, the Secretary 
shall use 70 percent of the applicable transi- 
tional yield for that crop year. 

(iii) SPECIAL RULE FOR RICE AND PEANUTS.— 
If the national marketing year average price 
under clause (i)(II) for any of the applicable 
crop years is lower than the price for the 
covered commodity listed below, the Sec- 
retary shall use the following price for that 
crop year: 

(I) For long grain rice, $13.00 per hundred- 
weight. 

(II) For medium grain rice, $13.00 per hun- 
dredweight. 

(III) For peanuts, $530.00 per ton. 

(5) PAYMENT RATE.—The payment rate for 
each covered commodity shall be equal to 
the lesser of— 

(A) the amount that— 

(i) the agriculture risk coverage guarantee 
for the covered commodity; exceeds 

(ii) the actual crop revenue for the crop 
year of the covered commodity; or 

(B) 10 percent of the benchmark revenue 
for the crop year of the covered commodity. 

(6) PAYMENT AMOUNT.—If agriculture risk 
coverage payments under this subsection are 
required to be paid for any of the 2013 
through 2017 crop years of a covered com- 
modity, the amount of the agriculture risk 
coverage payment for the crop year shall be 
equal to the product obtained by multi- 
plying— 

(A) the payment rate under paragraph (5); 
and 

(B)(i) in the case of individual coverage the 
sum of— 

(I) 65 percent of the planted eligible acres 
of the covered commodity; and 

(II) 45 percent of the eligible acres that 
were prevented from being planted to the 
covered commodity; or 
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(ii) in the case of county coverage— 

(I) 80 percent of the planted eligible acres 
of the covered commodity; and 

(II) 45 percent of the eligible acres that 
were prevented from being planted to the 
covered commodity. 

(7) DUTIES OF THE SECRETARY.—In carrying 
out the program under this subsection, the 
Secretary shall— 

(A) to the maximum extent practicable, 
use all available information and analysis to 
check for anomalies in the determination of 
payments under the program; 

(B) to the maximum extent practicable, 
calculate a separate actual crop revenue and 
agriculture risk coverage guarantee for irri- 
gated and nonirrigated covered commodities; 

(C) differentiate by type or class the na- 
tional average price of— 

(i) sunflower seeds; 

(ii) barley, using malting barley values; 
and 

(iii) wheat; and 

(D) assign a yield for each acre planted or 
prevented from being planted for the crop 
year for the covered commodity on the basis 
of the yield history of representative farms 
in the State, region, or crop reporting dis- 
trict, as determined by the Secretary, if the 
Secretary cannot establish the yield as de- 
termined under paragraph (8)(A)(ii) or 
(4)(B)(i) or if the yield determined under 
paragraph (3)(A)(ii) or (4) is an unrepresenta- 
tive average yield for the covered com- 
modity as determined by the Secretary. 

SEC. 1106. PRODUCER AGREEMENT REQUIRED AS 
CONDITION OF PROVISION OF PAY- 
MENTS. 

(a) COMPLIANCE WITH CERTAIN 
MENTS.— 

(1) REQUIREMENTS.—Before the producers 
on a farm may receive agriculture risk cov- 
erage payments, the producers shall agree, 
during the crop year for which the payments 
are made and in exchange for the payments— 

(A) to comply with applicable conservation 
requirements under subtitle B of title XII of 
the Food Security Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3811 
et seq.); 

(B) to comply with applicable wetland pro- 
tection requirements under subtitle C of 
title XII of that Act (16 U.S.C. 3821 et seq.); 

(C) to use the land on the farm for an agri- 
cultural or conserving use in a quantity 
equal to the attributable eligible acres of the 
farm, and not for a nonagricultural commer- 
cial, industrial, or residential use, as deter- 
mined by the Secretary; and 

(D) to effectively control noxious weeds 
and otherwise maintain the land in accord- 
ance with sound agricultural practices, as 
determined by the Secretary, if the agricul- 
tural or conserving use involves the noncul- 
tivation of any portion of the land referred 
to in subparagraph (C). 

(2) COMPLIANCE.—The Secretary may issue 
such rules as the Secretary considers nec- 
essary to ensure producer compliance with 
the requirements of paragraph (1). 

(3) MODIFICATION.—At the request of the 
transferee or owner, the Secretary may mod- 
ify the requirements of this subsection if the 
modifications are consistent with the objec- 
tives of this subsection, as determined by the 
Secretary. 

(b) TRANSFER OR CHANGE OF INTEREST IN 
FARM.— 

(1) TERMINATION.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
paragraph (2), a transfer of (or change in) the 
interest of the producers on a farm for which 
agriculture risk coverage payments are 
made shall result in the termination of the 
agriculture risk coverage payments, unless 
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the transferee or owner of the acreage agrees 
to assume all obligations under subsection 
(a). 

(B) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The termination 
shall take effect on the date determined by 
the Secretary. 

(2) EXCEPTION.—If a producer entitled to an 
agriculture risk coverage payment dies, be- 
comes incompetent, or is otherwise unable to 
receive the payment, the Secretary shall 
make the payment, in accordance with rules 
issued by the Secretary. 

(c) REPORTS.— 

(1) ACREAGE REPORTS.—As a condition on 
the receipt of any benefits under this sub- 
title or subtitle B, the Secretary shall re- 
quire producers on a farm to submit to the 
Secretary annual acreage reports with re- 
spect to all cropland on the farm. 

(2) PRODUCTION REPORTS.—As a condition 
on the receipt of any benefits under section 
1105, the Secretary shall require producers 
on a farm to submit to the Secretary annual 
production reports with respect to all cov- 
ered commodities produced on the farm. 

(3) PENALTIES.—No penalty with respect to 
benefits under this subtitle or subtitle B 
shall be assessed against the producers on a 
farm for an inaccurate acreage or production 
report unless the producers on the farm 
knowingly and willfully falsified the acreage 
or production report. 

(4) DATA REPORTING.—To the maximum ex- 
tent practicable, the Secretary shall use 
data reported by the producer pursuant to 
requirements under the Federal Crop Insur- 
ance Act (7 U.S.C. 1501 et seq.) to meet the 
obligations described in paragraphs (1) and 
(2), without additional submissions to the 
Department. 

(d) TENANTS AND SHARECROPPERS.—In car- 
rying out this subtitle, the Secretary shall 
provide adequate safeguards to protect the 
interests of tenants and sharecroppers. 

SEC. 1107. PERIOD OF EFFECTIVENESS. 

Sections 1104 through 1106 shall be effec- 
tive beginning with the 2013 crop year of 
each covered commodity through the 2017 
crop year. 

Subtitle B—Marketing Assistance Loans and 
Loan Deficiency Payments 
SEC. 1201. AVAILABILITY OF NONRECOURSE MAR- 
KETING ASSISTANCE LOANS FOR 
LOAN COMMODITIES. 

(a) DEFINITION OF LOAN COMMoDITY.—In 
this subtitle, the term ‘‘loan commodity” 
means wheat, corn, grain sorghum, barley, 
oats, upland cotton, extra long staple cotton, 
long grain rice, medium grain rice, peanuts, 
soybeans, other oilseeds, graded wool, non- 
graded wool, mohair, honey, dry peas, len- 
tils, small chickpeas, and large chickpeas. 

(b) NONRECOURSE LOANS AVAILABLE.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—For each of the 2013 
through 2017 crops of each loan commodity, 
the Secretary shall make available to pro- 
ducers on a farm nonrecourse marketing as- 
sistance loans for loan commodities pro- 
duced on the farm. 

(2) TERMS AND CONDITIONS.—The marketing 
assistance loans shall be made under terms 
and conditions that are prescribed by the 
Secretary and at the loan rate established 
under section 1202 for the loan commodity. 

(c) ELIGIBLE PRODUCTION.—The producers 
on a farm shall be eligible for a marketing 
assistance loan under subsection (b) for any 
quantity of a loan commodity produced on 
the farm. 

(d) COMPLIANCE WITH CONSERVATION AND 
WETLANDS REQUIREMENTS.— 

(1) REQUIREMENTS.—Before the producers 
on a farm may receive a marketing assist- 
ance loan or any other payment or benefit 
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under this subtitle, the producers shall 
agree, for the crop year for which the pay- 
ments are made and in exchange for the pay- 
ments— 

(A) to comply with applicable conservation 
requirements under subtitle B of title XII of 
the Food Security Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3811 
et seq.); 

(B) to comply with applicable wetland pro- 
tection requirements under subtitle C of 
title XII of that Act (16 U.S.C. 3821 et seq.); 

(C) to use the land on the farm for an agri- 
cultural or conserving use in a quantity 
equal to the attributable eligible acres of the 
farm, and not for a nonagricultural commer- 
cial, industrial, or residential use, as deter- 
mined by the Secretary; and 

(D) to effectively control noxious weeds 
and otherwise maintain the land in accord- 
ance with sound agricultural practices, as 
determined by the Secretary, if the agricul- 
tural or conserving use involves the noncul- 
tivation of any portion of the land referred 
to in subparagraph (C). 

(2) COMPLIANCE.—The Secretary may issue 
such rules as the Secretary considers nec- 
essary to ensure producer compliance with 
paragraph (1). 

(3) MODIFICATION.—At the request of a 
transferee or owner, the Secretary may mod- 
ify the requirements of this subsection if the 
modifications are consistent with the pur- 
poses of this subsection, as determined by 
the Secretary. 

(e) SPECIAL RULES FOR PEANUTS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—This subsection shall 
apply only to producers of peanuts. 

(2) OPTIONS FOR OBTAINING LOAN.—A mar- 
keting assistance loan under this section, 
and loan deficiency payments under section 
1205, may be obtained at the option of the 
producers on a farm through— 

(A) a designated marketing association or 
marketing cooperative of producers that is 
approved by the Secretary; or 

(B) the Farm Service Agency. 

(3) STORAGE OF LOAN PEANUTS.—AS a condi- 
tion on the approval by the Secretary of an 
individual or entity to provide storage for 
peanuts for which a marketing assistance 
loan is made under this section, the indi- 
vidual or entity shall agree— 

(A) to provide the storage on a nondiscrim- 
inatory basis; and 

(B) to comply with such additional require- 
ments as the Secretary considers appropriate 
to accomplish the purposes of this section 
and promote fairness in the administration 
of the benefits of this section. 

(4) STORAGE, HANDLING, AND ASSOCIATED 
cosTs.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—To ensure proper storage 
of peanuts for which a loan is made under 
this section, the Secretary shall pay han- 
dling and other associated costs (other than 
storage costs) incurred at the time at which 
the peanuts are placed under loan, as deter- 
mined by the Secretary. 

(B) REDEMPTION AND FORFEITURE.—The 
Secretary shall— 

(i) require the repayment of handling and 
other associated costs paid under subpara- 
graph (A) for all peanuts pledged as collat- 
eral for a loan that is redeemed under this 
section; and 

(ii) pay storage, handling, and other associ- 
ated costs for all peanuts pledged as collat- 
eral that are forfeited under this section. 

(5) MARKETING.—A marketing association 
or cooperative may market peanuts for 
which a loan is made under this section in 
any manner that conforms to consumer 
needs, including the separation of peanuts by 
type and quality. 
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(6) REIMBURSABLE AGREEMENTS AND PAY- 
MENT OF ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES.—The 
Secretary may implement any reimbursable 
agreements or provide for the payment of ad- 
ministrative expenses under this subsection 
only in a manner that is consistent with 
those activities in regard to other loan com- 
modities. 

SEC. 1202. LOAN RATES FOR NONRECOURSE MAR- 
KETING ASSISTANCE LOANS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of each of 
the 2018 through 2017 crop years, the loan 
rate for a marketing assistance loan under 
section 1201 for a loan commodity shall be 
equal to the following: 

(1) In the case of wheat, $2.94 per bushel. 

(2) In the case of corn, $1.95 per bushel. 

(3) In the case of grain sorghum, $1.95 per 
bushel. 

(4) In the case of barley, $1.95 per bushel. 

(5) In the case of oats, $1.39 per bushel. 

(6) In the case of base quality of upland 
cotton, for the 2013 and each subsequent crop 
year, the simple average of the adjusted pre- 
vailing world price for the 2 immediately 
preceding marketing years, as determined by 
the Secretary and announced October 1 pre- 
ceding the next domestic plantings, but in no 
case less than $0.47 per pound or more than 
$0.52 per pound. 

(7) In the case of extra long staple cotton, 
$0.7977 per pound. 

(8) In the case of long grain rice, $6.50 per 
hundredweight. 

(9) In the case of medium grain rice, $6.50 
per hundredweight. 

(10) In the case of soybeans, $5.00 per bush- 
el. 

(11) In the case of other oilseeds, $10.09 per 
hundredweight for each of the following 
kinds of oilseeds: 

(A) Sunflower seed. 

(B) Rapeseed. 

(C) Canola. 

(D) Safflower. 

(E) Flaxseed. 

(F) Mustard seed. 

(G) Crambe. 

(H) Sesame seed. 

(I) Other oilseeds designated by the Sec- 
retary. 

(12) In the case of dry peas, $5.40 per hun- 
dredweight. 

(18) In the case of lentils, $11.28 per hun- 
dredweight. 

(14) In the case of small chickpeas, $7.43 per 
hundredweight. 

(15) In the case of large chickpeas, $11.28 
per hundredweight. 

(16) In the case of graded wool, $1.15 per 
pound. 

(17) In the case of nongraded wool, $0.40 per 
pound. 

(18) In the case of mohair, $4.20 per pound. 

(19) In the case of honey, $0.69 per pound. 

(20) In the case of peanuts, $355 per ton. 

(b) SINGLE COUNTY LOAN RATE FOR OTHER 
OILSEEDS.—The Secretary shall establish a 
single loan rate in each county for each kind 
of other oilseeds described in subsection 
@)d1). 

SEC. 1203. TERM OF LOANS. 

(a) TERM OF LOAN.—In the case of each 
loan commodity, a marketing assistance 
loan under section 1201 shall have a term of 
9 months beginning on the first day of the 
first month after the month in which the 
loan is made. 

(b) EXTENSIONS PROHIBITED.—The Sec- 
retary may not extend the term of a mar- 
keting assistance loan for any loan com- 
modity. 

SEC. 1204. REPAYMENT OF LOANS. 

(a) GENERAL RULE.—The Secretary shall 

permit the producers on a farm to repay a 
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marketing assistance loan under section 1201 
for a loan commodity (other than upland 
cotton, long grain rice, medium grain rice, 
extra long staple cotton, peanuts and confec- 
tionery and each other kind of sunflower 
seed (other than oil sunflower seed)) at a 
rate that is the lesser of— 

(1) the loan rate established for the com- 
modity under section 1202, plus interest (de- 
termined in accordance with section 163 of 
the Federal Agriculture Improvement and 
Reform Act of 1996 (7 U.S.C. 7288)); 

(2) a rate (as determined by the Secretary) 
that— 

(A) is calculated based on average market 
prices for the loan commodity during the 
preceding 30-day period; and 

(B) will minimize discrepancies in mar- 
keting loan benefits across State boundaries 
and across county boundaries; or 

(3) a rate that the Secretary may develop 
using alternative methods for calculating a 
repayment rate for a loan commodity that 
the Secretary determines will— 

(A) minimize potential loan forfeitures; 

(B) minimize the accumulation of stocks of 
the commodity by the Federal Government; 

(C) minimize the cost incurred by the Fed- 
eral Government in storing the commodity; 

(D) allow the commodity produced in the 
United States to be marketed freely and 
competitively, both domestically and inter- 
nationally; and 

(E) minimize discrepancies in marketing 
loan benefits across State boundaries and 
across county boundaries. 

(b) REPAYMENT RATES FOR UPLAND COTTON, 
LONG GRAIN RICE, AND MEDIUM GRAIN RICE.— 
The Secretary shall permit producers to 
repay a marketing assistance loan under sec- 
tion 1201 for upland cotton, long grain rice, 
and medium grain rice at a rate that is the 
lesser of— 

(1) the loan rate established for the com- 
modity under section 1202, plus interest (de- 
termined in accordance with section 163 of 
the Federal Agriculture Improvement and 
Reform Act of 1996 (7 U.S.C. 7288)); or 

(2) the prevailing world market price for 
the commodity, as determined and adjusted 
by the Secretary in accordance with this sec- 
tion. 

(c) REPAYMENT RATES FOR EXTRA LONG 
STAPLE COTTON.—Repayment of a marketing 
assistance loan for extra long staple cotton 
shall be at the loan rate established for the 
commodity under section 1202, plus interest 
(determined in accordance with section 163 of 
the Federal Agriculture Improvement and 
Reform Act of 1996 (7 U.S.C. 7288)). 

(d) PREVAILING WORLD MARKET PRICE.—For 
purposes of this section and section 1207, the 
Secretary shall prescribe by regulation— 

(1) a formula to determine the prevailing 
world market price for each of upland cot- 
ton, long grain rice, and medium grain rice; 
and 

(2) a mechanism by which the Secretary 
shall announce periodically those prevailing 
world market prices. 

(e) ADJUSTMENT OF PREVAILING WORLD 
MARKET PRICE FOR UPLAND COTTON, LONG 
GRAIN RICE, AND MEDIUM GRAIN RICE.— 

(1) RicE.—The prevailing world market 
price for long grain rice and medium grain 
rice determined under subsection (d) shall be 
adjusted to United States quality and loca- 
tion. 

(2) CoTTON.—The prevailing world market 
price for upland cotton determined under 
subsection (d)— 

(A) shall be adjusted to United States qual- 
ity and location, with the adjustment to in- 
clude— 
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(i) a reduction equal to any United States 
Premium Factor for upland cotton of a qual- 
ity higher than Middling (M) 1%2-inch; and 

(ii) the average costs to market the com- 
modity, including average transportation 
costs, as determined by the Secretary; and 

(B) may be further adjusted, during the pe- 
riod beginning on the date of enactment of 
this Act and ending on July 31, 2018, if the 
Secretary determines the adjustment is nec- 
essary— 

(i) to minimize potential loan forfeitures; 

(ii) to minimize the accumulation of 
stocks of upland cotton by the Federal Gov- 
ernment; 

(iii) to ensure that upland cotton produced 
in the United States can be marketed freely 
and competitively, both domestically and 
internationally; and 

(iv) to ensure an appropriate transition be- 
tween current-crop and forward-crop price 
quotations, except that the Secretary may 
use forward-crop price quotations prior to 
July 31 of a marketing year only if— 

(I) there are insufficient current-crop price 
quotations; and 

(II) the forward-crop price quotation is the 
lowest such quotation available. 

(3) GUIDELINES FOR ADDITIONAL ADJUST- 
MENTS.—In making adjustments under this 
subsection, the Secretary shall establish a 
mechanism for determining and announcing 
the adjustments in order to avoid undue dis- 
ruption in the United States market. 


(f) REPAYMENT RATES FOR CONFECTIONERY 
AND OTHER KINDS OF SUNFLOWER SEEDS.—The 
Secretary shall permit the producers on a 
farm to repay a marketing assistance loan 
under section 1201 for confectionery and each 
other kind of sunflower seed (other than oil 
sunflower seed) at a rate that is the lesser 
of— 

(1) the loan rate established for the com- 
modity under section 1202, plus interest (de- 
termined in accordance with section 163 of 
the Federal Agriculture Improvement and 
Reform Act of 1996 (7 U.S.C. 7283)); or 

(2) the repayment rate established for oil 
sunflower seed. 


(g) PAYMENT OF COTTON STORAGE COSTS.— 
Effective for each of the 2013 through 2017 
crop years, the Secretary shall make cotton 
storage payments available in the same 
manner, and at the same rates as the Sec- 
retary provided storage payments for the 
2006 crop of cotton, except that the rates 
shall be reduced by 20 percent. 


(h) REPAYMENT RATE FOR PEANUTS.—The 
Secretary shall permit producers on a farm 
to repay a marketing assistance loan for pea- 
nuts under subsection (a) at a rate that is 
the lesser of— 

(1) the loan rate established for peanuts 
under subsection (b), plus interest (deter- 
mined in accordance with section 163 of the 
Federal Agriculture Improvement and Re- 
form Act of 1996 (7 U.S.C. 7283)); or 

(2) a rate that the Secretary determines 
will— 

(A) minimize potential loan forfeitures; 

(B) minimize the accumulation of stocks of 
peanuts by the Federal Government; 

(C) minimize the cost incurred by the Fed- 
eral Government in storing peanuts; and 

(D) allow peanuts produced in the United 
States to be marketed freely and competi- 
tively, both domestically and internation- 
ally. 


(i) AUTHORITY TO TEMPORARILY ADJUST RE- 
PAYMENT RATES.— 
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(1) ADJUSTMENT AUTHORITY.—In the event 
of a severe disruption to marketing, trans- 
portation, or related infrastructure, the Sec- 
retary may modify the repayment rate oth- 
erwise applicable under this section for mar- 
keting assistance loans under section 1201 for 
a loan commodity. 

(2) DURATION.—Any adjustment made 
under paragraph (1) in the repayment rate 
for marketing assistance loans for a loan 
commodity shall be in effect on a short-term 
and temporary basis, as determined by the 
Secretary. 

SEC. 1205. LOAN DEFICIENCY PAYMENTS. 

(a) AVAILABILITY OF LOAN DEFICIENCY PAY- 
MENTS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in sub- 
section (d), the Secretary may make loan de- 
ficiency payments available to producers on 
a farm that, although eligible to obtain a 
marketing assistance loan under section 1201 
with respect to a loan commodity, agree to 
forgo obtaining the loan for the commodity 
in return for loan deficiency payments under 
this section. 

(2) UNSHORN PELTS, HAY, AND SILAGE.— 

(A) MARKETING ASSISTANCE LOANS.—Sub- 
ject to subparagraph (B), nongraded wool in 
the form of unshorn pelts and hay and silage 
derived from a loan commodity are not eligi- 
ble for a marketing assistance loan under 
section 1201. 

(B) LOAN DEFICIENCY PAYMENT.—Effective 
for the 2013 through 2017 crop years, the Sec- 
retary may make loan deficiency payments 
available under this section to producers on 
a farm that produce unshorn pelts or hay and 
silage derived from a loan commodity. 

(b) COMPUTATION.—A loan deficiency pay- 
ment for a loan commodity or commodity 
referred to in subsection (a)(2) shall be equal 
to the product obtained by multiplying— 

(1) the payment rate determined under sub- 
section (c) for the commodity; by 

(2) the quantity of the commodity pro- 
duced by the eligible producers, excluding 
any quantity for which the producers obtain 
a marketing assistance loan under section 
1201. 

(c) PAYMENT RATE.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—In the case of a loan com- 
modity, the payment rate shall be the 
amount by which— 

(A) the loan rate established under section 
1202 for the loan commodity; exceeds 

(B) the rate at which a marketing assist- 
ance loan for the loan commodity may be re- 
paid under section 1204. 

(2) UNSHORN PELTS.—In the case of unshorn 
pelts, the payment rate shall be the amount 
by which— 

(A) the loan rate established under section 
1202 for ungraded wool; exceeds 

(B) the rate at which a marketing assist- 
ance loan for ungraded wool may be repaid 
under section 1204. 

(3) HAY AND SILAGE.—In the case of hay or 
silage derived from a loan commodity, the 
payment rate shall be the amount by 
which— 

(A) the loan rate established under section 
1202 for the loan commodity from which the 
hay or silage is derived; exceeds 

(B) the rate at which a marketing assist- 
ance loan for the loan commodity may be re- 
paid under section 1204. 

(d) EXCEPTION FOR EXTRA LONG STAPLE 
CoTTon.—This section shall not apply with 
respect to extra long staple cotton. 

(e) EFFECTIVE DATE FOR PAYMENT RATE DE- 
TERMINATION.—The Secretary shall deter- 
mine the amount of the loan deficiency pay- 
ment to be made under this section to the 
producers on a farm with respect to a quan- 
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tity of a loan commodity or commodity re- 
ferred to in subsection (a)(2) using the pay- 
ment rate in effect under subsection (c) as of 
the date the producers request the payment. 


SEC. 1206. PAYMENTS IN LIEU OF LOAN DEFI- 
CIENCY PAYMENTS FOR GRAZED 
ACREAGE. 


(a) ELIGIBLE PRODUCERS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Effective for the 2013 
through 2017 crop years, in the case of a pro- 
ducer that would be eligible for a loan defi- 
ciency payment under section 1205 for wheat, 
barley, or oats, but that elects to use acre- 
age planted to the wheat, barley, or oats for 
the grazing of livestock, the Secretary shall 
make a payment to the producer under this 
section if the producer enters into an agree- 
ment with the Secretary to forgo any other 
harvesting of the wheat, barley, or oats on 
that acreage. 

(2) GRAZING OF TRITICALE ACREAGE.—Effec- 
tive for the 2013 through 2017 crop years, 
with respect to a producer on a farm that 
uses acreage planted to triticale for the graz- 
ing of livestock, the Secretary shall make a 
payment to the producer under this section 
if the producer enters into an agreement 
with the Secretary to forgo any other har- 
vesting of triticale on that acreage. 


(b) PAYMENT AMOUNT.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The amount of a payment 
made under this section to a producer on a 
farm described in subsection (a)(1) shall be 
equal to the amount determined by multi- 
plying— 

(A) the loan deficiency payment rate deter- 
mined under section 1205(c) in effect, as of 
the date of the agreement, for the county in 
which the farm is located; by 

(B) the payment quantity determined by 
multiplying— 

(i) the quantity of the grazed acreage on 
the farm with respect to which the producer 
elects to forgo harvesting of wheat, barley, 
or oats; and 

(ii)() the yield in effect for the calculation 
of agriculture risk coverage payments under 
subtitle A with respect to that loan com- 
modity on the farm; or 

(II) in the case of a farm without a pay- 
ment yield for that loan commodity, an ap- 
propriate yield established by the Secretary. 

(2) GRAZING OF TRITICALE ACREAGE.—The 
amount of a payment made under this sec- 
tion to a producer on a farm described in 
subsection (a)(2) shall be equal to the 
amount determined by multiplying— 

(A) the loan deficiency payment rate deter- 
mined under section 1205(c) in effect for 
wheat, as of the date of the agreement, for 
the county in which the farm is located; by 

(B) the payment quantity determined by 
multiplying— 

(i) the quantity of the grazed acreage on 
the farm with respect to which the producer 
elects to forgo harvesting of triticale; and 

(ii)() the yield in effect for the calculation 
of agriculture risk coverage payments under 
subtitle A with respect to wheat on the farm; 
or 

(II) in the case of a farm without a pay- 
ment yield for wheat, an appropriate yield 
established by the Secretary in a manner 
consistent with section 1102 of the Food, 
Conservation, and Energy Act of 2008 (7 
U.S.C. 8712). 


(c) TIME, MANNER, AND AVAILABILITY OF 
PAYMENT.— 

(1) TIME AND MANNER.—A payment under 
this section shall be made at the same time 
and in the same manner as loan deficiency 
payments are made under section 1205. 

(2) AVAILABILITY .— 
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(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall es- 
tablish an availability period for the pay- 
ments authorized by this section. 

(B) CERTAIN COMMODITIES.—In the case of 
wheat, barley, and oats, the availability pe- 
riod shall be consistent with the availability 
period for the commodity established by the 
Secretary for marketing assistance loans au- 
thorized by this subtitle. 

(d) PROHIBITION ON CROP INSURANCE INDEM- 
NITY OR NONINSURED CROP ASSISTANCE.—A 
2013 through 2017 crop of wheat, barley, oats, 
or triticale planted on acreage that a pro- 
ducer elects, in the agreement required by 
subsection (a), to use for the grazing of live- 
stock in lieu of any other harvesting of the 
crop shall not be eligible for an indemnity 
under a policy or plan of insurance author- 
ized under the Federal Crop Insurance Act (7 
U.S.C. 1501 et seq.) or noninsured crop assist- 
ance under section 196 of the Federal Agri- 
culture Improvement and Reform Act of 1996 
(7 U.S.C. 7333). 

SEC. 1207. SPECIAL MARKETING LOAN PROVI- 
SIONS FOR UPLAND COTTON. 

(a) SPECIAL IMPORT QUOTA.— 

(1) DEFINITION OF SPECIAL IMPORT QUOTA.— 
In this subsection, the term ‘‘special import 
quota’’ means a quantity of imports that is 
not subject to the over-quota tariff rate of a 
tariff-rate quota. 

(2) ESTABLISHMENT.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—The President shall carry 
out an import quota program during the pe- 
riod beginning on August 1, 2018, and ending 
on July 31, 2018, as provided in this sub- 
section. 

(B) PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS.—Whenever 
the Secretary determines and announces 
that for any consecutive 4-week period, the 
Friday through Thursday average price 
quotation for the lowest-priced United 
States growth, as quoted for Middling (M) 
1%42-inch cotton, delivered to a definable and 
significant international market, as deter- 
mined by the Secretary, exceeds the pre- 
vailing world market price, there shall im- 
mediately be in effect a special import 
quota. 

(3) QUANTITY.—The quota shall be equal to 
the consumption during a 1-week period of 
cotton by domestic mills at the seasonally 
adjusted average rate of the most recent 3 
months for which official data of the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture or other data are avail- 
able. 

(4) APPLICATION.—The quota shall apply to 
upland cotton purchased not later than 90 
days after the date of the Secretary’s an- 
nouncement under paragraph (2) and entered 
into the United States not later than 180 
days after that date. 

(5) OVERLAP.—A special quota period may 
be established that overlaps any existing 
quota period if required by paragraph (2), ex- 
cept that a special quota period may not be 
established under this subsection if a quota 
period has been established under subsection 
(b). 

(6) PREFERENTIAL TARIFF TREATMENT.—The 
quantity under a special import quota shall 
be considered to be an in-quota quantity for 
purposes of— 

(A) section 213(d) of the Caribbean Basin 
Economic Recovery Act (19 U.S.C. 2703(d)); 

(B) section 204 of the Andean Trade Pref- 
erence Act (19 U.S.C. 3203); 

(C) section 503(d) of the Trade Act of 1974 
(19 U.S.C. 2463(d)); and 

(D) General Note 3(a)(iv) to the Har- 
monized Tariff Schedule. 

(7) LIMITATION.—The quantity of cotton en- 
tered into the United States during any mar- 
keting year under the special import quota 
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established under this subsection may not 
exceed the equivalent of 10 week’s consump- 
tion of upland cotton by domestic mills at 
the seasonally adjusted average rate of the 3 
months immediately preceding the first spe- 
cial import quota established in any mar- 
keting year. 

(b) LIMITED GLOBAL IMPORT QUOTA FOR UP- 
LAND COTTON.— 

(1) DEFINITIONS.—In this subsection: 

(A) DEMAND.—The term ‘‘demand’’ means— 

(i) the average seasonally adjusted annual 
rate of domestic mill consumption of cotton 
during the most recent 3 months for which 
official data of the Department of Agri- 
culture (as determined by the Secretary) are 
available; and 

(ii) the larger of— 

(I) average exports of upland cotton during 
the preceding 6 marketing years; or 

(II) cumulative exports of upland cotton 
plus outstanding export sales for the mar- 
keting year in which the quota is estab- 
lished. 

(B) LIMITED GLOBAL IMPORT QUOTA.—The 
term ‘“‘limited global import quota” means a 
quantity of imports that is not subject to the 
over-quota tariff rate of a tariff-rate quota. 

(C) SUPPLY.—The term ‘‘supply’’ means, 
using the latest official data of the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture— 

(i) the carryover of upland cotton at the 
beginning of the marketing year (adjusted to 
480-pound bales) in which the quota is estab- 
lished; 

(ii) production of the current crop; and 

(iii) imports to the latest date available 
during the marketing year. 

(2) PROGRAM.—The President shall carry 
out an import quota program that provides 
that whenever the Secretary determines and 
announces that the average price of the base 
quality of upland cotton, as determined by 
the Secretary, in the designated spot mar- 
kets for a month exceeded 130 percent of the 
average price of the quality of cotton in the 
markets for the preceding 36 months, not- 
withstanding any other provision of law, 
there shall immediately be in effect a lim- 
ited global import quota subject to the fol- 
lowing conditions: 

(A) QUANTITY.—The quantity of the quota 
shall be equal to 21 days of domestic mill 
consumption of upland cotton at the season- 
ally adjusted average rate of the most recent 
3 months for which official data of the De- 
partment of Agriculture are available or as 
estimated by the Secretary. 

(B) QUANTITY IF PRIOR QUOTA.—If a quota 
has been established under this subsection 
during the preceding 12 months, the quantity 
of the quota next established under this sub- 
section shall be the smaller of 21 days of do- 
mestic mill consumption calculated under 
subparagraph (A) or the quantity required to 
increase the supply to 130 percent of the de- 
mand. 

(C) PREFERENTIAL TARIFF TREATMENT.—The 
quantity under a limited global import quota 
shall be considered to be an in-quota quan- 
tity for purposes of— 

(i) section 213(d) of the Caribbean Basin 
Economic Recovery Act (19 U.S.C. 2703(d)); 

(ii) section 204 of the Andean Trade Pref- 
erence Act (19 U.S.C. 3203); 

(iii) section 503(d) of the Trade Act of 1974 
(19 U.S.C. 2463(d)); and 

(iv) General Note 3(a)(iv) to the Har- 
monized Tariff Schedule. 

(D) QUOTA ENTRY PERIOD.—When a quota is 
established under this subsection, cotton 
may be entered under the quota during the 
90-day period beginning on the date the 
quota is established by the Secretary. 
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(3) NO OVERLAP.—Notwithstanding para- 
graph (2), a quota period may not be estab- 
lished that overlaps an existing quota period 
or a special quota period established under 
subsection (a). 

(c) ECONOMIC ADJUSTMENT ASSISTANCE TO 
USERS OF UPLAND COTTON.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2), 
the Secretary shall, on a monthly basis, 
make economic adjustment assistance avail- 
able to domestic users of upland cotton in 
the form of payments for all documented use 
of that upland cotton during the previous 
monthly period regardless of the origin of 
the upland cotton. 

(2) VALUE OF ASSISTANCE.—Effective begin- 
ning on August 1, 2012, the value of the as- 
sistance provided under paragraph (1) shall 
be 3 cents per pound. 

(3) ALLOWABLE PURPOSES.—Economic ad- 
justment assistance under this subsection 
shall be made available only to domestic 
users of upland cotton that certify that the 
assistance shall be used only to acquire, con- 
struct, install, modernize, develop, convert, 
or expand land, plant, buildings, equipment, 
facilities, or machinery. 

(4) REVIEW OR AUDIT.—The Secretary may 
conduct such review or audit of the records 
of a domestic user under this subsection as 
the Secretary determines necessary to carry 
out this subsection. 

(5) IMPROPER USE OF ASSISTANCE.—If the 
Secretary determines, after a review or audit 
of the records of the domestic user, that eco- 
nomic adjustment assistance under this sub- 
section was not used for the purposes speci- 
fied in paragraph (3), the domestic user shall 
be— 

(A) liable for the repayment of the assist- 
ance to the Secretary, plus interest, as de- 
termined by the Secretary; and 

(B) ineligible to receive assistance under 
this subsection for a period of 1 year fol- 
lowing the determination of the Secretary. 
SEC. 1208. SPECIAL COMPETITIVE PROVISIONS 

FOR EXTRA LONG STAPLE COTTON. 

(a) COMPETITIVENESS PROGRAM.—Notwith- 
standing any other provision of law, during 
the period beginning on the date of enact- 
ment of this Act through July 31, 2018, the 
Secretary shall carry out a program— 

(1) to maintain and expand the domestic 
use of extra long staple cotton produced in 
the United States; 

(2) to increase exports of extra long staple 
cotton produced in the United States; and 

(3) to ensure that extra long staple cotton 
produced in the United States remains com- 
petitive in world markets. 

(b) PAYMENTS UNDER PROGRAM; TRIGGER.— 
Under the program, the Secretary shall 
make payments available under this section 
whenever— 

(1) for a consecutive 4-week period, the 
world market price for the lowest priced 
competing growth of extra long staple cotton 
(adjusted to United States quality and loca- 
tion and for other factors affecting the com- 
petitiveness of such cotton), as determined 
by the Secretary, is below the prevailing 
United States price for a competing growth 
of extra long staple cotton; and 

(2) the lowest priced competing growth of 
extra long staple cotton (adjusted to United 
States quality and location and for other 
factors affecting the competitiveness of such 
cotton), as determined by the Secretary, is 
less than 134 percent of the loan rate for 
extra long staple cotton. 

(c) ELIGIBLE RECIPIENTS.—The Secretary 
shall make payments available under this 
section to domestic users of extra long staple 
cotton produced in the United States and ex- 
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porters of extra long staple cotton produced 
in the United States that enter into an 
agreement with the Commodity Credit Cor- 
poration to participate in the program under 
this section. 

(d) PAYMENT AMOUNT.—Payments under 
this section shall be based on the amount of 
the difference in the prices referred to in 
subsection (b)(1) during the fourth week of 
the consecutive 4-week period multiplied by 
the amount of documented purchases by do- 
mestic users and sales for export by export- 
ers made in the week following such a con- 
secutive 4-week period. 

SEC. 1209. AVAILABILITY OF RECOURSE LOANS 
FOR HIGH MOISTURE FEED GRAINS 
AND SEED COTTON. 

(a) HIGH MOISTURE FEED GRAINS.— 

(1) DEFINITION OF HIGH MOISTURE STATE.—In 
this subsection, the term ‘‘high moisture 
state”? means corn or grain sorghum having 
a moisture content in excess of Commodity 
Credit Corporation standards for marketing 
assistance loans made by the Secretary 
under section 1201. 

(2) RECOURSE LOANS AVAILABLE.—For each 
of the 2013 through 2017 crops of corn and 
grain sorghum, the Secretary shall make 
available recourse loans, as determined by 
the Secretary, to producers on a farm that— 

(A) normally harvest all or a portion of 
their crop of corn or grain sorghum in a high 
moisture state; 

(B) present— 

(i) certified scale tickets from an in- 
spected, certified commercial scale, includ- 
ing a licensed warehouse, feedlot, feed mill, 
distillery, or other similar entity approved 
by the Secretary, pursuant to regulations 
issued by the Secretary; or 

(ii) field or other physical measurements of 
the standing or stored crop in regions of the 
United States, as determined by the Sec- 
retary, that do not have certified commer- 
cial scales from which certified scale tickets 
may be obtained within reasonable prox- 
imity of harvest operation; 

(C) certify that the producers on the farm 
were the owners of the feed grain at the time 
of delivery to, and that the quantity to be 
placed under loan under this subsection was 
in fact harvested on the farm and delivered 
to, a feedlot, feed mill, or commercial or on- 
farm high-moisture storage facility, or to a 
facility maintained by the users of corn and 
grain sorghum in a high moisture state; and 

(D) comply with deadlines established by 
the Secretary for harvesting the corn or 
grain sorghum and submit applications for 
loans under this subsection within deadlines 
established by the Secretary. 

(3) ELIGIBILITY OF ACQUIRED FEED GRAINS.— 
A loan under this subsection shall be made 
on a quantity of corn or grain sorghum of 
the same crop acquired by the producer 
equivalent to a quantity determined by mul- 
tiplying— 

(A) the acreage of the corn or grain sor- 
ghum in a high moisture state harvested on 
the farm of the producer; by 

(B) the lower of the actual average yield 
used to make payments under subtitle A or 
the actual yield on a field, as determined by 
the Secretary, that is similar to the field 
from which the corn or grain sorghum was 
obtained. 

(b) RECOURSE LOANS AVAILABLE FOR SEED 
CoTTon.—For each of the 2018 through 2017 
crops of upland cotton and extra long staple 
cotton, the Secretary shall make available 
recourse seed cotton loans, as determined by 
the Secretary, on any production. 

(c) REPAYMENT RATES.—Repayment of a re- 
course loan made under this section shall be 
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at the loan rate established for the com- 
modity by the Secretary, plus interest (de- 
termined in accordance with section 163 of 
the Federal Agriculture Improvement and 
Reform Act of 1996 (7 U.S.C. 7283)). 
SEC. 1210. ADJUSTMENTS OF LOANS. 

(a) ADJUSTMENT AUTHORITY.—Subject to 
subsection (e), the Secretary may make ap- 
propriate adjustments in the loan rates for 
any loan commodity (other than cotton) for 
differences in grade, type, quality, location, 
and other factors. 

(b) MANNER OF ADJUSTMENT.—The adjust- 
ments under subsection (a) shall, to the max- 
imum extent practicable, be made in such a 
manner that the average loan level for the 
commodity will, on the basis of the antici- 
pated incidence of the factors, be equal to 
the level of support determined in accord- 
ance with this subtitle and subtitles C 
through E. 

(c) ADJUSTMENT ON COUNTY BASIS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may estab- 
lish loan rates for a crop for producers in in- 
dividual counties in a manner that results in 
the lowest loan rate being 95 percent of the 
national average loan rate, if those loan 
rates do not result in an increase in outlays. 

(2) PROHIBITION.—Adjustments under this 
subsection shall not result in an increase in 
the national average loan rate for any year. 

(d) ADJUSTMENT IN LOAN RATE FOR COT- 
TON.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may make 
appropriate adjustments in the loan rate for 
cotton for differences in quality factors. 

(2) REVISIONS TO QUALITY ADJUSTMENTS FOR 
UPLAND COTTON.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 180 days 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary shall implement revisions in the 
administration of the marketing assistance 
loan program for upland cotton to more ac- 
curately and efficiently reflect market val- 
ues for upland cotton. 

(B) MANDATORY REVISIONS.—Revisions 
under subparagraph (A) shall include— 

(i) the elimination of warehouse location 
differentials; 

(ii) the establishment of differentials for 
the various quality factors and staple 
lengths of cotton based on a 3-year, weighted 
moving average of the weighted designated 
spot market regions, as determined by re- 
gional production; 

(iii) the elimination of any artificial split 
in the premium or discount between upland 
cotton with a 32 or 33 staple length due to 
micronaire; and 

(iv) a mechanism to ensure that no pre- 
mium or discount is established that exceeds 
the premium or discount associated with a 
leaf grade that is 1 better than the applicable 
color grade. 

(C) DISCRETIONARY REVISIONS.—Revisions 
under subparagraph (A) may include— 

(i) the use of non-spot market price data, 
in addition to spot market price data, that 
would enhance the accuracy of the price in- 
formation used in determining quality ad- 
justments under this subsection; 

(ii) adjustments in the premiums or dis- 
counts associated with upland cotton with a 
staple length of 33 or above due to 
micronaire with the goal of eliminating any 
unnecessary artificial splits in the calcula- 
tions of the premiums or discounts; and 

(iii) such other adjustments as the Sec- 
retary determines appropriate, after con- 
sultations conducted in accordance with 
paragraph (8). 

(3) CONSULTATION WITH PRIVATE SECTOR.— 

(A) PRIOR TO REVISION.—In making adjust- 
ments to the loan rate for cotton (including 
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any review of the adjustments) as provided 
in this subsection, the Secretary shall con- 
sult with representatives of the United 
States cotton industry. 

(B) INAPPLICABILITY OF FEDERAL ADVISORY 
COMMITTEE ACT.—The Federal Advisory Com- 
mittee Act (5 U.S.C. App.) shall not apply to 
consultations under this subsection. 

(4) REVIEW OF ADJUSTMENTS.—The Sec- 
retary may review the operation of the up- 
land cotton quality adjustments imple- 
mented pursuant to this subsection and may 
make further revisions to the administration 
of the loan program for upland cotton, by— 

(A) revoking or revising any actions taken 
under paragraph (2)(B); or 

(B) revoking or revising any actions taken 
or authorized to be taken under paragraph 
(2)(C). 

(e) RICE.—The Secretary shall not make 
adjustments in the loan rates for long grain 
rice and medium grain rice, except for dif- 
ferences in grade and quality (including mill- 
ing yields). 

Subtitle C—Sugar 
SEC. 1301. SUGAR PROGRAM. 

(a) CONTINUATION OF CURRENT PROGRAM 
AND LOAN RATES.— 

(1) SUGARCANE.—Section 156(a)(5) of the 
Federal Agriculture Improvement and Re- 
form Act of 1996 (7 U.S.C. 7272(a)(5)) is 
amended by striking ‘‘the 2012 crop year” 
and inserting ‘‘each of the 2012 through 2017 
crop years”. 

(2) SUGAR BEETS.—Section 156(b)(2) of the 
Federal Agriculture Improvement and Re- 
form Act of 1996 (7 U.S.C. 7272(b)(2)) is 
amended by striking ‘‘2012’’ and inserting 
“2017”. 

(3) EFFECTIVE PERIOD.—Section 156(i) of the 
Federal Agriculture Improvement and Re- 
form Act of 1996 (7 U.S.C. 7272(i)) is amended 
by striking ‘‘2012’’ and inserting ‘‘2017’’. 

(b) FLEXIBLE MARKETING ALLOTMENTS FOR 
SUGAR.— 

(1) SUGAR ESTIMATES.—Section 359b(a)(1) of 
the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 (7 
U.S.C. 1359bb(a)(1)) is amended by striking 
“2012” and inserting ‘‘2017’’. 

(2) EFFECTIVE PERIOD.—Section 359l(a) of 
the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 (7 
U.S.C. 185911(a)) is amended by striking 
“2012” and inserting ‘‘2017’’. 

Subtitle D—Dairy 
PART I—DAIRY PRODUCTION MARGIN 

PROTECTION AND DAIRY MARKET STA- 

BILIZATION PROGRAMS 
SEC. 1401. DEFINITIONS. 

In this part: 

(1) ACTUAL DAIRY PRODUCTION MARGIN.—The 
term ‘actual dairy production margin” 
means the difference between the all-milk 
price and the average feed cost, as calculated 
under section 1402. 

(2) ALL-MILK PRICE.—The term ‘‘all-milk 
price”? means the average price received, per 
hundredweight of milk, by dairy operations 
for all milk sold to plants and dealers in the 
United States, as determined by the Sec- 
retary. 

(3) ANNUAL PRODUCTION HISTORY.—The term 
“annual production history” means the pro- 
duction history determined for a partici- 
pating dairy operation under section 1413(b) 
whenever the participating dairy operation 
purchases supplemental production margin 
protection. 

(4) AVERAGE FEED COST.—The term ‘‘aver- 
age feed cost” means the average cost of feed 
used by a dairy operation to produce a hun- 
dredweight of milk, determined under sec- 
tion 1402 using the sum of the following: 

(A) The product determined by multiplying 
1.0728 by the price of corn per bushel. 
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(B) The product determined by multiplying 
0.00735 by the price of soybean meal per ton. 

(C) The product determined by multiplying 
0.0137 by the price of alfalfa hay per ton. 

(5) BASIC PRODUCTION HISTORY.—The term 
“basic production history” means the pro- 
duction history determined for a partici- 
pating dairy operation under section 14138(a) 
for provision of basic production margin pro- 
tection. 

(6) CONSECUTIVE 2-MONTH PERIOD.—The 
term ‘‘consecutive 2-month period” refers to 
the 2-month period consisting of the months 
of January and February, March and April, 
May and June, July and August, September 
and October, or November and December, re- 
spectively. 

(7) DAIRY OPERATION.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘“‘dairy oper- 
ation”? means, as determined by the Sec- 
retary, 1 or more dairy producers that 
produce and market milk as a single dairy 
operation in which each dairy producer— 

(i) shares in the pooling of resources and a 
common ownership structure; 

(ii) is at risk in the production of milk on 
the dairy operation; and 

(iii) contributes land, labor, management, 
equipment, or capital to the dairy operation. 

(B) ADDITIONAL OWNERSHIP STRUCTURES.— 
The Secretary shall determine additional 
ownership structures to be covered by the 
definition of dairy operation. 

(8) HANDLER.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—The term “handler” 
means the initial individual or entity mak- 
ing payment to a dairy operation for milk 
produced in the United States and marketed 
for commercial use. 

(B) PRODUCER-HANDLER.—The term in- 
cludes a ‘‘producer-handler’’ when the pro- 
ducer satisfies the definition in subpara- 
graph (A). 

(9) PARTICIPATING DAIRY OPERATION.—The 
term ‘‘participating dairy operation’’ means 
a dairy operation that— 

(A) signs up under section 1412 to partici- 
pate in the production margin protection 
program under subpart A; and 

(B) as a result, also participates in the sta- 
bilization program under subpart B. 

(10) PRODUCTION MARGIN PROTECTION PRO- 
GRAM.—The term ‘‘production margin protec- 
tion program” means the dairy production 
margin protection program required by sub- 
part A. 

(11) SECRETARY.—The term ‘‘Secretary”’ 
means the Secretary of Agriculture. 

(12) STABILIZATION PROGRAM.—The term 
“stabilization program’’ means the dairy 
market stabilization program required by 
subpart B for all participating dairy oper- 
ations. 

(13) STABILIZATION PROGRAM BASE.—The 
term ‘“‘stabilization program base”, with re- 
spect to a participating dairy operation, 
means the stabilization program base cal- 
culated for the participating dairy operation 
under section 1481(b). 

(14) UNITED STATES.—The term “United 
States’’, in a geographical sense, means the 
50 States, the District of Columbia, Amer- 
ican Samoa, Guam, the Commonwealth of 
the Northern Mariana Islands, the Common- 
wealth of Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands of 
the United States, and any other territory or 
possession of the United States. 

SEC. 1402. CALCULATION OF AVERAGE FEED 
COST AND ACTUAL DAIRY PRODUC- 
TION MARGINS. 

(a) CALCULATION OF AVERAGE FEED CostT.— 
The Secretary shall calculate the national 
average feed cost for each month using the 
following data: 
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(1) The price of corn for a month shall be 
the price received during that month by 
farmers in the United States for corn, as re- 
ported in the monthly Agricultural Prices 
report by the Secretary. 

(2) The price of soybean meal for a month 
shall be the central Illinois price for soybean 
meal, as reported in the Market News- 
Monthly Soybean Meal Price Report by the 
Secretary. 

(3) The price of alfalfa hay for a month 
shall be the price received during that month 
by farmers in the United States for alfalfa 
hay, as reported in the monthly Agricultural 
Prices report by the Secretary. 

(b) CALCULATION OF ACTUAL DAIRY PRODUC- 
TION MARGINS.— 

(1) PRODUCTION MARGIN PROTECTION PRO- 
GRAM.—For use in the production margin 
protection program under subpart A, the 
Secretary shall calculate the actual dairy 
production margin for each consecutive 2- 
month period by subtracting— 

(A) the average feed cost for that consecu- 
tive 2-month period, determined in accord- 
ance with subsection (a); from 

(B) the all-milk price for that consecutive 
2-month period. 

(2) STABILIZATION PROGRAM.—For use in the 
stabilization program under subpart B, the 
Secretary shall calculate each month the ac- 
tual dairy production margin for the pre- 
ceding month by subtracting— 

(A) the average feed cost for that preceding 
month, determined in accordance with sub- 
section (a); from 

(B) the all-milk price for that preceding 
month. 

(3) TIME FOR CALCULATIONS.—The calcula- 
tions required by paragraphs (1) and (2) shall 
be made as soon as practicable using the full 
month price of the applicable reference 
month. 

Subpart A—Dairy Production Margin 
Protection Program 
SEC. 1411. ESTABLISHMENT OF DAIRY PRODUC- 
TION MARGIN PROTECTION PRO- 
GRAM. 

Effective not later than 120 days after the 
effective date of this subtitle, the Secretary 
shall establish and administer a dairy pro- 
duction margin protection program under 
which participating dairy operations are 
paid— 

(1) basic production margin protection pro- 
gram payments under section 1414 when ac- 
tual dairy production margins are less than 
the threshold levels for such payments; and 

(2) supplemental production margin pro- 
tection program payments under section 1415 
if purchased by a participating dairy oper- 
ation. 
SEC. 1412. PARTICIPATION OF DAIRY OPER- 

ATIONS IN PRODUCTION MARGIN 
PROTECTION PROGRAM. 

(a) ELIGIBILITY.—All dairy operations in 
the United States shall be eligible to partici- 
pate in the production margin protection 
program, except that a participating dairy 
operation shall be required to register with 
the Secretary before the participating dairy 
operation may receive— 

(1) basic production margin protection pro- 
gram payments under section 1414; and 

(2) if the participating dairy operation pur- 
chases supplemental production margin pro- 
tection under section 1415, supplemental pro- 
duction margin protection program pay- 
ments under such section. 

(b) REGISTRATION PROCESS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall speci- 
fy the manner and form by which a partici- 
pating dairy operation may register to par- 
ticipate in the production margin protection 
program. 
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(2) TREATMENT OF MULTIPRODUCER DAIRY 
OPERATIONS.—If a participating dairy oper- 
ation is operated by more than 1 dairy pro- 
ducer, all of the dairy producers of the par- 
ticipating dairy operation shall be treated as 
a single dairy operation for purposes of— 

(A) registration to receive basic production 
margin protection and election to purchase 
supplemental production margin protection; 

(B) payment of the participation fee under 
subsection (d) and producer premiums under 
section 1415; and 

(C) participation in the stabilization pro- 
gram under subtitle B. 

(3) TREATMENT OF PRODUCERS WITH MUL- 
TIPLE DAIRY OPERATIONS.—If a dairy producer 
operates 2 or more dairy operations, each 
dairy operation of the producer shall sepa- 
rately register to receive basic production 
margin protection and purchase supple- 
mental production margin protection and 
only those dairy operations so registered 
shall be covered by the stabilization pro- 
gram. 

(c) TIME FOR REGISTRATION.— 

(1) EXISTING DAIRY OPERATIONS.—During 
the 15-month period beginning on the date of 
the initiation of the registration period for 
the production margin protection program, a 
dairy operation that is actively engaged as 
of such date may register with the Sec- 
retary— 

(A) to receive basic production margin pro- 
tection; and 

(B) if the dairy operation elects, to pur- 
chase supplemental production margin pro- 
tection. 

(2) NEW ENTRANTS.—A dairy producer that 
has no existing interest in a dairy operation 
as of the date of the initiation of the reg- 
istration period for the production margin 
protection program, but that, after such 
date, establishes a new dairy operation, may 
register with the Secretary during the l-year 
period beginning on the date on which the 
dairy operation first markets milk commer- 
cially— 

(A) to receive basic production margin pro- 
tection; and 

(B) if the dairy operation elects, to pur- 
chase supplemental production margin pro- 
tection. 

(d) TRANSITION FROM MILC TO PRODUCTION 
MARGIN PROTECTION.— 

(1) DEFINITION OF TRANSITION PERIOD.—In 
this subsection, the term ‘‘transition period” 
means the period during which the milk in- 
come loss program established under section 
1506 of the Food, Conservation, and Energy 
Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 8773) and the production 
margin protection program under this sub- 
title are both in existence. 

(2) NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY.—Not later 
than 30 days after the date of enactment of 
this Act, the Secretary shall publish a notice 
in the Federal Register to inform dairy oper- 
ations of the availability of basic production 
margin protection and supplemental produc- 
tion margin protection, including the terms 
of the protection and information about the 
option of dairy operations during the transi- 
tion period to make an election described in 
paragraph (3). 

(3) ELECTION.—Except as provided in para- 
graph (4), a dairy operation may elect to par- 
ticipate in either the milk income loss pro- 
gram established under section 1506 of the 
Food, Conservation, and Energy Act of 2008 
(7 U.S.C. 8773) or the production margin pro- 
tection program under this subtitle for the 
duration of the transition period. 

(4) TRANSFER TO PRODUCTION MARGIN PRO- 
TECTION.—A dairy operation that elects to 
participate in the milk income loss program 
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established under section 1506 of the Food, 
Conservation, and Energy Act of 2008 (7 
U.S.C. 8773) during the transition period 
may, at any time, make a permanent trans- 
fer to the production margin protection pro- 
gram. 

(e) ADMINISTRATION FEE.— 

(1) ADMINISTRATION FEE REQUIRED.—Except 
as provided in paragraph (5), a participating 
dairy operation shall— 

(A) pay an administration fee under this 
subsection to register to participate in the 
production margin protection program; and 

(B) pay the administration fee annually 
thereafter to continue to participate in the 
production margin protection program. 

(2) FEE AMOUNT.—The administration fee 
for a participating dairy operation for a cal- 
endar year shall be based on the pounds of 
milk (in millions) marketed by the partici- 
pating dairy operation in the previous cal- 
endar year, as follows: 


Pounds Marketed (in Administration Fee 


millions) 
less than 1 $100 
1to5 $250 
more than 5 to 10 $350 
more than 10 to 40 $1,000 
more than 40 $2,500 


(8) DEPOSIT OF FEES.—AI] administration 
fees collected under this subsection shall be 
credited to the fund or account used to cover 
the costs incurred to administer the produc- 
tion margin protection program and the sta- 
bilization program and shall be available to 
the Secretary, without further appropriation 
and until expended, for use or transfer as 
provided in paragraph (4). 

(4) USE OF FEES.—The Secretary shall use 
administration fees collected under this sub- 
section— 

(A) to cover administrative costs of the 
production margin protection program and 
stabilization program; and 

(B) to cover costs of the Department of Ag- 
riculture relating to reporting of dairy mar- 
ket news, carrying out the amendments 
made by section 1476, and carrying out sec- 
tion 273 of the Agricultural Marketing Act of 
1946 (7 U.S.C. 1637b)), to the extent funds re- 
main available after operation of subpara- 
graph (A). 

(5) WAIVER.—The Secretary shall waive or 
reduce the administration fee required under 
paragraph (1) in the case of a limited-re- 
source dairy operation, as defined by the 
Secretary. 

(f) LIMITATION.—A dairy operation may 
only participate in the production margin 
protection program or the livestock gross 
margin for dairy program under the Federal 
Crop Insurance Act (7 U.S.C. 1501 et seq.), but 
not both. 

SEC. 1413. PRODUCTION HISTORY OF PARTICI- 
PATING DAIRY OPERATIONS. 

(a) PRODUCTION HISTORY FOR BASIC PRODUC- 
TION MARGIN PROTECTION.— 

(1) DETERMINATION REQUIRED.—For pur- 
poses of providing basic production margin 
protection, the Secretary shall determine 
the basic production history of a partici- 
pating dairy operation. 

(2) CALCULATION.—Except as provided in 
paragraph (3), the basic production history of 
a participating dairy operation for basic pro- 
duction margin protection is equal to the 
highest annual milk marketings of the par- 
ticipating dairy operation during any 1 of 
the 3 calendar years immediately preceding 
the calendar year in which the participating 
dairy operation first signed up to participate 
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in the production margin protection pro- 
gram. 

(3) ELECTION BY NEW DAIRY OPERATIONS.—In 
the case of a participating dairy operation 
that has been in operation for less than a 
year, the participating dairy operation shall 
elect 1 of the following methods for the Sec- 
retary to determine the basic production his- 
tory of the participating dairy operation: 

(A) The volume of the actual milk mar- 
ketings for the months the participating 
dairy operation has been in operation extrap- 
olated to a yearly amount. 

(B) An estimate of the actual milk mar- 
ketings of the participating dairy operation 
based on the herd size of the participating 
dairy operation relative to the national roll- 
ing herd average data published by the Sec- 
retary. 

(4) NO CHANGE IN PRODUCTION HISTORY FOR 
BASIC PRODUCTION MARGIN PROTECTION.—Once 
the basic production history of a partici- 
pating dairy operation is determined under 
paragraph (2) or (3), the basic production his- 
tory shall not be subsequently changed for 
purposes of determining the amount of any 
basic production margin protection pay- 
ments for the participating dairy operation 
made under section 1414. 

(b) ANNUAL PRODUCTION HISTORY FOR SUP- 
PLEMENTAL PRODUCTION MARGIN PROTEC- 
TION.— 

(1) DETERMINATION REQUIRED.—For pur- 
poses of providing supplemental production 
margin protection for a participating dairy 
operation that purchases supplemental pro- 
duction margin protection for a year under 
section 1415, the Secretary shall determine 
the annual production history of the partici- 
pating dairy operation under paragraph (2). 

(2) CALCULATION.—The annual production 
history of a participating dairy operation for 
a year is equal to the actual milk mar- 
ketings of the participating dairy operation 
during the preceding calendar year. 

(3) NEW DAIRY OPERATIONS.—Subsection 
(a)(3) shall apply with respect to determining 
the annual production history of a partici- 
pating dairy operation that has been in oper- 
ation for less than a year. 

(c) REQUIRED INFORMATION.—A partici- 
pating dairy operation shall provide all in- 
formation that the Secretary may require in 
order to establish— 

(1) the basic production history of the par- 
ticipating dairy operation under subsection 
(a); and 

(2) the production history of the partici- 
pating dairy operation whenever the partici- 
pating dairy operation purchases supple- 
mental production margin protection under 
section 1415. 

(d) TRANSFER OF PRODUCTION HISTORIES.— 

(1) TRANSFER BY SALE OR LEASE.—In pro- 
mulgating the rules to initiate the produc- 
tion margin protection program, the Sec- 
retary shall specify the conditions under 
which and the manner by which the produc- 
tion history of a participating dairy oper- 
ation may be transferred by sale or lease. 

(2) COVERAGE LEVEL.— 

(A) BASIC PRODUCTION MARGIN PROTEC- 
TION.—A purchaser or lessee to whom the 
Secretary transfers a basic production his- 
tory under this subsection shall not obtain a 
different level of basic production margin 
protection than the basic production margin 
protection coverage held by the seller or les- 
sor from whom the transfer was obtained. 

(B) SUPPLEMENTAL PRODUCTION MARGIN 
PROTECTION.—A purchaser or lessee to whom 
the Secretary transfers an annual production 
history under this subsection shall not ob- 
tain a different level of supplemental produc- 
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tion margin protection coverage than the 
supplemental production margin protection 
coverage in effect for the seller or lessor 
from whom the transfer was obtained for the 
calendar year in which the transfer was 
made. 

(e) MOVEMENT AND TRANSFER OF PRODUC- 
TION HISTORY.— 

(1) MOVEMENT AND TRANSFER AUTHORIZED.— 
Subject to paragraph (2), if a participating 
dairy operation moves from 1 location to an- 
other location, the participating dairy oper- 
ation may transfer the basic production his- 
tory and annual production history associ- 
ated with the participating dairy operation. 

(2) NOTIFICATION REQUIREMENT.—A partici- 
pating dairy operation shall notify the Sec- 
retary of any move of a participating dairy 
operation under paragraph (1). 

(3) SUBSEQUENT OCCUPATION OF VACATED LO- 
CATION.—A party subsequently occupying a 
participating dairy operation location va- 
cated as described in paragraph (1) shall have 
no interest in the basic production history or 
annual production history previously associ- 
ated with the participating dairy operation 
at such location. 

SEC. 1414. BASIC PRODUCTION MARGIN PROTEC- 
TION. 

(a) PAYMENT THRESHOLD.—The Secretary 
shall make a payment to participating dairy 
operations in accordance with subsection (b) 
whenever the average actual dairy produc- 
tion margin for a consecutive 2-month period 
is less than $4.00 per hundredweight of milk. 

(b) BASIC PRODUCTION MARGIN PROTECTION 
PAYMENT.—The basic production margin pro- 
tection payment for a participating dairy op- 
eration for a consecutive 2-month period 
shall be equal to the product obtained by 
multiplying— 

(1) the difference between the average ac- 
tual dairy production margin for the con- 
secutive 2-month period and $4.00, except 
that, if the difference is more than $4.00, the 
Secretary shall use $4.00; by 

(2) the lesser of— 

(A) 80 percent of the production history of 
the participating dairy operation, divided by 
6; or 

(B) the actual quantity of milk marketed 
by the participating dairy operation during 
the consecutive 2-month period. 

SEC. 1415. SUPPLEMENTAL PRODUCTION MARGIN 
PROTECTION. 

(a) ELECTION OF SUPPLEMENTAL PRODUC- 
TION MARGIN PROTECTION.—A participating 
dairy operation may annually purchase sup- 
plemental production margin protection to 
protect, during the calendar year for which 
purchased, a higher level of the income of a 
participating dairy operation than the in- 
come level guaranteed by basic production 
margin protection under section 1414. 

(b) SELECTION OF PAYMENT THRESHOLD.—A 
participating dairy operation purchasing 
supplemental production margin protection 
for a year shall elect a coverage level that is 
higher, in any increment of $0.50, than the 
payment threshold for basic production mar- 
gin protection specified in section 1414(a), 
but not to exceed $8.00. 

(c) COVERAGE PERCENTAGE.—A partici- 
pating dairy operation purchasing supple- 
mental production margin protection for a 
year shall elect a percentage of coverage 
equal to not more than 90 percent, nor less 
than 25 percent, of the annual production 
history of the participating dairy operation. 

(d) PREMIUMS FOR SUPPLEMENTAL PRODUC- 
TION MARGIN PROTECTION.— 

(1) PREMIUMS REQUIRED.—A participating 
dairy operation that purchases supplemental 
production margin protection shall pay an 
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annual premium equal to the product ob- 
tained by multiplying— 

(A) the coverage percentage elected by the 
participating dairy operation under sub- 
section (c); 

(B) the annual production history of the 
participating dairy operation; and 

(C) the premium per hundredweight of 
milk, as specified in the applicable table 
under paragraph (2) or (3). 

(2) PREMIUM PER HUNDREDWEIGHT FOR FIRST 
4 MILLION POUNDS OF PRODUCTION.—For the 
first 4,000,000 pounds of milk marketings in- 
cluded in the annual production history of a 
participating dairy operation, the premium 
per hundredweight corresponding to each 
coverage level specified in the following 
table is as follows: 


Coverage Level Premium per Cwt. 


$4.50 $0.01 
$5.00 $0.02 
$5.50 $0.035 
$6.00 $0.045 
$6.50 $0.09 
$7.00 $0.40 
$7.50 $0.60 
$8.00 $0.95 


(3) PREMIUM PER HUNDREDWEIGHT FOR PRO- 
DUCTION IN EXCESS OF 4 MILLION POUNDS.—For 
milk marketings in excess of 4,000,000 pounds 
included in the annual production history of 
a participating dairy operation, the premium 
per hundredweight corresponding to each 
coverage level is as follows: 


Coverage Level Premium per Cwt. 


$4.50 $0.02 
$5.00 $0.04 
$5.50 $0.10 
$6.00 $0.15 
$6.50 $0.29 
$7.00 $0.62 
$7.50 $0.83 
$8.00 $1.06 


(4) TIME FOR PAYMENT.—In promulgating 
the rules to initiate the production margin 
protection program, the Secretary shall pro- 
vide more than 1 method by which a partici- 
pating dairy operation that purchases sup- 
plemental production margin protection for 
a calendar year may pay the premium under 
this subsection for that year in any manner 
that maximizes participating dairy oper- 
ation payment flexibility and program integ- 
rity. 


(e) PREMIUM OBLIGATIONS.— 

(1) PRO-RATION OF PREMIUM FOR NEW DAIRY 
OPERATIONS.—A participating dairy oper- 
ation described in section 1412(c)(2) that pur- 
chases supplemental production margin pro- 
tection for a calendar year after the start of 
the calendar year shall pay a pro-rated pre- 
mium for that calendar year based on the 
portion of the calendar year for which the 
participating dairy operation purchases the 
coverage. 

(2) LEGAL OBLIGATION.—A participating 
dairy operation that purchases supplemental 
production margin protection for a calendar 
year shall be legally obligated to pay the ap- 
plicable premium for that calendar year, ex- 
cept that the Secretary may waive that obli- 
gation, under terms and conditions deter- 
mined by the Secretary, for 1 or more pro- 
ducers in any participating dairy operation 
in the case of death, retirement, permanent 
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dissolution of a participating dairy oper- 
ation, or other circumstances as the Sec- 
retary considers appropriate to ensure the 
integrity of the program. 

(f) SUPPLEMENTAL PAYMENT THRESHOLD.—A 
participating dairy operation with supple- 
mental production margin protection shall 
receive a supplemental production margin 
protection payment whenever the average 
actual dairy production margin for a con- 
secutive 2-month period is less than the cov- 
erage level threshold selected by the partici- 
pating dairy operation under subsection (b). 

(g) SUPPLEMENTAL PRODUCTION MARGIN 
PROTECTION PAYMENTS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The supplemental produc- 
tion margin protection payment for a par- 
ticipating dairy operation is in addition to 
the basic production margin protection pay- 
ment. 

(2) AMOUNT OF PAYMENT.—The_ supple- 
mental production margin protection pay- 
ment for the participating dairy operation 
shall be determined as follows: 

(A) The Secretary shall calculate the dif- 
ference between the coverage level threshold 
selected by the participating dairy operation 
under subsection (b) and the greater of— 

(i) the average actual dairy production 
margin for the consecutive 2-month period; 
or 

(ii) $4.00. 

(B) The amount determined under subpara- 
graph (A) shall be multiplied by the percent- 
age selected by the participating dairy oper- 
ation under subsection (c) and by the lesser 
of the following: 

(i) The annual production history of the 
participating dairy operation, divided by 6. 

(ii) The actual amount of milk marketed 
by the participating dairy operation during 
the consecutive 2-month period. 

SEC. 1416. EFFECT OF FAILURE TO PAY ADMINIS- 
TRATION FEES OR PREMIUMS. 

(a) LOSS OF BENEFITS.—A participating 
dairy operation that fails to pay the required 
administration fee under section 1412 or is in 
arrears on premium payments for supple- 
mental production margin protection under 
section 1415— 

(1) remains legally obligated to pay the ad- 
ministration fee or premiums, as the case 
may be; and 

(2) may not receive basic production mar- 
gin protection payments or supplemental 
production margin protection payments 
until the fees or premiums are fully paid. 

(b) ENFORCEMENT.—The Secretary may 
take such action as necessary to collect ad- 
ministration fees and premium payments for 
supplemental production margin protection. 

Subpart B—Dairy Market Stabilization 
Program 
SEC. 1431. ESTABLISHMENT OF DAIRY MARKET 
STABILIZATION PROGRAM. 

(a) PROGRAM REQUIRED; PURPOSE.—Effec- 
tive not later than 120 days after the effec- 
tive date of this subtitle, the Secretary shall 
establish and administer a dairy market sta- 
bilization program applicable to partici- 
pating dairy operations for the purpose of as- 
sisting in balancing the supply of milk with 
demand when participating dairy operations 
are experiencing low or negative operating 
margins. 

(b) ELECTION OF STABILIZATION PROGRAM 
BASE CALCULATION METHOD.— 

(1) ELECTION.—When a dairy operation 
signs up under section 1412 to participate in 
the production margin protection program, 
the dairy operation shall inform the Sec- 
retary of the method by which the stabiliza- 
tion program base for the participating dairy 
operation will be calculated under paragraph 
(3). 
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(2) CHANGE IN CALCULATION METHOD.—A par- 
ticipating dairy operation may change the 
stabilization program base calculation meth- 
od to be used for a calendar year by noti- 
fying the Secretary of the change not later 
than a date determined by the Secretary. 

(3) CALCULATION METHODS.—A participating 
dairy operation may elect either of the fol- 
lowing methods for calculation of the sta- 
bilization program base for the participating 
dairy operation: 

(A) The volume of the average monthly 
milk marketings of the participating dairy 
operation for the 3 months immediately pre- 
ceding the announcement by the Secretary 
that the stabilization program will become 
effective. 

(B) The volume of the monthly milk mar- 
ketings of the participating dairy operation 
for the same month in the preceding year as 
the month for which the Secretary has an- 
nounced the stabilization program will be- 
come effective. 

SEC. 1432. THRESHOLD FOR IMPLEMENTATION 
AND REDUCTION IN DAIRY PAY- 
MENTS. 

(a) WHEN STABILIZATION PROGRAM RE- 
QUIRED.—Except as provided in subsection 
(b), the Secretary shall announce that the 
stabilization program is in effect and order 
reduced payments by handlers to partici- 
pating dairy operations that exceed the ap- 
plicable percentage of the participating 
dairy operation’s stabilization program base 
whenever— 

(1) the actual dairy production margin has 
been $6.00 or less per hundredweight of milk 
for each of the immediately preceding 2 
months; or 

(2) the actual dairy production margin has 
been $4.00 or less per hundredweight of milk 
for the immediately preceding month. 

(b) EXCEPTION.—If any of the conditions de- 
scribed in section 1486(b) have been met dur- 
ing the 2-month period immediately pre- 
ceding the month in which the announce- 
ment under subsection (a) would otherwise 
be made by the Secretary in the absence of 
this exception, the Secretary shall— 

(1) suspend the stabilization program; 

(2) refrain from making the announcement 
under subsection (a) to implement order the 
stabilization payment; or 

(8) order reduced payments. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE FOR IMPLEMENTATION 
OF PAYMENT REDUCTIONS.—Reductions in 
dairy payments shall commence beginning 
on the first day of the month immediately 
following the date of the announcement by 
the Secretary under subsection (a). 

SEC. 1433. MILK MARKETINGS INFORMATION. 

(a) COLLECTION OF MILK MARKETING 
DATA.—The Secretary shall establish, by reg- 
ulation, a process to collect from partici- 
pating dairy operations and handlers such 
information that the Secretary considers 
necessary for each month during which the 
stabilization program is in effect. 

(b) REDUCE REGULATORY BURDEN.—When 
implementing the process under subsection 
(a), the Secretary shall minimize the regu- 
latory burden on participating dairy oper- 
ations and handlers. 

SEC. 1434. CALCULATION AND COLLECTION OF 
REDUCED DAIRY OPERATION PAY- 
MENTS. 

(a) REDUCED PARTICIPATING DAIRY OPER- 
ATION PAYMENTS REQUIRED.—During any 
month in which payment reductions are in 
effect under the stabilization program, each 
handler shall reduce payments to each par- 
ticipating dairy operation from whom the 
handler receives milk. 

(b) REDUCTIONS BASED ON ACTUAL DAIRY 
PRODUCTION MARGIN.— 
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(1) REDUCTION REQUIREMENT 1.—If the Sec- 
retary determines that the average actual 
dairy production margin has been less than 
$6.00 but greater than $5.00 per hundred- 
weight of milk for 2 consecutive months, the 
handler shall make payments to a partici- 
pating dairy operation for a month based on 
the greater of the following: 

(A) 98 percent of the stabilization program 
base of the participating dairy operation. 

(B) 94 percent of the marketings of milk 
for the month by the participating dairy op- 
eration. 

(2) REDUCTION REQUIREMENT 2.—If the Sec- 
retary determines that the average actual 
dairy production margin has been less than 
$5.00 but greater than $4.00 for 2 consecutive 
months, the handler shall make payments to 
a participating dairy operation for a month 
based on the greater of the following: 

(A) 97 percent of the stabilization program 
base of the participating dairy operation. 

(B) 93 percent of the marketings of milk 
for the month by the participating dairy op- 
eration. 

(3) REDUCTION REQUIREMENT 3.—If the Sec- 
retary determines that the average actual 
dairy production margin has been $4.00 or 
less for any 1 month, the handler shall make 
payments to a participating dairy operation 
for a month based on the greater of the fol- 
lowing: 

(A) 96 percent of the stabilization program 
base of the participating dairy operation. 

(B) 92 percent of the marketings of milk 
for the month by the participating dairy op- 
eration. 

(c) CONTINUATION OF REDUCTIONS.—The 
largest level of payment reduction required 
under paragraph (1), (2), or (8) of subsection 
(b) shall be continued for each month until 
the Secretary suspends the stabilization pro- 
gram and terminates payment reductions in 
accordance with section 1436. 

(d) PAYMENT REDUCTION EXCEPTION.—Not- 
withstanding any preceding subsection of 
this section, a handler shall make no pay- 
ment reductions for a participating dairy op- 
eration for a month if the participating 
dairy operation’s milk marketings for the 
month are equal to or less than the percent- 
age of the stabilization program base appli- 
cable to the participating dairy operation 
under paragraph (1), (2), or (8) of subsection 
(b). 
SEC. 1435. REMITTING FUNDS TO THE SEC- 

RETARY AND USE OF FUNDS. 

(a) REMITTING FUNDS.—As soon as prac- 
ticable after the end of each month during 
which payment reductions are in effect 
under the stabilization program, each han- 
dler shall remit to the Secretary an amount 
equal to the amount by which payments to 
participating dairy operations are reduced 
by the handler under section 1434. 

(b) DEPOSIT OF REMITTED FUNDS.—AI1 funds 
received under subsection (a) shall be avail- 
able to the Secretary, without further appro- 
priation and until expended, for use or trans- 
fer as provided in subsection (c). 

(c) USE OF FUNDS.— 

(1) AVAILABILITY FOR CERTAIN COMMODITY 
DONATIONS.—Not later than 90 days after the 
funds described in subsection (a) are due as 
determined by the Secretary, the Secretary 
shall obligate the funds for the purpose of— 

(A) purchasing dairy products for donation 
to food banks and other programs that the 
Secretary determines appropriate; and 

(B) expanding consumption and building 
demand for dairy products. 

(2) NO DUPLICATION OF EFFORT.—The Sec- 
retary shall ensure that expenditures under 
paragraph (1) are compatible with, and do 
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not duplicate, programs supported by the 
dairy research and promotion activities con- 
ducted under the Dairy Production Stabiliza- 
tion Act of 1983 (7 U.S.C. 4501 et seq.). 

(3) ACCOUNTING.—The Secretary shall keep 
an accurate account of all funds expended 
under paragraph (1). 

(d) ANNUAL REPORT.—Not later than De- 
cember 31 of each year that the stabilization 
program is in effect, the Secretary shall sub- 
mit to the Committee on Agriculture of the 
House of Representatives and the Committee 
on Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry of 
the Senate a report that provides an accu- 
rate accounting of— 

(1) the funds received by the Secretary dur- 
ing the preceding fiscal year under sub- 
section (a); 

(2) all expenditures made by the Secretary 
under subsection (b) during the preceding fis- 
cal year; and 

(3) the impact of the stabilization program 
on dairy markets. 

(e) ENFORCEMENT.—If a participating dairy 
operation or handler fails to remit or collect 
the amounts by which payments to partici- 
pating dairy operations are reduced under 
section 1484, the participating dairy oper- 
ation or handler responsible for the failure 
shall be liable to the Secretary for the 
amount that should have been remitted or 
collected, plus interest. In addition to the 
enforcement authorities available under sec- 
tion 1437, the Secretary may enforce this 
subsection in the courts of the United 
States. 

SEC. 1436. SUSPENSION OF REDUCED PAYMENT 
REQUIREMENT. 

(a) DETERMINATION OF PRICES.—For pur- 
poses of this section: 

(1) The price in the United States for ched- 
dar cheese and nonfat dry milk shall be de- 
termined by the Secretary. 

(2) The world price of cheddar cheese and 
skim milk powder shall be determined by the 
Secretary. 

(b) SUSPENSION THRESHOLDS.—The sta- 
bilization program shall be suspended or the 
Secretary shall refrain from making the an- 
nouncement under section 1482(a) if the Sec- 
retary determines that— 

(1) the actual dairy production margin is 
greater than $6.00 per hundredweight of milk 
for 2 consecutive months; 

(2) the actual dairy production margin is 
equal to or less than $6.00 (but greater than 
$5.00) for 2 consecutive months, and during 
the same 2 consecutive months— 

(A) the price in the United States for ched- 
dar cheese is equal to or greater than the 
world price of cheddar cheese; or 

(B) the price in the United States for non- 
fat dry milk is equal to or greater than the 
world price of skim milk powder; 

(3) the actual dairy production margin is 
equal to or less than $5.00 (but greater than 
$4.00) for 2 consecutive months, and during 
the same 2 consecutive months— 

(A) the price in the United States for ched- 
dar cheese is more than 5 percent above the 
world price of cheddar cheese; or 

(B) the price in the United States for non- 
fat dry milk is more than 5 percent above 
the world price of skim milk powder; or 

(4) the actual dairy production margin is 
equal to or less than $4.00 for 2 consecutive 
months, and during the same 2 consecutive 
months— 

(A) the price in the United States for ched- 
dar cheese is more than 7 percent above the 
world price of cheddar cheese; or 

(B) the price in the United States for non- 
fat dry milk is more than 7 percent above 
the world price of skim milk powder. 
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(c) IMPLEMENTATION BY HANDLERS.—Effec- 
tive on the day after the date of the an- 
nouncement by the Secretary under sub- 
section (b) of the suspension of the stabiliza- 
tion program, the handler shall cease reduc- 
ing payments to participating dairy oper- 
ations under the stabilization program. 

(d) CONDITION ON RESUMPTION OF STABILIZA- 
TION PROGRAM.—Upon the announcement by 
the Secretary under subsection (b) that the 
stabilization program has been suspended, 
the stabilization program may not be imple- 
mented again until, at the earliest— 

(1) 2 months have passed, beginning on the 
first day of the month immediately fol- 
lowing the announcement by the Secretary; 
and 

(2) the conditions of section 1432(a) are 
again met. 

SEC. 1437. ENFORCEMENT. 

(a) UNLAWFUL ACT.—It shall be unlawful 
and a violation of the this subpart for any 
person subject to the stabilization program 
to willfully fail or refuse to provide, or delay 
the timely reporting of, accurate informa- 
tion and remittance of funds to the Sec- 
retary in accordance with this subpart. 

(b) ORDER.—After providing notice and op- 
portunity for a hearing to an affected person, 
the Secretary may issue an order against 
any person to cease and desist from con- 
tinuing any violation of this subpart. 

(c) APPEAL.—An order of the Secretary 
under subsection (b) shall be final and con- 
clusive unless an affected person files an ap- 
peal of the order of the Secretary in United 
States district court not later than 30 days 
after the date of the issuance of the order. A 
finding of the Secretary in the order shall be 
set aside only if the finding is not supported 
by substantial evidence. 

(d) NONCOMPLIANCE WITH ORDER.—If a per- 
son subject to this subpart fails to obey an 
order issued under subsection (b) after the 
order has become final and unappealable, or 
after the appropriate United States district 
court has entered a final judgment in favor 
of the Secretary, the United States may 
apply to the appropriate United States dis- 
trict court for enforcement of the order. If 
the court determines that the order was law- 
fully made and duly served and that the per- 
son violated the order, the court shall en- 
force the order. 

SEC. 1438. AUDIT REQUIREMENTS. 

(a) AUDITS OF DAIRY OPERATION AND HAN- 
DLER COMPLIANCE.— 

(1) AUDITS AUTHORIZED.—If determined by 
the Secretary to be necessary to ensure com- 
pliance by participating dairy operations and 
handlers with the stabilization program, the 
Secretary may conduct periodic audits of 
participating dairy operations and handlers. 

(2) SAMPLE OF DAIRY OPERATIONS.—Any 
audit conducted under this subsection shall 
include, at a minimum, investigation of a 
statistically valid and random sample of par- 
ticipating dairy operations. 

(b) SUBMISSION OF RESULTS.—The Sec- 
retary shall submit the results of any audit 
conducted under subsection (a) to the Com- 
mittee on Agriculture of the House of Rep- 
resentatives and the Committee on Agri- 
culture, Nutrition, and Forestry of the Sen- 
ate and include such recommendations as 
the Secretary considers appropriate regard- 
ing the stabilization program. 

SEC. 1439. STUDY; REPORT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall di- 
rect the Office of the Chief Economist to 
conduct a study of the impacts of the pro- 
gram established under section 1481(a). 

(b) CONSIDERATIONS.—The study conducted 
under subsection (a) shall consider— 
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(1) the economic impact of the program 
throughout the dairy product value chain, 
including the impact on producers, proc- 
essors, domestic customers, export cus- 
tomers, actual market growth and potential 
market growth, farms of different sizes, and 
different regions and States; and 

(2) the impact of the program on the com- 
petitiveness of the United States dairy in- 
dustry in international markets. 

(c) REPORT.—Not later than December 1, 
2016, the Office of the Chief Economist shall 
submit to the Committee on Agriculture of 
the House of Representatives and the Com- 
mittee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and For- 
estry of the Senate a report that describes 
the results of the study conducted under sub- 
section (a). 

Subpart C—Administration 
SEC. 1451. DURATION. 

The production margin protection program 
and the stabilization program shall end on 
December 31, 2017. 

SEC. 1452. ADMINISTRATION AND ENFORCEMENT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall pro- 
mulgate regulations to address administra- 
tive and enforcement issues involved in car- 
rying out the production margin protection, 
supplemental production margin protection, 
and market stabilization programs. 


(b) RECONSTITUTION AND ELIGIBILITY 
ISSUES.— 
(1) RECONSTITUTION.—Using authorities 


under section 1001(f) and 1001B of the Food 
Security Act of 1985 (7 U.S.C. 1808(f), 1308-2), 
the Secretary shall promulgate regulations 
to prohibit a dairy producer from reconsti- 
tuting a dairy operation for the sole purpose 
of the dairy producer— 

(A) receiving basic margin protection; 

(B) purchasing supplemental margin pro- 
tection; or 

(C) avoiding participation in the market 
stabilization program. 

(2) ELIGIBILITY ISSUES.—Using authorities 
under section 1001(f) and 1001B of the Food 
Security Act of 1985 (7 U.S.C. 1808(f), 1308-2), 
the Secretary shall promulgate regulations— 

(A) to prohibit a scheme or device; 

(B) to provide for equitable relief; and 

(C) to provide for other issues affecting eli- 
gibility and liability issues. 

(3) ADMINISTRATIVE APPEALS.—Using au- 
thorities under section 1001(h) of the Food 
Security Act of 1985 (7 U.S.C. 13808(h)) and 
subtitle H of the Department of Agriculture 
Reorganization Act (7 U.S.C. 6991 et seq.), the 
Secretary shall promulgate regulations to 
provide for administrative appeals of deci- 
sions of the Secretary that are adverse to 
participants of the programs described in 
subsection (a). 

PART II—DAIRY MARKET TRANSPARENCY 
SEC. 1461. DAIRY PRODUCT MANDATORY RE- 
PORTING. 

(a) DEFINITIONS.—Section 272(1)(A) of the 
Agricultural Marketing Act of 1946 (7 U.S.C. 
1637a(1)(A)) is amended by inserting ‘‘, or any 
other products that may significantly aid 
price discovery in the dairy markets, as de- 
termined by the Secretary” after ‘‘of 1987”. 

(b) MANDATORY REPORTING FOR DAIRY 
PRoDucTS.—Section 273(b) of the Agricul- 
tural Marketing Act of 1946 (7 U.S.C. 
1637b(b)) is amended— 

(1) by striking paragraph (1) and inserting 
the following new paragraph: 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—In establishing the pro- 
gram, the Secretary shall only— 

‘“(A)(i) subject to the conditions described 
in paragraph (2), require each manufacturer 
to report to the Secretary, no less frequently 
than once per month, information con- 
cerning the price, quantity, and moisture 
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content of dairy products sold by the manu- 
facturer and any other product characteris- 
tics that may significantly aid price dis- 
covery in the dairy markets, as determined 
by the Secretary; and 

“(ii) modify the format used to provide the 
information on the day before the date of en- 
actment of this subtitle to ensure that the 
information can be readily understood by 
market participants; and 

‘“(B) require each manufacturer and other 
person storing dairy products (including 
dairy products in cold storage) to report to 
the Secretary, no less frequently than once 
per month, information on the quantity of 
dairy products stored.’’; and 

(2) in paragraph (2), by inserting ‘‘or those 
that may significantly aid price discovery in 
the dairy markets” after ‘‘Federal milk mar- 
keting order”? each place it appears in sub- 
paragraphs (A), (B), and (C). 

SEC. 1462. FEDERAL MILK MARKETING ORDER IN- 
FORMATION. 

(a) INFORMATION CLEARINGHOUSE.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall, on 
behalf of each milk marketing order issued 
under the Agricultural Adjustment Act (7 
U.S.C. 601 et seq.), reenacted with amend- 
ments by the Agricultural Marketing Agree- 
ment Act of 1937, establish an information 
clearinghouse for the purposes of educating 
the public about the Federal milk marketing 
order system and any marketing order 
referenda, including proposal information 
and timelines that shall be kept current and 
updated as information becomes available. 

(2) REQUIREMENTS.—Information under 
paragraph (1) shall include— 

(A) information on procedures by which co- 
operatives vote; 

(B) if applicable, information on the man- 
ner by which producers may cast an indi- 
vidual ballot; 

(C) in applicable, instructions on the man- 
ner in which to vote online; 

(D) due dates for each specific referendum; 

(E) the text of each referendum question 
under consideration; 

(F) a description in plain language of the 
question; 

(G) any relevant background information 
to the question; and 

(H) any other information that increases 
Federal milk marketing order transparency. 

(b) NOTIFICATION LIST FOR UPCOMING REF- 
ERENDUM.—Each Federal milk marketing 
order shall— 

(1) make available the information de- 
scribed in subsection (b) through an Internet 
site; and 

(2) publicize the information in major agri- 
culture and dairy-specific publications on 
upcoming referenda. 

PART ITI—REPEAL OR REAUTHORIZATION 
OF OTHER DAIRY-RELATED PROVISIONS 
SEC. 1471. REPEAL OF DAIRY PRODUCT PRICE 
SUPPORT AND MILK INCOME LOSS 

CONTRACT PROGRAMS. 

(a) REPEAL OF DAIRY PRODUCT PRICE SUP- 
PORT PROGRAM.—Section 1501 of the Food, 
Conservation, and Energy Act of 2008 (7 
U.S.C. 8771) is repealed. 

(b) REPEAL OF MILK INCOME LOSS CONTRACT 
PROGRAM.— 

(1) PAYMENTS UNDER MILK INCOME LOSS CON- 
TRACT PROGRAM.—Section 1506(c)(3) of the 
Food, Conservation, and Energy Act of 2008 
(7 U.S.C. 8778(c)(8)) is amended— 

(A) in subparagraph (A), by 
“and” after the semicolon; 

(B) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘‘Au- 
gust 31, 2012, 45 percent; and” and inserting 
‘June 30, 2013, 45 percent.’’; and 

(C) by striking subparagraph (C). 


inserting 
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(2) EXTENSION.—Section 1506(h)(1) of the 
Food, Conservation, and Energy Act of 2008 
(7 U.S.C. 8773(h)(1)) is amended by striking 
“September 30, 2012” and inserting ‘‘June 30, 
2013”. 

(8) REPEAL.—Effective July 1, 2013, section 
1506 of the Food, Conservation, and Energy 
Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 8773) is repealed. 

SEC. 1472. REPEAL OF DAIRY EXPORT INCENTIVE 
PROGRAM. 

(a) REPEAL.—Section 153 of the Food Secu- 
rity Act of 1985 (15 U.S.C. 713a-14) is repealed. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section 
902(2) of the Trade Sanctions Reform and Ex- 
port Enhancement Act of 2000 (22 U.S.C. 
7201(2)) is amended— 

(1) by striking subparagraph (D); and 

(2) by redesignating subparagraphs (E) and 
(F) as subparagraphs (D) and (E), respec- 
tively. 

SEC. 1473. EXTENSION OF DAIRY FORWARD PRIC- 
ING PROGRAM. 

Section 1502(e) of the Food, Conservation, 
and Energy Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 8772(e)) is 
amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘2012” and 
inserting ‘‘2017’’; and 

(2) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘2015” and 
inserting ‘‘2020’’. 

SEC. 1474. EXTENSION 
PROGRAM. 

Section 3 of Public Law 90-484 (7 U.S.C. 
4501) is amended by striking ‘‘2012’? and in- 
serting ‘‘2017’’. 

SEC. 1475. EXTENSION OF DAIRY PROMOTION 
AND RESEARCH PROGRAM. 

Section 113(e)(2) of the Dairy Production 
Stabilization Act of 1983 (7 U.S.C. 4504(e)(2)) 
is amended by striking ‘‘2012’’ and inserting 
“2017”. 

SEC. 1476. EXTENSION OF FEDERAL MILK MAR- 
KETING ORDER REVIEW COMMIS- 
SION. 

Section 1509(a) of the Food, Conservation, 
and Energy Act of 2008 (Public Law 110-246; 
122 Stat. 1726) is amended by inserting ‘‘or 
other funds” after ‘‘Subject to the avail- 
ability of appropriations”. 

PART IV—EFFECTIVE DATE 
SEC. 1481. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

Except as otherwise provided in this sub- 
title, this subtitle and the amendments made 
by this subtitle take effect on October 1, 
2012. 

Subtitle E—Supplemental Agricultural 
Disaster Assistance Programs 
SEC. 1501. SUPPLEMENTAL AGRICULTURAL DIS- 
ASTER ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS. 

(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 

(1) ELIGIBLE PRODUCER ON A FARM.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘‘eligible pro- 
ducer on a farm” means an individual or en- 
tity described in subparagraph (B) that, as 
determined by the Secretary, assumes the 
production and market risks associated with 
the agricultural production of crops or live- 
stock. 

(B) DESCRIPTION.—An individual or entity 
referred to in subparagraph (A) is— 

(i) a citizen of the United States; 

(ii) a resident alien; 

(iii) a partnership of citizens of the United 
States; or 

(iv) a corporation, limited liability cor- 
poration, or other farm organizational struc- 
ture organized under State law. 

(2) FARM.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘‘farm’’ means, 
in relation to an eligible producer on a farm, 
the total of all crop acreage in all counties 
that is planted or intended to be planted for 
harvest, for sale, or on-farm livestock feed- 
ing (including native grassland intended for 
haying) by the eligible producer. 


OF DAIRY INDEMNITY 


8925 


(B) AQUACULTURE.—In the case of aqua- 
culture, the term ‘‘farm’’ means, in relation 
to an eligible producer on a farm, all fish 
being produced in all counties that are in- 
tended to be harvested for sale by the eligi- 
ble producer. 

(C) HONEY.—In the case of honey, the term 
“farm” means, in relation to an eligible pro- 
ducer on a farm, all bees and beehives in all 
counties that are intended to be harvested 
for a honey crop for sale by the eligible pro- 
ducer. 

(3) FARM-RAISED FISH.—The term ‘‘farm- 
raised fish’? means any aquatic species that 
is propagated and reared in a controlled en- 
vironment. 

(4) LIVESTOCK.—The term ‘‘livestock”’ in- 
cludes— 

(A) cattle (including dairy cattle); 

(B) bison; 

(C) poultry; 

(D) sheep; 

(E) swine; 

(F) horses; and 

(G) other livestock, as determined by the 
Secretary. 

(b) LIVESTOCK INDEMNITY PAYMENTS.— 

(1) PAYMENTS.—For each of fiscal years 
2012 through 2017, the Secretary shall use 
such sums as are necessary of the funds of 
the Commodity Credit Corporation to make 
livestock indemnity payments to eligible 
producers on farms that have incurred live- 
stock death losses in excess of the normal 
mortality, as determined by the Secretary, 
due to— 

(A) attacks by animals reintroduced into 
the wild by the Federal Government or pro- 
tected by Federal law, including wolves; or 

(B) adverse weather, as determined by the 
Secretary, during the calendar year, includ- 
ing losses due to hurricanes, floods, bliz- 
zards, disease, wildfires, extreme heat, and 
extreme cold. 

(2) PAYMENT RATES.—Indemnity payments 
to an eligible producer on a farm under para- 
graph (1) shall be made at a rate of 65 per- 
cent of the market value of the applicable 
livestock on the day before the date of death 
of the livestock, as determined by the Sec- 
retary. 

(3) SPECIAL RULE FOR PAYMENTS MADE DUE 
TO DISEASE.—The Secretary shall ensure that 
payments made to an eligible producer under 
paragraph (1) are not made for the same live- 
stock losses for which compensation is pro- 
vided pursuant to section 10407(d) of the Ani- 
mal Health Protection Act (7 U.S.C. 8306(d)). 

(c) LIVESTOCK FORAGE DISASTER PRO- 
GRAM.— 

(1) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is established a 
livestock forage disaster program to provide 
1 source for livestock forage disaster assist- 
ance for weather-related forage losses, as de- 
termined by the Secretary, by combining— 

(A) the livestock forage assistance func- 
tions of— 

(i) the noninsured crop disaster assistance 
program established by section 196 of the 
Federal Agriculture Improvement and Re- 
form Act of 1996 (7 U.S.C. 7333); and 

(ii) the emergency assistance for livestock, 
honey bees, and farm-raised fish program 
under section 5381(e) of the Federal Crop In- 
surance Act (7 U.S.C. 1531(e)) (as in existence 
on the day before the date of enactment of 
this Act); and 

(B) the livestock forage disaster program 
under section 531(d) of the Federal Crop In- 
surance Act (7 U.S.C. 1531(d)) (as in existence 
on the day before the date of enactment of 
this Act). 

(2) DEFINITIONS.—In this subsection: 

(A) COVERED LIVESTOCK.— 


8926 


(i) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
clause (ii), the term ‘‘covered livestock” 
means livestock of an eligible livestock pro- 
ducer that, during the 60 days prior to the 
beginning date of an eligible forage loss, as 
determined by the Secretary, the eligible 
livestock producer— 

(I) owned; 

(II) leased; 

(III) purchased; 

(IV) entered into a contract to purchase; 

(V) was a contract grower; or 

(VI) sold or otherwise disposed of due to an 
eligible forage loss during— 

(aa) the current production year; or 

(bb) subject to paragraph (4)(B)(ii), 1 or 
both of the 2 production years immediately 
preceding the current production year. 

(ii) EXCLUSION.—The term ‘‘covered live- 
stock” does not include livestock that were 
or would have been in a feedlot, on the begin- 
ning date of the eligible forage loss, as a part 
of the normal business operation of the eligi- 
ble livestock producer, as determined by the 
Secretary. 

(B) DROUGHT MONITOR.—The term ‘‘drought 
monitor’? means a system for classifying 
drought severity according to a range of ab- 
normally dry to exceptional drought, as de- 
fined by the Secretary. 

(C) ELIGIBLE FORAGE LOSS.—The term ‘‘eli- 
gible forage loss’? means 1 or more forage 
losses that occur due to weather-related con- 
ditions, including drought, flood, blizzard, 
hail, excessive moisture, hurricane, and fire, 
occurring during the normal grazing period, 
as determined by the Secretary, if the for- 
age— 

(i) is grown on land that is native or im- 
proved pastureland with permanent vegeta- 
tive cover; or 

(ii) is a crop planted specifically for the 
purpose of providing grazing for covered live- 
stock of an eligible livestock producer. 

(D) ELIGIBLE LIVESTOCK PRODUCER.— 

(i) IN GENERAL.—The term “eligible live- 
stock producer” means an eligible producer 
on a farm that— 

(I) is an owner, cash or share lessee, or con- 
tract grower of covered livestock that pro- 
vides the pastureland or grazing land, includ- 
ing cash-leased pastureland or grazing land, 
for the covered livestock; 

(II) provides the pastureland or grazing 
land for covered livestock, including cash- 
leased pastureland or grazing land that is 
physically located in a county affected by an 
eligible forage loss; 

(III) certifies the eligible forage loss; and 

(IV) meets all other eligibility require- 
ments established under this subsection. 

(ii) EXCLUSION.—The term ‘‘eligible live- 
stock producer” does not include an owner, 
cash or share lessee, or contract grower of 
livestock that rents or leases pastureland or 
grazing land owned by another person on a 
rate-of-gain basis. 

(E) NORMAL CARRYING CAPACITY.—The term 
‘normal carrying capacity”, with respect to 
each type of grazing land or pastureland in a 
county, means the normal carrying capacity, 
as determined under paragraph (4)(D)(i), that 
would be expected from the grazing land or 
pastureland for livestock during the normal 
grazing period, in the absence of an eligible 
forage loss that diminishes the production of 
the grazing land or pastureland. 

(F) NORMAL GRAZING PERIOD.—The term 
‘normal grazing period”, with respect to a 
county, means the normal grazing period 
during the calendar year for the county, as 
determined under paragraph (4)(D)(i). 

(3) PROGRAM.—For each of fiscal years 2012 
through 2017, the Secretary shall use such 
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sums as are necessary of the funds of the 
Commodity Credit Corporation to provide 
compensation under paragraphs (4) through 
(6), as determined by the Secretary for eligi- 
ble forage losses affecting covered livestock 
of eligible livestock producers. 

(4) ASSISTANCE FOR ELIGIBLE FORAGE LOSSES 
DUE TO DROUGHT CONDITIONS.— 

(A) ELIGIBLE FORAGE LOSSES.— 

(i) IN GENERAL.—An eligible livestock pro- 
ducer of covered livestock may receive as- 
sistance under this paragraph for eligible 
forage losses that occur due to drought on 
land that— 

(I) is native or improved pastureland with 
permanent vegetative cover; or 

(II) is planted to a crop planted specifically 
for the purpose of providing grazing for cov- 
ered livestock. 

(ii) EXCLUSIONS.—An eligible livestock pro- 
ducer may not receive assistance under this 
paragraph for eligible forage losses that 
occur on land used for haying or grazing 
under the conservation reserve program es- 
tablished under subchapter B of chapter 1 of 
subtitle D of title XII of the Food Security 
Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3831 et seq.), unless the 
land is grassland eligible for the conserva- 
tion reserve program under section 1231(d)(2) 
of the Food Security Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 
3831(d)(2)) (as amended by section 2001 of this 
Act). 

(B) MONTHLY PAYMENT RATE.— 

(i) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
clause (ii), the payment rate for assistance 
for 1 month under this paragraph shall, in 
the case of drought, be equal to 60 percent of 
the lesser of— 

(I) the monthly feed cost for all covered 
livestock owned or leased by the eligible 
livestock producer, as determined under sub- 
paragraph (C); or 

(I) the monthly feed cost calculated by 
using the normal carrying capacity of the el- 
igible grazing land of the eligible livestock 
producer. 

(ii) PARTIAL COMPENSATION.—In the case of 
an eligible livestock producer that sold or 
otherwise disposed of covered livestock due 
to drought conditions in 1 or both of the 2 
production years immediately preceding the 
current production year, as determined by 
the Secretary, the payment rate shall be 80 
percent of the payment rate otherwise cal- 
culated in accordance with clause (i). 

(C) MONTHLY FEED COST.— 

(i) IN GENERAL.—The monthly feed cost 
shall equal the product obtained by multi- 
plying— 

(I) 30 days; 

(II) a payment quantity that is equal to 
the feed grain equivalent, as determined 
under clause (ii); and 

(III) a payment rate that is equal to the 
corn price per pound, as determined under 
clause (iii). 

(ii) FEED GRAIN EQUIVALENT.—For purposes 
of clause (i)(II), the feed grain equivalent 
shall equal— 

(I) in the case of an adult beef cow, 15.7 
pounds of corn per day; or 

(II) in the case of any other type of weight 
of livestock, an amount determined by the 
Secretary that represents the average num- 
ber of pounds of corn per day necessary to 
feed the livestock. 

(iii) CORN PRICE PER POUND.—For purposes 
of clause (i)(III), the corn price per pound 
shall equal the quotient obtained by divid- 
ing— 

(1) the higher of— 

(aa) the national average corn price per 
bushel for the 12-month period immediately 
preceding March 1 of the year for which the 
disaster assistance is calculated; or 


June 12, 2012 


(bb) the national average corn price per 
bushel for the 24-month period immediately 
preceding that March 1; by 

(II) 56. 

(D) NORMAL GRAZING PERIOD AND DROUGHT 
MONITOR INTENSITY.— 

(i) FSA COUNTY COMMITTEE DETERMINA- 
TIONS.— 

(I) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall deter- 
mine the normal carrying capacity and nor- 
mal grazing period for each type of grazing 
land or pastureland in the county served by 
the applicable Farm Service Agency com- 
mittee. 

(II) CHANGES.—No change to the normal 
carrying capacity or normal grazing period 
established for a county under subclause (I) 
shall be made unless the change is requested 
by the appropriate State and county Farm 
Service Agency committees. 

(ii) DROUGHT INTENSITY.— 

(I) D2.—An eligible livestock producer that 
owns or leases grazing land or pastureland 
that is physically located in a county that is 
rated by the U.S. Drought Monitor as having 
a D2 (severe drought) intensity in any area 
of the county for at least 8 consecutive 
weeks during the normal grazing period for 
the county, as determined by the Secretary, 
shall be eligible to receive assistance under 
this paragraph in an amount equal to 1 
monthly payment using the monthly pay- 
ment rate determined under subparagraph 
(B). 

(II) D3.—An eligible livestock producer 
that owns or leases grazing land or 
pastureland that is physically located in a 
county that is rated by the U.S. Drought 
Monitor as having at least a D3 (extreme 
drought) intensity in any area of the county 
at any time during the normal grazing pe- 
riod for the county, as determined by the 
Secretary, shall be eligible to receive assist- 
ance under this paragraph— 

(aa) in an amount equal to 3 monthly pay- 
ments using the monthly payment rate de- 
termined under subparagraph (B); 

(bb) if the county is rated as having a D3 
(extreme drought) intensity in any area of 
the county for at least 4 weeks during the 
normal grazing period for the county, or is 
rated as having a D4 (exceptional drought) 
intensity in any area of the county at any 
time during the normal grazing period, in an 
amount equal to 4 monthly payments using 
the monthly payment rate determined under 
subparagraph (B); or 

(cc) if the county is rated as having a D4 
(exceptional drought) intensity in any area 
of the county for at least 4 weeks during the 
normal grazing period, in an amount equal 
to 5 monthly payments using the monthly 
rate determined under subparagraph (B). 

(5) ASSISTANCE FOR LOSSES DUE TO FIRE ON 
PUBLIC MANAGED LAND.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—An eligible livestock pro- 
ducer may receive assistance under this 
paragraph only if— 

(i) the eligible forage losses occur on 
rangeland that is managed by a Federal 
agency; and 

(ii) the eligible livestock producer is pro- 
hibited by the Federal agency from grazing 
the normal permitted livestock on the man- 
aged rangeland due to a fire. 

(B) PAYMENT RATE.—The payment rate for 
assistance under this paragraph shall be 
equal to 50 percent of the monthly feed cost 
for the total number of livestock covered by 
the Federal lease of the eligible livestock 
producer, as determined under paragraph 
(4)(C). 

(C) PAYMENT DURATION.— 

(i) IN GENERAL.—Subject to clause (ii), an 
eligible livestock producer shall be eligible 
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to receive assistance under this paragraph 
for the period— 

(I) beginning on the date on which the Fed- 
eral agency excludes the eligible livestock 
producer from using the managed rangeland 
for grazing; and 

(II) ending on the last day of the Federal 
lease of the eligible livestock producer. 

(ii) LIMITATION.—An eligible livestock pro- 
ducer may only receive assistance under this 
paragraph for losses that occur on not more 
than 180 days per year. 

(6) ASSISTANCE FOR ELIGIBLE FORAGE LOSSES 
DUE TO OTHER THAN DROUGHT OR FIRE.— 

(A) ELIGIBLE FORAGE LOSSES.— 

(i) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subparagraph 
(B), an eligible livestock producer of covered 
livestock may receive assistance under this 
paragraph for eligible forage losses that 
occur due to weather-related conditions 
other than drought or fire on land that— 

(I) is native or improved pastureland with 
permanent vegetative cover; or 

(II) is planted to a crop planted specifically 
for the purpose of providing grazing for cov- 
ered livestock. 

(ii) EXCLUSIONS.—An eligible livestock pro- 
ducer may not receive assistance under this 
paragraph for eligible forage losses that 
occur on land used for haying or grazing 
under the conservation reserve program es- 
tablished under subchapter B of chapter 1 of 
subtitle D of title XII of the Food Security 
Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3831 et seq.), unless the 
land is grassland eligible for the conserva- 
tion reserve program under section 1231(d)(2) 
of the Food Security Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 
3831(d)(2)) (as amended by section 2001 of this 
Act). 

(B) PAYMENTS 
LOSSES.— 

(i) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall pro- 
vide assistance under this paragraph to an 
eligible livestock producer for eligible forage 
losses that occur due to weather-related con- 
ditions other than— 

(I) drought under paragraph (4); and 

(II) fire on public managed land under 
paragraph (5). 

(ii) TERMS AND CONDITIONS.—The Secretary 
shall establish terms and conditions for as- 
sistance under this paragraph that are con- 
sistent with the terms and conditions for as- 
sistance under this subsection. 

(7) NO DUPLICATIVE PAYMENTS.—An eligible 
livestock producer may elect to receive as- 
sistance for eligible forage losses under ei- 
ther paragraph (4), (5), or (6), if applicable, 
but may not receive assistance under more 
than 1 of those paragraphs for the same loss, 
as determined by the Secretary. 

(8) DETERMINATIONS BY SECRETARY.—A de- 
termination made by the Secretary under 
this subsection shall be final and conclusive. 

(d) EMERGENCY ASSISTANCE FOR LIVESTOCK, 
HONEY BEES, AND FARM-RAISED FISH.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—For each of fiscal years 
2012 through 2017, the Secretary shall use not 
more than $5,000,000 of the funds of the Com- 
modity Credit Corporation to provide emer- 
gency relief to eligible producers of live- 
stock, honey bees, and farm-raised fish to aid 
in the reduction of losses due to disease, ad- 
verse weather, or other conditions, such as 
blizzards and wildfires, as determined by the 
Secretary, that are not covered under sub- 
section (b) or (c). 

(2) USE OF FUNDS.—Funds made available 
under this subsection shall be used to reduce 
losses caused by feed or water shortages, dis- 
ease, or other factors as determined by the 
Secretary. 

(3) AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS.—Any funds 
made available under this subsection shall 
remain available until expended. 
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(e) TREE ASSISTANCE PROGRAM.— 

(1) DEFINITIONS.—In this subsection: 

(A) ELIGIBLE ORCHARDIST.—The term ‘“‘eli- 
gible orchardist’’ means a person that pro- 
duces annual crops from trees for commer- 
cial purposes. 

(B) NATURAL DISASTER.—The term ‘‘natural 
disaster” means plant disease, insect infesta- 
tion, drought, fire, freeze, flood, earthquake, 
lightning, or other occurrence, as deter- 
mined by the Secretary. 

(C) NURSERY TREE GROWER.—The term 
“nursery tree grower”? means a person who 
produces nursery, ornamental, fruit, nut, or 
Christmas trees for commercial sale, as de- 
termined by the Secretary. 

(D) TREE.—The term ‘‘tree’’ 
tree, bush, and vine. 

(2) ELIGIBILITY.— 

(A) Loss.—Subject to subparagraph (B), for 
each of fiscal years 2012 through 2017, the 
Secretary shall use such sums as are nec- 
essary of the funds of the Commodity Credit 
Corporation to provide assistance— 

(i) under paragraph (8) to eligible orchard- 
ists and nursery tree growers that planted 
trees for commercial purposes but lost the 
trees as a result of a natural disaster, as de- 
termined by the Secretary; and 

(ii) under paragraph (8)(B) to eligible or- 
chardists and nursery tree growers that have 
a production history for commercial pur- 
poses on planted or existing trees but lost 
the trees as a result of a natural disaster, as 
determined by the Secretary. 

(B) LIMITATION.—An eligible orchardist or 
nursery tree grower shall qualify for assist- 
ance under subparagraph (A) only if the tree 
mortality of the eligible orchardist or nurs- 
ery tree grower, as a result of damaging 
weather or related condition, exceeds 15 per- 
cent (adjusted for normal mortality). 

(3) ASSISTANCE.—Subject to paragraph (4), 
the assistance provided by the Secretary to 
eligible orchardists and nursery tree growers 
for losses described in paragraph (2) shall 
consist of— 

(A)(i) reimbursement of 65 percent of the 
cost of replanting trees lost due to a natural 
disaster, as determined by the Secretary, in 
excess of 15 percent mortality (adjusted for 
normal mortality); or 

(ii) at the option of the Secretary, suffi- 
cient seedlings to reestablish a stand; and 

(B) reimbursement of 50 percent of the cost 
of pruning, removal, and other costs incurred 
by an eligible orchardist or nursery tree 
grower to salvage existing trees or, in the 
case of tree mortality, to prepare the land to 
replant trees as a result of damage or tree 
mortality due to a natural disaster, as deter- 
mined by the Secretary, in excess of 15 per- 
cent damage or mortality (adjusted for nor- 
mal tree damage and mortality). 

(4) LIMITATIONS ON ASSISTANCE.— 

(A) DEFINITIONS OF LEGAL ENTITY AND PER- 
son.—In this paragraph, the terms ‘‘legal en- 
tity” and ‘“‘person” have the meaning given 
those terms in section 1001(a) of the Food Se- 
curity Act of 1985 (7 U.S.C. 1308(a)). 

(B) AMOUNT.—The total amount of pay- 
ments received, directly or indirectly, by a 
person or legal entity (excluding a joint ven- 
ture or general partnership) under this sub- 
section may not exceed $100,000 for any crop 
year, or an equivalent value in tree seed- 
lings. 

(C) ACRES.—The total quantity of acres 
planted to trees or tree seedlings for which a 
person or legal entity shall be entitled to re- 
ceive payments under this subsection may 
not exceed 500 acres. 

(£) PAYMENTS.— 

(1) PAYMENT LIMITATIONS.— 
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(A) DEFINITIONS OF LEGAL ENTITY AND PER- 
Son.—In this subsection, the terms ‘‘legal en- 
tity” and ‘‘person’’ have the meanings given 
those terms in section 1001(a) of the Food Se- 
curity Act of 1985 (7 U.S.C. 1808(a)). 

(B) AMOUNT.—The total amount of disaster 
assistance payments received, directly or in- 
directly, by a person or legal entity (exclud- 
ing a joint venture or general partnership) 
under this section (excluding payments re- 
ceived under subsection (e)) may not exceed 
$100,000 for any crop year. 

(C) DIRECT ATTRIBUTION.—Subsections (d) 
and (e) of section 1001 of the Food Security 
Act of 1985 (7 U.S.C. 1308) or any successor 
provisions relating to direct attribution 
shall apply with respect to assistance pro- 
vided under this section. 

(2) PAYMENT DELIVERY.—The Secretary 
shall make payments under this section 
after October 1, 2018, for losses incurred in 
the 2012 and 2013 fiscal years, and as soon as 
practicable for losses incurred in any year 
thereafter. 

Subtitle F—Administration 
SEC. 1601. ADMINISTRATION GENERALLY. 

(a) USE OF COMMODITY CREDIT CORPORA- 
TION.—The Secretary shall use the funds, fa- 
cilities, and authorities of the Commodity 
Credit Corporation to carry out this title. 

(b) DETERMINATIONS BY SECRETARY.—A de- 
termination made by the Secretary under 
this title shall be final and conclusive. 

(c) REGULATIONS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as otherwise pro- 
vided in this subsection, not later than 90 
days after the date of enactment of this Act, 
the Secretary and the Commodity Credit 
Corporation, as appropriate, shall promul- 
gate such regulations as are necessary to im- 
plement this title and the amendments made 
by this title. 

(2) PROCEDURE.—The promulgation of the 
regulations and administration of this title 
and the amendments made by this title and 
sections 11001 and 11011 of this Act shall be 
made without regard to— 

(A) the notice and comment provisions of 
section 553 of title 5, United States Code; 

(B) chapter 35 of title 44, United States 
Code (commonly known as the ‘‘Paperwork 
Reduction Act’’); and 

(C) the Statement of Policy of the Sec- 
retary of Agriculture effective July 24, 1971 
(36 Fed. Reg. 13804), relating to notices of 
proposed rulemaking and public participa- 
tion in rulemaking. 

(3) CONGRESSIONAL REVIEW OF AGENCY RULE- 
MAKING.—In carrying out this subsection, the 
Secretary shall use the authority provided 
under section 808 of title 5, United States 
Code. 

(d) ADJUSTMENT AUTHORITY RELATED TO 
TRADE AGREEMENTS COMPLIANCE.— 

(1) REQUIRED DETERMINATION; ADJUST- 
MENT.—If the Secretary determines that ex- 
penditures under this title that are subject 
to the total allowable domestic support lev- 
els under the Uruguay Round Agreements (as 
defined in section 2 of the Uruguay Round 
Agreements Act (19 U.S.C. 3501)) will exceed 
the allowable levels for any applicable re- 
porting period, the Secretary shall, to the 
maximum extent practicable, make adjust- 
ments in the amount of the expenditures 
during that period to ensure that the expend- 
itures do not exceed the allowable levels. 

(2) CONGRESSIONAL NOTIFICATION.—Before 
making any adjustment under paragraph (1), 
the Secretary shall submit to the Committee 
on Agriculture of the House of Representa- 
tives and the Committee on Agriculture, Nu- 
trition, and Forestry of the Senate a report 
describing the determination made under 
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that paragraph and the extent of the adjust- 

ment to be made. 

SEC. 1602. SUSPENSION OF PERMANENT PRICE 
SUPPORT AUTHORITY. 

(a) AGRICULTURAL ADJUSTMENT ACT OF 
1938.—The following provisions of the Agri- 
cultural Adjustment Act of 1938 shall not be 
applicable to the 2013 through 2017 crops of 
covered commodities (as defined in section 
1104), cotton, and sugar and shall not be ap- 
plicable to milk during the period beginning 
on the date of enactment of this Act through 
December 31, 2017: 

(1) Parts II through V of subtitle B of title 
III (7 U.S.C. 1326 et seq.). 

(2) In the case of upland cotton, section 377 
(7 U.S.C. 1377). 

(3) Subtitle D of title III (7 U.S.C. 1379a et 
seq.). 

(4) Title IV (7 U.S.C. 1401 et seq.). 

(b) AGRICULTURAL ACT OF 1949.—The fol- 
lowing provisions of the Agricultural Act of 
1949 shall not be applicable to the 2013 
through 2017 crops of covered commodities 
(as defined in section 1104), cotton, and sugar 
and shall not be applicable to milk during 
the period beginning on the date of enact- 
ment of this Act and through December 31, 
2017: 

(1) Section 101 (7 U.S.C. 1441). 

(2) Section 103(a) (7 U.S.C. 1444(a)). 

(3) Section 105 (7 U.S.C. 1444b). 

(4) Section 107 (7 U.S.C. 1445a). 

(5) Section 110 (7 U.S.C. 1445e). 

(6) Section 112 (7 U.S.C. 1445g). 

(7) Section 115 (7 U.S.C. 1445k). 

(8) Section 201 (7 U.S.C. 1446). 

(9) Title III (7 U.S.C. 1447 et seq.). 

(10) Title IV (7 U.S.C. 1421 et seq.), other 
than sections 404, 412, and 416 (7 U.S.C. 1424, 
1429, and 1481). 

(11) Title V (7 U.S.C. 1461 et seq.). 

(12) Title VI (7 U.S.C. 1471 et seq.). 

(c) SUSPENSION OF CERTAIN QUOTA PROVI- 
SIONS.—The joint resolution entitled “A 
joint resolution relating to corn and wheat 
marketing quotas under the Agricultural Ad- 
justment Act of 1938, as amended’’, approved 
May 26, 1941 (7 U.S.C. 1330 and 1840), shall not 
be applicable to the crops of wheat planted 
for harvest in the calendar years 2013 
through 2017. 

SEC. 1603. PAYMENT LIMITATIONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 1001 of the Food 
Security Act of 1985 (7 U.S.C. 1308) is amend- 
ed by striking subsections (b) and (c) and in- 
serting the following: 

‘(b) LIMITATION ON PAYMENTS FOR PEANUTS 
AND OTHER COVERED COMMODITIES.—The 
total amount of payments received, directly 
or indirectly, by a person or legal entity (ex- 
cept a joint venture or general partnership) 
for any crop year under title I of subtitle A 
of the Agriculture Reform, Food, and Jobs 
Act of 2012 for— 

“(1) peanuts may not exceed $50,000; and 

“(2) 1 or more other covered commodities 
may not exceed $50,000.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 

(1) Section 1001 of the Food Security Act of 
1985 (7 U.S.C. 1308) is amended— 

(A) in subsection (a)(1), by striking ‘“‘sec- 
tion 1001 of the Food, Conservation, and En- 
ergy Act of 2008’’ and inserting ‘‘section 1104 
of the Agriculture Reform, Food, and Jobs 
Act of 2012”; 

(B) in subsection (d), by inserting ‘‘or title 
I of the Agriculture Reform, Food, and Jobs 
Act of 2012” before the period at the end; 

(C) in subsection (e)— 

(i) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘sub- 
sections (b) and (c) and a program described 
in paragraphs (1)(C)’ and inserting ‘‘sub- 
section (b) and a program described in para- 
graph (1)(B)’’; and 
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(ii) in paragraph (3)(B), by striking ‘‘sub- 
sections (b) and (c)? each place it appears 
and inserting ‘‘subsection (b)’’; 

(D) in subsection (f)— 

(i) by striking ‘‘or title XII” each place it 
appears in paragraphs (5)(A) and (6)(A) and 
inserting ‘“‘, title I of the Agriculture Re- 
form, Food, and Jobs Act of 2012, or title 
XII”; 

(ii) in paragraph (2), by striking 
sections (b) and (c)? and inserting 
section (b)’’; 

(iii) in paragraph (4)(B), by striking ‘‘sub- 
section (b) or (c)? and inserting ‘‘subsection 
(b)”’; 

(iv) in paragraph (5)— 

(I) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘sub- 
section (d)? and inserting ‘‘subsection (c)’’; 
and 

(II) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘‘sub- 
section (b), (c), or (d)? and inserting ‘‘sub- 
section (b) or (c)’’; and 

(v) in paragraph (6)— 

(I) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘sub- 
section (d), except as provided in subsection 
(g)’’ and inserting ‘‘subsection (c), except as 
provided in subsection (f)’’; and 

(II) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘‘sub- 
sections (b), (c), and (d)? and inserting ‘‘sub- 
sections (b) and (c)’’; 

(E) in subsection (g)— 

(i) in paragraph (1)— 

(ID) bv striking ‘‘subsection (f)(6)(A)’’ and 
inserting ‘‘subsection (e)(6)(A)’’ and 

(I) by striking ‘‘subsection (b) or (c)’’ and 
inserting ‘‘subsection (b)’’; and 

(ii) in paragraph (2)(A), by striking ‘‘sub- 


“Sub- 
“Sub- 


sections (b) and (c)? and inserting ‘‘sub- 
section (b)’’; and 

(F) by redesignating subsections (d) 
through (h) as subsections (c) through (g), re- 
spectively. 


(2) Section 1001A of the Food Security Act 
of 1985 (7 U.S.C. 1308-1) is amended— 

(A) in subsection (a), by striking ‘‘sub- 
sections (b) and (c)? and inserting ‘‘sub- 
section (b)’’; and 

(B) in subsection (b)(1), by striking ‘‘sub- 
section (b) or (c)? and inserting ‘‘subsection 
b)”. 

(3) Section 1001B(a) of the Food Security 
Act of 1985 (7 U.S.C. 1308-2(a)) is amended in 
the matter preceding paragraph (1) by strik- 
ing ‘‘subsections (b) and (c)? and inserting 
“subsection (b)’’. 

(4) Section 1001C(a) of the Food Security 
Act of 1985 (7 U.S.C. 1308-3(a)) is amended by 
inserting ‘‘title I of the Agriculture Reform, 
Food, and Jobs Act of 2012,” after ‘‘2008,”’. 

(c) APPLICATION.—The amendments made 
by this section shall apply beginning with 
the 2013 crop year. 

SEC. 1604. PAYMENTS LIMITED TO ACTIVE FARM- 
ERS. 

Section 1001A of the Food Security Act of 
1985 (7 U.S.C. 1808-1) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (b)(2)— 

(A) by striking ‘“‘or active personal man- 
agement” each place it appears in subpara- 
graphs (A)(i)(II) and (B)(ii); and 

(B) in subparagraph (C), by striking “, as 
applied to the legal entity, are met by the 
legal entity, the partners or members mak- 
ing a significant contribution of personal 
labor or active personal management” and 
inserting ‘‘are met by partners or members 
making a significant contribution of per- 
sonal labor, those partners or members’’; and 

(2) in subsection (c)— 

(A) in paragraph (1)— 

(i) by striking subparagraph (A) and insert- 
ing the following: 

“(A) the landowner share-rents the land at 
a rate that is usual and customary;”’; 
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(ii) in subparagraph (B), by striking the pe- 
riod at the end and inserting ‘‘; and”; and 

(iii) by adding at the end the following: 

“(C) the share of the payments received by 
the landowner is commensurate with the 
share of the crop or income received as 
rent.”’; 

(B) in paragraph (2)(A), by striking ‘‘active 
personal management or”; 

(C) in paragraph (5)— 

(i) by striking ‘(5)’? and all that follows 
through ‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—A person” and in- 
serting the following: 

‘(5) CUSTOM FARMING SERVICES.—A 
son’’; 

(ii) by inserting ‘‘under usual and cus- 
tomary terms” after ‘‘services’’; and 

(iii) by striking subparagraph (B); and 

(D) by adding at the end the following: 

“(7) FARM MANAGERS.—A person who other- 
wise meets the requirements of this sub- 
section other than (b)(2)(A)(i)(II) shall be 
considered to be actively engaged in farm- 
ing, as determined by the Secretary, with re- 
spect to the farming operation, including a 
farming operation that is a sole proprietor- 
ship, a legal entity such as a joint venture or 
general partnership, or a legal entity such as 
a corporation or limited partnership, if the 
person— 

“(A) makes a significant contribution of 
management to the farming operation nec- 
essary for the farming operation, taking into 
account— 

“(i) the size and complexity of the farming 
operation; and 

“(i) the management requirements nor- 
mally and customarily required by similar 
farming operations; 

‘“(B) is the only person in the farming oper- 
ation qualifying as actively engaged in farm- 
ing; 

“(C) does not use the management con- 
tribution under this paragraph to qualify as 
actively engaged in more than 1 farming op- 
eration; and 

‘(D) manages a farm operation that does 
not substantially share equipment, labor, or 
management with persons or legal entities 
that with the person collectively receive, di- 
rectly or indirectly, an amount equal to 
more than the applicable limits under sec- 
tion 1001(b).’’. 


SEC. 1605. 


per- 


ADJUSTED GROSS INCOME LIMITA- 
TION. 


(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 1001D(b)) of the 
Food Security Act of 1985 (7 U.S.C. 1308- 
3a(b)) is amended by striking paragraph (1) 
and inserting the following: 

“(1) COMMODITY PROGRAMS.— 

“(A) LIMITATION.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, a person or legal enti- 
ty shall not be eligible to receive any benefit 
described in subparagraph (B) during a crop, 
fiscal or program year, as appropriate, if the 
average adjusted gross income (or com- 
parable measure over the 3 taxable years pre- 
ceding the most immediately preceding com- 
plete taxable year, as determined by the Sec- 
retary) of the person or legal entity exceeds 
$750,000. 

‘“(B) COVERED BENEFITS.—Subparagraph (A) 
applies with respect to the following: 

“(i) A payment under section 1105 of the 
Agriculture Reform, Food, and Jobs Act of 
2012. 

“(Gi) A marketing loan gain or loan defi- 
ciency payment under subtitle B of title I of 
the Agriculture Reform, Food, and Jobs Act 
of 2012. 

“(ii) A payment under subtitle E of the 
Agriculture Reform, Food, and Jobs Act of 
2012.’’. 
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“(iv) A payment under section 196 of the 
Federal Agriculture Improvement and Re- 
form Act of 1996 (7 U.S.C. 7333).’’. 

(b) APPLICATION.—The amendments made 
by this section shall apply beginning with 
the 2013 crop year. 

SEC. 1606. GEOGRAPHICALLY DISADVANTAGED 
FARMERS AND RANCHERS. 

Section 1621(d) of the Food, Conservation, 

and Energy Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 8792(d)) is 


amended by striking ‘2012’? and inserting 

“2017”. 

SEC. 1607. PERSONAL LIABILITY OF PRODUCERS 
FOR DEFICIENCIES. 


Section 164 of the Federal Agriculture Im- 
provement and Reform Act of 1996 (7 U.S.C. 
7284) is amended by striking ‘‘and title I of 
the Food, Conservation, and Energy Act of 
2008’? each place it appears and inserting 
“title I of the Food, Conservation, and En- 
ergy Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 8702 et seq.), and 
title I of the Agriculture Reform, Food, and 
Jobs Act of 2012”. 

SEC. 1608. PREVENTION OF DECEASED INDIVID- 
UALS RECEIVING PAYMENTS UNDER 
FARM COMMODITY PROGRAMS. 

(a) RECONCILIATION.—At least twice each 
year, the Secretary shall reconcile social se- 
curity numbers of all individuals who receive 
payments under this title, whether directly 
or indirectly, with the Commissioner of So- 
cial Security to determine if the individuals 
are alive. 

(b) PRECLUSION.—The Secretary shall pre- 
clude the issuance of payments to, and on be- 
half of, deceased individuals that were not 
eligible for payments. 

SEC. 1609. APPEALS. 

(a) DIRECTION, CONTROL, AND SUPPORT.— 
Section 272 of the Department of Agriculture 
Reorganization Act of 1994 (7 U.S.C. 6992) is 
amended by striking subsection (c) and in- 
serting the following: 

‘*(c) DIRECTION, CONTROL, AND SUPPORT.— 

‘*(1) DIRECTION AND CONTROL.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
paragraph (2), the Director shall be free from 
the direction and control of any person other 
than the Secretary or the Deputy Secretary 
of Agriculture. 

‘(B) ADMINISTRATIVE SUPPORT.—The Divi- 
sion shall not receive administrative support 
(except on a reimbursable basis) from any 
agency other than the Office of the Sec- 
retary. 

‘“(C) PROHIBITION ON DELEGATION.—The Sec- 
retary may not delegate to any other officer 
or employee of the Department, other than 
the Deputy Secretary of Agriculture or the 
Director, the authority of the Secretary with 
respect to the Division. 

“(2) EXCEPTION.—The Assistant Secretary 
for Administration is authorized to inves- 
tigate, enforce, and implement the provi- 
sions in law, Executive order, or regulations 
that relate in general to competitive and ex- 
cepted service positions and employment 
within the Division, including the position of 
Director, and such authority may be further 
delegated to subordinate officials.’’. 

(b) DETERMINATION OF APPEALABILITY OF 
AGENCY DECISIONS.—Section 272 of the De- 
partment of Agriculture Reorganization Act 
of 1994 (7 U.S.C. 6992) is amended by striking 
subsection (d) and inserting the following: 

‘(qd) DETERMINATION OF APPEALABILITY OF 
AGENCY DECISIONS.— 

‘(1) DEFINITION OF A MATTER OF GENERAL 
APPLICABILITY.—In this subsection, the term 
‘a matter of general applicability’ means a 
matter that challenges the merits or author- 
ity of a rule, procedure, local or national 
program practice, or determination of an 
agency that applies, or can apply, to more 
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than 1 interested party as opposed to the 
particular application of the rule, procedure, 
or practice to a specific set of facts or the 
facts themselves as the facts apply to 1 par- 
ticular interested party. 

‘(2) MATTERS NOT SUBJECT TO APPEAL.—The 
Division may not hear appeals— 

“(A) unless the determination of the agen- 
cy is adverse to the appellant; 

“(B) that involve matters of general appli- 
cability; and 

“(C) that involve requests for equitable re- 
lief unless the equitable relief has been de- 
nied by the agency. 

‘(3) EQUITABLE RELIEF.— 

‘“(A) IN GENERAL.—An appeal requesting eq- 
uitable relief may not be granted by the Di- 
rector to an appellant unless, using the rules 
and practices that the agency applies to 
itself, the agency could in fact have granted 
the relief because the appellant acted in 
good faith, but failed to fully comply with 
the requirement of the rule or practice of the 
agency. 

“(B) REMAND.—If it cannot be determined 
whether the agency would have granted equi- 
table relief because the appellant acted in 
good faith, but failed to comply with the rule 
or practice of the agency, the matter shall be 
remanded to the agency for further consider- 
ation. 

“(4) DETERMINATION OF APPEALABILITY.—If 
an officer, employee, or committee of an 
agency determines that a decision is not ap- 
pealable and a participant appeals the deci- 
sion to the Director, the Director shall de- 
termine whether the decision is adverse to 
the individual participant and appealable or 
is a matter of general applicability and not 
subject to appeal. 

“(5) APPEALABILITY OF DETERMINATION.— 
The determination of the Director as to 
whether a decision is appealable is final.’’. 

(c) EQUITABLE RELIEF.—Section 278 of the 
Department of Agriculture Reorganization 
Act of 1994 (7 U.S.C. 6998) is amended by 
striking subsection (d). 

(d) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 
296(b) of the Department of Agriculture Re- 
organization Act of 1994 (7 U.S.C. 7014(b)) is 
amended— 

(1) in paragraph (6)(C), by striking “or” at 
the end; 

(2) in paragraph (7), by striking the period 
at the end and inserting ‘‘; or’’; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 

(8) the authority of the Secretary to 
carry out amendments to sections 272 and 278 
made by the Agriculture Reform, Food, and 
Jobs Act of 2012.’’. 

SEC. 1610. TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS. 

(a) Section 359f(c)(1)(B) of the Agricultural 
Adjustment Act of 19388 (7 U.S.C. 
1859ff(c)(1)(B)) is amended by adding a period 
at the end. 

(b)(1) Section 1603(g) of the Food, Conserva- 
tion, and Energy Act of 2008 (Public Law 110- 
246; 122 Stat. 1739) is amended in paragraphs 
(2) through (6) and the amendments made by 
those paragraphs by striking ‘‘1703(a)’’ each 
place it appears and inserting ‘‘1603(a)’’. 

(2) This subsection and the amendments 
made by this subsection take effect as if in- 
cluded in the Food, Conservation, and En- 
ergy Act of 2008 (Public Law 110-246; 122 Stat. 
1651). 

SEC. 1611. ASSIGNMENT OF PAYMENTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The provisions of section 
8(g) of the Soil Conservation and Domestic 
Allotment Act (16 U.S.C. 590h(g)), relating to 
assignment of payments, shall apply to pay- 
ments made under this title. 

(b) NoTIcE.—The producer making the as- 
signment, or the assignee, shall provide the 
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Secretary with notice, in such manner as the 
Secretary may require, of any assignment 
made under this section. 

SEC. 1612. TRACKING OF BENEFITS. 

As soon as practicable after the date of en- 
actment of this Act, the Secretary may 
track the benefits provided, directly or indi- 
rectly, to individuals and entities under ti- 
tles I and II and the amendments made by 
those titles. 

SEC. 1613. SIGNATURE AUTHORITY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—In carrying out this title 
and title II and amendments made by those 
titles, if the Secretary approves a document, 
the Secretary shall not subsequently deter- 
mine the document is inadequate or invalid 
because of the lack of authority of any per- 
son signing the document on behalf of the 
applicant or any other individual, entity, 
general partnership, or joint venture, or the 
documents relied upon were determined in- 
adequate or invalid, unless the person sign- 
ing the program document knowingly and 
willfully falsified the evidence of signature 
authority or a signature. 

(b) AFFIRMATION.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Nothing in this section 
prohibits the Secretary from asking a proper 
party to affirm any document that otherwise 
would be considered approved under sub- 
section (a). 

(2) NO RETROACTIVE EFFECT.—A denial of 
benefits based on a lack of affirmation under 
paragraph (1) shall not be retroactive with 
respect to third-party producers who were 
not the subject of the erroneous representa- 
tion of authority, if the third-party pro- 
ducers— 

(A) relied on the prior approval by the Sec- 
retary of the documents in good faith; and 

(B) substantively complied with all pro- 
gram requirements. 

SEC. 1614. IMPLEMENTATION. 

(a) STREAMLINING.—In implementing this 
title, the Secretary shall, to the maximum 
extent practicable— 

(1) seek to reduce administrative burdens 
and costs to producers by streamlining and 
reducing paperwork, forms, and other admin- 
istrative requirements; 

(2) improve coordination, information 
sharing, and administrative work with the 
Risk Management Agency and the Natural 
Resources Conservation Service; and 

(3) take advantage of new technologies to 
enhance efficiency and effectiveness of pro- 
gram delivery to producers. 

(b) IMPLEMENTATION.—On October 1, 2013, 
the Secretary shall make available to the 
Farm Service Agency to carry out this title 
$100,000,000. 

TITLE II—CONSERVATION 

Subtitle A—Conservation Reserve Program 


SEC. 2001. EXTENSION AND ENROLLMENT RE- 
QUIREMENTS OF CONSERVATION 
RESERVE PROGRAM. 

(a) EXTENSION.—Section 1231(a) of the Food 
Security Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3881(a)) is 
amended by striking ‘‘2012’’ and inserting 
“2017”. 

(b) ELIGIBLE LAND.—Section 1231(b) of the 
Food Security Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3831(b)) 
is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1)(B), by striking ‘‘the 
date of enactment of the Food, Conservation, 
and Energy Act of 2008’? and inserting ‘‘the 
date of enactment of the Agriculture Re- 
form, Food, and Jobs Act of 2012”’; 

(2) by striking paragraph (2) and redesig- 
nating paragraph (3) as paragraph (2); 

(3) by inserting before paragraph (4) the 
following: 

(3) grassland that— 
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“(A) contains forbs or shrubland (including 
improved rangeland and pastureland) for 
which grazing is the predominant use; 

“(B) is located in an area historically 
dominated by grassland; and 

“(C) could provide habitat for animal and 
plant populations of significant ecological 
value if the land is retained in its current 
use or restored to a natural condition;’’; 

(4) in paragraph (4)(C), by striking 
“filterstrips devoted to trees or shrubs” and 
inserting ‘‘filterstrips and riparian buffers 
devoted to trees, shrubs, or grasses’’; and 

(5) by striking paragraph (5) and inserting 
the following: 

‘“(5) the portion of land in a field not en- 
rolled in the conservation reserve in a case 
in which— 

“(A) more than 50 percent of the land in 
the field is enrolled as a buffer or filterstrip 
or more than 75 percent of the land in the 
field is enrolled in a practice other than as a 
buffer or filterstrip; and 

“(B) the remainder of the field is— 

“(i) infeasible to farm; and 

“(ii) enrolled at regular rental rates.’’. 

(c) PLANTING STATUS OF CERTAIN LAND.— 
Section 1231(c) of the Food Security Act of 
1985 (16 U.S.C. 3831(c)) is amended by striking 
“if” and all that follows through the period 
at the end and inserting ‘‘if, during the crop 
year, the land was devoted to a conserving 
use.”’. 

(d) ENROLLMENT.—Section 1231 of the Food 
Security Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3881) is amend- 
ed by striking subsection (d) and inserting 
the following: 

‘*(d) ENROLLMENT.— 

‘(1) MAXIMUM ACREAGE ENROLLED.—The 
Secretary may maintain in the conservation 
reserve at any 1 time during— 


“(A) fiscal year 2012, no more than 
32,000,000 acres; 

‘(B) fiscal year 2013, no more than 
30,000,000 acres; 

“(C) fiscal year 2014, no more than 
27,500,000 acres; 

‘(D) fiscal year 2015, no more than 
26,500,000 acres; 

“(E) fiscal year 2016, no more than 
25,500,000 acres; and 

‘(F) fiscal year 2017, no more than 


25,000,000 acres. 

‘(2) GRASSLAND.— 

‘“(A) LIMITATION.—For purposes of applying 
the limitations in paragraph (1), no more 
than 1,500,000 acres of the land described in 
subsection (b)(3) may be enrolled in the pro- 
gram at any 1 time during the 2013 through 
2017 fiscal years. 

“(B) PRIORITY.—In enrolling acres under 
subparagraph (A), the Secretary may give 
priority to land with expiring conservation 
reserve program contracts. 

“(C) METHOD OF ENROLLMENT.—In enrolling 
acres under subparagraph (A), the Secretary 
shall make the program available to owners 
or operators of eligible land at least once 
during each fiscal year.’’. 

(e) DURATION OF CONTRACT.—Section 1231(e) 
of the Food Security Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 
3831(e)) is amended by striking paragraphs (2) 
and (8) and inserting the following: 

‘(2) SPECIAL RULE FOR CERTAIN LAND.—In 
the case of land devoted to hardwood trees, 
shelterbelts, windbreaks, or wildlife cor- 
ridors under a contract entered into under 
this subchapter, the owner or operator of the 
land may, within the limitations prescribed 
under this section, specify the duration of 
the contract.’’. 

(£) CONSERVATION PRIORITY AREAS.—Sec- 
tion 1231(f) of the Food Security Act of 1985 
(16 U.S.C. 3831(f)) is amended— 
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(1) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘watershed 
areas of the Chesapeake Bay Region, the 
Great Lakes Region, the Long Island Sound 
Region, and other’’; 

(2) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘WATER- 
SHEDS.—Watersheds’’ and inserting 
‘““AREAS.—Areas’’; and 

(3) in paragraph (3), by striking ‘‘a water- 
shed’s designation—’”’ and all that follows 
through the period at the end and inserting 
“an area’s designation if the Secretary finds 
that the area no longer contains actual and 
significant adverse water quality or habitat 
impacts related to agricultural production 
activities.’’. 

SEC. 2002. FARMABLE WETLAND PROGRAM. 

(a) EXTENSION.—Section 1231B(a)(1) of the 
Food Security Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 
38381b(a)(1)) is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘2012’’ and inserting ‘‘2017’’; 
and 

(2) by striking “a program” and inserting 
“a farmable wetland program”. 

(b) ELIGIBLE ACREAGE.—Section 
1231B(b)(1)(B) of the Food Security Act of 
1985 (16 U.S.C. 3831b(b)(1)(B)) is amended by 
striking ‘‘flow from a row crop agriculture 
drainage system” and inserting ‘‘surface and 
subsurface flow from row crop agricultural 
production”. 

(c) CLERICAL AMENDMENTS.—Section 1231B 
of the Food Security Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 
3831b) is amended— 

(1) by striking the heading and inserting 
the following: 

“SEC. 1231B. FARMABLE WETLAND PROGRAM.”; 
and 

(2) in subsection (f)(2), by striking ‘‘section 
1234(c)(2)(B)”’ and inserting “section 
1234(c)(2)(A)(ii)”’. 

SEC. 2003. DUTIES OF OWNERS AND OPERATORS. 

(a) LIMITATION ON HARVESTING, GRAZING OR 
COMMERCIAL USE OF  FORAGE.—Section 
1232(a)(8) of the Food Security Act of 1985 (16 
U.S.C. 3832(a)(8)) is amended by striking ‘‘ex- 
cept that” and all that follows through the 
semicolon at the end of the paragraph and 
inserting ‘‘except as provided in section 
1233(b);’’. 

(b) CONSERVATION PLAN REQUIREMENTS.— 
Section 1232 of the Food Security Act of 1985 
(16 U.S.C. 3832) is amended by striking sub- 
section (b) and inserting the following: 

““(b) CONSERVATION PLANS.—The plan re- 
ferred to in subsection (a)(1) shall set forth— 

“(1) the conservation measures and prac- 
tices to be carried out by the owner or oper- 
ator during the term of the contract; and 

““(2) the commercial use, if any, to be per- 
mitted on the land during the term.’’. 

(c) RENTAL PAYMENT REDUCTION.—Section 
1232 of the Food Security Act of 1985 (16 
U.S.C. 3832) is amended by striking sub- 
section (d). 

SEC. 2004. DUTIES OF THE SECRETARY. 

Section 1233 of the Food Security Act of 
1985 (16 U.S.C. 3833) is amended to read as fol- 
lows: 

“SEC. 1233. DUTIES OF THE SECRETARY. 

‘“(a) COST-SHARE AND RENTAL PAYMENTS.— 
In return for a contract entered into by an 
owner or operator, the Secretary shall— 

“(1) share the cost of carrying out the con- 
servation measures and practices set forth in 
the contract for which the Secretary deter- 
mines that cost sharing is appropriate and in 
the public interest; and 

‘“(2) for a period of years not in excess of 
the term of the contract, pay an annual rent- 
al payment in an amount necessary to com- 
pensate for— 

“(A) the conversion of highly erodible 
cropland or other eligible land normally de- 
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voted to the production of an agricultural 
commodity on a farm or ranch to a less in- 
tensive use; 

‘(B) the retirement of any cropland base 
and allotment history that the owner or op- 
erator agrees to retire permanently; and 

‘“(C) the development and management of 
grassland for multiple natural resource con- 
servation benefits, including soil, water, air, 
and wildlife. 

‘(b) SPECIFIED ACTIVITIES PERMITTED.—The 
Secretary shall permit certain activities or 
commercial uses of land that is subject to 
the contract if those activities or uses are 
consistent with a plan approved by the Sec- 
retary and include— 

“(1) harvesting, grazing, or other commer- 
cial use of the forage in response to drought, 
flooding, or other emergency without any re- 
duction in the rental rate; 

“(2) grazing by livestock of a beginning 
farmer or rancher without any reduction in 
the rental rate, if the grazing is— 

“(A) consistent with the conservation of 
soil, water quality, and wildlife habitat (in- 
cluding habitat during the primary nesting 
season for critical birds in the area); and 

‘“(B) described in subparagraph (B) or (C) of 
paragraph (3); 

“(3) consistent with the conservation of 
soil, water quality, and wildlife habitat (in- 
cluding habitat during the primary nesting 
season for critical birds in the area) and in 
exchange for a reduction of not less than 25 
percent in the annual rental rate for the 
acres covered by the authorized activity— 

“(A) managed harvesting and other com- 
mercial use (including the managed har- 
vesting of biomass), except that in permit- 
ting those activities the Secretary, in co- 
ordination with the State technical com- 
mittee— 

“(i) shall develop appropriate vegetation 
management requirements; and 

“(ii) shall identify periods during which 
the activities may be conducted, such that 
the frequency is at least once every 5 years 
but not more than once every 8 years; 

‘(B) prescribed grazing for the control of 
invasive species, which may be conducted 
annually; 

‘(C) routine grazing, except that in per- 
mitting routine grazing, the Secretary, in 
coordination with the State technical com- 
mittee— 

“(i) shall develop appropriate vegetation 
management requirements and stocking 
rates for the land that are suitable for con- 
tinued routine grazing; and 

“(Gi) shall identify the periods during 
which routine grazing may be conducted, 
such that the frequency is not more than 
once every 2 years, taking into consideration 
regional differences such as— 

“(D climate, soil type, and natural re- 
sources; 

“(ID) the number of years that should be re- 
quired between routine grazing activities; 
and 

“(JIT) how often during a year in which 
routine grazing is permitted that routine 
grazing should be allowed to occur; and 

“(D) the installation of wind turbines and 
associated access, except that in permitting 
the installation of wind turbines, the Sec- 
retary shall determine the number and loca- 
tion of wind turbines that may be installed, 
taking into account— 

“(i) the location, size, and other physical 
characteristics of the land; 

“(ii) the extent to which the land contains 
threatened or endangered wildlife and wild- 
life habitat; and 

“(iii) the purposes of the conservation re- 
serve program under this subchapter; and 


June 12, 2012 


“(4) the intermittent and seasonal use of 
vegetative buffer practices incidental to ag- 
ricultural production on land adjacent to the 
buffer such that the permitted use does not 
destroy the permanent vegetative cover. 

‘(c) AUTHORIZED ACTIVITIES ON GRASS- 
LAND.—Notwithstanding section 1232(a)(8), 
for eligible land described in section 
1231(b)(8), the Secretary shall permit the fol- 
lowing activities: 

‘“(1) Common grazing practices, including 
maintenance and necessary cultural prac- 
tices, on the land in a manner that is con- 
sistent with maintaining the viability of 
grassland, forb, and shrub species appro- 
priate to that locality. 

“(2) Haying, mowing, or harvesting for 
seed production, subject to appropriate re- 
strictions during the primary nesting season 
for critical birds in the area. 

‘(3) Fire presuppression, rehabilitation, 
and construction of fire breaks. 

“(4) Grazing-related activities, 
fencing and livestock watering. 

‘(d) RESOURCE CONSERVING USE.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Beginning on the date 
that is 1 year before the date of termination 
of a contract under the program, the Sec- 
retary shall allow an owner or operator to 
make conservation and land improvements 
that facilitate maintaining protection of 
highly erodible land after expiration of the 
contract. 

‘(2) CONSERVATION PLAN.—The Secretary 
shall require an owner or operator carrying 
out the activities described in paragraph (1) 
to develop and implement a conservation 
plan. 

‘(3) REENROLLMENT PROHIBITED.—Land al- 
tered under paragraph (1) may not be re- 
enrolled in the conservation reserve program 
for 5 years. 

“(4) PAYMENT.—The Secretary shall pro- 
vide an annual payment that is reduced in an 
amount commensurate with any income or 
other compensation received as a result of 
the activities carried out under paragraph 


such as 


D 
SEC. 2005. PAYMENTS. 

(a) TREES, WINDBREAKS, SHELTERBELTS, 
AND WILDLIFE CORRIDORS.—Section 


1234(b)(3)(A) of the Food Security Act of 1985 
(16 U.S.C. 3834(b)(3)(A)) is amended— 

(1) in clause (i), by inserting ‘‘and’’ after 
the semicolon; 

(2) by striking clause (ii); and 

(3) by redesignating clause (iii) as clause 
(ii). 

(b) INCENTIVES.—Section 1234(b)(3)(B) of the 
Food Security Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 
3834(b)(3)(B)) is amended— 

(1) in clause (i), by inserting ‘‘, practices to 
improve the condition of resources on the 
land,” after ‘‘operator)’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

“(iii) INCENTIVES.—In making rental pay- 
ments to an owner or operator of land de- 
scribed in subparagraph (A), the Secretary 
may provide incentive payments sufficient 
to encourage proper thinning and practices 
to improve the condition of resources on the 
land.’’. 

(c) ANNUAL RENTAL PAYMENTS.—Section 
1234(c) of the Food Security Act of 1985 (16 
U.S.C. 3834(c)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1), by inserting ‘‘and 
other eligible land” after “highly erodible 
cropland” both places it appears; 

(2) by striking paragraph (2) and inserting 
the following: 

‘(2) METHODS OF DETERMINATION.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The amounts payable to 
owners or operators in the form of rental 
payments under contracts entered into under 
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this subchapter determined 
through— 

“(i) the submission of bids for such con- 
tracts by owners and operators in such man- 
ner as the Secretary may prescribe; or 

“(ii) such other means as the Secretary de- 
termines are appropriate. 

‘“(B) GRASSLAND.—In the case of eligible 
land described in section 1231(b)(3), the Sec- 
retary shall make annual payments in an 
amount that is not more than 75 percent of 
the grazing value of the land covered by the 
contract.’’; and 

(3) in paragraph (5)(A)— 

(A) by striking ‘‘The Secretary” and in- 
serting the following: 

“G) SURVEY.—The Secretary”; and 

(B) by adding at the end the following: 

“(ii) USE.—The Secretary may use the sur- 
vey of dryland cash rental rates described in 
clause (i) as a factor in determining rental 
rates under this section as the Secretary de- 
termines appropriate.’’. 

(d) PAYMENT SCHEDULE.—Section 1234 of 
the Food Security Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3834) 
is amended by striking subsection (d) and in- 
serting the following: 

“(d) PAYMENT SCHEDULE.— 

““(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as otherwise pro- 
vided in this section, payments under this 
subchapter shall be made in cash in such 
amount and on such time schedule as is 
agreed on and specified in the contract. 

““(2) SOURCE.—Payments under this sub- 
chapter shall be made using the funds of the 
Commodity Credit Corporation. 

(3) ADVANCE PAYMENT.—Payments under 
this subchapter may be made in advance of 
determination of performance.”’. 

(e) PAYMENT LIMITATION.—Section 1234(f) of 
the Food Security Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 
3834(f)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘, includ- 
ing rental payments made in the form of in- 
kind commodities,”’’; 

(2) by striking paragraph (3); and 

(3) by redesignating paragraph (4) as para- 
graph (2). 

SEC. 2006. CONTRACT REQUIREMENTS. 

Section 1235(f) of the Food Security Act of 
1985 (16 U.S.C. 3835(f)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1)— 

(A) in the matter preceding subparagraph 
(A), by striking ‘‘DUTIES’’ and all that fol- 
lows through ‘‘a beginning farmer” and in- 
serting ‘‘TRANSITION TO COVERED FARMER OR 
RANCHER.—In the case of a contract modi- 
fication approved in order to facilitate the 
transfer of land subject to a contract from a 
retired farmer or rancher to a beginning 
farmer”; 

(B) in subparagraph (D), by striking ‘‘the 
farmer or rancher” and inserting ‘‘the cov- 
ered farmer or rancher”; and 

(C) in subparagraph (E), by striking ‘‘sec- 
tion 1001A(b)(3)(B)”” and inserting ‘‘section 
1001”; and 

(2) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘require- 
ment of section 1231(h)(4)(B)’”’ and inserting 
“option provided under section 
1234(c)(2)(A)(ii)”’. 

SEC. 2007. CONVERSION OF LAND SUBJECT TO 
CONTRACT TO OTHER CONSERVING 
USES. 

Section 1235A of the Food Security Act of 
1985 (16 U.S.C. 3835a) is repealed. 

SEC. 2008. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The amendments made by 
this title shall take effect on October 1, 2012, 
except, the amendment made by section 
2001(d), which shall take effect on the date of 
enactment of this Act. 

(b) EFFECT ON EXISTING CONTRACTS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
paragraph (2), the amendments made by this 


may be 
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title shall not affect the validity or terms of 
any contract entered into by the Secretary 
of Agriculture under subchapter B of chapter 
1 of subtitle D of title XII of the Food Secu- 
rity Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3831 et seq.) before 
October 1, 2012, or any payments required to 
be made in connection with the contract. 

(2) UPDATING OF EXISTING CONTRACTS.—The 
Secretary shall permit an owner or operator 
with a contract entered into under sub- 
chapter B of chapter 1 of subtitle D of title 
XII of the Food Security Act of 1985 (16 
U.S.C. 3831 et seq.) before October 1, 2012, to 
update the contract to reflect the activities 
and uses of land under contract permitted 
under the terms and conditions of para- 
graphs (1) and (2) of section 1233(b) of that 
Act (as amended by section 2004). 


Subtitle B—Conservation Stewardship 
Program 
SEC. 2101. CONSERVATION STEWARDSHIP PRO- 
GRAM. 

(a) REVISION OF CURRENT PROGRAM.—Sub- 
chapter B of chapter 2 of subtitle D of title 
XII of the Food Security Act of 1985 (16 
U.S.C. 3838d et seq.) is amended to read as 
follows: 


“Subchapter B—Conservation Stewardship 
Program 
“SEC. 1238D. DEFINITIONS. 

“In this subchapter: 

‘(1) AGRICULTURAL OPERATION.—The term 
‘agricultural operation’ means all eligible 
land, whether or not contiguous, that is— 

“(A) under the effective control of a pro- 
ducer at the time the producer enters into a 
contract under the program; and 

‘(B) operated with equipment, labor, man- 
agement, and production or cultivation prac- 
tices that are substantially separate from 
other agricultural operations, as determined 
by the Secretary. 

‘*(2) CONSERVATION ACTIVITIES.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘conservation 
activities’ means conservation systems, 
practices, or management measures. 

‘(B) INCLUSIONS.—The term ‘conservation 
activities’ includes— 

“(i) structural measures, vegetative meas- 
ures, and land management measures, in- 
cluding agriculture drainage management 
systems, as determined by the Secretary; 
and 

“(ii) planning needed to address a priority 
resource concern. 

‘(3) CONSERVATION STEWARDSHIP PLAN.— 
The term ‘conservation stewardship plan’ 
means a plan that— 

“(A) identifies and inventories priority re- 
source concerns; 

“(B) establishes benchmark data and con- 
servation objectives; 

“(C) describes conservation activities to be 
implemented, managed, or improved; and 

“(D) includes a schedule and evaluation 
plan for the planning, installation, and man- 
agement of the new and existing conserva- 
tion activities. 

‘(4) ELIGIBLE LAND.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘eligible land’ 
means— 

“(i) private and tribal land on which agri- 
cultural commodities, livestock, or forest-re- 
lated products are produced; and 

“(ii) land associated with the land de- 
scribed in clause (i) on which priority re- 
source concerns could be addressed through a 
contract under the program. 

“(B) INCLUSIONS.—The term ‘eligible land’ 
includes— 

“(i) cropland; 

“(ii) grassland; 

“(iii) rangeland; 
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““(iv) pastureland; 

“(v) nonindustrial private forest land; and 

“(vi) other agricultural land (including 
cropped woodland, marshes, and agricultural 
land used for the production of livestock), as 
determined by the Secretary. 

‘(5) PRIORITY RESOURCE CONCERN.—The 
term ‘priority resource concern’ means a 
natural resource concern or problem, as de- 
termined by the Secretary, that— 

“(A) is identified at the national, State or 
local level, as a priority for a particular area 
of the State; 

‘(B) represents a significant concern in a 
State or region; and 

“(C) is likely to be addressed successfully 
through the implementation of conservation 
activities under this program. 

‘(6) PROGRAM.—The term ‘program’ means 
the conservation stewardship program estab- 
lished by this subchapter. 

‘(7) STEWARDSHIP THRESHOLD.—The term 
‘stewardship threshold’ means the level of 
management required, as determined by the 
Secretary, to conserve and improve the qual- 
ity and condition of a natural resource. 

“SEC. 1238E. CONSERVATION STEWARDSHIP PRO- 
GRAM. 

“(a) ESTABLISHMENT AND PURPOSE.—During 
each of fiscal years 2013 through 2017, the 
Secretary shall carry out a conservation 
stewardship program to encourage producers 
to address priority resource concerns and im- 
prove and conserve the quality and condition 
of natural resources in a comprehensive 
manner— 

“(1) by undertaking additional conserva- 
tion activities; and 

‘“(2) by improving, maintaining, and man- 
aging existing conservation activities. 

‘“(b) EXCLUSIONS.— 

‘(1) LAND ENROLLED IN OTHER CONSERVA- 
TION PROGRAMS.—Subject to paragraph (2), 
the following land (even if covered by the 
definition of eligible land) is not eligible for 
enrollment in the program: 

“(A) Land enrolled in the conservation re- 
serve program. 

“(B) Land enrolled in the Agricultural 
Conservation Easement Program in a wet- 
land easement. 

“(C) Land enrolled in the conservation se- 
curity program. 

‘(2) CONVERSION TO CROPLAND.—Eligible 
land used for crop production after October 
1, 2012, that had not been planted, considered 
to be planted, or devoted to crop production 
for at least 4 of the 6 years preceding that 
date shall not be the basis for any payment 
under the program, unless the land does not 
meet the requirement because— 

“(A) the land had previously been enrolled 
in the conservation reserve program; 

“(B) the land has been maintained using 
long-term crop rotation practices, as deter- 
mined by the Secretary; or 

“(C) the land is incidental land needed for 
efficient operation of the farm or ranch, as 
determined by the Secretary. 

“SEC. 1238F. STEWARDSHIP CONTRACTS. 

‘*(a) SUBMISSION OF CONTRACT OFFERS.—To 
be eligible to participate in the conservation 
stewardship program, a producer shall sub- 
mit a contract offer for the agricultural op- 
eration that— 

“(1) demonstrates to the satisfaction of the 
Secretary that the producer, at the time of 
the contract offer, is meeting the steward- 
ship threshold for at least 2 priority resource 
concerns; and 

“(2) would, at a minimum, meet or exceed 
the stewardship threshold for at least 1 addi- 
tional priority resource concern by the end 
of the stewardship contract by— 
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“(A) installing and adopting additional 
conservation activities; and 

“(B) improving, maintaining, and man- 
aging existing conservation activities on the 
agricultural operation in a manner that in- 
creases or extends the conservation benefits 
in place at the time the contract offer is ac- 
cepted by the Secretary. 

‘“(b) EVALUATION OF CONTRACT OFFERS.— 

“(1) RANKING OF APPLICATIONS.—In evalu- 
ating contract offers the Secretary shall 
rank applications based on— 

“(A) the level of conservation treatment 
on all applicable priority resource concerns 
at the time of application; 

‘“(B) the degree to which the proposed con- 
servation activities effectively increase con- 
servation performance; 

“(C) the number of applicable priority re- 
source concerns proposed to be treated to 
meet or exceed the stewardship threshold by 
the end of the contract; 

“(D) the extent to which other priority re- 
source concerns will be addressed to meet or 
exceed the stewardship threshold by the end 
of the contract period; 

‘“(E) the extent to which the actual and an- 
ticipated conservation benefits from the con- 
tract are provided at the least cost relative 
to other similarly beneficial contract offers; 
and 

“(F) the extent to which priority resource 
concerns will be addressed when 
transitioning from the conservation reserve 
program to agricultural production. 

‘*(2) PROHIBITION.—The Secretary may not 
assign a higher priority to any application 
because the applicant is willing to accept a 
lower payment than the applicant would oth- 
erwise be eligible to receive. 

**(3) ADDITIONAL CRITERIA.—The Secretary 
may develop and use such additional criteria 
that the Secretary determines are necessary 
to ensure that national, State, and local pri- 
ority resource concerns are effectively ad- 
dressed. 

‘“(c) ENTERING INTO CONTRACTS.—After a 
determination that a producer is eligible for 
the program under subsection (a), and a de- 
termination that the contract offer ranks 
sufficiently high under the evaluation cri- 
teria under subsection (b), the Secretary 
shall enter into a conservation stewardship 
contract with the producer to enroll the eli- 
gible land to be covered by the contract. 

‘“(d) CONTRACT PROVISIONS.— 

“(1) TERM.—A conservation stewardship 
contract shall be for a term of 5 years. 

‘“(2) REQUIRED PROVISIONS.—The conserva- 
tion stewardship contract of a producer 
shall— 

“(A) state the amount of the payment the 
Secretary agrees to make to the producer for 
each year of the conservation stewardship 
contract under section 1238G(d); 

““(B) require the producer— 

“(i) to implement a conservation steward- 
ship plan that describes the program pur- 
poses to be achieved through 1 or more con- 
servation activities; 

“Gi) to maintain and supply information 
as required by the Secretary to determine 
compliance with the conservation steward- 
ship plan and any other requirements of the 
program; and 

‘“(iii) not to conduct any activities on the 
agricultural operation that would tend to de- 
feat the purposes of the program; 

“(C) permit all economic uses of the eligi- 
ble land that— 

“(i) maintain the agricultural nature of 
the land; and 

‘“(ii) are consistent with the conservation 
purposes of the conservation stewardship 
contract; 
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‘(D) include a provision to ensure that a 
producer shall not be considered in violation 
of the contract for failure to comply with 
the contract due to circumstances beyond 
the control of the producer, including a dis- 
aster or related condition, as determined by 
the Secretary; 

‘“(E) include provisions where upon the vio- 
lation of a term or condition of the contract 
at any time the producer has control of the 
land— 

“(i) if the Secretary determines that the 
violation warrants termination of the con- 
tract— 

‘(I) to forfeit all rights to receive pay- 
ments under the contract; and 

“(IT) to refund all or a portion of the pay- 
ments received by the producer under the 
contract, including any interest on the pay- 
ments, as determined by the Secretary; or 

“(ii) if the Secretary determines that the 
violation does not warrant termination of 
the contract, to refund or accept adjust- 
ments to the payments provided to the pro- 
ducer, as the Secretary determines to be ap- 
propriate; 

‘(F) include provisions in accordance with 
paragraphs (3) and (4) of this section; and 

‘“(G) include any additional provisions the 
Secretary determines are necessary to carry 
out the program. 

‘(3) CHANGE OF INTEREST IN LAND SUBJECT 
TO A CONTRACT.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—At the time of applica- 
tion, a producer shall have control of the eli- 
gible land to be enrolled in the program. Ex- 
cept as provided in subparagraph (B), a 
change in the interest of a producer in eligi- 
ble land covered by a contract under the pro- 
gram shall result in the termination of the 
contract with regard to that land. 

‘(B) TRANSFER OF DUTIES AND RIGHTS.— 
Subparagraph (A) shall not apply if— 

“(i) within a reasonable period of time (as 
determined by the Secretary) after the date 
of the change in the interest in all or a por- 
tion of the land covered by a contract under 
the program, the transferee of the land pro- 
vides written notice to the Secretary that 
duties and rights under the contract have 
been transferred to, and assumed by, the 
transferee for the portion of the land trans- 
ferred; 

“(ii) the transferee meets the eligibility re- 
quirements of the program; and 

“(iii) the Secretary approves the transfer 
of all duties and rights under the contract. 

‘*(4) MODIFICATION AND TERMINATION OF CON- 
TRACTS.— 

‘(A) VOLUNTARY MODIFICATION OR TERMI- 
NATION.—The Secretary may modify or ter- 
minate a contract with a producer if— 

“(i) the producer agrees to the modifica- 
tion or termination; and 

“(ii) the Secretary determines that the 
modification or termination is in the public 
interest. 

‘(B) INVOLUNTARY TERMINATION.—The Sec- 
retary may terminate a contract if the Sec- 
retary determines that the producer violated 
the contract. 

(5) REPAYMENT.—If a contract is termi- 
nated, the Secretary may, consistent with 
the purposes of the program— 

“(A) allow the producer to retain payments 
already received under the contract; or 

‘(B) require repayment, in whole or in 
part, of payments received and assess liq- 
uidated damages. 

“(e) CONTRACT RENEWAL.—At the end of the 
initial 5-year contract period, the Secretary 
may allow the producer to renew the con- 
tract for 1 additional 5-year period if the pro- 
ducer— 
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‘“(1) demonstrates compliance with the 
terms of the existing contract; 

‘“(2) agrees to adopt and continue to inte- 
grate conservation activities across the en- 
tire agricultural operation as determined by 
the Secretary; and 

“(3) agrees, at a minimum, to meet or ex- 
ceed the stewardship threshold for at least 2 
additional priority resource concerns on the 
agricultural operation by the end of the con- 
tract period. 

“SEC. 1238G. DUTIES OF THE SECRETARY. 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—To achieve the conserva- 
tion goals of a contract under the conserva- 
tion stewardship program, the Secretary 
shall— 

“(1) make the program available to eligible 
producers on a continuous enrollment basis 
with 1 or more ranking periods, 1 of which 
shall occur in the first quarter of each fiscal 
year; 

‘(2) identify not less than 5 priority re- 
source concerns in a particular watershed or 
other appropriate region or area within a 
State; and 

“(3) establish a science-based stewardship 
threshold for each priority resource concern 
identified under subparagraph (2). 

‘(b) ALLOCATION TO STATES.—The Sec- 
retary shall allocate acres to States for en- 
rollment, based— 

“(1) primarily on each State’s proportion 
of eligible land to the total acreage of eligi- 
ble land in all States; and 

“(2) also on consideration of— 

“(A) the extent and magnitude of the con- 
servation needs associated with agricultural 
production in each State; 

‘(B) the degree to which implementation 
of the program in the State is, or will be, ef- 
fective in helping producers address those 
needs; and 

‘(C) other considerations to achieve equi- 
table geographic distribution of funds, as de- 
termined by the Secretary. 

‘(c) ACREAGE ENROLLMENT LIMITATION.— 
During the period beginning on October 1, 
2012, and ending on September 30, 2021, the 
Secretary shall, to the maximum extent 
practicable— 

“(1) enroll in the program an additional 
10,348,000 acres for each fiscal year; and 

“(2) manage the program to achieve a na- 
tional average rate of $18 per acre, which 
shall include the costs of all financial assist- 
ance, technical assistance, and any other ex- 
penses associated with enrollment or partici- 
pation in the program. 

“(d) CONSERVATION STEWARDSHIP PAY- 
MENTS.— 

“(1) AVAILABILITY OF PAYMENTS.—The Sec- 
retary shall provide annual payments under 
the program to compensate the producer 
for— 

‘(A) installing and adopting additional 
conservation activities; and 

‘(B) improving, maintaining, and man- 
aging conservation activities in place at the 
operation of the producer at the time the 
contract offer is accepted by the Secretary. 

‘(2) PAYMENT AMOUNT.—The amount of the 
conservation stewardship annual payment 
shall be determined by the Secretary and 
based, to the maximum extent practicable, 
on the following factors: 

“(A) Costs incurred by the producer associ- 
ated with planning, design, materials, instal- 
lation, labor, management, maintenance, or 
training. 

‘“(B) Income forgone by the producer. 

‘“(C) Expected conservation benefits. 

‘(D) The extent to which priority resource 
concerns will be addressed through the in- 
stallation and adoption of conservation ac- 
tivities on the agricultural operation. 
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“(E) The level of stewardship in place at 
the time of application and maintained over 
the term of the contract. 

“(F) The degree to which the conservation 
activities will be integrated across the entire 
agricultural operation for all applicable pri- 
ority resource concerns over the term of the 
contract. 

“(G@) Such other factors as determined by 
the Secretary. 

“*(3) EXCLUSIONS.—A payment to a producer 
under this subsection shall not be provided 
for— 

“(A) the design, construction, or mainte- 
nance of animal waste storage or treatment 
facilities or associated waste transport or 
transfer devices for animal feeding oper- 
ations; or 

“(B) conservation activities for which 
there is no cost incurred or income forgone 
to the producer. 

“(4) DELIVERY OF PAYMENTS.—In making 
stewardship payments, the Secretary shall, 
to the extent practicable— 

“(A) prorate conservation performance 
over the term of the contract so as to accom- 
modate, to the extent practicable, producers 
earning equal annual stewardship payments 
in each fiscal year; and 

“(B) make stewardship payments as soon 
as practicable after October 1 of each fiscal 
year for activities carried out in the previous 
fiscal year. 

‘“(e) SUPPLEMENTAL PAYMENTS FOR RE- 
SOURCE-CONSERVING CROP ROTATIONS.— 

“(1) AVAILABILITY OF PAYMENTS.—The Sec- 
retary shall provide additional payments to 
producers that, in participating in the pro- 
gram, agree to adopt resource-conserving 
crop rotations to achieve beneficial crop ro- 
tations as appropriate for the eligible land of 
the producers. 

‘(2) BENEFICIAL CROP ROTATIONS.—The Sec- 
retary shall determine whether a resource- 
conserving crop rotation is a beneficial crop 
rotation eligible for additional payments 
under paragraph (1), based on whether the re- 
source-conserving crop rotation is designed 
to provide natural resource conservation and 
production benefits. 

“(8) ELIGIBILITY.—To be eligible to receive 
a payment described in paragraph (1), a pro- 
ducer shall agree to adopt and maintain the 
resource-conserving crop rotations for the 
term of the contract. 

‘(4) RESOURCE-CONSERVING CROP ROTA- 
TION.—In this subsection, the term ‘resource- 
conserving crop rotation’ means a crop rota- 
tion that— 

“(A) includes at least 1 resource conserving 
crop (as defined by the Secretary); 

‘“(B) reduces erosion; 

““(C) improves soil fertility and tilth; 

“(D) interrupts pest cycles; and 

‘“(E) in applicable areas, reduces depletion 
of soil moisture or otherwise reduces the 
need for irrigation. 

“(f) PAYMENT LIMITATIONS.—A person or 
legal entity may not receive, directly or in- 
directly, payments under the program that, 
in the aggregate, exceed $200,000 under all 
contracts entered into during fiscal years 
2013 through 2017, excluding funding arrange- 
ments with Indian tribes, regardless of the 
number of contracts entered into under the 
program by the person or legal entity. 

‘“(g) SPECIALTY CROP AND ORGANIC PRO- 
DUCERS.—The Secretary shall ensure that 
outreach and technical assistance are avail- 
able, and program specifications are appro- 
priate to enable specialty crop and organic 
producers to participate in the program. 

‘“(h) COORDINATION WITH ORGANIC CERTIFI- 
CATION.—The Secretary shall establish a 
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transparent means by which producers may 
initiate organic certification under the Or- 
ganic Foods Production Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 
6501 et seq.) while participating in a contract 
under the program. 

“(i) REGULATIONS.—The Secretary shall 
promulgate regulations that— 

“(1) prescribe such other rules as the Sec- 
retary determines to be necessary to ensure 
a fair and reasonable application of the limi- 
tations established under subsection (f); and 

“(2) otherwise enable the Secretary to 
carry out the program.”’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by this section shall take effect on Oc- 
tober 1, 2012. 

(c) EFFECT ON EXISTING CONTRACTS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The amendment made by 
this section shall not affect the validity or 
terms of any contract entered into by the 
Secretary of Agriculture under subchapter B 
of chapter 2 of subtitle D of title XII of the 
Food Security Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3838d et 
seq.) before October 1, 2012, or any payments 
required to be made in connection with the 
contract. 

(2) CONSERVATION STEWARDSHIP PROGRAM.— 
Funds made available under section 
1241(a)(4) of the Food Security Act of 1985 (16 
U.S.C. 3841(a)(4)) (as amended by section 
2601(a)) may be used to administer and make 
payments to program participants enrolled 
into contracts during any of fiscal years 2009 
through 2012. 


Subtitle C—Environmental Quality 
Incentives Program 
SEC. 2201. PURPOSES. 

Section 1240 of the Food Security Act of 
1985 (16 U.S.C. 3839aa) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (3)— 

(A) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘and’’ 
at the end; 

(B) by redesignating subparagraph (B) as 
subparagraph (C) and, in such subparagraph, 
by inserting ‘‘and’’ after the semicolon; and 

(C) by inserting after subparagraph (A) the 
following: 

‘(B) develop and improve wildlife habitat; 
and’’; 

(2) in paragraph (4), by striking ‘‘; and” and 
inserting a period; and 

(3) by striking paragraph (5). 

SEC. 2202. DEFINITIONS. 

Section 1240A of the Food Security Act of 
1985 (16 U.S.C. 3839aa-1) is amended— 

(1) by striking paragraph (2) and redesig- 
nating paragraphs (3) through (6) as para- 
graphs (2) through (5), respectively; and 

(2) in paragraph (2) (as so redesignated), by 
inserting ‘‘established under the Organic 
Foods Production Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 6501 et 
seq.)’’ after ‘‘national organic program”. 

SEC. 2203. ESTABLISHMENT AND ADMINISTRA- 
TION. 

Section 1240B of the Food Security Act of 
1985 (16 U.S.C. 3839aa-2) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a), by striking ‘‘2014’’ and 
inserting ‘‘2017”’; 

(2) in subsection (b), by striking paragraph 
(2) and inserting the following: 

‘(2) TERM.—A contract under the program 
shall have a term that does not exceed 10 
years.”’; 

(3) in subsection (d)— 

(A) in paragraph (3), by striking subpara- 
graphs (A) through (G) and inserting the fol- 
lowing: 

“(A) soil health; 

‘“(B) water quality and quantity improve- 
ment; 

“(C) nutrient management; 

‘“(D) pest management; 

“(E) air quality improvement; 
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‘(F) wildlife habitat development, includ- 
ing pollinator habitat; 

‘“(G) invasive species management; or 

“(H) other resource issues of regional or 
national significance, as determined by the 
Secretary.’’; and 

(B) in paragraph (4)— 

(i) in subparagraph (A) in the matter pre- 
ceding clause (i), by inserting ‘‘, veteran 
farmer or rancher (as defined in section 
2501(e) of the Food, Agriculture, Conserva- 
tion, and Trade Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 
2279(e))),’’ before ‘‘or a beginning farmer or 
rancher”; and 

(ii) by striking subparagraph (B) and in- 
serting the following: 

‘(B) ADVANCE PAYMENTS.— 

“(j) IN GENERAL.—Not more than 30 percent 
of the amount determined under subpara- 
graph (A) may be provided in advance for the 
purpose of purchasing materials or con- 
tracting. 

“(ii) RETURN OF FUNDS.—If funds provided 
in advance are not expended during the 90- 
day period beginning on the date of receipt 
of the funds, the funds shall be returned 
within a reasonable time frame, as deter- 
mined by the Secretary.’’; 

(4) by striking subsection (f) and inserting 
the following: 

“(f) ALLOCATION OF FUNDING.— 

‘1) LIvEsSTocK.—For each of fiscal years 
2013 through 2017, at least 60 percent of the 
funds made available for payments under the 
program shall be targeted at practices relat- 
ing to livestock production. 

‘(2) WILDLIFE HABITAT.—For each of fiscal 
years 2013 through 2017, at least 5 percent of 
the funds made available for payments under 
the program shall be targeted at practices 
benefitting wildlife habitat under subsection 
(8).”; and 

(5) by striking subsection (g) and inserting 
the following: 

‘(¢) WILDLIFE HABITAT INCENTIVE PRAC- 
TICE.—The Secretary shall provide payments 
under the program for conservation practices 
that support the restoration, development, 
and improvement of wildlife habitat on eligi- 
ble land, including— 

“(1) upland wildlife habitat; 

“(2) wetland wildlife habitat; 

“(3) habitat for threatened and endangered 
species; 

“(4) fish habitat; 

‘“(5) habitat on pivot corners and other ir- 
regular areas of a field; and 

“6) other types of wildlife habitat, as de- 
termined by the Secretary.’’. 

SEC. 2204. EVALUATION OF APPLICATIONS. 

Section 1240C(b) of the Food Security Act 
of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3839aa-3(b)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘environ- 
mental’’ and inserting ‘‘conservation’’; and 

(2) in paragraph (3), by striking ‘‘purpose of 
the environmental quality incentives pro- 
gram specified in section 1240(1)”’ and insert- 
ing ‘‘purposes of the program”. 

SEC. 2205. DUTIES OF PRODUCERS. 

Section 1240D(2) of the Food Security Act 
of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 38389aa—4(2)) is amended by 
striking ‘‘farm, ranch, or forest’’ and insert- 
ing ‘‘enrolled’’. 

SEC. 2206. LIMITATION ON PAYMENTS. 

Section 1240G of the Food Security Act of 
1985 (16 U.S.C. 3839aa-7) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)— 

(A) by striking “‘by the person or entity 
during any six-year period,” and inserting 
“during fiscal years 2013 through 2017”; and 

(B) by striking ‘‘federally recognized” and 
all that follows through the period and in- 
serting “Indian tribes under section 1244(1).’’; 
and 
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(2) in subsection (b)(2), by striking ‘‘any 
six-year period” and inserting ‘‘fiscal years 
2018 through 2017”. 

SEC. 2207. CONSERVATION INNOVATION GRANTS 
AND PAYMENTS. 

Section 1240H of the Food Security Act of 
1985 (16 U.S.C. 3839aa-8) is amended by strik- 
ing subsection (b) and inserting the fol- 
lowing: 

(b) REPORTING.—Not later than December 
31, 2013, and every 2 years thereafter, the 
Secretary shall submit to the Committee on 
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry of the 
Senate and the Committee on Agriculture of 
the House of Representatives a report on the 
status of projects funded under this section, 
including— 

“(1) funding awarded; 

““(2) project results; and 

“*(3) incorporation of project findings, such 
as new technology and innovative ap- 
proaches, into the conservation efforts im- 
plemented by the Secretary.’’. 

SEC. 2208. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The amendments made by 
this title shall take effect on October 1, 2012. 

(b) EFFECT ON EXISTING CONTRACTS.—The 
amendments made by this title shall not af- 
fect the validity or terms of any contract en- 
tered into by the Secretary of Agriculture 
under chapter 4 of subtitle D of title XII of 
the Food Security Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 
3839aa et seq.) before October 1, 2012, or any 
payments required to be made in connection 
with the contract. 

Subtitle D—Agricultural Conservation 
Easement Program 
SEC. 2301. AGRICULTURAL CONSERVATION EASE- 
MENT PROGRAM. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—Title XII of the Food 
Security Act of 1985 is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 

“Subtitle H—Agricultural Conservation 
Easement Program 
“SEC. 1265. ESTABLISHMENT AND PURPOSES. 

“(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Secretary shall 
establish an Agricultural Conservation Ease- 
ment Program for the conservation of eligi- 
ble land and natural resources through ease- 
ments or other interests in land. 

‘“(b) PURPOSES.—The purposes of the pro- 
gram are to— 

“(1) combine the purposes and coordinate 
the functions of the wetlands reserve pro- 
gram established under section 1237, the 
grassland reserve program established under 
section 1238N, and the farmland protection 
program established under section 1238]; 

““(2) restore, protect, and enhance wetland 
on eligible land; 

“*(3) protect the agricultural use, viability, 
and related conservation values of eligible 
land by limiting nonagricultural uses of that 
land; and 

““(4) protect grazing uses and related con- 
servation values by restoring and conserving 
eligible land. 

“SEC. 1265A. DEFINITIONS. 

“In this subtitle: 

“(1) AGRICULTURAL LAND EASEMENT.—The 
term ‘agricultural land easement’ means an 
easement or other interest in eligible land 
that— 

“(A) is conveyed for the purposes of pro- 
tecting natural resources and the agricul- 
tural nature of the land, and of promoting 
agricultural viability for future generations; 
and 

“(B) permits the landowner the right to 
continue agricultural production and related 
uses subject to an agricultural land ease- 
ment plan. 

““(2) ELIGIBLE ENTITY.—The term ‘eligible 
entity’ means— 
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“(A) an agency of State or local govern- 
ment or an Indian tribe (including farmland 
protection board or land resource council es- 
tablished under State law); or 

“(B) an organization that is— 

“(i) organized for, and at all times since 
the formation of the organization has been 
operated principally for, 1 or more of the 
conservation purposes specified in clause (i), 
(ii), (iii), or (iv) of section 170(h)(4)(A) of the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986; 

“(ii) an organization described in section 
501(c)(3) of that Code that is exempt from 
taxation under section 501(a) of that Code; or 

“(iii) described in— 

(I) paragraph (1) or (2) of section 509(a) of 
that Code; or 

“(IT) section 509(a)(3) of that Code and is 
controlled by an organization described in 
section 509(a)(2) of that Code. 

‘(3) ELIGIBLE LAND.—The term ‘eligible 
land’ means private or tribal land that is— 

“(A) in the case of an agricultural land 
easement, agricultural land, including land 
on a farm or ranch— 

“(i) that is subject to a pending offer for 
purchase from an eligible entity; 

“(ii) that— 

‘(T) has prime, unique, or other productive 
soil; 

“(ID) contains historical or archaeological 
resources; or 

‘(III) the protection of which will further a 
State or local policy consistent with the pur- 
poses of the program; and 

“(iii) that is— 

“(T) cropland; 

“(ID) rangeland; 

“(JIT) grassland or land that contains forbs, 
or shrubland for which grazing is the pre- 
dominant use; 

‘“(IV) pastureland; or 

‘“(V) nonindustrial private forest land that 
contributes to the economic viability of an 
offered parcel or serves as a buffer to protect 
such land from development; 

“(B) in the case of a wetland easement, a 
wetland or related area, including— 

“(i) farmed or converted wetland, together 
with the adjacent land that is functionally 
dependent on that land if the Secretary de- 
termines it— 

“(I) is likely to be successfully restored in 
a cost effective manner; and 

“(ID will maximize the wildlife benefits 
and wetland functions and values as deter- 
mined by the Secretary in consultation with 
the Secretary of the Interior at the local 
level; 

“(ii) cropland or grassland that was used 
for agricultural production prior to flooding 
from the natural overflow of a closed basin 
lake or pothole, as determined by the Sec- 
retary, together (where practicable) with the 
adjacent land that is functionally dependent 
on the cropland or grassland; 

“(iii) farmed wetland and adjoining land 
that— 

“(I) is enrolled in the conservation reserve 
program; 

“(ID) has the highest wetland functions and 
values; and 

“(III) is likely to return to production 
after the land leaves the conservation re- 
serve program; 

“(iv) riparian areas that link wetland that 
is protected by easements or some other de- 
vice that achieves the same purpose as an 
easement; or 

“(v) other wetland of an owner that would 
not otherwise be eligible if the Secretary de- 
termines that the inclusion of such wetland 
in such easement would significantly add to 
the functional value of the easement; and 
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“(C) in the case of both an agricultural 
land easement or wetland easement, other 
land that is incidental to eligible land if the 
Secretary determines that it is necessary for 
the efficient administration of the ease- 
ments under this program. 

‘(4) PROGRAM.—The term ‘program’ means 
the Agricultural Conservation Easement 
Program established by this subtitle. 

‘(5) WETLAND EASEMENT.—The term ‘wet- 
land easement’ means a reserved interest in 
eligible land that— 

“(A) is defined and delineated in a deed; 
and 

‘“(B) stipulates— 

“(i) the rights, title, and interests in land 
conveyed to the Secretary; and 

“(ii) the rights, title, and interests in land 
that are reserved to the landowner. 

“SEC. 1265B. AGRICULTURAL LAND EASEMENTS. 

“(a) AVAILABILITY OF ASSISTANCE.—The 
Secretary shall facilitate and provide fund- 
ing for— 

“(1) the purchase of agricultural land ease- 
ments and other interests in eligible land; 
and 

‘(2) technical assistance to provide for the 
conservation of natural resources pursuant 
to an agricultural land easement plan. 

‘*(b) COST-SHARE ASSISTANCE.— 

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall pro- 
vide cost-share assistance to eligible entities 
for purchasing agricultural land easements 
to protect the agricultural use, including 
grazing, and related conservation values of 
eligible land. 

‘*(2) SCOPE OF ASSISTANCE AVAILABLE.— 

‘“(A) FEDERAL SHARE.—Subject to subpara- 
graph (C), an agreement described in para- 
graph (4) shall provide for a Federal share de- 
termined by the Secretary of an amount not 
to exceed 50 percent of the fair market value 
of the agricultural land easement or other 
interest in land, as determined by the Sec- 
retary using— 

“(i) the Uniform Standards of Professional 
Appraisal Practices; 

“(ii) an area-wide market analysis or sur- 
vey; or 

‘“(iii) another industry approved method. 

‘(B) NON-FEDERAL SHARE.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subparagraph 
(C), under the agreement, the eligible entity 
shall provide a share that is at least equiva- 
lent to that provided by the Secretary. 

‘“(ii) SOURCE OF CONTRIBUTION.—An eligible 
entity may include as part of its share a 
charitable donation or qualified conserva- 
tion contribution (as defined by section 
170(h) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986) 
from the private landowner if the eligible en- 
tity contributes its own cash resources in an 
amount that is at least 50 percent of the 
amount contributed by the Secretary. 

“(C) WAIVER AUTHORITY.—In the case of 
grassland of special environmental signifi- 
cance, as determined by the Secretary, the 
Secretary may provide up to 75 percent of 
the fair market value of the agricultural 
land easement. 

‘(8) EVALUATION AND RANKING OF APPLICA- 
TIONS.— 

“(A) CRITERIA.—The Secretary shall estab- 
lish evaluation and ranking criteria to maxi- 
mize the benefit of Federal investment under 
the program. 

“(B) CONSIDERATIONS.—In establishing the 
criteria, the Secretary shall emphasize sup- 
port for— 

“(i) protecting agricultural uses and re- 
lated conservation values of the land; and 

“(i) maximizing the protection of contig- 
uous acres devoted to agricultural use. 

“(C) BIDDING DOWN.—If the Secretary deter- 
mines that 2 or more applications for cost- 
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share assistance are comparable in achieving 
the purpose of the program, the Secretary 
shall not assign a higher priority to any of 
those applications solely on the basis of less- 
er cost to the program. 

‘(4) AGREEMENTS WITH ELIGIBLE ENTITIES.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall 
enter into agreements with eligible entities 
to stipulate the terms and conditions under 
which the eligible entity is permitted to use 
cost-share assistance provided under this 
section. 

‘“(B) LENGTH OF AGREEMENTS.—An agree- 
ment shall be for a term that is— 

“(i) in the case of an eligible entity cer- 
tified under the process described in para- 
graph (5), a minimum of 5 years; and 

‘“(ii) for all other eligible entities, at least 
3, but not more than 5 years. 

‘“(C) MINIMUM TERMS AND CONDITIONS.—An 
eligible entity shall be authorized to use its 
own terms and conditions for agricultural 
land easements so long as the Secretary de- 
termines such terms and conditions— 

“() are consistent with the purposes of the 
program; 

“Gi) are permanent or for the maximum 
duration allowed under applicable State law; 

“Gii) permit effective enforcement of the 
conservation purposes of such easements, in- 
cluding appropriate restrictions depending 
on the purposes for which the easement is 
acquired; 

‘“(iv) include a right of enforcement for the 
Secretary; 

“(v) subject the land purchased to an agri- 
cultural land easement plan that— 

“(I) describes the activities which promote 
the long-term viability of the land to meet 
the purposes for which the easement was ac- 
quired; 

““(II) requires the management of grassland 
according to a grassland management plan; 
and 

“(IIT) includes a conservation plan, where 
appropriate, and requires, at the option of 
the Secretary, the conversion of highly erod- 
ible cropland to less intensive uses; and 

““(vi) include a limit on the impervious sur- 
faces to be allowed that is consistent with 
the agricultural activities to be conducted. 

“(D) SUBSTITUTION OF QUALIFIED 
PROJECTS.—An agreement shall allow, upon 
mutual agreement of the parties, substi- 
tution of qualified projects that are identi- 
fied at the time of the proposed substitution. 

‘“(E) EFFECT OF VIOLATION.—If a violation 
occurs of a term or condition of an agree- 
ment under this subsection— 

“(i) the agreement may be terminated; and 

“(i) the Secretary may require the eligible 
entity to refund all or part of any payments 
received by the entity under the program, 
with interest on the payments as determined 
appropriate by the Secretary. 

‘‘(5) CERTIFICATION OF ELIGIBLE ENTITIES.— 

“(A) CERTIFICATION PROCESS.—The Sec- 
retary shall establish a process under which 
the Secretary may— 

“(i) directly certify eligible entities that 
meet established criteria; 

‘“(ii) enter into long-term agreements with 
certified eligible entities; and 

“(ii) accept proposals for cost-share as- 
sistance for the purchase of agricultural land 
easements throughout the duration of such 
agreements. 

‘“(B) CERTIFICATION CRITERIA.—In order to 
be certified, an eligible entity shall dem- 
onstrate to the Secretary that the entity 
will maintain, at a minimum, for the dura- 
tion of the agreement— 

“G) a plan for administering easements 
that is consistent with the purpose of this 
subtitle; 
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“(ii) the capacity and resources to monitor 
and enforce agricultural land easements; and 
‘(iii) policies and procedures to ensure— 

“(I) the long-term integrity of agricultural 
land easements on eligible land; 

“(II) timely completion of acquisitions of 
easements; and 

“(IIT) timely and complete evaluation and 
reporting to the Secretary on the use of 
funds provided under the program. 

‘(C) REVIEW AND REVISION.— 

“(i) REVIEW.—The Secretary shall conduct 
a review of eligible entities certified under 
subparagraph (A) every 3 years to ensure 
that such entities are meeting the criteria 
established under subparagraph (B). 

“(ii) REVOCATION.—If the Secretary finds 
that the certified entity no longer meets the 
criteria established under subparagraph (B), 
the Secretary may— 

“(D) allow the certified entity a specified 
period of time, at a minimum 180 days, in 
which to take such actions as may be nec- 
essary to meet the criteria; and 

“(ID) revoke the certification of the entity, 
if after the specified period of time, the cer- 
tified entity does not meet such criteria. 


‘(c) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE.—The Sec- 
retary may provide technical assistance, if 
requested, to assist in— 

“(1) compliance with the terms and condi- 
tions of easements; and 

‘(2) implementation of an agricultural 
land easement plan. 


“SEC. 1265C. WETLAND EASEMENTS. 


“(a) AVAILABILITY OF ASSISTANCE.—The 
Secretary shall provide assistance to owners 
of eligible land to restore, protect, and en- 
hance wetland through— 

“(1) easements and related wetland ease- 
ment plans; and 

“(2) technical assistance. 


‘*(b) HASEMENTS.— 

“(1) METHOD OF ENROLLMENT.—The Sec- 
retary shall enroll eligible land through the 
use of— 

“(A) 30-year easements; 

‘“(B) permanent easements; 

“(C) easements for the maximum duration 
allowed under applicable State laws; or 

‘(D) as an option for Indian tribes only, 30- 
year contracts. 

‘*(2) LIMITATIONS.— 

“(A) INELIGIBLE LAND.—The Secretary may 
not acquire easements on— 

“(i) land established to trees under the 
conservation reserve program, except in 
cases where the Secretary determines it 
would further the purposes of the program; 
and 

“(ii) farmed wetland or converted wetland 
where the conversion was not commenced 
prior to December 23, 1985. 

(B) CHANGES IN OWNERSHIP.—No easement 
shall be created on land that has changed 
ownership during the preceding 24-month pe- 
riod unless— 

“(i) the new ownership was acquired by 
will or succession as a result of the death of 
the previous owner; 

“(Gi)X(T) the ownership change occurred be- 
cause of foreclosure on the land; and 

“(ID immediately before the foreclosure, 
the owner of the land exercises a right of re- 
demption from the mortgage holder in ac- 
cordance with State law; or 

“(iii) the Secretary determines that the 
land was acquired under circumstances that 
give adequate assurances that such land was 
not acquired for the purposes of placing it in 
the program. 

‘(3) EVALUATION AND RANKING OF OFFERS.— 
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“(A) CRITERIA.—The Secretary shall estab- 
lish evaluation and ranking criteria to maxi- 
mize the benefit of Federal investment under 
the program. 

(B) CONSIDERATIONS.—When evaluating of- 
fers from landowners, the Secretary may 
consider— 

“(i) the conservation benefits of obtaining 
an easement or 30-year contract, including 
the potential environmental benefits if the 
land was removed from agricultural produc- 
tion; 

“(ii) the cost-effectiveness of each ease- 
ment or 30-year contract, so as to maximize 
the environmental benefits per dollar ex- 
pended; 

“(iii) whether the landowner or another 
person is offering to contribute financially 
to the cost of the easement or 30-year con- 
tract to leverage Federal funds; and 

“(iv) such other factors as the Secretary 
determines are necessary to carry out the 
purposes of the program. 

“(C) PRIORITY.—The Secretary shall place 
priority on acquiring easements based on the 
value of the easement for protecting and en- 
hancing habitat for migratory birds and 
other wildlife. 

‘(4) AGREEMENT.—To be eligible to place 
eligible land into the program through a 
wetland easement, the owner of such land 
shall enter into an agreement with the Sec- 
retary to— 

“(A) grant an easement on such land to the 
Secretary; 

‘(B) authorize the implementation of a 
wetland easement plan; 

‘“(C) create and record an appropriate deed 
restriction in accordance with applicable 
State law to reflect the easement agreed to; 

‘(D) provide a written statement of con- 
sent to such easement signed by those hold- 
ing a security interest in the land; 

“(E) comply with the terms and conditions 
of the easement and any related agreements; 
and 

‘“(F) permanently retire any existing crop- 
land base and allotment history for the land 
on which the easement has been obtained. 

‘(5) TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF EASEMENT.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—A wetland easement 
shall include terms and conditions that— 

“(i) permit— 

‘““T) repairs, improvements, and inspections 
on the land that are necessary to maintain 
existing public drainage systems; and 

“(II) owners to control public access on the 
easement areas while identifying access 
routes to be used for restoration activities 
and management and easement monitoring; 

‘“(ii) prohibit— 

“(I) the alteration of wildlife habitat and 
other natural features of such land, unless 
specifically authorized by the Secretary; 

“(IT) the spraying of such land with chemi- 
cals or the mowing of such land, except 
where such spraying or mowing is authorized 
by the Secretary or is necessary— 

“(aa) to comply with Federal or State nox- 
ious weed control laws; 

‘“(bb) to comply with a Federal or State 
emergency pest treatment program; or 

‘“(cc) to meet habitat needs of specific 
wildlife species; 

“(III) any activities to be carried out on 
the owner’s or successor’s land that is imme- 
diately adjacent to, and functionally related 
to, the land that is subject to the easement 
if such activities will alter, degrade, or oth- 
erwise diminish the functional value of the 
eligible land; and 

‘(IV) the adoption of any other practice 
that would tend to defeat the purposes of the 
program, as determined by the Secretary; 
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“(ii) provide for the efficient and effective 
establishment of wetland functions and val- 
ues; and 

“(iv) include such additional provisions as 
the Secretary determines are desirable to 
carry out the program or facilitate the prac- 
tical administration thereof. 

‘“(B) VIOLATION.—On the violation of the 
terms or conditions of the easement, the 
easement shall remain in force and the Sec- 
retary may require the owner to refund all 
or part of any payments received by the 
owner under the program, together with in- 
terest thereon as determined appropriate by 
the Secretary. 

“(C) COMPATIBLE USES.—Land subject to a 
wetland easement may be used for compat- 
ible economic uses, including such activities 
as hunting and fishing, managed timber har- 
vest, or periodic haying or grazing, if such 
use is specifically permitted by the wetland 
easement plan and is consistent with the 
long-term protection and enhancement of 
the wetland resources for which the ease- 
ment was established. 

‘“(D) RESERVATION OF GRAZING RIGHTS.—The 
Secretary may include in the terms and con- 
ditions of an easement a provision under 
which the owner reserves grazing rights if— 

‘“(i) the Secretary determines that the res- 
ervation and use of the grazing rights— 

“(I) is compatible with the land subject to 
the easement; 

‘“(ID) is consistent with the historical nat- 
ural uses of the land and long-term protec- 
tion and enhancement goals for which the 
easement was established; and 

“(IIT) complies with the wetland easement 
plan; and 

“Gi) the agreement provides for a commen- 
surate reduction in the easement payment to 
account for the grazing value, as determined 
by the Secretary. 

‘“(E) APPLICATION.—The relevant provisions 
of this paragraph shall also apply to a 30- 
year contract. 

‘(6) COMPENSATION.— 

‘(A) DETERMINATION.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall pay 
as compensation for a permanent easement 
acquired an amount necessary to encourage 
enrollment in the program based on the low- 
est of— 

“(T) the fair market value of the land, as 
determined by the Secretary, using the Uni- 
form Standards of Professional Appraisal 
Practices or an area-wide market analysis or 
survey; 

“(II) the amount corresponding to a geo- 
graphical cap, as determined by the Sec- 
retary in regulations; or 

“(III the offer made by the landowner. 

“(ii) OTHER.—Compensation for a 30-year 
contract or 30-year easement shall be not 
less than 50 percent, but not more than 75 
percent, of the compensation that would be 
paid for a permanent easement. 

“(B) FORM OF PAYMENT.—Compensation 
shall be provided by the Secretary in the 
form of a cash payment, in an amount deter- 
mined under subparagraph (A). 

“(C) PAYMENT SCHEDULE.— 

“(i) EASEMENTS VALUED AT LESS THAN 
$500,000.—For easements valued at $500,000 or 
less, the Secretary may provide easement 
payments in not more than 10 annual pay- 
ments. 

“(ii) EASEMENTS VALUED AT MORE THAN 
$500,000.—For easements valued at more than 
$500,000, the Secretary may provide easement 
payments in at least 5, but not more than 10 
annual payments, except that, if the Sec- 
retary determines it would further the pur- 
poses of the program, the Secretary may 
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make a lump sum payment for such an ease- 
ment. 

‘*(c) EASEMENT RESTORATION.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall pro- 
vide financial assistance to carry out the es- 
tablishment of conservation measures and 
practices and protect wetland functions and 
values, including necessary maintenance ac- 
tivities, as set forth in a wetland easement 
plan. 

(2) PAYMENTS.—The Secretary shall— 

“(A) in the case of a permanent easement, 
pay an amount that is not less than 75 per- 
cent, but not more than 100 percent, of the 
eligible costs; and 

‘“(B) in the case of a 30-year contract or 30- 
year easement, pay an amount that is not 
less than 50 percent, but not more than 75 
percent, of the eligible costs. 

‘*(d) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall as- 
sist owners in complying with the terms and 
conditions of easements and 30-year con- 
tracts. 

‘(2) CONTRACTS OR AGREEMENTS.—The Sec- 
retary may enter into 1 or more contracts 
with private entities or agreements with a 
State, non-governmental organization, or In- 
dian tribe to carry out necessary restora- 
tion, enhancement or maintenance of an 
easement if the Secretary determines that 
the contract or agreement will advance the 
purposes of the program. 

‘“(e) WETLAND ENHANCEMENT OPTION.—The 
Secretary may enter into 1 or more agree- 
ments with a State (including a political 
subdivision or agency of a State), nongovern- 
mental organization, or Indian tribe to carry 
out a special wetland enhancement option 
that the Secretary determines would ad- 
vance the purposes of the program. 

““(f) ADMINISTRATION.— 

‘(1) WETLAND EASEMENT PLAN.—The Sec- 
retary shall develop a wetland easement plan 
for eligible land subject to a wetland ease- 
ment, which will include the practices and 
activities necessary to restore, protect, en- 
hance, and maintain the enrolled land. 

‘(2) DELEGATION OF EASEMENT ADMINISTRA- 
TION.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may dele- 
gate any of the easement management, mon- 
itoring, and enforcement responsibilities of 
the Secretary to other Federal or State 
agencies that have the appropriate author- 
ity, expertise and resources necessary to 
carry out such delegated responsibilities or 
to other conservation organizations if the 
Secretary determines the organization has 
similar expertise and resources. 

“(B) LIMITATION.—The Secretary shall not 
delegate any of the monitoring or enforce- 
ment responsibilities under the program to 
conservation organizations. 

‘(3) PAYMENTS.— 

“(A) TIMING OF PAYMENTS.—The Secretary 
shall provide payment for obligations in- 
curred by the Secretary under this section— 

“(i) with respect to any easement restora- 
tion obligation as soon as possible after the 
obligation is incurred; and 

“(ii) with respect to any annual easement 
payment obligation incurred by the Sec- 
retary as soon as possible after October 1 of 
each calendar year. 

“(B) PAYMENTS TO OTHERS.—If an owner 
who is entitled to a payment dies, becomes 
incompetent, is otherwise unable to receive 
such payment, or is succeeded by another 
person or entity who renders or completes 
the required performance, the Secretary 
shall make such payment, in accordance 
with regulations prescribed by the Secretary 
and without regard to any other provision of 
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law, in such manner as the Secretary deter- 
mines is fair and reasonable in light of all of 
the circumstances. 

“SEC. 1265D. ADMINISTRATION. 

“(a) INELIGIBLE LAND.—The Secretary may 
not acquire an easement under the program 
on— 

“(1) land owned by an agency of the United 
States, other than land held in trust for In- 
dian tribes; 

“(2) land owned in fee title by a State, in- 
cluding an agency or a subdivision of a 
State, or a unit of local government; 

“(3) land subject to an easement or deed re- 
striction which, as determined by the Sec- 
retary, provides similar protection as would 
be provided by enrollment in the program; 
and 

“(4) land where the purposes of the pro- 
gram would be undermined due to on-site or 
off-site conditions, such as risk of hazardous 
substances, proposed or existing rights of 
way, infrastructure development, or adjacent 
land uses. 

‘“(b) PRIORITY.—In evaluating applications 
under the program, the Secretary may give 
priority to land that is currently enrolled in 
the conservation reserve program in a con- 
tract that is set to expire within 1 year and— 

“(1) in the case of an agricultural land 
easement, is grassland that would benefit 
from protection under a long-term easement; 
and 

“(2) in the case of a wetland easement, is a 
wetland or related area with the highest 
functions and values and is likely to return 
to production after the land leaves the con- 
servation reserve program. 

‘(¢) SUBORDINATION, EXCHANGE, MODIFICA- 
TION, AND TERMINATION.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may sub- 
ordinate, exchange, terminate, or modify 
any interest in land, or portion of such inter- 
est, administered by the Secretary, either di- 
rectly or on behalf of the Commodity Credit 
Corporation under the program when the 
Secretary determines that— 

“(A) it is in the Federal Government’s in- 
terest to subordinate, exchange, modify or 
terminate the interest in land; 

“(B) the subordination, exchange, 
fication, or termination action— 

“(i) will address a compelling public need 
for which there is no practicable alternative, 
or 

“(ii) such action will further the practical 
administration of the program; and 

“(C) the subordination, exchange, modi- 
fication, or termination action will result in 
comparable conservation value and equiva- 
lent or greater economic value to the United 
States. 

‘(2) CONSULTATION.—The Secretary shall 
work with the current owner, and eligible 
entity if applicable, to address any subordi- 
nation, exchange, termination, or modifica- 
tion of the interest, or portion of such inter- 
est in land. 

““(3) NOTICE.—At least 90 days before taking 
any termination action described in para- 
graph (1), the Secretary shall provide written 
notice of such action to the Committee on 
Agriculture of the House of Representatives 
and the Committee on Agriculture, Nutri- 
tion, and Forestry of the Senate. 

‘“(d) LAND ENROLLED IN OTHER PROGRAMS.— 

‘*(1) CONSERVATION RESERVE PROGRAM.—The 
Secretary may terminate or modify an exist- 
ing contract entered into under section 
1231(a) if eligible land that is subject to such 
contract is transferred into the program. 

‘(2) OTHER.—Land enrolled in the wetlands 
reserve program, grassland reserve program, 
or farmland protection program shall be con- 
sidered enrolled in this program. 


modi- 
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“(e) ALLOCATION OF FUNDS FOR AGRICUL- 
TURAL LAND EASEMENTS.—Of the funds made 
available under section 1241 to carry out the 
program for a fiscal year, the Secretary 
shall, to the extent practicable, use no less 
than 40 percent for agricultural land ease- 
ments.’’. 

(b) COMPLIANCE WITH CERTAIN REQUIRE- 
MENTS.—Before an eligible entity or owner of 
eligible land may receive assistance under 
subtitle H of title XII of the Food Security 
Act of 1985, the eligible entity or person shall 
agree, during the crop year for which the as- 
sistance is provided and in exchange for the 
assistance— 

(1) to comply with applicable conservation 
requirements under subtitle B of title XII of 
that Act (16 U.S.C. 3811 et seq.); and 

(2) to comply with applicable wetland pro- 
tection requirements under subtitle C of 
title XII of that Act (16 U.S.C. 3821 et seq.). 

(c) CROSS REFERENCE.—Section 1244 of the 
Food Security Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3844) is 
amended— 

(1) in subsection (c)— 

(A) in paragraph (1)— 

(i) by inserting ‘‘and’’ at the end of sub- 
paragraph (A); 

(ii) by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of sub- 
paragraph (B); and 

(iii) by striking subparagraph (C); 

(B) by redesignating paragraph (2) as para- 
graph (3); and 

(C) by inserting after paragraph (1) the fol- 
lowing: 

(2) the Agricultural Conservation Ease- 
ment Program established under subtitle H; 
and’’; and 

(2) in subsection (f)— 

(A) in paragraph (1)— 

(i) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘pro- 
grams administered under subchapters B and 
C of chapter 1 of subtitle D” and inserting 
“conservation reserve program established 
under subchapter B of chapter 1 of subtitle D 
and the Agricultural Conservation Easement 
Program under subtitle H using wetland 
easements under section 1265C’’; and 

(ii) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘‘sub- 
chapter C of chapter 1 of subtitle D” and in- 
serting ‘‘the Agricultural Conservation Ease- 
ment Program under subtitle H using wet- 
land easements under section 12650”; and 


(B) in paragraph (4), by striking ‘‘sub- 
chapter C” and inserting ‘‘subchapter B”. 
(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 


made by this section shall take effect on Oc- 
tober 1, 2012. 
Subtitle E—Regional Conservation 
Partnership Program 
SEC. 2401. REGIONAL CONSERVATION PARTNER- 
SHIP PROGRAM. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Title XII of the Food Se- 
curity Act of 1985 is amended by inserting 
after subtitle H (as added by section 2301) the 
following: 

“Subtitle I—Regional Conservation 
Partnership Program 
“SEC. 1271. ESTABLISHMENT AND PURPOSES. 

“(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Secretary shall 
establish a Regional Conservation Partner- 
ship Program to implement eligible activi- 
ties through— 

“(1) partnership agreements with eligible 
partners; and 

““(2) contracts with producers. 

‘“(b) PURPOSES.—The purposes of the pro- 
gram are— 

“(1) to combine the purposes and coordi- 
nate the functions of— 

“(A) the agricultural water enhancement 
program established under section 12401; 

“(B) the Chesapeake Bay watershed pro- 
gram established under section 1240Q; 
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‘“(C) the cooperative conservation partner- 
ship initiative established under section 1243; 
and 

‘(D) the Great Lakes basin program for 
soil erosion and sediment control established 
under section 1240P;. 

“(2) to further the conservation, restora- 
tion, and sustainable use of soil, water, wild- 
life, and related natural resources on a re- 
gional or watershed scale; and 

(3) to encourage partners to cooperate 
with producers in— 

“(A) meeting or avoiding the need for na- 
tional, State, and local natural resource reg- 
ulatory requirements related to production; 
and 

‘“(B) implementing projects that will result 
in the installation and maintenance of eligi- 
ble activities that affect multiple agricul- 
tural or nonindustrial private forest oper- 
ations on a local, regional, State, or multi- 
State basis. 


“SEC. 1271A. DEFINITIONS. 


“In this subtitle: 

“(1) COVERED PROGRAMS.—The term ‘cov- 
ered programs’ means— 

“(A) the agricultural conservation ease- 
ment program; 

‘(B) the environmental quality incentives 
program; and 

“(C) the conservation stewardship pro- 
gram. 

‘(2) ELIGIBLE ACTIVITY.—The term ‘eligible 
activity’ means any of the following con- 
servation activities when delivered through 
a covered program: 

“(A) Water quality restoration or enhance- 
ment projects, including nutrient manage- 
ment and sediment reduction. 

‘(B) Water quantity conservation, restora- 
tion, or enhancement projects relating to 
surface water and groundwater resources, in- 
cluding— 

“(i) the conversion of irrigated cropland to 
the production of less water-intensive agri- 
cultural commodities or dryland farming; 
and 

“(i) irrigation system improvement and 
irrigation efficiency enhancement. 

‘“(C) Drought mitigation. 

‘(D) Flood prevention. 

“(E) Water retention. 

“(F) Habitat conservation, restoration, and 
enhancement. 

““(G) Erosion control. 

“(H) Other related activities that the Sec- 
retary determines will help achieve con- 
servation benefits. 

‘“(3) ELIGIBLE PARTNER.—The term ‘eligible 
partner’ means any of the following: 

“(A) An agricultural or silvicultural pro- 
ducer association or other group of pro- 
ducers. 

“(B) A State or unit of local government. 

“(C) An Indian tribe. 

‘“(D) A farmer cooperative. 

“(E) An institution of higher education. 

“(F) An organization with an established 
history of working cooperatively with pro- 
ducers on agricultural land, as determined 
by the Secretary, to address— 

“(i) local conservation priorities related to 
agricultural production, wildlife habitat de- 
velopment, and nonindustrial private forest 
land management; or 

“(ii) critical watershed-scale soil erosion, 
water quality, sediment reduction, or other 
natural resource concerns. 

‘“(4) PARTNERSHIP AGREEMENT.—The term 
‘partnership agreement’ means an agreement 
between the Secretary and an eligible part- 
ner. 
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‘(5) PROGRAM.—The term ‘program’ means 
the Regional Conservation Partnership Pro- 
gram established by this subtitle. 
“SEC. 1271B. REGIONAL CONSERVATION 

NERSHIPS. 

“(a) PARTNERSHIP AGREEMENTS AUTHOR- 
IZED.—The Secretary may enter into a part- 
nership agreement with an eligible partner 
to implement a project that will assist pro- 
ducers with installing and maintaining an el- 
igible activity. 

‘“(b) LENGTH.—A partnership agreement 
shall be for a period not to exceed 5 years, 
except that the Secretary may extend the 
agreement 1 time for up to 12 months when 
an extension is necessary to meet the objec- 
tives of the program. 

‘*(¢) DUTIES OF PARTNERS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Under a partnership 
agreement, the eligible partner shall— 

“(A) define the scope of a project, includ- 
ing— 

“(i) the eligible activities to be imple- 
mented; 

“(ii) the potential agricultural or non- 
industrial private forest operations affected; 

“(iii) the local, State, multi-State or other 
geographic area covered; and 

“(iv) the planning, outreach, implementa- 
tion and assessment to be conducted; 

“(B) conduct outreach and education to 
producers for potential participation in the 
project; 

“(C) at the request of a producer, act on 
behalf of a producer participating in the 
project in applying for assistance under sec- 
tion 1271C; 

“(D) leverage financial or technical assist- 
ance provided by the Secretary with addi- 
tional funds to help achieve the project ob- 
jectives; 

“(E) conduct an assessment of the project’s 
effects; and 

‘(F) at the conclusion of the project, re- 
port to the Secretary on its results and funds 
leveraged. 

‘(2) CONTRIBUTION.—A partner shall pro- 
vide a significant portion of the overall costs 
of the scope of the project as determined by 
the Secretary. 

‘(d) APPLICATIONS.— 

(1) COMPETITIVE PROCESS.—The Secretary 
shall conduct a competitive process to select 
applications for partnership agreements and 
may assess and rank applications with simi- 
lar conservation purposes as a group. 

“(2) CRITERIA USED.—In carrying out the 
process described in paragraph (1), the Sec- 
retary shall make public the criteria used in 
evaluating applications. 

‘(3) CONTENT.—An application to the Sec- 
retary shall include a description of— 

“(A) the scope of the project as described 
in subsection (c)(1)(A); 

‘(B) the plan for monitoring, evaluating, 
and reporting on progress made towards 
achieving the project’s objectives; 

“(C) the program resources requested for 
the project, including the covered programs 
to be used and estimated funding needed 
from the Secretary; 

‘(D) the partners collaborating to achieve 
project objectives, including their roles, re- 
sponsibilities, capabilities, and financial 
contribution; and 

“(E) any other elements the Secretary con- 
siders necessary to adequately evaluate and 
competitively select applications for funding 
under the program. 

‘‘(4) APPLICATION SELECTION.— 

‘(A) PRIORITY TO CERTAIN APPLICATIONS.— 
The Secretary shall give a higher priority to 
applications that— 
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“(i) assist producers in meeting or avoiding 
the need for a natural resource regulatory 
requirement; 

“(ii) significantly leverage non-Federal fi- 
nancial and technical resources and coordi- 
nate with other local, State, regional, or na- 
tional efforts; 

“Gii) deliver high percentages of applied 
conservation to address conservation prior- 
ities or local, State, regional, or national 
conservation initiatives; or 

“(iv) provide innovation in conservation 
methods and delivery, including outcome- 
based performance measures and methods. 

‘“(B) OTHER APPLICATIONS.—The Secretary 
may give priority to applications that— 

“() have a high percentage of producers in 
the area to be covered by the agreement; or 

“Gi) meet other factors that are important 
for achieving the purposes of the program, as 
determined by the Secretary. 

“SEC. 1271C. ASSISTANCE TO PRODUCERS. 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall 
enter into contracts to provide financial and 
technical assistance to— 

“(1) producers participating in a project 
with an eligible partner as described in sec- 
tion 1271B; or 

““(2) producers that fit within the scope of 
a project described in section 1271B or a crit- 
ical conservation area designated pursuant 
to section 1271F, but who are seeking to im- 
plement an eligible activity independent of a 
partner. 

‘“(b) TERMS AND CONDITIONS.— 

‘(1) CONSISTENCY WITH PROGRAM RULES.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
subparagraph (B), the Secretary shall ensure 
that the terms and conditions of a contract 
under this section are consistent with the 
applicable rules of the covered programs to 
be used as part of the project, as described in 
the application under section 1271B(d)(3)(C). 

“(B) ADJUSTMENTS.—Except for statutory 
program requirements governing appeals, 
payment limitations, and conservation com- 
pliance, the Secretary may adjust the discre- 
tionary program rules of a covered pro- 
gram— 

“(i) to provide a simplified application and 
evaluation process; and 

“Gi) to better reflect unique local cir- 
cumstances and purposes if the Secretary de- 
termines such adjustments are necessary to 
achieve the purposes of the program. 

“(2) ALTERNATIVE FUNDING ARRANGE- 
MENTS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—For the purposes of pro- 
viding assistance for land described in sub- 
section (a) and section 1271F, the Secretary 
may enter into alternative funding arrange- 
ments with a multistate water resource 
agency or authority if— 

“(i) the Secretary determines that the 
goals and objectives of the program will be 
met by the alternative funding arrange- 
ments; 

“(ii) the agency or authority certifies that 
the limitations established under this sec- 
tion on agreements with individual pro- 
ducers will not be exceeded; and 

“Gii) all participating producers meet ap- 
plicable payment eligibility provisions. 

“(B) CONDITIONS.—As a condition on re- 
ceipt of funding under subparagraph (A), the 
multistate water resource agency or author- 
ity shall agree— 

“(i) to submit an annual independent audit 
to the Secretary that describes the use of 
funds under this paragraph; 

“Gi) to provide any data necessary for the 
Secretary to issue a report on the use of 
funds under this paragraph; and 

““(jii) not to use any funds for administra- 
tion or contracting with another entity. 
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“(C) LIMITATION.—The Secretary may enter 
into not more than 10 alternative funding ar- 
rangements under this paragraph. 

“(c) PAYMENTS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—In accordance with stat- 
utory requirements of the covered programs 
involved, the Secretary may make payments 
to a producer in an amount determined by 
the Secretary to be necessary to achieve the 
purposes of the program. 

‘(2) PAYMENTS TO CERTAIN PRODUCERS.— 
The Secretary may provide payments for a 
period of 5 years— 

“(A) to producers participating in a project 
that addresses water quantity concerns and 
in an amount sufficient to encourage conver- 
sion from irrigated to dryland farming; and 

‘“(B) to producers participating in a project 
that addresses water quality concerns and in 
an amount sufficient to encourage adoption 
of conservation practices and systems that 
improve nutrient management. 

‘(3) WAIVER AUTHORITY.—To assist in the 
implementation of the program, the Sec- 
retary may waive the applicability of the 
limitation in section 1001D(b)(2) of this Act 
for participating producers if the Secretary 
determines that the waiver is necessary to 
fulfill the objectives of the program. 

“SEC. 1271D. FUNDING. 

“(a) AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS.—The Sec- 
retary shall use $100,000,000 of the funds of 
the Commodity Credit Corporation for each 
of fiscal years 2013 through 2017 to carry out 
the program established under this subtitle. 

‘(b) DURATION OF AVAILABILITY.—Funds 
made available under subsection (a) shall re- 
main available until expended. 

“(c) ADDITIONAL FUNDING AND ACRES.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—In addition to the funds 
made available under subsection (a), the Sec- 
retary shall reserve 8 percent of the funds 
and acres made available for a covered pro- 
gram for each of fiscal years 2013 through 
2017 in order to ensure additional resources 
are available to carry out this program. 

‘((2) UNUSED FUNDS AND ACRES.—Any funds 
or acres reserved under paragraph (1) for a 
fiscal year from a covered program that are 
not obligated under this program by April 1 
of that fiscal year shall be returned for use 
under the covered program. 

“(d) ALLOCATION OF FUNDING.—Of the funds 
and acres made available for the program 
under subsections (a) and (c), the Secretary 
shall allocate— 

“(1) 25 percent of the funds and acres to 
projects based on a State competitive proc- 
ess administered by the State conserva- 
tionist, with the advice of the State tech- 
nical committee; 

‘“(2) 40 percent of the funds and acres to 
projects based on a national competitive 
process to be established by the Secretary; 
and 

“(3) 35 percent of the funds and acres to 
projects for the critical conservation areas 
designated in section 1271F. 

“(e) LIMITATION ON ADMINISTRATIVE EX- 
PENSES.—None of the funds made available 
under the program may be used to pay for 
the administrative expenses of partners. 
“SEC. 1271E. ADMINISTRATION. 

“(a) DISCLOSURE.—In addition to the cri- 
teria used in evaluating applications as de- 
scribed in section 1271B(d)(2), the Secretary 
shall make publicly available information on 
projects selected through the competitive 
process described in section 1271B(d)(1). 

‘*(b) REPORTING.—Not later than December 
81, 2013, and for every 2 years thereafter, the 
Secretary shall submit to the Committee on 
Agriculture of the House of Representatives 
and the Committee on Agriculture, Nutri- 
tion, and Forestry of the Senate a report on 
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the status of projects funded under the pro- 
gram, including— 

“(1) the number and types of partners and 
producers participating in the partnership 
agreements selected; 

‘“(2) the number of producers receiving as- 
sistance; 

“(3) total funding committed to projects, 
including Federal and non-Federal resources; 
and 

“(4) a description of how the funds under 
section 1271C(b)(3) are being administered, 
including— 

“(A) any oversight mechanisms that the 
Secretary has implemented; 

‘(B) the process through which the Sec- 
retary is resolving appeals by program par- 
ticipants; and 

“(C) the means by which the Secretary is 
tracking adherence to any applicable provi- 
sions for payment eligibility. 

“SEC. 1271F. CRITICAL CONSERVATION AREAS. 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—When administering the 
funding described in section 1271D(d)(3), the 
Secretary shall select applications for part- 
nership agreements and producer contracts 
within designated critical conservation 
areas. 

‘(b) CRITICAL CONSERVATION AREA DES- 
IGNATIONS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall des- 
ignate up to 6 geographical areas as critical 
conservation areas based on the degree to 
which an area— 

“(A) includes multiple States with signifi- 
cant agricultural production; 

“(B) is covered by an existing regional, 
State, binational, or multistate agreement 
or plan that has established objectives, goals 
and work plans and is adopted by a Federal, 
State, or regional authority; 

“(C) has water quality concerns, including 
concerns for reducing erosion, promoting 
sediment control, and addressing nutrient 
management activities affecting large bodies 
of water of regional, national, or inter- 
national significance; 

‘(D) has water quantity concerns, includ- 
ing— 

“(i) concerns for groundwater, surface 
water, aquifer, or other water sources; or 

“(ii) a need to promote water retention and 
flood prevention; or 

“(E) is subject to regulatory requirements 
that could reduce the economic scope of ag- 
ricultural operations within the area. 

“(2) EXPIRATION.—Critical conservation 
area designations under this section shall ex- 
pire after 5 years, subject to redesignation, 
except that the Secretary may withdraw des- 
ignation from an area if the Secretary finds 
the area no longer meets the conditions de- 
scribed in paragraph (1). 

‘*(¢) ADMINISTRATION.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
paragraph (2), the Secretary shall administer 
any partnership agreement or producer con- 
tract under this section in a manner that is 
consistent with the terms of the program. 

‘(2) RELATIONSHIP TO EXISTING ACTIVITY.— 
The Secretary shall, to the maximum extent 
practicable, ensure that eligible activities 
carried out in critical conservation areas 
designated under this section complement 
and are consistent with other Federal and 
State programs and water quality and quan- 
tity strategies.’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by this section shall take effect on Oc- 
tober 1, 2012. 

Subtitle F—Other Conservation Programs 
SEC. 2501. CONSERVATION OF PRIVATE GRAZING 

LAND. 

Section 1240M(e) of the Food Security Act 

of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3839bb(e)) is amended in- 
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serting ‘‘and $30,000,000 for each of fiscal 
years 2013 through 2017” before the period at 
the end. 
SEC. 2502. GRASSROOTS SOURCE WATER PRO- 
TECTION PROGRAM. 

Section 12400(b) of the Food Security Act 
of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3839bb-2(b)) is amended by 
inserting ‘‘and $15,000,000 for each of fiscal 
years 2013 through 2017” before the period at 
the end. 

SEC. 2503. VOLUNTARY PUBLIC ACCESS AND 
HABITAT INCENTIVE PROGRAM. 

(a) FUNDING.—Section 1240R(f) of the Food 
Security Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3839bb-5(f)) is 
amended by inserting ‘‘and $40,000,000 for the 
period of fiscal years 2013 through 2017” þe- 
fore the period at the end . 

(b) REPORT ON PROGRAM EFFECTIVENESS.— 
Not later than 2 years after the date of en- 
actment of this Act, the Secretary of Agri- 
culture shall submit to the Committee on 
Agriculture of the House of Representatives 
and the Committee on Agriculture, Nutri- 
tion, and Forestry of the Senate a report 
evaluating the effectiveness of the voluntary 
public access and habitat incentive program 
established by section 1240R of the Food Se- 
curity Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3839bb-5), includ- 
ing— 

(1) identifying cooperating agencies; 

(2) identifying the number of land holdings 
and total acres enrolled by State; 

(3) evaluating the extent of improved ac- 
cess on eligible land, improved wildlife habi- 
tat, and related economic benefits; and 

(4) any other relevant information and 
data relating to the program that would be 
helpful to such Committees. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by this section shall take effect on Oc- 
tober 1, 2012. 

SEC. 2504. AGRICULTURE CONSERVATION EXPE- 
RIENCED SERVICES PROGRAM. 

(a) FUNDING.—Section 1252 of the Food Se- 
curity Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3851) is amended 
by striking subsection (c) and inserting the 
following: 

“*(¢) FUNDING.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may carry 
out the ACES program using funds made 
available to carry out each program under 
this title. 

‘“(2) EXCLUSION.—Funds made available to 
carry out the conservation reserve program 
may not be used to carry out the ACES pro- 
gram.’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by this section shall take effect on Oc- 
tober 1, 2012. 

SEC. 2505. SMALL WATERSHED REHABILITATION 
PROGRAM. 

Section 14(h)(2)(E) of the Watershed Pro- 
tection and Flood Prevention Act (16 U.S.C. 
1012(h)(2)(E)) is amended by striking ‘‘2012’’ 
and inserting ‘‘2017’’. 

SEC. 2506. TERMINAL LAKES ASSISTANCE. 

Section 2507 of the Food, Security, and 
Rural Investment Act of 2002 (48 U.S.C. 2211 
note; Public Law 107-171) is amended to read 
as follows: 

“SEC. 2507. TERMINAL LAKES ASSISTANCE. 

“(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 

“(1) ELIGIBLE LAND.—The term ‘eligible 
land’ means privately owned agricultural 
land (including land in which a State has a 
property interest as a result of state water 
law)— 

“(A) that a landowner voluntarily agrees 
to sell to a State; and 

“(B) which— 

**(j)(1) is ineligible for enrollment as a wet- 
land easement established under the Agricul- 
tural Conservation Easement Program under 
subtitle H of the Food Security Act of 1985; 
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“(ID is flooded to— 

“(aa) an average depth of at least 6.5 feet; 
or 

“(bb) a level below which the State deter- 
mines the management of the water level is 
beyond the control of the State or land- 
owner; or 

“(III) is inaccessible for agricultural use 
due to the flooding of adjoining property 
(such as islands of agricultural land created 
by flooding); 

“(i) is located within a watershed with 
water rights available for lease or purchase; 
and 

“(iii) has been used during at least 5 of the 
immediately preceding 30 years— 

“(I) to produce crops or hay; or 

‘(ID) as livestock pasture or grazing. 

‘(2) PROGRAM.—The term ‘program’ means 
the voluntary land purchase program estab- 
lished under this section. 

“(3) TERMINAL LAKE.—The term ‘terminal 
lake’ means a lake and its associated ripar- 
ian and watershed resources that is— 

“(A) considered flooded because there is no 
natural outlet for water accumulating in the 
lake or the associated riparian area such 
that the watershed and surrounding land is 
consistently flooded; or 

“(B) considered terminal because it has no 
natural outlet and is at risk due to a history 
of consistent Federal assistance to address 
critical resource conditions, including insuf- 
ficient water available to meet the needs of 
the lake, general uses, and water rights. 

“(b) ASSISTANCE.—The Secretary shall— 

“(1) provide grants under subsection (c) for 
the purchase of eligible land impacted by a 
terminal lake described in subsection 
(a)(3)(A); and 

‘“(2) provide funds to the Secretary of the 
Interior pursuant to subsection (e)(2) with 
assistance in accordance with subsection (d) 
for terminal lakes described in subsection 
(a)(3)(B). 

“(c) LAND PURCHASE GRANTS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Using funds provided 
under subsection (e)(1), the Secretary shall 
make available land purchase grants to 
States for the purchase of eligible land in ac- 
cordance with this subsection. 

‘*(2) IMPLEMENTATION.— 

“(A) AMOUNT.—A land purchase grant shall 
be in an amount not to exceed the lesser of— 

“(i) 50 percent of the total purchase price 
per acre of the eligible land; or 

“(i)(I) in the case of eligible land that was 
used to produce crops or hay, $400 per acre; 
and 

“(ID) in the case of eligible land that was 
pasture or grazing land, $200 per acre. 

‘(B) DETERMINATION OF PURCHASE PRICE.— 
A State purchasing eligible land with a land 
purchase grant shall ensure, to the max- 
imum extent practicable, that the purchase 
price of such land reflects the value, if any, 
of other encumbrances on the eligible land to 
be purchased, including easements and min- 
eral rights. 

“(C) COST-SHARE REQUIRED.—To be eligible 
to receive a land purchase grant, a State 
shall provide matching non-Federal funds in 
an amount equal to 50 percent of the amount 
described in subparagraph (A), including ad- 
ditional non-Federal funds. 

‘(D) CONDITIONS.—To receive a land pur- 
chase grant, a State shall agree— 

“(i) to ensure that any eligible land pur- 
chased is— 

‘(T) conveyed in fee simple to the State; 
and 

“(JI) free from mortgages or other liens at 
the time title is transferred; 

“(ii) to maintain ownership of the eligible 
land in perpetuity; 
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“(iii) to pay (from funds other than grant 
dollars awarded) any costs associated with 
the purchase of eligible land under this sec- 
tion, including surveys and legal fees; and 

“(iv) to Keep eligible land in a conserving 
use, as defined by the Secretary. 

“(E) LOSS OF FEDERAL BENEFITS.—Eligible 
land purchased with a grant under this sec- 
tion shall lose eligibility for any benefits 
under other Federal programs, including— 

“(i) benefits under title XII of the Food Se- 
curity Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3801 et seq.); 

“(ii) benefits under the Federal Crop Insur- 
ance Act (7 U.S.C. 1501 et seq.); and 

“(iii) covered benefits described in section 
1001D(b) of the Food Security Act of 1985 (7 
U.S.C. 1308-3a). 

“(F) PROHIBITION.—Any Federal rights or 
benefits associated with eligible land prior 
to purchase by a State may not be trans- 
ferred to any other land or person in antici- 
pation of or as a result of such purchase. 

‘(d) WATER ASSISTANCE.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of the In- 
terior, acting through the Commissioner of 
Reclamation, may use the funds described in 
subsection (e)(2) to administer and provide 
financial assistance to carry out this sub- 
section to provide water and assistance to a 
terminal lake described in subsection 
(a)(8)(B) through willing sellers or willing 
participants only— 

“(A) to lease water; 

‘(B) to purchase land, water appurtenant 
to the land, and related interests; and 

‘(C) to carry out research, support and 
conservation activities for associated fish, 
wildlife, plant, and habitat resources.” 

‘(2) EXCLUSIONS.—The Secretary of the In- 
terior may not use this subsection to deliver 
assistance to the Great Salt Lake in Utah, 
lakes that are considered dry lakes, or other 
lakes that do not meet the purposes of this 
section, as determined by the Secretary of 
the Interior. 

‘*(3) TRANSITIONAL PROVISION.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of this section, any funds 
made available before the date of enactment 
of the Agriculture Reform, Food, and Jobs 
Act of 2012 under a provision of law described 
in subparagraph (B) shall remain available 
using the provisions of law (including regula- 
tions) in effect on the day before the date of 
enactment of that Act. 

‘(B) DESCRIBED LAWS.—The provisions of 
law described in this section are— 

“(i) section 2507 of the Farm Security and 
Rural Investment Act of 2002 (48 U.S.C. 2211 
note; Public Law 107-171) (as in effect on the 
day before the date of enactment of the Agri- 
culture Reform, Food, and Jobs Act of 2012); 

“(ii) section 207 of the Energy and Water 
Development Appropriations Act, 2003 (Pub- 
lic Law 108-7; 117 Stat. 146); 

“(iii) section 208 of the Energy and Water 
Development Appropriations Act, 2006 (Pub- 
lic Law 109-103; 119 Stat. 2268, 123 Stat. 2856); 
and 

“(iv) section 208 of the Energy and Water 
Development and Related Agencies Appro- 
priations Act, 2010 (Public Law 111-85; 123 
Stat. 2858, 123 Stat. 2967, 125 Stat. 867). 

‘(e) FUNDING.— 

‘(1) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to the 
Secretary to carry out subsection (c) 
$25,000,000, to remain available until ex- 
pended. 

‘(2) COMMODITY CREDIT CORPORATION.—AS 
soon as practicable after the date of enact- 
ment of the Agriculture Reform, Food, and 
Jobs Act of 2012, the Secretary shall transfer 
to the Bureau of Reclamation Water and Re- 
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lated Resources Account $150,000,000 from the 
funds of the Commodity Credit Corporation 
to carry out subsection (d), to remain avail- 
able until expended.’’. 

Subtitle G—Funding and Administration 
SEC. 2601. FUNDING. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 1241 of the Food 
Security Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3841) is amend- 
ed by striking subsection (a) and inserting 
the following: 

“(a) ANNUAL FUNDING.—For each of fiscal 
years 2013 through 2017, the Secretary shall 
use the funds, facilities, and authorities of 
the Commodity Credit Corporation to carry 
out the following programs under this title 
(including the provision of technical assist- 
ance): 

“(1) The conservation reserve program 
under subchapter B of chapter 1 of subtitle 
D, including, to the maximum extent prac- 
ticable— 

“(A) $10,000,000 for the period of fiscal 
years 2013 through 2017 to provide payments 
under paragraph (3) of section 1234(b) in con- 
nection with thinning activities conducted 
on land described in subparagraph (B)(iii) of 
that paragraph; and 

“*(B) $50,000,000 for the period of fiscal years 
2013 through 2017 to carry out section 1235(f) 
to facilitate the transfer of land subject to 
contracts from retired or retiring owners and 
operators to beginning farmers or ranchers 
and socially disadvantaged farmers or ranch- 
ers. 

“(2) The Agricultural Conservation Ease- 
ment Program under subtitle H using to the 
maximum extent practicable— 

**(A) $223,000,000 for fiscal year 2018; 

“*(B) $702,000,000 for fiscal year 2014; 

““(C) $500,000,000 for fiscal year 2015; 

‘‘(D) $525,000,000 for fiscal year 2016; and 

‘“(E) $250,000,000 for fiscal year 2017. 

“(3) The conservation security program 
under subchapter A of chapter 2 of subtitle 
D, using such sums as are necessary to ad- 
minister contracts entered into before Sep- 
tember 30, 2008. 

(4) The conservation stewardship program 
under subchapter B of chapter 2 of subtitle 
D. 

“(5) The environmental quality incentives 
program under chapter 4 of subtitle D, using, 
to the maximum extent practicable— 

“*(A) $1,455,000,000 for fiscal year 2013; 

““(B) $1,645,000,000 for fiscal year 2014; and 

“(C) $1,650,000,000 for each of fiscal years 
2015 through 2017.’’. 

(b) GUARANTEED AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS.— 
Section 1241 of the Food Security Act of 1985 
(16 U.S.C. 3841) is amended— 

(1) by = redesignating subsections (b) 
through (h) as subsections (c) through (i), re- 
spectively; and 

(2) by inserting after subsection (a) the fol- 
lowing: 

“(b) AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS.—Amounts 
made available by subsection (a) shall be 
used by the Secretary to carry out the pro- 
grams specified in such subsection for fiscal 
years 2013 through 2017 and shall remain 
available until expended. Amounts made 
available for the programs specified in such 
subsection during a fiscal year through 
modifications, cancellations, terminations, 
and other related administrative actions and 
not obligated in that fiscal year shall remain 
available for obligation during subsequent 
fiscal years, but shall reduce the amount of 
additional funds made available in the subse- 
quent fiscal year by an amount equal to the 
amount remaining unobligated.’’. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall take effect on Oc- 
tober 1, 2012. 


June 12, 2012 


SEC. 2602. TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE. 


Section 1241 of the Food Security Act of 
1985 (16 U.S.C. 3841) is amended by striking 
subsection (c) (as redesignated by section 
2601(b)(1)) and inserting the following: 


‘*(c) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE.— 

“(1) AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS.—Commodity 
Credit Corporation funds made available for 
a fiscal year for each of the programs speci- 
fied in subsection (a)— 

“(A) shall be available for the provision of 
technical assistance for the programs for 
which funds are made available as necessary 
to implement the programs effectively; and 

‘“(B) shall not be available for the provi- 
sion of technical assistance for conservation 
programs specified in subsection (a) other 
than the program for which the funds were 
made available. 

(2) REPORT.—Not later than December 31, 
2012, the Secretary shall submit (and update 
as necessary in subsequent years) to the 
Committee on Agriculture of the House of 
Representatives and the Committee on Agri- 
culture, Nutrition, and Forestry of the Sen- 
ate a report— 

“(A) detailing the amount of technical as- 
sistance funds requested and apportioned in 
each program specified in subsection (a) dur- 
ing the preceding fiscal year; and 

‘“(B) any other data relating to this provi- 
sion that would be helpful to such Commit- 
tees.”’. 


SEC. 2603. REGIONAL EQUITY. 


Section 1241 of the Food Security Act of 
1985 (16 U.S.C. 3841) is amended by striking 
subsection (e) (as redesignated by section 
2601(b)(1)) and inserting the following: 


“(e) REGIONAL EQUITY.— 

‘(1) EQUITABLE DISTRIBUTION.—When deter- 
mining funding allocations each fiscal year, 
the Secretary shall, after considering avail- 
able funding and program demand in each 
State, provide a distribution of funds for 
conservation programs under subtitle D (ex- 
cluding the conservation reserve program 
under subchapter B of chapter 1), subtitle H 
(excluding wetland easements under section 
1265C), and subtitle I to ensure equitable pro- 
gram participation proportional to historical 
funding allocations and usage by all States. 

(2) MINIMUM PERCENTAGE.—In determining 
the specific funding allocations under para- 
graph (1), the Secretary shall— 

“(A) ensure that during the first quarter of 
each fiscal year each State has the oppor- 
tunity to establish that the State can use an 
aggregate allocation amount of at least 0.6 
percent of the funds made available for those 
conservation programs; and 

“(B) for each State that can so establish, 
provide an aggregate amount of at least 0.6 
percent of the funds made available for those 
conservation programs.”’. 


SEC. 2604. RESERVATION OF FUNDS TO PROVIDE 
ASSISTANCE TO CERTAIN FARMERS 
OR RANCHERS FOR CONSERVATION 
ACCESS. 


Subsection (h) of section 1241 of the Food 
Security Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3841) (as redes- 
ignated by section 2601(b)(1)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1) by striking ‘‘2012” and 
inserting ‘‘2017’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

‘(4) PREFERENCE.—In providing assistance 
under paragraph (1), the Secretary shall give 
preference to a veteran farmer or rancher (as 
defined in section 2501(e) of the Food, Agri- 
culture, Conservation, and Trade Act of 1990 
(7 U.S.C. 2279(e))) that qualifies under sub- 
paragraph (A) or (B) of paragraph (1).’’. 
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SEC. 2605. ANNUAL REPORT ON PROGRAM EN- 
ROLLMENTS AND ASSISTANCE. 

Subsection (i) of section 1241 of the Food 
Security Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3841) (as redes- 
ignated by section 2601(b)(1)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘wetlands 
reserve program” and inserting ‘‘agricul- 
tural conservation easement program”’; 

(2) by striking paragraphs (2) and (8) and 
redesignating paragraphs (4), (5), and (6) as 
paragraphs (2), (3), and (4), respectively; 

(3) in paragraph (3) (as so redesignated)— 

(A) by striking ‘‘agricultural water en- 
hancement program” and inserting ‘‘regional 
conservation partnership program”; and 

(B) by striking ‘“‘section 1240I(g)’’ and in- 
serting ‘‘section 1271C(c)(3)’’; and 

(4) by adding at the end the following: 

“(5) Payments made under the conserva- 
tion stewardship program. 

“(6) Waivers granted by the Secretary 
under section 1265B(b)(2)(C).’’. 

SEC. 2606. ADMINISTRATIVE REQUIREMENTS FOR 
CONSERVATION PROGRAMS. 

Section 1244 of the Food Security Act of 
1985 (16 U.S.C. 3844) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)(2), by adding at the 
end the following: 

“(E) Veteran farmers or ranchers (as de- 
fined in section 2501(e) of the Food, Agri- 
culture, Conservation, and Trade Act of 1990 
(7 U.S.C. 2279(e))).’’s 

(2) in subsection (d), by inserting ‘‘, H, and 
T” before the period at the end; 

(3) in subsection (f)— 

(A) in paragraph (1)(B), by striking ‘‘coun- 
try” and inserting “county”; and 

(B) in paragraph (3), by striking ‘‘sub- 
section (c)(2)(B) or (f)(4)”’ and inserting ‘‘sub- 
section (c)(2)(A)(ii) or (f)(2)’’; 

(4) by striking subsection (i) and inserting 
the following: 

“(i) CONSERVATION APPLICATION PROCESS.— 

‘“(1) INITIAL APPLICATION.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 1 year 
after the date of enactment of this sub- 
section, the Secretary shall establish a sin- 
gle, simplified application for eligible enti- 
ties to use in initially requesting assistance 
under any conservation program adminis- 
tered by the Secretary (referred to in this 
subsection as the ‘initial application’). 

“(B) REQUIREMENTS.—To the maximum ex- 
tent practicable, the Secretary shall ensure 
that— 

“(i) a conservation program applicant is 
not required to provide information that is 
duplicative of information or resources al- 
ready available to the Secretary for that ap- 
plicant and the specific operation of the ap- 
plicant; and 

“(i) the initial application process is 
streamlined to minimize complexity and re- 
dundancy. 

‘*(2) REVIEW OF APPLICATION PROCESS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 1 year 
after the date of enactment of this sub- 
section, the Secretary shall review the appli- 
cation process for each conservation pro- 
gram administered by the Secretary, includ- 
ing the forms and processes used to receive 
assistance requests from eligible program 
participants. 

“(B) REQUIREMENTS.—In carrying out the 
review, the Secretary shall determine what 
information the participant is required to 
submit during the application process, in- 
cluding— 

“(i) identification information for the ap- 
plicant; 

“(ii) identification and location informa- 
tion for the land parcel or tract of concern; 

“(iii) a general statement of the need or re- 
source concern of the applicant for the land 
parcel or tract; and 
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“(iv) the minimum amount of other infor- 
mation the Secretary considers to be essen- 
tial for the applicant to provide personally. 

(3) REVISION AND STREAMLINE.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 1 year 
after the date of enactment of this sub- 
section, the Secretary shall carry out a revi- 
sion of the application forms and processes 
for each conservation program administered 
by the Secretary to enable use of informa- 
tion technology to incorporate appropriate 
data and information concerning the con- 
servation needs and solutions appropriate for 
the land area identified by the applicant. 

(B) GOAL.—The goal of the revision shall 
be to streamline the application process to 
minimize the burden placed on applicants. 

“(4) CONSERVATION PROGRAM APPLICATION.— 

‘“(A) IN GENERAL.—Once the needs of an ap- 
plicant have been adequately assessed by the 
Secretary, or a third party provider under 
section 1242, based on the initial application, 
in order to determine the 1 or more programs 
under this title that best match the needs of 
the applicant, with the approval of the appli- 
cant, the Secretary may convert the initial 
application into the specific application for 
assistance for the relevant conservation pro- 
gram. 

‘“(B) SECRETARIAL BURDEN.—To the max- 
imum extent practicable, the Secretary 
shall— 

“G) complete the specific application for 
conservation program assistance for each ap- 
plicant; and 

“Gi) request only that specific further in- 
formation from the applicant that is not al- 
ready available to the Secretary. 

“(5) IMPLEMENTATION AND NOTIFICATION.— 
Not later than 1 year after the date of enact- 
ment of this subsection, the Secretary shall 
submit to the Committee on Agriculture of 
the House of Representatives and the Com- 
mittee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and For- 
estry of the Senate written notification that 
the Secretary has fulfilled the requirements 
of this subsection.’’; and 

(5) by adding at the end the following: 

‘(j) IMPROVED ADMINISTRATIVE EFFICIENCY 
AND EFFECTIVENESS.—In administrating a 
conservation program under this title, the 
Secretary shall, to the maximum extent 
practicable— 

‘“(1) seek to reduce administrative burdens 
and costs to producers by streamlining con- 
servation planning and program resources; 
and 

‘“(2) take advantage of new technologies to 
enhance efficiency and effectiveness. 

‘“(k) RELATION TO OTHER PAYMENTS.—Any 
payment received by an owner or operator 
under this title, including an easement pay- 
ment or rental payment, shall be in addition 
to, and not affect, the total amount of pay- 
ments that the owner or operator is other- 
wise eligible to receive under any of the fol- 
lowing: 

“(1) This Act. 

(2) The Agricultural Act of 1949 (7 U.S.C. 
1421 et seq.). 

“(3) The Agriculture Reform, Food, and 
Jobs Act of 2012. 

“(4) Any law that succeeds a law specified 
in paragraph (1), (2), or (8). 

‘“(1) FUNDING FOR INDIAN TRIBES.—In car- 
rying out the conservation stewardship pro- 
gram under subchapter B of chapter 2 of sub- 
title D and the environmental quality incen- 
tives program under chapter 4 of subtitle D, 
the Secretary may enter into alternative 
funding arrangements with Indian tribes if 
the Secretary determines that the goals and 
objectives of the programs will be met by 
such arrangements, and that statutory limi- 
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tations regarding contracts with individual 
producers will not be exceeded by any Tribal 
member.’’. 

SEC. 2607. RULEMAKING AUTHORITY. 

Subtitle E of title XII of the Food Security 
Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3841 et seq.) is amended 
by adding at the end the following: 

“SEC. 1246. REGULATIONS. 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall pro- 
mulgate such regulations as are necessary to 
implement programs under this title, includ- 
ing such regulations as the Secretary deter- 
mines to be necessary to ensure a fair and 
reasonable application of the limitations es- 
tablished under section 1244(f). 

‘(b) RULEMAKING PROCEDURE.—The pro- 
mulgation of regulations and administration 
of programs under this title— 

“(1) shall be carried out without regard 
to— 

“(A) the Statement of Policy of the Sec- 
retary effective July 24, 1971 (86 Fed. Reg. 
13804), relating to notices of proposed rule- 
making and public participation in rule- 
making; and 

‘(B) chapter 35 of title 44, United States 
Code (commonly known as the Paperwork 
Reduction Act); and 

“(2) shall be made as an interim rule effec- 
tive on publication with an opportunity for 
notice and comment. 

“(c) CONGRESSIONAL REVIEW OF AGENCY 
RULEMAKING.—In promulgating regulations 
under this section, the Secretary shall use 
the authority provided under section 808 of 
title 5, United States Code.’’. 

SEC. 2608. STANDARDS FOR STATE TECHNICAL 
COMMITTEES. 

Section 1261(b) of the Food Security Act of 
1985 (16 U.S.C. 3861(b)) is amended by striking 
“Not later than 180 days after the date of en- 
actment of the Food, Conservation, and En- 
ergy Act of 2008, the Secretary shall de- 
velop”? and inserting ‘The Secretary shall 
review and update as necessary”. 

Subtitle H—Repeal of Superseded Program 
Authorities and Transitional Provisions 
SEC. 2701. COMPREHENSIVE CONSERVATION EN- 
HANCEMENT PROGRAM. 

Section 1230 of the Food Security Act of 
1985 (16 U.S.C. 3830) is repealed. 

SEC. 2702. EMERGENCY FORESTRY CONSERVA- 
TION RESERVE PROGRAM. 

(a) REPEAL.—Section 1231A of the Food Se- 
curity Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 383la) is re- 
pealed. 

(b) TRANSITIONAL PROVISIONS.— 

(1) EFFECT ON EXISTING CONTRACTS.—The 
amendment made by this section shall not 
affect the validity or terms of any contract 
entered into by the Secretary of Agriculture 
under section 1231A of the Food Security Act 
of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3831a) before October 1, 2012, 
or any payments required to be made in con- 
nection with the contract. 

(2) FUNDING.—The Secretary may use funds 
made available to carry out the conservation 
reserve program under subchapter B of chap- 
ter 1 of subtitle D of title XII of the Food Se- 
curity Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3831 et seq.) to 
continue to carry out contracts referred to 
in paragraph (1) using the provisions of law 
and regulation applicable to such contracts 
as in existence on September 30, 2012. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by this section shall take effect on Oc- 
tober 1, 2012. 

SEC. 2703. WETLANDS RESERVE PROGRAM. 

(a) REPEAL.—Subchapter C of chapter 1 of 
subtitle D of title XII of the Food Security 
Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3837 et seq.) is repealed. 

(b) TRANSITIONAL PROVISIONS.— 

(1) EFFECT ON EXISTING CONTRACTS AND 
EASEMENTS.—The amendment made by this 
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section shall not affect the validity or terms 
of any contract or easement entered into by 
the Secretary of Agriculture under sub- 
chapter C of chapter 1 of subtitle D of title 
XII of the Food Security Act of 1985 (16 
U.S.C. 3837 et seq.) before October 1, 2012, or 
any payments required to be made in connec- 
tion with the contract or easement. 

(2) FUNDING.— 

(A) USE OF PRIOR YEAR FUNDS.—Notwith- 
standing the repeal of subchapter C of chap- 
ter 1 of subtitle D of title XII of the Food Se- 
curity Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3837 et seq.), any 
funds made available from the Commodity 
Credit Corporation to carry out the wetlands 
reserve program under that subchapter for 
fiscal years 2009 through 2012 shall be made 
available to carry out contracts or ease- 
ments referred to in paragraph (1) that were 
entered into prior to October 1, 2012 (includ- 
ing the provision of technical assistance), 
provided that no such contract or easement 
is modified so as to increase the amount of 
the payment received. 

(B) OTHER.—The Secretary may use funds 
made available to carry out the agricultural 
conservation easement program under sub- 
title H of title XII of the Food Security Act 
of 1985, as added by section 2301 of this Act, 
to continue to carry out contracts and ease- 
ments referred to in paragraph (1) using the 
provisions of law and regulation applicable 
to such contracts and easements as in exist- 
ence on September 30, 2012. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by this section shall take effect on Oc- 
tober 1, 2012. 

SEC. 2704. FARMLAND PROTECTION PROGRAM 
AND FARM VIABILITY PROGRAM. 

(a) REPEAL.—Subchapter C of chapter 2 of 
subtitle D of title XII of the Food Security 
Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3838h et seq.) is re- 
pealed. 

(b) TRANSITIONAL PROVISIONS.— 

(1) EFFECT ON EXISTING AGREEMENTS AND 
EASEMENTS.—The amendment made by this 
section shall not affect the validity or terms 
of any agreement or easement entered into 
by the Secretary of Agriculture under sub- 
chapter C of chapter 2 of subtitle D of title 
XII of the Food Security Act of 1985 (16 
U.S.C. 3838h et seq.) before October 1, 2012, or 
any payments required to be made in connec- 
tion with the agreement or easement. 

(2) FUNDING.— 

(A) USE OF PRIOR YEAR FUNDS.—Notwith- 
standing the repeal of subchapter C of chap- 
ter 2 of subtitle D of title XII of the Food Se- 
curity Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3838h et seq.), 
any funds made available from the Com- 
modity Credit Corporation to carry out the 
farmland protection program under that sub- 
chapter for fiscal years 2009 through 2012 
shall be made available to carry out agree- 
ments and easements referred to in para- 
graph (1) that were entered into prior to Oc- 
tober 1, 2012 (including the provision of tech- 
nical assistance). 

(B) OTHER.—On exhaustion of funds made 
available under subparagraph (A), the Sec- 
retary may use funds made available to 
carry out the agricultural conservation ease- 
ment program under subtitle H of title XII of 
the Food Security Act of 1985, as added by 
section 2301 of this Act, to continue to carry 
out agreements and easements referred to in 
paragraph (1) using the provisions of law and 
regulation applicable to such agreements 
and easement as in existence on September 
30, 2012. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by this section shall take effect on Oc- 
tober 1, 2012. 
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SEC. 2705. GRASSLAND RESERVE PROGRAM. 

(a) REPEAL.—Subchapter D of chapter 2 of 
subtitle D of title XII of the Food Security 
Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3838n et seq.) is re- 
pealed. 

(b) TRANSITIONAL PROVISIONS.— 

(1) EFFECT ON EXISTING CONTRACTS, AGREE- 
MENTS, AND EASEMENTS.—The amendment 
made by this section shall not affect the va- 
lidity or terms of any contract, agreement, 
or easement entered into by the Secretary of 
Agriculture under subchapter D of chapter 2 
of subtitle D of title XII of the Food Security 
Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3838n et seq.) before Oc- 
tober 1, 2012, or any payments required to be 
made in connection with the contract, agree- 
ment, or easement. 

(2) FUNDING.— 

(A) USE OF PRIOR YEAR FUNDS.—Notwith- 
standing the repeal of subchapter D of chap- 
ter 2 of subtitle D of title XII of the Food Se- 
curity Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3838n et seq.), 
any funds made available from the Com- 
modity Credit Corporation to carry out the 
grassland reserve program under that sub- 
chapter for fiscal years 2009 through 2012 
shall be made available to carry out con- 
tracts, agreements, or easements referred to 
in paragraph (1) that were entered into prior 
to October 1, 2012 (including the provision of 
technical assistance), provided that no such 
contract, agreement, or easement is modi- 
fied so as to increase the amount of the pay- 
ment received. 

(B) OTHER.—The Secretary may use funds 
made available to carry out the agricultural 
conservation easement program under sub- 
title H of title XII of the Food Security Act 
of 1985, as added by section 2301 of this Act, 
to continue to carry out contracts, agree- 
ments, and easements referred to in para- 
graph (1) using the provisions of law and reg- 
ulation applicable to such contracts, agree- 
ments, and easements as in existence on Sep- 
tember 30, 2012. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by this section shall take effect on Oc- 
tober 1, 2012. 

SEC. 2706. AGRICULTURAL WATER ENHANCE- 
MENT PROGRAM. 

(a) REPEAL.—Section 1240I of the Food Se- 
curity Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3839aa-9) is re- 
pealed. 

(b) TRANSITIONAL PROVISIONS.— 

(1) EFFECT ON EXISTING CONTRACTS AND 
AGREEMENTS.—The amendment made by this 
section shall not affect the validity or terms 
of any contract or agreement entered into by 
the Secretary of Agriculture under section 
12401 of the Food Security Act of 1985 (16 
U.S.C. 3839aa-9) before October 1, 2012, or any 
payments required to be made in connection 
with the contract or agreement. 

(2) FUNDING.— 

(A) USE OF PRIOR YEAR FUNDS.—Notwith- 
standing the repeal of section 1240I of the 
Food Security Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3839aa— 
9), any funds made available from the Com- 
modity Credit Corporation to carry out the 
agricultural water enhancement program 
under that section for fiscal years 2009 
through 2012 shall be made available to carry 
out contracts and agreements referred to in 
paragraph (1) that were entered into prior to 
October 1, 2012 (including the provision of 
technical assistance). 

(B) OTHER.—On exhaustion of funds made 
available under subparagraph (A), the Sec- 
retary may use funds made available to 
carry out the regional conservation partner- 
ships program under subtitle I of title XII of 
the Food Security Act of 1985, as added by 
section 2401 of this Act, to continue to carry 
out contracts and agreements referred to in 
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paragraph (1) using the provisions of law and 
regulation applicable to such contracts and 
agreements as in existence on September 30, 
2012. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by this section shall take effect on Oc- 
tober 1, 2012. 

SEC. 2707. WILDLIFE HABITAT INCENTIVE PRO- 
GRAM. 


(a) REPEAL.—Section 1240N of the Food Se- 
curity Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3839bb-1) is re- 
pealed. 

(b) TRANSITIONAL PROVISIONS.— 

(1) EFFECT ON EXISTING CONTRACTS.—The 
amendment made by this section shall not 
affect the validity or terms of any contract 
entered into by the Secretary of Agriculture 
under section 1240N of the Food Security Act 
of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3839bb-1) before October 1, 
2012, or any payments required to be made in 
connection with the contract. 

(2) FUNDING.— 

(A) USE OF PRIOR YEAR FUNDS.—Notwith- 
standing the repeal of section 1240N of the 
Food Security Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3839bb— 
1), any funds made available from the Com- 
modity Credit Corporation to carry out the 
wildlife habitat incentive program under 
that section for fiscal years 2009 through 2012 
shall be made available to carry out con- 
tracts referred to in paragraph (1) which 
were entered into prior to October 1, 2012 (in- 
cluding the provision of technical assist- 
ance). 

(B) OTHER.—On exhaustion of funds made 
available under subparagraph (A), the Sec- 
retary may use funds made available to 
carry out the environmental quality incen- 
tives program under chapter 4 of subtitle D 
of title XII of the Food Security Act of 1985 
(16 U.S.C. 3839aa et seq.) to continue to carry 
out contracts referred to in paragraph (1) 
using the provisions of law and regulation 
applicable to such contracts as in existence 
on September 30, 2012. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by this section shall take effect on Oc- 
tober 1, 2012. 

SEC. 2708. GREAT LAKES BASIN PROGRAM. 

(a) REPEAL.—Section 1240P of the Food Se- 
curity Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3839bb-8) is re- 
pealed. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by this section shall take effect on Oc- 
tober 1, 2012. 

SEC. 2709. CHESAPEAKE BAY WATERSHED PRO- 


(a) REPEAL.—Section 1240Q of the Food Se- 
curity Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3839bb-4) is re- 
pealed. 

(b) TRANSITIONAL PROVISIONS.— 

(1) EFFECT ON EXISTING CONTRACTS, AGREE- 
MENTS, AND EASEMENTS.—The amendment 
made by this section shall not affect the va- 
lidity or terms of any contract, agreement, 
or easement entered into by the Secretary of 
Agriculture under section 1240Q of the Food 
Security Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3839bb-4) be- 
fore October 1, 2012, or any payments re- 
quired to be made in connection with the 
contract, agreement, or easement. 

(2) FUNDING.— 

(A) USE OF PRIOR YEAR FUNDS.—Notwith- 
standing the repeal of section 1240Q of the 
Food Security Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3839bb-— 
4), any funds made available from the Com- 
modity Credit Corporation to carry out the 
Chesapeake Bay watershed program under 
that section for fiscal years 2009 through 2012 
shall be made available to carry out con- 
tracts, agreements, and easements referred 
to in paragraph (1) that were entered into 
prior to October 1, 2012 (including the provi- 
sion of technical assistance). 
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(B) OTHER.—The Secretary may use funds 
made available to carry out the regional con- 
servation partnerships program under sub- 
title I of title XII of the Food Security Act 
of 1985, as added by section 2401 of this Act, 
to continue to carry out contracts, agree- 
ments, and easements referred to in para- 
graph (1) using the provisions of law and reg- 
ulation applicable to such contracts, agree- 
ments, and easements as in existence on Sep- 
tember 30, 2012. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by this section shall take effect on Oc- 
tober 1, 2012. 

SEC. 2710. COOPERATIVE CONSERVATION PART- 
NERSHIP INITIATIVE. 

(a) REPEAL.—Section 1248 of the Food Se- 
curity Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3843) is repealed. 

(b) TRANSITIONAL PROVISIONS.— 

(1) EFFECT ON EXISTING CONTRACTS AND 
AGREEMENTS.—The amendment made by this 
section shall not affect the validity or terms 
of any contract or agreement entered into by 
the Secretary of Agriculture under section 
1248 of the Food Security Act of 1985 (16 
U.S.C. 3843) before October 1, 2012, or any 
payments required to be made in connection 
with the contract or agreement. 

(2) FUNDING.— 

(A) USE OF PRIOR YEAR FUNDS.—Notwith- 
standing the repeal of section 1243 of the 
Food Security Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3848), 
any funds made available from the Com- 
modity Credit Corporation to carry out the 
cooperative conservation partnership initia- 
tive under that section for fiscal years 2009 
through 2012 shall be made available to carry 
out contracts and agreements referred to in 
paragraph (1) that were entered into prior to 
October 1, 2012 (including the provision of 
technical assistance). 

(B) OTHER.—On exhaustion of funds made 
available under subparagraph (A), the Sec- 
retary may use funds made available to 
carry out the regional conservation partner- 
ships program under subtitle I of title XII of 
the Food Security Act of 1985, as added by 
section 2401 of this Act, to continue to carry 
out contracts and agreements referred to in 
paragraph (1) using the provisions of law and 
regulation applicable to such contracts and 
agreements as in existence on September 30, 
2012. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by this section shall take effect on Oc- 
tober 1, 2012. 

SEC. 2711. ENVIRONMENTAL EASEMENT PRO- 


Chapter 3 of subtitle D of title XII of the 
Food Security Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3839 et 
seq.) is repealed. 

SEC. 2712. TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS. 

(a) Section 1201(a) of the Food Security Act 
of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3801(a)) is amended in the 
matter preceding paragraph (1) by striking 
“E” and inserting ‘‘I’’. 

(b) Section 1211(a) of the Food Security Act 
of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3811(a)) is amended by strik- 
ing ‘‘predominate’’ each place it appears and 
inserting ‘“‘predominant’’. 

(c) Section 1242(i) of the Food Security Act 
of 1985(16 U.S.C. 3842(i)) is amended in the 
subsection heading by striking ‘‘SPECIALITY”’ 
and inserting ‘‘SPECIALTY’’. 


TITLE IlI—TRADE 
Subtitle A—Food for Peace Act 


SEC. 3001. SET-ASIDE FOR SUPPORT FOR ORGANI- 
ZATIONS THROUGH WHICH NON- 
EMERGENCY ASSISTANCE IS PRO- 
VIDED. 

Effective October 1, 2012, section 202(e)(1) of 
the Food for Peace Act (7 U.S.C. 1722(e)(1)) is 
amended— 
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(1) in the matter preceding subparagraph 
(A), by striking ‘13 percent” and inserting 
“15 percent”; and 

(2) in subparagraph (A), by striking “new” 
and inserting ‘‘and enhancing”. 

SEC. 3002. FOOD AID QUALITY. 

Section 202(h) of the Food for Peace Act (7 
U.S.C. 1722(h)) is amended— 

(1) by striking paragraph (1) and inserting 
the following: 

‘“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator shall 
use funds made available for fiscal year 2013 
and subsequent fiscal years to carry out this 
title— 

“(A) to assess the types and quality of ag- 
ricultural commodities and products donated 
for food aid; 

“(B) to adjust products and formulations, 
including potential introduction of new 
fortificants and products, as necessary to 
cost-effectively meet nutrient needs of tar- 
get populations; 

““(C) to test prototypes; 

“(D) to adopt new specifications or im- 
prove existing specifications for micro- 
nutrient fortified food aid products, based on 
the latest developments in food and nutri- 
tion science, and in coordination with other 
international partners; 

(E) to develop new program guidance to 
facilitate improved matching of products to 
purposes having nutritional intent, in co- 
ordination with other international part- 
ners; 

“(F) to develop improved guidance for im- 
plementing partners on how to address nutri- 
tional deficiencies that emerge among re- 
cipients for whom food assistance is the sole 
source of diet in emergency programs that 
extend beyond 1 year, in coordination with 
other international partners; and 

“(G) to evaluate, in appropriate settings 
and as necessary, the performance and cost- 
effectiveness of new or modified specialized 
food products and program approaches de- 
signed to meet the nutritional needs of the 
most vulnerable groups, such as pregnant 
and lactating mothers, and children under 
the age of 5.”; and 

(2) in paragraph (8), by striking ‘‘2011”’ and 
inserting ‘‘2017’’. 

SEC. 3003. MINIMUM LEVELS OF ASSISTANCE. 

Section 204(a) of the Food for Peace Act (7 
U.S.C. 1724(a)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘2012”” and 
inserting ‘‘2017’’; and 

(2) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘2012”’ and 
inserting ‘‘2017’’. 

SEC. 3004. REAUTHORIZATION OF FOOD AID CON- 
SULTATIVE GROUP. 

Section 205(f) of the Food for Peace Act (7 
U.S.C. 1725(f)) is amended by striking ‘‘2012”’ 
and inserting ‘‘2017’’. 

SEC. 3005. OVERSIGHT, MONITORING, AND EVAL- 
UATION OF FOOD FOR PEACE ACT 
PROGRAMS. 

Section 207(f) of the Food for Peace Act (7 
U.S.C. 1726a(f)) is amended— 

(1) by striking paragraph (4) and redesig- 
nating paragraphs (5) and (6) as paragraphs 
(4) and (5), respectively; and 

(2) in subparagraph (A) of paragraph (5) (as 
so redesignated)— 

(A) by striking ‘‘2012”’ and inserting ‘‘2017’’; 
and 

(B) by striking ‘‘during fiscal year 2009” 
and inserting ‘‘during the period of fiscal 
years 2013 through 2017”. 

SEC. 3006. ASSISTANCE FOR STOCKPILING AND 
RAPID TRANSPORTATION, DELIV- 
ERY, AND DISTRIBUTION OF SHELF- 
STABLE PREPACKAGED FOODS. 

Section 208(f) of the Food for Peace Act (7 
U.S.C. 1726b(f)) is amended by striking ‘‘2012” 
and inserting ‘‘2017’’. 
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SEC. 3007. LIMITATION ON TOTAL VOLUME OF 
COMMODITIES MONETIZED. 

Section 403 of the Food for Peace Act (7 
U.S.C. 1733) is amended by adding at the end 
the following: 

‘(m) LIMITATION ON MONETIZATION OF COM- 
MODITIES.— 

“(1) LIMITATION.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Unless the Adminis- 
trator grants a waiver under paragraph (2), 
no commodity may be made available under 
this Act unless the rate of return for the 
commodity (as determined under subpara- 
graph (B)) is at least 70 percent. 

‘(B) RATE OF RETURN.—For purposes of 
subparagraph (A), the rate of return shall be 
equal to the proportion that— 

“(i) the proceeds the implementing part- 
ners generate through monetization; bears to 

“(ii) the cost to the Federal Government to 
procure and ship the commodities to a re- 
cipient country for monetization. 

‘(2) WAIVER AUTHORITY.—The Adminis- 
trator may waive the application of the limi- 
tation in paragraph (1) with regard to a com- 
modity for a recipient country if the Admin- 
istrator determines that it is necessary to 
achieve the purposes of this Act in the re- 
cipient country. 

‘(3) REPORT.—Not later than 90 days after 
a waiver is granted under paragraph (2), the 
Administrator shall prepare, publish in the 
Federal Register, and submit to the Commit- 
tees on Foreign Affairs, Agriculture, and Ap- 
propriations of the House of Representatives, 
and the Committees on Appropriations, For- 
eign Relations, and Agriculture, Nutrition, 
and Forestry of the Senate a report that— 

“(A) contains the reasons for granting the 
waiver and the actual rate of return for the 
commodity; and 

“(B) includes for the commodity the costs 
of bagging or further processing, ocean 
transportation, inland transportation in the 
recipient country, storage costs, and any 
other information that the Administrator 
determines to be necessary.’’. 

SEC. 3008. FLEXIBILITY. 

Section 406 of the Food for Peace Act (7 
U.S.C. 1736) is amended— 

(1) by redesignating subsections (c) and (d) 
as subsections (d) and (e), respectively; and 

(2) by inserting after subsection (b) the fol- 
lowing: 

“(c) FLEXIBILITY.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law and as necessary to 
achieve the purposes of this Act, funds avail- 
able under this Act may be used to pay the 
costs of up to 20 percent of activities con- 
ducted in recipient countries by nonprofit 
voluntary organizations, cooperatives, or 
intergovernmental agencies or organiza- 
tions.’’. 

SEC. 3009. PROCUREMENT, TRANSPORTATION, 
TESTING, AND STORAGE OF AGRI- 
CULTURAL COMMODITIES FOR 
PREPOSITIONING IN THE UNITED 
STATES AND FOREIGN COUNTRIES. 

Section 407 of the Food for Peace Act (7 
U.S.C. 1736a) is amended— 

(1) in subparagraph (c)(4)(A)— 

(A) by striking ‘‘2012’’ and inserting ‘2017; 
and 

(B) by striking ‘‘for each such fiscal year 
not more than $10,000,000 of such funds’’ and 
inserting ‘‘for each of fiscal years 2001 
through 2012 not more than $10,000,000 of 
such funds and for each of fiscal years 2013 
through 2017 not more than $15,000,000 of 
such funds”; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

‘“(g) FUNDING FOR TESTING OF FOOD AID 
SHIPMENTS.—Funds made available for agri- 
cultural products acquired under this Act 
and section 3107 of the Farm Security and 
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Rural Investment Act of 2002 (7 U.S.C. 1736 o- 

1) may be used to pay for the testing of those 

agricultural products.’’. 

SEC. 3010. DEADLINE FOR AGREEMENTS TO FI- 
NANCE SALES OR TO PROVIDE 
OTHER ASSISTANCE. 

Section 408 of the Food for Peace Act (7 
U.S.C. 1736b) is amended by striking ‘‘2012”’ 
and inserting ‘‘2017’’. 

SEC. 3011. MINIMUM LEVEL OF NONEMERGENCY 
FOOD ASSISTANCE. 

Section 412 of the Food for Peace Act (7 
U.S.C. 1736f) is amended by striking sub- 
section (e) and inserting the following: 

“(e) MINIMUM LEVEL OF NONEMERGENCY 
FOOD ASSISTANCE.— 

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2), 
of the amounts made available to carry out 
emergency and nonemergency food assist- 
ance programs under title II, not less than 15 
percent nor more than 30 percent for each of 
fiscal years 2013 through 2017 shall be ex- 
pended for nonemergency food assistance 
programs under title II. 

(2) MINIMUM LEVEL.—The amount made 
available to carry out nonemergency food as- 
sistance programs under title II shall not be 
less than $275,000,000 for any fiscal year.’’. 
SEC. 3012. COORDINATION OF FOREIGN ASSIST- 

ANCE PROGRAMS REPORT. 

Section 413 of the Food for Peace Act (7 
U.S.C. 1736(g¢)) is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—To the 
maximum” and inserting “To the max- 
imum”; and 

(2) by striking subsection (b). 

SEC. 3013. MICRONUTRIENT FORTIFICATION PRO- 
GRAMS. 

(a) ELIMINATION OF OBSOLETE REFERENCE 
To STuDY.—Section 415(a)(2)(B) of the Food 
for Peace Act (7 U.S.C. 1736g-2(a)(2)(B)) is 
amended by striking ‘‘, using recommenda- 
tions” and all that follows through ‘‘quality 
enhancements”. 

(b) EXTENSION.—Section 415(c) of the Food 
for Peace Act (7 U.S.C. 1736g-2(c)) is amended 
by striking ‘‘2012” and inserting ‘‘2017’’. 

SEC. 3014. JOHN OGONOWSKI AND DOUG BEREU- 
TER FARMER-TO-FARMER PROGRAM. 

Section 501 of the Food for Peace Act (7 
U.S.C. 1737) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (d)— 

(A) by striking ‘‘0.5 percent” and inserting 
‘0.6 percent”; and 

(B) by striking ‘‘2012” and inserting ‘2017; 
and 

(2) in subsection (e)(1), by striking ‘‘2012” 
and inserting ‘‘2017’’. 

Subtitle B—Agricultural Trade Act of 1978 


SEC. 3101. EXPORT CREDIT GUARANTEE PRO- 
GRAMS. 

Section 211 of the Agricultural Trade Act 
of 1978 (7 U.S.C. 5641) is amended by striking 
subsection (b) and inserting the following: 

“(b) EXPORT CREDIT GUARANTEE PRO- 
GRAMS.—The Commodity Credit Corporation 
shall make available for each of fiscal years 
2013 through 2017 credit guarantees under 
section 202(a) in an amount equal to not 
more than $4,500,000,000 in credit guaran- 
tees.’’. 

SEC. 3102. FUNDING FOR MARKET ACCESS PRO- 
GRAM. 

Section 211(c)(1)(A) of the Agricultural 

Trade Act of 1978 (7 U.S.C. 5641(c)(1)(A)) is 


amended by striking ‘2012’? and inserting 
“2017”. 
SEC. 3103. FOREIGN MARKET DEVELOPMENT CO- 


OPERATOR PROGRAM. 
Section 7038(a) of the Agricultural Trade 
Act of 1978 (7 U.S.C. 5723(a)) is amended by 
striking ‘‘2012” and inserting ‘‘2017’’. 
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Subtitle C—Other Agricultural Trade Laws 
SEC. 3201. FOOD FOR PROGRESS ACT OF 1985. 

(a) EXTENSION.—The Food for Progress Act 
of 1985 (7 U.S.C. 17360) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (f)(8), by striking ‘‘2012” 
and inserting ‘‘2017’’; 

(2) in subsection (g), by striking ‘‘2012”’ and 
inserting ‘‘2017’’; 

(3) in subsection (k), by striking ‘‘2012”’ and 
inserting ‘‘2017’’; and 

(4) in subsection (1)(1), by striking ‘‘2012”’ 
and inserting ‘‘2017’’. 

(b) REPEAL OF COMPLETED PROJECT.—Sub- 
section (f) of the Food for Progress Act of 
1985 (7 U.S.C. 17360) is amended by striking 
paragraph (6). 

(c) FLEXIBILITY.—The Food for Progress 
Act of 1985 (7 U.S.C. 17360) is amended in sub- 
section (1) by adding at the end the fol- 
lowing: 

“(5) FLEXIBILITY.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law and as necessary to 
achieve the purposes of this Act, funds avail- 
able under this Act may be used to pay the 
costs of up to 20 percent of activities con- 
ducted in recipient countries by nonprofit 
voluntary organizations, cooperatives, or 
intergovernmental agencies or organiza- 
tions.’’. 

(d) LIMITATION ON TOTAL VOLUME OF COM- 
MODITIES MONETIZED.—The Food for Progress 
Act of 1985 (7 U.S.C. 17360) is amended by 
adding at the end the following: 

“(p) LIMITATION ON MONETIZATION OF COM- 
MODITIES.— 

“(1) LIMITATION.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Unless the Secretary 
grants a waiver under paragraph (2), no eligi- 
ble commodity may be made available under 
this section unless the rate of return for the 
eligible commodity (as determined under 
subparagraph (B)) is at least 70 percent. 

“(B) RATE OF RETURN.—For purposes of 
subparagraph (A), the rate of return shall be 
equal to the proportion that— 

“G) the proceeds the implementing part- 
ners generate through monetization; bears to 

‘“(ii) the cost to the Federal Government to 
procure and ship the eligible commodities to 
a recipient country for monetization. 

“(2) WAIVER AUTHORITY.—The Secretary 
may waive the application of the limitation 
in paragraph (1) with regard to an eligible 
commodity for a recipient country if the 
Secretary determines that it is necessary to 
achieve the purposes of this Act in the re- 
cipient country. 

(3) REPORT.—Not later than 90 days after 
a waiver is granted under paragraph (2), the 
Secretary shall prepare, publish in the Fed- 
eral Register, and submit to the Committees 
on Foreign Affairs, Agriculture, and Appro- 
priations of the House of Representatives, 
and the Committees on Appropriations, For- 
eign Relations, and Agriculture, Nutrition, 
and Forestry of the Senate a report that— 

‘“(A) contains the reasons for granting the 
waiver and the actual rate of return for the 
eligible commodity; and 

‘“(B) includes for the commodity the costs 
of bagging or further processing, ocean 
transportation, inland transportation in the 
recipient country, storage costs, and any 
other information that the Secretary deter- 
mines to be necessary.’’. 

SEC. 3202. BILL EMERSON HUMANITARIAN 
TRUST. 

Section 302 of the Bill Emerson Humani- 
tarian Trust Act (7 U.S.C. 1786f-1) is amend- 
ed— 

(1) in subsection (b)(2)(B)(i), by striking 
“2012”? both places it appears and inserting 
“2017; and 

(2) in subsection (h), by striking ‘‘2012” 
both places it appears and inserting ‘‘2017’’. 
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SEC. 3203. PROMOTION OF AGRICULTURAL EX- 
PORTS TO EMERGING MARKETS. 

(a) DIRECT CREDITS OR EXPORT CREDIT 
GUARANTEES.—Section 1542(a) of the Food, 
Agriculture, Conservation, and Trade Act of 
1990 (Public Law 101-624; 7 U.S.C. 5622 note) is 
amended by striking ‘2012’? and inserting 
“2017”. 

(b) DEVELOPMENT OF AGRICULTURAL SYS- 
TEMS.—Section 1542(d)(1)(A)(i) of the Food, 
Agriculture, Conservation, and Trade Act of 
1990 (Public Law 101-624; 7 U.S.C. 5622 note) is 
amended by striking ‘2012’? and inserting 
“2017”. 

SEC. 3204. MCGOVERN-DOLE INTERNATIONAL 
FOOD FOR EDUCATION AND CHILD 
NUTRITION PROGRAM. 

(a) REAUTHORIZATION.—Section 3107(1)(2) of 
the Farm Security and Rural Investment 
Act of 2002 (7 U.S.C. 17360-1(1)(2)) is amended 
by striking ‘‘2012’’ and inserting ‘‘2017’’. 

(b) TECHNICAL CORRECTION.—Section 3107(d) 
of the Farm Security and Rural Investment 
Act of 2002 (7 U.S.C. 17360-1(d)) is amended by 
striking ‘‘to’’ in the matter preceding para- 
graph (1). 

SEC. 3205. TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE FOR 
CIALTY CROPS. 

(a) PURPOSE.—Section 3205(b) of the Farm 
Security and Rural Investment Act of 2002 (7 
U.S.C. 5680(b)) is amended by striking ‘‘re- 
lated barriers to trade’’ and inserting ‘‘tech- 
nical barriers to trade’’. 

(b) FUNDING.—Section 3205(e)(2) of the 
Farm Security and Rural Investment Act of 
2002 (7 U.S.C. 5680(e)(2)) is amended— 

(1) by inserting “and” at the end of sub- 
paragraph (C); and 

(2) by striking subparagraphs (D) and (E) 
and inserting the following new subpara- 
graph: 

“(D) $9,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2011 
through 2017.”’. 

SEC. 3206. GLOBAL CROP DIVERSITY TRUST. 

Section 3202(c) of the Food, Conservation, 
and Energy Act of 2008 (Public Law 110-246; 
22 U.S.C. 2220a note) is amended by striking 
‘2008 through 2012’ and inserting ‘‘2013 
through 2017”. 

SEC. 3207. LOCAL AND REGIONAL FOOD AID PRO- 
CUREMENT PROJECTS. 

Section 3206 of the Food, Conservation, and 
Energy Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 1726c) is amend- 
ed— 

(1) in subsection (b)— 

(A) by striking ‘‘(b) STUDY; FIELD-BASED 
PROJECTS.—’’ and all that follows through 
‘“(2) FIELD-BASED PROJECTS.—’’ and inserting 
the following: 

‘(b) FIELD-BASED PROJECTS.—’’; 

(B) by redesignating subparagraphs (A) and 
(B) as paragraphs (1) and (2), respectively, 
and indenting appropriately; 

(C) in paragraph (1) (as so redesignated), by 
striking ‘‘subparagraph (B)? and inserting 
“paragraph (2)’’; and 

(D) in paragraph (2) (as so redesignated), by 
striking ‘‘subparagraph (A)? and inserting 
“paragraph (1)’’; 

(2) in subsection (c)(1), by striking ‘‘sub- 
section (b)(2)’”? and inserting ‘‘subsection 
(b)”’; 

(3) by striking subsections (d), (f), and (g); 

(4) by redesignating subsection (e) as sub- 
section (d); 

(5) in subsection (d) (as so redesignated)— 

(A) in paragraph (2)— 

(i) by striking subparagraph (B); and 

(ii) in subparagraph (A)— 

(1) by striking ‘‘(A) APPLICATION.—”’ and all 
that follows through ‘“‘To be eligible” in 
clause (i) and inserting the following: 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—To be eligible”; 

(II) by redesignating clause (ii) as subpara- 
graph (B) and indenting appropriately; and 
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(III) in subparagraph (B) (as so redesig- 
nated), by striking ‘‘clause (i)’’ and inserting 
“subparagraph (A)’’; and 

(B) by striking paragraph (4); and 

(6) by adding at the end the following: 

‘“(e) FUNDING.— 

‘(1) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section $40,000,000 for each of 
fiscal years 2013 through 2017. 

“(2) PREFERENCE.—In carrying out this sec- 
tion, the Secretary may give a preference to 
eligible organizations that have, or are 
working toward, projects under the McGov- 
ern-Dole International Food for Education 
and Child Nutrition Program established 
under section 3107 of the Farm Security and 
Rural Investment Act of 2002 (7 U.S.C. 17360- 
1). 

(3) REPORTING.—Each year, the Secretary 
shall submit to the appropriate committees 
of Congress a report that describes the use of 
funds under this section, including— 

“(A) the impact of procurements and 
projects on— 

“(i) local and regional agricultural pro- 
ducers; and 

“(Gi) markets and consumers, 
low-income consumers; and 


including 


‘(B) implementation time frames and 
costs.”’. 
SEC. 3208. DONALD PAYNE HORN OF AFRICA 


FOOD RESILIENCE PROGRAM. 

(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 

(1) ADMINISTRATOR.—The term ‘‘Adminis- 
trator” means the Administrator of the 
Agency for International Development. 

(2) APPROPRIATE COMMITTEES OF CON- 
GRESS.—The term ‘‘appropriate committees 
of Congress” means— 

(A) the Committee on Agriculture, Nutri- 
tion, and Forestry of the Senate; 

(B) the Committee on Agriculture of the 
House of Representatives; 

(C) the Committee on Foreign Relations of 
the Senate; and 

(D) the Committee on Foreign Affairs of 
the House of Representatives. 

(3) ELIGIBLE ORGANIZATION.—The term ‘“‘eli- 
gible organization” means an organization 
that is— 

(A) a private voluntary organization or co- 
operative that is, to the extent practicable, 
registered with the Administrator; or 

(B) an intergovernmental organization, 
such as the World Food Program. 

(4) HORN OF AFRICA.—The term ‘‘Horn of 
Africa” means the countries of— 

(A) Ethiopia; 

(B) Somalia; 

(C) Kenya; 

(D) Djibouti; 

(E) Eritrea; 

(F) South Sudan; 

(G) Uganda; and 

(H) such other countries as the Adminis- 
trator determines to be appropriate after 
providing notification to the appropriate 
committees of Congress. 

(5) RESILIENCE.—The 
means— 

(A) the capacity to mitigate the negative 
impacts of crises (including natural disas- 
ters, conflicts, and economic shocks) in 
order to reduce loss of life and depletion of 
productive assets; 

(B) the capacity to respond effectively to 
crises, ensuring basic needs are met in a way 
that is integrated with long-term develop- 
ment efforts; and 

(C) the capacity to recover and rebuild 
after crises so that future shocks can be ab- 
sorbed with less need for ongoing external 
assistance. 


term ‘‘resilience’’ 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE, Vol. 158, Pt. 7 


(b) PURPOSE.—The purpose of this section 
is to establish a pilot program to effectively 
integrate all United States-funded emer- 
gency and long-term development activities 
that aim to improve food security in the 
Horn of Africa, building resilience so as— 

(1) to reduce the impacts of future crises; 

(2) to enhance local capacity for emer- 
gency response; 

(3) to enhance sustainability of long-term 
development programs targeting poor and 
vulnerable households; and 

(4) to reduce the need for repeated costly 
emergency operations. 

(c) STUDY.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 30 days 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Administrator shall initiate a study of prior 
programs to support resilience in the Horn of 
Africa conducted by— 

(A) other donor countries; 

(B) private voluntary organizations; 

(C) the World Food Program of the United 
Nations; and 

(D) multilateral institutions, including the 
World Bank. 

(2) REQUIREMENTS.—The study shall— 

(A) include all programs implemented 
through the Agency for International Devel- 
opment, the Department of Agriculture, the 
Department of Treasury, the Millennium 
Challenge Corporation, the Peace Corps, and 
other relevant Federal agencies; 

(B) evaluate how well the programs de- 
scribed in subparagraph (A) work together to 
complement each other and leverage impacts 
across programs; 

(C) include recommendations for how full 
integration of efforts can be achieved; and 

(D) evaluate the degree to which country- 
led development plans support programs that 
increase resilience, including review of the 
investments by each country in nutrition 
and safety nets. 

(3) REPORT.—Not later than 180 days after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Ad- 
ministrator shall submit to the appropriate 
committees of Congress a report containing 
the results of the study. 

(d) FIELD-BASED PROJECT GRANTS OR COOP- 
ERATIVE AGREEMENTS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator shall— 

(A) provide grants to, or enter into cooper- 
ative agreements with, eligible organizations 
to carry out field-based projects that build 
resilience in the Horn of Africa in accord- 
ance with this section; and 

(B) develop a project approval process to 
ensure full integration of efforts. 

(2) REQUIREMENTS OF ELIGIBLE ORGANIZA- 
TIONS.— 

(A) APPLICATION.—To be eligible to receive 
a grant from, or enter into a cooperative 
agreement with, the Administrator under 
this subsection, an eligible organization 
shall submit to the Administrator an appli- 
cation by such date, in such manner, and 
containing such information as the Adminis- 
trator may require. 

(B) COMPLETION REQUIREMENT.—To be eligi- 
ble to receive a grant from, or enter into a 
cooperative agreement with, the Adminis- 
trator under this subsection, an eligible or- 
ganization shall agree— 

(i) to collect, not later than September 30, 
2016, data containing the information re- 
quired under subsection (f)(2) relating to the 
field-based project funded through the grant 
or cooperative agreement; and 

(ii) to provide to the Administrator the 
data collected under clause (i). 

(3) REQUIREMENTS OF ADMINISTRATOR.— 

(A) PROJECT DIVERSITY.— 

(i) IN GENERAL.—Subject to clause (ii) and 
subparagraph (B), in selecting proposals for 
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field-based projects to fund under this sec- 
tion, the Administrator shall select a diver- 
sity of projects, including projects located 
in— 

(I) areas most prone to repeated crises; 

(II) areas with effective existing resilience 
programs that can be scaled; and 

(III) areas in all countries of the Horn of 
Africa. 

(ii) PRIORITY.—In selecting proposals for 
field-based projects under clause (i), the Ad- 
ministrator shall ensure that the selected 
proposals are for field-based projects that— 

(I) effectively integrate emergency and 
long-term development programs to improve 
sustainability; 

(II) demonstrate the potential to reduce 
the need for future emergency assistance; 
and 

(III) build targeted productive safety nets, 
in coordination with host country govern- 
ments, through food for work, cash for work, 
and other proven program methodologies. 

(B) AVAILABILITY.—The Administrator 
shall not award a grant or cooperative agree- 
ment or approve a field-based project under 
this subsection until the date on which the 
Administrator promulgates regulations or 
issues guidelines under subsection (e). 

(e) REGULATIONS; GUIDELINES.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 180 days 
after the date of completion of the study 
under subsection (c), the Administrator shall 
promulgate regulations or issue guidelines to 
carry out field-based projects under this sec- 
tion. 

(2) REQUIREMENTS.—In promulgating regu- 
lations or issuing guidelines under paragraph 
(1), the Administrator shall— 

(A) take into consideration the results of 
the study described in subsection (c); and 

(B) provide an opportunity for public re- 
view and comment. 

(f) REPORT.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than November 
1, 2016, the Administrator shall submit to the 
appropriate committees of Congress a report 
that— 

(A) addresses each factor described in para- 
graph (2); and 

(B) is conducted in accordance with this 
section. 

(2) REQUIRED FACTORS.—The report shall 
include baseline and end-of-project data that 
measures— 

(A) the prevalence of moderate and severe 
hunger so as to provide an accurate account- 
ing of project impact on household access to 
and consumption of food during every month 
of the year prior to data collection; 

(B) household ownership of and access to 
productive assets, including at a minimum 
land, livestock, homes, equipment, and other 
materials assets needed for income genera- 
tion; 

(C) household incomes, including informal 
sources of employment; and 

(D) the productive assets of women using 
the Women’s Empowerment in Agriculture 
Index. 

(3) PUBLIC ACCESS TO RECORDS AND RE- 
PORTS.—Not later than 90 days after the date 
on which the report is submitted under para- 
graph (1), the Administrator shall provide 
public access to the report. 

(g) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section $10,000,000 for each of 
fiscal years 2013 through 2017. 

SEC. 3209. AGRICULTURAL TRADE ENHANCE- 
MENT STUDY. 

(a) DEFINITION OF AGRICULTURE COMMIT- 
TEES AND SUBCOMMITTEES.—In this section, 
the term ‘‘agriculture committees and sub- 
committees” means— 
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(1) the Committee on Agriculture of the 
House of Representatives; 

(2) the Committee on Agriculture, Nutri- 
tion, and Forestry of the Senate; and 

(3) the subcommittees on agriculture, rural 
development, food and drug administration, 
and related agencies of the Committees on 
Appropriations of the House of Representa- 
tives and the Senate. 

(b) DEVELOPMENT.—The Secretary, in con- 
sultation with the agriculture committees 
and subcommittees, shall develop a study 
that takes into consideration a reorganiza- 
tion of international trade functions for im- 
ports and exports at the Department of Agri- 
culture. 

(c) IMPLEMENTATION.—In implementing the 
study under this section, the Secretary— 

(1) in recognition of the importance of ag- 
ricultural exports to the farm economy and 
the economy as a whole, may include a rec- 
ommendation for the establishment of an 
Under Secretary for Trade and Foreign Agri- 
cultural Affairs; 

(2) may take into consideration how the 
Under Secretary described in paragraph (1) 
would serve as a multiagency coordinator of 
sanitary and phytosanitary issues and non- 
tariff trade barriers in agriculture with re- 
spect to imports and exports of agricultural 
products; and 

(3) shall take into consideration all impli- 
cations of a reorganization described in sub- 
section (b) on domestic programs and oper- 
ations of the Department of Agriculture. 

(d) REPORT.—Not later than 180 days after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Sec- 
retary shall submit to the agriculture com- 
mittees and subcommittees a report describ- 
ing the results of the study under this sec- 
tion. 

TITLE IV—NUTRITION 
Subtitle A—Supplemental Nutrition 
Assistance Program 

SEC. 4001. FOOD DISTRIBUTION PROGRAM ON IN- 
DIAN RESERVATIONS. 

Section 4(b)(6)(F) of the Food and Nutri- 
tion Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2018(b)(6)(F)) is 
amended by striking ‘2012’? and inserting 
“2017”. 

SEC. 4002. STANDARD UTILITY ALLOWANCES 
BASED ON THE RECEIPT OF ENERGY 
ASSISTANCE PAYMENTS. 

(a) STANDARD UTILITY ALLOWANCES IN THE 
SUPPLEMENTAL NUTRITION ASSISTANCE PRO- 
GRAM.—Section 5(e)(6)(C) of the Food and Nu- 
trition Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2014(e)(6)(C)) is 
amended— 

(1) in clause (i), by inserting ‘‘, subject to 
clause (iv)’’ after ‘‘Secretary’’; and 

(2) in clause (iv)(I), by striking ‘‘the house- 
hold still incurs’? and all that follows 
through the end of the subclause and insert- 
ing “the payment received by, or made on 
behalf of, the household exceeds $10 or a 
higher amount annually, as determined by 
the Secretary.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 
2605(f)(2)(A) of the Low-Income Home Energy 
Assistance Act of 1981 (42 U.S.C. 8624(f)(2)(A)) 
is amended by inserting before the semicolon 
at the end ‘‘, except that, for purposes of the 
supplemental nutrition assistance program 
established under the Food and Nutrition 
Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2011 et seq.), such pay- 
ments or allowances exceed $10 or a higher 
amount annually, as determined by the Sec- 
retary of Agriculture in accordance with sec- 
tion 5(e)(6)(C)(iv)) of that Act (7 U.S.C. 
2014(e)(6)(C)(iv)(1))”’. 

(c) EFFECTIVE 
DATE.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
paragraph (2), this section and the amend- 
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ments made by this section shall take effect 
beginning on October 1, 2013, for all certifi- 
cation periods beginning after that date. 

(2) STATE OPTION TO DELAY IMPLEMENTATION 
FOR CURRENT RECIPIENTS.—A State may, at 
the option of the State, implement a policy 
that eliminates or minimizes the effect of 
the amendments made by this section for 
households that receive a standard utility al- 
lowance as of the date of enactment of this 
Act for not more than a 180-day period begin- 
ning on the date on which the amendments 
made by this section would otherwise affect 
the benefits received by a household. 

SEC. 4003. ELIGIBILITY DISQUALIFICATIONS. 

Section 6(e)(8)(B) of Food and Nutrition 
Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2015(e)(3)(B)) is amended 
by striking ‘‘section’’ and inserting the fol- 
lowing: ‘‘section, subject to the condition 
that the course or program of study— 

“(i) is part of a program of career and tech- 
nical education (as defined in section 3 of the 
Carl D. Perkins Career and Technical Edu- 
cation Act of 2006 (20 U.S.C. 2302)) that may 
be completed in not more than 4 years at an 
institution of higher education (as defined in 
section 102 of the Higher Education Act of 
1965 (20 U.S.C. 1002)); or 

“(ii) is limited to remedial courses, basic 
adult education, literacy, or English as a 
second language;’’. 

SEC. 4004. ENDING SUPPLEMENTAL NUTRITION 
ASSISTANCE PROGRAM BENEFITS 
FOR LOTTERY OR GAMBLING WIN- 
NERS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 6 of the Food and 
Nutrition Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2015) is amend- 
ed by adding at the end the following: 

“(r) INELIGIBILITY FOR BENEFITS DUE TO RE- 
CEIPT OF SUBSTANTIAL LOTTERY OR GAMBLING 
WINNINGS.— 

‘“(1) IN GENERAL.—Any household in which 
a member receives substantial lottery or 
gambling winnings, as determined by the 
Secretary, shall lose eligibility for benefits 
immediately upon receipt of the winnings. 

‘(2) DURATION OF INELIGIBILITY.—A house- 
hold described in paragraph (1) shall remain 
ineligible for participation until the house- 
hold meets the allowable financial resources 
and income eligibility requirements under 
subsections (c), (d), (e), ®©, (g), @, Ck), 0), 
(m), and (n) of section 5. 

‘(3) AGREEMENTS.—As determined by the 
Secretary, each State agency, to the max- 
imum extent practicable, shall establish 
agreements with entities responsible for the 
regulation or sponsorship of gaming in the 
State to determine whether individuals par- 
ticipating in the supplemental nutrition as- 
sistance program have received substantial 
lottery or gambling winnings.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section 5(a) 
of the Food and Nutrition Act of 2008 (7 
U.S.C. 2014(a)) is amended in the second sen- 
tence by striking ‘‘sections 6(b), 6(d)(2), and 
6(g)’? and inserting ‘‘subsections (b), (d)(2), 
(g), and (r) of section 6”. 

SEC. 4005. RETAIL FOOD STORES. 

(a) DEFINITION OF RETAIL FOOD STORE.— 
Subsection (0)(1)(A) of section 3 of the Food 
and Nutrition Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2012) (as 
redesignated by section 4016(a)(4)) is amend- 
ed by striking ‘‘at least 2” and inserting ‘‘at 
least 3”. 

(b) ALTERNATIVE BENEFIT DELIVERY.—Sec- 
tion 7(f) of the Food and Nutrition Act of 
2008 (7 U.S.C. 2016(f)) is amended— 

(1) by striking paragraph (2) and inserting 
the following: 

‘(2) IMPOSITION OF COSTS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
subparagraph (B), the Secretary shall require 
participating retail food stores (including 
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restaurants participating in a State option 
restaurant program intended to serve the el- 
derly, disabled, and homeless) to pay 100 per- 
cent of the costs of acquiring, and arrange 
for the implementation of, electronic benefit 
transfer point-of-sale equipment and sup- 
plies, including related services. 

“(B) EXEMPTIONS.—The Secretary may ex- 
empt from subparagraph (A)— 


“(i) farmers’ markets, military com- 
missaries, nonprofit food buying coopera- 
tives, and establishments, organizations, 


programs, or group living arrangements de- 
scribed in paragraphs (5), (7), and (8) of sec- 
tion 3(k); and 

“(ii) establishments described in para- 
graphs (3), (4), and (9) of section 3(k), other 
than restaurants participating in a State op- 
tion restaurant program.’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

‘*(4) TERMINATION OF MANUAL VOUCHERS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Effective beginning on 
the date of enactment of this paragraph, ex- 
cept as provided in subparagraph (B), no 
State shall issue manual vouchers to a 
household that receives supplemental nutri- 
tion assistance under this Act or allow retail 
food stores to accept manual vouchers as 
payment, unless the Secretary determines 
that the manual vouchers are necessary, 
such as in the event of an electronic benefit 
transfer system failure or a disaster situa- 
tion. 

“(B) EXEMPTIONS.—The Secretary may ex- 
empt categories of retail food stores or indi- 
vidual retail food stores from subparagraph 
(A) based on criteria established by the Sec- 
retary. 

‘(5) UNIQUE IDENTIFICATION NUMBER RE- 
QUIRED.—The Secretary shall require all par- 
ties providing electronic benefit transfer 
services to provide for and maintain unique 
terminal identification number information 
through the supplemental nutrition assist- 
ance program electronic benefit transfer 
transaction routing system.’’. 

(c) ELECTRONIC BENEFIT TRANSFERS.—Sec- 
tion 7(h)(3)(B) of the Food and Nutrition Act 
of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2016(h)(8)(B)) is amended by 
striking ‘“‘is operational—’’ and all that fol- 
lows through ‘‘(ii) in the case of other par- 
ticipating stores,” and inserting ‘‘is oper- 
ational’’. 

(d) APPROVAL OF RETAIL FOOD STORES AND 
WHOLESALE FOOD CONCERNS.—Section 9 of 
the Food and Nutrition Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 
2018) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)— 

(A) in the second sentence of paragraph 
(a)(1), by striking ‘‘; and (C)’’ and inserting 
“:; (C) whether the applicant is located in an 
area with significantly limited access to 
food; and (D)’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

‘(4) RETAIL FOOD STORES WITH SIGNIFICANT 
SALES OF EXCEPTED ITEMS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—No retail food store for 
which at least 45 percent of the total sales of 
the retail food store is from the sale of ex- 
cepted items described in section 3(k)(1) may 
be authorized to accept and redeem benefits 
unless the Secretary determines that the 
participation of the retail food store is re- 
quired for the effective and efficient oper- 
ation of the supplemental nutrition assist- 
ance program. 

‘“(B) APPLICATION.—Subparagraph (A) shall 
be effective— 

“(i) in the case of retail food stores apply- 
ing to be authorized for the first time, begin- 
ning on the date that is 1 year after the date 
of enactment of this paragraph; and 

“(ii) in the case of retail food stores par- 
ticipating in the program on the date of en- 
actment of this paragraph, during periodic 
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reauthorization in accordance with para- 
graph (2)(A).’’; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 

‘(¢) EBT SERVICE REQUIREMENT.—An ap- 
proved retail food store shall provide ade- 
quate EBT service as described in section 
7(h)(3)(B).”’. 

SEC. 4006. IMPROVING SECURITY OF FOOD AS- 
SISTANCE. 

Section 7(h)(8) of the Food and Nutrition 
Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2016(h)(8)) is amended— 

(1) by striking the paragraph heading and 
inserting ‘‘REPLACEMENT OF CARDS.—”’; 

(2) by striking “A State” and inserting the 
following: 

‘(A) FEES.—A State”; and 

(3) by adding after subparagraph (A) (as so 
designated by paragraph (2)) the following: 

‘(B) PURPOSEFUL LOSS OF CARDS.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—Subject to terms and 
conditions established by the Secretary in 
accordance with clause (ii), if a household 
makes excessive requests for replacement of 
the electronic benefit transfer card of the 
household, the Secretary may require a 
State agency to decline to issue a replace- 
ment card to the household unless the house- 
hold, upon request of the State agency, pro- 
vides an explanation for the loss of the card. 

“(ii) REQUIREMENTS.—The terms and condi- 
tions established by the Secretary shall pro- 
vide that— 

“(D) the household be given the oppor- 
tunity to provide the requested explanation 
and meet the requirements under this para- 
graph promptly; 

“(ID after an excessive number of lost 
cards, the head of the household shall be re- 
quired to review program rights and respon- 
sibilities with State agency personnel au- 
thorized to make determinations under sec- 
tion 5(a); and 

“(JIT) any action taken, including actions 
required under section 6(b)(2), other than the 
withholding of the electronic benefit trans- 
fer card until an explanation described in 
subclause (I) is provided, shall be consistent 
with the due process protections under sec- 
tion 6(b) or 11(e)(10), as appropriate. 

‘(C) PROTECTING VULNERABLE PERSONS.—In 
implementing this paragraph, a State agency 
shall act to protect homeless persons, per- 
sons with disabilities, victims of crimes, and 
other vulnerable persons who lose electronic 
benefit transfer cards but are not inten- 
tionally committing fraud. 

‘(D) EFFECT ON ELIGIBILITY.—While a State 
may decline to issue an electronic benefits 
transfer card until a household satisfies the 
requirements under this paragraph, nothing 
in this paragraph shall be considered a denial 
of, or limitation on, the eligibility for bene- 
fits under section 5.”. 

SEC. 4007. TECHNOLOGY MODERNIZATION FOR 
RETAIL FOOD STORES. 

(a) MOBILE TECHNOLOGIES.—Section 7(h) of 
the Food and Nutrition Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 
2016(h)) (as amended by section 4016(e)) is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

‘*(14) MOBILE TECHNOLOGIES.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subparagraph 
(B), the Secretary shall approve retail food 
stores to redeem benefits through electronic 
means other than wired point of sale devices 
for electronic benefit transfer transactions, 
if the retail food stores— 

“(i) establish recipient protections regard- 
ing privacy, ease of use, access, and support 
similar to the protections provided for trans- 
actions made in retail food stores; 

“(ii) bear the costs of obtaining, installing, 
and maintaining mobile technologies, in- 
cluding mechanisms needed to process EBT 
cards and transaction fees; 
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“Gii) demonstrate the foods purchased 
with benefits issued under this section 
through mobile technologies are purchased 
at a price not higher than the price of the 
same food purchased by other methods used 
by the retail food store, as determined by the 
Secretary; 

“(iv) provide adequate documentation for 
each authorized transaction, as determined 
by the Secretary; and 

““(v) meet other criteria as established by 
the Secretary. 

“(B) DEMONSTRATION PROJECT ON ACCEPT- 
ANCE OF BENEFITS OF MOBILE TRANSACTIONS.— 

‘“(i) IN GENERAL.—Before authorizing im- 
plementation of subparagraph (A) in all 
States, the Secretary shall pilot the use of 
mobile technologies determined by the Sec- 
retary to be appropriate to test the feasi- 
bility and implications for program integ- 
rity, by allowing retail food stores to accept 
benefits from recipients of supplemental nu- 
trition assistance through mobile trans- 
actions. 

‘“(ii) DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS.—To be eli- 
gible to participate in a demonstration 
project under clause (i), a retail food store 
shall submit to the Secretary for approval a 
plan that includes— 

“(I) a description of the technology; 

‘“(IID) the manner by which the retail food 
store will provide proof of the transaction to 
households; 

“(IIT) the provision of data to the Sec- 
retary, consistent with requirements estab- 
lished by the Secretary, in a manner that al- 
lows the Secretary to evaluate the impact of 
the demonstration on participant access, 
ease of use, and program integrity; and 

“(IV) such other criteria as the Secretary 
may require. 

“Gii) DATE OF COMPLETION.—The dem- 
onstration projects under this subparagraph 
shall be completed and final reports sub- 
mitted to the Secretary by not later than 
July 1, 2015. 

“(C) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—The Secretary 
shall— 

“G) by not later than January 1, 2016, au- 
thorize implementation of subparagraph (A) 
in all States, unless the Secretary makes a 
finding, based on the data provided under 
subparagraph (B), that implementation in all 
States is not in the best interest of the sup- 
plemental nutrition assistance program; and 

“(i) if the determination made in clause 
(i) is not to implement subparagraph (A) in 
all States, submit a report to the Committee 
on Agriculture of the House of Representa- 
tives and the Committee on Agriculture, Nu- 
trition, and Forestry of the Senate that in- 
cludes the basis of the finding.’’. 

(b) ACCEPTANCE OF BENEFITS THROUGH ON- 
LINE TRANSACTIONS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 7 of the Food and 
Nutrition Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2016) is amend- 
ed by adding at the end the following: 

“(k) OPTION TO ACCEPT PROGRAM BENEFITS 
THROUGH ON-LINE TRANSACTIONS.— 

““(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (4), 
the Secretary shall approve retail food stores 
to accept benefits from recipients of supple- 
mental nutrition assistance through on-line 
transactions. 

‘(2) REQUIREMENTS TO ACCEPT BENEFITS.—A 
retail food store seeking to accept benefits 
from recipients of supplemental nutrition as- 
sistance through on-line transactions shall— 

“(A) establish recipient protections regard- 
ing privacy, ease of use, access, and support 
similar to the protections provided for trans- 
actions made in retail food stores; 

‘“(B) ensure benefits are not used to pay de- 
livery, ordering, convenience, or other fees 
or charges; 
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“(C) clearly notify participating house- 
holds at the time a food order is placed— 

“(i) of any delivery, ordering, convenience, 
or other fee or charge associated with the 
food purchase; and 

“(ii) that any such fee cannot be paid with 
benefits provided under this Act; 

“(D) ensure the security of on-line trans- 
actions by using the most effective tech- 
nology available that the Secretary con- 
siders appropriate and cost-effective and 
that is comparable to the security of trans- 
actions at retail food stores; and 

“(E) meet other criteria as established by 
the Secretary. 

‘(3) STATE AGENCY ACTION.—Each State 
agency shall ensure that recipients of supple- 
mental nutrition assistance can use benefits 
on-line as described in this subsection as ap- 
propriate. 

‘(4) DEMONSTRATION PROJECT ON ACCEPT- 
ANCE OF BENEFITS THROUGH ON-LINE TRANS- 
ACTIONS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Before the Secretary au- 
thorizes implementation of paragraph (1) in 
all States, the Secretary shall carry out a 
number of demonstration projects as deter- 
mined by the Secretary to test the feasi- 
bility of allowing retail food stores to accept 
benefits through on-line transactions. 

‘(B) DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS.—To be eli- 
gible to participate in a demonstration 
project under subparagraph (A), a retail food 
store shall submit to the Secretary for ap- 
proval a plan that includes— 

“(i) a method of ensuring that benefits 
may be used to purchase only eligible items 
under this Act; 

“(ii) a description of the method of edu- 
cating participant households about the 
availability and operation of on-line pur- 
chasing; 

“(iii) adequate testing of the on-line pur- 
chasing option prior to implementation; 

“(iv) the provision of data as requested by 
the Secretary for purposes of analyzing the 
impact of the project on participant access, 
ease of use, and program integrity; 

“(v) reports on progress, challenges, and 
results, as determined by the Secretary; and 

“(vi) such other criteria, including secu- 
rity criteria, as established by the Secretary. 

“(C) DATE OF COMPLETION.—The demonstra- 
tion projects under this paragraph shall be 
completed and final reports submitted to the 
Secretary by not later than July 1, 2015. 

‘(5) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—The Secretary 
shall— 

“(A) by not later than January 1, 2016, au- 
thorize implementation of paragraph (1) in 
all States, unless the Secretary makes a 
finding, based on the data provided under 
paragraph (4), that implementation in all 
States is not in the best interest of the sup- 
plemental nutrition assistance program; and 

‘(B) if the determination made in subpara- 
graph (A) is not to implement in all States, 
submit a report to the Committee on Agri- 
culture of the House of Representatives and 
the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, 
and Forestry of the Senate that includes the 
basis of the finding.’’. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 

(A) Section 7(b) of the Food and Nutrition 
Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2016(b)) is amended by 
striking ‘‘purchase food in retail food stores” 
and inserting ‘‘purchase food from retail food 
stores”. 

(B) Section 10 of the Food and Nutrition 
Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2019) is amended in the 
first sentence by inserting ‘‘retail food stores 
authorized to accept and redeem benefits 
through on-line transactions shall be author- 
ized to accept benefits prior to the delivery 
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of food if the delivery occurs within a rea- 
sonable time of the purchase, as determined 
by the Secretary,’ after ‘‘food so pur- 
chased,’’. 

(c) SAVINGS CLAUSE.—Nothing in this sec- 
tion or an amendment made by this section 
alter any requirements of the Food and Nu- 
trition Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2011 et seq.) un- 
less specifically authorized in this section or 
an amendment made by this section. 

SEC. 4008. USE OF BENEFITS FOR PURCHASE OF 
COMMUNITY-SUPPORTED AGRI- 
CULTURE SHARE. 

Section 10 of the Food and Nutrition Act of 
2008 (7 U.S.C. 2019) (as amended by section 
4007(b)(2)(B)) is amended in the first sentence 
by inserting ‘‘agricultural producers who 
market agricultural products directly to 
consumers shall be authorized to redeem 
benefits for the initial cost of the purchase 
of a community-supported agriculture share 
for an appropriate time in advance of food 
delivery as determined by the Secretary,” 
after ‘‘as determined by the Secretary,”’’. 

SEC. 4009. RESTAURANT MEALS PROGRAM. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 11(e) of the Food 
and Nutrition Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2020(e)) is 
amended— 

(1) in paragraph (22), by striking ‘‘and’’ at 
the end; 

(2) in paragraph (23), by striking the period 
at the end of subparagraph (C) and inserting 
<“; and”; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 

‘(24) if the State elects to carry out a pro- 
gram to contract with private establish- 
ments to offer meals at concessional prices, 
as described in paragraphs 3, 4, and 9 of sec- 
tion 3(k)— 

“(A) the plans of the State agency for oper- 
ating the program, including— 

“(i) documentation of a need that eligible 
homeless, elderly, and disabled clients are 
underserved in a particular geographic area; 

“(ii) the manner by which the State agen- 
cy will limit participation to only those pri- 
vate establishments that the State deter- 
mines necessary to meet the need identified 
in clause (i); and 

“(iii) any other conditions the Secretary 
may prescribe, such as the level of security 
necessary to ensure that only eligible recipi- 
ents participate in the program; and 

“(B) a report by the State agency to the 
Secretary annually, the schedule of which 
shall be established by the Secretary, that 
includes— 

“(i) the number of households and indi- 
vidual recipients authorized to participate in 
the program, including any information on 
whether the individual recipient is elderly, 
disabled, or homeless; and 

“(ii) an assessment of whether the program 
is meeting an established need, as docu- 
mented under subparagraph (A)(i).’’. 

(b) APPROVAL OF RETAIL FOOD STORES AND 
WHOLESALE FOOD CONCERNS.—Section 9 of 
the Food and Nutrition Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 
2018) (as amended by section 4005(d)(3)) is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

‘(h) PRIVATE ESTABLISHMENTS.— 

‘“(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2), 
no private establishment that contracts with 
a State agency to offer meals at concessional 
prices as described in paragraphs 3, 4, and 9 
of section 3(k) may be authorized to accept 
and redeem benefits unless the Secretary de- 
termines that the participation of the pri- 
vate establishment is required to meet a doc- 
umented need in accordance with section 
11(e)(24). 

‘*(2) EXISTING CONTRACTS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—If, on the day before the 
date of enactment of this subsection, a State 
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has entered into a contract with a private es- 
tablishment described in paragraph (1) and 
the Secretary has not determined that the 
participation of the private establishment is 
necessary to meet a documented need in ac- 
cordance with section 11(e)(24), the Secretary 
shall allow the operation of the private es- 
tablishment to continue without that deter- 
mination of need for a period not to exceed 
180 days from the date on which the Sec- 
retary establishes determination criteria, by 
regulation, under section 11(e)(24). 

“(B) JUSTIFICATION.—If the Secretary 
makes a determination to terminate a con- 
tract with a private establishment that is in 
effect on the date of enactment of this sub- 
section, the Secretary shall provide jus- 
tification to the State in which the private 
establishment is located for that termi- 
nation. 

(3) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—Not later than 
90 days after September 30, 2018, and 90 days 
after the last day of each fiscal year there- 
after, the Secretary shall report to the Com- 
mittee on Agriculture of the House of Rep- 
resentatives and the Committee on Agri- 
culture, Nutrition, and Forestry of the Sen- 
ate on the effectiveness of a program under 
this subsection using any information re- 
ceived from States under section 11(e)(24) as 
well as any other information the Secretary 
may have relating to the manner in which 
benefits are used.’’. 

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section 
3(k) of the Food and Nutrition Act of 2008 (7 
U.S.C. 2012(k)) is amended by inserting ‘‘sub- 
ject to section 9(h)’’ after ‘‘concessional 
prices” each place it appears. 

SEC. 4010. QUALITY CONTROL ERROR RATE DE- 
TERMINATION. 

Section 16(c) of the Food and Nutrition Act 
of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2025(c)) is amended by adding 
at the end the following: 

“(10) TOLERANCE LEVEL.—For the purposes 
of this subsection, the Secretary shall set 
the tolerance level for excluding small errors 
at $25.”’. 

SEC. 4011. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

Section 18(a)(1) of the Food and Nutrition 
Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2027(a)(1)) is amended in 
the first sentence by striking ‘‘2012’’ and in- 
serting ‘‘2017’’. 

SEC. 4012. ASSISTANCE FOR COMMUNITY FOOD 
PROJECTS. 

Section 25 of the Food and Nutrition Act of 
2008 (7 U.S.C. 2034) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)(1)(B)(ii)— 

(A) by striking subclause (I); and 

(B) by redesignating subclauses (II) and 
(III) as subclauses (I) and (II), respectively; 
and 

(2) in subsection (b), by adding at the end 
the following: 

“(3) FUNDING.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Out of any funds in the 
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, the 
Secretary of the Treasury shall transfer to 
the Secretary to carry out this section not 
less than $5,000,000 for fiscal year 2013 and 
each fiscal year thereafter. 

‘“(B) RECEIPT AND ACCEPTANCE.—The Sec- 
retary shall be entitled to receive, shall ac- 
cept, and shall use to carry out this section 
the funds transferred under subparagraph 
(A), without further appropriation. 

“(C) MAINTENANCE OF FUNDING.—The fund- 
ing provided under subparagraph (A) shall 
supplement (and not supplant) other Federal 
funding made available to the Secretary to 
carry out this section.”’’. 

SEC. 4013. EMERGENCY FOOD ASSISTANCE. 

(a) PURCHASE OF COMMODITIES.—Section 
27(a) of the Food and Nutrition Act of 2008 (7 
U.S.C. 2036(a)) is amended— 
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(1) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘2008 
through 2012” and inserting ‘2012 through 
2017; 

(2) by striking paragraph (2) and inserting 
the following: 

‘(2) AMOUNTS.—The Secretary shall use to 
carry out paragraph (1)— 

“(A) for fiscal year 2012, $260,250,000; and 

‘(B) for each subsequent fiscal year, the 
dollar amount of commodities specified in 
subparagraph (A) adjusted by the percentage 
by which the thrifty food plan has been ad- 
justed under section 3(u)(4) between June 30, 
2012, and June 30 of the immediately pre- 
ceding fiscal year, and subsequently in- 
creased by— 

“(i) for fiscal year 2013, $28,000,000; 

““(ii) for fiscal year 2014, $44,000,000; 

““(iii) for fiscal year 2015, $24,000,000; 

‘(iv) for fiscal year 2016, $18,000,000; and 

‘“(v) for fiscal year 2017 and each fiscal year 
thereafter, $10,000,000.’’; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 

‘(3) FUNDS AVAILABILITY.—For purposes of 
the funds described in this subsection, the 
Secretary shall— 

“(A) make the funds available for 2 fiscal 
years; and 

‘“(B) allow States to carry over unexpended 
balances to the next fiscal year pursuant to 
such terms and conditions as are determined 
by the Secretary.’’. 

(b) EMERGENCY FOOD PROGRAM INFRASTRUC- 
TURE GRANTS.—Section 209(d) of the Emer- 
gency Food Assistance Act of 1983 (7 U.S.C. 
75lla(d)) is amended by striking ‘‘2012” and 
inserting ‘‘2017’’. 

SEC. 4014. NUTRITION EDUCATION. 

Section 28(b) of the Food and Nutrition Act 
of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2036a(b)) is amended by in- 
serting ‘“‘and physical activity”? after 
“healthy food choices”. 

SEC. 4015. RETAIL FOOD STORE AND RECIPIENT 
TRAFFICKING. 

The Food and Nutrition Act of 2008 (7 
U.S.C. 2011 et seq.) is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 

“SEC. 29. RETAIL FOOD STORE AND RECIPIENT 
TRAFFICKING. 

‘“(a) PURPOSE.—The purpose of this section 
is to provide the Department of Agriculture 
with additional resources to prevent traf- 
ficking in violation of this Act by strength- 
ening recipient and retail food store program 
integrity. 

“(b) USE OF FUNDS.—Additional funds are 
provided under this section to supplement 
the retail food store and recipient integrity 
activities of the Department. 

“(ce) FUNDING.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Out of any funds in the 
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, the 
Secretary of the Treasury shall transfer to 
the Secretary to carry out this section not 
less than $18,500,000 for fiscal year 2013 and 
each fiscal year thereafter. 

“(2) RECEIPT AND ACCEPTANCE.—The Sec- 
retary shall be entitled to receive, shall ac- 
cept, and shall use to carry out this section 
the funds transferred under paragraph (1), 
without further appropriation. 

“(8) MAINTENANCE OF FUNDING.—The fund- 
ing provided under paragraph (1) shall sup- 
plement (and not supplant) other Federal 
funding for programs carried out under this 
Act.”. 
SEC. 4016. TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING 
AMENDMENTS. 

(a) Section 3 of the Food and Nutrition Act 
of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2012) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (g), by striking ‘‘coupon,” 
and inserting ‘‘coupon”’; 

(2) in subsection (k)(7), by striking 
are” and inserting ‘‘and’’; 
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(3) by striking subsection (1); 

(4) by redesignating subsections (m) 
through (t) as subsections (1) through (s), re- 
spectively; and 

(5) by inserting after subsection (s) (as so 
redesignated) the following: 

“(t) ‘Supplemental nutrition assistance 
program’ means the program operated pursu- 
ant to this Act.’’. 

(b) Section 4(a) of the Food and Nutrition 
Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2013(a)) is amended in 
the last sentence by striking ‘‘benefits’’ and 
inserting ‘‘Benefits’’. 

(c) Section 5 of the Food and Nutrition Act 
of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2014) is amended— 

(1) in the last sentence of subsection 
(i)(2)(D), by striking ‘“‘section 18(b)(2)” and 
inserting ‘‘section 13(b)’’; and 

(2) in subsection (k)(4)(A), by striking 
“paragraph (2)(H)’’ and inserting ‘‘paragraph 
(2)(G)”. 

(d) Section 6(d)(4) of the Food and Nutri- 
tion Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2015(d)(4)) is amend- 
ed in subparagraphs (B)(vii) and (F)(iii) by 
indenting both clauses appropriately. 

(e) Section 7(h) of the Food and Nutrition 
Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2016(h)) is amended by 
redesignating the second paragraph (12) (re- 
lating to interchange fees) as paragraph (13). 

(f) Section 9(a) of the Food and Nutrition 
Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2018(a)) is amended by 
indenting paragraph (3) appropriately. 

(g) Section 12 of the Food and Nutrition 
Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2021) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (b)(3)(C), by striking 
“civil money penalties” and inserting ‘‘civil 
penalties”; and 

(2) in subsection (g)(1), by striking ‘‘(7 
U.S.C. 1786)’ and inserting ‘‘(42 U.S.C. 1786)”. 

(h) Section 15(b)(1) of the Food and Nutri- 
tion Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2024(b)(1)) is amend- 
ed in the first sentence by striking ‘‘an ben- 
efit” and inserting ‘‘a benefit”. 

(i) Section 16(a) of the Food and Nutrition 
Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2025(a)) is amended in 
the proviso following paragraph (8) by strik- 
ing ‘‘as amended.’’. 

(j) Section 18(e) of the Food and Nutrition 
Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2027(e)) is amended in 
the first sentence by striking ‘‘sections 7(f)’’ 
and inserting ‘‘section 7(f)’’. 

(k) Section 22(b)(10)(B)(i) of the Food and 
Nutrition Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 
2031(b)(10)(B)(i)) is amended in the last sen- 
tence by striking ‘‘Food benefits” and insert- 
ing ‘‘Benefits’’. 

(1) Section 26(f)(3)(C) of the Food and Nu- 
trition Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2035(f)(8)(C)) is 
amended by striking ‘‘subsection’’ and in- 
serting ‘‘subsections’’. 

(m) Section 27(a)(1) of the Food and Nutri- 
tion Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2036(a)(1)) is amend- 
ed by striking ‘‘(Public Law 98-8; 7 U.S.C. 
612c note)” and inserting ‘‘(7 U.S.C. 7515)”. 

(n) Section 509 of the Older Americans Act 
of 1965 (42 U.S.C. 3056g) is amended in the 
section heading by striking “FOOD STAMP 
PROGRAMS” and inserting ‘‘SUPPLE- 
MENTAL NUTRITION ASSISTANCE PRO- 
GRAMS”. 

(0) Section 4115(c)(2)(H) of the Food, Con- 
servation, and Energy Act of 2008 (Public 
Law 110-246; 122 Stat. 1871) is amended by 
striking ‘‘531’’ and inserting ‘‘454’’. 

Subtitle B—Commodity Distribution 
Programs 
SEC. 4101. COMMODITY DISTRIBUTION PROGRAM. 

Section 4(a) of the Agriculture and Con- 
sumer Protection Act of 1973 (7 U.S.C. 612c 
note; Public Law 93-86) is amended in the 
first sentence by striking ‘‘2012’’ and insert- 
ing ‘‘2017’’. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE, Vol. 158, Pt. 7 


SEC. 4102. COMMODITY SUPPLEMENTAL FOOD 
PROGRAM. 

Section 5 of the Agriculture and Consumer 
Protection Act of 1973 (7 U.S.C. 612c note; 
Public Law 93-86) is amended— 

(1) in paragraphs (1) and (2)(B) of sub- 
section (a), by striking ‘‘2012’”’ each place it 
appears and inserting ‘‘2017’’; 

(2) in the first sentence of subsection (d)(2), 
by striking ‘‘2012’’ and inserting ‘‘2017’’; 

(8) by striking subsection (g) and inserting 
the following: 

“(g¢) HELIGIBILITY.—Except as provided in 
subsection (m), the States shall only provide 
assistance under the commodity supple- 
mental food program to low-income persons 
aged 60 and older.’’; and 

(4) by adding at the end the following: 

“(m) PHASE-OUT.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, an individual who re- 
ceives assistance under the commodity sup- 
plemental food program on the day before 
the date of enactment of this subsection 
shall continue to receive that assistance 
until the date on which the individual is no 
longer eligible for assistance under the eligi- 
bility requirements for the program in effect 
on the day before the date of enactment of 
this subsection.’’. 

SEC. 4103. DISTRIBUTION OF SURPLUS COMMOD- 
ITIES TO SPECIAL NUTRITION 
PROJECTS. 

Section 1114(a)(2)(A) of the Agriculture and 
Food Act of 1981 (7 U.S.C. 148le(2)(A)) is 
amended in the first sentence by striking 
“2012” and inserting ‘‘2017’’. 

SEC. 4104. TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING 
AMENDMENTS. 

Section 3 of the Commodity Distribution 
Reform Act and WIC Amendments of 1987 (7 
U.S.C. 612c note; Public Law 100-237) is 
amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)— 

(A) in paragraph (2), by striking subpara- 
graph (B) and inserting the following: 

““(B) the program established under section 
4(b) of the Food and Nutrition Act of 2008 (7 
U.S.C. 2013(b));’’; and 

(B) in paragraph (3)(D), by striking ‘‘the 
Committee on Education and Labor” and in- 
serting ‘the Committee on Education and 
the Workforce’’; 

(2) in subsection (b)(1)(A)(ii), by striking 
“section 32 of the Agricultural Adjustment 
Act (7 U.S.C. 601 et seq.)’’? and inserting ‘‘sec- 
tion 32 of the Act of August 24, 1935 (7 U.S.C. 
612c)’’; 

(8) in subsection (e)(1)(D)(iii), by striking 
subclause (II) and inserting the following: 

“(II) the program established under section 
4(b) of the Food and Nutrition Act of 2008 (7 
U.S.C. 2013(b));’’; and 

(4) in subsection (k), by striking ‘‘the Com- 
mittee on Education and Labor” and insert- 
ing “the Committee on Education and the 
Workforce”. 

Subtitle C—Miscellaneous 
SEC. 4201. PURCHASE OF FRESH FRUITS AND 
VEGETABLES FOR DISTRIBUTION TO 
SCHOOLS AND SERVICE INSTITU- 
TIONS. 

Section 10603(b) of the Farm Security and 
Rural Investment Act of 2002 (7 U.S.C. 612c- 
4(b)) is amended by striking ‘‘2012” and in- 
serting ‘‘2017”. 

SEC. 4202. SENIORS FARMERS’ MARKET NUTRI- 
TION PROGRAM. 

Section 4402(a) of the Farm Security and 
Rural Investment Act of 2002 (7 U.S.C. 
3007(a)) is amended by striking ‘‘2012” and in- 
serting ‘‘2017”. 

SEC. 4203. NUTRITION INFORMATION AND 
AWARENESS PILOT PROGRAM. 

Section 4403 of the Farm Security and 
Rural Investment Act of 2002 (7 U.S.C. 3171 
note; Public Law 107-171) is repealed. 
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SEC. 4204. WHOLE GRAIN PRODUCTS. 

Section 4305 of the Food, Conservation, and 
Energy Act of 2008 (42 U.S.C. 1755a) is amend- 
ed— 

(1) in subsection (a), by striking ‘‘2005” and 
inserting ‘‘2010”; 

(2) in subsection (d), by striking ‘‘2011” and 
inserting ‘‘2015”; 

(3) in subsection (e), by striking “Labor of 
the House of Representative” and inserting 
“the Workforce of the House of Representa- 
tives”; and 

(4) by adding at the end the following: 

““(f) FUNDING.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—On October 1, 2013, out of 
any funds in the Treasury not otherwise ap- 
propriated, the Secretary of the Treasury 
shall transfer to the Secretary to carry out 
this section $10,000,000 for the period of fiscal 
years 2014 through 2015. 

‘(2) RECEIPT AND ACCEPTANCE.—The Sec- 
retary shall be entitled to receive, shall ac- 
cept, and shall use to carry out this section 
the funds transferred under paragraph (1), 
without further appropriation. 

‘(3) MAINTENANCE OF FUNDING.—The fund- 
ing provided under paragraph (1) shall sup- 
plement (and not supplant) other Federal 
funding (including funds made available 
under section 32 of the Act of August 24, 1935 
(7 U.S.C. 612c)) for programs carried out 
under— 

“(A) the Richard B. Russell National 
School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 1751 et seq.), ex- 
cept for section 19 of that Act (42 U.S.C. 
1769a); 

“(B) the Emergency Food Assistance Act 
of 1983 (7 U.S.C. 7501 et seq.); and 

“(C) section 27 of the Food and Nutrition 
Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2036).”. 

SEC. 4205. HUNGER-FREE COMMUNITIES. 

Section 4405 of the Food, Conservation, and 
Energy Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 7517) is amend- 
ed— 

(1) in subsection (a)— 

(A) by striking paragraph (1) and inserting 
the following: 

“(1) ELIGIBLE ENTITY.— 

‘(A) COLLABORATIVE GRANTS.—In sub- 
section (b), the term ‘eligible entity’ means 
a public food program service provider or 
nonprofit organization, including an emer- 
gency feeding organization, that has collabo- 
rated or will collaborate with 1 or more local 
partner organizations to achieve at least 1 
hunger-free communities goal. 

“(B) INCENTIVE GRANTS.—In subsection (c), 
the term ‘eligible entity’ means a nonprofit 
organization (including an emergency feed- 
ing organization), an agricultural coopera- 
tive, producer network or association, com- 
munity health organization, public benefit 
corporation, economic development corpora- 
tion, farmers’ market, community-supported 
agriculture program, buying club, supple- 
mental nutrition assistance program retail 
food store, a State, local, or tribal agency, 
and any other entity the Secretary des- 
ignates.’’; 

(B) by adding at the end the following: 

‘(4) SUPPLEMENTAL NUTRITION ASSISTANCE 
PROGRAM.—The term ‘supplemental nutrition 
assistance program’ means the supplemental 
nutrition assistance program established 
under the Food and Nutrition Act of 2008 (7 
U.S.C. 2011 et seq.). 

‘(5) UNDERSERVED COMMUNITY.—The term 
‘underserved community’ has the meaning 
given the term in section 25 of the Food and 
Nutrition Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2034).”’; 

(2) in subsection (b)(1)(A), by striking ‘‘not 
more than 50 percent of any funds made 
available under subsection (e)’’ and inserting 
“funds made available under subsection 
(ad); and 
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(3) by striking subsections (c), (d), and (e) 
and inserting the following: 

‘“(¢) HUNGER-FREE COMMUNITIES INCENTIVE 
GRANTS.— 

‘(1) AUTHORIZATION.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—In each of the years 
specified in subsection (d), the Secretary 
shall make grants to eligible entities in ac- 
cordance with paragraph (2). 

“(B) FEDERAL SHARE.—The Federal share of 
the cost of carrying out an activity under 
this subsection shall not exceed 50 percent of 
the total cost of the activity. 

‘(C) NON-FEDERAL SHARE.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—The non-Federal share of 
the cost of an activity under this subsection 
may be provided— 

“(I) in cash or in-kind contributions as de- 
termined by the Secretary, including facili- 
ties, equipment, or services; and 

“(II) by a State or local government or a 
private source. 

“(ii) LIMITATION.—In the case of a for-prof- 
it entity, the non-Federal share described in 
clause (i) shall not include services of an em- 
ployee, including salaries paid or expenses 
covered by the employer. 

(2) CRITERIA.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of this sub- 
section, an eligible entity is a governmental 
agency or nonprofit organization that— 

“(i) meets the application criteria set forth 
by the Secretary; and 

“(ii) proposes a project that, at a min- 
imum— 

“(D) has the support of the State agency; 

“(II) would increase the purchase of fruits 
and vegetables by low-income consumers 
participating in the supplemental nutrition 
assistance program by providing incentives 
at the point of purchase; 

“(III) agrees to participate in the evalua- 
tion described in paragraph (4); 

“(IV) ensures that the same terms and con- 
ditions apply to purchases made by individ- 
uals with benefits issued under this Act and 
incentives provided for in this subsection as 
apply to purchases made by individuals who 
are not members of households receiving 
benefits, such as provided for in section 
278.2(b) of title 7, Code of Federal Regula- 
tions (or a successor regulation); and 

“(V) includes effective and efficient tech- 
nologies for benefit redemption systems that 
may be replicated in other for States and 
communities. 

“(B) PRIORITY.—In awarding grants under 
this section, the Secretary shall give pri- 
ority to projects that— 

“(i) maximize the share of funds used for 
direct incentives to participants; 

“(ii) use direct-to-consumer sales mar- 
keting; 

“(iii) demonstrate a track record of design- 
ing and implementing successful nutrition 
incentive programs that connect low-income 
consumers and agricultural producers; 

“(iv) provide locally or regionally produced 
fruits and vegetables; 

“(v) are located in underserved commu- 
nities; or 

“(vi) address other criteria as established 
by the Secretary. 

‘*(3) APPLICABILITY .— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The value of any benefit 
provided to a participant in any activity 
funded under this subsection shall not be 
considered income or resources for any pur- 
pose under any Federal, State, or local law. 

‘(B) PROHIBITION ON COLLECTION OF SALES 
TAXES.—Each State shall ensure that no 
State or local tax is collected on a purchase 
of food under this subsection. 

‘(C) NO LIMITATION ON BENEFITS.—A grant 
made available under this subsection shall 
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not be used to carry out any project that 
limits the use of benefits under the Food and 
Nutrition Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2011 et seq.) or 
any other Federal nutrition law. 

‘“(D) HOUSEHOLD ALLOTMENT.—Assistance 
provided under this subsection to households 
receiving benefits under the supplemental 
nutrition assistance program shall not— 

“(i) be considered part of the supplemental 
nutrition assistance program benefits of the 
household; or 

“Gi) be used in the collection or disposi- 
tion of claims under section 13 of the Food 
and Nutrition Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2022). 

““(4) EVALUATION.— 

‘“(A) INDEPENDENT EVALUATION.—The Sec- 
retary shall provide for an independent eval- 
uation of projects selected under this sub- 
section that measures the impact of each 
project on— 

“() improving the nutrition and health 
status of participating households receiving 
incentives under this subsection; and 

“(i) increasing fruit and vegetable pur- 
chases in participating households. 

““(B) REQUIREMENT.—The independent eval- 
uation under subparagraph (A) shall use rig- 
orous methodologies capable of producing 
scientifically valid information regarding 
the effectiveness of a project. 

“(C) CostTs.—The Secretary may use funds 
not to exceed 10 percent of the funding pro- 
vided to carry out this section to pay costs 
associated with administering, monitoring, 
and evaluating each project. 

“(d) FUNDING.— 

“(1) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out subsection (b) $5,000,000 for each of 
fiscal years 2013 through 2017. 

‘(2) MANDATORY FUNDING.—Of the funds of 
the Commodity Credit Corporation, the Sec- 
retary shall use to carry out subsection (c)— 

**(A) $15,000,000 for fiscal year 2013; 

““(B) $20,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2014 
through 2016; and 

““(C) $25,000,000 for fiscal year 2017.’’. 

SEC. 4206. HEALTHY FOOD FINANCING INITIA- 
TIVE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subtitle D of title II of 
the Department of Agriculture Reorganiza- 
tion Act of 1994 (7 U.S.C. 6951 et seq.) is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 
“SEC. 242. HEALTHY FOOD FINANCING INITIA- 

TIVE. 

‘“(a) PURPOSE.—The purpose of this section 
is to enhance the authorities of the Sec- 
retary to support efforts to provide access to 
healthy food by establishing an initiative to 
improve access to healthy foods in under- 
served areas, to create and preserve quality 
jobs, and to revitalize low-income commu- 
nities by providing loans and grants to eligi- 
ble fresh, healthy food retailers to overcome 
the higher costs and initial barriers to entry 
in underserved areas. 

“(b) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 

“(1) COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT FINANCIAL 
INSTITUTION.—The term ‘community develop- 
ment financial institution’ has the meaning 
given the term in section 103 of the Commu- 
nity Development Banking and Financial In- 
stitutions Act of 1994 (12 U.S.C. 4702). 

“(2) INITIATIVE.—The term ‘Initiative’ 
means the Healthy Food Financing Initia- 
tive established under subsection (c)(1). 

“(3) NATIONAL FUND MANAGER.—The term 
‘national fund manager’ means a community 
development financial institution that is— 

“(A) in existence on the date of enactment 
of this section; and 

“(B) certified by the Community Develop- 
ment Financial Institution Fund of the De- 
partment of Treasury to manage the Initia- 
tive for purposes of— 
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“(i) raising private capital; 

“(ii) providing financial and technical as- 
sistance to partnerships; and 

“(iii) funding eligible projects to attract 
fresh, healthy food retailers to underserved 
areas, in accordance with this section. 

‘“(4) PARTNERSHIP.—The term ‘partnership’ 
means a regional, State, or local public-pri- 
vate partnership that— 

‘(A) is organized to improve access to 
fresh, healthy foods; 

‘(B) provides financial and technical as- 
sistance to eligible projects; and 

“(C) meets such other criteria as the Sec- 
retary may establish. 

‘(5) PERISHABLE FOOD.—The term ‘perish- 
able food’ means a staple food that is fresh, 
refrigerated, or frozen. 

“(6) QUALITY JOB.—The term ‘quality job’ 
means a job that provides wages and other 
benefits comparable to, or better than, simi- 
lar positions in existing businesses of similar 
size in similar local economies. 

‘(7) STAPLE FOOD.— 

‘“(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘staple food’ 
means food that is a basic dietary item. 

‘“(B) INCLUSIONS.—The term ‘staple food’ 
includes— 

“(i) bread; 

“(ii) flour; 

“(iii) fruits; 

“(iv) vegetables; and 

““(v) meat. 

‘*(c) INITIATIVE.— 

“(1) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Secretary shall 
establish an initiative to achieve the purpose 
described in subsection (a) in accordance 
with this subsection. 

‘*(2) IMPLEMENTATION.— 

‘(A) IN GENERAL.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—In carrying out the Ini- 
tiative, the Secretary shall provide funding 
to entities with eligible projects, as de- 
scribed in subparagraph (B), subject to the 
priorities described in subparagraph (C). 

“(ii) USE OF FUNDS.—Funds provided to an 
entity pursuant to clause (i) shall be used— 

“(I) to create revolving loan pools of cap- 
ital or other products to provide loans to fi- 
nance eligible projects or partnerships; 

“IT) to provide grants for eligible projects 
or partnerships; 

‘“(IIT) to provide technical assistance to 
funded projects and entities seeking Initia- 
tive funding; and 

‘“(IV) to cover administrative expenses of 
the national fund manager in an amount not 
to exceed 10 percent of the Federal funds pro- 
vided. 

‘(B) ELIGIBLE PROJECTS.—Subject to the 
approval of the Secretary, the national fund 
manager shall establish eligibility criteria 
for projects under the Initiative, which shall 
include the existence or planned execution of 
agreements— 

“(i) to expand or preserve the availability 
of staple foods in underserved areas with 
moderate- and low-income populations by 
maintaining or increasing the number of re- 
tail outlets that offer an assortment of per- 
ishable food and staple food items, as deter- 
mined by the Secretary, in those areas; and 

“(ii) to accept benefits under the supple- 
mental nutrition assistance program estab- 
lished under the Food and Nutrition Act of 
2008 (7 U.S.C. 2011 et seq.). 

“(C) PRIORITIES.—In carrying out the Ini- 
tiative, priority shall be given to projects 
that— 

“(i) are located in severely distressed low- 
income communities, as defined by the Com- 
munity Development Financial Institutions 
Fund of the Department of Treasury; and 

“(ii) include 1 or more of the following 
characteristics: 
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(I) The project will create or retain qual- 
ity jobs for low-income residents in the com- 
munity. 

“(II) The project supports regional food 
systems and locally grown foods, to the max- 
imum extent practicable. 

‘(III) In areas served by public transit, the 
project is accessible by public transit. 

‘(IV) The project involves women- or mi- 
nority-owned businesses. 

‘(V) The project receives funding from 
other sources, including other Federal agen- 
cies. 

‘“(VI) The project otherwise advances the 
purpose of this section, as determined by the 
Secretary. 

‘(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to the 
Secretary to carry out this section 
$125,000,000, to remain available until ex- 
pended.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 
296(b) of the Department of Agriculture Re- 
organization Act of 1994 (7 U.S.C. 7014(b)) (as 
amended by section 1609(d)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (7), by striking ‘‘or’’ at the 
end; 

(2) in paragraph (8), by striking the period 
at the end and inserting ‘‘; or”; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 

“(9) the authority of the Secretary to es- 
tablish and carry out the Health Food Fi- 
nancing Initiative under section 242.’’. 

TITLE V—CREDIT 


Subtitle A—Farmer Loans, Servicing, and 
Other Assistance Under the Consolidated 
Farm and Rural Development Act 

SEC. 5001. FARMER LOANS, SERVICING, AND 

OTHER ASSISTANCE UNDER THE 
CONSOLIDATED FARM AND RURAL 
DEVELOPMENT ACT. 

The Consolidated Farm and Rural Develop- 
ment Act (as amended by section 6001) is 
amended by inserting after section 3002 the 
following: 

“Subtitle A—Farmer Loans, Servicing, and 

Other Assistance 

“CHAPTER 1—FARM OWNERSHIP LOANS 
“SEC. 3101. FARM OWNERSHIP LOANS. 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may 
make or guarantee a farm ownership loan 
under this chapter to an eligible farmer. 

“(b) ELIGIBILITY.—A farmer shall be eligi- 
ble under subsection (a) only— 

“(1) if the farmer, or, in the case of an enti- 
ty, 1 or more individuals holding a majority 
interest in the farmer— 

“(A) is a citizen of the United States; and 

“(B) in the case of a direct loan, has train- 
ing or farming experience that the Secretary 
determines is sufficient to ensure a reason- 
able prospect of success in the farming oper- 
ation proposed by the farmer; 

“(2)(A) in the case of a farmer that is an 
individual, if the farmer is or proposes to be- 
come an owner and operator of a farm that 
is not larger than a family farm; or 

‘“(B) in the case of a lessee-operator of a 
farm located in the State of Hawaii, if the 
Secretary determines that— 

“(i) the farm is not larger than a family 
farm; 

“(ii) the farm cannot be acquired in fee 
simple by the lessee-operator; 

“(iii) adequate security is provided for the 
loan with respect to the farm for which the 
lessee-operator applies under this chapter; 
and 

“(iv) there is a reasonable probability of 
accomplishing the objectives and repayment 
of the loan; 

“(3) in the case of a farmer that is a coop- 
erative, corporation, partnership, trust, lim- 
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ited liability company, joint operation, or 
such other legal entity as the Secretary de- 
termines to be appropriate, with respect to 
the entity and each farm in which the entity 
has an ownership or operator interest— 

(A) if— 

“G) a majority interest is held by individ- 
uals who are related by blood or marriage, as 
defined by the Secretary; 

““(i) all of the individuals are or propose to 
become owners or operators of a farm that is 
not larger than a family farm; and 

“(ii) at least 1 of the individuals is or pro- 
poses to become an operator of the farm; or 

“(B) if— 

“(i) the entire interest is held by individ- 
uals who are related by blood or marriage, as 
defined by the Secretary; 

“(i) all of the individuals are or propose to 
become farm operators; and 

“(ii) the ownership interest of each indi- 
vidual separately constitutes not larger than 
a family farm, even if the ownership inter- 
ests of the individuals collectively con- 
stitute larger than a family farm; 

‘“(4) in the case of an entity that is, or will 
become within a reasonable period of time, 
as determined by the Secretary, only the op- 
erator of a family farm, if the 1 or more indi- 
viduals who are the owners of the family 
farm own— 

“(A) a percentage of the family farm that 
exceeds 50 percent; or 

“(B) such other percentage as the Sec- 
retary determines to be appropriate; 

‘“(5) in the case of an operator described in 
paragraph (8) that is owned, in whole or in 
part, by 1 or more other entities, if each of 
the individuals that have a direct or indirect 
ownership interest in such other entities 
also have a direct ownership interest in the 
entity applying as an individual; and 

‘“(6) if the farmer and each individual that 
holds a majority interest in the farmer is un- 
able to obtain credit elsewhere. 

‘“(c) DIRECT LOANS.— 

‘“(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2), 
the Secretary may make a direct loan under 
this chapter only to a farmer who has par- 
ticipated in business operations of a farm for 
not less than 3 years (or has other acceptable 
experience for a period of time determined 
by the Secretary) and— 

“(A) is a qualified beginning farmer; 

“(B) has not received a previous direct 
farm ownership loan made under this chap- 
ter; or 

“(C) has not received a direct farm owner- 
ship loan under this chapter more than 10 
years before the date on which the new loan 
would be made. 

‘“(2) YOUTH LOANS.—The operation of an en- 
terprise by a youth under section 3201(d) 
shall not be considered the operation of a 
farm for purposes of paragraph (1). 

“SEC. 3102. PURPOSES OF LOANS. 

“(a) ALLOWED PURPOSES.— 

‘*(1) DIRECT LOANS.—A farmer may use a di- 
rect loan made under this chapter only— 

“(A) to acquire or enlarge a farm; 

“(B) to make capital improvements to a 
farm; 

““(C) to pay loan closing costs related to ac- 
quiring, enlarging, or improving a farm; 

“(D) to pay for activities to promote soil 
and water conservation and protection de- 
scribed in section 3103 on a farm; or 

‘“(E) to refinance a temporary bridge loan 
made by a commercial or cooperative lender 
to a farmer for the acquisition of land for a 
farm, if— 

“(i) the Secretary approved an application 
for a direct farm ownership loan to the farm- 
er for acquisition of the land; and 
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“(ii) funds for direct farm ownership loans 
under section 3201(a) were not available at 
the time at which the application was ap- 
proved. 

“(2) GUARANTEED LOANS.—A farmer may 
use a loan guaranteed under this chapter 
only— 

“(A) to acquire or enlarge a farm; 

‘“(B) to make capital improvements to a 
farm; 

‘“(C) to pay loan closing costs related to ac- 
quiring, enlarging, or improving a farm; 

‘“(D) to pay for activities to promote soil 
and water conservation and protection de- 
scribed in section 3103 on a farm; or 

“(E) to refinance indebtedness. 

“(b) PREFERENCES.—In making or guaran- 
teeing a loan under this chapter for purchase 
of a farm, the Secretary shall give preference 
to a person who— 

“(1) has a dependent family; 

“(2) to the extent practicable, is able to 
make an initial down payment on the farm; 
or 

“(3) is an owner of livestock or farm equip- 
ment that is necessary to successfully carry 
out farming operations. 

‘(c) HAZARD INSURANCE REQUIREMENT.— 
The Secretary may not make a loan to a 
farmer under this chapter unless the farmer 
has, or agrees to obtain, hazard insurance on 
any real property to be acquired or improved 
with the loan. 

“SEC. 3103. CONSERVATION LOAN AND LOAN 
GUARANTEE PROGRAM. 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may 
make or guarantee qualified conservation 
loans to eligible borrowers under this sec- 
tion. 

“(b) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 

“(1) CONSERVATION PLAN.—The term ‘con- 
servation plan’ means a plan, approved by 
the Secretary, that, for a farming operation, 
identifies the conservation activities that 
will be addressed with loan funds provided 
under this section, including— 

“(A) the installation of conservation struc- 
tures to address soil, water, and related re- 
sources; 

“(B) the establishment of forest cover for 
sustained yield timber management, erosion 
control, or shelter belt purposes; 

“(C) the installation of water conservation 
measures; 

“(D) the installation of waste management 
systems; 

“(E) the establishment or improvement of 
permanent pasture; 

‘(F) compliance with section 1212 of the 
Food Security Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3812); 
and 

‘“(G) other purposes consistent with the 
plan, including the adoption of any other 
emerging or existing conservation practices, 
techniques, or technologies approved by the 
Secretary. 

‘(2) QUALIFIED CONSERVATION LOAN.—The 
term ‘qualified conservation loan’ means a 
loan, the proceeds of which are used to cover 
the costs to the borrower of carrying out a 
qualified conservation project. 

‘(3) QUALIFIED CONSERVATION PROJECT.— 
The term ‘qualified conservation project’ 
means conservation measures that address 
provisions of a conservation plan of the eligi- 
ble borrower. 

‘(c) ELIGIBILITY.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may make 
or guarantee loans to farmers. 

“(2) REQUIREMENTS.—To be eligible for a 
loan under this section, applicants shall 
meet the citizenship and training and experi- 
ence requirements of section 3101(b). 
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“(d) PRIORITY.—In making or guaranteeing 
loans under this section, the Secretary shall 
give priority to— 

“(1) qualified beginning farmers and so- 
cially disadvantaged farmers; 

(2) owners or tenants who use the loans to 
convert to sustainable or organic agricul- 
tural production systems; and 

‘“(3) producers who use the loans to build 
conservation structures or establish con- 
servation practices to comply with section 
1212 of the Food Security Act of 1985 (16 
U.S.C. 3812). 

‘(e) LIMITATIONS APPLICABLE TO LOAN 
GUARANTEES.—The portion of a loan that the 
Secretary may guarantee under this section 
shall not exceed 75 percent of the principal 
amount of the loan. 

‘“(f) ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS.—The Sec- 
retary shall ensure, to the maximum extent 
practicable, that loans made or guaranteed 
under this section are distributed across di- 
verse geographic regions. 

‘“(g) CREDIT ELIGIBILITY.—The provisions of 
paragraphs (1) and (3) of section 3406(a) shall 
not apply to loans made or guaranteed under 
this section. 

‘(h) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
For each of fiscal years 2012 through 2017, 
there are authorized to be appropriated to 
the Secretary such sums as are necessary to 
carry out this section. 

“SEC. 3104. LOAN MAXIMUMS. 

(a) MAXIMUM.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall 
make or guarantee no loan under sections 
8101, 3102, 3103, 3106, and 3107 that would 
cause the unpaid indebtedness under those 
sections of any 1 borrower to exceed the less- 
er of— 

“(A) the value of the farm or other secu- 
rity, or 

“(B)(i) in the case of a loan made by the 
Secretary, $300,000; or 

“(ii) in the case of a loan guaranteed by 
the Secretary, $700,000 (as modified under 
paragraph (2)). 

‘“(2) MODIFICATION.—The amount specified 
in paragraph (1)(B)(ii) shall be— 

“(A) increased, beginning with fiscal year 
2000, by the inflation percentage applicable 
to the fiscal year in which the loan is guar- 
anteed; and 

‘“(B) reduced by the amount of any unpaid 
indebtedness of the borrower on loans under 
chapter 2 that are guaranteed by the Sec- 
retary. 

“(b) DETERMINATION OF VALUE.—In deter- 
mining the value of the farm, the Secretary 
shall consider appraisals made by competent 
appraisers under rules established by the 
Secretary. 

‘“(c) INFLATION PERCENTAGE.—For purposes 
of this section, the inflation percentage ap- 
plicable to a fiscal year is the percentage (if 
any) by which— 

“(1) the average of the Prices Paid By 
Farmers Index (as compiled by the National 
Agricultural Statistics Service of the De- 
partment) for the 12-month period ending on 
August 31 of the immediately preceding fis- 
cal year; exceeds 

“(2) the average of that index (as so de- 
fined) for the 12-month period ending on Au- 
gust 31, 1996. 

“SEC. 3105. REPAYMENT REQUIREMENTS FOR 
FARM OWNERSHIP LOANS. 

‘(a) PERIOD FOR REPAYMENT.—The period 
for repayment of a loan under this chapter 
shall not exceed 40 years. 

‘(b) INTEREST RATES.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as otherwise pro- 
vided in this title, the interest rate on a loan 
under this chapter shall be determined by 
the Secretary at a rate— 
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“(A) not to exceed the sum obtained by 
adding— 

“(j) the current average market yield on 
outstanding marketable obligations of the 
United States with remaining periods to ma- 
turity comparable to the average maturity 
of the loan; and 

“Gi) an amount not to exceed 1 percent, as 
determined by the Secretary; and 

““(B) adjusted to the nearest % of 1 percent. 

‘(2) LOW INCOME FARM OWNERSHIP LOANS.— 
Except as provided in paragraph (3), the in- 
terest rate on a loan (other than a guaran- 
teed loan) under section 3106 shall be deter- 
mined by the Secretary at a rate that is— 

“(A) not greater than the sum obtained by 
adding— 

“G) an amount that does not exceed 12 of 
the current average market yield on out- 
standing marketable obligations of the 
United States with maturities of 5 years; and 

“Gi) an amount not to exceed 1 percent per 
year, as the Secretary determines is appro- 
priate; and 

‘“(B) not less than 5 percent per year. 

“(3) JOINT FINANCING ARRANGEMENT.—If a 
direct farm ownership loan is made under 
this chapter as part of a joint financing ar- 
rangement and the amount of the direct 
farm ownership loan does not exceed 50 per- 
cent of the total principal amount financed 
under the arrangement, the interest rate on 
the direct farm ownership loan shall be at 
least 4 percent annually. 

**(4) GUARANTEED LOANS.—The interest rate 
on a loan made under this chapter as a guar- 
anteed loan shall be such rate as may be 
agreed on by the borrower and the lender, 
but not in excess of any rate determined by 
the Secretary. 

‘“(c) PAYMENT OF CHARGES.—A borrower of 
a loan made or guaranteed under this chap- 
ter shall pay such fees and other charges as 
the Secretary may require, and prepay to the 
Secretary such taxes and insurance as the 
Secretary may require, on such terms and 
conditions as the Secretary may prescribe. 

“(d) SECURITY.— 

**(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall take 
as security for an obligation entered into in 
connection with a loan, a mortgage on a 
farm with respect to which the loan is made 
or such other security as the Secretary may 
require. 

“(2) LIENS TO UNITED STATES.—An instru- 
ment for security under paragraph (1) may 
constitute a lien running to the United 
States notwithstanding the fact that the 
note for the security may be held by a lender 
other than the United States. 

(3) MULTIPLE LOANS.—A borrower may use 
the same collateral to secure 2 or more loans 
made or guaranteed under this chapter, ex- 
cept that the outstanding amount of the 
loans may not exceed the total value of the 
collateral. 

‘(e) MINERAL RIGHTS AS COLLATERAL.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—In the case of a farm 
ownership loan made after December 23, 1985, 
unless appraised values of the rights to oil, 
gas, or other minerals are specifically in- 
cluded as part of the appraised value of col- 
lateral securing the loan, the rights to oil, 
gas, or other minerals located under the 
property shall not be considered part of the 
collateral securing the loan. 

‘(2) COMPENSATORY PAYMENTS.—Nothing in 
this subsection prevents the inclusion of, as 
part of the collateral securing the loan, any 
payment or other compensation the bor- 
rower may receive for damages to the sur- 
face of the collateral real estate resulting 
from the exploration for or recovery of min- 
erals. 
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‘(f) ADDITIONAL COLLATERAL.—The Sec- 
retary may not— 

“(1) require any borrower to provide addi- 
tional collateral to secure a farmer program 
loan made or guaranteed under this subtitle, 
if the borrower is current in the payment of 
principal and interest on the loan; or 

“(2) bring any action to foreclose, or other- 
wise liquidate, the loan as a result of the 
failure of a borrower to provide additional 
collateral to secure the loan, if the borrower 
was current in the payment of principal and 
interest on the loan at the time the addi- 
tional collateral was requested. 

“SEC. 3106. LIMITED-RESOURCE LOANS. 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may 
make or guarantee a limited-resource loan 
for any of the purposes specified in sections 
3102(a) or 3103(a) to a farmer in the United 
States who— 

“(1) in the case of an entity, all members, 
stockholders, or partners are eligible under 
section 3101(b); 

“(2) has a low income; and 

“(3) demonstrates a need to maximize the 
income of the farmer from farming oper- 
ations. 

“(b) INSTALLMENTS.—A loan made or guar- 
anteed under this section shall be repayable 
in such installments as the Secretary deter- 
mines will provide for reduced payments dur- 
ing the initial repayment period of the loan 
and larger payments during the remainder of 
the repayment period of the loan. 

‘(c) INTEREST RATES.—Except as provided 
in section 3105(b)(3) and in section 3204(b)(3), 
the interest rate on loans (other than guar- 
anteed loans) under this section shall not 
be— 

“(1) greater than the sum obtained by add- 
ing— 

“(A) an amount that does not exceed % of 
the current average market yield on out- 
standing marketable obligations of the 
United States with maturities of 5 years; and 

‘“(B) an amount not exceeding 1 percent per 
year, as the Secretary determines is appro- 
priate; or 

‘(2) less than 5 percent per year. 

“SEC. 3107. DOWNPAYMENT LOAN PROGRAM. 

‘*(a) IN GENERAL.— 

“(1) ESTABLISHMENT.—Notwithstanding 
any other provision of this chapter, the Sec- 
retary shall establish, under the farm owner- 
ship loan program established under this 
chapter, a program under which loans shall 
be made under this section to a qualified be- 
ginning farmer or a socially disadvantaged 
farmer for a downpayment on a farm owner- 
ship loan. 

‘(2) COORDINATION.—The Secretary shall be 
the primary coordinator of credit super- 
vision for the downpayment loan program es- 
tablished under this section, in consultation 
with a commercial or cooperative lender 
and, if applicable, a contracting credit coun- 
seling service selected under section 3420(c). 

‘*(b) LOAN TERMS.— 

“(1) PRINCIPAL.—Hach loan made under 
this section shall be in an amount that does 
not exceed 45 percent of the lesser of— 

“(A) the purchase price of the farm to be 
acquired; 

‘(B) the appraised value of the farm to be 
acquired; or 

‘“(C) $667,000. 

‘(2) INTEREST RATE.—The interest rate on 
any loan made by the Secretary under this 
section shall be a rate equal to the greater 
of— 

“(A) the difference between— 

“(i) 4 percent; and 

“(ii) the interest rate for farm ownership 
loans under this chapter; or 
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‘“(B) 1.5 percent. 

(3) DURATION.—Each loan under this sec- 
tion shall be made for a period of 20 years or 
less, at the option of the borrower. 

“(4) REPAYMENT.—Each borrower of a loan 
under this section shall repay the loan to the 
Secretary in equal annual installments. 

‘(5) NATURE OF RETAINED SECURITY INTER- 
EST.—The Secretary shall retain an interest 
in each farm acquired with a loan made 
under this section that shall— 

“(A) be secured by the farm; 

‘“(B) be junior only to such interests in the 
farm as may be conveyed at the time of ac- 
quisition to the person (including a lender) 
from whom the borrower obtained a loan 
used to acquire the farm; and 

“(C) require the borrower to obtain the 
permission of the Secretary before the bor- 
rower may grant an additional security in- 
terest in the farm. 

‘*(¢) LIMITATIONS.— 

‘(1) BORROWERS REQUIRED TO MAKE MIN- 
IMUM DOWN PAYMENT.—The Secretary shall 
not make a loan under this section to any 
borrower with respect to a farm if the con- 
tribution of the borrower to the down pay- 
ment on the farm will be less than 5 percent 
of the purchase price of the farm. 

‘((2) PROHIBITED TYPES OF FINANCING.—The 
Secretary shall not make a loan under this 
section with respect to a farm if the farm is 
to be acquired with other financing that con- 
tains any of the following conditions: 

“(A) The financing is to be amortized over 
a period of less than 30 years. 

‘(B) A balloon payment will be due on the 
financing during the 20-year period begin- 
ning on the date on which the loan is to be 
made by the Secretary. 

“(q) ADMINISTRATION.—In carrying out this 
section, the Secretary shall, to the max- 
imum extent practicable— 

“(1) facilitate the transfer of farms from 
retiring farmers to persons eligible for in- 
sured loans under this subtitle; 

‘“(2) make efforts to widely publicize the 
availability of loans under this section 
among— 

“(A) potentially eligible recipients of the 
loans; 

“(B) retiring farmers; and 

‘(C) applicants for farm ownership loans 
under this chapter; 

“(3) encourage retiring farmers to assist in 
the sale of their farms to qualified beginning 
farmers and socially disadvantaged farmers 
providing seller financing; 

“(4) coordinate the loan program estab- 
lished by this section with State programs 
that provide farm ownership or operating 
loans for beginning farmers or socially dis- 
advantaged farmers; and 

‘“(5) establish annual performance goals to 
promote the use of the down payment loan 
program and other joint financing arrange- 
ments as the preferred choice for direct real 
estate loans made by any lender to a quali- 
fied beginning farmer or socially disadvan- 
taged farmer. 

“SEC. 3108. BEGINNING FARMER AND SOCIALLY 
DISADVANTAGED FARMER CON- 
TRACT LAND SALES PROGRAM. 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall, in 
accordance with this section, guarantee a 
loan made by a private seller of a farm to a 
qualified beginning farmer or socially dis- 
advantaged farmer on a contract land sales 
basis. 

‘*(b) ELIGIBILITY.—To be eligible for a loan 
guarantee under subsection (a)— 

“(1) the qualified beginning farmer or so- 
cially disadvantaged farmer shall— 

‘(A) on the date the contract land sale 
that is subject of the loan is complete, own 
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and operate the farm that is the subject of 
the contract land sale; 

‘“(B) have a credit history that— 

“(i) includes a record of satisfactory debt 
repayment, as determined by the Secretary; 
and 

“(i) is acceptable to the Secretary; and 

““(C) demonstrate to the Secretary that the 
farmer is unable to obtain sufficient credit 
without a guarantee to finance any actual 
need of the farmer at a reasonable rate or 
term; and 

‘“(2) the loan shall meet applicable under- 
writing criteria, as determined by the Sec- 
retary. 

“(¢) LIMITATIONS.—The Secretary shall not 
provide a loan guarantee under subsection 
(a) if— 

“(1) the contribution of the qualified be- 
ginning farmer or socially disadvantaged 
farmer to the down payment for the farm 
that is the subject of the contract land sale 
would be less than 5 percent of the purchase 
price of the farm; or 

“(2) the purchase price or the appraisal 
value of the farm that is the subject of the 
contract land sale is greater than $500,000. 

‘“(d) PERIOD OF GUARANTEE.—A loan guar- 
antee under this section shall be in effect for 
the 10-year period beginning on the date on 
which the guarantee is provided. 

‘“(e) GUARANTEE PLAN.— 

‘“(1) SELECTION OF PLAN.—A private seller 
of a farm who makes a loan guaranteed by 
the Secretary under subsection (a) may se- 
lect— 

“(A) a prompt payment guarantee plan, 
which shall cover— 

“(j) 3 amortized annual installments; or 

“Gi) an amount equal to 3 annual install- 
ments (including an amount equal to the 
total cost of any tax and insurance incurred 
during the period covered by the annual in- 
stallments); or 

“(B) a standard guarantee plan, which 
shall cover an amount equal to 90 percent of 
the outstanding principal of the loan. 

‘(2) ELIGIBILITY FOR STANDARD GUARANTEE 
PLAN.—To be eligible for a standard guar- 
antee plan referred to in paragraph (1)(B), a 
private seller shall— 

“(A) secure a commercial lending institu- 
tion or similar entity, as determined by the 
Secretary, to serve as an escrow agent; or 

‘“(B) in cooperation with the farmer, use an 
appropriate alternate arrangement, as deter- 
mined by the Secretary. 

“CHAPTER 2—OPERATING LOANS 
“SEC. 3201. OPERATING LOANS. 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may 
make or guarantee an operating loan under 
this chapter to an eligible farmer in the 
United States. 

‘“(b) ELIGIBILITY.—A farmer shall be eligi- 
ble under subsection (a) only— 

““(1) if the farmer, or an individual holding 
a majority interest in the farmer— 

“(A) is a citizen of the United States; and 

‘“(B) has training or farming experience 
that the Secretary determines is sufficient 
to ensure a reasonable prospect of success in 
the farming operation proposed by the farm- 
er; 

‘“(2) in the case of a farmer that is an indi- 
vidual, if the farmer is or proposes to become 
an operator of a farm that is not larger than 
a family farm; 

‘“(3) in the case of a farmer that is a coop- 
erative, corporation, partnership, trust, lim- 
ited liability company, joint operation, or 
other such legal entity as the Secretary de- 
termines to be appropriate, with respect to 
the entity and each farm in which the entity 
has an ownership or operator interest— 
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“(A) if— 

“(i) a majority interest is held by individ- 
uals who are related by blood or marriage, as 
defined by the Secretary; 

“(ii) all of the individuals are or propose to 
become owners or operators of a farm that is 
not larger than a family farm; and 

“(iii) at least 1 of the individuals is or pro- 
poses to become an operator of the farm; or 

“(B) if— 

“(i) the entire interest is held by individ- 
uals who are related by blood or marriage, as 
defined by the Secretary; 

“(ii) all of the individuals are or propose to 
become farm operators; and 

“(iii) the ownership interest of each indi- 
vidual separately constitutes not larger than 
a family farm, even if the ownership inter- 
ests of the individuals collectively con- 
stitute larger than a family farm; 

‘“(4) in the case of an operator described in 
paragraph (3) that is owned, in whole or in 
part by 1 or more other entities, if not less 
than 75 percent of the ownership interests of 
each other entity is owned directly or indi- 
rectly by 1 or more individuals who own the 
family farm; and 

“(5) if the farmer and each individual that 
holds a majority interest in the farmer is un- 
able to obtain credit elsewhere. 

“(c) DIRECT LOANS.— 

‘“(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (3), 
the Secretary may make a direct loan under 
this chapter only to a farmer who— 

“(A) is a qualified beginning farmer; 

‘(B) has not received a previous direct op- 
erating loan made under this chapter; or 

“(C) has not received a direct operating 
loan made under this chapter for a total of 7 
years, less 1 year for every 3 consecutive 
years the farmer did not receive a direct op- 
erating loan after the year in which the bor- 
rower initially received a direct operating 
loan under this chapter, as determined by 
the Secretary. 

“(2) YOUTH LOANS.—In this subsection, the 
term ‘direct operating loan’ shall not include 
a loan made to a youth under subsection (d). 

‘(3) TRANSITION RULE.—If, as of April 4, 
1996, a farmer has received a direct operating 
loan under this chapter during each of 4 or 
more previous years, the borrower shall be 
eligible to receive a direct operating loan 
under this chapter during 3 additional years 
after April 4, 1996. 

(4) WAIVERS.— 

‘(A) FARM OPERATIONS ON TRIBAL LAND.— 
The Secretary shall waive the limitation 
under paragraph (1)(C) or (3) for a direct loan 
made under this chapter to a farmer whose 
farm land is subject to the jurisdiction of an 
Indian tribe and whose loan is secured by 1 
or more security instruments that are sub- 
ject to the jurisdiction of an Indian tribe if 
the Secretary determines that commercial 
credit is not generally available for such 
farm operations. 

‘(B) OTHER FARM OPERATIONS.—On a case- 
by-case determination not subject to admin- 
istrative appeal, the Secretary may grant a 
borrower a waiver, 1 time only for a period of 
2 years, of the limitation under paragraph 
(1)(C) or (8) for a direct operating loan if the 
borrower demonstrates to the satisfaction of 
the Secretary that— 

“(i) the borrower has a viable farm oper- 
ation; 

“(ii) the borrower applied for commercial 
credit from at least 2 commercial lenders; 

“(iii) the borrower was unable to obtain a 
commercial loan (including a loan guaran- 
teed by the Secretary); and 

“(iv) the borrower successfully has com- 
pleted, or will complete within 1 year, bor- 
rower training under section 3419 (from 
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which requirement the Secretary shall not 
grant a waiver under section 3419(f)). 

‘(d) YOUTH LOANS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding sub- 
section (b), except for citizenship and credit 
requirements, a loan may be made under this 
chapter to a youth who is a rural resident to 
enable the youth to operate an enterprise in 
connection with the participation in a youth 
organization, as determined by the Sec- 
retary. 

‘(2) FULL PERSONAL LIABILITY.—A youth 
receiving a loan under this subsection who 
executes a promissory note for the loan shall 
incur full personal liability for the indebted- 
ness evidenced by the note, in accordance 
with the terms of the note, free of any dis- 
ability of minority. 

‘(3) COSIGNER.—The Secretary may accept 
the personal liability of a cosigner of a prom- 
issory note for a loan under this subsection, 
in addition to the personal liability of the 
youth borrower. 

‘(4) YOUTH ENTERPRISES NOT FARMING.— 
The operation of an enterprise by a youth 
under this subsection shall not be considered 
the operation of a farm under this subtitle. 
“SEC. 3202. PURPOSES OF LOANS. 

“(a) DIRECT LOANS.—A direct loan may be 
made under this chapter only— 

“(1) to pay the costs incident to reorga- 
nizing a farm for more profitable operation; 

‘(2) to purchase livestock, poultry, or farm 
equipment; 

‘(3) to purchase feed, seed, fertilizer, insec- 
ticide, or farm supplies, or to meet other es- 
sential farm operating expenses, including 
cash rent; 

‘(4) to finance land or water development, 
use, or conservation; 

‘(5) to pay loan closing costs; 

(6) to assist a farmer in changing the 
equipment, facilities, or methods of oper- 
ation of a farm to comply with a standard 
promulgated under section 6 of the Occupa- 
tional Safety and Health Act of 1970 (29 
U.S.C. 655) or a standard adopted by a State 
under a plan approved under section 18 of 
that Act (29 U.S.C. 667), if the Secretary de- 
termines that without assistance under this 
paragraph the farmer is likely to suffer sub- 
stantial economic injury in complying with 
the standard; 

“(7) to train a limited-resource borrower 
receiving a loan under section 3106 in main- 
taining records of farming operations; 

‘(8) to train a borrower under section 3419; 

“(9) to refinance the indebtedness of a bor- 
rower, if the borrower— 

“(A) has refinanced a loan under this chap- 
ter not more than 4 times previously; and 

“(B)i) is a direct loan borrower under this 
title at the time of the refinancing and has 
suffered a qualifying loss because of a nat- 
ural or major disaster or emergency; or 

“(ii) is refinancing a debt obtained from a 
creditor other than the Secretary; or 

‘(10) to provide other farm or home needs, 
including family subsistence. 

‘(b) GUARANTEED LOANS.—A loan may be 
guaranteed under this chapter only— 

“(1) to pay the costs incident to reorga- 
nizing a farm for more profitable operation; 

‘(2) to purchase livestock, poultry, or farm 
equipment; 

‘(3) to purchase feed, seed, fertilizer, insec- 
ticide, or farm supplies, or to meet other es- 
sential farm operating expenses, including 
cash rent; 

“(4) to finance land or water development, 
use, or conservation; 

“(5) to refinance indebtedness; 

‘(6) to pay loan closing costs; 

“(7) to assist a farmer in changing the 
equipment, facilities, or methods of oper- 
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ation of a farm to comply with a standard 
promulgated under section 6 of the Occupa- 
tional Safety and Health Act of 1970 (29 
U.S.C. 655) or a standard adopted by a State 
under a plan approved under section 18 of 
that Act (29 U.S.C. 667), if the Secretary de- 
termines that without assistance under this 
paragraph the farmer is likely to suffer sub- 
stantial economic injury due to compliance 
with the standard; 

““(8) to train a borrower under section 3419; 
or 

“(9) to provide other farm or home needs, 
including family subsistence. 

“(c) HAZARD INSURANCE REQUIREMENT.— 
The Secretary may not make a loan to a 
farmer under this chapter unless the farmer 
has, or agrees to obtain, hazard insurance on 
the property to be acquired with the loan. 

“(d) PRIVATE RESERVE.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of this title, the Secretary 
may reserve a portion of any loan made 
under this chapter to be placed in an unsu- 
pervised bank account that may be used at 
the discretion of the borrower for the basic 
family needs of the borrower and the imme- 
diate family of the borrower. 

“(2) LIMIT ON SIZE OF THE RESERVE.—The 
size of the reserve shall not exceed the lesser 
of— 

“(A) 10 percent of the loan; 

““(B) $5,000; or 

“(C) the amount needed to provide for the 
basic family needs of the borrower and the 
immediate family of the borrower for 3 cal- 
endar months. 

“SEC. 3203. RESTRICTIONS ON LOANS. 

“‘(a) REQUIREMENTS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may not 
make or guarantee a loan under this chap- 
ter— 

“(A) that would cause the total principal 
indebtedness outstanding at any 1 time for 
loans made under this chapter to any 1 bor- 
rower to exceed— 

“()(I) in the case of a loan made by the 
Secretary, $300,000; or 

“(ID) in the case of a loan guaranteed by 
the Secretary, $700,000 (as modified under 
paragraph (2)); or 

“(B) for the purchasing or leasing of land 
other than for cash rent, or for carrying on 
a land leasing or land purchasing program. 

‘“(2) MODIFICATION.—The amount specified 
in paragraph (1)(A)(ii) shall be— 

“(A) increased, beginning with fiscal year 
2000, by the inflation percentage applicable 
to the fiscal year in which the loan is guar- 
anteed; and 

““(B) reduced by the unpaid indebtedness of 
the borrower on loans under sections speci- 
fied in section 3104 that are guaranteed by 
the Secretary. 

““(b) INFLATION PERCENTAGE.—For purposes 
of this section, the inflation percentage ap- 
plicable to a fiscal year is the percentage (if 
any) by which— 

“(1) the average of the Prices Paid By 
Farmers Index (as compiled by the National 
Agricultural Statistics Service of the De- 
partment) for the 12-month period ending on 
August 31 of the immediately preceding fis- 
cal year; exceeds 

“(2) the average of that index (as so de- 
fined) for the 12-month period ending on Au- 
gust 31, 1996. 

“SEC. 3204. TERMS OF LOANS. 

“(a) PERSONAL LIABILITY.—A borrower of a 
loan made under this chapter shall secure 
the loan with the full personal liability of 
the borrower and such other security as the 
Secretary may prescribe. 

‘(b) INTEREST RATES.— 
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“(1) MAXIMUM RATE.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
paragraphs (2) and (8), the interest rate on a 
loan made under this chapter (other than a 
guaranteed loan) shall be determined by the 
Secretary at a rate not to exceed the sum ob- 
tained by adding— 

“(i) the current average market yield on 
outstanding marketable obligations of the 
United States with remaining periods to ma- 
turity comparable to the average maturity 
of the loan; and 

“(ii) an additional charge not to exceed 1 
percent, as determined by the Secretary. 

“(B) ADJUSTMENT.—The sum obtained 
under subparagraph (A) shall be adjusted to 
the nearest % of 1 percent. 

(2) GUARANTEED LOAN.—The interest rate 
on a guaranteed loan made under this chap- 
ter shall be such rate as may be agreed on by 
the borrower and the lender, but may not ex- 
ceed any rate prescribed by the Secretary. 

“(3) LOW INCOME LOAN.—The interest rate 
on a direct loan made under this chapter to 
a low-income, limited-resource borrower 
shall be determined by the Secretary at a 
rate that is not— 

“(A) greater than the sum obtained by add- 
ing— 

“(i) an amount that does not exceed % of 
the current average market yield on out- 
standing marketable obligations of the 
United States with a maturity of 5 years; 
and 

“(ii) an amount not to exceed 1 percent per 
year, as the Secretary determines is appro- 
priate; or 

‘(B) less than 5 percent per year. 

“(c) PERIOD FOR REPAYMENT.—The period 
for repayment of a loan made under this 
chapter may not exceed 7 years. 

‘(d) LINE-OF-CREDIT LOANS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—A loan made or guaran- 
teed by the Secretary under this chapter 
may be in the form of a line-of-credit loan. 

“(2) TERM.—A line-of-credit loan under 
paragraph (1) shall terminate not later than 
5 years after the date that the loan is made 
or guaranteed. 

‘(3) ELIGIBILITY.—For purposes of deter- 
mining eligibility for an operating loan 
under this chapter, each year during which a 
farmer takes an advance or draws on a line- 
of-credit loan the farmer shall be considered 
as having received an operating loan for 1 
year. 

‘(4) TERMINATION OF DELINQUENT LOANS.—If 
a borrower does not pay an installment on a 
line-of-credit loan on schedule, the borrower 
may not take an advance or draw on the 
line-of-credit, unless the Secretary deter- 
mines that— 

“(A) the failure of the borrower to pay on 
schedule was due to unusual conditions that 
the borrower could not control; and 

“(B) the borrower will reduce the line-of- 
credit balance to the scheduled level at the 
end of— 

“(i) the production cycle; or 

“(ii) the marketing of the agricultural 
products of the borrower. 

‘(5) AGRICULTURAL COMMODITIES.—A line- 
of-credit loan may be used to finance the 
production or marketing of an agricultural 
commodity that is eligible for a price sup- 
port program of the Department. 

“CHAPTER 3—EMERGENCY LOANS 
“SEC. 3301. EMERGENCY LOANS. 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall 
make or guarantee an emergency loan under 
this chapter to an eligible farmer only to the 
extent and in such amounts as provided in 
advance in appropriation Acts. 

‘(b) HELIGIBILITy.—An established farmer 
shall be eligible under subsection (a) only— 
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“(1) if the farmer or an individual holding 
a majority interest in the farmer— 

“(A) is a citizen of the United States; and 

‘“(B) has experience and resources that the 
Secretary determines are sufficient to en- 
sure a reasonable prospect of success in the 
farming operation proposed by the farmer; 

“(2) in the case of a farmer that is an indi- 
vidual, if the farmer is— 

“(A) in the case of a loan for a purpose 
under chapter 1, an owner, operator, or les- 
see-operator described in section 3101(b)(2); 
and 

‘“(B) in the case of a loan for a purpose 
under chapter 2, an operator of a farm that 
is not larger than a family farm; 

“(3) in the case of a farmer that is a coop- 
erative, corporation, partnership, trust, lim- 
ited liability company, joint operation, or 
such other legal entity as the Secretary de- 
termines to be appropriate, with respect to 
the entity and each farm in which the entity 
has an ownership or operator interest— 

“(A) if— 

“(i) a majority interest is held by individ- 
uals who are related by blood or marriage, as 
defined by the Secretary; 

‘“(ii) all of the individuals are or propose to 
become owners or operators of a farm that is 
not larger than a family farm; and 

“(iii) at least 1 of the individuals is or pro- 
poses to become an operator of the farm; or 

“(B) if— 

“(i) the entire interest is held by individ- 
uals who are related by blood or marriage, as 
defined by the Secretary; 

‘“(ii) all of the individuals are or propose to 
become farm operators; and 

“(iii) the ownership interest of each indi- 
vidual separately constitutes not larger than 
a family farm, even if the ownership inter- 
ests of the individuals collectively con- 
stitute larger than a family farm; 

“(4) if the entity is owned, in whole or in 
part, by 1 or more other entities and each in- 
dividual who is an owner of the family farm 
involved has a direct or indirect ownership 
interest in each of the other entities; 

“(5) if the farmer and any individual that 
holds a majority interest in the farmer is un- 
able to obtain credit elsewhere; and 

“(6)(A) if the Secretary finds that the oper- 
ations of the farmer have been substantially 
affected by— 

“(i) a natural or major disaster or emer- 
gency designated by the President under the 
Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and Emer- 
gency Assistance Act (42 U.S.C. 5121 et seq.); 
or 

“(Gi) a quarantine imposed by the Sec- 
retary under the Plant Protection Act (7 
U.S.C. 7701 et seq.) or the Animal Health 
Protection Act (7 U.S.C. 8301 et seq.); or 

‘(B) if the farmer conducts farming oper- 
ations in a county or a county contiguous to 
a county in which the Secretary has found 
that farming operations have been substan- 
tially affected by a natural or major disaster 
or emergency. 

‘“(c) TIME FOR ACCEPTING AN APPLICATION.— 
The Secretary shall accept an application for 
a loan under this chapter from a farmer at 
any time during the 8-month period begin- 
ning on the date that— 

“(1) the Secretary determines that farming 
operations of the farmer have been substan- 
tially affected by— 

“(A) a quarantine imposed by the Sec- 
retary under the Plant Protection Act (7 
U.S.C. 7701 et seq.) or the Animal Health 
Protection Act (7 U.S.C. 8301 et seq.); or 

“(B) a natural disaster; or 

‘“(2) the President makes a major disaster 
or emergency designation with respect to the 
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affected county of the farmer referred to in 
subsection (b)(5)(B). 

“(d) HAZARD INSURANCE REQUIREMENT.— 
The Secretary may not make a loan to a 
farmer under this chapter to cover a prop- 
erty loss unless the farmer had hazard insur- 
ance that insured the property at the time of 
the loss. 

“(e) FAMILY FARM.—The Secretary shall 
conduct the loan program under this chapter 
in a manner that will foster and encourage 
the family farm system of agriculture, con- 
sistent with the reaffirmation of policy and 
declaration of the intent of Congress con- 
tained in section 102(a) of the Food and Agri- 
culture Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 2266(a)). 

“SEC. 3302. PURPOSES OF LOANS. 

“Subject to the limitations on the 
amounts of loans provided in section 3303(a), 
a loan may be made or guaranteed under this 
chapter for— 

“(1) any purpose authorized for a loan 
under chapter 1 or 2; and 

‘(2) crop or livestock purposes that are— 

“(A) necessitated by a quarantine, natural 
disaster, major disaster, or emergency; and 

‘(B) considered desirable by the farmer. 
“SEC. 3303. TERMS OF LOANS. 

‘“(a) MAXIMUM AMOUNT OF LOAN.—The Sec- 
retary may not make or guarantee a loan 
under this chapter to a borrower who has 
suffered a loss in an amount that— 

“(1) exceeds the actual loss caused by a dis- 
aster; or 

“*(2) would cause the total indebtedness of 
the borrower under this chapter to exceed 
$500,000. 

“(b) INTEREST RATES.—Any portion of a 
loan under this chapter up to the amount of 
the actual loss suffered by a farmer caused 
by a disaster shall be at a rate prescribed by 
the Secretary, but not in excess of 8 percent 
per annum. 

‘“(c) INTEREST SUBSIDIES FOR GUARANTEED 
LOANS.—In the case of a guaranteed loan 
under this chapter, the Secretary may pay 
an interest subsidy to the lender for any por- 
tion of the loan up to the amount of the ac- 
tual loss suffered by a farmer caused by a 
disaster. 

““(d) TIME FOR REPAYMENT.— 

““(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2), 
a loan under this chapter shall be repayable 
at such times as the Secretary may deter- 
mine, considering the purpose of the loan 
and the nature and effect of the disaster, but 
not later than the maximum repayment pe- 
riod allowed for a loan for a similar purpose 
under chapters 1 and 2. 

‘“(2) EXTENDED REPAYMENT PERIOD.—The 
Secretary may, if the loan is for a purpose 
described in chapter 2 and the Secretary de- 
termines that the need of the loan applicant 
justifies the longer repayment period, make 
the loan repayable at the end of a period of 
more than 7 years, but not more than 20 
years. 

‘(e) SECURITY FOR LOAN.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—A borrower of a loan 
made under this chapter shall secure the 
loan with the full personal liability of the 
borrower and such other security as the Sec- 
retary may prescribe. 

‘“(2) ADEQUATE SECURITY.—Subject to para- 
graph (3), the Secretary may not make or 
guarantee a loan under this chapter unless 
the security for the loan is adequate to en- 
sure repayment of the loan. 

‘“(3) INADEQUATE SECURITY DUE TO DIS- 
ASTER.—If adequate security for a loan under 
this chapter is not available because of a dis- 
aster, the Secretary shall accept as security 
any collateral that is available if the Sec- 
retary is confident that the collateral and 
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the repayment ability of the farmer are ade- 
quate security for the loan. 

‘(4) VALUATION OF FARM ASSETS.—If a farm 
asset (including land, livestock, or equip- 
ment) is used as collateral to secure a loan 
applied for under this chapter and the gov- 
ernor of the State in which the farm is lo- 
cated requests assistance under this chapter 
or the Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and 
Emergency Assistance Act (42 U.S.C. 5121 et 
seq.) for the portion of the State in which 
the asset is located, the Secretary shall es- 
tablish the value of the asset as of the day 
before the occurrence of the natural or major 
disaster or emergency. 

‘“(f) REVIEW OF LOAN.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—In the case of a loan 
made, but not guaranteed, under section 
3301, the Secretary shall review the loan 3 
years after the loan is made, and every 2 
years thereafter for the term of the loan. 

‘(2) TERMINATION OF FEDERAL ASSIST- 
ANCE.—If, based on a review under paragraph 
(1), the Secretary determines that the bor- 
rower is able to obtain a loan from a non- 
Federal source at reasonable rates and 
terms, the borrower shall, on request by the 
Secretary, apply for, and accept, a non-Fed- 
eral loan in a sufficient amount to repay the 
Secretary. 

“SEC. 3304. PRODUCTION LOSSES. 


“(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall 
make or guarantee a loan under this chapter 
to an eligible farmer for production losses if 
a single enterprise that constitutes a basic 
part of the farming operation of the farmer 
has sustained at least a 30 percent loss in 
normal per acre or per animal production, or 
such lesser percentage as the Secretary may 
determine, as a result of a disaster. 

‘(b) BASIS FOR PERCENTAGE.—A percentage 
loss under subsection (a) shall be based on 
the average monthly price in effect for the 
previous crop or calendar year, as appro- 
priate. 

“(c) AMOUNT OF LOAN.—A loan under sub- 
section (a) shall be in an amount that is 
equal to 80 percent, or such greater percent- 
age as the Secretary may determine, of the 
total calculated actual production loss sus- 
tained by the farmer. 


“CHAPTER 4—GENERAL FARMER LOAN 
PROVISIONS 
“SEC. 3401. AGRICULTURAL CREDIT INSURANCE 
FUND. 

“The fund established pursuant to section 
ll(a) of the Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant 
Act (60 Stat. 1075, chapter 964) shall be 
known as the Agricultural Credit Insurance 
Fund (referred to in this section as the 
‘Fund’, unless the context otherwise re- 
quires) for the discharge of the obligations of 
the Secretary under agreements insuring 
loans under this subtitle and loans and mort- 
gages insured under prior authority. 

“SEC. 3402. GUARANTEED FARMER LOANS. 


“(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may pro- 
vide financial assistance to a borrower for a 
purpose provided in this subtitle by guaran- 
teeing a loan made by any Federal or State 
chartered bank, savings and loan associa- 
tion, cooperative lending agency, or other le- 
gally organized lending agency. 

“(b) INTEREST RATE.—The interest rate 
payable by a borrower on the portion of a 
guaranteed loan that is sold by a lender to 
the secondary market under this subtitle 
may be lower than the interest rate charged 
on the portion retained by the lender, but 
shall not exceed the average interest rate 
charged by the lender on loans made to farm 
borrowers. 
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‘“(c) FEES.—In the case of a loan guarantee 
on a loan made by a commercial or coopera- 
tive lender related to a loan made by the 
Secretary under section 3107— 

“(1) the Secretary shall not charge a fee to 
any person (including a lender); and 

‘(2) a lender may charge a loan origination 
and servicing fee in an amount not to exceed 
1 percent of the amount of the loan. 

‘(d) MAXIMUM GUARANTEE OF 90 PERCENT.— 
Except as provided in subsections (e) and (f), 
a loan guarantee under this subtitle shall be 
for not more than 90 percent of the principal 
and interest due on the loan. 

“(e) REFINANCED LOANS GUARANTEED AT 95 
PERCENT.—The Secretary shall guarantee 95 
percent of— 

“(1) in the case of a loan that solely refi- 
nances a direct loan made under this sub- 
title, the principal and interest due on the 
loan on the date of the refinancing; or 

“(2) in the case of a loan that is used for 
multiple purposes, the portion of the loan 
that refinances the principal and interest 
due on a direct loan made under this subtitle 
that is outstanding on the date the loan is 
guaranteed. 

‘“(f) BEGINNING FARMER LOANS GUARANTEED 
UP TO 95 PERCENT.—The Secretary may guar- 
antee not more than 95 percent of— 

“(1) a farm ownership loan for acquiring a 
farm to a borrower who is participating in 
the downpayment loan program under sec- 
tion 3107; or 

‘“(2) an operating loan to a borrower who is 
participating in the downpayment loan pro- 
gram under section 3107 that is made during 
the period that the borrower has a direct 
loan outstanding under chapter 1 for acquir- 
ing a farm. 

“(g) GUARANTEE OF LOANS MADE UNDER 
STATE BEGINNING FARMER PROGRAMS.—The 
Secretary may guarantee under this subtitle 
a loan made under a State beginning farmer 
program, including a loan financed by the 
net proceeds of a qualified small issue agri- 
cultural bond for land or property described 
in section 144(a)(12)(B)”Gji) of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986. 

“SEC. 3403. PROVISION OF INFORMATION TO BOR- 
ROWERS. 

‘(a) APPROVAL NOTIFICATION.—The Sec- 
retary shall approve or disapprove an appli- 
cation for a loan or loan guarantee made 
under this subtitle, and notify the applicant 
of such action, not later than 60 days after 
the date on which the Secretary has received 
a complete application for the loan or loan 
guarantee. 

‘“(b) LIST OF LENDERS.—The Secretary 
shall make available to any farmer, on re- 
quest, a list of lenders in the area that par- 
ticipate in guaranteed farmer program loan 
programs established under this subtitle, and 
other lenders in the area that express a de- 
sire to participate in the programs and that 
request inclusion on the list. 

‘‘(c) OTHER INFORMATION.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—On the request of a bor- 
rower, the Secretary shall make available to 
the borrower— 

“(A) a copy of each document signed by the 
borrower; 

‘(B) a copy of each appraisal performed 
with respect to the loan; and 

“(C) any document that the Secretary is 
required to provide to the borrower under 
any law in effect on the date of the request. 

‘(2) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Paragraph (1) 
shall not supersede any duty imposed on the 
Secretary by a law in effect on January 5, 
1988, unless the duty directly conflicts with a 
duty under paragraph (1). 
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“SEC. 3404. NOTICE OF LOAN SERVICE PRO- 
GRAMS. 

“(a) REQUIREMENT.—The Secretary shall 
provide notice by certified mail to each bor- 
rower who is at least 90 days past due on the 
payment of principal or interest on a loan 
made under this subtitle. 

““(b) CONTENTS.—The notice required under 
subsection (a) shall— 

“(1) include a summary of all primary loan 
service programs, homestead retention pro- 
grams, debt settlement programs, and appeal 
procedures, including the eligibility criteria, 
and terms and conditions of the programs 
and procedures; 

‘“(2) include a summary of the manner in 
which the borrower may apply, and be con- 
sidered, for all such programs, except that 
the Secretary shall not require the borrower 
to select among the programs or waive any 
right to be considered for any program car- 
ried out by the Secretary; 

(3) advise the borrower regarding all fil- 
ing requirements and any deadlines that 
must be met for requesting loan servicing; 

“(4) provide any relevant forms, including 
applicable response forms; 

‘“(5) advise the borrower that a copy of reg- 
ulations is available on request; and 

‘“(6) be designed to be readable and under- 
standable by the borrower. 

‘“(c) CONTAINED IN REGULATIONS.—AI1] no- 
tices required by this section shall be con- 
tained in the regulations issued to carry out 
this title. 

“(d) TimING.—The notice described in sub- 
section (b) shall be provided— 

“(1) at the time an application is made for 
participation in a loan service program; 

(2) on written request of the borrower; 
and 

‘(3) before the earliest of the date of— 

“(A) initiating any liquidation; 

““(B) requesting the conveyance of security 
property; 

“(C) accelerating the loan; 

““(D) repossessing property; 

““(E) foreclosing on property; or 

“(F) taking any other collection action. 

‘“(e) CONSIDERATION OF BORROWERS FOR 
LOAN SERVICE PROGRAMS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall con- 
sider a farmer program loan borrower for all 
loan service programs if, not later than 60 
days after receipt of the notice described in 
subsection (b), the borrower requests the 
consideration in writing. 

**(2) PRIORITY.—In considering a borrower 
for a loan service program, the Secretary 
shall place the highest priority on the pres- 
ervation of the farming operations of the 
borrower. 

“SEC. 3405. PLANTING AND PRODUCTION 
TORY GUIDELINES. 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall en- 
sure that appropriate procedures, including, 
to the extent practicable, onsite inspections, 
or use of county or State yield averages, are 
used in calculating future yields for an appli- 
cant for a loan, when an accurate projection 
cannot be made because the past production 
history of the farmer has been affected by a 
natural or major disaster or emergency. 

‘(b) CALCULATION OF YIELDS.— 

““(1) IN GENERAL.—For the purpose of aver- 
aging the past yields of the farm of a farmer 
over a period of crop years to calculate the 
future yield of the farm under this title, the 
Secretary shall permit the farmer to exclude 
the crop year with the lowest actual or coun- 
ty average yield for the farm from the cal- 
culation, if the farmer was affected by a nat- 
ural or major disaster or emergency during 
at least 2 of the crop years during the period. 
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‘(2) AFFECTED BY A NATURAL OR MAJOR DIS- 
ASTER OR EMERGENCY.—A farmer was affected 
by a natural or major disaster or emergency 
under paragraph (1) if the Secretary finds 
that the farming operations of the farmer 
have been substantially affected by a natural 
or major disaster or emergency, including a 
farmer who has a qualifying loss but is not 
located in a designated or declared disaster 
area. 

‘‘(8) APPLICATION OF SUBSECTION.—This sub- 
section shall apply to any action taken by 
the Secretary that involves— 

“(A) a loan under chapter 1 or 2; and 

“(B) the yield of a farm of a farmer, includ- 
ing making a loan or loan guarantee, serv- 
icing a loan, or making a credit sale. 

“SEC. 3406. SPECIAL CONDITIONS AND LIMITA- 
TIONS ON LOANS. 

“(a) APPLICANT REQUIREMENTS.—In connec- 
tion with a loan made or guaranteed under 
this subtitle, the Secretary shall require— 

(1) the applicant— 

“(A) to certify in writing that, and the 
Secretary shall determine whether, the ap- 
plicant is unable to obtain credit elsewhere; 
and 

‘“(B) to furnish an appropriate written fi- 
nancial statement; 

‘(2) except for a guaranteed loan, an agree- 
ment by the borrower that if at any time it 
appears to the Secretary that the borrower 
may be able to obtain a loan from a produc- 
tion credit association, a Federal land bank, 
or other responsible cooperative or private 
credit source (or, in the case of a borrower 
under section 3106, the borrower may be able 
to obtain a loan under section 3101), at rea- 
sonable rates and terms for loans for similar 
purposes and periods of time, the borrower 
will, on request by the Secretary, apply for 
and accept the loan in a sufficient amount to 
repay the Secretary or the insured lender, or 
both, and to pay for any stock necessary to 
be purchased in a cooperative lending agency 
in connection with the loan; 

‘“(3) such provision for supervision of the 
operations of the borrower as the Secretary 
shall consider necessary to achieve the ob- 
jectives of the loan and protect the interests 
of the United States; and 

‘“(4) the application of a person who is a 
veteran for a loan under chapter 1 or 2 to be 
given preference over a similar application 
from a person who is not a veteran if the ap- 
plications are on file in a county or area of- 
fice at the same time. 

“(b) AGENCY PROCESSING REQUIREMENTS.— 

“(1) NOTIFICATIONS.— 

“(A) INCOMPLETE APPLICATION NOTIFICA- 
TION.—If an application for a loan or loan 
guarantee under this subtitle (other than an 
operating loan or loan guarantee) is incom- 
plete, the Secretary shall inform the appli- 
cant of the reasons the application is incom- 
plete not later than 20 days after the date on 
which the Secretary has received the appli- 
cation. 

“(B) OPERATING LOANS.— 

‘“(i) ADDITIONAL INFORMATION NEEDED.—Not 
later than 10 calendar days after the Sec- 
retary receives an application for an oper- 
ating loan or loan guarantee, the Secretary 
shall notify the applicant of any information 
required before a decision may be made on 
the application. 

‘“(ii) INFORMATION NOT RECEIVED.—If, not 
later than 20 calendar days after the date a 
request is made pursuant to clause (i) with 
respect to an application, the Secretary has 
not received the information requested, the 
Secretary shall notify the applicant and the 
district office of the Farm Service Agency, 
in writing, of the outstanding information. 
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‘(C) REQUEST INFORMATION.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—On receipt of an applica- 
tion, the Secretary shall request from other 
parties such information as may be needed in 
connection with the application. 

‘(ii) INFORMATION FROM AN AGENCY OF THE 
DEPARTMENT.—Not later than 15 calendar 
days after the date on which an agency of 
the Department receives a request for infor- 
mation made pursuant to subparagraph (A), 
the agency shall provide the Secretary with 
the requested information. 

‘*(2) REPORT OF PENDING APPLICATIONS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—A county office shall no- 
tify the district office of the Farm Service 
Agency of each application for an operating 
loan or loan guarantee that is pending more 
than 45 days after receipt, and the reasons 
for which the application is pending. 

‘(B) ACTION ON PENDING APPLICATIONS.—A 
district office that receives a notice provided 
under subparagraph (A) with respect to an 
application shall immediately take steps to 
ensure that final action is taken on the ap- 
plication not later than 15 days after the 
date of the receipt of the notice. 

‘(C) PENDING APPLICATION REPORT.—The 
district office shall report to the State office 
of the Farm Service Agency on each applica- 
tion for an operating loan or loan guarantee 
that is pending more than 45 days after re- 
ceipt, and the reasons for which the applica- 
tion is pending. 

‘(D) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—Each month, 
the Secretary shall notify the Committee on 
Agriculture of the House of Representatives 
and the Committee on Agriculture, Nutri- 
tion, and Forestry of the Senate, on a State- 
by-State basis, as to each application for an 
operating loan or loan guarantee on which 
final action had not been taken within 60 
calendar days after receipt by the Secretary, 
and the reasons for which final action had 
not been taken. 

‘(3) DISAPPROVALS.— 

‘“(A) IN GENERAL.—If an application for a 
loan or loan guarantee under this subtitle is 
disapproved by the Secretary, the Secretary 
shall state the reasons for the disapproval in 
the notice required under paragraph (1). 

‘(B) DISAPPROVAL DUE TO LACK OF FUNDS.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding para- 
graph (1), each application for a loan or loan 
guarantee under section 3601(e), or for a loan 
under section 3501(a) or 3502(a), that is to be 
disapproved by the Secretary solely because 
the Secretary lacks the funds necessary to 
make the loan or guarantee shall not be dis- 
approved but shall be placed in pending sta- 
tus. 

“(ii) RECONSIDERATION.—The Secretary 
shall retain each pending application and re- 
consider the application beginning on the 
date that sufficient funds become available. 

““(jii) NOTIFICATION.—Not later than 60 days 
after funds become available regarding each 
pending application, the Secretary shall no- 
tify the applicant of the approval or dis- 
approval of funding for the application. 

‘(4) APPROVALS ON APPEAL.—If an applica- 
tion for a loan or loan guarantee under this 
subtitle is disapproved by the Secretary, but 
that action is subsequently reversed or re- 
vised as the result of an appeal within the 
Department or to the courts of the United 
States and the application is returned to the 
Secretary for further consideration, the Sec- 
retary shall act on the application and pro- 
vide the applicant with notice of the action 
not later than 15 days after the date of re- 
turn of the application to the Secretary. 

‘*(5) PROVISION OF PROCEEDS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
subparagraph (B), if an application for an in- 
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sured loan under this title is approved by the 
Secretary, the Secretary shall provide the 
loan proceeds to the applicant not later than 
15 days (or such longer period as the appli- 
cant may approve) after the application for 
the loan is approved by the Secretary. 

‘“(B) LACK OF FUNDS.—If the Secretary is 
unable to provide the loan proceeds to the 
applicant during the 15-day period described 
in subparagraph (A) because sufficient funds 
are not available to the Secretary for that 
purpose, the Secretary shall provide the loan 
proceeds to the applicant as soon as prac- 
ticable (but in no event later than 15 days 
unless the applicant agrees to a longer pe- 
riod) after sufficient funds for that purpose 
become available to the Secretary. 

“SEC. 3407. GRADUATION OF BORROWERS. 

“(a) GRADUATION OF SEASONED DIRECT 
LOAN BORROWERS TO THE LOAN GUARANTEE 
PROGRAM.— 

“(1) REVIEW OF LOANS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary, or a con- 
tracting third party, shall annually review 
under section 3420 the loans of each seasoned 
direct loan borrower. 

‘“(B) ASSISTANCE.—If, based on the review, 
it is determined that a borrower would be 
able to obtain a loan, guaranteed by the Sec- 
retary, from a commercial or cooperative 
lender at reasonable rates and terms for 
loans for similar purposes and periods of 
time, the Secretary shall assist the borrower 
in applying for the commercial or coopera- 
tive loan. 

‘(2) PROSPECTUS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—In accordance with sec- 
tion 3422, the Secretary shall prepare a pro- 
spectus on each seasoned direct loan bor- 
rower determined eligible to obtain a guar- 
anteed loan. 

““(B) REQUIREMENTS.—The prospectus shall 
contain a description of the amounts of the 
loan guarantee and interest assistance that 
the Secretary will provide to the seasoned 
direct loan borrower to enable the seasoned 
direct loan borrower to carry out a finan- 
cially viable farming plan if a guaranteed 
loan is made. 

‘(3) VERIFICATION.— 

‘“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall pro- 
vide a prospectus of a seasoned direct loan 
borrower to each approved lender whose 
lending area includes the location of the sea- 
soned direct loan borrower. 

“(B) NOTIFICATION.—The Secretary shall 
notify each borrower of a loan that a pro- 
spectus has been provided to a lender under 
subparagraph (A). 

“(C) CREDIT EXTENDED.—If the Secretary 
receives an offer from an approved lender to 
extend credit to the seasoned direct loan bor- 
rower under terms and conditions contained 
in the prospectus, the seasoned direct loan 
borrower shall not be eligible for a loan from 
the Secretary under chapter 1 or 2, except as 
otherwise provided in this section. 

“(4) INSUFFICIENT ASSISTANCE OR OFFERS.— 
If the Secretary is unable to provide loan 
guarantees and, if necessary, interest assist- 
ance to the seasoned direct loan borrower 
under this section in amounts sufficient to 
enable the seasoned direct loan borrower to 
borrow from commercial sources the amount 
required to carry out a financially viable 
farming plan, or if the Secretary does not re- 
ceive an offer from an approved lender to ex- 
tend credit to a seasoned direct loan bor- 
rower under the terms and conditions con- 
tained in the prospectus, the Secretary shall 
make a loan to the seasoned direct loan bor- 
rower under chapter 1 or 2, whichever is ap- 
plicable. 

“(5) INTEREST RATE REDUCTIONS.—To the 
extent necessary for the borrower to obtain 
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a loan, guaranteed by the Secretary, from a 
commercial or cooperative lender, the Sec- 
retary shall provide interest rate reductions 
as provided for under section 3413. 

‘(b) TRANSITION TO PRIVATE COMMERCIAL 
OR OTHER SOURCES OF CREDIT.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—In making an operating 
or ownership loan, the Secretary shall estab- 
lish a plan and promulgate regulations (in- 
cluding performance criteria) that promote 
the goal of transitioning borrowers to pri- 
vate commercial credit and other sources of 
credit in the shortest period of time prac- 
ticable. 

(2) COORDINATION.—In carrying out this 
section, the Secretary shall integrate and co- 
ordinate the transition policy described in 
subsection (a) with— 

“(A) the borrower training program estab- 
lished by section 3419; 

‘(B) the loan assessment process estab- 
lished by section 3420; 

‘(C) the supervised credit requirement es- 
tablished by section 3421; 

‘(D) the market placement program estab- 
lished by section 3422; and 

“(E) other appropriate programs and au- 
thorities, as determined by the Secretary. 

‘“(c) GRADUATION OF BORROWERS WITH OP- 
ERATING LOANS OR GUARANTEES TO PRIVATE 
COMMERCIAL CREDIT.—The Secretary shall 
establish a plan, in coordination with activi- 
ties under sections 3419 through 3422, to en- 
courage each borrower with an outstanding 
loan under this chapter, or with respect to 
whom there is an outstanding guarantee 
under this chapter, to graduate to private 
commercial or other sources of credit. 

“SEC. 3408. DEBT ADJUSTMENT AND CREDIT 
COUNSELING. 

“In carrying out this subtitle, the Sec- 
retary may— 

“(1) provide voluntary debt adjustment as- 
sistance between— 

“(A) farmers; and 

“(B) the creditors of the farmers; 

‘“(2) cooperate with State, territorial, and 
local agencies and committees engaged in 
the debt adjustment; and 

“*(3) give credit counseling. 

“SEC. 3409. SECURITY SERVICING. 

“(a) SALE OF PROPERTY.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to this sub- 
section and subsection (e)(1), the Secretary 
shall offer to sell real property that is ac- 
quired by the Secretary under this subtitle 
using the following order and method of sale: 

“(A) ADVERTISEMENT.—Not later than 15 
days after acquiring real property, the Sec- 
retary shall publicly advertise the property 
for sale. 

‘*(B) QUALIFIED BEGINNING FARMER.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 75 days 
after acquiring real property, the Secretary 
shall offer to sell the property to a qualified 
beginning farmer or a socially disadvantaged 
farmer at current market value based on a 
current appraisal. 

“(ii) RANDOM SELECTION.—If more than 1 
qualified beginning farmer or socially dis- 
advantaged farmer offers to purchase the 
property, the Secretary shall select between 
the qualified applicants on a random basis. 

“(iii) APPEAL OF RANDOM SELECTION.—A 
random selection or denial by the Secretary 
of a qualified beginning farmer or a socially 
disadvantaged farmer for farm inventory 
property under this subparagraph shall be 
final and not administratively appealable. 

‘“(C) PUBLIC SALE.—If no acceptable offer is 
received from a qualified beginning farmer 
or a socially disadvantaged farmer under 
subparagraph (B) not later than 135 days 
after acquiring the real property, the Sec- 
retary shall, not later than 30 days after the 
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185-day period, sell the property after public 
notice at a public sale, and, if no acceptable 
bid is received, by negotiated sale, at the 
best price obtainable. 

‘*(2) INTEREST.— 

‘“(A) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subparagraph 
(B), any conveyance of real property under 
this subsection shall include all of the inter- 
est of the United States in the property, in- 
cluding mineral rights. 

“(B) CONSERVATION.—The Secretary may 
for conservation purposes grant or sell an 
easement, restriction, development right, or 
similar legal right to real property to a 
State, a political subdivision of a State, or a 
private nonprofit organization separately 
from the underlying fee or other rights to 
the property owned by the United States. 

‘(3) OTHER LAW.—Subtitle I of title 40, 
United States Code, and title III of the Fed- 
eral Property and Administrative Services 
Act of 1949 (41 U.S.C. 251 et seq.) shall not 
apply to any exercise of authority under this 
subtitle. 

‘*(4) LEASE OF PROPERTY.— 

‘“(A) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subparagraph 
(B), the Secretary may not lease any real 
property acquired under this subtitle. 

‘*(B) EXCEPTION.— 

“(i) QUALIFIED BEGINNING FARMER OR SO- 
CIALLY DISADVANTAGED FARMER.—The Sec- 
retary may lease or contract to sell to a 
qualified beginning farmer or a socially dis- 
advantaged farmer a farm acquired by the 
Secretary under this subtitle if the qualified 
beginning farmer qualifies for a credit sale 
or direct farm ownership loan under chapter 
1 but credit sale authority for loans or direct 
farm ownership loan funds, respectively, are 
not available. 

“(ii) TERM.—The term of a lease or con- 
tract to sell to a qualified beginning farmer 
or a socially disadvantaged farmer under 
clause (i) shall be until the earlier of— 

“(I) the date that is 18 months after the 
date of the lease or sale; or 

“(IT) the date that direct farm ownership 
loan funds or credit sale authority for loans 
becomes available to the qualified beginning 
farmer or socially disadvantaged farmer. 

“(iii) INCOME-PRODUCING CAPABILITY.—In 
determining the rental rate on real property 
leased under this subparagraph, the Sec- 
retary shall consider the income-producing 
capability of the property during the term 
that the property is leased. 

‘(5) EXPEDITED DETERMINATION.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—On the request of an ap- 
plicant, not later than 30 days after denial of 
the application, the appropriate State direc- 
tor shall provide an expedited review and de- 
termination of whether the applicant is a 
qualified beginning farmer or a socially dis- 
advantaged farmer for the purpose of acquir- 
ing farm inventory property. 

‘“(B) APPEAL.—The determination of a 
State Director under subparagraph (A) shall 
be final and not administratively appealable. 

‘(C) EFFECTS OF DETERMINATIONS.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall 
maintain statistical data on the number and 
results of determinations made under sub- 
paragraph (A) and the effect of the deter- 
minations on— 

‘(T) selling farm inventory property to 
qualified beginning farmers or socially dis- 
advantaged farmers; and 

‘“(II) disposing of real property in inven- 
tory. 

“(ii) NOTIFICATION.—The Secretary shall 
notify the Committee on Agriculture of the 
House of Representatives and the Committee 
on Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry of 
the Senate if the Secretary determines that 
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the review process under subparagraph (A) is 
adversely affecting the selling of farm inven- 
tory property to qualified beginning farmers 
or socially disadvantaged farmers or the dis- 
posing of real property in inventory. 

‘“(b) ROAD AND UTILITY EASEMENTS AND 
CONDEMNATIONS.—In the case of any real 
property administered under this subtitle, 
the Secretary may grant or sell easements or 
rights-of-way for roads, utilities, and other 
appurtenances that are not inconsistent with 
the public interest. 

‘“(c) SALE OR LEASE OF FARMLAND.— 

“(1) DISPOSITION OF REAL PROPERTY ON IN- 
DIAN RESERVATIONS.— 

‘“(A) DEFINITION OF INDIAN RESERVATION.— 
In this paragraph, the term ‘Indian reserva- 
tion’ means— 

“(i) all land located within the limits of 
any Indian reservation under the jurisdiction 
of the United States, notwithstanding the 
issuance of any patent, and, including any 
right-of-way running through the reserva- 
tion; 

“(i) trust or restricted land located within 
the boundaries of a former reservation of an 
Indian tribe in the State of Oklahoma; or 

“(iii) all Indian allotments the Indian ti- 
tles to which have not been extinguished if 
the allotments are subject to the jurisdiction 
of an Indian tribe. 

‘“(B) DISPOSITION.—Except as provided in 
paragraph (3), the Secretary shall dispose of 
or administer the property as provided in 
this paragraph when— 

““(i) the Secretary acquires property under 
this subtitle that is located within an Indian 
reservation; and 

‘“(ii) the borrower-owner is the Indian tribe 
that has jurisdiction over the reservation in 
which the real property is located or the bor- 
rower-owner is a member of the Indian tribe; 

“(C) PRIORITY.—Not later than 90 days 
after acquiring the property, the Secretary 
shall afford an opportunity to purchase or 
lease the real property in accordance with 
the order of priority established under sub- 
paragraph (D) to the Indian tribe having ju- 
risdiction over the Indian reservation within 
which the real property is located or, if no 
order of priority is established by the Indian 
tribe under subparagraph (D), in the fol- 
lowing order: 

“(i) An Indian member of the Indian tribe 
that has jurisdiction over the reservation 
within which the real property is located. 

“Gi) An Indian corporate entity. 

“(iii) The Indian tribe. 

“(D) REVISION OF PRIORITY AND RESTRICTION 
OF ELIGIBILITY.—The governing body of any 
Indian tribe having jurisdiction over an In- 
dian reservation may revise the order of pri- 
ority provided in subparagraph (C) under 
which land located within the reservation 
shall be offered for purchase or lease by the 
Secretary under subparagraph (C) and may 
restrict the eligibility for the purchase or 
lease to— 

“(i) persons who are members of the Indian 
tribe; 

“Gi) Indian corporate entities that are au- 
thorized by the Indian tribe to lease or pur- 
chase land within the boundaries of the res- 
ervation; or 

‘“(iii) the Indian tribe itself. 

“(E) TRANSFER OF PROPERTY TO SECRETARY 
OF THE INTERIOR.— 

““(j) IN GENERAL.—If real property described 
in subparagraph (B) is not purchased or 
leased under subparagraph (C) and the Indian 
tribe having jurisdiction over the reserva- 
tion within which the real property is lo- 
cated is unable to purchase or lease the real 
property, the Secretary shall transfer the 
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real property to the Secretary of the Interior 
who shall administer the real property as if 
the real property were held in trust by the 
United States for the benefit of the Indian 
tribe. 

‘“(ii) USE OF RENTAL INCOME.—From the 
rental income derived from the lease of the 
transferred real property, and all other in- 
come generated from the transferred real 
property, the Secretary of the Interior shall 
pay the State, county, municipal, or other 
local taxes to which the transferred real 
property was subject at the time of acquisi- 
tion by the Secretary, until the earlier of— 

‘“T) the expiration of the 4-year period be- 
ginning on the date on which the real prop- 
erty is so transferred; or 

“(JI) such time as the land is transferred 
into trust pursuant to subparagraph (H). 

‘(F) RESPONSIBILITIES OF SECRETARIES.—If 
any real property is transferred to the Sec- 
retary of the Interior under subparagraph 
@Œ)— 

“(i) the Secretary of Agriculture shall have 
no further responsibility under this title 
for— 

“(I) collection of any amounts with regard 
to the farm program loan that had been se- 
cured by the real property; 

“(ID any lien arising out of the loan trans- 
action; or 

“(IOI) repayment of any amount with re- 
gard to the loan transaction or lien to the 
Treasury of the United States; and 

“(ii) the Secretary of the Interior shall 
succeed to all right, title, and interest of the 
Secretary of Agriculture in the real estate 
arising from the farm program loan trans- 
action, including the obligation to remit to 
the Treasury of the United States, in repay- 
ment of the original loan, the amounts pro- 
vided in subparagraph (G). 

‘““(G) USE OF INCOME.—After the payment of 
any taxes that are required to be paid under 
subparagraph (E)(ii), all remaining rental in- 
come derived from the lease of the real prop- 
erty transferred to the Secretary of the Inte- 
rior under subparagraph (E)(i), and all other 
income generated from the real property 
transferred to the Secretary of the Interior 
under that subparagraph, shall be deposited 
as miscellaneous receipts in the Treasury of 
the United States until the amount depos- 
ited is equal to the lesser of— 

“(i) the amount of the outstanding lien of 
the United States against the real property, 
as of the date the real property was acquired 
by the Secretary; 

“(ii) the fair market value of the real prop- 
erty, as of the date of the transfer to the 
Secretary of the Interior; or 

““(iii) the capitalized value of the real prop- 
erty, as of the date of the transfer to the 
Secretary of the Interior. 

‘(H) HOLDING OF TITLE IN TRUST.—If the 
total amount that is required to be deposited 
under subparagraph (G) with respect to any 
real property has been deposited into the 
Treasury of the United States, title to the 
real property shall be held in trust by the 
United States for the benefit of the Indian 
tribe having jurisdiction over the Indian res- 
ervation within which the real property is 
located. 

“(I) PAYMENT OF REMAINING LIEN OR FAIR 
MARKET VALUE OF PROPERTY.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any 
other subparagraph of this paragraph, the In- 
dian tribe having jurisdiction over the In- 
dian reservation within which the real prop- 
erty described in subparagraph (B) is located 
may, at any time after the real property has 
been transferred to the Secretary of the Inte- 
rior under subparagraph (E), offer to pay the 
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remaining amount on the lien or the fair 
market value of the real property, whichever 
is less. 

“(i) EFFECT OF PAYMENT.—On payment of 
the amount, title to the real property shall 
be held by the United States in trust for the 
tribe and the trust or restricted land that 
has been acquired by the Secretary under 
foreclosure or voluntary transfer under a 
loan made or insured under this subtitle and 
transferred to an Indian person, entity, or 
tribe under this paragraph shall be consid- 
ered to have never lost trust or restricted 
status. 

‘(J) APPLICABILITY.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—This paragraph shall 
apply to all land in the land inventory estab- 
lished under this subtitle (as of November 28, 
1990) that was (immediately prior to the 
date) owned by an Indian borrower-owner de- 
scribed in subparagraph (B) and that is situ- 
ated within an Indian reservation, regardless 
of the date of foreclosure or acquisition by 
the Secretary. 

‘(ii) OPPORTUNITY TO PURCHASE OR LEASE.— 
The Secretary shall afford an opportunity to 
an Indian person, entity, or tribe to purchase 
or lease the real property as provided in sub- 
paragraph (C). 

“(iii) TRANSFER.—If the right is not exer- 
cised or no expression of intent to exercise 
the right is received within 180 days after 
November 28, 1990, the Secretary shall trans- 
fer the real property to the Secretary of the 
Interior as provided in subparagraph (E). 

‘(2) ADDITIONAL RIGHTS.—The rights pro- 
vided in this subsection shall be in addition 
to any right of first refusal under the law of 
the State in which the property is located. 

‘*(3) DISPOSITION OF REAL PROPERTY ON IN- 
DIAN RESERVATIONS AFTER PROCEDURES EX- 
HAUSTED.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall dis- 
pose of or administer real property described 
in paragraph (1)(B) only as provided in para- 
graph (1), as modified by this paragraph, if— 

“(i) the real property described in para- 
graph (1)(B) is located within an Indian res- 
ervation; 

“(ii) the borrower-owner is an Indian tribe 
that has jurisdiction over the reservation in 
which the real property is located or the bor- 
rower-owner is a member of an Indian tribe; 

“(iii) the borrower-owner has obtained a 
loan made or guaranteed under this title; 
and 

“(iv) the borrower-owner and the Secretary 
have exhausted all of the procedures pro- 
vided for in this title to permit a borrower- 
owner to retain title to the real property, so 
that it is necessary for the borrower-owner 
to relinquish title. 

‘“(B) NOTICE OF RIGHT TO CONVEY PROP- 
ERTY.—The Secretary shall provide the bor- 
rower-owner of real property that is de- 
scribed in subparagraph (A) with written no- 
tice of— 

“(i) the right of the borrower-owner to vol- 
untarily convey the real property to the Sec- 
retary; and 

“(ii) the fact that real property so con- 
veyed will be placed in the inventory of the 
Secretary. 

‘(C) NOTICE OF RIGHTS AND PROTECTIONS.— 
The Secretary shall provide the borrower- 
owner of the real property with written no- 
tice of the rights and protections provided 
under this title to the borrower-owner, and 
the Indian tribe that has jurisdiction over 
the reservation in which the real property is 
located, from foreclosure or liquidation of 
the real property, including written notice— 

“(i) of paragraph (1), this paragraph, and 
subsection (e)(3); 
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‘“(ii) if the borrower-owner does not volun- 
tarily convey the real property to the Sec- 
retary, that— 

“(T) the Secretary may foreclose on the 
property; 

“(II) in the event of foreclosure, the prop- 
erty will be offered for sale; 

‘“(TIT) the Secretary shall offer a bid for the 
property that is equal to the fair market 
value of the property or the outstanding 
principal and interest of the loan, whichever 
is higher; 

“(IV) the property may be purchased by 
another party; and 

“(V) if the property is purchased by an- 
other party, the property will not be placed 
in the inventory of the Secretary and the 
borrower-owner will forfeit the rights and 
protections provided under this title; and 

“Gii) of the opportunity of the borrower- 
owner to consult with the Indian tribe that 
has jurisdiction over the reservation in 
which the real property is located or counsel 
to determine if State or tribal law provides 
rights and protections that are more bene- 
ficial than the rights and protections pro- 
vided the borrower-owner under this title. 

‘“(D) ACCEPTANCE OF VOLUNTARY CONVEY- 
ANCE.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
clause (ii), the Secretary shall accept the 
voluntary conveyance of real property de- 
scribed in subparagraph (A). 

‘“(ii) HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES.—If a haz- 
ardous substance (as defined in section 
101(14) of the Comprehensive Environmental 
Response, Compensation, and Liability Act 
of 1980 (42 U.S.C. 9601(14))) is located on the 
property and the Secretary takes remedial 
action to protect human health or the envi- 
ronment if the property is taken into inven- 
tory, the Secretary shall accept the vol- 
untary conveyance of the property only if 
the Secretary determines that the convey- 
ance is in the best interests of the Federal 
Government. 

‘(E) FORECLOSURE PROCEDURES.— 

‘“(i) NOTICE TO BORROWER.—If an Indian 
borrower-owner does not voluntarily convey 
to the Secretary real property described in 
subparagraph (A), not less than 30 days be- 
fore a foreclosure sale of the property, the 
Secretary shall provide the Indian borrower- 
owner with the option of— 

“(I) requiring the Secretary to assign the 
loan and security instruments to the Sec- 
retary of the Interior, if the Secretary of the 
Interior agrees to an assignment releasing 
the Secretary of Agriculture from all further 
responsibility for collection of any amounts 
with regard to the loan secured by the real 
property; or 

“(II) requiring the Secretary to assign the 
loan and security instruments to the tribe 
having jurisdiction over the reservation in 
which the real property is located, if the 
tribe agrees to assume the loan under the 
terms specified in clause (iii). 

“(ji) NOTICE TO TRIBE.—If an Indian bor- 
rower-owner does not voluntarily convey to 
the Secretary real property described in sub- 
paragraph (A), not less than 30 days before a 
foreclosure sale of the property, the Sec- 
retary shall provide written notice to the In- 
dian tribe that has jurisdiction over the res- 
ervation in which the real property is lo- 
cated of— 

“(D) the sale; 

“(II) the fair market value of the property; 
and 

““(IIT) the requirements of this paragraph. 

‘“(iii) ASSUMED LOANS.—If an Indian tribe 
assumes a loan under clause (i)— 
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“(I) the Secretary shall not foreclose the 
loan because of any default that occurred 
prior to the date of the assumption; 

“(ID) the loan shall be for the lesser of the 
outstanding principal and interest of the 
loan or the fair market value of the prop- 
erty; and 

‘“(JIT) the loan shall be treated as though 
the loan was made under Public Law 91-229 
(25 U.S.C. 488 et seq.). 

‘(F) AMOUNT OF BID BY SECRETARY.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
clause (ii), at a foreclosure sale of real prop- 
erty described in subparagraph (A), the Sec- 
retary shall offer a bid for the property that 
is equal to the higher of— 

‘“(T) the fair market value of the property; 
or 

“(IT) the outstanding principal and interest 
on the loan. 

“(ii) HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES.—If a haz- 
ardous substance (as defined in section 
101(14) of the Comprehensive Environmental 
Response, Compensation, and Liability Act 
of 1980 (42 U.S.C. 9601(14))) is located on the 
property and the Secretary takes remedial 
action to protect human health or the envi- 
ronment if the property is taken into inven- 
tory, clause (i) shall apply only if the Sec- 
retary determines that bidding is in the best 
interests of the Federal Government. 

‘(4) DETRIMENTAL EFFECT ON VALUE OF 
AREA FARMLAND.—The Secretary shall not 
offer for sale or sell any farmland referred to 
in paragraphs (1) through (8) if placing the 
farmland on the market will have a detri- 
mental effect on the value of farmland in the 
area. 

‘(5) INSTALLMENT SALES AND MULTIPLE OP- 
ERATORS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may sell 
farmland administered under this title 
through an installment sale or similar device 
that contains such terms as the Secretary 
considers necessary to protect the invest- 
ment of the Federal Government in the land. 

“(B) SALE OF CONTRACT.—The Secretary 
may subsequently sell any contract entered 
into to carry out subparagraph (A). 

“(6) HIGHLY ERODIBLE LAND.—In the case of 
farmland administered under this title that 
is highly erodible land (as defined in section 
1201 of the Food Security Act of 1985 (16 
U.S.C. 3801)), the Secretary may require the 
use of specified conservation practices on the 
land as a condition of the sale or lease of the 
land. 

‘(7) NO EFFECT ON ACREAGE ALLOTMENTS, 
MARKETING QUOTAS, OR ACREAGE BASES.—Not- 
withstanding any other law, compliance by 
the Secretary with this subsection shall not 
cause any acreage allotment, marketing 
quota, or acreage base assigned to the prop- 
erty to lapse, terminate, be reduced, or oth- 
erwise be adversely affected. 

‘(8) NO PREEMPTION OF STATE LAW.—If a 
conflict exists between any provision of this 
subsection and any provision of the law of 
any State providing a right of first refusal to 
the owner of farmland or the operator of a 
farm before the sale or lease of land to any 
other person, the provision of State law shall 
prevail. 

‘(d) RELEASE OF NORMAL INCOME SECU- 
RITY.— 

“(1) DEFINITION OF NORMAL INCOME SECU- 
RITY.—In this subsection: 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
subparagraph (B), the term ‘normal income 
security’ means all security not considered 
basic security, including crops, livestock, 
poultry products, Farm Service Agency pay- 
ments and Commodity Credit Corporation 
payments, and other property covered by 
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Farm Service Agency liens that is sold in 
conjunction with the operation of a farm or 
other business. 

“(B) EXCEPTIONS.—The term ‘normal in- 
come security’ does not include any equip- 
ment (including fixtures in States that have 
adopted the Uniform Commercial Code), or 
foundation herd or flock, that is— 

“(i) the basis of the farming or other oper- 
ation; and 

“(ii) the basic security for a farmer pro- 
gram loan. 

“(2) GENERAL RELEASE.—The Secretary 
shall release from the normal income secu- 
rity provided for a loan an amount sufficient 
to pay for the essential household and farm 
operating expenses of the borrower, until 
such time as the Secretary accelerates the 
loan. 

‘(3) NOTICE OF REPORTING REQUIREMENTS 
AND RIGHTS.—If a borrower is required to 
plan for or to report as to how proceeds from 
the sale of collateral property will be used, 
the Secretary shall notify the borrower of— 

“(A) the requirement; and 

“(B) the right to the release of funds under 
this subsection and the means by which a re- 
quest for the funds may be made. 

“(e) EASEMENTS ON INVENTORIED PROP- 
ERTY.— 

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2), 
in the disposal of real property under this 
section, the Secretary shall establish per- 
petual wetland conservation easements to 
protect and restore wetland or converted 
wetland that exists on inventoried property. 

‘(2) LIMITATION.—The Secretary shall not 
establish a wetland conservation easement 
on an inventoried property that— 

“(A) was cropland on the date the property 
entered the inventory of the Secretary; or 

“(B) was used for farming at any time dur- 
ing the period— 

“(i) beginning on the date that is 5 years 
before the property entered the inventory of 
the Secretary; and 

“(ii) ending on the date on which the prop- 
erty entered the inventory of the Secretary. 

‘(3) NOTIFICATION.—The Secretary shall 
provide prior written notification to a bor- 
rower considering homestead retention that 
a wetland conservation easement may be 
placed on land for which the borrower is ne- 
gotiating a lease option. 

‘“(4) APPRAISED VALUE.—The appraised 
value of the farm shall reflect the value of 
the land due to the placement of wetland 
conservation easements. 

“SEC. 3410. CONTRACTS ON LOAN SECURITY 
PROPERTIES. 

‘“(a) CONTRACTS ON LOAN SECURITY PROP- 
ERTIES.—Subject to subsection (b), the Sec- 
retary may enter into a contract related to 
real property for conservation, recreation, or 
wildlife purposes. 

‘(b) LIMITATIONS.—The Secretary may 
enter into a contract under subsection (a) 
if— 

“(1) the property is wetland, upland, or 
highly erodible land; 

‘(2) the property is determined by the Sec- 
retary to be suitable for the purpose in- 
volved; and 

“(3)(A) the property secures a loan made 
under a law administered and held by the 
Secretary; and 

“(B) the contract would better enable a 
qualified borrower to repay the loan in a 
timely manner, as determined by the Sec- 
retary. 

‘(c) TERMS AND CONDITIONS.—The terms 
and conditions specified in a contract under 
subsection (a) shall— 

“(1) specify the purposes for which the real 
property may be used; 
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‘“(2) identify any conservation measure to 
be taken, and any recreational and wildlife 
use to be allowed, with respect to the real 
property; and 

““(3) require the owner to permit the Sec- 
retary, and any person or governmental enti- 
ty designated by the Secretary, to have ac- 
cess to the real property for the purpose of 
monitoring compliance with the contract. 

“(d) REDUCTION OR FORGIVENESS OF DEBT.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to this section, 
the Secretary may reduce or forgive the out- 
standing debt of a borrower— 

“(A) in the case of a borrower to whom the 
Secretary has made an outstanding loan 
under a law administered by the Secretary, 
by canceling that part of the aggregate 
amount of the outstanding loan that bears 
the same ratio to the aggregate amount as— 

“G) the number of acres of the real prop- 
erty of the borrower that are subject to the 
contract; bears to 

“(ii) the aggregate number of acres secur- 
ing the loan; or 

‘“(B) in any other case, by treating as pre- 
paid that part of the principal amount of a 
new loan to the borrower issued and held by 
the Secretary under a law administered by 
the Secretary that bears the same ratio to 
the principal amount as— 

“G) the number of acres of the real prop- 
erty of the borrower that are subject to the 
contract; bears to 

‘“(ii) the aggregate number of acres secur- 
ing the new loan. 

“(2) MAXIMUM CANCELED AMOUNT.—The 
amount canceled or treated as prepaid under 
paragraph (1) shall not exceed— 

“(A) in the case of a delinquent loan, the 
greater of— 

“(i) the value of the land on which the con- 
tract is entered into; or 

“(ii) the difference between— 

“(T) the amount of the outstanding loan se- 
cured by the land; and 

‘(ID) the value of the land; or 

‘“(B) in the case of a nondelinquent loan, 33 
percent of the amount of the loan secured by 
the land. 

“(e) CONSULTATION WITH FISH AND WILD- 
LIFE SERVICE.—If the Secretary uses the au- 
thority provided by this section, the Sec- 
retary shall consult with the Director of the 
Fish and Wildlife Service for the purposes 
of— 

“(1) selecting real property in which the 
Secretary may enter into a contract under 
this section; 

‘“(2) formulating the terms and conditions 
of the contract; and 

‘(3) enforcing the contract. 

‘“(f) HINFORCEMENT.—The Secretary, and 
any person or governmental entity des- 
ignated by the Secretary, may enforce a con- 
tract entered into by the Secretary under 
this section. 

“SEC. 3411. DEBT RESTRUCTURING AND LOAN 
SERVICING. 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall 
modify a delinquent farmer program loan 
made under this subtitle, or purchased from 
the lender or the Federal Deposit Insurance 
Corporation under section 3902, to the max- 
imum extent practicable— 

“(1) to avoid a loss to the Secretary on the 
loan, with priority consideration being 
placed on writing-down the loan principal 
and interest (subject to subsections (d) and 
(e)), and debt set-aside (subject to subsection 
(e)), to facilitate keeping the borrower on 
the farm, or otherwise through the use of 
primary loan service programs under this 
section; and 

‘“(2) to ensure that a borrower is able to 
continue farming operations. 
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“(b) ELIGIBILITY.—To be eligible to obtain 
assistance under subsection (a)— 

“(1) the delinquency shall be due to a cir- 
cumstance beyond the control of the bor- 
rower, as defined in regulations issued by the 
Secretary, except that the regulations shall 
require that, if the value of the assets cal- 
culated under subsection (c)(2)(A)(ii) that 
may be realized through liquidation or other 
methods would produce enough income to 
make the delinquent loan current, the bor- 
rower shall not be eligible for assistance 
under subsection (a); 

“(2) the borrower shall have acted in good 
faith with the Secretary in connection with 
the loan as defined in regulations issued by 
the Secretary; 

“(3) the borrower shall present a prelimi- 
nary plan to the Secretary that contains rea- 
sonable assumptions that demonstrate that 
the borrower will be able— 

“(A) to meet the necessary family living 
and farm operating expenses of the borrower; 
and 

“(B) to service all debts of the borrower, 
including restructured loans; and 

“(4) the loan, if restructured, shall result 
in a net recovery to the Federal Govern- 
ment, during the term of the loan as restruc- 
tured, that would be more than or equal to 
the net recovery to the Federal Government 
from an involuntary liquidation or fore- 
closure on the property securing the loan. 

‘“(¢c) RESTRUCTURING DETERMINATIONS.— 

‘(1) DETERMINATION OF NET RECOVERY.—In 
determining the net recovery from the invol- 
untary liquidation of a loan under this sec- 
tion, the Secretary shall calculate— 

“(A) the recovery value of the collateral 
securing the loan, in accordance with para- 
graph (2); and 

“(B) the value of the restructured loan, in 
accordance with paragraph (3). 

‘(2) RECOVERY VALUE.—For the purpose of 
paragraph (1), the recovery value of the col- 
lateral securing the loan shall be based on 
the difference between— 

“(A)G) the amount of the current appraised 
value of the interests of the borrower in the 
property securing the loan; and 

“(ii) the value of the interests of the bor- 
rower in all other assets that are— 

“(I) not essential for necessary family liv- 
ing expenses; 

“(IT) not essential to the operation of the 
farm; and 

(III) not exempt from judgment creditors 
or in a bankruptcy action under Federal or 
State law; 

“(B) the estimated administrative, attor- 
ney, and other expenses associated with the 
liquidation and disposition of the loan and 
collateral, including— 

“(i) the payment of prior liens; 

“(ii) taxes and assessments, depreciation, 
management costs, the yearly percentage de- 
crease or increase in the value of the prop- 
erty, and lost interest income, each cal- 
culated for the average holding period for 
the type of property involved; 

‘“(iii) resale expenses, such as repairs, com- 
missions, and advertising; and 

“(iv) other administrative and attorney 
costs; and 

“(C) the value, as determined by the Sec- 
retary, of any property not included in sub- 
paragraph (A)(i) if the property is specified 
in any security agreement with respect to 
the loan and the Secretary determines that 
the value of the property should be included 
for purposes of this section. 

‘(3) VALUE OF THE RESTRUCTURED LOAN.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—For the purpose of para- 
graph (1), the value of the restructured loan 
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shall be based on the present value of pay- 
ments that the borrower would make to the 
Federal Government if the terms of the loan 
were modified under any combination of pri- 
mary loan service programs to ensure that 
the borrower is able to meet the obligations 
and continue farming operations. 

‘“(B) PRESENT VALUE.—For the purpose of 
calculating the present value referred to in 
subparagraph (A), the Secretary shall use a 
discount rate of not more than the current 
rate at the time of the calculation of 90-day 
Treasury bills. 

‘“(C) CASH FLOW MARGIN.—For the purpose 
of assessing under subparagraph (A) the abil- 
ity of a borrower to meet debt obligations 
and continue farming operations, the Sec- 
retary shall assume that the borrower needs 
up to 110 percent of the amount indicated for 
payment of farm operating expenses, debt 
service obligations, and family living ex- 
penses. 

‘(4) NOTIFICATION.—Not later than 90 days 
after receipt of a written request for restruc- 
turing from the borrower, the Secretary 
shall— 

“(A) make the calculations specified in 
paragraphs (2) and (3); 

“(B) notify the borrower in writing of the 
results of the calculations; and 

‘“(C) provide documentation for the cal- 
culations. 

‘*(5) RESTRUCTURING OF LOANS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—If the value of a restruc- 
tured loan is greater than or equal to the re- 
covery value of the collateral securing the 
loan, not later than 45 days after notifying 
the borrower under paragraph (4), the Sec- 
retary shall offer to restructure the loan ob- 
ligations of the borrower under this subtitle 
through primary loan service programs that 
would enable the borrower to meet the obli- 
gations (as modified) under the loan and to 
continue the farming operations of the bor- 
rower. 

“(B) RESTRUCTURING.—If the borrower ac- 
cepts an offer under subparagraph (A), not 
later than 45 days after receipt of notice of 
acceptance, the Secretary shall restructure 
the loan accordingly. 

‘(6) TERMINATION OF LOAN OBLIGATIONS.— 
The obligations of a borrower to the Sec- 
retary under a loan shall terminate if— 

‘(A) the borrower satisfies the require- 
ments of paragraphs (1) and (2) of subsection 
(b); 

“(B) the value of the restructured loan is 
less than the recovery value; and 

“(C) not later than 90 days after receipt of 
the notification described in paragraph 
(4)(B), the borrower pays (or obtains third- 
party financing to pay) the Secretary an 
amount equal to the current market value. 

‘*(7) NEGOTIATION OF APPRAISAL.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—In making a determina- 
tion concerning restructuring under this 
subsection, the Secretary, at the request of 
the borrower, shall enter into negotiations 
with the borrower concerning appraisals re- 
quired under this subsection. 

‘(B) INDEPENDENT APPRAISAL.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—If the borrower, based on 
a separate current appraisal, objects to the 
decision of the Secretary regarding an ap- 
praisal, the borrower and the Secretary shall 
mutually agree, to the extent practicable, on 
an independent appraiser who shall conduct 
another appraisal of the property of the bor- 
rower. 

“(ii) VALUE OF FINAL APPRAISAL.—The av- 
erage of the 2 appraisals under clause (i) that 
are closest in value shall become the final 
appraisal under this paragraph. 
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“Gii) COST OF APPRAISAL.—The borrower 
and the Secretary shall each pay % of the 
cost of any independent appraisal. 


“(d) PRINCIPAL AND INTEREST WRITE- 
DOWN.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.— 

“(A) PRIORITY CONSIDERATION.—In selecting 
the restructuring alternatives to be used in 
the case of a borrower who has requested re- 
structuring under this section, the Secretary 
shall give priority consideration to the use 
of a principal and interest write-down if 
other creditors of the borrower (other than 
any creditor who is fully collateralized) rep- 
resenting a substantial portion of the total 
debt of the borrower held by the creditors of 
the borrower, agree to participate in the de- 
velopment of the restructuring plan or agree 
to participate in a State mediation program. 

‘“(B) FAILURE OF CREDITORS TO AGREE.— 
Failure of creditors to agree to participate in 
the restructuring plan or mediation program 
shall not preclude the use of a principal and 
interest write-down by the Secretary if the 
Secretary determines that restructuring re- 
sults in the least cost to the Secretary. 

‘(2) PARTICIPATION OF CREDITORS.—Before 
eliminating the option to use debt write- 
down in the case of a borrower, the Sec- 
retary shall make a reasonable effort to con- 
tact the creditors of the borrower, either di- 
rectly or through the borrower, and encour- 
age the creditors to participate with the Sec- 
retary in the development of a restructuring 
plan for the borrower. 


“(e) SHARED APPRECIATION 
MENTS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—As a condition of re- 
structuring a loan in accordance with this 
section, the borrower of the loan may be re- 
quired to enter into a shared appreciation ar- 
rangement that requires the repayment of 
amounts written off or set aside. 

‘“(2) TERMS.—A shared appreciation agree- 
ment shall— 

“(A) have a term not to exceed 10 years; 
and 

““(B) provide for recapture based on the dif- 
ference between the appraised values of the 
real security property at the time of restruc- 
turing and at the time of recapture. 

‘(3) PERCENTAGE OF RECAPTURE.—The 
amount of the appreciation to be recaptured 
by the Secretary shall be— 

“(A) 75 percent of the appreciation in the 
value of the real security property if the re- 
capture occurs not later than 4 years after 
the date of restructuring; and 

““(B) 50 percent if the recapture occurs dur- 
ing the remainder of the term of the agree- 
ment. 

“(4) TIME OF RECAPTURE.—Recapture shall 
take place on the date that is the earliest 
of— 

“(A) the end of the term of the agreement; 

‘“(B) the conveyance of the real security 
property; 

““(C) the repayment of the loans; or 

““(D) the cessation of farming operations by 
the borrower. 

“(5) TRANSFER OF TITLE.—Transfer of title 
to the spouse of a borrower on the death of 
the borrower shall not be treated as a con- 
veyance for the purpose of paragraph (4). 

‘(6) NOTICE OF RECAPTURE.—Not later than 
12 months before the end of the term of a 
shared appreciation arrangement, the Sec- 
retary shall notify the borrower involved of 
the provisions of the arrangement. 

“(7) FINANCING OF RECAPTURE PAYMENT.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may am- 
ortize a recapture payment owed to the Sec- 
retary under this subsection. 
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“(B) TERM.—The term of an amortization 
under this paragraph may not exceed 25 
years. 

‘“(C) INTEREST RATE.—The interest rate ap- 
plicable to an amortization under this para- 
graph may not exceed the rate applicable to 
a loan to reacquire homestead property less 
100 basis points. 

‘(D) REAMORTIZATION.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may mod- 
ify the amortization of a recapture payment 
referred to in subparagraph (A) of this para- 
graph on which a payment has become delin- 
quent if— 

“(I) the default is due to circumstances be- 
yond the control of the borrower; and 

“(JI) the borrower acted in good faith (as 
determined by the Secretary) in attempting 
to repay the recapture amount. 

‘(ii) LIMITATIONS.— 

“(I) TERM OF REAMORTIZATION.—The term 
of a reamortization under this subparagraph 
may not exceed 25 years from the date of the 
original amortization agreement. 

‘“(II) NO REDUCTION OR PRINCIPAL OR UNPAID 
INTEREST DUE.—A reamortization of a recap- 
ture payment under this subparagraph may 
not provide for reducing the outstanding 
principal or unpaid interest due on the re- 
capture payment. 

‘(f) INTEREST RATES.—Any loan for farm 
ownership purposes, farm operating pur- 
poses, or disaster emergency purposes, other 
than a guaranteed loan, that is deferred, con- 
solidated, rescheduled, or reamortized shall, 
notwithstanding any other provision of this 
subtitle, bear interest on the balance of the 
original loan and for the term of the original 
loan at a rate that is the lowest of— 

“(1) the rate of interest on the original 
loan; 

“(2) the rate being charged by the Sec- 
retary for loans, other than guaranteed 
loans, of the same type at the time at which 
the borrower applies for a deferral, consoli- 
dation, rescheduling, or reamortization; or 

“(3) the rate being charged by the Sec- 
retary for loans, other than guaranteed 
loans, of the same type at the time of the de- 
ferral, consolidation, rescheduling, or re- 
amortization. 

‘“(g) PERIOD AND EFFECT.— 

‘1) PERIOD.—The Secretary may consoli- 
date or reschedule outstanding loans for pay- 
ment over a period not to exceed 7 years (or, 
in the case of loans for farm operating pur- 
poses, 15 years) from the date of the consoli- 
dation or rescheduling. 

‘“(2) EFFECT.—The amount of unpaid prin- 
cipal and interest of the prior loans so con- 
solidated or rescheduled shall not create a 
new charge against any loan levels author- 
ized by law. 

‘(h) PREREQUISITES TO FORECLOSURE OR 
LIQUIDATION.—No foreclosure or other simi- 
lar action shall be taken to liquidate any 
loan determined to be ineligible for restruc- 
turing by the Secretary under this section— 

“(1) until the borrower has been given the 
opportunity to appeal the decision; and 

‘“(2) if the borrower appeals, the appeals 
process has been completed, and a deter- 
mination has been made that the loan is in- 
eligible for restructuring. 

“(i) NOTICE OF INELIGIBILITY FOR RESTRUC- 
TURING.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—A notice of ineligibility 
for restructuring shall be sent to the bor- 
rower by registered or certified mail not 
later than 15 days after a determination of 
ineligibility. 

‘(2) CONTENTS.—The notice required under 
paragraph (1) shall contain— 

“(A) the determination and the reasons for 
the determination; 
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‘“(B) the computations used to make the 
determination, including the calculation of 
the recovery value of the collateral securing 
the loan; and 

“(C) a statement of the right of the bor- 
rower to appeal the decision to the appeals 
division, and to appear before a hearing offi- 
cer. 

‘*(j) INDEPENDENT APPRAISALS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—An appeal may include a 
request by the borrower for an independent 
appraisal of any property securing the loan. 

‘“(2) PROCESS FOR APPRAISAL.—On a request 
under paragraph (1), the Secretary shall 
present the borrower with a list of 3 apprais- 
ers approved by the county supervisor, from 
which the borrower shall select an appraiser 
to conduct the appraisal. 

‘(3) CosT.—The cost of an appraisal under 
this subsection shall be paid by the bor- 
rower. 

‘“(4) RESULT.—The result of an appraisal 
under this subsection shall be considered in 
any final determination concerning the loan. 

‘(5) Copy.—A copy of any appraisal under 
this subsection shall be provided to the bor- 
rower. 

‘(k) PARTIAL LIQUIDATIONS.—If a partial 
liquidation of a delinquent loan is performed 
(with the prior consent of the Secretary) as 
part of loan servicing by a guaranteed lender 
under this title, the Secretary shall not re- 
quire full liquidation of the loan for the lend- 
er to be eligible to receive payment on 
losses. 

“(1) ONLY 1 WRITE-DOWN OR NET RECOVERY 
BUY-OUT PER BORROWER FOR A LOAN MADE 
AFTER JANUARY 6, 1988.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may pro- 
vide for each borrower not more than 1 
write-down or net recovery buy-out under 
this section with respect to all loans made to 
the borrower after January 6, 1988. 

‘(2) SPECIAL RULE.—For purposes of para- 
graph (1), the Secretary shall treat any loan 
made on or before January 6, 1988, with re- 
spect to which a restructuring, write-down, 
or net recovery buy-out is provided under 
this section after January 6, 1988, as a loan 
made after January 6, 1988. 

‘“(m) LIQUIDATION OF ASSETS.—The Sec- 
retary may not use the authority provided 
by this section to reduce or terminate any 
portion of the debt of the borrower that the 
borrower could pay through the liquidation 
of assets (or through the payment of the loan 
value of the assets, if the loan value is great- 
er than the liquidation value) described in 
subsection (c)(2)(A)(ii). 

“(n) LIFETIME LIMITATION ON DEBT FOR- 
GIVENESS PER BORROWER.—The Secretary 
may provide each borrower not more than 
$300,000 in debt forgiveness under this sec- 
tion. 
“SEC. 3412. RELIEF FOR MOBILIZED MILITARY 
RESERVISTS FROM CERTAIN AGRI- 
CULTURAL LOAN OBLIGATIONS. 

‘*(a) DEFINITION OF MOBILIZED MILITARY RE- 
SERVIST.—In this section, the term ‘mobi- 
lized military reservist’ means an individual 
who— 

“(1) is on active duty under section 688, 
12301(a), 12301(g), 12302, 12304, 12306, or 12406, 
or chapter 15 of title 10, United States Code, 
or any other provision of law during a war or 
during a national emergency declared by the 
President or Congress, regardless of the loca- 
tion at which the active duty service is per- 
formed; or 

“(2) in the case of a member of the Na- 
tional Guard, is on full-time National Guard 
duty (as defined in section 101(d)(5) of title 
10, United States Code) under a call to active 
service authorized by the President or the 
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Secretary of Defense for a period of more 
than 30 consecutive days under section 502(f) 
of title 32, United States Code, for purposes 
of responding to a national emergency de- 
clared by the President and supported by 
Federal funds. 

‘(b) FORGIVENESS OF INTEREST PAYMENTS 
DUE WHILE BORROWER IS A MOBILIZED MILI- 
TARY RESERVIST.—Any requirement that a 
borrower of a direct loan made under this 
subtitle make any interest payment on the 
loan that would otherwise be required to be 
made while the borrower is a mobilized mili- 
tary reservist is rescinded. 

‘“(c) DEFERRAL OF PRINCIPAL PAYMENTS 
DUE WHILE OR AFTER BORROWER IS A MOBI- 
LIZED MILITARY RESERVIST.—The due date of 
any payment of principal on a direct loan 
made to a borrower under this subtitle that 
would otherwise be required to be made 
while or after the borrower is a mobilized 
military reservist is deferred for a period 
equal in length to the period for which the 
borrower is a mobilized military reservist. 

‘“(d) NONACCRUAL OF INTEREST.—Interest on 
a direct loan made to a borrower described in 
this section shall not accrue during the pe- 
riod the borrower is a mobilized military re- 
servist. 

‘“(e) BORROWER NOT CONSIDERED TO BE DE- 
LINQUENT OR RECEIVING DEBT FORGIVENESS.— 
Notwithstanding section 3425 or any other 
provision of this title, a borrower who re- 
ceives assistance under this section shall 
not, as a result of the assistance, be consid- 
ered to be delinquent or receiving debt for- 
giveness for purposes of receiving a direct or 
guaranteed loan under this subtitle. 

“SEC. 3413. INTEREST RATE REDUCTION PRO- 
GRAM. 

‘“(a) ESTABLISHMENT OF PROGRAM.—The 
Secretary shall establish and carry out in ac- 
cordance with this section an interest rate 
reduction program for any loan guaranteed 
under this subtitle. 

‘“(b) ENTERING INTO CONTRACTS.—The Sec- 
retary shall enter into a contract with, and 
make payments to, an institution to reduce, 
during the term of the contract, the interest 
rate paid by the borrower on the guaranteed 
loan if— 

“(1) the borrower— 

“(A) is unable to obtain credit elsewhere; 

“(B) is unable to make payments on the 
loan in a timely manner; and 

“(C) during the 24-month period beginning 
on the date on which the contract is entered 
into, has a total estimated cash income, in- 
cluding all farm and nonfarm income, that 
will equal or exceed the total estimated cash 
expenses, including all farm and nonfarm ex- 
penses, to be incurred by the borrower dur- 
ing the period; and 

(2) during the term of the contract, the 
lender reduces the annual rate of interest 
payable on the loan by a minimum percent- 
age specified in the contract. 

“(¢) PAYMENTS.— 

““(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2), 
in return for a contract entered into by a 
lender under subsection (b) for the reduction 
of the interest rate paid on a loan, the Sec- 
retary shall make payments to the lender in 
an amount equal to not more than 100 per- 
cent of the cost of reducing the annual rate 
of interest payable on the loan. 

“(2) LIMITATION.—Payments under para- 
graph (1) may not exceed the cost of reducing 
the rate by more than 400 basis points. 

“(d) TERM.—The term of a contract entered 
into under this section to reduce the interest 
rate on a guaranteed loan may not exceed 
the outstanding term of the loan. 

‘(e) CONDITION ON FORECLOSURE.—Notwith- 
standing any other law, any contract of 
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guarantee on a farm loan entered into under 
this subtitle shall contain a condition that 
the lender of the loan may not initiate a 
foreclosure action on the loan until 60 days 
after a determination is made with respect 
to the eligibility of the borrower to partici- 
pate in the program established under this 
section. 

“SEC. 3414. HOMESTEAD PROPERTY. 

“(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 

“(1) ADMINISTRATOR.—The term ‘Adminis- 
trator’ means the Administrator of the 
Small Business Administration. 

‘((2) BORROWER-OWNER.—The 
rower-owner’ means— 

“(A) a borrower-owner of a loan made or 
guaranteed by the Secretary or the Adminis- 
trator who meets the eligibility require- 
ments of subsection (c)(1); or 

“(B) in a case in which an owner of home- 
stead property pledged the property to se- 
cure the loan and the owner is different than 
the borrower, the owner. 

“(3) FARM PROGRAM LOAN.—The term ‘farm 
program loan’ means a loan made by the Ad- 
ministrator under the Small Business Act (15 
U.S.C. 631 et seq.) for any of the purposes au- 
thorized for loans under chapter 1 or 2. 

‘(4) HOMESTEAD PROPERTY.—The 
‘homestead property’ means— 

“(A) the principal residence and adjoining 
property possessed and occupied by a bor- 
rower-owner, including a reasonable number 
of farm outbuildings located on the adjoin- 
ing land that are useful to any occupant of 
the homestead; and 

‘“(B) not more than 10 acres of adjoining 
land that is used to maintain the family of 
the borrower-owner. 

‘*(b) RETENTION OF HOMESTEAD PROPERTY .— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary or the Ad- 
ministrator shall, on application by a bor- 
rower-owner who meets the eligibility re- 
quirements of subsection (c)(1), permit the 
borrower-owner to retain possession and oc- 
cupancy of homestead property under the 
terms set forth, and until the action de- 
scribed in this section has been completed, 
if— 

“(A) the Secretary forecloses or takes into 
inventory property securing a loan made 
under this subtitle; 

“(B) the Administrator forecloses or takes 
into inventory property securing a farm pro- 
gram loan made under the Small Business 
Act (15 U.S.C. 631 et seq.); or 

“(C) the borrower-owner of a loan made by 
the Secretary or the Administrator files a 
petition in bankruptcy that results in the 
conveyance of the homestead property to the 
Secretary or the Administrator, or agrees to 
voluntarily liquidate or convey the property 
in whole or in part. 

‘(2) PERIOD OF OCCUPANCY.—Subject to sub- 
section (c), the Secretary or the Adminis- 
trator shall not grant a period of occupancy 
of less than 3 nor more than 5 years. 

‘(c) ELIGIBILITY.— 

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—To be eligible to occupy 
homestead property, a borrower-owner of a 
loan made by the Secretary or the Adminis- 
trator shall— 

‘(A) apply for the occupancy not later 
than 30 days after the property is acquired 
by the Secretary or Administrator; 

‘(B) have received from farming oper- 
ations gross farm income that is reasonably 
commensurate with— 

“(i) the size and location of the farming 
unit of the borrower-owner; and 

“(ii) local agricultural conditions (includ- 
ing natural and economic conditions), during 
at least 2 calendar years of the 6-year period 
preceding the calendar year in which the ap- 
plication is made; 
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‘“(C) have received from farming operations 
at least 60 percent of the gross annual in- 
come of the borrower-owner and any spouse 
of the borrower-owner during at least 2 cal- 
endar years of the 6-year period described in 
subparagraph (B); 

‘“(D) have continuously occupied the home- 
stead property during the 6-year period de- 
scribed in subparagraph (B), except that the 
requirement of this subparagraph may be 
waived if a borrower-owner, due to cir- 
cumstances beyond the control of the bor- 
rower-owner, had to leave the homestead 
property for a period of time not to exceed 12 
months during the 6-year period; 

‘“(E) during the period of occupancy of the 
homestead property, pay a reasonable sum as 
rent for the property to the Secretary or the 
Administrator in an amount substantially 
equivalent to rents charged for similar resi- 
dential properties in the area in which the 
homestead property is located; 

‘“(F) during the period of the occupancy of 
the homestead property, maintain the prop- 
erty in good condition; and 

“(G) meet such other reasonable and nec- 
essary terms and conditions as the Secretary 
may require. 

‘(2) DEFINITION OF FARMING OPERATIONS.— 
In subparagraphs (B) and (C) of paragraph 
(1), the term ‘farming operations’ includes 
rent paid by a lessee of agricultural land dur- 
ing a period in which the borrower-owner, 
due to circumstances beyond the control of 
the borrower-owner, is unable to actively 
farm the land. 

‘(3) TERMINATION OF RIGHTS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of para- 
graph (1)(E), the failure of the borrower- 
owner to make a timely rental payment 
shall constitute cause for the termination of 
all rights of the borrower-owner to posses- 
sion and occupancy of the homestead prop- 
erty under this section. 

‘(B) PROCEDURE FOR TERMINATION.—In ef- 
fecting a termination under subparagraph 
(A), the Secretary shall— 

“(i) afford the borrower-owner or lessee the 
notice and hearing procedural rights de- 
scribed in subtitle H of the Department of 
Agriculture Reorganization Act of 1994 (7 
U.S.C. 6991 et seq.); and 

“(ii) comply with any applicable State and 
local law governing eviction of a person from 
residential property. 

‘*(4) RIGHTS OF BORROWER-OWNER.— 

‘(A) PERIOD OF OCCUPANCY.—Subject to 
subsection (b)(2), the period of occupancy al- 
lowed the borrower-owner of homestead 
property under this section shall be the pe- 
riod requested in writing by the borrower- 
owner. 

‘(B) RIGHT TO REACQUIRE.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—During the period the 
borrower-owner occupies the homestead 
property, the borrower-owner shall have a 
right to reacquire the homestead property on 
such terms and conditions as the Secretary 
shall determine. 

“(ii) SOCIALLY DISADVANTAGED BORROWER- 
OWNER.—During the period of occupancy of a 
borrower-owner who is a socially disadvan- 
taged farmer, the borrower-owner or a mem- 
ber of the immediate family of the borrower- 
owner shall have a right of first refusal to re- 
acquire the homestead property on such 
terms and conditions as the Secretary shall 
determine. 

‘“(iii) INDEPENDENT APPRAISAL.—The Sec- 
retary may not demand a payment for the 
homestead property that is in excess of the 
current market value of the homestead prop- 
erty as established by an independent ap- 
praisal. 
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‘“(iv) CONDUCT OF APPRAISAL.—An inde- 
pendent appraisal under clause (iii) shall be 
conducted by an appraiser selected by the 
borrower-owner, or, in the case of a bor- 
rower-owner who is a socially disadvantaged 
farmer, the immediate family member of the 
borrower-owner, from a list of 3 appraisers 
approved by the county supervisor. 

‘(5) TRANSFER OF RIGHTS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
subparagraph (B), no right of a borrower- 
owner under this section, and no agreement 
entered into between the borrower-owner 
and the Secretary for occupancy of the 
homestead property, shall be transferable or 
assignable by the borrower-owner or by oper- 
ation of law. 

‘“(B) DEATH OR INCOMPETENCY.—In the case 
of death or incompetency of the borrower- 
owner, the right and agreement shall be 
transferable to a spouse of the borrower- 
owner if the spouse agrees to comply with 
any terms and conditions of the right or 
agreement. 

**(6) NOTIFICATION.—Not later than the date 
of acquisition of the property securing a loan 
made under this title, the Secretary shall 
notify the borrower-owner of the property of 
the availability of homestead protection 
rights under this section. 

“(d) END OF PERIOD OF OCCUPANCY.— 

““(1) IN GENERAL.—At the end of the period 
of occupancy allowed a _ borrower-owner 
under subsection (c), the Secretary or the 
Administrator shall grant to the borrower- 
owner a right of first refusal to reacquire the 
homestead property on such terms and con- 
ditions (which may include payment of prin- 
cipal in installments) as the Secretary or the 
Administrator shall determine. 

‘“(2) TERMS AND CONDITIONS.—The terms 
and conditions granted under paragraph (1) 
may not be less favorable than those offered 
by the Secretary or Administrator or in- 
tended by the Secretary or Administrator to 
be offered to any other buyer. 

‘“(e) MAXIMUM PAYMENT OF PRINCIPAL.— 

““(1) IN GENERAL.—At the time a reacquisi- 
tion agreement is entered into, the Sec- 
retary or the Administrator may not demand 
a total payment of principal that is in excess 
of the value of the homestead property. 

‘(2) DETERMINATION OF VALUE.—To the 
maximum extent practicable, the value of 
the homestead property shall be determined 
by an independent appraisal made during the 
180 day period beginning on the date of re- 
ceipt of the application of the borrower- 
owner to retain possession and occupancy of 
the homestead property. 

““(f) TITLE NOT NEEDED TO ENTER INTO CON- 
TRACTS.—The Secretary may enter into a 
contract authorized by this section before 
the Secretary acquires title to the home- 
stead property that is the subject of the con- 
tract. 

“(¢) STATE LAW PREVAILS.—In the event of 
a conflict between this section and a provi- 
sion of State law relating to the right of a 
borrower-owner to designate for separate 
sale or redeem part or all of the real prop- 
erty securing a loan foreclosed on by a lend- 
er to the borrower-owner, the provision of 
State law shall prevail. 

“SEC. 3415. TRANSFER OF INVENTORY LAND. 

““(a) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subsection 
(b), the Secretary may transfer to a Federal 
or State agency, for conservation purposes, 
any real property, or interest in real prop- 
erty, administered by the Secretary under 
this subtitle— 

“(1) with respect to which the rights of all 
prior owners and operators have expired; 

““(2) that is eligible to be disposed of in ac- 
cordance with section 3409; and 


8963 


(3) that— 

“(A) has marginal value for agricultural 
production; 

“(B) is environmentally sensitive; or 

“(C) has special management importance. 

“(b) CONDITIONS.—The Secretary may not 
transfer any property or interest in property 
under subsection (a) unless— 

“(1) at least 2 public notices are given of 
the transfer; 

‘(2) if requested, at least 1 public meeting 
is held prior to the transfer; and 

“(3) the Governor and at least 1 elected 
county official of the State and county in 
which the property is located are consulted 
prior to the transfer. 

“SEC. 3416. TARGET PARTICIPATION RATES. 

“(a) ESTABLISHMENT.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall es- 
tablish annual target participation rates, on 
a county-wide basis, that shall ensure that 
members of socially disadvantaged groups 
shall— 

“(A) receive loans made or guaranteed 
under chapter 1; and 

‘(B) have the opportunity to purchase or 
lease farmland acquired by the Secretary 
under this subtitle. 

‘“(2) GROUP POPULATION.—Except as pro- 
vided in paragraph (3), in establishing the 
target rates, the Secretary shall take into 
consideration— 

“(A) the portion of the population of the 
county made up of the socially disadvan- 
taged groups; and 

“(B) the availability of inventory farmland 
in the county. 

““(3) GENDER.—In the case of gender, target 
participation rates shall take into consider- 
ation the number of current and potential 
socially disadvantaged farmers in a State in 
proportion to the total number of farmers in 
the State. 

‘(b) RESERVATION AND ALLOCATION.— 

“(1) RESERVATION.—To the maximum ex- 
tent practicable, the Secretary shall reserve 
sufficient loan funds made available under 
chapter 1 for use by members of socially dis- 
advantaged groups identified under target 
participation rates established under sub- 
section (a). 

“(2) ALLOCATION.—The Secretary shall al- 
locate the loans on the basis of the propor- 
tion of members of socially disadvantaged 
groups in a county and the availability of in- 
ventory farmland, with the greatest amount 
of loan funds being distributed in the county 
with the greatest proportion of socially dis- 
advantaged group members and the greatest 
quantity of available inventory farmland. 

‘*(3) INDIAN RESERVATIONS.—In distributing 
loan funds in counties within the boundaries 
of an Indian reservation, the Secretary shall 
allocate the funds on a reservation-wide 
basis. 

“(c) OPERATING LOANS.— 

‘(1) ESTABLISHMENT.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall es- 
tablish annual target participation rates 
that shall ensure that socially disadvantaged 
farmers receive loans made or guaranteed 
under chapter 2. 

‘(B) CONSIDERATIONS.—In establishing the 
target rates, the Secretary shall consider the 
number of socially disadvantaged farmers in 
a State in proportion to the total number of 
farmers in the State. 

‘(2) RESERVATION AND ALLOCATION.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—To the maximum extent 
practicable, the Secretary shall reserve and 
allocate the proportion of the loan funds of 
each State made available under chapter 2 
that is equal to the target participation rate 
of the State for use by the socially disadvan- 
taged farmers in the State. 
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‘(B) DISTRIBUTION.—To the maximum ex- 
tent practicable, the Secretary shall dis- 
tribute the total loan funds reserved under 
subparagraph (A) on a _ county-by-county 
basis according to the number of socially dis- 
advantaged farmers in the county. 

‘(C) REALLOCATION OF UNUSED FUNDS.—Any 
funds reserved and allocated under this para- 
graph but not used within a State shall, to 
the extent necessary to satisfy pending ap- 
plications under this title, be available for 
use by socially disadvantaged farmers in 
other States, as determined by the Sec- 
retary, and any remaining funds shall be re- 
allocated within the State. 

‘““(d) REPORT.—The Secretary shall prepare 
and submit to the Committee on Agriculture 
of the House of Representatives and the 
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and 
Forestry of the Senate a report that de- 
scribes the annual target participation rates 
and the success in meeting the rates. 

‘“(e) IMPLEMENTATION CONSISTENT WITH SU- 
PREME COURT HOLDING.—Not later than 180 
days after April 4, 1996, the Secretary shall 
ensure that the implementation of this sec- 
tion is consistent with the holding of the Su- 
preme Court in Adarand Constructors, Inc. v. 
Federico Pena, Secretary of Transportation, 
115 S. Ct. 2097 (1995). 

“SEC. 3417. COMPROMISE OR ADJUSTMENT OF 
DEBTS OR CLAIMS BY GUARANTEED 
LENDER. 

“(a) LOSS BY LENDER.—If the lender of a 
guaranteed farmer program loan takes any 
action described in section 3903(a)(4) with re- 
spect to the loan and the Secretary approves 
the action, for purposes of the guarantee, the 
lender shall be treated as having sustained a 
loss equal to the amount by which— 

“(1) the outstanding balance of the loan 
immediately before the action; exceeds 

“(2) the outstanding balance of the loan 
immediately after the action. 

‘(b) NET PRESENT VALUE OF LOAN.—The 
Secretary shall approve the taking of an ac- 
tion described in section 3903(a)(4) by the 
lender of a guaranteed farmer program loan 
with respect to the loan if the action reduces 
the net present value of the loan to an 
amount equal to not less than the greater 
of— 

“(1) the greatest net present value of a 
loan the borrower could reasonably be ex- 
pected to repay; and 

““(2) the difference between— 

“(A) the greatest amount that the lender 
of the loan could reasonably expect to re- 
cover from the borrower through bank- 
ruptcy, or liquidation of the property secur- 
ing the loan; and 

“(B) all reasonable and necessary costs and 
expenses that the lender of the loan could 
reasonably expect to incur to preserve or dis- 
pose of the property (including all associated 
legal and property management costs) in the 
course of such a bankruptcy or liquidation. 

“(c) No LIMITATION ON AUTHORITY.—This 
section shall not limit the authority of the 
Secretary to enter into a shared appreciation 
arrangement with a borrower under section 
3411(e). 

“SEC. 3418. WAIVER OF MEDIATION RIGHTS BY 
BORROWERS. 

“The Secretary may not make or guar- 
antee any farmer program loan to a farm 
borrower on the condition that the borrower 
waive any right under the mediation pro- 
gram of any State. 

“SEC. 3419. BORROWER TRAINING. 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall con- 
tract to provide educational training to all 
borrowers of direct loans made under this 
subtitle in financial and farm management 
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concepts associated with commercial farm- 
ing. 

““(b) CONTRACT.— 

‘“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may con- 
tract with a State or private provider of 
farm management and credit counseling 
services (including a community college, the 
extension service of a State, a State depart- 
ment of agriculture, or a nonprofit organiza- 
tion) to carry out this section. 

““(2) CONSULTATION.—The Secretary may 
consult with the chief executive officer of a 
State concerning the identity of the con- 
tracting organization and the process for 
contracting. 

“(c) ELIGIBILITY FOR LOANS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2), 
to be eligible to obtain a direct or guaran- 
teed loan under this subtitle, a borrower 
shall be required to obtain management as- 
sistance under this section, appropriate to 
the management ability of the borrower dur- 
ing the determination of eligibility for the 
loan. 

‘“(2) LOAN CONDITIONS.—The need of a bor- 
rower who satisfies the criteria set out in 
section 3101(b)(1)(B) or 3201(b)(1)(B) for man- 
agement assistance under this section shall 
not be cause for denial of eligibility of the 
borrower for a direct or guaranteed loan 
under this subtitle. 

“(d) GUIDELINES AND CURRICULUM.—The 
Secretary shall issue regulations estab- 
lishing guidelines and curriculum for the 
borrower training program established under 
this section. 

“(e) PAYMENT.—A borrower— 

“(1) shall pay for training received under 
this section; and 

“(2) may use funds from operating loans 
made under chapter 2 to pay for the training. 

“(f) WAIVERS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may 
waive the requirements of this section for an 
individual borrower on a determination that 
the borrower demonstrates adequate knowl- 
edge in areas described in this section. 

‘“(2) CRITERIA.—The Secretary shall estab- 
lish criteria providing for the application of 
paragraph (1) consistently in all counties na- 
tionwide. 

“SEC. 3420. LOAN ASSESSMENTS. 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—After an applicant is de- 
termined to be eligible for assistance under 
this subtitle, the Secretary shall evaluate, in 
accordance with regulations issued by the 
Secretary, the farming plan and financial 
situation of each qualified farmer applicant. 

‘“(b) DETERMINATIONS.—In evaluating the 
farming plan and financial situation of an 
applicant under this section, the Secretary 
shall determine— 

“(1) the amount that the applicant needs 
to borrow to carry out the proposed farming 
plan; 

““(2) the rate of interest that the applicant 
would need to be able to cover expenses and 
build an adequate equity base; 

““(3) the goals of the proposed farming plan 
of the applicant; 

““(4) the financial viability of the plan and 
any changes that are necessary to make the 
plan viable; and 

“*(5) whether assistance is necessary under 
this title and, if so, the amount of the assist- 
ance. 

“(c) CONTRACT.—The Secretary may con- 
tract with a third party (including an entity 
that is eligible to provide borrower training 
under section 3419(b)) to conduct a loan as- 
sessment under this section. 

“(d) REVIEW OF LOANS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Loan assessments con- 
ducted under this section shall include bian- 
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nual review of direct loans, and periodic re- 
view (as determined necessary by the Sec- 
retary) of guaranteed loans, made under this 
title to assess the progress of a borrower in 
meeting the goals for the farm operation. 

“(2) CONTRACTS.—The Secretary may con- 
tract with an entity that is eligible to pro- 
vide borrower training under section 3419(b) 
to conduct a loan review under paragraph (1). 

(3) PROBLEM ASSESSMENTS.—If a borrower 
is delinquent in payments on a direct or 
guaranteed loan made under this title, the 
Secretary or the contracting entity shall de- 
termine the cause of, and action necessary to 
correct, the delinquency. 

“(e) GUIDELINES.—The Secretary shall 
issue regulations providing guidelines for 
loan assessments conducted under this sec- 
tion. 

“SEC. 3421. SUPERVISED CREDIT. 

“The Secretary shall provide adequate 
training to employees of the Farm Service 
Agency on credit analysis and financial and 
farm management— 

“(1) to better acquaint the employees with 
what constitutes adequate financial data on 
which to base a direct or guaranteed loan ap- 
proval decision; and 

‘(2) to ensure proper supervision of farmer 
program loans. 

“SEC. 3422. MARKET PLACEMENT. 

“The Secretary shall establish a market 
placement program for a qualified beginning 
farmer and any other borrower of farmer 
program loans that the Secretary believes 
has a reasonable chance of qualifying for 
commercial credit with a guarantee provided 
under this subtitle. 

“SEC. 3423. RECORDKEEPING OF LOANS BY GEN- 
DER OF BORROWER. 

“The Secretary shall classify, by gender, 
records of applicants for loans and loan guar- 
antees under this subtitle. 

“SEC. 3424. CROP INSURANCE REQUIREMENT. 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—As a condition of obtain- 
ing any benefit (including a direct loan, loan 
guarantee, or payment) described in sub- 
section (b), a borrower shall be required to 
obtain at least catastrophic risk protection 
insurance coverage under section 508 of the 
Federal Crop Insurance Act (7 U.S.C. 1508) for 
the crop and crop year for which the benefit 
is sought, if the coverage is offered by the 
Federal Crop Insurance Corporation. 

“(b) APPLICABLE BENEFITS.—Subsection (a) 
shall apply to— 

“(1) a farm ownership loan under section 
3102; 

‘“(2) an operating loan under section 3202; 
and 

(3) an emergency loan under section 3301. 
“SEC. 3425. LOAN AND LOAN SERVICING LIMITA- 

TIONS. 

“(a) DELINQUENT BORROWERS PROHIBITED 
FROM OBTAINING DIRECT OPERATING LOANS.— 
The Secretary may not make a direct oper- 
ating loan under chapter 2 to a borrower who 
is delinquent on any loan made or guaran- 
teed under this subtitle. 

(b) LOANS PROHIBITED FOR BORROWERS 
THAT HAVE RECEIVED DEBT FORGIVENESS.— 

‘“(1) PROHIBITIONS.—Except as provided in 
paragraph (2)— 

“(A) the Secretary may not make a loan 
under this subtitle to a borrower that has re- 
ceived debt forgiveness on a loan made or 
guaranteed under this subtitle; and 

“(B) the Secretary may not guarantee a 
loan under this subtitle to a borrower that 
has received— 

“(i) debt forgiveness after April 4, 1996, on 
a loan made or guaranteed under this sub- 
title; or 
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“(ii) received debt forgiveness on more 
than 3 occasions on or before April 4, 1996. 

‘*(2) EXCEPTIONS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may 
make a direct or guaranteed farm operating 
loan for paying annual farm operating ex- 
penses of a borrower who— 

“(i) was restructured with a write-down 
under section 3411; 

“(ii) is current on payments under a con- 
firmed reorganization plan under chapters 1 
11, 12, or 18 of title 11 of the United States 
Code; or 

“(iii) received debt forgiveness on not more 
than 1 occasion resulting directly and pri- 
marily from a major disaster or emergency 
designated by the President on or after April 
4, 1996, under the Robert T. Stafford Disaster 
Relief and Emergency Assistance Act (42 
U.S.C. 5121 et seq.). 

‘“(B) EMERGENCY LOANS.—The Secretary 
may make an emergency loan under section 
3301 to a borrower that— 

“(i) on or before April 4, 1996, received not 
more than 1 debt forgiveness on a loan made 
or guaranteed under this subtitle; and 

“(ii) after April 4, 1996, has not received 
debt forgiveness on a loan made or guaran- 
teed under this subtitle. 

“(c) No MORE THAN 1 DEBT FORGIVENESS 
FOR A BORROWER ON A DIRECT LOAN.—The 
Secretary may not provide to a borrower 
debt forgiveness on a direct loan made under 
this subtitle if the borrower has received 
debt forgiveness on another direct loan made 
under this subtitle. 

“SEC. 3426. SHORT FORM CERTIFICATION OF 
FARM PROGRAM BORROWER COM- 
PLIANCE. 

“The Secretary shall develop and use a 
consolidated short form for farmer program 
loan borrowers to use in certifying compli- 
ance with any applicable provision of law 
(including a regulation) that serves as an eli- 
gibility prerequisite for a loan made under 
this subtitle. 

“SEC. 3427. UNDERWRITING FORMS AND STAND- 
ARDS. 

“In the administration of this subtitle, the 
Secretary shall, to the extent practicable, 
use underwriting forms, standards, practices, 
and terminology similar to the forms, stand- 
ards, practices, and terminology used by 
lenders in the private sector. 

“SEC. 3428. BEGINNING FARMER INDIVIDUAL DE- 
VELOPMENT ACCOUNTS PILOT PRO- 
GRAM. 

“(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 

“(1) DEMONSTRATION PROGRAM.—The term 
‘demonstration program’ means a dem- 
onstration program carried out by a quali- 
fied entity under the pilot program estab- 
lished in subsection (b)(1). 

‘(2) ELIGIBLE PARTICIPANT.—The term ‘eli- 
gible participant’ means a qualified begin- 
ning farmer that— 

“(A) lacks significant financial resources 
or assets; and 

“(B) has an income that is less than— 

“(i) 80 percent of the median income of the 
State in which the farmer resides; or 

“(ii) 200 percent of the most recent annual 
Federal Poverty Income Guidelines pub- 
lished by the Department of Health and 
Human Services for the State. 

‘(3) INDIVIDUAL DEVELOPMENT ACCOUNT.— 
The term ‘individual development account’ 
means a savings account described in sub- 
section (b)(4)(A). 

‘**(4) QUALIFIED ENTITY.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘qualified en- 
tity’ means— 

“(i) 1 or more organizations— 

“(D described in section 501(c)(3) of the In- 
ternal Revenue Code of 1986; and 
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“(II) exempt from taxation under section 
501(a) of such Code; or 

“Gi) a State, local, or tribal government 
submitting an application jointly with an or- 
ganization described in clause (i). 

“(B) NO PROHIBITION ON COLLABORATION.— 
An organization described in subparagraph 
(A)G) may collaborate with a financial insti- 
tution or for-profit community development 
corporation to carry out the purposes of this 
section. 

“(b) PILOT PROGRAM.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall es- 
tablish a pilot program to be known as the 
‘New Farmer Individual Development Ac- 
counts Pilot Program’ under which the Sec- 
retary shall work through qualified entities 
to establish demonstration programs— 

“(A) of at least 5 years in duration; and 

‘“(B) in at least 15 States. 

‘“(2) COORDINATION.—The Secretary shall 
operate the pilot program through and in co- 
ordination with the farmer program loans of 
the Farm Service Agency. 

‘(3) RESERVE FUNDS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—A qualified entity car- 
rying out a demonstration program under 
this section shall establish a reserve fund 
consisting of a non-Federal match of 50 per- 
cent of the total amount of the grant award- 
ed to the demonstration program under this 
section. 

‘“(B) FEDERAL FUNDS.—After the qualified 
entity has deposited the non-Federal match- 
ing funds described in subparagraph (A) in 
the reserve fund, the Secretary shall provide 
the total amount of the grant awarded under 
this section to the demonstration program 
for deposit in the reserve fund. 

““(C) USE OF FUNDS.—Of the funds deposited 
under subparagraph (B) in the reserve fund 
established for a demonstration program, the 
qualified entity carrying out the demonstra- 
tion program— 

“G) may use up to 10 percent for adminis- 
trative expenses; and 

“(ii) shall use the remainder in making 
matching awards described in paragraph 
BGD. 

“(D) INTEREST.—Any interest earned on 
amounts in a reserve fund established under 
subparagraph (A) may be used by the quali- 
fied entity as additional matching funds for, 
or to administer, the demonstration pro- 
gram. 

(E) GUIDANCE.—The Secretary shall issue 
guidance regarding the investment require- 
ments of reserve funds established under this 
paragraph. 

‘“(F) REVERSION.—On the date on which all 
funds remaining in any individual develop- 
ment account established by a qualified enti- 
ty have reverted under paragraph (5)(B)(ii) to 
the reserve fund established by the qualified 
entity, there shall revert to the Treasury of 
the United States a percentage of the 
amount (if any) in the reserve fund equal 
to— 

“(G) the amount of Federal funds deposited 
in the reserve fund under subparagraph (B) 
that were not used for administrative ex- 
penses; divided by 

“(i) the total amount of funds deposited in 
the reserve fund. 

‘(4) INDIVIDUAL DEVELOPMENT ACCOUNTS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—A qualified entity re- 
ceiving a grant under this section shall es- 
tablish and administer individual develop- 
ment accounts for eligible participants. 

‘(B) CONTRACT REQUIREMENTS.—To be eligi- 
ble to receive funds under this section from 
a qualified entity, an eligible participant 
shall enter into a contract with only 1 quali- 
fied entity under which— 
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““(i) the eligible participant agrees— 

“(D to deposit a certain amount of funds of 
the eligible participant in a personal savings 
account, as prescribed by the contractual 
agreement between the eligible participant 
and the qualified entity; 

“(ID to use the funds described in sub- 
clause (I) only for 1 or more eligible expendi- 
tures described in paragraph (5)(A); and 

‘(III) to complete financial training; and 

“(ii) the qualified entity agrees— 

“(D) to deposit, not later than 1 month 
after an amount is deposited pursuant to 
clause (i)(1), at least a 100-percent, and up to 
a 200-percent, match of that amount into the 
individual development account established 
for the eligible participant; and 

““(IT) with uses of funds proposed by the eli- 
gible participant. 

‘(C) LIMITATION.— 

‘“(i) IN GENERAL.—A qualified entity admin- 
istering a demonstration program under this 
section may provide not more than $6,000 for 
each fiscal year in matching funds to the in- 
dividual development account established by 
the qualified entity for an eligible partici- 
pant. 

“(ii) TREATMENT OF AMOUNT.—An amount 
provided under clause (i) shall not be consid- 
ered to be a gift or loan for mortgage pur- 
poses. 

‘*(6) ELIGIBLE EXPENDITURES.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—An eligible expenditure 
described in this subparagraph is an expendi- 
ture— 

“(i) to purchase farmland or make a down 
payment on an accepted purchase offer for 
farmland; 

“(ii) to make mortgage payments on farm- 
land purchased pursuant to clause (i), for up 
to 180 days after the date of the purchase; 

“(iii) to purchase breeding stock, fruit or 
nut trees, or trees to harvest for timber; and 

‘““iv) for other similar expenditures, as de- 
termined by the Secretary. 

‘(B) TIMING.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—An eligible participant 
may make an eligible expenditure at any 
time during the 2-year period beginning on 
the date on which the last matching funds 
are provided under paragraph (4)(B)(ii)(1) to 
the individual development account estab- 
lished for the eligible participant. 

“(ii) UNEXPENDED FUNDS.—At the end of 
the period described in clause (i), any funds 
remaining in an individual development ac- 
count established for an eligible participant 
shall revert to the reserve fund of the dem- 
onstration program under which the account 
was established. 

‘*(c) APPLICATIONS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—A qualified entity that 
seeks to carry out a demonstration program 
under this section may submit to the Sec- 
retary an application at such time, in such 
form, and containing such information as 
the Secretary may prescribe. 

“(2) CRITERIA.—In considering whether to 
approve an application to carry out a dem- 
onstration program under this section, the 
Secretary shall assess— 

“(A) the degree to which the demonstra- 
tion program described in the application is 
likely to aid eligible participants in success- 
fully pursuing new farming opportunities; 

‘(B) the experience and ability of the 
qualified entity to responsibly administer 
the demonstration program; 

“(C) the experience and ability of the 
qualified entity in recruiting, educating, and 
assisting eligible participants to increase 
economic independence and pursue or ad- 
vance farming opportunities; 

“(D) the aggregate amount of direct funds 
from non-Federal public sector and private 
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sources that are formally committed to the 
demonstration program as matching con- 
tributions; 

“(E) the adequacy of the plan of the quali- 
fied entity to provide information relevant 
to an evaluation of the demonstration pro- 
gram; and 

“(F) such other factors as the Secretary 
considers to be appropriate. 

‘(3) PREFERENCES.—In considering an ap- 
plication to conduct a demonstration pro- 
gram under this section, the Secretary shall 
give preference to an application from a 
qualified entity that demonstrates— 

“(A) a track record of serving clients tar- 
geted by the program, including, as appro- 
priate, socially disadvantaged farmers; and 

‘“(B) expertise in dealing with financial 
management aspects of farming. 

“(4) APPROVAL.—Not later than 1 year after 
the date of enactment of this section, in ac- 
cordance with this section, the Secretary 
shall, on a competitive basis, approve such 
applications to conduct demonstration pro- 
grams as the Secretary considers appro- 
priate. 

“(5) TERM OF AUTHORITY.—If the Secretary 
approves an application to carry out a dem- 
onstration program, the Secretary shall au- 
thorize the applicant to carry out the project 
for a period of 5 years, plus an additional 2 
years to make eligible expenditures in ac- 
cordance with subsection (b)(5)(B). 

“(d) GRANT AUTHORITY.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall 
make a grant to a qualified entity author- 
ized to carry out a demonstration program 
under this section. 

‘(2) MAXIMUM AMOUNT OF GRANTS.—The ag- 
gregate amount of grant funds provided to a 
demonstration program carried out under 
this section shall not exceed $250,000. 

‘(3) TIMING OF GRANT PAYMENTS.—The Sec- 
retary shall pay the amounts awarded under 
a grant made under this section— 

“(A) on the awarding of the grant; or 

‘(B) pursuant to such payment plan as the 
qualified entity may specify. 

‘“(e) REPORTS.— 

“(1) ANNUAL PROGRESS REPORTS.— 

‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 60 days 
after the end of the calendar year in which 
the Secretary authorizes a qualified entity 
to carry out a demonstration program under 
this section, and annually thereafter until 
the conclusion of the demonstration pro- 
gram, the qualified entity shall prepare an 
annual report that includes, for the period 
covered by the report— 

“(i) an evaluation of the progress of the 
demonstration program; 

“(ii) information about the demonstration 
program, including the eligible participants 
and the individual development accounts 
that have been established; and 

“(iii) such other information as the Sec- 
retary may require. 

‘(B) SUBMISSION OF REPORTS.—A qualified 
entity shall submit each report required 
under subparagraph (A) to the Secretary. 

‘(2) REPORTS BY THE SECRETARY.—Not later 
than 1 year after the date on which all dem- 
onstration programs under this section are 
concluded, the Secretary shall submit to 
Congress a final report that describes the re- 
sults and findings of all reports and evalua- 
tions carried out under this section. 

“(f) ANNUAL REVIEW.—The Secretary may 
conduct an annual review of the financial 
records of a qualified entity— 

“(1) to assess the financial soundness of 
the qualified entity; and 

“(2) to determine the use of grant funds 
made available to the qualified entity under 
this section. 
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“(g¢) REGULATIONS.—In carrying out this 
section, the Secretary may promulgate regu- 
lations to ensure that the program includes 
provisions for— 

““(1) the termination of demonstration pro- 
grams; 

‘“(2) control of the reserve funds in the case 
of such a termination; 

““(3) transfer of demonstration programs to 
other qualified entities; and 

‘“(4) remissions from a reserve fund to the 
Secretary in a case in which a demonstration 
program is terminated without transfer to a 
new qualified entity. 

“(h) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section $5,000,000 for each of 
fiscal years 2012 through 2017. 

“SEC. 3429. FARMER LOAN PILOT PROJECTS. 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may con- 
duct pilot projects of limited scope and dura- 
tion that are consistent with this subtitle to 
evaluate processes and techniques that may 
improve the efficiency and effectiveness of 
the programs carried out under this subtitle 

‘‘(b) NOTIFICATION.—The Secretary shall— 

“(1) not less than 60 days before the date 
on which the Secretary initiates a pilot 
project under subsection (a), submit notice 
of the proposed pilot project to the Com- 
mittee on Agriculture of the House of Rep- 
resentatives and the Committee on Agri- 
culture, Nutrition, and Forestry of the Sen- 
ate; and 

“(2) consider any recommendations or 
feedback provided to the Secretary in re- 
sponse to the notice provided under para- 
graph (1). 

“SEC. 3430. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIA- 
TIONS AND ALLOCATION OF FUNDS. 

‘(a) AUTHORIZATION FOR LOANS.— 

“*(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may make 
or guarantee loans under chapters 1 and 2 
from the Agricultural Credit Insurance Fund 
for not more than $4,226,000,000 for each of 
fiscal years 2012 through 2017, of which, for 
each fiscal year— 

“(A) $1,200,000,000 shall be for direct loans, 
of which— 

“*(i) $350,000,000 shall be for farm ownership 
loans; and 

““(i) $850,000,000 shall be for operating 
loans; and 

‘“(B) $3,026,000,000 shall be for guaranteed 
loans, of which— 

“*(i) $1,000,000,000 shall be for guarantees of 
farm ownership loans; and 

“*(ii) $2,026,000,000 shall be for guarantees of 
operating loans. 

‘(2) BEGINNING FARMERS.— 

“(A) DIRECT LOANS.— 

“(i) FARM OWNERSHIP LOANS.— 

“(I) IN GENERAL.—Of the amounts made 
available under paragraph (1) for direct farm 
ownership loans, the Secretary shall reserve 
an amount that is not less than 75 percent of 
the total amount for qualified beginning 
farmers. 

“(JI) DOWN PAYMENT LOANS; JOINT FINANC- 
ING ARRANGEMENTS.—Of the amounts re- 
served for a fiscal year under subclause (I), 
the Secretary shall reserve an amount not 
less than % of the amount for the down pay- 
ment loan program under section 3107 and 
joint financing arrangements under section 
3105 until April 1 of the fiscal year. 

‘“(ii) OPERATING LOANS.—Of the amounts 
made available under paragraph (1) for direct 
operating loans, the Secretary shall reserve 
for qualified beginning farmers for each of 
fiscal years 2012 through 2017, an amount 
that is not less than 50 percent of the total 
amount. 

“Gii) FUNDS RESERVED UNTIL SEPTEMBER 
1.—Except as provided in clause (i)(II), funds 
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reserved for qualified beginning farmers 
under this subparagraph for a fiscal year 
shall be reserved only until September 1 of 
the fiscal year. 

“(B) GUARANTEED LOANS.— 

“(i) FARM OWNERSHIP LOANS.—Of the 
amounts made available under paragraph (1) 
for guarantees of farm ownership loans, the 
Secretary shall reserve an amount that is 
not less than 40 percent of the total amount 
for qualified beginning farmers. 

“(ii) OPERATING LOANS.—Of the amounts 
made available under paragraph (1) for guar- 
antees of operating loans, the Secretary 
shall reserve 40 percent for qualified begin- 
ning farmers. 

“(iii) FUNDS RESERVED UNTIL APRIL 1.— 
Funds reserved for qualified beginning farm- 
ers under this subparagraph for a fiscal year 
shall be reserved only until April 1 of the fis- 
cal year. 

‘(C) RESERVED FUNDS FOR ALL QUALIFIED 
BEGINNING FARMERS.—If a qualified beginning 
farmer meets the eligibility criteria for re- 
ceiving a direct or guaranteed loan under 
section 3101, 3107, or 3201, the Secretary shall 
make or guarantee the loan if sufficient 
funds reserved under this paragraph are 
available to make or guarantee the loan. 

‘(3) TRANSFER FOR DOWN PAYMENT LOANS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subparagraph 
(B)— 

“(i) beginning on August 1 of each fiscal 
year, the Secretary shall use available un- 
subsidized guaranteed farm operating loan 
funds to provide direct farm ownership loans 
approved by the Secretary to qualified begin- 
ning farmers under the down payment loan 
program established under section 3107, if 
sufficient direct farm ownership loan funds 
are not otherwise available; and 

“(ii) beginning on September 1 of each fis- 
cal year, the Secretary shall use available 
unsubsidized guaranteed farm operating loan 
funds to provide direct farm ownership loans 
approved by the Secretary to qualified begin- 
ning farmers, if sufficient direct farm owner- 
ship loan funds are not otherwise available. 

“(B) LIMITATION.—The Secretary shall 
limit the transfer of funds under subpara- 
graph (A) so that all guaranteed farm oper- 
ating loans that have been approved, or will 
be approved, by the Secretary during the fis- 
cal year will be made to the extent of avail- 
able amounts. 

‘(4) TRANSFER FOR CREDIT SALES OF FARM 
INVENTORY PROPERTY.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subpara- 
graphs (B) and (C), beginning on September 1 
of each fiscal year, the Secretary may use 
available funds made available under chapter 
3 for the fiscal year to fund the credit sale of 
farm real estate in the inventory of the Sec- 
retary. 

‘“(B) SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATIONS.—The 
transfer authority provided under subpara- 
graph (A) shall not apply to any funds made 
available to the Secretary for any fiscal year 
under an Act making supplemental appro- 
priations. 

“(C) LIMITATION.—The Secretary shall 
limit the transfer of funds under subpara- 
graph (A) so that all emergency disaster 
loans that have been approved, or will be ap- 
proved, by the Secretary during the fiscal 
year will be made to the extent of available 
amounts. 

“(5) AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS.—Funds made 
available to carry out this subtitle shall re- 
main available until expended. 

‘*(b) COST PROJECTIONS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall de- 
velop long-term cost projections for loan 
program authorizations required under sub- 
section (a). 
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‘“(2) ANALYSIS.—Each projection under 
paragraph (1) shall include analyses of— 

“(A) the long-term costs of the lending lev- 
els that the Secretary requests to be author- 
ized under subsection (a); and 

“(B) the long-term costs for increases in 
lending levels beyond those requested to be 
authorized, based on increments of $10,000,000 
or such other levels as the Secretary con- 
siders appropriate. 

‘(3) SUBMISSION TO CONGRESS.—The Sec- 
retary shall submit to the Committees on 
Agriculture and Appropriations of the House 
of Representatives and the Committees on 
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry and Ap- 
propriations of the Senate reports con- 
taining the long-term cost projections for 
the 3-year period beginning with fiscal year 
1983 and each 3-year period thereafter at the 
time the requests for authorizations for 
those periods are submitted to Congress. 

‘“(¢) LOW-INCOME, LIMITED-RESOURCE BOR- 
ROWERS.— 

“(1) RESERVE.—Notwithstanding any other 
provision of law, not less than 25 percent of 
the loans for farm ownership purposes for 
each fiscal year under this subtitle shall be 
for low-income, limited-resource borrowers. 

“(2) NOTIFICATION.—The Secretary shall 
provide notification to farm borrowers under 
this subtitle in the normal course of loan 
making and loan servicing operations, of the 
provisions of this subtitle relating to low-in- 
come, limited-resource borrowers and the 
procedures by which persons may apply for 
loans under the low-income, limited-resource 
borrower program.”’. 

Subtitle B—Miscellaneous 
SEC. 5101. STATE AGRICULTURAL MEDIATION 
PROGRAMS. 

Section 506 of the Agricultural Credit Act 
of 1987 (7 U.S.C. 5106) is amended by striking 
‘2015” and inserting ‘‘2017’’. 

SEC. 5102. LOANS TO PURCHASERS OF HIGHLY 
FRACTIONATED LAND. 

The first section of Public Law 91-229 (25 
U.S.C. 488) is amended in subsection (b)(1) by 
inserting ‘‘or to intermediaries in order to 
establish revolving loan funds for the pur- 
chase of highly fractionated land under that 
section” before the period at the end. 

SEC. 5103. REMOVAL OF DUPLICATIVE APPRAIS- 
ALS. 

Notwithstanding any other law (including 
regulations), in making loans under the first 
section of Public Law 91-229 (25 U.S.C. 488), 
borrowers who are Indian tribes, members of 
Indian tribes, or tribal corporations shall 
only be required to obtain 1 appraisal under 
an appraisal standard recognized as of the 
date of enactment of this Act by the Sec- 
retary or the Secretary of the Interior. 

TITLE VI—RURAL DEVELOPMENT 
Subtitle A—Reorganization of the Consoli- 
dated Farm and Rural Development Act 
SEC. 6001. REORGANIZATION OF THE CONSOLI- 
DATED FARM AND RURAL DEVELOP- 
MENT ACT. 

Title III of the Agricultural Act of 1961 (7 
U.S.C. 1921 et seq.) is amended to read as fol- 
lows: 

“TITLE I1I—AGRICULTURAL CREDIT 
“SEC. 3001. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS. 

“(a) SHORT TITLE.—This title may be cited 
as the ‘Consolidated Farm and Rural Devel- 
opment Act’. 

‘(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of 
contents of this title is as follows: 

“TITLE III—AGRICULTURAL CREDIT 


“Sec. 3001. Short title; table of contents. 
“Sec. 3002. Definitions. 
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“Subtitle A—Farmer Loans, Servicing, and 
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‘‘CHAPTER 2—OPERATING LOANS 


3201. Operating loans. 

3202. Purposes of loans. 

3203. Restrictions on loans. 

3204. Terms of loans. 

‘‘CHAPTER 3—EMERGENCY LOANS 

3301. Emergency loans. 

3302. Purposes of loans. 

3303. Terms of loans. 

3304. Production losses. 

‘‘CHAPTER 4—GENERAL FARMER LOAN 
PROVISIONS 

3401. Agricultural Credit Insurance 
Fund. 

3402. Guaranteed farmer loans. 

3403. Provision of information to bor- 
rowers. 

3404. Notice of loan service programs. 

3405. Planting and production history 
guidelines. 

3406. Special conditions and limita- 
tions on loans. 

3407. Graduation of borrowers. 

3408. Debt adjustment and credit coun- 
seling. 

3409. Security servicing. 

3410. Contracts on loan security prop- 
erties. 

3411. Debt restructuring and loan serv- 
icing. 

3412. Relief for mobilized military re- 
servists from certain agricul- 
tural loan obligations. 

3413. Interest rate reduction program. 

3414. Homestead property. 
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“CHAPTER 2—RURAL BUSINESS AND 
COOPERATIVE DEVELOPMENT 
“Sec. 3601. Business programs. 
“Sec. 3602. Rural business investment pro- 


gram. 
“CHAPTER 3—GENERAL RURAL DEVELOPMENT 
PROVISIONS 

“Sec. 3701. General provisions for loans and 
grants. 

“Sec. 3702. Strategic economic and commu- 
nity development. 

“Sec. 3703. Guaranteed rural development 
loans. 

“Sec. 3704. Rural Development Insurance 
Fund. 

“Sec. 3705. Rural economic area partnership 
zones. 

“Sec. 3706. Streamlining applications and 


improving accessibility of rural 
development programs. 
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“Sec. 3801. Definitions. 

“Sec. 3802. Delta Regional Authority. 

“Sec. 3803. Economic and community devel- 
opment grants. 

“Sec. 3804. Supplements to Federal grant 
programs. 

“Sec. 3805. Local development districts; cer- 
tification and administrative 
expenses. 

“Sec. 3806. Distressed counties and areas 
and nondistressed counties. 

“Sec. 3807. Development planning process. 

“Sec. 3808. Program development criteria. 

“Sec. 3809. Approval of development plans 
and projects. 

“Sec. 3810. Consent of States. 

“Sec. 3811. Records. 

“Sec. 3812. Annual report. 

“Sec. 3813. Authorization of appropriations. 

“Sec. 3814. Termination of authority. 


‘‘CHAPTER 5—NORTHERN GREAT PLAINS 
REGIONAL AUTHORITY 


Definitions. 

Northern Great Plains Regional 
Authority. 

Interstate cooperation for eco- 
nomic opportunity and effi- 
ciency. 

Economic and community devel- 
opment grants. 

Supplements to Federal grant 
programs. 

Multistate and local develop- 
ment districts and organiza- 
tions and Northern Great 
Plains Inc. 
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and nondistressed counties. 
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Program development criteria. 

Approval of development plans 
and projects. 
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Records. 

Annual report. 

3834. Authorization of appropriations. 

3835. Termination of authority. 


‘Subtitle C—General Provisions 


3901. Full faith and credit. 

3902. Purchase and sale of guaranteed 
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“Sec. 3911. Expedited clearing of title to in- 
ventory property. 
Prohibition on use of loans for 


certain purposes. 


“Sec. 3912. 


“Sec. 3913. Transfer of land to Secretary. 

“Sec. 3914. Competitive sourcing limita- 
tions. 

“Sec. 3915. Regulations. 


“SEC. 3002. DEFINITIONS. 

“In this title (unless the context otherwise 
requires): 

‘(1) ABLE TO OBTAIN CREDIT ELSEWHERE.— 
The term ‘able to obtain credit elsewhere’ 
means able to obtain a loan from a produc- 
tion credit association, a Federal land bank, 
or other responsible cooperative or private 
credit source (or, in the case of a borrower 
under section 3106, the borrower may be able 
to obtain a loan under section 3101) at rea- 
sonable rates and terms, taking into consid- 
eration prevailing private and cooperative 
rates and terms in the community in or near 
which the applicant resides for loans for 
similar purposes and periods of time. 

“(2) AGRICULTURAL CREDIT INSURANCE 
FUND.—The term ‘Agricultural Credit Insur- 
ance Fund’ means the fund established under 
section 3401. 

‘(3) APPROVED LENDER.—The term ‘ap- 
proved lender’ means— 

“(A) a lender approved prior to October 28, 
1992, by the Secretary under the approved 
lender program established by exhibit A to 
subpart B of part 1980 of title 7, Code of Fed- 
eral Regulations (as in effect on January 1, 
1991); or 

‘“(B) a lender certified under section 3909. 

“(4)  AQUACULTURE.—The term  ‘aqua- 
culture’ means the culture or husbandry of 
aquatic animals or plants by private indus- 
try for commercial purposes, including the 
culture and growing of fish by private indus- 
try for the purpose of creating or aug- 
menting publicly owned and regulated stocks 
of fish. 

(5) BEGINNING FARMER.—The term ‘begin- 
ning farmer’ has the meaning given the term 
by the Secretary. 

‘(6) BORROWER.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
subparagraph (B), the term ‘borrower’ means 
an individual or entity who has an out- 
standing obligation to the Secretary under 
any loan made or guaranteed under this 
title, without regard to whether the loan has 
been accelerated. 

“(B) EXCLUSIONS.—The term ‘borrower’ 
does not include an individual or entity all 
of whose loans and accounts have been fore- 
closed on or liquidated, voluntarily or other- 
wise. 

(7) COUNTY COMMITTEE.—The term ‘county 
committee’ means the appropriate county 
committee established under section 8(b)(5) 
of the Soil Conservation and Domestic Allot- 
ment Act (16 U.S.C. 590h(b)(5)). 

‘(8) DEBT FORGIVENESS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
subparagraph (B), the term ‘debt forgiveness’ 
means reducing or terminating a loan made 
or guaranteed under this title, in a manner 
that results in a loss to the Secretary, 
through— 

“(i) writing down or writing off a loan 
under section 3411; 

“(ii) compromising, adjusting, reducing, or 
charging-off a debt or claim under section 
3903; 

“(iii) paying a loss on a guaranteed loan 
under this title; or 

“(iv) discharging a debt as a result of 
bankruptcy. 

‘(B) LOAN RESTRUCTURING.—The term ‘debt 
forgiveness’ does not include consolidation, 
rescheduling, reamortization, or deferral. 
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““(9) DEPARTMENT.—The term ‘Department’ 
means the Department of Agriculture. 

‘(10) DIRECT LOAN.—The term ‘direct loan’ 
means a loan made by the Secretary from 
appropriated funds. 

“(11) ENTITY.—The term ‘entity’ means a 
corporation, farm cooperative, partnership, 
joint operation, governmental entity, or 
other legal organization, as determined by 
the Secretary. 

““(12) FARM.—The term ‘farm’ means an op- 
eration involved in— 

“(A) the production of an agricultural 
commodity; 

‘“(B) ranching; or 

“(C) aquaculture. 

“(18) FARMER.—The term ‘farmer’ means 
an individual or entity engaged primarily 
and directly in— 

“(A) the production of an agricultural 
commodity; 

‘“(B) ranching; or 

“(C) aquaculture. 

“(14) FARMER PROGRAM LOAN.—The term 
‘farmer program loan’ means— 

“(A) a farm ownership loan under section 
3101; 

“(B) a conservation loan under section 
3103; 

“(C) an operating loan under section 3201; 

“(D) an emergency loan under section 3301; 

“(E) an economic emergency loan under 
section 202 of the Emergency Agricultural 
Credit Adjustment Act of 1978 (7 U.S.C. prec. 
1961 note; Public Law 95-334); 

“(F) a loan for a farm service building 
under section 502 of the Housing Act of 1949 
(42 U.S.C. 1472); 

“(G) an economic opportunity loan under 
section 602 of the Economic Opportunity Act 
of 1964 (Public Law 88-452; 42 U.S.C. 2942 
note) (as it existed before the amendment 
made by section 683(a) of the Omnibus Budg- 
et Reconciliation Act of 1981 (Public Law 97- 
35; 95 Stat. 519)); 

‘“(H) a softwood timber loan under section 
608 of the Agricultural Programs Adjustment 
Act of 1984 (7 U.S.C. 1981 note; Public Law 98- 
258); or 

“(T) any other loan described in section 
343(a)(10) of this title (as it existed before the 
amendment made by section 2 of the Agri- 
culture Reform, Food, and Jobs Act of 2012) 
that is outstanding on the date of enactment 
of that Act. 

“(15) FARM SERVICE AGENCY.—The term 
‘Farm Service Agency’ means the offices of 
the Farm Service Agency to which the Sec- 
retary delegates responsibility to carry out 
this title. 

(16) GOVERNMENTAL ENTITY.—The term 
‘governmental entity’ means any agency of 
the United States, a State, or a unit of local 
government of a State, or subdivision there- 
of. 

(17) GUARANTEE.—The term ‘guarantee’ 
means guaranteeing the payment of a loan 
originated, held, and serviced by a private fi- 
nancial agency, or lender, approved by the 
Secretary. 

‘(18) HIGHLY ERODIBLE LAND.—The term 
‘highly erodible land’ has the meaning given 
the term in section 1201(a) of the Food Secu- 
rity Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3801(a)). 

‘“(19) HOMESTEAD RETENTION.—The term 
‘homestead retention’ means homestead re- 
tention as authorized under section 3414. 

‘“(20) INDIAN TRIBE.—The term ‘Indian 
tribe’ means a Federal and State-recognized 
Indian tribe or other federally recognized In- 
dian tribal group (including a Tribal College 
or University, as defined in section 316(b) of 
the Higher Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 
1059c(b)). 
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‘(21) LOAN SERVICE PROGRAM.—The term 
‘loan service program’ means, with respect 
to a farmer program loan borrower, a pri- 
mary loan service program or a homestead 
retention program. 

‘‘(22) NATURAL OR MAJOR DISASTER OR EMER- 
GENCY.—The term ‘natural or major disaster 
or emergency’ means— 

“(A) a disaster due to nonmanmade causes 
declared by the Secretary; or 

“(B) a major disaster or emergency des- 
ignated by the President under the Robert T. 
Stafford Disaster Relief and Emergency As- 
sistance Act (42 U.S.C. 5121 et seq.). 

‘(23) PRIMARY LOAN SERVICE PROGRAM.— 
The term ‘primary loan service program’ 
means, with respect to a farmer program 
loan— 

“(A) loan consolidation, rescheduling, or 
reamortization; 

“(B) interest rate reduction, including the 
use of the limited resource program; 

“(C) loan restructuring, including deferral, 
set aside, or writing down of the principal or 
accumulated interest charges, or both, of the 
loan; or 

“(D) any combination of actions described 
in subparagraphs (A), (B), and (C). 

‘(24) PRIME FARMLAND.—The term ‘prime 
farmland’ means prime farmland and unique 
farmland (as defined in subsections (a) and 
(b) of section 657.5 of title 7, Code of Federal 
Regulations (1980)). 

‘(25) PROJECT.—For purposes of section 
3501, the term ‘project’ includes a facility 
providing central service or a facility serv- 
ing an individual property, or both. 

‘(26) QUALIFIED BEGINNING FARMER.—The 
term ‘qualified beginning farmer’ means an 
applicant, regardless of whether the appli- 
cant is participating in a program under sec- 
tion 3107, who— 

“(A) is eligible for assistance under this 
title; 

‘(B) has not operated a farm, or has oper- 
ated a farm for not more than 10 years; 

‘(C) in the case of a cooperative, corpora- 
tion, partnership, or joint operation, has 
members, stockholders, partners, or joint op- 
erators who are all related to each other by 
blood or marriage; 

“(D) in the case of a farmer who is the 
owner and operator of a farm— 

“(i) in the case of a loan made to an indi- 
vidual, individually or with the immediate 
family of the applicant— 

“(D materially and substantially partici- 
pates in the operation of the farm; and 

‘(II) provides substantial day-to-day labor 
and management of the farm, consistent 
with the practices in the State or county in 
which the farm is located; or 

“(ii)(1) in the case of a loan made to a co- 
operative, corporation, partnership, or joint 
operation, has members, stockholders, part- 
ners, or joint operators who materially and 
substantially participate in the operation of 
the farm; and 

“(ID) in the case of a loan made to a cor- 
poration, has stockholders who all qualify 
individually as beginning farmers; 

“(E) in the case of an applicant seeking to 
become an owner and operator of a farm— 

“(i) in the case of a loan made to an indi- 
vidual, individually or with the immediate 
family of the applicant, will— 

“(D materially and substantially partici- 
pate in the operation of the farm; and 

“(II) provide substantial day-to-day labor 
and management of the farm, consistent 
with the practices in the State or county in 
which the farm is located; or 

““(ji)(1) in the case of a loan made to a co- 
operative, corporation, partnership, or joint 
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operation, will have members, stockholders, 
partners, or joint operators who will materi- 
ally and substantially participate in the op- 
eration of the farm; and 

“(ID) in the case of a loan made to a cor- 
poration, has stockholders who will all qual- 
ify individually as beginning farmers; 

‘“(F) agrees to participate in such loan as- 
sessment, borrower training, and financial 
management programs as the Secretary may 
require; 

““(G)(i) does not own farm land; or 

“(ii) directly or through interests in family 
farm corporations, owns farm land, the ag- 
gregate acreage of which does not exceed 30 
percent of the average acreage of the farms, 
as the case may be, in the county in which 
the farm operations of the applicant are lo- 
cated, as reported in the most recent census 
of agriculture taken in accordance with the 
Census of Agriculture Act of 1997 (7 U.S.C. 
2204¢ et seq.), except that this subparagraph 
shall not apply to a loan made or guaranteed 
under chapter 2 of subtitle A; and 

“(H) demonstrates that the available re- 
sources of the applicant and any spouse of 
the applicant are not sufficient to enable the 
applicant to farm on a viable scale. 

‘(27) RECREATIONAL PURPOSE.—For pur- 
poses of section 3410, the term ‘recreational 
purpose’ has the meaning provided by the 
Secretary, but shall include hunting. 

‘*(28) RURAL AND RURAL AREA.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Subject to any deter- 
mination made under subparagraph (B), the 
terms ‘rural’ and ‘rural area’ mean any area 
other than— 

“(i)a city or town that has a population of 
greater than 50,000 inhabitants; and 

“(ii) any urbanized area contiguous and ad- 
jacent to a city or town described in clause 
(i). 

‘(B) DETERMINATION OF AREAS RURAL IN 
CHARACTER.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—If part of an area de- 
scribed in subparagraph (A)(ii) was eligible 
under the definitions of the terms ‘rural’ and 
‘rural area’ in section 343 (as in effect on the 
day before the date of enactment of the Agri- 
culture Reform, Food, and Jobs Act of 2012) 
for community facility, water and waste dis- 
posal, and broadband programs, that area 
shall remain eligible unless the Secretary, 
acting through the Under Secretary for 
Rural Development (referred to in this sub- 
paragraph as the ‘Under Secretary’), deter- 
mines the area is no longer rural, based on 
the criteria described in clause (iii). 

‘“(ii) OTHER AREAS.—On petition of a unit 
of local government in an urbanized area de- 
scribed in subparagraph (A)(ii), or on the ini- 
tiative of the Under Secretary, the Under 
Secretary may determine that part of an 
area is rural, based on the criteria described 
in clause (iii). 

“(ii) CRITERIA.—_In making a determina- 
tion under clause (i), the Under Secretary 
shall consider— 

“(I) population density; 

“(ID) economic conditions, favoring a rural 
determination for areas facing— 

‘“(aa) chronic unemployment in excess of 
statewide averages; 

‘“(bb) sudden loss of employment from nat- 
ural disaster or the loss of a significant em- 
ployer in the area; or 

“(cc) chronic poverty demonstrated at the 
census block or county level compared to 
statewide median household income; and 

“(IIT) commuting patterns, favoring a rural 
determination for areas that can dem- 
onstrate higher proportions of the popu- 
lation living and working in the area. 
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“(iv) ADMINISTRATION.—In carrying out 
this subparagraph, the Under Secretary 
shall— 

“(D) not delegate the authority to carry 
out this subparagraph; 

“(ID not make a determination under 
clause (i) until the date that is 3 years after 
the date of enactment of the Agriculture Re- 
form, Food, and Jobs Act of 2012; 

“(IIT) consult with the applicable rural de- 
velopment State or regional director of the 
Department and the Governor of the respec- 
tive State; 

“(IV) provide an opportunity to appeal to 
the Under Secretary a determination made 
under this subparagraph; 

“(V) release to the public notice of a peti- 
tion filed or initiative of the Under Sec- 
retary under this subparagraph not later 
than 30 days after receipt of the petition or 
the commencement of the initiative, as ap- 
propriate; 

“(VI) make a determination under this 
subparagraph not less than 15 days, and not 
more than 60 days, after the release of the 
notice under subclause (V); and 

“(VII) submit to the Committee on Agri- 
culture of the House of Representatives and 
the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, 
and Forestry of the Senate an annual report 
on actions taken to carry out this subpara- 
graph. 

“(v) HAWAII AND PUERTO RICO.—Notwith- 
standing any other provision of this sub- 
section, within the areas of the County of 
Honolulu, Hawaii, and the Commonwealth of 
Puerto Rico, the Under Secretary may des- 
ignate any part of the areas as a rural area 
if the Under Secretary determines that the 
part is not urban in character, other than 
any area included in the Honolulu Census 
Designated Place or the San Juan Census 
Designated Place. 

“(C) EXCLUSIONS.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of this paragraph, in deter- 
mining which census blocks in an urbanized 
area are not in a rural area (as defined in 
this paragraph), the Secretary shall exclude 
any cluster of census blocks that would oth- 
erwise be considered not in a rural area only 
because the cluster is adjacent to not more 
than 2 census blocks that are otherwise con- 
sidered not in a rural area under this para- 
graph. 

‘(29) SEASONED DIRECT LOAN BORROWER.— 
The term ‘seasoned direct loan borrower’ 
means a borrower who could reasonably be 
expected to qualify for commercial credit 
using criteria determined by the Secretary. 

“(80) SECRETARY.—The term ‘Secretary’ 
means the Secretary of Agriculture. 

‘(81) SOCIALLY DISADVANTAGED FARMER.— 
The term ‘socially disadvantaged farmer’ 
means a farmer who is a member of a so- 
cially disadvantaged group. 

‘(32) SOCIALLY DISADVANTAGED GROUP.— 
The term ‘socially disadvantaged group’ 
means a group whose members have been 
subjected to racial, ethnic, or gender preju- 
dice because of the identity of the members 
as members of a group without regard to the 
individual qualities of the members. 

“*(33) SOLAR ENERGY.—The term ‘solar en- 
ergy’ means energy derived from sources 
(other than fossil fuels) and technologies in- 
cluded in the Federal Nonnuclear Energy Re- 
search and Development Act of 1974 (42 
U.S.C. 5901 et seq.). 

‘(34) STATE.—The term ‘State’ means— 

“(A) in this title (other than subtitle A), 
each of the 50 States, the Commonwealth of 
Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, Guam, 
American Samoa, the Commonwealth of the 
Northern Mariana Islands, the Republic of 
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the Marshall Islands, the Federated States of 
Micronesia, and the Republic of Palau; and 

‘“(B) in subtitle A, each of the 50 States, 
the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the Vir- 
gin Islands, Guam, American Samoa, the 
Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Is- 
lands, and, to the extent the Secretary deter- 
mines it to be feasible and appropriate, the 
Republic of the Marshall Islands, the Fed- 
erated States of Micronesia, and the Repub- 
lic of Palau. 

(35) STATE BEGINNING FARMER PROGRAM.— 
The term ‘State beginning farmer program’ 
means any program that is— 

“(A) carried out by, or under contract 
with, a State; and 

‘(B) designed to assist qualified beginning 
farmers in obtaining the financial assistance 
necessary to enter agriculture and establish 
viable farming operations. 

‘(36) VETERAN.—The term ‘veteran’ has the 
meaning given the term in section 101 of 
title 38, United States Code. 

‘(37) WETLAND.—The term ‘wetland’ has 
the meaning given the term in section 1201(a) 
of the Food Security Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 
3801(a)). 

‘(88) WILDLIFE.—The term ‘wildlife’ means 
fish or wildlife (as defined in section 2(a) of 
the Lacey Act Amendments of 1981 (16 U.S.C. 
8871(a))). 

“Subtitle B—Rural Development 
“CHAPTER 1—RURAL COMMUNITY 
PROGRAMS 
“SEC. 3501. WATER AND WASTE DISPOSAL LOANS, 

LOAN GUARANTEES, AND GRANTS. 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may 
make grants and loans and issue loan guar- 
antees (including a guarantee of a loan fi- 
nanced by the net proceeds of a bond de- 
scribed in section 142(a) of the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986) to eligible entities de- 
scribed in subsection (b) for projects in rural 
areas that primarily serve rural residents to 
provide for— 

“(1) the development, storage, treatment, 
purification, or distribution of water or the 
collection, treatment, or disposal of waste; 
and 

“(2) financial assistance and other aid in 
the planning of projects for purposes de- 
scribed in paragraph (1). 

“(b) ELIGIBLE ENTITIES.—Entities eligible 
for assistance described in subsection (a) 
are— 

“(1) associations (including corporations 
not operated for profit); 

(2) Indian tribes; 

‘(3) public and quasi-public agencies; and 

‘“(4) in the case of a project to attach an in- 
dividual property in a rural area to a water 
system to alleviate a health risk, an indi- 
vidual. 

“(c) LOAN AND LOAN GUARANTEE REQUIRE- 
MENTS.—In connection with loans made or 
guaranteed under this section, the Secretary 
shall require the applicant— 

“(1) to certify in writing, and the Sec- 
retary shall determine, that the applicant is 
unable to obtain sufficient credit elsewhere 
to finance the actual needs of the applicant 
at reasonable rates and terms, taking into 
consideration prevailing private and cooper- 
ative rates and terms in the community in 
or near which the applicant resides for loans 
for similar purposes and periods of time; and 

‘“(2) to furnish an appropriate written fi- 
nancial statement. 

“(d) GRANT AMOUNTS.— 

“(1) MAXIMUM.—Except as otherwise pro- 
vided in this subsection, the amount of any 
grant made under this section shall not ex- 
ceed 75 percent of the development cost of 
the project for which the grant is provided. 
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“(2) GRANT RATE.—The Secretary shall es- 
tablish the grant rate for each project in 
conformity with regulations issued by the 
Secretary that shall provide for a graduated 
scale of grant rates that establish higher 
rates for projects in communities that 
have— 

“(A) lower community population; 

“(B) higher rates of outmigration; and 

“(C) lower income levels. 

‘(3) LOCAL SHARE REQUIREMENTS.—Grants 
made under this section may be used to pay 
the local share requirements of another Fed- 
eral grant-in-aid program to the extent per- 
mitted under the law providing for the 
grant-in-aid program. 

‘“(e) SPECIAL GRANTS.— 

“(1) REVOLVING FUNDS FOR FINANCING 
WATER AND WASTEWATER PROJECTS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may 
make grants to qualified, nonprofit entities 
in rural areas to capitalize revolving funds 
for the purpose of providing financing to eli- 
gible entities for— 

“(i) predevelopment costs associated with 
proposed water and wastewater projects or 
with existing water and wastewater systems; 
and 

“(ii) short-term costs incurred for replace- 
ment equipment, small-scale extension serv- 
ices, or other small capital projects that are 
not part of the regular operations and main- 
tenance activities of existing water and 
wastewater systems. 

‘(B) MAXIMUM AMOUNT OF FINANCING.—The 
amount of financing made to an eligible en- 
tity under this paragraph shall not exceed— 

“(i) $100,000 for costs described in subpara- 
graph (A)(i); and 

“(ii) $100,000 for costs described in subpara- 
graph (A)(ii). 

‘“(C) TERM.—The term of financing pro- 
vided to an eligible entity under this para- 
graph shall not exceed 10 years. 

“(D) ADMINISTRATION.—The Secretary shall 
limit the amount of grant funds that may be 
used by a grant recipient for administrative 
costs incurred under this paragraph. 

‘“(E) ANNUAL REPORT.—A nonprofit entity 
receiving a grant under this paragraph shall 
submit to the Secretary an annual report 
that describes the number and size of com- 
munities served and the type of financing 
provided. 

‘(F) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this paragraph $30,000,000 for each 
of fiscal years 2013 through 2017. 

‘((2) EMERGENCY AND IMMINENT COMMUNITY 
WATER ASSISTANCE PROGRAM.— 

‘“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall pro- 
vide grants in accordance with this para- 
graph to assist the residents of rural areas 
and small communities to secure adequate 
quantities of safe water— 

“(i) after a significant decline in the quan- 
tity or quality of water available from the 
water supplies of the rural areas and small 
communities, or when such a decline is im- 
minent; or 

“(ii) when repairs, partial replacement, or 
significant maintenance efforts on estab- 
lished water systems would remedy— 

‘““T) an acute or imminent shortage of qual- 
ity water; or 

“(ID) a significant or imminent decline in 
the quantity or quality of water that is 
available. 

‘“(B) PRIORITY.—In carrying out subpara- 
graph (A), the Secretary shall— 

“(i) give priority to projects described in 
subparagraph (A)(i); and 

“(ii) provide at least 70 percent of all 
grants under this paragraph to those 
projects. 
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“(C) ELIGIBILITY.—To be eligible to obtain 
a grant under this paragraph, an applicant 
shall— 

“(i) be a public or private nonprofit entity; 
and 

‘“(ii) in the case of a grant made under sub- 
paragraph (A)(i), demonstrate to the Sec- 
retary that the decline referred to in that 
subparagraph occurred, or will occur, not 
later than 2 years after the date on which 
the application was filed for the grant. 

“(D) USES.— 

‘“(i) IN GENERAL.—Grants made under this 
paragraph may be used— 

‘“(I) for waterline extensions from existing 
systems, laying of new waterlines, repairs, 
significant maintenance, digging of new 
wells, equipment replacement, and hook and 
tap fees; 

“(II) for any other appropriate purpose as- 
sociated with developing sources of, treating, 
storing, or distributing water; 

“(III) to assist communities in complying 
with the requirements of the Federal Water 
Pollution Control Act (33 U.S.C. 1251 et seq.) 
or the Safe Drinking Water Act (42 U.S.C. 
300f et seq.); and 

“(IV) to provide potable water to commu- 
nities through other means. 

“(ji) JOINT PROPOSALS.— 

“(IT) IN GENERAL.—Subject to the restric- 
tions in subparagraph (E), nothing in this 
paragraph precludes rural communities from 
submitting joint proposals for emergency 
water assistance. 

‘(II) CONSIDERATION OF RESTRICTIONS.—The 
restrictions in subparagraph (E) shall be con- 
sidered in the aggregate, depending on the 
number of communities involved. 

“(E) RESTRICTIONS.— 

“(G) MAXIMUM INCOME.—No grant provided 
under this paragraph shall be used to assist 
any rural area or community that has a me- 
dian household income in excess of the State 
nonmetropolitan median household income 
according to the most recent decennial cen- 
sus of the United States. 

“Gi) SET-ASIDE FOR SMALLER COMMU- 
NITIES.—Not less than 50 percent of the funds 
allocated under this paragraph shall be allo- 
cated to rural communities with populations 
that do not exceed 3,000 inhabitants. 

“(F) MAXIMUM GRANTS.—Grants 
under this paragraph may not exceed— 

“(i) in the case of each grant made under 
subparagraph (A)(i), $500,000; and 

‘“(ii) in the case of each grant made under 
subparagraph (A)(ii), $150,000. 

“(G) FULL FUNDING.—Subject to subpara- 
graph (F), grants under this paragraph shall 
be made in an amount equal to 100 percent of 
the costs of the projects conducted under 
this paragraph. 

“(H) APPLICATION.— 

“(i) NATIONALLY COMPETITIVE APPLICATION 
PROCESS.— 

“(I) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall de- 
velop a nationally competitive application 
process to award grants under this para- 
graph. 

‘“(II) REQUIREMENTS.—The process shall in- 
clude criteria for evaluating applications, in- 
cluding population, median household in- 
come, and the severity of the decline, or im- 
minent decline, in the quantity or quality of 
water. 

“(ii) TIMING OF REVIEW OF APPLICATIONS.— 

‘(I) SIMPLIFIED APPLICATION.—The applica- 
tion process developed by the Secretary 
under clause (i) shall include a simplified ap- 
plication form that will permit expedited 
consideration of an application for a grant 
filed under this paragraph. 

“(II) PRIORITY REVIEW.—In processing ap- 
plications for any water or waste grant or 
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loan authorized under this section, the Sec- 
retary shall afford priority processing to an 
application for a grant under this paragraph 
to the extent funds will be available for an 
award on the application at the conclusion of 
priority processing. 

“(III) TIMING.—The Secretary shall, to the 
maximum extent practicable, review and act 
on an application under this paragraph not 
later than 60 days after the date on which 
the application is submitted to the Sec- 
retary. 

‘(T) FUNDING.— 

“(i) RESERVATION.— 

“(I) IN GENERAL.—For each fiscal year, not 
less than 3 nor more than 5 percent of the 
total amount made available to carry out 
this section for the fiscal year shall be re- 
served for grants under this paragraph. 

“(ID RELEASE.—Funds reserved under sub- 
clause (I) for a fiscal year shall be reserved 
only until July 1 of the fiscal year. 

‘(ii) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
In addition to funds made available under 
clause (i), there is authorized to be appro- 
priated to carry out this paragraph 
$35,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2013 
through 2017. 

‘(3) WATER AND WASTE FACILITY LOANS AND 
GRANTS TO ALLEVIATE HEALTH RISKS.— 

‘(A) DEFINITION OF COOPERATIVE.—In this 
paragraph, the term ‘cooperative’ means a 
cooperative formed specifically for the pur- 
pose of the installation, expansion, improve- 
ment, or operation of water supply or waste 
disposal facilities or systems. 

‘(B) LOANS AND GRANTS TO PERSONS OTHER 
THAN INDIVIDUALS.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall 
make or guarantee loans and make grants to 
provide for the conservation, development, 
use, and control of water (including the ex- 
tension or improvement of existing water 
supply systems) and the installation or im- 
provement of drainage or waste disposal fa- 
cilities and essential community facilities, 
including necessary related equipment, 
training, and technical assistance to— 

“(D) rural water supply corporations, co- 
operatives, or similar entities; 

“(ID Indian tribes on Federal or State res- 
ervations and other federally recognized In- 
dian tribes; 

‘(III) rural or native villages in the State 
of Alaska; 

“(IV) native tribal health consortiums; 

‘“(V) public agencies; and 

“(VI) Native Hawaiian Home Lands. 

“(ii) ELIGIBLE PROJECTS.—Loans and grants 
described in clause (i) shall be available only 
to provide the described water and waste fa- 
cilities and services to communities whose 
residents face significant health risks, as de- 
termined by the Secretary, due to the fact 
that a significant proportion of the residents 
of the community do not have access to, or 
are not served by, adequate affordable— 

“(D) water supply systems; or 

““(IT) waste disposal facilities. 

“(iii) MATCHING REQUIREMENTS.—For enti- 
ties described under subclauses (III), (IV), or 
(V) of clause (i) to be eligible to receive a 
grant for water supply systems or waste dis- 
posal facilities, the State in which the 
project will occur shall provide 25 percent in 
matching funds from non-Federal sources. 

‘(iv) CERTAIN AREAS TARGETED.— 

“(I) IN GENERAL.—Loans and grants under 
clause (i) shall be made only if the loan or 
grant funds will be used primarily to provide 
water or waste services, or both, to residents 
of a county or census area— 

“(aa) the per capita income of the resi- 
dents of which is not more than 70 percent of 
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the national average per capita income, as 
determined by the Department of Commerce; 
and 

‘“(pb) the unemployment rate of the resi- 
dents of which is not less than 125 percent of 
the national average unemployment rate, as 
determined by the Bureau of Labor Statis- 
tics. 

(II) EXCEPTIONS.—Notwithstanding sub- 
clause (I), loans and grants under clause (i) 
may also be made if the loan or grant funds 
will be used primarily to provide water or 
waste services, or both, to residents of— 

“(aa) a rural area that was recognized as a 
colonia as of October 1, 1989; or 

“(bb) an area described under subclause 
(II), (III), or (VI) of clause (i). 

“(C) LOANS AND GRANTS TO INDIVIDUALS.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall 
make or guarantee loans and make grants to 
individuals who reside in a community de- 
scribed in subparagraph (B)(i) for the purpose 
of extending water supply and waste disposal 
systems, connecting the systems to the resi- 
dences of the individuals, or installing 
plumbing and fixtures within the residences 
of the individuals to facilitate the use of the 
water supply and waste disposal systems. 

“(ii) INTEREST.—Loans described in clause 
(i) shall be at a rate of interest no greater 
than the Federal Financing Bank rate on 
loans of a similar term at the time the loans 
are made. 

“(iii) AMORTIZATION.—The repayment of 
loans described in clause (i) shall be amor- 
tized over the expected life of the water sup- 
ply or waste disposal system to which the 
residence of the borrower will be connected. 

‘“(iv) MANNER IN WHICH LOANS AND GRANTS 
ARE TO BE MADE.—Loans and grants to indi- 
viduals under clause (i) shall be made— 

“(I) directly to the individuals by the Sec- 
retary; or 

“(ID) to the individuals through the rural 
water supply corporation, cooperative, or 
similar entity, or public agency, providing 
the water supply or waste disposal services, 
pursuant to regulations issued by the Sec- 
retary. 

‘“(D) PREFERENCE.—The Secretary shall 
give preference in the awarding of loans and 
grants under subparagraphs (B) and (C) to 
entities described in clause (i) of subpara- 
graph (B) that propose to provide water sup- 
ply or waste disposal services to the resi- 
dents of Indian reservations, rural or native 
villages in the State of Alaska, Native Ha- 
waiian Home Lands, and those rural subdivi- 
sions commonly referred to as colonias, that 
are characterized by substandard housing, 
inadequate roads and drainage, and a lack of 
adequate water or waste facilities. 

‘“(E) RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER AUTHORITY.— 
Notwithstanding any other provision of law, 
the head of any Federal agency may enter 
into interagency agreements with Federal, 
State, tribal, and other entities to share re- 
sources, including transferring and accepting 
funds, equipment, or other supplies, to carry 
out the activities described in this para- 
graph. 

‘“(F) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated— 


“(i) for grants under this paragraph, 
$60,000,000 for each fiscal year; 
“(i) for loans under this paragraph, 


$60,000,000 for each fiscal year; and 

“(iii) in addition to grants provided under 
clause (i), for grants under this section to 
benefit Indian tribes, $20,000,000 for each fis- 
cal year. 

‘*(4) SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT GRANTS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may 
make grants to nonprofit organizations for 
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the provision of regional technical assist- 
ance to local and regional governments and 
related agencies for the purpose of reducing 
or eliminating pollution of water resources 
and improving the planning and manage- 
ment of solid waste disposal facilities in 
rural areas. 

“(B) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE GRANT 
AMOUNTS.—Grants made under this para- 
graph for the provision of technical assist- 
ance shall be made for 100 percent of the cost 
of the technical assistance. 

“(C) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this paragraph $10,000,000 for each 
of fiscal years 2013 through 2017 

“(5) RURAL WATER AND WASTEWATER TECH- 
NICAL ASSISTANCE AND TRAINING PROGRAMS.— 

“(A) GRANTS TO NONPROFITS.— 

‘“(i) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may make 
grants to nonprofit organizations to enable 
the organizations to provide to associations 
that provide water and wastewater services 
in rural areas technical assistance and train- 
ing— 

“(T) to identify, and evaluate alternative 
solutions to, problems relating to the obtain- 
ing, storage, treatment, purification, or dis- 
tribution of water or the collection, treat- 
ment, or disposal of waste in rural areas; 

“(II) to prepare applications to receive fi- 
nancial assistance for any purpose specified 
in subsection (a)(1) from any public or pri- 
vate source; and 

“(IIT) to improve the operation and main- 
tenance practices at any existing works for 
the storage, treatment, purification, or dis- 
tribution of water or the collection, treat- 
ment, or disposal of waste in rural areas. 

“(ii) SELECTION PRIORITY.—In selecting re- 
cipients of grants to be made under clause 
(i), the Secretary shall give priority to non- 
profit organizations that have experience in 
providing the technical assistance and train- 
ing described in clause (i) to associations 
serving rural areas in which— 

“(D residents have low income; and 

“(II) water supply systems or waste facili- 
ties are unhealthful. 

“Gii) FUNDING.— 

“(I) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
subclause (II), not less than 1 nor more than 
3 percent of any funds made available to 
carry out water and waste disposal projects 
described in subsection (a) for any fiscal year 
shall be reserved for grants under this para- 
graph. 

“(JT) EXCEPTION.—The minimum amount 
specified in subclause (I) shall not apply if 
the aggregate amount of grant funds re- 
quested by applications that qualify for 
grants received by the Secretary from eligi- 
ble nonprofit organizations for the fiscal 
year totals less than 1 percent of those funds. 

“(B) RURAL WATER AND WASTEWATER CIR- 
CUIT RIDER PROGRAM.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall con- 
tinue a national rural water and wastewater 
circuit rider program that— 

“(D is consistent with the activities and 
results of the program conducted before Jan- 
uary 1, 2012, as determined by the Secretary; 
and 

“(TT) received funding from the Secretary, 
acting through the Administrator of the 
Rural Utilities Service. 

“(ji) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this subparagraph $25,000,000 for 
fiscal year 2013 and each fiscal year there- 
after. 

“(6) SEARCH PROGRAM.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may es- 
tablish a Special Evaluation Assistance for 
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Rural Communities and Households 
(SEARCH) program to make predevelopment 
planning grants for feasibility studies, de- 
sign assistance, and technical assistance, to 
financially distressed communities in rural 
areas with populations of 2,500 or fewer in- 
habitants for water and waste disposal 
projects described in this section. 

‘(B) TERMS.— 

“(i) DOCUMENTATION.—With respect to 
grants made under this paragraph, the Sec- 
retary shall require the lowest quantity of 
documentation practicable. 

“(i) MATCHING.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of this section, the Secretary 
may fund up to 100 percent of the eligible 
costs of grants provided under this para- 
graph, as determined by the Secretary. 

“(iii) FUNDING.—The Secretary may use 
not more than 4 percent of the total amount 
of funds made available for a fiscal year for 
water, waste disposal, and essential commu- 
nity facility activities under this chapter to 
carry out this paragraph. 

‘(C) RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER AUTHORITY.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—The funds and authori- 
ties provided under this paragraph are in ad- 
dition to any other funds or authorities the 
Secretary may have to carry out activities 
described in this section. 

“(ii) AUTHORIZED ACTIVITIES.—The Sec- 
retary may furnish financial assistance or 
other aid in planning projects for the pur- 
poses described in subparagraph (A). 


“(f) PRIORITY.—_In making grants and 
loans, and guaranteeing loans, for water, 
wastewater, and waste disposal projects 


under this section, the Secretary shall give 
priority consideration to projects that serve 
rural communities that, as determined by 
the Secretary— 

“(1) have a population of less than 5,500 
permanent residents; 

“(2) have a community water, wastewater, 
or waste disposal system that— 

“(A) is experiencing— 

“(i) an unanticipated reduction in the 
quality of water, the quantity of water, or 
the ability to deliver water; or 

“(ii) some other deterioration in the sup- 
ply of water to the community; 

‘“(B) is not adequate to meet the needs of 
the community; and 

‘“(C) requires immediate corrective action; 

“(3) are experiencing outmigration; 

“(4) have a high percentage of low-income 
residents; or 

“(5) are isolated from other significant 
population centers. 


“(g) CURTAILMENT OR LIMITATION OF SERV- 
ICE PROHIBITED.—The service provided or 
made available through any such association 
shall not be curtailed or limited by inclusion 
of the area served by such association within 
the boundaries of any municipal corporation 
or other public body, or by the granting of 
any private franchise for similar service 
within such area during the term of such 
loan; nor shall the happening of any such 
event be the basis of requiring such associa- 
tion to secure any franchise, license, or per- 
mit as a condition to continuing to serve the 
area served by the association at the time of 
the occurrence of such event. 


‘(h) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section such sums as are nec- 
essary. 
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“SEC. 3502. COMMUNITY FACILITIES LOANS, 
LOAN GUARANTEES, AND GRANTS. 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may 
make grants and loans and issue loan guar- 
antees (including a guarantee of a loan fi- 
nanced by the net proceeds of a bond de- 
scribed in section 142(a) of the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986) to eligible entities de- 
scribed in subsection (b) for projects in rural 
areas that primarily serve rural residents to 
provide for— 

“(1) essential community facilities, includ- 
ing— 

“(A) necessary equipment; 

‘(B) recreational developments; and 

“(2) financial assistance and other assist- 
ance in the planning of projects for purposes 
described in this section. 

“(b) ELIGIBLE ENTITIES.—Entities eligible 
for assistance described in subsection (a) 
are— 

‘(1) associations (including corporations 
not operated for profit); 

‘(2) Indian tribes (including groups of indi- 
viduals described in paragraph (4) of section 
815 of the Native American Programs Act of 
1974 (42 U.S.C. 2992c)); and 

‘(3) public and quasi-public agencies. 

‘“(c) LOAN AND LOAN GUARANTEE REQUIRE- 
MENTS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—In connection with loans 
made or guaranteed under this section, the 
Secretary shall require the applicant— 

“(A) to certify in writing, and the Sec- 
retary shall determine, that the applicant is 
unable to obtain sufficient credit elsewhere 
to finance the actual needs of the applicant; 
and 

‘(B) to furnish an appropriate written fi- 
nancial statement. 

‘(2) DEBT RESTRUCTURING AND LOAN SERV- 
ICING FOR COMMUNITY FACILITY LOANS.—The 
Secretary shall establish and implement a 
program that is similar to the program es- 
tablished under section 3411, except that the 
debt restructuring and loan servicing proce- 
dures shall apply to delinquent community 
facility program loans to a hospital or 
health care facility under subsection (a). 

‘(d) GRANT AMOUNTS.— 

“(1) MAXIMUM.—Except as otherwise pro- 
vided in this subsection, the amount of any 
grant made under this section shall not ex- 
ceed 75 percent of the development cost of 
the project for which the grant is provided. 

“(2) GRANT RATE.—The Secretary shall es- 
tablish the grant rate for each project in 
conformity with regulations issued by the 
Secretary that shall provide for a graduated 
scale of grant rates that establish higher 
rates for projects in communities that 
have— 

“(A) low community population; 

“(B) high rates of outmigration; and 

“(C) low income levels. 

‘(3) LOCAL SHARE REQUIREMENTS.—Grants 
made under this section may be used to pay 
the local share requirements of another Fed- 
eral grant-in-aid program to the extent per- 
mitted under the law providing for the 
grant-in-aid program. 

“(e) PRIORITY.—In making grants and 
loans, and guaranteeing loans under this sec- 
tion, the Secretary shall give priority con- 
sideration to projects that serve rural com- 
munities that— 

“(1) have a population of less than 20,000 
permanent residents; 

‘(2) are experiencing outmigration; 

‘(3) have a high percentage of low-income 
residents; or 

“(4) are isolated from other significant 
population centers. 

““(f) TRIBAL COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES.— 
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**(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may make 
grants to an entity that is a Tribal College 
or University (as defined in section 316(b) of 
the Higher Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 
1059c(b))) to provide the Federal share of the 
cost of developing specific Tribal College or 
University essential community facilities in 
rural areas. 

‘“(2) FEDERAL SHARE.—The Secretary shall 
establish the maximum percentage of the 
cost of the project that may be covered by a 
grant under this subsection, except that the 
Secretary may not require non-Federal fi- 
nancial support in an amount that is greater 
than 5 percent of the total cost of the 
project. 

‘(3) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this subsection $10,000,000 for each 
of fiscal years 2013 through 2017. 

“(¢) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE FOR COMMUNITY 
FACILITIES PROJECTS.— 

““(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2), 
the Secretary may use funds made available 
for community facilities programs author- 
ized under this section to provide technical 
assistance to applicants and participants for 
community facilities programs. 

‘*(2) FUNDING.—The Secretary may use not 
more than 3 percent of the amount of funds 
made available to participants for a fiscal 
year for a community facilities program to 
provide technical assistance described in 
paragraph (1). 

“(h) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section such sums as are nec- 
essary. 

“SEC. 3503. HEALTH CARE SERVICES. 

‘“(a) PURPOSE.—The purpose of this section 
is to address the continued unmet health 
needs in the Delta region through coopera- 
tion among health care professionals, insti- 
tutions of higher education, research institu- 
tions, and other individuals and entities in 
the region. 

“(b) DEFINITION OF ELIGIBLE ENTITY.—In 
this section, the term ‘eligible entity’ means 
a consortium of regional institutions of 
higher education, academic health and re- 
search institutes, and economic development 
entities located in the Delta region that 
have experience in addressing the health 
care issues in the region. 

“(c) GRANTS.—To carry out the purpose de- 
scribed in subsection (a), the Secretary may 
award a grant to an eligible entity for— 

““(1) the development of— 

‘*(A) health care services; 

““(B) health education programs; and 

““(C) health care job training programs; and 

““(2) the development and expansion of pub- 
lic health-related facilities in the Delta re- 
gion to address longstanding and unmet 
health needs of the region. 

“(d) USE.—As a condition of the receipt of 
the grant, the eligible entity shall use the 
grant to fund projects and activities de- 
scribed in subsection (c), based on input so- 
licited from local governments, public health 
care providers, and other entities in the 
Delta region. 

“(e) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to the 
Secretary to carry out this section $3,000,000 
for each of fiscal years 2013 through 2017. 

“CHAPTER 2—RURAL BUSINESS AND 
COOPERATIVE DEVELOPMENT 
“SEC. 3601. BUSINESS PROGRAMS. 

“(a) RURAL BUSINESS 
GRANTS.— 

“*(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may make 
grants under this subsection to eligible enti- 
ties described in paragraph (2) in rural areas 
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that primarily serve rural areas for purposes 
described in paragraph (8). 

“(2) ELIGIBLE ENTITIES.—The Secretary 
may make grants under this subsection to— 

“(A) governmental entities; 

“(B) Indian tribes; and 

‘“(C) nonprofit entities. 

‘(3) ELIGIBLE PURPOSES FOR GRANTS.—HEli- 
gible entities that receive grants under this 
subsection may use the grant funds for— 

“(A) business opportunity projects that— 

“(i) identify and analyze business opportu- 
nities; 

“(ii) identify, train, and provide technical 
assistance to existing or prospective rural 
entrepreneurs and managers; 

“(iii) assist in the establishment of new 
rural businesses and the maintenance of ex- 
isting businesses, including through business 
support centers; 

“(iv) conduct regional, community, and 
local economic development planning and 
coordination, and leadership development; 
and 

“(v) establish centers for training, tech- 
nology, and trade that will provide training 
to rural businesses in the use of interactive 
communications technologies to develop 
international trade opportunities and mar- 
kets; and 

‘“(B) projects that support the development 
of business enterprises that finance or facili- 
tate— 

“(i) the development of small and emerg- 
ing private business enterprise; 

“(ii) the establishment, expansion, and op- 
eration of rural distance learning networks; 

“(iii) the development of rural learning 
programs that provide educational instruc- 
tion or job training instruction related to 
potential employment or job advancement to 
adult students; and 

‘““(iv) the provision of technical assistance 
and training to rural communities for the 
purpose of improving passenger transpor- 
tation services or facilities. 

‘(4) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to the 
Secretary to carry out this subsection 
$65,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2013 
through 2017, to remain available until ex- 
pended. 

“(b) VALUE-ADDED AGRICULTURAL PRO- 
DUCER GRANTS.— 

“(1) DEFINITIONS.—In this subsection: 

‘(A) MID-TIER VALUE CHAIN.—The term 
‘mid-tier value chain’ means a local and re- 
gional supply network that links inde- 
pendent producers with businesses and co- 
operatives that market value-added agricul- 
tural products in a manner that— 

“(i) targets and strengthens the profit- 
ability and competitiveness of small- and 
medium-sized farms that are structured as 
family farms; and 

“(ii) obtains agreement from an eligible 
agricultural producer group, farmer coopera- 
tive, or majority-controlled producer-based 
business venture that is engaged in the value 
chain on a marketing strategy. 

“(B) PRODUCER.—The term 
means a farmer. 

‘(C) VALUE-ADDED AGRICULTURAL PROD- 
ucT.—The term ‘value-added agricultural 
product’ means any agricultural commodity 
or product— 

“(i) that— 

‘(T) has undergone a change in physical 
state; 

“(IT) was produced in a manner that en- 
hances the value of the agricultural com- 
modity or product, as demonstrated through 
a business plan that shows the enhanced 
value, as determined by the Secretary; 
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‘(III) is physically segregated in a manner 
that results in the enhancement of the value 
of the agricultural commodity or product; 

“(IV) is a source of farm-based renewable 
energy, including E-85 fuel; or 

“(V) is aggregated and marketed as a lo- 
cally produced agricultural food product; and 

“(ii) for which, as a result of the change in 
physical state or the manner in which the 
agricultural commodity or product was pro- 
duced, marketed, or segregated— 

“(I) the customer base for the agricultural 
commodity or product is expanded; and 

“(II) a greater portion of the revenue de- 
rived from the marketing, processing, or 
physical segregation of the agricultural com- 
modity or product is available to the pro- 
ducer of the commodity or product. 

‘(2) GRANTS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may 
make grants under this subsection to— 

“(i) independent producers of value-added 
agricultural products; and 

“(ii) an agricultural producer group, farm- 
er cooperative, or majority-controlled pro- 
ducer-based business venture, as determined 
by the Secretary. 

‘(B) GRANTS TO A PRODUCER.—A grantee 
under subparagraph (A)(i) shall use the 
grant— 

“(i) to develop a business plan or perform 
a feasibility study to establish a viable mar- 
keting opportunity (including through mid- 
tier value chains) for value-added agricul- 
tural products; or 

“(ii) to provide capital to establish alli- 
ances or business ventures that allow the 
producer to better compete in domestic or 
international markets. 

‘(C) GRANTS TO AN AGRICULTURAL PRO- 
DUCER GROUP, COOPERATIVE OR PRODUCER- 
BASED BUSINESS VENTURE.—A grantee under 
subparagraph (A)(ii) shall use the grant— 

“(i) to develop a business plan for viable 
marketing opportunities in emerging mar- 
kets for a value-added agricultural product; 
or 

“(ii) to develop strategies that are in- 
tended to create marketing opportunities in 
emerging markets for the value-added agri- 
cultural product. 

“(D) AWARD SELECTION.— 

“(i) PRIORITY.—In awarding grants under 
this subsection, the Secretary shall give pri- 
ority to projects— 

“(D) that contribute to increasing opportu- 
nities for operators of small- and medium- 
sized farms that are structured as family 
farms; or 

“(IT) at least 1⁄4 of the recipients of which 
are beginning farmers or socially disadvan- 
taged farmers. 

“(ii) RANKING.—In evaluating and ranking 
proposals under this subsection, the Sec- 
retary shall provide substantial weight to 
the priorities described in clause (i). 

(E) AMOUNT OF GRANT.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—The total amount pro- 
vided to a grant recipient under this sub- 
section shall not exceed $500,000. 

“(ii) MAJORITY-CONTROLLED, PRODUCER- 
BASED BUSINESS VENTURES.—The total 
amount of all grants provided to majority- 
controlled, producer-based business ventures 
under this subsection for a fiscal year shall 
not exceed 10 percent of the amount of funds 
used to make all grants for the fiscal year 
under this subsection. 

“(F) TERM.—The term of a grant under this 
paragraph shall not exceed 3 years. 

‘(G) SIMPLIFIED APPLICATION.—The Sec- 
retary shall offer a simplified application 
form and process for project proposals re- 
questing less than $50,000 under this sub- 
section. 
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“*(3) FUNDING.— 

‘“(A) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this subsection $40,000,000 for each 
of fiscal years 2013 through 2017. 

‘“(B) RESERVATION OF FUNDS FOR PROJECTS 
TO BENEFIT BEGINNING FARMERS, SOCIALLY 
DISADVANTAGED FARMERS, AND  MID-TIER 
VALUE CHAINS.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall re- 
serve 10 percent of the amounts made avail- 
able for each fiscal year under this sub- 
section to fund projects that benefit begin- 
ning farmers or socially disadvantaged farm- 
ers. 

“(ii) MID-TIER VALUE CHAINS.—The Sec- 
retary shall reserve 10 percent of the 
amounts made available for each fiscal year 
under this subsection to fund applications of 
eligible entities described in paragraph (2) 
that propose to develop mid-tier value 
chains. 

“(iii) UNOBLIGATED AMOUNTS.—Any 
amounts in the reserves for a fiscal year es- 
tablished under clauses (i) and (ii) that are 
not obligated by June 30 of the fiscal year 
shall be available to the Secretary to make 
grants under this subsection to eligible enti- 
ties in any State, as determined by the Sec- 
retary. 

“(c) RURAL COOPERATIVE DEVELOPMENT 
GRANTS.— 

‘*(1) DEFINITIONS.—In this subsection: 

“(A) NONPROFIT INSTITUTION.—The term 
‘nonprofit institution’ means any organiza- 
tion or institution, including an accredited 
institution of higher education, no part of 
the net earnings of which inures, or may 
lawfully inure, to the benefit of any private 
shareholder or individual. 

‘“(B) UNITED STATES.—The term 
States’ means— 

‘“(i) the several States; and 

‘“(ii) the District of Columbia. 

“(2) GRANTS.—The Secretary shall make 
grants under this subsection to nonprofit in- 
stitutions for the purpose of enabling the 
nonprofit institutions to establish and oper- 
ate centers for rural cooperative develop- 
ment. 

“(8) GOALS.—The goals of a center funded 
under this subsection shall be to facilitate 
the creation of jobs in rural areas through 
the development of new rural cooperatives, 
value -added processing, and rural busi- 
nesses. 

‘(4) APPLICATION.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Any nonprofit institu- 
tion seeking a grant under paragraph (2) 
shall submit to the Secretary an application 
containing a plan for the establishment and 
operation by the institution of 1 or more 
centers for cooperative development. 

“(B) REQUIREMENTS.—The Secretary may 
approve an application if the plan contains 
the following: 

“(j) A provision that substantiates that the 
center will effectively serve rural areas in 
the United States. 

“Gi) A provision that the primary objec- 
tive of the center will be to improve the eco- 
nomic condition of rural areas through coop- 
erative development. 

“Gii) A description of the activities that 
the center will carry out to accomplish the 
objective, which may include programs— 

“(I) for applied research and feasibility 
studies that may be useful to individuals, co- 
operatives, small businesses, and other simi- 
lar entities in rural areas served by the cen- 
ter; 

“(II) for the collection, interpretation, and 
dissemination of information that may be 
useful to individuals, cooperatives, small 
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businesses, and other similar entities in 
rural areas served by the center; 

“(III) providing training and instruction 
for individuals, cooperatives, small busi- 
nesses, and other similar entities in rural 
areas served by the center; 

‘(IV) providing loans and grants to indi- 
viduals, cooperatives, small businesses, and 
other similar entities in rural areas served 
by the center; 

‘(V) providing technical assistance, re- 
search services, and advisory services to in- 
dividuals, cooperatives, small businesses, 
and other similar entities in rural areas 
served by the center; and 

‘“(VI) providing for the coordination of 
services and sharing of information by the 
center. 

“(iv) A description of the contributions 
that the activities are likely to make to the 
improvement of the economic conditions of 
the rural areas for which the center will pro- 
vide services. 

“(v) Provisions that the center, in carrying 
out the activities, will seek, if appropriate, 
the advice, participation, expertise, and as- 
sistance of representatives of business, in- 
dustry, educational institutions, the Federal 
Government, and State and local govern- 
ments. 

“(vi) Provisions that the center will take 
all practicable steps to develop continuing 
sources of financial support for the center, 
particularly from sources in the private sec- 
tor. 

“(vii) Provisions for— 

“(J) monitoring and evaluating the activi- 
ties by the nonprofit institution operating 
the center; and 

“(JI) accounting for funds received by the 
institution under this section. 

‘(5) AWARDING GRANTS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Grants made under 
paragraph (2) shall be made on a competitive 
basis. 

(B) PREFERENCE.—In making grants under 
paragraph (2), the Secretary shall give pref- 
erence to grant applications providing for 
the establishment of centers for rural coop- 
erative development that— 

“(i) demonstrate a proven track record in 
carrying out activities to promote and assist 
the development of cooperatively and mutu- 
ally owned businesses; 

““ii) demonstrate previous expertise in 
providing technical assistance in rural areas 
to promote and assist the development of co- 
operatively and mutually owned businesses; 

“(iii) demonstrate the ability to assist in 
the retention of businesses, facilitate the es- 
tablishment of cooperatives and new cooper- 
ative approaches, and generate employment 
opportunities that will improve the eco- 
nomic conditions of rural areas; 

“(iv) commit to providing technical assist- 
ance and other services to underserved and 
economically distressed areas in rural areas 
of the United States; 

“(v) demonstrate a commitment to— 

“(I) networking with and sharing the re- 
sults of the efforts of the center with other 
cooperative development centers and other 
organizations involved in rural economic de- 
velopment efforts; and 

“(II) developing multiorganization and 
multistate approaches to addressing the eco- 
nomic development and cooperative needs of 
rural areas; and 

‘“(vi) commit to providing a 25 percent 
matching contribution with private funds 
and in-kind contributions, except that the 
Secretary shall not require non-Federal fi- 
nancial support in an amount that is greater 
than 5 percent in the case of a 1994 institu- 
tion (as defined in section 532 of the Equity 
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in Educational Land-Grant Status Act of 
1994 (7 U.S.C. 301 note; Public Law 103-882)). 

‘*(6) GRANT PERIOD.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—A grant awarded to a 
center that has received no prior funding 
under this subsection shall be made for a pe- 
riod of 1 year. 

“(B) MULTIYEAR GRANTS.—If the Secretary 
determines it to be in the best interest of the 
program, the Secretary shall award grants 
for a period of more than 1 year, but not 
more than 3 years, to a center that has suc- 
cessfully met the requirements of paragraph 
(5)(B), as determined by the Secretary. 

“(7) AUTHORITY TO EXTEND GRANT PERIOD.— 
The Secretary may extend for 1 additional 
12-month period the period during which a 
grantee may use a grant made under this 
subsection. 

‘(8) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE TO PREVENT EX- 
CESSIVE UNEMPLOYMENT OR UNDEREMPLOY- 
MENT.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—In carrying out this sub- 
section, the Secretary may provide technical 
assistance to alleviate or prevent conditions 
of excessive unemployment, underemploy- 
ment, outmigration, or low employment 
growth in economically distressed rural 
areas that the Secretary determines have a 
substantial need for the assistance. 

“(B) INCLUSIONS.—The assistance may in- 
clude planning and feasibility studies, man- 
agement and operational assistance, and 
studies evaluating the need for the develop- 
ment potential of projects that increase em- 
ployment and improve economic growth in 
the areas. 

‘(9) GRANTS TO DEFRAY ADMINISTRATIVE 
COSTS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may 
make grants to defray not to exceed 75 per- 
cent of the costs incurred by organizations 
and public bodies to carry out projects for 
which grants or loans are made under this 
subsection. 

‘“(B) COST-SHARING.—For purposes of deter- 
mining the non-Federal share of the costs, 
the Secretary shall include contributions in 
cash and in kind, fairly evaluated, including 
premises, equipment, and services. 

‘(10) COOPERATIVE RESEARCH PROGRAM.— 
The Secretary shall offer to enter into a co- 
operative research agreement with 1 or more 
qualified academic institutions in each fiscal 
year to conduct research on the effects of all 
types of cooperatives on the national econ- 
omy. 

“(11) ADDRESSING NEEDS OF MINORITY COM- 
MUNITIES.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—If the total amount ap- 
propriated under paragraph (13) for a fiscal 
year exceeds $7,500,000, the Secretary shall 
reserve an amount equal to 20 percent of the 
total amount appropriated for grants for co- 
operative development centers, individual 
cooperatives, or groups of cooperatives— 

“(i) that serve socially disadvantaged 
groups; and 

“(Gi) a majority of the boards of directors 
or governing boards of which are comprised 
of individuals who are members of socially 
disadvantaged groups. 

‘(B) INSUFFICIENT APPLICATIONS.—To the 
extent there are insufficient applications to 
carry out subparagraph (A), the Secretary 
shall use the funds as otherwise authorized 
by this subsection. 

‘(12) INTERAGENCY WORKING GROUP.—Not 
later than 90 days after the date of enact- 
ment of the Agriculture Reform, Food, and 
Jobs Act of 2012, the Secretary shall coordi- 
nate and chair an interagency working group 
to foster cooperative development and en- 
sure coordination with Federal agencies and 
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national and local cooperative organizations 
that have cooperative programs and inter- 
ests. 

‘(13) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this subsection $50,000,000 for each 
of fiscal years 2013 through 2017. 

‘“(d) APPROPRIATE TECHNOLOGY TRANSFER 
FOR RURAL AREAS PROGRAM.— 

‘“(1) DEFINITION OF NATIONAL NONPROFIT AG- 
RICULTURAL ASSISTANCE INSTITUTION.—In this 
subsection, the term ‘national nonprofit ag- 
ricultural assistance institution’ means an 
organization that— 

“(A) is described in section 501(c)(8) of the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 and exempt 
from taxation under 501(a) of that Code; 

“(B) has staff and offices in multiple re- 
gions of the United States; 

‘“(C) has experience and expertise in oper- 
ating national agricultural technical assist- 
ance programs; 

“(D) expands markets for the agricultural 
commodities produced by producers through 
the use of practices that enhance the envi- 
ronment, natural resource base, and quality 
of life; and 

‘“(E) improves the economic viability of ag- 
ricultural operations. 

‘“(2) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Secretary shall 
establish a national appropriate technology 
transfer for rural areas program to assist ag- 
ricultural producers that are seeking infor- 
mation— 

“(A) to reduce input costs; 

‘“(B) to conserve energy resources; 

“(C) to diversify operations through new 
energy crops and energy generation facili- 
ties; and 

“(D) to expand markets for agricultural 
commodities produced by the producers by 
using practices that enhance the environ- 
ment, natural resource base, and quality of 
life. 

‘(3) IMPLEMENTATION.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall 
carry out the program under this subsection 
by making a grant to, or offering to enter 
into a cooperative agreement with, a na- 
tional nonprofit agricultural assistance in- 
stitution. 

‘“(B) GRANT AMOUNT.—A grant made, or co- 
operative agreement entered into, under sub- 
paragraph (A) shall provide 100 percent of the 
cost of providing information described in 
paragraph (2). 

“(4) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this subsection $5,000,000 for each 
of fiscal years 2013 through 2017. 

‘“(e) BUSINESS AND INDUSTRY DIRECT AND 
GUARANTEED LOANS.— 

‘“(1) DEFINITION OF BUSINESS AND INDUSTRY 
LOAN.—In this section, the term ‘business 
and industry loan’ means a direct loan that 
is made, or a loan that is guaranteed, by the 
Secretary under this subsection. 

‘*(2) LOAN PURPOSES.—The Secretary may 
make business and industry loans to public, 
private, or cooperative organizations orga- 
nized for profit or nonprofit, private invest- 
ment funds that invest primarily in coopera- 
tive organizations, or to individuals— 

“(A) to improve, develop, or finance busi- 
ness, industry, and employment and improve 
the economic and environmental climate in 
rural communities, including pollution 
abatement and control; 

“(B) to conserve, develop, and use water 
for aquaculture purposes in rural areas; and 

‘“(C) to reduce the reliance on nonrenew- 
able energy resources by encouraging the de- 
velopment and construction of renewable en- 
ergy systems (including solar energy sys- 
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tems, wind energy systems, and anaerobic 
digestors for the purpose of energy genera- 
tion), including the modification of existing 
systems, in rural areas. 

(3) LOAN GUARANTEES FOR CERTAIN 
LOANS.—The Secretary may guarantee loans 
made under this subsection to finance the 
issuance of bonds for the projects described 
in paragraph (2). 

‘*(4) MAXIMUM AMOUNT OF PRINCIPAL.— 

‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as otherwise pro- 
vided in this paragraph, no loan may be 
made or guaranteed under this subsection 
that exceeds $25,000,000 in principal amount. 

‘(B) LIMITATIONS ON LOAN GUARANTEES FOR 
COOPERATIVE ORGANIZATIONS.— 

“(i) PRINCIPAL AMOUNT.—Subject to clause 
(ii), the principal amount of a business and 
industry loan made to a cooperative organi- 
zation and guaranteed under this subsection 
shall not exceed $40,000,000. 

“(ii) USE.—To be eligible for a guarantee 
under this subsection for a business and in- 
dustry loan made to a cooperative organiza- 
tion, the principal amount of the loan in ex- 
cess of $25,000,000 shall be used to carry out 
a project that is in a rural area and— 

“(D) provides for the value-added proc- 
essing of agricultural commodities; or 

“(ID significantly benefits 1 or more enti- 
ties eligible for assistance for the purposes 
described in paragraph (2), as determined by 
the Secretary. 

“(iii) APPLICATIONS.—If a cooperative orga- 
nization submits an application for a guar- 
antee under this paragraph, the Secretary 
shall make the determination whether to ap- 
prove the application, and the Secretary 
may not delegate this authority. 

“(iv) MAXIMUM AMOUNT.—The total amount 
of business and industry loans made to coop- 
erative organizations and guaranteed for a 
fiscal year under this subsection with prin- 
cipal amounts that are in excess of $25,000,000 
may not exceed 10 percent of the total 
amount of business and industry loans guar- 
anteed for the fiscal year under this sub- 
section. 

“(5) FEES.—The Secretary may assess a 1- 
time fee and an annual renewal fee for any 
guaranteed business and industry loan in an 
amount that does not exceed 3 percent of the 
guaranteed principal portion of the loan. 

“(6) INTANGIBLE ASSETS.—In determining 
whether a cooperative organization is eligi- 
ble for a guaranteed business and industry 
loan, the Secretary may consider the market 
value of a properly appraised brand name, 
patent, or trademark of the cooperative. 

“(7) LOAN APPRAISALS.—The Secretary may 
require that any appraisal made in connec- 
tion with a business and industry loan be 
conducted by a specialized appraiser that 
uses standards that are comparable to stand- 
ards used for similar purposes in the private 
sector, as determined by the Secretary. 

‘(8) LOAN GUARANTEES FOR THE PURCHASE 
OF COOPERATIVE STOCK.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may 
guarantee a business and industry loan to in- 
dividual farmers to purchase capital stock of 
a farmer cooperative established for the pur- 
pose of processing an agricultural com- 
modity. 

‘(B) PROCESSING CONTRACTS DURING INITIAL 
PERIOD.—A cooperative described in subpara- 
graph (A) for which a farmer receives a guar- 
antee to purchase stock under that subpara- 
graph may contract for services to process 
agricultural commodities or otherwise proc- 
ess value added for the period beginning on 
the date of the startup of the cooperative in 
order to provide adequate time for the plan- 
ning and construction of the processing facil- 
ity of the cooperative. 
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‘(C) FINANCIAL INFORMATION.—Financial 
information required by the Secretary from 
a farmer as a condition of making a business 
and industry loan guarantee under this para- 
graph shall be provided in the manner gen- 
erally required by commercial agricultural 
lenders in the applicable area. 

“(9) LOANS TO COOPERATIVES.— 

‘(A) ELIGIBILITY.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may make 
or guarantee a business and industry loan to 
a cooperative organization that is 
headquartered in a metropolitan area if the 
loan is— 

“(TD) used for a project or venture described 
in paragraph (2) that is located in a rural 
area; or 

“(ID) a loan guarantee that meets the re- 
quirements of paragraph (10). 

“(i) EQuiTy.—The Secretary may guar- 
antee a loan made for the purchase of pre- 
ferred stock or similar equity issued by a co- 
operative organization or a fund that invests 
primarily in cooperative organizations, if 
the guarantee significantly benefits 1 or 
more entities eligible for assistance for the 
purposes described in paragraph (2)(A), as de- 
termined by the Secretary. 

‘“(B) REFINANCING.—A cooperative organi- 
zation that is eligible for a business and in- 
dustry loan shall be eligible to refinance an 
existing business and industry loan with a 
lender if— 

““(j) the cooperative organization— 

‘““T) is current and performing with respect 
to the existing loan; and 

‘“(II)(aa) is not, and has not been, in pay- 
ment default, with respect to the existing 
loan; or 

“(bb) has not converted any of the collat- 
eral with respect to the existing loan; and 

““ii) there is adequate security or full col- 
lateral for the refinanced loan. 

10) LOAN GUARANTEES IN NONRURAL 
AREAS.—The Secretary may guarantee a 
business and industry loan to a cooperative 
organization for a facility that is not located 
in a rural area if— 

“(A) the primary purpose of the loan guar- 
antee is for a facility to provide value-added 
processing for agricultural producers that 
are located within 80 miles of the facility; 

‘(B) the applicant demonstrates to the 
Secretary that the primary benefit of the 
loan guarantee will be to provide employ- 
ment for residents of a rural area; and 

“(C) the total amount of business and in- 
dustry loans guaranteed for a fiscal year 
under this paragraph does not exceed 10 per- 
cent of the business and industry loans guar- 
anteed for the fiscal year under this sub- 
section. 

“(11) LOCALLY OR REGIONALLY PRODUCED AG- 
RICULTURAL FOOD PRODUCTS.— 

‘“(A) DEFINITIONS.—In this paragraph: 

“(i) LOCALLY OR REGIONALLY PRODUCED AG- 
RICULTURAL FOOD PRODUCT.—The term ‘lo- 
cally or regionally produced agricultural 
food product’ means any agricultural food 
product that is raised, produced, and distrib- 
uted in— 

“(I) the locality or region in which the 
final product is marketed, so that the total 
distance that the product is transported is 
less than 400 miles from the origin of the 
product; or 

“(IT) the State in which the product is pro- 
duced. 

“(ii) UNDERSERVED COMMUNITY.—The term 
‘underserved community’ means a commu- 
nity (including an urban or rural community 
and an Indian tribal community) that, as de- 
termined by the Secretary, has— 

“(I) limited access to affordable, healthy 
foods, including fresh fruits and vegetables, 
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in grocery retail stores or farmer-to-con- 
sumer direct markets; and 

“(ID) a high rate of hunger or food insecu- 
rity or a high poverty rate. 

“(B) LOAN AND LOAN GUARANTEE PRO- 
GRAM.— 

“(j) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall 
make or guarantee loans to individuals, co- 
operatives, cooperative organizations, busi- 
nesses, and other entities to establish and fa- 
cilitate enterprises that process, distribute, 
aggregate, store, and market locally or re- 
gionally produced agricultural food products 
to support community development and farm 
income. 

“(Gi) REQUIREMENT.—The recipient of a 
loan or loan guarantee under this paragraph 
shall include in an appropriate agreement 
with retail and institutional facilities to 
which the recipient sells locally or region- 
ally produced agricultural food products a 
requirement to inform consumers of the re- 
tail or institutional facilities that the con- 
sumers are purchasing or consuming locally 
or regionally produced agricultural food 
products. 

“(ii) PRIORITY.—In making or guaran- 
teeing a loan under this paragraph, the Sec- 
retary shall give priority to projects that 
have components benefitting underserved 
communities. 

‘“(iv) REPORTS.—Not later than 2 years 
after the date of enactment of the Agri- 
culture Reform, Food, and Jobs Act of 2012 
and annually thereafter, the Secretary shall 
submit to the Committee on Agriculture of 
the House of Representatives and the Com- 
mittee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and For- 
estry of the Senate, and publish on the Inter- 
net, a report that describes projects carried 
out using loans or loan guarantees made 
under clause (i), including— 

“D summary information 
projects; 

“(IT) the characteristics of the commu- 
nities served; and 

“(III) resulting benefits. 

‘“(v) RESERVATION OF FUNDS.—For each of 
fiscal years 2012 through 2017, the Secretary 
shall reserve not less than 5 percent of the 
total amount of funds made available to 
carry out this subsection to carry out this 
paragraph until April 1 of the fiscal year. 

““(vi) OUTREACH.—The Secretary shall de- 
velop and implement an outreach plan to 
publicize the availability of loans and loan 
guarantees under this paragraph, working 
closely with rural cooperative development 
centers, credit unions, community develop- 
ment financial institutions, regional eco- 
nomic development authorities, and other fi- 
nancial and economic development entities. 

‘(12) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this subsection $75,000,000 for each 
of fiscal years 2013 through 2017. 

““(f) RELENDING PROGRAMS.— 

“(1) INTERMEDIATE RELENDING PROGRAM.— 

‘“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may 
make or guarantee loans to eligible entities 
described in subparagraph (B) so that the eli- 
gible entities may relend the funds to indi- 
viduals and entities for the purposes de- 
scribed in subparagraph (C). 

‘“(B) ELIGIBLE ENTITIES.—Entities eligible 
for loans and loan guarantees described in 
subparagraph (A) are— 

““(j) public agencies; 

‘“(ii) Indian tribes; 

“(ii) cooperatives; and 

““(iv) nonprofit corporations. 

‘“(C) ELIGIBLE PURPOSES.—The proceeds 
from loans made or guaranteed by the Sec- 
retary pursuant to subparagraph (A) may be 
relent by eligible entities for projects that— 
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“(i) predominately serve communities in 
rural areas; and 

“(ii) as determined by the Secretary— 

“(D) promote community development; 

“(ID) establish new businesses; 

‘“(IIT) establish and support microlending 
programs; and 

‘“(IV) create or retain employment oppor- 
tunities. 

‘(D) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this subsection $50,000,000 for each 
of fiscal years 2013 through 2017. 

‘(2) RURAL MICROENTREPRENEUR ASSIST- 
ANCE PROGRAM.— 

‘“(A) DEFINITIONS.—In this paragraph: 

(i) MICROENTREPRENEUR.—The term 
‘microentrepreneur’ means an owner and op- 
erator, or prospective owner and operator, of 
a rural microenterprise who is unable to ob- 
tain sufficient training, technical assistance, 
or credit other than under this subsection, as 
determined by the Secretary. 

‘“(ii) MICROENTERPRISE DEVELOPMENT ORGA- 
NIZATION.—The term ‘microenterprise devel- 
opment organization’ means an organization 
that is— 

“(I) a nonprofit entity; 

“(ID an Indian tribe, the tribal government 
of which certifies to the Secretary that— 

“(aa) no microenterprise development or- 
ganization serves the Indian tribe; and 

‘“(bb) no rural microentrepreneur assist- 
ance program exists under the jurisdiction of 
the Indian tribe; 

‘“(IIIT) a public institution of higher edu- 
cation; or 

‘(IV) a collaboration of rural nonprofit en- 
tities serving a region or State, if 1 lead non- 
profit entity is the sole underwriter of all 
loans and is responsible for associated risks. 

“(iii) MICROLOAN.—The term ‘microloan’ 
means a business loan of not more than 
$50,000 that is provided to a rural microen- 
terprise. 

“(iv) PROGRAM.—The term ‘program’ 
means the rural microentrepreneur assist- 
ance program established under subpara- 
graph (B). 

“(v) RURAL MICROENTERPRISE.—The term 
‘rural microenterprise’ means a business en- 
tity with not more than 10 full-time equiva- 
lent employees located in a rural area. 

“(vi) TRAINING.—The term ‘training’ means 
teaching broad business principles or general 
business skills in a group or public setting. 

‘(vii) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE.—The term 
‘technical assistance’ means working with a 
business client in a 1-to-1 manner to provide 
business and financial management coun- 
seling, assist in the preparation of business 
or marketing plans, or provide other skills 
tailored to an individual microentrepreneur. 

‘(B) RURAL MICROENTREPRENEUR ASSIST- 
ANCE PROGRAM.— 

“(i) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Secretary shall 
establish a rural microentrepreneur assist- 
ance program to provide loans and grants to 
support microentrepreneurs in the develop- 
ment and ongoing success of rural micro- 
enterprises. 

“(ii) PURPOSE.—The purpose of the pro- 
gram is to provide microentrepreneurs 
with— 

“(I) the skills necessary to establish new 
rural microenterprises; and 

“(ID) continuing technical and financial as- 
sistance related to the successful operation 
of rural microenterprises. 

“(iii) LOANS.— 

“(I) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall 
make loans to microenterprise development 
organizations for the purpose of providing 
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fixed-interest rate microloans to microentre- 
preneurs for startup and growing rural 
microenterprises. 

“(JI) LOAN TERMS.—A loan made by the 
Secretary to a microenterprise development 
organization under this subparagraph shall— 

‘“(aa) be for a term not to exceed 20 years; 
and 

“(bb) bear an annual interest rate of at 
least 1 percent. 

“(III) LOAN LOSS RESERVE FUND.—The Sec- 
retary shall require each microenterprise de- 
velopment organization that receives a loan 
under this subparagraph to— 

“(aa) establish a loan loss reserve fund; 
and 

“(bb) maintain the reserve fund in an 
amount equal to at least 5 percent of the 
outstanding balance of such loans owed by 
the microenterprise development organiza- 
tion, until all obligations owed to the Sec- 
retary under this subparagraph are repaid. 

‘(IV) DEFERRAL OF INTEREST AND PRIN- 
CIPAL.—The Secretary may permit the defer- 
ral of payments on principal and interest due 
on a loan to a microenterprise development 
organization made under this paragraph for 
a 2-year period beginning on the date on 
which the loan is made. 

‘“(iv) GRANTS TO SUPPORT RURAL MICROEN- 
TERPRISE DEVELOPMENT.— 

“(I) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall 
make grants to microenterprise development 
organizations— 

“(aa) to provide training and technical as- 
sistance, and other related services to rural 
microentrepreneurs; and 

‘“(bb) to carry out such other projects and 
activities as the Secretary determines appro- 
priate to further the purposes of the pro- 
gram. 

“(II) SELECTION.—In making grants under 
subclause (I), the Secretary shall— 

“(aa) place an emphasis on microenterprise 
development organizations that serve micro- 
entrepreneurs that are located in rural areas 
that have suffered significant outward mi- 
gration, as determined by the Secretary; and 

‘““(pb) ensure, to the maximum extent prac- 
ticable, that grant recipients include micro- 
enterprise development organizations of 
varying sizes and that serve racially and eth- 
nically diverse populations. 


“(v) GRANTS TO ASSIST MICROENTRE- 
PRENEURS.— 
“(I) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall 


make annual grants to microenterprise de- 
velopment organizations to provide tech- 
nical assistance to microentrepreneurs 
that— 

“(aa) received a loan from the microenter- 
prise development organization under sub- 
paragraph (B)(iii); or 

“(bb) are seeking a loan from the microen- 
terprise development organization under 
subparagraph (B)(iii). 

“(II) MAXIMUM AMOUNT OF TECHNICAL AS- 
SISTANCE GRANT.—The maximum amount of a 
grant under this clause shall be in an 
amount equal to not more than 25 percent of 
the total outstanding balance of microloans 
made by the microenterprise development 
organization under clause (iii), as of the date 
the grant is awarded. 

“(vi) ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES.—Not more 
than 10 percent of a grant received by a mi- 
croenterprise development organization for a 
fiscal year under this subparagraph may be 
used to pay administrative expenses. 

‘(C) ADMINISTRATION.— 

“(i) MATCHING REQUIREMENT.—As a condi- 
tion of any grant made under clauses (iv) and 
(v) of subparagraph (B), the Secretary shall 
require the microenterprise development or- 
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ganization to match not less than 15 percent 
of the total amount of the grant in the form 
of matching funds (including community de- 
velopment block grants), indirect costs, or 
in-kind goods or services. 

‘“(ii) OVERSIGHT.—At a minimum, not later 
than December 1 of each fiscal year, a micro- 
enterprise development organization that re- 
ceives a loan or grant under this section 
shall provide to the Secretary such informa- 
tion as the Secretary may require to ensure 
that assistance provided under this section is 
used for the purposes for which the loan or 
grant was made. 

‘“(D) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this paragraph $40,000,000 for each 
of fiscal years 2013 through 2017. 

“SEC. 3602. RURAL BUSINESS INVESTMENT PRO- 


“(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 

“(1) ARTICLES.—The term ‘articles’ means 
articles of incorporation for an incorporated 
body or the functional equivalent or other 
similar documents specified by the Secretary 
for other business entities. 

‘(2) DEVELOPMENTAL VENTURE CAPITAL.— 
The term ‘developmental venture capital’ 
means capital in the form of equity capital 
investments in rural business investment 
companies with an objective of fostering eco- 
nomic development in rural areas. 

“(8) EMPLOYEE WELFARE BENEFIT PLAN; PEN- 
SION PLAN.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The terms ‘employee 
welfare benefit plan’ and ‘pension plan’ have 
the meanings given the terms in section 3 of 
the Employee Retirement Income Security 
Act of 1974 (29 U.S.C. 1002). 

‘“(B) INCLUSIONS.—The terms ‘employee 
welfare benefit plan’ and ‘pension plan’ in- 
clude— 

“(i) public and private pension or retire- 
ment plans subject to this subtitle; and 

“Gi) similar plans not covered by this sub- 
title that have been established, and that are 
maintained, by the Federal Government or 
any State (including by a political subdivi- 
sion, agency, or instrumentality of the Fed- 
eral Government or a State) for the benefit 
of employees. 

“(4) EQUITY CAPITAL.—The term ‘equity 
capital’ means common or preferred stock or 
a similar instrument, including subordinated 
debt with equity features. 

“(5) LEVERAGE.—The term 
cludes— 

“(A) debentures purchased or guaranteed 
by the Secretary; 

“(B) participating securities purchased or 
guaranteed by the Secretary; and 

“(C) preferred securities outstanding as of 
the date of enactment of the Agriculture Re- 
form, Food, and Jobs Act of 2012. 

“*(6) LICENSE.—The term ‘license’ means a 
license issued by the Secretary in accord- 
ance with in subsection (d)(5). 

“(7) LIMITED LIABILITY COMPANY.—The term 
‘limited liability company’ means a business 
entity that is organized and operating in ac- 
cordance with a State limited liability com- 
pany law approved by the Secretary. 

““(8) MEMBER.—The term ‘member’ means, 
with respect to a rural business investment 
company that is a limited liability company, 
a holder of an ownership interest, or a person 
otherwise admitted to membership in the 
limited liability company. 

‘“(9) OPERATIONAL ASSISTANCE.—The term 
‘operational assistance’ means management, 
marketing, and other technical assistance 
that assists a rural business concern with 
business development. 

‘(10) PARTICIPATION AGREEMENT.—The term 
‘participation agreement’ means an agree- 
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ment, between the Secretary and a rural 
business investment company granted final 
approval under subsection (d)(5), that re- 
quires the rural business investment com- 
pany to make investments in smaller enter- 
prises in rural areas. 

“(11) PRIVATE CAPITAL.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘private cap- 
ital’ means the total of— 

“i)(1) the paid-in capital and paid-in sur- 
plus of a corporate rural business investment 
company; 

“(II) the contributed capital of the part- 
ners of a partnership rural business invest- 
ment company; or 

(III) the equity investment of the mem- 
bers of a limited liability company rural 
business investment company; and 

“(ii) unfunded binding commitments from 
investors that meet criteria established by 
the Secretary to contribute capital to the 
rural business investment company, except 
that— 

“(I) unfunded commitments may be count- 
ed as private capital for purposes of approval 
by the Secretary of any request for leverage; 
but 

“(ID) leverage shall not be funded based on 
the commitments. 

‘(B) EXCLUSIONS.—The term ‘private cap- 
ital’ does not include— 

“(i) any funds borrowed by a rural business 
investment company from any source; 

“(Gi) any funds obtained through the 
issuance of leverage; or 

“(iii) any funds obtained directly or indi- 
rectly from the Federal Government or any 
State (including by a political subdivision, 
agency, or instrumentality of the Federal 
Government or a State), except for— 

“(I) funds obtained from the business reve- 
nues (excluding any governmental appropria- 
tion) of any Federally chartered or govern- 
ment-sponsored enterprise established prior 
to the date of enactment of the Agriculture 
Reform, Food, and Jobs Act of 2012; 

‘(II) funds invested by an employee welfare 
benefit plan or pension plan; and 

“(III) any qualified nonprivate funds (if the 
investors of the qualified nonprivate funds 
do not control, directly or indirectly, the 
management, board of directors, general 
partners, or members of the rural business 
investment company). 

“(12) QUALIFIED NONPRIVATE FUNDS.—The 
term ‘qualified nonprivate funds’ means 
any— 

“(A) funds directly or indirectly invested 
in any applicant or rural business invest- 
ment company on or before the date of en- 
actment of the Agriculture Reform, Food, 
and Jobs Act of 2012 by any Federal agency, 
other than the Department, under a provi- 
sion of law explicitly mandating the inclu- 
sion of those funds in the definition of the 
term ‘private capital’; and 

‘(B) funds invested in any applicant or 
rural business investment company by 1 or 
more entities of any State (including by a 
political subdivision, agency, or instrumen- 
tality of the State and including any guar- 
antee extended by those entities) in an ag- 
gregate amount that does not exceed 33 per- 
cent of the private capital of the applicant or 
rural business investment company. 

‘(13) RURAL BUSINESS CONCERN.—The term 
‘rural business concern’ means— 

“(A) a public, private, or cooperative for- 
profit or nonprofit organization; 

‘(B) a for-profit or nonprofit business con- 
trolled by an Indian tribe; or 

“(C) any other person or entity that pri- 
marily operates in a rural area, as deter- 
mined by the Secretary. 
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“(14) RURAL BUSINESS INVESTMENT COM- 
PANY.—The term ‘rural business investment 
company’ means a company that— 

“(A) has been granted final approval by the 
Secretary under subsection (d)(5); and 

‘“(B) has entered into a participation agree- 
ment with the Secretary. 

‘*(15) SMALLER ENTERPRISE.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘smaller enter- 
prise’ means any rural business concern 
that, together with its affiliates— 

“(i) has— 

“(I) a net financial worth of not more than 
$6,000,000, as of the date on which assistance 
is provided under this section to the rural 
business concern; and 

“(IT) except as provided in subparagraph 
(B), an average net income for the 2-year pe- 
riod preceding the date on which assistance 
is provided under this section to the rural 
business concern, of not more than $2,000,000, 
after Federal income taxes (excluding any 
carryover losses); or 

“(ii) satisfies the standard industrial clas- 
sification size standards established by the 
Administrator of the Small Business Admin- 
istration for the industry in which the rural 
business concern is primarily engaged. 

“(B) EXCEPTION.—For purposes of subpara- 
graph (A)(i)dI), if the rural business concern 
is not required by law to pay Federal income 
taxes at the enterprise level, but is required 
to pass income through to the shareholders, 
partners, beneficiaries, or other equitable 
owners of the business concern, the net in- 
come of the business concern shall be deter- 
mined by allowing a deduction in an amount 
equal to the total of— 

“(i) if the rural business concern is not re- 
quired by law to pay State (and local, if any) 
income taxes at the enterprise level, the 
product obtained by multiplying— 

“(I) the net income (determined without 
regard to this subparagraph); by 

“(ID the marginal State income tax rate 
(or by the combined State and local income 
tax rates, as applicable) that would have ap- 
plied if the business concern were a corpora- 
tion; and 

“(ii) the product obtained by multiplying— 

“(I) the net income (so determined) less 
any deduction for State (and local) income 
taxes calculated under clause (i); by 

“(ID) the marginal Federal income tax rate 
that would have applied if the rural business 
concern were a corporation. 

‘“(b) PURPOSES.—The purposes of the Rural 
Business Investment Program established 
under this section are— 

“(1) to promote economic development and 
the creation of wealth and job opportunities 
in rural areas and among individuals living 
in those areas by encouraging developmental 
venture capital investments in smaller en- 
terprises primarily located in rural areas; 
and 

‘“(2) to establish a developmental venture 
capital program, with the mission of address- 
ing the unmet equity investment needs of 
small enterprises located in rural areas, by 
authorizing the Secretary— 

“(A) to enter into participation agree- 
ments with rural business investment com- 
panies; 

“(B) to guarantee debentures of rural busi- 
ness investment companies to enable each 
rural business investment company to make 
developmental venture capital investments 
in smaller enterprises in rural areas; and 

“(C) to make grants to rural business in- 
vestment companies, and to other entities, 
for the purpose of providing operational as- 
sistance to smaller enterprises financed, or 
expected to be financed, by rural business in- 
vestment companies. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE, Vol. 158, Pt. 7 


““(c) ESTABLISHMENT.—In accordance with 
this subtitle, the Secretary shall establish a 
Rural Business Investment Program, under 
which the Secretary may— 

“(1) enter into participation agreements 
with companies granted final approval under 
subsection (d)(5) for the purposes described 
in subsection (b); 

(2) guarantee the debentures issued by 
rural business investment companies as pro- 
vided in subsection (e); and 

““(3) make grants to rural business invest- 
ment companies, and to other entities, under 
subsection (h). 


“(d) SELECTION OF RURAL BUSINESS INVEST- 
MENT COMPANIES.— 

“(1) ELIGIBILITY.—A company shall be eli- 
gible to apply to participate, as a rural busi- 
ness investment company, in the program es- 
tablished under this section if— 

“(A) the company is a newly formed for- 
profit entity or a newly formed for-profit 
subsidiary of such an entity; 

““(B) the company has a management team 
with experience in community development 
financing or relevant venture capital financ- 
ing; and 

“(C) the company will invest in enterprises 
that will create wealth and job opportunities 
in rural areas, with an emphasis on smaller 
enterprises. 

“(2) APPLICATION.—To participate, as a 
rural business investment company, in the 
program established under this section, a 
company meeting the eligibility require- 
ments of paragraph (1) shall submit an appli- 
cation to the Secretary that includes— 

“(A) a business plan describing how the 
company intends to make successful devel- 
opmental venture capital investments in 
identified rural areas; 

‘“(B) information regarding the community 
development finance or relevant venture 
capital qualifications and general reputation 
of the management of the company; 

“(C) a description of how the company in- 
tends to work with community-based organi- 
zations and local entities (including local 
economic development companies, local 
lenders, and local investors) and to seek to 
address the unmet equity capital needs of 
the communities served; 

“(D) a proposal describing how the com- 
pany intends to use the grant funds provided 
under this section to provide operational as- 
sistance to smaller enterprises financed by 
the company, including information regard- 
ing whether the company intends to use li- 
censed professionals, as necessary, on the 
staff of the company or from an outside enti- 
ty; 

““(E) with respect to binding commitments 
to be made to the company under this sec- 
tion, an estimate of the ratio of cash to in- 
kind contributions; 

“(F) a description of the criteria to be used 
to evaluate whether and to what extent the 
company meets the purposes of the program 
established under this section; 

“(G) information regarding the manage- 
ment and financial strength of any parent 
firm, affiliated firm, or any other firm essen- 
tial to the success of the business plan of the 
company; and 

(H) such other information as the Sec- 
retary may require. 

“(3) STATUS.—Not later than 90 days after 
the initial receipt by the Secretary of an ap- 
plication under this subsection, the Sec- 
retary shall provide to the applicant a writ- 
ten report describing the status of the appli- 
cation and any requirements remaining for 
completion of the application. 
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“(4) MATTERS CONSIDERED.—In reviewing 
and processing any application under this 
subsection, the Secretary shall— 

“(A) determine whether— 

“(i) the applicant meets the requirements 
of paragraph (5); and 

“(ii) the management of the applicant is 
qualified and has the knowledge, experience, 
and capability necessary to comply with this 
section; 

“(B) take into consideration— 

“(i) the need for and availability of financ- 
ing for rural business concerns in the geo- 
graphic area in which the applicant is to 
commence business; 

“(ii) the general business reputation of the 
owners and management of the applicant; 
and 

“(ii) the probability of successful oper- 
ations of the applicant, including adequate 
profitability and financial soundness; and 

‘(C) not take into consideration any pro- 
jected shortage or unavailability of grant 
funds or leverage. 

‘*(6) APPROVAL; LICENSE.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
subparagraph (B), the Secretary may ap- 
prove an applicant to operate as a rural busi- 
ness investment company under this subtitle 
and license the applicant as a rural business 
investment company, if— 

“(i) the Secretary determines that the ap- 
plication satisfies the requirements of para- 
graph (2); 

“(ii) the area in which the rural business 
investment company is to conduct its oper- 
ations, and establishment of branch offices 
or agencies (if authorized by the articles), 
are approved by the Secretary; and 

“(iii) the applicant enters into a participa- 
tion agreement with the Secretary. 

‘(B) CAPITAL REQUIREMENTS.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of this section, the Secretary 
may approve an applicant to operate as a 
rural business investment company under 
this section and designate the applicant as a 
rural business investment company, if the 
Secretary determines that the applicant— 

“(D) has private capital as determined by 
the Secretary; 

“(II) would otherwise be approved under 
this section, except that the applicant does 
not satisfy the requirements of subsection 
(i)(3); and 

“(IIID) has a viable business plan that— 

“(aa) reasonably projects profitable oper- 
ations; and 

“(bb) has a reasonable timetable for 
achieving a level of private capital that sat- 
isfies the requirements of subsection (i)(3). 

“(ii) LEVERAGE.—An applicant approved 
under clause (i) shall not be eligible to re- 
ceive leverage under this section until the 
applicant satisfies the requirements of sec- 
tion 3602(i)(3). 

“Gii) GRANTS.—An applicant approved 
under clause (i) shall be eligible for grants 
under subsection (h) in proportion to the pri- 
vate capital of the applicant, as determined 
by the Secretary. 

‘*(e) DEBENTURES.— 

‘*(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may guar- 
antee the timely payment of principal and 
interest, as scheduled, on debentures issued 
by any rural business investment company. 

‘(2) TERMS AND CONDITIONS.—The Sec- 
retary may make guarantees under this sub- 
section on such terms and conditions as the 
Secretary considers appropriate, except that 
the term of any debenture guaranteed under 
this section shall not exceed 15 years. 

‘(3) FULL FAITH AND CREDIT OF THE UNITED 
STATES.—Section 3901 shall apply to any 
guarantee under this subsection. 
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“(4) MAXIMUM GUARANTEE.— Under this sub- 
section, the Secretary may— 

“(A) guarantee the debentures issued by a 
rural business investment company only to 
the extent that the total face amount of out- 
standing guaranteed debentures of the rural 
business investment company does not ex- 
ceed the lesser of— 

‘*(i) 300 percent of the private capital of the 
rural business investment company; or 

‘*(ii) $105,000,000; and 

‘(B) provide for the use of discounted de- 
bentures. 

‘(f) ISSUANCE AND GUARANTEE OF TRUST 
CERTIFICATES.— 

“(1) ISSUANCE.—The Secretary may issue 
trust certificates representing ownership of 
all or a fractional part of debentures issued 
by a rural business investment company and 
guaranteed by the Secretary under this sec- 
tion, if the certificates are based on and 
backed by a trust or pool approved by the 
Secretary and composed solely of guaranteed 
debentures. 

‘(2) GUARANTEE.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may, 
under such terms and conditions as the Sec- 
retary considers appropriate, guarantee the 
timely payment of the principal of and inter- 
est on trust certificates issued by the Sec- 
retary or agents of the Secretary for pur- 
poses of this subsection. 

“(B) LIMITATION.—Each guarantee under 
this paragraph shall be limited to the extent 
of principal and interest on the guaranteed 
debentures that compose the trust or pool. 

“(C) PREPAYMENT OR DEFAULT.— 

‘“(i) IN GENERAL.— 

‘(T) AUTHORITY TO PREPAY.—A debenture 
may be prepaid at any time without penalty. 

‘(II) REDUCTION OF GUARANTEE.—Subject to 
subclause (I), if a debenture in a trust or pool 
is prepaid, or in the event of default of such 
a debenture, the guarantee of timely pay- 
ment of principal and interest on the trust 
certificates shall be reduced in proportion to 
the amount of principal and interest the pre- 
paid debenture represents in the trust or 
pool. 

“(ii) INTEREST.—Interest on prepaid or de- 
faulted debentures shall accrue and be guar- 
anteed by the Secretary only through the 
date of payment of the guarantee. 

“(ii) REDEMPTION.—At any time during 
the term of a trust certificate, the trust cer- 
tificate may be called for redemption due to 
prepayment or default of all debentures. 

‘(8) FULL FAITH AND CREDIT OF THE UNITED 
STATES.—Section 3901 shall apply to any 
guarantee of a trust certificate issued by the 
Secretary under this section. 

‘*(4) SUBROGATION AND OWNERSHIP RIGHTS.— 

‘“(A) SUBROGATION.—If the Secretary pays a 
claim under a guarantee issued under this 
section, the claim shall be subrogated fully 
to the rights satisfied by the payment. 

‘(B) OWNERSHIP RIGHTS.—No_ Federal, 
State, or local law shall preclude or limit the 
exercise by the Secretary of the ownership 
rights of the Secretary in a debenture resid- 
ing in a trust or pool against which 1 or more 
trust certificates are issued under this sub- 
section. 

**(5) MANAGEMENT AND ADMINISTRATION.— 

‘“(A) REGISTRATION.—The Secretary shall 
provide for a central registration of all trust 
certificates issued under this subsection. 

“(B) CREATION OF POOLS.—The Secretary 
may— 

“(i) maintain such commercial bank ac- 
counts or investments in obligations of the 
United States as may be necessary to facili- 
tate the creation of trusts or pools backed by 
debentures guaranteed under this subtitle; 
and 
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“(ii) issue trust certificates to facilitate 
the creation of those trusts or pools. 

‘“(C) FIDELITY BOND OR INSURANCE REQUIRE- 
MENT.—Any agent performing functions on 
behalf of the Secretary under this paragraph 
shall provide a fidelity bond or insurance in 
such amount as the Secretary considers to 
be necessary to fully protect the interests of 
the United States. 

‘“(D) REGULATION OF BROKERS AND DEAL- 
ERS.—The Secretary may regulate brokers 
and dealers in trust certificates issued under 
this subsection. 

‘“(E) ELECTRONIC REGISTRATION.—Nothing 
in this paragraph prohibits the use of a book- 
entry or other electronic form of registra- 
tion for trust certificates issued under this 
subsection. 

“(¢) FEES.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may 
charge a fee that does not exceed $500 with 
respect to any guarantee or grant issued 
under this section. 

“(2) TRUST CERTIFICATE.—Notwithstanding 
paragraph (1), the Secretary shall not collect 
a fee for any guarantee of a trust certificate 
under subsection (f), except that any agent 
of the Secretary may collect a fee that does 
not exceed $500 for the functions described in 
subsection (f)(5)(B). 

(3) LICENSE.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
subparagraph (C), the Secretary may pre- 
scribe fees to be paid by each applicant for a 
license to operate as a rural business invest- 
ment company under this section. 

‘“(B) USE OF AMOUNTS.—Fees 
under this paragraph— 

“(G) shall be deposited in the account for 
salaries and expenses of the Secretary; 

“Gi) are authorized to be appropriated 
solely to cover the costs of licensing exami- 
nations; and 

“Gii) shall— 

‘“(I) in the case of a license issued before 
the date of enactment of the Agriculture Re- 
form, Food, and Jobs Act of 2012, not exceed 
$500 for any fee collected under this para- 
graph; and 

‘“(ID) in the case of a license issued after 
the date of enactment of the Agriculture Re- 
form, Food, and Jobs Act of 2012, be a rate as 
determined by the Secretary. 

“(C) PROHIBITION ON COLLECTION OF CERTAIN 
FEES.—In the case of a license described in 
subparagraph (A) that was approved before 
July 1, 2007, the Secretary shall not collect 
any fees due on or after the date of enact- 
ment of the Agriculture Reform, Food, and 
Jobs Act of 2012. 

“(h) OPERATIONAL ASSISTANCE GRANTS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—In accordance with this 
subsection, the Secretary may make grants 
to rural business investment companies and 
to other entities, as authorized by this sec- 
tion, to provide operational assistance to 
smaller enterprises financed, or expected to 
be financed, by the entities. 

‘“(2) TERMS.—Grants made under this sub- 
section shall be made over a multiyear pe- 
riod (not to exceed 10 years) under such 
terms as the Secretary may require. 

“(3) USE OF FUNDS.—The proceeds of a 
grant made under this subsection may be 
used by the rural business investment com- 
pany receiving the grant only to provide 
operational assistance in connection with an 
equity or prospective equity investment in a 
business located in a rural area. 

‘“(4) SUBMISSION OF PLANS.—A rural busi- 
ness investment company shall be eligible 
for a grant under this subsection only if the 
rural business investment company submits 
to the Secretary, in such form and manner 
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as the Secretary may require, a plan for use 
of the grant. 

‘*(5) GRANT AMOUNT.— 

‘(A) RURAL BUSINESS INVESTMENT COMPA- 
NIES.—The amount of a grant made under 
this subsection to a rural business invest- 
ment company shall be equal to the lesser 
of— 

“(i) 10 percent of the private capital raised 
by the rural business investment company; 
or 

‘*(ii) $1,000,000. 

“(6) OTHER ENTITIES.—The amount of a 
grant made under this subsection to any en- 
tity other than a rural business investment 
company shall be equal to the resources (in 
cash or in kind) raised by the entity in ac- 
cordance with the requirements applicable 
to rural business investment companies 
under this section. 


“(i) RURAL BUSINESS INVESTMENT COMPA- 
NIES.— 

“(1) ORGANIZATION.—For purposes of this 
subsection, a rural business investment com- 
pany shall— 

“(A) be an incorporated body, a limited li- 
ability company, or a limited partnership or- 
ganized and chartered or otherwise existing 
under State law solely for the purpose of per- 
forming the functions and conducting the ac- 
tivities authorized by this section; and 

‘“(B)(i) if incorporated, have succession for 
a period of not less than 30 years unless ear- 
lier dissolved by the shareholders of the 
rural business investment company; and 

“(ii) if a limited partnership or a limited 
liability company, have succession for a pe- 
riod of not less than 10 years; and 

“(iii) possess the powers reasonably nec- 
essary to perform the functions and conduct 
the activities. 

“(2) ARTICLES.—The articles of any rural 
business investment company— 

“(A) shall specify in general terms— 

“(i) the purposes for which the rural busi- 
ness investment company is formed; 

“(ii) the name of the rural business invest- 
ment company; 

“(iii) the 1 or more areas in which the op- 
erations of the rural business investment 
company are to be carried out; 

“(iv) the place where the principal office of 
the rural business investment company is to 
be located; and 

“(v) the amount and classes of the shares 
of capital stock of the rural business invest- 
ment company; 

‘“(B) may contain any other provisions con- 
sistent with this section that the rural busi- 
ness investment company may determine ap- 
propriate to adopt for the regulation of the 
business of the rural business investment 
company and the conduct of the affairs of 
the rural business investment company; and 

“(C) shall be subject to the approval of the 
Secretary. 

‘(3) CAPITAL REQUIREMENTS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Each rural business in- 
vestment company shall be required to meet 
the capital requirements as provided by the 
Secretary. 

‘(B) TIME FRAME.—Each rural business in- 
vestment company shall have a period of 2 
years to meet the capital requirements of 
this paragraph. 

“(C) ADEQUACY.—In addition to the re- 
quirements of subparagraph (A), the Sec- 
retary shall— 

“(i) determine whether the private capital 
of each rural business investment company 
is adequate to ensure a reasonable prospect 
that the rural business investment company 
will be operated soundly and profitably, and 
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managed actively and prudently in accord- 
ance with the articles of the rural business 
investment company; 

“(ii) determine that the rural business in- 
vestment company will be able to comply 
with the requirements of this section; 

“(iii) require that at least 75 percent of the 
capital of each rural business investment 
company is invested in rural business con- 
cerns; 

“(iv) ensure that the rural business invest- 
ment company is designed primarily to meet 
equity capital needs of the businesses in 
which the rural business investment com- 
pany invests and not to compete with tradi- 
tional small business financing by commer- 
cial lenders; and 

“(v) require that the rural business invest- 
ment company makes short-term non-equity 
investments of less than 5 years only to the 
extent necessary to preserve an existing in- 
vestment. 

‘(4) DIVERSIFICATION OF OWNERSHIP.—The 
Secretary shall ensure that the management 
of each rural business investment company 
licensed after the date of enactment of the 
Agriculture Reform, Food, and Jobs Act of 
2012 is sufficiently diversified from and unaf- 
filiated with the ownership of the rural busi- 
ness investment company so as to ensure 
independence and objectivity in the financial 
management and oversight of the invest- 
ments and operations of the rural business 
investment company. 

‘*(j) FINANCIAL INSTITUTION INVESTMENTS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as otherwise pro- 
vided in this subsection and notwithstanding 
any other provision of law, the following 
banks, associations, and institutions are eli- 
gible both to establish and invest in any 
rural business investment company or in any 
entity established to invest solely in rural 
business investment companies: 

“(A) Any bank or savings association the 
deposits of which are insured under the Fed- 
eral Deposit Insurance Act (12 U.S.C. 1811 et 
seq.), including an investment pool created 
entirely by such bank or savings association. 

“(B) Any Farm Credit System institution 
described in subsection 1.2(a) of the Farm 
Credit Act of 1971 (12 U.S.C. 2002(a)). 

““(2) LIMITATION.—No bank, association, or 
institution described in paragraph (1) may 
make investments described in paragraph (1) 
that are greater than 5 percent of the capital 
and surplus of the bank, association, or in- 
stitution. 

‘*(3) LIMITATION ON RURAL BUSINESS INVEST- 
MENT COMPANIES CONTROLLED BY FARM CREDIT 
SYSTEM INSTITUTIONS.—If a Farm Credit Sys- 
tem institution described in section 1.2(a) of 
the Farm Credit Act of 1971 (12 U.S.C. 2002(a)) 
holds more than 25 percent of the shares of a 
rural business investment company, either 
alone or in conjunction with other System 
institutions (or affiliates), the rural business 
investment company shall not provide eq- 
uity investments in, or provide other finan- 
cial assistance to, entities that are not oth- 
erwise eligible to receive financing from the 
Farm Credit System under that Act (12 
U.S.C. 2001 et seq.). 

“(k) EXAMINATIONS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—EHach rural business in- 
vestment company that participates in the 
program established under this section shall 
be subject to examinations made at the di- 
rection of the Secretary in accordance with 
this subsection. 

‘(2) ASSISTANCE OF PRIVATE SECTOR ENTI- 
TIES.—An examination under this subsection 
may be conducted with the assistance of a 
private sector entity that has the qualifica- 
tions and the expertise necessary to conduct 
such an examination. 
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“*(3) COSTS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may as- 
sess the cost of an examination under this 
section, including compensation of the ex- 
aminers, against the rural business invest- 
ment company examined. 

‘“(B) PAYMENT.—Any rural business invest- 
ment company against which the Secretary 
assesses costs under this subparagraph shall 
pay the costs. 

‘“(4) DEPOSIT OF FUNDS.—Funds collected 
under this subsection shall— 

“(A) be deposited in the account that in- 
curred the costs for carrying out this sub- 
section; 

‘“(B) be made available to the Secretary to 
carry out this subsection, without further 
appropriation; and 

“(C) remain available until expended. 

‘(1) REPORTING REQUIREMENTS.— 

“1) RURAL BUSINESS INVESTMENT COMPA- 
NIES.—Each entity that participates in a pro- 
gram established under this section shall 
provide to the Secretary such information as 
the Secretary may require, including— 

“(A) information relating to the measure- 
ment criteria that the entity proposed in the 
program application of the rural business in- 
vestment company; and 

‘“(B) in each case in which the entity under 
this section makes an investment in, or a 
loan or grant to, a business that is not lo- 
cated in a rural area, a report on the number 
and percentage of employees of the business 
who reside in those areas. 

‘(2) PUBLIC REPORTS.— 

‘“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall pre- 
pare and make available to the public an an- 
nual report on the programs established 
under this section, including detailed infor- 
mation on— 

‘“(i) the number of rural business invest- 
ment companies licensed by the Secretary 
during the previous fiscal year; 

“(ii) the aggregate amount of leverage that 
rural business investment companies have 
received from the Federal Government dur- 
ing the previous fiscal year; 

“(ii) the aggregate number of each type of 
leveraged instruments used by rural business 
investment companies during the previous 
fiscal year and how each number compares 
to previous fiscal years; 

‘“(iv) the number of rural business invest- 
ment company licenses surrendered and the 
number of rural business investment compa- 
nies placed in liquidation during the pre- 
vious fiscal year, identifying the amount of 
leverage each rural business investment 
company has received from the Federal Gov- 
ernment and the type of leverage instru- 
ments each rural business investment com- 
pany has used; 

““(v) the amount of losses sustained by the 
Federal Government as a result of operations 
under this section during the previous fiscal 
year and an estimate of the total losses that 
the Federal Government can reasonably ex- 
pect to incur as a result of the operations 
during the current fiscal year; 

“(vi) actions taken by the Secretary to 
maximize recoupment of funds of the Federal 
Government expended to implement and ad- 
minister the Rural Business Investment Pro- 
gram under this section during the previous 
fiscal year and to ensure compliance with 
the requirements of this section (including 
regulations); 

“(vii) the amount of Federal Government 
leverage that each licensee received in the 
previous fiscal year and the types of leverage 
instruments each licensee used; 

“(viii) for each type of financing instru- 
ment, the sizes, types of geographic loca- 
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tions, and other characteristics of the small 
business investment companies using the in- 
strument during the previous fiscal year, in- 
cluding the extent to which the investment 
companies have used the leverage from each 
instrument to make loans or equity invest- 
ments in rural areas; and 

“(ix) the actions of the Secretary to carry 
out this section 

‘“(B) PROHIBITION.—In compiling the report 
required under subparagraph (A), the Sec- 
retary may not— 

“(i) compile the report in a manner that 
permits identification of any particular type 
of investment by an individual rural business 
investment company or small business con- 
cern in which a rural business investment 
company invests; or 

“(ii) release any information that is pro- 
hibited under section 1905 of title 18, United 
States Code. 

‘‘(m) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section $25,000,000 for the pe- 
riod of fiscal years 2008 through 2017.’’. 

“CHAPTER 3—GENERAL RURAL 
DEVELOPMENT PROVISIONS 
“SEC. 3701. GENERAL PROVISIONS FOR LOANS 
AND GRANTS. 

“(a) PERIOD FOR REPAYMENT.—Unless oth- 
erwise specifically provided for in this sub- 
title, the period for repayment of a loan 
under this subtitle shall not exceed 40 years. 

‘*(b) INTEREST RATES.— 

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as otherwise pro- 
vided in this title, the interest rate on a loan 
under this subtitle shall be determined by 
the Secretary at a rate— 

‘(A) not to exceed a sum obtained by add- 
ing— 

“(i) the current average market yield on 
outstanding marketable obligations of the 
United States with remaining periods to ma- 
turity comparable to the average maturity 
of the loan; and 

“(ii) an amount not to exceed 1 percent, as 
determined by the Secretary; and 

‘(B) adjusted to the nearest % of 1 percent. 

‘(2) WATER AND WASTE FACILITY LOANS AND 
COMMUNITY FACILITIES LOANS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any 
provision of State law limiting the rate or 
amount of interest that may be charged, 
taken, received, or reserved, except as pro- 
vided in subparagraph (C) and paragraph (5), 
the interest rate on a loan (other than a 
guaranteed loan) to a public body or non- 
profit association (including an Indian tribe) 
for a water or waste disposal facility or es- 
sential community facility shall be deter- 
mined by the Secretary at a rate not to ex- 
ceed— 

“(i) the current market yield on out- 
standing municipal obligations with remain- 
ing periods to maturity comparable to the 
average maturity for the loan, and adjusted 
to the nearest % of 1 percent; 

“(ii) 5 percent per year for a loan that is 
for the upgrading of a facility or construc- 
tion of a new facility as required to meet ap- 
plicable health or sanitary standards in— 

“(I) an area in which the median family in- 
come of the persons to be served by the facil- 
ity is below the poverty line (as defined in 
section 673 of the Community Services Block 
Grant Act (42 U.S.C. 9902)); and 

“(JI) any areas the Secretary may des- 
ignate in which a significant percentage of 
the persons to be served by the facilities are 
low income persons, as determined by the 
Secretary; and 

“(iii) 7 percent per year for a loan for a fa- 
cility that does not qualify for the 5 percent 
per year interest rate prescribed in clause 
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(ii) but that is located in an area in a State 
in which the median household income of the 
persons to be served by the facility does not 
exceed 100 percent of the statewide non- 
metropolitan median household income for 
the State. 

‘(B) HEALTH CARE AND RELATED FACILI- 
TIES.—Notwithstanding subparagraph (A), 
the Secretary shall establish a rate for a 
loan for a health care or related facility that 
is— 

“(i) based solely on the income of the area 
to be served; and 

“(ii) otherwise consistent with subpara- 
graph (A). 

‘(C) INTEREST RATES FOR WATER AND WASTE 
DISPOSAL FACILITIES LOANS.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
clause (ii) and notwithstanding subparagraph 
(A), in the case of a direct loan for a water 
or waste disposal facility— 

“(I) in the case of a loan that would be sub- 
ject to the 5 percent interest rate limitation 
under subparagraph (A), the Secretary shall 
establish the interest rate at a rate that is 
equal to 60 percent of the current market 
yield for outstanding municipal obligations 
with remaining periods to maturity com- 
parable to the average maturity of the loan, 
adjusted to the nearest % of 1 percent; and 

“(ID) in the case of a loan that would be 
subject to the 7 percent limitation under 
subparagraph (A), the Secretary shall estab- 
lish the interest rate at a rate that is equal 
to 80 percent of the current market yield for 
outstanding municipal obligations with re- 
maining periods to maturity comparable to 
the average maturity of the loan, adjusted to 
the nearest % of 1 percent. 

““(ji) EXCEPTION.—Clause (i) does not apply 
to a loan for a specific project that is the 
subject of a loan that has been approved, but 
not closed, as of the date of enactment of the 
Agriculture Reform, Food, and Jobs Act of 
2012. 

‘((3) INTEREST RATES ON BUSINESS AND 
OTHER LOANS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
paragraph (4), the interest rates on loans 
under sections 3501(a)(1) (other than guaran- 
teed loans and loans as described in para- 
graph (2)(A)) shall be as determined by the 
Secretary in accordance with subparagraph 
(B). 

“(B) MINIMUM RATE.—The interest rates de- 
scribed in subparagraph (A) shall be not less 
than the sum obtained by adding— 

“(i) such rates as determined by the Sec- 
retary of the Treasury taking into consider- 
ation the current average market yield on 
outstanding marketable obligations of the 
United States with remaining periods to ma- 
turity comparable to the average maturities 
of such loans, adjusted in the judgment of 
the Secretary of the Treasury to provide for 
rates comparable to the rates prevailing in 
the private market for similar loans and con- 
sidering the insurance by the Secretary of 
the loans; and 

“(ii) an additional charge, prescribed by 
the Secretary, to cover the losses of the Sec- 
retary and cost of administration, which 
shall be deposited in the Rural Development 
Insurance Fund, and further adjusted to the 
nearest 1% of 1 percent. 

‘*(4) INTEREST RATES ADJUSTMENTS.— 

“(A) ADJUSTMENTS.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of this subsection, in the 
case of loans (other than guaranteed loans) 
made or guaranteed under the authorities of 
this title specified in subparagraph (C) for 
activities that involve the use of prime farm- 
land, the interest rates shall be the interest 
rates otherwise applicable under this section 
increased by 2 percent per year. 
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‘“(B) PRIME FARMLAND.— 

“(G) IN GENERAL.—Wherever practicable, 
construction by a State, municipality, or 
other political subdivision of local govern- 
ment that is supported by loans described in 
subparagraph (A) shall be placed on land 
that is not prime farmland, in order to pre- 
serve the maximum practicable quantity of 
prime farmlands for production of food and 
fiber. 

‘“(ii) INCREASED RATE.—In any case in 
which other options exist for the siting of 
construction described in clause (i) and the 
governmental authority still desires to carry 
out the construction on prime farmland, the 
2-percent interest rate increase provided by 
this paragraph shall apply, but that in- 
creased interest rate shall not apply where 
such other options do not exist. 

“(C) APPLICABLE AUTHORITIES.—The au- 
thorities referred to in subparagraph (A) 
are— 

“() the provisions of section 3502(a) relat- 
ing to loans for recreational developments 
and essential community facilities; 

“(i) section 3601(e)(2)(A); and 

“(ii) section 3601(c). 

‘“(c) PAYMENT OF CHARGES.—A borrower of 
a loan made or guaranteed under this sub- 
title shall pay such fees and other charges as 
the Secretary may require, and prepay to the 
Secretary such taxes and insurance as the 
Secretary may require, on such terms and 
conditions as the Secretary may prescribe. 

“(d) SECURITY.— 

“*(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall take 
as security for an obligation entered into in 
connection with a loan made under this sub- 
title such security as the Secretary may re- 
quire. 

“(2) LIENS TO UNITED STATES.—An instru- 
ment for security under paragraph (1) may 
constitute a lien running to the United 
States notwithstanding the fact that the 
note for the security may be held by a lender 
other than the United States. 

“(8) MULTIPLE LOANS.—A borrower may use 
the same collateral to secure 2 or more loans 
made or guaranteed under this subtitle, ex- 
cept that the outstanding amount of the 
loans may not exceed the total value of the 
collateral. 

‘“(e) LEGAL COUNSEL FOR SMALL LOANS.—In 
the case of a loan of less than $500,000 made 
or guaranteed under section 3501 that is evi- 
denced by a note or mortgage (as distin- 
guished from a bond issue), the borrower 
shall not be required to appoint bond counsel 
to review the legal validity of the loan if the 
Secretary has available legal counsel to per- 
form the review. 

“SEC. 3702. STRATEGIC ECONOMIC AND COMMU- 
NITY DEVELOPMENT. 

“(a) PRIORITY.—In the case of any rural de- 
velopment program authorized by this sub- 
title, the Secretary may give priority to ap- 
plications that are otherwise eligible and 
support strategic community and economic 
development plans on a multijurisdictional 
basis, as approved by the Secretary. 

“(b) EVALUATION.—In evaluating strategic 
applications, the Secretary shall give a high- 
er priority to strategic applications for a 
plan described in subsection (a) that dem- 
onstrate— 

“(1) the plan was developed through the 
collaboration of multiple stakeholders in the 
service area of the plan, including the par- 
ticipation of combinations of stakeholders 
such as State, local, and tribal governments, 
nonprofit institutions, institutions of higher 
education, and private entities; 

“(2) an understanding of the applicable re- 
gional resources that could support the plan, 
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including natural resources, human re- 
sources, infrastructure, and financial re- 
sources; 


(3) investment from other Federal agen- 
cies; 

“(4) investment from philanthropic organi- 
zations; and 

‘(5) clear objectives for the plan and the 
ability to establish measurable performance 
measures and to track progress toward meet- 
ing the objectives. 

“SEC. 3703. GUARANTEED RURAL DEVELOPMENT 
LOANS. 

‘“(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may pro- 
vide financial assistance to a borrower for a 
purpose provided in this subtitle by guaran- 
teeing a loan made by any Federal or State 
chartered bank, savings and loan associa- 
tion, cooperative lending agency, or other le- 
gally organized lending agency. 

“(b) INTEREST RATE.—The interest rate 
payable by a borrower on the portion of a 
guaranteed loan that is sold by a lender to 
the secondary market under this subtitle 
may be lower than the interest rate charged 
on the portion retained by the lender. 

‘(c) MAXIMUM GUARANTEE OF 90 PERCENT.— 
Except as provided in subsections (d) and (e), 
a loan guarantee under this subtitle shall be 
for not more than 90 percent of the principal 
and interest due on the loan. 

‘(d) REFINANCED LOANS GUARANTEED AT 95 
PERCENT.—The Secretary shall guarantee 95 
percent of— 

“(1) in the case of a loan that solely refi- 
nances a direct loan made under this sub- 
title, the principal and interest due on the 
loan on the date of the refinancing; or 

“(2) in the case of a loan that is used for 
multiple purposes, the portion of the loan 
that refinances the principal and interest 
due on a direct loan made under this subtitle 
that is outstanding on the date on which the 
loan is guaranteed. 

‘(e) RISK OF Loss.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subsection 
(b), the Secretary may not make a loan 
under section 3501 or 3601 unless the Sec- 
retary determines that no other lender is 
willing to make the loan and assume 10 per- 
cent of the potential loss to be sustained 
from the loan. 

‘(2) EXCEPTION FOR NONPROFIT GROUPS.— 
Paragraph (1) shall not apply to a public 
body or nonprofit association, including an 
Indian tribe. 

“SEC. 3704. RURAL DEVELOPMENT INSURANCE 
FUND. 

“(a) DEFINITION OF RURAL DEVELOPMENT 
LOAN.—In this section, the term ‘rural devel- 
opment loan’ means a loan provided for by 
section 3501 or 3601. 

“(b) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is established 
in the Treasury of the United States a fund 
to be Known as the ‘Rural Development In- 
surance Fund’ that shall be used by the Sec- 
retary to discharge the obligations of the 
Secretary under contracts making or guar- 
anteeing rural development loans. 

“SEC. 3705. RURAL ECONOMIC AREA PARTNER- 
SHIP ZONES. 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may des- 
ignate additional areas as rural economic 
area partnership zones to be assisted under 
this chapter— 

“(1) through an open, competitive process; 
and 

‘(2) with priority given to rural areas— 

“(A) with excessive unemployment or 
underemployment, a high percentage of low- 
income residents, or high rates of outmigra- 
tion, as determined by the Secretary; and 

‘(B) that the Secretary determines have a 
substantial need for assistance. 
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““(b) REQUIREMENTS.—The Secretary shall 
carry out those rural economic area partner- 
ship zones administratively in effect on the 
date of enactment of the Agriculture Re- 
form, Food, and Jobs Act of 2012 in accord- 
ance with the terms and conditions con- 
tained in the memoranda of agreement en- 
tered into by the Secretary for the rural eco- 
nomic area partnership zones. 

“SEC. 3706. STREAMLINING APPLICATIONS AND 
IMPROVING ACCESSIBILITY OF 
RURAL DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS. 

“The Secretary shall expedite the process 
of creating user-friendly and accessible ap- 
plication forms and procedures prioritizing 
programs and applications at the individual 
level with an emphasis on utilizing current 
technology including online applications and 
submission processes. 

“CHAPTER 4—DELTA REGIONAL 
AUTHORITY 
“SEC. 3801. DEFINITIONS. 

“In this chapter: 

“(1) AUTHORITY.—The term ‘Authority’ 
means the Delta Regional Authority estab- 
lished by section 3802. 

‘(2) FEDERAL GRANT PROGRAM.—The term 
‘Federal grant program’ means a Federal 
grant program to provide assistance in— 

“(A) acquiring or developing land; 

‘“(B) constructing or equipping a highway, 
road, bridge, or facility; or 

‘“(C) carrying out other economic develop- 
ment activities. 

(3) REGION.—The term ‘region’ means the 
Lower Mississippi (as defined in section 4 of 
the Delta Development Act (42 U.S.C. 3121 
note; Public Law 100-460)). 

“SEC. 3802. DELTA REGIONAL AUTHORITY. 

“(a) ESTABLISHMENT.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—There is established the 
Delta Regional Authority. 

(2) COMPOSITION.—The Authority shall be 
composed of— 

“(A) a Federal member, to be appointed by 
the President, with the advice and consent of 
the Senate; and 

“(B) the Governor (or a designee of the 
Governor) of each State in the region that 
elects to participate in the Authority. 

“*(3) COCHAIRPERSONS.—The Authority shall 
be headed by— 

“(A) the Federal member, who shall serve 
as— 

““(j) the Federal cochairperson; and 

“(ii) a liaison between the Federal Govern- 
ment and the Authority; and 

‘“(B) a State cochairperson, who shall be— 

“(i) a Governor of a participating State in 
the region; and 

“(ii) elected by the State members for a 
term of not less than 1 year. 

“(4) ALABAMA.—Notwithstanding any other 
provision of law, the State of Alabama shall 
be a full member of the Authority and shall 
be entitled to all rights and privileges that 
the membership affords to all other partici- 
pating States in the Authority. 

‘(b) ALTERNATE MEMBERS.— 

‘“(1) STATE ALTERNATES.—The State mem- 
ber of a participating State may have a sin- 
gle alternate, who shall be— 

“(A) a resident of that State; and 

‘(B) appointed by the Governor of the 
State. 

‘(2) ALTERNATE FEDERAL COCHAIRPERSON.— 
The President shall appoint an alternate 
Federal cochairperson. 

“(3) QUORUM.—A State alternate shall not 
be counted toward the establishment of a 
quorum of the Authority in any instance in 
which a quorum of the State members is re- 
quired to be present. 

‘(4) DELEGATION OF POWER.—No power or 
responsibility of the Authority specified in 
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paragraphs (2) and (3) of subsection (c), and 
no voting right of any Authority member, 
shall be delegated to any person— 

“(A) who is not an Authority member; or 

‘“(B) who is not entitled to vote in Author- 
ity meetings. 

“(c) VOTING.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—A decision by the Au- 
thority shall require a majority vote of the 
Authority (not including any member rep- 
resenting a State that is delinquent under 
subsection (g)(2)(C)) to be effective. 

““(2) QUORUM.—A quorum of State members 
shall be required to be present for the Au- 
thority to make any policy decision, includ- 
ing— 

“(A) a modification or revision of an Au- 
thority policy decision; 

‘“(B) approval of a State or regional devel- 
opment plan; and 

“(C) any allocation of funds among the 
States. 

“(3) PROJECT AND GRANT PROPOSALS.—The 
approval of project and grant proposals shall 
be— 

“(A) a responsibility of the Authority; and 

‘“(B) conducted in accordance with section 
3809. 

“(4) VOTING BY ALTERNATE MEMBERS.—An 
alternate member shall vote in the case of 
the absence, death, disability, removal, or 
resignation of the Federal or State rep- 
resentative for which the alternate member 
is an alternate. 

“(d) DUTIES.—The Authority shall— 

“(1) develop, on a continuing basis, com- 
prehensive and coordinated plans and pro- 
grams to establish priorities and approve 
grants for the economic development of the 
region, giving due consideration to other 
Federal, State, and local planning and devel- 
opment activities in the region; 

‘“(2) review, and where appropriate amend, 
priorities in a development plan for the re- 
gion (including 5-year regional outcome tar- 
gets); 

“*(3) assess the needs and assets of the re- 
gion based on available research, demonstra- 
tions, investigations, assessments, and eval- 
uations of the region prepared by Federal, 
State, and local agencies, universities, local 
development districts, and other nonprofit 
groups; 

(4) formulate and recommend to the Gov- 
ernors and legislatures of States that par- 
ticipate in the Authority forms of interstate 
cooperation; 

““(5) work with State and local agencies in 
developing appropriate model legislation; 

“(6XA) enhance the capacity of, and pro- 
vide support for, local development districts 
in the region; or 

““(B) if no local development district exists 
in an area in a participating State in the re- 
gion, foster the creation of a local develop- 
ment district; 

“(7) encourage private investment in in- 
dustrial, commercial, and other economic 
development projects in the region; and 

“(8) cooperate with and assist State gov- 
ernments with economic development pro- 
grams of participating States. 

‘“(e) ADMINISTRATION.—In carrying out sub- 
section (d), the Authority may— 

“(1) hold such hearings, sit and act at such 
times and places, take such testimony, re- 
ceive such evidence, and print or otherwise 
reproduce and distribute a description of the 
proceedings and reports on actions by the 
Authority as the Authority considers appro- 
priate; 

“(2) authorize, through the Federal or 
State cochairperson or any other member of 
the Authority designated by the Authority, 
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the administration of oaths if the Authority 
determines that testimony should be taken 
or evidence received under oath; 

(3) request from any Federal, State, or 
local department or agency such information 
as may be available to or procurable by the 
department or agency that may be of use to 
the Authority in carrying out duties of the 
Authority; 

“(4) adopt, amend, and repeal bylaws, 
rules, and regulations governing the conduct 
of Authority business and the performance of 
Authority duties; 

‘“(5) request the head of any Federal de- 
partment or agency to detail to the Author- 
ity such personnel as the Authority requires 
to carry out duties of the Authority, each 
such detail to be without loss of seniority, 
pay, or other employee status; 

“(6) request the head of any State depart- 
ment or agency or local government to de- 
tail to the Authority such personnel as the 
Authority requires to carry out duties of the 
Authority, each such detail to be without 
loss of seniority, pay, or other employee sta- 
tus; 

‘('7) provide for coverage of Authority em- 
ployees in a suitable retirement and em- 
ployee benefit system by— 

“(A) making arrangements or entering 
into contracts with any participating State 
government; or 

‘(B) otherwise providing retirement and 
other employee benefit coverage; 

‘“(8) accept, use, and dispose of gifts or do- 
nations of services or real, personal, tan- 
gible, or intangible property; 

‘(9) enter into and perform such contracts, 
leases, cooperative agreements, or other 
transactions as are necessary to carry out 
Authority duties, including any contracts, 
leases, or cooperative agreements with— 

“(A) any department, agency, or instru- 
mentality of the United States; 

‘(B) any State (including a political sub- 
division, agency, or instrumentality of the 
State); or 

“(C) any person, firm, association, or cor- 
poration; and 

(10) establish and maintain a central of- 
fice and field offices at such locations as the 
Authority may select. 

“(f) FEDERAL AGENCY COOPERATION.—A 
Federal agency shall— 

“(1) cooperate with the Authority; and 

‘“(2) provide, on request of the Federal co- 
chairperson, appropriate assistance in car- 
rying out this chapter, in accordance with 
applicable Federal laws (including regula- 
tions). 

“(g) ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES.— 

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Administrative expenses 
of the Authority (except for the expenses of 
the Federal cochairperson, including ex- 
penses of the alternate and staff of the Fed- 
eral cochairperson, which shall be paid sole- 
ly by the Federal Government) shall be 
paid— 

“(A) by the Federal Government, in an 
amount equal to 50 percent of the adminis- 
trative expenses; and 

‘(B) by the States in the region partici- 
pating in the Authority, in an amount equal 
to 50 percent of the administrative expenses. 

‘(2) STATE SHARE.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The share of administra- 
tive expenses of the Authority to be paid by 
each State shall be determined by the Au- 
thority. 

‘(B) NO FEDERAL PARTICIPATION.—The Fed- 
eral cochairperson shall not participate or 
vote in any decision under subparagraph (A). 

‘(C) DELINQUENT STATES.—If a State is de- 
linquent in payment of the State’s share of 
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administrative expenses of the Authority 
under this subsection— 

“(i) no assistance under this chapter shall 
be furnished to the State (including assist- 
ance to a political subdivision or a resident 
of the State); and 

“(ii) no member of the Authority from the 
State shall participate or vote in any action 
by the Authority. 

‘“(h) COMPENSATION.— 

‘(1) FEDERAL COCHAIRPERSON.—The Federal 
cochairperson shall be compensated by the 
Federal Government at level III of the Exec- 
utive Schedule in subchapter II of chapter 53 
of title 5, United States Code. 

‘(2) ALTERNATE FEDERAL COCHAIRPERSON.— 
The alternate Federal cochairperson— 

“(A) shall be compensated by the Federal 
Government at level V of the Executive 
Schedule described in paragraph (1); and 

“(B) when not actively serving as an alter- 
nate for the Federal cochairperson, shall per- 
form such functions and duties as are dele- 
gated by the Federal cochairperson. 

‘*(3) STATE MEMBERS AND ALTERNATES.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—A State shall com- 
pensate each member and alternate rep- 
resenting the State on the Authority at the 
rate established by law of the State. 

“(B) NO ADDITIONAL COMPENSATION.—No 
State member or alternate member shall re- 
ceive any salary, or any contribution to or 
supplementation of salary from any source 
other than the State for services provided by 
the member or alternate to the Authority. 

‘(4) DETAILED EMPLOYEES.— 

‘(A) IN GENERAL.—No person detailed to 
serve the Authority under subsection (e)(6) 
shall receive any salary or any contribution 
to or supplementation of salary for services 
provided to the Authority from— 

“(i) any source other than the State, local, 
or intergovernmental department or agency 
from which the person was detailed; or 

“(ii) the Authority. 

‘(B) VIOLATION.—Any person that violates 
this paragraph shall be fined not more than 
$5,000, imprisoned not more than 1 year, or 
both. 

“(C) APPLICABLE LAW.—The Federal co- 
chairperson, the alternate Federal cochair- 
person, and any Federal officer or employee 
detailed to duty on the Authority under sub- 
section (e)(5) shall not be subject to subpara- 
graph (A), but shall remain subject to sec- 
tions 202 through 209 of title 18, United 
States Code. 

‘*(5) ADDITIONAL PERSONNEL.— 

““(A) COMPENSATION.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—The Authority may ap- 
point and fix the compensation of an execu- 
tive director and such other personnel as are 
necessary to enable the Authority to carry 
out the duties of the Authority. 

FELLY EXCEPTION.—Compensation under 
clause (i) shall not exceed the maximum rate 
for the Senior Executive Service under sec- 
tion 5382 of title 5, United States Code, in- 
cluding any applicable locality-based com- 
parability payment that may be authorized 
under section 5304(h)(2)(C) of that title. 

‘“(B) EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR.—The executive 
director shall be responsible for— 

“(i) the carrying out of the administrative 
duties of the Authority; 

“(ii) direction of the Authority staff; and 

“(iii) such other duties as the Authority 
may assign. 

‘(C) NO FEDERAL EMPLOYEE STATUS.—No 
member, alternate, officer, or employee of 
the Authority (except the Federal cochair- 
person of the Authority, the alternate and 
staff for the Federal cochairperson, and any 
Federal employee detailed to the Authority 
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under subsection (e)(5)) shall be considered 
to be a Federal employee for any purpose. 

‘(i) CONFLICTS OF INTEREST.— 

““(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided under 
paragraph (2), no State member, alternate, 
officer, or employee of the Authority shall 
participate personally and substantially as a 
member, alternate, officer, or employee of 
the Authority, through decision, approval, 
disapproval, recommendation, the rendering 
of advice, investigation, or otherwise, in any 
proceeding, application, request for a ruling 
or other determination, contract, claim, con- 
troversy, or other matter in which, to 
knowledge of the member, alternate, officer, 
or employee, there is a financial interest of— 

“(A) the member, alternate, officer, or em- 
ployee; 

“(B) the spouse, minor child, partner, or 
organization (other than a State or political 
subdivision of the State) of the member, al- 
ternate, officer, or employee, in which the 
member, alternate, officer, or employee is 
serving as officer, director, trustee, partner, 
or employee; or 

““(C) any person or organization with whom 
the member, alternate, officer, or employee 
is negotiating or has any arrangement con- 
cerning prospective employment. 

“(2) DISCLOSURE.—Paragraph (1) shall not 
apply if the State member, alternate, officer, 
or employee— 

“(A) immediately advises the Authority of 
the nature and circumstances of the pro- 
ceeding, application, request for a ruling or 
other determination, contract, claim, con- 
troversy, or other particular matter pre- 
senting a potential conflict of interest; 

‘“(B) makes full disclosure of the financial 
interest; and 

“(C) before the proceeding concerning the 
matter presenting the conflict of interest, 
receives a written determination by the Au- 
thority that the interest is not so substan- 
tial as to be likely to affect the integrity of 
the services that the Authority may expect 
from the State member, alternate, officer, or 
employee. 

(3) VIOLATION.—Any person that violates 
this subsection shall be fined not more than 
$10,000, imprisoned not more than 2 years, or 
both. 

‘(j) VALIDITY OF CONTRACTS, LOANS, AND 
GRANTS.—The Authority may declare void 
any contract, loan, or grant of or by the Au- 
thority in relation to which the Authority 
determines that there has been a violation of 
any provision under subsection (h)(4), sub- 
section (i), or sections 202 through 209 of title 
18, United States Code. 

“SEC. 3803. ECONOMIC AND COMMUNITY DEVEL- 
OPMENT GRANTS. 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—The Authority may ap- 
prove grants to States and public and non- 
profit entities for projects, approved in ac- 
cordance with section 3809— 

“(1) to develop the transportation infra- 
structure of the region for the purpose of fa- 
cilitating economic development in the re- 
gion (except that grants for this purpose 
may only be made to a State or local govern- 
ment); 

‘“(2) to assist the region in obtaining the 
job training, employment-related education, 
and business development (with an emphasis 
on entrepreneurship) that are needed to 
build and maintain strong local economies; 

(3) to provide assistance to severely dis- 
tressed and underdeveloped areas that lack 
financial resources for improving basic pub- 
lic services; 

“(4) to provide assistance to severely dis- 
tressed and underdeveloped areas that lack 
financial resources for equipping industrial 
parks and related facilities; and 
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‘“(5) to otherwise achieve the purposes of 
this chapter. 

‘*(b) FUNDING.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Funds for grants under 
subsection (a) may be provided— 

“(A) entirely from appropriations to carry 
out this section; 

“(B) in combination with funds available 
under another Federal or Federal grant pro- 
gram; or 

“(C) from any other source. 

‘(2) PRIORITY OF FUNDING.—To best build 
the foundations for long-term economic de- 
velopment and to complement other Federal 
and State resources in the region, Federal 
funds available under this chapter shall be 
focused on the activities in the following 
order or priority: 

“(A) Basic public infrastructure in dis- 
tressed counties and isolated areas of dis- 
tress. 

‘(B) Transportation infrastructure for the 
purpose of facilitating economic develop- 
ment in the region. 

‘(C) Business development, with emphasis 
on entrepreneurship. 

‘(D) Job training or employment-related 
education, with emphasis on use of existing 
public educational institutions located in 
the region. 

“SEC. 3804. SUPPLEMENTS TO FEDERAL GRANT 
PROGRAMS. 

“(a) FINDING.—Congress finds that certain 
States and local communities of the region, 
including local development districts, may 
be unable to take maximum advantage of 
Federal grant programs for which the States 
and communities are eligible because— 

“(1) the States or communities lack the 
economic resources to provide the required 
matching share; or 

“(2) there are insufficient funds available 
under the applicable Federal law authorizing 
the Federal grant program to meet pressing 
needs of the region. 

‘(b) FEDERAL GRANT PROGRAM FUNDING.— 
Notwithstanding any provision of law lim- 
iting the Federal share, the areas eligible for 
assistance, or the authorizations of appro- 
priations of any Federal grant program, and 
in accordance with subsection (c), the Au- 
thority, with the approval of the Federal co- 
chairperson and with respect to a project to 
be carried out in the region— 

“(1) may increase the Federal share of the 
costs of a project under the Federal grant 
program to not more than 90 percent (except 
as provided in section 3806(b)); and 

“(2) shall use amounts made available to 
carry out this chapter to pay the increased 
Federal share. 

‘(c) CERTIFICATIONS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—In the case of any 
project for which all or any portion of the 
basic Federal share of the costs of the 
project is proposed to be paid under this sec- 
tion, no Federal contribution shall be made 
until the Federal official administering the 
Federal law that authorizes the Federal 
grant program certifies that the project— 

“(A) meets (except as provided in sub- 
section (b)) the applicable requirements of 
the applicable Federal grant program; and 

‘(B) could be approved for Federal con- 
tribution under the Federal grant program if 
funds were available under the law for the 
project. 

‘(2) CERTIFICATION BY AUTHORITY.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The certifications and 
determinations required to be made by the 
Authority for approval of projects under this 
Act in accordance with section 3809 shall 
be— 

“(i) controlling; and 
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““(ii) accepted by the Federal agencies. 

‘(B) ACCEPTANCE BY FEDERAL COCHAIR- 
PERSON.—In the case of any project described 
in paragraph (1), any finding, report, certifi- 
cation, or documentation required to be sub- 
mitted with respect to the project to the 
head of the department, agency, or instru- 
mentality of the Federal Government re- 
sponsible for the administration of the Fed- 
eral grant program under which the project 
is carried out shall be accepted by the Fed- 
eral cochairperson. 

“SEC. 3805. LOCAL DEVELOPMENT DISTRICTS; 
CERTIFICATION AND ADMINISTRA- 
TIVE EXPENSES. 

“(a) DEFINITION OF LOCAL DEVELOPMENT 
DISTRICT.—In this section, the term ‘local 
development district’ means an entity that— 

1) is— 

“(A) a planning district in existence on the 
date of enactment of the Agriculture Re- 
form, Food, and Jobs Act of 2012 that is rec- 
ognized by the Secretary; or 

‘(B) if an entity described in subparagraph 
(A) does not exist— 

“(i) organized and operated in a manner 
that ensures broad-based community partici- 
pation and an effective opportunity for other 
nonprofit groups to contribute to the devel- 
opment and implementation of programs in 
the region; 

“(ii) governed by a policy board with at 
least a simple majority of members con- 
sisting of elected officials or employees of a 
general purpose unit of local government 
who have been appointed to represent the 
government; 

“(iii) certified to the Authority as having a 
charter or authority that includes the eco- 
nomic development of counties or parts of 
counties or other political subdivisions with- 
in the region— 

“(I) by the Governor of each State in which 
the entity is located; or 

“(ID) by the State officer designated by the 
appropriate State law to make the certifi- 
cation; and 

““(iv)(I) a nonprofit incorporated body orga- 
nized or chartered under the law of the State 
in which the entity is located; 

“(IT) a nonprofit agency or instrumentality 
of a State or local government; 

“(IIT) a public organization established be- 
fore December 21, 2000, under State law for 
creation of multi-jurisdictional, area-wide 
planning organizations; or 

‘“(IV) a nonprofit association or combina- 
tion of bodies, agencies, and instrumental- 
ities described in subclauses (I) through (III); 
and 

“(2) has not, as certified by the Federal co- 
chairperson— 

‘(A) inappropriately used Federal grant 
funds from any Federal source; or 

‘(B) appointed an officer who, during the 
period in which another entity inappropri- 
ately used Federal grant funds from any Fed- 
eral source, was an officer of the other enti- 
ty. 
‘(b) GRANTS TO LOCAL DEVELOPMENT DIS- 
TRICTS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Authority shall 
make grants for administrative expenses 
under this section. 

‘‘(2) CONDITIONS FOR GRANTS.— 

“(A) MAXIMUM AMOUNT.—The amount of 
any grant awarded under paragraph (1) shall 
not exceed 80 percent of the administrative 
expenses of the local development district 
receiving the grant. 

“(B) MAXIMUM PERIOD.—No grant described 
in paragraph (1) shall be awarded to a State 
agency certified as a local development dis- 
trict for a period greater than 3 years. 
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“(C) LOCAL SHARE.—The contributions of a 
local development district for administrative 
expenses may be in cash or in kind, fairly 
evaluated, including space, equipment, and 
services. 

‘“(c) DUTIES OF LOCAL DEVELOPMENT DIS- 
TRICTS.—A local development district shall— 

““(1) operate as a lead organization serving 
multicounty areas in the region at the local 
level; and 

‘“(2) serve as a liaison between State and 
local governments, nonprofit organizations 
(including community-based groups and edu- 
cational institutions), the business commu- 
nity, and citizens that— 

“(A) are involved in multijurisdictional 
planning; 

“(B) provide technical assistance to local 
jurisdictions and potential grantees; and 

“(C) provide leadership and civic develop- 
ment assistance. 

“SEC. 3806. DISTRESSED COUNTIES AND AREAS 
AND NONDISTRESSED COUNTIES. 

“(a) DESIGNATIONS.—Each year, the Au- 
thority, in accordance with such criteria as 
the Authority may establish, shall des- 
ignate— 

“(1) as distressed counties, counties in the 
region that are the most severely and per- 
sistently distressed and underdeveloped and 
have high rates of poverty or unemployment; 

‘“(2) as nondistressed counties, counties in 
the region that are not designated as dis- 
tressed counties under paragraph (1); and 

‘“(3) as isolated areas of distress, areas lo- 
cated in nondistressed counties (as des- 
ignated under paragraph (2)) that have high 
rates of poverty or unemployment. 

‘(b) DISTRESSED COUNTIES.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Authority shall allo- 
cate at least 75 percent of the appropriations 
made available under section 3813 for pro- 
grams and projects designed to serve the 
needs of distressed counties and isolated 
areas of distress in the region. 

‘“(2) FUNDING LIMITATIONS.—The funding 
limitations under section 3804(b) shall not 
apply to a project providing transportation 
or basic public services to residents of 1 or 
more distressed counties or isolated areas of 
distress in the region. 

‘*(¢) NONDISTRESSED COUNTIES.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
this subsection, no funds shall be provided 
under this chapter for a project located in a 
county designated as a nondistressed county 
under subsection (a)(2). 

‘(2) EXCEPTIONS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The funding prohibition 
under paragraph (1) shall not apply to grants 
to fund the administrative expenses of local 
development districts under section 3805(b). 

‘(B) MULTICOUNTY PROJECTS.—The Author- 
ity may waive the application of the funding 
prohibition under paragraph (1) to a multi- 
county project that includes participation by 
a nondistressed county; or any other type of 
project if the Authority determines that the 
project could bring significant benefits to 
areas of the region outside a nondistressed 
county. 

“(C) ISOLATED AREAS OF DISTRESS.—For a 
designation of an isolated area of distress for 
assistance to be effective, the designation 
shall be supported— 

“(i) by the most recent Federal data avail- 
able; or 

“(ii) if no recent Federal data are avail- 
able, by the most recent data available 
through the government of the State in 
which the isolated area of distress is located. 

‘“(d) TRANSPORTATION AND BASIC PUBLIC IN- 
FRASTRUCTURE.—The Authority shall allo- 
cate at least 50 percent of any funds made 
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available under section 3813 for transpor- 
tation and basic public infrastructure 
projects authorized under paragraphs (1) and 
(3) of section 3803(a). 

“SEC. 3807. DEVELOPMENT PLANNING PROCESS. 

“(a) STATE DEVELOPMENT PLAN.—In ac- 
cordance with policies established by the Au- 
thority, each State member shall submit a 
development plan for the area of the region 
represented by the State member. 

‘“(b) CONTENT OF PLAN.—A State develop- 
ment plan submitted under subsection (a) 
shall reflect the goals, objectives, and prior- 
ities identified in the regional development 
plan developed under section 3802(d)(2). 

‘“(¢) CONSULTATION WITH INTERESTED LOCAL 
PARTIES.—In carrying out the development 
planning process (including the selection of 
programs and projects for assistance), a 
State may— 

“(1) consult with— 

“(A) local development districts; and 

“(B) local units of government; and 

“(2) take into consideration the goals, ob- 
jectives, priorities, and recommendations of 
the entities described in paragraph (1). 

‘(d) PUBLIC PARTICIPATION.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Authority and appli- 
cable State and local development districts 
shall encourage and assist, to the maximum 
extent practicable, public participation in 
the development, revision, and implementa- 
tion of all plans and programs under this 
chapter. 

“(2) REGULATIONS.—The Authority shall 
develop guidelines for providing public par- 
ticipation described in paragraph (1), includ- 
ing public hearings. 

“SEC. 3808. PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT CRITERIA. 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—In considering programs 
and projects to be provided assistance under 
this chapter and in establishing a priority 
ranking of the requests for assistance pro- 
vided by the Authority, the Authority shall 
follow procedures that ensure, to the max- 
imum extent practicable, consideration of— 

“(1) the relationship of the project or class 
of projects to overall regional development; 

‘(2) the per capita income and poverty and 
unemployment rates in an area; 

“(3) the financial resources available to 
the applicants for assistance seeking to 
carry out the project, with emphasis on en- 
suring that projects are adequately financed 
to maximize the probability of successful 
economic development; 

“(4) the importance of the project or class 
of projects in relation to other projects or 
classes of projects that may be in competi- 
tion for the same funds; 

‘“(5) the prospects that the project for 
which assistance is sought will improve, on a 
continuing rather than a temporary basis, 
the opportunities for employment, the aver- 
age level of income, or the economic develop- 
ment of the area served by the project; and 

‘(6) the extent to which the project design 
provides for detailed outcome measurements 
by which grant expenditures and the results 
of the expenditures may be evaluated. 

“(b) NO RELOCATION ASSISTANCE.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
paragraph (2), no financial assistance author- 
ized by this chapter shall be used to assist a 
person or entity in relocating from 1 area to 
another. 

‘(2) OUTSIDE BUSINESSES.—Financial assist- 
ance under this chapter may be used as oth- 
erwise authorized by this title to attract 
businesses from outside the region to the re- 
gion. 

‘(c) REDUCTION OF FUNDS.—Funds may be 
provided for a program or project in a State 
under this chapter only if the Authority de- 
termines that the level of Federal or State 
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financial assistance provided under a law 
other than this chapter, for the same type of 
program or project in the same area of the 
State within the region, will not be reduced 
as a result of funds made available by this 
chapter. 

“SEC. 3809. APPROVAL OF DEVELOPMENT PLANS 

AND PROJECTS. 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—A State or regional de- 
velopment plan or any multistate sub- 
regional plan that is proposed for develop- 
ment under this chapter shall be reviewed 
and approved by the Authority. 

‘(b) EVALUATION BY STATE MEMBER.—An 
application for a grant or any other assist- 
ance for a project under this chapter shall be 
made through and evaluated for approval by 
the State member of the Authority rep- 
resenting the applicant. 

‘“(c) CERTIFICATION.—An application for a 
grant or other assistance for a project shall 
be approved only on certification by the 
State member that the application for the 
project— 

“(1) describes ways in which the project 
complies with any applicable State develop- 
ment plan; 

“(2) meets applicable criteria under section 
3808; 

(3) provides adequate assurance that the 
proposed project will be properly adminis- 
tered, operated, and maintained; and 

“(4) otherwise meets the requirements of 
this chapter. 

‘(d) APPROVAL OF GRANT APPLICATIONS.— 
On certification by a State member of the 
Authority of an application for a grant or 
other assistance for a specific project under 
this section, an affirmative vote of the Au- 
thority under section 3802(c) shall be re- 
quired for approval of the application. 

“SEC. 3810. CONSENT OF STATES. 

“Nothing in this chapter requires any 
State to engage in or accept any program 
under this chapter without the consent of 
the State. 

“SEC. 3811. RECORDS. 

‘*“(a) RECORDS OF THE AUTHORITY .— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Authority shall 
maintain accurate and complete records of 
all transactions and activities of the Author- 
ity. 

‘(2) AVAILABILITY.—AI] records of the Au- 
thority shall be available for audit and ex- 
amination by the Comptroller General of the 
United States and the Inspector General of 
the Department of Agriculture (including au- 
thorized representatives of the Comptroller 
General and the Inspector General of the De- 
partment of Agriculture). 

‘(b) RECORDS OF RECIPIENTS OF FEDERAL 
ASSISTANCE.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—A recipient of Federal 
funds under this chapter shall, as required by 
the Authority, maintain accurate and com- 
plete records of transactions and activities 
financed with Federal funds and report on 
the transactions and activities to the Au- 
thority. 

‘“(2) AVAILABILITY.—AI1l records required 
under paragraph (1) shall be available for 
audit by the Comptroller General of the 
United States, the Inspector General of the 
Department of Agriculture, and the Author- 
ity (including authorized representatives of 
the Comptroller General, the Inspector Gen- 
eral of the Department of Agriculture, and 
the Authority). 

“SEC. 3812. ANNUAL REPORT. 

“Not later than 180 days after the end of 
each fiscal year, the Authority shall submit 
to the President and to Congress a report de- 
scribing the activities carried out under this 
chapter. 
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“SEC. 3813. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIA- 
TIONS. 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—There is authorized to 
be appropriated to the Authority to carry 
out this chapter $30,000,000 for each of fiscal 
years 2012 through 2017, to remain available 
until expended. 

“(b) ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES.—Not more 
than 5 percent of the amount appropriated 
under subsection (a) for a fiscal year shall be 
used for administrative expenses of the Au- 
thority. 

“SEC. 3814. TERMINATION OF AUTHORITY. 

“This chapter and the authority provided 
under this chapter expire on October 1, 2017. 
“CHAPTER 5—NORTHERN GREAT PLAINS 

REGIONAL AUTHORITY 
“SEC. 3821. DEFINITIONS. 

“In this chapter: 

“(1) AUTHORITY.—The term ‘Authority’ 
means the Northern Great Plains Regional 
Authority established by section 3822. 

‘(2) FEDERAL GRANT PROGRAM.—The term 
‘Federal grant program’ means a Federal 
grant program to provide assistance in— 

“(A) implementing the recommendations 
of the Northern Great Plains Rural Develop- 
ment Commission established by the North- 
ern Great Plains Rural Development Act (7 
U.S.C. 2661 note; Public Law 103-818); 

“(B) acquiring or developing land; 

“(C) constructing or equipping a highway, 
road, bridge, or facility; 

“(D) carrying out other economic develop- 
ment activities; or 

“(E) conducting research activities related 
to the activities described in subparagraphs 
(A) through (D). 

(3) REGION.—The term ‘region’ means the 
States of Iowa, Minnesota, Missouri (other 
than counties included in the Delta Regional 
Authority), Nebraska, North Dakota, and 
South Dakota. 

“SEC. 3822. NORTHERN GREAT PLAINS REGIONAL 
AUTHORITY. 

““(a) ESTABLISHMENT.— 

‘“(1) IN GENERAL.—There is established the 
Northern Great Plains Regional Authority. 

‘(2) COMPOSITION.—The Authority shall be 
composed of— 

“(A) a Federal member, to be appointed by 
the President, by and with the advice and 
consent of the Senate; 

“(B) the Governor (or a designee of the 
Governor) of each State in the region that 
elects to participate in the Authority; and 

““(C) a member of an Indian tribe, who shall 
be a chairperson of an Indian tribe in the re- 
gion or a designee of such a chairperson, to 
be appointed by the President, by and with 
the advice and consent of the Senate. 

‘(3) COCHAIRPERSONS.—The Authority shall 
be headed by— 

“(A) the Federal member, who shall serve 
as— 

“() the Federal cochairperson; and 

““(ji) a liaison between the Federal Govern- 
ment and the Authority; 

‘“(B) a State cochairperson, who shall be— 

“() a Governor of a participating State in 
the region; and 

‘“(ii) elected by the State members for a 
term of not less than 1 year; and 

“(C) the member of an Indian tribe, who 
shall serve as— 

‘“(i) the tribal cochairperson; and 

“(ii) a liaison between the governments of 
Indian tribes in the region and the Author- 
ity. 

‘(4) FAILURE TO CONFIRM.— 

“(A) FEDERAL MEMBER.—Notwithstanding 
any other provision of this section, if a Fed- 
eral member described in paragraph (2)(A) 
has not been confirmed by the Senate by not 
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later than 180 days after the date of enact- 
ment of the Agriculture Reform, Food, and 
Jobs Act of 2012, the Authority may organize 
and operate without the Federal member. 

‘(B) TRIBAL COCHAIRPERSON.—In the case of 
the tribal cochairperson, if no tribal cochair- 
person is confirmed by the Senate, the re- 
gional authority shall consult and coordi- 
nate with the leaders of Indian tribes in the 
region concerning the activities of the Au- 
thority, as appropriate. 


‘(b) ALTERNATE MEMBERS.— 

‘(1) ALTERNATE FEDERAL COCHAIRPERSON.— 
The President shall appoint an alternate 
Federal cochairperson. 

‘(2) STATE ALTERNATES.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The State member of a 
participating State may have a single alter- 
nate, who shall be— 

“(i) a resident of that State; and 

“(ii) appointed by the Governor of the 
State. 

‘“(B) QUORUM.—A State alternate member 
shall not be counted toward the establish- 
ment of a quorum of the members of the Au- 
thority in any case in which a quorum of the 
State members is required to be present. 

‘(3) ALTERNATE TRIBAL COCHAIRPERSON.— 
The President shall appoint an alternate 
tribal cochairperson, by and with the advice 
and consent of the Senate. 

‘“(4) DELEGATION OF POWER.—No power or 
responsibility of the Authority specified in 
paragraphs (2) and (8) of subsection (c), and 
no voting right of any member of the Au- 
thority, shall be delegated to any person who 
is not— 

“(A) a member of the Authority; or 

“(B) entitled to vote in Authority meet- 
ings. 


‘(c) VOTING.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—A decision by the Au- 
thority shall require a majority vote of the 
Authority (not including any member rep- 
resenting a State that is delinquent under 
subsection (g)(2)(D)) to be effective. 

“(2) QUORUM.—A quorum of State members 
shall be required to be present for the Au- 
thority to make any policy decision, includ- 
ing— 

“(A) a modification or revision of an Au- 
thority policy decision; 

‘(B) approval of a State or regional devel- 
opment plan; and 

“(C) any allocation of funds among the 
States. 

‘(3) PROJECT AND GRANT PROPOSALS.—The 
approval of project and grant proposals shall 
be— 

“(A) a responsibility of the Authority; and 

“(B) conducted in accordance with section 
3830. 

‘(4) VOTING BY ALTERNATE MEMBERS.—An 
alternate member shall vote in the case of 
the absence, death, disability, removal, or 
resignation of the Federal, State, or Indian 
tribe member for whom the alternate mem- 
ber is an alternate. 


“(d) DuTIES.—The Authority shall— 

“(1) develop, on a continuing basis, com- 
prehensive and coordinated plans and pro- 
grams for multistate cooperation to advance 
the economic and social well-being of the re- 
gion and to approve grants for the economic 
development of the region, giving due con- 
sideration to other Federal, State, tribal, 
and local planning and development activi- 
ties in the region; 

“(2) review, and when appropriate amend, 
priorities in a development plan for the re- 
gion (including 5-year regional outcome tar- 
gets); 
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“(3) assess the needs and assets of the re- 
gion based on available research, demonstra- 
tions, investigations, assessments, and eval- 
uations of the region prepared by Federal, 
State, tribal, and local agencies, univer- 
sities, regional and local development dis- 
tricts or organizations, and other nonprofit 
groups; 

“(4) formulate and recommend to the Gov- 
ernors and legislatures of States that par- 
ticipate in the Authority forms of interstate 
cooperation for— 

“(A) renewable energy development and 
transmission; 

‘“(B) transportation planning and economic 
development; 

“(C) information technology; 

“(D) movement of freight and individuals 
within the region; 

“(E) federally-funded research at institu- 
tions of higher education; and 

“(F) conservation land management; 

“(5) work with State, tribal, and local 
agencies in developing appropriate model 
legislation; 

‘“(6) enhance the capacity of, and provide 
support for, multistate development and re- 
search organizations, local development or- 
ganizations and districts, and resource con- 
servation districts in the region; 

‘“(7) encourage private investment in in- 
dustrial, commercial, renewable energy, and 
other economic development projects in the 
region; and 

“(8) cooperate with and assist State gov- 
ernments with economic development pro- 
grams of participating States. 

“(e) ADMINISTRATION.—In carrying out sub- 
section (d), the Authority may— 

“(1) hold such hearings, sit and act at such 
times and places, take such testimony, re- 
ceive such evidence, and print or otherwise 
reproduce and distribute a description of the 
proceedings and reports on actions by the 
Authority as the Authority considers appro- 
priate; 

“(2) authorize, through the Federal, State, 
or tribal cochairperson or any other member 
of the Authority designated by the Author- 
ity, the administration of oaths if the Au- 
thority determines that testimony should be 
taken or evidence received under oath; 

“(3) request from any Federal, State, trib- 
al, or local agency such information as may 
be available to or procurable by the agency 
that may be of use to the Authority in car- 
rying out the duties of the Authority; 

‘“(4) adopt, amend, and repeal bylaws and 
rules governing the conduct of business and 
the performance of duties of the Authority; 

‘“(5) request the head of any Federal agen- 
cy to detail to the Authority such personnel 
as the Authority requires to carry out duties 
of the Authority, each such detail to be 
without loss of seniority, pay, or other em- 
ployee status; 

“(6) request the head of any State agency, 
tribal government, or local government to 
detail to the Authority such personnel as the 
Authority requires to carry out duties of the 
Authority, each such detail to be without 
loss of seniority, pay, or other employee sta- 
tus; 

‘('7) provide for coverage of Authority em- 
ployees in a suitable retirement and em- 
ployee benefit system by— 

“(A) making arrangements or entering 
into contracts with any participating State 
government or tribal government; or 

‘(B) otherwise providing retirement and 
other employee benefit coverage; 

“(8) accept, use, and dispose of gifts or do- 
nations of services or real, personal, tan- 
gible, or intangible property; 
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(9) enter into and perform such contracts, 
leases, cooperative agreements, or other 
transactions as are necessary to carry out 
Authority duties, including any contracts, 
leases, or cooperative agreements with— 

“(A) any department, agency, or instru- 
mentality of the United States; 

“(B) any State (including a political sub- 
division, agency, or instrumentality of the 
State); 

“(C) any Indian tribe in the region; or 

“(D) any person, firm, association, or cor- 
poration; and 

(10) establish and maintain a central of- 
fice and field offices at such locations as the 
Authority may select. 

“(f) FEDERAL AGENCY COOPERATION.—A 
Federal agency shall— 

‘“(1) cooperate with the Authority; and 

‘“(2) provide, on request of a cochairperson, 
appropriate assistance in carrying out this 
chapter, in accordance with applicable Fed- 
eral laws (including regulations). 

‘“(g) ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES.— 

‘“(1) FEDERAL SHARE.—The Federal share of 
the administrative expenses of the Authority 
shall be— 

“(A) for each of fiscal years 2012 and 2018, 
100 percent; 

““(B) for fiscal year 2014, 75 percent; and 

“(C) for fiscal year 2015 and each fiscal 
year thereafter, 50 percent. 

‘‘(2) NON-FEDERAL SHARE.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The non-Federal share 
of the administrative expenses of the Au- 
thority shall be paid by non-Federal sources 
in the States that participate in the Author- 
ity. 

“(B) SHARE PAID BY EACH STATE.—The 
share of administrative expenses of the Au- 
thority to be paid by non-Federal sources in 
each State shall be determined by the Au- 
thority. 

‘“(C) NO FEDERAL PARTICIPATION.—The Fed- 
eral cochairperson shall not participate or 
vote in any decision under subparagraph (B). 

‘“(D) DELINQUENT STATES.—If a State is de- 
linquent in payment of the State’s share of 
administrative expenses of the Authority 
under this subsection— 

““(i) no assistance under this chapter shall 
be provided to the State (including assist- 
ance to a political subdivision or a resident 
of the State); and 

‘“(ii) no member of the Authority from the 
State shall participate or vote in any action 
by the Authority. 

‘(h) COMPENSATION.— 


“(1) FEDERAL AND TRIBAL  COCHAIR- 
PERSONS.—The Federal cochairperson and 
the tribal cochairperson shall be com- 


pensated by the Federal Government at the 
annual rate of basic pay prescribed for level 
III of the Executive Schedule in subchapter 
II of chapter 53 of title 5, United States Code. 

“(2) ALTERNATE FEDERAL AND TRIBAL CO- 
CHAIRPERSONS.—The alternate Federal co- 
chairperson and the alternate tribal cochair- 
person— 

“(A) shall be compensated by the Federal 
Government at the annual rate of basic pay 
prescribed for level V of the Executive 
Schedule described in paragraph (1); and 

“(B) when not actively serving as an alter- 
nate, shall perform such functions and duties 
as are delegated by the Federal cochair- 
person or the tribal cochairperson, respec- 
tively. 

“(3) STATE MEMBERS AND ALTERNATES.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—A State shall com- 
pensate each member and alternate rep- 
resenting the State on the Authority at the 
rate established by State law. 

“(B) NO ADDITIONAL COMPENSATION.—No 
State member or alternate member shall re- 
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ceive any salary, or any contribution to or 
supplementation of salary from any source 
other than the State for services provided by 
the member or alternate member to the Au- 
thority. 

‘(4) DETAILED EMPLOYEES.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—No person detailed to 
serve the Authority under subsection (e)(6) 
shall receive any salary or any contribution 
to or supplementation of salary for services 
provided to the Authority from— 

“(i) any source other than the State, trib- 
al, local, or intergovernmental agency from 
which the person was detailed; or 

“(ii) the Authority. 

‘“(B) VIOLATION.—Any person that violates 
this paragraph shall be fined not more than 
$5,000, imprisoned not more than 1 year, or 
both. 

“(C) APPLICABLE LAW.—The Federal co- 
chairperson, the alternate Federal cochair- 
person, and any Federal officer or employee 
detailed to duty on the Authority under sub- 
section (e)(5) shall not be subject to subpara- 
graph (A), but shall remain subject to sec- 
tions 202 through 209 of title 18, United 
States Code. 

‘*(6) ADDITIONAL PERSONNEL.— 

‘(A) COMPENSATION.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—The Authority may ap- 
point and fix the compensation of an execu- 
tive director and such other personnel as are 
necessary to enable the Authority to carry 
out the duties of the Authority. 

“(i) EXCEPTION.—Compensation under 
clause (i) shall not exceed the maximum rate 
for the Senior Executive Service under sec- 
tion 5382 of title 5, United States Code, in- 
cluding any applicable locality-based com- 
parability payment that may be authorized 
under section 5304(h)(2)(C) of that title. 

‘“(B) EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR.—The executive 
director shall be responsible for— 

“(i) the carrying out of the administrative 
duties of the Authority; 

“(ii) direction of the Authority staff; and 

“(iii) such other duties as the Authority 
may assign. 

‘(C) NO FEDERAL EMPLOYEE STATUS.—No 
member, alternate, officer, or employee of 
the Authority (except the Federal cochair- 
person of the Authority, the alternate and 
staff for the Federal cochairperson, and any 
Federal employee detailed to the Authority 
under subsection (e)(5)) shall be considered 
to be a Federal employee for any purpose. 

‘(i) CONFLICTS OF INTEREST.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided under 
paragraph (2), no State member, Indian tribe 
member, State alternate, officer, or em- 
ployee of the Authority shall participate per- 
sonally and substantially as a member, al- 
ternate, officer, or employee of the Author- 
ity, through decision, approval, disapproval, 
recommendation, the rendering of advice, in- 
vestigation, or otherwise, in any proceeding, 
application, request for a ruling or other de- 
termination, contract, claim, controversy, or 
other matter in which, to knowledge of the 
member, alternate, officer, or employee, 
there is a financial interest of— 

“(A) the member, alternate, officer, or em- 
ployee; 

‘(B) the spouse, minor child, partner, or 
organization (other than a State or political 
subdivision of the State or the Indian tribe) 
of the member, alternate, officer, or em- 
ployee, in which the member, alternate, offi- 
cer, or employee is serving as officer, direc- 
tor, trustee, partner, or employee; or 

“(C) any person or organization with whom 
the member, alternate, officer, or employee 
is negotiating or has any arrangement con- 
cerning prospective employment. 
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‘(2) DISCLOSURE.—Paragraph (1) shall not 
apply if the State member, Indian tribe 
member, alternate, officer, or employee— 

“(A) immediately advises the Authority of 
the nature and circumstances of the pro- 
ceeding, application, request for a ruling or 
other determination, contract, claim, con- 
troversy, or other particular matter pre- 
senting a potential conflict of interest; 

“(B) makes full disclosure of the financial 
interest; and 

‘(C) before the proceeding concerning the 
matter presenting the conflict of interest, 
receives a written determination by the Au- 
thority that the interest is not so substan- 
tial as to be likely to affect the integrity of 
the services that the Authority may expect 
from the State member, Indian tribe mem- 
ber, alternate, officer, or employee. 

(83) VIOLATION.—Any person that violates 
this subsection shall be fined not more than 
$10,000, imprisoned not more than 2 years, or 
both. 

“(j) VALIDITY OF CONTRACTS, LOANS, AND 
GRANTS.—The Authority may declare void 
any contract, loan, or grant of or by the Au- 
thority in relation to which the Authority 
determines that there has been a violation of 
any provision under subsection (h)(4) or sub- 
section (i) of this chapter, or sections 202 
through 209 of title 18, United States Code. 
“SEC. 3823. INTERSTATE COOPERATION FOR ECO- 

NOMIC OPPORTUNITY AND EFFI- 
CIENCY. 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—The Authority shall pro- 
vide assistance to States in developing re- 
gional plans to address multistate economic 
issues, including plans— 

‘“(1) to develop a regional transmission sys- 
tem for movement of renewable energy to 
markets outside the region; 

‘“(2) to address regional transportation 
concerns, including the establishment of a 
Northern Great Plains Regional Transpor- 
tation Working Group; 

(3) to encourage and support interstate 
collaboration on federally-funded research 
that is in the national interest; and 

““(4) to establish a Regional Working Group 
on Agriculture Development and Transpor- 
tation. 

“(b) ECONOMIC ISSUES.—The multistate 
economic issues referred to in subsection (a) 
shall include— 

“(1) renewable energy development and 
transmission; 

‘“(2) transportation planning and economic 
development; 

“(3) information technology; 

“(4) movement of freight and individuals 
within the region; 

“(5) federally-funded research at institu- 
tions of higher education; and 

“(6) conservation land management. 

“SEC. 3824. ECONOMIC AND COMMUNITY DEVEL- 
OPMENT GRANTS. 

‘““(a) IN GENERAL.—The Authority may ap- 
prove grants to States, Indian tribes, local 
governments, and public and nonprofit orga- 
nizations for projects, approved in accord- 
ance with section 3830— 

“(1) to assist the region in obtaining the 
job training, employment-related education, 
and business development (with an emphasis 
on entrepreneurship) that are needed to 
build and maintain strong local economies; 

‘(2) to develop the transportation, renew- 
able energy transmission, and telecommuni- 
cation infrastructure of the region for the 
purpose of facilitating economic develop- 
ment in the region (except that grants for 
this purpose may be made only to States, In- 
dian tribes, local governments, and nonprofit 
organizations); 
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(3) to provide assistance to severely dis- 
tressed and underdeveloped areas that lack 
financial resources for improving basic pub- 
lic services; 

“(4) to provide assistance to severely dis- 
tressed and underdeveloped areas that lack 
financial resources for equipping industrial 
parks and related facilities; and 

“(5) to otherwise achieve the purposes of 
this chapter. 

“*(b) FUNDING.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Funds for grants under 
subsection (a) may be provided— 

“(A) entirely from appropriations to carry 
out this section; 

“(B) in combination with funds available 
under another Federal grant program; or 

““(C) from any other source. 

‘(2) PRIORITY OF FUNDING.—To best build 
the foundations for long-term economic de- 
velopment and to complement other Federal, 
State, and tribal resources in the region, 
Federal funds available under this chapter 
shall be focused on the following activities: 

“(A) Basic public infrastructure in dis- 
tressed counties and isolated areas of dis- 
tress. 

“(B) Transportation and telecommuni- 
cation infrastructure for the purpose of fa- 
cilitating economic development in the re- 
gion. 

“(C) Business development, with emphasis 
on entrepreneurship. 

“(D) Job training or employment-related 
education, with emphasis on use of existing 
public educational institutions located in 
the region. 

“SEC. 3825. SUPPLEMENTS TO FEDERAL GRANT 
PROGRAMS. 

“(a) FINDING.—Congress finds that certain 
States and local communities of the region 
may be unable to take maximum advantage 
of Federal grant programs for which the 
States and communities are eligible be- 
cause— 

“(1) the States and communities lack the 
economic resources to provide the required 
matching share; or 

‘“(2) there are insufficient funds available 
under the applicable Federal law authorizing 
the Federal grant program to meet pressing 
needs of the region. 

‘“(b) FEDERAL GRANT PROGRAM FUNDING.— 
Notwithstanding any provision of law lim- 
iting the Federal share, the areas eligible for 
assistance, or the authorizations of appro- 
priations, under any Federal grant program, 
and in accordance with subsection (c), the 
Authority, with the approval of the Federal 
cochairperson and with respect to a project 
to be carried out in the region— 

“(1) may increase the Federal share of the 
costs of a project under any Federal grant 
program to not more than 90 percent (except 
as provided in section 3827(b)); and 

‘“(2) shall use amounts made available to 
carry out this chapter to pay the increased 
Federal share. 

“(¢) CERTIFICATIONS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—In the case of any 
project for which all or any portion of the 
basic Federal share of the costs of the 
project is proposed to be paid under this sec- 
tion, no Federal contribution shall be made 
until the Federal official administering the 
Federal law that authorizes the Federal 
grant program certifies that the project— 

“(A) meets (except as provided in sub- 
section (b)) the applicable requirements of 
the applicable Federal grant program; and 

“(B) could be approved for Federal con- 
tribution under the Federal grant program if 
funds were available under the law for the 
project. 
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‘*(2) CERTIFICATION BY AUTHORITY.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The certifications and 
determinations required to be made by the 
Authority for approval of projects under this 
Act in accordance with section 3830 shall 
be— 

“(i) controlling; and 

““(ii) accepted by the Federal agencies. 

‘(B) ACCEPTANCE BY FEDERAL COCHAIR- 
PERSON.—In the case of any project described 
in paragraph (1), any finding, report, certifi- 
cation, or documentation required to be sub- 
mitted with respect to the project to the 
head of the department, agency, or instru- 
mentality of the Federal Government re- 
sponsible for the administration of the Fed- 
eral grant program under which the project 
is carried out shall be accepted by the Fed- 
eral cochairperson. 

“SEC. 3826. MULTISTATE AND LOCAL DEVELOP- 
MENT DISTRICTS AND ORGANIZA- 
TIONS AND NORTHERN GREAT 
PLAINS INC. 

“(a) DEFINITION OF MULTISTATE AND LOCAL 
DEVELOPMENT DISTRICT OR ORGANIZATION.— 
In this section, the term ‘multistate and 
local development district or organization’ 
means an entity— 

(1) that— 

‘(A) is a planning district that is recog- 
nized by the Economic Development Admin- 
istration of the Department of Commerce; or 

‘(B) is— 

“(i) organized and operated in a manner 
that ensures broad-based community partici- 
pation and an effective opportunity for other 
nonprofit groups to contribute to the devel- 
opment and implementation of programs in 
the region; 

“(ii) a nonprofit incorporated body orga- 
nized or chartered under the law of the State 
in which the entity is located; 

“(iii) a nonprofit agency or instrumen- 
tality of a State or local government; 

“(iv) a public organization established be- 
fore the date of enactment of the Agriculture 
Reform, Food, and Jobs Act of 2012 under 
State law for creation of multijurisdictional, 
area-wide planning organizations; 

“(v) a nonprofit agency or instrumentality 
of a State that was established for the pur- 
pose of assisting with multistate coopera- 
tion; or 

“(vi) a nonprofit association or combina- 
tion of bodies, agencies, and instrumental- 
ities described in clauses (ii) through (v); and 

“(2) that has not, as certified by the Au- 
thority (in consultation with the Federal co- 
chairperson or Secretary, as appropriate)— 

‘(A) inappropriately used Federal grant 
funds from any Federal source; or 

‘(B) appointed an officer who, during the 
period in which another entity inappropri- 
ately used Federal grant funds from any Fed- 
eral source, was an officer of the other enti- 
ty. 

‘*(b) GRANTS TO MULTISTATE, LOCAL, OR RE- 
GIONAL DEVELOPMENT DISTRICTS AND ORGANI- 
ZATIONS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Authority may 
make grants for administrative expenses 
under this section to multistate, local, and 
regional development districts and organiza- 
tions. 

‘(2) CONDITIONS FOR GRANTS.— 

“(A) MAXIMUM AMOUNT.—The amount of 
any grant awarded under paragraph (1) shall 
not exceed 80 percent of the administrative 
expenses of the multistate, local, or regional 
development district or organization receiv- 
ing the grant. 

“(B) MAXIMUM PERIOD.—No grant described 
in paragraph (1) shall be awarded for a period 
of greater than 3 years. 
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‘(3) LOCAL SHARE.—The contributions of a 
multistate, local, or regional development 
district or organization for administrative 
expenses may be in cash or in kind, fairly 
evaluated, including space, equipment, and 
services. 

‘“(¢) DUTIES.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
paragraph (2), a local development district 
shall operate as a lead organization serving 
multicounty areas in the region at the local 
level. 

“(2) DESIGNATION.—The Federal cochair- 
person may designate an Indian tribe or 
multijurisdictional organization to serve as 
a lead organization in such cases as the Fed- 
eral cochairperson or Secretary, as appro- 
priate, determines appropriate. 

‘“(d) NORTHERN GREAT PLAINS INc.—North- 
ern Great Plains Inc., a nonprofit corpora- 
tion incorporated in the State of Minnesota 
to implement the recommendations of the 
Northern Great Plains Rural Development 
Commission established by the Northern 
Great Plains Rural Development Act (7 
U.S.C. 2661 note; Public Law 103-818)— 

“(1) shall serve as an independent, primary 
resource for the Authority on issues of con- 
cern to the region; 

‘“(2) shall advise the Authority on develop- 
ment of international trade; 

“(3) may provide research, education, 
training, and other support to the Authority; 
and 

“(4) may carry out other activities on its 
own behalf or on behalf of other entities. 
“SEC. 3827. DISTRESSED COUNTIES AND AREAS 

AND NONDISTRESSED COUNTIES. 

“(a) DESIGNATIONS.—Each year, the Au- 
thority, in accordance with such criteria as 
the Authority may establish, shall des- 
ignate— 

“(1) as distressed counties, counties in the 
region that are the most severely and per- 
sistently distressed and underdeveloped and 
have high rates of poverty, unemployment, 
or outmigration; 

“(2) as nondistressed counties, counties in 
the region that are not designated as dis- 
tressed counties under paragraph (1); and 

“(3) as isolated areas of distress, areas lo- 
cated in nondistressed counties (as des- 
ignated under paragraph (2)) that have high 
rates of poverty, unemployment, or out- 
migration. 

‘*(b) DISTRESSED COUNTIES.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Authority shall allo- 
cate at least 50 percent of the appropriations 
made available under section 3834 for pro- 
grams and projects designed to serve the 
needs of distressed counties and isolated 
areas of distress in the region. 

‘(2) FUNDING LIMITATIONS.—The funding 
limitations under section 3825(b) shall not 
apply to a project to provide transportation 
or telecommunication or basic public serv- 
ices to residents of 1 or more distressed 
counties or isolated areas of distress in the 
region. 

‘“(c) TRANSPORTATION, TELECOMMUNICATION, 
RENEWABLE ENERGY, AND BASIC PUBLIC IN- 
FRASTRUCTURE.—The Authority shall allo- 
cate at least 50 percent of any funds made 
available under section 3834 for transpor- 
tation, telecommunication, renewable en- 
ergy, and basic public infrastructure projects 
authorized under paragraphs (1) and (3) of 
section 3824(a). 

“SEC. 3828. DEVELOPMENT PLANNING PROCESS. 

‘(a) STATE DEVELOPMENT PLAN.—In ac- 
cordance with policies established by the Au- 
thority, each State member shall submit a 
development plan for the area of the region 
represented by the State member. 
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““(b) CONTENT OF PLAN.—A State develop- 
ment plan submitted under subsection (a) 
shall reflect the goals, objectives, and prior- 
ities identified in the regional development 
plan developed under section 3823(d)(2). 

‘(c) CONSULTATION WITH INTERESTED LOCAL 
PARTIES.—In carrying out the development 
planning process (including the selection of 
programs and projects for assistance), a 
State may— 

“(1) consult with— 

“(A) multistate, regional, and local devel- 
opment districts and organizations; and 

‘“(B) local units of government; and 

‘“(2) take into consideration the goals, ob- 
jectives, priorities, and recommendations of 
the entities described in paragraph (1). 

“(d) PUBLIC PARTICIPATION.— 

““(1) IN GENERAL.—The Authority and appli- 
cable multistate, regional, and local develop- 
ment districts and organizations shall en- 
courage and assist, to the maximum extent 
practicable, public participation in the de- 
velopment, revision, and implementation of 
all plans and programs under this chapter. 

‘“(2) REGULATIONS.—The Authority shall 
develop guidelines for providing public par- 
ticipation described in paragraph (1), includ- 
ing public hearings. 

“SEC. 3829. PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT CRITERIA. 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—In considering programs 
and projects to be provided assistance under 
this chapter, and in establishing a priority 
ranking of the requests for assistance pro- 
vided to the Authority, the Authority shall 
follow procedures that ensure, to the max- 
imum extent practicable, consideration of— 

““(1) the relationship of the project or class 
of projects to overall multistate or regional 
development; 

““(2) the per capita income and poverty and 
unemployment and outmigration rates in an 
area; 

““(3) the financial resources available to 
the applicants for assistance seeking to 
carry out the project, with emphasis on en- 
suring that projects are adequately financed 
to maximize the probability of successful 
economic development; 

“(4) the importance of the project or class 
of projects in relation to other projects or 
classes of projects that may be in competi- 
tion for the same funds; 

“(5) the prospects that the project for 
which assistance is sought will improve, on a 
continuing rather than a temporary basis, 
the opportunities for employment, the aver- 
age level of income, or the economic develop- 
ment of the area to be served by the project; 
and 

““(6) the extent to which the project design 
provides for detailed outcome measurements 
by which grant expenditures and the results 
of the expenditures may be evaluated. 

““(b) NO RELOCATION ASSISTANCE.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
paragraph (2), no financial assistance author- 
ized by this chapter shall be used to assist a 
person or entity in relocating from 1 area to 
another. 

‘*(2) OUTSIDE BUSINESSES.—Financial assist- 
ance under this chapter may be used as oth- 
erwise authorized by this title to attract 
businesses from outside the region to the re- 
gion. 

‘“(c) MAINTENANCE OF EFFORT.—Funds may 
be provided for a program or project in a 
State under this chapter only if the Author- 
ity determines that the level of Federal or 
State financial assistance provided under a 
law other than this chapter, for the same 
type of program or project in the same area 
of the State within the region, will not be re- 
duced as a result of funds made available by 
this chapter. 
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“SEC. 3830. APPROVAL OF DEVELOPMENT PLANS 
AND PROJECTS. 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—A State or regional de- 
velopment plan or any multistate sub- 
regional plan that is proposed for develop- 
ment under this chapter shall be reviewed by 
the Authority. 

‘(b) EVALUATION BY STATE MEMBER.—An 
application for a grant or any other assist- 
ance for a project under this chapter shall be 
made through and evaluated for approval by 
the State member of the Authority rep- 
resenting the applicant. 

‘“(c) CERTIFICATION.—An application for a 
grant or other assistance for a project shall 
be approved only on certification by the 
State member that the application for the 
project— 

“(1) describes ways in which the project 
complies with any applicable State develop- 
ment plan; 

“(2) meets applicable criteria under section 
3829; 

‘(3) provides adequate assurance that the 
proposed project will be properly adminis- 
tered, operated, and maintained; and 

“(4) otherwise meets the requirements of 
this chapter. 

‘(d) VOTES FOR DECISIONS.—On certifi- 
cation by a State member of the Authority 
of an application for a grant or other assist- 
ance for a specific project under this section, 
an affirmative vote of the Authority under 
section 3822(c) shall be required for approval 
of the application. 

“SEC. 3831. CONSENT OF STATES. 


“ “Nothing in this chapter requires any 
State to engage in or accept any program 
under this chapter without the consent of 
the State. 


“SEC. 3832. RECORDS. 


‘(a) RECORDS OF THE AUTHORITY.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Authority shall 
maintain accurate and complete records of 
all transactions and activities of the Author- 
ity. 

‘(2) AVAILABILITY.—AI] records of the Au- 
thority shall be available for audit and ex- 
amination by the Comptroller General of the 
United States and the Inspector General of 
the Department of Agriculture (including au- 
thorized representatives of the Comptroller 
General and the Inspector General of the De- 
partment of Agriculture). 

“(b) RECORDS OF RECIPIENTS OF FEDERAL 
ASSISTANCE.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—A recipient of Federal 
funds under this chapter shall, as required by 
the Authority, maintain accurate and com- 
plete records of transactions and activities 
financed with Federal funds and report to 
the Authority on the transactions and ac- 
tivities to the Authority. 

‘“(2) AVAILABILITY.—AI1l records required 
under paragraph (1) shall be available for 
audit by the Comptroller General of the 
United States, the Inspector General of the 
Department of Agriculture, and the Author- 
ity (including authorized representatives of 
the Comptroller General, the Inspector Gen- 
eral of the Department of Agriculture, and 
the Authority). 

“(c) ANNUAL AUDIT.—The Inspector Gen- 
eral of the Department of Agriculture shall 
audit the activities, transactions, and 
records of the Authority on an annual basis. 
“SEC. 3833. ANNUAL REPORT. 


“Not later than 180 days after the end of 
each fiscal year, the Authority shall submit 
to the President and to Congress a report de- 
scribing the activities carried out under this 
chapter. 
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“SEC. 3834. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIA- 
TIONS. 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—There is authorized to 
be appropriated to the Authority to carry 
out this chapter $30,000,000 for each of fiscal 
years 2012 through 2017, to remain available 
until expended. 

‘(b) ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES.—Not more 
than 5 percent of the amount appropriated 
under subsection (a) for a fiscal year shall be 
used for administrative expenses of the Au- 
thority. 

‘(c) MINIMUM STATE SHARE OF GRANTS.— 
Notwithstanding any other provision of this 
chapter, for any fiscal year, the aggregate 
amount of grants received by a State and all 
persons or entities in the State under this 
chapter shall be not less than % of the prod- 
uct obtained by multiplying— 

“(1) the aggregate amount of grants under 
this chapter for the fiscal year; and 

“(2) the ratio that— 

“(A) the population of the State (as deter- 
mined by the Secretary of Commerce based 
on the most recent decennial census for 
which data are available); bears to 

‘“(B) the population of the region (as so de- 
termined). 

“SEC. 3835. TERMINATION OF AUTHORITY. 

“The authority provided by this chapter 

terminates effective October 1, 2017. 
“Subtitle C—General Provisions 
“SEC. 3901. FULL FAITH AND CREDIT. 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—A contract of insurance 
or guarantee executed by the Secretary 
under this title shall be an obligation sup- 
ported by the full faith and credit of the 
United States. 

“(b) CONTESTABILITY.—A contract of insur- 
ance or guarantee executed by the Secretary 
under this title shall be incontestable except 
for fraud or misrepresentation that the lend- 
er or any holder— 

“(1) has actual knowledge of at the time 
the contract of insurance or guarantee is ex- 
ecuted; or 

‘(2) participates in or condones. 

“SEC. 3902. PURCHASE AND SALE OF GUARAN- 
TEED PORTIONS OF LOANS. 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subsections 
(b) and (c), the Secretary may purchase, on 
such terms and conditions as the Secretary 
considers appropriate, the guaranteed por- 
tion of a loan guaranteed under this title, if 
the Secretary determines that an adequate 
secondary market is not available in the pri- 
vate sector. 

“(b) MAXIMUM PAYMENT.—The Secretary 
may not pay for any guaranteed portion of a 
loan under subsection (a) in excess of an 
amount equal to the unpaid principal bal- 
ance and accrued interest on the guaranteed 
portion of the loan. 

“(c) SOURCES OF FUNDING.—The Secretary 
may use for the purchases— 

“(1) funds from the Rural Development In- 
surance Fund with respect to rural develop- 
ment loans (as defined in section 3704(a)); 
and 

“(2) funds from the Agricultural Credit In- 
surance Fund with respect to all other loans 
under this title. 

‘(d) SALE OF GUARANTEED LOANS.— 

‘(1) SALES.— 

‘*(A) REGULATION.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—The guaranteed portion 
of any loan made under this title may be 
sold by the lender, and by any subsequent 
holder, in accordance with such regulations 
governing the sales as the Secretary shall es- 
tablish, subject to clauses (ii) and (iii). 

‘(ii) FEES TO BE PAID IN FULL.—AI]1 fees due 
the Secretary with respect to a guaranteed 
loan shall be paid in full before any sale. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE, Vol. 158, Pt. 7 


“ii) LOAN TO BE FULLY DISBURSED.—The 
loan shall be fully disbursed to the borrower 
before the sale. 

‘“(B) POST-SALE.—After a loan is sold in the 
secondary market, the lender shall— 

“(i) remain obligated under the guarantee 
agreement of the lender with the Secretary; 
and 

‘“(ii) continue to service the loan in accord- 
ance with the terms and conditions of that 
agreement. 

(C) PROCEDURES.—The Secretary shall de- 
velop such procedures as are necessary for— 

“(i) the facilitation, administration, and 
promotion of secondary market operations; 
and 

‘“(ii) determining the increase of access of 
farmers to capital at reasonable rates and 
terms as a result of secondary market oper- 
ations. 

“(D) RIGHTS TO PREPAY.—This subsection 
does not impede or extinguish— 

“(i) the right of the borrower or the suc- 
cessor in interest to the borrower to prepay 
(in whole or in part) any loan made under 
this title; or 

“Gi) the rights of any party under any pro- 
vision of this title. 

‘(2) ISSUE POOL CERTIFICATES.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may, di- 
rectly or through a market maker approved 
by the Secretary, issue pool certificates rep- 
resenting ownership of part or all of the 
guaranteed portion of any loan guaranteed 
by the Secretary under this title. 

“(B) APPROVAL.—Certificates under sub- 
paragraph (A) shall be based on and backed 
by a pool established or approved by the Sec- 
retary and composed solely of the entire 
guaranteed portion of the loans. 

“(C) GUARANTEE OF POOL.—On such terms 
and conditions as the Secretary considers ap- 
propriate, the Secretary may guarantee the 
timely payment of the principal and interest 
on pool certificates issued on behalf of the 
Secretary by approved market makers for 
purposes of this subsection. 

‘“(D) LIMITATIONS.—A guarantee under sub- 
paragraph (C) shall be limited to the extent 
of principal and interest on the guaranteed 
portions of loans that compose the pool. 

‘“(E) PREPAYMENT.—If a loan in a pool is 
prepaid, either voluntarily or by reason of 
default, the guarantee of timely payment of 
principal and interest on the pool certifi- 
cates shall be reduced in proportion to the 
amount of principal and interest that the 
prepaid loan represents in the pool. 

“(F) INTEREST ACCRUAL.—Interest on pre- 
paid or defaulted loans shall accrue and be 
guaranteed by the Secretary only through 
the date of payment on the guarantee. 

““(G) REDEMPTION.—During the term of the 
pool certificate, the certificate may be called 
for redemption due to prepayment or default 
of all loans constituting the pool. 

“(H) FULL FAITH AND CREDIT.—The full 
faith and credit of the United States is 
pledged to the payment of all amounts that 
may be required to be paid under any guar- 
antee of the pool certificates issued by ap- 
proved market makers under this subsection. 

“(T) FEES.— 

‘“(i) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall not 
collect any fee for any guarantee under this 
subsection. 

“Gi) SECRETARIAL FUNCTIONS.—Clause (i) 
does not preclude the Secretary from col- 
lecting a fee for the functions described in 
paragraph (3). 

“(J) DEFAULT.—Not later than 30 days 
after a borrower of a guaranteed loan is in 
default of any principal or interest payment 
due for 60 days or more, the Secretary 
shall— 
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“(i) purchase the pool certificates rep- 
resenting ownership of the guaranteed por- 
tion of the loan; and 

“(ii) pay the registered holder of the cer- 
tificates an amount equal to the guaranteed 
portion of the loan represented by the cer- 
tificate. 

“(K) PAYMENT OF CLAIMS.—If the Secretary 
pays a claim under a guarantee issued under 
this subsection, the claim shall be sub- 
rogated fully to the rights satisfied by the 
payment, aS may be provided by the Sec- 
retary. 

“(L) APPLICATION OF LAWS.—No State or 
local law, and no Federal law, shall preclude 
or limit the exercise by the Secretary of the 
ownership rights of the Secretary in the por- 
tions of loans constituting the pool against 
which the certificates are issued. 

‘*(3) DUTIES OF THE SECRETARY.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—On the adoption of final 
rules and regulations, the Secretary shall— 

“(i) provide for the central collection of 
registration information from all partici- 
pating market makers for all loans and pool 
certificates sold under paragraphs (1) and (2), 
including, with respect to each original sale 
and any subsequent sale— 

“(D) identification of the interest rate paid 
by the borrower to the lender; 

“(ID the servicing fee of the lender; 

“(III) disclosure of whether interest on the 
loan is at a fixed or variable rate; 

‘“(IV) identification of each purchaser of a 
pool certificate; 

‘“(V) the interest rate paid on the certifi- 
cate; and 

“(VI) such other information as the Sec- 
retary considers appropriate. 

“(ii) before any sale, require the seller (as 
defined in subparagraph (B) to disclose to 
each prospective purchaser of the portion of 
a loan guaranteed under this title and to 
each prospective purchaser of a pool certifi- 
cate issued under paragraph (2) information 
on the terms, conditions, and yield of such 
instrument; 

“(iii) provide for adequate custody of any 
pooled guaranteed loans; 

“(iv) take such actions as are necessary, in 
restructuring pools of the guaranteed por- 
tion of loans, to minimize the estimated 
costs of paying claims under guarantees 
issued under this subsection; 

“(v) require each market maker— 

‘“T) to service all pools formed, and par- 
ticipations sold, by the market maker; and 

“(II) to provide the Secretary with infor- 
mation relating to the collection and dis- 
bursement of all periodic payments, prepay- 
ments, and default funds from lenders, to or 
from the reserve fund that the Secretary 
shall establish to enable the timely payment 
guarantee to be self-funding, and from all 
beneficial holders; and 

‘““(vi) regulate market makers in pool cer- 
tificates sold under this subsection. 

‘(B) DEFINITION OF SELLER.—For purposes 
of subparagraph (A)(ii), if the instrument 
being sold is a loan, the term ‘seller’ does 
not include— 

“(i) the person who made the loan; or 

“(ii) any person who sells 3 or fewer guar- 
anteed loans per year. 

‘(4) CONTRACT FOR SERVICES.—The Sec- 
retary may contract for goods and services 
to be used for the purposes of this subsection 
without regard to titles 5, 40, and 41, United 
States Code (including any regulations 
issued under those titles). 


“SEC. 3903. ADMINISTRATION. 


“(a) POWERS OF SECRETARY.—The Sec- 


retary may— 
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‘(1)(A) administer the powers and duties of 
the Secretary through such national, area, 
State, or local offices and employees in the 
United States as the Secretary determines to 
be necessary; and 

“(B) authorize an office to serve an area 
composed of 2 or more States if the Sec- 
retary determines that the volume of busi- 
ness in the area is not sufficient to justify 
separate State offices; 

“(2)(A) accept and use voluntary and un- 
compensated services; and 

“(B) with the consent of the agency con- 
cerned, use the officers, employees, equip- 
ment, and information of any agency of the 
Federal Government, or of any State, terri- 
tory, or political subdivision; 

“(3) subject to appropriations, make nec- 
essary expenditures for the purchase or hire 
of passenger vehicles, and such other facili- 
ties and services as the Secretary may from 
time to time find necessary for the proper 
administration of this title; 

“(4) subject to subsection (b), compromise, 
adjust, reduce, or charge-off debts or claims 
(including debts and claims arising from 
loan guarantees), and adjust, modify, subor- 
dinate, or release the terms of security in- 
struments, leases, contracts, and agreements 
entered into or administered by the Farm 
Service Agency, the Rural Utilities Service, 
the Rural Housing Service, the Rural Busi- 
ness-Cooperative Service, or successor agen- 
cies under this title, except for activities 
conducted under the Housing Act of 1949 (42 
U.S.C. 1441 et seq.); 

“(5) release mortgage and other contract 
liens if it appears that the mortgage and 
liens have no present or prospective value or 
that the enforcement of the mortgage and 
liens likely would be ineffectual or uneco- 
nomical; 

‘“(6) obtain fidelity bonds protecting the 
Federal Government against fraud and dis- 
honesty of officers and employees of the 
Farm Service Agency, the Rural Utilities 
Service, the Rural Housing Service, or the 
Rural Business-Cooperative Service in lieu of 
faithful performance of duties bonds under 
section 14 of title 6, United States Code, but 
otherwise in accordance with the section; 

“(7) consent to— 

“(A) long-term leases of facilities financed 
under this title notwithstanding the failure 
of the lessee to meet any of the requirements 
of this title if the long-term leases are nec- 
essary to ensure the continuation of services 
for which financing was extended to the les- 
sor; and 

‘(B) the transfer of property securing any 
loan or financed by any loan or grant made 
or guaranteed by the Farm Service Agency, 
the Rural Utilities Service, the Rural Hous- 
ing Service, or the Rural Business-Coopera- 
tive Service under this title, or any other 
law administered by the Secretary, on such 
terms as the Secretary considers necessary 
to carry out the purpose of the loan or grant 
or to protect the financial interest of the 
Federal Government, provided that the Sec- 
retary shall document the consent of the 
Secretary for the transfer of the property of 
a borrower in the file of the borrower; and 

“(8) notwithstanding that an area ceases, 
or has ceased, to be rural, in a rural area, or 
an eligible area, make loans and grants, and 
approve transfers and assumptions, under 
this title on the same basis as though the 
area still was rural in connection with prop- 
erty securing any loan made or guaranteed 
by the Secretary under this title or in con- 
nection with any property held by the Sec- 
retary under this title. 

“(b) LOAN ADJUSTMENTS.— 
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“1) NO LIQUIDATION OF PROPERTY.—The 
Secretary may not require liquidation of 
property securing any farmer program loan 
or acceleration of any payment required 
under any farmer program loan as a pre- 
requisite to initiating an action authorized 
under subsection (a). 

‘(2) RELEASE OF PERSONAL LIABILITY.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
subparagraph (B), the Secretary may release 
a borrower or other person obligated on a 
debt (other than debt incurred under the 
Housing Act of 1949 (42 U.S.C. 1441 et seq.)) 
from personal liability with or without pay- 
ment of any consideration at the time of the 
compromise, adjustment, reduction, or 
charge-off of any claim. 

‘“(B) EXCEPTION.—No compromise, adjust- 
ment, reduction, or charge-off of any claim 
may be made or carried out after the claim 
has been referred to the Attorney General, 
unless the Attorney General approves. 

“(3) RURAL ELECTRIFICATION SECURITY IN- 
STRUMENTS.—In the case of a security instru- 
ment entered into under the Rural Elec- 
trification Act of 1936 (7 U.S.C. 901 et seq.), 
the Secretary shall notify the Attorney Gen- 
eral of the intent of the Secretary to exer- 
cise the authority of the Secretary under 
paragraph (2). 

“(c) SIMPLIFIED APPLICATION FORMS FOR 
LOAN GUARANTEES.— 

““(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall pro- 
vide to lenders a short, simplified applica- 
tion form for guarantees under this title of— 

“(A) farmer program loans the principal 
amount of which is $125,000 or less; and 

“(B) business and industry guaranteed 
loans under section 3601(a)(2)(A) the prin- 
cipal amount of which is— 

““(j) in the case of a loan guarantee made 
during fiscal year 2002 or 2003, $400,000 or less; 
and 

“(ii) in the case of a loan guarantee made 
during any subsequent fiscal year— 

“*(T) $400,000 or less; or 

‘(ID if the Secretary determines that there 
is not a significant increased risk of a de- 
fault on the loan, $600,000 or less. 

“(2) WATER AND WASTE DISPOSAL GRANTS 
AND LOANS.—The Secretary shall develop an 
application process that accelerates, to the 
maximum extent practicable, the processing 
of applications for water and waste disposal 
grants or direct or guaranteed loans under 
section 3501(a)(1) the grant award amount or 
principal loan amount, respectively, of 
which is $300,000 or less. 

“*(3) ADMINISTRATION.—In developing an ap- 
plication under this subsection, the Sec- 
retary shall— 

“(A) consult with commercial and coopera- 
tive lenders; and 

‘“(B) ensure that— 

“(i) the form can be completed manually 
or electronically, at the option of the lender; 

“(ii) the form minimizes the documenta- 
tion required to accompany the form; 

“(ii) the cost of completing and processing 
the form is minimal; and 

““(iv) the form can be completed and proc- 
essed in an expeditious manner. 

“(d) USE OF ATTORNEYS FOR PROSECUTION 
OR DEFENSE OF CLAIMS.—The Secretary may 
use for the prosecution or defense of any 
claim or obligation described in subsection 
(a)(5) the Attorney General, the General 
Counsel of the Department, or a private at- 
torney who has entered into a contract with 
the Secretary. 

“(e) PRIVATE COLLECTION AGENCY.—The 
Secretary may use a private collection agen- 
cy to collect a claim or obligation described 
in subsection (a)(5). 
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‘“(f) SECURITY SERVICING.— 

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may— 

“(A) make advances, without regard to any 
loan or total indebtedness limitation, to pre- 
serve and protect the security for, or the lien 
or priority of the lien securing any loan or 
other indebtedness owing to or acquired by 
the Secretary under this title or under any 
other program administered by the Farm 
Service Agency, the Rural Utilities Service, 
the Rural Housing Service, or the Rural 
Business-Cooperative Service applicable pro- 
gram, as determined by the Secretary; and 

‘(B)(i) bid for and purchase at any execu- 
tion, foreclosure, or other sale or otherwise 
acquire property on which the United States 
has a lien by reason of a judgment or execu- 
tion arising from, or that is pledged, mort- 
gaged, conveyed, attached, or levied on to se- 
cure the payment of, the indebtedness re- 
gardless of whether the property is subject 
to other liens; 

“(ii) accept title to any property so pur- 
chased or acquired; and 

“(iii) sell, manage, or otherwise dispose of 
the property in accordance with this sub- 
section. 

‘(2) OPERATION OR LEASE OF REALTY.—EXx- 
cept as provided in subsections (c) and (e), 
real property administered under this title 
may be operated or leased by the Secretary 
for such period as the Secretary may con- 
sider necessary to protect the investment of 
the Federal Government in the property. 

“(g) PAYMENTS TO LENDERS.— 

‘(1) REQUIREMENT.—Not later than 90 days 
after a court of competent jurisdiction con- 
firms a plan of reorganization under chapter 
12 of title 11, United States Code, for any 
borrower to whom a lender has made a loan 
guaranteed under this title, the Secretary 
shall pay the lender an amount estimated by 
the Secretary to be equal to the loss in- 
curred by the lender for purposes of the guar- 
antee. 

‘(2) PAYMENT TOWARD LOAN GUARANTEE.— 
Any amount paid to a lender under this sub- 
section with respect to a loan guaranteed 
under this title shall be treated as payment 
towards satisfaction of the loan guarantee. 
“SEC. 3904. LOAN MORATORIUM AND POLICY ON 

FORECLOSURES. 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—In addition to any other 
authority that the Secretary may have to 
defer principal and interest and forgo fore- 
closure, the Secretary may permit, at the re- 
quest of the borrower, the deferral of prin- 
cipal and interest on any outstanding loan 
made or guaranteed by the Secretary under 
this title, or under any other law adminis- 
tered by the Farm Service Agency, the Rural 
Utilities Service, the Rural Housing Service, 
or the Rural Business-Cooperative Service, 
and may forgo foreclosure of the loan, for 
such period as the Secretary considers nec- 
essary on a showing by the borrower that, 
due to circumstances beyond the control of 
the borrower, the borrower is temporarily 
unable to continue making payments of the 
principal and interest when due without un- 
duly impairing the standard of living of the 
borrower. 

‘*(b) INTEREST.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
paragraph (2), the Secretary may permit any 
loan deferred under this section to bear no 
interest during or after the deferral period. 

“(2) EXCEPTION.—If the security instru- 
ment securing the loan is foreclosed, such in- 
terest as is included in the purchase price at 
the foreclosure shall become part of the prin- 
cipal and draw interest from the date of fore- 
closure at the rate prescribed by law. 

‘(c) MORATORIUM REGARDING CIVIL RIGHTS 
CLAIMS.— 
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‘““(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as otherwise pro- 
vided in this subsection, effective beginning 
on May 22, 2008, there shall be in effect a 
moratorium, with respect to farmer program 
loans made under subtitle A, on all accelera- 
tion and foreclosure proceedings instituted 
by the Department against any farmer who— 

“(A) has pending against the Department a 
claim of program discrimination that is ac- 
cepted by the Department as valid; or 

‘(B) files a claim of program discrimina- 
tion that is accepted by the Department as 
valid. 

‘(2) WAIVER OF INTEREST AND OFFSETS.— 
During the period of the moratorium, the 
Secretary shall waive the accrual of interest 
and offsets on all farmer program loans made 
under subtitle A, B, or C for which loan ac- 
celeration or foreclosure proceedings have 
been suspended under paragraph (1). 

‘(3) TERMINATION OF MORATORIUM.—The 
moratorium shall terminate with respect to 
a claim of discrimination by a farmer on the 
earlier of— 

“(A) the date the Secretary resolves the 
claim; or 

‘(B) if the farmer appeals the decision of 
the Secretary on the claim to a court of 
competent jurisdiction, the date that the 
court renders a final decision on the claim. 

‘(4) FAILURE TO PREVAIL.—If a farmer does 
not prevail on a claim of discrimination de- 
scribed in paragraph (1), the farmer shall be 
liable for any interest and offsets that ac- 
crued during the period that loan accelera- 
tion or foreclosure proceedings have been 
suspended under paragraph (1). 

“SEC. 3905. OIL AND GAS ROYALTY PAYMENTS ON 
LOANS. 

‘“(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall per- 
mit a borrower of a loan made or guaranteed 
under this title to make a prospective pay- 
ment on the loan with proceeds from— 

“(1) the leasing of oil, gas, or other mineral 
rights to real property used to secure the 
loan; or 

“(2) the sale of oil, gas, or other minerals 
removed from real property used to secure 
the loan, if the value of the rights to the oil, 
gas, or other minerals has not been used to 
secure the loan. 

‘(b) APPLICABILITY.—Subsection (a) shall 
not apply to a borrower of a loan made or 
guaranteed under this title with respect to 
which a liquidation or foreclosure proceeding 
was pending on December 23, 1985. 

“SEC. 3906. TAXATION. 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
subsection (b), all property subject to a lien 
held by the United States or the title to 
which is acquired or held by the Secretary 
under this title (other than property used for 
administrative purposes) shall be subject to 
taxation by State, territory, district, and 
local political subdivisions in the same man- 
ner and to the same extent as other property 
is taxed. 

‘“(>) EXCEPTIONS.—No tax shall be imposed 
or collected as described in subsection (a) if 
the tax (whether as a tax on the instrument 
or in connection with conveying, transfer- 
ring, or recording the instrument) is based 
on— 

“(1) the value of any notes or mortgages or 
other lien instruments held by or transferred 
to the Secretary; 

“(2) any notes or lien instruments adminis- 
tered under this title that are made, as- 
signed, or held by a person otherwise liable 
for the tax; or 

“(3) the value of any property conveyed or 
transferred to the Secretary. 

‘(c) FAILURE TO PAY OR COLLECT TAx.—The 
failure to pay or collect a tax under sub- 
section (a) shall not— 
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“(1) be a ground for— 

“(A) refusal to record or file an instru- 
ment; or 

““(B) failure to provide notice; or 

““(2) prevent the enforcement of the instru- 
ment in any Federal or State court. 

“SEC. 3907. CONFLICTS OF INTEREST. 

‘“(a) ACCEPTANCE OF CONSIDERATION PRO- 
HIBITED.—No officer, attorney, or other em- 
ployee of the Department shall, directly or 
indirectly, be the beneficiary of or receive 
any fee, commission, gift, or other consider- 
ation for or in connection with any trans- 
action or business under this title other than 
such salary, fee, or other compensation as 
the officer, attorney, or employee may re- 
ceive as the officer, attorney, or employee. 

‘‘(b) ACQUISITION OF INTEREST IN LAND PRO- 
HIBITED.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
paragraph (2), no officer or employee of the 
Department who acts on or reviews an appli- 
cation made by any person under this title 
for a loan to purchase land may acquire, di- 
rectly or indirectly, any interest in the land 
for a period of 3 years after the date on 
which the action is taken or the review is 
made. 

‘“(2) FORMER COUNTY COMMITTEE MEM- 
BERS.—Paragraph (1) shall not apply to a 
former member of a county committee on a 
determination by the Secretary, prior to the 
acquisition of the interest, that the former 
member acted in good faith when acting on 
or reviewing the application. 

‘(c) CERTIFICATIONS ON LOANS TO FAMILY 
MEMBERS PROHIBITED.—No member of a 
county committee shall knowingly make or 
join in making any certification with respect 
to— 

“(1) a loan to purchase any land in which 
the member, or any person related to the 
member within the second degree of consan- 
guinity or affinity, has or may acquire any 
interest; or 

(2) any applicant related to the member 
within the second degree of consanguinity or 
affinity. 

““(d) PENALTIES.—Any person violating this 
section shall, on conviction of the violation, 
be punished by a fine of not more than $2,000 
or imprisonment for not more than 2 years, 
or both. 

“SEC. 3908. LOAN SUMMARY STATEMENTS. 

‘“(a) DEFINITION OF SUMMARY PERIOD.—In 
this section, the term ‘summary period’ 
means the period beginning on the date of 
issuance of the preceding loan summary 
statement and ending on the date of issuance 
of the current loan summary statement. 

‘(b) ISSUANCE OF STATEMENTS.—On the re- 
quest of a borrower of a loan made (but not 
guaranteed) under this title, the Secretary 
shall issue to the borrower a loan summary 
statement that reflects the account activity 
during the summary period for each loan 
made under this title to the borrower, in- 
cluding— 

“(1) the outstanding amount of principal 
due on each loan at the beginning of the 
summary period; 

**(2) the interest rate charged on each loan; 

“*(3) the amount of payments made on, and 
the application of the payments to, each 
loan during the summary period and an ex- 
planation of the basis for the application of 
the payments; 

“(4) the amount of principal and interest 
due on each loan at the end of the summary 
period; 

“(5) the total amount of unpaid principal 
and interest on all loans at the end of the 
summary period; 

(6) any delinquency in the repayment of 
any loan; 
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“(7) a schedule of the amount and date of 
payments due on each loan; and 

‘(8) the procedure the borrower may use to 
obtain more information concerning the sta- 
tus of the loans. 

“SEC. 3909. CERTIFIED LENDERS PROGRAM. 

‘*(a) CERTIFIED LENDERS PROGRAM.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall es- 
tablish a program under which the Secretary 
shall guarantee loans under this title that 
are made by lending institutions certified by 
the Secretary. 

‘(2) CERTIFICATION REQUIREMENTS.—The 
Secretary shall certify a lending institution 
that meets such criteria as the Secretary 
may prescribe in regulations, including the 
ability of the institution to properly make, 
service, and liquidate the loans of the insti- 
tution. 

‘*(3) CONDITION OF CERTIFICATION.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—AS a condition of the 
certification, the Secretary shall require the 
institution to undertake to service the loans 
guaranteed by the Secretary under this sec- 
tion, using standards that are not less strin- 
gent than generally accepted banking stand- 
ards concerning loan servicing employed by 
prudent commercial or cooperative lenders. 

“(B) MONITORING.—The Secretary shall, at 
least annually, monitor the performance of 
each certified lender to ensure that the con- 
ditions of the certification are being met. 

‘(4) EFFECT OF CERTIFICATION.—Notwith- 
standing any other provision of law: 

(A) AMOUNT OF LOAN GUARANTEE.—In the 
case of a loan made or guaranteed under sub- 
title A, the Secretary shall guarantee 80 per- 
cent of a loan made under this section by a 
certified lending institution as described in 
paragraph (1), subject to a determination 
that the borrower of the loan meets the eli- 
gibility requirements and such other criteria 
as may be applicable to loans guaranteed by 
the Secretary under other provisions of this 
title. 

‘(B) CERTIFICATIONS BY LENDING INSTITU- 
TIONS.—In the case of loans to be guaranteed 
by the Secretary under this section, the Sec- 
retary shall permit certified lending institu- 
tions to make appropriate certifications (as 
provided by regulations issued by the Sec- 
retary)— 

“(i) relating to issues such as creditworthi- 
ness, repayment ability, adequacy of collat- 
eral, and feasibility of farm operation; and 

“(ii) that the borrower is in compliance 
with all requirements of law, including regu- 
lations issued by the Secretary. 

“(C) APPROVAL PROCESS.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall ap- 
prove or disapprove a guarantee not later 
than 14 days after the date that the lending 
institution applies to the Secretary for the 
guarantee. 

“(ii) DISAPPROVAL.—If the Secretary dis- 
approves the loan application during the 14- 
day period, the Secretary shall state, in 
writing, all of the reasons the application 
was disapproved. 

‘(5) RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER REQUIRE- 
MENTS.—Nothing in this section affects the 
responsibility of the Secretary to certify eli- 
gibility, review financial information, and 
otherwise assess an application. 

‘(b) PREFERRED CERTIFIED LENDERS PRO- 
GRAM.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall es- 
tablish a Preferred Certified Lenders Pro- 
gram for lenders under this title who estab- 
lish— 

“(A) knowledge of, and experience under, 
the program established under subsection 
(a); 

“(B) knowledge of the regulations con- 
cerning the guaranteed loan program; and 
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‘(C) proficiency related to the certified 
lender program requirements. 

‘*(2) REVOCATION OF DESIGNATION.— 

‘“(A) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subparagraph 
(B), the designation of a lender as a Pre- 
ferred Certified Lender shall be revoked at 
any time— 

“(i) that the Secretary determines that the 
lender is not adhering to the rules and regu- 
lations applicable to the program; or 

“(ii) if the loss experiences of a Preferred 
Certified Lender are excessive as compared 
to other Preferred Certified Lenders. 

‘(B) EFFECT.—A suspension or revocation 
under subparagraph (A) shall not affect any 
outstanding guarantee. 

‘(3) CONDITION OF CERTIFICATION.—AS a 
condition of preferred certification, the Sec- 
retary shall require the institution to under- 
take to service the loans guaranteed by the 
Secretary under this subsection using gen- 
erally accepted banking standards con- 
cerning loan servicing employed by prudent 
commercial or cooperative lenders. 

“(4) MONITORING.—The Secretary shall, at 
least annually, monitor the performance of 
each Preferred Certified Lender to ensure 
that the conditions of certification are being 
met. 

‘(5) EFFECT OF PREFERRED LENDER CERTIFI- 
CATION.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, the Secretary shall— 

“(i) guarantee 80 percent of an approved 
loan made by a certified lending institution 
as described in this subsection, subject to a 
determination that the borrower meets the 
eligibility requirements or such other cri- 
teria as may be applicable to loans guaran- 
teed by the Secretary under other provisions 
of this title; 

“(ii) permit certified lending institutions— 

“(D) to make all decisions, with respect to 
loans to be guaranteed by the Secretary 
under this subsection relating to credit wor- 
thiness, the closing, monitoring, collection 
and liquidation of loans; and 

“(IT) to accept appropriate certifications, 
as provided by regulations issued by the Sec- 
retary, that the borrower is in compliance 
with all requirements of law or regulations 
promulgated by the Secretary; and 

“(iii) be considered to have guaranteed 80 
percent of a loan made by a preferred cer- 
tified lending institution as described in 
paragraph (1), if the Secretary fails to ap- 
prove or reject the application of such insti- 
tution within 14 calendar days after the date 
that the lending institution presented the 
application to the Secretary. 

“(B) REQUIREMENT.—If the Secretary re- 
jects an application under subparagraph 
(A)(@iii) during the 14-day period, the Sec- 
retary shall state, in writing, the reasons the 
application was rejected. 

‘*“(c) ADMINISTRATION OF CERTIFIED LENDERS 
AND PREFERRED CERTIFIED LENDERS PRO- 
GRAMS.—The Secretary may administer the 
loan guarantee programs under subsections 
(a) and (b) through central offices estab- 
lished in States or in multi-State areas 
“SEC. 3910. LOANS TO RESIDENT ALIENS. 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding the 
provisions of this title limiting the making 
of a loan to a citizen of the United States, 
the Secretary may make a loan under this 
title to an alien lawfully admitted to the 
United States for permanent residence under 
the Immigration and Nationality Act (8 
U.S.C. 1101 et seq.). 

‘(b) REGULATIONS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—No loan may be made 
under this title to an alien referred to in sub- 
section (a) until the Secretary issues regula- 
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tions establishing the terms and conditions 
under which the alien may receive the loan. 

(2) REQUIREMENT.—The Secretary shall 
submit the regulations to the Committee on 
Agriculture of the House of Representatives 
and the Committee on Agriculture, Nutri- 
tion, and Forestry of the Senate at least 30 
days prior to the date on which the regula- 
tions are published in the Federal Register. 
“SEC. 3911. EXPEDITED CLEARING OF TITLE TO 

INVENTORY PROPERTY. 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may em- 
ploy local attorneys, on a case-by-case basis, 
to process all legal procedures necessary to 
clear the title to foreclosed properties in the 
inventory of the Department. 

‘“(b) COMPENSATION.—Attorneys shall be 
compensated at not more than the usual and 
customary charges of the attorneys for the 
work. 

“SEC. 3912. PROHIBITION ON USE OF LOANS FOR 
CERTAIN PURPOSES. 

““(a) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
subsections (b) and (c), the Secretary may 
not approve a loan under this title to drain, 
dredge, fill, level, or otherwise manipulate a 
wetland (as defined in section 1201(a) of the 
Food Security Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3801(a))), 
or to engage in any activity that results in 
impairing or reducing the flow, circulation, 
or reach of water. 

“(b) PRIOR ACTIVITY.—Subsection (a) does 
not apply in the case of— 

“(1) an activity related to the maintenance 
of a previously converted wetland; or 

‘“(2) in the case of an activity that had al- 
ready commenced before November 28, 1990. 

‘“(c) EXCEPTION.—This section shall not 
apply to a loan made or guaranteed under 
this title for a utility line. 

“SEC. 3913. TRANSFER OF LAND TO SECRETARY. 

“The President may at any time, in the 
discretion of the President, transfer to the 
Secretary any right, interest, or title held by 
the United States in any land acquired in the 
program of national defense and no longer 
needed for that purpose that the President 
finds suitable for the purposes of this title, 
and the Secretary shall dispose of the trans- 
ferred land in the manner and subject to the 
terms and conditions of this title. 

“SEC. 3914. COMPETITIVE SOURCING LIMITA- 
TIONS. 

“The Secretary may not complete a study 
of, or enter into a contract with a private 
party to carry out, without specific author- 
ization in a subsequent Act of Congress, a 
competitive sourcing activity of the Sec- 
retary, including support personnel of the 
Department, relating to rural development 
or farmer program loans. 

“SEC. 3915. REGULATIONS. 

“The Secretary may issue such regula- 
tions, prescribe such terms and conditions 
for making or guaranteeing loans, security 
instruments, and agreements, except as oth- 
erwise specified in this title, and make such 
delegations of authority as the Secretary 
considers necessary to carry out this title.’’. 
SEC. 6002. CONFORMING AMENDMENTS. 

(a) Section 17(c) of the Rural Electrifica- 
tion Act of 1936 (7 U.S.C. 917(c)) is amended 
by striking paragraph (1) and inserting the 
following: 

“(1) Subtitle B of the Consolidated Farm 
and Rural Development Act.’’. 

(b) Section 305(c)(2)(B)G)(I) of the Rural 
Electrification Act of 1986 (7 U.S.C. 
935(c)(2)(B)(i)(D) is amended by striking ‘‘sec- 
tion 307(a)(3)(A) of the Consolidated Farm 
and Rural Development Act (7 U.S.C. 
1927(a)(8)(A))”’ and inserting “section 
3701(b)(2) of the Consolidated Farm and 
Rural Development Act’’. 
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(c) Section 306F(a)(1) of the Rural Elec- 
trification Act of 1936 (7 U.S.C. 986f(a)(1)) is 
amended by striking subparagraph (B) and 
inserting the following: 

‘(B) chapter 1 of subtitle B of the Consoli- 
dated Farm and Rural Development Act.’’. 

(da) Section 2333(d) of the Food, Agri- 
culture, Conservation, and Trade Act of 1990 
(7 U.S.C. 950aaa—2(d)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (11), by adding “and” at 
the end; 

(2) by striking paragraph (12); and 

(3) by redesignating paragraph (18) as para- 
graph (12). 

(e) Section 601(b) of the Rural Electrifica- 
tion Act of 1986 (7 U.S.C. 950bb(b)) is amended 
by striking paragraph (3). 

(f) Section 602(5) of the Emergency Live- 
stock Feed Assistance Act of 1988 (7 U.S.C. 


1471(5)) is amended by striking ‘‘section 
355(e)(1)(D)(ii) of the Consolidated Farm and 
Rural Development Act (7 U.S.C. 
1985(e)(1)(D)(ii))””, and inserting ‘‘section 


3409(c)(1)(A) of the Consolidated Farm and 
Rural Development Act)”. 

(g) Section 508 of the Federal Crop Insur- 
ance Act (7 U.S.C. 1508) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (b)(7)(A), by striking ‘‘sec- 
tion 371 of the Consolidated Farm and Rural 
Development Act (7 U.S.C. 2008f)’’ and insert- 
ing ‘‘section 3424 of the Consolidated Farm 
and Rural Development Act’’; and 

(2) in subsection (n)(2), by striking ‘‘sub- 
title C of the Consolidated Farm and Rural 
Development Act (7 U.S.C. 1961 et seq.) and 
inserting ‘‘chapter 3 of subtitle A of the Con- 
solidated Farm and Rural Development 
Act”. 

(h) Section 231(a) of the Agricultural Risk 
Protection Act of 2000 (7 U.S.C. 1632a(a)) is 
amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘section 
343(a) of the Consolidated Farm and Rural 
Development Act (7 U.S.C. 1991(a)) and in- 
serting ‘‘section 3002 of the Consolidated 
Farm and Rural Development Act’’; and 

(2) in paragraph (4), by striking ‘“‘section 
355(e) of the Consolidated Farm and Rural 
Development Act (7 U.S.C. 2008(e))’’ and in- 
serting ‘‘section 3002 of the Consolidated 
Farm and Rural Development Act”. 

(i) Section 14204(a) of the Food, Conserva- 
tion, and Energy Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2008q- 
1(a)) is amended by striking ‘‘an entity de- 
scribed in section 379C(a) of the Consolidated 
Farm and Rural Development Act (7 U.S.C. 
2008q(a)) and inserting ‘‘an entity deter- 
mined by the Secretary”. 

(j) Section 607(c)(6) of the Rural Develop- 
ment Policy Act of 1972 (7 U.S.C. 2204b(c)(6)) 
is amended in the last sentence— 

(1) by striking ‘‘, and” and inserting ‘‘and 
any”; and 

(2) by striking ‘‘required under section 
306(a)(12) of the Consolidated Farm and 
Rural Development Act”. 

(k) Section 901(b) of the Agricultural Act 
of 1970 (7 U.S.C. 2204b-1(b)) is amended by 
striking ‘‘rural areas as defined in the pri- 
vate business enterprise exception in section 
306(a)(7) of the Consolidated Farmers Home 
Administration Act of 1961, as amended (7 
U.S.C. 1926)’ and inserting ‘‘rural areas, as 
defined in section 3002 of the Consolidated 
Farm and Rural Development Act”. 

(1) Section 14220 of the Food, Conservation, 
and Energy Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2206b) is 
amended by striking ‘‘section 348(a)(18)(A) of 
the Consolidated Farm and Rural Develop- 
ment Act)’’ and inserting ‘‘section 3002 of the 
Consolidated Farm and Rural Development 
Act)”. 

(m) Section 2501(c)(2)(D) of the Food, Agri- 
culture, Conservation, and Trade Act of 1990 
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(7 U.S.C. 2279(c)(2)(D)) is amended by striking 
“sections 355(a)(1) and 355(c) of the Consoli- 
dated Farm and Rural Development Act (7 
U.S.C. 2003(a)(1))”’ and inserting ‘‘paragraphs 
(1) and (8) of section 3416(a) of the Consoli- 
dated Farm and Rural Development Act”. 

(n) Section 2501A(b) of the Food, Agri- 
culture, Conservation, and Trade Act of 1990 
(7 U.S.C. 2279-1(b)) is amended by striking 
“section 355(e) of the Consolidated Farm and 
Rural Development Act (7 U.S.C. 2003(e))’’ 
and inserting ‘‘section 3002 of the Consoli- 
dated Farm and Rural Development Act”. 

(0) Section 7405(c)(8)(B) of the Farm Secu- 
rity and Rural Investment Act of 2002 (7 
U.S.C. 3319f(c)(8)(B)) is amended by striking 
“section 355(e) of the Consolidated Farm and 
Rural Development Act (7 U.S.C. 2003(e))’’ 
and inserting ‘‘section 3002 of the Consoli- 
dated Farm and Rural Development Act)”. 

(p) Section 1101(d)(2)(A) of the Food, Con- 
servation, and Energy Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 
8711(d)(2)(A)) is amended by striking ‘‘section 
355(e) of the Consolidated Farm and Rural 
Development Act (7 U.S.C. 2003(e))’? and in- 
serting ‘‘section 3002 of the Consolidated 
Farm and Rural Development Act)”. 

(q) Section 1302(d)(2)(A) of the Food, Con- 
servation, and Energy Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 
8752(d)(2)(A)) is amended by striking ‘‘section 
355(e) of the Consolidated Farm and Rural 
Development Act (7 U.S.C. 2003(e)) and in- 
serting ‘‘section 3002 of the Consolidated 
Farm and Rural Development Act)”. 

(r) Section 2375(g) of the Food, Agriculture, 
Conservation, and Trade Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 
66138(¢)) is amended by striking ‘‘section 
304(b), 306(a), or 310B(e) of the Consolidated 
Farm and Rural Development Act (7 U.S.C. 
1924(b), 1926(a), and 1932(e))’’ and inserting 
“subtitle B of the Consolidated Farm and 
Rural Development Act”. 

(s) Section 226B(a)(1) of the Department of 
Agriculture Reorganization Act of 1994 (7 
U.S.C. 6934(a)(1)) is amended by striking 
“section 343(a) of the Consolidated Farm and 
Rural Development Act (7 U.S.C. 1991(a))’’ 
and inserting ‘‘section 3002 of the Consoli- 
dated Farm and Rural Development Act”. 

(t) Section 196(i)(8)(B) of the Federal Agri- 
culture Improvement and Reform Act of 1996 
(7 U.S.C. 7338(i1)(8)(B)) is amended by striking 
“subtitle C of the Consolidated Farm and 
Rural Development Act (7 U.S.C. 1961 et 
seq.)’? and inserting ‘‘chapter 3 of subtitle A 
of the Consolidated Farm and Rural Develop- 
ment Act’’. 

(u) Section 9009(a)(1) of the Farm Security 
and Rural Investment Act of 2002 (7 U.S.C. 
8109(a)(1)) is amended by striking ‘‘section 
343(a)(138)(A) of the Consolidated Farm and 
Rural Development Act (7 U.S.C. 
1991(a)(13)(A)))”? and inserting ‘‘section 3002 
of the Consolidated Farm and Rural Develop- 
ment Act’’. 

(v) Section 9011(c)(2)(B)(v) of the Farm Se- 
curity and Rural Investment Act of 2002 (7 
U.S.C. 8111(c)(2)(B)(v)) is amended by strik- 
ing subclause (I) and inserting the following: 

“(I) beginning farmers (as defined in ac- 
cordance with section 3002 of the Consoli- 
dated Farm and Rural Development Act); 
or’’. 

(w) Section 7(b)(2)(B) of the Small Business 
Act (15 U.S.C. 636(b)(2)(B)) is amended by 
striking ‘‘section 321 of the Consolidated 
Farm and Rural Development Act (7 U.S.C. 
1961)” and inserting ‘‘section 3301 of the Con- 
solidated Farm and Rural Development 
Act”. 

(x) Section 8(b)X(5)X(B)Gii)(III)(bb) of the Soil 
Conservation and Domestic Allotment Act 
(16 U.S.C. 590h(b)(5)(B)(iii)MID)(bb)) is amend- 
ed by striking ‘‘section 355(e)(1) of the Con- 
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solidated Farm and Rural Development Act 
(7 U.S.C.A. § 2008(e)(1))”’ and inserting ‘‘sec- 
tion 3002 of the Consolidated Farm and Rural 
Development Act)”. 

(y) Section 10(b)(3) of the Cooperative For- 
estry Assistance Act of 1978 (16 U.S.C. 
2106(b)(3)) is amended in the last sentence by 
striking ‘‘set out in the first clause of sec- 
tion 306(a)(7) of the Consolidated Farm and 
Rural Development Act? and inserting 
“given the term in section 3002 of the Con- 
solidated Farm and Rural Development 
Act”. 

(z) Section 1201(a)(2) of the Food Security 
Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3801(a)(2)) is amended 
by striking ‘‘section 348(a)(8) of the Consoli- 
dated Farm and Rural Development Act (7 
U.S.C. 1991(a)(8))”’ and inserting ‘‘section 3002 
of the Consolidated Farm and Rural Develop- 
ment Act”. 

(aa) Section 1238(2) of the Food Security 
Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3838(2)) is amended by 
striking ‘‘section 343(a) of the Consolidated 
Farm and Rural Development Act (7 U.S.C. 
1991(a) and inserting ‘‘section 3002 of the 
Consolidated Farm and Rural Development 
Act”. 

(bb) The first section of Public Law 91-229 
(25 U.S.C. 488) is amended in subsection (a) 
by striking ‘‘make loans from the Farmers 
Home Administration Direct Loan Account 
created by section 338(c), and to make and 
insure loans as provided in sections 308 and 
309, of the Consolidated Farmers Home Ad- 
ministration Act of 1961, as amended (7 
U.S.C. 1988(c), 1928, 1929), and inserting 
‘make loans under chapter 1 of subtitle A of 
the Consolidated Farm and Rural Develop- 
ment Act”. 

(cc) Section 5 of Public Law 91-229 (25 
U.S.C. 492) is amended by striking ‘‘section 
307(a)(3)(B) of the Consolidated Farmers 
Home Administration Act of 1961, as amend- 
ed, and to the provisions of subtitle D of that 
Act except sections 340, 341, 342, and 343” and 
inserting ‘‘3105(b)(2) of the Consolidated 
Farm and Rural Development Act”. 

(dd) Section 6(c) of Public Law 91-229 (25 
U.S.C. 493(c)) is amended by striking ‘‘sec- 
tion 333B of the Consolidated Farm and 
Rural Development Act (7 U.S.C. 1983b)’’ and 
inserting ‘“‘subtitle H of the Department of 
Agriculture Reorganization Act of 1994 (7 
U.S.C. 6991 et seq.)’’. 

(ee) Section 181(a)(2)(B)(ii) of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 is amended by striking 
“section 2009aa-l of title 7, United States 
Code” and inserting ‘‘section 3801 of the Con- 
solidated Farm and Rural Development 
Act”. 

(ff) Section 515(b)(3) of the Housing Act of 
1949 (42 U.S.C. 1485(b)(8)) is amended by strik- 
ing ‘‘all the provisions of section 309 and the 
second and third sentences of section 308 of 
the Consolidated Farmers Home Administra- 
tion Act of 1961, including the authority in 
section 309(f)(1) of that Act” and inserting 
“section 3401 of the Consolidated Farm and 
Rural Development Act”. 

(gg) Section 517(b) of the Housing Act of 
1949 (42 U.S.C. 1487(b)) is amended in the 
third sentence by striking ‘‘(7 U.S.C. 1929)” 
and inserting ‘‘under section 3401 of the Con- 
solidated Farm and Rural Development 
Act”. 

(hh) Section 3(8) of the Public Works and 
Economic Development Act of 1965 (42 U.S.C. 
3122(8)) is amended— 

(1) by striking subparagraph (B) and insert- 
ing the following: 

“(B) the Delta Regional Authority estab- 
lished under chapter 4 of subtitle B of the 
Consolidated Farm and Rural Development 
Act;’’; and 
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(2) by striking subparagraph (D) and in- 
serting the following: 

“(D) the Northern Great Plains Regional 
Authority established under chapter 5 of sub- 
title B of the Consolidated Farm and Rural 
Development Act.’’. 

(ii) Section 310(a) of the Robert T. Stafford 
Disaster Relief and Emergency Assistance 
Act (42 U.S.C. 5153(a)) is amended by striking 
paragraph (4) and inserting the following: 

“(4) Chapter 1 of subtitle B of the Consoli- 
dated Farm and Rural Development Act.’’. 

(jj) Section 582(d)(1) of the National Flood 
Insurance Reform Act of 1994 (42 U.S.C. 
5154a(d)(1)) is amended by striking ‘‘section 
321(a) of the Consolidated Farm and Rural 
Development Act (7 U.S.C. 1961(a)) and in- 
serting ‘‘section 3301(b) of the Consolidated 
Farm and Rural Development Act”. 

(kk) Section 213(c)(1) of the Biomass En- 
ergy and Alcohol Fuels Act of 1980 (42 U.S.C. 
8813(c)(1)) is amended in the first sentence by 
striking ‘‘section 309 of the Consolidated 
Farm and Rural Development Act or the 
Rural Development Insurance Fund in sec- 
tion 309A of such Act” and inserting ‘‘under 
section 3401 of the Consolidated Farm and 
Rural Development Act or the Rural Devel- 
opment Insurance Fund under section 3704 of 
that Act”. 

(11) Section 1323(b)(2) of the Food Security 
Act of 1985 (Public Law 99-198; 7 U.S.C. 1932 
note) is amended— 

(1) in subparagraph (A), by inserting ‘‘and’’ 
at the end; 

(2) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘‘; and’’ 
at the end and inserting a period; and 

(3) by striking subparagraph (C). 

Subtitle B—Rural Electrification 

SEC. 6101. DEFINITION OF RURAL AREA. 

Section 13(8) of the Rural Electrification 
Act of 1936 (7 U.S.C. 913(A)) is amended by 
striking subparagraph (A) and inserting the 
following: 

“(A) any area described in section 
3002(28)(A)(i) of the Consolidated Farm and 
Rural Development Act; and’’. 

SEC. 6102. GUARANTEES FOR BONDS AND NOTES 
ISSUED FOR ELECTRIFICATION OR 
TELEPHONE PURPOSES. 

Section 318A(f) of the Rural Electrification 
Act of 1936 (7 U.S.C. 940c-1(f)) is amended by 
striking ‘‘2012”’ and inserting ‘‘2017’’. 

SEC. 6103. EXPANSION OF 911 ACCESS. 

Section 315(d) of the Rural Electrification 
Act of 1936 (7 U.S.C. 940e(d)) is amended by 
striking ‘‘2012”’ and inserting ‘‘2017’’. 


SEC. 6104. ACCESS TO BROADBAND TELE- 
COMMUNICATIONS SERVICES IN 
RURAL AREAS. 


Section 601 of the Rural Electrification Act 
of 1936 (7 U.S.C. 950bb) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a), by striking ‘‘loans 
and” and inserting ‘‘grants, loans, and’’; 

(2) in subsection (b), by striking paragraph 
(3) and inserting the following: 

“(3) RURAL AREA.—The term ‘rural area’ 
means any area described in section 3002 of 
the Consolidated Farm and Rural Develop- 
ment Act.”’; 

(3) in subsection (c)— 

(A) in the subsection heading, by striking 
“LOANS AND” and inserting ‘‘GRANTS, LOANS, 
AND”; 

(B) in paragraph (1), by inserting ‘‘make 
grants and” after ‘‘Secretary shall’’; 

(C) by striking paragraph (2) and inserting 
the following: 

‘(2) PRIORITY.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—In making grants or 
guaranteeing loans under paragraph (1), the 
Secretary shall give the highest priority to 
applicants that offer to provide broadband 
service to the greatest proportion of house- 
holds that, prior to the provision of the 
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broadband service, had no incumbent service 
provider. 

‘(B) OTHER.—After giving priority to the 
applicants described in subparagraph (A), the 
Secretary shall then give priority to projects 
that serve rural communities— 

“(i) with a population of less than 20,000 
permanent residents; 

“(ii) experiencing outmigration; 

“(iii) with a high percentage of low-income 
residents; and 

“(iv) that are isolated from other signifi- 
cant population centers.’’; and 

(D) by adding at the end the following: 

‘(3) GRANT AMOUNTS.— 

“(A) ELIGIBILITY.—To be eligible for a 
grant under this section, the project that is 
the subject of the grant shall be carried out 
in a rural area. 

‘“(B) MAXIMUM.—Except as provided in sub- 
paragraph (D), the amount of any grant 
made under this section shall not exceed 50 
percent of the development costs of the 
project for which the grant is provided. 

“(C) GRANT RATE.—The Secretary shall es- 
tablish the grant rate for each project in ac- 
cordance with regulations issued by the Sec- 
retary that shall provide for a graduated 
scale of grant rates that establish higher 
rates for projects in communities that 
have— 

“(i) remote locations; 

“(ii) low community populations; 

“(iii) low income levels; and 

“(iv) developed the applications of the 
communities with the participation of com- 
binations of stakeholders, including— 

“(I) State, local, and tribal governments; 

“(IT) nonprofit institutions; 

“(JIT) institutions of higher education; 

‘(IV) private entities; and 

‘(V) philanthropic organizations. 

‘(D) SECRETARIAL AUTHORITY TO ADJUST.— 
The Secretary may make grants of up to 75 
percent of the development costs of the 
project for which the grant is provided to an 
eligible entity if the Secretary determines 
that the project serves a remote or low in- 
come area that does not have access to 
broadband service from any provider of 
broadband service (including the appli- 
cant).’’; 

(4) in subsection (d)— 

(A) in paragraph (1)(A)— 

(i) in the matter preceding clause (i), by 
striking ‘‘loan or” and inserting ‘grant, 
loan, or’’; 

(ii) in clause (ii), by striking ‘‘a loan appli- 
cation” and inserting ‘‘an application”; and 

(iii) in clause (iii)— 

(I) by striking ‘‘the loan application” and 
inserting ‘‘the application’’; and 

(II) by striking ‘‘proceeds from the loan 
made or guaranteed under this section are” 
and inserting ‘‘assistance under this section 
is”; 

(B) in paragraph (2)(A), in the matter pre- 
ceding clause (i)— 

(i) by striking ‘‘the proceeds of a loan 
made or guaranteed” and inserting ‘‘assist- 
ance”; and 

(ii) by striking ‘‘for the loan or loan guar- 
antee” and inserting ‘‘of the eligible entity”; 

(C) by striking ‘‘loan or’’ each place it ap- 
pears in paragraphs (2)(B), (3)(A), (4), (5), and 
(6) and inserting ‘‘grant, loan, or’’; 

(D) in paragraph (7), by striking ‘‘a loan 
application” and inserting ‘‘an application’’; 
and 

(E) by adding at the end the following: 

‘(8) TRANSPARENCY AND REPORTING.—The 
Secretary— 

“(A) shall require any entity receiving as- 
sistance under this section to submit quar- 
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terly, in a format specified by the Secretary, 
a report that describes— 

‘“(i) the use by the entity of the assistance; 
and 

“Gi) the progress towards fulfilling the ob- 
jectives for which the assistance was grant- 
ed; 

“(B) shall maintain a fully searchable 
database, accessible on the Internet at no 
cost to the public, that contains, at a min- 
imum— 

“(G) a list of each entity that has applied 
for assistance under this section; 

“Gi) a description of each application, in- 
cluding the status of each application; 

“(iii) for each entity receiving assistance 
under this section— 

“(T) the name of the entity; 

“(II) the type of assistance being received; 

““(IIT) the purpose for which the entity is 
receiving the assistance; and 

“(IV) each quarterly report submitted 
under subparagraph (A); and 

‘“(iv) such other information as is suffi- 
cient to allow the public to understand and 
monitor assistance provided under this sec- 
tion; 

“(C) may, in addition to other authority 
under applicable law, deobligate awards to 
grantees that demonstrate an insufficient 
level of performance, or wasteful or fraudu- 
lent spending, as defined in advance by the 
Secretary, and award those funds competi- 
tively to new or existing applicants con- 
sistent with this section; and 

“(D) may establish additional reporting 
and information requirements for any recipi- 
ent of any assistance under this section so as 
to ensure compliance with this section.’’; 

(5) in subsection (f), by striking ‘‘make a 
loan or loan guarantee” and inserting ‘‘pro- 
vide assistance”; 

(6) in subsection (j)— 

(A) in the matter preceding paragraph (1), 
by striking ‘‘loan and loan guarantee’’; 

(B) in paragraph (1), by inserting ‘‘grants 
and” after ‘‘number of”; 

(C) in paragraph (2)— 

(i) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘loan’’; 
and 

(ii) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘‘loans 
and” and inserting ‘‘grants, loans, and”; and 

(D) in paragraph (3), by striking ‘‘loan’’; 

(T) in subsection (k)(1)— 

(A) by striking ‘‘$25,000,000’’ and inserting 
‘*$50,000,000’’; and 

(B) by striking ‘‘2012’’ and inserting ‘‘2017’’; 
and 

(8) in subsection (1)— 

(A) by striking ‘‘loan or” and inserting 
“grant, loan, or’’; and 

(B) by striking ‘‘2012’’ and inserting ‘‘2017’’. 

Subtitle C—Miscellaneous 
SEC. 6201. DISTANCE LEARNING AND TELEMEDI- 
CINE. 

(a) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
Section 2335A of the Food, Agriculture, Con- 
servation, and Trade Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 
950aaa-5) is amended by striking ‘‘2012”’ and 
inserting ‘‘2017’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 1(b) 
of Public Law 102-551 (7 U.S.C. 950aaa note) is 
amended by striking ‘‘2012’’ and inserting 
“2017”. 

SEC. 6202. RURAL ENERGY SAVINGS PROGRAM. 

Subtitle E of title VI of the Farm Security 
and Rural Investment Act of 2002 (Public 
Law 107-171; 116 Stat. 424) is amended by add- 
ing at the end the following: 

“SEC. 6407. RURAL ENERGY SAVINGS PROGRAM. 

‘“(a) PURPOSE.—The purpose of this section 
is to create jobs, promote rural development, 
and help rural families and small businesses 
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achieve cost savings by providing loans to 
qualified consumers to implement durable 
cost-effective energy efficiency measures. 

“(b) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 

“(1) ELIGIBLE ENTITY.—The term ‘eligible 
entity’ means— 

“(A) any public power district, public util- 
ity district, or similar entity, or any electric 
cooperative described in section 501(c)(12) or 
1381(a)(2) of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986, that borrowed and repaid, prepaid, or is 
paying an electric loan made or guaranteed 
by the Rural Utilities Service (or any prede- 
cessor agency); 

‘(B) any entity primarily owned or con- 
trolled by 1 or more entities described in 
subparagraph (A); or 

“(C) any other entity that is an eligible 
borrower of the Rural Utility Service, as de- 
termined under section 1710.101 of title 7, 
Code of Federal Regulations (or a successor 
regulation). 

‘(2) ENERGY EFFICIENCY MEASURES.—The 
term ‘energy efficiency measures’ means, for 
or at property served by an eligible entity, 
structural improvements and investments in 
cost-effective, commercial technologies to 
increase energy efficiency. 

*3) QUALIFIED CONSUMER.—The term 
‘qualified consumer’ means a consumer 
served by an eligible entity that has the abil- 
ity to repay a loan made under subsection 
(d), as determined by the eligible entity. 

(4) SECRETARY.—The term ‘Secretary’ 
means the Secretary of Agriculture, acting 
through the Administrator of the Rural Util- 
ities Service. 

“(c) LOANS TO ELIGIBLE ENTITIES.— 

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2), 
the Secretary shall make loans to eligible 
entities that agree to use the loan funds to 
make loans to qualified consumers for the 
purpose of implementing energy efficiency 
measures. 

‘(2) REQUIREMENTS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—As a condition of receiv- 
ing a loan under this subsection, an eligible 
entity shall— 

“(i) establish a list of energy efficiency 
measures that is expected to decrease energy 
use or costs of qualified consumers; 

“(ii) prepare an implementation plan for 
use of the loan funds, including use of any 
interest to be received pursuant to sub- 
section (d)(1)(A); 

‘“(iii) provide for appropriate measurement 
and verification to ensure— 

“(I) the effectiveness of the energy effi- 
ciency loans made by the eligible entity; and 

“(JI) that there is no conflict of interest in 
carrying out this section; and 

“(iv) demonstrate expertise in effective use 
of energy efficiency measures at an appro- 
priate scale. 

‘(B) REVISION OF LIST OF ENERGY EFFI- 
CIENCY MEASURES.—Subject to the approval 
of the Secretary, an eligible entity may up- 
date the list required under subparagraph 
(A)Gi) to account for newly available effi- 
ciency technologies. 

‘(C) EXISTING ENERGY EFFICIENCY PRO- 
GRAMS.—An eligible entity that, at any time 
before the date that is 60 days after the date 
of enactment of this section, has established 
an energy efficiency program for qualified 
consumers may use an existing list of energy 
efficiency measures, implementation plan, or 
measurement and verification system of that 
program to satisfy the requirements of sub- 
paragraph (A) if the Secretary determines 
the list, plan, or systems are consistent with 
the purposes of this section. 

(3) NO INTEREST.—A loan under this sub- 
section shall bear no interest. 
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‘“(4) REPAYMENT.—With respect to a loan 
under paragraph (1)— 

“(A) the term shall not exceed 20 years 
from the date on which the loan is closed; 
and 

‘“(B) except as provided in paragraph (6), 
the repayment of each advance shall be am- 
ortized for a period not to exceed 10 years. 

‘(5) AMOUNT OF ADVANCES.—Any advance of 
loan funds to an eligible entity in any single 
year shall not exceed 50 percent of the ap- 
proved loan amount. 

‘(6) SPECIAL ADVANCE FOR START-UP ACTIVI- 
TIES.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—In order to assist an eli- 
gible entity in defraying the appropriate 
start-up costs (as determined by the Sec- 
retary) of establishing new programs or 
modifying existing programs to carry out 
subsection (d), the Secretary shall allow an 
eligible entity to request a special advance. 

“(B) AMOUNT.—No eligible entity may re- 
ceive a special advance under this paragraph 
for an amount that is greater than 4 percent 
of the loan amount received by the eligible 
entity under paragraph (1). 

“(C) REPAYMENT.—Repayment of the spe- 
cial advance— 

“(i) shall be required during the 10-year pe- 
riod beginning on the date on which the spe- 
cial advance is made; and 

“(ii) at the election of the eligible entity, 
may be deferred to the end of the 10-year pe- 
riod. 

‘(7) LIMITATION.—All special advances 
shall be made under a loan described in para- 
graph (1) during the first 10 years of the term 
of the loan. 

“(d) LOANS TO QUALIFIED CONSUMERS.— 

“(1) TERMS OF LOANS.—Loans made by an 
eligible entity to qualified consumers using 
loan funds provided by the Secretary under 
subsection (c)— 

“(A) may bear interest, not to exceed 3 per- 
cent, to be used for purposes that include— 

“(i) to establish a loan loss reserve; and 

“(ii) to offset personnel and program costs 
of eligible entities to provide the loans; 

“(B) shall finance energy efficiency meas- 
ures for the purpose of decreasing energy 
usage or costs of the qualified consumer by 
an amount that ensures, to the maximum ex- 
tent practicable, that a loan term of not 
more than 10 years will not pose an undue fi- 
nancial burden on the qualified consumer, as 
determined by the eligible entity; 

‘“(C) shall not be used to fund purchases of, 
or modifications to, personal property unless 
the personal property is or becomes attached 
to real property (including a manufactured 
home) as a fixture; 

‘“(D) shall be repaid through charges added 
to the electric bill for the property for, or at 
which, energy efficiency measures are or will 
be implemented, on the condition that this 
requirement does not prohibit— 

“(i) the voluntary prepayment of a loan by 
the owner of the property; or 

“(ii) the use of any additional repayment 
mechanisms that are— 

“(D demonstrated to have appropriate risk 
mitigation features, as determined by the el- 
igible entity; or 

“(IT) required if the qualified consumer is 
no longer a customer of the eligible entity; 
and 

‘“(E) shall require an energy audit by an el- 
igible entity to determine the impact of pro- 
posed energy efficiency measures on the en- 
ergy costs and consumption of the qualified 
consumer. 

“(2) CONTRACTORS.—In addition to any 
other qualified general contractor, eligible 
entities may serve as general contractors. 
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“(e) CONTRACT FOR MEASUREMENT AND 
VERIFICATION, TRAINING, AND TECHNICAL AS- 
SISTANCE.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 90 days 
after the date of enactment of this section, 
the Secretary— 

“(A) shall establish a plan for measure- 
ment and verification, training, and tech- 
nical assistance of the program; and 

“(B) may enter into 1 or more contracts 
with a qualified entity for the purposes of— 

“(i) providing measurement and 
verification activities; and 

“(i) developing a program to provide tech- 
nical assistance and training to the employ- 
ees of eligible entities to carry out this sec- 
tion. 

“(2) USE OF SUBCONTRACTORS AUTHORIZED.— 
A qualified entity that enters into a contract 
under paragraph (1) may use subcontractors 
to assist the qualified entity in carrying out 
the contract. 

“H FAST 
PROJECTS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall offer 
to enter into agreements with eligible enti- 
ties (or groups of eligible entities) that have 
energy efficiency programs described in sub- 
section (c)(2)(C) to establish an energy effi- 
ciency loan demonstration projects con- 
sistent with the purposes of this section. 

“(2) EVALUATION CRITERIA.—In determining 
which eligible entities to award loans under 
this section, the Secretary shall take into 
consideration eligible entities that— 

“(A) implement approaches to energy au- 
dits and investments in energy efficiency 
measures that yield measurable and predict- 
able savings; 

“(B) use measurement and verification 
processes to determine the effectiveness of 
energy efficiency loans made by eligible en- 
tities; 

“(C) include training for employees of eli- 
gible entities, including any contractors of 
such entities, to implement or oversee the 
activities described in subparagraphs (A) and 
(B); 

““(D) provide for the participation of a ma- 
jority of eligible entities in a State; 

‘“(E) reduce the need for generating capac- 
ity; 

“(F) provide efficiency loans to— 

‘“(i) in the case of a single eligible entity, 
not fewer than 20,000 consumers; or 

“Gi) in the case of a group of eligible enti- 
ties, not fewer than 80,000 consumers; and 

“(G) serve areas in which, as determined 
by the Secretary, a large percentage of con- 
sumers reside— 

“(i) in manufactured homes; or 

“(i) in housing units that are more than 50 
years old. 

“(3) DEADLINE FOR IMPLEMENTATION.—To 
the maximum extent practicable, the Sec- 
retary shall enter into agreements described 
in paragraph (1) by not later than 90 days 
after the date of enactment of this section. 

‘“(4) EFFECT ON AVAILABILITY OF LOANS NA- 
TIONALLY.—Nothing in this subsection shall 
delay the availability of loans to eligible en- 
tities on a national basis beginning not later 
than 180 days after the date of enactment of 
this section. 

‘“(5) ADDITIONAL DEMONSTRATION PROJECT 
AUTHORITY.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may con- 
duct demonstration projects in addition to 
the project required by paragraph (1). 

“(B) INAPPLICABILITY OF CERTAIN CRI- 
TERIA.—The additional demonstration 
projects may be carried out without regard 
to subparagraphs (D), (F), or (G) of para- 
graph (2). 
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“(g) ADDITIONAL AUTHORITY.—The author- 
ity provided in this section is in addition to 
any other authority of the Secretary to offer 
loans under any other law. 

‘“(h) EFFECTIVE PERIOD.—Subject to the 
availability of funds and except as otherwise 
provided in this section, the loans and other 
expenditures required to be made under this 
section shall be available until expended, 
with the Secretary authorized to make new 
loans as loans are repaid. 

“(i) REGULATIONS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as otherwise pro- 
vided in this subsection, not later than 180 
days after the date of enactment of this sec- 
tion, the Secretary shall promulgate such 
regulations as are necessary to implement 
this section. 

‘(2) PROCEDURE.—The promulgation of the 
regulations and administration of this sec- 
tion shall be made without regard to— 

“(A) the Statement of Policy of the Sec- 
retary of Agriculture effective July 24, 1971 
(36 Fed. Reg. 18804), relating to notices of 
proposed rulemaking and public participa- 
tion in rulemaking; and 

‘(B) chapter 35 of title 44, United States 
Code (commonly known as the ‘Paperwork 
Reduction Act’). 

‘(3) CONGRESSIONAL REVIEW OF AGENCY 
RULEMAKING.—In carrying out this section, 
the Secretary shall use the authority pro- 
vided under section 808 of title 5, United 
States Code. 

(4) INTERIM REGULATIONS.—Notwith- 
standing paragraphs (1) and (2), to the extent 
regulations are necessary to carry out any 
provision of this section, the Secretary shall 
implement such regulations through the pro- 
mulgation of an interim rule.’’. 

TITLE VII—RESEARCH, EXTENSION, AND 
RELATED MATTERS 
Subtitle A—National Agricultural Research, 

Extension, and Teaching Policy Act of 1977 

SEC. 7101. NATIONAL AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH, 
EXTENSION, EDUCATION, AND ECO- 
NOMICS ADVISORY BOARD. 

(a) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
Section 1408(h) of the National Agricultural 
Research, Extension, and Teaching Policy 
Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 3123(h)) is amended by 
striking ‘‘2012”’ and inserting ‘‘2017’’. 

(b) DUTIES OF NATIONAL AGRICULTURAL RE- 
SEARCH, EXTENSION, EDUCATION, AND ECONOM- 
IcS ADVISORY BOARD.—Section 1408(c) of the 
National Agricultural Research, Extension, 
and Teaching Policy Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 
3123(c)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (3), by striking “and” at 
the end; 

(2) in paragraph (4)(C), by striking the pe- 
riod at the end and inserting ‘‘; and”; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 

‘“(5) consult with industry groups on agri- 
cultural research, extension, education, and 
economics, and make recommendations to 
the Secretary based on that consultation.’’. 
SEC. 7102. SPECIALTY CROP COMMITTEE. 

Section 1408A of the National Agricultural 
Research, Extension, and Teaching Policy 
Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 3123a) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (b)— 

(A) by striking ‘‘Individuals’’ and inserting 
the following: 

“(1) ELIGIBILITY.—Individuals”’; 

(B) by striking “Members” and inserting 
the following: 

‘(2) SERVICE.—Members”’; and 

(C) by adding at the end the following: 

‘(3) DIVERSITY.—Membership of the spe- 
cialty crops committee shall reflect diver- 
sity in the specialty crops represented.”’; 

(2) in subsection (c), by adding at the end 
the following: 
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“(6) Analysis of alignment of specialty 
crop committee recommendations with spe- 
cialty crop research initiative grants award- 
ed under section 412(d) of the Agricultural 
Research, Extension, and Education Reform 
Act of 1998 (7 U.S.C. 7632).’’; 

(3) by redesignating subsections (d) and (e) 
as subsections (e) and (f), respectively; 

(4) by inserting after subsection (c) the fol- 
lowing: 

‘(d) CONSULTATION WITH SPECIALTY CROP 
INDUSTRY.—In studying the scope and effec- 
tiveness of programs under subsection (a), 
the specialty crops committee shall consult 
on an ongoing basis with diverse sectors of 
the specialty crop industry.’’; and 

(5) in subsection (f) (as redesignated by 
paragraph (8)), by striking ‘‘subsection (d)’’ 
and inserting ‘‘subsection (e)’’. 

SEC. 7103. VETERINARY SERVICES GRANT PRO- 
GRAM. 

The National Agricultural Research, Ex- 
tension, and Teaching Policy Act of 1977 is 
amended by inserting after section 1415A (7 
U.S.C. 3151a) the following: 

“SEC. 1415B. VETERINARY SERVICES GRANT PRO- 
GRAM. 

“(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 

“(1) QUALIFIED ENTITY.—The term ‘quali- 
fied entity’ means— 

“(A) a for-profit or nonprofit entity lo- 
cated in the United States that operates a 
veterinary clinic providing veterinary serv- 
ices— 

“(i) in a rural area, as defined in section 
343(a) of the Consolidated Farm and Rural 
Development Act (7 U.S.C. 1991(a)); and 

“(ii) in response to a veterinarian shortage 
situation; 

“(B) a State, national, allied, or regional 
veterinary organization or specialty board 
recognized by the American Veterinary Med- 
ical Association; 

“(C) a college or school of veterinary medi- 
cine accredited by the American Veterinary 
Medical Association; 

“(D) a university research foundation or 
veterinary medical foundation; 

“(E) a department of veterinary science or 
department of comparative medicine accred- 
ited by the Department of Education; 

‘(F) a State agricultural experiment sta- 
tion; and 

“(G) a State, local, or tribal government 
agency. 

‘(2) VETERINARIAN SHORTAGE SITUATION.— 
The term ‘veterinarian shortage situation’ 
means a veterinarian shortage situation de- 
termined by the Secretary under section 
1415A(b). 

“(b) ESTABLISHMENT OF PROGRAM.— 

“(1) COMPETITIVE GRANTS.—The Secretary 
shall carry out a program to make competi- 
tive grants to qualified entities that carry 
out programs or activities described in para- 
graph (2) for the purpose of developing, im- 
plementing, and sustaining veterinary serv- 
ices. 

‘(2) ELIGIBILITY REQUIREMENTS.—To be eli- 
gible to receive a grant described in para- 
graph (1), a qualified entity shall carry out 
programs or activities that the Secretary de- 
termines will— 

“(A) substantially 
shortage situations; 

‘(B) support or facilitate private veteri- 
nary practices engaged in public health ac- 
tivities; or 

‘(C) support or facilitate the practices of 
veterinarians who are participating in or 
have successfully completed a service re- 
quirement under section 1415A(a)(2). 

‘(c) AWARD PROCESSES AND 
ERENCES.— 
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‘“(1) APPLICATION, EVALUATION, AND INPUT 
PROCESSES.—In administering the grant pro- 
gram under this section, the Secretary 
shall— 

“(A) use an appropriate application and 
evaluation process, as determined by the 
Secretary; and 

““(B) seek the input of interested persons. 

‘“(2) GRANT PREFERENCES.—In selecting re- 
cipients of grants to be used for any of the 
purposes described in paragraphs (2) through 
(6) of subsection (d), the Secretary shall give 
a preference to qualified entities that pro- 
vide documentation of coordination with 
other qualified entities, with respect to any 
such purpose. 

“(3) ADDITIONAL PREFERENCES.—In award- 
ing grants under this section, the Secretary 
may develop additional preferences by tak- 
ing into account the amount of funds avail- 
able for grants and the purposes for which 
the grant funds will be used. 

‘(4) APPLICABILITY OF OTHER PROVISIONS.— 
Sections 1413B, 1462(a), 1469(a)(3), 1469(c), and 
1470 apply to the administration of the grant 
program under this section. 

“(d) USE OF GRANTS TO RELIEVE VETERI- 
NARIAN SHORTAGE SITUATIONS AND SUPPORT 
VETERINARY SERVICES.—A qualified entity 
may use funds provided by grants under this 
section to relieve veterinarian shortage situ- 
ations and support veterinary services for 
the following purposes: 

“(1) To assist veterinarians with estab- 
lishing or expanding practices for the pur- 
pose of— 

“(A) equipping veterinary offices; 

“(B) sharing in the reasonable overhead 
costs of the practices, as determined by the 
Secretary; or 

“(C) establishing mobile veterinary facili- 
ties in which a portion of the facilities will 
address education or extension needs. 

“(2) To promote recruitment (including for 
programs in secondary schools), placement, 
and retention of veterinarians, veterinary 
technicians, students of veterinary medicine, 
and students of veterinary technology. 

(3) To allow veterinary students, veteri- 
nary interns, externs, fellows, and residents, 
and veterinary technician students to cover 
expenses (other than the types of expenses 
described in 1415A(c)(5)) to attend training 
programs in food safety or food animal medi- 
cine. 

“(4) To establish or expand accredited vet- 
erinary education programs (including fac- 
ulty recruitment and retention), veterinary 
residency and fellowship programs, or veteri- 
nary internship and externship programs 
carried out in coordination with accredited 
colleges of veterinary medicine. 

‘“(5) To assess veterinarian shortage situa- 
tions and the preparation of applications 
submitted to the Secretary for designation 
as a veterinarian shortage situation under 
section 1415A(b). 

(6) To provide continuing education and 
extension, including veterinary telemedicine 
and other distance-based education, for vet- 
erinarians, veterinary technicians, and other 
health professionals needed to strengthen 
veterinary programs and enhance food safe- 
ty. 

“(e) SPECIAL REQUIREMENTS FOR CERTAIN 
GRANTS.— 

‘“(1) TERMS OF SERVICE REQUIREMENTS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Grants provided under 
this section for the purpose specified in sub- 
section (d)(1) shall be subject to an agree- 
ment between the Secretary and the grant 
recipient that includes a required term of 
service for the recipient, as established by 
the Secretary. 
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“(B) CONSIDERATIONS.—In establishing a 
term of service under subparagraph (A), the 
Secretary shall consider only— 

“(i) the amount of the grant awarded; and 

“(ii) the specific purpose of the grant. 

‘(2) BREACH REMEDIES.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—An agreement under 
paragraph (1) shall provide remedies for any 
breach of the agreement by the grant recipi- 
ent, including repayment or partial repay- 
ment of the grant funds, with interest. 

“(B) WAIVER.—The Secretary may grant a 
wavier of the repayment obligation for 
breach of contract if the Secretary deter- 
mines that the grant recipient demonstrates 
extreme hardship or extreme need. 

‘(C) TREATMENT OF AMOUNTS RECOVERED.— 
Funds recovered under this paragraph shall— 

“(i) be credited to the account available to 
carry out this section; and 

“(ii) remain available until expended. 

‘“(f) COST-SHARING REQUIREMENTS.— 

“(1) RECIPIENT SHARE.—Subject to para- 
graph (2), to be eligible to receive a grant 
under this section, a qualified entity shall 
provide matching non-Federal funds, either 
in cash or in-kind support, in an amount 
equal to not less than 25 percent of the Fed- 
eral funds provided by the grant. 

“(2) WAIVER.—The Secretary may estab- 
lish, by regulation, conditions under which 
the cost-sharing requirements of paragraph 
(1) may be reduced or waived. 

“(g) PROHIBITION ON USE OF GRANT FUNDS 
FOR CONSTRUCTION.—Funds made available 
for grants under this section may not be 
used— 

“(1) to construct a new building or facility; 
or 

‘“(2) to acquire, expand, remodel, or alter 
an existing building or facility, including 
site grading and improvement and architect 
fees. 

“(h) REGULATIONS.—Not later than 1 year 
after the date of enactment of this section, 
the Secretary shall promulgate regulations 
to carry out this section. 

‘(i) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to the 
Secretary to carry out this section $10,000,000 
for fiscal year 2013 and each fiscal year 
thereafter, to remain available until ex- 
pended.’’. 

SEC. 7104. GRANTS AND FELLOWSHIPS FOR FOOD 
AND AGRICULTURE SCIENCES EDU- 
CATION. 

Section 1417(m) of the National Agricul- 
tural Research, Extension, and Teaching 
Policy Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 3152(m)) is 
amended by striking ‘‘section $60,000,000” 
and all that follows and inserting the fol- 
lowing: ‘‘section— 

“(1) $60,000,000 for each of fiscal years 1990 
through 2012; and 

‘(2) $40,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2013 
through 2017.”’. 

SEC. 7105. AGRICULTURAL AND FOOD POLICY RE- 
SEARCH CENTERS. 

Section 1419A of the National Agricultural 
Research, Extension, and Teaching Policy 
Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 3155) is amended— 

(1) in the section heading, by inserting 
‘AGRICULTURAL AND FOOD” before ‘‘POL- 
ICY”; 

(2) in subsection (a), in the matter pre- 
ceding paragraph (1)— 

(A) by striking ‘‘Secretary may” and in- 
serting ‘‘Secretary shall, acting through the 
Office of the Chief Economist,’’; and 

(B) by inserting ‘‘with a history of pro- 
viding unbiased, nonpartisan economic anal- 
ysis to Congress” after ‘‘subsection (b)’’; 

(3) in subsection (b), by striking ‘‘other re- 
search institutions’ and all that follows 
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through ‘shall be eligible” and inserting 
“other public research institutions and orga- 
nizations shall be eligible’’; 

(4) in subsection (c)— 

(A) in the matter preceding paragraph (1), 
by inserting ‘‘, with preference given to pol- 
icy research centers having extensive data- 
bases, models, and demonstrated experience 
in providing Congress with agricultural mar- 
ket projections, rural development analysis, 
agricultural policy analysis, and baseline 
projections at the farm, multiregional, na- 
tional, and international levels,” after ‘‘with 
this section’’; and 

(B) in paragraph (2) by inserting ‘‘applied’’ 
after ‘‘theoretical’’; and 

(5) by striking subsection (d) and inserting 
the following: ‘‘ 

‘(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section $5,000,000 for fiscal 
year 2012 and each fiscal year thereafter.’’. 
SEC. 7106. EDUCATION GRANTS TO ALASKA NA- 

TIVE SERVING INSTITUTIONS AND 
NATIVE HAWAIIAN SERVING INSTI- 
TUTIONS. 

Section 1419B of the National Agricultural 
Research, Extension, and Teaching Policy 
Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 3156) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)— 

(A) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘(or 
grants without regard to any requirement 
for competition)”; and 

(B) in paragraph (3), by striking ‘‘2012’’ and 
inserting ‘‘2017’’; and 

(2) in subsection (b)(1), by striking ‘‘(or 
grants without regard to any requirement 
for competition)”; and 

(3) in paragraph (8), by striking ‘‘2012”’ and 
inserting ‘‘2017’’. 

SEC. 7107. NUTRITION EDUCATION PROGRAM. 

Section 1425(f) of the National Agricultural 
Research, Extension, and Teaching Policy 
Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 3175(f)) is amended by 
striking ‘‘2012”’ and inserting ‘‘2017’’. 

SEC. 7108. CONTINUING ANIMAL HEALTH AND 
DISEASE RESEARCH PROGRAMS. 

Section 1433 of the National Agricultural 
Research, Extension, and Teaching Policy 
Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 3195) is amended by 
striking the section designation and heading 
and all that follows through subsection (a) 
and inserting the following: 

“SEC. 1433. APPROPRIATIONS FOR CONTINUING 
ANIMAL HEALTH AND DISEASE RE- 
SEARCH PROGRAMS. 

‘(a) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—There are authorized to 
be appropriated to support continuing ani- 
mal health and disease research programs at 
eligible institutions such sums as are nec- 
essary, but not to exceed $25,000,000 for each 
of fiscal years 1991 through 2017. 

“(2) USE OF FUNDS.—Funds made available 
under this section shall be used— 

“(A) to meet the expenses of conducting 
animal health and disease research, pub- 
lishing and disseminating the results of such 
research, and contributing to the retirement 
of employees subject to the Act of March 4, 
1940 (7 U.S.C. 331); 

‘(B) for administrative planning and direc- 
tion; and 

“(C) to purchase equipment and supplies 
necessary for conducting research described 
in subparagraph (A).’’. 

SEC. 7109. GRANTS TO UPGRADE AGRICULTURAL 
AND FOOD SCIENCES FACILITIES AT 
1890 LAND-GRANT COLLEGES, IN- 
CLUDING TUSKEGEE UNIVERSITY. 

Section 1447(b) of the National Agricul- 
tural Research, Extension, and Teaching 
Policy Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 8222b(b)) is 
amended by striking ‘2012’? and inserting 
“2017”. 
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SEC. 7110. GRANTS TO UPGRADE AGRICULTURAL 
AND FOOD SCIENCES FACILITIES 
AND EQUIPMENT AT INSULAR AREA 
LAND-GRANT INSTITUTIONS. 

Section 1447B(d) of the National Agricul- 
tural Research, Extension, and Teaching 
Policy Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 3222b-2(d)) is 
amended by striking ‘‘2012’’ and inserting 
“2017”. 

SEC. 7111. HISPANIC-SERVING INSTITUTIONS. 

Section 1455(c) of the National Agricul- 
tural Research, Extension, and Teaching 
Policy Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 3241(c)) is amend- 
ed by striking ‘‘2012”’ and inserting ‘‘2017’’. 
SEC. 7112. COMPETITIVE GRANTS FOR INTER- 

NATIONAL AGRICULTURAL SCIENCE 
AND EDUCATION PROGRAMS. 

Section 1459A of the National Agricultural 
Research, Extension, and Teaching Policy 
Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 3292b) is amended by 
striking subsection (c) and inserting the fol- 
lowing: ‘‘ 

“(c) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section— 

“(1) such sums as are necessary for each of 
fiscal years 1999 through 2012; and 

**(2) $5,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2013 
through 2017.’’. 

SEC. 7113. UNIVERSITY RESEARCH. 

Section 1463 of the National Agricultural 
Research, Extension, and Teaching Policy 
Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 3311) is amended in each 
of subsections (a) and (b) by striking ‘‘2012” 
each place it appears and inserting ‘‘2017’’. 
SEC. 7114. EXTENSION SERVICE. 

Section 1464 of the National Agricultural 
Research, Extension, and Teaching Policy 
Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 3312) is amended by 
striking ‘‘2012’’ and inserting ‘‘2017’’. 

SEC. 7115. SUPPLEMENTAL AND ALTERNATIVE 
CROPS. 

(a) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS AND 
TERMINATION.—Section 1473D of the National 
Agricultural Research, Extension, and 
Teaching Policy Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 3319d) is 
amended— 

(1) in subsection (a), by striking ‘‘2012”’ and 
inserting ‘‘2017”’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

“(e) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section— 

“(1) such sums as are necessary for fiscal 
year 2012; and 

**(2) $1,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2013 
through 2017.’’. 

(b) COMPETITIVE GRANTS.—Section 
14738D(c)(1) of the National Agricultural Re- 
search, Extension, and Teaching Policy Act 
of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 3319d(c)(1)) is amended by 
striking ‘‘use such research funding, special 
or competitive grants, or other means, as the 
Secretary determines,” and inserting ‘‘make 
competitive grants”. 

SEC. 7116. CAPACITY BUILDING GRANTS FOR 
NLGCA INSTITUTIONS. 

Section 1473F(b) of the National Agricul- 
tural Research, Extension, and Teaching 
Policy Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 3319i(b)) is 
amended by striking ‘‘2012’’ and inserting 
“2017”. 

SEC. 7117. AQUACULTURE ASSISTANCE PRO- 
GRAMS. 

(a) COMPETITIVE GRANTS.—Section 1475(b) 
of the National Agricultural Research, Ex- 
tension, and Teaching Policy Act of 1977 (7 
U.S.C. 3322(b)) is amended in the matter pre- 
ceding paragraph (1) by inserting ‘‘competi- 
tive” before “grants”. 

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
Section 1477 of the National Agricultural Re- 
search, Extension, and Teaching Policy Act 
of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 3324) is amended to read as 
follows: ‘‘ 
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1477. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIA- 
TIONS. 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—There are authorized to 
be appropriated to carry out this subtitle— 

“(1) $7,500,000 for each of fiscal years 1991 
through 2012; and 

‘(2) $5,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2013 
through 2017. 

“(b) PROHIBITION ON USE.—Funds made 
available under this section may not be used 
to acquire or construct a building.”’’. 

SEC. 7118. RANGELAND RESEARCH PROGRAMS. 

Section 1483(a) of the National Agricul- 
tural Research, Extension, and Teaching 
Policy Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 3336(a)) is amend- 
ed by striking ‘‘subtitle’’ and all that follows 
and inserting the following: ‘‘subtitle— 

“(1) $10,000,000 for each of fiscal years 1991 
through 2012; and 

‘(2) $2,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2013 
through 2017.’’. 

SEC. 7119. SPECIAL AUTHORIZATION FOR BIO- 
SECURITY PLANNING AND RE- 
SPONSE. 

Section 1484(a) of the National Agricul- 
tural Research, Extension, and Teaching 
Policy Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 3351(a)) is amend- 
ed by striking ‘‘response such sums as are 
necessary” and all that follows and inserting 
the following: ‘‘response— 

“(1) such sums as are necessary for each of 
fiscal years 2002 through 2012; and 

‘(2) $20,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2013 
through 2017.”’. 

SEC. 7120. DISTANCE EDUCATION AND RESIDENT 
INSTRUCTION GRANTS PROGRAM 
FOR INSULAR AREA INSTITUTIONS 
OF HIGHER EDUCATION. 

(a) DISTANCE EDUCATION GRANTS FOR INSU- 
LAR AREAS.— 

(1) COMPETITIVE GRANTS.—Section 1490(a) of 
the National Agricultural Research, Exten- 
sion, and Teaching Policy Act of 1977 (7 
U.S.C. 3362(a)) is amended by striking ‘‘or 
noncompetitive”. 

(2) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. — 
Section 1490(f) of the National Agricultural 
Research, Extension, and Teaching Policy 
Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 3362(£)) is amended by 
striking ‘‘section’’ and all that follows and 
inserting the following: ‘‘section— 

“(1) such sums as are necessary for each of 
fiscal years 2002 through 2012; and 

‘(2) $2,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2013 
through 2017.”’. 

(b) RESIDENT INSTRUCTION GRANTS FOR IN- 
SULAR AREAS.—Section 1491(c) of the Na- 
tional Agricultural Research, Extension, and 
Teaching Policy Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 3363(c)) 
is amended by striking ‘‘such sums as are 
necessary” and all that follows and inserting 
the following: ‘‘to carry out this section— 

“(1) such sums as are necessary for each of 
fiscal years 2002 through 2012; and 

‘(2) $2,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2013 
through 2017.”’. 

Subtitle B—Food, Agriculture, Conservation, 
and Trade Act of 1990 

SEC. 7201. BEST UTILIZATION OF BIOLOGICAL AP- 
PLICATIONS. 

Section 1624 of the Food, Agriculture, Con- 
servation, and Trade Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 
5814) is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘$40,000,000 for each fiscal 
year”; and 

(2) by inserting ‘‘$40,000,000 for each of fis- 
cal years 2012 through 2017” after ‘‘chapter’’. 
SEC. 7202. INTEGRATED MANAGEMENT SYSTEMS. 

Section 1627 of the Food, Agriculture, Con- 
servation, and Trade Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 
5821) is amended by striking subsection (d) 
and inserting the following: 

‘(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to 
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carry out this section through the National 

Institute of Food and Agriculture $20,000,000 

for each of fiscal years 2012 through 2017.’’. 

SEC. 7203. SUSTAINABLE AGRICULTURE TECH- 
NOLOGY DEVELOPMENT AND 
TRANSFER PROGRAM. 

Section 1628 of the Food, Agriculture, Con- 
servation, and Trade Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 
5831) is amended by striking subsection (f) 
and inserting the following: 

‘(f) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section such sums as are nec- 
essary for each of fiscal years 2012 through 
2017.”’. 

SEC. 7204. NATIONAL TRAINING PROGRAM. 

Section 1629 of the Food, Agriculture, Con- 
servation, and Trade Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 
5832) is amended by striking subsection (i) 
and inserting the following: 

‘(i) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out the National Training Program 
$20,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2012 
through 2017.’’. 

SEC. 7205. NATIONAL GENETICS 
PROGRAM. 

Section 16385(b) of the Food, Agriculture, 
Conservation, and Trade Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 
5844(b)) is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘such funds as may be nec- 
essary”; and 

(2) by striking ‘‘subtitle’’ and all that fol- 
lows and inserting the following: ‘‘subtitle— 

“(1) such sums as are necessary for each of 
fiscal years 1991 through 2012; and 

‘(2) $1,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2013 
through 2017.’’. 

SEC. 7206. NATIONAL AGRICULTURAL WEATHER 
INFORMATION SYSTEM. 

Section 1641(c) of the Food, Agriculture, 
Conservation, and Trade Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 
5855(c)) is amended by inserting ‘‘and 
$1,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2013 through 
2017” before the period at the end. 

SEC. 7207. HIGH-PRIORITY RESEARCH AND EX- 
TENSION INITIATIVES. 

Section 1672 of the Food, Agriculture, Con- 
servation, and Trade Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 
5925) is amended— 

(1) in the first sentence of subsection (a), 
by striking ‘‘subsections (e) through (i) of”; 

(2) in subsection (b)(2)— 

(A) by striking the first sentence and in- 
serting the following: 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—To facilitate the mak- 
ing of research and extension grants under 
subsection (d), the Secretary may appoint a 
task force to make recommendations to the 
Secretary.’’; and 

(B) in the second sentence, by striking 
“The Secretary may not incur costs in ex- 
cess of $1,000 for any fiscal year in connec- 
tion with each’’ and inserting the following: 

“(B) CosTs.—The Secretary may not incur 
costs in excess of $1,000 for any fiscal year in 
connection with a’’; 

(3) in subsection (e)— 

(A) by striking paragraphs (1) through (5), 
(7), (8), (11) through (39), (41) through (48), 
(47), (48), (51), and (52); and 

(B) by redesignating paragraphs (6), (9), 
(10), (40), (44), (45), (46), (49), and (50) as para- 
graphs (1), (2), (3), (4), (5), (6), (7), (8), and (9), 
respectively; 

(4) by striking subsections (f), (€), and (i); 

(5) by inserting after subsection (e) the fol- 
lowing: 

‘“(f) PULSE HEALTH INITIATIVE.— 

“(1) DEFINITIONS.—In this subsection; 

“(A) INITIATIVE.—The term ‘Initiative’ 
means the pulse health initiative established 
by paragraph (2). 
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‘“(B) PULSE.—The term ‘pulse’ means dry 
beans, dry peas, lentils, and chickpeas or 
garbanzo beans. 

“*(2) ESTABLISHMENT.—Notwithstanding 
any other provision of law, during the period 
beginning on the date of enactment of the 
Agriculture Reform, Food, and Jobs Act of 
2012 and ending on September 30, 2017, the 
Secretary shall carry out a pulse crop health 
and extension initiative to address the crit- 
ical needs of the pulse crop industry by de- 
veloping and disseminating science-based 
tools and information, including— 

“(A) research in health and nutrition, such 
as— 

“G) identifying global dietary patterns of 
pulse crops in relation to population health; 

“Gi) researching pulse crop diets and the 
ability of the diets to reduce obesity and as- 
sociated chronic disease (including cardio- 
vascular disease, type 2 diabetes, and can- 
cer); and 

“(iii) identifying the underlying mecha- 
nisms of the health benefits of pulse crop 
consumption (including disease biomarkers, 
bioactive components, and relevant plant ge- 
netic components to enhance the health pro- 
moting value of pulse crops); 

‘“(B) research in functionality, such as— 

“G) improving the functional properties of 
pulse crops and pulse fractions; 

“(i) developing new and innovative tech- 
nologies to improve pulse crops as an ingre- 
dient in food products; and 

“(ii) developing nutrient-dense food prod- 
uct solutions to ameliorate chronic disease 
and enhance food security worldwide; 

“(C) research in sustainability to enhance 
global food security, such as— 

“(j) plant breeding, genetics and genomics 
to improve productivity, nutrient density, 
and phytonutrient content for a growing 
world population; 

“(i) pest and disease management, includ- 
ing resistance to pests and diseases resulting 
in reduced application management strate- 
gies; and 

“Gii) improving nitrogen fixation to re- 
duce the carbon and energy footprint of agri- 
culture; 

“(D) optimizing pulse cropping systems to 
reduce water usage; and 

“(E) education and technical service, such 
as— 

““(i) providing technical expertise to help 
food companies include nutrient-dense pulse 
crops in innovative and healthy foods; and 

“Gi) establishing an educational program 
to encourage the consumption and produc- 
tion of pulse crops in the United States and 
other countries. 

“(3) ELIGIBLE ENTITIES.—The Secretary 
may carry out the Initiative through— 

“(A) Federal agencies, including the Agri- 
cultural Research Service and the National 
Institute of Food and Agriculture; 

‘“(B) National Laboratories; 

“(C) institutions of higher education; 

“(D) research institutions or organiza- 
tions; 

‘“(E) private organizations or corporations; 

“(F) State agricultural experiment sta- 
tions; 

““(G) individuals; or 

““(H) groups consisting of 2 or more entities 
or individuals described in subparagraphs (A) 
through (G). 

‘(4) RESEARCH PROJECT GRANTS.— 

‘“(A) IN GENERAL.—In carrying out this sub- 
section, the Secretary shall award grants on 
a competitive basis. 

“(B) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall— 

“(i) seek and accept proposals for grants; 

‘“(ii) determine the relevance and merit of 
proposals through a system of peer review, in 
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consultation with the pulse crop industry; 
and 

“(ii) award grants on the basis of merit, 
quality, and relevance. 

“(C) PRIORITIES.—_In making grants under 
this subsection, the Secretary shall provide a 
higher priority to projects that— 

“(i) are multistate, multiinstitutional, and 
multidisciplinary; and 

“(ii) include explicit mechanisms to com- 
municate results to the pulse crop industry 
and the public. 

‘(5) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this subsection $25,000,000 for each 
of fiscal years 2013 through 2017. 

‘(¢) TRAINING COORDINATION FOR FOOD AND 
AGRICULTURE PROTECTION.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall 
make grants and enter into contracts or co- 
operative agreements with eligible entities 
described in paragraph (2) for the purposes of 
establishing a Comprehensive Food Safety 
Training Network. 

‘(2) KLIGIBILITY.— 

‘(A) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of this sub- 
section, an eligible entity is a multiinstitu- 
tional consortium that includes— 

“(i) a nonprofit institution that provides 
administering food protection training; and 

“(ii) 1 or more training centers in institu- 
tions of higher education that have dem- 
onstrated expertise in developing and deliv- 
ering community-based training in food and 
agricultural safety and defense. 

(B) REQUIREMENTS.—To ensure that co- 
ordination and administration is provided 
across all the disciplines and provide com- 
prehensive food protection training, the Sec- 
retary may only consider an entire consor- 
tium collectively rather than on an institu- 
tion-by-institution basis. 

“(C) MEMBERSHIP.—An eligible entity may 
alter the consortium membership to meet 
specific training expertise needs. 

‘(3) DUTIES OF ELIGIBLE ENTITY.—AS a con- 
dition of the receipt of assistance under this 
subsection, an eligible entity, in cooperation 
with the Secretary, shall establish and main- 
tain the network for an internationally inte- 
grated training system to enhance protec- 
tion of the United States food supply, includ- 
ing, at a minimum— 

“(A) developing curricula and a training 
network to provide basic, technical, manage- 
ment, and leadership training to regulatory 
and public health officials, producers, proc- 
essors, and other agrifood businesses; 

“(B) serving as the hub for the administra- 
tion of an open training network; 

‘“(C) implementing standards to ensure the 
delivery of quality training through a na- 
tional curricula; 

“(D) building and overseeing a nationally 
recognized instructor cadre to ensure the 
availability of highly qualified instructors; 

“(E) reviewing training proposed through 
the National Institute of Food and Agri- 
culture and other relevant Federal agencies 
that report to the Secretary on the quality 
and content of proposed and existing courses; 

“(F) assisting Federal agencies in the im- 
plementation of food protection training re- 
quirements including requirements con- 
tained in the Agriculture Reform, Food, and 
Jobs Act of 2012, the FDA Food Safety Mod- 
ernization Act (Public Law 111-353; 124 Stat. 
3885), and amendments made by those Acts; 
and 

‘(G) performing evaluation and outcome- 
based studies to provide to the Secretary 
feedback on the effectiveness and impact of 
training and metrics on jurisdictions and 
sectors within the food safety system. 
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‘(4) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section $20,000,000 for each of 
fiscal years 2018 through 2017, to remain 
available until expended.’’; 

(6) in subsection (h), by striking ‘‘2012’’ 
each place it appears and inserting ‘‘2017’’; 

(7) by redesignating subsection (j) as sub- 
section (i); and 

(8) in subsection (i) (as so redesignated), by 
striking ‘‘2012”’ and inserting ‘‘2017’’. 

SEC. 7208. ORGANIC AGRICULTURE RESEARCH 
AND EXTENSION INITIATIVE. 

Section 1672B of the Food, Agriculture, 
Conservation, and Trade Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 
5925b) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)— 

(A) in the matter preceding paragraph (1), 
by inserting ‘‘, education,” after ‘‘support re- 
search”’; 

(B) in paragraph (1), by inserting ‘‘and im- 
provement” after ‘‘development’’; 

(C) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘to pro- 
ducers and processors who use organic meth- 
ods” and inserting ‘‘of organic agricultural 
production and methods to producers, proc- 
essors, and rural communities”; 

(D) in paragraph (5), by inserting ‘‘and re- 
searching solutions to” after ‘‘identifying’’; 
and 

(E) in paragraph (6), by striking ‘‘and mar- 
keting” and inserting ‘‘, marketing, and food 
safety”; 

(2) by striking subsection (e); 

(3) by redesignating subsection (f) as sub- 
section (e); and 

(4) in subsection (e) (as so redesignated)— 

(A) in paragraph (1)— 

(i) in subparagraph (A), by striking “and” 
at the end; 

Gi) in subparagraph (B), by striking the pe- 
riod at the end and inserting ‘‘; and”; and 

(iii) by adding at the end the following: 

““(C) $16,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2013 
through 2017.”; and 

(B) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘2012’’ and 
inserting ‘‘2017”. 

SEC. 7209. FARM BUSINESS MANAGEMENT. 

Section 1672D(d) of the Food, Agriculture, 
Conservation, and Trade Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 
5925f(d)) is amended by striking ‘‘such sums 
as are necessary to carry out this section.’’ 
and inserting the following: ‘‘to carry out 
this section— 

“(1) such sums as are necessary for fiscal 
year 2012; and 

‘(2) $5,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2013 
through 2017.’’. 

SEC. 7210. REGIONAL CENTERS OF EXCELLENCE. 

Subtitle H of the Food, Agriculture, Con- 
servation, and Trade Act of 1990 is amended 
by inserting after section 1672D (7 U.S.C. 
5925) the following: 

“SEC. 1673. REGIONAL CENTERS OF EXCELLENCE. 

“(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Secretary may 
prioritize regional centers of excellence es- 
tablished for specific agricultural commod- 
ities for the receipt of funding. 

“(b) COMPOSITION.—A regional center of ex- 
cellence shall be composed of 1 or more col- 
leges and universities (including land-grant 
institutions, schools of forestry, schools of 
veterinary medicine, or NLGCA Institutions 
(as defined in section 1404 of the National 
Agricultural Research, Extension, and 
Teaching Policy Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 3103))) 
that provide financial support to the re- 
gional center of excellence. 

“(c) CRITERIA FOR REGIONAL CENTERS OF 
EXCELLENCE.—The criteria for consideration 
to be a regional center of excellence shall in- 
clude efforts— 

“(1) to ensure coordination and cost-effec- 
tiveness by reducing unnecessarily duplica- 
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tive efforts regarding research, teaching, and 
extension; 

(2) to leverage available resources by 
using public/private partnerships among ag- 
ricultural industry groups, institutions of 
higher education, and the Federal Govern- 
ment; 

(3) to implement teaching initiatives to 
increase awareness and effectively dissemi- 
nate solutions to target audiences through 
extension activities; 

‘“(4) to increase the economic returns to 
rural communities by identifying, attract- 
ing, and directing funds to high-priority ag- 
ricultural issues; and 

‘“(5) to improve teaching capacity and in- 
frastructure at colleges and universities (in- 
cluding land-grant institutions, schools of 
forestry, and schools of veterinary medicine, 
and NLGCA Institutions). 

“(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section $10,000,000 for each of 
fiscal years 2013 through 2017.’’. 

SEC. 7211. ASSISTIVE TECHNOLOGY PROGRAM 
FOR FARMERS WITH DISABILITIES. 

Section 1680(c)(1) of the Food, Agriculture, 
Conservation, and Trade Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 
5933(c)(1)) is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘is”’ 
and 

(2) by striking ‘‘section’’ and all that fol- 
lows and inserting the following: ‘‘section— 

“(A) $6,000,000 for each of fiscal years 1999 
through 2012; and 

‘“(B) $5,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2013 
through 2017.’’. 

SEC. 7212. NATIONAL RURAL INFORMATION CEN- 
TER CLEARINGHOUSE. 

Section 2881(e) of the Food, Agriculture, 
Conservation, and Trade Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 
3125b(e)) is amended by striking ‘‘2012” and 
inserting ‘‘2017’’. 

Subtitle C—Agricultural Research, Extension, 
and Education Reform Act of 1998 
SEC. 7301. RELEVANCE AND MERIT OF AGRICUL- 
TURAL RESEARCH, EXTENSION, AND 
EDUCATION FUNDED BY THE DE- 
PARTMENT. 

Section 103(a)(2) of the Agricultural Re- 
search, Extension, and Education Reform 
Act of 1998 (7 U.S.C. 7613(a)(2)) is amended— 

(1) by striking the paragraph designation 
and heading and inserting the following: 

‘(2) RELEVANCE AND MERIT REVIEW OF RE- 
SEARCH, EXTENSION, AND EDUCATION GRANTS.— 


33s 
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and inserting ‘‘are’’; 


(2) in subparagraph (A)— 

(A) by inserting ‘‘relevance and’’ 
“merit”; and 

(B) by striking ‘‘extension or education’’ 
and inserting, ‘‘research, extension, or edu- 
cation’’; and 

(3) in subparagraph (B) by inserting ‘‘on a 
continuous basis” after ‘‘procedures’’. 

SEC. 7302. INTEGRATED RESEARCH, EDUCATION, 
AND EXTENSION COMPETITIVE 
GRANTS PROGRAM. 

Section 406(f) of the Agricultural Research, 
Extension, and Education Reform Act of 1998 
(7 U.S.C. 7626(f)) is amended by striking 
“2012” and inserting ‘‘2017’’. 

SEC. 7303. SUPPORT FOR RESEARCH REGARDING 
DISEASES OF WHEAT, TRITICALE, 
AND BARLEY CAUSED BY FUSARIUM 
GRAMINEARUM OR BY _ TILLETIA 
INDICA. 

Section 408(e) of the Agricultural Re- 
search, Extension, and Education Reform 
Act of 1998 (7 U.S.C. 7628(e)) is amended by 
striking ‘‘such sums as may be necessary for 
each of fiscal years 1999 through 2012” and in- 
serting ‘‘$10,000,000 for each of fiscal years 
2013 through 2017”. 


before 
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SEC. 7304. GRANTS FOR YOUTH ORGANIZATIONS. 

Section 410(d) of the Agricultural Re- 
search, Extension, and Education Reform 
Act of 1998 (7 U.S.C. 7630(d)) is amended by 
striking ‘‘section such sums as are nec- 
essary” and all that follows and inserting 
the following: ‘‘section— 

“(1) such sums as are necessary for each of 
fiscal years 2008 through 2012; and 

‘(2) $3,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2013 
through 2017.”’. 

SEC. 7305. SPECIALTY CROP RESEARCH INITIA- 
TIVE. 

Section 412 of the Agricultural Research, 
Extension, and Education Reform Act of 1998 
(7 U.S.C. 7632) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (b)(3), by inserting ‘‘han- 
dling and processing,” after ‘‘production effi- 
ciency,”’; 

(2) in subsection (e)— 

(A) in paragraph (1)— 

(i) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘‘and’’ 
at the end; 

(ii) in subparagraph (C), by striking the pe- 
riod at the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 

(iii) by inserting after subparagraph (C) the 
following: 

‘(D) consult with the specialty crops com- 
mittee authorized under section 1408A of the 
National Agricultural Research, Extension, 
and Teaching Policy Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 
3123a) during the peer and merit review proc- 
ess.’’; and 

(B) in paragraph (3), by striking ‘‘non-Fed- 
eral” and all that follows through the end of 
the paragraph and inserting ‘‘other sources 
in an amount that is at least equal to the 
amount provided by a grant received under 
this section.’’; and 

(3) in subsection (h)— 

(A) in paragraph (1)— 

(i) by striking ‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Of the 
funds” and inserting the following: 

“(1) MANDATORY FUNDING.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Of the funds’’; and 

(ii) by adding at the end the following: 

‘(B) SUBSEQUENT FUNDING.—Of the funds of 
the Commodity Credit Corporation, the Sec- 
retary shall make available to carry out this 
section— 

‘(i) $25,000,000 for fiscal year 2013; 

“(ii) $30,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2014 
and 2015; 

““(iii) $65,000,000 for fiscal year 2016; and 

‘““(iv) $50,000,000 for fiscal year 2017 and each 
fiscal year thereafter.’’; and 

(B) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘2012’’ and 
inserting ‘‘2017’’. 

SEC. 7306. FOOD ANIMAL RESIDUE AVOIDANCE 
DATABASE PROGRAM. 

Section 604(e) of the Agricultural Re- 
search, Extension, and Education Reform 
Act of 1998 (7 U.S.C. 7642(e)) is amended by 
striking ‘‘2012”’ and inserting ‘‘2017’’. 

SEC. 7307. OFFICE OF PEST MANAGEMENT POL- 
ICY. 

Section 614(f) of the Agricultural Research, 
Extension, and Education Reform Act of 1998 
(7 U.S.C. 7653(£)) is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘such sums as are nec- 
essary”; and 

(2) by striking ‘‘section’’ and all that fol- 
lows and inserting the following: ‘‘section— 

“(1) such sums as are necessary for each of 
fiscal years 1999 through 2012; and 

‘(2) $3,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2013 
through 2017.’’. 

SEC. 7308. AUTHORIZATION OF REGIONAL INTE- 
GRATED PEST MANAGEMENT CEN- 
TERS. 

Subtitle B of title VI of the Agricultural 
Research, Extension, and Education Reform 
Act of 1998 (7 U.S.C. 7651 et seq.) is amended 
by adding at the end the following: 
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“SEC. 621. AUTHORIZATION OF REGIONAL INTE- 
GRATED PEST MANAGEMENT CEN- 
TERS. 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—There are established 4 
regional integrated pest management cen- 
ters (referred to in this section as the ‘Cen- 
ters’), which shall be located at such specific 
locations in the north central, northeastern, 
southern, and western regions of the United 
States as the Secretary shall specify. 

‘“(b) PURPOSES.—The purposes of the Cen- 
ters shall be— 

“(1) to strengthen the connection of the 
Department with production agriculture, re- 
search, and extension programs, and agricul- 
tural stakeholders throughout the United 
States; 

‘“(2) to increase the effectiveness of pro- 
viding pest management solutions for the 
private and public sectors; 

“(3) to quickly respond to information 
needs of the public and private sectors; and 

“(4) to improve communication among the 
relevant stakeholders. 

“(c) DUTIES.—In meeting the purposes de- 
scribed in subsection (b) and otherwise car- 
rying out this section, the Centers shall— 

“(1) develop regional strategies to address 
pest management needs; 

‘“(2) assist the Department and partner in- 
stitutions of the Department in identifying, 
prioritizing, and coordinating a national pest 
management research, extension, and edu- 
cation program implemented on a regional 
basis; 

“(3) establish a national pest management 
communication network that includes— 

“(A) the agencies of the Department and 
other government agencies; 

“(B) scientists at institutions of higher 
education; and 

‘“(C) stakeholders focusing on pest manage- 
ment issues; 

“(4) serve as regional hubs responsible for 
ensuring efficient access to pest manage- 
ment expertise and data available through 
institutions of higher education; and 

‘“(5) on behalf of the Department, manage 
grants that can be most effectively and effi- 
ciently delivered at the regional level, as de- 
termined by the Secretary.’’. 

Subtitle D—Other Laws 
SEC. 7401. CRITICAL AGRICULTURAL MATERIALS 
ACT. 


Section 16(a) of the Critical Agricultural 
Materials Act (7 U.S.C. 178n(a)) is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘such sums as are nec- 
essary”; and 

(2) by striking ‘‘Act’’ and all that follows 
and inserting the following: ‘‘Act— 

“(1) such sums as are necessary for each of 
fiscal years 1991 through 2012; and 

‘(2) $2,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2013 
through 2017.’’. 

SEC. 7402. EQUITY IN EDUCATIONAL LAND- 
GRANT STATUS ACT OF 1994. 

(a) DEFINITION OF 1994 INSTITUTIONS.—Sec- 
tion 532 of the Equity in Educational Land- 
Grant Status Act of 1994 (7 U.S.C. 301 note; 
Public Law 103-382) is amended to read as 
follows: 

“SEC. 532. DEFINITION OF 1994 INSTITUTIONS. 

“In this part, the term ‘1994 Institutions’ 
means any 1 of the following: 

“(1) Aaniiih Nakoda College. 

“(2) Bay Mills Community College. 

“(3) Blackfeet Community College. 

“(4) Cankdeska Cikana Community Col- 
lege. 

“(5) Chief Dull Knife Memorial College. 

“(6) College of Menominee Nation. 

“(7) College of the Muscogee Nation. 

“(8) Comanche Nation College. 

(9) D-Q University. 
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**(10) Dine College. 

“(11) Fond du Lac Tribal and Community 
College. 

**(12) Fort Berthold Community College. 

(18) Fort Peck Community College. 

“(14) Haskell Indian Nations University. 

“*(15) Ilisagvik College. 

(16) Institute of American Indian and 
Alaska Native Culture and Arts Develop- 
ment. 

“(17) Keweenaw Bay Ojibwa Community 
College. 

“(18) Lac Courte Oreilles Ojibwa Commu- 
nity College. 

(19) Leech Lake Tribal College. 

‘(20) Little Big Horn College. 

‘(21) Little Priest Tribal College. 

**(22) Navajo Technical College. 

‘(23) Nebraska Indian Community College. 

**(24) Northwest Indian College. 

**(25) Oglala Lakota College. 

““(26) Saginaw Chippewa Tribal College. 

‘(27) Salish Kootenai College. 

‘(28) Sinte Gleska University. 

‘(29) Sisseton Wahpeton College. 

“*(30) Sitting Bull College. 

(31) Southwestern Indian Polytechnic In- 
stitute. 

**(82) Stone Child College. 

**(83) Tohono O’odham Community College. 

(34) Turtle Mountain Community College. 

**(85) United Tribes Technical College. 

‘(386) White Earth Tribal and Community 
College.’’. 

(b) ENDOWMENT FOR 1994 INSTITUTIONS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 533 of the Equity 
in Educational Land-Grant Status Act of 
1994 (7 U.S.C. 301 note; Public Law 103-882) is 
amended— 

(A) in subsection (a)(2)(A)(ii), by striking 
“of such Act as added by section 534(b)(1) of 
this part? and inserting ‘‘of that Act (7 
U.S.C. 348(b)(3)) and for programs for chil- 
dren, youth, and families at risk and for Fed- 
erally recognized tribes implemented under 
section 3(d) of that Act (7 U.S.C. 348(d))’’; and 

(B) in subsection (b), in the first sentence 
by striking ‘‘2012’’ and inserting ‘‘2017’’. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 3(d) 
of the Smith-Lever Act (7 U.S.C. 348(d)) is 
amended in the second sentence by inserting 
“and, in the case of programs for children, 
youth, and families at risk and for Federally 
recognized tribes, the 1994 Institutions (as 
defined in section 532 of the Equity in Edu- 
cational Land-Grant Status Act of 1994 (7 
U.S.C. 301 note; Public Law 103-882)),’’ before 
“may compete for”. 

(c) INSTITUTIONAL CAPACITY BUILDING 
GRANTS.—Section 535 of the Equity in Edu- 
cational Land-Grant Status Act of 1994 (7 
U.S.C. 301 note; Public Law 103-382) is 
amended by striking ‘‘2012’’ each place it ap- 
pears in subsections (b)(1) and (c) and insert- 
ing ‘‘2017”’. 

(d) RESEARCH GRANTS.— 

(1) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
Section 536(c) of the Equity in Educational 
Land-Grant Status Act of 1994 (7 U.S.C. 301 
note; Public Law 103-382) is amended in the 
first sentence by striking ‘‘2012”’ and insert- 
ing ‘‘2017”’. 

(2) RESEARCH GRANT REQUIREMENTS.—Sec- 
tion 536(b) of the Equity in Educational 
Land-Grant Status Act of 1994 (7 U.S.C. 301 
note; Public Law 103-382) is amended by 
striking ‘‘with at least 1 other land-grant 
college or university” and all that follows 
and inserting the following: ‘‘with— ‘‘ 

“(1) the Agricultural Research Service of 
the Department of Agriculture; or 

“(2) at least 1— 

“(A) other land-grant college or university 
(exclusive of another 1994 Institution); 
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“(B) non-land-grant college of agriculture 
(as defined in section 1404 of the National 
Agricultural Research, Extension, and 
Teaching Policy Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 3103)); 
or 

‘(C) cooperating forestry school (as de- 
fined in that section).’’. 

(e) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by subsections (a), (b), and (d)(2) take 
effect on October 1, 2012. 

SEC. 7403. RESEARCH FACILITIES ACT. 

Section 6(a) of the Research Facilities Act 
(7 U.S.C. 390d(a)) is amended by striking 
‘2012” and inserting ‘‘2017’’. 

SEC. 7404. COMPETITIVE, SPECIAL, AND FACILI- 
TIES RESEARCH GRANT ACT. 

Section 2 of the Competitive, Special, and 
Facilities Research Grant Act (7 U.S.C. 450i) 
is amended— 

(1) in subsection (b)(11)(A), in the matter 
preceding clause (i), by striking ‘2012’? and 
inserting ‘‘2017’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

“(1) STREAMLINING GRANT APPLICATION 
PROCESS.—Not later than 1 year after the 
date of enactment of this subsection, the 
Secretary shall submit to Congress a report 
that includes— 

“(1) an analysis of barriers that exist in 
the competitive grants process administered 
by the National Institute of Food and Agri- 
culture that prevent eligible institutions and 
organizations with limited institutional ca- 
pacity from successfully applying and com- 
peting for competitive grants; and 

‘(2) specific recommendations for future 
steps that the Department can take to 
streamline the competitive grants applica- 
tion process so as to remove the barriers and 
increase the success rates of applicants de- 
scribed in paragraph (1).’’. 

SEC. 7405. ENHANCED USE LEASE AUTHORITY 
PILOT PROGRAM UNDER DEPART- 
MENT OF AGRICULTURE REORGA- 
NIZATION ACT OF 1994. 

Section 308(b)(6) of the Department of Ag- 
riculture Reorganization Act of 1994 (7 U.S.C. 
3125a note; Public Law 103-354) is amended by 
striking subparagraph (A) and inserting the 
following: 

“(A) on September 30, 2017; or”. 

SEC. 7406. RENEWABLE RESOURCES EXTENSION 
ACT OF 1978. 

(a) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
Section 6 of the Renewable Resources Exten- 
sion Act of 1978 (16 U.S.C. 1675) is amended in 
the first sentence by striking ‘‘2012” and in- 
serting ‘‘2017’’. 

(b) TERMINATION DATE.—Section 8 of the 
Renewable Resources Extension Act of 1978 
(16 U.S.C. 1671 note; Public Law 95-306) is 
amended by striking ‘2012’? and inserting 
“2017”. 

SEC. 7407. NATIONAL AQUACULTURE ACT OF 1980. 

Section 10 of the National Aquaculture Act 
of 1980 (16 U.S.C. 2809) is amended by striking 
‘2012? each place it appears and inserting 
“2017”. 

SEC. 7408. BEGINNING FARMER AND RANCHER 
DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM UNDER 
FARM SECURITY AND RURAL IN- 
VESTMENT ACT OF 2002. 

Section 7405 of the Farm Security and 
Rural Investment Act of 2002 (7 U.S.C. 3319f) 
is amended— 

(1) in subsection (c)(8)— 

(A) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘‘and’’ 
at the end; 

(B) in subparagraph (C), by striking the pe- 
riod at the end and inserting ‘‘; and”; and 

(C) by adding at the end the following: 

“(D) beginning farmers and ranchers who 
are veterans (as defined in section 101 of title 
38, United States Code).’’; and 
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(2) in subsection (h)— 

(A) in paragraph (1)— 

(i) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘and’’ 
at the end; 

(ii) in subparagraph (B), by striking the pe- 
riod at the end and inserting ‘‘; and”; and 

(iii) by adding at the end the following: 

“(C) $50,000,000 for fiscal year 2013, to re- 
main available until expended.’’; and 

(B) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘2012’’ and 
inserting ‘‘2017’’. 


Subtitle E—Food, Conservation, and Energy 
Act of 2008 


PART I—AGRICULTURAL SECURITY 


SEC. 7501. AGRICULTURAL BIOSECURITY COMMU- 
NICATION CENTER. 


Section 14112 of the Food, Conservation, 
and Energy Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 8912) is 
amended by striking subsection (c) and in- 
serting the following: 

‘(c) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section— 

“(1) such sums as are necessary for each of 
fiscal years 2008 through 2012; and 

‘(2) $2,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2013 
through 2017.’’. 

SEC. 7502. ASSISTANCE TO BUILD LOCAL CAPAC- 
ITY IN AGRICULTURAL BIOSECURITY 
PLANNING, PREPARATION, AND RE- 
SPONSE. 

Section 14118 of the Food, Conservation, 
and Energy Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 8913) is 
amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)(2)— 

(A) by striking ‘‘such sums as may be nec- 
essary”; and 

(B) by striking ‘‘subsection’’ and all that 
follows and inserting the following: ‘‘sub- 
section— 

“(1) such sums as are necessary for each of 
fiscal years 2008 through 2012; and 

‘(2) $15,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2013 
through 2017.”; and 

(2) in subsection (b)(2), by striking ‘‘is au- 
thorized to be appropriated to carry out this 
subsection” and all that follows and insert- 
ing the following: ‘‘are authorized to be ap- 
propriated to carry out this subsection— 

“(1) $25,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2008 
through 2012; and 

‘(2) $15,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2013 
through 2017.’’. 

SEC. 7503. RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT OF AG- 
RICULTURAL COUNTERMEASURES. 

Section 14121(b) of the Food, Conservation, 
and Energy Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 8921(b)) is 
amended by striking ‘‘is authorized to be ap- 
propriated to carry out this section” and all 
that follows and inserting the following: 
“are authorized to be appropriated to carry 
out this section— 

“(1) $50,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2008 
through 2012; and 

‘(2) $15,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2013 
through 2017.’’. 

SEC. 7504. AGRICULTURAL BIOSECURITY GRANT 
PROGRAM. 

Section 14122(e) of the Food, Conservation, 
and Energy Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 8922(e)) is 
amended— 

(1) by striking 
essary”; and 

(2) by striking ‘‘section’’ and all that fol- 
lows and inserting the following: ‘‘section— 

“(1) such sums as are necessary for each of 
fiscal years 2008 through 2012, to remain 
available until expended; and 

‘(2) $5,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2013 
through 2017, to remain available until ex- 
pended.’’. 


“such sums as are nec- 
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PART II—MISCELLANEOUS 
SEC. 7511. GRAZINGLANDS RESEARCH LABORA- 
TORY. 

Section 7502 of the Food, Conservation, and 
Energy Act of 2008 (Public Law 110-246; 112 
Stat. 2019) is amended by striking ‘‘for the 5- 
year period beginning on the date of enact- 
ment of this Act” and inserting ‘‘until Sep- 
tember 30, 2017”. 

SEC. 7512. BUDGET SUBMISSION AND FUNDING. 

Section 7506 of the Food, Conservation, and 
Energy Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 7614c) is amend- 
ed— 

(1) in subsection (a)— 

(A) by striking ‘‘(a) DEFINITION OF COM- 
PETITIVE PROGRAMS.—In this section, the 
term”; and inserting the following: 

‘‘(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 

“(1) COMPETITIVE PROGRAMS.—The term”; 
and 

(B) by adding at the end the following: 

‘(2) COVERED PROGRAM.—The term ‘covered 
program’ means— 

“(A) each research program carried out by 
the Agricultural Research Service or the 
Economic Research Service for which annual 
appropriations are requested in the annual 
budget submission of the President; and 

““(B) each competitive program (as defined 
in section 251(f)(1) of the Department of Agri- 
culture Reorganization Act of 1994 (7 U.S.C. 
6971(f)(1))) carried out by the National Insti- 
tute of Food and Agriculture for which an- 
nual appropriations are requested in the an- 
nual budget submission of the President. 

“(8) REQUEST FOR AWARDS.—The term ‘re- 
quest for awards’ means a funding announce- 
ment published by the National Institute of 
Food and Agriculture that provides detailed 
information on funding opportunities at the 
Institute, including the purpose, eligibility, 
restriction, focus areas, evaluation criteria, 
regulatory information, and instructions on 
how to apply for such opportunities.’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

“(e) ADDITIONAL PRESIDENTIAL BUDGET 
SUBMISSION REQUIREMENT.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Each year, the President 
shall submit to Congress, together with the 
annual budget submission of the President, 
the information described in paragraph (2) 
for each funding request for a covered pro- 
gram. 

‘“(2) INFORMATION DESCRIBED.—The infor- 
mation described in this paragraph in- 
cludes— 

“(A) baseline information, including with 
respect to each covered program— 

““(i) the funding level for the program for 
the fiscal year preceding the year the annual 
budget submission of the President is sub- 
mitted; 

“(i) the funding level requested in the an- 
nual budget submission of the President, in- 
cluding any increase or decrease in the fund- 
ing level; and 

“Gii) an explanation justifying any change 
from the funding level specified in clause (i) 
to the level specified in clause (ii); 

“(B) with respect to each covered program 
that is carried out by the Economic Re- 
search Service or the Agricultural Research 
Service, the location and staff years of the 
program; 

““(C) the proposed funding levels to be allo- 
cated to, and the expected publication date, 
scope, and allocation level for, each request 
for awards to be published under— 

““(j) each priority area specified in section 
2(b)(2) of the Competitive, Special, and Fa- 
cilities Research Grant Act (7 U.S.C. 
450i(b)(2)); 

“Gi) each research and extension project 
carried out under section 1621(a) of the Food, 
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Agriculture, Conservation, and Trade Act of 
1990 (7 U.S.C. 5811(a)); 

“(iii) each grant awarded under section 
1672B(a) of the Food, Agriculture, Conserva- 
tion, and Trade Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 5925b(a)); 

“(iv) each grant awarded under section 
412(b) of the Agricultural Research, Exten- 
sion, and Education Reform Act of 1998 (7 
U.S.C. 7632(b)); and 

“(v) each grant awarded under 7405(c)(1) of 
the Farm Security and Rural Investment 
Act of 2002 (7 U.S.C. 3819f(c)(1)); or 

“(D) any other information the Secretary 
determines will increase congressional over- 
sight with respect to covered programs. 

(3) PROHIBITION.—Unless the President 
submits the information described in para- 
graph (2)(C) for a fiscal year, the President 
may not carry out any program during the 
fiscal year that is authorized under— 

“(A) section 2(b) of the Competitive, Spe- 
cial, and Facilities Research Grant Act (7 
U.S.C. 450i(b)); 

“(B) section 1621 of the Food, Agriculture, 
Conservation, and Trade Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 
5811); 

“(C) section 1672B of the Food, Agriculture, 
Conservation, and Trade Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 
5925b); 

“(D) section 411 of the Agricultural Re- 
search, Extension, and Education Reform 
Act of 1998 (7 U.S.C. 7631); or 

(E) section 7405 of the Farm Security and 
Rural Investment Act of 2002 (7 U.S.C. 3319f). 

‘(f) REPORT OF THE SECRETARY OF AGRI- 
CULTURE.—Each year on a date that is not 
later than the date on which the President 
submits the annual budget submission, the 
Secretary shall submit to Congress a report 
containing a description of the agricultural 
research, extension, and education activities 
carried out by the Federal Government dur- 
ing the fiscal year that immediately pre- 
cedes the year for which the report is sub- 
mitted, including— 

“(1) a review of the extent to which those 
activities— 

“(A) are duplicative or overlap within the 
Department of Agriculture; or 

“(B) are similar to activities carried out 
by— 

“(i) other Federal agencies; 

“(ii) the States (including the District of 
Columbia, the Commonwealth of Puerto 
Rico and other territories or possessions of 
the United States); 

“(iii) institutions of higher education (as 
defined in section 101 of the Higher Edu- 
cation Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1001)); or 

‘(iv) the private sector; and 

‘(2) for each report submitted under this 
section on or after January 1, 2013, a 5-year 
projection of national priorities with respect 
to agricultural research, extension, and edu- 
cation, taking into account both domestic 
and international needs.”’. 

SEC. 7513. NATURAL PRODUCTS RESEARCH PRO- 
GRAM. 

Section 7525 of the Food, Conservation, and 
Energy Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 5937) is amended 
by striking subsection (e) and inserting the 
following: 

‘(e) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section $7,000,000 for each of 
fiscal years 2013 through 2017.’’. 

SEC. 7514. SUN GRANT PROGRAM. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 7526 of the Food, 
Conservation, and Energy Act of 2008 (7 
U.S.C. 8114) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)(4)(B), by striking ‘‘the 
Department of Energy” and inserting ‘‘other 
appropriate Federal agencies (as determined 
by the Secretary)”; 
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(2) in subsection (b)(1)— 

(A) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘at 
South Dakota State University”; 

(B) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘‘at 
the University of Tennessee at Knoxville”; 

(C) in subparagraph (C), by striking ‘‘at 
Oklahoma State University”; 

(D) in subparagraph (D), by striking ‘‘at 
Oregon State University”; 

(E) in subparagraph (E), by striking ‘‘at 
Cornell University”; and 

(F) in subparagraph (F), by striking ‘‘at 
the University of Hawaii”; 

(3) in subsection (c)(1)— 

(A) in subparagraph (B), by striking 
“multistate” and all that follows through 
“technology implementation” and inserting 
“integrated, multistate research, extension, 
and education programs on technology devel- 
opment and technology implementation”’; 

(B) by striking subparagraph (C); and 

(C) by redesignating subparagraph (D) as 
subparagraph (C); 

(4) in subsection (d)— 

(A) in paragraph (1)— 

(i) by striking ‘‘gasification’’ and inserting 
“bioproducts”; and 

(ii) by striking ‘‘the Department of En- 
ergy” and inserting ‘‘other appropriate Fed- 
eral agencies’’; 

(B) by striking paragraph (2); 

(C) by redesignating paragraphs (3) and (4) 
as paragraphs (2) and (8), respectively; and 

(D) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘in ac- 
cordance with paragraph (2)’’; and 

(5) in subsection (g), by striking ‘‘2012’’ and 
inserting ‘‘2017’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section 
7526(f) of the Food, Conservation, and Energy 
Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 8114(f)) is amended— 


(1) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘sub- 
section (c)(1)(D)(i)” and inserting ‘‘sub- 
section (c)(1)(C)(i)’’; and 

(2) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘sub- 
section (d)(1)”” and inserting ‘‘subsection 


(d)”. 
Subtitle F—Miscellaneous 
SEC. 7601. FOUNDATION FOR FOOD AND AGRI- 
CULTURE RESEARCH. 

(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 

(1) BOARD.—The term “Board” means the 
Board of Directors described in subsection 
(e). 

(2) DEPARTMENT.—The term ‘‘Department’’ 
means the Department of Agriculture. 

(3) FOUNDATION.—The term ‘‘Foundation’’ 
means the Foundation for Food and Agri- 
culture Research established under sub- 
section (b). 

(4) SECRETARY.—The term “Secretary” 
means the Secretary of Agriculture. 

(b) ESTABLISHMENT.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall estab- 
lish a nonprofit corporation to be known as 
the ‘‘Foundation for Food and Agriculture 
Research”. 

(2) STATUS.—The Foundation shall not be 
an agency or instrumentality of the United 
States Government. 

(c) PURPOSES.—The purposes of the Foun- 
dation shall be— 

(1) to advance the research mission of the 
Department by supporting agricultural re- 
search activities focused on addressing key 
problems of national and international sig- 
nificance including— 

(A) plant health, production, and plant 
products; 

(B) animal health, production, and prod- 
ucts; 

(C) food safety, nutrition, and health; 

(D) renewable energy, natural resources, 
and the environment; 

(E) agricultural and food security; 
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(F) agriculture systems and technology; 
and 

(G) agriculture economics and rural com- 
munities; and 

(2) to foster collaboration with agricul- 
tural researchers from the Federal Govern- 
ment, institutions of higher education, in- 
dustry, and nonprofit organizations. 

(d) DUTIES.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Foundation shall— 

(A) award grants to, or enter into con- 
tracts, memoranda of understanding, or co- 
operative agreements with, scientists and 
entities, which may include agricultural re- 
search agencies in the Department, univer- 
sity consortia, public-private partnerships, 
institutions of higher education, nonprofit 
organizations, and industry, to efficiently 
and effectively advance the goals and prior- 
ities of the Foundation; 

(B) in consultation with the Secretary— 

(i) identify existing and proposed Federal 
intramural and extramural research and de- 
velopment programs relating to the purposes 
of the Foundation described in subsection 
(c); and 

(ii) coordinate Foundation activities with 
those programs so as to minimize duplica- 
tion of existing efforts; 

(C) identify unmet and emerging agricul- 
tural research needs after reviewing the 
Roadmap for Agricultural Research, Edu- 
cation and Extension as required by section 
7504 of the Food, Conservation, and Energy 
Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 7614a); 

(D) facilitate technology transfer and re- 
lease of information and data gathered from 
the activities of the Foundation to the agri- 
cultural research community; 

(E) promote and encourage the develop- 
ment of the next generation of agricultural 
research scientists; and 

(F) carry out such other activities as the 
Board determines to be consistent with the 
purposes of the Foundation. 

(2) AUTHORITY.—Subject to paragraph (8), 
the Foundation shall be the sole entity re- 
sponsible for carrying out the duties enumer- 
ated in this subsection. 

(3) RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER ACTIVITIES.— 
The activities described in paragraph (1) 
shall be supplemental to any other activities 
at the Department and shall not preempt 
any authority or responsibility of the De- 
partment under another provision of law. 

(e) BOARD OF DIRECTORS.— 

(1) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Foundation shall 
be governed by a Board of Directors. 

(2) COMPOSITION.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—The Board shall be com- 
posed of appointed and ex-officio, nonvoting 
members. 

(B) EX-OFFICIO MEMBERS.—The ex-officio 
members of the Board shall be the following 
individuals or designees: 

(i) The Secretary. 

(ii) The Under Secretary of Agriculture for 
Research, Education, and Economics. 

(iii) The Administrator of the Agricultural 
Research Service. 

(iv) The Director of the National Institute 
of Food and Agriculture. 

(v) The Director of the National Science 
Foundation. 

(C) APPOINTED MEMBERS.— 

(i) IN GENERAL.—The ex-officio members of 
the Board under subparagraph (B) shall, by 
majority vote, appoint to the Board 15 indi- 
viduals, of whom— 

(I) 8 shall be selected from a list of can- 
didates to be provided by the National Acad- 
emy of Sciences; and 

(II) 7 shall be selected from lists of can- 
didates provided by industry. 
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(ii) REQUIREMENTS.— 

(I) EXPERTISE.—The ex-officio members 
shall ensure that a majority of the members 
of the Board have actual experience in agri- 
cultural research and, to the extent prac- 
ticable, represent diverse sectors of agri- 
culture. 

(II) LIMITATION.—No employee of the Fed- 
eral Government may serve as an appointed 
member of the Board under this subpara- 
graph. 

(III) NOT FEDERAL EMPLOYMENT.—Appoint- 
ment to the Board under this subparagraph 
shall not constitute Federal employment. 

(iii) AUTHORITY.—A1] appointed members of 
the Board shall be voting members. 

(D) CHAIR.—The Board shall, from among 
the members of the Board, designate an indi- 
vidual to serve as Chair of the Board. 

(3) INITIAL MEETING.—Not later than 60 
days after the date of enactment of this Act, 
the Secretary shall convene a meeting of the 
ex-officio members of the Board— 

(A) to incorporate the Foundation; and 

(B) to appoint the members of the Board in 
accordance with paragraph (2)(C)(i). 

(4) DUTIES.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—The Board shall— 

(i) establish bylaws for the Foundation 
that, at a minimum, include— 

(I) policies for the selection of future 
Board members, officers, employees, agents, 
and contractors of the Foundation; 

(II) policies, including ethical standards, 
for— 

(aa) the acceptance, solicitation, and dis- 
position of donations and grants to the 
Foundation; and 

(bb) the disposition of assets of the Foun- 
dation, including appropriate limits on the 
ability of donors to designate, by stipulation 
or restriction, the use or recipient of donated 
funds; 

(III) policies that would subject all em- 
ployees, fellows, trainees, and other agents 
of the Foundation (including members of the 
Board) to the conflict of interest standards 
under section 208 of title 18, United States 
Code; 

(IV) policies for writing, editing, printing, 
publishing, and vending of books and other 
materials; 

(V) policies for the conduct of the general 
operations of the Foundation, including a 
cap on administrative expenses for recipients 
of a grant, contract, or cooperative agree- 
ment from the Foundation; and 

(VI) specific duties for the Executive Di- 
rector; 

(ii) prioritize and provide overall direction 
for the activities of the Foundation; 

(iii) evaluate the performance of the Exec- 
utive Director; and 

(iv) carry out any other necessary activi- 
ties regarding the Foundation. 

(B) ESTABLISHMENT OF BYLAWS.—In estab- 
lishing bylaws under subparagraph (A)(i), the 
Board shall ensure that the bylaws do not— 

(i) reflect unfavorably on the ability of the 
Foundation to carry out the duties of the 
Foundation in a fair and objective manner; 
or 

(ii) compromise, or appear to compromise, 
the integrity of any governmental agency or 
program, or any officer or employee em- 
ployed by or involved in a governmental 
agency or program. 

(5) TERMS AND VACANCIES.— 

(A) TERMS.— 

(i) IN GENERAL.—The term of each member 
of the Board appointed under paragraph 
(2)(C) shall be 5 years. 

(ii) PARTIAL TERMS.—If a member of the 
Board does not serve the full term applicable 
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under clause (i), the individual appointed to 
fill the resulting vacancy shall be appointed 
for the remainder of the term of the prede- 
cessor of the individual. 

(iii) TRANSITION.—A member of the Board 
may continue to serve after the expiration of 
the term of the member until a successor is 
appointed. 

(B) VACANCIES.—Any vacancy in the mem- 
bership of the Board shall be filled in the 
manner in which the original position was 
made and shall not affect the power of the 
remaining members to execute the duties of 
the Board. 

(6) COMPENSATION.—Members of the Board 
may not receive compensation for service on 
the Board but may be reimbursed for travel, 
subsistence, and other necessary expenses in- 
curred in carrying out the duties of the 
Board. 

(7) MEETINGS AND QUORUM.—A majority of 
the members of the Board shall constitute a 
quorum for purposes of conducting business 
of the Board. 

(f) ADMINISTRATION.— 

(1) EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—The Board shall hire an 
Executive Director who shall carry out such 
duties and responsibilities as the Board may 
prescribe. 

(B) SERVICE.—The Executive Director shall 
serve at the pleasure of the Board. 

(2) ADMINISTRATIVE POWERS.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—In carrying out this sec- 
tion, the Board, acting through the Execu- 
tive Director, may— 

(i) adopt, alter, and use a corporate seal, 
which shall be judicially noticed; 

(ii) hire, promote, compensate, and dis- 
charge 1 or more officers, employees, and 
agents, aS may be necessary, and define the 
duties of the officers, employees, and agents; 

(iii) solicit and accept any funds, gifts, 
grants, devises, or bequests of real or per- 
sonal property made to the Foundation, in- 
cluding such support from private entities; 

(iv) prescribe the manner in which— 

(I) real or personal property of the Founda- 
tion is acquired, held, and transferred; 

(II) general operations of the Foundation 
are to be conducted; and 

(III) the privileges granted to the Board by 
law are exercised and enjoyed; 

(v) with the consent of the applicable exec- 
utive department or independent agency, use 
the information, services, and facilities of 
the department or agency in carrying out 
this section; 

(vi) enter into contracts with public and 
private organizations for the writing, edit- 
ing, printing, and publishing of books and 
other material; 

(vii) hold, administer, invest, and spend 
any gift, devise, or bequest of real or per- 
sonal property made to the Foundation; 

(viii) enter into such contracts, leases, co- 
operative agreements, and other trans- 
actions as the Board considers appropriate to 
conduct the activities of the Foundation; 

(ix) modify or consent to the modification 
of any contract or agreement to which the 
Foundation is a party or in which the Foun- 
dation has an interest; 

(x) take such action as may be necessary 
to obtain patents and licenses for devices 
and procedures developed by the Foundation 
and employees of the Foundation; 

(xi) sue and be sued in the corporate name 
of the Foundation, and complain and defend 
in courts of competent jurisdiction; 

(xii) appoint other groups of advisors as 
may be determined necessary to carry out 
the functions of the Foundation; and 

(xiii) exercise such other incidental powers 
as are necessary to carry out the duties and 
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functions of the Foundation in accordance 
with this section 

(B) LIMITATION.—No appointed member of 
the Board or officer or employee of the Foun- 
dation or of any program established by the 
Foundation (other than ex-officio members 
of the Board) shall exercise administrative 
control over any Federal employee 

(3) RECORDS.— 

(A) AUDITS.—The Foundation shall— 

(i) provide for annual audits of the finan- 
cial condition of the Foundation; and 

(ii) make the audits, and all other records, 
documents, and other papers of the Founda- 
tion, available to the Secretary and the 
Comptroller General of the United States for 
examination or audit. 

(B) REPORTS.— 

(i) ANNUAL REPORT ON FOUNDATION.— 

(I) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 5 months 
following the end of each fiscal year, the 
Foundation shall publish a report for the 
preceding fiscal year that includes— 

(aa) a description of Foundation activities, 
including accomplishments; and 

(bb) a comprehensive statement of the op- 
erations and financial condition of the Foun- 
dation. 

(II) FINANCIAL CONDITION.—Each report 
under subclause (I) shall include a descrip- 
tion of all gifts or grants to the Foundation 
of real or personal property or money, which 
shall include— 

(aa) the source of the gifts or grants; and 

(bb) any restrictions on the purposes for 
which the gift or grant may be used. 

(IIT) AVAILABILITY.—The Foundation 
shall— 

(aa) make copies of each report submitted 
under subclause (I) available for public in- 
spection; and 

(bb) on request, provide a copy of the re- 
port to any individual. 

(IV) PUBLIC MEETING.—The Board shall 
hold an annual public meeting to summarize 
the activities of the Foundation. 

(ii) GRANT REPORTING.—Any recipient of a 
grant under subsection (d)(1)(A) shall provide 
the Foundation with a report at the conclu- 
sion of any research or studies conducted the 
describes the results of the research or stud- 
ies, including any data generated. 

(4) INTEGRITY.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—To ensure integrity in 
the operations of the Foundation, the Board 
shall develop and enforce procedures relating 
to standards of conduct, financial disclosure 
statements, conflict of interest (including 
recusal and waiver rules), audits, and any 
other matters determined appropriate by the 
Board. 

(B) FINANCIAL CONFLICTS OF INTEREST.— 
Any individual who is an officer, employee, 
or member of the Board is prohibited from 
any participation in deliberations by the 
Foundation of a matter that would directly 
or predictably affect any financial interest 
of— 

(i) the individual; 

(ii) a relative (as defined in section 109 of 
the Ethics in Government Act of 1978 (5 
U.S.C. App.)) of that individual; or 

(iii) a business organization or other entity 
in which the individual has an interest, in- 
cluding an organization or other entity with 
which the individual is negotiating employ- 
ment. 

(5) INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY.—The Board 
shall adopt written standards to govern own- 
ership of any intellectual property rights de- 
rived from the collaborative efforts of the 
Foundation. 

(6) LIABILITY.—The United States shall not 
be liable for any debts, defaults, acts, or 
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omissions of the Foundation nor shall the 
full faith and credit of the United States ex- 
tend to any obligations of the Foundation. 

(g) FUNDS.— 

(1) MANDATORY FUNDING.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—On October 1, 2012, of the 
funds of the Commodity Credit Corporation, 
the Secretary shall transfer to the Founda- 
tion to carry out this section $100,000,000, to 
remain available until expended under the 
conditions described in subparagraph (B). 

(B) CONDITIONS ON EXPENDITURE.—The 
Foundation may use the funds made avail- 
able under subparagraph (A) to carry out the 
purposes of the Foundation only to the ex- 
tent that the Foundation secures an equal 
amount of non-Federal matching funds for 
each expenditure. 

(C) PROHIBITION ON CONSTRUCTION.—None of 
the funds made available under subparagraph 
(A) may be used for construction. 

(2) SEPARATION OF FUNDS.—The Executive 
Director shall ensure that any funds received 
under paragraph (1) are held in separate ac- 
counts from funds received from nongovern- 
mental entities as described in subsection 
(f)(2)(A)Gii). 

TITLE VITI—FORESTRY 
Subtitle A—Repeal of Certain Forestry 
Programs 
SEC. 8001. FOREST LAND ENHANCEMENT PRO- 
GRAM. 


(a) REPEAL.—Section 4 of the Cooperative 
Forestry Assistance Act of 1978 (16 U.S.C. 
2103) is repealed. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 8002 
of the Farm Security and Rural Investment 
Act of 2002 (Public Law 107-171; 16 U.S.C. 2103 
note) is amended by striking subsection (a). 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall take effect on Oc- 
tober 1, 2012. 

SEC. 8002. WATERSHED FORESTRY ASSISTANCE 
PROGRAM. 

(a) REPEAL.—Section 6 of the Cooperative 
Forestry Assistance Act of 1978 (16 U.S.C. 
2103b) is repealed. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by this section shall take effect on Oc- 
tober 1, 2012. 

SEC. 8003. EXPIRED COOPERATIVE NATIONAL 
FOREST PRODUCTS MARKETING 
PROGRAM. 

Section 18 of the Cooperative Forestry As- 
sistance Act of 1978 (16 U.S.C. 2112) is re- 
pealed. 

SEC. 8004. HISPANIC-SERVING INSTITUTION AG- 
RICULTURAL LAND NATIONAL RE- 
SOURCES LEADERSHIP PROGRAM. 

(a) REPEAL.—Section 8402 of the Food, Con- 
servation, and Energy Act of 2008 (16 U.S.C. 
1649a) is repealed. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by this section shall take effect on Oc- 
tober 1, 2012. 

SEC. 8005. TRIBAL WATERSHED FORESTRY AS- 
SISTANCE PROGRAM. 

(a) REPEAL.—Section 303 of the Healthy 
Forests Restoration Act of 2003 (16 U.S.C. 
6542) is repealed. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by this section shall take effect on Oc- 
tober 1, 2012. 

Subtitle B—Reauthorization of Cooperative 
Forestry Assistance Act of 1978 Programs 
SEC. 8101. STATE-WIDE ASSESSMENT AND STRAT- 

EGIES FOR FOREST RESOURCES. 

Section 2A(f)(1) of the Cooperative For- 
estry Assistance Act of 1978 (16 U.S.C. 
2101a(f)(1)) is amended by striking ‘‘2012”’ and 
inserting ‘‘2017’’. 

SEC. 8102. FOREST STEWARDSHIP PROGRAM. 

Section 5(h) of the Cooperative Forestry 
Assistance Act of 1978 (16 U.S.C. 2103a(h)) is 
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amended by striking ‘‘such sums as may be 
necessary thereafter” and inserting 
‘*$50,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2013 
through 2017”. 

SEC. 8103. FOREST LEGACY PROGRAM. 

Section 7 of the Cooperative Forestry As- 
sistance Act of 1978 (16 U.S.C. 2103c) is 
amended by striking subsection (m) and in- 
serting the following: 

‘“(m) FUNDING.— 

“(1) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section $200,000,000 for each of 
fiscal years 2013 through 2017. 

‘(2) ADDITIONAL FUNDING SOURCES.—In ad- 
dition to any funds appropriated for each fis- 
cal year to carry out this section, the Sec- 
retary may use any other Federal funds 
available to the Secretary.’’. 

SEC. 8104. COMMUNITY FOREST AND OPEN 
SPACE CONSERVATION PROGRAM. 

Section 7A of the Cooperative Forestry As- 
sistance Act of 1978 (16 U.S.C. 2108d) is 
amended by striking subsection (g) and in- 
serting the following: 

‘(g) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section $50,000,000 for each of 
fiscal years 2013 through 2017.’’. 

SEC. 8105. URBAN AND COMMUNITY FORESTRY 
ASSISTANCE. 

Section 9(i) of the Cooperative Forestry 
Assistance Act of 1978 (16 U.S.C. 2105(i)) is 
amended by striking ‘‘such sums as may be 
necessary for each fiscal year thereafter’’ 
and inserting ‘‘$50,000,000 for each of fiscal 
years 2013 through 2017”. 


Subtitle C—Reauthorization of Other 
Forestry-related Laws 

RURAL REVITALIZATION TECH- 
NOLOGIES. 

Section 2371(d)(2) of the Food, Agriculture, 
Conservation, and Trade Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 
6601(d)(2)) is amended by striking ‘‘2012” and 
inserting ‘‘2017’’. 

SEC. 8202. OFFICE OF INTERNATIONAL FOR- 
ESTRY. 

Section 2405 of the Global Climate Change 
Prevention Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 6704) is 
amended by striking subsection (d) and in- 
serting the following: 

‘(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
To carry out this section, there are author- 
ized to be appropriated— 

“(1) such sums as are necessary for each of 
fiscal years 1996 through 2012; and 

‘(2) $10,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2013 
through 2017.’’. 

SEC. 8203. INSECT INFESTATIONS AND RELATED 
DISEASES. 

(a) FINDINGS AND PURPOSES.—Section 401 of 
the Healthy Forests Restoration Act of 2003 
(16 U.S.C. 6551) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)— 

(A) by redesignating paragraphs (3) 
through (12) as paragraphs (4) through (13), 
respectively; and 

(B) by inserting after paragraph (2) the fol- 
lowing: 

“(3) the mountain pine beetle is— 

“(A) threatening and ravaging forests 
throughout the Western region of the United 
States, including Arizona, California, Colo- 
rado, Idaho, Montana, Nevada, New Mexico, 
Oregon, and South Dakota; 

‘“(B) reaching epidemic populations and se- 
verely impacting over 41,000,000 acres in 
western forests; and 

“(C) deteriorating forest health in national 
forests and, when combined with drought, 
disease, and storm damage, is resulting in 
extreme fire hazards in national forests 
across the Western United States and endan- 
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gering the economic stability of surrounding 
adjacent communities, ranches, and parks;”’; 
and 

(2) in subsection (b)— 

(A) in paragraph (2), by striking “and” at 
the end; 

(B) in paragraph (3), by striking the period 
at the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 

(C) by adding at the end the following: 

“(4) to provide for designation of treat- 
ment areas pursuant to section 405.”’. 

(b) DESIGNATION OF TREATMENT AREAS.— 
Title IV of the Healthy Forests Restoration 
Act of 2003 (16 U.S.C. 6551 et seq.) is amend- 
ed— 

(1) by redesignating sections 405 and 406 (16 
U.S.C. 6555, 6556) as sections 406 and 407, re- 
spectively; and 

(2) by inserting after section 404 (16 U.S.C. 
6554) the following: 

“SEC. 405. DESIGNATION OF TREATMENT AREAS. 

‘“(a) DESIGNATION OF TREATMENT AREAS.— 
Not later than 60 days after the date of en- 
actment of the Agriculture Reform, Food, 
and Jobs Act of 2012, the Secretary shall des- 
ignate treatment areas on at least 1 national 
forest in each State, if requested by the Gov- 
ernor of the State, that the Secretary deter- 
mines, based on annual forest health sur- 
veys, are experiencing declining forest 
health due to insect or disease infestation. 

‘“(b) TREATMENT OF AREAS.—The Secretary 
may carry out treatments to address the in- 
sect or disease infestation in the areas des- 
ignated under subsection (a) in accordance 
with sections 104, 105, 106, and 401. 

“(¢) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section $100,000,000 for each of 
fiscal years 2013 through 2017.’’. 

(c) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
Section 407 of the Healthy Forests Restora- 
tion Act of 2003 (as redesignated by sub- 
section (b)(1)) is amended by striking ‘‘2008’’ 
and inserting ‘‘2017’’. 

SEC. 8204. STEWARDSHIP END RESULT CON- 
TRACTING PROJECTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Title VI of the Healthy 
Forests Restoration Act of 2003 (16 U.S.C. 
6591) is amended by adding at the end the fol- 
lowing: 

“SEC. 602. STEWARDSHIP END RESULT CON- 
TRACTING PROJECTS. 

“(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 

“(1) CHIEF.—The term ‘Chief’ means the 
Chief of the Forest Service. 

‘(2) DIRECTOR.—The term ‘Director’ means 
the Director of the Bureau of Land Manage- 
ment. 

“(b) PROJECTS.—The Chief and the Direc- 
tor, via agreement or contract as appro- 
priate, may enter into stewardship con- 
tracting projects with private persons or 
other public or private entities to perform 
services to achieve land management goals 
for the national forests and the public lands 
that meet local and rural community needs. 

‘“(c) LAND MANAGEMENT GOALS.—The land 
management goals of a project under sub- 
section (b) may include— 

“(1) road and trail maintenance or obliter- 
ation to restore or maintain water quality; 

“(2) soil productivity, habitat for wildlife 
and fisheries, or other resource values; 

““(3) setting of prescribed fires to improve 
the composition, structure, condition, and 
health of stands or to improve wildlife habi- 
tat; 

“(4) removing vegetation or other activi- 
ties to promote healthy forest stands, reduce 
fire hazards, or achieve other land manage- 
ment objectives; 

(5) watershed restoration and mainte- 
nance; 
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“(6) restoration and maintenance of wild- 
life and fish; or 

“(7) control of noxious and exotic weeds 
and reestablishing. 

“(d) AGREEMENTS OR CONTRACTS.— 

‘(1) PROCUREMENT PROCEDURE.—A source 
for performance of an agreement or contract 
under subsection (b) shall be selected on a 
best-value basis, including consideration of 
source under other public and private agree- 
ments or contracts. 

‘(2) CONTRACT FOR SALE OF PROPERTY.—A 
contract entered into under this section 
may, at the discretion of the Secretary of 
Agriculture, be considered a contract for the 
sale of property under such terms as the Sec- 
retary may prescribe without regard to any 
other provision of law. 

(3) TERM.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
subparagraph (B), the Chief and the Director 
may enter into a contract under subsection 
(b) in accordance with section 3903 of title 41, 
United States Code. 

‘“(B) MAXIMUM.—The period of the contract 
under subsection (b) may exceed 5 years but 
may not exceed 10 years. 

‘*(4) OF FSETS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Chief and the Direc- 
tor may apply the value of timber or other 
forest products removed as an offset against 
the cost of services received under the agree- 
ment or contract described in subsection (b). 

‘(B) METHODS OF APPRAISAL.—The value of 
timber or other forest products used as an 
offset under subparagraph (A)— 

“(i) shall be determined using appropriate 
methods of appraisal commensurate with the 
quantity of products to be removed; and 

“(i) may— 

“(I) be determined using a unit of measure 
appropriate to the contracts; and 

“(II) may include valuing products on a 
per-acre basis. 

‘(5) RELATION TO OTHER LAWS.—Notwith- 
standing subsections (d) and (g) of section 14 
of the National Forest Management Act of 
1976 (16 U.S.C. 472a), the Chief may enter into 
an agreement or contract under subsection 
(b). 

(6) CONTRACTING OFFICER.—Notwith- 
standing any other provision of law, the Sec- 
retary or the Secretary of the Interior may 
determine the appropriate contracting offi- 
cer to enter into and administer an agree- 
ment or contract under subsection (b). 

‘(e) RECEIPTS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Chief and the Direc- 
tor may collect monies from an agreement 
or contract under subsection (b) if the collec- 
tion is a secondary objective of negotiating 
the contract that will best achieve the pur- 
poses of this section. 

“(2) UsE.—Monies from an agreement or 
contract under subsection (b)— 

“(A) may be retained by the Chief and the 
Director; and 

‘(B) shall be available for expenditure 
without further appropriation at the project 
site from which the monies are collected or 
at another project site. 

‘(3) RELATION TO OTHER LAWS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, the value of services 
received by the Chief or the Director under a 
stewardship contract project conducted 
under this section, and any payments made 
or resources provided by the contractor, 
Chief, or Director shall not be considered 
monies received from the National Forest 
System or the public lands. 

‘(B) KNUTSON-VANDERBERG ACT.—The Act 
of June 9, 19830 (commonly known as the 
‘Knutson-Vanderberg Act’) (16 U.S.C. 576 et 
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seq.) shall not apply to any agreement or 
contract under subsection (b). 

“(f) COSTS OF REMOVAL.—Notwithstanding 
the fact that a contractor did not harvest 
the timber, the Chief may collect deposits 
from a contractor covering the costs of re- 
moval of timber or other forest products 
under— 

“(1) the Act of August 11, 1916 (16 U.S.C. 
490); and 

“(2) and the Act of June 30, 1914 (16 U.S.C. 
498). 

“(g) PERFORMANCE AND PAYMENT GUARAN- 
TEES.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Chief and the Direc- 
tor may require performance and payment 
bonds under sections 28.103-2 and 28.103-3 of 
the Federal Acquisition Regulation, in an 
amount that the contracting officer con- 
siders sufficient to protect the investment in 
receipts by the Federal Government gen- 
erated by the contractor from the estimated 
value of the forest products to be removed 
under a contract under subsection (b). 

‘(2) EXCESS OFFSET VALUE.—If the offset 
value of the forest products exceeds the 
value of the resource improvement treat- 
ments, the Chief and the Director may— 

“(A) collect any residual receipts under the 
Act of June 9, 1930 (commonly known as the 
‘Knutson-Vanderberg Act’) (16 U.S.C. 576 et 
seq.); and 

‘(B) apply the excess to other authorized 
stewardship projects. 

‘(h) MONITORING AND EVALUATION.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Chief and the Direc- 
tor shall establish a multiparty monitoring 
and evaluation process that accesses the 
stewardship contracting projects conducted 
under this section. 

“(2) PARTICIPANTS.—Other than the Chief 
and Director, participants in the process de- 
scribed in paragraph (1) may include— 

“(A) any cooperating governmental agen- 
cies, including tribal governments; and 

‘(B) any other interested groups or indi- 
viduals. 

“(i) REPORTING.—Not later than 1 year 
after the date of enactment of this section, 
and annually thereafter, the Chief and the 
Director shall report to the Committee on 
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry of the 
Senate and the Committee on Agriculture of 
the House of Representatives on— 

“(1) the status of development, execution, 
and administration of agreements or con- 
tracts under subsection (b); 

‘(2) the specific accomplishments that 
have resulted; and 

“(3) the role of local communities in the 
development of agreements or contract 
plans.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 347 
of the Department of the Interior and Re- 
lated Agencies Appropriations Act, 1999 (16 
U.S.C. 2104 note; Public Law 105-277) is re- 
pealed. 

SEC. 8205. HEALTHY FORESTS RESERVE PRO- 
GRAM. 

(a) DEFINITION OF ACREAGE OWNED BY IN- 
DIAN TRIBES.—Section 502(e)(3) of the 
Healthy Forests Restoration Act (16 U.S.C. 
6572(e)(3)) is amended— 

(1) in subparagraph (C), by striking ‘‘sub- 
paragraphs (A) and (B)? and inserting 
“clauses (i) and (ii)’’; 

(2) by redesignating subparagraphs (A) 
through (C) as clauses (i) through (iii), re- 
spectively, and indenting appropriately; and 

(3) by striking ‘‘In the case of’’ and insert- 
ing the following: 

‘(A) DEFINITION OF ACREAGE OWNED BY IN- 
DIAN TRIBES.—In this paragraph, the term 
‘acreage owned by Indian tribes’ includes— 
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“(i) land that is held in trust by the United 
States for Indian tribes or individual Indi- 
ans; 

“(ii) land, the title to which is held by In- 
dian tribes or individual Indians subject to 
Federal restrictions against alienation or en- 
cumbrance; 

“(ii) land that is subject to rights of use, 
occupancy, and benefit of certain Indian 
tribes; 

‘“(iv) land that is held in fee title by an In- 
dian tribe; or 

“(v) land that is owned by a native cor- 
poration formed under section 17 of the Act 
of June 18, 1984 (commonly known as the ‘In- 
dian Reorganization Act’) (25 U.S.C. 477) or 
section 8 of the Alaska Native Claims Settle- 
ment Act (48 U.S.C. 1607); or 

“(vi) a combination of 1 or more types of 
land described in clauses (i) through (v). 

“(B) ENROLLMENT OF ACREAGE.—In the case 
of”. 

(b) CHANGE IN FUNDING SOURCE FOR 
HEALTHY FORESTS RESERVE PROGRAM.—Sec- 
tion 508 of the Healthy Forests Restoration 
Act of 2003 (16 U.S.C. 6578) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a), by striking ‘‘IN GEN- 
ERAL” and inserting ‘‘FISCAL YEARS 2009SE 
198 THROUGH 2012”; 

(2) by redesignating subsection (b) as sub- 
section (d); and 

(3) by inserting after subsection (a) the fol- 
lowing: 

‘“(b) FISCAL YEARS 2013 THROUGH 2017.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to the 
Secretary of Agriculture to carry out this 
section $9,750,000 for each of fiscal years 2013 
through 2017. 

‘(c) ADDITIONAL SOURCE OF FUNDS.—In ad- 
dition to funds appropriated pursuant to the 
authorization of appropriations in subsection 
(b) for a fiscal year, the Secretary may use 
such amount of the funds appropriated for 
that fiscal year to carry out the Soil Con- 
servation and Domestic Allotment Act (16 
U.S.C. 590a et seq.) as the Secretary deter- 
mines necessary to cover the cost of tech- 
nical assistance, management, and enforce- 
ment responsibilities for land enrolled in the 
healthy forests reserve program pursuant to 
subsections (a) and (b) of section 504.”. 
Subtitle D—Miscellaneous Provisions 

8301. MCINTIRE-STENNIS COOPERATIVE 

FORESTRY ACT. 

(a) 1890 WAIVERS.—Section 4 of Public Law 
87-788 (commonly known as the ‘“‘McIntire- 
Stennis Cooperative Forestry Act”) (16 
U.S.C. 582a-8) is amended by inserting ‘‘The 
matching funds requirement shall not be ap- 
plicable to eligible 1890 Institutions (as de- 
fined in section 2 of the Agricultural Re- 
search, Extension, and Education Reform 
Act of 1998 (7 U.S.C. 7601)) if the allocation is 
below $200,000.” before ‘‘The Secretary is au- 
thorized” in the second sentence. 

(b) PARTICIPATION.—Section 8 of Public 
Law 87-788 (commonly known as the “ 
‘McIntire-Stennis Cooperative Forestry 
Act’’) (16 U.S.C. 582a-7) is amended by insert- 
ing ‘the Federated States of Micronesia, 
American Samoa, the Northern Mariana Is- 
lands, the District of Columbia,’ before ‘and 
Guam’ ”. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section take effect on October 
1, 2012. 

SEC. 8302. REVISION OF STRATEGIC PLAN FOR 
FOREST INVENTORY AND ANALYSIS. 

(a) REVISION REQUIRED.—Not later than 180 
days after the date of enactment of this Act, 
the Secretary of Agriculture shall revise the 
strategic plan for forest inventory and anal- 
ysis initially prepared pursuant to section 
3(e) of the Forest and Rangeland Renewable 
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Resources Research Act of 1978 (16 U.S.C. 
1642(e)) to address the requirements imposed 
by subsection (b). 

(b) ELEMENTS OF REVISED STRATEGIC 
PLAN.—In revising the strategic plan, the 
Secretary of Agriculture shall describe in de- 
tail the organization, procedures, and fund- 
ing needed to achieve each of the following: 

(1) Complete the transition to a fully 
annualized forest inventory program and in- 
clude inventory and analysis of interior 
Alaska. 

(2) Implement an annualized inventory of 
trees in urban settings, including the status 
and trends of trees and forests, and assess- 
ments of their ecosystem services, values, 
health, and risk to pests and diseases. 

(3) Report information on renewable bio- 
mass supplies and carbon stocks at the local, 
State, regional, and national level, including 
by ownership type. 

(4) Engage State foresters and other users 
of information from the forest inventory and 
analysis in reevaluating the list of core data 
variables collected on forest inventory and 
analysis plots with an emphasis on dem- 
onstrated need. 

(5) Improve the timeliness of the timber 
product output program and accessibility of 
the annualized information on that database. 

(6) Foster greater cooperation among the 
forest inventory and analysis program, re- 
search station leaders, and State foresters 
and other users of information from the for- 
est inventory and analysis. 

(7) Availability of and access to non-Fed- 
eral resources to improve information anal- 
ysis and information management. 

(8) Collaborate with the Natural Resources 
Conservation Service, National Aeronautics 
and Space Administration, National Oceanic 
and Atmospheric Administration, and United 
States Geological Survey to integrate re- 
mote sensing, spatial analysis techniques, 
and other new technologies in the forest in- 
ventory and analysis program. 

(9) Understand and report on changes in 
land cover and use. 

(10) Expand existing programs to promote 
sustainable forest stewardship through in- 
creased understanding, in partnership with 
other Federal agencies, of the over 10 million 
family forest owners, their demographics, 
and the barriers to forest stewardship. 

(11) Implement procedures to improve the 
statistical precision of estimates at the sub- 
State level. 

(c) SUBMISSION OF REVISED STRATEGIC 
PLAN.—The Secretary of Agriculture shall 
submit the revised strategic plan to the 
Committee on Agriculture of the House of 
Representatives and the Committee on Agri- 
culture, Nutrition, and Forestry of the Sen- 
ate. 

TITLE IX—ENERGY 
SEC. 9001. DEFINITION OF RENEWABLE CHEM- 
ICAL. 

Section 9001 of the Farm Security and 
Rural Investment Act of 2002 (7 U.S.C. 8101) 
is amended— 

(1) by redesignating paragraphs (13) and 
(14) as paragraphs (14) and (15) respectively; 
and 

(2) by inserting after paragraph (12) the fol- 
lowing: 

‘(13) RENEWABLE CHEMICAL.—The term ‘re- 
newable chemical’ means a monomer, poly- 
mer, plastic, formulated product, or chem- 
ical substance produced from renewable bio- 
mass.”’. 

SEC. 9002. BIOBASED MARKETS PROGRAM. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 9002 of the Farm 
Security and Rural Investment Act of 2002 (7 
U.S.C. 8102) is amended— 
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(1) in subsection (a)— 

(A) in paragraph (2)(A)(i)— 

(i) in subclause (I), by striking “and” at 
the end; 

(ii) in subclause (II)(bb), by striking the pe- 
riod at the end and inserting ‘‘; and”; and 

(iii) by adding at the end the following: 

“(JIT) establish a targeted biobased-only 
procurement requirement under which the 
procuring agency shall issue a certain num- 
ber of biobased-only contracts when the pro- 
curing agency is purchasing products, or pur- 
chasing services that include the use of prod- 
ucts, that are included in a biobased product 
category designated by the Secretary.’’; and 

(B) in paragraph (3)— 

(i) in subparagraph (B)— 

(I) in clause (v), by inserting ‘‘as deter- 
mined to be necessary by the Secretary 
based on the availability of data,’’ before 
“provide information”’; 

(II) by redesignating clauses (v) and (vi) as 
clauses (vii) and (viii), respectively; and 

(III) by inserting after clause (iv) the fol- 
lowing: 

“(v) require reporting of quantities and 
types of biobased products purchased by pro- 
curing agencies; 

‘““(vi) focus on products that apply an inno- 
vative approach to growing, harvesting, pro- 
curing, processing, or manufacturing 
biobased products regardless of the date of 
entry of the products into the market- 
place;’’; and 

(ii) by adding at the end the following: 

‘(F) REQUIRED DESIGNATIONS.—Not later 
than 1 year after the date of enactment of 
this subparagraph, the Secretary shall begin 
to designate intermediate ingredients or 
feedstocks and assembled and finished 
biobased products in the guidelines issued 
under this paragraph.’’; 

(2) in subsection (b)— 

(A) in paragraph (3)— 

(i) by striking ‘‘The Secretary” and insert- 
ing the following: 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary”; and 

(ii) by adding at the end the following: 

‘(B) AUDITING AND COMPLIANCE.—The Sec- 
retary may carry out such auditing and com- 
pliance activities as the Secretary deter- 
mines to be necessary to ensure compliance 
with subparagraph (A).’’; and 

(B) by adding at the end the following: 

‘*(4) ASSEMBLED AND FINISHED PRODUCTS.— 
Not later than 1 year after the date of enact- 
ment of this paragraph, the Secretary shall 
begin issuing criteria for determining which 
assembled and finished products may qualify 
to receive the label under paragraph (1).”’; 

(3) by redesignating subsections (d), (e), (£), 
(€), and (h) as subsections (e), (£), (€), (i), and 
(j), respectively; 

(4) by inserting after subsection (c) the fol- 
lowing: 

“(d) OUTREACH, 
MOTION.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may en- 
gage in outreach, educational, and pro- 
motional activities intended to increase 
knowledge, awareness, and benefits of 
biobased products. 

‘“(2) AUTHORIZED ACTIVITIES.—In carrying 
out this subsection, the Secretary may— 

“(A) conduct consumer education and out- 
reach (including consumer and awareness 
surveys); 

‘(B) conduct outreach to and support for 
State and local governments interested in 
implementing biobased purchasing pro- 
grams; 

“(C) partner with industry and nonprofit 
groups to produce educational and outreach 
materials and conduct educational and out- 
reach events; 
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“(D) sponsor special conferences and 
events to bring together buyers and sellers of 
biobased products; and 

“(E) support pilot and demonstration 
projects.”’; 

(5) in subsection (h) (as redesignated by 
paragraph (3))— 

(A) in paragraph (2)— 

(i) in the matter preceding subparagraph 
(A) by striking ‘‘The report” and inserting 
“Each report under paragraph (1)’’; 

(ii) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘and’’ 
at the end; 

(iii) in subparagraph (B)(ii), by striking the 
period at the end and inserting a semicolon; 
and 

(iv) by adding at the end the following: 

“(C) the progress made by other Federal 
agencies in compliance with the biobased 
procurement requirements, including the 
quantity of purchases made; and 

“(D) the status of outreach, educational, 
and promotional activities carried out by the 
Secretary under subsection (d), including the 
attainment of specific milestones and overall 
results.’’; and 

(B) by adding at the end the following: 

(3) ECONOMIC IMPACT STUDY AND REPORT.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall con- 
duct a study to assess the economic impact 
of the biobased products industry, includ- 
ing— 

““(i) the quantity of biobased products sold; 

“(i) the value of the biobased products; 

“(ii) the quantity of jobs created; 

“(iv) the quantity of petroleum displaced; 

““(v) other environmental benefits; and 

“(vi) areas in which the use or manufac- 
turing of biobased products could be more ef- 
fectively used, including identifying any 
technical and economic obstacles and recom- 
mending how those obstacles can be over- 
come. 

““(B) REPORT.—Not later than 180 days after 
the date of enactment of this subparagraph, 
the Secretary shall submit to Congress a re- 
port describing the results of the study con- 
ducted under subparagraph (A).’’. 

(6) by inserting after subsection (g) (as re- 
designated by paragraph (3)) the following: 

‘“(h) FOREST PRODUCTS LABORATORY Co- 
ORDINATION.—In determining whether prod- 
ucts are eligible for the ‘USDA Certified 
Biobased Product’ label, the Secretary (act- 
ing through the Forest Products Laboratory) 
shall— 

“(1) review and approve forest-related 
products for which an application is sub- 
mitted for the program; 

‘“(2) expedite the approval of innovative 
products resulting from technology devel- 
oped by the Forest Products Laboratory or 
partners of the Laboratory; and 

“(3) provide appropriate technical assist- 
ance to applicants, as determined by the Sec- 
retary.’’; and 

(7) in subsection (j) (as redesignated by 
paragraph (3))— 

(A) in the heading of paragraph (1), by in- 
serting ‘‘FOR FISCAL YEARS 2008 THROUGH 
2012” after ‘‘FUNDING’’; 

(B) in the heading of paragraph (2), by in- 
serting ‘‘FOR FISCAL YEARS 2009 THROUGH 
2012” after ‘‘FUNDING’’; and 

(C) by adding at the end the following: 

“(3) FISCAL YEARS 2018 THROUGH 2017.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section $2,000,000 for each of 
fiscal years 2013 through 2017. 

“(4) MANDATORY FUNDING FOR FISCAL YEARS 
2013 THROUGH 2017.—Of the funds of the Com- 
modity Credit Corporation, the Secretary 
shall use to carry out this section $3,000,000 
for each of fiscal years 2013 through 2017.’’. 
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(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 
944(c)(2)(A) of the Energy Policy Act of 2005 
(42 U.S.C. 16258(c)(2)(A)) is amended by strik- 
ing ‘“‘section 9002(h)(1)’’ and inserting ‘‘sec- 
tion 9002(b)’’. 

SEC. 9003. BIOREFINERY, RENEWABLE CHEM- 
ICAL, AND BIOBASED PRODUCT 
MANUFACTURING ASSISTANCE. 

(a) PROGRAM ADJUSTMENTS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 9003 of the Farm 
Security and Rural Investment Act of 2002 (7 
U.S.C. 8103) is amended— 

(A) in the section heading, by inserting ‘‘, 
RENEWABLE CHEMICAL, AND BIOBASED 
PRODUCT MANUFACTURING” after ‘“‘BIO- 
REFINERY”; 

(B) in subsection (a), in the matter pre- 
ceding paragraph (1), by inserting ‘‘renew- 
able chemicals, and biobased product manu- 
facturing” after ‘‘advanced biofuels,”’’; 

(C) in subsection (b)— 

(i) by redesignating paragraphs (1) and (2) 
as paragraphs (2) and (3), respectively; and 

(ii) by inserting before paragraph (2) (as so 
redesignated) the following: 

‘(1) BIOBASED PRODUCT MANUFACTURING.— 
The term ‘biobased product manufacturing’ 
means development, construction, and retro- 
fitting of technologically new commercial- 
scale processing and manufacturing equip- 
ment and required facilities that will be used 
to convert renewable chemicals and other 
biobased outputs of biorefineries into end- 
user products on a commercial scale.’’; and 

(D) in subsection (c)— 

(i) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘and’’ at 
the end; 

(ii) in paragraph (2), by striking the period 
at the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 

(iii) by adding at the end the following: 

“(3) grants and loan guarantees to fund the 
development and construction of renewable 
chemical and biobased product manufac- 
turing facilities.’’. 

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by paragraph (1) shall take effect on 
October 1, 2012. 

(b) FUNDING.—Section 9003(h) of the Farm 
Security and Rural Investment Act of 2002 (7 
U.S.C. 8103(h)) is amended— 

(1) by striking paragraph (1) and inserting 
the following: 

‘(1) MANDATORY FUNDING.— 

‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subparagraph 
(B), of the funds of the Commodity Credit 
Corporation, the Secretary shall use for the 
cost of loan guarantees under this section, to 
remain available until expended— 

‘‘(i) $100,000,000 for fiscal year 2013; and 

““(ii) $58,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2014 
and 2015. 

‘(B) BIOBASED PRODUCT MANUFACTURING.— 
Of the total amount of funds made available 
for the period of fiscal years 2018 through 
2015 under subparagraph (A), the Secretary 
use for the cost of loan guarantees under this 
section not more than $25,000,000 to promote 
biobased product manufacturing.’’; and 

(2) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘2012”’ and 
inserting ‘‘2017’’. 

SEC. 9004. REPEAL OF REPOWERING ASSISTANCE 
PROGRAM AND TRANSFER OF RE- 
MAINING FUNDS. 

(a) REPEAL.—Subject to subsection (b), sec- 
tion 9004 of the Farm Security and Rural In- 
vestment Act of 2002 (7 U.S.C. 8104) is re- 
pealed. 

(b) USE OF REMAINING FUNDING FOR RURAL 
ENERGY FOR AMERICA PROGRAM.—Funds 
made available pursuant to subsection (d) of 
section 9004 of the Farm Security and Rural 
Investment Act of 2002 (7 U.S.C. 8104) that 
are unobligated on the day before the date of 
enactment of this section shall— 
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(1) remain available until expended; 

(2) be used by the Secretary of Agriculture 
to carry out financial assistance for energy 
efficiency improvements and renewable en- 
ergy systems under section 9007(a)(2) of the 
Farm Security and Rural Investment Act of 
2002 (7 U.S.C. 8107(a)(2)); and 

(3) be in addition to any other funds made 
available to carry out that program. 

SEC. 9005. BIOENERGY PROGRAM FOR ADVANCED 
BIOFUELS. 

Section 9005(g) of the Farm Security and 
Rural Investment Act of 2002 (7 U.S.C. 
8105(¢)) is amended— 

(1) in the heading of paragraph (1), by in- 
serting ‘‘FOR FISCAL YEARS 2009 THROUGH 
2012” after ‘‘FUNDING’’; 

(2) in the heading of paragraph (2), by in- 
serting ‘‘FOR FISCAL YEARS 2009 THROUGH 
2012” after ‘‘FUNDING”’; 

(3) by redesignating paragraph (3) as para- 
graph (4); and 

(4) by inserting after paragraph (2) the fol- 
lowing: 

‘(3) FISCAL YEARS 2013 THROUGH 2017.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section $20,000,000 for each of 
fiscal years 2013 through 2017.’’. 

SEC. 9006. BIODIESEL FUEL EDUCATION PRO- 
GRAM. 

Section 9006(d) of the Farm Security and 
Rural Investment Act of 2002 (7 U.S.C. 
8106(d)) is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘(d) FUNDING.—Of the 
funds” and inserting ‘‘(d) FUNDING.— 

“(1) FISCAL YEARS 2008 THROUGH 2012.—Of 
the funds’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

‘(2) FISCAL YEARS 2013 THROUGH 2017.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section $1,000,000 for each of 
fiscal years 2013 through 2017. 

‘(3) MANDATORY FUNDING FOR FISCAL YEARS 
2018 THROUGH 2017.—Of the funds of the Com- 
modity Credit Corporation, the Secretary 
shall use to carry out this section $1,000,000 
for each of fiscal years 2018 through 2017.’’. 
SEC. 9007. RURAL ENERGY FOR AMERICA PRO- 


(a) PROGRAM ADJUSTMENTS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 9007 of the Farm 
Security and Rural Investment Act of 2002 (7 
U.S.C. 8107) is amended— 

(A) in subsection (b)(2)— 

(i) in subparagraph (C), by striking ‘‘and’’ 
at the end; 

(ii) by redesignating subparagraph (D) as 
subparagraph (E); and 

(iii) by inserting after subparagraph (C) the 
following: 

“(D) a council (as defined in section 1528 of 
the Agriculture and Food Act of 1981 (16 
U.S.C. 3451)); and’’; and 

(B) in subsection (c)— 

(i) in paragraph (1)(A), by inserting ‘‘, such 
as for agricultural and associated residential 
purposes” after ‘‘electricity”’; 

(ii) by striking paragraph (3); 

(iii) by redesignating paragraph (4) as para- 
graph (3); 

(iv) in paragraph (8) (as so redesignated), 
by striking subparagraph (A) and inserting 
the following: 

“(A) GRANTS.—The amount of a grant 
under this subsection shall not exceed the 
lesser of— 

‘*(i) $500,000; and 

“(ii) 25 percent of the cost of the activity 
carried out using funds from the grant.’’; and 

(v) by adding at the end the following: 

‘*(4) TIERED APPLICATION PROCESS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—In providing loan guar- 
antees and grants under this subsection, the 
Secretary shall use a 3-tiered application 
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process that reflects the size of proposed 
projects in accordance with this paragraph. 

“(B) TIER 1.—The Secretary shall establish 
a separate application process for projects 
for which the cost of the activity funded 
under this subsection is not more than 
$80,000. 

“(C) TIER 2.—The Secretary shall establish 
a separate application process for projects 
for which the cost of the activity funded 
under this subsection is greater than $80,000 
but less than $200,000. 

““(D) TIER 3.—The Secretary shall establish 
a separate application process for projects 
for which the cost of the activity funded 
under this subsection is equal to or greater 
than $200,000. 

‘“(E) APPLICATION PROCESS.—The Secretary 
shall establish an application, evaluation, 
and oversight process that is the most sim- 
plified for tier I projects and more com- 
prehensive for each subsequent tier.’’. 

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by paragraph (1) shall take effect on 
October 1, 2012. 

(b) FUNDING.—Section 9007(g¢) of the Farm 
Security and Rural Investment Act of 2002 (7 
U.S.C. 8107(g)) is amended— 

(1) in the heading of paragraph (1), by in- 
serting ‘‘FOR FISCAL YEARS 2009 THROUGH 
2012” after ‘‘FUNDING’’; 

(2) in the heading of paragraph (2), by in- 
serting ‘‘FOR FISCAL YEARS 2009 THROUGH 
2012” after ‘‘FUNDING’’; 

(3) in the heading of paragraph (3), by in- 
serting ‘‘FOR FISCAL YEARS 2009 THROUGH 
2012” after ‘‘FUNDING’’; and 

(4) by adding at the end the following: 

“(4) FISCAL YEARS 2018 THROUGH 2017.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section $20,000,000 for each of 
fiscal years 2013 through 2017. 

“(5) MANDATORY FUNDING FOR FISCAL YEARS 
2013 THROUGH 2017.—Of the funds of the Com- 
modity Credit Corporation, the Secretary 
shall use to carry out this section $48,200,000 
for each of fiscal years 2013 through 2017.’’. 
SEC. 9008. BIOMASS RESEARCH AND DEVELOP- 

MENT. 

Section 9008(h) of the Farm Security and 
Rural Investment Act of 2002 (7 U.S.C. 
8108(h)) is amended— 

(1) in the heading of paragraph (1), by in- 
serting ‘‘FOR FISCAL YEARS 2009 THROUGH 
2012” after ‘‘FUNDING’’; 

(2) in the heading of paragraph (2), by in- 
serting ‘‘FOR FISCAL YEARS 2009 THROUGH 
2012” after ‘‘FUNDING’’; and 

(8) by adding at the end the following: 

“(3) FISCAL YEARS 2018 THROUGH 2017.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section $30,000,000 for each of 
fiscal years 2013 through 2017. 

“(4) MANDATORY FUNDING FOR FISCAL YEARS 
2013 THROUGH 2017.—Of the funds of the Com- 
modity Credit Corporation, the Secretary 
shall use to carry out this section $26,000,000 
for each of fiscal years 2013 through 2017.’’. 
SEC. 9009. FEEDSTOCK FLEXIBILITY PROGRAM 

FOR BIOENERGY PRODUCERS. 

Section 9010(b) of the Farm Security and 
Rural Investment Act of 2002 (7 U.S.C. 
8110(b)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1)(A), by striking ‘‘2012” 
and inserting ‘‘2017’’; and 

(2) in paragraph (2)(A), by striking ‘‘2012”’ 
and inserting ‘‘2017’’. 

SEC. 9010. BIOMASS CROP ASSISTANCE PRO- 
GRAM. 


Section 9011 of the Farm Security and 
Rural Investment Act of 2002 (7 U.S.C. 8111) 
is amended to read as follows: 

“SEC. 9011. BIOMASS CROP ASSISTANCE PRO- 


‘‘(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
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“(1) BCAP.—The term ‘BCAP’ means the 
Biomass Crop Assistance Program estab- 
lished under this section. 

‘(2) BCAP PROJECT AREA.—The term ‘BCAP 
project area’ means an area that— 

“(A) has specified boundaries that are sub- 
mitted to the Secretary by the project spon- 
sor and subsequently approved by the Sec- 
retary; 

‘“(B) includes producers with contract acre- 
age that will supply a portion of the renew- 
able biomass needed by a biomass conversion 
facility; and 

“(C) is physically located within an eco- 
nomically practicable distance from the bio- 
mass conversion facility. 

‘(3) CONTRACT ACREAGE.—The term ‘con- 
tract acreage’ means eligible land that is 
covered by a BCAP contract entered into 
with the Secretary. 

‘*(4) ELIGIBLE CROP.— 

‘“(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘eligible crop’ 
means a crop of renewable biomass. 

‘“(B) EXCLUSIONS.—The term ‘eligible crop’ 
does not include— 

“(i) any crop that is eligible to receive pay- 
ments under title I of the Food, Conserva- 
tion, and Energy Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 8702 et 
seq.) or an amendment made by that title; 

“(ii) any plant that is invasive or noxious 
or species or varieties of plants that credible 
risk assessment tools or other credible 
sources determine are potentially invasive, 
as determined by the Secretary in consulta- 
tion with other appropriate Federal or State 
departments and agencies; or 

“(iii) algae. 

‘(5) ELIGIBLE LAND.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘eligible land’ 
includes— 

“(i) agricultural and nonindustrial private 
forest lands (as defined in section 5(c) of the 
Cooperative Forestry Assistance Act of 1978 
(16 U.S.C. 2108a(c))); and 

“(ii) land enrolled in the agricultural con- 
servation easement program established 
under subtitle H of title XII of the Food Se- 
curity Act of 1985. 

“(B) EXCLUSIONS.—The term ‘eligible land’ 
does not include— 

“(i) Federal- or State-owned land; 

“(ii) land that is native sod, as of the date 
of enactment of the Food, Conservation, and 
Energy Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 8701 et seq.); 

“(iii) land enrolled in the conservation re- 
serve program established under subchapter 
B of chapter 1 of subtitle D of title XII of the 
Food Security Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3831 et 
seq.); 

“(iv) land enrolled in the Agricultural Con- 
servation Easement Program established 
under subtitle H of title XII of that Act; or 

“(v) land enrolled in the conservation re- 
serve program or the Agricultural Conserva- 
tion Easement Program under a contract 
that will expire at the end of the current fis- 
cal year. 

‘*(6) ELIGIBLE MATERIAL.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘eligible mate- 
rial’ means renewable biomass harvested di- 
rectly from the land, including crop residue 
from any crop that is eligible to receive pay- 
ments under title I of the Agriculture Re- 
form, Food, and Jobs Act of 2012 or an 
amendment made by that title. 

“(B) INCLUSIONS.—The term ‘eligible mate- 
rial’ shall only include— 

“(i) eligible material that is collected or 
harvested by the eligible material owner— 

“(I) directly from— 

“(aa) National Forest System; 

“(bb) Bureau of Land Management land; 

“(cc) non-Federal land; or 

“(dd) land owned by an individual Indian 
or Indian tribe that is held in trust by the 
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United States for the benefit of the indi- 
vidual Indian or Indian tribe or subject to a 
restriction against alienation imposed by the 
United States; 

“(ID) in a manner that is consistent with— 

‘(aa) a conservation plan; 

‘“(pb) a forest stewardship plan; or 

“(cc) a plan that the Secretary determines 
is equivalent to a plan described in item (aa) 
or (bb) and consistent with Executive Order 
13112 (42 U.S.C. 4321 note; relating to invasive 
species); 

“(ii) if woody eligible material, woody eli- 
gible material that is produced on land other 
than contract acreage that— 

“(I) is a byproduct of a preventative treat- 
ment that is removed to reduce hazardous 
fuel or to reduce or contain disease or insect 
infestation; and 

“(ID if harvested from Federal land, is har- 
vested in accordance with section 102(e) of 
the Healthy Forests Restoration Act of 2003 
(16 U.S.C. 6512(e)); and 

“(iii) eligible material that is delivered to 
a qualified biomass conversion facility to be 
used for heat, power, biobased products, re- 
search, or advanced biofuels. 

“(C) EXCLUSIONS.—The term ‘eligible mate- 
rial’ does not include— 

“(i) material that is whole grain from any 
crop that is eligible to receive payments 
under title I of the Agriculture Reform, 
Food, and Jobs Act of 2012 or an amendment 
made by that title, including— 

“(I) barley, corn, grain sorghum, oats, rice, 
or wheat; 

“(ID) honey; 

“(JIT) mohair; 

“(IV) oilseeds, including canola, crambe, 
flaxseed, mustard seed, rapeseed, safflower 
seed, soybeans, sesame seed, and sunflower 
seed; 

“(V) peanuts; 

“(VI) pulse; 

‘(VID chickpeas, lentils, and dry peas; 

“(VIII dairy products; 

“(IX) sugar; and 

“(X) wool and cotton boll fiber; 

“(ii) animal waste and byproducts, includ- 
ing fat, oil, grease, and manure; 

“(iii) food waste and yard waste; 

“(iv) algae; 

“(v) woody eligible material that— 

“(I) is removed outside contract acreage; 
and 

“(II) is not a byproduct of a preventative 
treatment to reduce hazardous fuel or to re- 
duce or contain disease or insect infestation; 

“(vi) any woody eligible material collected 
or harvested outside contract acreage that 
would otherwise be used for existing market 
products; or 

“(vii) bagasse. 

‘“(7) PRODUCER.—The term ‘producer’ 
means an owner or operator of contract acre- 
age that is physically located within a BCAP 
project area. 

‘(8) PROJECT SPONSOR.—The term ‘project 
sponsor’ means— 

“(A) a group of producers; or 

“(B) a biomass conversion facility. 

‘(9) SOCIALLY DISADVANTAGED FARMER OR 
RANCHER.—The term ‘socially disadvantaged 
farmer or rancher’ has the meaning given 
the term in section 2501(e) of the Food, Agri- 
culture, Conservation, and Trade Act of 1990 
(7 U.S.C. 2279(e)). 

‘(b) ESTABLISHMENT AND PURPOSE.—The 
Secretary shall establish and administer a 
Biomass Crop Assistance Program to— 

“(1) support the establishment and produc- 
tion of eligible crops for conversion to bio- 
energy in selected BCAP project areas; and 

“(2) assist agricultural and forest land 
owners and operators with the collection, 
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harvest, storage, and transportation of eligi- 
ble material for use in a biomass conversion 
facility. 

“(c) BCAP PROJECT AREA.— 

““(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall pro- 
vide financial assistance to a producer of an 
eligible crop in a BCAP project area. 

‘(2) SELECTION OF PROJECT AREAS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—To be considered for se- 
lection as a BCAP project area, a project 
sponsor shall submit to the Secretary a pro- 
posal that, at a minimum, includes— 

“(G) a description of the eligible land and 
eligible crops of each producer that will par- 
ticipate in the proposed BCAP project area; 

“(ii) a letter of commitment from a bio- 
mass conversion facility that the facility 
will use the eligible crops intended to be pro- 
duced in the proposed BCAP project area; 

‘“(iii) evidence that the biomass conversion 
facility has sufficient equity available, as de- 
termined by the Secretary, if the biomass 
conversion facility is not operational at the 
time the proposal is submitted to the Sec- 
retary; and 

“(iv) any other information about the bio- 
mass conversion facility or proposed biomass 
conversion facility that the Secretary deter- 
mines necessary for the Secretary to be rea- 
sonably assured that the plant will be in op- 
eration by the date on which the eligible 
crops are ready for harvest. 

“(B) BCAP PROJECT AREA SELECTION CRI- 
TERIA.—In selecting BCAP project areas, the 
Secretary shall consider— 

“(i) the volume of the eligible crops pro- 
posed to be produced in the proposed BCAP 
project area and the probability that those 
crops will be used for the purposes of the 
BCAP; 

“(i) the volume of renewable biomass pro- 
jected to be available from sources other 
than the eligible crops grown on contract 
acres; 

“Gii) the anticipated economic impact in 
the proposed BCAP project area; 

“(iv) the opportunity for producers and 
local investors to participate in the owner- 
ship of the biomass conversion facility in the 
proposed BCAP project area; 

“(v) the participation rate by— 

“(T) beginning farmers or ranchers (as de- 
fined in accordance with section 3438(a) of the 
Consolidated Farm and Rural Development 
Act (7 U.S.C. 1991(a))); or 

“(ID socially disadvantaged farmers or 
ranchers; 

““(vi) the impact on soil, water, and related 
resources; 

“(vii) the variety in biomass production 
approaches within a project area, including 
(as appropriate)— 

(I) agronomic conditions; 

“(II) harvest and postharvest practices; 
and 

“(OI) monoculture and polyculture crop 
mixes; 

“(viii) the range of eligible crops among 
project areas; and 

“(ix) any additional information that the 
Secretary determines to be necessary. 

‘(3) CONTRACT.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—On approval of a BCAP 
project area by the Secretary, each producer 
in the BCAP project area shall enter into a 
contract directly with the Secretary. 

“(B) MINIMUM TERMS.—At a minimum, a 
contract under this subsection shall include 
terms that cover— 

““(j) an agreement to make available to the 
Secretary, or to an institution of higher edu- 
cation or other entity designated by the Sec- 
retary, such information as the Secretary 
considers to be appropriate to promote the 
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production of eligible crops and the develop- 
ment of biomass conversion technology; 

“(ii) compliance with the highly erodible 
land conservation requirements of subtitle B 
of title XII of the Food Security Act of 1985 
(16 U.S.C. 3811 et seq.) and the wetland con- 
servation requirements of subtitle C of title 
XII of that Act (16 U.S.C. 3821 et seq.); 

“(iii) the implementation of (as deter- 
mined by the Secretary)— 

“(I) a conservation plan; 

“(IT) a forest stewardship plan; or 

“(III) a plan that is equivalent to a con- 
servation or forest stewardship plan; and 

“(iv) any additional requirements that 
Secretary determines to be necessary. 

“(C) DURATION.—A contract under this sub- 
section shall have a term of not more than— 

“(i) 5 years for annual and perennial crops; 
or 

“(ii) 15 years for woody biomass. 

‘*(4) RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER PROGRAMS.—In 
carrying out this subsection, the Secretary 
shall provide for the preservation of cropland 
base and yield history applicable to the land 
enrolled in a BCAP contract. 

‘(5) PAYMENTS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall 
make establishment and annual payments 
directly to producers to support the estab- 
lishment and production of eligible crops on 
contract acreage. 

‘(B) AMOUNT OF ESTABLISHMENT PAY- 
MENTS.— 

““(j) IN GENERAL.—Subject to clause (ii), the 
amount of an establishment payment under 
this subsection shall be not more than 50 
percent of the costs of establishing an eligi- 
ble perennial crop covered by the contract 
but not to exceed $500 per acre, including— 

“(J) the cost of seeds and stock for 
perennials; 

“(IT) the cost of planting the perennial 
crop, as determined by the Secretary; and 

‘“(IIT) in the case of nonindustrial private 
forestland, the costs of site preparation and 
tree planting. 

“(ii) SOCIALLY DISADVANTAGES FARMERS OR 
RANCHERS.—In the case of socially disadvan- 
taged farmers or ranchers, the costs of estab- 
lishment may not exceed $750 per acre. 

‘(C) AMOUNT OF ANNUAL PAYMENTS.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—Subject to clause (ii), the 
amount of an annual payment under this 
subsection shall be determined by the Sec- 
retary. 

“(ii) REDUCTION.—The Secretary shall re- 
duce an annual payment by an amount de- 
termined to be appropriate by the Secretary, 
if— 

‘“(T) an eligible crop is used for purposes 
other than the production of energy at the 
biomass conversion facility; 

“(IT) an eligible crop is delivered to the 
biomass conversion facility; 

‘“(IIT) the producer receives a payment 
under subsection (d); 

‘“(IV) the producer violates a term of the 
contract; or 

“(V) the Secretary determines a reduction 
is necessary to carry out this section. 

(D) EXCLUSION.—The Secretary shall not 
make any BCAP payments on land for which 
payments are received under the conserva- 
tion reserve program established under sub- 
chapter B of chapter 1 of subtitle D of title 
XII of the Food Security Act of 1985 (16 
U.S.C. 3831 et seq.) or the agricultural con- 
servation easement program established 
under subtitle H of title XII of that Act. 

“(d) ASSISTANCE WITH COLLECTION, HAR- 
VEST, STORAGE, AND TRANSPORTATION.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall 
make a payment for the delivery of eligible 
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material to a biomass conversion facility 
to— 

“(A) a producer of an eligible crop that is 
produced on BCAP contract acreage; or 

‘(B) a person with the right to collect or 
harvest eligible material, regardless of 
whether the eligible material is produced on 
contract acreage. 

‘(2) PAYMENTS.— 

‘(A) COSTS COVERED.—A payment under 
this subsection shall be in an amount de- 
scribed in subparagraph (B) for— 

“(i) collection; 

“(ii) harvest; 

“(iii) storage; and 

“(iv) transportation to a biomass conver- 
sion facility. 

‘“(B) AMOUNT.—Subject to paragraph (8), 
the Secretary may provide matching pay- 
ments at a rate of up to $1 for each $1 per ton 
provided by the biomass conversion facility, 
in an amount not to exceed $20 per dry ton 
for a period of 4 years. 

‘(3) LIMITATION ON ASSISTANCE FOR BCAP 
CONTRACT ACREAGE.—AS a condition of the 
receipt of an annual payment under sub- 
section (c), a producer receiving a payment 
under this subsection for collection, harvest, 
storage, or transportation of an eligible crop 
produced on BCAP acreage shall agree to a 
reduction in the annual payment. 

“(e) REPORT.—Not later than 4 years after 
the date of enactment of the Agriculture Re- 
form, Food, and Jobs Act of 2012, the Sec- 
retary shall submit to the Committee on Ag- 
riculture of the House of Representatives 
and the Committee on Agriculture, Nutri- 
tion, and Forestry of the Senate a report on 
the dissemination by the Secretary of the 
best practice data and information gathered 
from participants receiving assistance under 
this section. 

‘“(f) FUNDING.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Of the funds of the Com- 
modity Credit Corporation, the Secretary 
shall use to carry out this section $38,600,000 
for each of fiscal years 2018 through 2017. 

‘(2) COLLECTION, HARVEST, STORAGE, AND 
TRANSPORTATION PAYMENTS.—Of the amount 
made available under paragraph (1) for each 
fiscal year, the Secretary shall use not less 
than 10 percent, nor more than 50 percent, of 
the amount to make collection, harvest, 
transportation, and storage payments under 
subsection (d)(2).’’. 

SEC. 9011. REPEAL OF FOREST BIOMASS FOR EN- 
ERGY. 

Section 9012 of the Farm Security and 
Rural Investment Act of 2002 (7 U.S.C. 8112) 
is repealed. 

SEC. 9012. COMMUNITY WOOD ENERGY PRO- 
GRAM. 

Section 9013(e) of the Farm Security and 
Rural Investment Act of 2002 (7 U.S.C. 
8118(e)) is amended by inserting before the 
period at the end ‘‘and $5,000,000 for each of 
fiscal years 2013 through 2017”. 

SEC. 9013. REPEAL OF RENEWABLE FERTILIZER 
STUDY. 

Section 9003 of the Food, Conservation, and 
Energy Act of 2008 (Public Law 110-246; 122 
Stat. 2096) is repealed. 

TITLE X—HORTICULTURE 
SEC. 10001. SPECIALTY CROPS MARKET NEWS AL- 
LOCATION. 

Section 10107(b) of the Food, Conservation, 
and Energy Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 1622b(b)) is 
amended by striking ‘2012’? and inserting 
“2017”. 

SEC. 10002. REPEAL OF GRANT PROGRAM TO IM- 
PROVE MOVEMENT OF SPECIALTY 
CROPS. 

Section 10403 of the Food, Conservation, 
and Energy Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 1622c) is re- 
pealed. 
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SEC. 10003. FARMERS MARKET AND LOCAL FOOD 
PROMOTION PROGRAM. 

Section 6 of the Farmer-to-Consumer Di- 
rect Marketing Act of 1976 (7 U.S.C. 3005) is 
amended— 

(1) in the section heading, by adding ‘‘AND 
LOCAL FOOD” after ‘‘MARKET”’; 

(2) in subsection (a)— 

(A) by inserting ‘‘and Local Food’’ after 
“Market”; 

(B) by striking ‘‘farmers’ markets and to 
promote”; and 

(C) by inserting ‘‘and local food capacity 
development” before the period at the end; 

(3) in subsection (b), by striking paragraph 
(1) and inserting the following: 

‘“(1) IN GENERAL.—The purposes of the Pro- 
gram are to increase domestic consumption 
of and access to locally and regionally pro- 
duced agricultural products by developing, 
improving, expanding, and providing out- 
reach, training, and technical assistance to, 
or assisting in the development, improve- 
ment and expansion of— 

“(A) domestic farmers’ markets, roadside 
stands, community-supported agriculture 
programs, agritourism activities, and other 
direct producer-to-consumer market oppor- 
tunities; and 

‘“(B) local and regional food enterprises 
that are not direct producer-to-consumer 
markets but process, distribute, aggregate, 
store, and market locally or regionally pro- 
duced food products.”’; 

(4) in subsection (c)(1)— 

(A) by inserting ‘‘or other business entity” 
after ‘‘cooperative’”’; and 

(B) by inserting ‘‘, including a community 
supported agriculture network or associa- 
tion” after ‘‘association’’; 

(5) by redesignating subsection (e) as sub- 
section (f); 

(6) by inserting after subsection (d) the fol- 
lowing: 

‘(e) PRIORITIES.—In providing grants under 
the Program, priority shall be given to appli- 
cations that include projects that— 

‘“(1) benefit underserved communities; 

(2) develop market opportunities for 
small and mid-sized farm and ranch oper- 
ations; and 

‘“(3) include a strategic plan to maximize 
the use of funds to build capacity for local 
and regional food systems in a community.”’; 

(7) in subsection (f) (as redesignated by 
paragraph (5))— 

(A) in paragraph (1)— 

(i) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘‘and’”’ 
after the semicolon at the end; 

(ii) in subparagraph (C), by striking the pe- 
riod at the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 

(iii) by adding at the end the following: 

““(D) $20,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2013 
through 2017.”’; 

(B) by striking paragraphs (2) and (4); 

(C) by redesignating paragraph (3) as para- 
graph (4); 

(D) by inserting after paragraph (1) the fol- 
lowing: 

‘(2) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—In 
addition to funds made available under para- 
graph (1), there is authorized to be appro- 
priated to carry out this section $20,000,000 
for each of fiscal years 2013 through 2017. 

“(3) USE OF FUNDS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Of the funds made avail- 
able to carry out the Program for each fiscal 
year, 50 percent shall be used for the pur- 
poses described in subsection (b)(1)(A) and 50 
percent shall be used for the purposes de- 
scribed in subsection (b)(1)(B). 

“(B) COST SHARE.—To be eligible to receive 
a grant for a project described in subsection 
(b)(1)(B), a recipient shall provide a match in 
the form of cash or in-kind contributions in 
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an amount equal to 25 percent of the total 
cost of the project.’’; and 

(E) by adding at the end the following: 

‘(5) ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES.—Not more 
than 10 percent of the total amount made 
available to carry out this section for a fis- 
cal year may be used for administrative ex- 
penses. 

“(6) LIMITATIONS.—An eligible entity may 
not use a grant or other assistance provided 
under the Program for the purchase, con- 
struction, or rehabilitation of a building or 
structure.’’. 

SEC. 10004. STUDY ON LOCAL FOOD PRODUCTION 
AND PROGRAM EVALUATION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall— 

(1) collect data on the production and mar- 
keting of locally or regionally produced agri- 
cultural food products; 

(2) facilitate interagency collaboration and 
data sharing on programs related to local 
and regional food systems; and 

(3) monitor the effectiveness of programs 
designed to expand or facilitate local food 
systems. 

(b) REQUIREMENTS.—In carrying out this 
section, the Secretary shall, at a minimum— 

(1) collect and distribute comprehensive re- 
porting of prices of locally or regionally pro- 
duced agricultural food products; 

(2) conduct surveys and analysis and pub- 
lish reports relating to the production, han- 
dling, distribution, retail sales, and trend 
studies (including consumer purchasing pat- 
terns) of or on locally or regionally produced 
agricultural food products; 

(8) evaluate the effectiveness of existing 
programs in growing local and regional food 
systems, including— 

(A) the impact of local food systems on job 
creation and economic development; 

(B) the level of participation in the Farm- 
ers’ Market and Local Food Promotion Pro- 
gram established under section 6 of the 
Farmer-to-Consumer Direct Marketing Act 
of 1976 (7 U.S.C. 3005), including the percent- 
age of projects funded in comparison to ap- 
plicants and the types of eligible entities re- 
ceiving funds; 

(C) the ability for participants to leverage 
private capital and a synopsis of the places 
from which non-Federal funds are derived; 
and 

(D) any additional resources required to 
aid in the development or expansion of local 
and regional food systems; 

(4) expand the Agricultural Resource Man- 
agement Survey to include questions on lo- 
cally or regionally produced agricultural 
food products; and 

(5) seek to establish or expand private-pub- 
lic partnerships to facilitate, to the max- 
imum extent practicable, the collection of 
data on locally or regionally produced agri- 
cultural food products, including the devel- 
opment of a nationally coordinated and re- 
gionally balanced evaluation of the redevel- 
opment of locally or regionally produced 
food systems. 

(c) REPORT.—Not later than 1 year after 
the date of enactment of this Act and annu- 
ally thereafter, the Secretary shall submit 
to the Committee on Agriculture of the 
House of Representatives and the Committee 
on Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry of 
the Senate a report describing the progress 
that has been made in implementing this 
section and identifying any additional needs 
related to developing local and regional food 
systems. 

SEC. 10005. ORGANIC AGRICULTURE. 

(a) ORGANIC PRODUCTION AND MARKET DATA 
INITIATIVES.—Section 7407 of the Farm Secu- 
rity and Rural Investment Act of 2002 (7 
U.S.C. 5925c) is amended— 
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(1) in subsection (c)— 

(A) in the matter preceding paragraph (1), 
by inserting ‘‘and annually thereafter” after 
“this subsection’’; 

(B) in paragraph (1), by striking “and” at 
the end; 

(C) by redesignating paragraph (2) as para- 
graph (3); and 

(D) by inserting after paragraph (1) the fol- 
lowing: 

*(2) describes how data collection agencies 
(such as the Agricultural Marketing Service 
and the National Agricultural Statistics 
Service) are coordinating with data user 
agencies (such as the Risk Management 
Agency) to ensure that data collected under 
this section can be used by data user agen- 
cies, including by the Risk Management 
Agency to offer price elections for all or- 
ganic crops; and’’; and 

(2) in subsection (d)— 

(A) by redesignating paragraph (2) as para- 
graph (3); 

(B) by inserting after paragraph (1) the fol- 
lowing: 

“(2) MANDATORY FUNDING.—In addition to 
any funds available under paragraph (1), of 
the funds of the Commodity Credit Corpora- 
tion, the Secretary shall use to carry out 
this section $5,000,000, to remain available 
until expended.’’; and 

(C) in paragraph (3) (as redesignated by 
subparagraph (A))— 

(i) by striking ‘‘paragraph (1)”’ and insert- 
ing ‘“‘paragraphs (1) and (2)’’; and 

(ii) by striking ‘‘2012”’ and inserting ‘‘2017’’. 

(b) MODERNIZATION AND TECHNOLOGY UP- 
GRADE FOR NATIONAL ORGANIC PROGRAM.— 
Section 2123 of the Organic Foods Production 
Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 6522) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (b)— 

(A) in paragraph (5), by striking “and” at 
the end; 

(B) by redesignating paragraph (6) as para- 
graph (7); and 

(C) by inserting after paragraph (5) the fol- 
lowing: 

“(6) $15,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2013 
through 2017; and’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

‘“(¢) MODERNIZATION AND TECHNOLOGY UP- 
GRADE FOR NATIONAL ORGANIC PROGRAM.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall mod- 
ernize database and technology systems of 
the national organic program. 

“(2) FUNDING.—Of the funds of the Com- 
modity Credit Corporation and in addition to 
any other funds made available for that pur- 
pose, the Secretary shall make available to 
carry out this subsection $5,000,000 in fiscal 
year 2018, to remain available until ex- 
pended. 

(d) REPORT.—Not later than 180 days after 
the date of enactment of this subsection, the 
Secretary shall submit to the Committee on 
Agriculture of the House of Representatives 
and the Committee on Agriculture, Nutri- 
tion, and Forestry of the Senate a report 
that— 

“(1) describes the efforts of the Secretary 
to ensure that activities conducted through 
commodity research and promotion pro- 
grams adequately reflect the priorities of all 
members of the applicable orders; and 

“(2) includes an assessment of the feasi- 
bility of establishing an organic research and 
promotion program, including any current 
barriers to establishment and challenges re- 
lated to implementation.”’. 

SEC. 10006. FOOD SAFETY EDUCATION 
TIVES. 

Section 10105(c) of the Food, Conservation, 
and Energy Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 7655a(c)) is 
amended by striking ‘2012’? and inserting 
“2017”. 
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SEC. 10007. COORDINATED PLANT MANAGEMENT 
PROGRAM. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 420 of the Plant 
Protection Act (7 U.S.C. 7721) is amended— 

(1) by striking the section heading and in- 
serting ‘‘coordinated plant management program. ”’; 

(2) by redesignating subsection (e) as sub- 
section (f); and 

(3) by inserting after subsection (d) the fol- 
lowing: 

‘(e) NATIONAL CLEAN PLANT NETWORK.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall es- 
tablish a program to be known as the ‘Na- 
tional Clean Plant Network’ (referred to in 
this subsection as the ‘Program’). 

(2) REQUIREMENTS.—Under the Program, 
the Secretary shall establish a network of 
clean plant centers for diagnostic and patho- 
gen elimination services— 

“(A) to produce clean propagative plant 
material; and 

““(B) to maintain blocks of pathogen-tested 
plant material in sites located throughout 
the United States. 

‘(3) AVAILABILITY OF CLEAN PLANT SOURCE 
MATERIAL.—Clean plant source material pro- 
duced or maintained under the Program may 
be made available to— 

“(A) a State for a certified plant program 
of the State; and 

““(B) private nurseries and producers. 

‘(4) CONSULTATION AND COLLABORATION.—In 
carrying out the Program, the Secretary 
shall— 

“(A) consult with— 

“G) State departments of agriculture; and 

“(ii) land-grant colleges and universities 
and NLGCA Institutions (as those terms are 
defined in section 1404 of the National Agri- 
cultural Research, Extension, and Teaching 
Policy Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 3103)); and 

“(B) to the extent practicable and with 
input from the appropriate State officials 
and industry representatives, use existing 
Federal or State facilities to serve as clean 
plant centers.’’. 

(b) FUNDING.—Subsection (f) of section 420 
of the Plant Protection Act (7 U.S.C. 7721) 
(as redesignated by subsection (a)(1)) is 
amended— 

(1) in paragraph (8), by striking “and” at 
the end; 

(2) in paragraph (4), by striking ‘‘and each 
fiscal year thereafter.’’ and inserting a semi- 
colon; and 

(8) by adding at the end the following: 

“*(5) $60,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2013 
through 2016; and 

“*(6) $65,000,000 for fiscal year 2017 and each 
fiscal year thereafter.’’. 

(c) REPEAL OF EXISTING PROVISION.—Sec- 
tion 10202 of the Food, Conservation, and En- 
ergy Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 7761) is repealed. 

(d) CLARIFICATION OF USE OF FUNDS FOR 
TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE.—Section 420 of the 
Plant Protection Act (7 U.S.C. 17721) (as 
amended by subsection (a)) is amended by 
adding at the end the following: 

‘(g) RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER LAW.—The use 
of Commodity Credit Corporation funds 
under this section to provide technical as- 
sistance shall not be considered an allotment 
or fund transfer from the Commodity Credit 
Corporation for purposes of the limit on ex- 
penditures for technical assistance imposed 
by section 11 of the Commodity Credit Cor- 
poration Charter Act (15 U.S.C. 714i).’’. 

SEC. 10008. SPECIALTY CROP BLOCK GRANTS. 

Section 101 of the Specialty Crops Com- 
petitiveness Act of 2004 (7 U.S.C. 1621 note; 
Public Law 108-465) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)— 

(A) by striking ‘‘subsection (j) and insert- 
ing ‘‘subsection (1)’’; and 
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(B) by striking ‘‘2012’’ and inserting ‘2017; 

(2) by striking subsection (b) and inserting 
the following: 

‘(b) GRANTS BASED ON VALUE AND ACRE- 
AGE.—Subject to subsection (c), in the case 
of each State with an application for a grant 
for a fiscal year that is accepted by the Sec- 
retary of Agriculture under subsection (f), 
the amount of a grant for a fiscal year to a 
State under this section shall bear the same 
ratio to the total amount made available 
under subsection (1) for that fiscal year as— 

“(1) the average of the most recent avail- 
able value of specialty crop production in the 
State and the acreage of specialty crop pro- 
duction in the State, as demonstrated in the 
most recent Census of Agriculture data; 
bears to 

“(2) the average of the most recent avail- 
able value of specialty crop production in all 
States and the acreage of specialty crop pro- 
duction in all States, as demonstrated in the 
most recent Census of Agriculture data.’’; 

(3) by redesignating subsection (j) as sub- 
section (1); 

(4) by inserting after subsection (i) the fol- 
lowing: 

“(j) MULTISTATE PROJECTS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 180 days 
after the date of enactment of the Agri- 
culture Reform, Food, and Jobs Act of 2012, 
the Secretary of Agriculture shall issue guid- 
ance for the purpose of making grants to 
multistate projects under this section for 
projects involving— 

“(A) food safety; 

‘“(B) plant pests and disease; 

‘(C) crop-specific projects addressing com- 
mon issues; and 

“(D) any other area that furthers the pur- 
poses of this section, as determined by the 
Secretary. 

‘(2) FUNDING.—Of the funds provided under 
subsection (1), the Secretary of Agriculture 
may allocate for grants under this sub- 
section, to remain available until expended— 

“(A) $1,000,000 for fiscal year 2013; 

““(B) $2,000,000 for fiscal year 2014; 

““(C) $3,000,000 for fiscal year 2015; 

‘(D) $4,000,000 for fiscal year 2016; and 

“(E) $5,000,000 for fiscal year 2017. 

‘*(k) ADMINISTRATION.— 

“(1) DEPARTMENT.—The Secretary of Agri- 
culture may not use more than 3 percent of 
the funds made available to carry out this 
section for a fiscal year for administrative 
expenses. 

“(2) STATES.—A State receiving a grant 
under this section may not use more than 8 
percent of the funds received under the grant 
for a fiscal year for administrative ex- 
penses.’’; and 

(5) in subsection (1) (as redesignated by 
paragraph (3))— 

(A) in paragraph (2), by striking “and” at 
the end; 

(B) in paragraph (3), by striking the period 
at the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 

(C) by adding at the end the following: 

‘(4) $70,000,000 for fiscal year 2013 and each 
fiscal year thereafter.’’. 

SEC. 10009. RECORDKEEPING, INVESTIGATIONS, 
AND ENFORCEMENT. 

The Organic Foods Production Act of 1990 
is amended by inserting after section 2120 (7 
U.S.C. 6519) the following: 

“SEC. 2120A. RECORDKEEPING, INVESTIGATIONS, 
AND ENFORCEMENT. 

‘*(a.) RECORDKEEPING.— 

‘“(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as otherwise pro- 
vided in this title, all persons, including pro- 
ducers, handlers, and certifying agents, re- 
quired to report information to the Sec- 
retary under this title shall maintain, and 
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make available to the Secretary on the re- 
quest of the Secretary, all contracts, agree- 
ments, receipts, and other records associated 
with the organic certification program es- 
tablished by the Secretary under this title. 

‘(2) DURATION OF RECORDKEEPING REQUIRE- 
MENT.—A record covered by paragraph (1) 
shall be maintained— 

“(A) by a person covered by this title, ex- 
cept for a certifying agent, for a period of 5 
years beginning on the date of the creation 
of the record; and 

‘“(B) by a certifying agent, for a period of 
10 years beginning on the date of the cre- 
ation of the record. 

‘*(b) CONFIDENTIALITY .— 

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2), 
and except as otherwise directed by the Sec- 
retary or the Attorney General for enforce- 
ment purposes, no officer, employee, or 
agent of the United States shall make avail- 
able to the public information, statistics, or 
documents obtained from or made available 
by any person under this title, other than in 
a manner that ensures that confidentiality is 
preserved regarding the identity of persons, 
including parties to a contract, and propri- 
etary business information. 

‘*(2) ALLEGED VIOLATORS AND NATURE OF AC- 
TIONS.—The Secretary may release the name 
of the alleged violator and the nature of the 
actions triggering an order, suspension, or 
revocation under subsection (e). 

‘*(c) INVESTIGATION.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may take 
such investigative actions as the Secretary 
considers to be necessary to carry out this 
title— 

“(A) to verify the accuracy of any informa- 
tion reported or made available under this 
title; and 

“(B) to determine, with regard to actions, 
practices, or information required under this 
title, whether a person covered by this title 
has committed, or will commit, a violation 
of any provision of this title, including an 
order or regulation promulgated by the Sec- 
retary. 

‘(2) INVESTIGATIVE POWERS.—The Secretary 
may administer oaths and affirmations, sub- 
poena witnesses, compel attendance of wit- 
nesses, take evidence, and require the pro- 
duction of any books, papers, and documents 
that are relevant to the investigation. 

“(d) UNLAWFUL AcT.—It shall be unlawful 
and a violation of this title for any person 
covered by this title— 

“(1) to fail or refuse to provide, or delay 
the timely provision of, accurate informa- 
tion required by the Secretary under this 
section; 

**(2) to violate— 

“(A) an order of the Secretary; 

‘“(B) a suspension or revocation of the or- 
ganic certification of a producer or handler; 
or 

‘“(C) a suspension or revocation of the ac- 
creditation of a certifying agent; or 

‘“(3) to sell, or attempt to sell, a product 
that is represented as being organically pro- 
duced under this title if in fact the product 
has been produced or handled by an oper- 
ation that is not yet a certified organic pro- 
ducer or handler under this title. 

“(e) ENFORCEMENT.— 

“(1) ORDER.—The Secretary may issue an 
order to stop the sale of an agricultural 
product that is labeled or otherwise rep- 
resented as being organically produced— 

“(A) until the product can be verified— 

“(i) as meeting the national and State 
standards for organic production and han- 
dling as provided in sections 2105 through 
2114; 
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“Gi) as having been produced or handled 
without the use of a prohibited substance 
listed under section 2118; and 

“Gii) as being produced and handled by a 
certified organic operation; and 

‘“(B) if a person has committed an unlawful 
act with respect to the product under sub- 
section (d). 

‘(2) CERTIFICATION OR ACCREDITATION.— 

‘*(A) SUSPENSION.— 

‘“(i) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may sus- 
pend the organic certification of a producer 
or handler, or accreditation of a certifying 
agent, for a period not to exceed 30 days, and 
may renew the suspension for an additional 
period, under the circumstances described in 
clause (ii). 

‘“(ii) ACTIONS TRIGGERING SUSPENSION.—The 
Secretary may take the suspension or re- 
newal actions described in clause (i), if the 
Secretary has reason to believe that a person 
producing or handling an agricultural prod- 
uct, or a certifying agent, has violated or is 
violating any provision of this title, includ- 
ing an order or regulation promulgated 
under this title. 

“(iii) CONTINUATION OF SUSPENSION 
THROUGH APPEAL.—If the Secretary deter- 
mines subsequent to an investigation that a 
violation of this title by a person covered by 
this title has occurred, the suspension shall 
remain in effect until the Secretary issues a 
revocation of the certification of the person 
or of the accreditation of the certifying 
agent, covered by this title, after an expe- 
dited administrative appeal under section 
2121 has been completed. 

‘“(B) REVOCATION.—After notice and oppor- 
tunity for an administrative appeal under 
section 2121, if a violation described in sub- 
paragraph (A)(ii) is determined to have oc- 
curred and is an unlawful act under sub- 
section (d), the Secretary shall revoke the 
organic certification of the producer or han- 
dler, or the accreditation of the certifying 
agent. 

‘(3) VIOLATION OF ORDER OR REVOCATION.— 
A person who violates an order to stop the 
sale of a product as an organically produced 
product under paragraph (1), or a revocation 
of certification or accreditation under para- 
graph (2)(B), shall be subject to 1 or more of 
the penalties provided in subsections (a) and 
(b) of section 2120. 

“(f) APPEAL.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—An order under sub- 
section (e)(1), or a revocation of certification 
or accreditation under subsection (e)(2)(B) 
shall be final and conclusive unless the af- 
fected person files an appeal of the order— 

“(A) first, to the administrative appeals 
process established under section 2121(a); and 

“(B) second, if the affected person so 
elects, to a United States district court as 
provided in section 2121(b) not later than 30 
days after the date of the determination 
under subparagraph (A). 

“(2) STANDARD.—An order under subsection 
(e)(1), or a revocation of certification or ac- 
creditation under subsection (e)(2)(B), shall 
be set aside only if the order, or the revoca- 
tion of certification or accreditation, is not 
supported by substantial evidence. 

‘(g) NONCOMPLIANCE.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—If a person covered by 
this title fails to obey an order, or a revoca- 
tion of certification or accreditation, de- 
scribed in subsection (f)(2) after the order or 
revocation has become final and conclusive 
or after the appropriate United States dis- 
trict court has entered a final judgment in 
favor of the Secretary, the United States 
may apply to the appropriate United States 
district court for enforcement of the order, 
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or the revocation of certification or accredi- 
tation. 

“(2) HENFORCEMENT.—If the court deter- 
mines that the order or revocation was law- 
fully made and duly served and that the per- 
son violated the order or revocation, the 
court shall enforce the order or revocation. 

“(3) CIVIL PENALTY.—If the court finds that 
the person violated the order or revocation, 
the person shall be subject to a civil penalty 
of not more than $10,000 for each offense.’’. 
SEC. 10010. REPORT ON HONEY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 180 days 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary, in consultation with affected 
stakeholders, shall submit to the Commis- 
sioner of Food and Drugs a report describing 
how an appropriate Federal standard for the 
identity of honey would promote honesty 
and fair dealing and would be in the interest 
of consumers, the honey industry, and 
United States agriculture. 

(b) CONTENTS.—In preparing the report 
under subsection (a), the Secretary shall 
take into consideration the March 2006 
Standard of Identity citizens petition filed 
with the Food and Drug Administration, in- 
cluding any current industry amendments or 
clarifications necessary to update that 2006 
petition. 

SEC. 10011. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

This title and the amendments made by 

this title take effect on October 1, 2012. 
TITLE XI—CROP INSURANCE 
SEC. 11001. SUPPLEMENTAL COVERAGE OPTION. 

(a) AVAILABILITY OF SUPPLEMENTAL Cov- 
ERAGE OPTION.—Section 508(c) of the Federal 
Crop Insurance Act (7 U.S.C. 1508(c)) is 
amended by striking paragraph (3) and in- 
serting the following: 

‘*(3) YIELD AND LOSS BASIS OPTIONS.—A pro- 
ducer shall have the option of purchasing ad- 
ditional coverage based on— 

“(A)(i) an individual yield and loss basis; 
or 

“(ii) an area yield and loss basis; 

‘“(B) an individual yield and loss basis, sup- 
plemented with coverage based on an area 
yield and loss basis to cover all or a part of 
the deductible under the individual yield and 
loss policy, as authorized in paragraph (4)(C); 
or 

“(C) a margin basis alone or in combina- 
tion with— 

“(i) individual yield and loss coverage; or 

“(ii) area yield and loss coverage.’’. 

(b) LEVEL OF COVERAGE.—Section 508(c) of 
the Federal Crop Insurance Act (7 U.S.C. 
1508(c)) is amended by striking paragraph (4) 
and inserting the following: 

‘*(4) LEVEL OF COVERAGE.— 

‘(A) DOLLAR DENOMINATION AND PERCENT- 
AGE OF YIELD.—Except as provided in sub- 
paragraph (C), the level of coverage— 

“(i) shall be dollar denominated; and 

“(ii) may be purchased at any level not to 
exceed 85 percent of the individual yield or 95 
percent of the area yield (as determined by 
the Corporation). 

‘(B) INFORMATION.—The Corporation shall 
provide producers with information on cata- 
strophic risk and additional coverage in 
terms of dollar coverage (within the allow- 
able limits of coverage provided in this para- 
graph). 

‘(C) SUPPLEMENTAL COVERAGE OPTION.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding sub- 
paragraph (A), in the case of the supple- 
mental coverage option described in para- 
graph (3)(B), the Corporation shall offer pro- 
ducers the opportunity to purchase coverage 
in combination with a policy or plan of in- 
surance offered under this subtitle that 
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would allow indemnities to be paid to a pro- 
ducer equal to all or part of the deductible 
under the policy or plan of insurance, if suf- 
ficient area data is available (as determined 
by the Corporation). 

“(ii) TRIGGER.—Coverage offered under this 
subparagraph shall be triggered only if the 
losses in the area exceed 10 percent of nor- 
mal levels (as determined by the Corpora- 
tion). 

“(iii) COVERAGE.—Subject to the trigger 
described in clause (ii) and the deductible 
imposed by clause (iv), coverage offered 
under this subparagraph shall cover the first 
loss incurred by the producer, not to exceed 
the difference between— 

“(D) 100 percent; and 

‘(II) the coverage level selected by the pro- 
ducer for the underlying policy or plan of in- 
surance. 

“(iv) DEDUCTIBLE.—Coverage offered under 
this subparagraph shall be subject to a de- 
ductible in an amount equal to— 

“(I) in the case of a producer who partici- 
pates in the agriculture risk coverage pro- 
gram under section 1105(c) of the Agriculture 
Reform, Food, and Jobs Act of 2012, 21 per- 
cent of the expected value of the crop of the 
producer covered by the underlying policy or 
plan of insurance, as determined by the Cor- 
poration; and 

‘(II) in the case of all other producers, 10 
percent of the expected value of the crop of 
the producer covered by the underlying pol- 
icy or plan of insurance, as determined by 
the Corporation. 

“(v) CALCULATION OF PREMIUM.—Notwith- 
standing subsection (d), the premium shall— 

‘(I) be sufficient to cover anticipated 
losses and a reasonable reserve; and 

“(IT) include an amount for operating and 
administrative expenses established in ac- 
cordance with subsection (k)(4)(F).’’. 

(c) PAYMENT OF PORTION OF PREMIUM BY 
CORPORATION.—Section 508(e)(2) of the Fed- 
eral Crop Insurance Act (7 U.S.C. 1508(e)(2)) 
is amended by adding at the end the fol- 
lowing: 

‘“(H) In the case of the supplemental cov- 
erage option authorized in subsection 
(c)(4)(C), the amount shall be equal to the 
sum of— 

“(i) 70 percent of the additional premium 
associated with the coverage; and 

“(i) the amount determined under sub- 
section (c)(4)(C)(v)(II) for the coverage to 


cover operating and administrative ex- 
penses.’’. 
(d) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 


508(k)(4)(F) of the Federal Crop Insurance 
Act (7 U.S.C. 1508(k)(4)(F)) is amended by in- 
serting ‘‘or authorized under subsection 
(c)(4)(C)”’ after ‘‘of this subparagraph”. 

(e) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The Federal Crop In- 
surance Corporation shall begin to provide 
additional coverage based on an individual 
yield and loss basis, supplemented with cov- 
erage based on an area yield and loss basis, 
not later than for the 2018 crop year. 

SEC. 11002. PREMIUM AMOUNTS FOR CATA- 
STROPHIC RISK PROTECTION. 

Section 508(d)(2) of the Federal Crop Insur- 
ance Act (7 U.S.C. 1508(d)(2)) is amended by 
striking subparagraph (A) and inserting the 
following: 

“(A) In the case of catastrophic risk pro- 
tection, the amount of the premium estab- 
lished by the Corporation for each crop for 
which catastrophic risk protection is avail- 
able shall be reduced by the percentage equal 
to the difference between the average loss 
ratio for the crop and 100 percent, plus a rea- 
sonable reserve, as determined by the Cor- 
poration.’’. 
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SEC. 11003. PERMANENT ENTERPRISE UNIT. 

Section 508(e)(5) of the Federal Crop Insur- 
ance Act (7 U.S.C. 1508(e)(5)) is amended by 
striking subparagraph (A) and inserting the 
following: 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Corporation may 
pay a portion of the premiums for plans or 
policies of insurance for which the insurable 
unit is defined on a whole farm or enterprise 
unit basis that is higher than would other- 
wise be paid in accordance with paragraph 
(2).”. 

SEC. 11004. ENTERPRISE UNITS FOR IRRIGATED 
AND NONIRRIGATED CROPS. 

Section 508(e)(5) of the Federal Crop Insur- 
ance Act (7 U.S.C. 1508(e)(5)) is amended by 
adding at the end the following: 

(D) NONIRRIGATED CROPS.—Beginning with 
the 2013 crop year, the Corporation shall 
make available separate enterprise units for 
irrigated and nonirrigated acreages of crops 
in counties.” . 

SEC. 11005. DATA COLLECTION. 

Section 508(g)(2) of the Federal Crop Insur- 
ance Act (7 U.S.C. 1508(g)(2)) is amended by 
adding at the end the following: 

‘“(E) SOURCES OF YIELD DATA.—To deter- 
mine yields under this paragraph, the Cor- 
poration— 

‘“(i) shall use county data collected by the 
Risk Management Agency or the National 
Agricultural Statistics Service, or both; or 

“(i) if sufficient county data is not avail- 
able, may use other data considered appro- 
priate by the Secretary.’’. 

SEC. 11006. ADJUSTMENT IN ACTUAL PRODUC- 
TION HISTORY TO ESTABLISH IN- 
SURABLE YIELDS. 

Section 508(g)(4)(B) of the Federal Crop In- 
surance Act (7 U.S.C. 1508(¢)(4)(B)) is amend- 
ed— 

(1) in the matter preceding clause (i), by 
inserting ‘‘for the 2012 crop year or any prior 
crop year, or 70 percent of the applicable 
transitional yield for the 2013 or any subse- 
quent crop year,” after “transitional yield”; 
and 

(2) in clause (ii), by striking ‘‘60 percent of 
the applicable transitional yield’’ and insert- 
ing “the applicable percentage of the transi- 
tional yield described in this subparagraph”. 
SEC. 11007. SUBMISSION AND REVIEW OF POLI- 


Section 508(h)(1) of the Federal Crop Insur- 
ance Act (7 U.S.C. 1508(h)(1)) is amended— 

(1) by redesignating subparagraphs (A) and 
(B) as clauses (i) and (ii), respectively, and 
indenting appropriately; 

(2) by striking ‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—’’ and in- 
serting the following: 

‘(1) SUBMISSION AND REVIEW OF POLICIES.— 

‘“(A) SUBMISSIONS.—In addition”; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 

“(B) REVIEW.—The Corporation shall re- 
view any policy developed under section 
522(c) or any pilot program developed under 
section 523 and submit the policy or program 
to the Board under this subsection if the 
Corporation, at the sole discretion of the 
Corporation, finds that the policy or pro- 
gram— 

“(i) will likely result in a viable and mar- 
ketable policy consistent with this sub- 
section; 

“Gi) would provide crop insurance cov- 
erage in a significantly improved form; and 

“(ii) adequately protects the interests of 
producers.’’. 

SEC. 11008. BOARD REVIEW AND APPROVAL. 

(a) REVIEW AND APPROVAL BY THE BOARD.— 
Section 508(h) of the Federal Crop Insurance 
Act (7 U.S.C. 1508(h)) is amended by striking 
paragraph (3) and inserting the following: 

“(3) REVIEW AND APPROVAL BY THE BOARD.— 
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“(A) IN GENERAL.—A policy, plan of insur- 
ance, or other material submitted to the 
Board under this subsection shall be re- 
viewed by the Board and shall be approved 
by the Board for reinsurance and for sale by 
approved insurance providers to producers at 
actuarially appropriate rates and under ap- 
propriate terms and conditions if the Board, 
at the sole discretion of the Board, deter- 
mines that— 

“(i) the interests of producers are ade- 
quately protected; 

“(ii) the rates of premium and price elec- 
tion methodology are actuarially appro- 
priate; 

“(iii) the terms and conditions for the pro- 
posed policy or plan of insurance are appro- 
priate and would not unfairly discriminate 
among producers; 

‘““iv) the proposed policy or plan of insur- 
ance will, at the sole discretion of the 
Board— 

“(J) likely result in a viable and market- 
able policy that can reasonably attain levels 
of participation similar to other like policies 
or plans of insurance; 

‘“(IT) provide crop insurance coverage in a 
significantly improved form or in a manner 
that addresses a recognized flaw or problem 
in an existing policy; or 

‘“(IIT) provide a new kind of coverage for a 
commodity that previously had no available 
crop insurance, or has demonstrated a low 
level of participation under existing cov- 
erage; 

“(v) the proposed policy or plan of insur- 
ance will, at the sole discretion of the Board, 
not have a significant adverse impact on the 
crop insurance delivery system; and 

“(vi) the proposed policy or plan of insur- 
ance meets such other requirements as are 
determined appropriate by the Board. 

‘(B) PRIORITIES.— 

“(i) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Board, at the 
sole discretion of the Board, may— 

‘(T) annually establish priorities under 
this subsection that specify types of submis- 
sions needed to fulfill the portfolio of poli- 
cies or plans of insurance to be reviewed and 
approved under this subsection; and 

“(II) make the priorities available on the 
website of the Corporation. 

“(ii) PROCESS.— 

“(I) IN GENERAL.—Policies or plans of in- 
surance that satisfy the priorities estab- 
lished by the Board under this subsection 
shall be considered by the Board for approval 
prior to other submissions. 

‘“(IT) CONSIDERATIONS.—In approving poli- 
cies or plans of insurance, the Board shall— 

“(aa) consider providing the highest prior- 
ities for policies or plans of insurance that 
address underserved commodities, including 
commodities for which there is no insurance; 
and 

‘“(bb) consider providing the highest prior- 
ities for existing policies for which there is 
inadequate coverage or there exists low lev- 
els of participation. 

““(jii) OTHER CRITERIA.—The Board may es- 
tablish such other criteria as the Board de- 
termines to meet the needs of producers and 
the priorities of this subsection, consistent 
with the purposes of this subtitle.’’. 

SEC. 11009. CONSULTATION. 

Section 508(h)(4) of the Federal Crop Insur- 
ance Act (7 U.S.C. 1508(h)) is amended by 
adding at the end the following: 

(E) CONSULTATION.— 

“(i) REQUIREMENT.—As part of the feasi- 
bility and research associated with the de- 
velopment of a policy or other material con- 
ducted prior to making a submission to the 
Board under this subsection, the submitter 
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shall consult with groups representing pro- 
ducers of agricultural commodities in all 
major producing areas for the commodities 
to be served or potentially impacted, either 
directly or indirectly. 

“(ii) SUBMISSION TO THE BOARD.—Any sub- 
mission made to the Board under this sub- 
section shall contain a summary and anal- 
ysis of the feasibility and research findings 
from the impacted groups described in clause 
(i), including a summary assessment of the 
support for or against development of the 
policy and an assessment on the impact of 
the proposed policy to the general marketing 
and production of the crop from both a re- 
gional and national perspective. 

‘(iii) EVALUATION BY THE BOARD.—In evalu- 
ating whether the interests of producers are 
adequately protected pursuant to paragraph 
(3) with respect to an submission made under 
this subsection, the Board shall review the 
information provided pursuant to clause (ii) 
to determine if the submission will create 
adverse market distortions with respect to 
the production of commodities that are the 
subject of the submission.’’. 

SEC. 11010. BUDGET LIMITATIONS ON RENEGOTI- 
ATION OF THE STANDARD REINSUR- 
ANCE AGREEMENT. 

Section 508(k)(8) of the Federal Crop Insur- 
ance Act (7 U.S.C. 1508(k)(8)) is amended by 
adding at the end the following: 

“(F) BUDGET.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—The Board shall ensure 
that any Standard Reinsurance Agreement 
negotiated under subparagraph (A)(ii), as 
compared to the previous Standard Reinsur- 
ance Agreement— 

‘(T) to the maximum extent practicable, 
shall be budget neutral; and 

“(IT) in no event, may significantly depart 
from budget neutrality. 

“(ii) USE OF SAVINGS.—To the extent that 
any budget savings is realized in the renego- 
tiation of a Standard Reinsurance Agree- 
ment under subparagraph (A)(ii), and the 
savings are determined not to be a signifi- 
cant departure from budget neutrality under 
clause (i), the savings shall be used for pro- 
grams administered or managed by the Risk 
Management Agency.’’. 

SEC. 11011. STACKED INCOME PROTECTION PLAN 
FOR PRODUCERS OF UPLAND COT- 
TON. 

(a) AVAILABILITY OF STACKED INCOME PRO- 
TECTION PLAN.—The Federal Crop Insurance 
Act is amended by inserting after section 
508A (7 U.S.C. 1508a) the following: 

“SEC. 508B. STACKED INCOME PROTECTION PLAN 
FOR PRODUCERS OF UPLAND COT- 
TON. 

“(a) AVAILABILITY.—Beginning not later 
than the 2018 crop of upland cotton, if prac- 
ticable, the Corporation shall make avail- 
able to producers of maximum eligible acres 
of upland cotton an additional policy (to be 
known as the ‘Stacked Income Protection 
Plan’), which shall provide coverage con- 
sistent with the Group Risk Income Protec- 
tion Plan (and the associated Harvest Rev- 
enue Option Endorsement) offered by the 
Corporation for the 2011 crop year. 

‘“(b) REQUIRED TERMS.—The Corporation 
may modify the Stacked Income Protection 
Plan on a program-wide basis, except that 
the Stacked Income Protection Plan shall 
comply with the following requirements: 

**(1)(A) Provide coverage for revenue loss of 
not more than 30 percent of expected county 
revenue, specified in increments of 5 percent. 

‘(B) The deductible is the minimum per- 
cent of revenue loss at which indemnities are 
triggered under the plan, not to be less than 
10 percent of the expected county revenue. 
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“(C) Once the deductible is met, any losses 
in excess of the deductible will be paid up to 
the coverage selected by the producer. 

““(2) Be offered to producers of upland cot- 
ton in all counties with upland cotton pro- 
duction— 

“(A) at a county-wide level to the fullest 
extent practicable; or 

‘“(B) in counties that lack sufficient data, 
on the basis of such larger geographical area 
as the Corporation determines to provide 
sufficient data for purposes of providing the 
coverage. 

(3) Be purchased in addition to any other 
individual or area coverage in effect on the 
producer’s acreage or as a stand-alone pol- 
icy, except that if a producer has an indi- 
vidual or area coverage for the same acreage, 
the maximum coverage available under the 
Stacked Income Protection Plan shall not 
exceed the deductible for the individual or 
area coverage. 

“*(4) Establish coverage based on— 

“(A) an expected price that is the expected 
price established under existing Group Risk 
Income Protection or area wide policy of- 
fered by the Corporation for the applicable 
county (or area) and crop year; and 

“(B) an expected county yield that is the 
higher of— 

““(j) the expected county yield established 
for the existing area-wide plans offered by 
the Corporation for the applicable county (or 
area) and crop year (or, in geographic areas 
where area-wide plans are not offered, an ex- 
pected yield determined in a manner con- 
sistent with those of area-wide plans); or 

“Gi)T) the average of the applicable yield 
data for the county (or area) for the most re- 
cent 5 years, excluding the highest and low- 
est observations, from the Risk Management 
Agency or the National Agricultural Statis- 
tics, or both; or 

“(ID if sufficient county data is not avail- 
able, such other data considered appropriate 
by the Secretary. 

“(5) Use a multiplier factor to establish 
maximum protection per acre (referred to as 
a ‘protection factor’) of not more than 120 
percent. 

“(6) Pay an indemnity based on the 
amount that the expected county revenue 
exceeds the actual county revenue, as ap- 
plied to the individual coverage of the pro- 
ducer. Indemnities under the Stacked In- 
come Protection Plan shall not include or 
overlap the amount of the deductible se- 
lected under paragraph (1). 

“(7) To the maximum extent practicable, 
in all counties for which data are available, 
establish separate coverage for irrigated and 
nonirrigated practices. 

“(8) Notwithstanding section 508(d), 
clude a premium that— 

“(A) is sufficient to cover anticipated 
losses and a reasonable reserve; and 

““(B) includes an amount for operating and 
administrative expenses established in ac- 
cordance with section 508(k)(4)(F). 

‘(c) RELATION TO OTHER COVERAGES.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
paragraph (2), the Stacked Income Protec- 
tion Plan is in addition to all other cov- 
erages available to producers of upland cot- 
ton. 

‘“(2) LIMITATION.—Acreage of upland cotton 
insured under the Supplemental Coverage 
Option shall not be eligible for the Stacked 
Income Protection Plan. 

“(d) PAYMENT OF PORTION OF PREMIUM BY 
CORPORATION.—Subject to section 508(e)(4), 
the amount of premium paid by the Corpora- 
tion for all qualifying coverage levels of the 
Stacked Income Protection Plan shall be— 
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“(1) 80 percent of the amount of the pre- 
mium established under subsection (b)(8)(A) 
for the coverage level selected; and 

“(2) the amount determined under sub- 
section (b)(8)(B) to cover administrative and 
operating expenses.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 
508(k)(4)(F) of the Federal Crop Insurance 
Act (7 U.S.C. 1508(k)(4)(F)) (as amended by 
section 11001(d)) is amended by inserting ‘‘or 
under section 508B’ after ‘‘subsection 
(c)(4)(C)”’. 

SEC. 11012. PEANUT REVENUE CROP INSURANCE. 

The Federal Crop Insurance Act is amend- 
ed by inserting after section 508B (as added 
by section 11011(a)) the following: 

“SEC. 508C. PEANUT REVENUE CROP INSURANCE. 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—Effective beginning with 
the 2013 crop year, the Risk Management 
Agency and the Corporation shall make 
available to producers of peanuts a revenue 
crop insurance program for peanuts. 

‘*(b) EFFECTIVE PRICE.— 

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2), 
for purposes of the policies and plans of in- 
surance offered under subsections (a) and (b) 
of section 508, the effective price for peanuts 
shall be equal to the Rotterdam price index 
for peanuts, as adjusted to reflect the farmer 
stock price of peanuts in the United States. 

‘*(2) ADJUSTMENTS.— 

‘“(A) IN GENERAL.—The effective price for 
peanuts established under paragraph (1) may 
be adjusted by the Risk Management Agency 
and the Corporation to correct distortions. 

“(B) ADMINISTRATION.—If an adjustment is 
made under subparagraph (A), the Risk Man- 
agement Agency and the Corporation shall— 

“(i) make the adjustment in an open and 
transparent manner; and 

“(i) submit to the Committee on Agri- 
culture of the House of Representatives and 
the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, 
and Forestry of the Senate a report that de- 
scribes the reasons for the adjustment.’’. 

SEC. 11013. AUTHORITY TO CORRECT ERRORS. 

Section 515(c) of the Federal Crop Insur- 
ance Act (7 U.S.C. 1515(c)) is amended— 

(1) in the first sentence, by striking ‘‘The 
Secretary” and inserting the following: 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary”; 

(2) in the second sentence, by striking ‘‘Be- 
ginning with” and inserting the following: 

““(2) FREQUENCY.—Beginning with”; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 

‘*(3) CORRECTIONS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Corporation shall 
establish procedures that allow an agent and 
approved insurance provider within a reason- 
able amount of time following the applicable 
sales closing date to correct information re- 
garding the entity name, social security 
number, tax identification number, or such 
other eligibility information as determined 
by the Corporation that is provided by a pro- 
ducer for the purpose of obtaining coverage 
under any policy or plan of insurance made 
available under this subtitle to ensure that 
the eligibility information is consistent with 
the information reported by the producer to 
the Farm Service Agency. 

‘“(B) LIMITATION.—In accordance with the 
procedures of the Corporation, procedures 
under subparagraph (A) may include any 
subsequent correction to the eligibility in- 
formation described in that subparagraph 
made by the Farm Service Agency if the cor- 
rections do not allow the producer— 

“(i) to obtain a disproportionate benefit 
under the crop insurance program or any re- 
lated program of the Department of Agri- 
culture; 

“(ii) to avoid ineligibility requirements for 
insurance; or 
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‘“(iii) to avoid an obligation or requirement 
under any Federal or State law.’’. 
SEC. 11014. IMPLEMENTATION. 

Section 515 of the Federal Crop Insurance 
Act (7 U.S.C. 1515) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (j), by striking paragraph 
(1) and inserting the following: 

“(1) SYSTEMS MAINTENANCE 
GRADES.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall 
maintain and upgrade the information man- 
agement systems of the Corporation used in 
the administration and enforcement of this 
subtitle. 

‘(B) REQUIREMENT.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—In maintaining and up- 
grading the systems, the Secretary shall en- 
sure that new hardware and software are 
compatible with the hardware and software 
used by other agencies of the Department to 
maximize data sharing and promote the pur- 
poses of this section. 

‘“(ii) ACREAGE REPORT STREAMLINING INITIA- 
TIVE PROJECT.—As soon as practicable, the 
Secretary shall develop and implement an 
acreage report streamlining initiative 
project to allow producers to report acreage 
and other information directly to the De- 
partment.’’; and 

(2) in subsection (k), by striking paragraph 
(1) and inserting the following: 

‘(1) INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY .— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of sub- 
section (j)(1), the Corporation may use, from 
amounts made available from the insurance 
fund established under section 516(c), not 
more than— 

““(i)(D for fiscal year 2013, $25,000,000; and 

“(IT) for each of fiscal years 2014 through 
2017, $10,000,000; or 

“Gi) if the Acreage Crop Reporting 
Streamlining Initiative (ACRSI) project is 
substantially completed by September 30, 
2013, not more than $15,000,000 for each of fis- 
cal years 2014 through 2017. 

“(B) NOTIFICATION.—Not later than July 1, 
2013, the Secretary shall notify the Com- 
mittee on Agriculture of the House of Rep- 
resentatives and the Committee on Agri- 
culture, Nutrition, and Forestry of the Sen- 
ate on the status of the substantial comple- 
tion of the Acreage Crop Reporting Stream- 
lining Initiative (ACRSI) project.’’. 

SEC. 11015. APPROVAL OF COSTS FOR RESEARCH 
AND DEVELOPMENT. 

Section 522(b)(2) of the Federal Crop Insur- 
ance Act (7 U.S.C. 1522(b)(2)) is amended by 
striking subparagraph (E) and inserting the 
following: 

(E) APPROVAL.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—The Board may approve 
up to 50 percent of the projected total re- 
search and development costs to be paid in 
advance to an applicant, in accordance with 
the procedures developed by the Board for 
the making of the payments, if, after consid- 
eration of the reviewer reports described in 
subparagraph (D) and such other information 
as the Board determines appropriate, the 
Board determines that— 

‘“T) the concept, in good faith, will likely 
result in a viable and marketable policy con- 
sistent with section 508(h); 

“(JI) at the sole discretion of the Board, 
the concept, if developed into a policy and 
approved by the Board, would provide crop 
insurance coverage— 

“(aa) in a significantly improved form or 
that addresses a unique need of agricultural 
producers; 

‘“(bb) to a crop or region not traditionally 
served by the Federal crop insurance pro- 
gram; or 

“(cc) in a form that addresses a recognized 
flaw or problem in the program; 
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“(III) the applicant agrees to provide such 
reports as the Corporation determines are 
necessary to monitor the development effort; 

“(IV) the proposed budget and timetable 
are reasonable, as determined by the Board; 
and 

“(V) the concept proposal meets any other 
requirements that the Board determines ap- 
propriate. 

“(ii) WAIVER.—The Board may waive the 
50-percent limitation and, upon request of 
the submitter after the submitter has begun 
research and development activities, the 
Board may approve an additional 25 percent 
advance payment to the submitter for re- 
search and development costs, if, at the sole 
discretion of the Board, the Board deter- 
mines that— 

“(I) the intended policy or plan of insur- 
ance developed by the submitter will provide 
coverage for a region or crop that is under- 
served by the Federal crop insurance pro- 
gram, including specialty crops; 

‘“(ID) the submitter is making satisfactory 
progress towards developing a viable and 
marketable policy or plan of insurance con- 
sistent with section 508(h); and 

“(TIT) the submitter does not have suffi- 
cient financial resources to complete the de- 
velopment of the submission into a viable 
and marketable policy or plan of insurance 
consistent with section 508(h).’’. 

SEC. 11016. WHOLE FARM RISK MANAGEMENT IN- 
SURANCE. 

Section 522(c) of the Federal Crop Insur- 
ance Act (7 U.S.C. 1522(c)) is amended by add- 
ing at the end the following: 

‘(18) WHOLE FARM DIVERSIFIED RISK MAN- 
AGEMENT INSURANCE PLAN.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Corporation shall 
conduct activities or enter into contracts to 
carry out research and development to de- 
velop a whole farm risk management insur- 
ance plan, with a liability limitation of 
$1,500,000, that allows a diversified crop or 
livestock producer the option to qualify for 
an indemnity if actual gross farm revenue is 
below 85 percent of the average gross farm 
revenue or the expected gross farm revenue 
that can reasonably be expected of the pro- 
ducer, as determined by the Corporation. 

“(B) ELIGIBLE PRODUCERS.—The Corpora- 
tion shall permit producers (including di- 
rect-to-consumer marketers, and producers 
servicing local and regional and farm iden- 
tity-preserved markets) who produce mul- 
tiple agricultural commodities, including 
specialty crops, industrial crops, livestock, 
and aquaculture products, to participate in 
the plan in lieu of any other plan under this 
subtitle. 

“(C) DIVERSIFICATION.—The Corporation 
may provide diversification-based additional 
coverage payment rates, premium discounts, 
or other enhanced benefits in recognition of 
the risk management benefits of crop and 
livestock diversification strategies for pro- 
ducers that grow multiple crops or that may 
have income from the production of live- 
stock that uses a crop grown on the farm. 

(D) MARKET READINESS.—The Corporation 
may include coverage for the value of any 
packing, packaging, or any other similar on- 
farm activity the Corporation determines to 
be the minimum required in order to remove 
the commodity from the field. 

(E) REPORT.—Not later than 2 years after 
the date of enactment of this paragraph, the 
Corporation shall submit to the Committee 
on Agriculture of the House of Representa- 
tives and the Committee on Agriculture, Nu- 
trition, and Forestry of the Senate a report 
that describes the results and feasibility of 
the research and development conducted 
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under this paragraph, including an analysis 
of potential adverse market distortions.’’. 
SEC. 11017. CROP INSURANCE FOR LIVESTOCK. 


Section 522(c) of the Federal Crop Insur- 
ance Act (as amended by section 11016) is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

(19) STUDY ON SWINE CATASTROPHIC DIS- 
EASE PROGRAM.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Corporation shall 
contract with a qualified person to conduct a 
study to determine the feasibility of insuring 
swine producers for a catastrophic event. 

(B) REPORT.—Not later than 1 year after 
the date of the enactment of this paragraph, 
the Corporation shall submit to the Com- 
mittee on Agriculture of the House of Rep- 
resentatives and the Committee on Agri- 
culture, Nutrition, and Forestry of the Sen- 
ate a report that describes the results of the 
study conducted under subparagraph (A).’’. 
SEC. 11018. MARGIN COVERAGE FOR CATFISH. 

Section 522(c) of the Federal Crop Insur- 
ance Act (as amended by section 11017) is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

‘*(20) MARGIN COVERAGE FOR CATFISH.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Corporation shall 
offer to enter into a contract with a qualified 
entity to conduct research and development 
regarding a policy to insure producers 
against reduction in the margin between the 
market value of catfish and selected costs 
incurred in the production of catfish. 

‘(B) ELIGIBILITY.—Eligibility for the policy 
described in subparagraph (A) shall be lim- 
ited to freshwater species of catfish that are 
propagated and reared in controlled or se- 
lected environments. 

“(C) IMPLEMENTATION.—The Board shall re- 
view the policy described in subparagraph 
(B) under subsection 508(h) and approve the 
policy if the Board finds that the policy— 

“(i) will likely result in a viable and mar- 
ketable policy consistent with this sub- 
section; 

“(ii) would provide crop insurance cov- 
erage in a significantly improved form; 

“(iii) adequately protects the interests of 
producers; and 

“(iv) the proposed policy meets other re- 
quirements of this subtitle determined ap- 
propriate by the Board.’’. 

SEC. 11019. RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 522(c) of the Fed- 
eral Crop Insurance Act (7 U.S.C. 1522(c)) is 
amended— 

(1) in the subsection heading, by striking 
“Contracting”; 

(2) in paragraph (1), in the matter pre- 
ceding subparagraph (A), by striking “may 
enter into contracts to carry out research 
and development to” and inserting ‘‘may 
conduct activities or enter into contracts to 
carry out research and development to main- 
tain or improve existing policies or develop 
new policies to”; 

(3) in paragraph (2)— 

(A) in subparagraph (A), by inserting ‘‘con- 
duct research and development or” after 
“The Corporation may”; and 

(B) by striking subparagraph (B) and in- 
serting the following: 

(B) CONSULTATION.—Before conducting re- 
search and development or entering into a 
contract under subparagraph (A), the Cor- 
poration shall follow the consultation re- 
quirements described in section 
508(h)(4)(B).”’; 

(4) in paragraph (5), by inserting ‘‘after ex- 
pert review in accordance with section 505(e) 
and procedures of the Board” after ‘“‘ap- 
proved by the Board’’; and 

(5) in paragraph (6), by striking ‘‘a pasture, 
range, and forage program” and inserting 


9014 


‘policies that increase participation by pro- 
ducers of underserved agricultural commod- 
ities, including sweet sorghum, sorghum for 
biomass, specialty crops, sugarcane, and 
dedicated energy crops”. 

(b) FUNDING.—Section 522(e) of the Federal 
Crop Insurance Act (7 U.S.C. 1522(e)) is 
amended— 

(1) in paragraph (2)— 

(A) by striking ‘‘(A) AUTHORITY.—”’ and in- 
serting ‘(A) CONDUCTING AND CONTRACTING 
FOR RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT.—”’; 

(B) in subparagraph (A), by inserting ‘‘con- 
duct research and development and” after 
“the Corporation may use to”; and 

(C) in subparagraph (B), by inserting ‘‘con- 
duct research and development and” after 
«for the fiscal year to”; 

(2) in paragraph (3), in the matter pre- 
ceding subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘to pro- 
vide either reimbursement payments or con- 
tract payments”; and 

(3) by striking paragraph (4). 

SEC. 11020. PILOT PROGRAMS. 

Section 523(a) of the Federal Crop Insur- 
ance Act (7 U.S.C. 1523(a)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1), by inserting ‘‘, at the 
sole discretion of the Corporation,” after 
“may”; and 

(2) by striking paragraph (5). 

SEC. 11021. INDEX-BASED WEATHER INSURANCE 
PILOT PROGRAM. 

Section 523(a)(2) of the Federal Crop Insur- 
ance Act (7 U.S.C. 1523(a)(2)) is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘Under’’ inserting the fol- 
lowing: 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Under’”’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

‘(B) INDEX-BASED WEATHER INSURANCE 
PILOT PROGRAM.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding sub- 
paragraph (A), the Corporation, at the sole 
discretion of the Corporation, may conduct a 
pilot program to provide financial assistance 
for producers of underserved crops and live- 
stock (including specialty crops) to purchase 
an index-based weather insurance product 
from a private insurance company, subject 
to the requirements of this subparagraph. 

“(ii) PAYMENT OF PREMIUM.— 

‘“(T) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subclause (II) 
and clause (v), the Corporation may pay a 
portion of the premium for producers who 
purchase index-based weather insurance pro- 
tection from a private insurance company 
for a crop and policy that is not reinsured 
under this subtitle, as determined by the 
Corporation. 

‘“(IT) CONDITION.—The premium assistance 
under subclause (I) shall not exceed 60 per- 
cent of the estimated premium amount, 
based on expected losses, representative op- 
erating expenses, and representative profit 
margins, as determined by the Corporation. 

“(iii) ELIGIBLE PROVIDERS.—Before pro- 
viding premium assistance to producers to 
purchase index-based weather insurance 
from a private insurance company pursuant 
to this subparagraph, the Corporation shall 
verify that the company has adequate expe- 
rience— 

‘““T) to develop and manage the index-based 
weather insurance products, including ade- 
quate resources, experience, and assets or 
sufficient reinsurance to meet the obliga- 
tions of the company under this subpara- 
graph; and 

“(IT) to support and deliver the index-based 
weather insurance products. 

‘“(iv) PROCEDURES.—The Corporation shall 
develop and publish procedures to administer 
the pilot program under this subparagraph 
that— 

“(D) require each applicable private insur- 
ance company to report claim and sales data, 
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and any other data the Corporation deter- 

mines to be appropriate, to allow the Cor- 

poration to evaluate product pricing and per- 
formance; 

“(II) allow the private insurance compa- 
nies exclusive rights over the private insur- 
ance offered under this subparagraph, includ- 
ing rating of policies, protection of intellec- 
tual property rights on the product or pol- 
icy, and associated rating methodology, for 
the period during which the companies are 
eligible under clause (iii); and 

“(IIT) contain such other requirements as 
the Corporation determines to be necessary 
to ensure that— 

“(aa) the interests of producers are pro- 
tected; and 

“(bb) the program operates in an actuari- 
ally sound manner. 

““(v) FUNDING.—Of the funds of the Corpora- 
tion, the Corporation shall use to carry out 
this subparagraph $10,000,000 for each of fis- 
cal years 2013 through 2017, to remain avail- 
able until expended.’’. 

SEC. 11022. ENHANCING PRODUCER SELF-HELP 
THROUGH FARM FINANCIAL 
BENCHMARKING. 

(a) DEFINITION.—Section 502(b) of the Fed- 
eral Crop Insurance Act (7 U.S.C. 1502(b)) is 
amended— 

(1) by redesignating paragraphs (6) through 
(9) as paragraphs (7) through (10), respec- 
tively; and 

(2) by inserting after paragraph (5) the fol- 
lowing: 

“(6) FARM FINANCIAL BENCHMARKING.—The 
term ‘farm financial benchmarking’ means— 

“(A) the process of comparing the perform- 
ance of an agricultural enterprise against 
the performance of other similar enterprises, 
through the use of comparable and reliable 
data, in order to identify business manage- 
ment strengths, weaknesses, and steps nec- 
essary to improve management performance 
and business profitability; and 

“(B) benchmarking of the type conducted 
by farm management and producer associa- 
tions consistent with the activities described 
in or funded pursuant to section 1672D of the 
Food, Agriculture, Conservation, and Trade 
Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 5925f).”’. 

(b) PARTNERSHIPS FOR RISK MANAGEMENT 
FOR PRODUCERS OF SPECIALTY CROPS AND UN- 
DERSERVED AGRICULTURAL COMMODITIES.— 
Section 522(d)(3)(F) of the Federal Crop In- 
surance Act (7 U.S.C. 1522(d)(8)(F)) is amend- 
ed by inserting “farm financial 
benchmarking,” after ‘‘management,’’. 

(c) CROP INSURANCE EDUCATION AND RISK 
MANAGEMENT ASSISTANCE.—Section 524(a) of 
the Federal Crop Insurance Act (7 U.S.C. 
1524(a)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (3)(A), by inserting ‘‘farm 
financial benchmarking,” after ‘‘risk reduc- 
tion,’’; and 

(2) in paragraph (4), in the matter pre- 
ceding subparagraph (A), by inserting ‘‘(in- 
cluding farm financial benchmarking)” after 
“management strategies”. 

SEC. 11023. BEGINNING FARMER AND RANCHER 
PROVISIONS. 

(a) DEFINITION.—Section 502(b) of the Fed- 
eral Crop Insurance Act (7 U.S.C. 1502(b)) (as 
amended by section 11022(a)) is amended— 

(1) by redesignating paragraphs (3) through 
(10) as paragraphs (4) through (11), respec- 
tively; and 

(2) by inserting after paragraph (2) the fol- 
lowing: 

“(3) BEGINNING FARMER OR RANCHER.—The 
term ‘beginning farmer or rancher’ means a 
farmer or rancher who has not actively oper- 
ated and managed a farm or ranch with a 
bona fide insurable interest in a crop or live- 
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stock as an owner-operator, landlord, tenant, 
or sharecropper for more than 5 crop years, 
as determined by the Secretary.’’. 

(b) PREMIUM ADJUSTMENTS.—Section 508 of 
the Federal Crop Insurance Act (7 U.S.C. 
1508) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (b)(5)(E), by inserting 
“and beginning farmers or ranchers” after 
‘limited resource farmers”; 

(2) in subsection (e), by adding at the end 
the following: 

‘(8) PREMIUM FOR BEGINNING FARMERS OR 
RANCHERS.—Notwithstanding any other pro- 
vision of this subsection regarding payment 
of a portion of premiums, a beginning farmer 
or rancher shall receive premium assistance 
that is 10 percentage points greater than pre- 
mium assistance that would otherwise be 
available under paragraphs (2) (except for 
subparagraph (A) of that paragraph), (5), (6), 
and (7) for the applicable policy, plan of in- 
surance, and coverage level selected by the 
beginning farmer or rancher.’’; and 

(3) in subsection (g)— 

(A) in paragraph (2)(B)— 

(i) in clause (i), by striking 
end; 

(ii) in clause (ii)(IID, by striking the period 
at the end and inserting ‘‘; or’’; and 

(iii) by adding at the end the following: 

“(iii) if the producer is a beginning farmer 
or rancher who was previously involved in a 
farming or ranching operation, including in- 
volvement in the decisionmaking or physical 
involvement in the production of the crop or 
livestock on the farm, for any acreage ob- 
tained by the beginning farmer or rancher, a 
yield that is the higher of— 

‘(I) the actual production history of the 
previous producer of the crop or livestock on 
the acreage determined under subparagraph 
(A); or 

“(IT) a yield of the producer, as determined 
in clause (i).’’; and 

(B) in paragraph (4)(B)(ii) (as amended by 
section 11006)— 

(i) by inserting ‘‘(I)’’ after “(ii)”; 

(ii) by striking the period at the end and 
inserting ‘‘; or’’; and 

(iii) by adding at the end the following: 

“(ID) in the case of beginning farmers or 
ranchers, replace each excluded yield with a 
yield equal to 80 percent of the applicable 
transitional yield.’’. 

SEC. 11024. AGRICULTURAL MANAGEMENT AS- 
SISTANCE, RISK MANAGEMENT EDU- 
CATION, AND ORGANIC’ CERTIFI- 
CATION COST SHARE ASSISTANCE. 

Section 524 of the Federal Crop Insurance 
Act (7 U.S.C. 1524) is amended by striking 
subsection (b) and inserting the following: 

‘(b) AGRICULTURAL MANAGEMENT ASSIST- 
ANCE, RISK MANAGEMENT EDUCATION, AND OR- 
GANIC CERTIFICATION COST SHARE ASSIST- 
ANCE.— 

‘(1) AUTHORITY FOR PROVISION OF ASSIST- 
ANCE.—The Secretary shall provide assist- 
ance under this section as follows: 

“(A) Provision of organic certification cost 
share assistance pursuant to section 10606 of 
the Farm Security and Rural Investment 
Act of 2002 (7 U.S.C. 6523). 

‘(B) Activities to support risk manage- 
ment education and community outreach 
partnerships pursuant to section 522(d), in- 
cluding— 

“(i) entering into futures or hedging; 

“(ii) entering into agricultural trade op- 
tions as a hedging transaction to reduce pro- 
duction, price, or revenue risk; or 

“(iii) conducting any other activity relat- 
ing to an activity described in clause (i) or 
(ii), including farm financial benchmarking, 
as determined by the Secretary. 
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“(C) Provision of agricultural management 
assistance grants to producers in States in 
which there has been traditionally, and con- 
tinues to be, a low level of Federal crop in- 
surance participation and availability, and 
producers underserved by the Federal crop 
insurance program, as determined by the 
Secretary, for the purposes of— 

“(i) constructing or improving— 

“(I) watershed management structures; or 

“(ID irrigation structures; 

“(ii) planting trees to form windbreaks or 
to improve water quality; and 

“(ii) mitigating financial risk through 
production or marketing diversification or 
resource conservation practices, including— 

“(I) soil erosion control; 

““(IT) integrated pest management; 

“(III) organic farming; or 

‘“(IV) to develop and implement a plan to 
create marketing opportunities for the pro- 
ducer, including through value-added proc- 
essing. 

‘(2) PAYMENT  LIMITATION.—The total 
amount of payments made to a person (as de- 
fined in section 1001(5) of the Food Security 
Act (7 U.S.C. 1308(5))) (as in existence before 
the amendment made by section 1603(b) of 
the Food, Conservation, and Energy Act of 
2008 (Public Law 110-246; 122 Stat. 1730)) 
under paragraph (1) for any year may not ex- 
ceed $50,000. 

‘**(3) FUNDING.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall 
carry out this subsection through the Com- 
modity Credit Corporation. 

“(B) FUNDING.—For each of fiscal years 
2013 through 2017, the Commodity Credit Cor- 
poration shall make available to carry out 
this subsection $23,000,000. 

‘“(C) DISTRIBUTION OF FUNDS.—Of the 
amount made available to carry out this sub- 
section for a fiscal year, the Commodity 
Credit Corporation shall use not less than— 

“(i) 50 percent to carry out paragraph 
(yA); 

“(ii) 26 percent to carry out paragraph 
(1)(B); and 

“(iii) 24 percent to carry out paragraph 
(1y(C).”. 

SEC. 11025. CROP PRODUCTION ON NATIVE SOD. 

(a) FEDERAL CROP INSURANCE.—Section 
508(0) of the Federal Crop Insurance Act (7 
U.S.C. 1508(0)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1)(B), by inserting ‘‘, or 
the producer cannot substantiate that the 
ground has ever been tilled,” after ‘‘tilled’’; 

(2) in paragraph (2)(A), by striking ‘‘for 
benefits under—’’ and all that follows 
through the period at the end and inserting 
‘““for— 

“(i) a portion of crop insurance premium 
subsidies under this subtitle in accordance 
with paragraph (3); 

“(ii) benefits under section 196 of the Fed- 
eral Agriculture Improvement and Reform 
Act of 1996 (7 U.S.C. 7333); and 

“(iii) payments described in subsection (b) 
of section 1001 of the Food Security Act of 
1985 (7 U.S.C. 1308).’’; and 

(3) by striking paragraph (3) and inserting 
the following: 

‘(3) ADMINISTRATION.— 

‘“(A) IN GENERAL.—During the first 4 crop 
years of planting on native sod acreage by a 
producer described in paragraph (2)— 

“(i) paragraph (2) shall apply to 65 percent 
of the applicable transitional yield; and 

“(ii) the crop insurance premium subsidy 
provided for the producer under this subtitle 
shall be 50 percentage points less than the 
premium subsidy that would otherwise 
apply. 

‘(B) YIELD SUBSTITUTION.—During the pe- 
riod native sod acreage is covered by this 
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subsection, a producer may not substitute 
yields for the native sod acreage.’’. 

(b) NONINSURED CROP DISASTER ASSIST- 
ANCE.—Section 196(a)(4) of the Federal Agri- 
culture Improvement and Reform Act of 1996 
(7 U.S.C. 7388(a)(4)) is amended— 

(1) in subparagraph (A)(ii), by inserting ‘‘, 
or the producer cannot substantiate that the 
ground has ever been tilled,” after ‘‘tilled’’; 

(2) in subparagraph (B)(i), by striking ‘‘for 
benefits under—’’ and all that follows 
through the period at the end and inserting 
“for— 

‘“(I) benefits under this section; 

“(II) a portion of crop insurance premium 
subsidies under the Federal Crop Insurance 
Act (7 U.S.C. 1501 et seq.) in accordance with 
subparagraph (C); and 

“(IIT) payments described in subsection (b) 
of section 1001 of the Food Security Act of 
1985 (7 U.S.C. 1308).’’; and 

(3) by striking subparagraph (C) and insert- 
ing the following: 

“(C) ADMINISTRATION.— 

“(j) IN GENERAL.—During the first 4 crop 
years of planting on native sod acreage by a 
producer described in subparagraph (B)— 

“(I) subparagraph (B) shall apply to 65 per- 
cent of the applicable transitional yield; and 

“(II) the crop insurance premium subsidy 
provided for the producer under the Federal 
Crop Insurance Act (7 U.S.C. 1501 et seq.) 
shall be 50 percentage points less than the 
premium subsidy that would otherwise 
apply. 

“(i) YIELD SUBSTITUTION.—During the pe- 
riod native sod acreage is covered by this 
paragraph, a producer may not substitute 
yields for the native sod acreage.’’. 

(c) CROPLAND REPORT.— 

(1) BASELINE.—Not later than 180 days 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary of Agriculture shall submit to the 
Committee on Agriculture of the House of 
Representatives and the Committee on Agri- 
culture, Nutrition, and Forestry of the Sen- 
ate a report that describes the cropland acre- 
age in each county and State, and the 
change in cropland acreage from the pre- 
ceding year in each county and State, begin- 
ning with calendar year 2000 and including 
that information for the most recent year 
for which that information is available. 

(2) ANNUAL UPDATES.—Not later than Janu- 
ary 1, 2014, and each January 1 thereafter 
through January 1, 2017, the Secretary of Ag- 
riculture shall submit to the Committee on 
Agriculture of the House of Representatives 
and the Committee on Agriculture, Nutri- 
tion, and Forestry of the Senate a report 
that describes— 

(A) the cropland acreage in each county 
and State as of the date of submission of the 
report; and 

(B) the change in cropland acreage from 
the preceding year in each county and State. 
SEC. 11026. TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS. 

Section 508(b) of the Federal Crop Insur- 
ance Act (7 U.S.C. 1508(b)) is amended— 

(1) by striking paragraph (7); and 

(2) by redesignating paragraphs (8) through 
(11) as paragraphs (7) through (10), respec- 
tively. 

TITLE XII—MISCELLANEOUS 
Subtitle A—Socially Disadvantaged 
Producers and Limited Resource Producers 
SEC. 12001. OUTREACH AND ASSISTANCE FOR SO- 
CIALLY DISADVANTAGED FARMERS 
AND RANCHERS AND VETERAN 

FARMERS AND RANCHERS. 

(a) OUTREACH AND ASSISTANCE FOR So- 
CIALLY DISADVANTAGED FARMERS AND RANCH- 
ERS AND VETERAN FARMERS AND RANCHERS.— 
Section 2501 of the Food, Agriculture, Con- 
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servation, and Trade Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 
2279) is amended— 

(1) in the section heading, by inserting 
“AND VETERAN FARMERS AND RANCH- 
ERS” after ‘“‘“RANCHERS’”’; 

(2) in subsection (a)— 

(A) in paragraph (2)(B)(i), by inserting 
“and veteran farmers or ranchers” after 
“ranchers”; and 

(B) in paragraph (4)— 

(i) in subparagraph (A)— 

(I) in clause (i), by striking “and” at the 
end; 

(II) in clause (ii), by striking the period at 
the end and inserting ‘‘; and”; and 

(III) by adding at the end the following: 

““(iii) $5,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2013 
through 2017.”; and 

(ii) by adding at the end the following: 

‘(D) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section $20,000,000 for each of 
fiscal years 2013 through 2017.’’; 

(3) in subsection (b)(2), by inserting ‘‘or 
veteran farmers and ranchers” after ‘‘so- 
cially disadvantaged farmers and ranchers”; 
and 

(4) in subsection (c)— 

(A) in paragraph (1)(A), by inserting ‘‘vet- 
eran farmers or ranchers and” before ‘‘mem- 
bers”; and 

(B) in paragraph (2)(A), by inserting ‘‘vet- 
eran farmers or ranchers and” before ‘‘mem- 
bers’’. 

(b) DEFINITION OF VETERAN FARMER OR 
RANCHER.—Section 2501(e) of the Food, Agri- 
culture, Conservation, and Trade Act of 1990 
(7 U.S.C. 2279(e)) is amended by adding at the 
end the following: 

‘(7) VETERAN FARMER OR RANCHER.—The 
term ‘veteran farmer or rancher’ means a 
farmer or rancher who served in the active 
military, naval, or air service, and who was 
discharged or released from the service 
under conditions other than dishonorable.’’. 
SEC. 12002. OFFICE OF ADVOCACY AND OUT- 

REACH. 

Section 226B(f)(3) of the Department of Ag- 
riculture Reorganization Act of 1994 (7 U.S.C. 
6934(f)(3)) is amended to read as follows: 

‘(3) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this subsection— 

“(A) such sums as are necessary for each of 
fiscal years 2009 through 2012; and 

‘(B) $2,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2013 
through 2017.”’. 


Subtitle B—Livestock 


SEC. 12101. WILDLIFE RESERVOIR ZOONOTIC DIS- 
EASE INITIATIVE. 

Title IV of the Agricultural Research, Ex- 
tension, and Education Reform Act of 1998 (7 
U.S.C. 7621 et seq.) is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 

“SEC. 413. WILDLIFE RESERVOIR ZOONOTIC DIS- 
EASE INITIATIVE. 

“(a) DEFINITION OF COVERED DISEASE.—In 
this section, the term ‘covered disease’ 
means a zoonotic disease affecting domestic 
livestock that is transmitted primarily from 
wildlife. 

“(b) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is established 
within the Department a wildlife reservoir 
zoonotic disease initiative to provide assist- 
ance through Coordinated Agricultural 
Project grants for research and development 
of surveillance methods, vaccines, vaccina- 
tion delivery systems, or diagnostic tests for 
covered diseases. 

‘*(¢) COVERED DISEASE.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—To be eligible for a grant 
under this section, an eligible entity shall 
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conduct research and development of surveil- 
lance methods, vaccines, vaccination deliv- 
ery systems, or diagnostic tests for covered 
diseases in— 

“(A) a wildlife reservoir in the United 
States; or 

‘(B) domestic livestock or wildlife pre- 
senting a potential concern to public health. 

“(2) PRIORITY.—In making grants under 
this section, the Secretary shall give pri- 
ority to grants that address— 

“(A) Brucella abortus (Bovine Brucellosis); 

“(B) Mycobacterium bovis (Bovine Tuber- 
culosis); or 

“(C) other zoonotic disease in livestock 
that is covered by a high-priority research 
and extension initiative conducted under 
section 1672 of the Food, Agriculture, Con- 
servation, and Trade Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 
5925). 

“(d) ELIGIBLE ENTITIES.—The Secretary 
shall carry out the initiative established 
under subsection (b) through public sci- 
entific research consortia that may consist 
of members from— 

“(1) Federal agencies; 

“(2) National Laboratories; 

‘(8) institutions of higher education; 

“(4) research institutions and organiza- 
tions; or 

‘“(5) State agricultural experiment sta- 
tions. 

“(e) RESEARCH PROJECTS.—In carrying out 
this section, the Secretary shall award 
grants on a competitive basis. 

‘“(f) ADMINISTRATION.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—In the case of grants 
awarded under this section, the Secretary 
shall— 

“(A) seek and accept proposals for grants; 

“(B) determine the relevance and merit of 
proposals through a system of peer and merit 
review in accordance with section 103; 

“(C) award grants on the basis of merit, 
quality, and relevance; and 

“(D) manage the initiative established 
under subsection (b) using a Coordinated Ag- 
ricultural Project format. 

“(2) TERM.—The term of a grant under this 
section may not exceed 10 years. 

‘(8) MATCHING FUNDS REQUIRED.—The Sec- 
retary shall require the recipient of a grant 
under this section to provide funds or in- 
kind support from non-Federal sources in an 
amount that is not less than 25 percent of 
the amount provided by the Federal Govern- 
ment. 

‘“(4) OTHER CONDITIONS.—The Secretary 
may set such other conditions on the award 
of a grant under this section as the Sec- 
retary determines to be appropriate. 

‘(¢) BUILDINGS AND FACILITIES.—Funds 
made available under this section shall not 
be used for— 

“(1) the construction of a new building or 
facility; or 

‘“(2) the acquisition, expansion, remod- 
eling, or alteration of an existing building or 
facility (including site grading and improve- 
ment and architect fees). 

‘‘(h) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—There is authorized to be 
appropriated to carry out this section 
$7,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2012 through 
2017. 

“(2) ALLOCATION.—Of the amount made 
available for a fiscal year under paragraph 
(1), the Secretary shall use not less than 30 
percent of the amount for the fiscal year to 
carry out activities under each of subpara- 
graphs (A) and (B) of subsection (c)(2).’’. 

SEC. 12102. TRICHINAE CERTIFICATION PRO- 
GRAM. 

Section 10405(d)(1) of the Animal Health 

Protection Act (7 U.S.C. 8304(d)(1)) is amend- 
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ed in subparagraphs (A) and (B) by striking 

‘2012? each place it appears and inserting 

“2017”. 

SEC. 12103. NATIONAL AQUATIC ANIMAL HEALTH 
PLAN. 

Section 11013(d) of the Food, Conservation, 
and Energy Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 8322(d)) is 
amended by striking ‘‘2012’’ and inserting 
“2017”. 

SEC. 12104. SHEEP PRODUCTION AND MAR- 
KETING GRANT PROGRAM. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subtitle A of the Agricul- 
tural Marketing Act of 1946 (7 U.S.C. 1621 et 
seq.) is amended by adding at the end the fol- 
lowing: 

“SEC. 209. SHEEP PRODUCTION AND MARKETING 
GRANT PROGRAM. 

‘“(a) ESTABLISHMENT.. The Secretary, act- 
ing through the Administrator of the Agri- 
cultural Marketing Service (referred to in 
this section as the ‘Secretary’) shall estab- 
lish a competitive grant program for the pur- 
poses of improving the United States sheep 
industry. 

‘“(b) PURPOSE.—The purpose of the grant 
program shall be to strengthen and enhance 
the production and marketing of sheep and 
sheep products, including improvement of— 

“(1) infrastructure; 

‘“(2) business; 

“*(3) resource development; and 

“(4) innovative approaches to solve long- 
term needs. 

“(c) HLIGIBILITy.—The Secretary shall 
make grants under this section to 1 or more 
national entities the mission of which is con- 
sistent with the purpose of the grant pro- 
gram. 

‘“(d) FUNDING.—Of the funds of the Com- 
modity Credit Corporation, the Secretary 
shall use to carry out this section $1,500,000 
for fiscal year 2013, to remain available until 
expended.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 374 
of the Consolidated Farm and Rural Develop- 
ment Act (7 U.S.C. 2008j) (as in existence on 
the day before the date of enactment of this 
Act) is— 

(1) amended in subsection (e)— 

(A) in paragraph (3)(D), by striking ‘‘3 per- 
cent” and inserting ‘‘10 percent”; and 

(B) by striking paragraph (6); and 

(2) redesignated as section 210 of the Agri- 
cultural Marketing Act of 1946; and 

(3) moved so as to appear at the end of sub- 
title A of that Act (as amended by sub- 
section (a)). 

SEC. 12105. FERAL SWINE ERADICATION PILOT 
PROGRAM. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—To eradicate or control 
the threat feral swine pose to the domestic 
swine population, the entire livestock indus- 
try, and the destruction of crops and natural 
plant communities and native habitats, the 
Secretary of Agriculture may establish a 
feral swine eradication pilot program. 

(b) PILOT.—Subject to the availability of 
appropriations under this section, the Sec- 
retary may provide financial assistance for 
the cost of carrying out a pilot program— 

(1) to study and assess the nature and ex- 
tent of damage to the pilot area caused by 
feral swine; 

(2) to develop methods to eradicate or con- 
trol feral swine in the pilot area; and 

(3) to develop methods to restore damage 
caused by feral swine. 

(c) COORDINATION.—The Secretary shall en- 
sure that the Natural Resource Conservation 
Service and the Animal and Plant Health In- 
spection Service coordinate to carry out the 
pilot program. 

(d) CosT SHARING.— 

(1) FEDERAL SHARE.—The Federal share of 
the costs of the pilot program under this sec- 
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tion may not exceed 75 percent of the total 
costs of carrying out the pilot program. 

(2) IN-KIND CONTRIBUTIONS.—The non-Fed- 
eral share of the costs of the pilot program 
may be provided in the form of in-kind con- 
tributions of materials or services. 

(e) LIMITATION ON ADMINISTRATIVE EX- 
PENSES.—Not more than 10 percent of finan- 
cial assistance provided by the Secretary 
under this section may be used for adminis- 
trative expenses. 

(f) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section $2,000,000 for each of 
fiscal years 2018 through 2017. 

Subtitle C—Other Miscellaneous Provisions 
SEC. 12201. MILITARY VETERANS AGRICULTURAL 

LIAISON. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subtitle A of the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture Reorganization Act of 
1994 is amended by inserting after section 218 
(7 U.S.C. 6918) the following: 

“SEC. 219. MILITARY VETERANS AGRICULTURAL 
LIAISON. 

“(a) AUTHORIZATION.—The Secretary shall 
establish in the Department the position of 
Military Veterans Agricultural Liaison. 

“(b) DUTIES.—The Military Veterans Agri- 
cultural Liaison shall— 

“(1) provide information to returning vet- 
erans about, and connect returning veterans 
with, beginning farmer training and agricul- 
tural vocational and rehabilitation programs 
appropriate to the needs and interests of re- 
turning veterans, including assisting vet- 
erans in using Federal veterans educational 
benefits for purposes relating to beginning a 
farming or ranching career; 

‘“(2) provide information to veterans con- 
cerning the availability of and eligibility re- 
quirements for participation in agricultural 
programs, with particular emphasis on be- 
ginning farmer and rancher programs; 

“(3) serving as a resource for assisting vet- 
eran farmers and ranchers, and potential 
farmers and ranchers, in applying for partici- 
pation in agricultural programs; and 

“(4) advocating on behalf of veterans in 
interactions with employees of the Depart- 
ment.”’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section 
296(b) of the Department of Agriculture Re- 
organization Act of 1994 (7 U.S.C. 7014(b)) (as 
amended by section 4206(b)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (8), by striking the ‘‘or”’ at 
the end; 

(2) in paragraph (9), by striking the period 
at the end and inserting ‘‘; or’’; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 

(10) the authority of the Secretary to es- 
tablish in the Department the position of 
Military Veterans Agricultural Liaison in 
accordance with section 219.’’. 


SA 2390. Mr. REID proposed an 
amendment to amendment SA 2389 pro- 
posed by Mr. REID (for Ms. STABENOW 
(for herself and Mr. ROBERTS)) to the 
bill S. 3240, to reauthorize agricultural 
programs through 2017, and for other 
purposes; as follows: 

At the end, add the following: 

SEC. _. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

This Act shall become effective 5 days 

after enactment. 


SA 2391. Mr. REID proposed an 
amendment to the bill S. 3240, to reau- 
thorize agricultural programs through 
2017, and for other purposes; as follows: 

Beginning on page 312, strike line 1 and all 
that follows through page 342, line 10, and in- 
sert the following: 
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TITLE IV—NUTRITION 


Subtitle A—Supplemental Nutrition 
Assistance Program 

SEC. 4001. FOOD DISTRIBUTION PROGRAM ON IN- 
DIAN RESERVATIONS. 

Section 4(b)(6)(F) of the Food and Nutri- 
tion Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2018(b)(6)(F)) is 
amended by striking ‘2012’? and inserting 
“2017”. 

SEC. 4002. STANDARD UTILITY ALLOWANCES 
BASED ON THE RECEIPT OF ENERGY 
ASSISTANCE PAYMENTS. 

(a) STANDARD UTILITY ALLOWANCES IN THE 
SUPPLEMENTAL NUTRITION ASSISTANCE PRO- 
GRAM.—Section 5(e)(6)(C) of the Food and Nu- 
trition Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2014(e)(6)(C)) is 
amended— 

(1) in clause (i), by inserting ‘‘, subject to 
clause (iv)’’ after ‘‘Secretary’’; and 

(2) in clause (iv)(I), by striking ‘‘the house- 
hold still incurs’? and all that follows 
through the end of the subclause and insert- 
ing “the payment received by, or made on 
behalf of, the household exceeds $10 or a 
higher amount annually, as determined by 
the Secretary.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 
2605(f)(2)(A) of the Low-Income Home Energy 
Assistance Act of 1981 (42 U.S.C. 8624(f)(2)(A)) 
is amended by inserting before the semicolon 
at the end ‘‘, except that, for purposes of the 
supplemental nutrition assistance program 
established under the Food and Nutrition 
Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2011 et seq.), such pay- 
ments or allowances exceed $10 or a higher 
amount annually, as determined by the Sec- 
retary of Agriculture in accordance with sec- 
tion 5(e)(6)(C)\(iv)(1) of that Act (7 U.S.C. 
2014(e)(6)(C)(iv)(1))”’. 

(c) EFFECTIVE 
DATE.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
paragraph (2), this section and the amend- 
ments made by this section shall take effect 
beginning on October 1, 2018, for all certifi- 
cation periods beginning after that date. 

(2) STATE OPTION TO DELAY IMPLEMENTATION 
FOR CURRENT RECIPIENTS.—A State may, at 
the option of the State, implement a policy 
that eliminates or minimizes the effect of 
the amendments made by this section for 
households that receive a standard utility al- 
lowance as of the date of enactment of this 
Act for not more than a 180-day period begin- 
ning on the date on which the amendments 
made by this section would otherwise affect 
the benefits received by a household. 

SEC. 4003. ELIGIBILITY DISQUALIFICATIONS. 

Section 6(e)(8)(B) of Food and Nutrition 
Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2015(e)(3)(B)) is amended 
by striking ‘‘section’’ and inserting the fol- 
lowing: ‘‘section, subject to the condition 
that the course or program of study— 

“(i) is part of a program of career and tech- 
nical education (as defined in section 3 of the 
Carl D. Perkins Career and Technical Edu- 
cation Act of 2006 (20 U.S.C. 2302)) that may 
be completed in not more than 4 years at an 
institution of higher education (as defined in 
section 102 of the Higher Education Act of 
1965 (20 U.S.C. 1002)); or 

“(ii) is limited to remedial courses, basic 
adult education, literacy, or English as a 
second language;’’. 

SEC. 4004. ENDING SUPPLEMENTAL NUTRITION 
ASSISTANCE PROGRAM BENEFITS 
FOR LOTTERY OR GAMBLING WIN- 
NERS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 6 of the Food and 
Nutrition Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2015) is amend- 
ed by adding at the end the following: 

‘“(r) INELIGIBILITY FOR BENEFITS DUE TO RE- 
CEIPT OF SUBSTANTIAL LOTTERY OR GAMBLING 
WINNINGS.— 


AND IMPLEMENTATION 
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“(1) IN GENERAL.—Any household in which 
a member receives substantial lottery or 
gambling winnings, as determined by the 
Secretary, shall lose eligibility for benefits 
immediately upon receipt of the winnings. 

‘“(2) DURATION OF INELIGIBILITY.—A house- 
hold described in paragraph (1) shall remain 
ineligible for participation until the house- 
hold meets the allowable financial resources 
and income eligibility requirements under 
subsections (c), (d), (e), ®©, (g), @, Œ), 0), 
(m), and (n) of section 5. 

(3) AGREEMENTS.—As determined by the 
Secretary, each State agency, to the max- 
imum extent practicable, shall establish 
agreements with entities responsible for the 
regulation or sponsorship of gaming in the 
State to determine whether individuals par- 
ticipating in the supplemental nutrition as- 
sistance program have received substantial 
lottery or gambling winnings.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section 5(a) 
of the Food and Nutrition Act of 2008 (7 
U.S.C. 2014(a)) is amended in the second sen- 
tence by striking ‘‘sections 6(b), 6(d)(2), and 
6(g)’’ and inserting ‘‘subsections (b), (d)(2), 
(g), and (r) of section 6”. 

SEC. 4005. RETAIL FOOD STORES. 

(a) DEFINITION OF RETAIL FOOD STORE.— 
Subsection (0)(1)(A) of section 3 of the Food 
and Nutrition Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2012) (as 
redesignated by section 4016(a)(4)) is amend- 
ed by striking ‘‘at least 2” and inserting ‘‘at 
least 3”. 

(b) ALTERNATIVE BENEFIT DELIVERY.—Sec- 
tion 7(f) of the Food and Nutrition Act of 
2008 (7 U.S.C. 2016(f)) is amended— 

(1) by striking paragraph (2) and inserting 
the following: 

‘‘(2) IMPOSITION OF COSTS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
subparagraph (B), the Secretary shall require 
participating retail food stores (including 
restaurants participating in a State option 
restaurant program intended to serve the el- 
derly, disabled, and homeless) to pay 100 per- 
cent of the costs of acquiring, and arrange 
for the implementation of, electronic benefit 
transfer point-of-sale equipment and sup- 
plies, including related services. 

“(B) EXEMPTIONS.—The Secretary may ex- 
empt from subparagraph (A)— 


“(j) farmers’ markets, military com- 
missaries, nonprofit food buying coopera- 
tives, and establishments, organizations, 


programs, or group living arrangements de- 
scribed in paragraphs (5), (7), and (8) of sec- 
tion 3(k); and 

“Gi) establishments described in para- 
graphs (3), (4), and (9) of section 3(k), other 
than restaurants participating in a State op- 
tion restaurant program.’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

‘(4) TERMINATION OF MANUAL VOUCHERS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Effective beginning on 
the date of enactment of this paragraph, ex- 
cept as provided in subparagraph (B), no 
State shall issue manual vouchers to a 
household that receives supplemental nutri- 
tion assistance under this Act or allow retail 
food stores to accept manual vouchers as 
payment, unless the Secretary determines 
that the manual vouchers are necessary, 
such as in the event of an electronic benefit 
transfer system failure or a disaster situa- 
tion. 

(B) EXEMPTIONS.—The Secretary may ex- 
empt categories of retail food stores or indi- 
vidual retail food stores from subparagraph 
(A) based on criteria established by the Sec- 
retary. 

‘“(5) UNIQUE IDENTIFICATION NUMBER RE- 
QUIRED.—The Secretary shall require all par- 
ties providing electronic benefit transfer 
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services to provide for and maintain unique 
terminal identification number information 
through the supplemental nutrition assist- 
ance program electronic benefit transfer 
transaction routing system.’’. 


(c) ELECTRONIC BENEFIT TRANSFERS.—Sec- 
tion 7(h)(3)(B) of the Food and Nutrition Act 
of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2016(h)(8)(B)) is amended by 
striking ‘“‘is operational—’’ and all that fol- 
lows through ‘‘(ii) in the case of other par- 
ticipating stores,” and inserting ‘‘is oper- 
ational’’. 


(d) APPROVAL OF RETAIL FOOD STORES AND 
WHOLESALE FOOD CONCERNS.—Section 9 of 
the Food and Nutrition Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 
2018) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)— 

(A) in the second sentence of paragraph 
(a)(1), by striking ‘‘; and (C)’’ and inserting 
“:; (C) whether the applicant is located in an 
area with significantly limited access to 
food; and (D)’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

‘(4) RETAIL FOOD STORES WITH SIGNIFICANT 
SALES OF EXCEPTED ITEMS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—No retail food store for 
which at least 45 percent of the total sales of 
the retail food store is from the sale of ex- 
cepted items described in section 3(k)(1) may 
be authorized to accept and redeem benefits 
unless the Secretary determines that the 
participation of the retail food store is re- 
quired for the effective and efficient oper- 
ation of the supplemental nutrition assist- 
ance program. 

‘“(B) APPLICATION.—Subparagraph (A) shall 
be effective— 

“(i) in the case of retail food stores apply- 
ing to be authorized for the first time, begin- 
ning on the date that is 1 year after the date 
of enactment of this paragraph; and 

“(ii) in the case of retail food stores par- 
ticipating in the program on the date of en- 
actment of this paragraph, during periodic 
reauthorization in accordance with para- 
graph (2)(A).’’; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 


‘(¢) EBT SERVICE REQUIREMENT.—An ap- 
proved retail food store shall provide ade- 
quate EBT service as described in section 
7(h)(3)(B).”’. 


SEC. 4006. IMPROVING SECURITY OF FOOD AS- 
SISTANCE. 


Section 7(h)(8) of the Food and Nutrition 
Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2016(h)(8)) is amended— 

(1) by striking the paragraph heading and 
inserting ‘‘REPLACEMENT OF CARDS.—”’; 

(2) by striking “A State” and inserting the 
following: 

“(A) FEES.—A State”; and 

(3) by adding after subparagraph (A) (as so 
designated by paragraph (2)) the following: 

‘((B) PURPOSEFUL LOSS OF CARDS.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—Subject to terms and 
conditions established by the Secretary in 
accordance with clause (ii), if a household 
makes excessive requests for replacement of 
the electronic benefit transfer card of the 
household, the Secretary may require a 
State agency to decline to issue a replace- 
ment card to the household unless the house- 
hold, upon request of the State agency, pro- 
vides an explanation for the loss of the card. 

‘“(ii) REQUIREMENTS.—The terms and condi- 
tions established by the Secretary shall pro- 
vide that— 

“(D) the household be given the oppor- 
tunity to provide the requested explanation 
and meet the requirements under this para- 
graph promptly; 
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“(ID after an excessive number of lost 
cards, the head of the household shall be re- 
quired to review program rights and respon- 
sibilities with State agency personnel au- 
thorized to make determinations under sec- 
tion 5(a); and 

“(JIT) any action taken, including actions 
required under section 6(b)(2), other than the 
withholding of the electronic benefit trans- 
fer card until an explanation described in 
subclause (I) is provided, shall be consistent 
with the due process protections under sec- 
tion 6(b) or 11(e)(10), as appropriate. 

‘(C) PROTECTING VULNERABLE PERSONS.—In 
implementing this paragraph, a State agency 
shall act to protect homeless persons, per- 
sons with disabilities, victims of crimes, and 
other vulnerable persons who lose electronic 
benefit transfer cards but are not inten- 
tionally committing fraud. 

‘(D) EFFECT ON ELIGIBILITY.—While a State 
may decline to issue an electronic benefits 
transfer card until a household satisfies the 
requirements under this paragraph, nothing 
in this paragraph shall be considered a denial 
of, or limitation on, the eligibility for bene- 
fits under section 5.”’. 

SEC. 4007. TECHNOLOGY MODERNIZATION FOR 
RETAIL FOOD STORES. 

(a) MOBILE TECHNOLOGIES.—Section 7(h) of 
the Food and Nutrition Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 
2016(h)) (as amended by section 4016(e)) is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

‘*(14) MOBILE TECHNOLOGIES.— 

‘“(A) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subparagraph 
(B), the Secretary shall approve retail food 
stores to redeem benefits through electronic 
means other than wired point of sale devices 
for electronic benefit transfer transactions, 
if the retail food stores— 

“(i) establish recipient protections regard- 
ing privacy, ease of use, access, and support 
similar to the protections provided for trans- 
actions made in retail food stores; 

“(ii) bear the costs of obtaining, installing, 
and maintaining mobile technologies, in- 
cluding mechanisms needed to process EBT 
cards and transaction fees; 

“(iii) demonstrate the foods purchased 
with benefits issued under this section 
through mobile technologies are purchased 
at a price not higher than the price of the 
same food purchased by other methods used 
by the retail food store, as determined by the 
Secretary; 

“(iv) provide adequate documentation for 
each authorized transaction, as determined 
by the Secretary; and 

“(v) meet other criteria as established by 
the Secretary. 

‘(B) DEMONSTRATION PROJECT ON ACCEPT- 
ANCE OF BENEFITS OF MOBILE TRANSACTIONS.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—Before authorizing im- 
plementation of subparagraph (A) in all 
States, the Secretary shall pilot the use of 
mobile technologies determined by the Sec- 
retary to be appropriate to test the feasi- 
bility and implications for program integ- 
rity, by allowing retail food stores to accept 
benefits from recipients of supplemental nu- 
trition assistance through mobile trans- 
actions. 

‘(ii) DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS.—To be eli- 
gible to participate in a demonstration 
project under clause (i), a retail food store 
shall submit to the Secretary for approval a 
plan that includes— 

‘(T) a description of the technology; 

“(ID) the manner by which the retail food 
store will provide proof of the transaction to 
households; 

“(III) the provision of data to the Sec- 
retary, consistent with requirements estab- 
lished by the Secretary, in a manner that al- 
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lows the Secretary to evaluate the impact of 
the demonstration on participant access, 
ease of use, and program integrity; and 

“(IV) such other criteria as the Secretary 
may require. 

“Gii) DATE OF COMPLETION.—The dem- 
onstration projects under this subparagraph 
shall be completed and final reports sub- 
mitted to the Secretary by not later than 
July 1, 2015. 

““(C) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—The Secretary 
shall— 

“) by not later than January 1, 2016, au- 
thorize implementation of subparagraph (A) 
in all States, unless the Secretary makes a 
finding, based on the data provided under 
subparagraph (B), that implementation in all 
States is not in the best interest of the sup- 
plemental nutrition assistance program; and 

“(i) if the determination made in clause 
(i) is not to implement subparagraph (A) in 
all States, submit a report to the Committee 
on Agriculture of the House of Representa- 
tives and the Committee on Agriculture, Nu- 
trition, and Forestry of the Senate that in- 
cludes the basis of the finding.’’. 

(b) ACCEPTANCE OF BENEFITS THROUGH ON- 
LINE TRANSACTIONS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 7 of the Food and 
Nutrition Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2016) is amend- 
ed by adding at the end the following: 

“(k) OPTION TO ACCEPT PROGRAM BENEFITS 
THROUGH ON-LINE TRANSACTIONS.— 

““(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (4), 
the Secretary shall approve retail food stores 
to accept benefits from recipients of supple- 
mental nutrition assistance through on-line 
transactions. 

‘(2) REQUIREMENTS TO ACCEPT BENEFITS.—A 
retail food store seeking to accept benefits 
from recipients of supplemental nutrition as- 
sistance through on-line transactions shall— 

“(A) establish recipient protections regard- 
ing privacy, ease of use, access, and support 
similar to the protections provided for trans- 
actions made in retail food stores; 

‘“(B) ensure benefits are not used to pay de- 
livery, ordering, convenience, or other fees 
or charges; 

“(C) clearly notify participating house- 
holds at the time a food order is placed— 

“(i) of any delivery, ordering, convenience, 
or other fee or charge associated with the 
food purchase; and 

“Gi) that any such fee cannot be paid with 
benefits provided under this Act; 

“(D) ensure the security of on-line trans- 
actions by using the most effective tech- 
nology available that the Secretary con- 
siders appropriate and cost-effective and 
that is comparable to the security of trans- 
actions at retail food stores; and 

(E) meet other criteria as established by 
the Secretary. 

“(3) STATE AGENCY ACTION.—Each State 
agency shall ensure that recipients of supple- 
mental nutrition assistance can use benefits 
on-line as described in this subsection as ap- 
propriate. 

‘“(4) DEMONSTRATION PROJECT ON ACCEPT- 
ANCE OF BENEFITS THROUGH ON-LINE TRANS- 
ACTIONS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Before the Secretary au- 
thorizes implementation of paragraph (1) in 
all States, the Secretary shall carry out a 
number of demonstration projects as deter- 
mined by the Secretary to test the feasi- 
bility of allowing retail food stores to accept 
benefits through on-line transactions. 

“(B) DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS.—To be eli- 
gible to participate in a demonstration 
project under subparagraph (A), a retail food 
store shall submit to the Secretary for ap- 
proval a plan that includes— 
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“(i) a method of ensuring that benefits 
may be used to purchase only eligible items 
under this Act; 

“(ii) a description of the method of edu- 
cating participant households about the 
availability and operation of on-line pur- 
chasing; 

“(iii) adequate testing of the on-line pur- 
chasing option prior to implementation; 

“(iv) the provision of data as requested by 
the Secretary for purposes of analyzing the 
impact of the project on participant access, 
ease of use, and program integrity; 

“(v) reports on progress, challenges, and 
results, as determined by the Secretary; and 

“(vi) such other criteria, including secu- 
rity criteria, as established by the Secretary. 

“(C) DATE OF COMPLETION.—The demonstra- 
tion projects under this paragraph shall be 
completed and final reports submitted to the 
Secretary by not later than July 1, 2015. 

“(5) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—The Secretary 
shall— 

“(A) by not later than January 1, 2016, au- 
thorize implementation of paragraph (1) in 
all States, unless the Secretary makes a 
finding, based on the data provided under 
paragraph (4), that implementation in all 
States is not in the best interest of the sup- 
plemental nutrition assistance program; and 

‘“(B) if the determination made in subpara- 
graph (A) is not to implement in all States, 
submit a report to the Committee on Agri- 
culture of the House of Representatives and 
the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, 
and Forestry of the Senate that includes the 
basis of the finding.’’. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 

(A) Section 7(b) of the Food and Nutrition 
Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2016(b)) is amended by 
striking ‘‘purchase food in retail food stores” 
and inserting ‘‘purchase food from retail food 
stores”. 

(B) Section 10 of the Food and Nutrition 
Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2019) is amended in the 
first sentence by inserting ‘‘retail food stores 
authorized to accept and redeem benefits 
through on-line transactions shall be author- 
ized to accept benefits prior to the delivery 
of food if the delivery occurs within a rea- 
sonable time of the purchase, as determined 
by the Secretary,’ after ‘‘food so pur- 
chased,’’. 

(c) SAVINGS CLAUSE.—Nothing in this sec- 
tion or an amendment made by this section 
alter any requirements of the Food and Nu- 
trition Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2011 et seq.) un- 
less specifically authorized in this section or 
an amendment made by this section. 

SEC. 4008. USE OF BENEFITS FOR PURCHASE OF 
COMMUNITY-SUPPORTED AGRI- 
CULTURE SHARE. 

Section 10 of the Food and Nutrition Act of 
2008 (7 U.S.C. 2019) (as amended by section 
4007(b)(2)(B)) is amended in the first sentence 
by inserting ‘‘agricultural producers who 
market agricultural products directly to 
consumers shall be authorized to redeem 
benefits for the initial cost of the purchase 
of a community-supported agriculture share 
for an appropriate time in advance of food 
delivery as determined by the Secretary,” 
after ‘‘as determined by the Secretary,’’. 


SEC. 4009. RESTAURANT MEALS PROGRAM. 


(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 11(e) of the Food 
and Nutrition Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2020(e)) is 
amended— 

(1) in paragraph (22), by striking ‘‘and’’ at 
the end; 

(2) in paragraph (23), by striking the period 
at the end of subparagraph (C) and inserting 
“; and”; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 
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‘(24) if the State elects to carry out a pro- 
gram to contract with private establish- 
ments to offer meals at concessional prices, 
as described in paragraphs 3, 4, and 9 of sec- 
tion 3(k)— 

“(A) the plans of the State agency for oper- 
ating the program, including— 

“(i) documentation of a need that eligible 
homeless, elderly, and disabled clients are 
underserved in a particular geographic area; 

“(ii) the manner by which the State agen- 
cy will limit participation to only those pri- 
vate establishments that the State deter- 
mines necessary to meet the need identified 
in clause (i); and 

“(iii) any other conditions the Secretary 
may prescribe, such as the level of security 
necessary to ensure that only eligible recipi- 
ents participate in the program; and 

‘“(B) a report by the State agency to the 
Secretary annually, the schedule of which 
shall be established by the Secretary, that 
includes— 

“(i) the number of households and indi- 
vidual recipients authorized to participate in 
the program, including any information on 
whether the individual recipient is elderly, 
disabled, or homeless; and 

“(ii) an assessment of whether the program 
is meeting an established need, as docu- 
mented under subparagraph (A)(i).’’. 

(b) APPROVAL OF RETAIL FOOD STORES AND 
WHOLESALE FOOD CONCERNS.—Section 9 of 
the Food and Nutrition Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 
2018) (as amended by section 4005(d)(3)) is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

‘(h) PRIVATE ESTABLISHMENTS.— 

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2), 
no private establishment that contracts with 
a State agency to offer meals at concessional 
prices as described in paragraphs 3, 4, and 9 
of section 3(k) may be authorized to accept 
and redeem benefits unless the Secretary de- 
termines that the participation of the pri- 
vate establishment is required to meet a doc- 
umented need in accordance with section 
11(e)(24). 

‘*(2) EXISTING CONTRACTS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—If, on the day before the 
date of enactment of this subsection, a State 
has entered into a contract with a private es- 
tablishment described in paragraph (1) and 
the Secretary has not determined that the 
participation of the private establishment is 
necessary to meet a documented need in ac- 
cordance with section 11(e)(24), the Secretary 
shall allow the operation of the private es- 
tablishment to continue without that deter- 
mination of need for a period not to exceed 
180 days from the date on which the Sec- 
retary establishes determination criteria, by 
regulation, under section 11(e)(24). 

‘(B) JUSTIFICATION.—If the Secretary 
makes a determination to terminate a con- 
tract with a private establishment that is in 
effect on the date of enactment of this sub- 
section, the Secretary shall provide jus- 
tification to the State in which the private 
establishment is located for that termi- 
nation. 

‘(3) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—Not later than 
90 days after September 30, 2018, and 90 days 
after the last day of each fiscal year there- 
after, the Secretary shall report to the Com- 
mittee on Agriculture of the House of Rep- 
resentatives and the Committee on Agri- 
culture, Nutrition, and Forestry of the Sen- 
ate on the effectiveness of a program under 
this subsection using any information re- 
ceived from States under section 11(e)(24) as 
well as any other information the Secretary 
may have relating to the manner in which 
benefits are used.’’. 

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section 
3(k) of the Food and Nutrition Act of 2008 (7 
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U.S.C. 2012(k)) is amended by inserting ‘‘sub- 

ject to section 9h)’ after ‘‘concessional 

prices” each place it appears. 

SEC. 4010. QUALITY CONTROL ERROR RATE DE- 
TERMINATION. 

Section 16(c) of the Food and Nutrition Act 
of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2025(c)) is amended by adding 
at the end the following: 

“(10) TOLERANCE LEVEL.—For the purposes 
of this subsection, the Secretary shall set 
the tolerance level for excluding small errors 
at $25.”’. 

SEC. 4011. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

Section 18(a)(1) of the Food and Nutrition 
Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2027(a)(1)) is amended in 
the first sentence by striking ‘‘2012”’ and in- 
serting ‘‘2017’’. 

SEC. 4012. ASSISTANCE FOR COMMUNITY FOOD 
PROJECTS. 

Section 25 of the Food and Nutrition Act of 
2008 (7 U.S.C. 2034) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)(1)(B)(ii)— 

(A) by striking subclause (I); and 

(B) by redesignating subclauses (II) and 
(III) as subclauses (I) and (II), respectively; 
and 

(2) in subsection (b), by adding at the end 
the following: 

(3) FUNDING.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Out of any funds in the 
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, the 
Secretary of the Treasury shall transfer to 
the Secretary to carry out this section not 
less than $5,000,000 for fiscal year 2013 and 
each fiscal year thereafter. 

‘“(B) RECEIPT AND ACCEPTANCE.—The Sec- 
retary shall be entitled to receive, shall ac- 
cept, and shall use to carry out this section 
the funds transferred under subparagraph 
(A), without further appropriation. 

“(C) MAINTENANCE OF FUNDING.—The fund- 
ing provided under subparagraph (A) shall 
supplement (and not supplant) other Federal 
funding made available to the Secretary to 
carry out this section.”’. 

SEC. 4013. EMERGENCY FOOD ASSISTANCE. 

(a) PURCHASE OF COMMODITIES.—Section 
27(a) of the Food and Nutrition Act of 2008 (7 
U.S.C. 2036(a)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘2008 
through 2012’? and inserting ‘‘2012 through 
2017”; 

(2) by striking paragraph (2) and inserting 
the following: 

**(2) AMOUNTS.—The Secretary shall use to 
carry out paragraph (1)— 

“(A) for fiscal year 2012, $260,000,000; and 

“(B) for each subsequent fiscal year, the 
dollar amount of commodities specified in 
subparagraph (A) adjusted by the percentage 
by which the thrifty food plan has been ad- 
justed under section 3(u)(4) between June 30, 
2012, and June 30 of the immediately pre- 
ceding fiscal year, and subsequently in- 
creased by— 

““(i) for fiscal year 2013, $28,000,000; 

“(i) for fiscal year 2014, $24,000,000; 

“(ii) for fiscal year 2015, $20,000,000; 

““(iv) for fiscal year 2016, $18,000,000; and 

““(v) for fiscal year 2017 and each fiscal year 
thereafter, $10,000,000.’’; and 

(8) by adding at the end the following: 

“(3) FUNDS AVAILABILITY.—For purposes of 
the funds described in this subsection, the 
Secretary shall— 

“(A) make the funds available for 2 fiscal 
years; and 

““(B) allow States to carry over unexpended 
balances to the next fiscal year pursuant to 
such terms and conditions as are determined 
by the Secretary.’’. 

(b) EMERGENCY FOOD PROGRAM INFRASTRUC- 
TURE GRANTS.—Section 209(d) of the Emer- 
gency Food Assistance Act of 1983 (7 U.S.C. 
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75lla(d)) is amended by striking ‘‘2012” and 
inserting ‘‘2017’’. 
SEC. 4014. NUTRITION EDUCATION. 

Section 28(b) of the Food and Nutrition Act 
of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2036a(b)) is amended by in- 
serting ‘‘and physical activity”? after 
“healthy food choices”. 

SEC. 4015. RETAIL FOOD STORE AND RECIPIENT 
TRAFFICKING. 

The Food and Nutrition Act of 2008 (7 
U.S.C. 2011 et seq.) is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 

“SEC. 29. RETAIL FOOD STORE AND RECIPIENT 
TRAFFICKING. 

‘“(a) PURPOSE.—The purpose of this section 
is to provide the Department of Agriculture 
with additional resources to prevent traf- 
ficking in violation of this Act by strength- 
ening recipient and retail food store program 
integrity. 

‘(b) USE OF FUNDS.—Additional funds are 
provided under this section to supplement 
the retail food store and recipient integrity 
activities of the Department. 

‘(¢) FUNDING.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Out of any funds in the 
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, the 
Secretary of the Treasury shall transfer to 
the Secretary to carry out this section not 
less than $18,500,000 for fiscal year 2013 and 
each fiscal year thereafter. 

‘(2) RECEIPT AND ACCEPTANCE.—The Sec- 
retary shall be entitled to receive, shall ac- 
cept, and shall use to carry out this section 
the funds transferred under paragraph (1), 
without further appropriation. 

‘(3) MAINTENANCE OF FUNDING.—The fund- 
ing provided under paragraph (1) shall sup- 
plement (and not supplant) other Federal 
funding for programs carried out under this 
Act.”. 
SEC. 4016. TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING 
AMENDMENTS. 

(a) Section 3 of the Food and Nutrition Act 
of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2012) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (g), by striking ‘‘coupon,’’ 
and inserting ‘“‘coupon”’; 


(2) in subsection (k)(7), by striking ‘‘or 
are” and inserting ‘‘and’’; 

(3) by striking subsection (1); 

(4) by redesignating subsections (m) 


through (t) as subsections (1) through (s), re- 
spectively; and 

(5) by inserting after subsection (s) (as so 
redesignated) the following: 

‘(t) ‘Supplemental nutrition assistance 
program’ means the program operated pursu- 
ant to this Act.’’. 

(b) Section 4(a) of the Food and Nutrition 
Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2013(a)) is amended in 
the last sentence by striking ‘‘benefits’’ and 
inserting ‘‘Benefits’’. 

(c) Section 5 of the Food and Nutrition Act 
of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2014) is amended— 

(1) in the last sentence of subsection 
(i)(2)(D), by striking ‘‘section 18(b)(2)” and 
inserting ‘‘section 18(b)’’; and 

(2) in subsection (k)(4)(A), by striking 
“paragraph (2)(H)’’ and inserting ‘‘paragraph 
(2)(G)”’. 

(d) Section 6(d)(4) of the Food and Nutri- 
tion Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2015(d)(4)) is amend- 
ed in subparagraphs (B)(vii) and (F)(iii) by 
indenting both clauses appropriately. 

(e) Section 7(h) of the Food and Nutrition 
Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2016(h)) is amended by 
redesignating the second paragraph (12) (re- 
lating to interchange fees) as paragraph (13). 

(f) Section 9(a) of the Food and Nutrition 
Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2018(a)) is amended by 
indenting paragraph (3) appropriately. 

(g) Section 12 of the Food and Nutrition 
Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2021) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (b)(3)(C), by striking 
“civil money penalties” and inserting ‘‘civil 
penalties”; and 
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(2) in subsection (g)(1), by striking ‘‘(7 
U.S.C. 1786)’ and inserting ‘‘(42 U.S.C. 1786)”. 

(h) Section 15(b)(1) of the Food and Nutri- 
tion Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2024(b)(1)) is amend- 
ed in the first sentence by striking ‘‘an ben- 
efit” and inserting ‘‘a benefit”. 

(i) Section 16(a) of the Food and Nutrition 
Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2025(a)) is amended in 
the proviso following paragraph (8) by strik- 
ing ‘‘as amended.’’. 

(j) Section 18(e) of the Food and Nutrition 
Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2027(e)) is amended in 
the first sentence by striking ‘‘sections 7(f)’’ 
and inserting ‘‘section 7(f)’’. 

(k) Section 22(b)(10)(B)(i) of the Food and 
Nutrition Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 
2031(b)(10)(B)(i)) is amended in the last sen- 
tence by striking ‘‘Food benefits” and insert- 
ing ‘‘Benefits’’. 

(1) Section 26(f)(3)(C) of the Food and Nu- 
trition Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2035(£)(8)(C)) is 
amended by striking ‘‘subsection’”’ and in- 
serting ‘‘subsections’’. 

(m) Section 27(a)(1) of the Food and Nutri- 
tion Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2036(a)(1)) is amend- 
ed by striking ‘‘(Public Law 98-8; 7 U.S.C. 
612c note)” and inserting ‘‘(7 U.S.C. 7515)”. 

(n) Section 509 of the Older Americans Act 
of 1965 (42 U.S.C. 3056g) is amended in the 
section heading by striking “FOOD STAMP 
PROGRAMS” and inserting ‘‘SUPPLE- 
MENTAL NUTRITION ASSISTANCE PRO- 
GRAMS”. 

(o0) Section 4115(c)(2)(H) of the Food, Con- 
servation, and Energy Act of 2008 (Public 
Law 110-246; 122 Stat. 1871) is amended by 
striking ‘‘531” and inserting ‘‘454’’. 

SEC. . EFFECTIVE DATE. 

This Title shall become effective 3 days 

after enactment. 


SA 2392. Mr. REID proposed an 
amendment to amendment SA 2391 pro- 
posed by Mr. REID to the bill S. 3240, to 
reauthorize agricultural programs 
through 2017, and for other purposes; as 
follows: 


Beginning on page 1, strike line 2 and all 
that follows through page 31, line 10, and in- 
sert the following: 


Subtitle A—Supplemental Nutrition 
Assistance Block Grant Program 
SEC. 4001. PURPOSE. 

The purpose of this subtitle is to empower 
States with programmatic flexibility and fi- 
nancial predictability in designing and oper- 
ating State programs— 

(1) to raise the levels of nutrition among 
low-income households; 

(2) to provide supplemental nutrition as- 
sistance benefits to households with income 
and resources that are insufficient to meet 
the costs of providing adequate nutrition; 
and 

(3) to provide States the flexibility to pro- 
vide new and innovative means to accom- 
plish paragraphs (1) and (2) based on the pop- 
ulation and particular needs of each State. 
SEC. 4002. STATE PLANS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—To receive a grant under 
section 4003, a State shall submit to the Sec- 
retary a written plan that describes the 
manner in which the State intends to con- 
duct a supplemental nutrition assistance 
program that— 

(1) is designed to serve all political subdivi- 
sions in the State; 

(2) provides supplemental nutrition assist- 
ance benefits to low-income households for 
the sole purpose of purchasing food, as de- 
fined by the applicable State agency in the 
plan; and 
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(3) limits participation in the supple- 
mental nutrition assistance program to 
those households the incomes and other fi- 
nancial resources of which, held singly or in 
joint ownership, are determined by the State 
to be a substantial limiting factor in permit- 
ting the members of the household to obtain 
a more nutritious diet. 

(b) REQUIREMENTS.—Each plan shall in- 
clude— 

(1) specific objective criteria for— 

(A) the determination of eligibility for nu- 
tritional assistance for low-income house- 
holds, which may be based on standards re- 
lating to income, assets, family composition, 
beneficiary population, age, work, current 
participation in other Federal government 
means-tested programs, and work, student 
enrollment, or training requirements; and 

(B) fair and equitable treatment of recipi- 
ents and provision of supplemental nutrition 
assistance benefits to all low-income house- 
holds in the State; and 

(2) a description of— 

(A) benefits provided based on the aggre- 
gate grant amount; and 

(B) the manner in which supplemental nu- 
trition assistance benefits will be provided 
under the State plan, including the use of 
State administration organizations, private 
contractors, or consultants. 

(c) CERTIFICATION OF THE ADMINISTRATION 
OF THE PROGRAM.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Governor of each 
State that receives a grant under section 
4003 shall issue a certification to the Sec- 
retary in accordance with this subsection. 

(2)  ADMINISTRATION.—The certification 
shall specify which 1 or more State agencies 
will administer and supervise the State plan 
under this section. 

(3) PROVISION OF BENEFITS ONLY TO LOW-IN- 
COME INDIVIDUALS AND HOUSEHOLDS.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—The certification shall 
certify that the State will— 

(i) only provide supplemental nutrition as- 
sistance to low-income individuals and 
households in the State; and 

(ii) take such action as is necessary to pro- 
hibit any household or member of a house- 
hold that does not meet the criteria de- 
scribed in subparagraph (B) from receiving 
supplemental nutrition assistance benefits. 

(B) CRITERIA.—A household shall meet the 
criteria described in this subparagraph if the 
household is— 

(i) a household in which each member re- 
ceives benefits under the supplemental secu- 
rity income program established under title 
XVI of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1881 
et seq.); 

(ii) a low-income household that does not 
exceed 100 percentage of the poverty line (as 
defined in section 673(2) of the Community 
Services Block Grant Act (42 U.S.C. 9902(2), 
including any revision required by such sec- 
tion)) for a family of the size involved as the 
State shall establish; or 

(iii) a household in which each member re- 
ceives benefits under a State or Federal gen- 
eral assistance program that complies with 
income criteria standards comparable to or 
more restrictive than the standards estab- 
lished under clause (ii). 

(4) PROVISION OF BENEFITS ONLY TO CITIZENS 
AND LAWFUL PERMANENT RESIDENTS OF THE 
UNITED STATES.—The certification shall cer- 
tify that the State will— 

(A) only provide supplemental nutrition 
assistance to citizens and lawful permanent 
residents of the United States; and 

(B) take such action as is necessary to pro- 
hibit supplemental nutrition assistance ben- 
efits from being provided to any individual 
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or household a member of which is not a cit- 
izen or lawful permanent resident of the 
United States. 

(5) CERTIFICATION OF STANDARDS AND PROCE- 
DURES TO ENSURE AGAINST PROGRAM FRAUD, 
WASTE AND ABUSE.—The certification shall 
certify that the State— 

(A) has established and will continue to en- 
force standards and procedures to ensure 
against program fraud, waste, and abuse, in- 
cluding standards and procedures concerning 
nepotism, conflicts of interest among indi- 
viduals responsible for the administration 
and supervision of the State program, kick- 
backs, and the use of political patronage; 
and 

(B) will prohibit from further receipt of 
benefits under the program any recipient 
who attempts to receive benefits fraudu- 
lently. 

(6) LIMITATION ON SECRETARIAL AUTHOR- 
Iry.—The Secretary— 

(A) may only review a State plan sub- 
mitted under this section for the purpose of 
confirming that a State has submitted the 
required documentation; and 

(B) shall not have the authority to approve 
or deny a State plan submitted under this 
section or to otherwise inhibit or control the 
expenditure of grants paid to a State under 
section 4003, unless a State plan does not 
comply with the requirements of this sec- 
tion. 

SEC. 4003. GRANTS TO STATES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Beginning 120 days after 
the date of enactment of this Act, and annu- 
ally thereafter, each State that has sub- 
mitted a plan that meets the requirements of 
section 4002 shall receive from the Secretary 
a grant in an amount determined under sub- 
section (b). 

(b) AMOUNTS OF GRANTS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (3), a 
grant received under subsection (a) shall be 
in an amount equal to the product of— 

(A) the amount made available under sec- 
tion 4005 for the applicable fiscal year; and 

(B) the proportion that— 

(i) the number of individuals residing in 
the State whose income does not exceed 100 
percent of the poverty line described in sec- 
tion 4002(c)(8)(B)(ii) applicable to a family of 
the size involved; bears to 

(ii) the number of such individuals in all 
States that have submitted a plan under sec- 
tion 4002 for the applicable fiscal year, based 
on data for the most recent fiscal year for 
which data is available. 

(2) PRO RATA ADJUSTMENTS.—The Secretary 
shall make pro rata adjustments in the 
amounts determined for States under para- 
graph (1) for each fiscal year as necessary to 
ensure that— 

(A) the total amount appropriated for the 
applicable fiscal year under section 4005 is 
allotted among all States that submit a plan 
under section 4002; and 

(B) the total amount of all supplemental 
nutrition assistance grants for States deter- 
mined for the fiscal year does not exceed the 
total amount appropriated for the fiscal 
year. 

(3) ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS.— 

(A) QUARTERLY PAYMENTS.—The Secretary 
shall make each supplemental nutrition as- 
sistance grant payable to a State for a fiscal 
year under this section in quarterly install- 
ments. 

(B) COMPUTATION AND CERTIFICATION OF 
PAYMENT TO STATES.— 

(i) COMPUTATION.—The Secretary shall esti- 
mate the amount to be paid to each State for 
each quarter under this section based on a 
report filed by the State that shall include— 
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(I) an estimate by the State of the total 
amount to be expended by the State during 
the applicable quarter under the State pro- 
gram funded under this subtitle; and 

(II) such other information as the Sec- 
retary may require. 

(ii) CERTIFICATION.—The Secretary shall 
certify to the Secretary of the Treasury the 
amount estimated under clause (i) with re- 
spect to each State, adjusted to the extent of 
any overpayment or underpayment— 

(I) that the Secretary determines was 
made under this subtitle to the State for any 
prior quarter; and 

(II) with respect to which adjustment has 
not been made under this paragraph. 

SEC. 4004. USE OF GRANTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subsection (b), 
a State that receives a grant under section 
4003 may use the grant in any manner that is 
reasonably demonstrated to accomplish the 
purposes of this subtitle. 

(b) LIMITATION ON USE OF GRANT FOR AD- 
MINISTRATIVE PURPOSES.—A State may not 
use more than 3 percent of the amount of a 
grant received for a fiscal year under section 
4003 for administrative purposes. 

SEC. 4005. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

There is authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this subtitle $45,000,000,000 for fis- 
cal year 2013 and each fiscal year thereafter. 
SEC. 4006. REPEAL. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Effective 120 days after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Food 
and Nutrition Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2011 et 
seq.) is repealed. 

(b) RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER LAW.—Any ref- 
erence in this Act, an amendment made by 
this Act, or any other Act to the supple- 
mental nutrition assistance program shall be 
considered to be a reference to the supple- 
mental nutrition assistance block grant pro- 
gram under this subtitle. 


SA 23938. Mr. REID proposed an 
amendment to amendment SA 2392 pro- 
posed by Mr. REID to the amendment 
SA 2391 proposed by Mr. REID to the 
bill S. 3240, to reauthorize agricultural 
programs through 2017, and for other 
purposes; as follows: 


SEC.  . SHORT TITLE. 

This subtitle may be cited as the ‘‘Stop 
Unfair Giveaways and Restrictions Act of 
2012” or ‘‘SUGAR Act of 2012”. 

SEC. _. SUGAR PROGRAM. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 156 of the Federal 
Agriculture Improvement and Reform Act of 
1996 (7 U.S.C. 7272) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (d), by striking paragraph 
(1) and inserting the following: 

“(1) LOANS.—The Secretary shall carry out 
this section through the use of recourse 
loans.”’; 

(2) by redesignating subsection (i) as sub- 
section (j); 

(3) by inserting after subsection (h) the fol- 
lowing: 

“(i) PHASED REDUCTION OF LOAN RATE.— 
For each of the 2012, 2013, and 2014 crops of 
sugar beets and sugarcane, the Secretary 
shall lower the loan rate for each succeeding 
crop in a manner that progressively and uni- 
formly lowers the loan rate for sugar beets 
and sugarcane to $0 for the 2015 crop.’’; and 

(4) in subsection (j) (as redesignated), by 
striking ‘‘2012”’ and inserting ‘‘2014’’. 

(b) PROSPECTIVE REPEAL.—Effective begin- 
ning with the 2015 crop of sugar beets and 
sugarcane, section 156 of the Federal Agri- 
culture Improvement and Reform Act of 1996 
(7 U.S.C. 7272) is repealed. 
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SEC. . ELIMINATION OF SUGAR PRICE SUP- 
PORT AND PRODUCTION ADJUST- 

MENT PROGRAMS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any 


other provision of law— 

(1) a processor of any of the 2015 or subse- 
quent crops of sugarcane or sugar beets shall 
not be eligible for a loan under any provision 
of law with respect to the crop; and 

(2) the Secretary may not make price sup- 
port available, whether in the form of a loan, 
payment, purchase, or other operation, for 
any of the 2015 and subsequent crops of sugar 
beets and sugarcane by using the funds of the 
Commodity Credit Corporation or other 
funds available to the Secretary. 

(b) TERMINATION OF MARKETING QUOTAS 
AND ALLOTMENTS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Part VII of subtitle B of 
title III of the Agricultural Adjustment Act 
of 1938 (7 U.S.C. 1359aa et seq.) is repealed. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 
344(f)(2) of the Agricultural Adjustment Act 
of 1988 (7 U.S.C. 1844(f)(2)) is amended by 
striking ‘‘sugar cane for sugar, sugar beets 
for sugar,’’. 

(c) GENERAL POWERS.— 

(1) SECTION 32 ACTIVITIES.—Section 32 of the 
Act of August 24, 19385 (7 U.S.C. 612c), is 
amended in the second sentence of the first 
paragraph— 

(A) in paragraph (1), by inserting ‘‘(other 
than sugar beets and sugarcane)’ after 
“commodities”; and 

(B) in paragraph (3), by inserting ‘‘(other 
than sugar beets and sugarcane)” after 
“commodity”. 

(2) POWERS OF COMMODITY CREDIT CORPORA- 
TION.—Section 5(a) of the Commodity Credit 
Corporation Charter Act (15 U.S.C. 714c(a)) is 
amended by inserting ‘“, sugar beets, and 
sugarcane” after ‘‘tobacco’’. 

(3) PRICE SUPPORT FOR NONBASIC AGRICUL- 
TURAL COMMODITIES.—Section 201(a) of the 
Agricultural Act of 1949 (7 U.S.C. 1446(a)) is 
amended by striking ‘‘milk, sugar beets, and 
sugarcane” and inserting ‘‘, and milk’’. 

(4) COMMODITY CREDIT CORPORATION STOR- 
AGE PAYMENTS.—Section 167 of the Federal 
Agriculture Improvement and Reform Act of 
1996 (7 U.S.C. 7287) is repealed. 

(5) SUSPENSION AND REPEAL OF PERMANENT 
PRICE SUPPORT AUTHORITY.—Section 171(a)(1) 
of the Federal Agriculture Improvement and 
Reform Act of 1996 (7 U.S.C. 7301(a)(1)) is 
amended— 

(A) by striking subparagraph (E); and 

(B) by redesignating subparagraphs (F) 
through (I) as subparagraphs (E) through (H), 
respectively. 

(6) STORAGE FACILITY LOANS.—Section 
1402(c) of the Farm Security and Rural In- 
vestment Act of 2002 (7 U.S.C. 7971) is re- 
pealed. 

(7) FEEDSTOCK FLEXIBILITY PROGRAM FOR 
BIOENERGY PRODUCERS.—HEffective beginning 
with the 2013 crop of sugar beets and sugar- 
cane, section 9010 of the Farm Security and 
Rural Investment Act of 2002 (7 U.S.C. 8110) 
is repealed. 

(d) TRANSITION PROVISIONS.—This section 
and the amendments made by this section 
shall not affect the liability of any person 
under any provision of law as in effect before 
the application of this section and the 
amendments made by this section. 

SEC. _. TARIFF-RATE QUOTAS. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—Except as provided in 
subsection (c) and notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, not later than Octo- 
ber 1, 2012, the Secretary shall develop and 
implement a program to increase the tariff- 
rate quotas for raw cane sugar and refined 
sugars for a quota year in a manner that en- 
sures— 
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(1) a robust and competitive sugar proc- 
essing industry in the United States; and 

(2) an adequate supply of sugar at reason- 
able prices in the United States. 

(b) FACTORS.—In determining the tariff- 
rate quotas necessary to satisfy the require- 
ments of subsection (a), the Secretary shall 
consider the following: 

(1) The quantity and quality of sugar that 
will be subject to human consumption in the 
United States during the quota year. 

(2) The quantity and quality of sugar that 
will be available from domestic processing of 
sugarcane, sugar beets, and in-process beet 
sugar. 

(3) The quantity of sugar that would pro- 
vide for reasonable carryover stocks. 

(4) The quantity of sugar that will be avail- 
able from carryover stocks for human con- 
sumption in the United States during the 
quota year. 

(5) Consistency with the obligations of the 
United States under international agree- 
ments. 

(c) EXEMPTION.—Subsection (a) shall not 
include specialty sugar. 

(d) DEFINITIONS.—In this section, the terms 
“quota year’ and ‘Shuman consumption” 
have the meaning such terms had under sec- 
tion 359k of the Agricultural Adjustment Act 
of 1938 (7 U.S.C. 1359kk) (as in effect on the 
day before the date of the enactment of this 
Act). 

SEC. _. APPLICATION. 

Except as otherwise provided in this sub- 
title, this subtitle and the amendments made 
by this subtitle shall apply beginning with 
the 2012 crop of sugar beets and sugarcane. 


SA 2394. Mr. DEMINT (for himself 
and Mr. LEE) submitted an amendment 
intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 3240, to reauthorize agricultural 
programs through 2017, and for other 
purposes; which was ordered to lie on 
the table; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol- 
lowing: 


SEC. . CAPPING AND REDUCING THE BAL- 
ANCE SHEET OF THE FEDERAL RE- 

SERVE SYSTEM. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any 


other provision of law, no action may be 
taken by the Board of Governors of the Fed- 
eral Reserve System or the Federal Open 
Market Committee on or after the date of 
enactment of this Act that would result in 
the total of the factors affecting reserve bal- 
ances of depository institutions exceeding 
the balance as of June 8, 2012. 

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of 
Congress that the Federal Reserve System 
should expeditiously take substantial steps 
to reduce the size of its balance sheet to lev- 
els below those that prevailed prior to the fi- 
nancial crisis of 2008. 


SA 2395. Mr. AKAKA submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 3240, to reauthorize 
agricultural programs through 2017, 
and for other purposes; which was or- 
dered to lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 751, strike line 23 and insert the 
following: 


“SEC. 3915. SUBSTANTIALLY UNDERSERVED 


TRUST AREAS. 

“(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 

“(1) ELIGIBLE PROGRAM.—The term ‘eligible 
program’ means a program administered by 
the Secretary and authorized in— 

“(A) this Act; 
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“(B) the Rural Electrification Act of 1936 (7 
U.S.C. 901 et seq.); or 

“(C) title V of the Housing Act of 1949 (42 
U.S.C. 1471 et seq.). 

‘(2) SUBSTANTIALLY UNDERSERVED TRUST 
AREA.—The term ‘substantially underserved 
trust area’ means a community in ‘trust 
land’ (as defined in section 3765 of title 38, 
United States Code). 

“(b) INITIATIVE.—The Secretary, in con- 
sultation with local governments and Fed- 
eral agencies, may implement an initiative 
to identify and improve the availability of 
eligible programs in communities in sub- 
stantially underserved trust areas. 

‘(c) AUTHORITY OF SECRETARY.—In car- 
rying out subsection (b), the Secretary— 

“(1) may make available from loan or loan 
guarantee programs administered by the 
Secretary to qualified entities or applicants 
financing with an interest rate as low as 2 
percent and with extended repayment terms; 

“(2) may waive nonduplication restric- 
tions, matching fund requirements, or credit 
support requirements from any loan or grant 
program administered by the Secretary to 
facilitate the construction, acquisition, or 
improvement of infrastructure, or for other 
purposes; 

“(3) may give the highest funding priority 
to designated projects in substantially un- 
derserved trust areas; and 

“(4) shall only make loans or loan guaran- 
tees that are found to be financially feasible 
and that provide eligible program benefits to 
substantially underserved trust areas. 

‘(d) ELIGIBILITY OF TRUST LAND FOR ELIGI- 
BLE PROGRAMS.—Notwithstanding any other 
provision of law, for purposes of eligibility 
for eligible programs, trust land (as defined 
in section 3765 of title 38, United States 
Code) shall be considered by the Secretary to 
be a rural area. 

‘(e) REPORT.—Hach year, the Secretary 
shall submit to Congress a report that de- 
scribes— 

“(1) the progress of the initiative imple- 
mented under subsection (b); and 

“(2) recommendations for any regulatory 
or legislative changes that would be appro- 
priate to improve services to substantially 
underserved trust areas. 

“SEC. 3916. REGULATIONS. 


On page 752, strike lines 17 through 21 and 
insert the following: 

(c) Section 306F of the Rural Electrifica- 
tion Act of 1936 (7 U.S.C. 936f) is repealed. 


SA 2396. Mr. AKAKA submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 3240, to reauthorize 
agricultural programs through 2017, 
and for other purposes; which was or- 
dered to lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 1009, after line 11, add the fol- 
lowing: 

SEC. 12207. OFFICE OF TRIBAL RELATIONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Title III of the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture Reorganization Act of 
1994 is amended by adding after section 308 (7 
U.S.C. 3125a note; Public Law 103-354) the fol- 
lowing: 

“SEC. 309. OFFICE OF TRIBAL RELATIONS. 

“The Secretary shall establish in the Of- 
fice of the Secretary an Office of Tribal Rela- 
tions.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section 
296(b) of the Department of Agriculture Re- 
organization Act of 1994 (7 U.S.C. 7014(b)) (as 
amended by section 12201(b)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (8), by striking ‘‘or’’ at the 
end; 

(2) in paragraph (9), by striking the period 
at the end and inserting ‘‘; or”; and 
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(3) by adding at the end the following: 

“(10) the authority of the Secretary to es- 
tablish in the Office of the Secretary the Of- 
fice of Tribal Relations in accordance with 
section 309.”’. 

SA 2397. Mr. AKAKA submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 3240, to reauthorize 
agricultural programs through 2017, 
and for other purposes; which was or- 
dered to lie on the table; as follows: 


On page 1009, after line 11, add the fol- 
lowing: 

SEC. 12207. APPROVAL OF, AND PROVISIONS RE- 
LATING TO, TRIBAL LEASES. 

(a) DEFINITIONS.—Subsection (d) of the first 
section of the Act of August 9, 1955 (25 U.S.C. 
415(d)) (commonly known as the ‘‘Long-Term 
Leasing Act’’), is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (4), by striking ‘‘the Nav- 
ajo Nation” and inserting ‘‘an applicable In- 
dian tribe’’; 

(2) in paragraph (6), by striking ‘‘the Nav- 
ajo Nation” and inserting ‘‘an Indian tribe’’; 

(3) in paragraph (7), by striking ‘‘and’’ 
after the semicolon at the end; 

(4) in paragraph (8)— 

(A) by striking ‘‘the Navajo Nation”’; 

(B) by striking ‘‘with Navajo Nation law” 
and inserting ‘‘with applicable tribal law”; 
and 

(C) by striking the period at the end and 
inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 

(5) by adding at the end the following: 

““(9) the term ‘Indian tribe’ has the mean- 
ing given the term in section 102 of the Fed- 
erally Recognized Indian Tribe List Act of 
1994 (25 U.S.C. 479a).’’. 

(b) TRIBAL APPROVAL OF LEASES.—The first 
section of the Act of August 9, 1955 (25 U.S.C. 
415) (commonly known as the ‘‘Long-Term 
Leasing Act’’), is amended by adding at the 
end the following: 

“(h) TRIBAL APPROVAL OF LEASES.— 

““(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2) 
and at the discretion of any Indian tribe, any 
lease by the Indian tribe for the purposes au- 
thorized under subsection (a), except a lease 
for the exploration, development, or extrac- 
tion of any mineral resources, shall not re- 
quire the approval of the Secretary if the 
lease is executed under the tribal regulations 
approved by the Secretary under this sub- 
section and the term of the lease does not ex- 
ceed— 

“(A) in the case of a business or agricul- 
tural lease, 25 years, except that any such 
lease may include an option to renew for up 
to 2 additional terms, each of which may not 
exceed 25 years; and 

‘“(B) in the case of a lease for public, reli- 
gious, educational, recreational, or residen- 
tial purposes, 75 years, if such a term is pro- 
vided for by the regulations issued by the In- 
dian tribe. 

‘“(2) ALLOTTED LAND.—Paragraph (1) shall 
not apply to any lease of land (including an 
interest in land) held in trust for an indi- 
vidual Indian. 

‘(3) AUTHORITY OF SECRETARY OVER TRIBAL 
REGULATIONS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall 
have the authority to approve or disapprove 
any tribal regulations issued in accordance 
with paragraph (1). 

‘“(B) CONSIDERATIONS FOR APPROVAL.—The 
Secretary shall approve any tribal regula- 
tion issued in accordance with paragraph (1), 
if the tribal regulations— 

“(i) are consistent with any regulations 
issued by the Secretary under subsection (a); 
and 
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“(ii) provide for an environmental review 
process that includes— 

“(I) the identification and evaluation of 
any significant effects of the proposed action 
on the environment; and 

“(ID) a process for ensuring that— 

“(aa) the public is informed of, and has a 
reasonable opportunity to comment on, any 
significant environmental impacts of the 
proposed action identified by the Indian 
tribe; and 

‘(bb) the Indian tribe provides responses to 
relevant and substantive public comments 
on those impacts before the Indian tribe ap- 
proves the lease. 

‘*(4) REVIEW PROCESS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 120 days 
after the date on which the tribal regula- 
tions described in paragraph (1) are sub- 
mitted to the Secretary, the Secretary shall 
review and approve or disapprove the regula- 
tions. 

‘(B) WRITTEN DOCUMENTATION.—If the Sec- 
retary disapproves the tribal regulations de- 
scribed in paragraph (1), the Secretary shall 
include written documentation with the dis- 
approval notification that describes the 
basis for the disapproval. 

““(C) EXTENSION.—The deadline described in 
subparagraph (A) may be extended by the 
Secretary, after consultation with the Indian 
tribe. 

‘(5) FEDERAL ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW.— 
Notwithstanding paragraphs (3) and (4), if an 
Indian tribe carries out a project or activity 
funded by a Federal agency, the Indian tribe 
shall have the authority to rely on the envi- 
ronmental review process of the applicable 
Federal agency rather than any tribal envi- 
ronmental review process under this sub- 
section. 

‘6) DOCUMENTATION.—If an Indian tribe 
executes a lease pursuant to tribal regula- 
tions under paragraph (1), the Indian tribe 
shall provide the Secretary with— 

‘(A) a copy of the lease, including any 
amendments or renewals to the lease; and 

“(B) in the case of tribal regulations or a 
lease that allows for lease payments to be 
made directly to the Indian tribe, docu- 
mentation of the lease payments that is suf- 
ficient to enable the Secretary to discharge 
the trust responsibility of the United States 
under paragraph (7). 

“(7) TRUST RESPONSIBILITY.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The United States shall 
not be liable for losses sustained by any 
party to a lease executed pursuant to tribal 
regulations under paragraph (1). 

‘(B) AUTHORITY OF SECRETARY.—Pursuant 
to the authority of the Secretary to fulfill 
the trust obligation of the United States to 
the applicable Indian tribe under Federal law 
(including regulations), the Secretary may, 
upon reasonable notice from the applicable 
Indian tribe and at the discretion of the Sec- 
retary, enforce the provisions of, or cancel, 
any lease executed by the Indian tribe under 
paragraph (1). 

‘**(8) COMPLIANCE.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—An interested party, 
after exhausting of any applicable tribal 
remedies, may submit a petition to the Sec- 
retary, at such time and in such form as the 
Secretary determines to be appropriate, to 
review the compliance of the applicable In- 
dian tribe with any tribal regulations ap- 
proved by the Secretary under this sub- 
section. 

“(B) VIOLATIONS.—If, after carrying out a 
review under subparagraph (A), the Sec- 
retary determines that the tribal regulations 
were violated, the Secretary may take any 
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action the Secretary determines to be nec- 
essary to remedy the violation, including re- 
scinding the approval of the tribal regula- 
tions and reassuming responsibility for the 
approval of leases of tribal trust lands. 

“(C) DOCUMENTATION.—If the Secretary de- 
termines that a violation of the tribal regu- 
lations has occurred and a remedy is nec- 
essary, the Secretary shall— 

“(i) make a written determination with re- 
spect to the regulations that have been vio- 
lated; 

“(ii) provide the applicable Indian tribe 
with a written notice of the alleged violation 
together with such written determination; 
and 

““iii) prior to the exercise of any remedy, 
the rescission of the approval of the regula- 
tion involved, or the reassumption of lease 
approval responsibilities, provide the appli- 
cable Indian tribe with— 

“(I) a hearing that is on the record; and 

“(IT) a reasonable opportunity to cure the 
alleged violation. 

“(9) SAVINGS CLAUSE.—Nothing in this sub- 
section shall affect subsection (e) or any 
tribal regulations issued under that sub- 
section.”’. 

(c) LAND TITLES AND RECORDS OFFICE RE- 
PORT.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 180 days 
after the date on which funds are first made 
available to carry out this Act, the Bureau 
of Indian Affairs shall prepare and submit to 
the Committees on Financial Services and 
Natural Resources of the House of Rep- 
resentatives and the Committees on Bank- 
ing, Housing, and Urban Affairs and Indian 
Affairs of the Senate a report regarding the 
history and experience of Indian tribes that 
have chosen to assume responsibility for op- 
erating the Land Titles and Records Office 
(referred to in this subsection as the 
“LTRO’’) functions from the Bureau of In- 
dian Affairs. 

(2) CONSULTATION.—In conducting the re- 
view under paragraph (1), the Bureau of In- 
dian Affairs shall consult with the Depart- 
ment of Housing and Urban Development Of- 
fice of Native American Programs and the 
Indian tribes that are managing LTRO func- 
tions (referred to in this subsection as the 
“managing Indian tribes’’). 

(3) CONTENTS.—The review under paragraph 
(1) shall include an analysis of the following 
factors: 

(A) Whether and how tribal management of 
the LTRO functions has expedited the proc- 
essing and issuance of Indian land title cer- 
tifications as compared to the period during 
which the Bureau of Indian Affairs managed 
the programs. 

(B) Whether and how tribal management of 
the LTRO functions has increased home own- 
ership among the population of the man- 
aging Indian tribe. 

(C) What internal preparations and proc- 
esses were required of the managing Indian 
tribes prior to assuming management of the 
LTRO functions. 

(D) Whether tribal management of the 
LTRO functions resulted in a transfer of fi- 
nancial resources and manpower from the 
Bureau of Indian Affairs to the managing In- 
dian tribes and, if so, what transfers were un- 
dertaken. 

(E) Whether, in appropriate circumstances 
and with the approval of geographically 
proximate Indian tribes, the LTRO functions 
may be performed by a single Indian tribe or 
a tribal consortium in a cost effective man- 
ner. 

SEC. 12208. MODIFICATION OF DEFINITION. 

(a) MODIFICATION.— 
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(1) IN GENERAL.—The first sentence of sec- 
tion 19 of the Act of June 18, 1934 (commonly 
known as the “Indian Reorganization Act’’) 
(25 U.S.C. 479), is amended— 

(A) by striking ‘‘The term’’ and inserting 
“Effective beginning on June 18, 1934, the 
term”; and 

(B) by striking ‘‘any recognized Indian 
tribe now under Federal jurisdiction” and in- 
serting ‘‘any federally recognized Indian 
tribe”. 

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by paragraph (1) shall take effect as if 
included in the Act of June 18, 1934 (com- 
monly known as the ‘‘Indian Reorganization 
Act”) (25 U.S.C. 479), on the date of enact- 
ment of that Act. 

(b) RATIFICATION AND CONFIRMATION OF 
PRIOR ACTIONS.—Any action taken by the 
Secretary of the Interior pursuant to the Act 
of June 18, 1934 (commonly known as the ‘‘In- 
dian Reorganization Act’’) (25 U.S.C. 461 et 
seq.), for any Indian tribe that was federally 
recognized on the date of that action is rati- 
fied and confirmed, to the extent that the ac- 
tion is challenged based on the question of 
whether the Indian tribe was federally recog- 
nized or under Federal jurisdiction on June 
18, 1934, as if the action had, by prior act of 
Congress, been specifically authorized and 
directed. 

(c) EFFECT ON OTHER LAWS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Nothing in this section or 
the amendments made by this section af- 
fects— 

(A) the application or effect of any Federal 
law other than the Act of June 18, 1934 (25 
U.S.C. 461 et seq.) (as amended by subsection 
(a)); or 

(B) any limitation on the authority of the 
Secretary of the Interior under any Federal 
law or regulation other than the Act of June 
18, 1934 (25 U.S.C. 461 et seq.) (as so amended). 

(2) REFERENCES IN OTHER LAWS.—An express 
reference to the Act of June 18, 1934 (25 
U.S.C. 461 et seq.), contained in any other 
Federal law shall be considered to be a ref- 
erence to that Act as amended by subsection 
(a). 

(d) STUDY; PUBLICATION.— 

(1) Stupby.—The Secretary of the Interior 
shall conduct, and submit to Congress a re- 
port describing the results of, a study that— 

(A) assesses the effects of the decision of 
the Supreme Court in Docket No. 07-526 (129 
S. Ct. 1058) on Indian tribes and tribal land; 
and 

(B) includes a list of each Indian tribe and 
parcel of tribal land affected by that deci- 
sion. 

(2) PUBLICATION.—On completion of the re- 
port under paragraph (1) and by not later 
than 1 year after the date of enactment of 
this Act, the Secretary of the Interior shall 
publish the list described in paragraph 
(1)(B)— 

(A) in the Federal Register; and 

(B) on the public website of the Depart- 
ment of the Interior. 


SA 2398. Mr. AKAKA submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 3240, to reauthorize 
agricultural programs through 2017, 
and for other purposes; which was or- 
dered to lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 515, strike lines 17 through 20 and 
insert the following: 

488) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a), in the first sentence— 

(A) by striking ‘‘loans from” and all that 
follows through ‘‘1929)”’ and inserting ‘‘direct 
loans in a manner consistent with direct 


9023 


loans authorized under section 302 of the 
Consolidated Farm and Rural Development 
Act (7 U.S.C. 1922)”; and 

(B) by inserting ‘‘, a member of an Indian 
tribe recognized by the Secretary of the Inte- 
rior,” before ‘‘or tribal corporation”; and 

(2) in subsection (b)(1), by striking ‘‘pursu- 
ant to section 205(c) of the Indian Land Con- 
solidation Act (25 U.S.C. 2204(c))’’. 


SA 2399. Mr. LEAHY submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 3240, to reauthorize 
agricultural programs through 2017, 
and for other purposes; which was or- 
dered to lie on the table; as follows: 


On page 1009, after line 11, add the fol- 
lowing: 

SEC. 12207. NONIMMIGRANT DAIRY WORKERS, 
SHEEPHERDERS, AND GOAT HERD- 
ERS. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This section may be 
cited as the ‘“‘H-2A Improvement Act”. 

(b) NONIMMIGRANT STATUS FOR DAIRY 
WORKERS, SHEEPHERDERS, AND GOAT HERD- 
ERS.—Section 101(a)(15)(H)(ii)(a) of the Immi- 
gration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 
1101(a)(15)(H)(ii)(a)) is amended by inserting 
“who is coming temporarily to the United 
States to perform agricultural labor or serv- 
ices as a dairy worker, sheepherder, or goat 
herder, or” after “abandoning”. 

(c) SPECIAL RULES FOR ALIENS EMPLOYED 
AS DAIRY WORKERS, SHEEPHERDERS, OR GOAT 
HERDERS.—Section 218 of the Immigration 
and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 1188) is amend- 
ed— 

(1) by redesignating subsections (h) and (i) 
as subsections (i) and (j), respectively; and 

(2) by inserting after subsection (g) the fol- 
lowing: 

‘(h) SPECIAL RULES FOR ALIENS EMPLOYED 
AS DAIRY WORKERS, SHEEPHERDERS, OR GOAT 
HERDERS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of this Act, an alien admit- 
ted as a nonimmigrant under section 
101(a)(15)(H)(ii)(a) for employment as a dairy 
worker, sheepherder, or goat herder— 

“(A) may be admitted for an initial period 
of 3 years; and 

‘(B) subject to paragraph (3)(E), may have 
such initial period of admission extended for 
an additional period of up to 3 years. 

‘(2) EXEMPTION FROM TEMPORARY OR SEA- 
SONAL REQUIREMENT.—Not withstanding sec- 
tion 101(a)(15)(H)(ii)(a), an employer filing a 
petition to employ H-2A workers in positions 
as dairy workers, sheepherders, or goat herd- 
ers shall not be required to show that such 
positions are of a seasonal or temporary na- 
ture. 

‘(3) ADJUSTMENT TO LAWFUL PERMANENT 
RESIDENT STATUS.— 

‘“(A) ELIGIBLE ALIEN.—In this paragraph, 
the term ‘eligible alien’ means an alien 
who— 

“(i) has H-2A worker status based on em- 
ployment as a dairy worker, sheepherder, or 
goat herder; 

“(ii) has maintained such status in the 
United States for a not fewer than 33 of the 
preceding 36 months; and 

“(iii) is seeking to receive an immigrant 
visa under section 203(b)(3)(A)(iii). 

‘(B) CLASSIFICATION PETITION.—A petition 
under section 204 for classification of an eli- 
gible alien under section 203(b)(3)(A)(iii) may 
be filed by— 

“(i) the alien’s employer on behalf of the 
eligible alien; or 

“(ii) the eligible alien. 
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‘(C) NO LABOR CERTIFICATION REQUIRED.— 
Notwithstanding section 203(b)(3)(C), no de- 
termination under section 212(a)(5)(A) is re- 
quired with respect to an immigrant visa 
under section 203(b)(8)(A)(iii) for an eligible 
alien. 

‘(D) EFFECT OF PETITION.—The filing of a 
petition described in subparagraph (B) or an 
application for adjustment of status based on 
a petition described in subparagraph (B) 
shall not be a basis fo denying— 

“(i) another petition to employ H-2A work- 
ers; 

“(ii) an extension of nonimmigrant status 
for a H-2A worker; 

“(iii) admission of an alien as an H-2A 
worker; 

“(iv) a request for a visa for an H-2A work- 
er; 

“(v) a request from an alien to modify the 
alien’s immigration status to or from status 
as an H-2A worker; or 

“(vi) a request made for an H-2A worker to 
extend such worker’s stay in the United 
States. 

(E) EXTENSION OF STAY.—The Secretary of 
Homeland Security shall extend the stay of 
an eligible alien having a pending or ap- 
proved petition described in subparagraph 
(B) in 1-year increments until a final deter- 
mination is made on the alien’s eligibility 
for adjustment of status to that of an alien 
lawfully admitted for permanent residence. 

‘“(F) CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in this para- 
graph may be construed to prevent an eligi- 
ble alien from seeking adjustment of status 
in accordance with any other provision of 
law.’’. 


SA 2400. Mr. LEAHY submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 2343 submitted by Mr. 
CHAMBLISS (for himself and Mr. ISAK- 
SON) and intended to be proposed to the 
bill S. 3240, to reauthorize agricultural 
programs through 2017, and for other 
purposes; which was ordered to lie on 
the table; as follows: 


In lieu of the matter proposed to be in- 
serted, add the following: 

SEC. 12207. NONIMMIGRANT DAIRY WORKERS, 
SHEEPHERDERS, AND GOAT HERD- 
ERS. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This section may be 
cited as the ‘‘H-2A Improvement Act”. 

(b) NONIMMIGRANT STATUS FOR DAIRY 
WORKERS, SHEEPHERDERS, AND GOAT HERD- 
ERS.—Section 101(a)(15)(H)(ii)(a) of the Immi- 
gration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 
1101(a)(15)(H)(ii)(a)) is amended by inserting 
“who is coming temporarily to the United 
States to perform agricultural labor or serv- 
ices as a dairy worker, sheepherder, or goat 
herder, or” after “abandoning”. 

(c) SPECIAL RULES FOR ALIENS EMPLOYED 
AS DAIRY WORKERS, SHEEPHERDERS, OR GOAT 
HERDERS.—Section 218 of the Immigration 
and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 1188) is amend- 
ed— 

(1) by redesignating subsections (h) and (i) 
as subsections (i) and (j), respectively; and 

(2) by inserting after subsection (g) the fol- 
lowing: 

‘“(h) SPECIAL RULES FOR ALIENS EMPLOYED 
AS DAIRY WORKERS, SHEEPHERDERS, OR GOAT 
HERDERS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of this Act, an alien admit- 
ted as a nonimmigrant under section 
101(a)(15)(H)(ii)(a) for employment as a dairy 
worker, sheepherder, or goat herder— 

“(A) may be admitted for an initial period 
of 3 years; and 
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““(B) subject to paragraph (3)(E), may have 
such initial period of admission extended for 
an additional period of up to 3 years. 

‘“(2) EXEMPTION FROM TEMPORARY OR SEA- 
SONAL REQUIREMENT.—Not withstanding sec- 
tion 101(a)(15)(H)(ii)(a), an employer filing a 
petition to employ H-2A workers in positions 
as dairy workers, sheepherders, or goat herd- 
ers shall not be required to show that such 
positions are of a seasonal or temporary na- 
ture. 

“(3) ADJUSTMENT TO LAWFUL PERMANENT 
RESIDENT STATUS.— 

“(A) ELIGIBLE ALIEN.—In this paragraph, 
the term ‘eligible alien’ means an alien 
who— 

“(i) has H-2A worker status based on em- 
ployment as a dairy worker, sheepherder, or 
goat herder; 

“(i) has maintained such status in the 
United States for a not fewer than 33 of the 
preceding 36 months; and 

“(ii) is seeking to receive an immigrant 
visa under section 203(b)(3)(A)(iii). 

‘“(B) CLASSIFICATION PETITION.—A petition 
under section 204 for classification of an eli- 
gible alien under section 203(b)(3)(A)(iii) may 
be filed by— 

““(i) the alien’s employer on behalf of the 
eligible alien; or 

‘“(ii) the eligible alien. 

‘“(C) NO LABOR CERTIFICATION REQUIRED.— 
Notwithstanding section 203(b)(3)(C), no de- 
termination under section 212(a)(5)(A) is re- 
quired with respect to an immigrant visa 
under section 203(b)(3)(A)(iii) for an eligible 
alien. 

‘“(D) EFFECT OF PETITION.—The filing of a 
petition described in subparagraph (B) or an 
application for adjustment of status based on 
a petition described in subparagraph (B) 
shall not be a basis fo denying— 

“(i) another petition to employ H-2A work- 
ers; 

“(ii) an extension of nonimmigrant status 
for a H-2A worker; 

“(iii) admission of an alien as an H-2A 
worker; 

“(iv) a request for a visa for an H-2A work- 
er; 

“(v) a request from an alien to modify the 
alien’s immigration status to or from status 
as an H-2A worker; or 

““(vi) a request made for an H-2A worker to 
extend such worker’s stay in the United 
States. 

“(E) EXTENSION OF STAY.—The Secretary of 
Homeland Security shall extend the stay of 
an eligible alien having a pending or ap- 
proved petition described in subparagraph 
(B) in 1-year increments until a final deter- 
mination is made on the alien’s eligibility 
for adjustment of status to that of an alien 
lawfully admitted for permanent residence. 

“(F) CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in this para- 
graph may be construed to prevent an eligi- 
ble alien from seeking adjustment of status 
in accordance with any other provision of 
law.’’. 


SA 2401. Mr. UDALL of Colorado sub- 
mitted an amendment intended to be 
proposed by him to the bill S. 3240, to 
reauthorize agricultural programs 
through 2017, and for other purposes; 
which was ordered to lie on the table; 
as follows: 

On page 1009, after line 11, add the fol- 
lowing: 

SEC. 12207. FARM AND RANCH LAND LINK COOR- 
DINATORS. 

Section 226B(e)(2) of the Department of Ag- 
riculture Reorganization Act of 1994 (7 U.S.C. 
6934(e)(2)) is amended— 
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(1) by redesignating subparagraph (D) as 
subparagraph (E); and 

(2) by inserting after subparagraph (C) the 
following: 

‘“(D) FARM AND RANCH LAND LINK COORDI- 
NATOR.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall des- 
ignate 1 farm and ranch land link coordi- 
nator for each State from among the State 
office employees of any of the following 
agencies in that State: 

“(I) The Farm Service Agency. 

“(ID The Natural Resources Conservation 
Service. 

(III) The Risk Management Agency. 

‘(IV) The Rural Business-Cooperative 
Service. 

“(V) The Rural Utilities Service. 

“(ii) TRAINING.—The Small Farms and Be- 
ginning Farmers and Ranchers Group shall 
coordinate the development of a training 
plan so that each State coordinator receives 
sufficient training to have a general working 
knowledge of the programs and services 
available from each agency of the Depart- 
ment to assist small and beginning farmers 
and ranchers in the transition of land from 
retiring farmers and ranchers. 

‘(iii) DUTIES.—The coordinator shall— 

“(I) coordinate technical assistance at the 
State level to assist small and beginning 
farmers and ranchers, and retiring farmers 
and ranchers, interested in, or in process of, 
the transition of land, with the goal of keep- 
ing land in agricultural production; 

“(IT) develop, in consultation with appro- 
priate Federal, State, and local agencies and 
nongovernmental organizations, and submit 
a State plan for approval by the Small 
Farms and Beginning Farmers and Ranchers 
Group or as directed by the Secretary to pro- 
vide coordination to ensure adequate serv- 
ices to small and beginning farmers and 
ranchers at all county and area offices 
throughout the State that support linking 
small and beginning farmers and ranchers 
with retiring farmers and ranchers, includ- 
ing, at a minimum, facilitating the transi- 
tion of land; 

‘“(IIT) oversee implementation of the ap- 
proved State plan; and 

“(IV) work with outreach coordinators in 
the State offices of the Farm Service Agen- 
cy, the Natural Resources Conservation 
Service, the Risk Management Agency, the 
Rural Business-Cooperative Service, the 
Rural Utilities Service, the National Insti- 
tute of Food and Agriculture, and appro- 
priate nongovernmental organizations to en- 
sure appropriate information about tech- 
nical assistance is available at outreach 
events and activities.’’. 


SA 2402. Mr. MORAN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 3240, to reauthorize 
agricultural programs through 2017, 
and for other purposes; which was or- 
dered to lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 831, strike lines 20 and 21 and in- 
sert the following: 

38, United States Code).”’; 

(2) by redesignating subsection (h) as sub- 
section (i); 

(3) by inserting after subsection (g) the fol- 
lowing: 

‘(h) STATE GRANTS.— 

‘(1) DEFINITION OF ELIGIBLE ENTITY.—In 
this subsection, the term ‘eligible entity’ 
means— 

“(A) an agency of a State or political sub- 
division of a State; 

‘(B) a national, State, or regional organi- 
zation of agricultural producers; and 
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‘(C) any other entity determined appro- 
priate by the Secretary. 

““(2) GRANTS.—The Secretary shall use not 
less than 4 percent of funds made available 
to carry out this section for each fiscal year 
under subsection (i) to make grants to 
States, on a competitive basis, which States 
shall use the grants to make grants to eligi- 
ble entities to establish and improve farm 
safety programs at the local level.’’; and 

(4) in subsection (i) (as redesignated by 
paragraph (2))— 


SA 2403. Mr. MORAN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 3240, to reauthorize 
agricultural programs through 2017, 
and for other purposes; which was or- 
dered to lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 291, lines 20 and 21, strike ‘‘15 per- 
cent” and insert ‘‘20’’. 


— 


NOTICE OF HEARING 


COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I 
would like to announce for the infor- 
mation of the Senate and the public 
that a hearing has been scheduled þe- 
fore the Committee on Energy and Nat- 
ural Resources. The hearing will be 
held on Tuesday, June 19, 2012, at 10 
a.m., in room SD-866 of the Dirksen 
Senate Office Building. 

The purpose of this hearing is to re- 
ceive testimony on the potential for in- 
duced seismicity from energy tech- 
nologies, including carbon capture and 
storage, enhanced geothermal systems, 
production from gas shales, and en- 
hanced oil recovery. 

Because of the limited time available 
for the hearing, witnesses may testify 
by invitation only. However, those 
wishing to submit written testimony 
for the hearing record should send it to 
the Committee on Energy and Natural 
Resources, United States Senate, 304 
Dirksen Senate Office Building, Wash- 
ington, DC 20510-6150, or by email to 
Meagan Gins@energy.senate.gov. 

For further information, please con- 
tact Kevin Rennert at 202-224-7826, 
Kelly Kryc at 202-224-0537, or Meagan 
Gins at 202-224-0883. 


— 


AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 
MEET 


COMMITTEE ON FINANCE 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on Finance be authorized to 
meet during the session of the Senate 
on June 12, 2012, at 10 a.m., in room 
SD-215 of the Dirksen Senate Office 
Building, to conduct a hearing entitled 
“Tax Reform: Impact on U.S. Energy 
Policy.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON HEALTH, EDUCATION, LABOR, 

AND PENSIONS 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Com- 
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mittee on Health, Education, Labor, 
and Pensions be authorized to meet, 
during the session of the Senate, to 
conduct a hearing entitled ‘Equality 
At Work: The Employment Non-Dis- 
crimination Act” on June 12, 2012, at 10 
a.m., in room SD-106 of the Dirksen 
Senate Office Building. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary be authorized 
to meet during the session of the Sen- 
ate, on June 12, 2012, at 10 a.m., in 
room SD-226 of the Dirksen Senate Of- 
fice Building, to conduct a hearing en- 
titled ‘‘Oversight of the U.S. Depart- 
ment of Justice.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON EMERGING THREATS AND 

CAPABILITIES 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Sub- 
committee on Emerging Threats and 
Capabilities of the Committee on 
Armed Services be authorized to meet 
during the session of the Senate on 
June 12, 2012, at 2:30 p.m. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is ordered. 


EE 
PRIVILEGES OF THE FLOOR 


Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that Justin Posey, 
an intern in Senator PAUL’s office, be 
granted the privilege of the floor dur- 
ing today’s session of the Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BLUMENTHAL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that Tejal 
Shah, a fellow in Senator MARK 
UDALL’s office, be granted floor privi- 
leges for the duration of the Senate’s 
session this week on June 13 and June 
14, 2012. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


rE 


COMMENDING THE PARTICIPANTS 
IN THE 44TH INTERNATIONAL 
CHEMISTRY OLYMPIAD 


Mr. BENNET. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to the immediate consider- 
ation of S. Res. 491, submitted earlier 
today by Senators COONS and BOOZMAN. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the resolution by 
title. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

A resolution (S. Res. 491) commending the 
participants in the 44th International Chem- 
istry Olympiad and recognizing the impor- 
tance of education in the fields of science, 
technology, engineering, and mathematics 
to the future of the United States. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the resolution. 

Mr. BENNET. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the resolution 
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be agreed to, the preamble be agreed 
to, and the motions to reconsider be 
laid upon the table, with no inter- 
vening action or debate, and that any 
statements relating to the measure be 
printed in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The resolution (S. Res. 
agreed to. 

The preamble was agreed to. 

The resolution, with its preamble, 
reads as follows: 

S. REs. 491 


Whereas the global economy of the future 
will require a workforce that is educated in 
the fields of science, technology, engineer- 
ing, and mathematics (referred to in this 
preamble as ‘“‘STEM’’); 

Whereas the science of chemistry is vital 
to the improvement of human life because 
chemistry has the power to transform; 

Whereas chemistry improves human lives 
by providing critical solutions to global 
challenges involving safe food, water, trans- 
portation, and products, alternate sources of 
energy, improved health, and a healthy and 
sustainable environment; 

Whereas the International Chemistry 
Olympiad is an annual competition for the 
most talented secondary school chemistry 
students in the world that seeks to stimulate 
interest in chemistry through creative prob- 
lem solving; 

Whereas the 44th International Chemistry 
Olympiad will be held at the University of 
Maryland, College Park from July 21 
through 30, 2012; 

Whereas more than 70 countries and nearly 
300 students will compete in the 44th Inter- 
national Chemistry Olympiad in theoretical 
and practical examinations covering analyt- 
ical chemistry, biochemistry, inorganic 
chemistry, organic chemistry, physical 
chemistry, and spectroscopy; 

Whereas the objective of the International 
Chemistry Olympiad is to promote inter- 
national relationships in STEM education 
(particularly in chemistry), cooperation 
among students, and the exchange of peda- 
gogical and scientific experience in STEM 
education; 

Whereas STEM education at the secondary 
school level is critically important to the fu- 
ture of the United States; and 

Whereas the students who will compete in 
the International Chemistry Olympiad de- 
serve recognition and support for their ef- 
forts: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 

(1) welcomes the 44th International Chem- 
istry Olympiad to the United States; 

(2) recognizes the need to encourage young 
people to pursue careers in the fields of 
science (including chemistry), technology, 
engineering, and mathematics; and 

(8) commends the University of Maryland, 
College Park for hosting and the American 
Chemical Society for organizing the 44th 
International Chemistry Olympiad. 


491) was 


Ee 


WORLD ELDER ABUSE 
AWARENESS DAY 


Mr. BENNET. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to the consideration of S. Res. 
492, submitted earlier today. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the resolution by 
title. 
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The legislative clerk read as follows: 


A resolution (S. Res. 492) designating June 
15, 2012, as ‘‘World Elder Abuse Awareness 
Day.” 


There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the resolution. 

Mr. BENNET. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the resolution 
be agreed to, the preamble be agreed 
to, the motions to reconsider be laid 
upon the table, with no intervening ac- 
tion or debate, and any related state- 
ments be printed in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The resolution (S. Res. 
agreed to. 

The preamble was agreed to. 

The resolution, with its preamble, 
reads as follows: 


S. REs. 492 


Whereas at least 2,000,000 older adults are 
maltreated each year in the United States; 

Whereas the vast majority of the abuse, 
neglect, and exploitation of older adults in 
the United States goes unidentified and un- 
reported; 

Whereas only 1 in 44 cases of financial 
abuse of older adults is reported; 

Whereas at least $2,900,000,000 is taken 
from older adults each year due to financial 
abuse and exploitation; 

Whereas elder abuse, neglect, and exploi- 
tation have no boundaries and cross all ra- 
cial, social, class, gender, and geographic 
lines; 

Whereas older adults who are abused are 3 
times more likely to die earlier than older 
adults of the same age who are not abused; 

Whereas the percentage of individuals in 
the United States who are 60 years of age or 
older will nearly double by 2020; 


492) was 
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Whereas, although all 50 States have laws 
against elder abuse, incidents of elder abuse 
have increased by 150 percent over the last 10 
years; 

Whereas public awareness has the poten- 
tial to increase the identification and report- 
ing of elder abuse by the public, profes- 
sionals, and victims, and can act as a cata- 
lyst to promote issue-based education and 
long-term prevention; and 

Whereas private individuals and public 
agencies must work to combat crime and vi- 
olence against older adults and vulnerable 
adults, particularly in light of continued re- 
ductions in funding for vital services: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 

(1) designates June 15, 2012 as ‘‘World Elder 
Abuse Awareness Day”’; 

(2) recognizes judges, lawyers, adult pro- 
tective services professionals, law enforce- 
ment officers, social workers, health care 
providers, victims’ advocates, and other pro- 
fessionals and agencies for their efforts to 
advance awareness of elder abuse; and 

(3) encourages members of the public and 
professionals who work with older adults to 
act as catalysts to promote awareness and 
long-term prevention of elder abuse by 
reaching out to local adult protective serv- 
ices agencies and by learning to recognize, 
report, and respond to elder abuse. 


ee 


ORDERS FOR WEDNESDAY, JUNE 
13, 2012 


Mr. BENNET. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the Sen- 
ate completes its business today, it ad- 
journ until 9:30 a.m. on Wednesday, 
June 18; that following the prayer and 
pledge, the Journal of proceedings be 
approved to date, the morning hour be 
deemed expired, the time for the two 
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leaders be reserved for their use later 
in the day; that the majority leader be 
recognized; and that following any 
leader remarks the first hour be equal- 
ly divided and controlled between the 
two leaders or their designees with the 
Republicans controlling the first half 
and the majority controlling the final 
half. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


EE 


PROGRAM 


Mr. BENNET. Mr. President, Sen- 
ators should expect two votes in rela- 
tion to the sugar and SNAP amend- 
ments to the farm bill tomorrow. Sen- 
ators will be notified when the votes 
are scheduled. 


EE 


ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 9:30 A.M. 
TOMORROW 


Mr. BENNET. Mr. President, if there 
is no further business to come before 
the Senate, I ask unanimous consent 
that it adjourn under the previous 
order. 

There being no objection, the Senate, 
at 7:23 p.m., adjourned until Wednes- 
day, June 13, 2012, at 9:30 a.m. 


ee 


CONFIRMATION 
Executive nomination confirmed by 
the Senate June 12, 2012: 
THE JUDICIARY 


ANDREW DAVID HURWITZ, OF ARIZONA, TO BE UNITED 
STATES CIRCUIT JUDGE FOR THE NINTH CIRCUIT. 


June 12, 2012 


EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS, Vol. 158, Pt. 7 


9027 


EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 


PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
HON. JEFF DENHAM 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, June 12, 2012 


Mr. DENHAM. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No. 
318, | was unable to cast a vote on this 
amendment to the Energy and Water Appro- 
priations bill for fiscal year 2013 due to obliga- 
tions in my district. The underlying bill was a 
well struck balance of funding priorities, and | 
feel that the funding for our National Nuclear 
Security Administration should be maintained 
at appropriate levels to protect our national se- 
curity. 

Had | been present, | would have voted 
nay.” 


e 


——— 


IN RECOGNITION OF RANDALL B. 
PARKER FOR HIS MERITORIOUS 
CIVILIAN SERVICE AWARD NOMI- 
NATION 


HON. STEVE AUSTRIA 


OF OHIO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, June 12, 2012 


Mr. AUSTRIA. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in 
honor of Randall B. Parker. | am honored to 
recognize Mr. Parker for his Meritorious Civil- 
ian Service Award nomination. Mr. Parker was 
nominated for his outstanding service as Vice 
Director, 88th Air Base Wing (ABW), Aero- 
nautical Systems Center (ASC), Air Force Ma- 
terial Command (AFMC), Wright-Patterson Air 
Force Base (WPAFB), Ohio from 4 March 
2007 to 10 March 2012. 

During his service, Mr. Parker distinguished 
himself as an exceptional leader who guided 
the organization through numerous cultural 
and business challenges while executing a full 
range of personal management responsibil- 
ities. Over the course of his tenure, he pre- 
pared and developed personnel for career op- 
portunities, provided guidance to ensure work 
effort and products reflected management's 
expectations, and spearheaded the “Grow the 
Force” 88th ABW Commander's initiative, fo- 
cused on recruiting and developing a superior, 
qualified workforce, while responding to ongo- 
ing budgetary and manpower reduction driven 
by the office of the Secretary of Defense 
(OSD) and Headquarters Air Force (HAF) effi- 
ciency initiatives. 

Mr. Parkers expertise and experience are 
truly noteworthy and will be greatly missed. 
His outstanding performance culminates a 
long and distinguished career that reflects his 
commitment and service to our community 
and nation. 

Thus, with great pride, | recognize Randall 
B. Parker for his long-term commitment to the 
United States Air Force and | would like to ex- 
tend best wishes for the future. 


HONORING HOUSE INTELLIGENCE 
COMMITTEE REPRESENTATIVE 
SUE MYRICK OF NORTH CARO- 
LINA 


HON. C.A. DUTCH RUPPERSBERGER 


OF MARYLAND 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, June 12, 2012 


Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. Mr. Speaker, | 
would like to acknowledge the work and lead- 
ership of one of my colleagues on the House 
Intelligence Committee, Representative SUE 
MYRICK of North Carolina. 

Representative MYRICK has decided to retire 
from Congress and this may well be her last 
official vote for the Intelligence Authorization 
Act of FY 2013. With her retirement, we lose 
a dedicated committee member. 

Representative MyYRICK’s engagement on 
matters of homegrown terrorism and supply 
chain management and her leadership of the 
Subcommittee on Terrorism, HUMINT, Anal- 
ysis, and Counterintelligence will be sorely 
missed. 

As a member of the House Intelligence 
Committee, Representative MYRICK has con- 
sistently demonstrated a willingness to work 
collaboratively to ensure the intelligence com- 
munity has the resources it needs while simul- 
taneously securing the Constitutional rights of 
United States citizens. 

It has been a pleasure and an honor to 
work with her on the House Intelligence Com- 
mittee. She has dutifully served both her local 
constituents and this Nation. 


PERSONAL EXPLANATION 


HON. JEFF DENHAM 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, June 12, 2012 


Mr. DENHAM. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No. 
317, | was unable to cast a vote on this 
amendment to the Energy and Water Appro- 
priations bill for fiscal year 2013 due to obliga- 
tions in my district. The underlying bill was a 
well struck balance of funding priorities. 

California, my district included, is very de- 
pendent on gasoline for its transportation 
needs. Without the necessary research funds, 
the state will not be able to develop new and 
better ways to fuel our cars and trucks. With 
nearly fifty percent of California’s oil coming 
from the Middle East, it is crucial that we con- 
tinue to research and develop our fuel re- 
sources here at home to ease our depend- 
ence on an unstable source that can drive up 
costs on consumers. 

Had | been present, | would have voted 
nay.” 


“ 


IN RECOGNITION OF LEADER 
NANCY PELOSI’S 25 YEARS OF 
SERVICE 


HON. LAURA RICHARDSON 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, June 12, 2012 


Ms. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to recognize Leader NANCY PELOSI’s 
outstanding achievements during her 25 years 
of service as a Member of Congress. It has 
been a great privilege to serve alongside and 
learn from such a strong and effective leader. 

One of the proudest moments of my career 
was when | was sworn into the House of Rep- 
resentatives by Ms. PELOSI. She has been a 
mentor to me, and | am continually inspired by 
her unwavering commitment to social and eco- 
nomic justice. She skillfully balances her de- 
sire for bipartisanship cooperation with faithful- 
ness to her core beliefs, a rare talent in poli- 
tics today. 

Speaker PELOS! made history when she was 
selected as the first female Democratic Leader 
of the House of Representatives in 2002 and 
the first female Speaker of the House in 2007. 
She demonstrated great skill and political 
savvy during her tenure as Speaker, trans- 
forming the 111th Congress into one of the 
most productive sessions in American history. 
With unmatched party unity in voting, the 
House of Representatives passed more land- 
mark legislation than any Congress since the 
Johnson administration, addressing issues as 
diverse as food safety, nuclear arms treaties, 
and the repeal of the discriminatory “Don’t 
Ask, Don’t Tell” policy in the military. 

Her successful stewardship of the Patient 
Protection and Affordable Care Act has pro- 
vided healthcare to 32 million uninsured Amer- 
icans and reformed a broken system. She 
backed Wall Street Reform as well as Presi- 
dent Obama’s stimulus package to protect 
working Americans from job loss and prevent 
economic collapse. Her handling of the Lilly 
Ledbetter Fair Pay Act and the increase of 
minimum wage have also demonstrated her 
dedication to supporting pay equity in our 
labor force. 

| would also like to take a moment to ac- 
knowledge Ms. PELOS!’s many contributions to 
people living with HIV/AIDS. This issue has 
been a top priority for Ms. PELOSI since she 
first took her oath of office, and her work has 
led to significant advances over the past 25 
years. By publicizing this issue, she has 
helped to reduce discrimination and social 
stigmas associated with the disease. She has 
also doubled the level of U.S. funding for glob- 
al health initiatives during her time as Speak- 
er. Ms. PELOSI is responsible for U.S. leader- 
ship on this issue, which has saved the lives 
of millions of the world’s most vulnerable. 

Mr. Speaker, this long list of accomplish- 
ments is a testament to Ms. PELOSI’s deter- 
mination, and her quarter century of service 


@ This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor. 
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has left an indelible mark on this great institu- 
tion. | am honored to serve under her leader- 
ship, and | look forward to her future acco- 
lades. 


Ee 


RECOGNIZING QUAD CITY INTER- 
NATIONAL AIRPORT AS THE “IL- 
LINOIS PRIMARY AIRPORT OF 
THE YEAR” 


HON. ROBERT T. SCHILLING 


OF ILLINOIS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, June 12, 2012 


Mr. SCHILLING. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
commend the Quad City International Airport 
for its selection as the “Illinois Primary Airport 
of the Year” at the Illinois Aviation Conference 
held in St. Charles, Illinois, on May 23, 2012. 

Success does not come without hard work 
and commitment. The efforts of the employees 
of the Metropolitan Airport Authority, MAA, 
have helped the Quad City International Air- 
port win its first “Illinois Primary Airport of the 
Year” award since 2004, and | applaud their 
dedication. 

The improvements to the airport’s infrastruc- 
ture over the past several months and years 
due to partnerships with the Division of Aero- 
nautics and the Federal Aviation Administra- 
tion have been excellent and contributed to 
the winning of this award. 

| frequently use the Quad City International 
Airport and am excited as the airport con- 
tinues to make improvements and pursue ex- 
cellence. | am pleased to see that this 
progress has been recognized state-wide by 
the Illinois Aviation Conference. | congratulate 
the Quad City International Airport on this 
much-deserved achievement and look forward 
to traveling to and from this site in the future. 


PERSONAL EXPLANATION 


HON. JEFF DENHAM 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, June 12, 2012 


Mr. DENHAM. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No. 
316, | was unable to cast a vote on this 
amendment to the Energy and Water Appro- 
priations bill for fiscal year 2013 due to obliga- 
tions in my district. The underlying bill was a 
well struck balance of funding priorities. 

California, my district included, is very de- 
pendent on gasoline for its transportation 
needs. Without the necessary research funds, 
the state will not be able to develop new and 
better ways to fuel our cars and trucks. With 
nearly fifty percent of California’s oil coming 
from the Middle East, it is crucial that we con- 
tinue to research and develop our fuel re- 
sources here at home to ease our depend- 
ence on an unstable source that can drive up 
costs on consumers. 

Had | been present, | would have voted 
nay.” 


a 
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THE ANNIVERSARY OF FLAG DAY 
IN HARTFORD, CONNECTICUT 


HON. JOHN B. LARSON 


OF CONNECTICUT 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, June 12, 2012 


Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. Mr. Speaker, | 
rise today to celebrate Flag Day, a national 
celebration of our country and its freedoms, 
which was originally conceived in Hartford, 
Connecticut. 


The concept for a “Flag Day’, a commemo- 
ration of the 1777 establishment of our na- 
tional flag, originated in Hartford shortly after 
the start of the Civil War when Hartford resi- 
dent Jonathan Morris imagined Flag Day as 
an opportunity to promote the idea of a strong 
union in the face of the growing conflict. He 
felt that engendering pride in our most potent 
and patriotic symbol of unity might serve as a 
reminder of the sacrifices borne by prior Amer- 
icans to establish the country, and restore a 
sense of respect for the national government 
in Washington. 


Mr. Morris related his idea to Charles Dud- 
ley Warner, editor of the Hartford Evening 
Press, who was impressed by the idea and 
wrote an editorial calling for two new national 
holidays, Flag Day and Constitution Day. On 
June 14th, 1861, with the country two months 
into the Civil War and with troops mustering in 
downtown Hartford, residents of Connecticut 
followed his lead and organized the first cele- 
bration to honor our flag, and all that it stood 
for. 


After the success of the 1861 celebrations 
in Hartford, Jonathan Morris asked Congress- 
man Dwight Loomis, representing the First 
District of Connecticut in the U.S. House of 
Representatives, to introduce a resolution rec- 
ommending that the people of the United 
States observe June 14th and September 17th 
as national holidays, honoring the American 
Flag and the Constitution. Unfortunately, the 
Congressional Resolution was laid on the 
table and never came up again. 


However, presumably also at the request of 
Mr. Morris, Connecticut State Senator Henry 
Welch introduced an identical Resolution in 
the General Assembly, which passed the Sen- 
ate on June 6, 1862, and passed the House 
on June 17, 1862, recommending that the citi- 
zens of Connecticut observe June 14th and 
September 17th as Flag Day and Constitution 
Day, making Connecticut the first State to do 
so. 


Whether it was helping to lay the foundation 
for the United States Constitution, or being the 
home to distinguished citizens such as Mark 
Twain, Harriet Beecher Stowe, and Samuel 
Colt, Hartford’s history has forever been inter- 
woven with that of our great country. Given 
that the city of Hartford has played such a his- 
toric role in shaping the United States, it is no 
surprise that the idea of Flag Day originated 
there. 
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PERSONAL EXPLANATION 


HON. JEFF DENHAM 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, June 12, 2012 


Mr, DENHAM. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No. 
315, | was unable to cast a vote on this 
amendment to the Energy and Water Appro- 
priations bill for fiscal year 2013 due to obliga- 
tions in my district. The underlying bill was a 
well struck balance of funding priorities. 

The United States needs to have an all-of- 
the-above energy approach that will meet the 
demand of our growing country. Nuclear en- 
ergy should continue to be an aspect of our 
energy production and we should continue to 
research the capabilities and our practices 
surrounding the use of nuclear energy to en- 
sure that we are as efficient and safe in our 
nuclear energy sector as possible. 

The United States has a proven supply of 
resources for domestic energy use, and we 
should be pursuing policies that allow us to 
develop those resources. Nuclear energy is a 
renewable source with a high power genera- 
tion potential. 

Had | been present, | would have voted 
nay.” 


e 
m 


THE FLOOD PROTECTION PUBLIC 
SAFETY ACT OF 2012 


HON. DORIS O. MATSUI 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, June 12, 2012 


Ms. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, Sacramento’s 
flood risk is well documented. It is the most at- 
risk metropolitan area for major flooding in our 
nation. It is home to California’s State Capitol, 
an international airport, and half a million peo- 
ple. If Sacramento were to flood the economic 
damages could reach up to $40 billion dollars. 

A critical component for protecting Sac- 
ramento from a disaster is the Natomas Levee 
Improvement Project. Local taxpayers have 
voted to tax themselves on two separate occa- 
sions to pay for this project. Moreover, in the 
absence of federal participation, the state and 
local governments have already completed 18 
miles of levee improvements and will have 
spent upwards of $350 million on the project 
by the end of this year. 

The federal government has not been able 
to support this crucial flood protection project, 
because of the current ban on earmarks and 
this Congress’s challenges in investing in our 
nation’s infrastructure. The result of this is that 
construction is expected to stop this year leav- 
ing 100,000 of my constituents at risk. 

While | realize and appreciate that the au- 
thorization of Army Corps of Engineers 
projects is not within the purview of the Appro- 
priations Committee, the topic is nonetheless 
important to raise. The underlying problem is 
the absolute prohibition against “earmarks” 
our Majority has imposed on this body, which 
is impeding our ability to our job. This morato- 
rium has resulted in the stopping routine au- 
thorizing legislation our constituents badly 
need: a new Water Resources Development 
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Act bill. Working with the Corps of Engineers, 
we have accomplished every conceivable re- 
view, documentation and approval requirement 
for this project to go forward, but Congress 
has still yet to act on the legislation necessary 
to move forward with these badly needed 
projects. 


The completed Chief's Report for this 
project was sent to Congress by the Corps 
over a year ago yet no action has taken place. 
One hundred thousand people, an inter- 
national airport, hundreds of small businesses, 
a number of schools remain at risk. It is my 
sincere hope our Majority will reexamine its 
current moratorium to ensure local needs can 
be met. Everyone can agree that we must 
bring an end to wasteful, unjustified projects. 
But in our effort to throw out the wasteful, 
we've also thrown out the very worthy, and 
people’s lives and livelihood are in jeopardy. 


To address the unjustified yet real prohibi- 
tion resulting from the “earmark” label, | intro- 
duced legislation last month that is in full com- 
pliance with the House’s rules: H.R. 4353, the 
“Flood Protection Public Safety Act of 2012.” 
This bill authorizes flood protection projects 
that have a completed Army Corps of Engi- 
neers Chiefs Report that have been sent to 
Congress for approval. The bill would allow a 
small number of flood protection projects 
across the nation to move forward including 
those in Sacramento, Topeka, Cedar Rapids, 
and North Dakota. 


Congress faces a choice. Invest in our infra- 
structure today, or pay the price of recovering 
from a disaster tomorrow. We can all agree 
that preventing a disaster is a much wiser and 
cheaper solution. 


Though an authorization is outside the 
scope of the bill pending before us, | ask that 
this body forge a responsible, sensible policy 
on so-called earmarks, a policy that continues 
to stop wasteful projects but allows and even 
promotes worthwhile initiatives. 


For 200 years the federal government has 
been a partner with the states to provide for 
the public’s safety. | urge my colleagues on 
the other side of the aisle to revise the current 
moratorium that is preventing Congress from 
responding to urgent public safety needs 
across the nation. | believe these matters are 
integral to the House of Representatives as a 
body and deserve each of our attention. 


| have written to the House’s leadership urg- 
ing them to revise this body’s rules and pro- 
vided responsible ways to ensure taxpayer 
money is protected, while allowing fully vetted 
projects to move forward. 


| look forward to working with you and our 
colleagues in the House in a bipartisan man- 
ner to address responsible reforms that will 
ensure critical public safety challenges are 
met, while ensuring taxpayer money is being 
spent wisely. It is my hope we can responsibly 
resolve this issue in a timely manner. 
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PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
HON. JEFF DENHAM 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, June 12, 2012 

Mr. DENHAM. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No. 
345, | was unavoidably detained and was not 


present to cast my vote due to other obliga- 
tions. 


Had | been present, | would have voted 
nay.” 


“ 


EEE 


IN RECOGNITION OF MAJOR GEN- 
ERAL EDWARD J. MECHENBIER 
FOR HIS SERVICE TO THE 
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 


HON. STEVE AUSTRIA 


OF OHIO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, June 12, 2012 


Mr. AUSTRIA. Mr. Speaker, on behalf of the 
people of Ohio’s Seventh Congressional Dis- 
trict, | am honored to recognize Major General 
Edward J. Mechenbier for his outstanding ca- 
reer in the United States Air Force, his leader- 
ship to Wright-Patterson Air Force Base, and 
his heroic acts for our Nation. 


A graduate from the U.S. Air Force Acad- 
emy in 1964, General Mechenbier attended 
pilot training and served tours in Europe and 
Southeast Asia flying the F—4C. In June 1967, 
he was shot down on his 80th mission over 
North Vietnam and spent 5 years, 8 months, 
and 4 days as a prisoner of war. On 29 May 
of 2004, he flew his final flight, returning to 
Hanoi on the same aircraft to bring home the 
remains of two servicemembers listed as 
missing in action. 

In 1973, he was assigned to the Fighter 
Branch, 4950th Test Wing, Wright-Patterson 
Air Force Base. In 1975 he resigned his reg- 
ular commission and continued to fly the F- 
100 and A-7 for 16 years with the Ohio Na- 
tional Guard. In 1991, General Mechenbier 
transferred to the Air Force Reserve where he 
served with the Joint Logistics Systems Center 
and Headquarters Air Force Materiel Com- 
mand. 


General Mechenbier has more than four 
decades of active-duty, Guard and Reserve 
service. Throughout his service he has been 
awarded two Silver Stars, two Distinguished 
Flying Crosses, the Bronze star with V, two 
Purple Hearts, Meritorious Service Medal, 9 
Air medals and the P.O.W. medal. 


Major General Mechenbier, the Air Force’s 
last serving Vietnam-era former prisoner of 
war, retired in June of 2004. He served as the 
mobilization assistant to the Commander, 
Headquarters Air Force Materiel Command, 
Wright-Patterson Air Force Base, Ohio. His 
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outstanding performance culminates a long 
and distinguished career that reflects his dedi- 
cation and service to our community and Na- 
tion. 


Thus, with great pride, | recognize Major 
General Ed Mechenbier for his commendable 
service to the citizens of the United States and 
his long-term commitment to the United States 
Air Force. | join the people of Ohio’s Seventh 
Congressional District in extending my great 
appreciation for his service and success in all 
future endeavors. 


PERSONAL EXPLANATION 


HON. GENE GREEN 


OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, June 12, 2012 


Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
| rise today to have it noted in the CONGRES- 
SIONAL RECORD that | was not able to be in 
Washington on June 8, 2012 for votes be- 
cause of a family emergency. If | had been 
here, | would have voted as follows: 

On the Gosar Amendment that reduces the 
budget for the Botanic Garden by $1,235,000 
for fiscal year 2013, | would have voted “no.” 

On the Broun Amendment that reduces 
funding for the Congressional Research Serv- 
ice by $878,000 (FY 2012 Level) and transfer 
$878,000 to the spending reduction account, | 
would have voted “no.” 

On the Scalise Amendment that reduces by 
$1,000,000 the amount provided for the Open 
World Leadership Center and directs that 
$1,000,000 to the spending reduction account, 
| would voted “aye.” 

On the Moran/Welch/Pingree Amendment 
that prohibits the use of Styrofoam products in 
food service facilities in the House of Rep- 
resentatives, | would have voted “no.” 

On the Flake Amendment that prohibits 
funding for the purchase of paid online adver- 
tisements by Members, committees, and lead- 
ership offices, | would have voted “aye.” 

On the Democratic Motion to Recommit 
H.R. 5882 that would cut by 10 percent the of- 
ficial franked mail component of the Member's 
Representational Allowance, | would have 
voted “aye.” 

On Final Passage of H.R. 5882, Legislative 
Branch Appropriations Act, 2013, | would have 
voted “no.” 

Finally, on the Republican Motion to Instruct 
Conferees on H.R. 4348, offered by Mr. 
BROUN of Georgia, that would instruct House 
conferees to insist on provisions that limit 
funding out of the Highway Trust Fund (includ- 
ing the Mass Transit Account) for Federal aid 
highway and transit programs to amounts that 
do not exceed $37,500,000,000 for FY 2013, 
| would have voted “no.” 
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HONORING HOUSE INTELLIGENCE 
COMMITTEE REPRESENTATIVE 
DAN BOREN OF OKLAHOMA 


HON. C.A. DUTCH RUPPERSBERGER 


OF MARYLAND 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, June 12, 2012 


Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. Mr. Speaker, | 
would like to acknowledge the work and lead- 
ership of one of my colleagues on the House 
Intelligence Committee Representative DAN 
BOREN of Oklahoma. Representative BOREN’s 
support for educational matters and intel- 
ligence issues pertaining to the continent of 
Africa has been critical to the work of the com- 
mittee. Representative BOREN immediately 
began offering new and fresh ideas on intel- 
ligence, including suggesting the institution of 
a financial reward to incentivize efforts to cap- 
ture Usama bin Laden. He personally worked 
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to enhance the Boren Foreign Language 
Scholarship program initially established by his 
father, Senator David L. Boren. 

Representative BOREN’s assistance during 
the Intelligence Committee’s drafting and pas- 
sage of the Cyber Information Sharing and 
Protection Act was critical to our success. | al- 
ways knew | could count on him for good 
counsel and support. While his retirement will 
create a vacancy on the Subcommittee on 
Terrorism, HUMINT, Analysis, and Counter- 
intelligence, his service has made our com- 
mittee and country better. 

As members of the House Intelligence Com- 
mittee, Representative BOREN has consistently 
demonstrated a willingness to work collabo- 
ratively to ensure the intelligence community 
has the resources it needs while simulta- 
neously securing the constitutional rights of 
United States citizens. 

It has been a pleasure and an honor to 
work with him on the House Intelligence Com- 
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mittee. He has dutifully served both his local 
constituents and this nation. 


PERSONAL EXPLANATION 


HON. JEFF DENHAM 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, June 12, 2012 


Mr. DENHAM. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No. 
371, | was unable to cast a vote on the Gosar 
amendment to the Legislative Branch Appro- 
priations bill for fiscal year 2013 (H.R. 5882) 
because | was unavoidably detained at a me- 
morial for a fallen peace officer. 

Had | been present, | would have voted 
“aye” on rollcall No. 371, to reduce funding for 
the U.S. Botanical Gardens by $1.235 million. 


June 13, 2012 
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SENATE—Wednesday, June 13, 2012 


The Senate met at 9:30 a.m. and was 
called to order by the Honorable 
KIRSTEN E. GILLIBRAND, a Senator from 
the State of New York. 


PRAYER 


The Chaplain, Dr. Barry C. Black, of- 
fered the following prayer: 

Let us pray. 

Eternal God, give to us today the 
measure of grace we need to obtain 
Your promises. Lead our lawmakers to 
so embrace these promises that they 
will accept Your guidance, obey Your 
word, and walk in Your way. Lord, give 
them the grace so to run that they may 
reach their goal and so keep the faith 
that they may be true to You to the 
very end. Make them wise with Your 
wisdom, strong with Your strength, 
and pure with Your holiness. 

We pray in Your sacred Name. Amen. 


——— 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 


The Honorable KIRSTEN E. GILLI- 
BRAND led the Pledge of Allegiance as 
follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America and to the Repub- 
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 


EE 


APPOINTMENT OF ACTING 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will please read a communication 
to the Senate from the President pro 
tempore (Mr. INOUYE). 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
the following letter: 

U.S. SENATE, 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 
Washington, DC, June 13, 2012. 
To the Senate: 

Under the provisions of rule I, paragraph 3, 
of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby 
appoint the Honorable KIRSTEN E. GILLI- 
BRAND, a Senator from the State of New 
York, to perform the duties of the Chair. 

DANIEL K. INOUYE, 
President pro tempore. 

Mrs. GILLIBRAND thereupon as- 
sumed the chair as Acting President 
pro tempore. 


a 


RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY 
LEADER 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The majority leader is recog- 
nized. 


EE 


FLOOD INSURANCE REFORM AND 
MODERNIZATION ACT—MOTION 
TO PROCEED 


Mr. REID. I move to proceed to Cal- 
endar No. 250, S. 1940. 


The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The clerk will report the bill by 
title. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

Motion to proceed to Calendar No. 250, S. 
1940, a bill to amend the National Flood In- 
surance Act of 1968, to restore the financial 
solvency of the flood insurance fund, and for 
other purposes. 

SCHEDULE 

Mr. REID. The Senate will continue 
to debate the farm bill today. We have 
a couple of votes lined up. We expect to 
have those this morning. 

NOT TO COMPROMISE 

Last week, in a moment of candor, 
House Republicans, led by Representa- 
tive CANTOR, admitted they have given 
up legislating until after the election. 
Although there is far more work to be 
done, they have said they are going to 
have a timeout. I repeat, there is so 
much to be done—especially building 
on 27 straight months of private sector 
job growth—Republicans in the House 
are lurching from one recess to the 
next long recess. They don’t take short 
ones, they take long ones. Last week’s 
unscripted moment was a window into 
today’s Republican Party—a party that 
obviously cares more about winning 
elections than creating jobs. 

Then a couple of days ago we had an- 
other frank assessment of the Repub- 
lican agenda. Former Florida Governor 
Jeb Bush said Monday that his father, 
George H.W. Bush, and Ronald Reagan 
would not fit into today’s Republican 
Party. He went on to elaborate about 
some of the issues in which they are 
simply headed in the wrong direction. 
Governor Bush said today’s GOP is de- 
fined by “an orthodoxy that doesn’t 
allow for disagreement.” 

He is right. The Republican Party no 
longer has room for moderates or any- 
one unwilling to march in lockstep 
with the radical tea party. That is ap- 
parent every day on Capitol Hill—more 
so in the House than in the Senate, but 
it has now infected the Senate. It was 
obvious from the first weeks of this 
Congress that the House was taken 
over by extremists with no desire to 
work for the sake of the economy and 
no concept of the meaning of com- 
promise—and legislation is the art of 
compromise. 

But over the last year and a half it 
has become clear that Republicans in 
the Senate are also in thrall to the tea 
party. We see the extremism in this 
Chamber—I have just mentioned that— 
where Republicans have blocked or 
stalled most every jobs creation meas- 
ure we have brought to the floor. We 
see it on the campaign trail, where 


Mitt Romney told a crowd he opposes 
hiring anymore teachers, firefighters, 
and police officers. Putting more 
teachers in the classroom used to be a 
goal Democrats and Republicans could 
agree on. But all over the country, 
things are happening just as happened 
in Nevada a couple of days ago, where 
the school district—let’s see, it must 
be about the third or fourth largest 
school district now in the country, the 
Clark County school district, with well 
more than 300,000 students—indicated 
they were going to lay off 1,000 teach- 
ers. But as a result of not filling some 
positions because of retirements, they 
were able to have to only lay off about 
400-some-odd people. It is happening all 
over the country. 

Sending more cops out on patrol used 
to be something that—I can remember 
when JOE BIDEN was down here fighting 
for his COPS Program. Police depart- 
ments in Nevada loved the opportunity 
to get more people on the street. That 
is the way it was all over the country. 
We used to fight to get more cops on 
the street. Now we are doing every- 
thing we can to stop the layoffs, and 
we can’t do enough because we can’t 
get a bill passed over here to help. Hir- 
ing more brave men and women to 
fight fires and save lives used to be a 
goal Democrats and Republicans could 
agree on. Not now. 

Because of global warming, there are 
fires raging all over the West. I spoke 
to Senator BINGAMAN from New Mexico 
yesterday. That fire in New Mexico is 
400,000 acres and, he said, we have an- 
other fire that has broken out of only 
40,000 acres. On the news this morning 
out of Colorado, one person has been 
killed, scores of buildings and homes 
burned to the ground. The tankers they 
are using to fight these fires are old. 
One of them crashed in Nevada last 
week, killing the pilots. 

But today’s radical Republicans have 
another agenda—not hiring more cops 
and not doing something to stop the 
teacher layoffs, but their goal is to 
drag down the economy because it is 
good for their politics. They believe 
the more horrible the economy is, the 
better off they are going to be in No- 
vember. They love bad news. 

We still have the fact that even 
though there were more than 8 million 
jobs lost during the Bush administra- 
tion, we have been fortunate to bring 
back 4.3 million of those jobs. But we 
could have done so much more with the 
jobs measures we have brought before 
this body that were lost on procedural 
grounds over here. 

Yesterday Governor Bush said his fa- 
ther and President Reagan—neither of 


@ This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor. 
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whom could win a Republican primary 
today—both ‘‘sacrificed political points 
for good public policy.” 

I believe that. I was not a pal of Ron- 
ald Reagan’s. I met him and worked 
with him. But Paul Laxalt—who re- 
tired, and I ran for his spot—was his 
pal, his friend. Ronald Reagan would 
not put up with what is going on here 
today, because there is no question 
that with Ronald Reagan the country 
came first, not elections. 

I have great admiration for the first 
President Bush. I have in my private 
possessions a couple of handwritten 
notes he wrote to me. He would not put 
up with what is going on today. He was 
a pragmatist. He wanted to get things 
done for our country. He wasn’t an 
ideologue. He was conservative. Cer- 
tainly no one is better qualified to be 
President than the first Bush. He was a 
Congressman, head of the CIA, head of 
the Republican National Committee, 
the Vice President, Ambassador to 
China. He was interested in his coun- 
try, not elections. He was a Repub- 
lican, but we could work with him. 

Today’s Republicans aren’t inter- 
ested in good policy and, obviously, 
they aren’t interested in creating jobs. 
They are too obsessed with defeating 
President Obama. That is their No. 1 
goal. But don’t take my word for it. 
The minority leader said so himself. 
This is what he said: 

The single most important thing we want 
to achieve is for President Obama to be a 
one-term President. 

That is a quote. 

America is battling its way back 
from the greatest recession since the 
Great Depression. And although we 
have created 4.3 million private sector 
jobs, there is so much more to be done. 

I just left a meeting with people in- 
terested in infrastructure. We have 
70,000 bridges in America that need re- 
pair and replacement. Not 700, not 7,000 
but 70,000. The highway bill is hung up 
over in the House someplace. They 
aren’t focused on jobs because they are 
too busy checking the political score- 
board. 

Will the Chair announce the business 
of the day. 

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Under the previous order, leader- 
ship time is reserved. 

Under the previous order, the fol- 
lowing hour will be equally divided and 
controlled between the two leaders or 
their designees, with the Republicans 
controlling the first half and the ma- 
jority controlling the final half. 

Mr. REID. Madam President, I note 
the absence of a quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Madam President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 
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The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 

RECOGNITION OF THE MINORITY LEADER 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Republican leader is recog- 
nized. 

THE ECONOMY 

Mr. McCONNELL. Madam President, 
tomorrow, the President plans to de- 
liver a speech to once again tout his fa- 
vorite approach to the economy. I say 
that because aides to the President say 
we should not expect much new in the 
speech. We can expect more of the 
same: More government, more debt, 
and higher taxes to pay for it all. 

According to news reports, some 
Democrats are starting to get a little 
wary of this approach. A number of 
folks who worked in the Clinton ad- 
ministration have suggested something 
more positive. But others are pleading 
with the President to double down on 
the message that government is the an- 
swer. 

So far it appears as though the hard- 
left wing of the party has the upper 
hand. As liberal columnist E.J. Dionne 
suggested recently in the Washington 
Post: 

Let’s turn [Reagan’s] declaration on its 
head. Opposition to government isn’t the so- 
lution. 

Opposition to government was and 
remains the problem, and that is pre- 
cisely what the President appears to be 
doing—doubling down on the same gov- 
ernment-driven solutions that have 
kept the private sector mired in what 
some are calling the worst recovery 
ever. 

These folks have so much faith in 
government that they seem blind to 
any failure or excess. They make no 
distinction between the things govern- 
ment has done well in the past and the 
things it does not do well now. 

They have no limiting principle 
whatsoever. This is their logic: If you 
like the Hoover Dam, you should sup- 
port bureaucrats making higher sala- 
ries and better benefits than the tax- 
payers who are paying for them. If you 
like the Transcontinental Railroad, 
you should support a $1 trillion stim- 
ulus bill that has been more effective 
at creating punch lines for late night 
comedians than it has at creating jobs. 
If you like the GI bill, they believe you 
must also embrace a debt-to-GDP ratio 
that makes us look like Greece. 

These folks seem to have no limiting 
principle whatsoever when it comes to 
the growth of government. They have 
blind faith in it. It is the only thing 
they ever seem to want, and they are 
completely out of touch. 

The President wants you to believe 
the reason we are in this economic 
slump is because States and local gov- 
ernments have been laying off govern- 
ment workers. But what he does not 
tell you, and what the American people 
will not hear him say tomorrow, is 
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that since the recession began, for 
every government worker who has lost 
a job 11 private sector jobs have been 
lost—for every government worker who 
has lost a job 11 private sector jobs 
have been lost. 

Another thing you will not hear the 
President say is that public sector un- 
employment is just over 4 percent—un- 
employment among public workers, 
just over 4 percent—while all other pri- 
vate sector industries are at least 
twice that. So government employ- 
ment is not the problem. It is the pri- 
vate sector that is suffering, and it is 
the private sector where we need to 
focus our policies. 

So the battle lines are clear: After 314 
years of failure, Democrats in Wash- 
ington have one suggestion: more of 
the same. The President can repackage 
it however he wants tomorrow, but 
that is what it amounts to: more gov- 
ernment, more debt, and fewer jobs— 
and that is not what Americans want. 

Republicans have refused to go along 
with this approach, and we will con- 
tinue to oppose it until the Democrats 
recognize what most Americans al- 
ready seem to know: government is not 
the answer to what ails us; government 
is not the answer to what ails us. It 
does not mean government does not do 
some things well. It means government 
has its limits, and we have reached 
them. 

I saw a story line this week about a 
high school in Utah. It said the school 
has been fined $15,000 for selling car- 
bonated drinks. The school has been 
fined $15,000 for selling carbonated 
drinks. Why? Because Federal nutri- 
tion guidelines say the school cannot 
sell sugary drinks during lunch hour. 
Students could buy them before lunch 
and drink them during lunch, but they 
cannot buy them during lunch and 
drink them during lunch. The govern- 
ment will not allow it. 

Madam President, we are not talking 
about the Transcontinental Railroad. 
We are talking about a government 
that has no sense of its own limits 
under the constitution and a President 
who does not seem to be willing to em- 
brace anything that does not start and 
end with a government bureaucrat call- 
ing the shots. 

It is time for a change, and here is 
what I would suggest: One, the Demo- 
crat-led Senate should pass a budget. It 
has not done so in 3 years. Two, the 
Senate should take up the 28 job-re- 
lated bills the House Republicans 
passed that are collecting dust on the 
majority leader’s desk. Three, we 
should pass comprehensive tax reform; 
and, four, entitlement reform. This Na- 
tion will not be able to get out from 
under the mountain of debt we have 
without addressing the out-of-control 
spending related to these programs. 
They are simply unsustainable. 

As I said yesterday, without Presi- 
dential leadership, it simply cannot 


June 13, 2012 


happen. The same failed policies are 
not going to cut it. The only question 
is whether Democrats in Washington 
are capable of seeing that. 

Madam President, I yield the floor. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator from California. 

Mrs. BOXER. Madam President, what 
is the speaker situation? Do I have 
some time now to respond to the Re- 
publican leader? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Currently, the time is under con- 
trol of the Republican leader for the 
next 27 minutes. 

Mrs. BOXER. OK. I would ask if I 
could have 2 minutes just to respond to 
my friend. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Madam President, 
we are going to divide time; are we 
not? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Yes. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Madam President, 
I suggest the Senator from California 
use Democratic time, and the time on 
this side be reserved. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 

Mrs. BOXER. Madam President, I ask 
that I be allowed to speak on the 
Democratic side’s time for up to 5 min- 
utes. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 

Mrs. BOXER. Madam President, I 
thank the Republican leader. 

It just stuns me when the Republican 
leader comes to the floor and has his 
“blame Obama” moment every day 
that he can. I thought this one was 
over the top. It is as if President 
Obama came in and everything was 
great and suddenly things are not 
going well. 

Excuse me, I was here. I know. I re- 
member when we had surpluses under 
Bill Clinton and the Democrats, and 
the Republicans turned it into deficits 
as far as the eye could see. 

I cannot forget that because I re- 
member a time when there was discus- 
sion about whether we were even going 
to have U.S. Treasurys anymore be- 
cause we were not going to have debt 
anymore when Bill Clinton was Presi- 
dent, and the Democrats set us on that 
right course. We had a balance between 
investments in our people and fair 
taxes so that the top 1 percent paid a 
fair share, and everybody did well. 

Madam President, 23 million new jobs 
were created with Bill Clinton. Then 
George W. comes in. Two wars go on 
the credit card, tax breaks to the 
wealthiest few—the millionaires and 
billionaires—on the credit card, and 
suddenly we have a crisis: No regula- 
tion of these sophisticated securities. 

My friend in the chair, the Acting 
President pro tempore, knows well 
what happened: no oversight, deriva- 
tives, new kinds of securities, taking a 
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beautiful home ownership ethic we had 
in this country and gambling on it. 
What happened? The worst crisis since 
the Great Depression. 

Who comes into office? President 
Obama takes the oath. The unbeliev- 
able crisis he inherited and the unbe- 
lievable debt he inherited and the un- 
believable budget deficit he inherited 
was just unbelievable. An auto indus- 
try was going to be gone. 

My friend Senator MCCONNELL has a 
right to his opinion, and I respect it so 
much except he avoids telling the facts 
about how we got where we are. The 
American people do not suffer from 
amnesia. They understand this. They 
saw this President, this young Presi- 
dent come in, faced with jobs bleeding 
800,000 a month. Yes, he turned it 
around. Yes, he did, in fact, promote a 
rescue of the auto industry. We would 
have been the only great economy that 
did not have one if it was not for his 
courage. Yes, a couple of courageous 
votes on the Republican side joining 
with Democrats—that was a good mo- 
ment. Yes, as Mitt Romney said: Oh 
yeah, they could have gone busto, 
bankrupt. We did not feel that way 
here. The President did not feel that 
way. 

So all of this Obama bashing on the 
floor of the Senate is going to continue 
because Senator MCCONNELL is a very 
straightforward person, and he said— 
and I quote not the exact words, the 
sentiment, close to the exact words: 
Defeating President Obama is the high- 
est priority of the Republicans. We are 
seeing that play out on this floor. I 
pledged that I would come here when I 
could to straighten out the record. 

So let’s be clear. This President took 
over in the worst of times since the 
Great Depression. There have been mil- 
lions of jobs created—not enough. I will 
say this: If this economy sputters, this 
economic recovery we are in sputters, 
and has a hard time because of the 
depth of the crisis originally—the fact 
that the housing crisis still continues, 
the fact that there are problems in the 
global marketplace in Europe, and all 
of these factors—I want to say this: I 
want the person in the Oval Office to 
be a person who understands what is 
happening, and that is President 
Obama, who relates to working people, 
who relates to the middle class, who is 
not building an elevator for his cars in 
San Diego. That is how I feel. 

Every time there is an attack on this 
President, I am going to come down 
here and tell the truth to the American 
people. 

I yield the floor. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator from Texas. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Madam President, 
I heard the remarks of my colleague 
from California, and I just cannot let 
the record stand that President Obama 
took over in the worst circumstances 
of our time. Really? The debt of this 
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country was around $10 trillion when 
President Obama took office. In just 
342 years, that debt has almost dou- 
bled. We are now over $15 trillion and 
will soon be hitting the $16 trillion 
debt ceiling limit in just 3% years. We 
are in a debt crisis not from the pre- 
vious administration, we are in a debt 
crisis because we are spending too 
much, we are borrowing too much, and 
the President keeps talking about 
more taxes. 

Just last Friday, the President came 
out and said: ‘The private sector is 
doing [just] fine.” It is government 
that is in a crisis. Well, yes, govern- 
ment is in a crisis. The private sector 
is not doing just fine, and the govern- 
ment crisis is not caused because we 
are losing government jobs. 

The government crisis is caused be- 
cause we are spending too much, and 
we are going into debt that is 
unsustainable in this country. 

For the millions of Americans who 
are out of work in this country, the 
President’s assessment of the private 
sector must be like salt poured in a 
wound. My goodness, we have seen job 
numbers of over 8 percent unemploy- 
ment since the President took office. 
The last 3 months have been not so 
good. We are still over 8 percent, and 
we went up a little bit to 8.2 percent in 
May. 

So to the nearly 13 million Ameri- 
cans who are unemployed and the mil- 
lions more who are underemployed or 
have left the labor force altogether be- 
cause they have lost hope—Mr. Presi- 
dent, things are not fine, and the pri- 
vate sector is not fine in this country, 
and the middle class is bearing the 
brunt. 

On top of the unemployment rate for 
those who are in poverty conditions, 
the people who hold jobs are also losing 
ground. On Monday, the Federal Re- 
serve reported that the median net 
worth of American families fell 39 per- 
cent between 2007 and 2010. We have not 
seen these levels since 1992. 

During the same period, incomes also 
dropped sharply. Average household in- 
come fell 11 percent to $78,500, down 
from $88,300. The hardest hit? Families 
in the rapidly diminishing middle 
class. While these statistics are trou- 
bling, there is a concern that cannot be 
measured in dollars and cents; that is, 
that families are losing faith in a se- 
cure future. There was a time when 
every generation had a better quality 
of life and expected a better quality of 
life for their children than their par- 
ents had. That is not the case today. 

In 2010, 35 percent of families said 
they did not have a good idea of what 
their income would be just for the next 
year. That was 31.4 percent in 2007, 35 
percent now. So the number of families 
who are losing the faith that their chil- 
dren are going to have a better life 
than they have had is diminishing. 

How could they be confident? The job 
creators in the private sector are the 
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ones under siege. I cannot believe the 
President of the United States is so off 
base as to say the private sector is 
doing fine. Just this week, the Na- 
tional Federation of Independent Busi- 
ness released its monthly survey of 
small business optimism. Survey re- 
sults continue to be historically low 
and consistent with the subpar per- 
formance of gross domestic product. 

According to this survey, levels of 
hiring and spending remained de- 
pressed in May. We all know that. More 
important, so did plans for the future. 
The same report states that expecta- 
tions for increasing future sales contin- 
ued to be weak in May, far below read- 
ings recorded in any other similar pe- 
riod since 1973. 

Many small business owners are re- 
luctant to expand their businesses or 
hire more workers. Small business 
owners who expect the economy to fur- 
ther deteriorate outnumber those who 
think there will be an improvement. 
Small businesses are our Nation’s pri- 
mary job creators. Small business pro- 
vided 55 percent of all jobs in the pri- 
vate sector. 

Small business has created two of 
every three net jobs in the United 
States since the early 1970s. So I would 
say to the President of the United 
States, it is small business that is the 
economic engine of America, not gov- 
ernment. That is the fundamental dis- 
agreement we have with this adminis- 
tration. 

We must spur the private sector to 
create income, growth, and security in 
this country. The private sector is not 
doing fine. What should we be doing to 
help Americans get back to work? We 
need to address what is causing the un- 
certainty. Why are businesses not hir- 
ing? Because government spending that 
serves to crowd out the private sector 
is increasing. There are tax increases 
being talked about by the President 
constantly. 

So they are looking at looming tax 
increases, burdensome regulations that 
they see coming by the bills, such as 
this, out of the U.S. Government. 
Those regulations hamper job growth 
in this country. 

Then, on top of all that, on top of the 
talk of new taxes, on top of the burden- 
some regulations our small businesses 
face every day, in bigger numbers 
every day, it is the health care law 
that was passed 2 years ago this De- 
cember. 

If we want people to be hired, we can- 
not saddle our entrepreneurs and small 
businesses with new taxes, more regu- 
lations, and the cost, the overwhelming 
burden of the Obama health care plan. 

President Obama, in an interview 
yesterday, dismissed questions from a 
small business owner about the nega- 
tive impact of the health care law and 
what it is already doing to small busi- 
nesses. Anybody who has paid their 
part of insurance, if they are lucky 
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enough to be covered, knows that the 
premiums have increased and the cov- 
erage has decreased in anticipation of 
the Obama health care law, adding the 
new burden and cost on insurance com- 
panies, hospitals, doctors. 

The costs of doing business in health 
care are increasing in anticipation of 
that health care law taking full effect 
in the next year. I have heard so much 
opposition in my home State when I 
travel around from small businesses 
that are just throwing up their hands 
and saying: I cannot provide the gov- 
ernment-approved health care for my 
employees, which is going to mean I 
will have a new tax burden for every 
one of them as they then have to go on 
the government plan and fend for 
themselves. 

Even families are going to have to do 
it or they will have to pay a tax. It is 
not just a good plan, it is the govern- 
ment-approved plan. So if they provide 
35 percent of their employees’ pre- 
miums, which is what they can afford, 
but the government requires more than 
that, they will still have to pay the 
fine. The small businesses are saying: I 
am going to pay the fine because that 
is my only alternative. Those with 
more than 50 employees, will have cost- 
ly new Federal regulations to comply 
with. The financial penalty is so great 
we are seeing businesses stop at 49 so 
they will not have more workers and 
therefore have a bigger responsibility. 

I received a letter from a small busi- 
ness owner in Arlington who said it 
best: “Did Congress and the President 
know they were going to freeze our 
country’s businesses’ ability to help 
grow this economy when they passed 
this bill?” I will point out that not one 
Republican in the House or Senate 
voted for this bill in Congress. So I 
would have to say to my small business 
constituent in Arlington: This was the 
Democrats in Congress and the Presi- 
dent’s bill. Not one Republican would 
support it because of the fear of ex- 
actly what is happening; that is, small 
business owners are losing faith that 
they will be able to grow, and that is 
what is causing the economic crisis we 
are in with unemployment over 8 per- 
cent. 

A small business owner in Corpus 
Christi, TX, who has 34 employees told 
my office that his company’s cheapest 
option for health insurance would 
boost premiums by 44 percent over last 
year. How can they do it? It is hap- 
pening everywhere. I hear it every- 
where I go. Clearly, this is not the in- 
centive our economy needs right now. 

We need government to get out of the 
way of the job creators in this country 
not block their path with miles of reg- 
ulations, new burdens and costs—new 
regulations, new costs—and then the 
talk of new taxes which is prevalent 
everywhere. 

Our best hope is that the Supreme 
Court will see this has a constitutional 
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problem. Then we can start again and 
take a step-by-step reform. That will 
do what all of us want to do. Everyone 
in Congress and the President had the 
same goal; that is, to have more Amer- 
icans with affordable coverage and op- 
tions. 

But that is not the bill that was 
passed, and it is why Republicans could 
not possibly support it, because they 
saw the burdens on families, on busi- 
nesses, and they knew it was not going 
to encourage hiring, which is what we 
need in this country. We have a chance 
to start a process that will be positive. 
We need to do something to spur small 
business in this economy. 

One thing that could be done, which 
is in discussions right now, is the Key- 
stone XL Pipeline, which would create 
a $7 billion, shovel-ready, privately 
funded project that would transport 
over 700,000 barrels of oil from Canada 
to the United States. It has been esti- 
mated it would create 20,000 construc- 
tion jobs and as many as 100,000 jobs at 
refineries and other businesses. 

By the way, we would be trading with 
a friendly partner, Canada, so we would 
not have to import more from un- 
friendly parts of the Middle East, and 
we would also be able to know that 
these are privately funded jobs, not one 
government cent. In fact, it would cre- 
ate taxes being paid to the government 
because people would be working, and 
that is the way we should be growing 
our revenue in this country. 

But the President suggested a dif- 
ferent solution. He said the answer is 
not to spur the private sector because 
they are doing just fine. He said let’s 
spend more money bailing out the 
States because they are having a hard 
time. They are having a hard time. We 
can do something for the States, and it 
is not bailing them out with more bor- 
rowed Federal dollars that will con- 
tinue to weigh down the dollar itself. 
No. We can do something for State gov- 
ernments; that is, stop sending Federal 
mandates that we do not pay for that 
we require them to do, put a morato- 
rium on Federal mandates on States 
today. Let’s start repealing these Fed- 
eral mandates we are requiring States 
to absorb. It is killing their economies. 

Medicaid and the lack of flexibility 
in Medicaid is the biggest expense most 
States have. It is a Federal mandate 
unpaid for and inflexible, not the 
choice States could make to cover the 
people who need the help. We can help 
the States but not at the expense of 
our dollar and our debt. 

So the President is suggesting more 
spending and bailing out States, and 
we are offering a solution that says 
let’s create jobs in the private sector. 
Keystone XL is ready to go right now, 
private sector, 100,000 future jobs, not 
one penny from the Federal Govern- 
ment. 

Let’s take these Federal regulations 
and let’s put a moratorium on them 
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right now and free our small businesses 
to be the entrepreneurs that built this 
country. It was the entrepreneurs who 
built this country in freedom. This 
country has been a magnet for people 
coming from all over the world because 
they could do their research in free- 
dom. They could grow in freedom. They 
could keep the fruits of their labor and 
give their kids a better chance than 
they had, which they could not get in 
their home country. That is what built 
this country. 

We can get right back there, but it is 
not by borrowing more, spending more, 
taxing more, and regulating our small 
businesses out of existence. We can do 
something positive, and it is time we 
got started. 

I yield the floor. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator from Georgia. 

Mr. ISAKSON. Madam President, 
how much time remains? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Ten minutes. 

Mr. ISAKSON. Madam President, I, 
too, wish to rise and talk some about 
the President’s statement of last Fri- 
day but from maybe a different ap- 
proach than one might imagine. 

The President said he thought the 
private sector was doing just fine. I 
was driving in the car when I heard the 
statement, and the statement took me 
back because I feared the President 
might not actually know how the pri- 
vate sector truly was doing. 

Twelve weeks ago, I spent a week on 
the road doing townhalls, knocking on 
doors, visiting with Georgians. I come 
to the floor to provide some informa- 
tion to the President that maybe the 
private sector isn’t doing that well, 
and maybe there is something we can 
do about it—this administration and 
this Senate—because right now we are 
doing nothing and America is lan- 
guishing because of problems, some of 
which are our making. 

The private sector, by definition, is 
everybody other than the government 
sector; at least that is my definition. 
Let me talk about everybody other 
than the government sector for a 
minute and why they are not doing 
very well. Let me talk about the home- 
builder I met in Valdosta, GA, who 
talked to me about the fact that he had 
just sold a home he built. I said that is 
great; house sales are getting better. 
He said, the only problem is I could not 
get an appraisal for what it cost me to 
build the house, so I am selling it, but 
I am selling it at a loss. Part of that is 
because of the regulation and oppres- 
sion that is on appraisers right now be- 
cause of a fear of appraisal fraud. 

Or the tomato farmer I talked to 
from Bainbridge, GA. He talked about 
the indignation he had when the Labor 
Department promulgated a rule—they 
did not end up passing it—that would 
have said you have to be 18 years or 
older to work on a farm, even if it was 
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your family farm—an overreach of the 
Department of Labor that, fortunately, 
they pulled back, but the type of over- 
reach that causes people to retrench, 
not build and expand and move their 
business forward. 

Or the 81-year-old community banker 
I talked to yesterday on the phone, 
from Calhoun, GA, who had a signifi- 
cant amount of his savings invested in 
stock in the community bank he had 
been a part of so much of his life, 
which is now under a cease-and-desist 
letter from the FDIC and is being man- 
aged under what is called a cease-and- 
desist order, which means the FDIC is 
basically running the bank, or limiting 
its parameters. The bank is slowly but 
surely dissipating its capital base until 
it gets to 2 percent and then the Feds 
will come in and close the bank and 
transfer its assets to a bigger bank and 
give them an 80-percent loss share 
guarantee, and the bigger bank will 
foreclose on the property and move for- 
ward. 

In fact, what was intended by Dodd- 
Frank to reduce too big to fail and em- 
power banks has done the opposite; the 
bigger banks have gotten bigger, the 
smaller banks have become fewer, and 
American banking and capital invest- 
ment is less. 

Or the hospital I visited in Thomas- 
ville, GA, which just finished its com- 
pletion, the Archibald Center—a great 
center. They were talking about the 
difficulties they were having with em- 
ployees and the fear they had that the 
NLRB mini-union ruling on Specialty 
Health Care was actually going to be- 
come the law of the land through regu- 
lation, where micro units within a fa- 
cility could actually unionize, where 
just nurses in the emergency room, or 
in the ICU, could unionize, and every- 
body else would not. Can you imagine a 
hospital, department store, or a manu- 
facturer with a union in the shoe de- 
partment, a union in the nursing de- 
partment, a union in the lumber de- 
partment, a union on the loading dock, 
micro unions throughout the organiza- 
tion? You could not function; you 
couldn’t cross-train, you couldn’t man- 
age. You would weight the playing field 
between management and labor in 
favor of labor and to the detriment of 
the investor who made the investment. 

I could go on and on. It is those visits 
that I have talked about, the people in 
those cities I have talked to in Geor- 
gia, people in the private sector—they 
are not doing well. And it is for fear of 
overregulation and of uncertainty. If 
we can do anything to empower our 
economy in the short run in America, 
we can call time out and say enough is 
enough. 

As I told a member of the adminis- 
tration 2 weeks ago, the administra- 
tion, I think, wants to eliminate risk. 
Our job is not to eliminate; it is to 
mitigate risk. If you eliminate risk, 
you take the power of investments in 
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the private sector, entrepreneurship, 
and capital risk, you take it out the 
window. You can’t eliminate risk, but 
you can mitigate risk. So let’s get back 
to mitigating risk, making sure we 
have a safe workplace, but where cap- 
ital investment can be made. Let’s 
make sure we mitigate risk in banking, 
but not so much that we choke out the 
small family banker. Let’s make sure 
that agricultural workers are safe, but 
that the son of a farmer can work on 
his father’s own farm. Let’s make sure 
we are not overreaching so far that we 
are making the private sector’s plight 
worse than it is today. 

My message to the Senate and to the 
President of the United States is that 
the private sector is not just fine. 
Though it may not all be of the govern- 
ment’s making, part of it is. We are 
making it worse. We are trying to run 
a country based on the three-legged 
stool of legislative, judicial, and the 
executive branch, on a two-legged stool 
of regulation through the executive 
branch and judicial regulation through 
the judicial branch—cutting out the 
legislative branch. Do you know what 
happens to two-legged stools? They fall 
over. The private sector is falling over, 
and it is, in part or in whole, because of 
us. 
I hope the President understands 
that there is a private sector that pays 
the taxes and makes America work—a 
private sector that is hurting—and we 
can help the private sector. Let’s put 
our nose and shoulder to the grind- 
stone, and let’s move forward in these 
months leading up to the election and 
change some of the overregulation and 
empower the private sector, not accept 
that we think it is doing just fine. 

I end with this, the front page of the 
USA Today. Average family wealth net 
worth in the United States has de- 
clined 39.4 percent, back to the level of 
1992, which simply means the private 
sector has lost 20 years of accumula- 
tion, equity, and investment in the 
economy of the last 3 years. That is un- 
acceptable. It is why we have the de- 
pression we have in this country. We 
need to get our shoulder to the grind- 
stone, make it work, and let the pri- 
vate sector be just fine again because 
of an empowerment of the private sec- 
tor, entrepreneurship, and capital in- 
vestment. 

I yield the floor. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator from Rhode Island. 

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Madam Presi- 
dent, we have six Senators, including 
the occupant of the chair, the Senator 
from New York, on the floor today in 
the majority time to discuss the 
jammed bipartisan Senate highway 
bill. 

I heard my colleague from Georgia 
talk about how we are doing nothing 
and America is languishing. One of the 
things we are doing nothing on is pass- 
ing a highway bill that should not be 
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complicated. But it is jammed up by 
the House Republicans and, as a result, 
people in Rhode Island and elsewhere 
are suffering. I will be here throughout 
our majority period. I think the Sen- 
ator from Minnesota and the Senator 
from New Hampshire were here first, so 
I yield to them. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator from Minnesota. 

Ms. KLOBUCHAR. Madam President, 
I thank the Senator from Rhode Island 
for his leadership in bringing us all to- 
gether. We have to get this transpor- 
tation bill done. This is a bill that 
passed the Senate with 74 votes. So we 
are here today to say to our colleagues 
over in the House and to ask our col- 
leagues on the Republican side in the 
Senate to ask the Republicans in the 
House to get this bill done. 

Cold-weather States, such as Min- 
nesota, it is sometimes said, have two 
seasons: the winter season and the con- 
struction season. This kind of delay 
can be crippling. We have a much 
smaller window of time to get these 
projects done. 

We have people waiting in traffic. We 
ask the House, why are we making 
them wait? We look at the cost when 
we delay construction projects—the 
cost to taxpayers. Everybody knows if 
you wait too long to work on a project, 
and you are doing something on your 
house and you wait years to get it 
done, the costs go up. 

We ask our friends in the House, why 
are they allowing this to happen and 
making this delay? Look at contrac- 
tors, construction workers, and engi- 
neering firms. They need consistency. 
Why is the House making them wait? 

Look at Caterpillar, a business that 
employs 750 people in my State. They 
make road paving equipment and have 
a manufacturing facility. I was there 
addressing the employees. They gave 
me a pink hat. There are people work- 
ing all over that company. They want 
more jobs, and they want to make 
things in America, and they want to 
export to the world. We are not going 
to be able to do that if we don’t have 
the roads and bridges that can take our 
goods to market. We ask the House of 
Representatives, why are we making 
these private employers wait? The bill 
makes critical reforms to our transpor- 
tation policy. 

Last week the Centers for Disease 
Control and Prevention released a re- 
port announcing that 58 percent of high 
school seniors said they had texted or 
e-mailed while driving in the previous 
month, and 48 percent of high school 
juniors said they do the same thing. 
This bill includes provisions to help 
prevent texting while driving, and in- 
centives—the two of us together, 
Madam President, worked on the grad- 
uated driver’s license standards in this 
bill. 

Why are we making the parents of 
America wait while their kids are 
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texting while driving? It makes re- 
forms in the bill to transportation pol- 
icy, reduces the number of highway 
programs from over 100 to about 30. So 
the Republicans in the House—how can 
they explain that they are making 
America wait to reform and make 
these programs less duplicative? It de- 
fines clear national goals for transpor- 
tation policy, and it streamlines envi- 
ronmental permitting. 

Why would you make America wait? 
That is what we are asking the House 
of Representatives today. Nobody 
knows better than Minnesota what 
happens if you neglect roads and 
bridges: The 35-W bridge crashed down 
in the middle of a river 6 blocks from 
my house. 

So we ask the House of Representa- 
tives, why are you making the people 
of America wait? 

I yield the floor. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator from New Hamp- 
shire. 

Mrs. SHAHEEN. Madam President, I 
am pleased to join my colleagues in 
talking about why it is so important to 
pass this transportation bill. I thank 
Senator WHITEHOUSE for organizing 
this effort. 

In New Hampshire, we understand 
what Senator KLOBUCHAR was saying, 
that it is important to get this bill 
passed so we can get our construction 
season underway. We have a limited 
amount of time. In only 17 days, this 
Nation’s surface transportation pro- 
grams are going to shut down unless 
Congress acts to reauthorize them. 

In March, nearly three-quarters of 
this Senate voted to pass a bipartisan, 
long-term transportation bill that 
maintains current funding levels and 
avoids an increase in both the deficit 
and in gas taxes. This legislation is im- 
portant as we look at roads and bridges 
and mass transit that are going to have 
support. It is important as we look at 
the jobs in the construction industry 
and manufacturing businesses that de- 
pend on our transportation system. 

In fact, the Federal Highway Admin- 
istration estimates that for every $1 
billion in highway spending, we sup- 
port about 27,000 jobs. I was pleased 
last week to see an overwhelming bi- 
partisan majority in the House vote to 
reject policies that will cut spending 
on roads and public transit by one- 
third. If that had passed, an estimated 
2,000 New Hampshire jobs would have 
been lost. I think that vote sends an 
important signal to members of the 
conference committee that there is a 
strong bipartisan majority in both 
Houses of Congress to support funding 
for crucial investments in our trans- 
portation network. 

I call on the House to work with the 
Senate in a similar bipartisan manner, 
as we did in the Senate, to pass trans- 
portation policies that put Americans 
back to work and generate economic 
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growth. We have seen it in New Hamp- 
shire, where we have 29 construction 
projects that are going to be on hold if 
we cannot get transportation legisla- 
tion passed here. We have seen it with 
Interstate 93, one of our main corridors 
going up and down the middle of our 
State, which has been delayed because 
of the delay in passing this transpor- 
tation bill. 

If we are unable to set aside election 
year amendments, unable to set aside 
this partisan politics and come to- 
gether to do what is right for our coun- 
try and our economy and pass a trans- 
portation bill, it will be putting this 
country in a very difficult situation. 

The Congressional Budget Office has 
projected that the highway trust fund 
will run out of money next year—some- 
time in 2013. We are not exactly sure 
when. But that will mean funding to 
States will face drastic cuts without 
any reauthorization to shore up that 
revenue. And were the highway trust 
funds to run out of money, projects in 
this country would grind to a halt; it 
would decimate jobs in the construc- 
tion industry. We cannot afford that. 

Investing in transportation creates 
jobs and creates the conditions for our 
small companies to succeed. It should 
not be an issue about politics or par- 
tisanship. I urge our colleagues on the 
House side—because they are the ones 
holding this up—to come together and 
pass a transportation reauthorization 
bill. 

I yield the floor. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator from Maryland. 

Mr. CARDIN. Madam President, I 
join Senators SHAHEEN and KLOBUCHAR, 
and I particularly thank Senator 
WHITEHOUSE for bringing us together. 
Senator BOXER was on the floor earlier 
talking about the transportation con- 
ference committee, and Senator BEGICH 
is also here. 

We are all here because of the ur- 
gency of the conference report being 
presented to us so that we have a 
multiyear reauthorization of the trans- 
portation programs of this country. 

Let me point out, I know a lot of 
times our constituents are confused as 
to why legislation cannot move here. 
Clearly, the holdup in passing the sur- 
face transportation reauthorization is 
the Republicans in the House of Rep- 
resentatives. They are blocking a bill 
that has broad support from the indus- 
tries that are affected by it, from the 
public, and from both Democrats and 
Republicans here in the Senate. 

We passed a consensus bill. It is not 
even bipartisan, it is consensus. We 
were able to get the right balance be- 
tween public transportation and tran- 
sit and highways and bridges. We have 
the proper balance between how the 
money is controlled at the State level 
and how it is controlled at the local 
level. We have worked out a reform of 
our transportation programs to do this 


June 13, 2012 


in a most efficient way. That bill is 
being held up for one reason and one 
reason alone; that is, the politics of the 
Republicans in the House of Represent- 
atives. They believe they can score po- 
litical points by blocking any legisla- 
tion from moving. 

Let me underscore the points my col- 
leagues have mentioned. This bill is all 
about jobs. It is all about rebuilding 
America and saving and preserving 
jobs. 

On Sunday I was in Cumberland, MD, 
talking about the first Federal high- 
way, the national highway that was 
built over 200 years ago, which was the 
first subsidized road in America. That 
brought jobs to our communities. It 
connected the East with the expanding 
Nation. Quite frankly, this Transpor- 
tation bill connects our Nation, and it 
is important for jobs. In the western 
part of Maryland, we have the Appa- 
lachian highway that we need to com- 
plete, the north-south highway. That 
will affect jobs in Pennsylvania, Mary- 
land, and West Virginia. That is what 
this is about here. 

A short-term extension costs us jobs. 
Last month we lost 28,000 jobs as a re- 
sult of not being able to pass a 
multiyear surface transportation pro- 
gram. We lose the construction season, 
as my colleagues have pointed out. And 
quite frankly, we have the bill before 
us. We have the votes to pass it. 

So what we are asking today is that 
the Republicans in the House release 
this bill, allow us to move forward so 
we can create jobs for America and 
continue the economic expansion for 
America that we need through modern 
transportation. That is what this is 
about, and that is why we are here 
today, to remind our colleagues, the 
Republicans in the House—the extrem- 
ists who are holding up this bill—this 
is a bill that is important for our Na- 
tion. Let’s move forward with the peo- 
ple’s business. 

With that, Madam President, I yield 
the floor. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator from Alaska. 

Mr. BEGICH. Madam President, I 
would like to thank my colleagues for 
coming to the floor and especially 
thank Senator WHITEHOUSE for orga- 
nizing all of us to come here to speak 
on an issue that is really the core of 
what we do here: to figure out how to 
build infrastructure for this country so 
our private sector can have the infra- 
structure to work from and play off of. 
But let’s be very blunt and very honest 
about what is happening. This Trans- 
portation reauthorization bill passed 
this body with 74 votes. It was a bipar- 
tisan effort, hard fought, with incred- 
ible debate, encompassing many dif- 
ferent issues. Now it sits in a con- 
ference committee with House Mem- 
bers, led by the Republican majority 
over there, not wanting to move for- 
ward. 
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Let’s be very blunt about this. Not 
only do we have that bill over there, we 
have the VAWA bill, the FDA bill, the 
postal reform bill, and they are all just 
piling up over in the House. People 
wonder why the economy has been 
struggling this last month. Well, all 
the business that we should be doing 
and that we are doing here on the Sen- 
ate side—we are passing stuff—is all 
piling up over there on the House side. 

Actually, I did what we were calling 
‘“Begich Minutes,” give or take a few 
seconds. I went to the middle of the 
Capitol and described this incident of 
where we pass a bill, and then I phys- 
ically pointed to the House side to 
show where the bill is now stalled. We 
have a small group within the Repub- 
lican majority over there that is hold- 
ing the Speaker hostage, literally, be- 
cause they want to cut the Transpor- 
tation bill by over one-third, which 
would devastate the infrastructure of 
this country. 

Let me say from my own experi- 
ence—and I know Senator WHITEHOUSE 
has heard this, and others have as 
well—as a former mayor, I was in 
charge of the metropolitan planning 
organization for our community of An- 
chorage, which maintained at that 
time approximately 45 or 48 percent of 
the population of the State. We were in 
charge of managing the road money. 
Every time Congress delayed their ac- 
tion or were ineffective in getting their 
work done, as a mayor, I had to put 
projects off, stall projects, and hold 
contracts and tell contractors they 
couldn’t get to work. That created un- 
certainty, which at the end of the day 
does one thing: It costs more money. 
And the people who pay for that are 
the taxpayers. 

So they sit over there in the House. I 
saw a comment that they want to do 
another extension. Well, we have had 
nine extensions. For people who don’t 
know what extensions are, it is where 
the Congress says: Well, we will extend 
this bill for another week, another 2 
weeks, another month. But these ex- 
tensions create more uncertainty and 
add more cost. Every time you hear the 
word ‘‘extension’’ from the other side, 
that just means you—the taxpayers of 
this country—are paying more in 
taxes. That is what that means, pure 
and simple. ‘‘Extension’’ means you 
pay more for a project that should have 
been on the board and moving forward. 

We have a bipartisan bill, with 74 
Democrats and Republicans on the 
Senate side having voted for it. It is 
now lingering in conference. 

We are now in the midst of the con- 
struction season. In Alaska—and I 
know my colleague from Minnesota, 
who has joined us, will know about 
this—the construction season is short. 
We need to have contracts let in early 
spring in order to construct in the 
summer and be completed by Sep- 
tember or October because the asphalt 
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plants close. When the asphalt plants 
close, you can’t put asphalt on the 
streets. It is very simple. We have a 
very limited time. So the contracting 
community is frustrated and angry be- 
cause they do not get the certainty 
they need to hire the people. They 
can’t get them to work. 

So I plead with the folks on the other 
side, the extreme folks in the Repub- 
lican majority over there who are hold- 
ing the Speaker hostage on this issue, 
let’s do what is right for America. 
Let’s make sure these jobs, these 3 mil- 
lion jobs that could be retained and 
added, move forward. In an economy 
where every job makes a difference, we 
are talking here about 3 million jobs. 
Let’s move this forward. Let’s quit the 
politics. 

What is amazing about this—and I 
heard Senator WHITEHOUSE say this 
more than once—if the Speaker of the 
House would just allow the Senate bill 
to go to the floor for a vote, I can guar- 
antee what will happen: Democrats and 
a group of Republicans will support 
that bill and pass it. But that is not 
the issue. We have a very small subset 
of the majority of the Republicans over 
in the House who have told the major- 
ity leader he is not moving anything— 
nothing, zero—because they are not 
betting on America like we are. We bet 
on America. We are betting on the 
right things. What they want to do is 
to cripple this country for their own 
political gamesmanship. 

I have to say—and I would bet every 
one of my colleagues here would say 
the same thing—that when I go back 
home to Alaska, I hear how fed up peo- 
ple are with this. They are frustrated 
by the inability of Congress to do its 
work. And I have told my folks back in 
Alaska that the Senate is doing its 
work. We are passing bipartisan bills. 
But they get jammed up by a small 
group of extreme Republican tea party 
folks who believe the best way to solve 
problems is to do nothing and to let 
this economy falter. 

So I hope Members will come to their 
senses over there. I can say that my 
Congressman, the Republican from 
Alaska, is working hard to get this bill 
passed. He is on the conference com- 
mittee. He is one of the Republicans 
who would vote with Democrats to get 
things done on this Transportation 
bill. Why? Because he likes building 
things. I like building things. But there 
are some other folks over there who 
have no interest in helping to build 
this country and make it a better 
place. 

So, again, I yield my time. I hope 
folks on the other side in that extreme 
group will get some sense knocked into 
them. Maybe the American people will 
do it. I hope so. 

Madam President, I yield the floor at 
this point for my friend from Min- 
nesota. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator from Minnesota. 
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Mr. FRANKEN. Madam President, I 
thank the Senator from Alaska and the 
Senator from Rhode Island. 

I wish to emphasize the need to pass 
a long-term reauthorization of this sur- 
face transportation bill. It is time for 
Congress to do its job. Thanks to the 
leadership of Senators BOXER and 
INHOFE, this body passed a bill with 74 
votes. Actually, it probably would have 
been 76 votes, but Senator KIRK is back 
at home recovering—and we wish him 
very well—and Senator LAUTENBERG 
couldn’t vote that day. I think he was 
at the funeral of a friend. So it really 
would have been 76 votes. Unfortu- 
nately, our colleagues in the House 
were not able to pass a comprehensive 
reauthorization bill and were only able 
to join a conference committee after 
passing yet another short-term exten- 
sion. 

So I will repeat myself: It is time for 
Congress to do its job. As the Senator 
from Alaska, my good colleague, was 
just saying, the summer construction 
season is now upon us. In Minnesota, 
that is when we know we can build 
roads and bridges and light rail, be- 
cause in November and December it 
gets cold and snowy. 

State departments of transportation 
have already canceled projects because 
the House has failed to act. We have al- 
ready lost thousands of jobs because, 
for whatever reason, the House will not 
pass a bill that received unanimous bi- 
partisan support in the Environment 
and Public Works Committee and 74 
votes in the Senate as a whole. 

Speaker BOEHNER has said the House 
may just pass another short-term ex- 
tension. But all of these extensions 
have whittled away at the highway 
trust fund—whittled it down to a dan- 
gerously low balance—and any further 
extension would put it in danger of 
going bankrupt. 

This should not be controversial. 
This should not be partisan. Transpor- 
tation and infrastructure have not 
been in the past. The Senate consensus 
bill simply maintains the current level 
of funding for our transportation sys- 
tem and streamlines many programs to 
make sure those investments are put 
to the best possible use. This is infra- 
structure that we need to stay com- 
petitive in our global economy. 

Minnesota is ready to make these in- 
vestments. Whether we are talking 
about maintaining our bridges so they 
are safe, expanding the new light rail 
system in the Twin Cities, or reducing 
congestion on our highways, these are 
projects that will create jobs now and 
strengthen our economy well into the 
future, as infrastructure always does. 

On August 1 of this year, we in Min- 
nesota will mark the fifth anniversary 
of a tragedy in our State: the collapse 
of the Interstate 35-W bridge in Min- 
neapolis. The collapse killed 18 people 
and injured 145. That tragedy should 
have been a wake-up call in America 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE, Vol. 158, Pt. 7 


and in this body. Bridges should not 
collapse in the United States of Amer- 
ica. 

If that was a wake-up call, the House 
seems to be content to have hit the 
snooze button and ignore the problem. 
Well, we cannot wait any longer. There 
is no reason not to pass this bill. 
Frankly, the Senate bill is the conserv- 
ative solution. It is paid for, it consoli- 
dates many Federal programs, and it 
streamlines project reviews—all things 
that I have heard colleagues in the 
House ask for. The House negotiators 
need to work with Senator BOXER and 
Senator INHOFE and the rest of the Sen- 
ate conferees and come to an agree- 
ment both the House and the Senate 
can live with. If they can’t or won’t, 
Speaker BOEHNER should—as the Sen- 
ator from Alaska just said—just take 
up the Senate bill and give it an up-or- 
down vote. 

Let’s prove to our constituents that 
we can come together and do what is 
right. Let’s pass a bill that will create 
jobs for workers in our States and 
build prosperity for our future. It is 
time for Congress to do its job and pass 
a transportation bill without any more 
delay. 

I thank my colleagues, and I yield 
back to my colleague, the Senator 
from Rhode Island. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator from Rhode Island. 

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Madam Presi- 
dent, I thank the Senators on our side 
who have come here today during the 
majority time block to express their 
support for moving forward on the 
highway transportation bill. 

Not all of them have had the chance 
to speak because time was short, but I 
wish to have the RECORD reflect that in 
addition to Senators KLOBUCHAR, SHA- 
HEEN, BEGICH, CARDIN, and FRANKEN, 
who did speak, and myself of course, 
Senator GILLIBRAND is also here but 
presiding. Senator STABENOW was here 
but could not wait. Senator MARK 
UDALL is here. Senator CONRAD was 
here. We are all here because we are 
very concerned about what is going on 
with the highway bill. 

We had a March 31 deadline in order 
to get things done by the summer con- 
struction season that we have heard so 
much about. We made the deadline. 
Not only did we make the deadline, we 
made the deadline with a bipartisan 
bill, one that was unanimous among 
both parties in the Environment and 
Public Works Committee and we 
brought it to the floor and we got it 
passed, 75 or more Senators supporting 
it. The House did not do its job. It did 
not have a bill. It could not pass a 
highway bill. 

For folks who have been around here 
longer than I have, the failure to pass 
the highway bill is telling. This is not 
like getting an A on a chemistry test. 
This is like showing up for class, and 
they failed at that very simple task. So 
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they asked for an extension. We prob- 
ably should not have given it. We prob- 
ably should have forced the vote then. 
But we did. We gave them an extension 
on the theory that, in good faith, they 
would come through. We knew the ex- 
tension would cost jobs. The extension 
has cost jobs. Out of over 90 projects 
slated for this construction season in 
Rhode Island, about 40 are going to fall 
off because of the delay. Those are real 
jobs in Rhode Island, a State that 
needs them, and that is true across the 
rest of the country. Wherever winter 
falls, this predicament exists. So that 
is why so many of my colleagues were 
here. 

Now we are closing in on the end of 
the extension we gave them. It will end 
June 30. Iam here to urge that we give 
no further extensions. It is either gov- 
ern or get out of the way to the House 
of Representatives. If they can’t pass a 
highway bill of their own, let the Sen- 
ate bill come up for a vote. It is bipar- 
tisan. It is supported by manufactur- 
ers. It is supported by the U.S. Cham- 
ber of Commerce. It is supported by 
road builders. It is supported by envi- 
ronmentalists. It is supported by labor. 
It is a good bill. It had a great process, 
wide open, on the Senate floor. There is 
no excuse for not taking up that bill. I 
agree with Senator BEGICH. If that bill 
comes up, Democrats and Republicans 
together will give it a massive major- 
ity in the House, and people will be put 
to work. 

One place where I think we all ought 
to be able to agree on both sides of the 
aisle is that Federal spending is actu- 
ally helpful and does create jobs in 
building our roads and bridges. We 
don’t expect Americans to repair the 
road in front of their house. We don’t 
expect Americans to go and build 
bridges for themselves. It is a govern- 
ment job to build roads and bridges. 
The jam-up Speaker BOEHNER and Ma- 
jority Leader CANTOR have created on 
this is costing probably hundreds of 
thousands of jobs right now in this 
country. Why they are doing it, their 
motive, that is not for me to say. But 
the practical effect is that jobs are 
being lost by unnecessary delay, cre- 
ated by Republicans in the House, 
which they could get rid of by simply 
calling up the bipartisan Senate bill 
and giving a free vote on it, letting it 
pass, and putting Americans to work. 

I yield the floor. I thank the distin- 
guished Senator from Utah for being 
patient as I went over my time a little 
bit. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator from Utah. 

Mr. HATCH. Madam President, I 
thank my colleague. 

Last week, I discussed some unfin- 
ished business that remains for Con- 
gress and the President to address. 
Specifically, Congress must take up a 
number of tax-related matters in very 
short order. 
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When I discussed this tax agenda last 
week, I referred to this chart. Things 
have not changed since then. As this 
chart shows, the tax extenders, which 
are overdue by almost one-half year, 
are not alone on Congress’s to-do list. 

We need to resolve the death tax. 
Death tax relief expires at the end of 
2012. We need to prevent the 2013 tax 
hikes. As I noted earlier, we have the 
so-called tax extenders that are right 
there, and we have to address the alter- 
native minimum tax—or AMT—the 
second one on that list. The issue of 
the AMT is what I would like to ad- 
dress today. 

Thirty-one million American fami- 
lies will be caught by the AMT or are 
already caught. Yet Congress has done 
nothing to address the AMT. The alter- 
native minimum tax is a stealth tax on 
27 million families. Approximately, 3.9 
million families paid the AMT last 
year, and they may not be surprised if 
it hits them again this year. But for 
the other 27 million American families 
set to be ensnared by the AMT, this 
represents a significant and stealthy 
tax increase. 

The AMT burden is, in fact, far 
broader than just the 31 million Amer- 
ican families who are in its sights. 
Nearly double that number—60 million 
American families—must fill out the 
AMT worksheet to determine whether 
they owe an alternative minimum tax. 
While not as bad as paying the tax 
itself, the task of compliance is just 
another time-consuming, government- 
imposed challenge for Americans fami- 
lies they don’t need to have. 

To get some idea of the magnitude of 
the AMT’s reach, consider this chart. 
It breaks down, State by State, the 
number of American families hit by the 
AMT. 

When I speak of those now being 
caught by this tax, I am referring to 
those families who make estimated tax 
payments and who are scheduled to 
make their second payment tomorrow. 

Last year, 3.9 million families were 
hit by the AMT. I think this was 3.9 
million too many, but it is consider- 
ably better than the more than 31.1 
million who will be hit in 2012. 

The reason we are threatened by such 
a large increase this year is that over 
the last 11 years, Congress has passed 
legislation to temporarily increase the 
amount of income exempt from the 
AMT. Unlike many other provisions of 
the Tax Code, the AMT exemption 
amount is not automatically adjusted 
for inflation. These temporary exemp- 
tion increases have prevented millions 
of middle-class American families from 
falling prey to the AMT, until now. 

While I have always fought for these 
temporary exemptions, I believe the 
AMT ought to be permanently re- 
pealed. One reason to pursue perma- 
nent repeal is the uncertainty that the 
AMT creates for taxpayers when Con- 
gress must revisit and adjust it every 
year. 
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Unfortunately, a permanent fix does 
not appear to be forthcoming. Congress 
has yet to undertake any meaningful 
action on the AMT. President Obama 
has proposed permanently patching or 
maybe even repealing AMT. Yet what 
he gives with one hand, he takes away 
with another. 

He has proposed to pay for an AMT 
fix with this so-called Buffett tax. The 
thing is, the Buffett tax is nothing 
more than a new alternative minimum 
tax. The solution to the alternative 
minimum tax problem surely can’t be 
an alternative minimum tax. 

Moreover, the revenue generated by 
the Buffett tax—in spite of the sugges- 
tion by the President that this tax on 
the rich could pay for all things good— 
would not come close to providing the 
revenue necessary to address the AMT 
in a meaningful way. 

Despite assurance from the President 
and his allies that AMT relief is an im- 
portant issue, nothing has actually 
been put forward as a serious legisla- 
tive solution for this year. There has 
been no Senate committee markup or 
floor action for tax extenders, the AMT 
patch, death tax reform or even pre- 
venting 2013 tax hikes. 

This year is about half over, and all 
we have is talk about the need to ad- 
dress the AMT, but a theoretical dis- 
cussion is not a substitute for real ac- 
tion, as anyone making a quarterly 
payment today will attest to. 

Everyone seems to agree something 
needs to be done—and done quickly— 
but the discussion does not go any fur- 
ther from there. We are out of time. 
The second quarterly AMT payment is 
due. Today, taxpayers across the coun- 
try are under a legal requirement to 
pay their estimated tax. They will use 
the form depicted on this chart right 
here—‘‘2012 Estimated Tax.” Though I 
hope otherwise, I expect I will be here 
again when the third payment comes 
due saying basically the same thing. 

A question remains about whether 
people who should be making an esti- 
mated tax payment tomorrow actually 
will. Most of these 31 million taxpayers 
subject to the AMT do not even know 
they are subject to the alternative 
minimum tax, so they will not be mak- 
ing that estimated tax payment tomor- 
row, even though they should. If one 
fails to pay sufficient estimated tax or 
have a sufficient amount of wages 
withheld on a timely basis throughout 
the year, then one can be subject to in- 
terest and penalties. This is an awful 
spot for Congress to put the American 
families in. 

It is also worth recalling that the 
IRS cannot just flip a switch and have 
its systems in place for an AMT patch. 
This is not done overnight. It takes 
months. The Congress’s failure to act 
on a timely basis could actually delay 
the processing of 2013 refund checks 
perhaps by even a few months. 

The failure of Congress to promptly 
enact an alternative minimum tax fix 
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would have a cascading effect on our 
system of tax administration. Software 
providers and tax preparers would 
struggle to keep up. 

One of the issues holding back an 
AMT fix is that many on the other side 
insist that, unlike new spending pro- 
posals or extensions of existing spend- 
ing programs, AMT reform should hap- 
pen only if it is revenue neutral. That 
means any revenues not collected 
through reform or repeal of the AMT 
must be offset by new taxes from some- 
where else. 

Notice that I said ‘‘not collected” 
rather than ‘“‘lost.’’ This distinction is 
important for the simple reason that 
the revenues we do not collect as a re- 
sult of AMT relief are not truly lost. 
The AMT collects revenues it was 
never supposed to collect in the first 
place. If we offset revenues not col- 
lected as a result of AMT repeal or re- 
form, total Federal revenues over the 
long term are projected to push 
through the 30-year historical average 
and then keep going. 

Originally conceived as a mechanism 
to ensure that high-income taxpayers 
were not able to eliminate their tax li- 
ability completely, the AMT has failed. 
The AMT was originally created back 
in 1969, with just 155 taxpayers in 
mind—155—a mechanism to ensure that 
high-income taxpayers were not able to 
eliminate their tax liability com- 
pletely. The AMT has failed com- 
pletely. On the one hand, as IRS Com- 
missioner Everson told the Finance 
Committee in 2004, the same percent- 
age of taxpayers continues to pay no 
Federal income tax. 

On the other hand, the AMT is pro- 
jected to bring in future revenues it 
was never designed to collect. At least 
31 million middle-class families are 
now in the AMT’s crosshairs, and that 
was never meant to be. That is quite a 
change from 155 rich people who never 
paid any taxes. It should serve as a 
cautionary tale for those who believe 
today’s tax increase proposals will re- 
main limited to the so-called wealthy. 

During the 2008 campaign, President 
Obama advocated for a permanent 
AMT patch. His budgets have main- 
tained that position. While permanent 
repeal without offsetting the AMT is 
the best option, we absolutely must do 
something to protect taxpayers imme- 
diately, even if it involves a temporary 
solution, such as an increase in the ex- 
emption amount. Of course, if we do 
that, we are going to be in the same fix 
next year, and I will again be making 
the same points. 

This coming Friday—June 15, 2012— 
taxpayers making quarterly payments 
are going to once again discover that 
the AMT is neither the subject of an 
academic seminar nor a future problem 
we can put off dealing with. The AMT 
is a real problem right now. If this Con- 
gress was truly serious about tax fair- 
ness, it does need to stand and take ac- 
tion. 
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I would like to take a few moments 
to address another matter of impor- 
tance. 

A conference committee is currently 
meeting with the goal of producing a 
transportation bill. As I said at the 
public meeting that was held last 
month, ensuring that local commu- 
nities have a strong voice in the trans- 
portation decisionmaking process is a 
priority of mine. There are many ways 
this can be achieved, but one particu- 
larly effective method is through the 
implementation of environmental 
streamlining. 

Negotiations are still ongoing, so I do 
not want to go into too much detail. 
Yet environmental streamlining is 
something that will benefit my own 
home State of Utah and every other 
State that is currently forced to com- 
ply with redundant and oppressive red- 
tape when engaging in transportation 
projects with the Federal Government. 

The highway trust fund, which funds 
many transportation programs, cur- 
rently has more money coming out of 
it than is going into it. While there are 
many who want to deal with bloated 
and unfocused spending by raising 
taxes, I disagree. If revenues do not 
meet outlays, then we should not be 
punishing the American taxpayer; 
rather, we should be reevaluating 
spending priorities. 

In addition to examining what Con- 
gress spends money on, we need to en- 
sure that money being spent is spent 
efficiently. Currently, governments at 
the Federal, State and local level spend 
considerable resources complying with 
Federal regulations designed to protect 
the environment. Given that many of 
these regulations have accumulated 
over time, I am confident that we can 
scrape many of these barnacles off the 
ship of state without harming the envi- 
ronment. 

Both the Senate and the House recog- 
nize the truth of what I am saying, and 
both bills currently in conference re- 
flect this sentiment. Both contain pro- 
visions designed to streamline or sim- 
plify the environmental reviews with 
which transportation projects must 
comply. In particular, I am appre- 
ciative of the efforts shown by Chair- 
man Mica of the House Transportation 
and Infrastructure Committee for his 
role in highlighting the importance of 
environmental streamlining within the 
conference committee. 

Madam President, I inquire how 
much time I have remaining. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. There is no controlled time. The 
Senator has the time. 

Mr. HATCH. I do not want to infringe 
on my colleagues. Let me just say this: 
I am appreciative of the efforts shown 
by Chairman MICA of the House Trans- 
portation and Infrastructure Com- 
mittee for his role in highlighting the 
importance of environmental stream- 
lining within the conference com- 
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mittee. I hope the rest of my fellow 
Senate conferees are carefully review- 
ing his suggested language. I know all 
of us want to do all we can to expedite 
project delivery times while mini- 


mizing redundant costs. Chairman 
Mica is clearly eager to engage on this 
topic. 


President Obama has talked in the 
past about the importance of funding 
shovel-ready jobs. All we are asking is 
when there is a shovel-ready job to 
move forward without undue or unnec- 
essary environmental reviews. 

I close with an appeal rooted in my 
role as ranking member of the Finance 
Committee. The highway trust fund is 
currently on a path to insolvency, and 
the Senate bill does not change that. 
By working with our colleagues in the 
House we can make sure taxpayer 
money is not wasted on redundant and 
unnecessary compliance and regula- 
tion. Despite current policy being 
green in the environmental sense, it 
does not mean we have to sacrifice 
being green in a budgetary sense. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
Coons). The Senator from North Da- 
kota. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I come 
to the floor to discuss the amendment 
that is pending to kill the Sugar Pro- 
gram in the United States. My col- 
leagues should know that the domestic 
sugar industry employs 140,000 people 
in this country. If there were ever a 
jobs-killer amendment, it is the 
amendment that is going to be offered 
to kill the U.S. Sugar Program. 

In advancing that amendment, a se- 
ries of claims have been made about 
the U.S. Sugar Program that I believe 
are false. First of all, it is said that the 
Sugar Program has a high cost for tax- 
payers. That is false. It is said that it 
keeps sugar prices artificially high. 
That is false. It is said that the Sugar 
Program drives the confectionary in- 
dustry out of the United States. That 
is false. It is said that the Sugar Pro- 
gram impedes imports into the United 
States. That is false. It is also said 
that consumers will benefit from elimi- 
nating the Sugar Program. I believe 
that is false as well. 

Let’s take each of these arguments in 
turn. First is that it has a high tax- 
payer cost. Here is the cost, according 
to the Congressional Budget Office, of 
the Sugar Program for 2013 to 2022. The 
cost is zero. It is hard to get lower than 
zero. Maybe the square root of zero 
would be lower. But those who say 
there is a high cost to taxpayers are 
just wrong. It is false. 

The second claim is that it keeps 
sugar prices artificially high—false 
again. This chart shows the average re- 
tail sugar price in major countries 
around the world. Here is the United 
States way down here, 59 cents. The 
global average is 67 cents. The devel- 
oped country average is 73 cents. We 
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are below the global average, and we 
are below the average of developed 
countries. So the claim that it keeps 
sugar prices high is false again. 

The third claim is that the Sugar 
Program drives the confectionary in- 
dustry out of the United States. Wrong 
again. Here is what is happening to the 
U.S. chocolate and nonchocolate con- 
fectionery production in the United 
States since 2004. Do you see the trend 
line? It is up. More production not less 
production. 

These are facts, and facts are stub- 
born things. Let’s go to the fourth 
claim, that this Sugar Program im- 
pedes imports. This is maybe the big- 
gest whopper of all. Here are the facts: 
The United States, in the period from 
2008-2009 through 2010-2011, is the big- 
gest importer of sugar in the world. So 
this program is impeding imports into 
the United States? If it is, it is not 
doing a very good job of it because the 
United States is No. 1 in imports of 
sugar in the world. 

Before we get to the final assertion, 
let’s look at what other countries, poor 
countries that produce sugar are say- 
ing to us about our Sugar Program. 
The argument made on the Senate 
floor is we are hurting poor countries 
with our Sugar Program. Maybe we 
ought to listen to what those poor 
countries say. Here is their organiza- 
tion, the International Sugar Trade Co- 
alition, that represents sugar pro- 
ducers in 17 developing nations in Afri- 
ca, Asia, the Caribbean, Central Amer- 
ica, and South America. Here is what 
they say: 

The U.S. sugar policy contained in the 
Farm Bill passed by the Senate Agriculture 
Committee is important to sugar producers 
in developing nations because it provides a 
guaranteed level of access to the United 
States sugar market at fair, predictable 
prices. Attempts to weaken this policy 
through amendments on the Senate floor 
would not only harm U.S. farmers but also 
poor growers from developing countries 
where sugar is a key economic driver. 

These are the poor countries that 
produce sugar who are saying to us: 
Keep your Sugar Program because not 
only does it benefit you, but it benefits 
us. 

Let me go further in their letter: 

Ending the sugar program would reward 
only a handful of large food companies and 
agricultural superpowers like Brazil, while 
punishing some of the world’s poorest econo- 
mies. 

It goes on to say: 

This was what happened when the Euro- 
pean Union radically altered its sugar policy, 
and thereby lowered standards of living in 
places like Guyana, Fiji and Mauritius where 
there is no agricultural alternative to sugar- 
cane. Sadly, Saint Kitts and Nevis had to 
stop sugar production altogether after 300 
years as a result of the EU’s reforms. 

Let’s not make that same mistake. 

Finally, on this notion that con- 
sumers are going to benefit by elimi- 
nating the Sugar Program—really? 
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Let’s look at the facts. The green line 
is the trendline on retail sugar prices. 
That trendline since 2010 is going up. 
Here is what the wholesale price of 
sugar has been—flat. Do you see the 
disconnection? Wholesale prices flat, 
retail prices up. The fact is that sugar 
is such a small part of the cost of fin- 
ished products that it has almost no 
bearing whatsoever on retail prices of a 
candy bar, the box of cereal, or any of 
the other things that sugar goes into. 

The record is so clear on the facts 
that I urge my colleagues to oppose the 
amendment being offered to kill the 
U.S. Sugar Program, to kill 140,000 
good jobs in this country, to kill $19 
billion of economic activity in this 
country. It would be a profound mis- 
take not only for us but for the poor 
countries in the world that produce 
sugar, that are calling on us to keep 
our Sugar Program because not only is 
it important to U.S. farmers, it is im- 
portant to their farmers as well. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the next 10 minutes be pro- 
vided to Senator UDALL of Colorado 
and then 5 minutes for Senator GILLI- 
BRAND of New York. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. CONRAD. I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Colorado. 

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. I thank Sen- 
ator CONRAD. He is always gracious and 
compelling, and I appreciate the strong 
case he made for his point of view. 

I rise as I did yesterday, and I will 
continue to do so, to highlight why it 
is so important that we extend the pro- 
duction of the tax credits, or PTC as it 
is known, for wind energy. Senator 
BENNET from Colorado joins me, feeling 
the urgency of the moment. Members 
of both parties have agreed that the 
PTC is vital for continued economic 
growth in our country. Put simply, the 
PTC means good-paying American jobs. 
The longer we wait, the more American 
jobs we can expect to be lost in the 
coming months and weeks ahead. 

When I go home, Coloradoans say to 
me it does not make any sense that we 
would not extend the production tax 
credit. So over the next couple of 
weeks I am going to come to the floor 
every day to talk about how the wind 
production tax credit affects each 
State across the country, to drive 
home the point that real American jobs 
will be lost if we do not take this com- 
monsense step. 

The PTC has meant economic growth 
in Colorado. We have a favorable busi- 
ness climate in Colorado, and we have 
tremendous wind resources. In fact, if 
we harness the wind potential that is 
there, similar to the wind potential 
that is off the shores of the State of 
the Presiding Officer, there is enough 
wind power to go way beyond our 
needs. In Colorado’s case, 25 times over 
the State’s electricity needs could be 
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met if we harness and harvest that 
wind. 

That is an amazing statistic. It is 
generated by the National Renewable 
Energy Lab, which we are happy to 
host in Colorado, a flagship of energy 
research, development, and innovation. 

I hope I will not have to say too 
many days in the future what I said 
yesterday: The strong growth in the 
wind sector is at risk. Thousands of 
jobs, as you can see in this chart of 
Colorado, have been created across my 
State, all the way from Pueblo in the 
south central portion of the State, to 
Greeley, Fort Morgan up in the north- 
east, to Yuma County way out in the 
eastern part of the State. 

These are quality jobs. These jobs 
support families and communities. I 
want to put a face on these families 
and these communities. I want to talk 
about Derek Palmer. He lives in Gree- 
ley, up here in the northeastern part of 
the State. He has three children and a 
wife. He graduated from the University 
of Northern Colorado in 2011 with a de- 
gree in business management, and he 
has worked at the Windsor manufac- 
turing plant—it is a Vestas plant that 
manufactures wind blades—for the past 
9 months. He left an excellent manage- 
rial job in the service industry and 
joined Vestas, in large part because of 
the strong benefits package that is 
there for his wife and kids. He loves 
working there. He is patriotic, and he 
is helping our country become energy 
independent. Because of our inaction, 
thousands of jobs like Derek’s are in 
jeopardy. This industry deserves some 
certainty, some stability, and so do 
countless families like Derek’s in Colo- 
rado and all over the country. So if we 
don’t act, I fear dire consequences. 

The CEO of Vestas—I think you have 
met him, Mr. President—says that he 
expects the wind market in the United 
States to fall by 80 percent if the PTC 
isn’t extended. Highty percent is a 
huge number. That is 80 percent fewer 
jobs, 80 percent fewer families pulling 
themselves out of this recession, and 80 
percent less investment than we have 
today, all because we are not active, all 
because we are not taking the right 
steps for it. 

As I close, this is not a partisan 
issue. Both Democrats and Repub- 
licans, Senators and House Members, 
agree that we need to extend this com- 
monsense tax credit. There are bipar- 
tisan bills to extend it. I led an effort 
with six Democrats and six Repub- 
licans here earlier urging us to extend 
the PTC. The solution is simple. We 
just need to extend the PTC ASAP. We 
need to do it. Let’s do it as soon as pos- 
sible. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from New York. 

Mrs. GILLIBRAND. Mr. President, I 
would like to commend the chair- 
woman of the Agriculture Committee 
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and the ranking member of that com- 
mittee for their dedicated effort to 
move the farm bill to the floor to dis- 
cuss our Nation’s agricultural policy 
and for their leadership in championing 
so many issues that help America’s and 
New York’s farmers. 

I rise today because I really want to 
make clear to the American people just 
what is at stake and at the heart of 
this farm bill. It is about a growing 
economy for our family farms and for 
our small businesses. It is about reviv- 
ing rural communities and rebuilding a 
thriving middle class and the oppor- 
tunity for all of those who are trying 
to get there. It is about the health of 
our agricultural industry, the jobs it 
provides, and the health of our families 
whom it helps to feed. But from the 
amendments that are being filed today 
from across the aisle, you would not 
know it. There are some trying to use 
this bill to roll back protections for the 
air we breathe and for the water we 
drink. There are some who want to use 
this bill to expand concealed-carry 
laws for weapons. We are even seeing 
attempts to bring in the divisive poli- 
tics from the Wisconsin recall and in- 
ject it right into the debate on the Sen- 
ate floor on farm policy. 

This bill has so much potential to 
create jobs, to help our farms thrive, to 
protect our farmers and small busi- 
nesses from natural disasters, to feed 
our children, and to feed our at-risk 
seniors. But if we are ever going to 
reach that potential, we can’t afford to 
get bogged down in these dead-end 
fights that are meant only to score po- 
litical points. 

Worse yet, there are Draconian cuts 
being proposed by some that will take 
even more money away from those who 
are the greatest in need. They want to 
take money away from the Supple- 
mental Nutrition Assistance Program, 
better known as food stamps, which lit- 
erally will result in children going to 
bed hungry in this country. These 
amendments simply do not meet the 
fundamental founding principles of this 
Nation or who we are as Americans. In 
this day and age, in this country, as 
rich as we are, to accept hungry chil- 
dren, hungry families, hungry seniors 
is unacceptable. 

This farm bill started out with a $4.5 
billion cut to food stamps over 10 
years. These cuts must be restored. 
While I fought against these cuts with 
13 of my colleagues from both sides of 
the aisle, others are still actually advo- 
cating for additional, much more ex- 
treme cuts. They could even cut SNAP 
by almost half. 

If you have heard from families liv- 
ing off of food stamps, as I have, you 
know this is something no one strives 
for. Most have never imagined that 
they would be on food stamps or that 
they would need that kind of support. 
But many have been dealt a very bad 
hand in this economy, and through no 
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fault of their own they are finding they 
are in need. Food stamps are often the 
last resort for those who are just try- 
ing to keep the lights on, put food on 
the table for their kids, and find their 
way back to that paycheck they des- 
perately want to be earning. 

Among all the families relying on 
food stamps at historical rates, we are 
now seeing veterans and their families. 
I can tell you that our veterans and 
their families have already suffered a 
lot. For these troops who are coming 
home, they are coming back into a 
very tough economy and are unable to 
find the jobs they need. And we have to 
imagine these children of our vets who 
have already suffered so much, and now 
they are being faced with not knowing 
from where their next meal will come. 

For any parent watching this debate 
today, I just want to ask one question. 
Has your child ever said to you: 
Mommy, I am still hungry. 

Well, I can’t imagine what a mother 
would feel like if she could not hand 
her child some food. I can’t imagine 
what a mother would feel like if her 
child said that to her every single 
night. That is exactly what we are 
talking about today in this farm bill. 
As a mother and legislator, watching 
children suffer, watching America’s 
children not having enough to eat is 
something I will not stand quietly by 
and watch. 

Under this bill, nearly 300,000 fami- 
lies in New York will become food inse- 
cure, and what that translates to is $90 
a month that they will have less 
money to put food on the table, and 
what that translates to is that it is the 
last week of the month. That $90 pays 
the grocery bills every single week. 
What do these families do when they 
don’t have enough money at the end of 
the month? Despite not being respon- 
sible for the economic crisis our coun- 
try has faced, we will be asking these 
families to share a disproportionate 
amount of the burden being placed on 
them. 

We know that food stamps are such a 
good investment into our economy. For 
every dollar we put into food stamps, 
we get $1.71 back into the economy. 
Even one of the best economists, Mark 
Zandi, said: ‘‘The fastest way to infuse 
money into the economy is through ex- 
panding the SNAP/food stamps pro- 
gram.” These food stamps pay salaries 
for grocery clerks and truckers who 
haul the food. The USDA estimates 
that 16 cents goes right back to the 
farmer. 

I know my time is expiring, but I 
have 13 bipartisan cosponsors for this 
amendment, and the list keeps growing 
with the support from the AARP, the 
U.S. Conference of Catholic Bishops, 
and all of those who are fighting on the 
front line for hunger. 

Our amendment will restore the 
SNAP funding back to the $4.5 billion 
that has been cut, and it will pay for 
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the food our kids so desperately need. 
Every child in America deserves to be 
fed. Every child in America deserves to 
reach their God-given potential. We 
need to restore these cuts to ensure 
that. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. TOOMEY. Mr. President, I rise to 
discuss a particular amendment—per- 
haps a couple of amendments—on the 
farm bill, specifically the amendments 
to the sugar portion. There are a num- 
ber of titles, it is a big, complicated 
bill, and there is a great deal of discus- 
sion about the many reforms that are 
contained in this bill. 

There is one very glaring exception. 
There is one huge program that has no 
reforms whatsoever in the underlying 
bill, and it just so happens to be in, in 
my view, one of the most egregiously 
flawed programs in the entire agricul- 
tural sector, maybe in government as a 
whole, and it is the Sugar Program. 
This is a program which systematically 
forces American consumers to pay 
much more than the global price for 
sugar. It is a huge transfer of wealth 
from consumers, including the poorest 
American consumers, to a handful of 
wealthy sugar producers. It is com- 
pletely wrong, it is ill-conceived in the 
first place, it is perpetuated in this 
bill, and I think that is just uncon- 
scionable. 

Some of the specific ways in which 
the existing program has the govern- 
ment completely manipulating the 
market for sugar include explicit lim- 
its on how much sugar can be produced 
domestically. There is a de facto gov- 
ernment-imposed price floor on sugar 
rather than allowing the price to re- 
flect whatever supply and demand 
would lead to. It puts strict limits on 
how much sugar can be imported with- 
out forcing Americans to pay taxes on 
those imports in the form of duties. It 
mandates that the government pur- 
chase excess sugar and then sell it ata 
loss to ethanol producers. All of these 
are features of the existing sugar pol- 
icy, and all of them are left completely 
unchanged by this bill. So it is scream- 
ing for some amendments to provide 
some commonsense reforms to this 
very badly flawed program. 

Let me be very clear. At the end of 
the day, the net effect of all of these 
machinations in which the government 
manipulates the market for sugar is 
that U.S. consumers end up paying 
much more, often about double the 
going rate that everyone else in the 
world who doesn’t manipulate their 
markets pays for sugar. 

By the way, that should be reason 
enough to end this program entirely, 
but there are other reasons. For in- 
stance, the existing sugar policy—as I 
said, unchanged in this bill—is abso- 
lutely costing us jobs in the United 
States. That is not even disputable. It 
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is, on balance, a job killer. It is costing 
us jobs today specifically in manufac- 
turing—the manufacturing of products 
that include sugar, of which there are 
many. 

Here is a simple observation from the 
CEO of a candy manufacturer in Penn- 
sylvania who uses sugar as an import. 
He points out: These sugar subsidies 
artificially inflate the price of one of 
the staples of the candy industry and 
force us, and any other companies, to 
choose between absorbing the higher 
costs, passing the costs on to con- 
sumers, or producing elsewhere. 

The fact is that some people inevi- 
tably choose to produce elsewhere. 

The next chart illustrates a point 
that has been made by the U.S. Depart- 
ment of Commerce. We are not just 
making these things up. Many U.S.— 
essentially sugar-consuming pro- 
ducers—manufacturers have already 
closed or relocated to Canada, where 
sugar prices are less than half of the 
United States. Why? Because Canada 
chooses not to have a ridiculous sugar 
program. So we lose jobs as manufac- 
turers go to Canada, use market-priced 
sugar at much lower costs to produce 
candies, and then import them into the 
United States. 

The next chart quantifies this. It is 
very simple. For every job that is pro- 
tected somewhere where they are grow- 
ing beets or cane sugar, three manufac- 
turing jobs are lost. Again, these are 
statistics from the Department of Com- 
merce. This is very clear. This is not 
really refutable. 

The final chart illustrates this in an- 
other way. The Canadian Government 
has figured this out, and they advertise 
the fact that they have a huge com- 
petitive advantage because they choose 
not to create an artificially high price 
for sugar, and as a result they are con- 
stantly trying to persuade manufactur- 
ers to move up to Canada where they 
can have lower costs. By the way, for 
many of these companies, the cost of 
sugar in the United States is the single 
biggest cost they pay. 

The other point that we should stress 
and that I would like to underline is 
that not only do we lose jobs system- 
atically because of this program, it 
also hurts consumers. Think about it. 
Everybody consumes sugar. There is 
sugar in so many products that it is 
impossible to avoid this inflated cost. 
It should be seen as equivalent to a 
tax. It is as though the Federal Gov- 
ernment is imposing a tax on sugar. It 
doesn’t work literally that way, but it 
has that economic effect. It is com- 
pletely equivalent. Who gets hit the 
hardest? It is the lowest income Ameri- 
cans. It is as regressive a tax aS we can 
have. Think about that. Wealthy peo- 
ple devote a small percentage of their 
income to food. They have plenty of 
money to spend on other things. If you 
are a low-income American, then you 
necessarily are devoting a large part of 
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your income to food, and so much of it 
is artificially inflated in cost by our 
own Federal Government. This is what 
is so egregious about it. 

The GAO said in 2000 that the exist- 
ing sugar policy forced Americans to 
pay $2 billion in additional food costs. 
And if we use their same methodology 
and we move it ahead to today, AEI 
projects that those costs are now $3.5 
billion. This is a simple straight- 
forward transfer of wealth from low- 
and middle-income and ordinary Amer- 
ican consumers to a handful of wealthy 
producers. It is as simple as that. 

There is one other feature. There is 
also an ongoing risk to taxpayers. Be- 
cause of that feature I alluded to ear- 
lier in which the Federal Government 
buys what is deemed to be excess sugar 
and then sells it at a loss to ethanol 
makers, CBO projects this will lose $193 
million for taxpayers over the next 
decade. 

We have an amendment that would 
address this, the Shaheen amendment. 
I think Senator SHAHEEN has actually 
offered more than one amendment on 
this topic, one would repeal the entire 
program. I salute her. I agree with her. 
I support that. My understanding is 
that we will soon be voting on a mo- 
tion to table that amendment. I think 
it is quite unfortunate that Senator 
REID would choose to take this amend- 
ment off the table, so to speak, to put 
it aside. A vote to table the amend- 
ment is, of course, a vote to kill it. I 
think we ought to be passing this 
amendment and end the practice of 
forcing American consumers to trans- 
fer this wealth in this fashion. 

But I wish to also stress that I am 
concerned about the process that has 
gotten us here. I am concerned that 
Senator REID has intentionally chosen 
an amendment that is going to be very 
difficult to pass. As strong as its mer- 
its are, from my point of view, I know 
it is difficult to get a majority in this 
body to support the full repeal of this 
program. I hope we can succeed in that, 
but I don’t know that we can. If we 
cannot, Senator SHAHEEN has another 
amendment that I have joined her on 
which would push back some of the ex- 
cesses of this program—push us back to 
where we were back in 2008, prior to 
the most recent farm bill. The amend- 
ment makes some modest changes and 
just scales back some of these excesses. 
I certainly hope we get a chance to 
vote on that. If we can’t pass full re- 
peal, we have every right—and I would 
argue every responsibility in this 
body—to try to at least improve on 
what is such an egregiously flawed pro- 
gram. 

Again, I would underscore the fact 
that the current bill is silent; in other 
words, it perpetuates, it continues this 
spectacularly flawed program that is so 
unfair to American consumers. We will 
have an opportunity to vote later 
today on a motion to table. I hope we 
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defeat the motion to table so we can 
take up this amendment and do away 
with this program. But failing that, it 
is very important that we have an op- 
portunity to at least amend the pro- 
gram. 

With that, I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from New Hampshire. 

Mrs. SHAHEEN. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to join my colleague Senator 
TOOMEY to talk about what truly is an 
egregious oversight in the underlying 
farm bill we are considering. 

This morning, the Senate is going to 
have the opportunity to vote on an 
amendment that would repeal the 
Sugar Program. As Senator TOOMEY 
has pointed out, I submitted several 
amendments. One would reform the 
Sugar Program. The one we are going 
to vote on this morning is the one to 
actually repeal the program. I, as does 
Senator TOOMEY, hope we will get a 
vote on both, but I certainly hope peo- 
ple will vote against the tabling mo- 
tion to repeal the Sugar Program. 

The underlying farm bill we are con- 
sidering reforms almost every farm 
program we have. Every farm group 
has had to sacrifice with this farm bill 
so we can reform these programs. Un- 
fortunately, there is one glaring excep- 
tion to these reforms; that is, the 
Sugar Program. 

We need to reform the sugar subsidy 
because it costs consumers and busi- 
nesses $3.5 billion each year in the form 
of higher prices. That is almost double 
the world average. We can see on this 
chart—which shows sugar prices over 
the last 30 years since 1981. This is the 
world price for sugar, and that is the 
U.S. price. We can see demonstrated 
very graphically—no pun intended— 
that we in America are paying almost 
twice what the world price is for sugar. 
It also costs us about 20,000 jobs every 
year. We are doing all this—we are af- 
fecting consumers and hundreds of 
thousands of jobs—to benefit fewer 
than 5,000 sugar growers. To benefit 
those 5,000, all of us are paying more, 
and we have been paying more, as this 
chart clearly indicates, for the last 30 
years. 

How does the subsidy program work? 
Senator TOOMEY did a great job of ex- 
plaining it, but it essentially manipu- 
lates the market. It controls how much 
sugar is grown in the United States. It 
restricts how much sugar comes into 
the United States from outside the 
country. It sets a floor on sugar prices 
by providing a government guarantee 
to sugar growers on what they are 
going to get paid, and it requires the 
government, in some cases—this is 
what is truly outrageous—it requires 
the government to buy sugar off the 
market and then sell it to ethanol 
plants at a loss to taxpayers. The pro- 
ponents of this program say it doesn’t 
cost us any money? What our amend- 
ment would do is phase out this out- 
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dated program over the course of a cou- 
ple years. 

I wish to respond to some of the 
claims we have heard from those who 
support this Sugar Program. The first 
is that it doesn’t cost taxpayers any 
money. That is if we ignore the fact 
that consumers are paying out of one 
pocket; they may not be paying as tax- 
payers in taxes, but they are paying 
out of the other pocket as consumers. 
But, in fact, that is not even accurate 
when it comes to taxpayer dollars. A 
recent study by Iowa State University 
showed that the program costs $3.5 bil- 
lion a year to consumers in the form of 
higher prices, and the Congressional 
Budget Office estimates this program 
will cost taxpayers directly in the com- 
ing years. CBO has scored this amend- 
ment as saving millions of dollars for 
taxpayers in the next decade. So re- 
pealing the Sugar Program, according 
to CBO, will save millions for tax- 
payers in the next decade. 

Those who support the Sugar Pro- 
gram also claim prices just aren’t that 
high and that consumers actually ben- 
efit from the sugar subsidy. That is ab- 
surd. We can see graphed out very 
clearly what consumers are paying. 
Consumer groups, such as the Con- 
sumer Federation and the National 
Consumers League, support our amend- 
ment because the sugar subsidy costs 
consumers and businesses $3.5 billion a 
year. 

Subsidy supporters cite a study 
which was paid for by the sugar indus- 
try to support their data. That is not 
accurate. Using data from USDA shows 
a very different story, because for 
wholesale prices which represent two- 
thirds of the sugar bought by busi- 
nesses in the United States, the effect 
of the Sugar Program is obvious, and it 
is hard to argue with this drastic dif- 
ference as displayed on the chart. What 
we have is a hidden tax that is designed 
to benefit a small powerful interest 
group. Again, studies have found that 
consumers are paying a cost to the 
tune of $3.5 billion a year. 

The supporters of the sugar subsidy 
also say this program doesn’t get in 
the way of job creation. This is an ar- 
gument that just doesn’t hold up when 
we look at the facts. Multiple studies 
have found we are sacrificing hundreds 
and thousands of jobs by keeping sugar 
prices high. In 2006, the Department of 
Commerce found that for every job pro- 
tected in the sugar industry, three 
were lost in manufacturing. A recent 
study from Iowa State University 
found that we are sacrificing 20,000 new 
jobs created every year due to the 
sugar subsidy program. So we are los- 
ing 20,000 jobs every year because of 
the sugar subsidy. There is no evidence 
sugar reform is going to hurt job cre- 
ation; in fact, it is going to help. We 
have a small business in New Hamp- 
shire, a family-run business called 
Granite State Candy. They have been 
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doing very well. They would like to ex- 
pand, but because of the high cost of 
sugar they are having trouble thinking 
about how they are going to pay for 
that. 

There is nothing more definitive than 
the illustration Senator 'TOOMEY 
showed earlier today and that I showed 
yesterday on the floor which is from a 
Canadian brochure designed to attract 
businesses in the confectionery indus- 
try to come to Canada. It points out 
how much less they are going to pay. 
Here it is. It points out how much less 
businesses are going to pay for sugar in 
Canada and how much more beneficial 
it would be for companies to do busi- 
ness in Canada rather than the United 
States. It says very clearly: 

Consider these hard facts: Sugar refiners 
import the vast majority of their raw mate- 
rials at world prices. Canadian sugar users 
enjoy a significant advantage. The average 
price of refined sugar is usually 30 to 40 per- 
cent lower in Canada than in the United 
States. Most manufactured products con- 
taining sugar are freely traded in the 
NAFTA region. 

If one needs any other evidence, that 
is it. It is clear we are losing those 
jobs. 

I strongly urge my colleagues to vote 
against tabling this amendment today. 
This may be our only chance to reform 
the Sugar Program in this farm bill. 
Tabling this amendment would be a 
vote to support special interests, those 
fewer than 5,000 sugar growers, at the 
expense of over 600,000 employees in the 
food industry and millions of con- 
sumers. 

Thank you very much. I yield the 
floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from New Jersey. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I 
rise to speak against the Paul amend- 
ment No. 2182, which would cripple the 
food stamp program. I have to tell my 
colleagues that there is an aura of won- 
derment around here that says: Look, 
let’s cut food stamps for hungry fami- 
lies and for little children. We have the 
agri companies to take care of, the ag- 
ribusinesses, to make sure they can 
feed their children. 

The most fundamental test for any 
family is to put food on the table—to 
make sure their children get the nutri- 
tion they need. When tough economic 
times hit, families can find themselves 
struggling to meet their most basic 
needs. The food stamp program was 
created so that even in the toughest of 
times, children in this country do not 
go to bed hungry. 

Here is a picture of a child reaching 
out for food—the old story about mod- 
els on cereal programs, talking about 
satisfying the brother’s hunger with 
the old remarkable display of what it is 
that comes to the fundamentals and 
taking care or letting families who 
need help get some, especially in this 
area. 

It is appalling that our Republican 
colleague from Kentucky has proposed 
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an amendment to cut more than $300 
billion from a program that is a lifeline 
for many families. These harsh cuts 
would punish families who need help 
the most. We are debating a bill that 
contains billions in support for big ag- 
ricultural companies, but instead of 
targeting the subsidies they get from 
the Federal Government—from the tax- 
payers—Republicans say we ought to 
cut programs for hungry children. I 
wonder if those who want to cut the 
food stamp program would participate 
in a real way and say to their little 
children, say to their family: Look, 
just to show we are serious, just to 
show we care, we will limit the amount 
of food we are going to give our chil- 
dren, the amount of food we are going 
to give the elders in our household, to 
show we are serious about this. 

Hungry children didn’t cause the re- 
cession or the deficit. Cutting food 
stamps will not solve our debt problem. 
But hungry children don’t have lobby- 
ists, so programs such as food stamps 
end up on the Republican chopping 
block—heroic, muscular men and 
women who say: We want to make our 
country fiscally sound, so let’s take 
the food stamps away from people who 
could be starving. 

The Paul amendment would cut sup- 
port for food stamps by almost 45 per- 
cent next year alone. The consequences 
could be devastating. The consequences 
would be devastating. 

The numbers are staggering: More 
than 46 million Americans, including 
800,000 people from my State of New 
Jersey—we are a State that has about 
9 million people—are dependent on food 
stamps to make it through the month. 
Half of them are children. 

When you look at this placard, can 
you imagine telling a mother that she 
has to tell her kids they have to do 
more with less food so maybe other 
businesses—agribusinesses—can con- 
tinue to get subsidies? 

Republicans should have to tell these 
families: We are not going to cut cor- 
porate subsidies. No, no; we have to do 
that. We have to make sure the rich 
will not pay more in taxes. So please 
understand, as we take food off their 
tables, we say to our kids: Eat less, get 
thinner, get trimmer. Stop doing your 
homework because you are too tired or 
stop complaining because you do not 
feel well when the food quantity is not 
sufficient. 

On average the Food Stamp Program 
provides assistance of just $1.50 per 
meal—a buck and a half. There is not 
much there to cut. The Republicans 
who are so eager to cut food stamps 
from children should try living on $1.50 
per meal for the next month. Let them 
then report how it feels, how their kids 
survived with less food than they need. 
Then we will see how eager they are to 
cut the food stamps. 

The Republican approach would hurt 
those with the least to protect those 
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with the most. That is not what this 
country is about. Too many of Amer- 
ica’s families are still struggling. Too 
many parents are still looking for 
work. Too many of our children are 
still hungry. The food banks across the 
country are getting evermore attention 
and visits. 

Republicans should offer them help, 
show some heart. This is not an ac- 
counting organization. We are not here 
to just balance the books. Yes, we have 
to balance the books. I come from busi- 
ness, and I know what they have to do. 
But that means we would not be serv- 
icing our democratic structures, the 
people in our society who need help. 
Republicans should offer them help. In- 
stead, they offer them deeper poverty 
and greater hunger. 

The bottom line is this: At a time 
when 50 percent of food stamp recipi- 
ents are children, it would be a moral 
stain on our country’s character to cut 
this program. That is not what Amer- 
ica is about, and that is not why any of 
us serve. 

The children who would be harmed 
by reckless cuts cannot speak for 
themselves. But we should not need to 
hear their crying voices to know what 
is right. I urge my colleagues to listen 
to their consciences and defeat the 
Paul amendment. 

I conclude by saying how dis- 
appointing it is to see a $4 billion re- 
duction to the Food Stamp Program in 
the farm bill. I am proud to join Sen- 
ator GILLIBRAND in offering an amend- 
ment to reverse these cuts. We are 
going to try to make that happen. 

With that, Mr. President, I yield the 
floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Minnesota. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2393 

Ms. KLOBUCHAR. Mr. President, I 
rise today in opposition to an amend- 
ment that would eliminate the Sugar 
Program, and I urge my colleagues to 
table it at this time. 

As we continue our work on the farm 
bill, as we debate these amendments, I 
think my colleagues should keep in 
mind at every moment that this pro- 
posal contains $23 billion in cuts that 
we have brought together on a bipar- 
tisan basis, and two-thirds of those 
cuts—$16 billion—is on only 14 percent 
of the bill; that is, the farm programs. 
Two-thirds of the cuts: $16 billion on 
the farm program. 

This bill is supported by 630 con- 
servation groups, nutrition groups—a 
number of them. Obviously, they would 
like to see changes. People want to 
make things better. But if we do not 
get this bill done, you can imagine 
what is going to happen to school hot 
lunches and the like. 

Unfortunately, eliminating the Sugar 
Program would actually hurt jobs in 
America. I know Senator CONRAD was 
here earlier putting the facts out, but 
people need to know the facts. This is 
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a zero-cost program that supports 
142,000 jobs and generates nearly $20 
billion in economic activity. This is 
the kind of value we are looking for. 

I believe we need to be doing every- 
thing we can to maintain programs 
that are working for our farmers in an 
efficient way—programs that are sup- 
porting jobs and putting dollars into 
our economy, especially those pro- 
grams that do not cost money. 

Most of us can appreciate the value 
of a strong farm safety net. During our 
discussions in the Agriculture Com- 
mittee, I worked with Chairwoman 
STABENOW and other members of the 
committee to make sure the bill pro- 
vided for that safety net so the liveli- 
hoods of our farmers cannot be swept 
away in the blink of an eye by natural 
disasters and market failures and be- 
cause, you know what, we as a country 
do not want to be dependent on foreign 
food like we are dependent on foreign 
oil. 

The Sugar Program has played its 
own key role in shielding farmers from 
risk—albeit it is a different and more 
predictable kind of risk they face. I am 
talking about the risk of competing 
against heavily subsidized sugar from 
foreign countries. 

Let’s put it this way: If you do not 
like being dependent on foreign oil, 
you are not going to love being depend- 
ent on foreign sugar. Past U.S. trade 
agreements have already opened our 
domestic market to foreign sugar. Over 
the last 3 years, the United States, on 
average, has been the world’s largest 
sugar importer, supplying nearly one- 
third of our total sugar needs. 

Since 1985 we have had 54 sugar fac- 
tories close due to sustained low prices. 
Once these jobs are gone, they are gone 
forever. This is why we need to con- 
tinue the Sugar Program in the 2012 
farm bill—one that supports American 
sugar beet and sugar cane producers 
while ensuring an abundant supply of 
sugar for consumers and manufactur- 
ers. 

We must continue this program. 
Look at what has happened. The aver- 
age global retail price for sugar is 14 
percent higher than it is in the United 
States. In other developed countries, 
the average price is 24 percent higher 
than it is in the United States. 

Some people have blamed farmers for 
the high cost of sugar foods in the gro- 
cery store. But look at the numbers. 
For example, a $1 candy bar has about 
2 cents’ worth of sugar in it. A $3.50 
carton of ice cream has about 10 cents’ 
worth of sugar. So ending the Sugar 
Program is not the solution that will 
keep food prices competitive. It is the 
opposite. 

This is an important program for our 
country. If changes are to be made to 
it, the answer should not be to elimi- 
nate it. That is why I ask my col- 
leagues to join me in tabling this 
amendment as we work together in the 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE, Vol. 158, Pt. 7 


future to make sure we preserve Amer- 
ican jobs. 

The sugar industry supplies Amer- 
ican jobs. Just ask the people in the 
Red River Valley in Minnesota and 
North Dakota. 

Thank you very much, Mr. President. 
I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Wyoming. 

Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, I thank my 
colleague from Minnesota for her com- 
ments. This is an amendment that has 
come up on a regular basis—always 
started from New Hampshire, always 
defeated by the Senate. 

I encourage my colleagues to table 
Reid amendment No. 2393. This meas- 
ure is known as Senator SHAHEEN’S 
amendment to phase out the Federal 
Sugar Program. 

First, I would like to commend 
Chairwoman STABENOW and Ranking 
Member ROBERTS for their work on the 
underlying bill. They proved that the 
Agriculture Committee is able to take 
a serious look at the farm bill pro- 
grams and improve what is working 
while cutting what is not. 

The Sugar Program is an excellent 
example of what works in the farm bill. 
Since its early years, the Sugar Pro- 
gram has evolved to ensure that beet 
and cane growers can continue to pro- 
vide the United States with a safe and 
reliable source of sugar products. I un- 
derscore ‘‘reliable’’ because sugar is a 
unique commodity. Not only are sugar 
crops extremely limited in their sea- 
sons, but an added component is that 
both sugar beets and cane must be 
processed immediately after harvest. 
Processing involves what is essentially 
a refinery. 

In Wyoming we have three facilities 
that process sugar, all of which are 
grower owned and operated. People can 
always tell it’s October back home 
when the large piles of sugar beets 
begin to appear outside the sugar 
plants. Workers race to produce raw 
sugar before the beets go bad. Any 
number of complications can spoil the 
crop and put the sugar refineries out of 
business. 

Such unique conditions produce risk 
that is not common with other agricul- 
tural commodities. Because much of 
the year’s sugar is produced in such a 
small window, a sugar program is need- 
ed to stabilize the price of sugar 
through the entire year. This policy 
benefits the very people who opponents 
of the Sugar Program wish to protect. 

With stability in the sugar markets 
confectioners, food manufacturers, and 
beveragemakers have a steady supply 
of quality sugar without wild price 
swings. Not only are U.S. sugar prices 
stable under the program, but the 
United States offers sugar users some 
of the lowest prices in the developed 
world. 

I also wish to add that the U.S. Sugar 
Program works to ensure that other 
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nations have access to sugar markets. 
Some claim the U.S. Sugar Program is 
a protectionist policy. This could not 
be more false. Mr. President, 17 of the 
largest sugar exporting countries in Af- 
rica, Asia, the Caribbean, Central 
America, and South America have all 
expressed support for the U.S. Sugar 
Program. 

As a matter of fact, the United 
States is the second largest net im- 
porter of sugar behind only Russia. The 
program is operated to ensure that we 
fulfill our trade obligations, especially 
within the WTO, and continues to pro- 
vide a sugar market for developing na- 
tions wishing to export their product. 

Finally, the U.S. Sugar Program has 
been run for the past 10 years at zero 
cost to the U.S. taxpayers, and the U.S. 
Department of Agriculture predicts it 
will remain that way in its current 
form for at least 10 more. As other col- 
leagues have mentioned, this is all 
while the U.S. sugar industry has 
helped to generate nearly $20 billion in 
annual economic activity in our coun- 
try. 

Wyoming offers just a few examples 
of how much of an economic impact 
the sugar industry has on rural com- 
munities across our Nation. As I men- 
tioned, the growers and local commu- 
nities in my State own the plants that 
refine the raw sugar we use every day. 
Those plants produce jobs and keep 
economic activity local. With all the 
inherent risks in sugar production, 
these communities are able to continue 
providing the United States with a safe 
and reliable supply of sugar for the 
United States. 

The U.S. sugar policy not only helps 
growers but keeps prices low for con- 
sumers. Some American food manufac- 
turers will claim that it is the price of 
sugar causing them to shed jobs or 
move overseas. However, sugar rep- 
resents only a small portion of the 
input costs that go into food produc- 
tion. Instead, it is the cost of labor, en- 
vironmental standards, and regulatory 
burdens that play the biggest role in 
whether U.S. firms can compete with 
food markets overseas. In recent years, 
U.S. candy production has actually 
gone up, and the U.S. Sugar Program 
has played its role by keeping prices 
stable. 

With that, I ask my colleagues to 
table amendment No. 2393 and keep the 
programs that work in this farm bill. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Idaho. 

Mr. CRAPO. Mr. President, I rise 
today to support and underscore the 
points just made by Senator ENZI in 
support of the U.S. Sugar Program, 
which, as he indicated, has operated 
successfully at no cost to the American 
taxpayers, consumers, or food manu- 
facturers. 

As you know, the sugar beet industry 
is very important to my State of Idaho, 
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bringing in approximately $1.1 billion 
in revenue every year. History has 
shown that grocers and food manufac- 
turers do not pass their savings from 
lower ingredient prices along to con- 
sumers. 

For example, from the summer of 
2010 until now, producer prices for 
sugar have dropped nearly 20 percent. 
In fact, the U.S. Sugar Program re- 
mains crucial because other nations 
are implementing trade-distorting sub- 
sidies for their otherwise uncompeti- 
tive sugar industries. The world sugar 
price, as is so often debated in these 
Halls, suffers from government-backed 
dumping that protects sugar producers 
overseas to the detriment of American 
sugar producers—hence, the need for 
the U.S. Sugar Program. 

Consumers in the rest of the world 
pay, on average, 14 percent more for 
sugar—in the developed world, 24 per- 
cent more—than American consumers 
pay. In America, sugar is a readily 
available and affordable product. 

Critics of U.S. sugar policy make the 
argument that the program causes dis- 
astrous shortages in U.S. sugar supply, 
which flies in the face of reality. U.S. 
farmers and producers have proven 
themselves, time and again, to be the 
most efficient in the world, but they 
cannot be left alone to face a trade 
market undermined by foreign govern- 
ment manipulation. 

Nothing could be further from the 
truth, and the latest numbers released 
by the U.S. Department of Agriculture 
underline that. The USDA now esti- 
mates that there is enough sugar sur- 
plus to give every man, woman, and 
child in this country nearly 12 pounds 
of sugar on top of what they already 
consume. This is enough surplus sugar 
to fill the Capitol Dome 55 times. 

I strongly encourage my colleagues 
to oppose any attempts at repealing 
this program. At risk would be 142,000 
American jobs generated by the U.S. 
sugar-producing industry. Many of 
these jobs would be lost to subsidized 
foreign producers who are generally 
less efficient and less reliable and 
produce sugar far less safely and re- 
sponsibly than American sugar pro- 
ducers. 

I support Idaho’s sugar beet growers 
as well as sugar growers throughout 
the country. I am committed to ensur- 
ing that they have access to the tools 
they need to produce an affordable and 
abundant sugar supply. 

The bottom line is not only is this 
program not a cost to the U.S. tax- 
payer, it generates revenue to help us 
reduce our deficit. These are the kinds 
of programs we need to protect Amer- 
ican producers. 

I encourage all of my colleagues to 
oppose the Shaheen amendment. 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I oppose 
the amendment offered by Senator 
SHAHEEN and others which would phase 
out the Federal Sugar Program. I 
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would like to share some of my per- 
sonal history with my colleagues. My 
grandfather and grandmother emi- 
grated from Japan to work at McBryde 
Sugar Company on the island of Kauai 
in 1899. In my office here in Wash- 
ington, I have a framed copy of the 
contract on which my grandfather, 
Asakichi Inouye, placed his “X.” The 
contract includes a photograph of this 
brave young man and his wife and a lit- 
tle baby boy they are holding, my fa- 
ther. 

Nearly a century later, Asakichi 
Inouye’s grandson is proud to be rep- 
resenting the State of Hawaii in the 
United States Senate. With exception 
of one, all of Hawaii’s sugar planta- 
tions are now closed. The Hawaiian 
Commercial and Sugar Company, 
HC&S, remains operational on the is- 
land of Maui and employs nearly 800 
employees. HC&S is Hawaii’s largest 
provider of raw sugar, producing ap- 
proximately 200,000 tons each year. In 
addition to the growing and milling of 
sugarcane, HC&S produces raw sugar, 
specialty sugar, molasses, and the gen- 
eration and sale of electricity to help 
provide power across the island. 

I am proud to represent the men and 
women in Hawaii who still work di- 
rectly or indirectly for the sugar indus- 
try, and their families. These agricul- 
tural workers, who are among the 
world’s most productive, have enjoyed 
collective bargaining for decades and 
are rewarded for their productivity 
with good wages, with some of the best 
health care benefits in the country, 
and with generous benefits for insur- 
ance and retirement. Their safety and 
their health are bolstered by some of 
the strictest worker protection rules 
and highest environmental standards 
in the Nation, and possibly in the 
world. 

These workers, many of whose fami- 
lies have been in sugar for three or four 
generations, lead comfortable, but by 
no means extravagant lives. They can 
put their children through college and 
can look forward to a decent retire- 
ment, but they are far from wealthy in 
the monetary sense. 

The U.S. sugar policy has ensured 
American consumers with dependable 
supplies of reasonably priced sugar, ad- 
hering to U.S. standards for food safety 
and quality. Consumers in other devel- 
oped countries pay on average 24 per- 
cent more for their sugar than Amer- 
ican consumers. The U.S. Sugar Pro- 
gram provides no subsidies to Amer- 
ican sugar producers. For the past 10 
years, the policy has operated at zero 
cost to taxpayers, and the U.S. Depart- 
ment of Agriculture predicts it will re- 
main at zero cost for the next 10 years, 
to 2022. In the absence of a U.S. sugar 
policy, it would eliminate or severely 
damage the no-taxpayer-cost U.S. 
sugar policy, and, among other things, 
shift American jobs overseas. Hawaii’s 
existing sugar producer could poten- 
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tially close, forcing my constituents to 
lose their livelihood. 

If the U.S. sugar policy were elimi- 
nated, our U.S. market would be flood- 
ed with subsidized sugar from the 
world dump market that is less reliable 
and less safe. The U.S. market would 
collapse, and efficient American sugar 
farmers would be driven out of busi- 
ness. Job and incomes losses would 
devastate rural economies where sugar 
is grown and harm urban economies 
where sugar is processed. 

Further, if the U.S. sugar policy were 
eliminated Americans would have to 
cope with less reliable, less safe, more 
costly, foreign sugar. American con- 
sumers demand consistent quantity 
and quality. In other words, when con- 
sumers go to the grocery store to pur- 
chase sugar, they expect a high-quality 
product that is safe and contaminant 
free and identical with every purchase. 
They also expect to find such products 
on the shelf whenever they want to buy 
them. This is exactly what the Amer- 
ican consumer gets from the U.S. sugar 
industry—so much so that we take it 
for granted. Further, in many of these 
countries, producers operate with 
labor, environmental, and food safety 
standards or enforcement that is much 
less than what American producers 
routinely meet. Accordingly, I urge my 
colleagues to table Shaheen amend- 
ment. 

I yield the floor, and I suggest the ab- 
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant bill clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
FRANKEN). Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I now with- 
draw my motion to proceed to S. 1940. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The mo- 
tion is withdrawn. 


Ee 


AGRICULTURE REFORM, FOOD, 
AND JOBS ACT OF 2012 


Mr. REID. Mr. President, it is my un- 
derstanding that we are now on S. 3240, 
and the motion to recommit with a 
second-degree amendment numbered 
2339 is now pending. Is that right? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator is correct. 

The clerk will report the bill by title. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 

A bill (S. 3240) to reauthorize agricultural 
programs through 2017, and for other pur- 
poses. 

Pending: 

Reid (for Stabenow/Roberts) amendment 
No. 2389, of a perfecting nature. 

Reid amendment No. 2390 (to amendment 
No. 2389), to change the enactment date. 

Reid motion to recommit the bill to the 
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and 
Forestry, with instructions. 


June 13, 2012 


Reid amendment No. 2391, of a perfecting 
nature. 

Reid amendment No. 2392 (to (the instruc- 
tions) amendment No. 2391), to empower 
States with programmatic flexibility and 
predictability to administer a supplemental 
nutrition assistance block grant program 
under which, at the request of a State agen- 
cy, eligible households within the State may 
receive an adequate, or more nutritious, 
diet. 

Reid amendment No. 2393 (to amendment 
No. 2392), to phase out the Federal Sugar 
Program. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I move to 
table amendment No. 2393. I ask for the 
yeas and nays on that motion to table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
motion. 

The clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk called the roll. 

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the 
Senator from Missouri (Mrs. McCaAs- 
KILL), the Senator from West Virginia 
(Mr. ROCKEFELLER), and the Senator 
from Virginia (Mr. WARNER) are nec- 
essarily absent. 

Mr. KYL. The following Senator is 
necessarily absent: the Senator from 
Illinois (Mr. KIRK). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de- 
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 50, 
nays 46, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 119 Leg.] 


YEAS—50 
Akaka Gillibrand Nelson (NE) 
Barrasso Harkin Nelson (FL) 
Baucus Hoeven Pryor 
Begich Inouye Reid 
Bennet Isakson Risch 
Bingaman Johanns Roberts 
Blunt Johnson (SD) Rubio 
Boxer Kerry 
Cantwell Klobuchar eer 
Cardin Landrieu Stabenow 
Chambliss Leahy 
Cochran Levin Tester 
Conrad Lieberman Thune 
Crapo Menendez Udall (CO) 
Enzi Mikulski Udall (NM) 
Feinstein Moran Vitter 
Franken Murray Wicker 

NAYS—46 
Alexander Durbin McConnell 
Ayotte Graham Merkley 
Blumenthal Grassley Murkowski 
Boozman Hagan Paul 
Brown (MA) Hatch Portman 
Brown (OH) Heller Ree 
Burr Hutchison Sessions 
Carper Inhofe Shaheen 
Casey Johnson (WI) Shelby 
Coats Kohl ‘Snowe 
Coburn Kyl Toome 
Collins Lautenberg y 
Coons Lee Webb 
Corker Lugar Whitehouse 
Cornyn Manchin Wyden 
DeMint McCain 

NOT VOTING—4 

Kirk Rockefeller 
McCaskill Warner 


The motion was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma- 
jority leader. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I move to 
table amendment No. 2392, and I ask 
for the yeas and nays. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec- 
ond. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that there be 4 minutes 
of debate equally divided prior to the 
vote, and that the time be controlled 
by Senator STABENOW and Senator 
PAUL. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from Kentucky. 

Mr. PAUL. Mr. President, our system 
of helping ensure that no one in our 
country goes hungry is a noble one. We 
are now asking to spend $750 billion on 
food stamps. When we ask this, we need 
to remember that recently a woman in 
Chicago faked the birth of triplets in 
order to receive $21,000 in food stamps. 
We need to remember that million- 
aires, including Larry Fick, who won $2 
million, is still receiving food stamps 
because he says he has no income. He 
has $2 million but no income. Amanda 
Clayton won $1 million recently in the 
lottery and she was aghast she lost a 
third of it to taxes. She now has two 
homes and mortgage payments and 
doesn’t know how can she make it 
without food stamps. So we are paying 
millionaires food stamps. Thirty per- 
cent of Polk County inmates are get- 
ting food stamps. 

There has to be some reason. Should 
you be able to buy junk food on food 
stamps? Should you get to go to 
McDonald’s on food stamps? This is out 
of control. It is not about helping those 
in need, it is about being wise with tax- 
payer dollars and not giving people 
$20,000 a year in food stamps. We need 
to give only to those who cannot work, 
those who are infirm, those who are 
diseased and are not able-bodied. But 
we are giving to millionaires, and we 
are paying for junk food and giving to 
those who go to McDonald’s, and it has 
to stop. 

This program has doubled in the last 
10 years. We do not have an endless 
supply of money. I think Americans 
would be flabbergasted at the amount 
of money and that some of these pro- 
grams are duplicative. People getting 
food stamps for a meal are also getting 
a free lunch at school. Some of these 
programs are actually advertising for 
applicants. In my hometown they ad- 
vertise to try to promote people com- 
ing in and getting the free lunch during 
the summertime. 

It is not that we won’t help people, it 
is that we need to be conscious of how 
much money we have and that we help 
only those who cannot help them- 
selves. I would ask for some reason. 
The food stamp program is exploding, 
and I recommend we vote for this 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Michigan. 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, first 
of all, I strongly oppose this amend- 
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ment and urge my colleagues to vote to 
table it. 

I would agree with the Senator from 
Kentucky that nobody who wins the 
lottery should get food assistance, and 
we outright ban it in this bill. We out- 
right ban a number of areas where 
there has been waste, fraud, and abuse. 
This bill does more on accountability 
on food assistance than we have seen in 
many years. But it also doesn’t do 
what this amendment does, which is 
block grant funding, cut it, send it 
back to the States with no requirement 
it be used for people who truly need it. 

I can tell you, coming from Michi- 
gan, I have people who have never be- 
fore in their lives needed help with food 
assistance. They are mortified; they 
have paid taxes their whole life and 
they have never asked for help, but 
now that the plant has closed, they 
need some temporary help. Those folks 
are, on average, getting help for 10 
months or less, and they deserve every 
dollar we can help them with. 

I want to make sure that every single 
dollar goes where it should go. Waste, 
fraud, and abuse we tackle. But for 
somebody in this great country who 
has paid their taxes all their lives and 
worked all their lives and now needs 
help to put food on the table for the 
balance of the month, they need to 
know we are going to provide a little 
bit of temporary help. 

This amendment is outrageous and 
would go completely against the com- 
mitment we as a country have made to 
help those who truly need it. I urge we 
vote yes to table this amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion. 
The yeas and nays have been ordered. 

The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant bill clerk called the 
roll. 

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the 
Senator from Virginia (Mr. WARNER) is 
necessarily absent. 

Mr. KYL. The following Senator is 
necessarily absent: the Senator from 
Illinois (Mr. KIRK). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de- 
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 65, 
nays 33, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 120 Leg.] 


YEAS—65 
Akaka Coons Levin 
Alexander Corker Lieberman 
Baucus Durbin Lugar 
Begich Feinstein Manchin 
Bennet Franken McCaskill 
Bingaman Gillibrand Menendez 
Blumenthal Hagan Merkley 
Boozman Harkin Mikulski 
Boxer Hoeven Murkowski 
Brown (MA) Inouye Murray 
Brown (OH) Johanns Nelson (NE) 
Cantwell Johnson (SD) Nelson (FL) 
Cardin Kerry Portman 
Carper Klobuchar Pryor 
Casey Kohl Reed 
Cochran Landrieu Reid 
Collins Lautenberg Roberts 
Conrad Leahy Rockefeller 
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Sanders Stabenow Webb 
Schumer Tester Whitehouse 
Shaheen Udall (CO) Wyden 
Snowe Udall (NM) 
NAYS—33 

Ayotte Graham McConnell 
Barrasso Grassley Moran 
Blunt Hatch Paul 
Burr Heller Risch 
Chambliss Hutchison Rubio 
Coats Inhofe Sessions 
Coburn Isakson Shelby 
Cornyn Johnson (WI) Thune 
Crapo Kyl Toomey 
DeMint Lee Vitter 
Enzi McCain Wicker 

NOT VOTING—2 
Kirk Warner 


The motion was agreed to. 
VOTE EXPLANATION 
e Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I was 
unable to vote on the motion to table 
the Paul amendment No. 2182 this 
morning due to a family commitment, 
but should I have been present, I would 
have voted yea on the motion to table 
the amendment. 

SNAP was effective in helping over 
786,157 individuals in my own Common- 
wealth of Virginia—including children 
and the elderly—have the resources 
necessary to purchase healthy food this 
past year. I believe that turning this 
program into a State block grant, as 
Senator PAUL’s amendment would have 
done, would not allow this program to 
continue to be as effective. SNAP is 
the bedrock of our national nutrition 
safety net, serving as a first line of de- 
fense against hunger, and during this 
last economic downturn has made sure 
that low-income families across the 
Commonwealth and the country are 
helped in putting food on the table 
each night.e 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma- 
jority leader. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I now ask 
unanimous consent the pending motion 
to recommit be withdrawn; that 
amendment No. 2390 be withdrawn; 
that the Stabenow-Roberts amend- 
ment, No. 2389, be agreed to; the bill, as 
amended, be considered original text 
for the purpose of further amendment; 
that the following four amendments be 
the first amendments in order to the 
bill with no other first-degree amend- 
ments in order until these amendments 
are disposed of: Coburn, No. 2353; 
Hagan, No. 2366; DeMint, No. 2385; 
McCaskill, No. 2222; that there be up to 
60 minutes of debate equally divided 
between the two leaders or their des- 
ignees on each of these amendments; 
that upon the use or yielding back of 
this time on all four amendments the 
Senate proceed to votes in relation to 
the amendments in the order listed; 
that there be no amendments or mo- 
tions in order to the amendments prior 
to the votes other than on motions to 
waive points of order and motions to 
table; that upon disposition of these 
amendments, I be recognized. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 
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Mr. COBURN. Reserving the right to 
object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Oklahoma. 

Mr. COBURN. I wonder if I might ask 
the leader a question through the 
Chair. It would seem to me the process 
we are planning now is that the leader 
is deciding what amendments we will 
vote on and what we will not. I wonder 
if he would be open to the consider- 
ation of us sending up 40 amendments 
over the next 4 days and coming to an 
agreement on this, because what we 
are playing now is a game of low pri- 
ority amendments versus high priority 
amendments in the name of saying we 
are doing something rather than hav- 
ing an open amendment process, which 
is the tradition of the Senate. My ques- 
tion to him is would he be amenable to 
have a discussion on a much larger 
number of amendments so we don’t 
continue to get out of order? This is 
the first time I remember seeing this 
list, and this is a very low priority 
amendment for many. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma- 
jority leader. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I wish my 
friend was near as exercised over the 
year, 18 months, on getting on a bill. It 
takes us a week to get on a bill because 
we have to file motions to invoke clo- 
ture every time we proceed to a bill. 
We could save a lot of time if we could 
get on a bill. One reason there used to 
be so much, as he said, tradition—tra- 
dition has been spilled into the spill- 
ways—is that it was a rare occasion 
you had to do anything to invoke clo- 
ture on a motion to proceed. Now it is 
what we do every time because the Re- 
publicans demand that. 

In direct answer to the question, I 
have worked with Senator ROBERTS 
and Senator STABENOW. We are trying 
to get some amendments up. They may 
be low priority on his part, my friend 
from Oklahoma, but some people think 
these are important amendments. The 
two we just finished, no one can con- 
sider those low priority amendments, 
dealing with foodstamps and with 
sugar. These are always big deals on 
this farm bill. 

So I say to my friend, Senator ROB- 
ERTS and Senator STABENOW are trying 
to come up with a list. The Repub- 
licans are having some kind of a steer- 
ing meeting or whatever it is now. 
Maybe the Senator can go and visit 
with them and try to help us get a list. 

Iam not going to talk out here about 
a number, but as we did on the highway 
bill, we have done it on the FDA bill, 
come up with some amendments. There 
is plenty of dead time around here, and 
we don’t have to spend a lot of time on 
the amendments themselves. Once we 
agree to them, we keep on talking 
about them forever. 

To answer the Senator’s question, 
yes, I would be happy if we could get, 
as we have been trying to get for a long 
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time, an agreed-upon group of amend- 
ments. I want to finish the farm bill. I 
think it is extremely important to our 
country. 

So, I say to my friend, I hope we can 
work something out. I have told my 
friend, the junior Senator from Michi- 
gan and the chairman of this com- 
mittee, I would like something so we 
can enter into an agreement today and 
start voting on some of these amend- 
ments tomorrow. 

Ms. STABENOW. Would the leader be 
willing to yield for a question? 

Mr. REID. Yes. 

Ms. STABENOW. Thank you very 
much. To emphasize what the leader 
indicated earlier, isn’t it true that 
while we are moving forward step by 
step—before we get a larger universal 
agreement—as he has said, the leader 
is open to work with me, Senator ROB- 
ERTS, and Members on both sides of the 
aisle to get a larger list in the range in 
which the distinguished Senator from 
Oklahoma has talked about and cer- 
tainly a list which we would begin to 
move through? 

But while we are doing that, rather 
than just biding time on the floor, this 
gives Members an opportunity to de- 
bate on issues they care deeply about 
and continue to move forward. 

In fact, is it the leader’s desire that 
we do this and that we are in the proc- 
ess of putting together that larger uni- 
verse of amendments? 

Mr. REID. In response to my friend’s 
question, the reason we had these two 
votes this morning is while we are 
working on coming up with a finite list 
of amendments, why sit around and 
twiddle our thumbs? At least through 
this process, we have gotten two major 
amendments out of the way. They are 
gone. 

If my friend continues his objection, 
I am going to set up some more votes 
this way. Listen, this is not my pref- 
erence for doing these bills. But I say 
to my friend, I would hope with the 
concern the Senator has for the fi- 
nances of this country and how he 
cares about our country, care a little 
bit about these motions to proceed 
which are such a waste of our time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Oklahoma. 

Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, I take 
the leader at his word. I will go back to 
my caucus and explain that I object to 
this group of bills, but I would also 
note we did get two amendments out of 
the way. The one amendment on sugar 
that had the potential to pass wasn’t 
the one we chose. 

So I come back to the point, never in 
the history of the Senate, with the rate 
at which we see now, did we give up our 
rights to allow the majority leader to 
decide what amendments will be voted 
on or offered. In fact, for the last 3 
days, we could have had a great open 
process of having the floor open for 
amendments and moved 8 or 10 amend- 
ments a day. I understand the conflict. 
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I understand what he is trying to do, 
and I understand the political rami- 
fications of that. 

I will go and seek the counsel and 
guidance of my caucus and return and 
give the leader’s message. 

With that, I object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec- 
tion is heard. 

Mr. REID. Before my friend leaves 
the floor, I also look back at the days, 
as is recounted in Caro’s book and as 
we have heard here, to the days when 
the majority leader truly did some 
things. During the days of Lyndon 
Johnson, we couldn’t even have a vote 
on anything unless he gave the nod. I 
don’t have that power anymore. That 
has changed over the years, but I would 
love to be able to have a bill brought to 
the floor. If we were able to get rid of 
these senseless motions to proceed that 
I have to file cloture on, we could 
spend a lot of time debating and 
amending these bills, and that is what 
we need to get to. 

Mr. COBURN. If the majority leader 
would yield, I think the leader could 
eliminate motions to proceed very eas- 
ily by saying that every bill that 
comes to the floor will have an open 
and honest debate determined by what 
colleagues and Members would like to 
debate, but we have not seen that. That 
is not just the Democratic control of 
the Senate; we have seen some with the 
Republican control of the Senate as 
well. 

We are not going to solve that prob- 
lem now. I will take counsel with my 
caucus, and I will get back to the lead- 
er. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
UDALL of New Mexico). The majority 
leader. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2406 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I call up 
amendment No. 2406 to the instruc- 
tions, which is at the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. REID] pro- 
poses amendment numbered 2406 to the in- 
structions of the motion to recommit S. 3240. 

The amendment is as follows: 

(Purpose: To eliminate certain working 

lands conservation programs) 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol- 


lowing: 
SEC. . ELIMINATION OF CERTAIN WORK- 
ING LANDS CONSERVATION PRO- 
GRAMS. 
(a) CONSERVATION STEWARDSHIP PRO- 


GRAM.—Subchapter B of chapter 2 of subtitle 
D of title XII of the Food Security Act of 
1985 (16 U.S.C. 3838d et seq.) is repealed. 

(b) ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY INCENTIVES 
PROGRAM.—Chapter 4 of subtitle D of title 
XII of the Food Security Act of 1985 (16 
U.S.C. 3839aa et seq.) is repealed. 

Mr. REID. I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec- 
ond. 
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The yeas and nays were ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2407 TO AMENDMENT NO. 2406 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I now call 
up amendment No. 2407, a second-de- 
gree amendment, which is at the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. REID] pro- 
poses an amendment numbered 2407 to 
amendment No. 2406. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To convert all mandatory spending 

to discretionary spending subject to an- 

nual appropriations) 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol- 
lowing: 

SEC. 12 . FUNDING. 

Notwithstanding any other provision of 
this Act or any amendment made by this 
Act, each amount made available by this Act 
or an amendment made by this Act that is 
funded through direct spending (as defined in 
section 250(c) of the Balanced Budget and 
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985(2 
U.S.C. 900(c))) shall be considered to be an 
authorization of appropriations for that 
amount and purpose. 


EE 


FLOOD INSURANCE REFORM AND 
MODERNIZATION ACT—MOTION 
TO PROCEED—Continued 


Mr. REID. Mr. President, I move to 
proceed to Calendar No. 250, S. 1940. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The mo- 
tion is pending. 

The Senator from Montana. 

AGRICULTURE REFORM 

Mr. TESTER. Mr. President, I rise to 
talk about the farm bill and recognize 
the fine work the Senate Agriculture 
Committee did in bringing this bill for- 
ward. 

I am disappointed, to say the least, 
that this bill is bogged down in legisla- 
tive games. This bill is too important 
for folks to play politics. If we want to 
talk about a lack of predictability, this 
is a prime example. We should be pass- 
ing a bill and instead games are being 


played. 
Agriculture is the largest industry in 
Montana. Montana’s farmers and 


ranchers produce the food that powers 
the Nation. Providing an effective safe- 
ty net for those of us in production ag- 
riculture is important, and it is poten- 
tially very costly. It would have been 
easy for the Senate Agriculture Com- 
mittee to write a bill that keeps spend- 
ing at the levels of the last farm bill, 
but they did not. 

This bill recognizes the fiscal chal- 
lenges we face. It cuts more than $23 
billion, more than double the amount 
proposed by the Simpson-Bowles Com- 
mission. 

Due to the good work of the Senate 
Agriculture Committee, this bill pro- 
duces meaningful savings and reduces 
the number of programs at the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture. At the same time 
the bill preserves a strong safety net 
for farmers, invests in conservation 
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and nutrition and institutes much 
needed reforms. 

I have offered amendments to address 
the issues that still face farmers and 
ranchers around the country. The first 
is my provision to ensure that farmers 
will be able to buy public varieties of 
seeds. My amendment will make sure 
the Department of Agriculture follows 
through on the government’s commit- 
ment to public seed varieties. It en- 
sures that the USDA will devote the re- 
sources necessary to support a strong 
public breeding program and develop 
public plant and animal varieties. For 
too long the Agriculture Department 
has failed to promote public seed vari- 
eties. The USDA must support diverse 
seed research that farmers can adapt to 
various growing conditions. 

My amendment will not solve the 
problem, but it is a necessary first step 
to ensure that farmers have a choice of 
what kind of seeds to purchase. 

I have also introduced an amendment 
that takes a proactive approach to pro- 
tect our country’s livestock producers. 
Back in 2009, Senator BARRASSO and I 
wrote a new law to help livestock pro- 
ducers get compensation for losses re- 
lated to wolves. Any producer will tell 
us they would rather prevent predation 
than get compensated for a loss, but 
losses do happen. A number of States 
receive some assistance from that pro- 
gram. That is why I have introduced an 
amendment to help producers protect 
their livestock from the threat of pre- 
dation. It is a commonsense solution to 
support livestock producers who live 
near protected populations of preda- 
tors. 

Speaking of commonsense amend- 
ments, I am also offering what some 
have called the biggest package of 
sportsmen’s bills in a generation. My 
sportsmen’s act combines over 20 dif- 
ferent sportsmen bills. It comes in re- 
sponse to the concerns I have heard as 
a chairman of the Congressional 
Sportsmen’s Caucus. 

What I hear most often from sports- 
men is the importance of access to pub- 
lic lands. That is why this bill dedi- 
cates funding to ensure sportsmen’s ac- 
cess to some of the best places to hunt 
and fish in this country. 

Some folks might ask why is this im- 
portant, but hunting and fishing is a 
way of life in places such as Montana. 
In fact, one in three Montanans hunts 
big game and over 50 percent fish. For 
us, it is not just recreation, it is a crit- 
ical part of our economy. It drives and 
sustains jobs. 

So Senator THUNE and I, as cochairs 
of the Congressional Sportsmen’s Cau- 
cus, have combined the best bills and 
ideas from Republicans and Democrats. 
In addition to preserving access to pub- 
lic lands, it reauthorizes several vital 
conservation programs and preserves 
our shooting heritage. That is why it 
has the support in a wide variety of 
sportsmen and conservation groups. 
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Neither party has a monopoly on good 
ideas. 

My sportsman’s act takes the best 
from the House bill and the best from 
both sides of the aisle in the Senate to 
move the ball forward for sportsmen 
and sportswomen in Montana and the 
Nation. By adding this sportsmen’s 
package to the farm bill, we will con- 
serve some of our most productive 
habitat, passing on hunting and fishing 
traditions to future generations and 
entrusting them to those who care 
about them the most. 

(The further remarks of Mr. TESTER 
are printed in today’s RECORD under 
“Morning Business.’’) 

Mr. TESTER. I yield the floor and 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the 
order for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Mr. Presi- 
dent, earlier this week I came to the 
Senate floor to speak about the impor- 
tance of the forestry title in what is a 
bipartisan farm bill we are considering 
right now as I speak. 

In my previous remarks, I spoke 
about a growing emergency in our Na- 
tion’s forests caused by the largest 
bark beetle outbreak in our recorded 
history—an outbreak that is projected 
to kill nearly every lodgepole pine in 
Colorado. 

I know the Presiding Officer from the 
neighboring State of New Mexico is ex- 
periencing these same conditions in his 
State. The Forest Service has esti- 
mated that 100,000 dead trees are fall- 
ing in our forests every day. Hard to 
imagine, but their estimates are such: 
100,000 trees every day. That means our 
landscapes are littered with tinder 
ready to burn, which, combined with 
the hot dry summer we are already ex- 
periencing, is a recipe for a disastrous 
fire season. 

Mother Nature bats last, which 
means much of what we face is out of 
our control. But we can act, and we 
must act, in order to manage the mag- 
nitude of the crisis in our home States. 

In some ways—I know the Presiding 
Officer sees this the same way I do— 
the forests in Colorado are the canaries 
in the coal mine that tie us into and 
identify the effects of a changing cli- 
mate. Warmer temperatures and 
drought conditions have exacerbated 
beetle infestations in our forests, and 
we are now dealing with an unprece- 
dented combination of explosive fire 
season events. 

There is a raging Colorado wildfire 
today, as I stand here, in Larimer 
County—the High Park Fire—and it 
continues to grow. It has consumed 
over 46,000 acres. It has claimed the life 
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of a local homeowner, and it is causing 
devastating effects in the surrounding 
communities. As of first thing this 
morning, only 10 percent of the fire had 
been contained. We have made sure, 
though, that all available resources are 
dedicated to this effort. I am told we 
now have over 1,000 firefighters on site, 
which is good news. We will not know 
the true costs of the fire for some time, 
but it, undoubtedly, will have a lasting 
effect on my State. 

I want to assure Coloradans that I 
will continue to closely monitor the 
High Park Fire to ensure that fire- 
fighters on the ground have all the re- 
sources they need to beat back this 
devastating blaze. I also urge my fellow 
Coloradans to heed the warnings and 
follow the evacuation guidance of the 
firefighters who are tasked with keep- 
ing us safe. Most importantly, I ask 
that we keep these brave public serv- 
ants in mind as they work to protect 
lives and personal property—especially 
as what is a very unpredictable fire 
progresses. 

Again, I know the Presiding Officer 
has had a series of fires in his State, 
and he knows the capricious nature of 
wildfire. I want to also, in giving a lit- 
tle more background, point out that 
the High Park Fire is burning predomi- 
nantly on private land. But it is mov- 
ing rapidly into a beetle-infested na- 
tional forest. This is a reminder of ex- 
actly why we need flexibility to treat 
hazardous beetle-killed trees and to en- 
gage the public in the active and col- 
laborative management of our Nation’s 
forests. 

We cannot reverse the tragic loss of 
life and property that the High Park 
Fire and many other fires have caused, 
but it is essential that we take steps to 
understand what can be done in the fu- 
ture to better prevent, prepare, and re- 
spond to wildfires. We must learn more 
about the conditions that make those 
fires catastrophic. 

Let me start by talking about home- 
owners. 

Homeowners can create what we 
know in our States is called defensible 
space, depth space. That involves clear- 
ing brush, moving woodpiles, and look- 
ing at other actions through which we 
can protect structures. Those actions 
have been proven to be the hallmark of 
what has saved such properties in past 
fires. 

These are important takeaways we 
have learned in my State of Colorado 
in the wake of catastrophic fires, and 
they are also the result of subsequent 
stories and studies that I have called 
for to inform the public about what 
they can do to protect their homes and 
property. 

The same studies have also taught us 
that Federal forest management poli- 
cies must prioritize tree removal 
around communities to protect homes, 
roads, and infrastructure—something I 
have fought to provide resources for 
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over the last decade. The added benefit 
to these efforts is that they create 
local jobs and support the critically 
important timber industry in our 
States. 

But that is not all. We must also ad- 
vance new policies that will actually 
help prepare our firefighters to combat 
these raging fires. A recent example of 
this is action the Senate took to pass a 
bill I cosponsored to expedite the pur- 
chase of much needed air tankers to 
fight wildfires. Our Nation’s tanker 
fleet has aged and dwindled dramati- 
cally in recent years. Without suffi- 
cient air tankers, we are ill-prepared to 
respond to catastrophic fires—espe- 
cially multiple fires at once. I am 
pleased the Congress passed this bill, 
and I understand the President is pre- 
pared to act quickly to sign the air 
tanker legislation into law. Still, we 
need to and we can do more. 

We need more flexibility to treat for- 
ests more comprehensively. I believe, 
as I mentioned at the beginning of my 
remarks, the forestry title of the farm 
bill is a good start. However, I believe 
it does not go far enough to authorize 
adequate resources to treat forests 
that have been affected by bark beetle 
infestations. 

The Forest Service’s bark beetle 
strategy calls for doubling the number 
of acres it has been able to treat in 
past years. In other words, the Forest 
Service is saying: Look, we want to 
double what we have been doing. We 
believe we have the expertise to do 
that. What else do they need, though? 
They need money. 

In fiscal year 2011, the Forest Service 
allocated $110 million to treating acres 
affected by bark beetles in the Western 
United States. But if we are going to 
double that acreage, we are going to 
need more Federal support. 

A year ago I fought to increase the 
amount of funding the Forest Service 
had available to treat hazardous trees. 
I worked with the administration and 
strongly supported a reprogramming 
request that would have allowed the 
Forest Service to use extra money to 
treat problem areas in the West. 

The Senate supported this common- 
sense request. But, I have to tell you, 
unfortunately, the House Appropria- 
tions Committee stood in the way of 
getting these critical funds into the 
forests where it was and is still needed 
most. So that inaction meant that 
thousands of acres of beetle-killed 
trees were not treated—areas that are 
potentially now worsening the High 
Park Fire as we speak. 

In the new farm bill, the Agriculture 
Committee has authorized $100 million 
for designated treatment areas affected 
by beetle infestation, which is less 
money than last year, and certainly 
not enough to double the number of 
acres that were targeted for fire pre- 
vention and tree removal. 

At the current authorization level of 
$100 million, the Forest Service simply 
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will be unable to meet its goal. To help 
remedy this, I have filed a bipartisan 
amendment, No. 2295, with Senator 
THUNE of South Dakota, which would 
increase the authorization for funding 
to $200 million to authorize adequate 
resources in order for the Forest Serv- 
ice to address these looming and imme- 
diate emergencies. 

I have been a strong advocate for 
finding ways to ensure we are prudent 
in how we spend taxpayer dollars, but 
the need to address this crisis is imme- 
diate and the threat to public health, 
safety, and our economy will only get 
worse, causing us to pay more later. 
Another way to put it is it is less ex- 
pensive to prevent fires, to prepare for 
fires, than it is to fight fires and then 
be involved in the rehabilitation of 
those landscapes after those dev- 
astating fires are finally put out. 

In addition to the amendment I have 
filed with Senator THUNE that would 
provide increased authorization for the 
funding of tree removal, I have also 
filed amendment No. 2294 that would 
extend Colorado’s good neighbor au- 
thority. 

Good neighbor authority gives the 
U.S. Forest Service and the Bureau of 
Land Management the capability and 
the power to enter into cooperative 
agreements with State foresters to 
plan and implement forest health 
projects on more acres more effi- 
ciently. This would give my State and 
other States the opportunity to col- 
laborate with Federal agencies to per- 
form forest, rangeland, and watershed 
restoration services—actions that a 
study I requested after the Fourmile 
Canyon Fire in Boulder County, CO, 
found firsthand helps agencies and 
homeowners better prepare to reduce 
the risk of damage and loss of life from 
wildfires. 

Lest viewers and those who are inter- 
ested in wildfires think they are an ab- 
erration, wildfires are actually a fact 
of life in the West and in forests in gen- 
eral, and they will continue to occur 
over and over again in Colorado. But I 
am committed to doing everything pos- 
sible to learn from every fire and take 
whatever precautionary measures we 
can, with the hope of saving more lives, 
property, and communities in the fu- 
ture. 

As I have said before—and we all 
know—wildfires can easily become a 
multimillion-dollar effort affecting 
every level of government. As the bark 
beetle epidemic continues to present a 
significant threat to our economy, crit- 
ical infrastructure, and important nat- 
ural resources, we must allocate re- 
sources to address this epidemic up 
front in a commonsense way. 

Again, I know the Presiding Officer 
has faced these challenges head on in 
his State. Some may see this as just 
solely a western problem, but I urge 
my colleagues to support bipartisan ef- 
forts to ensure that we manage our for- 
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ests to reduce fire risk, protect water 
supplies, and bolster our economy. 

Forests all over our country are sus- 
ceptible and vulnerable to fires. We can 
work together in the Senate to ensure 
that we have the tools to protect our 
forests and protect the communities 
and the people who live in those com- 
munities. 

I look forward to the Senate taking 
up these two important amendments in 
the near future as we hopefully move 
the farm bill to passage in the Senate 
and to the President’s desk. 

I yield the floor, and I suggest the ab- 
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the 
order for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(The remarks of Mr. UDALL of Colo- 
rado are printed in today’s RECORD 
under ‘‘Morning Business.’’) 

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. I yield the 
floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Alaska. 

(The remarks of Ms. MURKOWSKI are 
printed in today’s RECORD under 
‘‘Morning Business.’’) 

Ms. MURKOWSKI. I thank the Chair 
and yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Wyoming is recognized. 

A SECOND OPINION 

Mr. BARRASSO. Mr. President, I 
come to the floor today, as I do week 
after week, and have since the health 
care bill was signed into law, with a 
doctor’s second opinion about the 
health care law. I do that as someone 
who practiced medicine, taking care of 
families all around Wyoming for about 
a quarter century. 

I continue to hear great concerns 
from folks back home and across the 
country about the health care law. So 
often people ask the question: Does the 
President understand the health care 
law? 

Well, last week President Obama 
shocked a lot of Americans when he 
made a statement—not on the tele- 
prompter but off script—that the ‘‘pri- 
vate sector was doing fine.’’ He said the 
private sector was doing fine. He said 
the weaknesses in our economy had to 
do with State and local government. 

The words made it very clear to peo- 
ple in this country that the President 
is not in touch with what is happening 
in this country—specifically with the 
economy. 

But then on Monday, the President 
said something else about the health 
care law that made it once again look 
as though he doesn’t understand what 
is happening all across America. Dur- 
ing an interview the President was 
doing with a local news reporter from 
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Sioux City, IA, he actually was sur- 
prised to learn that his health care law 
is hurting small businesses—certainly 
hurting small businesses all across the 
country. He was surprised to learn of 
that. 

While the news doesn’t come as a 
shock to most Americans, it definitely 
caught President Obama off guard. 
Here is what happened. The Iowa re- 
porter told the President that one busi- 
ness in Iowa needed to ‘‘close up shop 
and move the jobs back to Wisconsin” 
because of the President’s health care 
law. The President’s response to the re- 
porter I found troubling. President 
Obama said: 

Yeah, that would be kind of hard to ex- 
plain, because the only folks that have been 
impacted in terms of the health care bill are 
insurance companies. 

The President said that the only 
folks—only folks—who have been im- 
pacted in terms of the health care bill 
are insurance companies. 

That is why I continue to come to 
the floor with a doctor’s second opin- 
ion, ever since NANCY PELOSI made the 
famous statement that ‘‘first you have 
to pass it before you get to find out 
what is in it.” 

I had hoped that by now the Presi- 
dent would actually know what is in 
the health care law. By his statements 
to this reporter in Iowa, it certainly 
seems to me the President does not 
know what is in the health care law, 
does not know how it is impacting jobs 
and the economy in the United States. 
How on Earth can President Obama be- 
lieve insurance companies are the only 
people impacted by the health care 
law? Small businesses all across the 
country are being slammed by the 
law’s expensive mandates—the man- 
dates that people have to have govern- 
ment-approved insurance, which is 
much more expensive than what they 
had before. The insurance premiums 
that he promised would drop by $2,500 
per family have actually gone up high- 
er and faster than if the law had never 
been passed. The President said if you 
like what you have, you can keep it. 
We know that millions of Americans 
who had insurance they liked are not 
able to keep it. 

The fact is that colleges are dropping 
their insurance plans for students be- 
cause, under the President’s law, those 
insurance plans were going to go up 
anywhere from 4 to 10 times more as a 
result of the mandates that those stu- 
dents buy government-approved levels 
of insurance, which was a lot more in- 
surance than the students needed, 
wanted, or could afford. So the colleges 
are saying we cannot pass this expense 
on to students, so we are going to drop 
it entirely. 

It is astonishing that the President 
doesn’t realize how many people are 
impacted in a bad way by his own 
health care law. He thinks it is only 
the insurance companies, but small 
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business owners are forced now, be- 
cause of this law, to choose between 
bad choices. One is that they can offer 
very high-cost government-approved 
insurance, making it much more ex- 
pensive for them to try to run their 
business and hire workers in this time 
of significant uncertainty in the econ- 
omy, or they won’t offer any health 
coverage at all because they cannot af- 
ford the law’s out-of-touch and expen- 
sive insurance mandates. The choice is 
completely unacceptable, and the 
President should know that. 

Someone in the White House ought 
to be informing the President. They 
ought to clearly be leveling with the 
President about the impact of his bill, 
his law, and his understanding of it, 
and what the impacts are on American 
families and the American economy. 
The private sector is not doing fine. 
This health care law negatively im- 
pacts people across the country, in- 
cluding many small business owners. 

The President also deserves to know 
from his advisers that his health care 
law is having a significant impact on 
American seniors. 

Earlier this week, Senator COBURN 
and I joined the rest of the Republican 
health care providers in Congress, in 
the House and Senate, and released a 
‘“Doctor’s Note on Medicare.” This new 
report details how the President’s 
health care law specifically makes it 
harder for America’s seniors to get the 
care they need from a doctor they 
choose at a lower price. 

I want to walk you through this re- 
port. There is a section called ‘‘10 
Facts Seniors Need to Know About 
Medicare’s Future.” I will focus on five 
of those. 

One, to control Medicare spending, 
instead of trusting seniors, the Presi- 
dent empowered 15 unelected bureau- 
crats. That is right, the President set 
up the Independent Payment Advisory 
Board, people who would be politically 
appointed—not elected by the voters 
but unelected bureaucrats. They will 
be the ones in charge of deciding and 
controlling Medicare spending. 

Another is that doctors overwhelm- 
ingly believe the Independent Payment 
Advisory Board will hurt seniors’ ac- 
cess to care. This is under the facts 
that seniors need to know about Medi- 
care’s future as a result of the Presi- 
dent’s health care law. 

In a recent survey, 80 percent of doc- 
tors said this Independent Payment 
Advisory Board, which the President 
liked and put in his health care law, 
will cut reimbursement rates to doc- 
tors, which will harm seniors’ access to 
care. 

Now let’s go to a third. Without con- 
gressional action, Medicare reimburse- 
ment rates will drop about 30 percent 
at the end of the year, which would 
harm seniors’ access to care. That is in 
the law as it stands now. If the law 
isn’t changed, that cut will automati- 
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cally go into place, and it is going to be 
that much harder for seniors to get 
doctors. Seniors are very concerned 
right now about being able to find a 
doctor. If their doctor retires, they 
may have a hard time finding a new 
doctor. If the senior moves locations, 
they may have a hard time finding a 
doctor in that location. This is an in- 
creasing problem that is made worse by 
the health care law. 

I think the President deserves to 
hear that and to know that and to real- 
ize the impact his law has had on peo- 
ple way beyond, as he says, just insur- 
ance companies. The President also 
needs to know—because seniors know— 
that the President’s health care law 
took $530 billion from Medicare—not to 
save Medicare, not to strengthen Medi- 
care, but to spend on other programs 
not for seniors. The health care law cut 
more than $% trillion from the Medi- 
care Program to fund new government 
programs. Seniors realize this, and it is 
time the President of the United States 
understood the impact of the decisions 
he made when he signed this health 
care bill into law. 

Many seniors on Medicare Advantage 
will lose their plan. More than one in 
four seniors are currently on Medicare 
Advantage. It is a choice they make. 
They know they are on Medicare Ad- 
vantage. Over 11 million seniors are on 
Medicare Advantage. Yet, according to 
the Actuary of Medicare alone, by 2017, 
when the Medicare Advantage cuts in 
the President’s health care law are 
fully implemented, roughly half— 
half—of seniors who like the Medicare 
Advantage plan they have will lose it. 

The President said: If you like what 
you have, you can keep it. Perhaps he 
should have realized the bill he signed 
into law would cause him to break a 
number of the promises he made to the 
American people. That is another one 
of those broken promises. So the Presi- 
dent promised: If you like what you 
have, you can keep it. But we find out 
many more people are not able to keep 
what they have. And the President said 
his plan would lower insurance costs by 
$2,500 per family. Yet we see insurance 
rates have gone up, and they are going 
up faster than if the law had never 
been passed in the first place. 

So the reality is from the time I gave 
my second opinion speech last week 
until today, the President needs to re- 
alize the private sector is not fine and 
his health care law hurts small busi- 
nesses, hurts seniors, and hurts pa- 
tients all across this country. If the 
President wants to do something to 
help the private sector, he should work 
with Congress to repeal his health care 
law and to replace it with better re- 
forms that would actually be better for 
patients and providers and taxpayers. 

This health care law, as I see it, is 
bad for patients, it is bad for pro- 
viders—the nurses and the doctors who 
take care of those patients—and it is 


June 13, 2012 


terrible for the American taxpayer. 
What we need is health care reform 
that actually provides the care for peo- 
ple they need from a doctor they 
choose at a lower cost. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor, and I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
CARDIN). The clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SUGAR PROGRAM 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I rise in 
strong opposition to multiple amend- 
ments to the farm bill that would un- 
dermine critical support for American 
sugar producers and the American jobs 
they create. These amendments would 
pull the rug out from underneath sugar 
beet producers in my home State of 
Montana. It would leave farmers and 
other sugar industry workers in Mon- 
tana and across the country vulnerable 
to job loss. In these tough economic 
times, this is a step backwards in job 
creation, and that is a step we can’t af- 
ford to take. 

Montana is the fifth largest sugar 
beet-producing State in the Nation. In 
2010, our cash receipts totaled more 
than $66 million, and those dollars 
mean good-paying American jobs. That 
is why the farm bill continues the vital 
support that helps America’s sugar 
producers sustain more than 140,000 
jobs and nearly $20 billion in economic 
activity every year. 

Our sugar policy is a proven invest- 
ment in American jobs at no cost to 
the taxpayer. That is right. Let me re- 
peat that. The U.S. sugar policy 
doesn’t cost American taxpayers a sin- 
gle cent. So why in the world would we 
want to get rid of this proven job cre- 
ator at a time when jobs should be our 
No. 1 priority? 

The policy does not restrict access to 
lower sugar prices for manufacturers, 
but it allows sugar producers from 
Montana and the rest of the United 
States to compete in the world market 
with access to less quality sugar, 
cheaper labor, and fewer regulations. 
Other countries very strongly protect 
their sugar industry. 

Some argue our Sugar Program, 
while not costing the American tax- 
payer directly, costs them indirectly at 
the grocery store. But let me be very 
clear: For every $1 candy bar bought at 
a grocery store, only 2 cents of that 
total cost is sugar. For every $1, only 2 
cents of the cost of that candy bar is 
sugar. 

With no cost to the American people 
and proven benefits extending from 
rural farmers through the entire econ- 
omy, this policy works. It is a lifeline 
to Montana’s sugar beet farmers and 
the rural communities in which they 
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live. I would not let us get rid of a pol- 
icy that supports proven job creators 
at a time when we need jobs more than 
ever. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor, and I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. MORAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The Senator 
from Kansas is recognized. 

FOOD FOR PEACE 
Mr. MORAN. Mr. President, I come 
to the floor this afternoon to address 
an issue related to hunger, a topic that 
is a significant component of the farm 
bill we are debating, and particularly 
to raise the topic associated with an 
amendment I have offered. It is amend- 
ment No. 2403. 
Most of us have heard the expression, 
since it is an old saying, that goes like 
this: Give a man a fish and he eats for 
a day; teach a man to fish and he will 
eat for the rest of his life. 

By teaching someone how to fish or 
how to grow crops, we help them pro- 
vide food for themselves and for their 
families. The bill we are considering 
has funds set aside for a program called 
Food for Peace, title II. They are in- 
tended to do just that, to help combat 
world hunger and malnutrition. We 
have a long history in Kansas, Senator 
Dole being a prime example of someone 
who has cared greatly about hunger 
not only in the United States but 
around the world. The funds used here 
in Food for Peace are very important 
to us, certainly as a matter of humani- 
tarian issues, but also to the security 
of our country and its future. 

There are funds designated within 
that title II, some to be used for emer- 
gency aid and some to be used for de- 
velopmental aid, the difference being 
the ability to respond to an immediate 
crisis or disaster, and other funds, the 
developmental aid, to be used to im- 
prove the chances that crisis never oc- 
curs. 

The question I want to raise with my 
colleagues here in the Senate is how do 
we allocate the amount between emer- 
gency food aid and the amount of 
money we use to teach folks the skills 
necessary to help them survive when 
disaster strikes? We are not talking 
about any new spending, any new 
money; we are simply trying to address 
the issue how do we allocate what 
amount has already been decided upon 
by the committee. 

I have been to Darfur, for example, 
spent time in Sudan, and saw the ef- 
forts by many to keep people from 
starving. Those are very important. I 
am thankful for the generosity of 
Americans, both as charitable organi- 
zations and as taxpayers, who provide 
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emergency food assistance to these 
people. We never want to have the kind 
of suffering we see there and other 
places around the world. 

But I am concerned about the alloca- 
tion that is included in this bill and I 
have introduced an amendment to en- 
sure that at least 20 percent of Food for 
Peace, the title II funds, is available 
each year for prevention-based pro- 
grams that reduce hunger in poor, cri- 
sis-prone communities. If we can pre- 
vent the need for emergency food as- 
sistance and help more people gain the 
skills needed for their lifetime, then we 
should do that. That is what this 
amendment is intended to do. 

The legislation we are considering 
significantly reduces the minimum 
amount of funding for developmental 
programs that equip vulnerable people 
around the world to feed themselves. 
The farm bill, this farm bill we are de- 
bating, reduces by nearly 40 percent 
the amount of funds that would be used 
for the important work of development 
aid. Instead, it directs those dollars to 
emergency food aid. The amendment I 
am offering would raise the minimum 
amount that would be spent on devel- 
opmental programs by 5 percent so we 
can prevent circumstances where peo- 
ple are starving and need that emer- 
gency aid. 

This has been an issue we have 
worked on for a long period of time. 
This is my third farm bill as a Member 
of Congress. In the 2008 farm bill, we 
created a lockbox, an amendment I of- 
fered that was included in the 2008 farm 
bill, that set aside about $450 million 
for purposes of developmental aid, 
again trying to make certain we have 
the resources in place to reduce the 
chances we are going to need emer- 
gency aid. It is true that many coun- 
tries have a high concentration of mal- 
nourished children, and subsistence 
farming usually goes hand in hand in 
those circumstances. 

Affected by droughts and crop fail- 
ures, eroding soils, lack of sustainable 
income, these populations are short of 
food several months of the year and 
they oftentimes need emergency food 
aid as a result. AS a consequence of 
that circumstance, even though title II 
emergency food aid programs are in- 
tended to be short-lived, lasting be- 
tween a few months maybe up to a 
year, usually most emergency food aid 
is directed to the same areas, year 
after year, because of the continuing 
need. It is a reoccurring need, in fact, 
so year after year we are trying to pro- 
vide emergency food aid to the same 
populations and the same areas and the 
same countries. 

My point is we would be wiser in 
spending our dollars by trying to re- 
duce that reoccurring starvation, that 
recurring need, that lack of food, be- 
cause of the amount and length of a 
food crisis and the need to stretch our 
taxpayer dollars as far as possible. Be- 
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cause using food aid more effectively is 
the key to success, the 2008 farm bill 
assured that a portion of that food aid 
would be combined with technical as- 
sistance, training, and business devel- 
opment to boost agricultural produc- 
tivity, conserve natural resources, link 
farmers to markets, and improve child 
nutrition, incomes, and diets. 

That lockbox set aside about $450 
million. It is expected, if this bill were 
fully funded, that these millions are 
nearly now $100 million less. So we are 
moving in the direction of providing a 
lot less developmental aid. In fact, in 
the 1970s when this program was 
amended and altered, 75 percent of title 
II money, of Food for Peace money, 
was set aside for developmental aid. 
Over time, that amount has been re- 
duced, time and time again. Through 
economic empowerment, improved in- 
frastructure, watershed innovations, 
these programs in developmental aid 
help protect and safeguard against the 
need for emergency aid. Providing a 
consistent and adequate level of fund- 
ing for prevention-based programs has 
been proven to work. 

For example, in Haiti, World Vision 
has been implementing a 5-year multi- 
year assistance program, supported by 
developmental aid funding. The central 
plateau region of Haiti has historically 
suffered from lack of adequate food, 
causing extremely high levels of pov- 
erty and stunting among children 
under 2 years of age. World Vision has 
worked with clinic and community 
health workers through a mobile clinic 
strategy to provide nutritional and pri- 
mary health care support to mothers 
and children. During their last na- 
tional nutrition survey, large parts of 
that central plateau moved from red 
and yellow, crisis and severe insecurity 
areas, to green, indicating the invest- 
ment in preventing malnutrition using 
the nonemergency programs is an ef- 
fective and worthwhile investment in 
fighting ongoing hunger and pre- 
venting additional use of emergency 
funds down the road. 

In Haiti we see the example of using 
the prevention dollars to reduce the 
need for disaster or crisis dollars. Title 
II prevention-based programs are im- 
plemented by private, voluntary orga- 
nizations and co-ops. They are sup- 
ported, begun, by the American people. 
They have regular audits and over- 
sight. We are talking about organiza- 
tions such as World Vision, as I men- 
tioned, Catholic Relief Services, Food 
for Hunger, Mercy Corps, Congressional 
Hunger, the United Methodist Com- 
mittee. These are folks who are en- 
gaged day in, day out, year in, year 
out, in trying to prevent hunger from 
occurring or the circumstances which 
create hunger in a community from oc- 
curring. The inability to plan and pre- 
dict the uncertainty of the amount of 
money that would be available by what 
we do each year in appropriations and 
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what we do every few years in a farm 
bill makes their job much more dif- 
ficult. So the consistency of having the 
resources available to fight and the 
need to fight the circumstances that 
create the need for crisis intervention 
is something that is important, as is 
the certainty that can come from 
knowing there will always be this cer- 
tain amount of money available for 
prevention. 

Reasonable levels of food aid are im- 
portant in both the urgent needs. There 
are going to be crises. Certain things 
happen—floods, natural disasters 
occur. We know we need to be able to 
respond quickly. But we also know we 
need to be able to reduce the incidence 
of hunger occurring time and time 
again in certain areas of the world. 
With this amendment, title II will still 
largely be used for emergencies but 
will increase by a modest amount the 
funding for developmental programs 
that helps eliminate the need for that 
emergency assistance down the road. I 
encourage my colleagues in the Senate 
to support this amendment. 

I know this has been a significant 
issue within the Senate Committee on 
Agriculture and I appreciate their con- 
sideration of this topic. I commend the 
chairperson, Senator STABENOW, and 
the ranking member, my colleague 
from Kansas, Senator ROBERTS, for 
their tremendous efforts trying to 
bring to the Senate a farm bill that 
meets both the needs of agricultural 
producers and the people they feed. I 
offer my sincere appreciation to both 
those Senators and other members of 
the Senate Agriculture Committee for 
their work. 

I particularly wish to express my 
gratitude for the Senator from Kansas, 
Mr. ROBERTS, for his continuing in- 
volvement in agriculture throughout 
his time as a Member of the House, 
chairman of the House Agriculture 
Committee, now the ranking member 
of the Senate Agriculture Committee. 
His efforts on behalf of the folks back 
home as well as around the world are 
greatly appreciated by me. 

Again I ask my colleagues in the 
Senate to support an adequate portion 
of the Food for Peace resources being 
used to stave off reoccurring food cri- 
ses, rather than just reacting to them. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
MERKLEY). The Senator from Alabama 
is recognized. 

FOOD STAMP PROGRAM 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, as we 
deal with the farm bill we have to ac- 
knowledge that 80 percent of that bill 
now is the SNAP program, or the Food 
Stamp Program. I will repeat that—80 
percent of this bill. So we need to not 
call it the farm bill anymore. It needs 
to be considered primarily the Food 
Stamp bill as that’s what it is. 

When we look at the bill, our spon- 
sors are rightly pleased that they have 
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tightened the belt of the farmers, they 
reduced some of the subsidies and pro- 
grams, they created a little better pol- 
icy, I believe, and they deserve some 
credit for that. But of the $800 billion 
that will be spent in the next 10 years, 
under current law—$800 billion com- 
pared to $200 billion in the rest of the 
farm program—for the $800 billion they 
are only claiming a $4 billion savings. 

It is quite true that we in America do 
not want to have people hungry. We do 
not want to have people malnourished. 
What we want is to run a Food Stamp 
Program that has integrity, that cre- 
ates an incentive for responsible per- 
sonal behavior and that helps America 
to be a healthy nation. 

I do not think we are there yet. In 
fact, we have Members on the Demo- 
cratic side who are opposing even this 
$4 billion reduction in projected spend- 
ing. This is less than half of 1 percent. 
And some of them don’t even want to 
have that. Cut the farmers, all right, 
whack them 10 percent; but don’t make 
real cuts to anything else or deal with 
any other programs. So our challenge 
simply is to make sure that people who 
are truly in need get the benefits. My 
Republican colleagues and I see this as 
a program that is temporary, helping 
people through tough times and cre- 
ating an incentive for them to move 
on, be successful, find work and take 
care of themselves and their depend- 
ents. 

I believe this chart will give some in- 
dication of the situation that we are in 
today. It is an accurate illustration of 
spending in this bill, the 2018 bill, 
which begins October 1 of this year. 
The Food Stamp Program will make up 
$82 billion out of the spending in this 
legislation that we are dealing with. In 
the bill, $6 billion will go to conserva- 
tion programs—which is not really a 
farmer’s program, and they may get 
some benefits from it—another $6 bil- 
lion for commodities, which is the or- 
ange in the chart, and $8 billion for 
crop insurance, which is the new funda- 
mental basis of farm policy. I am not 
complaining that farmers are being 
squeezed. Hopefully, this has been done 
in a smart way that will also make 
those programs better. However, what I 
am suggesting is that there is virtually 
no change in the 80 percent of spending 
in this bill. We don’t have the money 
to waste especially if it can be done 
better and smarter. 

The main farm provisions in the bill 
experience a $14.7 billion reduction. 
That is a reduction of nearly 10 percent 
of spending relative to the baseline. To 
add some context, if the food stamp 
portion were to be reduced by 10 per- 
cent, it would save the U.S. Treasury 
$75 billion. Food stamp spending has 
quadrupled since 2001. It doubled be- 
tween 2001 and 2006. Some people say 
the reason food stamp use is up is due 
to unemployment and recession. Well, 
that is not the entire story. For exam- 
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ple, from 2001 to 2006, under President 
Bush’s time when the economy had a 
small recession but was moving along 
very strongly in 2006, it still doubled 
from 2001 to 2006. At that time unem- 
ployment remained at about 5 percent. 
It is now 8 percent. When food stamps 
were first expanded nationally, 1 in 50 
Americans were on the program. Today 
that number has increased to 1 in 7. 

Are we confident that each of those 
seven Americans need this kind of sub- 
sidy? Are we sure that is needed? I be- 
lieve we need to examine the program. 
If they need this benefit, let’s get it for 
them. If not, let’s not. 

There are nearly 80 welfare programs 
provided by the U.S. Government, and 
17 are for food and nutrition support. I 
repeat, 17 programs are for food and 
nutrition support. The costs now ex- 
ceed $700 billion annually for all of 
these Federal programs, food and oth- 
ers too, plus $200 billion in State con- 
tributions. So that is almost $1 trillion 
a year, which is so much money it is 
difficult to express. 

For example, an individual on food 
stamps may have a household that is 
eligible to receive and may receive 
$25,000 a year in total welfare support. 
We have a host of programs for which 
people can qualify, so we need to keep 
that in mind as we go forward. There is 
a patchwork quilt of Federal and State 
programs that help people in need. This 
is in addition to charitable and reli- 
gious support that people can access. 

The farm bill proposes to perma- 
nently elevate food stamps far above 
prerecession levels. In 2008 we spent 
less than $40 billion on food stamps. I 
repeat, in 2008—just a few years ago— 
less than $40 billion a year. Food stamp 
spending over the next 10 years is esti- 
mated to average almost $80 billion. 
This is double the _ prerecession 
amount. 

This chart shows how we have grown 
from a little under $20 billion in 2001 to 
over $70 billion in 2022. We can see a lit- 
tle decline there between 2013 and 2022. 
That chart is based on projections from 
the Congressional Budget Office and as- 
sume that the unemployment. will 
begin to drop in the future—we hope 
this is correct. Even though unemploy- 
ment is expected to fall below 8 per- 
cent, they are not showing that we are 
going to have a major dropoff in food 
stamp spending in the future. Hope- 
fully, unemployment will be falling. 
Hopefully, we will get this economy on 
the right track. 

I would suggest the point that is re- 
vealed in this chart is that unemploy- 
ment is not what is driving the food 
stamp increases. The increases far ex- 
ceed the unemployment rate increases, 
and the decline from a projected reduc- 
tion in unemployment is not very 
much either. 

Were food stamp spending returned 
to prerecession levels those, say, in 
2007, and then they were indexed for in- 
flation, it would produce for the U.S. 
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Treasury a $340 billion savings. So I 
don’t think in 2007 the numbers that 
were spent are totally disproportionate 
to what we would need today, and I be- 
lieve if properly managed we could do 
better. 

The amendments I have filed—and 
there are four—address some of the 
perverse incentives for States to in- 
crease food stamp registration rather 
than an incentive to increase the integ- 
rity of the program. 

For example, one of the things we 
need to do is to deal with the Federal 
provision that provides bonuses to 
States that increase the number of peo- 
ple who are registered. States cur- 
rently receive bonuses for increasing 
enrollment and running the Food 
Stamp Program. They don’t get bo- 
nuses for efficiently managing the pro- 
gram to reduce fraud, they don’t get 
bonuses for finding people who are on 
the program illegitimately and selling 
their benefits in the marketplace or 
otherwise abusing the program, they 
get bonuses for seeing how many peo- 
ple they can sign up. That is not a 
sound policy. 

The next amendment I have is Re- 
storing the Asset Test for Food 
Stamps. You would think it is pretty 
well accepted that if a person has a cer- 
tain amount of assets, they shouldn’t 
have the government pay for their 
food. But through a system known as 
categorical eligibility, 43 States have 
now provided benefits to individuals 
whose assets exceed the statutory limit 
for them. Only 11 States did that in 
2007. 

Why? There are a couple of reasons. I 
guess one of them is they help get the 
incentive bonus for signing up more 
people. If they get around the asset 
test and sign up more people, maybe 
they get a bonus. 

What incentive does the State have 
to reduce the amount of dollars from 
Washington? They don’t match a dime 
of it. What incentive do they have to 
reduce the amount of money—free 
money in their minds—from Wash- 
ington going to the State? Not much 
really. 

According to the Congressional Budg- 
et Office, if passed, this amendment 
would save $11 billion, and all it would 
do is to say that SNAP beneficiaries 
would have to comply with the require- 
ments of the program before they get 
the food stamps. It is called categorical 
eligibility. If people qualify for any 
other welfare program, the States have 
been given the power to say they qual- 
ify for food stamps even though they 
don’t meet the formal qualifications 
for the food stamp program. Let me 
say that again—if they qualify for 
these others, under categorical eligi- 
bility they are categorically entitled 
to food stamps. That is not a good pol- 
icy. It does not appropriately target 
the correct population, and we should 
fix that. 
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Another issue is what has been re- 
ferred to as the LIHEAP loophole. This 
reform—and the amendment I have of- 
fered, and I hope we get a vote on it— 
requires households that receive larger 
food stamp payments on the basis of 
home energy expense actually provide 
proof of that expense. This is a real 
problem. States have been part of this, 
frankly. They have learned how to ma- 
nipulate the Low-Income Home Energy 
Assistance Program money, and it cre- 
ates an opportunity to have more peo- 
ple qualify for higher food stamp bene- 
fits than they are entitled to. It is not 
good policy and this abuse should be 
dealt with. The CBO says if that abuse 
were eliminated, it would save $9.5 bil- 
lion over 10 years in addition to the 
other savings in this bill. 

Then another amendment, called the 
SAVE amendment, would simply re- 
quire that the Federal Government use 
a program called SAVE—similar to the 
E-Verify program—to ensure that 
those adults receiving benefits are, in 
fact, lawfully in the country. If they 
are not lawfully here, they should not 
be getting welfare support from the 
U.S. government. How basic is that? 
They just should not. 

One of the most important things we 
can do to restore integrity in our im- 
migration system is to quit providing 
economic benefits for people who vio- 
late the law. This is the first thing we 
need to do. It is an important thing to 
do. So I think that would be an amend- 
ment we should include. 

According to the Congressional Budg- 
et Office, Federal spending is set to in- 
crease 50 percent over the next 10 
years. I repeat: Federal spending is pro- 
jected to increase 50 percent over the 
next 10 years, and this creates a prob- 
lem for us. Our per-person debt is worse 
than that of Portugal, Greece, Spain, 
or Italy. 

This is a chart that shows that. We 
didn’t make up these numbers, and it is 
perfectly established that they are ac- 
curate. 

This raises a good question. What is 
the per capita debt of the United 
States per person? In other words, what 
does the U.S. government owe? It is 
$49,800 per person—man, woman, and 
child in America. In Spain it is $20,000, 
in Portugal it is $22,000, in France it is 
$35,000, in Greece it is $40,000, in Italy it 
is $40,000, and in Ireland it is $46,000. 

This level of debt is not healthy for 
us. So the idea that we have an unlim- 
ited ability to throw money at every 
problem we have and that we don’t 
have to make sure every single dollar 
we appropriate helps the people truly 
in need, and is wisely spent, is over. We 
have to end that concept. This govern- 
ment, this Congress, this administra- 
tion has been far too blase about man- 
aging the people’s money. 

It is like we just want to leave the 
money out there and maybe it will cre- 
ate a stimulus and somehow it will 
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help the economy and we will give 
more than we need to give and not 
worry about it. We don’t want to inves- 
tigate anybody who rightfully qualifies 
for these benefits. We don’t want to cut 
off anybody who truly deserves these 
benefits. That would be unkind. How- 
ever, it is not unkind to insist that 
people meet the qualifications of the 
program. The people who don’t meet 
the qualifications don’t get the money. 
That is only common sense, and that is 
justice as Americans know it. 

It is amazing that 40 cents of every 
dollar we spend in our country today is 
borrowed. The United States is headed 
for what has been called the most pre- 
dictable economic crisis in its history. 
The debt course we are on is 
unsustainable. We are headed to a debt 
crisis if we don’t change where we are 
going, as every witness before the 
Budget Committee, of which I am 
ranking member, has told us. Yet 
many Senators in this body are not 
only unwilling to achieve more than $4 
billion in savings from the $800 billion 
program, but some even consider $4 bil- 
lion too much to reduce from the pro- 
gram. 

The junior Senator from New York 
proposes to increase food stamp spend- 
ing even more than the current growth 
we have seen, explaining that ‘‘food 
stamps are an extraordinary invest- 
ment because for every dollar that you 
put into the SNAP program [the food 
stamp program] you get out $1.71.” I 
won’t repeat that because this is what 
the director of the program said, or the 
Secretary of Agriculture, I believe. He 
said that for every dollar spent on food 
stamps, you get out $1.71. Under this 
reasoning, we ought to just increase 
the food stamp program 10 times. Why 
not? Under this reasoning we are going 
to get even more money back. Some- 
how, it is going to create a stimulus 
and it is going to bring more money in 
for the Treasury and make the econ- 
omy grow. Why don’t we just pay for 
clothes, shoes, and housing? Why not? 
It is precisely this kind of thinking 
that has bled our Treasury of money 
that we need to pay for the demands 
this country has. 

I also think it is a moral issue. What 
is our policy objective? Is it our na- 
tional goal to place as many people on 
welfare, food stamp support, aS we can 
possibly put on that program? Is that 
our goal? Is that a moral vision for the 
United States of America, just to see 
how many people we can place in a sit- 
uation where they are dependent on 
the Federal Government for their food? 
I just ask that. I think we should wres- 
tle with that question. 

Under the current proposal, no fewer 
than one in nine Americans will be on 
food stamps at any point during the 
next 10 years. Which is the better 
goal—to permanently have one in nine 
Americans on food stamps or to have 
as many Americans as possible achiev- 
ing financial independence? 
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Left unattended, the safety net real- 
ly can become a restraint, a trap. Wel- 
fare reform is guided by the moral 
principle that welfare support can be- 
come damaging not only to the Treas- 
ury of the United States but to the re- 
cipient. Over time, the trillions of dol- 
lars we spend on welfare programs— 
with the greatest of intentions, with 
the greatest desire to do good—can re- 
place the normal support role of pri- 
vate family, church, and community. It 
can become a barrier to self-sufficiency 
and an incentive not to be engaged in 
the tough, real world of work and com- 
petition. So I think it is not compas- 
sionate to increase without limit the 
size and reach of the Federal Govern- 
ment. The central premise of the 
American society is that the empower- 
ment of the individual is always pref- 
erable to the empowerment of the 
state. 

The amendments we have spent a lot 
of time working on—each one of them 
is crafted to improve the program. 
None of them represent major cuts in 
the amount of spending that is in- 
volved in the food stamp program. For 
each one of them the biggest savings 
would be about $10 billion, but in each 
case it is $10 billion that would be 
saved, that would make the program 
more efficient, that would improve the 
integrity of the program, and not re- 
duce any of the benefits that will go to 
those who would qualify for food 
stamps under existing law. It would 
not reduce that. 

I am concerned that the majority 
leader has filled the tree on this bill. 
Senator REID has basically taken con- 
trol of the amendment process. So we 
have a bill moving through the Senate 
that will spend about $1 trillion over 
the next 10 years, and 80 percent of the 
spending in this bill will deal with food 
nutrition programs, with SNAP pro- 
grams—80 percent of it—and we have 
only had one amendment that deals 
with that program—only one. 

We have been here for days without 
voting on anything. 

Senator ROBERTS is trying to get 
amendments from the Republican side 
to be voted on. 

The majority leader says: Well, I 
don’t think I will approve that one. No, 
we don’t want to vote on that. We have 
already voted on something like that. 
We are not going to vote on that. You 
have already had a food stamp amend- 
ment. We are not going to have any 
more food stamp amendments. 

That is the kind of talk that is going 
on here. 

This is the U.S. Senate, the greatest 
deliberative body in the history of the 
world—something we are exceedingly 
proud of—where we can have debate, 
vast, continuous, intense debate. It is 
part of the glory of this body. So now 
we have one person—the majority lead- 
er—using a parliamentary technique 
called filling the tree and basically 
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saying I don’t get a vote on any of 
those amendments I just mentioned. 

I believe they are responsible amend- 
ments. I believe all four should be 
adopted. I believe it would make the 
food stamp program better. It would 
help ensure we have enough money to 
make sure the people who are in need 
get help. If we don’t get off the debt 
course we are on, we are going to be in 
a crisis and all the programs are going 
to be cut—maybe more than we really 
need to cut them—because we have to 
get on the right course. 

So I am objecting to this. I am not 
happy about it. I don’t think it is 
healthy. I do believe the majority lead- 
er has utilized this technique of filling 
the tree more than any majority leader 
in history—far more than any majority 
leader in history—and it is not a 
healthy trend for the Senate. 

We have always had a lot of amend- 
ments on the farm bill, and we need to 
have these amendments. So I hope and 
believe that—I hope we will get votes 
on these amendments. I hope that we 
will be able to debate these amend- 
ments and that we will be able to help 
improve the food stamp program. 

I want to mention one more thing. 
Senator RAND PAUL offered an amend- 
ment earlier that did not pass that 
would have block-granted the money to 
the States. I am not sure—different 
people can disagree on exactly how he 
would go about that and whether he did 
it the right way and whether the spend- 
ing level he chose was appropriate, but 
let me say this: A system in which the 
Federal Government gives an unlim- 
ited amount of money to the States 
creates a perverse incentive for the 
States to make sure they achieve every 
possible dollar from Washington. This 
system creates no incentive for the 
States to enhance the integrity of the 
program and to stop those who are 
abusing it, because when we spend 
State money to investigate and pros- 
ecute and stop abuse, we have reduced 
the treasury of the State. When we re- 
duce the amount of food stamps pour- 
ing into the State, we reduce the 
amount of Federal money coming into 
a State—an additional adverse con- 
sequence economically for that State. 

So we need to create a situation in 
which the State is given a certain 
amount of money—a fair formula—and 
then they have the responsibility of 
making sure it goes to the right people. 
If poor people aren’t getting enough 
money, they will then have an incen- 
tive to identify those who are improp- 
erly getting the money, cut them off, 
and direct the money to people in need. 
We don’t have that incentive today. 
That is one reason the food stamp pro- 
gram is not operating effectively. 

So I think Senator PAUL was correct 
fundamentally in his approach that 
block-granting the food stamp program 
to the States would create the right in- 
centive to make the program more ef- 
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fective, to create more integrity, and 
to make sure people most in need re- 
ceive the benefits. 
I thank the Chair and yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Colorado. 
THE ECONOMY 


Mr. BENNET. Mr. President, first, I 
wish to thank the Senator from Ala- 
bama for calling this body’s attention 
once again to the debt crisis we face as 
a country. I was with some people just 
a little while ago, and I was telling 
them a story about a conversation I 
had in Colorado about our debt and our 
deficit and the moral obligation we 
have to our kids to actually deal with 
this problem and face up to the fact. 
My then-10-year-old daughter was with 
me, Caroline. 

We walked out on the front stoop of 
this place, and she said to me: Daddy. 

I said: What. 

She said: Just to be clear—she was 
making fun of me because I say that 
sometimes—she said: Just to be clear, I 
am not paying that back. 

That is the right attitude she ought 
to have and the right attitude children 
all across the country ought to have 
and the right attitude we ought to 
have. I look forward, when we get into 
this discussion this summer, to finding 
out how to find a bipartisan path 
through this morass so that Caroline 
Bennet doesn’t have to pay back a debt 
she didn’t accrue. 

I wanted to come to the floor today 
to talk about the economy because I 
think one thing we can agree on in this 
body for sure is that the best deficit re- 
duction program we can find would be 
to get this economy moving again. I 
wanted to talk about one sector in par- 
ticular that has created tremendous 
economic growth in Colorado; that is, 
the wind energy sector. I know my col- 
league from Colorado, MARK UDALL, 
came down earlier today to discuss the 
same issue, and I so much appreciate 
his continued efforts in fighting for 
these jobs. 

Just a piece of context here. We face 
very significant structural issues in 
this economy today. I have brought 
this chart down here before, but what 
it shows is that our gross domestic 
product—our economic output—is ac- 
tually higher today than it was when 
we went into the worst recession since 
the Great Depression. Our productivity 
is off the charts. That is the blue line, 
the second line. It has been going that 
way since the early 1990s because of our 
response to competition from China 
and India and other places, because of 
our use of technology, and because of 
the recession itself, which drove pro- 
ductivity straight up as firms all 
across the United States tried to figure 
out how to get through this tough time 
with fewer people. But median house- 
hold income continues to fall in this 
country, and we have 23 or 24 million 
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people who are unemployed or under- 
employed, even though we are gener- 
ating this economic output. 

I think there are two fundamental 
answers to this. One is education. The 
worst the unemployment rate ever got 
for people with a college degree in the 
worst recession since the Great Depres- 
sion was 4.5 percent. But the other is 
innovation. Jobs are going to be cre- 
ated tomorrow and next week and the 
week after that that have rising wages, 
not lowering ones, not falling ones. 
And this economic recovery, like the 
last economic recovery—those two to- 
gether are the first recoveries we have 
had as a nation in our history where 
economic growth decoupled from job 
growth and wage growth. I don’t know 
about the Presiding Officer, but that is 
what I hear about most in my townhall 
meetings at home. 

The wind production tax credit, it 
seems to me, cuts right to the core of 
whether and how we want to compete 
in this global and changing economy. 

Let me show another picture here. 
This is it. This is a factory in Brighton, 
CO—bricks and mortar, made in Amer- 
ica. It is a wind production facility. We 
are not talking about some fly-by- 
night experimental industry here. 

This credit has triggered tremendous 
economic growth in Colorado and all 
across the country—good-paying jobs, 
manufacturing jobs here in the United 
States. As Representative STEVE KING, 
a Republican from Iowa, said recently 
in an op-ed he published, the produc- 
tion tax credit has driven as much as 
$20 billion in private investment. This 
is not some Bolshevik scheme. That is 
$20 billion in private investment sup- 
porting jobs here in the United States, 
manufacturing jobs here in the United 
States. 

Wind power accounts for more than 
one-third of all new U.S. electric gen- 
eration in recent years. In Colorado 
alone, it has created 6,000 jobs. It has 
moved our State toward a more diver- 
sified and cleaner energy portfolio. But 
because they can’t get any certainty 
out of Washington, like everybody else, 
developers and manufacturers are al- 
ready starting layoffs. They are laying 
off employees today in anticipation of 
the credit expiring at the end of the 
year. 

Vestas, which has a huge manufac- 
turing footprint in Colorado, from 
Windsor all the way south to Pueblo, is 
poised to lay off 1,600 workers if we fail 
to act. It is hard for me to understand, 
when our concerns about the deficit 
and our concerns about economic 
growth are ones that we hear about 
every day on the floor, why laying off 
1,600 workers in Colorado is a good 
idea. Iberdrola Renewables, also doing 
business in Colorado, has already laid 
off 50 employees. Nationally, 37,000 jobs 
are at risk, not to mention the ones we 
could have created after 2012 but won’t 
if we let this credit expire. 
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I know sometimes I sound like a bro- 
ken record, but the world is not going 
to wait for us. Our largest single export 
today is energy, actually—interest- 
ingly enough. That is a very recent oc- 
currence that we became a net exporter 
of energy. Before that, our single larg- 
est export was aircraft. We build the 
best aircraft in the world. Mr. Presi- 
dent, $30 billion a year is what that ex- 
port is to the United States. 

China’s export of solar panels last 
year was $15 billion—half our largest 
single export. They did not export 1 
solar panel 10 years ago, and we in- 
vented the technology in the United 
States. In fact, some of us claim we in- 
vented it right at home in Colorado. 

I am sure China would love to have 
this business as well or we can get out 
of our own way and extend the PTC, 
extend the tax credit, save those jobs, 
and grow our own clean energy econ- 
omy. 

This is not a partisan issue. I led a 
letter several months ago, where Re- 
publicans and Democrats from the Col- 
orado delegation came together to urge 
a quick extension as part of the payroll 
deal. That effort, unfortunately, was 
not successful, nor were the others we 
have tried to take in the interim. 

Shortly after our letter I filed an 
amendment—a bipartisan amend- 
ment—with the Senator from Kansas, a 
fully paid-for l-year extension of the 
credit. This place has become the land 
of flickering lights. We extend one 
thing for a month, we extend another 
thing for 2 months. 

I am very proud of the work we are 
doing on FDA right now, which is a 5- 
year reauthorization. But, my good- 
ness, couldn’t we extend this for a year 
to give people some degree of cer- 
tainty, particularly when it is paid for? 

I thank Senator MORAN, Republican 
from Kansas, for joining me—or for let- 
ting me join him—to lead that amend- 
ment. 

Following that, several colleagues 
and I have partnered with Senator 
GRASSLEY and others to write a bill 
that would extend the credit for 2 
years. There is clearly plenty of bipar- 
tisan support out there, and I know the 
people in my State—whether Repub- 
licans or Democrats or Independents or 
not even thinking about that—I know 
they want us to get this done. 

Nearly 7,500 Coloradans have already 
signed a petition on my Web site sup- 
porting the wind production tax credit. 
I urge others today who are watching 
this to visit my Web site and please 
add their name. 

I conclude by asking why, when the 
economic stakes are as high as they 
are, the Congress cannot get its act to- 
gether. We need to extend the wind 
production tax credit, and we need to 
do it now. 

EQIP AND CSP 

Mr. President, I rise to speak on 

Coburn amendment No. 2353, and I 
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want to be the first to say how much I 
appreciate the efforts of my colleague 
from Oklahoma at deficit reduction. In 
fact, we are currently working to- 
gether to promote a comprehensive ap- 
proach to deficit reduction, and I deep- 
ly appreciate his leadership, which in 
many ways has been unparalleled on 
this issue. However, I have to oppose 
this particular amendment. I under- 
stand we are likely to consider the 
amendment this afternoon. I urge my 
colleagues to oppose the amendment by 
supporting the motion to table. 

This amendment will repeal the pop- 
ular Environmental Quality Incentives 
Program, EQIP, and the Conservation 
Stewardship Program, CSP. Both are 
critical programs authorized under the 
conservation title of the farm bill. 

In Colorado, I have heard time and 
time again from our farmers and our 
ranchers how critical these programs 
are to holding on to their family farm. 

EQIP, for example, is on the front 
lines of agricultural production. It 
helps farmers ensure that their oper- 
ations contribute to clean water and 
clean air in our rural communities. It 
proactively and successfully addresses 
new and emerging resource issues to 
avert the need for regulation—to put 
our farmers and ranchers in a place 
where they have less regulation, not 
more, because of the work they are 
doing on the ground to conserve their 
lands. 

Let me give you one example from 
Colorado. EQIP resources have been 
used to ensure that the sage grouse 
stays off the endangered species list—a 
listing that would threaten ranchers 
all across the West. That is the result 
of the great work that has been done 
by farmers and ranchers in Colorado 
with EQIP. 

By providing resources to mark 
barbed wired fences—making them 
more visible to the threatened bird— 
EQIP is working for farmers and ranch- 
ers, and it is working well. It is the 
flagship of voluntary, incentive-based 
conservation programs, which is a di- 
rection I think we should be heading, 
and a direction we head in this farm 
bill. 

Both EQIP and CSP provide quantifi- 
able benefits that are reflective of the 
varied conservation challenges all 
across our country. So I strongly sup- 
port this new conservation title as we 
reported it out of the committee in a 
bipartisan vote. 

As I have mentioned, and has been 
discussed on this bill, this bill is also 
remarkable for the cuts it makes: $23.6 
billion. To my knowledge, there is not 
any other committee in the Senate or 
any committee in the House of Rep- 
resentatives that has actually reached 
bipartisan agreement and, in this case, 
bipartisan consensus on budget cuts, 
which is the way we should be doing 
business around here because it is what 
the American people and the people in 
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Colorado expect from us, particularly 
on these difficult questions around our 
deficit and our debt. And $6.4 billion of 
those cuts—$6.4 billion of that $23 bil- 
lion—came from the conservation title, 
not all of which I liked, but we made 
difficult compromises at the com- 
mittee level, and we ought not make 
further cuts on the floor, especially to 
programs that make smart and effec- 
tive investments in our rural commu- 
nities. 

So I will oppose, for those reasons, 
amendment No. 2353 and support the 
motion to table, and I urge my col- 
leagues from both sides of the aisle to 
do the same. 

Finally, I wish to say thank you to 
the chairwoman of this committee and 
the ranking member, DEBBIE STABENOW 
and PAT ROBERTS, for their extraor- 
dinary bipartisan work in getting the 
bill this far. It is my fervent hope that 
leadership on both sides reaches an 
agreement on these amendments so we 
can move forward and do the right 
thing for our farmers and ranchers 
back home in Colorado. 

With that, I see my colleague from 
Connecticut, Senator LIEBERMAN, on 
the floor. I thank the Presiding Officer 
for his patience and yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Connecticut. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. I thank the Pre- 
siding Officer and my friend from Colo- 
rado. 

Mr. President, I rise to speak as in 
morning business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

CYBERSECURITY 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I 
rise to speak about the urgent need for 
the Senate to adopt cybersecurity leg- 
islation. 

I begin by recalling a recent story in 
the Washington Post that detailed how 
a young man living an ocean away 
from us was able to use his computer 
to hack into the cyber control system 
of a local water utility here in the 
United States. It took him just 10 min- 
utes and required no special tools or no 
special training. 

While the hacker could have taken 
over the water company’s operations 
and caused real damage, instead he 
posted screen shots of his hack on the 
Internet to show that he had been 
there and prove his point that our Na- 
tion’s Internet security is woefully lax. 
And it took very little in the way of re- 
sources or skill to penetrate it. 

This kind of story is but one piece of 
what I would call an avalanche of evi- 
dence showing that there is an urgent 
need to pass comprehensive cybersecu- 
rity legislation that will safeguard our 
critical cyber infrastructure. 

The fact is, as this 22-year-old’s ac- 
tivities showed, and as authorities in 
the area, such as ADM Mike McCon- 
nell, the former Director of National 
Intelligence, have said, the cyber infra- 
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structure which is owned by private en- 
tities is simply not adequately de- 
fended. And when it is not adequately 
defended—and here I am talking about 
vital national systems: The electric 
power grid, water companies, transpor- 
tation systems, pipelines, et cetera, et 
cetera—when the cyber systems that 
control them now are not adequately 
protected, it means our Nation is not 
adequately protected because a cyber- 
attack can incapacitate vital national 
entities that we all depend on every 
day and, in fact, cause enormous harm 
and loss of life, as much as a conven- 
tional attack by air in earlier con- 
frontations and conflicts. 

Yesterday the majority leader came 
to the floor of the Senate and spoke, I 
thought, eloquently about the urgency 
of the Senate adopting cybersecurity 
legislation. I wanted to come to the 
floor today to thank Senator REID for 
that statement and to say, as chairman 
of the Senate Homeland Security Com- 
mittee, how strongly I agree with him. 
Of course, we are not alone. 

A few days ago six of our Nation’s 
most experienced national security 
leaders, spanning the last two-plus ad- 
ministrations, transcending any lines 
of partisanship, wrote a letter to Sen- 
ator REID urging him to bring up cy- 
bersecurity legislation ‘‘as soon as pos- 
sible.” That is a quote: ‘‘as soon as pos- 
sible.” 

In that letter to both—not just to 
Senator REID, but to Senator McCon- 
NELL, the Republican leader, as well— 
former Department of Homeland Secu- 
rity Secretary Mike Chertoff from the 
Bush administration; former Director 
of National Intelligence, ADM Mike 
McConnell, whom I referred to, from 
the Bush administration; former Dep- 
uty Defense Secretary Paul Wolfowitz, 
also from the previous administration; 
former NSA and CIA Director Mike 
Hayden, also from the previous admin- 
istration; former Vice Chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff, GEN James Cart- 
wright, and former Deputy Defense 
Secretary Bill Lynn sent this letter— 
incidentally, to say what is already a 
matter of public record. In doing so, 
they express opinions that are quite 
similar to what we have heard from all 
the leaders of the current administra- 
tion when it comes to security—Sec- 
retary of Defense Panetta, Director of 
National Intelligence Clapper, Director 
of the CIA Petraeus, and so on, and, of 
course, Secretary Napolitano at the 
Department of Homeland Security. 

I want to read from this letter from 
these national security leaders because 
it sums up where we are. I quote now: 

Given the time left in this legislative ses- 
sion and the upcoming election this fall, we 
are concerned that the window of oppor- 
tunity to pass legislation that is in our view 
critically necessary to protect our national 
and economic security is quickly dis- 
appearing. 

In the letter they went on to say— 
and I quote again 
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We— 

The signers of the letter— 
carry the burden of knowing— 

Along with a lot of the rest of us— 
that 9/11 might have been averted with the 
intelligence that existed at the time. We do 
not want to be in the same position again 
when ‘‘cyber 9/11” hits—it is not a question 
of whether this will happen; it is a question 
of when. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that this letter be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

JUNE 6, 2012. 

DEAR SENATORS REID AND MCCONNELL: We 
write to urge you to bring cyber security leg- 
islation to the floor as soon as possible. 
Given the time left in this legislative session 
and the upcoming election this fall, we are 
concerned that the window of opportunity to 
pass legislation that is in our view critically 
necessary to protect our national and eco- 
nomic security is quickly disappearing. 

We have spoken a number of times in re- 
cent months on the cyber threat—that it is 
imminent, and that it represents one of the 
most serious challenges to our national secu- 
rity since the onset of the nuclear age sixty 
years ago. It appears that this message has 
been received by many in Congress—and yet 
we still await conclusive legislative action. 

We support the areas that have been ad- 
dressed so far, most recently in the House: 
the importance of strengthening the security 
of the federal government’s computer net- 
works, investing in cyber research and devel- 
opment, and fostering information sharing 
about cyber threats and vulnerabilities 
across government agencies and with the pri- 
vate sector. We urge the Senate to now keep 
the ball moving forward in these areas by 
bringing legislation to the floor as soon as 
possible. 

In addition, we also feel that protection of 
our critical infrastructure is essential in 
order to effectively protect our nation, and 
economic security from the growing cyber 
threat. Infrastructure that controls our elec- 
tricity, water and sewer, nuclear plants, 
communications backbone, energy pipelines 
and financial networks must be required to 
meet appropriate cyber security standards. 
Where market forces and existing regula- 
tions have failed to drive appropriate secu- 
rity, we believe that our government must 
do what it can to ensure the protection of 
our critical infrastructure. Performance 
standards in some cases will be necessary— 
these standards should be technology neu- 
tral, and risk and outcome based. We do not 
believe that this requires the imposition of 
detailed security regimes in every instance, 
but some standards must be minimally re- 
quired or promoted through the offer of posi- 
tive incentives such as liability protection 
and availability of clearances. 

Various drafts of legislation have at- 
tempted to address this important area—the 
Lieberman/Collins bill having received the 
most traction until recently. We will not ad- 
vocate one approach over another—however, 
we do feel strongly that critical infrastruc- 
ture protection needs to be addressed in any 
cyber security legislation. The risk is simply 
too great considering the reality of our 
interconnected and interdependent world, 
and the impact that can result from the fail- 
ure of even one part of the network across a 
wide range of physical, economic and social 
systems. 
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Finally, we have commented previously 
about the important role that the National 
Security Agency (NSA) can and does play in 
the protection of our country against cyber 
threats. A piece of malware sent from Asia 
to the United States could take as little as 
30 milliseconds to traverse such distance. 
Preventing and defending against such at- 
tacks requires the ability to respond to them 
in real-time. NSA is the only agency dedi- 
cated to breaking the codes and under- 
standing the capabilities and intentions of 
potential enemies, even before they hit 
“send.” Any legislation passed by Congress 
should allow the public and private sectors 
to harness the capabilities of the NSA to 
protect our critical infrastructure from ma- 
licious actors. 

We carry the burden of knowing that 9/11 
might have been averted with the intel- 
ligence that existed at the time. We do not 
want to be in the same position again when 
‘cyber 9/11’ hits—it is not a question of 
‘whether’ this will happen; it is a question of 
‘when.’ 

Therefore we urge you to bring cyber secu- 
rity legislation to the floor as soon as pos- 
sible. 

Sincerely, 
HON. MICHAEL CHERTOFF, 
HoN. J. MIKE MCCONNELL, 
HON. PAUL WOLFOWITZ, 
GEN. MICHAEL HAYDEN, 
GEN. JAMES CARTWRIGHT 
(RET), 

HON. WILLIAM LYNN III. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. The majority lead- 
er came to the floor yesterday, as I 
have said, echoing these sentiments in 
his floor speech, when he said: 

When virtually every intelligence expert 
says we need to secure the systems that 
make the lights come on, inaction is not an 
option. 

I could not agree more with Senator 
REID. 

The fact is, the House of Representa- 
tives, the so-called other body of Con- 
gress, has passed a cybersecurity bill— 
a package that I think takes some sig- 
nificant initial good steps. I thank the 
House for that. But I believe the bipar- 
tisan Senate Cybersecurity Act of 2012, 
S. 2105, which is sponsored by Senators 
COLLINS, FEINSTEIN, ROCKEFELLER, and 
me, takes the additional necessary 
steps to secure our cyber systems and, 
therefore, is preferable. 

It is preferable, in large part, because 
it addresses the need to secure our Na- 
tion’s critical cyber infrastructure; 
that is, the computers that control the 
systems that, if commandeered, at- 
tacked or intruded upon, could allow 
an attacker to open and close key 
valves and switches in pipelines for gas 
and oil and refineries and factories and 
water and sewer systems and electric 
plants and banks and along transpor- 
tation nodes without detection by their 
operators. 

We need to pass this bill or some- 
thing very much like it so we can go to 
conference with the House and iron out 
whatever differences we have this year 
so we can get legislation to the Presi- 
dent’s desk. He has endorsed, I am 
grateful to say, S. 2105—certainly en- 
dorsed the principles that are in it. 
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We have to do that so we raise our 
defenses before we are victims of a 
cyber 9/11. The time remaining to do so 
in this session is obviously growing 
shorter. We know the lameduck session 
will be almost exclusively taken up 
with difficult questions about the 
budget, debt, sequester, the expiration 
of the so-called Bush tax cuts and 
much more. So we have to act. 

I am encouraged by Senator REID’s 
statement yesterday and my own belief 
after conversations with him that the 
leader is intent on bringing this legis- 
lation to the floor in July. The truth 
is, if we do not take it up in July and 
see whether we have the votes—and I 
am confident we will when it comes to 
the floor—we are not going to be able 
to pass this legislation that is timely 
and allows us to go to conference, 
reach an agreement, and send the bill 
to the President of the United States 
for his signature. 

When talking about cybersecurity, 
the biggest threats we all know come 
from other nations, nation states, also 
nonstate actors such as terrorists and 
organized crime syndicates. But this 
young man I referred to at the begin- 
ning of my statement and his ability to 
quite easily penetrate the cyber con- 
trol system of a local water company 
in the United States shows us that an 
attack can come from just about any- 
one and from just about anywhere. 

According to the Washington Post 
story, ‘This individual who goes by the 
name prOf is a bright unemployed 22 
year old who favors hoodie sweatshirts 
and lives in his parent’s home some- 
where overseas.” 

But this good guy, white-hat hacker, 
knows the risks our Nation is facing. 
He told the Post: 

Eventually, somebody will get access to a 
major system and people will be hurt. It is 
just a matter of time. 

That is the truth. Six of our Nation’s 
premier equity security experts are in 
agreement with this 22-year-old hacker 
as they said in their letter: It is just a 
matter of time. We have to act before 
that time comes. To my colleagues who 
have concerns about the Cyber Secu- 
rity Act of 2011, the Collins-Feinstein- 
Rockefeller-Lieberman legislation, I 
say: Come on and work with us. We can 
and must resolve our differences. In 
fact, around some of the major areas of 
discussion, controversy, the section of 
our bill that has performance require- 
ments for private sector entities that 
own the most critical infrastructure 
which, if attacked, could cause mass 
deaths, casualties, catastrophic eco- 
nomic loss, and a denigration of our 
national security, those are—and then 
the other section being the informa- 
tion-sharing section, where some peo- 
ple have civil liberties or privacy con- 
cerns, there is a good-faith effort going 
on to resolve those differences because, 
I think increasingly, Members of the 
Senate on both sides, just reacting to 
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the facts, are worried this is a real and 
present danger to our security. 

Perhaps the most real and present 
immediate danger of a massive attack 
on our homeland that exists today is 
by cyber attack. I do not think any of 
us wants to look back and say: Why did 
we not act before we were attacked? 
Therefore, I am encouraged by these 
deliberations. But I say to anybody 
else who has concerns about our bill, 
Members of the Senate, please be in 
touch with Senators COLLINS, FEIN- 
STEIN, ROCKEFELLER or myself. 

If we cannot resolve our differences, 
then draft amendments and let’s de- 
bate them on the floor and have up-or- 
down votes and let the Senate work its 
will. As Senator REID said in his re- 
marks yesterday: 

Everybody knows this Congress cannot 
pass laws that do not have broad bipartisan 
support. So we are going to need to work to- 
gether on a bill that addresses the concerns 
of lawmakers on both sides of the aisle. 

That time is coming soon, I am con- 
fident to say, based on my conversa- 
tions with the majority leader. That 
time is coming soon on the floor of the 
Senate, but we have to start now to 
make sure we are ready when the bill 
comes to the Senate floor. I guarantee 
that one day in the near future, if we 
do not pass comprehensive cybersecu- 
rity legislation, and there is a serious 
and significant cyberspace attack on 
us, we will rush to pass it and that will 
be too late and we will not do it ina 
thoughtful way. 

Time grows short while the threat 
keeps swelling. What if the next 22- 
year-old who decides to take over a 
water plant or an oil or gas pipeline or 
an electric powerplant decides to make 
a more convincing demonstration than 
just posting screen pictures online? If a 
22-year-old can do this, think what an 
enemy nation with a significant 
amount of money and personnel and 
training behind it could do to us if we 
are not adequately defended? 

I say to my colleagues on both sides 
of the aisle, because this is not a par- 
tisan issue at all, this is a national se- 
curity-homeland security issue: Let’s 
get to work. Let’s get ready for the 
floor debate on cybersecurity that I am 
confident is coming soon. Then let’s 
pass this urgently needed legislation 
for the sake of both our national and 
economic security. 

I yield the floor and I suggest the ab- 
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. WYDEN. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. KLO- 
BUCHAR). Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 

Mr. WYDEN. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent to speak as in 
morning business for up to 20 minutes. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

STRENGTHENING AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTION 

Mr. WYDEN. Madam President, I am 
going to take a few minutes to outline 
the amendments I plan to offer on the 
farm bill. In beginning, I particularly 
want to commend the chair of the com- 
mittee, Senator STABENOW, and Sen- 
ator ROBERTS. I think we all under- 
stand that if you want to tackle a big 
issue, an important issue, you have to 
find a way to come to something re- 
sembling common ground. 

This bill is especially important. 
This is a jobs bill at a time when our 
country needs good-paying jobs. It is 
an extraordinarily important health 
bill, particularly one with great impli- 
cations for how America tackles the 
issue of obesity. It is an environmental 
bill because it has great implications 
for conservation. And, of course, it has 
extraordinary impact on rural commu- 
nities—rural communities that are 
hurting right now. 

The amendments I am going to be of- 
fering on the farm bill address those 
major concerns, and those concerns are 
particularly important to my State. 
My State does a lot of things well, but 
what we do best is we grow things. We 
grow things, add value to them, and 
ship them somewhere. We grow lots 
and lots of things—hundreds of crops, 
wonderful fruit and vegetables. We 
want to have a chance to grow this 
part of our economy. It is a $5 billion 
economy for the State of Oregon, and 
one we want to strengthen in the days 
ahead. 

The first amendment I will be offer- 
ing on the farm bill addresses the Farm 
to School Program. Schools all across 
the country purchase produce—pears, 
cherries, tomatoes, and lettuce—from 
Department of Agriculture warehouses. 
In some cases, the warehouses may be 
hundreds and hundreds of miles away. 
There are schools, however, that wish 
to source their fruits and vegetables lo- 
cally. There are producers who wish to 
sell their goods to local schools. 

You don’t have to be a fancy econo- 
mist, but that sounds like a market to 
me. The Congress ought to enable this 
market, not make it more difficult for 
this market to function. I spent a lot of 
time in rural Oregon over the last few 
months. As I have previously indicated, 
Harry & David, a producer in my home 
State—and a lot of Senators have got- 
ten their wonderful products over the 
years as holiday gifts—wants to sell 
their wonderful pears to the school 
down the street. In attempting to do 
so, Harry & David has been met with a 
real maze, a welter of odd Federal 
rules, that has prevented them from 
doing so. 

It should not be bureaucratic water 
torture for a local producer to sell to a 
nearby school. It is getting at that 
kind of bureaucracy and redtape that 
my Farm to School amendment seeks 
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to address. As of now, Federal agri- 
culture policy seems to be dishing out 
a diet of paperwork, process, and lim- 
ited options, when we ought to be pro- 
moting innovation and getting away 
from this sort of one-size-fits-all ap- 
proach. 

My Farm to School amendment 
would allow for at least five Farm to 
School projects across the country, 
where States like mine that are inno- 
vative, have established and proven 
Farm to School programs in place, 
would be able to source healthy, qual- 
ity produce rather than buy it from 
one of these faraway Federal ware- 
houses. 

Under this kind of approach, with 
this crucial program, the schools are 
going to win, our farmers are going to 
win, and our kids will be able to enjoy 
delicious local produce every day with 
this particular amendment. 

The second amendment I plan to 
offer also encourages healthier eating. 
This one deals with the SNAP pro- 
gram—the program formerly known as 
Food Stamps. As the occupant of the 
chair knows, this program represents a 
substantial amount of the funding for 
the farm bill—over $70 billion. There 
are 700,000 SNAP recipients in my 
home State of Oregon. For too many 
Oregonians, this program is the only 
thing that stands between them and 
hunger. 

I have said it on this floor before, and 
I want to say it again: I am not in 
favor of cutting these benefits; quite 
the contrary. I think Senator GILLI- 
BRAND has an excellent amendment to 
ensure that that doesn’t take place. I 
hope she will win support in the Senate 
for it. We should not have, in a country 
as rich and strong as ours, this many 
Americans going to bed at night hun- 
gry and trying to dig themselves out of 
the great recession at the same time. 
So I am not in favor of cutting SNAP 
benefits, but I am in favor of 
incentivizing this program to make it 
possible for those of modest incomes to 
get healthier, more nutritious foods, 
especially in light of the growing obe- 
sity epidemic our country faces. 

What troubles me is that, in one 
sense, the Food Stamp Program, the 
SNAP program, is something of a con- 
veyor belt for calories. It essentially 
says all of the various food products 
are equal. At a time when we see such 
extraordinary rates of obesity, particu- 
larly for low-income children and low- 
income women, I only hope we can look 
at ways to create incentives for 
healthier eating. 

I am not in favor of setting up some 
kind of Federal policy that starts dic- 
tating from Washington, DC, what 
folks who are using the SNAP program 
can eat. I am not interested in some 
kind of national nanny program, or 
something that says you can’t eat this 
or that. What I am proposing is that 
here in the Senate, we look at ways, 
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particularly when you are talking 
about $70 billion of Federal nutrition 
spending, to at least promote healthier 
eating wherever possible, and the in- 
creased consumption of healthy fruits 
and vegetables. 

Studies by the Centers for Disease 
Control show that low-income women 
and children—those most likely to re- 
ceive SNAP benefits—are more likely 
to be obese than higher income women 
and children. What I am proposing with 
this amendment is giving the States 
some flexibility to try out ways to 
make SNAP benefits a launch pad for 
better nutrition, rather than, as I char- 
acterized it earlier, a conveyor belt for 
calories. 

What I wish—and I know the Chair 
hails from a State with a substantial 
amount of agriculture—is to see farm- 
ers, retailers, health specialists, and 
those who rely on the SNAP program, 
to get together and find a consensus— 
some common ground—on a way to 
wring more nutritional value out of 
those SNAP benefits. 

In Oregon, we have tried this idea 
out. Those in the retail community, 
farmers and anti-hunger groups got to- 
gether, and this group thinks they can 
do more to improve nutritional out- 
comes under this very large program. 

The amendment makes clear that 
you could not get a waiver to reduce 
eligibility, or reduce the amount of 
benefits that someone on the SNAP 
program receives. But you could, for 
example, try various approaches to 
promote nutritional eating. A State 
could encourage SNAP recipients to 
purchase more fruits and vegetables by 
partnering with grocery stores or other 
food sellers to provide coupons to en- 
able SNAP recipients to purchase extra 
or discounted fruits and vegetables. 
There are now programs that allow 
SNAP benefits to be exchanged at 
farmers markets for coupons that 
produce $2 worth of produce for $1 of 
SNAP benefits. The cost of the extra 
produce is paid for using non-federal 
funds. A State waiver could enable this 
type of program, for example, to be ex- 
panded beyond farmers markets. 

There is a host of innovative pro- 
posals, in my view, that could improve 
public health and increase the con- 
sumption of healthy food. I hope as we 
go forward toward the conclusion of 
this legislation in the Senate, we can 
look at ways to accept the proposition 
that not all of the wisdom resides in 
Washington, DC, particularly when we 
are seeing these skyrocketing rates of 
obesity, tragically with special impli- 
cations for low-income women and 
children. I think there are better ways 
to proceed. This amendment empowers 
States to have that opportunity. 

The third amendment I am going to 
offer, I have not spoken about on the 
floor to date, and I wish to take just a 
minute to describe what this amend- 
ment deals with. It is an amendment I 
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plan to offer that addresses the issue of 
industrial hemp farming. It is cospon- 
sored by Senator RAND PAUL and is 
identical to legislation in the House, 
which has 33 bipartisan cosponsors. 

This is, in my view, a textbook exam- 
ple of a regulation that flunks the com- 
monsense test. There is government 
regulation on the books that prevents 
America’s farmers from growing indus- 
trial hemp. What is worse, this regula- 
tion is hurting job creation in rural 
America and increasing our trade def- 
icit. When my colleagues get more in- 
formation about this outlandish, out- 
rageous restriction on free enterprise, I 
think most of them are going to agree 
the restriction on industrial hemp is 
the poster child for dumb regulations. 
The only thing standing in the way of 
taking advantage of this profitable 
crop is a lingering misunderstanding 
about its use. The amendment I have 
filed on this issue will end a ridiculous 
regulation once and for all. 

Right now, the United States is im- 
porting over ten-million of dollars of 
hemp products to use in paper prod- 
ucts, construction materials, textiles, 
and a variety of other goods. We are 
importing a crop that U.S. farmers 
could be profitably growing right here 
at home if not for government rules 
prohibiting it. 

Our neighbors to the north can see 
the potential for this product. In 2010, 
the Canadian Government injected 
over $700,000 into their blossoming 
hemp industry to increase the size of 
their hemp crop and fortify the inroads 
they’re making in U.S. markets, at the 
expense of our farmers. It was a very 
good bet. U.S. imports of hemp prod- 
ucts have consistently grown over the 
past decade, increasing by 300 percent 
in 10 years. From 2009 to 2010, they 
grew 35 percent. The number of acres in 
Canada devoted to growing industrial 
hemp nearly doubled from 2011 to 2012. 

I know there are going to be Mem- 
bers of Congress, and others who are 
listening to this, who are going to say 
all this talk about hemp is basically 
talk about marijuana. The fact is, 
while they come from the same species 
of plant, there are major differences 
between them. They have different har- 
vest times, they’re different heights, 
and the cultivation techniques are 
markedly different. And when we rec- 
ognize those differences, we’ll be able 
to focus on the benefits from producing 
domestically the hemp we already use. 

Under this amendment, the produc- 
tion of hemp would still be regulated, 
but it would be done by the States 
through permitting programs, not the 
Federal Government. Nine States have 
already put legislation in place to pro- 
vide for a permitting system that en- 
forces the prohibition on marijuana 
and ensures that industrial hemp main- 
tains a very low THC level—under 0.3 
percent. The lowest-grade marijuana 
typically has 5 percent THC content. 
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The bottom line is no one is going to 
get high on industrial hemp. 

Hemp has been a profitable com- 
modity in a number of countries. In ad- 
dition to Canada, Australia also per- 
mits hemp production, and the growth 
in that sector helped their agricultural 
base survive when the tobacco industry 
dried up. Over 30 countries in Europe, 
Asia and North and South America 
currently permit farmers to grow 
hemp, and China is the world’s largest 
producer. In fact, our country is the 
only industrialized nation that pro- 
hibits farmers from growing hemp. 

Oregon is home to some of the major 
manufacturers of hemp products, in- 
cluding Living Harvest, one of the larg- 
est hemp food producers in our coun- 
try. Business has been so brisk there 
that the Portland Business Journal re- 
cently rated them as one of the fastest 
growing local companies. 

There are similar success stories in 
other States. One company in North 
Carolina has been incorporating hemp 
into building materials, reportedly 
making them both stronger and more 
environmentally friendly. Another 
company in California produces hemp- 
based fiberboard. 

No country is better than ours at de- 
veloping, perfecting, and expanding 
markets for our products. As the mar- 
ket grows, it ought to be domestically 
produced hemp that supplies that 
growth. 

I would like to close on this topic 
with a couple statements by one of the 
leading newspapers in my State, The 
Bulletin. I think it would be fair to say 
The Bulletin would not cite itself as 
one of the first places one ought to 
look for left-wing thinking, and here is 
what they had to say with respect to 
my amendment, which they encour- 
aged support for: 
we producers of hemp products in the 
United States are forced to import it. That 
denies American farmers the opportunity to 
compete in the market. It’s like surren- 
dering the competitive edge to China and 
Canada, where it can be grown legally. 

The editorial then goes on to say: 

Legalizing industrial hemp does not have 
to be a slippery slope towards legalizing 
marijuana. It can be a step toward removing 
regulatory burdens limiting Oregon farmers 
from competing in the world market. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD a copy of the 
editorial from The Bulletin. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[From the Bulletin Staff, June 9, 2012] 
U.S. SHOULD LEGALIZE INDUSTRIAL HEMP 
(Editorial) 

U.S. Sen. Ron Wyden, D-Ore., has intro- 
duced a change to the farm bill to remove 
the federal prohibition on growing industrial 
hemp. Wyden’s change would put an end to 
an unnecessary ban. 

The Oregon Legislature authorized the 
growing of industrial hemp in 2009, but fed- 
eral law still blocks hemp as an illegal crop. 
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Why? Federal policy does not distinguish 
between the varieties of cannabis. Some are 
good for oilseed and fiber. Some are better 
for smoking to get high. 

Yes, both do contain the hallucinogenic 
compound delta-9 tetrahydrocannabinol 
(THC). Industrial hemp is low in it Mari- 
juana is high in it. 

That doesn’t mean the country should ban 
growing all of it. 

Industrial hemp is versatile and can grow 
like crazy. It can be used for paper, clothes, 
rope. The seed oil can be used for a variety 
of things: food, paint, pharmaceuticals and 
more. 

It’s already used in Oregon and across the 
country. But producers of hemp products in 
the United States are forced to import it. 
That denies American farmers the oppor- 
tunity to compete in the market. It’s like 
surrendering the competitive edge to China 
and Canada, where it can be grown legally. 

There are concerns about what legalizing 
hemp would mean. Would it be another head- 
ache for law enforcement? 

One way to solve that, if it’s a problem, is 
to require industrial hemp fields to be li- 
censed and require random testing to ensure 
the crop is low in THC. Oregon’s law said the 
state could seize crops that had a THC level 
higher than 0.3 percent. 

Legalizing industrial hemp does not have 
to be a slippery slope toward legalizing mari- 
juana. It can be a start toward removing reg- 
ulatory burdens limiting Oregon farmers 
from competing in the world market. 

Mr. WYDEN. Madam President, if 
this farm bill is about empowering 
farmers and increasing rural jobs, let’s 
give them the tools they need to get 
the job done. Let’s boost revenue for 
farmers and reduce the overhead costs 
for the businesses around the country 
that use this product. And let’s put 
more people to work growing and proc- 
essing an environmentally friendly 
crop with a ready market in the United 
States. 

For all the reasons I have described, 
I will be urging my colleagues to sup- 
port this amendment so the law can be 
changed and farmers are not prevented 
from growing a profitable crop in the 
future. 

Even though my amendment is about 
growing a crop and should be clearly 
relevant to the farm bill, it may be 
blocked from getting a vote because of 
the Senate rules on what amendments 
are allowed to be offered once cloture 
is invoked on the bill. If I get the op- 
portunity, I am going to bring this 
amendment up through the regular 
order. But if cloture is invoked and my 
amendment is not allowed, I want col- 
leagues to know I will be back at this 
again until there are smarter regula- 
tions in place for industrial hemp. 

In closing, let me say I don’t think 
we can overstate the importance of the 
best possible farm bill. Senator STABE- 
Now and Senator ROBERTS have, in my 
view, done yeomen’s work in trying to 
build a bipartisan approach. The ques- 
tion now is can we use the amendment 
process to improve on the kind of bi- 
partisan effort they brought to the 
floor. 

Each of the areas I have described 
this afternoon—improving the Farm to 
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School program, wringing more value 
and better nutritional outcomes from 
the SNAP program, and helping a 
promising hemp industry—give us a 
chance to attain the objectives of what 
I have described as the best possible 
farm bill, and we can do this all with- 
out spending one single dime of addi- 
tional taxpayer money—not a dime of 
additional taxpayer money. It is my 
hope we can take the good work that 
has already been done by Senators STA- 
BENOW and ROBERTS and build on that. 
I hope the Senate will support the 
three amendments I have described 
this afternoon. 

With that, I yield the floor, and I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Ms. STABENOW. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Ms. STABENOW. Madam President, 
first, let me thank all of our colleagues 
who are working with us aS we move 
forward in putting together a package 
of amendments to be voted on here in 
the Senate. I want to thank everyone— 
of course my ranking member, Senator 
ROBERTS, but also people on both sides 
who are working together in good faith 
as we move through this process. 

This morning, we did have two votes, 
and in the next little while we will 
have two more. And I do want to speak 
to one of those but also to just indicate 
again to all of our colleagues how im- 
portant it is to farmers and ranchers, 
families, and rural communities across 
America that we come together and 
pass this farm bill. 

Sixteen million people have jobs re- 
lated to agriculture. I am not sure 
there is any one single piece of legisla- 
tion we have had in front of us that ac- 
tually impacted 16 million people like 
this one. Of course, we are very proud 
of the way we have come together in a 
bipartisan way to propose something 
that actually cuts the deficit by over 
$23 billion and creates real reforms 
that taxpayers and farmers have asked 
for, while strengthening our risk-man- 
agement tools for agriculture, con- 
servation, other jobs efforts, certainly 
rural development, alternative energy, 
and certainly our support for families 
with their own personal disaster when 
it comes to putting food on the table 
during an economic downturn for 
them. 

I want to specifically take a moment, 
though, to speak and urge my col- 
leagues to vote yes on a motion to 
table Coburn amendment No. 2353, 
which would repeal two of the most 
successful conservation programs in 
the history of our country, the Envi- 
ronmental Quality Incentives Program, 
which we all call EQIP, and the Con- 
servation Stewardship Program. 
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EQIP is on the front lines of produc- 
tion agriculture, helping farmers com- 
ply with regulatory pressures, and it 
has been very effective. It is the cor- 
nerstone of our country’s commitment 
to voluntary, incentive-based conserva- 
tion—voluntary—working with farm- 
ers, working with ranchers in a vol- 
untary way, to partner with them to be 
able to provide ways to tackle environ- 
mental issues we all care about. 

I would underscore the fact that 
what we call the farm bill is actually 
the largest investment we as a country 
make in conservation of land, air, and 
water on working lands—lands that are 
owned by the private sector, 
partnering, because we all have a stake 
in runoff and clean water issues and 
erosion issues and all of the other 
things that relate to protecting our 
wildlife and our wetlands for not only 
habitats but also for our hunters and 
fishermen and all of the other issues 
around which we celebrate what we 
have been able to do around conserva- 
tion in this country. 

EQIP really is a cornerstone of our 
commitment to a voluntary incentive- 
based conservation program. It pro- 
vides a cost share to farmers to imple- 
ment practices that have been abso- 
lutely proven to work to benefit our 
country’s soil, air, and water resources. 

This last year the Environmental 
Quality Incentive Program entered 
into 38,000 contracts with farmers and 
ranchers all across America, covering 
13 million acres of land. EQIP has a 
number of incredible stories across the 
country—in Louisiana, helping farmers 
recover from Hurricane Katrina; in 
Oklahoma, helping producers imple- 
ment best management practices to re- 
duce sediment in the Mission Creek, 
improving water quality, helping re- 
store fish populations. In Michigan, 
they have helped farmers struggling 
with bovine TB protect their herds and 
livelihoods. 

So this is one of two critical con- 
servation programs that would be re- 
pealed by this amendment. The other 
one is the Conservation Stewardship 
Program. This encourages higher levels 
of conservation across agricultural op- 
erations as well as the adoption of new 
and emerging conservation practices. 
CSP encourages producers to address 
resource concerns by undertaking addi- 
tional conservation activities and im- 
proving and maintaining their current 
activities. And they focus on seven re- 
source concerns as well as energy—soil 
quality, soil erosion, water quality, 
water quantity, air quality, plant re- 
sources, and animal resources—all 
things important not only for our 
farmers and ranchers but to all of us— 
every community, every State, all of 
us in the country. 

This program is extremely popular. 
It has been very successful. This year 
producers enrolled 12 million acres in 
the program, and this brings the total 
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to 49 million acres across the country 
that now have conservation practices 
as a result of the CSP. It provides con- 
servation bankers with more acres 
than any other conservation program 
in the country. I strongly urge we table 
this amendment. I ask for a ‘‘yes’’ vote 
in tabling the amendment. 

I would like to talk a little bit more 
about what we have done in a positive 
way in the conservation title. One of 
the areas of this bill I am most proud 
of is the work that has been done with 
conservation and environmental groups 
all across the country—in fact, we have 
643 conservation and environmental 
groups that have said this is the right 
approach. 

In tough economic times, when we 
know we do not have additional dol- 
lars, we took a look at every single 
page, every single program. There are 
23 different programs in conservation. 
Every time somebody had a good idea, 
a program got added rather than look- 
ing at duplication, redundancy, how we 
can streamline and make it better for 
farmers, communities, better for 
ranchers, make it simpler and more un- 
derstandable. So we decided to go back 
and do what every taxpayer and every 
citizen has asked us to do; that is, 
streamline, make more accountability, 
cut the paperwork, make things work 
better. 

We do support flexibility. We support 
locally led ground-up voluntary efforts. 
We increase transparency and account- 
ability, we streamline, consolidate pro- 
grams, help farmers comply with regu- 
latory pressures, and we basically have 
come together. We have taken 23 dif- 
ferent programs down to 18 and put 
them in three different areas and cre- 
ated a lot of flexibility. We want to 
stretch the dollars even further in four 
areas: working lands, easements, con- 
servation reserve programs, and re- 
gional partnerships, which are so im- 
portant to so many of us. 

All across the country family farms 
are passed down to children, grand- 
children, and great-grandchildren. Our 
rapidly growing population demands 
our farmers and ranchers double their 
production over the next few decades 
and use fewer acres to do it, so innova- 
tion in farming is absolutely critical. 
But no amount of technology can make 
up for degraded soil or polluted water. 

The farm bDill’s conservation pro- 
grams help our producers meet their 
challenges and the country’s chal- 
lenges, ensuring that we have a safe, 
abundant food supply, clean water, and 
thriving wildlife populations for many 
generations to come. 

It is wonderful to see the partner- 
ships that are going on all across 
Michigan, all across the country. Many 
farmers take advantage of these vol- 
untary, incentive-based conservation 
programs. In our Great Lakes region 
alone—I would say not only Michigan 
but our Presiding Officer from Min- 
nesota certainly cares as well. We 
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championed together so many times on 
the Great Lakes initiative. But in the 
Great Lakes region alone farmers use 
one form of conservation on 95 percent 
of the acres. On 95 percent of the acres 
we have conservation going on. 

As we look at streamlining from 23 to 
13 programs, making them more flexi- 
ble and so on, we actually have been 
able to achieve savings of $6 billion 
while maintaining conservation func- 
tions, and I would argue strengthening 
their effectiveness as well while cut- 
ting the dollars. Nationally, there are 
357 million acres of cropland, 406 mil- 
lion acres of forest land, 119 million 
acres of pasture land, and 409 million 
acres of rangeland under private own- 
ership in the United States. That is a 
lot of land, and all of that is impacted 
by what we do in the conservation title 
of the farm bill. 

We also know the challenges my 
farmers face in Michigan are different 
than those in Kansas or Oklahoma or 
Minnesota or Montana. We have built 
in enough flexibility in this new title, 
modernizing it, reforming it, creating 
flexibility to be able to meet very dif- 
ferent needs across the country. I will 
briefly go through each area. We are fo- 
cusing, as I said, on four different 
areas. 

Working lands, where we have two 
programs that are proposed to be elimi- 
nated right now, the Environmental 
Quality Incentives Program, which I 
spoke about, and CSP is in the working 
lands title. We also include the con- 
servation innovation grants, which are 
geared to projects that offer new ap- 
proaches to providing producers envi- 
ronmental and production benefits. 
Again, we look for ways to support ef- 
forts that have not been receiving on- 
going funding through the past bill to 
be able to continue and have greater 
flexibility in a number of different pro- 
grams. 

One is critical, I believe, for Amer- 
ica’s sportsmen and sportswomen; that 
is, access to good recreational land. I 
know that is very important to my 
State of Michigan, very important to 
my family. 

The Voluntary Public Access and 
Wildlife Incentives Program encour- 
ages farmers to open their land for rec- 
reational uses—hunting, fishing, bird- 
watching. Right now, 26 States are tak- 
ing advantage of the program, and we 
continue that in the bill, which is very 
important. 

Our second area is on easements. 
There are three existing conservation 
easement programs. We are putting 
them into one to protect our lands 
from development and keep them de- 
voted to agricultural use as well as to 
keep the land for grazing. Wetland 
easements restore, protect, and en- 
hance wetlands which are important to 
water quality, quantity, and wildlife 
habitat in many areas also. 

We are focusing on long-term land 
protection. Over the last 20 years the 
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Wetlands Reserve Program helped 
more than 11,000 private landowners 
voluntarily restore, protect, and en- 
hance wetlands and wildlife habitat. So 
we are very pleased all of this is in the 
bill as well. 

The Conservation Reserve Program 
has been very successful. From 2006 to 
2010 the USDA estimates the Conserva- 
tion Reserve Program was responsible 
for reducing 1.09 billion tons of sedi- 
ment, 3.1 billion metric tons of nitro- 
gen, and 613 million pounds of phos- 
phorus from going into our waters— 
that is an accomplishment—from going 
into our Great Lakes, into our oceans, 
into our rivers, into our streams. These 
are the main contributors to many of 
the water quality issues we face as a 
country. 

During the same time period, USDA 
estimates the Conservation Reserve 
Program contributed 284 million met- 
ric tons of greenhouse gas reduction. It 
is reducing CO2. I would say it is equiv- 
alent to taking 55 million cars off the 
road for a year. Coming from the car 
State, I appreciate CRP doing that. We 
want to be able to continue to drive 
our automobiles, and we are proud of 
what we are doing around automobiles, 
but can you imagine that this program 
alone has taken enough CO- out of the 
atmosphere to equate to 55 million cars 
being taken off the roads? 

As of 2011, CRP was enrolling just 
under the acreage cap of 32 million. 
Over the next couple of years, over 15 
million acres are set to expire. We rec- 
ognize not all of those will be re- 
enrolled, but we want to make sure 
there is adequate room to reenroll the 
most sensitive acres. 

As an example of the effectiveness of 
CRP, last year parts of Oklahoma—I 
have a special affinity for Oklahoma. 
My mother was born in Oklahoma. My 
grandparents’ family has lived there all 
their lives. I am very familiar with 
that State. Parts of Oklahoma experi- 
enced drought worse than the Dust 
Bowl era of the 1930s. But we did not 
see dust storms like the 1930s because 
the voluntary conservation efforts—of 
the CRP in particular—worked to re- 
duce soil erosion and keep the soil 
where it was supposed to be, which is 
on the ground. 

There are huge successes we have 
seen because our country has made an 
investment in protecting our precious 
land and water and air. We also have 
established a new program called the 
Regional Conservation Partnerships 
Program which consolidates four very 
effective regional partnerships into 
one. I am very pleased we have been 
able to do this. There is great signifi- 
cance for Members in all parts of the 
country. We consolidate the Coopera- 
tive Conservation Partnership Initia- 
tive, the Agricultural Water Enhance- 
ment Program, the Chesapeake Bay 
Watershed Initiative, and the Great 
Lakes Water Erosion Sediment Pro- 
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gram. This exemplifies many of the 
principles of this title. 

We focus on conservation efforts that 
are locally led, that are voluntary, and 
we create more flexibility and trans- 
parency for reporting as well as mak- 
ing sure we have adequate resources. 
When we were talking to producers and 
a variety of partner organizations, non- 
profits—again, hunters, fishermen, 
other organizations—they were very 
excited about this new regional part- 
nership title as a section. We appre- 
ciate all of the input and the support 
we have received to be able to make 
this effective. 

Let me just say in conclusion that we 
have a conservation title that is sup- 
ported in terms of its approach by al- 
most 650 different conservation and en- 
vironmental groups all across America 
in every 1 of the 50 States. They have 
sent a strong message. They worked 
with us. They know times are tight. 
They knew we had to create savings, 
we had to reduce dollars, but we had to 
make sure we had enough flexibility to 
do the job people across our country 
want to see done in protecting our 
lands, our water, and our air. 

This has been achieved with a tre- 
mendous amount of hard work on the 
part of many people. I am grateful for 
the work of our committee and many 
others. I appreciate our subcommittee 
chairman MICHAEL BENNET, who has 
been deeply involved in this as well, 
and the Presiding Officer from Min- 
nesota as well. We have many people 
who feel very strongly. Our chairman 
of the Finance Committee who was on 
the Senate floor earlier speaking about 
this is another true champion around 
conservation. There were so many peo- 
ple in our committee. 

I could go on and on about this, and 
on both sides of the aisle I might add, 
but if I start naming people I will prob- 
ably get in trouble for missing some- 
one. But we have strong people, strong 
advocates on both sides of the aisle. 

I thank everybody for their wonder- 
ful work on this conservation title. I 
think it is an example of the great 
work that has been done in putting the 
bill together. Again, I urge colleagues 
to vote yes to table the Coburn amend- 
ment and the additional amendment I 
will talk about at another point that 
will be coming before us, and continue 
to work with us as we bring together 
the path forward to completing this 
very important bill that affects 16 mil- 
lion American jobs. 

I yield the floor. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. BROWN of Massachusetts. Mr. 
President, I ask unanimous consent 
that the order for the quorum call be 
rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BEN- 
NET). Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 
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SEXUAL ASSAULT IN THE MILITARY 

Mr. BROWN of Massachusetts. Mr. 
President, I rise to speak about some- 
thing very serious, which is the issue of 
sexual assault in the military, and in 
support of the Shaheen amendment 
which I cosponsored in the Senate 
Armed Services Committee markup. 
Today, I wrote a letter to the House 
majority leadership expressing my con- 
cern for this issue and asking that it be 
addressed immediately. 

The Senate Armed Services Com- 
mittee recently considered and passed 
the National Defense Authorization 
Act for Fiscal Year 2018, and it awaits 
full consideration of the Senate. 

As we all know, our troops need the 
tools and resources to complete their 
mission. It is imperative that it gets 
brought up right away. 

As a member of the committee, I 
joined with members of both sides of 
the aisle in supporting this amendment 
which would ensure that women who 
serve in our Armed Forces and their 
families are provided access to abor- 
tion services in cases of rape or incest. 

Sadly, sexual assault of women serv- 
icemembers has been recently exposed 
as far more prevalent than anyone pre- 
viously thought. As a matter of fact, 
the Pentagon believes such crimes are 
vastly underreported. There is evidence 
that there are as many as 19,000 as- 
saults that are committed every year. 
That is as many as 50 each day. 

Furthermore, women are serving in 
harm’s way—we know that—and they 
are often in dangerous locations with- 
out access to safe, nonmilitary health 
services. Given their courageous serv- 
ice, they deserve our care and protec- 
tion, put quite simply. 

The language of the amendment is 
consistent with the longstanding Hyde 
amendment, which prevents Federal 
funding for abortions, except for the 
victims of rape or incest or when the 
life of the mother is at stake. 

It is a simple issue: Those who are 
serving in harm’s way who are victims 
of such horrific crimes should be af- 
forded the same rights as citizens they 
protect and who rely on Federal fund- 
ing for their health care. 

Our amendment passed 16 to 10 on a 
bipartisan basis, as I referenced earlier, 
in committee, and I will continue to 
work with my colleagues to ensure it 
remains included in the version that 
passes the full Senate. 

As I said, unfortunately, the House 
Armed Services Committee did not in- 
clude a similar provision in their 
version of the bill, and I am not quite 
sure why. 

I urge the House Members to think 
about the real-world implications of 
their actions and not block this legisla- 
tion. I hope we can work together, in a 
truly bipartisan and bicameral basis, 
to ensure that our amendment lan- 
guage becomes law so the President 
may sign it as such. 
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Extending these provisions to our 
military servicewomen is the right 
thing to do. 

I thank the Presiding Officer and 
yield the floor. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to speak as in 
morning business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

DREAM ACT 

Mr. DURBIN. On June 15, 1982, 30 
years ago, the U.S. Supreme Court 
handed down a landmark decision, 
Plyler v. Doe. In 1975, the State of 
Texas had passed a law that allowed 
public schools to refuse admission to 
children who were undocumented. The 
law also withheld State funds from 
local school districts if they were to be 
used for education of undocumented 
kids. 

In the Plyler case, the Court struck 
down the Texas law and held that it is 
unconstitutional to deny public edu- 
cation to children on the basis of their 
immigration status. Justice William 
Brennan, who authored the opinion, 
wrote: ‘‘By denying these children a 
basic education, we deny them the abil- 
ity to live within the structure of our 
civic institutions and foreclose any re- 
alistic possibility that they will con- 
tribute in even the smallest way to the 
progress of our nation.” 

The year was 1982. In the 30 years 
since Plyler v. Doe was decided, mil- 
lions of immigrant children have re- 
ceived an education and become con- 
tributing members to America and so- 
ciety. They are today’s doctors, sol- 
diers, teachers, engineers, and they 
make us a better nation. 

But since it was decided, Plyler has 
been under attack from anti-immigra- 
tion forces. On the very day the deci- 
sion was announced, there was a law- 
yer at the Justice Department who 
wrote a memo criticizing his superiors 
for not arguing support of this Texas 
law that was stricken by the Court. 

Keep in mind at the time Plyler was 
decided, the Justice Department was 
not under the control of a Democratic 
President; Ronald Reagan was Presi- 
dent. Who was the Justice Department 
lawyer criticizing the Reagan adminis- 
tration for not being tough enough on 
immigrant children? His name was 
John Roberts. 

Twenty-three years later, in 2005, he 
was nominated to be Chief Justice of 
the Supreme Court. During his con- 
firmation hearing, Chief Justice Rob- 
erts said he would not vote to overturn 
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cases that are ‘‘well-settled law.” For 
example, he said Brown v. Board of 
Education, the Supreme Court decision 
that ordered desegregation of schools, 
was also well-settled law. 

Plyler v. Doe is often called the 
Brown v. Board of Education of the im- 
migrants in America. But when I asked 
John Roberts whether he considered 
Plyler to be well-settled law, he refused 
to answer my question. Over the years, 
there have been attempts to pass Fed- 
eral legislation overturning this Su- 
preme Court decision. 

In 1996, Congress was considering a 
bill to restrict illegal immigrants. Rep- 
resentative ELTON GALLEGLY, a Repub- 
lican from California, offered an 
amendment to overturn Plyler v. Doe 
and permit States to bar undocu- 
mented children from public schools. 
At the time, I was in the House. I voted 
against the Gallegly amendment and so 
did most of the Democrats. 

But most Republicans voted for it 
and it passed. President Clinton threat- 
ened a veto if the Gallegly amendment 
was included in the final version of the 
immigration bill. The amendment was 
also opposed by a bipartisan group of 
Senators, including the late great Sen- 
ator Ted Kennedy and our colleague, 
Senator KAY BAILEY HUTCHISON of 
Texas. 

As a result of this opposition, the 
Gallegly amendment was dropped from 
the final version of the bill. The latest 
threat to Plyler v. Doe is a spate of 
State laws targeting legal and illegal 
immigrants. On June 9, 2011, 1 year ago 
this week, Alabama Gov. Robert Bent- 
ley signed into law H.B. 56, the strict- 
est immigration law in the country. 

Under Alabama law H.B. 56, it is a 
crime for a legal immigrant to fail to 
carry documents proving his or her 
legal status at all times. Police officers 
in Alabama are required to check the 
immigration status of any individual if 
they have ‘‘reasonable suspicion that 
he or she is undocumented.” 

I am especially concerned about the 
provisions of the Alabama law that in- 
volve schools in enforcing immigration 
laws. For example, in Alabama, schools 
must check the immigration status of 
every student and report that informa- 
tion to the State. Schools are author- 
ized to report students and parents 
they believe to be undocumented to the 
Federal Government. 

Last year, the U.S. Justice Depart- 
ment and the U.S. Department of Edu- 
cation sent a letter to every school dis- 
trict in the country warning that en- 
rollment practices that discourage stu- 
dents from attending school could vio- 
late Federal civil rights law. The letter 
reminded school districts of their obli- 
gation to provide access to undocu- 
mented students under the Supreme 
Court’s decision in Plyler v. Doe. 

Supporters of the Alabama law argue 
it does not prohibit immigrant children 
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from attending public schools. But in- 
volving schools in enforcing immigra- 
tion laws will clearly discourage immi- 
grant children from attending. Last 
month, Tom Perez, the head of the Jus- 
tice Department’s Civil Rights Divi- 
sion, sent a letter to the Alabama Su- 
perintendent of Education about their 
department’s investigation of Ala- 
bama’s H.B. 56. 

Mr. Perez said the Justice Depart- 
ment has concluded that ‘‘in the imme- 
diate aftermath of [H.B. 56’s] imple- 
mentation, Hispanic student absence 
rates tripled, while absence rates for 
other groups of students remained vir- 
tually flat’? and ‘‘the rate of total 
withdrawals of Hispanic children sub- 
stantially increased” to 13.4 percent of 
all Hispanic students in Alabama 
schools. 

Mr. Perez also said: ‘‘Hispanic chil- 
dren reported increased anxiety, dimin- 
ished concentration in school, deterio- 
rating grades, and increased hostility, 
bullying, and intimidation.” 

The author of the education provi- 
sion of the Alabama law has made it 
clear his real goal is to overturn Plyler 
v. Doe. If this challenge should make it 
to the Supreme Court, it could find a 
receptive audience in the Chief Justice, 
who criticized Plyler v. Doe when it 
was decided and refused to say it was 
well-settled law when he appeared be- 
fore the Senate Judiciary Committee. 

I think this is the wrong approach for 
America. Instead of challenging Plyler 
vs. Doe, we should be building on its 
legacy. Eleven years ago, I introduced 
the DREAM Act—11 years. The 
DREAM Act is a bill that would give a 
select group of immigrant students 
who grew up in America the chance to 
earn their way to legal status if they 
do one of two things: serve in Amer- 
ica’s military or at least complete 2 
years of college in good standing. 

These young people were brought to 
the United States as children. I am 
sure the Presiding Officer knows many 
of them in his home State. They grew 
up in this country and, thanks to 
Plyler v. Doe, they got a chance to go 
to school here. They are the valedic- 
torians and ROTC leaders in many 
schools. 

It wasn’t their decision to come to 
this country. They were kids when the 
decision was made, and their parents 
made the decision. The fundamental 
premise of the DREAM Act is that we 
should not punish kids for any wrong- 
doing by their parents. That isn’t the 
American way. As Senator MARCO 
RUBIO has said, just because the par- 
ents got it wrong, we should not hold it 
against the kids. 

As Justice Brennan said in Plyler v. 
Doe, ‘legislation directing the onus of 
a parent’s misconduct against his chil- 
dren does not comport with funda- 
mental conceptions of justice.” 

The DREAM Act isn’t just the right 
thing to do, it is the right thing to do 
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for America. It would help our econ- 
omy by giving these talented immi- 
grants a chance to become tomorrow’s 
engineers, entrepreneurs, small busi- 
ness owners, teachers, and doctors. 

The DREAM Act would strengthen 
America’s national security by giving 
thousands of highly qualified, well-edu- 
cated young people a chance to serve in 
America’s Armed Forces. It is one of 
the greatest levelers in America. When 
we decided to integrate the Armed 
Forces under President Harry Truman, 
we set the stage for the civil rights rev- 
olution in this country. When men and 
women in the military were recognized 
for their inherent worth and commit- 
ment to this Nation rather than the 
color of their skin, it set a standard 
that now guides our Nation. 

Almost every week I do my best to 
come to the floor to tell a story of one 
of these young people who would qual- 
ify for the DREAM Act. Today I will 
tell you about Al Okere. Al was born in 
Nigeria in 1990. In 1991, Al’s father was 
killed by the Nigerian police after he 
wrote newspaper columns criticizing 
the Nigerian Government. The killing 
of Al’s father was documented in the 
State Department’s annual human 
rights report. 

In 1995, Al’s mother fled Nigeria and 
brought her 5-year-old boy Al to the 
United States. Al’s mother, because of 
the murder or killing of her husband, 
applied for asylum, but her application 
was denied and she was deported in 
2005, when Al was 15—after 10 years in 
the United States. 

Today Al is 21 years of age. He lived 
in the State of Washington. His moth- 
er’s sister, who is a U.S. citizen, is Al’s 
legal guardian and has raised him since 
Al’s mother was deported. 

Al graduated from Rogers High 
School, near Tacoma, WA. He is cur- 
rently attending Central Washington 
University, where he is an honors stu- 
dent with a 3.5 grade point average. He 
is an avid basketball and football play- 
er. He is an active volunteer in his 
community. For example, he recently 
headed up a fundraising drive for the 
Hope Children’s Hospital. 

I ask a lot of these ‘‘dreamers’’ to 
send me letters about their view of the 
United States and their hope for the fu- 
ture. He wrote this: 

I have been in accelerated academic pro- 
grams most of my educational life and hope 
to be a medical doctor some day, to con- 
tribute to the well-being of fellow humans. I 
hope to continue to emulate and walk in the 
great academic shoes of my late father, who 
earned a Ph.D degree from a university in 
Paris, France. My family and community 
support has been enormous and it gives me 
zeal to work hard in my studies, to be able to 
lend a hand to others in need, to realize a 
bright future. 

Unfortunately, Al has been placed in 
deportation proceedings. Under our im- 
migration law, his aunt, who is a U.S. 
citizen and his legal guardian, can’t 
sponsor him for citizenship. 
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Al Okere grew up in America. He has 
never committed a crime. We have al- 
ready invested in him. He has received 
his entire education, from kinder- 
garten through college, in the United 
States. He didn’t get any financial help 
in going to college from the Federal 
Government. He borrowed for that be- 
cause he is undocumented. He had to 
find other sources and work his way 
through college. But he made it. He has 
a great potential to contribute to 
America. He doesn’t remember a thing 
about Nigeria, and he doesn’t speak 
their native language. Despite all that, 
the laws of America say that Al should 
be deported. 

Here is what Al said about that possi- 
bility: 

I don’t remember anything about my 
mother’s country of Nigeria. I cannot even 
speak the language. Every experience I have 
had in life that I can remember has been in 
the United States of America. Everyone I 
know and care about are all here, except for 
my mother, who was sadly removed and re- 
mains in hiding in fear of her life. 

Fortunately, the Department of 
Homeland Security has decided to put 
Al’s deportation on hold. I support this 
decision, but I know it is only tem- 
porary, it doesn’t give Al permanent 
legal status of any kind, and there is 
still a risk of deportation in the future. 
The only way for Al to become a cit- 
izen is for the DREAM Act to become 
the law of the land. 

Would America be a better Nation if 
Al Okere were deported? Of course not. 
Al is not an isolated example. There 
are thousands of others like him, who 
are only asking for a chance, asking for 
justice. 

Plyler v. Doe gave Al Okere and 
other bright, accomplished, and ambi- 
tious young people like him the oppor- 
tunity to obtain an education in Amer- 
ica. The DREAM Act would give them 
a chance to fulfill their God-given po- 
tential and become our future doctors, 
engineers, teachers, and soldiers. 

A couple of weeks ago—a lot of these 
DREAM Act students keep in touch 
with us—one student contacted our of- 
fice saying he had given up. He lived in 
America all his life and had been edu- 
cated here. He made his way through 
college and was looking forward to 
being an engineer. He waited 11 years 
for passage of the DREAM Act, and it 
hasn’t happened. He decided he had no 
choice but to move to Canada. So now 
his talents will go to Canada. I have 
nothing against Canada; it is a great 
nation and neighbor. But why would we 
give up someone we have educated and 
trained to be a part of America? 

On the 30th anniversary of Plyler v. 
Doe, I again ask my colleagues in both 
parties to support the DREAM Act. 
Let’s give Al Okere and so many other 
young people like him a chance to con- 
tribute more fully to the only country 
they have called home. It is the right 
thing to do, and it will make America 
a stronger Nation. 


9066 


I yield the floor and suggest the ab- 
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
BROWN of Ohio). The clerk will call the 
roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

CHILDHOOD OBESITY 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I 
rise today because there is an epidemic 
hovering over America, and we ought 
not to stand by and let it continue. 

A staggering one-third of Americans 
are obese a condition that can endan- 
ger health and shorten lifespan. Among 
our children, the situation is becoming 
a plague and leaving too many young 
people unable to participate in phys- 
ical activities, such as sports or games. 

I salute the First Lady, Michelle 
Obama, for bringing attention to this 
crisis by educating parents, teachers, 
and kids about the need to be more ac- 
tive and eat nutritious food, but it is 
going to take the involvement of this 
Congress. We need to protect our chil- 
dren, our economy, and our national 
security. 

Our Nation’s childhood obesity rate 
is one of the highest in the world. Here 
we see it, childhood obesity rates dis- 
played worldwide: Obesity epidemic as 
seen among American youth. And if we 
look at the other major countries in 
the world, going from the lowest, China 
is at 5.2 percent, upwards to France at 
14.1 percent, and then we get to Amer- 
ica, and 31.7 percent of our children are 
obese or overweight. That is discour- 
aging, very sad for the individual and 
for the country at large. 

People who are obese are at a higher 
risk for heart disease, stroke, diabetes, 
and even certain types of cancer. Obe- 
sity-related conditions kill more than 
110,000 Americans every year. We do 
not want to see more children with dia- 
betes. We don’t want our children to be 
burdened with a lifetime of disease and 
disability. 

Public health advocates have been 
sounding the alarm for years, but this 
problem has only gotten worse and this 
Congress and the Federal Government 
have largely ignored the problem. Over 
the last few decades, the rate of chil- 
dren who are obese or overweight has 
doubled. In 1973, we were looking at 
15.4 percent. That was the percentage 
of obese and overweight American chil- 
dren. But if we look ahead only 40 
years, we see the rate has gone from 
15.4 percent to 31.7 percent. That is al- 
most one-third of our childhood popu- 
lation. This issue has even affected our 
military and the statistics are shock- 
ing; 25 percent of our young men and 
women who want to join the military 
are too overweight to serve. 

We need to take bold action. This 
farm bill is not just about making sure 
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businesses stay profitable, it should be 
about keeping our citizens healthy too. 
We owe it to our kids and our country 
to learn what is causing this calamity. 

That is why I filed an amendment to 
focus in on a particular suspected con- 
tributor to the problem. The Federal 
Government can and should determine 
whether sugary drinks are causing obe- 
sity and causing the damage that goes 
with it. Americans are drinking more 
high-sugar drinks than ever before— 
children and adults drink twice the 
amount of sugary soda than they did 
just three decades ago. These drinks 
are cheap and available everywhere—in 
restaurants, convenience stores, movie 
theaters or vending machines. 

We have seen children and teenagers 
holding giant cups of soda or other sug- 
ary drinks. Some of these sizes are so 
big they look like a barrel. When a 
child drinks 32 ounces, takes a 32-ounce 
cup of soda, it is the equivalent of in- 
gesting 41 sugar cubes. Can you imag- 
ine anyone permitting their children to 
devour 41 sugar cubes? Who in this 
body would give their child or grand- 
child 41 sugar cubes to eat? 

The city of New York is taking a bold 
course of action and other commu- 
nities have done their own studies and 
have decided to act. In Congress, we 
need to step up and do our part. We 
need to know what role sugary drinks 
are playing in the childhood obesity 
epidemic in America. My amendment 
would initiate a study on the impact of 
these drinks on obesity and human 
health in the United States. It would 
require an examination of public 
health proposals regarding the cost and 
the size of these drinks. The amend- 
ment is endorsed by organizations such 
as the American Academy of Pediat- 
rics, the American Heart Association, 
the American Diabetes Association, 
the American Public Health Associa- 
tion, and the Center For Science and 
the Public Interest. 

I reach out, I urge my colleagues to 
support this amendment. I ask that, 
once and for all, we work together to 
do what we can to protect our chil- 
dren—protect them, in this case, from 
the obesity epidemic. I hope we will 
join together to fight for the well-being 
of our children. 

I yield the floor and I suggest ab- 
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. LAU- 
TENBERG). Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I ask unanimous 
consent to speak as in morning busi- 
ness for up to 10 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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AGRICULTURE REFORM 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. President, 
the Agriculture Reform, Food, and 
Jobs Act of 2012, which the Presiding 
Officer from New Jersey just spoke of, 
in my State called the farm bill, rep- 
resents the most significant reform of 
U.S. agriculture in decades. It is the 
product of months of policy discussion 
and late-night deliberations, guided by 
Chairwoman STABENOW and Ranking 
Member ROBERTS. It is the reason why 
people across the country, farmers and 
business owners and faith leaders and 
county commissioners are paying at- 
tention. The bill benefits all of us, all 
Americans. 

Today, one in seven jobs in Ohio is 
related to the food and agriculture in- 
dustry. To get the economy back on 
track, the farm bill must remain a pri- 
ority in Congress. The Agriculture 
Committee has worked to craft a farm 
bill that is forward-looking and real- 
istic. The centerpiece of the bill’s def- 
icit reduction efforts is based on a bill 
I authored with my colleague JOHN 
THUNE, a Republican from South Da- 
kota, along with Senator DURBIN, a 
Democrat from Illinois, and Senator 
LUGAR, a Republican from Indiana. Our 
Aggregate Risk and Revenue Manage- 
ment Program proposed streamlining 
the farm safety net and making it 
more market oriented. The era of di- 
rect payments—the billions of dollars 
that newspaper editorial writers and 
constituents alike complained about, 
these huge farm subsidies that went 
mostly to large corporate farmers—the 
era of direct payments made annually 
regardless of need under this bill is 
over. 

Instead, the new Ag Risk Coverage 
Program will work hand in hand with 
crop insurance to provide farmers the 
tools needed to manage risk, making 
payments only when farmers need 
them most. 

The program is market oriented. It 
relies on market data instead of arbi- 
trary numbers in statutes. It is more 
responsive to farmers’ needs and more 
responsible to taxpayers. The bill re- 
forms a number of longstanding, un- 
justifiable practices. For the first time, 
this farm bill ends payments to land- 
owners who have nothing to do with 
farm management. It puts a firm cap 
on how much support any farmer can 
receive from the direct farm support 
programs every year. There are com- 
monsense reforms that ensure the tax- 
payer dollars go only where they are 
needed. 

Is there more to be done to make 
sure taxpayers get the most efficient, 
effective, and affordable farm policy 
possible? Of course there is. In the 
coming years, we will continue to im- 
prove our farm and food policy, but 
this is a good start. It is good for farm- 
ers, good for taxpayers. It continues to 
move our Nation’s food and agriculture 
policy in a positive direction. 
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The farm bill is a jobs and innovation 
bill. Every $1 billion in exports sup- 
ports 8,400 American jobs that cannot 
be shipped overseas, according to the 
USDA. In 2011, U.S. agriculture enjoyed 
a trade surplus of $42 billion, $42 billion 
we sold more than we brought in from 
abroad in farm products, the highest 
annual surplus on record. Contrast that 
with the billions and billions, tens of 
billions, hundreds of billions of dollars 
in trade deficit we have in manufac- 
turing in other parts of our economy. 

There is so much room for growth, 
not only overseas but also at home. 
Bio-based manufacturing and renew- 
able energy are two examples of the po- 
tential that American agriculture 
holds for U.S. economic growth and for 
job creation. Alongside food produc- 
tion, farm-based and renewable energy 
production, such as advanced biomass 
energy, can serve as the engine of the 
rural economy for decades to come. It 
is investments in agriculture such as 
this, such as the ones this bill main- 
tains in research and energy and bio- 
based products and food production, 
that will enable continued creation of 
good-paying jobs, again that will not, 
that cannot be shipped overseas. 

The farm bill provides economic re- 
lief to millions of Americans. Although 
we call it a farm bill, this bill is fun- 
damentally an economic relief bill. For 
farmers, the bill provides financial as- 
sistance to weather tough times or 
adopt conservation practices that pro- 
tect clean water and healthy soils and 
wildlife habitat. For millions of Ameri- 
cans, this bill helps put dinner on the 
table when wages are tight and fami- 
lies are struggling to make ends meet 
and keeps children from going hungry. 
That is why this bill is so important. I 
add, the Presiding Officer from New 
Jersey has always been such a strong 
advocate of these nutrition programs. 
We both understand that more than 
one-third of people who are getting 
SNAP, who are receiving what we used 
to call food stamps, are working fami- 
lies, people who are only making $9, 
$10, $11 an hour, sometimes working 
two jobs, and still cannot make it 
without some food assistance. 

The bill includes resources for SNAP, 
the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance 
Program, which is one of the Nation’s 
most essential antipoverty programs. 
In addition to supporting people who 
are struggling to feed their families, 
SNAP supports retailers and businesses 
and the farmers and ranchers who grow 
the food. 

At a time of high unemployment, 
SNAP participation now exceeds 44 
million Americans, half of whom are 
children. Many of these families are 
working families. Half the people 
served by SNAP are children. 

SNAP participation is expected to 
fall as the economy recovers. The bill 
continues to support SNAP with mini- 
mal modifications. It continues and in- 
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creases support for commodity dis- 
tribution to food banks at a time when 
food pantry shelves in Ohio and across 
the Nation are bare. But I want to be 
clear. I have serious concerns with the 
cuts, not large cuts such as the House 
Agriculture Committee wants to do 
and that Senator PAUL tried to do— 
very unsuccessfully—and that Con- 
gressman RYAN made with his budget 
from the House of Representatives— 
nothing even close to the tens and tens 
of billions of dollars they want to cut 
from nutrition. But I am concerned 
about this $4 billion cut. When com- 
pared to the $130 billion in cuts to 
SNAP in the Ryan budget, the modi- 
fication in this bill was done carefully. 

The farm bill is a deficit reduction 
bill, a jobs bill, an economic relief bill. 
It affects every American every day. I 
commend, again, Chairwoman STABE- 
Now and Ranking Member ROBERTS. 
Their joint effort to work across party 
lines is to be commended. 

These months of work and delibera- 
tion are at risk because some insist on 
debating dozens of unrelated amend- 
ments and others seek to score polit- 
ical points at the expense of American 
families and at the expense of Amer- 
ican farmers. This is not the time to 
debate conceal-and-carry laws or 
American aid to Pakistan or the future 
of the Labor Relations Board. Not that 
any of those are not debatable or any 
of those aren’t a place where people 
can have reasonable differences on pub- 
lic policy. But conceal and carry, 
American aid to Pakistan, the future 
of the Labor Relations Board should 
not be part of the farm bill. 

I urge my colleagues to work to- 
gether and halt the impasse that keeps 
us from making progress on this bill. 

I am the first Ohio Senator who is a 
member of the Agriculture Committee 
in 40 years. In my first month in the 
Senate, I made a request to Senator 
REID to join the Agriculture Com- 
mittee, along with other duties, be- 
cause of the importance of agriculture 
in my State. One out of seven jobs in 
Ohio is related to agriculture. It is the 
largest business, largest industry in 
my State. It matters so much to Ohio. 

My position on the Agriculture Com- 
mittee has helped as I have done 
roundtables around Ohio and met with 
literally hundreds of farmers, including 
grain farmers, dairy farmers, specialty 
crop farmers, nursery farmers, tree 
farmers, experts at Ohio State in the 
agriculture school, and I have come 
prepared to help write this farm bill 
both back in 2007 and this year. This is 
a major step forward. It is something 
of which we can be proud. 


MORNING BUSINESS 
Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Sen- 
ate proceed to a period of morning 
business with Senators permitted to 
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speak therein for up to 10 minutes 
each. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
BEGICH). Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 


EE 
TRIBUTE TO MARCIA HERZOG 


Mr. REID. Mr. President, I rise today 
to acknowledge a dedicated public 
servant who will be retiring this month 
after 37 years of service to the General 
Services Administration. Marcia 
Herzog started her career with GSA in 
1973, working for the Federal Supply 
Service. From 1982 to 1987, she moved 
to GSA headquarters to work with the 
Office of the Comptroller, then on to 
the Public Buildings Service and then 
to work for the Executive Secretariat. 
In 1987, Marcia joined the Office of Con- 
gressional and Intergovernmental Af- 
fairs. In 1997, she assumed the role of 
national director for the Congressional 
Support Program, which she continues 
to hold. For these last 16 years, Marcia 
has worked in unison with the Senate 
Sergeant at Arms, the Committee on 
House Administration, and the House 
Chief Administrative Officer to oversee 
and ensure that district offices of both 
Senate and House Members are located 
and equipped to each Member’s speci- 
fication and desire. Her poise, profes- 
sionalism, wisdom, and support have 
successfully guided the congressional 
service representatives of GSA, who op- 
erate in each of the 10 GSA regions of 
the United States, to provide the high- 
est level of customer service when re- 
sponding to congressional office needs 
in Member home State offices across 
the country. We congratulate Marcia 
on her diligent service to this body and 
offer her our heartfelt well wishes as 
she transitions to her next endeavor. 


EE 


TRIBUTE TO McCREARY COUNTY, 
KENTUCKY 


Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
rise today to pay tribute to a very spe- 
cial part of my home State, the Com- 
monwealth of Kentucky. I am speaking 
of McCreary County, in the south- 
eastern region of the State. This year, 
McCreary County celebrates its cen- 
tennial; according to the McCreary 
County Museum located in the heart of 
historic downtown Stearns, KY, the 
county’s birthday was on March 12, 
2012. One hundred years ago, Kentucky 
Governor James B. McCreary signed 
the legislation creating the county, 
named after himself, as the 120th and 
last county of the Bluegrass State, 
formed out of portions of Wayne, Pu- 
laski and Whitley counties. 

The people of McCreary County 
today have upheld the rich traditions 
and legacy of the hardy Kentuckians 
who were there for that county’s found- 
ing 100 years ago. They have exempli- 
fied the very best of what southeastern 
Kentucky has to offer, they have kept 
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Kentucky’s history alive, and they rep- 
resent the future of Kentucky and our 
Nation. I ask my Senate colleagues to 
join me in wishing the people of 
McCreary County the very best as they 
celebrate their centennial. 

An article published in the McCreary 
County Record recently described the 
events of McCreary County’s centen- 
nial celebration. I ask unanimous con- 
sent that said article appear in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to appear as follows: 


[From the McCreary County Record, Mar. 15, 
2012] 
HAPPY BIRTHDAY! COUNTY MARKS 100 YEARS 
WITH DAY-LONG CELEBRATION 


(By Janie Slaven) 


WHITLEY CiITy.—The past, present, and fu- 
ture converged Monday as McCreary County 
celebrated its centennial. 

Festivities centered around the local 
courthouse, which attracted state and fed- 
eral dignitaries. 

Representatives for Governor Steve 
Beshear and U.S. Senator Mitch McConnell 
read congratulatory letters while State Rep- 
resentative Sara Beth Gregory presented 
McCreary County Judge-Executive Doug 
Stephens with a resolution passed by the 
House on Friday. 

Judge Stephens opened the ceremony with 
a prayer. Quoting I Chronicles, he acknowl- 
edged that McCreary County has suffered the 
“curse of poverty and scourge of drugs” but 
asked God to heal our land. The judge went 
on to praise the endurance and resilience of 
our citizens, saying that McCreary County is 
not just a spot on a map but a way of life. 

“We have a rich history but we also have a 
rich future,” Judge Stephens said. 

To illustrate that history, the bulk of the 
ceremony was devoted to ‘‘A Governor’s 
Visit’’—the dramatization of namesake Qov- 
ernor James B. McCreary’s 1914 visit to Ken- 
tucky’s latest county—by local historian 
Sam Perry. Through speeches from the gov- 
ernor (as portrayed by Jimmy Waters), first 
elected county judge Joseph Williams (Adam 
Phillips), State Rep. William B. Creekmore 
(Grady Wilson), and narration from former 
judge-executive Jimmie W. Greene; the play 
gave the crowd attending a lesson in who 
settled the Big South Fork region and what 
went into forging the new McCreary County 
from portions of Wayne, Pulaski and Whitley 
counties. 

Following the play, Judge Stephens cere- 
moniously cut the first piece of the county 
birthday cake (prepared by Yummi Bak- 
ery)—which he presented to the oldest cit- 
izen in attendance, Fannie Morgan, who 
turned 100 last November. The second piece 
went to the youngest citizen, four-year-old 
Bailey Gilreath. 

The crowd then gathered into the fiscal 
courtroom, where county officials debuted 
the recently refurbished portraits of 14 of 
McCreary County’s 19 judges and judge-ex- 
ecutives. Centennial Commission member 
Shane Gilreath noted that the elite group 
came from all walks of life. They were attor- 
neys, social workers, farmers, miners, teach- 
ers and more. 

Photographs of Mahan Renfro and Joseph 
Williams, which had hung in the portrait 
gallery and have been replaced by paintings, 
were presented to family members. Maxine 
Lawson, ‘‘Cookie’’ Joe Williams and Debbie 
Jo Peterson represented three generations of 
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the Williams family. Greene, Renfro’s neph- 
ew by marriage, joked that he had lobbied 
for a portrait to represent each of his four 
terms. 

Deputy Judge-Executive Andrew Powell 
and McCreary County Museum director Amy 
Combs recognized the artists in attendance— 
including Dorothy Washam, Dale Crabtree, 
and Nadine Heth—before unveiling two new 
portraits honoring the last two judge-execu- 
tives. Judge Stephens’s portrait will be hung 
at a later date, but Blaine Phillips’s portrait 
was hung by his wife, Kathy, and twin broth- 
er, Wayne. 

Before breaking for a luncheon hosted by 
the McCreary County Historical Society, 
those attending had the opportunity to view 
a number of exhibits displayed throughout 
the courthouse’s ground floor. 

If the morning was devoted to our county’s 
past, the evening focused firmly on the fu- 
ture. After signing a proclamation honoring 
the county’s centennial during Monday’s 
regular fiscal court meeting, Judge Stephens 
signed another in honor of the Girl Scouts’ 
100th anniversary. Local troops—assisted by 
representatives from the Daniel Boone Na- 
tional Forest’s Stearns Ranger District 
(which is celebrating its 75th anniversary)— 
planted a sugar maple on the courthouse 
lawn. 

If you missed Monday’s celebration, you 
have several opportunities to obtain centen- 
nial keepsakes. 

For a limited time, the U.S. Postal Service 
is offering a postmark commemorating the 
occasion. Mail order requests for the special 
cancellations will be available for 30 days be- 
ginning March 12. 

Customers should allow at least a 2-inch- 
by-4-inch space in the stamp area for the 
postmark and have postage applied to cards 
or letters before mailing them—inside an- 
other envelope—to: Postmaster, McCreary 
County Centennial Station, 13887 North High- 
way 27, Whitley City, KY 42653. 

The McCreary County Museum is offering 
a set of 12 historic postcards as well as DVDs 
of the day’s events for $10 each. Call 376-5730 
for more information. 


ES 


WORLD WAR II VETERANS 


Mr. TESTER. Mr. President, finally, 
let me shift gears to another topic I 
care deeply about; that is, taking care 
of our veterans. This weekend a group 
of World War II veterans from Montana 
will be visiting our Nation’s capital. 
With a great deal of honor and respect, 
I extend a hearty Montana welcome to 
each and every one of them. 

Together, they will visit the World 
War II Memorial and share stories 
about their service. This journey will 
no doubt bring about a lot of memo- 
ries. I hope it will give them a deep 
sense of pride also. 

What they achieved together almost 
70 years ago was remarkable. That me- 
morial is a testament to the fact that 
a grateful nation will never forget 
what they did nor what they sacrificed. 
To us, they were the greatest genera- 
tion. They left the comforts of their 
family and their communities to con- 
front evil from Iwo Jima to Bastogne. 
Together, they won the war in the Pa- 
cific by conquering an empire and lib- 
erated a continent by defeating Hitler 
and the Nazis. 
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To them, they were simply doing 
their jobs. They enlisted in unprece- 
dented numbers to defend our freedoms 
and our values. They represented the 
very best of us and made us proud. 

From a young age I remember play- 
ing the bugle at the memorial services 
of veterans of the first two world wars. 
It instilled in me a profound sense of 
respect I will never forget. 

Honoring the service of every genera- 
tion of American veterans is a Mon- 
tana value. I deeply appreciate the 
work of the Big Sky Honor Flight, a 
nonprofit organization that made this 
trip possible. 

To the World War II veterans making 
the trip this weekend, I salute you. We 
will always be grateful, and we will 
never forget your service or sacrifice. 


EE 


TRIBUTE TO STAN SLOSS 


Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Mr. Presi- 
dent, as every one of our colleagues 
will attest, the work we do in this 
Chamber is made possible by many ex- 
ceptional people who do not carry an 
election certificate. I am speaking of 
the dedicated staffers who work on 
committees and in our personal offices. 

Many of the staff members we inter- 
act with every day go on to build their 
own careers in political life, while oth- 
ers use the skills they developed here 
to work in rewarding ways for the pri- 
vate sector. Others continue in public 
service with nonprofit organizations or 
other kinds of government service. A 
few will make their contribution to 
public service by staying here as em- 
ployees of the House of Representatives 
or the Senate. A smaller and more dis- 
tinct group will develop such broad ex- 
pertise in the legislative branch that 
they might as well carry an election 
certificate of their own because of the 
respect, esteem, and high regard in 
which they are held. These are the men 
and women whom other congressional 
staffers seek for their wisdom and guid- 
ance. These are the wise people whom 
Senators and Congressmen look upon 
as peers, not only because of their good 
counsel and uniquely honed years of 
experience but also because they often 
know more about the legislative proc- 
ess than legislators themselves. 

Among this more and most distinct 
group of staff members, there is a 
standout, my friend Stan Sloss. I know 
the Presiding Officer knows Stan Sloss. 
Stan is marking his 14th year of serv- 
ice in my office but also 37 total years 
of work in Congress. 

A native of Glenwood Springs, CO, 
Stan is a graduate of Amherst College 
and Harvard Law School. He came to 
Washington, DC, in the late 1960s, 
working first in the General Counsel’s 
Office of the Atomic Energy Commis- 
sion. 

Stan’s congressional career started 
in 1975 when he joined the staff of what 
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was then known as the Interior and In- 
sular Affairs Committee in the House 
of Representatives. 

In 1977 Stan became a counsel to the 
new Subcommittee on General Over- 
sight and Alaska Lands chaired by 
former Representative John Seiberling, 
an iconic past Member of the House of 
Representatives. In this capacity, Stan 
worked with both Representative Sei- 
berling and my father, Morris Udall, 
who was chairman of the full Interior 
Committee. 

Stan has had many successes, but one 
that I am most proud of is his work to 
help draft legislation that became the 
Alaska National Interest Lands Con- 
servation Act—kKey legislation setting 
aside more than 100 million acres of 
Alaska’s most pristine public lands. 
Stan staffed hearings throughout the 
lower 48 States and Alaska and was one 
of the many key professional staff who 
helped shape the final legislation. The 
law was a milestone in conservation, 
protecting an area larger than the 
State of California and more than dou- 
bling the size of the Nation’s system of 
national parks, wildlife refuges, wilder- 
ness, and wild and scenic rivers. 

When John Seiberling retired in 1987, 
Stan remained on the Interior Com- 
mittee staff, serving under former Rep- 
resentative Bruce Vento, chairman of 
the Subcommittee on National Parks 
and Public Lands. Stan continued to 
work on many other laws and regula- 
tions affecting public lands and natural 
resources, including the Arizona Desert 
Wilderness Act sponsored by my father. 

Stan’s expertise was simply indispen- 
sable. In 1995 Stan left the Resources 
Committee to become the legislative 
director for David Skaggs, a House 
Member from Colorado, who benefited 
from Stan’s years of experience and ex- 
pertise with public lands issues. 

I have a letter from Congressman 
Skages noting all of Stan’s accom- 
plishments and service. I ask unani- 
mous consent to have it printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

JUNE 13, 2012. 
Hon. STAN SLOSS, 
Congressional Staffer Extraordinaire, Office of 
Senator Mark Udall, Washington, DC. 

DEAR STAN: Yes, ‘‘The Honorable.” You are 
entitled to that term of address more than 
most on whom it is bestowed ex officio. For 
you, it is has been earned per labores. 

Iam reluctant to contemplate your retire- 
ment—or, more precisely, to think of the 
Congress no longer subject to your knowl- 
edgeable instruction and deft oversight. No 
doubt the superlatives will flow from those 
who will speak in person at your party. I 
wish I could be there, and will count on the 
good Senator to read this for me. 

My vocabulary is barely adequate to ex- 
press my admiration, respect and gratitude 
for your service to Article I branch and to 
me personally. You are simply without peer 
in devotion to duty, in insistence on the 
highest standards of intellect and integrity, 
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and in institutional loyalty. You have edu- 
cated us with your insights into law and pol- 
icy, you have inspired us by your courage 
and steadfastness, and you have supported us 
with your friendship and wry humor. 

All who have had the privilege of working 
with you, even as we pretended that you 
worked for us, feel a poignant mix of deep af- 
fection and some sadness at the occasion of 
your retirement. To say that you will be pro- 
foundly missed barely suffices. I pray that 
you will draw enormous pride and satisfac- 
tion in looking back on a career of excep- 
tional service to your country. The United 
States is a much better place on account of 
Stan Sloss. The Honorable Stan Sloss. 

Godspeed, dear friend. 

With great respect and affection, 
DAVID E. SKAGGS, 
Former Member of Congress. 

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. While Stan 
was working with Congressman 
Skaggs, he also dealt with contentious 
issues related to Rocky Flats, a former 
nuclear weapons site in Colorado, and 
the other sites in the U.S. Department 
of Energy nuclear weapons complex. 

Stan was one of the first people I 
hired following my election to the 
House of Representatives in November 
of 1998. It was one of the best decisions 
I have ever made. I was fortunate to 
have someone with Stan’s experience 
who also understood issues important 
to Colorado. While in my House office, 
Stan was instrumental in developing a 
number of land and environmental bills 
that were signed into law, including 
the Rocky Flats National Wildlife Ref- 
uge Act, which converted this site and 
a vast expanse of open space into a 
wildlife habitat asset after it was 
cleaned up and closed. He also steered 
into law the James Peak Wilderness 
and Protection Area Act, one of the 
last unprotected areas along Colorado’s 
Northern Front Range mountainous 
backdrop. Stan has also been my ex- 
pert on fire prevention, developing leg- 
islation on forest health and wildfire 
response and mitigation. 

But Stan’s work has not just been 
confined to the environmental arena. 
His keen intellect, common sense, and 
sharp legal analysis have been invalu- 
able on a wide range of issues and top- 
ics that face each and every one of us 
every day. He has been especially effec- 
tive in tutoring many of the younger 
members of my staff on the inner 
workings of Congress, helping them 
learn the nuances of legislative draft- 
ing, and serving as an example of the 
highest standard of professionalism for 
congressional staff. 

Like any thoughtful and accom- 
plished lawyer, Stan is often fond of 
saying that he can ‘‘argue it flat or he 
can argue it round,” and his objec- 
tivity is legendary in our office. Having 
said that, however, I also know that 
beneath his always calm demeanor and 
his capacity to see all sides of the ques- 
tion, there beats the heart of a man 
who is passionate about doing the right 
thing. 

Through many years of working on 
behalf of the people of Colorado in my 
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House office and now my Senate office, 
Stan has always been a voice of wis- 
dom, reason, and, above all, integrity. 
My colleagues in the Colorado congres- 
sional delegation have often looked 
upon Stan as their resource as well. I 
have never minded sharing him because 
his advice and guidance carry weight 
that inevitably makes better whatever 
bill or policy he has been asked to con- 
sider. I think I daresay the Presiding 
Officer has also had the opportunity to 
work with Stan and take advantage of 
his wisdom and insight. 

Stan is a person of depth and accom- 
plishment beyond his work in Con- 
gress. He is one of the best read people 
I have ever met. He is an expert on gar- 
dening, on opera, on history, and the 
list goes on and on. I have to say par- 
enthetically, as a graduate of Williams 
College, for me to say that about an 
Amherst graduate probably has double 
weight. 

Stan has an exceptional sense of 
humor and a dry wit, as demonstrated 
in the poems he often wrote making 
wry observations on current events 
which he would regularly circulate to 
staff. In short, he has perfected what 
seems to be the lost art of being polite 
and courteous to other people even 
when he disagrees with them. That, of 
course, is a quality we could always 
use a bit more of in Congress. 

Stan is not only a good employee, he 
is also a good human being. In the 
rough-and-tumble world of politics, 
that is perhaps the highest praise to 
which any of us can aspire. His con- 
tributions to my offices, the offices of 
other Members, the House Resources 
Committee, and the whole Congress 
and ultimately the people of the United 
States serve as an example of a profes- 
sional life that commands both respect 
and affection. 

Just a few months ago, my staff and 
I celebrated Stan’s 70th birthday with 
him, as we had his 60th and 65th birth- 
days in past years, and today we are 
honored to celebrate his retirement. 
My staff and I will miss Stan, it goes 
without saying, and we will miss work- 
ing with him. 

As a point of personal privilege, I 
want to make it clear that I know I 
will continue to seek his advice even 
after he leaves congressional service. I 
am excited to see what the next chap- 
ter will be for Stan. It will no doubt in- 
volve some adventure, some noble pur- 
suits, some deep thought, and some 
new summits to ascend. 

So please join me in thanking Stan 
Sloss for 37 years of exceptional work 
in the Congress and for his service to 
our country that he loves so much. We 
wish him well. 


EE 
TRIBUTE TO SHERRIE SLICK 


Ms. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I 
am pleased to follow my colleague 
from Colorado who has come to the 
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floor to recognize a very fine public 
servant who has been with him and the 
Senate for years. I, too, today rise to 
speak of an Alaskan who has dedicated 
a quarter century to service in the Sen- 
ate, working as my staff person down 
in Ketchikan, AK. 

I would like to share a few comments 
with my colleagues on this occasion. It 
is a little bit of a happy occasion, a lit- 
tle bit of a sad occasion. I think my 
colleague from Colorado would agree 
that when we have someone who has 
dedicated so many years, we wish them 
well as they move forward, but their 
departure leaves a little bit of a hole 
for those of us who carry on. 

Today I rise to honor Sherrie Slick, 
who on June 1 began her 25th year as a 
Senate staffer in southeast Alaska 
based in her hometown of Ketchikan. 
Sherrie plans to retire from Federal 
service on July 30, after, again, a quar- 
ter century of service to her State. 

For Sherrie, I think her retirement is 
very likely a cause for joy. It is going 
to give her more time to spend with 
her kids and her grandchildren, more 
time to devote to the many volunteer 
and civic efforts in which she is en- 
gaged in southeast Alaska. But it is 
going to be a sad time for myself and 
for Congressman DON YOUNG. 

Sherrie provided guidance to the 
Alaska delegation in Ketchikan, Alas- 
ka’s first city, through a very inter- 
esting time. It has been somewhat of a 
turbulent quarter century, one in 
which the region’s former economic 
mainstay, which is its timber industry, 
has sharply contracted, during a period 
in which the tourism industry has sig- 
nificantly grown, and during a period 
where its prospects of supporting major 
mineral development I think have sub- 
stantially brightened—that is a good 
spot for us. It has been a period when 
Ketchikan, which is the seventh larg- 
est entity in our State, which is the 
only large community that is sepa- 
rated from its lifeline with its airport 
on a neighboring island, has endured 
somewhat unwelcome national atten- 
tion solely because they seek depend- 
able access by bridge. 

Over the years, Sherrie has responded 
to tens of thousands of public and 
media inquiries and requests for help 
over everything from Social Security 
checks and visas to immigration docu- 
ments. She has listened to thousands of 
complaints over access to Alaska pub- 
lic land and to objections to many, 
many Federal regulations—far too 
many to count here. Through it all, I 
think it is fair to say that Sherrie has 
been that proverbial energizer bunny. 
She has more enthusiasm, more energy 
than many people combined. She lis- 
tens patiently, and she works tirelessly 
to help all. She helps those southeast 
residents and visitors deal with Federal 
agencies, navigate the Federal redtape, 
and then on top of it, all in that extra 
time, she volunteers to help her com- 
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munity and help her State be a better 
place in which to live and raise a fam- 
ily. 

Sherrie’s volunteer efforts were rec- 
ognized by the community when she 
was named Citizen of the Year back in 
2005 by the Greater Ketchikan Chamber 
of Commerce. But her accomplish- 
ments go far beyond being named the 
Federal Employee of the Year, the 
Ketchikan Chamber of Commerce’s 
Outstanding Chamber Emissary in 1991, 
its outstanding board member in 1994 
and its chairman in 1996. She has also 
received the Ketchikan Rotary Club’s 
Community Service Award in 1994, re- 
ceived the Ketchikan Federal Execu- 
tive Association’s Lifetime Community 
Service Award in 2006, received the 
Ketchikan Visitors Bureau Rainbird 
Award in 1990 and gained its Out- 
standing Service Award in 2006. 

Ms. Slick, originally from Corvallis, 
Oregon, has a degree in elementary 
education from Oregon State Univer- 
sity and also training in business and 
accounting from Linn-Benton Commu- 
nity College in Corvallis. She moved to 
Ketchikan in 1975. A mother of two, 
Brian and Theresa, she first worked for 
eight years as the office manager of the 
Ketchikan Credit Bureau before mov- 
ing to insurance underwriting for three 
years. She later became the assistant 
sales tax auditor for the Ketchikan 
Gateway Borough for five years and 
then spent a sixth year working as the 
borough’s planning and zoning sec- 
retary. 

In June 1988, former Alaska Senator 
Ted Stevens, with encouragement from 
the state’s other Senator at the time, 
my father, Frank Murkowski, stole 
Sherrie away from local government to 
head the Delegation’s unified southern 
Panhandle constituent office. In addi- 
tion to her legislative work, Sherrie 
has performed a dizzying array of vol- 
unteer services for her community and 
state. 

Since 2004 she has been a member of 
the Ketchikan Pioneers Home Founda- 
tion, the state’s main senior care pro- 
vider. She was a board member of the 
Alaska State Pioneer Homes Board 
from 2007 to 2010, a board member of 
the Ketchikan General Hospital Foun- 
dation from 2008 to 2010, served as chair 
person of the Ketchikan Chamber of 
Commerce in 1996, as chairman of 
Ketchikan Rotary in 2000 and as the 
Secretary-Treasurer of the Ketchikan 
Federal Executive Association. She 
also was the Treasurer and Vice Chair- 
man of Ketchikan Soroptimists, a 
member of the Executive Board of the 
Alaska Public Employees Association 
and State Treasurer of the Ketchikan 
Gateway Borough chapter of the State 
Employees Political Information Com- 
mittee. 

While active in local and state poli- 
tics, Sherrie also was the founding 
board member of the Ketchikan Soccer 
League, the vice president of the 
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Ketchikan Killer Whales Swim Club, 
the Co-Leader and Day Camp director 
of the local Campfire Girls program, a 
Boy Scouts Co-Leader and Den mother, 
a leader for the local junior and senior 
high schools’ drill teams and for four 
years was a board member, vice-chair 
and chairman of the Ketchikan The- 
ater Ballet. The latter posts allowed 
her to express her musical loves which 
include playing piano, organ, clarinet 
and accordion. 

Sherrie, in her ‘‘free’’ time, also oper- 
ated a part-time catering company and 
was a partner in the Alaska Cruise 
Line Agency, which provides lecturers 
to explain Alaska’s history, discuss its 
scenery and wildlife and answer tourist 
questions about the state during voy- 
ages up the Inside Passage aboard com- 
mercial cruise ships. In that role 
Sherrie has provided factual informa- 
tion to thousands of visitors to the 49th 
State answering such questions as 
whether visitors to Alaska can use 
American stamps on their postcards. 
She, in that post, has been a true am- 
bassador for the state’s tourism indus- 
try. 

Through it all, including organizing 
and staffing literally hundreds of fed- 
eral official visits, congressional field 
hearings and volunteer fundraising 
events, such as those to aid breast can- 
cer detection and treatment, Sherrie 
has maintained her calm, her poise and 
her never failing sense of humor and 
graciousness—not to mention her en- 
ergy level. Her dedication to family, 
community and career is universally 
recognized by friends and associates. 

I can’t thank her enough for her serv- 
ice to me during my decade in the U.S. 
Senate, and her service to her fellow 
Alaskans over the past 25 years. Her in- 
telligence, knowledge and people-pleas- 
ing skills will be sorely missed in the 
future. I hope that all members of the 
U.S. Senate will join me in wishing her 
well and godspeed in her retirement 
pursuits. She has earned all of her ac- 
colades and the true thanks of all Alas- 
kans in the Panhandle for a job very 
well done. 

I am pleased and delighted to have 
her here with her granddaughter enjoy- 
ing some Washington, DC, hospitality. 
Again, I cannot give thanks near 
enough to her for all the years of serv- 
ice Sherrie has provided to my State. 


o 


TRIBUTE TO LORY YUDIN 


Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, there is 
a definition of ‘‘United States Senator” 
that I have always enjoyed: ‘‘A United 
States Senator is a constitutional im- 
pediment to the smooth functioning of 
staff.” We may laugh. But we all know 
that there is a lot of truth in that! 

On the Committee on Health, Edu- 
cation, Labor, and Pensions, which I 
chair, I am blessed with one of the fin- 
est staff teams on Capitol Hill. And on 
that staff, Lory Yudin, our chief clerk, 
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has set the highest standard for profes- 
sionalism, expertise, and work ethic. 
So it is a sad day for the committee as 
Lory retires this week. 

Actually, this is Lory’s second retire- 
ment from the Senate. She originally 
came to work in the Senate in 1977, as 
a staffer for the Banking Committee, 
later moving to the Rules Committee, 
and retiring in 2001. 

She was coaxed to come back to the 
Senate in 2009. It was a critical time 
for the HELP Committee, just days be- 
fore the committee was scheduled to 
begin markup of the historic health re- 
form bill. We were in sudden, urgent 
need of a new chief clerk. And not just 
any chief clerk. This was no time for 
on-the-job training. We needed a sea- 
soned veteran who could step right in 
and take charge of a long and complex 
markup process. Long-time staffers put 
their heads together and came up with 
the answer: We need to persuade Lory 
Yudin to come back to the Senate. 

Fortunately, Lory said yes. On her 
first day, she walked into a scene of 
disarray, with boxes, papers, and docu- 
ments scattered across tables and lin- 
ing hallways. Lory quickly took 
charge, imposing order and discipline— 
and, most importantly, projecting a 
sense of calm and competence. In short 
order, everything was sorted, orga- 
nized, and under control. The com- 
mittee was ready for one of the most 
important markups in its history. As 
one senior staffer said about Lory’s 
leadership at this time, “She really 
rescued the committee.” 

In the nearly 3 years since, Lory 
Yudin has become a beloved and re- 
spected chief clerk, looked up to by ev- 
eryone as the quintessential Senate 
professional. And, of course, she has 
been a great friend to members and 
staffers alike. For younger staffers, she 
has been the perfect mix of mentor and 
mom, someone they turn to for wisdom 
and counsel. 

Lory is very much a member of our 
Senate family. This is where she met 
her husband David, as well as so many 
of her lifelong friends. And while Lory 
has always been dedicated to her work 
here in the Senate, there is no question 
that her family has always come first, 
especially her son Eli. As we know, 
Lory is extraordinarily proud of Eli’s 
graduation, just weeks ago, from the 
University of Michigan. 

Today, as Lory begins the next chap- 
ter of her life, I join with the HELP 
Committee’s Ranking Member, Sen- 
ator ENZI, and all the committee’s 
members and staffers in expressing our 
respect and love for Lory, and our grat- 
itude for a job done with enormous 
skill and dedication. We wish Lory and 
her family the very best in the years to 
come. 


EEE 
HURWITZ NOMINATION 


Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, yes- 
terday, all time was yielded back on 
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the Hurwitz nomination, post-cloture, 
and the nominee was then confirmed 
by voice vote. I was not aware we were 
going to vote on the nomination by 
voice. Had I known, I would have re- 
quested the yeas and nays. The fol- 
lowing Members have informed my 
staff that if there had been a rollcall 
vote, they would have voted ‘nay’ on 
final confirmation on the nomination 
of Andrew Hurwitz to the Ninth Circuit 
Court of Appeals: 

1. Senator Chuck Grassley (R-IA) 

2. Senator Orrin Hatch (R-UT) 

3. Senator Mike Lee (R-UT) 

4. Senator Jeff Sessions (R-AL) 

5. Senator Richard Shelby (R-AL) 

6. Senator Lindsey Graham (R-SC) 

7. Senator Jim DeMint (R-SC) 

8. Senator John Cornyn (R-TX) 

9. Senator Kay Bailey Hutchison (R-TX) 

10. Senator Tom Coburn (R-OK) 

11. Senator James Inhofe (R-OK) 

12. Senator Mitch McConnell (R-KY) 

13. Senator Rand Paul (R-KY) 

14. Senator John Barrasso (R-WY) 

15. Senator Mike Enzi (R-WY) 

16. Senator David Vitter (R-LA) 

17. Senator Pat Toomey (R-PA) 

18. Senator Roy Blunt (R-MO) 

19. Senator Johnny Isakson (R-GA) 

20. Senator Saxby Chambliss (R-GA) 

21. Senator John Thune (R-SD) 

22. Senator Pat Roberts (R-KS) 

23. Senator Jerry Moran (R-KS) 

24. Senator Dan Coats (R-IN) 

25. Senator Thad Cochran (R-MS) 

26. Senator Roger Wicker (R-MS) 

27. Senator James Risch (R-ID) 

28. Senator Mike Crapo (R-ID) 

29. Senator John Hoeven (R-ND) 

30. Senator Mike Johanns (R-NE) 

31. Senator Richard Burr (R—-NC) 

32. Senator Lamar Alexander (R-T'N) 

33. Senator Bob Corker (R-TN) 

34. Senator John Boozman (R-AR) 

35. Senator Marco Rubio (R-FL) 

36. Senator Dean Heller (R-NV) 

37. Senator Ron Johnson (R-WI) 

38. Senator Kelly Ayotte (R-NH) 

39. Senator Ron Portman (R-OH) 


EE 


ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 


VETERANS’ HEALTH CARE 


e Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, today I 
wish to recognize a landmark moment 
in health care for our veterans. Today 
is the 25th anniversary of the ribbon 
cutting ceremony for the Nation’s first 
Veterans’ Community Based Out- 
patient Clinic, CBOC. On June 18, 1987, 
at the Cary Medical Center in Caribou, 
ME, Governor John McKernan was 
joined by Senators George Mitchell and 
William Cohen, and then-Congress- 
woman OLYMPIA SNOWE to cut the rib- 
bon of the new clinic. As the first com- 
munity based outpatient clinic of its 
kind in the United States, the Caribou 
clinic served as the proving ground 
upon which the Department of Vet- 
erans Affairs, VA, has built a nation- 
wide health care system that delivers 
much improved access to care for 
America’s rural veterans. Today nearly 
3.5 million veterans, approximately 41 
percent of those enrolled in the VA 
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health care system, live in rural areas, 
many of whom receive care at more 
than 800 community based outpatient 
clinics. 

The history of the CBOC in Caribou, 
however, began long before the ribbon 
cutting, when seven Aroostook County 
veterans dedicated themselves to the 
mission of improving access to critical 
health care services to the veterans liv- 
ing in their communities. To accom- 
plish this goal, they established the 
Aroostook County Veterans Medical 
Facility Research and Development, 
Inc. The initial members were Percy 
Thibeault, Meo Bosse, John Rowe, Ray 
Guerrette, Wesley Adams, Walter 
Corey, and Leonard Woods, Sr. 

Over a span of 8 years, they com- 
mitted themselves to convincing the 
VA to establish a veterans’ health clin- 
ic in Caribou. They were joined along 
the way by other concerned veterans, 
community members, the Cary Medical 
Center, and a number of Maine vet- 
erans service organizations. Their ini- 
tiative paid off 8 years later, and 
today, on the 25th anniversary of their 
historic accomplishment, they deserve 
to be recognized. Our veterans in rural 
areas throughout the United States 
benefit today from the dedication of 
this landmark work. CBOCs are a vital 
part of veteran health services today. 

These exemplary seven men battled 
to ensure that health care services 
were available to every veteran living 
in rural areas. That battle, despite the 
VA’s best efforts, goes on. 

Rural areas are still underserved in 
the types of medical treatment avail- 
able. In some cases CBOCs don’t even 
have permanent physicians assigned. 
The Iraq and Afghan wars have created 
a new generation of combat veterans, 
many of whom have new medical needs 
including prosthetic medical treat- 
ments, mental health care, and exten- 
sive physical therapy needs. 

Iam encouraged by the VA’s renewed 
commitment to rural health care, and 
the $250 million that VA is allocating 
for programs for rural communities. 
But I would urge the VA to do more, 
and expand one program in particular, 
the Access Received Closer to Home, 
ARCH, project. ARCH has been tremen- 
dously popular in all five of the com- 
munities where the pilot program was 
established. Given Caribou’s history, it 
is especially fitting that Caribou CBOC 
was selected as one of the five loca- 
tions. 

Our veterans have sacrificed so much 
for our country. We owe them all that 
we can to ensure they receive the best 
care possible. The seven men who 
fought for the Caribou CBOC knew 
that, and we honor their dedication to 
their fellow veterans by carrying on 
their work.e 


ES 


TRIBUTE TO PAT BRUCE 


e Mr. HELLER. Mr. President, I rise 
today to congratulate Pat Bruce for 
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being presented with the Bureau of 
Land Management’s, BLM, ‘Making a 
Difference” National Volunteer Award. 
Mr. Bruce, a volunteer with the BLM 
Winnemucca District Black Rock Field 
Office, has been awarded for his out- 
standing volunteer service and leader- 
ship to preserve and maintain the Sil- 
ver State’s wilderness areas. I am 
proud to honor a Nevadan who is dedi- 
cated to giving back to our community 
to create a better and brighter tomor- 
row. 

As the field project coordinator for 
the Friends of Nevada Wilderness, Mr. 
Bruce has dedicated 6 years to orga- 
nizing volunteer projects within wil- 
derness areas in the Black Rock 
Desert, which span over 1 million acres 
of BLM lands. Hiking in remote areas, 
Mr. Bruce maps routes and boundaries 
to create an assessment of current 
ground conditions. He is also a volun- 
teer supervisor for nonwilderness 
projects which include the restoration 
and protection of BLM’s Black Rock 
Desert-High Rock Canyon Emigrant 
Trails National Conservation Area. 

The Silver State is home to vast 
wildlands and wildlife, which are vital 
to the character of our State. As a life 
long Nevadan and an avid outdoors- 
man, I was raised to respect and appre- 
ciate our State’s natural surroundings 
and abundant wildlife. I first enjoyed 
these great Nevada treasures with my 
father and have since passed that same 
respect and appreciation along to my 
children. 

I understand the importance of good 
stewardship and appreciate Mr. Bruce’s 
dedication to protecting and maintain- 
ing Nevada’s lands. I am proud to rep- 
resent him in the Senate and applaud 
him for his efforts to provide future 
generations of Nevadans the same rec- 
reational opportunities we enjoy. 
Today, I ask my colleagues to join me 
in recognizing Mr. Bruce for his com- 
mitment to Nevada.e 


EE 
RECOGNIZING OAKHURST DAIRY 


e Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, in honor 
of June being National Dairy Month, I 
rise today to recognize Oakhurst 
Dairy, located in Portland, ME, for 
supplying New England with essential 
vitamins and nutrients. Through its 
sale of refrigerated milk and dairy 
products, Oakhurst is committed to 
producing the highest quality goods 
sourced from over 70 local farms 
throughout Maine and northern New 
England. 

National Dairy Month began in 1937 
in an effort to promote the immense 
benefits derived from milk and to sta- 
bilize the dairy demand during surplus 
production. Calcium, potassium, pro- 
tein, and vitamins A and D are just a 
few of the indispensable nutrients 
found in dairy products that help re- 
duce the risk for hypertension, 
osteoporosis, and certain cancers, 
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while also helping improve weight 
management, muscle tissue repair, and 
healthy skin. Although this national 
campaign only lasts for the month of 
June, the family-owned Oakhurst 
Dairy is constantly working to in- 
crease awareness of the necessity of 
these nutrients through community in- 
tegration and product innovation in 
northern New England. 

Stanley Bennett purchased the Port- 
land dairy farm in 1921, naming the 
company after a grove of Oak trees 
found nearby. He promised to provide 
only the freshest quality products to 
all of his customers and established the 
trend of supporting the local commu- 
nity and the environment, practices 
which still hold true today. Oakhurst 
Dairy embodies the ideals of 
entrepreneurialism and encourages this 
spirit in others by resourcing products 
from small local farms to create their 
milks, dairy creams, cheeses, and 
juices. These products are then distrib- 
uted to a variety of retailers, including 
chain grocery stores, and small inde- 
pendent grocery stores, and to 
foodservice outlets such as schools and 
restaurants. 

Oakhurst understands the impor- 
tance of providing for its employees 
and in the 1940s became one of the first 
businesses in southern Maine to ini- 
tiate company-paid medical insurance 
and deferred profit-sharing plans. Since 
that time, Oakhurst has been devoted 
to providing for the community at all 
levels. On the corporate level, every 
year Oakhurst pledges 10 percent of 
pretax profits to organizations sup- 
porting healthy children and a healthy 
environment. This company also in- 
spires future generations by giving out 
numerous scholarships for academic 
achievements and even promotes the 
future of the milk industry by spon- 
soring 4-H dairy program awards given 
at agricultural fairs. On the individual 
level, employees are encouraged to do- 
nate their time to fundraising events 
for nonprofit organizations and are 
often found serving on local boards, 
dedicating their leadership skills to in- 
spire valuable changes. 

The third generation of the Bennett 
family has continued to keep Oakhurst 
thriving, which now employs nearly 240 
people. In addition to its headquarters 
in Portland, there are three distribu- 
tion facilities located in Maine, New 
Hampshire, and Massachusetts, each 
operating to guarantee healthy lives in 
the communities they serve. Oakhurst 
Dairy—continuously seeking to im- 
prove the dairy industry—has recently 
began fortifying their products with 
beneficial additives such as probiotics 
and Omega-3, which improve digestion, 
cardiovascular health, and boost im- 
munity. In addition to product innova- 
tion, Oakhurst Dairy has made several 
truly outstanding achievements, in- 
cluding perfect scores from Federal 
quality and sanitation inspections, and 
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State awards such as the 2011 Maine 
Restaurant Association’s Allied Mem- 
ber of the Year and the 2010 Maine Gro- 
cers Association’s Vendor of the Year. 

In addition, Oakhurst Dairy insists 
on making green initiatives a top pri- 
ority in an effort to minimize their im- 
pact on the environment. Within the 
last decade, the company has largely 
reduced carbon dioxide emissions and 
offset fuel oil usage by transforming 
nearly the entire shipping fleet into 
biodiesel fuel trucks and installing 
solar panels in several of its facilities. 
As a means to ensure product safety 
and customer satisfaction, Oakhurst 
became one of the first companies in 
the U.S. to offer financial incentives to 
partnering farms for abstaining from 
treating their cows with artificial 
growth hormones. Oakhurst continues 
this practice of avoiding growth hor- 


mone additives through their 
trademarked America’s First Farmer’s 
Pledge. 


Oakhurst Dairy continues to flour- 
ish, even in difficult economic times, 
thanks to its commitment to innova- 
tion and service. Year after year, 
Oakhurst Dairy has cultivated a win- 
ning strategy through its tradition of 
public service, safeguarding the envi- 
ronment, and keeping New England 
healthy. As a strong advocate for dairy 
farm protection, I am proud to extend 
my best wishes to the entire Oakhurst 
Dairy operation for their continued 
success.@ 


EE 


EXECUTIVE AND OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 


The following communications were 
laid before the Senate, together with 
accompanying papers, reports, and doc- 
uments, and were referred as indicated: 

EC-6480. A communication from the Con- 
gressional Review Coordinator, Animal and 
Plant Health Inspection Service, Department 
of Agriculture, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Horse Pro- 
tection Act; Requiring Horse Industry Orga- 
nizations To Assess and Enforce Minimum 
Penalties for Violations’? ((RIN0579-AD43) 
(Docket No. APHIS-2011-0030)) received in 
the Office of the President of the Senate on 
June 7, 2012; to the Committee on Agri- 
culture, Nutrition, and Forestry. 

EC-6481. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of the Regulatory Review Group, Office 
of the Secretary, Department of Agriculture, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Selection and Functions of 
Farm Service Agency State and County 
Committees” (RIN0560-AG90) received in the 
Office of the President of the Senate on June 
6, 2012; to the Committee on Agriculture, Nu- 
trition, and Forestry. 

EC-6482. A communication from the Assist- 
ant Secretary of Defense (Legislative Af- 
fairs), transmitting legislative proposals and 
accompanying reports relative to the Na- 
tional Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal 
Year 2013; to the Committee on Armed Serv- 
ices. 

EC-6483. A communication from the Under 
Secretary of Defense (Personnel and Readi- 
ness), transmitting, pursuant to law, a re- 
port entitled ‘‘Special Compensation for 
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Members of the Uniformed Services with 
Catastrophic Injuries or Illnesses Requiring 
Assistance in Everyday Living Fiscal Year 
2012 Report Congress’’; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

EC-6484. A communication from the Gen- 
eral Counsel, Department of Housing and 
Urban Development, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, a report relative to a vacancy in the 
Department in the position of Assistant Sec- 
retary for Community Planning and Devel- 
opment, received in the Office of the Presi- 
dent of the Senate on June 6, 2012; to the 
Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban 
Affairs. 

EC-6485. A communication from the Assist- 
ant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Depart- 
ment of State, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a six-month periodic report relative to 
the national emergency that was originally 
declared in Executive Order 12938 of Novem- 
ber 14, 1994; to the Committee on Banking, 
Housing, and Urban Affairs. 

EC-6486. A communication from the Asso- 
ciate General Counsel for Legislation and 
Regulations, Office of Public and Indian 
Housing, Department of Housing and Urban 
Development, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Revision to the 
Section 8 Management Assessment Program 
Lease-Up Indicator” (RIN2577-AC76) received 
in the Office of the President of the Senate 
on June 6, 2012; to the Committee on Bank- 
ing, Housing, and Urban Affairs. 

EC-6487. A communication from the Chief 
Counsel, Bureau of Public Debt, Department 
of the Treasury, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled “U.S. 
Treasury Securities—State and Local Gov- 
ernment Series” ((81 CFR Part 344) (Depart- 
ment of the Treasury Circular, Public Debt 
Series No. 3-72)) received in the Office of the 
President of the Senate on June 6, 2012; to 
the Committee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs. 

EC-6488. A communication from the Gen- 
eral Counsel of the Federal Housing Finance 
Agency, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Prudential Man- 
agement and Operations Standards” 
(RIN2590-A A13) received in the Office of the 
President of the Senate on June 6, 2012; to 
the Committee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs. 

EC-6489. A communication from the Dep- 
uty Secretary, Division of Investment Man- 
agement, Securities and Exchange Commis- 
sion, transmitting, pursuant to law, the re- 
port of a rule entitled ‘‘Political Contribu- 
tions by Certain Investment Advisers: Ban 
on Third-Party Solicitation; Extension of 
Compliance Date” (RIN3235-AK39) received 
in the Office of the President of the Senate 
on June 12, 2012; to the Committee on Bank- 
ing, Housing, and Urban Affairs. 

EC-6490. A communication from the Sec- 
retary of Energy, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the Department of Energy, Office of En- 
ergy Efficiency and Renewable Energy Ac- 
tivity Funding Level Report; to the Com- 
mittee on Energy and Natural Resources. 

EC-6491. A communication from the Sec- 
retary of Energy, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a report entitled ‘‘Response to Findings 
and Recommendations of the Hydrogen and 
Fuel Cell Technical Advisory Committee 
(HTAC) during Fiscal Years 2010 and 2011”; to 
the Committee on Energy and Natural Re- 
sources. 

EC-6492. A communication from the Sec- 
retary of Energy, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a report entitled ‘Management of Nu- 
clear Construction Projects That Exceed $1 
Billion: Impact on Nuclear Safety Culture”; 
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to the Committee on Energy and Natural Re- 
sources. 

EC-6493. A communication from the Assist- 
ant General Counsel for Legislation, Regula- 
tion and Energy Efficiency, Department of 
Energy, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Energy Conserva- 
tion Program: Energy Conservation Stand- 
ards for Residential Clothes Washers” 
(RIN1904-AB90) received in the Office of the 
President of the Senate on June 12, 2012; to 
the Committee on Energy and Natural Re- 
sources. 

EC-6494. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of the Regulatory Management Division, 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit- 
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en- 
titled ‘‘Idaho: Final Authorization of State 
Hazardous Waste Management Program; Re- 
vision” (FRL No. 9684-6) received in the Of- 
fice of the President of the Senate on June 
12, 2012; to the Committee on Environment 
and Public Works. 

EC-6495. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of the Regulatory Management Division, 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit- 
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en- 
titled ‘‘Air Quality Designations for the 2008 
Ozone National Ambient Air Quality Stand- 
ards for Several Counties in Illinois, Indiana, 
and Wisconsin; Corrections to Inadvertent 
Errors in Prior Designations” (FRL No. 9682- 
2) received in the Office of the President of 
the Senate on June 12, 2012; to the Com- 
mittee on Environment and Public Works. 

EC-6496. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of the Regulatory Management Division, 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit- 
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en- 
titled ‘‘Approval and Promulgation of Imple- 
mentation Plans; State of Florida: New 
Source Review Prevention of Significant De- 
terioration: Nitrogen Oxides as a Precursor 
to Ozone” (FRL No. 9687-1) received in the 
Office of the President of the Senate on June 
12, 2012; to the Committee on Environment 
and Public Works. 

EC-6497. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of the Regulatory Management Division, 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit- 
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en- 
titled ‘‘Approval of Air Quality Implementa- 
tion Plans; Wisconsin; Disapproval of ‘Infra- 
structure’ SIP with Respect to Oxides of Ni- 
trogen as a Precursor to Ozone Provisions 
and New Source Review Exemptions for Fuel 
Changes as Major Modifications for the 1997 
8-Hour Ozone and 24-Hour PM2.5 NAAQ” 
(FRL No. 9685-7) received in the Office of the 
President of the Senate on June 12, 2012; to 
the Committee on Environment and Public 
Works. 

EC-6498. A communication from the Chief 
of the Publications and Regulations Branch, 
Internal Revenue Service, Department of the 
Treasury, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Surrogate Foreign 
Corporations” ((RIN1545-BF47) (TD 9591)) re- 
ceived in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on June 12, 2012; to the Committee on 
Finance. 

EC-6499. A communication from the Chief 
of the Publications and Regulations Branch, 
Internal Revenue Service, Department of the 
Treasury, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Extension of Relief 
and Procedures Under Notice 2010-30 and No- 
tice 2011-16 for Spouses of U.S. 
Servicemembers Who are Working In or 
Claiming Residence or Domicile In a U.S. 
Territory Under the Military Spouses Resi- 
dency Relief Act” (Notice 2012-41) received in 
the Office of the President of the Senate on 
June 12, 2012; to the Committee on Finance. 
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EC-6500. A communication from the Chief 
of the Publications and Regulations Branch, 
Internal Revenue Service, Department of the 
Treasury, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Substantial Busi- 
ness Activities” ((RIN1545-BK86) (TD 9592)) 
received in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on June 12, 2012; to the Committee on 
Finance. 

EC-6501. A communication from the Chief 
of the Trade and Commercial Regulations 
Branch, Customs and Border Protection, De- 
partment of Homeland Security, transmit- 
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en- 
titled ‘‘Extension of Import Restrictions Im- 
posed on Archaeological and Ethnological 
Materials from Peru” (RIN1515-AD89) re- 
ceived in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on June 4, 2012; to the Committee on 
Finance. 

EC-6502. A communication from the Assist- 
ant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Depart- 
ment of State, transmitting, the report of a 
determination pursuant to Section 620H of 
the FAA, and Section 7021 of the Department 
of State, Foreign Operations, and Related 
Appropriations, 2012 (Div. I, PL. 112-74) re- 
garding U.S. assistance (DCN OSS 2012-0837); 
to the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

EC-6503. A communication from the Assist- 
ant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Depart- 
ment of State, transmitting, certification of 
proposed issuance of an export license pursu- 
ant to section 36(c) of the Arms Export Con- 
trol Act (Transmittal No. DDTC 12-011); to 
the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

EC-6504. A communication from the Assist- 
ant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Depart- 
ment of State, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a report prepared by the Department of 
State on progress toward a negotiated solu- 
tion of the Cyprus question covering the pe- 
riod February 1, 2012 through March 31, 2012; 
to the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

EC-6505. A communication from the Assist- 
ant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Depart- 
ment of State, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a report relative to provisions of Sec- 
tion 7042(c) of the Department of State, For- 
eign Operations, and Related Programs Ap- 
propriations Act, 2010, as they relate to re- 
strictions on assistance to the central gov- 
ernment of Serbia; to the Committee on For- 
eign Relations. 

EC-6506. A communication from the Assist- 
ant Secretary of Defense (Legislative Af- 
fairs), transmitting a legislative proposal en- 
titled ‘‘Transfer of Naval Vessels to Certain 
Foreign Recipients’; to the Committee on 
Foreign Relations. 

EC-6507. A communication from the Assist- 
ant General Counsel for Regulatory Services, 
Office of the General Counsel, Department of 
Education, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Implementa- 
tion of OMB Guidance on Nonprocurement 
Debarment and Suspension” (RIN1890-AA17) 
received in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on June 6, 2012; to the Committee on 
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

EC-6508. A communication from the Sec- 
retary of Health and Human Services, trans- 
mitting, pursuant to law, a report relative to 
new safety technologies and equipment that 
have been studied, tested, and certified for 
use in the mining environment; to the Com- 
mittee on Health, Education, Labor, and 
Pensions. 

EC-6509. A communication from the Gen- 
eral Counsel, Office of Compliance, transmit- 
ting, pursuant to law, a report entitled 
“Safety and Health in the Congressional 
Workplace—Report on the 111th Congress Bi- 
ennial Occupational Safety and Health In- 
spections’; to the Committee on Health, 
Education, Labor, and Pensions. 
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EC-6510. A communication from the Direc- 
tor, Office of Personnel Management, trans- 
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Prevailing Rate Systems; Abolish- 
ment of Montgomery, Pennsylvania, as a 
Nonappropriated Fund Federal Wage System 
Wage Area” (RIN3206-AM62) received in the 
Office of the President of the Senate on June 
12, 2012; to the Committee on Homeland Se- 
curity and Governmental Affairs. 

EC-6511. A communication from the Direc- 
tor, Office of Personnel Management, trans- 
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Political Activity—Federal Em- 
ployees Residing in Designated Localities” 
(RIN3206-AM44) received in the Office of the 
President of the Senate on June 12, 2012; to 
the Committee on Homeland Security and 
Governmental Affairs. 

EC-6512. A joint communication from the 
Chairman and the Acting General Counsel, 
National Labor Relations Board, transmit- 
ting, pursuant to law, the Office of Inspector 
General Semiannual Report for the period of 
October 1, 2011 through March 31, 2012; to the 
Committee on Homeland Security and Gov- 
ernmental Affairs. 

EC-6518. A communication from the Chair- 
man and Members of the Federal Labor Rela- 
tions Authority, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the Office of Inspector General Semi- 
annual Report for the period of October 1, 
2011 through March 31, 2012; to the Com- 
mittee on Homeland Security and Govern- 
mental Affairs. 

EC-6514. A communication from the Ad- 
ministrator of the Small Business Adminis- 
tration, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
Semiannual Report from the Office of the In- 
spector General for the period from October 
1, 2011 through March 31, 2012; to the Com- 
mittee on Homeland Security and Govern- 
mental Affairs. 

EC-6515. A communication from the Sec- 
retary of the Treasury, transmitting, pursu- 
ant to law, the Department of the Treasury 
Office of Inspector General Semiannual Re- 
port for the period of October 1, 2011 through 
March 31, 2012; to the Committee on Home- 
land Security and Governmental Affairs. 


EEE 


EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF 
COMMITTEE 


The following executive reports of 
nominations were submitted: 


By Mr. HARKIN for the Committee on 
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

Deborah J. Jeffrey, of the District of Co- 
lumbia, to be Inspector General, Corporation 
for National and Community Service. 

* Erica Lynn Groshen, of New York, to be 
Commissioner of Labor Statistics, Depart- 
ment of Labor, for a term of four years. 

* Larry V. Hedges, of Illinois, to be a Mem- 
ber of the Board of Directors of the National 
Board for Education Sciences for a term ex- 
piring November 28, 2015. 

* Susanna Loeb, of California, to be a 
Member of the Board of Directors of the Na- 
tional Board for Education Sciences for a 
term expiring March 15, 2016. 

* Kamilah Oni Martin-Proctor, of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, to be a Member of the Na- 
tional Council on Disability for a term expir- 
ing September 17, 2014. 

* Sara A. Gelser, of Oregon, to be a Mem- 
ber of the National Council on Disability for 
a term expiring September 17, 2014. 


* Nomination was reported with rec- 
ommendation that it be confirmed sub- 
ject to the nominee’s commitment to 
respond to requests to appear and tes- 
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tify before any duly constituted com- 
mittee of the Senate. 

(Nominations without an asterisk 
were reported with the recommenda- 
tion that they be confirmed.) 


— 


INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 


The following bills and joint resolu- 
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second times by unanimous con- 
sent, and referred as indicated: 


By Mr. THUNE (for himself and Mr. 
JOHNSON of South Dakota): 

S. 3288. A bill to provide for the convey- 
ance of certain cemeteries that are located 
on National Forest System land in Black 
Hills National Forest, South Dakota; to the 
Committee on Energy and Natural Re- 
sources. 

By Mr. KERRY (for himself and Mr. 
GRASSLEY): 

S. 3289. A bill to expand the Medicaid home 
and community-based services waiver to in- 
clude young individuals who are in need of 
services that would otherwise be required to 
be provided through a psychiatric residential 
treatment facility, and to change references 
in Federal law to mental retardation to ref- 
erences to an intellectual disability; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. VITTER (for himself, Mr. 
DEMINT, Ms. AYOTTE, Mr. COBURN, 
Mr. SESSIONS, Mr. LEE, Mr. CORNYN, 
Mr. RISCH, Mr. JOHNSON of Wisconsin, 
Mr. CHAMBLISS, Mr. ISAKSON, Mr. 
JOHANNS, Mr. INHOFE, Mrs. 
HUTCHISON, Mr. ROBERTS, Mr. COCH- 
RAN, Mr. HOEVEN, Mr. WICKER, Mr. 
Coats, Mr. ENZI, Mr. GRAHAM, Mr. 
BoozMAN, Mr. THUNE, Mr. BARRASSO, 
Mr. CRAPO, and Mr. MCCONNELL): 

S. 3290. A bill to prohibit discrimination 
against the unborn on the basis of sex or gen- 
der, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. ROCKEFELLER: 

S. 3291. A bill to prohibit unauthorized 
third-party charges on wireline telephone 
bills, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor- 
tation. 

By Mrs. McCASKILL (for herself, Mr. 
PORTMAN, Mr. MCCONNELL, Mr. KYL, 
Mr. HOEVEN, Mr. RISCH, Mr. ROBERTS, 
Mr. Coats, Mr. DEMINT, Mr. VITTER, 
Mr. ENZI, Mr. WICKER, Mr. COCHRAN, 
Mr. ISAKSON, Mr. TOOMEY, Mr. JOHN- 
SON of Wisconsin, Mr. GRAHAM, Mrs. 
HUTCHISON, Mr. SESSIONS, Mr. 
COBURN, and Mr. McCAIN): 

S. 3292. A bill to require the United States 
International Trade Commission to rec- 
ommend temporary duty suspensions and re- 
ductions to Congress, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Finance. 


EE 


ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 


S. 387 

At the request of Mrs. BOXER, the 
name of the Senator from New Jersey 
(Mr. MENENDEZ) was added as a cospon- 
sor of S. 387, a bill to amend title 37, 
United States Code, to provide flexible 
spending arrangements for members of 
uniformed services, and for other pur- 
poses. 

S. 1316 

At the request of Mr. ENZI, the name 

of the Senator from Utah (Mr. HATCH) 
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was added as a cosponsor of S. 1316, a 
bill to prevent a fiscal crisis by enact- 
ing legislation to balance the Federal 
budget through reductions of discre- 
tionary and mandatory spending. 
S. 1454 
At the request of Mr. DURBIN, the 
name of the Senator from Mississippi 
(Mr. WICKER) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1454, a bill to amend title XVIII of 
the Social Security Act to provide for 
extended months of Medicare coverage 
of immunosuppressive drugs for kidney 
transplant patients and other renal di- 
alysis provisions. 
S. 1461 
At the request of Mr. NELSON of Flor- 
ida, the name of the Senator from New 
Hampshire (Ms. AYOTTE) was added as 
a cosponsor of S. 1461, a bill to amend 
the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic 
Act to clarify the Food and Drug Ad- 
ministration’s jurisdiction over certain 
tobacco products, and to protect jobs 
and small businesses involved in the 
sale, manufacturing and distribution of 
traditional and premium cigars. 
S. 1507 
At the request of Mr. HATCH, the 
name of the Senator from Alabama 
(Mr. SHELBY) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1507, a bill to provide protections 
from workers with respect to their 
right to select or refrain from selecting 
representation by a labor organization. 
S. 1512 
At the request of Mr. CARDIN, the 
name of the Senator from Wisconsin 
(Mr. KOHL) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 1512, a bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 and the Small 
Business Act to expand the availability 
of employee stock ownership plans in S 
corporations, and for other purposes. 
S. 1884 
At the request of Mr. DURBIN, the 
name of the Senator from California 
(Mrs. BOXER) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1884, a bill to provide States with 
incentives to require elementary 
schools and secondary schools to main- 
tain, and permit school personnel to 
administer, epinephrine at schools. 
S. 1935 
At the request of Mrs. HAGAN, the 
name of the Senator from Rhode Island 
(Mr. WHITEHOUSE) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 1935, a bill to require the 
Secretary of the Treasury to mint 
coins in recognition and celebration of 
the 75th anniversary of the establish- 
ment of the March of Dimes Founda- 
tion. 
S. 1956 
At the request of Mr. THUNE, the 
name of the Senator from Texas (Mrs. 
HUTCHISON) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 1956, a bill to prohibit operators of 
civil aircraft of the United States from 
participating in the European Union’s 
emissions trading scheme, and for 
other purposes. 
S. 2027 
At the request of Mr. BENNET, the 
names of the Senator from Maine (Ms. 
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SNOWE) and the Senator from Oregon 
(Mr. MERKLEY) were added as cospon- 
sors of S. 2027, a bill to improve micro- 
finance and microenterprise, and for 
other purposes. 

S. 2066 

At the request of Ms. MURKOWSKI, the 
name of the Senator from Nevada (Mr. 
HELLER) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
2066, a bill to recognize the heritage of 
recreational fishing, hunting, and 
shooting on Federal public land and en- 
sure continued opportunities for those 
activities. 

S. 2165 

At the request of Mr. GRASSLEY, his 
name was added as a cosponsor of S. 
2165, a bill to enhance strategic co- 
operation between the United States 
and Israel, and for other purposes. 

At the request of Mrs. BOXER, the 
name of the Senator from Idaho (Mr. 
RISCH) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
2165, supra. 

S. 2205 

At the request of Mr. MORAN, the 
name of the Senator from Idaho (Mr. 
RISCH) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
2205, a bill to prohibit funding to nego- 
tiate a United Nations Arms Trade 
Treaty that restricts the Second 
Amendment rights of United States 
citizens. 

S. 2374 

At the request of Mr. BINGAMAN, the 
name of the Senator from Indiana (Mr. 
COATS) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
2374, a bill to amend the Helium Act to 
ensure the expedient and responsible 
draw-down of the Federal Helium Re- 
serve in a manner that protects the in- 
terests of private industry, the sci- 
entific, medical, and industrial com- 
munities, commercial users, and Fed- 
eral agencies, and for other purposes. 

S. 2515 

At the request of Ms. COLLINS, the 
name of the Senator from Louisiana 
(Ms. LANDRIEU) was added as a cospon- 
sor of S. 2515, a bill to promote the use 
of clean cookstoves and fuels to save 
lives, improve livelihoods, empower 
women, and combat harmful pollution 
by creating a thriving global market 
for clean and efficient household cook- 
ing solutions. 

S. 3202 

At the request of Mrs. MURRAY, the 
name of the Senator from Nevada (Mr. 
HELLER) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
3202, a bill to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to ensure that deceased 
veterans with no known next of kin 
can receive a dignified burial, and for 
other purposes. 

S. 3204 

At the request of Mr. JOHANNS, the 
name of the Senator from Texas (Mr. 
CORNYN) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
3204, a bill to address fee disclosure re- 
quirements under the Electronic Fund 
Transfer Act, and for other purposes. 

S. 3228 

At the request of Mr. THUNE, the 

name of the Senator from North Da- 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE, Vol. 158, Pt. 7 


kota (Mr. HOEVEN) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 3228, a bill to require the 
President to provide a report detailing 
the sequester required by the Budget 
Control Act of 2011 on January 2, 2018. 
S. 3235 
At the request of Mr. PRYOR, the 
name of the Senator from Georgia (Mr. 
ISAKSON) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
3235, a bill to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to require, as a condition 
on the receipt by a State of certain 
funds for veterans employment and 
training, that the State ensures that 
training received by a veteran while on 
active duty is taken into consideration 
in granting certain State certifications 
or licenses, and for other purposes. 
S. 3237 
At the request of Mr. WHITEHOUSE, 
the name of the Senator from Rhode Is- 
land (Mr. REED) was added as a cospon- 
sor of S. 3237, a bill to provide for the 
establishment of a Commission to Ac- 
celerate the End of Breast Cancer. 
S. RES. 176 
At the request of Ms. MIKULSKI, the 
name of the Senator from Tennessee 
(Mr. ALEXANDER) was added as a Co- 
sponsor of S. Res. 176, a resolution ex- 
pressing the sense of the Senate that 
the United States Postal Service 
should issue a semipostal stamp to sup- 
port medical research relating to Alz- 
heimer’s disease. 
S. RES. 489 
At the request of Mr. MCCAIN, the 
names of the Senator from Wyoming 
(Mr. BARRASSO), the Senator from Wyo- 
ming (Mr. ENZI), the Senator from 
Texas (Mrs. HUTCHISON) and the Sen- 
ator from Alaska (Ms. MURKOWSKI) 
were added as cosponsors of S. Res. 489, 
a resolution expressing the sense of the 
Senate on the appointment by the At- 
torney General of an outside special 
counsel to investigate certain recent 
leaks of apparently classified and high- 
ly sensitive information on United 
States military and intelligence plans, 
programs, and operations. 
S. RES. 492 
At the request of Mr. BLUMENTHAL, 
the name of the Senator from Wis- 
consin (Mr. KOHL) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. Res. 492, a resolution des- 
ignating June 15, 2012, as ‘‘World Elder 
Abuse Awareness Day”. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2160 
At the request of Mrs. SHAHEEN, the 
name of the Senator from Illinois (Mr. 
DURBIN) was added as a cosponsor of 
amendment No. 2160 intended to be pro- 
posed to S. 3240, an original bill to re- 
authorize agricultural programs 
through 2017, and for other purposes. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2196 
At the request of Mr. MCCAIN, the 
name of the Senator from Rhode Island 
(Mr. WHITEHOUSE) was added as a co- 
sponsor of amendment No. 2196 in- 
tended to be proposed to S. 3240, an 
original bill to reauthorize agricultural 
programs through 2017, and for other 
purposes. 
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AMENDMENT NO. 2197 

At the request of Mr. McCAIN, the 
name of the Senator from Rhode Island 
(Mr. WHITEHOUSE) was added as a co- 
sponsor of amendment No. 2197 in- 
tended to be proposed to S. 3240, an 
original bill to reauthorize agricultural 
programs through 2017, and for other 
purposes. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2199 

At the request of Mr. MCCAIN, the 
names of the Senator from Oklahoma 
(Mr. INHOFE), the Senator from Rhode 
Island (Mr. WHITEHOUSE) and the Sen- 
ator from Maryland (Mr. CARDIN) were 
added as cosponsors of amendment No. 
2199 intended to be proposed to S. 3240, 
an original bill to reauthorize agricul- 
tural programs through 2017, and for 
other purposes. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2202 

At the request of Mr. BENNET, the 
name of the Senator from Wyoming 
(Mr. BARRASSO) was added as a cospon- 
sor of amendment No. 2202 intended to 
be proposed to S. 3240, an original bill 
to reauthorize agricultural programs 
through 2017, and for other purposes. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2216 

At the request of Mr. TOOMEY, the 
name of the Senator from Arizona (Mr. 
MCCAIN) was added as a cosponsor of 
amendment No. 2216 intended to be pro- 
posed to S. 3240, an original bill to re- 
authorize agricultural programs 
through 2017, and for other purposes. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2219 

At the request of Mr. CARDIN, the 
names of the Senator from Connecticut 
(Mr. LIEBERMAN) and the Senator from 
Minnesota (Mr. FRANKEN) were added 
as cosponsors of amendment No. 2219 
intended to be proposed to S. 3240, an 
original bill to reauthorize agricultural 
programs through 2017, and for other 
purposes. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2224 

At the request of Mr. THUNE, the 
name of the Senator from Louisiana 
(Mr. VITTER) was added as a cosponsor 
of amendment No. 2224 intended to be 
proposed to S. 3240, an original bill to 
reauthorize agricultural programs 
through 2017, and for other purposes. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2232 

At the request of Mr. THUNE, the 
names of the Senator from Arkansas 
(Mr. BOOZMAN) and the Senator from 
Kansas (Mr. MORAN) were added as co- 
sponsors of amendment No. 2232 in- 
tended to be proposed to S. 3240, an 
original bill to reauthorize agricultural 
programs through 2017, and for other 
purposes. 

At the request of Mr. TESTER, the 
names of the Senator from Colorado 
(Mr. BENNET) and the Senator from 
West Virginia (Mr. MANCHIN) were 
added as cosponsors of amendment No. 
2232 intended to be proposed to S. 3240, 
supra. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2240 

At the request of Mr. THUNE, the 

name of the Senator from Missouri 
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(Mr. BLUNT) was added as a cosponsor 
of amendment No. 2240 intended to be 
proposed to S. 3240, an original bill to 
reauthorize agricultural programs 
through 2017, and for other purposes. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2247 
At the request of Mr. TOOMEY, the 
name of the Senator from Maine (Ms. 
SNOWE) was added as a cosponsor of 
amendment No. 2247 intended to be pro- 
posed to S. 3240, an original bill to re- 
authorize agricultural programs 
through 2017, and for other purposes. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2248 
At the request of Mr. LEAHY, the 
name of the Senator from Montana 
(Mr. TESTER) was added as a cosponsor 
of amendment No. 2248 intended to be 
proposed to S. 3240, an original bill to 
reauthorize agricultural programs 
through 2017, and for other purposes. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2257 
At the request of Mr. SANDERS, the 
name of the Senator from California 
(Mrs. BOXER) was added as a cosponsor 
of amendment No. 2257 intended to be 
proposed to S. 3240, an original bill to 
reauthorize agricultural programs 
through 2017, and for other purposes. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2287 
At the request of Mr. CARPER, the 
names of the Senator from North Caro- 
lina (Mrs. HAGAN) and the Senator 
from Delaware (Mr. COONS) were added 
as cosponsors of amendment No. 2287 
intended to be proposed to S. 3240, an 
original bill to reauthorize agricultural 
programs through 2017, and for other 
purposes. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2289 
At the request of Mr. COBURN, the 
name of the Senator from Arizona (Mr. 
MCCAIN) was added as a cosponsor of 
amendment No. 2289 intended to be pro- 
posed to S. 3240, an original bill to re- 
authorize agricultural programs 
through 2017, and for other purposes. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2295 
At the request of Mr. UDALL of Colo- 
rado, the name of the Senator from 
California (Mrs. FEINSTEIN) was added 
as a cosponsor of amendment No. 2295 
intended to be proposed to S. 3240, an 
original bill to reauthorize agricultural 
programs through 2017, and for other 
purposes. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2299 
At the request of Ms. KLOBUCHAR, the 
name of the Senator from North Da- 
kota (Mr. HOEVEN) was added as a co- 
sponsor of amendment No. 2299 in- 
tended to be proposed to S. 3240, an 
original bill to reauthorize agricultural 
programs through 2017, and for other 
purposes. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2306 
At the request of Ms. MURKOWSKI, the 
name of the Senator from Connecticut 
(Mr. LIEBERMAN) was added as a co- 
sponsor of amendment No. 2306 in- 
tended to be proposed to S. 3240, an 
original bill to reauthorize agricultural 
programs through 2017, and for other 
purposes. 
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AMENDMENT NO. 2311 
At the request of Mr. BLUMENTHAL, 
the name of the Senator from Wash- 
ington (Mrs. MURRAY) was added as a 
cosponsor of amendment No. 23811 in- 
tended to be proposed to S. 3240, an 
original bill to reauthorize agricultural 
programs through 2017, and for other 
purposes. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2367 
At the request of Mrs. HAGAN, the 
names of the Senator from Delaware 
(Mr. CARPER), the Senator from Dela- 
ware (Mr. COONS) and the Senator from 
West Virginia (Mr. MANCHIN) were 
added as cosponsors of amendment No. 
2367 intended to be proposed to S. 3240, 
an original bill to reauthorize agricul- 
tural programs through 2017, and for 
other purposes. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2370 
At the request of Ms. CANTWELL, the 
names of the Senator from Washington 
(Mrs. MURRAY), the Senator from 
North Dakota (Mr. CONRAD) and the 
Senator from North Dakota (Mr. 
HOEVEN) were added as cosponsors of 
amendment No. 2370 intended to be pro- 
posed to S. 3240, an original bill to re- 
authorize agricultural programs 
through 2017, and for other purposes. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2382 
At the request of Mr. MERKLEY, the 
names of the Senator from California 
(Mrs. BOXER) and the Senator from 
Montana (Mr. TESTER) were added as 
cosponsors of amendment No. 2382 in- 
tended to be proposed to S. 3240, an 
original bill to reauthorize agricultural 
programs through 2017, and for other 
purposes. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2395 
At the request of Mr. AKAKA, the 
name of the Senator from North Da- 
kota (Mr. HOEVEN) was added as a co- 
sponsor of amendment No. 2395 in- 
tended to be proposed to S. 3240, an 
original bill to reauthorize agricultural 
programs through 2017, and for other 
purposes. 


ES 


STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 


By Mr. KERRY (for himself and 
Mr. GRASSLEY): 

S. 3289. A bill to expand the Medicaid 
home and community-based services 
waiver to include young individuals 
who are in need of services that would 
otherwise be required to be provided 
through a psychiatric residential treat- 
ment facility, and to change references 
in Federal law to mental retardation to 
references to an intellectual disability; 
to the Committee on Finance. 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, each year 
nearly 3 million youth receive mental 
health services to address a range of 
issues including depression, severe 
mental illness, and suicide prevention. 
When youth with mental health needs 
are treated early, with the most appro- 
priate care for their situation, they are 
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more likely to have positive outcomes 
during both their childhood and their 
adult life. 

I have worked with my colleague 
Senator GRASSLEY on a bipartisan bill 
that will expand the Medicaid 1915(c) 
waiver to provide an option to serve 
children and adolescents with intensive 
home or community-based treatment 
services in lieu of being treated as in- 
patients in a psychiatric residential 
treatment facility. There are currently 
nine States participating in a 1915(c) 
waiver demonstration focused on chil- 
dren and adolescents, which expires in 
September of this year. Data has 
shown that the youth served through 
this demonstration waiver have had 
positive outcomes, have been able to 
stabilize, and have had significant im- 
provement in mental and behavioral 
health. The waiver gives States more 
flexibility to offer the most appro- 
priate mental health services for chil- 
dren on Medicaid. Without access to in- 
tensive home or community-based 
services, these children could otherwise 
be institutionalized. The waiver expan- 
sion will allow more States the oppor- 
tunity to provide cost-effective care 
that best meets their children’s mental 
health needs. 

In addition, this bill officially re- 
moves the outdated term ‘‘mentally re- 
tarded’’ from the Social Security Act 
and replaces it with the phrase ‘‘intel- 
lectually disabled’’. In 2010, the Presi- 
dent enacted the bipartisan Rosa’s Law 
which removed the words ‘‘mentally re- 
tarded’’ from federal health, education 
and labor laws. This bill takes the nec- 
essary step of removing this obsolete 
term from a significant portion of the 
U.S. Code. 

I would like to recognize Youth Vil- 
lages, which has been integral to the 
development of this legislation. More 
than 30 organizations are supportive of 
this bill, including the American Acad- 
emy of Child and Adolescent Psychi- 
atry, the American Association of Peo- 
ple with Disabilities, American Psy- 
chiatric Association, Bazelon Center 
for Mental Health Law, Child Welfare 
League of America, First Focus Cam- 
paign for Children, National Alliance 
on Mental Illness, National Council on 
Independent Living, and the Arc of the 
United States. 

I look forward to continued progress 
in improving mental health treatment 
options for our youth and ask all of my 
colleagues to support this important 
legislation. 


EE 


AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED AND 
PROPOSED 


SA 2404. Mr. VITTER (for himself and Mr. 
LEE) submitted an amendment intended to 
be proposed by him to the bill S. 3240, to re- 
authorize agricultural programs through 
2017, and for other purposes; which was or- 
dered to lie on the table. 

SA 2405. Ms. MURKOWSKI submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by her 
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to the bill S. 3240, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 2406. Mr. REID proposed an amendment 
to amendment SA 2391 proposed by Mr. REID 
to the bill S. 3240, supra. 

SA 2407. Mr. REID proposed an amendment 
to amendment SA 2406 proposed by Mr. REID 
to the amendment SA 2391 proposed by Mr. 
REID to the bill S. 3240, supra. 

SA 2408. Mr. WYDEN submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 3240, supra; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 

SA 2409. Mr. KOHL submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 3240, supra; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 

SA 2410. Mr. THUNE submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed to amendment 
SA 2186 submitted by Mr. COBURN (for him- 
self and Mr. DURBIN) and intended to be pro- 
posed to the bill S. 3240, supra; which was or- 
dered to lie on the table. 

SA 2411. Mr. UDALL of New Mexico sub- 
mitted an amendment intended to be pro- 
posed by him to the bill S. 3240, supra; which 
was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 2412. Mr. UDALL of New Mexico sub- 
mitted an amendment intended to be pro- 
posed by him to the bill S. 3240, supra; which 
was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 2413. Mr. BLUMENTHAL (for himself, 
Mr. LIEBERMAN, and Mr. MERKLEY) sub- 
mitted an amendment intended to be pro- 
posed by him to the bill S. 3240, supra; which 
was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 2414. Mr. PRYOR (for himself, Mr. 
BOOZMAN, Mr. REED, Mr. NELSON of Florida, 
and Mrs. MCCASKILL) submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 3240, supra; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 

SA 2415. Mr. PRYOR (for himself and Mr. 
WICKER) submitted an amendment intended 
to be proposed by him to the bill S. 3240, 
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 2416. Mr. PRYOR (for himself and Mr. 
BLUNT) submitted an amendment intended to 
be proposed by him to the bill S. 3240, supra; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 2417. Mr. UDALL of New Mexico (for 
himself and Mr. BINGAMAN) submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 3240, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 2418. Mr. LIEBERMAN (for himself and 
Mr. REED) submitted an amendment in- 
tended to be proposed by him to the bill S. 
3240, supra; which was ordered to lie on the 
table. 

SA 2419. Mr. DEMINT submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 3240, supra; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 

SA 2420. Mr. INOUYE submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 3240, supra; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 

SA 2421. Mr. PAUL (for himself, Mr. 
INHOFE, and Mr. GRAHAM) submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 3240, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 2422. Mrs. FEINSTEIN (for herself, Mrs. 
BOXER, and Mr. KYL) submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by her to the 
bill S. 3240, supra; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 


EEE 
TEXT OF AMENDMENTS 


SA 2404. Mr. VITTER (for himself 
and Mr. LEE) submitted an amendment 
intended to be proposed by him to the 
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bill S. 3240, to reauthorize agricultural 
programs through 2017, and for other 
purposes; which was ordered to lie on 
the table; as follows: 

At the end of the bill, add the following: 
SEC. 122... MINIMIZATION OF IMPACT OF EN- 

DANGERED SPECIES LISTINGS AND 
DESIGNATIONS ON AGRICULTURAL 
LAND. 

Section 4 of the Endangered Species Act of 
1973 (16 U.S.C. 1533) is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 

“(j) MINIMIZATION OF IMPACT OF ENDAN- 
GERED SPECIES LISTINGS AND DESIGNATIONS 
ON AGRICULTURAL LAND.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Before any action is 
taken to list a species or designate critical 
habitat under this Act, the Secretary shall— 

“(A) consult with the Secretary of Agri- 
culture to identify all private agricultural 
land and land maintained by the Forest 
Service that could be adversely impacted by 
the listing or designation; and 

“(B) prepare a report that describes the 
economic impacts of the listing or designa- 
tion on land used for agricultural activities. 

‘“(2) ECONOMIC ANALYSES.—In conducting 
economic analyses on the impact of the list- 
ing of species, or designation of critical habi- 
tat, described in paragraph (1), the Secretary 
of Agriculture, in consultation with the Sec- 
retary of the Interior, shall— 

“(A) conduct, and make available to the 
Secretary of the Interior and the public, sep- 
arate economic analyses for— 

“(i) private agricultural land; and 

“(ii) land maintained by the Forest Serv- 
ice; 

“(B) give landowners an opportunity for 
comment on the proposed listing or designa- 
tion— 

“() to obtain the input of the landowners; 
and 

“Gi) to provide landowners the same oppor- 
tunity to comment as other affected parties; 

“(C) use sound and proven economic anal- 
ysis tools in conducting the analyses, listing 
species, and designating habitat under this 
Act; and 

“(D) make available on a public website— 

““(i) a description of the total economic im- 
pact on agricultural land from all actual and 
potential listings and designations under 
this Act; and 

“Gi) a map of all locations in the United 
States that are proposed for critical habitat 
designations. 

(3) ACTUAL NOTICE.—In listing species or 
designating habitat under this Act, the Sec- 
retary of the Interior shall, to the maximum 
extent practicable, provide actual notice to 
affected landowners and other parties. 

“(4) APPEALS.—Before a species is listed or 
habitat is designated under this Act, the 
Secretary of Agriculture shall make avail- 
able to affected landowners and other parties 
a description of all options that are available 
to appeal or obtain compensation from the 
listing or designation (including administra- 
tive and judicial options) against the Federal 
Government. 

“(5) TRESPASSING ON PRIVATE PROPERTY .— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—If any person enters pri- 
vate land without the consent of the land- 
owner to promote the purposes of this Act, 
any data obtained during or as a result of the 
trespass shall not be considered— 

‘“(i) to be the best available science; or 

“Gi) to meet the scientific quality stand- 
ards issued under section 515 of the Treasury 
and General Government Appropriations 
Act, 2001 (Public Law 106-554; 114 Stat. 2763A- 
153) (commonly referred to as the ‘Data 
Quality Act’). 
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“(B) AERIAL SURVEILLANCE.—No_ science 
that is produced as a result of aerial surveil- 
lance of private land without the consent of 
the landowner shall be considered to meet 
the scientific quality standards described in 
subparagraph (A)(ii).’’. 


SA 2405. Ms. MURKOWSKI submitted 
an amendment intended to be proposed 
by her to the bill S. 3240, to reauthorize 
agricultural programs through 2017, 
and for other purposes; which was or- 
dered to lie on the table; as follows: 

In lieu of the matter proposed to be in- 
serted, insert the following: 

TITLE XIII—RECREATIONAL FISHING, 
HUNTING, AND RECREATIONAL SHOOT- 
ING 
SEC. 13001. SHORT TITLE. 

This title may be cited as the ‘‘Rec- 
reational Fishing and Hunting Heritage and 
Opportunities Act”. 

SEC. 13002. DEFINITIONS. 

In this title: 

(1) FEDERAL PUBLIC LAND.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
subparagraph (B), the term ‘‘Federal public 
land’’ means any land or water that is— 

(i) owned by the United States; and 

(ii) managed by a Federal agency (includ- 
ing the Department of the Interior and the 
Forest Service) for purposes that include the 
conservation of natural resources. 

(B) EXCLUSIONS.—The term ‘‘Federal public 
land’’ does not include— 

(i) land or water held or managed in trust 
for the benefit of Indians or other Native 
Americans; 

(ii) land managed by the Director of the 
National Park Service or the Director of the 
United States Fish and Wildlife Service; 

(iii) fish hatcheries; or 

(iv) conservation easements on private 
land. 

(2) HUNTING.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
subparagraph (B), the term ‘‘hunting’’ means 
use of a firearm, bow, or other authorized 
means in the lawful— 

(i) pursuit, shooting, capture, collection, 
trapping, or killing of wildlife; or 

(ii) attempt to pursue, shoot, capture, col- 
lect, trap, or kill wildlife. 

(B) EXCLUSION.—The term “hunting” does 
not include the use of skilled volunteers to 
cull excess animals (as defined by other Fed- 
eral law). 

(3) RECREATIONAL FISHING.—The term ‘‘rec- 
reational fishing” means— 

(A) an activity for sport or for pleasure 
that involves— 

(i) the lawful catching, 
vesting of fish; or 

(ii) the lawful attempted catching, taking, 
or harvesting of fish; or 

(B) any other activity for sport or pleasure 
that can reasonably be expected to result in 
the lawful catching, taking, or harvesting of 
fish. 

(4) RECREATIONAL SHOOTING.—The term 
“recreational shooting’’ means any form of 
sport, training, competition, or pastime, 
whether formal or informal, that involves 
the discharge of a rifle, handgun, or shotgun, 
or the use of a bow and arrow. 

SEC. 13003. RECREATIONAL FISHING, HUNTING, 

AND RECREATIONAL SHOOTING. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subject to valid existing 
rights, and in cooperation with the respec- 
tive State and fish and wildlife agency, a 
Federal public land management official 
shall exercise the authority of the official 
under existing law (including provisions re- 
garding land use planning) to facilitate use 


taking, or har- 
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of and access to Federal public land for rec- 
reational fishing, hunting, and recreational 
shooting except as limited by— 

(1) any law that authorizes action or with- 
holding action for reasons of national secu- 
rity, public safety, or resource conservation; 

(2) any other Federal law that precludes 
recreational fishing, hunting, or recreational 
shooting on specific Federal public land or 
water or units of Federal public land; and 

(8) discretionary limitations on rec- 
reational fishing, hunting, and recreational 
shooting determined to be necessary and rea- 
sonable as supported by the best scientific 
evidence and advanced through a trans- 
parent public process. 

(b) MANAGEMENT.—Consistent with sub- 
section (a), the head of each Federal public 
land management agency shall exercise the 
land management discretion of the head— 

(1) in a manner that supports and facili- 
tates recreational fishing, hunting, and rec- 
reational shooting opportunities; 

(2) to the extent authorized under applica- 
ble State law; and 

(3) in accordance with applicable Federal 
law. 

(c) PLANNING.— 

(1) EFFECTS OF PLANS AND ACTIVITIES.— 

(A) EVALUATION OF EFFECTS ON OPPORTUNI- 
TIES TO ENGAGE IN RECREATIONAL FISHING, 
HUNTING, OR RECREATIONAL SHOOTING.—Fed- 
eral public land planning documents (includ- 
ing land resources management plans, re- 
source management plans, travel manage- 
ment plans, and energy development plans) 
shall include a specific evaluation of the ef- 
fects of the plans on opportunities to engage 
in recreational fishing, hunting, or rec- 
reational shooting. 

(B) OTHER ACTIVITY NOT CONSIDERED.— 

(i) IN GENERAL.—Federal public land man- 
agement officials shall not be required to 
consider the existence or availability of rec- 
reational fishing, hunting, or recreational 
shooting opportunities on private or public 
land that is located adjacent to, or in the vi- 
cinity of, Federal public land for purposes 
of— 

(I) planning for or determining which units 
of Federal public land are open for rec- 
reational fishing, hunting, or recreational 
shooting; or 

(II) setting the levels of use for rec- 
reational fishing, hunting, or recreational 
shooting on Federal public land. 

(ii) ENHANCED OPPORTUNITIES.—Federal 
public land management officials may con- 
sider the opportunities described in clause (i) 
if the combination of those opportunities 
would enhance the recreational fishing, 
hunting, or shooting opportunities available 
to the public. 

(2) USE OF VOLUNTEERS.—If hunting is pro- 
hibited by law, all Federal public land plan- 
ning document described in paragraph (1)(A) 
of an agency shall, after appropriate coordi- 
nation with State fish and wildlife agencies, 
allow the participation of skilled volunteers 
in the culling and other management of wild- 
life populations on Federal public land un- 
less the head of the agency demonstrates, 
based on the best scientific data available or 
applicable Federal law, why skilled volun- 
teers should not be used to control over- 
population of wildlife on the land that is the 
subject of the planning document. 

(d) BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT AND FOR- 
EST SERVICE LAND.— 

(1) LAND OPEN.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Land under the jurisdic- 
tion of the Bureau of Land Management or 
the Forest Service (including a a component 
of the National Wilderness Preservation Sys- 
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tem, land designated as a wilderness study 
area or administratively classified as wilder- 
ness eligible or suitable, and primitive or 
semiprimitive areas, but excluding land on 
the outer Continental Shelf) shall be open to 
recreational fishing, hunting, and rec- 
reational shooting unless the managing Fed- 
eral public land agency acts to close the land 
to such activity. 

(B) MOTORIZED ACCESS.—Nothing in this 
paragraph authorizes or requires motorized 
access or the use of motorized vehicles for 
recreational fishing, hunting, or recreational 
shooting purposes within land designated as 
a wilderness study area or administratively 
classified as wilderness eligible or suitable. 

(2) CLOSURE OR RESTRICTION.—Land de- 
scribed in paragraph (1) may be subject to 
closures or restrictions if determined by the 
head of the agency to be necessary and rea- 
sonable and supported by facts and evidence 
for purposes including resource conservation, 
public safety, energy or mineral production, 
energy generation or transmission infra- 
structure, water supply facilities, protection 
of other permittees, protection of private 
property rights or interests, national secu- 
rity, or compliance with other law, as deter- 
mined appropriate by the Director of the Bu- 
reau of Land Management or the Chief of the 
Forest Service, as applicable. 

(3) SHOOTING RANGES.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
subparagraph (C), the head of each Federal 
public land agency may use the authorities 
of the head, in a manner consistent with this 
title and other applicable law— 

(i) to lease or permit use of land under the 
jurisdiction of the head for shooting ranges; 
and 

(ii) to designate specific land under the ju- 
risdiction of the head for recreational shoot- 
ing activities. 

(B) LIMITATION ON LIABILITY.—Any designa- 
tion under subparagraph (A)(ii) shall not 
subject the United States to any civil action 
or claim for monetary damages for injury or 
loss of property or personal injury or death 
caused by any recreational shooting activity 
occurring at or on the designated land. 

(C) EXCEPTION.—The head of each Federal 
public land agency shall not lease or permit 
use of Federal public land for shooting 
ranges or designate land for recreational 
shooting activities within including a com- 
ponent of the National Wilderness Preserva- 
tion System, land designated as a wilderness 
study area or administratively classified as 
wilderness eligible or suitable, and primitive 
or semiprimitive areas. 

(e) REPORT.—Not later than October 1 of 
every other year, beginning with the second 
October 1 after the date of enactment of this 
Act, the head of each Federal public land 
agency who has authority to manage Federal 
public land on which recreational fishing, 
hunting, or recreational shooting occurs 
shall submit to the Committee on Natural 
Resources of the House of Representatives 
and the Committee on Energy and Natural 
Resources of the Senate a report that de- 
scribes— 

(1) any Federal public land administered 
by the agency head that was closed to rec- 
reational fishing, hunting, or recreational 
shooting at any time during the preceding 
year; and 

(2) the reason for the closure. 

(f) CLOSURES OR SIGNIFICANT RESTRICTIONS 
OF 1,280 OR MORE ACRES.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Other than closures estab- 
lished or prescribed by land planning actions 
referred to in subsection (d)(2) or emergency 
closures described in paragraph (3), a perma- 
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nent or temporary withdrawal, change of 
classification, or change of management sta- 
tus of Federal public land or water that ef- 
fectively closes or significantly restricts 
1,280 or more contiguous acres of Federal 
public land or water to access or use for rec- 
reational fishing or hunting or activities re- 
lating to fishing or hunting shall take effect 
only if, before the date of withdrawal or 
change, the head of the Federal public land 
agency that has jurisdiction over the Federal 
public land or water— 

(A) publishes appropriate notice of the 
withdrawal or change, respectively; 

(B) demonstrates that coordination has oc- 
curred with a State fish and wildlife agency; 
and 

(C) submits to the Committee on Natural 
Resources of the House of Representatives 
and the Committee on Energy and Natural 
Resources of the Senate written notice of the 
withdrawal or change, respectively. 

(2) AGGREGATE OR CUMULATIVE EFFECTS.—If 
the aggregate or cumulative effect of sepa- 
rate withdrawals or changes effectively 
closes or significant restrictions affects 1,280 
or more acres of land or water, the with- 
drawals and changes shall be treated as a 
single withdrawal or change for purposes of 
paragraph (1). 

(3) EMERGENCY CLOSURES.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Nothing in this title pro- 
hibits a Federal public land management 
agency from establishing or implementing 
emergency closures or restrictions of the 
smallest practicable area of Federal public 
land to provide for public safety, resource 
conservation, national security, or other 
purposes authorized by law. 

(B) TERMINATION.—An emergency closure 
under subparagraph (A) shall terminate after 
a reasonable period of time unless the tem- 
porary closure is converted to a permanent 
closure consistent with this title. 

(g) No PRIORITY.—Nothing in this title re- 
quires a Federal agency to give preference to 
recreational fishing, hunting, or recreational 
shooting over other uses of Federal public 
land or over land or water management pri- 
orities established by other Federal law. 

(h) CONSULTATION WITH COUNCILS.—In car- 
rying out this title, the heads of Federal 
public land agencies shall consult with the 
appropriate advisory councils established 
under Executive Order 12962 (16 U.S.C. 1801 
note; relating to recreational fisheries) and 
Executive Order 13443 (16 U.S.C. 661 note; re- 
lating to facilitation of hunting heritage and 
wildlife conservation). 

(i) AUTHORITY OF STATES.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Nothing in this title 
interferes with, diminishes, or conflicts with 
the authority, jurisdiction, or responsibility 
of any State to manage, control, or regulate 
fish and wildlife under State law (including 
regulations) on land or water within the 
State, including on Federal public land. 

(2) FEDERAL LICENSES.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
subparagraph (B), nothing in title section 
authorizes the head of a Federal public land 
agency head to require a license, fee, or per- 
mit to fish, hunt, or trap on land or water in 
a State, including on Federal public land in 
the State. 

(B) MIGRATORY BIRD STAMPS.—This para- 
graph shall not affect any migratory bird 
stamp requirement of the Migratory Bird 
Hunting and Conservation Stamp Act (16 
U.S.C. 718a et seq.). 


SA 2406. Mr. REID proposed an 
amendment to amendment SA 2391 pro- 
posed by Mr. REID to the bill S. 3240, to 
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reauthorize agricultural programs 
through 2017, and for other purposes; as 
follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol- 


lowing: 
SEC. . ELIMINATION OF CERTAIN WORK- 
ING LANDS CONSERVATION PRO- 
GRAMS. 
(a) CONSERVATION STEWARDSHIP PRO- 


GRAM.—Subchapter B of chapter 2 of subtitle 
D of title XII of the Food Security Act of 
1985 (16 U.S.C. 3838d et seq.) is repealed. 

(b) ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY INCENTIVES 
PROGRAM.—Chapter 4 of subtitle D of title 
XII of the Food Security Act of 1985 (16 
U.S.C. 3839aa et seq.) is repealed. 


SA 2407. Mr. REID proposed an 
amendment to amendment SA 2406 pro- 
posed by Mr. REID to the amendment 
SA 2391 proposed by Mr. REID to the 
bill S. 3240, to reauthorize agricultural 
programs through 2017, and for other 
purposes; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol- 
lowing: 

SEC. 12 . FUNDING. 

Notwithstanding any other provision of 
this Act or any amendment made by this 
Act, each amount made available by this Act 
or an amendment made by this Act that is 
funded through direct spending (as defined in 
section 250(c) of the Balanced Budget and 
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985 (2 
U.S.C. 900(c))) shall be considered to be an 
authorization of appropriations for that 
amount and purpose. 


SA 2408. Mr. WYDEN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 3240, to reauthorize 
agricultural programs through 2017, 
and for other purposes; which was or- 
dered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end, add the following: 

SEC. 12 - YOUNG AND BEGINNING FARMER 
AND RANCHER LOAN FUND AND 
PROGRAM. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Part D of title IV of the 
Farm Credit Act of 1971 (12 U.S.C. 2203 et 
seq.) is amended by adding at the end the fol- 
lowing: 

“SEC. 4.22. YOUNG AND BEGINNING FARMER AND 
RANCHER LOAN FUND AND PRO- 
GRAM. 

“(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 

“(1) ELIGIBLE BORROWER.—The term ‘eligi- 
ble borrower’ means an agricultural producer 
who, as determined by the Secretary— 

“(A) is not more than 35 years old; 

‘(B)(i) has experience of at least 3 years in 
operating a farm or ranch; but 

“(ii) has not more than 10 years of total 
farming or ranching experience; 

‘(C) for the immediately preceding com- 
plete taxable year had an average adjusted 
gross farm income (as defined in section 
1001D of the Farm Security Act of 1985 (7 
U.S.C. 1308-3a) of not more than $250,000; 

“(D) meets the creditworthiness standards 
of the Farm Service Agency; and 

“(E) has received, or commits to obtain, a 
minimum quantity of training in agricul- 
tural production and financial management. 

“(2) FUND.—The term ‘Fund’ means the 
Young and Beginning Farmer and Ranchers 
Loan Fund established by subsection (b). 

‘*(3) FUNDING INSTITUTION.—The term ‘fund- 
ing institution’ means an entity that, during 
the immediately preceding taxable year— 

“(A) was part of the Farm Credit System; 

‘“(B) was subject to regulation by the Farm 
Credit Administration; and 
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“(C) had net income resulting from tax-ex- 
empt earnings on real estate lending. 

“(4) SECRETARY.—The term ‘Secretary’ 
means the Secretary of Agriculture, acting 
through the Administrator of the Farm 
Service Agency. 


“(b) YOUNG AND BEGINNING FARMER AND 
RANCHERS LOAN FUND.— 

“(1) ESTABLISHMENT OF FUND.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—There is established in 
the Treasury of the United States a fund to 
be known as the ‘Young and Beginning 
Farmer and Ranchers Loan Fund’, to be ad- 
ministered by the Secretary, to be available 
without fiscal year limitation and not sub- 
ject to appropriation. 

‘“(B) USE OF FUNDS.—Amounts in the Fund 
may be used by the Secretary for— 

“(i) the costs of making loans to eligible 
borrowers for use as collateral toward the 
purchase of farm or ranch land in accordance 
with subsection (c); 

“(i) the provision of training in agricul- 
tural production and financial management 
to eligible borrowers; and 

‘“(iii) the making of grants to States under 
subsection (d). 

‘(C) RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER AUTHORITIES.— 
The authority and funding for loans de- 
scribed in subsection (c) shall be in addition 
to any other authority of the Secretary for 
providing such loans to eligible borrowers. 

‘“(2) TRANSFERS TO FUND.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Fund shall consist 
of— 

“(i) such amounts as are transferred to the 
Fund by funding institutions under subpara- 
graph (B); 

“(ii) such amounts as are received from 
any payment made with respect to any loan 
made from the Fund; and 

“Gii) appropriations equivalent to the 
taxes received in the Treasury under section 
4968 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986. 

“(B) TRANSFERS.—Not later than an annual 
date determined by the Secretary, each fund- 
ing institution shall be required to— 

“(j) transfer into the Fund an amount 
equal to 10 percent of the dollar value of the 
tax-exemption of the institution under the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 for the imme- 
diately preceding taxable year as determined 
by the Secretary of the Treasury, or 

“(i) provide such evidence as the Sec- 
retary determines necessary to show that 
such institution loaned at least such amount 
to eligible borrowers during such preceding 
taxable year at an interest rate specified in 
subsection (c)(4). 

‘“(3) PROHIBITION.—Amounts in the Fund 
may not be made available for any purpose 
other than a purpose described in paragraph 
(1)(B). 

“(c) LOAN PROGRAM.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall 
carry out a loan program under which eligi- 
ble borrowers may apply for loans for use as 
collateral toward the purchase of farm or 
ranch land. 

“(2) USE OF LOAN.—An eligible borrower 
may use a loan under this subsection in con- 
junction with other loans made by— 

“(A) the Farm Service Agency; 

‘“(B) an institution that is part of the Farm 
Credit System; or 

“(C) a bank or credit union that is subject 
to safety and soundness examination by an 
agency of Federal or State government, in- 
cluding the Farm Service Agency. 

“(8) AMOUNT.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The total amount that 
an eligible borrower may borrow under this 
subsection is $300,000. 
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‘(B) INDIVIDUAL LOAN MAXIMUM.—The total 
amount of any 1 loan under this subsection 
shall not exceed the lesser of— 

“(i) the lesser of— 

“(I) 10 percent of the appraised value of the 
land to be purchased; and 

‘“(II) 10 percent of the purchase price of the 
land; and 

‘*(ii) $250,000. 

“(4) INTEREST RATE.—A loan under this 
subsection shall have an interest rate equal 
to the lesser of— 

“(A) 1.5 percent; and 

“(B) the then current cost of funds to the 
Department of the Treasury for obligations 
with a 10-year maturity. 

‘*(5) REPAYMENT.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The repayment of a loan 
under this subsection shall be amortized over 
a 30-year period, with a balloon payment due 
for the entire unpaid balance of the loan due 
on the earlier of— 

“(i) the date that is 20 years after the date 
on which the loan is made; or 

““(ji) the date on which the land is sold. 

‘(B) DEFAULT.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—If an eligible borrower 
fails to use the land subject to a loan under 
this subsection for an agricultural use for a 
minimum usage period as determined by the 
Secretary, the loan shall be considered in de- 
fault and become due and payable. 

“(ii) SALE OF LAND.—Subject to subpara- 
graph (C), if an eligible borrower sells or oth- 
erwise disposes of an interest in the land 
subject to a loan under this subsection with- 
out the prior permission of the Secretary, 
the loan shall be considered in default and 
become due and payable. 

‘(C) DEATH OR DISABILITY.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—If an eligible borrower 
dies or becomes disabled, a loan under this 
subsection may be assumed by another eligi- 
ble borrower, including an immediate family 
member of the original borrower who has 
been involved in the agricultural operation, 
as determined by the Secretary. 

“(ii) NO ASSUMPTION OF DEBT.—If no eligi- 
ble borrower is able or willing to assume the 
loan, the loan shall be due and payable— 

“(I) in the case of death of the original bor- 
rower, not later than 18 months after the 
date of death; and 

“(ID) in the case of disability of the origi- 
nal borrower, not later than 18 months after 
the determination of disability by an appro- 
priate agency. 

“(6) COLLATERALIZATION.—Notwithstanding 
applicable State law, the total amount of in- 
debtedness of an eligible borrower in relation 
to the purchase of land subject to a loan 
under this subsection shall be fully 
collateralized in an amount that does not ex- 
ceed the appraised value of the land being 
purchased, so that all creditors involved in 
financing the purchase of the land are con- 
sidered secured creditors. 

‘(d) GRANTS TO STATES.— 

“(1) PURPOSE.—The purpose of the grants 
made available under this subsection is to 
develop State-based local farm and food- 
product economies to revitalize rural and 
urban communities, promote healthy eating, 
create jobs, and support economic growth by 
making local farm and food products more 
available locally. 

“(2) PROGRAM.—The Secretary shall use 
not less than one-fourth of the amounts 
available in the Fund each fiscal year to 
make grants to States to assist in the devel- 
opment of local farm economies, including 
the creation of new markets for local farm 
products, such as the sale of fresh produce by 
local agricultural producers to schools. 


9080 


‘“(3) ELIGIBILITY.—To be eligible to receive 
a grant under this subsection, a State shall— 

“(A) submit to the Secretary a plan that 
describes— 

“(i) the manner in which the State intends 
to use the grant funds to support small and 
beginning agricultural producers who are 
starting or expanding operations to supply 
local and regional markets as part of a strat- 
egy to rebuild and reinvest in rural areas; 
and 

“(ii) which agency of the State will carry 
out the plan; and 

“(B) agree to submit to the Secretary re- 
ports at such intervals and containing such 
information as the Secretary determines to 
be necessary to ensure that the State is 
using the grant funds in accordance with the 
purpose of this subsection. 

‘(4) OVERSIGHT.—The Small Farms and Be- 
ginning Farmers and Ranchers Council shall 
oversee the program in consultation with the 
Advisory Committee on Beginning Farmers 
and Ranchers established under section 5(b) 
of the Agricultural Credit Improvement Act 
of 1992 (7 U.S.C. 1929 note; Public Law 102-554) 


‘(e) REPORTS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall sub- 
mit regular programmatic reports on the 
status of the Fund and the program under 
this section to the Advisory Committee on 
Beginning Farmers and Ranchers established 
under section 5(b) of the Agricultural Credit 
Improvement Act of 1992 (7 U.S.C. 1929 note; 
Public Law 102-554). . 

‘(2) REPORTS TO CONGRESS.—Not later than 
60 days after the end of each fiscal year be- 
ginning with fiscal year 2018, the Secretary 
shall submit to the Committee on Appropria- 
tions of the House of Representatives, the 
Committee on Appropriations of the Senate, 
the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, 
and Forestry of the Senate, and the Com- 
mittee on Agriculture of the House of Rep- 
resentatives a report on the operation of the 
Fund during the fiscal year. 

“(3) CONTENTS.—Each report submitted 
under paragraph (2) shall include, for the fis- 
cal year covered by the report, the following: 

“(A) A statement of the amounts deposited 
into the Fund. 

‘(B) A description of the expenditures 
made from the Fund for the fiscal year, in- 
cluding the purpose of the expenditures. 

“(C) Recommendations, developed in con- 
sultation with the Advisory Committee de- 
scribed in paragraph (1), for additional au- 
thorities to fulfill the purpose of the Fund. 

“(D) A statement of the balance remaining 
in the Fund at the end of the fiscal year. 


‘“(f) REPORTS ON LENDING DATA BY FUNDING 
INSTITUTIONS.—The Farm Credit Administra- 
tion shall— 

“(1) require each funding institution to an- 
nually aggregate and report all lending data 
by individual eligible borrower, and 

‘“(2) annually report this lending activity 
to the Secretary and Congress.’’. 


(b) EXCISE TAX ON FAILURE TO TRANSFER 
REQUIRED AMOUNT TO YOUNG AND BEGINNING 
FARMER AND RANCHERS LOAN FUND.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 42 of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 is amended by adding 
at the end the following new subchapter: 


“Subchapter H—Failure to Transfer Required 
Amount to Young and Beginning Farmer 
and Ranchers Loan Fund 


“Sec. 4968. Failure to transfer required 
amount to Young and Begin- 
ning Farmer and Ranchers 
Loan Fund. 
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“SEC. 4968. FAILURE TO TRANSFER REQUIRED 
AMOUNT TO YOUNG AND BEGINNING 
FARMER AND RANCHERS LOAN 
FUND. 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—If a funding institution 
fails to transfer any portion of the amount 
required to be transferred to the Young and 
Beginning Farmer and Ranchers Loan Fund 
under section 4.22(b)(2)(B)(i) of Farm Credit 
Act of 1971 on the date such transfer is due, 
there is imposed on such date a tax equal to 
such portion. 

““(b) FUNDING INSTITUTION.—For purposes of 
this section, the term ‘funding institution’ 
has the meaning given such term by section 
4.22(a)(38) of such Act.’’. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The table of 
subchapters for chapter 42 of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 is amended by adding 
at the end the following new item: 
“SUBCHAPTER H—FAILURE TO TRANSFER RE- 

QUIRED AMOUNT TO YOUNG AND BEGINNING 

FARMER AND RANCHERS LOAN FUND”. 

(3) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this subsection shall apply to fail- 
ures occurring after the date of the enact- 
ment of this Act. 


SA 2409. Mr. KOHL submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 3240, to reauthorize 
agricultural programs through 2017, 
and for other purposes; which was or- 
dered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol- 
lowing: 

SEC. . TAX SUBSIDIES FOR MEMBERS OF AG- 
RICULTURAL COOPERATIVES. 

Section 36B(c) of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986 is amended by adding at the end 
the following: 

“(4) ELIGIBILITY FOR MEMBERS OF AGRICUL- 
TURAL COOPERATIVES.— 

‘“(A) IN GENERAL.—Members of agricultural 
cooperatives that were in existence on March 
23, 2010, shall be considered to be enrolled in 
a qualified health plan if— 

“G) such members purchase their health 
insurance coverage— 

“(I) through their agricultural cooperative 
rather than through an Exchange; or 

‘“(II) from a health care cooperative orga- 
nized to provide health care coverage for ag- 
ricultural producers and agribusinesses; and 

“Gi) the agricultural cooperative health 
plan meets all the minimum benefit require- 
ments of a qualified health plan. 

‘“(B) DEFINITION.—For the purposes of this 
subsection, the term ‘members of agricul- 
tural cooperatives’ means farmers and agri- 
business owners who meet membership cri- 
teria of the legally established agricultural 
cooperatives in which they are enrolled, in 
addition to their spouses and dependents, 
and their employees, their spouses and de- 
pendents.”’. 


SA 2410. Mr. THUNE submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 2186 submitted by Mr. 
COBURN (for himself and Mr. DURBIN) 
and intended to be proposed to the bill 
S. 3240, to reauthorize agricultural pro- 
grams through 2017, and for other pur- 
poses; which was ordered to lie on the 
table; as follows: 

On page 2 of the amendment, strike line 21 
and insert the following: 
erage level selected by the producer. 

““(C) APPLICATION.— 

“(i) STUDY.—Not later than 1 year after the 
date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary, 
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in consultation with the approved insurance 
providers, shall carry out a study to deter- 
mine the effects of the limitation described 
in subparagraph (B) on— 

“(I) the overall operations of the Federal 
crop insurance program; 

“(IT) the number of producers participating 
in the Federal crop insurance program; 

“(IIT) the amount of premiums paid by par- 
ticipating producers; 

‘“(IV) any potential liability for approved 
insurance providers; 

“(V) any crops or growing regions that 
may be disproportionately impacted; 

‘“(VI) program rating structures; 

“(VID creation of schemes or devices to 
evade the impact of the limitation; and 

“(VIII underwriting gains and losses. 

“(i) EFFECTIVENESS.—The limitation de- 
scribed in subparagraph (B) shall not take ef- 
fect unless the Secretary determines, 
through the study described in clause (i), 
that the limitation would not— 

‘“T) increase the premium amount paid by 
producers with an average adjusted gross in- 
come of less than $750,000; 

“(ID) result in a decline in the availability 
of crop insurance services to producers; and 

“(III) increase the costs to the Federal gov- 
ernment to administer the Federal crop in- 
surance program established under this sub- 
title.”. 


SA 2411. Mr. UDALL of New Mexico 
submitted an amendment intended to 
be proposed by him to the bill S. 3240, 
to reauthorize agricultural programs 
through 2017, and for other purposes; 
which was ordered to lie on the table; 
as follows: 

On page 652, between lines 12 and 13, insert 
the following: 

“SEC. 3707. FRONTIER COMMUNITIES ECONOMIC 
DEVELOPMENT. 

“(a) DEFINITION OF FRONTIER COMMUNITY.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary, in con- 
sultation with the Director of the Bureau of 
the Census and the Administrator of the 
Economic Research Service, shall promul- 
gate regulations to define, for purposes of 
this section, the term ‘frontier community’. 

“(2) REQUIREMENTS.—The definition of 
‘frontier community’ shall be based on a 
weighted matrix that uses population den- 
sity, distance in miles and travel time in 
minutes from the nearest significant service 
center or market, and such other factors as 
the Secretary determines to be appropriate. 

‘(3) IDENTIFICATION.—The Secretary shall 
work with State executives, officials of non- 
metropolitan local governments, and offi- 
cials of federally recognized Indian tribes, as 
appropriate, to identify communities that 
qualify as ‘frontier communities’ based on 
the weighted matrix. 

‘(4) RECONSIDERATION PROCESS.—The Sec- 
retary shall establish a reconsideration proc- 
ess under which a community that has not 
been designated as a ‘frontier community’ 
may petition for designation. 

“(b) RESERVATION OF FUNDS FOR FRONTIER 
COMMUNITIES.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall re- 
serve an amount of not less than 3 percent of 
all funds made available for a fiscal year for 
programs of the rural development mission 
area that provide grants, loans, or loan guar- 
antees to communities, for the costs of mak- 
ing grants, loans, or loan guarantees to fron- 
tier communities in accordance with those 
programs and this section. 

‘*(2) REQUIREMENTS .— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
subparagraph (B) and notwithstanding any 
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other provision of this title, in making a 
grant, loan, or loan guarantee to a frontier 
community using funds reserved under para- 
graph (1), the Secretary shall apply the 
terms and conditions of the applicable rural 
development program. 

“(B) EXCEPTIONS.—The Secretary— 

“(i) in the case of grants and regardless of 
cost-sharing requirements in the underlying 
program, may make available a grant of up 
to 100 percent Federal cost share to frontier 
communities; 

““ii) for purposes of scoring grant applica- 
tions, may not consider whether a frontier 
community belongs to a regional partner- 
ship; and 

“(iii) may not impose a minimum grant or 
loan amount requirement. 

‘(3) INSUFFICIENT APPLICATIONS.—If funds 
reserved under paragraph (1) remain avail- 
able due to insufficient applications after 
the end of the 180-day period beginning on 
the date on which the funds are reserved, the 
Secretary shall use the funds for the pur- 
poses for which the funds were originally 
made available. 

‘(c) CAPACITY BUILDING, TECHNICAL ASSIST- 
ANCE, AND PROJECT PLANNING.— 

“(1) DEFINITION OF ELIGIBLE ENTITY.—In 
this subsection, the term ‘eligible entity’ 
means— 

“(A) an association of counties; 

“(B) a council of State and local govern- 
ments; 

‘“(C) a cooperative; 

“(D) an Indian tribe (as defined in section 
4 of the Indian Self-Determination and Edu- 
cation Assistance Act (25 U.S.C. 450b)); 

‘“(E) a public agency; 

“(F) a community-based organization, 
intermediary organization, network, or coa- 
lition of community-based organizations 
that does not engage in activities prohibited 
under section 501(c)(3) of the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986; or 

“(G) a similar entity, as determined by the 
Secretary. 

“(2) GRANTS.—The Secretary shall make 
available to eligible entities grants to facili- 
tate greater capacity for frontier commu- 
nities to plan projects and acquire and man- 
age loans and grants made available through 
rural development programs of the Depart- 
ment and other funding sources. 

‘(3) PRIORITY.—In considering grant appli- 
cations under this subsection, the Secretary 
shall give higher priority to an eligible enti- 
ty that, as determined by the Secretary— 

“(A) demonstrates an existing relationship 
with the frontier community intended to be 
served by the eligible entity; and 

“(B) is a local organization or government 
entity. 

‘(4) RESERVATION OF FUNDS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall re- 
serve an amount of not more than 5 percent 
of all funds made available for programs of 
the rural development mission area for a fis- 
cal year to make grants in accordance with 
this subsection. 

‘(B) INSUFFICIENT APPLICATIONS.—If funds 
reserved under subparagraph (A) remain 
available due to insufficient applications 
after the end of the 180-day period beginning 
on the date on which the funds are reserved, 
the Secretary shall use the funds for the pur- 
poses for which the funds were originally 
made available. 


SA 2412. Mr. UDALL of New Mexico 
submitted an amendment intended to 
be proposed by him to the bill S. 3240, 
to reauthorize agricultural programs 
through 2017, and for other purposes; 
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which was ordered to lie on the table; 
as follows: 


On page 751, strike line 23 and insert the 
following: 
“SEC. 3915. COMMUNITY LAND GRANT-MER- 
CEDES. 

“(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that— 

“(1) Spanish and Mexican community land 
grant-mercedes are part of a unique and im- 
portant history in the southwest United 
States dating back to the 1600s and becoming 
incorporated into the United States through 
the Treaty of Peace, Friendship, Limits, and 
Settlement between the United States of 
America and the Mexican Republic, signed at 
Guadalupe Hidalgo February 2, 1848, and en- 
tered into force May 30, 1848 (9 Stat. 922) 
(commonly referred to as the ‘Treaty of Gua- 
dalupe Hidalgo’); 

‘“(2) the years following the signing of that 
treaty resulted in a significant loss of land 
originally belonging to the community land 
grant-mercedes due to manipulations and 
unfulfilled commitments; 

(3) the community land grant-mercedes 
that are recognized as political subdivisions 
are in need of increased economic opportuni- 
ties; and 

“*(4) the rural development programs of the 
Department of Agriculture are an appro- 
priate venue for addressing the needs of the 
community land grant-mercedes. 

‘*(b) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 

“(1) COMMUNITY LAND GRANT-MERCEDES.— 
The term ‘community land grant-mercedes’ 
means a political subdivision of a State that 
is part of the United States and is located on 
land that was granted by the government of 
Spain or the government of Mexico to— 

“(A) a community, town, colony, or pueb- 
lo; or 

‘“(B) a person for the purpose of founding 
or establishing a community, town, colony, 
or pueblo. 

(2) LAND GRANT COUNCIL.—The term ‘land 
grant council’ means an agency of a State 
government established by law— 

“(A) to provide support to land grants-mer- 
cedes; and 

“(B) to serve as a liaison between land 
grant-mercedes and other State agencies and 
the Federal government. 

“(¢) PROGRAM.— 

““(1) IN GENERAL.—In addition to any other 
funds made available for similar purposes, 
the Secretary shall use funds set aside under 
paragraph (3) to provide grants to commu- 
nity land grant-mercedes and land grant 
councils for the purpose of carrying out eco- 
nomic and community development initia- 
tives under— 

“(A) the water and waste disposal systems 
for rural communities program under section 
3501; 

““(B) the Special Evaluation Assistance for 
Rural Communities and Households 
(SEARCH) program under section 3501(e)(6); 

“(C) the community facility grant program 
under section 3502; 

‘“(D) the program of rural business develop- 
ment grants under section 3601(a)(3)(A); 

“(E) the program of rural business enter- 
prise grants under section 3601(a)(3)(B); 

“(F) the rural microentrepreneur assist- 
ance program under section 3601(f)(2); and 

“(G) the rural community development 
initiative. 

‘“(2) FEDERAL SHARE.—Notwithstanding any 
other requirement of the programs described 
in paragraph (1), the Secretary shall make 
available to community land grant-mercedes 
grants under those programs at a Federal 
share of up to 100 percent. 
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(3) SET ASIDE.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, of amounts made 
available for a fiscal year for rural develop- 
ment programs of the Department of Agri- 
culture, $10,000,000 shall be used to carry out 
this section. 

“SEC. 3916. REGULATIONS. 


SA 2413. Mr. BLUMENTHAL (for 
himself, Mr. LIEBERMAN, and Mr. 
MERKLEY) submitted an amendment in- 
tended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 3240, to reauthorize agricultural 
programs through 2017, and for other 
purposes; which was ordered to lie on 
the table; as follows: 

On page 1003, strike lines 16 through 25 and 
insert the following: 
able; and’’; 

(ii) in subparagraph (B)— 

(I) by inserting ‘‘(except ferns)” after ‘‘flo- 
ricultural’’; 

(II) by inserting ‘‘(except ferns)” after ‘‘or- 
namental nursery”; and 

(III) by striking ‘‘(including ornamental 
fish)? and inserting ‘‘(regardless of produc- 
tion method and including ornamental fish, 
but excluding tropical fish)’’; and 

(iii) by adding at the end the following: 

“(D) AQUACULTURE CROPS.—The Secretary 
shall not exclude an aquaculture crop from 
the definition of eligible crops under this 
paragraph solely because the aquaculture 
crop is not planted or seeded in a container, 
wire basket, net pen, or any other similar de- 
vice that is designed for the protection and 
containment of seeded aquacultural spe- 
cies.’’; 


SA 2414. Mr. PRYOR (for himself, Mr. 
BOOZMAN, Mr. REED, Mr. NELSON of 
Florida, and Mrs. MCCASKILL) sub- 
mitted an amendment intended to be 
proposed by him to the bill S. 38240, to 
reauthorize agricultural programs 
through 2017, and for other purposes; 
which was ordered to lie on the table; 
as follows: 

At the end of the bill, add the following: 
SEC. 122 _. CRITERIA AND NOTICE FOR CLO- 

SURE OR RELOCATION OF LOCAL 
OFFICES OF DEPARTMENT OF AGRI- 
CULTURE. 

(a) CRITERIA.—Prior to selecting State, 
county, or field offices of the Farm Service 
Agency, the Under Secretary for Rural De- 
velopment, or the Natural Resources Con- 
servation Service (referred to in this section 
as a ‘“‘covered office”) for closure, the Sec- 
retary shall consider— 

(1) the cost saved from closing each cov- 
ered office; 

(2) the driving distance between each cov- 
ered office and the closest covered office; 

(3) the number of citizens served; 

(4) after an evaluation of the workload of 
each covered office, the overall workload of 
the covered office; 

(5) the average number of employees 
staffed in each covered office during the pre- 
ceding 5-calendar year period; 

(6) the number of covered offices within 
each county; and 

(7) in the case of local offices of the Farm 
Service Agency— 

(A) the total number of reported planted 
acres covered by each office; and 

(B) the total number of reported livestock 
covered by each office. 

(b) PUBLIC DISCLOSURE.—Prior to the clo- 
sure of a covered office, the Secretary shall 
publish in the Federal Register— 
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(1) a list of covered offices that are pro- 
posed to be closed; and 

(2) a description of the formula used to se- 
lect the covered offices for closure. 

(c) CONGRESSIONAL DISCLOSURE.—Not later 
than 3 days before public disclosure under 
subsection (b), the Secretary shall submit 
the information described in subsection (b) 
to— 

(1) the Committee on Agriculture of the 
House of Representatives; 

(2) the Committee on Appropriations of the 
House of Representatives; 

(3) the Committee on Agriculture, Nutri- 
tion, and Forestry of the Senate; 

(4) the Committee on Appropriations of the 
Senate; 

(5) each Member of the Senate representing 
the State in which a covered office proposed 
to be closed is located; and 

(6) the Member of the House of Representa- 
tives who represents the Congressional dis- 
trict in which a covered office proposed to be 
closed is located. 

(d) PUBLIC MEETING AND NOTICE.—The Sec- 
retary may not close a covered office un- 
less— 

(1) not later than 30 days after the Sec- 
retary proposes to close the covered office, 
the Secretary holds a public meeting regard- 
ing the proposed closure in the county in 
which the covered office is located; and 

(2) after the public meeting described in 
paragraph (1) but not later than 90 days be- 
fore the date on which the Secretary ap- 
proves the closure of the covered office, the 
Secretary submits to each Committee and 
Member described in subsection (c) notice of 
the proposed closure of the covered office. 

(e) PRESENCE AFTER CLOSURE.—The Sec- 
retary shall ensure that employees of the De- 
partment of Agriculture— 

(1) maintain a presence in counties without 
a covered office by frequently and consist- 
ently sending to the affected counties em- 
ployees of the same agency for consultation; 
and 

(2) use any remaining office of the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture in an affected county as 
a location for maintaining a presence in the 
affected county. 


SA 2415. Mr. PRYOR (for himself and 
Mr. WICKER) submitted an amendment 
intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 3240, to reauthorize agricultural 
programs through 2017, and for other 
purposes; which was ordered to lie on 
the table; as follows: 


In section 1203(b)— 

(1) strike “The Secretary” and insert the 
following: 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary”; and 

(2) add at the end the following: 

‘(2) PERMITTED EXTENSIONS.—The Sec- 
retary may extend the term of a marketing 
assistance loan (including the loan rate) for 
any loan commodity if— 

“(A) at the time the marketing loan is 
due— 

“(i) the loan commodity is stored in a 
county for which— 

“(I) a natural disaster is declared by the 
Secretary under section 321(a) of the Consoli- 
dated Farm and Rural Development Act (7 
U.S.C. 1961(a)); or 

“(II) a major disaster or emergency is des- 
ignated by the President under the Robert T. 
Stafford Disaster Relief and Emergency As- 
sistance Act (42 U.S.C. 5121 et seq.); or 

“(ii) the port used to ship the loan com- 
modity is closed or restricted pursuant to a 
Coast Guard regulation; 
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‘“(B) the loan commodity is stored in the 
county described in subparagraph (A)(i); 

“(C) the marketing loan is extended not 
more than 90 days; 

“(D) the request for the extension is ap- 
proved by the applicable State Director of 
the Farm Service Agency on an individual 
basis; and 

“(E) the extension does not extend the 
term of the marketing assistance loan be- 
yond July 31 of the applicable crop year.’’. 


SA 2416. Mr. PRYOR (for himself and 
Mr. BLUNT) submitted an amendment 
intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 3240, to reauthorize agricultural 
programs through 2017, and for other 
purposes; which was ordered to lie on 
the table; as follows: 

On page 880, strike lines 5 through 15 and 
insert the following: 

SEC. 9001. DEFINITIONS. 

Section 9001 of the Farm Security and 
Rural Investment Act of 2002 (7 U.S.C. 8101) 
is amended— 

(1) by striking paragraph (4) and inserting 
the following: 

‘(4) BIOBASED PRODUCT.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘‘‘biobased 
product’ ’’ means a product determined by 
the Secretary to be a commercial or indus- 
trial product (other than food or feed) that 
is— 

“(G) composed, in whole or in significant 
part, of biological products, including renew- 
able domestic agricultural materials and for- 
estry materials; or 

“(i) an intermediate ingredient or feed- 
stock. 

““(B) INCLUSION.—The term ‘biobased prod- 
uct’, with respect to forestry materials, in- 
cludes forest products that meet biobased 
content requirements, notwithstanding mar- 
ket maturity.”’; 

(2) by redesignating paragraphs (9), (10), 
(11), (12), (13), and (14) as paragraphs (10), (11), 
(12), (18), (15), and (16), respectively; 

(3) by inserting after paragraph (8) the fol- 
lowing: 

‘(9) FOREST PRODUCT.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘forest prod- 
uct’ means a product made from materials 
derived from the practice of forestry or the 
management of growing timber. 

““(B) INCLUSIONS.—The term ‘forest prod- 
uct’ includes— 

“(i) pulp, paper, paperboard, pellets, lum- 
ber, and other wood products; and 

“Gi) any recycled products derived from 
forest materials.’’; and 

(4) by inserting after paragraph (18) (as so 
redesignated) the following: 

“(14) RENEWABLE CHEMICAL.—The term ‘re- 
newable chemical’ means a monomer, poly- 
mer, plastic, formulated product, or chem- 
ical substance produced from renewable bio- 
mass.’’. 


SA 2417. Mr. UDALL of New Mexico 
(for himself and Mr. BINGAMAN) sub- 
mitted an amendment intended to be 
proposed by him to the bill S. 3240, to 
reauthorize agricultural programs 
through 2017, and for other purposes; 
which was ordered to lie on the table; 
as follows: 

On page 988, between lines 22 and 23, insert 
the following: 

(A) in paragraph (1), by inserting ‘‘and vet- 
eran farmers and ranchers” after ‘‘ranch- 
ers”; 

On page 988, line 23, strike “(A)” and insert 
“(B)”. 
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On page 988, line 26, strike ‘‘(B)’’ and insert 
“0”. 

On page 989, lines 9 and 10, strike 
“$5,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2013 
through 2017” and insert ‘‘$150,000,000, to re- 
main available until expended”. 

On page 989, line 19, strike ‘‘and’’ after the 
semicolon. 

On page 990, line 3, strike the period and 
insert ‘‘; and’’. 

On page 990, between lines 3 and 4, insert 
the following: 

(5) in subsection (e)(5)(A), by inserting 
“and veteran farmers and ranchers” after 
“ranchers” each place it appears in clauses 
(i) and (ii). 

On page 990, between lines 13 and 14, insert 
the following: 

(c) REPORTS.— 

(1) INITIAL REPORT.—Not later than 180 
days after the date of enactment of this Act, 
the head of the Office of Advocacy and Out- 
reach of the Department of Agriculture shall 
submit to Congress a report describing the 
extent and means of compliance by the Of- 
fice with the recommendations of the Office 
of the Inspector General of the Department 
of the Agriculture contained in the audit re- 
port entitled ‘‘Controls over the Grant Man- 
agement Process of the Office of Advocacy 
and Outreach — Section 2501 Program Grant- 
ee Selection for Fiscal Year 2012’’, numbered 
91011-0001-21, and dated May 18, 2012. 

(2) SUBSEQUENT REPORT.—Not later than 18 
months after the date of enactment of this 
Act, the head of the Office of Advocacy and 
Outreach shall submit to Congress a follow- 
up report describing the extent and means of 
compliance by the Office with the control 
measures contained in the audit report de- 
scribed in paragraph (1) relating to the grant 
management process of the Office with re- 
spect to program grantee selection under 
section 2501 of the Food, Agriculture, Con- 
servation, and Trade Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 
2279). 


SA 2418. Mr. LIEBERMAN (for him- 
self and Mr. REED) submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 3240, to reauthorize 
agricultural programs through 2017, 
and for other purposes; which was or- 
dered to lie on the table; as follows: 


On page 196, strike lines 3 through 16 and 
insert the following: 

‘(¢) WILDLIFE HABITAT INCENTIVE PRAC- 
TICE.— 

“(1) DEFINITION OF ELIGIBLE LAND.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding section 
1240A, in this subsection, the term ‘eligible 
land’ has such meaning as the applicable 
State conservationist, in consultation with 
the State technical committee, shall estab- 
lish, in accordance with subparagraph (B). 

‘(B) REQUIREMENTS.— 

“(i) RESTRICTION.—The definition of ‘eligi- 
ble land’ shall include only non-Federal land. 

“(i) DEADLINE.—An initial definition 
under subparagraph (A) shall be established 
not more than 180 days after the date of en- 
actment of this Act. 

“(iii) REVIEW.—Each definition of ‘eligible 
land’ shall be reviewed by the applicable 
State technical committee not less fre- 
quently than once each year. 

‘(2) PAYMENTS.—The Secretary shall pro- 
vide payments under the program for con- 
servation practices that support the restora- 
tion, development, and improvement of wild- 
life habitat on eligible land, including— 

“(A) upland wildlife habitat; 

“(B) wetland wildlife habitat; 
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“(C) habitat for threatened and endangered 
species; 

“(D) fish habitat; 

“(E) habitat in riparian areas and water- 
ways; 

‘“(F) habitat on pivot corners and other ir- 
regular areas of a field; and 

‘“(G) other types of wildlife habitat, as de- 
termined by the Secretary.’’. 


SA 2419. Mr. DEMINT submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 3240, to reauthorize 
agricultural programs through 2017, 
and for other purposes; which was or- 
dered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol- 
lowing: 

SEC. . DEFINITION OF FOOD. 

Section 3(k) of the Food and Nutrition Act 
of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2012(k)) is amended by in- 
serting before the period at the end the fol- 
lowing: ‘‘, except that a food, food product, 
meal, or other item described in this sub- 
section shall be considered a food under this 
Act only if the Secretary determines that 
the food, food product, meal, or other item is 
necessary for essential nutrition”. 


SA 2420. Mr. INOUYE submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 3240, to reauthorize 
agricultural programs through 2017, 
and for other purposes; which was or- 
dered to lie on the table; as follows: 


On page 1009, after line 11, add the fol- 
lowing: 

SEC. 12207. VARIANCE FOR GEOGRAPHICALLY 
ISOLATED SHELL EGG PRODUCERS. 

Chapter IV of the Federal Food, Drug, and 
Cosmetic Act (21 U.S.C. 341 et seq.) is amend- 
ed by adding at the end the following: 

“SEC. 424. VARIANCE FOR GEOGRAPHICALLY ISO- 
LATED SHELL EGG PRODUCERS. 

“(a) SHELL EGG VARIANCE.—A State with- 
out a shell breaking facility may request a 
variance from part 118 of title 21, Code of 
Federal Regulations (or any successor regu- 
lations) on behalf of egg producers located in 
such State. Such request shall describe the 
variance requested and present information 
demonstrating that the variance does not in- 
crease the likelihood that the shell eggs for 
which the variance is requested will be con- 
taminated with Salmonella Enteritidis, and 
that the variance provides a similar level of 
public health protection as the requirements 
of the regulations under part 118 of title 21, 
Code of Federal Regulations (or any suc- 
cessor regulations). 

‘(b) ACTION ON VARIANCES.— 

“(1) TIMING.—The Secretary shall review a 
request for a variance within a reasonable 
timeframe. 

‘(2) APPROVAL OF VARIANCES.—The Sec- 
retary may approve a variance in whole or in 
part, as appropriate, and may specify the 
scope of applicability of a variance to other 
similarly situated persons. 

‘(3) DENIAL OF VARIANCES.—The Secretary 
may deny a variance request if the Secretary 
determines that such variance is not reason- 
ably likely to ensure the safety of shell eggs 
and is not reasonably likely to provide the 
same level of public health protection as the 
requirements of part 118 of title 21, Code of 
Federal Regulations (or any successor regu- 
lations). The Secretary shall notify the per- 
son requesting such variance of the reasons 
for the denial. 

‘(4) MODIFICATION OR REVOCATION OF A 
VARIANCE.—The Secretary, after notice and 
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an opportunity for a hearing, may modify or 
revoke a variance if the Secretary deter- 
mines that such variance is not reasonably 
likely to ensure that the shell eggs will test 
negative for Salmonella Enteritidis and is 
not reasonably likely to provide the same 
level of public health protection as the re- 
quirements of part 118 of title 21, Code of 
Federal Regulations (or any successor regu- 
lations).’’. 


SA 2421. Mr. PAUL (for himself, Mr. 
INHOFE, and Mr. GRAHAM) submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 3240, to reauthorize 
agricultural programs through 2017, 
and for other purposes; which was or- 
dered to lie on the table; as follows: 

Strike subtitle A of title IV and insert the 


following: 

Subtitle A—Nutrition Assistance Block Grant 
Program 

SEC. 4001. NUTRITION ASSISTANCE BLOCK 


GRANT PROGRAM. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—For each of fiscal years 
2014 through 2021, the Secretary shall estab- 
lish a nutrition assistance block grant pro- 
gram under which the Secretary shall make 
annual grants to each participating State 
that establishes a nutrition assistance pro- 
gram in the State and submits to the Sec- 
retary annual reports under subsection (d). 

(b) REQUIREMENTS.—As a requirement of 
receiving grants under this section, the Gov- 
ernor of each participating State shall cer- 
tify that the State nutrition assistance pro- 
gram includes— 

(1) work requirements; 

(2) mandatory drug testing; 

(8) verification of citizenship or proof of 
lawful permanent residency of the United 
States; and 

(4) limitations on the eligible uses of bene- 
fits that are at least as restrictive as the 
limitations in place for the supplemental nu- 
trition assistance program established under 
the Food and Nutrition Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 
2011 et seq.) as of May 31, 2012. 

(c) AMOUNT OF GRANT.—For each fiscal 
year, the Secretary shall make a grant to 
each participating State in an amount equal 
to the product of— 

(1) the amount made available under sec- 
tion 4002 for the applicable fiscal year; and 

(2) the proportion that— 

(A) the number of legal residents in the 
State whose income does not exceed 100 per- 
cent of the poverty line (as defined in section 
673(2) of the Community Services Block 
Grant Act (42 U.S.C. 9902(2), including any re- 
vision required by such section)) applicable 
to a family of the size involved; bears to 

(B) the number of such individuals in all 
participating States for the applicable fiscal 
year, based on data for the most recent fiscal 
year for which data is available. 

(d) ANNUAL REPORT REQUIREMENTS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than January 1 
of each year, each State that receives a 
grant under this section shall submit to the 
Secretary a report that shall include, for the 
year covered by the report— 

(A) a description of the structure and de- 
sign of the nutrition assistance program of 
the State, including the manner in which 
residents of the State qualify for the pro- 
gram; 

(B) the cost the State incurs to administer 
the program; 

(C) whether the State has established a 
rainy day fund for the nutrition assistance 
program of the State; and 

(D) general statistics about participation 
in the nutrition assistance program. 
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(2) AUDIT.—Each year, the Comptroller 
General of the United States shall— 

(A) conduct an audit on the effectiveness of 
the nutritional assistance block grant pro- 
gram and the manner in which each partici- 
pating State is implementing the program; 
and 

(B) not later than June 30, submit to the 
appropriate committees of Congress a report 
describing— 

(i) the results of the audit; and 

(ii) the manner in which the State will 
carry out the supplemental nutrition assist- 
ance program in the State, including eligi- 
bility and fraud prevention requirements. 

(e) USE OF FUNDS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—A State that receives a 
grant under this section may use the grant 
in any manner determined to be appropriate 
by the State to provide nutrition assistance 
to the legal residents of the State. 

(2) AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS.—Grant funds 
made available to a State under this section 
shall— 

(A) remain available to the State for a pe- 
riod of 5 years; and 

(B) after that period, shall— 

(i) revert to the Federal Government to be 
deposited in the Treasury and used for Fed- 
eral budget deficit reduction; or 

(ii) if there is no Federal budget deficit, be 
used to reduce the Federal debt in such man- 
ner as the Secretary of the Treasury con- 
siders appropriate. 

SEC. 4002. FUNDING. 

(a) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section— 

(1) for fiscal year 2014, $44,400,000,000; 

(2) for fiscal year 2015, $45,500,000,000; 

(3) for fiscal year 2016, $46,600,000,000; 

(4) for fiscal year 2017, $47,800,000,000; 

(5) for fiscal year 2018, $49,000,000,000; 

(6) for fiscal year 2019, $50,200,000,000; 

(7) for fiscal year 2020, $51,500,000,000; and 

(8) for fiscal year 2021, $52,800,000,000. 

(b) DISCRETIONARY SPENDING LIMIT ADJUST- 
MENT.—Section 251(c) of the Balanced Budget 
and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985 (2 
U.S.C. 901(c)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (3), by striking the 
and inserting ‘‘$1,110,400,000,000’’; 

(2) in paragraph (4), by striking the 
and inserting ‘‘$1,131,500,000,000’’; 

(3) in paragraph (5), by striking the 
and inserting ‘‘$1,153,600,000,000’’; 

(4) in paragraph (6), by striking the 
and inserting ‘‘$1,178,800,000,000’’; 

(5) in paragraph (7), by striking the 
and inserting ‘‘$1,205,000,000,000’’; 

(6) in paragraph (8), by striking the 
and inserting ‘‘$1,232,200,000,000’’; 

(7) in paragraph (9), by striking the 
and inserting ‘‘$1,259,500,000,000’’; and 

(8) in paragraph (10), by striking the 
and inserting ‘‘$1,286,800,000,000’’. 

(c) DISCRETIONARY CAP ADJUSTMENT FOR 
NEW PROGRAM SPENDING.—Section 251A(2) of 
the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit 
Control Act of 1985 (2 U.S.C. 901a(2)) is 
amended— 

(1) in subparagraph (B)(ii), by striking the 
figure and inserting ‘‘$554,400,000,000’’; 

(2) in subparagraph (C)(ii), by striking the 
figure and inserting ‘‘$565,500,000,000’’; 

(3) in subparagraph (D)(ii), by striking the 
figure and inserting ‘‘$576,600,000,000’’; 

(4) in subparagraph (E)(ii), by striking the 
figure and inserting ‘‘$588,800,000,000’’; 

(5) in subparagraph (F)(ii), by striking the 
figure and inserting ‘‘$602,000,000,000’’; 

(6) in subparagraph (G)(ii), by striking the 
figure and inserting ‘‘$616,200,000,000’’; 

(7) in subparagraph (H)(ii), by striking the 
figure and inserting ‘‘$629,500,000,000’’; and 


figure 
figure 
figure 
figure 
figure 
figure 


figure 


figure 


9084 


(8) in subparagraph (1)(ii), by striking the 
figure and inserting ‘‘$642,800,000,000’’. 
SEC. 4003. REPEALS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—HEffective September 30, 
2013, the Food and Nutrition Act of 2008 (7 
U.S.C. 2011 et seq.) is repealed. 

(b) REPEAL OF MANDATORY FUNDING.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, effective September 
30, 2018, the supplemental nutrition assist- 
ance program established under the Food 
and Nutrition Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2011 et 
seq.) (as in effect prior to that date) shall 
cease to be a program funded through direct 
spending (as defined in section 250(c) of the 
Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit 
Control Act of 1985 (2 U.S.C. 900(c)) prior to 
the amendment made by paragraph (2)). 

(2) DIRECT SPENDING.—Effective September 
30, 2013, section 250(c)(8) of the Balanced 
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act 
of 1985 (2 U.S.C. 900(c)(8)) is amended— 

(A) in subparagraph (A), by adding ‘‘and’’ 
at the end; 

(B) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘‘; 
and” at the end and inserting a period; and 

(C) by striking subparagraph (C). 

(3) ENTITLEMENT AUTHORITY.—Effective 
September 30, 2013, section 3(9) of the Con- 
gressional Budget and Impoundment Control 
Act of 1974 (2 U.S.C. 622(9)) is amended— 

(A) by striking ‘‘means—’’ and all that fol- 
lows through ‘“‘the authority to make” and 
inserting ‘‘means the authority to make’’; 

(B) by striking ‘‘; and” and inserting a pe- 
riod; and 

(C) by striking subparagraph (B). 

(4) OTHER DIRECT SPENDING.—Effective Sep- 
tember 30, 2013, section 1026(5) of the Con- 
gressional Budget and Impoundment Control 
Act of 1974 (2 U.S.C. 691e(5)) is amended— 

(A) in subparagraph (A), by adding ‘‘and’’ 
at the end; 

(B) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘‘; 
and” at the end and inserting a period; and 

(C) by striking subparagraph (C). 

(c) RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER LAW.—Any ref- 
erence in this Act, an amendment made by 
this Act, or any other Act to the supple- 
mental nutrition assistance program shall be 
considered to be a reference to the nutrition 
assistance block grant program under this 
subtitle. 

SEC. 4004. BASELINE. 

Notwithstanding section 257 of the Bal- 
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control 
Act of 1985 (2 U.S.C. 907), the baseline shall 
assume that, on and after September 30, 2013, 
no benefits shall be provided under the sup- 
plemental nutrition assistance program es- 
tablished under the Food and Nutrition Act 
of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2011 et seq.) (as in effect 
prior to that date). 


SA 2422. Mrs. FEINSTEIN (for her- 
self, Mrs. BOXER, and Mr. KYL) sub- 
mitted an amendment intended to be 
proposed by her to the bill S. 3240, to 
reauthorize agricultural programs 
through 2017, and for other purposes; 
which was ordered to lie on the table; 
as follows: 

Strike section 2207 and insert the fol- 
lowing: 

SEC. 2207. CONSERVATION INNOVATION GRANTS 
AND PAYMENTS. 

Section 1240H of the Food Security Act of 
1985 (16 U.S.C. 3839aa-8) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (b)(2), by striking ‘‘2012’’ 
and inserting ‘‘2017’’; and 
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(2) by adding at the end the following: 

“(c) REPORTING.—Not later than December 
31, 2013, and every 2 years thereafter, the 
Secretary shall submit to the Committee on 
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry of the 
Senate and the Committee on Agriculture of 
the House of Representatives a report on the 
status of projects funded under this section, 
including— 

“(1) funding awarded; 

““(2) project results; and 

“*(3) incorporation of project findings, such 
as new technology and innovative ap- 
proaches, into the conservation efforts im- 
plemented by the Secretary.’’. 


ee 


AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 
MEET 
COMMITTEE ON BANKING, HOUSING, AND URBAN 
AFFAIRS 
Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs be authorized to meet 
during the session of the Senate on 
June 18, 2012, at 10 a.m. to conduct a 
committee hearing entitled ‘‘A Break- 
down in Risk Management: What Went 
Wrong at JPMorgan Chase?” 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
COMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC 
WORKS 
Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on Environment and Public 
Works be authorized to meet during 
the session of the Senate on June 13, 
2012, at 10 a.m. in Dirksen 406 to con- 
duct a hearing entitled ‘“‘Hearing on 
the nomination of Allison Macfarlane 
and re-nomination of Kristine L. 
Svinicki to be Members of the Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission.” 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
COMMITTEE ON HEALTH, EDUCATION, LABOR, 
AND PENSIONS 
Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on Health, Education, Labor, 
and Pensions be authorized to meet 
during the session of the Senate on 
June 13, 2012. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS 
Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Relations be author- 
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate on June 18, 2012, at 2:45 p.m. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
COMMITTEE ON VETERANS’ AFFAIRS 
Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on Veterans’ Affairs be author- 
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate on June 13, 2012. The Com- 
mittee will meet in room 418 of the 
Senate Russell Office Building, begin- 
ning at 10 a.m. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON AGING 

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Spe- 
cial Committee on Aging be authorized 
to meet during the session of the Sen- 
ate on June 13, 2012, at 2 p.m. in room 
562 of the Dirksen Senate Office Build- 
ing to conduct a hearing entitled ‘‘Em- 
powering Patients and Honoring Indi- 
vidual’s Choices: Lessions in Improving 
Care for Individuals with Advanced Ill- 
ness.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


PRIVILEGES OF THE FLOOR 


Mr. ISAKSON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that Taylor 
Ibrahim, an intern in Senator PAUL’s 
office, be granted floor privileges for 
the remainder of the day. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that two detailees 
from my office, Herrick Fox and Ben- 
jamin Thomas, be granted the privilege 
of the floor for the remainder of debate 
on S. 3240, the Agriculture Reform, 
Food, and Jobs Act. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that a fellow in 
Senator SANDERS’ office, Rebecca 
French, be granted floor privileges for 
the duration of consideration of S. 3240, 
the Agricultural Reform, Food and 
Jobs Act of 2012. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


ORDERS FOR THURSDAY, JUNE 14, 
2012 


Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that when the 
Senate completes its business today, it 
adjourn until 9:30 a.m. on Thursday, 
June 14; that following the prayer and 
pledge, the Journal of proceedings be 
approved to date, the morning hour be 
deemed expired, and the time for the 
two leaders be reserved for their use 
later in the day; that the majority 
leader be recognized and that following 
any leader remarks, the first hour be 
equally divided and controlled between 
the two leaders or their designees, with 
the majority controlling the first half 
and the Republicans controlling the 
second half. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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PROGRAM morrow’s session, and we will notify fore the Senate, I ask that it adjourn 

Senators when they are scheduled. i i, 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. President, y Hader the. provious-order 
we continue to work on an agreement There being no objection, the Senate, 
on amendments to the farm bill. We ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 9:30 A.M. at 7:03 p.m., adjourned until Thursday, 

hope such an agreement can be TOMORROW June 14, 2012, at 9:30 a.m. 


reached. Votes are possible during to- | Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. President, if 
there is no further business to come be- 
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EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 


SENATE COMMITTEE MEETINGS 


Title IV of Senate Resolution 4, 
agreed to by the Senate on February 4, 
1977, calls for establishment of a sys- 
tem for a computerized schedule of all 
meetings and hearings of Senate com- 
mittees, subcommittees, joint commit- 
tees, and committees of conference. 
This title requires all such committees 
to notify the Office of the Senate Daily 
Digest—designated by the Rules Com- 
mittee—of the time, place, and purpose 
of the meetings, when scheduled, and 
any cancellations or changes in the 
meetings as they occur. 

As an additional procedure along 
with the computerization of this infor- 
mation, the Office of the Senate Daily 
Digest will prepare this information for 
printing in the Extensions of Remarks 
section of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
on Monday and Wednesday of each 
week. 

Meetings scheduled for Thursday, 
June 14, 2012 may be found in the Daily 
Digest of today’s RECORD. 


MEETINGS SCHEDULED 


JUNE 19 
10 a.m. 
Environment and Public Works 
Clean Air and Nuclear Safety Sub- 
committee 
To hold hearings to examine a review of 
recent Environmental Protection 


Agency’s air standards for hydrau- 
lically fractured natural gas wells and 
oil and natural gas storage. 
SD-406 
Judiciary 
Constitution, Civil Rights and Human 
Rights Subcommittee 
To hold hearings to examine reassessing 
solitary confinement, focusing on the 
human rights, fiscal and public safety 
consequences. 
SD-226 
Energy and Natural Resources 
To hold hearings to examine the poten- 
tial for induced seismicity from energy 
technologies, including carbon capture 
and storage, enhance geothermal sys- 
tems, production from gas shales, and 
enhanced oil recovery. 
SD-366 
Finance 
To hold hearings to examine confronting 
the looming fiscal crisis. 
SD-215 
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions 
To hold hearings to examine Title IX, fo- 
cusing on forty years and counting. 
SD-430 
2:15 p.m. 
Foreign Relations 
Business meeting to consider S. 641, to 
provide 100,000,000 people with first- 
time access to safe drinking water and 
sanitation on a sustainable basis with- 
in six years by improving the capacity 
of the United States Government to 


fully implement the Senator Paul 
Simon Water for the Poor Act of 2005, 
S. 1039, to impose sanctions on persons 
responsible for the detention, abuse, or 
death of Sergei Magnitsky, for the con- 
spiracy to defraud the Russian Federa- 
tion of taxes on corporate profits 
through fraudulent transactions and 
lawsuits against Hermitage, and for 
other gross violations of human rights 
in the Russian Federation, S. 2165, to 
enhance strategic cooperation between 
the United States and Israel, H.R. 4240, 
to reauthorize the North Korean 
Human Rights Act of 2004, S. Res. 402, 
condemning Joseph Kony and the 
Lord’s Resistance Army for commit- 
ting crimes against humanity and mass 
atrocities, and supporting ongoing ef- 
forts by the United States Government 
and governments in central Africa to 
remove Joseph Kony and Lord’s Resist- 
ance Army commanders from the bat- 
tlefield, S. Res. 429, supporting the 
goals and ideals of World Malaria Day, 
S. Res. 473, commending Rotary Inter- 
national and others for their efforts to 
prevent and eradicate polio, S. Res. 385, 
condemning the Government of Iran 
for its continued persecution, impris- 
onment, and sentencing of Youcef 
Nadarkhani on the charge of apostasy, 
and the nominations of Piper Anne 
Wind Campbell, of the District of Co- 
lumbia, to be Ambassador to Mongolia, 
Peter William Bodde, of Maryland, to 
be Ambassador to the Federal Demo- 
cratic Republic of Nepal, Dorothea- 
Maria Rosen, of California, to be Am- 
bassador to the Federated States of Mi- 
cronesia, Edward M. Alford, of Vir- 
ginia, to be Ambassador to the Repub- 
lic of The Gambia, Mark L. Asquino, of 
the District of Columbia, to be Ambas- 
sador to the Republic of Equatorial 
Guinea, Douglas M. Griffiths, of Texas, 
to be Ambassador to the Republic of 
Mozambique, Michele Jeanne Sison, of 
Maryland, to be Ambassador to the 
Democratic Socialist Republic of Sri 
Lanka, and to serve concurrently and 
without additional compensation as 
Ambassador to the Republic of 
Maldives, Brett H. McGurk, of Con- 
necticut, to be Ambassador to the Re- 
public of Iraq, and Susan Marsh El- 
liott, of Florida, to be Ambassador to 
the Republic of Tajikistan, all of the 

Department of State. 
S-116, Capitol 

2:30 p.m. 
Joint Economic Committee 
To hold hearings to examine the eco- 
nomic impact of ending or reducing 
funding for the American Community 
Survey and other government statis- 
tics. 

210, Cannon Building 


JUNE 20 


9:30 a.m. 
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs 
Securities, Insurance and Investment Sub- 
committee 
To hold hearings to examine the initial 
public offering (IPO) process, focusing 
on ordinary investors. 
SD-538 
10 a.m. 
Judiciary 
To hold an oversight hearing to examine 
the United States Patent and Trade- 
mark Office, focusing on implementa- 
tion of the Leahy-Smith ‘‘America In- 
vents Act”? and international harmo- 
nizing efforts. 
SD-226 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation 
Science and Space Subcommittee 
To hold hearings to examine risks, op- 
portunities, and oversight of commer- 
cial space. 
SR-253 
2:30 p.m. 
Judiciary 
To hold hearings to examine Holocaust- 
era claims in the 21st century. 
SD-226 
Armed Services 
Personnel Subcommittee 
To hold hearings to examine Department 
of Defense programs and policies to 
support military families with special 
needs in review of the Defense Author- 
ization request for fiscal year 2018 and 
the Future Years Defense Program. 
SR-232A 


JUNE 21 


10 a.m. 

Commerce, Science, and Transportation 
To hold hearings to examine the nomina- 
tion of Michael Peter Huerta, of the 
District of Columbia, to be Adminis- 
trator of the Federal Aviation Admin- 
istration, Department of Transpor- 

tation. 

SR-253 

Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions 
To hold hearings to examine an update 
on Olmstead enforcement, focusing on 
using the Americans with Disabilities 
Act (ADA) to promote community inte- 


gration. 
SD-430 
Homeland Security and Governmental Af- 
fairs 


To hold hearings to examine the nomina- 
tions of James C. Miller III, and Kath- 
erine C. Tobin, of New York, both to be 
a Governor of the United States Postal 
Service. 

SD-342 
1:30 p.m. 
Judiciary 
Antitrust, Competition Policy and Con- 
sumer Rights Subcommittee 

To hold hearings to examine the Uni- 
versal Music Group/EMI merger and 
the future of online music. 

SD-226 
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JUNE 27 JUNE 28 
10 a.m. 10 a.m. 
Veterans’ Affairs Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions 
To hold hearings to examine health and To hold hearings to examine creating 
benefits legislation. positive learning environments for all 
SR-418 students. 


Room to be announced 
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SENATE—Thursday, June 14, 2012 


The Senate met at 9:30 a.m. and was 
called to order by the Honorable TOM 
UDALL, a Senator from the State of 
New Mexico. 


PRAYER 


The Chaplain, Dr. Barry C. Black, of- 
fered the following prayer: 

Let us pray. 

God, You are our God. Eagerly we 
seek You, longing to see Your strength 
and glory. Today, assure the Members 
of this body of Your love and give them 
unshakeable confidence in Your provi- 
dential leading. Lord, teach them what 
they should think and do, as You illu- 
minate their path so that they will not 
stumble. As You have led this Nation 
through troubled times in the past, be 
now to us our source of life and light 
and wisdom. Inspire us all so that we 
may know and do Your will. 

We pray in Your sovereign Name. 
Amen. 


EE 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 


The Honorable TOM UDALL led the 
Pledge of Allegiance as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub- 
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 


ES 


APPOINTMENT OF ACTING 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will please read a communication 
to the Senate from the President pro 
tempore (Mr. INOUYE). 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
the following letter: 

U.S. SENATE, 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 
Washington, DC, June 14, 2012. 
To the Senate: 

Under the provisions of rule I, paragraph 3, 
of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby 
appoint the Honorable TOM UDALL, a Senator 
from the State of New Mexico, to perform 
the duties of the Chair. 

DANIEL K. INOUYE, 
President pro tempore. 

Mr. UDALL of New Mexico thereupon 
assumed the chair as Acting President 
pro tempore. 


Ee 


RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY 
LEADER 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The majority leader is recog- 
nized. 


———— 


FLOOD INSURANCE REFORM AND 
MODERNIZATION ACT—MOTION 
TO PROCEED 


Mr. REID. I now move to proceed to 
Calendar No. 250, S. 1940. 


The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The clerk will report the bill by 
title. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

Motion to proceed to Calendar No. 250, S. 
1940, a bill to amend the National Flood In- 
surance Act of 1968, to restore the financial 
solvency of the flood insurance fund, and for 
other purposes. 

SCHEDULE 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, following 
my remarks and those of Senator 
MCCONNELL, if any, the next hour will 
be divided and controlled between the 
two leaders. It will be equally divided. 
The majority will control the first half 
and the Republicans will control the 
final half. 

We are still working on trying to fin- 
ish an agreement to the farm bill so we 
can move forward. It is disappointing 
we don’t already have something, but 
hope is still here, and I hope we can get 
that done. It is a very important piece 
of legislation, but a few Senators are 
holding this up and that is too bad. I 
have agreed we can have some amend- 
ments. I had a nice colloquy on the 
floor yesterday with Senator COBURN, 
who is concerned about this bill and 
legislation generally. He indicated that 
he thought it was a good idea to have 
a number of amendments and start vot- 
ing on them, so I hope we can get 
there. We can’t do all 250 amendments 
that are out there, but we can do a lot 
of them, so let’s see where we are. I 
hope we can get it done. 

We are on the flood insurance bill. 
We have to get to that. The flood insur- 
ance expires at the end of this month. 

We will continue to work on an 
agreement with the farm bill. 

I also hope to reconsider the failed 
cloture vote on the nomination of Mari 
Carmen Aponte, to be an ambassador 
to the Republic of El Salvador. 

Votes are possible throughout to- 
day’s session. Senators will be notified 
when they are scheduled. 

Would the Chair announce the busi- 
ness of the day. 

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Under the previous order, the 
leadership time is reserved. 

Under the previous order, the fol- 
lowing hour will be equally divided and 
controlled between the two leaders or 
their designees, with the majority con- 
trolling the first half and the Repub- 
licans controlling the final half. 

Mr. REID. I note the absence of a 
quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 


The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator from Rhode Island. 

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. I ask unanimous 
consent that the order for the quorum 
call be rescinded. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 

EPA MERCURY RULE 

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Mr. President, 
last December, the Environmental Pro- 
tection Agency finalized a rule called 
the Mercury Air Toxics Standard for 
powerplants. This rule is important, 
and it was long overdue. 

Many Americans might not realize 
that before last December, there were 
no Federal standards for mercury or 
the other toxic air pollution pouring 
out of our Nation’s powerplants. Thir- 
ty-two years ago, Congress directed 
EPA to limit toxic air pollution from 
all big polluting industries. In re- 
sponse, EPA set standards for nearly 
100 industries across our Nation. How- 
ever, until December, there were no 
such standards for the utility indus- 
try—the biggest source of mercury, ar- 
senic, and other toxic air pollution in 
the country. 

Now there are standards in place, es- 
timated to provide $3 to $9 of health 
and economic benefits for every $1 in- 
vested in pollution controls. We should 
be celebrating this sensible yet signifi- 
cant public health achievement. Yet 
from the other side of the aisle we only 
hear about the $1 that the polluters 
have to spend to clean up. We never 
hear about the $3 to $9 the rest of the 
public saves as a result of the pollution 
being cleaned up. 

We hear about the cost to the pol- 
luter all the time. We never hear about 
the cost, for example, of an asthma at- 
tack caused by soot and ozone. We 
never hear about the public health cost 
to all of us of the child having to go to 
the emergency room for an asthma at- 
tack. We never hear about the cost to 
the business of the mom who is not at 
work that day because she is off on a 
sick day taking care of that child in 
the emergency room or, if she is work- 
ing on a regular wage, maybe it is on 
her. Maybe she does not get paid for 
that day because she is in the emer- 
gency room with her child. We never 
hear about that cost. 

How about the simple cost of a moth- 
er stuck in an emergency room with a 
child having a pollution-provoked asth- 
ma attack, waiting anxiously—waiting 
for the nebulizer to kick in, waiting for 
that little oxygen meter on the child’s 
finger to show that the oxygen levels 
are back where they should be? That is 
not even counted—the worry of a mom 
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for her child having a pollution-caused 
asthma incident. We never hear about 
that. We never hear about the dollar 
side. All they talk about, all we hear 
about from them is the $1 the polluter 
has to pay to clean up their pollution— 
never, in this case, the $3 to $9; in other 
cases it is $35 to $1, over $100 to $1. 

Instead, we have colleagues on the 
other side who want to halt this 
progress—notwithstanding the savings 
for virtually every American—with a 
resolution we are facing now that 
would void these new standards—stand- 
ards that have just emerged after 32 
years for the first time regulating 
toxic pollution out of utility plants. 
This resolution would not only void the 
new standard, but it would bar EPA 
from ever setting similar limits on 
powerplants in the future. 

In speeches against these public 
health standards, one of my colleagues 
appears somewhat confused about the 
mercury air toxic standards. I wish to 
set the record straight on two points. 
One, this colleague has complained 
that the technology does not exist to 
meet these standards. That is the com- 
plaint: the technology does not exist to 
meet these standards. But if you look 
at the Clean Air Act, it directs the 
EPA—as EPA did—to set these stand- 
ards based upon the performance of the 
top 12 percent in the industry—the ac- 
tual performance of the top 12 percent 
in the industry. In other words, at least 
one out of every eight powerplant units 
must already be meeting each of the 
standards that is set. This is not a case 
in which the technology does not exist. 
This is a situation in which one out of 
every eight plants is already meeting 
it. The technology assuredly exists, de- 
monstrably exists. What EPA is doing 
is leveling the field so that utilities do 
not get a competitive advantage by 
running dirtier powerplants than their 
fellow utilities. 

This colleague has also complained 
that the rule establishes standards for 
toxic air pollution other than mercury. 
Well, limiting all toxic air pollution at 
once is more efficient for the utilities 
than tackling each pollutant sepa- 
rately. Frankly, if we are going at mer- 
cury once, and then later arsenic—and 
over and over the utilities had to go 
back and recalibrate—we would be 
hearing complaints that was the wrong 
way to do it. So if you do it all at once, 
they complain; if you do it separately, 
they would complain. The bottom line 
is, any time polluters are asked to 
clean up their act, some people are 
going to complain. 

In section 112(d) of the Clean Air Act, 
Congress told the EPA that they shall 
establish emission standards for each 
category of major sources of the toxic 
air pollutants listed in section 112(c). 
Congress provided a list of 180 pollut- 
ants, which EPA used as the basis for 
the powerplant standards. You cannot 
fault EPA for that. Moreover, the stag- 
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gering health benefits of this rule— 
4,700 fewer anticipated heart attacks, 
130,000 fewer cases of child asthma 
symptoms, 5,700 fewer emergency room 
visits each year—flow from limiting all 
toxic air pollution from powerplants— 
not eliminating, limiting all toxic air 
pollution from powerplants rather than 
just mercury. 

In pointing out that EPA correctly 
sought to limit all toxic air pollution 
from powerplants, I do not want to 
gloss over the importance of setting 
those Federal mercury standards. As I 
indicated earlier, powerplants are the 
largest source of airborne mercury pol- 
lution in the United States. 

Mercury, as everybody knows, is a 
neurotoxin that can be most dev- 
astating to developing nervous sys- 
tems. The reason we have the phrase 
“mad as a hatter” is because hatters 
used mercury in their work and it af- 
fected their brains. It is a neurotoxin. 
Exposure to mercury in utero, or as a 
child, can permanently reduce a per- 
son’s ability to think and learn. For 
this reason, women of childbearing age, 
infants, and children must avoid mer- 
cury exposure. 

What does this mean for Rhode Is- 
land? Many of you have heard me talk 
about the out-of-State air pollution 
that plagues my State. Most air pollu- 
tion in Rhode Island is not generated 
from within our borders. It is sent from 
sources hundreds, even thousands of 
miles away. It is sent by powerplants 
out of State in significant measure. 

On a clear summer day in Rhode Is- 
land, we will be commuting in to work, 
and we will hear on the drive-time 
radio: Today is a bad air day in Rhode 
Island. Infants, seniors, and people 
with respiratory difficulties should 
stay indoors today; otherwise, it is a 
beautiful day—a summer day when 
kids should be out playing. But if they 
have asthma, if they have a respiratory 
ailment, no, they are condemned to 
stay indoors—not because of anything 
that happened in Rhode Island but be- 
cause of out-of-State pollution, mostly 
from these powerplants. 

So the same sources that create 
those bad air days for Rhode Island— 
that force seniors and infants and chil- 
dren, people with respiratory difficul- 
ties to stay indoors on an otherwise 
fine summer day—also send us mercury 
pollution, which is why, although 
Rhode Island does not have a single 
coal-fired generating unit within its 
borders, our health department has to 
issue fish advisories. 

If there is one emblematic image of 
American families doing something in 
the out-of-doors, it is the parent or 
grandparent taking their child—their 
son or their daughter—or their grand- 
child fishing. Norman Rockwell has 
captured this image. Many of us have 
similar images stored away in our 
childhood memories. 

Yet today if a child goes fishing with 
her grandfather in Rhode Island, she 
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cannot eat the fish she caught. The 
Rhode Island Department of Health 
warns that pregnant women, women 
thinking of becoming pregnant, and 
small children should not eat any 
freshwater fish in Rhode Island. The 
health department also warns these 
populations not to eat some saltwater 
fish, such as shark and swordfish, be- 
cause they have high levels of mercury 
stored in their fat. The health depart- 
ment suggests that no one in Rhode Is- 
land should eat more than one serving 
of freshwater fish—not just children, 
women who are pregnant, and women 
thinking of becoming pregnant—no one 
in Rhode Island should eat more than 
one serving of freshwater fish caught in 
our State each month in order to pro- 
tect against mercury poisoning. 

Finally, the health department warns 
that no one should ever eat any of the 
fish caught in three bodies of water in 
Rhode Island: The Quidnick Reservoir, 
Wincheck Pond, and Yawgoog Pond. 
For those of us who remember fishing 
as kids and eating what we caught, this 
is a sad state of affairs, and this is a 
state of affairs caused by polluters. 
This cost of a family not being able to 
go to Quidnick Reservoir, to Wincheck 
Pond to catch a fish, to take it home, 
to fry it up, to eat it—to do things that 
are as American as apple pie, in some 
respects—is because of the polluters. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield at this point for a ques- 
tion? 

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Of course. 

Mrs. BOXER. First, I want to thank 
the Senator so much—so much—for 
taking to the floor today and explain- 
ing to everyone within the sound of his 
voice that we face a very important 
vote, because we have a colleague on 
the other side of the aisle who wants to 
say to the Environmental Protection 
Agency: Stop your work and allow pol- 
luters to continue to poison this at- 
mosphere and those of us who live in it. 
You are talking about mercury. There 
is arsenic, there is lead, there is form- 
aldehyde. We have to say to the utili- 
ties: Clean up your act. We are giving 
them enough time to do it. 

I want to ask my friend a question, 
and then I will yield altogether to him. 
The question is, is my friend aware 
that the cost-benefit ratio of this rule 
that Senator INHOFE wants to now re- 
peal is 9 to 1? In other words, for every 
$1 that we put in to make sure this pol- 
lution goes away or is controlled, there 
is $9 of benefits in health? Is my col- 
league aware of that? 

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. First of all, let 
me thank my wonderful chairman of 
the Environment and Public Works 
Committee for joining me on the floor 
and asking me this question. The fig- 
ure I have used—I have been more con- 
servative—is in a range between $3 and 
$9. But there is a very significant pay- 
back. As I was pointing out, that pay- 
back actually counts in hard dollars to 
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the public. It does not count things 
such as, as I mentioned in my speech, 
the worry of a mom spending the day 
in the emergency room waiting for her 
child’s breathing to recover. It may 
take into account her or her employ- 
er’s economic loss. It does not take 
into account her worry. It does not 
take into account the grandfather not 
being able to take the fish home from 
Yawgoog Pond because it is now poi- 
sonous because out-of-State polluters 
have dumped mercury into the atmos- 
phere and into the pond for so long. 

Those are real costs if you have a 
traditional American kind of family 
and people go fishing together and do 
things such as that. You cannot do 
that any longer. That does not even 
count in the equation. The polluters 
get to take that away from America 
for free in that equation. 

But, as I said, what is interesting is 
that our friends on the other side only 
seem to think about, only seem to no- 
tice, only seem to talk about the $1 
that the polluters have to pay to clean 
up their act. They do not talk about 
the folks who get the jobs repairing the 
pollution, building the scrubbers—the 
American jobs that creates. They just 
talk about their cost, and they do not 
talk at all about the cost on the other 
side—the health care costs, the job 
losses, the loss of education, the long- 
term health damage that people under- 
take. 

SURFACE TRANSPORTATION 

While the Senator is on the floor, let 
me tell my chairman how proud I am of 
the job she did yesterday on our high- 
way bill. Getting out there with those 
big trucks and with the big, heavy pav- 
ing equipment was a wonderful way of 
demonstrating to the public what has 
happened here, which is that the most 
important jobs bill the Senate has 
passed this year is being blocked by the 
House to eliminate or damage the sum- 
mer construction season for highway 
work. 

In my State, as I think I have told 
the Senator, we have more than 90 
projects on the roster for this sum- 
mer’s highway construction season. 
Forty of them are falling off because of 
the delay from March until June that 
the Republicans already forced on us. 

As the Senator has told me, they are 
trying to push for another delay that is 
going to knock more projects off, put 
more people out of work. Ours was a bi- 
partisan bill. It could not have been 
better and more openly and trans- 
parently run by the Senator and her 
ranking member, Senator INHOFE. 

There are 2.9 million jobs at stake. 
Everybody gets that our roads and 
highways need repair. Yet a group of 
Republicans in the House of Represent- 
atives will not agree to go forward. 
And time is running out on this sum- 
mer’s construction season. 

Mrs. BOXER. Right. 

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. They get the ben- 
efit of knocking down jobs in the runup 
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to the election, which I think is a dis- 
graceful way to go about the Nation’s 
business. But we cannot move them. 
The irony and the tragedy here is, if 
Speaker BOEHNER would call up this bi- 
partisan Senate transportation bill, it 
would pass. 

Mrs. BOXER. That is right. 

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. It would pass 
with Republican votes and Democratic 
votes, and we could put people back to 
work across this country right now, 
doing the work that every American 
knows our highway system needs. This 
is not bridges to nowhere. This is 
bridges that people drive across to get 
to work. This is potholes and highways 
and places like 95 that goes through 
Providence on a viaduct. It is falling in 
so much that they have put planks un- 
derneath it to keep the pieces that fall 
through from landing on the Amtrak 
trains and the car traffic underneath. 

We need this work. We need these 
jobs. It is so disingenuous and so cyn- 
ical to stop this work just because 
there is an election coming. What the 
Senator did yesterday to press on that 
was very important. I appreciate that. 

I see Senator UDALL. 

I yield the floor. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator from Colorado is rec- 
ognized. 

WIND PTC 

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I rise again to continue the fight 
for our effort to extend the production 
tax credit for wind. I am going to con- 
tinue to return to the floor every 
morning until we get the PTC ex- 
tended. 

It has a positive economic effect on 
each and every one of our States and 
we ought to immediately extend it. If 
we do not, there are tremendous risks 
because there will be uncertainty. 
There will be 37,000 jobs at risk, per the 
estimate of the American Wind Energy 
Association, in 2013, if we let this im- 
portant, crucial tax credit expire. 

On the other hand, looking at this 
prohibitively, a recent study by 
Navigant concludes that a stable tax 
policy would allow the wind industry 
to create and save 54,000 jobs. That is a 
clear choice. Do we want to lose 37,000 
jobs or do we want to create and save 
54,000 more? 

Over the last number of years in 
tough economic times, the wind indus- 
try has been a bright spot. We have 
seen growth in the wind industry on 
the manufacturing side, and these are 
good-paying jobs. But we are at a 
make-or-break moment for wind en- 
ergy. If we let the wind PTC expire, we 
will lose thousands of jobs and billions 
of dollars in investment. 

We also run the real risk of losing 
our position in the global economic 
race for clean energy technology. Other 
countries are taking note. While we are 
dithering in the Congress, our foreign 
competitors are literally eating our 
lunch. 
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Iam about to attend a hearing in the 
Energy Committee on our competitive- 
ness in the clean energy sector. We are 
going to be discussing how China is 
outpacing us in the clean energy econ- 
omy. The witnesses, I know, will em- 
phasize—because I have seen their tes- 
timony—that we have to improve and 
maximize domestic manufacturing ca- 
pacity or we risk losing these jobs to 
overseas competitors. 

I wish to give an example this morn- 
ing. In North Carolina, there is a com- 
pany, PPG Industries. It is a fiberglass 
company, hundreds of employees. They 
have been threatened by foreign com- 
petition in the last few years. Fiber- 
glass is a primary component of wind 
turbine blades. The company has found 
new buyers in the wind industry. 

I wish to quote the manager, Cheryl 
Richards, of this factory. She has urged 
us to act. She said: 

That’s investment in the U.S. That’s in- 
vestment in jobs, in technology, in the fu- 
ture, in clean energy. If we’re not doing it, 
there are people across the ocean who will. 
And they’ll be happy to sell their products 
here. 

So while we cannot get our act to- 
gether in Congress to pass the wind 
PTC, our economic competitors in Eu- 
rope and Asia have moved ahead. They 
have developed robust manufacturing 
capacity to serve both their domestic 
demands, and now they are beginning 
to sell all over the world. 

To emphasize how real this threat is, 
I wish to show all of the viewers and 
my colleagues what has happened in 
the past when the PTC has expired. 
Look back in 2000. There was a 93-per- 
cent drop. There was a 73-percent drop 
from 2001 to 2002. It does not make 
sense. I hear this from Coloradans. I 
hear this from Americans. 

Wind project developers in the United 
States and American manufacturers 
are not receiving orders. We could see 
another boom-and-bust cycle, where we 
get a 73-percent or 93-percent drop in 
installations. Our economy does not 
need that, especially right now. So 
there is a time for leadership. It is time 
to show the American people we can 
bridge partisan divides in the Congress, 
we can act, and we can take urgent ac- 
tion. 

Let’s get the wind PTC reauthorized 
as soon as possible. It is within our 
power to stop sending jobs overseas, to 
prevent falling behind major economies 
such as China, Germany, India, and to 
stop harming domestic industries and 
manufacturing. 

Again, look at this chart. This tells 
the story. We have to stand and do the 
right thing. Let’s start by passing the 
wind PTC extension now. We can do it 
today. I am going to continue coming 
back to the floor of the Senate until we 
get the wind PTC extended. 

TRIBUTE TO TEJAL SHAH 

As my time begins to expire, I wished 

to take a moment of personal privilege 
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and note that Tejal Shah, who has been 
working in my office as a fellow from 
the State Department, is leaving my 
office this week. She is returning to 
the State Department to continue 
doing her work there. 

I wish to thank her for the phe- 
nomenal support she has given me, for 
the knowledge and skill she has 
brought to my office. I wish her well in 
her efforts at the State Department. 

I yield the floor and I suggest the ab- 
sence of a quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. UDALL of New Mexico. Mr. 
President, I ask unanimous consent 
that the order for the quorum call be 
rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
UDALL of Colorado). Without objection, 
it is so ordered. 

Mr. UDALL of New Mexico. Mr. 
President, I ask unanimous consent to 
speak for 5 minutes as in morning busi- 
ness. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The Senator 
from New Mexico is recognized. 

UTILITY MACT 

Mr. UDALL of New Mexico. Mr. 
President, I also, as my colleague Sen- 
ator WHITEHOUSE did, wish to thank 
the chairman, BARBARA BOXER, for her 
hard work and her leadership to pro- 
tect our air and our public health on 
this crucial vote that is going to come 
up later this month. 

I rise in opposition to the resolution 
of disapproval that we expect Senator 
INHOFE to offer. This resolution would 
permanently block the EPA from re- 
ducing mercury and toxic pollution 
from powerplants in the United States. 
The standard is called the Maximum 
Achievable Control Technology stand- 
ard or Utility MACT. 

By blocking this standard, this reso- 
lution is bad for public health. This 
resolution is also bad for America’s 
natural gas producers. This resolution 
is especially bad for electric utilities 
that did the right thing and followed 
the law. Environmental protection 
should be a bipartisan issue. Repub- 
licans and Democrats both passed the 
Clean Air Act, the Clean Water Act, 
and other environmental laws by wide 
margins. 

I urge both parties not to support 
this resolution. Here are some key 
points on the public health issues that 
are before us when this resolution 
comes to the floor: The Environmental 
Protection Agency estimates this 
standard will save 4,000 to 11,000 lives 
per year by reducing toxic pollution. 
The EPA also estimates this standard 
will prevent nearly 5,000 heart attacks 
and 130,000 childhood asthma attacks. 

Mercury is a powerful neurotoxin. It 
is mostly a threat to pregnant women 
and young children. We took lead out 
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of gasoline, we can also take mercury 
out of smokestacks. Similar to many 
westerners, I know the Presiding Offi- 
cer and I both enjoy fly fishing. In too 
many areas in America, we have mer- 
cury advisories for fish from American 
lakes and rivers. 

In New Mexico, most of our streams 
are under mercury advisories, which 
means pregnant women and children 
cannot eat the fish from those streams. 
We cannot put a price on healthy chil- 
dren. But if we try, this rule produces 
tens of billions of health benefits each 
year. 

This resolution of disapproval could 
permanently block these benefits. I 
would also like to talk about the im- 
pact of this resolution on natural gas. 
Natural gas has much lower toxic emis- 
sions than coal. It has no mercury. It 
has no soot, known as particulate mat- 
ter. Recent discoveries of U.S. natural 
gas have led to a 100-year supply. Nat- 
ural gas prices are low. While that is 
actually bad for New Mexico’s economy 
in some places, it is good for con- 
sumers. 

Natural gas has increased its market 
share in the power sector from 20 to 29 
percent recently because it is a lower 
cost and cleaner fuel. EPA standards 
do not ban coal, but they do call on 
coal to compete on a level playing field 
and reduce its pollution. If we pass this 
resolution, we will inject further un- 
certainty into the utility sector, which 
is balancing its portfolio to more equal 
shares of coal and gas as opposed to 
being overly reliant on coal. 

I support research in defining ways 
to clean up coal. If we put our minds to 
it, we may be able to take out the toxic 
pollutants. 

I see the Senator from Arizona is on 
the floor. I first wish to thank him for 
allowing me a couple minutes to get 
my statement in. 

I yield the floor. 

Mr. McCAIN. If the Senator from 
New Mexico desires a few extra min- 
utes, I would be more than happy to 
yield. 

Mr. UDALL of New Mexico. I thank 
the Senator. I will take 1 more minute 
to finish. 

Finally, I would like to note that 
this resolution is a bailout of compa- 
nies that would rather spend money on 
lobbying than on pollution controls. 
The EPA standard does not harm re- 
sponsible coal companies. It is achiev- 
able with current technology. It is my 
understanding that most or all of the 
coal plants in New Mexico already have 
the technology to meet these stand- 
ards. The Public Service Company of 
New Mexico has invested in mercury 
controls to reduce pollution in our 
State. Across the Nation, many other 
utilities have as well. 

A variety of business groups support 
EPA’s mercury standard, including the 
Clean Energy Group of utilities, the 
American Sustainable Business Coun- 
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cil, and the Main Street Alliance. 
Those standards are required by the 
Clean Air Act. If we block them, we 
will punish the law abiders and bail out 
the procrastinators. I urge my col- 
leagues to oppose the resolution of dis- 
approval. 

Once again, I thank Senator MCCAIN. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Arizona. 

FARM BILL AUTHORIZING 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I note 
the Presiding Officer was paying close 
attention to the Senator from New 
Mexico. I think that is entirely appro- 
priate for that to happen. I am sure it 
certainly has nothing to do with family 
allegiance. 

The Senate is considering the farm 
bill, which we do every 5 years. During 
this debate, Americans will hear 
speeches about spending reductions and 
cuts to farm subsidies. I concede that 
there is some of that in this bill. 

Unfortunately, so far we have failed 
to have an open and fair amendment 
process that should be the case in the 
Senate. I have several amendments I 
would like to have considered. Similar 
to my other colleagues, we have been 
prevented from doing so. I have been in 
this body for some years during the 
consideration of previous farm bills. I 
have always been able to have a couple 
amendments considered and voted on. 

Unfortunately, that does not seem to 
be the case in the consideration of this 
farm bill. 

It is very regrettable and unfortu- 
nate that we cannot just start voting 
on amendments and then see where we 
are. Instead, we have the filling of the 
tree and other language, and most 
Americans have no idea what we are 
talking about. But it does prevent this 
body from considering the amendments 
of Members on both sides of the aisle. 
It is unfortunate. 

Also, the fact remains that the pro- 
grams authorized under this farm bill 
consume a colossal sum of taxpayer 
dollars. It is over 1,000 pages and is es- 
timated to cost $969 billion over 10 
years. Again, that is $969 billion over 10 
years. That is about $1 billion per page. 
It is a 60-percent increase from the pre- 
vious farm bill, which was passed in 
2008. While I believe it is necessary to 
assist low-income families with nutri- 
tion programs, we should keep farmers 
out of the red when a natural disaster 
strikes. 

I am also mindful of the taxpayers 
who are saddled with a $1.5 trillion def- 
icit and a ballooning $15 trillion na- 
tional debt. The farm bill is certainly 
ripe for spending cuts. Some have 
taken place—not nearly as much are 
necessary. As usual, the farm bill, 
being 1,000 pages long, is filled with 
special deals for special interests. 

I acknowledge that the Senate bill 
generates $23 billion in savings, and 
that is a notable accomplishment. We 
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have finally done away with Depres- 
sion-era farm subsidies such as ‘‘direct 
payments” and the ‘‘countercyclical 
program,” which encourages over- 
production, thereby triggering more 
farm subsidies to compensate for de- 
pressed prices. Unfortunately, it seems 
that Congress’s idea of farm bill reform 
is to eliminate one subsidy program 
only to invent a new one to take its 
place. Cutting direct and counter- 
cyclical payments actually saved the 
taxpayers about $50 billion, but rather 
than plug that money into deficit re- 
duction this farm bill blows $35 billion 
of its own savings on several new sub- 
sidy programs. 

For example, we have a new agricul- 
tural risk coverage subsidy program, or 
ARC, which works by locking in to- 
day’s record-high crop prices and guar- 
anteeing farmers up to an 89-percent 
return on their crop. ARC could cost 
taxpayers anywhere from $3 billion to 
$14 billion each year, depending on 
market conditions. We also create a 
new $3 billion cotton subsidy program 
called STAX, which the Brazilian 
Trade Representative has signaled will 
escalate their WTO antidumping com- 
plaint against the United States. I 
wonder how many of our taxpayers 
know that we already pay Brazil $150 
million a year to keep our cotton pro- 
grams. Why would we make things 
worse? 

This bill authorizes the creation of a 
new marginal loss subsidy program for 
catfish. This bill maintains a $95 bil- 
lion federally backed crop insurance 
program, which also subsidizes crop in- 
surance premiums. We then pile on a 
new $4 billion program called supple- 
mental coverage option, or SCO, that 
subsidizes crop insurance deductibles. 
Subsidized insurance, subsidized pre- 
miums, and subsidized deductibles—I 
am hard pressed to think of any other 
industry that operates with less risk at 
the expense of the American taxpayer. 

This is all part of farm bill politics. 
In order to pass the farm bill, Congress 
must find a way to appease every spe- 
cial interest of every commodity asso- 
ciation, from asparagus farmers to 
wheat growers. If you cut somebody’s 
subsidy, you give them a grant. If you 
kill their grant, then you cover their 
insurance programs. 

Let’s look at several other handouts 
that special interests have reaped in 
this year’s farm bill, which may ac- 
count for the size of the bill. 

The bill authorizes $15 million to es- 
tablish a new grant program to ‘‘im- 
prove” the U.S. sheep industry. We are 
going to spend 15 million of your tax- 
payer dollars to improve the U.S. sheep 
industry. 

The bill authorizes $10 million to es- 
tablish a new USDA—Department of 
Agriculture—program to eradicate 
feral pigs. I have always been against 
pork spending, but now we are going to 
spend $10 million to establish a new 
USDA program to eradicate feral pigs. 
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The bill authorizes $25 million to 
study the health benefits of peas, len- 
tils, and garbanzo beans—$25 million to 
study the health benefits of peas, len- 
tils, and garbanzo beans. I know moth- 
ers all over America who have advo- 
cated for their children to eat their 
peas will be pleased to know there is a 
study that will cost them $25 million as 
to the health benefits of peas, lentils, 
and garbanzo beans. 

It authorizes $200 million for the 
Value Added Grant Program, which 
gives grants to novelty producers such 
as small wineries and—I am not kid- 
ding—the occasional cheesemaker. 

There is $40 million in grants from 
the U.S. Department of Agriculture to 
encourage private landowners to use 
their land for bird-watching or hunt- 
ing. We are looking at a $1.5 trillion 
deficit this year, and we are going to 
spend $40 million to encourage private 
landowners to use their land for bird- 
watching or hunting. I am all for bird- 
watching, and I support hunters—not 
to the tune of $40 million. 

The bill authorizes $700 million for 
the Agriculture and Food Research Ini- 
tiative—$700 million. That funds a vari- 
ety of research grants, such as testing 
pine tree growth in Florida or studying 
moth pheromones. I have no clue what 
a moth pheromone is. When did it be- 
come a national priority to study moth 
pheromones? 

There is $250 million for the U.S. De- 
partment of Agriculture’s Urban For- 
est Assistance Program, which spends 
Federal funds to plant trees in urban 
parks and city streets. There is a new 
program that spends $125 million to 
promote healthy food choices in 
schools. There are already at least four 
other healthy eating educational pro- 
grams in this bill. There are already 
four, but we are going to add another 
$125 million program for another 
healthy eating educational program. 

There is $200 million for one of my 
all-time favorites, the Market Access 
Program, which has been there for 
years, which subsidizes overseas adver- 
tising campaigns of large corporations. 
We have, of course, the infamous mo- 
hair wool subsidy, which has been 
fleecing the American people since 
1954. When Congress passed the 1954 
farm bill, they wanted to ensure a do- 
mestic supply of wool for military uni- 
forms by paying farmers to raise, 
among other things, angora goats for 
mohair. This may have held merit 
then, but nobody can dispute that mo- 
hair became obsolete, thanks to syn- 
thetic fibers. Today we use mohair in 
custom socks, fashionable scarves, and 
trendy throw rugs. Some of my col- 
leagues may recall that Congress killed 
off mohair subsidies in the 1990s. Unfor- 
tunately, goats are reputed to eat just 
about anything, and our hard-earned 
tax dollars are no exception. 

By the time Congress passed the 2002 
farm bill, mohair subsidies had been re- 
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stored. The mohair program, which 
costs taxpayers about $1 million a 
year, may not be particularly expen- 
sive compared to most farm programs. 
I suppose where some of my colleagues 
see a minor government pittance for 
wool socks I see a disgraceful example 
of how special interests can embed 
themselves in a farm bill for genera- 
tions. 

As if field corn and ethanol subsidies 
weren’t nefarious enough, this farm 
bill includes a new carve-out for pop- 
corn subsidies—I am not making it up. 
This is a perfect example of farm bill 
politics. Thanks to a provision snuck 
into a 2003 appropriations bill, popcorn 
started receiving millions of dollars in 
“direct payment” subsidies. However, 
because the new farm bill eliminates 
direct payments, the popcorn industry 
is scrambling to be added to the newly 
created ARC Program. Under this farm 
bill, popcorn will be subsidized to the 
tune of $91 million over 10 years, ac- 
cording to CBO. 

The cooking oil that movie theaters 
use to heat popcorn is already sub- 
sidized, as well as the butter they put 
on top. So popcorn is doing fine is the 
truth of the matter. The price of pop- 
corn has risen 40 percent in recent 
years, thanks in part to ethanol, and 
recent free-trade agreements with Co- 
lombia and South Korea are creating a 
boom for American popcorn exports. 
There isn’t a kernel of evidence that 
they need this support from taxpayers. 

The Sugar Program is another mas- 
terful scam. The USDA operates a com- 
plex system of important tariffs, loans, 
and government production quotas 
that restrict sugar imports and keeps 
sugar prices artificially high. The 
sugar barons will tell us that the De- 
partment of Agriculture Sugar Pro- 
gram operates at ‘no net cost’ to the 
American taxpayers because sugar 
didn’t receive ‘‘direct payments.” 

In actuality, businesses and con- 
sumers bear the burden of the Sugar 
Program by paying higher costs for 
any sweetened product. Every year, 
American consumers are forced to pay 
an extra $3.5 billion on sweetened food 
products. 

Just yesterday, the Senate voted to 
table an amendment to phase out the 
Sugar Program, which is quite a sweet- 
heart deal for sugar growers. 

Finally, one of my favorites of all 
time is regarding catfish. I have an 
amendment that will repeal the farm 
bill provision that directs the USDA to 
create a new catfish inspection office. I 
am grateful for the support of my col- 
leagues who cosponsored it. What we 
are attempting to do with this amend- 
ment is simple: It puts an end to the 
latest attempt by southern catfish 
farmers to restrict catfish imports. 

Five years ago, a protectionist provi- 
sion was snuck into the 2008 farm bill 
that requires the Department of Agri- 
culture to begin inspecting catfish. As 
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my colleagues know, the USDA in- 
spects meat, eggs, and poultry but not 
seafood. That is a whole new govern- 
ment office. It is being developed at 
USDA just to inspect catfish. Catfish 
farmers have tried to argue that we 
need a catfish inspection office to en- 
sure Americans are eating safe and 
healthy catfish. 

I wholeheartedly agree that catfish 
should be safe for consumers. The prob- 
lem is that FDA already inspects cat- 
fish, just as it does all seafood, screen- 
ing it for biological and chemical haz- 
ards. If there were legitimate food safe- 
ty reasons for having USDA inspect 
catfish, we would not be having this 
discussion. Don’t take my word for it, 
just ask USDA. 

When the Department of Agriculture 
completed an internal assessment for 
the program in December 2010, the De- 
partment said it could not establish a 
“rational relationship’? between the 
catfish office and the risks to human 
health, concluding, ‘‘There is substan- 
tial uncertainty regarding the effec- 
tiveness of the catfish inspection pro- 
gram.” The Department of Agriculture 
estimates that this questionable pro- 
gram will come at a cost to taxpayers 
of $30 million just to create the office 
and another $14 million each year 
thereafter. 

GAO has also extensively examined 
the catfish office. In February 2011, 
GAO released a report saying the cat- 
fish office is at ‘high risk” for fraud, 
waste, and abuse, and it is ‘‘duplica- 
tive?” of FDA’s functions and would 
fragment our food safety system. Just 
last week GAO issued a new report, ti- 
tled ‘‘Responsibility For Inspecting 
Catfish Should Not Be Assigned to 
USDA,” and they called upon Congress 
to repeal the catfish office. 

This isn’t the first time consumers 
have been hoodwinked by southern cat- 
fish farmers. When the Senate consid- 
ered the 2002 farm bill, they slipped in 
an obscure provision that made it ille- 
gal to label Vietnamese catfish as 
“catfish” in the United States. At that 
time, the State Department had re- 
cently reopened trade relations with 
Vietnam, and domestic catfish farmers 
in Southern States found themselves 
competing against cheaper catfish im- 
ports. Domestic catfish farmers wanted 
to discourage American consumers 
from buying Vietnamese catfish by 
marketing it under the Latin name 
“pnangasius,”’ or ‘panga, even though 
it is virtually indistinguishable from 
U.S.-grown catfish. 

Although the panga labeling law was 
enacted, it ultimately backfired on 
catfish farmers because panga catfish 
remained popular with American con- 
sumers. It is a senseless law, and my 
colleagues may recall that I came to 
the floor to fight against it. I asked the 
question: ‘‘When is a catfish not a cat- 
fish?” Why would Congress pass a law 
that renames a species of catfish into 
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something else? Why single out catfish 
and put it in the same category as 
USDA-inspected beef. Ironically, cat- 
fish farmers are lobbying USDA to re- 
relabel Vietnamese ‘‘panga’’ back to 
“catfish” to ensure Asian imports are 
subject to this new catfish office. 

So the catfish office offers no legiti- 
mate food safety benefit. Its true goal 
is to erect trade barriers on Asian cat- 
fish imports to prop up the domestic 
catfish industry and make American 
consumers pay more. 

The farm bill before us has some 
laudable parts to it. There are some re- 
ductions in spending. When we examine 
the bill, however, we find more and 
more of this kind of special interest, 
unnecessary spending, and programs 
that either are protectionist in nature 
or programs that have been inserted 
sometimes in the middle of the night in 
the past. We have also just begun to ex- 
amine a number of provisions in this 
bill, which I did not discuss today. 

I wish the small business men and 
women in my State had a bill for small 
business, a bill that would help them in 
the very difficult times they are expe- 
riencing, in the terrible economic 
times which have caused them to not 
be in business anymore so that they 
and their families are going through 
the most difficult of times. This is ob- 
viously a well-intentioned bill, but I 
also think in these harsh economic 
times it is far from the kind of legisla- 
tion we owe the American people. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor, and I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. HELLER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 

PRESERVING WATERS OF THE USA ACT 

Mr. HELLER. Mr. President, I rise 
today to discuss one of the biggest 
threats to economic growth in this 
country, and that is this administra- 
tion’s job-killing regulatory agenda. 

My goal in the Senate is to promote 
policies that create jobs. With my 
home State of Nevada leading the Na- 
tion in unemployment, I do not believe 
the private sector is doing just fine, 
and I support commonsense policies 
that give our job creators the nec- 
essary tools to provide for long-term 
economic growth. 

Under the current administration, 
they seem bent upon issuing regulation 
after regulation that threatens exist- 
ing jobs and preventing new ones from 
being created. As I have stated before, 
you cannot be projobs and antibusiness 
at the same time. 

With unemployment at 11.7 percent 
in Nevada—and it continues to lead the 
Nation in unemployment—the only 
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things as scarce as jobs in Nevada are 
private property and water. Roughly 87 
percent of Nevada is controlled by the 
Federal Government, and the remain- 
ing 13 percent is heavily regulated by 
the Federal Government also. Nevada 
is also one of the driest States in the 
Nation. Because of this, water is a very 
precious commodity. 

As we debate the farm bill, I am 
proud to join with some of my col- 
leagues in their efforts to provide some 
much needed regulatory relief for 
American farmers in rural America. 
However, the latest efforts by this ad- 
ministration go well beyond the agri- 
cultural sector. 

For years there has been a concerted 
effort to expand the regulatory reach 
over water in this country. After years 
of failed attempts to legislatively 
change the scope of regulatory author- 
ity over water, the EPA is now trying 
to overturn both congressional intent 
and multiple Supreme Court decisions 
to further their goal of overregulation. 

To put it into context, if this regula- 
tion were enacted, it would give the 
EPA and the Army Corps of Engineers 
the ability to regulate irrigation 
ditches, large mud puddles, or anything 
that contains standing water, regard- 
less of whether it is permanent, sea- 
sonal, or manmade. Never before under 
the Clean Water Act have Federal regu- 
lations extended this far. This was not 
the intent of Congress when writing 
the Clean Water Act, and Congress has 
repeatedly rejected any legislative ef- 
fort to alter the existing law. 

More disturbing, the administration 
has bypassed public outreach and has 
neglected to consider the economic im- 
pact of their proposed action. This is in 
addition to ignoring the fact that the 
Supreme Court twice affirmed the lim- 
its of the Federal authority under the 
Clean Water Act. But apparently the 
EPA believes it does not have to adhere 
to laws of the land. 

Expanding the Federal regulatory 
overreach into water also infringes on 
private property rights. It stops invest- 
ments and development and infrastruc- 
ture projects, including housing, 
schools, hospitals, roads, highways, ag- 
riculture, and energy. In my home 
State, this regulation will hurt farm- 
ing, ranching, mining, and construc- 
tion—the same middle-class, blue-col- 
lar jobs this administration claims to 
care about. 

In an already struggling economy, we 
cannot afford to create additional regu- 
latory barriers that will cost jobs and 
prevent future economic growth. That 
is why Senators BARRASSO, INHOFE, 
SESSIONS, and I have offered an amend- 
ment to the farm bill, as well as a 
stand-alone piece of legislation that 
would preserve the current definition 
of waters of the United States. The 
Preserve the Waters of the United 
States Act is simply straightforward 
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legislation that would preserve the cur- 
rent definition of Federal waters as 
well as uphold private property rights. 

Opposition to this legislation has 
been disingenuous. It is ridiculous to 
assert that supporters of this impor- 
tant legislation are opposed to clean 
water. What I am opposed to is the 
Federal Government continuing its 
overreach and further hurting our 
economy and jeopardizing personal 
property rights and States rights. I am 
opposed to giving Washington bureau- 
crats the authority to regulate your 
backyard. And I am opposed to this ad- 
ministration using a closed-door proc- 
ess to issue job-killing regulations that 
have become far too common. 

I had hoped for a vote on this amend- 
ment that will allow the Senate to 
make a clear choice between jobs and 
an extreme environmental agenda. Un- 
fortunately, the amendment process 
has once again broken down, and we 
will not have the ability to openly de- 
bate this important issue. 

I encourage my colleagues to support 
the Preserve the Waters of the United 
States Act and show their constituents 
that they stand with job creators. 
There is a vast and diverse coalition of 
support for our efforts to limit the Fed- 
eral Government’s overreach. It in- 
cludes local governments, municipali- 
ties, manufacturers, small businesses, 
and many more. 

As an outdoorsman, I am committed 
to good stewardship of our natural re- 
sources and believe that we do not have 
to choose between a healthy environ- 
ment and economic prosperity. The 
Preserve the Waters of the United 
States Act is a commonsense solution 
that will prevent jobs from being de- 
stroyed and keep private property 
rights from being further eroded by 
this Federal Government. I respect- 
fully urge all of my colleagues to sup- 
port this legislation and bring it to a 
vote. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor, and I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 

FARM BILL AMENDMENTS 

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. President, I will 
be speaking about two amendments 
that I intend to offer as part of the 
farm bill. I think both amendments are 
extremely important, and both amend- 
ments have the support of the vast ma- 
jority of the people of our country. 
They may not have the support of pow- 
erful special interests, but I think that 
from Maine to California, people will 
be supporting these amendments. 
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The first one is amendment No. 2310, 
which is cosponsored by Senator BAR- 
BARA BOXER of California. 

All across our country, people are be- 
coming more and more conscious about 
the foods they are eating and the foods 
they are serving to their kids, and this 
is certainly true for genetically engi- 
neered foods. This is a major concern 
in my State of Vermont, I know it isa 
major concern in Senator BOXER’s 
State of California, and it is a major 
concern all over our country. 

This year in my State of Vermont, 
our legislature tried to pass a bill that 
would have required foods that contain 
genetically engineered ingredients to 
have that information on their labels. 
That information would simply give 
consumers in the State of Vermont the 
knowledge about the ingredients that 
are in the food they are ingesting—not, 
I believe, a terribly radical idea. 

I personally believe, and I think most 
Americans believe, that when a mother 
goes to the store and purchases food for 
her child, she has the right to know 
what she is feeding her child, what is in 
the food she is giving to her kids and 
her family. This concern about geneti- 
cally engineered labeling brought out a 
huge turnout to the Vermont State 
legislature of people who were sup- 
portive of this concept. In fact, it was 
one of the most hotly debated and dis- 
cussed issues in our legislature this 
year. Over 100 Vermonters testified at 
a committee meeting—the Committee 
on Agriculture meeting of the State of 
Vermont—in favor of this legislation. 
We are a small State. Hundreds more 
crowded in the statehouse to show 
their support. 

What people in Vermont, and I be- 
lieve all over this country, are saying, 
simply and straightforwardly, is: We 
want to know what is in the food we 
are eating and whether that food is ge- 
netically engineered. Clearly, this is 
not just a Vermont issue. Almost 1 mil- 
lion people in the State of California 
signed a petition to get labeling of ge- 
netically engineered food on the No- 
vember ballot. In California, a big 
State, 1 million people is a lot of peo- 
ple. In other words, what we are seeing 
from Vermont and California and all 
over this country is people want to 
know what is in the food they are eat- 
ing and they want to know whether 
that food is genetically engineered. I 
thank Senator BOXER of California for 
representing the people of her State in 
cosponsoring this legislation. 

This is not just a Vermont issue. It is 
not just a California issue. According 
to an MSNBC poll in February of 2011, 
95 percent of Americans agree that la- 
beling of food with genetically engi- 
neered ingredients should be allowed. 
Those polling numbers have been con- 
sistently over 90 percent dating back to 
2001. 

What we are seeing in polling, year 
after year, is people want to know 
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what is in the food they are eating. Not 
everybody agrees. Monsanto, one of the 
world’s largest producers of genetically 
engineered food, does not like this idea. 
Monsanto is also the world’s largest 
producer of the herbicide Roundup, as 
well as so-called Roundup Ready seeds 
that have been genetically engineered 
to resist the pesticide. It is no mystery 
why Monsanto would fight people’s 
right to know. Business is booming for 
this huge chemical company. It raked 
in over $11 billion in revenues and 
cleared $1.6 billion in profits in 2011. 
This year is going pretty well for Mon- 
santo. 

Once it seemed possible that 
Vermont could pass the bill. That is be- 
cause the people of the State of 
Vermont want to see that legislation 
passed. But our friends at Monsanto 
threatened to sue the State if that bill 
was passed. Sadly—and this is what 
goes on in politics, not just on this 
issue but on so many issues—despite 
passing out of the House Committee on 
Agriculture by a vote of 9 to 1, the bill 
did not make it any further because of 
the fear of a lawsuit from this huge, 
multinational corporation. 

Today, we have an opportunity, with 
the Sanders-Boxer amendment, amend- 
ment No. 2310, to affirm States rights 
to label food that contains genetically 
engineered ingredients. This amend- 
ment recognizes that the 10th amend- 
ment to the U.S. Constitution clearly 
reserves powers in our system of fed- 
eralism to the States and to the people. 
In other words, that is what federalism 
is about. This amendment acknowl- 
edges that States have the right to re- 
quire the labeling of foods produced 
through genetic engineering or derived 
from organisms that have been geneti- 
cally engineered. Simply put, this 
amendment gives people the right to 
know. It says that a State, if its legis- 
lature so chooses, may require that 
any food or beverage containing a ge- 
netically engineered ingredient offered 
for sale in that State have a label that 
makes that information public and 
clear. 

It also requires that the Commis- 
sioner of the FDA, with the Secretary 
of Agriculture, shall report to Congress 
within 2 years on the percentage of 
food and beverages in the United 
States that contain genetically engi- 
neered ingredients. 

There are strong precedents for label- 
ing. The FDA, as everybody knows, al- 
ready requires the labeling of over 3,000 
ingredients, additives, and processes. If 
we want to know if our food contains 
gluten, aspartame, high-fructose corn 
syrup, trans fats or MSG, we simply 
read the ingredients label. Similarly, 
the FDA requires labeling for major 
food allergens such as peanuts, wheat, 
shellfish, and others. But Americans, 
for some reason, are not afforded that 
same information when it comes to ge- 
netically engineered foods. 
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Here is a very important point to 
make. What I am asking now, for the 
people of America, is something that 
exists right now all over the world. Ge- 
netically engineered foods are already 
required to be labeled in 49 countries 
around the world, including Russia, the 
United Kingdom, Australia, South 
Korea, Japan, Brazil, China, New Zea- 
land, and others, and the entire Euro- 
pean Union allows its countries to re- 
quire such labels, which is essentially 
what this amendment is about. It is 
not telling, but it is allowing States 
the right to go forward, if that is what 
the people of those States want. 

If this is good for 49 or more coun- 
tries around the world, why is it not 
acceptable in the United States of 
America? The answer is pretty simple. 
We have a large, powerful, multi- 
national corporation that is more con- 
cerned about their own profits than 
they are about allowing the American 
people to know what is in the food they 
are eating. 

Let me clarify just a few pieces of in- 
formation regarding genetically engi- 
neered foods. Monsanto claims there is 
nothing to be concerned about with ge- 
netically engineered foods. In the 1990s, 
there was a consensus among scientists 
and doctors at the FDA that GE foods 
could have new and different risks, 
such as hidden allergens, increased 
plant toxin levels, and the potential to 
hasten the spread of antibiotic-resist- 
ant disease, but those concerns were 
quickly pushed aside in the name of 
biotechnology progress. Their concerns 
were not, however, unfounded. 

In May 2012, a landmark independent 
study by Canadian doctors published in 
the peer-reviewed journal Reproductive 
Toxicology found that toxins from soil 
bacterium which had been engineered 
into Bt corn to kill pests was present 
in the bloodstream of 93 percent of 
pregnant women as well as in 80 per- 
cent of their fetal cord blood. In the 
wake of this study, action is being 
taken. In 3 days, on June 17, the Amer- 
ican Medical Association will consider 
resolutions that ask for studies on the 
impacts of GE foods and labeling. Reso- 
lutions calling for labeling of GE foods 
have already been passed by the Amer- 
ican Public Health Association and the 
American Nurses Association. 

There is a great need for this infor- 
mation because there have never been 
mandatory human clinical trials of ge- 
netically engineered crops—no tests for 
the possibility of it causing cancer or 
for harm to fetuses, no long-term test- 
ing for human health risks, no require- 
ment for long-term testing on animals, 
and only limited allergy testing. What 
this means is that for all intents and 
purposes, the long-term health study 
on GE food is being done on the Amer- 
ican people. We are the clinical test. 

Let me clarify just a few things 
about labeling genetically engineered 
food. GE food labels will not increase 
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costs to shoppers. Everybody knows 
companies change their labels all the 
time. They market their products dif- 
ferently and adding a label does not 
change this. In fact, many products al- 
ready voluntarily label their food as 
“GMO free.” Further, genetically engi- 
neered crops are not better for the en- 
vironment. For example, the use of 
Monsanto Roundup Ready soybeans en- 
gineered to withstand the exposure to 
the herbicide Roundup has caused the 
spread of Roundup-resistant weeds 
which now infest 10 million acres in 22 
States, with predictions of 40 million 
acres or more by mid-decade. Resistant 
weeds increase the use of herbicides 
and the use of older and more toxic 
herbicides. 

Further, there are no international 
agreements that prohibit the manda- 
tory identification of foods produced 
through genetic engineering. But as I 
mentioned, 49 other countries already 
require it. 

The Sanders-Boxer consumers right 
to know about genetically engineered 
food amendment, amendment No. 2310, 
is about allowing States to honor the 
wishes of their residents and allowing 
consumers to know what they are eat- 
ing. If this is not a conservative 
amendment, I do not know what is. 
Americans deserve the right to know 
what they and their children are eating 
and that is what this amendment is all 
about. Monsanto and other major cor- 
porations should not be the ones to de- 
cide this issue. The Congress and the 
American people should make that de- 
cision. Without commonsense labeling 
requirements, the 295 million American 
citizens who favor labeling, the over- 
whelming majority of Americans who 
in poll after poll said yes, want to 
know whether the food they are eating 
contains genetically engineered prod- 
ucts. They are not being listened to. On 
behalf of the American people who 
want to know what is in their food, I 
urge support for this important amend- 
ment. 

I have another amendment, but I will 
come back at another time to talk 
about the amendment, which will de- 
mand that the Commodity Futures 
Trading Commission do what the law 
requires of them; that is, end excessive 
speculation in the oil futures market, 
but I will hold off on that until a later 
time. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
BROWN of Ohio). The Senator from New 
Jersey is recognized. 

UNANIMOUS CONSENT AGREEMENT—EXECUTIVE 
CALENDAR 

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that at 12 noon 
today, the Senate proceed to executive 
session and that the motion to proceed 
to the motion to reconsider the cloture 
vote by which cloture was not invoked 
on Executive Calendar No. 501 be 
agreed to, the motion to reconsider be 
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agreed to, and that there be 30 minutes 
for debate equally divided in the usual 
form; and that following the use or 
yielding back of time, the Senate pro- 
ceed to vote on cloture on the nomina- 
tion, upon reconsideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the quorum 
call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Michigan. 

AGRICULTURE PRODUCTION 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I 
want to spend a few moments talking 
about one of our job-creating titles in 
the farm bill, but first I want to thank 
colleagues who are continuing to work 
on this bill. As we continue to do the 
business of the Senate, they are work- 
ing through the amendment process 
and coming together with what I am 
optimistic will be an agreement for us 
to be able to move forward so we can 
complete our task on the farm bill. 

I thank the ranking member of the 
committee, Senator ROBERTS, for his 
leadership and his staff and my staff 
for working so hard together. There 
has been a lot of coffee involved for 
folks to be able to stay awake on some 
late nights right now. They are doing a 
great job, and we are very optimistic as 
we move forward in this process. 

One of the reasons we need to get 
this done, as I have stressed many 
times but it bears repeating, is this is 
a jobs bill. As the distinguished Pre- 
siding Officer from Ohio knows—as 
well as myself, coming from Michi- 
gan—jobs are a big deal. Jobs are a big 
deal across the country, but we have 
been in the middle of it in terms of the 
recession. We are now seeing optimism 
because we are recommitting ourselves 
to making things and growing things 
in this country. 

We make a lot of great things in 
Michigan, not the least of which is 
automobiles, but a lot of other things 
also. I know Ohio, as well, is a great 
State for making things. Both of our 
States are also States where we grow 
things, and I appreciate the leadership 
of the Presiding Officer who is on our 
Agriculture Committee and has played 
a very significant role in getting us to 
this point. The distinguished Presiding 
Officer, Senator BROWN, has helped 
with major reforms in this bill. He has 
put forward a bipartisan proposal that 
relates to moving a risk-based system 
to support our farmers. I appreciate 
very much the Senator’s leadership on 
that as well as a number of other 
things. 

But this is about growing things. Al- 
most one out of four people in Michi- 
gan has a job because we grow things. 
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We have more diversity of crops than 
any State, with the exception of Cali- 
fornia, and so that means every page of 
the farm bill matters to Michigan, 
which is why over the years I have paid 
attention to every single page of the 
farm bill. 

Overall in our country 16 million peo- 
ple work because of agriculture. They 
may be involved in production, they 
may be involved in packaging, they 
may be involved in processing, they 
may make the farm equipment, or they 
may be involved in a variety of things, 
but they work because we grow things 
in America. Our one area of huge trade 
surplus, and where we have grown in 
the last 2 years by 270 percent, is in ag- 
riculture. We are creating jobs here 
and exporting, and so this is a jobs bill. 

I want to talk specifically about a 
very important piece where we bring 
together making things and growing 
things in our economy, and that is the 
energy title of the farm bill. The en- 
ergy title reflects the important work 
being done by America’s farmers, 
ranchers, forest managers, and rural 
small businesses to help improve our 
energy security. 

Since we added this title in the 2002 
farm bill—I was pleased to be a strong 
supporter in doing that—the Rural En- 
ergy for America Program has helped 
put in place nearly 8,000 projects and 
jobs that have helped farmers lower 
their energy bills and actually produce 
electricity that goes back to the elec- 
tric grid. In the last 10 years, we have 
seen incredible advances in advanced 
biofuels and biobased manufacturing, 
which is the ultimate way to bring to- 
gether making things and growing 
things, both of which are supported and 
strengthened in this bill. 

The farm bill is also an energy bill 
and it is a jobs bill. There are more 
than 3,000 companies doing innovative, 
biobased manufacturing, and using ag- 
ricultural products instead of petro- 
leum to manufacture finished products. 
Those companies have already created 
over 100,000 jobs and are growing every 
day. Many of these businesses are in 
rural communities, and supporting 
those businesses is one of the best ways 
we can create jobs and economic 
growth in small towns all across our 
country. 

This kind of manufacturing is also a 
win-win for the farmers. They get new 
markets for their products and, in 
some cases, markets for their waste 
products. 

We have also seen tremendous 
growth in biofuels. This farm bill shifts 
our focus to the next generation of ad- 
vanced biofuels, such as cellulosic eth- 
anol, to continue lowering prices for 
families at the pump. According to a 
study by the University of Wisconsin 
and the University of Iowa, ethanol has 
already helped keep gas prices more 
than $1 lower than they otherwise 
would be. It is the only competition we 
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have at the moment at the pump. As a 
consumer, what we need is more choice 
and more competition so that depend- 
ing on foreign oil is not the only 
choice. 

Many of our colleagues have different 
feelings about our energy policies, and 
the great thing about the farm bill is 
that it doesn’t matter what we believe 
or where we come from, it is a winner 
because it creates choices. If we want 
to reduce greenhouse gas pollution, 
this bill is a winner. If we want to 
make America more energy inde- 
pendent so we are not relying so much 
on foreign oil, this bill is a winner. If 
we want farmers to pay lower energy 
bills so they have more money to hire 
workers and improve their business, 
this bill is a winner. And if we want 
Americans to pay lower prices at the 
gas pump, as we all do, this bill is a 
winner for every American. 

I especially want to thank Senators 
CONRAD, LUGAR, HARKIN, BEN NELSON, 
BENNET, BROWN, KLOBUCHAR, THUNE, 
CASEY, and HOEVEN, who worked very 
hard at putting together the energy 
title and the necessary funding to con- 
tinue supporting these innovative 
farmers and businesses all across our 
country. I appreciate their leadership 
in working with us and being able to 
get this done. 

I want to talk about some of the spe- 
cific areas we have in the energy title. 
There is something called the Rural 
Energy for America Program, also 
known as REAP. It is one of the most 
successful programs in the energy title, 
and one we hear about most often from 
farmers and ranchers across the coun- 
try. 

This program helps farmers with loan 
guarantees and grants to purchase and 
install renewable energy systems and 
make energy efficiency upgrades. 
Farmers have been able to put solar 
panels, wind turbines, as well as bio- 
mass energy and geothermal and hy- 
droelectric and other forms of renew- 
able energy technology on the farm. 
Since 2003, REAP has supported 7,997 
different energy-efficient projects that 
have generated or saved 6.5 million 
megawatt hours, which is enough 
power to meet the annual needs of 
nearly 600,000 households. 

As a caveat, I also want to say that 
when we talk about all of these alter- 
natives, I also see this from the stand- 
point of making things. When we look 
at a big wind turbine, a lot of folks see 
energy use. I see 8,000 parts. We can 
make every one of them in Michigan 
and probably an awful lot of them in 
Ohio. So when we talk about creating 
energy efficiency opportunities, we are 
also talking about creating manufac- 
turing jobs in the process. REAP is a 
big success story, which is why we con- 
tinued the program and streamlined 
the application process for farmers and 
small businesses applying for small and 
medium-sized projects. 
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Each project funded by REAP can 
make a significant impact, as I said, on 
utility costs incurred by the busi- 
nesses. For example, one company in 
Georgia created an on-farm solar sys- 
tem that will produce about 60,000 kilo- 
watt hours per year to lower the com- 
pany’s power bills. Another Kentucky 
company used an energy efficiency 
grant to improve lighting and support 
a refrigeration/freezer project that 
would give them 63 percent energy sav- 
ings—63 percent. That is a pretty big 
deal when we are paying the bills. 

The next part I want to talk about is 
something called biobased markets and 
part of a larger biobased manufac- 
turing effort that I am very enthused 
about. Biobased manufacturing is rap- 
idly becoming a critical component of 
our new economy. According to USDA, 
there are 3,118 registered biobased com- 
panies in the United States that have 
so far created about 100,000 jobs, and 
growing. With customers demanding 
more choices, oil prices rising, these 
innovative companies are taking new 
approaches, turning agricultural prod- 
ucts into manufactured products. So as 
we can see, all across the country there 
are 3,000 companies. This is a huge area 
that is growing, the innovation proc- 
ess, where we are literally taking agri- 
cultural products and replacing chemi- 
cals, replacing petroleum and plastics, 
and doing a variety of things that 
allow us to create new markets for 
farmers, get us off of foreign oil, and 
create jobs. I would argue that in the 
next 5 years we will see many, many, 
many more dots on this map as a result 
of the farm bill and private sector ef- 
forts that are going on across the coun- 
try. 

In the 2008 farm bill, we created the 
biobased program to develop and ex- 
pand markets for these biobased prod- 
ucts. Here are a few examples: 
Papermate makes a biodegradable, re- 
tractable grip pen manufactured by 
Sanford Newell Rubbermaid in Georgia. 
This pen is made from biodegradable 
components that include an exclusive 
corn-based material to produce less 
waste and more compost. 

Purell Advanced Green Certified In- 
stant Hand Sanitizer is a green-cer- 
tified product made by a company in 
Ohio, containing ingredients from re- 
newable resources. It kills more than 
99.9 percent of most germs. It is a prod- 
uct that is biodegradable. 

Greenware Cold Portion Cups made 
by Fabri-Kal Corporation in Michigan 
are made from materials such as plant- 
based and post-consumer recycled res- 
ins. My colleagues will note that this 
looks familiar because it is the same 
kind of cup we use in the Senate. This 
is something we are using and thereby 
supporting the biobased economy. 

By including biobased manufacturing 
in the Biorefinery Assistance Program 
within the energy title, we are expand- 
ing economic opportunities for farmers 
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by giving them new markets for crops 
to grow and we are supporting cutting- 
edge manufacturing businesses that are 
making these products and creating 
these jobs. 

We also have done other pieces that 
will strengthen this effort. I might 
mention, though we don’t have a pic- 
ture of it with us on a chart, one of the 
exciting things I am seeing in Michi- 
gan, as we bring together making 
things and growing things, is the ex- 
tent to which our automakers are 
using biobased products in the making 
of automobiles. So for anyone who is 
buying a new Ford vehicle today—I 
sound like an advertisement—but a 
new Ford vehicle or a great new Chevy 
Volt or a number of new great Amer- 
ican-made vehicles we have today, we 
are sitting on seats made from soy- 
based foam. We have soybean in the 
seats. Soy-based foam was actually 
started over 80 years ago with Henry 
Ford and has been something we have 
focused on, on and off, for 80 years. But 
now it has become a major effort. A 
major company in Michigan called 
Lear is making these seats. They are 
biodegradable. They are lightweight. 
We get better fuel economy. And as I 
often tell my friends, if you get hun- 
gry, you get something to munch on. 

So the truth is we are seeing huge ad- 
vances. One may very well have cup- 
holders in their car that have a corn- 
based or wheat-based or other kind of 
agricultural-based product in the plas- 
tic, rather than petroleum—another 
way to get off of foreign oil. They are 
experimenting with tires, rather than 
using petroleum in tires. I think there 
is an explosion here of opportunity for 
innovation with our farmers and our 
manufacturers, with our universities, 
our scientists. It is very exciting, and 
it is part of the next generation for us 
of a new economy and new jobs. This 
farm bill strengthens that effort, work- 
ing with the private sector, to help us 
rapidly move forward on jobs. 

One of the other ways we support ef- 
forts to create and then the commer- 
cialization of products, to be able to 
move forward as it relates to creating, 
producing more products and so on, is 
to give consumers a way to find these 
products. So we have something called 
the USDA Certified Biobased Product 
label. 

The mission of the BioPreferred Pro- 
gram is to develop and expand markets 
for biobased products through preferred 
Federal purchases of biobased products 
across the Federal Government and a 
voluntary labeling program to raise 
consumers’ awareness and to help 
make sure we know that what we are 
buying is, in fact, a biobased product. 
Since the program was created in the 
last farm bill in 2008, there are now 64 
different categories of biobased prod- 
ucts and almost 9,000 products—9,000 
products—approved for preferred Fed- 
eral purchases. It is in everybody’s best 
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interests for us to be encouraging these 
new markets, encouraging innovation, 
and at the same time addressing other 
critical needs for our country, includ- 
ing getting off of foreign oil. In addi- 
tion, another 430 products from 150 
companies have been certified to carry 
the USDA Certified Biobased Product 
label. So this is important. And there 
are new efforts happening. The Presi- 
dent, the Secretary of Agriculture, and 
I have come together to urge, in fact, 
that we increase the amount of 
biobased labeling that is going on and 
make sure that consumers are looking 
for this label. 

We then have the Biorefinery Assist- 
ance Program which is a very impor- 
tant piece of all of this. The Bio- 
refinery Assistance Program was origi- 
nally created in the 2002 farm bill to 
support the development and construc- 
tion of demonstration-scale biorefin- 
eries to determine the commercial via- 
bility of some of the processes that are 
involved in converting renewable bio- 
mass to advanced biofuels. It also guar- 
antees loans for companies that are de- 
veloping, constructing, or retrofitting 
commercial-scale biorefineries using 
these new technologies. In the last 2 
years, companies participating in this 
effort have created nearly 300 direct 
jobs, and it is estimated that as this 
program is written into the 2012 farm 
bill, it will help these innovative busi- 
nesses hire another 450 people as well. 

We also expand eligibility for the 
program to include biobased manufac- 
turing. This is a very important piece 
of this bill. We are now going from re- 
fineries, talking about advanced 
biofuels, to expanding the opportunity 
for tools for our biobased manufactur- 
ers within the rubric of the energy title 
and the focus on jobs. 

We are talking about loan guarantees 
for companies to leverage private dol- 
lars. So for just over $400 million in 
loan guarantees, we have leveraged $1.5 
billion in private dollars to help com- 
panies with the cost of retrofitting and 
building new commercial biofuels 
plants. When operational, these facili- 
ties are expected to produce 113 million 
gallons of advanced biofuels and gen- 
erate almost 25 million kilowatt hours 
of renewable energy, and reduce green- 
house gas emissions by an estimated 
600,000 metric tons of carbon dioxide 
which, by the way, is the equivalent of 
taking 11,000 cars off the road. I have a 
little bit of a mixed feeling about that. 
Actually, we would much prefer to do 
it this way and keep great new ad- 
vanced vehicles on the road. 

In 2011, the USDA awarded $6.9 mil- 
lion in grants and $13.1 million in loan 
guarantees to 17 anaerobic digester 
projects—here we are talking about 
waste on the farm and turning it into 
energy—which will create enough en- 
ergy to power 10,000 homes. 

There are so many opportunities for 
us, whether it is animal waste, food 
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waste. We have a facility in Michigan 
that will be opening in the fall that is 
up by Gerber Baby Food. We are the 
international home of Gerber Baby 
Food in Fremont, MI. There is a new 
biobased facility opening that will use 
all the food waste to generate energy— 
electricity—for the northwestern area 
of Michigan. There are so many oppor- 
tunities for us right now, using, again, 
food waste, byproducts from agri- 
culture, and so on, where we can blend 
those together and create jobs and get 
us off of foreign oil. 

The Biorefinery Assistance Program 
has helped build seven first-of-their- 
kind biorefineries to produce advanced 
biofuels in States from Florida to Or- 
egon, Michigan to New Mexico. One of 
the companies, called INEOS New 
Plant Bioenergy, has just begun com- 
missioning their plant in Indian River 
County, FL, which will use citrus and 
other municipal solid waste to produce 
8 million gallons of cellulosic ethanol 
every year and 6 megawatts of renew- 
able electricity. They have over 100 
people working on the job, completing 
this first-of-a-kind plant, using 85 per- 
cent U.S.-manufactured equipment, by 
the way, for the facility. 

There is so much. I could spend a 
long time going through all of the ex- 
citing efforts going on, literally from 
the east coast to the west coast, North 
and South, where creative entre- 
preneurs are coming forward, with sup- 
port from the USDA to be able to get 
them through what is often called the 
valley of death, as they have a great 
idea but are trying to get it to com- 
mercialization, and efforts that are 
leveraging private dollars and public 
dollars to be able to have these compa- 
nies move forward into full commer- 
cialization. Then they can create jobs, 
create renewable energy, get us off of 
foreign oil or create other kinds of 
products—all kinds of opportunities for 
us around products. 

That leads me to another important 
piece, which is R&D, which is always a 
very important part of what needs to 
be done as we are looking at these new 
ideas. Entrepreneurs, companies large 
and small, many small businesses—in 
fact, most of them start as small busi- 
nesses with a great idea, and they are 
looking for how to turn that into a 
great business, and hiring people, and 
so on. The Biomass Research and De- 
velopment Initiative is an integral 
component to bridging the gap between 
technology development and commer- 
cialization. As I said, this is often 
called the valley of death. If you are 
somebody out there who is an entre- 
preneur with a great idea, how do you 
actually convince somebody to invest 
in it so you can move forward? Nearly 
$133 million in grants was provided 
through the research and development 
effort from 2003 to 2010 and they helped 
leverage $61 million in private invest- 
ment. 
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One of the great success stories 
among many comes out of Wisconsin. 
We heard about this during one of our 
farm bill hearings when Lee Edwards, 
CEO of Virent Energy, came in to tell 
us about the great work his company is 
doing. They were awarded a grant as 
seed money to develop their technology 
with the University of Wisconsin. 
Virent now has over 120 employees and 
plans to expand again after receiving a 
contract from Coca-Cola to develop a 
100-percent plant-based bottle for its 
carbonated beverages. Virent’s tech- 
nology is feedstock-neutral and pro- 
duces drop-in jet fuel and renewable 
chemicals. Their corporate partners in- 
clude Cargill, Coca-Cola, and Shell. 

We also have the Biomass Crop As- 
sistance Program, which helps farmers 
and ranchers who want to plant energy 
crops for biomass that would be con- 
verted to biofuels or bioenergy. In 2011, 
this program supported between 3,000 
and 4,000 jobs. 

Our investment in the BCAP could 
result in companies hiring—in this 
farm bill, we are told—between 2,000 
and 2,600 additional new employees. We 
have also addressed issues around col- 
lection, harvest, storage, and transport 
to address problems that had occurred 
in the last farm bill. 

This program provides financial as- 
sistance to owners and operators of ag- 
ricultural and nonindustrial private 
forest land as well. I have not talked a 
lot about forest land, but certainly bio- 
mass efforts—what has been done 
around forest by-products—are very 
important as well. 

Steve Flick of Show Me Energy re- 
ceived the first BCAP project area, cov- 
ering approximately 50,000 acres in 38 
counties in Missouri and Kansas. Indi- 
vidual farmers within the boundaries of 
the project area can now sign contracts 
with the USDA to grow dedicated en- 
ergy crops. This is another provision 
we have in the bill. Show Me’s plant in 
Centerview currently pelletizes crops 
into biomass fuel for space heat and 
electric power. This technology will 
eventually provide liquid fuels that can 
replace gasoline and diesel. Steve Flick 
also testified at our hearing in Feb- 
ruary. 

I could go on and on with examples. 
We have a very exciting project I vis- 
ited not long ago in Alpena, MI, in the 
northeastern part of the State, which 
is a plant working with a paneling 
company that makes decorative panels, 
doing beautiful paneling work with 100- 
percent wood paneling. They are now 
taking what used to be waste that they 
sent to a waste treatment facility and 
pumping it right next door to a new 
company that is creating cellulosic 
ethanol. And they are now looking for 
other products. One of them will be a 
new green biodegradable effort to de- 
ice runways. So there are all kinds of 
possibilities. 

What I am excited about is that this 
farm bill is focused on small busi- 
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nesses, farmers, ranchers, working 
with the forestry industry. How do we 
grow the economy by taking the two 
great strengths that have created the 
middle class of this country—growing 
things and making things? That is 
what this title is about; that is what 
this bill is about. 

I am anxious to get us through this 
process so we can complete this bill 
and get on to the next generation of 
jobs. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Connecticut is recognized. 

Mr. BLUMENTHAL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent to speak as in 
morning business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BLUMENTHAL. Mr. President, 
first, let me thank my distinguished 
colleague from Michigan for her ex- 
traordinary leadership on a milestone 
bill. I am so proud to be supporting 
this bill and to be in this Chamber 
speaking with her on issues that affect 
every American, not just farmers or 
those in States that may be recognized 
as farm States. The kind of leadership 
that has just been heard, I think, is a 
model for all of us, and I thank her. 

S.J. RES. 37 

Mr. President, I want to talk today 
about two issues that directly affect 
the health and safety of Americans of 
all ages, but particularly our seniors, 
and begin by associating myself with 
the remarks made earlier by Senators 
WHITEHOUSE and BOXER with respect to 
S.J. Res. 37. 

I strongly oppose efforts underway to 
roll back Clean Air Act provisions that 
are critical to the health and safety 
and well-being of every man, woman, 
and child in this country. 

Last December, the EPA finalized a 
rule aimed at reducing mercury and 
other toxic emissions from electric- 
generating units by about 90 percent. 
This rule affects the most toxic emis- 
sions in the United States—mercury, 
acid gas, nickel, selenium, cyanide. 
These rules are more important than 
ever. 

The effort to roll them back should 
be resisted and rejected, and I hope my 
colleagues will join with me in oppos- 
ing the Senate joint resolution that 
would not only stymie but stop efforts 
to protect Americans against the most 
toxic emissions. 

I fought for these kinds of protec- 
tions as attorney general. In fact, I 
took action as attorney general to 
compel these kinds of rules, and I be- 
lieve the EPA is acting responsibly 
now in promulgating them. 

WORLD ELDER ABUSE AWARENESS DAY 

Mr. President, I want to thank my 
colleagues, on behalf of myself and 
Senator KIRK, for approving, Tuesday, 
a resolution designating tomorrow, 
June 15, as ‘‘World Elder Abuse Aware- 
ness Day.” 
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The resolution Senator KIRK and I 
submitted, and that this body agreed 
to, recognizes the scourge that elder 
abuse represents here in America and 
around the world. I thank my col- 
leagues for supporting it overwhelm- 
ingly, and I thank the President of the 
United States for proclaiming tomor- 
row, June 15, as ‘‘World Elder Abuse 
Awareness Day,’ and I thank Sec- 
retary Sebelius for announcing today 
that $5.5 million in funding for States 
and tribes will be available to test 
ways to prevent elder abuse, neglect, 
and exploitation. 

This initiative helps to implement 
the Elder Justice Act which was en- 
acted as parted of the Affordable Care 
Act. I believe this kind of initiative 
brings together in partnership local, 
State, and Federal authorities and pri- 
vate groups to combat this epidemic. 

The abuse of elders is a spreading epi- 
demic. We have statistics that indicate 
how it is, in fact, spreading. Elder 
abuse incidents have increased by 150 
percent in the last 10 years alone. A re- 
cent study of the GAO shows that 
every year 14 percent of all noninstitu- 
tionalized adults are victims of abuse 
or neglect or exploitation, whether it is 
physical or financial or even sexual. So 
the statistics show a trend that is un- 
deniable—not only in the 2 million 
adults who are maltreated every year 
but in the $2.9 billion taken from older 
adults each year as a result of financial 
abuse and exploitation. That is $2.9 bil- 
lion every year taken from older Amer- 
icans. 

But the statistics only tell a fraction 
of the story because the fact is only 1 
out of every 44 incidents of financial 
abuse is reported. Mr. President, 43 out 
of 44 incidents are unreported. In fact, 
of all incidents of abuse, 22 out of 23 
are unreported. And the reasons are di- 
verse. They may be because of shame, 
embarrassment. In fact, one of the 
most common reasons for under- 
reporting is that the victim is related 
to the perpetrator. 

Sadly, shamefully, tragically, all too 
many victims of elder abuse suffer at 
the hands of relatives. It may be a 
daughter or son. It may be a brother or 
sister. All too often they are victims at 
the hands of caregivers who are en- 
trusted with their care, literally in po- 
sitions of trust for people who may suf- 
fer physically from debilitating ill- 
nesses or from dementia or other kinds 
of afflictions. So this population is 
among our most vulnerable, and we 
must take stronger steps to protect 
them. 

As attorney general, I sought to lead 
such efforts. In fact, Connecticut now 
has stronger measures against elder 
abuse, such as more thorough back- 
ground checks as a result of these ini- 
tiatives. 

As a member of the Committee on 
Aging, I held a hearing in Hartford 
very recently to document this spread- 
ing epidemic and the way it affects all 
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of us—all of our relatives, all of our 
friends. It cuts across all lines of geog- 


raphy, race, gender, even income 
group. So this epidemic must be 
stopped. 


That is why this resolution is impor- 
tant in calling attention to the prob- 
lem. The President’s proclamation en- 
hances awareness, and I thank my col- 
leagues for their continued effort and 
their involvement in this cause. 

What is required at the end of the 
day is more resources—more resources 
for law enforcement authorities who 
have such a critical role in protecting 
those who suffer from it, and deterring 
those who would commit it, and having 
partnerships among State, local, and 
Federal authorities. Those partner- 
ships must seek out and encourage 
greater reporting so that efforts can be 
taken to stop and deter it. 

I will continue this battle. I thank 
my colleagues for joining me and for 
agreeing to this resolution and for 
demonstrating that we care. We care as 
a body and as an institution. It is not 
a Republican or Democratic issue. It is 
truly bipartisan because this genera- 
tion has worked hard, accumulated 
savings, counted on security, and is de- 
pending on us, trusting us for their 
safety. We know the number in this age 
group will only grow—in fact, double— 
within the next years. That is why we 
must address it. I thank, again, my col- 
leagues for doing so. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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EXECUTIVE SESSION 


NOMINATION OF MARI CARMEN 
APONTE TO BE AMBASSADOR 
EXTRAORDINARY AND PLENI- 
POTENTIARY OF THE UNITED 
STATES OF AMERICA TO THE 
REPUBLIC OF EL SALVADOR—Re- 
sumed 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will pro- 
ceed to executive session. 

The motion to proceed to the motion 
to reconsider the vote by which cloture 
was not invoked on Executive Calendar 
No. 501 is agreed to, the motion to re- 
consider is agreed to, and there will 
now be 30 minutes of debate equally di- 
vided in the usual form. 

The Senator from New Jersey. 

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. President, I 
have come to the floor to address and 
advocate for the nomination of an ex- 
traordinary woman, a qualified, tal- 
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ented Latina, Mari Carmen Aponte, to 
be the U.S. Ambassador to El Salvador. 

Over 2 years ago I first chaired the 
nomination hearing for Ambassador 
Aponte to serve as President Obama’s 
Ambassador to El Salvador, to San Sal- 
vador. The reality is that as a member 
of the Senate Foreign Relations Com- 
mittee, I found her to be an exceptional 
candidate. Last November I chaired yet 
another hearing for Ambassador 
Aponte, and then last December this 
Chamber met to vote on her confirma- 
tion. In addition to last year’s vote, 
the Foreign Relations Committee has 
held a series of meetings to consider 
her nomination. Frankly, I have not 
seen any nominee forced to go through 
such an arduous and drawn-out con- 
firmation process as Ms. Aponte. 

Let me talk about her record. Mari 
Carmen Aponte is a respected Amer- 
ican diplomat who has been on the job 
and has served this Nation with dis- 
tinction. During the 15 months Ambas- 
sador Aponte was sworn in as the U.S. 
Ambassador to El Salvador, she im- 
pressed the diplomatic establishment 
with her professionalism and won the 
respect of parties both on the right and 
the left in El Salvador. She has won 
the respect of civilian and military 
forces. She has won the respect of the 
public and private sectors. She has won 
everyone’s support and fostered a 
strong U.S.-Salvadorian bilateral rela- 
tionship that culminated with Presi- 
dent Obama announcing El Salvador as 
one of only four countries in the world 
and the only country in Latin America 
chosen to participate in the Partner- 
ship for Growth Initiative. 

Most importantly, Ambassador 
Aponte has been an advocate for Amer- 
ican national security and democratic 
values. As a result of her advocacy, El 
Salvador is again a key ally in Central 
America. Its troops were the only ones 
from a Latin American country fight- 
ing aside American troops in both Iraq 
and Afghanistan. 

As a result of her negotiating skills, 
the United States and El Salvador will 
open a new jointly funded electronic 
monitoring center that will be an in- 
valuable tool in fighting transnational 
crime. 

Before that period of time in which 
she had a recess appointment, Ambas- 
sador Aponte had been the Executive 
Director of the Puerto Rican Federal 
Affairs Administration. In 2001 she had 
served as a director at the National 
Council of La Raza, the Puerto Rican 
Legal Defense and Education Fund. 
She presided over the Hispanic Bar As- 
sociation of the District of Columbia 
and the Hispanic National Bar Associa- 
tion. 

This is a record of success. It is a 
record of honor. It is a record of diplo- 
matic and political distinction. It is a 
record of a dedicated, qualified, experi- 
enced, and engaged American dip- 
lomat, a 15-month record that brought 
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our nations together. What more could 
we ask? What more should we ask? 

Finally, I will simply say that I be- 
lieve the statements that have been 
used by some against Ambassador 
Aponte are baseless. AS someone who 
personally reviewed her record, as 
someone who personally looked at all 
of the files, I believe there is abso- 
lutely nothing to prevent Ambassador 
Aponte from being confirmed by the 
Senate. It is my hope, with having had 
the whole history of her tremendous 
service and all of the issues vetted, 
that today the Senate will take a vote 
that will confirm an incredibly quali- 
fied person who has a long history of 
tremendous service to the Hispanic 
community in this country, to our Na- 
tion, and who did an exceptional job in 
the 15 months she was appointed by 
President Obama during a recess ap- 
pointment as the Ambassador to El 
Salvador. She served the national in- 
terests and security of the United 
States very well. 

We have had an incredible period of 
time in which we have had no Ambas- 
sador confirmed there. That sends the 
wrong message to a country that is 
willing to embrace its relationship 
with the United States in Central 
America, in the midst of other coun- 
tries that are not as friendly to the 
United States. We need to confirm an 
Ambassador, send her there, and have 
her continue the work she was doing. 

I ask unanimous consent that any 
time in which there is a quorum call be 
equally divided against both sides. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. KERRY. Madam President, I rise 
to speak about Mari Carmen Aponte, 
the President’s nominee to be Ambas- 
sador to El Salvador. 

Those of us who have had the privi- 
lege of being here for some period of 
time—Senator INOUYE has been here al- 
most 50 years; I have been here for 27; 
Senators LEAHY, LUGAR, BAUCUS, and 
others have also served for a signifi- 
cant period of time. Brief as my stay 
has been, never have I seen this insti- 
tution behaving as it does today. 

Certainly, ideology isn’t new to the 
American political arena and ideology 
isn’t unhealthy. But in a Senate where 
the extraordinary measure of a fili- 
buster has become an ordinary expe- 
dient, where Senate procedure is used 
as a political tool to undermine almost 
every proposal by the President and his 
Democratic colleagues, I think we all 
need to take a long, hard look at our 
priorities. 

One priority that is staring us in the 
face is to work for the swift confirma- 
tion of Ms. Aponte. El Salvador has 
been without a U.S. Ambassador for 5 
months. And I would ask colleagues 
how does this serve our national secu- 
rity or economic interests? El Salvador 
is the only Latin American country to 
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send troops to Afghanistan. It is an in- 
creasingly important partner on coun- 
ternarcotics and trade. Right now, 
more than 300 U.S. companies are oper- 
ating on its soil. Bottom line: We are 
long overdue in bringing Ms. Aponte’s 
nomination to a vote on the floor. 

I have said before—and I repeat 
today—that the Senate should not hold 
Ms. Aponte hostage to the partisan in- 
fighting that has consumed our poli- 
tics. It should allow her the right to a 
full appointment as Ambassador, given 
the commendable job she has already 
done in that capacity. 

Let’s review the facts because I think 
there has been some confusion here. 
Ms. Aponte has already received three 
high-level security clearances from na- 
tional security experts in our govern- 
ment. Let me repeat. After three sepa- 
rate and thorough reviews, our na- 
tional security experts gave Ms. 
Aponte the green light to represent our 
country. 

We have been down this road many 
times. Senators have reviewed Ms. 
Aponte’s FBI file for themselves. Along 
with the administration, I have sought 
repeatedly and in good faith to address 
the concerns of some of my colleagues. 
The administration even offered high- 
level briefings, but their offers were 
turned down. To continue addressing 
patently partisan concerns about her 
personal background, in my judgment, 
would be counterproductive. 

So let’s talk about her accomplish- 
ments. Ms. Aponte will bring intel- 
ligence, diligence, and broad experience 
to this important responsibility. Prior 
to serving as Ambassador, she was a 
practicing attorney for over 30 years. 
She has been a proud champion of His- 
panics in the United States and is a 
highly respected leader within the 
Puerto Rican community on the main- 
land. 

Ms. Aponte served a recess appoint- 
ment as Ambassador to El Salvador 
until the end of the last congressional 
session. During her approximately 16- 
month tenure, Ms. Aponte served our 
country with distinction. She did a tre- 
mendous job negotiating an agreement 
with the Salvadoran Government to 
open a new bilateral initiative to fight 
transnational crime. She aggressively 
promoted initiatives to remove con- 
straints on economic growth in El Sal- 
vador and brought together the U.S. 
and Salvadoran Governments to sign a 
comprehensive Partnership for Growth 
Joint Action Plan. These aren’t small 
achievements. 

But you don’t need to take my word 
for it. Just ask the eight former For- 
eign Ministers from El Salvador who 
wrote to the Foreign Relations Com- 
mittee in support of her nomination. 
Their position on Ms. Aponte is crystal 
clear: 

Her endeavors are very valued in all seg- 
ments of political, social and economic cen- 
ters. There is no doubt that Ambassador 
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Aponte will continue to find areas of com- 
mon interest to build consensus not only be- 
tween the United States and El Salvador, 
but will also continue to collaborate towards 
the strengthening of our institutions and 
will support the ongoing development proc- 
ess of our country. 


I couldn’t agree more. 

Mr. President: Thomas Jefferson used 
to say that he could ‘‘never fear that 
things will go far wrong where common 
sense has fair play.” Ms. Aponte has al- 
ready demonstrated that she was a su- 
perb Ambassador to El Salvador. She 
deserves to be sent back, where she will 
represent our country with distinction. 
All we need to do now is allow our nar- 
row interests to yield to the national 
interest and give common sense fair 
play. 

I ask unanimous consent to have the 
letter to which I referred be printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 


SAN SALVADOR, 
November 11, 2011. 
Hon. RICHARD LUGAR, 
U.S. Senator, Senate Foreign Relations Com- 
mittee, Washington, DC. 
Hon. JOHN KERRY, 
U.S. Senator, Senate Foreign Relations Com- 
mittee, Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATORS: The undersigned are all 
former Ministers of Foreign Relations of the 
Republic of El Salvador, covering various 
Administrations lead by different political 
parties until 2009. We write this letter in sup- 
port of the confirmation of Mari Carmen 
Aponte as United States Ambassador to El 
Salvador. 

As experienced diplomats, we have closely 
watched Ambassador Aponte’s work since 
her arrival. She came to El Salvador at a 
critical, delicate and politically complicated 
time. With the first FMLN government in 
power after the armed conflict, there was un- 
certainty as to which direction the country 
would take. Ambassador Aponte imme- 
diately commenced an even-handed and bal- 
anced approach, reaching out to all sides of 
the political spectrum. Systematically, she 
gained key players trust and since then, has 
consistently brought the government, pri- 
vate sector and civil society to the table on 
a myriad of issues, and has worked to ce- 
ment a stronger democracy built on free 
market. El Salvador has experienced a very 
successful political transition and her impar- 
tial efforts have contributed to this goal. 

With very minor exceptions, one can hear 
in our capital in private conversations as 
well as read in opinion and press articles the 
deep sense of respect and confidence Ambas- 
sador Aponte enjoys in our country. Her en- 
deavors are very valued in all segments of 
political, social and economic centers. There 
is no doubt that Ambassador Aponte will 
continue to find areas of common interest to 
build consensus not only between the United 
States and El Salvador, but will also con- 
tinue to collaborate towards the strength- 
ening of our institutions and will support the 
ongoing development process of our country. 

We urge you to confirm her appointment 
as U.S. Ambassador to El Salvador. We are 
also grateful if you could share this letter 
with all the members of the Senate Foreign 
Relations Committee. 


Sincerely, 
Marisol Argueta de Barillas; Jose Manuel 
Pacas Castro; Fidel Chavez Mena; 
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Alfredo Martinez Moreno; Francisco E. 
Lainez; Oscar Alfredo Santamaria; 
Maria Eugenia Brizuela de Avila; 
Ramon Gonzalez Giner. 

Mr. REID. Madam President, I urge 
that the Senate confirm the nomina- 
tion of Mari Aponte to be the Ambas- 
sador to El Salvador. She has been 
waiting in the aisle too long, and I 
hope she will be able to renew her old 
job. 

She was an exemplary nominee of 
whom the Puerto Rican community, 
and Hispanics in general, can feel 
proud. She is an excellent Ambassador. 

President Obama _ recess-appointed 
her as an Acting Ambassador to El Sal- 
vador in 2010, and she has served with 
distinction. That is why she will be 
confirmed today. 

During her time as Acting Ambas- 
sador, Ms. Aponte was an outspoken 
advocate for American values and de- 
mocracy and a staunch supporter of 
the U.S. private enterprise. She per- 
suaded the government of El Salvador 
to deploy troops to Afghanistan. El 
Salvador is the first and only Latin 
American country to send military 
forces to join our NATO deployment. 
That says it all. 

She reached an agreement with the 
Salvadoran Government to open a new, 
jointly-funded electronic monitoring 
center to fight transnational crime. 
She has already proved her strengths 
and qualifications on the job. That is 
what she has already done. 

She has the support of the Congres- 
sional Hispanic Caucus and countless 
local and national Latino organiza- 
tions around the country. They are 
very proud of her—as they should be. I 
am proud of her. 

President Obama supported her and, 
to his credit, the Obama administra- 
tion did a lot of heavy lifting to get her 
confirmed. 

White House staff worked diligently 
for the past month to round up every 
vote possible. Secretary Clinton per- 
sonally called Senators this week, 
Democrats and Republicans, to support 
this Aponte nomination. I commend 
Senator MENENDEZ for his tireless lead- 
ership on this issue. It is high time the 
United States has a Senate-confirmed 
Ambassador to El Salvador, our ally. 

I also wish to express my apprecia- 
tion to my Republican colleagues who 
dropped their unwarranted opposition 
and will help us confirm this well- 
qualified nominee. I am sorry for her 
and the country that El Salvador has 
been without someone doing advocacy 
for our country within El Salvador. 
That will not happen anymore. She 
will be able to go to work tomorrow. 

I yield the floor. I suggest the ab- 
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. MENENDEZ. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 
HAGAN). Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 

Mr. MENENDEZ. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent to speak in the 
remaining time before the vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The Senator 
from New Jersey. 

Mr. MENENDEZ. Madam President, 
we are about to vote—what I hope will 
be a positive vote—to send a message 
to the people of El Salvador that we 
appreciate their positive engagement 
with the United States, at a time in 
which many Central and Latin Amer- 
ican countries have taken a different 
view. 

This is a country that has been en- 
gaged with us on the whole issue of 
narcotic trafficking and has sent their 
sons and daughters to fight alongside 
us, and they have shown a willingness 
to engage in democracy and the rule of 
law. 

We have an incredibly qualified 
American of Latina descent, Mari Car- 
men Aponte. She is someone who has 
served with distinction for 15 months. I 
assume the absence of voices to the 
contrary in the Chamber up to this 
time speaks volumes of the process we 
have had and the opportunity in which 
we are about to engage. 

It is my hope that we will see a 
strong bipartisan vote on behalf of Am- 
bassador Aponte and send her back to 
El Salvador to get back to work for the 
United States and our collective inter- 
ests. 

With that, I yield the floor and sug- 
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. MENENDEZ. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

All time has expired. 

Under the previous order and pursu- 
ant to rule XXII, the Chair lays before 
the Senate the pending cloture motion, 
which the clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 

CLOTURE MOTION 

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord- 
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, hereby move 
to bring to a close debate on the nomination 
of Mari Carmen Aponte, of the District of 
Columbia, to be Ambassador Extraordinary 
and Plenipotentiary of the United States of 
America to the Republic of El Salvador. 

Harry Reid, John F. Kerry, Barbara 
Boxer, Patrick J. Leahy, Patty Mur- 
ray, Richard J. Durbin, Kent Conrad, 
John D. Rockefeller IV, Jeff Bingaman, 
Tim Johnson, Robert Menendez, Daniel 
K. Inouye, Max Baucus, Charles E. 
Schumer, Mark Udall, Michael F. Ben- 
net, Al Franken. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. By unan- 
imous consent, the mandatory quorum 
call has been waived. 
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The question is, Upon reconsider- 
ation, is it the sense of the Senate that 
debate on the nomination of Mari Car- 
men Aponte, of the District of Colum- 
bia, to be Ambassador Extraordinary 
Plenipotentiary of the United States to 
the Republic of El Salvador shall be 
brought to a close? 

The yeas and nays are mandatory 
under the rule. 

The clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk called the roll. 

Mr. KYL. The following Senator is 
necessarily absent: the Senator from 
Illinois (Mr. KIRK). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de- 
siring to vote? 

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 62, 
nays 37, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 121 Ex.] 


YEHAS—62 

Akaka Graham Murray 
Ayotte Hagan Nelson (NE) 
Baucus Harkin Nelson (FL) 
Begich Inouye Pryor 
Bennet Johnson (SD) Reed 
Bingaman Kerry Reid 
rae poole Rockefeller 

oxer o A 
Brown (MA) Landrieu ae 

anders 
Brown (OH) Lautenberg 
Cantwell Leahy Schumer 
Cardin Levin Shaheen 
Carper Lieberman Snowe 
Casey Lugar Stabenow 
Collins Manchin Tester 
Conrad McCain Udall (CO) 
Coons McCaskill Udall (NM) 
Durbin Menendez Warner 
Feinstein Merkley Web 
Franken Mikulski Whitehouse 
Gillibrand Murkowski Wyden 
NAYS—37 
Alexander Enzi Moran 
Barrasso Grassley Pau 
Blunt Hatch Portman 
Boozman Heller Risch 
Burr Hoeven Roberts 
Chambliss Hutchison Sessions 
Coats Inhofe Shelby 
Coburn Isakson Thune 
Cochran Johanns Toomey 
Corker Johnson (WI) : 
Cornyn Kyl ee 
Crapo Lee Wicker 
DeMint McConnell 
NOT VOTING—1 
Kirk 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this 
vote, the yeas are 62, the nays are 37. 
Three-fifths of the Senators duly cho- 
sen and sworn having voted in the af- 
firmative, the motion, upon reconsider- 
ation, is agreed to. 

The Senator from Oklahoma. 

UNANIMOUS CONSENT REQUEST—S. 3268 

Mr. INHOFE. Madam President, in a 
moment I am going to propound a 
unanimous consent request. Before I 
do, I would like to say what it is on so 
people will understand the time and ef- 
fort that has gone into getting legisla- 
tion passed. I am referring now to S. 
3268. 

When John Glenn retired from this 
body, that left me as kind of the last 
acting commercial pilot. Consequently, 
I ended up getting a lot more of the 
complaints and problems within the 
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FAA and the way accusations are made 
and enforcement actions are taken. I 
have gone to bat for a lot of these peo- 
ple when I believed there was really a 
fairness problem. 

It was not until I had an experience, 
a personal experience, that I realized 
the depth of the problem. It is very 
hard for people in this room to under- 
stand. If you have been, as I have been, 
a private pilot, commercial pilot, and 
flight instructor for 55 years, what it 
would mean to have that license taken 
away from you if that were merely at 
the whim of some enforcement officer 
in the field. I think all of us know— 
when I was mayor of Tulsa, now and 
then we had a few police officers who 
could not handle the authority. It hap- 
pens all the time. Certainly we hear 
about it with enforcement actions 
brought about by the FAA. 

What happened to me, and I will 
share this with you—I think it is very 
important—I have probably more hours 
than most airline pilots have and I was 
still active in aviation. I was flying 
down to the southern part of Texas, the 
furthest south part of Texas, way down 
by Brownsville, to Cameron County 
Airport. Papa India Lima is the identi- 
fier for it. In this effort, with several 
passengers with me, I was going by the 
controllers. This is what you do not 
have to do but I always do for safety 
purposes. I went through the Corpus 
Christi approach control. He handed 
me off to the Valley approach control. 
I was going into a field that was uncon- 
trolled, so the only control is the Val- 
ley approach control. They are watch- 
ing on a screen, and they have all the 
information they need to direct you 
and authorize you to do things. They 
are looking for traffic and you are 
squawking, so they know exactly 
where you are, how high you are, and 
all the things that are happening. 
Again, you don’t have to do that. On 
this day in October, a year ago Octo- 
ber, I did not have to do it, but I did it 
anyway. 

As I approached—the wind is always 
out of the south down there. The run- 
way is 1-3—that coordinates with 130 
degrees. When I was on about—I would 
have to go back and listen again to the 
voice recorder—about a 2- or 3-mile 
final to runway 1-8, the controller said: 
Twin Cessna 115 echo alpha, you are 
cleared to land runway 1-3. 

When you do this, you dirty up your 
plane so you can land. This happens to 
be a pretty sophisticated twin-engine 
plane; you have to let the flaps down 
and gears down and all that stuff. You 
get to the point, if you have a full 
plane, beyond which you cannot go 
around. When I came in to make a 
landing, I did not see X on the runway 
because it was not very prominent, but 
nevertheless there was one there. But 
there were some workers on the far 
east side of the runway. This was a 
8,000- or 9,000-foot runway. I only need- 
ed 2,000 or 3,000 feet. So I went over the 
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workers and I landed. Immediately 
they got upset that I landed. 

A lot of people, because I am a Mem- 
ber of the U.S. Senate, started calling 
the New York Times and the Wash- 
ington Post. They had a wonderful 
time with this. I started looking at it 
and talking to the people who do the 
enforcement action. I have to say they 
were good, and they were responding to 
a lot of hysterical people, frankly, who 
did not like me. So they came with an 
enforcement action against me which 
merely was to go around the pattern 
with a CFI, a flight instructor. So I did 
this. Iam also a flight instructor. I had 
given him his license, as a matter of 
fact. I went through this procedure, 
and everything was fine. 

However, the problem was this: I was 
denied access to the information they 
were going to use against me. When I 
told them that I was cleared to land by 
the controller, it took me, a U.S. Sen- 
ator, 4 months to get the voice record- 
ing to prove I was right. 

Second, there is a thing called No- 
tices to Airmen. NOTAMS are supposed 
to be published every time there is 
work on a runway. Pilots are supposed 
to have access to NOTAMS. You look 
through your resources, as I always do, 
to see if there are NOTAMS on the run- 
ways where I land. When I go back on 
weekends, normally I will fly—gosh, I 
will be at five or six different towns, 
but I look up the NOTAMS on all the 
towns. I had done that. There were no 
NOTAMS on Cameron County Airport. 
We checked afterward. We could never 
find any. No one says there were 
NOTAMS now. So, No. 1, I was clear to 
land, and No. 2, there were no NOTAMS 
that were published. 

What they could have done—they 
could have very well done is taken my 
license away. It doesn’t mean much to 
people who are listening to me right 
now because you are not pilots, but it 
means a lot to the 400,000 members of 
the AOPA who are watching us right 
now and to the 175,000 general aviation 
pilots with the EAA, Experimental Air- 
craft Association, who are watching us 
right now. They know that they, at the 
whim of one bureaucrat, could lose 
their licenses. 

Anyway, I came back and drafted leg- 
islation. I have to say this was way 
back a year ago now—July 6 of 2011. I 
introduced a bill with 25 cosponsors 
that would do three things: 

No. 1, it would let the accused have 
access to all relevant evidence within 
30 days prior to a decision to proceed 
with an enforcement action. 

No. 2, it would allow the accused to 
have access to the Federal courts. As it 
is right now, the National Transpor- 
tation Safety Board—it goes to them, 
and they rubberstamp whatever the 
FAA does. In fiscal year 2010, there 
were 61 appeals, and of those only 5 
were reversed. Of the 24 petitions in 
2010 seeking review for emergency de- 
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terminations, only 1 was granted and 
23 were denied. It is a rubberstamp. Ev- 
erybody knows it. Ask any pilot you 
can find, and they will tell you that is 
what it is. 

This way, they would have access to 
the Federal courts. It is not going to 
happen because I can assure you, that 
inspector in the field, the enforcement 
officer in the field is not going to put 
his reputation on the line knowing 
that someone is going to be looking at 
it with a sense of fairness. The district 
court doesn’t have to know anything 
about piloting an airplane, it is just a 
fairness issue. 

In my case, they would have looked 
at this and said: Wait, you are cleared 
to land by the FAA, and there are no 
NOTAMS published. What did you do 
wrong? 

I did nothing wrong. 

They would make sure flight station 
communications are available to all 
airmen. They are supposed to be. But if 
it took me 4 months—and I am a U.S. 
Senator—to get a voice recording to 
show I was cleared to land at this air- 
port, what about somebody who is not 
a Senator? What about somebody who 
would be intimidated to the point he 
would lose his license? 

The second thing this does is it forces 
the NOTAMS—Notices to Airmen—to 
be put in a place where they are visi- 
ble, a central location. 

The third thing. If you talk to the 
aircraft owners and the pilots associa- 
tion, of all the problems that they get 
called to their attention, 28 percent of 
all the requests for assistance received 
by them relate to the medical certifi- 
cation process. In other words, some- 
one might lose his medical and then 
find he has corrected any kind of phys- 
ical problem and wants to get it back, 
and he gets it back. However, if he hap- 
pens to live in a different town and 
there are hundreds of doctors around to 
do this, there is no uniformity to it. 

So it sets up a process or helps facili- 
tate setting up a process by having 
general aviation, having the FAA, hav- 
ing the NTSB, having anyone who is 
relevant and interested in this to look 
at and coordinate the medical certifi- 
cation process. 

That is essentially it. I am prepared 
to go into a lot of detail. I know I now 
have 66 cosponsors in this body. I could 
have had a lot more; we quit after we 
got two-thirds. I think everyone knows 
that is normally what you do. I do 
know we may have one objection to 
this unanimous consent request, but I 
am going to make it now. 

As in legislative session, I ask unani- 
mous consent that the Senate proceed 
to the immediate consideration of Cal- 
endar No. 422, S. 3268, that the bill be 
read a third time and passed, the mo- 
tion to reconsider be laid upon the 
table, and that any statements relating 
to the bill be printed in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Senator from West Vir- 
ginia. 
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Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Madam Presi- 
dent, reserving the right to object, first 
of all, I know this bill is very impor- 
tant to the Senator who is offering it. 
I understand that, and I respect the 
Senator. He is a good Senator. But my 
objection is not based so much on what 
he said, it is based on the whole con- 
cept of public safety. 

This is about public safety. We 
should not have to worry that poten- 
tially unqualified pilots are in the air. 
We have so many tens of thousands of 
airplanes in the air every hour of every 
day. This bill would create a process 
which would be new which could result 
in the Federal Government being un- 
able to pursue enforcement action be- 
cause of the limited resources. It is a 
fact of life these days. FAA has to cut 
way back. We are having to address 
other mandated priorities which are 
perhaps more important than this one. 
That could very well mean that the 
FAA and the NTSB, the National 
Transportation Safety Board, which 
are ultimately responsible for making 
decisions about whether pilots have 
violated aviation regulations, could be 
barred from taking actions to prevent 
unsafe pilots from continuing to fly. 
That is heavy water. That could have 
serious safety consequences. 

According to the FAA, in some cases 
which would typically warrant revoca- 
tion of a pilot’s license, some unquali- 
fied pilots would be able to avoid losing 
their certificates by avoiding FAA 
prosecution of the matter before the 
NTSB. 

This bill, in closing, would stand the 
FAA’s enforcement structure on its 
head. As a result, I do object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec- 
tion is heard. 

The Senator from Oklahoma. 

Mr. INHOFE. Let me respond. This in 
no way has anything to do with safety 
because we are talking—the first arbi- 
trator is the FAA. That is not what 
this is about at all. When we have had 
a chance to talk, as we have to almost 
all the Senators in this body, we have 
talked about safety. We bounced that 
off many people. We had a hearing at 
Oshkosh about safety. I had the air 
traffic controllers support me on this. 
They are the ones concerned with safe- 
ty. 
I would say I don’t agree with the ar- 
gument, but I respect the Senator from 
West Virginia. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 
MCCASKILL). The Senator from Texas. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Madam President, 
I too object, along with Senator ROCKE- 
FELLER. I have been on the National 
Transportation Safety Board, and I 
know well the kinds of cases that are 
pilots’ license revocations and the 
NTSB process for appeals of those. I 
understand Senator INHOFE’s expla- 
nation for what happened with him and 
that he is in somewhat of a disagree- 
ment with some of the reporting of 
that incident. 
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I also understand the Senator from 
Oklahoma’s long-time record of being a 
pilot, and I respect that very much, but 
I am afraid that what he is not taking 
into consideration is most certainly a 
safety issue. 

We have tasked the FAA with air 
safety, and we have given them the re- 
sponsibility for revoking pilots’ li- 
censes when there is a need to do that 
in their opinion, whether it be for a 
violation of landing on a runway that 
has an X, which pilots know means 
that runway cannot be used at that 
time. 

As happened with Senator INHOFE’s 
case, he is saying that he had a clear- 
ance, but the X was there and the FAA 
cited him for that. They did not revoke 
his pilot’s license at all, yet he is com- 
ing forward with a bill that not only 
addresses some of his legitimate con- 
cerns, which I agree with. The FAA’s 
expertise and its mission, which is 
given to it by Congress, is to provide 
for safety and to revoke a private pi- 
lot’s license or commercial pilot’s li- 
cense or aviation mechanic’s license. 
Senator INHOFE’s bill that would allow 
pilots to not have to go through the ap- 
pellate process with the National 
Transportation Safety Board, which is 
the appellate authority, which also has 
the expertise and experience to know 
when a revocation would be question- 
able or if the FAA was right. They 
have the pilots, they have the expertise 
to make those decisions, and after the 
NTSB appeal, they then have the right 
to go to Federal court if they so 
choose. 

What Senator INHOFE’s bill does is 
take away the NTSB portion of the ap- 
peals process. Let me say that I have 
offered to Senator INHOFE—because he 
knew I objected to this bill—to do ev- 
erything in his bill that he has ad- 
dressed, including the openness, the re- 
quirement that an enforcement action 
that the FAA would grant the pilot all 
the relevant evidence in 30 days prior 
to a decision, that it would clarify the 
statutory deference as it relates to 
NTSB. NTSB is not a rubberstamp at 
all. I think they have been fair with 
their expertise. The FAA has the re- 
sponsibility for aviation safety. Re- 
quiring the FAA to undertake a notice 
to the Airmen Improvement Program, I 
think, is certainly legitimate. Making 
flight service station communications 
available to all airmen is a legitimate 
piece of this legislation. 

What I object to and have asked Sen- 
ator INHOFE to let us work together to 
do is not to bypass NTSB, but to let 
the appellate process go forward, and 
then at the end, if there is still a feel- 
ing of unfairness on the part of the 
pilot, that they would have access to 
the Federal courts. They can do that 
now. 

So I think Senator INHOFE insisting 
on bypassing NTSB is holding up the 
good parts of his bill because it is very 
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important, in my opinion, that we keep 
the expertise for safety in the skies 
where it is, in the FAA, the NTSB, and 
then go to the Federal courts if rights 
are violated. 

In 2011, the NTSB had 350 appeal 
cases for administrative law judges and 
the number was similar in 2010. Cases 
are typically disposed of in 90 to 120 
days, so there is not a long lag time in 
which the pilot doesn’t have the access 
to his or her license. The NTSB held 62 
appeals hearings in 2011 and 36 cases 
went to the full board. The breakdown 
of the cases was private pilots, 48 per- 
cent; airline mechanics or aviation me- 
chanics, 13 percent; commercial pilots, 
6 percent; air carriers, 8 percent; and 
medical with 25 percent. 

Senator ROCKEFELLER and I, as the 
relevant chairman and ranking mem- 
ber on the Commerce Committee, have 
agreed to have a hearing on Senator 
INHOFE’s bill so that this can be fully 
vetted, and most certainly I have on 
many occasions offered to work with 
Senator INHOFE to get the notification 
requirements, the openness require- 
ments—every part of his bill that 
would require reforms of the process 
for fairness to the pilots—I would agree 
with and work to help him pass. But I 
think taking out the NTSB and going 
directly to Federal courts is not nec- 
essary, and I think it will hurt aviation 
safety. 

I also believe that a different, extra- 
neous issue is that our Federal courts 
are pretty clogged already and the Fed- 
eral courts do not have those with pi- 
lots’ licenses on their staff clerkship 
rolls, to a great extent. Maybe they 
happen to be. But they don’t have the 
familiarity with the requirements of 
FAA and the issues that FAA looks at, 
and they do have access to Federal 
courts in the end anyway. But I think 
the NTSB part is important so that the 
experienced pilots in the NTSB have 
the appellate authority, as they do 
now, to decipher what happened with 
the FAA and determine if fairness was 
given to the pilot. It is also to help de- 
termine if that pilot should continue to 
fly or if it would endanger aviation 
safety, which should not be the role of 
the Federal courts. 

So Senator ROCKEFELLER and I do ob- 
ject. I hold my hand out to Senator 
INHOFE to work with him on the notifi- 
cation and fairness issues in his bill, 
which I support. I just don’t think by- 
passing the expertise of the NTSB and 
adding another burden to the Federal 
courts where they do not have the ex- 
pertise is in anyone’s best interest in 
this country, and I am happy to work 
with anyone who is interested in this 
issue and hope we can resolve it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Oklahoma. 

Mr. INHOFE. Madam President, I 
think it would be redundant for me to 
go back and repeat what I said before. 
The Senator from Texas talked about 


9103 


the X on the runway. I made it very 
clear by the time you can see the X on 
the runway when you are cleared to 
land and you have a sophisticated 
plane that is full of passengers, there is 
a point beyond which you can’t go in 
terms of your plane is dirtied up mak- 
ing a go-around. Obviously it wasn’t 
necessary because I had 17,000 empty 
feet to come around, but that is not 
important because that is not the 
issue. 

I recognize and respect Senator 
HUTCHISON in the fact that she was on 
the NTSB, and I know that obviously is 
meaningful to her, as it is to Senator 
ROCKEFELLER. 

What we are dealing with here is we 
have a committee—and I have a lot of 
respect for the committee for which 
Senator ROCKEFELLER is the chairman 
and Senator HUTCHISON is the ranking 
member, and this committee is the 
committee of jurisdiction. 

Now, what did I do? I introduced this 
bill a year ago. I talked about it. We 
had 25 cosponsors at that time. We had 
endorsements from all over the coun- 
try. We had the National Air Traffic 
Controllers Association come in. We 
sent out ‘‘Dear Colleagues” to talk to 
people. Again, we sent a letter to the 
Commerce Committee that Senator 
HUTCHISON was on at that time request- 
ing a hearing. We had 32 cosponsors 
signing that letter, requesting a hear- 
ing, some of which were on the Com- 
merce Committee. Nothing happened. 

On September 20, as the months go 
by, we made more requests. We talked 
about this, and every time they said we 
are going to be doing this. You finally 
get to the point where you have to go 
ahead and get it done. And that is why 
we have a rule XIV. I am not a Parlia- 
mentarian, and I don’t know exactly 
how things work. 

I remember I had experience with 
this when I worked in the House of 
Representatives, that when something 
is bogged up in a committee we had 
what is called the discharge petition 
reform of 1994. It was considered by the 
Wall Street Journal, or perhaps Busi- 
ness Daily, as the single greatest re- 
form in the history of the U.S. House of 
Representatives. It addressed this same 
thing. It is a way of bottling up bills in 
committees so they could never have 
hearings and never be able to get on 
the floor for a vote. That discharge pe- 
tition reform became a reality, and 
now the light is shining and everything 
is great. 

But when you have been trying to get 
a hearing before a committee for a 
year and you have 66 cosponsors, you 
have to resort to whatever is out there 
available to you for a remedy. That 
remedy happens to be rule XIV. Rule 
XIV will allow me to do this, and with 
the two people holding the bill up, Sen- 
ator ROCKEFELLER and Senator 
HUTCHISON, I will have no choice but to 
file cloture and to go ahead and get a 
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vote on this bill, recognizing it takes a 
supermajority when you file cloture. 
So I would do that. 

I didn’t think I would get into this or 
need to enter it into the RECORD. I have 
an article which I will find here and 
will submit for the RECORD. I think it 
is very important. It goes into detailed 
documentary cases where they have 
been unable to get fairness through 
this system. 

How many cases would ultimately go 
to the district court? I think very few. 
The idea that there is going to be an 
opportunity for a pilot to take what he 
is accused of to the district court to 
see it in a sense of fairness has nothing 
to do with how many pilots are sitting 
on that district court. It is a sense of 
fairness, and that is what they deal 
with. The people in the district court 
system don’t have expertise in all of 
these areas, but they can look at fair- 
ness. And I can tell you in my case, if 
they had looked at that and said, wait 
a minute, the FAA has cleared him to 
land and there are no NOTAMS pub- 
lished, he didn’t do anything wrong. It 
finally gets to the point—and I have 
been very patient. I have waited a 
whole year for this and finally I have 
come to the point where I have flat 
given up, so I decided that we are going 
to have to do it this way since it is 
clearly the will of the Senate to pass 
this legislation. 

So, with that, I have some things I 
want to have printed in the RECORD. 
First of all, I have the sequence of 
events, the request that we made of the 
Commerce Committee to hear this leg- 
islation. 

I have an article that was in Pilot 
magazine by John Yodice, who is con- 
sidered to be the single foremost legal 
authority in this area. 

Madam President, I ask unanimous 
consent to have both items printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

S. 1835, INHOFE-BEGICH PILOT’S BILL OF 
RIGHTS SUMMARY 
THE PILOT’S BILL OF RIGHTS DOES THREE 
THINGS 

1. Makes the FAA Enforcement Process 
Fairer for Pilots—Requires that in an FAA 
enforcement action against a pilot, the FAA 
must grant the pilot all relevant evidence 30 
days prior to a decision to proceed with an 
enforcement action. This is currently not 
done and often leaves the pilot grossly unin- 
formed of his violation and recourse. Elimi- 
nates the NTSB rubber stamp review of FAA 
actions. Too often the NTSB, which hears 
appeals from the FAA, gives wide latitude to 
the FAA, making the appeals process mean- 
ingless. In FY10, of the 61 appeals of FAA 
certificate actions considered by the NTSB, 
only five were reversed. Of the 24 petitions 
seeking review of emergency determinations 
considered by the NTSB, only one was grant- 
ed and 23 were denied. The bill clarifies the 
deference NTSB gives to FAA actions. Al- 
lows for federal district court review of ap- 
peals from the FAA, at the election of the 
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appellant. Makes flight service station com- 
munications available to all airmen. Cur- 
rently, the FAA contracts with Lockheed 
Martin to run its flight service stations. If a 
request is made for flight service station 
briefings or other flight service information 
under FOIA, it is denied to the requestor be- 
cause Lockheed Martin is not the govern- 
ment, per se. However, they are performing 
an inherently governmental function and 
this information should be available to pi- 
lots who need it to defend themselves in an 
enforcement proceeding. 

2. Improves the Notices to Airmen Sys- 
tem—Requires the FAA undertake a NOTAm 
Improvement Program, requiring simplifica- 
tion and archival of NOTAMs in a central lo- 
cation. The process by which Notices to Air- 
men are provided by the FAA has long need- 
ed revision. This will ensure that the most 
relevant information reaches the pilot. Non- 
profit general aviation groups will make up 
an advisory panel. 

3. Requires a Review of the Medical Certifi- 
cation Process—The FAA’s medical certifi- 
cation process has long been known to 
present a multitude of problems for pilots 
seeking an airman certificate. In fact, 28% of 
all requests for assistance received by the 
Aircraft Owners and Pilots Association re- 
lates to the medical certification process. 
The bill requires a review of the FAA’s med- 
ical certification process and forms, to pro- 
vide greater clarity in the questions and re- 
duce the instances of misinterpretation that 
have, in the past, lead to allegations of in- 
tentional falsification against pilots. Non- 
profit general aviation groups will make up 
an advisory panel. 


ACTION ON PILOT’S BILL OF RIGHTS 


July 6, 2011—Introduced Pilot’s Bill of 
Rights with 25 cosponsors and endorsements 
from Aicraft Owners and Pilots Association 
and Experimental Aircraft Association. 

July 11—National Air Traffic Controllers 
Association endorses. 

July 28—Dear Colleague from Begich and 
Pryor sent to Democrats requesting cospon- 
sorship. 

July 30—Presented PBOR at OshKosh 
Airventure. 

September 15—Sent letter (with 32 signa- 
tures) to Commerce Committee requesting 
hearing. 

September 20—EAA sends e-Hotline to 
members regarding hearing request. 

November 10—Roundtable event with Har- 
rison Ford, endorses PBOR. 

November 17—Acquires 60th Cosponsor. 

November 19—AOPA makes PBOR front- 
page story on website. 

January 19, 2012—Staff meeting with Gael 
Sullivan (Rockefeller), Jarrod Thompson 
(KBH), and Michael Daum (Cantwell) to dis- 
cuss committee consideration of PBOR (staff 
requested hearing). 

January 25—Sam Graves introduces H.R. 
3816, a companion measure. 

March—AOPA publishes story highlighting 
Pilot’s Bill of Rights. 

May 5—Acquires 66th cosponsor. 


[From the AOPA Pilot] 
NTSB: AN IMPARTIAL FORUM FOR PILOTS? 
(By John S. Yodice) 

Under the Federal Aviation Act, the Na- 
tional Transportation Safety Board func- 
tions as a court of appeals for pilots when 
the FAA has suspended or revoked a pilot or 
medical certificate. In our increasingly com- 
plex airspace system and the more intensive 
regulation of our flying activities, no pilot is 
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immune. This appellate function is given to 
the NTSB because it is independent of the 
FAA, and presumably able to provide a fair 
and impartial forum for the hearing of such 
appeals. Under the Act, an appealing pilot is 
entitled to ‘‘an opportunity for a hearing.” 
It also provides that an FAA order of suspen- 
sion or revocation must be reversed if the 
NTSB finds after a hearing that ‘‘safety in 
air commerce or air transportation and the 
public interest do not require affirmation of 
the order.” 

Decisions of the current NTSB cause us to 
question its fairness and impartiality in 
pilot appeals. Many of these decisions have 
been reported in this column, one as recently 
as last month (‘‘Pilot Counsel: No ‘Statute of 
Limitations,’ ’’ July AOPA Pilot). Here is 
another case that raises doubts. 

The FAA ordered the suspension of a pri- 
vate pilot’s certificate for 30 days for pilot- 
ing a Piper Cherokee 140 into the Wash- 
ington, D.C., Air Defense Identification Zone 
(now the ‘“‘Special Flight Rules Area’’). The 
FAA said that the pilot failed to comply 
with the special security procedures of the 
relevant notam, and was ‘‘careless or reck- 
less” in the operation. The pilot appealed the 
order of suspension to the NTSB. He filed an 
answer to the FAA’s order admitting the in- 
advertent incursion, but defending that ‘‘the 
special procedures required pursuant to FDC 
notam 7/0206 are unique, complex, and ambig- 
uous.” (To prove the pilot’s point, although 
it never came up in the case, there have been 
thousands of such inadvertent incursions, as 
opposed to very few, if any, intentional 
ones.) He also adamantly denied that he was 
“careless or reckless” in his operation. 

The result of the appeal to the NTSB was 
that the pilot was denied a hearing to con- 
test the FAA charges; he was denied a waiver 
of the suspension even though he timely filed 
a report with NASA under the Aviation Safe- 
ty Reporting Program (“Pilot Counsel: 
ASRP,” June AOPA Pilot); and he wound up 
with a ‘‘careless or reckless” violation on his 
public FAA airman record. 

This result was achieved by a series of pro- 
cedural, regulatory, and policy interpreta- 
tions by the NTSB, all one-sided. To start 
with, the NTSB has a procedural rule allow- 
ing summary judgment, i.e., no hearing, if 
there are no factual issues to be heard. (In 
my experience the only party routinely 
granted summary judgment is the FAA, 
never the pilot.) Based on the pilot’s admis- 
sion that he inadvertently entered the ADIZ, 
the FAA moved for summary judgment, and 
the board granted the motion. What the FAA 
and the board ignored in denying a hearing 
were the three issues raised by the pilot: one, 
that he was not ‘‘careless or reckless;’’ two, 
that ‘the special procedures required pursu- 
ant to FDC notam 7/0206 are unique, com- 
plex, and ambiguous;”’ and three, that he was 
entitled to a waiver under ASRP. 

The FAA has a catchall regulation, FAR 
91.13(a), that provides: ‘‘No person may oper- 
ate an aircraft in a careless or reckless man- 
ner so as to endanger the life or property of 
another.’’ In a one-sided interpretation, the 
NTSB has written out of the rule the re- 
quired element of proof that life or property 
has been endangered. The pilot was never af- 
forded the opportunity to prove that there 
was no danger to anyone or anything. In an- 
other one-sided interpretation of the same 
rule, the board held that the ‘‘careless or 
reckless” part of the charge is merely ‘‘resid- 
ual” to the ADIZ incursion charge and there- 
fore does not warrant a hearing. 

The board rejected without serious discus- 
sion, the pilot’s defense that the security 
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procedures are unique, complex, and ambig- 
uous. Apparently the board could not bring 
itself to acknowledge that there could be 
something wrong with a rule that is uninten- 
tionally violated by thousands of otherwise 
law-abiding and safety-conscious pilots. 

The pilot timely filed a report with NASA 
under ASRP that should have entitled him 
to a waiver of the 30-day suspension. Most pi- 
lots charged with inadvertent incursions 
have been granted waivers. The board, al- 
though conceding that the pilot raised this 
issue in his reply to the FAA’s motion for 
summary judgment, denied that this was an 
issue for hearing because, technically, the 
pilot did not raise it in his answer. Merely 
raising it in a different pleading filed with 
the board was not sufficient. 

Notice that every one of these issues, with- 
out exception, went against the pilot and in 
favor of the FAA, all without granting the 
pilot the hearing, which the Act con- 
templates, to put on his side of the case. 
This case would not be so remarkable if it 
stood alone, and not in context with the 
many other cases we have seen, many of 
which we have reported, in which the NTSB 
one-sidedly seems to favor the FAA and dis- 
favor pilots. 

Mr. INHOFE. He talks about the de- 
cision of the current NTSB calls into 
question its fairness and impartiality 
in pilot appeals. And he talks about all 
the notices that have gone out and the 
problems they have had with this. 

Of the 100,000 pilots who are inter- 
ested in this today—actually, well over 
that—but just those who are involved 
in this process right now, they have 
had documented cases where the fair- 
ness is not there. This would offer fair- 
ness, and that is all we are asking, just 
to be treated as fairly as every other 
citizen in the United States. 

I yield the floor. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, on 
the point of the hearing, Senator 
ROCKEFELLER and I have agreed cer- 
tainly with Senator INHOFE to hold a 
hearing, which we notified Senator 
INHOFE we would, and I expect it to be 
next month for the hearing schedule. I 
just hope we can pass a good part of his 
bill, which I would like to work with 
him on, but I think the motivation 
should be safety and assuring safety. I 
know the personal conflict Senator 
INHOFE has with what happened to him, 
and I am sympathetic, but I don’t 
think passing legislation that could 
hurt the aviation safety community is 
the right approach to meet the objec- 
tions of Senator INHOFE. 

I would love to have a hearing and 
have all the witnesses he would put for- 
ward to get an objective look at what 
this would do to taking the expertise 
and the mission from FAA and allow it 
to be bypassed at the NTSB level and 
go to Federal courts where there is not 
the experience and the aviation safety 
mission that is well protected today. 

I hope we can work together on this. 
I understand the Senator’s frustration, 
but I don’t think this is the right solu- 
tion for what happened to him with one 
incident. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
MANCHIN). The Senator from Okla- 
homa. 
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Mr. INHOFE. First of all, I am not 
aware that I was offered a hearing. But 
let me make sure I have in the RECORD, 
and I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD a letter dated 
September 15, 2011, which was 9 months 
ago, signed by 32 Members of this Sen- 
ate, including the occupier of the chair 
right now, the Senator from West Vir- 
ginia. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 


U.S. SENATE, 
Washington, DC, September 15, 2011. 

JOHN D. ROCKEFELLER, 

Chairman, Senate Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation, Dirksen Sen- 
ate Office Building, Washington, DC. 

KAY BAILEY HUTCHISON, 

Ranking Member, Senate Committee on Com- 
merce, Science, and Transportation, Dirksen 
Senate Office Building, Washington, DC. 

DEAR CHAIRMAN ROCKEFELLER AND RANKING 
MEMBER HUTCHISON: A bill that was recently 
introduced by Senator Inhofe, S. 1335, the Pi- 
lot’s Bill of Rights, has been referred to your 
committee. It currently has 32 cosponsors, 13 
of which are members of the Commerce Com- 
mittee. With a majority of committee mem- 
bers having already voiced their support for 
this legislation, we respectfully request that 
you hold a committee or subcommittee hear- 
ing and markup of this legislation. 

During the drafting of this legislation, 
Senator Inhofe worked extensively with the 
Aircraft Owners and Pilot’s Association and 
the Experimental Aircraft Association, both 
of which have strongly endorsed this bill, as 
well as private aviation attorneys. It became 
clear during this process that several com- 
mon sense changes should be made to en- 
hance the relationship between the FAA and 
general aviation, and those were incor- 
porated into the bill. 

First, the bill requires that in an FAA en- 
forcement action against a pilot, the FAA 
must grant the pilot all relevant evidence, 
such as air traffic communication tapes, 
flight data, investigative reports, flight serv- 
ice station communications, and other rel- 
evant air traffic data 30 days before the FAA 
can proceed in an enforcement action 
against the pilot. This is currently not done 
and often leaves the pilot grossly uninformed 
of his alleged violation and recourse. 

Second, the bill also allows for federal dis- 
trict court review of appeals from the FAA, 
at the election of the appellant, and states 
that the NTSB shall not grant deference to 
the FAA in an appeal, should the pilot 
choose to go the NTSB route. Both of these 
things are done because too often the NTSB 
rubber stamps a decision of the FAA, giving 
wide latitude to the FAA and making the ap- 
peals process meaningless. 

Third, this bill requires that the FAA un- 
dertake a Notice to Airmen Improvement 
Program, requiring simplification and archi- 
val of NOTAMs in a central location. The 
process by which Notices to Airmen are pro- 
vided by the FAA has long needed revision. 
This will ensure that the most relevant in- 
formation reaches the pilot. Non-profit gen- 
eral aviation groups will make up an advi- 
sory panel, which we believe will give pilots 
a seat at the table when deciding how the 
NOTAM system can be improved. 

Fourth and finally, the FAA’s medical cer- 
tification process has long been known to 
present a multitude of problems for pilots 
seeking an airman certificate. The bill sim- 
ply requires a review of the FAA’s medical 
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certification process and forms, to provide 
greater clarity in the questions and reduce 
the instances of misinterpretation that have, 
in the past, led to allegations of intentional 
falsification against pilots. Non-profit gen- 
eral aviation groups, aviation medical exam- 
iners, and other qualified medical experts 
will make up an advisory panel to advise the 
Administrator, again giving the right people 
a voice in the overall determination. 

Again, we hope that you will schedule a 
hearing and markup of this legislation that 
is extremely important to the general avia- 
tion community. As many of us sit on your 
committee, we look forward to being an ac- 
tive part of this process. 

Sincerely, 

James M. Inhofe; John Hoeven; Jim 
DeMint; Roger F. Wicker; Dean Heller; 
Pat Toomey; Joe Manchin III; Lisa 
Murkowski; Mark Begich; Kelly 
Ayotte; Jerry Moran; Lamar Alex- 
ander; Roy Blunt; John Boozman; 
Marco Rubio; John Cornyn; Olympia J. 


Snowe; Michael B. Enzi; James HE. 
Risch; Richard Burr; John Barrasso; 
Pat Roberts; Mike Crapo; Mike 


Johanns; Tom Coburn; Ron Johnson; 
Saxby Chambliss; Mark L. Pryor; 
Debbie Stabenow; Susan M. Collins; 
Daniel Coats; Jeff Sessions. 

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I don’t 
think anyone is going to say we 
haven’t done everything we could to go 
through the committee process to get a 
hearing. I just flat gave up. That is 
why we have this rule. 

I will be looking forward to taking 
the next steps. I know there are a lot of 
people out there who want to have this 
type of justice afforded the pilots of 
the United States of America, the same 
as every other citizen enjoys. 

With that, I appreciate the patience 
of my colleagues, because I know we 
have other business, and I yield the 
floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Massachusetts. 

Mr. BROWN of Massachusetts. I rise 
to speak as in morning business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

ENDING VETERAN HOUSING DISCRIMINATION 


Mr. BROWN of Massachusetts. Mr. 
President, I rise to discuss a terrible 
shortcoming in our housing discrimina- 
tion laws and legislation which I have 
introduced and which I encourage the 
Presiding Officer to sign on to. 

Last week, the Boston Herald re- 
ported that a veteran of Iraq and Af- 
ghanistan had been forced to file suit 
in Massachusetts because a political 
activist landlord allegedly discouraged 
him from renting because of his mili- 
tary background, claiming the situa- 
tion would be ‘‘uncomfortable.”’ 

This brave veteran brought his fight 
to the press and to the courts of Massa- 
chusetts, where State law makes it il- 
legal to discriminate against veterans 
who are seeking housing. In Massachu- 
setts, that is, in fact, the law. It is ille- 
gal. When I read this, I was angry, as I 
know the Presiding Officer would be 
angry if it happened in his State. That 
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this could happen today is mind-bog- 
gling. So my staff and I started work- 
ing to see what we could do to right 
this wrong and see if it was something 
that was systemic throughout’ the 
country. We started digging into this 
issue and found that when it comes to 
housing, it is apparently not illegal— 
let me repeat that, it is apparently not 
illegal—under Federal law to discrimi- 
nate against a veteran or a member of 
our Armed Forces on the basis of their 
brave service to our Nation. 

Back when I was a State senator and 
State representative in Massachusetts, 
at the statehouse, we took action, as I 
referenced, to ensure our veterans are 
protected, whether it is a welcome 
home bonus for first- and second-time 
soldiers who have served, antidiscrimi- 
nation reemployment or educational 
benefits. I could go on and on. 

Quite frankly, I think Massachusetts 
does it better than any other State in 
the country. So it came as a surprise to 
learn that fewer than one-half dozen 
States have similar protections. With 
tens of thousands of veterans returning 
home in the next few years and the size 
of our Armed Forces actually shrink- 
ing dramatically, now is clearly the 
time to fix the problem. I know the 
Presiding Officer as well does not want 
to hear more stories such as this one 
because I recognize how important that 
issue is for the Presiding Officer. 

No one who puts on the uniform of 
our Nation and serves should be faced 
with discrimination. There is no one 
who should ever face that discrimina- 
tion when they are trying to put a roof 
over their head and the heads of their 
family. The idea that anyone would 
deny a home to someone who has put 
their life on the line for our freedom is, 
quite frankly, un-American. It should 
be condemned by every Member of this 
body. 

In order to understand today’s prob- 
lem, however, we must go back to 1968, 
when I was 9 years old, when one of my 
predecessors, Senator Edward Brooke, 
a great legislator from my home State 
of Massachusetts—a gentleman whom I 
still speak with—helped author the 
Fair Housing Act which was signed 
into law by then-President Johnson. 
That civil rights legislation broke new 
ground by banning housing discrimina- 
tion on the basis of race, color, religion 
or national origin. Another great Sen- 
ator from Massachusetts, Senator Ted 
Kennedy, joined Senator Brooke in 
urging the bipartisan passage of that 
very important piece of legislation. 

Then, in 1974, closer to the Presiding 
Officer, Senator Bill Brock of Ten- 
nessee amended the act to prevent 
housing discrimination on the basis of 
gender. Then, in 1988, Senator Kennedy 
extended the act’s protections to those 
Americans with disabilities and fami- 
lies with children. Both of these expan- 
sions received broad bipartisan support 
and were actually signed into law. 
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As Senator Brooke said 44 years ago: 

Fair housing is not a political issue, except 
as we make it one by the nature of our de- 
bate. It is purely and simply a matter of 
equal justice for all Americans. 

Well said by Senator Brooke 44 years 
ago. 

Fair housing has a bipartisan history 
and we have a chance to do it again. 
We can do it by protecting two addi- 
tional groups from housing discrimina- 
tion. My Ending Housing Discrimina- 
tion Against Servicemembers and Vet- 
erans Act, S. 3283, is needed and it is 
needed right now. It amends the Fair 
Housing Act to protect veterans and 
servicemembers from housing discrimi- 
nation. 

By passing this bill right away, the 
Senate can say affirmatively and im- 
mediately that veterans and service- 
members deserve the same rights to 
housing as anyone else. This is a no- 
brainer. The Commander in Chief of 
the Veterans of Foreign Wars of the 
United States has endorsed my bill, as 
referenced for people looking on, say- 
ing: 

Senator Brown’s work to protect service- 
members and veterans from housing dis- 
crimination is very positive. It is uncon- 
scionable that members of our military and 
veterans should fear not being able to rent or 
buy a home because of their status as a vet- 
eran. 

This bill will correct the issue. 

By passing this bill right away, we 
can, once again, say to those veterans 
and servicemembers that they have our 
pride and respect. We need the action 
right now. No veteran or servicemem- 
ber should ever face the indignity of 
being denied housing solely on the 
basis of their service. 

The Fair Housing Act of 1968 and 
Senator Kennedy’s amendments in 1988 
passed with overwhelming support. We 
should be able to do the same. I urge 
all my colleagues to cosponsor this im- 
portant piece of legislation and work 
for its immediate and unanimous pas- 
sage. It is time to fix this shortcoming 
in our Nation’s housing laws and it is, 
quite frankly, the right thing to do. 

I would like to also take this oppor- 
tunity to wish the U.S. Army a happy 
237th birthday. I was honored to go to 
the cake-cutting last night and honor 
those who have done so much for our 
great country. 

I thank the Chair. I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma- 
jority leader is recognized. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I yield back 
all postcloture time on the nomination 
of Mari Carmen Aponte. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
is yielded back. 

The question is, Will the Senate ad- 
vise and consent to the nomination of 
Mari Carmen Aponte, of the District of 
Columbia, to be Ambassador Extraor- 
dinary and Plenipotentiary of the 
United States of America to the Repub- 
lic of El Salvador? 
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The nomination was confirmed. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the motion to re- 
consider be considered made and laid 
upon the table, with no intervening ac- 
tion or debate; that no further motions 
be in order to the nomination; that any 
statements related to the nomination 
be printed in the RECORD; that Presi- 
dent Obama be immediately notified of 
the Senate’s action, and the Senate 
then resume legislative session. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


EE 


LEGISLATIVE SESSION 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ate will now resume legislative session. 


ES 


FLOOD INSURANCE REFORM AND 
MODERNIZATION ACT—MOTION 
TO PROCEED—Continued 


Mr. REID. Mr. President, very quick- 
ly, that was the last vote today. It ap- 
pears we will have no votes tomorrow. 
But Senator STABENOW and Senator 
ROBERTS are working very diligently to 
come up with an agreement on the 
farm bill. We are going to have a vote 
Monday evening. We have not decided 
exactly what that will be on. We have 
a number of different alternatives. But 
we hope we can have common sense 
prevail and be able to come up with an 
agreement, if for no other reason than 
to recognize the hard work of the two 
managers of this bill. 

It is so important we get this done. 
There are issues we are going to vote 
on, one of which Senator KERRY will 
talk about. There are relevant amend- 
ments. We have a lot of them. We will 
agree to vote on those. We are trying 
to work out also the nonrelevant 
amendments, and we are not there yet. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Massachusetts. 

APONTE NOMINATION 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I am 
grateful we finally have been able to 
get the nomination of Mari Aponte 
confirmed. I thank Senator MENENDEZ 
for managing for me. 

I thank our colleagues in the Senate 
for finally getting our nominee in place 
and confirming her to be the Ambas- 
sador to El Salvador. I think it is long 
overdue. She will do a terrific job, and 
I am grateful to colleagues that we fi- 
nally have, in fact, confirmed this 
nomination. 

Mr. President, I understand I can 
proceed as in morning business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AGRICULTURE REFORM 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I will do 
so, but I wish to speak with respect to 
an amendment on the farm bill for 
when we get back to that. 

I wish to call to the attention of my 
colleagues the fact that in 2008, the 


June 14, 2012 


farm bill’s conferees inserted a provi- 
sion that transfers authority of the 
regulation of catfish, but only catfish— 
it was the only particular item singled 
out to be transferred—from the Food 
and Drug Administration to the U.S. 
Department of Agriculture. The provi- 
sion was not debated in either body. It 
is one of those things that, as we all 
know, people have increasingly gotten 
incensed about in the public as well as 
around here, in the Congress itself. 

Because it was transferred over to 
the U.S. Department of Agriculture, 
the USDA subsequently published a 
proposal in order to carry out the new 
mandate it had been given to regulate 
catfish. But that proposal has re- 
mained, and properly so, stalled in the 
regulatory process. I say ‘‘properly so” 
because it serves no public interest, it 
is costly for taxpayers, and it is dupli- 
cative and confrontational with other 
entities that are engaged in that kind 
of oversight. As a result, it will invite 
trade retaliation abroad and put us on 
a train wreck, if you will, of sort of ex- 
cessive regulatory conflict. 

Senator MCCAIN and I have joined to- 
gether, along with a bipartisan group 
of our colleagues, to offer an amend- 
ment, amendment No. 2199, to repeal 
the 2008 catfish language. If we don’t 
repeal it, the USDA is going to try to 
continue to proceed forward in this 
regulatory train wreck. 

Let me give a little background. In 
February of 2011, the GAO cited the 
proposed catfish regulatory program— 
cited it as part of its report on those 
programs that were at high risk for 
waste, fraud, and abuse. Then, in 
March of 2011, the GAO again called 
this program duplicative as part of a 
totally separate report. Then, just last 
month, the GAO produced an extensive 
and detailed analysis of why this pro- 
gram is not only costly and duplicative 
but why it would have no food safety 
benefit. If it is not going to have any 
food safety benefit, it is costly, it is du- 
plicative, the obvious question for all 
of us is: Why? What is going on here? 

All of us care about jobs in our com- 
munities. Every State is always vying 
to find a way to try to guarantee that 
the jobs it has are protected and that it 
is creating more jobs. We all under- 
stand that. So I don’t have any animus 
against any particular Senator fighting 
to do that. In this case, a number of 
catfish producers in the South man- 
aged to get protection that takes care 
of them but hurts a lot of other folks 
in a lot of other parts of the country. 
So it may be good for catfish producers 
in a few places in the South, but it is 
bad for consumers in the United States 
generally because it raises costs, and it 
is very bad for seafood processors and 
for communities, in my State among 
others, but in other States in the coun- 
try on the west coast and east coast. 
There are employers in my State that 
would like to process and distribute 
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products that come from various other 
places, including abroad, and they 
ought to be able to do so in a free mar- 
ket, in an open market that is not pro- 
tected and chopped up and diced and 
sliced in order to protect people inap- 
propriately. Playing protectionist 
games with the rules and regulations 
and agencies is bad public policy. 

It is bad economic policy, particu- 
larly, and it is an invitation to our 
trading partners to do the same thing. 
And when they do it, we complain 
about it, and rightfully. 

As Senator BAucus, the chairman of 
the Finance Committee, has pointed 
out: 

U.S. agricultural products, including safe, 
high-quality Montana beef, face unscientific 
trade restrictions in many important mar- 
kets. If we expect other countries to follow 
the rules and drop these restrictions, it is 
critical that we play by the rules and do not 
block imports for arbitrary and unscientific 
reasons. 

That is exactly what we are trying to 
undo with the amendment Senator 
MCCAIN and I are bringing to the farm 
bill. The only reason this bad idea that 
was codified in 2008 has not yet become 
an active program is that—get this, 
Mr. President—the bill did not define 
the word ‘‘catfish.’’ So as a result, for 
the last 4 years, lawyers, lobbyists, 
public relations firms, foreign govern- 
ments, legislators, and multiple Cabi- 
net officials have engaged in a defini- 
tional debate over what qualifies a fish 
to be called a catfish and, subse- 
quently, fall into this new regime. 

Well, it turns out that whether a fish 
is or is not a catfish is something that 
experts can actually debate for hours, 
believe it or not. It also turns out it 
does not matter because, according to 
the GAO, the FDA ought to retain ju- 
risdiction over all fish, catfish and non- 
catfish alike, and that is the simplest 
solution. 

As I mentioned, apparently, you can 
debate forever about what kind of fish 
it is, and that is exactly what has been 
going on, as to whether it constitutes 
being a catfish. But this is very simple. 
The GAO put out a report in May of 
this year, and in the report the GAO 
could not have been more clear. They 
made it about as simple as they could 
in their statement, saying: 

Responsibility for Inspecting 
Should Not Be Assigned to USDA. 

A simple sentence. GAO, as we all 
know, gives nonpolitical assessments, 
is a watchdog, if you will, for the ac- 
tions here in the Congress. In that re- 
port, they state: 

The proposed program essentially mirrors 
the catfish oversight efforts already under- 
way by FDA and the National Marine Fish- 
eries Service. Furthermore, since FDA intro- 
duced new requirements for seafood proc- 
essing facilities, including catfish facilities, 
in 1997, no outbreaks of illnesses caused by 
Salmonella contamination of catfish have 
been reported. ... Consequently, if imple- 
mented, the catfish inspection program 
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would likely not enhance the safety of cat- 
fish but would duplicate FDA and NMFS 
[National Marine Fisheries Service] inspec- 
tions at a cost to taxpayers. 

So I think that is pretty clear-cut. 
We need to repeal the 2008 farm bill 
language related to catfish. We need to 
let the American consumer decide from 
all of the safe food options that exist, 
let them decide what they want to con- 
sume. And, obviously, we have nothing 
specifically against catfish per se in 
any part of the country, and particu- 
larly the jobs. We all want the jobs. 
But they should not come at the ex- 
pense of another part of the country, 
setting up a duplicative, completely 
wasteful, taxpayer-expenditure-dupli- 
cated program. 

Mr. President, in addition to that, I 
want to say a quick word about an- 
other amendment Senator MURKOWSKI 
and I are sponsoring—my colleague, 
Senator BROWN, is also a sponsor of it— 
and that is to resolve an important in- 
equity that exists in the current law. 
We need to help provide desperately 
needed disaster assistance to fishermen 
in Massachusetts and around the Na- 
tion. It is not just for Massachusetts. 

I hope the managers of this legisla- 
tion will let the bipartisan amendment 
receive a vote during the Senate con- 
sideration of this legislation. Every- 
body knows that in certain parts of 
New England and in places such as the 
State of Washington—I was out in 
Washington last weekend, in Seattle, 
they have a huge fishing industry— 
California, San Diego, various parts of 
the country, Louisiana, we have a lot 
of fishing. But, increasingly, those fish- 
ery resources are under pressure, and 
increasingly there is regulation in 
order to try to preserve the stocks. 

So fishermen who have fished for a 
livelihood for a lifetime are being re- 
stricted in the numbers of days they 
can go to sea, restricted in the amount 
they can catch. People have lost 
homes. They have lost boats. Whole 
lives have been turned topsy-turvy be- 
cause of conditions beyond their con- 
trol. Whether it is the ecosystem, 
Mother Nature, nobody knows, but it is 
no different from a drought in the Iowa 
cornfields or in other parts of the coun- 
try. It is no different from a disaster 
that takes place when crops are wiped 
out. 

These folks are being wiped out. 
They are the farmers of the sea, the 
farmers of the ocean, and they farm 
sustainably. But they need help. 
Gloucester and New Bedford in Massa- 
chusetts are two of the largest fishing 
ports in our Nation, and the commer- 
cial fishing industry supports about 
83,000 jobs in the State and $4.4 billion 
in revenue. But it is becoming harder 
and harder for these fishing families 
and for the smaller boats to survive. 
These small boat fishermen, particu- 
larly, are part of the culture of our 
State and of our region, and we want to 
try to preserve that. 
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Last fall, the National Oceanographic 
and Atmospheric Administration an- 
nounced a reversal in the most recent 
Gulf of Maine Cod Assessment. Within 
3 years of each other, two radically dif- 
ferent stock assessments have been 
issued—one saying the stocks are re- 
plenishing, another saying they are 
disappearing. And fishermen are whip- 
sawed between these stock assessments 
and are told different things. In one, 
they think they can invest in their 
boats and in the future; in the next, 
they are being told: Sorry, folks, you 
are out of luck. 

Well, it should not be that arbitrary, 
and it certainly should not just whack 
them and abandon them. 

NOAA is now undertaking a new sur- 
vey for next year because of the con- 
flict of the surveys. So how are we 
going to help these people survive until 
next year? How are we going to help 
them get through those hard times and 
keep those boats, so if the word comes 
back that they can go back out to the 
ocean and continue their livelihoods, 
they are actually able to do that? 

My amendment simply expands the 
eligibility for the Emergency Disaster 
Loan Program—underscore loan; it is 
not a grant; it is a loan program—to 
include commercial fishermen and 
shellfish fishermen. That is all we are 
asking. It would allow fishermen to be 
eligible for a low-interest emergency 
disaster loan, available through the 
Department of Agriculture’s Farm 
Service Agency. It is my understanding 
this amendment would have no score. 

Fishermen, as we know—many people 
saw ‘‘The Perfect Storm.” They risked 
their lives to go out and put protein, 
food on the tables of America. All you 
have to do is watch one of the shows— 
“Deadliest Catch’’—to get a sense of 
what is at stake. I believe they are ag- 
ricultural producers, like other kinds 
of farmers, and they ought to be treat- 
ed with the same respect. 

We have put billions upon billions of 
dollars, often in grants, in emergency 
assistance, for one reason or another, 
to farmers across the States of the 
Midwest, Far West, and some in the 
Northeast, where we do have some 
farming, but usually it is in other parts 
of the country, and we have consist- 
ently voted to do that, to help people. 

We are asking our colleagues to treat 
our farmers of the sea with the same 
respect that others are treated in this 
country. We simply end an inequity in 
the law that does not provide a legal 
mechanism for people to be able to do 
what they would like to do, which is 
being able to legally help our fisher- 
men with these low-interest loans. 

With that, Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
SANDERS). Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

PILOTS’ BILL OF RIGHTS 

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, a while 
ago we were talking about the unani- 
mous consent request that was ob- 
jected to by Senator HUTCHISON to 
bring up my pilots’ bill of rights by 
unanimous consent, actually Senate 
rule XIV. 

During that time, it was the inten- 
tion of Senator MARK BEGICH from 
Alaska to be on the Senate floor with 
me. He was tied up with constituents. I 
did not want to talk about him unless 
he was down here. But I have visited 
with him. Right now we have—I do not 
know how many—thousands and thou- 
sands of pilots who are watching this 
at this moment. I want them to know 
that MARK BEGICH has been the cospon- 
sor of my legislation. We would not be 
able to be here and doing what we are 
doing, as far along with 66 cosponsors, 
if we had not had his cooperation. I 
wish to thank him and the junior sen- 
ator from West Virginia Mr. MANCHIN, 
who has been on my side on this legis- 
lation all of the way through. 

I just want to make sure the pilots of 
America know who does want them to 
have equal justice under the law and 
who, perhaps, does not. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from West Virginia. 

Mr. MANCHIN. Mr. President, first of 
all, I want to thank the good Senator 
from Oklahoma, Mr. INHOFE, for his 
leadership on this very important piece 
of legislation. I am proud to be part of 
that with him and the leadership he 
has shown for us fellow pilots and, ba- 
sically, the only connection we have in 
some rural parts of not only West Vir- 
ginia but of all over the country, our 
private aviation. We hope to keep that 
alive and well. I know it is the same in 
the Presiding Officer’s State. We appre- 
ciate all of the support and Senator 
INHOFE’s leadership. 

HYDROCODONE ABUSE 

Mr. President, I rise today to speak 
about a very important issue that I be- 
lieve will truly help each and every one 
of us, every Senator and every Con- 
gressman from all 50 States, accom- 
plish something meaningful when it 
comes to fighting the prescription drug 
abuse epidemic that is plaguing com- 
munities all over this great Nation. 

I have not talked to a person in my 
State who has not been affected by a 
person in their immediate family or ex- 
tended family with prescription drug 
abuse. It is something that is of epi- 
demic proportions that we have to 
fight and work together on. 

Less than a month ago, I was so 
proud when the Senate came together 
to unanimously support an amendment 
I offered with Senators MARK KIRK, 
KIRSTEN GILLIBRAND, CHUCK SCHUMER, 
and JAY ROCKEFELLER that would make 
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it far more difficult to abuse addictive 
pain medication by reclassifying drugs 
containing hydrocodone as schedule II 
substances. 

Let me explain what this means in 
practical terms. Moving hydrocodone 
to a schedule II drug means that pa- 
tients would need an original prescrip- 
tion to get their pills refilled. Pills 
would be stored and transported more 
securely, and traffickers would be sub- 
ject to increased fines and penalties. 

As we speak, negotiations are ongo- 
ing between the House and the Senate 
on a compromise version of the Pre- 
scription Drug User Fee Act. The Sen- 
ate version contains my amendment 
and the House version does not. So we 
are fighting as hard as we can to make 
sure this amendment is included in the 
final bill. 

Last month I stood on the Senate 
floor and shared stories that I heard in 
communities across West Virginia 
about why this amendment is so ur- 
gently needed. Prescription drug abuse 
is responsible for about 75 percent of 
the drug-related deaths in the United 
States and 90 percent in my home 
State of West Virginia. 

According to the White House Office 
of National Drug Control Policy, pre- 
scription drug abuse is the fastest 
growing drug problem in the United 
States. It is claiming the lives of thou- 
sands of Americans every year. But no 
statistic can illustrate the scope of this 
problem like hearing the pleas of chil- 
dren who are begging their leaders to 
do something to get drugs out of their 
communities—children such as those I 
met in Wyoming County, West Vir- 
ginia, last October where more than 120 
people have died from drug overdose in 
7 years, including 41 last year and 12 al- 
ready this year. 

Since that proud moment when the 
Senate unanimously passed my 
hydrocodone rescheduling amendment, 
it has come under fire—you can imag- 
ine—from groups that seem to think 
trying to limit the number of 
hydrocodone pills making their way 
into our communities, and oftentimes 
into the wrong hands, is a bad idea be- 
cause it affects their bottom lines. 

I recognize this amendment does not 
fit into the business model of selling as 
many pills as possible. I understand 
that. But with that being said, I be- 
lieve we have a responsibility to this 
great Nation, and especially to the 
youth of America. This will affect us 
for generations to come. To win this 
war on prescription drugs it needs to 
happen now. 

Hydrocodone is one of the most 
abused substances we have and the 
most addictive. I do not think I have 
talked to a person who does not recog- 
nize that each and every State is expe- 
riencing these horrible problems with 
this prescription drug abuse. The facts 
will bear this out. 
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According to a report issued by the 
Centers for Disease Control in Novem- 
ber, the death toll from overdoses of 
prescription painkillers has more than 
tripled in the last decade. The findings 
show that more than 40 people die 


every day from overdoses involving 
narcotic pain relievers such as 
hydrocodone, methadone, oxycodone, 


and oxymorphone. 

These prescription painkillers are re- 
sponsible for more deaths than heroin 
and cocaine combined. Yet still we are 
hearing from some folks who just do 
not believe that rescheduling 
hydrocodone is a good idea. I have said 
to those groups: Let’s work together on 
a compromise that can address your le- 
gitimate concerns. If anyone has a con- 
cern with this amendment, just come 
to me and we will sit down with you 
and try to work through it in a most 
reasonable manner. 

We have already offered a number of 
compromises to different groups in an 
effort to get this bill passed and signed 
into law. I want to clarify some of 
these concerns. 

We have heard from some with con- 
cerns that making hydrocodone a 
schedule II drug will mean that pa- 
tients with legitimate needs for those 
medications would face increased hur- 
dles to obtaining them and that those 
patients would have to visit the doctor 
more often. 

To them, I would say the following: 
Look at what the DEA did in 2007 to re- 
duce burdens facing patients when it 
came to refills. They finalized a new 
rule allowing doctors to provide indi- 
vidual patients with a 90-day supply of 
any schedule II medication by issuing 
three separate prescriptions: one for an 
immediate supply and two additional 
prescriptions that cannot be filled 
until a certain specified date. 

If they receive a 90-day supply, pa- 
tients would only need to visit their 
doctor four times per year. If they have 
a chronic ailment, I would think those 
patients would want that type of eval- 
uation anyway. That makes all the 
sense in the world to me, and I know to 
a lot of Americans. 

If a practitioner is prescribing medi- 
cation as part of a usual course of pro- 
fessional practice and for legitimate 
medical reasons, there is no numerical 
limitation on the quantity they can 
prescribe. Federal law does not limit 
physicians to providing only a 30-day 
supply of medication. The amount pre- 
scribed and length of treatment is 
within each doctor’s discretion. 

We have also heard from those who 
are worried that pharmacies could face 
increased operating costs caused by 
new storage requirements as well as in- 
creased paperwork. But there is no dif- 
ference in Federal storage require- 
ments between schedule III and sched- 
ule II drugs. Federal law requires that 
all controlled substances be stored and 
securely locked in substantially con- 
structed cabinets. 
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As for more paperwork, pharmacies 
are already doing paperwork on their 
current schedule II drug orders. All 
this amendment would require is in- 
cluding an additional line on the exist- 
ing form that specifies how many 
hydrocodone combination pills they 
are ordering. 

The bottom line is, we have to recog- 
nize this is a very addictive drug. As a 
schedule III drug, hydrocodone is very 
available to people who might not use 
it for the right purposes but for elicit 
purposes. All we are saying is give us a 
chance to protect some of the most 
vulnerable people we have, especially 
our young people who are addicted to 
these prescription drugs. 

Look at all of the people who support 
this amendment, the folks who are out 
there on the front lines trying to keep 
our society safe and fight the war on 
drugs so that we can all be in a better 
society and more protected. We have 
groups such as the Fraternal Order of 
Police, the National District Attor- 
ney’s Association, the National Nar- 
cotics Officers’ Association, the Na- 
tional Troopers Coalition, the National 
American Society of Addiction Medi- 
cine, the National Association of Drug 
and Alcohol Interventionists, the West 
Virginia Medical Professionals Health 
Program, the Drug Free America Foun- 
dation, Inc., the National Coalition 
Against Prescription Drug Abuse, and 
the Prevention Partnership. 

These people are on the front lines. 
They are saying this amendment is 
needed. This will help them immensely 
fight this war on drugs. Those are the 
people who are out there helping us 
every day in society. 

We are willing to sit down and work 
with people if they have legitimate 
concerns. But if the concern is that 
this amendment interrupts their busi- 
ness plan, I hope they would rise above 
their business plan and be an American 
first. What we are trying to do is good 
for this country. It is good for each one 
of our States. I know it would be good 
for the State of West Virginia and the 
Presiding Officers’s State of Vermont 
for generations to come. 

We will be working hard and we will 
be protecting them for the quality of 
life as Americans. I am not trying to 
put anyone out of business. I am a bus- 
inessperson myself. I appreciate the 
hard work of businesses all across this 
country and the risks they take and 
the dedication they have. But when we 
have a problem, we have to fix it. We 
have a problem. This amendment is not 
going to solve all of our problems, we 
recognize that. It is not going to elimi- 
nate prescription drug abuse once and 
for all. But it does give us one more 
tool to fight the drug abuse problem we 
have in this country. 

To get this passed, it is going to take 
the voices of the public—not just the 
voices in this Chamber or across the 
Capitol but the voices of the public, the 
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voices of people who have seen what it 
has done to our families, to our chil- 
dren, and our communities. We need 
their voices saying: We cannot stand 
by and watch this happen any longer; 
voices such as those from Oceana Mid- 
dle School in Wyoming County in the 
State of West Virginia who partici- 
pated in a letter-writing campaign to 
their elected leaders asking for help 
with a drug epidemic. 

One of them wrote this to me: 

My town, Oceana, has an issue about drugs. 
I write this letter to you because I hope you 
can do something about it. In 2006, my god- 
mother died of an overdose. She was the only 
person I could talk to. Drugs make people 
act in bad ways, and if something doesn’t 
happen about them, then our town will be in 
worse shape. 

Mr. President, I have been there 
many times. As a young person in col- 
lege, my roommate was from Oceana. 
It was one of the most beautiful cities 
I had ever seen 40 years ago, but you 
would not recognize it with what has 
happened. These are young middle- 
school children crying out for help. 
They are afraid to go out in the 
streets. 

This is happening all over America. 
These students want a better life for 
their parents, their siblings, their 
friends, and for their communities. 
Also, they want a better life for them- 
selves. They are willing to fight, and 
we should be willing to fight for them. 
That is our job and what we were sent 
here to do. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Rhode Island. 

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent to speak as in 
morning business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

CLIMATE CHANGE 

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Mr. President, I 
come to the floor of the Senate today 
to speak about a number, a number 
that has a particular significance for 
us here, and that number is 400. Why is 
400 an important number at this point 
in our history? What is important 
about 400 is that it is the number of 
parts per million of carbon dioxide that 
has been measured this spring in the 
Arctic. 

This is a first. We have never hit 400 
before. For 8,000 centuries mankind has 
inhabited this planet within an atmos- 
pheric carbon dioxide range of 190 to 
300 parts per million. That is the range, 
the bandwidth, within which we have 
lived. 

How long is 800,000 years? It is a pret- 
ty darn long time. I don’t think there 
are any human remains or artifacts 
that go back further than 200,000 years. 
If we go back more than 10,000 years, 
we are only seeing the very beginnings 
of agriculture, where people are begin- 
ning to scratch the soil and plant 
things. For longer than our species has 
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effectively inhabited this Earth, we 
have been in this happy bandwidth that 
has supported our lives, supported con- 
genial climate for human development. 

We are out of that now for the first 
time in that period—800,000 years—and 
we are not just a little bit out of it. We 
didn’t go to 302 or to 350. We have now 
crossed 400, and we are still going. We 
are still going, and there is no end in 
sight. 

We continue to dump gigatons of car- 
bon dioxide into our atmosphere every 
single year, and we continue to sub- 
sidize the people who do the dumping. 
At least in this building, and probably 
in the boardrooms of ExxonMobil and a 
few other places, we studiously ignore 
the facts that are right before our 
faces. 

Here are just a few stories from the 
past week or so: A June 4 story in the 
New York Times reported that ‘‘cli- 
mate change threatens power output.”’ 

Why would a warming climate 
change threaten power output? It is be- 
cause warmer waters, when they are 
pumped through powerplants, don’t 
provide the same cooling capacity. So 
if we are going to keep plants from 
overheating, we have to dial back the 
power output. For places such as the 
heavily developed U.S. Northeast, we 
can be pretty close to our margins 
from time to time, particularly when 
air-conditioning loads are high in the 
summer, and those hot days increase 
the risk of power cutbacks or conceiv- 
ably even power outages. 

A June 5 story in the U.S. News and 
World Report described a recently pub- 
lished article in which several Euro- 
pean public health experts wrote that 
climate change could alter patterns of 
food availability and change disease 
distribution, all in ways that could 
harm human health. 

If we want an example of how the 
change in climate changes the way 
things move around on this Earth, we 
have to look no further than the pine 
beetle, which is decimating our tradi- 
tional western forests because the win- 
ters are no longer cold enough to kill 
off the larvae. As the warmth moves 
ever northward, so do the larvae, and 
we can fly over mountains and look 
down and see the brown wasteland of 
trees that used to be green pine forests. 

NOAA reported that the lower 48 
States just experienced the warmest 
May on record. The national average 
temperature for this spring—March 
through May—was 5.2 degrees above 
the 20th century’s long-term average, 
surpassing the previous warmest spring 
ever, in 1910, by 2 full degrees. 

Some States are warming faster than 
others, and Rhode Island, unfortu- 
nately for us, is at the top of the list. 
Climate Central, a research organiza- 
tion, crunched averages of the daily 
high and low temperatures from the 
National Climatic Data Center’s U.S. 
Historical Climatology Network of 
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weather stations. Their recently pub- 
lished report determined that over the 
past 100 years, Rhode Island has actu- 
ally warmed the fastest of any State. 
This has terrible consequences for us, 
from shifting our growing season to 
harming the cold-water fish we catch 
in our warming Narragansett Bay. 

As an aside, when my wife was doing 
her graduate research out in Narragan- 
sett Bay, she was studying the inter- 
action between winter flounder and a 
shrimp that lives in the bay called 
Crangon septemspinosa. The reason 
that was important then was because 
winter flounder was a huge cash crop 
for our Rhode Island fishermen. It 
hasn’t been that long since she did her 
graduate research, and winter flounder 
has fallen off as a cash crop for our 
fishermen. Narragansett Bay has 
warmed. The water temperature is up 
nearly 4 degrees, which may not seem 
much to terrestrial beings like us when 
we jump in the water and it is 64 de- 
grees instead of 60 degrees. Does that 
really make a difference to us? No. But 
for the fish for whom that is their en- 
tire ecosystem, that has shifted and 
has demolished the winter flounder 
fisheries, which are down something 
like 10 times. 

Many people understand that there is 
a connection between carbon pollution 
in our atmosphere and these warming 
temperatures. But it is becoming in- 
controvertible that these things are 
happening. The science behind this is 
rock solid. People say there are ques- 
tions about the theory. No. No, there 
are not. There are questions about 
some of the complicated modeling that 
people go through. But the theory has 
been clear since the time of the Amer- 
ican Civil War. The scientist, John 
Tyndall, determined that increasing 
moisture and carbon dioxide in the at- 
mosphere had a blanketing effect that 
kept heat in, trapped heat on our plan- 
et. That has been basic textbook 
science for a century. It has never been 
controverted. It is a law, essentially, of 
science. Yet there are special interests 
who try to deny that. 

Set against those special interests is 
about as unanimous a coalition from 
science as has ever been assembled. 
Virtually every prestigious scientific 
and academic institution has stated 
that climate change is happening, and 
human activities—specifically our 
reckless release of carbon pollution— 
are the driving cause of this change. 

In 2009, there was a very clear letter, 
signed by the American Association for 
the Advancement of Science, American 
Chemical Society, American Geo- 
physical Union, American Institute of 
Biological Sciences, American Mete- 
orological Society, American Society 
of Agronomy, American Society of 
Plant Biologists, American Statistical 
Association, Association of Ecosystem 
Research Centers, Botanical Society of 
America, and on and on. Here is what 
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they said in pretty darn hard-hitting 
words for scientists: 

Observations throughout the world make 
it clear— 

“Clear’’ is the word they used— 
that climate change is occurring, and rig- 
orous scientific research demonstrates that 
the greenhouse gases emitted by human ac- 
tivities are the primary driver. 

Not observations throughout the 
world make it “likely” that it is occur- 
ring, and not ‘“‘potentially’’ indicates, 
and not the greenhouse gases emitted 
by human activities ‘“‘might be” the 
primary driver. It is ‘‘clear’’ it has 
demonstrated that they are the pri- 
mary drivers. They go on: 

These conclusions are based on multiple 
independent lines of evidence— 

Here is what we might call the sock- 
dolager— 
and contrary assertions are inconsistent 
with an objective assessment of the vast 
body of peer-reviewed science. 

In a nutshell, if you are looking at 
the actual peer-reviewed science and 
being objective—if you are not putting 
your thumb on the scale—contrary as- 
sertions are inconsistent with that. 
You are basically making it up. 

So that is a pretty powerful state- 
ment. The argument that the jury is 
still out on climate change is a false 
and bogus argument. The jury is not 
out. In fact, the verdict is in. The ef- 
fects are obvious. They surround us 
every day, and we need to take action. 

I have been on the Senate floor with 
Senator FRANKEN before, and we have 
talked about this. He makes a wonder- 
ful point, which is that 97 percent of 
the climate scientists agree that this is 
happening, it is happening because of 
our carbon pollution, and we need to do 
something urgent about it. 

Three percent question it. That is 97- 
to-3 odds. We are asked to avoid taking 
any action, not to worry about it be- 
cause there is doubt and debate. Trans- 
late that to real, ordinary human life, 
not this peculiar political world we are 
in here. 

Let’s say someone has a child, and 
the child appears to be sick. They go in 
to see the doctor, and he says: Yes, 
your child is sick, and she is going to 
need treatment. 

They say: Yes, but treatment is ex- 
pensive, and it might be unpleasant. I 
will tell you what, I am going to get a 
second opinion. 

So then they go to another doctor, 
and he says the same thing—that their 
child is sick and will need treatment. 
They say: Well, two opinions are kind 
of a lot, but let’s just be sure and get 
a third opinion. That doctor says the 
same thing too. 

What would we think of the parents 
who did that 100 times, who were told 
by 97 out of 100 doctors that the child 
was sick and needed treatment, and 
they said: You know what, there is 
doubt about this. Iam not sure, so Iam 
not going to give my child the treat- 
ment they need. 
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It is a preposterous example, isn’t it? 
It is an absolutely ridiculous point of 
view for the parent to hold. Yet that is 
exactly the point of view we are being 
asked to hold to deny and delay the 
steps we have to take to protect us, our 
children, and our country from the 
damage that is being done, frankly, by 
ourselves—the polluting interests that 
we don’t take adequate steps to put on 
the right track toward a successful and 
clean energy future. 

The last thing I will say is on that 
exact point. The more we depend on 
fossil fuels, the more we depend on a 
diminishing resource that pollutes our 
country. It is a diminishing force that 
goes up under the laws of supply and 
demand, and in practice, and right 
now, forces us to engage with foreign 
oil-producing countries that do not 
have our best interests at heart. We 
send our dollars—hundreds of millions 
of them—into their treasuries so that 
money can filter out into organizations 
that actually wish to do us harm. That 
is not a great state of affairs. 

The alternative is a clean energy fu- 
ture where American homes are more 
efficient. We have replaced windows 
and added insulation and improved 
boilers. We have created innumerable 
jobs through all that work, and we 
have paid for it with reduced energy 
costs. It pays for itself. Sometimes it 
pays for itself in 1 year, sometimes in 
2 years, sometimes in 5 years, but it 
pays for itself and it creates work. 

We are in a battle right now for clean 
energy technologies. It is an inter- 
national competition. It is us against 
China, us against India, us against the 
European Union. Every single one of 
the other countries gets it, and they 
are trying to push resources onto their 
clean energy industries so they can lap 
us in this race, so they can get so far 
ahead of us that we become the world’s 
biggest global consumer of clean en- 
ergy, not its biggest manufacturer. 

We invented the solar cell. Fifteen 
years ago, we made 40 percent of all the 
solar cells in the world. I think we are 
down to 7 percent now. The top 10 wind 
turbine companies in the world include 
one American company—one. And by 
knocking down the production tax 
credits, by eliminating the 1603 Pro- 
gram, by subsidizing Big Oil like crazy, 
people in this building are doing their 
very best not to help us in the race 
against foreign competition but to put 
weights in the pockets of American 
companies, to tie their shoelaces to- 
gether, to interfere with their ability 
to compete. They do not see it yet as 
international competition. They are so 
tied to the fossil fuel industry that 
they only see it as competition be- 
tween fossil fuels and clean energy, and 
in that battle they want to be with the 
fossil fuel energy. They do not see the 
future. They do not see how important 
these technologies are going to be in 
batteries, in wind, in clean energy, and 
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in all these areas where we can not 
only command our energy future by 
building and creating the power we use 
and unhinge ourselves from these for- 
eign dictatorships that run off oil 
economies, but we can improve the fu- 
ture and the safety of our planet by di- 
aling down the pollution. 

My State pays a particular price. We 
are downwind of the midwestern pol- 
luters—the big utility companies, the 
big manufacturing companies, the ones 
that have built thousand-foot-high 
smokestacks for the specific purpose of 
shoving as much of their pollution as 
high in the atmosphere as they can so 
that it doesn’t rain down on their 
States—not on Missouri, Ohio, or 
Pennsylvania—but that it rains down 
on Rhode Island, on Massachusetts, on 
Vermont, and on other States. 

I was here earlier this morning talk- 
ing about the mercury rule. We have 
ponds and lakes and reservoirs in 
Rhode Island where it is unsafe to eat 
the fish you catch because of mercury 
poisoning. It is unsafe everywhere in 
Rhode Island to eat the fish you catch 
if you are a child or an expectant 
mother. Nobody can safely eat the fish 
you catch in these ponds because there 
is so much mercury in them. How did 
the mercury get there? How did the 
mercury get there? From pollution out 
of the smokestacks dumped down on 
our State. And there is nothing we can 
do to prevent it other than to support 
the EPA in these mercury-limit rules. 

There is a real cost to continuing 
down this fossil fuel path. My home 
State pays it all the time. And when it 
comes time to reap the whirlwind of 
storm activity, of sea level rise, coast- 
al States such as Rhode Island will pay 
a particularly high price. 

I am going to continue to come to 
the Senate floor. This is not a popular 
topic. The Presiding Officer, Senator 
SANDERS of Vermont, is eloquent, ar- 
ticulate, and a constant ally on these 
subjects. There are a handful of us who 
are regulars on this subject, but I 
think a great many of my colleagues 
and virtually everybody on the other 
side of the aisle would just as soon 
wash their hands of it, forget about it, 
pretend it is not happening, and con- 
tinue to sleepwalk toward disaster. So 
I will keep doing this. It is important 
to my State. I believe it is important 
for our country. 

I appreciate the attention of the Pre- 
siding Officer and those who have the 
attention of the floor. 

I yield the floor, and I suggest the ab- 
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. WICKER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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Mr. WICKER. I ask unanimous con- 
sent to speak as if in morning business. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
NATIONAL SECURITY LEAKS 

Mr. WICKER. Mr. President, I rise 
today to express my serious concern 
about a matter of national security. It 
is a matter that is increasingly more 
visible with the American people. It is 
a matter that they are more and more 
concerned about as they hear more. It 
is an issue that is not going away until 
it is properly investigated by the exec- 
utive branch of this government. That, 
of course, is the recent news publica- 
tions that discussed details of counter- 
terrorism plans, programs, and oper- 
ations of our government. These publi- 
cations refer to specific counterterror- 
ism military and intelligence activities 
that are among the most classified and 
highly sensitive national security oper- 
ations involving our military and our 
intelligence community. The leaks of 
this information constitute a grave 
breach of our vital national security 
interests. 

The President, in his press con- 
ference last Friday, attempted to dis- 
tance his administration from these 
damaging leaks, stating, ‘‘The notion 
that my White House would purpose- 
fully release classified national secu- 
rity information is offensive.” 

The matter is certainly offensive and 
needs to be fully investigated. 

I must point out that the President 
did not explicitly deny that members 
of his administration were responsible 
for leaking classified or sensitive infor- 
mation to the media. As a matter of 
fact, so many of the news reports, quite 
frankly, point to members of this ad- 
ministration for these damaging and 
criminal leaks. 

Any mishandling of classified mate- 
rial must be taken with the utmost se- 
riousness. The authors of these publi- 
cations cite unnamed senior adminis- 
tration officials and Presidential aides 
as their sources. We need to know the 
names of these senior administration 
officials, we need to know the names of 
these Presidential aides, and we need 
to know, quite frankly, if they were en- 
gaged in criminal breaches of our espi- 
onage and intelligence statutes. 

Our men and women in the military 
and our intelligence community offi- 
cials work under extremely difficult 
conditions. These leaks have put their 
lives in danger. These leaks have put 
their methods and their ongoing oper- 
ations at risk. They need to stop, and 
they need to be investigated. 

All individuals privy to the White 
House discussions regarding counter- 
terrorism and intelligence operations 
hold security clearances at the very 
highest levels. Before being granted ac- 
cess to these classified items of infor- 
mation, individuals must undergo a 
thorough background investigation and 
receive extensive security training re- 
garding proper procedures for handling 
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classified materials. They are trained 
as to what they can say and what they 
ought not to say. They are trained as 
to what the law requires and what the 
law prohibits. It is clear that any po- 
tential leak of classified material was 
not an accidental slip of the tongue but 
a deliberate and brazen violation of 
Federal law, and we need to get to the 
bottom of this. 

I will also add that we are not talk- 
ing about an isolated instance of a 
leak. As the chair of the Senate Select 
Committee on Intelligence, Senator 
DIANNE FEINSTEIN, rightly observed 
last Wednesday, we are talking about 
what she described as an ‘‘avalanche”’ 
of leaks—an avalanche of leaks—on na- 
tional security matters that have, in 
her words, put our Nation’s security in 
jeopardy, to quote the chair of the In- 
telligence Committee. 

Quoting from the chairman of the 
Foreign Relations Committee, Senator 
JOHN KERRY: 

A number of those leaks, and others in the 
last months about drone activities and other 
activities, are frankly all against national- 
security interests. 

He goes on to say: 

I think they’re dangerous, damaging, and 
whoever is doing that is not acting in the in- 
terest of the United States of America. 

Yet, news reports say these reports 
come from senior administration offi- 
cials. We need to find out who these ad- 
ministration officials are. 

Then, further to quote Senator FEIN- 
STEIN, whom I began quoting earlier: 

When people say they don’t want to work 
with the United States because they can’t 
trust us to keep a secret, that’s serious. 
When allies become concerned when an as- 
set’s life is in jeopardy or the asset’s family’s 
life is in jeopardy, that’s a problem. The 
point of intelligence is to be able to know 
what might happen to protect this country. 

I could go on and on. 

I have joined 10 of my colleagues in 
cosponsoring a Senate resolution that 
urges the U.S. Attorney General, Eric 
Holder, to appoint an independent spe- 
cial counsel to investigate classified 
information leaks by the administra- 
tion. Yet instead of a special counsel, 
the Attorney General has merely ap- 
pointed two Justice Department attor- 
neys to investigate the leaks, U.S. at- 
torney for the District of Columbia, 
Ronald Machen, and his counterpart in 
Maryland, Rod Rosenstein. 

Although I have no question about 
their abilities, the appointment of 
these two Obama administration offi- 
cials is unacceptable and raises ques- 
tions as to their independence. A truly 
independent investigation would al- 
most certainly reveal any breaches of 
the criminal law concerning classified 
information essential to national secu- 
rity. A truly independent counsel 
would have his or her own prosecu- 
torial discretion. If the administration 
leaks such information, the public has 
a right to know and the public has a 
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right to be outraged. The lives of 
Americans and our friends have al- 
ready been put at risk. The Obama ad- 
ministration cannot be expected to 
pursue a complete self-investigation of 
allegations of this magnitude. In the 
midst of an election, they simply can- 
not be asked to do this, especially 
when those responsible could well be 
members of the administration them- 
selves. 

Attorney General Holder is a prin- 
cipal on the President’s national secu- 
rity team. Members of this team may 
very well have been the sources of 
these leaks—members of the Attorney 
General’s team. I wish to ask this: 
Does the administration want the 
truth in this or is the administration 
simply looking for cover? What is it 
about an independent special counsel 
that frightens this administration? Is 
it the truth this administration is 
afraid of? Are Americans more likely 
to get the truth from a truly inde- 
pendent counsel or from U.S. attorneys 
who will still report directly to the At- 
torney General? 

The administration’s concern about 
special counsels is understandable. If 
an independent counsel investigation 
reveals proof of leaks for political gain, 
it will not be pretty and will not sit 
well with the American people. 

This Sunday marks the 40th anniver- 
sary of the Watergate break-in. It 
started small, but as more and more 
people began to ask questions and as 
more and more people began to demand 
a true investigation, the truth finally 
was revealed and it brought down a 
Presidency. Early on in Watergate, a 
member of my political party, a mem- 
ber of President Nixon’s political 
party, a former nominee for President, 
Barry Goldwater, came forward to the 
American people and said: Let’s get the 
truth out. No more coverups. Let’s get 
rid of the stink and let’s find out what 
was going on. 

Members of my party should have 
heeded the words of Barry Goldwater 
at that moment and perhaps the scan- 
dal could have been brought to light 
and people involved in the subsequent 
coverup would not have been asked to 
do so. Barry Goldwater was right. 

Members of both political parties 
would be well advised to ask this ad- 
ministration to come forward, appoint 
a truly independent counsel to have a 
truly independent investigation of 
these breaches of national security. 
What I am talking about is evidence of 
criminal disclosures of national intel- 
ligence secrets, disclosures that have 
damaged our national security and 
continue to damage our national secu- 
rity. This issue is not going away. I 
urge the Attorney General, I urge my 
President, to ensure confidence in gov- 
ernment, to appoint a special counsel 
to investigate and hold accountable 
anyone responsible for these flagrant 
violations of our national security. 
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I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 
SHAHEEN). The Senator from New Jer- 
sey. 

JUDICIAL NOMINATIONS 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Madam Presi- 
dent, I rise to challenge the obstinacy 
of our colleagues on the other side of 
the aisle to prevent us from doing any- 
thing that can help ordinary families 
in our country get back on their feet 
and succeed. As a matter of fact, it was 
very clearly stated by the minority 
leader, the Republican leader, to tell us 
that his No. 1 priority—imagine that, 
the leader of the Republican Party in 
the Senate, his No. 1 priority is to 
make sure President Obama is a one- 
term President. I ask, what good is 
that to the people who do not have jobs 
or the people whose mortgages are 
about to be foreclosed or their kids 
can’t get an education no matter how 
smart they are because it is impossible 
to afford it? Imagine, stated proudly on 
the floor of this Senate, that the mis- 
sion is to destroy the Presidency. 
Shame on him. 

His No. 1 priority—not to create jobs, 
prevent another financial crisis or keep 
our children safe and healthy; it is just 
that cynical goal of destroying the 
Presidency, no matter how much harm, 
no matter how much pain these actions 
inflict on our general population. It is 
a disgrace. 

We have seen what the Republicans 
are willing to do to accomplish this 
goal. They brought our Nation to the 
brink of default. They shut down the 
Federal Aviation Administration. They 
had to be dragged kicking and scream- 
ing to extend the payroll tax cut—just 
to name a few of the most egregious ex- 
amples. 

Now the Republican mission appears 
to be punishing the American people 
with longer waits in courtrooms for 
judgments to be concluded. There are 
currently 74 Federal judicial vacancies 
waiting to be filled. In other words, 
nearly 1 in 11 Federal judgeships across 
this country is vacant. These vacancies 
are not some abstract problem only 
lawyers and academics care about. Ju- 
dicial vacancies deny everyday Ameri- 
cans and businesses the justice and re- 
dress our Constitution guarantees. Mil- 
lions of them have had their cases de- 
layed. At a time when our economy is 
making a fragile recovery, we cannot 
afford to have a legal system that 
makes it more difficult for businesses 
to get legal judgment, certainty about 
their rights and responsibilities, to 
move their operations, for instance, to 
full gear, perhaps. 

But now we have learned the Senate 
Republicans are committed to making 
matters even worse. Roll Call reports 
that at yesterday’s weekly luncheon of 
the conservative steering committee, 
Minority Leader MCCONNELL decided to 
halt—stop all circuit court confirma- 
tions. How can our democracy function 


June 14, 2012 


when we cannot even put judges in the 
courtroom? 

The very next nominee in line to be 
confirmed for the circuit court is a 
highly qualified nominee from New 
Jersey and we need her on the bench 
now. Magistrate Judge Patty Shwartz 
has been nominated to serve on the 
Third Circuit Court of Appeals. Her 
nomination was favorably reported by 
the Judiciary Committee on March 8, 
nearly 100 days ago. They refused to let 
us take it up. For more than 3 months 
she has waited patiently for a con- 
firmation vote. She is anxious to get to 
work and we need her, while the Re- 
publicans in the Senate play games 
with the confirmation process. 

Now that Judge Shwartz is on the 
verge of receiving a vote and filling a 
critical vacancy, the Republicans have 
pulled the rug out to make sure she 
does not sit there. It is not fair to the 
judge—to Judge Shwartz or to the peo- 
ple of New Jersey, Pennsylvania, and 
Delaware who deserve to have a fully 
staffed Federal bench. It sends a par- 
ticularly noxious message to the 
women of this country. If confirmed, 
Patty Shwartz would fill a void, and 
she would be only the second woman 
ever to represent New Jersey on that 
appeals court. 

This obstruction is especially out- 
rageous, given the record of skill, con- 
fidence and admiration Judge Shwartz 
has earned in the legal community. Her 
nomination has received strong bipar- 
tisan support in our State. Her sup- 
porters include Republican Gov. Chris 
Christie. He is a former U.S. Attorney 
of New Jersey. 

He says: 

Judge Patty Shwartz has committed her 
entire professional life to public service, and 
New Jersey is the better for it. 

That is his statement. If Governor 
Christie and I agree on someone, you 
know she’s really got to be good. 

We are not the only ones who feel so 
strongly about Patty Shwartz’s stellar 
qualifications for the bench. John 
Lacey, who is the past President of the 
Association of the New Jersey Federal 
Bar, said that Judge Shwartz ‘is 
thoughtful, intelligent, and has an ex- 
traordinarily high level of common 
sense.” 

Thomas Curtin, chairman of the 
Lawyers’ Advisory Committee for the 
U.S. District Court of New Jersey, said: 
“Every lawyer in the world will tell 
you she is extraordinarily qualified, a 
decent person and an excellent judge.” 

The American Bar Association clear- 
ly agrees. They gave her their highest 
rating of “unanimously well qualified.” 

A review of Judge Shwartz’s experi- 
ence shows why she has earned such re- 
spect and praise. Since 2003, Patty 
Shwartz has served as a U.S. mag- 
istrate judge in the District of New 
Jersey, where she has handled more 
than 4,000 civil and criminal cases. She 
graduated from Rutgers University 
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with the highest honors, from the Uni- 
versity of Pennsylvania Law School, at 
which she was an editor of the Law Re- 
view and was named her class’s Out- 
standing Woman Law Graduate. 

As Governor Christie said, Patty 
Shwartz has devoted her entire career 
to public service. Preventing her from 
doing so will only hurt the American 
people, people in our area, in Pennsyl- 
vania, New Jersey, Delaware. It will 
only hurt those people seeking justice 
and our very system of democracy. It 
has often been said justice delayed is 
justice denied. It is a lesson people in 
New Jersey and all over the country 
are learning and it has to stop. All 
Americans should be aware of the price 
they pay for the obstruction of the Re- 
publicans on their side of the aisle. 
When these confirmations are blocked, 
it is not just nominees who suffer, the 
justice system suffers under the weight 
of vacancies and the American people 
suffer longer waits for justice in over- 
burdened courts. It is time for Repub- 
lican politicians to stop blocking votes 
on those well-qualified nominees and 
allow the Senate to confirm them with- 
out further delay. 

Make no mistake: I take very seri- 
ously the Senate’s constitutional duty 
of advice and consent regarding Presi- 
dential nominees. I do not believe the 
Senate should rubberstamp judicial 
nominees without consideration or de- 
liberation. However, what we see today 
is an unprecedented level of obstruc- 
tion in confirming judges. 

At this point in the term of President 
George W. Bush’s Presidency, the Sen- 
ate had confirmed 179 judges, 28 more 
than the 151 of President Obama’s 
nominees who have been confirmed 
today. President Obama’s nominees 
have been forced to wait approximately 
four times as long as President Bush’s 
nominees to be confirmed after being 
favorably reported by the Judiciary 
Committee. When we had the numbers 
favoring our majority, we didn’t permit 
delays like this. We would never use 
that as a punishment for a Presidency 
we disagree with. 

As a result, the vacancy rate is near- 
ly twice what it was at this point in 
President Bush’s first term. These 
delay-and-destroy tactics cannot be 
what our Founding Fathers had in 
mind when they gave us the power of 
advise and consent. 

Iam the son of immigrants who came 
to this country, and I got the message 
often from my parents and my grand- 
parents to come to America and find a 
better way of life than they had in Rus- 
sia or Poland, their birthplace. I view 
our justice system as the Nation’s pre- 
mier institution. It demonstrates so 
well what America is about. 

I am proud that a courthouse in New- 
ark, NJ, bears my name. It has an in- 
scription that I authored. We spent a 
lot of time talking about the inscrip- 
tion and what it would look like. I 
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came up with this: ‘‘The true measure 
of a democracy is its dispensation of 
justice.” 

When people walk into that court- 
room, they have to know that they 
have an equal chance at a proper deci- 
sion just like anybody else. There 
shouldn’t be the discrimination that 
exists when we don’t fill vacancies that 
are begging to be filled with qualified 
candidates. All in this Chamber know 
when the dispensation of justice is ob- 
structed and delayed, our democracy 
suffers. 

I plead with our Republican col- 
leagues: Stop the obstruction, allow 
the Senate to vote on Judge Patty 
Shwartz’s confirmation without fur- 
ther delay. Put off your attempt to dis- 
credit President Obama’s tenure as 
President. That doesn’t fit in here. If 
you want to do it in the political main- 
stream, and you want those wild ges- 
tures and those ridiculous claims that 
they want to destroy President 
Obama’s tenure, don’t do that. Don’t do 
that to the American people. Be fair. 
Do your job, and let’s get on with it. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Rhode Island. 

STUDENT LOANS 

Mr. REED. Madam President, we are 
running out of time. The interest rate 
on subsidized student loans is set to 
double in just over 2 weeks. This will 
hit middle-class families hard at a time 
when they are dealing with the dev- 
astating effects of the most severe re- 
cession that we have witnessed in our 


lifetime. 
Earlier this week the Federal Re- 
serve reported additional sobering 


news. Between 2007 and 2010, median 
family wealth declined by nearly 40 
percent. Median family income de- 
clined by nearly 8 percent, and the 
share of families with education-re- 
lated debt rose from 15.2 percent to 19.2 
percent. 

This is no time to increase the inter- 
est rate on need-based student loans on 
the more than 7,000 moderate and low- 
income students who rely on them to 
go to college. What we have seen is a 
middle-class that in terms of wealth 
and income has been shrinking dra- 
matically. Ironically—perhaps not 
ironically—the very wealthy have seen 
income and wealth increase. However, 
for the vast majority of Americans, 
they have seen their economic position 
deteriorate. 

Closely allied with economic oppor- 
tunity and the idea of making your 
way in this country is the necessity to 
go on to higher education. We have 
been preaching that. That is what our 
parents told us, go on to college. They 
said, when you go to college, you will 
be prepared to go into the workforce, 
increase your family income, con- 
tribute more to your country. Yet now 
we see a situation where not only is 
there a compression in middle-income 
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wealth and income, there is also a stag- 
gering amount of student debt. It is al- 
most $1 trillion. In fact, I heard reports 
suggesting that it eclipsed credit card 
debt in terms of what households in 
America are holding. 

There is a generation of college stu- 
dents who have graduated and are 
struggling with this debt. The worst 
thing we can do now is double the in- 
terest rate on those who need more 
loans to finish their school and put an 
even greater burden on them and their 
family as they go forward. 

We need to pass this legislation that 
will prevent the doubling of interest on 
student loans, and we need to do it be- 
fore July 1. We are looking at a period 
of time when interest rates are very 
low. The Federal Reserve is charging 
financial institutions somewhere 
around 1 percent or less to borrow 
money, and yet we are going to stu- 
dents and saying, the interest rate used 
to be 3.4 percent, now it will be 6.8 per- 
cent. That seems not only incongruous 
but incomprehensible, that we will 
allow the interest rate to double, par- 
ticularly in this environment. 

Students’ families can’t afford this 
increase. They are stretched too thin 
already. Every statistic—forget the 
statistics. Talk to people back home in 
New Hampshire or Rhode Island or New 
Jersey, and they will tell you it is 
tough. There are children who are mov- 
ing back in with their families because 
they are struggling to find a good job 
so they can pay their student debt and 
get by. This is not the time to double 
the interest rate on these loans. 

It is an issue of fairness. It is an issue 
of the future of this country. It is an 
issue of avoiding innumerable personal 
tragedies. We were just on a conference 
call when a woman called in and said 
she is involved with many students 
who have graduated in the last few 
years and they are literally at their 
wit’s end that they can’t pay their 
debts. They don’t have jobs that will 
give them the chance to move on. They 
are saddled with debt. How will they 
even begin to think of starting a fam- 
ily and buying a home? That was some- 
thing my generation sort of took for 
granted in their mid twenties. We have 
to deal with this issue. This is the first 
step. 

According to Georgetown University 
Center on Education Workforce, over 60 
percent of jobs will require some post- 
secondary education by 2018. No longer 
is higher education some nice thing to 
do, it has become a necessity to get 
jobs that will provide for a family. Yet 
in 2010 only 38.3 percent of working-age 
adults have a 2-year or 4-year degree. 
So we know there is a gap already. We 
have 40 percent of people with a post- 
secondary education, and experts are 
telling us we will need 60 percent by 
2018, and that is just 6 years away. And 
we are proposing to make it harder to 
pay for college? Again, it does not 
make any sense. 
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That is why last January, working 
with my colleague JOE COURTNEY in 
the House of Representatives, we intro- 
duced the Student Loan Affordability 
Act. We saw this coming. We knew we 
had to prevent this increase. Initially 
the response from our colleagues on 
the other side was, no way. In fact, 
they voted for two budgets that as- 
sumed the interest rate would double, 
therefore giving more resources for tax 
cuts and other preferences that cer- 
tainly won’t be as effective to help the 
middle class as giving a youngster a 
chance to go to college. But we contin- 
ued to push. With the President and 
students and families and student orga- 
nizations across the country, I think 
we have made some progress. We have 
seen at least a change in rhetoric. 

Governor Romney said he was in 
favor of keeping the rates low. There 
has been no specifications on how to do 
this or urging on how to do this, but at 
least conceptually there seems to be 
agreement on that one point. The Re- 
publican leaders then followed suit say- 
ing, yes, we have to keep this interest 
rate from doubling. But we have not 
seen the actions to match these words. 

They initially made a proposal to 
keep the interest rates low by going 
after preventive health care, and that 
is a nonstarter. I hope we all under- 
stand that, one, if we are going to im- 
prove the quality of health care in this 
country, we have to emphasize preven- 
tive care. By the way, if we are going 
to bend that proverbial cost curve, we 
better start to do more prevention 
than treatment because it is a lot more 
cost effective to prevent than treat dis- 
ease. 

Then they proposed another offset 
that would take resources from low- 
and middle-income families through 
various programs, taking from one 
pocket of a low- and middle-income 
family and giving it to them in the 
education pocket. That didn’t work. 

They continued to resist a proposal 
we made to pay for it because we do 
understand in this environment we 
have to be fiscally responsible. We pro- 
posed to close one of the most egre- 
gious loopholes in the Tax Code. There 
is a provision that allows high-paid 
lobbyists, high-paid lawyers, high-paid 
consultants to avoid their payroll 
taxes, Medicare taxes, and other taxes 
by forming a subchapter S corporation. 
At the end of the year they give them- 
selves a dividend, which is not wages 
subject to these taxes, and is actually 
treated at a very preferential tax rate. 
This is such an outrageous loophole 
that it was condemned by Bob Novak, 
late conservative columnist. It was 
condemned by the Wall Street Journal. 
It was condemned by everyone, but it 
was not something they could accept. 

Well, we have moved forward. We 
have put a new offer on the table, led 
by Leader HARRY REID, and that would 
effectively help with respect to pension 
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liabilities. First, it would give employ- 
ers more predictability in terms of 
their contribution by allowing them to 
smooth out the interest rate which 
they assume in their contributions to 
the fund. 

If you are trying to fund a pension li- 
ability over many years, you have to 
put in principal, but then you have to 
assume an interest rate to see if that 
principal will grow to an adequate 
amount. So the present law looks back 
about 2 years, and this is a remarkably 
low interest rate environment. So with 
low interest rates, they have to put 
more principal in. This way they could 
look much farther back, smooth it out, 
and take a more realistic interest rate 
that will reflect not just the last 2 
years, which one would argue is very 
exceptional in terms of interest rates, 
but look at something that is more 
representative of the 25 or so years 
that they must provide for in their 
pension fund. In fact, this is a provi- 
sion that employers think is very im- 
portant to them. 

The other side is to provide an in- 
crease of premiums paid to the Pension 
Benefit Guaranty Corporation, the in- 
surance fund for defined benefit pen- 
sion plans. Too often today the PBGC 
has to step in where companies go 
bankrupt and their pension funds are 
not adequate to pay for even part of 
the bona fide liabilities that they owe 
to workers, many of whom spent years 
in their employ and are depending on 
their pension. 

This is a very balanced approach. It 
is an approach in the past that has had 
bipartisan support. I hope we are 
reaching a point now where we can 
come together. This is an incredibly 
difficult issue for families across this 
country. 

I have heard pleas from Rhode Island 
families to fix this. I received letters 
and calls. One of them came in and 
said: 

Please continue to fight for keeping the in- 
terest rate of Stafford loans down to 3.4 per- 
cent. It is difficult enough to pay for college. 
With unemployment so high for recent col- 
lege graduates, our financial future seems 
bleak. My parents and I have taken loans to 
pay for my and my sister’s tuition. We are 
from a middle class family. We appreciate 
your support and help with this issue. 

Those words are more eloquent than 
mine. 

Let’s just get this done. We have no 
time to waste. July 1 is almost upon 
us. We have 2 weeks. Let’s come to- 
gether. Let’s help people across this 
country and help our country. 

Thank you, Madam President. I yield 
the floor and note the absence of a 
quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Wyoming. 
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Mr. BARRASSO. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BARRASSO. I ask unanimous 
consent to speak as in morning busi- 
ness. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

THE ECONOMY 

Mr. BARRASSO. Madam President, 
the President of the United States ear- 
lier today was in Cleveland. He spoke 
for 54 minutes, yet he said almost 
nothing—at least certainly nothing 
that most of us have not heard before. 

It was 2 years ago this very weekend 
that the White House announced the 
start of what it referred to as the ‘‘re- 
covery summer.” That campaign was 
an effort to convince the American 
people that the Obama administra- 
tion’s policies to create jobs were 
working. 

David Axelrod, who was the senior 
adviser to the President, said at the 
time, talking about the summer of 
2010, “This summer will be the most 
active Recovery Act season yet.” 
Again, that was the summer of 2010. 
Treasury Secretary Tim Geithner 
wrote an op-ed in the New York Times, 
and it was entitled ‘‘Welcome to the 
Recovery.” Again, that was 2010. Now 
here we are, 2 years later, and Ameri- 
cans are still waiting for a real recov- 
ery. The “recovery summer” failed to 
produce results because it was never 
more than just a cheap slogan. It was 
designed to hide the fact that an unac- 
countable administration had no real 
solutions. 

Instead of working to create a 
healthier economy, President Obama 
has offered more excuses, more gim- 
micks, and more empty promises, and 
he continues to say the economy is 
about to turn the corner. 

This past March President Obama 
said things would get better soon. 
“Day by day,” he promised, ‘‘we’re re- 
storing this economy from crisis.’’ We 
have heard this all before. 

In February 2009 the President said 
his stimulus bill was ‘‘the beginning of 
the first steps to set our economy on a 
firmer foundation, paving the way to 
long-term growth and prosperity.”’ 

In April 2010 he said, ‘‘Our economy 
is stronger; that economic heartbeat is 
growing stronger.” 

In January 2011 he claimed that ‘‘the 
next two years, our job now, is putting 
our economy into overdrive.” 

Now, after disappointing jobs num- 
bers for May of this year, when just 
69,000 jobs were created, the President 
once again promises that ‘‘we will 
come back stronger.” 

It is a shame that our economy 
doesn’t run on the President’s rhetoric. 
Saying that things will get better does 
not make them better. 

Well, the President’s record speaks 
for itself. For starters, we all remem- 
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ber early 2009 when the incoming 
Obama administration told the Amer- 
ican people that its stimulus plan 
would keep unemployment below 8 per- 
cent. That is what they said—it would 
keep unemployment below 8 percent. 
Instead, we have now had 40 straight 
months, 40 consecutive months with 
unemployment over 8 percent. By now, 
unemployment was supposed to be even 
much better because the administra- 
tion had said that by mid-2012—where 
we are right now, today—their projec- 
tions were that unemployment would 
be below 6 percent if the stimulus bill 
passed. Well, the stimulus bill passed. I 
voted against it. Instead, unemploy- 
ment has ticked up again in May to 8.2 
percent. 

Last month one official at the Fed- 
eral Reserve said it might take 4 to 5 
more years to get unemployment down 
to 6 percent, which is where the Presi- 
dent promised it would be today. The 
latest jobs report also said that over 23 
million Americans are unemployed or 
are working at less of a job than what 
they would like. 

President Obama said the other day 
that ‘‘the private sector is doing fine.” 
He said that in a nationally televised 
press conference, that the private sec- 
tor is doing fine. He went on to say 
that it was only government jobs that 
were lagging behind. Well, I think 
many of these 23 million-plus Ameri- 
cans who are unemployed or under- 
employed would absolutely disagree 
with this President. 

Under the Obama economy, since 
early 2009 we have lost 433,000 manufac- 
turing jobs; 79,000 real estate jobs have 
been lost; and 160,000 jobs in commu- 
nications industries, such as wireless 
carriers, have been lost. We have lost 
932,000 construction jobs. These may 
sound like a lot of numbers upon num- 
bers, but behind each one of these sta- 
tistics is a person—a homebuilder, a 
phone salesman in the mall, a real es- 
tate agent in our communities—real 
people who have lost the private sector 
jobs their families rely on to put food 
on the table, a roof over their head, 
and to help their kids get through 
school. 

Many Americans have gotten so dis- 
couraged by the Obama economy that 
they have actually given up looking for 
work entirely. Those Americans who 
have not given up are finding it more 
difficult to get jobs. Even if they are 
trying to find a job, they are finding 
that their job search is taking much 
longer than they ever imagined. Over 5 
million Americans have been searching 
for work for more than 27 weeks. That 
is over 5 million Americans who have 
spent more than half a year looking for 
work. The unemployed now spend an 
average of nearly 40 weeks looking for 
work—double the average when Presi- 
dent Obama took office. That is the 
equivalent of losing a job on New 
Year’s Day and not finding work again 
until October. 
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So why are the jobs so scarce? Well, 
it is because President Obama’s poli- 
cies have done far too little to help our 
struggling economy, and in many cases 
his policies have actually hurt the 
economy and made things worse. Con- 
trary to what President Obama be- 
lieves, the private sector is not doing 
fine, and the problem is not just that 
we don’t have enough bureaucrats. 

Growth in America’s GDP for the 
first quarter of 2012 was just 1.9 per- 
cent. That is nowhere near the level we 
need for a healthy economy. During 
past recoveries from economic down- 
turns, other Presidents have presided 
over much faster growth. After the re- 
cession of the early 1980s, President 
Reagan’s economy grew much faster. 
Well, there is a simple reason why, and 
it has to do with the policies coming 
out of this President’s administration. 

President Obama keeps repeating 
that we face economic headwinds. Well, 
the biggest headwinds we are facing 
come from the President’s own eco- 
nomic policies. The American people 
understand this. They read the papers. 
Headlines such as the one from the 
Washington Post on Tuesday, just 2 
days ago—‘‘Families See Their Wealth 
Sapped.” The American people read 
about the bad economic data saying 
that durable goods orders were down 
3.7 percent in March. People know that 
when the manufacturing sector, which 
is an important source of jobs, slows 
down dramatically, it does not bode 
well for job growth in other sectors of 
the economy. 

When people hear this drumbeat of 
bad economic news, it explains why the 
Consumer Confidence Index fell again 
in May. When we ask people if the 
country is on the right course, the ma- 
jority say it is not on the right path. 
When we ask if they think the Presi- 
dent is doing a good job with the econ- 
omy, they say no, he is not. 

Confidence is down not just because 
the American people follow the news 
and know what is going on in the coun- 
try, it is because they also know what 
is going on in their own lives—what 
they are seeing at home and what they 
are seeing with their families. For 
many people, they are not earning as 
much as they had earned in the past. 
The median household income has fall- 
en by over $4,000 since President 
Obama took office. Meanwhile, the ac- 
tual costs of everyday living continue 
to rise. More and more people every 
day are finding that for them and for 
their families, they just can’t keep up. 

Today there are more than 46 million 
Americans on food stamps. That is 14 
million more than relied on the pro- 
gram in January of 2009 when Presi- 
dent Obama was sworn into office. 
Sadly, the Congressional Budget Office 
expects the number to go even higher 
over the next 2 years. Well, that is ob- 
viously the wrong direction, and it isa 
result of bad decisions and bad policies 
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out of the President’s administration. 
Those policies have contributed to the 
lower wages we are seeing, to higher 
unemployment we are living with, and 
to more people living in poverty. Those 
policies are contributing as well to the 
sagging home markets that threaten to 
keep millions of American families in 
dire financial straits for years to come. 
We all know President Obama faced a 
difficult economic situation when he 
took office in 2009. His failed policies 
have not healed our economy. Higher 
taxes, more bureaucracy, more bor- 
rowing, and more wasteful spending by 
Washington will continue to make 
things worse. 

When we take a look at what is hap- 
pening around the world, with Europe 
facing collapse and the global slow- 
down that threatens our economy, the 
President seems more concerned with 
his next election than with actually 
taking action to make things better. 
Alongside all the bad economic news, 
ABC News reported the other day that 
President Obama will continue his 
record-smashing fundraising schedule— 
record-smashing fundraising schedule. 
That is not the kind of leadership our 
economy needs today. 

Republicans are focused on real solu- 
tions: making our Tax Code simpler, 
flatter, fairer for every American; re- 
ducing the debt and the deficit; ending 
overregulation, the redtape that is bur- 
densome, expensive, and _ time-con- 
suming; putting patients and doctors— 
their own doctors—in control of health 
care and not creating more Washington 
bureaucracy; and, of course, reducing 
our dependency on foreign oil and send- 
ing so much American money overseas. 

Two years ago, when the Obama ad- 
ministration was putting out press re- 
leases and staging photo-ops to pro- 
claim the ‘‘recovery summer,” Repub- 
licans were proposing real solutions to 
help create a healthy economy. When 
voters had a chance to compare the 
two approaches that November—No- 
vember of 2010—Republicans earned 
control of the House of Representa- 
tives, and at that time they started 
passing a jobs agenda. 

Democrats in the Senate still do not 
get it, and they have refused to even 
consider these bills passed by the 
House. 

There are 27 jobs bills that have 
passed the House of Representatives on 
bipartisan votes. The bills are still 
today waiting for Senate action. 

The President of the United States 
remains silent on these bills that 
would actually get people back to 
work. He is offering nothing but scare 
tactics, excuses, and blame. 

He gave another speech today—this 
very afternoon—in Ohio and what he 
did was more of that: more scare tac- 
tics, excuses, and blame. Because in his 
mind, it seems it is always someone 
else’s fault. 

Imagine where our economy would be 
today if Democrats had been willing to 
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accept commonsense Republican solu- 
tions 2 years ago. We would actually be 
in recovery today. We would have seen 
significant improvements to the econ- 
omy. If Democrats had been willing to 
work with us, instead of giving speech- 
es and pushing more wasteful stimulus 


spending, millions of more people 
would be working today across the 
country. 


If President Obama had been focused 
on putting people back to work, in- 
stead of on keeping his own job, then 
today—today—in the summer of 2012, 
the private sector and the American 
people really would be doing fine. 

Madam President, I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Alabama. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Madam President, I 
thank my colleague for his remarks. I 
caught part of the President’s state- 
ment this afternoon and have gotten a 
transcript of some of the things he 
said. 

As ranking member on the Budget 
Committee, as someone who has wres- 
tled very intensely with these numbers 
for 2 years, I was shocked, I say to Sen- 
ator BARRASSO, by some of the things 
he said. 

I would ask the Senator, based on the 
world we are in, how he reacts to the 
summary the Presidential adviser gave 
to the New York Times before the 
President’s speech today, saying his 
plan ‘‘focuses on education, energy, in- 
novation, and infrastructure.” 

First, does that suggest to the Sen- 
ator spending? 

Mr. BARRASSO. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent to enter into a 
colloquy with my colleague. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BARRASSO. Just talking about 
those things, isn’t this the same Presi- 
dent who lobbied this body, this Sen- 
ate, to block the Keystone XL Pipeline 
that would have brought energy from 
our northern neighbor Canada to the 
United States, creating jobs on the 
ground here in terms of construction of 
that pipeline? So you are talking about 
energy, and you are talking about con- 
struction, and that was not govern- 
ment spending. Yet the President lob- 
bied the Senate to block that. 

Mr. SESSIONS. There would have 
been private growth and private invest- 
ment—not an increase in our deficit. 

But it goes on. In their summary of 
what the President was going to say, it 
said he favored a ‘‘tax code that cre- 
ates American jobs and pays down our 
debt.” 

First of all, is the Senator aware that 
under the President’s plan that he sub- 
mitted to us—his budget—the lowest 
single year’s deficit in the 10-year win- 
dow is $488 billion—that we never come 
close to paying down the debt in the 
plan he submitted to us? And how can 
the President—this is an unfair ques- 
tion, but I will ask the Senator from 
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Wyoming—how can the President say 
he has a plan that pays down our debt 
when the lowest single deficit he pro- 
poses is nearly $500 billion? 

Mr. BARRASSO. I would say to my 
colleague, who is on the Budget Com- 
mittee, who watches these things very 
carefully, as I look at what the Presi- 
dent proposed, it never got to balance, 
it never even addressed dealing with 
the large deficit, let alone the monu- 
mental debt. In the time we have been 
talking here in the last 4 or 5 minutes, 
we have continued to borrow money 
from overseas, specifically from China. 
We in the United States are borrowing 
at a rate of $2 million a minute. Noth- 
ing I have seen coming from the Presi- 
dent or from the Democrats, as a mat- 
ter of fact, in the Senate has dealt with 
any of those things, to the point that 
we have not passed a budget for the 
last 3 years in this Senate, which is ir- 
responsible. 

Mr. SESSIONS. It absolutely is. 

Let me say this, in his speech—this is 
a quote from the transcript I have of 
it—he declared: 

Both parties have laid out their policies on 
the table for all to see. 

Isn’t it a fact that the House Repub- 
licans passed a long-term budget that 
would change the debt course of Amer- 
ica and three Members of the Repub- 
lican Senate laid out budgets that 
would have balanced the budget in the 
United States of America, and that the 
Democratic leadership never laid out a 
plan, refused to lay out a plan, and vio- 
lated a law—the Congressional Budget 
Act—by refusing to lay out a plan? 
Isn’t that true? Or am I missing some- 
thing? 

Mr. BARRASSO. Well, that is exactly 
the way I see it. And I voted for the 
plan that was submitted by the House, 
which actually does get to a balance of 
our budget, and the plans of three of 
our Senate colleagues from our side of 
the aisle whose plans also get to a bal- 
ance of the budget. I voted in favor of 
all of those. But not one Democrat in 
the Senate—not one Democrat—cast 
one vote in favor of any one budget, 
whether it was a Republican budget, 
whether it was the President’s budget. 
Yet the President goes to Ohio today 
and gives a speech for 54 minutes—and 
it was supposed to be a big speech on 
the economy—and I heard nothing new, 
nothing we had not heard before, no 
new ideas other than to spend more 
money, at a time when we are $15 tril- 
lion in debt, and adding to that by the 
minute. 

The President did make one inter- 
esting statement. He said some of the 
regulations that are coming out—he 
said all the regulations are not good. 
Well, who can do anything about it but 
the President; his regulations. And he 
has over 1,000 new regulations that 
have come out under his administra- 
tion that are called economically sig- 
nificant regulations—regulations that 
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have an impact to the economy of over 
$100 million. Those regulations, all of 
that redtape is putting people out of 
work. It provides so much uncertainty 
to the economy as to what is the next 
regulation that is coming out, where 
businesses do not have the certainty to 
go hire people. What is going to happen 
with the health care law? Is it going to 
be found constitutional or unconstitu- 
tional? I believe it is unconstitutional. 
What are the costs going to be to busi- 
ness? 

In statement after statement that 
the President makes, it shows there is 
a fundamental question as to his un- 
derstanding of how the economy works 
versus people who have been out in the 
private sector who have created jobs 
and have put people to work, who have 
written the paycheck, who have signed 
the front of the paycheck, who have 
hired folks and helped the economy in 
a community in a way that makes a 
difference and builds that community. 
Yet I do not see those things coming 
out of the President’s speeches, cer- 
tainly not today in Ohio. 

Mr. SESSIONS. I thank my colleague 
for those insights because this is a bit 
disappointing. It is more than dis- 
appointing. The President said, again, 
that he has a plan, and he has a vision 
“of how to create strong, sustained 
growth,” and “how to pay down our 
long-term debt.’’ He does not have such 
a plan. His plan comes nowhere close to 
balancing the budget. In 10 years, the 
lowest single deficit he would have is 
$488 billion, according to the Congres- 
sional Budget Office—not me, the inde- 
pendent Congressional Budget Office. 

His statement is not accurate. How 
can we have a bipartisan discussion on 
how to solve the sustained debt threat 
we have in this Nation if the President 
goes around saying his plan will help 
pay down our debt? It does not pay 
down the debt. It does not come close 
to paying down the debt. 

He said that last year, and I grilled 
his Budget Director at a Budget Com- 
mittee hearing. He could not defend 
that statement because it is indefen- 
sible. Nobody can defend that state- 
ment. And I say to any Member of this 
Congress, this Senate—a Democratic 
Member—I urge you to come down and 
tell me if the plan laid out by the 
President of the United States—the 
only plan we have seen, his budget— 
pays down the debt. It does not. 

He goes on to say in this speech: 

I’ve signed a law— 

Forgive me if this is distressing to 
me, but we have been involved in the 
discussion a good long time. We have 
the U.S. Congress, including the Sen- 
ate, and we have the President of the 
United States, and we all have a role in 
formulating an economic policy for 
America that will put our country on a 
growth path to eliminate the 
unsustainable debt course we are on. 

The statement cited so often from 
President Obama’s own debt commis- 
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sion—Simpson-Bowles—is: This Nation 
has never faced a more predictable fi- 
nancial crisis. Why? Because of the in- 
creasing debt, they said. The numbers 
are relentless. It is unsustainable. That 
is what it means. At some point, it 
means there will be a credit reaction, a 
financial collapse, or a reaction that 
will put us back into recession and dis- 
tress. They pleaded with us to get off 
the path we are on. 

So the President says: 

I’ve signed a law that cuts spending and re- 
duces our deficit by $2 trillion. 

What does he mean by that? Well, I 
think most Americans can remember 
that last August we reached the debt 
ceiling. We borrowed so much money 
that we hit the limit of money the U.S. 
Government can borrow. The President 
asked Congress to raise that debt limit 
so he could keep spending and keep 
borrowing, and basically the Repub- 
lican House and Members in the Sen- 
ate—to the extent we had influence— 
said: Mr. President, we will raise the 
debt limit, but we want you to reduce 
spending some. So they agreed, after 
much debate, in the wee hours of the 
morning—at the latest possible time— 
to cut $2.1 trillion in spending. The 
President went kicking and screaming 
to that point. The Democrats pre- 
tended it was a disaster and Americans 
were going to sink into the ocean. That 
is what that was all about. 

Here we came with this plan, and the 
President now claims it is his deal, 
that he cut $2 trillion. I remember how 
it went down, and that is not a fair 
thing to say. He signed that law be- 
cause if he did not sign it, spending 
would have to be cut 40 percent imme- 
diately, because that is how much, out 
of every dollar we spend, we borrow. 
We are borrowing 40 cents of every $1 
we spend. 

So if we had not raised the debt ceil- 
ing, the U.S. Government would have 
had to immediately cut all expendi- 
tures by 40 percent. That is why we are 
on an unsustainable course. It is not a 
little bitty matter. 

The President suggests, if you listen 
to his speech: Don’t worry about it. I 
have a plan. We are moving along fine. 
You do not have to sacrifice. We are 
going to have more education, energy, 
innovation, infrastructure. More spend- 
ing—that is what that means. Invest- 
ments, they say—that means spending. 
But we do not have the money. This 
country is out of money. This is a seri- 
ous time. We have to make some tough 
decisions, and we need a Chief Execu- 
tive telling the American people the 
truth about where we are, rather than 
promising some balanced budget and 
paying down debt when that is nowhere 
in his plan. 

He says: 

My own deficit plan would strengthen 
Medicare and Medicaid for the long haul by 
slowing the growth of health care costs. 

He has steadfastly refused to reform 
Medicare and Medicaid. Under this $2.1 
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trillion, the President insisted that 
Medicaid not receive a dime of cuts. 
And it did not receive a dime of cuts. 
The Defense Department gets a big 
time hammering under the cuts and 
the sequester. Medicaid—not a dime 
cut out of it. No reforms in Medicaid 
that would provide any benefit—any- 
thing other than to drive up the cost 
and increase the cost of Medicaid. 

So how can he say that? And he has 
attacked Congressman RYAN, the 
chairman of the Budget Committee in 
the House, for actually laying out a vi- 
sion to try to put Medicare on sound 
footing, where it can actually be sus- 
tainable over time. 

Congressman RYAN has the support of 
Senator WYDEN, a Democratic Member 
of the Senate. He has the support of 
Alice Rivlin who was President Clin- 
ton’s budget director at OMB. Alice 
Rivlin basically agreed with the policy 
that Congressman RYAN laid out to 
save Medicare. What happened? The 
President called in Congressman RYAN 
and attacked him on the spot. They are 
still accusing him of having a radical 
scheme to destroy Medicare. Nothing 
could be further from the truth. It is a 
plan to strengthen Medicare, to save 
Medicare, and put it on a sound basis 
so that people working today can be 
confident that when they retire and be- 
come eligible for it, it will be there. 

But we cannot create something from 
nothing. We have to have a plan that 
provides the funding for it. This is not 
smoke and mirrors. Nothing comes 
from nothing, I have to tell you. 

One more thing. The President said, 
“T signed a law that cuts spending and 
reduces our deficit by $2 trillion.” 

Well, he was forced into signing that 
bill. Did he really want to sign it? No, 
he did not. We all know that. Anyone 
could tell that from reading the news- 
papers and how the negotiations went. 
Our big spenders resisted that dramati- 
cally. 

How much is $2 trillion over 10 years? 
We planned to spend $37 trillion over 10 
years, increasing the debt by about $10 
to $11 trillion. This would have cut it 
from $87 trillion being spent to $35 tril- 
lion being spent. It meant we would 
have increased the deficit by only $10 
to $11 trillion, I guess. Not nearly 
enough, but at least some step toward 
reining in soaring spending. 

So the President bragged on that just 
a few minutes ago. He is bragging 
about it. What is the real truth? The 
budget he submitted eviscerates that 
agreement. The budget he submitted in 
February of this year—5 months after 
the agreement last August—would wipe 
out the entire sequester, would elimi- 
nate $1 trillion in cuts, and add more 
spending. 

In fact, he would add, under that 
plan, $1.5 trillion more in spending 
than the Budget Control Act agree- 
ment he is taking credit for signing 
would have allowed to be spent. This is 
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not a matter of dispute. This is a fact. 
The budget he has submitted wiped out 
more than half of the cuts that were in 
that agreement, and he had big tax in- 
creases, about $1.8 trillion in tax in- 
creases. So $1.6 trillion more in spend- 
ing than we agreed to just last sum- 
mer, and $1.8 trillion in more taxes. 

Tax, spend. Tax, spend. That is this 
President’s philosophy. If he wants to 
stand for that, campaign on that, run 
on that, well and good. Be honest with 
the American people. But do not come 
in and take credit for things he re- 
sisted. Do not come in and take credit 
for budget cuts that he proposed to 
eliminate. How can we have a bipar- 
tisan discussion to try to reach an 
agreement on what to do about the 
unsustainable course we are on if the 
President is going out and saying 
things that are not connected to re- 
ality? I think it is irresponsible. I real- 
ly do. 

I do not see how a President of the 
United States could possibly not spend 
a great deal of time with the American 
people explaining to them why we are 
all going to have to tighten our belts, 
that we do not have the money we wish 
we had, that we are going to have to do 
this. Is there some sort of political fear 
that big spenders will ultimately get 
caught if they tell the truth about how 
much debt their big spending has 
caused the country, so they just have 
to pretend it is not so? 

Well, they said President Bush had 
big debt. He did spend too much 
money. I criticized him some on that, 
and none of us are perfect in this Con- 
gress. We all voted for things probably 
we should not have. 

The largest annual deficit that Presi- 
dent Bush ever had was $470 billion. 
That is big. It is a lot of money. 

President Obama’s deficits have been 
$1.2, $1.3 trillion all 4 years he has been 
in office, more than twice President 
Bush’s deficits. He has been in office 
now 4 years. In the plan he has laid 
out, even assuming our economy con- 
tinues to grow—as we assume in these 
budget analyses—he does not come 
close to balancing the budget. 

Every year we are adding hundreds of 
billions of dollars more in debt. The 
lowest single year in his 10-year plan 
would add $488 billion more to the debt. 
According to the Congressional Budget 
Office, the interest on the debt soars. 
The largest single increase in spending 
is interest. 

Interest last year was $225 billion on 
the debt, and in the 10th year of the 
President’s budget the Congressional 
Budget Office projects that the interest 
in that 1 year—10 years from now—will 
be $743 billion, exceeding virtually 
every item in the government includ- 
ing the Defense Department. 

This is not healthy. In May, at a 
fundraiser—he is going to a lot of 
those, but sometimes, somebody has to 
stay home in Washington and bring 
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this wasteful spending under control. 
He was at a fundraiser in Denver and 
he said, “I’m running to pay down our 
debt.” He said: I am running to pay 
down our debt. Do not worry. Let me. 
Iam going to pay down our debt. 

Well, that is just not what the num- 
bers show. No plan has been laid out 
other than his budget: to tax, spend, 
and keep the debt on the same level we 
were on if he had no changes at all in 
the budget situation. 

I am not happy about this. It is very 
distressing to me that this Nation is 
facing a financial crisis. We are all 
going to have to recognize we do not 
have the money that we would like to 
have to spend as we would like to 
spend. I told some people this morning 
at a breakfast/luncheon, a group from 
the Air Force Association, that the de- 
fense people needed to know we do not 
have the money. We do not have the 
money. For years we are going to have 
to be tightening our belts. 

But we can work our way through it. 
We can do the right things. Who 
knows, by producing efficiencies and 
encouraging productivity, we could get 
our country on a healthier course than 
we can imagine at this point. I actually 
think we could. But we have to be hon- 
est about the situation. We have to 
have somebody who stays in the office 
for a while and actually drives the re- 
straints in spending and insists that 
every Cabinet Member, sub-Cabinet 
Member, GSA person going to a resort 
in Las Vegas who is spending the tax- 
payers’ money, that they do it with re- 
straint and that wasteful actions are 
eliminated. 

That is the kind of leadership we 
need, and the American people need to 
be told, and we all need to understand, 
we just do not have the money we 
wished we did. So we will have to alter 
our spending levels for a few years, get 
this country on a sound path, and cre- 
ate confidence. That will come when 
the world knows that we have gotten 
off the unsustainable debt path and 
gotten on a path that is sustainable, 
are set on a sound path, a path that 
leads to prosperity, not a path that 
leads to debt crisis and decline, but 
growth, prosperity and freedom. That 
is what it is all about. 

Forgive me if it is irritating to me. 
But I did conclude, after today’s 
speech, that the President has made a 
decision that he is going to run to No- 
vember. He is going to run on the fact 
that he is reducing the debt. That is 
what he has apparently said. “I’m run- 
ning to pay down the debt” is what he 
said in Denver. He repeated that again 
today. So that has to be confronted. 

If I am wrong, I ask any Member of 
the Senate to come forward and show 
me what in the President’s plan leads 
to any conclusion that he has laid out 
a plan that would pay down the debt of 
the United States. I do not see it. I do 
not think it is close. 
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I yield the floor and suggest the ab- 
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
BLUMENTHAL). The clerk will call the 
roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

WORLD WAR II VETERANS 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, George 
Washington once said: 

The willingness of future generations to 
serve in our military will be directly depend- 
ent upon how we have treated those who 
have served in the past. 

Tomorrow, 95 World War II veterans 
will fly from Montana to Washington 
to see their memorial with their own 
eyes for the first time. 

This trip is made possible by the Big 
Sky Honor Flight Program. Their mis- 
sion is to recognize American veterans 
by flying them to Washington, DC, to 
see their memorials at no cost. 

These veterans, and the volunteers 
who helped send them here, say a lot 
about what makes the United States of 
America the greatest country on 
Earth. 

Who are these veterans? Their aver- 
age age is 90. They hail from all parts 
of our State—from Plentywood to Su- 
perior, from Miles City to Libby, and 
many places in between. Each veteran 
has a story to tell. 

Shortly after the attack on Pearl 
Harbor, Bill Smith left his job as an ac- 
countant in Billings and volunteered to 
fly B-24 Liberator bombers with the 
466th Bomb Group. 

Bill went on to fly 30 missions over 
Europe from 1943 to 1945. He rose 
through the ranks and eventually took 
command of an entire crew. 

On a typical day, Bill and his crew 
would rise at 4 a.m., eat a quick break- 
fast, and receive a mission brief. As 
crew commander, Bill was responsible 
for seeing to it that the bomber safely 
navigated enemy airspace, accom- 
plished its mission on time and on tar- 
get, and returned to base safely. 

Bill’s B-24 flew at 22,000 feet in sub- 
zero temperatures in nonpressurized 
cabins. Think about that. We are not 
talking about the cozy airplane cabins 
you and I are used to today. We are 
talking about open air, very loud and 
very cold cabins. 

Imagine, if one can, doing all that 
with Nazi fighters on your tail. In one 
instance, incoming enemy fire shot the 
oxygen mask right off the face of one 
of the gunners on Bill’s crew. 

Bill is 96 now. When asked about his 
service, he said: 

I am proud of what we did. I know we hit 
a lot of targets. That’s what we were there 
for. We weren’t there for a joy ride. 

In March, I had the privilege of meet- 
ing Del Olson from Billings. Del was 
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born and raised on a farm in Rapleje, 
Montana, which is a very small town. 

In 1944, Del joined the Women’s Army 
Corps as an airplane mechanic. The 
Women’s Army Corps was the first fe- 
male unit, besides nurses, to serve 
within the ranks of the U.S. Army. 
They were patriots and trailblazers. 
Similar to all trailblazers, their service 
didn’t come without controversy. 

Del didn’t let the controversy get in 
the way of her mission. She dedicated 
herself to fixing up bomber aircraft in 
Texas, which was her job, including the 
B-24 Liberator that Bill Smith was fly- 
ing over Europe. 

Later in the war, Del moved to Ba- 
kersfield, CA, where she worked as a 
nurse caring for the countless wounded 
warriors. 

Now, at age 92, when you ask Del 
about her service, she will tell you, “I 
didn’t do much during the war. Others 
did so much more.” 

Del’s humility is a testament to what 
real selfless service looks like. When 
Del visits the World War II memorial, 
she plans to pay her respects to those 
who made the ultimate sacrifice during 
the war. Del said she will think of her 
brothers, of her sister, who all served 
under General Eisenhower in Europe. 
She especially wants to honor her first 
and second husbands, both of whom 
served in the South Pacific during the 
war. 

I met with Del and talked with her 
about coming to Washington, DC, on 
the Honor Flight. She is such a special 
lady. 

When I talked to her, I said: Boy, 
Del, we have to make sure we raise 
enough money so you get a seat on the 
plane. 

She said: Oh, no, no, not me. There 
are others who are so much more de- 
serving than I am. Not me. 

That is exactly the kind of selfless 
attitude she and others who served in 
World War II have. But she now has a 
seat. She will be back here in Wash- 
ington, DC. The first event is tomorrow 
night, with a service earlier at the me- 
morial tomorrow. 

But Honor Flights just don’t happen 
automatically. It takes work—a lot of 
work. Kathy Shannon, Beth Bouley, 
Tina Vauthier, Chris Reinhard, Vicky 
Steven, Yellowstone County commis- 
sioner Bill Kennedy, and countless 
other volunteers have all been instru- 
mental in organizing Montana’s first 
Honor Flight. Students, friends, neigh- 
bors, and businesses pooled together 
more than $150,000 to make this hap- 
pen. In today’s tough times, when fam- 
ilies are struggling to make ends meet, 
pooling together that kind of contribu- 
tion is no small feat. 

This will be the first Honor Flight 
from Montana, but I know it won’t be 
the last. I know because I have seen 
the passion and dedication of these vol- 
unteers firsthand. In March I had the 
incredible opportunity to pitch in by 
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serving burgers at a fundraiser in Bil- 
lings. It was a lot of fun. It was very in- 
spiring seeing all these folks, inspiring 
to see our young Montanans dem- 
onstrating their spirit of service. For 
example, students from the Huntley 
Project Schools raised an amazing 
$2,425 to make this flight happen—just 
kids. In the process, they learned a val- 
uable lesson about the sacrifices that 
made it possible for them to grow up 
strong and free in this country. 

This Honor Flight visit is larger than 
just a thank-you to our World War II 
veterans. It shows the commitment we 
Americans consider a sacred obligation 
to all our veterans—to those who 
served on the frozen battlefields of 
Korea, to the jungles of Vietnam, to 
the deserts of Iraq, and to those who on 
this very day are fighting in the moun- 
tains of Afghanistan. So I ask the Sen- 
ate to join me in welcoming these he- 
roes to our Nation’s Capital this week- 
end. And a special thanks to all 18,000 
World War II veterans living in Mon- 
tana. We are forever grateful for your 
service and your sacrifice. 

I might add, Mr. President, that as 
we honor our veterans, especially those 
who served during World War II, it isa 
good reminder to all of us here who as- 
pire to public service. In many cases, 
these veterans put themselves in 
harm’s way, sacrificing themselves for 
their country, so the very least we can 
do here in the Senate is to remember 
our veterans who sacrifice so much, re- 
member our Armed Forces today who 
serve us so well, and at the very least 
we should work together as a Senate, 
as a Congress, to solve the problems 
ahead of us and not be so partisan and 
so divisive, which is clearly not a pub- 
lic service. 

CITIZENS UNITED 

Mr. President, before I conclude, I 
also would like to say a few words on 
another important topic impacting our 
democracy; that is, the freedom of a 
people to choose their own elected rep- 
resentatives. 

Today, the Supreme Court is consid- 
ering a challenge to Montana’s 1912 
Corrupt Practices Act. One hundred 
years ago, Montanans said, in passing 
legislation, that elections should not 
be bought by the Copper Kings. Who 
were the Copper Kings? They were basi- 
cally three very wealthy corporate ti- 
tans trying to control copper produc- 
tion in the State of Montana, and they 
virtually controlled our State. Mon- 
tanans said: No, elections should not be 
bought by copper kings or by any cor- 
poration. Today, we in Montana say 
the same thing. 

Unfortunately, the Supreme Court’s 
2010 decision in Citizens United cleared 
the way for unlimited out-of-State cor- 
porations throughout the country. I ap- 
plaud Montana’s attorney general 
Steve Bullock for sticking up for Mon- 
tanans as the Supreme Court takes a 
closer look at this case. I have intro- 
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duced a constitutional amendment to 
limit corporate campaign expenditures, 
and I have supported every piece of 
campaign reform legislation that has 
come before me. 

As the Supreme Court looks at Mon- 
tana’s 1912 Corrupt Practices Act 
today, it is my hope that Montana can 
continue to lead the Nation in saying 
that elections belong in the hands of 
the people, not out-of-State foreign 
corporations. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor, and I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. CARPER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

IMPROVING THE ECONOMY 

Mr. CARPER. Mr. President, a week 
or so ago, I was being interviewed by 
CNN. I think it was a couple days after 
the jobs report had come out for the 
month of May. The reporter who was 
interviewing me was commenting on 
those job numbers—which I think were 
disappointing to all of us—and asking 
me if we were back in the soup, were 
we heading back into a recession. In- 
stead of continuing to recover from a 
really deep, awful recession, an awfully 
hard, tough recession, would we go 
back into the soup? And I said to her 
that I know there are people in my 
State and across the country who are 
still hurting, still suffering. People 
have lost jobs, and in too many cases 
people have lost their homes and are 
fearful of losing their health care and 
not being able to maybe send their son 
or daughter back to school. And I said 
that I realize we still have more pain in 
our country, more than any of us would 
like. 

But, I said, maybe there are four 
things we should keep in mind: 

No. 1, let’s not talk ourselves back 
into a recession, which we have the 
ability to do. Our hair is not on fire. 
Let’s continue to make sure we are 
looking at the underlying fundamen- 
tals of the economy, and while they are 
not universally up or upbeat, the un- 
derlying fundamentals are not entirely 
bad either. Our energy costs are way 
down. We are not just the Saudi Arabia 
of coal, we are the Saudi Arabia of nat- 
ural gas. We are now a net exporter of 
oil, and we are seeing significant re- 
ductions over the last half-dozen or so 
years in our dependence on foreign oil, 
from about 60 percent of the oil we use 
being from foreign sources to approach- 
ing 40 percent. So the movement is 
right. 

Another underlying factor is the cost 
of health care in this country. For 
years we have seen double-digit in- 
creases in the rate of health care costs 
in this country, and last year health 
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care costs in this country rose by only 
4 percent. That is a positive factor as 
we try to be more competitive with the 
rest of the world. 

Another factor is the difference in 
labor costs between our country and 
other countries with which we com- 
pete, one of them China and another, 
believe it or not, Vietnam—a very low- 
cost producer of manufactured prod- 
ucts. What we have seen in those other 
countries—Vietnam, China, and some 
of the other Asian countries—is that 
their wage levels have come up, and 
our wage levels in this country have 
pretty much remained the same. As a 
result, the inducements for companies 
here, particularly manufacturing com- 
panies, to move offshore their manu- 
facturing operations have diminished 
from where they were a couple of years 
ago. 

I think those are all encouraging fac- 
tors, again, to lay the groundwork for 
a sustained economic recovery, if our 
friends in Europe can work their way 
through, navigate their way through 
their problems in places such as Greece 
and Spain. So it is not all bad news. It 
is not all bad news. 

In the near term, what should we do? 
Again, No. 1, not talk ourselves back 
into a recession. No. 2, prepare to hit a 
home run. From a guy who likes base- 
ball a lot, we need to hit a home run. 
I don’t think we will hit a home run 
here in this Chamber, in this building, 
in this city before the election. 

But the best thing, in my view, we 
can do for the economy is to adopt a bi- 
partisan, comprehensive deficit reduc- 
tion deal, much like that proposed by 
the deficit commission led by Erskine 
Bowles, former Chief of Staff to Presi- 
dent Clinton, and by former U.S. Sen- 
ator from Wyoming, Republican Alan 
Simpson—the so-called Bowles-Simp- 
son Deficit Reduction Plan. That plan 
provides for $4 trillion to $5 trillion in 
deficit reduction over the next 10 
years—$3 on the spending side for every 
$1 on the revenue side. That actually 
lowers both corporate and individual 
tax rates. It lowers the rates and bot- 
toms the base of income that is tax- 
able, eliminating half of our so-called 
tax exemptions, tax breaks, tax deduc- 
tions, tax credits, and tax loopholes. 

That is how we end up with lower 
rates both on the corporate and indi- 
vidual sides, and also actually creating 
revenue: $1 for every $3 of spending re- 
duction. That is a home run. I don’t 
know if we are going to hit that home 
run before the election, but sometime 
between the day after the election and, 
hopefully, by the end of the year we 
will adopt something similar to that 
and provide certainty: One, can we gov- 
ern? Yes, we can. Two, can we be fis- 
cally responsible? Yes, we can. Three, 
can we provide certainty with respect 
to our Tax Code? Yes, we can. I think 
the adoption of that kind of plan an- 
swers all those questions with, yes, we 
can. And we are. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE, Vol. 158, Pt. 7 


But while we prepare to hit a home 
run, I don’t think we ought to wait 
around until the end of the year to do 
something. In the meantime, we need 
to hit a lot of singles. So rather than 
hitting a home run with runners on 
base, let’s see if we can’t hit some sin- 
gles and maybe some doubles and score 
some runs for the economy. 

I spend a lot of time, as my col- 
leagues will tell folks, on how to create 
a more nurturing environment here for 
job creation and job preservation. How 
do we do that? Our friend, John Cham- 
bers from West Virginia, a native of 
West Virginia—as am JI—who now 
heads up Cisco, a big technology com- 
pany, likes to say the jobs of the 21st 
century will go to those States and 
those countries that do two things es- 
pecially well: One, a productive work- 
force—students who can read, write, 
think, do math and science coming out 
of our high schools, coming out of our 
colleges and universities, into the 
workforce; and, the States and nations 
that do another thing very well; that 
is, create a world-class infrastructure; 


broadly defined, roads, highways, 
bridges, transit, rail, port, airports, 
waterways, water treatment, 


broadband—all of the above, broadly 
defined infrastructure. 

In addition to that, there are a num- 
ber of other things we can do to pro- 
vide a nurturing environment, and 
they include cost-effective regulations, 
commonsense regulations, access to 
leaders like us. 

Another positive development in job 
creation and job preservation is access 
to capital, the ability to actually bor- 
row money for businesses, large and 
small, at reasonable rates; the ability 
to export into foreign markets and to 
get financing for those exports if they 
need it; incentives to do basic research 
and development that actually can be 
commercialized and create products 
that we can sell around the world. 
Those are some of the things that actu- 
ally contribute to a nurturing environ- 
ment—not all, not the only things, but 
some of them. 

The other thing that we can do in 
terms of hitting singles and doubles is 
some things that we have done in this 
Chamber this year, and I want to men- 
tion a few of those. They include actu- 
ally doing something about our avia- 
tion infrastructure. 

When we passed the Federal Aviation 
Administration reauthorization earlier 
this year, we not only provided for a 
source of revenues—provided by the 
general aviation community and the 
civilian airlines here, the sorts of reve- 
nues to upgrade, modernize, and im- 
prove airports—but we also provided 
money to bring an analogue air traffic 
control system into the 21st century, 
arguably a digital system. So that is 
one in terms of a more nurturing envi- 
ronment. 

No. 2, I actually said the idea that in 
the past, if someone comes up with an 
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idea—like this young woman who is 
typing down my words on the floor 
today. If she comes up with a good idea 
and goes to the Patent Office—in the 
past she could go to the Patent Office 
and say: I have a great idea—maybe for 
a better machine than the one she is 
taking down my words with here 
today—and she files for a patent on 
that machine. A year later, I show up 
at the Patent Office and say: No, that 
was really my idea, and I thought of it 
first. She just filed first, but I really 
had it first. I end up going and liti- 
gating with her, and it may string out 
for months, years, and provide a lot of 
uncertainty. I don’t have a patent, but 
I just want to be bought out and basi- 
cally paid off. Maybe I had the idea 
first, but in a lot of cases I didn’t, and 
I want to be given something of finan- 
cial consequence so I will go away. 

We have changed that with the law 
we passed here and the President 
signed that says: Whoever files first—if 
she files first for that new machine, it 
is her patent. It is an important thing 
for us to do with respect to providing 
certainty for innovation and cre- 
ativity. 

Another thing we did that I think is 
a smart idea is we said: We are having 
a hard time selling our goods and serv- 
ices in places such as South Korea, 
Panama, Colombia, and a lot of other 
places around the world. We negotiated 
in the Bush administration—with 
George W. Bush—and further in the 
Obama administration, free-trade 
agreements with South Korea, Pan- 
ama, and with Colombia. They have 
been approved by the Senate, agreed to 
by the President, and they are now the 
law of our land and the lands of those 
free countries. 

What does it mean for us and South 
Korea, a place where they sold to us 
last year 500,000 cars, trucks, and vans; 
a country we sold 5,000 cars, trucks, 
and vans to? That is going to change, 
and their ability to keep our vehicles 
out will phase out over time, and we 
will have the opportunity to sell our 
vehicles there just as they have the 
ability to sell their vehicles here. 

We will have the ability to sell poul- 
try products. We raise a lot of poultry 
on the Delmarva Peninsula in Dela- 
ware. We will have the ability to sell 
poultry products into countries such as 
Panama and Colombia without impedi- 
ment and tariff barriers to keep them 
out. 

So the idea to provide better access 
to foreign markets, we have done that 
at least with respect to those three, 
and we are trying to negotiate now 
something called the Transpacific 
Partnership, which would allow a num- 
ber of countries in this hemisphere—in- 
cluding us and maybe Chile and a cou- 
ple other countries south of us, maybe 
even Canada and Mexico—to create a 
trading partnership with countries 
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such as Malaysia, Australia, New Zea- 
land, Vietnam, and a couple of other 
countries over there. 

I am told the Japanese are interested 
in being part of that as well. That 
could be an enormous new global part- 
nership that would enhance trade be- 
tween all the countries that are a part 
of it. 

Another piece of legislation for a sin- 
gle that we have hit over here is some- 
thing called the JOBS Act. You may 
recall that IPO onramp—initial public 
offering—for changing the shareholder 
threshold, raising it from 500 share- 
holders to 2,000, something I worked 
on. The IPO onramp will make it easier 
for companies, if they want to go pub- 
lic, to do so. 

JOHN CARNEY, a Congressman from 
Delaware, worked on that in the House 
and did a very nice job. But that is leg- 
islation endorsed by the President, sup- 
ported by Democrats and Republicans, 
now the law of the land—another sin- 
gle, maybe a double, I don’t know— 
where middle-sized companies and 
smaller companies that want to grow 
either remain privately held or become 
publicly traded. 

Other potential singles and doubles 
are the postal legislation that Senator 
LIEBERMAN, Senator COLLINS, Senator 
BROWN, and myself and others have 
worked on to try to save the Postal 
Service, which is losing $25 million a 
day in the 21st century. We have a 
pretty good idea on how to stem that 
hemorrhaging and how to help them 
help themselves become sustainable 
again in a break-even operation. That 
legislation, a bipartisan bill, passed the 
Senate and was sent over to the House 
awaiting action. We need for the House 
to take up that legislation. If they do, 
that is something that can help save 
and preserve 7 to 8 million jobs and af- 
fect a significant part of our country. 

Another potential double—maybe 
even a triple—is transportation legisla- 
tion and the 2 or 3 million jobs that 
flow from that. A lot of transportation 
projects in my State and 49 other 
States are literally grinding to a halt 
because of the inability, in this case, of 
the House to agree with bipartisan leg- 
islation that we passed in the Senate 
to fund and to go forward with trans- 
portation projects in all 50 States that 
nobody is arguing with. They are not 
bridges to nowhere. They are actually 
smart ideas, and a lot of them involve 
State funding as well, but they need 
some Federal help. 

We passed it in the Senate, and the 
House has sort of gone to conference 
with it. But we are having a tough 
time getting to yes. If they do, that is 
a double or triple with runners on base, 
2 to 3 million jobs. 

Those are things that we can do to 
actually enhance and nurture the envi- 
ronment for economic growth, for job 
creation, job preservation in this 
State. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE, Vol. 158, Pt. 7 


There is one more single or double I 
want to talk about, and it is the agri- 
culture legislation. We have an agri- 
culture bill that has been brought out 
of committee by a big bipartisan vote. 
It would enable us to do what I think 
we need to do in a lot of areas of our 
government; that is, get better results 
for less money. I like to say in every- 
thing we do, everything I do, I know I 
can do better. I think the same is true 
of my 99 colleagues. I believe that is 
true of most Federal programs. One of 
our challenges is to figure out how to 
get better results for everything we do. 

Today we had a very interesting 
hearing on the Medicaid Program and 
how to get better results for less 
money with respect to Medicaid and 
how we reduce improper payments— 
mistakes and so forth—and how we re- 
duce fraud losses, which are about 10 
percent of what we spend in Medicaid 
and Medicare. But a recurring theme 
for me and for the subcommittee I lead 
on Federal financial management in 
the Senate is how do we get better re- 
sults in almost everything we do for 
less money or better results for the 
same amount of money? That is not a 
Democratic idea, it is not a Republican 
idea, it is not a liberal idea or a con- 
servative idea. It is just a smart idea. 

In a day and age of these trillion-dol- 
lar deficits—and deficits are coming 
down, but it is still too high. While we 
wait to do that big deal, hit that home 
run with something like the Bowles- 
Simpson Deficit Commission rec- 
ommendation later this year, we need 
to continue to hit singles in terms of 
reducing spending taxpayers’ money in 
a smart and more cost-effective way. 

That brings us to the legislation that 
has been before the Senate this week, 
and that is the Agriculture bill. Believe 
it or not, in Delaware, our little State, 
we have 300 million people in about 100 
miles from one end to the other, north- 
south, right here on the Mid-Atlantic 
between Washington, DC and New York 
City. For us, agriculture is still a big 
deal. We don’t have a lot of cows—we 
have some. We don’t have a lot of 
hogs—we have some. What we have a 
lot of is chickens. We have a lot of 
chickens. 

For every person who lives in my 
State, there are 300 chickens. As you 
go from north to south, the chickens 
have us outnumbered even more than 
300 to 1. 

Eighty percent of our agricultural 
economy in Delaware is poultry re- 
lated. The poultry industry doesn’t 
need a lot or ask for a lot in terms of 
support or investment from the Fed- 
eral Government. But we raise a lot of 
corn and soybeans in Delaware, and so 
we care about agriculture and we care 
about the farm bill. Other parts of the 
country care about it even more, 
maybe, than we do. But I want to talk 
about it for a few more minutes before 
I head back to my office. 
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I am here today to say that the farm 
bill that has been before us this week, 
when compared to the ones that have 
come before it in recent years, makes 
great strides toward reforming a proc- 
ess that was too often—and I think 
rightly—criticized as regressive and, 
unfortunately, wasteful. 

All told, the bill that has been 
brought to the floor—a bipartisan bill. 
Great kudos to the chairman of the Ag- 
riculture Committee in the Senate, 
DEBBIE STABENOW of Michigan, and the 
Ranking Republican Senator, PAT ROB- 
ERTS from Kansas. They have done 
great work in steering this legislation 
through committee, again with strong 
bipartisan support, and bringing it to 
the Senate floor, saving the Federal 
Government almost $24 billion over the 
next 10 years compared to what we 
would otherwise be spending under cur- 
rent law. 

The legislation eliminates wasteful 
spending by getting rid of the so-called 
direct payments program, which too 
often gave money to farmers even when 
farmers didn’t grow anything or even 
own the land. But I think the bill is 
also humane, and this legislation is not 
unfair to our farmers. I believe it em- 
braces the Golden Rule of treating 
other people the way we want to be 
treated, and that includes farmers and 
farm families and taxpayers. 

But instead of continuing the direct 
payments program that has prevailed 
for years, this legislation institutes a 
new crop insurance program, a long 
sought after goal by those of us want- 
ing to make progressive changes to 
farm law. 

Instead of giving money to farmers 
who, again, sometimes don’t grow even 
a single crop in a year, this legislation 
only helps farmers when they actually 
experience a loss on the crops they are 
actually growing. 

For a lot of people in this country, 
that would just sound like common 
sense. But in Washington, DC, and 
across the country, it is an uncommon 
approach to farm legislation. This is a 
much smarter approach. 

In the end, the new crop insurance 
program, the Agriculture bill before 
the Senate this week, still would give 
farmers the security they need to con- 
tinue farming. There is a lot of uncer- 
tainty in farming. Is it going to rain? 
Is it going to be cold? Are we going to 
have hail? Are we going to have 
drought? There is a huge amount of un- 
certainty, and it is important for us— 
to the extent that we can reasonably 
do that—to reduce uncertainty and 
lack of predictability for all kinds of 
businesses. It is hard to do that. We 
don’t control the weather; we don’t 
control the temperature—well, indi- 
rectly maybe. But to the extent that 
we can help provide some certainty, se- 
curity, and predictability for the farm- 
ers at a lower cost to the taxpayers, we 
ought to do that. 
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I think this committee has pretty 
well thought that through and figured 
out a way to do crop insurance—an old 
program—with a new approach, a 
smarter approach that is good for 
farmers and, I think, good for tax- 
payers. 

Another thing this legislation fo- 
cuses on is nutrition and how we can 
encourage farmers to grow and people 
to eat more healthful foods as part of 
their daily diets. 

We live in a country where, sadly, 
one-third of the American people are 
overweight or on their way to being 
overweight, and maybe on their way to 
being obese—about one-third of us. The 
trend is not good. 

In terms of cost for health care, it is 
killing us: Medicaid costs, dialysis, dia- 
betes, hospitalization, loss of limbs, 
loss of eyesight, and for our ability to 
fund Medicare, again, the same kind of 
challenges and hardships in the ability 
for us to compete with the rest of the 
world when we are so much heavier 
than they are. We know the four major 
cost factors in health care are, No. 1, 
weight; No. 2, tobacco; No. 3, high 
blood pressure; No. 4, high cholesterol. 
If we could do a better job on all those 
fronts, we would be off to the races on 
our health care costs. We are making 
some progress bringing health care 
costs down. 

Believe it or not, this agricultural 
legislation is part of the solution be- 
cause it, among other things, encour- 
ages us to eat a diet that is more 
healthy for us. This bill doesn’t man- 
date what people eat, but it helps to 
encourage and provide ways to make 
healthier foods available, nutritious 
foods available in places such as health 
deserts. There are some communities, 
some cities around the country, where 
the only grocery store they have in 
their community is a convenience 
store. There is nothing wrong with con- 
venience stores, but if that is the only 
place one can buy fruits and vegeta- 
bles, and they don’t have them—maybe 
bananas if one is lucky—that is not 
good. 

This effort, along with the First 
Lady Michelle Obama, will be reducing 
those food deserts. It includes support 
for programs that help farmers produce 
fruits and fresh vegetables. In our 
State, we raise not only corn and soy- 
beans, we raise a lot of fruits and vege- 
tables, most notably watermelons, but 
we do a few lima beans and other prod- 
ucts as well. We grow most of those in 
the summer, some in the fall and the 
spring, but we will be able to bring it 
to market in ways that benefit farmers 
and consumers and also support pro- 
grams such as Farm to School, where 
we actually bring fresh fruits and vege- 
tables from our farms to schools to 
feed our students. 

We also talk a lot around here, as my 
colleagues know, about reducing our 
dependence on foreign oil. As I said 
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earlier, dependence on foreign oil in 
this country has dropped from about 6 
years ago; a half dozen years ago, 60 
percent of our oil was from foreign 
sources; now we are turning down to- 
ward 40 percent. We hopefully will be 
there in another year or two. But this 
legislation, the agriculture bill, actu- 
ally helps move us in that direction 
where we are lessening our dependence 
on foreign oil. 

It includes legislation I joined Sen- 
ator STABENOW in introducing earlier 
this year that would support the ex- 
pansion of products made in country 
from bio-based material, such as the 
renewable chemicals made from plant 
material which can be used to displace 
petroleum and our plastics. 

The DuPont Company, which is a 
major employer in our State—frankly, 
one of the great companies in this 
country for the last 200 years and 
around the world—does great work, ex- 
citing work not only in figuring out 
how to use corn, get more yield off an 
acre of land—as much as 300 bushels off 
an acre of land. Thirty years ago, a 
farmer was doing good if an acre was 
getting 50 bushels. Now DuPont has 
these experimental farms where they 
are getting 300 bushels off an acre of 
land, so we can feed ourselves and fuel 
ourselves. Not only that, we can take 
the corn—the cornstalks, the leaves, 
the corncobs—and turn that into cellu- 
losic ethanol. We can also take the by- 
product of some of the vegetables and 
some of the plants we are raising to 
create carpeting, as attractive as the 
carpeting in this Chamber, and cloth- 
ing. One of the great growth businesses 
for DuPont, at least, is using plant life 
to create carpets and not to have to de- 
pend on petroleum to do that. It is very 
exciting. It reduces our dependence on 
oil, particularly on foreign oil. 

It also creates new jobs in commu- 
nities across our country, including my 
State and I suspect including Min- 
nesota, where our Presiding Officer is 
from. 

Another key investment this bill 
continues, although it is at a some- 
what reduced Federal level from what 
we saw in the 2008 farm bill, is the agri- 
cultural bill’s investment in conserva- 
tion. Conservation and the preserva- 
tion of agricultural lands are the key 
to the future of agriculture in every 
State but are especially important in a 
little State such as Delaware. These in- 
vestments are also particularly critical 
to regions such as the Chesapeake Bay 
to our west, which Delawareans and 
Marylanders and Virginians especially 
are working hard to restore and to pro- 
tect. 

I might mention, if I could, in terms 
of conservation, we had a big problem 
in our State. People like to come to 
Delaware. We have great beaches, Cape 
Henlopen and Lewes and Rehobeth and 
Dewey and Bethany on down to 
Fenwick Island. People come to our 
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State a lot of times because they want 
to retire there, maybe have a beach 
house in the summer and then decide 
they want to live in Delaware. We have 
had a lot of demand for housing in the 
southern part of our State crowding 
out some of our agricultural land. We 
are concerned about what does that do 
for open spaces and preserving our ag- 
riculture land. 

When I was privileged to be Gov- 
ernor, initially proposed by Mike Cas- 
tle, our previous Governor, we wrote a 
program to preserve our agricultural 
land. We have invested a fair amount of 
tax dollars in Delaware, with broad 
support from people who live in the 
suburbs and the cities as well as farm- 
ers, to preserve the farmland and we 
have preserved a lot of it. I am very 
proud of that. One of the best ways to 
preserve farmland is to make sure 
farmers can make money off the land 
they are farming. If they are able to 
make a good income in good years and 
bad years, if they have ways to get 
extra sources of income from the 
farms—which include raising corn that 
can be turned to a cellulosic biofuel 
and help fuel our country or provide 
the materials that are needed to create 
carpeting or clothing or to be a place 
we can build maybe windmill farms or 
solar energy and deploy those and har- 
vest that as well as crops, those are 
ways to supplement the income of our 
farmers and promote conservation. 

Beyond that, the bill we are looking 
at does focus some good attention, ap- 
propriate attention, on encouraging 
and nurturing conservation. I men- 
tioned earlier, we have about 1 million 
people in Delaware and about 300 
chickens for every person. About 60 
percent of the cost, I am told, of rais- 
ing a chicken is the cost of feed. In re- 
cent years, the cost of feed, including 
the cost of corn, has risen dramati- 
cally. Our new pages who are here for a 
3-week period are anxious to know how 
much it costs to feed a chicken. We can 
actually take a chicken from the time 
it comes out of an egg and in about 7 
weeks or so it is ready to actually go 
to market. But what do we feed them 
in the meantime? We feed them a lot of 
corn and we feed them a lot of soy- 
beans. We have seen the cost of corn go 
from maybe a couple bucks for a bushel 
of corn to rise to as much as maybe $7 
or $8 a bushel of corn. We have seen 
soybeans go from about $5 a bushel to 
as high as $12 or $13 a bushel. It is hard 
to pay that kind of money for corn and 
soybeans to feed chickens, to raise 
chickens, and make money. We have 
lost a major poultry integrator in our 
State and other places because of the 
difficulty in feeding the chickens with 
the high cost of corn and soybeans. 
About 60 percent of the cost of raising 
a chicken is corn and about another 20 
percent is soybeans. It is a tough busi- 
ness when those prices have doubled 
and actually tripled. They are coming 
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back down. We are working hard to 
bring them down, but they increased a 
strain on the poultry business and 
made a very profitable business in 
some places unprofitable. 

That is why Senator JOHN BOOZMAN 
of Arkansas and I have introduced an 
amendment to the bill we hope to be 
adopted, folded into the bill, that 
makes a priority at USDA research to 
improve the efficiency, the digest- 
ibility and nutritional value of food for 
poultry and livestock, including corn, 
soybean meal, grains, and grain by- 
products. By improving the feed that is 
used to raise our chickens, and I might 
add other livestock, hogs and cattle 
and so forth, we can provide the poul- 
try and the livestock industries with a 
great variety of feed choices to use in 
their operations which will ultimately 
help provide relief to those producers 
that rely heavily on their commodities 
in their operations and still provide 
healthy food. 

Let me go back to where I started; 
that is, to ask then how do we get bet- 
ter results with less money in every- 
thing we do or maybe for the same 
amount of money? I think that every 
day I am here. I know many of my col- 
leagues do as well. The bill before us, 
the agriculture bill, seeks to answer 
that question in a number of ways. 
They do help us get better results for 
less money, not just a better result for 
the taxpayer but I think maybe a bet- 
ter health result, reducing somewhat 
this upward trend toward obesity, 
making sure people who are not eating 
the kind of healthy foods they need, 
particularly fruits and vegetables, have 
access to fruits and vegetables. On both 
those counts, this legislation helps not 
just to serve farmers who are literally 
the lifeblood of this country but the 
rest of us too, including taxpayers. 

I will wrap up where I started. I 
asked the sort of rhetorical question of 
how is the economy doing, and we are 
still struggling. To some extent, it is 
better than it was, but we know folks 
are having, in some parts of the coun- 
try, including some parts of my State, 
a tough time finding a job, keeping a 
job, being able to keep their house and 
make sure their kids can go to college, 
make sure they have health care. We 
know there are challenges. We should 
be ever mindful of that. 

I would say, though, in terms of mov- 
ing out of the recession, the underlying 
fundamentals of the economy are not 
all bad, and we should keep that in 
mind. One of the surest ways to talk 
ourselves into another recession—hav- 
ing just come out of the Great Depres- 
sion, we can now talk ourselves into 
depression. We can talk ourselves into 
a recession. We don’t need to do that. 
We have seen consistent job growth in 
the private sector side for over 24 
months, manufacturing jobs for over 30 
months. We need to keep a balanced 
view, knowing there is still work to be 
done. 
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In baseball parlance, I was talking to 
a guy up here who follows the Min- 
nesota Twins, the Presiding Officer 
pretty much. My guess is he is joined 
by the former Governor and now Sen- 
ator from North Dakota. My guess is 
he might be a Twins fan too. I am not 
sure. 

I got a thumbs up. 

We pull for the Phillies. I pull for the 
Tigers as well, for some reason I will 
not bore everyone with today. 

But we need to hit a home run to get 
the economy moving, and in my view 
the home run is bipartisan, comprehen- 
sive, balanced deficit reduction, not 
unlike the Bowles-Simpson Commis- 
sion recommendation. When the elec- 
tions are over, we can move and pass 
something along those lines before the 
end of the year. For me, that is a home 
run with men on base. 

In the meantime, there are a bunch 
of things we do to get singles, doubles, 
and get the economy moving to create 
that nurturing environment; do what 
needs to be done and finish with our 
transportation legislation to keep 2 or 
3 million people working. The House 
has been less willing to help us find a 
good compromise, and they need to—as 
well as postal legislation, which sup- 
ports an industry of 7 or 8 million peo- 
ple. 

We passed bipartisan legislation 2 
months ago, and we are still waiting 
for the House to move the bill 8 months 
after they reported the bill out of the 
committee. We need to get on with 
that. If they do that and we get a good 
compromise on a bipartisan bill on 
transportation, we preserve 2 or 3 mil- 
lion jobs, free a lot of money for trans- 
portation all over the country. That 
would be great. On the postal side, help 
the Postal Service rein in its deficits, 
move toward self-sufficiency and make 
sure there are 7 or 8 million jobs re- 
maining there and the industry is 
strengthened. 

The last thing we need to do is find a 
way, focus every day on how to get bet- 
ter results on everything we do. How do 
we do that? Not just defense spending, 
defense projects, not just education, 
not just transportation, not just envi- 
ronment, not just agriculture but all of 
the above. 

This bill doesn’t help us rein in the 
growth in some other areas, but it sure 
does in respect to agriculture. It saves 
us about $24 billion above what we 
would otherwise spend over the next 10 
years. I think that moves us in the 
right direction, in terms of healthy 
Americans, to be a trimmer, less-obese 
population, and a healthier population 
by virtue of eating our spinach and our 
broccoli and a lot of other vegetables 
and fruits that are making us healthier 
and maybe a little bit leaner than we 
would otherwise be. 

I think that pretty well wraps up 
what I wanted to say today. I think 
maybe I should yield the floor to my 
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friend from North Dakota, a recovering 
Governor and a good man. I am happy 
to yield the floor for him at this time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
FRANKEN). The Senator from North Da- 
kota. 

Mr. HOEVEN. I thank my esteemed 
colleague, who is not only a Senator 
but a former Governor as well. 

AGRICULTURE REFORM 

Mr. President, I rise to speak on the 
farm bill. I think we have a real oppor- 
tunity to pass a farm bill that will not 
only reduce the deficit but provide 
strong support for our farmers and 
ranchers. Right now at this point, 
there is something like 250 amend- 
ments that have been filed on the farm 
bill. Some are good, others are prob- 
ably not so good, and certainly many 
amendments have been filed by both 
parties. Some of them are germane, 
meaning they actually relate to the 
farm bill, and many of them are not. 
That means if we are going to get a 
farm bill, we have to find a way to 
work through these amendments and 
come to agreement on the amendments 
as far as the ones that will be voted on, 
and that is going to take some com- 
promise on the part of both parties. I 
mean that. We have to come together 
in a bipartisan way and come up with 
an agreement so we can have a reason- 
able number of amendments brought 
forward and we can vote on those 
amendments and pass a farm bill. We 
should be able to do it. We absolutely 
should be able to get that done because 
this bill accomplishes some very im- 
portant things for our country. 

As I said, this bill saves money. It 
saves $23.6 billion that will help with 
the deficit and the debt. It also pro- 
vides a very strong farm program for 
our farmers and ranchers, and that is 
important not only for our farmers and 
ranchers but for every American. It is 
important for every single American. 
Good farm policy not only benefits 
farmers and ranchers, it benefits all 
Americans. 

First, we have the highest quality, 
lowest cost food supply in the world, 
bar none. We have the highest quality, 
lowest cost food supply in history. 
Every American benefits from that. 

Second, it is a jobs bill. We are talk- 
ing about millions of jobs, both on a di- 
rect basis and on an indirect basis. If 
we talk about small businesses, we are 
talking about hundreds of thousands of 
small businesses across this country in 
every State. For farmers and ranchers 
and all of the businesses that go with 
farming and ranching, it is hundreds of 
thousands of businesses. So it really is 
a jobs bill at a time when we need to 
get our economy going and we need to 
get people back to work. 

It is also about national security. 
Think how important it is that we be 
able to rely on our own farmers and 
ranchers across this country for our 
food supply. We are not beholden to 
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other countries or relying on other 
countries, particularly countries that 
may have very different interests than 
we have for our food supply. It really is 
an issue of national security as well. 

So for all of these reasons and more, 
we need to move forward on this farm 
bill. We are talking about legislation 
that affects every single American. 

In addition, this is a cost-effective 
bill. It provides strong support to our 
farmers and ranchers, but, as I said, it 
also provides real savings to help with 
our deficit and debt. Agriculture is 
doing its part to help reduce the def- 
icit. I would like to go through the 
numbers for just a minute to dem- 
onstrate that. 

On an annual basis, the farm bill is 
about $100 billion out of a $3.7 trillion 
budget. So it is $100 billion out of a $3.7 
trillion budget, but the portion that 
goes to farm programs and really goes 
to agriculture to maintain this net- 
work of farms and ranches across the 
country is only about $20 billion—actu- 
ally less than $20 billion out of an an- 
nual budget of $3.7 trillion. Now, 80 per- 
cent of the farm bill, per se, is nutri- 
tion payments. 

So let’s go through these numbers. 
How does the farm bill score? How do 
we get what is really spent and where 
it is spent and the savings that we gen- 
erate with this new legislation? The 
farm bill is scored, of course, over 10 
years by the CBO. The total cost is $960 
billion. Out of that 80 percent-plus is 
nutrition, primarily SNAP, which is 
the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance 
Program, and the School Lunch Pro- 
gram. So approximately $800 billion of 
that score is nutrition. Less than $200 
billion of the score relates to the farm 
program portion of the farm bill. But, 
as we know, the farm bill is actually a 
5-year legislation, not a 10-year legisla- 
tion. So the actual cost is half that; it 
is $480 billion in total. Approximately 
$400 billion of that goes to the nutri- 
tion programs I talked about. Less 
than $100 billion over 5 years or less 
than $20 billion a year is actually the 
farm program portion of the bill. 

Back to the savings. There is $23.6 
billion saved out of the portion that is 
less than—or mostly out of the portion 
that is about $200 billion. In fact, out of 
what are truly farm programs—the 
commodity title and crop insurance— 
we are talking about $15 billion in re- 
ductions and another $6 billion in re- 
ductions out of the conservation pro- 
grams. Again, those two programs 
alone are $21 billion of the $23 billion, 
and only about $4 billion in total comes 
out of the nutrition programs. Again, 
on a 5-year basis, cut that in half. We 
are reducing by 10 percent the funding 
that goes to support the farm program. 
That is a significant reduction. 

Let’s go back to my point about all 
of these amendments we have. We have 
on the order of 250 amendments, and we 
have to get through them and have 
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some agreement, again on a bipartisan 
basis, as to the amendments that will 
be brought forward and voted on as 
part of this package. 

We have the core bill that came out 
of the Agriculture Committee. It came 
out of the Agriculture Committee with 
a strong bipartisan vote—l16 to 5—and 
that is for the underlying legislation. 
We have these 250 amendments. We 
have to somehow get together, come to 
the floor, and have a reasonable vote 
on these amendments—some will pass 
and some will not—and move this legis- 
lation forward. 

As I said, while many of the amend- 
ments relate to the farm program por- 
tion of the farm bill, they either seek 
to further reduce the cost of the bill or 
seek to improve the bill. Regarding the 
cost of the bill, as I have just ex- 
plained, the farm program portion of 
the bill is less than $20 billion a year, 
and we have already saved 10 percent. 
We are already reducing 10 percent. So 
no amount of amending for additional 
savings is going to make a large dif- 
ference on the $3.7 trillion budget. 

Further, as I said, since we already 
reduced the 10 percent, agriculture is 
doing its part to help with the deficit. 
For example, think if we went through 
the rest of the budget and were able to 
secure a 10-percent reduction out of all 
of the other portions of the budget, 
right? Again, my point being, of 
course, we have to find savings, but we 
are doing it in agriculture, and we are 
doing it in a big way. It truly is a cost- 
effective measure. 

There are also amendments that seek 
to improve the bill. Here I go back to 
the old saying that perfect is the 
enemy of good. I get that there are a 
lot of amendments and everybody 
wants their amendment passed, but no 
amount of amending this bill is going 
to make it perfect. What this bill does 
is it already builds on the strengths of 
the existing farm program and makes 
the program stronger. 

The heart of this bill is enhanced 
crop insurance. That is what producers 
across this country told us over and 
over again that they want. It is what 
they need to continue to do the very 
best possible job to produce the food 
supply we rely on throughout this 
country and many other countries 
throughout the world. Enhanced crop 
insurance is the risk tool they want. It 
is a market-based approach, and it is 
cost-effective. 

In fact, we enhanced crop insurance 
with what we call the supplemental 
coverage option. Essentially what we 
do in this farm bill is we say we are 
going to build on the core and strength 
of the existing farm program because 
that is what the farmers and ranchers 
of this country have told us they want. 

As it is now, the farmer goes out and 
buys his crop insurance and insures up 
to the level he thinks is appropriate. 
He tries to make the best decision he 
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can, all conditions considered, and 
buys the crop insurance on a cost-effec- 
tive basis. But the higher level he in- 
sures, the more costly it becomes to in- 
sure. So we add a new element to this 
bill, and it is called the supplemental 
coverage option. Essentially what it 
does is once the farmers purchase their 
crop insurance at whatever level they 
feel is cost-effective, then they can buy 
a secondary policy on top of that to in- 
sure at a higher level on a cost-effec- 
tive basis. It is not farm-level cov- 
erage, it is countywide coverage that 
makes it more cost-effective. If the 
farmer has a disaster, it truly makes 
sure the farmer can continue in busi- 
ness. So they are able to buy crop in- 
surance in a way that affords them bet- 
ter coverage. 

In addition, the legislation provides 
help with shallow or repetitive losses 
that farmers sometimes face due to 
weather. That coverage is called ARC, 
or the Agriculture Risk Coverage Pro- 
gram. These are voluntary programs. 
These are an effort to make sure farm- 
ers and ranchers can insure like other 
types of businesses and continue even 
when weather conditions make it very 
hard for them to farm or ranch, not 
only in a given year but if they face 
weather difficulties over a period of 
time. 

I know some of the Senators from the 
Southern States think that in this bill 
for their farmers, particularly for pea- 
nuts and rice and to some extent cot- 
ton—although there is a STAX pro- 
gram for cotton—there needs to be 
more price protection. In fact, we are 
working with them to do just that. We 
have offered amendments that I think 
we are making real progress on that 
will help them with some of the price 
protection they want for the southern 
crops, particularly peanuts and rice. As 
I said, they do have a product that I 
think they feel works for cotton, but 
this would provide additional price pro- 
tection for cotton as well. 

Again, I believe we are reaching out 
and doing what we need to do with 
southern producers. I hope we can get 
their support on this bill as part of get- 
ting an amendment package that we 
can agree to and move forward on the 
bill. 

The other point that I think is very 
important to keep in mind relative to 
southern growers is that they will have 
additional opportunity in the House for 
some of the improvements they may 
feel they need in the bill even though, 
as I say, I think the underlying bill 
itself is very strong, and we have, I be- 
lieve, come to some agreement or got- 
ten very close to some amendments 
that will afford them the further price 
protection they feel is needed in the 
legislation. 

So that is where we are. I want to re- 
turn to where I started. We have to 
come together in a bipartisan way. 
Both sides of the aisle have to come to 
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reasonable agreement on these amend- 
ments so we can move forward and vote 
on this bill. I absolutely believe we can 
do it, but I want to be very clear that 
it is incumbent on all of us to make it 
happen. 

This bill is not just about our farm- 
ers and ranchers. This is a bill that af- 
fects every single American, and it is 
time we come together on an amend- 
ment package and find a way to move 
forward and get this bill done for the 
good of farm country and for the good 
of the American people. 

I yield the floor and note the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the role. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Michigan. 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AGRICULTURAL REFORM 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, as 
we wrap up today and the week, I wish 
to take a few moments to give a status 
report as to moving forward in our ne- 
gotiations on the farm bill. We have ac- 
tually had some very good progress and 
overcome some obstacles and we are 
putting together something for the 
Senate for the beginning of the week 
that will allow us to move forward. 

I wish to also thank the junior Sen- 
ator from North Dakota whom I heard 
on the floor a little while ago, Mr. 
HOEVEN, about the 250 different amend- 
ments we have. Of course, the great 
thing about the Senate is we can all 
offer amendments whether they are 
relevant or not, and the challenge for 
someone managing a bill is that any- 
one can offer amendments. So we have 
worked our way from the 250, we are 
working our way down from 50 to 40 
and putting together an approach that 
will be fair and balanced and allow us 
to move forward and have the input of 
everyone on both sides of the aisle. 

So I wish to thank Senator ROBERTS 
again for being truly a partner with me 
all the way through this process and a 
terrific committee. We heard from one 
of those members, the junior Senator 
from North Dakota, in laying out what 
a positive and important bill this is for 
us. I wish to thank him as our newest 
member of the committee for all his 
contributions as well. 

To briefly recap as we bring the dis- 
cussion to a close this week, there are 
16 million people who work because of 
agriculture. They may be working in 
the fields. They may be packaging, 
processing, making machinery for agri- 
culture. They could be doing a number 
of things, but 16 million people work 
because of agriculture. I am not sure 
we can say any other individual bill 
that has been brought to the floor of 
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the Senate impacts that many people— 
16 million people. 

As I have said so many times, I don’t 
believe we have a middle class in this 
country unless we make things and 
grow things. I am proud of Michigan 
where we do that. We make things and 
grow things. The State of the Presiding 
Officer as well makes things and grows 
things. That is the strength of our 
economy. 

One of the bright spots for us, even 
during the deepest, toughest times in 
the country, and certainly in Michigan, 
has been and continues to be agri- 
culture, our major source of a trade 
surplus, having seen the trades expand 
270 percent just over a short period of 
time, and over 8,000 jobs created for 
every $1 billion we do in trade exports. 
So there are multiple facets to this 
jobs bill, from production agriculture, 
alternative energy, biomanufacturing, 
whether it is support for the critical 
needs of families through nutrition, 
whether it is conservation, where we 
have the largest investment in land 
and water conservation in our country 
on working lands, done through the 
farm bill. 

This is important. It covers many 
important subjects that touch every 
single person in rural America and 
every person across this country as 
consumers of the safest, most afford- 
able food supply in the world. So we 
have an obligation to get this right and 
to take the time to do it, and that is 
exactly what we are doing. 

I am so proud this bill came out of 
committee with a broad, bipartisan 
vote and that we had such a very 
strong vote to proceed to the bill and 
now we are moving through the process 
of bringing us down the path to a final 
conclusion. 

As we do that, I wish to stress again 
a few points. We could talk a long time 
because this has many pieces to it, and 
I am not going to do that this evening. 
But I do want to say one more time, to 
my knowledge, this is the one piece of 
real deficit reduction done on a bipar- 
tisan basis—in fact, on a House-Senate 
basis back in the fall—that we have 
had before the Senate. 

There is $23 billion in deficit reduc- 
tion. So we all have an opportunity to 
vote to reduce the deficit—something 
we all care about—and we can do that 
while passing the farm bill. This re- 
peals direct payments. Four different 
subsidies, in fact, are repealed. In its 
place, we put a risk management sys- 
tem. 

So if there are losses, if there is a dis- 
aster from weather, such as we have 
seen in Michigan, if there are other dis- 
asters on price declines, world actions 
that create a challenge for our farmers 
or ranchers, we will be there to make 
sure nobody loses their farm because 
there are a few days of bad weather or 
any other risk that is beyond their 
control. However, if things are going 
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well, we are not going to be giving a 
government payment. 

We are going to cover farmers for 
what they plant and when there are 
losses. We are strengthening payment 
limits so we again are focusing pre- 
cious dollars on those who need it, and 
we end more than 100 different pro- 
grams and authorizations. As we have 
scoured every single page of the farm 
bill and the USDA responsibilities, we 
have found areas where there is dupli- 
cation, redundancy, things that are no 
longer needed, and we have solidified, 
made things more flexible, cut duplica- 
tion. In the process of that, we have ac- 
tually eliminated 100 different pro- 
grams and authorizations, cut $23 bil- 
lion. At the same time, we have contin- 
ued our commitment to families and 
children in this Nation who have their 
own personal disasters and need food 
assistance help. 

We continue a strong commitment on 
conservation. We have 643 different 
conservation and environmental groups 
that have come together to support our 
approach, 125 different agriculture and 
hunger groups, and other organizations 
that say yes to this bill. We are anx- 
ious to get it done. 

I would just say, as we conclude a 
very busy week—and I have to say it 
has been a very productive week—we 
began a process. We have had some 
votes. We have had a number of folks 
come together. I thank people on both 
sides of the aisle for their willingness 
to work with this as we move forward 
on our path to completion of this very 
important 5-year bill. I wish to indi- 
cate to everyone that we will look for- 
ward to having the opportunity next 
week to present something to the body. 

VOTE EXPLANATION 

Mrs. McCASKILL. Mr. President, I 
was unable to arrive at the Senate 
Chamber in time for Senate rollcall 
vote 119. I would have opposed tabling 
amendment No. 2393 to S. 3240. The out- 
come of the vote would not have been 
changed had I been present. 

I thank the Chair. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. FRANKEN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
BEGICH). Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 


EE 


MORNING BUSINESS 


Mr. FRANKEN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to a period of morning busi- 
ness, with Senators permitted to speak 
therein for up to 10 minutes each. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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HURWITZ NOMINATION 


Mr. BLUMENTHAL. Mr. President, I 
would like to express my strong sup- 
port for the nomination of Andrew 
Hurwitz to be a member of the U.S. 
Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit. 
Justice Hurwitz is already an experi- 
enced judge, having served for almost 
10 years as a member of the Arizona 
Supreme Court. He has disposed of hun- 
dreds of cases and has received the 
highest possible rating from the Amer- 
ican Bar Association Standing Com- 
mittee on the Federal Judiciary, ‘‘well 
qualified.” 

Most important to my support, I 
have known Justice Hurwitz for lit- 
erally four decades, so I am exception- 
ally familiar with his professional and 
personal background and am certain 
that he will be an outstanding addition 
to the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals. 

I first met him at Yale Law School, 
where we worked together on the Yale 
Law Journal. He attended Yale after 
graduating from Princeton University 
in 1968. Our lives intersected again 
when I followed him as a law clerk to 
Judge Jon O. Newman and then as a 
law clerk on the U.S. Supreme Court, 
although in different years and for dif- 
ferent Justices. At every step of his ca- 
reer as a litigator and judge, as well as 
student and law clerk, he has been a 
paragon of intellect and integrity. 

Justice Hurwitz has built a distin- 
guished record while serving on the Ar- 
izona Supreme Court. Time and again, 
he has demonstrated an extraordinary 
capacity for analysis, thoughtfulness, 
and insight when facing the most com- 
plex and challenging questions of law. 
He has the qualifications, both profes- 
sionally and personally, to be a great 
Federal judge. His reasoning is often of 
such a caliber that even on highly con- 
tested or controversial issues he has 
been able to build consensus on the 
court. Indeed, many of his most signifi- 
cant opinions were joined by all mem- 
bers of the Arizona Supreme Court. 

Before his appointment to the Ari- 
zona Supreme Court, Justice Hurwitz 
spent 25 year in private practice in Ari- 
zona, where he represented a wide 
range of interests—from AT&T and the 
American Broadcasting Company to 
the city of Phoenix and the Arizona 
State Compensation Fund. He also de- 
veloped a specialty in Native American 
law, representing, among others, the 
Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Com- 
munity and the Hopi Tribe. Much of 
the work he did during his years of 
practice involved complex appellate 
litigation, including numerous argu- 
ments before the Ninth Circuit and two 
before the U.S. Supreme Court. This 
experience gives Justice Hurwitz famil- 
jarity with a broad swath of Federal 
law. 

Equally impressive is Justice 
Hurwitz’s commitment to pro bono 
work and public service. While in pri- 
vate practice, Justice Hurwitz argued 
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and won a groundbreaking death pen- 
alty Supreme Court case, Ring v. Ari- 
zona, to vindicate the rights of death 
row inmates sentenced by judges rath- 
er than juries. He also took time out of 
his successful practice to work in Ari- 
zona government. Among other 
projects, Justice Hurwitz was respon- 
sible for creating the Arizona Health 
Care Cost Containment System, a pro- 
gram designed to rein in State Med- 
icaid costs. He also worked with the 
Reagan administration to implement 
greater control over transportation 
and education for State agencies. He 
served from 1988 until 1996 on the Ari- 
zona Board of Regents, including as 
board president. During his tenure, he 
led an effort to require annual reports 
from universities certifying they had 
reached mandated educational goals. 
His commitment to public service work 
shows a dedication to the legal system 
that I believe should be shared by all 
members of the Federal bench. 

Throughout the 40 years I have 
known him, Justice Hurwitz has al- 
ways been open about his passion for 
the law. From private practice to gov- 
ernment to serving on the Arizona Su- 
preme Court, he has shown unparal- 
leled legal acumen and a devotion to 
public service. I have no doubt that his 
adherence to precedent, coupled with 
his passion and his wisdom, will serve 
this Nation well. President Obama has 
made a truly excellent nomination 
that will benefit the cause of justice in 
our Nation for many years to come. 


EE 
ETHIOPIAN FREE PRESS ASSAULT 


Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, later this 
month, I and other Members of Con- 
gress will be watching what happens in 
a courtroom 7,000 miles from Wash- 
ington, in Addis Ababa, Ethiopia. 

That is where a journalist named 
Eskinder Nega stands accused of sup- 
porting terrorism simply for refusing 
to remain silent about the Ethiopian 
government’s increasingly authori- 
tarian drift. The trial is finished, and a 
verdict is expected on June 21. 

Mr. Eskinder is not alone. Since 2011, 
the Ethiopian government has charged 
10 other journalists with terrorism or 
threatening national security for ques- 
tioning government actions and poli- 
cies—activities that you and I and peo- 
ple around the world would recognize 
as fundamental to any free press. Iron- 
ically, by trying to silence those who 
do not toe the official line, the govern- 
ment is only helping to underscore the 
concerns that many inside and outside 
of Ethiopia share about the deteriora- 
tion of democracy and human rights in 
that country. 

Ethiopia is an important partner for 
the United States in at least two key 
areas: containing the real threat of ter- 
rorism in the region, and making gains 
against the region’s recurring famines 
and fostering the kind of development 


June 14, 2012 


that can bring the cycle of poverty and 
hunger to an end. The United States 
has provided large amounts of assist- 
ance in furtherance of both goals, be- 
cause a stable, democratic Ethiopia 
could exert a positive influence 
throughout the Horn of Africa and help 
point the way to a more peaceful and 
prosperous future. 

That is why President Obama invited 
Prime Minister Meles Zenawi to last 
month’s G-8 Summit at Camp David. 
The subject was food security, and 
Prime Minister Meles and the leaders 
of several other African countries 
helped inaugurate a new public-private 
alliance for nutrition that aims to in- 
crease agricultural production and lift 
50 million people out of poverty in the 
next 10 years. I can think of nothing 
that will do more to further peace and 
prosperity of the region than this kind 
of targeted, practical, and cooperative 
initiative. 

But initiatives like this depend for 
their success on broad national con- 
sultation, transparency and account- 
ability. Consultation to integrate ideas 
from diverse perspectives, trans- 
parency to maintain partner con- 
fidence that their investment is reach- 
ing its targets, and accountability to 
ensure it produces the desired results. 
And transparency and accountability 
depend, in no small part, on a free 
press. 

In Ethiopia, that means enabling 
journalists like Eskinder Nega to do 
their work of reporting and peaceful 
political participation. 

But seven times in Prime Minister 
Meles’s 20-year rule, Mr. Eskinder has 
been detained for his reporting. In 2005, 
he and his journalist wife Serkalem 
Fasil were imprisoned for reporting on 
protests following that year’s disputed 
national elections. They spent 17 
months in prison, their newspapers 
were shut down, and Mr. Eskinder has 
been denied a license to practice jour- 
nalism ever since. Yet he carried on, 
publishing articles online that high- 
light the government’s denial of human 
rights and calling for an end to polit- 
ical repression and corruption. 

In some of those articles, Mr. 
Eskinder specifically criticized the 
Meles government for misusing a 
vaguely-worded 2009 antiterrorism law 
to jail journalists and political oppo- 
nents. Now he stands accused of ter- 
rorism. At his trial, which opened in 
Addis Ababa on March 6, the govern- 
ment reportedly offered as evidence 
against him a video of a town hall 
meeting in which Mr. Eskinder dis- 
cusses the Arab spring and speculates 
on whether similar protests were pos- 
sible in Ethiopia. If convicted, he could 
face the death penalty. 

The trial of Eskinder Nega, the im- 
prisonment of several of his colleagues 
on similar spurious charges, and the 
fact that Ethiopia has driven so many 
journalists into exile over the last dec- 
ade has eroded confidence in Prime 
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Minister Meles’ commitment to press 
freedom and to other individual lib- 
erties that are guaranteed by the Ethi- 
opian constitution and fundamental to 
any democracy. 

The United States and Ethiopia share 
important interests, and the adminis- 
tration’s fiscal year 2013 budget re- 
quests $350 million in assistance for 
Ethiopia. However, to the extent that 
any of that assistance is intended for 
the Ethiopian government, the impor- 
tance of respecting freedom of the 
press cannot be overstated. What hap- 
pens to Mr. Eskinder and other jour- 
nalists there will resonate loudly not 
only in Ethiopia, but also in the United 
States Congress. 


EE 
FLAG DAY 


Mr. CARDIN. Mr. President, I rise 
today to commemorate the 96th anni- 
versary of Flag Day in the United 
States and to draw attention to its 
heightened significance in this year, 
the 200th anniversary of the United 
States’ ‘Second War of Independence,’ 
the War of 1812. Since its adoption by 
the Second Continental Congress in 
1777, our flag, with its thirteen stripes 
and fifty stars, has proudly stood as a 
beacon of liberty and justice through- 
out the world. 

For more than 200 years our flag has 
stood as a tangible expression of our 
Nation and the lofty ideals it was cre- 
ated to protect. In 1916 President 
Woodrow Wilson sought to formally 
recognize the significant cultural and 
historical legacy that our flag em- 
bodies, proclaiming that the fourteenth 
of June should be known as Flag Day 
as a means of commemorating the Flag 
Resolution of 1777. While Flag Day was 
celebrated in many communities 
across the country in the years fol- 
lowing Wilson’s proclamation, it was 
not until 1949 that President Truman 
signed an Act of Congress designating 
June 14 of each year as National Flag 
Day and the week on which it falls as 
National Flag Week. 

My State of Maryland plays a promi- 
nent role in the rich and storied his- 
tory of our national Flag. Shortly after 
the British sack of Washington, D.C., 
the Royal Navy turned its gaze north, 
moving in force towards the strategic 
port city of Baltimore, MD. Despite the 
lack of formally trained, commissioned 
soldiers, the citizens of Baltimore dili- 
gently prepared the city’s defenses and 
steadfastly stood their ground against 
the better equipped and trained forces 
of the British military. Despite their 
manifold disadvantages, the volunteer 
militia fought valiantly during the 
Battle of North Point, holding off the 
British infantry long enough for rein- 
forcements to arrive. With their 
ground forces stymied, the British 
Navy commenced its intense, 25-hour 
bombardment of Fort McHenry. How- 
ever, the bombardment was to no avail, 
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as the stalwart American defenders re- 
fused to yield and the British were 
forced to depart. 

During the bombardment, American 
lawyer Francis Scott Key, who was 
being held aboard an American flag-of- 
truce vessel in Baltimore Harbor, be- 
held by the dawns early light the 
American flag still fluttering in the 
breeze atop Fort McHenry. At that mo- 
ment, Key realized the Americans had 
survived the assault and stopped the 
enemy advance. Deeply moved by the 
sight of the American flag after the 
devastating assault, he immortalized 
the event in a poem entitled ‘‘The De- 
fense of Fort McHenry,” which was 
later set to music and renamed ‘‘The 
Star Spangled Banner.” On March 3, 
1931, President Herbert Hoover signed a 
Congressional resolution, formally 
making the “Star Spangled Banner” 
the national anthem of the United 
States. 

The flag that flew over Fort McHenry 
during that fateful night is now a na- 
tional treasure that remains on display 
at the Smithsonian Institution as a 
stirring inspiration to all Americans. 
Each year the National Flag Day Foun- 
dation of Baltimore sponsors a moving 
ceremony at the Fort McHenry Na- 
tional Monument and Historical Shrine 
which brings our community together 
in celebration and remembrance of our 
illustrious history. 

America’s flag graces classrooms, 
statehouses, courtrooms, and churches, 
serving as a daily reminder of this Na- 
tion’s past accomplishments and ongo- 
ing dedication to safeguarding indi- 
vidual rights and political freedom. 
Whether it is being carried into battle 
by the brave members of our armed 
forces as they fulfill their missions in 
defense of democracy and peace or fly- 
ing over the public buildings, the flag 
is a badge of honor for all to see—a 
sign of our citizens’ common purpose. 

This week and throughout the year 
let us do all we can to teach younger 
generations the significance of our flag 
and to respect the men and women who 
have fallen to protect it. In red, white, 
and blue, we see the spirit of a Nation, 
the resilience of our Union, and the 
promise of a future forged in common 
purpose and dedication to the prin- 
ciples that have always kept America 
strong. As we reflect on our heritage, 
let us remember that our destiny is 
stitched together like those 50 stars 
and 18 stripes, united as one, with lib- 
erty and justice for all. 


EE 


TRIBUTE TO ANGELO ROPPOLO 


Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, today 
I wish to ask my colleagues to join me 
in honoring Mr. Angelo Roppolo and 
extending my appreciation for his ex- 
traordinary accomplishments and dedi- 
cation to the city of Shreveport and 
the State of Louisiana. 

Mr. Roppolo is a modest man who 
seldom takes credit for his achieve- 
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ments and is known throughout his 
community as someone who avoids the 
spotlight. He has an unwavering loy- 
alty to his family and friends and has 
never been known to abandon his core 
beliefs and principles. 

Mr. Roppolo stands for righteousness 
and justice, and he has never hesitated 
to support a candidate who has chal- 
lenged the norm. Mr. Roppolo has 
played integral roles in many land- 
mark political events in Louisiana. He 
was involved in organizing and plan- 
ning the campaigns of the first African 
American judge to be elected in 
Shreveport and in Caddo Parish, along 
with the campaigns of the first female 
judge in Caddo Parish and the first fe- 
male judge on the 2nd Circuit Court of 
Appeals. Mr. Roppolo also served as the 
north Louisiana campaign chairman 
for Governor Kathleen Blanco, who was 
the first female to be elected as Gov- 
ernor of Louisiana. 

Along with his love for the political 
process, Mr. Roppolo is also a strong 
supporter of entrepreneurs in Shreve- 
port. He was a founder of the South 
Shreveport Business Association, an 
organization dedicated to the success 
of businesses within the rapidly grow- 
ing area of his community. He has also 
helped many individuals gain financing 
for their endeavors and has seen many 
of these ventures grow and prosper into 
successful businesses. 

Mr. Roppolo is a kind and caring man 
who has always given praise and grati- 
tude to the men and women in the 
armed services who serve and protect 
this country. Mr. Roppolo is a source of 
inspiration for all who know him. He is 
beloved throughout his community and 
the city of Shreveport, where his fam- 
ily and friends alike respect and ad- 
mire all he has done for those around 
him. 

It is with a special measure of sin- 
cerity and heartfelt commendation for 
the mark he has left of the State of 
Louisiana that I ask my colleagues to 
join me along with Mr. Roppolo’s fam- 
ily in honoring and celebrating the life 
of this most extraordinary person. 


EE 


ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 


RECOGNIZING ST. PIUS VEREIN 


e Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to honor St. Pius Verein, a so- 
cial and fraternal organization in 
North Dakota that will soon celebrate 
its 100th anniversary. On June 23 and 24 
of this year, the community of 
Schefield will host a celebration to rec- 
ognize St. Pius Verein’s history and 
founding. 

The town of Schefield started with 
the establishment of the St. Pius 
Catholic Church, which was built in 
1910. The town’s name is said to be de- 
rived from ‘‘schoenfeld,’’ the German 
word for beautiful field. In 1912, St. 
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Pius Verein was founded by German 
settlers from Russia. The organization 
was first started as a way to unite the 
community. Members especially en- 
joyed singing and playing instruments 
together. Today, St. Pius Verein has 
440 members. All members pay dues 
and contribute to a survivor benefit 
program that pays a benefit to families 
that experience a loss. St. Pius Verein 
holds monthly meetings, in addition to 
an annual picnic held on St. Pius Day. 
Schefield takes great pride in the his- 
tory of St. Pius Verein, and the com- 
munity is expecting an enjoyable gath- 
ering. 

To celebrate the 100-year anniversary 
of St. Pius Verein, Schefield residents 
and visitors will participate in many 
fun-filled activities. Over the span of 2 
days, the celebrants will enjoy chil- 
dren’s games, a town dance, a citywide 
mass at St. Pius Verein Hall, a parade, 
an antique tractor pull, and an old- 
time jam session. DVDs will also be 
sold that describe the proud history of 
the town. Although many St. Pius 
Verein members no longer live in 
Schefield, the town is expecting big 
numbers for the celebration. 

Mr. President, I ask the Senate to 
join me in congratulating St. Pius 
Verein and the Schefield residents on 
the organization’s 100th anniversary 
and in wishing them a bright future.e 


EEE 
TRIBUTE TO IMRE HIR 


e Mr. ISAKSON. Mr. President, I wish 
to honor in the RECORD of the Senate 
an honorable American and a great 
Georgian, Mr. Imre Hir, on the occa- 
sion of his retirement after 40 years as 
general manager of Atlanta Country 
Club. 

Imre is a native of Hungary where, in 
1956, he was part of a youth movement 
in that country that helped drive the 
Soviets out. When the Soviets later re- 
turned to Hungary, Imre was forced to 
leave his country and sought refuge in 
Austria. While in Austria, Imre was de- 
briefed by the U.S. Central Intelligence 
Agency, which later arranged to bring 
him to the United States. Shortly after 
arriving in the United States, Imre 
served in the U.S. Army. 

After completing his service in the 
military, Imre worked his way up from 
a dishwasher at the Red Coach Grill in 
Boston, MA, to becoming the general 
manager of Druid Hills Country Club in 
Atlanta in 1969. He then went on to 
serve as the general manager of the At- 
lanta Country Club, where he has held 
that position until this month, retiring 
after 40 great years. 

Imre is an example of an individual 
who has lived the American dream, and 
his story is one of many among immi- 
grants who have come to the United 
States—the land of opportunity—and 
built successful lives through hard 
work and perseverance. 

I congratulate Imre Hir for a success- 
ful career and the contributions he has 
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made to the United States. I wish him 
well in his retirement.e 


SEEDS OF PEACE 20TH 
ANNIVERSARY 


e Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, today I 
wish to join with individuals across the 
world in recognizing the 20th anniver- 
sary of the founding of Seeds of Peace, 
an organization dedicated to the ad- 
vancement of peace through under- 
standing, reconciliation, acceptance, 
and coexistence among people, and es- 
tablished on the principle that long- 
term peace within or between nations 
can only be achieved with the emer- 
gence of a new generation of leaders 
who choose dialogue over violence. 

Seeds of Peace’s first camp session in 
1993 was a labor of love for the late 
founder and esteemed journalist, John 
Wallach. That summer, under the lead- 
ership of Wallach, Bobbie Gottschalk, 
and Timothy Wilson, Seeds of Peace 
hosted 46 Arab and Israeli teenagers at 
its first summer camp in my home 
State of Maine. Since that day, the or- 
ganization has blossomed into a full- 
fledged leadership program, which 
spans 27 countries with full staff in 
Amman, Gaza, Jerusalem, Kabul, La- 
hore, Mumbai, New York, Otisfield, 
Ramallah, and Tel Aviv. 

Today, for 3 weeks at a time, during 
the months of June, July, and August, 
on the beautiful shores of Pleasant 
Lake in Otisfield, ME, Seeds of Peace 
brings together young people and edu- 
cators from areas immersed in civil 
conflict, war, and other political and 
social unrest, to learn about coexist- 
ence and conflict resolution at their 
international summer camp. Camp par- 
ticipants engage with one another in 
both guided coexistence sessions and 
typical summer camp activities, which 
expose the human face that lie behind 
ethnic, religious, and political dif- 
ferences. 

Now, under the acclaimed leadership 
of Leslie Lewin, Seeds of Peace has 
prepared over 5,000 alumni, known as 
“Seeds,” primarily from the Middle 
East, South Asia, the Balkans, and Cy- 
prus, for roles of leadership by offering 
them not only the unmatched summer 
camp experience of sleeping next to, 
eating alongside, and swimming with 
those who are their alleged enemies, 
but also a robust and worthwhile slate 
of intensive, year-round programs en- 
circling the globe, which are focused on 
further refining the skills learned and 
relationships built at camp. 

Seeds of Peace is a testament to the 
importance of conflict resolution and 
reconciliation programs as a tool for 
creating peace, and the program is in- 
disputably making a difference in the 
lives of its Seeds each and every day. It 
is no surprise that Seeds of Peace is 
strongly supported by participating 
governments and many world leaders, 
and I urge my colleagues to join me in 
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recognizing the organization’s con- 
tributions to the advancement of 
peace—which all began with a 3 week 
stint at a summer camp in Maine 20 
years ago. Seeds of Peace provides a 
promise for a better future, and I en- 
thusiastically welcome its continued 
efforts for years to come.e 


ss 


RECOGNIZING FALMOUTH 
HERITAGE MUSEUM 


e Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, today I 
wish to recognize the Falmouth Histor- 
ical Society and the Falmouth Herit- 
age Museum, located in my hometown 
of Falmouth, ME. Through their stead- 
fast commitment to preserving the 
past, future generations of Mainers and 
Americans alike will be able to not 
only witness, but understand the rich- 
ness of their heritage. 

Established in 1966, the Falmouth 
Historical Society was founded upon 
the venerable goal of preserving and 
sharing the town’s vast and storied his- 
tory. In order to accomplish that objec- 
tive, members have tirelessly re- 
searched, collected, and catalogued 
hundreds of years of Falmouth’s sacred 
artifacts, while the society has spon- 
sored several outreach and awareness 
events for local residents as well as 
visitors. Indeed, through educational 
programs, research assistance, and 
newsletters, the society works dili- 
gently to reach an ever-broadening au- 
dience in the effort to showcase their 
many other activities, including photo 


exhibits, genealogical inquiries, and 
the Maine Heritage Day event held in 
September. 


It was back in November of 2004 when 
the Falmouth Historical Society began 
the long and arduous process of open- 
ing a permanent museum to house 
their historical treasures. The original 
building which housed the museum was 
first built in 1830 and donated to the 
Society by Dr. David Andrews and his 
wife Jan for whom the house was their 
private home. The house was then 
moved in 2005 to land donated by the 
town of Falmouth, and following years 
of preparation and hard work the Fal- 
mouth Heritage Museum first opened 
its doors in June of 2008. 

Today, the Falmouth Heritage Mu- 
seum provides a unique glimpse into 
the past and plays a vital role in the 
preservation of artifacts. By serving as 
a new home to pieces of Maine’s his- 
tory, the museum offers the oppor- 
tunity for historic items to serve as 
tools of learning and a window to the 
past. With knowledgeable docents to 
answer questions and provide greater 
insight into the exhibits and the early 
history of Falmouth, the museum pro- 
vides a fun and interactive way to en- 
gage our past. Furthermore, the mu- 
seum recently completed work on a 
new storage and display barn, which 
will serve as a home to the ever grow- 
ing number of historical treasures. The 
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grand opening of the barn coincides 
with the annual opening day festivities 
of the museum, this year being held on 
June 23. 

Falmouth’s rich history is well pre- 
served thanks to the efforts of the Fal- 
mouth Historical Society and the Fal- 
mouth Heritage Museum. It is through 
their hard work that we are able to so 
readily access and learn from the past. 
As we look to the future of Falmouth 
and of Maine, we treasure the path we 
have already traveled. I am proud to 
extend my gratitude, congratulations, 
and praise to the Falmouth Historical 
Society and the Falmouth Heritage 
Museum for their many contributions 
and accomplishments. I look forward 
to seeing their continued growth, 
knowing that they will one day play a 
vital role in preserving the history of 
our present day.e 

a 
MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 

Messages from the President of the 
United States were communicated to 
the Senate by Mr. Pate, one of his sec- 
retaries. 


Ee 


EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 


As in executive session the Presiding 
Officer laid before the Senate messages 
from the President of the United 
States submitting sundry nominations 
which were referred to the appropriate 
committees. 

(The nominations received today are 
printed at the end of the Senate pro- 
ceedings.) 


ee 


EXECUTIVE AND OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 


The following communications were 
laid before the Senate, together with 
accompanying papers, reports, and doc- 
uments, and were referred as indicated: 

EC-6516. A communication from the Con- 
gressional Review Coordinator, Animal and 
Plant Health Inspection Service, Department 
of Agriculture, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Importa- 
tion of Tomatoes From the Economic Com- 
munity of West African States Into the Con- 
tinental United States’? ((RIN0579-AD48) 
(Docket No. APHIS-2011-0012)) received in 
the Office of the President of the Senate on 
June 12, 2012; to the Committee on Agri- 
culture, Nutrition, and Forestry. 

EC-6517. A communication from the Con- 
gressional Review Coordinator, Animal and 
Plant Health Inspection Service, Department 
of Agriculture, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Highly 
Pathogenic Avian Influenza” ((RIN0579- 
AC36) (Docket No. APHIS-2006-0074)) re- 
ceived in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on June 14, 2012; to the Committee on 
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry. 

EC-6518. A communication from the Acting 
Under Secretary of Defense (Personnel and 
Readiness), transmitting a report on the ap- 
proved retirement of Vice Admiral John M. 
Bird, United States Navy, and his advance- 
ment to the grade of vice admiral on the re- 
tired list; to the Committee on Armed Serv- 
ices. 
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EC-6519. A communication from the Acting 
Under Secretary of Defense (Personnel and 
Readiness), transmitting a report on the ap- 
proved retirement of Vice Admiral James W. 
Houck, United States Navy, and his advance- 
ment to the grade of vice admiral on the re- 
tired list; to the Committee on Armed Serv- 
ices. 

EC-6520. A communication from the Acting 
Under Secretary of Defense (Personnel and 
Readiness), transmitting a report on the ap- 
proved retirement of Lieutenant General 
Charles B. Green, United States Air Force, 
and his advancement to the grade of lieuten- 
ant general on the retired list; to the Com- 
mittee on Armed Services. 

EC-6521. A communication from the Acting 
Under Secretary of Defense (Personnel and 
Readiness), transmitting a report on the ap- 
proved retirement of General Gary L. North, 
United States Air Force, and his advance- 
ment to the grade of general on the retired 
list; to the Committee on Armed Services. 

EC-6522. A communication from the Acting 
Under Secretary of Defense (Personnel and 
Readiness), transmitting a report on the ap- 
proved retirement of Lieutenant General 
Duane D. Thiessen, United States Marine 
Corps, and his advancement to the grade of 
lieutenant general on the retired list; to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

EC-6523. A communication from the Acting 
Under Secretary of Defense (Personnel and 
Readiness), transmitting a report on the ap- 
proved retirement of Lieutenant General 
Dennis J. Hejlik, United States Marine 
Corps, and his advancement to the grade of 
lieutenant general on the retired list; to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

EC-6524. A communication from the Staff 
Director, U.S. Sentencing Commission, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the 2011 An- 
nual Report and Sourcebook of Federal Sen- 
tencing Statistics; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

EC--6525. A communication from the Acting 
Director of the Office of Regulatory Affairs 
and Collaborative Action, Bureau of Indian 
Affairs, Department of the Interior, trans- 
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Heating, Cooling, and Lighting 
Standards for Bureau-Funded Dormitory Fa- 
cilities” (RIN1076-AF10) received in the Of- 
fice of the President of the Senate on June 7, 
2012; to the Committee on Indian Affairs. 

EC-6526. A communication from the Chair 
of the Federal Election Commission, trans- 
mitting, pursuant to law, a report relative to 
five legislative recommendations; to the 
Committee on Rules and Administration. 

EC-6527. A communication from the Dep- 
uty Assistant Secretary, Department of 
Labor, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
Annual Report of the Department of Labor’s 
Veterans’ Employment and Training Service 
for fiscal year 2011; to the Committee on Vet- 
erans’ Affairs. 


a 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 


The following reports of committees 
were submitted: 

By Mr. HARKIN, from the Committee on 
Appropriations, without amendment: 

S. 3295. An original bill making appropria- 
tions for the Departments of Labor, Health 
and Human Services, and Education, and re- 
lated agencies for the fiscal year ending Sep- 
tember 30, 2018, and for other purposes (Rept. 
No. 112-176). 

By Mr. DURBIN, from the Committee on 
Appropriations, without amendment: 

S. 3301. An original bill making appropria- 
tions for financial services and general gov- 
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ernment for the fiscal year ending Sep- 
tember 30, 2013, and for other purposes (Rept. 
No. 112-177). 


EE 


INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 


The following bills and joint resolu- 
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second times by unanimous con- 
sent, and referred as indicated: 


By Mrs. McCASKILL (for herself, Mr. 
BLUNT, Mr. WICKER, and Mr. COCH- 
RAN): 

S. 3293. A bill to amend title 28, United 
States Code, to realign divisions within two 
judicial districts; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. BROWN of Massachusetts: 

S. 3294. A bill to dedicate funds from the 
Crime Victims Fund to victims of elder 
abuse, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. HARKIN: 

S. 3295. An original bill making appropria- 
tions for the Departments of Labor, Health 
and Human Services, and Education, and re- 
lated agencies for the fiscal year ending Sep- 
tember 30, 2013, and for other purposes; from 
the Committee on Appropriations; placed on 
the calendar. 

By Mr. TESTER: 

S. 3296. A bill to provide for the protection 
of the flag of the United States, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on the Ju- 
diciary. 

By Mr. BROWN of Ohio (for himself, 
Mr. MERKLEY, and Mr. KERRY): 

S. 3297. A bill to amend the Worker Adjust- 
ment and Retraining Notification Act to 
minimize the adverse effects of employment 
dislocation, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Health, Education, Labor, and 
Pensions. 

By Ms. CANTWELL: 

S. 3298. A bill to amend the Oil Pollution 
Act of 1990 to establish the Federal Oil Spill 
Research Committee, and to amend the Fed- 
eral Water Pollution Control Act to include 
in a response plan certain planned and dem- 
onstrated investments in research relating 
to discharges of oil and to modify the dates 
by which a response plan must be updated; to 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

By Ms. MURKOWSKI (for herself and 
Mr. BEGICH): 

S. 3299. A bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to allow Indian tribes to re- 
ceive charitable contributions of apparently 
wholesome food; to the Committee on Fi- 
nance. 

By Mr. BINGAMAN (for himself, Mr. 
ALEXANDER, Ms. CANTWELL, Mr. 
UDALL of New Mexico, and Mrs. MUR- 


RAY): 

S. 3300. A bill to establish the Manhattan 
Project National Historical Park in Oak 
Ridge, Tennessee, Los Alamos, New Mexico, 
and Hanford, Washington, and for other pur- 
poses; to the Committee on Energy and Nat- 
ural Resources. 

By Mr. DURBIN: 

S. 3301. An original bill making appropria- 
tions for financial services and general gov- 
ernment for the fiscal year ending Sep- 
tember 30, 2013, and for other purposes; from 
the Committee on Appropriations; placed on 
the calendar. 

By Mr. PAUL: 

S. 3302. A bill to establish an air travelers’ 
bill of rights, to implement those rights, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 
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By Mr. PAUL: 

S. 3303. A bill to require security screening 
of passengers at airports to be carried out by 
private screening companies, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

By Mr. KOHL (for himself and Mr. 
HOEVEN): 

S.J. Res. 44. A joint resolution granting 
the consent of Congress to the State and 
Province Emergency Management Assist- 
ance Memorandum of Understanding; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 


Ee 


SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND 
SENATE RESOLUTIONS 


The following concurrent resolutions 
and Senate resolutions were read, and 
referred (or acted upon), as indicated: 

By Mr. KERRY (for himself, Mr. CHAM- 
BLISS, Mr. CARDIN, Mr. AKAKA, and 
Mr. WYDEN): 

S. Res. 498. A resolution recognizing that 
the occurrence of prostate cancer in African- 
American men has reached epidemic propor- 
tions and urging Federal agencies to address 
that health crisis by supporting education, 
awareness outreach, and research specifi- 
cally focused on how prostate cancer affects 
African-American men; to the Committee on 
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

By Mr. CORNYN (for himself, Mr. DUR- 
BIN, Ms. AYOTTE, Mrs. GILLIBRAND, 
Mrs. BOXER, Mr. RISCH, and Mr. 
MENENDEZ): 

S. Res. 494. A resolution condemning the 
Government of the Russian Federation for 
providing weapons to the regime of President 
Bashar al-Assad of Syria; to the Committee 
on Foreign Relations. 


Ee 


ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 


S. 50 
At the request of Mr. INOUYE, the 
name of the Senator from Connecticut 
(Mr. BLUMENTHAL) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 50, a bill to strengthen 
Federal consumer product safety pro- 
grams and activities with respect to 
commercially marketed seafood by di- 
recting the Secretary of Commerce to 
coordinate with the Federal Trade 
Commission and other appropriate Fed- 
eral agencies to strengthen and coordi- 
nate those programs and activities. 
S. 52 
At the request of Mr. INOUYE, the 
name of the Senator from Connecticut 
(Mr. BLUMENTHAL) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 52, a bill to establish uni- 
form administrative and enforcement 
procedures and penalties for the en- 
forcement of the High Seas Driftnet 
Fishing Moratorium Protection Act 
and similar statutes, and for other pur- 
poses. 
S. 102 
At the request of Mr. McCAIN, the 
name of the Senator from Tennessee 
(Mr. CORKER) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 102, a bill to provide an optional 
fast-track procedure the President may 
use when submitting rescission re- 
quests, and for other purposes. 
S. 250 
At the request of Mr. LEAHY, the 
name of the Senator from Delaware 
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(Mr. COONS) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 250, a bill to protect crime vic- 
tims’ rights, to eliminate the substan- 
tial backlog of DNA samples collected 
from crime scenes and convicted of- 
fenders, to improve and expand the 
DNA testing capacity of Federal, 
State, and local crime laboratories, to 
increase research and development of 
new DNA testing technologies, to de- 
velop new training programs regarding 
the collection and use of DNA evidence, 
to provide post conviction testing of 
DNA evidence to exonerate the inno- 
cent, to improve the performance of 
counsel in State capital cases, and for 
other purposes. 
S. 387 
At the request of Mrs. BOXER, the 
name of the Senator from Maryland 
(Ms. MIKULSKI) was added as a cospon- 
sor of S. 387, a bill to amend title 37, 
United States Code, to provide flexible 
spending arrangements for members of 
uniformed services, and for other pur- 
poses. 
S. 697 
At the request of Mr. CASEY, the 
names of the Senator from Maryland 
(Ms. MIKULSKI) and the Senator from 
New Jersey (Mr. LAUTENBERG) were 
added as cosponsors of S. 697, a bill to 
amend the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986 to allow a credit against income 
tax for amounts paid by a spouse of a 
member of the Armed Services for a 
new State license or certification re- 
quired by reason of a permanent 
change in the duty station of such 
member to another State. 
S. 866 
At the request of Mr. TESTER, the 
names of the Senator from Maryland 
(Ms. MIKULSKI) and the Senator from 
New Jersey (Mr. LAUTENBERG) were 
added as cosponsors of S. 866, a bill to 
amend title 10, United States Code, to 
modify the per-fiscal year calculation 
of days of certain active duty or active 
service used to reduce the minimum 
age at which a member of a reserve 
component of the uniformed services 
may retire for non-regular service. 
S. 1086 
At the request of Mr. HARKIN, the 
name of the Senator from Minnesota 
(Ms. KLOBUCHAR) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 1086, a bill to reauthorize 
the Special Olympics Sport and Em- 
powerment Act of 2004, to provide as- 
sistance to Best Buddies to support the 
expansion and development of men- 
toring programs, and for other pur- 
poses. 
S. 1096 
At the request of Ms. SNOWE, the 
name of the Senator from New Jersey 
(Mr. LAUTENBERG) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 1096, a bill to amend title 
XVIII of the Social Security Act to im- 
prove access to, and utilization of, bone 
mass measurement benefits under the 
Medicare part B program by extending 
the minimum payment amount for 
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bone mass measurement under such 
program through 2013. 
S. 1102 
At the request of Mr. DURBIN, the 
name of the Senator from California 
(Mrs. BOXER) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1102, a bill to amend title 11, 
United States Code, with respect to 
certain exceptions to discharge in 
bankruptcy. 
S. 1468 
At the request of Mrs. SHAHEEN, the 
name of the Senator from Alaska (Mr. 
BEGICH) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1468, a bill to amend title XVIII of the 
Social Security Act to improve access 
to diabetes self-management training 
by authorizing certified diabetes edu- 
cators to provide diabetes self-manage- 
ment training services, including as 
part of telehealth services, under part 
B of the Medicare program. 
S. 1613 
At the request of Mr. REED, the name 
of the Senator from Rhode Island (Mr. 
WHITEHOUSE) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1613, a bill to improve and en- 
hance research and programs on child- 
hood cancer survivorship, and for other 
purposes. 
S. 1884 
At the request of Mr. DURBIN, the 
names of the Senator from Washington 
(Mrs. MURRAY) and the Senator from 
Massachusetts (Mr. BROWN) were added 
as cosponsors of S. 1884, a bill to pro- 
vide States with incentives to require 
elementary schools and secondary 
schools to maintain, and permit school 
personnel to administer, epinephrine at 
schools. 
S. 1935 
At the request of Mrs. HAGAN, the 
name of the Senator from Missouri 
(Mrs. MCCASKILL) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 1935, a bill to require the 
Secretary of the Treasury to mint 
coins in recognition and celebration of 
the 75th anniversary of the establish- 
ment of the March of Dimes Founda- 
tion. 
S. 2077 
At the request of Mr. BLUMENTHAL, 
the names of the Senator from Alaska 
(Mr. BEGICH) and the Senator from 
Montana (Mr. TESTER) were added as 
cosponsors of S. 2077, a bill to amend 
the Older Americans Act of 1965 to au- 
thorize Federal assistance to State 
adult protective services programs, and 
for other purposes. 
S. 2103 
At the request of Mr. LEE, the name 
of the Senator from Idaho (Mr. CRAPO) 
was added as a cosponsor of S. 2103, a 
bill to amend title 18, United States 
Code, to protect pain-capable unborn 
children in the District of Columbia, 
and for other purposes. 
S. 2168 
At the request of Mr. BLUMENTHAL, 
the name of the Senator from New 
York (Mrs. GILLIBRAND) was added as a 
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cosponsor of S. 2168, a bill to amend the 
National Labor Relations Act to mod- 
ify the definition of supervisor. 
S. 2376 
At the request of Ms. SNOWE, the 
names of the Senator from Maine (Ms. 
COLLINS) and the Senator from Idaho 
(Mr. CRAPO) were added as cosponsors 
of S. 2376, a bill to recognize and clarify 
the authority of the States to regulate 
air ambulance medical standards pur- 
suant to their authority over the regu- 
lation of health care services within 
their borders, and for other purposes. 
S. 3225 
At the request of Mr. WYDEN, the 
name of the Senator from Oregon (Mr. 
MERKLEY) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 3225, a bill to require the United 
States Trade Representative to provide 
documents relating to trade negotia- 
tions to Members of Congress and their 
staff upon request, and for other pur- 
poses. 
S. 3235 
At the request of Mr. PRYOR, the 
name of the Senator from Illinois (Mr. 
DURBIN) was added as a cosponsor of 8. 
3235, a bill to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to require, as a condition 
on the receipt by a State of certain 
funds for veterans employment and 
training, that the State ensures that 
training received by a veteran while on 
active duty is taken into consideration 
in granting certain State certifications 
or licenses, and for other purposes. 
S. 3248 
At the request of Mr. ENZI, the names 
of the Senator from Connecticut (Mr. 
LIEBERMAN) and the Senator from Con- 
necticut (Mr. BLUMENTHAL) were added 
as cosponsors of S. 3248, a bill to des- 
ignate the North American bison as the 
national mammal of the United States. 
S. 3263 
At the request of Mrs. BOXER, the 
name of the Senator from Connecticut 
(Mr. LIEBERMAN) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 3263, a bill to require the 
Secretary of Transportation to modify 
the final rule relating to flightcrew 
member duty and rest requirements for 
passenger operations of air carriers to 
apply to all-cargo operations of air car- 
riers, and for other purposes. 
S. 3270 
At the request of Mr. WYDEN, the 
names of the Senator from Idaho (Mr. 
RISCH) and the Senator from Missouri 
(Mrs. MCCASKILL) were added as co- 
sponsors of S. 3270, a bill to amend title 
38, United States Code, to require the 
Secretary of Veterans Affairs to con- 
sider the resources of individuals ap- 
plying for pension that were recently 
disposed of by the individuals for less 
than fair market value when deter- 
mining the eligibility of such individ- 
uals for such pension, and for other 
purposes. 
S. RES. 401 
At the request of Mr. WHITEHOUSE, 
the name of the Senator from Massa- 
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chusetts (Mr. BROWN) was added as a 
cosponsor of S. Res. 401, a resolution 
expressing appreciation for Foreign 
Service and Civil Service professionals 
who represent the United States 
around the globe. 
S. RES. 428 
At the request of Mr. BLUMENTHAL, 
the name of the Senator from Delaware 
(Mr. CARPER) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. Res. 428, a resolution condemning 
the Government of Syria for crimes 
against humanity, and for other pur- 
poses. 
S. RES. 435 
At the request of Mr. CASEY, the 
name of the Senator from Ohio (Mr. 
BROWN) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
Res. 435, a resolution calling for demo- 
cratic change in Syria, and for other 
purposes. 
S. RES. 489 
At the request of Mr. MCCAIN, the 
names of the Senator from Idaho (Mr. 
CRAPO) and the Senator from Ten- 
nessee (Mr. ALEXANDER) were added as 
cosponsors of S. Res. 489, a resolution 
expressing the sense of the Senate on 
the appointment by the Attorney Gen- 
eral of an outside special counsel to in- 
vestigate certain recent leaks of appar- 
ently classified and highly sensitive in- 
formation on United States military 
and intelligence plans, programs, and 
operations. 
S. RES. 490 
At the request of Mrs. BOXER, the 
name of the Senator from New Jersey 
(Mr. MENENDEZ) was added as a cospon- 
sor of S. Res. 490, a resolution desig- 
nating the week of September 16, 2012, 
as ‘‘Mitochondrial Disease Awareness 
Week”, reaffirming the importance of 
an enhanced and coordinated research 
effort on mitochondrial diseases, and 
commending the National Institutes of 
Health for its efforts to improve the 
understanding of mitochondrial dis- 
eases. 
S. RES. 492 
At the request of Mr. BLUMENTHAL, 
the names of the Senator from Oregon 
(Mr. WYDEN) and the Senator from 
West Virginia (Mr. ROCKEFELLER) were 
added as cosponsors of S. Res. 492, a 
resolution designating June 15, 2012, as 
“World Elder Abuse Awareness Day”. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2156 
At the request of Mrs. GILLIBRAND, 
the name of the Senator from Oregon 
(Mr. MERKLEY) was added as a cospon- 
sor of amendment No. 2156 intended to 
be proposed to S. 3240, an original bill 
to reauthorize agricultural programs 
through 2017, and for other purposes. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2170 
At the request of Mr. GRASSLEY, the 
name of the Senator from Montana 
(Mr. TESTER) was added as a cosponsor 
of amendment No. 2170 intended to be 
proposed to S. 3240, an original bill to 
reauthorize agricultural programs 
through 2017, and for other purposes. 
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AMENDMENT NO. 2175 


At the request of Mr. BARRASSO, the 
name of the Senator from North Da- 
kota (Mr. HOEVEN) was added as a co- 
sponsor of amendment No. 2175 in- 
tended to be proposed to S. 3240, an 
original bill to reauthorize agricultural 
programs through 2017, and for other 
purposes. 


AMENDMENT NO. 2187 


At the request of Mr. KERRY, the 
names of the Senator from Alaska (Mr. 
BEGICH), the Senator from Connecticut 
(Mr. LIEBERMAN), the Senator from 
New York (Mrs. GILLIBRAND) and the 
Senator from Rhode Island (Mr. WHITE- 
HOUSE) were added as cosponsors of 
amendment No. 2187 intended to be pro- 
posed to S. 3240, an original bill to re- 
authorize agricultural programs 
through 2017, and for other purposes. 


AMENDMENT NO. 2188 


At the request of Mr. KERRY, the 
names of the Senator from Alaska (Mr. 
BEGICH), the Senator from Connecticut 
(Mr. LIEBERMAN), the Senator from 
New York (Mrs. GILLIBRAND) and the 
Senator from Rhode Island (Mr. WHITE- 
HOUSE) were added as cosponsors of 
amendment No. 2188 intended to be pro- 
posed to S. 3240, an original bill to re- 
authorize agricultural programs 
through 2017, and for other purposes. 


AMENDMENT NO. 2199 


At the request of Mr. MCCAIN, the 
name of the Senator from New Jersey 
(Mr. LAUTENBERG) was added as a co- 
sponsor of amendment No. 2199 in- 
tended to be proposed to S. 3240, an 
original bill to reauthorize agricultural 
programs through 2017, and for other 
purposes. 


AMENDMENT NO. 2220 


At the request of Mr. WYDEN, the 
name of the Senator from Oregon (Mr. 
MERKLEY) was added as a cosponsor of 
amendment No. 2220 intended to be pro- 
posed to S. 3240, an original bill to re- 
authorize agricultural programs 
through 2017, and for other purposes. 


AMENDMENT NO. 2224 


At the request of Mr. THUNE, the 
name of the Senator from North Da- 
kota (Mr. HOEVEN) was added as a co- 
sponsor of amendment No. 2224 in- 
tended to be proposed to S. 3240, an 
original bill to reauthorize agricultural 
programs through 2017, and for other 
purposes. 


AMENDMENT NO. 2232 


At the request of Mr. TESTER, the 
names of the Senator from Virginia 
(Mr. WARNER), the Senator from North 
Dakota (Mr. HOEVEN) and the Senator 
from New Hampshire (Mrs. SHAHEEN) 
were added as cosponsors of amend- 
ment No. 2232 intended to be proposed 
to S. 3240, an original bill to reauthor- 
ize agricultural programs through 2017, 
and for other purposes. 
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AMENDMENT NO. 2240 
At the request of Mr. THUNE, the 
name of the Senator from North Da- 
kota (Mr. HOEVEN) was added as a co- 
sponsor of amendment No. 2240 in- 
tended to be proposed to S. 3240, an 
original bill to reauthorize agricultural 
programs through 2017, and for other 
purposes. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2241 
At the request of Mr. NELSON of Ne- 
braska, the name of the Senator from 
North Dakota (Mr. HOEVEN) was added 
as a cosponsor of amendment No. 2241 
intended to be proposed to S. 3240, an 
original bill to reauthorize agricultural 
programs through 2017, and for other 
purposes. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2242 
At the request of Mr. NELSON of Ne- 
braska, the name of the Senator from 
Montana (Mr. TESTER) was added as a 
cosponsor of amendment No. 2242 in- 
tended to be proposed to S. 3240, an 
original bill to reauthorize agricultural 
programs through 2017, and for other 
purposes. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2244 
At the request of Mr. FRANKEN, the 
name of the Senator from Maine (Ms. 
SNOWE) was added as a cosponsor of 
amendment No. 2244 intended to be pro- 
posed to S. 3240, an original bill to re- 
authorize agricultural programs 
through 2017, and for other purposes. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2253 
At the request of Mr. SANDERS, the 
names of the Senator from Oregon (Mr. 
MERKLEY) and the Senator from Alaska 
(Mr. BEGICH) were added as cosponsors 
of amendment No. 2253 intended to be 
proposed to S. 3240, an original bill to 
reauthorize agricultural programs 
through 2017, and for other purposes. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2259 
At the request of Mr. ENZI, the name 
of the Senator from Montana (Mr. 
TESTER) was added as a cosponsor of 
amendment No. 2259 intended to be pro- 
posed to S. 3240, an original bill to re- 
authorize agricultural programs 
through 2017, and for other purposes. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2295 
At the request of Mr. UDALL of Colo- 
rado, the name of the Senator from Or- 
egon (Mr. MERKLEY) was added as a co- 
sponsor of amendment No. 2295 in- 
tended to be proposed to S. 3240, an 
original bill to reauthorize agricultural 
programs through 2017, and for other 
purposes. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2302 
At the request of Mr. RISCH, the 
names of the Senator from Missouri 
(Mr. BLUNT), the Senator from South 
Dakota (Mr. THUNE) and the Senator 
from North Dakota (Mr. HOEVEN) were 
added as cosponsors of amendment No. 
2302 intended to be proposed to S. 3240, 
an original bill to reauthorize agricul- 
tural programs through 2017, and for 
other purposes. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2306 
At the request of Ms. MURKOWSKI, the 
name of the Senator from New York 
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(Mrs. GILLIBRAND) was added as a co- 
sponsor of amendment No. 2306 in- 
tended to be proposed to S. 3240, an 
original bill to reauthorize agricultural 
programs through 2017, and for other 
purposes. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2325 
At the request of Mr. CHAMBLISS, the 
name of the Senator from South Caro- 
lina (Mr. GRAHAM) was added as a co- 
sponsor of amendment No. 2325 in- 
tended to be proposed to S. 3240, an 
original bill to reauthorize agricultural 
programs through 2017, and for other 
purposes. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2366 
At the request of Mrs. HAGAN, the 
name of the Senator from Oregon (Mr. 
MERKLEY) was added as a cosponsor of 
amendment No. 2366 intended to be pro- 
posed to S. 3240, an original bill to re- 
authorize agricultural programs 
through 2017, and for other purposes. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2367 
At the request of Mr. CRAPO, the 
names of the Senator from Wyoming 
(Mr. BARRASSO) and the Senator from 
North Dakota (Mr. HOEVEN) were added 
as cosponsors of amendment No. 2367 
intended to be proposed to S. 3240, an 
original bill to reauthorize agricultural 
programs through 2017, and for other 
purposes. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2382 
At the request of Mr. MERKLEY, the 
name of the Senator from Ohio (Mr. 
BROWN) was added as a cosponsor of 
amendment No. 2382 intended to be pro- 
posed to S. 3240, an original bill to re- 
authorize agricultural programs 
through 2017, and for other purposes. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2385 
At the request of Mr. TESTER, the 
name of the Senator from California 
(Mrs. FEINSTEIN) was added as a co- 
sponsor of amendment No. 2385 in- 
tended to be proposed to S. 3240, an 
original bill to reauthorize agricultural 
programs through 2017, and for other 
purposes. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2386 
At the request of Mr. SANDERS, the 
name of the Senator from New York 
(Mrs. GILLIBRAND) was added as a co- 
sponsor of amendment No. 2386 in- 
tended to be proposed to S. 3240, an 
original bill to reauthorize agricultural 
programs through 2017, and for other 
purposes. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2396 
At the request of Mr. AKAKA, the 
name of the Senator from South Da- 
kota (Mr. THUNE) was added as a co- 
sponsor of amendment No. 2396 in- 
tended to be proposed to S. 3240, an 
original bill to reauthorize agricultural 
programs through 2017, and for other 
purposes. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2399 
At the request of Mr. LEAHY, the 
name of the Senator from New York 
(Mrs. GILLIBRAND) was added as a co- 
sponsor of amendment No. 2399 in- 
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tended to be proposed to S. 3240, an 
original bill to reauthorize agricultural 
programs through 2017, and for other 
purposes. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2413 
At the request of Mr. BLUMENTHAL, 
the name of the Senator from Rhode Is- 
land (Mr. WHITEHOUSE) was added as a 
cosponsor of amendment No. 2413 in- 
tended to be proposed to S. 3240, an 
original bill to reauthorize agricultural 
programs through 2017, and for other 
purposes. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2416 
At the request of Mr. PRYOR, the 
name of the Senator from Mississippi 
(Mr. COCHRAN) was added as a cospon- 
sor of amendment No. 2416 intended to 
be proposed to S. 3240, an original bill 
to reauthorize agricultural programs 
through 2017, and for other purposes. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2418 
At the request of Mr. LIEBERMAN, the 
name of the Senator from Rhode Island 
(Mr. WHITEHOUSE) was added as a co- 
sponsor of amendment No. 2418 in- 
tended to be proposed to S. 3240, an 
original bill to reauthorize agricultural 
programs through 2017, and for other 
purposes. 


EE 


SUBMITTED RESOLUTIONS 


SENATE RESOLUTION 493—RECOG- 
NIZING THAT THE OCCURRENCE 
OF PROSTATE CANCER IN AFRI- 
CAN-AMERICAN MEN HAS 
REACHED EPIDEMIC PROPOR- 
TIONS AND URGING FEDERAL 
AGENCIES TO ADDRESS THAT 
HEALTH CRISIS BY SUPPORTING 
EDUCATION, AWARENESS OUT- 
REACH, AND RESEARCH SPECIFI- 
CALLY FOCUSED ON HOW PROS- 
TATE CANCER AFFECTS AFRI- 
CAN-AMERICAN MEN 


Mr. KERRY (for himself, Mr. CHAM- 
BLISS, Mr. CARDIN, Mr. AKAKA, and Mr. 
WYDEN) submitted the following reso- 
lution; which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on Health, Education, Labor, 
and Pensions: 

S. RES. 493 


Whereas the incidence of prostate cancer 
in African-American men is more than one 
and a half times higher than in any other ra- 
cial or ethnic group in the United States; 

Whereas African-American men have the 
highest mortality rate of any ethnic and ra- 
cial group in the United States, dying at a 
rate that is approximately two and a half 
times higher than other ethnic and racial 
groups; 

Whereas that rate of mortality represents 
the largest disparity of mortality rates in 
any of the major cancers; 

Whereas prostate cancer can be cured with 
early detection and the proper treatment, re- 
gardless of the ethnic or racial group of the 
cancer patient; 

Whereas African Americans are more like- 
ly to be diagnosed at an earlier age and at a 
later stage of cancer progression than all 
other ethnic and racial groups, leading to 
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lower cure rates and lower chances of sur- 
vival; 

Whereas, for cases diagnosed early, studies 
show a 5-year survival rate of nearly 100 per- 
cent, but the survival rate drops signifi- 
cantly to 28 percent for cases diagnosed in 
late stages; and 

Whereas recent genomics research has in- 
creased the ability to identify men at high 
risk for aggressive prostate cancer: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 

(1) recognizes that prostate cancer has cre- 
ated a health crisis for African-American 
men; 

(2) recognizes the importance of health 
coverage and access to care, as well as pro- 
moting informed decision making between 
men and their doctors, taking into consider- 
ation the known risks and potential benefits 
of screening and treatment options for pros- 
tate cancer; 

(3) urges Federal agencies to support— 

(A) research to address and attempt to end 
the health crisis created by prostate cancer; 

(B) efforts relating to education, aware- 
ness, and early detection at the grassroots 
level to end that health crisis; and 

(C) the Office of Minority Health of the De- 
partment of Health and Human Services in 
focusing on improving health and healthcare 
outcomes for African Americans at an ele- 
vated risk of prostate cancer; and 

(4) urges investment by the National Can- 
cer Institute and National Institute of Bio- 
medical Imaging and Bioengineering, and 
other elements of the National Institutes of 
Health, as well as the Department of De- 
fense, in research focusing on the improve- 
ment of early detection and treatment of 
prostate cancer, such as by using biomarkers 
to accurately distinguish indolent forms of 
prostate cancer from lethal forms and ad- 
vanced imaging tools to assure the best level 
of individualized patient care. 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, as we ap- 
proach Father’s Day, I would like to 
take the opportunity to discuss an im- 
portant men’s health issue that has 
personally affected my family and the 
families of many of my colleagues in 
the Chamber. 

Prostate cancer is the most common 
cancer in men. Every year, more than 
200,000 men are diagnosed with prostate 
cancer, and more than 25,000 men die 
from it. When caught early, five-year 
survival rates are near 100 percent. But 
when this cancer is caught in later 
stages, the survival rate drops signifi- 
cantly to only 28 percent. 

African-American men are one and a 
half times more likely to get prostate 
cancer and two and a half times more 
likely to be killed by it than any other 
racial or ethnic group in the United 
States. As we move forward with better 
screening and treatment options, we 
must also close disparity gaps so all 
men have improved outcomes. 

This is why Senators CHAMBLISS, 
CARDIN, AKAKA, WYDEN and I are sub- 
mitting a resolution to recognize the 
disproportionate occurrence of prostate 
cancer in African-American men. This 
resolution acknowledges the impor- 
tance of health care coverage for pros- 
tate cancer screenings and the need for 
informed decision making between men 
and their doctors, taking into consider- 
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ation the known risks and potential 
benefits of screening and treatment op- 
tions. It also encourages Federal agen- 
cies to place a greater emphasis on 
education, awareness, and research fo- 
cused on improved screening tools such 
as more effective biomarkers and ad- 
vanced imaging. 

I would like to recognize the Pros- 
tate Health Education Network, PHEN, 
AdMeTech Foundation, and ZERO— 
The Project to End Prostate Cancer for 
their work on the development of this 
resolution and their ongoing advocacy 
to support innovative research that 
holds real promise in turning the tide 
against cancer. 

I look forward to working with my 
colleagues in the Senate to pass this 
important resolution. 


EE 


SENATE RESOLUTION 494—CON- 
DEMNING THE GOVERNMENT OF 
THE RUSSIAN FEDERATION FOR 
PROVIDING WEAPONS TO THE 
REGIME OF PRESIDENT BASHAR 
AL-ASSAD OF SYRIA 


Mr. CORNYN (for himself, Mr. DUR- 
BIN, Ms. AYOTTE, Mrs. GILLIBRAND, Mrs. 
BOXER, Mr. RISCH, and Mr. MENENDEZ) 
submitted the following resolution; 
which was referred to the Committee 
on Foreign Relations: 

S. REs. 494 


Whereas the Government of the Russian 
Federation has an extensive history of pro- 
viding weapons and political support to the 
regime of President Bashar al-Assad of 
Syria, a country designated by the Secretary 
of State as a ‘“‘state sponsor of terrorism”; 

Whereas, at the Port of Tartus in Syria, 
the Government of the Russian Federation 
maintains for the Russian Navy its only per- 
manent warm-water naval port outside of 
the former Soviet Union, which bolsters the 
Assad regime; 

Whereas the Assad regime responded to the 
widespread, peaceful, and sustained calls for 
political reform that began in March 2011 in 
a manner that has caused the deaths of more 
than 10,000 people in Syria, mostly civilians, 
as of June 2012, according to an estimate by 
the United Nations; 

Whereas the Government of the Russian 
Federation remains the top supplier of weap- 
ons to the Government of Syria, reportedly 
providing nearly $1,000,000,000 worth of arms 
to the Government of Syria in 2011 alone; 

Whereas the Government of the Russian 
Federation has unabatedly continued to ship 
arms to the Government of Syria during the 
ongoing popular uprisings; 

Whereas, on October 4, 2011, the Russian 
Federation, together with the People’s Re- 
public of China, vetoed a United Nations Se- 
curity Council resolution that would have 
condemned ‘‘grave and systematic human 
rights violations” in Syria and would have 
warned the Government of Syria of the ac- 
tions, including sanctions, to be considered 
against it, if warranted; 

Whereas, on January 18, 2012, Foreign Min- 
ister of the Russian Federation Sergei 
Lavrov criticized ‘‘the sending of so-called 
humanitarian convoys to Syria’’; 

Whereas, on January 19, 2012, Foreign Min- 
ister Lavrov stated that, with regard to the 
Government of Syria, ‘‘For us, the red line is 


9133 


fairly clearly drawn. We will not support any 
sanctions.’’; 

Whereas, on February 4, 2012, the Russian 
Federation, together with the People’s Re- 
public of China, vetoed a United Nations Se- 
curity Council resolution calling for an end 
to the violence in Syria, demanding that all 
parties in Syria cease all violence and repris- 
als and implement the plan set out by the 
League of Arab States, expressing grave con- 
cern for the deteriorating situation in Syria, 
and condemning the widespread gross viola- 
tions of human rights; 

Whereas, on March 18, 2012, Deputy Min- 
ister of Defence of the Russian Federation 
Anatoly Antonov stated that the Govern- 
ment of the Russian Federation would not 
halt arms shipments to Syria, acknowl- 
edging that the Government of the Russian 
Federation has military instructors on the 
ground training the Syrian Arab Army and 
stating, ‘“‘Russia enjoys good and strong 
military technical co-operation with Syria, 
and we see no reason to reconsider it. Rus- 
sian-Syria military co-operation is perfectly 
legitimate.’’; 

Whereas, on May 30, 2012, Permanent Rep- 
resentative of the United States to the 
United Nations Susan Rice condemned re- 
cent reports of an arms shipment that ar- 
rived in Syria from the Russian Federation 
on May 26, 2012, as ‘‘reprehensible,”’ stating 
that ‘‘this is obviously of the utmost concern 
given that the Syrian government continues 
to use deadly forces against civilians”; 

Whereas, on May 31, 2012, Secretary of 
State Hillary Clinton stated that the policy 
of the Government of the Russian Federation 
toward the Government of Syria ‘‘is going to 
help contribute to a civil war,’’ maintaining 
that Russian officials ‘‘are just vociferous in 
their claim that they are providing a stabi- 
lizing influence,” and stating, ‘‘I reject that. 
I think they are, in effect, propping up the 
regime at a time when we should be working 
on a political transition.’’; 

Whereas the Government of the Russian 
Federation has thus far failed to effectively 
use its influence and relationship with the 
Assad regime to halt the murder of civilians 
in Syria, including the massacre of over 100 
people, many of them women and children, 
in Houla on May 25 to 26, 2012; 

Whereas Russian Federation President 
Vladimir Putin rejected appeals by President 
of France Francois Hollande for tougher 
United Nations sanctions aimed at ending vi- 
olence in Syria; 

Whereas, on June 5, 2012, Secretary of 
State Clinton stated that “it’s pretty clear 
that we all have to intensify our efforts to 
speed a political transition. .. . And we in- 
vite the Russians and the Chinese to be part 
of the solution of what is happening in 
Syria’; 

Whereas, on June 7, 2012, Permanent Rep- 
resentative of the Russian Federation to the 
United Nations Vitaly Churkin publicly 
criticized the Governments of Saudi Arabia 
and Qatar for supporting the opposition in 
Syria; and 

Whereas, on June 12, 2012, Secretary of 
State Clinton stated that ‘‘there are attack 
helicopters on the way from Russia to Syria, 
which will escalate the conflict quite dra- 
matically”: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 

(1) condemns the Government of the Rus- 
sian Federation for— 

(A) its longstanding and ongoing support 
for the criminal regime of President Bashar 
al-Assad in Syria; 

(B) continuing to transfer weapons to the 
Assad regime, which cannot be considered le- 
gitimate for purposes of self-defense; and 
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(C) its troubling opposition to resolutions 
from the United Nations Security Council re- 
garding Syria, including those recently ta- 
bled by the United States; 

(2) concludes that the actions of the Gov- 
ernment of the Russian Federation— 

(A) have enabled the Assad regime to 
maintain power and perpetrate mass atroc- 
ities against its own people; and 

(B) directly undermine the core national 
security interests of the United States, as 
well as the stability of the entire Middle 
East; and 

(3) urges the Government of the Russian 
Federation to— 

(A) immediately end all transfers of weap- 
ons to the Assad regime; 

(B) call on the Assad regime to end all vio- 
lence against civilians; 

(C) support international sanctions against 
Syria; and 

(D) support a peaceful transition of leader- 
ship in the Government of Syria, starting 
with the early departure of Bashar al-Assad. 


— eS 


AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED AND 
PROPOSED 


SA 2423. Ms. MURKOWSKI (for herself and 
Mr. MANCHIN) submitted an amendment in- 
tended to be proposed by her to the bill S. 
3240, to reauthorize agricultural programs 
through 2017, and for other purposes; which 
was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 2424. Mr. TOOMEY submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 3240, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 2425. Mr. CONRAD (for himself, Mr. 
Baucus, Mr. HOEVEN, and Mr. CHAMBLISS) 
submitted an amendment intended to be pro- 
posed by him to the bill S. 3240, supra; which 
was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 2426. Mr. COONS (for himself and Mr. 
CHAMBLISS) submitted an amendment in- 
tended to be proposed by him to the bill S. 
3240, supra; which was ordered to lie on the 
table. 

SA 2427. Mr. SCHUMER submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 3240, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 2428. Mr. BAUCUS (for himself and Mr. 
CONRAD) submitted an amendment intended 
to be proposed by him to the bill S. 3240, 
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 2429. Mr. BAUCUS (for himself and Mr. 
TESTER) submitted an amendment intended 
to be proposed by him to the bill S. 3240, 
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 2430. Mr. BROWN of Ohio (for himself, 
Mr. NELSON of Nebraska, Mr. HARKIN, Mr. 
FRANKEN, Mr. TESTER, Mr. BEGICH, and Mr. 
JOHNSON of South Dakota) submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 3240, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 2431. Mr. PRYOR submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 3240, supra; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 

SA 2432. Mr. CHAMBLISS submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 3240, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 2433. Mr. TOOMEY (for himself, Mrs. 
SHAHEEN, and Mr. LUGAR) submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 3240, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 2434. Mr. BLUNT submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 3240, supra; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 
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SA 2435. Mr. WARNER (for himself and 
Mrs. SHAHEEN) submitted an amendment in- 
tended to be proposed by him to the bill S. 
3240, supra; which was ordered to lie on the 
table. 

SA 2436. Mr. NELSON of Florida (for him- 
self, Mr. MENENDEZ, Mr. CARDIN, and Mr. 
SCHUMER) submitted an amendment intended 
to be proposed by him to the bill S. 3240, 
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 2437. Mr. THUNE submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 3240, supra; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 

SA 2438. Mr. CHAMBLISS submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 3240, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 


EEE 
TEXT OF AMENDMENTS 


SA 2423. Ms. MURKOWSKI (for her- 
self and Mr. MANCHIN) submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
her to the bill S. 3240, to reauthorize 
agricultural programs through 2017, 
and for other purposes; which was or- 
dered to lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 6 of the amendment, between lines 
18 and 19, insert the following: 

SEC. 13105. HERITAGE OF RECREATIONAL FISH- 
ING, HUNTING, AND RECREATIONAL 
SHOOTING ON FEDERAL LAND. 

(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 

(1) FEDERAL PUBLIC LAND.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
subparagraph (B), the term ‘‘Federal public 
land’’ means any land or water that is— 

(i) owned by the United States; and 

(ii) managed by a Federal agency (includ- 
ing the Department of the Interior and the 
Forest Service) for purposes that include the 
conservation of natural resources. 

(B) EXCLUSIONS.—The term “Federal public 
land” does not include— 

(i) land or water held or managed in trust 
for the benefit of Indians or other Native 
Americans; 

(ii) land managed by the Director of the 
National Park Service or the Director of the 
United States Fish and Wildlife Service; 

(iii) fish hatcheries; or 

(iv) conservation easements on private 
land. 

(2) HUNTING.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
subparagraph (B), the term ‘‘hunting’’ means 
use of a firearm, bow, or other authorized 
means in the lawful— 

(i) pursuit, shooting, capture, collection, 
trapping, or killing of wildlife; or 

(ii) attempt to pursue, shoot, capture, col- 
lect, trap, or kill wildlife. 

(B) EXCLUSION.—The term “hunting” does 
not include the use of skilled volunteers to 
cull excess animals (as defined by other Fed- 
eral law). 

(3) RECREATIONAL FISHING.—The term ‘‘rec- 
reational fishing’’ means— 

(A) an activity for sport or for pleasure 
that involves— 

(i) the lawful catching, 
vesting of fish; or 

(ii) the lawful attempted catching, taking, 
or harvesting of fish; or 

(B) any other activity for sport or pleasure 
that can reasonably be expected to result in 
the lawful catching, taking, or harvesting of 
fish. 

(4) RECREATIONAL SHOOTING.—The term 
“recreational shooting’? means any form of 
sport, training, competition, or pastime, 
whether formal or informal, that involves 


taking, or har- 
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the discharge of a rifle, handgun, or shotgun, 
or the use of a bow and arrow. 

(b) RECREATIONAL FISHING, HUNTING, AND 
RECREATIONAL SHOOTING.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to valid existing 
rights, and in cooperation with the respec- 
tive State and fish and wildlife agency, a 
Federal public land management official 
shall exercise the authority of the official 
under existing law (including provisions re- 
garding land use planning) to facilitate use 
of and access to Federal public land for rec- 
reational fishing, hunting, and recreational 
shooting except as limited by— 

(A) any law that authorizes action or with- 
holding action for reasons of national secu- 
rity, public safety, or resource conservation; 

(B) any other Federal law that precludes 
recreational fishing, hunting, or recreational 
shooting on specific Federal public land or 
water or units of Federal public land; and 

(C) discretionary limitations on rec- 
reational fishing, hunting, and recreational 
shooting determined to be necessary and rea- 
sonable as supported by the best scientific 
evidence and advanced through a trans- 
parent public process. 

(2) MANAGEMENT.—Consistent with para- 
graph (1), the head of each Federal public 
land management agency shall exercise the 
land management discretion of the head— 

(A) in a manner that supports and facili- 
tates recreational fishing, hunting, and rec- 
reational shooting opportunities; 

(B) to the extent authorized under applica- 
ble State law; and 

(C) in accordance with applicable Federal 
law. 

(3) PLANNING.— 

(A) EFFECTS OF PLANS AND ACTIVITIES.— 

(i) EVALUATION OF EFFECTS ON OPPORTUNI- 
TIES TO ENGAGE IN RECREATIONAL FISHING, 
HUNTING, OR RECREATIONAL SHOOTING.—Fed- 
eral public land planning documents (includ- 
ing land resources management plans, re- 
source management plans, travel manage- 
ment plans, and energy development plans) 
shall include a specific evaluation of the ef- 
fects of the plans on opportunities to engage 
in recreational fishing, hunting, or rec- 
reational shooting. 

(ii) OTHER ACTIVITY NOT CONSIDERED.— 

(I) IN GENERAL.—Federal public land man- 
agement officials shall not be required to 
consider the existence or availability of rec- 
reational fishing, hunting, or recreational 
shooting opportunities on private or public 
land that is located adjacent to, or in the vi- 
cinity of, Federal public land for purposes 
of— 

(aa) planning for or determining which 
units of Federal public land are open for rec- 
reational fishing, hunting, or recreational 
shooting; or 

(bb) setting the levels of use for rec- 
reational fishing, hunting, or recreational 
shooting on Federal public land. 

(II) ENHANCED OPPORTUNITIES.—Federal 
public land management officials may con- 
sider the opportunities described in sub- 
clause (I) if the combination of those oppor- 
tunities would enhance the recreational fish- 
ing, hunting, or shooting opportunities 
available to the public. 

(B) USE OF VOLUNTEERS.—If hunting is pro- 
hibited by law, all Federal public land plan- 
ning document described in subparagraph 
(A)(Gi) of an agency shall, after appropriate 
coordination with State fish and wildlife 
agencies, allow the participation of skilled 
volunteers in the culling and other manage- 
ment of wildlife populations on Federal pub- 
lic land unless the head of the agency dem- 
onstrates, based on the best scientific data 
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available or applicable Federal law, why 
skilled volunteers should not be used to con- 
trol overpopulation of wildlife on the land 
that is the subject of the planning document. 

(4) BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT AND FOR- 
EST SERVICE LAND.— 

(A) LAND OPEN.— 

(i) IN GENERAL.—Land under the jurisdic- 
tion of the Bureau of Land Management or 
the Forest Service (including a component of 
the National Wilderness Preservation Sys- 
tem, land designated as a wilderness study 
area or administratively classified as wilder- 
ness eligible or suitable, and primitive or 
semiprimitive areas, but excluding land on 
the outer Continental Shelf) shall be open to 
recreational fishing, hunting, and rec- 
reational shooting unless the managing Fed- 
eral public land agency acts to close the land 
to such activity. 

(ii) MOTORIZED ACCESS.—Nothing in this 
subparagraph authorizes or requires motor- 
ized access or the use of motorized vehicles 
for recreational fishing, hunting, or rec- 
reational shooting purposes within land des- 
ignated as a wilderness study area or admin- 
istratively classified as wilderness eligible or 
suitable. 

(B) CLOSURE OR RESTRICTION.—Land de- 
scribed in subparagraph (A) may be subject 
to closures or restrictions if determined by 
the head of the agency to be necessary and 
reasonable and supported by facts and evi- 
dence for purposes including resource con- 
servation, public safety, energy or mineral 
production, energy generation or trans- 
mission infrastructure, water supply facili- 
ties, protection of other permittees, protec- 
tion of private property rights or interests, 
national security, or compliance with other 
law, as determined appropriate by the Direc- 
tor of the Bureau of Land Management or 
the Chief of the Forest Service, as applica- 
ble. 

(C) SHOOTING RANGES.— 

(i) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
clause (iii), the head of each Federal public 
land agency may use the authorities of the 
head, in a manner consistent with this sec- 
tion and other applicable law— 

(I) to lease or permit use of land under the 
jurisdiction of the head for shooting ranges; 
and 

(II) to designate specific land under the ju- 
risdiction of the head for recreational shoot- 
ing activities. 

(ii) LIMITATION ON LIABILITY.—Any designa- 
tion under clause (i)(II) shall not subject the 
United States to any civil action or claim for 
monetary damages for injury or loss of prop- 
erty or personal injury or death caused by 
any recreational shooting activity occurring 
at or on the designated land. 

(iii) EXCEPTION.—The head of each Federal 
public land agency shall not lease or permit 
use of Federal public land for shooting 
ranges or designate land for recreational 
shooting activities within including a com- 
ponent of the National Wilderness Preserva- 
tion System, land designated as a wilderness 
study area or administratively classified as 
wilderness eligible or suitable, and primitive 
or semiprimitive areas. 

(5) REPORT.—Not later than October 1 of 
every other year, beginning with the second 
October 1 after the date of enactment of this 
Act, the head of each Federal public land 
agency who has authority to manage Federal 
public land on which recreational fishing, 
hunting, or recreational shooting occurs 
shall submit to the Committee on Natural 
Resources of the House of Representatives 
and the Committee on Energy and Natural 
Resources of the Senate a report that de- 
scribes— 
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(A) any Federal public land administered 
by the agency head that was closed to rec- 
reational fishing, hunting, or recreational 
shooting at any time during the preceding 
year; and 

(B) the reason for the closure. 

(6) CLOSURES OR SIGNIFICANT RESTRICTIONS 
OF 1,280 OR MORE ACRES.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Other than closures es- 
tablished or prescribed by land planning ac- 
tions referred to in paragraph (4)(B) or emer- 
gency closures described in subparagraph (C), 
a permanent or temporary withdrawal, 
change of classification, or change of man- 
agement status of Federal public land or 
water that effectively closes or significantly 
restricts 1,280 or more contiguous acres of 
Federal public land or water to access or use 
for recreational fishing or hunting or activi- 
ties relating to fishing or hunting shall take 
effect only if, before the date of withdrawal 
or change, the head of the Federal public 
land agency that has jurisdiction over the 
Federal public land or water— 

(i) publishes appropriate notice of the 
withdrawal or change, respectively; 

(ii) demonstrates that coordination has oc- 
curred with a State fish and wildlife agency; 
and 

(iii) submits to the Committee on Natural 
Resources of the House of Representatives 
and the Committee on Energy and Natural 
Resources of the Senate written notice of the 
withdrawal or change, respectively. 

(B) AGGREGATE OR CUMULATIVE EFFECTS.—If 
the aggregate or cumulative effect of sepa- 
rate withdrawals or changes effectively 
closes or significant restrictions affects 1,280 
or more acres of land or water, the with- 
drawals and changes shall be treated as a 
single withdrawal or change for purposes of 
subparagraph (A). 

(C) EMERGENCY CLOSURES.— 

(i) IN GENERAL.—Nothing in this section 
prohibits a Federal public land management 
agency from establishing or implementing 
emergency closures or restrictions of the 
smallest practicable area of Federal public 
land to provide for public safety, resource 
conservation, national security, or other 
purposes authorized by law. 

(ii) TERMINATION.—An emergency closure 
under clause (i) shall terminate after a rea- 
sonable period of time unless the temporary 
closure is converted to a permanent closure 
consistent with this subsection. 

(7) NO PRIORITY.—Nothing in this section 
requires a Federal agency to give preference 
to recreational fishing, hunting, or rec- 
reational shooting over other uses of Federal 
public land or over land or water manage- 
ment priorities established by other Federal 
law. 

(8) CONSULTATION WITH COUNCILS.—In car- 
rying out this section, the heads of Federal 
public land agencies shall consult with the 
appropriate advisory councils established 
under Executive Order 12962 (16 U.S.C. 1801 
note; relating to recreational fisheries) and 
Executive Order 13443 (16 U.S.C. 661 note; re- 
lating to facilitation of hunting heritage and 
wildlife conservation). 

(9) AUTHORITY OF STATES.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Nothing in this section 
interferes with, diminishes, or conflicts with 
the authority, jurisdiction, or responsibility 
of any State to manage, control, or regulate 
fish and wildlife under State law (including 
regulations) on land or water within the 
State, including on Federal public land. 

(B) FEDERAL LICENSES.— 

(i) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
clause (ii), nothing in this section authorizes 
the head of a Federal public land agency 
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head to require a license, fee, or permit to 
fish, hunt, or trap on land or water in a 
State, including on Federal public land in 
the State. 

(ii) MIGRATORY BIRD STAMPS.—This sub- 
paragraph shall not affect any migratory 
bird stamp requirement of the Migratory 
Bird Hunting and Conservation Stamp Act 
(16 U.S.C. 718a et seq.). 


SA 2424. Mr. TOOMEY submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 3240, to reauthorize 
agricultural programs through 2017, 
and for other purposes; which was or- 
dered to lie on the table; as follows: 

In section 3904 of the Consolidated Farm 
and Rural Development Act (as amended by 
section 6001), strike subsections (a) and (b). 


SA 2425. Mr. CONRAD (for himself, 
Mr. Baucus, Mr. HOEVEN, and Mr. 
CHAMBLISS) submitted an amendment 
intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 3240, to reauthorize agricultural 
programs through 2017, and for other 
purposes; which was ordered to lie on 
the table; as follows: 

Strike section 1102 and insert the fol- 
lowing: 

SEC. 1102. COUNTER-CYCLICAL PROGRAM. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 1104 of the Food, 
Conservation, and Energy Act of 2008 (7 
U.S.C. 8714) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a), by striking ‘‘2008 
through 2012 crop years for each covered 
commodity” and inserting ‘‘2013 through 2017 
crop years for each covered commodity 
(other than upland cotton)’; 

(2) in subsection (b), by striking ‘‘during 
the 12-month marketing year” each place it 
appears in paragraphs (1)(A)(i) and (2)(A)(i) 
and inserting ‘‘for the first 5 months of the 
marketing year”; 

(3) in subsection (c), by adding at the end 
the following: 

‘(4) 2013 THROUGH 2017 CROP YEARS.—For 
purposes of each of the 2013 through 2017 crop 
years, the target prices for covered commod- 
ities shall be as follows: 

“(A) Wheat, $4.46 per bushel. 

‘(B) Corn, $2.81 per bushel. 

‘“(C) Grain sorghum, $2.81 per bushel. 

‘(D) Feed barley, $2.81 per bushel. 

‘“(E) Malt-type barley, $3.57 per bushel. 

‘“(F) Oats, $1.92 per bushel. 

‘(G) Long grain rice, $11.00 per hundred- 
weight. 

“(H) Medium grain rice, $11.00 per hundred- 
weight. 

(D) Soybeans, $6.30 per bushel. 

‘“(J) Other oilseeds, $13.18 per hundred- 
weight. 

‘“(K) Dry peas, $8.82 per hundredweight. 

“(L) Lentils, $18.31 per hundredweight. 

‘“(M) Small chickpeas, $10.86 per hundred- 
weight. 

‘“(N) Large chickpeas, $13.31 per hundred- 
weight.”’; 

(4) by redesignating subsection (f) as sub- 
section (g); and 

(5) by inserting after subsection (e) the fol- 
lowing: 

“(f) PAYMENT AMOUNT.— 

“(1) DEFINITIONS.—In this subsection: 

‘(A) PAYMENT ACRES.—The term ‘payment 
acres’ means— 

“(i) 75 percent of the acres planted or pre- 
vented from being planted to a covered com- 
modity on a farm; but 

“(ii) not to exceed 75 percent of the total 
base acres for the covered commodity estab- 
lished for the 2012 crop year. 
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‘(B) PAYMENT YIELD.—The term ‘payment 
yield’ means the yield established for 
counter-cyclical payments for the 2012 crop 
year for a farm for a covered commodity. 

(2) PAYMENT AMOUNT.—If counter-cyclical 
payments are required to be paid under this 
section for any of the 2018 through 2017 crop 
years of a covered commodity, the amount of 
the counter-cyclical payment to be paid to 
the producers on a farm for that crop year 
shall be equal to the product of the fol- 
lowing: 

‘(A) The payment rate specified in sub- 
section (d). 

‘(B) The payment acres of the covered 
commodity on the farm. 

“(C) The payment yield for the covered 
commodity for the farm.’’. 

(b) PEANUTS.—Section 1304 of the Food, 
Conservation, and Energy Act of 2008 (7 
U.S.C. 8754) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a), by striking ‘‘2008 
through 2012” and inserting ‘2013 through 
2017; 

(2) in subsection (b)(1)(A), by striking ‘‘dur- 
ing the 12-month marketing year’’ and in- 
serting ‘‘for the first 5 months of the mar- 
keting year”; 

(3) in subsection (c), by striking ‘‘$495 per 
ton? and inserting ‘$25.25 per hundred- 
weight”; 

(4) by redesignating subsection (f) as sub- 
section (g); and 

(5) by inserting after subsection (e) the fol- 
lowing: 

“(f) PAYMENT AMOUNT.— 

“(1) DEFINITIONS.—In this subsection: 

“(A) PAYMENT ACRES.—The term ‘payment 
acres’ means— 

“(i) 75 percent of the acres planted or pre- 
vented from being planted to peanuts on a 
farm; but 

“(ii) not to exceed 75 percent of the total 
base acres for peanuts established for the 
2012 crop year. 

‘(B) PAYMENT YIELD.—The term ‘payment 
yield’ means the yield established for 
counter-cyclical payments for the 2012 crop 
year for a farm for peanuts. 

“(2) PAYMENT AMOUNT.—If counter-cyclical 
payments are required to be paid under this 
section for any of the 2013 through 2017 crop 
years of peanuts., the amount of the counter- 
cyclical payment to be paid to the producers 
on a farm for that crop year shall be equal to 
the product of the following: 

‘(A) The payment rate specified in sub- 
section (d). 

‘(B) The payment acres on the farm. 

(C) The payment yield for the farm.’’. 

(c) PRODUCER AGREEMENT REQUIRED AS 
CONDITION OF PROVISION OF PAYMENTS.—Sec- 
tion 1106 shall apply to counter-cyclical pay- 
ments under sections 1104 and 1304 of the 
Food and Nutrition Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 8714, 
8754) (as amended by this section) in the 
same manner as that section applies to agri- 
culture risk coverage payments. 

(d) PAYMENT LIMITATIONS.—Section 1101(b) 
of the Food Security Act of 1985 (as amended 
by section 1603(a)) is amended— 

(1) by redesignating paragraphs (1) and (2) 
as subparagraphs (A) and (B) and indenting 
appropriately; 

(2) by striking ‘‘The total” and inserting 
the following: 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The total”; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 

‘(2) LIMITATION ON COUNTER-CYCLICAL PAY- 
MENTS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The total amount of 
counter-cyclical payments received, directly 
or indirectly, by a person or legal entity (ex- 
cept a joint venture or general partnership) 
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for any crop year under section 1104 of the 
Food and Nutrition Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 8714) 
for 1 or more covered commodities (except 
for peanuts) may not exceed $65,000. 

“(B) PEANUTS.—The total amount of 
counter-cyclical payments received, directly 
or indirectly, by a person or legal entity (ex- 
cept a joint venture or general partnership) 
for any crop year under section 1304 of the 
Food and Nutrition Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 8754) 
for peanuts may not exceed $65,000.’’. 

(e) PERIOD OF EFFECTIVENESS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 1109 of the Food, 
Conservation, and Energy Act of 2008 (7 
U.S.C. 8719) is amended— 

(A) by striking “This subtitle” and insert- 
ing the following: 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
paragraph (2), this subtitle”; and 

(B) by adding at the end the following: 

“(2) COUNTER-CYCLICAL PROGRAM.—Section 
1104 shall be effective beginning with the 2013 
crop year of each covered commodity (other 
than upland cotton) through the 2017 crop 
year.’’. 

(2) ADMINISTRATION GENERALLY.—Notwith- 
standing any other provision of law, for the 
period of crop years 2013 through 2017, the 
Secretary shall use the funds, facilities, and 
authorities of the Commodity Credit Cor- 
poration to carry out sections 1104 and 1304 
of the Food and Nutrition Act of 2008 (7 
U.S.C. 8714, 8754) in accordance with the 
amendments made by this section. 

(f) OFFSET.—Sections 11006 and 11012, and 
the amendments made by those sections, 
shall have no force or effect. 


SA 2426. Mr. COONS (for himself and 
Mr. CHAMBLISS) submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 3240, to reauthorize agri- 
cultural programs through 2017, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 970, between lines 5 and 6, insert 
the following: 

SEC. 11019. POULTRY BUSINESS DISRUPTION IN- 
SURANCE POLICY. 

Section 522(c) of the Federal Crop Insur- 
ance Act (7 U.S.C. 1522(c)) (as amended by 
sections 11016, 11017, and 11018) is amended by 
adding at the end the following: 

‘(21) POULTRY BUSINESS DISRUPTION INSUR- 
ANCE POLICY AND CATASTROPHIC DISEASE PRO- 
GRAM.— 

‘(A) DEFINITION OF POULTRY.—In this para- 
graph, the term ‘poultry’ has the meaning 
given the term in section 2(a) of the Packers 
and Stockyards Act, 1921 (7 U.S.C. 182(a)). 

“(B) AUTHORITY.—The Corporation shall 
offer to enter into 1 or more contracts with 
qualified entities to carry out— 

“(i) a study to determine the feasibility of 
insuring commercial poultry production 
against business disruptions caused by inte- 
grator bankruptcy; and 

““(ji) a study to determine the feasibility of 
insuring poultry producers for a catastrophic 
event. 


“(C) BUSINESS DISRUPTION STUDY.—The 
study described in subparagraph (B)(i) 
shall— 


““(j) evaluate the market place for business 
disruption insurance that is available to 
poultry producers; 

“Gi) assess the feasibility of a policy to 
allow producers to ensure against a portion 
of losses from loss under contract due to 
business disruption from integrator bank- 
ruptcy; and 

‘“(iii) analyze the costs to the Federal gov- 
ernment of a Federal business disruption in- 
surance program for poultry producers. 
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“(D) REPORTS.—Not later than 1 year after 
the date of enactment of this paragraph, the 
Corporation shall submit to the Committee 
on Agriculture of the House of Representa- 
tives and the Committee on Agriculture, Nu- 
trition, and Forestry of the Senate a report 
that describes the results of — 

“(i) the study carried out under subpara- 
graph (B)(i); and 

“(ii) the study carried out under subpara- 
graph (B)(ii).’’. 


SA 2427. Mr. SCHUMER submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 3240, to reauthorize 
agricultural programs through 2017, 
and for other purposes; which was or- 
dered to lie on the table; as follows: 


On page 1009, after line 11, add the fol- 
lowing: 

SEC. 12207. ACER ACCESS AND DEVELOPMENT 
PROGRAM. 

(a) GRANTS AUTHORIZED; AUTHORIZED AC- 
TIVITIES.—The Secretary of Agriculture may 
make grants to States and tribal govern- 
ments to support their efforts to promote 
the domestic maple syrup industry through 
the following activities: 

(1) Promotion of research and education re- 
lated to maple syrup production. 

(2) Promotion of natural resource sustain- 
ability in the maple syrup industry. 

(3) Market promotion for maple syrup and 
maple-sap products. 

(4) Encouragement of owners and operators 
of privately held land containing species of 
tree in the genus Acer— 

(A) to initiate or expand maple-sugaring 
activities on the land; or 

(B) to voluntarily make the land available, 
including by lease or other means, for access 
by the public for maple-sugaring activities. 

(b) APPLICATIONS.—In submitting an appli- 
cation for a grant under this section, a State 
or tribal government shall include— 

(1) a description of the activities to be sup- 
ported using the grant funds; 

(2) a description of the benefits that the 
State or tribal government intends to 
achieve as a result of engaging in such ac- 
tivities; and 

(3) an estimate of the increase in maple- 
sugaring activities or maple syrup produc- 
tion that the State or tribal government an- 
ticipates will occur as a result of engaging in 
such activities. 

(c) RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER LAWS.—Nothing 
in this section preempts a State or tribal 
government law, including any State or trib- 
al government liability law. 

(d) DEFINITION OF MAPLE SUGARING.—In 
this section, the term ‘‘maple-sugaring”’ 
means the collection of sap from any species 
of tree in the genus Acer for the purpose of 
boiling to produce food. 

(e) REGULATIONS.—The Secretary of Agri- 
culture shall promulgate such regulations as 
are necessary to carry out this section. 

(f) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section $20,000,000 for each of 
fiscal years 2012 through 2015. 


SA 2428. Mr. BAUCUS (for himself 
and Mr. CONRAD) submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 3240, to reauthorize agri- 
cultural programs through 2017, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 24, line 7, strike ‘‘clause (iii)’’ and 
insert ‘‘clauses (iii) and (iv)’’. 
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On page 25, between lines 15 and 16, insert 
the following: 

(iii) MINIMUM PRICE.— 

(I) IN GENERAL.—If the national marketing 
year average price calculated under clause 
(i)CII) for a covered commodity for any of the 
applicable crop years falls below the min- 
imum price for the covered commodity de- 
scribed in subclause (III), for the first crop 
year in which the national marketing year 
average price is below the minimum price, 
the Secretary shall use a price that is equal 
to the greater of— 

(aa) the difference between— 

(AA) the minimum price for the covered 
commodity described in subclause (III); and 

(BB) 5 percent of the minimum price for 
the covered commodity; or 

(bb) the national marketing year average 
price calculated under clause (i)(II). 

(II) SUBSEQUENT YEARS.—For each applica- 
ble crop year after the first crop year in 
which the national marketing year average 
price is below the minimum price, the Sec- 
retary shall use a price that is equal to the 
greater of— 

(aa) the national marketing year average 
price calculated under clause (i)(II); or 

(bb) if the minimum price was adjusted for 
the prior crop year under subclause (I)(aa), 95 
percent of the adjusted minimum price used 
for that prior crop year. 

(III) MINIMUM PRICE.—The minimum price 
for each covered commodity shall be as fol- 
lows: 

(aa) For wheat, $4.50 per bushel. 

(bb) For corn, $2.84 per bushel. 

(cc) For grain sorghum, $2.84 per bushel. 

(dd) For malt barley, $3.60 per bushel. 

(ee) For feed barley, $2.84 per bushel. 

(ff) For oats, $1.93 per bushel. 

(gg) For soybeans, $6.48 per bushel. 

(hh) For other oilseeds, $13.69 per hundred- 
weight. 

(ii) For dry peas, $8.99 per hundredweight. 

(jj) For lentils, $13.83 per hundredweight. 

(kk) For small chickpeas, $11.19 per hun- 
dredweight. 

(11) For large chickpeas, $13.83 per hundred- 
weight. 


SA 2429. Mr. BAUCUS (for himself 
and Mr. TESTER) submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 3240, to reauthorize agri- 
cultural programs through 2017, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 128, between lines 16 and 17, insert 
the following: 

(iii) ANNUAL PAYMENT BASED ON DROUGHT 
CONDITIONS DETERMINED BY MEANS OTHER 
THAN THE U.S. DROUGHT MONITOR.— 

(I) IN GENERAL.—An eligible livestock pro- 
ducer that owns grazing land or pastureland 
that is physically located in a county that 
has experienced on average, over the pre- 
ceding calendar year, precipitation levels 
that are 50 percent or more below normal 
levels, according to sufficient documentation 
as determined by the Secretary, may be eli- 
gible, subject to a determination by the Sec- 
retary, to receive assistance under this para- 
graph in an amount equal to not more than 
1 monthly payment using the monthly pay- 
ment rate under subparagraph (B). 

(II) NO DUPLICATE PAYMENT.—A producer 
may not receive a payment under both 
clause (ii) and this clause. 


SA 2430. Mr. BROWN of Ohio (for 
himself, Mr. NELSON of Nebraska, Mr. 
HARKIN, Mr. FRANKEN, Mr. TESTER, Mr. 
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BEGICH, and Mr. JOHNSON of South Da- 
kota) submitted an amendment in- 
tended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 3240, to reauthorize agricultural 
programs through 2017, and for other 
purposes; which was ordered to lie on 
the table; as follows: 


On page 574, between lines 11 and 12, insert 
the following: 

“(C) MANDATORY FUNDING.—Of the funds of 
the Commodity Credit Corporation, the Sec- 
retary shall use to carry out this subsection 
$10,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2013 
through 2017, to remain available until ex- 
pended. 

On page 606, between lines 4 and 5, insert 
the following: 

‘“(E) MANDATORY FUNDING FOR FISCAL 
YEARS 2013 THROUGH 2017.—Of the funds of the 
Commodity Credit Corporation, the Sec- 
retary shall use to carry out this paragraph 
$4,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2018 through 
2017, to remain available until expended. 

On page 782, strike line 14 and insert the 
following: 


through promulgation of an interim rule. 

““(j) FUNDING.—Of the funds of the Com- 
modity Credit Corporation, the Secretary 
shall use to carry out this section $10,000,000 
for each of fiscal years 2013 through 2017, to 
remain available until expended.’’. 

SEC. 6203. FUNDING OF PENDING RURAL DEVEL- 
OPMENT LOAN AND GRANT APPLI- 
CATIONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall use 
funds made available under subsection (b) to 
provide funds for applications that are pend- 
ing on the date of enactment of this Act in 
accordance with the terms and conditions of 
section 6029 of the Food, Conservation, and 
Energy Act of 2008 (Public Law 110-246; 122 
Stat. 1955). 

(b) FUNDING.—Notwithstanding any other 
provision of law, of the funds of the Com- 
modity Credit Corporation, the Secretary 


shall use to carry out this section 
$100,000,000, to remain available until ex- 
pended. 


On page 832, line 6, strike ‘‘$50,000,000”’ and 
insert ‘‘$100,000,000’’. 

On page 957, line 18, strike ‘‘80 percent” 
and insert ‘‘70 percent”. 

On page 989, line 9, strike ‘‘$5,000,000” and 
insert ‘‘$15,000,000’’. 


SA 2431. Mr. PRYOR submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 3240, to reauthorize 
agricultural programs through 2017, 
and for other purposes; which was or- 
dered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of the bill, add the following: 
SEC. 12... CIVIL RIGHTS COMPLAINTS AGAINST 

THE DEPARTMENT OF AGRI- 
CULTURE. 

Section 14010 of the Food, Conservation, 
and Energy Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2279-2) is 
amended— 

(1) by striking the section enumerator and 
heading and all that follows through ‘Each 
year” and inserting the following: 

“SEC. 14010. CIVIL RIGHTS COMPLAINTS AGAINST 


THE DEPARTMENT OF AGRI- 
CULTURE. 
“(a) REQUIRED REPORTS AND SUBMISSIONS.— 


Each year”; 

(2) in paragraph (1)— 

(A) in subparagraph (C), by striking “and” 
at the end; 

(B) in subparagraph (D), by adding ‘‘and’’ 
at the end; and 

(C) by adding at the end the following: 
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“(E) the number of claims that have not 
been resolved during the 270-day period be- 
ginning on the date of acknowledgment of 
receipt of the claim by the agency;”’; 

(3) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘and’’ at 
the end; 

(4) in paragraph (3), by striking the period 
at the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 

(5) by adding at the end the following: 

“(3) submit to each Senator and Member of 
Congress a list that— 

“(A) identifies the number of constituents 
in the State or district of the Senator or 
Member that have outstanding civil rights 
claims that have been pending for more than 
270 days since the date of acknowledgment of 
receipt of a formal complaint by the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture; and 

“(B) includes the number of claims that 
are outstanding for each 60-day interval be- 
yond the 270-day period. 

‘(c) REQUIRED SUBMISSIONS TO CLAIMANT.— 
As soon as practicable after the expiration of 
the 270-day period beginning on the date of 
acknowledgment of receipt of a civil rights 
claim by the Department of Agriculture, if 
the claim remains outstanding, the Sec- 
retary shall submit to the claimant of the 
outstanding civil rights claim the estimated 
time of resolution for the claim. 

‘(d) TIMELINE FOR RESPONSE AND RESOLU- 
TION.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 180 days 
after the date of enactment of this sub- 
section, the Secretary shall accept or deny 
all formal civil rights complaints sent by 
registered mail or delivered in person for 
processing during the 45-day period begin- 
ning on the date of receipt of the complaint. 

‘(2) FAILURE TO ACCEPT COMPLAINT.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—If the Secretary refuses 
to accept a complaint as a formal civil rights 
complaint, the complainant may appeal the 
intake decision during the 15-day period be- 
ginning on the date of the disputed intake 
through the office of the Assistant Secretary 
for Administration of the Department of Ag- 
riculture. 

“(B) REQUIRED RESPONSE.—The Assistant 
Secretary for Administration shall respond 
not later than 45 days after the date on 
which an appeal is filed under subparagraph 
(A) on acceptance or denial of the formal 
complaint process. 

‘*(3) RESOLUTION OF CLAIMS.— 

‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
subparagraph (B), the Secretary shall resolve 
all civil rights claims during the 270-day pe- 
riod beginning on the date of acknowledg- 
ment of delivery of the complaint by reg- 
istered mail or in person. 

‘(B) EXCEPTIONS.— 

“(i) ALTERNATIVE DISPUTE RESOLUTION.— 
Notwithstanding subparagraph (A), in a case 
in which the claimant has pursued the op- 
tion of alternative dispute resolution with 
the Secretary, the 270-day period shall not 
begin until— 

‘“(J) the claimant terminates the alter- 
native dispute resolution process in writing 
to the Department of Agriculture; and 

‘“(II)(aa) the Department has acknowledged 
receipt of the claim; or 

“(bb) the Postal Service verifies that the 
complaint has been delivered by registered 
mail. 

“(ii) PENDING CRIMINAL INVESTIGATION.— 
Notwithstanding subparagraph (A), in a case 
in which a criminal investigation is pending 
with respect to the claims, the 270-day period 
shall not begin until the pending criminal in- 
vestigation has been concluded. 

‘(C) FAILURE TO RESOLVE.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—If a civil rights claim is 
not resolved during the 270-day period, the 
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Secretary shall provide to the claimant, in 
accordance with subsections (a)(8) and (b)— 

‘“(T) an explanation of the reason for delay; 

“(IT) an explanation of the remaining proc- 
ess that is required for the resolution of the 
claim; 

‘(III) a description of any items necessary 
for review; and 

“(IV) an estimated time for resolution of 
the claim. 

‘(ii) PROTECTION OF CONFIDENTIAL INFORMA- 
TION.—An explanation of the reason for delay 
under clause (i) shall not include confiden- 
tial information relating to the claim that 
would interfere with potential or ongoing 
court proceedings. 

‘(4) APPEAL OF FINDING OF DISCRIMINA- 
TION.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—For any civil rights 
claim in which discrimination is found under 
this section, the claimant may file an appeal 
of the finding with the Assistant Secretary 
for Administration. 

‘(B) ACTION BY ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR 
ADMINISTRATION.—Not later than 180 days 
after the date on which an appeal is filed 
under subparagraph (A), the Assistant Sec- 
retary for Administration shall respond to 
the appeal by issuing an acceptance or denial 
of the finding. 

“(e) PERIODIC AUDITS CONDUCTED BY IN- 
PECTOR GENERAL OF THE DEPARTMENT OF 
GRICULTURE.—Not later than 2 years after 
he date of enactment of this subsection and 
ot less frequently than every 3 years there- 
fter, the Inspector General of the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture shall conduct an audit 
of each activity taken by the Secretary 
under this section for the period covered by 
the audit to determine compliance with this 
section.’’. 


2B APD 


SA 2432. Mr. CHAMBLISS submitted 
an amendment intended to be proposed 
by him to the bill S. 3240, to reauthor- 
ize agricultural programs through 2017, 
and for other purposes; which was or- 
dered to lie on the table; as follows: 


In section 10003(7), strike subparagraph (A). 


SA 2433. Mr. TOOMEY (for himself, 
Mrs. SHAHEEN, and Mr. LUGAR) sub- 
mitted an amendment intended to be 
proposed by him to the bill S. 3240, to 
reauthorize agricultural programs 
through 2017, and for other purposes; 
which was ordered to lie on the table; 
as follows: 

Strike subtitle C of title I and insert the 
following: 

Subtitle C—Sugar 
SEC. 1301. SUGAR PROGRAM. 

(a) SUGARCANE.—Section 156(a) of the Fed- 
eral Agriculture Improvement and Reform 
Act of 1996 (7 U.S.C. 7272(a)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (4), by striking ‘‘and’’ 
after the semicolon at the end; 

(2) in paragraph (5), by striking the period 
at the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 

‘“(6) 18 cents per pound for raw cane sugar 
for each of the 2013 through 2017 crop years.”’. 

(b) SUGAR BEETS.—Section 156(b)(2) of the 
Federal Agriculture Improvement and Re- 
form Act of 1996 (7 U.S.C. 7272(b)(2)) is 
amended by striking ‘2012’? and inserting 
“2017”. 

(c) EFFECTIVE PERIOD.—Section 156(i) of 
the Federal Agriculture Improvement and 
Reform Act of 1996 (7 U.S.C. 7272(i)) is amend- 
ed by striking ‘‘2012” and inserting ‘‘2017’’. 
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SEC. 1302. FLEXIBLE MARKETING ALLOTMENTS 
FOR SUGAR. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 359b of the Agri- 
cultural Adjustment Act of 1938 (7 U.S.C. 
1359bb) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)(1)— 

(A) in the matter before subparagraph (A), 
by striking ‘‘2012’’ and inserting ‘‘2017’’; and 

(B) in subparagraph (B), by inserting ‘‘at 
reasonable prices” after ‘‘stocks’’; 

(2) in subsection (b)(1)— 

(A) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘but’’ 
after the semicolon at the end and inserting 
“and”; and 

(B) by striking subparagraph (B) and in- 
serting the following: 

“(B) appropriate to maintain adequate do- 
mestic supplies at reasonable prices, taking 
into account all sources of domestic supply, 
including imports.’’; and 

(3) in subsection (c)(2)(C), by striking ‘“‘if 
the disposition of the sugar is administered 
by the Secretary under section 9010 of the 
Farm Security and Rural Investment Act of 
2002”. 

(b) ESTABLISHMENT OF FLEXIBLE MAR- 
KETING ALLOTMENTS.—Section 359c of the Ag- 
ricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 (7 U.S.C. 
1359cc) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (b)— 

(A) in paragraph (1)— 

(i) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘but’’ 
after the semicolon at the end and inserting 
“and”; and 

(ii) by striking subparagraph (B) and in- 
serting the following: 

‘“(B) appropriate to maintain adequate sup- 
plies at reasonable prices, taking into ac- 
count all sources of domestic supply, includ- 
ing imports.’’; and 

(B) in paragraph (2)(B), by inserting ‘‘at 
reasonable prices” after ‘‘market’’; and 

(2) in subsection (g)— 


(A) by striking ‘‘ALLOTMENTS.—”’ and all 
that follows through ‘‘Subject to subpara- 
graph (B), the? and inserting ‘‘ALLOT- 


MENTS.—The’’; and 

(B) by striking subparagraph (B). 

(c) SUSPENSION OR MODIFICATION OF PROVI- 
SIONS.—Section 359j of the Agricultural Ad- 
justment Act of 1938 (7 U.S.C. 1359jj) is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

““(¢) SUSPENSION OR MODIFICATION OF PROVI- 
SIONS.—Notwithstanding any other provision 
of this part, the Secretary may suspend or 
modify, in whole or in part, the application 
of any provision of this part if the Secretary 
determines that the action is appropriate, 
taking into account— 

“(1) the interests of consumers, workers in 
the food industry, businesses (including 
small businesses), and agricultural pro- 
ducers; and 

““(2) the relative competitiveness of domes- 
tically produced and imported foods con- 
taining sugar.’’. 

(d) ADMINISTRATION OF ‘TARIFF RATE 
QUOTAS.—Section 359k of the Agricultural 
Adjustment Act of 1938 (7 U.S.C. 1859kk) is 
amended to read as follows: 

“SEC. 359k. ADMINISTRATION OF TARIFF RATE 
QUOTAS. 

““(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—Notwithstanding 
any other provision of law, at the beginning 
of the quota year, the Secretary shall estab- 
lish the tariff-rate quotas for raw cane sugar 
and refined sugar at no less than the min- 
imum level necessary to comply with obliga- 
tions under international trade agreements 
that have been approved by Congress. 

“(b) ADJUSTMENT. .— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subsection 
(a), the Secretary shall adjust the tariff-rate 
quotas for raw cane sugar and refined sugar 
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to provide adequate supplies of sugar at rea- 
sonable prices in the domestic market. 

‘(2) ENDING STOCKS.—Subject to para- 
graphs (1) and (3), the Secretary shall estab- 
lish and adjust tariff-rate quotas in such a 
manner that the ratio of sugar stocks to 
total sugar use at the end of the quota year 
will be approximately 15.5 percent. 

‘(3) MAINTENANCE OF REASONABLE PRICES 
AND AVOIDANCE OF FORFEITURES.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may es- 
tablish a different target for the ratio of end- 
ing stocks to total use if, in the judgment of 
the Secretary, the different target is nec- 
essary to prevent— 

“(i) unreasonably high prices; or 

“(ii) forfeitures of sugar pledged as collat- 
eral for a loan under section 156 of the Fed- 
eral Agriculture Improvement and Reform 
Act of 1996 (7 U.S.C. 7272). 

“(B) ANNOUNCEMENT.—The Secretary shall 
publicly announce any establishment of a 
target under this paragraph. 

‘(4) CONSIDERATIONS.—In establishing tar- 
iff-rate quotas under subsection (a) and mak- 
ing adjustments under this subsection, the 
Secretary shall consider the impact of the 
quotas on consumers, workers, businesses 
(including small businesses), and agricul- 
tural producers. 

‘(c) TEMPORARY TRANSFER OF QUOTAS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—To promote full use of 
the tariff-rate quotas for raw cane sugar and 
refined sugar, notwithstanding any other 
provision of law, the Secretary shall promul- 
gate regulations that provide that any coun- 
try that has been allocated a share of the 
quotas may temporarily transfer all or part 
of the share to any other country that has 
also been allocated a share of the quotas. 

(2) TRANSFERS VOLUNTARY.—Any transfer 
under this subsection shall be valid only on 
voluntary agreement between the transferor 
and the transferee, consistent with proce- 
dures established by the Secretary. 

‘(3) TRANSFERS TEMPORARY .— 

‘“(A) IN GENERAL.—Any transfer under this 
subsection shall be valid only for the dura- 
tion of the quota year during which the 
transfer is made. 

“(B) FOLLOWING QUOTA YEAR.—No transfer 
under this subsection shall affect the share 
of the quota allocated to the transferor or 
transferee for the following quota year.’’. 

(e) EFFECTIVE PERIOD.—Section 359l(a) of 
the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 (7 
U.S.C. 18591l(a)) is amended by striking 
‘2012’? and inserting ‘‘2017’’. 

On page 897, strike lines 8 through 15, and 
insert the following: 

SEC. 9009. REPEAL OF FEEDSTOCK FLEXIBILITY 
PROGRAM FOR BIOENERGY PRO- 
DUCERS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 9010 of the Farm 
Security and Rural Investment Act of 2002 (7 
U.S.C. 8110) is repealed. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 

(1) Section 359a(8)(B) of the Agricultural 
Adjustment Act of 1938 (7 U.S.C. 1859aa(3)(B)) 
is amended— 

(A) in clause (i), by inserting ‘‘and’’ after 
the semicolon at the end; 

(B) in clause (ii), by striking ‘‘; and” at the 
end and inserting a period; and 

(C) by striking clause (iii). 

(2) Section 359b(c)(2)(C) of the Agricultural 
Adjustment Act of 1938 (7 U.S.C. 
1359bb(c)(2)(C)) is amended by striking ‘‘, ex- 
cept for” and all that follows through ‘“ of 
2002”. 


SA 2434. Mr. BLUNT submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 3240, to reauthorize 
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agricultural programs through 2017, 
and for other purposes; which was or- 
dered to lie on the table; as follows: 

In section 3002(28) of the Consolidated 
Farm and Rural Development Act (as amend- 
ed by section 6001), add at the end the fol- 
lowing: 

‘(D) EXCEPTION.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of this paragraph, the Sec- 
retary may determine on a case-by-case 
basis that a project funded under this title is 
in a rural area if the project meets the cri- 
teria described in clause (ii). 

“(ii) CRITERIA.—To be considered for a 
waiver under clause (i), a project shall, as de- 
termined by the Secretary— 

“(I) receive a direct or guaranteed loan 
under section 3502; 

“(IT) be subject to match in an amount 
equal to 100 percent of the loan in the case of 
a Federal loan, or Federal loan guarantee in 
case of a guaranteed loan, with funds from 
non-Federal sources; 

‘(III) serve regional and national purposes; 
and 

(IV) primarily support agribusiness, spe- 
cifically in relation to agribusiness edu- 
cation. 


SA 2435. Mr. WARNER (for himself 
and Mrs. SHAHEEN) submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 3240, to reauthorize 
agricultural programs through 2017, 
and for other purposes; which was or- 
dered to lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 764, strike lines 9 through 15 and 
insert the following: 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—In making grants, loans, 
or loan guarantees under paragraph (1), the 
Secretary shall— 

“(i) establish not less than 2, and not more 
than 4, evaluation periods for each fiscal 
year to compare grant, loan, and loan guar- 
antee applications and to prioritize grants, 
loans, and loan guarantees to all or part of 
rural communities that do not have residen- 
tial broadband service that meets the min- 
imum acceptable level of broadband service 
established under subsection (e); 

“(ii) give the highest priority to applicants 
that offer to provide broadband service to 
the greatest proportion of unserved rural 
households or rural households that do not 
have residential broadband service that 
meets the minimum acceptable level of 
broadband service established under sub- 
section (e), as— 

“(I) certified by the affected community, 
city, county, or designee; or 

“(ID demonstrated on— 

“(aa) the broadband map of the affected 
State if the map contains address-level data; 
or 

‘“(bb) the National Broadband Map if ad- 
dress-level data is unavailable; and 

“(iii) give a higher priority to applicants 
that have not previously received grants, 
loans, or loan guarantees under paragraph (1) 
and that are seeking to build out unserved 
areas or to upgrade rural households to the 
minimum acceptable level of broadband serv- 
ice established under subsection (e). 

On page 765, line 22, strike ‘‘and’’ after the 
semicolon at the end. 

On page 766, line 7, strike the period at the 
end and insert ‘‘; and’’. 

On page 766, between lines 7 and 8, insert 
the following: 

‘““(v) targeted funding to provide the min- 
imum acceptable level of broadband service 
established under subsection (e) in all or part 
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of an unserved community that is below that 
minimum acceptable level of broadband serv- 
ice. 

On page 766, between lines 21 and 22, insert 
the following: 

(i) by striking clause (i) and inserting the 
following: 

“(i) demonstrate the ability to furnish, im- 
prove in order to meet the minimum accept- 
able level of broadband service established 
under subsection (e), or extend broadband 
service to all or part of an unserved rural 
area or an area below the minimum accept- 
able level of broadband service established 
under subsection (e);’’; 

On page 766, line 22, strike ‘‘(ii)’’ the first 
place it appears and insert ‘‘(iii)’’. 

On page 766, line 25, strike ‘‘(iii)’’ the first 
place it appears and insert ‘‘(iv)’’. 

On page 767, strike lines 8 through 18 and 
insert the following: 

(B) in paragraph (2)— 

(i) in subparagraph (A)— 

(I) in the matter preceding clause (i)— 

(aa) by striking ‘‘the proceeds of a loan 
made or guaranteed” and inserting ‘‘assist- 
ance”; and 

(bb) by striking ‘‘for the loan or loan guar- 
antee” and inserting ‘‘of the eligible entity”; 

(I) in clause (i), by striking ‘‘is offered 
broadband service by not more than 1 incum- 
bent service provider” and inserting ‘‘are 
unserved or have service levels below the 
minimum acceptable level of broadband serv- 
ice established under subsection (e)’’; and 

(IIT) in clause (ii), by striking ‘‘3’’ and in- 
serting ‘‘2”’; 

(ii) by striking subparagraph (B); 

(iii) by redesignating subparagraph (C) as 
subparagraph (B); and 

(iv) in subparagraph (B) (as so redesig- 
nated)— 

(I) in the subparagraph heading, by strik- 
ing ‘‘3’’ and inserting ‘‘2’’; and 

(II) in clause (i), by inserting ‘‘the min- 
imum acceptable level of broadband service 
established under subsection (e) in” after 
“service to”; 

(C) in paragraph (3)— 

(i) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘loan 
or” and inserting ‘‘grant, loan, or”; and 

(ii) in subparagraph (B), by adding at the 
end the following: 

“Gii) INFORMATION.—Information sub- 
mitted under this subparagraph shall be— 

“(T) certified by the affected community, 
city, county, or designee; and 

“(ID) demonstrated on— 

“(aa) the broadband map of the affected 
State if the map contains address-level data; 
or 

“(bb) the National Broadband Map if ad- 
dress-level data is unavailable.’’; 

(D) in paragraph (4)— 

(i) by striking ‘‘Subject to paragraph (1),”’ 
and inserting the following: 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (1) 
and subparagraph (B),”; 

(ii) by striking ‘‘loan or” 
“grant, loan, or”; and 

(iii) by adding at the end the following: 

‘“(B) PILOT PROGRAMS.—The Secretary may 
carry out pilot programs in conjunction with 
interested entities described in subparagraph 
(A) (which may be in partnership with other 
entities, as determined appropriate by the 
Secretary) to address areas that are 
unserved or have service levels below the 
minimum acceptable level of broadband serv- 
ice established under subsection (e).’’; 

(E) in paragraph (5)— 

(i) in the matter preceding subparagraph 
(A), by striking “loan or” and inserting 
“grant, loan, or’’; and 


and inserting 
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(ii) in subparagraph (C), by inserting ‘‘, and 
proportion relative to the service territory,” 
after ‘‘estimated number’’; 

(F) in paragraph (6), by striking ‘‘loan or” 
and inserting ‘‘grant, loan, or”; 

On page 767, line 19, strike “(D)” and insert 
“ay? 

On page 767, line 22, strike ‘‘(E)’’ and insert 
“m”. 

On page 768, line 6, before the semicolon, 
insert the following: ‘‘, including new equip- 
ment and capacity enhancements that sup- 
port high-speed broadband access for edu- 
cational institutions, health care providers, 
and public safety service providers (includ- 
ing the estimated number of end users who 
are currently using or forecasted to use the 
new or upgraded infrastructure)”. 

On page 768, line 9, before the semicolon, 
insert the following: ‘‘, including— 

“(I) the number and location of residences 
and businesses that will receive new 
broadband service, existing network service 
improvements, and facility upgrades result- 
ing from the Federal assistance; 

‘(IT) the speed of broadband service; 

‘(III) the price of broadband service; 

“(IV) any changes in broadband service 
adoption rates, including new subscribers 
generated from demand-side projects; and 

“(V) any other metrics the Secretary de- 
termines to be appropriate 

On page 769, strike lines 5 through 12 and 
insert the following: 

“(C) shall, in addition to other authority 
under applicable law, establish written pro- 
cedures for all broadband programs adminis- 
tered by the Secretary that, to the max- 
imum extent practicable— 

“(i) recover funds from loan defaults; 

“(ji)(I) deobligate awards to grantees that 
demonstrate an insufficient level of perform- 
ance (including failure to meet build-out re- 
quirements, service quality issues, or other 
metrics determined by the Secretary) or 
wasteful or fraudulent spending; and 

(II) award those funds, on a competitive 
basis, to new or existing applicants con- 
sistent with this section; and 

“(iii) consolidate and minimize overlap 
among the programs; and’’. 

On page 769, line 12 strike ‘‘and’’. 

On page 769, between lines 12 and 18, insert 
the following: 

‘(D) with respect to an application for as- 
sistance under this section, shall— 

“(i) promptly post on the website of the 
Rural Utility Service— 

“(I) an announcement that identifies— 

“(aa) each applicant; 

‘“(pb) the amount and type of support re- 
quested by each applicant; and 

“(IT) a list of the census block groups or 
proposed service territory, in a manner spec- 
ified by the Secretary, that the applicant 
proposes to service; 

“(ii) provide not less than 15 days for 
broadband service providers to voluntarily 
submit information about the broadband 
services that the providers offer in the 
groups or tracts listed under clause (i)(II) so 
that the Secretary may assess whether the 
applications submitted meet the eligibility 
requirements under this section; and 

“(iii) if no broadband service provider sub- 
mits information under clause (ii), consider 
the number of providers in the group or tract 
to be established by reference to 

“(I) the most current National Broadband 
Map of the National Telecommunications 
and Information Administration; or 

“(ID any other data regarding the avail- 
ability of broadband service that the Sec- 
retary may collect or obtain through reason- 
able efforts; and 
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On page 769, line 18, strike “(D)” and insert 
“(BE)”, 

On page 769, between lines 16 and 17, insert 
the following: 

(5) in subsection (e)— 

(A) by redesignating paragraph (2) as para- 
graph (3); and 

(B) by striking paragraph (1) and inserting 
the following: 

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2), 
for purposes of this section, the minimum 
acceptable level of broadband service for a 
rural area shall be at least— 

“(A) a 4Mbps downstream transmission 
capacity; and 

‘“(B) a 1-Mbps upstream transmission ca- 
pacity. 

(2) ADJUSTMENTS.—At least once every 2 
years, the Secretary shall review, and may 
adjust, the minimum acceptable level of 
broadband service established under para- 
graph (1) to ensure that high quality, cost-ef- 
fective broadband service is provided to rural 
areas over time.’’; 

On page 769, line 17, strike ‘‘(5)’’ and insert 
“(6)”, 

On page 769, between lines 19 and 20, insert 
the following: 

(7) in subsection (g), by striking paragraph 
(2) and inserting the following: 

“(2) TERMS.—In determining the term and 
conditions of a loan or loan guarantee, the 
Secretary may— 

“(A) consider whether the recipient would 
be serving an area that is unserved; and 

‘(B) if the Secretary makes a determina- 
tion in the affirmative under subparagraph 
(A), establish a limited initial deferral period 
or comparable terms necessary to achieve 
the financial feasibility and long-term sus- 
tainability of the project.”’; 

On page 769, line 20, strike ‘‘(6)’’ and insert 
«(g)”, 

On page 769, strike lines 23 and 24 and in- 
sert the following: 

(B) in paragraph (1)— 

(i) by inserting ‘‘grants and” after ‘‘num- 
ber of”; and 

(ii) by inserting ‘‘, including any loan 
terms or conditions for which the Secretary 
provided additional assistance to unserved 
areas” before the semicolon at the end; 

On page 770, line 5, strike “and” 

On page 770, between lines 6 and 7, insert 
the following: 

(E) in paragraph (5), by striking “and” at 
the end; 

(F) in paragraph (6), by striking the period 
at the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’; 

(G) by adding at the end the following: 

“(7) the overall progress towards fulfilling 
the goal of improving the quality of rural 
life by expanding rural broadband access, as 
demonstrated by metrics, including— 

“(A) the number of residences and busi- 
nesses receiving new broadband services; 

‘(B) network improvements, including fa- 
cility upgrades and equipment purchases; 

‘“(C) average broadband speeds and prices 
on a local and statewide basis; 

‘(D) any changes in broadband adoption 
rates; and 

“(E) any specific activities that increased 
high speed broadband access for educational 
institutions, health care providers, and pub- 
lic safety service providers.’’; and 

On page 770, strike line 7 and insert the fol- 
lowing: 

(9) by redesignating subsections (k) and (1) 
as subsections (1) and (m), respectively; 

(10) by inserting after subsection (j) the 
following: 

“(k) BROADBAND BUILDOUT DATA.— 

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—AS a condition of receiv- 
ing a grant, loan, or loan guarantee under 
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this section, a recipient of assistance shall 
provide to the Secretary address-level 
broadband buildout data that indicates the 
location of new broadband service that is 
being provided or upgraded within the serv- 
ice territory supported by the grant, loan, or 
loan guarantee— 

“(A) for purposes of inclusion in the semi- 
annual updates to the National Broadband 
Map that is managed by the National Tele- 
communications and Information Adminis- 
tration (referred to in this subsection as the 
‘Administration’); and 

‘“(B) not later than 30 days after the earlier 
of— 

““(i) the date of completion of any project 
milestone established by the Secretary; or 

“(i) the date of completion of the project. 

‘“(2) ADDRESS-LEVEL DATA.—Effective be- 
ginning on the date the Administration re- 
ceives data described in paragraph (1), the 
Administration shall use only address-level 
broadband buildout data for the National 
Broadband Map. 

(3) CORRECTIONS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall sub- 
mit to the Administration any correction to 
the National Broadband Map that is based on 
the actual level of broadband coverage with- 
in the rural area, including any requests for 
a correction from an elected or economic de- 
velopment official. 

‘“(B) INCORPORATION.—Not later than 30 
days after the date on which the Administra- 
tion receives a correction submitted under 
subparagraph (A), the Administration shall 
incorporate the correction into the National 
Broadband Map. 

‘“(C) USE.—If the Secretary has submitted 
a correction to the Administration under 
subparagraph (A), but the National 
Broadband Map has not been updated to re- 
flect the correction by the date on which the 
Secretary is making a grant or loan award 
decision under this section, the Secretary 
may use the correction submitted under that 
subparagraph for purposes of make the grant 
or loan award decision.’’; 

(11) in paragraph (1) of subsection (1) (as re- 
designated by paragraph (9))— 

On page 770, strike line 12 and insert the 
following: 

(12) in subsection (m) (as redesignated by 
paragraph (9))— 


SA 2436. Mr. NELSON of Florida (for 
himself, Mr. MENENDEZ, Mr. CARDIN, 
and Mr. SCHUMER) submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 3240, to reauthorize 
agricultural programs through 2017, 
and for other purposes; which was or- 
dered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of title III, add the following: 
Subtitle D—Citrus Disease Research and 
Development Trust Fund 

SEC. 3301. SHORT TITLE. 

This subtitle may be cited as the ‘‘Citrus 
Disease Research and Development Trust 
Fund Act of 2012”. 

SEC. 3302. FINDINGS AND PURPOSES. 

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that— 

(1) duties collected on imports of citrus 
and citrus products have ranged from 
$50,000,000 to $87,000,000 annually since 2004, 
and are projected to increase, as United 
States production declines due to the effects 
of huanglongbing (also known as “HLB” or 
“citrus greening disease”) and imports in- 
crease in response to the shortfall in the 
United States; 

(2) in cases involving other similarly situ- 
ated agricultural commodities, notably 
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wool, the Federal Government has chosen to 
divert a portion of the tariff revenue col- 
lected on imported products to support ef- 
forts of the domestic industry to address 
challenges facing the industry; 

(3) citrus and citrus products are a highly 
nutritious and healthy part of a balanced 
diet; 

(4) citrus production is an important part 
of the agricultural economy in Florida, Cali- 
fornia, Arizona, and Texas; 

(5) in the most recent years preceding the 
date of enactment of this Act, citrus fruits 
have been produced on 900,000 acres, yielding 
11,000,000 tons of citrus products with a value 
at the farm of more than $3,200,000,000; 

(6) the commercial citrus sector employs 
approximately 110,000 people and contributes 
approximately $13,500,000,000 to the United 
States economy; 

(7) the United States citrus industry has 
suffered billions of dollars in damage from 
disease and pests, both domestic and 
invasive, over the decade preceding the date 
of enactment of this Act, particularly from 
huanglongbing; 

(8) huanglongbing threatens the entire 
United States citrus industry because the 
disease kills citrus trees; 

(9) as of the date of enactment of this Act, 
there are no cost effective or environ- 
mentally sound treatments available to sup- 
press or eradicate huanglongbing; 

(10) United States citrus producers work- 
ing with Federal and State governments 
have devoted tens of millions of dollars to- 
ward research and efforts to combat 
huanglongbing and other diseases and pests, 
but more funding is needed to develop and 
commercialize disease and pest solutions; 

(11) although imports constitute an in- 
creasing share of the United States market, 
importers of citrus products into the United 
States do not directly fund production re- 
search in the United States; 

(12) disease and pest suppression tech- 
nologies require determinations of safety 
and solutions must be commercialized before 
use by citrus producers; 

(18) the complex processes involved in dis- 
covery and commercialization of safe and ef- 
fective pest and disease suppression tech- 
nologies are expensive and lengthy and the 
need for the technologies is urgent; and 

(14) research to develop solutions to sup- 
press huanglongbing, or other domestic and 
invasive pests and diseases will benefit all 
citrus producers and consumers around the 
world. 


(b) PURPOSES.—The purposes of this sub- 
title are— 

(1) to authorize the establishment of a 
trust funded by certain tariff revenues to 
support scientific research, technical assist- 
ance, and development activities to combat 
citrus diseases and pests, both domestic and 
invasive, harming the United States; and 

(2) to require the President to notify the 
chairperson and ranking member of the Com- 
mittee on Finance of the Senate and the 
Committee on Ways and Means of the House 
of Representatives before entering into any 
trade agreement that would decrease the 
amount of duties collected on imports of cit- 
rus products to less than the amount nec- 
essary to provide the grants authorized by 
section 1001(d) of the Trade Act of 1974, as 
added by section 3303(a) of this Act. 


(c) EFFECT ON OTHER ACTIVITIES.—Nothing 
in this subtitle restricts the use of any funds 
for scientific research and technical activi- 
ties in the United States. 
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SEC. 3303. CITRUS DISEASE RESEARCH AND DE- 
VELOPMENT TRUST FUND. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Trade Act of 1974 (19 
U.S.C. 2102 et seq.) is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 

“TITLE X—CITRUS DISEASE RESEARCH 
AND DEVELOPMENT TRUST FUND 
“SEC. 1001. CITRUS DISEASE RESEARCH AND DE- 

VELOPMENT TRUST FUND. 

“(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is established 
in the Treasury of the United States a trust 
fund to be known as the ‘Citrus Disease Re- 
search and Development Trust Fund’ (in this 
section referred to as the ‘Trust Fund’), con- 
sisting of such amounts as may be trans- 
ferred to the Trust Fund under subsection 
(b)(1) and any amounts that may be credited 
to the Trust Fund under subsection (d)(2). 

‘(_b) TRANSFER OF AMOUNTS.— 

‘“(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2), 
the Secretary of the Treasury shall transfer 
to the Trust Fund, from the general fund of 
the Treasury, amounts determined by the 
Secretary to be equivalent to amounts re- 
ceived in the general fund that are attrib- 
utable to the duties collected on articles 
that are citrus or citrus products classifiable 
under chapters 8, 20, 21, 22, and 33 of the Har- 
monized Tariff Schedule of the United 
States. 

“(2) LIMITATION.—The amount transferred 
to the Trust Fund under paragraph (1) in any 
fiscal year may not exceed the lesser of— 

“(A) an amount equal to % of the amount 
attributable to the duties received on arti- 
cles described in paragraph (1); or 

‘*(B) $30,000,000. 

“(c) AVAILABILITY OF AMOUNTS IN TRUST 
FUND.— 

“(1) AMOUNTS AVAILABLE UNTIL EX- 
PENDED.—Amounts in the Trust Fund shall 
remain available until expended without fur- 
ther appropriation. 

‘(2) AVAILABILITY FOR CITRUS DISEASE RE- 
SEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT EXPENDITURES.— 
Amounts in the Trust Fund shall be avail- 
able to the Secretary of Agriculture— 

“(A) for expenditures relating to citrus dis- 
ease research and development under section 
3304 of the Citrus Disease Research and De- 
velopment Trust Fund Act of 2012, including 
costs relating to contracts or other agree- 
ments entered into to carry out citrus dis- 
ease research and development; and 

“(B) to cover administrative costs incurred 
by the Secretary in carrying out the provi- 
sions of that Act. 

‘(d) INVESTMENT OF TRUST FUND.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of the 
Treasury shall invest such portion of the 
Trust Fund as is not required to meet cur- 
rent withdrawals in interest-bearing obliga- 
tions of the United States or in obligations 
guaranteed as to both principal and interest 
by the United States. Such obligations may 
be acquired on original issue at the issue 
price or by purchase of outstanding obliga- 
tions at the market price. Any obligation ac- 
quired by the Trust Fund may be sold by the 
Secretary of the Treasury at the market 
price. 

‘‘(2) INTEREST AND PROCEEDS FROM SALE OR 
REDEMPTION OF OBLIGATIONS.—The interest 
on, and the proceeds from the sale or re- 
demption of, any obligations held in the 
Trust Fund shall be credited to and form a 
part of the Trust Fund. 

‘(e) REPORTS TO CONGRESS.—Not later than 
January 15, 2013, and each year thereafter 
until the year after the termination of the 
Trust Fund, the Secretary of the Treasury, 
in consultation with the Secretary of Agri- 
culture, shall submit to Congress a report on 
the financial condition and the results of the 
operations of the Trust Fund that includes— 
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“(1) a detailed description of the amounts 
disbursed from the Trust Fund in the pre- 
ceding fiscal year and the manner in which 
those amounts were expended; 

‘“(2) an assessment of the financial condi- 
tion and the operations of the Trust Fund for 
the current fiscal year; and 

(3) an assessment of the amounts avail- 
able in the Trust Fund for future expendi- 
tures. 

“(f) REMISSION OF SURPLUS FUNDS.—The 
Secretary of the Treasury may remit to the 
general fund of the Treasury such amounts 
as the Secretary of Agriculture reports to be 
in excess of the amounts necessary to meet 
the purposes of the Citrus Disease Research 
and Development Trust Fund Act of 2012. 

‘“(g) SUNSET PROVISION.—The Trust Fund 
shall terminate on December 31 of the fifth 
calendar year that begins after the date of 
the enactment of the Citrus Disease Re- 
search and Development Trust Fund Act of 
2012 and all amounts in the Trust Fund on 
December 31 of that fifth calendar year shall 
be transferred to the general fund of the 
Treasury. 

“SEC. 1002. REPORTS REQUIRED BEFORE ENTER- 
ING INTO CERTAIN TRADE AGREE- 
MENTS. 

“The President shall notify the chair- 
person and ranking member of the Com- 
mittee on Finance of the Senate and the 
Committee on Ways and Means of the House 
of Representatives not later than 90 days be- 
fore entering into a trade agreement if the 
President determines that entering into the 
trade agreement could result— 

“(1) in a decrease in the amount of duties 
collected on articles that are citrus or citrus 
products classifiable under chapters 8, 20, 21, 
22, and 33 of the Harmonized Tariff Schedule 
of the United States; and 

(2) in a decrease in the amount of funds 
being transferred into the Citrus Disease Re- 
search and Development Trust Fund under 
section 1001 so that amounts available in the 
Trust Fund are insufficient to meet the pur- 
poses of the Citrus Disease Research and De- 
velopment Trust Fund Act of 2012.’’. 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
contents for the Trade Act of 1974 is amended 
by adding at the end the following: 

“TITLE X—CITRUS DISEASE RESEARCH 

AND DEVELOPMENT TRUST FUND 


“Sec. 1001. Citrus Disease Research and De- 
velopment Trust Fund. 

“Sec. 1002. Reports required before entering 
into certain trade agree- 
ments.’’. 

SEC. 3304. CITRUS DISEASE RESEARCH AND DE- 

VELOPMENT TRUST FUND ADVISORY 
BOARD. 

(a) PURPOSE.—The purpose of this section 
is to establish an orderly procedure and fi- 
nancing mechanism for the development of 
an effective and coordinated program of re- 
search and product development relating 
to— 

(1) scientific research concerning diseases 
and pests, both domestic and invasive, af- 
flicting the citrus industry; and 

(2) support for the dissemination and com- 
mercialization of relevant information, tech- 
niques, and technologies discovered pursuant 
to research funded through the Citrus Dis- 
ease Research and Development Trust Fund 
established under section 1001 of the Trade 
Act of 1974, as added by section 3303(a) of this 
Act, or through other research projects in- 
tended to solve problems caused by citrus 
production diseases and invasive pests. 

(b) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 

(1) BoARD.—The term “Board”? means the 
Citrus Disease Research and Development 
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Trust Fund Advisory Board established 
under this section. 

(2) CITRUS.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘‘citrus’’ means 
edible fruit of the family Rutaceae, com- 
monly called ‘‘citrus’’. 

(B) INCLUSION.—The term ‘‘citrus’’ includes 
all citrus hybrids and products of citrus hy- 
brids that are produced for commercial pur- 
poses in the United States. 

(3) DEPARTMENT.—The term ‘‘Department’’ 
means the Department of Agriculture. 

(4) PERSON.—The term ‘‘person’’ means any 
individual, group of individuals, firm, part- 
nership, corporation, joint stock company, 
association, cooperative, or other legal enti- 
ty. 

(5) PRODUCER.—The term  ‘‘producer’’ 
means any person that is engaged in the do- 
mestic production and commercial sale of 
citrus in the United States. 

(6) PROGRAM.—The term ‘“‘program’’ means 
the citrus research and development pro- 
gram authorized under this section. 

(7) SECRETARY.—The term “Secretary” 
means the Secretary of Agriculture. 

(8) TRUST FUND.—The term “Trust Fund” 
means the Citrus Disease Research and De- 
velopment Trust Fund established under sec- 
tion 1001 of the Trade Act of 1974, as added by 
section 3303(a) of this Act. 

(c) IMPLEMENTATION.— 

(1) REGULATIONS.—Not later than 180 days 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary shall promulgate regulations to 
carry out this section. 

(2) CITRUS ADVISORY BOARD.— 

(A) ESTABLISHMENT AND MEMBERSHIP.— 

(i) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Citrus Disease 
Research and Development Trust Fund Advi- 
sory Board shall consist of 9 members. 

(ii) MEMBERSHIP.—The members of the 
Board shall be appointed by the Secretary. 

(iii) STATUS.—Members of the Board rep- 
resent the interests of the citrus industry 
and shall not be considered officers or em- 
ployees of the Federal Government solely 
due to membership on the Board. 

(B) DISTRIBUTION OF APPOINTMENTS.—The 
membership of the Board shall consist of— 

(i) 5 members who are domestic producers 
of citrus in Florida; 

(ii) 3 members who are domestic producers 
of citrus in Arizona or California; and 

(iii) 1 member who is a domestic producer 
of citrus in Texas. 

(C) CONSULTATION.—Prior to making ap- 
pointments to the Board, the Secretary shall 
consult with organizations composed pri- 
marily of citrus producers to receive advice 
and recommendations regarding Board mem- 
bership. 

(D) BOARD VACANCIES.— 

(i) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall ap- 
point a new Board member to serve the re- 
mainder of a term vacated by a departing 
Board member. 

(ii) REQUIREMENTS.—When filling a va- 
cancy on the Board, the Secretary shall— 

(I) appoint a citrus producer from the same 
State as the Board member being replaced; 
and 

(II) prior to making an appointment, con- 
sult with organizations in that State com- 
posed primarily of citrus producers to re- 
ceive advice and recommendations regarding 
the vacancy. 

(Œ) TERMS.— 

(i) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
clause (ii), each term of appointment to the 
Board shall be for 5 years. 

(ii) INITIAL APPOINTMENTS.—In making ini- 
tial appointments to the Board, the Sec- 
retary shall appoint % of the members to 
terms of 1, 3, and 5 years, respectively. 
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(F) DISQUALIFICATION FROM BOARD SERV- 
IcE.—If a member or alternate of the Board 
who was appointed as a domestic producer 
ceases to be a producer in the State from 
which the member was appointed, or fails to 
fulfill the duties of the member according to 
the rules established by the Board under 
paragraph (4)(A)(ii), the member or alternate 
shall be disqualified from serving on the 
Board. 

(Q) COMPENSATION.— 

(i) IN GENERAL.—The members of the Board 
shall serve without compensation, other 
than travel expenses described in clause (ii). 

(ii) TRAVEL EXPENSES.—A member of the 
Board shall be allowed travel expenses, in- 
cluding per diem in lieu of subsistence, at 
rates authorized for an employee of an agen- 
cy under subchapter I of chapter 57 of title 5, 
United States Code, while away from the 
home or regular place of business of the 
member in the performance of the duties of 
the Board. 

(3) POWERS.— 

(A) GIFTS.—The Board may accept, use, 
and dispose of gifts or donations of services 
or property. 

(B) POSTAL SERVICES.—The Board may use 
the United States mails in the same manner 
and under the same conditions as other agen- 
cies of the Federal Government. 

(C) VOLUNTEER SERVICES.—Notwith- 
standing section 1342 of title 31, United 
States Code, the Board may accept and use 
the services of volunteers serving without 
compensation. 

(D) TECHNICAL AND LOGISTICAL SUPPORT.— 
Subject to the availability of funds, the Sec- 
retary shall provide to the Board technical 
and logistical support through contract or 
other means, including— 

(i) procuring the services of experts and 
consultants in accordance with section 
3109(b) of title 5, United States Code, but at 
rates for individuals not to exceed the daily 
equivalent of the highest rate payable under 
section 5332 of that title; and 

(ii) entering into contracts with depart- 
ments, agencies, and instrumentalities of the 
Federal Government, State agencies, and 
private entities for the preparation of re- 
ports, surveys, and other activities. 

(Œ) DETAIL OF FEDERAL GOVERNMENT EM- 
PLOYEES.— 

(i) IN GENERAL.—An employee of the Fed- 
eral Government may be detailed to the 
Commission on a reimbursable or nonreim- 
bursable basis. 

(ii) CIVIL SERVICE STATUS.—The detail of 
the employee shall be without interruption 
or loss of civil service status or privilege. 

(F) GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION.— 
The Administrator of General Services shall 
provide to the Board on a reimbursable basis 
administrative support and other services for 
the performance of the duties of the Board. 

(G) OTHER DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES.— 
Departments and agencies of the United 
States may provide to the Board such serv- 
ices, funds, facilities, staff, and other sup- 
port services as may be appropriate. 

(4) GENERAL RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE 
BOARD.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—The regulations promul- 
gated by the Secretary shall define the gen- 
eral responsibilities of the Board, which 
shall include the responsibilities— 

(i) to meet, organize, and select from 
among the members of the Board a chair- 
person, other officers, and committees and 
subcommittees, as the Board determines to 
be appropriate; 

(ii) to adopt and amend rules and regula- 
tions governing the conduct of the activities 
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of the Board and the performance of the du- 
ties of the Board; 

(iii) to hire such experts and consultants as 
the Board considers necessary to enable the 
Board to perform the duties of the Board; 

(iv) to advise the Secretary on citrus re- 
search and development needs; 

(v) to propose a research and development 
agenda and annual budgets for the Trust 
Fund; 

(vi) to evaluate and review ongoing re- 
search funded by Trust Fund; 

(vii) to engage in regular consultation and 
collaboration with the Department and other 
institutional, governmental, and private ac- 
tors conducting scientific research into the 
causes or treatments of citrus diseases and 
pests, both domestic and invasive, so as to— 

(I) maximize the effectiveness of the ac- 
tivities; 

(II) hasten the development of useful treat- 
ments; and 

(III) avoid duplicative and wasteful expend- 
itures; and 

(viii) to provide the Secretary with such 
information and advice as the Secretary may 
request. 

(5) CITRUS RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT 
AGENDA AND BUDGETS.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—The Board shall submit 
annually to the Secretary a proposed re- 
search and development agenda and budget 
for the Trust Fund, which shall include— 

(i) an evaluation of ongoing research and 
development efforts; 

(ii) specific recommendations for new cit- 
rus research projects; 

(iii) a plan for the dissemination and com- 
mercialization of relevant information, tech- 
niques, and technologies discovered pursuant 
to research funded through the Trust Fund; 
and 

(iv) a justification for Trust Fund expendi- 
tures. 

(B) AFFIRMATIVE SUPPORT REQUIRED.—A re- 
search and development agenda and budget 
may not be submitted by the Board to the 
Secretary without the affirmative support of 
at least 7 members of the Board. 

(C) SECRETARIAL APPROVAL.— 

(i) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 60 days 
after receiving the proposed research and de- 
velopment agenda and budget from the 
Board and consulting with the Board, the 
Secretary shall finalize a citrus research and 
development agenda and Trust Fund budget. 

(ii) CONSIDERATIONS.—In finalizing the 
agenda and budget, the Secretary shall— 

(I) due to the proximity of citrus producers 
to the effects of diseases such as 
huanglongbing and the quickly evolving na- 
ture of scientific understanding of the effect 
of the diseases on citrus production, give 
strong deference to the proposed research 
and development agenda and budget from the 
Board; and 

(II) take into account other public and pri- 
vate citrus-related research and development 
projects and funding. 

(D) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—Each year, the 
Secretary shall submit to the Committee on 
Agriculture and the Committee on Ways and 
Means of the House of Representatives and 
the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, 
and Forestry and the Committee on Finance 
of the Senate a report that includes— 

(i) the most recent citrus research and de- 
velopment agenda and budget of the Sec- 
retary; 

(ii) an analysis of how, why, and to what 
extent the agenda and budget finalized by 
the Secretary differs from the proposal of 
the Board; 
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(iii) an examination of new developments 
in the spread and control of citrus diseases 
and pests; 

(iv) a discussion of projected research 
needs; and 

(v) a review of the effectiveness of the 
Trust Fund in achieving the purpose de- 
scribed in subsection (a). 

(6) CONTRACTS AND AGREEMENTS.—To en- 
sure the efficient use of funds, the Secretary 
may enter into contracts or agreements with 
public or private entities for the implemen- 
tation of a plan or project for citrus re- 
search. 

(d) ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS.—Each fiscal 
year, the Secretary may transfer up to 
$2,000,000 of amounts in the Trust Fund to 
the Board for expenses incurred by the Board 
in carrying out the duties of the Board. 

(e) TERMINATION OF BOARD.—The Board 
shall terminate on December 31 of the fifth 
calendar year that begins after the date of 
enactment of this Act. 


Subtitle E—Cotton and Wool Trust Funds 


SEC. 3401. RENEWAL AND MODIFICATION OF 
DUTY SUSPENSIONS ON COTTON 
SHIRTING FABRICS AND RELATED 
PROVISIONS. 


(a) RENEWAL AND MODIFICATION OF DUTY 
SUSPENSIONS.— 


(1) IN GENERAL.—Headings 9902.52.08, 
9902.52.09, 9902.52.10, 9902.52.11, 9902.52.12, 
9902.52.18, 9902.52.14, 9902.52.15, 9902.52.16, 


9902.52.17, 9902.52.18, and 9902.52.19 of the Har- 
monized Tariff Schedule of the United States 
(relating to woven fabrics of cotton) are each 
amended— 

(A) in the article description— 

(i) by striking ‘‘other than fabrics provided 
for in headings 9902.52.20 through 9902.52.31,”’; 
and 

(ii) by striking ‘‘, the foregoing imported” 
and all that follows; and 

(B) by striking the date in the effective pe- 
riod column and inserting ‘‘12/31/2015’’. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Subchapter 
II of chapter 99 of the Harmonized Tariff 
Schedule is amended— 

(A) in the U.S. Notes, by striking the sec- 
ond Note 18 and Note 19; and 

(B) by striking headings 9902.52.20 through 
9902.52.31. 

(b) EXTENSION OF DUTY REFUNDS AND PIMA 
COTTON TRUST FUND; MODIFICATION OF AFFI- 
DAVIT REQUIREMENTS.—Section 407 of title IV 
of division C of the Tax Relief and Health 
Care Act of 2006 (Public Law 109-432; 120 Stat. 
3060) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (b)— 

(A) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘amounts 
determined by the Secretary” and all that 
follows through ‘‘5208.59.80’’ and inserting 
“amounts received in the general fund that 
are attributable to duties received since Jan- 
uary 1, 2004, on articles classified under 
heading 5208”; and 

(B) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘October 
1, 2008” and inserting ‘‘December 31, 2015”; 

(2) in subsection (c)— 

(A) in the matter preceding paragraph (1), 
by striking ‘‘beginning in fiscal year 2007” 
and inserting ‘“‘for fiscal year 2012 and each 
fiscal year thereafter”; 

(B) by striking ‘grown in the United 
States” each place it appears; and 

(C) in paragraph (2), in the matter pre- 
ceding subparagraph (A), by inserting ‘‘that 
produce ring spun cotton yarns in the United 
States” after ‘‘of pima cotton’’; 

(3) in subsection (d)— 

(A) in the matter preceding paragraph (1), 
by inserting ‘‘annually” after ‘‘provided’’; 
and 
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(B) in paragraph (1), by inserting ‘‘during 
the year in which the affidavit is filed and’’ 
after ‘‘imported cotton fabric”; and 

(4) in subsection (f)— 

(A) in the matter preceding paragraph (1), 
by inserting ‘‘annually”’ after ‘‘provided’’; 
and 

(B) in paragraph (1)— 

(i) by striking ‘‘grown in the United 
States” and inserting ‘‘during the year in 
which the affidavit is filed and’’; and 

(ii) by inserting ‘‘in the United States” 
after ‘‘cotton yarns”. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall take effect on the 
date of the enactment of this Act and apply 
with respect to affidavits filed on or after 
such date of enactment. 

SEC. 3402. MODIFICATION OF WOOL APPAREL 
MANUFACTURERS TRUST FUND. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 4002(c)(2) of the 
Miscellaneous Trade and Technical Correc- 
tions Act of 2004 (Public Law 108-429; 118 
Stat. 2600) is amended— 

(1) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘sub- 
ject to the limitation in subparagraph (B)”’ 
and inserting ‘‘subject to subparagraphs (B) 
and (C)’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following new 
subparagraph: 

‘(C) ALTERNATIVE FUNDING SOURCE.—Sub- 
paragraph (A) shall be applied and adminis- 
tered by substituting ‘chapter 62’ for ‘chap- 
ter 51’ for any period of time with respect to 
which the Secretary notifies Congress that 
amounts determined by the Secretary to be 
equivalent to amounts received in the gen- 
eral fund of the Treasury of the United 
States that are attributable to the duty re- 
ceived on articles classified under chapter 51 
of the Harmonized Tariff Schedule of the 
United States are not sufficient to make 
payments under paragraph (3) or grants 
under paragraph (6).’’. 

(b) FULL RESTORATION OF PAYMENT LEVELS 
IN CALENDAR YEARS 2010 THROUGH 2012.— 

(1) TRANSFER OF AMOUNTS.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 30 days 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the Secretary of the Treasury shall transfer 
to the Wool Apparel Manufacturers Trust 
Fund, out of the general fund of the Treasury 
of the United States, amounts determined by 
the Secretary of the Treasury to be equiva- 
lent to amounts received in the general fund 
that are attributable to the duty received on 
articles classified under chapter 51 or chap- 
ter 62 of the Harmonized Tariff Schedule of 
the United States (as determined under sec- 
tion 4002(c)(2) of the Miscellaneous Trade and 
Technical Corrections Act of 2004), subject to 
the limitation in subparagraph (B). 

(B) LIMITATION.—The Secretary of the 
Treasury shall not transfer more than the 
amount determined by the Secretary to be 
necessary for— 

(i) U.S. Customs and Border Protection to 
make payments to eligible manufacturers 
under section 4002(c)(3) of the Miscellaneous 
Trade and Technical Corrections Act of 2004 
so that the amount of such payments, when 
added to any other payments made to eligi- 
ble manufacturers under section 4002(c)(3) of 
such Act during calendar years 2010, 2011 and 
2012, equal the total amount of payments au- 
thorized to be provided to eligible manufac- 
turers under section 4002(c)(3) of such Act 
during calendar years 2010, 2011, and 2012; and 

(ii) the Secretary of Commerce to provide 
grants to eligible manufacturers under sec- 
tion 4002(c)(6) of the Miscellaneous Trade and 
Technical Corrections Act of 2004 so that the 
amounts of such grants, when added to any 
other grants made to eligible manufacturers 
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under section 4002(c)(6) of such Act during 
calendar years 2010, 2011, and 2012, equal the 
total amount of grants authorized to be pro- 
vided to eligible manufacturers under sec- 
tion 4002(c)(6) of such Act during calendar 
years 2010, 2011, and 2012. 

(2) PAYMENT OF AMOUNTS.—U.S. Customs 
and Border Protection shall make payments 
described in paragraph (1) to eligible manu- 
facturers not later than 30 days after such 
transfer of amounts from the general fund of 
the Treasury of the United States to the 
Wool Apparel Manufacturers Trust Fund. 
The Secretary of Commerce shall promptly 
provide grants described in paragraph (1) to 
eligible manufacturers after such transfer of 
amounts from the general fund of the Treas- 
ury of the United States to the Wool Apparel 
Manufacturers Trust Fund. 

(c) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—The amend- 
ments made by subsection (a) shall not be 
construed to affect the availability of 
amounts transferred to the Wool Apparel 
Manufacturers Trust Fund before the date of 
the enactment of this Act. 

(d) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Title IV of 
the Miscellaneous Trade and Technical Cor- 
rections Act of 2004 (Public Law 108-429; 118 
Stat. 2600) is amended by striking ‘‘Bureau of 
Customs and Border Protection” each place 
it appears and inserting “U.S. Customs and 
Border Protection”. 

(e) DISCRETIONARY AUTHORITY.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 4002(c)(3) of the 
Miscellaneous Trade and Technical Correc- 
tions Act of 2004 is amended by inserting 
“(or at the request of the manufacturer and 
in the sole discretion of the U.S. Customs 
and Border Protection, no later than April 15 
of the year of the payment)” after ‘‘March 1 
of the year of the payment”. 

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The 
made by paragraph (1) shall— 

(A) take effect on the date of the enact- 
ment of this Act; and 

(B) apply with respect to a request made 
by a manufacturer after such date of enact- 
ment for an extension of time to file an affi- 
davit pursuant to section 4002(c)(3) of the 
Miscellaneous Trade and Technical Correc- 
tions Act of 2004, as amended by paragraph 
(1), with respect to a payment payable under 
that section during calendar year 2011 or any 
calendar year thereafter. 

SEC. 3403. TIME FOR PAYMENT OF CORPORATE 
ESTIMATED TAXES. 

Notwithstanding section 6655 of the Inter- 
nal Revenue Code of 1986— 

(1) in the case of a corporation with assets 
of not less than $1,000,000,000 (determined as 
of the end of the preceding taxable year), the 
amount of any required installment of cor- 
porate estimated tax which is otherwise due 
in July, August, or September of 2017 shall 
be 100.25 percent of such amount; and 

(2) the amount of the next required install- 
ment after an installment referred to in 
paragraph (1) shall be appropriately reduced 
to reflect the amount of the increase by rea- 
son of such paragraph. 

SEC. 3404. EXTENSION OF CUSTOMS USER FEES. 

Section 13031(j)(3) of the Consolidated Om- 
nibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1985 (19 
U.S.C. 58c(j)(8)) is amended— 

(1) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘Au- 
gust 2, 2021” and inserting ‘‘October 22, 2021”; 

(2) in subparagraph (B)(i), by striking ‘‘De- 
cember 8, 2020” and inserting ‘‘October 29, 
2021”; and 

(8) by striking subparagraphs (C) and (D). 


SA 2437. Mr. THUNE submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 3240, to reauthorize 


amendment 
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agricultural programs through 2017, 
and for other purposes; which was or- 
dered to lie on the table; as follows: 


At the appropriate place, insert the fol- 
lowing: 

SEC. . LIMITATION ON PREMIUM SUBSIDY 
BASED ON AVERAGE ADJUSTED 
GROSS INCOME. 

Section 508(e) of the Federal Crop Insur- 
ance Act (7 U.S.C. 1508(e)) (as amended by 
section 11023(b)) is amended by adding at the 
end the following: 

‘(9) LIMITATION ON PREMIUM SUBSIDY BASED 
ON AVERAGE ADJUSTED GROSS INCOME.— 

‘(A) DEFINITION OF AVERAGE ADJUSTED 
GROSS INCOME.—In this paragraph, the term 
‘average adjusted gross income’ has the 
meaning given the term in section 1001D(a) 
of the Food Security Act of 1985 (7 U.S.C. 
1808-8a(a)). 

“(B) LIMITATION.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of this subtitle and begin- 
ning with the 2014 reinsurance year, in the 
case of any producer that is a person or legal 
entity that has an average adjusted gross in- 
come in excess of $750,000 based on the most 
recent data available from the Farm Service 
Agency as of the beginning of the reinsur- 
ance year, the total amount of premium sub- 
sidy provided with respect to additional cov- 
erage under subsection (c), section 508B, or 
section 508C issued on behalf of the producer 
for a reinsurance year shall be 15 percentage 
points less than the premium subsidy pro- 
vided in accordance with this subsection 
that would otherwise be available for the ap- 
plicable policy, plan of insurance, and cov- 
erage level selected by the producer. 

‘(C) APPLICATION.— 

“(i) STUDY.—Not later than 1 year after the 
date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary, 
in consultation with the approved insurance 
providers, shall carry out a study to deter- 
mine the effects of the limitation described 
in subparagraph (B) on— 

“(I) the overall operations of the Federal 
crop insurance program; 

“(IT) the number of producers participating 
in the Federal crop insurance program; 

“(III) the amount of premiums paid by par- 
ticipating producers; 

‘“(IV) any potential liability for approved 
insurance providers; 

“(V) any crops or growing regions that 
may be disproportionately impacted; 

‘“(VI) program rating structures; 

“(VID creation of schemes or devices to 
evade the impact of the limitation; and 

“(VIII underwriting gains and losses. 

“(ii) EFFECTIVENESS.—The limitation de- 
scribed in subparagraph (B) shall not take ef- 
fect unless the Secretary determines, 
through the study described in clause (i), 
that the limitation would not— 

“(I) increase the premium amount paid by 
producers with an average adjusted gross in- 
come of less than $750,000; 

“(ID) result in a decline in the availability 
of crop insurance services to producers; and 

“(III) increase the costs to the Federal gov- 
ernment to administer the Federal crop in- 
surance program established under this sub- 
title.”. 


SA 2438. Mr. CHAMBLISS submitted 
an amendment intended to be proposed 
by him to the bill S. 3240, to reauthor- 
ize agricultural programs through 2017, 
and for other purposes; which was or- 
dered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle G of title II, add the 
following: 
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SEC. 2609. HIGHLY ERODIBLE LAND AND WET- 
LAND CONSERVATION FOR CROP IN- 
SURANCE. 

(a) HIGHLY ERODIBLE LAND PROGRAM INELI- 
GIBILITY.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 1211(a)(1) of the 
Food Security Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 
3811(a)(1)) is amended— 

(A) in subparagraph (C), by striking ‘‘or’’ 
at the end; 

(B) in subparagraph (D), by adding “or” at 
the end; and 

(C) by adding at the end the following: 

“(E) any portion of premium paid by the 
Federal Crop Insurance Corporation for a 
plan or policy of insurance under the Federal 
Crop Insurance Act (7 U.S.C. 1501 et seq.);’’. 

(2) EXEMPTIONS.—Section 1212(a)(2) of the 
Food Security Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 
3812(a)(2)) is amended— 

(A) in the first sentence, by striking ‘‘(2) 
If,” and inserting the following: 

‘(2) ELIGIBILITY BASED ON COMPLIANCE WITH 
CONSERVATION PLAN.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—If,”’; 

(B) in the second sentence, by striking ‘‘In 
carrying” and inserting the following: 

‘“(B) MINIMIZATION OF DOCUMENTATION.—In 
carrying”; and 

(C) by adding at the end the following: 

‘“(C) CROP INSURANCE.—In the case of pay- 
ments that are subject to section 1211 for the 
first time due to the amendment made by 
section 2609(a) of the Agriculture Reform, 
Food, and Jobs Act of 2012, any person who 
produces an agricultural commodity on the 
land that is the basis of the payments shall 
have until January 1 of the fifth year after 
the date on which the payments became sub- 
ject to section 1211 to develop and comply 
with an approved conservation plan.’’. 

(b) WETLAND CONSERVATION PROGRAM IN- 
ELIGIBILITY.—Section 1221(b) of the Food Se- 
curity Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3821) is amended 
by adding at the end the following: 

“(4) Any portion of premium paid by the 
Federal Crop Insurance Corporation for a 
plan or policy of insurance under the Federal 
Crop Insurance Act (7 U.S.C. 1501 et seq.).’’. 


ae 


NOTICES OF HEARINGS 


COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I 
would like to announce for the infor- 
mation of the Senate and the public 
that a hearing has been scheduled be- 
fore the Subcommittee on National 
Parks. The hearing will be held on 
Wednesday, June 27, 2012, at 3 p.m. in 
room SD-366 of the Dirksen Senate Of- 
fice Building. 

The purpose of the hearing is to re- 
ceive testimony on the following bills: 

S. 1897, a bill to amend Public Law 101-377 
to revise the boundaries of the Gettysburg 
National Military Park to include the Get- 
tysburg Train Station; 

S. 2158, a bill to establish the Fox-Wis- 
consin Heritage Parkway National Heritage 
Area; 

S. 2229, a bill to authorize the issuance of 
right-of-way permits for natural gas pipe- 
lines in Glacier National Park; 

S. 2267, a bill to reauthorize the Hudson 
Valley National Heritage Area; 

S. 2272, a bill to designate a mountain in 
the State of Alaska as Mount Denali; 

S. 2273, a bill to designate the Talkeetna 
Ranger Station in Talkeetna, Alaska, as the 
Walter Harper Talkeetna Ranger Station; 
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S. 2286, a bill to amend the Wild and Scenic 
Rivers Act to designate certain segments of 
the Farmington River and Salmon Brook in 
the State of Connecticut as components of 
the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System; 

S. 2316, a bill to designate the Salt Pond 
Visitor Center at the Cape Cod National Sea- 
shore as the ‘“‘Thomas P. O’Neill, Jr. Salt 
Pond Visitor Center’’; 

S. 2324, a bill to amend the Wild and Scenic 
Rivers Act to designate a segment of the 
Neches River in the State of Texas for poten- 
tial addition to the National Wild and Scenic 
River System; 

S. 2872, a bill to authorize pedestrian and 
motorized vehicular access in Cape Hatteras 
National Seashore Recreational Area; and 

S. 3300, a bill to establish the Manhattan 
Project National Historical Park in Oak 
Ridge, Tennessee, Los Alamos, New Mexico, 
and Hanford, Washington. 

Because of the limited time available 
for the hearing, witnesses may testify 
by invitation only. However, those 
wishing to submit written testimony 
for the hearing record should send it to 
the Committee on Energy and Natural 
Resources, United States Senate, 304 
Dirksen Senate Office Building, Wash- 
ington, DC 20510-6150, or by email to 
Jake McCook@energy.senate.gov. 

For further information, please con- 
tact please contact Sara Tucker (202) 
224-6224 or Jake McCook (202) 224-9313. 

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

Mr. BINGAMAN: Mr. President, I 
would like to announce for the infor- 
mation of the Senate and the public 
that a hearing has been scheduled be- 
fore the Senate Committee on Energy 
and Natural Resources. The hearing 
will be held on Thursday, June 28, 2012, 
at 9:30 a.m., in room SD-866 of the 
Dirksen Senate Office Building in 
Washington, DC. 

The purpose of the hearing is to re- 
view innovative non-federal programs 
for financing energy efficient building 
retrofits. 

Because of the limited time available 
for the hearing, witnesses may testify 
by invitation only. However, those 
wishing to submit written testimony 
for the hearing record should send it to 
the Committee on Energy and Natural 
Resources, United States Senate, 
Washington, DC 20510-6150, or by email 
to Abigail Campbell@energy.senate 
«gov. 

For further information, please con- 
tact Deborah Estes at (202) 224-5360, or 
Abigail Campbell at (202) 224-1219. 


Ee 


AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 
MEET 
COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on Energy and Natural Re- 
sources be authorized to meet during 
the session of the Senate on June 14, 
2012, at 9:30 a.m., in room 366 of the 
Dirksen Senate Office Building. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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COMMITTEE ON FINANCE 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on Finance be authorized to 
meet during the session of the Senate 
on June 14, 2012, at 10 a.m., in room 
SD-215 of the Dirksen Senate Office 
Building, to conduct a roundtable enti- 
tled ‘‘Medicare Physician Payment 
Policy: Lessons from the Private Sec- 
tor.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Relations be author- 
ized to meet during the session of the 

Senate on June 14, 2012, at 10 a.m., to 

hold a hearing entitled, “The Law of 

the Sea Convention (Treaty Doc. 103- 

39): Perspectives from the U.S. Mili- 

tary.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS 
Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Relations be author- 
ized to meet during the session of the 

Senate on June 14, 2012, at 2:30 p.m., to 

hold a hearing entitled, “The Law of 

the Sea Convention (Treaty Doc. 103 

39).” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON INDIAN AFFAIRS 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on Indian Affairs be authorized 
to meet during the session of the Sen- 
ate on June 14, 2012, in room SD-628 of 
the Dirksen Senate Office Building, at 

2:15 p.m. to conduct a hearing entitled 

“New Tax Burdens on Tribal Self-De- 

termination.”’ 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary be authorized 
to meet during the session of the Sen- 
ate on June 14, 2012, at 10 a.m., in room 

SD-226 of the Dirksen Senate Office 

Building, to conduct an executive busi- 

ness meeting. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE 
Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Select 

Committee on Intelligence be author- 

ized to meet during the session of the 

Senate on June 14, 2012, at 2:30 p.m. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON FEDERAL FINANCIAL MAN- 
AGEMENT, GOVERNMENT INFORMATION, FED- 
ERAL SERVICES, AND INTERNATIONAL SECU- 
RITY 
Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Com- 

mittee on Homeland Security and Gov- 
ernmental Affairs’ Subcommittee on 
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Federal Financial Management, Gov- 
ernment Information, Federal Serv- 
ices, and International Security be au- 
thorized to meet during the session of 
the Senate on June 14, 2012, at 10 a.m., 
to conduct a hearing entitled, ‘‘Saving 
Taxpayer Dollars by Curbing Waste 
and Fraud in Medicaid.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


EE 
EXECUTIVE ACTION VITIATED 


Mr. FRANKEN. Mr. President, as if 
in executive session, I ask unanimous 
consent that the action of reporting 
the nomination of Erica Lynn Groshen 
be vitiated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


a 


UNANIMOUS CONSENT AGREE- 
MENT—EXECUTIVE CALENDAR 


Mr. FRANKEN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that on Monday, 
June 18, 2012, at 5 p.m., the Senate pro- 
ceed to executive session to consider 
the following nomination: Calendar No. 
612; that there be 30 minutes for debate 
equally divided in the usual form; that 
upon the use or yielding back of the 
time, the Senate proceed to vote with- 
out intervening action or debate on the 
nomination; that the motion to recon- 
sider be considered made and laid upon 
the table, with no intervening action 
or debate; that no further motions be 
in order; that any related statements 
be printed in the RECORD; that the 
President be immediately notified of 
the Senate’s action and the Senate 
then resume legislative session. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


a 


AUTHORIZING THE USE OF 
EMANCIPATION HALL 


Mr. FRANKEN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to the consideration of H. Con. 
Res. 128. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the concurrent resolu- 
tion by title. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 

A concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res. 128) 
authorizing the use of Emancipation Hall in 
the Capitol Visitor Center for an event to 
award the Congressional Gold Medal, collec- 
tively, to the Montford Point Marines. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the concurrent 
resolution. 

Mr. FRANKEN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the concur- 
rent resolution be agreed to, the mo- 
tion to reconsider be laid upon the 
table, with no intervening action or de- 
bate, and that any statements related 
to the measure be printed in the 
RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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The concurrent resolution (H. Con. 
Res. 128) was agreed to. 


ORDERS FOR MONDAY, JUNE 18, 
2012 


Mr. FRANKEN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the Sen- 
ate completes its business today, it ad- 
journ until 3 p.m., Monday, June 18; 
that following the prayer and pledge, 
the Journal of proceedings be approved 
to date, the morning hour be deemed to 
have expired, and the time for the two 
leaders be reserved for their use later 
in the day; that the majority leader be 
recognized, and that at 5 p.m. the Sen- 
ate proceed to executive session under 
the previous order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


EE 
PROGRAM 


Mr. FRANKEN. Mr. President, we 
continue to work on an agreement on 
amendments to the farm bill. We hope 
such an agreement can be reached. 

At 5:30 p.m., Monday, there will be a 
rollcall vote on confirmation of the 
Lewis nomination. 


ee 


ADJOURNMENT UNTIL MONDAY, 
JUNE 18, 2012, AT 3 P.M. 


Mr. FRANKEN. Mr. President, if 
there is no further business to come be- 
fore the Senate, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that it adjourn under the previous 
order. 

There being no objection, the Senate, 
at 6:07 p.m., adjourned until June 18, 
2012, at 3 p.m. 


EE 


NOMINATIONS 


Executive nominations received by 
the Senate: 


DEPARTMENT OF STATE 


MICHAEL DAVID KIRBY, OF VIRGINIA, A CAREER MEM- 
BER OF THE SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE, CLASS OF MIN- 
ISTER-COUNSELOR, TO BE AMBASSADOR EXTRAOR- 
DINARY AND PLENIPOTENTIARY OF THE UNITED STATES 
OF AMERICA TO THE REPUBLIC OF SERBIA. 


CORPORATION FOR NATIONAL AND COMMUNITY 
SERVICE 


MARK D. GEARAN, OF NEW YORK, TO BE A MEMBER OF 
THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE CORPORATION FOR 
NATIONAL AND COMMUNITY SERVICE FOR A TERM EX- 
PIRING DECEMBER 1, 2015. (REAPPOINTMENT) 


NATIONAL OCEANIC AND ATMOSPHERIC 
ADMINISTRATION 


SUBJECT TO QUALIFICATIONS PROVIDED BY LAW, THE 
FOLLOWING FOR PERMANENT APPOINTMENT TO THE 
GRADE INDICATED IN THE NATIONAL OCEANIC AND AT- 
MOSPHERIC ADMINISTRATION: 


To be lieutenant (junior grade) 


KYLE S. SALLING 
DANIEL D. SMITH 
ANTHONY R. KLEMM 
RICHARD J. PARK 
DAVID J. RODZIEWICZ 
ANDREA L. PROIE 
JOSEPH T. PHILLIPS 
KELLI-ANN E. BLISS 
LARRY V. THOMAS, JR. 
LESLIE Z. FLOWERS 
SHANNON K. HEFFERAN 


IN THE AIR FORCE 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
AS THE VICE CHIEF OF THE NATIONAL GUARD BUREAU 
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AND FOR APPOINTMENT TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN 
THE RESERVE OF THE AIR FORCE UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., 
SECTIONS 10505 AND 601: 


To be lieutenant general 
MAJ. GEN. JOSEPH L. LENGYEL 
IN THE ARMY 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE RESERVE OF THE ARMY TO THE GRADE INDI- 
CATED UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 12203: 


To be major general 


BRIG. GEN. LAWRENCE W. BROCK 

THE FOLLOWING ARMY NATIONAL GUARD OF THE 
UNITED STATES OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT IN THE RE- 
SERVE OF THE ARMY TO THE GRADE INDICATED UNDER 
TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTIONS 12203 AND 12211: 


To be major general 
BRIG. GEN. REYNOLD N. HOOVER 
IN THE AIR FORCE 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE REGULAR AIR FORCE 
UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 531. 


To be major 


CHANCE J. HENDERSON 
JEFFREY P. TAN 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED INDIVIDUALS FOR APPOINT- 
MENT TO THE GRADES INDICATED IN THE REGULAR AIR 
FORCE UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 531: 


To be lieutenant colonel 
JESSICA L. WEAVER 
To be major 


PATRICK D. HUCK 
JONELLE J. KNAPP 


IN THE ARMY 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR REGULAR AP- 
POINTMENT IN THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE UNITED 
STATES ARMY DENTAL CORPS UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., 
SECTIONS 531 AND 3064: 


To be lieutenant colonel 


YOUNGMI CHO 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE UNITED STATES ARMY 
UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 624: 


To be lieutenant colonel 


RICHARD M. ZYGADLO 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR REGULAR AP- 
POINTMENT IN THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE UNITED 
STATES ARMY JUDGE ADVOCATE GENERAL'S CORPS 
UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTIONS 531 AND 3064: 


To be major 


DAVID H. RITTGERS 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT 
TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE UNITED STATES ARMY 
UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C. SECTION 624: 


To be major 


ERIC S. SLATER 
MARCUS P. WONG 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE RESERVE OF THE 
ARMY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 12203: 


To be colonel 


GASTON P. BATHALON 
KEVIN C. REILLY 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED ARMY NATIONAL GUARD OF 
THE UNITED STATES OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT TO 
THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE RESERVE OF THE ARMY 
UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTIONS 12203 AND 12211: 


To be colonel 


JERRY L. BRATU, JR. 
ROGER D. JOHNSON 
AMOS P. PARKER, JR. 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED ARMY NATIONAL GUARD OF 
THE UNITED STATES OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT TO 
THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE RESERVE OF THE ARMY 
UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTIONS 12203 AND 12211: 


To be colonel 


BRETT W. ANDERSEN 
BENJAMIN S. JOHNSON 
ELBERT R. JORDAN 
SAMUEL M. RILEY 
KIMBERLY K. TULLY 
MICHAEL D. WHITED, JR. 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS FOR REGULAR AP- 
POINTMENT IN THE GRADES INDICATED IN THE UNITED 
STATES ARMY MEDICAL CORPS UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., 
SECTIONS 531 AND 3064: 


To be colonel 
CASEY ROGERS 
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To be lieutenant colonel 


AMIR I. ESHEL 
PHILLIP S. HOLMES 


To be major 


BORIS A. FROLOV 
JOHN P. KENNEDY 
JOHN A. LANG 
SHARON A. SCHELL 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT 
TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE UNITED STATES ARMY 
VETERINARY CORPS UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTIONS 
624 AND 3064: 


To be lieutenant colonel 


DWAYNE C. BECHTOL 
PATRICK J. CANCHOLA 
CHRISTINE L. CHRISTENSEN 
TODD A. COLLINS 

CLAIRE CORNELIUS 
ROBERT S. DOLE 

PAUL R. FACEMIRE 

DAWN FITZHUGH 

ANNE E. HESSINGER 
SARAH B. HINDS 

LISA M. HULL 

DANIEL A. LEACH 
CHARLES L. MARCHAND III 
JACQUELYN S. PARKER 
LISA T. READ 

ALISA R. WILMA 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT 
TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE UNITED STATES ARMY 
DENTAL CORPS UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTIONS 624 
AND 3064: 


To be lieutenant colonel 


ARMANDO AGUILERA, JR. 
ERIC T. ASHLEY 
BRENT CLARK 

SEAN P. CONNOLLY 
KEN JO 

ROBERT KEELER 
NAM K. KIM 

SLOAN G. LANCTOT 
YOSUK J. LEE 
BERNIE 8S. MANASAN 
KENDALL R. MOWER 
DALE A. NICHOLS 
DAVID OLSON 

JULIA PLEVNIA 
KARL RICHARDS 
MICHAEL J. RYHN 
DAVE ST JOHN 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT 
TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE UNITED STATES ARMY 
MEDICAL SPECIALIST CORPS UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., 
SECTIONS 624 AND 3064: 


To be lieutenant colonel 


BRUCE J. BEECHER, 
JANETTA R. BLACKMORE 
KATHERINE M. BROWN 
GAIL A. DREITZLER 
MICHAEL E. FRANCO 
SCOTT R. GREGG 

DAVID L. HAMILTON 
ROBERT S. HEATH 

SEAN M. HERMICK 

KARL KISCH 

SHANE L. KOPPENHAVER 
JEFFREY E. OLIVER 
CRAIG V. PAIGE 

LESLIE A. RANDOLPHMOSS 
REVA L. ROGERS 
KATHLEEN M. SCHULTZ 
JASON L. SILVERNAIL 
PAULA T. SMITH 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT 
TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE UNITED STATES ARMY 
NURSE CORPS UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTIONS 624 AND 
3064: 


To be lieutenant colonel 


RENEE D. ALFORD 
WILLIAM L. AMSINK 
WESLEY J. ANDERSON 
DEBORAH R. BAIN 
RODDEX G. BARLOW 
SANDRA J. BARR 
ROMER M. BLANCO 
CATTLEYA M. BORN 
MARY K. BRIAN 
TIMOTHY J. BRYANT 
SHELLY M. CHAVEZ 
JANE M. CHRISTENSEN 
RODGER S. CHRISTY 
JEFFREY CLARK 
BETTY E. CLOUDENPERDUE 
GRETA V. COLLIER 
JEFFREY P. CONROY 
SAMANTHA CRUMBLY 
MICHAEL S. CYRA 
GLENN L. DORNER 
DAVID G. DOTY 
JOSEPH K. DUBOSE 
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JODY L. DUGAI 

HECTOR ERAZO 

TANYA M. FOSTER 
MARC A. FRY 

LISEL M. GATES 

GAIL D. GAUTHIER 
RONALD J. GAY 
RONALD S. GESAMAN 
KIMBERLY M. GESLAK 
JENNIFER J. GLIDEWELL 
KAREN A. GOODEN 
LINDA S. GOWENLOCK 
SEAN P. HARBERT 
KAITNARINE M. HARILAL 
IRMA T. HARTMAN 
DAVID HERNANDEZ 
WILFRED D. HINZE 
HAYONG N. HIRST 
GAVIN O. HITCHCOCK 
ROBERT A. HOLCEK 
KAREN R. HOLTZCLAW 
ROGER D. HORNE 
GREGORY P. HUBBS 
JOSEPH A. HULSE 
BEVERLY L. G. INOCENCIO 
AMELIA S. JACKSON 
TODD S. JACKSON 
WILLIAM S. JACOBS 
PAUL M. JOHNSON 
HEIDI A. KELLY 

SHAWN D. KELLY 
DONALD E. KIMBLER, JR. 
AGA E. KIRBY 

STEVEN A. KNAPP 
JOHN V. KULIG 

PAUL R. LABRADOR 
HELEN A. LAQUAY 
BRIAN E. LAUER 

JAMES M. LEITH, JR. 
LISA M. LUTE 

YVETTE M. MALMQUIST 
RONALD L. MILAM, JR. 
GENERA D. MILLER 
MARK L. MITCHELL 
PATSY D. MORRIS 
DENISE A. MOULTRIE 
HECTOR MUNIZ 
MICHAEL S. NAGRA 
DAVID NEE 

SCOTT A. NEUSER 
CARLA J. PATTON 
JENNIE P. POLK 
PATRICK J. POLLMAN 
ANTHONY L. PORTEE 
HYON S. QUATTLEBAUM 
ANTHONY E. RHEA 
KATHLEEN J. RICHARDSON 
THERESA M. ROLLASON 
GERALD C. ROSS III 
ROBERT E. RUSSUM 
CHRISTOPHER SANCHEZ 
JAMES R. SELLARS 
ANN C. SIMS 

MARK R. SMITH 
SANDRA A. SNIPES 
KATHLEEN G. SPANGLER 
JEFFREY A. SPORER 
ROBERT J. STAGGS. 
MICHELLE D. STEWMON 
BIRGIT STOKES 
CHRISTIAN B. SWIFT 
MICHAEL F. SZYMANIAK 
BOZHENA TABAKMAN 
LANCE C. TAYLOR 
CORNELIUS R. TYLER 
DALE A. VEGTER 
TANYA L. WAHLBERG 
MICHAEL J. WATSON 
STEPHEN J. WILLIAMS 
HOPE M. WILLIAMSON 
MARY A. WITT 

GLENDA S. WOLFE 
MYONG S. WOO 

TERRI L. YOST 

PJ ZAMORA 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT 
TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE UNITED STATES ARMY 
MEDICAL SERVICE CORPS UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SEC- 
TIONS 624 AND 3064: 


To be lieutenant colonel 


JUDE M. ABADIE 
CHRISTOPHER C. ALGER 
JENNIFER R. ALLOUCHE 
HEATHER S. ANDERSON 
THOMAS J. ANTON 
JANELLE A. ARNETTE 
JIMMY G. BAKER 

JON E. BAKER 

MICHAEL A. BALL 
JAMES W. BEACH 

BRIAN J. BENDER 
TAIWO H. BOLAJI 
JOSEPH A. BOWMAN 
KENT A. BROUSSARD 
CASEY P. CARVER 
JOSEPH A. CHAPMAN 
MATTHEW G. CLARK 
CHARLES C. COOK 
WALTER G. S. CUMMINGS 
DEBRA L. DANDRIDGE 
ROSS A. DAVIDSON 


June 14, 2012 


JON M. DAVIS 

PAUL R. DUERINGER 
RYAN R. ECKMEIER 
BRIAN P. EVANS 

JOHN M. EVANS 
MARCELLA R. FEDDES 
JOHN R. FUDA 

JOHN A. GAOAY 

CRAIG D. GEHRELS 
SHAWN R. GELZAINES 
JEANNE A. GEYER 
GEORGE O. GILBERT, JR. 
PHILIP W. GINDER 
JAMES B. GOETSCHIUS 
MATTHEW J. GORSKI 
JASON L. GRANT 
THOMAS H. GRANT 
DOUGLAS R. GRAY 
TIMOTHY O. GREEN 
ANDREW HAGEMASTER 
KEVIN C. HAMILTON 
JOHN M. HAMMER 
KEVIN A. HANNAH 
MARK G. HARTELL 
JAMES H. HAYES 

JILL J. HENDERSON 
CHRISTOPHER C. HENRY 
BERNITA HIGHTOWER 
STACY A. HOLMAN 
GARY A. HUGHES 
TIMOTHY J. HUNT, JR. 
DERECK L. IRMINGER 
AMY B. JENSIK 

DAVID S. JOHNSTON 
FOREST S. KIM 
DUBRAY KINNEY, SR. 
MICHAEL C. KRAMER 
SEAN T. LANKFORD 
JON R. LASELL 
STEPHANIE LATIMER 
DEREK J. LICINA 
JOSELITO C. LIM 
DOUGLAS K. LOMSHEK 
PAUL W. MAETZOLD 
MARK W. MAITAG 
MARK S. MANEVAL 
GLENN E. MARSH 
DEAN L. MARTIN 
ARTHUR R. MATHISEN 
KAREN J. MCCART 
MICHAEL S. MENDENHALL 
CARTER T. MEREDITH 
MARY E. MILLER 

HEIDI P. MON 

JOSEPH M. MROZINSKI 
MICHAEL J. NACK 
WOODROW NASH, JR. 
RALPH T. NAZZARO 
JEFFREY J. NEIGH 
MARK F. NEWSOME 
DANIEL A. NICHOLS 
MICHAEL T. PEACOCK 
KEVIN A. PECK 
MICHAEL E. PERRY 
RICARDO A. REYES 
CHRISTIAN P. RICHARDS 
MICHAEL A. D. RICHARDS 
STEVEN J. RICHTER 
GERI L. ROBERTSON 
TODD A. RYKTARSYK 
DAVID A. SARTORI 
ANTHONY L. SCHUSTER 
JEFFREY J. SHAW 
SHANNON N. SHAW 
ROBERT B. SIDELL 
SUSAN M. SLOAN 
KEVIN S. SMITH 
LESLIE E. SMITH 
NATHANIEL L. SMITH 
WILLIAM J. M. SMITH 
BRIAN C. SPANGLER 
KATRINA M. STREETER 
VICTOR A. SUAREZ 
REBECCA J. TERRY 
ROBERT R. TIEDEMANN 
BRETT H. VENABLE 
MATTHEW W. VOYLES 
ERIC J. WAGAR 

BRYAN J. WALRATH 
LESLIE G. WALTHALL 
KEITH D. WASHINGTON 
CHRISTOPHER M. WILSON 
JASON G. WILSON 
JOHN D.A YEAW 

TODD M. YOSICK 
DAVID R. ZINNANTE 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT 
TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE UNITED STATES ARMY 
MEDICAL CORPS UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTIONS 624 
AND 3064: 


To be lieutenant colonel 


BRIAN E. ABELL 
GILBERT AIDINIAN 
AARON G. AMACHER III 
ROGER A. ANDERSON 
THOMAS J. BACKENSON 
ERIC Y. BADEN 
VINCENT L. BALL 
BEAMAN N. A. BANKS 


June 14, 2012 


RUSSELL L. BARFIELD 
KIMBERLY R. BARRETT 
TYSON E. BECKER 
RONALD D. BEESLEY 
WILLIAM F. BIMSON 
JOHN A. BOGER 
JONATHAN A. BOLLES 
BASCOM K. BRADSHAW 
JAMES M. BROWN 
KEVIN L. BUFORD 

TIEN D. BUI 

BENJAMIN D. BYERS 
JASON B. CABOOT 
ANGELITA M. CALLAHAN 
AARON S. CARLISLE 
PATRICK J. CONTINO 
JIMMY L. COOPER 

LISA C. COVIELLO 
PHILLIP B. CUENCA 
CORD W. CUNNINGHAM 
JENNIFER J. DACUS 
KARLA L. DAVIS 
DAVID H. DENNISON 
JOSEPH G. DOUGHERTY 
GARY L. EBERLY 
COLIN C. EDGERTON 
JEREMY V. EDWARDS 
JOSEF K. EICHINGER 
DAVID J. EIGNER 
SHANNON B. ELLIS 
MICHELLE K. ERVIN 
MATTHEW N. FANDRE 
MATTHEW V. FARGO 
BRADLEY C. GARDINER 
DUNCAN A. GILLIES II 
BRUCE A. GLEASON 
DAVID GLOYSTEIN 
ELIZABETH A. GROSSART 
AIKA S. GUMBOC 
THOMAS J. HAIR 
BRIAN T. HALL 

ELLINA HALL 

RONALD D. HARDIN, JR. 
DAWN M. HAROLD 
DAVID P. HARPER 
WAYNE J. HARSHA 
JASON S. HAWLEY 
BRYAN S. HELSEL 
GARTH S. HERBERT 
JOSHUA P. HERZOG 
MATTHEW S. HING 
AARON B. HOLLEY 
CHAD K. HOLMES 
NELSON HOWARD 
PAULA J. JACKSON 
MARK L. JACQUES 
MATTHEW A. JAVERNICK 
JEFFERSON W. JEX 
DIANE K. JONES 
TIMOTHY W. JUDGE 
RYAN J. KENEALLY 
EUGENE H. KIM 

WON I. KIM 

JUDY KOVELL 
HERBERT P. KWON 
CHRISTINE A. LAKY 
LOUIS J. LAND 

DAVID G. LAWTON 
LLEWELLYN V. LEE 
DOWNING LU 
JENNIFER W. MBUTHIA 
THANE MCCANN 
MICHAEL Y. MCCOWN 
BRIAN R. MCMILLAN 
SCOTT T. MCNEAR 
GARY E. MEANS 

STEVE B. MIN 

SCOTT J. MURCIN 
JACQUELINE NAYLOR 
LAUREL A. NEFF 
BRETT A. NELSON 
DANA R. NGUYEN 
CHARLES D. NOBLE 
PETER D. OCONNOR 
STEPHEN W. OLSON 
DAVID J. OSBORN 
JEREMY C. PAMPLIN 
IOANNIS B. PAPADOPOULOS 
DINA S. PAREKH 
PARESH R. PATEL 
RUSSELL M. PECKHAM 
CHRISTOPHER L. PERDUE 
JORDAN E. PINSKER 
BENJAMIN K. POTTER 
DUNFORD N. C. POWELL 
GORDON K. RAINEY 
DAVID A. RANKIN 
ROSEANNE A. RESSNER 
ANGEL M. REYES 
WILLIAM V. RICE, JR. 
PEACHES A. RICHARDS 
ERIC R. RICHTER 
ROBERT G. RIVARD 
MICHAEL J. ROACH 
ERIC A. ROBERGE 
JEFFERSON R. ROBERTS 
DAVID RUFFIN 
TAYLOR L. SAWYER 
KEVIN E. SCHLEGEL 
JEFFREY N. SCHMIDT 
KEITH A. SCORZA 
MICHAEL J. SOCHER 


MICHELE A. SOLTIS 

WON S. SONG 

MARK E. STACKLE 
FREDERICK L. STEPHENS 
NEIL R. STOCKMASTER 
ABRAHAM W. SUHR 
TIMOTHY L. SWITAJ 
NATHAN TAGG 

BRENT A. TINNEL 

PETER H. VANGEERTRUYDEN 
TIMOTHY G. VEDDER 
VANESSA A. VENEZIA 
KRISTINA S. WALICK 
KYLE WALKER 

CHARLES WEBER 
LUTHER WIEST 

JOHN W. WILLIAMS 
KEVIN M. WOODS 
BELINDA J. YAUGER 


IN THE NAVY 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED INDIVIDUAL FOR APPOINT- 
MENT TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE REGULAR NAVY 
UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 531: 


To be lieutenant commander 


LING YE 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED INDIVIDUAL FOR APPOINT- 
MENT TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE REGULAR NAVY 
UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 531: 


To be lieutenant commander 


GREGORY E. RINGLER 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED INDIVIDUALS FOR REGULAR 
APPOINTMENT TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE 
UNITED STATES NAVY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 
531: 


To be lieutenant commander 


CRAIG S. COLEMAN 
EDUARDO B. RIZO 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED INDIVIDUALS FOR APPOINT- 
MENT TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE REGULAR NAVY 
UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 531: 


To be lieutenant commander 


PAUL D. GINKEL 
GABRIEL S. NILES 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE GRADES INDICATED IN THE REGULAR NAVY 
UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 531: 


To be commander 
MICHELE M. DAY 
To be lieutenant commander 


DET R. SMITH 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT 
TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE UNITED STATES NAVY 
UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 624: 


To be commander 


STEVE M. CURRY 
CYNTHIA J. FIELDS 
JOHN E. GAY 

WILLIAM M. KAFKA 
TAMARA D. LAWRENCE 
BARBARA J. MERTZ 
JOHN P. PERKINS 
RYAN M. PERRY 
WILLIAM R. URBAN 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT 
TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE UNITED STATES NAVY 
UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 624: 


To be commander 


AMY L. BLEIDORN 
ERLINA A. HAUN 
BENJAMIN A. JONES 
RUTH A. LANE 
MICHAEL J. LOOMIS, JR. 
SHANE STOUGHTON 
ALLON G. TUREK 
KENNETH A. WALLACE 
MICAH A. WELTMER 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT 
TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE UNITED STATES NAVY 
UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 624: 


To be commander 


MICHAEL J. BARRIERE 
REX D. BURKETT 
RAMIRO E. FLORES 
ARSENIO S. FRANCISCO 
CARL C. HINK 

WINFORD A. PEREGRINO 
MARILEE A. PIKE 
TIMOTHY M. SNOWDEN 
MATTHEW T. WILCOX 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT 
TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE UNITED STATES NAVY 
UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 624: 


To be commander 
BRIAN M. BALLER 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE, Vol. 158, Pt. 7 9147 


JOHN R. BUSH 
ALEXANDER C. DUTKO 
RICHARD M. GENSLEY 
MICHAEL P. KLINE 
THOMAS J. KNEALE, JR. 
TANYA D. LEHMANN 
JONATHAN A. MCELLROY 
DONALD L. MOSELEY, JR. 
DAVID S. MURRAY 
MICHAEL J. SAVARESE 
CHRISTIAN M. SEWELL 
HOLLY B. SHOGER 
MICHAEL J. SZCZERBINSKI 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT 
TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE UNITED STATES NAVY 
UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 624: 


To be commander 


HEATH D. BOHLEN 
SCOTT M. BOOTHROYD 
ANDREW J. CAMPBELL 
HUBERT C. DANTZLER III 
JOANNA C. JACKOBY 
ERIC S. LASER 

BRYAN H. LEESE 

JASON D. MENARCHIK 
DOROTHY S. MILBRANDT 
JON A. OCONNOR 

SEAN T. OCONNOR 
MICHAEL V. OWEN 

ERIC S. PARTIN 

JOHN W. SHONE 

KIRBY L. TOLCH 
MAXIMILLIAN L. WESTLAND 
MATTHEW C. YOUNG 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT 
TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE UNITED STATES NAVY 
UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 624: 


To be commander 


DERECK C. BROWN 

CORY C. CHRISTENSEN 
MARK E. DENNISON 
DANNY J. GARCIA 

FRANK T. GOERTNER 
KEITH J. HARNETIAUX 
LEONID L. HMELEVSKY 
LUIGI L. LAZZARI 
MICHAEL P. MEYDENBAUER 
TUAN NGUYEN 

DAVID D. OBRIEN 

DAVID C. PARKER 

STACEY A. PRESCOTT 
DAVID L. RICHARDSON, JR. 
ERICH J. SCHUBERT 
JASON W. STARMER 
SHERRY W. WANGWHITE 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT 
TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE UNITED STATES NAVY 
UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 624: 


To be commander 


MARC A. ARAGON 
PABLO C. BREUER 
CORY S. BRUMMETT 
JESUS M. CORDEROVILA 
ANDREW R. DITTMER 
DONALD E. HOCUTT 
JASON C. KEDZIERSKI 
LAURO LUNA 

SAMUEL I. MARSHALL 
BRADLEY R. NALITT 
HEZEKIAH NATTA, JR. 
JASON A. PARISH 
RAFAEL PEREZ, JR. 
ANDRE N. ROWE 
JONATHAN W. SIMS 
DAVID J. WHITE 
MICHAEL WILLIAMSON 
ROBERT A. YEE 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS FOR TEMPORARY 
APPOINTMENT TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE 
UNITED STATES NAVY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 
5721: 


To be lieutenant commander 


KEVIN J. BEHM 

MARK B. CALLAGAN 
QUENTIN M. COOPER 
DOUGLAS A. EVANS 
CHRISTIAN O. EZE 
PETER A. FIELD 
DANIEL R. FULTON 
THOMAS D. FUTCH 
ROBERT R. GIVEN 
DOUGLAS G. HAGENBUCH 
JUSTIN R. HARDY 
BRYAN P. HART 
JONATHAN T. HINES 
PRESTON S. HOOPS 
CARL D. JAPPERT 
SETH R. KRUEGER 
MICHAEL B. LEE 
ALFRED W. LONG, JR. 
ROBERT A. LOW 
ZACHARY D. MERRITT 
SAMUEL C. MILLS 
JEREMY MINER 
GREGORY F. NOTARO 
KELSEY C. PETERSON III 
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NICHOLAS R. PINKSTON 
BRIAN M. RHOADES 
MICHAEL J. SIEDSMA 
EVAN P. WRIGHT 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT 
TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE UNITED STATES NAVY 
UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 624: 


To be commander 


ERIK E. ANDERSON 
SCOTT P. BAILEY 
MARIO BENTIVOGLIO 
CINDA L. BROWN 
REMIL J. CAPILI 
SAMUEL F. CORDERO 
JOSHUA D. CRINKLAW 
JUSTIN A. DOWD 
GREGORY L. ELKINS 
RODNEY H. ESTWICK 
KEVIN M. FLOOD 
ANDREW J. GILLESPY 
JASON GRABELLE 
RICHARD A. JONES 
BRIAN A. KAROSICH 
JEROD W. KETCHAM 
DANIEL C. KIDD 
JONATHAN J. H. KIM 
JAMES A. KUHLMANN 
JON P. LETOURNEAU 
JOHN R. MENTZER 
DAVID A. MONTI 
DAVID L. MURRAY 
KYLE OLECHNOWICZ 
MARK C. PARRELLA 
CHRISTOPHER J. PETERSON 
DEREK E. REEVES 
MATTHEW K. SCHROEDER 
MATTHEW L. TARDY 
SCOTT A. TRACEY 
MICHAEL A. VIOLETTE 
OMAR J. WHEATLEY 
CHRISTOPHER G. WILLIAMS 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT 
TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE UNITED STATES NAVY 
UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 624: 


To be commander 


RENE V. ABADESCO 
ALAN D. ABSHEAR 
KEVIN S. BARNETT 
BRUCE G. BRONK 
CARVIN A. BROWN 
DANIEL J. CARIUS 
BRYAN K. CATOE 
CLIFFORD COLLINS 
CHARLES C. COWART 
MICHELLE M. DEBOURGE 
THOMAS A. DECKER 
JOEL A. DOANE 
TINA G. DOLAN 
BRADY J. DRENNAN 
KELLY D. ENNIS 
JOSEPH G. FELTOVIC 
ALLEN L. FRY 
TYLER R. FRYE 
FRANK FUENTES III 
MARC T. GOODE 
ROGER A. HAHN 
JAMES L. HAMILTON 
STEVEN D. INGRAM 
ATKINS JINADU 
PETER J. KLOETZKE 
FRANK S. KREMER 
KENNETH J. LOOKABAUGH 
CHARLES E. LYNCH 
JIMMY H. MELTON 
JACK D. MILLER 
ROCCO F. MINGIONE, JR. 
OLIVER C. MINIMO 
DENNIS MOJICA 
JEROME D. MORRIS 
EDGARDO R. NARANJO 
GIL V. NICDAO 
MARK A. NOWALK 
JOHN E. OLANOWSKI 
JAMES W. PITCOCK 
PAUL H. PLATTSMIER 
TERRY J. PRATT 
KEITH E. SHIPMAN 
JERRY L. SMITH, JR. 
WAYNE D. SMITH 
ERIC J. STEIN 
MARK A. STONE 
REYNALDO T. TANAP 
EUGENE T. TSCHUDY 
GEORGE G. VERGOS 
BRIAN O. WALDEN 
DOUGLAS D. WASKIEWICZ 
THOMAS N. WHITEHEAD 
DWAINE C. WHITHAM 
ERIC M. WILLIAMS 
MARK W. YATES 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT 
TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE UNITED STATES NAVY 
UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 624: 


To be commander 


DAVID J. ADAMS 
HENRY J. ALLEN 
WALTER H. ALLMAN III 


BRIAN S. AMADOR 
GABRIEL A. ANSEEUW 
KENNETH M. ATHANS 
MICHAEL L. ATWELL 
DANIEL J. AUGUST 
GILBERT AYAN 

THOMAS B. AYDT 

TODD S. BAIER 
WILLIAM C. BAKER 
KURT D. BALAGNA 
ANDREW R. BARLOW 
RAYMOND F. BARNES, JR. 
JOHN S. BARSANO 
ANDREW D. BATES 
KYLE R. BEAHAN 
PATRICK J. BEAM 
WILLIAM J. BERRYMAN 
BRANNON S. BICKEL 
BRYAN J. BILLINGTON 
JENNIFER M. BLAKESLEE 
RYAN J. BLAZEVICH 
HOWARD J. BOGAC 
MATTHEW A. BOGUE 
KURT H. BOHLKEN 
DANIEL A. BOMAN 
ORLANDO S. BOWMAN 
JOHN F. BRADFORD 
MICHAEL P. BRADLEY 
FLINT J. BRADY 
KENDALL G. BRIDGEWATER 
CARL W. BROBST, JR. 
BOBBY E. BROWN, JR. 
CALEB C. BROWN 
CHRISTOPHER A. BROWN 
DEREK R. BROWN 

TROY A. BROWN 

JOSEPH R. BRUNSON 
SAMUEL C. BRYANT 
SCOTT J. BUCHAR 
THOMAS A. BUECKER 
CALVIN E. BUMPHUS 
LEONARD BUNCH 

SEAN K. BURKE 

PAUL R. BURKHART 
DAVID A. BURMEISTER 
JOSEPH P. BURNS 
PATRICK BURRUS 
CHARLES W. BURTON 
RAOUL J. BUSTAMANTE 
KEVIN H. CADY 
RUSSELL J. CALDWELL 
LEWIS W. CALLAWAY 
MARCOS D. CANTU 
KEVIN R. CARLSON 
TODD D. CARROLL 
CHRISTOPHER D. CARTER 
JOSEPH J. CASALE 
BRICE D. CASEY 

BRIAN J. CEPAITIS 
MEGER D. CHAPPELL 
GARY M. CHASE 

TONY CHAVEZ 

KIRK A. CHRISTOFFERSON 
JASON L. CHUDEREWICZ 
THANE C. CLARE 
SHANNON M. CLARK 
JEREMY L. CLAUZE 
ADAM C. CLAYBROOK 
RYAN D. COLLINS 
BRIAN D. CONNOLLY 
TIMOTHY A. CRADDOCK 
MARC D. CRAWFORD 
RANDY C. CRUZ 

ERIK L. CYRE 

SAMUEL J. DALE 

ADAM C. DEJESUS 
MATTHEW B. DELABARRE 
LEROY P. DENNIS III 
MICHAEL P. DESMOND 
STANLEY G. C. DICKERSON 
CORBETT L. DIXON 
STEVEN V. DJUNAEDI 
BENJAMIN W. DOMOTO 
MATTHEW E. DOYLE 
JAMES P. DREW 
MICHAEL R. DUBUQUE 
BENJAMIN P. DUELLEY 
DARREN T. DUGAN 
CHARLES E. EATON 
JENNIFER L. EATON 
CHARLES B. ECKHART 
ROY A. EDGE 

DAVID C. ELLIS 
CHRISTOPHER S. ENGLAND 
RICARDO A. ESCALANTE 
RICKSON E. EVANGELISTA 
FORD C. EWALDSEN, JR. 
RAFAEL C. FACUNDO 
STEVEN E. FAULK 
JUSTIN T. FAUNTLEROY 
TROY A. FENDRICK 
ARJUNA FIELDS 
DANIEL E. FILLION 
BENJAMIN H. FINNEY 
STANFORD E. FISHER III 
ADAM L. FLEMING 

JOHN K. FLEMING 

PAUL N. FLORES 
STEVEN M. FOLEY 
JACOB A. FORET 
EDWARD R. FOSSATI 
MATTHEW T. FRAUENZIMMER 


ERIC B. FROSTAD 
CHRISTOPHER L. FUSSELL 
SAMUEL D. GAGE 
WILLIAM D. GALLAGHER 
MARCUS B. GALMAN 
WILLIAM K. GANTT, JR. 
JUAN R. GARCIA 

JOSE L. GARZA 

STEVEN P. GARZA 
CHRISTOPHER C. GAVINO 
JEFFERY J. GAYDASH 
JASON M. GEDDES 
PATRICK E. GENDRON 
CHAD A. GERBER 
ROBERT S. GEROSA, JR. 
WILLIAM E. GIBSON 
CHRISTOPHER J. GILBERTSON 
JEFFREY A. GLASER 
JASON A. GMEINER 
JAVIER GONZALEZOCASIO 
GEOFFREY A. GORMAN 
THOMAS R. GOUDREAU 
AMY E. GRAHAM 

CHAD W. GRAHAM 
JOSEPH R. GREENTREE 
DALE M. GREGORY, JR. 
SEAN T. GRUNWELL 
MICHAEL J. GUNTHER 
JOHN W. HALE 
MATTHEW H. HALL 
CHARLES E. HAMPTON 
ADAM C. HANCOCK 

ERIC M. HANKS 
MICHAEL H. HANSEN 
ASHLEY M. HARRIS 
WILLIAM D. HAWTHORNE 
TIMOTHY S. HENRY 
MANUEL HERNANDEZ 
ERIC P. HIGGS 

KATRINA L. HILL 
ARTHUR A. HODGE 
JUSTIN R. HODGES 
PETER HOEGEL, JR. 
KEVIN J. HOFFMAN 
BRIAN P. HOGAN 

TODD K. HOLBECK 
MICHAEL C. HOLLAND 
STEVEN N. HOOD 

PAVAO A. HULDISCH 
CHRISTOPHER M. HUNTER 
ABIGAIL A. HUTCHINS 
TODD E. HUTCHISON 
WADE A. IVERSON 
JONATHAN W. JACKSON 
MARCOS A. JASSO 
CEDRICK L. JESSUP 
IVAN A. JIMENEZ 
EDWARD D. JOHNSON 
JEFFREY F. JOHNSON 
JOSEPH P. JOHNSON 
MICHAEL R. JOHNSON 
BARTOLOME R. J. JUMAOAS 
DAVID I. KAISER 
REGINA P. F. KAUFFMAN 
PAUL J. KAYLOR 

MARC A. KENNEDY 

JOHN C. KIEFABER 
DANIEL W. KIMBERLY 
SHAWN C. KIRLIN 

ARIEL S. KLEIN 

JASON S. KNAPP 
STEPHEN M. KOSLOSKI, JR. 
JUDD A. KRIER 

NEIL A. KRUEGER 
HERBERT E. LACY 
TEAGUE R. LAGUENS 
BRANT T. LANDRETH 
JOEL B. LANG 

DOUGLAS M. LANGENBERG 
MICHAEL D. LEE 

MICAH A. LENOX 

JOHN C. LEPAK 

MARK A. LITKOWSKI 
TOMMY L. LIVEOAK 
DENNIS 8. LLOYD 

RYAN J. LOGAN 

DANIEL J. LOMBARDO 
JUSTIN A. LONG 

JOSEPH R. LOSIEVSKY 
ELAINE G. LURIA 
ROBERT D. LUSK 

ALEX T. MABINI 

ADAM J. MACKIE 
WALTER C. MAINOR 
RONALD P. MALLOY 
RONNIE P. MANGSAT 
NICOLAS V. MANTALVANOS 
CRISTINA S. MARECZ 
JAJA J. E. MARSHALL 
RAYMOND S. MARSHALL 
CHRISTOPHER E. MARVIN 
JOSEPH S. MATISON 
STEPHEN B. MAY 
THOMAS A. MAYS 
GEOFFREY P. MCALWEE 
GINA L. MCCAINE 

SEAN M. MCCARTHY 
MILTON B. MCCAULEY 
CARLTON J. MCCLAIN 
STEVEN R. MCDOWELL 
SCOTT J. MCGINNIS 
RICHARD S. MCGOWEN 


June 14, 2012 


June 14, 2012 


MARK L. MCGUCKIN 

AMY M. MCINNIS 

JACK E. MCKECHNIE 
CHARLES A. I. MCLENITHAN 
GREGORY D. MENDENHALL 
MICHAEL W. MERRILL 
STEPHEN M. MERRITT 
SEAN J. MICHAELS 
GARRETT H. MILLER 
CHRISTOPHER G. MILNER 
ETHAN D. MITCHELL 
ANTHONY I. MONELL 
JAMES C. MONTGOMERY 
SHANNON L. MOORE 
KATHLEEN A. MULLEN 
DAVID R. MULLINS 

DAVID E. MURPHY 


CHRISTOPHER S. MUSSELMAN 


ANTHONY M. MYERS 
PAUL S. NAGY 
MICHELLE L. NAKAMURA 
JEREMY P. NILES 
JESSICA J. OBRIEN 

PAUL J. ODEN 

PATRICK H. OMAHONEY 
TERRANCE D. ONEILL 
SEAN D. OPITZ 
MATTHEW H. ORT 
CHRISTOPHER M. OSBORN 
TIMOTHY A. OSWALT 
GONZALO PARTIDA 
KAMYAR PASHNEHTALA 
NIRAV V. PATEL 

HADEN U. PATRICK 
GEOFFRY W. PATTERSON 
MICHAEL J. PAUL 
ROBERT S. PEARSON 
DOUGLAS J. PEGHER 
ERICK A. PETERSON 
BENJAMIN A. PHELPS 
ISAAC A. PHILIPS 

MIKAL J. PHILLIPS 
RYAN M. PHILLIPS 

TODD K. PHILLIPS 

MARC A. PICARD 
STEPHEN C. PLEW 
COREY J. PLOCHER 
CHRISTOPHER J. POLK 
THOMAS R. POULTER 
MICHAEL E. POWELL 
ANDREW L. PRESBY 
WILLIAM G. PRESSLEY 
COREY L. PRITCHARD 
GREGORY J. PROVENCHER 
BRETT A. PUGSLEY 
JAMES A. QUARESIMO 
DANIEL T. QUINN 
MICHAEL J. RAK 

KEVIN W. RALSTON 
JAMES F. RANKIN 
KELAND T. REGAN 
TIMOTHY P. REIDY, JR. 
PAUL B. REINHARDT 
MATTHEW A. RENNER 
JASON M. RHEA 
CHRISTOPHER A. RICHARD 
JEFFREY A. RICHTER 
CHRISTOPHER J. RIERSON 
ANDREW H. RING 
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ROBERT P. ROBBINS 
MARTIN L. ROBERTSON 
DAVID J. ROGERS 
OSCAR E. ROJAS 

SEAN RONGERS 
ARNOLD I. ROPER, 
JOANNIS C. ROUSSAKIES 
ERIC J. ROZEK 

WILLIAM S. RUTHERFURD 
THOMAS A. RYNO 
KARREY D. SANDERS 
BRIAN D. SANDERSON 
ADAM P. SCHLISMANN 
WILLIAM M. SCHOMER 
ASHLY H. SCHWARTZ 
JASON W. SCHWARZKOPF 
BRANDON M. SCOTT 
RYAN P. SHANN 

JOHN D. SHANNON 
JAMES P. SHELL 

KEVIN R. SHILLING 
WILLIAM H. SHIPP 
ROBERT Y. SHU 
MICHAEL C. SIMPSON 
ERIC J. SINIBALDI 

SEAN L. SLAPPY 
ROBERT G. SMALLWOOD III 
ANTHONY F. SMITH 
GERALD N. SMITH 
JANICE G. SMITH 
JEFFREY J. SMITH, JR. 
MELVIN R. SMITH, JR. 
WILLIAM S. SNYDER, JR. 
JEFFREY D. SOWERS 
CRAIG E. SPEER 
JONATHAN E. SPORE 
JOHN W. STAFFORD 
JONATHAN A. STALEY 
JEFFREY W. STEBBINS 
THOMAS S. STEPHENS 
JAMES W. STEWART 
JASON W. STEWART 
RONALD L. STOWE 
RAYMOND G. STROMBERGER 
JARROD W. STUNDAHL 
JAMES T. SULTENFUSS 
EDWARD D. SUNDBERG 
LISA A. SUTTER 

SCOTT A. SWAGLER 
WILLIAM F. SWINFORD 
OLAF O. TALBERT 
JASON S. TAYLOR 
MILCIADES THEN 
MEGAN A. THOMAS 
JEREMY F. THOMPSON 
SHEA S. THOMPSON 
TIMOTHY M. THOMPSON 
JAMES T. THORP 

TROY A. TINKHAM 
JASON L. TOMASOVIC 
JOSEPH A. TORRES 
JASON I. TOSCANO 
DARYL E. TRENT 
MATTHEW B. TUCKER 
ELISABETH A. VAGNARELLI 
JEREMY T. VAUGHAN 
JAMES O. VEGA 

KEVIN J. VOLPE 
HOLGER M. WAGNER 
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MICHEAL K. WAGNER 
STEFAN L. WALCH 
KENNETH P. WARD 
SAMUEL G. WARTELL 
JOHN W. WEIDNER, JR. 
EDWARD M. WEILER 
ORION P. WELCH 

DAVID S. WELLS 
DONALD G. WETHERBEE 
MARTIN L. WEYENBERG 
CARL B. WHORTON 
PAUL D. WILL 

JASON W. WILLENBERG 
SAI G. WILLIAMS 
GREGORY R. WISEMAN 
MICHAEL F. WOLNER 
JOHN I. WOOD 

ROY A. WYLIE 

MARK E. YATES 

JASON P. YOUNG 

ROY M. ZALETSKI 
RICHARD A. ZASZEWSKI 
KEVIN P. ZAYAC 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT 
TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE UNITED STATES NAVY 
UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 624: 


To be commander 


BRIAN P. BURROW 
WILLIAM A. DANIELS 
KEVIN R. LOCK 

DOMINIC R. LOVELLO 
CHRISTOPHER A. WEECH 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT 
TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE UNITED STATES NAVY 
UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 624: 


To be commander 


DERRICK E. BLACKSTON 
SADYRAY M. CARINO 
JEREMY L. DUEHRING 
JASON A. HUDSON 
CLAUDE M. MCROBERTS 
MICHAEL P. MORAN 
RAJSHAKER G. REDDY 
HERMAN L. REED 
LOREN S. REINKE 

TODD M. SINCLAIR 
BRENDA M. STENCIL 
TODD M. SULLIVAN 
DEREK A. VESTAL 


CONFIRMATION 


Executive nomination confirmed by 
the Senate June 14, 2012: 
DEPARTMENT OF STATE 


MARI CARMEN APONTE, OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUM- 
BIA, TO BE AMBASSADOR EXTRAORDINARY AND PLENI- 
POTENTIARY OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA TO 
THE REPUBLIC OF EL SALVADOR. 
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June 15, 2012 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Friday, June 15, 2012 


The House met at 10 a.m. and was 
called to order by the Speaker pro tem- 
pore (Mr. LATOURETTE). 


—— 


DESIGNATION OF THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be- 
fore the House the following commu- 
nication from the Speaker: 

WASHINGTON, DC, 
June 15, 2012. 

I hereby appoint the Honorable STEVEN C. 
LATOURETTE to act as Speaker pro tempore 
on this day. 

JOHN A. BOEHNER, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 


EEE 


PRAYER 


The Chaplain, the Reverend Patrick 
J. Conroy, offered the following prayer: 

Loving and gracious God, we give 
You thanks for giving us another day. 

Help us this day to draw closer to 
You, so that with Your spirit and 
aware of Your presence among us, we 
may all face the tasks of this day with 
grace and confidence. 

Bless the Members of the people’s 
House as they spend their final day 
away of this constituent work week. 

May these decisive days through 
which we are living make them gen- 
uine enough to maintain their integ- 
rity, great enough to be humble, and 
good enough to Keep their faith, always 
regarding public office as a sacred 
trust. Give them the wisdom and the 
courage to fail not their fellow citi- 
zens, nor You. 

May all that is done this day be for 
Your greater honor and glory. Amen. 


— 


THE JOURNAL 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair has examined the Journal of the 
last day’s proceedings and announces 
to the House his approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour- 
nal stands approved. 


——— 


PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair will lead the House in the Pledge 
of Allegiance. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore led the 
Pledge of Allegiance as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub- 
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 


ADJOURNMENT 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the House stands adjourned 
until 2 p.m. on Monday next. 

There was no objection. 

Accordingly (at 10 o’clock and 3 min- 
utes a.m.), under its previous order, the 
House adjourned until Monday, June 
18, 2012, at 2 p.m. 


EE 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 


Under clause 2 of rule XIV, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 


6437. A letter from the Assistant Secretary, 
Department of Defense, transmitting a draft 
of proposed legislation, titled the ‘‘Leader- 
ship, Education, Accountability and Dis- 
cipline on Sexual Assault Prevention Act of 
2012”; to the Committee on Armed Services. 

6438. A letter from the Secretary, Depart- 
ment of Health and Human Services, trans- 
mitting the thirty-second annual report on 
the implementation of the Age Discrimina- 
tion Act of 1975 by departments and agencies 
which administer programs of Federal finan- 
cial assistance, pursuant to 42 U.S.C. 
6106a(b); to the Committee on Education and 
the Workforce. 

6489. A letter from the Chair, Advisory 
Council on Alzheimer’s Research, Care, and 
Services, transmitting recommendations by 
the Council; to the Committee on Energy 
and Commerce. 

6440. A letter from the Acting Assistant 
General Counsel for Regulatory Affairs, Con- 
sumer Product Safety Commission, trans- 
mitting the Commission’s final rule — Test- 
ing and Labeling Pertaining to Product Cer- 
tification [CPSC Docket No.: CPSC-2010-0038] 
received May 13, 2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

6441. A letter from the Program Manager, 
Department of Health and Human Services, 
transmitting the Department’s final rule — 
Medical Loss Ratio Requirements under the 
Patient Protection and Affordable Care Act 
[CMS-9998-F] (RIN: 0938-AR41] received May 
15, 2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to 
the Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

6442. A letter from the Secretary, Depart- 
ment of Health and Human Services, trans- 
mitting a report entitled, ‘‘National Plan to 
Address Alzheimer’s Disease’’; to the Com- 
mittee on Energy and Commerce. 

6443. A letter from the Chief of Staff, Media 
Bureau, Federal Communications Commis- 
sion, transmitting the Commission’s final 
rule — Amendment of the Commission’s 
Rules Governing Hearing Aid-Compatible 
Mobile Handsets [WT Docket No.: 07-250] re- 
ceived May 15, 2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

6444. A letter from the Assistant Legal Ad- 
visor for Treaty Affairs, Department of 
State, transmitting report prepared by the 
Department of State concerning inter- 
national agreements other than treaties en- 


This symbol represents the time of day during the House proceedings, e.g., 


tered into by the United States to be trans- 
mitted to the Congress within the sixty-day 
period specified in the Case-Zablocki Act; to 
the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

6445. A letter from the Secretary, Depart- 
ment of the Treasury, transmitting as re- 
quired by section 401(c) of the National 
Emergencies Act, 50 U.S.C. 1641(c), and sec- 
tion 204(c) of the International Emergency 
Economic Powers Act, 50 U.S.C. 1703(c), a 
six-month periodic report on the national 
emergency with respect to Belarus that was 
declared in Executive Order 13405 of June 16, 
2006; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

6446. A letter from the Auditor, Office of 
the District of Columbia Auditor, transmit- 
ting copy of the report entitled “Review of 
the Permanent Supportive Housing Program 
— Department of Human Services’’, pursuant 
to D.C. Code section 47-117(d); to the Com- 
mittee on Oversight and Government Re- 
form. 

6447. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Personnel Management, transmitting the Of- 
fice’s ‘‘Major’’ final — Excepted Service, Ca- 
reer and Carer-Conditional Employment; and 
Pathways Programs (RIN: 3206-AM34) re- 
ceived June 4, 2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Oversight 
and Government Reform. 

6448. A letter from the Attorney Advisor, 
Department of Homeland Security, transmit- 
ting the Department’s final rule — Draw- 
bridge Operation Regulations; Long Island, 
New York Inland Waterway from East Rock- 
away Inlet to Shinnecock Canal, NY [Docket 
No.: USCG-2012-0144] (RIN: 1625-AA09) re- 
ceived May 14, 2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 

6449. A letter from the Attorney Advisor, 
Department of Homeland Security, transmit- 
ting the Department’s final rule — Safety 
Zones; Sellwood Bridge Project, Willamette 
River; Portland, OR [Docket No.: USCG-2011- 
1174] (RIN: 1625-AA00) received May 14, 2012, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com- 
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc- 
ture. 

6450. A letter from the Attorney Advisor, 
Department of Homeland Security, transmit- 
ting the Department’s final rule — Eighth 
Coast Guard District Annual Marine Events 
and Safety Zones [Docket No.: USCG-2011- 
0286] (RIN: 1625-AA00; 1625-AA08) received 
May 14, 2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 

6451. A letter from the Senior Program An- 
alyst, Department of Transportation, trans- 
mitting the Department’s final rule — 
Standard Instrument Approach Procedures, 
and Takeoff Minimums and Obstacle Depar- 
ture Procedures; Miscellaneous Amendments 
[Docket No.: 30838; Amdt. No. 3475] received 
May 15, 2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 

6452. A letter from the Chief, Publications 
and Regulations Branch, Internal Revenue 
Service, transmitting the Service’s final rule 
— Health Insurance Premium Tax Credit [TD 
9590] (RIN: 1545-BJ82) received May 22, 2012, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means. 
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6453. A letter from the Assistant Secretary, 
Department of Defense, transmitting addi- 
tional legislative proposals that the Depart- 
ment requests be enacted during the second 
session of the 112th Congress; jointly to the 
Committees on Foreign Affairs, Armed Serv- 
ices, the Judiciary, and Oversight and Gov- 
ernment Reform. 

6454. A letter from the Assistant Secretary, 
Department of Defense, transmitting addi- 
tional legislative proposals that the Depart- 
ment requests be enacted during the 112th 
Congress; jointly to the Committees on For- 
eign Affairs, Transportation and Infrastruc- 
ture, Armed Services, and the Judiciary. 

6455. A letter from the Assistant Secretary, 
Department of Defense, transmitting addi- 
tional legislative proposals that the Depart- 
ment requests be enacted during the second 
session of the 112th Congress; jointly to the 
Committees on Oversight and Government 
Reform, Armed Services, the Judiciary, In- 
telligence (Permanent Select), and Foreign 
Affairs. 


——— 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. KING of New York: Committee on 
Homeland Security. H.R. 3173. A bill to di- 
rect the Secretary of Homeland Security to 
reform the process for the enrollment, acti- 
vation, issuance, and renewal of a Transpor- 
tation Worker Identification Credential 
(TWIC) to require, in total, not more than 
one in-person visit to a designated enroll- 
ment center; with an amendment (Rept. 112- 
523). Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington: Committee 
on Natural Resources. H.R. 3685. A bill to 
amend the Herger-Feinstein Quincy Library 
Group Forest Recovery Act to extend and ex- 
pand the scope of the pilot forest manage- 
ment project required by that Act; with an 
amendment (Rept. 112-524, Pt. 1). Referred to 
the Committee of the Whole House on the 
state of the Union. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington: Committee 
on Natural Resources. H.R. 4039. A bill to 
convey certain Federal land to the city of 
Yerington, Nevada; with an amendment 
(Rept. 112-525). Referred to the Committee of 
the Whole House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington: Committee 
on Natural Resources. H.R. 4094. A bill to au- 
thorize pedestrian and motorized vehicular 
access in Cape Hatteras National Seashore 
Recreational Area, and for other purposes 
(Rept. 112-526, Pt. 1). Referred to the Com- 
mittee of the Whole House on the state of 
the Union. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington: Committee 
on Natural Resources. S. 997. An act to au- 
thorize the Secretary of the Interior to ex- 
tend a water contract between the United 
States and the East Bench Irrigation Dis- 
trict (Rept. 112-527). Referred to the Com- 
mittee of the Whole House on the state of 
the Union. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington: Committee 
on Natural Resources. H.R. 4383. A bill to 
streamline the application for permits to 
drill process and increase funds for energy 
project permit processing, and for other pur- 
poses; with an amendment (Rept. 112-528, Pt. 
1). Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington: Committee 
on Natural Resources. H.R. 3065. A bill to 
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amend the Pittman-Robertson Wildlife Res- 
toration Act to facilitate the establishment 
of additional or expanded public target 
ranges in certain States (Rept. 112-529, Pt. 1). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington: Committee 
on Natural Resources. H.R. 4381. A bill to di- 
rect the Secretary of the Interior to estab- 
lish goals for an all-of-the-above energy pro- 
duction plan strategy on a 4-year basis on all 
onshore Federal lands managed by the De- 
partment of the Interior and the Forest 
Service; with an amendment (Rept. 112-530). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington: Committee 
on Natural Resources. H.R. 4382. A bill to en- 
sure Federal oil and natural gas lease sales 
occur, eliminate redundant leasing bureauc- 
racy, and provide leasing certainty; with an 
amendment (Rept. 112-531). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House on the state 
of the Union. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington: Committee 
on Natural Resources. H.R. 2352. A bill to au- 
thorize the Secretary of the Interior to ad- 
just the boundary of the Stephen Mather 
Wilderness and the North Cascades National 
Park in order to allow the rebuilding of a 
road outside of the floodplain while ensuring 
that there is no net loss of acreage to the 
Park or the Wilderness, and for other pur- 
poses (Rept. 112-532). Referred to the Com- 
mittee of the Whole House on the state of 
the Union. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington: Committee 
on Natural Resources. H.R. 4234. A bill to 
amend the Federal Land Policy and Manage- 
ment Act of 1976 to improve the management 
of grazing leases and permits, and for other 
purposes; with an amendment (Rept. 112-533, 
Pt. 1). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. ISSA: Committee on Oversight and 
Government Reform. H.R. 538. A bill to re- 
quire the establishment of customer service 
standards for Federal agencies; with an 
amendment (Rept. 112-534). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House on the state 
of the Union. 

Mr. ISSA: Committee on Oversight and 
Government Reform. H.R. 4863. A bill to 
amend title 5, United States Code, to allow 
Federal employees to continue their public 
service while partially retired; with an 
amendment (Rept. 112-535). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House on the state 
of the Union. 

Mr. ISSA: Committee on Oversight and 
Government Reform. H.R. 2008. A bill to 
amend title 41, United States Code, to pro- 
hibit inserting politics into the Federal ac- 
quisition process by prohibiting the submis- 
sion of political contribution information as 
a condition of receiving a Federal contract 
(Rept. 112-536). Referred to the Committee of 
the Whole House on the state of the Union. 

DISCHARGE OF COMMITTEE 

Pursuant to clause 2 of rule XIII, the 
following action was taken by the 
Speaker: 

The Committee on the Judiciary dis- 
charged from further consideration. H.R. 3065 
referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union. 

The Committee on Agriculture discharged 
from further consideration. H.R. 3685 re- 
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House 
on the state of the Union. 

The Committee on the Judiciary dis- 
charged from further consideration. H.R. 4094 
referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union. 
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The Committee on Agriculture discharged 
from further consideration. H.R. 4234 re- 
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House 
on the state of the Union. 

The Committee on the Judiciary dis- 
charged from further consideration. H.R. 4383 
referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union. 


EE 


PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XII, public 
bills and resolutions of the following 
titles were introduced and severally re- 
ferred, as follows: 

By Mr. SMITH of Texas (for himself, 
Mr. ROGERS of Michigan, Mr. RUP- 


PERSBERGER, Mr. SENSENBRENNER, 
and Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali- 
fornia): 


H.R. 5949. A bill to extend the FISA 
Amendments Act of 2008 for five years; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary, and in addition 
to the Committee on Intelligence (Perma- 
nent Select), for a period to be subsequently 
determined by the Speaker, in each case for 
consideration of such provisions as fall with- 
in the jurisdiction of the committee con- 
cerned. 

By Mr. BURGESS: 

H.R. 5950. A bill to amend the FAA Mod- 
ernization and Reform Act of 2012 to estab- 
lish prohibitions to prevent the use of un- 
manned aircraft systems as weapons while 
operating in the national airspace system, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

By Mr. HECK: 

H.R. 5951. A bill to amend title 5, United 
States Code, to restore to Members of the 
House of Representatives an election to de- 
cline coverage under the Federal Employees’ 
Retirement System; to the Committee on 
House Administration, and in addition to the 
Committee on Oversight and Government 
Reform, for a period to be subsequently de- 
termined by the Speaker, in each case for 
consideration of such provisions as fall with- 
in the jurisdiction of the committee con- 
cerned. 

By Mr. ISRAEL (for himself and Mr. 
COLE): 

H. Res. 687. A resolution calling for Syrian 
President Bashar al-Assad to be tried before 
the International Criminal Court for com- 


mitting crimes against humanity; to the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs. 
Í a 
CONSTITUTIONAL AUTHORITY 
STATEMENT 


Pursuant to clause 7 of rule XII of 
the Rules of the House of Representa- 
tives, the following statements are sub- 
mitted regarding the specific powers 
granted to Congress in the Constitu- 
tion to enact the accompanying bill or 
joint resolution. 

By Mr. SMITH of Texas: 

H.R. 5949. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

The authority to enact this bill is derived 
from, but may not be limited to, Article I, 
Section 8, Clauses 1 and 3 of the United 
States Constitution. 

By Mr. BURGESS: 

H.R. 5950. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

The attached language falls within Con- 
gress’ delegated authority to legislate inter- 
state commerce, found in Article I, Section 
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8, clause 3 of the U.S. Constitution. Further, 
Congress’ authority to authorize the FAA to 
regulate airspace within the U.S. has been 
found to be within its authority under the 
General Welfare clause of the U.S. Constitu- 
tion, Article I, Section 8, clause 1. 

By Mr. HECK: 

H.R. 5951. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article 1, Section 6: The Senators and Rep- 
resentatives shall receive a compensation for 
their services, to be ascertained by law, and 
paid out of the treasury of the United States. 

Article 1, Section 8: .. . To make all laws 
which shall be necessary and proper for car- 
rying into execution the foregoing powers, 
and all other powers vested by this Constitu- 
tion in the government of the United States, 
or in any department or officer thereof. 


ee 


ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 
Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors 
were added to public bills and resolu- 
tions as follows: 
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H.R. 178: Ms. DEGETTE. 

H.R. 1464: Ms. Foxx, Mr. PITTS, Mr. BER- 
MAN, and Mr. SCHIFF. 

H.R. 2066: Mr. GINGREY of Georgia. 

H.R. 2140: Mr. HIGGINS. 

H.R. 2827: Mr. HANNA. 

H.R. 2969: Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD, Mr. REYES, 
Ms. RICHARDSON, and Ms. NORTON. 

H.R. 3067: Mr. CANSECO, Mr. 
FALEOMAVAEGA, Mr. JOHNSON of Ohio, Ms. 
SPEIER, Mrs. NAPOLITANO, Mr. MORAN, Mr. 
THOMPSON of California, Mr. CUMMINGS, and 
Mr. TOWNS. 

H.R. 3187: Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania, Mr. 
CULBERSON, Mr. LONG, Mr. AL GREEN of 


Texas, Mr. LANGEVIN, Mr. MCHENRY, Mr. 
HIMES, Ms. NORTON, and Mr. PLATTS. 

H.R. 3324: Mr. RANGEL. 

H.R. 3352: Mr. LOBIONDO. 

H.R. 3399: Mr. MEEHAN. 

H.R. 3596: Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. 

H.R. 3797: Mr. LANCE. 

H.R. 3839: Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. 


HR. 4160: Mrs. BLACKBURN and Mr. HEN- 
SARLING. 
H.R. 4329: Ms. CHU. 
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H.R. 5707: Mr. PERLMUTTER. 


H.R. 5850: Mr. GARRETT, Mr. RIVERA, and 
Mr. JOHNSON of Ohio. 


H.R. 5895: Mr. FILNER, Ms. CASTOR of Flor- 
ida, Mr. Scott of Virginia, and Ms. CLARKE 
of New York. 


H.R. 5910: Mr. CHAFFETZ, Mr. JOHNSON of II- 


linois, Mr. BOREN, Mr. SIMPSON, and Mr. 
RANGEL. 
H. Res. 134: Mr. RIBBLE, Mr. FRELING- 


HUYSEN, and Ms. SCHWARTZ. 

H. Res. 289: Mr. BERMAN and Mr. MORAN. 

H. Res. 397: Mr. HOLT and Mr. THOMPSON of 
Mississippi. 

H. Res. 506: Mr. MICHAUD. 


H. Res. 623: Mr. CULBERSON and Mr. ROGERS 
of Michigan. 


H. Res. 672: Mr. CONYERS and Mr. McGov- 
ERN. 


H. Res. 683: Mr. BERMAN, Ms. RICHARDSON, 
Mr. SHERMAN, Ms. SPEIER, and Mr. CLARKE of 
Michigan. 
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EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 


IN MEMORY OF ALEX 
HILDEBRAND 


HON. DENNIS A. CARDOZA 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Friday, June 15, 2012 


Mr. CARDOZA. Mr. Speaker, it is with great 
sadness that | rise today to honor the late 
Alex Hildebrand who passed away at the age 
of 98 on January 23, 2012. 

Mr. Hildebrand was born and raised in the 
Berkeley Hills. He raised animals and rode 
horses, working from a young age for the 
Bruno cattle ranch. He graduated from the 
University of California, Berkeley in 1935 with 
a degree in Physics and Chemistry. Mr. 
Hildebrand had a 27 year career with Stand- 
ard Oil where he served as a refinery design 
engineer, assistant chief engineer of the Rich- 
mond refinery, manager for the atomic energy 
subsidiary of Livermore Lab, and the director 
of Chevron’s oil field research lab. 

During World War Il, after a stint in the 
Navy Reserves, Mr. Hildebrand served the 
war effort as Chief Engineer at an oil refinery 
on Bahrain Island in the Persian Gulf. Upon 
returning home, he purchased farmland south- 
west of Manteca on the San Joaquin River. In 
1962, he took an early retirement from Stand- 
ard Oil and moved his family to the farm. For 
almost 50 years, he farmed his land and 
served as the Consulting Engineer to the 
South Delta Water Agency (SDWA). He 
worked tirelessly to protect the Delta and the 
agriculture of the region. 

In addition to the SDWA, Mr. Hildebrand 
served on more than 20 federal, state and 
local boards dealing with water-related issues. 
He served on the San Joaquin Farm Bureau 
Board, California Farm Bureau Water Com- 
mittee, Delta Water Uses Board, Water Edu- 
cation Foundation Advisory Board, California 
Central Valley Flood Control Association 
Board, Sierra Club and with several others 
created the San Joaquin River Flood Control 
Association. Mr. Hildebrand was appointed by 
Governor Wilson to serve on the CalFed Bay 
Delta Oversight Committee and then the 
CalFed Bay Delta Advisory Committee. He 
served as the President of the McMullin Rec- 
lamation District for many years. He was out- 
spoken and persistent in his advocacy of Delta 
water and Agriculture but treated others with 
respect and always appreciated a good de- 
bate. 

Mr. Hildebrand was warm, loving and caring 
to his family and was an inspiration to many. 
He met his wife Barbara on a Sierra Club 
cross country ski trip. Together they have 
three daughters: Mary, Janet and Harriet and 
many grandchildren and great-grandchildren. 

Mr. Speaker, the recognition that | am offer- 
ing today before the House of Representatives 
for Alex Hildebrand is small compared to the 
contributions and impact he had on the lives 


of so many. He was truly an invaluable mem- 
ber of our community and an outstanding 
human being. 


EE 


HONORING THE CAREER OF 
DONNA McEACHERN 


HON. THADDEUS G. McCOTTER 


OF MICHIGAN 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Friday, June 15, 2012 


Mr. MCCOTTER. Mr. Speaker, today | rise 
to honor and acknowledge the distinguished 
career of Donna McEachern, Councilwoman 
representing the City of Wayne, Michigan as 
she retires after 25 years of dedicated service. 

After moving to Wayne in 1962, Donna 
graduated from the University of Michigan in 
1964. Her devotion to her community was 
quickly apparent as she became secretary of 
Wayne Cooperative Nursery from 1966-1967. 
During her storied career in public service, 
Donna has dutifully served the citizens of the 
Wayne area as Public Relations Liaison for 
the Huron Valley Girl Scouts, Wayne Jaycee 
Auxiliary President, City of Wayne representa- 
tive to the Detroit-Wayne County Mental 
Health Board, President for the West Subur- 
ban Area Council of Chambers. She was also 
the director of the Wayne Chamber of Com- 
merce for 28 years. 

Donna McEachern has been involved in her 
community in an incredible number of ways. 
She shared her time as a Metric Program 
worker in the Wayne-Westland School District, 
worked with the Roosevelt Scouts, and spent 
six years as a Religious Education Teacher at 
St. Mary’s of Wayne. Donna lent her consider- 
able skills to Soroptimist International Wayne- 
Westland, Wayne Business and Professional 
Women, Wayne Rotary and the Western 
Wayne County YWCA and many other worthy 
organizations. 

Donna has been acknowledged as Wayne 
Outstanding Jaycette, District 30 Speakup 
Winner, Wayne Business and Professional 
Woman of the Year, Wayne-Westland WYCA 
Woman of Achievement and was named by 
the Wayne County Commission as a “Woman 
of Distinction”. Her dedicated support of cul- 
tural arts is a living legacy in the Donna M. 
McEachem Youth Theater Scholarship estab- 
lished in 2004. 

Mr. Speaker, during her distinguished ca- 
reer, Councilwoman McEachern has bettered 
the lives of countless Michiganders. As she 
embarks upon the next chapter of her life with 
Barry, her beloved husband of 51 years, her 
adored children Donna and Barry Il, and her 
treasured grandchildren Colleen, lan and Mer- 
edith, | ask my colleagues to join me in ap- 
plauding her legendary leadership, and in 
thanking her for her unfaltering service to our 
community and our country. 


COMMEMORATING FATHER’S DAY 
HON. LAURA RICHARDSON 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Friday, June 15, 2012 


Ms. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker, today | 
rise to commemorate Fathers Day and pay 
tribute to our fathers and father figures in our 
lives, who shape us into the people we are 
today. The value of a father cannot be over- 
stated. A father can be a most powerful role 
model, a child’s best friend and loudest cheer- 
leader. On this Sunday, families across the 
Nation express a deep gratitude to those who 
make sacrifices everyday to fill this important 
role in a child’s life. 

The unconditional love between parent and 
child is a pillar for that child’s success. Wheth- 
er by checking over a homework assignment, 
coaching a Little League team, or sharing time 
over a family dinner, fathers teach valuable 
lessons about succeeding in school and in life. 
They support and protect their children, giving 
them the confidence to take new risks and ex- 
plore their dreams. All fathers know the enor- 
mous responsibility and hard work that come 
with parenthood; however, they also know the 
immense reward of helping a child grow into 
the best person he or she can be. 

As a member of the House Committee on 
Homeland Security, | would also like to recog- 
nize all the fathers who are currently serving 
in the armed forces and are away from their 
families during this holiday. From their service, 
their children—and all our children—will live in 
a safer world. They are teaching their children 
by example, and | can think of no greater in- 
spiration than the courage and sacrifice dis- 
played by our servicemen and women. To 
these fathers and their families, | offer my own 
thanks and prayers for a safe return. 

Mr. Speaker, | ask my colleagues to join me 
today in recognizing the millions of wonderful 
fathers and father figures in this country. They 
are a driving force for America’s greatness, 
giving the next generation the guidance and 
encouragement to continue that legacy. 


— 


HONORING THE LIFE AND SERVICE 
OF JOHN H. DAVIS OF BAGDAD, 
FLORIDA 


HON. JEFF MILLER 


OF FLORIDA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Friday, June 15, 2012 


Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to recognize and pay tribute to the life 
of Mr. John H. Davis of Bagdad, Florida who 
passed away on June 9, 2012. Mr. Davis was 
a beloved member of the Northwest Florida 
community, a proud veteran, and a dedicated 
public servant. | am humbled to commemorate 
his life. 
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Born in 1938, John Davis grew up in the 
close-knit community of Bagdad. He attended 
the Sewanee Military Academy in Tennessee 
and later studied at both Florida State Univer- 
sity and the University of Alabama. Mr. Davis 
honorably served a tour of duty in the United 
States Army, deploying to Germany and 
France, before returning to Bagdad. He joined 
Phillip R. Jones and Associates as a mechan- 
ical engineer and was the last remaining part- 
ner in the firm now known as PRJ Associates 
LLC. 

Outside of his professional life as an engi- 
neer, Mr. Davis was a true community leader. 
He served as the Chief of the Bagdad Volun- 
teer Fire Department for 25 years and was ac- 
tive in the Bagdad Village Preservation Asso- 
ciation and Bagdad Waterfronts, Florida. Mr. 
Davis cherished his family and friends as part 
of the Emerald Coast Sandpipers RV club, as 
a member of the Blackwater Pyrates service 
organization, and as a lifelong member of the 
Bagdad United Methodist Church. 

Mr. Speaker, on behalf of the United States 
Congress, | am privileged to honor the life and 
service of John Davis. My wife Vicki and | 
offer our prayers for his wife, Janet, his 
daughter Amelia, and their family. He truly will 
be missed. 


a 


CELEBRATING THE 50TH ANNIVER- 
SARY OF BOY SCOUT TROOP 175 


HON. KENNY MARCHANT 


OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Friday, June 15, 2012 


Mr. MARCHANT. Mr. Speaker, it is with 
great pride that | celebrate the 50th anniver- 
sary of Boy Scout Troop 175 of Irving, Texas. 
The troop has a remarkable history of serving 
the community and developing young men into 
leaders. 

Troop 175 was originally chartered at W.T. 
Hanes Elementary School in Irving. It then re- 
located its charter in 1981 to Northgate United 
Methodist Church in Irving. 

Since its founding in 1962, Troop 175 has 
produced 27 Eagle Scouts with the first re- 
corded promotion in 1971. The distinguished 
group of Eagle Scouts from Troop 175 include 
Craig Barton (1971), Paul Roberts (1975), 
Bobby Bell (1976), William Meers (1976), 
Mark Corry (1977), James Bush Ill (1986), 
Clyde Hogan Jr. (1988), Adrian Carrales 
(1989), Joseph Bush (1989), Andrew Bartlett 
(1991), Gregory Yoas (1992), Robert Daniel 
(1992), Travis Brandt (1998), James Cross 
(2000), Ryan Scott Barnett (2003), Stefan 
Austin Hopkins (2004), Reagan McNabb 
(2005), Ashwin Tharappel (2005), Robert 
Samczuk (2006), Frank Wright III (2006), Alex- 
ander Bichler (2007), Anish Tharappel (2007), 


Austin McNabb (2008), Samuel Anderson 
(2008), Colton Sligar (2010), Campbell 
Castleberry (2011), and William Canales 
(2012). 


Throughout its 50 years, the troop has been 
guided by the leadership of Scoutmasters in- 
cluding Clyde Hogan, David West, Jerry 
Cross, Peter McNabb, James Roman, and 
Mark Sligar. 

Mr. Speaker, on behalf of the 24th Congres- 
sional District of Texas, | ask all my distin- 
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guished colleagues to join me in congratu- 
lating Boy Scout Troop 175 for its 50 years of 
developing fine young men and community in- 
volvement. 


ea 


IN SUPPORT OF THE SYRIAN 
PEOPLE 


HON. LAURA RICHARDSON 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Friday, June 15, 2012 


Ms. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker, today | 
rise to express my horror and outrage at the 
events currently taking place across Syria. It 
has now been 15 months since the first pro- 
tests flared up in response to the imprison- 
ment of 17 teenagers in Dara for writing anti- 
government graffiti on a wall, and the death 
toll has risen to well over 13,000 men, women, 
and children. 

For the past three decades the Syrian peo- 
ple have lived in a restive peace. Israel had 
claimed it to be its safest border, and minori- 
ties were treated relatively well compared to 
surrounding countries. President Assad 
transitioned easily into power after the death 
of his father, and was hailed as a reformist 
who would lead Syria onto the world’s stage 
as a constructive member of the international 
community. 

However, the reforms never came, and the 
emergency law put into place over 50 years 
ago remained. People were living in a con- 
stant fear that they would be turned in by a 
friend or neighbor for even a simple comment 
against the regime. The mail and internet were 
tracked by government officials, and websites 
such as facebook were blocked. This was not 
the secular democracy the West expected for 
a reformed Syria. It is instead an authoritarian 
dictatorship. 

In the beginning the protests in Syria were 
small and peaceful, but were met with such 
brutality from the regime that they incited even 
greater public resistance. The Syrian people 
were rising up and claiming their natural right 
to freedom. President Assad authorized the 
massacre of women and children in a des- 
perate attempt to retain control over a country 
that no longer wants him. 

Mr. Speaker, this conflict has escalated into 
civil war. Those who have faired well under 
Assad’s government have no desire for 
change, but the impoverished majority has 
found its voice and is unwilling to return to the 
status quo. | believe that the United States 
should stand with those who are fighting for 
democracy and human rights. 

Kofi Annan’s peace plan was a valiant effort 
to bring an end to the violence through diplo- 
macy, but it has not yielded the results hoped 
for, and President Assad has shown no incli- 
nation to keep his promises. The time has 
come for greater action. Yesterday Secretary 
Clinton rightly criticized Russia for its contin- 
ued support of the Assad regime, specifically 
the weapons it has been providing to the re- 
gime. This and other actions by the Russians 
undermine the efforts of the United Nations to 
broker a solution to meet this crisis. 

The recent massacre in Houla a few days 
ago, which left over 50 children dead, is the 
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most shocking example of official terror that 
has been occurring weekly over the past 15 
months. President Assad has lost the con- 
fidence of the Syrian people who no longer re- 
gard his regime as legitimate. | believe that for 
the good of the country and for the cause of 
peace in the region President Assad should 
step down. 

What began as a peaceful stand against tyr- 
anny has morphed into the bloodiest move- 
ment of the Arab Spring. With a grip as tight 
as the Assad family has had over this country 
for decades the outcome was foreseeable, but 
nobody could have envisioned anything as 
bloody as this. 

Mr. Speaker, Syrian men and women fight- 
ing for democratic ideals should not be aban- 
doned to face the wrath of a tyrant alone. 
They should know that they have a friend in 
the United States and the United Nations. | 
call upon both to redouble their efforts to find 
a solution to the crisis in Syria. As a member 
of the Committee on Homeland Security | 
have seen how America is an example of de- 
mocracy and peace, and | wish to see the 
same outcome for Syria. | stand today to show 
my support for the rebel fighters and all those 
in Syria who are fighting against oppression 
and cruelty. 


HONORING RITA CANNAN 
HON. MICHAEL H. MICHAUD 


OF MAINE 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Friday, June 15, 2012 


Mr. MICHAUD. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
honor Rita Cannan on her retirement from the 
Can-Am Crown International Sled Dog Races. 

Rita is stepping down from the Can-Am 
International Sled Dog Races after 15 years 
as its President and 19 years of dedicated 
service overall. Her remarkable efforts helped 
transform the community of Fort Kent, Maine 
into a premier dog sled racing location on the 
mushing map of North America. 

The Can-Am International Sled Dog Races 
loses an incredible asset with Rita’s departure. 
She is extremely well known in the Fort Kent 
community as a businesswoman and a civic 
leader. Rita has served as a member of the 
planning board, president of the Greater Fort 
Kent Chamber of Commerce, a trustee of the 
Northern Maine Medical Center, a member of 
the Aroostook County Tourism Board, a mem- 
ber and president of the Rotary Club, a mem- 
ber of the American Legion Auxiliary, a mem- 
ber of the Fish River Scenic By-Way Com- 
mittee, and as a director of the University of 
Maine at Fort Kent Foundation. Without ques- 
tion, Rita’s leadership was instrumental to the 
growth of Can-Am. 

The recipient of countless awards and com- 
mendations issued by the town of Fort Kent 
and the State of Maine, there has been little 
left unsaid about Rita’s enormous value to the 
community. | am pleased to join the members 
of the Can-Am Crown International Sled Dog 
Races, and the people of Maine, in congratu- 
lating Rita Cannan on her retirement. 

Mr. Speaker, please join me again in con- 
gratulating Rita on achieving this milestone, 
and thanking her for her all that she has done 
for the community of Fort Kent. 


June 15, 2012 
DR. BENJAMIN T. DURAN 


HON. DENNIS A. CARDOZA 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Friday, June 15, 2012 


Mr. CARDOZA. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
recognize Dr. Benjamin Duran in the event of 
his retirement after fourteen years of dedi- 
cated service as Superintendent/President of 
Merced Community College District. 


Dr. Duran has spent forty years as an edu- 
cator in Merced County. His career began as 
a high school teacher in Le Grand. He served 
as Vice Principal of Le Grand High School 
from 1976 to 1980 before becoming the As- 
sistant Director of Merced County’s migrant 
education program. He returned to Le Grand 
in 1983 as Superintendent of Schools, a posi- 
tion he held until 1991. Dr. Duran’s career with 
Merced College began in 1991 when he be- 
came the Vice President for Administrative 
Services. 


Dr. Duran chaired the Community College 
League of Californias 2010 Commission on 
the Future. He has served as President of the 
California Community Colleges (CCC) Chief 
Executive Officers Board of Directors and 
President of the CCC Economic and Work- 
force Development Program Advisory Com- 
mittee. He was a member of the Hewlett/Irvine 
Foundation Task Force on Basic Skills Devel- 
opment, the CCLC Board of Directors, and 
has served as Staff Developer for the Cali- 
fornia School Leadership Academy. 


In addition, Dr. Duran has been involved in 
numerous community organizations and initia- 
tives, among them include the Greater Merced 
High Speed Rail Committee, the Merced 
County Regional Arts Council, the Mercy Med- 
ical Center Board of Directors, and the Merced 
School Employees Federal Credit Union Board 
of Directors. His professional associations in- 
clude the UC Merced Foundation Board of Di- 
rectors, the CSU Stanislaus Community Advi- 
sory Board and Center for Public Policy Stud- 
ies. He is a member of the California Associa- 
tion of Latino Superintendents and a director 
of the California Dollars for Scholars Program. 


Dr. Duran and his wife, Dr. Rose Mary 
Parga-Duran have two children in college. Dr. 
Parga-Duran is presently serving as the Dis- 
trict Superintendent for the Merced City 
School District. Upon his graduation he is 
looking forward to becoming engaged in the 
community as well as watching his children 
continue to grow into adulthood. He also is 
looking forward to spending more time with his 
eldest daughter and two grandsons who live in 
Southern California. 


Mr. Speaker, | ask that my colleagues join 
me in honoring Dr. Benjamin Duran for his 
dedication to Merced College and our commu- 
nity as a whole. 
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IN SUPPORT OF H. RES. 289 ‘“‘COM- 
MEMORATING CARIBBEAN AMER- 
ICAN HERITAGE MONTH” 


HON. LAURA RICHARDSON 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Friday, June 15, 2012 


Ms. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today in strong support of H. Res. 289, which 
celebrates June as Caribbean American Herit- 
age Month and recognizes the significant con- 
tributions of Caribbean Americans that have 
strengthened our country and made it better. 

This month also marks the 50th anniver- 
saries of independence for the Caribbean na- 
tions of Jamaica and of Trinidad and Tobago. 
Although a half century has passed since they 
gained their independence, the struggle they 
waged to win their freedom still stands as a 
testament to the ideals of our own great na- 
tion. 

| am privileged to represent a large segment 
of Los Angeles County, which is home to the 
second largest foreign-born population of any 
major metropolitan area. There are an esti- 
mated 500,000 Americans of Caribbean herit- 
age living, working, and enriching the quality 
of life in Southern California. 

Mr. Speaker, Americans of Caribbean herit- 
age have made a positive impact on virtually 
every aspect of American life, including the 
arts, science, business, education, athletics, 
military, and government. For example, in the 
area of government and public affairs America 
has benefitted from the contributions of Colin 
Powell, a former Secretary of State and Chair- 
man of the Joint Chiefs of Staff; U.N. Ambas- 
sador Susan Rice; former Members of Con- 
gress Mervyn Dymally of California, and Shir- 
ley Chisholm of New York, and current Con- 
gresswoman YVETTE CLARKE of New York; 
Kamala Harris, the Attorney General of Cali- 
fornia; and Maryland Lieutenant Governor An- 
thony Brown. 

American art and culture has been enriched 
by the legendary performances of Sidney 
Poitier, Harry Belafonte, Cicely Tyson, and 
Sheryl Lee Ralph; the writings of authors 
W.E.B. DuBois and Malcolm Gladwell; the 
music of Grace Jones, Gil Scott-Heron, and 
Christopher Wallace, “The Notorious B.I.G.”; 
and the prowess of great athletes like Carl 
Lewis, Tim Duncan, Patrick Ewing, Sandra 
Richards-Ross, Dwight Freeney, and 
Ndamukong Suh. 

Mr. Speaker, | am very pleased that on 
June 29 the Caribbean Heritage Organization 
will be holding the 2012 Caribbean Heritage 
Salute to Hollywood and the Stars gala in Los 
Angeles honoring industry stalwarts Sheryl 
Lee Ralph, Antonio Fargas, Lorraine Tous- 
saint, and Rob Edwards. 

| also wish to recognize the leadership of 
the Institute of Caribbean Studies. The ICS 
has been very effective in advocating on be- 
half of the Caribbean American community 
and each year it hosts a Legislative Con- 
ference Week as part of the month long cele- 
bration. The conference focuses the attention 
of policy makers and experts on issues of par- 
ticular concern to the Caribbean American 
community such as trade, job creation and 
economic empowerment, Haitian disaster relief 
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and economic reconstruction. | congratulate 
the ICS, the Caribbean Heritage Organization 
in my home county of Los Angeles, and the 
many community organizations and volunteers 
across the nation for their efforts in making 
Caribbean American Heritage Month the suc- 
cess that it is. 

During this month | hope all Americans will 
join with me in celebrating the remarkable his- 
tory, culture, and contributions of Caribbean 
Americans to our nation’s past and future. 


EE 


HONORING THE 150TH ANNIVER- 
SARY OF THE U.S. DEPARTMENT 
OF AGRICULTURE 


HON. MIKE THOMPSON 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Friday, June 15, 2012 


Mr. THOMPSON of California. Mr. Speaker, 
| rise today to honor the 150th anniversary of 
the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA). | 
represent the city of Davis, which is home to 
the University of California, Davis (UC Davis). 
The USDA has a natural partner in UC Davis 
given its outstanding history of agricultural re- 
search and outreach. In California, USDA has 
reduced crop pests and disease, protected 
over 120,000 wetlands in California, and 
worked to keep the farming culture strong. | 
would like to submit for the RECORD the fol- 
lowing letter dated May 16, 2012, from Val 
Dolcini, the State Executive Director of the 
USDA Farm Service Agency in California. This 
letter illustrates just a few successes of USDA 
over the last 150 years and, with our support, 
their accomplishments will continue in the fu- 
ture. 


USDA AT 150: FARMS, FOOD, JOBS 

One hundred and fifty years ago, in the 
midst of a great Civil War, President Lincoln 
signed legislation to establish a Department of 
Agriculture to “acquire and to diffuse among 
the people of the United States useful informa- 
tion on subjects connected with agriculture 

. . and to procure, propagate, and distribute 
among the people new and valuable seeds 
and plants.” 

Armed with these broad mandates, the 
“People’s Department,” as he called it, set 
about to serve American farmers and a mostly 
rural American landscape. 

At that time, half of all Americans lived on 
farms, compared with about 2 percent today. 
The U.S. population in 1862 was about 31.4 
million and today, that number has increased 
tenfold to almost 313 million people. 

Since its inception, the department has con- 
tinued to fulfill Abraham Lincoln’s original vi- 
sion to touch the lives of every American, 
every day in almost every way. Now, the mod- 
ern USDA works in food science, agricultural 
research, nutrition assistance, bio-fuel produc- 
tion, economic and community development, 
natural resource conservation, international 
trade, credit and a host of other issues. 

By any measure, it’s been a very successful 
150 years for the USDA. Americans benefit 
from safe, abundant and reasonably priced 
food. We produce 85 percent of what we con- 
sume and therefore enjoy food security. 

Our food, fuel and fiber industries provides 
employment for more than 20 million Ameri- 
cans, and agricultural exports continue to post 
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significant trade surpluses, which, in turn, 
have generated almost 1 million jobs alone. 

Looking to the future, the USDA must con- 
tinue the legacy of contributing to the strength 
and health of the nation by becoming a more 
modern and effective service provider. We 
must tighten our belt, just as many Americans 
are doing with their household budgets. 

In the past few decades, American agri- 
culture has become one of the most produc- 
tive sectors of our economy, thanks to farm- 
ers, ranchers and growers adopting tech- 
nology, reducing their debt and effectively 
managing risk. 

The USDA is adopting these same strate- 
gies in its Blueprint for Stronger Service, an- 
nounced by Secretary Tom Vilsack earlier this 
year. The blueprint aims to build a modern 
and efficient service organization that is close- 
ly aligned with technological innovations—and 
better suited to respond to 21st century agri- 
cultural challenges. 

The challenges ahead are many, both for 
the USDA and American agriculture. But by 
focusing on a strong safety net for farmers 
and ranchers, supporting policies that encour- 
age sustainable productivity, and promoting vi- 
brant markets that help feed consumers at 
home and abroad, the “People’s Department” 
will continue to help create jobs, support work- 
ing families, strengthen rural communities and 
build on the success and productivity of the 
American farmer. 


ee 


HONORING MEMBERS OF THE 
MAINE DEPARTMENT OF THE 
AMERICAN LEGION AUXILIARY 


HON. MICHAEL H. MICHAUD 


OF MAINE 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Friday, June 15, 2012 


Mr. MICHAUD. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
recognize the members of the Maine Depart- 
ment of the American Legion Auxiliary, in 
honor of their tremendous work on behalf of 
the “Operation: Military Kids” program. 

Our men and women in uniform put them- 
selves at risk every day to defend our freedom 
and security. It is our duty as citizens to honor 
their sacrifices and the sacrifices made by 
their families. In this spirit, Operation: Military 
Kids was established to support children and 
youth who have family members deployed 
around the world. 945 community members 
representing over 43 national, state, and local 
organizations came together in 2011 to remind 
our military children that they are not alone. 

| am pleased to congratulate the members 
of the Maine Auxiliary, and the rest of the 
Maine American Legion family, on securing 24 
kayaks and supporting equipment for the Op- 
eration: Military Kids program. This was a re- 
markable effort by the community. The 
kayaks, valued at over $24,000 all together, 
will be put to use in Maine’s western moun- 
tains at the Maine Army National Guard Youth 
Camp in Bog Brook, ME. 

Today, we celebrate the tremendous suc- 
cess of the American Legion’s fundraising ef- 
forts and the incalculable joy those kayaks will 
bring to Maine’s military families. 

Mr. Speaker, please join me in congratu- 
lating the members of the American Legion 
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Department of Maine Auxiliary for their dedica- 
tion to our military families. 


SUPPORT FOR H.R. 1842, THE 
DREAM ACT 


HON. LAURA RICHARDSON 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Friday, June 15, 2012 


Ms. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today in strong support of H.R. 1842, The 
DREAM Act. | call up the House Republican 
leadership to bring this important legislation, 
which reflects fundamental American values of 
opportunity, responsibility, and community to 
the floor. The DREAM Act provides an oppor- 
tunity for certain young men and women who 
demonstrate the responsible behavior nec- 
essary to earn the chance to become a natu- 
ralized citizen. 

The DREAM Act recognizes that there are a 
limited number of young people who, through 
no fault of their own, have been living in the 
United States illegally since childhood. For the 
vast majority of these young men and women, 
the United States is the only country they 
have ever known and is the one to which they 
have always pledged allegiance. 

By providing those who have demonstrated 
good moral character the ability to integrate 
fully into American society through military 
service or a college education, The DREAM 
Act rewards responsible and productive be- 
havior while at the same time invests in the fu- 
ture prosperity of our great Nation. 

Passing The DREAM Act makes our country 
stronger, fairer, more just. And it will also 
make our Nation more prosperous in the long 
term by providing incentives and opportunities 
for higher education for thousands of students 
who each year are unable to attend college 
because of their immigration status. 

The Congressional Budget Office estimates 
that The DREAM Act will reduce the deficit by 
$1.4 billion over the next 10 years through in- 
creased tax revenue. Similarly, a study con- 
ducted by UCLA also estimates that DREAM 
Act beneficiaries have the potential to gen- 
erate from $1.4 trillion to $3.6 trillion in income 
throughout their working lives. 

Each year, approximately 65,000 students 
graduate high school without the possibility of 
continuing their education due to their immi- 
gration status and less than 10 percent of 
these students will go on to pursue college. 
Not only do these talented, law-abiding young 
individuals lose out on their extraordinary po- 
tential, but as a Nation we also run the risk of 
losing out on a tremendous amount of eco- 
nomic growth. 

Mr. Speaker, The DREAM Act gives these 
students the opportunity to continue their aca- 
demic pursuits, be officially recognized by the 
country in which they have spent most of their 
lives, and realize everything the American 
Dream has to offer. Young, undocumented im- 
migrants who have just graduated from high 
school deserve the opportunity to follow their 
dreams and should not have a ceiling placed 
on their future because of decisions made by 
others and circumstances entirely beyond their 
control. 
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During my visits to schools in my district, 
one of the most ethnically diverse in the Na- 
tion, | have had the opportunity to meet many 
students who will benefit greatly from the pas- 
sage of this legislation. These students have 
grown up attending schools in the United 
States and are intimately woven into our Na- 
tion’s fabric. It is time that we recognize these 
students’ achievements and allow them to 
step out of the shadow that prevents them 
from pursuing their dreams. 

The Washington Post recently published an 
article on a young woman named Heydi Mejia, 
whose story exemplifies the type of situation 
we can hope to avoid by passing The DREAM 
Act. Young Heydi has lived in America from 
the age of 4, graduated in the top 10 percent 
of her class and had plans to attend college 
to become a nurse and return to serve her 
community. Her life was turned upside down 
when nine immigration officials showed up at 
her house this past December ordering her 
back to Guatemala, a country she barely 
knows, and to which she never pledged alle- 
giance. 

| was delighted to hear yesterday that Heydi 
and her mother have been granted a 1-year 
reprieve from deportation by the DHS, but this 
situation should not have arisen in the first 
place. It should not take a front page article in 
The Washington Post to keep a hardworking 
and successful young woman from being de- 
ported. 

Mr. Speaker, | rise today to ask my col- 
leagues to support The DREAM Act. We are 
a nation of immigrants, built on the backs of 
those who risked everything for the dream of 
a country that accepts all those who are will- 
ing to work hard and make something of 
themselves. | believe America is still that 
country, and it is our fundamental duty to pro- 
vide a better life to those willing to work for it. 


EE 


CELEBRATING 50TH WEDDING AN- 
NIVERSARY OF C.H. “BUDDY” 
AND JEANETTE BELLAMY 


HON. VIRGINIA FOXX 


OF NORTH CAROLINA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Friday, June 15, 2012 


Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, | wish to recognize 
a significant milestone in the lives of two of my 
constituents. On June 24th, C.H. “Buddy” and 
Jeanette Bellamy, celebrate their 50th wed- 
ding anniversary. 

Buddy and Jeanette were both born in rural 
South Carolina; Buddy just outside of Loris 
and Jeanette in Dillon. He was the only son 
and she the youngest daughter of families 
who were familiar with hardship and difficult 
circumstances. In fact, it was one of those dif- 
ficult circumstances that brought their lives to- 
gether. Buddy was hospitalized after suffering 
a severe injury in his work as an auto me- 
chanic. In the hospital, he was treated care- 
fully and brought back to health by a young 
nurse named Jeanette. During the time that 
she cared for him, a friendship began that 
would soon lead to love. 

Soon after, Buddy began working for Trail- 
ways as a driver, and was able to see every 
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one of these great United States in the proc- 
ess. Jeanette continued nursing and has con- 
tinued to focus her life on the caretaking of 
those in need. 

Buddy and Jeanette were married in Dillon, 
South Carolina in 1961. They started a family 
with the birth of daughter Sharon and then 
sons, Scott and Dean, soon after. Eventually 
the Bellamy family settled in Clemmons, North 
Carolina in the Fifth Congressional District, 
where they still reside today. They are proud 
grandparents and have been blessed with 
eight wonderful grandchildren. 

Mr. Speaker, Buddy and Jeanette Bellamy 
are proud Americans who are role models for 
us all. They enjoy the simple things in life that 
living in a country like ours offers them, includ- 
ing shagging to Carolina beach music. They 
love their family and, most importantly, they 
love each other. It is my distinct pleasure to 
represent them in Congress and to recognize 
them today for this wonderful milestone in 
their lives. 


Ea 


EL PASO INDEPENDENT SCHOOL 


DISTRICT—ASAP REGIONAL 
AWARD 
HON. SILVESTRE REYES 


OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Friday, June 15, 2012 


Mr. REYES. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
congratulate El Paso Independent School Dis- 
trict (EPISD) on receiving a regional award for 
combating obesity and promoting healthier 
habits among its students. 

Physical activity is an essential component 
of a healthy lifestyle. In combination with 
healthy eating, it can help prevent a range of 
chronic diseases, including heart disease, can- 
cer, and stroke, which are the three leading 
causes of death. Physical activity helps control 
weight, builds lean muscle, reduces fat, pro- 
motes strong bone, muscle and joint develop- 
ment, and decreases the risk of obesity. 

The Active Schools Acceleration Project 
(ASAP) was launched by First Lady Michelle 
Obama and ChildObesity 180 and identify and 
reward the most creative, impactful, and scal- 
able school-based programs and technological 
innovations that promote physical activity for 
children. ASAP initiated a competition this 
year for schools nationwide to create a school- 
based physical activity program in order to in- 
spire youth to be more physically active. 
ASAP honored school districts with the most 
innovative ideas. 

EPISD and the other regional winners will 
receive a grant of $25,000 to support physical 
activity programming. Regional winners are 
now eligible to become national winners with 
the opportunity to receive a $100,000 grant, 
and participate in a developmental pilot aimed 
at expanding its program’s to reach even more 
students and schools within the region and na- 
tionally, so | wish EPISD the best of luck! This 
award displays the courage and activism of a 
community that prioritizes children’s health. 

None of this could have been possible with- 
out the passionate staff, the leadership of Su- 
perintendent Terri Jordan, and, of course, the 
energetic students of EPISD. | am pleased 
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that EPISD has made great strides in the area 
of health and wellness, and the award both 
gives their program validation and allows them 
to do more for our students in these areas. It 
is important that future generations have a 
well-rounded education that includes physical 
wellness. The award is not only an indication 
of the district's success, but is also a great ex- 
ample for youth to follow. 


COMMEMORATING “JUNETEENTH” 
HON. LAURA RICHARDSON 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Friday, June 15, 2012 


Ms. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker, | rise to 
mark the occasion of “Juneteenth,” the oldest 
nationally celebrated commemoration of the 
ending of slavery in the United States. From 
its Galveston, Texas origin in 1865, the ob- 
servance of June 19 as the African American 
Emancipation Day has spread from coast to 
coast in the United States and beyond. 

Today Juneteenth commemorates African- 
American freedom. This special day empha- 
sizes education and achievement. It is a day, 
a week, and in some areas, a month marked 
with celebrations, guest speakers, picnics and 
family gatherings. 

Juneteenth is a time for reflection and re- 
joicing. It is a time for assessment, self-im- 
provement and for planning the future. Its 
growing popularity signifies a level of maturity 
and dignity in America long overdue. In cities 
across the country, people of all races, nation- 
alities and religions are joining hands to truth- 
fully acknowledge a period in our history that 
shaped and continues to influence our society 
today. Sensitized to the conditions and experi- 
ences of others, only then can we make sig- 
nificant and lasting improvements in our soci- 
ety. 

The Civil Rights Movement of the 50’s and 
60’s yielded both positive and negative results 
for the Juneteenth celebrations. While it pulled 
many of the African American youth away and 
into the struggle for racial equality, many 
linked these struggles to the historical strug- 
gles of their ancestors. This was evidenced by 
student demonstrators involved in the Atlanta 
civil rights campaign in the early 1960’s, whom 
wore Juneteenth freedom buttons. 

Again in 1968, Juneteenth received another 
strong resurgence through Poor Peoples 
March to Washington D.C. Rev. Ralph 
Abernathy’s call for people all races, creeds, 
economic levels and professions to come to 
Washington to show support for the poor. 
Many of these attendees returned home and 
initiated Juneteenth celebrations in areas pre- 
viously absent of such activity. 

On January 1, 1980, Juneteenth became an 
official state holiday through the efforts of Al 
Edwards, an African American state legislator. 
The successful passage of this bill marked 
Juneteenth as the first emancipation celebra- 
tion granted official state recognition. Rep- 
resentative Edwards has ever since actively 
sought to spread the observance of 
Juneteenth all across America. 

Juneteenth today, celebrates African Amer- 
ican freedom while encouraging self-develop- 
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ment and respect for all cultures. As | look 
proudly upon the 37th District of California— 
one of the most ethnically and culturally di- 
verse districts in the nation—the future of 
Juneteenth looks bright. 

Throughout the year, but especially during 
this celebration, the communities of Southern 
California have come together to recognize 
one another’s heritages and histories. From 
commemorating Black History Month in Feb- 
ruary to celebrating the Cambodian New Year 
this April, we are seizing every opportunity to 
educate ourselves about the experiences of 
others in true Juneteenth spirit. 

And yet, we remain mindful that the struggle 
continues. 

Unfortunately, laws aimed at voter suppres- 
sion have been recently introduced in several 
states across the country and disproportion- 
ately reduce the turnout of minority voters. 
Some laws require specific forms of govern- 
ment-issued photo identification that as many 
as one in ten voters do not have. Nine states 
have introduced bills to reduce early voting 
periods, a system that is most utilized by mi- 
norities and seniors. 

Given the lack of evidence of current voter 
fraud, | fear that these bills instead stem from 
a political agenda to dampen voter turnout. 
These unnecessary and discriminatory regula- 
tions are a dangerous step backward in time. 
We should be promoting civic participation, not 
limiting it and disenfranchising millions of 
Americans. 

Mr. Speaker, freedom is not to be taken for 
granted. It is promised to every citizen, but 
that promise is only upheld by constant vigi- 
lance and hard work. To mark Juneteenth this 
year, | ask my colleagues to join me in ensur- 
ing that the freedom secured through emanci- 
pation is a reality for all citizens almost 150 
years later. 


m 


HONORING MAYOR ROB LEDERER 
FOR HIS SERVICE TO THE CITY 
OF FAIRFAX, VIRGINIA 


HON. GERALD E. CONNOLLY 


OF VIRGINIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Friday, June 15, 2012 


Mr. CONNOLLY of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, | 
rise to recognize and thank Mayor Rob 
Lederer of the City of Fairfax, Virginia, for his 
years of service to our community. On June 
30th, Mayor Lederer will complete his 5th term 
as mayor and he will retire from elected office. 
First elected to the City Council in 1982, 
Mayor Lederer served three two-year terms 
and later returned to the Council to serve two 
more terms starting in 1998. In 2002, he was 
elected Mayor. 

During his decades of service to the City, 
Mayor Lederer has had many notable accom- 
plishments. Forbes Magazine ranked the City 
of Fairfax as the third best place to live in the 
U.S. The city achieved a AAA bond rating 
from the credit rating agencies in recognition 
of its sound fiscal management, saving tax- 
payers millions of dollars in financing costs for 
needed infrastructure improvements. The city 
received a Gold Medal from the National 
Recreation and Parks Association, only the 
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fourth time a Virginia locality has won this 
award since 1965. 

As a former Member of the Fairfax County, 
Virginia, Board of Supervisors and as the cur- 
rent Representative for the 11th District of Vir- 
ginia, which includes the City of Fairfax, | have 
been pleased to partner with Mayor Lederer in 
regional matters affecting our shared constitu- 
ents. Mayor Lederer led the effort to redevelop 
and renew historic Old Town Fairfax, including 
the planning, development, construction and 
opening of the City of Fairfax Regional Library 
in partnership with Fairfax County. 

In addition, Mayor Lederer played a lead 
role in protecting surrounding businesses and 
homeowners affected by leaks from the gas 
and oil tank farm at Pickett Road. The tank 
farm affected residents of both Fairfax County 
and the City of Fairfax, and the Mayor collabo- 
rated with me and other regional leaders to 
improve safety and accountability. Thanks to 
those efforts, last year the Commonwealth of 
Virginia enacted a law to require modern stor- 
age and safety procedures at the tank farm. 
This is a tremendous example of how local 
leaders like Mayor Lederer are able to work 
with neighboring jurisdictions and with various 
levels of government to protect the interests 
and the safety of their communities. 

Mayor Lederer is a lifelong resident of the 
city. In addition to serving the entire city, he 
found time to serve his neighbors as a board 
member on the Cobbdale Civic Association. 
Thanks to his tireless efforts over the years, 
Mayor Lederer has made a tremendous con- 
tribution to the lives of residents of the City of 
Fairfax now and for future generations. | have 
no doubt that despite his retirement from 
elected office he will continue to serve the 
community for many years to come. 

Mr. Speaker, | ask my colleagues to join me 
in commending Mayor Rob Lederer for his 
service to the residents of the City of Fairfax, 
thanking him for all that he has done to im- 
prove our community, and wishing him and his 
family well in his retirement from public life. 


EE 
HONORING THE PRINCETON SEN- 
IOR HIGH SCHOOL “TIGERS” 


BASEBALL TEAM WEST VIRGINIA 
STATE CHAMPIONS 


HON. NICK J. RAHALL II 


OF WEST VIRGINIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Friday, June 15, 2012 


Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
honor the Princeton Tigers, the 2012 Class 
AAA state high school baseball champions, 
who won the West Virginia state championship 
with a come from behind 7—4 victory over the 
Nitro Wildcats on June 3, 2012. 

From little league to legends, the Princeton 
“Nine” have stuck together through thick and 
thin. There’s a lesson in that for all of us. 
Teamwork is as American as baseball, Chev- 
rolet and apple pie. Every time we have suc- 
ceeded, we have succeeded together. 

And, boy, did the Tigers ever succeed this 
year. 

We all are proud of what they have accom- 
plished together. They have the hearts of true 
champions, the determination of true all stars, 
and the talents of true all Americans. 
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And if you have any questions about that, 
well then, just ask Josh Wilburn—Coach of the 
Year—what this team is made of. Congratula- 
tions, Coach—way to bring it home—you de- 
serve this honor. 

There’s not much | can tell Mercer 
Countians about baseball—a county where 
baseball is the county’s pastime—from Little 
League to the minor league. And we know the 
value especially of Little League, as only the 
great Yogi Berra could put it, “Little League 
baseball is a very good thing because it keeps 
the parents off the streets.” 

Mr. Speaker, all in the Nation’s Capitol, 
should take notice of what nine young men 
with grit and gumption can do when a sea- 
soned coach brings out the best in each of 
them and turns teamwork into triumph. 

Congress could use a few doses of Tiger 
spirit here in the Capitol, as well. Because 
when one participates in a celebratory parade 
with this community as | did, you know that it 
just wasn’t nine guys on the field and their 
coach by the dugout by themselves in that 
championship game. It was the whole town 
rooting with them and for them. 

Princeton High School is a special place. 
The city, Mercer County, the State of West 
Virginia, and our nation have invested in this 
community. These students are blessed with 
many fields and resources other schools can 
only dream of, and they have more choices in 
extracurricular activities than many can even 
imagine. 

But, they have your priorities right, too. All 
nine student athletes graduated before they 
took to the championship field. Parents, boost- 
ers, coaches, teachers, staff and administra- 
tors are all fully engaged—day in and out. 

The good book tells us that to whom much 
is given, much is also expected. Everyone 
should celebrate their well-earned champion- 
ship today. But for all the tomorrows yet to 
come they cannot ever forget what this one 
day means—that hard work, determination, 
community support and spirit, good leadership 
and teamwork can produce victories through- 
out life. 

As dependable family members, good 
neighbors, and fellow citizens there will be 
many causes to champion. Looking around 
Princeton High School at the Tigers celebra- 
tion, | know | am looking at champions— 
America’s champions—on and off the field. 

Congratulations to everyone in Tiger Coun- 
try. 


PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
HON. LAURA RICHARDSON 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Friday, June 15, 2012 


Ms. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker, | ask 
unanimous consent to address the House for 
one minute and revise and extend my re- 
marks. 

| was unavoidably detained on Tuesday, 
June 5th and for the early afternoon of 
Wednesday, June 6th. Therefore was not 
present to be recorded on rollcall votes No. 
315 to 324. | ask the RECORD to reflect that 
had | been present | would have voted as fol- 
lows: 


June 15, 2012 


1. On rollcall No. 315 (McClintock Amend- 
ment #3), | would have voted “no” (June 5) 

(Reduces the Nuclear Energy account by 
$514,391,000, and applies the savings to the 
spending reduction account.) 

2. On rollcall No. 316 (Hirono Amendment), 
| would have voted “aye” (June 5) 

(Reduces the Fossil Energy Research and 
Development account by $133,400,000, and 
increases funds for the Advanced Research 
Project Agency—Energy (ARPA-E) account 
by the same amount.) 

3. On rollcall No. 317 (McClintock Amend- 
ment #5), | would have voted “no” (June 5) 

(Zeroes out the Fossil Energy Research and 
Development account (a cut of $554 million) 
and applies the savings to the spending re- 
duction account.) 

4. On rollcall No. 318 (Matheson Amend- 
ment), | would have voted “aye” (June 5) 

(Increases the Non-Defense Environmental 
Cleanup account by $9,600,000, and reduces 
the National Nuclear Security Administration 
construction and expansion account by the 
same amount.) 

5. On rollcall No. 319 (Rohrabacher Amend- 
ment), | would have voted “no” (June 6) 

(Prohibits the use of funds to be used for 
the U.S. China Clean Energy Research Cen- 
ter.) 

6. On rollcall No. 320 (First Stearns Amend- 
ment), | would have voted “no” (June 6) 

(Prohibits the use of funds to be used by 
the Department of Energy to subordinate any 
loan obligation to other financing in violation of 
section 1702 of the Energy Policy Act of 2005 
(the loan guarantee provisions) or to subordi- 
nate any Guaranteed Obligation to any loan or 
other debt obligations in violation of section 
609.10 of title 10 of the Code of Federal Reg- 
ulations.) 

7. On rollcall No. 321 (Shimkus Amend- 
ment), | would have voted “no” (June 6) 

(Reduces the Department of Energy salary 
and expenses account by $10 million and in- 
creases the Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
salaries and expenses account by the same 
amount to support review of the Yucca Moun- 
tain nuclear waste repository license.) 

8. On rollcall No. 322 (Tipton Amendment), 
| would have voted “aye” (June 6) 

(Prohibits agencies funded under the bill 
from conducting surveys in which money is in- 
cluded or provided for the benefit of the sur- 
vey responder.) 

9. On rollcall No. 323 (Second Luetkemeyer 
Amendment), | would have voted “no” (June 
6) 

(Prohibits the use of funds to be used for 
the study of the Missouri River Projects au- 
thorized in section 108 of the FY 2009 Energy 
and Water Development and Related Agen- 
cies Appropriations Act.) 

10. On rollcall No. 324 (Fourth Jackson Lee 
Amendment), | would have voted “aye” (June 
6) 

(Reduces the amount made available for the 
“Atomic Energy Defense Activities—National 
Nuclear Security Administration—Weapons 
Activities” Account by $10 million and in- 
creases the amount made available for the 
“Corps of Engineers—Civil—Department of 
the Army—Construction” Account by the same 
amount.) 


June 15, 2012 


HONORING THE LIFE OF ARTHUR 
SHUFFLEBARGER 


HON. THADDEUS G. McCOTTER 


OF MICHIGAN 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Friday, June 15, 2012 


Mr. MCCOTTER. Mr. Speaker, today | rise 
to honor the extraordinary life of Arthur 
Shufflebarger and to mourn him upon his 
passing at the age of 60. 

Born on May 3, 1952, Arthur graduated in 
1970 from Atchison High School in Atchison, 
Kansas. He attended Benedictine College 
from 1970 until 1972 and went on to earn a 
Bachelor of Science in Biology from Kansas 
State University in 1974. In 1977, Arthur re- 
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ceived a Masters of Environmental Health 
Science from the University of Kansas where 
he earned a Masters in Public Administration 
in 1983. 


After serving as City Manager in 
Osawatomie, Kansas, Arthur became Village 
Manager of Milford, Michigan in 1990 where 
he served until his sudden passing. Mr. 
Shufflebarger was an active director in the 
Huron Valley Chamber of Commerce, a mem- 
ber of the Michigan Municipal League, a Ro- 
tarian and shared his time and talent with 
many other professional and civic groups. 

A member of Milford United Methodist 
Church, Arthur was known as a calm, gentle 
and caring man. He possessed an amiable 
sense of humor. His dedication to Milford will 
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forever be remembered. Arthur loved his com- 
munity and his community loved him 


Regrettably, on June 11, 2012, Arthur 
Shufflebarger passed from this earthly world to 
his eternal reward. He is survived by his be- 
loved wife, Kelsey and his daughters Kayla 
Marie and leasha Nicole. An honorable man, 
Arthur will be sorely missed. Mr. Speaker, Ar- 
thur will be long remembered as a compas- 
sionate father, a dedicated husband, a leader, 
and a friend. Arthur was a man who deeply 
treasured his family, friends, community and 
his country. Today, as we bid Arthur farewell, 
| ask my colleagues to join me in mourning his 
passing and honoring his unwavering patriot- 
ism and legendary service to our country and 
our community. 
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SENATE—Monday, June 18, 2012 


The Senate met at 3 p.m. and was 
called to order by the Honorable RICH- 
ARD BLUMENTHAL, a Senator from the 
State of Connecticut. 


PRAYER 


The Chaplain, Dr. Barry C. Black, of- 
fered the following prayer: 

Let us pray. 

Eternal God, in Your faithfulness 
guide our Senators today. As they 
trust Your leadership, may they expe- 
rience Your faithful love. Lord, lead 
them from the path of disunity, as You 
teach them Your will. As they experi- 
ence the constancy of Your presence, 
guide them to Your higher wisdom and 
fill their hearts with Your peace. 
Watch over them with Your gracious 
protection. 

We pray in Your strong Name. Amen. 


EE 


PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 


The Honorable RICHARD BLUMENTHAL 
led the Pledge of Allegiance, as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub- 
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 


e 


APPOINTMENT OF ACTING 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will please read a communication 
to the Senate from the President pro 
tempore (Mr. INOUYE). 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
the following letter: 

U.S. SENATE, 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 
Washington, DC, June 18, 2012. 
To the Senate: 

Under the provisions of rule I, paragraph 3, 
of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby 
appoint the Honorable RICHARD 
BLUMENTHAL, a Senator from the State of 
Connecticut, to perform the duties of the 
Chair. 

DANIEL K. INOUYE, 
President pro tempore. 

Mr. BLUMENTHAL thereupon as- 
sumed the chair as Acting President 
pro tempore. 


Á 


RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY 
LEADER 


The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 


pore. The majority leader is recog- 
nized. 


Í 
FLOOD INSURANCE REFORM AND 
MODERNIZATION ACT—MOTION 
TO PROCEED—Resumed 


Mr. REID. Mr. President, I now move 
to proceed to Calendar No. 250, S. 1940. 


The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The clerk will report the motion. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

Motion to proceed to Calendar No. 250, S. 
1940, a bill to amend the National Flood In- 
surance Act of 1968, to restore the financial 
solvency of the flood insurance fund, and for 
other purposes. 

SCHEDULE 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, the Senate 
will continue debate on the farm bill 
today. At 5 p.m. the Senate will pro- 
ceed to executive session to consider 
the nomination of Mary Lewis to be 
U.S. District Judge for the District of 
South Carolina. At 5:30 this evening 
there will be a rollcall vote on con- 
firmation of the Lewis nomination. 

MOVING FORWARD 

Mr. President, I have spoken to Sen- 
ator STABENOW several times in the 
last couple of days. In fact, I spoke to 
her today—what time did I get back? It 
is 3 o’clock—at 2 o’clock or there- 
abouts. She indicated to me they are 
making progress on the bill. There was 
one amendment she was concerned 
about. I worked that out and told her 
she could go ahead and have that as 
part of the consent agreement. So I 
have worked very hard to try to make 
the lives of Senators STABENOW and 
ROBERTS easier, and I have worked 
through some of the problems my peo- 
ple had. 

But, Mr. President, the issues on this 
bill overwhelmingly are on the other 
side, and I hope we can work something 
out. They have worked so hard—Sen- 
ators STABENOW and ROBERTS—and I 
hope we can find a path forward. It is 
important. I commend them for their 
dedication to this measure which cuts 
subsidies and protects 16 million Amer- 
ican jobs. 

We have spent so much precious time 
on this bill—precious time we do not 
have—and we need to move forward on 
it. We are going to move forward or off 
of this bill. I hope we will be able to 
move forward today with this bill; oth- 
erwise, we are going to have to file clo- 
ture on the bill because it is the third 
week of jockeying around on this bill. 

THE DREAM ACT 

Mr. President, Astrid Silva is an av- 
erage American 24-year-old from all 
outward appearances. She is a Las 
Vegas resident. She is fascinated with 
Nevada history—whether it is Area 51 
or about the time when it is alleged the 
mob ran the casinos. She is active in 
her community, school politics, and 
local politics. 

One day Astrid would like to come to 
Washington, DC, to see, as she said, the 
Declaration of Independence—see it 


herself. She recently completed her as- 
sociate’s degree at the College of 
Southern Nevada, and she dreams of 
completing her bachelor’s degree at 
UNLV. 

But there is one issue standing in her 
way: Astrid is not an American citizen. 
Twenty years ago this week this little 
girl, 34 years old—a little baby girl— 
was brought to the United States by 
her parents. She has no knowledge of 
Mexico. America is her country. The 
country where she was born—Mexico— 
she knows nothing about. She speaks 
perfect English. She was an honor stu- 
dent in high school, and she has never 
called anyplace but Nevada her home. 

So, of course, I thought of this brave 
young woman when President Obama 
announced last Friday he would sus- 
pend the deportation of young people 
like Astrid who were brought to this 
country illegally when they were only 
children. 

I had a difficult campaign, as every- 
one knows. During that campaign, on 
occasion I would be given a little hand- 
written note. I would look at it later. 
One was from Astrid telling me of her 
dreams—her dreams that she wanted 
fulfilled, that could not be because she 
was not a citizen even though this is 
her country. 

She has been looking over her shoul- 
der for many years now—since the time 
she was old enough to understand— 
afraid of deportation. She decided she 
was going to step out of the shadows 
and be no longer afraid and become an 
advocate for the DREAM Act. She is 
truly a DREAMer. 

As we know, the DREAM Act would 
create a pathway to citizenship for out- 
standing young people who were 
brought to this country through no 
fault of their own and want to attend 
college or serve our Nation in the 
Armed Services. 

The DREAM Act is not amnesty. It 
rewards responsibility with oppor- 
tunity. 

Astrid’s handwritten letters con- 
vinced me years ago of the importance 
of this issue. Unfortunately, Repub- 
lican opposition has stalled this legis- 
lation. 

I was stunned listening to the Repub- 
lican nominee for President say: Why 
doesn’t Congress do this? 

Mr. President, we have tried. We can- 
not get Republican votes. We have 
tried. 

Thanks to President Obama, Astrid 
and 800,000 other young people just like 
her who are American in all but paper- 
work no longer need to live in fear of 
deportation. President Obama’s direc- 
tive to suspend deportation of the 
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DREAMers comes after a yearlong re- 
view. It will be applied on a case-by- 
case basis. It frees up law enforcement 
resources to focus on people who actu- 
ally threaten public safety and na- 
tional security, and it removes the 
specter of deportation that has hovered 
over deserving young men and women. 

For a long time the Presiding Officer 
was the chief attorney, the chief en- 
forcer of the law in the State of Con- 
necticut, and he had to direct his re- 
sources where they could best be used. 
He wanted to focus on people who were 
threatening public safety and national 
security. 

What good would it do for us as a 
country to say to people such as 
Astrid: You cannot go to school. What 
you can do is go ahead and be part of a 
gang. Women become gang members 
too. Some of those violent gang mem- 
bers we have in America today are now 
women. Are we better off preventing 
these young men and women from 
going to school, from going into the 
military, even though this is the only 
country they have ever known as 
home? 

Are we better off saying stay in the 
shadows or are we better off letting 
them get an education and serving our 
country in the military? The answer to 
that is so easy. 

It removes the specter of deportation 
that has hovered over deserving young 
men and women. That is what Presi- 
dent Obama did. So I congratulate him 
for this courageous decision—a deci- 
sion that benefits both the DREAMers 
and our Nation as a whole. 

Like Astrid, these young people 
share our language, share our culture, 
share our love for America—the only 
country they know. They are talented, 
patriotic men and women who want to 
defend our Nation in the military, get 
a college education, work hard, and 
contribute to their communities and 
this country. 

When they pledge allegiance, it is to 
the United States of America. Unfortu- 
nately, President Obama’s directive is 
temporary. The onus is now on Con- 
gress to protect the DREAMers and fix 
our broken immigration system once 
and for all. 

For all of these people who are say- 
ing: Why didn’t you do it in Congress, 
we tried. We invite them here. If they 
want to make it permanent, it could be 
done very easily. 

Comprehensive immigration reform 
should be tough, fair, and practical. It 
should continue efforts to secure our 
borders, hold unscrupulous employers 
accountable, and reform our Nation’s 
legal immigration system. It should re- 
quire 11 million undocumented people 
to register with the government, pay 
taxes and fines, work, and learn 
English. Then they do not go to the 
front of the line, they go to the back of 
the line and work their way up. 

Some Republicans have suggested a 
solution to the DREAMers’ terrible di- 
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lemma should have come from Con- 
gress, not the President. I have talked 
about that today already. 

I repeat, it is Republican opposition 
that has prevented Congress from act- 
ing. In fact, Senate Republicans have 
blocked the DREAM Act twice. Many 
Republicans who once said they fa- 
vored a long-term fix for America’s 
broken immigration system are now 
abandoning efforts to find common 
ground. 

It was interesting to note that on one 
of the Sunday shows yesterday, the 
former Governor of Massachusetts re- 
fused to answer the question when 
asked four times by Bob Schieffer: 
What is your proposal? He would not 
answer four times. We all know he said 
if the DREAM Act passed he would 
veto it. But he is saying: Why don’t 
you work it out in Congress? But he is 
saying: If you do, I am going to veto it. 

Obviously, efforts to find common 
ground have been abandoned. So the 
President took decisive action in offer- 
ing this directive. But he can only do 
so much by himself. So for Astrid’s 
sake and for the sake of every Amer- 
ican, it is time for Congress to become 
part of the solution. 

I hope my Republican colleagues will 
finally join Democrats to find a bipar- 
tisan way to mend this Nation’s flawed 
immigration system instead of just 
complaining about the system being 
broken. The pathway is there. We know 
what needs to be done. We just need a 
little help from our Republican col- 
leagues. 

Will the Chair announce the business 
of the day. 

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Under the previous order, the 
leadership time is reserved. 

Mr. REID. I suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I ask unani- 
mous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 

RESPONDING TO THE PRESIDENT 

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I want to re- 
spond today to some statements Presi- 
dent Obama has been making on the 
campaign trail regarding debt, spend- 
ing, and taxes during his administra- 
tion. 

Last week, the President said he 
should not be blamed for the massive 
debt and spending in recent years be- 
cause, in his words, it was all ‘‘baked 
into the cake’’ when he took office. He 
also contended that his administration 
has done the responsible thing in tak- 
ing steps to fix our Nation’s fiscal 
problems. Here is the totality of what 
the President said: 
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I love it when these guys talk about debt 
and deficits. I inherited a trillion dollar def- 
icit. We signed $2 trillion of spending cuts 
into law. Spending under my administration 
has grown more slowly than under any Presi- 
dent in the last 60 years. They baked all this 
stuff into the cake with the tax cuts and the 
war. 

I would like to respond to each of the 
President’s comments. First, on defi- 
cits and debt, President Obama is not 
the reformer he makes himself out to 
be. Since he took office, the national 
debt has climbed by $5 trillion. It is 
now larger than the entire economy. If 
we take his entire 4 years and all of the 
Presidents before him, he has incurred 
as much debt as all of the Presidents, 
from George Washington through 
George W. Bush, just in his time as 
President. 

Yearly deficits, which is the gap be- 
tween revenues and spending, have 
grown substantially as well. Despite a 
promise to cut the deficit in half by the 
end of his first term, the President has 
run annual deficits in excess of $1 tril- 
lion for 4 years in a row. None of this 
has anything to do with what happened 
before he became President. So how 
about after he became President? 

According to the President’s own 
budget numbers, in 2009, the first year 
of his Presidency, the deficit was $1.4 
trillion. In 2010 the deficit was $1.3 tril- 
lion. In 2011 it, again, was $1.3 trillion. 
If the President’s policies are followed, 
the deficit this year is expected to top 
$1.3 trillion. Those are all in the years 
when he was President. 

The highest deficit under President 
Bush, his predecessor, was $458 billion, 
and that was in 2008. Every deficit 
under President Obama has been more 
than double that figure. But President 
Obama says he is blameless when it 
comes to the debt problem? Not hardly. 
He never even submitted a plan to 
come close to balancing the budget, 
even with the massive tax hike he sup- 
ports. 

As Washington Post columnist Dana 
Milbank wrote last week: 

Despite [the President’s] claim that ‘‘both 
parties have laid out their policies on the 
table,” President Obama has made no serious 
proposal to fix the runaway entitlement pro- 
grams that threaten to swamp the govern- 
ment’s finances. 

Dana Milbank is not a conservative 
Republican. 

Second, let’s take a look at the 
President’s claim that spending during 
his Presidency has grown more slowly 
than during any Presidency in the last 
60 years. That claim does not pass the 
smell test. 

Keith Hennessey, former Director of 
the National Economic Council, is one 
of many observers who has debunked 
this claim. 

First, as Hennessey notes, the Presi- 
dent’s claim is based on a discredited 
article that suggests he isn’t actually 
accountable for anything that hap- 
pened before October 1, 2009. That is 
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the start of the fiscal year. But, of 
course, he took office almost 9 months 
before that time. 

In other words, that timetable ex- 
cludes the auto bailouts, the first year 
of the stimulus bill—which, of course, 
was President Obama’s legislation—the 
bailouts of Fannie Mae and Freddie 
Mac, and a lot of other things. As 
Hennessey writes, this date was ‘‘cher- 
ry-picked ... to make President 
Obama’s record look good.” 

I would ask: Does President Obama 
also disclaim anything to do with the 
auto bailouts that occurred during that 
same period of time? No, last time I 
heard, he was bragging about that. 
That is the height of cherry picking. 
The things that make you look good, 
you take; the things that make you 
look bad, you reject. You can’t have it 
both ways. 

Second, the President actually pro- 
posed spending far higher than was en- 
acted into law. For example, his latest 
budget request proposed spending of 
$3.72 trillion in fiscal year 2013. But the 
President is taking credit for spending 
in the CBO baseline which is $3.58 tril- 
lion, which is somewhat less than the 
$3.72 trillion he proposed. So the Presi- 
dent wanted to spend more but was re- 
strained by the Republicans in the 
House of Representatives in Congress. 

Mr. Hennessey also explains how the 
President’s spending claim collapses 
once you take three basic errors into 
account. He writes: 

If you instead do this calculation the right 
way and measure the average annual growth 
rate from fiscal year 2008 to CBO scoring of 
the President’s budget proposal for fiscal 
year 2018, you get an average annual growth 
rate of Federal spending of 4.5 percent. That 
is a nominal growth rate, so the real growth 
rate will be in the 2s. 

Finally, on spending, it is inaccurate 
to measure a President’s record with- 
out looking at the overall size and 
scope of government. President 
Obama’s preference for big government 
is obvious to everyone. He usually ar- 
gues for it. He doesn’t argue he is for a 
smaller or less active government. 
Well, the historical average of spending 
to gross domestic product before Presi- 
dent Obama took office was roughly 
20.6 percent. 

So how does President Obama’s 
record stack up? Here is the breakdown 
of spending to gross domestic product. 
These are the ratios during the Obama 
years. Remember now, this is compared 
to the historical average of 20.6 per- 
cent. In 2009, his first year, 25.2 per- 
cent; next, 2010, 24.1 percent; in 2011, 
24.1 percent again; and an estimate for 
this year, 2012, is 24.3 percent. 

All of these figures are substantially 
higher than the historical average of 
spending at 20 percent. So his spending 
every year he has been in office, includ- 
ing the projected spending this year, 
will be far greater than the historical 
average. 

And lastly, in the President’s budget 
request for fiscal year 2018, which 
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would be next year, the spending aver- 
ages 22.5 percent—still above the 20- 
percent historical figure. 

So it is no wonder President Obama 
doesn’t want to run on his real spend- 
ing record, because it is not one of fis- 
cal constraint. 

Third, I want to address the Presi- 
dent’s claim that the tax relief Con- 
gress enacted in 2001 and 2003 somehow 
played an outsized role in driving up 
the debt. We have heard him talk about 
this—if it weren’t for the Bush tax 
cuts, he said we would be closer to hav- 
ing a balanced budget. Not true. The 
records for this come from the non- 
partisan referees at the Congressional 
Budget Office. These are not partisan 
people—not on one side or the other— 
and they have shown what we have is a 
spending problem, not a revenue prob- 
lem. 

In May of 2011, CBO released an anal- 
ysis showing that nearly 50 percent of 
the cumulative budget deficit since 
2001 is due to increased government 
spending, 28 percent of it is due to eco- 
nomic and technical corrections, and 11 
percent is due to temporary stimulus- 
like tax provisions. The 2001 and 2003 
tax relief to which President Obama re- 
fers—which, by the way, is the same 
tax relief he extended for 2 years about 
a year and a half ago—accounts for 
how much? Just 14 percent of the def- 
icit since 2001 and 2003. 

So, far from being the cause of the 
deficit, it only accounts for 14 percent 
of the deficit. It is inaccurate for the 
President to place the blame for his 
spending records on broad-based 
progrowth tax relief that has helped to 
create jobs and economic growth in 
this country prior to the last down- 
turn—and that he himself supported 
extending. 

Additionally, the recently released 
“Long-Term Budget Outlook” esti- 
mates that tax revenues will exceed 
the historical average in the next 10 
years if this same tax policy—the 2001 
and 2003 tax relief—is extended, and if 
Congress prevents the alternative min- 
imum tax from hitting millions of ad- 
ditional middle-class families. And 
that is what Republicans have been 
supporting all along. So we will get 
back to the historical average of reve- 
nues raised. 

We all know robust economic growth 
is the most effective way to reduce our 
debt and that raising taxes will not 
achieve that goal. Failure to stop this 
tax-driven fiscal cliff could push us 
into another recession next year, again 
according to the nonpartisan Congres- 
sional Budget Office. It would result in 
a $4.59 trillion tax hike on individuals, 
families, businesses, and investors over 
the next decade. We have said that is 
the largest tax increase in the history 
of our country—over $4.5 trillion. If we 
are serious about increasing tax reve- 
nues through economic growth, avoid- 
ing a recession is a good place to start. 
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Republicans are happy to debate 
President Obama on the best way to 
create jobs and to get our country back 
on sound fiscal footing. But in order to 
do so, we need to get the facts straight 
first. President Obama has not lived up 
to his promise to cut the deficit. He 
has not reduced spending in any mean- 
ingful way. And tax relief is not the 
main reason why we are in the red 
today. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota. Mr. 
President, I ask unanimous consent 
that the order for the quorum call be 
rescinded. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 

AGRICULTURE REFORM 

Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota. Mr. 
President, I rise today to talk about 
the critically important piece of legis- 
lation currently before the Senate, the 
Agriculture Reform, Food and Jobs 
Act. But first I would like to thank 
Senators STABENOW and ROBERTS for 
the great work they have done to get 
us to this point in the reauthorization 
process. 

The bill as reported out of the Agri- 
culture Committee saves taxpayers 
more than $23 billion over the next 10 
years and will support millions of jobs. 
With this bill, we are taking several 
important steps in making our farm 
support system more responsive to ac- 
tual need rather than sending pay- 
ments to producers no matter what 
they grow. We are long past due in 
eliminating direct payments. At the 
same time, we are maintaining a 
strong crop insurance program and cre- 
ating a new system that makes assist- 
ance available to producers when they 
actually experience a loss. 

Another important area of reform in 
this bill is payment limitations and en- 
suring that actual farmers receive pay- 
ments. Senator GRASSLEY and I have 
worked for years to lower the caps on 
our farm program payments and to di- 
rect payments to family farmers. The 
new Agriculture Risk Coverage Pro- 
gram contains a cap of $50,000 and re- 
quires that program payment recipi- 
ents contribute labor to the farm oper- 
ation. Current law has enabled mul- 
tiple farm managers in an operation to 
qualify for separate farm program pay- 
ments with as little participation as 
one conference call a year. Not any- 
more under this bill. I am disappointed 
that there have been amendments filed 
to weaken this language. I don’t under- 
stand how anyone can stand before this 
body and justify sending Federal farm 
program payments to people who 
aren’t engaged in agriculture. Our 
country faces serious fiscal challenges, 
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and it seems to me that limiting farm 
payments to real farmers is a reason- 
able concept. I urge my colleagues to 
oppose efforts to weaken this language. 

With this bill we are also taking im- 
portant steps to combine and stream- 
line our conservation programs, while 
still allowing us to continue meeting 
the same land, water, and wildlife 
goals. Additionally, this bill contains a 
sodsaver provision that will discourage 
the breaking of native sod for crop pro- 
duction. 

One area of the bill with which I am 
disappointed is that it does not contain 
a livestock title. However, I have 
joined with some of my colleagues in 
filing amendments to give our inde- 
pendent livestock producers a fair 
shake in the marketplace. Along with 
Senator GRASSLEY and others, I have 
worked for more than a decade to pro- 
hibit the ownership of livestock by the 
big meatpackers for more than 14 days 
prior to slaughter. Additionally, I have 
joined with Senator ENZI in filing an 
amendment to require more trans- 
parency in the use of forward contracts 
in the livestock markets. These are im- 
portant provisions that I hope my col- 
leagues will support. 

I also applaud the committee’s work 
on the energy and rural development 
titles, which strengthen our rural 
economies. The Rural Development 
water and wastewater program has 
been a critical funding source to help 
alleviate a severe water infrastructure 
need on the Cheyenne River Sioux In- 
dian Reservation. I hope my colleagues 
will act favorably on Senator BROWN’s 
amendment that I have cosponsored to 
bolster this and other Rural Develop- 
ment programs. 

Finally, I would like to commend ef- 
forts to address the pine beetle epi- 
demic in the forestry title of this bill. 
The underlying bill does good work to 
increase flexibility, and I support the 
efforts of Senator MARK UDALL and 
others to increase the resources we are 
providing to the Forest Service to ad- 
dress this threat to our forest health 
and public safety. 

I understand that the Agriculture 
Committee leaders and Senate leader- 
ship have been making progress in 
their negotiations toward an agree- 
ment on a path forward. I hope we can 
avoid letting a small minority of Sen- 
ators hold up progress on this bill. It is 
time that we act and that we give our 
producers certainty. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor, and I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
MANCHIN). Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 
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Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to be recognized as 
in morning business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from Arizona. 

(The remarks of Mr. McCAIN per- 
taining to the introduction of S. 3306 
are printed in today’s RECORD under 
“Statements on Introduced Bills and 
Joint Resolutions.’’) 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I yield 
the floor. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. 

yield to the Chairman. 


ea 


EXECUTIVE SESSION 


President, I 


NOMINATION OF MARY GEIGER 
LEWIS TO BE UNITED STATES 
DISTRICT JUDGE FOR THE DIS- 
TRICT OF SOUTH CAROLINA 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will pro- 
ceed to executive session to consider 
the following nomination, which the 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read the nomi- 
nation of Mary Geiger Lewis, of South 
Carolina, to be United States District 
Court Judge for the District of South 
Carolina. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, there will be 30 
minutes of debate equally divided in 
the usual form. 

The Senator from Vermont. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, last 
week, Senate Republicans announced 
they are going to shut down and block 
the confirmation process for qualified 
and consensus circuit nominees for the 
rest of the year. That is unfortunate, 
and it does nothing to help the Amer- 
ican people or our courts. The courts 
continue to be overburdened while con- 
sensus nominees for vacancies that 
could be filled are being stalled. In 
some cases for nominees, we have two 
Republican Senators from the State 
supporting them and others where we 
have a Democratic and Republican 
Senator supporting them. They have 
gone through our committee—usually 
by voice vote—and they are non- 
controversial. I have often spoken dur- 
ing the last three years of the foot 
dragging and obstruction by Senate 
Republicans with respect to this Presi- 
dent’s judicial nominations. 

Just last week we saw the Majority 
Leader file the 28th cloture petition to 
end another filibuster against another 
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qualified judicial nominee. Last week 
it was a nominee from Arizona sup- 
ported by Senator KYL and Senator 
McCAIN. By their announcement, the 
Senate Republican leadership is saying 
that it will not agree to proceeding 
with debate and a vote on any of the 
four circuit court nominees voted on 
by the Senate Judiciary Committee. 
They include a nominee from Maine 
strongly supported by both Republican 
Senators from Maine, and a nominee 
from Oklahoma supported by the Re- 
publican Senators from that state, as 
well as a nominee from New Jersey and 
one for the Federal Circuit who was ap- 
proved by all of the Republican Sen- 
ators on the Judiciary Committee, ex- 
cept for an unrelated protest vote. This 
plan to shut down the confirmation 
process is consistent with what the 
partisan Senate Republican leadership 
did in 1996, when it would not allow any 
circuit nominees to be confirmed, and 
again at the end of President Clinton’s 
presidency, and can be contrasted with 
how Democrats acted in 1992, 2004 and 
2008. This is really a challenge to the 
Senators who have said that they will 
not support these filibusters and this 
kind of obstruction. 

It is hard to see how this new appli- 
cation of the Thurmond rule is any- 
thing more than another name for the 
stalling tactics we have already seen 
for months and years. I have yet to 
hear any good reason why we should 
not continue to vote on well-qualified 
consensus nominees, as we did up until 
September of the last two Presidential 
election years when we had a Repub- 
lican President. That was supported by 
both Democrats and Republicans—to 
vote up through September. I have yet 
to hear a good explanation why we 
can’t work to solve the problems of 
high vacancies for the American peo- 
ple. I will continue to work with the 
Senate leadership to try to confirm as 
many of President Obama’s qualified 
judicial nominees as possible because I 
hear from judges all over the country 
how these judicial vacancies are bur- 
dening our courts, and American tax- 
payers are unable to get a court to 
hear their cases. 

I was heartened to see the senior 
Senator from Maine has said she will 
continue to work with the bipartisan 
Senate leadership in an effort to bring 
the Maine nominee to the First Circuit 
before the Senate for a confirmation 
vote. I trust that many Republican 
Senators who joined Senator KyL and 
Senator MCCAIN in opposing the fili- 
buster of Justice Hurwitz will now join 
to oppose the filibusters of William 
Kayatta of Maine, Judge Robert 
Bacharach of Oklahoma, Judge 
Shwartz of New Jersey, and Richard 
Taranto for the Federal Circuit. I hope 
the Senators from South Carolina, 
whose State’s nominee we consider 
today, will aid this effort just as we 
worked with them throughout the 
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process to ensure they were consulted 
by the President. In fact, I personally 
requested the President consult with 
Republican Senators when they were 
going to have a nominee from their 
home State. I hope they are going to 
show that same courtesy to other Sen- 
ators. 

Senate Republicans were talking 
about shutting down the confirmation 
process from the beginning of this 
year, as I chronicled in my statement 
on February 7 on their obstruction and 
delay. They slow walked nominees who 
should have been confirmed last year 
into May of this year. And now, one 
month later, they announce that they 
are closing the gates on progress. The 
article by John Stanton in Roll Call on 
June 14 blew the whistle on their plan. 
The banner headline notes the “GOP . 
. . Judge Blockade” but it is not just 
beginning. It began from the moment 
the President was elected. 

I think this pattern of obstruction— 
and I say this more out of sadness than 
anything else—has been as transparent 
as the Senate Republican leader’s 
statement that ‘‘the single most im- 
portant thing [Senate Republicans] 
want to achieve is for President Obama 
to be a one-term President.” Just as 
they obstruct his qualified judicial 
nominees, they have also rejected vir- 
tually every effort this President has 
made to improve the economy and cre- 
ate jobs. They have become the party 
of no—no help for the American people, 
no to jobs, no to economic recovery, no 
to police, firefighters, and teachers, no 
to those students who are seeking help 
to pay for education, no to consumer 
protection, no to assisting State and 
local governments, no to the highway 
bill, and no to any more judges. 

Never mind that the American people 
rely on our courts for justice and that 
the courts are overburdened with va- 
cancies and that we have 17 judicial 
nominees voted out of the Judiciary 
Committee waiting for Senate con- 
firmation. 

The idea that Senate Republicans 
would oppose a proposal, bill or nomi- 
nation simply because it comes from 
this President is sadly no surprise. Re- 
publicans objected to extending the 
payroll tax cut even though they ulti- 
mately supported it. Republicans have 
also come to reject ideas and proposals 
that originated from their own party 
simply because this President supports 
them. This was the case with the indi- 
vidual mandate for healthcare, which 
was a Republican idea. So it should 
come as no surprise that Republicans 
have been obstructing President 
Obama’s judicial nominees since the 
President first took office. 

Regrettably, the obstruction of judi- 
cial nominations is just one more ex- 
ample of Republicans saying no or sim- 
ply going slow. They are saying no to 
the police, firefighters, teachers, stu- 
dents, consumer protection, and to 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE, Vol. 158, Pt. 7 


those 50 States that want to go forward 
with highway bills. 

I hear from Vermonters—Republicans 
and Democrats alike—and they cannot 
wait while politics trump sound policy 
efforts in Washington. It is time for a 
reality check. 

While our economy is showing some 
signs of progress since the economic 
collapse four years ago, there is no 
doubt domestic job growth has not 
been as strong as we had hoped. Even 
though we have under 5 percent unem- 
ployment in Vermont, we still have too 
many Vermonters looking for work. We 
have to continue looking for ways to 
spur job growth and economic invest- 
ment in this country. Unfortunately, 
efforts in Congress to increase jobs, re- 
duce unemployment, and support hard- 
working American families struggling 
to keep food on their tables and roofs 
over their heads meet with partisan ob- 
struction too. 

While Congress delays, the clock is 
ticking down for the millions of Ameri- 
cans struggling to afford college and 
those struggling to pay back student 
loans once they have graduated. In less 
than two weeks, student loan interest 
rates will double, threatening to make 
student loan debt an almost insur- 
mountable obstacle to accessing a col- 
lege education. Meanwhile, Senate Re- 
publicans continue to filibuster com- 
monsense legislation to address this 
looming deadline. 

In less than 2 weeks, millions of jobs 
will be put on hold when critical trans- 
portation programs, including funding 
for the highway trust fund, expire. 
Failing to pass a long-term transpor- 
tation bill jeopardizes thousands of 
construction and development projects, 
impacting millions of jobs in every sin- 
gle State in this country. These pro- 
grams impact every one of our states— 
which means more jobs lost in an al- 
ready weak economy. The Senate has 
passed a bill to bring certainty to this 
fund for two years. We are still waiting 
for the House Republican leadership to 
act on that legislation. 

In a little over 1 month, important 
legislation to extend the National 
Flood Insurance Program will expire. 
The failure to reauthorize this impor- 
tant program puts at risk the sale of 
thousands of homes at a time when our 
housing market is still trying to re- 
cover. The program expired in 2008, and 
subsists now on a series of short term 
extensions. A five-year extension is 
pending before Congress; Senate Re- 
publicans have delayed consideration 
of that important legislation, too. 

Meanwhile, in this election year, Re- 
publicans in Congress are more intent 
on extending the Bush-era tax cuts 
that contributed to the financial crisis 
facing us today than in working to- 
gether to move forward with reason- 
able policies to bolster economic 
growth and development. Extending to 
the wealthiest Americans a lower tax 
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rate will not lead to job creation. 
These tax cuts have not led to job cre- 
ation. Meanwhile, businesses continue 
to shutter their doors, costing commu- 
nities jobs and economic development. 

I know I raised the question at the 
time when Congress voted to go to war 
in Iraq—a war I voted against—that 
they were going to do it by borrowing 
the money, the same in Afghanistan. 
Never before in this Nation have we 
gone to war and borrowed the money. 
We have had a tax to pay for it. So we 
lose $1 trillion in Iraq and at least $14 
trillion so far in Afghanistan. 

If we want to cast partisan politics 
aside and have a consensus on mean- 
ingful jobs and job preservation legisla- 
tion, we can do so. We have shown how 
to do it. The Leahy-Smith America In- 
vents Act is one of the best examples of 
laws enacted in this Congress to pro- 
mote our American economy and cre- 
ate American jobs. The Republican 
chairman of the House Judiciary Com- 
mittee and I in the Senate brought to- 
gether Republicans and Democrats in 
both bodies, and we passed the Leahy- 
Smith America Invents Act. Unfortu- 
nately, it was only one of the few job- 
creating bills enacted in this Congress. 

The outlook this Congress need not 
be gloom and doom. Working together, 
we can enact meaningful legislation to 
close the loopholes that incentivize 
companies to ship jobs overseas. We 
can bolster the middle class, rather 
than the wealthiest one percent of 
Americans, by promoting job creation 
through small business development. 
We can ensure that students grad- 
uating from school are not saddled 
with student loans, the interest rates 
on which are simply too high to afford. 
We can do all this, today. 

I am disheartened that the Repub- 
lican leaders in Congress have said 
they are simply done legislating for the 
year. The reality check is that 
Vermonters and other Americans of all 
States cannot wait. President Obama 
has signaled his commitment to mov- 
ing forward with job-creating legisla- 
tion to get Americans back to work 
and to protect America’s leadership in 
the global marketplace. We should 
move on that. Let the two candidates 
for President argue, let them state 
their positions, and let the voters de- 
cide which one they want to vote for. 
In the meantime, when we have legisla- 
tion to put Americans to work, let’s 
put politics aside and focus on the 
right policies, on the needs of the 
American people. All of us—Repub- 
licans and Democrats alike—should act 
on behalf of the people who sent us. It 
is past time for that work to begin. 

Shutting down judicial confirmations 
makes no sense when the judicial va- 
cancy rate remains almost twice what 
it was at this point in the first term of 
President Bush. Senate Republicans 
were successful in keeping it near or 
above 80 for three years. Nearly one 
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out of every 11 Federal courts is cur- 
rently vacant. As a current report from 
the nonpartisan Congressional Re- 
search Service confirms, not a single 
one of the last three presidents has had 
judicial vacancies increase after their 
first term. President Obama will likely 
be the first given partisan obstruction. 
The same recent CRS report notes that 
the median time circuit nominees have 
had to wait before a Senate vote has 
skyrocketed from 18 days for President 
Bush’s nominees to 132 days for Presi- 
dent Obama’s. This is the result of Re- 
publican foot dragging and obstruction. 
Last year Senate Republicans again re- 
fused to act on 19 judicial nominees 
and delayed consideration of those 
nominations an extra year. 

Three of the five circuit court judges 
finally confirmed this year after 
months of unnecessary delays and a fil- 
ibuster should have been confirmed 
last year. The other two circuit court 
nominees confirmed this year were 
both subjected to stalling and a par- 
tisan filibuster by Senate Republicans. 
So when I hear some Senate Repub- 
licans say they are invoking the Thur- 
mond Rule and have decided they are 
not going to allow President Obama’s 
judicial nominees to be considered, I 
wonder how the American people can 
tell the difference. There are long- 
standing vacancies with nominees 
ready to fill them that Republicans are 
delaying unnecessarily for months. 
How do we tell the difference between 
the Republican obstruction—that was 
signaled when they filibustered Presi- 
dent Obama’s very first circuit court 
nominee, a nomination supported by 
the longest-serving Republican in the 
Senate and the nominee’s home state 
Senator—and this new application of 
the Thurmond Rule? 

Last week we needed to overcome a 
filibuster to confirm Justice Andrew 
Hurwitz of Arizona to the Ninth Circuit 
despite the strong support of his home 
state Senators, Republicans JON KYL 
and JOHN MCCAIN. Last month the Ma- 
jority Leader had to file cloture to se- 
cure an up-or-down vote on Paul 
Watford of California to the Ninth Cir- 
cuit despite his sterling credentials and 
bipartisan support. The year started 
with the Majority Leader having to file 
for cloture to get an up-or-down vote 
on Judge Adalberto Jordan of Florida 
to the Eleventh Circuit even though he 
was strongly supported by his Repub- 
lican home state Senator. Every single 
one of these nominees for whom the 
Majority Leader was forced to file clo- 
ture was rated unanimously well quali- 
fied by the nonpartisan ABA Standing 
Committee on the Federal Judiciary, 
the highest possible rating. And every 
one of them was nominated to fill a ju- 
dicial emergency vacancy. 

Did Republicans secretly invoke the 
Thurmond Rule before this year even 
started, when they departed from the 
Senate’s traditional practice and would 
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not consent to confirm 19 judicial 
nominees that were on the calendar at 
the end of last year? Up until last 
month, we were considering nominees 
that could and should have been con- 
firmed last year. Given that we have 
only confirmed eight judicial nominees 
that were reported by the Committee 
this year and only two of them circuit 
court nominees it seems oddly pre- 
mature to declare an artificial cut-off 
of confirmations when our work this 
year has only just begun. Among those 
now being blockaded are nominees 
waiting since March of this year. So by 
delaying last year’s nominees until 
May, Senate Republicans effectively 
prevented consideration of the 
Shwartz, Taranto and Kayatta nomina- 
tions for months after being voted out 
of the Judiciary Committee. The Sen- 
ate Republican leadership is not shut- 
ting off circuit nominees just after 
June 12, they are blocking nominees 
ready for consideration since early 
March of this year. 

In 2004, a Presidential election year, 
the Senate confirmed five circuit court 
nominees of a Republican President 
that had been reported by the Com- 
mittee that year. This year we have 
confirmed only two circuit court nomi- 
nees that have been reported by the 
Committee this year, and both were 
filibustered. By this date in 2004 the 
Senate had already confirmed 32 of 
President Bush’s circuit court nomi- 
nees, and we confirmed another three 
that year for a total of 35 circuit court 
nominees in his first term. So far, the 
Senate has only been allowed to con- 
sider and confirm 30 of President 
Obama’s circuit court nominees five 
fewer, 17 percent fewer while higher 
numbers of vacancies remain, and yet 
the Senate Republican leadership 
wants to artificially shut off nomina- 
tions with no good reason. 

There is no reason that the Senate 
could not vote on consensus circuit 
court nominees thoroughly vetted, con- 
sidered and voted on by the Judiciary 
Committee. There is no reason the Sen- 
ate cannot vote on the nomination of 
William Kayatta of Maine to the First 
Circuit, a nominee strongly supported 
by both of Maine’s Republican Sen- 
ators and reported nearly unanimously 
by the Committee two months ago. 
There is no reason the Senate cannot 
vote on the nomination of Judge Rob- 
ert Bacharach of Oklahoma to the 
Tenth Circuit, who was supported by 
Senator COBURN during Committee 
consideration. Senator COBURN said 
that Judge Bacharach would make a 
great nominee for a Republican presi- 
dent. So why is the Republican leader- 
ship playing politics with his nomina- 
tion? 

There is also no reason the Senate 
cannot vote on Richard Taranto’s nom- 
ination to the Federal Circuit. He was 
reported almost unanimously by voice 
vote nearly three months ago, and was 
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supported by conservatives such as 
Robert Bork and Paul Clement. The 
Federal Circuit has never been con- 
troversial before. The one circuit court 
nominee who was reported out of Com- 
mittee with a split roll call vote Judge 
Shwartz of New Jersey should not have 
been controversial, as seen by the bi- 
partisan support she has received from 
New Jersey’s Republican Governor 
Chris Christie. 

Every circuit court nominee that 
Senate Republicans currently refuse to 
consent to vote on have been rated 
unanimously ‘‘well qualified’? by the 
nonpartisan ABA Standing Committee 
on the Federal Judiciary, the highest 
possible rating. These are not con- 
troversial nominees. They are qualified 
and should be considered as consensus 
nominees and confirmed. By invoking 
the Thurmond Rule, Senate Repub- 
licans are blocking consent to vote on 
superbly qualified circuit court nomi- 
nees with strong bipartisan support. 
This is a new and damaging application 
of the Thurmond Rule. 

Senate tradition has been that in 
Presidential election years, nominees 
receive a vote unless they do not have 
bipartisan support. In the past five 
presidential election years, Senate 
Democrats have never denied an up or 
down vote to any circuit court nominee 
of a Republican president who received 
bipartisan support in the Judiciary 
Committee. In fact, during the last 20 
years, only four circuit nominees re- 
ported with bipartisan support have 
been denied an up-or-down vote by the 
Senate and all four were nominated by 
President Clinton and blocked by Sen- 
ate Republicans. While Senate Demo- 
crats have been willing to work with 
Republican presidents to confirm cir- 
cuit court nominees with bipartisan 
support, Senate Republicans have re- 
peatedly obstructed the nominees of 
Democratic presidents. In the previous 
five presidential election years, a total 
of 13 circuit court nominees have been 
confirmed after June 1. Not surpris- 
ingly, 12 of the 13 were Republican 
nominees. Clearly, this is not tit-for- 
tat as some contend but, rather, a one 
way street in favor of Republican presi- 
dents’ nominees. 

The precedent for this decision by 
Senate Republican Leadership to shut- 
down the confirmation process for well- 
qualified consensus nominees is their 
prior actions obstructing President 
Clinton’s nominees. Senator SCHUMER 
held a Judiciary Committee hearing in 
May 2002 to shed light on the harmful 
and damaging practice of stalling and 
obstructing qualified, consensus nomi- 
nees that had occurred during the last 
years of the Clinton administration. Of 
course, there was the nomination of 
Bonnie Campbell of Iowa to the Eighth 
Circuit. Ms. Campbell was the first 
woman ever elected to be Attorney 
General of Iowa. She was also once 
named by Time Magazine as one of the 
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25 most influential people in America. 
She served as President Clinton’s head 
of the Office on Violence Against 
Women. Despite having the support of 
her home state Senators, Senator 
GRASSLEY and Senator HARKIN, she 
never received a Committee vote after 
her hearing. 

How ironic that last week the junior 
Senator from Utah tried to claim cred- 
it for progress this year by comparing 
confirmations to the 1996 session. The 
Senate Republican majority that year 
stalled most of President Clinton’s 
nominees and would not allow the con- 
firmation of any circuit court nomi- 
nees. That is not a record to be proud 
of but a record that led to Chief Justice 
Rehnquist criticizing the Senate Re- 
publicans for their obstruction. This 
should not be a race to the bottom but 
that seems to be the intent of Senate 
Republicans. 

By contrast, if we look at the last 
two presidential election years, we will 
see we were able to bring the number of 
judicial vacancies down to the lowest 
levels in the past 20 years. In 2004 at 
the end of President Bush’s first term, 
vacancies were reduced to 28 not the 75 
at which they are today. In 2008, in the 
last year of President Bush’s second 
term, we again worked to fill vacancies 
and got them down to 34, less than half 
of what they are today. In 2004, 25 
nominees were confirmed between June 
and the presidential election, and in 
2008, 22 nominees were confirmed be- 
tween June and the presidential elec- 
tion. 

The nonpartisan Congressional Re- 
search Service recently released a re- 
port confirming that judicial nominees 
continue to be confirmed in presi- 
dential election years, except it seems 
when there is a Democratic President. 
In five of the last eight presidential 
election years, the Senate has con- 
firmed at least 22 circuit and district 
court nominees after May 31. The nota- 
ble exceptions were during the last 
years of President Clinton’s two terms 
in 1996 and 2000 when Senate Repub- 
licans would not allow confirmations 
to continue. Otherwise, it has been the 
rule rather than the exception. So, for 
example, the Senate confirmed 32 in 
1980; 28 in 1984; 31 in 1992; 28 in 2004 at 
the end of President George W. Bush’s 
first term; and 22 after May 31 in 2008 
at the end of President Bush’s second 
term. 

We have heard lots of excuses from 
Senate Republicans, who have tried to 
shift the blame for the judicial vacancy 
crisis to the President—much as they 
try to blame him for the debt of Euro- 
pean countries and other matters. 
They claim that the President has not 
made enough nominations. With last 
week’s announcement that Senate Re- 
publicans refuse to confirm any more 
circuit court nominees, that excuse 
melts away. There are nominees ready 
to be confirmed and the reason they 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE, Vol. 158, Pt. 7 


are not being considered is Republican 
obstruction. This is wrong. I wish they 
would not put politics ahead of the 
needs of the American people. 

The across-the-board obstruction of 
President Obama’s nominees is not the 
product of a Thurmond Rule to limit 
confirmations at the end of presi- 
dential election years to nominees with 
bipartisan support. Rather this is a 
continuation of obstruction that began 
as soon as this President was elected. 
Senate Republicans insisted that fili- 
busters of President Bush’s judicial 
nominees were unconstitutional, yet 
they reversed course and filibustered 
President Obama’s very first judicial 
nomination, that of Judge David Ham- 
ilton of Indiana, a widely-respected 15- 
year veteran of the Federal bench nom- 
inated to the Seventh Circuit and who 
had the support of his home state Sen- 
ator, the longest-serving Republican in 
the Senate. Senate Republicans filibus- 
tered the nomination of Judge Barbara 
Keenan of Virginia to the Fourth Cir- 
cuit before she was confirmed 99-0, and 
the nomination of Judge Denny Chin of 
New York to the Second Circuit was 
filibustered before he was confirmed 
98-0 after four months of needless 
delays. 

At a time when judicial vacancies re- 
mained historically high for three 
years, with 30 more vacancies and 30 
fewer confirmations than at this point 
in President Bush’s first term, I would 
hope the Senate Republican leadership 
would reconsider and work with us on 
filling these longstanding judicial va- 
cancies to help the American people. 
We have well-qualified, consensus 
nominees with bipartisan support who 
can fill these vacancies. It is only par- 
tisan politics and continued tactics of 
obstruction that stand in the way. 

Is it any wonder why Congress is so 
unpopular? I take no comfort in the 
rise in the congressional approval rat- 
ing—it is from 9 percent to 17 percent. 
This is this kind of obstruction that 
turns off the American people. Stop the 
senseless obstruction—whether you 
call it the Thurmond Rule or not—and 
start helping the American people by 
easing the burden on them and the 
courts around the country. 

Today, the Senate will vote on the 
nomination of Mary Geiger Lewis to 
fill a judicial vacancy in the U.S. Dis- 
trict Court for the District of South 
Carolina. Ms. Lewis has the support of 
her Republican home state Senator 
LINDSEY GRAHAM. Her nomination was 
voted on and received bipartisan sup- 
port in the Judiciary Committee over 
three months ago. I thank the Majority 
Leader for his work in securing a vote 
on this nomination. 

Mary Lewis has worked in private 
practice for over 25 years at the law 
firm Lewis & Babcock LLP, and has 
tried approximately 15 cases to verdict 
or final judgment. Born in Columbia, 
South Carolina, she earned her J.D. 
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from the University of South Carolina 
and served as a law clerk to Judge 
Owens Taylor Cobb in the South Caro- 
lina Judicial Department. The ABA 
Standing Committee on the Federal 
Judiciary unanimously rated Ms. Lewis 
“qualified? to serve on the district 
court. I support Ms. Lewis and hope she 
will be confirmed. 

I also hope that Senate Republicans 
will reconsider their wrongheaded 
move to shut down the confirmation of 
consensus, well-qualified circuit court 
nominees. Given our overburdened Fed- 
eral courts and the need to provide all 
Americans with prompt justice, we 
should all be working in a bipartisan 
fashion to confirm these nominees. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, 
today the Senate turns to another judi- 
cial nomination, that of Mary Geiger 
Lewis, to be U.S. district judge for the 
District of South Carolina. Once again, 
for the third time this month, we have 
a nonconsensus nominee brought be- 
fore the Senate. I oppose this nomina- 
tion and urge all Senators to do like- 
wise. 

We continue to confirm the Presi- 
dent’s nominees at a brisk pace. We al- 
ready confirmed 149 nominees of this 
President to the district and circuit 
courts. We also have confirmed two Su- 
preme Court nominees during Presi- 
dent Obama’s term. 

For those who claim this President is 
being treated differently, let me put 
that in perspective for my colleagues, 
with an apples-to-apples comparison. 
The last time the Senate confirmed 
two Supreme Court nominees was dur- 
ing President Bush’s second term. Dur- 
ing President Bush’s entire second 
term, the Senate confirmed a total of 
only 119 district and circuit court 
nominees. If Ms. Lewis is confirmed 
today, we will have confirmed 31 more 
district and circuit nominees for Presi- 
dent Obama than we did for President 
Bush, in similar circumstances. 

During the last Presidential election 
year, 2008, the Senate confirmed a total 
of 28 judges—24 district and 4 circuit. 
With a confirmation today, we will 
match that number. We have already 
confirmed five circuit nominees, and 
this will be the 28rd district judge con- 
firmed this year. 

Some have complained about the 
length of time to confirm these judges, 
focusing only on one phase of the con- 
firmation process. 

In reality, the timeframes are com- 
parable for nomination to confirma- 
tion. For President Bush, that time 
frame was around 211 days; for Presi- 
dent Obama, it is 222 days. 

We take this time for review because 
our inquiry of the qualifications of 
nominees must be rigorous. At the be- 
ginning of this Congress, I articulated 
my standards for judicial nominees. I 
want to ensure that the men and 
women who are appointed to a lifetime 
position in the Federal judiciary are 
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qualified to serve. Factors I consider 
important include intellectual ability, 
respect for the Constitution, fidelity to 
the law, personal integrity, appropriate 
judicial temperament, and professional 
competence. 

Last year, I became increasingly con- 
cerned about some of the judicial 
nominations being sent to the Senate. 
In a few individual cases, it was very 
troublesome. The nomination of Ms. 
Lewis was one of those that gave me 
concern. When applying the standards I 
have articulated, it is my judgment 
that Ms. Lewis falls short and should 
not be confirmed. 

The Senate process for reviewing the 
professional qualifications, tempera- 
ment, background, and character is a 
long and thorough process. These 
issues need to be fully examined; nomi- 
nations are not just rubberstamped. 

At the conclusion of that lengthy 
process, a substantial majority of Re- 
publicans on the Judiciary Committee 
determined that this nomination 
should not be reported to the Senate. 

Nevertheless, we now have the nomi- 
nation before us. Even so, there are 
reasons sufficient to oppose this nomi- 
nee. Ms. Lewis has limited courtroom 
experience and little criminal law ex- 
perience. Her responses in her ques- 
tionnaire and hearing regarding her 
legal experience indicated her signifi- 
cant cases were handled more than 10 
years ago and was more of a team ef- 
fort than individual experience. At her 
hearing she was not prepared to discuss 
the legal principles involved in a case 
her firm took to the Supreme Court. 
For these reasons and others, I will 
vote nay on this nomination and urge 
my colleagues to do likewise. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum 
and ask unanimous consent that the 
time be equally divided. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. TESTER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. TESTER. I ask that all time be 
yielded back. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. All time is yielded back. 

The question is, Will the Senate ad- 
vise and consent to the nomination of 
Mary Geiger Lewis, of South Carolina, 
to be United States District Judge for 
the District of South Carolina? 

Mr. TESTER. Mr. President, I ask for 
the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec- 
ond. 

The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 
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Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the 
Senator from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
CASEY), the Senator from Iowa (Mr. 
HARKIN), and the Senator from Mis- 
souri (Mrs. MCCASKILL) are necessarily 
absent. 

Mr. KYL. The following Senators are 
necessarily absent: the Senator from 
Wisconsin (Mr. JOHNSON), the Senator 
from Illinois (Mr. KIRK), the Senator 
from Kansas (Mr. MORAN), the Senator 
from Florida (Mr. RUBIO), the Senator 
from Pennsylvania (Mr. TOOMEY), and 
the Senator from Louisiana (Mr. VIT- 
TER). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 
HAGAN). Are there any other Senators 
in the Chamber desiring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 64, 
nays 27, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 122 Ex.] 


YEAS—64 
Akaka Gillibrand Murray 
Alexander Graham Nelson (NE) 
Ayotte Hagan Nelson (FL) 
Baucus Hoeven Pryor 
Begich Hutchison Reed 
Bennet Inouye Reid 
eae i ae (SD) Rockefeller 
umentha. erry 
Boxer Klobuchar Snel 
Brown (MA) Kohl Shaheen 
Brown (OH) Landrieu 
Cantwell Lautenberg Snowe 
Cardin Leahy Stabenow 
Carper Levin Tester 
Cochran Lieberman Udall (CO) 
Collins Lugar Udall (NM) 
Conrad Manchin Warner 
Coons McCain Web 
Corker Menendez Whitehouse 
Durbin Merkley Wicker 
Feinstein Mikulski Wyden 
Franken Murkowski 
NAYS—27 
Barrasso DeMint Lee 
Blunt Enzi McConnell 
Boozman Grassley Paul 
Burr Hatch Portman 
Chambliss Heller Risch 
Coats Inhofe Roberts 
Coburn Isakson Sessions 
Cornyn Johanns Shelby 
Crapo Kyl Thune 
NOT VOTING—9 
Casey Kirk Rubio 
Harkin McCaskill Toomey 
Johnson (WI) Moran Vitter 


The nomination was confirmed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the motion to re- 
consider is considered made and laid 
upon the table. 

The President will be immediately 
notified of the Senate’s action. 


Te 
LEGISLATIVE SESSION 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ate will resume legislative session. 
Í a 
FLOOD INSURANCE REFORM AND 
MODERNIZATION ACT—MOTION 
TO PROCEED—Continued 
The Senator from Massachusetts. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. 
HANSCOM AIR FORCE BASE 


Mr. BROWN of Massachusetts. 
Madam President, I rise today to speak 
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about the Electronic Systems Center 
at Hanscom Air Force Base in Massa- 
chusetts and its role in our Nation’s 
cybersecurity. 

I want to clarify a situation we face 
as a nation. First, the Secretary of De- 
fense has said loudly and clearly that 
the threat of cyber attacks on our 
country and the need for America to 
develop strong military capabilities 
keeps him up at night, and it keeps me 
and many other people up as well. We 
read about the cyber attacks by the 
Chinese, and we read about Iran. The 
Secretary has described it as an evolv- 
ing and urgent threat in our future. 
Our Nation’s security depends on win- 
ning the battle in cyberspace. 

Unfortunately, the Air Force is in 
the midst of a four-structure change 
that ignores the crucial facts I have 
just stated. At a time when cyber 
threats are growing more important 
each day, the Air Force is making 
questionable decisions that, in my 
opinion, create an unnecessary risk to 
our Nation’s cyber defenses and our 
ability to deal with those very threats. 
It makes absolutely no sense at this 
point in time. 

That is why just a few weeks ago the 
House and Senate Armed Services 
Committee took strong action to pre- 
vent what the entire Massachusetts 
delegation believed was a premature 
proposal by the Air Force to reduce 
Hanscom’s leadership from a three-star 
general to a two-star general. 

The elimination of the ESC com- 
mander position at Hanscom will di- 
minish our cyber capabilities and focus 
across the entire force, and that is not 
good at this point in time. That is the 
last thing we need in the midst of a 
cyber attack. 

In response, Representative TSONGAS 
of Massachusetts inserted a provision 
in this year’s National Defense Author- 
ization Act that was passed by the full 
House of Representatives which re- 
quired the Secretary of the Air Force 
to remain and retain core functions at 
Hanscom as they existed on November 
1, 2011. Her language was aimed at re- 


taining Hanscom’s three-star leader- 
ship. 
Similarly, I worked with Senator 


LIEBERMAN and our Senate Armed 
Services Committee to include lan- 
guage in the Senate Armed Services 
markup reported version of the Defense 
authorization bill that directs the Air 
Force to keep in place the current 
leadership rank structure until the two 
defense committees have had an oppor- 
tunity to review the recommendations 
of the National Commission on the 
Structure of the Air Force. 

Given Secretary Panetta’s warning, I 
believe we must pay particular atten- 
tion to any changes that relate to cy- 
bersecurity. The Massachusetts delega- 
tion has been united in declaring that 
both Hanscom’s mission and the senior 
leadership should be preserved in order 
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to bring forth the best cyber capabili- 
ties our country has to offer. 

Both defense committees have spo- 
ken with one voice to the Air Force: 
Stand down with this change until 
both committees receive more informa- 
tion about how the proposed force 
structure changes will impact our cy- 
bersecurity. 

I also wish to explain why the delega- 
tion feels so strongly about this. Mas- 
sachusetts has been a national security 
and information technology leader for 
many decades. Groundbreaking innova- 
tion in cybersecurity is taking place in 
Massachusetts as we speak—perhaps 
more than any other State in our en- 
tire Nation. That innovation is hap- 
pening at Hanscom, at universities 
such as the Massachusetts Institute of 
Technology, and in our defense sector. 
Our capabilities are second to none. 

The Electronic Systems Center at 
Hanscom has unlimited potential to 
take on future missions and future 
threats in the realm of cybersecurity. 
The Air Force and the MIT Lincoln 
Lab are now upgrading their partner- 
ship to enhance our Nation’s ability to 
meet key and growing cyber require- 
ments. The Department of Defense and 
the Air Force continue to depend on 
Hanscom’s unmatched cyber expertise. 

To ensure our Nation’s crucial cyber 
defense, I say again very firmly today 
that the Air Force must preserve the 
senior three-star leadership in Massa- 
chusetts. Doesn’t it make sense for our 
military’s cyber leadership, expertise, 
and talent to be based in a location 
where some of the world’s most leading 
research and technological develop- 
ment is actually taking place? Placing 
Hanscom’s cyber team under a chain of 
command with a 3-star general in an- 
other State with a number of other Air 
Force responsibilities diminishes our 
Nation’s ability to deliver critical 
cyber tools and resources and impacts 
our ability to respond to the ever-grow- 
ing cyber threat. 

Congress has spoken in a bipartisan 
and bicameral way. We have stated our 
position clearly. The Air Force should 
not move forward with any force struc- 
ture changes at Hanscom until Con- 
gress has had an opportunity to review 
what our appropriate force structure 
mix should be, particularly as it re- 
lates to cybersecurity. We absolutely, 
positively must be ready to meet this 
next-generation threat—the one that 
keeps Secretary Panetta up at night. I 
will continue to fight to make sure we 
are prepared. 

I thank the Chair and yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Ohio. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Madam Presi- 
dent, I ask unanimous consent to speak 
as in morning business for up to 5 min- 
utes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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CELEBRATING JUNETEENTH INDEPENDENCE DAY 
Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Madam Presi- 
dent, I rise today in support of a reso- 
lution I am cosponsoring to commemo- 
rate Juneteenth Independence Day. 

In just 2 weeks, Americans will gath- 
er, of course, as we know, to celebrate 
the Fourth of July, but it is important 
to remember that when our Nation 
gained its independence, there were 
some 450,000 enslaved people in the 13 
States. It wasn’t until June 19, 1865, 
more than 2 years after President Lin- 
coln issued the Emancipation Procla- 
mation, which liberated a limited num- 
ber of people, that enslaved people in 
the Southwestern States finally 
learned of their freedom. 

Months after the 13th amendment 
was ratified, Army MG Gordon Granger 
and Federal troops arrived in Gal- 
veston, TX, to enforce emancipation. 
Since then, Americans in Texas and 
throughout the United States have 
celebrated Juneteenth, which is the 
oldest known celebration of the end of 
slavery in our country. 

To celebrate that day, people from 
all backgrounds—not only African 
Americans and not only descendants of 
slaves but people of all backgrounds 
and ethnicities—will gather in special 
places all over Ohio. They will gather 
at Franklin Park in Columbus, our 
State capital. They will gather at ‘‘The 
Coming of Emancipation’? memorial 
service in Oberlin, just a few miles 
from my house, the site of visits from 
Martin Luther King and the site of the 
Underground Railroad where those es- 
caping slavery were housed on their 
way to Canada. Ohioans will reflect in 
Westwood Cemetery in Oberlin, where 
former slaves and famous abolitionists 
are buried. At Cincinnati’s Juneteenth 
Festival in Eden Park, families and 
visitors will gather on one of the hill- 
tops overlooking the Ohio River, which 
slaves saw while coming from Ken- 
tucky into freedom as they crossed the 
river into the North. They will remem- 
ber the perilous journey to freedom 
that many made at the banks of that 
river. In Wilberforce, an African-Amer- 
ican school—a university in southwest 
Ohio—and Zanesville, in 
Newcomerstown and Cleveland, Ohio- 
ans will hold ceremonies of remem- 
brance and celebration. 

On Juneteenth Independence Day, es- 
pecially, we have yet another oppor- 
tunity to celebrate our great Demo- 
cratic traditions—our American inge- 
nuity, innovation, and imagination. We 
celebrate the rich heritage and vibrant 
culture of all Americans who are de- 
scendants of enslaved people on Amer- 
ican soil. We celebrate the ingenuity of 
Ohioans such as Columbus native Gran- 
ville T. Woods, who invented the tele- 
graph device that sent messages from 
moving trains and train stations. We 
celebrate the innovation of Ohioans 
such as Garrett Morgan, a Clevelander 
who invented the traffic light. We cele- 
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brate the imagination and wisdom of 
Ohioans such as Nobel Prize-winning 
and recent Presidential Medal of Free- 
dom honoree Toni Morrison of Lorain, 
OH. 

In America, progress is never prom- 
ised, but through the work of dedicated 
citizens, we move closer to being the 
Nation our Framers envisioned. We can 
work together toward achieving a more 
perfect union, where justice isn’t lim- 
ited to the powerful but is also acces- 
sible to the people. 

Today I am proud to commemorate 
Juneteenth Independence Day. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Oklahoma. 

Mr. INHOFE. I ask unanimous con- 
sent to speak as in morning business 
for 15 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

UTILITY MACT 

Mr. INHOFE. Madam President, as 
we know, the Senate will take a vote 
this week on the CRA that I have of- 
fered concerning Utility MACT. Utility 
MACT is a requirement. MACT, of 
course—M-—A-C-T—means maximum 
achievable controlled technology. One 
of the problems with the overregula- 
tion we have with a lot of these emis- 
sions is that there is no technology to 
accommodate this. In the case of Util- 
ity MACT, I think everyone under- 
stands now that this is an effort to kill 
coal. I know there are a lot of reasons 
people have, but recently some things 
have happened, and I thought I would 
mention them as we look toward this 
bill. It looks as though it is going to be 
on Wednesday. It looks as if there will 
be some speaking time on Tuesday, and 
on Wednesday we will actually have 
the vote. 

AS we all know, a CRA is an effort for 
elected officials to reflect upon over- 
regulation and to stop a regulation. 
After all, we are the ones who are ac- 
countable to the people and not the En- 
vironmental Protection Agency. 

The breaking news is that President 
Obama just issued a statement this 
afternoon that he will veto my resolu- 
tion if it passes. Just before that an- 
nouncement from the White House this 
afternoon, Representatives ED MARKEY 
and HENRY WAXMAN came out fighting 
with a new report detailing what Rep- 
resentative WAXMAN has called the 
most anti-environmental House of Rep- 
resentatives in history. I wish to re- 
mind my Democratic friends that 19 
House Democrats supported the com- 
panion legislation in the House—the 
same thing we will be voting on here. 
Democrats and many of the labor 
unions have sent letters in support of 
my resolution, so it is not just Repub- 
licans whose constituents are feeling 
the pain of the EPA’s regulations. 

To my Democratic friends in the 
House, I beg to differ—it is not that 
this Congress is anti-environmental; it 
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is that the EPA is the most radical 
EPA in history, aggressive to the point 
that even the left-leaning Washington 
Post has called out the Agency for 
“earning a reputation for abuse.” Of 
course, this is the same EPA whose top 
officials have told us they are out to 
crucify the American energy producers. 

We all remember the sixth area of 
the EPA, when Mr. Armendariz came 
out and made this statement to some 
of his supporters: We need to do the 
same thing the Romans did. We re- 
member back in the old days when 
they were going around the Mediterra- 
nean and they would go into the towns 
in Turkey and they would crucify the 
first five people they would see. That 
gets them under their control. 

He said: That is what we have to do. 

He said: That is going to be our oper- 
ation. 

Well, we went through that, and of 
course he is no longer there. 

Over the course of President Obama’s 
Presidency, whatever they could not 
achieve through legislation they have 
tried to achieve through aggressive, 
onerous EPA regulations. They tried 
first of all to do it through legislation. 
Remember the cap-and-trade legisla- 
tion—they tried for 10 years to get that 
done. Finally, each year they brought 
it up, more and more people in this 
body, the U.S. Senate, were opposed to 
a cap-and-trade system to do away 
with greenhouse gases and to put regu- 
lations on them. Well, every time a 
vote comes up, there is a larger major- 
ity opposed to it because the people of 
this country are concerned about the 
economy and the fact that this would 
be very costly. It was President Obama 
who said that with the cap-and-trade 
regulations, it would be very expensive. 

Now, when they couldn’t pass the 
Clean Water Restoration Act, the same 
thing happened. Remember, that was 
introduced by Senator Feingold from 
Wisconsin and by Representative Ober- 
star in the House. And not only did 
they defeat overwhelmingly the Clean 
Water Restoration Act, but the two in- 
dividuals who were the sponsors in the 
House and the Senate were both de- 
feated in the next election. 

So just how radical is President 
Obama on environmental issues? By 
imposing these backdoor global warm- 
ing cap-and-trade regulations through 
the EPA, President Obama is fulfilling 
his campaign promise that energy 
prices would necessarily skyrocket— 
his words. By vetoing the Keystone 
Pipeline, he gave the far left what one 
of his supporters called the biggest 
global warming victory in years. By fi- 
nalizing the most expensive EPA rule 
in history, he is making good on his 
campaign promise that if anybody 
wants to build a coal-fired powerplant, 
they can; it is just that it will bank- 
rupt them. And he succeeded in throw- 
ing hundreds of millions of taxpayers’ 
dollars out the window on companies 
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such as Solyndra, which he said would 
lead us to a brighter and more pros- 
perous future. 

But President Obama is not running 
on this record of accomplishments. 
Why? Because Americans are worse off, 
not better off, for it. They are out of 
work, and they are struggling to make 
ends meet under the pain of regula- 
tions that cause their energy prices to 
skyrocket. So he is running as far 
away from that radical record as pos- 
sible. 

So what are we trying to do in the 
Senate by stopping Utility MACT? We 
are trying to prevent the President 
from achieving another aspect of his 
radical global warming agenda and 
hopefully restore some sanity and bal- 
ance to this out-of-control regulatory 
regime. 

I think everyone in this body can 
agree that we all share a commitment 
to improving air quality, that it should 
be done in a way that doesn’t harm 
jobs and the economy and cause elec- 
tricity prices to skyrocket on every 
American or do away with one of the 
most reliable, abundant, affordable en- 
ergy resources—coal. We have to keep 
in mind that right now, in order to run 
this machine called America, 50 per- 
cent of it is actually being done on 
coal. 

I wish to address the public health 
debate which has long been the excuse 
for those in this administration who 
simply want to kill coal. It was cer- 
tainly the excuse President Obama 
used today to defend his decision to 
veto my resolution. Let’s be clear 
about one thing from the outset: If the 
effort behind Utility MACT were really 
about public health, then my Demo- 
cratic colleagues would have joined our 
efforts way back in 2005 and passed the 
Clear Skies bill—a bill that would have 
put a plan in place to achieve a 70-per- 
cent reduction in mercury emissions— 
but they didn’t. We all remember why. 
We wanted to include in this bill Sox, 
Nox, and mercury—the real pollut- 
ants—a mandatory 70-percent reduc- 
tion, and they said we can’t do it be- 
cause we don’t also have CO, anthropo- 
genic gases that are covered by this 
bill. So it was held hostage, and con- 
sequently we weren’t able to get it 
passed. 

I can remember President Obama 
said: 

I voted against the Clear Skies bill. In fact, 
I was the deciding vote despite the fact that 
I’m a coal State and that half of my State 
thought I’d thoroughly betrayed them be- 
cause I thought clean air was critical and 
global warming was critical. 

At an Environment and Public Works 
hearing in April of this year, Senator 
BARRASSO asked Brenda Archambo 
from the National Wildlife Federation 
if the American people would have 
been better off if the Senate had passed 
the Clear Skies bill back in 2005, and 
her answer was “absolutely.” Of 
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course, the National Wildlife Federa- 
tion was not happy that we were call- 
ing attention to Ms. Archambo’s ad- 
mission, so over the weekend they ac- 
cused my staff of twisting her words. 
My staff did nothing of the sort. Not 
only did Ms. Archambo say that mer- 
cury reductions in 2005 would abso- 
lutely have made Americans better off, 
she reiterated that same point later 
when Senator BARRASSO asked her 
again, “It would have been better if 
they had done it in 2005?’ Ms. 
Archambo replied, ‘‘Sure.’? The entire 
exchange from the hearing has been 
posted on our EPW Web site for anyone 
who wants to see exactly what was 
said. 

I do not think it gets any clearer 
than that. Commonsense reductions 
earlier would have made us better off. 
That was 2005 when we would have had 
these reductions, mandatory reduc- 
tions, in a very short period of time; 
and that time is more than 50 percent 
expired at this time. 

In a National Wildlife Federation 
blog accusing me of twisting Ms. 
Archambo’s words, the author says: 

An odd part of Sen. Inhofe’s attack: He’s 
essentially saying a 70% reduction in mer- 
cury emissions would’ve been just dandy, but 
the 91% reduction proposed by the EPA 
would destroy the economy. Is that really 
such a huge difference? Or is he just playing 
politics with public health? 


That is a good question: What is the 
difference between Clear Skies and 
Utility MACT? It is very simple. Clear 
Skies would have reduced emissions 
dramatically—by 70 percent—now we 
are talking about reducing emissions 
on SOx, NOx, and mercury—but it 
would have done it without threat- 
ening to kill coal and the millions of 
jobs that coal sustains. 

On the other hand, Utility MACT is 
specifically designed to kill coal. It 
makes no effort whatsoever to balance 
environmental protection and eco- 
nomic growth. 

Now who is playing politics with pub- 
lic health? If public health were the 
priority, why did President Obama and 
his fellow Democrats vote against a 70- 
percent reduction way back in 2005? 

What is this effort about? It is about 
one thing: killing coal. And killing 
coal is the centerpiece of their radical 
global warming agenda. Remember 
then-Senator Obama said that he voted 
against the health benefits in Clear 
Skies because he thought ‘global 
warming was critical.” In other words, 
global warming was more important 
than any of the considerations regard- 
ing health. And these are real pollut- 
ants: SOx, NOx, and mercury. 

Importantly, the Senate will take 
this vote on my resolution just as the 
world leaders are gathering in Rio de 
Janeiro. Right now they are down 
there gathering at the Rio + 20 Sus- 
tainable Development Conference. 
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Let’s remember what happened 20 
years ago. In 1992, that was the con- 
ference in Rio where they all got to- 
gether, and they were going to be doing 
all these things on anthropogenic gases 
and all of that. President Obama, who 
is now busy pretending to be a fossil 
fuel President to garner votes, will not 
be attending. But he is sending his 
“green team” to negotiate on his be- 
half. 

What is this conference about? As 
Fox News reported back in April: 

The main goal of the much-touted, Rio + 20 
United Nations Conference on Sustainable 
Development ... is to make dramatic and 
enormously expensive changes in the way 
that the world does nearly everything—or, as 
one of the documents puts it, ‘‘a funda- 
mental shift in the way we think and act.” 

Utility MACT is a huge part of this 
effort to change the way we live and to 
spread the wealth around, and that is 
what they are talking about down 
there. We have started invoking a new 
tax system. 

U.N. Secretary General Ban Ki-moon 
proposes how sustainable development 
challenges ‘‘can and must be ad- 
dressed.” He included—now I am 
quoting him—more than $2.1 trillion a 
year in wealth transfers from rich 
countries to poorer countries, in the 
name of fostering ‘‘green infrastruc- 
ture,” ‘‘climate adaptation,” and other 
“green economy” measures. 

He is advocating for new carbon 
taxes—that is on us—for industrialized 
countries that could cost about $250 
billion a year or 0.6 percent of gross do- 
mestic product by 2020. Other environ- 
mental taxes are mentioned but not 
specified. 

Also included are further unspecified 
price hikes that extend beyond fossil 
fuels to anything derived from agri- 
culture, fisheries, forestry, or other 
kinds of land and water use, all of 
which would be radically reorganized. 
These cost changes would ‘‘contribute 
to a more level playing field between 
the established, ‘brown’ technologies 
and newer, greener ones.” 

He has advocated for major global so- 
cial spending programs, including a 
“social protection floor” and ‘‘social 
safety nets’’ for the world’s most vul- 
nerable social groups for reasons of 
“equity.” 

It is all talking about more higher 
taxes on the developed world to go to 
the benefit of the underdeveloped 
world. This is the same thing they were 
talking about 20 years ago. 

I think it is very timely that this is 
happening today. It is happening at the 
very moment we will be voting on 
Wednesday as to whether to kill coal. 
By the way, this is the only vote that 
will be taken this year or probably ever 
to ultimately kill coal. Once this is 
passed, then, of course, the contracts 
are all broken and we have to figure 
out: What are we going to do in this 
country? If you kill coal, how do we 
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run this machine called America? The 
answer to that question is, you cannot 
do it. 

So it is very important, and I do not 
think there is any doubt in anyone’s 
mind that the real purpose of the vote 
that will take place on Wednesday is to 
kill coal in America. And America can- 
not provide the necessary energy to 
run its machine and be competitive 
without coal. So it is a critical vote, 
and it is one that I think people are 
aware of that is going to be taking 
place. 

With that, I yield the floor. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. DURBIN. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

THE DREAM ACT 

Mr. DURBIN. Madam President, 
more than two centuries ago, in the 
Declaration of Independence, our 
Founding Fathers wrote that ‘‘all men 
are created equal.” America has some- 
times fallen short of that ideal, but the 
history of our country has been a slow 
march toward equality for all. 

We have seen Presidents play a key 
role in expanding freedom and equal- 
ity. Who can forget Harry Truman’s de- 
segregation of the military, which set 
the stage for a Supreme Court decision 
and a civil rights era that has literally 
changed the face of America? 

Last Friday was another case in 
point. President Barack Obama de- 
clared that his administration will no 
longer deport immigrant students who 
grew up in America. This action will 
give these young immigrants the 
chance to come out of the shadows and 
be part of the only country they have 
ever called home. With that decisive 
executive decision, America took an- 
other step toward fulfilling the Found- 
ers’ promise of justice for all. 

It has been 11 years—11 years—since I 
first introduced the DREAM Act—leg- 
islation that would allow a select 
group of immigrant students with real 
potential to contribute more fully to 
America. 

The DREAM Act would give these 
students a chance to earn citizenship if 
they came to the United States as chil- 
dren, they have been long-term U.S. 
residents, they have good moral char- 
acter, graduate from high school, and 
either complete 2 years of military 
service or 2 years of college. 

The DREAM Act has a history of 
broad bipartisan support. When I first 
introduced it, Senator ORRIN HATCH, 
Republican from Utah, was my lead co- 
sponsor. In fact, we had kind of a head 
to head—who was going to be the first 
name: HATCH or DURBIN? Since the Re- 
publicans were in the majority, I bowed 
toward Senator HATCH. 
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In 2006—when Republicans last con- 
trolled this Congress—the DREAM Act 
passed the Senate as part of com- 
prehensive immigration reform on a 62- 
to-36 vote, with 23 Republicans voting 
for the DREAM Act. Unfortunately, 
the Republican leaders in the House re- 
fused to even consider the bill. 

Republican support for the DREAM 
Act, unfortunately, has been dimin- 
ishing over the years. The last time the 
DREAM Act was considered in Con- 
gress, the bill passed the House under 
the leadership of Congressman LUIS 
GUTIERREZ of Illinois and received a 
strong majority vote in the Senate. 
But only eight Republican House Mem- 
bers and three Republican Senators 
voted for the bill. What a change in 
such a short period of time. 

Let’s be clear: The only reason the 
DREAM Act is not the law of the land 
of America is because we consistently 
face a Republican filibuster whenever 
we bring up this bill. 

The vast majority of Democrats con- 
tinue to support the DREAM Act, but 
the reality is it cannot pass without 
support from my colleagues on the 
other side of the aisle. That is why I 
have always said I am open to sitting 
down with anyone, Republican or Dem- 
ocrat, who is interested in working in 
good faith to solve this problem. 

I am personally committed to pass- 
ing the DREAM Act, no matter how 
long it takes. But the young people 
who would be eligible for the DREAM 
Act cannot wait any longer for Con- 
gress to act. Many have been deported 
from the only country they have ever 
known: America. They have been sent 
off to countries they do not remember 
with languages they do not speak. 

Those who are still here are growing 
older. And when they graduate from 
college, they are stuck, unable to 
work, unable to contribute to the only 
country they know. 

That is why President Obama, using 
his Presidential authority, did such an 
important thing to help these immi- 
grant students. The President granted 
them a form of relief known as ‘‘de- 
ferred action,” which puts a hold on 
their deportation and allows them, on 
a temporary, renewable basis, to live 
and work legally in America. 

That was the right thing to do. These 
students grew up here pledging alle- 
giance to our flag and singing the only 
national anthem they know. They are 
Americans in their heart and in their 
mind. They did not make the decision 
to come to this country; their parents 
did. 

As Homeland Security Secretary 
Janet Napolitano said last Friday, im- 
migrants who were brought here ille- 
gally as children ‘‘lacked [any] intent 
to violate the law.” And it is not the 
American way to punish children for 
their parents’ actions. We do not do 
that in any aspect of the law in this 
country. Why would we do it here? 
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There will always be critics when the 
President uses his power, as he did last 
Friday. In fact, some Members of Con- 
gress attacked President Truman when 
he ordered the desegregation of Amer- 
ica’s military. They said Truman’s 
order would hurt the military. Many 
even claimed Truman had performed 
an illegal act as President. 

Today, many of the naysayers in this 
generation claim that halting the de- 
portation of DREAM Act students will 
hurt the economy and that it too may 
be illegal. President Truman’s critics 
were wrong, and so are President 
Obamas. 

President Obama’s new deportation 
policy will make America a stronger 
nation by giving these talented immi- 
grants the chance to contribute more 
fully to our economy. 

Studies show these young people 
could contribute literally trillions of 
dollars to the American economy dur- 
ing their working lives. They are the 
doctors, engineers, teachers, and sol- 
diers who will make us a stronger na- 
tion. Why would we waste that talent? 
They have been educated and trained 
in the United States. We have invested 
in these people. Let us at least see the 
fruits of this investment, the benefits 
that can come to America. 

Let’s be clear. What the Obama ad- 
ministration has done in establishing 
this new process for prioritizing depor- 
tations is perfectly appropriate and 
legal. Throughout our history, the gov- 
ernment has decided whom to pros- 
ecute, and whom not to prosecute 
based on law enforcement priorities 
and available resources. 

The Supreme Court has held this: 

An agency’s decision not to prosecute... 
is a decision generally committed to an 
agency’s absolute discretion. 

President Obama granted deferred 
action—to use the technical term—to 
DREAM Act students. Past administra- 
tions, both Democratic and Repub- 
lican, have used deferred action to stop 
deportation of low-priority cases. 

Last month, 90 immigration law pro- 
fessors sent a letter to the President 
arguing that the executive branch has 
“clear executive authority” to grant 
deferred action to DREAM Act stu- 
dents. The letter explains that the ex- 
ecutive branch has granted deferred ac- 
tion since at least 1971 and that Fed- 
eral courts have recognized this au- 
thority since at least the mid-1970s. 
These immigration experts have also 
noted there are a number of precedents 
for granting deferred action to groups 
of individuals such as DREAM Act stu- 
dents. 

The President’s action is not just 
legal, it is also a smart and realistic 
approach to enforcing our immigration 
laws. Today, there are millions of un- 
documented immigrants in the United 
States, and it would literally take bil- 
lions of dollars to deport them. 

The Department of Homeland Secu- 
rity has to set priorities about which 
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people to deport and which not to de- 
port. 

The Obama administration has estab- 
lished a deportation policy that makes 
it a high priority to deport those who 
have committed serious crimes or are a 
threat to public safety. I totally sup- 
port that approach. President Obama 
has said we will not use our limited re- 
sources to deport DREAM Act stu- 
dents. 

Some of my Republican colleagues 
have claimed this is a sort of backdoor 
amnesty. That isn’t even close to being 
true. This is simply a decision to focus 
limited government resources on seri- 
ous criminals and other public safety 
threats. DREAM Act students will not 
receive permanent legal status or citi- 
zenship under the President’s order. 

This policy has strong bipartisan 
support in Congress. I wish to say a 
special word about a colleague. Two 
years ago, Indiana Republican Senator 
RICHARD LUGAR joined me—crossing 
the aisle—to ask the Department of 
Homeland Security to grant this de- 
ferred action. I called him on Friday 
and said: DICK, I just want to tell you 
how much I respect you. It took us 2 
years, but we got it done. 

He was the only Senator from the 
other side of the aisle with the courage 
to step up and join me in that letter. 
He may have paid a price for it, though 
he denied it in the phone conversation. 
I cannot tell you how much I respect 
that man for his courage in asking for 
this. 

It took 2 years, but those students 
who are appreciative of the President’s 
action should not forget the singular 
courage of the Senator from Indiana. 

Last year, when Senator LUGAR and I 
sent a renewed request, 21 Senators 
joined us, including majority leader 
HARRY REID, Judiciary Committee 
chairman PATRICK LEAHY, and, of 
course, Senator BOB MENENDEZ, who 
heads up the Hispanic Caucus in the 
Senate. 

It is easy to criticize the President’s 
new deportation policy when it is an 
abstract debate and we are talking 
about constitutional legal authority 
and deferred action and so forth. 

I think what has brought this debate 
to where it stands today are the real 
stories, the stories of these young peo- 
ple. I have tried almost every week to 
come to the floor to tell a DREAM Act 
story. Today, I wish to tell one more. 

This is a photo of Manny Bartsch, 
who was born in Germany. He was 
abused and neglected by his parents, so 
his grandmother became his guardian. 
After Manny’s grandfather passed 
away, his grandmother married an 
American soldier. When Manny was 7 
years old, sadly, his grandmother was 
tragically killed by a drunk driver. His 
step-grandfather decided to return to 
America, and he brought Manny with 
him. They moved to Gilboa, a small 
town in northwestern Ohio. 
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Unfortunately, Manny’s step-grand- 
father, wanting to protect him, failed 
to file any papers for Manny to become 
a U.S. citizen. But Manny grew up in 
Ohio, where he went to elementary 
school and high school. When Manny 
was preparing to apply for college, he 
learned he didn’t have any legal status 
in America. 

Manny wanted to do the right thing, 
so he made an appointment with Immi- 
gration Services to clear up things. 
When he showed up for his appoint- 
ment, Manny was arrested and de- 
tained. He was 17 years old. 

Here is what Manny said about the 
prospect of being deported to Germany, 
a country he left as a little boy: 

I don’t know anybody over there. This is 
my home. This is where everybody I know 
lives, and to have to think about leaving, I 
just wouldn’t be able to imagine it. 

Manny’s friends and family rallied 
behind him, asking for his deportation 
to be at least temporarily suspended. 
Thanks to the community support, he 
was ultimately allowed to stay. He 
went on to college at Heidelberg Uni- 
versity in Tiffin, OH. 

Last month, Manny graduated with a 
major in political science and a minor 
in history. He was president of his fra- 
ternity and has been active in commu- 
nity service. For instance, for the last 
4 years, he has organized a fundraiser 
to purchase Christmas presents for 
children with cancer at the Cleveland 
Clinic. 

Here is what Manny says about his 
future: 

I would go through any channel I have to 
to correct this situation. I’m not asking for 
citizenship [but] I would love to earn it if 
that possibility would arise... . I would love 
to contribute to this country, give back to 
it. I just don’t understand why they would 
educate people in my situation and deport 
them back and let countries reap the bene- 
fits of the education system here. 

David Hogan is the chairman of the 
History Department at Heidelberg Uni- 
versity. He says this about Manny: 

We want good people in this country. We 
want honest, hard-working people, and that’s 
Manny pure and simple. [He is] in the top 
two percent [of students] in terms of bril- 
liance, work ethic, personal qualities. 

Thanks to President Obama’s execu- 
tive order last Friday, Manny Bartsch 
and other DREAM Act students will 
continue to be able to live and work le- 
gally in America. 

I ask the critics of that policy this: 
Would we be better off if we deported 
Manny back to Germany, a country he 
left when he was a little boy? Of course 
not. 

Manny grew up in America. He 
doesn’t have any criminal background. 
He is no threat to our country. He will 
make America stronger if we just give 
him a chance. 

Manny isn’t just one example. There 
are a lot more—literally hundreds, if 
not thousands, of others just like him. 
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When the history of civil rights in 
this century—the 21st century—is writ- 
ten, President Obama’s decision to 
grant deferred action to DREAM Act 
students will be a key chapter. 

But It is also clear this is only a tem- 
porary solution. It doesn’t absolve Con- 
gress—the Senate and the House—from 
tackling this difficult but critically 
important issue. It is a matter of jus- 
tice as well as for the future of our 
economy. This is still our burden and 
responsibility. It was 2 years ago when 
I sent this letter with Senator LUGAR. 
I am grateful there was a President 
who read it and listened and had the 
courage to act. His courage in standing 
for these young people will make us a 
better nation, and, equally important, 
it will bend that arc toward justice 
again. 

At the end of the day, these young 
people will make the case for why this 
was the right thing to do. I have no 
doubt in my mind that when the bal- 
ance sheet comes in on these DREAM 
Act students, we are going to say 
thank goodness we did this. I person- 
ally salute the President for his leader- 
ship. This was a historic and humani- 
tarian moment. It has changed the de- 
bate in America about immigration 
and has given these young people a 
chance. 

I called one of those students on Fri- 
day, Gabby Pacheco. She is the best. 
She walked from Florida to Wash- 
ington to dramatize the DREAM Act. 
She came out publicly and said: I am 
undocumented, and I will stand for 
those in a similar situation. She was 
crying on the phone. She just heard 
about it. She said: I am afraid these 
students will come forward and admit 
they are undocumented and someday 
some Congress and some President will 
use it against them and deport them. I 
said: Gabby, I don’t think so. Once they 
stand and say we are going to follow 
the law and do what we are told to do 
and put our names down and tell you 
who we are, anybody who tries to use 
that against them is going to cause a 
terrific backlash across America. Peo- 
ple in America will respect these young 
people and realize we will be a better 
nation because of it. 

I yield the floor and suggest the ab- 
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
MERKLEY). Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

UNANIMOUS CONSENT AGREEMENT—S. 3240 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, this is a 
day I did not think would ever arrive. 
But we are here, I think. I so admire, 
having managed a few bills in my day, 
the work done by Senator STABENOW 
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and Senator ROBERTS. I will say more 
about that later. This is not a great 
agreement, but it is a good agreement, 
and they worked so hard to get where 
we are. I so appreciate what they have 
done. As I said before, I did not think 
we would be here. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that when the Senate resumes 
consideration of S. 3240, the pending 
motion to recommit be withdrawn; 
that amendment No. 2390 be with- 
drawn; that the Stabenow-Roberts 
amendment No. 2389 be agreed to, the 
bill, as amended, be considered original 
text for the purposes of further amend- 
ment; that the following amendments 
and motions be the only first-degree 
amendments and motions in order to 
the bill: Akaka No. 2440, Akaka No. 
2396, Baucus No. 2429, Bingaman No. 
2364, Brown of Ohio No. 2445, Cantwell 
No. 2370, Casey No. 2238, Coons No. 2426, 
Feinstein No. 2422, Feinstein No. 2309, 
Gillibrand No. 2156, Hagan No. 2366, 
Kerry No. 2187, Landrieu No. 2821, 
Manchin No. 2345, Merkley No. 2382, 
Schumer No. 2427, Stabenow No. 2453, 
Udall of Colorado No. 2295, Warner No. 
2457, Wyden No. 2442, Wyden No. 2388, 
Leahy No. 2204, Nelson of Nebraska No. 
2242, Klobuchar No. 2299, Carper No. 
2287, Sanders No. 2254, Thune No. 2487, 
Durbin-Coburn No. 2439, Snowe No. 
2190, Ayotte No. 2192, Collins No. 2444, 
Grassley No. 2167, Sessions No. 2174, 
Nelson of Nebraska No. 2243, Sessions 
No. 2172, Paul No. 2181, Alexander No. 
2191, McCain No. 2199, Toomey No. 2217, 


DeMint No. 2263, DeMint No. 2262, 
DeMint No. 2268, DeMint No. 2276, 
DeMint No. 2273, Coburn No. 2289, 


Coburn No. 2298, Kerry No. 2454, Kyl 
No. 2354, Lee No. 2313, Lee No. 2814, 
Boozman No. 2355, Boozman No. 2360, 
Toomey No. 2226, Toomey No. 2483, Lee 
motion to recommit, Johnson of Wis- 
consin motion to recommit, Chambliss 
No. 2438, Chambliss No. 2340, Chambliss 
No. 2482, Ayotte No. 2195, Blunt No. 
2246, Moran No. 2403, Moran No. 2443, 
Vitter No. 2363, Toomey No. 2247, Sand- 
ers No. 2310, Coburn No. 2214, Boxer No. 
2456, Johanns No. 2372, Murray No. 2455, 
McCain No. 2162, Rubio No. 2166; that 
at 2:15 p.m., Tuesday, June 19, the Sen- 
ate proceed to votes in relation to the 
amendments in the order listed, alter- 
nating between Republican- and Demo- 
cratic-sponsored amendments; that 
there be no amendments or motions in 
order to the amendments prior to the 
votes other than motions to waive 
points of order and motions to table; 
that there be 2 minutes of debate 
equally divided in the usual form be- 
tween the votes, and all after the first 
vote be 10-minute votes; that the 
Toomey No. 2247, Sanders No. 2810, 
Coburn No. 2214, Boxer No. 2456, 
Johanns No. 2372, Murray No. 2455, 
McCain No. 2162, and Rubio No. 2166 be 
subject to a 60-affirmative-vote thresh- 
old; that the clerks be authorized to 
modify the instruction lines on amend- 
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ments so the page and line numbers 
match up correctly; that upon disposi- 
tion of the amendments, the bill, as 
amended, be read a third time; that 
there be up to 10 minutes equally di- 
vided in the usual form prior to a vote 
on passage of the bill, as amended, if 
amended; finally, that the vote on pas- 
sage of the bill be subject to a 60-af- 
firmative-vote threshold. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, as 
we are waiting for wrap-up this 
evening, I wish to take a moment to 
thank all our colleagues for the ex- 
traordinary effort to get to this point 
where we are going to be able to come 
together, debate a number of different 
issues related to the farm bill and 
other issues as well, and be able to 
come to a final vote and passage of the 
farm bill. 

I wish to thank, first of all, Senator 
REID for his extraordinary patience and 
talent in working with Senator ROB- 
ERTS and me and all the staff, all the 
leadership staff, who have worked with 
us on this. 

I also wish to thank Senator ROB- 
ERTS for being a tremendous partner 
with me, and both our staffs who are 
doing yeoman’s work. 

There is a lot more work to do. We 
have a lot of amendments we will begin 
tomorrow, I believe tomorrow after- 
noon, and then we will work on 
through the week to get this done. 

But this really is an example of the 
Senate coming together to agree to get 
things done—people of different back- 
grounds, ideas, and different regions of 
the country. This is an opportunity for 
us to show that the Senate can work 
together—which is what we are doing 
right now, on a bipartisan basis—and 
be able to move forward on a very im- 
portant piece of legislation. 

This bill is a jobs bill. This bill rep- 
resents 16 million people in the country 
who work because of agriculture in 
some way. We have had a lot of jobs 
bills in front of us. Iam not sure there 
has been one that has directly affected 
16 million jobs like this does. 

We also have an opportunity in this 
bill to come together and clearly state 
that we are serious about deficit reduc- 
tion. We are the only authorizing com- 
mittee that has come forward in a bi- 
partisan way with a bill that cuts the 
spending within our jurisdiction—$23 
billion in deficit reduction. We have 
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gone through every part of this bill, 
and we have literally analyzed every 
page and determined that there were 
some programs that were duplications 
or not effective or didn’t make any 
sense anymore, and we ended up with 
about 100 different programs and au- 
thorizations that we eliminated from 
those items under USDA’s jurisdiction. 
So this really is a reform bill. 

I know the Presiding Officer is a real 
champion of reform and of agriculture. 
We have worked together, certainly, on 
fruits and vegetables and organic farm- 
ing and local food systems and a whole 
range of things that we have improved 
upon in this bill. I thank the Chair for 
his continued leadership on those 
issues. 

This really is an opportunity to come 
together around deficit reduction, 
around reform, to focus on jobs and 
give our farmers and ranchers predict- 
ability in terms of knowing what will 
happen going forward as they make 
business decisions for themselves. 

It is a huge opportunity around con- 
servation. I think most people wouldn’t 
realize at first blush that the farm bill 
is actually the largest investment we 
as Americans make in land and water 
conservation, air quality, related to 
working lands. Seventy percent of our 
lands are privately held lands in some 
way—farmers and others, landholders— 
and the conservation title affects how 
we work with them to be able to con- 
serve our land and water and address 
the air quality issues. We have had two 
successes there. So this is a real oppor- 
tunity to build on that certainly for 
many regions in the country, such as 
my own Great Lakes region. It is crit- 
ical in working with our farmers who 
have a number of different environ- 
mental issues to address. On behalf of 
all of us, this gives us an opportunity 
to partner with them and deal with soil 
erosion and water quality issues and 
runoff into our lakes and streams and 
Great Lakes and deal with open spaces, 
protecting wildlife habitat and wet- 
lands, and creating a new easement 
program that will address urban sprawl 
so that we are protecting our lands. 

I am very proud of what we have 
done in conservation. We have taken it 
from 23 programs down to 13 and di- 
vided it into 4 topics—a lot of flexi- 
bility, locally led, with farmers and 
ranchers working with local commu- 
nities. We have saved money, but at 
the same time we are actually 
strengthening conservation, which is 
why we have I think 648 different con- 
servation and environmental groups 
supporting what we are doing in terms 
of our approach on conservation. I am 
pleased with that. 

The rural development provisions of 
this bill affect every community out- 
side of our urban areas. The majority 
of Michigan—we see support through 
financing for water and sewer projects, 
small businesses, housing, working 
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with local law enforcement, police and 
firefighters, local mayors and city 
council people, counties all across 
Michigan and the country, certainly in 
Oregon, where rural development fund- 
ing and support for quality of life and 
jobs and rural communities is very 
much a part of the bill. 

We think of the bill in terms of pro- 
duction agriculture. Obviously, it is 
critical. I don’t know any business that 
has more risk than a farmer or ranch- 
er—nobody. So we all have a stake. We 
have the safest, most affordable, de- 
pendable food supply in the world. We 
wanted to make sure no farmer loses a 
farm because of a few days of bad 
weather. What we do in production ag- 
riculture is very important. 

We also have a broad role, together 
with rural communities, with ranchers 
and farmers, to support our land and 
our water and our habitat and our air. 
We do that through conservation. We 
have rural development. We have an 
energy title that allows us to take 
what we do—the byproducts from agri- 
culture, whether that be food or animal 
waste or biomass from forests or corn 
or wheat or soybean oil—whatever it 
is—to be able to create jobs through 
bio-based manufacturing, advanced 
biofuels, going beyond corn to other 
kinds of advanced cellulosic biofuels, 
which is very much a part of the bill, 
all of which creates jobs. 

We are creating jobs in a multitude 
of ways in the bill. We are also sup- 
porting families who, because of no 
fault of their own in this recession, 
have been hit so hard and need tem- 
porary food help. That is also a very 
big and important part of the bill. For 
the people in my State who have been 
hit very hard in the last number of 
years, it is important that we be there. 
They have paid taxes all their lives and 
supported their neighbors. They have 
been there for other people. Now, if 
they need some temporary help, we 
need to make sure it is there for them 
as well. That is a very important part 
of the bill also. 

In addition, we see a whole range of 
efforts around local food systems that 
also create jobs—farmers markets, 
children’s schools being able to get 
fresh fruits and vegetables, schools 
being able to purchase locally, things 
that we can do to support families to 
put healthy food on the table for their 
children or make sure it is available in 
school—very important efforts going 
on there. We make sure that all of agri- 
culture is included in our local food 
systems. That is a very important part 
of the bill. 

This is a large effort. We do it every 
5 years. It takes a tremendous amount 
of work. Every region of the country 
has a different view and different crops 
that they grow and different perspec- 
tives, so it is a lot of hard work to 
bring it all together. 

This evening we have been able to 
come together on a path to final pas- 
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sage, agreeing to the list of amend- 
ments. This is a democracy. I don’t 
agree or support all of those amend- 
ments. I know other colleagues don’t 
as well. We will talk about them and 
debate, and we will vote. That is the 
Senate at its best. That is what we are 
doing here by agreeing to a process or 
list of amendments from every part of 
the country. 

Members on both sides have very 
strongly held beliefs. We respect that. 
We respect their right to be able to de- 
bate those amendments, and I also 
thank those for the amendments that 
will not be brought up, which were not 
in the unanimous consent agreement. I 
think we had about 300 amendments 
when we started. We knew it was not 
possible to be able to vote on every one 
of those. So colleagues’ willingness to 
work with us was important, and I am 
grateful to the people who worked with 
us on both sides of the aisle and those 
whom we will continue to work with. 

This is another step in the process, as 
we have put together a bill that we re- 
ported out of committee with a strong 
bipartisan vote. Now we have brought 
it to the floor with a large majority. 
Ninety out of 100 colleagues came to- 
gether to say: Yes, we should debate 
and discuss and work on this Agri- 
culture Reform, Food, and Jobs Act. 

Now, with the agreement we have, 
Members are saying: Yes, we should go 
forward and work on these amend- 
ments and have a final vote. In the 
democratic process, people of good will 
are willing to come together and have 
the opportunity to debate and vote. 
That is what it is about. I am grateful 
that colleagues were willing to work 
with us to be able to do that. 

We are waiting for the final wrap-up 
comments. At this moment, I yield the 


floor and suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 


clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

UNANIMOUS CONSENT AGREEMENT—S.J. RES. 37 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that on Tuesday, 
June 19, at a time to be determined by 
the majority leader, after consultation 
with the Republican leader, the Repub- 
lican leader or his designee be recog- 
nized to move to proceed to the consid- 
eration of S.J. Res. 37, a joint resolu- 
tion disapproving a rule promulgated 
by the Administrator of the Environ- 
mental Protection Agency relating to 
emission standards for certain steam 
generating units; that there be up to 4 
hours of debate on the motion to pro- 
ceed, with the time equally divided and 
controlled between the two leaders or 
their designees; further, that 2 hours of 
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debate equally divided occur on Tues- 
day, June 19, and the Senate resume 
consideration of the motion to proceed 
at 10:30 a.m., Wednesday, June 20, for 
the remaining 2 hours of debate; that 
at 12:30 p.m. on Wednesday, the Senate 
proceed to vote on the adoption of the 
motion to proceed; that if the motion 
is successful, then the time for debate 
with respect to the joint resolution be 
equally divided between the two lead- 
ers or their designees; that upon the 
use or yielding back of time, the joint 
resolution be read a third time and the 
Senate proceed to vote on passage of 
the joint resolution; finally, all other 
provisions of the statute governing 
consideration of the joint resolution 
remain in effect. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


Í 
MORNING BUSINESS 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent the Senate proceed 
to a period of morning business with 
Senators permitted to speak therein 

for up to 10 minutes each. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 


EE 


ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 


TRIBUTE TO CHRIS BERN 


e Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, Chris 
Bern retires on July 14 as president of 
the Iowa State Education Association 
after completing his second two-year 
term in that position. Chris is a long- 
time advocate for quality education 
within ISEA and is an important voice 
for teachers at the local, State, and na- 
tional levels. I have valued Chris’s 
views on a variety of education issues. 
I am especially grateful to Chris for 
his leadership on anti-harassment and 
anti-bullying issues within the Iowa 
State Education Association and the 
National Education Association. Chris 
understood the importance of anti-bul- 
lying efforts before recent events drew 
national attention to the topic. Chris 
is a certified trainer for the NEA’s pro- 
gram on school safety and anti-harass- 
ment issues. One of his leadership pri- 
orities at ISEA has been to promote 
anti-bullying awareness in our schools, 
traveling to locals around the State to 
talk about how to protect students 
from mistreatment by their peers. 
After graduation from Buena Vista 
College, Chris started his teaching ca- 
reer as a junior high school math 
teacher in Woodbine, IA and then 
moved to Knoxville, IA, where he 
taught high school math. He soon be- 
came involved in the Iowa State Edu- 
cation Association, serving in a variety 
of local, State and national roles. Chris 
spent 11 years on various committees, 
including the ISEA Resolutions and 
New Business Committee. He was elect- 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE, Vol. 158, Pt. 7 


ed vice president of the ISEA in 2006 
and, on the national level, was a mem- 
ber of the NEA Resolutions Committee. 

As Chris retires from his presidency 
of the Iowa State Education Associa- 
tion, I wish him the very best. Chris’ 
service to education as a teacher and 
ISEA leader remind me of the quote by 
American essayist Christopher Morley 
who said, ‘“‘Things of the spirit differ 
from things material in that the more 
you give the more you have.”’ 

Indeed, Chris Bern has much. I wish 
him the best in his future endeavors.e@ 


EE 
HOSMER, SOUTH DAKOTA 


e Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota. Mr. 
President, today I wish to pay tribute 
to the 125th anniversary of the found- 
ing of the town of Hosmer, SD. Located 
in Edmunds County, Hosmer is a close- 
knit community with a rich cultural 
heritage and a strong tradition of 
farming. 

Named after Stella Hosmer, the rail- 
road agent’s wife, the town was found- 
ed in 1887 and officially incorporated in 
1904. Early settlers arrived in Hosmer 
shortly after the town’s founding. Most 
were German-Russians, who persevered 
despite drought, poor land, and grass- 
hopper infestations. Thanks in part to 
its location along the Chicago, Mil- 
waukee, St. Paul & Pacific Railroad, 
by the 1920s Hosmer was a flourishing 
community. Local businesses popped 
up, including general stores, cream sta- 
tions, churches, a drug store, meat 
market, and a hotel. 

Today in Hosmer they still honor the 
traditions of their German-Russian an- 
cestors. Kuchen, German-style noodles, 
and German-style sausage are just a 
few of their culinary specialties, avail- 
able in local establishments. Many 
residents proudly make their own sau- 
sage, much like the intrepid settlers 
who founded Hosmer 125 years ago. 

The people of Hosmer will be cele- 
brating their quasquicentennial June 
29 to July 1 with a complete schedule 
of events. There will be entertainment 
for children in the park, a free meal, 
car show, parade, dances, music, and 
performances. It promises to be a 
weekend full of family fun. 

Mr. President, 125 years after its 
founding, Hosmer continues to be a 
small town that represents the best 
South Dakota has to offer. I am hon- 
ored to congratulate the people of 
Hosmer on this memorable occasion.e 


EEE 
TRIBUTE TO ALECK SHILAOS 


e Mr. LEE. Mr. President, today I wish 
to recognize the exemplary service of 
Chief Aleck Shilaos, who has served in 
law enforcement for 48 years and as the 
chief of police for the city of Price, UT 
for 25 years. 

Shilaos began his career in 1969 as 
the first parking officer ever hired by 
the University of Utah. When the uni- 
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versity’s security force became an offi- 
cial police department, Aleck joined 
the police force. The school’s biggest 
need for police stemmed from theft at 
the University Hospital, where felons 
from Utah’s prison system would re- 
ceive medical treatment. The crime 
wave was quickly stopped, saving the 
hospital untold long-term costs. 

In 1972, Shilaos accepted a position 
with the Lakewood, CO Police Depart- 
ment, where he served for a decade and 
continued to improve his merits as a 
nationally ranked pistol shooter. Those 
skills helped him to gain immediate re- 
spect from fellow officers when he 
joined the police force in his hometown 
of Price a decade later. Five years 
later, he was named chief of police in 
Price, a position he would hold for the 
next quarter of a century. 

Under Shilaos’s leadership, the Price 
Police Department advanced into the 
information age. With Shilaos at the 
helm, Price began implementing tech- 
nologies that increased efficiency and 
paved the way for the next generation 
of police officers. 

Shilaos graduated from the FBI Na- 
tional Academy in 1995, created his de- 
partment’s first detective division, and 
a new field training program. Addition- 
ally, Shilaos looked beyond his own de- 
partment and helped to found a re- 
gional drug strike force and SWAT 
team, and implemented the DARE 
anti-drug program in local schools. 

Shilaos also fought a brave personal 
battle against non-Hodgkin’s 
lymphoma. Diagnosed in 2010, the dis- 
ease is now in remission. Shilaos re- 
cently commented that the good days 
now outnumber the bad ones. 

Aleck Shilaos has been an out- 
standing public servant for the city of 
Price, UT and will surely be missed. 
His career is an example of leadership, 
dedication, and commitment. I wish he 
and his wife Shirley a long and enjoy- 
able retirement, and thank him for his 
dedicated service.e 


ee 


RECOGNIZING INDIANA PRAIRIE 
FARMER MAGAZINE 


e Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, today I 
would like to recognize a publication 
in the State of Indiana that is not only 
making sure to supply useful informa- 
tion that will help Hoosier farm fami- 
lies thrive but is also taking the time 
to honor exceptional families through 
the Master Farmer award program. 

As one of 18 State and regional sub- 
sidiaries of Farm Progress, Indiana 
Prairie Farmer is constantly striving 
to ensure that our farmers are 
equipped with the information and sup- 
port necessary to handle the difficult 
tasks facing agriculturalists. At the 
helm of this initiative is editor Tom 
Bechman who not only brings experi- 
ence from a small tenant dairy farm 
but is also nationally known for his 
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coverage of Midwest agronomy, con- 
servation, no-till farming, farm man- 
agement, farm safety, high-tech farm- 
ing and personal property tax relief. 

Considered one of the top honors an 
Indiana farmer can receive, the first 
Master Farmer was presented in De- 
cember 1925 in Chicago. The first 21 In- 
diana farmers to receive the award had 
an average farm size of 202 acres. The 
program was discontinued in 1935 due 
to the Great Depression and reinstated 
by James C. Thompson, then-managing 
editor of the Prairie Farmer, in 1968. 
More than 200 Indiana farmers have 
been recognized since the program was 
reborn. In addition, roughly a dozen 
people who are not farmers but who 
made great contributions to Indiana 
agriculture have been recognized as 
Honorary Master Farmers. In 2006, Pur- 
due University’s College of Agriculture 
joined Indiana Prairie Farmer as co- 
sponsor of the award and has since 
been supported by two Glenn W. Sam- 
ple dean’s of the College of Agri- 
culture, making sure that it main- 
tained its reputation as a top award. 

As a farmer myself, I am honored as 
both a Hoosier and member of the agri- 
culture industry to have the great 
work of my fellow agriculturalists rec- 
ognized by Mr. Bechman and the Indi- 
ana Prairie Farmer. Their tireless ef- 
forts to identify and reward Indiana 
farmers for their work to provide the 
safest, most abundant and least expen- 
sive food supply in the world is hum- 
bling and deserves the utmost recogni- 
tion. 

I ask my colleagues to join me in 
honoring Indiana Prairie Farmer for 
their work on behalf of Indiana farmers 
and the Master Farmer award program. 
I am privileged to represent a State so 
dedicated to this vital industry and its 
participants.e 


EE 


RECOGNIZING INNOVATIVE 
LIVESTOCK SERVICES 


e Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. President, you 
have heard me recount numerous sto- 
ries on the importance of agriculture 
in my home State of Kansas. Many of 
these stories center around the fact 
that cattle outnumber people by more 
than two to one, and I often joke that 
cattle are usually in a better mood. In 
recent years, the Kansas livestock in- 
dustry has accounted for nearly 50 per- 
cent of all agricultural cash receipts 
within the State. 

Mr. Lee Borck, chairman, and Mr. 
Andrew Murphy, president and chief 
executive officer, of Innovative Live- 
stock Services have played a key role 
within the livestock industry. I want 
to take this opportunity to recognize 
part of the Innovative Livestock Serv- 
ices operation, Ward Feed Yard, on 
celebrating 50 years of feeding cattle. 
Great Bend Feeding and Ward Feed 
Yard, both part of the Innovative Live- 
stock Services operation, have now 
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been in business for more than 50 
years. There is no doubt in the strong 
heritage, optimistic outlook and posi- 
tive economic development this cattle 
feeding company has created in Kan- 
sas. Just as the beef industry is a lead- 
ing segment of the agriculture industry 
in Kansas, with the leadership of Mr. 
Borck and Mr. Murphy, Innovative 
Livestock Services is a true champion 
within the beef industry. 

Today I wish to say congratulations 
to all of those who have helped over 
the past 50 years and to wish Ward 
Feed Yard nothing but the best for the 
next 50 years. Congratulations to all of 
the partners, employees, customers, 
community leaders and industry rep- 
resentatives on a job well done.e 


EE 


REPORT OF THE CONTINUATION 
OF THE NATIONAL EMERGENCY 
THAT WAS DECLARED IN EXECU- 
TIVE ORDER 13159 OF JUNE 21, 
2000, WITH RESPECT TO THE 
RISK OF NUCLEAR PROLIFERA- 
TION CREATED BY THE ACCUMU- 
LATION OF WEAPONS-USABLE 
FISSILE MATERIAL IN THE TER- 
RITORY OF THE RUSSIAN FED- 
ERATION—PM 51 


The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be- 
fore the Senate the following message 
from the President of the United 
States, together with an accompanying 
report; which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs: 


To the Congress of the United States: 

Section 202(d) of the National Emer- 
gencies Act (50 U.S.C. 1622(d)) provides 
for the automatic termination of a na- 
tional emergency unless, within 90 
days prior to the anniversary date of 
its declaration, the President publishes 
in the Federal Register and transmits to 
the Congress a notice stating that the 
emergency is to continue in effect be- 
yond the anniversary date. In accord- 
ance with this provision, I have sent to 
the Federal Register for publication the 
enclosed notice stating that the emer- 
gency declared in Executive Order 13159 
of June 21, 2000, with respect to the 
risk of nuclear proliferation created by 
the accumulation of a large volume of 
weapons-usable fissile material in the 
territory of the Russian Federation is 
to continue beyond June 21, 2012. 

It remains a major national security 
goal of the United States to ensure 
that fissile material removed from 
Russian nuclear weapons pursuant to 
various arms control and disarmament 
agreements is dedicated to peaceful 
uses, subject to transparency meas- 
ures, and protected from diversion to 
activities of proliferation concern. The 
accumulation of a large volume of 
weapons-usable fissile material in the 
territory of the Russian Federation 
continues to pose an unusual and ex- 
traordinary threat to the national se- 
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curity and foreign policy of the United 
States. For this reason, I have deter- 
mined that it is necessary to continue 
the national emergency declared with 
respect to the risk of nuclear prolifera- 
tion created by the accumulation of a 
large volume of weapons-usable fissile 
material in the territory of the Rus- 
sian Federation and maintain in force 
these emergency authorities to respond 
to this threat. 
BARACK OBAMA. 
THE WHITE HOUSE, June 18, 2012. 


EE 


REPORT ON THE CONTINUATION 
OF THE NATIONAL EMERGENCY 
THAT WAS ORIGINALLY DE- 
CLARED IN EXECUTIVE ORDER 
13466 OF JUNE 26, 2008, WITH RE- 
SPECT TO NORTH KOREA—PM 52 


The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be- 
fore the Senate the following message 
from the President of the United 
States, together with an accompanying 
report; which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs: 


To the Congress of the United States: 

Section 202(d) of the National Emer- 
gencies Act (50 U.S.C. 1622(d)) provides 
for the automatic termination of a na- 
tional emergency unless, within 90 
days prior to the anniversary date of 
its declaration, the President publishes 
in the Federal Register and transmits to 
the Congress a notice stating that the 
emergency is to continue in effect be- 
yond the anniversary date. In accord- 
ance with this provision, I have sent to 
the Federal Register for publication the 
enclosed notice stating that the na- 
tional emergency declared in Executive 
Order 13466 of June 26, 2008, expanded in 
scope in Executive Order 13551 of Au- 
gust 30, 2010, and addressed further in 
Executive Order 13570 of April 18, 2011, 
is to continue in effect beyond June 26, 
2012. 

The existence and risk of prolifera- 
tion of weapons-usable fissile material 
on the Korean Peninsula, and the ac- 
tions and policies of the Government of 
North Korea that destabilize the Ko- 
rean Peninsula and imperil U.S. Armed 
Forces, allies, and trading partners in 
the region continue to constitute an 
unusual and extraordinary threat to 
the national security, foreign policy, 
and economy of the United States. For 
these reasons, I have determined that 
it is necessary to continue the national 
emergency with respect to these 
threats and maintain in force the 
measures taken to deal with that na- 
tional emergency. 

BARACK OBAMA. 
THE WHITE HOUSE, June 18, 2012. 


ES 


INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 


The following bills and joint resolu- 
tions were introduced, read the first 
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and second times by unanimous con- 
sent, and referred as indicated: 
By Mrs. BOXER: 

S. 3304. A bill to redesignate the Environ- 
mental Protection Agency Headquarters lo- 
cated at 1200 Pennsylvania Avenue N.W. in 
Washington, D.C., as the ‘‘William Jefferson 
Clinton Federal Building’’, to redesignate 
the Federal building and United States 
Courthouse located at 200 East Wall Street 
in Midland, Texas, as the ‘‘George H.W. Bush 
and George W. Bush United States Court- 
house and George Mahon Federal Building’’, 
and to designate the Federal building hous- 
ing the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, Fire- 
arms, and Explosives Headquarters located 
at 99 New York Avenue N.E., Washington 
D.C., as the “Eliot Ness ATF Building”, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on En- 
vironment and Public Works. 

By Mr. HATCH (for himself and Mr. 
LEE): 

S. 3305. A bill to clarify authority granted 
under the Act entitled “An Act to define the 
exterior boundary of the Uintah and Ouray 
Indian Reservation in the State of Utah, and 
for other purposes”; to the Committee on 
Energy and Natural Resources. 

By Mr. McCAIN (for himself and Mr. 
REID): 

S. 3306. A bill to establish a United States 
Boxing Commission to administer the Pro- 
fessional Boxing Safety Act of 1996, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Com- 
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

By Mr. BROWN of Ohio (for himself 
and Mr. CASEY): 

S. 3307. A bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to make permanent the 
credit for increasing research activities, to 
increase such credit for amounts paid or in- 
curred for qualified research occurring in the 
United States, and to increase the domestic 
production activities deduction for the man- 
ufacture of property substantially all of the 
research and development of which occurred 
in the United States, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. HELLER: 

S. 3308. A bill to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to improve the furnishing of 
benefits for homeless veterans who are 
women or who have dependents, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Vet- 
erans’ Affairs. 

By Mrs. MURRAY: 

S. 3309. A bill to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to improve the assistance pro- 
vided by the Department of Veterans Affairs 
to homeless veterans, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs. 


m 


SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND 
SENATE RESOLUTIONS 


The following concurrent resolutions 
and Senate resolutions were read, and 
referred (or acted upon), as indicated: 

By Mr. KOHL (for himself and Mr. 
HATCH): 

S. Res. 495. A resolution designating the 
period beginning on June 17, 2012, and ending 
on June 23, 2012, as ‘‘Polycystic Kidney Dis- 
ease Awareness Week”, and raising aware- 
ness and understanding of polycystic kidney 
disease and the impact such disease has on 
patients; considered and agreed to. 


--Á—— 


ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 


S. 491 
At the request of Mr. PRYOR, the 
name of the Senator from Oklahoma 
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(Mr. COBURN) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 491, a bill to amend title 38, 
United States Code, to recognize the 
service in the reserve components of 
the Armed Forces of certain persons by 
honoring them with status as veterans 
under law, and for other purposes. 
S. 697 
At the request of Mr. CASEY, the 
name of the Senator from South Da- 
kota (Mr. JOHNSON) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 697, a bill to amend the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to allow 
a credit against income tax for 
amounts paid by a spouse of a member 
of the Armed Services for a new State 
license or certification required by rea- 
son of a permanent change in the duty 
station of such member to another 
State. 
S. 866 
At the request of Mr. TESTER, the 
name of the Senator from New York 
(Mr. SCHUMER) was added as a cospon- 
sor of S. 866, a bill to amend title 10, 
United States Code, to modify the per- 
fiscal year calculation of days of cer- 
tain active duty or active service used 
to reduce the minimum age at which a 
member of a reserve component of the 
uniformed services may retire for non- 
regular service. 
S. 933 
At the request of Mr. SCHUMER, the 
name of the Senator from Minnesota 
(Mr. FRANKEN) was added as a cospon- 
sor of S. 933, a bill to amend the Inter- 
nal Revenue Code of 1986 to extend and 
increase the exclusion for benefits pro- 
vided to volunteer firefighters and 
emergency medical responders. 
S. 1119 
At the request of Mrs. FEINSTEIN, her 
name was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1119, a bill to reauthorize and improve 
the Marine Debris Research, Preven- 
tion, and Reduction Act, and for other 
purposes. 
S. 1299 
At the request of Mr. MORAN, the 
name of the Senator from Michigan 
(Ms. STABENOW) was added as a cospon- 
sor of S. 1299, a bill to require the Sec- 
retary of the Treasury to mint coins in 
commemoration of the centennial of 
the establishment of Lions Clubs Inter- 
national. 
S. 1454 
At the request of Mr. DURBIN, the 
name of the Senator from Maryland 
(Ms. MIKULSKI) was added as a cospon- 
sor of S. 1454, a bill to amend title 
XVIII of the Social Security Act to 
provide for extended months of Medi- 
care coverage of immunosuppressive 
drugs for kidney transplant patients 
and other renal dialysis provisions. 
S. 1591 
At the request of Mrs. GILLIBRAND, 
the names of the Senator from Massa- 
chusetts (Mr. BROWN), the Senator 
from Washington (Mrs. MURRAY) and 
the Senator from Massachusetts (Mr. 
KERRY) were added as cosponsors of S. 
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1591, a bill to award a Congressional 
Gold Medal to Raoul Wallenberg, in 
recognition of his achievements and 
heroic actions during the Holocaust. 
S. 1613 
At the request of Mr. REED, the name 
of the Senator from New York (Mr. 
SCHUMER) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 1618, a bill to improve and enhance 
research and programs on childhood 
cancer survivorship, and for other pur- 
poses. 
S. 1718 
At the request of Mr. WYDEN, the 
names of the Senator from Missouri 
(Mrs. MCCASKILL) and the Senator from 
Tennessee (Mr. ALEXANDER) were added 
as cosponsors of S. 1718, a bill to amend 
title XVIII of the Social Security Act 
with respect to the application of 
Medicare secondary payer rules for cer- 
tain claims. 
S. 2060 
At the request of Mr. KOHL, the name 
of the Senator from Maryland (Ms. MI- 
KULSKI) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
2060, a bill to provide for the payment 
of a benefit to members eligible for 
participation in the Post-Deployment/ 
Mobilization Respite Absence program 
for days of nonparticipation due to 
Government error. 
S. 2077 
At the request of Mr. BLUMENTHAL, 
the name of the Senator from Illinois 
(Mr. DURBIN) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 2077, a bill to amend the Older 
Americans Act of 1965 to authorize 
Federal assistance to State adult pro- 
tective services programs, and for 
other purposes. 
S. 2165 
At the request of Mrs. BOXER, the 
name of the Senator from Colorado 
(Mr. UDALL) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 2165, a bill to enhance strategic 
cooperation between the United States 
and Israel, and for other purposes. 
S. 2168 
At the request of Mr. BLUMENTHAL, 
the name of the Senator from Wash- 
ington (Mrs. MURRAY) was added as a 
cosponsor of S. 2168, a bill to amend the 
National Labor Relations Act to mod- 
ify the definition of supervisor. 
S. 2234 
At the request of Mr. BLUMENTHAL, 
the name of the Senator from New Jer- 
sey (Mr. LAUTENBERG) was added as a 
cosponsor of S. 2234, a bill to prevent 
human trafficking in government con- 
tracting. 
S. 2239 
At the request of Mr. NELSON of Flor- 
ida, the name of the Senator from Mis- 
souri (Mr. BLUNT) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 2239, a bill to direct the 
head of each agency to treat relevant 
military training as sufficient to sat- 
isfy training or certification require- 
ments for Federal licenses. 
S. 2342 
At the request of Mr. TESTER, the 
name of the Senator from Colorado 
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(Mr. BENNET) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 2342, a bill to reform the National 
Association of Registered Agents and 
Brokers, and for other purposes. 
S. 2371 
At the request of Mr. RUBIO, the 
names of the Senator from Kansas (Mr. 
ROBERTS) and the Senator from Wis- 
consin (Mr. JOHNSON) were added as co- 
sponsors of S. 2371, a bill to amend the 
National Labor Relations Act to per- 
mit employers to pay higher wages to 
their employees. 
S. 2620 
At the request of Mr. SCHUMER, the 
name of the Senator from New York 
(Mrs. GILLIBRAND) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 2620, a bill to amend title 
XVIII of the Social Security Act to 
provide for an extension of the Medi- 
care-dependent hospital (MDH) pro- 
gram and the increased payments 
under the Medicare low-volume hos- 
pital program. 
S. 3204 
At the request of Mr. JOHANNS, the 
names of the Senator from Ohio (Mr. 
PORTMAN), the Senator from Michigan 
(Ms. STABENOW) and the Senator from 
Arkansas (Mr. BOOZMAN) were added as 
cosponsors of S. 3204, a bill to address 
fee disclosure requirements under the 
Electronic Fund Transfer Act, and for 
other purposes. 
S. 3221 
At the request of Mr. RUBIO, the 
names of the Senator from Kansas (Mr. 
ROBERTS) and the Senator from Wis- 
consin (Mr. JOHNSON) were added as co- 
sponsors of S. 3221, a bill to amend the 
National Labor Relations Act to per- 
mit employers to pay higher wages to 
their employees. 
S. 3235 
At the request of Mr. PRYOR, the 
names of the Senator from Minnesota 
(Ms. KLOBUCHAR) and the Senator from 
Missouri (Mr. BLUNT) were added as co- 
sponsors of S. 3235, a bill to amend title 
38, United States Code, to require, as a 
condition on the receipt by a State of 
certain funds for veterans employment 
and training, that the State ensures 
that training received by a veteran 
while on active duty is taken into con- 
sideration in granting certain State 
certifications or licenses, and for other 
purposes. 
S. 3236 
At the request of Mr. PRYOR, the 
name of the Senator from Maryland 
(Ms. MIKULSKI) was added as a cospon- 
sor of S. 3236, a bill to amend title 38, 
United States Code, to improve the 
protection and enforcement of employ- 
ment and reemployment rights of 
members of the uniformed services, 
and for other purposes. 
S. 3237 
At the request of Mr. WHITEHOUSE, 
the names of the Senator from New 
York (Mr. SCHUMER) and the Senator 
from Minnesota (Mr. FRANKEN) were 
added as cosponsors of S. 3237, a bill to 
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provide for the establishment of a 
Commission to Accelerate the End of 
Breast Cancer. 
S. 3257 
At the request of Mr. COBURN, the 
name of the Senator from North Da- 
kota (Mr. HOEVEN) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 3257, a bill to amend the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to pro- 
hibit the use of public funds for polit- 
ical party conventions, and to provide 
for the return of previously distributed 
funds for deficit reduction. 
S. 3263 
At the request of Mrs. BOXER, the 
name of the Senator from Minnesota 
(Ms. KLOBUCHAR) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 3263, a bill to require the 
Secretary of Transportation to modify 
the final rule relating to flightcrew 
member duty and rest requirements for 
passenger operations of air carriers to 
apply to all-cargo operations of air car- 
riers, and for other purposes. 
S. 3287 
At the request of Mr. PAUL, the name 
of the Senator from South Carolina 
(Mr. DEMINT) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 3287, a bill to protect individual 
privacy against unwarranted govern- 
mental intrusion through the use of 
the unmanned aerial vehicles com- 
monly called drones, and for other pur- 
poses. 
S.J. RES. 37 
At the request of Mr. JOHANNS, his 
name was added as a cosponsor of S.J. 
Res. 37, a joint resolution to disapprove 
a rule promulgated by the Adminis- 
trator of the Environmental Protection 
Agency relating to emission standards 
for certain steam generating units. 
S.J. RES. 42 
At the request of Mr. DEMINT, the 
name of the Senator from Arkansas 
(Mr. BOOZMAN) was added as a cospon- 
sor of S.J. Res. 42, a joint resolution 
proposing an amendment to the Con- 
stitution of the United States relative 
to parental rights. 
S. RES. 448 
At the request of Mrs. BOXER, the 
name of the Senator from New York 
(Mrs. GILLIBRAND) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. Res. 448, a resolution rec- 
ognizing the 100th anniversary of Ha- 
dassah, the Women’s Zionist Organiza- 
tion of America, Inc. 
S. RES. 473 
At the request of Mr. DURBIN, the 
names of the Senator from Mississippi 
(Mr. WICKER), the Senator from Mis- 
sissippi (Mr. COCHRAN) and the Senator 
from California (Mrs. BOXER) were 
added as cosponsors of S. Res. 473, a 
resolution commending Rotary Inter- 
national and others for their efforts to 
prevent and eradicate polio. 
S. RES. 494 
At the request of Mr. CORNYN, the 
name of the Senator from Illinois (Mr. 
KIRK) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
Res. 494, a resolution condemning the 
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Government of the Russian Federation 
for providing weapons to the regime of 
President Bashar al-Assad of Syria. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2156 
At the request of Mrs. GILLIBRAND, 
the names of the Senator from Mary- 
land (Mr. CARDIN) and the Senator from 
Florida (Mr. NELSON) were added as co- 
sponsors of amendment No. 2156 in- 
tended to be proposed to S. 3240, an 
original bill to reauthorize agricultural 
programs through 2017, and for other 
purposes. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2190 
At the request of Ms. SNOWE, the 
name of the Senator from Maine (Ms. 
COLLINS) was added as a cosponsor of 
amendment No. 2190 intended to be pro- 
posed to S. 3240, an original bill to re- 
authorize agricultural programs 
through 2017, and for other purposes. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2219 
At the request of Mr. CARDIN, the 
name of the Senator from Georgia (Mr. 
CHAMBLISS) was added as a cosponsor of 
amendment No. 2219 intended to be pro- 
posed to S. 3240, an original bill to re- 
authorize agricultural programs 
through 2017, and for other purposes. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2382 
At the request of Mr. MERKLEY, the 
name of the Senator from Oregon (Mr. 
WYDEN) was added as a cosponsor of 
amendment No. 2382 intended to be pro- 
posed to S. 3240, an original bill to re- 
authorize agricultural programs 
through 2017, and for other purposes. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2399 
At the request of Mr. LEAHY, the 
name of the Senator from Vermont 
(Mr. SANDERS) was added as a cospon- 
sor of amendment No. 2399 intended to 
be proposed to S. 3240, an original bill 
to reauthorize agricultural programs 
through 2017, and for other purposes. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2426 
At the request of Mr. Coons, the 
names of the Senator from North Caro- 
lina (Mrs. HAGAN), the Senator from 
Delaware (Mr. CARPER), the Senator 
from Maryland (Ms. MIKULSKI) and the 
Senator from Minnesota (Ms. KLO- 
BUCHAR) were added as cosponsors of 
amendment No. 2426 intended to be pro- 
posed to S. 3240, an original bill to re- 
authorize agricultural programs 
through 2017, and for other purposes. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2435 
At the request of Mr. WARNER, the 
name of the Senator from Illinois (Mr. 
KIRK) was added as a cosponsor of 
amendment No. 2435 intended to be pro- 
posed to S. 3240, an original bill to re- 


authorize agricultural programs 
through 2017, and for other purposes. 
ee 


STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 


By Mr. McCAIN (for himself and 

Mr. REID): 
S. 3306. A bill to establish a United 
States Boxing Commission to admin- 
ister the Professional Boxing Safety 
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Act of 1996, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, 
and Transportation. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, today I 
am pleased to be joined by Senator 
REID of Nevada, our distinguished ma- 
jority leader, to introduce the Profes- 
sional Boxing Amendments Act of 2012. 
This legislation is virtually identical 
to a measure reported by the Com- 
merce Committee during the 111th Con- 
gress, after being approved unani- 
mously by the Senate in 2005. Simply 
put, this legislation would better pro- 
tect professional boxing from the 
fraud, corruption, and ineffective regu- 
lation that has plagued the sport for 
too many years, and that has dev- 
astated physically and financially 
many of our Nation’s professional box- 
ers. 

My involvement with boxing goes 
back a long way, first as a fan in my 
youth—in what many view as the gold- 
en age of boxing in America: in the 
days of Joe Louis and Billy Conn and 
Floyd Patterson and Sugar Ray Robin- 
son—probably the greatest boxer in 
history—and Kid Gavilan and Joey 
Giardello, the names I still remember 
because of the incredible acts of sports- 
manship and courage and tenacity in 
the ring that they displayed, which 
made boxing one of the most popular 
sports in all of the United States, then 
with my undistinguished record as a 
boxer at the U.S. Naval Academy, and 
then over my time here in Congress, 
where I have been involved in legisla- 
tion related to boxing since the mid- 
1990s. 

The 19th century sportswriter Pierce 
Egan called the sport of boxing the 
“sweet science.” Long-time boxing re- 
porter Jimmy Cannon called it the 
“red light district of sports.” In truth, 
it is both. I have always believed that 
at its best, professional boxing is a riv- 
eting and honorable contest of coura- 
geous and highly skilled athletes. Un- 
fortunately, the last few decades of 
boxing history have—through count- 
less examples of conflicts of interest, 
improper financial arrangements, and 
inadequate or nonexistent oversight— 
led most to believe that Cannon’s 
words—that boxing is the “red light 
district of sports’’—were more appro- 
priate than that of Pierce Egan’s 
words, who called it the ‘‘sweet 
science.” 

The most recent controversy sur- 
rounding the Pacquiao-Bradley fight is 
the latest example of the legitimate 
distrust boxing fans have for the integ- 
rity of the sport. After the Pacquiao- 
Bradley decision was announced, un- 
derstandably fans were clearly apoplec- 
tic and many commentators found the 
decision astonishing. 

Bob Arum, the promoter of the 
fight—and he represented both 
Pacquiao and Bradley—said: 

What the hell were these people watching?. 
.. . How can you watch a sport where you 
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don’t see any motive for any malfeasance 
and yet come up with a result like we came 
up with tonight? How do you explain it to 
anybody?. . . . Something like this is so out- 
landish, it’s a death knell for the sport. 

Those words came from the promoter 
of the fight, long-time promoter Bob 
Arum. 

ESPN boxing analyst Dan Rafael— 
who scored the fight 119 to 109 for 
Pacquiao—called the decision an ‘‘ab- 
solute absurdity.” And he said: 

I could watch the fight 1,000 times and not 
find seven rounds to give to Timothy Brad- 
ley. 

Additionally, following the fight, 
HBO’s Max Kellerman—a guy I have al- 
ways enjoyed—was ringside, where he 
said: 

This is baffling, punch stat had Pacquiao 
landing many more punches, landing at a 
higher connect percentage, landing more 
power punches. Ringside, virtually every re- 
porter had Pacquiao winning by a wide mar- 
gin... . I can’t understand how Bradley gets 
this decision. There were times in that fight 
where I felt a little bit embarrassed for Brad- 
ley. 

Clearly, the conspiracy theories and 
speculation surrounding the fight are 
given life because there are so many 
questions surrounding the integrity of 
the sport and how it is managed in 
multiple jurisdictions. Professional 
boxing remains the only major sport in 
the United States that does not have a 
strong centralized association, league, 
or other regulatory body to establish 
and enforce uniform rules and prac- 
tices. Because a powerful few benefit 
greatly from the current system of 
patchwork compliance and enforce- 
ment of Federal boxing law, a national 
self-regulating organization—though 
preferable to government oversight—is 
not a realistic option. 

What has happened to the meaning of 
the word champion? There is an alpha- 
bet soup of organizations today, some 
of them—or many of them—based out- 
side of the United States of America, 
that clearly manipulates the rankings 
in order to set up a fight which has a 
“championship” associated with it. 

Ineffective oversight of professional 
boxing will continue to result in scan- 
dals, controversies, unethical prac- 
tices, a lack of trust in the integrity of 
judged outcomes and, most tragic of 
all, unnecessary deaths in the sport. 
These problems have led many in pro- 
fessional boxing to conclude that the 
only solution is an effective and ac- 
countable Federal boxing commission. 

The legislation that Senator REID 
and I are introducing would establish 
the United States Boxing Commis- 
sion—the USBC or Commission—pro- 
viding the much-needed oversight to 
ensure integrity within this profession 
through better reporting and disclo- 
sure, requiring that the sport avoid the 
conflicts of interest which cause fans 
to question the outcome of bouts, 
which hurts the sport. 

If enacted, the commission would ad- 
minister Federal boxing law and co- 
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ordinate with other Federal regulatory 
agencies to ensure that this law is en- 
forced, oversee all professional boxing 
matches in the United States, and 
work with the boxing industry and 
local commissions to improve the safe- 


ty, integrity, and professionalism of 
professional boxing in the United 
States. 

More specifically, this legislation 


would require that all referees and 
judges participating in a championship 
or a professional bout lasting 10 rounds 
or more be fully registered and licensed 
by the commission. Further, while a 
sanctioning organization could provide 
a list of judges and referees deemed 
qualified, only the boxing commission 
will appoint the judges and referees 
participating in these matches. 

Additionally, the commission would 
license boxers, promoters, managers, 
and sanctioning organizations. The 
commission would have the authority 
to revoke such a license for violations 
of Federal boxing law, to stop uneth- 
ical or illegal conduct, to protect the 
health and safety of a boxer or if the 
revocation is otherwise in the public 
interest. 

The Professional Boxing Amend- 
ments Act would strengthen existing 
Federal boxing law by improving the 
basic health and safety standards for 
professional boxers, establishing a cen- 
tralized medical registry to be used by 
local commissions to protect boxers, 
reducing the arbitrary practices of 
sanctioning organizations, and enhanc- 
ing the uniformity and basic standards 
for professional boxing contracts. Most 
importantly, this legislation would es- 
tablish a Federal regulatory entity to 
oversee professional boxing and set 
basic uniform standards for certain as- 
pects of the sport. 

Thankfully, current law—which we 
passed in the 1990s—has already im- 
proved some aspects of the state of pro- 
fessional boxing. However, like me, 
many others remain concerned the 
sport continues to be at serious risk. In 
2003, the Government Accountability 
Office spent more than 6 months study- 
ing 10 of the country’s busiest State 
and tribal boxing commissions. Gov- 
ernment auditors found that many of 
these commissions do not comply with 
Federal boxing law, and that there is a 
disturbing lack of enforcement by both 
Federal and State officials. 

It is important to state clearly and 
plainly for the record that the purpose 
of the commission created by this bill 
is not to interfere with the daily oper- 
ations of State and tribal boxing com- 
missions. Instead, it would work in 
consultation with local commissions, 
and it would only exercise its author- 
ity when reasonable grounds exist for 
such intervention. In fact, this Dill 
states explicitly that it would not pro- 
hibit any boxing commission from ex- 
ercising any of its powers, duties, or 
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functions with respect to the regula- 
tion or supervision of professional box- 
ing to the extent consistent with the 
provisions of Federal boxing law. 

With respect to costs associated with 
this legislation, the pricetag for this 
legislation should not fall on the shoul- 
ders of the American taxpayer, espe- 
cially during a time of crushing debt 
and deficits. As such, to recover the 
costs, the bill authorizes the commis- 
sion to assess fees on promoters, sanc- 
tioning organizations, and boxers, en- 
suring that boxers pay the smallest 
portion of what is, in fact, collected. 

Let there be no doubt, however, of 
the very basic and pressing need in pro- 
fessional boxing for a Federal boxing 
commission. The establishment of the 
USBC would address that need. The 
problems that have plagued the sport 
of professional boxing for many years 
continue to undermine the credibility 
of this sport in the eyes of the public 
and, more importantly, compromise 
the safety of boxers. This bill provides 
an effective approach to curbing these 
problems. 

I take a back seat to no one in my 
desire for smaller government and less 
regulation. It is a crying need today, 
not only for the integrity of the sport 
but the health of boxers. We are finding 
more and more, especially in the sport 
of professional football lately, the ef- 
fect of blows to the head. Anyone who 
has had the honor of knowing Muham- 
mad Ali, as I have over the years, rec- 
ognizes that this is a very brutal sport. 
There is no doubt that if in profes- 
sional football blows to the head can be 
damaging to one’s health, clearly it 
can be in the sport of boxing. I regret 
to tell my colleagues that there are not 
sufficient protections for the safety of 
the boxers engaged in the sport today. 

The Pacquiao-Bradley fight is only 
the latest example, and its outrage is 
spread because of the size of the fight. 
Unfortunately, over the years, there 
have been a series of fights—some of 
them I will add for the RECORD at the 
appropriate time—where the wrong de- 
cision has been announced. 

This is a great sport. It has given an 
opportunity, for young men particu- 
larly, to rise from the depths of pov- 
erty to pinnacles of greatness in the 
sport—and wealth beyond their imag- 
ining at the time they entered the 
sport. So we need to protect these peo- 
ple. We need to give them a fair and le- 
gitimate playing field in which to com- 
pete. 

I urge the support of my colleagues 
and again thank my friend the major- 
ity leader, Senator HARRY REID, who 
was a boxer of great skill and ability 
himself in his younger days. Some of 
those traits he has displayed very 
prominently here on the floor of the 
Senate, and I respect him greatly. 


By Mrs. MURRAY: 
S. 3309. A bill to amend title 38, 
United States Code, to improve the as- 
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sistance provided by the Department of 
Veterans Affairs to homeless veterans, 
and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on Veterans’ Affairs. 

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, today, 
as Chairman of the Senate Committee 
on Veterans’ Affairs, I am pleased to 
introduce the Homeless Veterans As- 
sistance Improvement Act of 2012. No 
one who has made sacrifices to serve 
our Nation should ever be homeless, 
and this problem should never be ig- 
nored. The bill I am introducing today 
would allow the Department of Vet- 
erans Affairs, VA, to continue the im- 
portant work of ending veteran home- 
lessness. 

The administration reported that on 
any given night in January 2011, an es- 
timated 67,500 veterans were homeless. 
I want to commend the VA for its ef- 
forts to reduce the number of veterans 
sleeping in the streets. Between 2010 
and 2011 the number of homeless vet- 
erans decreased by 12 percent, but the 
number of homeless women veterans 
has continued to increase. We are mak- 
ing great progress, in large part due to 
interagency collaborations, but there 
is still more work to be done. 

In light of recent reports from VA’s 
Office of Inspector General and the 
Government Accountability Office, VA 
must do more to make its homeless 
veterans programs more welcoming to 
women and veterans with families. The 
reports highlighted limitations in 
available housing options for women 
veterans with children. Additionally, 
infrastructure needs such as private 
and secure rooms and showering facili- 
ties are often lacking placing women 
veterans in uncomfortable and poten- 
tially unsafe situations. We can and 
should do better. 

The Homeless Veterans Assistance 
Improvement Act of 2012 helps achieve 
this goal by allowing VA to provide 
transitional housing services to the 
children of homeless veterans, where it 
is appropriate to do so. It also requires 
grantees who receive funding for tran- 
sitional housing to meet the privacy, 
safety, and security needs of women 
veterans and veterans with families. 
No veteran should have to choose be- 
tween housing and their safety or be- 
tween housing and remaining with 
their family. 

Other provisions in this legislation 
help VA to meet the self-identified, 
unmet needs of homeless veterans. VA 
conducts an annual assessment of 
homeless veterans, homeless programs 
staff, and grantees that ranks the top 
ten unmet needs of homeless veterans. 
The most recent report, which was 
from fiscal year 2010, highlights the 
fact that many homeless veterans 
ranked legal assistance among their 
top ten unmet needs for the last sev- 
eral years. Among the top-ranked 
needs for the last several years have 
been legal services and dental care. My 
legislation makes veterans in the HUD- 
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VASH program eligible to participate 
in the Homeless Veterans Dental Pro- 
gram. It also ensures that a percentage 
of the funding available for homeless- 
ness prevention and rapid re-housing 
will be used for legal services to re- 
move some of the barriers to obtaining 
or maintaining stable housing for 
homeless veterans. 


This is not a full summary of all the 
provisions within this legislation. How- 
ever, I hope that I have provided an ap- 
propriate overview of the major bene- 
fits this legislation would provide. 


Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 


There being no objection, the text of 
the bill was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 


S. 3309 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 


SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS. 


(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as 
the ‘‘Homeless Veterans Assistance Improve- 
ment Act of 2012”. 


(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con- 
tents for this Act is as follows: 


Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents. 


Sec. 2. Requirement that recipients of 
grants from Department of Vet- 
erans Affairs for comprehensive 
service programs for homeless 
veterans meet physical privacy, 
safety, and security needs of 
such veterans. 


. Modification of authority of Depart- 
ment of Veteran Affairs to pro- 
vide capital improvement 
grants for comprehensive serv- 
ice programs that assist home- 
less veterans. 


. Funding for furnishing legal services 
to very low-income veteran 
families in permanent housing. 


. Modifications to requirements relat- 
ing to per diem payments for 
services furnished to homeless 
veterans. 


. Authorization of grants by Depart- 
ment of Veterans Affairs to 
centers that provide services to 
homeless veterans for oper- 
ational expenses. 


. Expansion of Department of Veterans 
Affairs authority to provide 
dental care to homeless vet- 
erans. 


. Extensions of authorities and pro- 
grams affecting homeless vet- 
erans. 


REQUIREMENT THAT RECIPIENTS OF 
GRANTS FROM DEPARTMENT OF 
VETERANS AFFAIRS FOR COM- 
PREHENSIVE SERVICE PROGRAMS 
FOR HOMELESS VETERANS MEET 
PHYSICAL PRIVACY, SAFETY, AND 
SECURITY NEEDS OF SUCH VET- 
ERANS. 


Section 2011(f) of title 38, United States 
Code, is amended by adding at the end the 
following new paragraph: 

““6) To meet the physical privacy, safety, 
and security needs of homeless veterans re- 
ceiving services through the project.’’. 


SEC. 2. 
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SEC. 3. MODIFICATION OF AUTHORITY OF DE- 
PARTMENT OF VETERAN AFFAIRS 
TO PROVIDE CAPITAL IMPROVE- 
MENT GRANTS FOR COMPREHEN- 
SIVE SERVICE PROGRAMS THAT AS- 
SIST HOMELESS VETERANS. 

Section 201l(a) of title 38, United States 
Code, is amended, in the matter before para- 
graph (1), by inserting ‘‘and maintaining” 
after ‘‘in establishing”. 

SEC. 4. FUNDING FOR FURNISHING LEGAL SERV- 
ICES TO VERY LOW-INCOME VET- 
ERAN FAMILIES IN PERMANENT 
HOUSING. 

Section 2044(e) of title 38, United States 
Code, is amended— 

(1) by redesignating paragraphs (2) and (3) 
as paragraphs (3) and (4), respectively; and 

(2) by inserting after paragraph (1) the fol- 
lowing new paragraph (2): 

“(2) Of amounts made available under 
paragraph (1), not less than one percent shall 
be available for the furnishing of services de- 
scribed in subsection (b)(1)(D)(vii).’’. 

SEC. 5. MODIFICATIONS TO REQUIREMENTS RE- 
LATING TO PER DIEM PAYMENTS 
FOR SERVICES FURNISHED TO 
HOMELESS VETERANS. 

(a) AUTHORIZATION OF PER DIEM PAYMENTS 
FOR FURNISHING CARE TO DEPENDENTS OF 
CERTAIN HOMELESS VETERANS.—Section 
2012(a) of title 38, United States Code, is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new paragraph: 

“(4) Services for which a recipient of a 
grant under section 2011 of this title (or an 
entity described in paragraph (1)) may re- 
ceive per diem payments under this sub- 
section may include furnishing care for a de- 
pendent of a homeless veteran who is under 
the care of such homeless veteran while such 
homeless veteran receives services from the 
grant recipient (or entity).’’. 

(b) PROVISION OF FUNDS FOR PER DIEM PAY- 
MENTS FOR NONCONFORMING ENTITIES.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 2012(d)(1) of such 
title is amended, in the matter preceding 
subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘may make” 
and inserting ‘‘shall make’’. 

(2) REGULATIONS REQUIRED.—Not later than 
one year after the date of the enactment of 
this Act, the Secretary of Veterans Affairs 
shall prescribe such regulations as may be 
necessary to implement the amendment 
made by paragraph (1). 

SEC. 6. AUTHORIZATION OF GRANTS BY DEPART- 
MENT OF VETERANS AFFAIRS TO 
CENTERS THAT PROVIDE SERVICES 
TO HOMELESS VETERANS FOR 
OPERATIONAL EXPENSES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subchapter II of chapter 
20 of title 38, United States Code, is amended 
by inserting after section 2012 the following 
new section: 

“§ 2012A. Service center operational grants 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—Subject to the avail- 
ability of appropriations provided for such 
purpose, the Secretary may award to a re- 
cipient of a grant under section 2011 of this 
title for the establishment of a service cen- 
ter described in subsection (g) of such sec- 
tion a grant for the operational expenses of 
such service center not otherwise covered by 
the receipt of per diem payments under sec- 
tion 2012 of this section. 

“(b) LIMITATION.—The aggregate amount of 
all grants awarded under subsection (a) in 
any fiscal year may not exceed $500,000.”’. 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
sections at the beginning of such chapter is 
amended by inserting after the item relating 
to section 2012 the following new item: 
‘2012A. Service center operational grants.’’. 


(c) REGULATIONS.—The Secretary of Vet- 
erans Affairs shall promulgate regulations to 
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carry out section 2012A of title 38, United 

States Code, as added by subsection (a), not 

later than one year after the date of the en- 

actment of this Act. 

SEC. 7. EXPANSION OF DEPARTMENT OF VET- 
ERANS AFFAIRS AUTHORITY TO 
PROVIDE DENTAL CARE TO HOME- 
LESS VETERANS. 

Subsection (b) of section 2062 of title 38, 
United States Code, is amended to read as 
follows: 

“(a) ELIGIBLE VETERANS.—(1) Subsection 
(a) applies to a veteran who— 

“(A) is enrolled for care under section 
1705(a) of this title; and 

‘“(B) for a period of 60 consecutive days, is 
receiving— 

‘“(i) assistance under section 8(0) of the 
United States Housing Act of 1987 (42 U.S.C. 
1487f£(0)); or 

‘“(ii) care (directly or by contract) in any 
of the following settings: 

“T A domiciliary under section 1710 of 
this title. 

‘“(II) A therapeutic residence under section 
2032 of this title. 

“(TIT) Community residential care coordi- 
nated by the Secretary under section 1730 of 
this title. 

“(IV) A setting for which the Secretary 
provides funds for a grant and per diem pro- 
vider. 

‘“(2) For purposes of paragraph (1), in deter- 
mining whether a veteran has received as- 
sistance or care for a period of 60 consecutive 
days, the Secretary may disregard breaks in 
the continuity of assistance or care for 
which the veteran is not responsible.’’. 

SEC. 8. EXTENSIONS OF AUTHORITIES AND PRO- 
GRAMS AFFECTING HOMELESS VET- 
ERANS. 

(a) COMPREHENSIVE SERVICE PROGRAMS.— 
Section 2013 of title 38, United States Code, 
is amended by striking paragraph (5) and in- 
serting the following new paragraphs: 

“*(5) $250,000,000 for fiscal year 2013. 

“*(6) $150,000,000 for fiscal year 2014 and each 
subsequent fiscal year.’’. 

(b) HOMELESS VETERANS REINTEGRATION 
PROGRAMS.—Section 2021(e)(1)(F) of such 
title is amended by striking ‘‘2012’’ and in- 
serting ‘‘2013”’. 

(c) OUTREACH, CARE, TREATMENT, REHABILI- 
TATION, AND THERAPEUTIC TRANSITIONAL 
HOUSING FOR VETERANS SUFFERING FROM SE- 
RIOUS MENTAL ILLNESS.—Section 2031(b) of 
such title is amended by striking ‘‘December 
31, 2012” and inserting ‘‘December 31, 2014’’. 

(d) PROGRAM TO EXPAND AND IMPROVE PRO- 
VISION OF BENEFITS AND SERVICES BY DEPART- 
MENT OF VETERANS AFFAIRS TO HOMELESS 
VETERANS.—Section 2033(d) of such title is 
amended by striking ‘‘December 31, 2012” and 
inserting ‘‘December 31, 2014”. 

(e) HOUSING ASSISTANCE FOR HOMELESS 
VETERANS.—Section 2041(c) of such title is 
amended by striking ‘‘December 31, 2012” and 
inserting ‘‘December 31, 2013”. 

(f) FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE FOR SUPPORTIVE 
SERVICES FOR VERY LOW-INCOME VETERAN 
FAMILIES IN PERMANENT HOUSING.—Section 
2044(e)(1) of such title is amended by adding 
at the end the following new subparagraph: 

“*(E) $300,000,000 for fiscal year 2013.”’. 

(g) GRANT PROGRAM FOR HOMELESS VET- 
ERANS WITH SPECIAL NEEDS.—Section 
2061(c)(1) of such title is amended by striking 
“through 2012” and inserting ‘‘through 2015”. 

(h) ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON HOMELESS 
VETERANS.—Section 2066(d) of such title is 
amended by striking ‘‘December 31, 2012” and 
inserting ‘‘December 31, 2014”. 


June 18, 2012 
SUBMITTED RESOLUTIONS 


SENATE RESOLUTION 495—DESIG- 
NATING THE PERIOD BEGINNING 


ON JUNE 17, 2012, AND ENDING 
ON JUNE 23, 2012, AS ‘‘POLY- 
CYSTIC KIDNEY DISEASE 
AWARENESS WEEK”, AND RAIS- 


ING AWARENESS AND UNDER- 
STANDING OF POLYCYSTIC KID- 
NEY DISEASE AND THE IMPACT 
SUCH DISEASE HAS ON PA- 
TIENTS 


Mr. KOHL (for himself and Mr. 
HATCH) submitted the following resolu- 
tion; which was considered and agreed 
to: 

S. RES. 495 

Whereas polycystic kidney disease, known 
as “PKD”’’, is a life-threatening genetic dis- 
ease, affecting newborns, children, and 
adults regardless of sex, age, race, geog- 
raphy, income, or ethnicity; 

Whereas there are 2 forms of polycystic 
kidney disease, autosomal dominant 
(ADPKD), and autosomal recessive (ARPKD), 
a rare form frequently leading to early 
death; 

Whereas polycystic kidney disease causes 
multiple cysts to form on both kidneys 
(ranging in size from a pinhead to a grape- 
fruit), leading to an increase in kidney size 
and weight; 

Whereas polycystic kidney disease is a sys- 
temic disease that causes damage to the kid- 
neys and the cardiovascular, endocrine, he- 
patic, and gastrointestinal systems; 

Whereas patients with polycystic kidney 
disease often experience no symptoms early 
in the disease, and many patients do not re- 
alize they have polycystic kidney disease 
until other organs are affected; 

Whereas symptoms of polycystic kidney 
disease may include high blood pressure, 
chronic pain in the back, sides or abdomen, 
blood in the urine, urinary tract infection, 
heart disease, and kidney stones; 

Whereas polycystic kidney disease is the 
number 1 genetic cause of kidney failure in 
the United States; 

Whereas more than half of polycystic kid- 
ney disease patients will reach kidney fail- 
ure and require dialysis or a kidney trans- 
plant to survive, thus placing an extra strain 
on dialysis and kidney transplantation re- 
sources; 

Whereas there is no treatment or cure for 
polycystic kidney disease; and 

Whereas there are thousands of volunteers 
nationwide dedicated to expanding essential 
research, fostering public awareness and un- 
derstanding, educating patients and their 
families about polycystic kidney disease to 
improve treatment and care, providing ap- 
propriate moral support, and encouraging 
people to become organ donors: Now, there- 
fore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 

(1) designates the period beginning on June 
17, 2012, and ending on June 23, 2012, as 
“Polycystic Kidney Disease Awareness 
Week”; 

(2) supports the goals and ideals of Poly- 
cystic Kidney Disease Awareness Week, to 
raise public awareness and understanding of 
polycystic kidney disease; 

(3) recognizes the need for additional re- 
search to find treatments and a cure for 
polycystic kidney disease; and 

(4) encourages the people of the United 
States and interested groups to support 
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Polycystic Kidney Disease Awareness Week 
through appropriate ceremonies and activi- 
ties, to promote public awareness of poly- 
cystic kidney disease, and to foster under- 
standing of the impact of such disease on pa- 
tients and their families. 
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AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED AND 
PROPOSED 


SA 2439. Mr. DURBIN (for himself and Mr. 
COBURN) submitted an amendment intended 
to be proposed by him to the bill S. 3240, to 
reauthorize agricultural programs through 
2017, and for other purposes; which was or- 
dered to lie on the table. 

SA 2440. Mr. AKAKA submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 3240, supra; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 
SA 2441. Mr. AKAKA submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 3240, supra; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 
SA 2442. Mr. WYDEN submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 3240, supra; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 
SA 2443. Mr. MORAN submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 3240, supra; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 

SA 2444. Ms. COLLINS submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by her 
to the bill S. 3240, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 2445. Mr. BROWN of Ohio submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 3240, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 2446. Mr. NELSON of Nebraska sub- 
mitted an amendment intended to be pro- 
posed to amendment SA 2172 submitted by 
Mr. SESSIONS and intended to be proposed to 
the bill S. 3240, supra; which was ordered to 
lie on the table. 

SA 2447. Mr. BEGICH (for himself and Mr. 
MCCAIN) submitted an amendment intended 
to be proposed by him to the bill S. 3240, 
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 2448. Mr. BARRASSO submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 2347 submitted by Mr. NEL- 
SON of Nebraska and intended to be proposed 
to the bill S. 3240, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 2449. Mr. BARRASSO submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 2348 submitted by Mr. NEL- 
SON of Nebraska and intended to be proposed 
to the bill S. 3240, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 2450. Mr. BARRASSO submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 2294 submitted by Mr. UDALL 
of Colorado (for himself and Mr. BENNET) and 
intended to be proposed to the bill S. 3240, 
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 2451. Mr. BOOZMAN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 3240, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 2452. Ms. MURKOWSKI (for herself and 
Mr. BEGICH) submitted an amendment in- 
tended to be proposed by her to the bill S. 
3240, supra; which was ordered to lie on the 
table. 

SA 2453. Ms. STABENOW submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by her 
to the bill S. 3240, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 2454. Mr. KERRY submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 3240, supra; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 
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SA 2455. Mrs. MURRAY submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by her 
to the bill S. 3240, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 2456. Mrs. BOXER submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by her to the 
bill S. 3240, supra; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 

SA 2457. Mr. WARNER (for himself, Mrs. 
SHAHEEN, and Mr. KIRK) submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 3240, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 2458. Ms. STABENOW (for Ms. SNOWE) 
proposed an amendment to the resolution S. 
Res. 488, commending the efforts of the fire- 
fighters and emergency response personnel of 
Maine, New Hampshire, Massachusetts, and 
Connecticut, who came together to extin- 
guish the May 23, 2012, fire at Portsmouth 
Naval Shipyard in Kittery, Maine. 


ee 


TEXT OF AMENDMENTS 


SA 2439. Mr. DURBIN (for himself 
and Mr. COBURN) submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 3240, to reauthorize agri- 
cultural programs through 2017, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 


At the appropriate place, insert the fol- 
lowing: 

SEC. . LIMITATION ON PREMIUM SUBSIDY 
BASED ON AVERAGE ADJUSTED 
GROSS INCOME. 

Section 508(e) of the Federal Crop Insur- 
ance Act (7 U.S.C. 1508(e)) (as amended by 
section 11023(b)) is amended by adding at the 
end the following: 

‘(9) LIMITATION ON PREMIUM SUBSIDY BASED 
ON AVERAGE ADJUSTED GROSS INCOME.— 

“(A) DEFINITION OF AVERAGE ADJUSTED 
GROSS INCOME.—In this paragraph, the term 
‘average adjusted gross income’ has the 
meaning given the term in section 1001D(a) 
of the Food Security Act of 1985 (7 U.S.C. 
1808-8a(a)). 

“(B) LIMITATION.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of this subtitle and begin- 
ning with the 2014 reinsurance year, in the 
case of any producer that is a person or legal 
entity that has an average adjusted gross in- 
come in excess of $750,000 based on the most 
recent data available from the Farm Service 
Agency as of the beginning of the reinsur- 
ance year, the total amount of premium sub- 
sidy provided with respect to additional cov- 
erage under subsection (c), section 508B, or 
section 508C issued on behalf of the producer 
for a reinsurance year shall be 15 percentage 
points less than the premium subsidy pro- 
vided in accordance with this subsection 
that would otherwise be available for the ap- 
plicable policy, plan of insurance, and cov- 
erage level selected by the producer. 

“(C) APPLICATION.— 

“(i) STUDY.—Not later than 1 year after the 
date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary, 
in consultation with the Government Ac- 
countability Office, shall carry out a study 
to determine the effects of the limitation de- 
scribed in subparagraph (B) on— 

“(I) the overall operations of the Federal 
crop insurance program; 

“(II) the number of producers participating 
in the Federal crop insurance program; 

“(IIT) the level of coverage purchased by 
participating producers; 

“(IV) the amount of premiums paid by par- 
ticipating producers and the Federal Govern- 
ment; 
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“(V) any potential liability for partici- 
pating producers, approved insurance pro- 
viders, and the Federal Government; 

‘“(VI) different crops or growing regions; 

‘“(VII) program rating structures; 

“(VIII) creation of schemes or devices to 
evade the impact of the limitation; and 

‘“(IX) administrative and operating ex- 
penses paid to approved insurance providers 
and underwriting gains and loss for the Fed- 
eral government and approved insurance pro- 
viders. 

“(i) EFFECTIVENESS.—The limitation de- 
scribed in subparagraph (B) shall not take ef- 
fect unless the Secretary determines, 
through the study described in clause (i), 
that the limitation would not— 

“(D significantly increase the premium 
amount paid by producers with an average 
adjusted gross income of less than $750,000; 

“(IT) result in a decline in the crop insur- 
ance coverage available to producers; and 

“(III) increase the total cost of the Federal 
crop insurance program.’’. 


SA 2440. Mr. AKAKA submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 3240, to reauthorize 
agricultural programs through 2017, 
and for other purposes; which was or- 
dered to lie on the table; as follows: 

Strike section 5102 and insert the fol- 
lowing: 

SEC. 5102. LOANS TO PURCHASERS OF HIGHLY 
FRACTIONATED LAND. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The first sentence of Pub- 
lic Law 91-229 (25 U.S.C. 488) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a), in the first sentence, 
by striking ‘‘loans from” and all that follows 
through ‘‘1929)’’ and inserting ‘‘direct loans 
in a manner consistent with direct loans pur- 
suant to chapter 4 of subtitle A of the Con- 
solidated Farm and Rural Development 
Act”’; 

(2) in subsection (b)(1)— 

(A) by striking ‘‘pursuant to section 205(c) 
of the Indian Land Consolidation Act (25 
U.S.C. 2204(c))’’; and 

(B) by inserting ‘‘or to intermediaries in 
order to establish revolving loan funds for 
the purchase of highly fractionated land 
under that section” before the period at the 
end; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 

“(c) CONSULTATION REQUIRED.—In deter- 
mining regulations and procedures to define 
eligible purchasers of highly fractionated 
land under this section, the Secretary of Ag- 
riculture shall consult with the Secretary of 
the Interior.’’. 

(b) RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER AMENDMENT.— 
Section 6002 is amended by striking sub- 
section (bb). 


SA 2441. Mr. AKAKA submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 3240, to reauthorize 
agricultural programs through 2017, 
and for other purposes; which was or- 
dered to lie on the table; as follows: 

Strike section 3915 of the Consolidated 
Farm and Rural Development Act (as added 
by section 6001) and all that follows through 
section 6002(c), and insert the following: 


“SEC. 3915. SUBSTANTIALLY UNDERSERVED 
TRUST AREAS. 

“(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 

“(1) ELIGIBLE PROGRAM.—The term ‘eligible 
program’ means a program administered by 
the Secretary and authorized in— 

“(A) this Act; 

“(B) the Rural Electrification Act of 1936 (7 
U.S.C. 901 et seq.); or 
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“(C) title V of the Housing Act of 1949 (42 
U.S.C. 1471 et seq.). 

‘(2) SUBSTANTIALLY UNDERSERVED TRUST 
AREA.—The term ‘substantially underserved 
trust area’ means a community in ‘trust 
land’ (as defined in section 3765 of title 38, 
United States Code). 

“(b) INITIATIVE.—The Secretary, in con- 
sultation with local governments and Fed- 
eral agencies, may implement an initiative 
to identify and improve the availability of 
eligible programs in communities in sub- 
stantially underserved trust areas. 

‘(c) AUTHORITY OF SECRETARY.—In car- 
rying out subsection (b), the Secretary— 

“(1) may make available from loan or loan 
guarantee programs administered by the 
Secretary to qualified entities or applicants 
financing with an interest rate as low as 2 
percent and with extended repayment terms; 

“(2) may waive nonduplication restric- 
tions, matching fund requirements, or credit 
support requirements from any loan or grant 
program administered by the Secretary to 
facilitate the construction, acquisition, or 
improvement of infrastructure, or for other 
purposes; 

“(3) may give the highest funding priority 
to designated projects in substantially un- 
derserved trust areas; and 

“(4) shall only make loans or loan guaran- 
tees that are found to be financially feasible 
and that provide eligible program benefits to 
substantially underserved trust areas. 

‘(d) ELIGIBILITY OF TRUST LAND FOR ELIGI- 
BLE PROGRAMS.—For purposes of eligibility 
for eligible programs, trust land (as defined 
in section 3765 of title 38, United States 
Code) shall be considered by the Secretary to 
be a rural area. 

“(e) REPORT.—Each year, the Secretary 
shall submit to Congress a report that de- 
scribes— 

“(1) the progress of the initiative imple- 
mented under subsection (b); and 

“(2) recommendations for any regulatory 
or legislative changes that would be appro- 
priate to improve services to substantially 
underserved trust areas. 

“SEC. 3916. REGULATIONS. 

“The Secretary may issue such regula- 
tions, prescribe such terms and conditions 
for making or guaranteeing loans, security 
instruments, and agreements, except as oth- 
erwise specified in this title, and make such 
delegations of authority as the Secretary 
considers necessary to carry out this title.’’. 
SEC. 6002. CONFORMING AMENDMENTS. 

(a) Section 17(c) of the Rural Electrifica- 
tion Act of 1936 (7 U.S.C. 917(c)) is amended 
by striking paragraph (1) and inserting the 
following: 

“(1) Subtitle B of the Consolidated Farm 
and Rural Development Act.’’. 

(b) Section 305(c)(2)(B)(i)M) of the Rural 
Electrification Act of 1986 (7 U.S.C. 
935(c)(2)(B)()(1)) is amended by striking ‘‘sec- 
tion 307(a)(3)(A) of the Consolidated Farm 
and Rural Development Act (7 U.S.C. 
1927(a)(3)(A))”’ and inserting “section 
38701(b)(2) of the Consolidated Farm and 
Rural Development Act”. 

(c) Section 306F of the Rural Electrifica- 
tion Act of 1936 (7 U.S.C. 936f) is repealed. 


SA 2442. Mr. WYDEN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 3240, to reauthorize 
agricultural programs through 2017, 
and for other purposes; which was or- 
dered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of section 3201 of the Consoli- 
dated Farm and Rural Development Act (as 
added by section 5001), add the following: 
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“(e) PILOT LOAN PROGRAM TO SUPPORT 
HEALTHY FOODS FOR THE HUNGRY.— 
“(1) DEFINITION OF GLEANER.—In this sub- 


section, the term ‘gleaner’ means an entity 
that— 

“(A) collects edible, surplus food that 
would be thrown away and distributes the 
food to agencies or nonprofit organizations 
that feed the hungry; or 

‘“(B) harvests for free distribution to the 
needy, or for donation to agencies or non- 
profit organizations for ultimate distribu- 
tion to the needy, an agricultural crop that 
has been donated by the owner of the crop. 

(2) PROGRAM.—Not later than 180 days 
after the date of enactment of this sub- 
section, the Secretary shall establish, within 
the operating loan program established 
under this chapter, a pilot program under 
which the Secretary makes loans available 
to eligible entities to assist the entities in 
providing food to the hungry. 

(3) ELIGIBILITY.—In addition to any other 
person eligible under the terms and condi- 
tions of the operating loan program estab- 
lished under this chapter, gleaners shall be 
eligible to receive loans under this sub- 
section. 

“(4) LOAN AMOUNT.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Each loan issued under 
the program shall be in an amount of not 
less than $500 and not more than $5,000. 

‘“(B) REDISTRIBUTION.—If the eligible re- 
cipients in a State do not use the full alloca- 
tion of loans that are available to eligible re- 
cipients in the State under this subsection, 
the Secretary may use any unused amounts 
to make loans available to eligible entities 
in other States in accordance with this sub- 
section. 

“(5) LOAN PROCESSING.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall 
process any loan application submitted 
under the program not later than 30 days 
after the date on which the application was 
submitted. 

“(B) EXPEDITING APPLICATIONS.—The Sec- 
retary shall take any measure the Secretary 
determines necessary to expedite any appli- 
cation submitted under the program. 

“(6) PAPERWORK REDUCTION.—The Sec- 
retary shall take measures to reduce any pa- 
perwork requirements for loans under the 
program. 

“(7) PROGRAM INTEGRITY.—The Secretary 
shall take such actions as are necessary to 
ensure the integrity of the program estab- 
lished under this subsection. 

“(8) MAXIMUM AMOUNT.—Of funds that are 
made available to carry out this chapter, the 
Secretary shall use to carry out this sub- 
section a total amount of not more than 
$500,000. 

““(9) REPORT.—Not later than 180 days after 
the maximum amount of funds are used to 
carry out this subsection under paragraph 
(8), the Secretary shall submit to the Com- 
mittee on Agriculture of the House of Rep- 
resentatives and the Committee on Agri- 
culture, Nutrition, and Forestry of the Sen- 
ate a report that describes the results of the 
pilot program and the feasibility of expand- 
ing the program. 


SA 2443. Mr. MORAN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 3240, to reauthorize 
agricultural programs through 2017, 
and for other purposes; which was or- 
dered to lie on the table; as follows: 

In section 7408, strike ‘‘(2) in subsection 
(h)—” and insert the following: 

(2) by redesignating subsection (h) as sub- 
section (i); 
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(3) by inserting after subsection (g) the fol- 
lowing: 

‘(h) STATE GRANTS.— 

‘(1) DEFINITION OF ELIGIBLE ENTITY.—In 
this subsection, the term ‘eligible entity’ 
means— 

“(A) an agency of a State or political sub- 
division of a State; 

‘“(B) a national, State, or regional organi- 
zation of agricultural producers; and 

“(C) any other entity determined appro- 
priate by the Secretary. 

‘(2) GRANTS.—The Secretary shall use such 
sums as are necessary of funds made avail- 
able to carry out this section for each fiscal 
year under subsection (i) to make grants to 
States, on a competitive basis, which States 
shall use the grants to make grants to eligi- 
ble entities to establish and improve farm 
safety programs at the local level.’’; and 

(4) in subsection (i) (as redesignated by 
paragraph (2))— 


SA 2444. Ms. COLLINS submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
her to the bill S. 3240, to reauthorize 
agricultural programs through 2017, 
and for other purposes; which was or- 
dered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of part II of subtitle D of title 
I, add the following: 

SEC. 1463. STUDY ON FEDERAL MILK MARKETING 
ORDERS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall con- 
duct a study of the implications of the Fed- 
eral milk marketing orders issued under the 
Agricultural Adjustment Act (7 U.S.C. 601 et 
seq.), reenacted with amendments by the Ag- 
ricultural Marketing Agreement Act of 1937. 

(b) REQUIREMENTS.—The study shall in- 
clude— 

(1) an analysis of the impact of— 

(A) end product pricing on milk price vola- 
tility; and 

(B) classified pricing and pooling on proc- 
essing investment, competition, and dairy 
product innovation; and 

(2) the feasibility of replacing end product 
pricing and moving toward a competitive 
pricing or mandatory price reporting system. 

(c) FEDERAL MILK MARKETING ORDER RE- 
VIEW COMMISSION.—The Secretary may use 
the Federal Milk Market Order Review Com- 
mission established under section 1509(a) of 
the Food, Conservation, and Energy Act of 
2008 (Public Law 110-246; 122 Stat. 1726) or 
documents of the Commission, to conduct all 
or part of the study required by this section. 

(d) REPORT.—Not later than 180 days after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Sec- 
retary shall submit to the Committee on Ag- 
riculture of the House of Representatives 
and the Committee on Agriculture, Nutri- 
tion, and Forestry of the Senate a report 
that describes the results of the study re- 
quired under this section, including any rec- 
ommendations. 


SA 2445. Mr. BROWN of Ohio sub- 
mitted an amendment intended to be 
proposed by him to the bill S. 3240, to 
reauthorize agricultural programs 
through 2017, and for other purposes; 
which was ordered to lie on the table; 
as follows: 

On page 574, between lines 11 and 12, insert 
the following: 

‘(C) MANDATORY FUNDING.—Of the funds of 
the Commodity Credit Corporation, the Sec- 
retary shall use to carry out this subsection 
$12,500,000 for each of fiscal years 2014 
through 2017, to remain available until ex- 
pended. 
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On page 606, between lines 4 and 5, insert 
the following: 

“(E) MANDATORY FUNDING FOR FISCAL 
YEARS 2013 THROUGH 2017.—Of the funds of the 
Commodity Credit Corporation, the Sec- 
retary shall use to carry out this paragraph 
$3,750,000 for each of fiscal years 2014 through 
2017, to remain available until expended. 

On page 782, between lines 14 and 15 and in- 
sert the following: 

SEC. 6203. FUNDING OF PENDING RURAL DEVEL- 
OPMENT LOAN AND GRANT APPLI- 
CATIONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall use 
funds made available under subsection (b) to 
provide funds for applications that are pend- 
ing on the date of enactment of this Act in 
accordance with the terms and conditions of 
section 6029 of the Food, Conservation, and 
Energy Act of 2008 (Public Law 110-246; 122 
Stat. 1955). 

(b) FUNDING.—Notwithstanding any other 
provision of law, beginning in fiscal year 
2014, of the funds of the Commodity Credit 
Corporation, the Secretary shall use to carry 
out this section $50,000,000, to remain avail- 
able until expended. 

On page 832, line 6, strike ‘‘$50,000,000 for 
fiscal year 2013” and insert ‘‘$17,000,000 for 
each of fiscal years 2018 through 2017”. 


SA 2446. Mr. NELSON of Nebraska 
submitted an amendment intended to 
be proposed to amendment SA 2172 sub- 
mitted by Mr. SESSIONS and intended 
to be proposed to the bill S. 3240, to re- 
authorize agricultural programs 
through 2017, and for other purposes; 
which was ordered to lie on the table; 
as follows: 

In lieu of the matter proposed to be in- 
serted, insert the following: 

SEC. 4011. PERFORMANCE BONUS PAYMENTS. 

Section 16(d) of the Food and Nutrition Act 
of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2025(d)) is amended by adding 
at the end the following: 

‘(5) USE OF PERFORMANCE BONUS PAY- 
MENTS.—A State agency may use a perform- 
ance bonus payment received under this sub- 
section only to carry out the program estab- 
lished under this Act, including investments 
in— 

“(A) technology; 

‘(B) improvements in administration and 
distribution; and 

‘(C) actions to prevent fraud, waste, and 
abuse.’’. 


SA 2447, Mr. BEGICH (for himself and 
Mr. McCAIN) submitted an amendment 
intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 3240, to reauthorize agricultural 
programs through 2017, and for other 
purposes; which was ordered to lie on 
the table; as follows: 

After section 11023, insert the following: 
SEC. 11024. DISCLOSURE IN THE PUBLIC INTER- 


Section 502(c)(2) of the Federal Crop Insur- 
ance Act (7 U.S.C. 1502(c)(2)) is amended— 

(1) by redesignating subparagraphs (A) and 
(B) as subparagraphs (C) and (D) respec- 
tively; and 

(2) by inserting before subparagraph (C) (as 
so redesignated) the following: 

‘(A) DISCLOSURE IN THE PUBLIC INTEREST.— 
Notwithstanding paragraph (1) or any other 
provision of law, except as provided in sub- 
paragraph (B), the Secretary shall on an an- 
nual basis make available to the public— 

“(i)(I) the name of each individual or enti- 
ty who obtained a federally subsidized crop 
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insurance, livestock, or forage policy or plan 
of insurance during the previous fiscal year; 

“(I) the amount of premium subsidy re- 
ceived by the individual or entity from the 
Corporation; and 

“(IIT) the amount of any Federal portion of 
indemnities paid in the event of a loss during 
that fiscal year for each policy associated 
with that individual or entity; and 

“Gi) for each private insurance provider, 
by name— 

“(T) the underwriting gains earned through 
participation in the federally subsidized crop 
insurance program; and 

“(II) the amount paid under this subtitle 
for— 

“(aa) administrative and operating ex- 
penses; 

“(bb) any Federal portion of indemnities 
and reinsurance; and 

““(cc) any other purpose. 

‘“(B) LIMITATION.—The Secretary shall not 
disclose information pertaining to individ- 
uals and entities covered by a catastrophic 
risk protection plan offered under section 
508(b).’’. 


SA 2448. Mr. BARRASSO submitted 
an amendment intended to be proposed 
to amendment SA 2347 submitted by 
Mr. NELSON of Nebraska and intended 
to be proposed to the bill S. 3240, to re- 
authorize agricultural programs 
through 2017, and for other purposes; 
which was ordered to lie on the table; 
as follows: 

In lieu of the matter proposed to be in- 
serted, insert the following: 

SEC. 122 _. GRAZING PERMITS AND LEASES. 

(a) TERMS OF GRAZING PERMITS AND 
LEASES.—Section 402 of the Federal Land 
Policy and Management Act of 1976 (43 
U.S.C. 1752) is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘ten years” each place it 
appears and inserting ‘‘20 years”; and 

(2) in subsection (b)— 

(A) by striking “or” at the end of each of 
paragraphs (1) and (2); 

(B) in paragraph (3), by striking the period 
at the end and inserting ‘‘; or’’; and 

(C) by adding at the end the following: 

“(4) the initial environmental analysis 
under National Environmental Policy Act of 
1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) regarding a graz- 
ing allotment, permit, or lease has not been 
completed.’’. 

(b) RENEWAL, TRANSFER, AND REISSUANCE 
OF GRAZING PERMITS AND LEASES.—Title IV 
of the Federal Land Policy and Management 
Act of 1976 (43 U.S.C. 1751 et seq.) is amended 
by adding at the end the following: 

“SEC. 405. RENEWAL, TRANSFER, REISSUANCE, 
AND PENDING PROCESSING OF 
GRAZING PERMITS AND LEASES. 

‘“(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 

“(1) CURRENT GRAZING MANAGEMENT.—The 
term ‘current grazing management’ means 
grazing in accordance with the terms and 
conditions of an existing permit or lease and 
includes any modifications that are con- 
sistent with an applicable Department of In- 
terior resource management plan or Depart- 
ment of Agriculture land use plan. 

“(2) SECRETARY CONCERNED.—The 
‘Secretary concerned’ means— 

“(A) the Secretary of Agriculture, with re- 
spect to National Forest System land; and 

‘“(B) the Secretary of the Interior, with re- 
spect to land under the jurisdiction of the 
Department of the Interior. 

“(b) RENEWAL, TRANSFER, REISSUANCE, AND 
PENDING PROCESSING.—A grazing permit or 
lease issued by the Secretary of the Interior, 
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or a grazing permit issued by the Secretary 
of Agriculture regarding National Forest 
System land, that expires, is transferred, or 
is waived shall be renewed or reissued under, 
as appropriate— 

“(1) section 402; 

‘“(2) section 19 of the Act of April 24, 1950 
(commonly known as the ‘Granger-Thye 
Act’; 16 U.S.C. 5801); 

“(3) title III of the Bankhead-Jones Farm 
Tenant Act (7 U.S.C. 1010 et seq.); or 

(4) section 510 the California Desert Pro- 
tection Act of 1994 (16 U.S.C. 410aaa-—50). 

‘“(c) TERMS; CONDITIONS.—The terms and 
conditions (except the termination date) 
contained in an expired, transferred, or 
waived permit or lease described in sub- 
section (b) shall continue in effect under a 
renewed or reissued permit or lease until the 
date on which the Secretary concerned com- 
pletes the processing of the renewed or re- 
issued permit or lease that is the subject of 
the expired, transferred, or waived permit or 
lease, in compliance with each applicable 
law. 

‘“(d) CANCELLATION; SUSPENSION; MODIFICA- 
TION.—Notwithstanding subsection (c), a per- 
mit or lease described in subsection (b) may 
be cancelled, suspended, or modified in ac- 
cordance with applicable law. 

‘(e) RENEWAL, TRANSFER, OR REISSUANCE 
AFTER PROCESSING.—When the Secretary 
concerned has completed the processing of 
the renewed or reissued permit or lease that 
is the subject of the expired, transferred, or 
waived permit or lease, the Secretary con- 
cerned may renew or reissue the permit or 
lease for a term of 20 years after completion 
of processing. 

‘(f) COMPLIANCE WITH NATIONAL ENVIRON- 
MENTAL POLICY ACT OF 1969.—The renewal, 
reissuance, or transfer of a grazing permit or 
lease by the Secretary concerned may, at the 
sole discretion of the Secretary concerned, 
be categorically excluded from the require- 
ment to prepare an environmental assess- 
ment or an environmental impact statement 
if— 

“(1) the decision to renew, reissue, or 
transfer continues the current grazing man- 
agement of the allotment; 

“(2) monitoring of the allotment has indi- 
cated that the current grazing management 
has met, or has satisfactorily progressed to- 
wards meeting, objectives contained in the 
land use and resource management plan of 
the allotment, as determined by the Sec- 
retary concerned; or 

‘(3) the decision is consistent with the pol- 
icy of the Department of the Interior or the 
Department of Agriculture, as appropriate, 
regarding extraordinary circumstances. 

“(g) PRIORITY AND TIMING FOR COMPLETING 
ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSES.—The Secretary 
concerned, in the sole discretion of the Sec- 
retary concerned, shall determine the pri- 
ority and timing for completing each re- 
quired environmental analysis regarding any 
grazing allotment, permit, or lease based on 
the environmental significance of the allot- 
ment, permit, or lease and available funding 
for that purpose. 

“(h) NEPA EXEMPTIONS.—The National En- 
vironmental Policy Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4821 
et seq.) shall not apply to the following: 

“(1) Crossing and trailing authorizations of 
domestic livestock. 

‘(2) Transfer of grazing preference.’’. 


SA 2449. Mr. BARRASSO submitted 
an amendment intended to be proposed 
to amendment SA 2348 submitted by 
Mr. NELSON of Nebraska and intended 
to be proposed to the bill S. 3240, to re- 
authorize agricultural programs 
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through 2017, and for other purposes; 
which was ordered to lie on the table; 
as follows: 

In lieu of the matter proposed to be in- 
serted, insert the following: 

SEC. 122 _ _. GRAZING PERMITS AND LEASES. 

(a) TERMS OF GRAZING PERMITS AND 
LEASES.—Section 402 of the Federal Land 
Policy and Management Act of 1976 (43 
U.S.C. 1752) is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘ten years”? each place it 
appears and inserting ‘‘20 years”; and 

(2) in subsection (b)— 

(A) by striking ‘‘or’’ at the end of each of 
paragraphs (1) and (2); 

(B) in paragraph (3), by striking the period 
at the end and inserting ‘‘; or”; and 

(C) by adding at the end the following: 

“(4) the initial environmental analysis 
under National Environmental Policy Act of 
1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) regarding a graz- 
ing allotment, permit, or lease has not been 
completed.’’. 

(b) RENEWAL, TRANSFER, AND REISSUANCE 
OF GRAZING PERMITS AND LEASES.—Title IV 
of the Federal Land Policy and Management 
Act of 1976 (43 U.S.C. 1751 et seq.) is amended 
by adding at the end the following: 

“SEC. 405. RENEWAL, TRANSFER, REISSUANCE, 
AND PENDING PROCESSING OF 
GRAZING PERMITS AND LEASES. 

“(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 

‘(1) CURRENT GRAZING MANAGEMENT.—The 
term ‘current grazing management’ means 
grazing in accordance with the terms and 
conditions of an existing permit or lease and 
includes any modifications that are con- 
sistent with an applicable Department of In- 
terior resource management plan or Depart- 
ment of Agriculture land use plan. 

‘(2) SECRETARY CONCERNED.—The 
‘Secretary concerned’ means— 

“(A) the Secretary of Agriculture, with re- 
spect to National Forest System land; and 

“(B) the Secretary of the Interior, with re- 
spect to land under the jurisdiction of the 
Department of the Interior. 

‘(b) RENEWAL, TRANSFER, REISSUANCE, AND 
PENDING PROCESSING.—A grazing permit or 
lease issued by the Secretary of the Interior, 
or a grazing permit issued by the Secretary 
of Agriculture regarding National Forest 
System land, that expires, is transferred, or 
is waived shall be renewed or reissued under, 
as appropriate— 

“(1) section 402; 

‘“(2) section 19 of the Act of April 24, 1950 
(commonly known as the ‘Granger-Thye 
Act’; 16 U.S.C. 5801); 

“(3) title III of the Bankhead-Jones Farm 
Tenant Act (7 U.S.C. 1010 et seq.); or 

‘“(4) section 510 the California Desert Pro- 
tection Act of 1994 (16 U.S.C. 410aaa-—50). 

‘(c) TERMS; CONDITIONS.—The terms and 
conditions (except the termination date) 
contained in an expired, transferred, or 
waived permit or lease described in sub- 
section (b) shall continue in effect under a 
renewed or reissued permit or lease until the 
date on which the Secretary concerned com- 
pletes the processing of the renewed or re- 
issued permit or lease that is the subject of 
the expired, transferred, or waived permit or 
lease, in compliance with each applicable 
law. 

‘“(d) CANCELLATION; SUSPENSION; MODIFICA- 
TION.—Notwithstanding subsection (c), a per- 
mit or lease described in subsection (b) may 
be cancelled, suspended, or modified in ac- 
cordance with applicable law. 

‘“(e) RENEWAL, TRANSFER, OR REISSUANCE 
AFTER PROCESSING.—When the Secretary 
concerned has completed the processing of 
the renewed or reissued permit or lease that 
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is the subject of the expired, transferred, or 
waived permit or lease, the Secretary con- 
cerned may renew or reissue the permit or 
lease for a term of 20 years after completion 
of processing. 

‘“(f) COMPLIANCE WITH NATIONAL ENVIRON- 
MENTAL POLICY ACT OF 1969.—The renewal, 
reissuance, or transfer of a grazing permit or 
lease by the Secretary concerned may, at the 
sole discretion of the Secretary concerned, 
be categorically excluded from the require- 
ment to prepare an environmental assess- 
ment or an environmental impact statement 
if— 

“(1) the decision to renew, reissue, or 
transfer continues the current grazing man- 
agement of the allotment; 

‘“(2) monitoring of the allotment has indi- 
cated that the current grazing management 
has met, or has satisfactorily progressed to- 
wards meeting, objectives contained in the 
land use and resource management plan of 
the allotment, as determined by the Sec- 
retary concerned; or 

“*(3) the decision is consistent with the pol- 
icy of the Department of the Interior or the 
Department of Agriculture, as appropriate, 
regarding extraordinary circumstances. 

“(g¢) PRIORITY AND TIMING FOR COMPLETING 
ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSES.—The Secretary 
concerned, in the sole discretion of the Sec- 
retary concerned, shall determine the pri- 
ority and timing for completing each re- 
quired environmental analysis regarding any 
grazing allotment, permit, or lease based on 
the environmental significance of the allot- 
ment, permit, or lease and available funding 
for that purpose. 

“(h) NEPA EXEMPTIONS.—The National En- 
vironmental Policy Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4821 
et seq.) shall not apply to the following: 

“(1) Crossing and trailing authorizations of 
domestic livestock. 

““(2) Transfer of grazing preference.’’. 


SA 2450. Mr. BARRASSO submitted 
an amendment intended to be proposed 
to amendment SA 2294 submitted by 
Mr. UDALL of Colorado (for himself and 
Mr. BENNET) and intended to be pro- 
posed to the bill S. 3240, to reauthorize 
agricultural programs through 2017, 
and for other purposes; which was or- 
dered to lie on the table; as follows: 


In lieu of the matter proposed to be in- 
serted, insert the following: 

SEC. 8303. COOPERATIVE AGREEEMENTS FOR 
FOREST, RANGELAND, AND WATER- 
SHED RESTORATION AND PROTEC- 
TION SERVICES. 

(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 

(1) ELIGIBLE STATE.—The term ‘‘eligible 
State” means a State that contains National 
Forest System land or Bureau of Land Man- 
agement land located west of the 100th me- 
ridian. 

(2) SECRETARY.—The 
means— 

(A) the Secretary of Agriculture, with re- 
spect to National Forest System land; or 

(B) the Secretary of the Interior, with re- 
spect to Bureau of Land Management land. 

(3) STATE FORESTER.—The term ‘‘State for- 
ester’? means the head of a State agency 
with jurisdiction over State forestry pro- 
grams in an eligible State. 

(b) COOPERATIVE AGREEMENTS AND CON- 
TRACTS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may enter 
into a cooperative agreement or contract 
(including a sole source contract) with a 
State forester to authorize the State forester 
to provide the forest, rangeland, and water- 
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shed restoration and protection services de- 
scribed in paragraph (2) on National Forest 
System land or Bureau of Land Management 
land, as applicable, in the eligible State. 

(2) AUTHORIZED SERVICES.—The forest, 
rangeland, and watershed restoration and 
protection services referred to in paragraph 
(1) include the conduct of— 

(A) activities to treat insect infected trees; 

(B) activities to reduce hazardous fuels; 
and 

(C) any other activities to restore or im- 
prove forest, rangeland, and watershed 
health, including fish and wildlife habitat. 

(3) STATE AS AGENT.—Except as provided in 
paragraph (6), a cooperative agreement or 
contract entered into under paragraph (1) 
may authorize the State forester to serve as 
the agent for the Secretary in providing the 
restoration and protection services author- 
ized under paragraph (1). 

(4) SUBCONTRACTS.—In accordance with ap- 
plicable contract procedures for the eligible 
State, a State forester may enter into sub- 
contracts to provide the restoration and pro- 
tection services authorized under a coopera- 
tive agreement or contract entered into 
under paragraph (1). 

(5) TIMBER SALES.—Subsections (d) and (g) 
of section 14 of the National Forest Manage- 
ment Act of 1976 (16 U.S.C. 472a) shall not 
apply to services performed under a coopera- 
tive agreement or contract entered into 
under paragraph (1). 

(6) RETENTION OF NEPA RESPONSIBILITIES.— 
Any decision required to be made under the 
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 
(42 U.S.C. 4821 et seq.) with respect to any 
restoration and protection services to be pro- 
vided under this section by a State forester 
on National Forest System land or Bureau of 
Land Management land, as applicable, shall 
not be delegated to a State forester or any 
other officer or employee of the eligible 
State. 

(7) APPLICABLE LAW.—The restoration and 
protection services to be provided under this 
section shall be carried out on a project-to- 
project basis under existing authorities of 
the Forest Service or Bureau of Land Man- 
agement, as applicable. 


SA 2451. Mr. BOOZMAN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 3240, to reauthorize 
agricultural programs through 2017, 
and for other purposes; which was or- 
dered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the appropriate place in title IV, insert 
the following: 

SEC. 4 - QUALITY CONTROL BONUSES. 

Section 16 of the Food and Nutrition Act of 
2008 (7 U.S.C. 2025) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (c)— 

(A) in the first sentence of paragraph (4), 
by striking ‘“‘payment error rate”? and all 
that follows through ‘‘subsection (d)’’ and in- 
serting ‘‘liability amount or new investment 
amount under paragraph (1) or payment 
error rate”; and 

(B) in the first sentence of paragraph (5), 
by striking ‘“‘payment error rate” and all 
that follows through ‘‘subsection (d)’’ and in- 
serting ‘‘liability amount or new investment 
amount under paragraph (1) or payment 
error rate”; 

(2) by striking subsection (d); and 

(8) in subsection (i)(1), by striking ‘‘sub- 
section (d)(1)” and inserting ‘‘subsection 
(c)(2)”’. 

On page 337, line 8, strike ‘‘$28,000,000’’ and 
insert ‘‘$71,000,000’’. 

On page 387, line 10, strike ‘‘$24,000,000’’ and 
insert ‘‘$67,000,000’’. 
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On page 387, line 12, strike ‘‘$20,000,000’’ and 
insert ‘‘$63,000,000’’. 

On page 387, line 14, strike ‘‘$18,000,000”’ and 
insert ‘‘$61,000,000’’. 

On page 387, line 16, strike ‘‘$10,000,000’’ and 
insert ‘‘$53,000,000’’. 


SA 2452. Ms. MURKOWSKI (for her- 
self and Mr. BEGICH) submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
her to the bill S. 3240, to reauthorize 
agricultural programs through 2017, 
and for other purposes; which was or- 
dered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle C of title VI, add the 
following: 

SEC. 6203. LOANS UNDER SECTION 502 OF THE 
HOUSING ACT OF 1949 FOR CERTAIN 
DWELLINGS IN THE STATE OF ALAS- 
KA. 

Section 502(a) of the Housing Act of 1949 (42 
U.S.C. 1472(a)) is amended by adding at the 
end the following: 

“(4) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of law, the Secretary may not deny an appli- 
cation for a loan under this section with re- 
spect to a dwelling in the United States sole- 
ly on the basis that the application relates 
to a dwelling with an alternative water sup- 
ply system (including a catchment, holding 
tank, or cistern system), if the Secretary de- 
termines that it is not feasible for the dwell- 
ing to obtain potable water from a conven- 
tional water supply system.’’. 


SA 2453. Ms. STABENOW submitted 
an amendment intended to be proposed 
by her to the bill S. 3240, to reauthorize 
agricultural programs through 2017, 
and for other purposes; which was or- 
dered to lie on the table; as follows: 


On page 1006, between lines 21 and 22, insert 
the following: 

**(4) ADDITIONAL AVAILABILITY.— 

‘(A) IN GENERAL.—AS soon as practicable 
after October 1, 2018, the Secretary shall 
make assistance available to producers of an 
otherwise eligible crop described in sub- 
section (a)(2) that suffered losses— 

“(i) to a 2012 annual fruit crop grown on a 
bush or tree; and 

“(ii) in a county covered by a declaration 
by the Secretary of a natural disaster for 
production losses due to a freeze or frost. 

‘“(B) ASSISTANCE.—The Secretary shall 
make assistance available under subpara- 
graph (A) in an amount equivalent to assist- 
ance available under paragraph (1), less any 
fees not previously paid under paragraph 
(2).”’. 


SA 2454. Mr. KERRY submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 3240, to reauthorize 
agricultural programs through 2017, 
and for other purposes; which was or- 
dered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle A of title III, add the 
following: 

SEC. 3015. PROHIBITION ON ASSISTANCE FOR 
NORTH KOREA. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—No amounts may be obli- 
gated or expended to provide assistance 
under title II of the Food for Peace Act (7 
U.S.C. 1721 et seq.) to the Democratic Peo- 
ple’s Republic of Korea. 

(b) NATIONAL INTEREST WAIVER.—The 
President may waive subsection (a) if the 
President determines and certifies to the 
Committees on Agriculture, Nutrition, and 
Forestry and Foreign Relations of the Sen- 
ate and the Committees on Agriculture and 
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Foreign Affairs of the House of Representa- 
tives that the waiver is in the national inter- 
est of the United States. 


SA 2455. Mrs. MURRAY submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
her to the bill S. 3240, to reauthorize 
agricultural programs through 2017, 
and for other purposes; which was or- 
dered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol- 


lowing: 

SEC. . REPORT ON EFFECTS OF DEFENSE AND 
NONDEFENSE BUDGET SEQUESTRA- 
TION. 


(a) FINDINGS.—Congress makes the fol- 
lowing findings: 

(1) The inability of the Joint Select Com- 
mittee on Deficit Reduction to find 
$1,200,000,000,000 in savings will trigger auto- 
matic funding reductions known as ‘‘seques- 
tration” to raise an equivalent level of sav- 
ings between 2013 and 2021. 

(2) These savings are in addition to 
$900,000,000,000 in deficit reduction resulting 
from discretionary spending limits estab- 
lished by the Budget Control Act of 2011. 

(b) REPORT.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—AS soon as practicable, 
the Office of Management and Budget shall 
submit to Congress a detailed report on the 
impact of the sequestration required to be 
ordered by paragraphs (7)(A) and (8) of sec- 
tion 251A of the Balanced Budget and Emer- 
gency Deficit Control Act of 1985 (2 U.S.C. 
901a) for fiscal year 2013 on January 2, 2013. 

(2) ELEMENTS.—The report required by 
paragraph (1) shall include the following: 

(A) For discretionary appropriations an es- 
timate for the defense and nondefense func- 
tions based on current law of the sequestra- 
tion percentages and amount necessary to 
achieve the required reduction. 

(B) For direct spending an estimate for the 
defense and nondefense functions based on 
current law of the sequestration percentages 
and amount necessary to achieve the re- 
quired reduction. 

(C) Any other data or information that 
would enhance public understanding of the 
sequester and its effect on the defense and 
nondefense functions of the Federal Govern- 
ment including the impact on essential pub- 
lic safety responsibilities such as homeland 
security, food safety, and air traffic control 
activities. 


SA 2456. Mrs. BOXER submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
her to the bill S. 3240, to reauthorize 
agricultural programs through 2017, 
and for other purposes; which was or- 
dered to lie on the table; as follows: 

On p. 1009, after line 11, add the following: 
SEC. 122 _. REQUIREMENTS FOR AERIAL OVER- 

FLIGHTS OF AGRICULTURAL OPER- 
ATIONS TO PROTECT PUBLIC 
HEALTH AND SAFETY. 

The Administrator of the Environmental 
Protection Agency, pursuant to her responsi- 
bility to protect public health and safety, 
shall only conduct aerial overflights to in- 
spect agricultural operations if the EPA Ad- 
ministrator determines that aerial over- 
flights are more cost-effective than ground 
inspections to the taxpayer and the Agency 
has notified the appropriate State officials of 
such flights. 


SA 2457. Mr. WARNER (for himself, 
Mrs. SHAHEEN, and Mr. KIRK) submitted 
an amendment intended to be proposed 
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by him to the bill S. 3240, to reauthor- 
ize agricultural programs through 2017, 
and for other purposes; which was or- 
dered to lie on the table; as follows: 


Strike section 6104 and insert the fol- 
lowing: 


SEC. 6104. ACCESS TO BROADBAND TELE- 
COMMUNICATIONS SERVICES IN 
RURAL AREAS. 


Section 601 of the Rural Electrification Act 
of 1936 (7 U.S.C. 950bb) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a), by striking ‘‘loans 
and” and inserting “grants, loans, and’’; 

(2) in subsection (b), by striking paragraph 
(3) and inserting the following: 

“(3) RURAL AREA.—The term ‘rural area’ 
means any area described in section 3002 of 
the Consolidated Farm and Rural Develop- 
ment Act.”; 

(3) in subsection (c)— 

(A) in the subsection heading, by striking 
“LOANS AND” and inserting ‘‘GRANTS, LOANS, 
AND”; 

(B) in paragraph (1), by inserting ‘‘make 
grants and” after ‘‘Secretary shall’’; 

(C) by striking paragraph (2) and inserting 
the following: 

(2) PRIORITY.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—In making grants, loans, 
or loan guarantees under paragraph (1), the 
Secretary shall— 

“(i) establish not less than 2, and not more 
than 4, evaluation periods for each fiscal 
year to compare grant, loan, and loan guar- 
antee applications and to prioritize grants, 
loans, and loan guarantees to all or part of 
rural communities that do not have residen- 
tial broadband service that meets the min- 
imum acceptable level of broadband service 
established under subsection (e); 

“(ii) give the highest priority to applicants 
that offer to provide broadband service to 
the greatest proportion of unserved rural 
households or rural households that do not 
have residential broadband service that 
meets the minimum acceptable level of 
broadband service established under sub- 
section (e), as— 

“(I) certified by the affected community, 
city, county, or designee; or 

“(ID demonstrated on— 

“(aa) the broadband map of the affected 
State if the map contains address-level data; 
or 

‘“(bb) the National Broadband Map if ad- 
dress-level data is unavailable; and 

“(iii) give a higher priority to applicants 
that have not previously received grants, 
loans, or loan guarantees under paragraph (1) 
and that are seeking to build out unserved 
areas or to upgrade rural households to the 
minimum acceptable level of broadband serv- 
ice established under subsection (e). 

‘(B) OTHER.—After giving priority to the 
applicants described in subparagraph (A), the 
Secretary shall then give priority to projects 
that serve rural communities— 

“(i) with a population of less than 20,000 
permanent residents; 

“(ii) experiencing outmigration; 

“(iii) with a high percentage of low-income 
residents; and 

“(iv) that are isolated from other signifi- 
cant population centers.’’; and 

(D) by adding at the end the following: 

‘*(3) GRANT AMOUNTS.— 

“(A) ELIGIBILITY.—To be eligible for a 
grant under this section, the project that is 
the subject of the grant shall be carried out 
in a rural area. 

‘“(B) MAXIMUM.—Except as provided in sub- 
paragraph (D), the amount of any grant 
made under this section shall not exceed 50 
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percent of the development costs of the 
project for which the grant is provided. 

“(C) GRANT RATE.—The Secretary shall es- 
tablish the grant rate for each project in ac- 
cordance with regulations issued by the Sec- 
retary that shall provide for a graduated 
scale of grant rates that establish higher 
rates for projects in communities that 
have— 

“(i) remote locations; 

“(i) low community populations; 

“(iii) low income levels; 

“(iv) developed the applications of the 
communities with the participation of com- 
binations of stakeholders, including— 

“(I) State, local, and tribal governments; 

“(IT) nonprofit institutions; 

“(JIT) institutions of higher education; 

‘(IV) private entities; and 

‘“(V) philanthropic organizations; and 

“(v) targeted funding to provide the min- 
imum acceptable level of broadband service 
established under subsection (e) in all or part 
of an unserved community that is below that 
minimum acceptable level of broadband serv- 
ice. 

‘(D) SECRETARIAL AUTHORITY TO ADJUST.— 
The Secretary may make grants of up to 75 
percent of the development costs of the 
project for which the grant is provided to an 
eligible entity if the Secretary determines 
that the project serves a remote or low in- 
come area that does not have access to 
broadband service from any provider of 
broadband service (including the appli- 
cant).’’; 

(4) in subsection (d)— 

(A) in paragraph (1)(A)— 

(i) in the matter preceding clause (i), by 
striking ‘‘loan or” and inserting ‘grant, 
loan, or”; 

(ii) by striking clause (i) and inserting the 
following: 

“(i) demonstrate the ability to furnish, im- 
prove in order to meet the minimum accept- 
able level of broadband service established 
under subsection (e), or extend broadband 
service to all or part of an unserved rural 
area or an area below the minimum accept- 
able level of broadband service established 
under subsection (e);’’; 

(iii) in clause (ii), by striking ‘‘a loan ap- 
plication” and inserting ‘‘an application”; 
and 

(iv) in clause (iii)— 

(I) by striking ‘‘the loan application” and 
inserting ‘‘the application’’; and 

(II) by striking ‘‘proceeds from the loan 
made or guaranteed under this section are” 
and inserting ‘‘assistance under this section 
ig”: 

(B) in paragraph (2)— 

(i) in subparagraph (A)— 

(I) in the matter preceding clause (i)— 

(aa) by striking ‘‘the proceeds of a loan 
made or guaranteed” and inserting ‘‘assist- 
ance”; and 

(bb) by striking ‘‘for the loan or loan guar- 
antee” and inserting ‘‘of the eligible entity”; 

(II) in clause (i), by striking ‘‘is offered 
broadband service by not more than 1 incum- 
bent service provider” and inserting ‘‘are 
unserved or have service levels below the 
minimum acceptable level of broadband serv- 
ice established under subsection (e)’’; and 

(III) in clause (ii), by striking ‘‘3’’ and in- 
serting ‘‘2’’; 

(ii) by striking subparagraph (B) and in- 
serting the following: 

‘(B) ADJUSTMENTS .— 

“(i) INCREASE.—The Secretary may in- 
crease the household percentage requirement 
under subparagraph (A)(i) if— 
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“(I) more than 25 percent of the costs of 
the project are funded by grants made under 
this section; or 

“(II) the proposed service territory in- 
cludes 1 or more communities with a popu- 
lation in excess of 20,000. 

“(ii) REDUCTION.—The Secretary may re- 
duce the household percentage requirement 
under subparagraph (A)(i)— 

“(I) to not less than 15 percent, if the pro- 
posed service territory does not have a popu- 
lation in excess of 5,000 people; or 

‘(ID) to not less than 18 percent, if the pro- 
posed service territory does not have a popu- 
lation in excess of 7,500 people.’’; and 

(iii) in subparagraph (C)— 

(I) in the subparagraph heading, by strik- 
ing ‘‘3’’ and inserting ‘‘2’’; and 

(II) in clause (i), by inserting ‘‘the min- 
imum acceptable level of broadband service 
established under subsection (e) in” after 
“service to”; 

(C) in paragraph (3)— 

(i) in subparagraph (A), by striking “loan 
or” and inserting ‘‘grant, loan, or”; and 

(ii) in subparagraph (B), by adding at the 
end the following: 

“(iii) INFORMATION.—Information sub- 
mitted under this subparagraph shall be— 

“(T) certified by the affected community, 
city, county, or designee; and 

“(ID) demonstrated on— 

““(aa) the broadband map of the affected 
State if the map contains address-level data; 
or 

“(bb) the National Broadband Map if ad- 
dress-level data is unavailable.’’; 

(D) in paragraph (4)— 

(i) by striking ‘‘Subject to paragraph (1),”’ 
and inserting the following: 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (1) 
and subparagraph (B),’’; 

(ii) by striking ‘‘loan or” 
“grant, loan, or”; and 

(iii) by adding at the end the following: 

(B) PILOT PROGRAMS.—The Secretary may 
carry out pilot programs in conjunction with 
interested entities described in subparagraph 
(A) (which may be in partnership with other 
entities, as determined appropriate by the 
Secretary) to address areas that are 
unserved or have service levels below the 
minimum acceptable level of broadband serv- 
ice established under subsection (e).’’; 

(E) in paragraph (5)— 

(i) in the matter preceding subparagraph 
(A), by striking “loan or” and inserting 
“grant, loan, or”; and 

(ii) in subparagraph (C), by inserting ‘‘, and 
proportion relative to the service territory,” 
after ‘‘estimated number’’; 

(F) in paragraph (6), by striking ‘‘loan or” 
and inserting ‘‘grant, loan, or”; 

(G) in paragraph (7), by striking ‘‘a loan 
application” and inserting ‘‘an application”; 
and 

(H) by adding at the end the following: 

“(8) TRANSPARENCY AND REPORTING.—The 
Secretary— 

“(A) shall require any entity receiving as- 
sistance under this section to submit quar- 
terly, in a format specified by the Secretary, 
a report that describes— 

‘“(i) the use by the entity of the assistance, 
including new equipment and capacity en- 
hancements that support high-speed 
broadband access for educational institu- 
tions, health care providers, and public safe- 
ty service providers (including the estimated 
number of end users who are currently using 
or forecasted to use the new or upgraded in- 
frastructure); and 

“Gi) the progress towards fulfilling the ob- 
jectives for which the assistance was grant- 
ed, including— 
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“(I) the number and location of residences 
and businesses that will receive new 
broadband service, existing network service 
improvements, and facility upgrades result- 
ing from the Federal assistance; 

““(IT) the speed of broadband service; 

‘(III) the price of broadband service; 

“(IV) any changes in broadband service 
adoption rates, including new subscribers 
generated from demand-side projects; and 

“(V) any other metrics the Secretary de- 
termines to be appropriate; 

“(B) shall maintain a fully searchable 
database, accessible on the Internet at no 
cost to the public, that contains, at a min- 
imum— 

“(i) a list of each entity that has applied 
for assistance under this section; 

“(ii) a description of each application, in- 
cluding the status of each application; 

“(iii) for each entity receiving assistance 
under this section— 

“(I) the name of the entity; 

“(IT) the type of assistance being received; 

“(IIT) the purpose for which the entity is 
receiving the assistance; and 

‘(IV) each quarterly report submitted 
under subparagraph (A); and 

“(iv) such other information as is suffi- 
cient to allow the public to understand and 
monitor assistance provided under this sec- 
tion; 

“(C) shall, in addition to other authority 
under applicable law, establish written pro- 
cedures for all broadband programs adminis- 
tered by the Secretary that, to the max- 
imum extent practicable— 

“(i) recover funds from loan defaults; 

““(ii)(I) deobligate awards to grantees that 
demonstrate an insufficient level of perform- 
ance (including failure to meet build-out re- 
quirements, service quality issues, or other 
metrics determined by the Secretary) or 
wasteful or fraudulent spending; and 

(II) award those funds, on a competitive 
basis, to new or existing applicants con- 
sistent with this section; and 

“(iii) consolidate and minimize overlap 
among the programs; 

‘(D) with respect to an application for as- 
sistance under this section, shall— 

“(i) promptly post on the website of the 
Rural Utility Service— 

“(I) an announcement that identifies— 

“(aa) each applicant; 

‘“(bb) the amount and type of support re- 
quested by each applicant; and 

“(IT) a list of the census block groups or 
proposed service territory, in a manner spec- 
ified by the Secretary, that the applicant 
proposes to service; 

“(ii) provide not less than 15 days for 
broadband service providers to voluntarily 
submit information about the broadband 
services that the providers offer in the 
groups or tracts listed under clause (i)(II) so 
that the Secretary may assess whether the 
applications submitted meet the eligibility 
requirements under this section; and 

“(iii) if no broadband service provider sub- 
mits information under clause (ii), consider 
the number of providers in the group or tract 
to be established by reference to— 

“(I) the most current National Broadband 
Map of the National Telecommunications 
and Information Administration; or 

“(ID) any other data regarding the avail- 
ability of broadband service that the Sec- 
retary may collect or obtain through reason- 
able efforts; and 

“(E) may establish additional reporting 
and information requirements for any recipi- 
ent of any assistance under this section so as 
to ensure compliance with this section.”’; 
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(5) in subsection (e)— 

(A) by redesignating paragraph (2) as para- 
graph (3); and 

(B) by striking paragraph (1) and inserting 
the following: 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2), 
for purposes of this section, the minimum 
acceptable level of broadband service for a 
rural area shall be at least— 

“(A) a 4Mbps downstream transmission 
capacity; and 

‘(B) a 1-Mbps upstream transmission ca- 
pacity. 

*(2) ADJUSTMENTS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—At least once every 2 
years, the Secretary shall review, and may 
adjust, the minimum acceptable level of 
broadband service established under para- 
graph (1) to ensure that high quality, cost-ef- 
fective broadband service is provided to rural 
areas over time. 

“(B) CONSIDERATIONS.—In making an ad- 
justment to the minimum acceptable level of 
broadband service under subparagraph (A), 
the Secretary may consider establishing dif- 
ferent transmission rates for fixed broadband 
service and mobile broadband service.’’; 

(6) in subsection (f), by striking ‘‘make a 
loan or loan guarantee” and inserting ‘‘pro- 
vide assistance”; 

(7) in subsection (g), by striking paragraph 
(2) and inserting the following: 

‘(2) TERMS.—In determining the term and 
conditions of a loan or loan guarantee, the 
Secretary may— 

“(A) consider whether the recipient would 
be serving an area that is unserved; and 

“(B) if the Secretary makes a determina- 
tion in the affirmative under subparagraph 
(A), establish a limited initial deferral period 
or comparable terms necessary to achieve 
the financial feasibility and long-term sus- 
tainability of the project.’’; 

(8) in subsection (j)— 

(A) in the matter preceding paragraph (1), 
by striking ‘‘loan and loan guarantee”’; 

(B) in paragraph (1)— 

(i) by inserting ‘‘grants and” after ‘‘num- 
ber of”; and 

(ii) by inserting ‘‘, including any loan 
terms or conditions for which the Secretary 
provided additional assistance to unserved 
areas” before the semicolon at the end; 

(C) in paragraph (2)— 

(i) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘loan’’; 
and 

(ii) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘‘loans 
and” and inserting ‘‘grants, loans, and’’; 

(D) in paragraph (3), by striking ‘‘loan’’; 

(E) in paragraph (5), by striking “and” at 
the end; 

(F) in paragraph (6), by striking the period 
at the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 

(G) by adding at the end the following: 

“(7) the overall progress towards fulfilling 
the goal of improving the quality of rural 
life by expanding rural broadband access, as 
demonstrated by metrics, including— 

“(A) the number of residences and busi- 
nesses receiving new broadband services; 

‘(B) network improvements, including fa- 
cility upgrades and equipment purchases; 

“(C) average broadband speeds and prices 
on a local and statewide basis; 

‘(D) any changes in broadband adoption 
rates; and 

“(E) any specific activities that increased 
high speed broadband access for educational 
institutions, health care providers. and pub- 
lic safety service providers.’’; and 

(9) by redesignating subsections (k) and (1) 
as subsections (1) and (m), respectively; 

(10) by inserting after subsection (j) the 
following: 
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“(k) BROADBAND BUILDOUT DATA.— 

‘“(1) IN GENERAL.—As a condition of receiv- 
ing a grant, loan, or loan guarantee under 
this section, a recipient of assistance shall 
provide to the Secretary address-level 
broadband buildout data that indicates the 
location of new broadband service that is 
being provided or upgraded within the serv- 
ice territory supported by the grant, loan, or 
loan guarantee— 

“(A) for purposes of inclusion in the semi- 
annual updates to the National Broadband 
Map that is managed by the National Tele- 
communications and Information Adminis- 
tration (referred to in this subsection as the 
‘Administration’); and 

““(B) not later than 30 days after the earlier 
of— 

““(j) the date of completion of any project 
milestone established by the Secretary; or 

“(i) the date of completion of the project. 

“(2) ADDRESS-LEVEL DATA.—Effective þe- 
ginning on the date the Administration re- 
ceives data described in paragraph (1), the 
Administration shall use only address-level 
broadband buildout data for the National 
Broadband Map. 

(3) CORRECTIONS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall sub- 
mit to the Administration any correction to 
the National Broadband Map that is based on 
the actual level of broadband coverage with- 
in the rural area, including any requests for 
a correction from an elected or economic de- 
velopment official. 

““(B) INCORPORATION.—Not later than 30 
days after the date on which the Administra- 
tion receives a correction submitted under 
subparagraph (A), the Administration shall 
incorporate the correction into the National 
Broadband Map. 

“(C) USE.—If the Secretary has submitted 
a correction to the Administration under 
subparagraph (A), but the National 
Broadband Map has not been updated to re- 
flect the correction by the date on which the 
Secretary is making a grant or loan award 
decision under this section, the Secretary 
may use the correction submitted under that 
subparagraph for purposes of make the grant 
or loan award decision.’’; 

(11) subsection (1) (as redesignated by para- 
graph (9))— 

(A) in paragraph (1)— 

(i) by striking ‘‘$25,000,000’’ and inserting 
‘*$50,000,000’’; and 

(ii) by striking ‘‘2012’’ and inserting ‘‘2017’’; 
and 

(B) in paragraph (2)(A)— 

(i) in clause (i), by striking ‘‘and’’ at the 
end; 

(ii) in clause (ii), by striking the period at 
the end and inserting ‘‘; and”; and 

(iii) by adding at the end the following: 

“(ii) set aside at least 1 percent to be used 
for— 

“(D conducting oversight under this sec- 
tion; and 

“(I) implementing accountability meas- 
ures and related activities authorized under 
this section.’’; and 

(12) in subsection (m) (as redesignated by 
paragraph (9))— 

(A) by striking ‘‘loan or” and inserting 
“grant, loan, or”; and 

(B) by striking ‘‘2012’’ and inserting ‘‘2017’’. 


SA 2458. Ms. STABENOW (for Ms. 
SNOWE) proposed an amendment to the 
resolution S. Res. 488, commending the 
efforts of the firefighters and emer- 
gency response personnel of Maine, 
New Hampshire, Massachusetts, and 
Connecticut, who came together to ex- 
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tinguish the May 28, 2012, fire at Ports- 
mouth Naval Shipyard in Kittery, 
Maine; as follows: 

In the fourth whereas clause of the pre- 
amble, strike paragraph (18) and insert the 
following: 

“(18) Newington Fire Department, 
Hampshire;’’. 


New 


EE 


NOTICE OF HEARINGS 


COMMITTEE ON HEALTH, EDUCATION, LABOR, 
AND PENSIONS 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I wish to 
announce that the Committee on 
Health, Education, Labor, and Pen- 
sions will meet in open session on 
Tuesday, June 19, 2012, at 10 a.m. in 
SD-430 Dirksen Senate Office Building 
to conduct a hearing entitled ‘‘Forty 
Years and Counting: The Triumphs of 
Title IX.” 

For further information regarding 
this meeting, please contact Libby 
Masiuk of the committee staff on (202) 
224-5501. 

COMMITTEE ON HEALTH, EDUCATION, LABOR, 

AND PENSIONS 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I wish to 
announce that the Committee on 
Health, Education, Labor, and Pen- 
sions will meet in open session on 
Thursday, June 21, 2012, at 10 a.m. in 
SD-430 Dirksen Senate Office Building 
to conduct a hearing entitled 
“Olmstead Enforcement Update: Using 
the ADA to Promote Community Inte- 


gration.” 
For further information regarding 
this meeting, please contact Lee 


Perselay of the committee staff on (202) 
228-3453. 


EEE 
COMMENDING THE FIREFIGHTERS 
AND EMERGENCY RESPONSE 


PERSONNEL—USS ‘‘MIAMI”’ FIRE 


Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, not- 
withstanding the adoption of S. Res. 
488 and the preamble thereto, I ask 
unanimous consent that a Snowe 
amendment to the preamble that is at 
the desk be agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment (No. 2458) was agreed 
to, as follows: 

In the fourth whereas clause of the pre- 
amble, strike paragraph (18) and insert the 
following: 


“(18) Newington Fire Department, New 
Hampshire;’’. 
a 
NATIONAL DAY OF THE AMERICAN 
COWBOY 


Ms. STABENOW. I ask unanimous 
consent that the Judiciary Committee 
be discharged from further consider- 
ation of and the Senate now proceed to 
S. Res. 470. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk 
will report the resolution by title. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
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A resolution (S. Res. 470) designating July 
28, 2012, as ‘‘National Day of the American 
Cowboy.” 


There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the resolution. 

Ms. STABENOW. I ask unanimous 
consent that the resolution be agreed 
to, the preamble be agreed to, and the 
motions to reconsider be laid upon the 
table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The resolution (S. Res. 
agreed to. 

The preamble was agreed to. 

The resolution, with its preamble, 
reads as follows: 


S. RES. 470 


Whereas pioneering men and women, rec- 
ognized as ‘‘cowboys’’, helped establish the 
American West; 

Whereas the cowboy embodies honesty, in- 
tegrity, courage, compassion, respect, a 
strong work ethic, and patriotism; 

Whereas the cowboy spirit exemplifies 
strength of character, sound family values, 
and good common sense; 

Whereas the cowboy archetype transcends 
ethnicity, gender, geographic boundaries, 
and political affiliations; 

Whereas the cowboy is an excellent stew- 
ard of the land and its creatures, who lives 
off the land and works to protect and en- 
hance the environment; 

Whereas cowboy traditions have been a 
part of American culture for generations; 

Whereas the cowboy continues to be an im- 
portant part of the economy through the 
work of many thousands of ranchers across 
the United States who contribute to the eco- 
nomic well-being of every State; 

Whereas millions of fans watch profes- 
sional and working ranch rodeo events annu- 
ally, making rodeo one of the most-watched 
sports in the United States; 

Whereas membership and participation in 
rodeo and other organizations that promote 
and encompass the livelihood of cowboys 
span every generation and transcend race 
and gender; 

Whereas the cowboy is a central figure in 
literature, film, and music and occupies a 
central place in the public imagination; 

Whereas the cowboy is an American icon; 
and 

Whereas the ongoing contributions made 
by cowboys and cowgirls to their commu- 
nities should be recognized and encouraged: 
Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 

(1) designates July 28, 2012, as ‘‘National 
Day of the American Cowboy”; and 

(2) encourages the people of the United 
States to observe the day with appropriate 
ceremonies and activities. 


470) was 


ee 


POLYCYSTIC KIDNEY DISEASE 
AWARENESS WEEK 


Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to S. Res. 495, submitted ear- 
lier today. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the resolution by 
title. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

A resolution (S. Res. 495) designating the 
period beginning on June 17, 2012, and ending 
on June 23, 2012, as ‘‘Polycystic Kidney Dis- 
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ease Awareness Week,” and raising aware- 
ness and understanding of polycystic kidney 
disease and the impact such disease has on 
patients. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the resolution. 

Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, Senator 
HATCH and I submitted a resolution to 
increase awareness of Polycystic Kid- 
ney Disease, PKD, a life-threatening 
genetic illness. 

PKD is the most common genetic ill- 
ness, and over 600,000 people have been 
diagnosed with PKD nationwide. There 
is no treatment or cure for this dev- 
astating disease. Families and friends 
provide unwavering support to their 
suffering loved ones. 

But there is hope. The PKD Founda- 
tion has reported the discovery of spe- 
cific genes involved in the development 
of PKD, allowing for the development 
of clinical trials. 

While scientists continue researching 
to find new treatments and cures for 
PKD, others are working to bring 
awareness. Every year, the PKD Foun- 
dation holds an annual fundraising 
walk for PKD. In Wisconsin, where 
over 11,000 patients are living with the 
disease, residents gather across the 
state to take part in this very special 
walk. 

To support these efforts, I propose 
that Congress increase public aware- 
ness of the disease by designating the 
week of June 17 to 23 of this year as 
“National Polycystic Kidney Disease 
Awareness Week.” We will be taking a 
positive step toward finding a cure for 
this disease by increasing awareness. 

I trust that my colleagues will see 
how designating a week to this disease 
will help those afflicted by polycystic 
kidney disease, and I hope for my col- 
leagues’ full support of this important 
resolution. 

Ms. STABENOW. I ask unanimous 
consent that the resolution be agreed 
to, the preamble be agreed to, the mo- 
tion to reconsider be laid on the table, 
with no intervening action or debate, 
and that any statements be printed in 
the RECORD as if read. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The resolution (S. Res. 
agreed to. 

The preamble was agreed to. 

The resolution, with its preamble, 
reads as follows: 

S. REs. 495 

Whereas polycystic kidney disease, known 
as “PKD”’’, is a life-threatening genetic dis- 
ease, affecting newborns, children, and 
adults regardless of sex, age, race, geog- 
raphy, income, or ethnicity; 

Whereas there are 2 forms of polycystic 
kidney disease, autosomal dominant 
(ADPKD), and autosomal recessive (ARPKD), 
a rare form frequently leading to early 
death; 

Whereas polycystic kidney disease causes 
multiple cysts to form on both kidneys 
(ranging in size from a pinhead to a grape- 
fruit), leading to an increase in kidney size 
and weight; 
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Whereas polycystic kidney disease is a sys- 
temic disease that causes damage to the kid- 
neys and the cardiovascular, endocrine, he- 
patic, and gastrointestinal systems; 

Whereas patients with polycystic kidney 
disease often experience no symptoms early 
in the disease, and many patients do not re- 
alize they have polycystic kidney disease 
until other organs are affected; 

Whereas symptoms of polycystic kidney 
disease may include high blood pressure, 
chronic pain in the back, sides or abdomen, 
blood in the urine, urinary tract infection, 
heart disease, and kidney stones; 

Whereas polycystic kidney disease is the 
number 1 genetic cause of kidney failure in 
the United States; 

Whereas more than half of polycystic kid- 
ney disease patients will reach kidney fail- 
ure and require dialysis or a kidney trans- 
plant to survive, thus placing an extra strain 
on dialysis and kidney transplantation re- 
sources; 

Whereas there is no treatment or cure for 
polycystic kidney disease; and 

Whereas there are thousands of volunteers 
nationwide dedicated to expanding essential 
research, fostering public awareness and un- 
derstanding, educating patients and their 
families about polycystic kidney disease to 
improve treatment and care, providing ap- 
propriate moral support, and encouraging 
people to become organ donors: Now, there- 
fore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 

(1) designates the period beginning on June 
17, 2012, and ending on June 23, 2012, as 
“Polycystic Kidney Disease Awareness 
Week”; 

(2) supports the goals and ideals of Poly- 
cystic Kidney Disease Awareness Week, to 
raise public awareness and understanding of 
polycystic kidney disease; 

(8) recognizes the need for additional re- 
search to find treatments and a cure for 
polycystic kidney disease; and 

(4) encourages the people of the United 
States and interested groups to support 
Polycystic Kidney Disease Awareness Week 
through appropriate ceremonies and activi- 
ties, to promote public awareness of poly- 
cystic kidney disease, and to foster under- 
standing of the impact of such disease on pa- 
tients and their families. 


EEE 


ORDERS FOR TUESDAY, JUNE 19, 
2012 


Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the Sen- 
ate completes its business today, it ad- 
journ until 10 a.m. on Tuesday, June 19; 
that following the prayer and pledge, 
the Journal of proceedings be approved 
to date, the morning hour be deemed 
expired, and the time for the two lead- 
ers be reserved for their use later in 
the day; that the majority leader be 
recognized and that following leader 
remarks, the next 2 hours be equally 
divided and controlled between the two 
leaders or their designees, with the ma- 
jority controlling the first half and Re- 
publicans controlling the final half; 
further, that the Senate recess from 
12:30 p.m. until 2:15 p.m. to allow for 
the weekly caucus meetings; and that 
finally, at 2:15 p.m., the Senate resume 
consideration of S. 3240, the farm bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


June 18, 2012 
PROGRAM 


Ms. STABENOW. This evening we 
reached agreement for consideration of 
amendments to the farm bill. There 
will be several rollcall votes beginning 
at 2:15 tomorrow in relation to the 
amendments to the farm bill. We will 
also begin consideration of S.J. Res. 37, 
a joint resolution of disapproval re- 
garding boiler MACT. 
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ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 10 A.M. 
TOMORROW 


Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, if 
there is no further business to come be- 
fore the Senate, I ask unanimous con- 
sent it adjourn under the previous 
order. 

There being no objection, the Senate, 
at 9:05 p.m., adjourned until Tuesday, 
June 19, 2012, at 10 a.m. 
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CONFIRMATION 
Executive nomination confirmed by 
the Senate June 18, 2012: 


THE JUDICIARY 


MARY GEIGER LEWIS, OF SOUTH CAROLINA, TO BE 
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE FOR THE DISTRICT OF 
SOUTH CAROLINA. 
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June 18, 2012 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Monday, June 18, 2012 


The House met at 2 p.m. and was 
called to order by the Speaker pro tem- 
pore (Mr. LATOURETTE). 


EE 


DESIGNATION OF THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be- 
fore the House the following commu- 
nication from the Speaker: 

WASHINGTON, DC, 
June 18, 2012. 

I hereby appoint the Honorable STEVEN C. 
LATOURETTE to act as Speaker pro tempore 
on this day. 

JOHN A. BOEHNER, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 


ae 


PRAYER 


The Chaplain, the Reverend Patrick 
J. Conroy, offered the following prayer: 

Dear God, we give You thanks for 
giving us another day. 

We ask Your special blessing upon 
the Members of this people’s House. 
They face difficult decisions in difficult 
times, with many forces and interests 
demanding their attention. 

In these days, give wisdom to all the 
Members that they might execute their 
responsibilities to the benefit of all 
Americans. 

Bless them, O God, and be with them 
and with us all this day and every day 
to come. May all that is done be for 
Your greater honor and glory. 

Amen. 


EE 


THE JOURNAL 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair has examined the Journal of the 
last day’s proceedings and announces 
to the House his approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour- 
nal stands approved. 


———— 


PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the 
gentleman from Texas (Mr. BURGESS) 
come forward and lead the House in the 
Pledge of Allegiance. 

Mr. BURGESS led the Pledge of Alle- 
giance as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub- 
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 


EE 


PRESIDENT OBAMA CREATES 
MORE CHAOS AND UNCERTAINTY 


(Mr. BURGESS asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 


minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. BURGESS. Mr. Speaker, on Fri- 
day, the administration showed it is 
less concerned with supporting policies 
that will put millions of unemployed 
Americans back to work and instead 
has decided to go in an entirely new di- 
rection. Unilateral changes in law that 
have been done for political expediency 
put individuals ahead of the 12.5 mil- 
lion people who have been seeking 
work for the past 314 years. 

Mr. Speaker, the administration has 
produced an executive order that is a 
political decision—purely political— 
and one that will continue to block op- 
portunities for American citizens try- 
ing to find employment. 

Prosecutorial discretion is what we 
heard this was. This is not prosecu- 
torial discretion. Prosecutorial discre- 
tion means you decide whether or not 
to prosecute an individual for a crime 
they may or may not have committed. 
What this is is new policy, new policy 
that is being implemented by the ad- 
ministration unilaterally—no respect 
for the people’s House, no respect for 
the United States Congress, no respect 
for the legislative branch. Instead, 
prosecutorial discretion now has 
morphed into, well, we’ll provide you a 
work permit good for 2 years that’s re- 
newable for 2 years. 

This administration has a history of 
picking winners and losers. This time 
it’s got to stop. This Congress needs to 
stand up to this administration start- 
ing today. 


ES 


CHIEF IGNORER OF THE LAW 


(Mr. POE of Texas asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Mr. POE of Texas. Mr. Speaker: 

With respect to the notion that I can just 
suspend deportations through executive 
order, that’s just not the case, because there 
are laws on the books that Congress has 
passed. 

Mr. Speaker, that was President 
Obama a year ago. But that was then 
and this is now. 

On Friday, the administration issued 
an imperial decree, acting to unilater- 
ally ignore portions of the immigration 
law of the land. Mr. Speaker, the last 
time I checked, it was Congress who 
makes law, not the President. And it is 
the job of the Executive to enforce 
laws, not ignore the ones he just 
doesn’t like. 

The President has no interest in fix- 
ing the broken immigration system. 
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Instead, he has decreed this temporary 
amnesty in hopes of winning votes in 
November. He doesn’t like the con- 
stitutional process for law-making be- 
cause it just gets in his way, so he acts 
like an emperor instead of a President. 

It’s time for the former constitu- 
tional professor to read the Constitu- 
tion. 

And that’s just the way it is. 


eS 


UNCERTAINTY DESTROYS JOBS 


(Mr. WILSON of South Carolina 
asked and was given permission to ad- 
dress the House for 1 minute and to re- 
vise and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, in Wednesday’s Washington 
Examiner, columnist John Stossel 
quoted Economist John B. Taylor of 
the Hoover Institution who stated: 

Unpredictable economic policy—massive 
fiscal stimulus and ballooning debt, the Fed- 
eral Reserve’s quantitative easing with 
multiyear near-zero interest rates, and regu- 
latory uncertainty due to ObamaCare and 
the Dodd-Frank financial reforms—is the 
main cause of persistent high unemployment 
and our feeble recovery. 

Over the last 3 years, our economy 
has not improved, our unemployment 
rate has remained above 8 percent, our 
small business owners have been forced 
to pay higher taxes, and the govern- 
ment spending continues to spiral out 
of control. The President and his lib- 
eral allies in the Senate continue to 
support legislation that creates more 
barriers resulting in job loss. The 
President and the Senate should work 
with House Republicans and pass over 
30 House bills that are aimed to create 
jobs through private sector growth. 

In conclusion, God bless our troops; 
and we will never forget September the 
11th in the global war on terrorism. 

Best wishes for a speedy recovery for 
Earl Brown of Columbia. 


EE 


SENATE SUGAR VOTE 


(Mr. PITTS asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. PITTS. Mr. Speaker, I want to 
praise my colleague from Pennsyl- 
vania, Senator TOOMEY, for introducing 
an amendment to the farm bill to 
phase out the Federal sugar program. 
Though the Senate narrowly voted to 
table the amendment, it demonstrated 
that there is substantial bipartisan 
support to reform a program that hurts 
American job creators and consumers. 
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Today’s Wall Street Journal editorial 
entitled ‘‘A Tale of Two Conservatives” 
also praises Senator TOOMEY and calls 
out the Republicans who voted against 
this free-market amendment. 

By some estimates, the Federal sugar 
program artificially doubles the price 
of sugar in the United States. While we 
protect sugar growers and processors, 
sugar users and consumers are at a se- 
vere disadvantage. American jobs have 
been lost as foreign competitors ben- 
efit from reduced prices for raw sugar. 

The Department of Commerce esti- 
mates that sugar-using industries lost 
112,000 jobs from 1997 to 2009. Here in 
the House, I’m working with DANNY 
DAVIS on a bipartisan amendment to 
the farm bill. I hope that when the 
Chamber considers reforming the farm 
bill, Democrats and Republicans can 
come together to protect jobs and stop 
the government from playing favorites. 


ES 


PROTECT THE CONSTITUTION 
FROM WHITE HOUSE ATTACKS 


(Mr. BROOKS asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, last week 
Barack Obama unilaterally and unlaw- 
fully changed America’s immigration 
law by ordering the Federal Govern- 
ment to accept illegal aliens’ applica- 
tions for work permits. I am deeply 
alarmed that America’s President so 
blatantly undermines the rule of law. 

Article I, section 1 of our Constitu- 
tion states: 

All legislative powers herein granted shall 
be vested in a Congress of the United States. 

Article I, section 8 states: 

The Congress shall have the power to regu- 
late commerce and to establish a uniform 
rule of naturalization. 

Article II defines executive branch 
power. It does not give any President 
the power to make his own laws. In 
America, we elect Presidents, not 
Caesars. The only way to change Amer- 
ica’s immigration law is as our Con- 
stitution demands, through Congress, 
not by imperial decree. In America, no 
one, not even the President, is above 
the law. I urge Congress and all law- 
abiding Americans to protect our Con- 
stitution from White House attacks. 
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair will remind all Members to avoid 
personal references toward the Presi- 
dent of the United States. 


ee 


ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE YOUTH 
TOUR 


(Mr. SMITH of Nebraska asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. SMITH of Nebraska. Mr. Speak- 
er, I rise today to recognize the more 
than 1,500 youth from across America 
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visiting our Nation’s capital this week 
to participate in the 48th annual Elec- 
tric Cooperative Youth Tour. These 
high school juniors and seniors are at- 
tending meetings with their Senators 
and Representatives, watching floor ac- 
tion from the respective galleries, and 
visiting museums and memorials dedi- 
cated to our country’s rich past. 

I personally look forward to meeting 
with the 18 participating students from 
Nebraska and urge my colleagues to 
take time this week to meet with 
youth from their States as well. These 
students are part of a great tradition. 
Every June, for the past 48 years, more 
than 50,000 young citizens and future 
leaders have come to Washington, D.C., 
with the help of their electric coopera- 
tives. Electric Cooperative Youth Tour 
alumni are now engaged at many levels 
of government as well. 

I want to once again applaud these 
young people and thank participating 
electric cooperatives and rural electric 
associations for sponsoring these pro- 
grams to instill lessons of citizenship 
in the next generation. 


EE 
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RECOGNIZING THE OUTSTANDING 
CAREER OF DR. JOHN W. BECHER 


(Mr. HECK asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. HECK. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
to recognize the outstanding career of 
Dr. John W. Becher, or “Chief? as he 
was called by scores of medical resi- 
dents, an osteopathic physician who 
has dedicated his life to his patients, 
his students, and to the improvement 
of the medical profession. 

Dr. Becher’s commitment to the field 
of emergency medicine spans more 
than 30 years. As professor and chair- 
man of the Department of Emergency 
Medicine at the Philadelphia College of 
Osteopathic Medicine, he has helped 
countless students and residents, my- 
self included, develop their skills and 
become an essential part of our health 
care workforce. 

As a young resident at Albert Ein- 
stein Medical Center, I was fortunate 
to have Dr. Becher’s insight and guid- 
ance as my residency director. His 
dedication to emergency medicine was 
evident then, and his understanding of 
the osteopathic profession was invalu- 
able to my training and to my career. 

His involvement in the field of osteo- 
pathic medicine is unparalleled. In ad- 
dition to his work at PCOM, he cur- 
rently serves as the secretary treasurer 
of the National Board of Osteopathic 
Medical Examiners and is a member of 
the board of trustees for the American 
Osteopathic Association. 

He was a member of the editorial 
board of the Journal of the American 
Osteopathic Association for nearly 20 
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years, and he is the past president of 
the American College of Osteopathic 
Emergency Physicians—and these are 
only some of his accomplishments. His 
never-ending contributions and service 
to his profession and his patients have 
rightly been recognized, most recently 
by the awarding of the O.J. Snyder Me- 
morial Medal. 

Dr. Becher’s lifelong commitment to 
patient care and to the excellence of 
future physicians serves as a powerful 
legacy to the field of emergency medi- 
cine. I consider myself fortunate to 
have learned under his leadership, and 
it is an honor to recognize his achieve- 
ments. 

Chief, my sincere congratulations on 
your well-deserved retirement. 


EE 


COMMUNICATION FROM THE 
CLERK OF THE HOUSE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be- 
fore the House the following commu- 
nication from the Clerk of the House of 
Representatives: 

OFFICE OF THE CLERK, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, DC, June 15, 2012. 
Hon. JOHN A. BOEHNER, 
The Speaker, U.S. Capitol, House of Representa- 
tives, Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: Pursuant to the per- 
mission granted in clause 2(h) of rule II of 
the Rules of the U.S. House of Representa- 
tives, the Clerk received the following mes- 
sage from the Secretary of the Senate on 
June 15, 2012 at 10:20 a.m.: 

That the Senate passed without amend- 
ment H. Con. Res. 128. 

With best wishes, I am 

Sincerely, 
KAREN L. HAAS, 
Clerk. 


EEE 


RECESS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 12(a) of rule I, the Chair 
declares the House in recess until ap- 
proximately 4 p.m. today. 

Accordingly (at 2 o’clock and 12 min- 
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess. 


SE Ř— 


1601 
AFTER RECESS 


The recess having expired, the House 
was called to order by the Speaker pro 
tempore (Mr. LATOURETTE) at 4 o’clock 
and 1 minute p.m. 


ee 


ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, the Chair 
will postpone further proceedings 
today on motions to suspend the rules 
on which a recorded vote or the yeas 
and nays are ordered, or on which the 
vote incurs objection under clause 6 of 
rule XX. 

Record votes on postponed questions 
will be taken later in the day. 
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OMNIBUS INDIAN ADVANCEMENT 
ACT AMENDMENT 


Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, I move to suspend the rules 
and pass the bill (H.R. 1556) to amend 
the Omnibus Indian Advancement Act 
to allow certain land to be used to gen- 
erate income to provide funding for 
academic programs, and for other pur- 
poses. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The text of the bill is as follows: 

H.R. 1556 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. LAND USE. 

Section 824(a) of the Omnibus Indian Ad- 
vancement Act (Public Law 106-568) is 
amended to read as follows: 

‘“(a) LIMITATION FOR EDUCATIONAL, HEALTH, 
CULTURAL, AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT PUR- 
POSES.—The land taken into trust under sec- 
tion 823(a) shall be used solely for the edu- 
cational, health, or cultural purposes of the 
Santa Fe Indian School and economic devel- 
opment projects that provide funding for 
such purposes.’’. 

The SPEAKER 
ant to the rule, 


pro tempore. Pursu- 
the gentleman from 
Washington (Mr. HASTINGS) and the 
gentleman from New Mexico (Mr. 
LUJÁN) each will control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Washington. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
all Members may have 5 legislative 
days to revise and extend their re- 
marks and include extraneous mate- 
rials on the bill under consideration. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Washington? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. 

The Santa Fe Indian School in Santa 
Fe, New Mexico, established in the late 
1800s, is a Federal off-reservation 
boarding school for the 19 pueblo gov- 
ernors of New Mexico. On December 20, 
2000, Public Law 106-568 transferred 115 
acres of property to the school with 
certain limitations. H.R. 1556 would 
allow the Santa Fe Indian School to 
use its 115 acres of land for economic 
development. The bill will retain the 
prohibition on Indian gaming on the 
transferred land. 

I urge adoption of the measure, and I 
reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. LUJAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield my- 
self such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to thank 
Chairman HASTINGS, Chairman YOUNG, 
Ranking Member MARKEY, and Rank- 
ing Member BOREN for working with 
me in the Natural Resources Com- 
mittee to help address the many issues 
impacting Indian Country and the 
tribes I represent in New Mexico. I also 
want to recognize the hard work of the 
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superintendent of Santa Fe Indian 
School and former governor of Kewa 
Pueblo, Everett Chavez, and former 
AIPC president and former NCAI presi- 
dent Joe Garcia on this bill. They 
worked with the pueblos and the All 
Indian Pueblo Council to support this 
legislation, which will help Santa Fe 
Indian School and New Mexico’s 19 
pueblos achieve educational sov- 
ereignty for Native American students 
across New Mexico. 

Santa Fe Indian School and the 19 
pueblos approached my office early last 
year seeking the introduction of a 
technical change to the Omnibus In- 
dian Advancement Act to allow certain 
lands designated to the school to be 
used to generate income to provide 
funding for academic and cultural pro- 
grams at the Indian school. Knowing 
the importance of what Santa Fe In- 
dian School provides to Native Amer- 
ican students in New Mexico, I was 
very interested in their approach to 
move toward true financial independ- 
ence and educational sovereignty for 
Santa Fe Indian School and its stu- 
dents. 

I want to point out the importance of 
sovereignty and what it means for our 
tribal brothers and sisters to be able to 
provide a quality education for their 
own children. Education is truly em- 
powering, especially when Native 
American students are able to get an 
education that embraces their cultural 
and traditional identities—and that is 
the type of education Santa Fe Indian 
School provides. 

I worked with Superintendent Chavez 
and Santa Fe Indian School to draft a 
bill that would make a technical 
amendment to allow the school to ex- 
plore economic opportunities so that 
students at the Indian school can at- 
tain the best possible education and to 
be able to support their mission. Santa 
Fe Indian School provides a chal- 
lenging, stimulating, and nurturing 
learning environment that shares edu- 
cational responsibility with Native 
communities, parents, and students to 
develop the students’ true potential to 
meet obligations to themselves and 
their tribal communities. 

In this time of financial uncertainty 
and the limitations of the Federal Gov- 
ernment to assist in Federal education 
programs, it is so important to give 
Santa Fe Indian School the tools they 
need to help their students receive a 
quality education regardless of the cli- 
mate in Washington. H.R. 1556 would 
achieve that goal. I’m proud to be able 
to assist the Santa Fe Indian School in 
amending the Omnibus Indian Ad- 
vancement Act to allow the school to 
achieve new heights in educating Na- 
tive American students. This technical 
amendment will help make the school 
more self-sufficient and create greater 
opportunities for students attending 
the Indian School by ensuring the fi- 
nancial capability to maintain and ex- 
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pand the level of academic and cultural 
education for Native American stu- 
dents. 

This is a commonsense bill that will 
help Native American students in New 
Mexico, and I urge the support of my 
colleagues. I thank the chairman for 
his support as well. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. I urge 
adoption of the bill, and I yield back 
the balance of my time. 

Ms. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today in support of H.R. 1556, which amends 
the Omnibus Indian Advancement Act to allow 
land taken into trust for the 19 Pueblos of New 
Mexico to be used to generate income to pro- 
vide funding for academic programs and other 
purposes of the Sante Fe Indian School. | am 
proud to co-sponsor the Omnibus Indian Ad- 
vancement Act, and | thank my colleague, 
Congressman LUJAN for introducing this legis- 
lation. 

As a member of the Native American Cau- 
cus, addressing the needs of Native Ameri- 
cans is of great importance to me. California 
is home to over one hundred federally recog- 
nized tribes and it is my belief that these tribes 
deserve the right to use land to fund academic 
programs for the advancement of their citi- 
zens. 

This legislation will allow eligible tribes to 
promote self-determination and economic self- 
sufficiency by allowing the land taken into trust 
under section 823(a) to be used solely for the 
educational, health, or cultural purposes and 
economic development projects that provide 
funding for such purposes. 

The Sante Fe Indian School has a Commu- 
nity-Based Education Program that is seen na- 
tionwide as a model of instructional innovation. 
The over 700 students that attend the Sante 
Fe Indian School, are able to participate in a 
constructive learning environment with new 
dormitories, new classrooms, and student ac- 
tivity centers. Sante Fe Indian School grad- 
uates are given an effectual education and 
past graduates have received over $800,000 
in scholarship assistance to schools such as 
Dartmouth, Georgetown, and Notre Dame. Not 
only are students of the Sante Fe Indian 
School able to enter into the competitive envi- 
ronment of college admissions, but students 
are also equipped with a knowledge to better 
understand the issues facing tribes in the 
Southwest to one day be able to return to 
these communities to contribute positively to 
the infrastructure that is necessary for contin- 
ued growth. 

Mr. Speaker, | urge my colleagues to join 
me in supporting H.R. 1556 to allow Native 
American tribes the opportunity to continue to 
improve the educational programs and envi- 
ronment for these students. Native Americans 
should be afforded the opportunity to raise 
funds for their educational pursuits and be- 
come actively involved in the economic devel- 
opment and constructive use of their land. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Washington (Mr. 
HASTINGS) that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 1556. 

The question was taken; and (two- 
thirds being in the affirmative) the 
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rules were suspended and the bill was 
passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


ee 


MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 


Messages in writing from the Presi- 
dent of the United States were commu- 
nicated to the House by Ms. Wanda 
Evans, one of his secretaries. 


ee 


CLARIFICATION OF AUTHORITY 

GRANTED REGARDING DEFINING 
EXTERIOR BOUNDARY OF THE 
UINTAH AND OURAY INDIAN 
RESERVATION 


Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, I move to suspend the rules 
and pass the bill (H.R. 4027) to clarify 
authority granted under the Act enti- 
tled “An Act to define the exterior 
boundary of the Uintah and Ouray In- 
dian Reservation in the State of Utah, 
and for other purposes”. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The text of the bill is as follows: 

H.R. 4027 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. CLARIFICATION OF AUTHORITY. 

The Act entitled ‘‘An Act to define the ex- 
terior boundary of the Uintah and Ouray In- 
dian Reservation in the State of Utah, and 
for other purposes”, approved March 11, 1948 
(62 Stat. 72), as amended by the Act entitled 
“An Act to amend the Act extending the ex- 
terior boundary of the Uintah and Ouray In- 
dian Reservation in the State of Utah so as 
to authorize such State to exchange certain 
mineral lands for other lands mineral in 
character” approved August 9, 1955, (69 Stat. 
544), is further amended by adding at the end 
the following: 

“SEC. 5. In order to further clarify author- 
izations under this Act, the State of Utah is 
hereby authorized to relinquish to the 
United States, for the benefit of the Ute In- 
dian Tribe of the Uintah and Ouray Reserva- 
tion, State school trust or other State-owned 
subsurface mineral lands located beneath the 
surface estate delineated in Public Law 440 
(approved March 11, 1948) and south of the 
border between Grand County, Utah, and 
Uintah County, Utah, and select in lieu of 
such relinquished lands, on an acre-for-acre 
basis, any subsurface mineral lands of the 
United States located beneath the surface es- 
tate delineated in Public Law 440 (approved 
March 11, 1948) and north of the border be- 
tween Grand County, Utah, and Uintah 
County, Utah, subject to the following condi- 
tions: 

‘“(1) RESERVATION BY UNITED STATES.—The 
Secretary of the Interior shall reserve an 
overriding interest in that portion of the 
mineral estate comprised of minerals subject 
to leasing under the Mineral Leasing Act (30 
U.S.C. 171 et seq) in any mineral lands con- 
veyed to the State. 

‘((2) EXTENT OF OVERRIDING INTEREST.—The 
overriding interest reserved by the United 
States under paragraph (1) shall consist of— 

“(A) 50 percent of any bonus bid or other 
payment received by the State as consider- 
ation for securing any lease or authorization 
to develop such mineral resources; 

‘“(B) 50 percent of any rental or other pay- 
ments received by the State as consideration 
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for the lease or authorization to develop 
such mineral resources; 

“(C) a 6.25 percent overriding royalty on 
the gross proceeds of oil and gas production 
under any lease or authorization to develop 
such oil and gas resources; and 

“(D) an overriding royalty on the gross 
proceeds of production of such minerals 
other than oil and gas, equal to 50 percent of 
the royalty rate established by the Secretary 
of the Interior by regulation as of October 1, 
2011. 

“(3) RESERVATION BY STATE OF UTAH.—The 
State of Utah shall reserve, for the benefit of 
its State school trust, an overriding interest 
in that portion of the mineral estate com- 
prised of minerals subject to leasing under 
the Mineral Leasing Act (30 U.S.C. 181 et seq) 
in any mineral lands relinquished by the 
State to the United States. 

“(4) EXTENT OF OVERRIDING INTEREST.—The 
overriding interest reserved by the State 
under paragraph (3) shall consist of— 

“(A) 50 percent of any bonus bid or other 
payment received by the United States as 
consideration for securing any lease or au- 
thorization to develop such mineral re- 
sources on the relinquished lands; 

‘“(B) 50 percent of any rental or other pay- 
ments received by the United States as con- 
sideration for the lease or authorization to 
develop such mineral resources; 

“(C) a 6.25 percent overriding royalty on 
the gross proceeds of oil and gas production 
under any lease or authorization to develop 
such oil and gas resources; and 

“(D) an overriding royalty on the gross 
proceeds of production of such minerals 
other than oil and gas, equal to 50 percent of 
the royalty rate established by the Secretary 
of the Interior by regulation as of October 1, 
2011. 

‘(5) NO OBLIGATION TO LEASE.—Neither the 
United States nor the State shall be obli- 
gated to lease or otherwise develop oil and 
gas resources in which the other party re- 
tains an overriding interest under this sec- 
tion. 

“(6) COOPERATIVE AGREEMENTS.—The Sec- 
retary of the Interior is authorized to enter 
into cooperative agreements with the State 
and the Ute Indian Tribe of the Uintah and 
Ouray Reservation to facilitate the relin- 
quishment and selection of lands to be con- 
veyed under this section, and the adminis- 
tration of the overriding interests reserved 
hereunder. 

““(7) TERMINATION.—The overriding interest 
reserved by the Secretary of the Interior 
under paragraph (1), and the overriding in- 
terest reserved by the State under paragraph 
(8), shall automatically terminate 30 years 
after the date of enactment of this section.’’. 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Washington (Mr. HASTINGS) and the 
gentleman from New Mexico (Mr. 
LUJÁN) each will control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Washington. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
all Members may have 5 legislative 
days to revise and extend their re- 
marks and insert extraneous materials 
on the bill under consideration. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Washington? 

There was no objection. 
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Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. I 
yield myself such time as I may con- 
sume. 

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 4027 is a bipartisan 
bill that would clarify the boundaries 
of the Uintah and Ouray Indian Res- 
ervation as passed by the Hill Creek 
Extension of 1948. The bill would au- 
thorize Utah’s School and Industrial 
Trust Land Administration to relin- 
quish to the Ute Indian Tribe its sub- 
surface mineral rights in exchange for 
subsurface rights to an equal number 
of acres of other land owned by the 
Federal Government. The exchange 
would allow the school trust fund and 
the tribe to explore additional oil and 
gas development that will help support 
Utah education and create jobs for the 
tribe while preserving more culturally 
sensitive land for the tribe. 

I urge adoption of the resolution, and 
I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. LUJAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield my- 
self such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 4027 clarifies exist- 
ing law regarding the Federal Govern- 
ment’s authority to permit land ex- 
changes within the boundaries of the 
Ute Indian Reservation in northeastern 
Utah and resolves the tribe’s split es- 
tate problem caused by Federal error 
over 50 years ago. This legislation re- 
turns the subsurface mineral estate to 
the Ute Tribe in a portion of its res- 
ervation that the tribe considers cul- 
turally and environmentally signifi- 
cant and thus preserves the area’s pris- 
tine wilderness from development. The 
bill also benefits the State of Utah by 
opening up Federal minerals for devel- 
opment in an area of the tribe’s res- 
ervation already being developed by 
the tribe’s energy company. 

Legislation that corrects a Federal 
error and satisfies both tribal and 
State interests, without cost to the 
Federal Government, does not come 
along very often. Mr. MATHESON is to 
be commended for his dedication in 
seeing this bill pass out of the House 
and for crafting a workable solution to 
a difficult problem. 

I urge my colleagues to support H.R. 
4027, and I reserve the balance of my 
time. 
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Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, I reserve the balance of my 
time. . 

Mr. LUJAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Utah (Mr. MATHESON). 

Mr. MATHESON. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in support of H.R. 4027, a bill to author- 
ize an acre-for-acre exchange of sub- 
surface mineral lands within the Hill 
Creek Extension between the State of 
Utah and the United States on behalf 
of the Ute Tribe. 

I really want to thank Chairman 
HASTINGS and his staff, and also sub- 
committee Chairman YOUNG and his 
staff, Ranking Member MARKEY and his 
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staff, and Ranking Member BOREN and 
his staff for their support in moving 
this bill through the Natural Resources 
Committee. And I would also like to 
thank my colleague from Utah (Mr. 
BISHOP) who is a cosponsor of the bill. 

In the transaction authorized in this 
bill, the tribe would acquire certain 
State minerals in Grand County, Utah, 
and in exchange, the BLM would relin- 
quish certain Federal lands in Uintah 
County, Utah, to the State. 

This bipartisan bill would give the 
Bureau of Land Management the au- 
thority to approve this transaction 
that was first proposed several years 
ago. In order to fully protect State and 
Federal interests, this legislation re- 
serves identical overriding financial in- 
terests in each other’s exchanged lands 
should development occur. Often in the 
past, these land exchanges had chal- 
lenges with appraisals and making sure 
everyone is treated fairly. This legisla- 
tion tries to address that issue looking 
forward. 

This bill is a win/win. It helps the 
tribe consolidate its management of 
land that is considered sacred and cul- 
turally significant, and at the same 
time, it allows for domestic energy de- 
velopment on land not considered envi- 
ronmentally sensitive that would pro- 
vide more school trust fund revenue for 
Utah and employment for energy work- 
ers in the State as well. 

This legislation has broad support 
from local government, including 
Grand, Duchesne, and Uintah Counties, 
the State of Utah, and the Ute Tribe as 
well as partner agencies. The Wilder- 
ness Society also testified in support of 
this legislation. 

So I urge my colleagues to join me in 
passing this bill. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. I’m 
prepared to yield back if the gentleman 
has no more requests for time. 

Mr. LUJAN. Mr. Speaker, we thank 
the gentleman from Utah for his hard 
work, and I yield back the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. I urge 
adoption, and I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

Ms. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker, | rise in 
support of H.R. 4027, which redefines the 
boundary of the Ute Indian Tribe of the Uintah 
and Ouray Reservation. | thank my colleague, 
Congressman MATHESON, for introducing this 
legislation. 

This bill will authorize Utah to relinquish cer- 
tain subsurface mineral lands for the benefit of 
the Ute Indian Tribe. Native American tribes 
deserve the opportunity to benefit from the 
natural resources available on their land. 

The bill concurrently protects the interests of 
Utah, by requiring the State to reserve an 
overriding interest in the portion of the mineral 
estate that is being relinquished. This portion 
of the mineral lands is to be reserved for the 
benefit of the school trust. 

Mr. Speaker, as a member of the Native 
American Caucus, | am proud to work with my 
colleagues in the House to continue to protect 
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the rights and interests of Native Americans 
around the country. As such, | urge my col- 
leagues to join me in supporting H.R. 4027. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Washington (Mr. 
HASTINGS) that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 4027. 

The question was taken; and (two- 
thirds being in the affirmative) the 
rules were suspended and the bill was 
passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


—— EE 


LAND GRANT PATENT 
MODIFICATION ACT 


Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, I move to suspend the rules 
and pass the bill (S. 404) to modify a 
land grant patent issued by the Sec- 
retary of the Interior. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The text of the bill is as follows: 

S. 404 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. FINDINGS. 

Congress finds that— 

(1) pursuant to section 5505 of division A of 
the Omnibus Consolidated Appropriations 
Act, 1997 (Public Law 104-208; 110 Stat. 3009- 
516), the Secretary of the Interior, acting 
through the Bureau of Land Management, 
issued to the Great Lakes Shipwreck Histor- 
ical Society located in Chippewa County of 
the State of Michigan United States Patent 
Number 61-98-0040 on September 23, 1998; 

(2) United States Patent Number 61-98-0040 
was recorded in the Office of the Register of 
Deeds of Chippewa County of the State of 
Michigan, on January 22, 1999, at Liber 757, 
on pages 115 through 118; 

(8) in order to correct an error in United 
States Patent Number 61-98-0040, the Sec- 
retary issued a corrected patent, United 
States Patent Number 61-2000-0007, on March 
10, 2000; 

(4) after issuance of the corrected United 
States Patent Number 61-—2000-0007, the origi- 
nal United States Patent Number 61-98-0040 
was cancelled on the records of the Bureau of 
Land Management; and 

(5) corrected United States Patent Number 
61-2000-0007 should be modified in accordance 
with this Act— 

(A) to effectuate— 

(i) the Human Use/Natural Resource Plan 
for Whitefish Point, dated December 2002; 
and 

(ii) the settlement agreement dated July 
16, 2001, filed in Docket Number 2:00-CV-206 
in the United States District Court for the 
Western District of Michigan; and 

(B) to ensure a clear chain of title, re- 
corded in the Office of the Register of Deeds 
of Chippewa County of the State of Michi- 
gan. 

SEC. 2. MODIFICATION OF LAND GRANT PATENT 
ISSUED BY SECRETARY OF THE IN- 
TERIOR. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of the In- 
terior shall modify the matter under the 
heading ‘‘Subject Also to the Following Con- 
ditions” of paragraph 6 of United States Pat- 
ent Number 61-—2000-0007 by striking ‘‘White- 
fish Point Comprehensive Plan of October 
1992 or for a gift shop” and inserting ‘‘Human 
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Use/Natural Resource Plan for Whitefish 
Point, dated December 2002”. 

(b) EFFECT.—Each other term of the con- 
veyance relating to the property that is the 
subject of United States Patent Number 61- 
2000-0007, including each obligation to main- 
tain the property in accordance with the Na- 
tional Historic Preservation Act (16 U.S.C. 
470 et seq.) and any other appropriate law 
(including regulations), and the obligation to 
use the property in a manner that does not 
impair or interfere with the conservation 
values of the property, shall remain in effect. 
SEC. 3. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The modification of 
United States Patent Number 61-2000-0007 in 
accordance with section 2 shall become effec- 
tive on the date of the recording of the modi- 
fication in the Office of the Register of Deeds 
of Chippewa County of the State of Michi- 
gan. 

(b) ENDORSEMENT.—The Office of the Reg- 
ister of Deeds of Chippewa County of the 
State of Michigan is requested to endorse on 
the recorded copy of United States Patent 
Number 61-2000-0007 the fact that the Patent 
Number has been modified in accordance 
with this Act. 


The SPEAKER 
ant to the rule, 


pro tempore. Pursu- 
the gentleman from 
Washington (Mr. HASTINGS) and the 
gentleman from New Mexico (Mr. 
LUJAN) each will control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Washington. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
all Members may have 5 legislative 
days in which to revise and extend 
their remarks and include extraneous 
materials on the bill under consider- 
ation. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Washington? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, S. 404 would simply 
modify a land patent that was issued 
by the Department of the Interior to 
the Great Lakes Shipwreck Historical 
Society in 1998 to reflect an agreement 
between the historical society, the 
Michigan Audubon Society, and the 
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service. 

The current land patent references 
an outdated 1992 Comprehensive Plan 
for Whitefish Point, a 48-acre spit of 
land surrounded by Lake Superior. The 
Michigan Audubon Society sued when 
this plan for development was pro- 
posed, and following a court-ordered 
settlement of the lawsuit, a new plan 
was negotiated in 2002. This bill would 
modify the land patent to appro- 
priately reference the 2002 plan and fi- 
nally allow for the development to go 
forward. 

Congressman DAN BENISHEK, our col- 
league from Michigan, is the author of 
the companion House bill, H.R. 3411, 
and he should be commended for his 
commonsense approach to help manage 
this important tourism area in the 
Upper Peninsula of Michigan. 
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And with that, I reserve the balance 
of my time, 

Mr. LUJAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield my- 
self such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, S. 404 requires the Sec- 
retary of the Interior to modify a land 
grant patent in Chippewa County, 
Michigan. The patent, issued to the 
Michigan Audubon Society and the 
Great Lakes Shipwreck Historical So- 
ciety, will be amended to allow for use 
and modification of the property to 
allow for new use plans. 

We have no objection to this legisla- 
tion, and I reserve the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, I am very pleased to yield 3 
minutes to the author of the com- 
panion bill in the House of this legisla- 
tion, the gentleman from Michigan 
(Mr. BENISHEK). 

Mr. BENISHEK. Mr. Speaker, this 
evening the House will take up Senate 
bill S. 404, a bill authored by my col- 
league in the Senate, Senator CARL 
LEVIN. As you heard, I authored a com- 
panion bill in the House last November. 

This bill will end a bureaucratic 
roadblock that has prevented the Great 
Lakes Shipwreck Museum from mak- 
ing improvements to its facility lo- 
cated in Chippewa County, Michigan, 
along the southern shore of Lake Supe- 
rior. Only an act of Congress is able to 
correct an error in the land patent that 
was enacted in 1992. 

From the bell of the Edmund Fitz- 
gerald to the U.S. Coast Guard’s White- 
fish Point Lighthouse, the shipwreck 
museum’s exhibits tell the story of 
brave men and women who have navi- 
gated the Great Lakes for hundreds of 
years. 

This facility displays important 
parts of Northern Michigan’s history. 
Each year, some 60,000 individuals visit 
the museum and explore firsthand the 
rich maritime traditions of Michigan’s 
First District. Preserving Michigan’s 
maritime history is a resource that 
both Senator LEVIN and I agree war- 
rants enthusiastic bipartisan support 
for the benefit of future generations of 
visitors. 

I want to thank Chairman HASTINGS 
for bringing this bill to the floor today, 
and I encourage all of my colleagues to 
support this measure and bring it one 
step closer to the President’s desk. 

Mr. LUJAN. Mr. Speaker, we have no 
other speakers, and I yield back the 
balance of my time. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, I urge adoption of S. 404, and 
I yield back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Washington (Mr. 
HASTINGS) that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the bill, S. 404. 

The question was taken. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the 
opinion of the Chair, two-thirds being 
in the affirmative, the ayes have it. 
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Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, on that I demand the yeas 
and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, further pro- 
ceedings on this question will be post- 
poned. 


EE 


ALTA, UTAH, CONVEYANCE ACT 


Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, I move to suspend the rules 
and pass the bill (S. 684) to provide for 
the conveyance of certain parcels of 
land in the town of Alta, Utah. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The text of the bill is as follows: 

S. 684 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. CONVEYANCE. 

(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this Act: 

(1) NATIONAL FOREST SYSTEM LAND.—The 
term ‘‘National Forest System land” means 
the parcels of National Forest System land 
that— 

(A) are located— 

(i) in sec. 5, T. 3 S., R. 3 E., Salt Lake me- 
ridian; 

(ii) in, and adjacent to, parcels of land sub- 
ject to special use permit SLC102708, the au- 
thority of which expires on December 30, 
2026; 

(iii) in the Wasatch-Cache National Forest 
in Salt Lake County, Utah; and 

(iv) in the incorporated boundary of the 
town of Alta, Utah; and 

(B) consist of approximately 2 acres (in- 
cluding appurtenances). 

(2) SECRETARY.—The term ‘‘Secretary”’ 
means the Secretary of Agriculture. 

(8) TowNn.—The term “Town” means the 
town of Alta, Utah. 

(b) CONVEYANCE.—On the request of the 
Town submitted to the Secretary by the date 
that is not later than 1 year after the date of 
enactment of this Act, the Secretary shall 
convey to the Town, without consideration, 
all right, title, and interest of the United 
States in and to the National Forest System 
land. 

(c) SURVEY; CosTs.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—In accordance with para- 
graphs (2) and (8), the exact acreage and 
legal description of the National Forest Sys- 
tem land shall be determined by a survey ap- 
proved by the Secretary. 

(2) MAXIMUM AREA.—The acreage of the Na- 
tional Forest System land determined under 
paragraph (1) may not exceed 2 acres. 

(3) CosTs.—The Town shall pay the reason- 
able survey and other administrative costs 
associated with the conveyance. 

(d) USE OF NATIONAL FOREST SYSTEM 
LAND.—As a condition of the conveyance 
under subsection (b), the Town shall use the 
National Forest System land only for public 
purposes. 

(e) REVERSIONARY INTEREST.—In the deed 
to the Town, the Secretary shall provide 
that the National Forest System land shall 
revert to the Secretary, at the election of 
the Secretary based on the best interests of 
the United States, if the National Forest 
System land is used for a purpose other than 
a public purpose. 

(f) ADDITIONAL TERMS AND CONDITIONS.— 
With respect to the conveyance under sub- 
section (b), the Secretary may require such 
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additional terms and conditions as the Sec- 
retary determines to be appropriate to pro- 
tect the interests of the United States. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Washington (Mr. HASTINGS) and the 
gentleman from New Mexico (Mr. 
LUJÁN) each will control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Washington. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
all Members may have 5 legislative 
days in which to revise and extend 
their remarks and include extraneous 
materials on the bill under consider- 
ation. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Washington? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, S. 684, introduced by 
Senator MIKE LEE of Utah, would ad- 
dress a pressing issue in the town of 
Alta, Utah. 

Alta is a small ski town that cur- 
rently operates most of its municipal 
infrastructure on land managed by the 
Wasatch-Cache National Forest under 
a multitude of special use permits. 
This legislation would convey this 
land—a maximum of 2 acres—to the 
town to provide for certainty, sim- 
plicity, and flexibility in maintaining 
its facilities. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
commonsense bill, and I reserve the 
balance of my time. 

Mr. LUJAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield my- 
self such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, S. 684, sponsored by 
Senator MIKE LEE of Utah, provides for 
the conveyance of no more than 2 acres 
of land from the Wasatch-Cache Na- 
tional Forest to the town of Alta, 
Utah. The town of Alta has built two 
facilities for public use on this govern- 
ment property under a special use per- 
mit. The town will be paying for all 
survey costs. 

We have no objections to this legisla- 
tion, and I yield back the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, I urge adoption of the bill, 
and I yield back the balance of my 
time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Washington (Mr. 
HASTINGS) that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the bill, S. 684. 

The question was taken. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the 
opinion of the Chair, two-thirds being 
in the affirmative, the ayes have it. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, on that I demand the yeas 
and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, further pro- 
ceedings on this question will be post- 
poned. 


EE 


EAST BENCH IRRIGATION DIS- 
TRICT WATER CONTRACT EXTEN- 
SION ACT 


Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, I move to suspend the rules 
and pass the bill (S. 997) to authorize 
the Secretary of the Interior to extend 
a water contract between the United 
States and the East Bench Irrigation 
District. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The text of the bill is as follows: 


S. 997 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 
Representatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the “East 
Bench Irrigation District Water Contract Ex- 
tension Act”. 

SEC. 2. AUTHORITY TO EXTEND 
TRACT. 

The Secretary of the Interior may extend 
the contract for water services between the 
United States and the East Bench Irrigation 
District, numbered 14-06-600-3593, until the 
earlier of— 

(1) the date that is 4 years after the date 
on which the contract would have expired if 
this Act had not been enacted; or 

(2) the date on which a new long-term 
contract is executed by the parties to the 
contract. 


The SPEAKER 
ant to the rule, 


WATER CON- 


pro tempore. Pursu- 
the gentleman from 
Washington (Mr. HASTINGS) and the 
gentleman from New Mexico (Mr. 
LUJÁN) each will control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Washington. 
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GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
all Members may have 5 legislative 
days to revise and extend their re- 
marks and include extraneous material 
on the bill under consideration. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Washington? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. I 
yield myself such time as I may con- 
sume. 

Mr. Speaker, S. 997, the East Bench 
Irrigation District Water Contract Ex- 
tension Act, extends the water con- 
tract between the United States and 
the East Bench Irrigation District in 
southwestern Montana until December 
31, 2013, or until a new contract can be 
executed. 

This bill allows for the continued ir- 
rigation of 28,000 acres of land which is 
important to that area’s economy. It 
also preserves the district’s renewal 
rights while a local matter is adju- 
dicated at the State level. The bill will 
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not influence the outcome of State ac- 
tions. 

S. 997 is supported by our colleague 
from Montana, Congressman DENNIS 
REHBERG, and by the administration. I 
urge my colleagues to support this leg- 
islation, and I reserve the balance of 
my time. , 

Mr. LUJAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield my- 
self such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, S. 997 was introduced by 
Senator JON TESTER in May of last 
year and passed the Senate in Novem- 
ber 2011. 

As my colleague mentioned, S. 997 
would extend the East Bench Irrigation 
District’s water contract for 4 years 
pending a judicial ruling. The adminis- 
tration has testified in support of S. 997 
because it would allow for water serv- 
ice to the district to continue and al- 
lows for contract renewal while the 
court confirmation process is given 
time to be completed. 

We thank Senator JON TESTER for his 
leadership, and we have no objections 
to this legislation. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, I urge adoption of the legisla- 
tion, and I yield back the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. REHBERG. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in 
support of S. 997, the East Bench Irrigation 
District Water Contract Extension. 

Water and energy are pretty important to 
Montana, and as you may know, I’ve spent a 
lot of time working with the House Water and 
Power Subcommittee over the years on these 
issues. This time, though, there’s something a 
little different. There’s just something cool 
about working on a bill that starts with “S” in- 
stead of “H.R.”—I think | could get used to 
this! 

I’m sure it’s not lost on you that this legisla- 
tion is sponsored by Senator JON TESTER, the 
Junior Senator from Montana. We're both 
Montanans and while there are certainly things 
we disagree about—President Obama’s health 
reform and stimulus, protecting gun rights and 
government bailouts—even with all those dif- 
ferences, there are ways to find common 
ground. 

An example of common ground is this legis- 
lation. S. 997 is a good idea, and it’s one | 
hope my colleagues will vote in favor of. 

The bill simply authorizes the Secretary of 
the Interior to extend a water contract between 
the United States and the East Bench Irriga- 
tion District in Beaverhead and Madison Coun- 
ties in southwestern Montana. It has no impact 
on the federal budget. 

The Clark Canyon Dam and Reservoir— 
owned and operated by the Bureau of Recre- 
ation—supplies irrigation water for 28,000 
acres within the East Bench Irrigation District. 

The operation is bound by a contract be- 
tween the federal government and the Dis- 
trict—a contract that expired on December 31, 
2005. Since then, federal appropriations acts 
have extended the original contract for two 
year durations. S. 997 extends it again 
through the end of 2013. 

| realize this sort of congressional contract 
extension isn’t common, but in cases where 
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specific variables delay contract renewals, it’s 
appropriate and necessary. In this case, the 
law requires Montana’s 5th District Court to 
issue a decree before any new contract can 
be signed. 

That decree has been delayed, so S. 997 
provides the regional farmers and ranchers 
with necessary water certainty until at least 
2014. Hopefully, by then, all parties will be 
ready to agree to a new long-term contract. 

For dry land farmers and ranchers, water is 
our most precious resource. We have a lot of 
land—plenty of dirt between light bulbs—and 
our productivity is only constrained by our ac- 
cess to water. In Montana where we rely on 
water for drinking, irrigation, and energy. 

It's vitally important we pass this bill to try 
to avoid needless disruptions in service. There 
is no conflict or objection to this “house- 
keeping” matter, and its importance to the 
many impacted farmers and ranchers cannot 
be over-emphasized. | have worked hard to 
extend the contract in the past and look for- 
ward to passing this critical legislation today. 
As | said, it’s a good idea. 

I’m here to do what’s best for Montana, and 
a good idea is a good idea regardless of who 
gets credit. That’s why I’m up here today. 

This is a good bill, and | hope my col- 
leagues will join me in voting in favor of its 
passage. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Washington (Mr. 
HASTINGS) that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the bill, S. 997. 

The question was taken; and (two- 
thirds being in the affirmative) the 
rules were suspended and the bill was 
passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


EE 
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EXPRESSING REGRET FOR PAS- 
SAGE OF LAWS ADVERSELY AF- 
FECTING THE CHINESE IN THE 
UNITED STATES 


Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I 
move to suspend the rules and agree to 
the resolution (H. Res. 683) expressing 
the regret of the House of Representa- 
tives for the passage of laws that ad- 
versely affected the Chinese in the 
United States, including the Chinese 
Exclusion Act. 

The Clerk read the title of the resolu- 
tion. 

The text of the resolution is as fol- 
lows: 


H. RES. 683 


Whereas many Chinese came to the United 
States in the 19th and 20th centuries, as did 
people from other countries, in search of the 
opportunity to create a better life; 

Whereas the United States ratified the 
Burlingame Treaty on October 19, 1868, 
which permitted the free movement of the 
Chinese people to, from, and within the 
United States and made China a ‘‘most fa- 
vored nation”’; 

Whereas in 1878, the House of Representa- 
tives passed a resolution requesting that 
President Rutherford B. Hayes renegotiate 


June 18, 2012 


the Burlingame Treaty so Congress could 
limit Chinese immigration to the United 
States; 

Whereas, on February 22, 1879, the House of 
Representatives passed the Fifteen Pas- 
senger Bill, which only permitted 15 Chinese 
passengers on any ship coming to the United 
States; 

Whereas, on March 1, 1879, President Hayes 
vetoed the Fifteen Passenger Bill as being 
incompatible with the Burlingame Treaty; 

Whereas, on May 9, 1881, the United States 
ratified the Angell Treaty, which allowed the 
United States to suspend, but not prohibit, 
immigration of Chinese laborers, declared 
that ‘‘Chinese laborers who are now in the 
United States shall be allowed to go and 
come of their own free will,” and reaffirmed 
that Chinese persons possessed ‘‘all the 
rights, privileges, immunities, and exemp- 
tions which are accorded to the citizens and 
subjects of the most favored nation’’; 

Whereas the House of Representatives 
passed legislation that adversely affected 
Chinese persons in the United States and 
limited their civil rights, including— 

(1) on March 28, 1882, the first Chinese Ex- 
clusion bill, which excluded for 20 years 
skilled and unskilled Chinese laborers and 
expressly denied Chinese persons alone the 
right to be naturalized as American citizens, 
and which was opposed by President Chester 
A. Arthur as incompatible with the terms 
and spirit of the Angell Treaty; 

(2) on April 17, 1882, intending to address 
President Arthur’s concerns, the House 
passed a new Chinese Exclusion bill, which 
prohibited Chinese workers from entering 
the United States for 10 years instead of 20, 
required certain Chinese laborers already le- 
gally present in the United States who later 
wished to reenter the United States to ob- 
tain ‘‘certificates of return,” and prohibited 
courts from naturalizing Chinese individuals; 

(3) on May 3, 1884, an expansion of the Chi- 
nese Exclusion Act, which applied it to all 
persons of Chinese descent, ‘‘whether sub- 
jects of China or any other foreign power”; 

(4) on September 3, 1888, the Scott Act, 
which prohibited legal Chinese laborers from 
reentering the United States and cancelled 
all previously issued ‘‘certificates of return,”’ 
and which was later determined by the Su- 
preme Court to have abrogated the Angell 
Treaty; and 

(5) on April 4, 1892, the Geary Act, which 
reauthorized the Chinese Exclusion Act for 
another ten years, denied Chinese immi- 
grants the right to be released on bail upon 
application for a writ of habeas corpus, and 
contrary to customary legal standards re- 
garding the presumption of innocence, au- 
thorized the deportation of Chinese persons 
who could not produce a certificate of resi- 
dence unless they could establish residence 
through the testimony of ‘‘at least one cred- 
ible white witness”’; 

Whereas in the 1894 Gresham-Yang Treaty, 
the Chinese government consented to a pro- 
hibition of Chinese immigration and the en- 
forcement of the Geary Act in exchange for 
readmission to the United States of Chinese 
persons who were United States residents; 

Whereas in 1898, the United States annexed 
Hawaii, took control of the Philippines, and 
excluded only the residents of Chinese ances- 
try of these territories from entering the 
United States mainland; 

Whereas, on April 29, 1902, as the Geary Act 
was expiring, Congress indefinitely extended 
all laws regulating and restricting Chinese 
immigration and residence, to the extent 
consistent with Treaty commitments; 

Whereas in 1904, after the Chinese govern- 
ment withdrew from the Gresham-Yang 
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Treaty, Congress permanently extended, 
“without modification, limitation, or condi- 
tion,” the prohibition on Chinese naturaliza- 
tion and immigration; 

Whereas these Federal statutes enshrined 
in law the exclusion of the Chinese from the 
democratic process and the promise of Amer- 
ican freedom; 

Whereas in an attempt to undermine the 
American-Chinese alliance during World War 
II, enemy forces used the Chinese exclusion 
legislation passed in Congress as evidence of 
anti-Chinese attitudes in the United States; 

Whereas in 1943, in furtherance of Amer- 
ican war objectives, at the urging of Presi- 
dent Franklin D. Roosevelt, Congress re- 
pealed previously enacted legislation and 
permitted Chinese persons to become United 
States citizens; 

Whereas Chinese-Americans continue to 
play a significant role in the success of the 
United States; and 

Whereas the United States was founded on 
the principle that all persons are created 
equal: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, 

SECTION 1. ACKNOWLEDGEMENT. 

That the House of Representatives regrets 
the passage of legislation that adversely af- 
fected people of Chinese origin in the United 
States because of their ethnicity. 

SEC. 2. DISCLAIMER. 

Nothing in this resolution may be con- 
strued or relied on to authorize or support 
any claim, including but not limited to con- 
stitutionally based claims, claims for mone- 
tary compensation or claims for equitable 
relief against the United States or any other 
party, or serve as a settlement of any claim 
against the United States. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. SMITH) and the gentle- 
woman from California (Ms. CHU) each 
will control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Texas. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that all Mem- 
bers may have 5 legislative days within 
which to revise and extend their re- 
marks and include extraneous mate- 
rials on House Resolution 683 currently 
under consideration. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may con- 
sume. 

Mr. Speaker, I first want to thank 
the gentlewoman from California (Ms. 
CHU) for introducing H. Res. 683, ex- 
pressing the regret of the House of Rep- 
resentatives for the passage of laws 
that adversely affected the Chinese in 
the United States, including the Chi- 
nese Exclusion Act. 

I know, through conversations with 
several of my colleagues, including the 
ranking member of the Foreign Rela- 
tions Committee, Mr. BERMAN, that 
this is an important resolution for 
them and their constituents. 

The resolution concerns laws passed 
by the House of Representatives that 
restricted the civil rights of certain in- 
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dividuals in the United States based 
solely on the ethnicity of those individ- 
uals. Specifically, during the late 19th 
and early 20th centuries, Congress 
passed, and Presidents signed, laws 
that restricted the rights of people of 
Chinese ethnicity. 

For instance, in March 1882, the 
House of Representatives passed the 
initial Chinese Exclusion Act that de- 
nied Chinese people the right to be nat- 
uralized as American citizens. And in 
April 1892, the House of Representa- 
tives passed the Geary Act, which reau- 
thorized the Chinese Exclusion Act for 
10 years and denied Chinese immi- 
grants the right to be released on bail 
upon application for a writ of habeas 
corpus. 

Laws that deny certain civil rights to 
individuals legally in the United States 
are inconsistent with the values on 
which this country was founded. I 
thank the gentlewoman from Cali- 
fornia for working with me to refine 
the text of this resolution. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Ms. CHU. Mr. Speaker, I yield myself 
as much time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of 
House Resolution 683. First, I want to 
thank Chairman LAMAR SMITH and 
Subcommittee Chair TRENT FRANKS of 
the Judiciary Committee for all their 
work on this resolution. I appreciate it 
so much. 

We have come together across party 
lines to show that no matter what side 
of the aisle we sit on, Congress can 
make amends for the past, no matter 
how long ago those violations occurred. 
It is because we have worked together 
in a bipartisan way that we will make 
history today. Today, for the first time 
in 130 years, the House of Representa- 
tives will vote on a bill that expresses 
regret for the Chinese Exclusion Act of 
1882, one of the most discriminatory 
acts in American history. 

Over a century ago, the Chinese came 
here in search of a better life. During 
the California Gold Rush, the Chinese 
came to the United States to make 
something of themselves. Their blood, 
sweat, and tears built the first trans- 
continental railroad, connecting the 
people of our Nation. They opened our 
mines, constructed the levees, and be- 
came the backbone of farm production. 
Their efforts helped build America. 

But as the economy soured in the 
1870s, the Chinese became scapegoats. 
They were called racial slurs, were spat 
upon in the streets, and even brutally 
murdered. The harsh conditions they 
faced were evident in the Halls of Con- 
gress. 

By the time 1882 came around, Mem- 
bers of Congress were competing with 
each other to get the most discrimina- 
tory law passed and routinely made 
speeches on the House floor against the 
so-called ‘‘Mongolian horde.” Rep- 
resentative Albert Shelby Willis from 
Kentucky fought particularly hard for 
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a Chinese Exclusion Act. In his floor 
speech, he said the Chinese were an in- 
vading race. He called them aliens with 
sordid and unrepublican habits. He de- 
clared that the Pacific States had been 
cursed with the evils of Chinese immi- 
gration and that they disturbed the 
peace and order of society. 
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The official House committee report 
accompanying the bill claimed that the 
Chinese ‘‘retain their distinctive pecu- 
liarities and characteristics, refusing 
to assimilate themselves to our insti- 
tutions and remaining a separate and 
distinct class, entrenched behind im- 
movable prejudices; that their igno- 
rance or disregard of sanitary laws, as 
evidenced in their habits of life, breeds 
disease, pestilence and death.” 

So on April 17, 1882, under a simple 
suspension of the rules, the House 
passed the Chinese Exclusion Act. It 
prevented them from becoming natu- 
ralized citizens. It prevented them 
from ever having the right to vote. It 
also prevented the Chinese—and the 
Chinese alone—from immigrating. 

But this was only the beginning. 

As the years passed, the House built 
upon this act, increasing the discrimi- 
natory restrictions on the Chinese. 
Two years later, the House made clear 
that any ethnically Chinese laborer, 
even if he were not from China but 
from somewhere like Hong Kong or the 
Philippines, was banned from U.S. 
shores. 

Four years later, the House passed 
the Scott Act. This bill prohibited all 
Chinese laborers from reentering the 
United States, if they ever left, even if 
they were legal residents in the U.S. 
and even if they had the certificates of 
return that should have guaranteed 
their right of return. This prevented 
approximately 20,000 legal U.S. resi- 
dents who had gone abroad, including 
600 on ships who were literally en route 
back to the United States, from return- 
ing to their families or their homes. 
With little floor debate, the Scott Act 
passed the House unanimously. 

In 1892, when the Chinese Exclusion 
Act was set to expire, the House ex- 
tended it for another decade, but it in- 
creased restrictions further. It made 
the Chinese the only residents who 
could not receive bail after applying 
for a writ of habeas corpus, that being 
to protest an unjust imprisonment. It 
made them the only people in America 
who had to carry papers, or certificates 
of residence, with them at all times. If 
they couldn’t produce the proper docu- 
ments, authorities threw them into 
prison or out of the country regardless 
of whether they were U.S. citizens or 
not. Legally, the only means by which 
this could be stopped is if a white per- 
son testified on their behalf. 

In 1898, the U.S. annexed Hawaii and 
the Philippines, making them U.S. Ter- 
ritories; and while other residents of 
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the territories could come and go be- 
tween their homes and the U.S., who 
did the House make sure to exclude? 
Only the Chinese. 

Then, in 1904, the House made the 
Chinese Exclusion Act permanent. This 
act lasted for 60 long years. It was not 
until 1943 that this law was repealed, 
but it was only because of World War 
II, when the United States needed to 
maintain a critical military alliance 
with China. U.S. enemies were pointing 
to the Chinese Exclusion Act as proof 
that the U.S. was anti-Chinese, and the 
U.S. had to erase that perception. How- 
ever, Congress made no formal ac- 
knowledgment that these laws were 
wrong. The Chinese Exclusion Act was 
the first and only Federal law in our 
history that excluded a single group of 
people from immigration on no basis 
other than its race, and the effects of 
this act produced deep scars on the 
Chinese American community. 

Families were split apart perma- 
nently without the ability to natu- 
ralize as citizens and to vote. The com- 
munity was disenfranchised. Because 
immigration had been so severely re- 
stricted, few women could come, and 
the ratio of males to females was as 
high as 20-1. Many Chinese American 
males could not have families and were 
forced to die completely alone. If they 
did try to marry, they were forced to 
go abroad, and families were separated. 

The family of Jean Quan, mayor of 
Oakland, had been here legally since 
1880. Her father went abroad to marry a 
woman in China in 1920, but had to 
leave her behind along with her chil- 
dren. When the Chinese Exclusion Act 
was repealed over 25 years later, his 
wife was finally able to come and have 
Jean in the United States, but the sib- 
lings did not know each other for dec- 
ades. 

The Chinese, like my grandfather, 
did not have the legal right to become 
naturalized citizens. He had been here 
legally since 1904, but unlike non-Chi- 
nese immigrants, he was forced to reg- 
ister and carry a certificate of resi- 
dence at all times for almost 40 years 
or else be deported. He could only be 
saved if a white person vouched for 
him. These laws are why we ask for 
this expression of regret. 

Last October, the U.S. Senate did its 
part to right history by passing its own 
resolution of regret for these hateful 
laws. It did so unanimously with bipar- 
tisan support. Today, the House should 
also issue its expression of regret. It is 
for my grandfather and for all Chinese 
Americans that we must pass this reso- 
lution, for those who were told for six 
decades by the U.S. Government that 
the land of the free wasn’t open to 
them. We must finally and formally ac- 
knowledge these ugly laws that were 
incompatible with America’s founding 
principles. 

We must express the sincere regret 
that Chinese Americans deserve. By 
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doing so, we will acknowledge that dis- 
crimination has no place in our soci- 
ety, and we will reaffirm our strong 
commitment to preserving the civil 
rights and constitutional protections 
for all people of every color, ever race, 
and from every background. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, we 
have no other speakers on this side, so 
I reserve the balance of my time. 

Ms. CHU. I yield 3 minutes to the 
gentleman from California, Represent- 
ative MIKE HONDA. 

Mr. HONDA. I, too, would like to add 
my thanks to the leadership, specifi- 
cally to Chairman LAMAR SMITH. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support 
of H. Res. 683, a resolution expressing 
the regret of the House of Representa- 
tives for the passage of laws that ad- 
versely affected the Chinese in the 
United States, including the passage of 
the Chinese Exclusion Act. 

A century and a half ago, the Chinese 
were used as cheap labor to do the 
most dangerous work—laying the 
tracks of our transcontinental railway 
and building the California delta lev- 
ees. They strengthened our Nation’s in- 
frastructure only to be persecuted 
when their labor was seen as competi- 
tion and when the dirtiest work was 
done. 

In 1848, when gold fever spread across 
the Pacific Ocean, many thousands of 
young Chinese came in boats to Gold 
Mountain, to California. 

In 1861 to 1865, there was waged a 
Civil War in this country. There were 
over 50 Chinese Americans who battled 
each other in this Civil War, a battle 
which went unnoticed. 

In 1863, the construction of the trans- 
continental railway commenced. With 
the discovery of silver in Nevada in 
1865, many of the white workers left 
the railroad to search for silver. To fill 
the labor shortage, Charles Crocker, 
one of the big four investors of the rail- 
road and the man responsible for con- 
structing the western portion of the 
railroad, began hiring Chinese immi- 
grants. Crocker’s famous justification 
was, They built the Great Wall of 
China, didn’t they? 

For the promise of $25 to $30 a month, 
the new workers endured long hours 
and harsh winters in the Sierra Nevada 
Mountains. While working in the Sier- 
ras, Chinese workers were hung in bas- 
kets, which were 2,000 feet above raging 
rivers, in order to blast into the impen- 
etrable granite mountain, making way 
for laying the tracks. Once they bored 
holes and stuffed them with dynamite, 
they had to be pulled back up before 
the fuse exploded, endangering the 
lives of everyone on both ends of the 
rope; and sometimes these poor souls 
in the baskets were not drawn up safe- 
ly because there was no faith in the 
timing of the fuse—hence the origin of 
the phrase: you ain’t got a Chinaman’s 
chance. By 1867, 90 percent of the work- 
ers were Chinese; and by 1869, over 
11,000 workers were Chinese. 
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On the national historic site of the 
Golden Spike at Promontory, Utah, 
where on May 10, 1869, the final spike 
was driven, sits a plaque commemo- 
rating “the attainment and achieve- 
ment of the great political objective of 
binding together by iron bonds the ex- 
tremities of the continental United 
States, a rail link from ocean to 
ocean.” However, neither in Thomas 
Hill’s famous painting nor in the his- 
torical photos of ‘‘The Last Spike” are 
the faces of the 11,000 Chinese workers 
visible. 

One wonders, where were these 11,000 
workers? Perhaps they were given the 
day off on that day. 

Though absent in these visual, his- 
torical depictions, the Chinese left an 
undeniable and indelible mark on the 
history of California and in the larger 
story of binding this country from 
ocean to ocean. Upon the railroad com- 
pletion, the Chinese settled in the Cali- 
fornia delta to help with the levee con- 
struction, thus advancing California’s 
agricultural development. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
time of the gentleman has expired. 

Ms. CHU. I yield one more minute to 
the gentleman from California. 

Mr. HONDA. The passage of anti-Chi- 
nese laws illustrates the xenophobic 
hysteria of this country’s shameful 
chapter of exclusion. We cannot vilify 
entire groups of people—we learned 
that—because it is politically or eco- 
nomically expedient. 
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The great thing about humanity is 
that we have the opportunity to learn 
from our mistakes. 

In closing, Mr. Speaker, I’m pleased 
that this resolution is on the floor 
today. Acknowledging and addressing 
these injustices throughout our Na- 
tion’s history not only strengthens 
civil rights and civil justice, but doing 
so brings us closer to a more educated 
Nation and a more perfect union. 

Ms. CHU. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 min- 
utes to the gentleman from American 
Samoa, Representative ENI 
FALEOMAVAEGA. 

Mr. FALEOMAVAEHGA. Mr. Speaker, 
I want to thank the gentleman from 
Texas, the chairman of the Judiciary 
Committee, Mr. LAMAR SMITH, for his 
leadership and support of this legisla- 
tion, as well as my good friend, Con- 
gressman CONYERS, the ranking mem- 
ber of the Judiciary Committee, for his 
support. I especially want to express 
my appreciation and thanks to the 
chairwoman of our congressional Asian 
Pacific Caucus, Ms. JUDY CHU, not only 
as the chief sponsor of this legislation 
but for her dynamic leadership in 
bringing this bill to the floor today. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of 
House Resolution 683, a resolution of 
regret for the Chinese Exclusion Act of 
1882. The Chinese Exclusion Act was 
the first major law restricting immi- 
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gration to the United States to enforce 
a 10-year moratorium on Chinese im- 
migrant laborers and denying natu- 
ralization to those who were already in 
the United States. Enacted on the 
premise that Chinese labors ‘‘endan- 
gered the good order of certain local- 
ities,” the law was largely motivated 
by economic fears by our fellow Ameri- 
cans who felt that Chinese laborers 
were to blame for unemployment and 
the declining wages in the West. 

Through the Geary Act of 1892, the 
Chinese Exclusion Act was extended for 
another 10 years before becoming per- 
manent in 1902, and it was only re- 
pealed by the Magnuson Act of 1943, 
when China became an ally of the 
United States during World War II. 
Even then, the new law only allowed 
105 Chinese immigrants per year, a 
much lower quota than immigrant 
quotas from other countries and re- 
gions of the world. Large-scale Chinese 
immigration was only finally allowed 
again with the Immigration Act of 
1965, some 80 years after the Chinese 
Exclusion Act. 

Like their counterparts from Euro- 
pean countries, Chinese immigrants in 
the 19th century came to the United 
States in search of opportunities for a 
better life. Since the first wave of Chi- 
nese immigrants to the United States, 
the Chinese American community has 
contributed greatly to the development 
of our Nation, and it is a shame that 
these discriminatory practices and 
fear-based laws split up Chinese fami- 
lies and prevented them for decades 
from pursuing the American Dream. 
For example, Chinese laborers made up 
the majority of the Central Pacific 
railroad network workforce that con- 
nected the First Transcontinental 
Railroad through the Sierra Mountains 
into the Western States. Of course, 
that final spike was done in the State 
of Utah. The completion of the rail- 
road—with the help of these Chinese la- 
borers—would later mobilize other in- 
dustries and pave the way for a more 
connected and prosperous America. 

But the Chinese Exclusion Act, Mr. 
Speaker—the first law restricting 
entry of an ethnic working group—sti- 
fled Chinese immigrants’ ability to 
lend their skills to the betterment of 
our Nation and become a part of the 
American family. 

Because this law was validated by 
leaders in our Nation, it gave credence 
to the underlying notion that certain 
groups did not deserve fair treatment 
in our Nation. The policy sent a clear 
message that Chinese immigrants were 
not qualified for the American Dream. 
Furthermore, it set a precedent for 
later policies against immigrant 
groups such as the National Origins 
Act of 1929, which barred Asian immi- 
gration, and our shameful policy of in- 
terning some 100,000 Americans born in 
the United States but who happened to 
be of Japanese ancestry. 


9199 


This is one reason why I always ad- 
mired our Nation, Mr. Speaker, and our 
form of democracy, and that is, it tries 
to correct its mistakes from the past. 
While our Nation has come a long way 
since this legislation was enacted 130 
years ago, let us continually be re- 
minded in our diverse country to up- 
hold the founding principle of our Na- 
tion: that all men and women are to be 
treated equally and fairly under the 
law. 

With that, I urge my colleagues to 
pass this bill. 

Ms. CHU. Mr. Speaker, I yield myself 
such time as I may consume. 

Today is historic. This is a very sig- 
nificant day in the Chinese American 
community. It is an expression that 
discrimination has no place in our soci- 
ety and that the promise of equality is 
available to all. 

This is only the fourth such apology 
in the last 25 years. In 1988, President 
Reagan signed the bill apologizing for 
the Japanese American interment dur- 
ing World War II. In 1993, Congress 
apologized to Hawaiians for the U.S.- 
led overthrow of their monarchy. In 
2008, the House issued an apology to Af- 
rican Americans on behalf of the people 
of the United States for the wrongs 
committed against them and their an- 
cestors who suffered under slavery and 
Jim Crow. 

This bill was a huge undertaking, re- 
quiring the efforts of Chinese Ameri- 
cans and their supporters all across the 
Nation. Without the dedication of 
countless community organizations 
and grassroots advocates across the 
country, none of this would have hap- 
pened. 

I thank them, and I thank all the 
Congress Members from both sides of 
the aisle, including the 50 cosponsors of 
the bill and especially Chairman 
LAMAR SMITH, for their support. 

With that, I yield back the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Speaker, | rise in support 
of H. Res. 683, which expresses regret for a 
series of discriminatory laws passed between 
1879 and 1904 that targeted individuals of 
Chinese descent in the United States, and 
yield myself as much time as | may consume. 

I'd like to begin by thanking the gentlelady 
from California, Ms. CHU, for her leadership on 
this bipartisan resolution. To my friend, the 
Chairman of the Judiciary Committee, Mr. 
SMITH, thank you for your work on this resolu- 
tion and for bringing it to the floor so quickly. 

Beginning in 1879, Congress passed a se- 
ries of discriminatory measures against the 
Chinese that restricted immigration and vio- 
lated the civil rights of the Chinese living in the 
U.S. 

At the height of Chinese immigration to the 
U.S. in the 19th and 20th centuries, many Chi- 
nese—like immigrants from other parts of the 
world—were searching for the opportunity to 
create a better life, driven by their hope that 
America could be their new promised land. 
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With the enactment of multiple Chinese Ex- 
clusion Acts, immigrants from China were de- 
nied the right to be naturalized as American 
citizens. 

Six decades of anti-Chinese legislation re- 
sulted in the persecution and political alien- 
ation of persons of Chinese descent and legiti- 
mized racial discrimination, excluding them 
both from the democratic process and the 
American promise of freedom. 

Chinese-Americans have since achieved 
prominence in all walks of American life. 
Though we may not be able to reverse the 
past, we can take action now. 

By acknowledging and expressing regret for 
this bleak period in our history, we reaffirm our 
core principles of equality and justice upon 
which our country was founded. 

Mr. Speaker, H. Res. 683 is an important 
demonstration of our bipartisan commitment to 
recognize the continued contributions of the 
Chinese-American community in the United 
States, and | urge my colleagues to support it. 

Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
| rise today in support of H. Res. 683, “Ex- 
pressing the regret of the House of Represent- 
atives for the passages of laws that adversely 
affected the Chinese in the United States, in- 
cluding the Chinese Exclusion Act.” This reso- 
lution acknowledges the historical injustices 
against Chinese Americans, as reflected by a 
series of laws; however, with a particular em- 
phasis on the Chinese Exclusion Act that 
which was first passed on March 23, 1882. 

One hundred thirty years after the passage 
of the Chinese Exclusion Act and other such 
measures unjustly targeting individuals in the 
U.S. with Chinese heritage, it is necessary for 
Congress to take steps to right the wrongs 
that were placed on thousands of people by 
recognizing that discriminatory laws were 
passed that had a harmful effect on persons 
of Chinese decent here in the United States. 

Just last year, | congratulated the Chinese 
American Citizens Alliance in Houston, Texas 
during their momentous 51st Biennial National 
Convention. This historical and highly re- 
spected organization was founded in response 
to the repressive 1882 Chinese Exclusion Act 
and other Federal and State laws that aimed 
to restrict and ostracize. This celebration high- 
lights the organization’s 116 years as the old- 
est Asian American civil rights organization, 
consciously commemorating its courageous 
founders by continuing to pioneer a pragmatic 
future. 

Securing equal economic and political sup- 
port, cultivating minds through the exchange 
of knowledge, defending American citizenship, 
and observing the practice of the principles of 
brotherly love and mutual help, are a few of 
this organization’s highly beneficial practices. 

These goals are achieved by the organiza- 
tion’s eighteen affiliated chapters being highly 
decorated with individuals of significant 
achievement; including leaders in the legal, 
medical, educational, scientific, arts and lit- 
erature as well as corporate, business, and 
entrepreneurial endeavors. These endeavors 
are also supported by Members of Congress 
who recognize the important contributions of 
Chinese Americans. Legislation like the one 
before us today serve as reminders of how im- 
portant it is not to remember our past so that 
we do not repeat it. 
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The United States has always been a place 
where people from diverse backgrounds arrive 
in hopes of attaining better opportunity, seek- 
ing refuge to escape prosecution and provide 
a more fruitful lifestyle for their families, like- 
wise in the 19th and 20th century many Chi- 
nese came to the United States for similar 
reasons, unfortunately they were not treated 
favorably. 

With the passage of legislation that limited 
Chinese immigration such as the renegotiation 
of the Burlingame Treaty and the Fifteen Pas- 
senger Bill which only permitted 15 Chinese 
passengers on any ship coming to the United 
States, the Chinese in this country were di- 
rectly affected by unequal treatment. 

On a personal level | can relate to the plight 
of many Chinese Americans as they fought to 
be accepted in the United States. | am well 
aware of the United State’s history of discrimi- 
nation and the harmful impact such discrimina- 
tion has upon our society as a whole. It is my 
belief that no one should be forced to endure 
inequality on the basis of their race, class, 
gender or religious belief. 

It is necessary that measures are constantly 
taken to ensure that our past failures are ac- 
knowledged and not repeated. H.R. 683 dem- 
onstrates the regret felt by the House of Rep- 
resentatives for the passages of laws that tar- 
geted people of Chinese origin solely based 
upon their ethnicity. 

The passage of this bill will make clear that 
we do not support those actions today. It is 
essential that we continue to aim for cultural 
acceptance and embrace the differences that 
make up the diversity of this country that sets 
us apart from any other nation. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Speaker, | rise today 
in support of H. Res. 683. This resolution ex- 
presses the regret of the House of Represent- 
atives for the passage of laws that adversely 
affected the Chinese in the United States, in- 
cluding the Chinese Exclusion Act. These laws 
discriminated against people of Chinese de- 
scent and blatantly contradicted our belief that 
all people are created equal. 

Congress passed the Chinese Exclusion Act 
in 1882. The bill imposed a ten-year morato- 
rium on immigration and naturalization of Chi- 
nese settlers. The law was expanded several 
times to apply to all persons of Chinese de- 
scent and each expansion imposed increas- 
ingly tougher restrictions on Chinese immigra- 
tion and naturalization. As the resolution be- 
fore us today states, the Chinese exclusion 
laws “enshrined in law the exclusion of the 
Chinese from the democratic process and the 
promise of American freedom.” 

The United States Senate passed a similar 
resolution in October 2011. | believe passage 
of H. Res. 683 will be a historic acknowledg- 
ment by Congress of the injustice of the Chi- 
nese exclusion laws. 

| am proud to cosponsor this resolution and 
| encourage my colleagues to support it. 

Mrs. BIGGERT. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in 
strong support of House Resolution 683. This 
resolution expresses the regret of the House 
of Representatives for laws that unfairly tar- 
geted the Chinese community in the United 
States, specifically the Chinese Exclusion Act. 

| want to thank my good friend from Cali- 
fornia, Ms. CHU, for her hard work and deter- 
mination in bringing this important resolution to 
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the floor, and | am proud to join her as the 
lead cosponsor of this historic effort. 

America’s strength has always been derived 
from our commitment to the principles of our 
founders. And although we do not always suc- 
ceed in living up to those ideals, we contin- 
ually strive to do so, and we become stronger 
in the process. 

Today, we have the opportunity to take an- 
other important step by recognizing one of the 
great—yet often overlooked—injustices in our 
shared history. 

One-hundred and thirty years ago, just thir- 
teen years after the last spike was driven into 
the first transcontinental railroad, the Congress 
of the United States strayed from the path laid 
by our founders and implemented the Chinese 
Exclusion Act of 1882. 

This ten-year ban on Chinese immigration 
and naturalization targeted Chinese immi- 
grants for physical and political exclusion, and 
its passage was driven by an unfortunate mix 
of racism, jingoism, and intolerance. 

In subsequent years, Congress expanded 
and hardened these laws, making it impos- 
sible for legal Chinese workers to reenter 
America, apply for citizenship, and reunite with 
their families. And it wasn’t until the U.S.-Chi- 
nese alliance of World War Two that Congress 
finally repealed these laws and restored the 
rights of Chinese-Americans. 

Since that time, this body has passed many 
reforms. Yet, over 100 years later, this cham- 
ber has yet to acknowledge its own misguided 
actions. Today, we have the opportunity to do 
just that and reaffirm our shared commitment 
to equality. 

Mr. Speaker, | also would like to thank 
Linda Yang, the Director of the Xilin [SI-LIN] 
Asian Community Center in Naperville, Illinois, 
whose advice and input has helped to drive 
this resolution to the floor. 

It was she who told me about the individuals 
in our own community whose parents and 
grandparents were impacted by the Chinese 
Exclusion Act. 

Unfortunately, many of these victims are no 
longer with us. But for those who remain, it is 
critical to address this issue now, before the 
opportunity is lost forever. 

With that in mind, | urge all of my col- 
leagues to support this important resolution. 
Through it, let us acknowledge the past, ex- 
press our regret, and promote a greater ap- 
preciation for the challenges that past genera- 
tions of Chinese Americans have bravely over- 
come. 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, | strongly 
support passage of H. Res. 683, an overdue 
and needed resolution that expresses the re- 
gret of the House for passing laws that tar- 
geted Chinese in the United States, including 
the Chinese Exclusion Act. A previous com- 
mitment has prevented me from being present 
to vote in support of H. Res. 683 today, but 
had been present, | most certainly would have 
voted for the Resolution, adding my voice to 
the Sense of the House of Representatives in 
expressing regret for the unconscionable Chi- 
nese Exclusion Act of 1882. 

That Act stands as an example of the intol- 
erance against which Americans must con- 
stantly fight to achieve the ideals on which our 
nation was founded. We can’t ignore our 
country’s history of exclusion and discrimina- 
tion based on identity and country of origin. 
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But today, the House’s expression of regret for 
the past and apology to Chinese Americans is 
an important milestone in our nation’s ongoing 
moral journey. This resolution, insufficient to 
repair the historical harm caused by such 
laws, does serve to recognize past wrongs 
and to remind us of our continuing work en- 
suring inclusion and equality for all. 

While | could not be present to add my sol- 
emn support to the votes in favor of the reso- 
lution, | wish to express my regret for this his- 
torical legislation. | join my fellow members of 
the House of Representatives in recognition of 
the immense contribution of Chinese-Ameri- 
cans to the success of the United States his- 
torically and today, and affirm my commitment 
to securing the rights of all who call America 
home. 

Ms. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, | rise in 
strong support of H. Res. 683, expressing the 
regret of the House of Representatives for the 
passage of laws that adversely affected the 
Chinese in the United States, including the 
Chinese Exclusion Act. 

In 1882, the U.S. Congress passed the Chi- 
nese Exclusion Act to prohibit people of Chi- 
nese descent from immigrating to the U.S. and 
becoming naturalized citizens. While the Chi- 
nese Exclusion Act was finally repealed in 
1943, severe restrictions on Chinese immigra- 
tion continued until the Immigration Act of 
1965. 

For sixty years of our history, America 
closed its doors to the Chinese people. During 
this period, Chinese immigrants already living 
in the United States were prevented from be- 
coming citizens, regardless of how long they 
had called this country home. This official dis- 
crimination by the government of the United 
States against people of Chinese descent was 
deeply wrong and a fundamental violation of 
America’s principles of equality and justice. 

The pain caused by the Chinese Exclusion 
Act and other discriminatory policies cannot be 
undone. Still, Members of Congress have an 
obligation to recognize these injustices as a 
means of apology to all Chinese-Americans. 
Today, one hundred and thirty years after pas- 
sage of the Chinese Exclusion Act, Congress 
is voting to express our regret on behalf of the 
American people. May this action also 
strengthen the resolve of this body to protect 
and defend the civil rights of all peoples, in all 
times. 

| urge all of my colleagues to support this 
measure. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. SMITH) 
that the House suspend the rules and 
agree to the resolution, House Resolu- 
tion 683. 

The question was taken; and (two- 
thirds being in the affirmative) the 
rules were suspended and the resolu- 
tion was agreed to. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 
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COUNTERFEIT DRUG PENALTY 
ENHANCEMENT ACT OF 2012 
Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I 
move to suspend the rules and pass the 
bill (H.R. 3668) to prevent trafficking in 
counterfeit drugs, as amended. 
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The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The text of the bill is as follows: 
H.R. 3668 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Counterfeit 
Drug Penalty Enhancement Act of 2012”. 
SEC. 2. COUNTERFEIT DRUG PENALTY ENHANCE- 

MENT. 

(a) OFFENSE.—Section 2320(a) of title 18, 
United States Code, is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘or’’ at the end of paragraph 
(2); 

(2) by inserting ‘‘or 
graph (3); 

(8) by inserting after paragraph (3) the fol- 
lowing: 

‘“(4) traffics in a counterfeit drug,’’; and 

(4) by striking ‘‘through (3)’’ and inserting 
“through (4)’’. 

(b) PENALTIES.—Section 2320(b)(3) of title 
18, United States Code, is amended— 

(1) in the heading, by inserting ‘‘AND COUN- 
TERFEIT DRUGS” after ‘‘SERVICES’’; and 

(2) by inserting ‘‘or counterfeit drug” after 
“service”. 

(c) DEFINITION.—Section 2320(f) of title 18, 
United States Code, is amended— 

(1) by striking “and” at the end of para- 
graph (4); 

(2) by striking the period at the end of 
paragraph (5) and inserting ‘‘; and”; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 

(6) the term ‘counterfeit drug’ means a 
drug, as defined by section 201 of the Federal 
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act, that uses a 
counterfeit mark on or in connection with 
the drug.’’. 

(d) PRIORITY GIVEN TO CERTAIN INVESTIGA- 
TIONS AND PROSECUTIONS.—The Attorney 
General shall give increased priority to ef- 
forts to investigate and prosecute offenses 
under section 2320 of title 18, United States 
Code, that involve counterfeit drugs. 

SEC. 3. SENTENCING COMMISSION DIRECTIVE. 

(a) DIRECTIVE TO SENTENCING COMMISSION.— 
Pursuant to its authority under section 
994(p) of title 28, United States Code, and in 
accordance with this section, the United 
States Sentencing Commission shall review 
and amend, if appropriate, its guidelines and 
its policy statements applicable to persons 
convicted of an offense described in section 
2320(a)(4) of title 18, United States Code, as 
amended by section 2, in order to reflect the 
intent of Congress that such penalties be in- 
creased in comparison to those currently 
provided by the guidelines and policy state- 
ments. 

(b) REQUIREMENTS.—In carrying out this 
section, the Commission shall— 

(1) ensure that the sentencing guidelines 
and policy statements reflect the intent of 
Congress that the guidelines and policy 
statements reflect the serious nature of the 
offenses described in subsection (a) and the 
need for an effective deterrent and appro- 
priate punishment to prevent such offenses; 

(2) consider the extent to which the guide- 
lines may or may not appropriately account 
for the potential and actual harm to the pub- 
lic resulting from the offense; 

(3) assure reasonable consistency with 
other relevant directives and with other sen- 
tencing guidelines; 

(4) account for any additional aggravating 
or mitigating circumstances that might jus- 
tify exceptions to the generally applicable 
sentencing ranges; 

(5) make any necessary conforming 
changes to the sentencing guidelines; and 
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at the end of para- 
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(6) assure that the guidelines adequately 
meet the purposes of sentencing as set forth 
in section 3553(a)(2) of title 18, United States 
Code. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. SMITH) and the gentle- 
woman from California (Ms. CHU) each 
will control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Texas. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that all Mem- 
bers may have 5 legislative days to re- 
vise and extend their remarks and in- 
clude extraneous material on the bill 
under consideration. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may con- 
sume. 

Mr. Speaker, I thank Mr. MEEHAN of 
Pennsylvania and Ms. LINDA SÁNCHEZ 
of California for their work on this 
issue. This is a bipartisan, bicameral 
bill. Similar legislation sponsored by 
Senator LEAHY was approved by the 
Senate last March by voice vote. 

This bill enacts penalties for traf- 
ficking in counterfeit drugs similar to 
those for trafficking in military goods 
and services, as established in the Na- 
tional Defense Authorization Act, 
which Congress passed last December. 

Counterfeit military goods affect the 
credibility of the supply chains that 
support our national defense, and coun- 
terfeit drugs call into doubt the credi- 
bility of America’s pharmaceutical 
legal drug supply. In both situations, 
the significant and multiple dangers to 
the public demand enhanced penalties. 

Counterfeit drugs are fake drugs. 
They may be contaminated, contain 
the wrong ingredient or no ingredient 
at all, or have the right active ingre- 
dient but the wrong dose. They are in- 
tentionally packaged to convince the 
consumer they are genuine. Counter- 
feit drugs are illegal and can be harm- 
ful to a person’s health and even dead- 
ly. 
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Counterfeit drugs present not only a 
financial loss to the manufacturer or 
mark holder, but also a real health risk 
to consumers. 

While current law technically in- 
cludes counterfeit drugs, the law does 
not expressly prohibit trafficking in 
counterfeit drugs and carries a max- 
imum penalty of only 10 years. 

Late last month, the U.S. Food and 
Drug Administration warned con- 
sumers and health care professionals 
about a counterfeit version of Adderall 
that is available for sale on the Inter- 
net. Approved for treatment of atten- 
tion deficit hyperactivity disorders, 
this medication is a prescription drug 
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classified as a controlled substance, a 
class of drugs for which special con- 
trols are required for dispensing by 
pharmacists. The FDA’s preliminary 
laboratory test revealed that the coun- 
terfeit version of this drug contained 
the wrong active ingredients. The 
counterfeit product contained none of 
the four active ingredients found in the 
genuine medication. In fact, it con- 
tained two different drugs found in 
medicines used to treat acute pain. 

Rogue Web sites and corrupt dis- 
tributors now prey on the fears of 
Americans when medicines are in short 
supply. Drug shortages have increased 
in frequency and severity in recent 
years and adversely affect patient care. 
An unfortunate and potentially deadly 
side effect of drug shortages is counter- 
feit drug trafficking. 

Last February, the FDA warned 
health care professionals and patients 
about a counterfeit version of Avastin, 
a cancer treatment. Tests revealed the 
counterfeit version did not contain the 
medicine’s active ingredient. This may 
have resulted in patients not receiving 
needed cancer therapy. Several medical 
practices in the United States may 
have purchased the counterfeit drug 
from a foreign supplier. The FDA re- 
quested that the medical practices stop 
the use of any remaining products from 
this supplier. Unfortunately, in this 
case alone, there were dozens of cancer 
patients who may never know that 
they did not receive lifesaving cancer 
drugs. Instead, they got a useless coun- 
terfeit drug, a drug counterfeited and 
sold only for the purpose of financial 
gain. These recent situations prove 
that those who traffic in counterfeit 
drugs should be subject to enhanced 
penalties. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
bicameral legislation, and I reserve the 
balance of my time. 

Ms. CHU. Mr. Speaker, I yield myself 
as much time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 3668, the Counter- 
feit Drug Penalty Enhancement Act of 
2012, would increase the maximum 
criminal penalties for trafficking in 
counterfeit drugs. Counterfeit drugs 
are a serious public threat to all Amer- 
icans for several reasons. 

To begin with, a person who unknow- 
ingly consumes a counterfeit medica- 
tion may be harmed by dangerous but 
undisclosed substances in the drug. As 
a Food and Drug Administration rep- 
resentative testified at a hearing be- 
fore the Judiciary Committee’s Crime 
Subcommittee, ‘‘a counterfeit drug 
could be made using ingredients that 
are toxic to patients and processed 
under poorly controlled and unsanitary 
conditions.” 

Also, an individual who consumes a 
counterfeit drug is deprived of mean- 
ingful treatment that can respond to 
life-threatening illnesses. Consider, for 
example, a patient suffering from a 
heart ailment or a child who is des- 
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perately fighting an aggressive life- 
threatening infection. The con- 
sequences of consuming an ineffective 
counterfeit drug are blatantly obvious. 

By receiving these counterfeit drugs 
instead of the real medications that 
they require, each of these individuals 
would be denied receiving the effective 
treatment that they must quickly be 
given in order to address their ill- 
nesses. 

Finally, the proliferation of counter- 
feit drugs poses a grave nationwide 
risk to the public health and safety of 
all of our citizens. Current technology 
and distribution channels present the 
real danger that a very large quantity 
of these counterfeit drugs could enter 
into the marketplace where they can 
injure and possibly risk the lives of 
many Americans before they are even 
detected. 

The Food and Drug Administration is 
working with medical product supply 
chain stakeholders to respond to this 
emerging threat, but we need to do 
more. It is critically important for us 
to reinforce our criminal law so that it 
clearly addresses the national menace 
presented by large-scale, intentional 
trafficking in counterfeit drugs. 

Under current law, trafficking in 
counterfeit drugs receives the same 
criminal penalty as trafficking in 
other less dangerous items. This short- 
coming in current law explains why the 
U.S. Intellectual Property Enforce- 
ment Coordinator supports H.R. 3668, 
as stated in her recent annual report to 
Congress. 

This bill not only appropriately rec- 
ognizes the need to treat crimes involv- 
ing counterfeit medications more seri- 
ously, but also requires the Justice De- 
partment to prioritize its investigatory 
and prosecutorial efforts with respect 
to these crimes. 

Iam particularly pleased that during 
the Judiciary Committee’s markup of 
the bill, an amendment offered by my 
colleague, Congressman BOBBY SCOTT, 
was adopted that would direct the At- 
torney General to give increased pri- 
ority to efforts to investigate and pros- 
ecute these offenses. 

As amended, this measure appro- 
priately recognizes that, while penalty 
increases may be warranted, effective 
deterrence depends mostly on the like- 
lihood of apprehension and conviction 
of offenders. 

I commend the efforts of my col- 
leagues, Congressman PATRICK MEEHAN 
and Congresswoman LINDA SÁNCHEZ, 
for introducing this important legisla- 
tion. 

I urge my colleagues to support H.R. 
3668, and I reserve the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield as much time as he may consume 
to the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
(Mr. MEEHAN), who is the sponsor of 
this legislation. 

Mr. MEEHAN. I thank the chairman. 
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Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support 
of H.R. 3668, the Counterfeit Drug Pen- 
alty Enhancement Act. 

I want to thank the distinguished 
gentleman from Texas for his leader- 
ship on this issue on the Judiciary 
Committee, and I also want to thank 
my colleagues from the other side of 
the aisle as we rise in a truly bipar- 
tisan, bicameral fashion in working for 
the passage of this very important leg- 
islation. So I appreciate the kind re- 
marks of the gentlelady from Cali- 
fornia in support of this bill as well. 

Like so many other health care 
costs, prescription drugs are expensive, 
and the cost is rising. So what we are 
beginning to see increasingly is people 
going online to make the purchases of 
those drugs. It’s an issue that I saw 
firsthand as a Federal prosecutor who 
began to work on the proliferation of 
illegal drug sales over the Internet. Of- 
tentimes, the people who are pur- 
chasing these are senior citizens. 

Online, there are not the kinds of 
protections that would exist tradition- 
ally as there are in a pharmacy setting 
where, not only do you have the ability 
to have the advice of a pharmacist, but 
the certainty of the chain of custody, 
so to speak, for the drugs that have 
been traveling in commerce. 

What we are finding is that close to 
90 percent of counterfeit drugs are sold 
online. And we’re not just talking 
about mislabeled pills here. The fakes 
could actually contain no active ingre- 
dients, the wrong active ingredient, or 
even a contaminant. 

The counterfeit medicines pose a 
threat because of the conditions under 
which they are manufactured, often in 
unregulated locations and frequently 
under unsanitary conditions. In many 
instances, they contain none of the ac- 
tive pharmaceutical ingredients found 
in the authentic medicine or are in in- 
correct doses. In others, they may con- 
tain toxic ingredients, such as heavy 
metals, arsenic, pesticides, rat poison, 
brick dust, floor wax, and even leaded 
highway paint. In a worst-case sce- 
nario, the medicine itself is a fake, and 
the result of the counterfeit sale is 
harm to the patient’s health and safe- 
ty. 

And while all types of drugs are 
counterfeited, what’s of particular con- 
cern to me is the illicit market in sig- 
nificant drugs, cancer drugs, like 
Avastin and Altuzan; ADHD drugs, like 
Adderall; and pain treatments, like 
Vicodin. 

This is an economic harm. Estimates 
are that there are $75 billion worth of 
counterfeit drug sales annually. But 
it’s not just the economic harm that is 
of the greatest concern to me; it is the 
consumer safety associated with this. 

The World Health Organization, in 
their estimates, predicted or believed 
that counterfeit drugs caused 100,000 
deaths worldwide last year. This is an 
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issue of such importance, it even cap- 
tured the attention of the world gov- 
ernments, with the G-8 leaders at 
Camp David issuing a declaration on 
the need to address this international 
crisis. 

Today it’s illegal to introduce coun- 
terfeit drugs into interstate commerce, 
but the penalties are no different than 
those assessed for trafficking other 
counterfeit products, such as movies or 
fashion products like purses. 
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That’s why our bill seeks to have 
sentencing laws reflect the seriousness 
of the crime. The bill increases fines to 
a maximum of $4 million for the first 
offense and $8 million for subsequent 
offenses, and prison terms for a max- 
imum of 10 to 20 years. This is an over- 
due and needed change—and I can say 
that as a prosecutor. 

I would like to thank Congress- 
woman SANCHEZ for her leadership on 
this issue. I want to thank my col- 
league from Pennsylvania, Congress- 
man TOM MARINO, for his hard work on 
the Judiciary Committee, working 
with Chairman SMITH on this issue. 
And I want to thank the Members in 
both parties that should be recognized 
for bringing this critical measure to 
the floor so expeditiously. 

I encourage my colleagues on both 
sides of the aisle to lend their support 
for this very important legislation. 

Ms. CHU. Mr. Speaker, I yield back 
the balance of my time. 

Mr. SMITH of Texas. I yield back the 
balance of my time. 

Ms. LINDA T. SANCHEZ of California. Mr. 
Speaker, | rise in support of H.R. 3668, the 
Counterfeit Drug Penalty Enhancement Act. | 
have worked with Representative MEEHAN, 
worked for quite a while on this issue and it’s 
rewarding to see that bipartisan, practical 
ideas still have a place in this body. 

H.R. 3668 will raise the penalties for coun- 
terfeit medicines, a unique consumer health 
and safety problem. This legislation is needed, 
bipartisan, and non-controversial. 

Counterfeit drug enterprises jeopardize the 
public’s safety and | believe perpetrators 
should be held accountable. 

Unlike other consumer goods, counterfeit 
medicines pose a significant public health and 
safety threat to the innocent, sick patients who 
receive them. 

H.R. 3668 will help protect seniors and chil- 
dren, who are uniquely vulnerable, as well as 
anyone who could be harmed by fraudulent 
medicines. 

We must have tougher penalties for crimes 
that are a threat to public safety. 

H.R. 3668 ensures this and | encourage my 
colleagues to support this straightforward, rea- 
sonable approach. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. SMITH) 
that the House suspend the rules and 
pass the bill, H.R. 3668, as amended. 

The question was taken; and (two- 
thirds being in the affirmative) the 
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rules were suspended and the bill, as 
amended, was passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


—— 


CONTINUATION OF THE NATIONAL 
EMERGENCY WITH RESPECT TO 
NORTH KOREA—MESSAGE FROM 
THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED 
STATES (H. DOC. NO. 112-113) 


The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be- 
fore the House the following message 
from the President of the United 
States; which was read and, together 
with the accompanying papers, referred 
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs 
and ordered to be printed: 


To the Congress of the United States: 

Section 202(d) of the National Emer- 
gencies Act (50 U.S.C. 1622(d)) provides 
for the automatic termination of a na- 
tional emergency unless, within 90 
days prior to the anniversary date of 
its declaration, the President publishes 
in the Federal Register and transmits to 
the Congress a notice stating that the 
emergency is to continue in effect be- 
yond the anniversary date. In accord- 
ance with this provision, I have sent to 
the Federal Register for publication the 
enclosed notice stating that the na- 
tional emergency declared in Executive 
Order 13466 of June 26, 2008, expanded in 
scope in Executive Order 13551 of Au- 
gust 30, 2010, and addressed further in 
Executive Order 18570 of April 18, 2011, 
is to continue in effect beyond June 26, 
2012. 

The existence and risk of prolifera- 
tion of weapons-usable fissile material 
on the Korean Peninsula, and the ac- 
tions and policies of the Government of 
North Korea that destabilize the Ko- 
rean Peninsula and imperil U.S. Armed 
Forces, allies, and trading partners in 
the region continue to constitute an 
unusual and extraordinary threat to 
the national security, foreign policy, 
and economy of the United States. For 
these reasons, I have determined that 
it is necessary to continue the national 
emergency with respect to these 
threats and maintain in force the 
measures taken to deal with that na- 
tional emergency. 

BARACK OBAMA. 
THE WHITE HOUSE, June 18, 2012. 


— ae 


CONTINUATION OF THE NATIONAL 
EMERGENCY WITH RESPECT TO 
THE RISK OF NUCLEAR PRO- 
LIFERATION CREATED BY THE 
ACCUMULATION OF WEAPONS- 
USABLE FISSILE MATERIAL IN 
THE TERRITORY OF THE RUS- 
SIAN FEDERATION—MESSAGE 
FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE 
UNITED STATES (H. DOC. NO. 112- 
114) 


The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be- 
fore the House the following message 
from the President of the United 
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States; which was read and, together 
with the accompanying papers, referred 
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs 
and ordered to be printed: 


To the Congress of the United States: 

Section 202(d) of the National Emer- 
gencies Act (50 U.S.C. 1622(d)) provides 
for the automatic termination of a na- 
tional emergency unless, within 90 
days prior to the anniversary date of 
its declaration, the President publishes 
in the Federal Register and transmits to 
the Congress a notice stating that the 
emergency is to continue in effect be- 
yond the anniversary date. In accord- 
ance with this provision, I have sent to 
the Federal Register for publication the 
enclosed notice stating that the emer- 
gency declared in Executive Order 13159 
of June 21, 2000, with respect to the 
risk of nuclear proliferation created by 
the accumulation of a large volume of 
weapons-usable fissile material in the 
territory of the Russian Federation is 
to continue beyond June 21, 2012. 

It remains a major national security 
goal of the United States to ensure 
that fissile material removed from 
Russian nuclear weapons pursuant to 
various arms control and disarmament 
agreements is dedicated to peaceful 
uses, subject to transparency meas- 
ures, and protected from diversion to 
activities of proliferation concern. The 
accumulation of a large volume of 
weapons-usable fissile material in the 
territory of the Russian Federation 
continues to pose an unusual and ex- 
traordinary threat to the national se- 
curity and foreign policy of the United 
States. For this reason, I have deter- 
mined that it is necessary to continue 
the national emergency declared with 
respect to the risk of nuclear prolifera- 
tion created by the accumulation of a 
large volume of weapons-usable fissile 
material in the territory of the Rus- 
sian Federation and maintain in force 
these emergency authorities to respond 
to this threat. 

BARACK OBAMA. 
THE WHITE HOUSE, June 18, 2012. 


— 


RECESS 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 12(a) of rule I, the Chair 
declares the House in recess until ap- 
proximately 6:30 p.m. today. 
Accordingly (at 5 o’clock and 10 min- 
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess. 


EE 
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AFTER RECESS 
The recess having expired, the House 
was called to order by the Speaker pro 
tempore (Ms. Foxx) at 6 o’clock and 30 
minutes p.m. 
Í — —— 
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, proceedings 
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will resume on motions to suspend the 
rules previously postponed. 

Votes will be taken in the following 
order: 

S. 684, by the yeas and nays; 

S. 404, by the yeas and nays. 

The first electronic vote will be con- 
ducted as a 15-minute vote. The second 
electronic vote will be conducted as a 
5-minute vote. 


a 


ALTA, UTAH, CONVEYANCE ACT 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un- 
finished business is the vote on the mo- 
tion to suspend the rules and pass the 
bill (S. 684) to provide for the convey- 
ance of certain parcels of land to the 
town of Alta, Utah, on which the yeas 
and nays were ordered. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Washington (Mr. 
HASTINGS) that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the bill. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—yeas 383, nays 3, 
not voting 45, as follows: 

[Roll No. 379] 


YEAS—883 
Adams Carson (IN) Eshoo 
Aderholt Cassidy Farenthold 
Akin Castor (FL) Farr 
Alexander Chabot Fattah 
Altmire Chaffetz Filner 
Amash Chandler Fincher 
Amodei Chu Fitzpatrick 
Andrews Cicilline Flake 
Baca Clarke (MI) Fleischmann 
Bachmann Clarke (NY) Fleming 
Bachus Clay Forbes 
Baldwin Cleaver Fortenberry 
Barletta Clyburn Foxx 
Barrow Coffman (CO) Frank (MA) 
Bartlett Cohen Franks (AZ) 
Barton (TX) Cole Frelinghuysen 
Bass (CA) Conaway Gallegly 
Bass (NH) Connolly (VA) Garamendi 
Becerra Conyers Gardner 
Benishek Cooper Garrett 
Berg Costa Gerlach 
Berman Costello Gibbs 
Biggert Courtney Gibson 
Bilbray Cravaack Gonzalez 
Bilirakis Crawford Goodlatte 
Bishop (GA) Crenshaw Gosar 
Bishop (NY) Critz Gowdy 
Bishop (UT) Crowley Granger 
Black Cuellar Graves (GA) 
Blackburn Culberson Graves (MO) 
Bonamici Cummings Green, Al 
Bonner Davis (CA) Green, Gene 
Bono Mack Davis (IL) Grijalva 
Boren DeFazio Grimm 
Boswell DeGette Guinta 
Boustany DeLauro Guthrie 
Brady (PA) Denham Hahn 
Brady (TX) Dent Hall 
Braley (IA) DesJarlais Hanabusa 
Broun (GA) Deutch Hanna 
Brown (FL) Diaz-Balart Harris 
Buchanan Dicks Hastings (FL) 
Bucshon Dingell Hastings (WA) 
Burgess Doggett Hayworth 
Burton (IN) Dold Heck 
Calvert Doyle Heinrich 
Camp Dreier Hensarling 
Canseco Duffy Herger 
Cantor Duncan (SC) Herrera Beutler 
Capito Duncan (TN) Higgins 
Capps Edwards Himes 
Capuano Ellison Hinchey 
Cardoza Ellmers Hinojosa 
Carnahan Emerson Hirono 
Carney Engel Hochul 


Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurt 
Issa 
Jackson Lee 
(TX) 
Jenkins 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Jordan 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kelly 
Kildee 
Kind 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kissell 
Kline 
Kucinich 
Labrador 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Landry 
Langevin 
Lankford 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Latta 
Lee (CA) 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Long 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lujan 
Lummis 
Lungren, Daniel 
E. 
Lynch 
Mack 
Maloney 
Manzullo 
Marino 
Markey 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McCollum 
McCotter 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHenry 
McIntyre 
McKeon 


Brooks 


Ackerman 
Austria 
Berkley 
Blumenauer 
Buerkle 
Butterfield 
Campbell 
Carter 

Coble 

Davis (KY) 
Donnelly (IN) 
Flores 

Fudge 
Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmert 
Griffin (AR) 


McKinley 
McMorris 
Rodgers 
McNerney 
Meehan 
Meeks 
Mica 
Michaud 
Miller (MI) 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, Gary 
Miller, George 
Moore 
Moran 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (PA) 
Myrick 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Neugebauer 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Nunnelee 
Olson 
Olver 
Palazzo 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor (AZ) 
Paul 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Pence 
Perlmutter 
Peters 
Peterson 
Petri 
Pingree (ME) 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe (TX) 
Polis 
Pompeo 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Price (NC) 
Quayle 
Quigley 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reed 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Reyes 
Ribble 
Richardson 
Richmond 
Rigell 
Rivera 
Roby 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross (FL) 
Rothman (NJ) 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Runyan 


NAYS—3 
Griffith (VA) 


Gutierrez 
Harper 
Hartzler 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Johnson (IL) 
Lewis (CA) 
Lowey 
Marchant 
McCarthy (NY) 
Miller (FL) 
Murphy (CT) 
Owens 
Pelosi 

Roe (TN) 
Rohrabacher 
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Ruppersberger 
Ryan (OH) 
Ryan (WI) 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Scalise 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schmidt 
Schock 
Schrader 
Schwartz 
Schweikert 
Scott (SC) 
Scott, Austin 
Scott, David 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Sessions 
Sewell 
Sherman 
Shimkus 
Shuler 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Southerland 
Stark 
Stearns 
Stivers 
Stutzman 
Sullivan 
Sutton 
Terry 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tipton 
Tonko 
Tsongas 
Turner (NY) 
Turner (OH) 
Upton 

Van Hollen 
Velazquez 
Visclosky 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walsh (IL) 
Walz (MN) 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Webster 
Welch 

West 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wilson (FL) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Wolf 
Womack 
Woolsey 
Yarmuth 
Yoder 
Young (AK) 
Young (IN) 


Woodall 


NOT VOTING—45 


Rokita 

Ross (AR) 

Rush 

Sanchez, Linda 
'E; 

Schilling 

Scott (VA) 

Speier 

Thompson (MS) 

Tiberi 

Tierney 

Towns 

Wasserman 
Schultz 

Young (FL) 
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Messrs. GRAVES of Missouri, 
McDERMOTT, AMASH and POE of 
Texas changed their vote from “nay” 
to “yea.” 

So (two-thirds being in the affirma- 
tive) the rules were suspended and the 
bill was passed. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

Stated for: 

Mr. HARPER. Madam Speaker, on rollcall 
No. 379 | was unavoidably detained. Had | 
been present, | would have voted “yea.” 


— 


LAND GRANT PATENT 
MODIFICATION ACT 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un- 
finished business is the vote on the mo- 
tion to suspend the rules and pass the 
bill (S. 404) to modify a land grant pat- 
ent issued by the Secretary of the Inte- 
rior, on which the yeas and nays were 
ordered. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Washington (Mr. 
HASTINGS) that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the bill. 

This is a 5-minute vote. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—yeas 380, nays 0, 
not voting 51, as follows: 

[Roll No. 380] 


YEAS—280 
Adams Burgess DeGette 
Aderholt Burton (IN) DeLauro 
Akin Calvert Denham 
Alexander Camp Dent 
Altmire Canseco DesJarlais 
Amash Cantor Deutch 
Amodei Capito Diaz-Balart 
Andrews Capps Dingell 
Baca Capuano Doggett 
Bachmann Cardoza Dold 
Bachus Carnahan Doyle 
Baldwin Carney Dreier 
Barletta Carson (IN) Duffy 
Barrow Cassidy Duncan (SC) 
Bartlett Castor (FL) Duncan (TN) 
Barton (TX) Chabot Edwards 
Bass (CA) Chaffetz Ellison 
Bass (NH) Chu Ellmers 
Becerra Clarke (MI) Emerson 
Benishek Clarke (NY) Engel 
Berg Clay Eshoo 
Berman Cleaver Farenthold 
Biggert Clyburn Farr 
Bilbray Coffman (CO) Fattah 
Bilirakis Cohen Filner 
Bishop (GA) Cole Fincher 
Bishop (NY) Conaway Fitzpatrick 
Bishop (UT) Connolly (VA) Flake 
Black Conyers Fleischmann 
Blackburn Cooper Fleming 
Bonamici Costa Forbes 
Bonner Costello Foxx 
Bono Mack Courtney Frank (MA) 
Boren Cravaack Franks (AZ) 
Boswell Crawford Frelinghuysen 
Boustany Crenshaw Gallegly 
Brady (PA) Critz Garamendi 
Brady (TX) Crowley Gardner 
Braley (IA) Cuellar Garrett 
Brooks Culberson Gerlach 
Broun (GA) Cummings Gibbs 
Brown (FL) Davis (CA) Gibson 
Buchanan Davis (IL) Gonzalez 
Bucshon DeFazio Goodlatte 
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Gosar 
Gowdy 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Griffith (VA) 
Grijalva 
Grimm 
Guinta 
Guthrie 
Hahn 
Hall 
Hanabusa 
Hanna 
Harper 
Harris 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayworth 
Heck 
Heinrich 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herrera Beutler 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Hochul 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurt 
Issa 
Jackson Lee 
(TX) 
Jenkins 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Jordan 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kelly 
Kildee 
Kind 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kissell 
Kline 
Kucinich 
Labrador 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Landry 
Langevin 
Lankford 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Latta 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Long 
Luetkemeyer 
Lujan 
Lummis 


Ackerman 
Austria 
Berkley 
Blumenauer 
Buerkle 
Butterfield 
Campbell 
Carter 
Chandler 


Lungren, Daniel 
E. 
Lynch 
Mack 
Maloney 
Manzullo 
Marino 
Markey 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McCollum 
McCotter 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHenry 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McKinley 
McMorris 
Rodgers 
McNerney 
Meehan 
Meeks 
Mica 
Michaud 
Miller (MI) 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, Gary 
Miller, George 
Moore 
Moran 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (PA) 
Myrick 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Neugebauer 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Nunnelee 
Olson 
Olver 
Palazzo 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor (AZ) 
Paul 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Pence 
Perlmutter 
Peters 
Peterson 
Petri 
Pingree (ME) 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe (TX) 
Polis 
Pompeo 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Price (NC) 
Quayle 
Quigley 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reed 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Reyes 
Ribble 
Richardson 
Richmond 
Rigell 
Rivera 
Roby 
Rogers (AL) 
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Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 

Ross (FL) 
Rothman (NJ) 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 

Runyan 
Ruppersberger 
Ryan (OH) 

Ryan (WI) 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 

Scalise 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 

Schmidt 

Schock 

Schrader 
Schwartz 
Schweikert 
Scott (SC) 

Scott, Austin 
Scott, David 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 

Sessions 

Sewell 
Sherman 
Shimkus 
Shuler 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Southerland 
Stark 

Stearns 
Stivers 
Stutzman 
Sullivan 
Sutton 

Terry 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tipton 

Tonko 

Tsongas 
Turner (NY) 
Upton 

Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walberg 
Walden 

Walsh (IL) 
Walz (MN) 
Waters 

Watt 

Waxman 
Webster 

Welch 

West 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wilson (FL) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 

Wolf 

Womack 
Woodall 
Woolsey 
Yarmuth 
Yoder 

Young (AK) 
Young (IN) 


NOT VOTING—51 


Cicilline 
Coble 

Davis (KY) 
Dicks 
Donnelly (IN) 
Flores 
Fortenberry 
Fudge 
Gingrey (GA) 


Gohmert 
Griffin (AR) 
Gutierrez 
Hartzler 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Johnson (IL) 
Lee (CA) 
Lewis (CA) 


Lowey Rohrabacher Thompson (MS) 

Lucas Rokita Tiberi 

Marchant Ross (AR) Tierney 

McCarthy (NY) Rush Towns 

Miller (FL) Sanchez, Linda Turner (OH) 

Murphy (CT) T. Wasserman 

Owens Schilling Schultz 

Pelosi Scott (VA) 

Roe (TN) Speier Young (FL) 
1900 


So (two-thirds being in the affirma- 
tive) the rules were suspended and the 
bill was passed. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Mr. JOHNSON of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, | had 
obligations that necessitated my attention in 
Champaign, Illinois and missed suspension 
votes on S. 684, a bill to provide for the con- 
veyance of certain parcels of land to the town 
of Alta, Utah and S. 404, a bill to modify a 
land grant patent issued by the Secretary of 
the Interior. 

Had | been present, | would have voted 
“yea” on the above stated bills. 


EEE 


REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO- 
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF 
H.R. 2578, CONSERVATION AND 
ECONOMIC GROWTH ACT 


Mr. BISHOP of Utah, from the Com- 
mittee on Rules, submitted a privi- 
leged report (Rept. No. 112-539) on the 
resolution (H. Res. 688) providing for 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 2578) to 
amend the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act 
related to a segment of the Lower 
Merced River in California, and for 
other purposes, which was referred to 
the House Calendar and ordered to be 
printed. 


Ea 


NOTICE OF INTENTION TO OFFER 
MOTION TO INSTRUCT CON- 
FEREES ON H.R. 4348, SURFACE 
TRANSPORTATION EXTENSION 
ACT OF 2012, PART II 


Mr. WALZ of Minnesota. Madam 
Speaker, under rule XXII, clause 7(c), I 
hereby announce my intention to offer 
a motion to instruct on H.R. 4348, the 
transportation conference report. 

The form of the motion is as follows: 

Mr. Walz of Minnesota moves that the 
managers on the part of the House at the 
conference on the disagreeing votes of the 
two Houses on the Senate amendment to the 
bill H.R. 4348 be instructed to resolve all 
issues and file a conference report not later 
than June 22, 2012. 


EE 


MINNESOTA CHIPPEWA TRIBE 
JUDGMENT FUND DISTRIBUTION 
ACT OF 2012 


Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, I 
move to suspend the rules and pass the 
bill (H.R. 1272) to provide for the use 
and distribution of the funds awarded 
to the Minnesota Chippewa Tribe, et 
al., by the United States Court of Fed- 
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eral Claims in Docket Numbers 19 and 
188, and for other purposes, as amend- 
ed. 
The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The text of the bill is as follows: 
H.R. 1272 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Minnesota 
Chippewa Tribe Judgment Fund Distribution 
Act of 2012”. 

SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 

Congress finds the following: 

(1) On January 22, 1948, the Minnesota Chip- 
pewa Tribe, representing all Chippewa bands in 
Minnesota except the Red Lake Band, filed a 
claim before the Indian Claims Commission in 
Docket No. 19 for an accounting of all funds re- 
ceived and expended pursuant to the Act of Jan- 
uary 14, 1889, 25 Stat. 642, and amendatory acts 
(hereinafter referred to as the Nelson Act). 

(2) On August 2, 1951, the Minnesota Chip- 
pewa Tribe, representing all Chippewa bands in 
Minnesota except the Red Lake Band, filed a 
number of claims before the Indian Claims Com- 
mission in Docket No. 188 for an accounting of 
the Government’s obligation to each of the mem- 
ber bands of the Minnesota Chippewa Tribe 
under various statutes and treaties that are not 
covered by the Nelson Act of January 14, 1889. 

(3) On May 17, 1999, a Joint Motion for Find- 
ings in Aid of Settlement of the claims in Docket 
No. 19 and 188 was filed before the Court. 

(4) The terms of the settlement were approved 
by the Court and the final judgment was en- 
tered on May 26, 1999. 

(5) On June 22, 1999, $20,000,000 was trans- 
ferred to the Department of the Interior and de- 
posited into a trust fund account established for 
the beneficiaries of the funds awarded in Docket 
No. 19 and 188. 

(6) Pursuant to the Indian Tribal Judgment 
Funds Use or Distribution Act (25 U.S.C. 1401 et 
seq.), Congress must act to authorize the use or 
distribution of the judgment funds. 

(7) On October 1, 2009, the Minnesota Chip- 
pewa Tribal Executive Committee passed Resolu- 
tion 146-09, approving a plan to distribute the 
judgment funds and requesting that the United 
States Congress act to distribute the judgment 
funds in the manner described by the plan. 

SEC. 3. DEFINITIONS. 

For the purpose of this Act: 

(1) AVAILABLE FUNDS.—The term ‘available 
funds” means the funds awarded to the Min- 
nesota Chippewa Tribe and interest earned and 
received on those funds, less the funds used for 
payments authorized under section 4. 

(2) BANDS.—The term ‘‘Bands’’ means the 
Bois Forte Band, Fond du Lac Band, Grand 
Portage Band, Leech Lake Band, Mille Lacs 
Band, and White Earth Band. 

(3) JUDGMENT FUNDS.—The term ‘‘judgment 
funds” means the funds awarded on May 26, 
1999, to the Minnesota Chippewa Tribe by the 
Court of Federal Claims in Docket No. 19 and 
188. 

(4) MINNESOTA CHIPPEWA TRIBE.—The term 
“Minnesota Chippewa Tribe”? means the Min- 
nesota Chippewa Tribe, Minnesota, composed of 
the Bois Forte Band, Fond du Lac Band, Grand 
Portage Band, Leech Lake Band, Mille Lacs 
Band, and White Earth Band. It does not in- 
clude Red Lake Band of Chippewa Indians, 
Minnesota. 

(5) SECRETARY.—The term “Secretary” means 
the Secretary of the Interior. 

SEC. 4. LOAN REIMBURSEMENTS TO MINNESOTA 
CHIPPEWA TRIBE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary is authorized 

to reimburse the Minnesota Chippewa Tribe the 
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amount of funds, plus interest earned to the 
date of reimbursement, that the Minnesota 
Chippewa Tribe contributed for payment of at- 
torneys’ fees and litigation expenses associated 
with the litigation of Docket No. 19 and 188 be- 
fore the U.S. Court of Federal Claims and the 
distribution of judgment funds. 

(b) CLAIMS.—The Minnesota Chippewa Tribe’s 
claim for reimbursement of funds expended shall 
be— 

(1) presented to the Secretary not later than 
90 days after the date of enactment of this Act; 

(2) certified by the Minnesota Chippewa Tribe 
as being unreimbursed to the Minnesota Chip- 
pewa Tribe from other funding sources; 

(3) paid with interest calculated at the rate of 
6.0 percent per annum, simple interest, from the 
date the funds were expended to the date the 
funds are reimbursed to the Minnesota Chip- 
pewa Tribe; and 

(4) paid from the judgment funds prior to the 
division of the funds under section 5. 

SEC. 5. DIVISION OF JUDGMENT FUNDS. 

(a) MEMBERSHIP ROLLS.—Not later than 90 
days after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the Minnesota Chippewa Tribe shall submit to 
the Secretary updated membership rolls for each 
Band, which shall include all enrolled members 
the date of the enactment of this Act. 

(b) DIVISIONS.—After all funds have been re- 
imbursed under section 4, and the membership 
rolls have been updated under subsection (a), 
the Secretary shall— 

(1) set aside for each Band a portion of the 
available judgment funds equivalent to $300 for 
each member enrolled within each Band; and 

(2) after the funds are set aside in accordance 
with paragraph (1), divide 100 percent of the re- 
maining funds into equal shares for each Band. 

(c) SEPARATE ACCOUNTS.—The Secretary 
shall— 

(1) deposit all funds described in subsection 
(b)(1) into a “Per Capita” account for each 
Band; and 

(2) deposit all funds described in subsection 
(b)(2) into an “Equal Shares” account for each 
Band. 

(d) WITHDRAWAL OF FUNDS.—After the Sec- 
retary deposits the available funds into the ac- 
counts described in subsection (c), a Band may 
withdraw all or part of the monies in its ac- 
count. 

(e) DISBURSEMENT OF PER CAPITA PAY- 
MENTS.—AIll funds described in subsection (b)(1) 
shall be used by each Band only for the pur- 
poses of distributing one $300 payment to each 
individual member of the Band. Each Band 
may— 

(1) distribute the $300 payment to the parents 
or legal guardians on behalf of each dependent 
Band member instead of distributing such $300 
payment to the dependent Band member; or 

(2) deposit into a trust account the $300 pay- 
ment to each dependent Band member for the 
benefit of such dependent Band member, to be 
distributed under the terms of such trust. 

(f) DISTRIBUTION OF UNCLAIMED PAYMENTS.— 
One year after the funds described in subsection 
(b)(1) are made available to the Bands, all un- 
claimed payments described in subsection (e) 
shall be returned to the Secretary, who shall di- 
vide these funds into equal shares for each 
Band, and deposit the divided shares into the 
accounts described in subsection (c)(2) for the 
use of each Band. 

(g) LIABILITY.—If a Band exercises the right 
to withdraw monies from its accounts, the Sec- 
retary shall not retain liability for the expendi- 
ture or investment of the monies after each 
withdrawal. 

SEC. 6. GENERAL PROVISIONS. 

(a) PREVIOUS OBLIGATIONS.—Funds disbursed 
under this Act shall not be liable for the pay- 
ment of previously contracted obligations of any 
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recipient as provided in Public Law 98-64 (25 
U.S.C. 117b(a)). 

(b) INDIAN JUDGMENT FUNDS DISTRIBUTION 
AcT.—All funds distributed under this Act are 
subject to the provisions in the Indian Judgment 
Funds Distribution Act (25 U.S.C. 1407). 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
AMASH). Pursuant to the rule, the gen- 
tleman from Alaska (Mr. YOUNG) and 
the gentleman from New Mexico (Mr. 
LUJAN) each will control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Alaska. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that all Mem- 
bers have 5 legislative days to revise 
and extend their remarks and include 
extraneous materials on the bill under 
consideration. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Alaska? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may con- 
sume. 

In 1999, the United States Court of 
Federal Claims awarded a $20 million 
settlement to the Minnesota Chippewa 
Tribe, pursuant to the Nelson Act and 
various treaties that are not covered 
by the Nelson Act, for various account- 
ing obligations of the Federal Govern- 
ment. These funds have been held in 
trust and have not been disbursed. H.R. 
1272 authorizes the Secretary of the In- 
terior to disburse the balance held in 
trust to the Minnesota Chippewa Tribe. 

I would like to thank Congressman 
CHIP CRAVAACK and the sponsor of this 
bill, Congressman COLLIN PETERSON, 
for working with the Minnesota Chip- 
pewa Tribe and for getting this bill to 
the floor. 

I urge the adoption of the measure, 
and I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. LUJAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
author of the legislation, the ranking 
member of the Agriculture Committee, 
the gentleman from Minnesota (Mr. 
PETERSON). 

Mr. PETERSON. I thank the gen- 
tleman. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support 
of H.R. 1272, the Minnesota Chippewa 
Tribe Judgment Fund Distribution 
Act. 

Thirteen years ago, the United 
States Court of Federal Claims award- 
ed and appropriated $20 million to the 
Minnesota Chippewa Tribe. This settle- 
ment appropriation was to compensate 
the descendents of the Chippewa Indi- 
ans of Minnesota for the improper 
valuation of timber and the taking of 
land under the Nelson Act of 1889. Now, 
because of the Indian Judgment Fund 
Act of 1983, Congress must pass legisla- 
tion detailing how the settlement 
should be distributed amongst the six 
bands that make up the Minnesota 
Chippewa Tribe. 

The Minnesota Chippewa Tribe Judg- 
ment Fund Distribution Act, H.R. 1272, 
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authorizes the Secretary of the Inte- 
rior to release the funds, plus interest 
that has been earned, that were appro- 
priated into the trust fund for the Min- 
nesota tribe in 1999. Being the expenses 
for prosecuting the Minnesota Chip- 
pewa Tribe claims were shared equally 
by all the bands, these expenses should 
be expended equally from the fund. 
H.R. 1272 requires that each of the six 
bands provide the Secretary with up- 
dated membership rolls. It directs the 
Secretary to set aside $300 to each 
member enrolled and to divide the re- 
maining funds into equal shares for 
each band. 

It is important to note that the CBO 
has concluded that H.R. 1272 does not 
need an appropriation and that it has 
no budgetary impact because the $20 
million settlement proceeds were ap- 
propriated and paid to the Minnesota 
Chippewa Tribe in 1999. They’ve been 
there since 1999. 

So I think it is high time that this 
settlement is finally distributed and 
put to work within these communities. 
The sooner we resolve this issue, the 
sooner these funds can be released and 
go to work within these economically 
depressed areas. There is a great need 
on these reservations for things like 
schools, health care facilities, and 
other infrastructure improvements. 

I want to alert everybody that this is 
not unanimous. Five of the six tribes 
support this. This has been going on for 
13 years, but this is as good as we can 
do. We don’t want the perfect to be the 
enemy of the good, and it’s time that 
we got this settled. I think it makes no 
sense for anybody to draw hard-line po- 
sitions on this. Judging from experi- 
ence, no hard-line position has ever 
succeeded, so it’s time for everybody to 
come together and find an agreement 
that maybe not everybody loves but 
that everybody can benefit from. 

That is what H.R. 1272 is. We encour- 
age the adoption of the bill. Our folks 
back home would really appreciate get- 
ting this settled and letting these 
funds go to work on their reservations. 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
Minnesota (Mr. CRAVAACK), the author 
of the bill. 

Mr. CRAVAACK. I thank my good 
friend from Alaska for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support 
of H.R. 1272, the Minnesota Chippewa 
Tribe Judgment Fund Distribution Act 
of 2012, of which I am an original co- 
sponsor. 

I represent five of the six bands that 
constitute the Minnesota Chippewa 
Tribe, which is a sovereign, federally 
recognized tribal entity and the sole 
plaintiff in the litigation whose settle- 
ment gives rise to this legislation. 

1910 

The five bands that reside in my dis- 

trict are: Bois Forte, Grand Portage, 


Mille Lacs, Leech Lake, and Fond Du 
Lac. 


June 18, 2012 


I’ve met with the representatives 
from all five bands on a number of oc- 
casions in the 112th Congress, and 
they’ve all made it very clear to me 
that it is more than past time to bring 
resolution to this longstanding issue. I 
agree. 

The Minnesota Chippewa Tribe en- 
tered into a $20 million legal settle- 
ment with the United States Govern- 
ment in 1999 to compensate for dam- 
ages stemming from the improper tak- 
ing of land and valuation of timber 
under the Nelson Act of 1889. 

These settlement funds have been sit- 
ting in a Department of the Interior 
trust fund ever since and with interest 
have grown to about $28 million. That 
money now belongs to the Minnesota 
Chippewa Tribe. The United States’ 
only role in this has been to tempo- 
rarily hold it in trust for them until it 
can be distributed. Thus I’ve joined 
with my fellow Minnesota Representa- 
tives, Mr. PETERSON and Mr. PAULSEN, 
in cosponsoring the legislation before 
you today. 

This legislation puts forth a disburse- 
ment formula which reflects and hon- 
ors the formula decided democratically 
by the governing body of the Min- 
nesota Chippewa Tribe, known as the 
Tribal Executive Committee. This for- 
mula voted for and passed by the com- 
mittee supports a per capita apportion- 
ment of $300 each to each member, fol- 
lowed by a six-way split for the re- 
maining settlement funds. Impor- 
tantly, H.R. 1272 will distribute the set- 
tlement funds according to the formula 
that has been determined by the CBO 
to have no budgetary impact. 

It is always difficult to craft a com- 
promise between such varied and com- 
peting interests. However, the com- 
promise represented in this bill re- 
spects the decision of the governing 
body of the entity that brought forth 
the claim on behalf of all six bands, 
and the U.S. Court of Federal Claims 
recognizes as having the constitutional 
authority to enter into a proposed set- 
tlement on behalf of all six bands. All 
six bands shared equally in the expense 
of the risk of prosecuting the case, and 
the tribal executive committee pro- 
vided the six bands an equal oppor- 
tunity to vote on how the judgment 
funds should be distributed. 

The release of the $28 million to the 
members of the Chippewa Tribe will 
have positive implications far beyond 
just righting a past wrong. This money 
will flow directly into the hands of the 
bands and their members, sparking 
much needed consumer activity and, 
hopefully, investment in the reserva- 
tions in northern Minnesota. This will 
benefit the entire region. 

H.R. 1272 is the solution that must be 
enacted in order to fulfill the U.S. Gov- 
ernment’s legal obligations, conclude 
its litigation with the Minnesota Chip- 
pewa Tribe, and release over $28 mil- 
lion in settlement funds in a fair and 
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expeditious manner. Thus, I am hopeful 
that my colleagues will join me in sup- 
port of the bill that brings resolution 
to this longstanding issue. 

Mr. LUJAN. If my friend doesn’t 
have any other speakers, I yield back 
the balance of my time. 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. I have no fur- 
ther speakers. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge passage of this 
legislation. 

And I misspoke a moment ago. Con- 
gressman COLLIN PETERSON has been 
fighting this battle for years and years, 
and I’m glad to finally see that he has 
succeeded. He is the prime sponsor of 
this legislation, along with Mr. 
CRAVAACK and Mr. PAULSEN. So we’re 
on the right track. And I want to con- 
gratulate you. Perseverance overcomes 
many things, and you persevered this 
time. 

With that, I yield back the balance of 
my time, and I urge the passage of this 
legislation. 

Ms. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today in support of H.R. 1272, Minnesota 
Chippewa Tribe Judgment Fund Distribution 
Act of 2012. As a Member of the Native Amer- 
ican Caucus, | have worked with my col- 
leagues in Congress to address the needs of 
Native Americans. 

This legislation authorizes the Secretary of 
the Interior to reimburse the Minnesota Chip- 
pewa Tribe for the amount, plus interest, that 
the Tribe contributed for the payment of attor- 
neys’ fees and litigation expenses associated 
with the litigation of Docket No. 19 and No. 
188 before the U.S. Court of Federal Claims 
and the distribution of judgment funds. 

This legislation before us today is not a 
handout, but a guarantee that directs the fair 
distribution of funds to a claim awarded to Na- 
tive Americans by the United States Court of 
Federal Claims; these funds have been held in 
trust since June 22, 1999. 

Mr. Speaker, by today’s end four Native 
American bills will have passed. | hope that 
these are not the last. While we can’t undo the 
damage that the Federal Government inflicted 
on black farmers and Native Americans, today 
we will help compensate them for their losses 
and ensure that this never happens again. | 
urge my colleagues to continue supporting Na- 
tive Americans. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Alaska (Mr. 
YOUNG) that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 1272, as 
amended. 

The question was taken; and (two- 
thirds being in the affirmative) the 
rules were suspended and the bill, as 
amended, was passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


EE 


GILA BEND INDIAN RESERVATION 
LANDS REPLACEMENT CLARI- 
FICATION ACT 


Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, I 
move to suspend the rules and pass the 
bill (H.R. 2938) to prohibit certain gam- 
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ing activities on certain Indian lands 
in Arizona, as amended. 
The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The text of the bill is as follows: 
H.R. 2938 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the “Gila Bend In- 
dian Reservation Lands Replacement Clarifica- 
tion Act”. 

SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 

Congress finds the following: 

(1) In 1986, Congress passed the Gila Bend In- 
dian Reservation Lands Replacement Act, Pub- 
lic Law 99-503, 100 Stat. 1798, to authorize the 
Tohono O’odham Nation to purchase up to 9,880 
acres of replacement lands in exchange for 
granting all right, title and interest to the Gila 
Bend Indian Reservation to the United States. 

(2) The intent of the Gila Bend Indian Res- 
ervation Lands Replacement Act was to replace 
primarily agriculture land that the Tohono 
O’odham Nation was no longer able to use due 
to flooding by Federal dam projects. 

(3) In 1988, Congress passed the Indian Gam- 
ing Regulatory Act, which restricted the ability 
of Indian tribes to conduct gaming activities on 
lands acquired after the date of enactment of 
the Act. 

(4) Since 1986, the Tohono O’odham Nation 
has purchased more than 16,000 acres of land. 
The Tohono O’odham Nation does not currently 
game on any lands acquired pursuant to the 
Gila Bend Indian Reservation Lands Replace- 
ment Act. 

(5) Beginning in 2003, the Tohono O’odham 
Nation began taking steps to purchase approxi- 
mately 134.88 acres of land near 91st and North- 
ern Avenue in Maricopa County, within the 
City of Glendale (160 miles from the Indian 
tribe’s headquarters in Sells). The Tohono 
O’odham Nation is now trying to have these 
lands taken into trust status by the Secretary of 
the Interior pursuant to the Gila Bend Indian 
Reservation Lands Replacement Act of 1986 
(“Gila Bend Act’’), and has asked the Secretary 
to declare these lands eligible for gaming, there- 
by allowing the Indian tribe to conduct Las 
Vegas style gaming on the lands. The Secretary 
has issued an opinion stating that he has the 
authority to take approximately 53.54 acres of 
these lands into trust status, and plans to do so 
when legally able to do so. 

(6) The State of Arizona, City of Glendale, 
and at least 12 Indian tribes in Arizona oppose 
the Tohono O’odham Nation gaming on these 
lands. No Indian tribe supports the Tohono 
O’odham Nation’s efforts to conduct gaming on 
these lands. 

(7) The Tohono O’odham Nation’s proposed 
casino violates existing Tribal-State gaming 
compacts and State law, Proposition 202, agreed 
to by all Arizona Indian tribes, which effec- 
tively limits the number of tribal gaming facili- 
ties in the Phoenix metropolitan area to seven, 
which is the current number of facilities oper- 
ating. 

(8) The Tohono O’odham casino proposal will 
not generate sales taxes as the State Gaming 
Compact specifically prohibits the imposition of 
any taxes, fees, charges, or assessments. 

(9) The proposed casino would be located close 
to existing neighborhoods and a newly built 
school and raises a number of concerns. Home- 
owners, churches, schools, and businesses made 
a significant investment in the area without 
knowing that a tribal casino would or even 
could locate within the area. 

(10) The development has the potential to im- 
pact the future of transportation projects, in- 
cluding the Northern Parkway, a critical trans- 
portation corridor to the West Valley. 
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(11) The Tohono O’odham Nation currently 
operates three gaming facilities: 2 in the Tucson 
metropolitan area and 1 in Why, Arizona. 

(12) Nothing in the language or legislative his- 
tory of the Gila Bend Indian Reservation Lands 
Replacement Act indicates that gaming was an 
anticipated use of the replacement lands. 

(13) It is the intent of Congress to clarify that 
lands purchased pursuant to the Gila Bend In- 
dian Reservation Lands Replacement Act are 
not eligible for Class II and Class III gaming 
pursuant to the Indian Gaming Regulatory Act. 
Such lands may be used for other forms of eco- 
nomic development by the Tohono O’odham Na- 
tion. 

SEC. 3. GAMING CLARIFICATION. 

Section 6(d) of Public Law 99-503 is amended 
by inserting “except that no class II or class III 
gaming activities, as defined in section 4 of the 
Indian Gaming Regulatory Act (25 U.S.C. 2703), 
may be conducted on such land if such land is 
located north of latitude 33 degrees, 4 minutes 
north” after “shall be deemed to be a Federal 
Indian Reservation for all purposes”. 

SEC. 4. NO EFFECT. 

The limitation on gaming set forth in the 
amendment made by section 3 shall have no ef- 
fect on any interpretation, determination, or de- 
cision to be made by any court, administrative 
agency or department, or other body as to 
whether any lands located south of latitude 33 
degrees, 4 minutes north taken into trust pursu- 
ant to this Act qualify as lands taken into trust 
as part of a settlement of a land claim for pur- 
poses of title 25 U.S.C. 2719(b). 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Alaska (Mr. YOUNG) and the gentleman 
from New Mexico (Mr. LUJAN) each will 
control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Alaska. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. I ask unani- 
mous consent that all Members may 
have 5 legislative days to revise and ex- 
tend their remarks and include extra- 
neous material on the bill under con- 
sideration. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Alaska? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. At this time, 
I yield 5 minutes to the author of the 
bill, Congressman FRANKS from Ari- 
zona. 

Mr. FRANKS of Arizona. Mr. Speak- 
er, I want to thank Chairman YOUNG 
and Chairman HASTINGS and the House 
leadership for bringing this bill to the 
floor today, as well as the bipartisan 
group of cosponsors for their support. 

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 2938, the Gila Bend 
Indian Reservation Lands Replacement 
Clarification Act, seeks to prevent Las 
Vegas-style casino gambling in the 
Phoenix metropolitan area on lands 
purchased by the Tohono O’odham Na- 
tion. 

Mr. Speaker, the Tohono O’odham 
Nation has tried to manipulate the 
Gila Bend Indian Reservation Lands 
Replacement Clarification Act of 1986 
to acquire lands for gambling which 
are more than 100 miles from the 
Tohono O’odham’s existing reserva- 
tion. This “reservation shopping” for 
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casino gambling purposes is contrary 
to the express and public commitments 
that the Tohono O’odham made be- 
tween 2000 and 2002 to the other 16 In- 
dian tribes in Arizona, the State, and 
the voters of Arizona when it openly 
and definitively supported passage of 
Proposition 202, a State referendum to 
limit casino gambling in the Phoenix 
metropolitan area. 

Indeed, while the Tohono O’odham 
was in negotiations with the other 
tribes to craft a gaming compact 
agreement, they were simultaneously 
in the process of covertly purchasing 
attractive land in the Phoenix metro- 
politan area for casino gambling pur- 
chases. Thus, the bipartisan cosponsors 
of H.R. 2938 are simply trying to keep 
the Tohono O’odham Nation to its pub- 
licly stated commitment not to engage 
in casino gambling in the Phoenix met- 
ropolitan area. 

Mr. Speaker, during the sub- 
committee hearing on this bill, wit- 
nesses made it clear that there is a 
problem and a serious threat to exist- 
ing gaming structure in Arizona if the 
Tohono O’odham Nation is able to de- 
velop a Las Vegas-style casino in the 
Phoenix metropolitan area. 

The passage of H.R. 2938 will prevent 
an ominous precedent that could lead 
to an expansion of off-reservation casi- 
nos and dangerous changes to the com- 
plexion of tribal gaming in the other 
States across the country in which In- 
dian tribes can use front companies to 
buy up land and declare it part of their 
sovereign reservation for gaming pur- 
poses. 

Additionally, Mr. Speaker, even if 
the casino weren’t in violation of Fed- 
eral law—which it is—but if it weren’t, 
claims that the operation would create 
jobs and benefit the economy of the 
surrounding area are woefully mis- 
informed at best and shamefully dis- 
honest at worst. The most frequently 
cited job creation numbers that have 
been thrown about during this debate 
come almost without exception from a 
study commissioned by the Tohono 
O’odham tribe themselves. The study 
was conducted by the Spectrum Gam- 
ing Group. Tellingly, multiple organi- 
zations asked the tribe to release the 
data and the methodology supporting 
this so-called ‘‘study,’’ which was re- 
leased roughly 3 years ago. To this day, 
the tribe continuously to steadfastly 
refuse. In other words, the tribes re- 
leased a slew of numbers extolling the 
supposed amazing economic benefits of 
their casino, then refused to tell any- 
body how they came up with the num- 
bers. 

Far from economically benefiting the 
West Valley, one recent well docu- 
mented study found that casino oper- 
ations would ultimately provide 
$172,500 of revenue annually for the 
city of Glendale—keep in mind the sur- 
rounding areas would not benefit from 
the normal sales taxes, bed taxes, and 
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property taxes because the casino, 
being on tribal land, would be exempt 
from all three. Meanwhile, Glendale es- 
timates an added cost of $3.6 million 
per year just for the additional cost of 
public safety services necessary to such 
a large operation. Of course, it should 
always be remembered, Mr. Speaker, 
that casino revenues are primarily 
comprised of gambling losses that 
would otherwise have found their way 
into the economy in more productive 
sectors. 

Mr. Speaker, my bill would not seek 
to take any lands away from Tohono 
O’odham. Consistent with the intent of 
the Indian Gaming Regulatory Act, my 
bill merely prevents the Tohono 
O’odham from building a gambling ca- 
sino on certain lands, as it previously 
agreed it would never do. 

I respectfully ask my colleagues to 
join me and the members of Arizona’s 
delegation in supporting this bill. 

Mr. LUJAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 10 
minutes to the gentleman from Ari- 
zona (Mr. GRIJALVA). 

Mr. GRIJALVA. Let me thank my 
good friend, Mr. LUJAN from New Mex- 
ico, for his time. 

H.R. 2938 is named the Gila Bend In- 
dian Reservation Lands Replacement 
Clarification Act. However, do not be 
misled by this bill’s benign sounding 
title. It does not aim to clarify any- 
thing. Rather, it seeks to unilaterally 
abrogate an Indian land claim and 
water rights settlement, and it would 
also interfere with pending litigation 
in Federal court. 

In 1986, the United States enacted 
Federal legislation specific to this 
tribe and this situation. The Gila Bend 
Indian Reservation Lands Replacement 
Clarification Act, Public Law 99-503, 
was to implement a settlement reached 
between the United States and the 
Tohono O’odham Nation. In this settle- 
ment, the nation released claims 
against the United States for flooding 
and loss of its land, as well as water 
rights of 36,000 acre feet per year. In ex- 
change for releasing the claims, Con- 
gress guaranteed, via statute, that the 
nation could obtain replacement res- 
ervation lands within three counties 
without restriction as to the use of 
that land. 


1920 


H.R. 2938 seeks to renege on Con- 
gress’ solemn promise and change the 
material terms of the settlement; this 
while Congress contemplates in a very 
real way breaking its word to Indian 
Country one more time. The legislation 
will reopen and change the terms of a 
1986 bipartisan land settlement au- 
thored by Congressman Mo Udall, then- 
Congressman JOHN MCCAIN, then-Sen- 
ator Dennis DeConcini, and then-Sen- 
ator Barry Goldwater that com- 
pensated the Tohono O’odham Nation 
for 10,000 acres of land destroyed by the 
Army Corps of Engineers in the 1950s. 
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By violating an existing settlement, 
this legislation will create new liabil- 
ities for the Federal Government, as 
taxpayers will have to provide more 
compensation to the nation as a result 
of prohibiting the purchase of replace- 
ment lands, as provided in the original 
settlement act. 

Enactment of this legislation would 
also set a dangerous precedent in which 
Congress could unilaterally alter the 
terms of a Federal settlement years 
later. If this is the case that would stop 
Congress from revisiting any settle- 
ments over the years, then all settle- 
ments are open for review. 

H.R. 2938 is job-killing special inter- 
est legislation. The primary advocates 
for this legislation are wealthy gaming 
entities, tribal entities trying to pro- 
tect their monopoly on a gaming mar- 
ket. If they get their way, they will 
prevent the Tohono O’odham Nation 
from creating thousands of new jobs, 
permanent and construction. 

It reneges on the United States’ 
promise to replace the reservation lost, 
and it vastly diminishes the Tohono 
O’odham settlement by imposing new 
restrictions on the land replacement 
provided for in the 1986 settlement. 

It creates new liabilities for the 
United States. If this were to become 
law, H.R. 2938, it will breach the settle- 
ment act, and it will leave the United 
States liable for untold millions of dol- 
lars in land and taking claims for the 
land and water rights that the nation 
relinquished under the original settle- 
ment act. 

And it undermines ongoing litiga- 
tion. The same interests that support 
H.R. 2938 have brought various lawsuits 
to stop the nation from exercising its 
rights. But so far, both State and Fed- 
eral courts have fully upheld the 
Tohono O’odham Nation’s rights. The 
proponents of H.R. 2938 want Congress 
to change the law in order to legislate 
a victory that they cannot get through 
legislation. 

In addition, misinformation, distor- 
tion, and outright lies have been spread 
through congressional offices by a 
major lobbying firm in D.C. in the em- 
ployment of a gaming entity that is op- 
posed to the original law and is pro- 
moting this law. 

This has nothing to do with ‘‘reserva- 
tion shopping.” In no way would de- 
feating this bill allow tribes to start 
buying up plots of land outside of, say, 
New York City and open up casinos. 
The original act was specific only to 
the Tohono O’odham. The replacement 
land could be only purchased in one of 
three Arizona counties. In fact, the 
land in question is in the exact same 
county, Maricopa, where the flooded 
land of Gila Bend reservation was lo- 
cated. 

So I think it’s time to stop this. This 
land was purchased legally by the 
Tohono O’odham Nation, all in accord- 
ance with the Gila Bend Reservation 
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Land Replacement Act, to replace res- 
ervation land the U.S. Government 
flooded and destroyed, to be used by 
the nation at their discretion for eco- 
nomic development. The innuendo of 
reservation shopping or the idea that 
its defeat will cause rampant reserva- 
tion shopping is absurd, and it needs to 
stop. 

I also want to address the idea that 
compact guaranteed no new casinos in 
the Phoenix area. If this was the case, 
the only casinos that would exist in 
the Phoenix area are the ones that 
were in existence in 2003. But lo and be- 
hold, the very tribes supporting this 
legislation have built two additional 
casinos since then. In fact, one of these 
tribes is about to break ground on a 
new $135 million Las Vegas-style casino 
and hotel right outside of southwest 
Phoenix. 

And, finally, let’s stop the lies about 
the administration being ‘‘neutral’’ on 
this bill. They have testified against it. 
I have spoken to them. Their position 
hasn’t changed, and the administration 
does not support this legislation. 

This legislation is causing disparate 
treatment of one tribe for the sake of 
protecting a market. The market 
should be competitive. This is not a 
violation of the Arizona Gaming Com- 
pact, but it is an abrogation of a law 
this Congress passed in 1986 that is now 
being changed due to the whims of 
those afraid of a competitive market. 

I thank the gentleman from New 
Mexico for yielding. 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. I yield 3 min- 
utes to the gentleman from Arizona 
(Mr. GOSAR). 

Mr. GOSAR. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of my friend TRENT FRANKS’ 
legislation, H.R. 2938. 

Ten years ago, stakeholders from 
across the State of Arizona gathered 
together to come up with a 21st-cen- 
tury plan to manage gaming activity. 
As part of that final agreement, many 
tribes agreed to forgo building a casino 
to share revenues as a whole. Gaming 
revenues were set aside for education, 
health care, and other measures to im- 
prove the lives of average tribal mem- 
bers. 

The key part of that compact was a 
tribal agreement that no new addi- 
tional casinos would be permitted in 
the Phoenix metropolitan area. The 
Tohono O’odham Nation agreed to 
those terms; but as they agreed to one 
thing publicly, they were preparing pri- 
vately to undermine the entire agree- 
ment. The tribe has since acquired land 
in Glendale and has made it clear they 
intend to break their agreement and 
establish a casino on that land. This 
legislation ensures the Tohono 
O’odham Nation must keep the promise 
they made in 2002 to the other tribes, 
the State, and our constituents. 

Additionally, the small, but vocal, 
opposition to this legislation claims 
the bill before us seeks to unilaterally 
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nullify an Indian water rights settle- 
ment. I assure my House colleagues 
that statement is false. Water rights 
associated with the Gila Bend reserva- 
tion were settled in the Arizona Water 
Rights Settlement Act of 2004, not the 
Gila Bend Act. 

The passage of H.R. 2938 would not af- 
fect the State adjudication of water 
rights. Any claims to water rights 
based on aboriginal occupancy that 
Tohono might have claimed were also 
waived in the tribe’s separate water 
rights settlement, an act that provided 
for a complete and total waiver of all 
such water rights in exchange for sub- 
stantial consideration and payments. 
Last fall, the Department of the Inte- 
rior testified on this bill, and water 
rights were not mentioned. The com- 
mittee resolved any concerns during 
the markup of the bill. 

Today’s debate is not about jobs or 
Native American water rights. It is 
about protecting the integrity of Arizo- 
na’s gaming compact and preventing a 
dangerous precedent that could lead to 
the expansion of off-reservation casi- 
nos in other States. 

I urge my colleagues to vote ‘‘yes’’ 
on H.R. 2938. 

Mr. LUJAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Massa- 
chusetts (Mr. MARKEY). 

Mr. MARKEY. I thank the gentleman 
from New Mexico. 

H.R. 2938 should not have been 
brought to the House floor under sus- 
pension of the rules. This legislation 
doesn’t name a post office or authorize 
a park study. H.R. 2938, instead, is a 
highly controversial piece of legisla- 
tion that will amend a settlement 
agreement between the United States 
and an Indian tribe, impose restric- 
tions on a tribe’s authority to use its 
own land, and circumvent years of Fed- 
eral and State court rulings. 

During consideration by the Natural 
Resources Committee, members from 
both sides of the aisle expressed con- 
cern with this measure. House Mem- 
bers have heard from tribes across the 
country, Arizona State legislators, 
local mayors, small business owners, 
and community leaders on both sides of 
this issue. The number of stakeholders 
with strong feelings on both sides of 
this issue is plain evidence that the bill 
does not belong on suspension. 
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So we’re here tonight, and the impli- 
cations for local, regional, and national 
gaming industry precedents are quite 
significant. We should only bring sus- 
pension-worthy bills out here on the 
floor. I say that because Mr. GRIJALVA 
from Arizona, whose tribal constitu- 
ents are the sole target of this legisla- 
tion, is being denied this opportunity 
and, therefore, any chance to address 
his constituents’ needs. And I think 
that since it does affect his district, his 
tribe, he’s on the Natural Resources 


9210 


Committee, he deserves the right to be 
able to make amendments that can im- 
prove this legislation, and he is not 
going to be allowed to do that. 

So that is my view on this bill, that 
it’s under the wrong process. Suspen- 
sions are really meant for bills that do 
not bring the level of complexity and 
the level of controversy that a bill like 
this brings to the House floor, and as a 
result, I urge a ‘‘no’’ vote. 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, I 
reserve the balance of my time. I have 
one more speaker. 

Mr. LUJAN. I yield 3 minutes to the 
gentleman from California (Mr. 
MCCLINTOCK). 

Mr. McCLINTOCK. I thank the gen- 
tleman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from Ar- 
izona (Mr. GRIJALVA) stated the facts 
very clearly. In the 1950s, the Federal 
Government condemned and_ seized 
land and water rights owned by the 
Tohono O’odham Indian Nation. In 
1986, Congress settled the tribe’s out- 
standing claims by agreeing, in part, to 
take into trust replacement land that 
the Tohono O’odham might acquire 
under specific conditions. The tribe has 
acquired a particular parcel meeting 
all of the conditions set forth in the 
law and asserted its rightful claim 
under that law. This bill retroactively 
and fundamentally alters that settle- 
ment, breaking the promises the 
Tohono O’odham have relied upon as 
they’ve spent many years and millions 
of dollars acquiring this parcel and 
planning the project. 

Now, why in the world would we want 
to do such a thing? Well, it’s obvious. 
Like many tribes, the Tohono O’odham 
want to build a casino on this land. 
This casino would compete with an- 
other tribe’s casino in the region, and 
that tribe doesn’t want the competi- 
tion. Competition is so annoying and 
inconvenient. It requires offering your 
customers a better service at a lower 
price. Tohono O’odham seeks to do 
that. The other tribe doesn’t want to. 

So that other tribe, which has a mo- 
nopoly on gaming in the Phoenix area, 
created a front made up of 
antigambling pressure groups and 
NIMBY activists to try and stop them. 
They have been defeated in the courts 
at every turn. So what to do? What to 
do? They don’t want to compete for 
customers. They don’t have a leg to 
stand on in court. What is left? Well, of 
course. Get Congress to break its prom- 
ise, which is why we’re all here to- 
night. 

Let’s be very clear about what pass- 
ing this bill would mean. Many in this 
House have widely criticized the Presi- 
dent for killing thousands of jobs to 
satisfy his ideological opposition to the 
Keystone pipeline. Well, this bill does 
exactly the same thing. It kills 6,000 
construction jobs and 3,000 permanent, 
ongoing service jobs by blocking this 
project on ideological grounds. But the 
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damage only begins there. Federal tax- 
payers will become liable for hundreds 
of millions of dollars of economic dam- 
ages to compensate the Tohono 
O’odham for lost profits, for the de- 
valuation of their property, and for 
years of planning suddenly rendered 
worthless by this act. 

So what’s the balance sheet here? On 
the plus side, we satisfy the ideological 
itch of antigaming busybodies and 
antigrowth zealots, and we protect a 
gambling monopoly in Phoenix from 
any competition. On the minus side, we 
destroy 6,000 construction jobs, 3,000 
service jobs, and we open our constitu- 
ents to hundreds of millions of dollars 
of damages that we are certain to lose 
in court. 

I would suggest that this bill ought 
to be laughed off the floor, but there’s 
nothing in it to laugh about. 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
Arizona (Mr. SCHWEIKERT). 

Mr. SCHWEIKERT. Thank you, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr. Speaker, I come to this with a 
somewhat unique view, because I was 
actually there 19 years ago as the ma- 
jority whip in the Arizona State House 
when this was originally being nego- 
tiated. I sat in the room hour after 
hour after hour for months with many 
of these Native American communities 
and these very discussions about what 
would happen in this type of scenario 
and assurances that were given to 
those of us who were in the legislature 
who were having to make the decision 
that this would never happen. 

And I’ve listened to a little bit of this 
testimony, even from my good friend 
here from California, and the facts 
don’t line up. First off, in the gaming 
agreements, in the compacts, there’s 
the language about the distance from 
the base aboriginal territories and how 
far things could move away from that. 
This is outside that. The jobs numbers 
are an absolute fantasy for the con- 
struction. And I think Mr. FRANKS ac- 
tually went over that in his discussion 
earlier. 

But why do I stand here so passion- 
ately supporting TRENT’s bill? If this 
happens, it’s going to destroy the na- 
ture of my State because, understand, 
the compacts go kaboom, the cascade 
begins. And this isn’t just for Arizona. 
It will be all over the country. I prom- 
ise you, in a few years you will wake 
up and my State will be a statewide 
gaming State. And then when this be- 
comes precedent, understand, all your 
States are now in play. 

This is more than just us having a 
dispute with the Tohono O’odhams. 
That isn’t what this is about. This is 
about keeping the promises that were 
made for many of us who were embat- 
tled in building these compacts years 
ago. 

Let’s have everyone keep their prom- 
ise, and let’s keep the deal we made. 
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Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Will the gen- 
tleman yield for a moment? If he 
doesn’t have the time, I will yield him 
additional time. 

Does the tribe in question have a ca- 
sino on their own property? 

Mr. SCHWEIKERT. Oh, yes. I think 
they have multiple casinos. 

There’s another fact that bounced up 
here, Mr. Speaker. There’s actually, I 
think, one, two, three, four, five casi- 
nos in the urban area by, I think, three 
different Native American commu- 
nities. This isn’t about defending one 
tribe versus another. This is about 
there’s 21 tribes in Arizona and the 
agreements that have been put to- 
gether. Heaven forbid what you’re 
going to do to these communities, par- 
ticularly the rural ones that get some 
of the sharing, if we blow up the com- 
pacts through my State. 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, 
does the gentleman have any more 
speakers? | 

Mr. LUJAN. Mr. Speaker, yes, I do. 
Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. I reserve the 
balance of my time. 

Mr. LUJAN. I yield such time as he 
may consume to the gentleman from 
Arizona (Mr. GRIJALVA). 


Mr. GRIJALVA. Thank you, Mr. 
LUJÁN. 

Just, I think, important points to 
clarify. One is that the Tohono 


O’odham Nation’s proposed gaming fa- 
cility in this land that was authorized 
by Congress would violate its tribal- 
State gaming compact, or Prop 202. 
The Department of the Interior has 
spoken clearly on this issue and con- 
firmed in section 3(j) of the tribal- 
State gaming compact clearly allows 
the nation to develop a gaming facility 
on the land. Nothing in Proposition 202 
would disallow the nation from gaming 
in the Phoenix metropolitan area, as 
the other five to six casinos show that 
there were gentlemen’s agreements for 
no additional casinos in Phoenix. 

Well, there was no such side deal. 
The line of argument is, I think, an 
after-the-fact rationalization for a po- 
sition that is entirely unsupported by 
the letter of the law. The compact has 
stated all elements of tribal-State 
gaming agreements must be embodied 
in the compact and must be approved 
by the Department of the Interior. 

I think that we have to look at what 
has not been said. The United States’ 
breach, if this becomes law, will void 
the nation’s release of its original land 
claims and open the United States to a 
liability that was valued at $100 mil- 
lion in 1986 dollars. The breach will 
also open the portion of the nation’s 
original water claims settlement. This 
settlement is key to the negotiations 
going on now with the Salt River 
Project, the Central Arizona Water 
Conservation District, the State of Ari- 
zona, the Maricopa-Stanfield Water 
District, and the Central Arizona Irri- 
gation District, all affecting the very 
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precious commodity in Arizona, which 
is water. 

So at the expense of those liabilities, 
that breach could cause not only the 
State of Arizona, but the United States 
taxpayer, millions and millions of dol- 
lars and loss in settlements that are so 
vitally needs around the water issues 
affecting Arizona and the West. 


Mr. LUJAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 
1940 


Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, I 
can say that this is somewhat difficult 
for me because I have a rule about laws 
that are being passed in Members’ dis- 


tricts, and I usually support. Mr. 
FRANKS represents that district. 
And I will say, Mr. GRIJALVA has 


made some statements. I would suggest 
Congress makes laws, and Congress can 
remake laws. Lawsuits, that’s a scare 
tactic. They can sue all they want. One 
of the problems we have in America 
today is we have too many lawyers, so 
you can sue anything and anybody, 
anytime, anywhere. 

This is a battle about a State and a 
large group of American Natives that 
reached an agreement. Mr. GOSAR said 
this very clearly. He was there, and 
they reached an agreement and they 
are signatories. We had a hearing on 
this legislation. We had a quite inten- 
sive hearing, and that was brought up. 
And, of course, they can cite all the ar- 
guments they want, but they also un- 
derstand that when a State is involved 
under Native gaming laws, which I and 
Mr. Udall sponsored, the State had to 
be directly involved; otherwise, you 
wouldn’t have gambling anyplace in 
Arizona because the State would not 
have agreed to that if there hadn’t 
been an agreement between all of the 
tribes, there would be no more than 
was established in the compact. And I 
think we have to consider the State’s 
belief in this because that does affect 
the State. They probably wouldn’t 
have any gambling at all. 

This money from those five existing 
casinos is shared, even by the tribe re- 
questing this casino outside their terri- 
tory where they have their own casi- 
nos, they want it in the Phoenix area, 
and we all know that. This is about 
money. There’s no doubt about that. 
But what concerns me the most is the 
compact. When I listen to this, when 
you make an agreement and you’re a 
tribe and you agree to something, don’t 
try to go around and change that later 
on by asking some lawyers. We talk 
about finances and where the finances 
are coming from. We can find that out, 
too, later on. 

So with the understanding that this 
is an Arizona battle, but as chairman, 
I have to listen to both sides, and right 
now I come down on the side that Ari- 
zona, the State of, has an agreement, 
and we ought to live by it. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
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Mr. BACA. Mr. Speaker, | rise in support of 
H.R. 2938, the Gila Bend Indian Reservation 
Lands Replacement Clarification Act. 

| support this important legislation because 
| believe we should all be bound by the agree- 
ments we make. 

In the late 1990s, Arizona tribes’ gaming 
ventures were being threatened by litigation 
and anti-Indian gaming interests. 

As a response, a number of tribes formed a 
coalition to create a joint negotiating position 
before entering into tribal compact discussions 
with state officials. 

One of these 
O’odham Nation. 

Following this agreement, proposition 202 
was passed, limiting Phoenix area casinos to 
seven. 

Through all this time, the Tonoho O’odham 
Nation never expressed any hesitation to the 
agreement they signed with other tribes or 
Proposition 202, until now. 

| ask my colleagues to support this impor- 
tant measure because it upholds the good 
faith negotiations that were conducted to 
reach this joint power resolution between the 
Arizona Tribes. 

| ask my colleagues to support it because it 
upholds the integrity of all the other tribes who 
have and still are living up to their word. 

| urge my colleagues to vote “yes” on this 
important bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Alaska (Mr. 
YOUNG) that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 2938, as 
amended. 

The question was taken. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the 
opinion of the Chair, two-thirds being 
in the affirmative, the ayes have it. 

Mr. GRIJALVA. Mr. Speaker, on that 
I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, further pro- 
ceedings on this question will be post- 
poned. 


tribes was the Tonoho 


EE 


CRISIS IN SYRIA 


(Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas asked 
and was given permission to address 
the House for 1 minute.) 

Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, the crisis in Syria is getting 
worse and worse and worse. I join with 
the United Nations, but I ask that the 
Arab League and NATO raise their 
voices to remove women and children 
and the elderly and the disabled and 
the sick from this onslaught of vio- 
lence. 

And I ask the head of Russia, Mr. 
Putin, does he have a heart? Is he 
going to continue on the basis of ego 
and collaboration, determined that he 
allow the violence against the Syrian 
people to continue? 

I ask my Christian friends in Syria, 
as well, to join with the world of hu- 
manity to stop the violence against 
women and children. It is time now. 

ONE VOTE, ONE PERSON 

Mr. Speaker, I change to another 

topic very quickly and say: one vote, 
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one person. The voter ID law doesn’t 
allow that, and the massive infusion of 
dollars coming from places that no one 
knows, no one has to account for. Let 
us have the Constitution stand again. 
Let America have a 2012 election with- 
out the infusion of unnamed dollars; 
now, $100 million may be coming into 
this election from one person. Mr. 
Speaker, the Constitution deserves re- 
spect—one vote, one person. 


—— 


CLEARING THE NAMES OF JOHN 
BROW AND BROOKS GRUBER 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan- 
uary 5, 2011, the gentleman from North 
Carolina (Mr. JONES) is recognized for 
60 minutes as the designee of the ma- 
jority leader. 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, I won’t 
take the entire hour, but this is a 10- 
year journey that I have been on since 
I was notified by the wife of one of the 
pilots, Connie Gruber, who lives in my 
district, that the very tragic plane 
crash on April 8, 2000, when 19 marines 
were killed in a V-22 Osprey, that her 
husband, Major Brooks Gruber and 
Colonel John Brow, pilots, were being 
blamed for the accident. Nineteen ma- 
rines that night were killed. And again, 
10 years ago I was contacted by Mrs. 
Gruber, who lives in Jacksonville, 
North Carolina, which is the home of 
Camp Lejeune Marine Base. 

Mr. Speaker, I have, for the House, a 
photograph of the V-22 Osprey that 
many people might have forgotten. In 
the year 2000, it was a plane going 
through a lot of trouble, meaning from 
the standpoint of testing, standpoint of 
records being changed, and the stand- 
point that the Secretary of Defense at 
the time, Dick Cheney, wanted to scrap 
the program. But the Marine Corps was 
saying that they had to have the MV- 
22. And again, Mr. Speaker, for you to 
know, this is the plane that goes from 
a helicopter mode to an airplane mode, 
that the nacelles will go from this way 
to a plane mode. I have this beside me 
so that people can see the V-22. The 
pilot was Colonel John Brow. He’s pic- 
tured immediately on my left, and the 
copilot to the poster’s left was Major 
Brooks Gruber. 

Connie Gruber wrote me a letter. It’s 
a full page, Mr. Speaker, and I would 
like to just read what she said, just one 
paragraph: 

With so many wrongs in the world we can- 
not make right, I ask you prayerfully con- 
sider an injustice that you can make right. I 
realize you alone may not be able to amend 
the report, but you can certainly support my 
efforts to permanently remove this black 
mark from my husband’s honorable military 
service record. 

Mr. Speaker, there was a time when 
there was an issue involving the V-22 
that the Marine Corps did not recog- 
nize, nor did Bell-Boeing, the manufac- 
turer of the plane. It’s called vortex 
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ring state, VRS, and it’s where the dif- 
ferent, the two helicopter nacelles can 
be impacted in a different way, and 
that’s what caused this tragic accident 
on April 8, 2000. 

Mr. Speaker, right after the accident, 
the Marine Corps sent three investiga- 
tors—Colonel Mike Morgan, Colonel 
Ron Radich, and Major Phil 
Stackhouse—to Arizona to investigate 
this accident, which was very, very dif- 
ficult for the marines who were given 
the responsibility to find out why this 
plane crashed and burned. 

Mr. Speaker, they came back and 
completed what was known as the 
JAGMAN report that was submitted to 
the Marine Corps. The investigators, 
this was their findings of what caused 
the accident. 
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This is what has created the problem 
is that the Marine Corps issued a press 
release that I will talk about in just a 
few minutes. And the JAGMAN the 
families agreed with. Everything in the 
JAGMAN they agree with. And I'll 
touch on that in just a moment. 

I also at this time want to thank 
Congressman STENY HOYER from Mary- 
land, who is the Congressman for the 
wife of the pilot. Her name is Trish 
Brow. She has two sons, Matthew and 
Michael. Mr. HOYER has joined me in 
clearing the names of these two pilots, 
and I want to thank him again for that. 

In addition, Congressman NORM 
Dicks from the State of Washington, 
who will be leaving this year, has heard 
me speak on the floor about this acci- 
dent, and he also wants to join in clear- 
ing the names of these two pilots. 

Mr. Speaker, I also want to thank at- 
torney Jim Furman in Texas. Attorney 
Jim Furman represented Connie 
Gruber and Trish Brow in the lawsuit 
against Bell-Boeing. In addition, Brian 
Alexander and his associate, Francis 
Young, were the attorneys for the 17 
Marine families. So those two attor- 
neys, Jim Furman and Brian Alex- 
ander, have joined me in clearing the 
names of John Brow and Brooks 
Gruber. 

Mr. Speaker, I must state that they 
won their case against Bell-Boeing. 
The amount of money allotted to the 
families has been secured, so therefore 
no one knows except the families; but 
it tells me a whole lot when a manufac- 
turing company decides that they 
would rather settle out of court than 
take the case to court. 

Phil Coyle, the Assistant Secretary 
of Defense and Director of Operational 
Test and Evaluation in the Department 
of Defense at the time of this accident, 
has also joined us in clearing the 
names of the two pilots. Also, shortly 
after the accident in the year 2002, CBS 
“60 Minutes,” led by Mike Wallace, 
who is now deceased, gave the story of 
what happened and why this plane 
crashed and why the two pilots should 
not be seen at fault. 
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Mr. Speaker, there have been many 
people in this 10-year journey. Local 
press in eastern North Carolina all the 
way to press in Texas have joined us in 
this effort to say to Connie Gruber and 
Trish Brow and their sons and their 
daughter: your husbands were not at 
fault. 

Why the Marine Corps will not join 
in this effort I do not understand. All 
the Marine Corps has to do is to issue 
a paragraph that clearly states to 
Trish Brow that your husband, John 
Brow, Colonel John Brow, pilot, was 
not at fault for the accident that oc- 
curred on April 8, 2000, in Marana, Ari- 
zona. All the Marine Corps has to do is 
to write a paragraph on the com- 
mandant stationery to Connie Gruber 
stating the same thing, except: your 
husband, Major Brooks Gruber, co- 
pilot, was not at fault for the accident 
that happened on April 8, 2000, in 
Marana, Arizona. 

Mr. Speaker, you might think—and 
maybe some people watching tonight 
might think—well, why is this so dif- 
ficult? The lawsuits are over, the plane 
is surviving, there’s no threat to the 
Marine Corps that they’re going to 
eliminate the V-22. It is part of their 
arsenal now. But this is what hap- 
pened: a Marine Corps press release 
July 27, 2000, states: 

Unfortunately, the pilot’s drive to accom- 
plish that mission appears to have been the 
fatal factor. 

Mr. Speaker, the official JAGMAN 
investigation that I made reference to, 
Colonel Morgan, Colonel Radich and 
Major Stackhouse, this is what they 
said in the JAGMAN: 

During this investigation, we found noth- 
ing that we would characterize as neg- 
ligence, deliberate pilot error, or mainte- 
nance/material failure. 

Mr. Speaker, if only the Marine 
Corps, after the JAGMAN report came 
out, would have released a press state- 
ment that would have said: After we 
have reviewed this JAGMAN report, it 
is now our determination, because of 
the JAGMAN report, that Colonel John 
Brow and Major Brooks Gruber were 
not at fault for this accident. 

Mr. Speaker, at the time of this acci- 
dent, this issue of vortex ring state was 
not fully understood. It was understood 
in the world of the helicopters, but not 
in the world of the Osprey. The Marine 
Corps did not understand, nor did Bell- 
Boeing understand, how the vortex ring 
state, how these pilots could have re- 
acted. Mr. Speaker, in fact, at the time 
of the accident, the NATOPS manual 
that was given to the pilots of the V- 
22—and this night given to Colonel 
John Brow and Major Brooks Gruber— 
the NATOPS manual had absolutely 
nothing about the vortex ring state. It 
had one sentence. Since that time, the 
NATOPS manual for the Marine Corps 
and the Navy and the Air Force, Mr. 
Speaker, is six pages about vortex ring 
state and how you react to vortex ring 
state. 
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Mr. Speaker, there are warning sys- 
tems in the cockpit of the V-22 now 
that these two Marines never saw, 
never had, never understood, never 
knew about. But since that accident, 
Mr. Speaker, they now have a warning 
system that tells the pilots that you’re 
in trouble, you’re in trouble. They even 
have in the helmets they wear a voice 
of a woman saying ‘‘sink, sink, sink,” 
meaning you have to react to the sink- 
ing of the ship, this plane. 

Mr. Speaker, that’s why tonight and 
once a month I’m coming down on the 
floor to talk about the fact that these 
marines have every right to rest in 
peace. One’s buried in Arlington Ceme- 
tery; that’s Colonel John Brow. And 
the other, Major Brooks Gruber, is bur- 
ied in the veterans cemetery down in 
Jacksonville, North Carolina, where 
his wife lives. 

Mr. Speaker, I also want to thank 
WTVD of Durham. They’re bringing a 
film crew up tomorrow to interview 
Trish Brow and one of her sons. They 
will meet Mrs. Brow over at Arlington 
Cemetery. This is why it does not 
make any sense why the Marine Corps 
will not issue a public statement in a 
paragraph to the two wives saying: 
after this many years and all the facts 
and all the testing and everything that 
we’ve done, there’s no way that your 
husbands could have known what they 
were doing. 

Mr. Speaker, they were sitting in the 
air. They did not understand how to 
react to vortex ring state. The Marine 
Corps knew not how to explain to them 
how to react. And Bell-Boeing had not 
done the proper research. Mr. Speaker, 
when I say proper research, after this 
accident and an additional accident, 
Tom Macdonald, a test pilot, spent 700 
hours trying to figure out how the V-22 
responds to vortex ring state and how 
the pilot should respond to vortex ring 
state. In fact, Mr. Macdonald deserved 
and he earned from the Test Pilots As- 
sociation the Kincheloe Award for find- 
ing out and figuring out what you do 
when a plane gets into vortex ring 
state. 

Mr. Speaker, these two men would 
not have given their lives and 17 ma- 
rines in the back of the plane if Bell- 
Boeing had done its job and the Marine 
Corps had demanded that Bell-Boeing 
understand vortex ring state and how 
it would impact the V-22. 

Mr. Speaker, very quickly—I’m going 
to close in just a few minutes, but I 
wanted to share with the RECORD that 
when the JAGMAN said that this was 
not deliberate pilot error, I wrote to 
one of the investigators, Lieutenant 
Colonel Morgan, and I asked him how 
and why did you use the words ‘‘delib- 
erate pilot error” in the JAGMAN re- 
port. Again, the families, we accept the 
JAGMAN report; but I did not quite 
understand, I’m not a pilot, not a ma- 
rine, never served, but I wanted to un- 
derstand why. And I’d like to read this 
for the RECORD. 
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Colonel Morgan stated, and these are 
his words: 

My personal feeling and opinion, supported 
by my interview with the lead flight crew, is 
that the mishap aircraft had no idea they 
had exceeded any flight parameters. 

Mr. Speaker, the pilots had no idea 
they had exceeded any flight param- 
eters. They were merely trying to re- 
main in position on a flight lead trying 
to salvage a bad approach. 

Mr. Speaker, the bad approach was 
by the lead plane. This was the second 
plane. 

And, again, he said, the pilots had no 
idea they had exceeded any flight pa- 
rameters. 

Mr. Speaker, as I said just a moment 
ago, they now have warning systems, 
and if the pilots today had exceeded 
any flight parameters, there would be a 
warning system going off, and the 
plane would not crash and 19 Marines 
would not burn to death. 

Mr. Speaker, again, I want to thank 
Congressman STENY HOYER for joining 
in this effort to clear the names of 
these two Marines. I want to thank the 
families, Trish Brow and her two boys, 
and Connie Gruber and her little girl, 
Brooks, for continuing to say some- 
body’s got to clear the names of these 
two men. 

They were outstanding pilots. Mr. 
Speaker, I’ve never had anyone in the 
Marine Corps tell me anything dif- 
ferent than that John Brow and Brooks 
Gruber were outstanding pilots. But, as 
I’ve said tonight, the environment of 
the times, Secretary of Defense Dick 
Cheney was opposed to the V-22 pro- 
gram. He wanted to eliminate the pro- 
gram. There were Members in Congress 
in both parties that wanted to save the 
program. There was a fight going on. 

So when these two Marines crashed, 
and the 17 Marines in the back of the 
plane that died, they sent out this 
press release that I just made mention 
of, and they never had a second press 
release that would clearly have stated, 
based on the investigation, based on 
the JAGMAN report that we, the Ma- 
rine Corps, have reviewed, and signed 
by General McCorkle, that these two 
pilots were not at fault. They had not 
been trained. They did not understand 
vortex ring state. Bell Boeing didn’t do 
its job. The Marine Corps didn’t de- 
mand that Bell Boeing make this plane 
safe, and how it would react to vortex 
ring state, and they didn’t understand 
it. 

So for 10 years—actually 12 now; the 
crash was in 2000—for 10 years there 
have been many people who have joined 
me in trying to say to the Marine 
Corps, you owe these two men. They 
deserve and their families deserve a 
letter from the Marine Corps stating 
that they were not at fault for this ac- 
cident. 

Mr. Speaker, again, all I can say, and 
I will continue to say to the Marine 
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Corps, you have the utmost respect of 
the American people. They have great 
respect for the history of the Marine 
Corps and what the Marine Corps has 
done for our country in all the wars, 
just like the other services. 

But in this case we’re talking about 
the Marine Corps. And all the families 
want is one paragraph that clearly 
states that Colonel John Brow, pilot, 
was not at fault for the accident that 
occurred on April 8, 2000, in Marana, 
Arizona. All Connie Gruber wants is 
the same letter, but with her husband’s 
name. This is to certify that copilot 
Brooks Gruber, Major Brooks Gruber, 
was not at fault for the accident that 
occurred on April 8, 2000, in Marana, 
Arizona. 

Mr. Speaker, this is a journey that I 
will not stop till we clear the names of 
these two pilots. The facts are on our 
side. There’s so much more that I could 
say tonight. I have volumes, Mr. 
Speaker. I have the tape that Jim 
Furman presented in the lawsuit case. 
I have a copy of that, given to me by 
Jim Furman. I’ve seen it all. 

I’ve seen the tape from Mike Wallace 
and ‘‘60 Minutes.” I’ve talked to Jim 
Schafer, Colonel Schafer, now retired. 
He was in the air. There were four 
planes flying that night, and he was in 
the air. These were his buddies, John 
Brow and Brooks Gruber. He saw the 
plane crash. He’s joined us in this ef- 
fort to clear the names of Colonel John 
Brow and Major Brooks Gruber. 

I want to thank Chairman BUCK 
MCKEON and Ranking Member ADAM 
SMITH. They allowed language to be in 
the NDAA bill that basically says they 
hope that the Marine Corps will work 
to clear the names of these two pilots. 

And, Mr. Speaker, I want to thank 
the press that has taken on this effort 
also. Voltaire said, and I quote Vol- 
taire, We owe the living our respect. 
We owe the dead the truth. And that’s 
all this effort has ever been about is 
trying to call on the Marine Corps, who 
the American people respect, I respect, 
to issue the letter to Trish Brow and 
Connie Gruber. 

Mr. Speaker, all the lawsuits are 
over, and I look at this letter from 
Mike Morgan, and I don’t read it be- 
cause the first sentence is about me. 
But it says: 

I applaud and fully support the extraor- 
dinary effort you have undertaken in support 
of John Brow and Brooks Gruber and the 
families who lost loved ones in the tragic 
crash of Nighthawk 72. 

Let me read just a couple more, and 
then I’m going to close, Mr. Speaker. 
This is from Phil Stackhouse. Again, 
this is one of the three investigators. 
He said: 

I do not believe that it would be a surprise 
to anyone that it is my opinion the mishap 
was not a result of pilot error, but was the 
result of a perfect storm of circumstances. 

Mr. Speaker, that’s what I’m talking 
about. They did not understand vortex 
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ring state. The manufacturer didn’t un- 
derstand it. The Marine Corps didn’t 
understand it, so they couldn’t train 
the pilots to understand it. That’s what 
Major Stackhouse meant by a perfect 
storm of circumstances. 

During the conduct of this investiga- 
tion, we collected some 20 binders of 
evidence, including, among other 
things, maintenance records, training 
records, telemetry records, operational 
and testing records, and dozens of pho- 
tographs. He further states this in- 
cludes, for example, compressed testing 
and evaluation created by deadlines, 
funding, and maintenance. 

Mr. Speaker, that’s what he’s talking 
about—at that particular time, when 
this plane was up and going to Arizona, 
they were cutting programs to test the 
plane. You had Secretary of Defense 
Dick Cheney trying to kill the pro- 
gram. They did everything they could. 

I don’t blame the Marine Corps for 
trying to save the program. They be- 
lieved that this was the helicopter of 
the present and the future. 

But he further stated: 

The actions of the lead aircraft in the sec- 
tion, and lack of understanding how vortex 
ring state/power settling would actually af- 
fect the Osprey in the real world, was part of 
the problem. I do not feel that our investiga- 
tion reflects that the mishap was a result of 
pilot error, and if the investigation was in- 
terpreted that way, it was misinterpreted. 

Mr. Speaker, this is one of the three 
investigators. They all wrote about the 
same letter. And Major Phil Stack- 
house closed by saying this: 

For any record that reflects the mishap 
was a result of pilot error, it should be cor- 
rected. For any publication that reflects the 
mishap was a result of pilot error, it should 
be corrected and recanted. 

Mr. Speaker, I’ve had the privilege 
and the pleasure to meet Major Brooks 
Gruber’s daddy and mom. They live in 
Florida. One time after the accident 
they came to Jacksonville, North Caro- 
lina, and Connie Gruber invited me to 
the First Baptist Church of Jackson- 
ville. And it’s one of those falls where 
they have reunions. And I never will 
forget, after the church service, Connie 
said, I want you to meet my father-in- 
law. 
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I went out and met Mr. Gruber. Mr. 
Speaker. He was a marine who fought 
for this country in Korea. We were in 
the vestibule of the First Baptist 
Church in Jacksonville. 

He said, I want to shake your hand. 

With tears in his eyes, he said, Con- 
gressman, I cannot thank you enough 
for trying to clear my son’s name. 

Mr. Speaker, I’ve stayed in touch 
with Mr. Gruber from time to time to 
let him know we’re making progress. 
No, we’re not there yet, but we keep 
beating this drum, the drum saying, 
Clear their names; clear their names; 
clear their names. 

I called Trish Brow last week to tell 
her that WTVD wanted to come up and 
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interview her about the accident. It 
happened to be a tough day, Mr. Speak- 
er, because her father-in-law, who is 80 
years old, was having surgery. I am 
pleased to report that the surgery went 
well. 

I want Mr. Brow, Sr., and his family 
and I want Mr. Gruber, Sr., and his 
family to see the letter that we are 
asking the Marine Corps to send to the 


two wives. Both men are in their 
eighties. 

I will read it one more time before 
closing: 


For any record that reflects the mishap 
was a result of pilot error, it should be cor- 
rected. For any publication that reflects the 
mishap was a result of pilot error, it should 
be corrected and recanted. 

The three  investigators—Colonel 
Mike Morgan, Colonel Ron Radich, 
Major Phil Stackhouse—have all writ- 
ten me letters and have said the same 
thing, that our JAGMAN report says 
the pilots were not at fault. 

Mr. Speaker, we are going to keep 
battling this thing for the families. I 
will say we’re getting closer because I 
have such faith in God Almighty that I 
know that it’s God’s will that these 
two pilots who are dead and their fami- 
lies who are living deserve to have 
their names cleared. I just call on the 
Marine Corps to do what’s right for 
their marines. 

Do what’s right for the marines. For- 
get the Congressman. He just happens 
to be the foot soldier. Do what’s right 
for the two marines who are dead. Do 
what’s right for the 17 marines who 
were in the back of the plane who are 
dead, and do what’s right for the fami- 
lies of the pilot and co-pilot. 

Mr. Speaker, with that, I want to 
thank you and the staff. You stayed 
here tonight to give me this chance to 
share my concern, my heart. 

I will ask God to please touch the 
hearts of those in the United States 
Marine Corps, to look at the face of 
Colonel John Brow, pilot, and at the 
face of Major Brooks Gruber, co-pilot, 
and call on the Marine Corps to write 
the letters to the families and to pub- 
licly say that the JAGMAN report has 
cleared these two pilots’ names and 
that we, the Marine Corps, could have 
8 years ago issued a press release to the 
Nation saying that these two pilots 
were not at fault. 

Had they done that, I would not be on 
the floor tonight. 

Mr. Speaker, I close, as I always do, 
from the bottom of my heart for all of 
those fighting in Afghanistan: God, 
please bless the families of our men 
and women in uniform. Please, God, 
bless those who are serving our Nation. 
Those who have lost loved ones in Af- 
ghanistan and Iraq, hold them in your 
arms, dear God. Give them comfort. 

God, please bless the House and Sen- 
ate that we will do what is right in the 
eyes of God. Please bless President 
Obama that he will do what is right in 
the eyes of God for God’s people. 
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And three times I will say in closing: 
God, please, God, please, God, please, 
continue to bless America. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 


LEAVE OF ABSENCE 


By unanimous consent, leave of ab- 
sence was granted to: 

Mr. GRIFFIN of Arkansas (at the re- 
quest of Mr. CANTOR) for today on ac- 
count of illness. 

Mr. SCHILLING (at the request of Mr. 
CANTOR) for today on account of at- 
tending the visitation of a fallen sol- 
dier. 


EE 


ADJOURNMENT 


Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, I move that 
the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord- 
ingly (at 8 o’clock and 15 minutes 
p.m.), under its previous order, the 
House adjourned until tomorrow, Tues- 
day, June 19, 2012, at 10 a.m. for morn- 
ing-hour debate. 


EE 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 


Under clause 2 of rule XIV, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 


6456. A letter from the Acting Under Sec- 
retary, Department of Defense, transmitting 
the Department’s report on the amount of 
purchases from foreign entities in Fiscal 
Year 2011, pursuant to Public Law 104-201, 
section 827 (110 Stat. 2611); to the Committee 
on Armed Services. 

6457. A letter from the Assistant General 
Counsel for Legislation, Regulation and En- 
ergy Efficiency, Department of Energy, 
transmitting the Department’s final rule — 
Energy Conservation Program for Certain 
Industrial Equipment: Energy Conservation 
Standards and Test Procedures for Commer- 
cial Heating, Air-Conditioning, and Water- 
Heating Equipment [Docket No.: EERE-2011- 
BT-STD-0029] (RIN: 1904-AC47) received May 
17, 2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to 
the Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

6458. A letter from the Assistant General 
Counsel for Legislation, Regulation and En- 
ergy Efficiency, Department of Energy, 
transmitting the Department’s ‘‘Major’’ 
final rule — Energy Conservation Program: 
Energy Conservation Standards for Residen- 
tial Clothes Washers [Docket Number: 
EERE-2008-BT-STD-0019] (RIN: 1904-AB90) re- 
ceived June 13, 2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

6459. A letter from the Director, Regula- 
tions Policy and Management Staff, Depart- 
ment of Health and Human Services, trans- 
mitting the Department’s final rule — Irra- 
diation in the Production, Processing and 
Handling of Food [Docket No.: FDA-1999-F- 
0021; Formerly 1999F-2673] received May 17, 
2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

6460. A letter from the Director, Regula- 
tions Policy and Management Staff, Depart- 
ment of Health and Human Services, trans- 
mitting the Department’s final rule — Label- 
ing and Effectiveness Testing; Sunscreen 
Drug Products for Over-the-Counter Human 
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Use; Delay of Compliance Dates [Docket No.: 
FDA-1978-N-0018] (Formerly Docket No.: 
1978N-0038) (RIN: 0910-AF43) received May 17, 
2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

6461. A letter from the Deputy Director, Of- 
fice of State, Local, and Tribal Affairs, Exec- 
utive Office Of The President, Office of Na- 
tional Drug Control Policy, transmitting re- 
ports on the National Youth Anti-Drug 
Media Campaign for Fiscal Year 2011, pursu- 
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee 
on Energy and Commerce. 

6462. A letter from the Assistant Secretary, 
Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting the Department’s annual re- 
port for 2011 on Voting Practices in the 
United Nations, pursuant to Public Law 101- 
246, section 406; to the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs. 

6463. A letter from the Secretary, Depart- 
ment of the Treasury, transmitting as re- 
quired by section 401(c) of the National 
Emergencies Act, 50 U.S.C. 1641(c), and sec- 
tion 204(c) of the International Emergency 
Economic Powers Act, 50 U.S.C. 1703(c), and 
pursuant to Executive Order 13313 of July 31, 
2003, a six-month periodic report on the na- 
tional emergency with respect to the risk of 
nuclear proliferation created by the accumu- 
lation of weapons-usable fissile material in 
the territory of the Russian Federation that 
was declared in Executive Order 13159 of 
June 21, 2000; to the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs. 

6464. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Congressional Affairs, Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission, transmitting the Commission’s 
final rule — Export and Import of Nuclear 
Equipment and Material; Export of Inter- 
national Atomic Energy Agency Safeguards 
Samples [NRC-2011-0213] (RIN: 3150-AJ04) re- 
ceived May 22, 2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Foreign Af- 
fairs. 

6465. A letter from the Secretary, Depart- 
ment of Health and Human Services, trans- 
mitting the Department’s determination on 
a petition on behalf of workers from the 
Sandia National Laboratories in Albu- 
querque, New Mexico be added to the Special 
Exposure Cohort (SEC), pursuant to the En- 
ergy Employees Occupational Illness Com- 
pensation Program Act of 2000 (HEOICPA); 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

6466. A letter from the Federal Liaison Of- 
ficer, Department of Commerce, transmit- 
ting the Department’s final rule — Changes 
in Requirements for Specimens and for Affi- 
davits or Declarations of Continued Use or 
Excusable Nonuse in Trademark Cases 
[Docket No.: PTO-T-2010-0073] (RIN: 0651- 
AC49) received May 22, 2012, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

6467. A letter from the Secretary, Depart- 
ment of Health and Human Services, trans- 
mitting the Department’s determination on 
a petition on behalf of workers from the 
Clinton Engineer Works in Oak Ridge, Ten- 
nessee, to be added to the Special Exposure 
Cohort (SEC), pursuant to the Energy Em- 
ployees Occupational Illness Compensation 
Program Act of 2000 (HEOICPA); to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

6468. A letter from the Secretary, Depart- 
ment of Health and Human Services, trans- 
mitting the Department’s determination on 
a petition on behalf of workers from the 
Brookhaven National Laboratory in Upton, 
New York, to be added to the Special Expo- 
sure Cohort (SEC), pursuant to the Energy 
Employees Occupational Illness Compensa- 
tion Program Act of 2000 (HEOICPA); to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 
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6469. A letter from the Secretary, Depart- 
ment of Health and Human Services, trans- 
mitting the Department’s determination on 
a petition on behalf of workers from the 
Electro Metallurigical site in Niagara Falls, 
New York to be added to the Special Expo- 
sure Cohort (SEC), pursuant to the Energy 
Employees Occupational Illness Compensa- 
tion Program Act of 2000 (HEOICPA); to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

6470. A letter from the Secretary, Depart- 
ment of Health and Human Services, trans- 
mitting the Department’s determination on 
a petition on behalf of workers from Hangar 
481 on the premises of Kirtland Air Force 
Base, Albuquerque, New Mexico to be added 
to the Special Exposure Cohort (SEC), pursu- 
ant to the Energy Employees Occupational 
Illness Compensation Program Act of 2000 
(EEOICPA); to the Committee on the Judici- 
ary. 

6471. A letter from the Assistant Attorney 
General, Civil Rights Division, Department 
of Justice, transmitting the Department’s 
final rule — Amendment of Americans With 
Disabilities Act Title II and Title III Regula- 
tions To Extend Compliance Date for Certain 
Requirements Related to Existing Pools and 
Spas Provided by State and Local Govern- 
ments and by Public Accommodations [CRT 
Docket No: 123; A.Q. Order No. 3382-2012] 
(RIN: 1190-AA69) received May 21, 2012, pursu- 
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

6472. A letter from the Director, Executive 
Office Of The President, Office of National 
Drug Control Policy, transmitting a report 
of the Use of High Intensity Drug Traf- 
ficking Areas Program Funds to Combat 
Methamphetamine Trafficking; to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

6473. A letter from the Chief, Publications 
and Regulations, Internal Revenue Service, 
transmitting the Service’s final rule — Modi- 
fications to Definition of United States 
Property [TD 9589] (RIN: 1545-BK11) received 
May 11, 2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

6474. A letter from the Chief, Publications 
and Regulations, Internal Revenue Service, 
transmitting the Service’s final rule — Ap- 
plicable Federal Rates — June 2012 (Rev. 
Rul. 2012-15) received May 22, 2012, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

6475. A letter from the Chief, Publications 
and Regulations, Internal Revenue Service, 
transmitting the Service’s final rule — Allo- 
cation of Mortgage Insurance Premiums [TD 
9588] (RIN: 1545-BH84) received May 11, 2012, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means. 


EE 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. SMITH of Texas: Committee on the Ju- 
diciary. H.R. 3668. A bill to prevent traf- 
ficking in counterfeit drugs; with an amend- 
ment (Rept. 112-587). Referred to the Com- 
mittee of the Whole House on the state of 
the Union. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington: Committee 
on Natural Resources. H.R. 3100. A bill to au- 
thorize the Secretary of the Interior to ex- 
pand the boundary of the San Antonio Mis- 
sions National Historical Park, to conduct a 
study of potential land acquisitions, and for 
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other purposes; with an amendment (Rept. 
112-538). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. BISHOP of Utah: Committee on Rules. 
House Resolution 688. Resolution providing 
for consideration of the bill (H.R. 2578) to 
amend the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act re- 
lated to a segment of the Lower Merced 
River in California, and for other purposes 
(Rept. 112-539). Referred to the House Cal- 
endar. 


EE 


PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XII, public 
bills and resolutions of the following 
titles were introduced and severally re- 
ferred, as follows: 


By Mr. MANZULLO (for himself, Mr. 
MCINTYRE, Mr. BUCSHON, Mr. 
FINCHER, Mr. JOHNSON of Illinois, Mr. 
BOSWELL, and Mr. KISSELL): 

H.R. 5952. A bill to require each Federal 
agency to submit and obtain approval from 
the Director of the Office of Science and 
Technology Policy of guidelines for ensuring 
and maximizing the quality, objectivity, 
utility, and integrity of scientific informa- 
tion relied upon by the agency; to the Com- 
mittee on Oversight and Government Re- 
form. 

By Mr. QUAYLE (for himself, Mr. Ross 
of Florida, Mr. GRAVES of Georgia, 
Mr. RIBBLE, Mr. MULVANEY, Mr. 
BROOKS, and Mr. LONG): 

H.R. 5958. A bill to prohibit the implemen- 
tation of certain policies regarding the exer- 
cise of prosecutorial discretion by the Sec- 
retary of Homeland Security; to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. ALTMIRE (for himself and Mr. 
GERLACH): 

H.R. 5954. A bill to designate the facility of 
the United States Postal Service located at 
320 7th Street in Ellwood City, Pennsylvania, 
as the ‘‘Sergeant Leslie H. Sabo, Jr. Post Of- 
fice Building’; to the Committee on Over- 
sight and Government Reform. 

By Ms. KAPTUR (for herself, Mr. KIND, 
Ms. PINGREE of Maine, Mr. HINCHEY, 
Mr. BRALEY of Iowa, Mr. BOSWELL, 
Mr. LuJAN, Mr. BUTTERFIELD, Mr. 
RYAN of Ohio, Mrs. CHRISTENSEN, Mr. 
LOEBSACK, Ms. LEE of California, Ms. 
RICHARDSON, Mr. WALZ of Minnesota, 
Mr. MICHAUD, Mr. BLUMENAUER, and 
Ms. FUDGE): 

H.R. 5955. A bill to amend the Farm Secu- 
rity and Rural Investment Act of 2002 to im- 
prove energy programs; to the Committee on 
Agriculture, and in addition to the Commit- 
tees on Oversight and Government Reform, 
and Science, Space, and Technology, for a 
period to be subsequently determined by the 
Speaker, in each case for consideration of 
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic- 
tion of the committee concerned. 

By Mr. NADLER (for himself, Mr. 
PETRI, Mr. CONYERS, Ms. ZOE LOF- 
GREN of California, Mr. FILNER, Mr. 
HINCHEY, and Mr. STARK): 

H.R. 5956. A bill to provide safe, fair, and 
responsible procedures and standards for re- 
solving claims of state secrets privilege; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. SCHWEIKERT: 

H.R. 5957. A bill to prohibit the Secretary 
of Homeland Security from granting deferred 
action or otherwise suspending the effective- 
ness or enforcement of the immigration 
laws; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. TURNER of New York (for him- 
self, Mr. KING of New York, and Mr. 
GRIMM): 
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H.R. 5958. A bill to name the Jamaica Bay 
Wildlife Refuge Visitor Contact Station of 
the Jamaica Bay Wildlife Refuge unit of 
Gateway National Recreation Area in honor 
of James L. Buckley; to the Committee on 
Natural Resources. 

By Mr. SCHIFF: 

H.J. Res. 111. A joint resolution proposing 
an amendment to the Constitution of the 
United States relating to the authority of 
Congress and the States to regulate con- 
tributions and expenditures in political cam- 
paigns and to enact public financing systems 
for such campaigns; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. DESJARLAIS (for himself and 
Mr. ROE of Tennessee): 

H.J. Res. 112. A joint resolution dis- 
approving the rule submitted by the Internal 
Revenue Service relating to the health insur- 
ance premium tax credit; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

By Ms. DELAURO (for herself, Ms. KAP- 
TUR, Mr. HIGGINS, Mr. CARDOZA, Mrs. 
CAPPS, Ms. McCoLLuM, Mr. RANGEL, 
Mr. RYAN of Ohio, Ms. LINDA T. 
SANCHEZ of California, Ms. ROYBAL- 
ALLARD, and Ms. ESHOO): 

H. Res. 689. A resolution honoring Catholic 
sisters for their contributions to the United 
States; to the Committee on Oversight and 
Government Reform. 


EEE 


CONSTITUTIONAL AUTHORITY 
STATEMENT 


Pursuant to clause 7 of rule XII of 
the Rules of the House of Representa- 
tives, the following statements are sub- 
mitted regarding the specific powers 
granted to Congress in the Constitu- 
tion to enact the accompanying bill or 
joint resolution. 


By Mr. MANZULLO: 

H.R. 5952. 

Congress has the power to enact this 
legislation pursuant to the fol- 
lowing: 

Commerce Clause 

By Mr. QUAYLE: 

H.R. 5953. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 4 

By Mr. ALTMIRE: 

H.R. 5954. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

This bill is enacted pursuant to the power 
granted to Congress under Article I, Section 
8, of the United States Constitution. 

By Ms. KAPTUR: 

H.R. 5955. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Clause 18 of section 8 of Article I & Clause 
I of section 8 of Article I 

By Mr. NADLER: 

H.R. 5956. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article 1, Section 8, clauses 9 and 18 of the 
Constitution 

By Mr. SCHWEIKERT: 

H.R. 5957. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article 1. Section 8. Clause 4—The Con- 
gress shall have the power to establish an 
uniform Rule of Naturalization, and uniform 
Laws on the subject of Bankruptcies 
throughout the United States; 
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By Mr. TURNER of New York: 

H.R. 5958. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 3:[2] 

The Congress shall have Power To regulate 
Commerce with foreign Nations, and among 
the several States, 

By Mr. SCHIFF: 

H.J. Res. 111. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article V of the United States Constitu- 
tion. 

By Mr. DESJARLAIS: 

H.J. Res. 112. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article 1, Section 1: 

All legislative Powers herein granted shall 
be vested in a Congress of the United States, 
which shall consist of a Senate and House of 
Representatives. 


ES 


ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 


Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors 
were added to public bills and resolu- 
tions as follows: 


H.R. 25: Mr. BONNER. 
H.R. 139: Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, Ms. HAHN, 
Mr. CAPUANO, and Ms. BROWN of Florida. 
. 140: Mrs. BLACK and Mr. MICA. 
. 191: Mr. MCGOVERN. 
. 266: Ms. CHU. 
. 267: Ms. CHU. 
. 459: Mrs. ELLMERS and Mr. WHITFIELD. 
. 529: Ms. EDWARDS. 
. 587: Ms. CHU. 
. 605: Mr. KINGSTON. 
. 694: Mr. SIRES, Mr. HONDA, Mr. RYAN 
of Ohio, Mr. LARSEN of Washington, Mrs. 
Capps, Mr. COHEN, Mr. DAVID SCOTT of Geor- 
gia, and Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. 
H.R. 733: Mr. WAXMAN, Mrs. BLACKBURN, 
Mr. LATOURETTE, and Ms. BONAMICI. 
. 791: Ms. CHU. 
. 812: Mr. COHEN. 
. 816: Mr. THORNBERRY. 
. 835: Ms. SEWELL. 
. 860: Ms. VELAZQUEZ. 
. 905: Mr. PRICE of Georgia. 
H.R. 1170: Mr. JONES. 
H.R. 1286: Mr. REED, Ms. HANABUSA, and 
Mrs. ELLMERS. 
H.R. 1265: Mr. MACK. 
H.R. 1827: Mr. BUTTERFIELD, Mr. CAMPBELL, 
Mr. Scott of Virginia, and Mr. COSTA. 
. 1844: . RYAN of Ohio. 
. 1385: . CHABOT. 
. 1409: . PALAZZO. 
. 1513: . SEWELL and Mr. KEATING. 
. 1653: . HANNA. 
. 1704: . GRIMM. 
. 1746: . MICHAUD and Ms. KAPTUR. 
. 1755: . BONNER, Mr. GRAVES of Geor- 
gia, Mr. AKIN, Mr. KINGSTON, and Mr. COHEN. 
. 1802: Mr. ANDREWS. 
. 1878: Ms. LEE of California. 
. 1910: Mr. TURNER of Ohio. 
. 1916: Mrs. LOWEY and Ms. EDWARDS. 
. 1936: Mr. KISSELL. 
. 1956: Mr. ADERHOLT. 
. 2010: Mr. KINGSTON. 
.R. 2030: Mr. LUJAN, Mr. HINCHEY, and Mr. 
ISRAEL. 
H.R. 2104: Mr. BAcA and Mr. KING of New 
York. 
H.R. 2123: Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York. 
H.R. 2151: Mr. CONYERS. 
H.R. 2194: Mrs. DAVIS of California. 
H.R. 2267: Mr. PERLMUTTER, Ms. HIRONO, 
Mr. OLVER, Mr. RUSH, Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mr. 
BARTLETT, and MR. ROONEY. 
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H.R. 2327: Mr. Ross of Florida. 

H.R. 2499: Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, Mr. ROSS 
of Arkansas, and Ms. KAPTUR. 

H.R. 2514: Mr. Mica and Mr. HARRIS. 

H.R. 2634: Mr. COHEN. 

H.R. 2671: Mr. WELCH. 

H.R. 2866: Ms. SEWELL and Mr. 
BALART. 

H.R. 3145: Mr. CAPUANO. 

H.R. 3187: Mr. GUTHRIE. 

H.R. 3307: Mr. LATOURETTE. 

H.R. 3458: Mr. Ross of Florida. 

H.R. 3481: Mr. NUNNELEE. 

H.R. 3485: Ms. Bass of California and Mr. 
CARNAHAN. 

H.R. 3506: Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. 

H.R. 3510: Mr. CROWLEY and Mr. PAULSEN. 

H.R. 3596: Mr. CICILLINE. 

H.R. 3612: Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia, Mrs. 
LowWEY, Mr. TIERNEY, and Mr. GERLACH. 

H.R. 3618: Mr. DOGGETT. 

H.R. 3627: Mr. KELLY and Ms. EDWARDS. 

H.R. 3656: Mr. BRALEY of Iowa. 

H.R. 3668: Mr. LUJAN and Mr. CROWLEY. 

H.R. 3798: Mr. CONNOLLY of Virginia, Mrs. 
DAVIS of California, Mr. CICILLINE, Mr. SAR- 
BANES, Ms. SEWELL, Mr. ISRAEL, Mr. 
BUCHANAN, Mr. REYES, Mr. LYNCH, Mr. NAD- 
LER, and Mr. KEATING. 

H.R. 3849: Mr. KISSELL, Mr. WILSON of 
South Carolina, Mr. FLEISCHMANN, and Mr. 
MARINO. 

H.R. 3860: Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts and 
Ms. RICHARDSON. 

H.R. 3895: Mrs. EMERSON. 

H.R. 3905: Mr. CLARKE of Michigan. 

H.R. 4052: Mr. SHERMAN, Mrs. MCCARTHY of 
New York, Mr. CARSON of Indiana, and Mr. 
LIPINSKI. 

H.R. 4070: Mr. HULTGREN and Ms. HOCHUL. 

H.R. 4104: Mr. SENSENBRENNER, Mr. BISHOP 
of Utah, Mr. REICHERT, Mr. WOLF, Mr. 
YODER, Mr. REHBERG, Mr. SCHWEIKERT, Mr. 
WOODALL, Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California, 
Mr. GRAVES of Georgia, Mr. SMITH of Ne- 
braska, Mr. MARINO, Mr. ROGERS of Ken- 
tucky, Mr. ROYCE, Mr. CARSON of Indiana, 
Mr. HIGGINS, Ms. CASTOR of Florida, Ms. 
SCHWARTZ, Ms. TSONGAS, Mr. TIERNEY, Ms. 
SCHAKOWSKY, Mr. GEORGE MILLER of Cali- 
fornia, Mr. MCNERNEY, Ms. CHU, Mr. SHER- 
MAN, Mr. KEATING, Mr. YARMUTH, Mr. 
BRALEY of Iowa, Mr. HEINRICH, Mr. PETRI, 
Mr. MCKINLEY, Mr. CLAY, Ms. HANABUSA, 
Mrs. NOEM, Mr. NUNES, Mr. ALEXANDER, Mr. 
DUNCAN of Tennessee, Mr. PENCE, Mr. GooD- 
LATTE, Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN, Mr. WALSH of Illi- 
nois, Mr. WALBERG, Mr. PLATTS, Mr. HERGER, 
Mr. LANCE, Mr. JONES, Mrs. BACHMANN, Mr. 
HULTGREN, Mr. SMITH of Texas, Mr. Ross of 
Florida, Mr. THORNBERRY, Mr. TERRY, Mr. 
CLARKE of Michigan, Mr. CAPUANO, Mr. ELLI- 
son, Mr. GRIJALVA, Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mr. ACK- 
ERMAN, Ms. HocHUL, Mr. SCHRADER, Mr. 
MEEKS, Ms. CLARKE of New York, Mr. GALLE- 
GLY, Mr. GUINTA, Mr. CASSIDY, Mr. BROUN of 
Georgia, Mr. KING of Iowa, Mr. WHITFIELD, 
Mr. GUTHRIE, Mr. CRENSHAW, Mr. CALVERT, 
Mr. MCCLINTOCK, Mr. FRANKS of Arizona, Ms. 
MOORE, Mr. JOHNSON of Illinois, Mr. LIPINSKI, 
Mr. LYNCH, Mr. BLUMENAUER, and Mr. BUR- 
TON of Indiana. 

H.R. 4122: Mr. LYNCH. 

H.R. 4238: Mr. MORAN. 

H.R. 4256: Mr. SESSIONS. 

H.R. 4285: Mr. GONZALEZ. 

H.R. 4286: Mr. MICHAUD, Ms. SEWELL, 
LARSEN of Washington, and Mr. PETERS. 

H.R. 4287: Mr. HASTINGS of Florida, 
EDWARDS, Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Mr. RUSH, 
FILNER, Mr. MURPHY of Connecticut, 
OLVER, Mr. GRIFFIN of Arkansas, 
BARLETTA, and Mr. CARSON of Indiana. 

H.R. 4318: Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. 


DIAZ- 


Mr. 


Ms. 
Mr. 
Mr. 
Mr. 


June 18, 2012 


H.R. 4823: Mr. RoE of Tennessee. 

H.R. 4835: Mr. MARINO. 

H.R. 4842: Mr. ROSKAM and Mr. HOLDEN. 

H.R. 4367: Mr. HONDA, Mr. AMASH, Mr. RUP- 
PERSBERGER, Mr. WALZ of Minnesota, Mr. 
WILSON of South Carolina, Mr. LYNCH, Mr. 
LUJÁN, and Ms. HAHN. 

H.R. 4965: Mr. GOSAR, Mr. 
PALAZZO, and Mr. MARINO. 

H.R. 5186: Ms. SLAUGHTER, Ms. BORDALLO, 
Mr. OLVER, Ms. LEE of California, Ms. KAP- 
TUR, Ms. BROWN of Florida, and Mr. KUCI- 


POSEY, Mr. 


. 5542: 
. 5593: 
. 5646: 
. 5683: 


Ms. 
Mr. 
Mr. 
Mr. 


SUTTON and Mr. CONYERS. 
RUSH. 

HARRIS. 

PERLMUTTER. 

. 5684: Mr. COURTNEY. 

H.R. 5744: Mr. LABRADOR. 

H.R. 5796: Mr. RIGELL, Mr. RIVERA, Mr. 
WELCH, Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of California, 
and Mr. WOLF. 
. 5822: Mr. 
. 5823: Ms. 
. 5850: Mr. 
. 5859: Mr. KINZINGER of Illinois. 

. 5860: Mr. CONYERS. 

H.R. 5893: Mr. CONNOLLY of Virginia. 

H.R. 5901: Mr. FATTAH, Mr. RANGEL, and 
Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. 

H.R. 5910: Mr. GRIMM and Mr. PAULSEN. 

H.R. 5911: Mr. PETRI, Mr. Ross of Arkansas, 
and Mr. LANDRY. 

H.R. 5942: Mr. ENGEL. 

H.R. 5943: Mr. THORNBERRY, Mr. BOSWELL, 
Mr. HANNA, Mr. COURTNEY, and Mr. BISHOP of 
New York. 

H.R. 5948: Mr. MILLER of Florida and Mr. 
ROE of Tennessee. 

H.J. Res. 78: Mr. CAPUANO. 

H. Con. Res. 116: Mr. BERG. 

H. Con. Res. 127: Mr. CRITZ, Ms. BONAMICI, 
Mr. BUCHANAN, Mr. NUNNELEE, Mr. FARR, Mr. 
GEORGE MILLER of California, Mr. BURGESS, 
Mr. POLIS, and Ms. ZOE LOFGREN of Cali- 
fornia. 

H. Con. Res. 129: Mr. CAMP. 

H. Res. 20: Mr. MEEKS. 

H. Res. 21: Mr. RANGEL. 

H. Res. 29: Mr. SHERMAN. 

H. Res. 608: Mr. ELLISON and Mr. CLARKE of 
Michigan. 

H. Res. 616: Mr. CARTER. 

H. Res. 623: Mr. NUGENT, Mr. PLATTS, and 
Mr. LANCE. 

H. Res. 654: Ms. BROWN of Florida. 

H. Res. 662: Mr. JOHNSON of Ohio and Mr. 
CRAVAACK. 

H. Res. 678: Mr. CALVERT and Mr. GOSAR. 


POMPEO. 
LEE of California. 
AMODEI. 


H. Res. 683: Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA, Ms. 
PELOSI, and Mr. STARK. 
a 


CONGRESSIONAL EARMARKS, LIM- 
ITED TAX BENEFITS, OR LIM- 
ITED TARIFF BENEFITS 


Under clause 9 of the rule XXI, lists 
or statements on congressional ear- 
marks, limited tax benefits, or limited 
tariff benefits were submitted as fol- 
lows: 

The amendment to be offered by Rep- 
resentative HASTINGS of Washington, or a 
designee, to H.R. 2578, to amend the Wild and 
Scenic Rivers Act related to a segment of 
the Lower Merced River in California, and 
for other purposes, does not contain any con- 
gressional earmarks, limited tax benefits, or 
limited tariff benefits as defined in clause 9 
of rule XXI. 
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EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 


IN RECOGNITION OF JESSE BROWN 
HON. DENNIS A. CARDOZA 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, June 18, 2012 


Mr. CARDOZA. Mr. Speaker, | rise today 
along with my colleague Congressman JEFF 
DENHAM to honor Jesse Brown for his years of 
dedicated service to Merced County. Jesse is 
the Executive Director of the Merced County 
Association of Governments (MCAG) and will 
be retiring after twenty-four years in the posi- 
tion. 

MCAG was formed in 1967 by the local gov- 
ernments in the Merced County region as a 
forum for making key decisions on regional 
growth and transportation issues. Jesse took 
on his position in 1988. He is well known for 
his leadership in promoting regional solutions 
to the many challenges facing the region, in- 
cluding transportation, public transit and solid 
waste. In his thirty years of public service, 
Jesse has successfully worked to build part- 
nerships at the state and federal level to en- 
sure the San Joaquin Valley remains a high 
priority. 

Jesse has served as Chair of the California 
Council of Governments Director Association, 
President of the San Joaquin Valley Transpor- 
tation Planning Directors Association, and Ex- 
ecutive Director of the Yosemite Area Re- 
gional Transportation System, known as 
YARTS. Additionally, he served as a com- 
mittee member through the Greater Merced 
Chamber of Commerce to ensure that Merced 
was the choice place for the tenth campus of 
the University of California. 

Jesse has a Bachelor’s in Public Administra- 
tion and M.S. in Urban Planning from the Uni- 
versity of Arizona. 

Mr. Speaker, we thank you for the oppor- 
tunity to recognize Jesse Brown and his ca- 
reer with the Merced County Association of 
Governments. Further, we appreciate you join- 
ing us in thanking him for his dedicated serv- 
ice to Merced County and his commitment to 
the betterment of the region. We wish him well 
during this next chapter of his life. 


EE 


HONORING LLOYD LACUESTA 
UPON HIS RETIREMENT FROM 
KTVU 


HON. ZOE LOFGREN 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, June 18, 2012 


Ms. ZOE LOFGREN of California. Mr. 
Speaker, | rise to acknowledge and honor 
Lloyd LaCuesta upon his retirement from 
KTVU. 

Lloyd retires on June 15th, after over 35 
years of reporting with KTVU Channel 2 


News. Lloyd held the position of South Bay 
Bureau Chief for decades and is the longest 
tenured reporter at KTVU. He received his 
B.A. in Journalism and Political Science from 
California State University, Los Angeles, and 
San Jose State University. He obtained his 
M.A. in Journalism from University of Cali- 
fornia, Los Angeles. 

Lloyd worked for the Los Angeles Herald 
Examiner as a high school correspondent and 
then in radio at KNBC/KNX. Lloyd later served 
in the U.S. Army as a military broadcast jour- 
nalist for the American Forces Korea Network 
before coming to KTVU in 1976. 

From 1987-1990, Lloyd served as Asian 
American Journalists Association’s (AAJA) first 
elected national president. In 1991, Lloyd co- 
founded the UNITY alliance to increase diver- 
sity in the news and served as its first presi- 
dent. His mentorship, reputation, and service 
earned him AAJA’s Lifetime Achievement 
Award in 2004. 

Lloyd covered stories ranging from the L.A. 
Riots in 1992 and the Columbine high school 
shooting to the first landing of the Space Shut- 
tle at Edwards Air Force Base and a flight into 
Mr. St. Helen’s volcano crater. His reporting 
led him to the Philippines to cover the Marcos 
vs. Aquino Presidential campaign, Honduras 
to report on Hurricane Mitch, and Vietnam to 
produce a series on Amerasian children. 

For his work, Lloyd has won six Emmy 
Awards from the National Academy of Arts 
and Sciences. He received awards from the 
Associated Press and the Peninsula Press 
Club. He uses his expertise to teach jour- 
nalism at San Jose State University and 
Menlo College. 

We honor Lloyd LaCuesta, on the special 
occasion of his retirement and will miss him 
on the ten o’clock news. We commend Lloyd 
for his invaluable service to our community 
and wish him the best in his future adven- 
tures. We are very fortunate to have benefited 
from his dedication, tenacity, and perspective. 
He has left his mark in San Jose and the larg- 
er community. 


SUSAN J. CAMPBELL 


HON. SAM GRAVES 


OF MISSOURI 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, June 18, 2012 


Mr. GRAVES of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, | 
proudly pause to recognize Susan J. Campbell 
of Susan J. Campbell Copywriting Solutions of 
Saint Joseph, Missouri. This business has 
been chosen to receive the YWCA Women of 
Excellence Award for Employer of Excellence. 

Susan J. Campbell is passionate about her 
work and she takes every opportunity to en- 
sure those who work with her are able to 
break into a similar passion. Balancing work 
and family is perhaps the greatest stand-out 


feature within the company. Susan sets the 
pace by working hard to build the company, 
encouraging co-workers, and reaching out in 
service to the community. 

Susan is involved in many service opportu- 
nities and invites co-workers to join in. Each 
year, Susan and her co-workers volunteer at 
the Royal Family Kids Camp, and Susan is al- 
ways asking what more can she do to help. 
She goes above and beyond in her community 
and in her workplace allowing every employee 
and independent contractor to set his or her 
own work schedule. 

Mr. Speaker, | proudly ask you to join me in 
recognizing Susan J. Campbell Copywriting 
Solutions. This business is a tremendous 
asset to the St. Joseph community, and | am 
honored to represent this business in the 
United States Congress. 


EE 


TRIBUTE TO AMBASSADOR RENEE 
JONES-BOS OF THE NETHERLANDS 


HON. CHRIS VAN HOLLEN 


OF MARYLAND 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, June 18, 2012 


Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Speaker, | rise to ex- 
tend my warmest regards and great apprecia- 
tion to Ambassador Jones-Bos for her suc- 
cessful efforts to reinforce the strong ties be- 
tween the people of the United States and the 
people of the Netherlands. 

For four years, Ambassador Jones-Bos has 
served the Dutch people with energy and 
grace in a time of great tumult for both the 
Dutch and American people. During her ten- 
ure, our two peoples have stood side-by-side 
on the battlefields of Afghanistan and as part- 
ners in the aftermath of global financial crisis. 
Throughout these challenges, Ambassador 
Jones-Bos has been a poised and unwavering 
advocate for her country and strong ally to the 
United States. Through her educational efforts 
and through her sound advice at key times, 
Ambassador Jones-Bos has played a major 
diplomatic role in the most significant events 
of our bi-lateral relationship over the last four 
years. 

The people of the Netherlands and the 
United States have shared a bond since the 
Dutch ship, the Ha/f Moon, first sailed up the 
Hudson River more than 400 years ago. The 
Dutch helped settle and found New Amster- 
dam, Brooklyn, and Harlem. Their descend- 
ents rose to become Presidents of the United 
States and to build the great fortunes that 
helped America attain its stature as the most 
prosperous and powerful Nation this world has 
ever known. 

As an enthusiastic and committed joint-cus- 
todian of those ties since 2008, Ambassador 
Jones-Bos helped to strengthen our ability to 
confront with confidence the major challenges 
that our two countries face today. The strength 
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of our alliance and the endurance of our 
friendship have made both our nations strong- 
er and the world more secure as a con- 
sequence. 

As co-chair of the Congressional Caucus on 
the Netherlands, on behalf of my colleagues 
and on behalf of a grateful Nation, | thank Am- 
bassador Jones-Bos for her dedicated service 
in support of the ties between the Dutch and 
American people and | congratulate her on her 
many successes as her country’s representa- 
tive to the U.S. 


ee 


CELEBRATING THE 136TH ANNI- 
VERSARY OF ST. JOHN MIS- 
SIONARY BAPTIST CHURCH 


HON. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON 


OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, June 18, 2012 


Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas. 
Mr. Speaker, | rise today to congratulate St. 
John Missionary Baptist Church on the historic 
occasion of its 136th year anniversary. From 
its most humble beginnings in 1876, the 
church has gown to provide a wealth of spir- 
itual guidance and stewardship to so many in 
the Dallas area. 

Like the structure that houses its 
congregants today, St. John Missionary Bap- 
tist Church has been a bedrock of devotion 
and service to thousands in the community 
over the years. The church’s call to action for 
decades has been “Where Christianity is a 
business and not a sideline,” and so many 
have taken up that call to provide leadership 
and evangelism to their friends and neighbors. 

| want to acknowledge the church’s current 
pastor, the Reverend Bertrain Bailey for his 
stalwart commitment to outreach in his min- 
istry, and the leadership and guidance he has 
provided. 

Mr. Speaker, please join me in congratu- 
lating St. John Missionary Baptist Church on 
their 136th year in service to God and their 
community. St. John Missionary Baptist 
Church has fed the souls of generations in 
Dallas and the surrounding communities, and 
may it in its blessings continue to prosper and 
grow in the years to come. 


a 


IN RECOGNITION OF STAR ISLAND 
CORPORATION AND THEIR SUC- 
CESSFUL RESTORATION OF THE 
HISTORIC GOSPORT REGATTA 


HON. FRANK C. GUINTA 


OF NEW HAMPSHIRE 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, June 18, 2012 


Mr. GUINTA. Mr. Speaker, it is with great 
pleasure that | congratulate the non-profit Star 
Island Corporation for their successful restora- 
tion of the historic Gosport Regatta. 

The Star Island Corporation has owned and 
maintained Star Island for almost 100 years. 
As part of the National Historic District located 
on the Isles of Shoals, the Corporation was 
desirous of re-creating a historic moment in 
time for the benefit of today’s retreats and 
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conferences on the island. Research into the 
1875 Gosport Regatta, which was held to cel- 
ebrate the opening of the Oceanic Hotel on 
the island, revealed that the race was won by 
the America, the yacht for which the America’s 
Cup is named. The Captain and owner of the 
America, General Benjamin Franklin Butler, 
played a pivotal role in the creation of the 
Emancipation Proclamation issued by Presi- 
dent Abraham Lincoln and the restoration of 
the Gosport Regatta allows for recognition of 
this important historical connection to the Star 
Island Retreat and Conference Center, on the 
Isles of Shoals in Rye, New Hampshire. 

| commend the Board of Directors and the 
Staff of the Star Island Corporation for their 
time and efforts on this restoration, and wish 
you all the best for continued success in the 
future. 


Ee 


IN RECOGNITION OF MAYOR MATT 
DOHERTY 


HON. FRANK PALLONE, JR. 


OF NEW JERSEY 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, June 18, 2012 


Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
recognize Matt Doherty, Mayor of Belmar, 
New Jersey. Mayor Doherty is the 2012 recipi- 
ent of the Friendly Sons of the Shillelagh Irish 
Man of the Year award. Matt is a respected 
member of Belmar, New Jersey and continues 
to dedicate his efforts to improving the com- 
munity. His commitment to his profession and 
constituents is truly worthy of this body’s rec- 
ognition. 

In 2006, Mayor Doherty was elected to 
serve on the Borough Council and was re- 
elected in 2009. He proudly served as Bor- 
ough Council President and was respected by 
his colleagues and constituents. Matt Doherty 
was elected Mayor of the Borough of Belmar, 
New Jersey on November 2, 2010. During his 
tenure as Mayor, Belmar has continued to see 
tremendous growth and prosperity. He has 
also been the catalyst for growth and pros- 
perity throughout the Borough and an advo- 
cate for improvement projects. Of his many 
notable accomplishments as Mayor, Matt is 
often praised for his support of first-respond- 
ers. Mayor Doherty implemented free beach 
access for all Monmouth County First-Aid and 
Fire Department Volunteers throughout 
Belmar. He has also required the implementa- 
tion of Mobi-Mats on the beach for ADA-ap- 
proved accessibility. The 9th Avenue pier at 
the Belmar Marina has been redeveloped as a 
result of Mayor Doherty’s foresight and inge- 
nuity. In addition to his capacity as Mayor, 
Matt served as ADA coordinator, Harbor Com- 
missioner, and presided as a member of the 
Belmar Planning Board. Mayor Doherty is a 
passionate and committed leader, whose 
unyielding leadership and vision for the future 
of Belmar are exemplified through his actions 
as Mayor. 

Mayor Doherty demonstrates strong ties to 
the Irish-American community. Matt is a dedi- 
cated member of the Friendly Sons of the 
Shillelagh of the Jersey Shore and is ap- 
plauded for his commitment. His participation 
and contributions to the organization remain, 
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in part, a reason for the organization’s suc- 
cess. Matt is also a member of the Ancient 
Order of Hibernians and serves as a trustee 
for the Inlet Terrace Association in Belmar. In 
addition to his recreational and professional 
career, Matt has traveled to Northern Ireland 
multiple times to participate in the “Bloody 
Sunday March” in Derry, Ireland. He has also 
visited Ballybriggen, Ireland and continues to 
proudly represent his Irish culture and herit- 
age. Most recently, Irish Echo named Mayor 
Doherty to the “40 Under 40” for his efforts 
and outstanding contributions to the Irish- 
American community. 


Matt Doherty is a Financial Advisor at Inves- 
tors Bank. He was previously employed as a 
Licensed Mortgage Banker and owner of 
Doherty Mortgage, LLC located in Belmar. He 
earned his Bachelors degree and a Master's 
degree in Public Policy from Georgetown Uni- 
versity. Matt is happily married to Maggie 
Moran. Together, they have two daughters, 
Hannah and Claire. 


Mr. Speaker, Mayor Matt Doherty continues 
to exemplify outstanding contributions to 
Belmar, New Jersey and serves as an out- 
standing role model and dedicated leader of 
the Irish-American community. The fitting rec- 
ognition of Irish Man of the Year bestowed by 
the Friendly Sons of the Shillelagh is a fitting 
tribute to his outstanding contributions. 


a 


CHRISTI NORRIS 


HON. SAM GRAVES 


OF MISSOURI 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, June 18, 2012 


Mr. GRAVES of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, | 
proudly pause to recognize Christi Norris of 
Saint Joseph, Missouri. Christi is active in the 
community through her work and has been 
chosen to receive the YWCA Women of Ex- 
cellence Award for Woman in Support Serv- 
ices. 


As the Communications Manager for the 
Social Welfare Board, Christi’s influence ex- 
tends far beyond the organizing and daily op- 
erations responsibilities of her job. Christi has 
been responsible for developing successful 
fundraisers, putting together a quarterly news- 
letter, and promoting a cheerful atmosphere in 
the organization through birthday celebrations 
and productive staff functions. 


Christi’s faith influences her work attitude 
and she is recognized as one who interacts 
with people of every age and socio-economic 
level with consistent charm and effectiveness. 
Christi demonstrates the high character cou- 
pled with high work standards which constitute 
a career worth imitating. 


Mr. Speaker, | proudly ask you to join me in 
recognizing Christi Norris. She has made an 
amazing impact on countless individuals in the 
St. Joseph community. | am honored to rep- 
resent her in the United States Congress. 
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IN HONOR OF THE RCA HERITAGE 
PROGRAM 


HON. ROBERT E. ANDREWS 


OF NEW JERSEY 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, June 18, 2012 


Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
honor The RCA Heritage Program for its tire- 
less efforts in preserving the name and legacy 
of RCA. For over sixty years, RCA served as 
a vanguard of progress not only in South Jer- 
sey, but in the country as a whole. RCA’s vi- 
sionary leadership and its dedication to indus- 
trial innovations led this company to become a 
world-renowned manufacturer of products for 
entertainment, communications, and national 
security. RCA also served as a critical compo- 
nent of the country’s defense and manufac- 
turing industries during World War Il, giving 
the United States a significant technological 
advantage on the world stage. In having such 
a broad impact on the region, it is only right 
to preserve RCA’s cultural and societal legacy. 

The RCA Heritage Program, under the 
sponsorship of Rowan University, has worked 
to establish The RCA Heritage Program Mu- 
seum, which will preserve the memory of RCA 
and educate future generations on its impact. 
In further promotion of education, The RCA 
Heritage Program established a scholarship 
available to South Jersey residents interested 
in pursuing a master’s degree in electrical en- 
gineering at Rowan University. 

With the help of former RCA employees, 
The RCA Heritage Program has brought to- 
gether generations of South Jersey residents, 
collecting pieces of history which would other- 
wise be lost to time. 

Mr. Speaker, The RCA Heritage Program’s 
continuing mission to preserve the lasting leg- 
acy of RCA for South Jersey and its residents 
should not go unrecognized. | join all of South 
Jersey in paying tribute to this exceptional or- 
ganization. 


TOP COPS—ISSAQUAH PD 
HON. DAVID G. REICHERT 


OF WASHINGTON 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, June 18, 2012 


Mr. REICHERT. Mr. Speaker, September 24 
of last year during a beautiful fall afternoon, 
six police officers in Issaquah, Washington 
stopped a gunman intent on murdering inno- 
cent people. Because of their quick actions 
and bravery, the officers will be honored Sat- 
urday evening at the 19th annual TOP COPS 
Awards ceremony in Washington, DC. 

On that fateful day last fall, the gunman 
walked through yards and on sidewalks indis- 
criminately firing a rifle at homes, businesses, 
and passersby. Not far away, more than 100 
people were watching a youth football game at 
a local school. Before the players and spec- 
tators could find refuge, the six officers put an 
end to his rampage utilizing the information 
being relayed via 9-1-1 operators. 

On that day, as on every day, law enforce- 
ment officers saved lives calmly, swiftly and 
selflessly. 
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Each year, Mr. Speaker, the National Asso- 
ciation of Police Organizations recognizes law 
enforcement officers from federal, state, coun- 
ty and local agencies for acts of bravery, cour- 
age and outstanding service to their commu- 
nities over the preceding year. | am proud that 
six of our nation’s finest officers—and who 
serve in the district that | represent—8th of 
Washington—will be acknowledged with the 
rest of our heroes during police week. 

Mr. Speaker, to Officers Brian Horn, Jesse 
Petersen, Laura Asbell, Tom Griffith, Corporal 
Christian Munoz, and Sergeant Chris Wilson, 
| say “thank you.” | will continue to support 
you and all of our law enforcement profes- 
sionals around the country. 


DIANE WATSON 


HON. SAM GRAVES 


OF MISSOURI 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, June 18, 2012 


Mr. GRAVES of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, | 
proudly pause to recognize Diane Watson of 
Saint Joseph, Missouri. Diane is active in the 
community and has been chosen to receive 
the YWCA Women of Excellence Award for 
Woman in Volunteerism. 

Diane’s recent retirement from the St. Jo- 
seph School District Board of Education ended 
more than 40 years of total service to the pub- 
lic school system as a teacher and volunteer, 
including 12 consecutive years as a Board 
Member. During her first term on the board, 
she helped lead a $36 million bond project for 
school improvement. In her later term, she 
helped with the establishment of personal 
computers for students. Diane’s volunteer ca- 
reer extends across the community, including 
roles as a docent at the Albrecht-Kemper Mu- 
seum of Art; Chapter and Reciprocity Presi- 
dent of P.E.O.; and an elder, deacon and 
committee member to the First Presbyterian 
Church. As Area Coordinator for Phi Delta 
Kappa, she traveled the western part of Mis- 
souri encouraging quality education. She has 
also contributed her time and talents to the 
Calla Varner Board, the Junior League, the 
Flower Society, the St. Joseph Symphony, 
and the Performing Arts Association, among 
others. With an enthusiastic personality and a 
“can-do” attitude, Diane Watson has become 
an outstanding community volunteer and an 
admired friend to many—all of which she hum- 
bly attributes to “going wherever the Lord 
leads.” 

Mr. Speaker, | proudly ask you to join me in 
recognizing Diane Watson. She has made an 
amazing impact on countless individuals in the 
St. Joseph community. | am honored to rep- 
resent her in the United States Congress. 


a 


IN HONOR OF PLUMBERS & 
PIPEFITTERS LOCAL 562 


HON. RUSS CARNAHAN 


OF MISSOURI 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Monday, June 18, 2012 
Mr. CARNAHAN. Mr. Speaker, | rise to 


today to recognize the 100th anniversary of 
Plumbers & Pipefitters Local 562. 
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Local 562 has a proud history in local labor 
movement which began in the 1800s and | am 
honored to rise today to honor its people, and 
its work, over the last 100 years. Local 562’s 
4,500 members serve the plumbing and me- 
chanical industry in 67 counties in Eastern 
Missouri. In 1999 Plumbers Local 35 was 
merged by the International Union with Pipe- 
fitters Local 562 to create the new Plumbers 
& Pipefitters Local 562. 


Plumbers and Pipefitters local 562 provides 
some of the best educated and trained labor 
workforce in the world. Its workers have par- 
ticipated in the successful construction of 
some of St. Louis’ most significant initiatives, 
ranging from large private buildings to major 
transportation and infrastructure projects. This 
success is due to Local 562’s attention to 
quality service and craftsmanship. 


Local 562 has also been a leader in the in- 
dustry, as exemplified by its investing over 
$12 million in a new training facility. Because 
of rigorous training, members of local 562 are 
at the forefront of innovative new industries in 
our ever changing economy. They are integral 
to our regional and national economic devel- 
opment, as a well skilled and educated work- 
force is critical to a growing economy. 


For all of Local 562’s contributions to our 
economy, it is also well known for its volunteer 
and charitable efforts in the community. The 
Plumbers & Pipefitters annually provide thou- 
sands of dollars worth of services to help St. 
Louis’ poor and elderly citizens pay for their 
utility bills; donate plumbing repairs and home 
renovations for the less fortunate; help build 
decent and affordable housing; raise funds for 
police officers, firefighters, and emergency re- 
sponders who have fallen in the line of duty; 
and volunteer time and money to children’s 
hospitals. 


Recognizing a century of leadership and ex- 
cellence in the construction industry, and in 
our community, | offer hearty congratulations 
to the members of Plumbers & Pipefitters 
Local 562, and thank them for their service. 


ee 


OUR UNCONSCIONABLE NATIONAL 
DEBT 


HON. MIKE COFFMAN 


OF COLORADO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, June 18, 2012 


Mr. COFFMAN of Colorado. Mr. Speaker, 
on January 20, 2009, the day President 
Obama took office, the national debt was 
$10,626,877,048,913.08. 


Today, on the 200th anniversary of Presi- 
dent James Madison signing a declaration of 
war against Great Britain, it is 
$15,736,971 ,094,472.17. We've added 
$5,110,094,045,559.09 to our debt in just over 
3 years. This is debt our Nation, our economy, 
and our children could have avoided with a 
balanced budget amendment. 
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LEECHIA JONES 


HON. SAM GRAVES 


OF MISSOURI 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, June 18, 2012 


Mr. GRAVES of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, | 
proudly pause to recognize Leechia Jones of 
Saint Joseph, Missouri. Leechia is active in 
the community through her work and has been 
chosen to receive the YWCA Women of Ex- 
cellence Award for Woman in the Workplace. 

Leechia is humble regarding her numerous 
accomplishments she has earned through her 
leadership and dedication, which include the 
Communicator of the Year award from South- 
western Bell; the Sullivan Award from Catholic 
Charities, and the Distinguished Leadership 
Award from the National Association for Com- 
munity Leadership and from Leadership St. 
Joseph. Often called upon to help with new 
initiatives, Leechia extended her wisdom and 
leadership as coordinator for the St. Joseph 
Youth Alliance during its beginning phases, 
serving there as a loaned team member from 
Family Guidance Center for three years. 

Mr. Speaker, | proudly ask you to join me in 
recognizing Leechia Jones. She has made an 
amazing impact on countless individuals in the 
St. Joseph community. | am honored to rep- 
resent her in the United States Congress. 


ee 


CELEBRATING CHIEF DAVID 
DUBOIS’ TWENTY NINE YEARS 
WITH THE ROCHESTER POLICE 
DEPARTMENT 


HON. FRANK C. GUINTA 


OF NEW HAMPSHIRE 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, June 18, 2012 


Mr. GUINTA. Mr. Speaker, on May 31, 2012 
Chief David Dubois retired from the Rochester 
Police Department after 29 years as a law en- 
forcement officer in that community. A native 
of Somersworth, New Hampshire, Chief 
Dubois decided from an early age to pursue a 
career in law enforcement based on the exam- 
ple of his father who also enjoyed a career as 
a police officer. 

Chief Dubois began his career as a part- 
time police officer in Somersworth and be- 
came a full-time officer in Rochester in 1983. 
He quickly rose through the ranks, serving the 
community in many capacities during his ten- 
ure. In May of 2002, he was appointed Police 
Chief and served in that position for a decade. 
Throughout his career, he has been known as 
a community leader committed to protecting 
the citizens he represented and the men and 
women under his command. Chief Dubois has 
also been active in the Rochester community 
and has participated in many civic organiza- 
tions like the Rochester Chamber of Com- 
merce and the Rotary Club of Rochester. 

| want to commend Chief Dubois for his 
service and wish he and his family well in the 
coming years. 
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MONTFORD POINT MARINES: JOE 
COBBS AND JOHNNY THOMP- 
SKINS; DISTINGUISHED MASON 
AND SON OF CIVIL WAR VET- 
ERAN LUKE MARTIN, JR. 


HON. G.K. BUTTERFIELD 


OF NORTH CAROLINA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, June 18, 2012 


Mr. BUTTERFIELD. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to honor two American trail blazers from 
North Carolina’s first congressional district; 
Montfort marine veterans Johnny Thompskins 
and the recently deceased Joe Cobbs. | would 
also like to recognize the son of a Civil War 
veteran Luke Martin, Jr. Thompskins, Cobbs, 
and Martin will be honored by the Christian 
Community Charity Workers (CCCW) Inc., on 
June 24 at the Flame Banquet Center in New 
Bern, North Carolina. 

Mr. Speaker, recruiting for the “Montfort Ma- 
rines” began on June 1, 1942, following public 
pressure on President Franklin D. Roosevelt 
by Black leaders to issue Executive Order 
8802, which barred government agencies and 
federal contractors from employment discrimi- 
nation on the basis of race, creed, color or na- 
tional origin. The order also required all of the 
U.S. Armed Services, including the United 
States Marine Corps, to recruit and enlist Afri- 
can Americans. Despite an era thick with ra- 
cial discrimination, Black recruits lined up by 
the thousands to defend the freedoms of peo- 
ple abroad, while still being denied basic 
unalienable rights at home. 

Among the inaugural class of Black Marines 
were Johnny Thompskins and the late Joe 
Cobbs. Thompskins, a man of small stature 
but enormous courage; and Cobbs, who de- 
veloped a strong work ethic while working his 
family’s farmland, received basic training at 
the segregated Camp Montfort Point in North 
Carolina, because no Black recruit was al- 
lowed to enter the main base of nearby Camp 
Lejeune unless accompanied by a white Ma- 
rine. 

Nevertheless, these three men were 
unafraid by the onslaught of World War Il. 
They understood that victory in war was only 
achievable with the talent of its Black citizens. 
As a result, these men served their country 
with distinction, chartered uncharted territory, 
and set the bar for exemplary African Amer- 
ican servicemen. 

At 94 years old, Martin is widely known 
around the state of North Carolina as one a 
few living children of Civil War veterans. His 
father, Luke Martin, Sr., was a slave in Hert- 
ford County when he joined the Union Army 
and began to bravely fight for the freedoms of 
his loved ones. 

Nonetheless, Martin, Jr. is a distinguished 
mason who has earned enormous respect for 
building a several structures across Craven 
County. Martin’s son Frederick Martin was 
killed in the Vietnam War in 1968. 

Today, Thompskins and Martin reside in 
New Bern, North Carolina. Cobbs also lived 
there until his passing in May. All entered the 
world as young men determined to forge inde- 
pendence and enthusiastic to contribute to the 
country and their communities. 

Mr. Speaker, the contributions of Thomp- 
kins, Cobb, and Martin to America expand the 
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definition of patriotism. Their trailblazing efforts 
will forever remain a cornerstone in American 
history. 


LINDA JUDAH 


HON. SAM GRAVES 


OF MISSOURI 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, June 18, 2012 


Mr. GRAVES of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, | 
proudly pause to recognize Linda Judah of 
Saint Joseph, Missouri. Linda is active in the 
community and has been chosen to receive 
the YWCA Women of Excellence Lifetime 
Achievement Award: Woman in the Work- 
place. 

Ms. Judah has served as Director of 
Buchanan Child Support Enforcement, a hos- 
pital and school nurse, and is currently the Ex- 
ecutive Director of the Social Welfare Board. 
Linda has grown to have a compassionate un- 
derstanding of the specific health challenges 
faced by low-income patients and has worked 
aggressively to overcome those challenges. 
Through her hard work and dedication to en- 
sure that the Social Welfare Board achieve the 
highest level of care, the clinic now serves as 
a standard for others seeking to provide high- 
quality care. 

In addition to serving as a leader for several 
overseas medical trips, Ms. Judah has worked 
diligently to secure funding for the free clinic 
through a period of economic uncertainty and 
has earned such a respect among nursing stu- 
dents and interns that she was invited to be 
the commencement speaker at graduation. 

Mr. Speaker, | proudly ask you to join me in 
recognizing Linda Judah. She has made an 
amazing impact on countless individuals in the 
St. Joseph community. | am honored to rep- 
resent her in the United States Congress. 


EE 


HONORING THE NEIGHBORHOOD 
MUSIC SCHOOL AS THEY CELE- 
BRATE THEIR CENTENNIAL AN- 
NIVERSARY 


HON. ROSA L. DeLAURO 


OF CONNECTICUT 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, June 18, 2012 


Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, it gives me 
great pleasure to rise today to join the many 
who have gathered in celebration of the 100th 
anniversary of the Neighborhood Music School 
in New Haven, Connecticut. This is a remark- 
able milestone for this wonderful institution of 
learning. 

The Neighborhood Music School is not your 
ordinary school. Its 3,000 students hail from 
communities across Connecticut and range 
from 6 months to over 80 years of age. The 
Neighborhood Music School offers a myriad of 
programs in music and dance that are open to 
children and adults regardless of age, eco- 
nomic status, or experience. The arts, in all of 
its many mediums, are both a celebration of 
culture and tradition as well as a means of 
personal expression. The Neighborhood Music 
School has opened the doors of opportunity to 
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thousands throughout its century-long history 
and has become a beloved community treas- 
ure. 

The Neighborhood Music School has a par- 
ticularly interesting history. When it first 
opened in 1911, on Wooster Street in New 
Haven, it was established in conjunction with 
St. Paul’s Church as a settlement house and 
social services organization for local immi- 
grants known as the Neighborhood House. 
However, in its first four years Neighborhood 
House saw such a demand for music pro- 
grams it was decided that a separate entity, 
the Neighborhood House Music School was 
created and placed under the leadership of its 
first director, Susan Hart Dyer, a violinist and 
graduate of the Yale School of Music. 

Faculty came from the Yale School of Music 
and the New Haven Symphony Orchestra. 
The school grew rapidly and even during the 
most difficult economic times of the Great De- 
pression, the demand for the programs re- 
mained high. In 1945, Neighborhood House 
Music School officially became an inde- 
pendent entity called Neighborhood Music 
School and during the next decade a change 
in admission policies broadened the school’s 
reach and enrollment reached new heights. It 
was in 1968, after a 4-year long building fund 
campaign, that the Neighborhood Music 
School opened its new home on Audubon 
Street, in what is now the heart of New Ha- 
ven’s thriving arts community. 

Today, in its 30,000 square foot facility, 
Neighborhood Music School is home to thirty- 
three studios, practice rooms, a recital hall, 
and a library, showcasing the extraordinary 
talents of thousands of children and adults 
every year. In fact, just a few years ago, eight- 
een students from the Neighborhood Music 
School participated in the White House Com- 
munity Classroom Music Series program with 
First Lady Michelle Obama. It was an extraor- 
dinary opportunity for them and a testament to 
the incredible opportunities this organization 
provides. 

The Neighborhood Music School is an ex- 
traordinary organization—a place where any- 
one can explore their passion for music and 
dance. | am proud to join our community in 
congratulating them on their 100th anniversary 
and wish them all the best for many more 
years of success. 


= 


IN RECOGNITION OF CHAIRMAN 
VICTOR V. SCUDIERY 


HON. FRANK PALLONE, JR. 


OF NEW JERSEY 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, June 18, 2012 


Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
congratulate Mr. Victor Scudiery upon his re- 
tirement from his position as Chairman of the 
Monmouth County Democratic party. Chair- 
man Scudiery has faithfully dedicated his time 
and political experience to the constituents of 
Monmouth County, New Jersey and is truly 
worthy of this body’s recognition. 

Victor Scudiery was born and raised in 
Newark, New Jersey where he was active in 
local politics. Chairman Scudiery is an alum- 
nus of Seaton Hall University where he earned 
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a degree in business administration. Chairman 
Scudiery served two years active duty and 
four years as a reservist with the United 
States Army upon graduation. Along side his 
brother, Chairman Scudiery began to embark 
on his business endeavors and opened Inter- 
state Electronics, Inc. (IEI) in 1968. Interstate 
Electronics was the beginning of a successful 
business enterprise that later included a 
record company, a series of children’s albums 
and coloring books, and numerous successful 
music and pictorial productions. The Airport 
Plaza Shopping center on Route 36 in Hazlet, 
New Jersey remains the Chairman’s primary 
base of operation. Through his efforts, Airport 
Plaza has been revitalized. Chairman Scudiery 
continues to admirably oversee several other 
business ventures throughout the State of 
New Jersey. 

In addition to his business ventures, Chair- 
man Scudiery served under former Governor 
Brendan Byrne on the Ethics Advisory Coun- 
cil. Chairman Scudiery was also appointed to 
serve as Co-Chairman of the Boy Scouts of 
Monmouth County, Technical Advisor at Kean 
College and Chairman of the Buck Smith 
Scholarship Award Foundation. Chairman 
Scudiery sits on the Bayshore Community 
Hospital Board of trustees and is the Chair- 
man of the Bayshore Senior Health, Education 
and Recreation Center Board of Directors. He 
is a dedicated member of the Bayshore Hos- 
pital Health Care Center. Chairman Scudiery 
is also a long time member of the Northern 
Monmouth Chamber of Commerce and was 
recently appointed to the Board of Directors. 
As a result of his hard work and dedication, he 
was honored with the 2008 Business Ambas- 
sador of the Year Award. 

Victor Scudiery was elected Chairman of the 
Monmouth County Democratic Party in 1989. 
Under Chairman Scudiery’s leadership, the 
Democratic party of Monmouth County con- 
tinues to make impressive strides to assure 
that Democrats are elected to office. Multiple 
towns in Monmouth County with long tradition 
of Republican leadership now have a Demo- 
cratic presence as a result of Chairman 
Scudiery’s direction. The Chairman will be re- 
tiring from his position in 2012. His steadfast 
leadership has boosted the Monmouth County 
Democratic party. He will continue to serve as 
an inspiration to future Democratic leaders. 

Mr. Speaker, Chairman Victor Scudiery has 
dedicated his life to various philanthropic, 
business and political endeavors. Please join 
my colleagues in thanking the Chairman for 23 
years of service to the Democratic Party and 
dedication to the Monmouth County, New Jer- 
sey community. 


LORI PRUSSMAN 


HON. SAM GRAVES 


OF MISSOURI 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, June 18, 2012 


Mr. GRAVES of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, | 
proudly pause to recognize Lori Prussman of 
Saint Joseph, Missouri. Lori is active in the 
community and has been chosen to receive 
the YWCA Women of Excellence Lifetime 
Achievement Award: Woman in Volunteerism. 
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Lori Prussman is a valuable volunteer lead- 
er and has provided faithful services within the 
PTA for nearly 20 years. Ms. Prussman has 
served two terms as the St. Joseph PTA 
Council President. In that capacity, she has 
worked tirelessly promoting new schools and 
new technology and has patiently addressed 
hundreds of questions from concerned citi- 
zens. Ms. Prussman has been actively in- 
volved in leading PTA projects like the Char- 
acter and Spiritual Scholarship and has 
worked to keep the organization solvent 
through the Major Savers Fundraisers. Thanks 
to Lori Prussman, the PTA manages to keep 
attention focused on advocating for children in 
the St. Joseph community. 

Mr. Speaker, | proudly ask you to join me in 
recognizing Lori Prussman. She has made an 
amazing impact on countless individuals in the 
St. Joseph community. | am honored to rep- 
resent her in the United States Congress. 


PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
HON. SUE WILKINS MYRICK 


OF NORTH CAROLINA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, June 18, 2012 


Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, | was unable to 
participate in the following votes. If | had been 
present, | would have voted as follows: 

Rollcall vote 362, On agreeing to the King 
Amendment—! would have voted “aye.” 

Rollcall vote 363, On agreeing to the King 
Amendment—! would have voted “aye.” 

Rollcall vote 364, On agreeing to the Black- 
burn Amendment—lI would have voted “nay.” 

Rollcall vote 365, On agreeing to the Black- 
burn Amendment—I would have voted “nay.” 

Rollcall vote 366, On agreeing to the Sul- 
livan Amendment—I| would have voted “aye.” 

Rollcall vote 367, On agreeing to the Turner 
Amendment—! would have voted “aye.” 

Rollcall vote 368, On agreeing to the Polis 
Amendment—! would have voted “nay.” 

Rollcall vote 369, Motion to Recommit H.R. 
5855—l would have voted “nay.” 

Rollcall vote 370, Final passage of H.R. 
5855—Department of Homeland Security Ap- 
propriations Act—I would have voted “aye.” 


EE 


PAYING TRIBUTE TO THE GREAT- 
ER LANSING BUSINESS MONTH- 
LY 


HON. MIKE ROGERS 


OF MICHIGAN 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, June 18, 2012 


Mr. ROGERS of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, | 
rise today to honor The Greater Lansing Busi- 
ness Monthly, which this month will mark the 
25th anniversary of its founding by mid-Michi- 
gan entrepreneur Chris Holman. 

Twenty-five years ago, Mr. Holman saw the 
need for a publication that would promote, 
publicize, and support local companies, pro- 
vide a forum for ideas, and keep members of 
the community informed of the services and 
products offered by businesses in the area. 

The first issue of The Greater Lansing Busi- 
ness Monthly hit the streets in June 1987. In 
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its 25 years of existence, the magazine has 
become known for its consistent quality and 
for the positivity of its content. 

The magazine is distributed to all non-resi- 
dent addresses in the cities of Lansing, 
Mason, Holt, Grand Ledge, East Lansing, 
Haslett, DeWitt, Williamston, and Okemos. 
Readership has gown to an estimated 40,000 
per month. 

The Business Monthly’s content includes 
feature stories centered around a theme each 
month. Whether the topic is banking or busi- 
ness travel, health care or hospitality, articles 
highlight the quality products and people of 
the Greater Lansing area. These stories high- 
light successful businesses in the community 
and the people who comprise the companies. 

In response to market needs, The Greater 
Lansing Business Monthly has become in- 
volved in many other endeavors. For example, 
The Greater Lansing Business Index & Survey 
provides an in-depth look at mid-Michigan’s 
economy. Other projects include CEO net- 
works, the Greater Lansing Entrepreneurial 
Awards, the Greater Lansing Business Show- 
case and the Greater Lansing Business + 
Sports Luncheon. The magazine is also rep- 
resented on more than a dozen boards in the 
area. The magazine enjoys a 92 percent 
awareness and readership rate among busi- 
nesses in the Greater Lansing market. 

Therefore Mr. Speaker, | ask our colleagues 
to join me in honoring The Greater Lansing 
Business Monthly and its staff for 25 years of 
exceptional service to mid-Michigan employers 
and their customers. 


MORGAN BRAND 


HON. SAM GRAVES 


OF MISSOURI 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, June 18, 2012 


Mr. GRAVES of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, | 
proudly pause to recognize Morgan Brand of 
Saint Joseph, Missouri. Morgan is active in the 
community and in her school and has been 
chosen to receive the YWCA Women of Ex- 
cellence Future Leader Award. 

Leadership is a hallmark of Morgan’s high 
school career. While earning high academic 
honors each semester, she remained involved 
in Student Council and was a delegate to the 
Missouri Association of Student Council Sum- 
mer Leadership Workshop. Morgan’s leader- 
ship extends to the broader community where 
she has worked part-time and was essential to 
the organization of the Senior Citizen Prom. 
She is often seen at athletic events supporting 
her peers, and is a member of the varsity ten- 
nis team as well as a gifted actor and singer. 
Morgan was also named to the Scholastic 
Honor Society at its May induction ceremony. 
Morgan is a natural tutor and mentor, leading 
activities for struggling students. 

Those who work with Morgan describe her 
as highly organized and able to win the partici- 
pation of others though her own example and 
dependability. Morgan Brand has a bright 
smile and a bright future both in terms of per- 
sonal success and community. 

Mr. Speaker, | proudly ask you to join me in 
recognizing Morgan Brand. She is an amazing 
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individual and a tremendous asset to our com- 
munity. | am honored to represent her in the 
United States Congress. 


Ea 


HONORING THE 10-YEAR ANNIVER- 
SARY OF THE NATIONAL INSTI- 
TUTE FOR BIOMEDICAL IMAGING 
AND BIOENGINEERING 


HON. ROBERT E. ANDREWS 


OF NEW JERSEY 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, June 18, 2012 


Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
recognize the 10-year anniversary for one of 
the newest Institutes at the National Institutes 
of Health. The Congress authorized the cre- 
ation of the National Institute for Biomedical 
Imaging and Bioengineering over a decade 
ago, and | am proud to say | was a cosponsor 
of the enacting legislation. Since 2002, the 
NIBIB has worked diligently towards its mis- 
sion to develop new technologies that are 
combating a myriad of diseases and condi- 
tions. NIBIB is unique in the sense that unlike 
most Institutes at NIH, NIBIB doesn’t focus on 
a particular body area. Its mission is not 
bound to a particular disease either. Instead, 
it fills a vital need: it creates the tools and 
technologies for clinicians and researchers to 
fight all diseases. In a way, we are all patient 
advocates for NIBIB. 


Some of the technological advances include 
innovations like advanced imaging tools, such 
as functional MRI and PET/CT. These not only 
save lives by diagnosing disease 
noninvasively and earlier than ever before, but 
they have provided researchers in other areas 
of medicine new tools to study and combat 
their particular disease of focus. In its unique 
role at NIH, NIBIB is not only providing new 
bench-to-bedside diagnostics and therapies for 
patients, but also delivering novel bench-to- 
bench tools and technologies that are revolu- 
tionizing the way other researchers fight dis- 
eases in the laboratory. 


In this vein, NIBIB is providing an enor- 
mously positive return on the taxpayers’ in- 
vestment. The therapies, diagnostics and 
treatments created by NIBIB research have 
forever changed patient care and the way we 
conduct research. But perhaps equally as im- 
portant, these technologies are being commer- 
cialized and manufactured by the private sec- 
tor here in the U.S. We are an exporter of 
these incredible technologies, created and 
manufactured by highly-skilled workers. And 
when the NIBIB delivers on the next game- 
changing technology, the U.S. will again be 
the home to those job-supporting companies. 


With that, | would like to congratulate NIBIB, 
its Director, Dr. Rod Pettigrew, Deputy Direc- 
tor Dr. Belinda Seto and all of the dedicated 
staff that have made NIBIB a model of suc- 
cess. | hope my fellow colleagues can agree 
that these are important federal programs de- 
serving of our sustained support. 
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TRIBUTE TO PAUL AND SYLVIA 
HOLLINGER 


HON. TIM WALBERG 


OF MICHIGAN 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, June 18, 2012 


Mr. WALBERG. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
pay tribute to Paul and Sylvia Hollinger for 
their contributions and years of service to the 
Christian broadcasting community. 

Both born in Lancaster County, Pennsyl- 
vania, Paul and Sylvia graduated from the 
Moody Bible Institute of Chicago in 1958 and 
were married that same year. After starting a 
“temporary” job at the Christian radio station 
WDAC in July of 1961, Paul’s role expanded 
from salesman to station manager, and even- 
tually to partner in the WDAC Radio Com- 
pany. Along the way, Sylvia served as chief 
encourager and critic, while assisting Paul as 
an editor and typist. 

Beyond their roles at WDAC, the “Voice of 
Christian Radio,” Paul and Sylvia have con- 
tributed to the greater Christian broadcasting 
community through the National Religious 
Broadcasters organization. Ever-present at 
NRB national conventions, Paul and Sylvia de- 
veloped sincere and lasting friendships with 
other station owners and broadcasters like 
David Jeremiah, James Dobson, and Joni 
Eareckson Tada. 

From their stone farmhouse and farm in 
southern Lancaster County, Paul and Sylvia 
spent over four decades raising their two chil- 
dren and welcoming visitors. They are devoted 
grandparents to six grandchildren and eagerly 
await the arrival of their first great-grandchild. 
When not at work or home, Paul and Sylvia 
played an integral role in the life of Calvary 
Church of Lancaster. Since 1973, they have 
served in the capacity of Sunday school 
teachers, choir members, and on various 
church boards. 

Paul is a past member of the Moody Alumni 
Board and | share his and Sylvia’s passion for 
the Moody Bible Institute. | also commend 
them both for their unwavering commitment to 
upholding and defending the rights of the un- 
born. They have actively supported pro-life or- 
ganizations and Sylvia hosts a weekly pro-life 
radio report titled “Heartbeat.” 

Today, Paul and Sylvia live in the Willow 
Valley retirement community where they con- 
tinue to welcome family and guests, and to- 
gether are writing a 70 year history of their 
church. Paul and Sylvia have led rich, dedi- 
cated lives to each other and for their Maker. 
To paraphrase a familiar verse in the Gospel 
of John, were all their stories written down, | 
suppose the whole world could not contain the 
books that would be written. 
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HONORING THE LIFE AND LEGACY 
OF FIREFIGHTER NATHAN RAULZ 


HON. KEVIN BRADY 


OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, June 18, 2012 


Mr. BRADY of Texas. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to honor the life of Nathan Raulz, 18, of 
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Conroe, Texas. Raulz had been a volunteer 
with Central Montgomery County Fire-Rescue 
(formerly River Plantation Fire Department) 
Station 171 for the past three years and 
planned to continue his career in public serv- 
ice. 

After graduating from Conroe High School 
approximately three weeks ago, he joined the 
department full time. He loved serving his 
community and his country, which explain why 
he recently enlisted in the military as well. His 
dream was to serve his country, gain valuable 
training through the military, and then return 
home to resume his career in professional fire 
fighting. The city of Conroe, and all of Mont- 
gomery County were shocked when such a 
bright light of a young life was snuffed out in 
a tragic motorcycle accident June 6. Nathan’s 
legacy of service and dedication to his dreams 
will stay with our community for years to 
come. 

The Central Montgomery County Fire-Res- 
cue Station 171 issued this statement after 
learning of the loss of Raulz: “Today our de- 
partment suffered a great loss. Firefighter Na- 
than Raulz was killed in an automobile acci- 
dent on Stidham Road. This young man won 
our hearts almost three years ago when he 
joined our department as a junior firefighter. 
Immediately he stood out as a stellar new- 
comer, and grew into an amazing young man 
and firefighter. The dedication and promise he 
showed earned him the title Junior Firefighter 
of The Year two years in a row. We will truly 
miss our “Ragoo”! We would like to send our 
deepest condolences to the family and loved 
ones of Nathan. You will be in our thoughts 
and prayers.” 

Today we honor the life of Nathan Raulz, 
we pray for his family, and we remember his 
dedication to others and hope it will challenge 
us all to live each day to the fullest. 


a 


HONORING THE LIFE AND LEGACY 
OF VINCENT WILLIAMS 


HON. ROSA L. DeLAURO 


OF CONNECTICUT 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, June 18, 2012 


Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, it is with the 
heaviest of hearts that | rise today to pay trib- 
ute to the life and legacy of Vincent Williams. 
Though he was 85 years old and lived a full 
and happy life, to all of us who knew him, his 
sudden passing this week came much too 
soon. 

Vinnie was a fixture at 59 Elm Street—the 
building where my District Office is located. 
Sitting next to his shoeshine stand in the first 
floor lobby, he always had a kind word and a 
contagious smile for any passerby. Vinnie was 
one of those people who always brightened 
the days of others. He had a kind and gen- 
erous nature and he loved seeing people 
every day—always ready for a conversation. If 
he saw that you were a little down, he would 
do what he could to make you smile. He was 
the last of the shoeshine men in New Haven 
and he was a beloved member of our build- 
ing’s community. 

Born in North Carolina, one of Vinnie’s first 
jobs was as a shoeshine. A local barber of- 
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fered him the position and it came naturally to 
him. He later joined the United States Navy 
and served our country with honor and integ- 
rity during World War Il. It was after his serv- 
ice that he arrived in New Haven where he 
took up work at the Winchester firearms fac- 
tory. After five years at Winchester Vinnie took 
a job with the U.S. Postal Service where he 
worked until his retirement. However, retire- 
ment did not suit Vinnie well—he did not like 
sitting at home. So he went back to where he 
began—a shoeshine stand—setting up shop 
at the 59 Elm Street building. 

My staff and | will always carry fond memo- 
ries of Vinnie. Almost every afternoon, Vinnie 
would close up shop and take a walk around 
the building stopping in each office to wish ev- 
eryone a good afternoon. | am not sure how 
many people knew about Vinnie’s sweet-tooth, 
but he had one. My staff always made sure 
the small candy dish at our front desk had 
something in it—because the few times it did 
not, Vinnie was the first one to let us know. 
He also loved the word jumbles in the daily 
paper and worked them out every day. Every 
once in a while, however, he would get 
stumped. There is one member of my staff 
that he would always ask for help. After 
memorizing the letters, he would come up- 
stairs, poke his head in her office, repeat the 
letters and give her a minute to come up with 
a suggestion. Even if the others he asked 
were stumped as well, he would work at it 
until he figured it out—and then would let ev- 
eryone he had asked know the answer as 
well. 

On behalf of myself and my staff, | extend 
my deepest sympathies to his six children, 
Ulysses, Cynthia, Gail, Michael, Latanga, and 
Vincent, Jr., as well as his family and friends. 
| want them to know how many lives he 
touched and the impact he had on others. 
Vinnie was a remarkable human being. His 
absence leaves an emptiness in our hearts 
that will never be quite be filled. He will be 
deeply missed by all of those fortunate 
enough to have known him. 


ee 


A SALUTE TO THE LIFE OF DR. 
GARDNER CALVIN TAYLOR 


HON. G.K. BUTTERFIELD 


OF NORTH CAROLINA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, June 18, 2012 


Mr. BUTTERFIELD. Mr. Speaker, | rise to 
honor the life of Dr. Gardner Calvin Taylor on 
the occasion of his 94th birthday. Dr. Taylors 
indispensable contribution to American 
preaching and his instrumental role in the Civil 
Rights Movement underscore a life devoted to 
uplifting the human soul and the equal treat- 
ment of men and women everywhere. 

Dr. Taylor was born June 18, 1918 in seg- 
regated Baton Rouge, Louisiana. He was the 
only child born to Reverend Washington and 
Selina Taylor. He was only 13 years old when 
his father “Wash” Taylor passed away. Even 
the short time Gardner had with his father; he 
had already impacted Gardner’s delivery of 
the spoken word. Originally pursuing hopes of 
one day becoming a lawyer, a single event 
would forever change his course and life pur- 
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suits. Gardner survived a horrific car accident 
that claimed the lives of two others. Convinced 
that his survival was no happenstance, it was 
then he experienced a call to ministry. 

In 1937, Dr. Taylor forewent plans to attend 
the University of Michigan Law School and en- 
rolled in the Oberlin School of Theology. It 
was there he met his wife, Laurabelle Scott, 
whom he married in 1940 and had one daugh- 
ter, Martha. During his studies at Oberlin, Dr. 
Taylor preached at Bethany Baptist Church 
from 1938 to 1941. He later went on to pastor 
Concord Baptist Church of Christ in New York 
City in 1948. When he commenced his pas- 
toral duties at Concord, church membership 
was a very respectable 5,000 members. By 
the end of his tenure in 1990, his unparalleled 
leadership and sermonic delivery grew the 
membership to more than 14,000 members. 

Striving to serve equally beyond the pulpit, 
in 1961, he unsuccessfully sought the presi- 
dency of the National Baptist Convention. His 
close affiliation with Martin Luther King, Jr. 
and other Civil Rights leaders placed him at 
odds with members of the National Baptist 
Convention. Not one to be deterred from serv- 
ice, Dr. Taylor along with Dr. King, went on to 
found the Progressive National Baptist Con- 
vention. 

Dr. Taylor’s talent was revered. He taught at 
several elite divinity schools including Yale, 
Harvard, and Duke Universities. In 1979, Time 
magazine named Dr. Taylor one of the seven 
greatest Protestant preachers in America, and 
in 1980, the publication deemed him the 
“Dean of the Nation’s Black Preachers”. 

In 1993, his influence reached into public 
service when he delivered the sermon for 
President William Jefferson Clinton’s Inaugural 
Prayer Service. President Clinton was so im- 
pressed with Dr. Taylor that in 1997, he again 
enlisted Dr. Taylor to deliver the benediction at 
his second inauguration. And, in 2000, Presi- 
dent Clinton honored Dr. Taylor with the Na- 
tion’s highest civilian honor, the Presidential 
Medal of Freedom. 

Dr. Taylor is commonly referred to as the 
“dean of American preaching” and the “poet 
laureate of American Protestantism.” For 
many, Dr. Taylor’s oration and style is consid- 
ered the standard for young ministers seeking 
to learn the art of preaching. His brilliant ability 
to merge significant metaphors and powerful 
language into a seamless narrative continues 
to inspire clergy and laymen alike. 

Dr. Taylor’s life constitutes a worthy exam- 
ple for others, one in which everyone uses his 
or her individually bestowed talents to enrich 
the lives of the beloved community. Mr. 
Speaker, | ask my colleagues to join me in 
congratulating Dr. Gardner Calvin Taylor on 
his 94th birthday and honoring his lifelong 
commitment to the betterment of society. 


SARA SUMMERS STEIN 


HON. SAM GRAVES 


OF MISSOURI 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Monday, June 18, 2012 
Mr. GRAVES of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, | 


proudly pause to recognize Sara Summers 
Stein of Saint Joseph, Missouri. Sara is active 
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in the community through her work and has 
been chosen to receive the YWCA Women of 
Excellence Award for Emerging Leader. 

Sara is an intelligent and highly motivated 
young woman who is considered a sparkplug 
wherever she happens to be serving. During 
an outstanding college and post-graduate ca- 
reer, Sara demonstrated strong leadership 
both in her personal work and her ability to 
head up major University programs. Since 
graduating with a PhD in Education Leader- 
ship, Sara has used her considerable talent to 
improve the lives of others. Sara has worked 
with the youth through EmpowerU and has 
been pivotal in the success of the parent-child 
reading program Read from the Start. Sara is 
currently working to bring awareness to Clean 
Air St. Joe while being a wife and a mother of 
two. 

Mr. Speaker, | proudly ask you to join me in 
recognizing Sara Summers Stein. She has al- 
ready made an amazing impact on countless 
individuals in the St. Joseph community. | am 
honored to represent her in the United States 
Congress. 


Ee 


IN HONOR OF BRUCE KATSIFF’S 
RETIREMENT FROM THE JAMES 
A. MICHENER ART MUSEUM 


HON. MICHAEL G. FITZPATRICK 


OF PENNSYLVANIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, June 18, 2012 


Mr. FITZPATRICK. Mr. Speaker, | rise today 
in honor of Mr. Bruce Katsiff, Director and 
CEO of the James A. Michener Art Museum, 
who is retiring after 23 years of dedicated 
service to the museum and the Bucks County 
community. 

The Michener Museum is an important part 
of my district's art and cultural identity and this 
is due in no small part to Mr. Katsiff's leader- 
ship and vision. In fact, it was he who 
changed the name from the James A. Mich- 
ener Arts Center to the now nationally recog- 
nized James A. Michener Art Museum. 

In 1989 when he began as director, attend- 
ance at the museum averaged 8,000 visitors a 
year. Now, 120,000 people come to see the 
exhibits each year and the museum ranks 
among the top art museums in the greater 
Philadelphia region. 

Bruce’s love of art goes back to high school, 
where he discovered photography and partici- 
pated in his first exhibit at the age of 17. He 
then studied photography at Rochester Insti- 
tute of Technology, earned a Master of Fine 
Arts at the Pratt Institute and completed post- 
graduate work at the University of Oxford. 

Mr. Katsiff's keen business sense blended 
well with his passion for art. Under his guid- 
ance, the museum flourished in size and staff. 
Just this month, the Edgar N. Putman Event 
Pavilion was opened to establish the museum 
as a premier destination for facility rentals in 
our area. 

For Bruce’s final project, the museum will 
host an exhibition from the Uffizi Gallery in 
Florence, Italy, of Old Master paintings and 
tapestries, including oil paintings from leg- 
endary artists such as Botticelli and Titian. 

Because of all that Mr. Katsiff has accom- 
plished, | know that he will leave this position 
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in high spirits. Thanks again to Bruce Katsiff 
for all that you have done for not only the 
Michener Museum, but for the entire Bucks 
County community. | am honored to serve as 
your representative in Congress, and | wish 
you many more years of continued success. 


EE 


HONORING MR. RICHARD ZILKA 


HON. DANIEL LIPINSKI 


OF ILLINOIS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, June 18, 2012 


Mr. LIPINSKI. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
recognize Richard Zilka, outgoing president of 
the Clearing Civic League in Chicago, Illinois, 
for his lasting service to the community. 

Mr. Zilka’s community owes him an enor- 
mous debt. A member of the Clearing Civic 
League since 1965, he has been president for 
26 years during which time he has distin- 
guished himself as a tireless fighter for the 
success and safety of the neighborhood. In- 
strumental in securing a public library for the 
citizens of Clearing and establishing the Clear- 
ing Night Watch, he also successfully cam- 
paigned against the installation of high-pollu- 
tion medical incinerators in the area. These 
are just some of the many successes that he 
spearheaded on behalf of the residents of 
Clearing. 

Mr. Zilka and his wife of 54 years, Marie, 
have two sons and one daughter. Prior to his 
retirement he worked for International Har- 
vester, which has since become Navistar. He 
has also fulfilled a number of diverse roles in 
the community, including serving on the advi- 
sory council of Chicago’s John F. Kennedy 
High School, and the Community Advisory 
Council in Bedford Park. He has also served 
as a member of the nearby Garfield Ridge 
Civic League. In recognition of his achieve- 
ments, South Rutherford Avenue was recently 
renamed in his honor. 

A resident of Chicago his entire life, Richard 
Zilka has been a tireless fighter for the well 
being of his neighbors on the Southwest Side. 
Held in the utmost regard within the commu- 
nity, | have been inspired by his loyal and en- 
during service. As he retires from his position 
as president of the Clearing Civic League, | 
wish him all the very best for the future. 


EEE 
COLONEL TODD P. “SLEDGE” 
HARMER RETIRES AFTER 26 
YEARS’ SERVICE WITH THE 


UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 


HON. HOWARD P. “BUCK” McKEON 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, June 18, 2012 


Mr. MCKEON. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
recognize and pay tribute to Colonel Todd P. 
“Sledge” Harmer on the occasion of his retire- 
ment from the United States Air Force. 

| have had the pleasure of working with 
Sledge on a number of occasions during his 
tenure in the Air Force House Liaison Office, 
and greatly appreciate his professionalism, 
knowledge, and dedication, which has bene- 
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fited me personally, as well as numerous other 
Members and staff. 

Colonel Harmer has given much to this Na- 
tion through his dedicated and selfless serv- 
ice. His Air Force career started the day he ar- 
rived at the U.S. Air Force Academy in June 
of 1982. He established himself as a serious 
student with a great aptitude for flying. Upon 
graduation on May 28, 1986 with a Bachelor 
of Science degree in aeronautical engineering, 
Lt Harmer was competitively selected among 
pilot training selectees to attend Euro-NATO 
Joint Jet Pilot Training, Lead-In Fighter Train- 
ing, and F16C Operational Course, excelling 
in each course. He was assigned to the 14th 
Tactical Fighter Squadron at Misawa AB, 
Japan where he started flying combat training 
missions and preparing for greater aerial 
tasks. His superiors rated him the “best 
wingman in the squadron” and recognized him 
as a gifted fighter pilot. As a new Captain, he 
was upgraded to instructor pilot (IP) and mis- 
sion commander in absolute minimum time, 
then selected to be a Standardization/Evalua- 
tion Flight Examiner because of his great fly- 
ing skill and leadership. He was reassigned to 
the 69th Fighter Squadron at Moody AFB, GA 
as an IP and Chief of Weapons and Tactics. 
He was certified as combat-ready, and quali- 
fied in air-to-surface, air-to-air and nuclear 
roles. To no one’s surprise, he was selected 
to attend the coveted F—16 Fighter Weapons 
Instructor Course, and completed it with hon- 
ors. He went on to complete Squadron Officer 
School, again completing it with honors and 
the designation of Distinguished Graduate. He 
returned to the 69th Fighter Squadron for a 
few years to train and evaluate pilots, and 
contributed greatly to the success of this im- 
portant fighter squadron. Captain Harmer was 
reassigned to the 23rd Operations Support 
Squadron at Pope AFB, NC where he was re- 
sponsible for planning and coordinating F—16 
employment supporting contingencies, exer- 
cises and readiness inspections. After serving 
as a flight commander and IP, he was sent 
overseas to serve in the 36th Fighter Squad- 
ron, Osan AB, Republic of Korea. He was 
hand-picked to command a flight of fighter pi- 
lots flying wartime taskings in a upgraded F— 
16C. His superiors identified him as an “avi- 
ator without peers”, and the “greatest contrib- 
utor to the combat readiness of the most for- 
ward deployed fighter squadron in the Air 
Force.” He was promoted to the rank of Major 
and give greater responsibility as the Assistant 
Operations Officer, and later the Aide-de- 
Camp to the Seventh Air Force Commander, 
Lt General Joseph Hurd. General Hurd recog- 
nized his superior airmanship and trusted 
counsel and called him the finest aide he had 
ever seen. Sledge was sent to the U.S. Naval 
War College and earned a Master of Arts de- 
gree in National Security and Strategic Stud- 
ies, then went on to the Air Force’s School of 
Advanced Airpower Studies and spent a year 
excelling in a rigorous curriculum. Following 
this, newly promoted Lt Colonel Harmer was 
assigned to the prestigious Checkmate Divi- 
sion at the Pentagon to lead the European 
Command Pacific Command Branch. There he 
continued to contribute, lead and inspire his 
research teams through keen analysis and 
writings. Senior Air Force leadership had been 
impressed with his papers and reports over 
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the years, but his writings would receive spe- 
cial recognition while in Checkmate and would 
help shape the employment and advancement 
of air and space power. Perhaps more impor- 
tantly, however, Lt Colonel Harmer would be- 
come an impact strategist and leader in the 
days following 9-11. He led teams developing 
Air Force position on Grand Military Strategy, 
air and space operations plans, combat 
search and rescue, and the air attack plan for 
Operation Enduring Freedom. His years of 
training, education and performing every mis- 
sion in a superb manner would help him to 
continue on the track to senior leadership. He 
was assigned as the Commander, 63rd Fight- 
er Squadron, Luke AFB, AZ and given the dif- 
ficult task of commanding in the Air Force’s 
largest fighter wing. He did not disappoint. He 
set the benchmark for training and air oper- 
ations. Following this assignment, Lt Colonel 
Harmer would attend National War College at 
Fort McNair in Washington, DC and receive a 
Master of Science in National Security Strat- 
egy, and the designation of Distinguished 
Graduate. He would spend the following year 
in Turkey as an Executive Officer to the Com- 
mander of CC-Air and 16th Air Force, and, 
U.S. Senior National Representative, Allied Air 
Component Command HQ Izmir. He was pro- 
moted to Colonel and assigned as the Vice 
Commander to a very demanding and active 
fighter wing, 388th FW, Hill AFB, UT, and to 
prepare him to later command his own wing, 
the 33rd Fighter Wing, Eglin AFB, FL. His 
boss, Lt General Gary North, tasked him to di- 
rect important sorties such as protection to 
POTUS, space shuttle and several deploy- 
ments at home and abroad. General North 
also hand-picked Colonel Harmer for a de- 
manding position in lraq’s Ministry of Defense 
where he led a highly specialized planning 
and training team, and advised the U.S. 
Forces-lraq leadership on sensitive Arab-Kurd 
issues. Upon returning to the U.S., the Air 
Force continued to challenge Sledge by as- 
signing him to one of the most demanding po- 
sitions within the Air Force, his current job as 
the Chief of Air Force House Liaison. Since 
June 2010, Sledge has advised the Secretary 
of the Air Force, Chief of Staff of the Air 
Force, the Director of Legislative Liaison, and 
numerous other senior military and civilian 
leaders on issues of the greatest concern to 
HQ Air Force and the Congress. He has more 
than served as a liaison between the Pen- 
tagon and the Hill, he has developed and im- 
proved key relationships that help us make 
better decisions about the Air Force. He is ex- 
tremely intelligent and articulate, and has 
helped shape my thinking and influenced 
many Members of Congress. Simply, we trust 
him! 

Colonel Harmer is a command pilot with 
over 3,300 flying hours primarily in the F—15 
and F—16. He is the recipient of the following 
major medals and decorations for his service 
and accomplishments: the Bronze Star, Legion 
of Merit, Defense Meritorious Service Medal, 
Air Force Meritorious Service Medal, Air 
Medal, Aerial Achievement Medal, Air Force 
Commendation Medal, Air Force Achievement 
Medal, Combat Readiness Medal, National 
Defense Service Medal, Armed Forces Expe- 
ditionary Medal, Southwest Asia Service 
Medal, Iraq Campaign Medal, Global War on 
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Terrorism Expeditionary Medal, Korean De- 
fense Service Medal, and the NATO Medal. 

Throughout his distinguished career he has 
represented our country and Air Force with 
dignity and honor, and this is why | am so 
privileged to pay tribute to this fine Airman. 
Mr. Speaker, on behalf of the Congress and 
the United States of America, | thank Colonel 
Todd Harmer, his wife Stacie and their daugh- 
ters, Jordan, Leigh and Erika, for their service 
and sacrifices over the past 26 years. | wish 
them Godspeed, and continued happiness as 
they start a new chapter in their lives. 


RECOGNIZING JOHN GUALTIER 
HON. BRUCE L. BRALEY 


OF IOWA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, June 18, 2012 


Mr. BRALEY of lowa. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to recognize John Gaultier of Vinton, IA 
for his years of service to veterans in Eastern 
lowa. 

John’s service to the veterans and his com- 
munity in Eastern lowa has been a lifelong en- 
deavor, as he’s drawn on his own experience 
in war and battling PTSD to ensure that re- 
turning veterans are better served and that 
students are aware of the service and sacrifice 
their elders made in the Second World War. 
At the age of 18, John served as an Army 
Medic in the European Theater of Operations 
where he saved many American lives and par- 
ticipated in the liberation of two concentration 
camps and a Russian POW camp. 

Since 1995, John has logged over 7,000 
hours of volunteer service at the lowa City 
Veterans Medical Center visiting with his fel- 
low veterans and drawing on his own experi- 
ence battling post-traumatic stress to help 
them recover. John has worked with psychia- 
trists at the Medical Center to help them in 
treating servicemembers with PTSD returning 
from Iraq and Afghanistan. John has also do- 
nated money and vehicles to ensure that vet- 
erans have transportation to VA facilities for 
their care. 

John’s service to his community also ex- 
tends to students at Vinton-Shellsburg and 
North Linn Schools where he has shared sto- 
ries of his experience in the war for the past 
eight years. John has turned his difficult expe- 
rience in war into a lesson for our community’s 
youth. 

For his work volunteering at the lowa City 
VA hospital and sharing his experiences with 
students, John was honored earlier this year 
by Cedar Rapids’ KCRG’s “9 Who Care” 
Awards, and he was nominated to represent 
Eastern lowa at the Jefferson Awards for Pub- 
lic Service, where he is a finalist for the Jac- 
queline Kennedy Onassis Award for “Out- 
standing Community Service Benefiting Local 
Communities.” 

As the son of a World War Two veteran, 
who landed on Iwo Jima when he was 17, | 
understand the service and sacrifice made by 
veterans like John. They truly are members of 
the Greatest Generation, and John deserves 
to be commended for continuing to serve after 
he returned home and turning his own trials 
from war into a learning experience for others. 
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Congratulations John for this well-deserved 
honor. Thank you for your continued service to 
our community and work on behalf of Vet- 
erans. You represent the best of lowa, having 
served your country and community for over 
half a century. Keep up the good work. 


EE 


COMMEMORATING THE 20TH ANNI- 
VERSARY OF THE LEADERSHIP 
ALLIANCE 


HON. CHAKA FATTAH 


OF PENNSYLVANIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, June 18, 2012 


Mr. FATTAH. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
commemorate the 20th anniversary of the 
Leadership Alliance. The Leadership Alliance, 
established in 1992, is a national academic 
consortium of leading research universities 
and minority serving institutions with the mis- 
sion to develop underrepresented students 
into outstanding leaders and role models in 
academia, business and the public sector. 

Through an organized program of research, 
networking and mentorship at critical transi- 
tions along the entire academic training path- 
way, the Leadership Alliance prepares young 
scientists and scholars from underrepresented 
and underserved populations for graduate 
training and professional apprenticeships. 
Leadership Alliance faculty mentors provide 
high quality, cutting-edge research experi- 
ences in all academic disciplines at the na- 
tion’s most competitive graduate training insti- 
tutions and share insights into the nature of 
academic careers. 

In the 20 years since its establishment, the 
Leadership Alliance has mentored over 2,000 
undergraduates who have participated in the 
Summer Research Early Identification Pro- 
gram and over 200 alumni who have obtained 
their PhD (215) or MD-PhD (19) degrees as 
Leadership Alliance Doctoral Scholars. 

More than 53 percent of Leadership Alliance 
early identification students enroll into a grad- 
uate level program versus the national rate of 
40 percent enrollment into graduate programs. 
Of this 53 percent, 42 percent enrolled into or 
completed PhD programs. Of the 42 percent 
of students enrolling into doctoral training pro- 
grams, 46 percent completed PhD programs 
and more than half of those were in the 
science, technology, engineering and mathe- 
matics (STEM) disciplines. Leadership Alliance 
institutions graduated approximately 25 per- 
cent of all biomedical sciences PhD degrees 
to underrepresented minority students in a five 
year time period (2004-2008), making it a 
leading consortium grantor of PhD degrees in 
the biomedical sciences in the United States. 

In my district, over the past 18 summers, 
the University of Pennsylvania has hosted 210 
undergraduates who were mentored by faculty 
and had an in-depth research experience de- 
signed to provide them with theoretical knowl- 
edge and practical training in research and 
scientific experimentation and other scholarly 
investigations. 

Leadership Alliance Doctoral Scholars are 
diversifying the academy with 58 percent of 
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them at research-intensive institutions. Doc- 
toral Scholars also are engaging in career po- 
sitions in government and industry. The Lead- 
ership Alliance has demonstrated its effective- 
ness as a model for identifying, training and 
mentoring underrepresented minorities who 
are poised to expand and diversify the base of 
the 21st century workforce. 

| am pleased today to recognize the impor- 
tance of sustaining efforts to invest in pro- 
grams that identify, train and mentor talented 
underrepresented and underserved students; 
recognize the continued dedication of institu- 
tional leaders, faculty members, administrators 
and students across the United States and 
support their roles in the continued training 
and mentoring of underrepresented students 
along the academic pathway; and to congratu- 
late and commend the Leadership Alliance, in- 
cluding the University of Pennsylvania, for 20 
years of mentoring a diverse and competitive 
research and scholarly workforce. 


EEE 


CONGRATULATIONS TO MOUNT 
WASHINGTON CRUISES ON THEIR 
140TH ANNIVERSARY 


HON. FRANK C. GUINTA 


OF NEW HAMPSHIRE 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, June 18, 2012 


Mr. GUINTA. Mr. Speaker, it is with great 
pleasure that | congratulate Mount Washington 
Cruises on reaching your 140th anniversary. 

New Hampshire is proud to be home to 
some of the most beautiful sights in the North- 
east. The White Mountains and Lakes Region 
have attracted tourists from all over the world, 
and the beauty and grandeur of Lake 
Winnipesaukee has been shared with thou- 
sands of visitors thanks to the M/S Mount 
Washington. 

The M/S Mount Washington is truly one of 
New Hampshire’s greatest treasures and con- 
tinues to be one of the state’s leading tourist 
attractions in the Lakes Region and for Weirs 
Beach. The daily in season tours give visitors 
the chance to view firsthand the beauty and 
majesty of Lake Winnipesaukee. With the abil- 
ity to hold 1250 passengers, the “Mount” has 
also been a popular venue for parties, wed- 
dings and various celebrations. Today Mount 
Washington Cruises is owned and operated by 
local individuals ensuring that this fine vessel 
and her operations maintain in New Hamp- 
shire and are run by New Hampshire’s great 
citizens. 

| congratulate the owners, officers and crew 
of the Mount Washington Cruises for their 
continued success and their dedication to 
maintain the great legacy of the M/S Mount 
Washington here in the Granite State. | wish 
you all the best for continued success in the 
future. 


—— 


RECOGNIZING BISHOP T.D. JAKES 
HON. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON 


OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, June 18, 2012 


Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas. 
Mr. Speaker, | rise today to recognize Bishop 
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T.D. Jakes, senior pastor and evangelist at 
The Potters House in Dallas. The Potters 
House is not only a house of worship, but a 
global humanitarian organization with over 
30,000 members, which Bishop Jakes has 
faithfully served for more than 15 years. As 
well as celebrating a career in service with 
over 35 years of ministry, Bishop Jakes also 
celebrates his 55th birthday this month. 

During an event in his honor this month, 
Bishop Jakes was joined by various church 
members, celebrities, and dignitaries in Dallas 
for a spiritual celebration of his 35 years of ac- 
complishments in the ministry. The event, ti- 
tled “Triumphant Journey,” highlighted Bishop 
Jakes’ contributions to his congregants and 
supporters as a pastor, author, and husband. 

Few people have the ability and the calling 
to lead such a great following into a life of de- 
votion and compassion. Yet, Bishop Jakes has 
devoted his efforts in his commitment to help- 
ing the needy, and empowering the disillu- 
sioned. Through his ministerial work, Bishop 
Jakes has used his talents to unite tens of 
thousands of North Texans under a united 
spiritual cause. Harnessing the generosity of 
his congregation, Bishop Jakes continues to 
lead a commanding effort to better his com- 
munity, and bring humanitarian assistance to 
other parts of the world. 

Mr. Speaker, faith-based leaders and the 
powerful following they command serve as 
powerful tools in the furthering of altruism, and 
the building of strong communities. Bishop 
Jakes is a unifying force in North Texas, and 
his contributions to the faith-based community 
are undeniable. | commend Bishop Jakes for 
his leadership, and wish The Potter's House 
continued success in its pursuit of a better un- 
derstanding of the faith. 


EES 


A TRIBUTE TO COACH FINLEY 
READ 


HON. MIKE McINTYRE 


OF NORTH CAROLINA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, June 18, 2012 


Mr. MCINTYRE. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
pay tribute to a truly outstanding North Caro- 
linian, Finley Read, of Lumberton, North Caro- 
lina. Coach Read has dedicated over twenty 
years coaching and administrative work Lum- 
berton High School, which is my alma mater. 
Coach Read deserves to be honored here 
today for his tireless contribution to the com- 
munity of Lumberton. | ask that you join me in 
recognizing his long and remarkable career. 

Coach Read enrolled and graduated from 
NC State University, where he was active in 
the football program. His impressive record 
during this time was interrupted only to serve 
our country in the U.S. Army. After returning to 
Lumberton, Coach Read became a high 
school teacher and multi-sport coach for the 
Lumberton Pirates, where he remained for two 
decades. In addition to his role as an adminis- 
trator, Coach Read has bettered his commu- 
nity in countless ways. Through his leadership 
in football, baseball, and basketball, Coach 
Read has touched the lives of many Lum- 
berton High students. He has been quite influ- 
ential in our community, where he is known for 
his integrity and kindness. 
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Recently, the loss of long-time colleague 
and close friend, Coach Alton “Turmey” 
Brooks, left a hole in the lives of Lumberton 
High School students. His passing galvanized 
the community to honor Coach Brooks, which 
in turn has reminded us of the quiet, humble 
integrity of Coach Finley Read. His award 
today from the community of Lumberton 
comes in the form of a pirate ship, in recogni- 
tion of his winning leadership for the Lum- 
berton Pirates. His friends, former colleagues, 
and students from all walks of life have come 
together to praise him for role as a successful 
mentor, devout Christian, loving husband, and 
dedicated father. 

| have known Coach Read all of my life, and 
| have personally witnessed and experienced 
Coach Read’s powerful and positive influence 
in many different settings—from teaching me 
and other youngsters how to swim at 
Woodside Pool when | was in the third grade, 
to his giving me the opportunity to serve as 
Manager of the Pirates baseball team while | 
was in high school, to my work with him as a 
fellow Elder in our home church, First Pres- 
byterian, in Lumberton. Coach Read, his wife 
Ruth, and all of his children, Kathy, Carey, 
and Allison, are dear friends that my family 
and | have long-known and respected. 

Mr. Speaker, Coach Finley Read has 
mentored students in Robeson County for 
decades. As Co-founder and Co-Chairman of 
the Congressional Caucus on Youth Sports, | 
especially appreciate the work Coach Finley 
Read has done to make our community a bet- 
ter and healthier place. | wish Coach Read 
and his family God’s richest blessings, and | 
ask that you join me today in recognition of his 
impressive career. 


ee 


RECOGNIZING BARBARA 
WILLIAMS-SKINNER 


HON. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON 


OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, June 18, 2012 


Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas. 
Mr. Speaker, | rise today to recognize Dr. Bar- 
bara Williams-Skinner, who is being honored 
by President Obama as a Champion for 
Change. Dr. Williams-Skinner is being com- 
mended for her dedication to addressing the 
needs of low-income men and boys. 

Dr. Williams-Skinner has worked tirelessly 
through her organization, the Skinner Leader- 
ship Institute, to promote leadership building 
and evangelism. The organization prides itself 
in its holistic approach, which builds moral 
character, technical skills, and spiritual growth. 
Using this approach, the organization trains 
youth, ministry, and political leaders. Her work 
with young men, in particular, highlights the 
importance that she places on fatherhood 
within the family. 

As former Executive Director of the Con- 
gressional Black Caucus, Dr. Williams-Skinner 
helped to coordinate the Congressional Black 
Caucus Prayer Breakfast, which today attracts 
leaders from across the Nation. Since 1992, 
she has worked through the Leadership Insti- 
tute to empower the communities around her. 
She has helped to train up-and-coming lead- 
ers, many of whom are today the stalwarts of 
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their communities. The Skinner Leadership In- 
stitute hosts bi-weekly prayer walks through 
the halls of Congress, and its African Amer- 
ican Leadership seminars have helped to fos- 
ter a sense of community among African 
American leaders. Dr. Williams-Skinner has 
also served as a board member of Operation 
Push, the Christian Community Development 
Association, and the Neighborhood Learning 
Center. 

Mr. Speaker, the work of faith-based leaders 
should not go unnoticed. Dr. Williams-Skin- 
ners commitment to cultivating spiritual matu- 
rity and public service has shaped leaders that 
help to reconcile the spiritual, moral, and tech- 
nical needs of our country. These leaders will 
help build strong communities. Her work not 
only benefits today’s leaders, but helps to se- 
cure leaders of the future. Her accomplish- 
ments and contributions to our Nation are in- 
disputable. | applaud Dr. Williams-Skinner’s 
leadership, and | wish her continued success 
with the Skinner Leadership Institute. 


EE 


HONORING THE LIFE AND SERVICE 
OF NORTHWEST FLORIDA’S BE- 
LOVED WENDELL GRIFFITH 


HON. JEFF MILLER 


OF FLORIDA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, June 18, 2012 


Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Speaker, on be- 
half of the United States Congress, it is an 
honor for me to rise today to recognize the life 
and service of Northwest Florida’s beloved 
Wendell Griffith. 

For nearly 25 years, Wendell Griffith was a 
constant presence on the campus of North- 
west Florida State College. As a professor of 
United States and World History, Mr. Griffith 
had a unique personal teaching style that in- 
spired his students to engage with history and 
learn invaluable life lessons. A true patriot, Mr. 
Griffith served his country honorably in the 
United States Marine Corps and his reverence 
for our Constitution guided both his service to 
our nation and the community. 

Mr. Griffith was remembered by students 
and colleagues alike as a truly world class 
story teller. By framing historical events in this 
unique context, he was able to reach thou- 
sands of students and instill in them a true 
and full appreciation of history and of the im- 
portance of historical events and documents. 
Mr. Griffith was also an ardent follower of poli- 
tics, and he bestowed upon his students an 
appreciation for the importance of participating 
in American democracy. 

Mr. Griffith was also a loving and committed 
husband, father and friend. He is survived by 
his wife, Sara Lynn, his three sons, Edward, 
Brett and Lucas, his two grandchildren, Na- 
than and James, and scores of friends, col- 
leagues and students. To some, Wendell Grif- 
fith will be remembered as an inspiring teach- 
er, to others as a true American patriot. To his 
family and friends, he will be remembered as 
a loyal and caring family man. 

Mr. Speaker, on behalf of the United States 
Congress, it gives me great pride to honor the 
life of Wendell Griffith. My wife Vicki joins me 
in extending our most sincere condolences to 
the entire Griffith family. 
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A TRIBUTE TO MR. RALPH 
POTTER 


HON. MIKE McINTYRE 


OF NORTH CAROLINA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, June 18, 2012 


Mr. MCINTYRE. Mr. Speaker, | rise with sor- 
row today following the passing of Ralph Pot- 
ter of Fayetteville, North Carolina. Mr. Potter 
was a proprietor of almost fifty restaurants in 
the Carolinas, beloved member of the commu- 
nity, devoted family man, dear friend, and ef- 
fective public servant. Mr. Potter passed away 
on June 2, 2012 at the age of 75, and he will 
be dearly missed. 


Ralph Potter grew up in Wilmington, at- 
tended New Hanover High School, and then 
enrolled at UNC-Chapel Hill, where he was 
the first in his family to graduate from college. 
He went on to earn his juris doctor from UNC 
School of Law, which he would later use to 
serve his community as the president of the 
state restaurant association. His strong work 
ethic and intelligence helped earn him the 
Methodist University’s Entrepreneur and Busi- 
nessman of the Year award, and his res- 
taurants can now be found throughout North 
and South Carolina. Outside of business, Mr. 
Potter was devoted to his family, to his church 
and his community, and he will long remain a 
well-known and influential figure in Fayette- 
ville. 


Mr. Potter was very active in the American 
Hellenic Educational Progressive Association 
as a reflection of his proud Greek heritage, 
and supported education efforts through his 
such as the Ira Douglas Potter Memorial and 
Ralph M. Potter Scholarship Funds at UNC, 
as well as a scholarship fund at Salem Col- 
lege. He pushed for the creation of the first 
Cumberland County Public library, along with 
his roles at the board of trustees of Fayette- 
ville Academy and ARC of Cumberland Coun- 
ty. He always worked hard to address commu- 
nity challenges in Fayetteville, and always did 
so with humor and kindness. 


Mr. Potter was also recognized for his deep 
faith in Christ, and was active at Saints Con- 
stantine and Helen Greek Orthodox Church. 
There he taught Bible study, established the 
Paris and Potter Endowment Fund for the 
church, and became a godfather for the 
church at its consecration. We know today 
that he is resting at home in peace and joy 
with his Savior. 


Mr. Speaker, Mr. Potter was a personal 
friend of mine and | have the utmost respect 
for his integrity, business acumen and his 
strong commitment to church and community. 
May we never forget the goodness, humility, 
service, and character that defined his life. He 
is survived by his wife, Dena Fasul Potter, son 
Nicholas D. Potter, daughter Rebecca Cooke 
and numerous grandchildren, cousins, nieces 
and nephews. May God continue to bless all 
of his loved ones, the work he did, and the 
greatness that he inspired within all who knew 
him. 
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DEPORTATION EXEMPTION FOR 
IMMIGRANT ALIENS 


HON. NICK J. RAHALL II 


OF WEST VIRGINIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, June 18, 2012 


Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Speaker, like many Ameri- 
cans, | was taken aback by the Administra- 
tion’s announcement last week that it would 
decline to enforce the law when it comes to 
the deportation of illegal aliens who were 
brought to our Nation as young children. 

| believe that the president is wrong on this 
issue—as wrong as he can be. 

We are a Nation of immigrants. We take 
pride in our immigrant roots. Southern West 
Virginia has a proud history of immigrant fami- 
lies and workers who migrated to the coal 
fields to live and work. 

For every immigrant who came to this coun- 
try legally, abiding by the process and respect- 
ing the law, this action is a slap in the face. 
For the immigration and border security offi- 
cers, who are working and risking their lives to 
enforce the law, this announcement is a slap 
in the face. For the American workers who will 
be forced to compete for American jobs 
against immigrant aliens, this announcement 
is a slap in the face. 

| share the frustration of many Americans in 
the stubborn refusal of the House Republican 
Majority in not taking action on critical legisla- 
tion—a long-term surface transportation, budg- 
et and appropriations bills, and a host of expir- 
ing laws that run the gamut from tax breaks, 
to Medicare payments to our hospitals and 
health providers, to critical government pro- 
grams; all of which are undermining con- 
fidence in the Congress as an institution and 
acting as deadweight on job creation and 
growth. To some extent, one could even argue 
the Congress has invited this executive action 
by refusing to act to strengthen our Nation’s 
borders and immigration enforcement. 

But, a chief executive’s decision, to bypass 
the Congress and refuse to implement the 
law, is unacceptable. It may make for good 
politics in some quarters of our Nation, but it 
sets a terrible and dangerous precedent. 

The Constitution requires the president to 
enforce the law. It authorizes the president to 
recommend changes to the law. It does not— 
does not—permit the president to selectively 
choose which laws to enforce. 

The Congress must disabuse the president 
and every future president of the notion that 
laws with which the executive branch dis- 
agrees can be ignored. More important than 
party, and more important than presidential 
politics, must be the upholding of the Constitu- 
tion and seeing to it that the laws are faithfully 
executed. 
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HONORING THE LIFE AND SERVICE 
OF WILLIE J. O’NEAL 


HON. JEFF MILLER 


OF FLORIDA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, June 18, 2012 


Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to honor the life and service of Mr. Willie 
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J. O’Neal who passed on June 12, 2012 at the 
age of 74. Mr. O’Neal, known to his family and 
friends as “Deacon Bill,” was an esteemed 
member of the Northwest Florida community, 
a proud veteran, and a dedicated servant of 
God. | am humbled to commemorate his life. 

Born in 1937, Deacon Bill enlisted in the 
United States Air Force, retiring at the rank of 
Chief Master Sergeant. Upon retirement from 
the Air Force, he continued to serve his coun- 
try in the civil service. Earlier this month, Dea- 
con Bill celebrated his 20th year as a deacon 
at Holy Name of Jesus Catholic Church in 
Niceville, Florida. He spent his days as a fix- 
ture at the Eglin Air Force Base Exchange 
(BX) ministering to countless people from his 
favorite booth at the BX Starbucks. Deacon 
Bill was a mentor to some, a minister to many, 
and a friend to all. 

Mr. Speaker, on behalf of the United States 
Congress, | am privileged to recognize the life 
and dedicated service of Willie J. “Deacon 
Bill’ O’Neal. My wife Vicki and | offer our pray- 
ers for his children, Monica, Steven, and Mark, 
five grandchildren, Melony, Ethan, Clare, 
Grace and Matthew, and their entire family. 
He will truly be missed by all of us throughout 
the community. 
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A TRIBUTE TO ALTON G. 
“TUNNEY” BROOKS 


HON. MIKE McINTYRE 


OF NORTH CAROLINA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, June 18, 2012 


Mr. MCINTYRE Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
pay tribute to Alton G. “Tunney” Brooks, a 
long-serving coach and athletic director at 
Lumberton High School, my own alma mater. 
Coach Brooks was an irreplaceable mentor for 
many students in our community, a devoted 
family man, and a dear friend. Coach Brooks 
passed away on the morning of May 4, 2012, 
after a three-year battle with lung cancer, and 
he will be deeply missed. 

Driven by a strong love for his community 
and a deep investment in its youth, Coach 
Brooks coached numerous sports during his 
lifetime and served as the Lumberton High 
School Athletic Director. In this capacity, 
Coach Brooks was a valuable leader and role 
model, who pushed young athletes to achieve 
things they never thought possible and worked 
to shape their senses of integrity, character, 
discipline, and teamwork. 

This dedication is evident through his many 
recognitions, as he was named to the N.C. 
Athletic Directors and N.C. High School Ath- 
letic Association’s Halls of Fame. His legacy 
will also be remembered through the Lum- 
berton High School football stadium, named in 
his honor, and through an endowment scholar- 
ship at UNC-Pembroke. Coach Brooks also 
received honors as a superior athlete him- 
self—at Charles Coon High School, where he 
received all-state honors and won state cham- 
pionships, at Wake Forest University where he 
was team captain of the baseball and basket- 
ball teams, and on the national level in 1951, 
when he helped the U.S. win silver at the first- 
ever Pan American Games in Argentina as the 
catcher for the U.S. baseball team. 
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| knew Coach Brooks personally, not only 
as the father of my good friend, Richie Brooks, 
with whom | grew up with in Lumberton, and 
with whom I served on the Student Council at 
LHS, but also through his being the first Man- 
ager of Woodside Pool, which he and my fa- 
ther spent countless hours developing through 
Recreation Facilities, Inc. As President of the 
Student Body at LHS and as Manager of the 
Lumberton Pirates baseball team when | was 
in high school, | knew first-hand of Coach 
Brooks’ leadership as our school’s well-re- 
spected and dynamic athletic director. 

As a Co-Founder and Co-Chairman of the 
Congressional Caucus on Youth Sports, | 
have a deep, personal respect for Coach 
Brooks’ dedication to this cause. Over several 
decades, he has taught hundreds of youth in 
the Lumberton area valuable lessons and 
skills that have made a meaningful and lasting 
impact on their lives, and our community will 
always remain grateful. 

Mr. Speaker, may we never forget the good- 
ness, humility, and character that defined the 
life of Alton “Tunney” Brooks. May God con- 
tinue to bless his three children, Debbie, 
Richie and John, all of his loved ones, the 
work he did, and the greatness that he in- 
spired within all who knew him. 
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ENSURING SOUND SCIENCE IN 
AGENCY RULEMAKING AND RISK 
ASSESSMENTS 


HON. DONALD A. MANZULLO 


OF ILLINOIS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, June 18, 2012 


Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Speaker, | rise today 
to introduce the Sound Science in Agency 
Rulemaking and Risk Assessments Act to help 
restore sound science and scientific integrity 
to the rulemaking process at our federal agen- 
cies. 

On March 9, 2009, President Obama issued 
a Presidential memorandum directing the Of- 
fice of Science and Technology Policy (OSTP) 
to require federal departments and agencies 
to develop procedures “for restoring scientific 
integrity to government decision making.” To 
date, this worthwhile and sensible project has 
not been completed. 

This bipartisan bill, which | am introducing 
with my colleague from North Carolina, MIKE 
MCINTYRE, seeks to build on the President’s 
initiative by codifying the requirement that the 
Director of OSTP require each agency to de- 
velop guidelines to maximize the quality, ob- 
jectivity, utility, and integrity of scientific infor- 
mation used by federal agencies. This legisla- 
tion requires appropriate peer review, the dis- 
closure of scientific studies used in making de- 
cisions, and an opportunity for stakeholder 
input. The bill requires federal agencies to 
give greatest weight to information based on 
reproducible data that is developed in accord- 
ance with the scientific method. Further, it 
deems agency actions that do not follow such 
procedures to be arbitrary and subject to chal- 
lenge by affected stakeholders. 

Mr. Speaker, we all want the best science 
used in decisions made by the federal govern- 
ment. This bill will help accomplish that goal. 
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LONGWOOD STU- 
WHO HONORED VET- 


RECOGNIZING 
DENTS 
ERANS 


HON. TIMOTHY H. BISHOP 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, June 18, 2012 


Mr. BISHOP of New York. Mr. Speaker, | 
rise today to recognize the students, both past 
and present, of the Longwood School District 
in my district on Long Island for the comple- 
tion of two major projects—the Longwood Vet- 
erans Walk and the accompanying Longwood 
Veterans History Project, which honor those 
men and women who have served this nation 
in overseas conflicts. 

In tribute to the service our veterans have 
given to this country, a monument commemo- 
rating the service of former Longwood school 
students who served in the Gulf War, the Iraq 
War, and the continuing War in Afghanistan, 
has been constructed and will be dedicated on 
June 16, 2012, in Bartlett Pond Park. 

This monument is the last in a series hon- 
oring the Longwood veterans from every war 
in our nation’s history, dating back to the Rev- 
olution. The first, dedicated in 2007, created 
an enthusiasm for local history and the per- 
sonal stories of these men and women. 

Since then, the students of Longwood Jun- 
ior High School have, using a variety of 
sources, conducted their own research to lo- 
cate the names and lives of every Longwood 
veteran, an undertaking that resulted in six 
volumes of biographies. Through the gen- 
erosity of the local community, sufficient funds 
were raised for the completion of this ambi- 
tious and moving project. 

Mr. Speaker, | am deeply proud of this 
project and the students who have made it a 
reality. On behalf of New York’s first congres- 
sional district, | urge my colleague in the U.S. 
House of Representatives to join me in recog- 
nizing the inspiring civic duty demonstrated by 
these students who have honored our commu- 
nity’s veterans. 


EE 


A TRIBUTE TO MR. DEWAYNE 
CHARLES HESTER 


HON. MIKE McINTYRE 


OF NORTH CAROLINA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, June 18, 2012 


Mr. MCINTYRE. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
pay tribute to a tremendous public servant, 
Deputy Sheriff Dewayne Charles Hester, who 
served the people of Bladen County as a law 
enforcement officer for more than a decade. 
The Bladenboro community recently and unex- 
pectedly lost this dear friend and beloved law- 
man, but his influence and compassion for the 
people he served will live on. | rise today to 
honor him and pay tribute to his memory. 

Deputy Hester’s career in law enforcement 
began in the City of Elizabethtown Police De- 
partment, and his hard work earned him the 
title of Sheriff's Deputy with the Bladen County 
Sheriffs Department. Deputy Hester was well- 
respected for his dedication to keeping the citi- 
zens of Bladen County safe. 
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Deputy Hester made a lasting mark on his 
community, our state and our nation. We all 
owe him a tremendous debt of gratitude, and 
we can best honor his memory by honoring 
his commitment to public service. 

A man of faith, Hester was a member of 
Hickory Grove Baptist Church in Bladenboro. 
We know today that he is resting at home in 
peace and joy with his Savior. 

As a Member of the Law Enforcement Cau- 
cus, | have been personally aware of Deputy 
Hester's commitment and service. Following 
the tragedy befalling our friend and colleague, 
Congresswoman Gabby Giffords, | benefitted 
from the professionalism, courtesies, and re- 
spect he showed as he provided protection for 
me during one of my “Conversations with the 
Congressman” meetings at the Town Hall in 
Elizabethtown. This was but one example of 
his answering the call of duty wherever and 
wherever he was needed. 

Mr. Speaker, | ask my colleagues to join me 
in remembering a dedicated community lead- 
er, a friend to many throughout North Carolina 
and a wonderful husband, loving father, and 
dutiful son. Deputy Dewayne Hester will be 
dearly missed by his family—his wife, Tammie 
Hester; his daughters, Haley and Hannah 
Hester; his two brothers, Jamie and Kenneth; 
and his mother, Elfriede Hester. 

Our thoughts and prayers are with them 
during this difficult time, and we will continue 
to remember him as an honorable man who 
gave his life in the line of duty. 
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CONGRATULATING MURDIC AND 
BEULAH BOWEN 


HON. JOE WILSON 


OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, June 18, 2012 


Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. Mr. Speak- 
er, on July 3, 2012, Mr. and Mrs. Murdic and 
Beulah Bowen will celebrate their 70th wed- 
ding anniversary. Murdic and Beulah were 
married on July 3, 1942, in Columbia, South 
Carolina, and are longtime residents of the 
Elgin community in Richland County, South 
Carolina. 

Together, the Bowens have contributed a 
great deal to their community, the State of 
South Carolina, and our Nation. On December 
3, 1942, Murdic reported to the United States 
Army and served in the 94th Division during 
World War II throughout the European The- 
atre. After his tour of duty, he returned to Elgin 
where he began working in textiles and be- 
came the owner of a mercantile business and 
a used car business. Beulah worked with the 
Citizens and Southern National Bank in Elgin, 
South Carolina, and retired from the bank after 
40 years of dedicated service. 

Murdic and Beulah have remained active 
and devoted members of the Highway Pente- 
costal Holiness Church in Elgin, South Caro- 
lina, and continue to remain a steadfast exam- 
ple of devotion, patience, and understanding 
to their three daughters, six grandchildren, and 
ten great-grandchildren. | would like to con- 
gratulate Murdic and Beulah Bowen on this 
momentous occasion and offer my best wish- 
es to them and their family in the future. 
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THE AFFORDABLE CARE ACT 


HON. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON 


OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, June 18, 2012 


Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas. 
Mr. Speaker, millions of Americans are anx- 
iously awaiting the Supreme Court’s ruling on 
the constitutionality of the Affordable Care Act. 
Many of these individuals await this decision 
in fear, as they stand to lose their sense of se- 
curity if the law is struck down. Since the Af- 
fordable Care Act was signed into law on 
March 23, 2010, millions of Americans have 
already benefited from its sweeping reforms, 
and millions more stand to benefit once the 
law is fully implemented in 2014. Texas has 
the highest percentage of adults without health 
insurance, and striking down the Affordable 
Care Act will only worsen this predicament for 
Texans. 


If the Supreme Court strikes down the Af- 
fordable Care Act, there will be no winners. 
The Affordable Care Act forces insurance 
companies to play by the rules, giving Ameri- 
cans greater control over their own health 
care. Under the health care law, insurance 
companies are required to publicly justify their 
actions if they chose to raise rates by 10 per- 
cent or more, and can no longer impose life- 
time dollar limits on health benefits. In a major 
show of support, several insurance compa- 
nies, including UnitedHealthcare and Aetna, 
have even pledged to preserve certain provi- 
sions of the health care law no matter what 
the Supreme Court decides. 


A repeal of the Affordable Care Act would 
further exacerbate health disparities between 
minorities and non-minorities. Minorities suffer 
disproportionately from serious illnesses such 
as cancer, diabetes, and HIV/AIDS. Histori- 
cally, minorities have faced considerable bar- 
riers to accessing affordable health insurance, 
and these barriers have contributed to signifi- 
cant health disparities. Under the Affordable 
Care Act, an estimated 3.8 million African 
Americans and roughly 5.4 million Latinos who 
would otherwise be uninsured will gain cov- 
erage by 2016. If the Affordable Care Act is 
struck down, millions of minorities will be 
forced to seek primary care in our Nation’s 
overcrowded emergency rooms, and the costs 
of care will be shifted to taxpayers. 


Mr. Speaker, while the Republicans have in- 
troduced numerous measures to undermine 
and repeal the Affordable Care Act, they have 
not yet offered one piece of legislation which 
would reduce health care costs for young 
adults and seniors or address the growing 
health disparities between minorities and non- 
minorities. As we await this monumental court 
decision, |, along with my Democratic col- 
leagues, will continue to advocate for access 
to affordable, quality health care for all Ameri- 
cans. 
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IN RECOGNITION THE 
WHITEVILLE HIGH SCHOOL 
BASEBALL TEAM BEING NAMED 
NORTH CAROLINA 2A STATE 
CHAMPIONS 


OF 


HON. MIKE McINTYRE 


OF NORTH CAROLINA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, June 18, 2012 


Mr. MCINTYRE. Mr. Speaker, it is my great 
pleasure to rise today to ask you to join me in 
recognizing the Whiteville High School base- 
ball team of Whiteville, North Carolina, on 
being named North Carolina 2-A State Cham- 
pions. 

The Whiteville Wolfpack finished their sea- 
son strong with a 16-game winning streak for 
a record of 26-5, including the championship 
game win over the 2011 returning State 
Champions. The Whiteville team also received 
the honors for All-Cape Fear region baseball 
coach of the year, Brett Harwood, and player 
of the year, Nathan Hood. 


As founder of the Congressional Caucus on 
Youth Sports, a long-time little league coach 
and one who grew up playing baseball, | ap- 
preciate the dedication, determination, and 
teamwork that earned these players the es- 
teemed title of State Champions. | am also im- 
pressed by Coach Brett Harwood who led this 
team to victory, as well as the parents of each 
player and the Whiteville community as a 
whole for supporting these young baseball 
players as they worked to achieve their 
dream. 


Mr. Speaker, | rise today to ask my col- 
leagues to join me in recognizing the 
Whiteville High School baseball team, and 
wishing them the very best in all of their future 
endeavors. 


SENATE COMMITTEE MEETINGS 


Title IV of Senate Resolution 4, 
agreed to by the Senate on February 4, 
1977, calls for establishment of a sys- 
tem for a computerized schedule of all 
meetings and hearings of Senate com- 
mittees, subcommittees, joint commit- 
tees, and committees of conference. 
This title requires all such committees 
to notify the Office of the Senate Daily 
Digest—designated by the Rules Com- 
mittee—of the time, place, and purpose 
of the meetings, when scheduled, and 
any cancellations or changes in the 
meetings as they occur. 

As an additional procedure along 
with the computerization of this infor- 
mation, the Office of the Senate Daily 
Digest will prepare this information for 
printing in the Extensions of Remarks 
section of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
on Monday and Wednesday of each 
week. 


Meetings scheduled for Tuesday, 
June 19, 2012 may be found in the Daily 
Digest of today’s RECORD. 
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MEETINGS SCHEDULED 
JUNE 20 


9:30 a.m. 
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs 
Securities, Insurance and Investment Sub- 
committee 
To hold hearings to examine the initial 
public offering (IPO) process, focusing 
on ordinary investors. 
SD-538 
10 a.m. 
Judiciary 
To hold an oversight hearing to examine 
the United States Patent and Trade- 
mark Office, focusing on implementa- 
tion of the Leahy-Smith ‘‘America In- 
vents Act”? and international harmo- 
nizing efforts. 
SD-226 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation 
Science and Space Subcommittee 
To hold hearings to examine risks, op- 
portunities, and oversight of commer- 
cial space. 
SR-253 
2:30 p.m. 
Judiciary 
To hold hearings to examine Holocaust- 
era claims in the 21st century. 
SD-226 
Armed Services 
Personnel Subcommittee 
To hold hearings to examine Department 
of Defense programs and policies to 
support military families with special 
needs in review of the Defense Author- 
ization request for fiscal year 2013 and 
the Future Years Defense Program. 
SR-232A 


JUNE 21 


Time to be announced 
Environment and Public Works 
Business meeting to consider H.R. 1160, 
to require the Secretary of the Interior 
to convey the McKinney Lake National 
Fish Hatchery to the State of North 
Carolina, S. 1324, to amend the Lacey 
Act Amendments of 1981 to prohibit the 
importation, exportation, transpor- 
tation, and sale, receipt, acquisition, or 
purchase in interstate or foreign com- 
merce, of any live animal of any pro- 
hibited wildlife species, S. 1201, to con- 
serve fish and aquatic communities in 
the United States through partnerships 
that foster fish habitat conservation, 
to improve the quality of life for the 
people of the United States, S. 2018, to 
amend and reauthorize certain provi- 
sions relating to Long Island Sound 
restoration and stewardship, S. 3264, to 
amend the Federal Water Pollution 
Control Act to reauthorize the Lake 
Pontchartrain Basin Restoration Pro- 
gram, S. 2104, to amend the Water Re- 
sources Research Act of 1984 to reau- 
thorize grants for and require applied 
water supply research regarding the 
water resources research and tech- 
nology institutes established under 
that Act, S. 3304, to redesignate the En- 
vironmental Protection Agency Head- 
quarters located at 1200 Pennsylvania 
Avenue N.W. in Washington, D.C., as 
the “William Jefferson Clinton Federal 
Building”, to redesignate the Federal 
building and United States Courthouse 
located at 200 East Wall Street in Mid- 
land, Texas, as the ‘‘George H. W. Bush 
and George W. Bush United States 
Courthouse and George Mahon Federal 
Building’’, and to designate the Federal 
building housing the Bureau of Alco- 
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hol, Tobacco, Firearms, and Explosives 
Headquarters located at 99 New York 
Avenue N.E., Washington D.C., as the 
“Eliot Ness ATF Building”, H.R. 1791, 
to designate the United States court- 
house under construction at 101 South 
United States Route 1 in Fort Pierce, 
Florida, as the ‘‘Alto Lee Adams, Sr., 
United States Courthouse’’, and the 
nominations of Allison M. Macfarlane, 
of Maryland, and Kristine L. Svinicki, 
of Virginia, both to be a Member of the 
Nuclear Regulatory Commission, and a 
proposed resolution relating to the 

General Services Administration. 
Room to be announced 

10 a.m. 

Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs 
To hold hearings to examine perspectives 
on money market mutual fund reforms. 
SD-538 

Commerce, Science, and Transportation 

To hold hearings to examine the nomina- 
tion of Michael Peter Huerta, of the 
District of Columbia, to be Adminis- 
trator of the Federal Aviation Admin- 


istration, Department of Transpor- 
tation. 
SR-253 
Finance 


To hold hearings to examine Russia’s 
World Trade Organization (WTO) acces- 
sion, focusing on the Administration’s 
views on the implications for the 
United States. 

SD-215 
Foreign Relations 

To hold hearings to examine implemen- 
tation of the New Start Treaty, and re- 
lated matters. 

SD-419 
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions 

To hold hearings to examine an update 
on Olmstead enforcement, focusing on 
using the Americans with Disabilities 
Act (ADA) to promote community inte- 


gration. 
SD-430 
Homeland Security and Governmental Af- 
fairs 


To hold hearings to examine the nomina- 
tions of Katherine C. Tobin, of New 
York, and James C. Miller III, of Vir- 
ginia, both to be a Governor of the 
United States Postal Service. 

SD-342 
Judiciary 

Business meeting to consider S. 250, to 
protect crime victims’ rights, to elimi- 
nate the substantial backlog of DNA 
samples collected from crime scenes 
and convicted offenders, to improve 
and expand the DNA testing capacity 
of Federal, State, and local crime lab- 
oratories, to increase research and de- 
velopment of new DNA testing tech- 
nologies, to develop new training pro- 
grams regarding the collection and use 
of DNA evidence, to provide post con- 
viction testing of DNA evidence to ex- 
onerate the innocent, to improve the 
performance of counsel in State capital 
cases, S. 285, for the relief of Sopuruchi 
Chukwueke, S. 1744, to provide funding 
for State courts to assess and improve 
the handling of proceedings relating to 
adult guardianship and conservator- 
ship, to authorize the Attorney General 
to carry out a pilot program for the 
conduct of background checks on indi- 
viduals to be appointed as guardians or 
conservators, and to promote the wide- 
spread adoption of information tech- 
nology to better monitor, report, and 
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audit conservatorships of protected 
persons, and the nominations of Brian 
J. Davis, to be United States District 
Judge for the Middle District of Flor- 
ida, Terrence G. Berg, to be United 
States District Judge for the Eastern 
District of Michigan, Jesus G. Bernal, 
to be United States District Judge for 
the Central District of California, 
Lorna G. Schofield, to be United States 
District Judge for the Southern Dis- 
trict of New York, Grande Lum, of 
California, to be Director, Community 
Relations Service, and Jamie A. 
Hainsworth, to be United States Mar- 
shal for the District of Rhode Island, 
John S. Leonardo, to be United States 
Attorney for the District of Arizona, 
Patrick A. Miles, Jr., to be United 
States Attorney for the Western Dis- 
trict of Michigan, and Danny Chappelle 
Williams, Sr., to be United States At- 
torney for the Northern District of 
Oklahoma, all of the Department of 
Justice. 

SD-226 


1:30 p.m. 


Judiciary 
Antitrust, Competition Policy and Con- 
sumer Rights Subcommittee 
To hold hearings to examine the Uni- 
versal Music Group/EMI merger and 
the future of online music. 
SD-226 


2:30 p.m. 


Homeland Security and Governmental Af- 
fairs 
Oversight of Government Management, the 
Federal Workforce, and the District of 
Columbia Subcommittee 
To hold hearings to examine security 
clearance reform, focusing on sus- 
taining progress for the future. 
SD-342 
Intelligence 
To hold closed hearings to examine cer- 
tain intelligence matters. 
SH-219 
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10 a.m. 


Veterans’ Affairs 
To hold hearings to examine health and 
benefits legislation. 
SR-418 


3 p.m. 


Energy and Natural Resources 
National Parks Subcommittee 
To hold hearings to examine S. 1897, to 
amend Public Law 101-377 to revise the 
boundaries of the Gettysburg National 
Military Park to include the Gettys- 
burg Train Station, S. 2158, to establish 
the Fox-Wisconsin Heritage Parkway 
National Heritage Area, S. 2229, to au- 
thorize the issuance of right-of-way 
permits for natural gas pipelines in 
Glacier National Park, S. 2267, to reau- 
thorize the Hudson Valley National 
Heritage Area, S. 2272, to designate a 
mountain in the State of Alaska as 
Mount Denali, S. 2273, to designate the 
Talkeetna Ranger Station in 
Talkeetna, Alaska, as the Walter Har- 
per Talkeetna Ranger Station, S. 2286, 
to amend the Wild and Scenic Rivers 
Act to designate certain segments of 
the Farmington River and Salmon 
Brook in the State of Connecticut as 
components of the National Wild and 
Scenic Rivers System, S. 2316, to des- 
ignate the Salt Pond Visitor Center at 
the Cape Cod National Seashore as the 
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“Thomas P. O’Neill, Jr. Salt Pond Vis- Los Alamos, New Mexico, and Hanford, 10a.m. 

itor Center’’, S. 2324, to amend the Wild Washington. Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions 
and Scenic Rivers Act to designate a SD-366 To hold hearings to examine creating 
segment of the Neches River in the positive learning environments for all 
State of Texas for potential addition to JUNE 28 students. 

the National Wild and Scenic River 9:30 a.m Room to be announced 


System, S. 2872, to authorize pedes- 
‘ ; x i Energy and Natural Resources 

trian and motorized vehicular access in f : : F 

Cape Hatteras National Seashore Rec- To hold hearings to Ceara, innovative 

reational Area, and S. 3300, to establish non-federal programs for financing en- 

the Manhattan Project National His- ergy efficient building retrofits. 

torical Park in Oak Ridge, Tennessee, SD-366 
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Tuesday, June 19, 2012 


The House met at 10 a.m. and was 
called to order by the Speaker pro tem- 
pore (Mr. WEBSTER). 


Ee 


DESIGNATION OF SPEAKER PRO 
TEMPORE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be- 
fore the House the following commu- 
nication from the Speaker: 

WASHINGTON, DC, 
June 19, 2012. 

I hereby appoint the Honorable DANIEL 
WEBSTER to act as Speaker pro tempore on 
this day. 

JOHN A. BOEHNER, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 


EE 


MORNING-HOUR DEBATE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to the order of the House of Janu- 
ary 17, 2012, the Chair will now recog- 
nize Members from lists submitted by 
the majority and minority leaders for 
morning-hour debate. 

The Chair will alternate recognition 
between the parties, with each party 
limited to 1 hour and each Member 
other than the majority and minority 
leaders and the minority whip limited 
to 5 minutes each, but in no event shall 
debate continue beyond 11:50 a.m. 


ee 


HONORING HEALTH CARE PROFES- 
SIONALS WHO PROVIDE HOSPICE 
CARE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Oregon (Mr. BLUMENAUER) for 5 min- 
utes. 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, 
today on Capitol Hill there are hun- 
dreds of nurses, chaplains and social 
workers, the people who deliver hospice 
care at the bedside, here to promote an 
honest discussion and careful analysis 
of how to help individuals and their 
families grapple with the final chapter 
of life. It may be the hardest issue in 
health care, and the fear that it in- 
vokes can be a powerful weapon. 

For most of us, the majority of 
health care we receive in our lifetime 
will be administered in those last few 
months. It’s when we need the most 
doctors and nursing care, medical pro- 
cedures and oftentimes in hospitals. 

But we know from scientific studies 
that when patients are educated about 
their treatment options, they make de- 
cisions that are not only aligned with 
their personal preferences, but shared 
decision-making relieves stress and 
anxiety. Ironically, sometimes getting 


less intensive help, like in a hospice, 
not only improves the quality of life, 
these patients, many of them actually 
live longer. 

From a public policy perspective, it’s 
perverse that Medicare will pay for al- 
most any medical procedure, yet not 
reimburse doctors to have a thoughtful 
conversation to prepare patients and 
their families for the delicate, com- 
plex, and emotionally demanding deci- 
sions surrounding the end of life. 

That’s why I sought to direct Medi- 
care, in the Affordable Care Act, to 
cover a voluntary discussion with the 
doctor about living wills, power of at- 
torney, and end-of-life preferences. 
Helping patients and their families 
clarify what they want and need should 
be an element of any rational, com- 
prehensive health care system. 

Despite our recent history, it’s also a 
rare common denominator in health 
care politics because it’s something 
that most people actually agree on. In 
fact, the majority of my Republican 
colleagues supported a similar provi- 
sion for terminally ill elderly patients 
that was part of the 2003 prescription 
drug bill. 

I had a friend of mine, a Republican 
cardiovascular surgeon here in the 
House, who told me he had many end- 
of-life conversations; but, unfortu- 
nately, they were often too late. He 
wished he could have spoken to pa- 
tients and their families when they 
could have properly reflected, not just 
when the surgery was merely hours 
away. 

During the early debates on the Af- 
fordable Care Act, I was confident that 
this was an area where we were making 
a contribution to improve the quality 
of health care, but it actually might be 
something that would bring us to- 
gether because of the shared agree- 
ment. But, unfortunately, battle lines 
were drawn; and you know how the rest 
of that story went: death panels, ra- 
tioning, forced consultation with gov- 
ernment-appointed physicians. 

In war, truth is the first casualty. 
The same goes for politics. As a coun- 
try, we have a difficult time talking ra- 
tionally and thoughtfully about end-of- 
life issues. That’s why it’s so impor- 
tant that we have these dedicated peo- 
ple on Capitol Hill today—the nurses, 
the hospice workers, the social work- 
ers—to have this thoughtful conversa- 
tion from people who do it every day. 
Their work to help patients and fami- 
lies can help Congress understand that 
the work is not finished. 

I urge my colleagues to take a look 
at the Personalize Your Health Care 


This symbol represents the time of day during the House proceedings, e.g., 


Act, H.R. 1589. Join me in making sure 
that the Federal Government is a bet- 
ter partner in helping families prepare 
for this difficult chapter. 


EE 


HONORING THE LIFE OF 
SERGEANT TOM BAGOSY 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
North Carolina (Mr. JONES) for 5 min- 
utes. 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, today, a 
number of us are rising to commemo- 
rate an individual out of the now more 
than 2,000 who have lost their lives dur- 
ing Operation Enduring Freedom. I 
would like to submit, for the RECORD, 
11 names of brave servicemembers who 
were recently killed in Afghanistan. 

Today, I would like to recognize a 
man in particular who is not counted 
in the 2,000. Sergeant Tom Bagosy, a 
combat veteran of Iraq and Afghani- 
stan, took his own life on May 10, 2010, 
at Camp Lejeune marine base in North 
Carolina. Tom’s wounds were mental, 
but he is no less a casualty of the war 
in Afghanistan. 

That Tom is not counted in this 2,000 
number speaks to the fact that our 
country does not fully understand the 
effect that a generation of war has had 
on those who’ve fought it. We do not 
understand the future cost of caring for 
over 300,000 returning veterans with 
mental wounds. 

Tom’s death, like those of the 154 Ac- 
tive Duty servicemembers who took 
their lives at a rate of one per day this 
year, was preventable. 

Tom left behind a wife, Katie, and 
two children. Today, Katie is working 
towards becoming a mental health 
counselor so she can support the thou- 
sands of veterans coming home today 
with mental wounds. We should be in- 
spired by her efforts. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to share with the 
House a letter that Katie wrote to her 
husband, Tom, who had died in May. 
And she wrote this letter August 23 of 
2011. These are her words: 

I wonder what life would be like if you 
didn’t die that day. I wonder what we would 
be doing right now in this very moment in- 
stead. I hate playing the ‘‘what if” game, but 
I’m playing it anyway right now. 

I could really use a hug and kiss from you. 
I love the way you kiss me. I wish your arms 
were around me right now. Guess wishing is 
all I can do. 

Love always, Katie. 

Mr. Speaker, it’s time now that our 
Congress stands up and says let’s bring 
our troops home now; let’s start the 
process. If we brought them home now, 
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it would still take months, maybe even 
years. But 2014 is the date that the 
President says we’ll start bringing 
them home. 

Then, there’s also going to be a secu- 
rity agreement with Afghanistan; 10 
years, spending about $4 billion a 
month. 

We need to be spending that money 
to take care of our wounded, both 
physically and mentally, veterans. We 
need to start spending that money here 
in America to build our streets and 
roads and bridges. 

Mr. Speaker, it is time that the Con- 
gress does its job based on the Con- 
stitution. We have the authority based 
on the Constitution. 

I don’t know how many—this poster 
of Sergeant Bagosy and his wife, Katie, 
how many, how many are coming back 
from Afghanistan, and those who came 
back from Iraq, that are mentally 
wounded. It’s time that this Congress 
starts thinking about the wounded and 
thinks about the families who lost 
loved ones in Afghanistan and Iraq. 
Let’s not cheat them out of their bene- 
fits because we want to spend money in 
Afghanistan that we can’t even ac- 
count for by the Inspector General. 

Mr. Speaker, I will, at this time, ask 
God to please bless our men and women 
in uniform, to please bless the families 
of our men and women in uniform. 

I ask God, in His loving arms, to hold 
the families who’ve given a child dying 
for freedom in Afghanistan and Iraq. 

I ask God to bless the House and Sen- 
ate, that we will do what is right in the 
eyes of God for God’s people today. 

I ask God to bless the President of 
the United States that he will do what 
is right in the eyes of God for God’s 
people today and tomorrow. 

And three times I will ask God, 
please, God, please, God, please, God, 
continue to bless America. 


RECENT U.S. SERVICE MEMBER DEATHS 
Spc. Kedith L. Jacobs 
Pfc. Leroy Deronde III 
Staff Sgt. Alexander G. Povilaitis 
Staff Sgt. Roberto Loeza 
Petty Officer 2nd Class Sean E. Brazas 
Cpl. Nicholas H. Olivas 
Lance Cpl. Steven G. Sutton 
Capt. John R. Brainard 
Chief Warrant Officer Five John C. Pratt 
Spc. Tofiga J. Tautolo 
Spc. Vilmar Galarza Hernandez 


EEE 
1010 


STAFFORD STUDENT LOAN 
INTEREST RATES 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Connecticut (Mr. COURTNEY) for 5 min- 
utes. 

Mr. COURTNEY. Mr. Speaker, unless 
Congress acts in the next 11 days, the 
interest rates for the subsidized Staf- 
ford student loan program are going to 
increase from 3.4 percent to 6.8 percent. 
This is at a time when student loan 
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debt now has topped the $1 trillion 
number, which is according to the Fed- 
eral Reserve Bank. 

This is a program which will provide 
relief for over 7 million college stu- 
dents who literally today are already 
trying to budget for next fall’s semes- 
ter at colleges and universities—at 2- 
year colleges, at 4-year colleges. Yet 
this Congress left for 10 days, up until 
yesterday, for another recess—the 
ninth recess this year. This number, 11 
days until the rate-hike increase, 
should probably be 6 days because 
that’s all the number of days that the 
Speaker has scheduled between now 
and July 1. 

How did we get to this point? 

In 2007, when the Democrats con- 
trolled the Congress, we voted for the 
College Class Reduction Act, with Re- 
publican support, which cut the rate 
for the subsidized Stafford student loan 
program from 6.8 percent to 3.4 per- 
cent. That has helped over 15 million 
college kids over the last 5 years. It 
was a sunset measure, like many other 
bills that pass in this Congress; and 
last July 25, on that podium, President 
Obama challenged this Congress to 
avoid allowing that rate to double on 
July 1. 

For 3 solid months, we had abso- 
lutely no action in this Congress—no 
hearings, no markup, no bill. Luckily, 
external pressure was exercised on this 
Chamber. We had 130,000 college stu- 
dents drop off petition signatures to 
the Speaker, demanding action. Fi- 
nally, the Speaker rushed a bill to the 
floor, without a hearing, without a 
markup—a totally hyper-partisan 
bill—that did delay the rate hike for 1 
year, yet was paid for with a measure 
that was so unacceptable: cutting pro- 
grams and funding for cervical cancer 
screening, diabetes screening, cardiac 
screening. It was a measure which was 
dead on arrival, but at least it was 
some response. It was at least a flicker 
of acknowledgment that there was a 
real problem out there for middle class 
families around the country. 

Now, on January 5, when the Presi- 
dent announced his challenge to the 
Congress, I introduced legislation be- 
fore midnight that night which would 
have locked in the lower rate at 3.4 per- 
cent. We have 152 cosponsors in the 
House for that measure, and in the 
Senate there is a back-and-forth going 
on right now about a 1-year extension. 
So, again, there actually are some 
hopeful signs. Leader REID, HARRY 
REID, introduced a measure with a pay- 
for, which was not greeted with imme- 
diate criticism and denunciation, so 
there is actually a chance that between 
now and July 1 we can come together 
and do our jobs and actually be here to 
work on the people’s business and to 
make sure that, again, 7 million col- 
lege kids don’t see their interest rates 
spike at a time when student loan debt 
has shattered all records. 
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The stakes could not be higher. U.S. 
graduation rates now have fallen to 
12th in the world. We were No. 1 in the 
1980s. There are a variety of reasons 
which explain that, but certainly the 
high cost of college is one of those rea- 
sons. We are seeing now an alarming 
trend of individuals who take on debt 
to go to college and then never get 
their degrees. Debt without a degree is 
almost a death sentence—a lifetime of 
struggling in terms of trying to get 
ahead. We as the Congress have the re- 
sponsibility to make sure that that 
doesn’t happen or at least that we 
don’t add to the problem by allowing 
these rate hikes to go into effect on 
July 1. 

Mr. Speaker, if you look historically 
at the Stafford student loan program, 
if you look historically at the Pell 
Grant program, if you look historically 
at the Land Grant College program in- 
stituted by President Abraham Lin- 
coln, this is an issue on which we have 
always been able to put aside partisan- 
ship and move forward together in 
order to make sure that the real crown 
jewels of our country, which are our 
people—particularly our young peo- 
ple—are always protected. That test is 
now before us over the next 11 days. 

Let’s do the right thing; let’s work 
together; let’s compromise; let’s come 
up with a plan to protect 7 million col- 
lege kids, and for once send a signal to 
the people of this country that we are 
listening and that we are actually re- 
sponding to the critical needs that face 
this Nation’s future. 


EE 


AN EMPEROR INSTEAD OF A 
PRESIDENT? 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. POE) for 5 minutes. 

Mr. POE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, our 
Nation’s income tax system is a giant 
mess. It’s complicated; it’s not fair; it’s 
outdated—and not everyone follows the 
law. 

Hypothetically, suppose tomorrow, 
the President issued an edict from the 
White House directing the IRS not to 
enforce tax laws for certain special 
people, for example, people under the 
age of 30. 

Why? Maybe the President just 
doesn’t like the law, so he issues that 
new order. Well, Mr. Speaker, last Fri- 
day, much to the surprise of all of us 
who believe in the Constitution and in 
the separation of power, something 
very similar did happen. 

In his latest Friday afternoon sur- 
prise, the President issued a decree 
unilaterally discarding the immigra- 
tion law of the land—a law passed by 
Congress and signed by a previous 
President. The President disagrees 
with the law; and since he had to have 
his way, in spite of the Constitution, 
he improperly ordered his way to be 
the law of the land. The President’s 
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temporary amnesty plan applies to 
those who are under 30 years of age. 
They also can obtain a work permit. 

It would be nice if the President were 
as concerned about the 23 million 
Americans who are looking for work in 
America as he is about the 12 million 
undocumented individuals the Presi- 
dent claims are looking for work in 
America. News reports even show 50 
percent of new American college grad- 
uates can’t even find work. 

Mr. Speaker, here is the chart we all 
probably saw in ninth grade civics 
classes: a bill is filed in the House. If 
the House of Representatives debates it 
and passes the bill, it goes down the 
hallway to the Senate, and they dis- 
cuss it and vote on the bill. If they pass 
the bill, it becomes the law if the 
President signs it. 

We call that ‘‘the law of the land.” 

But the President, it seems, has ig- 
nored most of this and has just issued 
new orders from the White House to 
not pay any attention to the Senate or 
to the House of Representatives. 

Mr. Speaker, like most of us learned 
in ninth grade civics classes, it is Con- 
gress’ job to write laws and the Presi- 
dent’s job to execute the laws. That 
means: enforce the law. It doesn’t 
mean he is supposed to ignore laws and 
then issue his own policies like kings 
used to do with their policies. He is to 
follow the law whether he likes it or 
not. Once upon a time, the President 
even claimed to believe in the Con- 
stitution. 

Here is what he said last year: 

With respect to the notion that I can just 
suspend deportations through executive 
order, that’s just not the case, because there 
are laws on the books that Congress has 
passed. 

But that was a year ago. That was 
then and this is now. If the President 
doesn’t like a law, he believes he can 
ignore it and come up with his own set 
of rules. 

Our Founders envisioned a country in 
which freedom was protected from gov- 
ernment and was limited from the poli- 
cies of kings. You see, old King George 
III of England constantly decreed new 
laws without the consent of the people. 
That was one of the reasons we rebelled 
against the merry ole King of England 
and his monarchy and his policies. Our 
ancestors structured the American 
Government in the Constitution. The 
last time I checked, it was Congress 
that makes laws and the job of the ex- 
ecutive branch to enforce laws, not to 
ignore the ones it doesn’t like. 

The immigration system needs fix- 
ing. Congress should do its job and fix 
the problem. In the meantime, the 
President should do his job, not ours, 
and he should enforce the law. Other- 
wise, we have lawlessness in America. 

The President says he can use pros- 
ecutorial discretion not to enforce im- 
migration law. Mr. Speaker, the Presi- 
dent is wrong again. I dealt with pros- 
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ecutorial discretion as a former pros- 
ecutor and a judge. Prosecutorial dis- 
cretion is when a prosecutor does not 
prosecute a specific case because the 
accused is innocent or there is insuffi- 
cient evidence or witnesses have dis- 
appeared or the government has vio- 
lated the rights of the accused, et 
cetera. Prosecutorial discretion cannot 
be used to ignore a specific law because 
the government just doesn’t like the 
law. 

It is true, through no fault of their 
own, that young undocumented indi- 
viduals are here as a result of decades 
of a failed broken immigration system, 
but the President has no interest in 
fixing what is broken. He is more con- 
cerned with picking up a few votes to 
further his reelection. The law gets in 
the way, so his policies look like they 
come from an emperor instead of a 
President. 

So what new orders will be issued 
next week from the President and the 
White House? Is he going to ignore the 
Tax Code for some in the name of pros- 
ecutorial discretion? I guess it depends 
on what political forces push the Presi- 
dent to new orders and decrees. 

We shall see. 

Stay tuned for another day in the life 
of the Republic. It’s time for the 
former constitutional professor to fol- 
low the Constitution, not to make up 
his own rules during his on-the-job 


training. 
And that’s just the way it is. 
Í enS 
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HELPING OUR CHILDREN ACROSS 
THIS NATION 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentlewoman from 
Texas (Ms. JACKSON LEE) for 5 minutes. 

Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, I’ve had the pleasure of 
chairing the Congressional Children’s 
Caucus for a number of years, having 
founded it almost a decade ago. 

I’m delighted to have, as part of our 
agenda, a number of issues dealing 
with mentoring, nutrition, obesity, 
issues dealing with now a phenomena 
that is raging across our Nation, bul- 
lying, and introduced legislation just 6 
months ago and now revised legislation 
that deals with renewing the Juvenile 
Accountability Block Grant, as well as 
providing intervention on these issues. 

I’m looking forward to bipartisan 
support because, aS we’ve seen statis- 
tics across America, children as young 
as pre-K and kindergarten now can in- 
terpret actions as bullying. We need to 
give help and relief to school districts 
and parents and families, and most of 
all, a public statement that that action 
is intolerable and that we want our 
children to go to schools and play- 
grounds and places that they will find 
comfort and enjoyment as a child. 

That brings me also to my commit- 
ment to science, technology, engineer- 
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ing, and math. I was very pleased to be 
involved in a program that provided 
opportunity for sixth and seventh 
grade boys at risk. It gave them math 
and science in the morning with what 
we called the SMART board, and then 
in the afternoon they played with col- 
lege football players and learned the 
skills of football with various sports 
leagues. Of course, we had the cor- 
porate support. 

So I raised the question to my good 
friend, the company Halliburton, and 
asked for their CEO, who was sup- 
portive of this program last summer, 
to recognize the value of science, tech- 
nology, engineering, and math, and re- 
spond to the needs of these inner-city 
boys in Houston, the place where the 
company is located with so many em- 
ployees. I’m reminded of going to give 
comfort to many of their employees 
when KBR was owned by Halliburton 
and they had tragically lost employees 
in Iraq. It was my chance to go and re- 
spond to that crisis and to give my 
sympathy. That’s the way we are as 
neighbors, but they are not acting 
neighborly now. And there are a num- 
ber of boys, the same kind of children 
that I see that come here to Wash- 
ington all the time. Of course, these at- 
risk boys have probably never been out 
of the city of Houston, but they are in 
school districts across the city. Isn’t it 
a shame that we can’t get a response, 
with all the great employees that I 
know care about the city, to be able to 
support these children? I ask for the 
CEO to respond to these at-risk boys. 
T’1l certainly be looking forward to en- 
gaging and making sure that that hap- 
pens. It’s very important. 

I understand that there has been 
some question about an executive order 
that deals with helping children again 
across this Nation, children who have 
come to the United States not of their 
own accord, who were brought by their 
parents and have been here since the 
age of 16 and have attempted, like 
many children that I see, to do the 
right thing, to get a high school di- 
ploma, to be in the United States serv- 
ice, to get a GED that happened to 
have come and they’re unstatused. 

This issue has been before the Con- 
gress for 11 years. In fact, there was an 
effort passed by the House that moved 
to the Senate, as was instructed, and 
the Senate refused to move forward on 
something called the DREAM Act. If 
you look at all of our cases and our 
caseload in our respective districts, 
particularly those of us in the South- 
west, there are tons of cases that have 
come in that will bring tears to your 
eyes, children being deported away 
from their families or families being 
separated. 

Let me disabuse you of the notion 
that this is not done under the law. 
There is a regulatory scheme under the 
Homeland Security Department that 
allows discretionary determination 
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about deportation or whether or not 
someone should go into deportation. 
These are children. The President did 
the right thing by having an executive 
order that utilized the powers by the 
Secretary of Homeland Security under 
the Code of Federal Regulations to be 
able to use that discretion. It’s the 
right thing to do. 

Congress, it’s not too late, my col- 
leagues, Republicans and Democrats, 
to come forward and support the 
DREAM Act that has been introduced 
over and over again, that had bipar- 
tisan support. In fact, it’s not too late 
to help the farmers, to help the high- 
tech industry, and pass comprehensive 
immigration reform. Who are we, other 
than Americans, who are humani- 
tarians, who are empathetic, who love 
the values of this Nation and believe in 
opportunity? 

I don’t want people to be equating 
the loss of jobs with allowing a few 
children to be able to be saved from de- 
portation, whether they come from 
South and Central America, they come 
from Ireland, they come from Italy, 
they come from the continent of Afri- 
ca, the Caribbean. It is time to be the 
Nation that we know we are, which is 
lifting up people, giving opportunity. 
This is the greatest country in the 
world, and I look forward to corpora- 
tions responding to at-risk boys, Mr. 
Speaker, and, as well, that we recog- 
nize the importance of helping children 
wherever they are. 


EE 


THE WHITE HOUSE DECREE IS 
BAD FOR AMERICA 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Alabama (Mr. BROOKS) for 5 minutes. 

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, last 
week, the White House decreed partial 
amnesty for an estimated 3 million il- 
legal aliens and mandated acceptance 
of illegal alien work permit applica- 
tions. The White House decree is bad 
for America. 

First, Mr. Speaker, it is unconscion- 
able for the White House to pit unem- 
ployed Americans against illegal aliens 
in a competition for scarce jobs. In 
2009, the Pew Hispanic Center found 
that 7.8 million struggling American 
families have already lost job opportu- 
nities to illegal aliens. America suffers 
an 8.2 percent unemployment rate. 
Even worse, Hispanic Americans suffer 
an 11 percent unemployment rate. Even 
worse, African Americans suffer a 14 
percent unemployment rate. Even 
worse, American teenagers suffer a 25 
percent unemployment rate. All are 
hammered by a White House decree 
that grants as many as 3 million illegal 
aliens work permits. 

I understand heartfelt compassion for 
illegal aliens, but where is the compas- 
sion for millions of Americans who are 
unemployed and suffering from jobs 
lost to illegal aliens? Where is the com- 
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passion for American taxpayers who 
must pay higher taxes to support mil- 
lions of extra unemployed? 

Second, the White House decree 
grants amnesty to illegal aliens. Web- 
ster’s defines ‘‘amnesty”’ as “the act of 
an authority, as a government, by 
which pardon is granted to a large 
group of individuals.” Further, ‘‘par- 
don” is defined as ‘‘a release from the 
legal penalties of an offense.” 

A penalty for breaking America’s im- 
migration laws is not lawfully getting 
a job. The White House releases illegal 
aliens from this penalty; hence, the 
White House grants amnesty. While the 
amnesty is admittedly partial, it is 
amnesty nonetheless. 

Third, Mr. Speaker, the 1980s am- 
nesty taught foreigners that America 
won’t enforce its immigration laws. 
The result is over 10 million illegal 
aliens in America and an immigration 
mess that is destructive to America. A 
2011 Federation of Americans for Immi- 
gration Reform study found that ille- 
gal aliens cost American taxpayers a 
net loss of $99 billion a year. Illegal 
aliens overcrowd our schools and need 
costly English interpreters. In 2011, il- 
legal aliens drove up America’s K-12 
education costs by $49 billion per year. 
Illegal aliens overcrowd our emergency 
rooms, delay treatment for Americans, 
and drive up health care costs. Illegal 
aliens commit crimes, sometimes hei- 
nous, against American citizens and 
burden taxpayers with higher jail 
costs. In my home county, more Madi- 
son Countians have been killed by ille- 
gal aliens than have lost their lives in 
Iraq and Afghanistan combined. 

Mr. Speaker, amnesty did not solve 
America’s illegal alien problem in the 
1980s, nor will it today. Those who do 
not learn from history are doomed to 
repeat it. Mr. Speaker, America must 
never again give blanket amnesty to il- 
legal aliens. 

Fourth, Mr. Speaker, the White 
House decree is of questionable con- 
stitutionality. The Constitution states, 
and I quote article I, section 1, ‘‘all leg- 
islative powers herein granted shall be 
vested in a Congress of the United 
States,” and ‘the Congress shall have 
the power ... to establish a uniform 
rule of naturalization.” The Constitu- 
tion does not empower a President to 
make law. Hence, the only change to 
immigration law is as our Constitution 
demands, through Congress, not by im- 
perial decree. 

Mr. Speaker, in 2011, when it was not 
an election year, President Obama 
agreed. On March 28, 2011, the Presi- 
dent stated: 

With respect to the notion that I can just 
suspend deportations through executive 
order, that’s just not the case because there 
are laws on the books that Congress has 
passed. The executive branch’s job is to en- 
force and implement those laws. For me to 
simply, through executive order, ignore 
those congressional mandates would not con- 
form with my appropriate role as President. 
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Last September the President again 
stated: 

I just have to continue to say this notion 
that somehow I can just change the laws uni- 
laterally is just not true. The fact of the 
matter is there are laws on the books that I 
have to enforce. And I think there’s been a 
great disservice done to the cause of the 
DREAM Act that somehow, by myself, I can 
go and do these things. It’s just not true. 

Mr. Speaker, the President’s own 
words speak volumes about the con- 
stitutionality of a White House decree 
that undermines America and the rule 
of law. 


EE 
1030 


EXTENSION OF RENEWABLE 
ENERGY TAX INCENTIVES 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Virginia (Mr. CONNOLLY) for 5 minutes. 

Mr. CONNOLLY of Virginia. Mr. 
Speaker, this Congress’ failure to ex- 
tend renewable energy tax credits is al- 
ready costing my home State, the 
Commonwealth of Virginia, jobs. As 
CBS News reported last month, Vir- 
ginia is losing a wind turbine develop- 
ment to Spain because the United 
States doesn’t have the right policies 
and tax incentives in place for renew- 
able energy development. A spokes- 
person for the wind energy company 
Gamesa said that the uncertainty over 
the future of those tax credits for wind 
energy and the lack of Federal energy 
policy caused the company to invest in 
Spain instead of Virginia. The jobs to 
construct and maintain that turbine 
will be Spanish, not American. 

The so-called Strategic Energy Pro- 
duction Act, coming to the House floor 
this week, actually perpetuates the 
problem by doubling down on oil and 
gas to the detriment of developing new 
and renewable energy sources in Amer- 
ica. Even the Republican Governor of 
Virginia said that the lack of a na- 
tional energy policy was one of the rea- 
sons we aren’t moving forward with 
this project in America. President 
Obama has called on Congress to pass a 
“clean energy standard”? that would 
guarantee a market for wind, solar, 
and other clean domestic energy 
sources. That legislation has not re- 
ceived any consideration in this House. 

The House Republican leadership 
won’t even bring legislation to the 
floor to extend critical renewable tax 
credits for wind and solar energy. Re- 
publicans consider it anathema to even 
suggest that they reconsider special oil 
and gas company tax breaks in the face 
of record industry profits. Yet while 
the extension of renewable energy tax 
credits would encourage the develop- 
ment of an innovative industry that 
would support America’s energy inde- 
pendence, they allow it to wither. In 
fact, House Republicans actually at- 
tacked the renewable energy sector 
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through a number of different amend- 
ments to the Energy and Water appro- 
priations bill earlier this month. 

As part of the Recovery Act, Con- 
gress and the President extended pro- 
duction and investment tax credits for 
the production of wind and solar en- 
ergy. As a result of those investments, 
wind energy electricity generation has 
grown by 40,000 megawatts in the last 2 
years. Between 2007 and 2010, wind en- 
ergy represented 35 percent of all new 
electricity generation in America. 
Solar energy production in America 
more than doubled in that time period. 

Approximately 173,000 Americans 
work now in the wind and solar indus- 
tries, with 70 percent growth in the 
number of wind energy jobs since 2007. 
What other industry can we point to 
that has seen that kind of significant 
job growth? In fact, the growth in re- 
newable energy jobs has helped offset 
job losses in the coal industry, which 
has been declining for many years. As 
the Nation continues to recover, and as 
monthly job growth moderates, it is es- 
sential to support innovative American 
industries, such as wind and solar, with 
extensive growth potential. 

Wind and solar electricity generation 
creates American jobs throughout the 
supply chain. For example, Micron is a 
semiconductor manufacturer in my dis- 
trict whose components are used in 
solar installations. The value of solar 
installations completed in 2011 was $8.4 
billion. Thanks to Buy American provi- 
sions and other domestic manufac- 
turing programs in the Recovery Act, 
we’re increasing the share of wind en- 
ergy components manufactured in 
America. Over 470 factories in the 
United States now build components 
for wind turbines. But as tax incentives 
expire, where will that future growth 
go? 

In the global hunt for scarce re- 
sources, the renewable energy industry 
will not just be a job creator, though it 
will create jobs. It will also help sup- 
port national security. If America is 
not at the forefront of this burgeoning 
field, then we will be left behind as 
global competitors seize that initia- 
tive. 

Unfortunately, all of this economic 
growth is at risk as the Republican 
House leadership ignores renewable en- 
ergy tax credit extensions. Failure to 
extend the production and investment 
tax credits for renewable energy will 
mean losing projects across the coun- 
try. As our loss of a wind facility in 
Virginia demonstrates, Mr. Speaker, 
the failure to extend these tax credits 
in a timely manner already is hurting 
what would otherwise continue to be a 
growth industry. 


EEE 
YUCCA MOUNTAIN 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Illinois (Mr. SHIMKUS) for 5 minutes. 
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Mr. SHIMKUS. Mr. Speaker, I en- 
joyed listening to my Republican col- 
leagues talk about the Constitution 
and how a bill becomes a law. 

I taught freshman civics. And when a 
bill passes both Chambers, the bill then 
goes to the President. The President 
then signs a bill. It becomes a law. The 
job of the Chief Executive is to enforce 
the law, as signed and as passed. 

Like the 1982 Nuclear Waste Policy 
Act, it is the law of the land. The 
amendments passed in 1987 identified 
Yucca Mountain as the sole geological 
repository for nuclear waste in this 
country. The problem is, it’s not being 
enforced by the President, who is 
complicit with the majority leader in 
the Senate, Senator REID, in stopping 
the project. 

So over the past year, I have been 
coming down to the floor and identi- 
fying where we’re at on the status of 
what do we do with high-level nuclear 
waste. And I have gone through the 
whole country. I have identified all the 
Senators and where they stand. We ac- 
tually have a majority of Senators—55 
of them—who support high-level nu- 
clear waste being stored at Yucca 
Mountain. We have 23 that either have 
made statements of ‘‘no’’ or 22 that we 
don’t know their position. Can you 
imagine being a U.S. Senator on a very 
important position, never having to 
state your position on what to do with 
high-level nuclear waste or defense 
waste, especially if it’s in your own 
State, and never being forced to come 
to a position. 

Over the past year, we’ve been going 
around the country identifying all 
these locations. And now the time for 
truth has come, to really start nar- 
rowing down on individual States and 
Senators who should at least state 
their position. 

So I return to my next-door neighbor 
State, the State of Missouri. I live in 
the St. Louis metropolitan area. I rep- 
resent parts of 30 counties in southern 
Illinois. But I am very close to the 
State of Missouri. In fact, I root for the 
Cardinals, the Rams, the Blues. And if 
the University of Missouri’s not play- 
ing the Fighting Illini, I’11 root for the 
Missouri Tigers. 

Missouri has a nuclear power plant 
called Callaway. And what I did 
months ago, I came down on the floor— 
these are old posters—and compared 
Callaway to Yucca Mountain. Right 
now, Callaway has 615 metric tons of 
uranium spent fuel on site; Yucca has 
none. Waste would be stored 1,000 feet 
underground; waste is being stored in 
pools above ground. Waste would be 
1,000 feet from the water table; at 
Callaway, it’s 65 feet above the ground- 
water. At Yucca, the waste would be 
100 miles from the Colorado River; at 
Callaway, it’s only 5 miles from the 
Missouri River. 

So the State of Missouri needs an an- 
swer by their elected Members of what 
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should they do, how should we handle 
the nuclear waste at Callaway? Well, 
Senator BLUNT has already stated his 
position that he supports moving nu- 
clear waste to Yucca Mountain. In fact, 
in a floor vote just 2 weeks ago, eight 
of the nine Members of Congress—a bi- 
partisan majority—said nuclear waste 
should be in Yucca Mountain, or at 
least we should finish the scientific 
study to see if it’s feasible versus keep- 
ing it in Missouri. The Members of the 
House who voted in support of the 
Shimkus amendment were Representa- 
tive AKIN, Representative CLAY, Rep- 
resentative CLEAVER, Representative 
EMERSON, Representative GRAVES, Rep- 
resentative HARTZLER, Representative 
LONG, and Representative LUETKE- 
MEYER. Of course we know Senator 
BLUNT supports it. 

Now we focus on Senator MCCASKILL. 
This is no surprise to her—I’ve talked 
to her personally about this—that 
there would be a time when eventually 
she needs to state, does she support 
high-level nuclear waste being stored 
in Missouri? Does she support a long- 
term geological storage underneath a 
mountain in a desert in Nevada? 
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If she would make a statement, we 
could then move her from the unde- 
cided to either a nay or a yea. And if a 
yea, that would bring us to 56. We’re 
actually trying to see if we can get 60 
United States Senators to say, Yeah, 
we support moving forward. We’ve only 
spent $15 billion, going back to 1982, to 
prepare, locate the site. 

Yucca Mountain is not just a moun- 
tain on its own but it’s at the nuclear 
test site. It’s bigger than the State of 
Rhode Island, the Federal grounds. It’s 
Federal property. And so we come 
down on the floor—and we’ll be doing 
this in the following weeks—high- 
lighting individual Senators who are 
either undecided, no commitment, no 
position on what should be the disposi- 
tion of high-level nuclear waste in 
their State, where it should go, and at 
least get them on the record as far as 
this issue. 

Again, this law was passed in 1982. 
The amendment passed identifying 
Yucca Mountain as the long-term geo- 
logical repository was then signed in 
1987. We would just ask the administra- 
tion to follow the law. 


EE 


2,000 DEATHS IN OPERATION 
ENDURING FREEDOM 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentlewoman from 
California (Ms. WOOLSEY) for 5 min- 
utes. 

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, while 
the House was out of session last week, 
the Nation suffered its 2,000th fatality 
in the conflict known as Operation En- 
during Freedom, the overwhelming 
number of those deaths coming in Af- 
ghanistan. For more than 10 years now, 
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we’ve been losing young, courageous 
servicemembers on a mission that isn’t 
bolstering our national security, isn’t 
supported by the American people, but 
is costing us billions of dollars every 
month. What a disaster and what a 
tragedy. 

Mr. Speaker, from this Chamber, I 
regularly hear Members of the major- 
ity invoking morality in support of ef- 
forts to cut effective programs that 
help the most vulnerable members of 
our society. So where is their moral 
outrage and where is their budget axe 
when it comes to the most expensive 
government program imaginable that 
has killed 2,000 of our troops? 

Two of those 2,000 come from my part 
of the country, the Sixth Congressional 
District of California. Army Specialist 
Christopher Gathercole and Army Ser- 
geant Ryan Connolly, both of Santa 
Rosa, California, were killed less than 
a month apart in the year 2008. 

We had others who were killed during 
the nearly 9 years that our troops were 
in Iraq, but 2,000 deaths doesn’t even 
begin to tell the story of the human 
cost of this war. More than 15,000 
Americans have come home wounded, 
many in ways that will alter their lives 
forever. Even those who returned with 
their bodies intact often suffer from 
devastating posttraumatic stress that 
may never go away. Postdeployment 
suicide has reached epidemic levels. 

Nearly 2.5 million men and women 
have served in Afghanistan and Iraq, 
and I actually can’t say that I trust 
that the veterans health care system is 
prepared or will be prepared to deal 
with the huge demand that will be 
placed on the services in the coming 
years. 

A recent report prepared by VA doc- 
tors outlines the unique and varied 
health care needs of returning Iraq and 
Afghanistan veterans. In addition to 
traumatic brain injuries, depression, 
and substance abuse, there’s chronic 
muscle pain, sleep disturbances, hyper- 
tension, and complications from envi- 
ronmental exposures. Many of our re- 
turning heroes have difficulty read- 
justing to civilian life, integrating 
once again into their families, their 
workplaces, and their communities. 

We had better be willing as a Nation 
to write that check for their care as we 
were for the war that damaged them in 
the first place. 

And it’s critical, Mr. Speaker, that 
we remember the human cost is not 
just here in the United States. Two 
thousand Americans have died in near- 
ly 11 years of war. Well, 3,000 Afghan 
civilians, many of them children, were 
killed last year alone for the cause of 
their so-called liberation. 

It’s not enough to acknowledge the 
casualties of this war, to memorialize 
the dead and pay tribute to their serv- 
ice. What we need is an immediate 
change of policy. To extend the war 
through 2014 is to sentence hundreds 
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more servicemembers to their deaths, 
all for a policy that isn’t achieving its 
stated objectives while strengthening 
the very terrorists and extremists that 
we're trying to defeat. 

There’s only one solution, Mr. Speak- 
er. There’s only one choice that will fi- 
nally keep the death toll from climb- 
ing. That choice is bring our troops 
home. Bring them home now. 


EEE 
WHEN WILL WE ATTACK SYRIA? 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. PAUL) for 5 minutes. 

Mr. PAUL. Plans, rumors, and war 
propaganda for attacking Syria and de- 
posing Assad have been around for 
many months. This past week, how- 
ever, it was reported that the Pentagon 
indeed was finalizing plans to do just 
that. 

In my opinion, all the evidence to 
justify this attack is bogus. It is no 
more credible than the pretext given 
for the 2003 invasion of Iraq or for the 
2011 attack on Libya. 

The total waste of those wars should 
cause us to pause before this all-out ef- 
fort at occupation and regime change 
is initiated against Syria. There are no 
national security concerns that require 
such a foolish escalation of violence in 
the Middle East. There should be no 
doubt that our security interests are 
best served by completely staying out 
of the internal strife now raging in 
Syria. We are already too much in- 
volved in supporting the forces within 
Syria anxious to overthrow their cur- 
rent government. Without outside in- 
terference, the strife, now character- 
ized as a civil war, would likely be non- 
existent. 

Whether or not we attack yet an- 
other country, occupying it and setting 
up another regime that we hope we can 
control, poses a serious constitutional 
question: From where does a President 
get such authority? 

Since World War II, the proper au- 
thority to go to war has been ignored. 
It has been replaced by international 
entities like the United Nations and 
NATO, or the President, himself, while 
ignoring the Congress. And sadly, the 
people don’t object. 

Our recent Presidents explicitly 
maintain that the authority to go to 
war is not the U.S. Congress’. This has 
been the case since the 1950s, when we 
were first taken into war in Korea 
under a UN resolution and without con- 
gressional approval. Once again, we are 
about to engage in military action 
against Syria, and at the same time ir- 
responsibly reactivating the Cold War 
with Russia. We’re now engaged in a 
game of ‘‘chicken’’ with Russia, which 
presents a much greater threat to our 
security than does Syria. 

Would we tolerate Russia in Mexico 
demanding a humanitarian solution to 
the violence on the U.S.-Mexican bor- 
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der? We would consider that a legiti- 
mate concern for us. But for us to be 
engaged in Syria, where the Russians 
have a legal naval base, is equivalent 
to the Russians being in our backyard 
in Mexico. 


We are hypocritical when we con- 
demn Russia for protecting its neigh- 
borhood interests, as we claim we are 
doing the same ourselves thousands of 
miles from our shore. There’s no ben- 
efit for us to be picking sides, secretly 
providing assistance and encouraging 
civil strife in an effort to effect regime 
change in Syria. Falsely charging the 
Russians with supplying military heli- 
copters to Assad is an unnecessary 
provocation. Falsely blaming the Assad 
government for a so-called massacre 
perpetrated by a violent warring rebel 
faction is nothing more than war prop- 
aganda. 


Most knowledgeable people now rec- 
ognize that to plan war against Syria 
is merely the next step to take on the 
Iranian Government, something the 
neoconservatives openly admit. Con- 
trolling Iranian oil, just as we have 
done in Saudi Arabia and are attempt- 
ing to do in Iraq, is the real goal of the 
neoconservatives who have been in 
charge of our foreign policy for the 
past couple of decades. 


War is inevitable without a signifi- 
cant change in our foreign policy—and 
soon. Disagreements between our two 
political parties are minor. 
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Both agree that sequestration of any 
war funds must be canceled. Neither 
side wants to abandon our aggressive 
and growing presence in the Middle 
East and South Asia. 


This crisis building can easily get out 
of control and become a much bigger 
war than just another routine occupa- 
tion and regime change that the Amer- 
ican people have grown to accept or ig- 
nore. 


It’s time the United States tried a 
policy of diplomacy, seeking peace, 
trade, and friendship. We must abandon 
our military effort to promote and se- 
cure an American empire. 


Besides, we’re broke. We can’t afford 
it. And worst of all, we’re fulfilling the 
strategy laid out by Osama bin Laden, 
whose goal had always been to bog us 
down in the Middle East and bring on 
our bankruptcy here at home. 


It’s time to bring our troops home 
and establish a noninterventionist for- 
eign policy, which is the only road to 
peace and prosperity. 


This week I’m introducing legislation 
to prohibit the administration, absent 
a declaration of war by Congress, from 
supporting—directly or indirectly—any 
military or paramilitary operations in 
Syria. I hope my colleagues will join 
me in this effort. 
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MOURNING 2,000TH DEATH OF 
OPERATION ENDURING FREEDOM 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
California (Mr. GARAMENDI) for 5 min- 
utes. 

Mr. GARAMENDI. Mr. Speaker, last 
Thursday, the 2,000th U.S. military 
servicemember was killed in Operation 
Enduring Freedom. I send my deepest 
sympathies to the families and loved 
ones of each individual who has been 
killed since this war began more than a 
decade ago. Those losses are a cause for 
sadness beyond what I can adequately 
convey in my words. Having just cele- 
brated Father’s Day with my daughters 
and son, I reflect on the fact that each 
fallen soldier was the child of some 
parent. Many were husbands and wives, 
and many were parents themselves. 

We are a Nation at war. Yet the bur- 
den of this war has been primarily 
borne by a very few, by our military 
servicemembers and their families. 
Less than 1 percent of the United 
States population is in the armed serv- 
ices. Many Americans were not aware 
of last week’s tragic milestone, or per- 
haps they may have glanced at the fa- 
tality count in their local paper and 
then they went about their daily 
events. This is a war that, for many, 
goes on in the background while most 
Americans carry on their daily lives. 

It’s imperative that we stop and 
think deeply about the human cost of 
this war. We must read the names of 
those who have been killed, look at 
their pictures, and imagine the grief of 
those who have been left behind. We 
must also think about those who have 
been wounded. Every day outside this 
Chamber, we see yet one more military 
man or woman who has lost a limb, 
who has been harmed. They are in our 
military hospitals now, their futures 
uncertain. We must think about those 
servicemembers whose lives have been 
so shattered by the experience of war 
that they cannot continue living. More 
servicemembers took their lives in this 
year than were killed in combat in Af- 
ghanistan. Only when we feel those 
losses can we fully comprehend the 
cost of this war. 

Recently, this House passed its 
version of the National Defense Au- 
thorization Act that I opposed but the 
majority pushed forward, a bill that 
has no meaningful timeline for ending 
combat operations and bringing our 
troops home, no concrete plans for 
transitioning full responsibility for Af- 
ghanistan security to Afghan forces. 
Most Republican supporters of the Na- 
tional Defense Authorization Act 
would slow down the withdrawal of our 
troops. They would have American 
troops continue to fight against a do- 
mestic insurgency in Afghanistan, and 
they would have American troops 
fighting for the corrupt Karzai govern- 
ment. 

As Members of Congress, we’re re- 
sponsible for authorizing the funds 
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that sustain this war. If we believe this 
war should continue, we should say 
that this war is absolutely essential to 
our Nation’s security. This war is not. 

Can we look into the eyes of the 
mother or father of a serviceman who 
has been killed and say your child died 
for a mission that’s absolutely essen- 
tial to our Nation’s security? I can’t do 
that, and I believe most of us cannot. I 
believe it is time for the war in Af- 
ghanistan to come to an end. Our 
troops and their families have given 
enough. We should welcome them home 
as heroes, and we should ensure that 
they receive the support and care that 
is due when they return. 

We sent our brave servicemen and 
-women to Afghanistan to eliminate 
international terrorist organizations 
that threaten the United States. As 
President Obama said last month, our 
goal is to destroy al Qaeda. Our troops 
have successfully executed this mission 
with phenomenal dedication and capac- 
ity. We have virtually eliminated al 
Qaeda from Afghanistan. No expert 
says that there’s more than 100 there, 
and they have no meaningful oper- 
ation. They have demonstrated that we 
can take terrorists out wherever they 
are in this world. We have captured and 
killed most all of al Qaeda’s top com- 
manders. One year ago, we celebrated 
the historic moment when Osama bin 
Laden, the 9/11 mastermind, was killed. 
He met his just end. 

The cost of this war in blood and 
treasure has been staggering. Even 
those who have not given their lives 
have given of their lives. It’s time for 
this war to end. The loyalty and dedi- 
cation of our servicemembers, our most 
sacred resource, must be conserved. We 
must not squander it. End this war 
now. 

Mr. Speaker, last Thursday, the 2,000th 
U.S. military service member was killed in Op- 
eration Enduring Freedom. | send my deepest 
sympathies to the families and loved ones of 
each of the individuals who have been killed 
since we began this war in Afghanistan more 
than a decade ago. These losses are a cause 
for sadness beyond what | can adequately 
convey in words. Having just celebrating Fa- 
ther’s day with my daughters and son, | reflect 
on the fact that each fallen soldier was the 
child of some parent. Many were husbands 
and wives, and many were parents them- 
selves. 

We are a nation at war. Yet the burden of 
this war has been primarily borne by the few— 
by our military servicemembers and their fami- 
lies. Less than 1% of the U.S. population 
serves in the armed forces. Many Americans 
were not aware of last week’s tragic mile- 
stone, or perhaps glanced at the fatality count 
in their local paper and continued with their 
day. This is a war that, for many, goes on in 
the background while they carry on with their 
daily lives. 

It is imperative that we stop and think deep- 
ly about the human costs of this war. We must 
read the names of those who have been 
killed, look at their pictures, and imagine the 
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grief of those they left behind. We must think 
also about those who have been wounded, 
who are right now in our military hospitals with 
uncertain futures. Every day outside this 
Chamber, we see yet one more soldier who 
has lost a limb. And we must think about 
those servicemembers whose lives were so 
shattered by the experiences of war that they 
could not continue living. More 
servicemembers took their own lives this year 
than were killed in combat in Afghanistan. 
Only when we feel these losses can we fully 
comprehend the costs of this war. 


Recently, this House passed its version of 
the National Defense Authorization Act, which 
contains a provision inserted by the majority 
that would continue this war indefinitely. | op- 
posed this bill. This majority bill has no mean- 
ingful timeline for ending combat operations 
and bringing our troops home. It has not con- 
crete plans for quickly transitioning full respon- 
sibility for Afghanistan’s security to Afghan 
forces. The majority has pushed to slow down 
the withdrawal of U.S. forces. They would 
have American troops continue fighting 
against a domestic insurgency in Afghanistan 
and striving to defeat those armed factions 
that threaten the corrupt Karzai government. 


As Members of Congress, we are respon- 
sible for authorizing the funds that would sus- 
tain this war. If we believe this war should 
continue, we affirm that this war is essential to 
our national security. It is not. We should be 
able to look into the eyes of a mother or father 
of a service member has been killed and say, 
“Your child died in a war that is absolutely 
necessary to keep our country safe.” | cannot 
do that, and | believe most of us cannot. It is 
time for the war in Afghanistan to come to an 
end. Our troops and their families have given 
enough. We should welcome them back as 
heroes and ensure that they receive the sup- 
port and care that is their due when they re- 
turn. 


We sent our brave service men and women 
to Afghanistan to eliminate those international 
terrorist organizations that threatened the 
United States. As President Obama stated 
very clearly last month, “Our goal is to destroy 
al Qaeda.” Our troops have successfully exe- 
cuted this mission with phenomenal dedication 
and capacity. They have virtually eliminated al 
Qaeda from Afghanistan, as our intelligence 
experts report that fewer than 100 al Qaeda 
operatives remain in the country. They have 
demolished terrorist training camps, and cap- 
tured or killed most of al Qaeda’s top com- 
manders. One year ago we all celebrated the 
historic moment when Osama Bin Laden, the 
9/11 mastermind who bears responsibility for 
the death of thousands of innocent American 
civilians, met his just end. 


The costs of this war, in blood and treasure, 
have been staggering. Even those who have 
not given their lives have given of their lives, 
missing time with loved ones at home while 
they serve our country abroad. The loyalty and 
dedication of our military servicemembers is 
America’s most sacred resource, and we must 
not squander it. They have achieved the core 
national security objectives for which they 
were sent to Afghanistan. It is now time for 
our troops to come home to their families. 
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COMMEMORATING LEVITTOWN’S 
60TH ANNIVERSARY 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania (Mr. FITZPATRICK) for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. FITZPATRICK. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise today to honor and commemorate 
the 60th anniversary of Levittown, 
Pennsylvania, which is the place that I 
have called home my entire life. 

Located in historic Bucks County, 
Pennsylvania, construction of Levit- 
town began in 1952 and was completed 
in 1958. One of the first planned com- 
munities built in the United States, it 
became a popular first home for thou- 
sands of returning veterans from World 
War II and Korea. 

Over the course of its rich history, 
Levittown has developed into a model 
middle class community. Now it is 
home to over 50,000 residents with 
schools, churches, and businesses that 
help create a sense of community and 
foster a warm environment for families 
to live and to work, to raise their fami- 
lies and to retire to. 

Levittown’s residents have worked in 
our steel mills, built our communities, 
and served in our military, all while 
raising their children and their grand- 
children. It was a pleasure growing up 
in such a close-knit, hard-working 
community. I’m proud to say that I’m 
from Levittown, raising my own family 
there. 

The highest honor of all is being 
given the chance to serve Levittown in 
the United States Congress. I will con- 
tinue to listen to and work with mem- 
bers of my community to ensure that 
all of their voices are heard. Congratu- 
lations to all who have called Levit- 
town home over the last 60 years. With 
such a rich history, Levittown deserves 
our recognition and praise. I’m honored 
to live amongst these great families 
and wish them all the best on this mo- 
mentous occasion. 


Ee 


HAPPY 100TH BIRTHDAY TO 
ROBERT GRAY SHIPLEY 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentlewoman from 
North Carolina (Ms. Foxx) for 5 min- 
utes. 

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
to wish a well-deserved happy 100th 
birthday to a pillar of Watauga Coun- 
ty, Mr. Robert Gray Shipley, Sr. Mr. 
Shipley was born in Valle Crucis, 
North Carolina, on June 23, 1912. Grow- 
ing up on his parents’ farm, Mr. 
Shipley’s aptitude for agriculture and 
ranching was evident from a young 
age. 
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He put that skill to use, working his 
way through college, milking cows, 
judging livestock competitions, and 
maintaining records in Virginia Poly- 
technic Institute’s dairy department. 
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Mr. Shipley began teaching upon his 
graduation from Virginia Tech in 1933, 
and aside from the time he spent in the 
United States Air Force as a gunnery 
instructor on B-24 bombers; teaching 
agriculture in an innovative and hands- 
on manner is what he did for most of 
his professional life. In fact, Mr. Ship- 
ley counts among his many students 
my husband, Tom. 

Today, if you take a trip down to 
Watauga County, evidence of Mr. 
Shipley’s involvement in the commu- 
nity is everywhere. He helped organize 
the Watauga County Hereford Associa- 
tion, he taught sheep sheering at 4-H 
clubs, and he ran the Cove Creek Horse 
Show for two decades. He’s a member 
of the North Carolina State Fair Hall 
of Fame, the Western North Carolina 
Agricultural Hall of Fame, and the 
North Carolina Livestock Hall of 
Fame. He’s a charter member of the 
Boone Rotary Club and is a mainstay 
in the Cove Creek Ruritan Club, work- 
ing faithfully at every monthly fish 
fry. 

Throughout his busy life, Mr. Shipley 
has had a wonderful partner, his wife of 
nearly 70 years, Agnes. Together, they 
are the proud parents of three children, 
grandparents to six, and great-grand- 
parents to nine. This weekend, friends 
and former students of the Shipleys 
will be gathering at the historic Cove 
Creek High School in Sugar Grove to 
celebrate Mr. Shipley’s 100th birthday 
and Mrs. Shipley’s 95th birthday. 

I speak for the community when I ex- 
press gratitude for the lives of the 
Shipleys and for their being the won- 
derful role models that they are. 


EE 


RECESS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 12(a) of rule I, the Chair 
declares the House in recess until noon 
today. 

Accordingly (at 11 o’clock and 2 min- 
utes a.m.), the House stood in recess. 


EE 
1200 
AFTER RECESS 


The recess having expired, the House 
was called to order by the Speaker at 
noon. 


EE 


PRAYER 


The Chaplain, the Reverend Patrick 
J. Conroy, offered the following prayer: 

Loving and gracious God, we give 
You thanks for giving us another day. 

We ask today that You bless the 
Members of this assembly to be the 
best and most faithful servants of the 
people they serve. Purify their inten- 
tions that they will say what they be- 
lieve and act consistent with their 
words. 

Help them, indeed help us all, to be 
honest with themselves, so that they 


9239 


will not only be concerned with how 
their words and deeds are weighed by 
others, but also with how their words 
and deeds affect the lives of those in 
need and those who look to them for 
support, help, strength, and leadership. 

May all that is done this day in the 
people’s House be for Your greater 
honor and glory. 

Amen. 


EE 
THE JOURNAL 


The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam- 
ined the Journal of the last day’s pro- 
ceedings and announces to the House 
his approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour- 
nal stands approved. 


EE 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 


The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman 
from Vermont (Mr. WELCH) come for- 
ward and lead the House in the Pledge 
of Allegiance. 

Mr. WELCH led the Pledge of Alle- 
giance as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub- 
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 


EE 


ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 


The SPEAKER. The Chair will enter- 
tain up to 15 requests for 1-minute 
speeches on each side of the aisle. 


EE 


NEW POLICY IS OUT OF TOUCH 
WITH AMERICAN FAMILIES 


(Mr. WILSON of South Carolina 
asked and was given permission to ad- 
dress the House for 1 minute and to re- 
vise and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, last Friday, the President re- 
vealed a new policy that promotes ille- 
gal aliens who are in our country from 
deportation. This shifts jobs from law- 
ful Americans to illegal aliens. As a 
former immigration attorney myself, 
we welcome legal immigrants. In 2009 
and 2010, Congress refused to pass legis- 
lation giving amnesty to the same indi- 
viduals included under the President’s 
new policy. Not only is this decision a 
Presidential abuse of power, it also 
shows this administration is out of 
touch with American families who are 
suffering from lack of jobs. 

Instead of encouraging policies aimed 
to help our law-abiding citizens find 
jobs, the President believes that he 
should reward those who have broken 
laws by granting them work permits. 
At a time of record unemployment, I 
urge the President and the liberal-con- 
trolled Senate to take up the dozens of 
bipartisan bills that have passed the 
House to help American families find 
jobs. 

In conclusion, God bless our troops, 
and we will never forget September the 
11th in the global war on terrorism. 
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DELPHI SALARIED RETIREES 


(Ms. HOCHUL asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Ms. HOCHUL. Imagine you got up 
every day of your adult life working for 
the same company, helping build the 
American auto industry. You worked 
hard, but you’re proud because you’re 
part of something bigger than just col- 
lecting a paycheck—you’re part of re- 
building the economic engine that gave 
us the middle class. You counted on a 
pension, life insurance, and health in- 
surance when you retired, because 
that’s what you were promised. You 
thought you lived the American 
Dream—until one day that dream 
turned into a nightmare. 

That’s what happened when GM spun 
off Delphi Corporation in 1999 and later 
filed for bankruptcy, and over 20,000 
salaried employees were left out to dry. 
Family finances were ruined all across 
this country, including the cities of 
Lockport and Rochester in my district. 
This must be corrected. That’s why I’m 
delighted to see the reemergence of GM 
as a global powerhouse. 

But we cannot forget these individ- 
uals. I’ve called on this administration 
for their help. I’ve not received an ade- 
quate response from the Department of 
Labor and the Department of Treasury. 
And I call on the President to take up 
the cause of these retirees because they 
need our help. Their promises are bro- 
ken, and it’s our responsibility to help 
them at this time. 


EE 


FARMERS DESERVE CERTAINTY 


(Mr. HULTGREN asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Mr. HULTGREN. Madam Speaker, 
successful agriculture is vital for 
America and for my home State of Illi- 
nois to thrive in the future. The farm- 
ers in my district in northern Illinois 
are saying that they can do without di- 
rect payments as long as there is some 
protection from catastrophe. That’s 
why I’m looking forward to supporting 
a broad plan for strong, reliable, and 
affordable crop insurance when we take 
up the farm bill next week. 

A successful farm bill must have 
strong protection from uncontrollable 
risks for our Nation’s agriculture sec- 
tor. Farmers take large risks every 
year to acquire the seed, feed, and sup- 
plies they will need for the season. 
Crop insurance gives them the cer- 
tainty to take these risks, knowing 
that they will be protected from condi- 
tions beyond their control. 

We have an opportunity to empower 
farmers by giving them choices and the 
ability to tailor protection to their 
needs while also asking that they share 
the risk so the taxpayer isn’t picking 
up the whole tab. 
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IT’S TIME TO EXTEND THE 
STUDENT LOAN RATE 


(Mr. WELCH asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. WELCH. Madam Speaker, in 11 
days, the interest rates on the Stafford 
student loans will double from 3.4 per- 
cent to 6.8 percent. It’s unthinkable 
that Congress would allow this to hap- 
pen. But here we are, only 11 days from 
the deadline, and no closer to a solu- 
tion than we were months ago. This is 
one of those only-in-Washington situa- 
tions. Nearly everyone agrees that we 
can’t let these rates double. Doing so 
will be a real blow to the middle class 
and those trying to climb their way 
into the middle class. It would be bad 
for the economy, and it makes no prac- 
tical sense. The Federal Government is 
borrowing at 1.6 percent. Yet Congress 
has been unable to extend the lower 
rate, and it is now only 11 days away. 

Take Jessie from Norwich, who will 
be affected. Despite significant finan- 
cial support from scholarships and her 
family, she’s graduating from nursing 
school with over $150,000 in student 
loan debt. At age 26, Jessie worries 
that she’ll not be able to start a family 
or put a down payment on a home be- 
cause of this staggering debt. She wor- 
ries that if interest rates increase, a 
bad situation will be even worse. 

Madam Speaker, we have 11 days. It’s 
time to get this done. 


EE 


CHINA’S ONE-CHILD POLICY 


(Mr. PITTS asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. PITTS. Madam Speaker, last 
week, I received an extremely dis- 
turbing report about China’s one-child 
policy from China’s central Shaanxi 
province. Feng Jianmei was 7 months 
pregnant and home alone when she was 
abducted by government family plan- 
ning officials. She was taken to a hos- 
pital and bound while her child was ad- 
ministered a powerful poison. After she 
gave birth to her dead child, without 
the aid of painkillers, the baby was 
then left beside her on the hospital bed, 
as shown in this picture. Her husband 
is a common worker, who has no re- 
course for the crime that has been per- 
petrated on his wife and child. Family 
planning officials in Shaanxi took this 
gruesome step in order to meet their 
quotas under China’s brutal one-child 
policy. This is further evidence that 
government officials routinely take ex- 
treme measures to enforce China’s bar- 
baric one-child policy. 

It’s a human rights issue. It’s far past 
time that the Chinese government stop 
this terrible repression and end the de- 
struction of lives. I call on Secretary 
Clinton to condemn this policy in the 
strongest terms. 
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LET’S PASS A TRANSPORTATION 
BILL 


(Mr. WALZ of Minnesota asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. WALZ of Minnesota. The Amer- 
ican public deserves better. They de- 
serve more from their Congress. The 
sacrifices that so many millions of 
Americans have given, whether it’s in 
military service or service to this Na- 
tion, to allow us to stand here and self- 
govern ourselves needs to be repaid 
with maybe the words of Daniel Web- 
ster above us up there: Let’s do some- 
thing great in our time. The differences 
this Nation has is what makes us 
strong—differences of opinion. But 
compromise and common purpose is 
the glue that hold us together. 

If there’s anything that we can agree 
upon, it’s that this Nation should have 
a world-class transportation system to 
move people and goods in an efficient, 
effective manner. And we’re sitting 
here not passing a transportation bill. 
We have never had this problem in this 
Congress. The last five transportation 
bills have passed with an average of 375 
bipartisan votes. We have a bill that 
passed the Senate 100 days ago that 
passed with a 74-22 vote. I’m not sure 
they can agree it’s Tuesday in the Sen- 
ate, and they compromised on a trans- 
portation bill. 

I urge my colleagues here, either get 
the compromise done this week or 
bring the Senate bill forward and let us 
vote up or down to put America back 
to work and do something great in our 
time. 


EE 


1210 
UTILITY MACT AND PJM AUCTION 


(Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania 
asked and was given permission to ad- 
dress the House for 1 minute and to re- 
vise and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania. 
Madam Speaker, President Obama’s 
regulatory war on coal is having an ef- 
fect. In the 2015-2016 capacity auction 
by regional transmission organization 
PJM Interconnection, the market 
clearing price for the mid-Atlantic 
area was $167 per megawatt. And for 
northern Ohio, it was $357 per mega- 
watt. The average over the last 8 years 
has been $89. 

Andy Ott at PJM Interconnection 
said: 

Capacity prices were higher than last 
year’s because of retirements of existing 
coal-fired generation resulting largely from 
environmental regulations which go into ef- 
fect in 2015. 

A study published in 2010 by the Edi- 
son Electric Institute identified seven 
different new regulations that will 
raise the cost of electrical generation 
by 2017. The costs are huge. The EPA’s 
estimate of costs for its utility MACT 
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regulation alone is $9.6 billion per year 
starting in 2015. 

The House of Representatives has 
taken action to prevent the imposition 
of new regulatory burdens in the midst 
of this fragile economic recovery, but 
the Senate has yet to follow that lead. 
Madam Speaker, prices are climbing, 
and Americans will suffer. 


a 


2,000 AMERICAN FATALITIES IN 
OPERATION ENDURING FREEDOM 


(Mr. MCGOVERN asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Madam Speaker, 
last Thursday, June 14, marked the 
2,000th American fatality in Operation 
Enduring Freedom. Today, that num- 
ber is now 2,004 OEF fatalities, of 
which 1,887 happened in Afghanistan. 
Suicide rates by our veterans are now 
one every day. This is the human cost 
of war. It is heartbreaking. Forty-three 
hail from Massachusetts, including 
eight from my district. These are not 
just statistics. They were living, 
breathing men and women in uniform. 

At this solemn moment, I would like 
to send my condolences to the families 
of: 

Army Private Brian Moquin, Jr., 19 
years old, Worcester; Army Master Ser- 
geant Shawn Simmons, 39, Ashland; 
Army Major Brian Mescall, 383, 
Hopkinton; Marine Captain Kyle Van 
De Giesen, 29, North Attleboro; U.S. 
Air National Guard Sergeant Robert 
Barrett, 21, Fall River; Army Specialist 
Scott Andrews, 21, Fall River; U.S. 
Army National Guard Private 1st Class 
Ethan Goncalo, 21, Fall River; and Air 
Force Major David Brodeur, 34, Au- 
burn. 

You are not forgotten. 


Ee 


REBUILDING OUR NATION’S 
INFRASTRUCTURE 


(Mr. ALTMIRE asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. ALTMIRE. Madam Speaker, we 
all agree that rebuilding our Nation’s 
infrastructure is the best way to create 
jobs today and ensure long-term eco- 
nomic growth tomorrow. Our failure to 
pass a long-term, fully funded trans- 
portation authorization has under- 
mined our competitiveness as a Nation, 
overburdened our local and State gov- 
ernments, and hurt American busi- 
nesses. 

It prevents the State and local gov- 
ernments in every single one of our dis- 
tricts from funding repairs to their 
bridges, roads, and railways. It leaves 
our infrastructure crumbling. And it 
discourages businesses from creating 
construction and manufacturing jobs 
that American workers could be filling 
today. 

Madam Speaker, I urge the transpor- 
tation conference committee to final- 
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ize their work before the current au- 
thorization expires at the end of next 
week. We owe it to the American peo- 
ple to get this done. 


EE 
LOOK TO THE GREEN ECONOMY 


(Ms. HANABUSA asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Ms. HANABUSA. Madam Speaker, 
President Obama laid out in his State 
of the Union address a blueprint for an 
America to last. To do this, he said, we 
need to rebuild the American economy 
by reviving manufacturing, new and in- 
novative energy sources, educating and 
creating a strong, more skilled work- 
force. And, more importantly, renew- 
ing our American values. 

I want to talk about the new and in- 
novative energy sources. Remember 
when the ARRA was passed, President 
Obama spoke about building the green 
economy, jobs in the energy field that 
look to the future. Hawaii shows that 
this can work. Our recent unemploy- 
ment rate shows that it does work. Our 
UI rate is 6.3 percent, though we would 
like to see it lower. Note that our ini- 
tial claims are down 16 percent. Total 
claims are down 10 percent from last 
year. And the area where we’re seeing 
job creation is in the solar energy mar- 
ket. We have an 18 percent increase in 
the permits in the first 5 months of 
this year. 

Our Department of Labor projects 
2,900 jobs by the end of this year—green 
jobs, 25 percent over the past 2 years. 

President Obama has got it right. 
Let’s look to the green economy. 


ee 


SUBSIDIZING ENERGY COMPANIES 
IS A FAILED POLICY 


(Mr. POE of Texas asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. POE of Texas. Madam Speaker, 
each year, Americans write a check to 
Uncle Sam in hopes that their money 
is going to the right places. Unfortu- 
nately, the Federal Government has 
lost credibility as the steward of tax- 
payer money. 

In the past 3 years, millions of tax- 
payer dollars have been squandered in 
risky “clean and green”? energy 
projects, and many of those companies 
have failed. And the beneficiaries of 
these shady ventures just happen to be 
the President’s men. Enter Solyndra. 
Half a billion tax dollars subsidized a 
company that was doomed to fail. 
Highteen hundred people lost their 
jobs, and Americans will never see the 
refund on their money. But the cro- 
nyism continues. Last week, the De- 
partment of Energy awarded $2 million 
to Solar Mosaic. The President’s 
former green jobs czar, Van Jones, is 
an adviser to that company. Imagine 
that. 
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It’s time to quit gambling taxpayer 
money on risky projects for all the 
President’s men. 

And that’s just the way it is. 


EE 
McCONNELL AND DISCLOSURE 


(Mr. YARMUTH asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. YARMUTH. Madam Speaker, in 
2003, the current Senate minority lead- 
er told NPR: 

Money is essential in politics, and not 
something that we should feel squeamish 
about—provided the donations are limited 
and disclosed, everyone knows who’s sup- 
porting everyone else. 

I agree with that version of Senator 
MCCONNELL. But there’s a new version 
who revealed last week that he doesn’t 
think that we should know who’s buy- 
ing our democracy, and he compared 
this administration’s opposition to un- 
limited anonymous campaign contribu- 
tions to the Nixon administration. I 
understand why Nixon came to mind, 
but I think the Senator is projecting 
here. After all, he now believes anony- 
mous donors using secret money should 
be able to influence elections, all out of 
public view. Nixon wrote that play- 
book. 

Anonymity allows people in cam- 
paigns to distort the truth at best, or 
to lie outright, with no chance of being 
held accountable. If you oppose disclo- 
sure of campaign financiers, you’re en- 
dorsing dishonest campaigns. 

Madam Speaker, the voters have a 
right to judge the credibility of cam- 
paign ads, and that is simply impos- 
sible without disclosure of those who 
are influencing our elections. 


EE 


REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER 
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 1380. 


Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. 
Madam Speaker, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that my name be withdrawn as a 
cosponsor of H.R. 1380, the New Alter- 
native Transportation to Give Ameri- 
cans Solutions Act of 2011. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs. 
MILLER of Michigan). Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
South Carolina? 

There was no objection. 


EE Ř— 


PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF H.R. 2578, CONSERVATION AND 
ECONOMIC GROWTH ACT 


Mr. BISHOP of Utah. Madam Speak- 
er, by direction of the Committee on 
Rules, I call up House Resolution 688 
and ask for its immediate consider- 
ation. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol- 
lows: 

H. RES. 688 

Resolved, That at any time after the adop- 
tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur- 
suant to clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the 
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House resolved into the Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union for 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 2578) to amend 
the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act related to a 
segment of the Lower Merced River in Cali- 
fornia, and for other purposes. The first read- 
ing of the bill shall be dispensed with. All 
points of order against consideration of the 
bill are waived. General debate shall be con- 
fined to the bill and amendments specified in 
this resolution and shall not exceed 90 min- 
utes equally divided and controlled by the 
chair and ranking minority member of the 
Committee on Natural Resources. After gen- 
eral debate the bill shall be considered for 
amendment under the five-minute rule. It 
shall be in order to consider as an original 
bill for the purpose of amendment under the 
five-minute rule an amendment in the na- 
ture of a substitute consisting of the text of 
Rules Committee Print 112-25. That amend- 
ment in the nature of a substitute shall be 
considered as read. All points of order 
against that amendment in the nature of a 
substitute are waived. No amendment to 
that amendment in the nature of a sub- 
stitute shall be in order except those printed 
in the report of the Committee on Rules ac- 
companying this resolution. Each such 
amendment may be offered only in the order 
printed in the report, may be offered only by 
a Member designated in the report, shall be 
considered as read, shall be debatable for the 
time specified in the report equally divided 
and controlled by the proponent and an op- 
ponent, shall not be subject to amendment, 
and shall not be subject to a demand for divi- 
sion of the question in the House or in the 
Committee of the Whole. All points of order 
against such amendments are waived. At the 
conclusion of consideration of the bill for 
amendment the Committee shall rise and re- 
port the bill to the House with such amend- 
ments as may have been adopted. Any Mem- 
ber may demand a separate vote in the 
House on any amendment adopted in the 
Committee of the Whole to the bill or to the 
amendment in the nature of a substitute 
made in order as original text. The previous 
question shall be considered as ordered on 
the bill and amendments thereto to final 
passage without intervening motion except 
one motion to recommit with or without in- 
structions. 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman from Utah is recognized for 1 
hour. 
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Mr. BISHOP of Utah. Madam Speak- 
er, for the purposes of debate only, I 
yield the customary 30 minutes to the 
gentlelady from New York (Ms. 
SLAUGHTER), with also a congratula- 
tions and a welcome back to the gen- 
tlelady from New York, who has been 
incapacitated for a while. It is nice to 
see her back on the floor with her 
health starting to recover. 

Pending that, I yield myself such 
time as I may consume. During consid- 
eration of this resolution, all time 
yielded is for the purpose of debate 
only. 


GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. I also ask, 
Madam Speaker, that all Members may 
have 5 legislative days during which 
they may revise and extend their re- 
marks. 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Utah? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. This particular 
resolution provides for a structured 
rule for the consideration of H.R. 2578, 
the Conservation and Economic 
Growth Act, which contains 14 titles 
containing important legislation im- 
pacting our Nation’s public lands and 
our national parks. 

The rule provides for 90 minutes of 
general debate, equally divided and 
controlled by the chairman and rank- 
ing minority member of the Committee 
on Natural Resources and makes in 
order the vast majority of amendments 
which were filed at the Rules Com- 
mittee. So this structured rule is ex- 
tremely fair and will provide for a bal- 
anced and open debate on the merits of 
this particular bill. 

It was only a couple of Congresses 
ago, Madam Speaker, in which the Sen- 
ate sent over an omnibus bill. It had 
over 100 particular bills added to it. I 
should have been happy. Three of them 
were mine. And even though mine were 
really great bills, some of the rest of 
them were really bad. That was 1,200 
pages. But what was most egregious 
about that bill that was sent from the 
Senate is that 75 of those 100 bills had 
not had any hearing whatsoever in the 
House. One in particular that dealt 
with my State, although not my dis- 
trict, not only had not had a hearing in 
the House, it hadn’t even had a hearing 
in the Senate when it was put into this 
pile, and it was brought to the floor 
under a closed rule. 

This bill, every single title has gone 
through regular order. The committee 
of jurisdiction has had a hearing on 
each of these elements. They have had 
a debate in full committee on each of 
these sections, and they have had a 
markup on every one of these bills. The 
committee has heard and has done the 
work. The amendments that were ger- 
mane to the issue and were not as- 
signed to other committees were made 
in order to be heard on the floor. 

So once again, this is a bill that is 
unique in the spectrum of traditional 
omnibus bills, tying things together, 
because it did go through regular 
order, the committee did hear each of 
these provisions, and it is appropriate 
to now send it over to the Senate so 
they can try to consider something at 
some time in some form of regular 
order. 

With that, Madam Speaker, I reserve 
the balance of my time. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. I thank the gen- 
tleman for yielding me the customary 
30 minutes and yield myself such time 
as I may consume. 

Madam Speaker, first I want to say 
how happy I am to be back. I appre- 
ciate the welcome I’ve gotten from all 
my colleagues, and I’ve missed you ter- 
ribly. I missed you, like we used to say 
in Kentucky, like a front tooth. 
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The bill before us today, Madam 
Speaker, is another wasted oppor- 
tunity, I’m afraid. Today’s legislation 
is composed of 14 separate bills, several 
of which are even bipartisan. But re- 
grettably, these worthy proposals will 
not be signed into law because the ma- 
jority has packaged them with other 
proposals that endanger our environ- 
ment and public health. 

Several of the controversial provi- 
sions before us are based on Demo- 
cratic proposals. Unfortunately, the 
Democratic bills were taken and re- 
written in such a way—extremely— 
that they can no longer receive bipar- 
tisan support. Two provisions in par- 
ticular illustrate the extremely par- 
tisan approach. 

First, title III would unnecessarily 
change a long-standing agreement and 
endanger the biologically sensitive 
Alaskan wilderness. This provision 
would open up our Nation’s largest na- 
tional forests to logging and allow rare 
old-growth forests to be clear-cut and 
sold for private gain. 

Second, in the most extreme proposal 
before us, title XIV would impose a so- 
called ‘‘operational control zone’’ over 
almost 100 million square miles of 
American land. 

On Federal land within this zone, the 
Department of Homeland Security 
would then be allowed to ignore 36 en- 
vironmental laws, and Federal border 
agents would be able to operate with 
few limits on their power. My good 
friend from Utah has put forward an 
amendment to pare the 36 laws down to 
16, but that is still 16 too many. 

Title XIV proposes a solution to a 
problem that doesn’t exist. Proponents 
claim that environmental protections 
prevent the U.S. Customs and Border 
Patrol from stopping illegal immigra- 
tion. However, sworn testimony by 
both Border Patrol officials and the 
Federal land agency officials con- 
tradict this claim. In fact, the Depart- 
ment of Homeland Security opposes 
this legislation. 

My entire district, all of it, would 
fall under the newly created oper- 
ational control zone. As a result, U.S. 
Customs and Border Patrol could take 
control over all the historic land- 
marks, such as the Theodore Roosevelt 
National Historic Site, build anything 
on it that they needed. And I know my 
constituents pretty well after this 
number of years. They would not take 
to that at all. 

Meanwhile, the sacred, historic, and 
sovereign lands of the Tuscarora Indian 
Nation would also be open to Federal 
agents. Such an extreme Federal over- 
reach would violate the sovereignty of 
the Tuscarora Indian Nation. Many 
other tribes around the country whose 
land falls within this zone would face 
the same problem. 

In a letter to the leaders of the 
House, the United South and Eastern 
Tribes wrote of the danger of this pro- 
vision. They wrote: 
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Many Indian tribes have lands and sacred 
places located near U.S. international bor- 
ders, and we believe that the sovereignty and 
cultural integrity of our member tribes and 
others is unnecessarily put in jeopardy by 
the sweeping approach in this bill. 

Federal cooperation, not Federal 
overreach, is a proven and prudent way 
to protect our borders. A recent GAO 
reported confirmed what we learned in 
sworn testimony: every time Federal 
cooperation between the Border Patrol 
officials and our land management offi- 
cials was requested, it was given— 
every time. The only time conflicts re- 
mained between environmental laws 
and border enforcement was when Bor- 
der Patrol officials didn’t bother to ask 
the Department of the Interior nor the 
USDA for cooperation. 

Finally, it is worth mentioning that 
the majority violated the rules of the 
House when they combined 14 unre- 
lated bills into the one bill before us 
today. However, the Rules Committee 
gave itself a waiver despite repeatedly 
denying such waivers for Democratic 
proposals throughout the year. Once 
again, when the majority wants to 
break the rules, they find a way. But 
when Democrats ask for a waiver for 
one of our proposals, all of a sudden the 
rules of the House have been written in 
stone. 

I urge my colleagues to oppose to- 
day’s extreme and partisan legislation 
and to stand up against the Federal 
overreach contained within this bill. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. Madam Speak- 
er, I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Within this bill, there are, as I said, 
several proposals that are there, all of 
them dealing with Federal lands and 
all of them dealing with overreach that 
has taken place, unfortunately, by this 
administration. Let me just highlight a 
couple of them and why these bills are 
useful and very much important. 

Title X of this particular section 
deals with Cape Hatteras in North 
Carolina. Cape Hatteras in North Caro- 
lina was established as a recreation 
area. In fact, the economy of that par- 
ticular county, Dare County, was es- 
tablished as a recreation zone and a 
recreation area. Authorized in 1987, 
that’s still 30,000 acres for recreation 
purposes. 

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
started in negotiations with the com- 
munity of how they would actually try 
to manage that land, especially gov- 
erning off-road vehicles. They estab- 
lished certain restrictions that would 
limit visitation. 
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And for local residents who were 
there, the residents agreed to those, 
even though they weren’t really quite 
happy about it. And everything was 
going well until special interest groups 
started the litigation process. 

You see, the Fish and Wildlife Serv- 
ice had issued a biological opinion find- 
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ing that this interim management 
strategy that was established in the co- 
operative, collaborative process had in- 
deed solved the problem and that there 
would never be any kind of jeopardy to 
any endangered species listed in that 
particular area. Everything was going 
well until, once again, there was a law- 
suit. 

A year after this agreement had been 
made, there was a lawsuit which this 
administration, unfortunately, decided 
to negotiate out of court. The lawsuit 
was never actually adjudicated. No 
judge made a decision. Basically, the 
administration caved to the special in- 
terest groups; and they rewrote the 
opinion that had been ruled by the Fish 
and Wildlife Service, their biological 
opinion that it did not jeopardize any 
endangered species. 

So that went into effect. And, unfor- 
tunately, in March of this year, they 
even shrank the rule again to make it 
even more restrictive than the consent 
decree that had been settled out of 
court. 

What this bill, this section of this 
particular bill, does in Cape Hatteras is 
do what’s logical. It goes back to the 
original concern, the original land 
management plan that was done with 
the cooperation of the Fish and Wild- 
life Service and the local constituents 
that had been agreed upon, that had 
nothing to do with endangered species 
and did not jeopardize anything, sim- 
ply going back to what had been done 
before the administration decided sim- 
ply to cave in to special interest groups 
and settled out of court. 

There’s another section, I believe it’s 
section 11, that deals with grazing 
rights. One of the things that busi- 
nesses deal with, especially those that 
deal with grazing rights, is they need a 
constant to make sure that business is 
not uncertain. That is a most signifi- 
cant part. 

One of the things we’re finding out 
right now, though, is with grazing, es- 
pecially in the West, excessive paper- 
work within the Department means we 
create missed deadlines that cause en- 
vironmental litigation. And once 
again, stability is a constant that is 
necessary in business, and grazing is a 
business. It’s one of those problems 
that to redo a permit to allow grazing 
will take 4 to 7 years for a permit 
that’s only 10 years in the first place. 

What this bill does is say those per- 
mits now go from 10 to 20 years, once 
again, to give some consistency to 
those who are engaged in grazing ac- 
tivities. It also codifies appropriation 
language that has had bipartisan sup- 
port for over a decade and makes sure 
that NEPA review in crossing and 
trailing of livestock on public lands is 
not going to be subjected to another 
layer of red tape. 

This industry puts $1.4 billion into 
our economy every year. And if, in- 
deed, we do not treat our ranchers well, 
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the 22,000 ranchers who have these Fed- 
eral permits, the ability of maintain- 
ing this as a viable occupation is put in 
jeopardy. This amendment, this section 
fixes that. It solves that problem. 

There are some other good ones. In 
fact, the one that I am proposing I will 
talk about in a minute. But for now, 
let me simply reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Madam Speaker, I 
am pleased to yield 2 minutes to the 
gentleman from Texas (Mr. DOGGETT). 

Mr. DOGGETT. I thank the gentle- 
woman. 

Madam Speaker, I rise to focus atten- 
tion upon one provision in this legisla- 
tion, perhaps a few rose petals hidden 
in a very unnecessary thicket of pain- 
ful thorns that are the center of this 
legislation. 

Recently nominated as a World Her- 
itage Site, the Spanish missions in San 
Antonio are a unique treasure for pa- 
rishioners, for tourists, and for Texans 
everywhere. In 2010, our able former 
colleague, Ciro Rodriguez, introduced 
bipartisan legislation, both to expand 
the San Antonio Missions National 
Historical Park by about 151 acres and 
to require a study by the Secretary of 
the Interior about even further expan- 
sion of this important park. 

In 2010, this very House approved the 
Rodriguez legislation. Though a com- 
panion bill was offered by Senator KAY 
BAILEY HUTCHISON, and she got it out 
of the Senate committee, the full Sen- 
ate failed to act on the Rodriguez bill. 

During this Congress, I have been one 
of five Members who joined Represent- 
ative CANSECO in re-introducing the 
Rodriguez bill. Instead of approving 
our bipartisan measure, the Resources 
Committee has merged only a fraction 
of that bill into a totally unrelated 
piece of legislation that is little more 
than a giant giveaway and exploitation 
of public property and which will en- 
danger irreplaceable natural resources 
from the seashore in North Carolina to 
the Tongass wilderness in Alaska. 

While Senator HUTCHISON continues 
to work on a bipartisan basis, this par- 
ticular measure really includes little of 
the protection that our missions de- 
serve. Now any purchase of additional 
land for this park, an original purpose 
of the bill, that’s prohibited, and even 
a mere study of the possibility of addi- 
tional park expansion, that’s denied in 
this bill. 

Now, the only way that the park can 
be expanded is if a private or public 
owner donates land to the park. In 
other words, it makes future expansion 
and protection of these San Antonio 
missions dependent entirely upon char- 
ity. 

No matter how public-minded some 
private property owners may be, some 
are likely to be unable to afford to do- 
nate the land. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
time of the gentleman has expired. 
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Ms. SLAUGHTER. I yield an addi- 
tional minute to the gentleman. 

Mr. DOGGETT. So some property 
owners will be unable to donate their 
land. Instead of continuing the pre- 
vious bipartisan commitment to the 
missions, this bill reflects the same 
ideological extreme so evident in our 
larger public policy debates, like that 
over the future of our national trans- 
portation system. Yes, our Republican 
House colleagues are all for good trans- 
portation. It’s just paying for that 
transportation that they’re opposed to. 

And so today we hear about private 
property rights. Well, what about the 
private property right of an individual 
landowner to sell their property for a 
legitimate public purpose such as ex- 
panding this vital national park? That 
is denied in today’s bill. 

This bill will not grow the park in 
the way necessary to fully enhance the 
missions that are so very significant to 
San Antonio and to the culture and 
history of our Nation. The better ap- 
proach is to wait and follow Senator 
HUTCHISON’s lead and to approve a free- 
standing, bipartisan bill and give these 
missions the protection they deserve. 

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. Once again, I 
appreciate the opportunity of talking 
about a couple of other elements in 
this bill. I appreciate the gentleman 
from Texas and his comments. 

Unfortunately, yes, the study was 
taken out because it would be a rep- 
lication of what has already been done; 
and the land that could be used to ex- 
pand this is already in the public do- 
main. And what we are simply saying 
with this particular bill is, no, we don’t 
need to try and force private property 
owners to sell their lands. If they want 
to donate it, that’s fine. It’s not essen- 
tial to the expansion of this particular 
park. I think it’s the appropriate thing 
to do. 

Let me, though, Madam Speaker, if I 
could, talk about the other provision, 
title XIV in there, which deals with our 
border security. It’s one of those things 
that I happen to think fairly signifi- 
cant. 

If I could start with just a few charts 
so that people understand what is 
going on. This chart is simply the divi- 
sion of this country by Border Patrol 
sections. You'll find out that certain 
sections have a lot more people coming 
into this country illegally than other 
sections. 

For 2009 and 2010—those are the last 
2 years for which we have full data— 
there were about a half million people 
that were illegally apprehended, just 
apprehended coming into this country. 
But of those half million, a quarter 
million, 51 percent or more, were com- 
ing through one sector which happens 
to be the Tucson, Arizona sector. 
That’s not even the entire State of Ari- 
zona. 

So the question has to be asked, why 
are 200,000-plus people being appre- 
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hended in Arizona when in Maine it 
looks like about 39 people were appre- 
hended? Why is this area the entrance 
of choice? 

I think it’s undeniably that one of 
the reasons is simply because of the 
territory on that southern border. Ev- 
erything in red on this border is land 
that is owned by the Federal Govern- 
ment. You’ll see that 80 percent of Ari- 
zona is Federal land, much of that 
being wilderness and endangered spe- 
cies habitat or conservation rights-of- 
way. 

One of the ironies is our Border Pa- 
trol, which is tasked with securing our 
border, has almost unlimited rights to 
do what they need to do to protect our 
border on private property and no one 
objects to it, which is why the state- 
ment of the gentlelady from New York 
is somewhat disingenuous, because 
most of her district is, indeed, private 
property. Border Patrol already has 
these kinds of options. 
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It is only on Federal property that 
the Federal Border Patrol is prohibited 
from doing its Federal job, and that 
seems bizarre and, indeed, unusual. 

See, this is what the border actually 
looks like. That’s the fence, and that’s 
the one road that the Border Patrol is 
allowed to use if this happens to be a 
Federal wilderness designation. The 
break in the fence, by the way, happens 
to be there so that animals can go free- 
ly from Mexico into the United States 
and back and forth. I think I could con- 
tend that not only animals are using 
that kind of break in the fence. 

Needless to say, the issue at hand 
simply is: Why is the Border Patrol 
prohibited from going into certain Fed- 
eral areas when they need to do it even 
though the bad guys—the drug cartels, 
the human traffickers, the kidnapping 
rings, the prostitution rings—are al- 
lowed to go in there? 

We have in these Federal wilderness 
areas 8,000 miles of illegal roads, cre- 
ated by illegal drug traffickers, going 
into this area, and the Border Patrol 
by our rules and regulations and laws 
is prohibited from going into that same 
area. Is it right that they, in hot pur- 
suit, should have to go to the edge of 
one of those wilderness areas and then 
have to wait? Indeed, that is what has 
happened. 

Secretary Napolitano, when she was 
first put in there, simply said: 

One of the issues is, at the Southwest bor- 
der, it can be detrimental to the effective ac- 
complishment of our mission. In fact, it may 
be inadvisable for officers’ safety to wait for 
the arrival of horses for pursuit purposes or 
to attempt to apprehend smuggling vehicles 
within wilderness with less than capable 
forms of transportation. 

The Border Patrol clearly recognizes 
this. They actually tell us they don’t 
need more money, that they don’t need 
more manpower. What they need is ac- 
cess into that area, which currently 
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they are denied. Let me show you how 
that works. 

This is simply one of the sensors 
that’s used. Instead of having an actual 
fence, you use the sensor. It’s a truck 
with a sensor on the back of it. In this 
Federal national monument, which is 
almost all wilderness designation, the 
Border Patrol wanted to move this 
truck from point A to point B. It took 
the land manager 3 months to grant 
approval to back up the truck and 
move it to some other place. During 
that 3 months, there was a -mile 
blackout area in which there was no 
surveillance possible. At the end of 
that 7 months, if the land manager had 
said, ‘‘No, that area is too sensitive. I 
don’t think you should go there,” I 
would have objected, but I would have 
understood. Unfortunately, after 3 
months of review, he let them move 
the truck, and it was too late to do it 
then. 

That kind of example of what is hap- 
pening on our border is replicated time 
and time again. Let me give you some 
examples. 

In 2007, the Border Patrol asked per- 
mission to improve two forest roads in 
the Coronado National Forest, a total 
of 4 or 5 miles on the border at the edge 
of this area. They wanted to be able to 
move their mobile surveillance sys- 
tems to higher ground to actually get 
control of the particular area. They 
would use the road at most once a day, 
but the Fish and Wildlife Service de- 
layed the decision because they were 
afraid some of the dirt may eventually 
get into one of the streams in the par- 
ticular area. The net result is, in 2011, 
permission still not being granted in 
this particular area, a catastrophic 
wildfire burned 68,000 acres. Three ille- 
gal aliens were arrested, and one ad- 
mitted actually starting the blaze. 

In 2010, the Border Patrol requested 
three helicopter landing sites in the 
Miller Peak Wilderness. The Forest 
Service liked the idea because they 
could use those sites also for fire sup- 
pression. Once again, the Fish and 
Wildlife Service, a competing agency, 
had concerns because it would have an 
impact on the Mexican Spotted Owl. 
Unfortunately, when they did a survey, 
they found that there were no spotted 
owls in the area. Nonetheless, the Fish 
and Wildlife Service stopped the con- 
struction of those helicopter pads. 
Then in 2011—you guessed it—l year 
later, a 32,000-acre fire, which de- 
stroyed dozens of homes, took place. 
Once again, it was found that illegals 
coming into this country started those 
fires. 

The citizens of Tombstone, Arizona, 
are allowed to go five at a time with 
hand tools into these wilderness areas 
in order to repair the pipeline, which 
supplies water to the city, that was 
damaged in these fires. Once again, the 
Fish and Wildlife Service said the 
Mexican Spotted Owl was the reason 
for those limitations. 
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GAO did a survey, a report: 17 of the 
26 Border Patrol stations experienced 
delays, and 14 of those 17 reported 
being unable to obtain permits or per- 
mission from land managers to use it. 
Stations that were found in California, 
Texas, Arizona, and New Mexico con- 
firmed that they were unable to con- 
trol the border due to land manage- 
ment positions. Even on the northern 
border, in the Spokane sector, they 
found, once again, they were being 
blocked from existing roads on na- 
tional forest land due to environmental 
concerns. 

The GAO report found that it could 
take 6 months or more for permission 
to improve roads needed for patrolling 
in New Mexico. Another Border Patrol 
station reported 8 months in delay for 
the permission to move a sensor as the 
land manager required an historic 
property assessment. A station in Cali- 
fornia reported that it took 9 months 
for permission to do road maintenance 
on Federal land. 

These are the factors that are inhib- 
iting our Border Patrol from doing 
their job. 

Now, in the GAO report—and some 
people look at the executive summary, 
and they are looking at it improperly— 
it said that 22 of the 26 agents in 
charge reported that the overall secu- 
rity status had not been affected. What 
that meant was their status of being a 
controlled sector, a managed sector, or 
a monitored sector had not been 
changed; but what they did say is they 
were being inhibited and impeded in 
doing their job to try and control our 
particular borders. 

Look, those who are coming in—the 
drug cartels, the human traffickers— 
they don’t care about our laws. This is 
an endangered species. This cactus was 
cut down, but it was cut down by the 
drug cartel to do a roadblock across a 
public road in the United States so 
they could use it to stop cars and then 
mug the participants of those cars, and 
this is whether in those cars were 
Americans or other foreign nationals 
coming in there. 

What is probably worst of all are the 
rape trees that are taking place—vio- 
lence against women who are coming 
down on American land in these areas. 
That simply means, as the coyotes lead 
these women across the border, at the 
end of that road, as the final payment, 
they will rape the women and then 
leave an article of clothing on one of 
the trees as a trophy for their actions. 

This heinous activity taking place on 
American land is not being prohibited 
now and will not be prohibited unless 
the Border Patrol is allowed to main- 
tain access on this property. That’s 
why this bill, this section, is so essen- 
tial. It is the war on women. 

We had 19 people in the month of 
May of this year who died in the Tuc- 
son sector alone. Unfortunately, that is 
an increase from what happened a year 
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ago in May. We need to end this prob- 
lem. There are three reasons why this 
section is important: 

One, sovereign countries control 
their borders. We need to be able to say 
we control our borders. 

Two, I want to see a comprehensive 
immigration package go forward, but 
every time I hold a public town hall 
meeting, I know the first question that 
will be asked of me, which is: When 
will we control the border? There is a 
great deal of anger and anxiety out 
there, and it is very clear that we will 
never get consensus for other immigra- 
tion reforms to take place until we 
have first reduced the anger and anx- 
iety. 

C.S. Lewis said, You do first things 
first, and second things will be added 
to it. If you do second things first, you 
will accomplish neither first nor sec- 
ond things. 

This administration seems to be in- 
tent on trying to do, for whatever po- 
litical purpose it may have, second 
things first. The first thing is to con- 
trol the border. When we can truly 
look with an honest answer in the eye 
of our fellow citizens and say, ‘‘Amer- 
ica’s borders are secure,” then there 
will be a reduction in the anger and the 
anxiety that will allow us to move for- 
ward. 

Three, we have to stop the violence 
against women. These rapes that take 
place on rape trees on American prop- 
erty—on Federal land on American 
property—because the Border Patrol 
does not have access to this area to pa- 
trol it effectively must stop. It’s our 
duty and obligation to make that stop. 

With that, Madam Speaker, I reserve 
the balance of my time. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Madam Speaker, I 
am pleased to yield 2 minutes to a 
member of the Committee on Natural 
Resources, the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia (Mr. COSTA). 

Mr. COSTA. I rise today to speak in 
opposition to the rule for H.R. 2578, the 
Conservation and Economic Growth 
Act. 

First, I want to thank the gentle- 
woman from New York for allowing me 
some time to speak on what I think are 
some of the good things in this pack- 
age. Unfortunately, I don’t think this 
is the appropriate way we ought to be 
debating some elements of the chal- 
lenging issues of immigration reform 
in the House of Representatives. 

First, these bills should be taken on 
their individual merits, not as a pack- 
age. If we consider them together, we 
should then have an open rule that 
would allow us to then debate the mer- 
its of each individual bill. 
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Some of the bills contained in H.R. 
2578 are helpful to my constituents, 
and I’ve supported them in the past. As 
an example, the measure offered by Mr. 
DENHAM allows the Federal Energy 
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Regulatory Commission to consider 
spillway improvements on the project 
by the Merced Irrigation District. This 
would allow an expansion of the capac- 
ity of that reservoir. Some 1,800 feet of 
the Merced River would be impacted; 
but as a result of it, we would gain per- 
haps as much as 78,000 acre feet of addi- 
tional water supply that is much need- 
ed in the San Joaquin Valley. That is a 
good portion of this package. 

There are also other areas that I sup- 
port, language within the bill, to pro- 
vide certainty to the grazing commu- 
nity that I am an original cosponsor 
for: grazing land, public lands that pro- 
vide opportunities for America’s beef 
industry that is very essential and very 
important. 

However, this bill also contains con- 
troversial provisions that would be 
damaging to my constituents. H.R. 1505 
gives the Customs and Border Protec- 
tion authority to waive numerous laws 
pertaining to Federal land manage- 
ment. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
time of the gentleman has expired. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. I yield an addi- 
tional 1 minute to the gentleman. 

Mr. COSTA. I thank the gentle- 
woman. 

H.R. 1505, as I was indicating, would 
waive numerous laws that pertain to 
very important elements of not only 
the coastal zone, but mining, public 
health, safety, and public review with- 
in 100 miles of the U.S. border. I oppose 
this measure because it is too sweeping 
in its efforts. 

This bill also portends to provide bor- 
der security problems on land manage- 
ment laws. We have challenges with 
our border; there is no question about 
it. I’ve supported additional funding for 
the Border Patrol agency. We must 
protect our borders, but to do so ina 
land management bill simply makes no 
sense. We should be taking up com- 
prehensive immigration reform sepa- 
rately from land management bills. 
That is, I think, the method that we 
ought to apply. 

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. Madam Speak- 
er, I yield myself 2 minutes. 

Once again, Madam Speaker, I appre- 
ciate the gentleman from California’s 
comments, although I’m going to have 
to push back slightly on a few of those, 
if it’s at all possible. 

This particular bill deals with 100 
miles from the border simply because 
that is the legal definition of border 
land by both statute and judicial de- 
cree. It does not deal with coastal 
areas. In the committee, those areas 
were taken out because it is maritime 
area. The Border Patrol deals only 
with land borders and those particular 
areas. 

The 36 rules that are waivable is 
precedent established by this Congress. 
In California, where the gentleman re- 
sides, when they wanted to finish the 
fence and it was being withheld by cer- 
tain kinds of litigation, Homeland Se- 
curity came up with 36 specific rules 
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and regulations they wanted to be able 
to waive so they could do it. That was 
the precedent. The rules and regula- 
tions that are in this particular bill 
that’s now title XIV are the exact same 
36. That’s where the precedent comes. 
That’s why Homeland Security wanted 
that time to finish their job. That’s 
what they needed this time. 

However, I’m also making an amend- 
ment to this bill that will reduce those 
36 because, to be honest, some of those 
never really were a problem. It will re- 
duce it now to the 12 that the Border 
Patrol thinks are the most egregious. 
But there is precedent for that par- 
ticular thing. All we are doing is trying 
to give the Border Patrol the same 
rights on Federal lands that they cur- 
rently have on private property. There 
is no expansion of power and no expan- 
sion of jurisdiction. It’s the ability to 
say our number one goal is to have bor- 
der security; and if there is a rule or 
regulation getting in the way—and 
there are according to the GAO re- 
ports—those should be waived for the 
purpose of border security. That’s the 
whole purpose. We’re not expanding a 
power. We’re not taking anything more 
than that in particular away. 

With that, Madam Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Iowa 
(Mr. KING), who would like to speak 
about this particular rule. 

Mr. KING of Iowa. Madam Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman from Utah for 
yielding, and I particularly appreciate 
it, given the subject matter I’m about 
to bring up. 

Madam Speaker, I had introduced 
legislation months ago in this Con- 
gress, in fact, as far back as last Au- 
gust, H.R. 2942. It’s the result of the 
massive flooding that we have suffered 
in the Missouri River bottom last sum- 
mer. 

The Corps of Engineers released un- 
precedented discharges of water com- 
ing down the Missouri River; 70,000 
cubic feet per second was the previous 
high. We went through 160,000 cubic 
feet per second. It was a secret flood. 
No one could drive there, and no one 
could boat there. You had to fly over it 
to see it, and it was water that was per- 
haps a mile and a half wide down- 
stream from Sioux City, Iowa, to just a 
few miles south of there, 8 miles wide 
at Blencoe, 11 miles wide upstream of 
Omaha. And south of Omaha down- 
stream below Glenwood, it became 4 to 
6 miles wide all the way down into Mis- 
souri, St. Joseph, Kansas City, and on 
about halfway towards St. Louis. 

This was a massive flood of historic 
proportions. It could have been pre- 
vented; yet I have not challenged the 
Corps of Engineers on that. I’ve just 
said to them we need to fix the problem 
so it doesn’t happen again. They have 
declared that this was a 500-year event, 
even though the USGS statistician said 
it is somewhere between a 70- and a 
1,000-year event. 
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H.R. 2942 enjoys the support of al- 
most everyone that represents the Mis- 
souri River watershed area. And, yes, 
naturally, it will be more downstream. 
But from Sioux City downstream to 
the mouth, there’s only one that rep- 
resents the river that has not signed 
onto this bill. It’s bipartisan; it’s the 
entire Iowa delegation and most of Ne- 
braska. Yet the Rules Committee 
turned down my request to offer an 
amendment even though there is no 
discussion and no disagreement. My 
amendment was germane to the bill. 
They raised an issue of jurisdiction 
after I was dismissed from the com- 
mittee. I don’t think that was by plan 
or strategy. 

My preparation is this: if a Member 
of Congress can’t have their voice 
heard on an amendment that’s ger- 
mane when all of the boxes are checked 
and everything was done right to 
present it before the committee—by 
the way, I want to thank the gen- 
tleman from Florida for calling for a 
recorded vote on this, a party-line 
vote. This time it was Democrats sid- 
ing with STEVE KING. It’s the second 
time the Rules Committee has turned 
me down this year on a legitimate re- 
quest. 

But I’d ask, if the House is going to 
work its will, as Speaker BOEHNER has 
said, we must have a Rules Committee 
that will allow when it’s in proper form 
to allow that kind of a vote here on the 
House floor. I’m not going to get that 
debate. I’m not going to get that vote. 
And the people that I represent and all 
of us from Sioux City downstream to 
St. Louis now have been covered by not 
just water for an entire summer, more 
than 3 months of epic-proportions 
flooding, but now what’s left for us, 
Madam Speaker, is sand and camel 
habitat. 

Tll vote “no,” but I don’t intend to 
try to bring down the rule. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Madam Speaker, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
Colorado (Mr. POLIS), a valued member 
of the Committee on Rules. 

Mr. POLIS. I thank the gentlelady 
for the time as I rise in opposition to 
the rule. 

I agree with my colleague from Iowa. 
I voted for the amendment to the rule 
offered by Mr. HASTINGS of Florida that 
would have allowed his amendment and 
others. 

What are we scared of here? This is 
what we do. We are the House of Rep- 
resentatives. Let us work our will. 
Some of us will be for amendments, 
and some of us will be against amend- 
ments. But to hold all that power to a 
select group of people rather than 
allow the entire membership of this 
body to offer—again, we're talking 
about relevant amendments that meet 
the requirements, meet the rules of the 
House. What are we scared of in bring- 
ing that forward? Let’s have a discus- 
sion on the merits. 
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Instead, what do we have here under 
this rule? We have 14 separate bills all 
cobbled together with a limited period 
of time to debate all of them and with- 
out an opportunity to amend them 
from both sides of the aisle that would 
have been afforded under either an 
open process or a structured process 
that allowed all the rules that met the 
requirements to be debated under this 
bill each for their own period of time. 

Now, I want to discuss in particular 
what I find to be one of the most egre- 
gious provisions of the bill, which is 
really a solution in search of a prob- 
lem, namely, this is an aspect of the 
bill that would waive over 40 environ- 
mental safety and public health laws 
and give Department of Homeland Se- 
curity complete authority to seize con- 
trol of Federal lands within 100 miles of 
our northern and southern borders. 
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Now this provision’s reach is broad. 
It rolls back all of the relevant protec- 
tion laws. And again, for what purpose? 
We had a discussion in the Rules Com- 
mittee yesterday, and I, with my col- 
league Mr. BISHOP from Utah, had the 
opportunity to follow up. 

And it is very clear in statute that in 
any wilderness or any Federal lands, 
under any level of protection, if they 
are in hot pursuit of a suspect, they are 
allowed to continue that pursuit in the 
wilderness. Wilderness areas are not 
some sort of legal sanctuary where 
criminals can go and not be pursued. 
That has nothing to do with the pur- 
pose of wilderness, and it has nothing 
to do with the reality of wilderness. 
Much of my district in Colorado has 
wilderness areas. And if, in fact, there 
were these lawless areas that the police 
couldn’t go to pursue suspects, all the 
criminals would live in the wilderness, 
and they would simply come out to 
commit crimes and then go back in. 
That is simply not the case. Law en- 
forcement officials assure me that 
whenever they’re engaged in hot pur- 
suit, they are able to, of course, con- 
tinue to pursue immigrants or others, 
criminal aliens, et cetera, into wilder- 
ness territories. 

Now this is a problem, the immigra- 
tion issue, that cannot simply be en- 
forced away. When we’re talking about 
immigrants without papers, they are in 
our cities and towns. They are in our 
schools. They are the grandmother of 
the American grandkids. They are resi- 
dents of our communities. They are 
people who I meet with on a regular 
basis. We try to help our immigrants 
get on with their lives, contribute to 
our country, and make it stronger. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
time of the gentleman has expired. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. I will be glad to 
yield the gentleman an additional 1 
minute. 

Mr. POLIS. Yes, there’s a problem 
here. And thankfully, President Obama 
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took a bold first step and reduced the 
number of illegal immigrants in this 
country by 800,000 to 1 million with one 
stroke of his pen. But frankly, the 
presence of any illegal immigrants in 
this country is an affront to our law 
and an affront to our national sov- 
ereignty. 

We owe it to the American people to 
take up real immigration reform to en- 
sure that there are not 15 million peo- 
ple here illegally, not 10 million people 
here illegally, but there are zero people 
here illegally through comprehensive 
immigration reform, of which Presi- 
dent Obama took the bold first step of 
ensuring that young de facto Ameri- 
cans have their permission to work. 

Look, our undocumented population 
is not fleeing into the wilderness, and 
the problem with immigration is not 
that we are not able to pursue them. 
It’s simply not the facts on the ground. 
Let’s deal with the real issue and re- 
place our broken immigration issue 
with one that works and makes our 
country stronger. 

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. I reserve the 
balance of my time. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Madam Speaker, 
if we defeat the previous question, I’m 
going to offer an amendment to the 
rule that will allow the House to con- 
sider the United States Call Center 
Worker and Consumer Protection Act. 
Call centers have been outsourced more 
than pretty much any other type of job 
from the United States. This bill will 
help Keep call center jobs in America. 

And to discuss his call center pro- 
posal, I’m pleased to yield 5 minutes to 
my colleague from New York (Mr. 
BISHOP). 

Mr. BISHOP of New York. I thank 
the gentlelady for yielding. 

Madam Speaker, the U.S. Call Center 
Worker and Consumer Protection Act, 
H.R. 3596, is a bipartisan bill. It has 128 
Democratic sponsors. It has seven Re- 
publican sponsors. And the bill is very 
straightforward. 

It would do four things. It would re- 
quire companies that plan to move a 
call center overseas to notify the Sec- 
retary of Labor no less than 120 days 
before the relocation occurs. If a com- 
pany does move a call center overseas, 
that company would be ineligible for 
any Federal grants, contracts, or loans 
during the time that the call center 
workers are overseas. It would require 
the Secretary of Labor to maintain a 
publicly available list of all employers 
that relocate a call center overseas. 
And it would allow customers who are 
calling customer service communica- 
tions at the beginning of the call to re- 
quest that the call be transferred to a 
U.S.-based call center, if they so chose. 

There are two dimensions to this bill: 
one is about jobs, and the other is 
about the security of consumer data. 
They are both very important. But let 
me start with the more important, 
which is jobs. 
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Now we talk a great deal in this Con- 
gress about how the number one pri- 
ority has to be the creation of jobs. It 
does. And we have to move beyond the 
lip service that I think the Republican 
majority has given to the creation of 
jobs and actually put policies in place 
that will create jobs. But we also have 
to protect the jobs that we have. And 
one of the scourges of our economy 
right now is the outsourcing of jobs. 
Just in call centers alone, in the last 5 
years, we have lost over 500,000 call 
center jobs. These are good, solid mid- 
dle class jobs. To add insult to injury, 
the companies that are offshoring the 
jobs have taken millions of dollars of 
incentives from local taxpayers to open 
call centers in the U.S., only to off- 
shore those jobs a short time later and 
leave local communities devastated 
and still paying the bill. 

And the U.S. consumers are getting 
it. U.S. consumers have become more 
and more skeptical of the toll that out- 
sourcing plays on the American econ- 
omy. A paper by the Council on For- 
eign Relations noted that over two- 
thirds of Americans think companies 
sending jobs overseas is a major reason 
why the economy is ailing. In a paper 
done by a Harvard economist, more re- 
cent polling data suggests that these 
feelings have increased, where now 
over half of all Americans are ‘‘resent- 
ful of businesses that send jobs over- 
seas,” and over 80 percent have ‘‘con- 
cern for their family future” due to 
outsourcing. So this job creation and 
job protection dimension of the bill 
that I have filed—as I say, with bipar- 
tisan support—would address these 
issues at least in one piece of our econ- 
omy, and that is call centers. 

Let me move to the issue of the pro- 
tection and security of consumer data. 
Outsourcing call center work exposes 
the confidential and vulnerable per- 
sonal information of American con- 
sumers to foreign workers. Foreign call 
centers are not subject to the same rig- 
orous oversight as American call cen- 
ters. As American companies look to 
less developed countries for offshoring 
their jobs, call center companies are 
actually subsourcing call center work 
without their American customers’ 
knowledge. 

It’s expensive and difficult to con- 
duct proper background checks on for- 
eign call center workers, and up to one- 
quarter of all foreign call center appli- 
cants provide false or incorrect infor- 
mation. Foreign call center workers 
have been caught offering to sell per- 
sonal consumer data to undercover 
journalists, threatening to release 
Americans’ medical records and em- 
ployment disputes, misleading Amer- 
ican bank customers in schemes to bol- 
ster sales, and attempting to sell trade 
secrets to their employers’ competi- 
tors. 

A March 18, 2012, article published in 
The Times of London cited that under- 
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cover journalists were offered data 
such as credit card numbers, medical 
records, and loan data for hundreds of 
clients for just pennies. So clearly, 
from both dimensions here—from a job 
protection dimension and from a con- 
sumer data security dimension—this 
bill addresses both of these issues; and 
we simply must put in place these 
kinds of protections. 

States have already done this. State 
legislatures in Florida, Georgia, and 
New Jersey have all passed bills that 
are very similar to the bill that we 
have before us. This is a commonsense 
proposal that enjoys bipartisan sup- 
port. Let’s vote ‘‘no’’ on the previous 
question so that we may consider this 
job-saving bill. 

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. I appreciate the 
efforts of my namesake from New 
York. I appreciate what he is doing. 
Chairman HASTINGS of the Resources 
Committee was extremely specific in 
which he said that after the Democrat 
Senate had sent over that atrocious 
omnibus bill with over 100 bills cobbled 
together, 75 of which have never had a 
hearing over here, we would only put 
together this type of regulation if it 
had gone through regular order. Unfor- 
tunately, the gentleman’s bill has not 
had a hearing in any committee. It has 
not actually been reported yet, which 
is one of the reasons why it has not 
been included in this particular list. 
Although I’m not denigrating his ef- 
forts whatsoever. 

I would like to yield 14% minutes to 
the gentleman from California (Mr. 
BILBRAY). 

Mr. BILBRAY. Madam Speaker, back 
in the nineties, I introduced a bill deal- 
ing with the wilderness area along the 
border. Originally, those on the other 
side of the aisle in the Clinton adminis- 
tration opposed the inclusion of roads 
in that wilderness area—and they op- 
posed it strongly—until the Secretary 
of the Interior came down to the border 
and saw the habitat destruction being 
caused by a lack of proper enforce- 
ment. 

This situation that’s being proposed 
now is actually to try to get this issue 
addressed appropriately because you 
have individuals who are using envi- 
ronmental issues as a way of blocking 
the enforcement of law along the bor- 
der. 

And let me say this to both sides of 
the aisle: If you really do care about 
the habitat destruction along the bor- 
der, if you really do care about the 
preservation of the wildlife opportuni- 
ties down there, will you ask yourself, 
Why are you or the Republican side not 
addressing the issue that the Federal 
Government today has not taken care 
of the problem at the border because it 
hasn’t taken care of the real source of 
the problem of the out-of-control bor- 
ders, and that is employers hiring 
illegals. 

I challenge you: Why does the Fed- 
eral Government allow businesses to 
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deduct the price of hiring illegals? Why 
isn’t every Democrat and Republican 
on the New IDEA bill cutting off the 
tax deduction and the ability for people 
to profit from the tax code by profiting 
from illegal immigration? 
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Your impact on the border will be ad- 
dressed more by changing your enforce- 
ment at the workplace and your Tax 
Code than it will be with whatever you 
do at the border. So I just ask you, if 
you care about the environment, if you 
care about eliminating the scourge of 
illegal immigration and all the prob- 
lems, why aren’t you stopping the sub- 
sidy of those who are creating the 
problem by employing them? 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. I yield 3 minutes 
to the gentleman from New Jersey, 
ROB ANDREWS. 

Mr. ANDREWS. I thank my friend, 
and it’s so good to see her energy and 
enthusiasm back on this floor with us 
today. We welcome her. 

286 days ago, the President of the 
United States came to this Chamber 
and addressed the number one problem 
that I hear about from my constitu- 
ents, which is jobs for the American 
people. 

I know that this bill raises very seri- 
ous and important issues, and I ap- 
plaud its authors and sponsors for 
bringing it to the House floor, but I 
think it’s the wrong bill on the wrong 
day. 

The President said that we should 
cut taxes for small businesses if they 
hire people. But we haven’t taken a 
vote on that proposal, and we’re not 
going to take one today. 

The President said that we should 
put construction workers back to work 
building bridges and roads and our 
electric infrastructure, our intellectual 
infrastructure, but we’re not voting on 
that proposal today. 

The President said that firefighters 
and police officers and teachers who 
have been taken off the job should be 
put back on the job so they can spend 
money in the stores and the res- 
taurants, but we’re not voting on that 
proposal today, and we haven’t voted it 
on it on any of the 286 days since the 
President proposed it. 

Instead, we have the proposal in 
front of us that, again, is very serious, 
raises a lot of issues. But I suspect if 
most of us went back to our district 
today and said, ‘‘What would you rath- 
er have us do, vote on three simple, 
clear ideas up or down on whether to 
create jobs for the American people or 
vote on this?” I think they’d want us 
voting on the jobs bill. 

Now, we have a version of that jobs 
bill that we have a chance to get on the 
floor, and that is Mr. BISHOP’s proposal 
that says the following: If you do busi- 
ness in the United States of America, if 
you sell your products to the American 
consumer, then your call center ought 
to be in the United States of America. 
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How many of our constituents, 
Madam Speaker, are tired of placing a 
call to a call center and you don’t 
know where it is, the person at the 
other end of the phone doesn’t know 
what you’re saying and doesn’t under- 
stand what you’re asking about. 
Should we be using American tax dol- 
lars to reward companies that 
outsource call center jobs? I think the 
answer is no. 

This would be one simple and clear 
idea that we ought to put on this floor 
so the Members have a chance, by vot- 
ing “no” on the previous question, to 
say, Let’s take a vote on the propo- 
sition that you can’t use American tax- 
payers’ dollars to outsource American 
jobs in call centers. And then maybe 
some day, after 286 days, we’ll finally 
get around to the President’s idea to 
create jobs in small businesses in this 
country. 

Vote ‘‘no’’ on the previous question, 
“no” on the rule. 

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. I reserve the 
balance of my time. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Madam Speaker, I 
am pleased to yield 2 minutes to the 
gentleman from Texas (Mr. GREEN). 

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. I thank 
my colleague, the ranking member on 
the Rules Committee, for allowing me 
to speak. 

I’m a strong supporter and an origi- 
nal cosponsor of the U.S. Call Center 
Worker and Consumer Protection Act. 
This legislation will help us protect 
U.S. consumers and level the playing 
field for American workers who have 
seen thousands of call center jobs need- 
lessly sent offshore in recent years. 
Namely, this bill would require the call 
center to notify the Secretary of Labor 
at least 120 days before relocating out- 
side the United States. It would require 
the Department of Labor to publicly 
list the firms that have moved call cen- 
ter jobs overseas and then make those 
very firms ineligible for any direct or 
indirect Federal loan for 5 years. To 
protect consumers, this legislation re- 
quires call center employees to notify 
U.S. consumers where they are located, 
if asked, and will require that call cen- 
ter to transfer calls to an American 
call center for questions. 

The U.S. Call Center Worker and 
Consumer Protection Act has support 
of both sides of the aisle, and I ask all 
my colleagues in the Chamber to stand 
with American consumers particularly, 
but also with these American jobs, and 
support this legislation and, again, 
support the effort to make sure we can 
have a vote on the House floor for that. 

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. Madam Speak- 
er, I yield myself 3 minutes. 

I appreciate many of the comments 
that have been made here. I’m glad the 
gentleman from Colorado is still here, 
because in the memo of understanding 
which controls what the Border Patrol 
does, Border Patrol is able to go any- 
where they want to on foot or horse- 
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back. They may go on a motorized ve- 
hicle on existing public administrative 
roads. But there is nothing in the 
memo of understanding that extends 
there to prevent them unless it is an 
existing exigent emergency. And the 
problem the Border Patrol actually has 
is no one really knows how to define 
exigent emergencies. That’s one of the 
reasons why they want to have some- 
thing specific in the memo of under- 
standing—nor the statute does not help 
them in those particular areas—be- 
cause, indeed, land managers have han- 
dled those exigent circumstances dif- 
ferently. 

I would like to say one other thing as 
well, because there are some places in 
this Nation in which the idea of title 
XIV in this bill, which is the bill that 
deals with border security, has been ex- 
panded with information that is simply 
inaccurate. Montana, for example, has 
a 545-mile border with Canada. It has 
different issues than the southern bor- 
der—but it’s not numbers—but it is re- 
mote, and who can cross that border il- 
legally is significant. 

The junior Senator from Montana ac- 
tually asked the GAO to come up with 
a study on border security in the 
North, and the report was only 1 per- 
cent of the northern border is secure. 
That was his study that he wanted. De- 
spite the fact that the Missoulian has 
warned about al-Qaeda plots in Mon- 
tana, that the Border Patrol chief from 
Montana has begged some kind of ac- 
tion—indeed, this month the Border 
Patrol has sent out a warning of the 
use of terrorists who are talking 
about—chatter abusing wildfires as an 
area to distract so they can come in 
entrance, and one of the States they 
specifically mentioned was Montana. 

Even though that is taking place, 
there is a campaign going on where 
this particular issue, border security, 
has been hijacked in the name of poli- 
tics. And only because it is my idea 
that’s being the center of this, I find 
that somewhat unusual, somewhat of- 
fensive. It is an effort to say that this 
effort to try to control our borders is 
related in some way to the PATRIOT 
Act or the REAL ID Act or, indeed, 
that it deals with some other element 
of expansion of power. Some people 
have gone as far as saying it is a land 
grab. 

It is unusual to me that this concept 
of border security was presented in the 
Senate on an appropriations bill and 
was passed by a voice vote. Then the 
bill in which this amendment was 
placed was then passed by the Senate, 
and the junior Senator from Montana 
did not object to the voice vote and ac- 
tually voted for it and now claims that 
this same idea is an expansion of gov- 
ernment power. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. I yield myself 1 
additional minute. 
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What I also found somewhat dis- 
tressing is that in this campaign in 
Montana there is another group called 
Montana Hunters and Anglers, who, 
unfortunately, are simply a partisan 
hit group that are taking out ads di- 
rectly against this particular provision 
and saying that other members in the 
delegation from Montana are sup- 
porting something that is wrong. Un- 
fortunately, the members of that hit 
group have ties to Democrat organiza- 
tions. The secretary is part of the 
Obama Committee in the State of Mon- 
tana. The treasurer is a former Demo- 
cratic staffer up there. 

This group, the Montana Hunters and 
Anglers, are a faux group. The real sup- 
porters of this bill are people like the 
Montana Wool Growers Association, 
the Montana Association of State 
Grazing Districts, the Montana Public 
Lands Council, Montana Stock Grow- 
ers Association. These are real groups, 
and they all support this particular 
provision and this particular bill be- 
cause they realize the value of border 
security that takes place. They also re- 
alize what Secretary Napolitano recog- 
nized: that if you improve border secu- 
rity in the area by removing violators 
from public lands—those are the people 
that destroy things—the land value is 
enhanced. It is better for Border Patrol 
if they have enhanced ability to con- 
trol those particular borders. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman is advised that he has 114 min- 
utes remaining, and the gentlewoman 
from New York has 6% minutes re- 
maining. 
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Ms. SLAUGHTER. Madam Speaker, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Colorado (Mr. POLIS), a member of the 
Rules Committee. 

Mr. POLIS. I thank the gentlelady. 
And in response to my friend from 
Utah, I want to quote the MOU specifi- 
cally. It says: 

Nothing in this MOU is intended to prevent 
CBP-BP agents from exercising existing exi- 
gent/emergency authorities to access lands, 
including authority to conduct motorized 
off-road pursuit of suspected CBVs at any 
time. 

And it goes on to say in wilderness 
and wilderness study areas, and all dif- 
ferent areas. 

In fact, the committee had a hearing 
on this very topic. There were three in- 
stances cited by Chairman BISHOP on 
this, and it was determined that those 
were incorrect interpretations of this 
existing MOU by local managers, and it 
would be addressed through the com- 
mand structure. So again, a solution in 
search of a problem. 

We all want to address the problem of 
illegal immigration in this country, 
but that problem cannot be character- 
ized as illegal immigrants fleeing into 
the wilderness. It simply isn’t the prob- 
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lem. If there are suspects of any type of 
criminal nature fleeing into wilderness 
and there is law enforcement in hot 
pursuit, they continue; they continue, 
and they don’t stop. If they stop, 
they’ll be in trouble with their superi- 
ors, and we’ll work it out through the 
command change. 

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. I reserve the 
balance of my time to close. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Madam Speaker, I 
yield myself the balance of my time. 

In closing, we have wasted yet an- 
other opportunity to pass some bipar- 
tisan legislation here. Everybody 
knows this bill is not going to be taken 
up in the Senate, so it’s again a day 
and a half of exercise in some kind of 
procedure by the House of Representa- 
tives. By combining worthwhile pro- 
posals with extreme and partisan pro- 
posals, they’ve continued to move for- 
ward with an ineffective and unneces- 
sary partisan agenda. 

Madam Speaker, I ask unanimous 
consent to insert the text of the 
amendment in the RECORD along with 
extraneous material immediately prior 
to the vote on the previous question. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle- 
woman from New York? 

There was no objection. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Madam Speaker, I 
urge my colleagues to vote “no” and 
defeat the previous question. I urge a 
“no” vote on the rule, and I yield back 
the balance of my time. 

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. In my last 
minute, Madam Speaker, there are a 
couple of things I would like to say. 
First of all, I appreciate the words that 
were read. Unfortunately, reality is dif- 
ferent. One of the reasons why this par- 
ticular provision is supported by the 
Border Patrol Union as well as the As- 
sociation of Retired Border Patrol 
Agents, reality is sometimes different 
than what we think it should be. And I 
also have a list of three pages worth of 
groups who support not only this provi- 
sion but the other 13 provisions. 

I must in closing, though, bid the 
apology of the gentlelady of New York 
for one thing. One of the former Parlia- 
mentarians wrote a book and said when 
we put C-SPAN cameras in here, every- 
one started to read their speeches, and 
our debates became extremely dull. 
That’s true. But when you read some- 
thing, you don’t make a misstatement. 
I did. I did a couple. My amendment 
does not reduce it from 36 down to 12; 
it reduces it from 36 to 16. I also used 
the ‘“‘disingenuine’’ in talking about 
the gentlelady’s remarks. That was the 
wrong word. That was, indeed, the word 
I said, but it is not what I meant to 
say, and I apologize for saying that. 
That goes over the line of comity and 
I’m sorry, and I just want you to know 
that I apologize for ‘‘oopsing.’’ That 
should only be done by Governors, not 
by Members of Congress. 

Madam Speaker, in conclusion, each 
of these bills in here has been heard by 
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the committee of jurisdiction. It’s had 
a hearing. It’s had a markup. The dif- 
ference between this and other bills 
that we have seen in the past is that 
everything had to go through regular 
order first. Nothing was included in 
this rule that had not gone through 
regular order through this particular 
committee. 

It’s a good bill. It’s a good rule. It’s 
a fair rule, and I urge its adoption. 

The material previously referred to 
by Ms. SLAUGHTER is as follows: 

AN AMENDMENT TO H. RES. 688 OFFERED BY 

Ms. SLAUGHTER OF NEW YORK 

At the end of the resolution, add the fol- 
lowing new sections: 

SEC. 2. Immediately upon adoption of this 
resolution the Speaker shall, pursuant to 
clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the House 
resolved into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union for consider- 
ation of the bill (H.R. 3596) to require a pub- 
licly available list of all employers that relo- 
cate a call center overseas and to make such 
companies ineligible for Federal grants or 
guaranteed loans and to require disclosure of 
the physical location of business agents en- 
gaging in customer service communications. 
The first reading of the bill shall be dis- 
pensed with. All points of order against con- 
sideration of the bill are waived. General de- 
bate shall be confined to the bill and shall 
not exceed one hour equally divided and con- 
trolled by the chair and ranking minority 
member of the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. After general debate the bill 
shall be considered for amendment under the 
five-minute rule. All points of order against 
provisions in the bill are waived. At the con- 
clusion of consideration of the bill for 
amendment the Committee shall rise and re- 
port the bill to the House with such amend- 
ments as may have been adopted. The pre- 
vious question shall be considered as ordered 
on the bill and amendments thereto to final 
passage without intervening motion except 
one motion to recommit with or without in- 
structions. If the Committee of the Whole 
rises and reports that it has come to no reso- 
lution on the bill, then on the next legisla- 
tive day the House shall, immediately after 
the third daily order of business under clause 
1 of rule XIV, resolve into the Committee of 
the Whole for further consideration of the 
bill. 

SEC. 3. Clause 1(c) of rule XIX shall not 
apply to the consideration of the bill speci- 
fied in section 2 of this resolution. 

(The information contained herein was 
provided by the Republican Minority on mul- 
tiple occasions throughout the 110th and 
111th Congresses.) 

THE VOTE ON THE PREVIOUS QUESTION: WHAT 
IT REALLY MEANS 

This vote, the vote on whether to order the 
previous question on a special rule, is not 
merely a procedural vote. A vote against or- 
dering the previous question is a vote 
against the Republican majority agenda and 
a vote to allow the opposition, at least for 
the moment, to offer an alternative plan. It 
is a vote about what the House should be de- 
bating. 

Mr. Clarence Cannon’s Precedents of the 
House of Representatives (VI, 308-311), de- 
scribes the vote on the previous question on 
the rule as ‘ʻa motion to direct or control the 
consideration of the subject before the House 
being made by the Member in charge.” To 
defeat the previous question is to give the 
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opposition a chance to decide the subject be- 
fore the House. Cannon cites the Speaker’s 
ruling of January 13, 1920, to the effect that 
“the refusal of the House to sustain the de- 
mand for the previous question passes the 
control of the resolution to the opposition”’ 
in order to offer an amendment. On March 
15, 1909, a member of the majority party of- 
fered a rule resolution. The House defeated 
the previous question and a member of the 
opposition rose to a parliamentary inquiry, 
asking who was entitled to recognition. 
Speaker Joseph G. Cannon (R-Illinois) said: 
“The previous question having been refused, 
the gentleman from New York, Mr. Fitz- 
gerald, who had asked the gentleman to 
yield to him for an amendment, is entitled to 
the first recognition.” 

Because the vote today may look bad for 
the Republican majority they will say ‘“‘the 
vote on the previous question is simply a 
vote on whether to proceed to an immediate 
vote on adopting the resolution ... [and] 
has no substantive legislative or policy im- 
plications whatsoever.” But that is not what 
they have always said. Listen to the Repub- 
lican Leadership Manual on the Legislative 
Process in the United States House of Rep- 
resentatives, (6th edition, page 135). Here’s 
how the Republicans describe the previous 
question vote in their own manual: ‘‘Al- 
though it is generally not possible to amend 
the rule because the majority Member con- 
trolling the time will not yield for the pur- 
pose of offering an amendment, the same re- 
sult may be achieved by voting down the pre- 
vious question on the rule. ... When the 
motion for the previous question is defeated, 
control of the time passes to the Member 
who led the opposition to ordering the pre- 
vious question. That Member, because he 
then controls the time, may offer an amend- 
ment to the rule, or yield for the purpose of 
amendment.” 

In Deschler’s Procedure in the U.S. House 
of Representatives, the subchapter titled 
“Amending Special Rules” states: ‘‘a refusal 
to order the previous question on such a rule 
[a special rule reported from the Committee 
on Rules] opens the resolution to amend- 
ment and further debate.” (Chapter 21, sec- 
tion 21.2) Section 21.3 continues: ‘‘Upon re- 
jection of the motion for the previous ques- 
tion on a resolution reported from the Com- 
mittee on Rules, control shifts to the Mem- 
ber leading the opposition to the previous 
question, who may offer a proper amendment 
or motion and who controls the time for de- 
bate thereon.”’ 

Clearly, the vote on the previous question 
on a rule does have substantive policy impli- 
cations. It is one of the only available tools 
for those who oppose the Republican major- 
ity’s agenda and allows those with alter- 
native views the opportunity to offer an al- 
ternative plan. 


Mr. BISHOP of Utah. With that, I 
yield back the balance of my time, and 
I move the previous question on the 
resolution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on ordering the previous 
question on the resolution. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Madam Speaker, 
on that I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 9 of rule XX, the Chair 
will reduce to 5 minutes the minimum 


time for any electronic vote on the 


question of adoption. 


The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—yeas 238, nays 
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178, not voting 15, as follows: 


Adams 


Ade: 


rholt 


Akin 
Alexander 
Altmire 
Amash 
Amodei 


Aus 


tria 


Bachmann 
Barletta 
Bartlett 
Barton (TX) 
Bass (NH) 


Ben: 


ishek 


Berg 
Biggert 
Bilbray 


Bili: 


rakis 


Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boren 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Brooks 
Broun (GA) 


Buc: 
Buc: 
Bue: 


hanan 
shon 
rkle 


Burgess 


Bur 


ton (IN) 


Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 


Can: 
Can 
Cap: 


seco 
tor 
ito 


Carter 
Cassidy 


Cha 
Cha: 
Cob. 


bot 
ffetz 
le 


Coffman (CO) 
Cole 


Con 


away 


Cravaack 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Culberson 
Davis (KY) 
Denham 
Dent 
DesJarlais 
Diaz-Balart 
Dold 

Dreier 
Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Ellmers 
Emerson 
Farenthold 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 


Fla 


Ke 


Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 


For 


es 


Fortenberry 


Fox 


X 


Franks (AZ) 


Fre. 
Gal 
Gar 


inghuysen 
egly 
dner 


Garrett 


Ger. 
Gib 


ach 
s 


Ackerman 
Andrews 


Bac 


a 


Baldwin 


[Roll No. 381] 
YEAS—238 


Gibson 

Gingrey (GA) 

Gohmert 

Goodlatte 

Gosar 

Gowdy 

Granger 

Graves (GA) 

Graves (MO) 

Griffith (VA) 

Grimm 

Guinta 

Guthrie 

Hall 

Hanna 

Harper 

Harris 

Hartzler 

Hastings (WA) 

Hayworth 

Heck 

Hensarling 

Herger 

Herrera Beutler 

Huelskamp 

Hultgren 

Hunter 

Hurt 

Issa 

Jenkins 

Johnson (IL) 

Johnson (OH) 

Johnson, Sam 

Jordan 

Kelly 

King (IA) 

King (NY) 

Kingston 

Kinzinger (IL) 

Kline 

Labrador 

Lamborn 

Lance 

Landry 

Lankford 

Latham 

LaTourette 

Latta 

LoBiondo 

Long 

Lucas 

Luetkemeyer 

Lummis 

Lungren, Daniel 
E. 

Mack 

Manzullo 

Marchant 

Marino 

Matheson 

McCarthy (CA) 

McCaw. 

McClintock 

McCotter 

McHenry 

McKeon 

McKinley 

McMorris 
Rodgers 

Meehan 

Mica 

Miller (MI) 

Miller, Gary 

Mulvaney 

Murphy (PA) 

Myrick 

Neugebauer 

Noem 

Nunes 

Nunnelee 


NAYS—178 


Barrow 
Bass (CA) 
Becerra 
Berkley 


Olson 
Palazzo 
Paul 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Pence 

Petri 

Pitts 

Platts 

Poe (TX) 
Pompeo 
Posey 

Price (GA) 
Quayle 
Reed 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Ribble 
Rigell 
Rivera 
Roby 

Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross (FL) 
Royce 
Runyan 
Ryan (WI) 
Scalise 
Schilling 
Schmidt 
Schock 
Schrader 
Schweikert 
Scott (SC) 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shimkus 
Shuler 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Southerland 
Stearns 
Stivers 
Stutzman 
Sullivan 
Terry 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tipton 
Turner (NY) 
Turner (OH) 
Upton 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walsh (IL) 
Webster 
West 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Wolf 
Womack 
Woodall 
Yoder 
Young (AK) 
Young (IN) 


Berman 

Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 


June 19, 2012 


Bonamici Hanabusa Pallone 
Boswell Hastings (FL) Pascrell 
Brady (PA) Heinrich Pastor (AZ) 
Braley (IA) Higgins Pelosi 
Brown (FL) Himes Perlmutter 
Butterfield Hinchey Peters 
Capps Hinojosa Peterson 
Capuano Hirono Pingree (ME) 
Carnahan Hochul Polis 
Carney Holt Price (NC) 
Castor (FL) Honda Quigley 
Chandler Hoyer Rahall 
Chu Israel Rangel 
Cicilline Jackson Lee Reyes 
Clarke (MI) (TX) Richardson 
Clarke (NY) Johnson (GA) Richmond 
Clay Johnson, E. B. Ross (AR) 
Cleaver Jones Rothman (NJ) 
Clyburn Kaptur Roybal-Allard 
Cohen Keating Ruppersberger 
Connolly (VA) Kildee Rush 
Conyers Kind Ryan (OH) 
Cooper Kissell Sanchez, Loretta 
Costa Kucinich Sarbanes 
Costello Langevin Schakowsky 
Courtney Larsen (WA) Schiff 
Critz Larson (CT) Schwartz 
Cuellar Lee (CA) Scott (VA) 
Cummings Levin Scott, David 
Davis (CA) Lipinski Serrano 
Davis (IL) Loebsack Sewel 
DeFazio Lofgren, Zoe Sherman 
DeGette Lowey Sires 
DeLauro Lujan Slaughter 
Deutch Lynch Smith (WA) 
Dicks Maloney Speier 
Dingell Markey Stark 
Doggett Matsui Sutton 
Donnelly (IN) McCarthy (NY) Thompson (CA) 
Doyle McCollum Thompson (MS) 
Edwards McDermott Tierney 
Ellison McGovern Tonko 
Engel McIntyre Tsongas 
Eshoo McNerney Van Hollen 
Farr Meeks Velazquez 
Fattah Michaud Visclosky 
Filner Miller (NC) Walz (MN) 
Frank (MA) Miller, George Wasserman 
Fudge Moore Schultz 
Garamendi Moran Waters 
Gonzalez Murphy (CT) Watt 
Green, Al Nadler Waxman 
Green, Gene Napolitano Welch 
Grijalva Neal Wilson (FL) 
Gutierrez Olver Woolsey 
Hahn Owens Yarmuth 
NOT VOTING—15 
Bachus Huizenga (MI) Sanchez, Linda 
Cardoza Jackson (IL) P, 
Carson (IN) Lewis (CA) Towns 
Crowley Lewis (GA) Young (FL) 
Griffin (AR) Miller (FL) 
Holden Nugent 
1350 
Messrs. HINOJOSA, ELLISON, 


McNERNEY, and CLYBURN changed 
their vote from “yea” to “nay.” 

Mr. LOBIONDO changed his vote 
from “nay” to “yea.” 

So the previous question was ordered. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 


———— 


COMMUNICATION FROM THE 
CLERK OF THE HOUSE 


The SPEAKER laid before the House 
the following communication from the 
Clerk of the House of Representatives: 


OFFICE OF THE CLERK, 
U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 

Washington, DC, June 13, 2012. 

Hon. JOHN BOEHNER, 

Speaker, U.S. House of Representatives, Wash- 

ington, DC. 
DEAR MR. SPEAKER: I have the honor to 
transmit herewith a scanned copy of a letter 


June 19, 2012 


received from Ms. Amy B. Chan, State Elec- 
tion Director, Office of the Secretary of 
State, State of Arizona, indicating that, ac- 
cording to the unofficial returns of the Spe- 
cial Election held June 12, 2012, the Honor- 
able Ron Barber was elected Representative 
to Congress for the Highth Congressional 
District, State of Arizona. 
With best wishes, I am 


Sincerely, 
KAREN L. HAAS, 
Clerk. 
Enclosure. 
KEN BENNETT, SECRETARY OF 


STATE, 
STATE OF ARIZONA, 
Phoenix, AZ, June 13, 2012. 
Hon. KAREN L. HAAS, 
Clerk, U.S. House of Representatives, The Cap- 
itol, Washington, DC. 

DEAR MS. HAAS: This is to advise you that 
the unofficial results of the Special Election 
held on Tuesday, June 12, 2012, for Represent- 
ative in Congress from the Eighth Congres- 
sional District of Arizona, show that Ron 
Barber received 101,559 or 52.02 percent of the 
total number of votes cast for that office. 

It would appear from these unofficial re- 
sults that Ron Barber was elected as Rep- 
resentative in Congress from the Eighth Con- 
gressional District of Arizona. 

To the best of our knowledge and belief at 
this time, there is no contest to this elec- 
tion. 

As soon as the official results are certified 
to this office by all counties involved and the 
election has been officially canvassed, an of- 
ficial Certificate of Election will be prepared 
for transmittal as required by law. 

Sincerely, 
Amy B. CHAN, 
State Election Director. 


ES 


SWEARING IN OF THE HONORABLE 
RON BARBER, OF ARIZONA, AS A 
MEMBER OF THE HOUSE 


Mr. PASTOR of Arizona. Mr. Speak- 
er, I ask unanimous consent that the 
gentleman from Arizona, the Honor- 
able RON BARBER, be permitted to take 
the oath of office today. 

His certificate of election has not ar- 
rived, but there is no contest and no 
question has been raised with regard to 
his election. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ari- 
zona? 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER. Will Representative- 
elect BARBER and the members of the 
Arizona delegation present themselves 
in the well. 

All Members will rise and Represent- 
ative-elect BARBER will please raise his 
right hand. 

Mr. BARBER appeared at the bar of 
the House and took the oath of office, 
as follows: 

Do you solemnly swear that you will sup- 
port and defend the Constitution of the 
United States against all enemies, foreign 
and domestic; that you will bear true faith 
and allegiance to the same; that you take 
this obligation freely, without any mental 
reservation or purpose of evasion; and that 
you will well and faithfully discharge the du- 
ties of the office on which you are about to 
enter, so help you God. 
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The SPEAKER. Congratulations, you 
are now a Member of the 112th Con- 
gress. 


—— 


WELCOMING THE HONORABLE RON 
BARBER TO THE HOUSE OF REP- 
RESENTATIVES 


The SPEAKER. Without objection, 
the gentleman from Arizona (Mr. PAS- 
TOR) is recognized for 1 minute. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. PASTOR of Arizona. Mr. Speak- 
er, the world sometimes leads us down 
strange and troubling paths, and the 
fact that we are gathered today swear- 
ing in a new Member of Congress into 
the most deliberative body in the world 
is a tribute to our former colleague 
Gabby Giffords. It is a tribute to the 
resilience of the people of Arizona, a 
tribute to our strong and fruitful de- 
mocracy that has continually endured 
hard and challenging times, and it is a 
tribute to our new colleague, RON BAR- 
BER. 

So it is with great pride and renewed 
zeal for the strength of the American 
people and for our system of governing 
that I introduce our newest colleague, 
Congressman RON BARBER. 

I have gotten to know RON better 
over the last few months, and there is 
no one who will work harder to make 
sure that the people of the Eighth Dis- 
trict are treated fairly, with dignity 
and with honor. 

RON and his wife, Nancy, have dedi- 
cated their lives to southern Arizona. 
They have run a business for more than 
30-some-odd years, a business that 
helps young parents provide for their 
own children. They’ve raised their two 
daughters, Jenny and Crissi, right here 
at home in Tucson. They are watching 
their four grandchildren grow up in 
Tucson. 

But RON also wanted to do more for 
his community, so he spent 30 years 
with the Arizona Division of Develop- 
mental Disabilities, where he worked 
countless hours helping people with 
disabilities get out of government-run 
institutions and back into their com- 
munities, fully employed, contributing 
to their society, and living with their 
families. His service then expanded be- 
yond those with disabilities, becoming 
Gabby’s district director and coordi- 
nating all her efforts to assist her con- 
stituents experiencing personal prob- 
lems with the Federal Government. 
And now these same people are RON’s 
constituents. 

Welcome to the House, RON BARBER. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to yield to 
my distinguished colleague, JEFF 
FLAKE. 

Mr. FLAKE. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

On behalf of the Republican members 
of the Arizona delegation, welcome, 
RON BARBER. We are glad to have you 
here. 

Nobody would have wished for the 
circumstances that made this seat va- 
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cant. We all miss our colleague Gabby 
Giffords, but it was her wish that you 
fill this seat for the remainder of her 
term. She got her wish as was the wish 
of so many Arizonans. Those of us who 
have worked with your office, with the 
capable staff during this trying time, 
have been very impressed with your 
commitment to the State of Arizona, 
and that commitment will now con- 
tinue with your being a Member of 
Congress. 

We welcome you here. 

Mr. PASTOR of Arizona. Mr. Speak- 
er, it is now with great pride that I 
yield to our distinguished new Member, 
Congressman RON BARBER. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 
Arizona is recognized. 

Mr. BARBER. Thank you, Mr. Speak- 
er. 

First of all, I would like to thank the 
Arizona delegation for that warm wel- 
come—and all of you—for this amazing 
welcome on my first day here. 

I also want to thank Speaker BOEH- 
NER for his long and dedicated service 
to our country and for swearing me in 
today. 

And to my family in the gallery and 
to my grandchildren who are here on 
the floor, thank you, all of you, my 
family, for your support and love, with- 
out which I would not be here today. 
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I have the most amazing family. I 
think everyone would say that, but I 
am very blessed to have them in my 
life, especially over this past year and 
a half. And to my high school sweet- 
heart and wife, Nancy, I love you dear- 
ly and look forward to celebrating our 
45th wedding anniversary tomorrow. 

Mr. Speaker, I stand here on the floor 
of the House in the very spot where 5 
months ago my friend and my prede- 
cessor, Congresswoman Gabrielle Gif- 
fords, bravely delivered her resignation 
from Congress. I want to thank the 
Congresswoman for her vision and lead- 
ership and the inspiration she con- 
tinues to give to our country. Gabby, 
southern Arizona misses you dearly, 
and we cannot wait to have you home. 

Today, as I begin my service in this, 
the people’s House, I’m mindful that 
the stakes for our Nation are very 
high. They are too high not to set aside 
political division in favor of seeking 
common ground, too high to use our 
words as weapons, too high to think of 
those with whom we disagree as vil- 
lains. As an Arizonan, I look to the ex- 
ample of Congressman Mo Udall and 
Senator Barry Goldwater, two leaders 
in their respective parties who dis- 
agreed much, but did so without being 
disagreeable. They came together 
many times to do what was right for 
their State and their country. I’m 
going to approach my work for the peo- 
ple of southern Arizona with an eye not 
toward partisan victory, but toward 
American achievement. 
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We as a country have much to 
achieve. We must protect middle class 
families at a time when our middle 
class is slowly disappearing. We must 
honor our veterans and military fami- 
lies by ensuring that the more than 
100,000 veterans I represent in southern 
Arizona and every other American vet- 
eran and servicemember receives the 
services and benefits they have earned. 

We must ensure the dignity and 
health of every American senior in re- 
tirement. We must secure our border so 
that border residents are safe on their 
land, and impede the flow of drugs into 
our communities and the illegal drug 
money out of our country. And we 
must create jobs with innovative en- 
ergy technologies, improvements in 
our essential infrastructure, and by 
supporting local small businesses to 
grow. 

I look forward to working across 
party lines to achieve these goals for 
the good of my constituents and for all 
Americans. 


ES 


ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 


The SPEAKER. Under clause 5(d) of 
rule XX, the Chair announces to the 
House that, in light of the administra- 
tion of the oath to the gentleman from 
Arizona, the whole number of the 
House is 433. 


a 


PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF H.R. 2578, CONSERVATION AND 
ECONOMIC GROWTH ACT 


The SPEAKER. Without objection, 5- 
minute voting will continue. 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the resolution. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the noes appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. 
Speaker, I demand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 

The SPEAKER. This is a 5-minute 
vote. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 240, noes 175, 
not voting 17, as follows: 

[Roll No. 382] 


Mr. 


AYES—240 
Adams Bishop (UT) Cantor 
Aderholt Black Capito 
Akin Blackburn Carter 
Alexander Bonner Cassidy 
Amash Bono Mack Chabot 
Amodei Boustany Chaffetz 
Austria Brady (TX) Coble 
Bachmann Brooks Coffman (CO) 
Bachus Broun (GA) Cole 
Barletta Buchanan Conaway 
Bartlett Bucshon Cravaack 
Barton (TX) Buerkle Crawford 
Bass (NH) Burgess Crenshaw 
Benishek Burton (IN) Culberson 
Berg Calvert Davis (KY) 
Biggert Camp Denham 
Bilbray Campbell Dent 
Bilirakis Canseco DesJarlais 


Diaz-Balart 
Dold 
Donnelly (IN) 
Dreier 

Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Ellmers 
Emerson 
Farenthold 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Flake 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Gardner 
Garrett 
Gerlach 

Gibbs 

Gibson 

Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 

Gowdy 

Granger 

Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Griffith (VA) 
Grimm 

Guinta 

Guthrie 

Hall 

Hanna 

Harper 

Harris 

Hartzler 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayworth 

Heck 
Hensarling 
Herger 

Herrera Beutler 
Huelskamp 
Hultgren 
Hunter 

Hur 
Issa 
Jenkins 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Jordan 
Kelly 
King (NY) 


Ackerman 
Altmire 
Baca 
Baldwin 
Barber 
Barrow 
Bass (CA) 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Bonamici 
Boren 
Boswell 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 
Brown (FL) 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Castor (FL) 
Chandler 
Chu 
Cicilline 
Clarke (MI) 


Kingston 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kissell 
Kline 
Labrador 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Landry 
Lankford 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Latta 
LoBiondo 
Long 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
Lungren, Daniel 
E. 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Marino 
Matheson 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaw. 
McClintock 
McCotter 
McHenry 
McKeon 
McKinley 
McMorris 
Rodgers 
Meehan 
Mica 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (PA) 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Nunnelee 
Olson 
Palazzo 
Paul 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Pence 
Petri 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe (TX) 
Pompeo 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Quayle 
Reed 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renacci 


NOES—175 


Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Connolly (VA) 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Courtney 
Critz 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
Deutch 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Farr 
Fattah 
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Ribble 
Rigell 
Rivera 
Roby 

Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross (AR) 
Ross (FL) 
Royce 
Runyan 
Ryan (WI) 
Scalise 
Schilling 
Schmidt 
Schock 
Schweikert 
Scott (SC) 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shimkus 
Shuler 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Southerland 
Stearns 
Stivers 
Stutzman 
Sullivan 
Terry 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tipton 
Turner (NY) 
Turner (OH) 
Upton 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walsh (IL) 
Webster 
West 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Wolf 
Womack 
Woodall 
Yoder 
Young (AK) 
Young (IN) 


Filner 
Fudge 
Garamendi 
Gonzalez 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hahn 
Hanabusa 
Hastings (FL) 
Heinrich 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Hochul 
Holt 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Israel 
Jackson Lee 
(TX) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Keating 
Kildee 
Kind 
King (IA) 
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Kucinich Nadler Schwartz 
Langevin Napolitano Scott (VA) 
Larsen (WA) Neal Scott, David 
Larson (CT) Olver Serrano 

Lee (CA) Owens Sewell 
Levin Pallone Sherman 
Lewis (GA) Pascrell Sires 
Lipinski Pastor (AZ) Slaughter 
Loebsack Pelosi Smith (WA) 
Lofgren, Zoe Perlmutter Speier 
Lowey Peters Stark 
Lujan Peterson Sutton 
Lynch Polis Thompson (CA) 
Maloney Price (NC) Thompson (MS) 
Markey Quigley Tierney 
Matsui Rahall Tonko 
McCarthy (NY) Rangel Tsongas 
McCollum Reyes Van Hollen 
McDermott Richardson Visclosky 
McGovern Richmond Walz (MN) 
McIntyre Rothman (NJ) Wasserman 
McNerney Roybal-Allard Schultz 
Meeks Ruppersberger Waters 
Michaud Rush Watt 

Miller (NC) Ryan (OH) Waxman 
Miller, George Sarbanes Welch 
Moore Schakowsky Wilson (FL) 
Moran Schiff Woolsey 
Murphy (CT) Schrader Yarmuth 


NOT VOTING—17 


Andrews Huizenga (MI) Sanchez, Linda 
Cardoza Jackson (IL) T 

Crowley Kaptur Sanchez, Loretta 
Frank (MA) Lewis (CA) Towns 

Griffin (AR) Miller (FL) Velázquez 
Holden Pingree (ME) Young (FL) 
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So the resolution was agreed to. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


EE 


NOTICE OF INTENTION TO OFFER 
MOTION TO INSTRUCT CON- 
FEREES ON H.R. 4348, SURFACE 
TRANSPORTATION EXTENSION 
ACT OF 2012, PART II 


Mr. McKINLEY. Mr. Speaker, pursu- 
ant to rule XXII, clause 7(c), I hereby 
announce my intention to offer a mo- 
tion to instruct on H.R. 4348. 

The form of the motion is as follows: 

Mr. McKinley moves that the managers on 
the part of the House at the conference on 
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses on 
the Senate amendment to the bill H.R. 4348 
be instructed to insist on the provisions con- 
tained in title V of the House bill (relating 
to coal combustion residuals). 


——— 


REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBERS 
AS COSPONSORS OF H.R. 3238 


Mr. PASCRELL. I ask unanimous 
consent to remove Congressman HAR- 
OLD ROGERS and Congressman RICK 
BERG from H.R. 3238. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
AMODEI). Is there objection to the re- 
quest of the gentleman from New Jer- 
sey? 

There was no objection. 


EE 


CONSERVATION AND ECONOMIC 
GROWTH ACT 
GENERAL LEAVE 


Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
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all Members may have 5 legislative 
days in which to revise and extend 
their remarks and include extraneous 
material on the bill, H.R. 2578. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Washington? 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to House Resolution 688 and rule 
XVIII, the Chair declares the House in 
the Committee of the Whole House on 
the state of the Union for the consider- 
ation of the bill, H.R. 2578. 

The Chair appoints the gentleman 
from New Hampshire (Mr. BASS) to pre- 
side over the Committee of the Whole. 
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 
Accordingly, the House resolved 


itself into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union for the 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 2578) to 
amend the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act 
related to a segment of the Lower 
Merced River in California, and for 
other purposes, with Mr. BASS of New 
Hampshire in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The CHAIR. Pursuant to the rule, the 
bill is considered read the first time. 

The gentleman from Washington (Mr. 
HASTINGS) and the gentleman from 
Massachusetts (Mr. MARKEY) each will 
control 45 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Washington. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield myself as much time 
as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, the Conservation and 
Economic Growth Act is aimed square- 
ly at cutting government red tape and 
bureaucracy to boost local economic 
development and job creation. This leg- 
islation contains 14 commonsense bills 
from the House Natural Resources 
Committee, nearly all of which have 
received bipartisan support. 

By solving problems and reducing red 
tape, this legislation will have a real 
impact on the people it affects. Among 
its many economic and job creation 
benefits, the bill will encourage tour- 
ism and recreation by ensuring public 
access to public lands. It will promote 
responsible use of our resources. It will 
protect the environment. It will secure 
Federal lands along our borders. And it 
promotes clean and renewable hydro- 
power. 

Month after month, Mr. Chairman, 
Republicans in Congress have been fo- 
cused on encouraging and supporting 
new job creation. The House has passed 
over 30 job creation bills that sit in the 
Senate, where Democrat leaders have 
refused to take any action. 

By reducing red tape, promoting 
American-made energy, and stream- 
lining bureaucracy, we can start cre- 
ating jobs for tens of millions of Amer- 
icans who are looking for work. The 
Conservation and Economic Growth 
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Act fits into this same job creation 
mold. 

When it comes to the Environmental 
Protection Agency, the American pub- 
lic is well aware of the ability of this 
Federal agency to slow our economy 
with debilitating regulations. And 
when it comes to our Federal lands, 
which are predominated located in the 
Western part of the United States, 
there is plenty of bureaucracy and red 
tape to go around. 

In that regard, there are four pri- 
mary Federal land management agen- 
cies: the Bureau of Land Management; 
the Forest Service; the Fish & Wildlife 
Service; and the National Park Serv- 
ice. Combined, they manage over 600 
million acres of Federal land and have 
over 60,000 Federal employees. Many of 
these Federal employees do important, 
helpful work. But there are many 
times when their actions or outdated 
Federal laws have a tremendous nega- 
tive impact on their surrounding com- 
munities. But these Federal policies, 
restrictions, lawsuits, and the bureau- 
cratic decisions can harm local econo- 
mies and the public’s ability to access 
public lands for the multiple uses for 
which these public lands were intended. 

It doesn’t have to take Federal 
spending or taxpayer money to solve 
these problems. It simply takes Con- 
gress making commonsense changes in 
laws and regulations to restore reason- 
ableness, transparency, accountability, 
and, yes, Mr. Chairman, sometimes 
sanity to the actions of the Federal 
Government. 

That is the purpose of this under- 
lying legislation: to fix local and na- 
tional problems caused by Federal red 
tape and policies that are harming the 
public and our economy throughout 
America. We will hear more specific in- 
formation from the sponsors of these 
solutions during the debate this after- 
noon. 

Mr. Chairman, this legislation also 
reflects the promises of House Repub- 
licans when they were elected as a new 
majority in 2010. The Conservation and 
Economic Growth Act is an efficient 
way to uphold Republicans’ commit- 
ment to an open and transparent 
House. 

The text of the act has been online 
since last Tuesday and available for 
Members and the public to read now for 
a week. Each and every one of the 14 
bills that is in this package has had a 
public hearing, has been open to 
amendment in the committee, has been 
voted on in the committee, and amend- 
ments will be debated and voted on 
here today by the full House. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, this stands in 
stark contrast to the previous way of 
doing business, when we had monster 
omnibus bills that were forced through 
the House without any chance of 
amendment. In fact, one can compare 
this small 14-bill package that has un- 
dergone full public and legislative re- 
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view with the 2009 monster omnibus 
lands bill enacted into law when the 
Democrats controlled both houses of 
Congress. The 2009 omnibus bill was 
over 1,200 pages in length, it cost $10 
billion, and it contained over 170 bills, 
including 75 that had never been con- 
sidered in the House. 
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Yet through all of this process, not 
one single amendment was allowed to 
be offered, and even the minority—the 
Republicans at that time—were denied 
an opportunity with the motion to re- 
commit. 

Well, those days of the monster om- 
nibus are over. No longer will con- 
troversial bills that haven’t seen the 
light of day be hidden deep inside a 
thousand-page bill. Since the start of 
this Congress, we reviewed bills one by 
one in the Natural Resources Com- 
mittee. Each has had a public sub- 
committee hearing; and once the com- 
mittee acts, the full House considers 
them in a transparent manner. 

This bill, the underlying legislation 
we’re dealing with, lives up to this 
standard. It is an antidote to the abu- 
sive processes of the past. It is a bite- 
sized package that can be easily read 
and today is getting a thorough debate 
on the House floor. 

So now the House can act to approve 
this bill to roll back red tape, to re- 
store some commonsense to solve prob- 
lems, and to boost economic activity. 
This bill deserves bipartisan support, 
and I urge my colleagues to vote for its 
passage. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, ladies and gentlemen 
of the House, I rise in opposition to 
H.R. 2578. 

Now, some of you may recall the old 
Rod Serling television show, ‘‘The Twi- 
light Zone.” At the beginning of each 
episode, Serling would explain that 
viewers were ‘‘about to enter another 
dimension—a dimension not only of 
sight and sound, but of mind, a journey 
into a wondrous land of imagination. 
Next stop, the Twilight Zone.”’ 

Well, that is very much where we are 
this week on the House floor. We are 
truly entering another dimension—a 
wondrous land of paranoid imagina- 
tion. Republicans call it the ‘‘Oper- 
ational Control Zone,” but it is really 
the ‘‘Drone Zone.”’ 

Submitted for your consideration are 
the following facts: 

This week, world leaders are gath- 
ering in Rio to deal with the threat of 
global warming. Meanwhile, the major- 
ity has us gathered here to address the 
threat sea lions pose to salmon. Right 
now, firefighters are working day and 
night to try to contain wildfires in for- 
ests in Colorado and New Mexico, and 
the majority has us working here to 
give away old-growth Alaskan forest. 
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We have just 2 weeks before the 
transportation authorization bill ex- 
pires and student loan rates double. 
And what are we doing? We are spend- 
ing an entire day on a piece of legisla- 
tion that has zero chance of being en- 
acted into law. It is a package of bad 
ideas that are largely irrelevant to the 
real issues facing our Nation. 

Title I of this bill would flood part of 
a Wild and Scenic River. Title III is an 
earmark to an Alaskan Native corpora- 
tion that will facilitate clear-cutting 
in the Tongass National Forest. Titles 
IV and V appear to create new parks, 
but include harmful provisions that 
would cripple the management of these 
parks. Title VII would authorize the 
death penalty for sea lions whose only 
crime is eating fish. Title X would 
overturn the protections for endan- 
gered turtles from being run over by 
off-road vehicles. Title XI would extend 
the practice of below-cost grazing on 
public lands—a bargain-basement dis- 
count for cattlemen all across this 
country not paying their fair share. 
Actually, being a type of Federal wel- 
fare for cattlemen. And unbelievably, 
title XIV would create a 100-mile 
“drone zone” along our northern and 
southern borders within which the Bor- 
der Patrol could suspend 36 environ- 
mental laws and seize control of all 
public land management. 

Let me spend a moment here talking 
about what I find to be the most offen- 
sive part of this legislation: title XIV. 
This is the national map. What the Re- 
publicans do here today is they take a 
100-mile area all along the northern 
border of the United States and the 
southern border of the United States 
and they create a new area. And this 
new area is really a drone zone. The 
reason that it’s a drone zone is that it 
allows for 36 health and safety and en- 
vironmental laws to be overridden, and 
it would expand the area where the De- 
partment of Homeland Security could 
use drones for surveillance. It allows 
the Department of Homeland Security 
to shut down national parks at a mo- 
ment’s notice. So all of a sudden the 
Department of Homeland Security can 
start using drones in this area. 

Now, when you add up all of the 
space that is now included, it is equal 
to the total area of California, Massa- 
chusetts, New Hampshire, and Con- 
necticut combined, which will now be 
in this new special area that has the 
Department of Homeland Security de- 
termining where drones can be used. 
And as we know, that won’t be just for 
ensuring environmental laws not being 
violated. They’ll be over this whole 
area. 

Now, if you take a look at this map, 
I understand why the gentleman from 
Utah introduced this bill. Utah is far 
away from the Republican drone zone. 
They’re not within the hundred miles 
of the border of the Mexican or Cana- 
dian people. But what if you live in 
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Maine? Nearly your entire State is in 
this drone zone. Want to go to Acadia 
National Park? Better check with the 
Department of Homeland Security and 
the Republicans first. Or Minnesota: 
maybe you want to take a trip up to 
the Boundary Waters. Better check 
with the Department of Homeland Se- 
curity and the Republicans first. Or 
Olympia National Park in Washington 
State: better check with the Depart- 
ment of Homeland Security or the Re- 
publicans first. 

Want clean air in the drone zone? 
Better make sure the Department of 
Homeland Security and the Repub- 
licans haven’t exempted the Clean Air 
Act. Want to drink some water after a 
long hike? Better make sure the De- 
partment of Homeland Security and 
the Republicans haven’t waived the 
Safe Drinking Water Act. 

Make no mistake, this isn’t a bill 
that actually addresses America’s im- 
migration issues. Neither the Depart- 
ment of Homeland Security nor its 
Customs and Border Protection divi- 
sion support this bill. They don’t want 
this authority, but the Republicans are 
insisting on giving them this author- 
ity—100 miles along the Mexican and 
Canadian borders. 

The GOP’s drone zone bill does not 
increase resources for border agents, 
but instead turns over our natural re- 
sources to the Department of Home- 
land Security. Passing this bill does 
not increase the number of Border Pa- 
trol agent boots on the ground. It just 
ignores the protections against tram- 
pling on sovereign and sacred ground 
like tribal grave sites. It does not look 
for a path toward citizenship. It tells 
families on vacation or a picnic that 
the Department of Homeland Security 
can kick you off a path at any mo- 
ment. 

Under this bill, ranchers and their 
cattle can be herded away by border 
agents, jeopardizing their entire ranch- 
ing operation. Families and visitors to 
public parks can have their trips can- 
celed. And the water, the air, and the 
land will be left unprotected. 

Instead of working to pass a DREAM 
Act to help solve the immigration 
challenge, House Republicans instead 
want to create a nightmare scenario at 
our borders. That’s why more than 50 
Hispanic and Latino groups have joined 
with environmental organizations, 
tribal groups, and organizations rep- 
resenting sportsmen and hunters to op- 
pose the Republican drone zone Dill. 
Fifty Hispanic and Latino groups op- 
posing this bill. 

We might be spending 4 hours here 
today on the House floor in a legisla- 
tive twilight zone created by the ma- 
jority considering a bill that isn’t 
grounded in reality. But as we do, let 
us not forget that there are millions of 
Americans outside of this alternative 
reality who are trying to make ends 
meet, trying to keep their families to- 
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gether and safe, and hoping to main- 
tain the environmental protections 
which make our country great. 

I urge a “no” vote on this bill, and I 
reserve the balance of my time. 
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Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Chairman, I’m very pleased to yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia (Mr. DENHAM), the primary spon- 
sor of this legislation. 

Mr. DENHAM. First, let me thank 
the chairman for not only allowing all 
of these bills to come up, but doing it 
in a very transparent fashion, allowing 
debate from both sides of the aisle and 
amendments from both sides of the 
aisle. This truly has been a transparent 
debate, giving the American public a 
chance to see exactly what we are 
doing here. 

But let me talk about this unimagi- 
nable place that some of the extremists 
like to talk about. The unimaginable 
place I’m talking about is California’s 
Central Valley, where you have twice 
the national average of unemployment, 
where some areas of the district are 30 
to 40 percent unemployment. That’s 
truly un-American, when you have a 
solution for Republicans and Demo- 
crats to come together, and yet you 
have some extremists who are willing 
to ignore putting people back to work. 
It is an unimaginable place, but one 
that both parties should take note of 
it, one that the President should not 
only take note of, but the President 
should actually come out and visit. 
Now the President likes to come to 
L.A. and San Francisco quite fre- 
quently. He’s been there over a dozen 
times, but yet not once when Repub- 
licans and Democrats have invited him 
to come to the Central Valley and see 
the devastation, see the unimaginable 
place that this high unemployment 
leaves our community in. That’s why 
you’ve got both Republicans and Demo- 
crats coming together and supporting 
this bill in a bipartisan fashion. 

When the Merced Wild and Scenic 
River was designated, it encroached 
nearly half a mile into a Federal En- 
ergy Regulatory Commission oper- 
ational boundary for New Exchequer 
Dam. Aligning the Merced Wild and 
Scenic River boundary with the stand- 
ing FERC project boundary will allow 
FERC to consider MID’s proposal to 
raise their spillway gates by just 10 
feet. We’re talking about 170,000 acre 
feet of water that’ll create 840 jobs. 
Now, this is not the 5 to 6 million acre 
feet that we need, but it’s a small step. 
But if the extremists cannot even sup- 
port this small step where you’ve got 
Valley Republicans and Democrats 
coming together, the question is, what 
really is this unimaginable, un-Amer- 
ican place that they talk about? We 
need thousands of jobs in the Central 
Valley. We need many more projects 
like this. We need Los Vaqueros, Ex- 
chequer. We need Temperance Flat. We 
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need to raise Shasta in a fashion that 
Republicans and Democrats continue 
to agree on. 

While some say that this will set a 
precedent for undoing Wild and Scenic 
designations, this area being discussed 
naturally—naturally—floods already, 
and it will impact less than 1 mile of 
the 122.5 miles of the Merced River. 
Again this is one small project. One 
desperately needed project, but one 
very small project in this unimagi- 
nable place. 

Title I of H.R. 2578 is commonsense 
legislation that will allow for des- 
perately needed storage; again, up to 
70,000 acre feet, which has the potential 
for generation of an additional 10,000 
megawatt hours of clean, renewable 
electricity. Why wouldn’t we want 
clean, renewable electricity? Hydro is 
not necessarily the clean energy they 
like to talk about. 

The CHAIR. The time of the gen- 
tleman has expired. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. I 
yield the gentleman an additional 1 
minute. 

Mr. DENHAM. This will also create 
increased recreational activity in the 
area and agricultural benefits. 

Furthermore, if a Wild and Scenic 
River designation is made by congres- 
sional or administrative action, we 
should be able to adjust those bound- 
aries, especially if it serves the greater 
good. Again, this is not the greater 
good that some like to talk about be- 
cause they’re not focused on American 
jobs. They’re focused on a small set of 
criteria that they don’t understand in 
our agricultural areas. 

To not adjust the boundary because 
it has never been done before is an in- 
adequate justification. Again, this is a 
bipartisan bill that has support on both 
sides of the aisle from Members of the 
Central Valley, and one that was open 
for public debate, was open for amend- 
ments. And again, I’d like to thank the 
chairman for having such a trans- 
parent process. I encourage Member 
support of H.R. 2578. 

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
5 minutes to the gentlewoman from 
California (Mrs. NAPOLITANO), the 
ranking member of the Subcommittee 
on Water and Power. 

Mrs. NAPOLITANO. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the ranking member on the com- 
mittee for allowing me this time. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise to speak in op- 
position to H.R. 2578, the Republican 
lands package. Specifically, I do oppose 
title XIV, which is H.R. 1565 of H.R. 
2578, the National Security and Federal 
Lands Protection Act. 

This legislation creates a 100-mile— 
as explained by Mr. MARKEY—from the 
north border and 100 miles from the 
south border inland. You might call it 
operational control, or if you want to 
call it drone zone, it still waives over 
36 landmark laws to give Homeland Se- 
curity complete operational control 
and immediate access to these lands. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE, Vol. 158, Pt. 7 


Some of these 36 laws that would be 
suspended in all or part of the 18 States 
affected would include the Safe Drink- 
ing Water Act, the Clean Air Act, haz- 
ardous waste laws, tribal preservation 
law, Migratory Bird Treaty Act, and 
the National Park Service Organic Act. 
This legislation overreaches in waiving 
dozens of environmental laws disguised 
as a solution for immigration reform. 
Guess again. 

I was born and raised in the border 
town of Brownsville, Texas. My home- 
town is within this Operational Control 
Zone, or drone zone, if you want to call 
it that. I am currently the ranking 
member of the Water and Power Sub- 
committee, with jurisdiction over the 
Bureau of Reclamation, and several of 
the projects owned and operated by 
Reclamation are in this drone zone. 
There is concern about how the 
projects could be managed or mis- 
managed and its impact in this zone. 

Title XIV, which also includes Can- 
ada, would disrupt longstanding treaty 
agreements between the United States 
and Mexico, and again with Canada, on 
how we manage our water and power 
resources. And, of course, the drought 
planning for the Colorado River. 

The projects are part of the Colorado 
River basin system, like Reclamation’s 
Yuma desalting plant, and are also in 
the drone zone. One thousand miles of 
canal and related water delivery infra- 
structure that provides for a $5 billion 
economy—$5 billion for the States of 
Arizona and California—would be com- 
promised as they are in this drone 
zone. 

The proposed legislation will also im- 
pede Reclamation from meeting its 
mission requirements in water delivery 
obligations pursuant to the 1944 treaty 
between the U.S. and Mexico on the use 
of the Colorado and Tijuana rivers, and 
the Rio Grande. Title XIV also impacts 
the United States’ ability to negotiate 
with Canada regarding the Columbia 
River. In fact, several projects of the 
Federal Columbia River power system 
in Washington State and Montana are 
in this operating zone. Water has no 
international boundary. This is a bla- 
tant attack on the environment, on the 
lives of American citizens, and it 
threatens their health and safety. 

We strongly believe that compliance 
with laws and regulations is key to en- 
suring the rights of borderland land- 
owners so rural communities are pro- 
tected. Ensuring the security of Amer- 
ica’s borders is an important goal. This 
bill will not enhance our Nation’s bor- 
der security and will do great harm to 
our borders and our environment. 

I urge my colleagues to vote against 
H.R. 2578. I have a list of 54 organiza- 
tions in opposition, and I would like 
just a moment to read some of them— 
my colleague has already mentioned 
the Latino organization: 

Alaska Wilderness League; American 
Civil Liberties Union; BorderLinks; 
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California Coastal Commission; Center 
for Biological Diversity; Citizens for a 
Safe and Secure Border; Citizens for 
Border Solution; Coastal States Orga- 
nization; Cochise County Chapter Pro- 
gressive Democrats of America; De- 
fenders of Wildlife; Earthjustice; 
Equality Alliance of San Diego County; 
Escondido Human Rights Committee; 
Green Valley Samaritans; Klamath 
Forest Alliance; Labor Council for 
Latin American Advancement; League 
of Conservation Voters; Hispanic Na- 
tional Bar Association; National Estu- 
arine Research Reserve Association; 
National Parks Conservation Associa- 
tion; National Resources Defense Coun- 
cil; No More Deaths Tucson; Northern 
Alaska Environmental Center; San 
Diego Foundation for Change; South- 
ern Border Communities Coalition; and 
the list goes on. 


ENVIRONMENTAL AND LATINO ORGANIZATIONS 
OPPOSING TITLE XIV, H.R. 1505, THE Na- 
TIONAL SECURITY AND FEDERAL LANDS PRO- 
TECTION ACT 


. Alaska Wilderness League 
. American Civil Liberties Union 
. BorderLinks 
. California Coastal Commission 
. Center for Biological Diversity 
. Citizens for a Safe and Secure Border 
. Citizens for Border Solutions 
. Coastal States Organization 
Cochise County Chapter Progressive 
Democrats of America 

10. Defenders of Wildlife 

11. Earthjustice 

12. Equality Alliance of San Diego County 

13. Escondido Human Rights Committee 

14. Green Valley Samaritans 

15. Hispanic Access Foundation 

16. Hispanic Association of Colleges and 
Universities 

17. Hispanic Federation 

18. Hispanic National Bar Association 

19. Klamath Forest Alliance 

20. Labor Council for Latin American Ad- 
vancement 

21. Latino and Latina Roundtable of the 
San Gabriel and Pomona Valley 

22. League of Conservation Voters 

23. League of United Latin American Citi- 
zens 

24. National Association of Hispanic Fed- 
eral Executives 

25. National Association of Hispanic Publi- 
cations 

26. National Association of Latin American 
and Caribbean Communities 

27. National Conference of Puerto Rican 
Women 

28. National Council of La Raza 

29. National Estuarine Research Reserve 
Association 

30. National Hispanic Association of Col- 
leges and Universities 

31. National Hispanic Coalition on Aging 

32. National Hispanic Environmental Coun- 
cil 

33. National Hispanic Medical Association 

34. National Institute for Latino Policy 

35. National Latino Coalition on Climate 
Change 

36. National Parks Conservation Associa- 
tion 

37. Natural Resources Defense Council 

38. No More Deaths—Tucson 

39. Northern Alaska Environmental Center 

40. San Diego Foundation for Change 

41. School Sisters of Notre Dame, Douglas, 
AZ 
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42. Southern Border Communities Coali- 
tion 

43. Southern Border Communities Coali- 
tion, Arizona Chapter 

44. Southwest Voter Registration and Edu- 
cation Project 

45. St. Regis Mohawk Tribe 

46. Texas Border Coalition 

47. The Sierra Club 

48. The Wilderness Society 

49. Tucson Samaritans 

50. U.S. Hispanic Leadership Institute 

51. United States-Mexico Chamber of Com- 
merce 

52. Vet Voices 

53. Voces Verdes 

54. Western Environmental Law Center 
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Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Chairman, just to correct the record, 
there is nothing in this bill that affects 
the Bureau of Reclamation or the 
hydro-dams on the Columbia River in 
my district. 

I’m very pleased right now to yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Alaska 
(Mr. YOUNG), who is the author of title 
III of this bill. 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Chair- 
man, I rise in strong support of H.R. 
2578. I’m primarily interested in the 
Sealaska provision. It’s very important 
to understand something: the Alaska 
Tongass National Forest is 17 million 
acres of land. We’re asking for 177,000 
acres of land to be transferred to the 
Sealaska Corporation that has already 
been cut. 

There is no old-growth timber in- 
volved in this. It gets Sealaska away 
from sensitive areas, including munic- 
ipal watersheds, and onto areas already 
zoned for timber management on a 
road system. The exchange lands are 
near Native villages on Prince of Wales 
Island where unemployment is about 25 
percent. 

This bill supports the Forest Service 
by making Sealaska timberlands more 
accessible to rural and mostly Native 
communities, where unemployment is 
above 25 percent. Sealaska’s land base 
will then support a sustainable timber 
rotation in perpetuity. 

This bill affects approximately 77,000 
acres in the 17 million-acre Tongass 
forest. It’s already protected by des- 
ignation, so it cannot be harvested. 

Sealaska and its contractors com- 
bined make up the largest for-profit 
sector employer in southeast Alaska, 
providing over 360 jobs. Including di- 
rect and indirect payroll, it’s almost 
500 jobs. 

This bill also finalizes Sealaska’s Na- 
tive land claim rights passed in 1971, 
and it does not entitle the Natives to 
an acre above what the 1971 Native 
Claims Settlement this Congress 
passed that limits it to them. 

H.R. 2578 supports timber jobs while 
conserving environmentally sensitive 
lands in community watersheds. Fail- 
ure to pass this bill may spell the end 
of Sealaska’s timber program as early 
as 2012 and the loss of timber jobs in an 
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Alaska private industry that’s de- 
creased 90 percent since 1990 because of 
action of this Congress when they 
passed the Alaska National Lands Act 
and put most of the land off limits. 

Because the Forest Service is either 
unwilling or unable to offer an ade- 
quate timber supply in southeast Alas- 
ka, the remaining industry relies on 
Sealaska timber. The Alaska Forest 
Association testified: 

AFA strongly supports the passage of H.R. 
2578 without delay. Passage of this bill is 
critical to the future of our remaining indus- 
try. 

Most importantly, the bill finalizes 
the land claim settlement for 20,000 
Alaska Native jobs in southeast Alas- 
Ka. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, I’d like to go to 
the ‘‘Bull Dip” awards, the Bull Dip 
awards for information put out on this 
legislation. We’re talking about 177,000 
acres that have already been cut. The 
Bull Dip award goes to those people 
who say there’s transfer of over 50,000 
miles of road. There may be 5,000 miles’ 
worth, maybe 500 miles of road, but it’s 
already roads that have been built on 
acreage that has already been har- 
vested. 

The other area of the Bull Dip award 
is the fact that the road will not be ac- 
cessible to public use. It will be used 
for public use. There are no restric- 
tions, not any action that will be taken 
to prohibit anybody from choosing 
these lands or moving on these lands. 

All I’m asking today is give—an ac- 
tion of this Congress in 1971—the right 
to the Native people to land that’s not 
old-growth timber. 

The CHAIR. The time of the gen- 
tleman has expired. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. I 
yield the gentleman an additional 1 
minute. 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. It’s not old- 
growth timber. This is land that’s al- 
ready been cut over, but they want to 
use it like Silviculture, growing timber 
forever, not like the Forest Service 
now, keeping old timber not cut. This 
is the right thing to do. 

The idea that we would have people 
sending out propaganda—I know 
there’s an outfit called Red States say- 
ing this is going to cost the Federal 
Government money and it’s a give- 
away. It’s strange that that same oper- 
ation doesn’t like the Federal Govern- 
ment. I’m asking that this Federal 
land that’s already been harvested over 
be given to the Alaska Native people, 
as they should have it. And they’re try- 
ing to stay away from the old-growth 
timber. That’s what they’re trying to 
do. If I was doing it myself, rda cut the 
old-growth timber; it’s dying anyway. 
But nobody wants to do it; they don’t 
recognize it. 

I sat on this floor and watched the 
Alaska National Lands Act under 
GEORGE MILLER, my good friend, say: 
don’t worry, we’ll have a timber indus- 
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try. We’ve lost 15,000 jobs in southeast 
Alaska—high-paying jobs—because of 
the so-called ‘‘environmental move- 
ment.’’ That does not make sense. That 
does not make sense for America. This 
is a renewable resource that should be 
utilized correctly. Let’s pass this legis- 
lation. 

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
4 minutes to the gentlelady from the 
State of Connecticut (Ms. DELAURO). 

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to this bill, which would 
result in the Tongass National Forest 
in Alaska, our Nation’s largest and 
wildest national forest, being opened to 
additional logging. At 17 million 
acres—roughly the size of West Vir- 
ginia—the Tongass is the crown jewel 
of our forest system. 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Will the gen- 
tlelady yield? 

Ms. DELAURO. I would love to do 
that, dear colleague, but I can’t. I need 
to be back in Appropriations. 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Seventeen 
million acres are set aside already. 

The CHAIR. The gentlewoman from 
Connecticut controls the time. 

Ms. DELAURO. If the gentleman 
would just back off. Okay? 

At 17 million acres—roughly the size 
of West Virginia—the Tongass is the 
crown jewel of our forest system. Along 
with the Chugach National Forest in 
Alaska, it boasts the world’s most in- 
tact temperate rainforest, with cen- 
turies-old trees providing critical habi- 
tat for wolves, grizzly bears, wild salm- 
on, bald eagles and other wildlife. The 
Tongass is also a vital piece of the 
tourism industry in Alaska, allowing 
visitors from around the world to take 
in a true environmental spectacle. 

I have experienced the beauty of the 
Tongass firsthand when I got to travel 
through the forest on an old Navy 
minesweeper 10 years ago. It’s hard to 
imagine why anyone would want to 
spoil such a perfect example of nature’s 
magnificence, but the bill before us 
would do exactly that. It removes 
100,000 acres of some of the most used 
and visited lands in southeast Alaska 
from public ownership and gives them 
to the Sealaska Corporation, who plans 
to clear-cut the vast majority of its 
land selections for timber. This is ap- 
proximately 20,000 acres over 
Sealaska’s legal entitlement under the 
Alaska Native Claims Settlement of 
1971. 

With 290,000 acres of land and an ad- 
ditional 560,000 acres of subsurface 
rights, Sealaska is already the largest 
private landholder in southeast Alaska. 
And after three decades of extensive 
and intensive logging, they have left a 
legacy of expansive clear-cuts of the 
lands they already own. If this bill 
passes, they will do the same to some 
of the most biologically and culturally 
valuable lands within the Tongass. 

Over the last 50 years, this national 
forest has already lost 550,000 acres of 
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old-growth trees and been marked by 
5,000 miles of logging roads. This bill 
further threatens what is left of this 
national forest. It also endangers the 
economy of southeast Alaska by 
privatizing lands and waters that are 
used by guides and commercial fisher- 
men, industries that employ over 17,000 
men and women, 20 percent of the Alas- 
kans in the region. 

The Forest Service currently man- 
ages these lands for multiple uses and 
has announced a transition plan to en- 
sure a sustainable future for the 
Tongass. We should not deliver this na- 
tional treasure—and one of Alaska’s 
most substantial tourism draws—over 
solely to one private corporation for 
timber rights. 

I urge my colleagues to protect the 
Tongass for generations of Americans 
to come and to vote against this 
amendment. 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE CHAIR 

The CHAIR. The Chair would remind 
Members to address their remarks to 
the Chair. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Chairman, I am very pleased to yield 3 
minutes to the author of title XIV, the 
gentleman from Utah (Mr. BISHOP). 

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. Mr. Chairman, 
the minority insists that we are cre- 
ating some sort of drone zone in title 
XIV. Now, I understand the intent of 
that is to muddy the waters on what is 
otherwise a very clear issue. Can I tell 
you, I like that phrase, Pm going to 
use it in the future, but it is also as 
cute as it is totally inaccurate. 

Members should understand that this 
title specifically and intentionally 
deals with Federal lands on the north- 
ern and southern borders. It does not 
include private property. The use of 
the size characteristics are as cute as 
they are inaccurate. 

The legislation does not expand the 
current reach of the Border Patrol. The 
Border Patrol already has enforcement 
authority out to 100 miles today. 
That’s why the 100-mile figure is in 
there. 

The gentleman is also late in his au- 
thorization of drones. The use of drones 
is not authorized by this legislation. 
The fact is the Border Patrol already 
uses drones, regardless of what the 
Federal or the land designation hap- 
pens to be. With passage of this title 
and this bill, the impact on drone use 
will be zero. Whether you support 
drones or are concerned with drones, 
this bill doesn’t address it. Once again, 
it’s cute as it is inaccurate. 

This legislation does not increase or 
create new enforcement authority. It 
does not limit constitutional rights. 
The only source of this bill, this title, 
is to allow the Border Patrol to have 
on Federal property the same rights 
they exercise on State and private 
property. 
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These lands will still be managed and 
administered by the Departments of In- 
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terior and Agriculture, but border se- 
curity will no longer be a second to the 
whims of Federal land managers. It be- 
comes the priority. 

The idea of rounding up cattle by the 
Border Patrol is as cute as it is inac- 
curate, but Iam going to use it because 
it’s cute. 

This bill specifically protects legal 
uses, including recreation, and specifi- 
cally prohibits the Border Patrol from 
limiting public access. 

Now, some people have said on the 
other side they object to this oper- 
ational control of these areas by the 
Border Patrol. 

What does ‘operational control” 
mean? It’s in the title. It is to prevent 
all unlawful entries into the United 
States, including entries by terrorists, 
other unlawful aliens, instruments of 
terrorism, narcotics and other contra- 
band through the international land 
borders with the United States. 

You’re actually opposed to that? 
You’re opposed to doing that? You’re 
opposed to actually allowing our Bor- 
der Patrol to make sure that is the 
purpose and that is what is happening? 

This bill is about giving the Border 
Patrol access to Federal lands so they 
can do their Federal responsibility in- 
stead of being prohibited from ful- 
filling their Federal responsibility by 
certain Federal regulations. That’s 
silly. That’s wrong. It’s cute, but it’s 
also inaccurate. 

Mr. MARKEY. I yield 5 minutes to 
the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. 
HOLT). 

Mr. HOLT. I thank the gentleman 
very much. 

This, as we have heard, is a package 
of bills dealing with lands, and it is as 
partisan as can be. I wish that we were 
working in a bipartisan way. We could 
have a real lands package that would 
go somewhere. We could have addressed 
preservation of open space. This is im- 
portant all across the country. 

I often hear from my colleague from 
Utah and others that, well, people in 
New Jersey don’t have a lot of Federal 
lands. Let me tell you, this is impor- 
tant for people in New Jersey and 
every one of the other 49 States and in 
the territories of the United States. My 
constituents, who live in the most 
densely populated State in the Union, 
have demonstrated again and again 
their support for open space preserva- 
tion, for fighting sprawl, for providing 
for their kids and their kids’ kids with 
safe places to experience the outdoors. 

This legislation does so many bad 
things I hardly know where to begin. 
It’s another attempt to remove most of 
the protections of environmental laws. 
And as you’ve heard from the ranking 
member, Mr. MARKEY, it establishes an 
intrusive domestic security enforce- 
ment zone, a drone zone. 

Call it cute if you want, but as the 
ranking member said, if you’re going 
to go to Big Bend or Acadia or any of 
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the other national parks that fall in 
this, you’d better pay attention. It will 
do nothing to make us more secure. 

I could talk all day about the prob- 
lems in this bill, but let me just focus 
on one. One reason that this bill is not 
going anywhere legislatively, because 
it is so extreme, is the controversial 
provision it contains on the brazen ef- 
fort to give away part of the Tongass 
National Forest. 

The Tongass National Forest is 
known as a crown jewel of the National 
Forest System. Encompassing 17 mil- 
lion acres in southeast Alaska’s pan- 
handle, it’s the last remaining intact 
temperate rainforest. It’s the only rem- 
nant of the temperate rainforests that 
used to stretch from Northern Cali- 
fornia to Prince William Sound. Only 
half of the very large old-growth tree 
stands that used to cover the Tongass 
remain, and even the second growth 
land is spectacular. The other side was 
talking about how, well, some of this is 
not first-growth forest and, therefore, 
it’s okay to give away to spoil. Now 
over a million people throughout the 
country—really, throughout the 
world—visit the Tongass National For- 
est annually to view the forest vir- 
tually unspoiled. 

The bill before us today transfers 
100,000 acres of the best of the best 
lands in southeast Alaska to the 
Sealaska Corporation, including the 
fine salmon streams, the areas most 
visited, recreational sites and tourist 
sites, as well as subsistence sites. This 
bill gives public lands to a private com- 
pany, which some might call an ear- 
mark. Well, whatever you call it, it’s 
an unjustified giveaway. 

And since we’re speaking of lands, I’d 
like to point out that I have introduced 
legislation to help preserve battlefields 
from the American Revolution and the 
War of 1812, legislation based on and in- 
cluding a very successful program to 
preserve civil war battlefields. This 
legislation, my bill, passed out of com- 
mittee unanimously. Why was this not 
included in this bill? We could have 
been more bipartisan. 

My colleague, Mr. MARKEY, has gone 
through a long list and others have 
gone through a long list of the prob- 
lems with this legislation. Suffice it to 
say, this is not about preserving lands 
for the long-term enjoyment and ben- 
efit of the American people. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Chairman, I am pleased to yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Virginia 
(Mr. WITTMAN), the author of title XIII 
of this legislation. 

Mr. WITTMAN. Mr. Chairman, to- 
day’s a proud moment for Virginia and 
the entire Chesapeake Bay community 
as the House is poised to pass legisla- 
tion to aid in the cleanup of one of the 
Nation’s most prized historic natural 
resources, the Chesapeake Bay. This 
body of water provides habitat for 
plants and animals, and it is these re- 
sources that drive local economies, 
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recreation, and a way of life for so 
many that live on and around its 
shores. 

I rise in support of H.R. 2578, espe- 
cially title XIII, the Chesapeake Bay 
Accountability and Recovery Act. I’m 
proud to author this measure, which 
receives broad support throughout the 
watershed. In fact, during the 111th 
Congress, the House passed similar leg- 
islation by a vote of 418-1. 

These provisions would implement 
and strengthen management tech- 
niques to ensure we get more bang for 
our buck and are more aggressive in 
pursuing progress in bay restoration ef- 
forts. This bill will also ensure coordi- 
nation of how restoration dollars are 
spent and that everyone understands 
how individual projects fit in the big- 
ger picture in eliminating duplication 
and waste. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
health of the Chesapeake Bay, this pro- 
vision, and H.R. 2578. 

Mr. GRIJALVA. Mr. Chairman, I con- 
tinue to reserve the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Chairman, I am very pleased to yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Nevada 
(Mr. AMODEI), the author of title IX of 
this bill. 

Mr. AMODEI. Thank you to my col- 
league from the Evergreen State. 

Twilight zone, partisan as can be, 
package of bad ideas for the Nation. In- 
teresting phrases when you look at 
title IX. 

Title IX is about 10,500 acres adjacent 
to the city of Yerington. This 10,500 
acres is a known copper and iron ore 
deposit since about 1975. On this 10,000 
acres and in title IX, you are seeing 
nothing that waives anything of envi- 
ronmental significance, not NEPA, not 
the National Historic Preservation 
Act. 

The city’s going to pay for the land. 
We're not giving it away. All the costs 
associated with transferring the land 
are to be borne, no cost to the govern- 
ment. 

The District and State Bureau of 
Land Management offices were silent 
in terms of this proposal. There are no 
mining issues, cleanup issues, surface 
water, groundwater, environmental, 
none of those issues, none at all, aban- 
doned mine sites. 

And by the way, in this particular 
county, which is the leading county for 
unemployment in the State of Nevada, 
which I am sorry to inform you, we 
still lead the Nation in unemployment, 
this represents a transfer of less than 1 
percent of Federal land in Lyon Coun- 
ty. 
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So, when we talk about open space 
preservation, guess what? There is 99 
percent left. Don’t think you’ve got 
that one either. 

Oh, by the way, there were some con- 
cerns about 90 days being too soon to 
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transfer this, and there were some con- 
cerns about whether it was mandatory 
or not. Did you hear the part about 1975 
known deposits? So you want to 
change the bill to ‘‘if you feel like 
doing it, go ahead, and by the way, 
take as much time as you want’’? No, 
thank you. No, thank you to ‘‘if you 
feel like it, and take as much time as 
you want.” 

So, when you hear about bad ideas 
for the Nation, this is about the re- 
sponsible, multiple use of public re- 
sources that gores no one’s environ- 
mental ox. 

Oh, and here is another part that 
may be of significance: 800 jobs—no 
cost to the Federal Government. This 
is a State where there are loan guaran- 
tees for renewable energy to the tune 
of $1.5 billion, and we’ve got 136 jobs to 
show for it. Eight hundred jobs—no 
cost to the government. 

When the Office of Management and 
Budget talks about ‘‘they like to work 
through the community,” I’ve got news 
for you: title IX is supported by every- 
one in the State of Nevada who has a 
voice as a shareholder in these. There 
hasn’t been a single voice raised in op- 
position to this. By the way, they’ve 
been working on it for 4 years. So, if 
you think there’s a problem with the 
appraisal process, did I mention it’s 
going to be appraised for the value? 
There is nothing more transparent, 
nothing more responsible for land use 
that can be 800 jobs—oh, oh, and the 
average pay is about $75,000-plus per 
job. Did I say ‘‘no cost to the govern- 
ment”? I’ll quit saying that. 

If you want to do something for the 
people of the State of Nevada, get be- 
hind this bill. I want to thank my 
Democratic colleagues who supported 
the bill in committee, and I look for- 
ward to their being advocates on the 
north side of the building. 

Mr. GRIJALVA. Mr. Chairman, I in- 
quire as to the time available. 

The CHAIR. The gentleman from Ari- 
zona has 2342 minutes remaining. The 
gentleman from Washington has 24% 
minutes remaining. 

Mr. GRIJALVA. I continue to reserve 
the balance of my time. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Chairman, I am pleased to yield 3 min- 
utes to the author of title V of this 
bill, the gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
FLORES). 

Mr. FLORES. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
today in support of H.R. 2578. Title V of 
this bill incorporates my legislation, 
H.R. 1545, and would recognize and es- 
tablish the Waco Mammoth Site as a 
national monument. 

In 1978, Waco residents Paul Barron 
and Eddie Bufkin were out looking for 
arrowheads and fossils along the 
Bosque River. During their journey, 
they happened to come across a large 
bone protruding from the Earth. Real- 
izing the possible significance of this 
discovery, Mr. Barron and Mr. Bufkin 
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immediately took the bone to the 
Strecker Museum at Baylor University 
for further analysis. 

Over a period of nearly 30 years fol- 
lowing their discovery, crews of paleon- 
tological and archaeological experts, 
scientists, and volunteers slowly exca- 
vated this lost world, eventually un- 
earthing more than two-dozen 
mammoths and other artifacts. In 2006, 
the Waco Mammoth Foundation, a 
nonprofit organization of local citi- 
zens, helped make the site a public 
park. The city of Waco and Baylor Uni- 
versity have been working together 
since to protect the site and to develop 
further research and educational op- 
portunities at the site. 

This legislation will recognize the 
unique discovery of an extinct species 
while providing education and enjoy- 
ment for families and students visiting 
from all over the country and through- 
out the world while benefiting future 
generations for many years to come. 

A special resource study on the Waco 
Mammoth Site was conducted by the 
National Park Service and was com- 
pleted in 2008. This study concluded 
that the site possesses national signifi- 
cant resources, is a suitable addition to 
the system, and would be a feasible ad- 
dition to the system. The study cites 
an appropriateness to investigate a 
partnership arrangement between the 
city of Waco, Baylor University, and 
NPS. Given our current fiscal situa- 
tion, the legislation included in this 
title has been drafted to provide the 
national recognition that the site de- 
serves without its adding additional 
burdens to the Federal budget or to the 
backlog at NPS. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
bill, which will establish the Waco 
Mammoth National Monument and 
give this Central Texas treasure the 
national recognition it deserves, all at 
no cost to hardworking American tax- 
payers. 

CITY oF WACO, 
OFFICE OF THE MAYOR, 
Waco, TX, June 12, 2012. 
Re H.R. 1545. 
Congressman BILL FLORES, 
Longworth HOB, Washington, DC. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN FLORES: We respect- 
fully request your support on H.R. 1545 desig- 
nating the Waco Mammoth Site as a Na- 
tional Monument. A special Resource Study 
was completed on the Waco Mammoth Site 
in July 2008 which clearly concluded that the 
site meets all four criteria necessary to be 
added to the National Park system. To date 
we have raised more than $4.4 million locally 
to construct a climate controlled protective 
structure for the in situ remains along with 
associated infrastructure to allow for visita- 
tion by the public. We also have formed the 
Waco Mammoth Foundation as formal part- 
nership between the City of Waco and Baylor 
University along with an active friends 
group for fund raising activities. 

There will be no cost to the Federal Gov- 
ernment for the transfer of this five acre site 
with its improvements from the City of Waco 
to the National Park Services (NPS). Sup- 
port of the Waco Mammoth Site will not be 
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a drain on federal funding. It will provide na- 
tional attention to a national treasure. If 
the site receives national recognition, we 
would desire a management and operations 
partnership be developed with the NPS, the 
City, and Baylor. This anticipated partner- 
ship would capitalize on the strengths of 
each of the participating groups and ensure 
that the Waco Mammoth Site would receive 
the same protections and operate under the 
same guidance required of all other units of 
the NPS. 

Your favorable support on H. R. 1545 will be 
greatly appreciated. 

Sincerely, 
MALCOLM DUNCAN, Jr., 
Mayor. 
Mr. GRIJALVA. Mr. Chairman, I con- 
tinue to reserve the balance of my 
time. 
Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. I am 
pleased to yield 3 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from Idaho (Mr. LABRADOR), 
who is the author of title XI of this 
bill. 
Mr. LABRADOR. I rise in support of 
title XI, the Grazing Improvement Act 
of 2012. 

Livestock grazing is an important 
part of the rich ranching tradition in 
America. One need look no further 
than at the iconic images of cowboys 
driving huge herds of cattle across 
open land to realize how big a part 
ranching has played in American his- 
tory. Today, my home state of Idaho 
produces some of the world’s finest- 
tasting lamb and beef, which makes its 
way to dinner tables across America 
and as far away as Korea. Food produc- 
tion is a major part of Idaho’s history 
and is an integral part of our cultural 
fabric and our economic security. 
These traditions are under attack, and 
we must preserve them for future gen- 
erations. 

Ranchers are proud stewards of the 
land. Their reputations and financial 
security depend on this basic fact. Yet, 
the process to review the very permits 
which allow them to produce food has 
become severely backlogged due to 
lawsuits aimed at eliminating live- 
stock from public lands. The local Fed- 
eral land managing office, staffed by 
fine men and women, cannot keep up 
with the pace of litigation and the end- 
less environmental analysis. This di- 
verts the already limited resources 
from these offices and leaves ranchers 
at risk of losing their grazing permits 
and of jeopardizing their livelihoods. 

Agriculture is a difficult way to 
make a living, but producers choose 
this path because it is their livelihood, 
their passion, and their way of life. 
When my constituent, Owyhee County 
rancher Brenda Richards, testified in 
March on behalf of H.R. 4234, she 
talked not just about the efficiencies 
the bill would bring to the overall sys- 
tem, providing cost savings to tax- 
payers, but she passionately expressed 
the unstable situation facing ranchers 
like her: 78 percent of Owyhee County 
is public land, making local ranchers 
and the county economy dependent on 
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reliable, yet responsible, access to pub- 
lic land forage. 

According to Richards, ranchers not 
only face uncertainty each year about 
whether permits will be renewed, but 
they are also being threatened with 
new bureaucratic red tape when it 
comes to crossing and trailing their 
animals across public lands. Radical 
special interest litigants have driven 
the agencies to consider this low-im- 
pact activity a ‘‘major agency action” 
that requires full environmental anal- 
ysis under NEPA. 

The Grazing Improvement Act of 2012 
would accomplish three important 
goals. First, it extends livestock graz- 
ing permits from 10 to 20 years in order 
to give producers adequate stability. 
Second, it reduces the workload on 
overburdened Federal land managers at 
the local level, and it allows them to 
get out into the field, which is where 
they belong. Finally, the legislation in- 
cludes bipartisan language to encour- 
age land managers to use existing tools 
in order to expedite permit processing. 

We can be good stewards of our land 
and resources without hurting Amer- 
ican ranchers. We must alleviate the 
problems caused by a tedious bureau- 
cratic process that was created only to 
respond to the litigious environmental 
agenda. We can no longer allow the 
Federal Government to maintain an 
enormous backlog in processing graz- 
ing permits. My legislation aims to en- 
sure grazing certainty and stability for 
America’s livestock producers. Our 
ranchers depend upon it. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
commonsense legislation. 

Mr. GRIJALVA. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may con- 
sume. 

I wanted to talk, and maybe list, so 
that the American people and the 
Members of Congress understand the 
scope and the depth of H.R. 2578, in par- 
ticular, title XIV: National Park Serv- 
ice Units within 100 Miles of the U.S.- 
Mexico and U.S.-Canadian Borders. 
There are 54 National Park Service 
units and 11 National Park Service wil- 
derness areas: 

Acadia National Park; Amistad Na- 
tional Recreation Area; Apostle Islands 
National lLakeshore-Gaylord Nelson 
Wilderness; Big Bend National Park; 
Cabrillo National Monument; Carlsbad 
Caverns National Park-Carlsbad Cav- 
erns Wilderness; Casa Grande Ruins 
National Monument; Chamizal Na- 
tional Memorial; Chiricahua National 
Monument-Chiricahua Wilderness; 
Coronado National Memorial; Isle 
Royale National Park-Isle Royale Wil- 
derness; James A. Garfield National 
Historic Site; Joshua Tree National 
Park; Keweenaw National Historical 
Park; Klondike Gold Rush National 
Historical Park; Lake Chelan National 
Recreation Area; Lake Roosevelt Na- 
tional Recreation Area; Marsh-Bil- 
lings-Rockefeller National Historic 
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Park; Nez Perce National Historical 
Park; North Cascades National Park- 
Stephen Mather Wilderness; Olympic 
National Park-Olympic Wilderness; 
Organ Pipe Cactus National Monu- 
ment; Organ Pipe Wilderness; Padre Is- 
land National Seashore; Palo Alto Bat- 
tlefield National Historical Park; Per- 
ry’s Victory and International Peace 
Memorial; Pictured Rocks National 
Lakeshore; River Raisin National Bat- 
tlefield Park; Ross Lake National 
Recreation Area; Saguaro National 
Park-Saguaro Wilderness; St. Croix Is- 
land International Historic Site; San 
Juan Island National Historical Park; 
Theodore Roosevelt Inaugural National 
Historic Site; Theodore Roosevelt Na- 
tional Park; Tumacacori National His- 
torical Park; Voyageurs National 
Park; White Sands National Monu- 
ment; Women’s Rights National Histor- 
ical Park; Wrangell-St. Elias National 
Park; Wrangell-St. Elias National Pre- 
serve; Yukon-Charley Rivers National 
Preserve. 
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I list those because turning these 
shared treasures of the American peo- 
ple from the land managers that pro- 
vide the access, the interpretation, and 
the multiuse mandate to these areas to 
an agency like Homeland Security with 
no expertise, no track record, no his- 
tory, and giving them carte blanche, 
almost czar-like control over these val- 
uable legacy parks of our Nation, is 
one of the reasons that we have 66 or- 
ganizations—environmental, Latino, 
and consumer organizations—opposed 
to the legislation and opposed in par- 
ticular to title XIV. 

With that, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Chairman, I am very pleased to yield 4 
minutes to the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. CANSECO), who is the author of 
title IV of this bill. 

Mr. CANSECO. Mr. Chairman, I want 
to thank the chairman, Mr. HASTINGS, 
the park subcommittee chairman, Mr. 
BISHOP, and the staff of the Natural Re- 
sources Committee for working with 
me to move my legislation, the San 
Antonio Missions National Historical 
Park Boundary Expansion Act, through 
the committee and have it included as 
part of the bill before us. 

Would the chairman enter 
brief colloquy with me? 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Yes. 

Mr. CANSECO. Is it the chairman’s 
understanding that, after adoption of 
the manager’s amendment, the bill 
contains reforms that would only allow 
for lands to come into the park via do- 
nation or exchange, and that these re- 
forms apply only to the land coming 
into the park boundary as a result of 
the legislation before us? 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. The 
gentleman is correct, with the adop- 
tion of the manager’s amendment. 


into a 
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Mr. CANSECO. Thank you, 
Chairman. 

I’m pleased to rise in support of the 
underlying legislation which contains 
my legislation, the San Antonio Mis- 
sions National Historical Park Bound- 
ary Expansion Act, which I introduced 
with the entire Bexar County, Texas 
delegation. 

In efforts to settle North America, 
the English founded Jamestown, Plym- 
outh Rock, and other colonial settle- 
ments that schoolchildren learn about 
in U.S. history classes. The Spanish 
took a very different approach in their 
efforts to settle their possessions in 
North America. Instead of sending 
ships full of families to found new 
towns, the Spanish sent Franciscan 
priests to establish missions. At the 
missions, the Spanish priests would 
bring local Native Americans to live at 
the mission, teach them farming, edu- 
cate them, and ultimately convert 
them to Christianity. 

The San Antonio Missions National 
Historical Park is an important asset 
to the community in San Antonio, 
Texas, and one of our Nation’s historic 
treasures. The San Antonio Missions 
National Historical Park is comprised 
of four mission churches: Mission Con- 
cepcion, Mission San Jose, Mission San 
Juan, and Mission Espada. 

Adjusting the boundaries of the San 
Antonio Missions National Historical 
Park is absolutely critical to pro- 
tecting these treasures and allowing 
the park to continue thriving and fur- 
ther enhance the visitors’ experience. 
It is also a critical part of the redevel- 
opment taking place on the south side 
of San Antonio. 

A recent study found that the San 
Antonio Missions National Historical 
Park supported over 1,000 local jobs 
and almost $100 million in economic 
activity. This boundary adjustment 
will help reconnect the missions to the 
San Antonio River, where the Mission 
Reach Project is taking place to extend 
to the south side the economic pros- 
perity and job opportunities enjoyed in 
other parts of San Antonio. Such rede- 
velopment will allow for significant job 
and economic opportunities that cur- 
rently do not exist in parts of San An- 
tonio. 

The San Antonio missions are impor- 
tant to the Nation in that they help 
visitors understand the history of our 
Nation, its diverse origins, as well as 
the history of San Antonio and the his- 
tory of Texas. I would also add that the 
four missions that comprise the San 
Antonio Missions National Historical 
Park are still functioning parish 
churches, continuing to fulfill the role 
in the San Antonio community for 
which they were founded almost 300 
years ago. 

The San Antonio missions are just as 
important to understanding the story 
and the history of America as other 
historic places like Jamestown, Inde- 
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pendence Hall, or Mount Vernon, and 
this legislation will help protect and 
preserve them for future generations of 
Americans to enjoy, all the while help- 
ing to create jobs and economic oppor- 
tunity on the south side of San Anto- 
nio. 

Mr. GRIJALVA. I continue to reserve 
the balance of my time. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Chairman, I’m pleased to yield 2 min- 
utes to the gentleman from Utah (Mr. 
CHAFFETZ), who is the author of title II 
of this bill. 

Mr. CHAFFETZ. I want to thank 
Chairman HASTINGS, my colleague, the 
chairman of the subcommittee, Mr. 
BISHOP, for his support in this bill that 
we introduced, the section that will be 
included in this bill dealing with the 
Diamond Fork System. 

In Utah, we’re blessed to live in one 
of the most beautiful parts of the word. 
We’re also one of the fastest growing 
States in the Nation. 

The Diamond Fork System, which is 
included as part of the Central Utah 
Project, has the capacity to generate 
up to 50 megawatts of hydroelectric 
power. Currently, thousands of acre- 
feet of water flow through the Diamond 
Fork System through tunnels, pipes, 
and canals each and every second. This 
water is necessarily slowed through en- 
ergy dissipaters as they travel from 
Strawberry Reservoir to the Wasatch 
Front. This bill would allow those dis- 
sipaters to be easily converted into 
turbines, thus being able to generate 
the necessary energy that we need 
along the Wasatch Front. 

The purpose of this bill, which has 
been included in H.R. 2578, is to waive 
the unrecoverable sunk cost payment 
requirements that are inhibiting devel- 
opment of the hydropower at a Bureau 
of Reclamation facility in Utah. Exist- 
ing Department of the Interior regula- 
tion inhibits hydropower development 
on the Diamond Fork unit. If the sunk 
cost recovery requirement is waived, 
the project will go forward, thus being 
able to yield the following benefits: 

The Treasury is expected, according 
to the CBO, to get $2 million in revenue 
over 10 years that it otherwise would 
not have received. Let me repeat this. 
This is a net increase to the revenues 
to the Treasury. It is not an expense to 
the United States Treasury. In fact, if 
we don’t pass this bill, we won’t be able 
to recover some of those sunk costs. So 
the net increase to the revenue to the 
Treasury will go up. 

Energy consumers in my district— 
which this is so desperately needed— 
will get up to 50 megawatts of new 
power. And the environmental benefits 
of this energy are numerous, given that 
it’s clean and it’s renewable. 

I would also like to remind my col- 
leagues that this bill passed the pre- 
vious Congress through a voice vote. 
We introduced this in a bipartisan way. 
We have Democrats who sponsored this 
bill as well as Republicans. 
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With that, I encourage its passage. 
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Mr. GRIJALVA. I think the purpose 
of title XIV of H.R. 2578 is not to make 
the border more secure. Rather, the 
purpose of the bill is to use border se- 
curity as cover to effectively repeal 
more than a century of environmental 
protections for Americans living and 
working along our borders with Canada 
and Mexico. 

In April, the Natural Resources Com- 
mittee held a joint oversight hearing 
with the House Oversight and Govern- 
ment Reform Committee, during which 
the Government Accountability Office, 
the Interior Department, the Agri- 
culture Department, and the Border 
Patrol all testified under oath that 
Federal land management laws do not 
impair border security. According to 
the GAO report, 22 of 26 Border Patrol 
agents-in-charge that were interviewed 
reported that Federal land manage- 
ment laws had no impact on the overall 
security status of their jurisdiction. 

In summary, the number of Border 
Patrol agents-in-charge who found that 
Federal land management laws were 
impeding border security but were pre- 
vented from fixing the problems by the 
Interior Department was exactly zero. 
The administration concurred with 
this finding at multiple hearings. The 
record is clear. And the problem this 
bill claims to solve does not exist. 

The true purpose of this legislation is 
also clear. The proponents oppose the 
more-than-30 bedrock environmental 
protections that will be effectively re- 
pealed by this legislation, including 
the Clean Water Act, the Clean Air 
Act, the Clean Drinking Water Act, ev- 
erywhere, not just within 100 miles of 
the border. Title XIV employs a manu- 
factured conflict with border security 
to weaken their application. 

The laws to be waived by this act are 
the work product of dozens of adminis- 
trations and Congresses, developed 
after thousands of hours of negotiation 
and compromise and, in most cases, 
were enacted with strong bipartisan 
support. Title XIV hands the Border 
Patrol a unilateral veto over all of 
these laws, all this work, and all this 
bipartisan effort. 

Enactment of this legislation and 
title XIV would not only allow DHS to 
trample the ground near the border. It 
would also allow the Agency to tram- 
ple the rights of States and Native peo- 
ple. This legislation would empower in- 
dividual patrol agents to enter tribal 
land without notice and conduct any 
and all activities, including excavation 
and construction, without regard for 
the presence of tribal sites or tribal 
leadership. 

The real problem of border enforce- 
ment is one of manpower, budgets, eco- 
nomic incentives, and difficult terrain. 
This bill addresses none of those con- 
cerns. We will not secure our borders 
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by allowing our waters to be polluted. 
We will not secure our borders by al- 
lowing our air to be dirtier, by ignoring 
the laws that have protected the envi- 
ronment and the American people. 
That will not bring security to the bor- 
der. 

This legislation and title XIV reduce 
the number of immigrants coming to 
this country. If it does, it will only be 
because the water, air, and economics 
of our border communities are so de- 
graded that no one wants to come 
there anymore. This legislation is 
sweeping. It’s reactionary. This bill is 
not what it appears to be. And it 
should be rejected. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Chairman, I am very pleased to yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from North 
Carolina (Mr. JONES) who is the author 
of title X of this bill. 

Mr. JONES. I thank the chairman for 
his support of this provision in this 
bill. 

The title of my provision is the Pre- 
serving Access to Cape Hatteras Na- 
tional Seashore Recreational Area Act. 
The Cape Hatteras act is about jobs. Its 
about taxpayers’ rights to access the 
recreational areas they own. It’s about 
restoring balance and common sense to 
National Park Service management. 

This language would overturn a final 
rule implemented by the Park Service 
earlier this year that excessively re- 
stricts taxpayers’ access to the Cape 
Hatteras seashore and is unnecessary 
to protect the wildlife. It would re- 
institute the Park Service’s 2007 in- 
terim management strategy to govern 
visitor access and species protection at 
Cape Hatteras. The interim strategy 
was backed by a 113-page biological 
opinion issued by the United States 
Fish and Wildlife Service, which found 
that it would not jeopardize piping 
plover, sea turtles, or other species of 
concern. 

In addition to adequately protecting 
wildlife, this bill would give taxpayers 
more reasonable access to the land 
they own. It would reopen 26 miles of 
beach that are now permanently closed 
to motorized beach access and give sea- 
shore managers flexibility to imple- 
ment more balanced measures that 
maximize both recreational access and 
species protection. 

By doing so, this bill would reverse 
the significant job loss and economic 
decline that Hatteras Island has experi- 
enced. I want to repeat that, Mr. Chair: 
by doing so, the bill would reverse the 
significant job loss and economic de- 
cline that Hatteras Island has experi- 
enced since the Park Service cut off ac- 
cess to the most powerful area of the 
seashore. 

My bill and now this bill has bipar- 
tisan support in Dare County. The 
county commissioners in Dare County 
are predominantly Democrats. They 
support this bill 100 percent. They ask 
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that this bill move through the House. 
I am pleased to say that the North 
Carolina Senators, Republican Senator 
RICHARD BURR and Democrat Senator 
KAY HAGAN, have introduced a com- 
panion bill that says exactly on the 
Senate side what this bill says on the 
House side. The bill is also supported 
by a national sportsmen’s group, in- 
cluding the American Sportfishing As- 
sociation and the Congressional 
Sportsmen’s Foundation. 

Mr. Chair, that’s why I am honored 
today to be on the floor with my col- 
leagues to support this legislation. It is 
time for the taxpayers to be consid- 
ered, and it’s time that we protect the 
species that are endangered. This is a 
balanced piece of legislation, not just 
talking about my aspect of it, but the 
bill itself. So I hope that my colleagues 
will support this legislation in a bipar- 
tisan way, and let’s send this bill to 
the Senate. 

Mr. GRIJALVA. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may con- 
sume. 

Without a doubt, proponents of H.R. 
2578 and, in particular, title XIV, the 
border bill portion, claim this legisla- 
tion will end the horrors of the border, 
that it will secure the border and, fi- 
nally, Arizona and the rest of the Na- 
tion will be ready to sit down, conduct 
real work, and reach comprehensive 
immigration reform. 

The horrors they will describe—the 
rape tree, the murders, the abuse of 
people—some are quite real. The vio- 
lence is conducted by criminal organi- 
zations that prey on desperate and poor 
people, fueled by a drug trade that pro- 
duces billions upon billions of dollars 
for these very criminals that create the 
violence. 

In the last decade, over 4,000 souls 
have died trying to cross through the 
most desolate parts of the Arizona 
desert. And this human tragedy should 
not be the excuse to undo environ- 
mental and public protection laws, 
which the majority has been attacking 
on all fronts since the beginning of this 
Congress. This is a dangerous prece- 
dent, that in order to secure the border 
we must lose those protections. It’s an 
absurd connection, and there is no cor- 
relation. 

It is interesting that in the list of 
laws to be waived, if we are truly to 
make a dent in that violence, we find 
no mention of suspending the unregu- 
lated gun shows that happen in border 
regions. Highty-five percent of the as- 
sault rifles used by cartels and orga- 
nized crime syndicates along the bor- 
der and in Mexico originate in the 
United States from these gun shows. It 
is interesting that there is no mention 
of suspending Federal support for U.S. 
financial interests that harbor and 
launder money from Mexican crime 
syndicates here in the United States. 

The environmental laws and protec- 
tions being eliminated under title XIV 
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will not bring long-term solutions to 
our beleaguered southern border. These 
laws are not the reasons for the stress. 
The reason for the stress is the unwill- 
ingness of this Congress to deal with 
immigration reform and the broken 
immigration system. Enforcement is 
part of the solution; it is not the only 
part of the solution. 
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The stress is caused by politicians 
who either exploit the issue for their 
own gain or run away from the issue 
because of their own fear of it. To 
begin to deal with this issue, we need 
the resolve to work toward comprehen- 
sive immigration reform. But all the 
majority wants to do is scapegoat its 
lack of resolve to deal with this real 
issue in order to advance an agenda to 
hijack the laws that have served our 
public lands and our citizens well for 
decades. 

This is a terrible precedent. It’s 
backdoor amnesty for polluters, devel- 
opers, and mining industries. And 
those extremists want all these protec- 
tions and environmental laws elimi- 
nated. The border is the excuse; the 
target is the environment. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. I am 
very pleased to yield 2 minutes to the 
gentleman from California (Mr. HER- 
GER), who is the author of title VIII of 
this bill. 

Mr. HERGER. Thank you, Mr. Chair- 
man. 

I rise in support of H.R. 2578, the Con- 
servation and Economic Growth Act, 
which would extend the bipartisan Her- 
ger-Feinstein Quincy Library Group 
Recovery Act for 7 more years, ensur- 
ing that the Forest Service has a stable 
and consistent period to fully imple- 
ment it. At the discretion of the Forest 
Service, the bill would also allow for 
its expansion to all National Forest 
system lands within parts of California 
and Nevada. The expansion of the pilot 
project will enable the Forest Service 
to use the effective QLG approach in 
additional forest communities. 

The northern California congres- 
sional district I represent includes all 
or parts of seven national forests. The 
rural forest communities near to them 
have been devastated by years of mis- 
management of our national forests. 
Nearly 20 years ago, a group of local 
environmentalists and citizens formed 
the Quincy Library Group to develop a 
collaborative and locally driven solu- 
tion to bring health and stability to 
our communities and the forests they 
live in. The QLG’s efforts brought 
about the bipartisan Herger-Feinstein 
Quincy Library Group Forest Recovery 
Act. 

Mr. Chairman, we need commonsense 
forest management that allows com- 
munities to utilize their natural re- 
sources and create jobs while also re- 
storing the health of our forests. The 
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Quincy Library Group pilot project can 
provide a model for achieving these 
critical goals. 

In 2007, the 64,000-acre Moonlight fire 
occurred in the Plumas National For- 
est. That fire came to an abrupt halt 
when it reached Antelope, a QLG-con- 
structed defensible fuel profile zone. It 
saved tens of thousands of spotted owl 
habitat from burning. 

Mr. Chairman, this is the solution to 
our catastrophic wildfire problem that 
can and should be replicated. I urge my 
colleagues to extend and expand this 
balanced and collaborative project. 

Mr. GRIJALVA. I continue to reserve 
the balance of my time. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Chairman, may I inquire of my friend 
from Arizona, we have no more re- 
quests for time, and I’m prepared to 
close, if the gentleman is prepared to 
close. 

Mr. GRIJALVA. Yes, we are. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. I re- 
serve the balance of my time. 

Mr. GRIJALVA. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself the remainder of my time. 

This package of 14 bills is an unwar- 
ranted combination of individual bills 
that would do serious and lasting dam- 
age to communities and people across 
this country. Many of the individual 
pieces are controversial, but they are 
overshadowed by title XIV, the drone 
zone title. 

The drone zone created by this bill 
would trample the environment and 
the personal freedoms of millions of 
people living within 100 miles of the 
border. At a time when the clock is 
ticking on the reauthorization of the 
highway trust fund, where real jobs can 
be created, we are wasting time on this 
misguided package. At a time when the 
clock is ticking on making college 
loans remain affordable, we are wast- 
ing time on this package. We should re- 
ject H.R. 2578 and get down to the seri- 
ous work, which is to create jobs and 
help middle class families make ends 
meet. 

Mr. DEFAZIO and Ranking Member 
MARKEY and I will be offering amend- 
ments to address the absolute worst as- 
pects of this package. I urge my col- 
leagues to support the amendments. 
Unfortunately, even those amendments 
cannot fix all that is wrong with this 
package, and I ask my colleagues to re- 
ject H.R. 2578. There is a point in which 
common sense and sanity should pre- 
vail in this House. We have a piece of 
legislation that begs the question on 
both before us, and I would urge its de- 
feat. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Chairman, can I inquire as to how 
much time I have remaining. 

The CHAIR. The gentleman from 
Washington has 8 minutes remaining. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. I 
yield myself the balance of my time. 

Mr. Chairman, let’s go back to the 
basic issue, really, that’s facing this 
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country—and I alluded to it in my 
opening statement. What Americans 
really want is jobs. And while this 
package of bills is in line with that, 
what it really does is add some cer- 
tainty to those that live in and around 
Federal lands. Therefore, allowing for 
at least some certainty as it relates to 
jobs, but probably as important, if not 
more important, is access to our public 
lands for those that want to utilize our 
public lands. 

There’s been much discussion here 
about how this bill does some damage 
to the environment. Well, let me just 
touch on a couple of issues that were 
mentioned on the other side and I 
think it needs to be clarified, at least 
here, before this debate is over. 

First, the reference was made to sea 
lions that were guilty of one thing, and 
that was eating only fish. Well, I hap- 
pen to be the author of the title of that 
bill. Let me clarify. There’s a rest-of- 
the-story here. We had a hearing in the 
full committee of the Natural Re- 
sources Committee today on the En- 
dangered Species Act. I think, frankly, 
it hasn’t been reauthorized for 25 years, 
and I think we need to update that act 
to make sure that we recover species. 
And my colleagues on the other side of 
the aisle said it’s a great act. That’s 
good. We at least have some establish- 
ment of commonality. 

The reason that provision is in the 
bill regarding sea lions is that salmon 
are listed as threatened on the Colum- 
bia River. And as they move upstream 
after coming back from the ocean, they 
get crowded going up Bonneville Dam. 
Now, there’s a nonindigenous animal 
called the California sea lion that 
comes up there and feasts on these fish 
as they’re going through the Bonne- 
ville Dam. So it’s destroying an endan- 
gered species. The California sea lion is 
not listed as endangered, and they’re 
not indigenous. 

So that part of the legislation simply 
allows for lethal taking of those sea 
lions so the fish can pass upstream and 
spawn. Nothing more than that. It’s a 
cute way, to borrow a phrase, to say 
that they’re guilty of only eating fish. 
But there’s more to that story. 

This legislation also encourages the 
development of renewable hydropower. 
What could be cleaner than that? It 
promotes healthy forest and prevents 
forest fires, as my colleague from 
northern California just said in regard 
to the title of the act he has in there. 
It restores access to different parks for 
recreational purposes in the North Cas- 
cades and at Cape Hatteras on the At- 
lantic Coast, and it preserves old 
growth in Alaska. 

So, Mr. Chairman, there is a lot to be 
liked about this bill, but it seems most 
of the discussion is around title XIV. 

Let me read the title of title XIV one 
more time. It is the National Security 
and Federal Lands Protection Act. Now 
why do we need that? Because, unfortu- 
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nately, there are those that want to 
come into our country illegally, and 
they don’t have the same feelings as we 
do about our public lands. When they 
come through illegally, in many cases, 
they trash those lands. We’re simply 
giving the Border Patrol more tools to 
protect those public lands and to pro- 
vide for our national security. I don’t 
know why anybody on the floor of this 
House should be opposed to that as- 
pect. That’s all that title XIV does, as 
was explained very well by the author 
of that provision, Mr. BISHOP of Utah. 

So, Mr. Chairman, this bill is worth 
supporting. It has been developed in a 
bipartisan method. It has been devel- 
oped in a transparent method, having 
gone through the committee process. 

I urge adoption, and I yield back the 
balance of my time. 

Ms. CHU. Mr. Chair, | rise today in strong 
opposition to the so-called Conservation and 
Economic Growth Act, H.R. 2578. On behalf 
of my constituents and millions of other Ameri- 
cans who believe in protecting our public 
lands and natural resources, | am opposed to 
this bill. 

This bill is yet another in a long string of 
anti-environmental assaults that the Repub- 
lican majority has put forth relentlessly 
throughout the last two years. Most of its 14 
titles do nothing to promote conservation or 
economic growth. Rather, they advance inef- 
fective and unnecessary policies that under- 
mine long-standing, successful laws like the 
National Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, the En- 
dangered Species Act, the Wilderness Act, the 
National Environmental Policy Act, the Native 
American Graves Protection and Repatriation 
Act, and the American Indian Religious Free- 
dom Act. 

One of the most concerning provisions of 
this bill seeks to create a 100-mile zone along 
the northern and southern U.S. borders that 
would allow U.S. Customs and Border Protec- 
tion to circumvent laws protecting Native 
rights, clean water, clean air, wildlife habitat 
and recreational opportunities in areas rich in 
hunting, fishing and outdoor recreation oppor- 
tunities in National Parks, Forests, refuges 
and recreation areas. This undermines the 
balance between security and preservation of 
public lands, putting at risk some of America’s 
most renowned natural treasures such as 
Joshua Tree National Park in my home state 
of California. And the Department of Home- 
land Security doesn’t even want it, calling this 
provision “unnecessary and bad policy.” 

Another provision would reverse, for the first 
time in Congressional history, the National 
Wild and Scenic River designation for part of 
the Lower Merced River in California. The 
Merced River was given this designation in 
1992, under the administration of George 
H.W. Bush, and Wild and Scenic River protec- 
tions have successfully preserved miles of 
pristine U.S. waters, enjoyed by a vast out- 
door tourism, sporting and recreation industry. 
The Merced River runs through Yosemite Val- 
ley, one of America’s most popular natural 
wonders, and is a tributary to the San Joaquin 
River that provides most of the water supply 
for California’s agricultural industry. This provi- 
sion would remove vital protections for one of 
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California’s most important water life-lines in a 
never-before-seen manner, and undermine 
valuable economic activity among some of the 
most hard-hit California communities. 

The bill would allow the clear-cutting of 
America’s largest remaining old-growth tem- 
perate rainforest in the Tsongas National For- 
est of Alaska; reverse the prohibition of vehi- 
cle use on the fragile habitats of Cape Hat- 
teras National Seashore; and mandate the kill- 
ing of sea lions in the Pacific Northwest in 
order to protect endangered fish species. . . . 
This is the Republicans’ conservation and jobs 
bill: killing sea lions and destroying landscapes 
and habitat across the nation. 

As a leading member on the House Small 
Business Committee and a firm defender of 
environmental protection, | believe striking the 
right balance of policy has always been key to 
our economic growth and our strength as a 
nation. H.R. 2578 does not accomplish that 
goal. In fact it does much to undermine it. 
H.R. 2578 is wrong for America. 

| strongly encourage my colleagues to op- 
pose this bill, and any measure introduced 
that undermines the conservation of America’s 
treasured public lands and natural resources. 

Mr. QUIGLEY. Mr. Chair, Americans have a 
penchant for believing that more is always bet- 
ter. 

That unfettered and unabridged access will 
solve problems. 

H.R. 2578, the Conservation and Economic 
Growth Act, purports to create jobs by vio- 
lating or eliminating over 35 laws that currently 
govern our land, air, water, and importantly, 
our Nation’s borders. 

The idea follows that in giving the Depart- 
ment of Homeland Security free rein to tra- 
verse the roughshod lands around our bor- 
ders, we'll be safer. 

But, the Department of Homeland Security 
didn’t ask for this access, nor do they believe 
its warranted. 

Homeland Security Secretary Janet Napoli- 
tano told a Senate subcommittee in March 
that unrestricted authority over public lands 
was unnecessary for the Border Patrol to do 
its job and was “bad policy.” 

And, we’re not just talking the lands on the 
collar of America’s borders. 

No, this bill would disrupt your vacation in 
Cape Hatteras by lifting necessary current re- 
strictions regarding the use of off-road vehi- 
cles. 

The bill would allow corporations to dip right 
into Alaska’s Tongass National Forest, allow- 
ing for trees that started growing before the 
Revolutionary War to be felled. 

And, if someone decided that development 
of surveillance equipment in a national park 
was a good idea—say on Chief Mountain in 
Glacier National Park—it could be installed 
without any public comment or even internal 
review process. 

This last point was made by two farmers 
and ranchers from the Mexico and Canadian 
borders, with more than a century of land-use 
between the two. 

These folks who work the land, who have 
toiled to create and produce what the land will 
provide to them and their families for years, 
those who know it best—oppose this bill. 

“In Arizona,” the gentlemen write, “we are 
concerned that poorly designed roads and 
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fences will damage ongoing range land res- 
toration work. 

Private landowners have spent thousands of 
dollars and manpower hours restoring these 
lands to their original state, which could all be 
compromised by these bills.” 

Another veteran publically denounced the 
bill in an op-ed, stating, “As a veteran, a pa- 
triot of this nation and a Californian, | can’t 
stand by while these lands are threatened. I’m 
proud to have worn this country’s uniform and 
| want to continue serving. That’s why I’ve 
chosen to follow in the path of the great Teddy 
Roosevelt—a man who was both a soldier and 
a conservationist—and stand up for our public 
lands.” 

That’s right. 

A veteran, a rancher, a farmer, the Sec- 
retary of Homeland Security, are NOT extol- 
ling the virtues of a true wild, wild west. 

The stewards of the land know that in order 
for crops to flourish; 

In order to protect the Sweet Grass Hills, in 
Montana, a sacred location for many tribal 
ceremonies—and a vital source of water for 
surrounding communities that it is protected 
from mining and most motorized travel; 

In order to preserve the incredible natural 
beauty and uniqueness that makes this land 
great; 

We must protect it. 

Over 100 years ago, Teddy Roosevelt ad- 
dressed a crowd in Kansas, a state that 
knows its lands. 

“| recognize the right and duty of this gen- 
eration to develop and use the natural re- 
sources of our land,” he said, “but | do not 
recognize the right to waste them, or to rob, 
by wasteful use, the generations that come 
after us. . .” 

“Of all the questions which can come before 
this nation, short of the actual preservation of 
its existence in a great war— 

There is none which compares in impor- 
tance with the great central task of leaving this 
land even a better land for our descendants 
than it is for us. 

| fear we miss the mark on today’s legisla- 
tion, and | urge my colleagues to join me in 
my opposition. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Chair, today’s Con- 
servation and Economic Growth Act is an 
amalgam of 14 separate public lands bills that 
have little to do with conservation or economic 
growth. 

Indeed, while a few of the provisions—like 
Rep. WITTMAN’s proposal to create an inter- 
agency cross-cut budget for Chesapeake Bay 
restoration efforts—have merit, many more run 
directly counter to sound natural resource 
management. 

For example, under the guise of border con- 
trol, Title 14 of today’s bill would create a 100 
mile zone along our borders with Canada and 
Mexico where over thirty of environmental 
laws—including the Clean Air Act, the Safe 
Drinking Water Act and the National Environ- 
mental Protection Act—would not apply. There 
is no evidence that any of these laws are hin- 
dering border enforcement, and the Depart- 
ment of Homeland Security is firmly opposed 
to this measure. Title 11 of this legislation 
would similarly undermine the National Envi- 
ronmental Protection Act while providing a 
windfall to those who graze livestock on fed- 
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eral lands by doubling the current term limits 
for grazing permits. And Title 3 of H.R. 2578 
is essentially an earmark for a single corpora- 
tion in the state of Alaska, which threatens 
both the local economy as well as the largest 
tracts of remaining old growth forest in the 
United States. 

Mr. Chair, | support environmental con- 
servation and meaningful steps to accelerate 
economic growth—which is why | will be op- 
posing today’s legislation. 

Mr. CARDOZA. Mr. Chair, | rise today to 
offer my reserved support for the legislation 
before us today. 

This bill, like so many others that we vote 
on, is far from perfect. | have reservations 
about the continued expansion of Administra- 
tive authority to waive laws that we enact here 
in Congress and | have reservations about 
continuing to expose some of the most wild 
and pristine areas of our country to develop- 
ment. However, | will support this bill because 
of its positive impacts for the people | was 
sent here to represent. 

As many of you are aware, water is the life- 
blood of the San Joaquin Valley, the most pro- 
ductive agricultural region in the world. Since 
| entered Congress, | have made it a priority 
to increase water supply reliability for both the 
San Joaquin Valley and the Sacramento-San 
Joaquin Bay Delta. Title | of this bill helps to 
achieve that purpose. 

It achieves this purpose in a very simple 
way, by allowing for the consideration of a 10- 
foot increase in the spillway of an existing 
dam. This raise in the spillway will allow for 
critical year water supply increases of 15,000 
acre-feet and will generate an additional 
10,000 Mega-Watt Hours per year of clean, 
renewable energy, all at no cost to the tax- 
payer. And importantly, the project still has to 
meet environmental standards. This is a com- 
mon sense approach to solve a problem incre- 
mentally, and one that | liked so much that | 
carried the bill in previous Congresses. 

ld like to thank you for the opportunity to 
speak in support of this legislation. 

Mr. BARBER. Mr. Chair, | rise today to raise 
concerns about H.R. 2578. | support the goal 
of the provision (H.R. 1505) which will 
strengthen our efforts to secure the border, 
but | believe it was overreaching. 

| have long believed that securing our bor- 
der is of paramount importance to the safety 
of the people who live and work along the bor- 
der, but | do not believe that this end needs 
to be achieved at the expense of maintaining 
a strong commitment to our environment and 
the regulations that ensure its protection. | 
would have preferred that we consider a 
standalone bill which specifically responded to 
the expressed needs of the Department of 
Homeland Security regarding access to public 
lands. 

| do not support those provisions of H.R. 
2578 which seek to privatize public land and 
significantly reduce the scope of existing laws 
which protect those lands. 

| am against the rule specifically because | 
believe that amendments should have been 
heard to improve this bill. 

Ms. BALDWIN. Mr. Chair, | rise in opposi- 
tion to the Conservation and Economic Growth 
Act, H.R. 2578, a measure that will not create 
jobs in our country, but instead poke gaping 
holes in the Clean Air and Clean Water Act. 
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| support pieces of this legislation, including 
the Target Practice and Marksmanship Train- 
ing Support Act, H.R. 3065. This bill, intro- 
duced by Representative HEATH SHULER, 
would facilitate the construction and expansion 
of target shooting ranges by increasing the 
federal share of funding that can be used for 
such purposes. Had this provision come up for 
a vote on its own, | would have strongly sup- 
ported this pro-sportsman legislation. 

Unfortunately, this lands package incor- 
porates 13 other bills including several poison 
pills meant to score political points, not ad- 
dress real issues. This bill includes sections 
that would wave dozens of federal statutes, in- 
cluding the Clean Air Act, Clean Water Act, 
Safe Drinking Water Act, and the Farmland 
Protection Policy Act. | will not support legisla- 
tion that severely weakens the laws that pro- 
tect the public health of Americans. 

Instead of tackling the significant challenges 
facing our country, House Republicans cre- 
ated a partisan patchwork of legislation that 
does not create jobs. With the highway bill ex- 
tension and student loan interest rates set to 
expire on June 30, and with millions of jobs 
and students in limbo, | believe Congress 
should work on bipartisan legislation that 
strengthens American infrastructure, keeps 
college affordable, and puts Americans back 
to work. 

The CHAIR. All time for general de- 
bate has expired. 

Pursuant to the rule, the bill shall be 
considered for amendment under the 5- 
minute rule. It shall be in order to con- 
sider as an original bill for the purpose 
of amendment under the 5-minute rule 
an amendment in the nature of a sub- 
stitute consisting of the text of Rules 
Committee Print 112-25. That amend- 
ment in the nature of a substitute shall 
be considered as read. 

The text of the amendment in the na- 
ture of a substitute is as follows: 

H.R. 2578 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Conservation 
and Economic Growth Act”. 

SEC. 2. TABLE OF CONTENTS. 

The table of contents for this Act is as follows: 
Sec. 1. Short title. 

Sec. 2. Table of contents. 

TITLE I~LOWER MERCED RIVER 

Sec. 101. Lower Merced River. 

TITLE II—~BONNEVILLE UNIT CLEAN 

HYDROPOWER FACILITATION ACT 

201. Short title. 

202. Diamond Fork System defined. 

203. Cost allocations. 

204. No purchase or market obligation; no 

costs assigned to power. 

Prohibition on tax-exempt financing. 

Reporting requirement. 

Sec. 207. PayGo. 

Sec. 208. Limitation on the use of funds. 

TITLE III—SOUTHEAST ALASKA NATIVE 
LAND ENTITLEMENT FINALIZATION AND 
JOBS PROTECTION ACT 

Sec. 301. Short title. 

Sec. 302. Definitions. 

Sec. 303. Findings; purpose. 

Sec. 304. Selections in southeast Alaska. 


Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 


Sec. 
Sec. 


205. 
206. 
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Sec. 305. Conveyances to Sealaska. 

Sec. 306. Miscellaneous. 

Sec. 307. Maps. 

TITLE IV—SAN ANTONIO MISSIONS NA- 
TIONAL HISTORICAL PARK BOUNDARY 
EXPANSION ACT 

Sec. 401. Short title. 

Sec. 402. Findings. 

Sec. 403. Boundary expansion. 

TITLE V—WACO MAMMOTH NATIONAL 

MONUMENT ESTABLISHMENT ACT OF 2012 

Sec. 501. Short title. 

Sec. 502. Findings. 

Sec. 503. Definitions. 

Sec. 504. Waco Mammoth National Monument, 

Texas. 
Sec. 505. Administration of monument. 
Sec. 506. No buffer zones. 
TITLE VI—NORTH CASCADES NATIONAL 
PARK ACCESS 
Sec. 601. Findings. 
Sec. 602. Authorization for boundary adjust- 
ments. 
TITLE VII-ENDANGERED SALMON AND 
FISHERIES PREDATION PREVENTION ACT 


Sec. 701. Short title. 

Sec. 702. Findings. 

Sec. 703. Taking of sea lions on the Columbia 
River and its tributaries to protect 
endangered and threatened spe- 
cies of salmon and other nonlisted 
fish species. 

Sec. 704. Sense of Congress. 

Sec. 705. Treaty rights of federally recognized 
Indian tribes. 

TITLE VIII—REAUTHORIZATION OF HER- 

GER-FEINSTEIN QUINCY LIBRARY 
GROUP FOREST RECOVERY ACT 


Sec. 801. Reauthorization of Herger-Feinstein 
Quincy Library Group Forest Re- 
covery Act. 

TITLE IX—YERINGTON LAND CONVEY- 
ANCE AND SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT 
ACT 

Sec. 901. Short title. 

Sec. 902. Findings. 

Sec. 903. Definitions. 

Sec. 904. Conveyances of land to 
Yerington, Nevada. 

Sec. 905. Release of the United States. 

TITLE X—PRESERVING ACCESS TO CAPE 
HATTERAS NATIONAL SEASHORE REC- 
REATIONAL AREA ACT 


Sec. 1001. Short title. 

Sec. 1002. Reinstatement of Interim Manage- 
ment Strategy. 

Sec. 1003. Additional restrictions on access to 
Cape Hatteras National Seashore 
Recreational Area for species pro- 
tection. 

Sec. 1004. Inapplicability of final rule and con- 
sent degree. 

TITLE XI—GRAZING IMPROVEMENT ACT 
OF 2012 


Sec. 1101. Short title. 

Sec. 1102. Terms of grazing permits and leases. 

Sec. 1103. Renewal, transfer, and reissuance of 

grazing permits and leases. 

TITLE XII—TARGET PRACTICE AND 

MARKSMANSHIP TRAINING SUPPORT ACT 

Sec. 1201. Short title. 

Sec. 1202. Findings; purpose. 

Sec. 1203. Definition of public target range. 

Sec. 1204. Amendments to Pittman-Robertson 
Wildlife Restoration Act. 

Limits on liability. 

Sense of Congress regarding coopera- 
tion. 

TITLE XIII—CHESAPEAKE BAY ACCOUNT- 
ABILITY AND RECOVERY ACT OF 2012 


Sec. 1301. Short title. 


City of 


1205. 
1206. 


Sec. 
Sec. 
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Sec. 1302. 
Sec. 1303. 
Sec. 1304. 
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Chesapeake Bay Crosscut Budget. 

Adaptive Management Plan. 

Independent Evaluator for 
Chesapeake Bay Program. 

Sec. 1305. Definitions. 

TITLE XIV—NATIONAL SECURITY AND 

FEDERAL LANDS PROTECTION ACT 

Sec. 1401. Short title. 

Sec. 1402. Prohibition on impeding certain ac- 
tivities of U.S. Customs and Bor- 
der Protection related to border 
security. 

Sec. 1403. Sunset. 

TITLE I—LOWER MERCED RIVER 

SEC. 101. LOWER MERCED RIVER. 

(a) WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS ACT.—Section 
3(a)(62)(B)(i) of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act 
(16 U.S.C. 1274(a)(62)) is amended— 

(1) by striking “the normal maximum” the 
first place that it appears and all that follows 
through ‘April, 1990.” and inserting the fol- 
lowing: “the boundary of FERC Project No. 2179 
as it existed on July 18, 2011, consisting of a 
point approximately 2,480 feet downstream of 
the confluence with the North Fork of the 
Merced River, consisting of approximately 7.4 
miles.’’; and 

(2) by striking “the normal maximum oper- 
ating pool water surface level of Lake McClure” 
the second time that it occurs and inserting ‘‘the 
boundary of FERC Project No. 2179 as it existed 
on July 18, 2011, consisting of a point approxi- 
mately 2,480 feet downstream of the confluence 
with the North Fork of the Merced River”. 

(b) EXCHEQUER PROJECT.—Section 3 of Public 
Law 102-432 is amended by striking ‘‘Act:’’ and 
all that follows through the period and inserting 
“Act.”’. 

TITLE II—BONNEVILLE UNIT CLEAN 
HYDROPOWER FACILITATION ACT 

SEC. 201. SHORT TITLE. 

This title may be cited as the ‘“‘Bonneville Unit 
Clean Hydropower Facilitation Act”. 

SEC. 202. DIAMOND FORK SYSTEM DEFINED. 

For the purposes of this title, the term ‘‘Dia- 
mond Fork System” means the facilities de- 
scribed in chapter 4 of the October 2004 Supple- 
ment to the 1988 Definite Plan Report for the 
Bonneville Unit. 

SEC. 203. COST ALLOCATIONS. 

Notwithstanding any other provision of law, 
in order to facilitate hydropower development 
on the Diamond Fork System, the amount of re- 
imbursable costs allocated to project power in 
Chapter 6 of the Power Appendix in the October 
2004 Supplement to the 1988 Bonneville Unit 
Definite Plan Report, with regard to power de- 
velopment upstream of the Diamond Fork Sys- 
tem, shall be considered final costs as well as 
costs in excess of the total maximum repayment 
obligation as defined in section 211 of the Cen- 
tral Utah Project Completion Act of 1992 (Public 
Law 102-575), and shall be subject to the same 
terms and conditions. 

SEC. 204. NO PURCHASE OR MARKET OBLIGA- 

TION; NO COSTS ASSIGNED TO 
POWER. 

Nothing in this title shall obligate the Western 
Area Power Administration to purchase or mar- 
ket any of the power produced by the Diamond 
Fork power plant and none of the costs associ- 
ated with development of transmission facilities 
to transmit power from the Diamond Fork power 
plant shall be assigned to power for the purpose 
of Colorado River Storage Project ratemaking. 
SEC. 205. PROHIBITION ON TAX-EXEMPT FINANC- 

ING. 

No facility for the generation or transmission 
of hydroelectric power on the Diamond Fork 
System may be financed or refinanced, in whole 
or in part, with proceeds of any obligation— 

(1) the interest on which is exempt from the 
tax imposed under chapter 1 of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986, or 
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(2) with respect to which credit is allowable 
under subpart I or J of part IV of subchapter A 
of chapter 1 of such Code. 

SEC. 206. REPORTING REQUIREMENT. 

If, 24 months after the date of the enactment 
of this title, hydropower production on the Dia- 
mond Fork System has not commenced, the Sec- 
retary of the Interior shall submit a report to 
the Committee on Natural Resources of the 
House of Representatives and the Committee on 
Energy and Natural Resources of the Senate 
stating this fact, the reasons such production 
has not yet commenced, and a detailed timeline 
for future hydropower production. 

SEC. 207. PAYGO. 

The budgetary effects of this title, for the pur- 
pose of complying with the Statutory Pay-As- 
You-Go Act of 2010, shall be determined by ref- 
erence to the latest statement titled ‘‘Budgetary 
Effects of PAYGO Legislation” for this title, 
submitted for printing in the Congressional 
Record by the Chairman of the House Budget 
Committee, provided that such statement has 
been submitted prior to the vote on passage. 

SEC. 208. LIMITATION ON THE USE OF FUNDS. 

The authority under the provisions of section 
301 of the Hoover Power Plant Act of 1984 (Pub- 
lic Law 98-381; 42 U.S.C. 16421a) shall not be 
used to fund any study or construction of trans- 
mission facilities developed as a result of this 
title. 


TITLE TI—SOUTHEAST ALASKA NATIVE 
LAND ENTITLEMENT FINALIZATION AND 
JOBS PROTECTION ACT 

SEC. 301. SHORT TITLE. 

This title may be cited as the ‘‘Southeast Alas- 
ka Native Land Entitlement Finalization and 
Jobs Protection Act”. 

SEC. 302. DEFINITIONS. 

In this title: 

(1) CONSERVATION SYSTEM UNIT.—The term 
“conservation system unit” has the meaning 
given the term in section 102 of the Alaska Na- 
tional Interest Lands Conservation Act (16 
U.S.C. 3102). 

(2) SEALASKA.—The term ‘‘Sealaska’’ means 
the Sealaska Corporation, a Regional Native 
Corporation created under the Alaska Native 
Claims Settlement Act (43 U.S.C. 1601 et seq.). 

(3) SECRETARY.—The term “Secretary” means 
the Secretary of the Interior. 

SEC. 303. FINDINGS; PURPOSE. 

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that— 

(1)(A) in 1971, Congress enacted the Alaska 
Native Claims Settlement Act (43 U.S.C. 1601 et 
seq.) to recognize and settle the aboriginal 
claims of Alaska Natives to land historically 
used by Alaska Natives for traditional, cultural, 
and spiritual purposes; and 

(B) that Act declared that the land settlement 
“should be accomplished rapidly, with cer- 
tainty, in conformity with the real economic 
and social needs of Natives’’; 

(2) the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act 
(43 U.S.C. 1601 et seq.)— 

(A) authorized the distribution of approxi- 
mately $1,000,000,000 and 44,000,000 acres of 
land to Alaska Natives; and 

(B) provided for the establishment of Native 
Corporations to receive and manage the funds 
and that land to meet the cultural, social, and 
economic needs of Native shareholders; 

(3) under section 12 of the Alaska Native 
Claims Settlement Act (43 U.S.C. 1611), each Re- 
gional Corporation, other than Sealaska (the 
Regional Corporation for southeast Alaska), 
was authorized to receive a share of land based 
on the proportion that the number of Alaska 
Native shareholders residing in the region of the 
Regional Corporation bore to the total number 
of Alaska Native shareholders, or the relative 
size of the area to which the Regional Corpora- 
tion had an aboriginal land claim bore to the 
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size of the area to which all Regional Corpora- 
tions had aboriginal land claims; 

(4)(A) Sealaska, the Regional Corporation for 
southeast Alaska, 1 of the Regional Corpora- 
tions with the largest number of Alaska Native 
shareholders, with more than 21 percent of all 
original Alaska Native shareholders, received 
less than 1 percent of the lands set aside for 
Alaska Natives, and received no land under sec- 
tion 12 of the Alaska Native Claims Settlement 
Act (43 U.S.C. 1611); 

(B) the Tlingit and Haida Indian Tribes of 
Alaska was 1 of the entities representing the 
Alaska Natives of southeast Alaska before the 
date of enactment of the Alaska Native Claims 
Settlement Act (43 U.S.C. 1601 et seq.); and 

(C) Sealaska did not receive land in propor- 
tion to the number of Alaska Native share- 
holders, or in proportion to the size of the area 
to which Sealaska had an aboriginal land claim, 
in part because of a United States Court of 
Claims cash settlement to the Tlingit and Haida 
Indian Tribes of Alaska in 1968 for land pre- 
viously taken to create the Tongass National 
Forest and Glacier Bay National Monument; 

(5) the 1968 Court of Claims cash settlement of 
$7,500,000 did not— 

(A) adequately compensate the Alaska Natives 
of southeast Alaska for the significant quantity 
of land and resources lost as a result of the cre- 
ation of the Tongass National Forest and Gla- 
cier Bay National Monument or other losses of 
land and resources; or 

(B) justify the significant disparate treatment 
of Sealaska under the Alaska Native Claims Set- 
tlement Act (43 U.S.C. 1611) in 1971; 

(6)(A) while each other Regional Corporation 
received a significant quantity of land under 
sections 12 and 14 of the Alaska Native Claims 
Settlement Act (43 U.S.C. 1611, 1613), Sealaska 
only received land under section 14(h) of that 
Act (43 U.S.C. 1613(h)); 

(B) section 14(h) of the Alaska Native Claims 
Settlement Act (43 U.S.C. 1613(h)) authorized 
the Secretary to withdraw and convey 2,000,000- 
acres of “unreserved and unappropriated’’ pub- 
lic lands in Alaska from which Alaska Native 
selections could be made for historic sites, ceme- 
tery sites, Urban Corporation land, Native 
group land, and Native Allotments; 

(C) under section 14(h)(8) of the Alaska Native 
Claims Settlement Act (43 U.S.C. 1613(h)(8)), 
after selections are made under paragraphs (1) 
through (7) of that section, the land remaining 
in the 2,000,000-acre land pool is allocated based 
on the proportion that the original Alaska Na- 
tive shareholder population of a Regional Cor- 
poration bore to the original Alaska Native 
shareholder population of all Regional Corpora- 
tions; 

(D) the only Native land entitlement of 
Sealaska derives from a proportion of leftover 
land remaining from the 2,000,000-acre land 
pool, estimated as of the date of enactment of 
this Act at approximately 1,700,000 acres; 

(E) because at the time of enactment of the 
Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act (43 U.S.C. 
1601 et seq.) all public land in the Tongass Na- 
tional Forest had been reserved for purposes of 
creating the national forest, the Secretary was 
not able to withdraw any public land in the 
Tongass National Forest for selection by and 
conveyance to Sealaska; 

(F) at the time of enactment of the Alaska Na- 
tive Claims Settlement Act (43 U.S.C. 1601 et 
seq.) other public lands in southeast Alaska not 
located in the Tongass National Forest were not 
suitable for selection by and conveyance to 
Sealaska because such lands were located in 
Glacier Bay National Monument, were included 
in a withdrawal effected pursuant to section 
17(d)(2) of that Act (43 U.S.C. 1616(d)(2)) and 
slated to become part of the Wrangell-St. Elias 
National Park, or essentially consisted of moun- 
tain tops; 
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(G) Sealaska in 1975 requested that Congress 
amend the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act 
(43 U.S.C. 1601 et seq.) to permit the Regional 
Corporation to select lands inside of the with- 
drawal areas established for southeast Alaska 
Native villages under section 16 of that Act (43 
U.S.C. 1615); and 

(H) in 1976, Congress amended section 16 of 
the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act (43 
U.S.C. 1615) to allow Sealaska to select lands 
under section 14(h)(8) of that Act (43 U.S.C. 
1613(h)(8)) from land located inside, rather than 
outside, the withdrawal areas established for 
southeast Alaska Native villages; 

(7) the 10 Alaska Native village withdrawal 
areas in southeast Alaska surround the Alaska 
Native communities of Yakutat, Hoonah, 
Angoon, Kake, Kasaan, Klawock, Craig, 
Hydaburg, Klukwan, and Saxman; 

(8)(A) the existing conveyance requirements of 
the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act (43 
U.S.C. 1601 et seq.) for southeast Alaska limit 
the land eligible for conveyance to Sealaska to 
the original withdrawal areas surrounding 10 
Alaska Native villages in southeast Alaska, 
which precludes Sealaska from selecting land lo- 
cated— 

(i) in any withdrawal area established for the 
Urban Corporations for Sitka and Juneau, Alas- 
ka; or 

(ii) outside the 10 Alaska Native village with- 
drawal areas; and 

(B) unlike other Regional Corporations, 
Sealaska is not authorized to request land lo- 
cated outside the withdrawal areas described in 
subparagraph (A) if the withdrawal areas are 
insufficient to complete the land entitlement of 
Sealaska under the Alaska Native Claims Settle- 
ment Act (43 U.S.C. 1601 et seq.); 

(9)(A) the deadline for applications for selec- 
tion of cemetery sites and historic places on 
land outside withdrawal areas established 
under section 14 of the Alaska Native Claims 
Settlement Act (43 U.S.C. 1613) was July 1, 1976; 

(B)() as of that date, the Bureau of Land 
Management notified Sealaska that the total en- 
titlement of Sealaska would be approximately 
200,000 acres; and 

(ii) Sealaska made entitlement allocation deci- 
sions for cultural sites and economic develop- 
ment sites based on that original estimate; and 

(C) as a result of the Alaska Land Transfer 
Acceleration Act (Public Law 108-452; 118 Stat. 
3575) and subsequent related determinations and 
actions of the Bureau of Land Management, it 
became clear within the last decade that 
Sealaska will receive significantly more than 
200,000 acres pursuant to the Alaska Native 
Claims Settlement Act (43 U.S.C. 1601 et seq.); 

(10) in light of the revised Bureau of Land 
Management estimate of the total number of 
acres that Sealaska will receive pursuant to the 
Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act (43 U.S.C. 
1601 et seq.), and in consultation with Members 
of Alaska’s congressional delegation, Sealaska 
and its shareholders believe that it is appro- 
priate to allocate more of the entitlement of 
Sealaska to— 

(A) the acquisition of places of sacred, cul- 
tural, traditional, and historical significance; 

(B) the acquisition of sites with traditional 
and recreational use value and sites suitable for 
renewable energy development; and 

(C) the acquisition of lands that are not with- 
in the watersheds of Native and non-Native 
communities and are suitable economically and 
environmentally for natural resource develop- 
ment; 

(11)(A) pursuant to section 11(a)(1) of the 
Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act (43 U.S.C. 
1610(a)(1)), Sealaska was not authorized to se- 
lect under section 14(h)(1) of that Act (43 U.S.C. 
1613(h)(1)) any site within Glacier Bay National 
Park, despite the abundance of cultural sites 
within that Park; 
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(B) Sealaska seeks cooperative agreements to 
ensure that cultural sites within Glacier Bay 
National Park are subject to cooperative man- 
agement by Sealaska, Village and Urban Cor- 
porations, and federally recognized tribes with 
ties to the cultural sites and history of the Park; 
and 

(C) Congress recognizes that there is an exist- 
ing Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) be- 
tween the Park Service and the Hoonah Indian 
Association, and does not intend to circumvent 
the MOU; rather the intent is to ensure that this 
and similar mechanisms for cooperative manage- 
ment in Glacier Bay are required by law; 

(12)(A) the cemetery sites and historic places 
conveyed to Sealaska pursuant to section 
14(h)(1) of the Alaska Native Claims Settlement 
Act (43 U.S.C. 1613(h)(1)) are subject to a re- 
strictive covenant not required by the Alaska 
Native Claims Settlement Act (43 U.S.C. 1601 et 
seq.) that hinders the ability of Sealaska to use 
the sites for cultural, educational, or research 
purposes for Alaska Natives and others; 

(B) historic sites managed by the Forest Serv- 
ice are not subject to the limitations referred to 
in subparagraph (A); and 

(C) Alaska Natives of southeast Alaska should 
be permitted to use cemetery sites and historic 
places in a manner that is— 

(i) consistent with the sacred, cultural, tradi- 
tional, or historic nature of the site; and 

(ii) not inconsistent with the management 
plans for adjacent public land; 

(13) 44 percent (820,000 acres) of the 10 Alaska 
Native village withdrawal areas established 
under the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act 
(43 U.S.C. 1601 et seq.) described in paragraphs 
(7) and (8) are composed of salt water and not 
available for selection; 

(14) of land subject to the selection rights of 
Sealaska, 110,000 acres are encumbered by gu- 
bernatorial consent requirements under the 
Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act (43 U.S.C. 
1601 et seq.); 

(15) in each withdrawal area, there exist fac- 
tors that limit the ability of Sealaska to select 
sufficient land, and, in particular, economically 
viable land, to fulfill the land entitlement of 
Sealaska, including factors such as— 

(A) with respect to the Yakutat withdrawal 
area— 

(i) 46 percent of the area is salt water; 

(ii) 10 sections (6,400 acres) around the Situk 
Lake were restricted from selection, with no 
consideration provided for the restriction; and 

(iii)() 70,000 acres are subject to a guber- 
natorial consent requirement before selection; 
and 

(II) Sealaska received no consideration with 
respect to the consent restriction; 

(B) with respect to the Hoonah withdrawal 
area, 51 percent of the area is salt water; 

(C) with respect to the Angoon withdrawal 
area— 

(i) 120,000 acres of the area is salt water; 

(ii) Sealaska received no consideration regard- 
ing the prohibition on selecting land from the 
80,000 acres located within the Admiralty Island 
National Monument; and 

(iii)() the Village Corporation for Angoon 
was allowed to select land located outside the 
withdrawal area on Prince of Wales Island, sub- 
ject to the condition that the Village Corpora- 
tion shall not select land located on Admiralty 
Island; but 

(II) no alternative land adjacent to the out-of- 
withdrawal land of the Village Corporation was 
made available for selection by Sealaska; 

(D) with respect to the Kake withdrawal 
area— 

(i) 64 percent of the area is salt water; and 

(ii) extensive timber harvesting by the Forest 
Service occurred in the area before 1971 that sig- 
nificantly reduced the value of land available 
for selection by, and conveyance to, Sealaska; 
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(E) with respect to the Kasaan withdrawal 
area— 

(i) 54 percent of the area is salt water; and 

(ii) the Forest Service previously harvested in 
the area; 

(F) with respect to the Klawock withdrawal 
area— 

(i) the area consists of only 5 townships, as 
compared to the usual withdrawal area of 9 
townships, because of the proximity of the 
Klawock withdrawal area to the Village of 
Craig, which reduces the selection area by 92,160 
acres; and 

(ii) the Klawock and Craig withdrawal areas 
are 35 percent salt water; 

(G) with respect to the Craig withdrawal area, 
the withdrawal area consists of only 6 town- 
ships, as compared to the usual withdrawal 
area of 9 townships, because of the proximity of 
the Craig withdrawal area to the Village of 
Klawock, which reduces the selection area by 
69,120 acres; 

(H) with respect to the Hydaburg withdrawal 
area— 

(i) 36 percent of the area is salt water; and 

(ii) Sealaska received no consideration under 
the Haida Land Exchange Act of 1986 (Public 
Law No. 99-664; 100 Stat. 4303) for relinquishing 
selection rights to land within the withdrawal 
area that the Haida Corporation exchanged to 
the Forest Service; 

(I) with respect to the Klukwan withdrawal 
area— 

(i) 27 percent of the area is salt water; and 

(ii) the withdrawal area is only 70,000 acres, 
as compared to the usual withdrawal area of 
207,360 acres, which reduces the selection area 
by 137,360 acres; and 

(J) with respect to the Saxman withdrawal 
area— 

(i) 29 percent of the area is salt water; 

(ii) Sealaska received no consideration for the 
50,576 acres within the withdrawal area adja- 
cent to the first-class city of Ketchikan that 
were excluded from selection; 

(iii) Sealaska received no consideration with 
respect to the 1977 amendment to the Alaska Na- 
tive Claims Settlement Act (43 U.S.C. 1601 et 
seq.) requiring gubernatorial consent for selec- 
tion of 58,000 acres in that area; and 

(iv) 23,888 acres are located within the An- 
nette Island Indian Reservation for the 
Metlakatla Indian Tribe and are not available 
for selection; 

(16) the selection limitations and guidelines 
applicable to Sealaska under the Alaska Native 
Claims Settlement Act (43 U.S.C. 1601 et seq.)— 

(A) are inequitable and inconsistent with the 
purposes of that Act because there is insuffi- 
cient land remaining in the withdrawal areas to 
meet the traditional, cultural, and socio- 
economic needs of the shareholders of Sealaska; 
and 

(B) make it difficult for Sealaska to select— 

(i) places of sacred, cultural, traditional, and 
historical significance; 

(ii) sites with traditional and recreation use 
value and sites suitable for renewable energy 
development; and 

(iii) lands that meet the real economic needs of 
the shareholders of Sealaska; 

(17) unless Sealaska is allowed to select land 
outside designated withdrawal areas in south- 
east Alaska, Sealaska will not be able to— 

(A) complete the land entitlement selections of 
Sealaska under the Alaska Native Claims Settle- 
ment Act (43 U.S.C. 1601 et seq.) in a manner 
that meets the cultural, social, and economic 
needs of Native shareholders; 

(B) avoid land selections in watersheds that 
are the exclusive drinking water supply for re- 
gional communities, support world class salmon 
streams, have been identified as important habi- 
tat, or would otherwise be managed by the For- 
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est Service as roadless and old growth forest re- 
serves; 

(C) secure ownership of places of sacred, cul- 
tural, traditional, and historical importance to 
the Alaska Natives of southeast Alaska; and 

(D) continue to support forestry jobs and eco- 
nomic opportunities for Alaska Natives and 
other residents of rural southeast Alaska; 

(18)(A) the rate of unemployment in southeast 
Alaska exceeds the statewide rate of unemploy- 
ment on a non-seasonally adjusted basis; 

(B) in January 2011, the Alaska Department 
of Labor and Workforce Development reported 
the unemployment rate for the Prince of 
Wales—Outer Ketchikan census area at ap- 
proximately 16.2 percent; 

(C) in October 2007, the Alaska Department of 
Labor and Workforce Development projected 
population losses between 1996 and 2030 for the 
Prince of Wales—Outer Ketchikan census area 
at 56.6 percent; 

(D) official unemployment rates severely 
underreport the actual level of regional unem- 
ployment, particularly in Native villages; and 

(E) additional job losses will exacerbate out- 
migration from Native and non-Native commu- 
nities in southeast Alaska; 

(19) Sealaska has played, and is expected to 
continue to play, a significant role in the health 
of the southeast Alaska economy; 

(20) despite the small land base of Sealaska as 
compared to other Regional Corporations (less 
than 1 percent of the total quantity of land allo- 
cated pursuant to the Alaska Native Claims Set- 
tlement Act (43 U.S.C. 1601 et seq.)), Sealaska 
has— 

(A) provided considerable benefits to Alaska 
Native shareholders; 

(B) supported hundreds of jobs for Alaska Na- 
tive shareholders and non-shareholders in 
southeast Alaska for more than 30 years; and 

(C) been a significant economic force in south- 
east Alaska; 

(21) pursuant to the revenue sharing provi- 
sions of section 7(i) of the Alaska Native Claims 
Settlement Act (43 U.S.C. 1606(i)), Sealaska has 
distributed more than $300,000,000 during the pe- 
riod beginning on January 1, 1971, and ending 
on December 31, 2005, to Native Corporations 
throughout the State of Alaska from the devel- 
opment of natural resources, which accounts for 
42 percent of the total revenues shared under 
that section during that period; 

(22) resource development operations main- 
tained by Sealaska— 

(A) support hundreds of jobs in the southeast 
Alaska region; 

(B) make timber available to local and domes- 
tic sawmills and other wood products businesses 
such as guitar manufacturers; 

(C) support firewood programs for local com- 
munities; 

(D) support maintenance of roads utilized by 
local communities for subsistence and recreation 
uses; 

(E) support development of new biomass en- 
ergy opportunities in southeast Alaska, reduc- 
ing dependence on high-cost diesel fuel for the 
generation of energy; 

(F) provide start-up capital for innovative 
business models in southeast Alaska that create 
new opportunities for non-timber economic de- 
velopment in the region, including support for 
renewable biomass initiatives, Alaska Native ar- 
tisans, and rural mariculture farming; and 

(G) support Native education and cultural 
and language preservation activities; 

(23) if the resource development operations of 
Sealaska cease on land appropriate for those op- 
erations, there will be a significant negative im- 
pact on— 

(A) southeast Alaska Native shareholders; 

(B) the cultural preservation activities of 
Sealaska; 
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(C) the economy of southeast Alaska; and 

(D) the Alaska Native community that bene- 
fits from the revenue-sharing requirements 
under the Alaska Native claims Settlement Act 
(43 U.S.C. 1601 et seq.); 

(24) it is critical that the remaining land enti- 
tlement conveyances to Sealaska under the 
Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act (43 U.S.C. 
1601 et seq.) are fulfilled to continue to meet the 
economic, social, and cultural needs of the Alas- 
ka Native shareholders of southeast Alaska and 
the Alaska Native community throughout Alas- 
ka; 

(25) in order to realize cultural preservation 
goals while also diversifying economic opportu- 
nities, Sealaska should be authorized to select 
and receive conveyance of— 

(A) sacred, cultural, traditional, and historic 
sites and other places of traditional cultural sig- 
nificance, including traditional and customary 
trade and migration routes, to facilitate the per- 
petuation and preservation of Alaska Native 
culture and history; 

(B) other sites with traditional and recreation 
use value and sites suitable for renewable en- 
ergy development to facilitate appropriate tour- 
ism and outdoor recreation enterprises and re- 
newable energy development for rural southeast 
Alaska communities; and 

(C) lands that are suitable economically and 
environmentally for natural resource develop- 
ment; 

(26) on completion of the conveyances of land 
of Sealaska to fulfill the full land entitlement of 
Sealaska under the Alaska Native Claims Settle- 
ment Act (43 U.S.C. 1601 et seq.), the encum- 
brances on 327,000 acres of Federal land created 
by the withdrawal of land for selection by Na- 
tive Corporations in southeast Alaska should be 
removed, which will facilitate thorough and 
complete planning and efficient management re- 
lating to national forest land in southeast Alas- 
ka by the Forest Service; 

(27) although the Tribal Forest Protection Act 
(25 U.S.C. 3101 note; Public Law 108-278) defines 
the term “Indian tribe” to include Indian tribes 
under section 4 of the Indian Self-Determination 
and Education Assistance Act (25 U.S.C. 450b), 
a term which includes “any Alaska Native vil- 
lage or regional or village corporation as defined 
in or established pursuant to the Alaska Native 
Claims Settlement Act ...’’, the Tribal Forest 
Protection Act does not define the term ‘‘Indian 
forest land or rangeland” to include lands 
owned by Alaska Native Corporations, including 
Sealaska, which are the primary Indian forest 
land owners in Alaska, and therefore, the Tribal 
Forest Protection Act should be amended in a 
manner that will— 

(A) permit Native Corporations, including 
Sealaska, as Indian forest land owners in Alas- 
ka, to work with the Secretary of Agriculture 
under the Tribal Forest Protection Act to ad- 
dress forest fire and insect infestation issues, in- 
cluding the spread of the spruce bark beetle in 
southeast and southcentral Alaska, which 
threaten the health of the Native forestlands; 
and 

(B) ensure that Native Corporations, includ- 
ing Sealaska, can participate in programs ad- 
ministered by the Secretary of Agriculture under 
the Tribal Forest Protection Act without includ- 
ing Native Corporations under the definition in 
that Act of “Indian forest land or rangeland” 
or otherwise amending that Act in a manner 
that validates, invalidates, or otherwise affects 
any claim regarding the existence of Indian 
country in the State of Alaska; and 

(28) the National Historic Preservation Act (16 
U.S.C. 470 et seq.) defines the term ‘‘Indian 
tribe” to include any ‘‘Native village, Regional 
Corporation or Village Corporation, as those 
terms are defined in section 3 of the Alaska Na- 
tive Claims Settlement Act’’ but does not define 
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the term “Tribal lands” to include lands owned 
by Alaska Native Corporations, thereby exclud- 
ing from the National Historic Preservation Act 
cemetery sites and historical places transferred 
to Native Corporations, including Sealaska, pur- 
suant to the Alaska Native Claims Settlement 
Act, and therefore, the National Historic Preser- 
vation Act should be amended in a manner that 
will— 

(A) permit Native Corporations, including 
Sealaska, as owners of Indian cemetery sites 
and historical places in Alaska, to work with 
the Secretary of the Interior under the National 
Historic Preservation Act to secure grants and 
other support to manage their own historic sites 
and programs pursuant to that Act; and 

(B) ensure that Native Corporations, includ- 
ing Sealaska, can participate in programs ad- 
ministered by the Secretary of the Interior under 
the National Historic Preservation Act without 
including Native Corporations under the defini- 
tion in that Act of “Tribal lands” or otherwise 
amending that Act in a manner that validates, 
invalidates, or otherwise affects any claim re- 
garding the existence of Indian country in the 
State of Alaska. 

(b) PURPOSE.—The purpose of this title is to 
address the inequitable treatment of Sealaska by 
allowing Sealaska to select the remaining land 
entitlement of Sealaska under section 14 of the 
Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act (43 U.S.C. 
1613) from designated Federal land in southeast 
Alaska located outside the 10 southeast Alaska 
Native village withdrawal areas in a manner 
that meets the cultural, social, and economic 
needs of Native shareholders, including the need 
to maintain jobs supported by Sealaska in rural 
southeast Alaska communities. 

SEC. 304. SELECTIONS IN SOUTHEAST ALASKA. 

(a) SELECTION BY SEALASKA.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding section 
14(h)(8) of the Alaska Native Claims Settlement 
Act (43 U.S.C. 1613(h)(8)), Sealaska is author- 
ized to select and receive conveyance of the re- 
maining land entitlement of Sealaska under 
that Act (43 U.S.C. 1601 et seq.) from Federal 
land located in southeast Alaska from each cat- 
egory described in subsections (b) and (c). 

(2) TREATMENT OF LAND CONVEYED.—Land 
conveyed pursuant to this title are to be treated 
as land conveyed pursuant to the Alaska Native 
Claims Settlement Act (43 U.S.C. 1601 et seq.) 
subject to, but not limited to— 

(A) reservation of public easements across 
land pursuant to section 17(b) of the Alaska Na- 
tive Claims Settlement Act (43 U.S.C. 1616(b)); 

(B) valid existing rights pursuant to section 
14(g) of the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act 
(43 U.S.C. 1613(g)); and 

(C) the land bank protections of section 907(d) 
of the Alaska National Interest and Lands Con- 
servation Act (43 U.S.C. 1636(d)). 

(b) WITHDRAWAL OF LAND.—The following 
public land is withdrawn, subject to valid exist- 
ing rights, from all forms of appropriation under 
public land laws, including the mining and min- 
eral leasing laws, and from selection under the 
Act of July 7, 1958 (commonly known as the 
“Alaska Statehood Act’’) (48 U.S.C. note prec. 
21; Public Law 85-508), and shall be available 
for selection by and conveyance to Sealaska to 
complete the remaining land entitlement of 
Sealaska under section 14(h)(8) of the Alaska 
Native Claims Settlement Act (43 U.S.C. 
1613(h)(8)): 

(1) Land identified on the maps dated Feb- 
ruary 1, 2011, and labeled “Attachment A (Maps 
1 through 8)”. 

(2) Sites with traditional, recreational, and re- 
newable energy use value, as identified on the 
map entitled ‘‘Sites with Traditional, Rec- 
reational, and Renewable Energy Use Value”, 
dated February 1, 2011, and labeled ‘‘Attach- 
ment D’’, subject to the condition that not more 


9267 


than 5,000 acres shall be selected for those pur- 
poses. 

(3) Sites identified on the map entitled ‘‘Tradi- 
tional and Customary Trade and Migration 
Routes’’, dated February 1, 2011, and labeled 
“Attachment C’’, which includes an identifica- 
tion of— 

(A) a conveyance of land 25 feet in width, to- 
gether with 1-acre sites at each terminus and at 
8 locations along the route, with the route, loca- 
tion, and boundaries of the conveyance de- 
scribed on the map inset entitled ‘‘Yakutat to 
Dry Bay Trade and Migration Route’’ on the 
map entitled “Traditional and Customary Trade 
and Migration Routes’’, dated February 1, 2011, 
and labeled ‘‘Attachment C”; 

(B) a conveyance of land 25 feet in width, to- 
gether with 1-acre sites at each terminus, with 
the route, location, and boundaries of the con- 
veyance described on the map inset entitled 
“Bay of Pillars to Port Camden Trade and Mi- 
gration Route” on the map entitled ‘‘Tradi- 
tional and Customary Trade and Migration 
Routes”, dated February 1, 2011, and labeled 
“Attachment C”; and 

(C) a conveyance of land 25 feet in width, to- 
gether with 1-acre sites at each terminus, with 
the route, location, and boundaries of the con- 
veyance described on the map inset entitled 
“Portage Bay to Duncan Canal Trade and Mi- 
gration Route” on the map entitled ‘‘Tradi- 
tional and Customary Trade and Migration 
Routes”, dated February 1, 2011, and labeled 
“Attachment C”. 

(c) SITES WITH SACRED, CULTURAL, TRADI- 
TIONAL, OR HISTORIC SIGNIFICANCE.—Subject to 
the criteria and procedures applicable to land 
selected pursuant to section 14(h)(1) of the Alas- 
ka Native Claims Settlement Act (43 U.S.C. 
1613(h)(1)) and set forth in the regulations pro- 
mulgated at section 2653.5 of title 43, Code of 
Federal Regulations (as in effect on the date of 
enactment of this Act), except as otherwise pro- 
vided in this title— 

(1) Sealaska shall have a right to identify up 
to 3,600 acres of sites with sacred, cultural, tra- 
ditional, or historic significance, including ar- 
cheological sites, cultural landscapes, and nat- 
ural features having cultural significance; and 

(2) on identification of the land by Sealaska 
under paragraph (1), the identified land shall 
be— 

(A) withdrawn, subject to valid existing 
rights, from all forms of appropriation under 
public land laws, including the mining and min- 
eral leasing laws, and from selection under the 
Act of July 7, 1958 (commonly known as the 
“Alaska Statehood Act’’) (48 U.S.C. note prec. 
21; Public Law 85-508); and 

(B) available for selection by and conveyance 
to Sealaska to complete the remaining land enti- 
tlement of Sealaska under section 14(h)(8) of the 
Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act (43 U.S.C. 
1613(h)(8)) subject to the conditions that— 

(i) no sites with sacred, cultural, traditional, 
or historic significance may be selected from 
within a unit of the National Park System; and 

(ii) beginning on the date that is 15 years 
after the date of enactment of this Act, Sealaska 
shall be limited to identifying not more than 360 
acres of sites with sacred, cultural, traditional, 
or historic significance under this subsection. 

(d) FOREST DEVELOPMENT ROADS.—Sealaska 
shall receive from the United States, subject to 
all necessary State and Federal permits, non- 
exclusive easements to Sealaska to allow— 

(1) access on the forest development road and 
use of the log transfer site identified in para- 
graphs (3)(b), (3)(c) and (3)(d) of the patent 
numbered 50-85-0112 and dated January 4, 1985; 

(2) access on the forest development road iden- 
tified in paragraphs (2)(a) and (2)(b) of the pat- 
ent numbered 50-92-0203 and dated February 24, 
1992; 
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(3) access on the forest development road iden- 
tified in paragraph (2)(a) of the patent num- 
bered 50-94-0046 and dated December 17, 1993; 

(4) access on the forest development roads and 
use of the log transfer facilities identified on the 
maps dated February 1, 2011, and labeled ‘‘At- 
tachment A (Maps 1 through 8)”; 

(5) a reservation of a right to construct a new 
road to connect to existing forest development 
roads as generally identified on the maps identi- 
fied in paragraph (4); and 

(6) access to and reservation of a right to con- 
struct a new log transfer facility and log storage 
area at the location identified on the maps iden- 
tified in paragraph (4). 

SEC. 305. CONVEYANCES TO SEALASKA. 

(a) TIMELINE FOR CONVEYANCE.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraphs (2), 
(3), and (4), the Secretary shall work with 
Sealaska to develop a mutually agreeable sched- 
ule to complete the conveyance of land to 
Sealaska under this title. 

(2) FINAL PRIORITIES.—Consistent with the 
provisions of section 403 of the Alaska Land 
Transfer Acceleration Act (43 U.S.C. 1611 note; 
Public Law 108-452), not later than 18 months 
after the date of enactment of this Act, Sealaska 
shall submit to the Secretary the final, irrev- 
ocable priorities for selection of land withdrawn 
under section 304(b)(1). 

(3) SUBSTANTIAL COMPLETION REQUIRED.—Not 
later than two years after the date of selection 
by Sealaska of land withdrawn under section 
304(b)(1), the Secretary shall substantially com- 
plete the conveyance of the land to Sealaska 
under this title. 

(4) EFFECT.—Nothing in this title shall inter- 
fere with or cause any delay in the duty of the 
Secretary to convey land to the State of Alaska 
under section 6 of the Act of July 7, 1958 (com- 
monly known as the “Alaska Statehood Act”) 
(48 U.S.C. note prec. 21; Public Law 85-508). 

(b) EXPIRATION OF WITHDRAWALS.—On com- 
pletion of the selection by Sealaska and the con- 
veyances to Sealaska of land under subsection 
(a) in a manner that is sufficient to fulfill the 
land entitlement of Sealaska under section 
14(h)(8) of the Alaska Native Claims Settlement 
Act (43 U.S.C. 1613(h)(8))— 

(1) the right of Sealaska to receive any land 
under that Act from within a withdrawal area 
established under subsections (a) and (d) of sec- 
tion 16 of that Act shall be terminated; 

(2) the withdrawal areas set aside for selection 
by Native Corporations in southeast Alaska 
under subsections (a) and (d) of section 16 of 
that Act shall be rescinded; and 

(3) land located within a withdrawal area 
that is not conveyed to Sealaska or to a south- 
east Alaska Village Corporation or Urban Cor- 
poration shall be returned to the unencumbered 
management of the Forest Service as part of the 
Tongass National Forest. 

(c) LIMITATION.—Sealaska shall not select or 
receive under this title any conveyance of land 
pursuant to paragraphs (1) or (2) of section 
304(b) located within any conservation system 
unit. 

(d) APPLICABLE EASEMENTS AND PUBLIC AC- 
CESS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—In addition to the reserva- 
tion of public easements under section 
304(a)(2)(A), the conveyance to Sealaska of land 
withdrawn pursuant to paragraphs (1) and (3) 
of section 304(b) that are located outside a with- 
drawal area designated under section 16(a) of 
the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act (43 
U.S.C. 1615(a)) shall be subject to— 

(A) a reservation for easements for public ac- 
cess on the public roads depicted on the maps 
dated February 1, 2011, and labeled ‘‘Attach- 
ment A (Maps 1 through 8)’’; 

(B) a reservation for easements for public ac- 
cess on the temporary roads designated by the 
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Forest Service as of the date of the enactment of 
this Act for the public access trails depicted on 
the maps described in subparagraph (A); and 

(C) the right of noncommercial public access 
for subsistence uses, consistent with title VIII of 
the Alaska National Interest Lands Conserva- 
tion Act (16 U.S.C. 3111 et seqg.), and rec- 
reational access, without liability to Sealaska, 
subject to— 

(i) the right of Sealaska to regulate access to 
ensure public safety, to protect cultural or sci- 
entific resources, and to provide environmental 
protection; and 

(ii) the condition that Sealaska shall post on 
any applicable property, in accordance with 
State law, notices of the conditions on use. 

(2) SACRED, CULTURAL, TRADITIONAL AND HIS- 
TORIC SITES.—The conveyance to Sealaska of 
land withdrawn pursuant to section 304(c) that 
is located outside of a withdrawal area des- 
ignated under section 16(a) of the Alaska Native 
Claims Settlement Act (43 U.S.C. 1615(a)) shail 
be subject to— 

(A) the right of public access across the con- 
veyances where no reasonable alternative access 
around the land is available without liability to 
Sealaska; and 

(B) the right of Sealaska to regulate access 
across the conveyances to ensure public safety, 
to protect cultural or scientific resources, to pro- 
vide environmental protection, or to prohibit ac- 
tivities incompatible with the use and enjoyment 
of the land by Sealaska, subject to the condition 
that Sealaska shall post on any applicable prop- 
erty, in accordance with State law, notices of 
any such condition. 

(3) TRADITIONAL AND CUSTOMARY TRADE AND 
MIGRATION ROUTES.—The conveyance to 
Sealaska of land withdrawn pursuant to section 
304(b)(3) that is located outside of a withdrawal 
area designated under section 16(a) of the Alas- 
ka Native Claims Settlement Act (43 U.S.C. 
1615(a)) shall be subject to a requirement that 
Sealaska provide public access across such lin- 
ear conveyances if an adjacent landowner or 
the public has a legal right to use the adjacent 
private or public land. 

(4) SITES WITH TRADITIONAL, RECREATIONAL, 
AND RENEWABLE ENERGY USE VALUE.—The con- 
veyance to Sealaska of land withdrawn pursu- 
ant to section 304(b)(2) that is located outside of 
a withdrawal area designated under section 
16(a) of the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act 
(43 U.S.C. 1615(a)) shall be subject to— 

(A) the right of public access across the land 
without liability to Sealaska; and 

(B) the condition that public access across the 
land would not be unreasonably restricted or 
impaired. 

(5) EFFECT.—No right of access provided to 
any individual or entity (other than Sealaska) 
by this subsection— 

(A) creates any interest, other than an inter- 
est retained by the United States, of such an in- 
dividual or entity in the land conveyed to 
Sealaska in excess of that right of access; or 

(B) provides standing in any review of, or 
challenge to, any determination by Sealaska 
with respect to the management or development 
of the applicable land. 

(e) CONDITIONS ON SACRED, CULTURAL, AND 
HISTORIC SITES AND TRADITIONAL AND CUS- 
TOMARY TRADE AND MIGRATION ROUTES.—The 
conveyance to Sealaska of land withdrawn pur- 
suant to sections 304(b)(3) and 304(c)— 

(1) shall be subject to a covenant prohibiting 
any commercial timber harvest or mineral devel- 
opment on the land; 

(2) shall allow use of the land as described in 
subsection (f); and 

(3) shall not be subject to any additional re- 
strictive covenant based on cultural or historic 
values, or any other restriction, encumbrance, 
or easement, except as provided in sections 14(g) 
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and 17(b) of the Alaska Native Claims Settle- 
ment Act (43 U.S.C. 1613(g), 1616(b)). 

(f) USES OF SACRED, CULTURAL, TRADITIONAL, 
AND HISTORIC SITES AND TRADITIONAL AND CUS- 
TOMARY TRADE AND MIGRATION ROUTES.—Any 
land conveyed to Sealaska from land withdrawn 
pursuant to sections 304(b)(3) and 304(c) may be 
used for— 

(1) preservation of cultural knowledge and 
traditions associated with the site; 

(2) historical, cultural, and scientific research 
and education; 

(3) public interpretation and education re- 
garding the cultural significance of the site to 
Alaska Natives; 

(4) protection and management of the site to 
preserve the natural and cultural features of the 
site, including cultural traditions, values, songs, 
stories, names, crests, and clan usage, for the 
benefit of future generations; and 

(5) site improvement activities for any purpose 
described in paragraphs (1) through (4), subject 
to the condition that the activities— 

(A) are consistent with the sacred, cultural, 
traditional, or historic nature of the site; and 

(B) are not inconsistent with the management 
plans for adjacent public land. 

(g9) TERMINATION OF RESTRICTIVE COV- 
ENANTS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Each restrictive covenant re- 
garding cultural or historical values with re- 
spect to any interim conveyance or patent for a 
historic or cemetery site issued to Sealaska pur- 
suant to the Federal regulations contained in 
sections 2653.5(a) and 2653.11 of title 43, Code of 
Federal Regulations (as in effect on the date of 
enactment of this Act), in accordance with sec- 
tion 14(h)(1) of the Alaska Native Claims Settle- 
ment Act (43 U.S.C. 1613(h)(1)), terminates as a 
matter of law on the date of enactment of this 
Act. 

(2) REMAINING CONDITIONS.—Land subject to a 
covenant described in paragraph (1) on the day 
before the date of enactment of this Act shall be 
subject to the conditions described in subsection 
(e). 

(3) RECORDS.—Sealaska shall be responsible 
for recording with the land title recorders office 
of the State of Alaska any modification to an 
existing conveyance of land under section 
14(h)(1) of the Alaska Native Claims Settlement 
Act (43 U.S.C. 1613(h)(1)) as a result of this title. 

(h) CONDITIONS ON SITES WITH TRADITIONAL, 
RECREATIONAL, AND RENEWABLE ENERGY USE 
VALUE.—Each conveyance of land to Sealaska 
from land withdrawn pursuant to section 
304(b)(2) shall be subject to a covenant prohib- 
iting any commercial timber harvest or mineral 
development. 

(i) ESCROW FUNDS FOR WITHDRAWN LAND.— 
On the withdrawal by this title of land identi- 
fied for selection by Sealaska, the escrow re- 
quirements of section 2 of Public Law 94-204 (43 
U.S.C. 1613 note), shall thereafter apply to the 
withdrawn land. 

(i) GUIDING AND OUTFITTING SPECIAL USE 
PERMITS OR AUTHORIZATIONS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Consistent with the provi- 
sions of section 14(g) of the Alaska Native 
Claims Settlement Act (43 U.S.C. 1613(g)), except 
as modified herein, on land conveyed to 
Sealaska from land withdrawn pursuant to sec- 
tions 304(b)(1) and 304(b)(2), an existing holder 
of a guiding or outfitting special use permit or 
authorization issued by the Forest Service shall 
be entitled to its rights and privileges on the 
land for the remaining term of the permit, as of 
the date of conveyance to Sealaska, and for 1 
subsequent 10-year renewal of the permit, sub- 
ject to the condition that the rights shall be con- 
sidered a valid existing right reserved pursuant 
to section 14(g) of the Alaska Native Claims Set- 
tlement Act (43 U.S.C. 1613(g)), and shall be 
managed accordingly. 
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(2) NOTICE OF COMMERCIAL ACTIVITIES.— 
Sealaska, with respect to the holder of a guiding 
or outfitting special use permit or authorization 
under this subsection, and a permit holder ref- 
erenced in this subsection, with respect to 
Sealaska, shall have an obligation to inform the 
other party of their respective commercial activi- 
ties before engaging in the activities on land, 
which has been conveyed to Sealaska under this 
title, subject to the permit or authorization. 

(3) NEGOTIATION OF NEW TERMS.—Nothing in 
this subsection precludes Sealaska and a permit 
holder under this subsection from negotiating 
new mutually agreeable permit terms that super- 
sede the requirements of— 

(A) this subsection; 

(B) section 14(g) of the Alaska Native Claims 
Settlement Act (43 U.S.C. 1613(g)); or 

(C) any deed covenant. 

(4) LIABILITY.—Sealaska shall bear no liabil- 
ity regarding use and occupancy pursuant to 
special use permits or authorizations on land se- 
lected or conveyed pursuant to this title. 

SEC. 306. MISCELLANEOUS. 

(a) STATUS OF CONVEYED LAND.—Each con- 
veyance of Federal land to Sealaska pursuant to 
this title, and each Federal action carried out to 
achieve the purpose of this title, shall be consid- 
ered to be conveyed or acted on, as applicable, 
pursuant to the Alaska Native Claims Settle- 
ment Act (43 U.S.C. 1601 et seq.). 

(b) ENVIRONMENTAL MITIGATION AND INCEN- 
TIVES.—Notwithstanding subsection (e) and (h) 
of section 305, all land conveyed to Sealaska 
pursuant to the Alaska Native Claims Settle- 
ment Act (43 U.S.C. 1601 et seq.) and this title 
shall be considered to be qualified to receive or 
participate in, as applicable— 

(1) any federally authorized carbon sequestra- 
tion program, ecological services program, or en- 
vironmental mitigation credit; and 

(2) any other federally authorized environ- 
mental incentive credit or program. 

(c) NO MATERIAL EFFECT ON FOREST PLAN.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as required by para- 
graph (2), implementation of this title, including 
the conveyance of land to Sealaska, alone or in 
combination with any other factor, shall not re- 
quire an amendment of, or revision to, the 
Tongass National Forest Land and Resources 
Management Plan before the first revision of 
that Plan scheduled to occur after the date of 
enactment of this Act. 

(2) BOUNDARY ADJUSTMENTS.—The Secretary 
of Agriculture shall inplement any land owner- 
ship boundary adjustments to the Tongass Na- 
tional Forest Land and Resources Management 
Plan resulting from the implementation of this 
title through a technical amendment to that 
Plan. 

(ad) TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS.— 

(1) TRIBAL FOREST PROTECTION.—Section 2 of 
the Tribal Forest Protection Act of 2004 (25 
U.S.C. 3115a) is amended by adding at the end 
a new subsection (h): 

“(h)(1) Land owned by an Alaska Native Cor- 
poration pursuant to the Alaska Native Claims 
Settlement Act (43 U.S.C. 1601 et seq.) that is 
forest land or formerly had a forest cover or veg- 
etative cover that is capable of restoration shall 
be eligible for agreements and contracts author- 
ized under this Act and administered by the Sec- 
retary. 

“(2) Nothing in this subsection validates, in- 
validates, or otherwise affects any claim regard- 
ing the existence of Indian country (as defined 
in section 1151 of title 18, United States Code) in 
the State of Alaska.’’. 

(2) NATIONAL HISTORIC PRESERVATION.—Sec- 
tion 101(d) of the National Historic Preservation 
Act (16 U.S.C. 470a(d)), is amended by adding at 
the end a new paragraph (7): 

“(7)(A) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of law, an Alaska Native tribe, band, nation or 
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other organized group or community, including 
a Native village, Regional Corporation, or Vil- 
lage Corporation, shall be eligible to participate 
in all programs administered by the Secretary 
under this Act on behalf of Indian tribes, in- 
cluding, but not limited to, securing grants and 
other support to manage their own historic pres- 
ervation sites and programs on lands held by 
the Alaska Native tribe, band, nation or other 
organized group or community, including a Na- 
tive village, Regional Corporation, or Village 
Corporation. 

“(B) Nothing in this paragraph validates, in- 
validates, or otherwise affects any claim regard- 
ing the existence of Indian country (as defined 
in section 1151 of title 18, United States Code) in 
the State of Alaska.’’. 

(e) EFFECT ON ENTITLEMENT.—Nothing in this 
title shall have any effect upon the entitlement 
due to any Native Corporation, other than 
Sealaska, under— 

(1) the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act 
(43 U.S.C. 1601 et seq.); or 

(2) the Alaska National Interest Lands Con- 
servation Act (16 U.S.C. 3101 et seq.). 

SEC. 307. MAPS. 

(a) AVAILABILITY.—Each map referred to in 
this title shall be maintained on file in— 

(1) the office of the Chief of the Forest Serv- 
ice; and 

(2) the office of the Secretary. 

(b) CORRECTIONS.—The Secretary or the Chief 
of the Forest Service may make any necessary 
correction to a clerical or typographical error in 
a map referred to in this title. 

(c) TREATMENT.—No map referred to in this 
title shall be considered to be an attempt by the 
Federal Government to convey any State or pri- 
vate land. 


TITLE IV—SAN ANTONIO MISSIONS NA- 
TIONAL HISTORICAL PARK BOUNDARY 
EXPANSION ACT 

SEC. 401. SHORT TITLE. 

This title may be cited as the “San Antonio 
Missions National Historical Park Boundary 
Expansion Act”. 

SEC. 402. FINDINGS. 

Congress finds that— 

(1) the San Antonio Missions National Histor- 
ical Park is important to understanding the his- 
tory and development of the City of San Anto- 
nio, Bexar County, the State of Texas, and the 
United States; 

(2) understanding the connection between the 
San Antonio River and the San Antonio Mis- 
sions is critical to understanding mission life in 
colonial Texas; and 

(3) the San Antonio Missions National Histor- 
ical Park enjoys the strong support of the City 
of San Antonio, Bexar County, and their citi- 
zens and businesses. 

SEC. 403. BOUNDARY EXPANSION. 

Section 201(a) of Public Law 95-629 (16 U.S.C. 
410ee(a)) is amended— 

(1) by striking “In order” and inserting ‘‘(1) 
In order”; 

(2) by striking “The park shall also” and in- 
serting ‘‘(2) The park shall also’’; 

(3) by striking “After advising the” and in- 
serting ‘‘(5) After advising the”; 

(4) by inserting after paragraph (2) (as so des- 
ignated by paragraph (2) above) the following: 

(3) The boundary of the park is further 
modified to include approximately 151 acres, as 
depicted on the map titled ‘San Antonio Mis- 
sions National Historical Park Proposed Bound- 
ary Addition 2009’, numbered 472/468,027, and 
dated November 2009. The map shall be on file 
and available for inspection in the appropriate 
offices of the National Park Service, U.S. De- 
partment of the Interior. 

“(4) The Secretary may not acquire by con- 
demnation any land or interest in land within 
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the boundaries of the park. The Secretary is au- 
thorized to acquire land and interests in land 
that are within the boundaries of the park pur- 
suant to paragraph (3) by donation only. No 
private property or non-Federal public property 
shall be included within the boundaries of the 
park without the written consent of the owner 
of such property. Nothing in this Act, the estab- 
lishment of park, or the management plan of the 
park shall be construed create buffer zones out- 
side of the park. That an activity or use can be 
seen or heard from within the park shall not 
preclude the conduct of that activity or use out- 
side the park.’’. 

TITLE V—WACO MAMMOTH NATIONAL 
MONUMENT ESTABLISHMENT ACT OF 2012 
SEC. 501. SHORT TITLE. 

This title may be cited as the “Waco Mam- 
moth National Monument Establishment Act of 
2012”. 

SEC. 502. FINDINGS. 

Congress finds that— 

(1) the Waco Mammoth Site area is located 
near the confluence of the Brazos River and the 
Bosque River in central Texas, near the city of 
Waco; 

(2) after the discovery of bones emerging from 
eroding creek banks leading to the uncovering 
of portions of 5 mammoths, Baylor University 
began investigating the site in 1978; 

(3) several additional mammoth remains have 
been uncovered making the site the largest 
known concentration of mammoths dying from 
the same event; 

(4) the mammoth discoveries have received 
international attention; and 

(5) Baylor University and the city of Waco, 
Texas, have been working together— 

(A) to protect the site; and 

(B) to develop further research and edu- 
cational opportunities at the site. 

SEC. 503. DEFINITIONS. 

In this title: 

(1) CiTy.—The term ‘‘City’’ means the city of 
Waco, Texas. 

(2) MANAGEMENT PLAN.—The term ‘‘manage- 
ment plan” means the management plan for the 
Monument prepared under section 505(c)(1). 

(3) MAP.—The term “map” means the map en- 
titled ‘‘Proposed Boundary Waco-Mammoth Na- 
tional Monument”, numbered T21/80,000, and 
dated April 2009. 

(4) MONUMENT.—The_ term “Monument” 
means the Waco Mammoth National Monument 
established by section 504(a). 

(5) SECRETARY.—The term “Secretary” means 
the Secretary of the Interior. 

(6) STATE.—The term “State” means the State 
of Texas. 

(7) UNIVERSITY.—The term “University” 
means Baylor University in the State. 

SEC. 504. WACO MAMMOTH NATIONAL MONU- 
MENT, TEXAS. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is established in 
the State, as a unit of the National Park Sys- 
tem, the Waco Mammoth National Monument, 
as generally depicted on the map. 

(b) AVAILABILITY OF MAP.—The map shall be 
on file and available for public inspection in the 
appropriate offices of the National Park Service. 
SEC. 505. ADMINISTRATION OF MONUMENT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall admin- 
ister the Monument in accordance with— 

(1) this title; and 

(2) any cooperative agreements entered into 
under subsection (b)(1). 

(b) AUTHORITIES OF SECRETARY.— 

(1) COOPERATIVE AGREEMENTS.—The Secretary 
may enter into cooperative management agree- 
ments with the University and the City, in ac- 
cordance with section 3(l) of Public Law 91-383 
(16 U.S.C. 1a-2())). 

(2) ACQUISITION OF LAND.—The Secretary may 
acquire by donation only from the City any 
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land or interest in land owned by the City with- 
in the proposed boundary of the Monument. 

(c) GENERAL MANAGEMENT PLAN.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 3 years after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary, 
in consultation with the University and the 
City, shall complete a general management plan 
for the Monument. 

(2) INCLUSIONS.—The management plan shall 
include, at a minimum— 

(A) measures for the preservation of the re- 
sources of the Monument; 

(B) requirements for the type and extent of de- 
velopment and use of the Monument; 

(C) identification of the capacity of the Monu- 
ment for accommodating visitors; and 

(D) opportunities for involvement by the Uni- 
versity, City, State, and other local and na- 
tional entities in— 

(i) developing educational programs for the 
Monument; and 

(ii) developing and supporting the Monument. 

(d) PROHIBITION OF USE OF FEDERAL FUNDS.— 
No Federal funds may be used to pay the costs 
of— 

(1) carrying out a cooperative agreement 
under subsection (b)(1); 

(2) acquiring land for inclusion in the Monu- 
ment under subsection (b)(2); 

(3) developing a visitor center for the Monu- 
ment; 

(4) operating or maintaining the Monument; 

(5) constructing exhibits for the Monument; or 

(6) developing the general management plan 
under subsection (c). 

(e) USE OF NON-FEDERAL FUNDS.—Non-Fed- 
eral funds may be used to pay any costs that 
may be incurred by the Secretary or the Na- 
tional Park Service in carrying out this section. 

(f) EFFECT ON ELIGIBILITY FOR FINANCIAL AS- 
SISTANCE.—Nothing in this title affects the eligi- 
bility of the Monument for Federal grants or 
other forms of financial assistance that the 
Monument would have been eligible to apply for 
had National Park System status not been con- 
ferred to the Monument under this title. 

(g) TERMINATION OF NATIONAL PARK SYSTEM 
STATUS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Designation of the Monu- 
ment as a unit of the National Park System 
shall terminate if the Secretary determines that 
Federal funds are required to operate and main- 
tain the Monument. 

(2) REVERSION.—If the designation of the 
Monument as a unit of the National Park Sys- 
tem is terminated under paragraph (1), any land 
acquired by the Secretary from the City under 
subsection (b)(2) shall revert to the City. 

(h) PRIVATE PROPERTY PROTECTION.—No pri- 
vate property may be made part of the Monu- 
ment without the written consent of the owner 
of that private property. 

SEC. 506. NO BUFFER ZONES. 

Nothing in this title, the establishment of na- 
tional monument, or the management plan shall 
be construed create buffer zones outside of the 
national monument. That an activity or use can 
be seen or heard from within the Monument 
shall not preclude the conduct of that activity 
or use outside the Monument. 

TITLE VI—NORTH CASCADES NATIONAL 

PARK ACCESS 
SEC. 601. FINDINGS. 

Congress finds as follows: 

(1) In 1988, 93 percent of the North Cascades 
National Park Complex was designated the Ste- 
phen Mather Wilderness. 

(2) A road corridor was deliberately excluded 
from the wilderness designation to provide for 
the continued use and maintenance of the upper 
Stehekin Valley Road. 

(3) The upper Stehekin Valley Road provides 
access to Stephen Mather Wilderness trailheads 
and North Cascades National Park from the 
Lake Chelan National Recreation Area. 
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(4) Record flooding in 1995 and again in 2003 
caused severe damage to the upper Stehekin 
Valley Road and led to the closure of a 9.9-mile 
section of the road between Car Wash Falls and 
Cottonwood Camp. 

(5) The National Park Service currently does 
not have the flexibility to rebuild the upper 
Stehekin Valley Road away from the Stehekin 
River due to the current location of the non-wil- 
derness road corridor provided by Congress in 
1988. 

(6) It is a high priority that the people of the 
United States, including families, the disabled, 
and the elderly, have reasonable access to the 
National Parks system and their public lands. 

(7) The 1995 Lake Chelan National Recreation 
Area General Management Plan calls for retain- 
ing vehicle access to Cottonwood Camp. 

(8) Tourism associated with the North Cas- 
cades National Park Complex is an important 
part of the economy for rural communities in 
the area. 

(9) Additional management flexibility would 
allow the National Park Service to consider re- 
tention of the upper Stehekin Valley Road in a 
manner that provides for no net loss of wilder- 
ness. 

SEC. 602. AUTHORIZATION FOR BOUNDARY AD- 
JUSTMENTS. 

The Washington Park Wilderness Act of 1988 
(Public Law 100-668) is amended by inserting 
after section 206 the following: 

“SEC. 207. BOUNDARY ADJUSTMENTS FOR ROAD. 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may adjust 
the boundaries of the North Cascades National 
Park and the Stephen Mather Wilderness in 
order to provide a 100-foot-wide corridor along 
which the Stehekin Valley Road may be re- 
built— 

(1) outside of the floodplain between milepost 
12.9 and milepost 22.8; 

“(2) within the boundaries of the North Cas- 
cades National Park; and 

“(3) outside of the boundaries of the Stephen 
Mather Wilderness. 

“(b) NO NET LOSS OF LANDS.—The boundary 
adjustments made under this section shall be 
such that equal acreage amounts are exchanged 
between the Stephen Mather Wilderness and the 
North Cascades National Park, resulting in no 
net loss of acreage to either the Stephen Mather 
Wilderness or the North Cascades National 
Park.’’. 


TITLE VII—ENDANGERED SALMON AND 
FISHERIES PREDATION PREVENTION ACT 
SEC. 701. SHORT TITLE. 

This title may be cited as the “Endangered 
Salmon and Fisheries Predation Prevention 
Act”. 

SEC. 702. FINDINGS. 

The Congress finds the following: 

(1) There are 13 groups of salmon and 
steelhead that are listed as threatened species or 
endangered species under the Endangered Spe- 
cies Act of 1973 that migrate through the lower 
Columbia River. 

(2) The people of the Northwest United States 
are united in their desire to restore healthy 
salmon and steelhead runs, as they are integral 
to the region’s culture and economy. 

(3) The Columbia River treaty tribes retain im- 
portant rights with respect to salmon and 
steelhead. 

(4) Federal, State, and tribal governments 
have spent billions of dollars to assist the recov- 
ery of Columbia River salmon and steelhead 
populations. 

(5) One of the factors impacting salmonid pop- 
ulations is increased predation by marine mam- 
mals, including California sea lions. 

(6) The population of California sea lions has 
increased 6-fold over the last 3 decades, and is 
currently greater than 250,000 animals. 
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(7) In recent years, more than 1,000 California 
sea lions have been foraging in the lower 145 
miles of the Columbia River up to Bonneville 
Dam during the peak spring salmonid run be- 
fore returning to the California coast to mate. 

(8) The percentage of the spring salmonid run 
that has been eaten or killed by California sea 
lions at Bonneville Dam has increased 7-fold 
since 2002. 

(9) In recent years, California sea lions have 
with greater frequency congregated near Bonne- 
ville Dam and have entered the fish ladders. 

(10) These California sea lions have not been 
responsive to extensive hazing methods em- 
ployed near Bonneville Dam to discourage this 
behavior. 

(11) The process established under the 1994 
amendment to the Marine Mammal Protection 
Act of 1972 to address aggressive sea lion behav- 
ior is protracted and will not work in a timely 
enough manner to protect threatened and en- 
dangered salmonids in the near term. 

(12) In the interest of protecting Columbia 
River threatened and endangered salmonids, a 
temporary expedited procedure is urgently need- 
ed to allow removal of the minimum number of 
California sea lions as is necessary to protect 
the passage of threatened and endangered 
salmonids in the Columbia River and its tribu- 
taries. 

(13) On December 21, 2010, the independent 
Pinniped-Fishery Interaction Task Force rec- 
ommended lethally removing more of the Cali- 
fornia sea lions in 2011. 

(14) On August 18, 2011, the States of Wash- 
ington, Oregon, and Idaho applied to the Na- 
tional Marine Fisheries Service, under section 
120(b)(1)(A) of the Marine Mammal Protection 
Act of 1972 (16 U.S.C. 1389(b)(1)(A)), for the le- 
thal removal of sea lions that the States deter- 
mined are having a “‘significant negative im- 
pact” on the recovery of Columbia River and 
Snake River salmon and steelhead. 

(15) On September 12, 2011, the National Ma- 
rine Fisheries Service announced it was accept- 
ing the States’ application for lethal removal of 
sea lions and that it would reconvene the 
Pinniped-Fishery Interaction Task Force to con- 
sider the States’ application. This title will en- 
sure the necessary authority for permits under 
the Marine Mammal Protection Act of 1972 to be 
issued in a timely fashion. 

(16) During a June 14, 2011, hearing, the Com- 
mittee on Natural Resources of the House of 
Representatives received testimony from State 
and tribal witnesses expressing concern that sig- 
nificant pinniped predation of important North- 
west fish resources other than salmonids is se- 
verely impacting fish stocks determined by both 
Federal and State fishery management agencies 
to be at low levels of abundance, and that this 
cannot be addressed by section 120 of the Ma- 
rine Mammal Protection Act of 1972 (16 U.S.C. 
1389), which as in effect before the enactment of 
this Act restricted control of predatory 
pinnipeds’ impact only with respect to endan- 
gered salmonids. 

SEC. 703. TAKING OF SEA LIONS ON THE COLUM- 
BIA RIVER AND ITS TRIBUTARIES TO 
PROTECT ENDANGERED AND 
THREATENED SPECIES OF SALMON 
AND OTHER NONLISTED FISH SPE- 
CIES. 

Section 120 of the Marine Mammal Protection 
Act of 1972 (16 U.S.C. 1389) is amended by strik- 
ing subsection (f) and inserting the following: 

“(f) TEMPORARY MARINE MAMMAL REMOVAL 
AUTHORITY ON THE WATERS OF THE COLUMBIA 
RIVER OR ITS TRIBUTARIES.— 

“(1) REMOVAL AUTHORITY.—Notwithstanding 
any other provision of this Act, the Secretary 
may issue a permit to an eligible entity author- 
izing the intentional lethal taking on the waters 
of the Columbia River and its tributaries of sea 
lions that are part of a healthy population that 
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is not listed as an endangered species or threat- 

ened species under the Endangered Species Act 

of 1973 (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.), to protect endan- 
gered and threatened species of salmon and 
other nonlisted fish species. 

“(2) PERMIT PROCESS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—An eligible entity may 
apply to the Secretary for a permit under this 
subsection. 

“(B) DEADLINE FOR CONSIDERATION OF APPLI- 
CATION.—The Secretary shall approve or deny 
an application for a permit under this sub- 
section by not later than 30 days after receiving 
the application. 

“(C) DURATION OF PERMIT.—A permit under 
this subsection shall be effective for no more 
than one year after the date it is issued, but 
may be renewed by the Secretary. 

“(3) LIMITATIONS.— 

“(A) LIMITATION ON PERMIT AUTHORITY.— 
Subject to subparagraph (B), a permit issued 
under this subsection shall not authorize the le- 
thal taking of more than 10 sea lions during the 
duration of the permit. 

“(B) LIMITATION ON ANNUAL TAKINGS.—The 
cumulative number of sea lions authorized to be 
taken each year under all permits in effect 
under this subsection shall not exceed one per- 
cent of the annual potential biological removal 
level. 

“(4) DELEGATION OF PERMIT AUTHORITY.—Any 
eligible entity may delegate to any other eligible 
entity the authority to administer its permit au- 
thority under this subsection. 

“(5) NEPA.—Section 102(2)(C) of the National 
Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 
4332(2)(C)) shall not apply with respect to this 
subsection and the issuance of any permit under 
this subsection during the 5-year period begin- 
ning on the date of the enactment of this sub- 
section. 

““(6) SUSPENSION OF PERMITTING AUTHORITY.— 
If, 5 years after enactment, the Secretary, after 
consulting with State and tribal fishery man- 
agers, determines that lethal removal authority 
is no longer necessary to protect salmonid and 
other fish species from sea lion predation, may 
suspend the issuance of permits under this sub- 
section. 

“(7) ELIGIBLE ENTITY DEFINED.—In this sub- 
section, the term ‘eligible entity’ means each of 
the State of Washington, the State of Oregon, 
the State of Idaho, the Nez Perce Tribe, the 
Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Res- 
ervation, the Confederated Tribes of the Warm 
Springs Reservation of Oregon, the Confed- 
erated Tribes and Bands of the Yakama Nation, 
and the Columbia River Inter-Tribal Fish Com- 
mission.’’. 

SEC. 704. SENSE OF CONGRESS. 

It is the sense of the Congress that— 

(1) preventing predation by sea lions, recovery 
of listed salmonid stocks, and preventing future 
listings of fish stocks in the Columbia River is a 
vital priority; 

(2) permit holders exercising lethal removal 
authority pursuant to the amendment made by 
this title should be trained in wildlife manage- 
ment; and 

(3) the Federal Government should continue 
to fund lethal and nonlethal removal measures 
for preventing such predation. 

SEC. 705. TREATY RIGHTS OF FEDERALLY RECOG- 

NIZED INDIAN TRIBES. 

Nothing in this title or the amendment made 
by this title shall be construed to affect or mod- 
ify any treaty or other right of any federally 
recognized Indian tribe. 

TITLE VIII—REAUTHORIZATION OF HER- 
GER-FEINSTEIN QUINCY LIBRARY 
GROUP FOREST RECOVERY ACT 

SEC. 801. REAUTHORIZATION OF HERGER-FEIN- 

STEIN QUINCY LIBRARY GROUP FOR- 
EST RECOVERY ACT. 

(a) EXTENSION.—Subsection (g) of the Herger- 

Feinstein Quincy Library Group Forest Recov- 
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ery Act (title IV of the Department of the Inte- 

rior and Related Agencies Appropriations Act, 

1999, as contained in section 101(e) of division A 

of Public Law 105-277; 16 U.S.C. 2104 note) is 

amended to read as follows: 

“(g) TERM OF PILOT PROJECT.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall con- 
duct the pilot project until the earlier of the fol- 
lowing: 

“(A) September 30, 2022. 

“(B) The date on which the Secretary com- 
pletes amendment or revision of the land and re- 
source management plans for the National For- 
est System lands included in the pilot project 
area. 

“(2) FOREST PLAN AMENDMENTS.—When the 
Regional Forester for Region 5 initiates the 
process to amend or revise the land and resource 
management plans for the pilot project area, the 
process shall include preparation of at least one 
alternative that incorporates the pilot project 
and area designations under subsection (b), the 
resource management activities described in sub- 
section (d), and other aspects of the Quincy Li- 
brary Group Community Stability Proposal.’’. 

(b) EXPANSION OF PILOT PROJECT AREA.—Sub- 
section (b) of the Herger-Feinstein Quincy Li- 
brary Group Forest Recovery Act is amended by 
adding at the end the following new paragraph: 

(3) EXPANSION OF PILOT PROJECT AREA.—The 
Secretary may expand the pilot project area to 
include all National Forest System lands within 
California or Nevada that lie within the Sierra 
Nevada and Cascade Province, Lake Tahoe 
Basin Management Unit, Humboldt-Toiyabe Na- 
tional Forest, and Inyo National Forest. These 
lands may be managed using the same strategy, 
guidelines and resource management activities 
outlined in this section or developed to meet 
local forest and community needs and condi- 
tions.’’. 

(c) ROADLESS AREA PROTECTION.—Subsection 
(c)(4) of the Herger-Feinstein Quincy Library 
Group Forest Recovery Act is amended by add- 
ing at the end the following new sentence: 
“However, those areas designated as ‘Deferred’ 
on the map, but located in Tehama County, 
south and west of Lassen Peak, are deemed to 
be designated as ‘Available for Group Selection’ 
and shall be managed accordingly under sub- 
section (d).’’. 

(d) GROUP SELECTION REQUIREMENT.—Sub- 
paragraph (A) of subsection (d)(2) of the Her- 
ger-Feinstein Quincy Library Group Forest Re- 
covery Act is amended to read as follows: 

“(A) GROUP SELECTION.—After September 30, 
2012, group selection on an average acreage of 
.57 percent of the pilot project area land shall 
occur each year of the pilot project.’’. 

TITLE IX—YERINGTON LAND CONVEY- 
ANCE AND SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT 
ACT 

SEC. 901. SHORT TITLE. 

This title may be cited as the “Yerington 
Land Conveyance and Sustainable Development 
Act”. 

SEC. 902. FINDINGS. 

Congress finds that— 

(1) the city of Yerington, Nevada, which has 
an unemployment rate of 16 percent, has the 
highest unemployment rate in the State of Ne- 
vada; 

(2) for over 4 years, the city of Yerington and 
Lyon County, Nevada, have been working with 
private business partners to develop a sustain- 
able development plan that would enable all 
parties to benefit from the use of private land 
adjacent to the city of Yerington for potential 
commercial and industrial development, mining 
activities, recreation opportunities, and the ex- 
pansion of community and cultural events; 

(3) the sustainable development plan referred 
to in paragraph (2) requires the conveyance of 
certain Federal land administered by the Bu- 
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reau of Land Management to the City for con- 
sideration in an amount equal to the fair market 
value of the Federal land; 

(4) the Federal land to be conveyed to the City 
under the sustainable development plan has 
very few environmental, historical, wildlife, or 
cultural resources of value to the public, but is 
appropriate for responsible development; 

(5) the Federal land that would be conveyed 
to the City under the sustainable development 
plan— 

(A) is adjacent to the boundaries of the City; 
and 

(B) would be used— 

(i) to enhance recreational, cultural, commer- 
cial, and industrial development opportunities 
in the City; 

(ii) for future economic development, regional 
use, and as an open space buffer to the City; 
and 

(iii) to allow the City to provide critical infra- 
structure services; 

(6) commercial and industrial development of 
the Federal land would enable the community to 
benefit from the transportation, power, and 
water infrastructure that would be put in place 
with the concurrent development of commercial 
and industrial operations; 

(7) the conveyance of the Federal 
would— 

(A) help the City and County to grow; and 

(B) provide additional tax revenue to the City 
and County; 

(8) industrial and commercial development of 
the Federal land would create thousands of 
long-term, high-paying jobs for the City and 
County; and 

(9) the Lyon County Commission and the City 
unanimously approved resolutions in support of 
the conveyance of the Federal land because the 
conveyance would facilitate a sustainable model 
for long-term economic and industrial develop- 
ment. 

SEC. 903. DEFINITIONS. 

In this title: 

(1) CiITy.—The term ‘‘City’’ means the city of 
Yerington, Nevada. 

(2) FEDERAL LAND.—The term “Federal land” 
means the land located in Lyon County and 
Mineral County, Nevada, that is identified on 
the map as ‘‘City of Yerington Sustainable De- 
velopment Conveyance Lands”. 

(3) MAP.—The term ‘‘map’’ means the map en- 
titled “Yerington Land Conveyance and Sus- 
tainable Development Act” and dated May 31, 
2012. 

(4) SECRETARY.—The term “Secretary” means 
the Secretary of the Interior. 

SEC. 904. CONVEYANCES OF LAND 
YERINGTON, NEVADA. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 90 days after 
the date of enactment of this title, subject to 
valid existing rights, and notwithstanding the 
land use planning requirements of sections 202 
and 203 of the Federal Land Policy and Man- 
agement Act of 1976 (43 U.S.C. 1712, 1713), the 
Secretary shall convey to the City, subject to the 
City’s agreement and in exchange for consider- 
ation in an amount equal to the fair market 
value of the Federal land, all right, title, and 
interest of the United States in and to the Fed- 
eral land identified on the map. 

(b) APPRAISAL TO DETERMINE OF FAIR MAR- 
KET VALUE.—The Secretary shall determine the 
fair market value of the Federal land to be con- 
veyed— 

(1) in accordance with the Federal Land Pol- 
icy and Management Act of 1976 (43 U.S.C. 1701 
et seq.); and 

(2) based on an appraisal that is conducted in 
accordance with nationally recognized ap- 
praisal standards, including— 

(A) the Uniform Appraisal Standards for Fed- 
eral Land Acquisition; and 
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(B) the Uniform Standards of Professional Ap- 
praisal Practice. 

(c) AVAILABILITY OF MAP.—The map shall be 
on file and available for public inspection in the 
appropriate offices of the Bureau of Land Man- 
agement. 

(d) APPLICABLE LAW.—Beginning on the date 
on which the Federal land is conveyed to the 
City, the development of and conduct of activi- 
ties on the Federal land shall be subject to all 
applicable Federal laws (including regulations). 

(e) ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS.—The City shall be 
responsible for all survey, appraisal, and other 
administrative costs associated with the convey- 
ance of the Federal land to the City under this 
title. 

SEC. 905. RELEASE OF THE UNITED STATES. 

Upon making the conveyance under section 
904, notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, the United States is released from any and 
all liabilities or claims of any kind or nature 
arising from the presence, release, or threat of 
release of any hazardous substance, pollutant, 
contaminant, petroleum product (or derivative 
of a petroleum product of any kind), solid 
waste, mine materials or mining related features 
(including tailings, overburden, waste rock, mill 
remnants, pits, or other hazards resulting from 
the presence of mining related features) on the 
Federal Land in existence on or before the date 
of the conveyance. 

TITLE X—PRESERVING ACCESS TO CAPE 
HATTERAS NATIONAL SEASHORE REC- 
REATIONAL AREA ACT 

SEC. 1001. SHORT TITLE. 

This title may be cited as the ‘‘Preserving Ac- 
cess to Cape Hatteras National Seashore Rec- 
reational Area Act”. 

SEC. 1002. REINSTATEMENT OF INTERIM MAN- 

AGEMENT STRATEGY. 

(a) MANAGEMENT.—After the date of the en- 
actment of this title, Cape Hatteras National 
Seashore Recreational Area shall be managed in 
accordance with the Interim Protected Species 
Management Strategy/Environmental Assess- 
ment issued by the National Park Service on 
June 13, 2007, for the Cape Hatteras National 
Seashore Recreational Area, North Carolina, 
unless the Secretary of the Interior (hereafter in 
this title referred to as the ‘‘Secretary’’) issues a 
new final rule that meets the requirements set 
forth in section 1003. 

(b) RESTRICTIONS.—The Secretary shall not 
impose any additional restrictions on pedestrian 
or motorized vehicular access to any portion of 
Cape Hatteras National Seashore Recreational 
Area for species protection beyond those in the 
Interim Management Strategy, other than as 
specifically authorized pursuant to section 1003 
of this title. 

SEC. 1003. ADDITIONAL RESTRICTIONS ON AC- 

CESS TO CAPE HATTERAS NATIONAL 
SEASHORE RECREATIONAL AREA 
FOR SPECIES PROTECTION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—If, based on peer-reviewed 
science and after public comment, the Secretary 
determines that additional restrictions on access 
to a portion of the Cape Hatteras National Sea- 
shore Recreational Area are necessary to protect 
species listed as endangered under the Endan- 
gered Species Act of 1973 (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.), 
the Secretary may only restrict, by limitation, 
closure, buffer, or otherwise, pedestrian and mo- 
torized vehicular access for recreational activi- 
ties for the shortest possible time and on the 
smallest possible portions of the Cape Hatteras 
National Seashore Recreational Area. 

(b) LIMITATION ON RESTRICTIONS.—Restric- 
tions imposed under this section for protection 
of species listed as endangered under the En- 
dangered Species Act of 1973 (16 U.S.C. 1531 et 
seq.) shall not be greater than the restrictions in 
effect for that species at any other National 
Seashore. 
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(c) CORRIDORS AROUND CLOSURES.—To the 
maximum extent possible, the Secretary shail 
designate pedestrian and vehicular corridors of 
minimal distance on the beach or interdunal 
area around closures implemented under this 
section to allow access to areas not closed. 

SEC. 1004. INAPPLICABILITY OF FINAL RULE AND 
CONSENT DEGREE. 

(a) FINAL RULE.—The final rule titled ‘‘Spe- 
cial Regulations, Areas of the National Park 
System, Cape Hatteras National Seashore—Off- 
Road Vehicle Management” (77 Fed. Reg. 3123- 
3144) shall have no force or effect after the date 
of the enactment of this title. 

(b) CONSENT DECREE.—The April 30, 2008, con- 
sent decree filed in the United States District 
Court for the Eastern District of North Carolina 
regarding off-road vehicle use at Cape Hatteras 
National Seashore in North Carolina shall not 
apply after the date of the enactment of this 
title. 

TITLE XI—GRAZING IMPROVEMENT ACT 

OF 2012 
SEC. 1101. SHORT TITLE. 

This title may be cited as the “Grazing Im- 
provement Act of 2012”. 

SEC. 1102. TERMS OF GRAZING PERMITS AND 
LEASES. 

Section 402 of the Federal Land Policy and 
Management Act of 1976 (43 U.S.C. 1752) is 
amended— 

(1) by striking “ten years” each place it ap- 
pears and inserting ‘‘20 years”; and 

(2) in subsection (b)— 

(A) by striking “or” at the end of each of 
paragraphs (1) and (2); 

(B) in paragraph (3), by striking the period at 
the end and inserting ‘‘; or”; and 

(C) by adding at the end the following: 

“(4) the initial environmental analysis under 
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (42 
U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) regarding a grazing allot- 
ment, permit, or lease has not been completed.’’. 


SEC. 1103. RENEWAL, TRANSFER, AND 
REISSUANCE OF GRAZING PERMITS 
AND LEASES. 


Title IV of the Federal Land Policy and Man- 
agement Act of 1976 (43 U.S.C. 1751 et seq.) is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 


“SEC. 405. RENEWAL, TRANSFER, AND 
REISSUANCE OF GRAZING PERMITS 
AND LEASES. 


“(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 

“(1) CURRENT GRAZING MANAGEMENT.—The 
term ‘current grazing management’ means graz- 
ing in accordance with the terms and conditions 
of an existing permit or lease and includes any 
modifications that are consistent with an appli- 
cable Department of Interior resource manage- 
ment plan or Department of Agriculture land 
use plan. 

“(2) SECRETARY CONCERNED.—The term ‘Sec- 
retary concerned’ means— 

“(A) the Secretary of Agriculture, with respect 
to National Forest System land; and 

“(B) the Secretary of the Interior, with re- 
spect to land under the jurisdiction of the De- 
partment of the Interior. 

“(b) RENEWAL, TRANSFER, REISSUANCE, AND 
PENDING PROCESSING.—A grazing permit or lease 
issued by the Secretary of the Interior, or a 
grazing permit issued by the Secretary of Agri- 
culture regarding National Forest System land, 
that expires, is transferred, or is waived shall be 
renewed or reissued under, as appropriate— 

“(1) section 402; 

“(2) section 19 of the Act of April 24, 1950 
(commonly known as the ‘Granger-Thye Act’; 16 
U.S.C. 5801); 

“(3) title III of the Bankhead-Jones Farm 
Tenant Act (7 U.S.C. 1010 et seq.); or 

“(4) section 510 the California Desert Protec- 
tion Act of 1994 (16 U.S.C. 410aaa-—50). 

“‘(c) TERMS; CONDITIONS.—The terms and con- 
ditions (except the termination date) contained 
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in an expired, transferred, or waived permit or 
lease described in subsection (b) shall continue 
in effect under a renewed or reissued permit or 
lease until the date on which the Secretary con- 
cerned completes the processing of the renewed 
or reissued permit or lease that is the subject of 
the expired, transferred, or waived permit or 
lease, in compliance with each applicable law. 

“(d) CANCELLATION; SUSPENSION; MODIFICA- 
TION.—Notwithstanding subsection (c), a permit 
or lease described in subsection (b) may be can- 
celled, suspended, or modified in accordance 
with applicable law. 

“(e) RENEWAL TRANSFER REISSUANCE AFTER 
PROCESSING.—When the Secretary concerned 
has completed the processing of the renewed or 
reissued permit or lease that is the subject of the 
expired, transferred, or waived permit or lease, 
the Secretary concerned may renew or reissue 
the permit or lease for a term of 20 years after 
completion of processing. 

“(f) COMPLIANCE WITH NATIONAL ENVIRON- 
MENTAL POLICY ACT OF 1969.—The renewal, 
reissuance, or transfer of a grazing permit or 
lease by the Secretary concerned may, at their 
sole discretion, be categorically excluded from 
the requirement to prepare an environmental as- 
sessment or an environmental impact statement 
if— 

“(1) the decision to renew, reissue, or transfer 
continues the current grazing management of 
the allotment; 

“(2) monitoring of the allotment has indicated 
that the current grazing management has met, 
or has satisfactorily progressed towards meet- 
ing, objectives contained in the land use and re- 
source management plan of the allotment, as de- 
termined by the Secretary concerned; or 

“(3) the decision is consistent with the policy 
of the Department of the Interior or the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture, as appropriate, regarding 
extraordinary circumstances. 

“(g) PRIORITY AND TIMING FOR COMPLETING 
ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSES.—The Secretary con- 
cerned, in the sole discretion of the Secretary 
concerned, shall determine the priority and tim- 
ing for completing each required environmental 
analysis regarding any grazing allotment, per- 
mit, or lease based on the environmental signifi- 
cance of the allotment, permit, or lease and 
available funding for that purpose. 

“(h) NEPA EXEMPTIONS.—The National Envi- 
ronmental Policy Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321 et 
seq.) shall not apply to the following: 

“(1) Crossing and trailing authorizations of 
domestic livestock. 

“(2) Transfer of grazing preference.’’. 

TITLE XII —TARGET PRACTICE AND 
MARKSMANSHIP TRAINING SUPPORT ACT 
SEC. 1201. SHORT TITLE. 

This title may be cited as the “Target Practice 
and Marksmanship Training Support Act”. 

SEC. 1202. FINDINGS; PURPOSE. 

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that— 

(1) the use of firearms and archery equipment 
for target practice and marksmanship training 
activities on Federal land is allowed, except to 
the extent specific portions of that land have 
been closed to those activities; 

(2) in recent years preceding the date of en- 
actment of this title, portions of Federal land 
have been closed to target practice and marks- 
manship training for many reasons; 

(3) the availability of public target ranges on 
non-Federal land has been declining for a vari- 
ety of reasons, including continued population 
growth and development near former ranges; 

(4) providing opportunities for target practice 
and marksmanship training at public target 
ranges on Federal and non-Federal land can 
help— 

(A) to promote enjoyment of shooting, rec- 
reational, and hunting activities; and 

(B) to ensure safe and convenient locations 
for those activities; 
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(5) Federal law in effect on the date of enact- 
ment of this title, including the Pittman-Robert- 
son Wildlife Restoration Act (16 U.S.C. 669 et 
seq.), provides Federal support for construction 
and expansion of public target ranges by mak- 
ing available to States amounts that may be 
used for construction, operation, and mainte- 
nance of public target ranges; and 

(6) it is in the public interest to provide in- 
creased Federal support to facilitate the con- 
struction or expansion of public target ranges. 

(b) PURPOSE.—The purpose of this title is to 
facilitate the construction and expansion of 
public target ranges, including ranges on Fed- 
eral land managed by the Forest Service and the 
Bureau of Land Management. 

SEC. 1203. DEFINITION OF PUBLIC TARGET 
RANGE. 

In this title, the term ‘public target range” 
means a specific location that— 

(1) is identified by a governmental agency for 
recreational shooting; 

(2) is open to the public; 

(3) may be supervised; and 

(4) may accommodate archery or rifle, pistol, 
or shotgun shooting. 

SEC. 1204. AMENDMENTS TO PITTMAN-ROBERT- 
SON WILDLIFE RESTORATION ACT. 

(a) DEFINITIONS.—Section 2 of the Pittman- 
Robertson Wildlife Restoration Act (16 U.S.C. 
669a) is amended— 

(1) by redesignating paragraphs (2) through 
(8) as paragraphs (3) through (9), respectively; 
and 

(2) by inserting after paragraph (1) the fol- 
lowing: 

“(2) the term ‘public target range’ means a 
specific location that— 

“(A) is identified by a governmental agency 
for recreational shooting; 

“(B) is open to the public; 

“(C) may be supervised; and 

“(D) may accommodate archery or rifle, pis- 
tol, or shotgun shooting;’’. 

(b) EXPENDITURES FOR MANAGEMENT OF WILD- 
LIFE AREAS AND RESOURCES.—Section 8(b) of the 
Pittman-Robertson Wildlife Restoration Act (16 
U.S.C. 6699(b)) is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘(b) Each State’’ and inserting 
the following: 

“(b) EXPENDITURES FOR MANAGEMENT OF 
WILDLIFE AREAS AND RESOURCES.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in para- 
graph (2), each State’’; 

(2) in paragraph (1) (as so designated), by 
striking ‘‘construction, operation,” and insert- 
ing ‘“‘operation’’; 

(3) in the second sentence, by striking ‘‘The 
non-Federal share” and inserting the following: 

“(3) NON-FEDERAL SHARE.—The non-Federal 
share”; 

(4) in the third sentence, by striking “The Sec- 
retary” and inserting the following: 

“(4) REGULATIONS.—The Secretary”; and 

(5) by inserting after paragraph (1) (as des- 
ignated by paragraph (1) of this subsection) the 
following: 

“(2) EXCEPTION.—Notwithstanding the limita- 
tion described in paragraph (1), a State may pay 
up to 90 percent of the cost of acquiring land 
for, expanding, or constructing a public target 
range.’’. 

(c) FIREARM AND BOW HUNTER EDUCATION 
AND SAFETY PROGRAM GRANTS.—Section 10 of 
the Pittman-Robertson Wildlife Restoration Act 
(16 U.S.C. 669h-1) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a), by adding at the end the 
following: 

‘“(3) ALLOCATION OF ADDITIONAL AMOUNTS.— 
Of the amount apportioned to a State for any 
fiscal year under section 4(b), the State may 
elect to allocate not more than 10 percent, to be 
combined with the amount apportioned to the 
State under paragraph (1) for that fiscal year, 
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for acquiring land for, expanding, 
structing a public target range.’’; 

(2) by striking subsection (b) and inserting the 
following: 

““(b) COST SHARING.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in para- 
graph (2), the Federal share of the cost of any 
activity carried out using a grant under this 
section shall not exceed 75 percent of the total 
cost of the activity. 

(2) PUBLIC TARGET RANGE CONSTRUCTION OR 
EXPANSION.—The Federal share of the cost of 
acquiring land for, expanding, or constructing a 
public target range in a State on Federal or 
non-Federal land pursuant to this section or 
section 8(b) shall not exceed 90 percent of the 
cost of the activity.’’; and 

(3) in subsection (c)(1)— 

(A) by striking “Amounts made” and insert- 
ing the following: 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in sub- 
paragraph (B), amounts made’’; and 

(B) by adding at the end the following: 

“(B) EXCEPTION.—Amounts provided for ac- 
quiring land for, constructing, or expanding a 
public target range shall remain available for 
expenditure and obligation during the 5-fiscal- 
year period beginning on October 1 of the first 
fiscal year for which the amounts are made 
available.’’. 

SEC. 1205. LIMITS ON LIABILITY. 

(a) DISCRETIONARY FUNCTION.—For purposes 
of chapter 171 of title 28, United States Code 
(commonly referred to as the “Federal Tort 
Claims Act’’), any action by an agent or em- 
ployee of the United States to manage or allow 
the use of Federal land for purposes of target 
practice or marksmanship training by a member 
of the public shall be considered to be the exer- 
cise or performance of a discretionary function. 

(b) CIVIL ACTION OR CLAIMS.—Except to the 
extent provided in chapter 171 of title 28, United 
States Code, the United States shall not be sub- 
ject to any civil action or claim for money dam- 
ages for any injury to or loss of property, per- 
sonal injury, or death caused by an activity oc- 
curring at a public target range that is— 

(1) funded in whole or in part by the Federal 
Government pursuant to the Pittman-Robertson 
Wildlife Restoration Act (16 U.S.C. 669 et seq.); 
or 

(2) located on Federal land. 

SEC. 1206. SENSE OF CONGRESS REGARDING CO- 
OPERATION. 

It is the sense of Congress that, consistent 
with applicable laws and regulations, the Chief 
of the Forest Service and the Director of the Bu- 
reau of Land Management should cooperate 
with State and local authorities and other enti- 
ties to carry out waste removal and other activi- 
ties on any Federal land used as a public target 
range to encourage continued use of that land 
for target practice or marksmanship training. 


TITLE XITI—CHESAPEAKE BAY ACCOUNT- 

ABILITY AND RECOVERY ACT OF 2012 
SEC. 1301. SHORT TITLE. 

This title may be cited as the ‘‘Chesapeake 
Bay Accountability and Recovery Act of 2012’’. 
SEC. 1302. CHESAPEAKE BAY CROSSCUT BUDGET. 

(a) CROSSCUT BUDGET.—The Director, in con- 
sultation with the Chesapeake Executive Coun- 
cil, the chief executive of each Chesapeake Bay 
State, and the Chesapeake Bay Commission, 
shall submit to Congress a financial report con- 
taining— 

(1) an interagency crosscut budget that dis- 
plays— 

(A) the proposed funding for any Federal res- 
toration activity to be carried out in the suc- 
ceeding fiscal year, including any planned 
interagency or intra-agency transfer, for each of 
the Federal agencies that carry out restoration 
activities; 


or con- 
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(B) to the extent that information is available, 
the estimated funding for any State restoration 
activity to be carried out in the succeeding fiscal 
year; 

(C) all expenditures for Federal restoration 
activities from the preceding 2 fiscal years, the 
current fiscal year, and the succeeding fiscal 
year; and 

(D) all expenditures, to the extent that infor- 
mation is available, for State restoration activi- 
ties during the equivalent time period described 
in subparagraph (C); 

(2) a detailed accounting of all funds received 
and obligated by all Federal agencies for res- 
toration activities during the current and pre- 
ceding fiscal years, including the identification 
of funds which were transferred to a Chesa- 
peake Bay State for restoration activities; 

(3) to the extent that information is available, 
a detailed accounting from each State of all 
funds received and obligated from a Federal 
agency for restoration activities during the cur- 
rent and preceding fiscal years; and 

(4) a description of each of the proposed Fed- 
eral and State restoration activities to be carried 
out in the succeeding fiscal year (corresponding 
to those activities listed in subparagraphs (A) 
and (B) of paragraph (1)), including the— 

(A) project description; 

(B) current status of the project; 

(C) Federal or State statutory or regulatory 
authority, programs, or responsible agencies; 

(D) authorization level for appropriations; 

(E) project timeline, including benchmarks; 

(F) references to project documents; 

(G) descriptions of risks and uncertainties of 
project implementation; 

(H) adaptive management actions or frame- 
work; 

(I) coordinating entities; 

(J) funding history; 

(K) cost-sharing; and 

(L) alignment with existing Chesapeake Bay 
Agreement and Chesapeake Executive Council 
goals and priorities. 

(b) MINIMUM FUNDING LEVELS.—The Director 
shall only describe restoration activities in the 
report required under subsection (a) that— 

(1) for Federal restoration activities, have 
funding amounts greater than or equal to 
$100,000; and 

(2) for State restoration activities, have fund- 
ing amounts greater than or equal to $50,000. 

(c) DEADLINE.—The Director shall submit to 
Congress the report required by subsection (a) 
not later than 30 days after the submission by 
the President of the President’s annual budget 
to Congress. 

(d) REPORT.—Copies of the financial report re- 
quired by subsection (a) shall be submitted to 
the Committees on Appropriations, Natural Re- 
sources, Energy and Commerce, and Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure of the House of Rep- 
resentatives and the Committees on Appropria- 
tions, Environment and Public Works, and Com- 
merce, Science, and Transportation of the Sen- 
ate. 

(e) EFFECTIVE DATE.—This section shall apply 
beginning with the first fiscal year after the 
date of enactment of this title for which the 
President submits a budget to Congress. 

SEC. 1303. ADAPTIVE MANAGEMENT PLAN. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 1 year after 
the date of enactment of this title, the Adminis- 
trator, in consultation with other Federal and 
State agencies, shall develop an adaptive man- 
agement plan for restoration activities in the 
Chesapeake Bay watershed that includes— 

(1) definition of specific and measurable objec- 
tives to improve water quality, habitat, and 
fisheries; 

(2) a process for stakeholder participation; 

(3) monitoring, modeling, experimentation, 
and other research and evaluation practices; 
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(4) a process for modification of restoration 
activities that have not attained or will not at- 
tain the specific and measurable objectives set 
forth under paragraph (1); and 

(5) a process for prioritizing restoration activi- 
ties and programs to which adaptive manage- 
ment shall be applied. 

(b) IMPLEMENTATION.. The Administrator 
shall implement the adaptive management plan 
developed under subsection (a). 

(c) UPDATES.—The Administrator shall update 
the adaptive management plan developed under 
subsection (a) every 2 years. 

(d) REPORT TO CONGRESS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 60 days after 
the end of a fiscal year, the Administrator shall 
transmit to Congress an annual report on the 
implementation of the adaptive management 
plan required under this section for such fiscal 
year. 

(2) CONTENTS.—The report required under 
paragraph (1) shall contain information about 
the application of adaptive management to res- 
toration activities and programs, including pro- 
grammatic and project level changes imple- 
mented through the process of adaptive manage- 
ment. 

(3) EFFECTIVE DATE.—Paragraph (1) shall 
apply to the first fiscal year that begins after 
the date of enactment of this title. 

(e) INCLUSION OF PLAN IN ANNUAL ACTION 
PLAN AND ANNUAL PROGRESS REPORT.—The Ad- 
ministrator shall ensure that the Annual Action 
Plan and Annual Progress Report required by 
section 205 of Executive Order 13508 includes the 
adaptive management plan outlined in sub- 
section (a). 

SEC. 1304. INDEPENDENT EVALUATOR FOR THE 
CHESAPEAKE BAY PROGRAM. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—There shall be an Inde- 
pendent Evaluator for restoration activities in 
the Chesapeake Bay watershed, who shall re- 
view and report on restoration activities and the 
use of adaptive management in restoration ac- 
tivities, including on such related topics as are 
suggested by the Chesapeake Executive Council. 

(b) APPOINTMENT.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Independent Evaluator 
shall be appointed by the Administrator from 
among nominees submitted by the Chesapeake 
Executive Council. 

(2) NOMINATIONS.—The Chesapeake Executive 
Council may submit to the Administrator 4 
nominees for appointment to any vacancy in the 
office of the Independent Evaluator. 

(c) REPORTS.—The Independent Evaluator 
shall submit a report to the Congress every 2 
years in the findings and recommendations of 
reviews under this section. 

(ad) CHESAPEAKE EXECUTIVE COUNCIL.—In this 
section, the term “Chesapeake Executive Coun- 
cil” has the meaning given that term by section 
307 of the National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration Authorization Act of 1992 (Pub- 
lic Law 102-567; 15 U.S.C. 1511d). 

SEC. 1305. DEFINITIONS. 

In this title, the following definitions apply: 

(1) ADAPTIVE MANAGEMENT.—The term 
“adaptive management” means a type of nat- 
ural resource management in which project and 
program decisions are made as part of an ongo- 
ing science-based process. Adaptive management 
involves testing, monitoring, and evaluating ap- 
plied strategies and incorporating new knowl- 
edge into programs and restoration activities 
that are based on scientific findings and the 
needs of society. Results are used to modify 
management policy, strategies, practices, pro- 
grams, and restoration activities. 

(2) ADMINISTRATOR.—The term ‘‘Adminis- 
trator” means the Administrator of the Environ- 
mental Protection Agency. 

(3) CHESAPEAKE BAY STATE.—The_ term 
“Chesapeake Bay State” or ‘‘State’’ means the 
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States of Maryland, West Virginia, Delaware, 
and New York, the Commonwealths of Virginia 
and Pennsylvania, and the District of Colum- 
bia. 

(4) CHESAPEAKE BAY WATERSHED.—The term 
“Chesapeake Bay watershed” means the Chesa- 
peake Bay and the geographic area, as deter- 
mined by the Secretary of the Interior, con- 
sisting of 36 tributary basins, within the Chesa- 
peake Bay States, through which precipitation 
drains into the Chesapeake Bay. 

(5) CHIEF EXECUTIVE.—The term ‘‘chief execu- 
tive” means, in the case of a State or Common- 
wealth, the Governor of each such State or Com- 
monwealth and, in the case of the District of 
Columbia, the Mayor of the District of Colum- 
bia. 

(6) DIRECTOR.—The term ‘‘Director’’ means 
the Director of the Office of Management and 
Budget. 

(7) RESTORATION ACTIVITIES.—The term ‘‘res- 
toration activities” means any Federal or State 
programs or projects that directly or indirectly 
protect, conserve, or restore living resources, 
habitat, water resources, or water quality in the 
Chesapeake Bay watershed, including programs 
or projects that promote responsible land use, 
stewardship, and community engagement in the 
Chesapeake Bay watershed. Restoration activi- 
ties may be categorized as follows: 

(A) Physical restoration. 

(B) Planning. 

(C) Feasibility studies. 

(D) Scientific research. 

(E) Monitoring. 

(F) Education. 

(G) Infrastructure Development. 


TITLE XIV—NATIONAL SECURITY AND 
FEDERAL LANDS PROTECTION ACT 
SEC. 1401. SHORT TITLE. 

This title may be cited as the “National Secu- 
rity and Federal Lands Protection Act”. 

SEC. 1402. PROHIBITION ON IMPEDING CERTAIN 
ACTIVITIES OF U.S. CUSTOMS AND 
BORDER PROTECTION RELATED TO 
BORDER SECURITY. 

(a) PROHIBITION ON SECRETARIES OF THE INTE- 
RIOR AND AGRICULTURE.—The Secretary of the 
Interior or the Secretary of Agriculture shall not 
impede, prohibit, or restrict activities of U.S. 
Customs and Border Protection on land under 
the jurisdiction of the Secretary of the Interior 
or the Secretary of Agriculture to achieve oper- 
ational control (as defined in section 2(b) of the 
Secure Fence Act of 2006 (8 U.S.C. 1701 note; 
Public Law 109-367)) over the international land 
borders of the United States. 

(b) AUTHORIZED ACTIVITIES OF U.S. CUSTOMS 
AND BORDER PROTECTION.— 

(1) AUTHORIZATION.—U.S. Customs and Bor- 
der Protection shall have immediate access to 
land under the jurisdiction of the Secretary of 
the Interior or the Secretary of Agriculture for 
purposes of conducting the following activities 
on such land that assist in securing the inter- 
national land borders of the United States: 

(A) Construction and maintenance of roads. 

(B) Construction and maintenance of fences. 

(C) Use vehicles to patrol. 

(D) Installation, maintenance, and operation 
of surveillance equipment and sensors. 

(E) Use of aircraft. 

(F) Deployment of temporary tactical infra- 
structure, including forward operating bases. 

(c) CLARIFICATION RELATING TO WAIVER AU- 
THORITY.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any other 
provision of law (including any termination 
date relating to the waiver referred to in this 
subsection), the waiver by the Secretary of 
Homeland Security on April 1, 2008, under sec- 
tion 102(c)(1) of the Illegal Immigration Reform 
and Immigrant Responsibility Act of 1996 (8 
U.S.C. 1103 note; Public Law 104-208) of the 


June 19, 2012 


laws described in paragraph (2) with respect to 
certain sections of the international border be- 
tween the United States and Mexico and be- 
tween the United States and Canada shall be 
considered to apply to all land under the juris- 
diction of the Secretary of the Interior or the 
Secretary of Agriculture within 100 miles of the 
international land borders of the United States 
for the activities of U.S. Customs and Border 
Protection described in subsection (b). 

(2) DESCRIPTION OF LAWS WAIVED.—The laws 
referred to in paragraph (1) are the National 
Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321 
et seq.), the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (16 
U.S.C. 1531 et seq.), the Federal Water Pollution 
Control Act (33 U.S.C. 1251 et seq.), the National 
Historic Preservation Act (16 U.S.C. 470 et seq.), 
the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (16 U.S.C. 703 et 
seq.), the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7401 et seq.), 
the Archaeological Resources Protection Act of 
1979 (16 U.S.C. 470aa et seq.), the Safe Drinking 
Water Act (42 U.S.C. 300f et seq.), the Noise 
Control Act of 1972 (42 U.S.C. 4901 et seq.), the 
Solid Waste Disposal Act (42 U.S.C. 6901 et seq.), 
the Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (42 
U.S.C. 9601 et seq.), Public Law 86-523 (16 
U.S.C. 469 et seq.), the Act of June 8, 1906 (com- 
monly known as the “Antiquities Act of 1906”) 
(16 U.S.C. 431 et seq.), the Act of August 21, 1935 
(16 U.S.C. 461 et seq.), the Wild and Scenic Riv- 
ers Act (16 U.S.C. 1271 et seq.), the Farmland 
Protection Policy Act (7 U.S.C. 4201 et seq.), the 
Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972 (16 
U.S.C. 1451 et seq.), the Wilderness Act (16 
U.S.C. 1131 et seq.), the Federal Land Policy 
and Management Act of 1976 (43 U.S.C. 1701 et 
seq.), the National Wildlife Refuge System Ad- 
ministration Act of 1966 (16 U.S.C. 668dd et 
seq.), the Fish and Wildlife Act of 1956 (16 
U.S.C. 742a et seq.), the Fish and Wildlife Co- 
ordination Act (16 U.S.C. 661 et seq.), sub- 
chapter II of chapter 5, and chapter 7, of title 5, 
United States Code (commonly known as the 
“Administrative Procedure Act’’), the Otay 
Mountain Wilderness Act of 1999 (Public Law 
106-145, 113 Stat. 1711), sections 102(29) and 103 
of California Desert Protection Act of 1994 (16 
U.S.C. 410aaa et seq.), the National Park Serv- 
ice Organic Act (16 U.S.C. 1 et seq.), Public Law 
91-383 (16 U.S.C. la-1 et seq.), sections 401(7), 
403, and 404 of the National Parks and Recre- 
ation Act of 1978 (Public Law 95-625, 92 Stat. 
3467), the Arizona Desert Wilderness Act of 1990 
(16 U.S.C. 1132 note; Public Law 101-628), sec- 
tion 10 of the Act of March 3, 1899 (33 U.S.C. 
403), the Act of June 8, 1940 (16 U.S.C. 668 et 
seq.), (25 U.S.C. 3001 et seq.), Public Law 95-341 
(42 U.S.C. 1996), Public Law 103-141 (42 U.S.C. 
2000bb et seq.), the Forest and Rangeland Re- 
newable Resources Planning Act of 1974 (16 
U.S.C. 1600 et seq.), the Multiple-Use Sustained- 
Yield Act of 1960 (16 U.S.C. 528 et seq.), the Min- 
eral Leasing Act (30 U.S.C. 181, et seq.), the Ma- 
terials Act of 1947 (30 U.S.C. 601 et seq.), and the 
General Mining Act of 1872 (30 U.S.C. 22 note). 

(d) PROTECTION OF LEGAL USES.—This section 
shall not be construed to provide— 

(1) authority to restrict legal uses, such as 
grazing, hunting, or mining, on land under the 
jurisdiction of the Secretary of the Interior or 
the Secretary of Agriculture; or 

(2) any additional authority to restrict legal 
access to such land. 

SEC. 1403. SUNSET. 

This title shall have no force or effect after 
the end of the 5-year period beginning on the 
date of enactment of this Act. 


The CHAIR. No amendment to the 
amendment in the nature of a sub- 
stitute shall be in order except those 
printed in House Report 112-539. Hach 
such amendment may be offered only 


June 19, 2012 


in the order printed in the report, by a 
Member designated in the report, shall 
be considered read, shall be debatable 
for the time specified in the report 
equally divided and controlled by the 
proponent and an opponent, shall not 
be subject to amendment, and shall not 
be subject to a demand for division of 
the question. 
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AMENDMENT NO. 1 OFFERED BY MR. HASTINGS 
OF WASHINGTON 

The CHAIR. It is now in order to con- 
sider amendment No. 1 printed in 
House Report 112-539. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Chairman, I have an amendment at the 
desk. 

The CHAIR. The Clerk will designate 
the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 


Page 52, line 18, strike ‘‘151’’ and insert 
1877’. 

Page 52, line 15, strike ‘‘2009”’. 

Page 52, strike line 16 and insert ‘‘num- 
bered 472/113,006A, and dated June 2012.”’. 

Page 52, strike line 25, and insert ‘‘(3) by 
donation or exchange only (and in the case of 
an exchange, no payment may be made by 
the Secretary to any landowner). No private 
property or non-’’. 

Page 53, line 4, 
strued’’. 

Page 60, beginning on line 22, strike ‘‘100- 
foot-wide corridor” and insert ‘‘corridor of 
not more than 100 feet in width’’. 

Page 61, after line 2, insert the following 
(and redesignate the subsequent paragraphs 
accordingly): 

“(2) within one mile of the route, on the 
date of the enactment of this section, of the 
Stehekin Valley Road;’’. 

Page 61, strike lines 7 through 13 and insert 
the following: 

‘“(b) No NET Loss oF LANDS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The boundary adjust- 
ments made under this section shall be such 
that equal amounts of federally owned acre- 
age are exchanged between the Stephen 
Mather Wilderness and the North Cascades 
National Park, resulting in no net loss of 
acreage to either the Stephen Mather Wil- 
derness or the North Cascades National 
Park. 

‘(2) STEHEKIN VALLEY ROAD LANDS.—The 
newly designated wilderness shall include 
the lands along the route of the Stehekin 
Valley Road that are replaced by the recon- 
struction. 

*(3) EQUALIZATION OF LAND.—If the lands 
described in paragraph (2) contain fewer 
acres than the corridor described in sub- 
section (a), the Secretary may designate ad- 
ditional Federal lands in the North Cascades 
National Park as wilderness, but such des- 
ignation may not exceed the amount needed 
to equalize the exchange and these addi- 
tional lands must be selected from lands that 
qualify as wilderness under section 2(c) of 
the Wilderness Act (16 U.S.C. 1181(c)). 

‘“(c) NO SALE OR ACQUISITION AUTHORIZED.— 
Nothing in this title authorizes the sale or 
acquisition of any land or interest in land. 

‘(d) NO PRIORITY REQUIRED.—Nothing in 
this title shall be construed as requiring the 
Secretary to give this project precedence 
over the construction or repair of other simi- 
larly damaged roads in units of the National 
Park System.’’. 


insert “to” after ‘‘con- 
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Page 69, line 17, strike ‘2022’? and insert 
“2019”. 

Page 71, after line 13, insert the following: 

(e) FUNDING.—Subsection (f) of the Herger- 
Feinstein Quincy Library Group Forest Re- 
covery Act is amended by striking paragraph 
(6) and redesignating paragraph (7) as para- 
graph (6). 

Page 87, strike lines 22 and 23 and insert 
“to 90 percent of the funds apportioned to it 
under section 669c(c) of this title to acquire 
land for, expand, or construct a public target 
range.”. 

The CHAIR. Pursuant to House Reso- 
lution 688, the gentleman from Wash- 
ington (Mr. HASTINGS) and a Member 
opposed each will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Washington. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield myself such time as 
I may consume. 

This amendment makes some tech- 
nical, clarifying, and conforming 
changes to the underlying bill. It 
amends title IV to delete a portion of 
the land that the National Park Serv- 
ice does not want to acquire for the 
San Antonio missions and which would 
expose it to liability for cleanup costs. 

It conforms the text of title VI to 
match what the House passed in the 
111th Congress in H.R. 2806. 

And it conforms title VIII with the 
leadership protocols regarding length 
and amount of authorizations. 

And, finally, it clarifies what funds 
States may use to increase access to 
target ranges under title XII. 

With that, I urge adoption and I re- 
serve the balance of my time. 

Mr. GRIJALVA. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
to speak on the manager’s amendment. 

The CHAIR. Without objection, the 
gentleman from Arizona is recognized 
for 5 minutes. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. GRIJALVA. On the manager’s 
amendment, we have no problem with 
the technical changes to the legisla- 
tion. The content remains the same 
and the opposition remains the same. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. I urge 
adoption of the amendment, and I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The CHAIR. The question is on the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Washington (Mr. HASTINGS). 

The amendment was agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2 OFFERED BY MR. DEFAZIO 

The CHAIR. It is now in order to con- 
sider amendment No. 2 printed in 
House Report 112-539. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I have 
an amendment at the desk. 

The CHAIR. The Clerk will designate 
the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Page 47, after line 16, insert the following 
new subsection: 

(k) CONDITION ON SEALASKA EXPORT OF UN- 
PROCESSED 'TIMBER.—The conveyance to 
Sealaska of Federal land under this title 
shall be subject to an additional covenant 
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that Sealaska comply with the export re- 
strictions on unprocessed timber contained 
in the Forest Resources Conservation and 
Shortage Relief Act of 1990 (16 U.S.C. 620 et 
seq.) regarding any timber removed from the 
conveyed land notwithstanding the geo- 
graphical limitation on the applicability of 
such Act only to timber originating from 
lands west of the 100th meridian in the con- 
tiguous 48 States. 

The CHAIR. Pursuant to House Reso- 
lution 688, the gentleman from Oregon 
(Mr. DEFAZIO) and a Member opposed 
each will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Oregon. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, my 
amendment is simple. What it says is 
that should this legislation pass and 
the 100,000 acres of forest pass over to 
the Sealaska Native corporation, a for- 
profit corporation, that we would ban 
the export of unprocessed logs from 
those lands. This would be consistent 
with the law that applies to the lower 
48 west of the Mississippi River. 

In 1990, I partnered with Senator Bob 
Packwood from Oregon to make per- 
manent what had then been an appro- 
priations rider ban since the era of 
Wayne Morris, and the rationale for 
that was that we should not be a tree 
farm for other nations. We want to be 
an industrial Nation. We want to get 
value added. We want to export fin- 
ished products overseas. 

We’ve seen in the last couple of years 
a flood of private-lands exports from 
Oregon and Washington, which is tim- 
ber actually being wasted. Until very 
recently, the Chinese were paying 
above-market prices for raw logs, 
Douglas fir logs, which they were 
using, prime timber, one time in con- 
struction forms, and then discarding, 
an incredible waste of a resource and 
also an economic loss to the Pacific 
Northwest. 

Despite the fact that Washington 
State exported $1 billion worth of non- 
Federal raw logs last year, which is 
twice the amount that they exported 
just 2 years before, the number of log- 
ging jobs did not increase despite this 
export, and the number of sawmill jobs 
dropped by a third in Washington 
State. We’re exporting a limited nat- 
ural resource to which we could add 
value through what we have, the most 
productive mills in the world in the 
United States of America. And instead, 
those logs are going overseas, and 
we’re actually losing jobs. 

Yes, it is profitable for the private 
landowners, and we don’t have restric- 
tions on the export of private logs. But 
this is public forest lands today which 
would be converted to private forest 
lands, and we believe that the potential 
benefits should be maximized should 
this happen and that these logs should 
be manufactured before being exported. 
If they were exported, I would say in 
fact there would be a substantial raw- 
log market in my State because my 
mills are importing timber from 
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around the world, actually, and from 
other States in the U.S. to keep their 
mills running. 

In Oregon, non-Federal raw-log ex- 
ports, again private-land exports, have 
doubled over the last 3 years to $2.3 bil- 
lion in value while my sawmills and 
logging industry reached new lows. 
This harvesting for export of raw logs 
is not benefiting the local economies or 
the United States of America. And in 
Alaska, raw-log exports from Alaska to 
China have increased 16-fold over the 
last decade. Yet the economic benefits 
of running those logs or potentially 
running those logs through sawmills 
was not realized, benefiting rural com- 
munities. 

I have many depressed rural areas 
that I represent. We’re fighting over 
how we can get some more logs off Fed- 
eral lands, logs which can’t be ex- 
ported. These logs could not only ben- 
efit Alaskans who could use the manu- 
facturing jobs, and perhaps would see 
some new investment in sawmill capac- 
ity should this amount of timber come 
onto the market, but also potentially 
other west coast States, including Or- 
egon and Washington, where our saw- 
mills are struggling to find adequate 
supply. 

So I believe this would be a bene- 
ficial, commonsense amendment. It 
would bring Federal logs, Federal 
trees, Federal forests, and would make 
the use of those logs, should they be 
harvested, consistent with the rest of 
the Federal lands in the western 
United States. 

With that, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Chairman, I rise to claim the time in 
opposition. 

The CHAIR. The gentleman is recog- 
nized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. I 
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from 
Alaska (Mr. YOUNG). 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. I strongly op- 
pose this amendment. I know this 
amendment may have good intentions, 
but it is misguided. It will hurt the em- 
ployment in the Native villages of 
Alaska. We have studies that show that 
the employment would not increase if 
we cannot export some of our logs. 

By the way, this amendment was in 
the Natural Resources Committee, and 
it was defeated 30-13. 

Last night, the Alaska Forest Asso- 
ciation wrote in strong opposition to 
the amendment. And, very frankly, it 
is not right for the government to tell 
somebody on private land where they 
can sell their product. The only person 
who should be able to do this is the 
owner of a product. We don’t tell where 
the Californians can sell their rice. We 
don’t tell Weyerhaeuser where they 
should sell their timber. And so we 
shouldn’t be telling a private land- 
owner where to sell their timber. 

In fact, if we had the Tongass Na- 
tional Forest, what little land we have 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE, Vol. 158, Pt. 7 


left of less than a million and a half 
acres that is federally owned as far as 
harvesting capability, if the Forest 
Service would do their job, we’d have 
some timber to harvest, but they’re 
not doing it. But what timber they do 
harvest on Federal land, they allow 50 
percent of old-growth timber sales and 
100 percent of new growth, 100 percent 
to be sold. So this is a little bit, I say, 
not sincere in the sense that this is not 
going to create jobs, and the Federal 
Government is already allowing timber 
to be sold wherever they wish to. 

I would suggest respectfully that the 
amendment is not placed correctly. I 
would like to keep the timber in the 
United States, but if the market’s not 
there, or if the bid is not as high as 
overseas people who bid on it, then you 
have to let the private person, in fact, 
sell his timber. 

I would suggest respectfully that the 
thing that concerns me the most in 
this whole argument is some of the ar- 
guments against this legislation. This 
is about a Native group. It’s a corpora- 
tion, but it’s a Native group of villages 
put together that have a high unem- 
ployment. We’re getting all kinds of 
bull dip all across the Internet now 
saying that this, in fact, is going to 
give away. It’s talk about roads being 
given away. This is timber area that 
has already been cut, and they do not 
want to cut the old timber area. 
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They’re trying to have a good indus- 
try built by silviculture, and this is 
what’s so important here. But for some 
reason, like I say, they’re winning the 
“bull dip” awards of the whole year on 
this legislation. 

Now, I understand what the gen- 
tleman is trying to do, but it’s not 
right to have a private entity be told 
by the Federal Government where they 
can sell their product. We don’t tell 
rice growers or tell anybody else where 
to sell their product. They sell it to the 
best market, and this is about the best 
market. 

This would be wrong because they 
will have timber in a few years. I’d say 
maybe 50 years they’ll have the best 
timber stand in the whole State of 
Alaska because this area has already 
been cut. They’ll take them thin, and 
they’ll be able to sell this timber at a 
high price, probably to the United 
States by then because we’ll all be long 
gone. 

The CHAIR. The gentleman from Or- 
egon has 30 seconds remaining. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. I yield myself such 
time as I may consume. 

I certainly respect the gentleman 
from Alaska, and I know that it’s his 
intention to benefit the people of Alas- 
ka. I’ve been involved in this issue now 
for almost—well, for 22 years on the 
issue of exporting raw logs. In fact, I 
did try and restrict the export of pri- 
vate logs back there in 1990 and 
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couldn’t get that, but at least we got 
the Federal and at least we’ve kept the 
State, and we do get value added. And 
for every 1,000 board feet of timber har- 
vested, we get more jobs than just a 
logging job, a trucking job, and a load- 
ing it on the ship job. We get the jobs 
in the mills. I would argue that the 
same would flow to Alaska should this 
amendment pass. 

With that, I yield back the balance of 
my time and urge my colleagues to 
support the amendment. 

The CHAIR. The gentleman from 
Washington has 2 minutes remaining. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. I 
yield myself the balance of my time. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition, 
obviously, to this amendment because 
this amendment would single out one 
particular group of Native Alaskans for 
restrictions that currently only apply 
to timber harvested from certain Fed- 
eral lands in the lower 48. 

Now, the irony here, as was pointed 
out by the gentleman from Alaska, is 
that the Forest Service in the Tongass 
allows for 100 percent export of red 
cedar harvested in the Tongass and 50 
percent of old growth harvested in the 
Tongass. So I think it is, in all hon- 
esty, Mr. Chairman, a bit hypocritical 
to impose the domestic limitations on 
Natives while the Forest Service is 
doing just exactly the opposite. 

Now, I'll also add that this amend- 
ment does not affect other landowners 
on the Tongass; it only affects the Na- 
tives of Sealaska. Now, I don’t think 
that’s really what we should be doing 
here on the floor of the House is sin- 
gling out one group for a penalty, and 
that’s precisely what this amendment 
does. 

So I urge rejection of this amend- 
ment, and I yield back the balance of 
my time. 

The CHAIR. The question is on the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Oregon (Mr. DEFAZIO). 

The question was taken; and the 
Chair announced that the noes ap- 
peared to have it. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I de- 
mand a recorded vote. 

The CHAIR. Pursuant to clause 6 of 
rule XVIII, further proceedings on the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Oregon will be postponed. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3 OFFERED BY MR. MARKEY 

The CHAIR. It is now in order to con- 
sider amendment No. 3 printed in 
House Report 112-539. 

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Chairman, I have 
an amendment at the desk. 

The CHAIR. The Clerk will designate 
the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Page 88, after line 21, insert the following 
new section: 

SEC. 1104. GRAZING FEE PILOT PROGRAM. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary is author- 
ized to conduct a pilot program in fiscal 
years 2013 through 2016 to collect an adminis- 
trative fee to offset the increased cost of ad- 
ministering the livestock grazing program 
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on public lands managed by the Bureau of 
Land Management. 

(b) FEE AMOUNT AND COLLECTION.— 

(1) AMOUNT.—The fee authorized by this 
section shall be in the amount of $1 per Ani- 
mal Unit Month, and shall be billed, col- 
lected, and subject to the penalties using the 
same process as the annual grazing fee under 
section 4130.8-1 of title 48, Code of Federal 
Regulations. 

(2) DEPOSIT OF PENALTIES.—Penalties as- 
sessed under this subsection shall be depos- 
ited in the general fund of the Treasury. 

(3) APPLICABILITY.—Nothing in this section 
affects the calculation, collection, distribu- 
tion, or use of the grazing fee under 43 U.S.C. 
315 et seq., section 205(b) of Public Law 94-579 
(43 U.S.C. 1751(b)), section 6(a) of Public Law 
95-514 (48 U.S.C. 1905), Executive Order 12548, 
or any administrative regulation. 

The CHAIR. Pursuant to House Reso- 
lution 688, the gentleman from Massa- 
chusetts (Mr. MARKEY) and a Member 
opposed each will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Massachusetts. 

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Chairman, we’re 
about to talk about grazing fees. For 
people in many parts of the country, 
they may not know what that is. That 
is that, on Federal lands across the 
country, cattlemen can bring their cat- 
tle onto Federal lands—that is, the 
public lands of the United States—and 
graze. And what are they charged? 
Well, they’re charged $1.35. That’s ex- 
actly what they were charged in 1986. 

Now, right next to this Federal land, 
in many States, there is State land. 
That State land in Colorado is very 
valuable; but they ensure, the Gov- 
ernor of Colorado, that the cattlemen 
there in that State pay $10 to graze, 
not 1.35. In Montana, cattlemen have 
to pay $7.90. In Utah, they have to pay 
$7.30. But on the public lands in each of 
those States—that is, the Federal 
lands—it’s 1.35, just hasn’t increased. 
And who pays the price? Well, the Fed- 
eral taxpayer pays the price because 
the cattlemen get to basically have 
this incredible subsidy. 

So, just to use the analogy, when I 
started working, I got paid $1.35 when I 
was a kid. I’m sure there are many peo- 
ple who would still like to just pay 
$1.35 for a kid to work in the super- 
market, but they can’t do it because 
time moves on—unless you’re a cattle- 
man, where they have locked that min- 
imum price into a hermetically sealed, 
cryogenically frozen price, $1.35. That’s 
great, except for the Federal taxpayer 
who cannot collect all of the money 
they need. 

Or should we just say, for the sake of 
discussion, that you happen to have a 
rent-controlled apartment in New York 
City. The rent was set back in 1986 or 
1976, and now the markets have raised 
that price up to perhaps $4,000. The Re- 
publicans would say, well, rent control, 
that’s good; we like keeping the price 
that way because it benefits a certain 
class of people. And I understand the 
Republican philosophy of freezing in 
prices that way—keeping the minimum 
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wage as low as possible, keeping the 
rent control price for an apartment as 
low as possible. I understand the gov- 
ernment intervention role of the Fed- 
eral Government not allowing the free 
market to determine the price of some- 
thing. But here what happens is that it 
balloons the Federal deficit because 
people aren’t able to collect what we 
absolutely know to be the price to 
graze for a cow per day. We know what 
the price is because, in the adjoining 
land in Colorado or Utah or in Montana 
or in Washington State, we know what 
the State is charging on State public 
lands. 

So this is just an attempt to give the 
Department of the Interior the ability 
to raise by $1—not all the way up to 
$10, not all the way up to $7, but just $1 
from $1.35 up to $2.35—just as a little 
experiment just to see what happens 
out there in the market when people 
actually have to pay something that 
even remotely approximates what the 
price to graze would be. 

At this point, Mr. Chairman, I re- 
serve the balance of my time. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Chairman, I rise to claim time in oppo- 
sition to the amendment. 

The CHAIR. The gentleman is recog- 
nized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. I 
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from 
Idaho (Mr. LABRADOR), the author of 
the title of this bill. 

Mr. LABRADOR. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in strong opposition to this amend- 
ment, and let’s talk about some facts 
and some figures and some numbers. 

The good gentleman from Massachu- 
setts continues to say that we need to 
treat this land the same as private 
land. The thing that’s really fas- 
cinating to me is that we have in Colo- 
rado and Utah and Idaho many people 
who would like to actually do their 
grazing on State lands or private lands, 
but the difference is that in Massachu- 
setts only 1.6 percent of the land is ac- 
tually Federal land. In fact, if you look 
at the acreage, 81,000 acres in Massa- 
chusetts are Federal lands. That’s why 
they can actually rely on many other 
things for their grazing and many 
other things that they do. 

In Idaho, 68 percent of the land is 
Federal land. In fact, we’re talking 
about 32.5 million acres in Idaho that 
are actually having to be managed by 
the Federal Government and that we 
have to deal with on a daily basis in 
the State of Idaho. 

I think most grazers, most producers 
would actually like to be doing it on 
State lands where they actually will be 
paying more, but they actually receive 
more benefit for being on the State- 
owned lands than the State-managed 
lands. My question to the gentleman is: 
Why doesn’t he allow Idaho and other 
States in the West to do what we want 
to do, which what we want to do is we 
actually want to manage our own 


9277 


lands. We have been asking that for a 
long time. 

But it’s interesting to me that the 
States that only have 1.4 percent of 
Federal lands continue to tell the 
States that have 68 percent of Federal 
lands that they cannot manage their 
own land. If we were allowed to manage 
our own lands, we would actually be 
able to charge a little bit more, but we 
would do away with all the NEPA re- 
quirements and all the other require- 
ments that we have to deal with right 
now when we’re on Federal lands. 

So I think it’s a little bit hypo- 
critical for somebody to come here to 
the House floor and object to some- 
thing that they don’t even have to deal 
with in their own State. 
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Mr. MARKEY. Would the Chair 
please inform us as to how much time 
is remaining? 

The CHAIR. The gentleman from 
Massachusetts has 14% minutes remain- 
ing, and the gentleman from Wash- 
ington has 2⁄2 minutes remaining. 

Mr. MARKEY. I will, at this point, 
continue to reserve the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washngton. Mr. 
Chairman, I would advise my friend 
from Massachusetts that I am the last 
speaker on this amendment, so if he’s 
prepared to close, I’ll close. 

Mr. MARKEY. I yield myself the re- 
mainder of my time. 

So this argument that’s being made 
by the Republicans is nonsensical. 
What you’re saying is, that in your 
home State, on State land, you charge 
10 bucks or 7 bucks to the cattlemen to 
graze. But on Federal land it’s only a 
buck 35 in your State. And your answer 
to raising the price for cattlemen is 
that we should be having a debate over 
whether or not the State of Colorado or 
Montana controls all of the Federal 
land in your State. Then you’ll begin 
to debate whether or not cattlemen 
should get away with only a buck 35? 

You know, you’re giving new defini- 
tion to the term ‘‘free range beef.” 
You’re allowing for the cattlemen in 
these States to get away with murder, 
and you’re not even debating the issue 
of how they get away with this. 

That’s all we want from you. Tell us 
why you think they deserve a buck 35. 
You don’t even want to reach that 
issue. You want to go off on the sec- 
ondary issue of how much land in each 
State is controlled by the Federal Gov- 
ernment, which is not what we are de- 
bating. We’re debating how cattlemen 
get away with this bargain basement 
price that then comes to every other 
State to make up the difference in the 
Federal deficit because you’re unwill- 
ing to collect it. 

Meanwhile, you say to Grandma, 
higher rates for Medicare. You say to 
kids in school, higher payback for the 
loans that you take out. But for the 
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cattlemen in your home State, some- 
how or other you don’t understand that 
this is a debate that goes to the heart 
of why it is the people are very un- 
happy with the way the Federal Gov- 
ernment operates. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE CHAIR 

The CHAIR. The Chair would remind 
Members to address their remarks to 
the Chair. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washngton. I yield 
myself the balance of my time. 

Mr. Chairman, this is a very inter- 
esting debate. But let’s just put some 
facts as to what this amendment would 
do. It would amount to a nearly 75 per- 
cent increase on the fees for public 
land grazers. Now, let me emphasize 
the word ‘‘public land,” because we 
hear this all the time, and the idea is 
that public land is owned by all Ameri- 
cans, even people that live in States 
where there’s not any Federal lands. 

But I would just, Mr. Chairman, ad- 
vise my colleagues that people that 
live on public lands own the public 
lands too. If the first argument is cor- 
rect, then the second argument is also 
correct. 

What is interesting about this graz- 
ing fee debate is, if this gazing fee is 
raised, it could potentially put live- 
stock producers out of business. Now, 
maybe that is what the goal is of my 
good friend from Massachusetts, be- 
cause that is certainly the stated goal 
of some environmental extremist 
groups. 

What is also interesting and, as was 
pointed out by my colleague from 
Idaho, when you operate on Federal 
lands you are subjected to endless liti- 
gation and review stemming from 
NEPA and outside attacks by environ- 
mental groups. 

But probably more important, and 
this is the distinguishing part on this 
whole debate: some people claim that 
these ranchers are subsidized. But the 
fact is, when the West was settled, we 
were never given an opportunity to buy 
these lands for State purposes, and 
they remained in Federal control. And 
so as a result, everybody has a say in 
public lands. 

What my colleague from Idaho is 
simply saying is, if we had control of 
our public lands, whether it’s State 
land or private or county, we would 
probably manage it better. But we 
don’t have that opportunity because we 
were never given the opportunity. And 
so, as a result, we have to fight off 
these huge increases that come from 
people that probably have a different 
notion, different idea of what it’s like. 

So I think this is an ill-advised 
amendment, and I urge its rejection. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

The CHAIR. The question is on the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Massachusetts (Mr. MARKEY). 

The question was taken; and the 
Chair announced that the noes ap- 
peared to have it. 
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Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Chairman, I de- 
mand a recorded vote. 

The CHAIR. Pursuant to clause 6 of 
rule XVIII, further proceedings on the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Massachusetts will be postponed. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4 OFFERED BY MR. BISHOP OF 

UTAH 

The CHAIR. It is now in order to con- 
sider amendment No. 4 printed in 
House Report 112-539. 

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. Mr. Chairman, 
Ihave an amendment at the desk. 

The CHAIR. The Clerk will designate 
the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Strike sections 1401, 1402, and 1403, and in- 
sert the following: 

SEC. 1401. WAIVER OF FEDERAL LAWS WITH RE- 
SPECT TO BORDER SECURITY AC- 
TIONS ON DEPARTMENT OF THE IN- 
TERIOR AND DEPARTMENT OF AGRI- 
CULTURE LANDS. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This section may be 
cited as the “National Security and Federal 
Lands Protection Act”. 

(b) PROHIBITION ON SECRETARIES OF THE IN- 
TERIOR AND AGRICULTURE.—The Secretary of 
the Interior or the Secretary of Agriculture 
shall not impede, prohibit, or restrict activi- 
ties of U.S. Customs and Border Protection 
on Federal land located within 100 miles of 
an international land border, that is under 
the jurisdiction of the Secretary of the Inte- 
rior or the Secretary of Agriculture to pre- 
vent all unlawful entries into the United 
States, including entries by terrorists, other 
unlawful aliens, instruments of terrorism, 
narcotics, and other contraband through the 
international land borders of the United 
States. 

(c) AUTHORIZED ACTIVITIES OF U.S. CUS- 
TOMS AND BORDER PROTECTION.—U.S. Cus- 
toms and Border Protection shall have ac- 
cess to Federal land under the jurisdiction of 
the Secretary of the Interior or the Sec- 
retary of Agriculture for purposes of con- 
ducting the following activities on such land 
that assist in securing the international land 
borders of the United States: 

(1) Construction and maintenance of roads. 

(2) Construction and maintenance of 
fences. 

(3) Use of vehicles to patrol. 

(4) Installation, maintenance, and oper- 
ation of surveillance equipment and sensors. 

(5) Use of aircraft. 

(6) Deployment of temporary tactical in- 
frastructure, including forward operating 
bases. 

(d) CLARIFICATION RELATING TO WAIVER AU- 
THORITY.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law (including any termi- 
nation date relating to the waiver referred to 
in this subsection), the waiver by the Sec- 
retary of Homeland Security on April 1, 2008, 
under section 102(c)(1) of the Illegal Immi- 
gration Reform and Immigrant Responsi- 
bility Act of 1996 (8 U.S.C. 1103 note; Public 
Law 104-208) of the laws described in para- 
graph (2) with respect to certain sections of 
the international border between the United 
States and Mexico and between the United 
States and Canada shall be considered to 
apply to all Federal land under the jurisdic- 
tion of the Secretary of the Interior or the 
Secretary of Agriculture within 100 miles of 
the international land borders of the United 
States for the activities of U.S. Customs and 
Border Protection described in subsection 
(c). 
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(2) DESCRIPTION OF LAWS WAIVED.—The laws 
referred to in paragraph (1) are limited to 
the Wilderness Act (16 U.S.C. 1131 et seq.), 
the National Environmental Policy Act of 
1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.), the Endangered 
Species Act of 1973 (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.), the 
National Historic Preservation Act (16 U.S.C. 
470 et seq.), Public Law 86-523 (16 U.S.C. 469 
et seq.), the Act of June 8, 1906 (commonly 
known as the “Antiquities Act of 1906”; 16 
U.S.C. 431 et seq.), the Wild and Scenic Riv- 
ers Act (16 U.S.C. 1271 et seq.), the Federal 
Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 (43 
U.S.C. 1701 et seq.), the National Wildlife 
Refuge System Administration Act of 1966 
(16 U.S.C. 668dd et seq.), the Fish and Wildlife 
Act of 1956 (16 U.S.C. 742a et seq.), the Fish 
and Wildlife Coordination Act (16 U.S.C. 661 
et seq.), subchapter II of chapter 5, and chap- 
ter 7, of title 5, United States Code (com- 
monly known as the “Administrative Proce- 
dure Act”), the National Park Service Or- 
ganic Act (16 U.S.C. 1 et seq.), the General 
Authorities Act of 1970 (Public Law 91-383) 
(16 U.S.C. la-1 et seq.), sections 401(7), 403, 
and 404 of the National Parks and Recreation 
Act of 1978 (Public Law 95-625, 92 Stat. 3467), 
and the Arizona Desert Wilderness Act of 
1990 (16 U.S.C. 1182 note; Public Law 101-628). 

(e) PROTECTION OF LEGAL USES.—This sec- 
tion shall not be construed to provide— 

(1) authority to restrict legal uses, such as 
grazing, hunting, mining, or public-use rec- 
reational and backcountry airstrips on land 
under the jurisdiction of the Secretary of the 
Interior or the Secretary of Agriculture; 

(2) any additional authority to restrict 
legal access to such land; or 

(8) any additional authority or access to 
private or State land. 

(f) TRIBAL SOVEREIGNTY.—Nothing in this 
section supersedes, replaces, negates, or di- 
minishes treaties or other agreements be- 
tween the United States and Indian tribes 

(g) SUNSET.—This section shall have no 
force or effect after the end of the 5-year pe- 
riod beginning on the date of enactment of 
this Act. 

The CHAIR. Pursuant to House Reso- 
lution 688, the gentleman from Utah 
(Mr. BISHOP) and a Member opposed 
each will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Utah. 

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. Mr. Chairman, 
there are basically four elements that 
are involved in the amendment that I 
am proposing. The first one is to nar- 
row the list of laws that can be waived 
by the Border Patrol on these areas to 
maintain operational control of the 
land. Presently, it lists 36 bills that 
could be waived. 

Now I want you to know that that 
number was not irrational. It was not 
picked out of the air. Thirty-six bills 
have precedence of what this House has 
already done. 

When the government was trying to 
finish the fence in California, there 
were litigations and environmental 
laws that were prohibiting them from 
doing that, so the Department of 
Homeland Security recommended the 
36 laws that they thought did or could 
impede the building of that particular 
wall along our border. Congress agreed 
with them and, for the purpose of con- 
cluding that wall, we allowed them to 
waive those 36 rules, regulations, or 
laws. 
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Those are the same 36 in this bill. It’s 
nothing additional to it. Well, I take 
that back. Democrats add one bill in 
committee that was not part of the 
original list, and that was fine as well. 

What we are now trying to do is 
admit that about 20 of those really are 
not going to be a problem, but 16 still 
could be. So it limits it from 36 to 16, 
as those that can be waived for the pur- 
pose of allowing Border Patrol and 
Homeland Security to do the job for 
which they are paid to do. 

The second thing, it specifically pro- 
hibits any additional access to private 
property. It eliminates the possibility 
of Border Patrol reducing public access 
to any Federal lands, and that includes 
for purposes of hunting or fishing or 
off-road vehicles. 

It adds a provision to ensure that we 
are to protect tribal sovereignty, that 
nothing in this bill may supersede, re- 
place, negate, or diminish treaty obli- 
gations or agreements with Indian 
tribes. Existing practices and negotia- 
tion cooperation between the Border 
Patrol and the tribes will continue. 

It also clarifies what is the purpose 
of operation control, which is to pre- 
vent all unlawful entry into the United 
States, including entry by terrorists, 
other unlawful aliens, instruments of 
terrorism, narcotics, and other contra- 
band through the international land 
borders of the United States. 

There are three reasons why this 
amendment, indeed, the underlying bill 
is important. Number 1, a sovereign 
country controls its own borders. We 
are not doing that here. We need to. 

Number 2, we will never solve our 
overall immigration issue until we can 
guarantee that we can, in some way, 
lower the anger and the rage and the 
anxiety that is out there. If indeed we 
can look at our fellow citizens and, 
with a straight face, say we have con- 
trol of the border, all of a sudden the 
ability of solving other problems, some 
of which are easy and some of which 
are complex, the ability to do that in- 
creases. 

And third, and most importantly, the 
violence against women—the women 
who are raped along these trails, whose 
garments are left on these trees as a 
trophy to the coyote who raped these 
women, these woman who have abso- 
lutely no other source to go, they have 
no one to complain to, they have no 
one to ask for protection. This must 
stop. 

The Border Patrol can’t stop this 
practice. Right now, what we’re doing 
is simply putting up signs saying areas 
are off limits to Americans, but that 
does not stop this practice. And unless 
we can give the Border Patrol access to 
this territory so they can stop this 
practice, we’re not doing anything 
about it. We are not solving this par- 
ticular issue. 

Tll add one more time. We have 
talked about the ‘‘drone zone” in here, 
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which is something, once again, it’s 
cute and inaccurate. This amendment 
has nothing do with the ‘‘drone zone.”’ 
It does not authorize, nor does it stop 
drones. It doesn’t authorize black heli- 
copters or stop them, or red-headed 
stepchildren, or illegal Druids coming 
to this country as well. 

But what it does do is allow our pro- 
fessional Border Patrol to have the 
same rights of access to Federal land 
that they have on private property and 
State land. And it says that we will 
control our border, we will solve our 
immigration problem, and we will stop 
the rape trees. We will stop this hei- 
nous practice from going forward, and 
we will do it positively. That’s the pur- 
pose of this amendment to this title of 
the bill. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
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Mr. MARKEY. I rise in opposition to 
the amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR (Mr. YODER). The 
gentleman from Massachusetts is rec- 
ognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. MARKEY. This amendment is 
just further evidence that the problem 
this drone zone bill claims to be solv- 
ing does not exist and that the under- 
lying bill is a dangerous overreach. 

When this legislation was first intro- 
duced, we were told that it was nec- 
essary to establish this 100-mile drone 
zone around the entire United States— 
east coast, west coast, Hawaii, and 
Alaska. That version of the drone zone 
looked like a giant red belt sur- 
rounding the entire country. Then sup- 
porters of the bill decided that they’d 
gone too far. The bill was altered to 
say the drone zone would only cover a 
100-mile stretch along our northern and 
southern borders and along the eastern 
border of Alaska. Even with that 
change, we were still assured that a 
blanket waiver of the full list of 36 bed- 
rock environmental laws was abso- 
lutely necessary for our border secu- 
rity. 

Now we have a further change. 

This amendment will reduce the list 
of laws weighed by the drone zone from 
36 environmental laws down to 16 envi- 
ronmental laws. This is the ever- 
shrinking bill. It gets smaller and 
smaller as people realize that environ- 
mental laws are not the problem when 
it comes to border security and that 
the zone created by this bill would 
harm the environment and individual 
freedoms for millions of Americans. 

The Bishop amendment proves that 
the underlying bill has always been an 
extreme and extremely harmful solu- 
tion to a problem that does not exist. 
Perhaps if we give supporters enough 
time, they can shrink this idea down to 
waiving parking enforcement in a 
small area around Tucson. This amend- 
ment reduces the damage this bill 
would do, but it does not begin to pre- 
vent that damage. Waiving 36 laws was 
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an unnecessary overreach, and waiving 
16 laws would be as well. 

Limiting the scope of this terrible 
bill is a small step in the right direc- 
tion, so there is no reason to oppose 
this amendment. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. I continue to 
reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. MARKEY. Would the Chair 
please inform the Members as to the 
time remaining on both sides. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Massachusetts has 3 minutes. The 
gentleman from Utah has 30 seconds. 
Mr. MARKEY. I yield 1 minute to the 
gentleman from California (Mr. FIL- 
NER). 

Mr. FILNER. I thank you, Mr. MAR- 
KEY. 

I rise in opposition to the bill, espe- 
cially to the border provisions of the 
bill, and I rise in support of the Gri- 
jalva amendment that is going to be 
coming. 

I represent the entire California-Mex- 
ico border. I know how harmful this 
bill can be. As I read the exemptions 
from laws, I can see—I don’t know—un- 
documented child labor filling in wet- 
lands. 

I mean, come on. 

Our natural beauty depends on these 
protections. These laws protect us, and 
the Department of Homeland Security, 
as I understand it, is not in support of 
these provisions. They testified in July 
of 2011: 

The U.S. Customs and Border Protection 
Agency enjoys a close working relationship 
with the Department of the Interior and 
with the Department of Agriculture that al- 
lows us to fulfill our border enforcement re- 
sponsibilities while respecting and enhanc- 
ing the environment. 

This excessive exemption from a cen- 
tury’s worth of environmental protec- 
tion laws would affect public lands and 
national parks all across the country. 

The Acting CHAIR. The time of the 
gentleman has expired. 

Mr. MARKEY. I yield the gentleman 
an additional 30 seconds. 

Mr. FILNER. This would put in dan- 
ger important parks and monuments, 
not only in my area, but those such as 
the Statue of Liberty National Monu- 
ment, Cape Cod in Massachusetts, 
Point Reyes in California, Cape Hat- 
teras National Seashore in North Caro- 
lina, and scores of others. We must pro- 
tect these important national parks, 
recreation areas, and wilderness lands 
for future generations. 

Mr. Chairman, I also invited the gen- 
tleman, Mr. DENHAM, whose bill this is, 
to join me at the border to see what we 
would be protecting. I don’t think he 
ever answered my letter. 

Mr. MARKEY. I am the final speaker 
on our side if the gentleman from Utah 
is ready to conclude debate. 

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. I am prepared 
to close when you are ready to close. 

Mr. MARKEY. I yield back the bal- 
ance of my time. 
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The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
has 30 seconds remaining. 

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. The 36 laws 
that were originally placed were there 
when Homeland Security asked for 
those and when Congress agreed to it. 
It is the precedent. I am lowering it to 
16 out of benefit to you. 

I have been on the border. I have 
been on the border, and I have seen the 
rape trees. This must stop. I have also 
been on the border to see there are 48 
different organizations that have en- 
dorsed the underlying bill, including 
the National Association of Former 
Border Patrol Officers, the National 
Border Patrol Council, the local Border 
Patrol Council in Arizona, and the Na- 
tional Association of Police Organiza- 
tions. Those who work this realize the 
importance of this, and that’s why they 
are supporting it. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Utah (Mr. BISHOP). 

The amendment was agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 5 OFFERED BY MR. GRIJALVA 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 5 printed in 
House Report 112-539. 

Mr. GRIJALVA. Mr. Chairman, I 
have an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Strike title XIV. 


The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 688, the gentleman 
from Arizona (Mr. GRIJALVA) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Arizona. 

Mr. GRIJALVA. Out of all the titles 
cobbled together under this one piece 
of legislation, title XIV is the most 
alarming, so I have introduced this 
amendment to strike it all from the 
bill. 

Not only is it the text of one of the 
most controversial bills introduced in 
this Congress, its intent is to expand 
the scope and the authority of one gov- 
ernment agency to achieve a loosely 
defined objective, an agency that has 
not even asked for this expanded au- 
thority. Title XIV of this legislation 
would supersize Customs and Border 
Protection so they could seize control 
of Federal lands within 100 miles of the 
northern and southern borders. It 
would be at their discretion and with- 
out any recourse by the public to be 
able to counter that. 

If this bill were to become law, fami- 
lies who use our parks, forests, and 
wildlife areas in all of these States 
could be subject to increased surveil- 
lance without any notification. We al- 
ready know what happens to the eco- 
nomic welfare of families and what has 
happened to the economies of the 
States of Alabama and Arizona when 
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States pass hostile anti-immigrant 
laws. This takes the same concept and 
spreads it across our northern and 
southern borders. 

Right now, Customs and Border Pro- 
tection isn’t suffering from a lack of 
authority. If anything, it is suffering 
from a lack of focus. The ability to ac- 
cess Federal lands isn’t causing Border 
Patrol problems. In the most recent 
GAO report, radios that don’t work and 
the lack of infrastructure and per- 
sonnel are what they have cited as 
being barriers. 

Yesterday, during the debate over 
the rule for the bill, the sponsor of the 
legislation that has become title XIV 
claimed that we can’t deal with the 
issue of immigration reform before se- 
curing our land borders. He went on to 
say that people are angry about the 
situation at the border and that, before 
this anger is addressed, we can’t do 
anything about our broken immigra- 
tion system, so we are going to pay 
some lip service to border security to 
advance what is essentially an anti-en- 
vironment and anti-immigrant agenda. 

That should make many of us angry 
because it adds to the division in our 
Nation and to the sense of millions of 
families in the border region and across 
this country who feel they are political 
pawns in a system—in a game—that is 
never ending. Millions of people live 
along these 100 miles, and they deserve 
the same protection from environ- 
mental pollution or government over- 
reach that the rest of us in the country 
enjoy. 

The original bill granted DHS a waiv- 
er of 36 laws. The recently introduced 
amendment would allow that list to be 
16. The fact that we were able to con- 
cede half of the original list proves 
that the bill is, from the outset, an un- 
necessary overreach. The 16 laws left in 
the legislation are not minor statutes. 
They include the National Historic 
Preservation Act, the Endangered Spe- 
cies Act, the Antiquities Act, the Wil- 
derness Act, and the Administrative 
Procedure Act. 

The solution to a broken system 
along the border is comprehensive im- 
migration reform. If you took that 100- 
mile zone along the southern border 
and made it into a State, it would lead 
the Nation in poverty, unemployment, 
educational attainment, the lowest 
wages, the most uninsured, and the 
lowest economic growth. Yet this legis- 
lation and title XIV, once again, take 
this region, and instead of providing 
support and comprehensive attention 
to it, we further marginalize and iso- 
late it. 
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All the laws that are being waived 
and eliminated are all landmark pieces 
of legislation that guide and manage 
our Federal lands, resources that be- 
long to every single American tax- 
payer. Throwing away decades of law 
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that help protect and preserve our Fed- 
eral lands makes no sense. The sup- 
porters of this legislation will say it is 
necessary to address the horrors and 
violence that occur on the border. 
That’s not true. It’s back-door amnesty 
for extremist anti-environmental 
groups, industries, and developers who 
lust after our public resources for pri- 
vate profit at taxpayers’ expense. 

That is why I’ve introduced my 
amendment to strike the title from the 
bill. I encourage its support and re- 
serve my time. 

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. Mr. Chairman, 
I rise in opposition to this amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. Mr. Chairman, 
I hope I will not take the 5 minutes of 
this time. 

With all due respect for my good 
friend from Arizona, for whom I have a 
great deal of admiration, I would em- 
phasize again that the title of this sec- 
tion is National Security and Federal 
Lands Protection. It does not extend to 
any other property except those that 
belong to the Federal Government on 
our borders. It has a 5-year limitation 
on it. There is a sunset provision so it 
can be reviewed. But more impor- 
tantly, the elements that are in this 
particular title are there for a reason, 
there is precedent for them. One hun- 
dred miles is what the legal definition 
of border land actually is. The 36 
laws—I’m ready to go back to those. 
The 36 laws were the laws that were 
presented by the Department of Home- 
land Security as those potential laws 
that could cause them damage, and 
this Congress agreed to that precedent. 
Congress established that they could be 
waived for that specific purpose. 

I want to once again tell you what 
Secretary Napolitano said about this 
particular issue of border security 
when she first came into office: The re- 
moval of cross-border violators from 
public lands is a value to the environ- 
ment. 

You want to protect the environ- 
ment, get the drug cartels and the 
human traffickers off of that particular 
area. It is the removal of those viola- 
tors from public lands that is a value 
to the environment, as well as to the 
mission of the land managers, which is 
once again the 48 groups that talk 
about and support this. They come 
from conservation groups, they come 
from agriculture groups, but more im- 
portantly, they come from the Border 
Patrol agents themselves. Those are 
the ones who have come forth and tes- 
tified that they need special ability of 
having access to this land if we’re 
going to control the border, which is 
what a sovereign country does. 

Mr. Chairman, this is the word of 
what their responsibilities are. This is 
what we have told the Border Patrol 
they have to do: Prevent all unlawful 
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entries into the United States, includ- 
ing entries by terrorists, other unlaw- 
ful aliens, instruments of terrorism, 
narcotics, and other contraband 
through the international land borders 
of the United States. That’s in this 
title. That’s their job. That’s what the 
Border Patrol has requested to do. 

All we need to do is give them the 
tools they need to be able to accom- 
plish that, tools on Federal land that 
will mirror the tools they have on pri- 
vate and State lands. Let them do their 
job. They need access to this area to 
patrol it and to apprehend the bad 
guys. Give them that opportunity. 

With that, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. GRIJALVA. Mr. Chairman, if I 
may inquire as to how much time is re- 
maining? 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Arizona has 30 seconds remaining. 

Mr. GRIJALVA. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield the remaining time to the gen- 
tleman from North Carolina, the rank- 
ing member of DHS appropriations, Mr. 
PRICE. 

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Mr. 
Chairman, I rise in strong support of 
the Grijalva amendment, which would 
restore proper environmental oversight 
and protections to construction per- 
formed by the Border Patrol. 

Even with the Bishop amendment 
just adopted, the bill waives 16 dif- 
ferent environmental laws—for exam- 
ple, the National Environmental Policy 
Act and wildlife refuge laws—to give 
DHS operational control over these 
lands. 

Mr. Chairman, that would mean that 
on our northwest border, the Border 
Patrol would have largely unfettered 
access, and environmental protections 
would be waived, within 10 miles of Se- 
attle. In Arizona, this would encompass 
all of Tucson. In New York, land in 
Buffalo and Syracuse could come under 
control. These are sweeping and unnec- 
essary provisions, and the Department 
of Homeland Security has said it does 
not want them. 

Having worked on this issue for years 
as chairman and ranking member of 
the Homeland Security Appropriations 
Subcommittee, I urge my colleagues to 
adopt the amendment. 

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. Mr. Chairman, 
can I just inquire if there is any time 
left from either side? 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Utah has 2⁄4 minutes remaining. 
The time of the gentleman from Ari- 
zona has expired. 

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. Let me just say 
once again, I appreciate the arguments 
that are given. 

When I have been on the border and 
have been able to talk to the people 
who work on the border about what 
they need to protect the border, once 
again they’re telling us that they need 
the access. The ability to waive these 
law, these rules, these regulations is 
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what we have done in the past. Con- 
gress already did it once before. There 
is precedent. This is not something 
that is new, but this is what is defi- 
nitely needed. This is the right thing 
to do. 

I urge you to reject this particular 
amendment. 

And in all fairness, Mr. Chair, I 
would like to yield 30 seconds to the 
gentleman from Arizona so he has a 
chance to close on his particular 
amendment. 

Mr. GRIJALVA. Thank you, Mr. 
Chairman. I appreciate your courtesy. 

I would at this point say that I appre- 
ciate the time, and I’1l wait to call for 
a vote. Thank you very much. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Arizona (Mr. GRIJALVA). 

The question was taken; and the Act- 
ing Chair announced that the noes ap- 
peared to have it. 

Mr. GRIJALVA. Mr. Chairman, I de- 
mand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro- 
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Arizona will be 
postponed. 

AMENDMENT NO. 6 OFFERED BY MS. HANABUSA 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 6 printed in 
House Report 112-539. 

Ms. HANABUSA. Mr. Chairman, I 
have an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Page 104, after line 8, insert the following 
new subsection: 

(e) LIMITATION ON APPLICATION WITH RE- 
SPECT TO HAWAII.—Subsections (a) and (b) 
shall not apply with respect to activities by 
U.S. Customs and Border Protection on land 
under the jurisdiction of the Secretary of the 
Interior or the Secretary of Agriculture in 
Hawaii. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 688, the gentlewoman 
from Hawaii (Ms. HANABUSA) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

Ms. HANABUSA. Mr. Chair, first I 
would like to begin by saying that 
we’ve had my amendment before the 
committee and the representations 
that were made with it were that it did 
not cover Hawaii. I’m here to basically 
reaffirm that on the floor of the House. 

This all started because when I was 
home, I was the speaker at the 50th an- 
niversary of the USS Arizona Memo- 
rial. As I sat there, I began to under- 
stand that, in fact, the National Park 
Service has jurisdiction over the Ari- 
zona and all of its facilities in Pearl 
Harbor. So it caused me to go back and 
check exactly how many lands are 
under the jurisdiction of the National 
Park Service and Fish and Wildlife, 
which would fall within this law. 

There are 357,772 acres in the Na- 
tional Park Service and 298,980 acres 
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under the Fish and Wildlife Service. As 
you all know, with 100 miles from any 
border, it would cover the whole State 
of Hawaii. But, Mr. Chair, I believe 
with the representation from the gen- 
tleman from Utah, I would be willing 
to withdraw my amendment if I’m 
again assured that this is not intended 
to cover Hawaii. 

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. Will the gentle- 
lady yield? 

Ms. HANABUSA. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Utah. 

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. Yes, Hawaii was 
taken out in committee. It is not put 
in with the amendment that was just 
passed. 

Ms. HANABUSA. With that, Mr. 
Chair, I respectfully ask unanimous 
consent to withdraw my amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. Without objec- 
tion, the amendment is withdrawn. 

There was no objection. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Chair under- 
stands that amendment No. 7 will not 
be offered. 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, proceedings will 
now resume on those amendments 
printed in House Report 112-539 on 
which further proceedings were post- 
poned, in the following order: 

Amendment No. 2 by Mr. DEFAZIO of 
Oregon. 

Amendment No. 3 by Mr. MARKEY of 
Massachusetts. 

Amendment No. 5 by Mr. GRIJALVA of 
Arizona. 

The Chair will reduce to 2 minutes 
the minimum time for any electronic 
vote after the first vote in this series. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2 OFFERED BY MR. DEFAZIO 

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 
business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Oregon (Mr. DEFAZIO) 
on which further proceedings were 
postponed and on which the noes pre- 
vailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend- 
ment. 


redesignate the 


RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 184, noes 236, 
not voting 12, as follows: 

[Roll No. 383] 


AYES—184 
Ackerman Bonamici Chandler 
Andrews Boswell Chu 
Baldwin Brady (PA) Cicilline 
Barber Braley (IA) Clarke (MI) 
Barrow Brown (FL) Clarke (NY) 
Bartlett Butterfield Clay 
Bass (CA) Capps Cleaver 
Becerra Capuano Clyburn 
Berkley Cardoza Cohen 
Berman Carnahan Connolly (VA) 
Bishop (GA) Carney Conyers 
Bishop (NY) Carson (IN) Cooper 
Blumenauer Castor (FL) Costa 
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Costello 
Courtney 
Critz 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
Deutch 
Dicks 
Doggett 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Fitzpatrick 
Frank (MA) 
Fudge 
Garamendi 
Gerlach 
Gonzalez 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hahn 
Hastings (FL) 
Heinrich 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hochul 
Holden 
Holt 
Hoyer 
Israel 
Jackson Lee 
(TX) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (IL) 


Johnson, E. B. 


Adams 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Amash 
Amodei 
Austria 
Baca 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Barletta 
Barton (TX) 
Bass (NH) 
Benishek 
Berg 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boren 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Brooks 
Broun (GA) 
Buchanan 
Bucshon 
Buerkle 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 
Canseco 
Cantor 
Capito 
Carter 
Cassidy 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Coble 


Jones 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kildee 

Kind 
Kucinich 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lee (CA) 
Levin 

Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lujan 
Lynch 
Maloney 
Markey 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McIntyre 
McNerney 
Meeks 
Michaud 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Moore 
Moran 
Murphy (CT) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 

Olver 

Owens 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor (AZ) 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Peters 

Petri 
Pingree (ME) 
Polis 


NOES—236 


Coffman (CO) 
Cole 
Conaway 
Cravaack 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Culberson 
Denham 
Dent 
DesJarlais 
Diaz-Balart 
Dold 
Donnelly (IN) 
Dreier 

Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Ellmers 
Emerson 
Farenthold 
Fincher 
Flake 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Gardner 
Garrett 

Gibbs 

Gibson 
Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 

Gowdy 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Griffin (AR) 
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Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reyes 
Richardson 
Richmond 
Rothman (NJ) 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schrader 
Schwartz 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, David 
Serrano 
Sewell 
Sherman 
Shuler 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (WA) 
Speier 
Stark 
Sutton 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Tonko 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Van Hollen 
Velazquez 
Visclosky 
Walz (MN) 
Wasserman 
Schultz 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Welch 
Wilson (FL) 
Woolsey 
Yarmuth 


Griffith (VA) 
Grimm 
Guinta 
Guthrie 

Hall 
Hanabusa 
Hanna 
Harper 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Hastings (WA) 
Heck 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herrera Beutler 
Hirono 
Honda 
Huelskamp 
Hultgren 
Hunter 

Issa 

Jenkins 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jordan 

Kelly 

King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kissell 

Kline 
Labrador 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Landry 
Lankford 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Latta 

Long 

Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 


Lungren, Daniel Platts Sessions 

E. Poe (TX) Shimkus 
Mack Pompeo Shuster 
Manzullo Posey Simpson 
Marchant Price (GA) Smith (NE) 
Marino Quayle Smith (TX) 
teas (CA) Be Southerland 

cCarthy ehberg 
McCau Reichert lea 
McClintock Renacci Stutzman 
McCotter Ribble A 
McHenry Rigell Sullivan 
McKeon Rivera Terry 
McKinley Roby Thompson (PA) 
McMorris Roe (TN) Thornberry 

Rodgers Rogers (AL) Tiberi 
Meehan Rogers (KY) Tipton 
Mica Rogers (MI) Turner (NY) 
Miller (MI) Rohrabacher Turner (OH) 
Miller, Gary Rokita Upton 
Mulvaney Rooney Walberg 
Murphy (PA) Ros-Lehtinen Walden 
Myrick Roskam Walsh (IL) 
Neugebauer Ross (AR) Webster 
Noem Ross (FL) West 
Nugent Royce Westmoreland 
Nunes Runyan Whitfield 
Nunnelee Ryan (WI) Wi 

$ ilson (SC) 
Olson Scalise Wittman 
Palazzo Schilling 
Paul Schmidt Woi 
Paulsen Schock Womack 
Pearce Schweikert Woodall 
Pence Scott (SC) Yoder 
Peterson Scott, Austin Young (AK) 
Pitts Sensenbrenner Young (IN) 
NOT VOTING—12 
Altmire Hurt Sánchez, Linda 
Davis (KY) Jackson (IL) T: 
Dingell Lewis (CA) Young (FL) 
Hayworth Miller (FL) 
Huizenga (MI) Ryan (OH) 
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Messrs. SMITH of Texas, BARTON of 
Texas, and TIPTON changed their vote 
from “aye” to “no.” 

Messrs. PETRI, McDERMOTT, 
COSTA, and BARTLETT changed their 
vote from “no” to “aye.” 

So the amendment was rejected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

(By unanimous consent, Mrs. EMER- 
SON was allowed to speak out of order.) 
WOMEN’S CONGRESSIONAL SOFTBALL 

Mrs. EMERSON. Mr. Chairman, my 
softball co-captain, my colleague from 
Florida, DEBBIE WASSERMAN SCHULTZ, 
and I would like to remind all of you, 
all of our colleagues, that tomorrow 
night, once again the bicameral, bipar- 
tisan softball team plans to beat the 
Washington news media in a softball 
game; and we want to make sure that 
all of you know the details so you can 
join us in the very oppressive heat that 
we will be playing in. 

I yield to my co-captain. 

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. I 
thank the gentlelady for yielding. We 
are really excited. This is the fourth 
annual congressional women’s softball 
game. We are the defending champions. 
We beat the Bad News Babes last year. 
We have expanded our team. We have 
the gentlelady from Alabama who’s a 
ringer this year, Mrs. ROBY. You should 
come out and see her play; she’s got 
some skills. 

So even though the press corps has 
been talking some good trash, and 
they’re even apparently practicing on 
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the beach while at the G—20, we have 
jelled as a team, come together in a bi- 
partisan, bicameral way. And between 
our superior fielding, hitting, and stra- 
tegic approach to the game, we look 
forward to continuing as the cham- 
pions of the Annual Congressional 
Women’s Softball Game. It’s 7 p.m. to- 
morrow night, Watkins Recreation 
Center. Come on out, encourage your 
staff. This year it is a $10 entry fee, but 
all for a good cause, to raise money for 
the Young Survival Coalition, which is 
an organization that raises awareness 
and supports young survivors of breast 
cancer. 

And I would just conclude by thank- 
ing all Members and staff, as a breast 
cancer survivor myself, and a young 
one at that, it is so personally and 
deeply meaningful to me that the con- 
gressional family is always so sup- 
portive of the women Members. Thank 
you to my congressional sisters. You 
guys are awesome. 

Mrs. EMERSON. And I want to just 
thank MARTHA ROBY for helping our 
average age g0 way, way, way down. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3 OFFERED BY MR. MARKEY 


The Acting CHAIR. Without objec- 
tion, 2-minute voting will continue. 

There was no objection. 

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 
business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr. 
MARKEY) on which further proceedings 
were postponed and on which the noes 
prevailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend- 
ment. 


the 


RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 

The Acting CHAIR. This will be a 2- 
minute vote. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 156, noes 268, 
not voting 8, as follows: 

[Roll No. 384] 


AYES—156 
Ackerman Cleaver Fudge 
Andrews Clyburn Garamendi 
Baca Cohen Gonzalez 
Baldwin Connolly (VA) Green, Al 
Bass (CA) Conyers Green, Gene 
Bass (NH) Cooper Grijalva 
Becerra Courtney Gutierrez 
Berman Crowley Hahn 
Bishop (NY) Cummings Hanabusa 
Blumenauer Davis (CA) Hastings (FL) 
Bonamici Davis (IL) Heinrich 
Brady (PA) DeGette Higgins 
Brown (FL) DeLauro Himes 
Butterfield Deutch Hinchey 
Capps Dicks Hinojosa 
Capuano Doggett Hirono 
Carnahan Doyle Holt 
Carney Edwards Honda 
Carson (IN) Ellison Hoyer 
Castor (FL) Engel Israel 
Chu Eshoo Jackson Lee 
Cicilline Farr (TX) 
Clarke (MI) Fattah Johnson (GA) 
Clarke (NY) Filner Johnson, E. B. 
Clay Frank (MA) Keating 
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Kildee 

Kind 
Kucinich 
Langevin 
Larson (CT) 
Lee (CA) 
Levin 

Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Loebsack 
Lowey 
Lujan 
Lynch 
Maloney 
Markey 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
Meeks 
Michaud 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Moore 
Moran 
Murphy (CT) 
Nadler 


Adams 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Amash 
Amodei 
Austria 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Barber 
Barletta 
Barrow 
Bartlett 
Barton (TX) 
Benishek 
Berg 
Berkley 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Braley (IA) 
Brooks 
Broun (GA) 
Buchanan 
Bucshon 
Buerkle 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 
Canseco 
Cantor 
Capito 
Cardoza 
Carter 
Cassidy 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Chandler 
Coble 
Coffman (CO) 
Cole 
Conaway 
Costa 
Costello 
Cravaack 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Critz 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Davis (KY) 
DeFazio 
Denham 


Napolitano 
Neal 

Olver 

Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor (AZ) 
Pelosi 

Peters 
Pingree (ME) 
Polis 

Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Rahall 
Rangel 

Reyes 
Richardson 
Richmond 
Rothman (NJ) 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 

Ryan (OH) 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schwartz 
Scott (VA) 


NOES—268 


Dent 
DesJarlais 
Diaz-Balart 
Dold 
Donnelly (IN) 
Dreier 

Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Ellmers 
Emerson 
Farenthold 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Flake 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Gardner 
Garrett 
Gerlach 

Gibbs 

Gibson 
Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 

Gowdy 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Griffin (AR) 
Griffith (VA) 
Grimm 
Guinta 
Guthrie 

Hal 
Hanna 

Harper 

Harris 
Hartzler 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayworth 
Heck 
Hensarling 
Herger 

Herrera Beutler 
Hochul 

Holden 
Huelskamp 
Hultgren 
Hunter 

Hurt 

Issa 

Jenkins 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
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Serrano 
Sewell 
Sherman 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Speier 
Stark 
Sutton 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Tonko 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Van Hollen 
Velazquez 
Visclosky 
Wasserman 
Schultz 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Welch 
Wilson (FL) 
Woolsey 
Yarmuth 


Jordan 
Kaptur 
Kelly 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kissell 
Kline 
Labrador 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Landry 
Lankford 
Larsen (WA) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Latta 
LoBiondo 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Long 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
Lungren, Daniel 
E. 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Marino 
Matheson 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCau 
McClintock 
McCotter 
McHenry 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McKinley 
McMorris 
Rodgers 
McNerney 
Meehan 
Mica 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (PA) 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Nunnelee 
Olson 
Owens 
Palazzo 
Paul 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Pence 
Perlmutter 
Peterson 
Petri 
Pitts 


Platts Royce Sullivan 

Poe (TX) Runyan Terry 

Pompeo Ryan (WI) Thompson (PA) 

Posey Scalise Thornberry 

Price (GA) Schilling Tiberi 

Quayle Schmidt Tipton 

Reed Schock Turner (NY) 

Rehberg Schrader Turner (OH) 

Reichert Schweikert Upton 

Renacci Scott (SC) Walberg 

Ribble Scott, Austin Walden 

Rigell Scott, David Walsh (IL) 

Rivera Sensenbrenner Walz (MN) 

Roby Sessions Webster 

Roe (TN) Shimkus Wes 

Rogers (AL) Shuler Westmoreland 

Rogers (KY) Shuster Whitfield 

Rogers (MI) Simpson Wilson (SC) 

Rohrabacher Smith (NE) Wittman 

Rokita Smith (NJ) Wol: 

Rooney Smith (TX) Womack 

Ros-Lehtinen Southerland Woodall 

Roskam Stearns Yoder 

Ross (AR) Stivers Young (AK) 

Ross (FL) Stutzman Young (IN) 
NOT VOTING—8 

Altmire Jackson (IL) Sánchez, Linda 

Dingell Lewis (CA) T 


Huizenga (MI) Miller (FL) Young (FL) 


ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR 
The Acting CHAIR (during the vote). 
There is 1 minute remaining. 


1702 


So the amendment was rejected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

AMENDMENT NO. 5 OFFERED BY MR. GRIJALVA 

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 
business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Arizona (Mr. GRI- 
JALVA) on which further proceedings 
were postponed and on which the noes 
prevailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend- 
ment. 


the 


RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 

The Acting CHAIR. This will be a 2- 
minute vote. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 177, noes 247, 
not voting 8, as follows: 

[Roll No. 385] 


AYES—177 
Ackerman Cicilline Doggett 
Andrews Clarke (MI) Dold 
Baca Clarke (NY) Doyle 
Baldwin Clay Edwards 
Bass (CA) Cleaver Ellison 
Bass (NH) Clyburn Engel 
Becerra Cohen Eshoo 
Berkley Connolly (VA) Farr 
Berman Conyers Fattah 
Bishop (NY) Cooper Filner 
Blumenauer Costa Fitzpatrick 
Bonamici Costello Frank (MA) 
Brady (PA) Courtney Fudge 
Braley (IA) Critz Garamendi 
Brown (FL) Crowley Gonzalez 
Butterfield Cuellar Green, Al 
Capps Cummings Green, Gene 
Capuano Davis (CA) Grijalva 
Cardoza Davis (IL) Gutierrez 
Carnahan DeFazio Hahn 
Carney DeGette Hanabusa 
Carson (IN) DeLauro Hastings (FL) 
Castor (FL) Deutch Heinrich 
Chu Dicks Higgins 


Himes 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Holt 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Israel 
Jackson Lee 
(TX) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kildee 
Kind 
Kucinich 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lee (CA) 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lujan 
Lynch 
Maloney 
Markey 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 


Adams 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Amash 
Amodei 
Austria 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Barber 
Barletta 
Barrow 
Bartlett 
Barton (TX) 
Benishek 
Berg 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Brooks 
Broun (GA) 
Buchanan 
Bucshon 
Buerkle 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 
Canseco 
Cantor 
Capito 
Carter 
Cassidy 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Chandler 
Coble 
Coffman (CO) 
Cole 
Conaway 
Cravaack 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Culberson 
Davis (KY) 
Denham 


McNerney 
Meeks 
Michaud 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Moore 

Moran 
Murphy (CT) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 

Olver 

Owens 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor (AZ) 
Paul 

Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Peters 
Pingree (ME) 
Polis 

Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Rahall 
Rangel 

Reyes 
Richardson 
Richmond 
Rothman (NJ) 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 

Ryan (OH) 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 


NOES—247 


Dent 
DesJarlais 
Diaz-Balart 
Donnelly (IN) 
Dreier 

Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Ellmers 
Emerson 
Farenthold 
Fincher 
Flake 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Gardner 
Garrett 
Gerlach 
Gibbs 
Gibson 
Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Griffin (AR) 
Griffith (VA) 
Grimm 
Guinta 
Guthrie 

Hal 
Hanna 

Harper 

Harris 
Hartzler 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayworth 
Heck 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herrera Beutler 
Hochul 
Holden 
Huelskamp 
Hultgren 
Hunter 

Hurt 
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Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schrader 
Schwartz 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, David 
Serrano 
Sewel 
Sherman 
Shuler 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Speier 
Stark 
Sutton 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Tonko 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walz (MN) 
Wasserman 
Schultz 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Welch 
Wilson (FL) 
Woolsey 
Yarmuth 


Issa 
Jenkins 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Jordan 
Kelly 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kissell 
Kline 
Labrador 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Landry 
Lankford 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Latta 
LoBiondo 
Long 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
Lungren, Daniel 
E. 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Marino 
Matheson 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCau 
McClintock 
McCotter 
McHenry 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McKinley 
McMorris 
Rodgers 
Meehan 
Mica 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (PA) 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Nunnelee 
Olson 
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Palazzo Rokita Stivers 
Paulsen Rooney Stutzman 
Pearce Ros-Lehtinen Sullivan 
Pence Roskam Terry 
Peterson Ross (AR) Thompson (PA) 
Petri Ross (FL) Thornberry 
Pitts Royce Tiberi 
Platts Runyan Tipton 
Poe (TX) Ryan (WI) Turner (NY) 
Pompeo Scalise Turner (OH) 
Posey Schilling Upton 
Price (GA) Schmidt Walberg 
Quayle Schock Walden 
Reed Schweikert Walsh (IL) 
Rehberg Scott (SC) Webster 
Reichert Scott, Austin West 
Renacci Sensenbrenner Westmoreland 
Ribble Sessions Whitfield 
Rigell Shimkus Wilson (SC) 
Rivera Shuster Wittman 
Roby Simpson Wolf 
Roe (TN) Smith (NE) Womack 
Rogers (AL) Smith (NJ) Woodall 
Rogers (KY) Smith (TX) Yoder 
Rogers (MI) Southerland Young (AK) 
Rohrabacher Stearns Young (IN) 
NOT VOTING—8 
Altmire Jackson (IL) Sanchez, Linda 
Dingell Lewis (CA) A 
Huizenga (MI) Miller (FL) Young (FL) 
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Mr. BISHOP of Georgia changed his 
vote from “aye” to “no.” 

So the amendment was rejected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

The Acting CHAIR (Mr. WOODALL). 
The question is on the amendment in 
the nature of a substitute, as amended. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The Acting CHAIR. Under the rule, 
the Committee rises. 

Accordingly, the Committee rose; 
and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. 
YODER) having assumed the chair, Mr. 
WOODALL, Acting Chair of the Com- 
mittee of the Whole House on the state 
of the Union, reported that that Com- 
mittee, having had under consideration 
the bill (H.R. 2578) to amend the Wild 
and Scenic Rivers Act related to a seg- 
ment of the Lower Merced River in 
California, and for other purposes, and, 
pursuant to House Resolution 688, he 
reported the bill back to the House 
with an amendment adopted in the 
Committee of the Whole. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the rule, the previous question is or- 
dered. 

Is a separate vote demanded on any 
amendment to the amendment re- 
ported from the Committee of the 
Whole? 

If not, the question is on the amend- 
ment in the nature of a substitute, as 
amended. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the engrossment and 
third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, and was read the 
third time. 
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MOTION TO RECOMMIT 

Mr. PERLMUTTER. Mr. Speaker, I 
have a motion to recommit at the 
desk. 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the 
gentleman opposed to the bill? 

Mr. PERLMUTTER. In its current 
form, I am. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Clerk will report the motion to recom- 
mit. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Mr. Perlmutter moves to recommit the 
bill, H.R. 2578, to the Committee on Natural 
Resources with instructions to report the 
same back to the House forthwith with the 
following amendment: 

At the end of the bill, insert the following: 
TITLE XV—REDUCING THE RISK OF WILD- 

FIRE; PROTECTING TRIBAL SOV- 

EREIGNTY; MAKE IT IN AMERICA 
SEC. 1501. REDUCING THE RISK OF WILDFIRE. 

The Secretaries of Agriculture and Interior 
are authorized to enter into contracts or 
agreements with a State to permit the State 
to treat insect-infected trees and remove 
hazardous fuels on Federal land located in 
the State, in order to reduce the risk of wild- 
fire. Priority shall be given to the protection 
of homes, schools, and healthcare, nursing, 
and assisted living facilities. 

SEC. 1502. PROTECTING TRIBAL SOVEREIGNTY. 

Nothing in this Act shall override Tribal 
sovereignty, including with respect to Native 
American burial or other sacred sites. 

SEC. 1503. MAKE IT IN AMERICA. 

The Secretary of the Interior shall ensure 
that all items offered for sale in any gift 
shop or visitor center located within a unit 
of the National Park System are produced in 
the United States. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman from Colorado is recognized for 
5 minutes. 

Mr. PERLMUTTER. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise in support of this motion to recom- 
mit. It is the final amendment to the 
bill. It will not kill the bill and, if 
adopted, the House will vote on final 
passage in this series of votes. 

The amendment has three parts. 
They are short and direct. The first in- 
volves wildfires and the ability and the 
authority of the Secretary of the Inte- 
rior and the Secretary of Agriculture 
to enter into contracts with the States 
to clear hazardous fuel to prevent 
wildfires, as well as treat insect-in- 
fested trees. And we’ll get into that. 

The second part is very clear. Just 
says, nothing in this act shall override 
tribal sovereignty, including with re- 
spect to Native American burial or 
other sacred sites. It speaks for itself. 

Finally, it’s about making sure that 
in the parks and in the gift shops, that 
the goods that are sold there are made 
in America. 

So let’s just begin with the wildfire 
piece. As Smokey the Bear says, ‘‘Only 
you can prevent forest fires.” 

Right now, across the West and 
throughout America we have wildfires 
dotting our country: 500,000 acres 
across our country are on fire right 
now, in Alaska, Arizona, California, 
Nebraska, Nevada, New Mexico, North 
Carolina, Wyoming, and in my home 
State of Colorado. 

Right now we’re battling a very big 
wildfire just north of where I live 
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called the High Park fire—60,000 acres 
are currently burning. We have about 
50 percent contained through the ef- 
forts of 1,800 firefighters, some of the 
best Federal firefighters we have, as 
well as State and local firefighters who 
are doing a tremendous job in a situa- 
tion where we have very dry condi- 
tions, record temperatures, and a very 
erratic fire. 

Now, what we can do and what is 
missing from this bill is any public pol- 
icy concerning what to do with insect- 
infested forests. And we’ve had a ter- 
rible infestation of what they called 
the pine beetle. And it makes tremen- 
dous fuel. 

And so what this bill does is it gives 
the authority to the Agriculture De- 
partment and the Interior Department 
to work with the States to clear these 
insect-ravaged forests. We need to have 
that done to prevent forest fires in the 
future. It’s as simple as that. It ought 
to be very easy for everyone to support 
that. 

Secondly, again, 
says specifically, 


this amendment 
the act shall not 
override tribal sovereignty. We've 
reached treaties with the various 
tribes. Those things control, not this 
particular bill, and we state that spe- 
cifically. 

Finally, we address something that I 
think irks many of us in this Chamber. 
When we have a visitors center in our 
national parks which is selling goods 
made in other countries, it just seems 
wrong. We want to make things in 
America. Manufacturing in America is 
key to this country’s economic growth 
and prosperity. We have a saying, “If 
we make it in America, we’ll make it 
in America.”’ 

So three very simple, very direct 
amendments to this bill which make 
the bill much better, address public 
policy that is not addressed in the bill 
that should have been addressed in the 
bill, especially the wildfire mitigation 
piece, something that you would have 
expected to be right in the heart of this 
thing after Texas was ravaged by so 
many wildfires last year, and we knew 
dry conditions existed across the West. 

So I urge my colleagues, Democrats 
and Republicans, to support this com- 
monsense amendment to mitigate and 
prevent forest fires, to make sure that 
tribal sovereignty is respected, and 
that we make things in America so 
that we make it here in America. 

With that, Mr. Speaker, I yield back 
the balance of my time. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise in opposition to the mo- 
tion to recommit. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, I’ve had an opportunity sev- 
eral times to come down here to debate 
the motions to recommit, and I’ve 
prefaced virtually every time I’ve come 
down here with, history repeats itself. 
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Mr. Speaker, history is repeating 
itself one more time. Why do I say 
that? Because probably the biggest 
issue that Americans are concerned 
about is jobs. This is another effort 
that deals with American jobs by deal- 
ing with regulation that slows down 
economic activity. 

So what does the other side do? They 
try to put up another impediment to a 
bill that is straightforward, had trans- 
parency in committee, had a full de- 
bate in committee, and put together to 
debate on the floor. It’s the same argu- 
ments that we have that, frankly, are 
meaningless. 

Now, to the essence of what the gen- 
tleman’s amendment does. All of this is 
essentially redundant. It’s in law right 
now. 

Is this just a political move on the 
minority’s part? Is that what it is? 

If the issue is really trying to deal 
with firefighting in the West, I would 
remind this body, Mr. Speaker, that 2 
weeks ago, we passed legislation to 
allow the Forest Service to buy tank- 
ers to fight forest fires. We’ve already 
done that. 

All I can say, Mr. Speaker, is that 
history repeats itself. Let’s vote down 
this motion to recommit and let’s vote 
for the jobs bill. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the previous question is or- 
dered on the motion to recommit. 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion to recommit. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the noes appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. PERLMUTTER. Mr. Speaker, I 
demand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 8 and clause 9 of rule XX, 
this 15-minute vote on the motion to 
recommit will be followed by 5-minute 
votes on passage of the bill, if ordered, 
and the motion to suspend the rules 
and pass H.R. 2938. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 188, noes 234, 
not voting 10, as follows: 

[Roll No. 386] 


AYES—188 
Ackerman Butterfield Cooper 
Andrews Capps Costa 
Baca Capuano Costello 
Baldwin Cardoza Courtney 
Barber Carnahan Critz 
Barrow Carney Crowley 
Bass (CA) Carson (IN) Cuellar 
Becerra Castor (FL) Davis (CA) 
Berkley Chandler Davis (IL) 
Berman Chu DeFazio 
Bishop (GA) Cicilline DeGette 
Bishop (NY) Clarke (MI) DeLauro 
Blumenauer Clarke (NY) Deutch 
Bonamici Clay Dicks 
Boren Cleaver Doggett 
Boswell Clyburn Donnelly (IN) 
Brady (PA) Cohen Doyle 
Braley (IA) Connolly (VA) Duncan (TN) 
Brown (FL) Conyers Edwards 


Ellison 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Frank (MA) 
Fudge 
Garamendi 
Gonzalez 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hahn 
Hanabusa 
Hastings (FL) 
Heinrich 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Hochul 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Israel 
Jackson Lee 
(TX) 
Johnson (GA) 


Johnson, E. B. 


Jones 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kildee 

Kind 
Kissell 
Kucinich 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lee (CA) 
Levin 


Adams 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Amash 
Amodei 
Austria 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Barletta 
Bartlett 
Barton (TX) 
Bass (NH) 
Benishek 
Berg 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Brooks 
Broun (GA) 
Buchanan 
Bucshon 
Buerkle 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 
Canseco 
Cantor 
Capito 
Carter 
Cassidy 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Coble 
Coffman (CO) 
Cole 
Conaway 
Cravaack 
Crawford 


Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 

Lujan 

Lynch 
Maloney 
Markey 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McIntyre 
McNerney 
Meeks 
Michaud 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Moore 

Moran 
Murphy (CT) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Olver 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor (AZ) 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Peters 
Peterson 
Pingree (ME) 
Polis 

Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reyes 
Richardson 
Richmond 


NOES—234 


Crenshaw 
Culberson 
Davis (KY) 
Denham 
Dent 
DesJarlais 
Diaz-Balart 
Dold 

Dreier 
Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Ellmers 
Emerson 
Farenthold 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Flake 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Gardner 
Garrett 
Gerlach 
Gibbs 
Gibson 
Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Griffin (AR) 
Griffith (VA) 
Grimm 
Guinta 
Guthrie 
Hall 

Hanna 
Harper 
Harris 


Ross (AR) 
Rothman (NJ) 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schrader 
Schwartz 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, David 
Serrano 
Sewell 
Sherman 
Shuler 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Speier 
Stark 
Sutton 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Tonko 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Van Hollen 
Velazquez 
Visclosky 
Walz (MN) 
Wasserman 
Schultz 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Welch 
Wilson (FL) 
Woolsey 
Yarmuth 


Hartzler 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayworth 
Heck 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herrera Beutler 
Huelskamp 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurt 
Jenkins 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jordan 
Kelly 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kline 
Labrador 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Landry 
Lankford 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Latta 
LoBiondo 
Long 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
Lungren, Daniel 
E. 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Marino 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McCotter 
McHenry 
McKeon 
McKinley 
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McMorris 
Rodgers 
Meehan 
Mica 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (PA) 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Nunnelee 
Olson 
Palazzo 
Paul 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Pence 
Petri 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe (TX) 
Pompeo 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Quayle 
Reed 
Rehberg 
Reichert 


Altmire 
Cummings 
Dingell 
Huizenga (MI) 


Renacci 
Ribble 
Rigell 
Rivera 

Roby 

Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross (FL) 
Royce 
Runyan 
Ryan (WI) 
Scalise 
Schilling 
Schmidt 
Schock 
Schweikert 
Scott (SC) 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (NE) 
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Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Southerland 
Stearns 
Stivers 
Stutzman 
Sullivan 
Terry 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tipton 
Turner (NY) 
Turner (OH) 
Upton 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walsh (IL) 
Webster 
West 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Wolf 
Womack 
Woodall 
Yoder 
Young (AK) 
Young (IN) 


NOT VOTING—10 


Issa 
Jackson (IL) 
Lewis (CA) 
Miller (FL) 


Sanchez, Linda 
Ty 
Young (FL) 


ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (during 
the vote). There is 1 minute remaining. 
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Messrs. ROYCE, COFFMAN of Colo- 
rado, and TIPTON changed their vote 
from “aye” to “no.” 

So the motion to recommit was re- 


jected. 


The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. 


The 


question is on the passage of the bill. 
The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 
Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, on that I 


demand the yeas and nays. 


The yeas and nays were ordered. 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. 


will be a 5-minute vote. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—yeas 232, nays 
188, not voting 12, as follows: 


Adams 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Amodei 
Austria 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Barber 
Barletta 
Barrow 
Barton (TX) 
Benishek 
Berg 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boren 


[Roll No. 387] 
YEAS—232 


Boswell 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Brooks 
Broun (GA) 
Buchanan 
Bucshon 
Buerkle 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 
Canseco 
Cantor 
Capito 
Cardoza 
Cassidy 
Chaffetz 
Coble 
Coffman (CO) 
Cole 
Conaway 


This 


Costa 
Cravaack 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Culberson 
Davis (KY) 
Denham 
Dent 
DesJarlais 
Diaz-Balart 
Donnelly (IN) 
Dreier 

Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Ellmers 
Emerson 
Farenthold 
Fincher 
Flake 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
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Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Gallegly 
Gardner 
Garrett 
Gerlach 
Gibbs 
Gibson 
Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Griffin (AR) 
Griffith (VA) 
Grimm 
Guthrie 

Hal 
Hanna 
Harper 

Harris 
Hartzler 
Hastings (WA) 
Heck 
Hensarling 
Herger 

Herrera Beutler 
Hochul 

Holden 
Hultgren 
Hunter 

Hurt 

Jenkins 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 

Jordan 

Kelly 

King (IA) 

King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kissell 

Kline 

Labrador 
Lamborn 
Lance 

Landry 
Lankford 
Latham 
LaTourette 


Ackerman 
Amash 
Andrews 
Baca 
Baldwin 
Bartlett 
Bass (CA) 
Bass (NH) 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Biggert 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Bonamici 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 
Brown (FL) 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Carter 
Castor (FL) 
Chabot 
Chandler 
Chu 
Cicilline 
Clarke (MI) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Connolly (VA) 
Conyers 


Latta 
Long 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
Lungren, Daniel 
E. 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Marino 
Matheson 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McCotter 
McHenry 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McKinley 
McMorris 
Rodgers 
Meehan 
Mica 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Murphy (PA) 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Nunnelee 
Olson 
Palazzo 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Pence 
Peterson 
Petri 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe (TX) 
Pompeo 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Quayle 
Reed 
Rehberg 
Renacci 
Ribble 
Rigell 
Rivera 
Roby 
Roe (TN) 


NAYS—188 


Cooper 
Costello 
Courtney 
Critz 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
Deutch 
Dicks 
Doggett 
Dold 

Doyle 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Engel 
Eshoo 

Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Fitzpatrick 
Frank (MA) 
Frelinghuysen 
Fudge 
Garamendi 
Gonzalez 
Granger 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Guinta 
Gutierrez 
Hahn 
Hanabusa 
Hastings (FL) 
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Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross (AR) 
Ross (FL) 
Royce 
Runyan 
Ryan (WI) 
Scalise 
Schilling 
Schmidt 
Schweikert 
Scott (SC) 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shimkus 
Shuler 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (TX) 
Southerland 
Stearns 
Stivers 
Stutzman 
Sullivan 
Terry 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tipton 
Turner (NY) 
Turner (OH) 
Upton 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walsh (IL) 
Webster 
West 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Wolf 
Womack 
Woodall 
Yoder 
Young (AK) 
Young (IN) 


Hayworth 
Heinrich 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Holt 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Huelskamp 
Israel 
Jackson Lee 
(TX) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kildee 
Kind 
Kucinich 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lee (CA) 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lujan 
Lynch 
Maloney 
Markey 
Matsui 


McCarthy (NY) Polis Smith (NJ) 
McCollum Price (NC) Smith (WA) 
McDermott Quigley Speier 
McGovern Rahall Stark 
McNerney Rangel Sutton 
Meeks Reichert Thompson (CA) 
Michaud Reyes Thompson (MS) 
Miller (NC) Richardson Tierney 
Miller, George Richmond Tonko 
Moore Rothman (NJ) Towns 
Moran Roybal-Allard 

Mulvaney Ruppersberger Tsongas 
Murphy (CT) Rush Van Hollen 
Nadler Ryan (OH) Velazquez 
Napolitano Sanchez, Loretta Visclosky 
Neal Sarbanes Walz (MN) 
Olver Schakowsky Wasserman 
Owens Schiff Schultz 
Pallone Schrader Waters 
Pascrell Scott (VA) Watt 
Pastor (AZ) Scott, David Waxman 
Paul Serrano Welch 
Pelosi Sewell Wilson (FL) 
Perlmutter Sherman Woolsey 
Peters Sires Yarmuth 
Pingree (ME) Slaughter 


NOT VOTING—12 


Altmire Jackson (IL) Schock 
Cummings Lewis (CA) Schwartz 
Dingell Miller (FL) Young (FL) 
Huizenga (MI) Sanchez, Linda 

Issa T. 
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So the bill was passed. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

Stated against: 

Ms. SCHWARTZ. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall 
No. 387, had | been present, | would have 
voted “nay.” 


EE 


GILA BEND INDIAN RESERVATION 
LANDS REPLACEMENT CLARI- 
FICATION ACT 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un- 
finished business is the vote on the mo- 
tion to suspend the rules and pass the 
bill (H.R. 2938) to prohibit certain gam- 
ing activities on certain Indian lands 
in Arizona, as amended on which the 
yeas and nays were ordered. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Alaska (Mr. 
YOUNG) that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the bill, as amended. 

This is a 5-minute vote. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—yeas 348, nays 78, 
answered ‘‘present’’ 2, not voting 9, as 
follows: 

[Roll No. 388] 


YEAS—343 
Ackerman Barton (TX) Bono Mack 
Adams Bass (NH) Boren 
Aderholt Becerra Boswell 
Akin Benishek Boustany 
Alexander Berg Brady (PA) 
Amodei Berkley Brady (TX) 
Andrews Berman Brooks 
Austria Biggert Broun (GA) 
Baca Bilbray Brown (FL) 
Bachmann Bilirakis Buchanan 
Bachus Bishop (GA) Bucshon 
Baldwin Bishop (UT) Buerkle 
Barletta Black Burgess 
Barrow Blackburn Burton (IN) 
Bartlett Bonner Butterfield 


Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 
Canseco 
Cantor 
Capito 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Carter 
Cassidy 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Chandler 
Clarke (MI) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Coffman (CO) 
Cohen 

Cole 
Conaway 
Connolly (VA) 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Courtney 
Cravaack 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Cummings 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (KY) 
DeLauro 
Denham 
Dent 
DesJarlais 
Diaz-Balart 
Dicks 

Dold 

Dreier 
Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Ellison 
Ellmers 
Emerson 
Farenthold 
Farr 
Fattah 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Flake 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Fudge 
Gallegly 
Garamendi 
Gardner 
Garrett 
Gerlach 
Gibbs 
Gibson 
Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmert 
Gonzalez 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Griffin (AR) 
Griffith (VA) 
Grimm 
Guinta 
Guthrie 
Gutierrez 
Hahn 

Hall 
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Hanabusa 
Hanna 
Harper 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayworth 
Heck 
Heinrich 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herrera Beutler 
Himes 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Holden 
Huelskamp 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurt 
Israel 
Issa 
Jackson Lee 
(TX) 
Jenkins 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Jordan 
Kaptur 
Kelly 
Kildee 
Kin 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kline 
Labrador 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Landry 
Lankford 
Larson (CT) 
Latham 
Latta 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Long 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lujan 
Lungren, Daniel 
E. 
Mack 
Maloney 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Marino 
Matheson 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul 
McCollum 
McCotter 
McGovern 
McHenry 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McKinley 
McMorris 
Rodgers 
Meehan 
Meeks 
Mica 
Michaud 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Moore 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (CT) 
Murphy (PA) 
Myrick 
Neal 
Neugebauer 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Nunnelee 
Olson 
Olver 


Palazzo 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor (AZ) 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Pelosi 
Pence 
Perlmutter 
Peters 
Peterson 
Petri 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe (TX) 
Pompeo 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Quayle 
Quigley 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reed 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Reyes 
Ribble 
Richardson 
Richmond 
Rigell 
Rivera 
Roby 
Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross (AR) 
Ross (FL) 
Rothman (NJ) 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Runyan 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (WI) 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Scalise 
Schiff 
Schilling 
Schmidt 
Schock 
Schrader 
Schwartz 
Schweikert 
Scott (SC) 
Scott, Austin 
Scott, David 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Sherman 
Shimkus 
Shuler 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Sires 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Southerland 
Stearns 
Stivers 
Stutzman 
Sullivan 
Terry 
Thompson (MS) 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tipton 
Towns 
Turner (NY) 
Turner (OH) 
Upton 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walsh (IL) 
Walz (MN) 
Wasserman 
Schultz 
Watt 
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Webster Wilson (SC) Woolsey 
West Wittman Yoder 
Westmoreland Wolf Young (AK) 
Whitfield Womack Young (IN) 
Wilson (FL) Woodall 
NAYS—78 

Amash Holt Paul 
Barber Honda Pingree (ME) 
Bass (CA) Hoyer Polis 
Bishop (NY) Johnson (GA) Price (NC) 
Blumenauer Johnson, E. B. Ryan (OH) 
Bonamici Keating Sarbanes 
Braley (IA) Kissell Schakowsky 
Castor (FL) Kucinich Scott (VA) 
Cicilline Langevin Serrano 
Costello Larsen (WA) Sewell 
Critz Lee (CA) Slaughter 
Davis (CA) Levin Smith (WA) 
DeFazio Lummis Speier 
DeGette Lynch Stark 
Deutch Markey Sutton 
Doggett Matsui Thompson (CA) 
Donnelly (IN) McCarthy (NY) Tierney 
Doyle McClintock Tonko 
Edwards McDermott Tsongas 
Engel McNerney Van Hollen 
Eshoo Miller (NC) Velazquez 
Filner Miller, George Visclosky 
Frank (MA) Moran Waters 
Grijalva Nadler Waxman 
Higgins Napolitano Welch 
Hochul Owens Yarmuth 

ANSWERED ‘“‘PRESENT”’’—2 
Chu LaTourette 

NOT VOTING—9 
Altmire Jackson (IL) Sanchez, Linda 
Dingell Lewis (CA) T 
Hirono Miller (FL) Young (FL) 
Huizenga (MI) 
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Messrs. LEVIN and WELCH changed 
their vote from “yea” to “nay.” 

So (two-thirds being in the affirma- 
tive) the rules were suspended and the 
bill, as amended, was passed. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

Stated for: 

Ms. HIRONO. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No. 
388, had | been present, | would have voted 
“yea.” 


REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO- 
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF 
H.R. 4480, DOMESTIC ENERGY 
AND JOBS ACT 


Ms. FOXX, from the Committee on 
Rules, submitted a privileged report 
(Rept. No. 112-540) on the resolution (H. 
Res. 691) providing for consideration of 
the bill (H.R. 4480) to provide for the 
development of a plan to increase oil 
and gas exploration, development, and 
production under oil and gas leases of 
Federal lands under the jurisdiction of 
the Secretary of Agriculture, the Sec- 
retary of Energy, the Secretary of the 
Interior, and the Secretary of Defense 
in response to a drawdown of petro- 
leum reserves from the Strategic Pe- 
troleum Reserve, which was referred to 
the House Calendar and ordered to be 
printed. 
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MOTION TO INSTRUCT CONFEREES 
ON H.R. 4348, SURFACE TRANS- 
PORTATION EXTENSION ACT OF 
2012, PART II 


Mr. WALZ of Minnesota. Mr. Speak- 
er, I have a previous noticed motion at 
the desk. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
Clerk will report the motion. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Mr. Walz of Minnesota moves that the 
managers on the part of the House at the 
conference on the disagreeing votes of the 
two Houses on the Senate amendment to the 
bill H.R. 4348 be instructed to resolve all 
issues and file a conference report not later 
than June 22, 2012. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 7 of rule XXII, the gen- 
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. WALZ) and 
the gentleman from Tennessee (Mr. 
DUNCAN) each will control 30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Minnesota. 

Mr. WALZ of Minnesota. Mr. Speak- 
er, I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

I want to thank the gentleman from 
Tennessee for being here. I know his 
commitment to building infrastructure 
in this Nation is unquestioned. He’s 
been a good friend and a gentleman on 
the committee. 

I think what we’re here for today, 
Mr. Speaker, is the American people 
deserve better from us. We have a need 
in this country that is obvious to ev- 
eryone. The infrastructure in this 
country is crumbling: 70,000 deficient 
bridges; nearly half our highways in 
disrepair. And being a Member from 
Minnesota, that hot August day almost 
5 years ago when the I-35W bridge fell 
into the Mississippi River is a stark 
testament of what we can do. 

The Transportation Committee, by 
command of the Constitution, if you 
will, has always been there to build the 
post roads. This Nation has built ca- 
nals, locks, dams, and ports. We’ve 
built railroads that connected the con- 
tinent and spurred the industrial revo- 
lution. We’ve built an interstate high- 
way system that made the American 
economy the envy of the world. We 
have possessed vision, we’ve possessed 
willpower, and we’ve done it in a man- 
ner that incorporated bipartisan sup- 
port and, at the end of the day, com- 
promise. 

The last bill that passed, SAFETEA- 
LU, passed by a vote in this House in 
2005 of 412-8; in the Senate, 91-4. The 
previous bill, 2007, 297-86, and 88-5 in 
the Senate. In 1991, 372-47; the Senate, 
79-8. In 1987, over the last 25 years, 350- 
73. We have the will. We simply need to 
exercise the political willpower to 
move this piece of legislation. 

So this motion to instruct is very 
simple. A hundred days ago, the Senate 
passed their version. It received a vote 
of 74-22. It is a bipartisan bill. 

Now, I will be the first to tell you the 
prerogative of the House to lead is sa- 
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cred to us here. We need to have a say 
in this. We need to make sure that the 
people’s House has their voice in 
things. The problem we have is we’ve 
been sitting in conference committee 
for 45 days with a deadlock and no end 
in sight. 

So this motion to instruct, yes, it’s a 
nonbinding sense of the House, but I 
would argue it’s far more than that. 
This is a sense of the American public. 
They sent us here to do some basic 
work. They did not send us here to 
agree with each other on everything, 
but they did have that understanding 
that the glue that binds the Nation to- 
gether is compromise. And there are a 
very few things that historically have 
been bipartisan. The transportation 
bill has been one of those. 

So what this MTI asks is: rectify the 
differences and compromise to the 
point that we can get something on the 
floor and finish the work by June 22, 
this Friday. Then give us the oppor- 
tunity to exercise the American will by 
having their Representatives discuss 
what needs to be there. If we can’t 
come to a compromise, bring us the 
Senate bill and let’s have the up-or- 
down vote. If it passes, we can move 
forward. If it doesn’t, then we start and 
go on from there. But I have to tell 
you, we can’t afford to kick this can 
down the road—and I would say the 
proverbial “crumbling road.” 

The Chamber of Commerce has made 
the case: 

Failure to keep up with infrastruc- 
ture needs in the U.S. cost this econ- 
omy $2 trillion between 2008 and 2009. 

Every year we do nothing, we spend 
over $100 billion on idling tax. We 
waste 1.9 billion gallons of fuel yearly. 
That’s 5 percent of our fuel needs. 
That’s money going to foreign coun- 
tries who hate us. They’ll hate us for 
free. We can be more efficient. We can- 
not waste Americans’ hard-earned dol- 
lars staring at the bumper in front of 
them. We can do it safely, and we can 
move our products to market faster; 
and we have that power. 

I said it this morning. I’1] continue to 
say it. Up above the Speaker’s chair up 
there is the quote from Daniel Webster. 
How about we do something worthy to 
be remembered for. How about we come 
together and pass a bill that the people 
say, They did the peoples’ work. They 
compromised. 

It’s not about getting what each of us 
wants. It’s about getting what the 
American public needs. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. DUNCAN of Tennessee. I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

First of all, Mr. Speaker, I appreciate 
the kind words from the gentleman 
from Minnesota. He is correct in that I 
am very much committed to trying to 
produce and pass a good transportation 
bill in this Congress. When the gentle- 
man’s party was in control of the 
House and the Senate and the White 
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House a couple of years ago, they 
couldn’t, for various reasons, pass the 
bill. And I certainly hope we can in 
this Congress. 

For the past 3⁄2 years, about half the 
time when I’ve come to the floor I’ve 
had some Members on both sides come 
up to me and say, When are we going to 
pass a highway bill? And this is my 
24th year in this body and I have been 
involved actively with all of those bills 
that the gentleman from Minnesota 
mentioned, all of which passed by over- 
whelming margins. And as he said, the 
last highway bill that was passed in 
2005 passed with only 8 votes in opposi- 
tion. 

I agree and I think all of the people 
on our side of the aisle agree in prin- 
ciple with Mr. WALz’s motion to in- 
struct. We should focus our efforts on 
completing the conference report and 
delivering a bill to the President’s desk 
before the surface transportation pro- 
grams expire at the end of this month. 
Unfortunately, up until this moment, 
the Senate has not shown a sufficient 
willingness to address the House’s top 
four priorities: streamlining project de- 
livery; program consolidation; State 
funding flexibility; and equitable fund- 
ing formulas not based on past ear- 
marks. 

When the average transportation 
project, Mr. Speaker, takes 15 years to 
complete, I cannot help but think 
there’s something wrong with the cur- 
rent system. And as the gentleman 
from Minnesota mentioned, when the 
will is there, these projects can be com- 
pleted in record time, such as the I-35 
bridge in Minnesota after it collapsed. 

Bureaucratic red tape is the main 
culprit, and much more must be done 
in the reauthorization bill to accel- 
erate the process by which projects are 
approved. Every other developed nation 
is doing similar types of projects in a 
third or half the time that we are, and 
it is ridiculous that we are wasting so 
much money dragging these projects 
out for so many years. We can accom- 
plish the goal of accelerating the proc- 
ess without harming the environment, 
but the Senate so far has shown more 
interest in catering to radical environ- 
mentalists than building infrastructure 
projects. 

Program consolidation is another im- 
portant reform that the House is push- 
ing for in this bill. The Senate insists 
on including two new programs at the 
cost of $3 billion a year that would 
allow the administration to play poli- 
tics with the funding that should go di- 
rectly to the States. At a time when 
the highway trust fund is going broke, 
we should focus our limited transpor- 
tation dollars on consolidating pro- 
grams and eliminating wasteful pro- 
grams, not creating new ones. Funding 
flexibility for the States is critical to 
allowing the States to fund the most 
economically significant highway and 
bridge projects. 
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The Federal Government should not 
mandate that States spend their lim- 
ited Federal aid funding on flower 
plantings and transportation museums 
and other questionable projects, while 
State budgets are squeezed to the 
breaking point. States need to be given 
flexibility. Some States need to spend 
more on bridge replacement. Some 
States need to spend more on crum- 
bling highways. Some States have done 
more already on highway beautifi- 
cation and other enhancement-type 
projects and don’t need to spend so 
much in that area as possibly some 
other States. States need to be given 
flexibility. 

Most States have a backlog of crum- 
bling bridges and highways needing to 
be rehabilitated. Why not allow them 
to focus their limited resources on the 
greatest needs in their State? The 
needs vary from State to State. 

Finally, Mr. Speaker, the funding 
formula for how Federal highway fund- 
ing is distributed to States is based in 
part at least on the number of ear- 
marks the States received in the last 
reauthorization bill. Funding formulas 
should be based on the most equitable 
factors that are part of a State’s trans- 
portation system, not which Member of 
Congress fared the best in the last go 
around. 

I hope these reasonable issues can be 
resolved before the end of the week. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. WALZ of Minnesota. Mr. Speak- 
er, at this time I would like to yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Oregon 
(Mr. BLUMENAUER). 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, I 
appreciate my friend allowing me to 
speak on this. 

There is no one I have more respect 
for than my good friend from Ten- 
nessee. I had a great time working with 
him on a variety of things when I was 
on the Transportation and Infrastruc- 
ture Committee. But with all due re- 
spect, I think the issue here is what 
we’re going to do to renew and rebuild 
America. 

For the first time in history, our Re- 
publican friends gave us a partisan 
transportation reauthorization. Never 
before have we seen anything like this 
offered up. There wasn’t even a hearing 
before the full committee before it was 
advanced. It went right to work ses- 
sion. There was no effort to involve 
people on the other side of the aisle. 
We were given a piece of legislation 
that attacked transit, that scaled down 
funding, that was against the most 
popular programs, the ones that have 
the greatest local involvement, the en- 
hancements. It was an environmental 
catastrophe. It was so bad that my Re- 
publican colleagues couldn’t even bring 
their bill to the floor. They withdrew 
it. And so we had the ninth extension. 

We have been given a bill in the other 
body that, as my good friend from Min- 
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nesota pointed out, received 74 votes. It 
will give us two complete construction 
cycles. It does, in fact, accelerate envi- 
ronmental processes. There is a com- 
promise, a bipartisan compromise, on 
the previous contentious area of en- 
hancements. It is a reasonable way for 
us to go forward. 

Mr. Speaker, in contrast to this, we 
have a Republican budget that will not 
even fund the current obligations. It 
will cut out entirely the ability to 
move forward with any new Federal 
partnership for infrastructure. 

I think the motion to instruct is a 
modest step forward. I respectfully sug- 
gest that what we ought to do is not 
just approve the motion to instruct; we 
ought to approve the Senate bill and 
get on with business. 

Mr. WALZ of Minnesota. I thank the 
gentleman for his leadership on trans- 
portation issues, and with that, I re- 
serve the balance of my time. 

Mr. DUNCAN of Tennessee. Mr. 
Speaker, at this time I yield 3 minutes 
to the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
(Mr. SHUSTER), a leading member of 
our committee. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding, and I rise 
in support of the motion to instruct. 

Passing a transportation bill is about 
jobs. It’s about keeping America com- 
petitive in the world. So I, for one, am 
urging a ‘“‘yes’’ vote on this motion to 
instruct. I believe it is critical to 
America that we pass a transportation 
bill. 

I would like to correct a few facts 
that my good friend from Oregon just 
put forward. The gentleman to my 
recollection has been on the Ways and 
Means Committee for the past couple 
of years, 4 years I believe it has been, 
so I don’t know how privy he was to 
what we did in the House Transpor- 
tation Committee to try to be inclusive 
to our Democratic colleagues, to work 
with them. We worked with them as 
openly, if not more openly, than Chair- 
man Oberstar when he chaired the 
committee. We did have a full com- 
mittee hearing on it. In fact, we had 18 
hours of debate. And as I recall, when 
Chairman Oberstar chaired the com- 
mittee, we had zero hours of debate in 
the full committee because a bill from 
the Democratic-controlled House 
didn’t even make it to the full com- 
mittee. So we worked hard and we 
talked with our colleagues. Unfortu- 
nately, being bipartisan is not just one 
party saying that they can’t work with 
another party. It takes two of us to 
tango. We did in the last bill. I wasn’t 
happy with much of Chairman Ober- 
star’s bill, but to move a bill forward, 
we said okay, we're with you, we’ll 
move the bill. Our Democratic col- 
leagues chose to make it a partisan 
fight by not getting together with us. 

But I applaud my friend from Min- 
nesota with this motion to instruct. 
We need to move forward. What we 
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have been negotiating in the Senate, 
really five provisions on our stream- 
lining that are extremely important— 
eliminating duplication, where you 
have a State that’s environmental re- 
view process is as strong or stronger 
than the Federal review process, that 
should take the place. It should sub- 
stitute for the Federal review process. 
The number one example of that is 
California. California is far stricter on 
environmental reviews than the EPA 
is. So why don’t we allow California to 
move forward rather than having to go 
through a NEPA review at the Federal 
level? 

Hard deadlines; concurrent rather 
than consecutive reviews with hard 
deadlines. We’ve been talking with the 
Senate for the past couple of months 
about this, but they insist upon having 
safety valves. What does safety valves 
mean? That means that an agency can 
go to the Secretary of Transportation 
and ask for a waiver and say they need 
more time. That’s not going to help to 
streamline this process because we 
know what will happen: it’ll continue 
to prolong these review processes. 

Funding thresholds for a NEPA re- 
view. If a project receives de minimis 
amounts of Federal funding, it should 
not be subject to a Federal NEPA re- 
view but should go through the same 
regulations as a State project. And 
we’ve already moved on this. We sent a 
counteroffer to the Senate moving on 
our position. So in good faith, that’s 
what we’ve been doing in the House. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. CUL- 
BERSON). The time of the gentleman 
has expired. 

Mr. DUNCAN of Tennessee. I yield 
the gentleman 1 additional minute. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Categorical exclu- 
sions in rights of way. If you’re going 
to replace a bridge in the same foot- 
print, we shouldn’t have to go through 
these endless, long environmental re- 
views. We should be able to build that 
quickly and efficiently. In fact, my col- 
league from Oregon, who is the ranking 
member on the Highway Sub- 
committee, has suggested that there is 
some common ground there. In fact, I 
quote him, he said, and it had to do 
with putting streetcars back on the 
streets: 

We’re going to have fewer cars on the 
road, why should we spend a lot of time 
and money studying it? 

And I agree with him. 

And finally, when there’s a disaster, 
to eliminate or to reduce significantly 
these reviews they have to go through, 
just as in the case of I-85, as was men- 
tioned earlier, to be able to build that 
bridge in a much more efficient, faster 
time to get it up and running. 

I support the gentleman’s motion to 
instruct, and I stand ready as a Repub- 
lican on the conference committee to 
put a bill forward that we can pass 
here, and I would urge all of my col- 
leagues in the House to support this 
motion to instruct. 
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Mr. WALZ of Minnesota. I thank the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania. He’s a 
good friend and colleague and an hon- 
est broker on things. 

I agree with the gentleman on the 
categorically excluded bridges; 96 per- 
cent are now. So we can decide now, do 
we want to bog down on that last 4 per- 
cent, or do we want to get a bill for- 
ward? I think there’s agreement here. I 
think we’re in a clear-cut case of if the 
perfect gets in the way of the good, the 
American public pays for that. But I 
appreciate his support on this and his 
desire to get a bill done. And I think 
it’s been obvious that he wants this 
transportation bill done, so I thank the 
gentleman. 

With that, I yield 3 minutes to the 
gentleman from Oregon (Mr. DEFAZIO). 
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Mr. DEFAZIO. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding time. 

Since the founding of our Nation, 
there has been bipartisan agreement on 
the need for the Federal Government 
to play a strong role in interconnecting 
the States of our country. It was 
George Washington who said: 

The only binding cement, and no otherwise 
to be effected but by opening such commu- 
nications as will make it easier and cheaper 
for them to bring the product of their labor 
to our markets. 

And that’s relevant today, Pll ad- 
dress that in a moment. 

The second quote which is relevant 
to the dispute today is: 

We are either united people under one head 
for Federal purposes, or we are 13 inde- 
pendent sovereign entities eternally counter- 
acting each other. 

This is the need—and the gentleman 
knows this photo well. There are more 
than 170,000 bridges that are struc- 
turally deficient in this country, load 
limited; there are another 70,000 or so 
that are functionally obsolete or need 
substantial repair—150,000 bridges. 
Forty percent of the pavement on the 
National Highway System doesn’t just 
need an overlay; it needs to be dug up; 
it needs underlayment and restruc- 
turing. And a $70 billion backlog on our 
transit systems. 

We are actually killing people be- 
cause we aren’t investing in our infra- 
structure, let alone losing the opportu- 
nities for millions of jobs and economic 
competitiveness and more fuel effi- 
ciency. 

People died right here in Washington, 
D.C., on the Metro because they’re run- 
ning cars that don’t work anymore in 
the middle of trains, surrounded by 
cars that are supposed to work and 
help the ones that don’t work. 

People died here because this bridge 
collapsed. 

We need to make these investments. 
With the Made In America require- 
ments in the transportation portions of 
our government—which are the strong- 
est and we hope to make even stronger 
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in this bill, working with the Repub- 
lican side of the aisle here—we could 
put millions to work, not just con- 
struction workers who certainly need 
the jobs, but also small businesses that 
supply, fabrication firms, manufac- 
turing firms, steel manufacturers, and 
others across the board would be put to 
work rebuilding our infrastructure. 

What’s the problem? 

Here’s the problem: The second thing 
that George Washington talked about, 
saying that we’re either united or 
we’re going to be internally counter- 
acting one another. There are, unfortu- 
nately, a substantial number of Repub- 
licans in their conference who have 
blocked movement on a bill because 
they don’t believe, unlike George 
Washington, that the Federal Govern- 
ment has a role to play in coordinating 
a national transportation system. They 
want to devolve to the States. They 
want to go back to the good old days 
before Dwight David Eisenhower 
brought us into the modern era with 
the National Highway System. Here’s 
the good old days. That’s the brand- 
spanking-new Kansas turnpike—oops, 
it ends in Amos Schweizer’s field. 
That’s the Oklahoma State line. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. WALZ of Minnesota. I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. That’s the Oklahoma 
State line. 

Oklahoma had promised to build 
their section, but they couldn’t be- 
cause they had a funding dispute. And 
they didn’t—until the Eisenhower bill 
passed and we had Federal aid to help 
Oklahoma build their section. 

Now, we should go back to those good 
old days? 

But there are some 85-odd members 
of the Republican Conference who are 
opposing a well-funded, longer term 
bill because this is their belief: These 
were better days for the United States 
of America. 

Well, I'll tell you what. We could do 
a bill, and we could do a bill that does 
accommodate some of the concerns on 
the Republican side of the aisle with a 
serious conference over the next few 
days, with a will just to get it done, 
put America back to work, and rebuild 
our infrastructure. And you’re going to 
have to have, unfortunately, because of 
your devolutionists, some Democratic 
votes to pass it. 

Let’s go back to the days of Denny 
Hastert: A majority of the majority 
need to vote for a bill, but it doesn’t 
have to be passed only with Republican 
votes. We’re not going to ever get a bill 
done if it’s done on a partisan basis. 

Mr. DUNCAN of Tennessee. Mr. 
Speaker, at this time I yield 3 minutes 
to the gentleman from Florida (Mr. 
SOUTHERLAND), a very active member 
of our committee. 

Mr. SOUTHERLAND. Td like to 
thank the gentleman from Tennessee 
for yielding time. 
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As a new Member of this body, it was 
quite an honor to be appointed a con- 
feree to go to conference. Those who 
are a part of this body recognize that, 
that it’s usually something that obvi- 
ously senior Members are appointed to. 
It was a great honor and it still is, even 
though we have yet to have a product 
that we can vote upon. 

You can imagine my disappointment 
when, after attending five working 
group meetings, I did not have a single 
individual to look at on the other side 
of the table representing the other 
body. You see, when the American peo- 
ple sent us here, I believe they sent us 
here to change the way we do business. 
And I’m pleased that we were sent to 
be involved in those five meetings. 

I keep hearing oftentimes in the 
media, Mr. Speaker, that it is the Re- 
publican side that isn’t perhaps inter- 
ested in a bill. But I would say, if that 
were true, then why did I attend five 
working group meetings only to have 
no counterpart on the other side of the 
table? 

We recognize not just words; we rec- 
ognize actions. 

I think the American people are so 
tired of words. I think that they would 
be terribly disappointed if they knew 
that their elected Members did not 
even attend meetings. And if they did 
not attend these working group meet- 
ings, then how could they be serious 
and expecting us to believe that 
they’re interested in a bill? I think 
that we trample on their trust when we 
don’t do the people’s work. It’s ter- 
ribly, terribly disappointing. 

I want the reforms. I believe they’re 
important. I believe that if we can 
build a bridge like I-35 through Min- 
nesota, if we can rebuild it in 487 days, 
I think it makes sense to include 
streamlining provisions in this bill 
that say that every project around the 
country is just as important as I-85, 
and so, therefore, we need to build all 
bridges back to their original state 
without having to go through long, la- 
borious, expensive environmental im- 
pact studies if we’re rebuilding that 
bridge back or repaving that road back 
on the original footprint. I think that 
makes sense. 

I think the American people want us 
to do their work. They want us to cre- 
ate a bill of value and a bill that is paid 
for. I think that what we have voted 
upon and the reforms that we have 
asked to be considered, not only have 
they not been answered or even ad- 
dressed, but we haven’t even had the 
opportunity to even look at one of our 
counterparts on the other side of the 
aisle and speak to them at conference. 
It’s terribly disappointing. 

With that, I rise in support of this 
motion to instruct because I believe 
that we need to have Members come 
and we need to debate and we need to 
do the people’s business. 

Mr. WALZ of Minnesota. I thank the 
gentleman for his support. 
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At this time, I’d like to yield 2 min- 
utes to a senior member of the Trans- 
portation Committee, the gentleman 
from New York (Mr. BISHOP). 

Mr. BISHOP of New York. I thank 
my friend from Minnesota for yielding. 

I rise in support of the motion to in- 
struct conferees. 

Let me start by just making clear 
that this issue of categorical exclusion 
is one that’s important for us to all 
recognize. The 35W bridge, the rebuild 
was subject to a categorical exclusion, 
so it was not held up. 

Again, I will repeat what my friend 
from Minnesota said: 96 percent of the 
projects that go forward with highway 
bill funding are subject to a categorical 
exclusion. We really have to ask our- 
selves if we are going to continue to 
allow unemployment in the construc- 
tion industry at 35 percent for 4 per- 
cent of the projects that are con- 
structed under the highway bill. 

This motion would direct conferees 
to adopt a final conference report no 
later than this Friday, June 22. In fact, 
June 22 represents the 100th day since 
the Senate passed MAP-21 with an 
overwhelming bipartisan majority of 
74-22. It’s fully paid for, and it will save 
or create an estimated 3 million jobs. 
In fact, in my State alone, at least 
115,000 jobs will be saved or created if 
we can get either a successful con- 
ference report or the passage of MAP- 
21. 

It’s been 126 days since the House 
Rules Committee began considering 
H.R. 7 for floor consideration, which 
faltered soon thereafter when my Re- 
publican colleagues could not gain con- 
sensus within their own caucus and the 
bill died. It’s now been 62 days since 
the House passed a shell bill to allow 
conference negotiations to begin. 

Finally, and most importantly, we 
are a mere 6 legislative days away from 
the expiration of our highway pro- 
grams when the current 90-day exten- 
sion expires on June 30. 

During this entire time, one fact has 
been a constant: that the men and 
women of our construction industry 
continue to suffer with one of the high- 
est rates of unemployment for any in- 
dustry. We continue the lack of cer- 
tainty that a multiyear highway bill 
would provide. It would provide States 
the ability to plan and initiate 
projects, to put people back to work 
and begin the much-needed improve- 
ments to our roadways, bridges, and 
transit systems desperately needed. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. WALZ of Minnesota. I yield the 
gentleman an additional 1 minute. 
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Mr. BISHOP of New York. I applaud 
my Senate colleagues who put aside 
partisan politics to advance a bipar- 
tisan bill. To their credit, the Senate 
put forward that which they could 
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agree on and set aside to a later date 
that on which they could not agree. It 
was a sensible and successful strategy. 

With Senate Democrats, Senate Re- 
publicans, House Democrats and the 
White House all supporting MAP-21, it 
is clear that if we can just get the 
House Republicans on board we can get 
a bill, and that’s what we need to do. 
We can get a bill, because a temporary 
extension—yet another—is not a strat- 
egy that works. A temporary extension 
is not the answer. We will soon exhaust 
the trust fund, States and municipali- 
ties will not have the certainty they 
need to plan, thus construction compa- 
nies will not be able to hire, and we 
will lose yet another construction sea- 
son. 

A temporary extension is not the an- 
swer. Passing a conference report by 
June 30, or passing MAP-21, is the an- 
swer. 

Mr. DUNCAN of Tennessee. Mr. 
Speaker, at this time I yield 3 minutes 
to the gentleman from Oklahoma (Mr. 
LANKFORD), who has been one of our 
lead negotiators on trying to come up 
with a transportation bill in our con- 
ference. 

Mr. LANKFORD. I thank my col- 
league from Tennessee. 

It is interesting for me to be able to 
hear the indignation and saying we’ve 
got to get this bill done. It’s important 
that it gets resolved, and I would have 
to say I completely agree with my col- 
leagues on the other side of the aisle. 

This is a very important bill. Every 
person who gets in a vehicle, gets in a 
bus, gets in a truck, or has any piece or 
item in their home that’s delivered by 
truck, train, whatever it may be, is af- 
fected by this. So it’s very important. 

But just a quick history lesson. When 
I arrived here in January of last year, 
we were on extension No. 6 because the 
previous highway bill expired in 2009. 
And when Democrats had the House 
and the Senate, and the Presidency, 
and they loaded their bill up with ear- 
marks to get it passed, they did not get 
a bill passed. 

So it’s interesting to hear the con- 
versation about, well, if Republicans in 
the House could get this resolved, then 
we'd get this settled, when, in reality, 
there are a lot of technical details that 
better be right that even when Demo- 
crats had the House, the Senate, and 
the Presidency for 2 years could not 
get this bill done, even with all the ear- 
marks. 

This is a different day. We’re trying 
to work together between the House 
and the Senate. One body doesn’t pass 
a bill and the other body just says, I’1l 
tell you what, you passed it; we’ll just 
go ahead and do that. If so, I would 
love for the Senate to take up many of 
the bills that we passed in the House 
and just have the Senate go ahead and 
pass those. But this has to be a bi- 
cameral agreement. 

We’re not going to do this with ear- 
marks. That’s a big difference. In the 


June 19, 2012 


past, these bills had thousands upon 
thousands of earmarks, and we have 
determined no more, we’re not going to 
do it that way. We have to live within 
the budget, and we have to be able to 
help a few things work a lot better 
than they have in the past. 

Major highways right now take about 
15 years in construction. We think 
that’s way too long. The first 7 years of 
that is just in permitting and process 
and this repetitive process that we 
have with the Federal Government 
with this linear permitting. We just 
want to be able to stack those permits 
up, allow people to be able to take the 
first step on it, still have all the same 
environmental reviews, but do it in a 
way that’s faster and is more stream- 
lined. It saves time. It saves money. It 
actually builds those roads a lot faster 
than waiting all of this time. 

I can tell you, many people in Okla- 
homa stare at the engineering work on 
both sides of the road and hear about 
new construction that’s happening, but 
they hear about it and hear about it 
and hear about it and hear about it be- 
fore the dirt ever gets turned. We want 
to try to get these road projects start- 
ed and completed. 

We want to allow road money to ac- 
tually be used for roads. Now, I know 
that’s a crazy idea, but we’d like high- 
way money to be used for highways. 
We'd like to stay within budget, and 
we'd like the States to be able to have 
the flexibility to spend their money, 
remembering it’s their money, not 
Washington, D.C.’s money. 

That 18.4 cents that came out of that 
State is going back into that State in 
gas tax. We want the individuals that 
actually paid that gas tax to be able to 
help resolve how that’s going to best be 
used. 

If they have bridges that are coming 
down, let’s fix bridges. 

Mr. WALZ of Minnesota. Mr. Speak- 
er, I yield 2 minutes to my colleague, 
the gentlewoman from Texas (Ms. 
JACKSON LEE). 

Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. I thank 
the gentleman from Minnesota and the 
manager, and my friends on the other 
side of the aisle. 

This is an important, crucial motion 
to instruct. Crucial is the word. And I 
thank the gentleman for recognizing 
that while we are here, others are lan- 
guishing, bridges are languishing, high- 
ways are languishing, ports, and even 
our mass transit concerns are lan- 
guishing because we have not moved 
forward. One, two, three, four, five—I 
think we’re up to five extensions the 
last 5 to 7 years, if my counting is cor- 
rect. 

But most importantly, let me con- 
gratulate Members from both sides of 
the aisle that have come forward to 
support the gentleman’s motion to in- 
struct, which evidences how crucial 
this motion is and how we need to 
move beyond the many, many con- 
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ference calls that I know that those 
conferees who are in are getting from 
so many interest groups, and indicate 
that we need to move forward and 
bring a report forward that will not 
stop us from continuing to negotiate 
on some of the many sidebar issues. 

But as we languish, we’re losing jobs. 
As we languish, Americans are unem- 
ployed. As we languish, bridges con- 
tinue to crumble. 

I remember our good friend, Chair- 
man Oberstar, who taught us a few 
years ago that if you pass a transpor- 
tation and infrastructure bill, you put 
America back to work. Tragically, as 
he was speaking some years ago, trag- 
ically one of his own bridges in that 
area had a very devastating impact in 
the fracturing of that bridge. 

We don’t want to see that anymore. 
We want to be able to see people going 
to work. And so I simply would ask 
that this motion to instruct be fol- 
lowed. Bring to the floor in a con- 
ference report not later than June 22, 
2012, the ability to pass this legisla- 
tion. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentlewoman has expired. 

Mr. WALZ of Minnesota. I yield the 
gentlewoman an additional 30 seconds. 

Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. Bring 
to the floor this conference report, put 
to work people in Texas, fix bridges 
and put to work people in Minnesota, 
Virginia, New York, across the Nation, 
south, north, east and west, and begin 
to solve separate difficult problems, if 
I might say, on the side. 

I want to see our workers working, 
many of our friends in the IBEW and 
building trades and many other sup- 
porting unions for the machinists and 
others, working. I believe this is a bi- 
partisan message. Let’s do it now. 

Mr. DUNCAN of Tennessee. Mr. 
Speaker, at this time I yield 3 minutes 
to the gentleman from Minnesota (Mr. 
CRAVAACK), a very important member 
of our conference. 

Mr. CRAVAACK. I thank the gen- 
tleman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I couldn’t agree more 
with my colleague from Minnesota, and 
I rise in support of his motion to in- 
struct. We will continue to stand ready 
to negotiate with the Senate. 

As a conferee, I have partaken in 
some of these meetings myself and 
have negotiated in good faith with Sen- 
ate staff. Unfortunately, no Senators. 

The highway trust fund is bankrupt, 
and the Federal highway program is in 
need of serious reform. Congressman 
WALZ is quite correct in that we cannot 
continue to kick this can down the 
road. And I will say the conferee House 
positions are fair and practical. 

Allowing States the flexibility in 
order to address their specific transpor- 
tation needs just makes sense. We have 
a $15.7 trillion debt; 46 percent of our 
debt is foreign owned, 30 percent owned 
by one country, China. We do not have 
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the luxury, as the Senate bill requires, 
to spend money on things like 
wildflowers and, at the same time, the 
trust fund is bankrupt. 

And as Mr. WALZ and Mr. DEFAZIO 
point out, bridges are in disrepair and 
roads are crumbling. We need to get 
our priorities in order. 

The House bill consolidates and 
eliminates programs, as opposed to cre- 
ating $3 billion a year and increasing 
new programs like the Senate bill. This 
is not extreme; it’s fiscally responsible. 

The 293 bipartisan House Members 
voted to approve the Keystone pipeline, 
a fair and practical approach to helping 
lower gas prices at the pump and cre- 
ating tens of thousands of jobs without 
hurting the environment. 

Finally, the House positions of 
streamlining and significantly reduc- 
ing the time it takes, without harming 
the environment, to build a major road 
project in this country is a practicable 
position; 15 years to permit, design, 
and build is not. 

The Senate steadfastly refuses to cut 
any bureaucratic red tape that is asso- 
ciated with building a highway or 
bridge. We need to stop good-paying 
construction jobs from being endlessly 
tied up. 

If the Senate is serious, as we are, to 
get this done early next week, I hope 
that they engage in good faith in a bi- 
cameral fashion. 

I thank my colleague from Minnesota 
again for bringing this up. This is a 
very important position, I support his 
motion to instruct, and I urge my col- 
leagues to do so as well. 
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Mr. WALZ of Minnesota. I thank the 
gentleman for his support. 

At this time, I would like to yield 2 
minutes to the gentlewoman from Illi- 
nois (Ms. SCHAKOWSKY). 

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Mr. Speaker, the 
House Republicans are doing nothing 
short of sabotaging our economy and 
jeopardizing millions of jobs by refus- 
ing to pass a long-term, well-funded 
transportation bill like the bipartisan 
Senate bill. There were 74 Senators, in- 
cluding 22 Republicans, who voted in 
favor of S. 1813, MAP-21. At one point, 
Speaker of the House JOHN BOEHNER 
expressed his support for the bipartisan 
Senate bill. It is time for us to pass 
that legislation. 

The unemployment rate in the con- 
struction industry remains nearly tri- 
ple the national average. Construction 
workers, engineers, architects, man- 
agers, contractors, and developers tell 
me that another short-term extension 
will not bring enough certainty to the 
industry. In Illinois, my State, the fail- 
ure to pass a long-term transportation 
extension at the peak of the construc- 
tion season has kept many unemployed 
and put thousands of other jobs at risk. 
Our States, our localities, our 
businessowners, and our workers de- 
serve better. 
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MAP-21 is the single largest jobs bill 
passed by either body in this 112th Con- 
gress. In my home State of Illinois 
alone, MAP-21 will save or create 70,000 
jobs. Nationwide, the bill will save or 
create nearly 2 million jobs and spur 1 
million additional jobs through the 
leveraging of transit funds. 

I am a strong supporter of MAP-21, 
and we should send it to the Presi- 
dent’s desk this week. I can’t support 
and our workers can’t support another 
short-term extension that will leave 
thousands of Illinois jobs hanging in 
the balance. We need to move forward 
with legislation that does more than 
kick the can down the road. 

Mr. DUNCAN of Tennessee. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from Indiana, Dr. BUCSHON, who 
has been a lead negotiator on our con- 
ference committee for the Republican 
side. 

Mr. BUCSHON. I would like to thank 
Mr. WALZ for bringing this to the floor. 
I believe that we all can agree we must 
pass a long-term highway bill. 

In my home State of Indiana, Inter- 
state 69 is being constructed through 
my district, connecting my district to 
our State’s capital. When I return 
home every weekend, I see how impor- 
tant Federal dollars are to the con- 
struction industry and how necessary 
infrastructure is to the economic de- 
velopment of our cities and towns. 

As a member of the conference com- 
mittee for the highway bill, I have per- 
sonally been involved in this process. 
My House colleagues and I have at- 
tended several negotiation sessions and 
have discussed this legislation at 
length with the Senate staff. I wish our 
friends in the Senate were as involved 
in the process, because we could have 
resolved many of these issues weeks 
ago. 

I think my friends on the other side 
of the aisle here in the House seem to 
forget that we don’t just rubberstamp 
Senate bills and that they don’t 
rubberstamp ours. If that were the 
case, they’d take up the 30 House- 
passed job-creating bills that we’ve 
sent over to them in the last year. 

Nobody is more committed to this 
legislation than Members of the House 
on the Republican side. We want to 
streamline the project delivery proc- 
ess, eliminate duplicative programs, 
give more power back to the States, 
and stretch our limited dollars further. 
These are proposals that every Member 
of this body should support. We need a 
long-term reauthorization that will 
provide certainty to our Nation’s job 
creators. 

I support this motion, and I look for- 
ward to the completion of this con- 
ference. 

Mr. WALZ of Minnesota. I thank the 
gentleman for his support and for his 
work on this. 

At this time, I would like to yield 3 
minutes to my friend and colleague 
from California (Mr. GARAMENDI). 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE, Vol. 158, Pt. 7 


Mr. GARAMENDI. I want to thank 
the gentleman from Minnesota for 
yielding time for me to discuss this. 

During this approximately 1 hour of 
debate, it pays to listen to what has ac- 
tually been said. What has been said by 
my Republican colleagues is: It’s our 
way or no highway. We’re going to 
have our way or no highway. 

What is their way? What is it that 
the Republicans are demanding? Get 
past the nice rhetoric, and look at the 
detail underlying the words: eliminate 
duplication. What does that mean? 
Well, it basically means eliminating 
the environmental laws. Oh, we don’t 
need them. The States can take care of 
it. 

I think not. 

They want to focus on highways. 
Well, we all do; but what does that 
mean? It means that they want to 
eliminate the public transportation 
portion of this legislation. Okay. So no 
buses, no trains, no light rail funding. 
Get into the details about what is actu- 
ally being demanded by our Republican 
colleagues, and you begin to say, Well, 
wait a minute. I think we can under- 
stand why there has not been progress 
here. 

We need to really move forward. 
Some 60,000 construction workers have 
lost their jobs in the last 5 months. As 
our Republican colleagues have laid 
out their demands, which they have es- 
sentially said are nonnegotiable—their 
way or no highway—they’re holding 
this country hostage. They’re holding 
the construction industry hostage so 
that they can have their way. Under- 
stand what their way means: no public 
transportation programs. Oh, we’ll re- 
pair bridges and we’ll do highways— 
and that’s good—but there’s more to it 
than this: no bike paths, no safety for 
men and women who are walking along 
our highways. 

That’s their way. That’s not what 
America’s way needs to be. 

We need to pass a bill. Two million 
people want to go to work. Yes, they 
agree with Mr. WALZ’ proposal, which 
is to get this thing done. What they’re 
really saying is: Get it done our way or 
there will be no highway. The Senate 
has passed a bill, and 74 Democrats and 
Republicans agreed to it. Let’s get it 
done. 

If you can get it your way in the next 
3 days, fine. Otherwise, give us the Sen- 
ate bill, and let’s put men and women 
to work here in this country. We can- 
not afford any more layoffs in the con- 
struction industry. We can no longer 
afford to wait. A 2-year bill is essen- 
tial. 

Mr. DUNCAN of Tennessee. Mr. 
Speaker, I have no additional speakers 
on our side, so I will close by saying 
just a couple of things. 

The last highway bill that passed 
with only eight dissenting votes, which 
has been mentioned here a couple of 
times tonight, was passed when the Re- 
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publicans were in control of the Con- 
gress. I think that shows very clearly 
that the overwhelming majority of Re- 
publicans in the Congress supports 
highway bills and that we want to do 
one this year. 

One of the main sticking points for 
us, one of the problems, is that in my 
almost quarter century in this body 
we’ve been talking about giving lip 
service to environmental streamlining 
all through those years, but we really 
never have accomplished anything. 
You’ve heard it said several times to- 
night that the Federal Highway Ad- 
ministration says the average highway 
project—and these are not trans- 
continental roads—takes 15 years to 
build when all of these other developed 
nations are doing these projects in a 
third or in half the time that we are. 
We have got to do more with less dur- 
ing this time of budgetary constraints. 
We want to do these things because 
these are jobs that can’t be outsourced 
to foreign countries. They are jobs that 
will be done here. They’re important to 
this economy. 

The Republicans believe that there is 
an important and legitimate role for 
the Federal Government in transpor- 
tation projects. People in California 
use the airports in Texas and vice 
versa. People in New York sometimes 
drink the water in Florida and vice 
versa. People in Ohio sometimes drive 
on the highways in Tennessee and vice 
versa. All people benefit from lower 
prices when our ports operate effi- 
ciently. 

All of the things that we deal with on 
the Transportation and Infrastructure 
Committee Republicans believe in, and 
they want to see a good, legitimate— 
but not dictatorial—Federal role in 
those projects. We believe that the role 
of the States is very important, and we 
believe that the role of the local gov- 
ernments and the local people should 
be paramount because they know the 
needs of their States and of their local- 
ities better than almost anyone. 

We are supportive of the gentleman 
from Minnesota, and we are supportive 
of his motion to instruct because our 
goal is the same as his in that we want 
to produce a good, conservative, rea- 
sonable transportation bill for this Na- 
tion, and we want to do it sooner rath- 
er than later. 
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We would like to do it within the 
next few days. Before we can do that— 
the other body does not control this 
process. They have to take into consid- 
eration what the House wants as well. 
That’s what we’re talking about. 

With that, I support the motion to 
instruct by the gentleman from Min- 
nesota, and I yield back the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. WALZ of Minnesota. Mr. Speak- 
er, again, I would like to thank the 
gentleman from Tennessee, a leader on 
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this. He has the institutional experi- 
ence and knowledge and is always gra- 
cious. I would have to say you’re going 
to find a lot of agreement from me on 
this. I certainly think that is the case. 

The American public deserves better. 
I think they deserve a debate like 
they’re seeing tonight. They see a 
sense of respect that goes back and 
forth. Frustrations get high in this 
House, but I keep thinking back to the 
immeasurable sacrifices that went into 
self-governances. It would be a lot easi- 
er—I had a gentleman one time tell me 
that there’s too many Members of Con- 
gress; we should cut the numbers in 
half. I said, Why think so small? Get 
rid of all of us and just name a king, 
and then you don’t have to worry about 
this messy democracy. 

That’s not what Americans do. We 
understand that there’s 435 good opin- 
ions here, differences, strong opinions 
for the right things about this country, 
but we disagree on how some of those 
things should get done. At the end of 
the day, those differences are a 
strength if we can get the glue that 
holds us together as a Nation in a com- 
promise. I will be the first to say that 
I certainly don’t want to see this House 
capitulate its responsibility, but I also 
understand that at times there are cer- 
tain realities of what can move and 
what cannot. I think deadlines like 
this motion to instruct puts in makes 
that deadline solid and it asks what 
can we give. 

Many of the provisions my colleagues 
were talking about, whether it is Key- 
stone pipeline—I am personally sup- 
portive of that. If it’s in here, I think 
that’s a good thing. But I understand 
that a lot of my colleagues don’t, and 
there’s no way the Senate does that. 
The American people have elected us. 
They’ve elected a Senate that doesn’t 
agree with that. So at the end of the 
day, I have to make a choice and all of 
us do. Is it worth holding up a highway 
bill over a piece of legislation that I 
personally like but don’t believe that it 
outpaces the point of getting these 
roads built? 

I think the public wants to see us do 
that. I certainly am willing to com- 
promise, as my friend from Tennessee 
has always proven to me, to try and get 
it right. And I think the public wants 
us to stand by our principles of trying 
to get it there. But at the end of the 
day, something has to be done, some- 
thing has to move forward. The coun- 
try depends on a workable infrastruc- 
ture. 

I can’t tell you, in watching this hap- 
pen, of seeing how important moving 
those products is when the I-385W 
bridge was in the river, not just in 
terms of the loss of life, the tragedy 
that happened there, but the disrup- 
tions that happened also, that sprung 
out and rippled into the economy. I 
think all of us understand that tragic 
incident, that we don’t want to see it 
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replicated, and we also know that 
smart investments prevent it from hap- 
pening. 

Mr. Speaker, I am appreciative of the 
Members who came and spoke passion- 
ately tonight. I’m appreciative of the 
folks who understand that this delib- 
erative body has to come to some type 
of resolution. I would urge my col- 
leagues to support this motion to in- 
struct, simply asking us to do the work 
we were sent here to do, get it done on 
time, and get America working and 
moving again. 

With that, Mr. Speaker, I yield back 
the balance of my time. 

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Speaker, earlier today, 
the Appropriations Committee voted to report 
the Transportation, Housing and Urban Devel- 
opment bill to the full House. This bill makes 
an insufficient investment in our national trans- 
portation system in part because the Com- 
mittee had to insert placeholder language for 
several important transportation provisions, 
notably the Federal highway system and tran- 
sit programs, due to the lack of an agreement 
on long-term funding. 

The House Republicans’ inability to work in 
a bipartisan manner to reach a compromise 
on surface transportation reauthorization con- 
ference committee negotiations is preventing 
us from fully investing in our Nation’s transpor- 
tation systems to put people back to work and 
grow our economy. 

For every $1 billion of infrastructure invest- 
ment, we create at least 30,000 jobs and gen- 
erate more than $6 billion worth of economic 
activity that reverberates throughout our econ- 
omy, improving our national competitiveness 
and spurring job creation for years to come. 

With the national construction unemploy- 
ment around 14 percent and upwards of 40 
percent in my area in recent years, workers 
need and want to get back on the job. 

Despite being a priority for the Department 
of Transportation, the Tappan Zee Bridge Re- 
placement project in my district is stalled be- 
cause the current Federal financing pipeline is 
too small. 

| join Mr. WALZ in urging the conferees to 
file a conference report so that we can get on 
with our work to make the vital investments in 
our national infrastructure system. 

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas. 
Mr. Speaker, | rise to speak in support of Con- 
gressman WALZ’s Motion to Instruct Conferees 
on H.R. 4348, the surface transportation reau- 
thorization bill. This motion would instruct con- 
ferees to resolve all issues and file a con- 
ference report no later than Friday, June 22nd. 
June 22nd is exactly 100 days since the Sen- 
ate passed its bipartisan surface transportation 
bill by an overwhelming vote of 74-22. As a 
conferee to the transportation bill, | support 
this motion as we simply cannot afford to fur- 
ther delay this critical legislation. 

This conference process has been bogged 
down by House GOP conferees, who are ob- 
structing the process and standing in the way 
of the jobs that would be created by passage 
of this bill. We are in the height of the summer 
construction season, and without a transpor- 
tation bill, we are wasting an opportunity to 
spur our manufacturing sector and get those 
in the construction industry back to work. 
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Mr. Speaker, if House Republican conferees 
are going to stand in the way of a conference 
report, | ask that you call up S. 1813, the Sen- 
ate-passed MAP-21. We do not need another 
piecemeal extension. We need a comprehen- 
sive reauthorization. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. All time 
for debate has expired. 

Without objection, the previous ques- 
tion is ordered on the motion to in- 
struct. 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion to instruct. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. WALZ of Minnesota. Mr. Speak- 
er, on that I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, further pro- 
ceedings on this question will be post- 
poned. 


EE 


COMPROMISE FOR THE GOOD OF 
ALL 


(Mr. WALZ of Minnesota asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. WALZ of Minnesota. Mr. Speak- 
er, tonight we saw what’s possible. 
When we come together and know that 
the good of the American public, their 
will, if it is worked in this House as it 
has for 236 years, as we began to delib- 
erate and try and move forward on 
what helps the American public, bring- 
ing in our differences, debating, and at 
times passionately debating what we 
feel, but at the end of the day under- 
standing the ultimate goal is what 
strengthens and moves this country 
forward; and I think tonight, in seeing 
an agreement on a bipartisan motion 
to instruct, just asking us to do the 
public’s work, get a transportation bill 
done, put people back to work, build 
our highways, bridges, and infrastruc- 
ture necessary to move people safely 
back and forth, but also to move goods 
to compete in the 21st century, it’s not 
that big a lift. We can do it in a safe, 
efficient, and modern manner, and we 
can pay for it in a responsible way. The 
American public are willing to invest 
in America. They’re simply asking us 
to do it smartly and do it in a way that 
compromises for the good of all. 

I’m incredibly proud, as always, of 
this deliberative body. We have the 
ability to move it forward. 


EE 


OBSTRUCTION AND DELAY 


(Mr. CICILLINE asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. CICILLINE. Mr. Speaker, our 
most pressing legislative items were 
nowhere to be seen on the House floor 
today. We had an opportunity to make 
headway on critical legislation, but Re- 
publicans have not provided action or 
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solutions, only obstruction and delay. 
Student loan interest rates will double 
on July 1 if Congress does nothing. 

After losing an estimated 28,000 con- 
struction jobs last month, Congress 
still hasn’t passed a highway bill. The 
Republican leadership in the House re- 
fuses to bring the bipartisan Senate 
transportation bill to the floor for a 
vote, even though it would support 1 
million construction jobs right away, 
including more than 8,000 in the State 
of Rhode Island. 

Our middle class families, our small 
businesses, and our students and manu- 
facturers deserve greater certainty so 
they can better plan their lives and 
companies, grow jobs and strengthen 
our economy. Yet another day has 
passed without action to avoid seques- 
tration or address expiring tax provi- 
sions or prevent rising costs for higher 
education. Instead, Republicans plan to 
waste more time this week with par- 
tisan anti-environment messaging bills 
with little or no hope of passage in the 
Senate and veto threats that have al- 
ready been issued by the administra- 
tion. 

We cannot let this become another 
wasted week. Our constituents deserve 
more. This Congress has to take action 
now, not delay until it’s too late. 


EE 
MAKE IT IN AMERICA 


The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
BUCSHON). Under the Speaker’s an- 
nounced policy of January 5, 2011, the 
gentleman from California (Mr. 
GARAMENDI) is recognized for 60 min- 
utes as the designee of the minority 
leader. 


Mr. GARAMENDI. Mr. Speaker, 
thank you very much for this oppor- 
tunity. 


We have been engaged for this last 
hour in a discussion about what to do 
with one of the most important parts 
of America’s public agenda, which is 
the transportation systems of this Na- 
tion. 

We’ve heard a lot of back-and-forth. 
We actually heard that there was some 
agreement that we ought to get on 
with it. Indeed, we ought to get on with 
it. We ought to get a transportation 
bill before the American public, and we 
ought to get it to the President. Unfor- 
tunately, there is a gridlock and a 
deadlock. Behind all of the gentle rhet- 
oric on the floor this evening, there are 
some profound differences in how we 
move forward with the transportation 
bill. We’ll discuss some of those as we 
journey through this 1 hour or some 
portion of this 1 hour. 

I think I would like to start maybe 
more than 200 years ago. There is a lot 
of discussion that we often hear here 
on the floor and in the rhetoric across 
the Nation that the Founding Fathers 
would do it this way or that way, and 
if we only listened to the Founding Fa- 
thers most of our problems would be 
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resolved. Usually, those discussions 
really speak to not doing something. It 
turns out that the Founding Fathers 
really did have a great deal of wisdom. 
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I came across a book written by Mr. 
Thom Hartmann called ‘‘Rebooting the 
American Dream.” And in it, in his 
very first chapter, he goes back to the 
Founding Fathers, and he talks about 
what George Washington and George 
Washington’s Secretary of Treasury ac- 
tually did. On the day he was inaugu- 
rated, Mr. Washington said that he did 
not want to wear a suit made in Eng- 
land. He wanted to wear something 
made in America. Well, Make It in 
America is one of the principal things 
that my colleagues and I on the Demo- 
cratic side have been talking about for 
some time. 

So when I came across this book, I 
said, Wow, this is interesting. George 
Washington instructed his Secretary of 
Treasury, Alexander Hamilton, to de- 
velop a manufacturing program for the 
United States; and Alexander Hamilton 
did that. He didn’t do it in 2,000 or 3,000 
pages, aS we might do it today. He did 
it in just a short, maybe 20 or 30 pages. 
And he developed an 11-point plan for 
America’s manufacturers. It turns out 
that many of those 11 points are what 
we have been proposing on the Demo- 
cratic side here for our Make It in 
America agenda. 

But tonight I want to pick up one of 
those 11 points. And it happens to be 
the 11th of the 11 points that Alexander 
Hamilton presented to George Wash- 
ington in 1790, and it was on American 
manufacturers. So point No. 11: ‘‘Fa- 
cilitating of the transportation of com- 
modities.’’ The language is rather an- 
cient English, but it still speaks to the 
following: 

Improvements favoring this object inti- 
mately concern all the domestic interests of 
a community; but they may without impro- 
priety be mentioned as having an important 
relation to manufacturers. There is perhaps 
scarcely anything, which has been better cal- 
culated to assist the manufacturers of Great 
Britain, than the meliorations of the public 
roads of that kingdom, and the great 
progress which has been of late made in 
opening canals. Of the former, the United 
States stands much in need. 

He goes on to talk about the neces- 
sity for transportation here and copy- 
ing what had gone on in Great Britain, 
that is, the development of public 
roads. 

Then he says: 

The following remarks are sufficiently ju- 
dicious and pertinent to deserve a literal 
quotation: Good roads, canals, and navigable 
rivers, by diminishing the expense of car- 
riage, put the remote parts of a country 
more nearly upon a level with those in the 
neighborhood of a town. They are upon that 
account, the greatest of all improvements. 

So here we are in Mr. Hartmann’s 
book, “Rebooting the American 
Dream,” talking about what the 
Founding Fathers wanted to do in 1790. 
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I would also point out that by 1792 
nearly all of those 11 points had be- 
come law and laid the foundation for 
the great American industrial revolu- 
tion. 

So back to ‘infrastructure,’ the 
word we use today. We use infrastruc- 
ture when we talk about our highways, 
our canals, our roads, and our transpor- 
tation systems. There were, in fact, 
some public transportation systems at 
that time. 

Now, speaking specifically of roads 
and jobs, we often talk about jobs here. 
We need to understand that today, if 
we were to pass the Senate version of 
the public transportation bill, we 
would put 2 million unemployed con- 
struction workers back to work this 
year. This year, 2 million would go 
back to work if we were to take up the 
Senate bill. Unfortunately, we have 
been in a gridlock, and there has been 
no effort to compromise. 

My colleagues on the Republican side 
are demanding fundamental changes in 
the transportation systems and the 
way in which we apportion that money. 
Those changes have not been accept- 
able to the Senate; and, indeed, those 
changes were not acceptable to even 
their own caucus. The Republican Cau- 
cus was unable to reach agreement— 
they have more than enough votes to 
pass a bill out of this House—but they 
could not reach agreement among 
themselves, let alone with the Senate. 
And yet they are demanding that the 
Senate take up what they could not 
agree to. 

On our side, we have simply said, 
let’s go with the Senate bill. After all, 
74 Senators—both Democrats and Re- 
publicans—voted for it, leaving some 26 
that chose not to support it. 

So 2 million Americans are waiting 
for action by the House of Representa- 
tives and the Senate; 2 million Ameri- 
cans want to go to work. And yet we 
have this deadlock. We just found some 
support amongst ourselves to tell the 
conferees, Get it done by the end of 
this week or take up the Senate bill. 

Listening carefully to what we heard 
on the floor not more than an hour ago, 
compromise is not going to be found. 
Keystone pipeline. No public transpor- 
tation funding. Eliminate the environ- 
mental protections that have been in 
place for more than 40 years. Stream- 
line, meaning ‘‘eliminate’’ programs. 
So compromise is not there. 

What has happened over the last sev- 
eral months? Well, while our Repub- 
lican colleagues have been trying to 
get their own act together, here is 
what’s happened to employment in the 
construction industry: way back in 
January, some _ 5,570,000 Americans 
were working in the highway construc- 
tion and public transportation and con- 
struction sector. In May, that number 
had fallen to 5,510,000. Some _ 60,000 
Americans lost their jobs while the Re- 
publicans were trying to figure out how 
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they could come to an agreement with 
themselves on a transportation bill. 
They couldn’t. So 60,000 Americans, 
60,000 families lost their ability to earn 
a living as the majority in this House 
failed to even agree amongst them- 
selves on what to do. 

The Senate moved forward with a 
bill. It’s been there nearly 2 months, 
before this House, available. A con- 
ference committee was formed, and 
gridlock continues. So now there are 
60,000 families without an income as a 
result of the gridlock and the inability 
of our colleagues to come to an agree- 
ment. 

It’s time for us to move on. It’s time 
for us to put a 2-year bill in place, as 
the Senate has proposed, one that 
would put 2 million Americans back to 
work immediately. States could move 
forward. States would know that over 
the next 2 years, there would be fund- 
ing from the Federal Government. 
Right now, the word from my friends 
on the other side of the aisle is, Well, 
we’re going to go with the 60-day ex- 
tension. States cannot work with that. 
They don’t know what would be avail- 
able at the end of the 60 days. They 
don’t know what’s available today be- 
cause we’re up against a deadline. 

It’s time for us to move with the Sen- 
ate bill. It’s time for us to end this con- 
tinuing decline. This is May. If we were 
to take the June figures—which are 
now, unfortunately, coming forward— 
more and more construction workers 
have lost their jobs. They are in my 
district. 

Contractors in my district are say- 
ing, There is no further contract avail- 
able to us. We won’t be able to put our 
people to work. We don’t have a con- 
tract. The States can’t offer new con- 
tracts. So it won’t be just 60,000. At the 
end of June, it will probably be 70,000 
or 75,000, or perhaps more, that have 
lost their jobs as this gridlock con- 
tinues here in the House of Representa- 
tives. We can do better. 
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How important is this to the econ- 
omy? It’s very important to the econ- 
omy and not just the construction 
workers, not just their families, the 2 
million that could go to work if we ac- 
cepted the Senate bill. And it’s a good 
bill. It provides adequate funding for 
transportation, for repairing the 
bridges that we heard so much discus- 
sion of, for paving the roads that we 
heard so much discussion of just less 
than an hour ago, of providing the 
money for the public transportation 
sector so that the buses, the trains, the 
planes can continue to operate. It’s a 
good bill, but not perfect, not as large 
as many would want. It doesn’t have 
the Keystone pipeline in it. It doesn’t 
eviscerate the environmental protec- 
tions that are necessary as we build 
these projects. 

So what would happen if we were to 
accept the Senate bill? End the grid- 
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lock, put 2 million American workers 
back to work, end the decline. For 
every dollar we invest in infrastruc- 
ture—that’s the highway bill and the 
transportation bill—$1.57 is pumped 
into the American economy. That 
comes from Mark Zandi, chief econo- 
mist for Moody Analytics. Spend a dol- 
lar on transportation and you increase 
the GDP; you increase the economic 
activity of this Nation by $1.57. 

So there’s more than just transpor- 
tation at stake here. What is at stake 
here, as we see, is the continuing de- 
cline of the transportation and con- 
struction sector as a result of the grid- 
lock that’s been with us nearly this en- 
tire year. What is at stake is the 
growth of the American economy. It’s 
the grocery store that will have a cus- 
tomer coming in and not spending an 
unemployment check but, rather, 
spending a check that’s given to them 
by the contractor. And that money cir- 
culates in the economy so that the hair 
dresser, the barber, maybe even the 
gun shop owner will see their business 
increase 57 percent. For every dollar 
spent, $1.57 is generated in the econ- 
omy, putting other people to work be- 
yond the construction industry. 

Now, there’s more to it than that. 
One of the provisions that we would 
like to see in the bill, which actually is 
in the Senate bill, is a tightening of 
the waivers that have been so injurious 
to the American economy, the waivers 
that have been overused in the last two 
decades, waivers that push aside the 
Buy America provisions that we pres- 
ently have in the law, push those aside 
and say, We don’t care whether that 
money is spent on American-made 
equipment. We don’t care whether that 
money is spent on jobs in America. 
Just pushing aside the Buy America 
provisions. 

The Senate bill has a very important 
provision that will create even more 
jobs in America because it tightens up 
the waiver provisions and says to the 
Department of Transportation, no, you 
cannot just willy-nilly provide a waiv- 
er. You must adhere to the law that 
says Buy America: a 60 percent min- 
imum American content in the steel in 
the bridge that’s going to be repaired, 
in the asphalt and concrete that’s 
going to be laid over the roads. Min- 
imum of 60 percent content on the 
buses and the trains that are going to 
be paid for with your tax dollars. 

What that means is: Make It in 
America. That provision that is in the 
Senate bill will enhance American 
manufacturing by limiting the waivers 
that have been so numerous over the 
last two decades as to hollow out the 
American manufacturing sector. Manu- 
facturing matters. This is the Amer- 
ican middle class. The construction in- 
dustry and the manufacturing industry 
is the heart and the soul and the foun- 
dation of America’s middle class. And 
so in the Senate bill it tightens up the 


9295 


waiver provisions and says that Ameri- 
cans will have the jobs, not some for- 
eign employee of a company that has 
gained the contract. 

I want to give you a specific example. 
In California, the largest public works 
project ever is the reconstruction and 
the rebuilding of the San Francisco- 
Oakland Bay Bridge, a new bridge, bil- 
lions of dollars. The steel in that 
bridge was made in China. Six thou- 
sand jobs in China, no jobs in America. 
It’s said to be 10 percent cheaper. It 
turned out that at the outset, the Chi- 
nese steel manufacturers could not 
produce the steel. But they got the 
contract and what they did was to fig- 
ure out how to produce the steel. They 
built a new steel mill. Six thousand 
jobs. In America, no. In China, yes. 

It turned out that the steel was not 
10 percent cheaper. It was shoddy. The 
welds were not adequate. They had to 
go back. Delays occurred. It turned out 
to be even more expensive. Had that 
occurred in America, that new steel 
mill would have been built in America, 
and it would be there for the next con- 
tract, the next bridge to be built in 
America, or around the world. But, oh, 
no, we’re going to save 10 percent. We 
lost American jobs. 

If the Senate bill were to come to 
this floor and become law, the waiver 
that was allowed and given to the 
State of California, a waiver that al- 
lowed the Chinese steel company to 
have the contract, would not have been 
allowed. Six thousand jobs would have 
been in America, and we would once 
again make it in America and Ameri- 
cans would make it. But, oh, no, it 
didn’t happen. Manufacturing matters. 

I would like to see another provision 
in the bill, but I won’t demand this and 
my Democratic colleagues who support 
this are not going to demand it because 
we want to get on with providing those 
2 million jobs for American workers in 
the construction industry. But let me 
take a moment to explain what it is. 

This is a bill that I introduced at the 
beginning of last year. It’s H.R. 613. 
And what it says is that our tax 
money, the money that is being spent 
by every American when they buy a 
gallon of gasoline or a gallon of diesel, 
that that money goes into the highway 
trust fund. And H.R. 613 says it must be 
spent on American-made equipment. 
Highways. This is the steel that’s in 
the bridges. This is the rebar that’s in 
the roads. This is the concrete, the as- 
phalt—American made. 

If you want to build a high-speed rail, 
as we do in California, then that high- 
speed rail is going to be financed with 
your tax dollars, and it will be an 
American-made high-speed rail train. 
You want a train? You want to improve 
your transit system? It will be Amer- 
ican made. Is it possible? Does this 
work? Let me give you have an exam- 
ple. 

In the American Recovery Act, some- 
times known as the stimulus bill, there 
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is a provision for Amtrak trains. Up- 
grade the Amtrak system. I think it 
was a little over $12 billion. Some wise 
staffer wrote next to that $12 billion a 
sentence that said: This money must 
be spent on American-made equipment. 

One hundred percent American-made 
equipment. Oh, you can’t do that. Well, 
it turns out that you can do that. A 
German company, one of the largest in- 
dustrial companies in the world, looked 
at it and said, $12 billion? We can build 
it in America. And they did. They built 
a manufacturing plant in Sacramento, 
California; and they are producing 100 
percent American-made locomotives 
because the law said that it must be 
done. 

H.R. 613 says precisely that. If you 
want the tax money, then it must be 
American-made equipment. Use our tax 
dollars to create American-made jobs, 
not steel made in China, not trains 
made in Germany, not locomotives 
from Japan. It’s our tax money. It will 
be spent on American-made equipment. 

That’s what this does. And we have 
the proof that it can be done. It’s being 
done today in Sacramento, California, 
by Siemens, a German company that 
built a manufacturing plant to take ad- 
vantage of money that was available if 
the product was made in America. 
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Another sad example, the Bay Area 
Rapid Transit system, BART, needs to 
replace its 40-year-old trains, $3.2 bil- 
lion. The minimum in the law today is 
60 percent. The bids went out. Two bid- 
ders were in the finals. One, a French 
company, Alsthom; another, a Cana- 
dian company, Bombardier. Bombard- 
ier’s bid was 2-8 percent lower than 
Alsthom’s. However, there was a sig- 
nificant difference. Bombardier said we 
will build 66 percent American content. 
Alsthom, the French company, said we 
can do better. A little bit higher price, 
but we can do better. We will build 95 
percent American content. The dif- 
ference: $1 billion in American jobs. 
Sixty-six percent/95 percent; a 2 per- 
cent, 3 percent difference in price. 

The BART board of directors refused 
to go back to a second bidding process 
that would have taken 60 or 90 days. 
Alsthom said we’ll cut our price. We 
want these jobs in America. It turns 
out most would be in New York, not 
California. We want these jobs in 
America. Go back to another round of 
bidding, and we’ll get out a sharp pen- 
cil and we’ll come down. The BART 
board of directors let that opportunity 
for a billion dollars in jobs go by. 

Many of us believe that Alsthom 
would have matched or even out- 
performed the Bombardier bid. Or 
maybe Bombardier would come back 
and say, okay, we’ll go to 95 percent. 
We don’t know. We’ll never know. But 
what we do know is that a billion dol- 
lars of American jobs were lost. 

So now, as we continue to debate and 
dally and let time go by, as American 
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jobs, as American workers in the con- 
struction industry see the continued 
decline month by month in the number 
of men and women that are employed, 
as layoffs continue—between January 
and May, more than 60,000 construction 
workers in the United States have lost 
their jobs while we continue to fight 
over issues here. 

But the fundamental issue is the 
issue of jobs. You can talk about the 
Keystone pipeline, and there are jobs 
there. And maybe some day that pipe- 
line will be built. 

You can talk about the environ- 
mental processes that have protected 
the environment of this Nation for the 
last 40 years, and maybe there ought to 
be some adjustments there. 

You can talk about giving States the 
power which basically means there is 
no money set aside for public transpor- 
tation. We can talk about those things. 
But as we wrestle back and forth on 
what one or another of us think is so 
critically important, every day another 
construction worker has lost their job. 
Another family has lost their oppor- 
tunity to make the payment on their 
home. Another community has seen 
the economy in their area diminish. 

We have a reasonably good bill avail- 
able to us and we could vote on it to- 
morrow. That’s the Senate bill. It pro- 
tects American jobs. It protects the 
public transportation system. It is 
fully funded, not with some hypo- 
thetical money that may come in some 
day, but rather real dollars. It says 
that our tax dollars must be spent on 
American-made equipment, on Amer- 
ican jobs. It’s a good bill. 

We had a motion to instruct here on 
the floor just a few moments ago. And 
as you listened to the debate, you’d 
think there was agreement. And there 
is agreement—we’ve got to get this job 
done. We have to put Americans back 
to work. Two million Americans await 
our decision. Are we going to continue 
to fight for some perceived issue that is 
important to a small group of people? 
Or are we going to look at the larger 
picture here, the picture of American 
workers, of American jobs. 

I suppose tomorrow we’ll take up 
that motion to instruct and we’ll see if 
by the end of this week we’re willing to 
compromise. Are we willing to put 
Americans back to work, 2 million 
Americans? Or are we going to hold 
fast to perhaps a funding scheme that 
has been proposed and can’t even be 
agreed to by the members of the Re- 
publican caucus, or an elimination of 
certain categories of funding like pub- 
lic transportation which couldn’t even 
be agreed to by the Republican caucus, 
let alone the Democrats. 

It’s time to look at the bigger pic- 
ture. It’s time to look at that construc- 
tion worker in our community, the 
ones we represent and say I want you 
to go back to work. We’ll fight this out 
another day. But the most funda- 
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mental, the most important issue con- 
fronting this American economy and 
each and every individual in America 
is, where are the jobs? Where is my 
job? How can I support my family? 

It’s time to put the bickering aside. 
It’s time to accept the fact that Ameri- 
cans want to go to work, and 2 million 
Americans are out there looking for 
their opportunity. And their oppor- 
tunity rests with us. It rests with the 
House of Representatives. The Senate 
has done its work. It’s put a 2 year, 
fully funded transportation bill that 
meets the needs of this Nation for the 
next 2 years. They passed it out. This 
House has not passed a transportation 
bill. 

We put a stopgap thing out so we can 
go to conference, but it wasn’t a trans- 
portation bill. It didn’t do the job. 
Maybe Wednesday, Thursday, or maybe 
some time Friday there can be an 
agreement between the two houses. 
But if there is not an agreement, then 
as I heard not more than an hour ago 
from my Republican colleagues, in 
agreeing to the motion to instruct, 
that if there is no agreement, then 
take up the Senate bill. That was in 
fact the motion. Take up the Senate 
bill if there is no agreement. Put 2 mil- 
lion Americans back to work. Repair 
our highways. Repair our bridges. Buy 
American. Enhance the buy American 
provisions. 

We’ve got work to do. Americans 
have work to do. Americans want to 
work, and it’s time for this House to 
work. And with that, Mr. Speaker, I 
yield back the balance of my time. 


EE 
OBAMACARE’S BROKEN PROMISES 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan- 
uary 5, 2011, the gentlewoman from 
Tennessee (Mrs. BLACK) is recognized 
for 60 minutes as the designee of the 
majority leader. 

Mrs. BLACK. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today with many of my freshman col- 
leagues to talk about the impact of a 
very important bill, the Patient Pro- 
tection and Affordable Care Act, com- 
monly called ObamaCare, on our econ- 
omy, our caregivers, and most impor- 
tantly, the American people seeking 
care. Any day now the Supreme Court 
is expected to announce its decision on 
ObamaCare. And while I hope that the 
Supreme Court rules on the side of the 
Constitution and the American people, 
no matter what happens, the fact re- 
mains, this law is bad policy. It’s bad 
for health care, it’s bad for the econ- 
omy, and it’s bad for the future of our 
country. 

The rhetoric of the bold promises 
used to pass ObamaCare into law sim- 
ply cannot be reconciled with reality. 
The more the law is implemented, the 
more the American people don’t want 
it. The President’s promises on quality 
of care, lower insurance premiums, no 
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increase in taxes, and no effect on the 
deficit, in just 3 years have been bro- 
ken time and time again. 
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Broken promise number one: Presi- 
dent Obama said in March of 2010: 

If you like your doctor, you’re going to be 
able to keep your doctor. If you like your 
plan, keep your plan. 

The reality is, President Obama’s 
very own administration now esti- 
mates that the new regulations con- 
tained in ObamaCare will force up to 80 
percent of small businesses to give up 
their current plans by 2013. The Con- 
gressional Budget Office also estimates 
that between 3 million and 5 million 
people will be dropped from their em- 
ployer-based coverage by the time the 
law is fully implemented. 

When I visit businesses in my dis- 
trict, I always ask: Have you done the 
math? Will you keep your insurance or 
will you pay the fine? Time and time 
again I get the same answer: We’d like 
to keep insuring our employees, but it 
doesn’t make good business sense to do 
so. 

Yesterday, in fact, I participated in a 
field hearing in Murfreesboro, Ten- 
nessee, on the effects of government 
regulation on the economy. We heard 
from several business owners and State 
leaders. A gentleman by the name of H. 
Grady Payne of Conner Industries, 
which has a plant in Fayetteville, dis- 
cussed the impact of ObamaCare on his 
business. He said his company has 
about 450 employees, and he struggles 
each year to encourage them to par- 
ticipate in health insurance. The com- 
pany has had to create different em- 
ployee groups in order to create an em- 
ployee base which would have 75 per- 
cent participation as required by most 
insurance companies. 

Now, Payne said that the non- 
discrimination provisions of the health 
care reform would prohibit this, forc- 
ing the company into several expensive 
options. It could switch from full insur- 
ance to self-insurance; it could expand 
coverage to all employees and have the 
employee cost set according to an af- 
fordability formula; or it could stop of- 
fering health insurance altogether and 
instead pay a penalty of $2,000 for each 
employee. Payne said any of the three 
options would cost the company more 
than $1 million compared to current 
costs. 

T’ll talk about other broken prom- 
ises, but I would like to yield 5 minutes 
to my good friend, the gentleman from 
Indiana (Mr. YOUNG), representing the 
Ninth District of beautiful Bloom- 
ington. 

Mr. YOUNG of Indiana. I thank the 
gentlelady, my hardworking colleague 
from Tennessee, who is also a health 
care professional and quite conversant 
on these issues. You speak with some 
authority. So thank you very much. 

I come from the State of Indiana 
with internationally renowned medical 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE, Vol. 158, Pt. 7 


device manufacturers, manufacturers 
like Cook Group in Bloomington, or 
smaller entrepreneurial companies like 
MedVenture in Jeffersonville. Indiana, 
in fact, is a global leader in the med- 
ical device industry. Scores of success- 
ful medical device businesses are 
headquartered in the Hoosier State, 
and they provide nearly 20,000 hard- 
working Hoosiers with good-paying 
jobs. Now, these jobs, by the way, pro- 
vide wages that are over 40 percent 
higher than the State average. These 
are exactly the sort of businesses we 
need to expand and grow right here in 
America if we want to create a healthy 
economy. 

I bring this up because the Presi- 
dent’s health care law—what most 
Americans now know as ObamaCare— 
would shrink the number of American 
jobs in the medical device industry. 
This is because the law contains a 2.3 
percent industry-specific excise tax 
that will cripple the sale of these med- 
ical devices. It would cripple the entire 
sector and hurt American jobs. 

Now, back in October, a bipartisan 
group of us from Indiana held a field 
hearing in Indianapolis to discuss this 
very issue with industry leaders. The 
response from businesses was unani- 
mous: this device tax would be, across 
the board, harmful to these manufac- 
turers throughout the industry. Many 
admitted that they would have to move 
jobs to Europe. Now, when is the last 
time that we heard it was cheaper to 
move American jobs to Europe? 

For the sake of keeping these high- 
paying, advanced manufacturing jobs 
here in the United States, this tax 
must be repealed. In fact, the medical 
device excise tax is so harmful to the 
American economy that the House 
voted just 2 weeks ago to repeal this 
narrow part of ObamaCare. It’s one in 
a long string of votes that we’ve cast in 
this House to repeal or replace a por- 
tion of this law. 

Now, there’s a better way to address 
increasing health care costs than by 
imposing additional taxes on the Amer- 
ican people. I say, let’s start over. If 
the Supreme Court doesn’t do our work 
for us, let’s repeal the Affordable Care 
Act. Then, let’s get to work and pass 
bipartisan legislation that would actu- 
ally bring down the cost of health 
care—what this whole exercise was 
supposed to be about in the beginning. 
Our constituents deserve no less. They 
expect us to engage in this effort. I’m 
certainly committed to it, and I know 
my colleagues here on the Republican 
side in the House are committed to it 
as well. 

Mrs. BLACK. Thank you, Mr. YOUNG. 
I appreciate his comments about start- 
ing over. Certainly, we do feel that 
that is the direction that we need to 
go. As a matter of fact, we’ve had over 
two dozen votes on repealing and re- 
placing this very onerous bill that has 
affected our businesses, as has just 
been said. 
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Now I’d like to yield 5 minutes to our 
class president, as a matter of fact, 
AUSTIN SCOTT, who represents the 
Sixth Congressional District in Geor- 
gia, and he represents Warner Robins. 

I yield to my colleague from Georgia. 

Mr. AUSTIN SCOTT of Georgia. My 
father, as you, is a health care profes- 
sional, an orthopedic surgeon who 
came out of med school when I was just 
a child. I spent a lot of time in a physi- 
cian’s office and in a not-for-profit hos- 
pital watching my dad take care of pa- 
tients and helping them. And certainly 
that doctor-patient relationship is 
something that has been stripped away 
in this bill. 

But I want to talk about the num- 
bers, not just the relationships right 
now, because I think it’s important to 
reflect on what happened 833 days ago 
when then-Speaker NANCY PELOSI told 
the American public that Congress 
must pass the bill so they could find 
out what was in it. 

Now, I have no doubt that the Presi- 
dent, in his endorsement of the bill, 
surely he read it and knew exactly 
what was in it. And the Speaker of the 
House of Representatives, it would 
have been irresponsible for her to en- 
dorse a bill without knowing what was 
in it. They had to understand it would 
negatively affect our economy. 

The gentleman who was just in the 
well talking about Americans wanting 
to going to work, he’s absolutely right. 
The Republicans in this House have 
passed a tremendous number of jobs 
bills that would help put Americans 
back to work, help reduce the cost of 
petroleum in this country; and yet 
they sit over in the Senate idle, along 
with a bill that would actually repeal 
this national health care law that has 
kept us in a recession. 

Now, they forged ahead with this leg- 
islation instead of working on the eco- 
nomic issues that so many Americans 
needed them to work on and, quite 
honestly, despite the protest of the 
American public. They simply thumbed 
their nose at the American citizens. 
That’s why, when it came time to go to 
the polls, 87 new freshman Republicans 
came to Washington. Districts where 
the President had gotten almost 60 per- 
cent of the vote, those people, who 
Americans who understood that their 
rights had been stripped from them, ab- 
solutely rejected the President’s health 
care bill. 

Now, 822 days since the Democratic- 
controlled House passed the President’s 
health care bill. I would remind you it 
was just a few days before that when, 
in order to get the votes to pass it, he 
met with pro-life Democrats and as- 
sured them that in no way, shape or 
form would abortions be funded in the 
bill. That was his commitment to pro- 
life Democrats to get them to vote for 
the bill. Obviously, we now know that 
that wasn’t necessarily true. We all 
know where the mandate has come out 
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that he has told people that he really 
doesn’t care if it violates their faith or 
their religious principles, they’re going 
to do what he says, not what their 
faith tells them to do—certainly a di- 
rect violation of people’s constitu- 
tional rights. 

Now, it’s 820 days since the President 
signed it into law. There’s been no re- 
covery, and there could have been. 
There’s no ifs, ands, or buts about it: 
more Americans would be at work 
today right now if that bill had not 
been passed. And the sooner it is un- 
done, the sooner Americans will be able 
to get back to work. 

Highty-nine days since the Supreme 
Court began hearing oral arguments 
about the constitutionality of the law, 
89 days. Now, Mr. Speaker, the Amer- 
ican people began feeling the negative 
impact of this bill, quite honestly, as 
soon as it was passed on day one. Un- 
fortunately, they will continue to feel 
the impact of this legislation until 
Congress fully repeals and replaces it. 

Some more numbers for you. In the 
past year, the average cost of health 
care per active worker rose to $11,176. 
The increase was $800, almost $1,000 a 
month per worker. The employee share 
of premium contributions increased by 
63 percent, and there was a 62 percent 
increase for dependent coverage. Yes, 
all of this, all of this because of the in- 
creasing cost and the mandates in the 
health care bill. 

Highty-one percent of companies said 
the health care law had increased ad- 
ministrative burdens on their human 
resources department; and they are 
not, in many cases, hiring people be- 
cause of the unknown cost of the legis- 
lation. One in six firms said the cost of 
complying with the law is one of their 
top challenges in maintaining afford- 
able coverage. 

Mr. Speaker, while it’s my firm hope 
that the Supreme Court will find this 
law unconstitutional—which I believe 
it is—we must continue the effort to 
repeal and replace this bill. 
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We can’t wait for the November elec- 
tion, Mr. Speaker. The American peo- 
ple need this bill repealed right now. 

Mrs. BLACK. Thank you so much, 
Representative SCOTT, for coming here 
today and talking about the negative 
impact on our economy. Certainly, we 
know that that is true. 

I want to talk about broken promise 
number 2, and how this is a negative 
impact on our seniors. 

Broken promise number 2 is pro- 
ponents of ObamaCare claimed that it 
would protect Medicare. That couldn’t 
be further from the truth. The health 
care law cuts more than $500 billion 
from Medicare, and it threatens the 
choice seniors currently have in decid- 
ing which kind of health care best fits 
their individual needs. And thanks to 
ObamaCare, Medicare Advantage en- 
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rollment will be cut in half by 2017. The 
only thing this law does for Medicare is 
ensures bankruptcy in 8 years. 

Now, instead of structurally reform- 
ing Medicare and building on what is 
working with Medicare Advantage, 
ObamaCare further weakens Medicare’s 
fiscal state and punts the difficult 
health care decisions to unelected bu- 
reaucrats. This is clearly not the way 
to preserve care for our current or fu- 
ture retirees. Real, sustainable reforms 
must be made for those under 55 in 
order to keep our promises to current 
seniors. 

This law hurts seniors today, and it 
stands in the way of protecting this 
program for our future children and 
grandchildren. 

Now I’d like to yield 5 minutes to a 
friend of mine from Las Vegas, Nevada, 
Representative JOE HECK, representing 
Nevada’s Third District, who is a phy- 
sician and a health care provider. 

Mr. HECK. I thank my colleague 
from Tennessee and my fellow health 
care practitioner for heading up this 


most important discussion this 
evening. 
Mr. Speaker, I come to the floor 


today to talk about something that a 
majority of Americans actually al- 
ready know. The health care overhaul 
that was forced through Congress on a 
party line vote in the dead of night 
with special interest provisions like 
the ‘‘Cornhusker kickback” and the 
“Louisiana purchase” is a bad piece of 
legislation that should be repealed. In 
fact, a recent New York Times poll 
showed that 68 percent of respondents 
want to see the law partially or fully 
repealed. 

It’s no surprise that the American 
people are frustrated and want to scrap 
this law and start over. The law has 
failed to deliver on all of its major 
promises. We were told that the law 
would reduce costs, reduce the deficit, 
create jobs, and allow people who liked 
their insurance plan to stay on it. Well, 
we now know that it has fallen far 
short of these goals as we continue to 
read stories and studies outlining just 
how harmful this law will be for pa- 
tients and for the economy. 

We know that this law will not re- 
duce the deficit. In March, the non- 
partisan Congressional Budget Office 
released a report in which they pro- 
jected the costs of the health care over- 
haul out to the year 2022. They found 
that the bill will cost $1.7 trillion be- 
tween now and then. That is twice as 
much as the bill was originally in- 
tended to cost. And this, of course, 
would be added to a national debt of 
over $15 trillion. 

We know this law will hurt access to 
care for patients, especially our sen- 
iors. In addition to gimmick account- 
ing that essentially cuts $500 billion 
from Medicare and disproportionately 
affecting Medicare Advantage bene- 
ficiaries, the health care overhaul es- 
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tablished the Independent Payment 
Advisory Board. This board of 
unelected Washington bureaucrats, 
this Medicare IRS, will be handpicked 
by the administration to cut funding 
for Medicare. 

Make no mistake about it. The bill is 
very clear about the aim of this board, 
and I quote: 

It is the purpose of this section to, in ac- 
cordance with the following provisions of 
this section, reduce the per capita rate of 
growth in Medicare spending. 

The board will be unaccountable to 
the American people. It will be unac- 
countable to the Congress, and it will 
even be unaccountable to the Presi- 
dent, and will stand between seniors 
and the services they receive from 
Medicare. 

As a doctor, I fear that when forced 
to reduce the Medicare costs, the ac- 
tions of this board will have serious 
implications for access to care for sen- 
iors. That is not what my constituents 
and the people of Nevada want in a 
health care system. 

We know that this law is going to in- 
crease health care costs for patients. 
As was mentioned, we just voted to re- 
peal the medical device tax contained 
in the health care overhaul, one of 
many such taxes contained therein, 
that would have imposed a 2.3 percent 
tax on medical device manufacturers 
and was projected to increase taxes by 
$28.5 million over the next 10 years. 
This tax would result in higher costs 
for medical device manufacturers and 
would be passed on to patients in the 
form of more expensive medical bills. 
Increased costs for doctor and hospital 
visits will widen the access to care gap, 
even as individuals and families are 
struggling to keep pace with the cur- 
rent skyrocketing health care costs. In 
my home State of Nevada, this in- 
creased tax on device manufacturers 
would put over 1,000 jobs at risk. 

We know that this law will cause 
people to be dropped from coverage 
plans that they like. I have heard from 
concerned small businesses in my own 
district like Imagine Communications, 
a marketing firm in Henderson, Ne- 
vada, that employs 11 people. When 
they started out, they paid 100 percent 
of their employees’ insurance pre- 
miums because they saw it as a way to 
attract and retain quality employees. 
But due to skyrocketing costs, they 
have been forced to cut back to only 
providing 50 percent of premiums, and 
they hope they can continue to do just 
that. But the way things are going, 
they aren’t sure how much longer they 
will be able to be sustainable. They are 
looking at having to drop employees 
from coverage because of the increased 
cost of providing insurance. 

As we stand here today, we await a 
landmark ruling from the highest 
court in the country on whether key 
components of the law are even con- 
stitutional. The individual mandate, 
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the provision that forces every Amer- 
ican to buy insurance or pay a fine, a 
tax, is the wrong approach to take on 
health care reform. Instead of penal- 
izing nonaction, we should be 
incentivizing people to take respon- 
sible action in making their own per- 
sonal health care decisions. 

I stand with the nearly 70 percent of 
Americans who want to see this law re- 
pealed and replaced with common- 
sense, patient-centered reforms that 
truly increase access to primary care 
and help people avoid costly procedures 
and trips to the emergency depart- 
ments. 

Instead of injecting more govern- 
ment into our health care system, our 
focus should be on patients, especially 
our seniors who rely on access to qual- 
ity health care. 

Our system is working for most 
Americans. Almost 85 percent have 
health insurance, and it can work for 
all Americans through commonsense 
reforms like moving coverage towards 
an individual-based model, increasing 
competition by allowing the purchase 
of insurance across State lines, 
incentivizing the purchase of insurance 
through tax credits, reforming medical 
malpractice laws, and letting people, 
not government, decide what services 
they need and want. 

Second chances don’t come along 
very often, Mr. Speaker, but we have 
before us a great opportunity to get 
health care reform right. 

AS a practicing emergency medicine 
physician, I have worked on the front 
lines of health care, caring for all, re- 
gardless of chief complaint, time of 
day, or ability to pay. I have seen first- 
hand what works and what doesn’t 
work in our health care system. That’s 
why I’ve introduced two pieces of legis- 
lation aimed at repealing the onerous 
provisions that hurt individuals and 
businesses, repairing the elements of 
the law that have merit, and replacing 
the broken pieces of the law with rea- 
sonable reforms and strengthening 
Medicare. I look forward to advancing 
these pieces of legislation in the wake 
of the Court’s decision. 

We have the best health care system 
in the world, and we should look for 
ways to include as many Americans as 
possible in it. But we also have a duty 
to uphold the Constitution and pass 
laws that will achieve their stated 
goal. The Affordable Care Act missed 
the mark in both respects, and I look 
forward to joining my colleagues in de- 
livering a health care solution that 
will benefit the American people. 

Again, I thank my colleague from 
Tennessee for organizing this Special 
Order. 

Mrs. BLACK. Thank you, Dr. HECK. 

And Dr. HECK talked, as we all know, 
about the major costs that are involved 
in this ObamaCare, and I want to talk 
about broken promise number 3. It will 
not add, and I quote, ‘‘one dime to our 
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deficit.” That was a laughable asser- 
tion then, and now, 3 years later, it is 
clear that it could not be further from 
the truth. The law will add trillions to 
our deficit in the years to come. 

Former Congressional Budget Office 
Director Douglas Holtz-Eakin esti- 
mates that the law will increase the 
national debt by at least $500 billion in 
the first 10 years, and over $1.5 trillion 
in the second decade, not to mention 
the $115 billion needed to implement 
the law. That is more than $2 trillion 
in new debt that will be passed on to 
our children and our grandchildren. 

Now I would like to yield 5 minutes 
to my good friend, MIKE KELLY, who 
represents Pennsylvania Three, and he 
hails from Erie, Pennsylvania. 

Mr. KELLY. I thank my colleague 
from Tennessee. 

I really appreciate the opportunity to 
talk tonight. And I think what I’ve 
found unusual in my 18 months here is 
that when I look at a lot of the legisla- 
tion that comes forward, a lot of it is 
proposed by people who’ve never actu- 
ally done what they’re mandating peo- 
ple to do. 

For most of my life, I was a small 
business person, still am. And when I 
get back home and I walk in the dis- 
trict and I talk to the people that are 
doing the same things that I’ve done 
all my life—I’m talking about small 
business people—they keep talking 
about the same thing. And the one 
thing that resonates with me all the 
time is the uncertainty of what this 
government does to them, the uncer- 
tainty of what this law, in particular, 
does to them. 
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When I talk about uncertainty in 
business, you cannot begin to project 
what your future costs are going to be 
on legislation for which the rules and 
regs still haven’t been put in place. So 
we ask people to take this blind-faith 
leap—to go ahead, to go along with it. 

The truth of the matter is you can’t. 
You can’t when it’s your own skin in 
the game. You can’t when it’s your 
business that’s at risk. You can’t hire 
people when you don’t know ultimately 
what the cost of those people is going 
to be. 

Now, people say, Why is that a big 
problem? It’s because it drives the cost 
of whatever it is that you do. Your per- 
sonnel costs have an effect on whether 
it’s the service you provide or the 
goods that you provide. 

So the confusion that goes along 
with this bill is what puts job creators, 
small business people, in a quandary. 
They just don’t know what to do be- 
cause the law doesn’t specifically tell 
them what it’s going to cost. Again, be- 
cause I’ve done it all my life and it has 
always been my skin in the game and 
it has always been my blood on the 
floor at the end of the day by making 
a bad decision, if it were about jobs, if 
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it were about creating jobs, then this 
legislation surely didn’t get the job 
done: 

Between January of 2009 and April of 
2010, private sector job creation im- 
proved by about 67,000 jobs a month. 
President Obama signed the PPACA 
into law at the end of March 2010. Since 
May of 2010, private sector job growth 
has improved at a rate of only 4,600 
jobs per month. 

Once people get a look at this law, it 
puts them on the sidelines. Once again, 
a law passed by this House and by the 
Senate and signed by the President 
puts the people who really do create 
jobs in a quandary. They look at us and 
they say, Please do something about 
this. Please get the government’s boot 
off our throats. I can’t continue to plan 
for the future with a law that doesn’t 
project the total costs. 

Look, we can talk about this on and 
on and on, but the American people 
know better than anybody else the ef- 
fect that this has had on them. The job 
creators know better than anybody 
else what effect this has had on them. 
People in business who were never at 
the table know better than anybody 
else. Now I’ve gotten to the point 
where I understand, if you’re not at the 
table, you’re on the menu. I’ve got to 
tell you that job creators were put on 
the menu. They are getting eaten alive 
by a piece of legislation that drives 
their costs of operation up and that 
mandates them to do something under 
penalty of law or to pay a fine that 
they don’t want to pay. 

The funny thing about it is, a guy 
like me, I wasn’t given the oppor- 
tunity. I wasn’t given a waiver. Do you 
know what, KELLY? It may not work 
for you, so we’re going to give you a 
waiver. But who did get waivers? There 
were some people who got waivers out 
there. But who were the people who got 
the waivers? Why did they get the 
waivers? We wonder why the American 
people don’t trust this government and 
this administration. Why would you 
trust people who pick and choose win- 
ners and losers and who say, You will 
follow the law. You get a waiver? Real- 
ly? Why? It’s because we can do it. 

That’s not the America I know. 
That’s not the America that my father 
fought for. That’s just something 
that’s inherently wrong with the way 
business is being done in this town. 

So we can talk about this, and we 
can talk about all the good things and 
the bad things and the pieces we ought 
to keep and the pieces we ought to re- 
ject, and we can talk about the fact 
that we don’t know what it’s going to 
ultimately cost us. Pll tell you one 
thing: if you’re starting a business 
now—and people start businesses all 
over the world—at one time, we were 
No. 4, the country that people wanted 
to start a business in. Now we’ve fallen 
way down. We trail now Macedonia, 
Georgia, Rwanda, Belarus, Saudi Ara- 
bia, and Armenia. 
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It’s more attractive to start a busi- 
ness in those countries than in the 
United States of America. And we won- 
der why? We wonder why so many mil- 
lions of Americans are out of work? We 
wonder why job creators, small busi- 
ness people, won’t hire people? We tell 
them, You’re going to follow the letter 
of the law, or you’re going to be fined. 
Then we wonder why they leave our 
shores and go to other countries? 

If we’re still wondering, we’re either 
poorly informed or in denial. We have 
made it too hard for job creators to 
stay here. We have made it too hard for 
businesspeople to make decisions to 
hire people. We have made it too ex- 
pensive for them, and we leave them no 
alternative but to stay on the side- 
lines. So when the President asks, Why 
are these people on the sidelines? Why 
aren’t they investing? I will say, Please 
find the nearest mirror. Look in there. 
It is this administration and these laws 
that have put a choke hold on our 
economy. 

Too many Americans have been wait- 
ing too long now for answers from a 
government that just doesn’t have the 
right answers, but that tells them the 
way it’s going to be without ever bring- 
ing them to the table in order to ask 
them, What is the effect on you, Mr. 
Businessman? How badly does this hurt 
you? At the end of the day, it’s not 
about how bad it hurts the 
businesspeople. There is very little 
consideration given to us. 

I thank the gentlelady from Ten- 
nessee for taking the time to bring this 
up in order for us to talk about it. We 
need to continue to talk about it, and 
we need to fix something that is very 
badly broken. 

Mrs. BLACK. I thank my friend from 
Pennsylvania, who is a job creator. 

We are talking about how this bill is 
affecting our job creators and our econ- 
omy, which leads right into my broken 
promise number 4. 

It was said that it will not raise any 
of your taxes. The President’s health 
care law broke this promise with 20 dif- 
ferent tax hikes, placing a tremendous 
burden on American families and small 
businesses—the engines of job growth. 
Americans are already facing a barrage 
of Washington-created headwinds from 
the avalanche of new regulations to the 
impending fiscal cliff on January 1. On 
top of that, job creators also must 
work against the velocity of the mas- 
sive $5 billion ObamaCare tax increase 
that will be coming at them over the 
next decade. 

This year, the ObamaCare tax burden 
comes in at around $15 billion, as you 
can see here on the chart, which rep- 
resents about $190 for each family of 
four, but we see it increase 20-fold by 
the year 2040 when the tax burden will 
be $320 billion and when the amount for 
a family of four will be $3,290. 

With the cost of living—with gas and 
food and all of these other crushing 
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burdens on our people—they just can- 
not afford another increase in taxes. 
Every dollar businesses are holding 
back in anticipation of this tax hike or 
new regulation is a dollar not spent on 
hiring Americans who are out of work. 

With that, I would like to yield 5 
minutes of my time to ROB WOODALL, 
my good colleague from Lawrenceville, 
Georgia. 

Mr. WOODALL. Thank you very 
much. I thank my friend from Ten- 
nessee for yielding. 

I just have to say, for folks who 
haven’t been following your short 15 
months here closely, they don’t usually 
put freshmen on the Ways and Means 
Committee. They just don’t. I mean, 
this is not a meritocracy. This is an or- 
ganization that’s often run by tenures, 
a little like a labor union shop. You 
put in your time. You play by the 
rules. You eventually get promoted. 
Yet, when this freshman class came in 
and when you looked at the kind of 
challenges that were facing the Nation, 
they looked at folks like you, Mrs. 
BLACK, who have invested a career in 
health care—not in talking about 
health care, but in implementing 
health care—they said, Where can we 
make folks the most valuable? 

I hear that time and time again back 
home. Folks say, ROB, why is it all the 
bureaucrats are making all the deci- 
sions in Washington, D.C.? 

What I get to say to them is, You 
know, that might have been the way it 
was, but today we have folks like Dr. 
BUCSHON, like Dr. HECK, and we have 
folks like DIANE BLACK, who are in the 
places where they can bring their real- 
life experiences to bear. 

I listened to my colleague, MIKE 
KELLY, talk about how folks just dis- 
count job creators as they’re passing 
legislation like this. You wonder why 
it is we’re in the worst recession in my 
lifetime. We have folks who you could 
consult. We have folks that you could 
speak with. We have folks whose advice 
you could seek and employ. Yet Wash- 
ington knows best. 

I actually saw your tax chart from 
my office, so I came down here. I 
thought that was going to be some- 
thing about improving outcomes. I 
thought that was going to be some- 
thing about how more folks have 
health insurance today than yesterday. 
What I see is that it is a chart of tax 
burdens—tax burdens. We knew that 
was going to come. We knew that was 
going to come because the promise was 
within that that we were going to pro- 
vide more care to folks, that we were 
going to do more things for folks; and, 
more importantly, health care pre- 
miums for the average American fam- 
ily were going to come down by $2,500 
per family. That was the promise the 
President gave us. 

I see you’ve brought out another 
chart. I would ask my colleague, what 
are we seeing here? 
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Mrs. BLACK. Yes, that’s exactly 
what you’re seeing here. It is the rhet- 
oric versus the reality on premium 
costs. 

We can see that the promise was that 
we'll bring down the premiums by 
$2,500 for the typical family. We see 
here is the line of the rhetoric and here 
is the reality, and we can see that it 
did not bring it down. As a matter of 
fact, they’re going to continue to go 
up. It’s estimated, by the time we 
reach 2015, the premiums will actually 
have increased by almost $2,400. A bro- 
ken promise. 
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Mr. WOODALL. My concern is when 
folks see that chart back home, they 
are not aghast. Because candidly, 
that’s what they expected. They ex- 
pected good rhetoric out of Wash- 
ington, D.C., and they expected abys- 
mal results. Candidly, I don’t know 
why they wouldn’t. It doesn’t matter 
whether it’s a Republican administra- 
tion or a Democratic administration, 
Washington, D.C., is famous in its one- 
size-fits-all solutions for overpromising 
and underdelivering. 

But you always have hope. You al- 
ways have hope that this time it’s 
going to be different. Say what you 
want to about hope and change. I re- 
member when the President was rolling 
out this provision. I thought, Golly, if 
we would just pass this bill 10 pages at 
a time, there probably would be some 
meritorious parts of it, there would 
probably be some provisions that the 
American people would want. I might 
not want them, and leave me alone in 
the world that I live in, but other folks 
would want them, it would pass by 218 
votes, If we would only look at it one 
small part at a time. 

But there were some ugly things in 
the bill, ugly things that I hope the Su- 
preme Court solves and releases to us 
next week and shares with us. There 
were things that folks wanted to hide 
in all of these other provisions in the 
health care bill. One of the things that 
I pride myself on in this Congress, 
what we’ve seen out of the Ways and 
Means Committee, is we haven’t seen 
any 2,000-page bills in the 15 months 
that you and I have been in Congress. 
We haven’t seen any 1,500-page bills 
when my freshman colleague from Ala- 
bama has been here in Congress. We’ve 
seen limited bills with limited ideas 
that the American people can digest 
and understand. 

I know that we can deliver that, with 
the help of colleagues like the gentle- 
lady from Tennessee, with the Doctors 
Caucus here in this House, the largest 
Doctors Caucus that we have ever had 
in this House. I know that we can im- 
plement solutions that make sense 10 
pages at a time in consultation with 
the American people, not an end-run 
around the American people. 

I just keep staring at this chart be- 
hind you—promises that insurance 
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costs would go down, and the reality 
that a command-and-control govern- 
ment structure has driven those costs 
up. 

I was a staffer here before I ran for 
Congress, and I was here when this bill 
was being passed. I remember the 
phone calls coming in, when folks 
started to say, What’s the rush? Pm a 
Democrat. I’m an independent. I’m 
someone who wants the government in- 
volved in health care, but what’s the 
rush? I’m concerned that there is some- 
thing hidden in there that you folks in 
Congress want to push it all through 
before we’ve had a chance to see what’s 
in it. 

Chart after chart that you brought 
down here tonight brings back those 
memories, that that’s exactly right. 
There were things hidden in there. 
Folks did not know what was in it. But 
we now have a chance to do it better. 
With your leadership on the Ways and 
Means Committee, I’m certain that we 
will. 

I thank the gentlelady for the time. 

Mrs. BLACK. I thank my colleague 
from Georgia for all those kind com- 
ments. 

Once again, looking at this chart, we 
see the broken promises over and over 
and over again. And not only the cost 
to our job creators, which certainly is 
affecting our economy, but also those 
to the typical families who are already 
struggling to get health care. Now we 
have increased that cost to them by al- 
most $2,400 in just a few short years. 

Now it is my honor to yield to a gen- 
tlelady from Alabama, MARTHA ROBY, 
who represents Montgomery. 

Mrs. ROBY. I thank the gentlelady 
from Tennessee for your leadership to- 
night on this most important and time- 
ly subject. And to the gentleman from 
Georgia, I appreciate all of your re- 
marks because I do believe that we 
have shown through our campaign 
promises that we were going to put 
forth legislation that’s not just 
commonsensical, but that all Ameri- 
cans have the ability to digest and un- 
derstand in a way that gives them the 
ability to provide feedback to us as 
Members of Congress as to what makes 
sense and what they are for and what 
they’re not for. 

The 3-day rule that we implemented 
certainly has provided us with an op- 
portunity to give our constituents time 
to learn. So we’re not finding ourselves 
in the same situation as they were in 
the previous Congress with this mas- 
sive health care law. I’m proud to say 
that one of our first votes in Congress 
was to repeal this law in its entirety. 

Most of us can agree that this law 
has very little to do with commonsense 
health care reform, but that it trans- 
lates into substantial costs, well over 
$500 billion that has to be paid by hard- 
working, tax-paying Americans. 

I would think that if this room was 
filled with colleagues from this side of 
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the aisle and the other, that what we 
could all nod and agree upon is that we 
need health care in this country, that 
it’s more accessible and more afford- 
able. We just have different ways of 
getting there. And over the course of 
this Congress, all of my colleagues 
here, we’ve cast over 27 votes to repeal 
or defund this current law. 

Soon—and maybe sooner than later— 
the Supreme Court is going to hand 
down this landmark decision regarding 
the constitutionality of this very law 
that we’re discussing here tonight. Of 
course, just like all of your districts, it 
will affect my home district in Ala- 
bama. And regardless of the Supreme 
Court’s decision, I believe that many of 
the problems that we have with health 
care in this country will continue to be 
present, and they have a significant 
impact on small business in this coun- 
try. Despite rhetoric, we have a respon- 
sibility in this majority to maintain 
our focus on jobs and the economy be- 
cause that is what Americans are con- 
cerned about. 

Today, I asked in anticipation of 
being here with you tonight, my con- 
stituents from the Second District of 
Alabama, to share with me on 
Facebook their concerns surrounding 
ObamaCare. So I just want to quote a 
few of my constituents: 

ObamaCare violates the Constitution and 
the rights of the American people. 

ObamaCare is not the answer. 

A board of laymen should not decide what 
treatment I can get. That is between me and 
my doctor, not some committee with no 
medical experience. 

One of their largest fears is IPAB, 
the Independent Payment Advisory 
Board, labeled by critics the ‘‘death 
panel.” 

Under current law, this 15-member 
board will be empowered to find cost 
savings in Medicare by rationing 
health care services to senior citizens. 
You know what? Like the President’s 
czars, this board will be handpicked by 
the President and will not be account- 
able to the American people or any per- 
son that they elected to the Congress 
to represent them. 

One Montgomery, Alabama, physi- 
cian, who provides care to Medicare re- 
cipients claims that the cuts in pay- 
ments to doctors will be devastating to 
his ability just to stay in business. 
We’ve heard testimony about how dif- 
ficult it will be to then recruit family 
practitioners and internal medicine 
doctors into the community. IPAB’s 
recommendations to reduce health care 
costs will unfairly and disproportion- 
ately fall on physicians just like him, 
since the law prohibits any reductions 
in payments to hospitals and hospices 
until 2020. 

So many doctors in Alabama are al- 
ready faced with the painful decision of 
staying in business or not seeing Medi- 
care patients, all because of 
ObamaCare. Not because of the deci- 
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sions that this Republican majority in 
this House have made. Not only will 
IPAB have a devastating effect on busi- 
nesses, it will have a disastrous effect 
and negative consequences on a pa- 
tient’s access to care. 

Another concern of my constituents 
is the employer mandated health insur- 
ance provision. The Obama administra- 
tion is encouraging employers to retain 
and expand health care coverage to 
their employees by 2014. My question is 
this: How can a business owner retain 
insurance coverage if it forces him into 
bankruptcy? This is what all of us 
here, when we travel throughout our 
districts during district work week, 
this is the number one concern of un- 
certainty provided by this law. 

I recently heard from another con- 
stituent who owns independent grocery 
stores throughout Alabama who em- 
ploys over 500 workers. This means 500 
families are making a living from this 
business. And when he’s required by 
law to provide all of his employees 
with health insurance, his grocery 
stores will go bankrupt, causing sig- 
nificant layoffs to his employees. When 
a kumquat producer from a southern 
State is threatened to go out of busi- 
ness, this is evidence that we have left 
no stone unturned when it comes to the 
loss of jobs. 

On a national perspective, the em- 
ployer mandated health insurance pro- 
vision could cause the elimination of 
1.6 million jobs, with 66 percent of 
those coming from small businesses 
alone. Who wins in this situation? No 
one. Every thriving business that is 
able to sustain the heavy financial bur- 
den of this law is not hiring and grow- 
ing their workforce due to the uncer- 
tainty. 
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As we continue during this 112th Con- 
gress, we must remain committed to 
reforming health care without the 
threat of new taxes and regulations 
that burden small businesses and the 
American people. Congress must be ag- 
gressive but responsible and make 
these reforms as we stay focused on 
making America strong and prosperous 
for future generations. 

I look forward to working with all of 
you here tonight. And to the gentle- 
lady from Tennessee, thank you for 
your leadership. It could not have come 
at a more important time. We need to 
continue this discussion. 

Again, I cannot emphasize enough 
that the uncertainty surrounding this 
law is stifling job creation. And as we 
are accused day after day of not pre- 
senting jobs bills, this is it. This is the 
number one jobs bill. When we repeal 
this law, we will lift the heavy hand of 
government. And we believe—and I 
know—that the private sector will, 
with that certainty, once again begin 
hiring those people who desperately 
need these jobs all over this country. 
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Mrs. BLACK. I thank the gentlelady 
from Alabama for coming to the floor 
and giving us some very real situations 
and quotes from people right back in 
your district. I was writing down here 
that you had folks who were providers 
of health care, people who were job cre- 
ators. Pm talking about the patients, 
talking about whether this is really 
what our government was set up to do, 
and bringing these very real situations 
here so that we can let the American 
people know how this bill is affecting 
every segment of our society. I thank 
you so much for coming, especially 
with those remarks of the people from 
your district because these are the peo- 
ple who are living this and are every 
day having to deal with what is being 
placed as a burden upon them. So 
thank you so much for sharing that. 
That’s the purpose of this Special 
Order tonight. 

I would now like to yield 5 minutes 
to my good friend and colleague from 
Cincinnati, Ohio, STEVE CHABOT. 

Mr. CHABOT. I thank the gentlelady 
from Tennessee for yielding. I also 
want to thank her for organizing this 
Special Order this evening on such an 
important issue. 

None of us knows for sure what the 
United States Supreme Court is going 
to do in the next few days, the next 
week, maybe 10 days. None of us even 
knows for sure when it’s going to hap- 
pen, but I think we all anticipate that 
it will be soon. I think none of us 
would disagree with the fact that what- 
ever they do, it’s going to have signifi- 
cant and real implications to an awful 
lot of people all across this country. 

I think it’s important to remember 
how we got into this position—this 
mess, quite frankly—that we’re in 
right now relative to health care and 
what happened. The Democrats were in 
complete control. President Obama had 
been elected, and they controlled the 
House and the Senate. And rather than 
act in a bipartisan manner on some- 
thing as important as this, which is 
what they should have done—they 
should have gotten input from both 
sides and done what was in the best in- 
terest of the people when you are deal- 
ing with something as important as 
health care—they basically rammed 
through a bill. Unfortunately, few had 
even read the bill, as we heard over and 
over again. And in fact, Speaker 
PELOSI, who was Speaker at the time, 
even made a statement that it was im- 
portant that they pass the bill so they 
could find out what was in it. What an 
incredible statement to make. 

And unfortunately, deals were made 
to get people to vote for this legisla- 
tion. The ones that came out that 
seemed to be the most egregious were 
maybe on the other side of the Capitol 
building, in the other body, some of the 
things that we heard about there. But 
this is really not the way that legisla- 
tion is supposed to happen, especially 
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something as important to people’s 
lives as their health care is. 

And I think they thought that—in 
fact, statements were made that—the 
people would like it; they’d fall in love 
with it once it was passed. Well, that 
clearly hasn’t happened. There was a 
poll out, a New York Times and CBS 
News poll that just came out recently 
that indicates that two-thirds of the 
American people hope—they’d like to 
see the Supreme Court either strike 
down this health care legislation, or 
ObamaCare or whatever terminology 
one prefers to use, but they’d like to 
see it struck down either altogether or 
at least in part. 

Unfortunately, when they focused so 
much attention on this health care 
bill, or ObamaCare, they should have 
been focused on an even bigger issue, 
and that is how the economy is so 
weak and so many people are unem- 
ployed. They were back at that time, 
and they still are now. Instead of de- 
voting attention where it should have 
been, on the economy and on getting 
Americans back to work, they passed 
this so-called economic stimulus pack- 
age, spent over $800 billion. And it did 
grow one thing, and that’s government. 
But unfortunately, it did not grow jobs 
in the private sector. 

After passing that monstrosity, they 
moved to health care and then passed 
this piece of legislation. It took them 
basically a year to get it passed. And 
what has happened is it didn’t, as you 
indicated—and I think you did an ex- 
cellent job in pointing out what was 
said and what actually happened. They 
said it’s not going to raise taxes. Well, 
it’s raised 20 different taxes. They said 
it was going to drive down health care 
costs. It’s increasing health care costs. 
They said it was going to create jobs. 
It’s reduced jobs. In fact, it’s been a 
wet blanket over the whole economy. 

I’ve talked to a lot of small business 
people in my district back in Cin- 
cinnati and in the greater Cincinnati 
area, and I have heard over and over 
again that small businesses are afraid 
to hire people. They’re afraid of the 
new regulations, the new taxes. So peo- 
ple aren’t getting hired and the jobs 
aren’t being created. And this isn’t the 
only reason, but this is one of the big- 
gest reasons that you hear our small 
business folks say why they are not 
hiring folks. 

In the small business community, 
about 70 percent of the jobs created in 
our economy over the last few decades 
have been in the small business sector, 
and those are the folks that are going 
to be particularly hard-hit by this 
ObamaCare if the Supreme Court up- 
holds it. 

Now, of course, as our colleague from 
Alabama mentioned previously, in the 
House, we passed legislation earlier in 
this Congress to repeal this bill. But 
the other body wouldn’t take it up. 
And even if they had, I think most of 
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us speculate that the President would 
have vetoed it, and we wouldn’t have 
had two-thirds to override the repeal. 
So we hope the Supreme Court acts. 
But even if they don’t, we hope that 
this body and the body on the other 
side of the building will act to repeal 
it. 

Now, relative to one particular thing, 
the employer mandate, it’s been esti- 
mated that that has resulted in the 
loss—or will result in the loss of 1.6 
million jobs if that ultimately is im- 
posed on businesses, that they have to 
move to this ObamaCare. And I think 
we all know that a lot of businesses are 
just going to drop coverage altogether. 
People that have insurance now will 
not have insurance if or when this goes 
through. 

We also know there is going to be 
more red tape. There are going to be 
more regulations. There are going to be 
higher taxes. And it’s been estimated 
the higher taxes alone are going to be 
over $500 billion—$569 billion, to be 
exact. 

And what is all of this for? It’s a law 
that puts government ahead of people. 
It’s a law that consolidates power into 
the hands of 15 unelected, unaccount- 
able bureaucrats that are going to de- 
cide how much of our seniors’ Medicare 
is going to be cut. And that estimate is 
about $500 billion of cuts also in Medi- 
care. So it’s just an awful piece of leg- 
islation which we certainly hope the 
Supreme Court strikes down in the 
very near future. 

There were alternatives to 
ObamaCare, things that Republicans 
have been pushing for a long time. For 
example, allowing insurance companies 
to sell insurance across State lines. 
That means more competition. That 
drives the cost down so people have 
more access to health care coverage. 
Also, association health plans. That 
means that small businesses can join 
together in order to negotiate with the 
insurance companies. They have more 
power to get lower rates for their 
workers and their employees. Medical 
malpractice reform. We have far too 
many doctors ordering tests, very ex- 
pensive tests just to prevent them- 
selves from getting sued. At least half 
of these lawsuits are probably frivo- 
lous. We need medical malpractice re- 
form. And then, finally, health savings 
accounts, which more and more people 
are finding more and more attractive, 
saving them money and giving them 
more control over their health care 
dollars. 

Those are a few of the commonsense 
reforms that have been proposed over 
the years but, unfortunately, have been 
blocked. And they put all of their 
money and all of their eggs in the bas- 
ket of this ObamaCare, and I really 
think the thing is likely to be struck 
down in the very near future. 
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The decisions ought to be made by 
the people back home around their 
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kitchen tables—people—mothers and 
husbands and fathers talking about 
what is the most important thing to 
their family with health care. That’s 
where the decisions ought to be made, 
not in backroom deals up here on Cap- 
itol Hill. 

So yes, we need health care reform. 
We didn’t need this big government cop 
out, really; this monstrosity, this take- 
over. I know that some of my col- 
leagues on the other side of the aisle 
cringe when we say takeover of health 
care, but that, in essence, is what it 
is—not a complete takeover, but a 
heck of a big takeover by Big Govern- 
ment. And that’s the last thing we 
need. 

So this is bad public policy. It’s bad 
for the American people. It needs to go. 

I just want to thank you again for or- 
ganizing this Special Order this 
evening and look forward to doing fu- 
ture ones talking with the American 
people. 

Mrs. BLACK. Thank you. I thank you 
for coming here tonight to talk about 
this program and how it has put a wet 
blanket on our economy. Not only 
that, you did talk about some real so- 
lutions that really could help to deliver 
health care and make it more acces- 
sible, increase the quality of the care, 
and at the same time lower the cost. 
So I sure do appreciate that. 

Mr. Speaker, how much time do I 
have remaining? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
FARENTHOLD). The gentlewoman from 
Tennessee has just under 7 minutes re- 
maining. 

Mrs. BLACK. I’m going to go quickly 
to my last points here. 

In the coming weeks, the Supreme 
Court is expected to release their deci- 
sion regarding the constitutionality of 
ObamaCare. And I stand firmly with 
those 26 States and the National Fed- 
eration of Independent Businesses who 
have laid out convincing evidence that 
this bill seriously violates our Con- 
stitution and our founding principles. 
For the last 3 years, no one has known 
how or when the court would rule on 
ObamaCare so the House has worked 
tirelessly to repeal and defund the law. 
Because every day this law stands is a 
day that jobs are being lost, Ameri- 
cans’ health care insurance premiums 
are going up, job creators and con- 
sumers are bearing the brunt of 
ObamaCare’s tax hikes. And in just 3 
short years, ObamaCare has already re- 
sulted in fewer jobs, higher health care 
costs, and more debt. 

My first act here in Congress was re- 
pealing this law in its entirety. Subse- 
quently, I have voted more than two 
dozen times to either defund or repeal 
ObamaCare since being elected to Con- 
gress. Unfortunately, these amend- 
ments and others like them have been 
blocked by the Democrat-controlled 
Senate. But due to the steady stream 
of broken promises, the growing and 
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unrelenting public outcry, and Repub- 
lican lawmakers’ unwavering deter- 
mination, we have been successful in 
getting several of the most egregious 
portions of ObamaCare repealed or 
defunded and signed into law. In fact, 
one of those successes was my legisla- 
tion that closed the loophole in the 
health care law and saved taxpayers $13 
billion. My bill was signed into the law 
by the President last November. 

Six other ObamaCare provisions have 
been repealed or have had funding re- 
scinded and signed into law. One of 
those that many of us will remember is 
the onerous 1099 tax provision that 
would have drastically affected espe- 
cially our small businesses. 

Now Republicans are not going to 
stop here. We will continue to pursue 
opportunities to get these and other 
defunding and repeal bills to President 
Obama’s desk. Before coming to Con- 
gress, I worked in health care as a reg- 
istered nurse for more than 40 years, 
and I have seen firsthand the problems 
and the obstacles that patients and the 
health care providers face. But 
ObamaCare is only serving to exacer- 
bate the current problems and creates 
entirely new problems. Repealing 
ObamaCare is a very important first 
step that must be accomplished, but 
that simply is not enough. 

For the past two sessions of Con- 
gress, the House Budget Committee has 
produced full repeals of ObamaCare and 
has also set in place a constructive 
framework to replace the government 
takeover of health care. House Repub- 
licans have built on principles that em- 
power patients with policies that have 
proven records of success. 

Now the House Republican budget 
passed last year heeds the warnings of 
economists around the world. The sim- 
ple truth is that ObamaCare is one of 
the single most destructive things to 
happen to our economy. We cannot try 
to micromanage 17 percent of our econ- 
omy through a maze of mandates, 
taxes, and price control. Our project 
uses models that foster competition, 
innovation, and choice as driving prin- 
ciples behind improving our health 
care system. 

A critical part of implementing real, 
patient-centered reform is Medicare re- 
form. The premium support structure 
would be a constructive approach to 
defending and saving Medicare for cur- 
rent and future retirees. Premium sup- 
port would reflect the structure of the 
overwhelming successful Medicare part 
D program. Now Medicare’s prescrip- 
tion drug program is succeeding be- 
yond all expectations. It’s delivering 
needed prescription drugs to the Medi- 
care beneficiaries at a lower cost than 
expected due to the strong competi- 
tion—yes, competition—among health 
care plans that work to keep costs 
down and negotiate with pharma- 
ceutical companies for savings. 

This market-based program is seen 
by policymakers as a model for how to 
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restructure health care entitlement 
programs. The CBO estimates show 
that part D is costing far less than the 
initial projections. Total costs for part 
D are now estimated to be 43 percent 
lower than the initial projections for 
the initial 2004-2013 forecast period, ac- 
cording to CBO Medicare part D base- 
lines for 2004-2013. 

In March of 2012, the CBO reduced its 
Medicare part D spending projection 
from 2013-2022 by $107 billion. This was 
due to ‘‘an increase in the number of 
high-volume drugs with generic sub- 
stitutes available and changes in drug 
utilization.’’ At the same time, CBO in- 
creased its projected spending for the 
rest of Medicare. 

Now let’s take a look at the average 
beneficiary part D premiums in 2012 
that are far below the original projec- 
tions. As a matter of fact, you can see 
here on the chart that the average 
monthly beneficiary premium for part 
D coverage is about $30 in 2012, vir- 
tually unchanged from 2011 and far 
below the $56 forecast that was origi- 
nally projected. According to the CMS 
administrator, Don Berwick, these con- 
sistently low premiums, ‘‘are going to 
make medications more affordable to 
the Medicare beneficiaries,” and CMS 
officials reported in 2011 over 99 per- 
cent of part D enrollees had access to 
the plan with a premium that is the 
same or lower than their 2010 premium. 
And you can see that very clearly here 
on this chart of what the projections 
were and what the actual amount is 
coming in. The same amount of the 
premium in 2011 and 2012. Just remark- 
able. 

Now research shows that increased 
access to medication achieved through 
part D is actually lowering bene- 
ficiaries’ health care costs. A new 
study in JAMA found that the imple- 
mentation of the Medicare prescription 
drug program was followed by a $1,200 
per year decrease in nondrug medical 
spending among those who previously 
had limited drug coverage, which has 
been reported to generate over $12 bil- 
lion per year in savings to part D from 
less use of hospital and skilled nursing 
facilities. 

As a matter of fact, what this has 
shown is that because patients are re- 
ceiving their medication and can afford 
them, they are not going to the hos- 
pital as much, therefore saving costs. 
Beneficiaries are also highly satisfied 
with part D. Recently released surveys 
showed that Medicare part D enrollees 
are overwhelmingly satisfied with part 
D coverage. Highty-eight percent of the 
part D enrollees are satisfied with their 
coverage, and 95 percent say this cov- 
erage works well. Additionally, vulner- 
able beneficiaries who are dually eligi- 
ble for both Medicaid and Medicare ex- 
hibit the highest satisfaction. 

Now should the high court fail to 
overturn the law, or sever parts of this 
disastrous piece of legislation, the 
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House Republicans will continue to 
fight to defund and repeal ObamaCare. 
While the country continues to suffer 
from failed policies and broken prom- 
ises of the Obama administration, my 
Republican colleagues and I will not 
only continue to undo the damage, but 
we will also rebuild a health care sys- 
tem that puts patients and their doc- 
tors in the driver’s seat rather than the 
unelected bureaucrats here in Wash- 
ington, D.C. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the remain- 
der of my time. 
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HOUSE BILLS APPROVED BY THE 
PRESIDENT 


The President notified the Clerk of 
the House that on the following dates 
he had approved and signed bills of the 
following titles: 

January 31, 2012: 

H.R. 3800. An Act to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to extend the funding 
and expenditure authority of the Airport and 
Airway Trust Fund, to amend title 49, United 
States Code, to extend authorizations for the 
airport improvement program, and for other 
purposes. 

February 1, 2012: 

H.R. 3237. An Act to amend the SOAR Act 
by clarifying the scope of coverage of the 
Act. 

February 10, 2012: 

H.R. 3801. An Act to amend the Tariff Act 
of 1930 to clarify the definition of aircraft 
and the offenses penalized under the aviation 
smuggling provisions under that Act, and for 
other purposes. 

February 14, 2012: 

H.R. 588. An Act to redesignate the 
Noxubee National Wildlife Refuge as the 
Sam D. Hamilton Noxubee National Wildlife 
Refuge. 

H.R. 658. An Act to amend title 49, United 
States Code, to authorize appropriations for 
the Federal Aviation Administration for fis- 
cal years 2011 through 2014, to streamline 
programs, create efficiencies, reduce waste, 
and improve aviation safety and capacity, to 
provide stable funding for the national avia- 
tion system, and for other purposes. 

February 22, 2012: 

H.R. 3630. An Act to provide incentives for 

the creation of jobs, and for other purposes. 
February 27, 2012: 

H.R. 1162. An Act to provide the Quileute 
Indian Tribe Tsunami and Flood Protection, 
and for other purposes. 

March 8, 2012: 

H.R. 347. An Act to correct and simplify 
the drafting of section 1752 (relating to re- 
stricted buildings or grounds) of title 18, 
United States Code. 

March 18, 2012: 

H.R. 4105. An Act to apply the counter- 
vailing duty provisions of the Tariff Act of 
1930 to nonmarket economy countries, and 
for other purposes. 

March 30, 2012: 

H.R. 4281. An Act to provide an extension 
of Federal-aid highway, highway safety, 
motor carrier safety, transit, and other pro- 
grams funded out of the Highway Trust Fund 
pending enactment of a multiyear law reau- 
thorizing such programs. 

April 2, 2012: 

H.R. 473. An Act to provide for the convey- 
ance of approximately 140 acres of land in 
the Ouachita National Forest in Oklahoma 
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to the Indian Nations Council, Inc., of the 
Boy Scouts of America, and for other pur- 
poses. 

H.R. 886. An Act to require the Secretary 
of the Treasury to mint coins in commemo- 
ration of the 225th anniversary of the estab- 
lishment of the Nation’s first Federal law en- 
forcement agency, the United States Mar- 
shals Service. 

April 5, 2012: 

H.R. 3606. An Act to increase American job 
creation and economic growth by improving 
access to the public capital markets for 
emerging growth companies. 

May 15, 2012: 

H.R. 298. An Act to designate the facility of 
the United States Postal Service located at 
500 East Whitestone Boulevard in Cedar 
Park, Texas, as the “Army Specialist Mat- 
thew Troy Morris Post Office Building”. 

H.R. 1423. An Act to designate the facility 
of the United States Postal Service located 
at 115 4th Avenue Southwest in Ardmore, 
Oklahoma, as the ‘‘Specialist Micheal E. 
Phillips Post Office”. 

H.R. 2079. An Act to designate the facility 
of the United States Postal Service located 
at 10 Main Street in East Rockaway, New 
York, as the ‘John J. Cook Post Office”. 

H.R. 2213. An Act to designate the facility 
of the United States Postal Service located 
at 801 West Eastport Street in Inks, Mis- 
sissippi, as the ‘‘Sergeant Jason W. Vaughn 
Post Office”. 

H.R. 2244. An Act to designate the facility 
of the United States Postal Service located 
at 67 Castle Street in Geneva, New York, as 
the ‘‘Corporal Steven Blaine Riccione Post 
Office”. 

H.R. 2660. An Act to designate the facility 
of the United States Postal Service located 
at 122 North Holderrieth Boulevard in 
Tomball, Texas, as the “Tomball Veterans 
Post Office”. 

H.R. 2668. An Act to designate the station 
of the United States Border Patrol located at 
2136 South Naco Highway in Bisbee, Arizona, 
as the “Brian A. Terry Border Patrol Sta- 
tion”. 

H.R. 2767. An Act to designate the facility 
of the United States Postal Service located 
at 8 West Silver Street in Westfield, Massa- 
chusetts, as the “William T. Trent Post Of- 
fice Building”. 

H.R. 3004. An Act to designate the facility 
of the United States Postal Service located 
at 260 California Drive in Yountville, Cali- 
fornia, as the ‘‘Private First Class Alejandro 
R. Ruiz Post Office Building”. 

H.R. 3246. An Act to designate the facility 
of the United States Postal Service located 
at 15455 Manchester Road in Ballwin, Mis- 
souri, as the ‘‘Specialist Peter J. Navarro 
Post Office Building”. 

H.R. 3247. An Act to designate the facility 
of the United States Postal Service located 
at 1100 Town and Country Commons in Ches- 
terfield, Missouri, as the ‘‘Lance Corporal 
Matthew P. Pathenos Post Office Building”. 

H.R. 3248. An Act to designate the facility 
of the United States Postal Service located 
at 112 South 5th Street in Saint Charles, 
Missouri, as the ‘‘Lance Corporal Drew W. 
Weaver Post Office Building”. 

May 25, 2012: 

H.R. 4045. An Act to modify the Depart- 
ment of Defense Program Guidance relating 
to the award of Post-Deployment/Mobiliza- 
tion Respite Absence administrative absence 
days to members of the reserve components 
to exempt any member whose qualified mo- 
bilization commenced before October 1, 2011, 
and continued on, or after that date, from 
the changes to the program guidance that 
took effect on that date. 
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H.R. 4967. An Act to prevent the termi- 
nation of the temporary office of bankruptcy 
judges in certain judicial districts. 

May 30, 2012: 

H.R. 2072. An Act to reauthorize the Ex- 
port-Import Bank of the United States, and 
for other purposes. 

May 31, 2012: 

H.R. 5740. An Act to extend the National 
Flood Insurance Program, and for other pur- 
poses. 

June 5, 2012: 

H.R. 2415. An Act to designate the facility 
of the United States Postal Service located 
at 11 Dock Street in Pittston, Pennsylvania, 
as the ‘‘Trooper Joshua D. Miller Post Office 
Building”. 

H.R. 3220. An Act to designate the facility 
of the United States Postal Service located 
at 170 Evergreen Square SW in Pine City, 
Minnesota, as the ‘‘Master Sergeant Daniel 
L. Fedder Post Office’’. 

H.R. 3418. An Act to designate the facility 
of the United States Postal Service located 
at 1449 West Avenue in Bronx, New York, as 
the ‘‘Private Isaac T. Cortes Post Office”. 

H.R. 4119. An Act to reduce the trafficking 
of drugs and to prevent human smuggling 
across the Southwest Border by deterring 
the construction and use of border tunnels. 

H.R. 4849. An Act to direct the Secretary of 
the Interior to issue commercial use author- 
izations to commercial stock operators for 
operations in designated wilderness within 
the Sequoia and Kings Canyon National 
Parks, and for other purposes. 

June 8. 2012: 

H.R. 2947. An Act to provide for the release 
of the reversionary interest held by the 
United States in certain land conveyed by 
the United States in 1950 for the establish- 
ment of an airport in Cook County, Min- 
nesota. 

H.R. 3992. An Act to allow otherwise eligi- 
ble Israeli nationals to receive E-2 non- 
immigrant visas if similarly situated United 
States nationals are eligible for similar non- 
immigrant status in Israel. 

H.R. 4097. An Act to amend the John F. 
Kennedy Center Act to authorize appropria- 
tions for the John F. Kennedy Center for the 
Performing Arts, and for other purposes. 


EES 


SENATE BILLS APPROVED BY THE 
PRESIDENT 


The President notified the Clerk of 
the House that on the following dates 
he had approved and signed bills of the 
Senate of the following titles: 

March 14, 2012: 

S. 1184. An Act to authorize the St. Croix 
River Crossing Project with appropriate 
mitigation measures to promote river val- 
ues. 

S. 1710. An Act to designate the United 
States courthouse located at 222 West 7th 
Avenue, Anchorage, Alaska, as the James M. 
Fitzgerald United States Courthouse. 

April 4, 2012: 

S. 2038. An Act to prohibit Members of 
Congress and employees of Congress from 
using nonpublic information derived from 
their official positions for personal benefit, 
and for other purposes. 

May 15, 2012: 

S. 1302. An Act to authorize the Adminis- 
trator of General Services to convey a parcel 
of real property in Tracy, California, to the 
City of Tracy. 

June 13, 2012: 

S. 3261. An Act to allow the Chief of the 
Forest Service to award certain contracts for 
large air tankers. 


June 19, 2012 


LEAVE OF ABSENCE 


By unanimous consent, leave of ab- 
sence was granted to: 

Mr. MILLER of Florida (at the request 
of Mr. CANTOR) for June 18 and the bal- 
ance of the week on account of a death 
in the family. 


EEE 
ADJOURNMENT 


Mr. WOODALL. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord- 
ingly (at 8 o’clock and 20 minutes 
p.m.), under its previous order, the 
House adjourned until tomorrow, 
Wednesday, June 20, 2012, at 10 a.m. for 
morning-hour debate. 


-m 


OATH OF OFFICE OF MEMBERS, 
RESIDENT COMMISSIONER, AND 
DELEGATES 


The oath of office required by the 
sixth article of the Constitution of the 
United States, and as provided by sec- 
tion 2 of the act of May 13, 1884 (23 
Stat. 22), to be administered to Mem- 
bers, Resident Commissioner, and Dele- 
gates of the House of Representatives, 
the text of which is carried in 5 U.S.C. 
3331: 

“I, AB, do solemnly swear (or af- 
firm) that I will support and defend 
the Constitution of the United 
States against all enemies, foreign 
and domestic; that I will bear true 
faith and allegiance to the same; 
that I take this obligation freely, 
without any mental reservation or 
purpose of evasion; and that I will 
well and faithfully discharge the 
duties of the office on which I am 
about to enter. So help me God.” 


has been subscribed to in person and 
filed in duplicate with the Clerk of the 
House of Representatives by the fol- 
lowing Member of the 112th Congress, 
pursuant to the provisions of 2 U.S.C. 
25: 

RON BARBER, Arizona Eighth. 


a 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 


Under clause 2 of rule XIV, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 

6476. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Procurement and Property Management, De- 
partment of Agriculture, transmitting the 
Department’s final rule — Guidelines for the 
Transfer of Excess Computers or Other Tech- 
nical Equipment Pursuant to Section 14220 of 
the 2008 Farm Bill (RIN: 0599-AA13) received 


May 15, 2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Agri- 
culture. 


6477. A letter from the Director, Regu- 
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen- 
cy’s final rule — 1-Naphthaleneacetic acid; 
Pesticide Tolerances [EPA-HQ-OPP-2004-0144; 
FRL-9346-9] (RIN: 2070-ZA16) received May 8, 
2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Agriculture. 
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6478. A letter from the Director, Regu- 
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen- 
cy’s final rule — _  a-(p-Nonylphenol)-w- 
hydroxypoly(oxyethylene) Sulfate and Phos- 
phate Esters; Exemption from the Require- 
ment of a Tolerance [EPA-HQ-OPP-2011-0526; 
FRL-9340-2] received May 8, 2012, pursuant to 
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Agriculture. 

6479. A letter from the Director, Regu- 
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen- 
cy’s final rule — a-[p-(1,1,3,3- 
Tetramethylbutyl)phenyl]-w- 
hydroxypoly(oxyethylene) Exemption from 
the Requirement of a Tolernace [EPA-HQ- 
OPP-2011-0525; FRL-9340-1] received May 8, 
2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Agriculture. 

6480. A letter from the Director, Regu- 
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen- 
cy’s final rule — Ametoctradin; Pesticide 
Tolerances [EPA-HQ-OPP-2010-0261; FRL- 
9339-7] received May 8, 2012, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ag- 
riculture. 

6481. A letter from the Acting Under Sec- 
retary, Department of Defense, transmitting 
the Department’s 2012 Report to Congress on 
Sustainable Ranges; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

6482. A letter from the Chairman, Board of 
Governors of the Federal Reserve System, 
transmitting the twenty-second annual re- 
port on the Profitability of Credit Card Oper- 
ations of Depository Institutions; to the 
Committee on Financial Services. 

6483. A letter from the Chairman and Presi- 
dent, Export-Import Bank, transmitting a 
report on transactions involving U.S. exports 
to Mexico pursuant to Section 2(b)(8) of the 
Export-Import Bank Act of 1945, as amended; 
to the Committee on Financial Services. 

6484. A letter from the Senior Counsel for 
Regulatory Affairs, Financial Stability 
Oversight Council, transmitting the Coun- 
cil’s final rule — Implementation of the 
Freedom of Information Act (RIN: 4030-AA02) 
received May 11, 2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Financial 
Services. 

6485. A letter from the Senior Counsel for 
Regulatory Affairs, Financial Stability 
Oversight Council, transmitting the Coun- 
cil’s final rule — Authority To Require Su- 
pervision and Regulation of Certain Nonbank 
Financial Companies (RIN: 4030-AA00) re- 
ceived May 11, 2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Financial 
Services. 

6486. A letter from the Assistant General 
Counsel for Legislation, Regulation and En- 
ergy Efficiency, Department of Energy, 
transmitting the Department’s final rule — 
Loan Guarantees for Projects That Employ 
Innovative Technologies (RIN: 1901-AB32) re- 
ceived May 22, 2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

6487. A letter from the Director, Regu- 
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen- 
cy’s final rule — Approval and Promulgation 
of Air Quality Implementation Plans; Penn- 
sylvania; Nonattainment New Source Review 
Rules [EPA-R03-OAR-2011-0925; FRL-9669-3] 
received May 8, 2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

6488. A letter from the Director, Regu- 
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen- 
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cy’s final rule — Designation of Areas for Air 
Quality Planning Purposes; California; West- 
ern Mojave Desert Ozone Nonattainment 
Area; Reclassification to Severe [EPA-R09- 
OAR-2012-0249; FRL-9669-7] received May 8, 
2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

6489. A letter from the Director, Regu- 
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen- 
cy’s final rule — Final Rule to Implement 
the 1997 8-Hour Ozone National Ambient Air 
Quality Standard: Classification of Areas 
That Were Initially Classified Under Subpart 
1; Revision of the Anti-Backsliding Provi- 
sions to Address 1-Hour Contingency Meas- 
ure Requirements; Deletion of Obsolete 1- 
Hour Ozone Standard Provision [EPA-HQ- 
OAR-2007-0956; FRL-9668-4] (RIN: 2060-A096) 
received May 8, 2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

6490. A letter from the Director, Regu- 
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen- 
cy’s final rule — National Priorities List, 
Final Rule No. 54 [EPA-HQ-SFUND-2011-0644, 
0645 and 0654; FRL-9668-1] received May 8, 
2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

6491. A letter from the Director, Regu- 
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen- 
cy’s final rule — Approval and Promulgation 
of Implementation Plans; Commonwealth of 
Kentucky; Regional Haze State Implementa- 
tion Plan; Correction [EPA-R04-OAR-2009- 
0783; FRL-9669-2] received May 8, 2012, pursu- 
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee 
on Energy and Commerce. 

6492. A letter from the Director, Regu- 
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen- 
cy’s final rule — Approval and Promulgation 
of Air Quality Implementation Plans; West 
Virginia; Ohio; Determination of Clean Data 
for the 2006 24-Hour Fine Particulate Stand- 
ard for the Steubenville-Weirton Area [EPA- 
R03-OAR-2011-0556; FRL-9669-5] received May 
8, 2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to 
the Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

6493. A letter from the Director, Regu- 
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen- 
cy’s final rule — Air Quality Designations 
for the 2008 Ozone National Ambient Air 
Quality Standards [EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0476; 
FRL-9668-2] (RIN: 2060-AP87) received May 8, 
2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

6494. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Congressional Affairs, Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission, transmitting the Commission’s 
final rule — Model Safety Evaluation for 
Plant-Specific Adoption of Technical Speci- 
fications Task Force Traveler TSTF-482, Re- 
vision 1, ‘‘Change in Technical Specifications 
End States (WCAP-16294)’’ Using the Consoli- 
dated Line Item Improvement Process 
[Project No.: 753; NRC-2012-0019] received 
May 9, 2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); 
to the Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

6495. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Congressional Affairs, Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission, transmitting the Commission’s 
final rule — Low-Level Radioactive Waste 
Management and Volume Reduction [NRC- 
2011-0183] received May 9, 2012, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on En- 
ergy and Commerce. 

6496. A letter from the Deputy Director, 
Defense Security Cooperation Agency, trans- 
mitting Transmittal No. 12-21, pursuant to 
the reporting requirements of Section 
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36(b)(1) of the Arms Export Control Act, as 
amended; to the Committee on Foreign Af- 
fairs. 

6497. A letter from the Secretary, Depart- 
ment of Commerce, transmitting a certifi- 
cation of export to China; to the Committee 
on Foreign Affairs. 

6498. A letter from the Secretary, Depart- 
ment of Commerce, transmitting a certifi- 
cation of export to China; to the Committee 
on Foreign Affairs. 

6499. A letter from the Assistant Secretary, 
Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting a Memorandum of Justifica- 
tion; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

6500. A letter from the Assistant Secretary, 
Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting the Department’s report pursu- 
ant to section 3 of the Arms Export Control 
Act; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

6501. A letter from the Chair, Federal Elec- 
tion Commission, transmitting five legisla- 
tive recommendations from the Commission; 
to the Committee on House Administration. 

6502. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Surface Mining, Department of the Interior, 
transmitting the Department’s final rule — 
Virginia Regulatory Program [VA-126-FOR; 
OSM-2008-0012] received May 22, 2012, pursu- 
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee 
on Natural Resources. 

6503. A letter from the Assistant Attorney 
General, Department of Justice, transmit- 
ting information on Defense of Marriage Act 
litigation; to the Committee on the Judici- 
ary. 

6504. A letter from the Attorney Advisor, 
Department of Homeland Security, transmit- 
ting the Department’s final rule — Security 
Zone; Choptank River and Cambridge Chan- 
nel, Cambridge, MD [Docket No.: USCG-2011- 
1164] (RIN: 1625-AA87) received May 14, 2012, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com- 
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc- 
ture. 

6505. A letter from the Attorney Advisor, 
Department of Homeland Security, transmit- 
ting the Department’s final rule — Draw- 
bridge Operation Regulation; Anacostia 
River, Washington, DC [Docket No.: USCG- 
2011-0591] (RIN: 1625-AA09) received May 14, 
2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Transportation and Infra- 
structure. 

6506. A letter from the Attorney Advisor, 
Department of Homeland Security, transmit- 
ting the Department’s final rule — Special 
Local Regulations; Safety and Security 
Zones; Recurring Events in Captain of the 
Port Long Island Sound Zone [Docket No.: 
USCG-2008-0384] (RIN: 1625-AA00; 1625-AA08; 
1625-A A87) received May 14, 2012, pursuant to 
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

6507. A letter from the Attorney Advisor, 
Department of Homeland Security, transmit- 
ting the Department’s final rule — Seagoing 
Barges [Docket No.: USCG-2011-0363] (RIN: 
1625-AB71) received May 14, 2012, pursuant to 
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

6508. A letter from the Senior Program An- 
alyst, Department of Transportation, trans- 
mitting the Department’s final rule — Dam- 
age Tolerance and Fatigue Evaluation for 
Composite Rotorcraft Structures, and Dam- 
age Tolerance and Fatigue Evaluation for 
Metallic Structures; Correction [Docket No.: 
FAA-2009-0660; Amdt. Nos. 27-47A, 29-54A; and 
Docket No. FAA-2009-0413; Amdt. No. 29-55A] 
(RIN: 2120-AJ52, 2120-AJ51) received May 15, 
2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Transportation and Infra- 
structure. 
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6509. A letter from the Deputy General 
Counsel, Small Business Administration, 
transmitting the Administration’s final rule 
— Small Business Size Standards: Transpor- 
tation and Warehousing (RIN: 3245-AG08) re- 
ceived May 28, 2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Small 
Business. 

6510. A letter from the Deputy General 
Counsel, Small Business Administration, 
transmitting the Administration’s final rule 
— Disaster Assistance Loan Program; Max- 
imum Term for Disaster Loans to Small 
Businesses With Credit Available Elsewhere 
(RIN: 3245-AG42) received May 22, 2012, pursu- 
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee 
on Small Business. 

6511. A letter from the Secretary, Depart- 
ment of Health and Human Services, trans- 
mitting the ninth annual report on the Tem- 
porary Assistance for Needy Families 
(TANF) program; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

6512. A letter from the Assistant Secretary, 
Department of Defense, transmitting addi- 
tional legislative proposals that the Depart- 
ment requests be enacted during the second 
session of the 112th Congress; jointly to the 
Committees on Armed Services and Foreign 
Affairs. 

6513. A letter from the Secretary, Depart- 
ment of Energy, transmitting the Depart- 
ment’s report to Congress concerning the 
Mixed Oxide (MOX) Fuel Fabrication Facil- 
ity being constructed at the Department’s 
Savannah River Site near Aiken, South 
Carolina, pursuant to 50 U.S.C. 4806(a)(3); 
jointly to the Committees on Armed Serv- 
ices and Energy and Commerce. 

6514. A letter from the Assistant Attorney 
General, Department of Justice, transmit- 
ting second quarterly report of FY 2012 on 
the Uniformed Services Employment and Re- 
employment Rights Act; jointly to the Com- 
mittees on the Judiciary and Veterans’ Af- 
fairs. 


a 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 


Mr. BISHOP of Utah: Committee on 
Rules. House Resolution 691. Resolu- 
tion providing for consideration of the 
bill (H.R. 4480) to provide for the devel- 
opment of a plan to increase oil and 
gas exploration, development, and pro- 
duction under oil and gas leases of Fed- 
eral lands under the jurisdiction of the 
Secretary of Agriculture, the Secretary 
of Energy, the Secretary of the Inte- 
rior, and the Secretary of Defense in 
response to a drawdown of petroleum 
reserves from the Strategic Petroleum 
Reserve (Rept. 112-540). Referred to the 
House Calendar. 


ee 


PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XII, public 
bills and resolutions of the following 
titles were introduced and severally re- 
ferred, as follows: 

By Mr. KUCINICH (for himself, Ms. 
SLAUGHTER, Ms. WOOLSEY, Ms. CHU, 
Mr. YARMUTH, Mr. HONDA, Mr. 
Moran, Mr. GRIJALVA, Ms. ROYBAL- 
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ALLARD, Mr. BLUMENAUER, Mr. CON- 
YERS, Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. ELLISON, and 
Ms. EDWARDS): 

H.R. 5959. A bill to place a moratorium on 
permitting for mountaintop removal coal 
mining until health studies are conducted by 
the Department of Health and Human Serv- 
ices, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on Natural Resources, and in addition 
to the Committees on Transportation and In- 
frastructure, and Energy and Commerce, for 
a period to be subsequently determined by 
the Speaker, in each case for consideration 
of such provisions as fall within the jurisdic- 
tion of the committee concerned. 

By Mr. MARKEY (for himself, Mr. GRI- 
JALVA, and Mr. LUJAN): 

H.R. 5960. A bill to amend the Healthy For- 
ests Restoration Act of 2003 to improve the 
response to insect infestations and related 
diseases and to change the funding source for 
the Healthy Forests Reserve Program, to 
codify the stewardship end result con- 
tracting and good neighbor authorities, and 
to amend the emergency watershed protec- 
tion program to improve post fire rehabilita- 
tion, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on Agriculture, and in addition to the 
Committee on Natural Resources, for a pe- 
riod to be subsequently determined by the 
Speaker, in each case for consideration of 
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic- 
tion of the committee concerned. 

By Mrs. CAPITO (for herself, Mr. AKIN, 
Mr. Ross of Florida, Mr. HARRIS, Mr. 
SMITH of Nebraska, Mr. JOHNSON of 
Ohio, Mr. HOLDEN, Mr. GRIFFITH of 
Virginia, Mr. GOODLATTE, Mr. THOMP- 
SON of Pennsylvania, Mr. TERRY, and 
Mrs. NOEM): 

H.R. 5961. A bill to provide reasonable lim- 
its, control, and oversight over the Environ- 
mental Protection Agency’s use of aerial 
surveillance of America’s farmers; to the 
Committee on Transportation and Infra- 
structure. 

By Mrs. CAPPS (for herself, Mr. 
HANNA, Mr. FARR, and Mr. DEFAZIO): 

H.R. 5962. A bill to amend the Organic 
Foods Production Act of 1990 to require rec- 
ordkeeping and authorize investigations and 
enforcement actions for violations of such 
Act, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. COLE: 

H.R. 5963. A bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to extend for 1 year the de- 
duction for expenses of elementary and sec- 
ondary school teachers and to allow such de- 
duction with respect to home school ex- 


penses; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 
By Mr. CUELLAR (for himself and Mr. 


McCaAUL): 

H.R. 5964. A bill to provide for alternative 
financing arrangements for the provision of 
certain services and the construction and 
maintenance of infrastructure at land border 
ports of entry, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means, and in addi- 
tion to the Committees on Transportation 
and Infrastructure, and the Judiciary, for a 
period to be subsequently determined by the 
Speaker, in each case for consideration of 
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic- 
tion of the committee concerned. 

By Mr. GALLEGLY: 

H.R. 5965. A bill to require the Chief of the 
Forest Service to make the Forest Service 
First and Second Generation Modular Air- 
borne FireFighting System (MAFFS) units 
available to units of the Air National Guard 
and Air Force Reserve that have the aircraft 
capability and pilot and crew member train- 
ing adequate for utilizing such firefighting 
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systems to help alleviate the shortage of air 
tankers to fight wildfires; to the Committee 
on Agriculture. 

By Mr. KING of New York (for himself 
and Mr. MEEKS): 

H.R. 5966. A bill to establish a United 
States Boxing Commission to administer the 
Professional Boxing Safety Act, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Edu- 
cation and the Workforce, and in addition to 
the Committee on Energy and Commerce, for 
a period to be subsequently determined by 
the Speaker, in each case for consideration 
of such provisions as fall within the jurisdic- 
tion of the committee concerned. 

By Mr. MARKEY (for himself and Mr. 
WELCH): 

H.R. 5967. A bill to amend title VI of the 
Public Utility Regulatory Policies Act of 
1978 to establish a Federal renewable elec- 
tricity and energy efficiency standard for 
certain electric utilities, and for other pur- 
poses; to the Committee on Energy and Com- 
merce. 

By Mr. POSEY (for himself and Mr. 
BUCHANAN): 

H.R. 5968. A bill to amend the Consolidated 
Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1985 
to authorize the Commissioner of U.S. Cus- 
toms and Border Protection to enter into re- 
imbursable fee agreements for the provision 
of additional services at Customs ports of 
entry, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. WALBERG (for himself, Mr. 
TERRY, Mr. GOODLATTE, Mr. ROKITA, 
Mr. Gowpy, and Mrs. SCHMIDT): 

H.R. 5969. A bill to preserve the compan- 
ionship services exemption for minimum 
wage and overtime pay under the Fair Labor 
Standards Act of 1938; to the Committee on 
Education and the Workforce. 

By Mr. WALBERG (for himself, Mr. 
TERRY, Mr. GOODLATTE, Mr. ROKITA, 
Mr. Gowpy, and Mrs. SCHMIDT): 

H.R. 5970. A bill to prohibit the Secretary 
of Labor from finalizing a proposed rule re- 
lating to the application of the Fair Labor 
Standards Act of 1938 to domestic service 
employees; to the Committee on Education 
and the Workforce. 

By Mr. WALSH of Illinois: 

H.R. 5971. A bill to amend the Help Amer- 
ica Vote Act of 2002 to require each indi- 
vidual who desires to vote in an election for 
Federal office to provide the appropriate 
election official with a government-issued 
photo identification, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on House Administration. 

By Ms. ZOE LOFGREN of California 
(for herself, Mr. CONYERS, Mr. 
PETERS, and Mr. DIAZ-BALART): 

H. Res. 690. A resolution recognizing the 
Proclamation of the Refugee Congress; to 
the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. LAMBORN: 

H. Res. 692. A resolution recognizing the 
30th Anniversary of the United States Air 
Force Space Command headquartered at 
Peterson Air Force Base, Colorado; to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

By Ms. MOORE (for herself, Ms. BASS 
of California, Mr. CONYERS, Ms. RICH- 
ARDSON, Mr. CLARKE of Michigan, Mr. 
GRIJALVA, Ms. LEE of California, Mr. 
RANGEL, Mr. STARK, Ms. WILSON of 
Florida, Ms. NORTON, and Ms. WooL- 
SEY): 

H. Res. 693. A resolution expressing support 
for designation of June as ‘‘National Family 
Reunification Month’’; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 


Í 
MEMORIALS 
Under clause 4 of rule XXII. 
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234. The SPEAKER presented a memorial 
of the House of Representatives of the State 
of Arizona, relative to House Memorial 2002 
urging the Congress to pass House Joint Res- 
olution 106; to the Committee on the Judici- 
ary. 


-Á—e 


CONSTITUTIONAL AUTHORITY 
STATEMENT 


Pursuant to clause 7 of rule XII of 
the Rules of the House of Representa- 
tives, the following statements are sub- 
mitted regarding the specific powers 
granted to Congress in the Constitu- 
tion to enact the accompanying bill or 
joint resolution. 

By Mr. KUCINICH: 

H.R. 5959. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article 1, Section 8, Clause III of the Con- 
stitution. 

By Mr. MARKEY: 

H.R. 5960. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

This bill addresses management of federal 
land. Accordingly, we turn to the following 
constitutional authority: Article IV, Section 
3, Clause 2. 

The Congress shall have Power to dispose 
of and make all needful Rules and Regula- 
tions respecting the Territory or other Prop- 
erty belonging to the United States; and 
nothing in this Constitution shall be so con- 
strued as to Prejudice any Claims of the 
United States, or of any particular State. 

Currently, the federal government pos- 
sesses approximately 1.8 billion acres of 
land. The land at issue in this bill is but a 
small part of those holdings. The U.S. Con- 
stitution specifically addresses the relation- 
ship of the federal government to lands. Ar- 
ticle IV, Sec. 3, Clause 2—the Property 
Clause—gives Congress plenary power and 
full authority over federal property. The 
U.S. Supreme Court has described Congress’s 
power to legislate under this Clause as 
“without limitation.” Because of this ex- 
press Constitutional authority, Congress has 
the right, if not the duty, to properly man- 
age its public lands, including establishing 
forestation policies, and tree harvesting and 
tree salvaging. This bill falls squarely within 
the express Constitutional power set forth in 
the Property Clause. 

By Mrs. CAPITO: 

H.R. 5961. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 3 (Interstate 
Commerce Clause) 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 18 (Necessary 
and proper clause) 

By Mrs. CAPPS: 

H.R. 5962. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article 1, Section 8, Clause 3 

By Mr. COLE: 

H.R. 5963. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 1 

The Congress shall have the Power to lay 
and collect Taxes, Duties, Imposts and Ex- 
cises, to pay the Debts and provide for the 
common Defense and general Welfare of the 
United States; but all Duties, Imposts and 
Excises shall be uniform throughout the 
United States. 

By Mr. CUELLAR: 

H.R. 5964. 
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Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

THE U.S. CONSTITUTION ARTICLE I, 
SECTION 8: POWERS OF CONGRESS 
CLAUSE 18 

The Congress shall have power To 
make all laws which shall be necessary and 
proper for carrying into execution the fore- 
going powers, and all other powers vested by 
this Constitution in the government of the 
United States, or in any department or offi- 
cer thereof. 

By Mr. GALLEGLY: 

H.R. 5965. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

This bill is enacted pursuant to Article IV, 
Section 3, Clause 2 of the United States Con- 
stitution, it is the power of Congress to 
‘make all needful Rules and Regulations re- 
specting the Territory or other Property be- 
longing to the United States,”. 

By Mr. KING of New York: 

H.R. 5966. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 1 

The Congress shall have Power to lay and 
collect Taxes, Duties, Imposts and Excises, 
to pay the Debts and provide for the common 
Defence and general Welfare of the United 
States; but all Duties, Imposts and Excises 
shall be uniform throughout the United 
States. 

By Mr. MARKEY: 

H.R. 5967. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, section 8. 

By Mr. POSEY: 

H.R. 5968. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 1 

The Congress shall have Power to lay and 
collect Taxes, Duties, Imposts and Excises, 
to pay the Debts and provide for the common 
Defence and general Welfare of the United 
States; but all Duties, Imposts and Excises 
shall be uniform throughout the United 
States. 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 18 

The Congress shall have Power to make all 
Laws which shall be necessary and proper for 
carrying into Execution the forgoing Powers, 
and all other Powers vested by this Constitu- 
tion in the Government of the United States 
or in any Department of Officer thereof. 

By Mr. WALBERG: 

H.R. 5969. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, section 8 of the Constitution of 
the United States 

By Mr. WALBERG: 

H.R. 5970. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, section 8 of the Constitution of 
the United States 

By Mr. WALSH of Illinois: 

H.R. 5971. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 4, Clause 1: The Times, 
Places, and Manner of holding Elections for 
Senators and Representatives, shall be pre- 
scribed by each state by the legislature 
thereof; but the Congress may at any time 
by Law make or such Regulations, except as 
to the Places of chusing Senators. 


u 


ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 
Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors 
were added to public bills and resolu- 
tions as follows: 


9308 


H.R. 329: Ms. HIRONO. 

H.R. 458: Mr. BACA and Mr. CICILLINE. 

H.R. 640: Mr. COURTNEY. 

H.R. 687: Mr. RUSH, Ms. HIRONO, Mr. ALT- 
MIRE, and Mr. ROONEY. 

H.R. 692: Mrs. ADAMS. 

H.R. 783: Mr. CARNEY. 

H.R. 831: Mr. YOUNG of Florida, Mr. RUSH, 
and Mr. BISHOP of New York. 
. 890: . NORTON. 
. 891: . MILLER of North Carolina. 
. 904: . MEEHAN and Mr. DEFAZIO. 
. 905: . MARCHANT. 
. 980: . JONES. 
. 931: . ROKITA. 
. 987: Mr. CLARKE of Michigan. 
. 1063: Mr. PETERS. 
. 1084: Mr. SCHIFF. 

H.R. 1116: Mr. LUJAN and Ms. BROWN of 
Florida. 

H.R. 1167: Mr. Mica. 

H.R. 1172: Mr. BISHOP of Georgia. 

H.R. 1236: Mr. KING of New York and Mr. 
ANDREWS. 
. 1277: 
. 1283: 
. 1285: 
. 1307: 
. 1394: 
. 1523: 
. 1533: 


. PLATTS. 
. ROONEY. 
. GRIFFITH of Virginia. 
. KLINE. 
. CAPUANO and Mr. HIGGINS. 
. STARK. 
. DONNELLY of Indiana. 
. 1537: . CARNEY. 
H.R. 1546: Mr. GARDNER, Mr. SCOTT of 
South Carolina, and Mr. BISHOP of Georgia. 


H.R. 1588: Mr. RIGELL. 

H.R. 1614: Mr. TIBERI and Mr. AMODEI. 
H.R. 1620: Mr. HEINRICH. 

H.R. 1639: Mr. HECK and Mr. CUELLAR. 


1648: Ms. EDWARDS, Mr. 
FALEOMAVAEGA, Mr. HEINRICH, and Mr. PERL- 
MUTTER. 

H.R. 1700: Mr. AMODEI and Mr. WOMACK. 

H.R. 1718: Ms. HIRONO. 

H.R. 1755: Mrs. MYRICK. 

H.R. 1842: Mr. CUMMINGS, Ms. MCCOLLUM, 
and Mr. CARNAHAN. 

H.R. 1860: Mr. AMODEI. 

H.R. 1919: Mr. COURTNEY. 

H.R. 1946: Mr. MICHAUD. 

H.R. 1983: Ms. LEE of California. 

H.R. 2030: Mr. ELLISON. 

H.R. 2032: Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania 
and Mr. WOMACK. 

H.R. 2077: Mr. GOODLATTE. 

H.R. 2104: Mr. WOMACK and Mrs. MCCARTHY 
of New York. 

H.R. 2123: Mr. WOLF. 

H.R. 2139: Mr. CHABOT, Mr. BARROW, Mr. 
LEWIS of Georgia, and Ms. EDDIE BERNICE 
JOHNSON of Texas. 

H.R. 2194: Mr. MURPHY of Connecticut. 

H.R. 2267: Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. 

H.R. 2492: Mr. ENGEL and Mr. WALZ of Min- 
nesota. 

H.R. 2497: Mrs. HARTZLER, Mr. WESTMORE- 
LAND, Mr. WOODALL, Mr. GRAVES of Missouri, 
Mr. MICA, and Mrs. BLACK. 

H.R. 2637: Mr. STARK. 

H.R. 2655: Mr. CONYERS and Ms. JACKSON 
LEE of Texas. 

H.R. 2705: Mrs. DAVIS of California. 

H.R. 2746: Ms. BONAMICI, Ms. DELAURO, Mr. 
NADLER, Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, and Mr. 
DEUTCH. 

H.R. 2918: Mr. CALVERT. 

H.R. 2962: Mr. LATHAM and Mr. KLINE. 

H.R. 2967: Mr. CLEAVER and Ms. CASTOR of 
Florida. 

H.R. 3158: Mr. BOSWELL, Mr. MCINTYRE, and 
Mr. KISSELL. 

H.R. 3187: Mr. COURTNEY, Mr. MILLER of 
North Carolina, Mr. SHERMAN, and Mr. KIL- 
DEE. 

H.R. 3192: Ms. NORTON. 
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H.R. 3252: Mr. ISRAEL and Mr. REED. 

H.R. 3264: Mr. QUAYLE. 

H.R. 3357: Ms. CASTOR of Florida. 

H.R. 3423: Mr. JONES, Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN, 
and Mr. CLARKE of Michigan. 

H.R. 3435: Mr. MICHAUD. 

H.R. 3496: Mr. SCHIFF and Ms. ZOE LOFGREN 
of California. 

H.R. 3555: Mr. FILNER. 

H.R. 3563: Mr. CASSIDY. 

H.R. 3634: Mr. LOBIONDO. 

H.R. 3643: Mr. SCOTT of South Carolina and 
Mr. GOSAR. 

H.R. 3661: Mr. GUTHRIE, Mr. SMITH of Wash- 
ington, Ms. McCOLLUM, Ms. JACKSON LEE of 
Texas, and Mr. COURTNEY. 

H.R. 3767: Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia and Mr. 
BARTLETT. 

H.R. 3798: Ms. SLAUGHTER, Ms. WILSON of 
Florida, and Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. 

H.R. 3831: Mr. ANDREWS and Mr. YOUNG of 
Alaska. 

H.R. 3984: 

H.R. 3987: 

H.R. 4055: 

H.R. 4057: 

H.R. 4066: 


Mr. 
Mr. 
Mr. 
Mr. 


LEWIS of Georgia. 

COBLE. 

FARR. 

RUSH. 

Mr. GOODLATTE and Mr. KEATING. 

H.R. 4077: Mr. PASTOR of Arizona. 

H.R. 4091: Mr. CLARKE of Michigan, Mr. 
MICHAUD, and Ms. PINGREE of Maine. 

H.R. 4122: Mr. KILDEE. 

H.R. 4160: Mr. MCHENRY. 

H.R. 4165: Mr. MILLER of North Carolina 
and Mr. GALLEGLY. 

H.R. 4169: Mr. PASTOR of Arizona and Ms. 
HIRONO. 

H.R. 4195: Ms. MOORE. 

H.R. 4202: Ms. NORTON and Mr. CONYERS. 

H.R. 4215: Mr. KISSELL and Mr. TERRY. 

H.R. 4235: Mr. LUETKEMEYER. 

H.R. 4264: Mr. BISHOP of Georgia, Mrs. CAP- 
ITO, Mr. JONES, Mr. RENACCI, Mr. 
SCHWEIKERT, Mr. STIVERS, Mr. DUFFY, Mr. 
Royce, Mr. DOLD, and Mr. MANZULLO. 

H.R. 4277: Ms. CHU. 

H.R. 4287: Mr. WOMACK, Ms. MCCOLLUM, Mr. 
SMITH of Washington, and Mrs. CAPPS. 

H.R. 4296: Mr. BACA, Ms. MATSUI, Mr. FARR, 
and Mrs. NAPOLITANO. 

H.R. 4853: Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali- 
fornia. 

H.R. 4367: Mr. AUSTIN SCOTT of Georgia, 
Mr. HIMES, and Mr. PAUL. 

H.R. 4373: Mr. VAN HOLLEN. 

H.R. 4405: Ms. DELAURO and Ms. SCHWARTZ. 

H.R. 4609: Mr. BISHOP of New York and Mr. 
PERLMUTTER. 

H.R. 4643: Mr. CANSECO. 

H.R. 4972: Mr. HINCHEY and Mrs. NAPOLI- 
TANO. 

H.R. 5186: Mr. STARK. 

H.R. 5331: Mr. TOWNS. 

H.R. 5542: Mr. HIGGINS and Mr. 
MUTTER. 

H.R. 5647: Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ, Mr. 
DINGELL, Mr. CICILLINE, Mr. MILLER of North 
Carolina, and Mr. CLAY. 

H.R. 5691: Mr. KUCINICH. 

H.R. 5707: Mr. CONNOLLY of Virginia and 
Ms. HIRONO. 

H.R. 5710: Mr. LATTA. 

H.R. 5741: Mr. MEEKS. 

H.R. 5746: Mr. DAVIS of Illinois, Mr. VAN 
HOLLEN, and Mr. BOUSTANY. 

H.R. 5796: Mr. BISHOP of Georgia. 

H.R. 5846: Mr. KLINE. 

H.R. 5850: Ms. HAHN. 

H.R. 5864: Mr. OWENS, Mr. RYAN of Ohio, 
and Mr. HIGGINS. 

H.R. 5865: Mr. MANZULLO, Mr. DINGELL, Mr. 
SCHILLING, Mr. DOYLE, Mr. LANCE, Mr. 
LYNCH, Mr. HULTGREN, Mr. GENE GREEN of 
Texas, Mr. GUTHRIE, and Mr. DUNCAN of Ten- 
nessee. 
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H.R. 5873: Mr. YOUNG of Alaska, Mr. BOREN, 
Mr. ADERHOLT, Mr. ROGERS of Alabama, Mr. 
LABRADOR, and Mrs. MCMoRRIS RODGERS. 

H.R. 5907: Mr. THOMPSON of California, Mr. 
DANIEL E. LUNGREN of California, and Mr. 
DENHAM. 

H.R. 5911: Mr. KLINE and Mr. SMITH of Ne- 
braska. 

H.R. 5912: Mr. KLINE and Mr. LANKFORD. 

H.R. 5914: Mr. CULBERSON and Mr. PERL- 
MUTTER. 

H.R. 5942: Mr. BURGESS. 

H.R. 5948: Mr. HOLDEN and Mr. LARSON of 
Connecticut. 

H.R. 5948: Mr. FLORES. 

H.R. 5949: Mr. REYES. 

H.R. 5953: Mr. ROONEY, Mr. 
MARCHANT, Mrs. ADAMS, Mr. 
Mrs. BLACK. 

H.R. 5957: Mr. PALAZZO, Mr. MCKINLEY, Mr. 
AKIN, and Mrs. MYRICK. 

. 5958: Mr. REED. 

. Res. 81: Mrs. LUMMIS. 
. Res. 88: Mr. CAPUANO. 
. Res. 90: Mr. CAPUANO. 

H.J. Res. 110: Mr. SESSIONS, Mr. ROGERS of 
Alabama, Mr. BARTLETT, Mr. DAVIS of Ken- 
tucky, Mr. BROUN of Georgia, Mr. NEUGE- 
BAUER, Mr. GINGREY of Georgia, Mrs. MCMorR- 
RIS RODGERS, Mr. BACHUS, Mr. GOSAR, Mr. 
LATTA, Mrs. MILLER of Michigan, Mr. 
FINCHER, and Mr. KLINE. 

Con. Res. 63: Mr. CICILLINE. 

Con. Res. 87: Mr. COHEN. 

Con. Res. 114: Mr. ADERHOLT. 

Con. Res. 119: Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD. 

Con. Res. 122: Mr. LANCE. 

Con. Res. 127: Mr. ROYCE, Mr. PALLONE, 
Mrs. BLACK, and Mr. MACK. 

H. Con. Res. 129: Mr. RoGERS of Michigan, 
Mr. WALBERG, Mr. HUIZENGA of Michigan, 
Mrs. NAPOLITANO, Mr. BISHOP of Georgia, Mr. 
WILSON of South Carolina, Mr. BOSWELL, Mr. 
GOSAR, Mr. BARTLETT, Mr. ROTHMAN of New 
Jersey, Mr. LOBIONDO, and Ms. BORDALLO. 

H. Res. 20: Ms. BONAMICI. 

H. Res. 111: Mr. WATT and Mr. RYAN of Wis- 
consin. 

H. Res. 298: Mr. PALAZZO, Mr. MARCHANT, 
Mr. CLAY, and Mrs. HARTZLER. 

H. Res. 387: Mr. BILIRAKIS. 

H. Res. 613: Mrs. EMERSON, Mr. BRADY of 
Pennsylvania, Mr. RYAN of Ohio, Mr. DOYLE, 
and Mr. BOSWELL. 

H. Res. 618: Ms. MOORE, Mr. ROE of Ten- 
nessee, Ms. BASS of California, Ms. LINDA T. 
SANCHEZ of California, Mr. ROGERS of Michi- 
gan, and Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. 

H. Res. 630: Mr. Ross of Florida, Mr. Mica, 
Mr. PALAZZO, Mr. CANSECO, Mr. BROUN of 
Georgia, Mr. TURNER of New York, Mr. 
LANCE, Mr. FARENTHOLD, Mr. LONG, and Mr. 
CoFFMAN of Colorado. 

H. Res. 632: Mr. WHITFIELD. 

H. Res. 663: Mr. YODER and Mr. KING of New 
York. 

H. Res. 676: Mrs. MALONEY and Mr. SIRES. 


a 


CONGRESSIONAL EARMARKS, LIM- 
ITED TAX BENEFITS, OR LIM- 
ITED TARIFF BENEFITS 


Under clause 9 of rule XXI, lists or 
statements on congressional earmarks, 
limited tax benefits, or limited tariff 
benefits were submitted as follows: 

The amendment to be offered by Rep- 
resentative HASTINGS of Washington, or a 
designee, to H.R. 4480, Strategic Energy Pro- 
duction Act of 2012, does not contain any 
congressional earmarks, limited tax bene- 
fits, or limited tariff benefits as defined in 
clause 9 of rule XXI. 


JONES, Mr. 
Gowby, and 
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DELETIONS OF SPONSORS FROM H.R. 1380: Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS H.R. 3238: Mr. BERG and Mr. ROGERS of 
Kentucky. 


Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors 
were deleted from public bills and reso- 
lutions as follows: 


9310 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE, Vol. 158, Pt. 7 
2012 


SENATE—Tuesday, June 19, 


The Senate met at 10 a.m. and was 
called to order by the Honorable RICH- 
ARD BLUMENTHAL, a Senator from the 
State of Connecticut. 


PRAYER 


The Chaplain, Dr. Barry C. Black, of- 
fered the following prayer: 

Let us pray. 

Eternal and dependable Creator, who 
harmonized the world with seasons and 
climates, sowing and reaping, color and 
fragrance, we praise You for sustaining 
us on this pilgrimage called life. 
Today, illumine the path of our law- 
makers so that they will relinquish 
any motives that are contrary to Your 
will. Lord, strengthen them to do their 
part to serve You and country with 
faithfulness and integrity. Let Your 
peace radiate on wings of faith, hope, 
and love in their hearts this day and 
always. 

We pray in Your holy Name. Amen. 


a 


PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 


The Honorable RICHARD BLUMENTHAL 
led the Pledge of Allegiance, as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub- 
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 


-m 


APPOINTMENT OF ACTING 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will please read a communication 
to the Senate from the President pro 
tempore (Mr. INOUYE). 

The legislative clerk read the fol- 
lowing letter: 

U.S. SENATE, 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 
Washington, DC, June 19, 2012. 
To the Senate: 

Under the provisions of rule I, paragraph 3, 
of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby 
appoint the Honorable RICHARD 
BLUMENTHAL, a Senator from the State of 
Connecticut, to perform the duties of the 
Chair. 

DANIEL K. INOUYE, 
President pro tempore. 

Mr. BLUMENTHAL thereupon as- 
sumed the chair as Acting President 
pro tempore. 


eS 


RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY 
LEADER 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The majority leader is recog- 
nized. 


FLOOD INSURANCE REFORM AND 
MODERNIZATION ACT—MOTION 
TO PROCEED 


Mr. REID. Mr. President, I now move 
to proceed to Calendar No. 250, S. 1940. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The clerk will report the motion. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

Motion to proceed to Calendar No. 250, S. 
1940, a bill to amend the National Flood In- 
surance Act of 1968, to restore the financial 
solvency of the flood insurance fund, and for 
other purposes. 

SCHEDULE 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, following 
my remarks and those of the Repub- 
lican leader, there will be 2 hours 
equally divided and controlled, with 
the majority controlling the first half 
and the Republicans controlling the 
final half. 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 

The hour that is under the control of 
the majority has been given and I ask 
unanimous consent now that Senator 
KERRY be recognized for the hour we 
have allotted to us. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 

Mr. REID. That will be a full hour to 
Senator KERRY and a full hour to the 
Republicans. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 

Mr. REID. The Senate will recess 
from 12:30 p.m. to 2:15 p.m. to allow for 
our weekly caucus meetings. 

Last night, we reached an agreement 
to complete action on the farm bill. As 
a result, there will be several rollcall 
votes beginning at 2:15 p.m. today. 

Everyone who has amendments here 
should understand, if you know the re- 
sult of your amendment—it is pretty 
easy to figure out most of them be- 
cause Senators STABENOW and ROBERTS 
will tell almost everyone how the vote 
is going to wind up—we should be able 
to dispose of a lot of these by voice 
vote. I hope so. Otherwise, people can 
look to some very long nights the next 
night or two. 

We will also begin debate today on 
the joint resolution of disapproval re- 
garding the EPA’s mercury and air 
toxics standards. That will also occur 
during today’s session. 

THE DREAM ACT 

Mr. President, Republicans in Con- 
gress are fond of complaining that this 
country’s immigration system is bro- 
ken. We have heard it for months and 
months, going into years. But they are 
less interested in working with Demo- 
crats to fix this problem they say is 
broken. We have tried. They are totally 
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opposed to our doing anything. We 
have tried, but we just get a handful of 
Republican votes. 

No one I know disagrees that our im- 
migration system needs repair. It cer- 
tainly does. But every time we as 
Democrats offer to work together on 
comprehensive immigration reform, 
Republicans find an excuse to fight 
sensible change. 

And every time Democrats propose 
bipartisan legislation to provide a 
pathway to citizenship for children 
brought here illegally through no fault 
of their own, Republicans have found 
an excuse to oppose our practical re- 
forms. 

There is no better illustration of Re- 
publicans’ hypocrisy than their phony 
outrage this past weekend. 

On Friday, President Obama an- 
nounced the administration would sus- 
pend deportation of young people—up- 
standing young people—brought here 
by their parents as children, provided 
these young people attend college or 
serve in the military. 

More than 800,000 young people who 
have done well in school and stayed out 
of trouble will benefit from this policy 
and become productive members of so- 
ciety. That is what we should all be 
very happy about. 

In this Congress, and the last Con- 
gress, Republicans expressed broad sup- 
port for the principles of President 
Obama’s directive. 

Senator MARK RUBIO, the junior Sen- 
ator from Florida, has even talked up a 
similar idea to the press for months, 
although he never actually produced a 
proposal. This was just talk. There was 
not a single word ever in writing. 

Yet Republicans’ glowing expressions 
of support for the President’s decision 
were not forthcoming. Instead, Repub- 
licans have cried about the way the di- 
rective was issued. They prefer a long- 
term solution. Well, of course we all 
do. They do not like the timing; they 
should have been consulted; and an 
issue this important should have been 
left to Congress. Being left to Con- 
gress—we have tried to do that for 
years, and we cannot because they will 
not let us. They stopped us proce- 
durally. 

Their complaints are varied, but they 
have one thing in common: None of 
them actually takes issue with the sub- 
stance of President Obama’s directive. 
And with the polling results today an- 
nounced in the national press, clearly, 
it is overwhelmingly supported by 
Independents, overwhelmingly sup- 
ported by Democrats, and, frankly, Re- 
publicans are not that much opposed to 
it either. But the only Republicans who 
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are opposed to it by a large margin are 
the Republicans in Congress. 

Leading Republican voices on immi- 
gration have yet to actually disagree 
with the decision. They just do not like 
the way the President made the deci- 
sion—I guess because he will get credit 
for bringing out of the shadows 800,000 
trustworthy young men and women 
who know no other home but the 
United States. America is their home. 
It is the only home they have known. 

I talked about a girl here yesterday 
from Nevada, Astrid. She came here to 
America as a tiny girl. She does not 
know anyplace else. This is her home. 
She is an American. She pledges alle- 
giance to her flag. 

So I remind my colleagues in both 
Houses of Congress, the next move is 
yours. This reprieve for DREAMers 
should not be seen as a free pass for 
Congress. We have lots of other issues 
we have to deal with dealing with im- 
migration. Instead, we should see it as 
a chance for Democrats and Repub- 
licans to work together on a lasting 
answer to the serious shortfalls of our 
broken immigration system. And as we 
work, we will have the benefit of know- 
ing the specter of deportation no 
longer hangs over the heads of hun- 
dreds of thousands of young people. 

Now is hardly the time to walk away 
from the DREAM Act, which would 
have created a pathway to citizenship 
for young people brought to the coun- 
try through no fault of their own. And 
it is certainly no time to abandon calls 
for comprehensive immigration reform 
that is tough, that is fair, and is prac- 
tical. But that is exactly what Repub- 
licans are doing. They are taking their 
marbles and saying: Well, OK, we will 
quit and go home. Quite frankly, a 
number of them have not been here 
anyway to go home. They have not 
helped us anyway. 

Since last Friday, leading Republican 
voices on immigration reform have all 
but ceded the debate until after the 
election. Republicans who once favored 
a permanent solution for America’s 
broken immigration system are now 
abandoning efforts to find common 
ground. 

And the same Republicans who com- 
plained they were not involved enough 
in the President’s decision are now giv- 
ing up any involvement in the broader 
immigration conversation. It makes 
you wonder whether they were com- 
mitted to passing the DREAM Act or 
tackling immigration reform at all, be- 
cause Senate Republicans have twice 
had their chance to vote for the 
DREAM Act. Both times they filibus- 
tered the measure to a legislative 
death. So perhaps it should come as no 
surprise that my Republican colleagues 
are more interested in complaining 
about a system that is broken than in 
working with Democrats to fix it. 

Will the Chair announce the business 
of the day. 
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RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Under the previous order, the 
leadership time is reserved. 

Under the previous order, the fol- 
lowing 2 hours will be equally divided 
and controlled by the two leaders or 
their designees, with the majority con- 
trolling the first hour, and the Repub- 
licans controlling the second hour. 

The Senator from Massachusetts. 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I yield 5 
minutes to the Senator from Colorado. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator from Colorado. 

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I thank the Senator from Massa- 
chusetts for generously yielding to me. 
WIND PTC 

Mr. President, I am on the Senate 
floor today to continue urging this 
body to extend the production tax cred- 
it for wind. I intend to return to the 
floor every morning until the PTC has 
been extended, and I am going to talk 
about the economic and jobs effect on 
the nonextension in each State, and I 
am going to press my colleagues for an 
immediate extension. 

Today I want to focus on a wind 
giant in our country—Texas. Texas 
leads the Nation in wind energy pro- 
duction. The Lone Star State has more 
turbines than all but five countries. 

As you can see, this chart I have in 
the Chamber outlines all the installed 
wind projects in Texas. You can see 
that across the State—from the south 
to the west, from El Paso to Galveston, 
from the Panhandle to southern 
Texas—the wind industry has created 
thousands of jobs and it has helped 
boost the manufacturing and construc- 
tion sectors with good-paying Amer- 
ican jobs. 

For example, Sweetwater, a town of 
11,000 people, has become the new 
Spindletop: You drive past it on the 
interstate and there is a forest of giant 
wind turbines. Among the cotton fields 
of this west Texas rural community, 
Sweetwater is home to one of the larg- 
est wind farms in Texas. And the wind 
industry, using Sweetwater’s open 
spaces, constant winds, and trans- 
mission capacity, has helped revitalize 
this rural community—and really all of 
Nolan County. 

Even oil-rich Houston has become 
something of a wind power capital in 
Texas—thanks to developers such as 
EDP Renewables Pattern Energy, and 
Iberdrola Renewables, as well as BP 
and Shell. 

They say everything is bigger in 
Texas—and that certainly applies when 
it comes to their vast energy resources. 
Texas has it all, from traditional 
sources, like oil and gas, to renewable 
energy, like hydro and wind. 

Texas’ success in harnessing wind en- 
ergy is no accident. Thanks to smart 
State policies, including a renewable 
portfolio standard, which passed in 
1999, and was later amended in 2005, as 
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well as strong Federal support from the 
wind PTC, the Texas wind industry has 
grown dramatically. 

Texas has an all-of-the-above energy 
strategy. The Senator from Massachu- 
setts supports that kind of strategy. I 
support that kind of a strategy. Texas 
embodies this. They have shown great 
promise when it comes to renewable re- 
sources—growing and coexisting with 
traditional energy sources. 

So if you look at what is happening 
in Texas, Texas’ wind energy industry 
supports almost 7,000 jobs. With more 
energy from wind than any other State 
in our country, wind powers over 2.7 
million Texas homes, and almost 7 per- 
cent of Texas’ overall electric power 
comes from wind. It was the first State 
to reach 10,000 megawatts of wind in- 
stallations, and that wind power has 
helped avoid greenhouse gas emissions 
in the equivalence of 3,725,500 passenger 
cars. 

As well, the supply chain of the man- 
ufacturing opportunities in Texas 
stands out. It is home to wind turbine 
manufacturers such as DeWind and 
Alstom, five major tower manufactur- 
ers, blade manufacturer Molded Fiber 
Glass, and many component suppliers. 

This is an example of why we have to 
act, why we have to extend the PTC. 
Without certainty, wind energy compa- 
nies are not able to grow, and they, 
frankly, will shed jobs and whole 
projects. 

In the Senate, we have a bipartisan 
coalition. Senators GRASSLEY, Booz- 
MAN, SCOTT BROWN, HOEVEN, MORAN, 
and THUNE have engaged with many of 
us on this side to extend the wind PTC. 

Let me end by quoting Karl Rove, 
who is known as a proud Texan and 
former senior adviser to President 
George W. Bush. He explains the wind 
PTC as follows: 

It is a market mechanism, you don’t get 
paid unless you produce the power, and we’re 
not picking winners and losers, we’re simply 
saying for some period of time we will pro- 
vide this incentive. 

Let’s extend the PTC now. The solu- 
tion is simple. We have to act. It will 
help American jobs. It will help the 
American economy. It will help our en- 
ergy security efforts. 

So, Mr. President, I thank the Sen- 
ator from Massachusetts again, and I 
yield the floor. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator from Massachusetts. 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I would 
ask I be notified when I have consumed 
about 25 minutes. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator will be notified. 

GLOBAL CLIMATE CHANGE 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, 20 years 
ago this month, a Republican President 
of the United States helped bring to- 
gether all of the world’s largest econo- 
mies in Rio, in Brazil, to confront the 
issue of global climate change. The 
President was unequivocal about the 
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mission. George Herbert Walker Bush 
said simply: 

The United States fully intends to be the 
world’s preeminent leader in protecting the 
global environment. We have been that for 
many years. We will remain so. We believe 
that environment and development... can 
and should go hand in hand. A growing econ- 
omy creates the resources necessary for en- 
vironmental protection, and environmental 
protection makes growth sustainable over 
the long term. 

When he was asked about his own 
target for subsequent meetings of the 
global stakeholders, President Bush 
could not have been more clear. He said 
the United States ‘‘will be there with 
specific plans, prepared to share, but 
more important, that others who have 
signed these documents ought to have 
specific plans. So I think this is a lead- 
ership role. We are challenging them to 
come forward. We will be there. I think 
the Third World and others are entitled 
to know that the commitments made 
are going to be commitments Kept.” 

That was the President of the United 
States speaking on behalf of our Na- 
tion and indeed the aspirations of the 
world 20 years ago. How dramatic and 
sad it is that 20 years later, shockingly 
we find ourselves in a strange and dan- 
gerous place on this issue, a place this 
former President probably would not 
even recognize. 

Thomas Paine actually described to- 
day’s situation very well. As America 
fought for its independence, he said: 
“It is an affront to treat falsehood with 
complaisance.” Yet when it comes to 
the challenge of climate change, the 
falsehood of today’s naysayers is only 
matched by the complacency indiffer- 
ence of our political system. 

It is well past time that we actually 
heed Thomas Paine’s admonition and 
reaffirm the commitment first made by 
President George Herbert Walker Bush. 
As a matter of conscience and common 
sense, we should fight today’s insidious 
conspiracy of silence on climate 
change, a silence that empowers misin- 
formation and mythology to grow 
where science and truth should prevail. 

It is a conspiracy that has not just 
installed but demonized any construc- 
tive effort to put America in a position 
to lead the world on this issue, as 
President Bush promised we would, and 
as Americans have a right to expect we 
will. 

The danger we face could not be more 
real. In the United States, a calculated 
campaign of disinformation has stead- 
ily beaten back the consensus momen- 
tum for action on climate change and 
replaced it with timidity by proponents 
in the face of millions of dollars of 
phony, contrived talking points, illogi- 
cal and wholly unscientific propo- 
sitions, and a general scorn for the 
truth wrapped in false threats about 
job loss and tax increases. 

Yet today the naysayers escape all 
accountability to the truth. The media 
hardly murmurs when a candidate for 
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President of the United States, in 2012, 
can walk away from previously held 
positions and blithely announce that 
the evidence is not yet there about the 
impact of greenhouse gasses on cli- 
mate. 

The truth is scientists have known 
since the 1800s that carbon dioxide and 
other greenhouse gasses trap heat in 
our atmosphere. With the right amount 
of those gasses, the Earth is a hos- 
pitable place for us to live. It is, in- 
deed, the greenhouse effect that makes 
life possible on Earth. But if too much 
is added, which is what we are doing 
now at a record pace, temperatures in- 
evitably rise to record-breaking levels. 
It is not rocket science. 

Every major national science acad- 
emy in the world has reported that 
global warming is real. It is nothing 
less than shocking when people in a po- 
sition of authority can just stand up 
and say, without documentation, with- 
out accepted scientific research, with- 
out peer-reviewed analysis, just stand 
up and say: Oh, there is not enough evi- 
dence, and they say it because it suits 
their political purposes to serve some 
interest that does not want to change 
the status quo. 

Facts that beg for an unprecedented 
public response are met with unsub- 
stantiated, even totally contradicted 
denial. Those who deny the facts have 
never, ever met their de minimus re- 
sponsibility to provide some scientific 
answer to what, if not human behavior, 
is causing the increase in greenhouse 
gas particulates and how, if not by 
curbing greenhouse gases, we will ad- 
dress this crisis. 

In fact, when one measures the effect 
of taking action versus not taking ac- 
tion, the naysayers’ case is even more 
confounding. Just think about it. If the 
proponents of action were somehow in- 
correct, contrary to all that science de- 
clares, but, nevertheless, if they were 
incorrect and we proceeded to reduce 
carbon and other gases released in the 
atmosphere, what is the worst that 
would happen? 

Well, under that scenario the worst 
would be more jobs as we move to the 
new energy economy, the opening of a 
whole new $6 trillion energy market 
with a more sustainable policy, a 
healthier population because of cleaner 
air and reduced pollution, reduced ex- 
penditures on health care because of 
environmentally induced disease, an 
improved outlook for the oceans and 
the ecosystems that are affected by 
pollution falling to the Earth and into 
the sea, and surely greater security for 
the United States because of less de- 
pendence on foreign sources of energy 
and a stronger economy. That is the 
worst that would occur if the pro- 
ponents were wrong. 

But what if the naysayers are, in 
fact, wrong, as all the science says 
they are? What if because of their igno- 
rance we fail to take the action we 
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should? What is the worst then? The 
worst then is sheer, utter disaster for 
the planet and for all who inhabit it. 
So whose ‘‘worst’’ would most thinking 
people rather endure? 

The level of dissembling—of outright 
falsifying of information, of greedy ap- 
peal to fear tactics that has stalled 
meaningful action now for 20 years—is 
hard to wrap one’s mind around. It is 
so far removed from legitimate anal- 
ysis that it confounds for its devilishly 
simple appeal to the lowest common 
denominator of disinformation. In the 
face of a massive and growing body of 
scientific evidence that says cata- 
strophic climate change is knocking at 
our door, the naysayers just happily 
tell us: Climate change does not exist. 

In the face of melting glaciers and 
ice caps in the Arctic, Greenland, and 
Antarctica, they say we need to ‘‘warm 
up to the truth.” And in the face of 
animals disappearing at alarming 
rates, species being destroyed, they 
would have us adopt an ostrich policy 
and just bury our heads in the sand and 
pretend it can go away. 

Just last week, a group of State sen- 
ators in North Carolina passed a bill 
that bans planning for rising sea levels 
when creating rules for housing devel- 
opments and infrastructure in coastal 
communities. Jeffress Williams is the 
lead author of the U.S. National Cli- 
mate Assessment Report. Ask him 
what he thinks about his legislation, 
and he will tell you it is ‘‘not based on 
sound science.” That is an understate- 
ment. But somehow the State senators 
who voted for this bill know better. 

Al Gore spoke of the ‘‘assault on rea- 
son.” Well, exhibit A is staring us in 
the face: coalitions of politicians and 
special interests that peddle science 
fiction over scientific fact, a paid-for, 
multimillion-dollar effort that twists 
and turns the evidence until it is 
gnarled beyond recognition, and tidal 
waves of cash that back a status quo of 
recklessness and inaction over respon- 
sibility and change. 

In short, we are living through a 
story of disgraceful denial, back- 
pedaling, and delay that has brought us 
perilously close to a climate change ca- 
tastrophe. 

Nothing underscores this Orwellian 
twist of logic more than the facts sur- 
rounding the now well negatively 
branded cap and trade program. Cap 
and trade was a Republican-inspired 
idea during the debate over ozone and 
the Montreal Protocol in the 1980s. It 
was actually inspired by conservatives 
looking for the least command and 
control, the least government-regu- 
lated way to meet pollution standards. 
It was implemented and it worked, and 
it is still working. But, lo and behold, 
when the strategists for the political 
right decided to make it a target be- 
cause Democrats were leading the 
charge to address climate change, sud- 
denly this free market mechanism was 
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transformed into ‘‘cap and tax’’ and 
“job killing tax.” And guess who. Coal. 
Coal, the leading carbon polluter was 
leading the funding for those efforts. 
What is worse, we have all stood by and 
let it happen. We have treated false- 
hood with complacence and allowed a 
conspiracy of silence on climate 
change to infiltrate our politics. Be- 
lieve me, we have had our chances to 
act in these last years. But every time 
we get close to achieving something 
big for our country, small-minded ap- 
peals to the politics of the moment 
block the way. 

The conspiracy of silence that now 
characterizes Washington’s handling of 
the climate issue is, in fact, dangerous. 
Climate change is one of two or three 
of the most serious threats that our 
country now faces, if not, in some peo- 
ple’s minds, the most serious. The si- 
lence that has enveloped the once ro- 
bust debate is staggering for its irre- 
sponsibility. The cost of inaction gets 
more and more expensive the longer we 
wait, and the longer we wait, the less 
likely we are to avoid the worst and to 
leave future generations with a sus- 
tainable planet. 

In many cases what we are talking 
about is vast sums of money funneled 
into gas-guzzling industries and coal- 
fired powerplants. We are talking 
about pollution—pollution on a wide 
scale, the kind of dirty, thick suffo- 
cating smog that poisons our rivers, 
advances chronic disease like asthma, 
lung cancer, and creates billions in 
hospital costs and lost economic oppor- 
tunity. It is the same pollution that 
Rachel Carson warned us about in ‘‘Si- 
lent Spring” when she said: 

Why should we tolerate a diet of weak poi- 
sons, a home in insipid surroundings, a circle 
of acquaintances who are not quite our en- 
emies, the noise of motors with just enough 
relief to prevent insanity? Who would want 
to live in a world which is just not quite 
fatal? 

Well, today we do live in a world 
where there is an absurdity in the air, 
and it has complacence written all over 
it. Fish are dying in water polluted 
with pesticides. Roadless forests are 
being threatened by indiscriminate 
drilling. Industrial chemicals are 
sweeping into all of us. Young children 
are born with a burden of chemicals 
unprecedented in their amount. The 
burning of fossil fuels has overloaded 
our ecosystems with nitrogen and rav- 
aged our plant life. 

Just go out and look at the forests 
and look at the change in the topog- 
raphy of our country. Bottom line: We 
have substituted fantasy for reason, 
sheer whimsy for proven epidemiology, 
and it is wreaking havoc on our envi- 
ronment. You do not have to take my 
word for it. I am confident a lot of our 
colleagues will not. But you can see it 
across the planet with your eyes. Ice 
caps are melting; seas are rising; 
deserts are expanding; storms are more 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE, Vol. 158, Pt. 7 


frequent, more violent, more destruc- 
tive; pollution, famine, natural disas- 
ters, killing millions of people every 
year. 

These are changes that many experts 
thought were still years down the line, 
but climate change is now radically al- 
tering our planet at a rate much faster 
than the scientists or even the pes- 
simists expected. 

All you need to do is look out your 
window. We just had the warmest 
March on record for the contiguous 
United States. The naysayers will tell 
us that one hot year does not prove 
global warming. But just look at this 
chart which charts the acceleration of 
warming in the United States after 
1970. This is not an anomaly. It is a 
giant step in the wrong direction, and 
2010 was the hottest year on record. 
The last decade was the hottest decade 
since we have started recording the 
weather. April, May, and June of this 
year are already continuing the trend. 

For the first time in memory, the 
Augusta National azaleas bloomed and 
wilted before the first golfers teed off 
at this year’s Masters. At the Boston 
Marathon, temperatures hit 89 degrees 
in April, more than 30 degrees higher 
than the average. People talk about of- 
ficial jackets and gloves and coffee? 
Who are you kidding? They are talking 
about hats and sunscreen and Gatorade 
and medical tents that were filled with 
heat-exhausted runners starting at 
mile 10 of the 26-mile course from 
Hopkinton into Boston. 

I have been working to connect the 
dots on this issue for a long time. In 
1988, 24 years ago, on an already hot 
June day, Al Gore and I took part in 
the first hearings on climate change in 
the Senate with Jim Hansen, who testi- 
fied then that the threat was real, that 
climate change was already happening 
in our country—24 years ago. 

Four years later, we joined a delega- 
tion of Senators to attend the first 
Earth Summit in Rio, where we worked 
with 171 other nations to put into place 
a voluntary framework on climate 
change and greenhouse gas reductions. 
Back in 1992, we all came together for 
a simple reason: We accepted the 
science. 

President George H.W. Bush person- 
ally traveled to the climate change 
talks in Rio to help plant the seeds of 
this new beginning. We knew the road 
ahead would be long, but we also knew 
this was a watershed moment; that it 
created the grassroots momentum that 
made people sit up and start to listen 
and understand the damage we were 
doing to the environment. Sit up and 
listen they did. The principles that 
came out of Rio transformed into a 
mandatory requirement wunder the 
Kyoto Protocol. Each of the developed 
nations accepted its own target goal. 
The European Union reduction would 
be 8 percent and Japan’s would be 6 
percent and so on. We were thinking 


9313 


big back then, and our goal was to 
reach a total decrease in global emis- 
sions of 5.2 percent below the 1990 lev- 
els and reach it by 2010. 

Well, 2010 has come and gone and so, 
too, have the targets. We all know the 
story: Global political leadership was 
distracted or absent. International ne- 
gotiations in Buenos Aires and The 
Hague turned tense. The less-developed 
nations saw the targets and timetables 
for greenhouse gas reductions as a 
Western market conspiracy. Then 
there were trumped up, industry-fund- 
ed so-called studies that challenged the 
scientific assertions for climate change 
scenarios. 

Looking back, it is not hard to un- 
derstand why the final agreement got 
sidetracked in the Senate. After all, 
the developing countries were excluded 
from the treaty’s reduction targets, 
even though it had already become 
clear by then that China and India 
were significant enough as industrial 
powers that to exempt them entirely 
would be a mistake. Nations left out 
were deemed capable of undoing all the 
reductions that would have been 
achieved by the developed nations. 

It is no wonder people were reluc- 
tant, no wonder American companies 
were understandably reluctant to put 
themselves at a competitive disadvan- 
tage. Many in Congress had not yet di- 
gested the science of climate change, 
even though we knew climate sci- 
entists were already studying the phe- 
nomenon of greenhouse gases. 

The question is not whether the 
Kyoto treaty had flaws; the question is 
whether we got the fundamentals 
right. I believe the evidence is over- 
whelming, beyond any reasonable 
doubt, that we did. As I remind my col- 
leagues, the view from 2012 is a whole 
lot different from 1992. Countries such 
as China, South Africa, Brazil, and 
South Korea have now made far-reach- 
ing choices to reshape their economies 
and move forward in a new and very 
different global area. Take China. 
China is already outspending the 
United States three to one on public 
clean energy projects. In the last year 
alone, China accounted for almost one- 
fifth of the renewable energy invest- 
ments, with the United States and Ger- 
many trailing behind. Steven Chu, the 
Secretary of Energy, said it best: 

For centuries, America has led the world 
in innovation. Today, that leadership is at 
risk. 

Our indifference to climate change is 
putting America’s economy and leader- 
ship, with respect to economics and the 
future of energy policy, at risk. So the 
United States is now the laggard. We 
are missing out on achieving sustained 
economic growth by securing enduring 
competitive advantage through innova- 
tion. The facts speak for themselves. 
Today’s energy economy is a $6 trillion 
market, with 4 billion users worldwide, 
growing to 9 billion in the next 40 
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years. By comparison, the market that 
made people so wealthy in 1990s in 
America and created 23 million new 
jobs and lifted everybody was a $1 tril- 
lion market with only 1 billion users. 
This is $6 trillion with 4 billion users 
today. 

The fact is it is projected to grow to 
a $2.3 trillion market in the year 2020. 
America needs to get into this. We 
need to get our skin in the game or we 
are going to miss the market of the fu- 
ture—if not miss the future itself. We 
would be delusional to believe China, 
given the evidence, or any of our other 
competitors are going to sit on the 
sidelines and let this market oppor- 
tunity fall through the cracks. They 
are not doing it now and they will not 
do it in the future. Only the United 
States is sitting there with an indiffer- 
ence toward these alternatives and the 
renewable possibilities. 

I realize some will argue we cannot 
afford to address climate change in 
these tough economic times. Frankly, 
nothing could be further from the 
truth. Nothing could be more self-de- 
feating. We will recover from this slow- 
down. When we do, we need to emerge 
as the world leader in the new energy 
economy. That will be a crucial part of 
restoring America as a nation in a way 
that honors the hard work and innova- 
tion and measures prosperity in those 
terms. 

Anyone who worries whether this is 
the right moment to tackle climate 
change should understand we can’t af- 
ford not to do this now at the risk of 
our economic future. It is now that the 
most critical trends and facts actually 
all point in the wrong direction. The 
CO, emissions that caused climate 
change grew at a rate four times faster 
in the first decade of this new century 
than in the 1990s. 

Several years ago, the U.N.’s Inter- 
governmental Panel on Climate 
Change issued a series of projections 
for global initiatives. Based on the 
likely projections of energy and land- 
use patterns, today our emissions have 
actually moved beyond—this chart 
shows the emissions are going up from 
the 1960s all the way through to 2010. 
Today, we have moved beyond the 
worst-case scenarios that were pre- 
dicted by all the modeling that was 
done by the IPCC. Meanwhile, our 
oceans and forests, which act as the 
natural repositories of CO2, are losing 
their ability to absorb more carbon di- 
oxide. This means the effects of cli- 
mate change are being felt even more 
powerfully than expected, faster than 
was expected. 

The plain fact is there isn’t a nation 
on the planet that has escaped the 
steady onslaught of climate change. 
When the desert is creeping into east 
Africa and ever more scarce resources 
push farmers and herders into deadly 
conflict, that is a matter of shared se- 
curity for all of us. When the people of 
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the Maldives are forced to abandon a 
place they have called home for hun- 
dreds of years, it is a stain on our col- 
lective conscience and a moral chal- 
lenge to each of us. When our own 
grandchildren risk growing up in a 
world we can’t recognize and don’t 
want to, in the long shadow of a global 
failure to cooperate, then, clearly, ur- 
gently, profoundly, we need to do bet- 
ter. 

Frankly, those who look for any ex- 
cuse to continue challenging the 
science have a fundamental responsi- 
bility they have never fulfilled: Prove 
us wrong or stand down. Show with 
some science how this theory, in fact, 
is not being borne out. Prove that the 
pollution we put into the atmosphere is 
not having the harmful effects we 
know it is and that the science says it 
is. Tell us where the gases go and what 
they do if they don’t do what the sci- 
entists are telling us they do. Pony up 
one single cogent, legitimate, scholarly 
analysis. Prove that the ocean isn’t ac- 
tually rising. Prove that the icecaps 
aren’t melting or that deserts aren’t 
expanding. Prove, above all, that 
human beings don’t have anything to 
do with it. 

I will tell you here right now, they 
cannot do it. They have not done it and 
they can’t do it. There are over 6,000 
peer-reviewed articles, all of which 
document clearly, irrefutably the ways 
in which mankind is contributing to 
this problem. Sure, we know the 
naysayers have their bought studies 
that don’t stand up to scientific review 
and a few scientists who trade in doubt 
and misdirection about things such as 
Sun spots and clouds. But there is not 
a single credible scientist who can 
argue and withstand the peer review 
that climate change isn’t happening. 

In fact, even the naysayers are start- 
ing to come around, in their judgment. 
Just this year, a well-known climate 
skeptic, Dr. Richard Mueller, released 
a series of reports that were funded in 
part by the Koch brothers. Dr. Mueller 
thought his results were going to show 
something different than all the other 
climate studies, and what he found was 
not what the Koch brothers sent him 
looking for. Here is what Dr. Mueller, 
in his own words, said: 

You should not be a skeptic, at least not 
any longer. 

Bottom line: His studies found ex- 
actly what all the other credible cli- 
mate studies have been telling us for 
decades—that global warming is real. 

If we just step out and look around 
for a moment, we can see the effects 
everywhere: floods, droughts, patho- 
gens, disease, species and habitat loss, 
sea level rise, storm surges that threat- 
en our cities and coastlines. No con- 
tinent is escaping unscathed: increas- 
ing ground instability in permafrost re- 
gions, increasing avalanches in moun- 
tainous zones, warmer and drier condi- 
tions in the Sahelian region of Africa 
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leading to a shorter growing season, 
and coral bleaching events in the Great 
Barrier Reef. All these are attributed 
to this change in climate. 

I wish to take a moment to bear 
down on the science, the cold, hard, 
stubborn facts that ought to guide us 
in addressing this challenge. It is de- 
tailed, to some degree, but it is the 
very detail that detractors can never 
address or refute. It is important to see 
the detail in its cumulative force. Un- 
like the naysayers, I am going to give 
point by point to some of the false- 
hoods and lay out a summary of the 
critical evidence that ought to lead 
America and the world to action. 

Here is what the science is telling us: 
Atmospheric carbon dioxide levels have 
increased by nearly 40 percent in the 
industrial era, from 280 parts per mil- 
lion to over 393 parts per million in the 
atmosphere. Before long, we are likely 
to see a global average of concentra- 
tion at 400 parts per million and more. 
Within the last few months, moni- 
toring stations in the Arctic region, for 
the first time, reported average con- 
centrations of CO2 at 400 parts per mil- 
lion. Because of the remote nature of 
those monitors, they generally reflect 
long-term trends as opposed to mar- 
ginal fluctuations in direct emissions 
near population centers. 

As atmospheric scientist Pieter Tans, 
with the National Oceanic and Atmos- 
pheric Administration points out: 

The northern sites in our monitoring net- 
work tell us what is coming soon to the 
globe as a whole... . We will likely see glob- 
al average CO, concentrations reach 400 ppm 
about 2016 [4 years from now]. 

Why is this important? This is impor- 
tant because scientists have told us 
that anything above 450 parts per mil- 
lion—a warming of 2 degrees Celsius— 
could lead to severe, widespread, and 
irreversible harm to human life on this 
planet. When concentrations of other 
greenhouse gases, such as methane and 
black carbon, are factored into the 
equation, the analysis suggests that 
stabilizing concentrations around 400 
parts per million of equivalent carbon 
dioxide would give us about an 80-per- 
cent chance of avoiding a 2-degree 
Fahrenheit increase above the present 
average global temperatures. 

Considering what a 2-degree Fahr- 
enheit increase would mean, scientists 
obviously are urging us not to take the 
risk. James Hansen, Director of the 
NASA Goddard Institute for Space 
Studies, has done the math. His anal- 
ysis shows that we need to be shooting 
for a stabilization level of 350 parts per 
million in order to increase our 
chances of avoiding the 2-degree Fahr- 
enheit increase. We have already ex- 
ceeded that. So we are going to have to 
find a way to actually go backward in 
order to be able to prevent what sci- 
entists are telling us could create huge 
damage. 

Even if we slam on the brakes now, 
science tells us we could be headed for 
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a global temperature increase of 2 to 4 
degrees by the century’s end and great- 
er warming after that. Let me share 
what some of the ‘‘postcards from the 
edge,” if you will, look like when you 
examine what is happening to our air, 
our health, and our environment. 
Warming temperatures, first of all. The 
first 10 years of this century were the 
warmest decade on record. And 2010 
was tied with 2005 as the hottest year 
ever recorded. NOAA has reported that 
2011 was the second warmest summer 
on record, just .1 degrees Fahrenheit 
below the 1936 record, and the U.S. Cli- 
mate Extreme Index—a measure of the 
area of the country experiencing ex- 
treme conditions—was nearly four 
times the average. 

Last year many Northeastern States 
experienced their wettest summers, es- 
pecially those States caught in Hurri- 
cane Irene’s destructive path. Mean- 
while, persistent heat and below-aver- 
age precipitation across the Southern 
United States created recordbreaking 
droughts in Louisiana, New Mexico, 
Oklahoma, and Texas, and these were 
of greater intensity than the 1930s fa- 
mous Dust Bowl. Texas endured the 
country’s hottest summer ever re- 
corded for any State, at an average 
temperature of 86.8 degrees. 

What is shocking is that the evidence 
of the rate of this transformation is 
happening faster and to a greater de- 
gree than the scientists predicted. So 
one would think reasonable people 
would say: Wait a minute, they pre- 
dicted this, but we are getting this way 
up here, and everyone would sort of 
stop and take stock of what is hap- 
pening. 

According to the new climate report 
from NOAA, the lower 48 States el- 
bowed their way into the record books 
this spring with “the warmest March, 
third warmest April, second warmest 
May ... the first time that all three 
months during the spring season 
ranked among the 10 warmest since 
records began in 1895.’’ In fact, the av- 
erage temperature this spring was so 
far off the charts that the lower 48 
States beat out the old 1910 record by a 
full 2 degrees Fahrenheit. 

Inland, worsening conditions are 
going to create persistent drought in 
the Southwest and significantly in- 
crease western wildlife burn area. That 
is critical. We have already seen the 
damage done to millions of acres of for- 
est because of the pine bark beetles, 
which actually live longer because it 
doesn’t get cold and therefore they do 
not die in the normal cycle. But in re- 
cent years, due to warmer winters, pine 
beetle populations have exploded, dev- 
astating these once majestic forests. 

It is also having an impact on our 
health. As average temperatures rise, 
we can expect to see more extreme 
heat waves during our summers, and, 
as we know from history, that impacts 
people with heart problems and asth- 
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ma, the elderly, the very young, and 
the homeless. In the United States, 
Chicago is projected to have 25 percent 
more frequent heat wave days by the 
end of the century. In Los Angeles, we 
could see as much as a four- to eight- 
fold increase. 

Climate change may also heighten 
the risk of infectious diseases, particu- 
larly diseases found in warm areas and 
spread by mosquitoes and other in- 
sects, such as malaria, dengue fever, 
and yellow fever. In some places, cli- 
mate change is already altering the 
pattern of disease. In the Kenyan High- 
lands, for example, it is now one of the 
major drivers of malaria epidemics. 

It is not just the health costs that 
are sounding the alarm. As many have 
seen with their own eyes, the Arctic is 
among one of the most startling places 
to witness the adverse effects of global 
climate change. Great sheets of ice 
have been breaking off of glaciers— 
sheets of ice the size of the State of 
Rhode Island. Marine mammals are 
now struggling to survive. Where there 
used to be only frozen landscapes, there 
is now open water. 

Every new report that is public sug- 
gests the situation is getting grimmer 
in the Arctic. Last year the multi- 
country Arctic Monitoring and Assess- 
ment Program released a new assess- 
ment of the impact of climate change 
in the Arctic. It found that the period 
from 2005 to 2010 was the warmest ever 
recorded. According to AMAP research- 
ers, the changes in icemelt over the 
past 10 years ‘‘are dramatic and rep- 
resent an obvious departure from the 
long-term patterns.” 

Their conclusion is startling. They 
expect the Arctic Ocean to be nearly 
ice-free within this century, likely in 
the next 30 to 40 years. 

Think about that for a second. With- 
in our children’s lifetimes, one of 
Earth’s polar icecaps will be com- 
pletely gone. Average annual tempera- 
tures in the Arctic have increased at 
approximately twice the rate of aver- 
age global temperatures. Within a gen- 
eration, maybe two, kids will grow up 
learning geography on maps and globes 
that show simply an empty blue ex- 
panse on top of the world, no longer 
the white one to which we have grown 
accustomed. 

In terms of impact, all of us who 
have been following this issue under- 
stand that the melting of the Arctic is 
at least partly mitigated by the fact 
that the ice is already floating, so the 
displacement in the ocean as it melts is 
not that significant. But what if there 
is an ice melt from the glaciers, as we 
are now seeing not only in the Arctic 
but we are seeing in Greenland and in 
Antarctica and across North America, 
South America, and Africa—when you 
realize that all over the globe, glaciers 
and icecaps are losing volume—that 
means other day-to-day, practical 
problems for our communities. 
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This is a photograph of the glaciers 
that exist out in the western part of 
our country, or used to. That was 1909, 
and this is 2004—almost gone. Here is 
another vision of National Glacier 
Park, where it has almost disappeared. 
It is obvious for all to see the degree to 
which the glaciers are disappearing. 

Many people may not also realize 
that a lot of communities in the United 
States rely on annual glacial melt for 
municipal water supplies and for hy- 
dropower. So as this disappears, the en- 
ergy sourcing and water sourcing for 
the United States disappears with it. 
Just ask Washington State, where gla- 
cial melt water provides 1.8 trillion li- 
ters of water every summer, or talk to 
the folks in Alaska, where glacier melt 
plays a key role in the circulation of 
the Gulf of Alaska, which is important 
to maintaining the valuable fisheries— 
the halibut and salmon—that reside in 
this body of water. All these impacts 
are interconnected. 

Again, the skeptics say: Hey, there 
are a couple of glaciers that are actu- 
ally expanding. Yes, there are some 
glaciers that are responding to unusual 
and unique local conditions and in- 
creasing in snow and ice accumulation, 
but the overwhelming evidence, when 
we look at the vast majority, shows 
that most of America’s glaciers are 
shrinking. Over the last four decades of 
the 20th century, North American gla- 
ciers have lost 108 cubic miles of ice. 
That is enough ice, translated into 
water, to inundate California, Arizona, 
Nevada, Utah, and Colorado with 1 foot 
of water if it happened all at the same 
time. 

In 1850 there were approximately 150 
glaciers in what is now Glacier Na- 
tional Park. Today, due to warmer 
temperatures, there are only 25 named 
glaciers remaining, and some models 
predict that the park’s glaciers could 
disappear in just a few decades. But 
trust your own eyes, if you prefer. The 
photographs here depict glacial melt 
over various time periods in Glacier 
National Park, Montana, and Holgate 
Glacier and Icy Bay, Alaska. As you’ll 
see, the effects are just staggering. 

We all remember Wordsworth’s lines 
about ‘‘the Lake that was shining clear 
among the hoary mountains.” Well, 
these mountains are no longer hoary, 
and soon, lakes will reflect not snow- 
covered peaks, but naked ridges and 
sun-splashed steeps. 

To make matters worse, tempera- 
tures are likely to increase exponen- 
tially in the next coming years. Be- 
cause the environment is a closed sys- 
tem, the more conditions change, the 
faster they change because each change 
has an impact on some other inter- 
connected component of the environ- 
ment. 

As the ice and permafrost melt, 
methane plumes from under the sur- 
face that have been trapped for hun- 
dreds of thousands of years are now 
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emerging. During a survey last summer 
in the east Siberian Arctic seas, a team 
of scientists encountered a high den- 
sity of methane plumes, some more 
than 1 kilometer across. They were 
emitting methane into the atmosphere 
at concentrations up to 100 times high- 
er than normal. There are people who 
have stood by these methane plumes, 
lit a match, and they light on fire. The 
fact is, over a period of 100 years, meth- 
ane has a warming potential roughly 25 
times greater than CO2. 

So we may become the victims not 
just of the climate change itself but of 
a vicious kind of feedback and feedback 
cycles in the climate system. Cycles 
associated with less cloud cover, 
changes in aerosols, peatlands, soils, 
and Arctic ice cover all can lead to ac- 
celerated climate change. One study 
estimated that thawing permafrost 
may turn the Arctic from a carbon 
sink—that is to say a place that gath- 
ers and stores carbon—into a carbon 
source by the mid-2020s, releasing 100 
billion tons of carbon by the end of the 
century. What does that mean? One 
hundred billion tons of carbon is about 
equal to the amount of CO, that would 
be released worldwide from 10 years of 
burning fossil fuels. So that is the fu- 
ture we are looking at if we don’t re- 
spond. 

Here is another postcard from the 
edge, Mr. President. North Carolina 
doesn’t think they need to worry about 
the sea level rise, but take a look at 
the evidence. Our best studies predict a 
higher sea level rise than previously 
projected. With the melting of the west 
Antarctic ice sheet alone, global sea 
levels could rise by as much as 3.26 me- 
ters in the coming years, and the Pa- 
cific and Atlantic coasts could be in for 
a 25-percent increase above the average 
level by the century’s end. In all, the 
melting of the Greenland ice sheet has 
the potential to raise global sea levels 
by about 7 meters, and the ice sheets of 
Antarctica have the potential to con- 
tribute to 60 meters of sea level rise. 

Now, when people say, ‘‘Well, glob- 
al—it may not melt,” there are Sen- 
ators who have traveled to Greenland, 
who have stood on the ice sheet and 
looked down into it, into a hole 100-feet 
deep, and seen a massive, torrential 
river running underneath the ice out to 
the sea as the ice is melting. 

Some scientists are even worried 
about the effects of that river under 
the ice. Could it act as a slide, where 
actually whole chunks of ice break off 
and slide down on this watery base on 
which the ice is sitting? 

Think about what this all means. As 
the New York Times reported in 
March, some 3.7 million Americans liv- 
ing within a few feet of high tide are at 
risk from the rising sea. So all of you 
state senators out there, listen up: the 
effects of climate change will spare no 
one—from Tampa to Asheville, from 
Sausalito to Staten Island, all coastal 
communities are vulnerable. 
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NOAA’s Benjamin Strauss, coauthor 
of a smart new study on topographic 
vulnerability, said the following: 

Sea level rise is like an invisible tsunami, 
building force while we do almost nothing. 

. . We have a closing window of time to pre- 
vent the worst by preparing for higher seas. 

I think that is exactly right, and that 
is why city officials in Boston are cur- 
rently actively planning for how to 
manage 100-year floods that are now 
arriving every 20 years. We don’t have 
100-year floods anymore, we have them 
every so often—every 5 years or 20 
years. In the face of a global sea level 
rise of 3 to 6 feet by the end of the cen- 
tury, there will be massive amounts of 
flooding. So we ought to pass legisla- 
tion at the State level to plan, not to 
ban the planning. It is easy politics to 
ban it, but it is not smart politics, and 
it certainly isn’t courageous leader- 
ship. Just ask those living in Tuvalu 
and the low-lying nation of Kiribati. 
Think they could use some advance 
planning to deal with the “king” tides 
that may soon drown out life on their 
shores? You bet. But instead of learn- 
ing from them, we’ve succumbed to the 
siren call of short-term interests. 

One resident of Tuvalu poignantly 
asked: ‘‘What will happen to us in ten 
years’ time?’’ I wish I could delay her 
fears. I wish I could tell her that the 
climate change would only be limited 
to occasional sea level rise, and that— 
naturally, surely—the king tides would 
recede. 

But the truth is much more 
harrowing. We also have raging floods 
and water scarcity—a dichotomy—in 
various parts of the world. From 
Veracruz to Songkhla Province in 
Thailand, floods are devastating crops 
and stealing away opportunities for 
millions. In my travels, I have seen 
children orphaned by raging flood 
waters, families deprived of basic ne- 
cessities, such as food, clean drinking 
water, and medicine. I have also seen 
the ways in which climate change has 
interacted with conflicts, food insecu- 
rity, and water scarcity. People are 
fighting and killing each other over 
water scarcity in various parts of the 
world. In Darfur and in South Sudan, 
there are tensions over arable lands. 
Think of drought in Syria and its im- 
pact on farmers in southern Dara’a. 
Think of water scarcity in Yemen—and 
the list goes on. These are the invisible 
tsunamis Benjamin Strauss spoke of, 
and they develop slowly and quietly 
and determinately, and they devastate 
communities just as surely as they 
should kindle our sense of urgency 
about the cost of inaction. 

In addition, although I am not going 
to go into the details now, there is 
major decimation of animal life and 
plant life and species life as a con- 
sequence of this interconnectedness. In 
addition, forests are under siege from 
drought and experiencing more fires 
and more die-off as a consequence of 
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insect infestation because it doesn’t 
get cold enough anymore to maintain 
the previous cycles of those insects 
dying off. 

So the fact is that unmitigated cli- 
mate change is creating enormous eco- 
nomic dislocations already, and it is 
only going to get worse if we don’t act. 
Professor Frank Akerman, a prominent 
economist at Tufts University, found 
that inaction in the face of climate 
change could cost the American econ- 
omy more than 3.6 percent of GDP—‘‘or 
$3.8 trillion—annually by the end of the 
century. And he is not alone. Harvard 
economist Joseph Aldy estimates that 
if temperatures push past the 2 degrees 
mark, up to 2 to 4 percent of world 
GDP would be lost. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator has used 45 minutes. 

Mr. KERRY. I thank the Chair. 

So developing countries are going to 
face similar costs. According to a 
major international initiative on ‘‘The 
Economics of Ecosystems and Bio- 
diversity”, developing countries will 
spend an estimated $70 to $100 billion a 
year from 2010 to 2050 just to adapt to 
a two degrees Celsius change in global 
temperatures, with the majority spent 
on protecting infrastructure and coast- 
al zones, managing the water supply, 
and protecting against the effects of 
floods. 

The ‘‘grow now, clean later”? ap- 
proach is no longer viable—if it ever 
was. Before you know it, one quarter of 
the world’s land surface will bear the 
marks of soil erosion, salinization, nu- 
trient depletion and desertification. 
Imagine what this will do to agricul- 
tural productivity and water supplies. 

Another way of looking at this is to 
consider not the cost, but the economic 
benefits of keeping our ecosystems in- 
tact. 

Back in 2005 the World Bank esti- 
mated the total value of the world’s 
natural assets to be $44 trillion. The 
countries that manage their forests, 
agricultural lands, energy, minerals, 
and other natural assets are going to 
be the economic leaders in the 21st cen- 
tury, and they will be able to reap the 
benefits of the ecosystem services like 
coral reefs, which provide food, water 
purification, tourism and genetic di- 
versity—services valued at $172 billion 
annually. And they’ll be able to invest 
more in the ‘“‘intangible’’ drivers of 
growth like human skills, education, 
and innovation. 

Mr. President, the message from all 
of this could not be more clear. Over 40 
years ago, 20 million Americans—fully 
one-tenth of our country’s population 
at the time—came together on one sin- 
gle day to demand environmental ac- 
countability. 

It was called Earth Day. And they 
didn’t stop there. They elected a Con- 
gress that passed the Clean Air Act, 
Clean Water Act, Safe Drinking Water 
Act, Marine Mammal Protection Act, 
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Coastal Zone Management Act, the En- 
dangered Species Act, and the Toxic 
Substances Control Act. They created 
EPA. America didn’t have an EPA 
until the 1970s when people said: We 
don’t want to live next to wells that 
give us cancer. We don’t want to live 
next to rivers that actually light on 
fire. So we made a huge trans- 
formation. 

We need Congress now to do what the 
science tells us we have to do, to do 
what our economists tell us we have to 
do, to do what common sense demands 
that we do: It’s time for Congress to 
stand up and do its part on climate 
change. 

I don’t know how many have read 
David Orr’s terrific book, ‘‘Down to the 
Wire: Confronting Climate Collapse,” 
but it is important for everyone to un- 
derstand his argument. Nowhere is the 
challenge of our moment more clearly 
expressed. He says: 

The real fault line in American politics is 
not between liberals and conservatives ... 
it is, rather, in how we orient ourselves to 
the generations to come who will bear the 
consequences, for better and for worse, of our 
actions. 

As Orr reminds us, we are at a tip- 
ping point—and it is going to take 
leadership to respond to it. Unfortu- 
nately, we have been witnessing just 
the opposite. In a talking point memo 
to his fellow Republicans last summer, 
House majority leader ERIC CANTOR of 
Virginia took aim at environmental 
safeguards. Job killers, he called them, 
listing the ‘‘top 10 job-destroying regu- 
lations,” seven of which dealt with re- 
ducing air pollution from industrial in- 
cinerators, boilers and aging coal-fired 
power plants. 

Job killers? The facts just don’t sup- 
port that. 

The Labor Department, however, 
keeps close tabs on extended mass lay- 
offs, and in 2010 the Department found 
that of the 1,256,606 mass layoffs, em- 
ployers attributed just 2,971 to govern- 
ment regulation. That is only about 
two-tenths of 1 percent of all layoffs. 

In fact, decreasing carbon pollution 
actually presents a huge economic op- 
portunity in terms of new jobs and in- 
novation. 

For every $1 we spend, we get $30 in 
benefits. The U.S. environmental tech- 
nology industry in 2008 generated ap- 
proximately $300 billion in revenues 
and supported almost 1.7 billion in 
jobs. The air pollution sector alone 
produced $18 billion in revenue. 

If we’re going to remake the world 
before 2050, and this is one area where 
I agree with my Republican friends, 
we’re going to have to harness the 
power of the good old American market 
economy. And one way to do that is to 
put a price tag on carbon and other 
global warming pollutants. 

With a price tag, we more accurately 
reflect the consequences of these pol- 
lutants, not just for the environment 
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but also for the quality of our lives and 
the health of our families. If we under- 
stand the consequences of our choices, 
especially in economic terms, we’ll 
make better choices. 

One way to do this is to levy a pollu- 
tion fee that reflects the true environ- 
mental cost of coal and oil. But there’s 
no chance the current Congress will 
enact any tax, especially one on 
smokestack industries. 

Over the course of 2011, the Repub- 
lican-controlled House held nearly 200 
votes to weaken our environmental 
safeguards, including the bedrock leg- 
islation spawned by the very first 
Earth Day—the Clean Air Act, the 
Clean Water Act, the Endangered Spe- 
cies Act, even the agency created to 
enforce those laws, the Environmental 
Protection Agency. 

If we don’t use the market, the other 
option is, inevitably, direct regulation 
of carbon emissions by the EPA under 
the Clean Air Act. The conservative- 
dominated Supreme Court has already 
given the green light to the EPA to do 
this. But this invites even more bitter- 
ness and political partisanship. 

Besides, pricing pollution has already 
shown itself to be effective. During the 
1980s, instead of imposting regulations, 
we used a cap-and-trade system to re- 
duce the sulfur dioxide emissions from 
power plants that caused plant- and 
soil-destroying acid rain. The system 
included cash incentives to over com- 
ply: polluters received allowances for 
every ton of sulfur oxide under the lim- 
its, and they could trade, sell or bank 
the allowances. The system worked so 
well that regulated plants reduced 
emissions 40 percent more than re- 
quired. 

There is every reason to believe some 
variation of that system would work 
just as well to curb carbon emissions. 
But anything related to or resembling 
“Cap And Trade” isn’t the best ral- 
lying cry these days thanks to the con- 
certed, cynical re-branding of the con- 
cept. But whatever rallying cry is used, 
the point is the time for action is now. 
We need a “Million Man-Million 
Woman-Million Child”? March on Wash- 
ington and the voting booths of Amer- 
ica. We need people marching up the 
steps of the Capitol, pounding on the 
doors of Congress, demanding a solu- 
tion to our climate crisis. 

We also know we need deadlines to 
instill a sense of urgency. There is a 
deadline coming up this week in Rio 
where they are now having Rio Plus 20, 
the 20-year anniversary of that meet- 
ing I referred to at the beginning. 
Much has changed since the first Earth 
Day summit back in 1992—and much of 
it for the worse. True, we’re seeing in- 
novation and entrepreneurship flourish 
in countries that were once considered 
among the poorest. We should cele- 
brate that. But Ill tell you: Twenty 
years after Rio and 15 years after 
Kyoto, we are still further behind than 
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ever. The science is screaming at us, 
and the planet is sending us an SOS. 

We obviously failed to be held ac- 
countable or to implement the com- 
mitments we put in place 20 years ago. 
Earlier this month, the United Nations 
Environmental Program issued the of- 
ficial summit report, which noted ‘‘sig- 
nificant progress” in only 4 of 90 envi- 
ronmental goals over the past five 
years. We can—and we must—do bet- 
ter. 

I spoke earlier of the need to take ad- 
vantage of the green energy economy. 
Our best economists say to ward off 
catastrophic climate change, the green 
revolution has to happen three times 
faster than the industrial revolution 
did. I believe that is why America and 
the rest of the world are facing this 
moment of truth. 

Will we step up and put in place the 
policies that galvanize our green entre- 
preneurs, that drive development of 
new clean technologies, reenergize the 
economy, and tackle climate change 
all at the same time? We are the coun- 
try that invented solar and wind tech- 
nology, but the Germans, the Japanese, 
and the Chinese are the ones who are 
developing it. It is a tragedy. Today, of 
the top thirty companies in the world 
in solar, wind and advanced batteries, 
only six are based in the United States. 
If we do this right, I truly believe that 
the next four or five Googles will 
emerge in the energy sector. The ques- 
tion is not whether the twenty-first 
century economy will be a green econ- 
omy—it has to become one, and it will. 
The question is whether it happens in 
time to avert catastrophe, and whether 
America will continue to lead. 

Accelerating the transition to a new 
energy paradigm is the most important 
single step the world can take in order 
to reduce the threat of climate change. 
And Rio is as good a place as any to 
make that happen. At the Summit, na- 
tions are expected to announce com- 
mitments to the Sustainable Energy 
for All initiative. Tackling the chal- 
lenges of energy access, energy effi- 
ciency and renewable energy in an in- 
tegrated way is absolutely essential. 
That’s why a wide variety of stake- 
holders—from governments to busi- 
nesses to civil society leaders—have in- 
dicated that they will be coming to Rio 
with national action plans in hand that 
can be monitored over time as part of 
a new mission of the United Nations 
and its partners. 

I am convinced countries that take 
advantage of the opportunities are 
going to be the leaders of the 21st cen- 
tury. I have already seen that success 
in Massachusetts. Massachusetts was 
recently ranked first in the Nation in 
energy efficiency and clean energy 
leadership, edging out California for 
the first time ever. 

I think my State is an example of the 
speed in which we can turn things 
around. Our unemployment level just 
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went down to the 6-percent level, and it 
is because we do have that diversity 
and we are moving in that direction. 

Now, obviously, the government 
alone can’t solve this. Government can 
help create a structure. Private sector 
is the key. But we need to put in place 
the policies that send a message to the 
marketplace that we are serious about 
doing this. 

The bottom line is we need to face up 
to this challenge once and for all—not 
just as individuals or as separate inter- 
ests but as a nation, with a national 
purpose. The Pew poll recently showed 
a 46-point gap between Republicans and 
Democrats on the need to protect the 
environment. And I’ll give you one 
guess which party fell by 39 points in 
its support for protecting the environ- 
ment since 1992. So I understand if 
there is a 46-point gap and we have had 
all this discounting and disinforma- 
tion, this is going to be hard still. 

But David Orr is right on the mark: 
Our challenge is fundamentally polit- 
ical. It is not about budgets. It is not 
about regulations. It is about leaders 
in the country who are unwilling to 
deal with the truth about climate 
change and who have cowed the silent 
majority into submission with their 
contrived and concerted attacks with- 
out facts. 

I’ve spoken before about this coun- 
try’s crisis of governance and the dan- 
gers of being held hostage to one par- 
ty’s remarkably cynical and selfish 
drive for power that comes at the ex- 
pense of all common sense. Today, we 
need a transformative moment in our 
politics. David Orr spoke to that in the 
book I already cited. 

He said: 

Our situation calls for the transformation 
of governance and politics in ways that are 
somewhat comparable to that in U.S. history 
between the years of 1776 and 1800. In that 
time Americans forged the case for independ- 
ence, fought a revolutionary war, crafted a 
distinctive political philosophy, established 
an enduring Constitution, created a nation, 
organized the first modern democratic gov- 
ernment, and invented political parties to 
make the machinery of governance and de- 
mocracy work tolerably well. 

Colleagues, we have made trans- 
formative changes before, and there are 
other kinds of examples. We once 
burned wood for our fuel. Then we 
transitioned to relying on oil and coal, 
and now other things. We can make the 
leap to a mix of renewable energy 
sources—hydro, wind, solar, and oth- 
ers—but we need to set our sights on 
that next transformation. 

As the old saying goes from the Arab 
oil minister in the 1970s: 

The Stone Age didn’t end because we ran 
out of stones, and the oil age is not going to 
end because we run out of oil. 

Truer words could not be spoken. 

In the end, the question is not wheth- 
er we are going to pay for climate 
change; we are already paying for it— 
in warmer temperatures, rising sea lev- 
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els, melting glaciers, floods, droughts, 
wildfires, decimation of animal and 
plant life, loss of crops, insurance on 
homes, increased storms. We are pay- 
ing for it. The real question is whether 
we are going to walk a path that now 
addresses it in a responsible way and 
helps us break humanity’s addiction to 
the easy way—to oil—and turn away 
from the other alternatives that face 
us that clean up our environment and 
create jobs. The question is whether we 
are going to suffer the consequences 
later on a massive, unpredictable scale 
in the form of environmental devasta- 
tion, war, human misery, famine, pov- 
erty, and reduced economic growth for 
decades to come. 

I close by saying that the fork in the 
road points in two directions. The task 
for us is to take the one less traveled. 
At the height of the American revolu- 
tion Thomas Paine wrote about the 
“summertime soldiers and the sun- 
shine patriots?” who abandoned the 
cause. The science has shown us, and 
continues to show us, that we cannot 
afford to be summertime soldiers. 

So in this time of challenge and op- 
portunity, I hope and pray colleagues 
will take stock of this science, will 
take stock of the choices in front of us, 
will understand the economic opportu- 
nities staring us in the face. I hope we 
will confront the conspiracy of silence 
about climate change head on and 
allow complacence to yield to common 
sense and narrow interests to bend to 
the common good. Future generations 
are counting on us. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator from Arizona. 

RECENT INTELLIGENCE LEAKS 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, over the 
last 2 weeks several Members of this 
body and I have raised serious concerns 
about a series of leaks that recently 
appeared in several publications con- 
cerning certain military and intel- 
ligence activities—activities the au- 
thors themselves cite as among the Na- 
tion’s most highly classified and sen- 
sitive. These enormously troubling 
leaks have raised concerns amongst 
both Democrats and Republicans in 
Congress, including leaders of our In- 


telligence, Armed Services, Foreign 
Relations, and Homeland Security 
Committees. 


According to Senator DIANNE FEIN- 
STEIN, who chairs the Senate Select 
Committee on Intelligence: 

These disclosures have seriously interfered 
with ongoing intelligence programs and have 
put at jeopardy our intelligence capability 
to act in the future. Each disclosure puts 
American lives at risk, makes it more dif- 
ficult to recruit assets, strains the trust of 
our partners, and threatens imminent and ir- 
reparable damage to our national security in 
the face of urgent and rapidly adapting 
threats worldwide. 


For these reasons and more, 26 other 
Members and I filed a resolution that 
conveys the sense of the Senate that 
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the Attorney General should appoint 
an outside special counsel to inves- 
tigate these leaks. 

I have been around for quite some 
time. I think there is no doubt that 
these leaks are almost unprecedented 
in that they are ongoing covert oper- 
ations that are directly involved with 
the greatest threats to our Nation’s se- 
curity. I certainly understand that ro- 
bust public debate about the Nation’s 
offensive use of cyber-related and un- 
manned-strike capabilities is valuable 
and warranted, that debate and discus- 
sion is valuable and warranted. The use 
of these kinds of military capabilities 
is new, and how these secretive 
warfighting capabilities should be de- 
ployed by a modern democracy de- 
serves careful and thoughtful discus- 
sion, and we will have discussions in 
the future about these new aspects of 
warfare and counterterrorism. 

But the detail with which these arti- 
cles lay out particular counterterror- 
ism activities—and as one commen- 
tator recently described, the 
“triumphalist tone of the leaks—the 
Tarzan-like chest-beating of [the] var- 
ious leakers,”’ greatly exceeded what is 
necessary or appropriate for that dis- 
cussion. Something else—something 
very different—is going on. 

Considering how closely in time 
these items were published and how fa- 
vorable of an impression they left upon 
the President’s approach to national 
security, it is not unreasonable to ask 
whether these leaks were part of a 
broader effort to paint President 
Obama, in the midst of an election 
year, as a strong leader on national se- 
curity issues. That is the strong im- 
pression that is given. 

The most compelling evidence is the 
obvious participation of some of the 
administration’s senior-most officials. 
Among the sources that New York 
Times journalist David Sanger cited in 
the passage of his recent book per- 
taining to U.S. cyber attacks on Iran 
are ‘‘administration officials” and 
“senior officials,” ‘senior aides” to the 
President, “members of the President’s 
national security team who were in the 
[White House Situation Room] during 
key discussions,” an official ‘‘who re- 
quested anonymity to speak about 
what is still a classified program,”’’; 
“current American officials 
[who would not] allow their names to 
be used because the effort remains 
highly classified, and parts of it con- 
tinue to this day,” and several sources 
who would be ‘‘fired’’ for what they di- 
vulged—presumably because what they 
divulged was classified or otherwise 
very sensitive. 

Some of the sources in recent publi- 
cations specifically refused to be iden- 
tified because what they were talking 
about related to classified or ongoing 
programs. 

In his book, which describes the ad- 
ministration’s use of drones in Yemen, 
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Newsweek journalist Daniel Klaidman 
writes: 

[W]hen I quote President Obama or other 
key characters, I do so only if that quote was 
relayed to me by a source who personally 
heard it. 

That certainly narrows down the 
number of people who could be guilty 
of these leaks. 

On Sunday, a reviewer of both Mr. 
Sanger’s and Mr. Klaidman’s books for 
the Washington Post found—as I did— 
that ‘‘[both authors] were clearly given 
extraordinary access to key players in 
the administration to write their books 
ea [ijn some cases, they appear to 
have talked to the same sources: 
[s]everal of their stories track nearly 
word for word.”’ 

Perhaps most illuminating in all of 
the articles and books is how, taken to- 
gether, they describe an overall per- 
spective within the Obama White 
House that has viewed U.S. counterter- 
rorism and other sensitive activities in 
extraordinarily political terms and 
taken on a related approach about how 
classified information should be han- 
dled. Both approaches would have pre- 
disposed the administration to the 
most recent, egregious national secu- 
rity leaks. 

There are plenty of examples of how 
the administration apparently viewed 
these highly sensitive matters through 
a political prism. In his book, Mr. 
Klaidman observed that then-White 
House Chief-of-Staff Rahm Emanuel, 
“pushed the CIA to publicize”? suc- 
cesses associated with a covert drone 
program because ‘‘the muscular at- 
tacks could have a huge political up- 
side for Obama, insulating him from 
charges that he was weak on terror.” 
Mr. Klaidman noted, that ‘‘[as to the 
killing of a particular drone target,] 
[CIA] public affairs officers anony- 
mously trumpeted their triumph, leak- 
ing colorful tidbits to trusted reporters 
on the intelligence beat, [with] 
[nJewspapers describ[ing] the hit in 
cinematic detail.” 

A recent article in The New York 
Times similarly noted: 

David Axelrod, the president’s closest po- 
litical adviser, began showing up at the ‘Ter- 
ror Tuesday’ meetings [by the way, during 
which drone targeting was discussed], his 
unspeaking presence a visible reminder of 
what everyone understood: a successful at- 
tack would overwhelm the president’s other 
aspirations and achievements. 

And, in his recent book, Mr. Sanger 
notes: 

[O]ver the course of 2009, more and more 
people inside the Obama White House were 
being ‘read into’ the cyber program, even 
those not directly involved. As the reports 
from the latest iteration of the [cyber-]bug 
arrived, meetings were held to assess what 
kind of damage had been done, and the room 
got more and more crowded. 

Let’s look at another anecdote in Mr. 
Sanger’s book that provides another 
powerful example of what I am talking 
about. In this excerpt, Mr. Sanger de- 
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picts a curious meeting that occurred 
in the fall of 2009 in Pittsburgh at the 
G—20 economic summit. He writes: 

As often happens when the president trav- 
els, there was a dinner organized with a 
number of other reporters and several of 
Obama’s political aides, including David 
Axelrod and Rahm Emanuel. The talk was 
mostly politics and the economic downturn. 
But just as coffee was being served, a senior 
official in the National Security Council 
tapped me on the shoulder. After dinner, he 
said, I should take the elevator to the floor 
of the hotel where the president had his 
suite. ‘We’ll talk about Iran,’ he whispered. 

Obama was not back at the hotel when we 
gathered that evening outside his suite. But 
most of the rest of the national security 
staff was present and armed with the intel- 
ligence that had been collected over many 
years about Iran’s secret site. As they laid it 
out on a coffee table in the hotel suite, it 
was clear that this new site was relatively 
small: it had enough room, they estimated, 
for three thousand centrifuges... 

Via satellite photos, the United States had 
mapped the construction of the building— 
useful if it ever had to hit it. It was clear 
from the details that the United States had 
interviewed scientists who had been inside 
the underground facility ... We spent an 
hour reviewing the evidence. I probed them 
to reveal how the facility was discovered and 
received evasive answers ... Then I went 
down to my hotel room and began writing 
the story. 

It absolutely eludes me under what 
circumstances it would be appropriate 
for a senior national security official 
to provide a reporter the opportunity 
to review for an hour what appears to 
have been raw intelligence supporting 
the government’s recent discovery of 
secret nuclear sites in Iran. Yet, this 
vignette is indicative of what appears 
throughout the book as a pervasive ad- 
ministration perspective that viewed 
even the Nation’s most secretive mili- 
tary and intelligence activities in 
starkly political terms and was overly 
lax on how related intelligence should 
be handled. These stories provide a re- 
vealing context for the most recent 
leaks—leaks that everyone has con- 
ceded have compromised our national 
security. 

I would like to believe that the Jus- 
tice Department will get to the bottom 
of all this. But after watching senior 
White House advisor David Plouffe’s 
appearance on Fox News on Sunday, I 
highly doubt that it will. I was particu- 
larly troubled by Mr. Plouffe’s inabil- 
ity or refusal to answer whether the 
White House will cooperate fully with 
the investigation and whether Presi- 
dent Obama would agree to be ques- 
tioned by investigators as President 
Bush was during the Valerie Plame 
case. I was also discomforted by Mr. 
Plouffe’s statement that the White 
House talked to Mr. Sanger for his 
book but did not leak classified infor- 
mation, which of course prejudges the 
outcome of the investigations. 

As one commentator observed yester- 
day, Mr. Plouffe’s answers: 
were so rehearsed, clumsy and full of forced 
distractions and faux frustration that[,] if 
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[his] interview [on Fox News] had been con- 
ducted by law enforcement[,] Plouffe would 
have been told he was going for a ride down- 
town to the police station for further ques- 
tioning. 

As this commentator noted, from 
these sorts of appearances, it’s appar- 
ent that ‘‘[t]he administration has 
something to hide. Plouffe could not 
have been more parsed, poorly prepared 
or unconvincing.” 

Moreover, just this past Friday, The 
Washington Post reported that Federal 
authorities have interviewed more 
than 100 people in the two ongoing leak 
investigations and, specifically citing 
“officials familiar with the probes,” 
described these interviews as ‘‘the 
start of a process that could take 
months or even years.” According to 
anonymous “officials,’’ the Post also 
noted that ‘‘the pace of the investiga- 
tions is partly driven by the large num- 
ber of government officials who had ac- 
cess to the material that was disclosed 
and who now must be interviewed.” 
The fact that details about these leak 
investigations are themselves being 
leaked does not inspire me with con- 
fidence that we are on the right track. 

Furthermore, according to the Post, 
citing ‘‘officials who spoke on the con- 
dition of anonymity because of the sen- 
sitivity of the matter,” the two pend- 
ing investigations focus on the Associ- 
ated Press article about a disrupted 
terrorist bomb plot by al-Qaeda’s affil- 
jate in Yemen and The New York 
Times’ report about the Obama admin- 
istration’s role in authorizing cyberat- 
tacks against Iran. In other words, 
there appears to be no probe of the 
leaks relating to U.S. drone operations. 
Apparently, ‘‘officials’’ told the Post 
that such an investigation had not 
been requested. 

Why not? 

With the passage of time, the need 
for the Attorney General to appoint an 
outside special counsel to independ- 
ently investigate and, where appro- 
priate, hold accountable those found 
responsible for these egregious viola- 
tions of our national security, becomes 
clearer and stronger. At the end of the 
day, can we really expect the adminis- 
tration to investigate itself impar- 
tially in the midst of an election on a 
matter as highly sensitive and dam- 
aging as this leaks case, especially 
when those responsible could them- 
selves be members of the administra- 
tion? Plus, we are not talking about an 
isolated instance of one leak. AS my 
colleague, the chairperson of the Sen- 
ate Intelligence Committee, Senator 
DIANNE FEINSTEIN rightly observed, we 
are talking about ‘‘an avalanche of 
leaks” on national security matters— 
the implications of which are severe. 

To date, I have seen no evidence that 
suggests that the American people 
should rely on the direction that the 
White House has chosen to provide a 
full and timely investigation of these 
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leaks. For these reasons, I once again 
call on the appointment of an outside 
special counsel to do so today. Just as 
former Senator BIDEN and former Sen- 
ator Obama called for a special counsel 
in the case of Valerie Plame, a case far 
less severe as far as the implications to 
our national security are concerned. 

As I said at the beginning of my com- 
ments, I have been around this town 
for quite a while. I, like the rest of my 
colleagues, have never seen leaks of 
this nature at such a high level con- 
cerning ongoing covert operations. 
They deserve an investigation which 
will have credibility with the Amer- 
ican people. So far that has not been 
forthcoming from this administration. 

I yield the floor. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
MANCHIN). The Senator from Okla- 
homa. 


AGRICULTURE REFORM 

Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, I as- 
sume we are in morning business. Be- 
cause we are in morning business, I am 
going to use that time to talk about 
four amendments I have to the Agri- 
culture bill. I want to make one acute 
observation to the American people on 
what is going on in Washington. 

The four amendments I will have on 
the Agriculture bill are a symptom of 
the disease that is in front of our Na- 
tion. This year we are going to run 
about a $1.3 trillion deficit. At the end 
of this fiscal year we will have 16.25 
trillion dollars’ worth of debt. I am 64 
years of age. My children and grand- 
children are going to pay back my por- 
tion of that debt. I am not going to be 
paying it back. The questions in front 
of our Nation are, No. 1, how did we get 
to this point, and, No. 2, what are we 
going to do about it. 

What we are going to hear today as 
we begin voting on the amendments, 
what we are going to hear from the 
Senate, is why we cannot cut spending, 
why we cannot limit our appetites, 
why we cannot end subsidies to some of 
the richest co-ops in the world, why we 
cannot stop sending money to the Re- 
publican and Democratic Conventions 
out of the Treasury, why we cannot 
limit some of the conservation pro- 
grams that go to millionaires—why we 
cannot do it. We are going to hear why 
we cannot. 

This country cannot wait for us to 
continue hearing excuses about why we 
cannot trim our expenditures. The real 
problem is the Federal Government is 
going to take in $2.6 trillion, and it is 
going to spend about $3.8 trillion. That 
is the real problem. We ignore it politi- 
cally by not making hard decisions, by 
not reforming the Tax Code for a 
progrowth, lower rates, broader base 
where everybody is participating in the 
Tax Code. People, through their well- 
connectedness, don’t have to get out of 
special benefits to them, which is $30 
billion a year for the very wealthy in 
this country in the Tax Code. We refuse 
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to do those things. We have campaigns 
going on all across the country and no- 
body is talking about the No. 1 threat 
to this country, which is our debt and 
our deficits. 

The reason there is no job creation is 
not because politicians don’t want job 
creation. It is because they refuse to 
reform the very things that are keep- 
ing job creation from happening. 

Iam going to have four amendments. 
All of them actually save money for 
the American taxpayers, our kids, and 
our grandkids. They are all common 
sense. Most people outside of Wash- 
ington will agree with them except the 
very people who are getting the bene- 
fits. They are the well-heeled, and they 
are the well-connected who continue to 
get things for themselves to the det- 
riment of our future. 

The question the American people 
have to start asking is when is Wash- 
ington going to grow up? When are 
they going to start taking responsi- 
bility for their addictive behavior? Ev- 
erybody who comes into my office who 
has lobbied me on these four amend- 
ments say: You can’t take anything 
away from me. Do my colleagues real- 
ize what the answer is when anybody 
says: You can’t take anything away 
from me? The answer is bankruptcy 
and a position, in terms of the econom- 
ics of this country, that will be far 
worse than the Great Depression ever 
was and far worse than anything our 
country has ever experienced. But ev- 
erybody says: What I am getting now I 
have to keep, regardless if someone is a 
multibillion-dollar conglomerate co-op 
and we are sending someone $100 mil- 
lion every 10 years to advertise their 
product. 

The second point I will make before I 
outline these four amendments is the 
one thing we refuse to look at that can 
guide us on how to make these deci- 
sions is article I, section 8 of the Con- 
stitution. What is the real role for the 
Federal Government? I will tell my 
colleagues as we look at these four 
amendments, we are going to have 
trouble squaring what our Founders 
said was our role with what we are 
doing now in these four areas and then 
saying we are not violating the Con- 
stitution by spending money we don’t 
have—money we are going to have to 
borrow to be able to spend—and spend 
it in areas that help the well-heeled 
and the well-connected. 

All of these amendments are very 
straightforward. 

I wish to make one other point. We 
spend $200 million a year through five 
separate programs of the government 
to promote agricultural products out- 
side of this country—$200 million a 
year. That is $2 million every 10 years. 
Let’s show how effective they have 
been by looking at this chart. Whether 
one thinks it is constitutional, what 
kind of a job have they done since 1997? 
I don’t think that trend line looks very 
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good. So if we are going to spend $200 
million paying for the promotion of ag- 
ricultural products outside of this 
country, maybe we ought to ask the 
question: Why are we on a declining 
slope, as far as percentage of the 
world’s agricultural sales, at the same 
time when farm income in this country 
has never been higher? Why is it? Be- 
cause the Federal Government is not 
very good at doing things the private 
sector is very good at. 

We have five separate programs with- 
in the Department of Agriculture to do 
this, and the question the American 
people ought to be asking is: Why do 
we have five programs? If, in fact, it is 
a role for the Federal Government, 
which I highly doubt under the Con- 
stitution, why do we have five? So that 
is how well we are doing. 

I will talk about the first program. 
The market access program is one of 
the five programs the Federal Govern- 
ment has within the Department of Ag- 
riculture to do this. The Obama admin- 
istration actually agrees with this 
amendment. In their budget, they put a 
recommendation to trim this. Yet all 
we have heard from everybody out 
there who gets the soft ride on this is 
that we can’t take any money away 
from this program. If we can’t take $40 
million a year out of a program that is 
ineffective, history is here. We are 
going to be belly up, and the con- 
sequences of that will be devastating 
not just for our kids but for us, because 
it is going to come in the very near fu- 
ture. 

All this amendment says is out of 
these five programs, let’s cut this one 
20 percent. The Obama administration 
recommended doing that. The GAO 
says there is nothing to say that this is 
effective use of tax dollars. One would 
think we are pulling toenails, to hear 
the people scream. I won’t go into the 
details on this amendment because my 
time is limited. It means we are still 
going to spend $160 million on this one 
program, which is one of five, to pro- 
mote agricultural products when we 
are not being successful in spending 
that money anyway. 

The question is, Why would we vote 
against it? Because there is a parochial 
interest somewhere that we are going 
to be beholden to that is greater than 
our interest and fidelity to the U.S. 
Constitution or our interest and fidel- 
ity to the future of this country. That 
is why people will vote against this 
amendment. It doesn’t have anything 
to do with common sense. It doesn’t 
have anything to do with the fact that 
we are going to run this significant def- 
icit when we have a $16 trillion debt. It 
has to do with how do I make sure I am 
not in trouble with the parochial inter- 
ests rather than doing the right, best 
thing for our country. 

The second amendment—and I have 
received a lot of criticism for it—is in 
conjunction with Senator DURBIN. For 
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those people with adjusted gross in- 
comes of greater than three-quarters of 
a million dollars a year, all this 
amendment does is decrease the sub- 
sidy the middle-income, hard-working 
factory worker or service worker in 
this country pays with their taxes to 
subsidize a crop insurance program 
that guarantees a profit and yield. In- 
stead of a 62-percent subsidy by the 
Federal Government when they are 
making more than three-quarters of a 
million dollars per year, we take it to 
47 percent. What do we hear? Oh, we 
can’t do that. If a person is making 
$750,000 a year farming, that person’s 
capital should be in pretty good shape 
and they should be able to afford to 
take on some more of the risks. 

We are going to hear: Well, this will 
be too hard to implement. There isn’t 
another agriculture program that 
doesn’t have an income payment limi- 
tation of some type associated with it, 
except this one. When, out of every dol- 
lar spent on crop insurance, the aver- 
age, hard-working American is paying 
62 percent of it, it is not too much to 
ask those who are on the upper income 
stream in the agricultural community 
to participate a little bit more in help- 
ing pay for that subsidy by taking a re- 
duced subsidy. So all we are doing is 
taking 15 percent of it. 

Under this agriculture bill that is on 
the floor, there are three ways to en- 
sure profit, and every one of them the 
American taxpayer who is not a farmer 
is paying for. There is no other busi- 
ness in this country where they are 
guaranteed that profit and revenue will 
be there through an insurance policy 
that is paid for by the rest of us. 

The GAO report said we should actu- 
ally limit it to $40,000 and we will save 
$5 billion over the next 10 years. This 
amendment will only save $1 billion 
over the next 10 years. But the way we 
get rid of $1 trillion deficits is to ask 
everybody to share a little bit. All this 
amendment is doing is asking the most 
well-off farmers—the ones we have 
been subsidizing for years; the ones 
who are taking hundreds of thousands 
of dollars every year from the Amer- 
ican taxpayers—to pay 15 percent more 
on their crop insurance so the average 
individual in this country isn’t taking 
off their table to subsidize somebody 
who is making three-quarters of a mil- 
lion dollars a year. 

The third amendment is an amend- 
ment to end conservation payments to 
millionaires. Almost every other pro- 
gram we have in terms of our farm pro- 
grams has some limitations on it, but 
the Department of Agriculture has an 
exception where they can exclude this 
limitation. All this amendment would 
do is say to somebody who has an ad- 
justed gross income of $1 million a 
year: Wouldn’t that money be better 
spent somewhere else in the farm con- 
servation area, No. 1; and No. 2, if it is 
in the best interests of the farm or pro- 
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duction of agricultural acreage, and 
somebody has that kind of income, 
isn’t it in their best interests to do 
these things? 

It is a very simple amendment that 
says: If you are making an adjusted 
gross income of $1 million or more a 
year, then we are going to put some 
limitations on how much money we 
spend on your property and then go 
spend it on other properties where we 
might, in fact, have more effective re- 
source conservation. 

The final amendment I have to the 
bill has nothing to do with the agricul- 
tural bill but it has everything to do 
with the problems in this country. In 
February of this year, the U.S. Treas- 
ury wrote a check to the Democratic 
National Convention and the Repub- 
lican National Convention for $18.4 mil- 
lion each. When the Presidential 
checkoff system was created, the poli- 
ticians in Washington wired it so that 
we thought we were giving money to a 
Presidential campaign when, in fact, 
they took a percentage of it for both 
parties. We don’t have $18.4 million to 
spend on a Republican convention or a 
Democratic convention. The nominees 
of both parties are known. So what we 
have done, besides spending $100 mil- 
lion in security for both of those 
events—$50 million apiece—is we sent 
$18 million to the heads of both parties 
to spend any way they want to spend 
it. What is wrong with that? That $18.4 
million we borrowed from the Chinese. 
So we are borrowing money from the 
Chinese to fund a hallelujah party in 
both Tampa and Charlotte this year, 
each one of them getting $18.4 million. 
It is time that kind of nonsense stop. 

This amendment is going to require 
60 votes. I don’t know why they put it 
at 60 votes; maybe so a lot of people 
can vote for it but it still won’t pass. 
But here is a test vote on whether the 
Senate gets the problems this country 
faces. If somebody votes against this 
amendment, what it says is they be- 
lieve politics is above principle, that 
careerism trumps character, and that 
they can pull the wool over the eyes of 
the vast portion of American citizens. 
What could we do with $18.4 million 
times two? Well, there are tons we 
could do. The first thing is we could 
quit paying interest to the Chinese for 
it. The second thing is who could we 
help in terms of their health care or 
their housing? How many HIV patients 
who are waiting on ADAP who can’t 
get the treatment they need could we 
help with $18.4 million? 

The point is this amendment is prob- 
ably going to get defeated, but I want 
my colleagues to look in that realm of 
the universe in America where all the 
politicians reacted with disdain over 
the GSA conferences spending $880,000 
in what was said to be a foolish way. If 
they made any comment about the ex- 
cesses of governmental agencies on 
conferences and parties, how can they 
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not apply the same standard to their 
own political party? 

My hope is that America will wake 
up. I am in the twilight years of my 
life. I have seen vast changes in our 
country, both good and bad, but we 
have maxed out the credit card in our 
country. We can’t get another credit 
card without severe pain. We are trying 
to not do the right thing in the Con- 
gress of the United States. We are try- 
ing to kick the can down the road. We 
are trying to not make the hard deci- 
sions. And everyone who comes and 
lobbies says: Yes, I agree there is a 
problem, but please don’t take any- 
thing away from me. 

The answer is leadership that says we 
all have to sacrifice to get our country 
out of the depths of the problems we 
are facing today. This will be a great 
key vote on whether the Senators un- 
derstand priorities and the depth of the 
problems we are in. 

There is no way we should ever again 
send taxpayer funds to the Democratic 
Party or the Republican Party for a 
convention, and this amendment would 
eliminate that in the future. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor and 
note the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
TESTER). The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, I know 
we are in Republican time. I would like 
to use some of the Republican time to 
talk about an important issue in the 
farm bill, which is catfish. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, thank 
you for acknowledging me. I will be 
brief. I know we have other colleagues 
on the way, so I will be brief and I will 
yield when they get here and they are 
squared away. 

CATFISH INSPECTION 

Mr. President, let me just talk for a 
few minutes about catfish and some- 
thing that I think is very important; 
that is, that catfish be inspected. This 
may sound like a no-brainer, some- 
thing that is simple. We certainly 
would inspect and anticipate that all 
catfish that are raised in the United 
States would be inspected and follow 
all the USDA and other requirements— 
and it is. That is one of the good 
things, that we know our food supply is 
safe and wholesome and it is ready for 
consumption by Americans. 

However, that is not the case for cat- 
fish that is imported from Asia. By the 
way, I think people in my State and 
other catfish-producing States would 
dispute whether this is actually catfish 
in the first place. It is actually a vari- 
ety of fish that is native to Asia, and it 
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is grown in places such as Vietnam. I 
am certainly for trade and for fair 
trade and not for protectionism. But 
we need to make sure fish that is com- 
ing in from overseas—we need to make 
sure it is properly labeled but also that 
it is properly inspected. 

I think the way the bill is currently 
drafted is appropriate and proper. We 
should leave the language that Senator 
STABENOW and the Agriculture Com- 
mittee have established. We should 
leave that language in the legislation 
as it currently is so the catfish will be 
inspected in the United States, and im- 
ported fish that is marketed as catfish 
will also be inspected by the same 
standards our domestic catfish are in- 
spected under. 

In 2011, the FDA examined about 3 
percent of all seafood entries and per- 
formed laboratory analysis on less 
than 1 percent of these entries. We 
have to understand this Asian fish is 
raised in places that, quite honestly, 
run a higher risk of contamination 
based on the growing conditions, based 
on the overall sanctity of their envi- 
ronment compared to ours. 

I think they present more health 
risks. I think it only makes sense once 
we know that one-third of these im- 
ports comes from southeastern Asia 
nations, places such as China and Viet- 
nam where food safety standards are 
not as high as in the United States. 
Once we understand that, it makes 
sense that they would be afforded the 
same inspection regime that we would 
have here in the United States. 

These foreign countries are currently 
flooding the U.S. market with poten- 
tially harmful products, and those 
products could be putting U.S. con- 
sumers at risk. There have been several 
news reports about some of the grow- 
ing conditions over there and some of 
the possible harmful side effects to 
human health if humans consume 
those. 

Here again, we have the safeguards in 
the farm bill to do the inspections as 
they should be done. The new inspec- 
tion program would subject domestic 
catfish processors to daily USDA in- 
spection, and imported catfish, much of 
which is raised in the unsanitary con- 
ditions I mentioned before—and it is 
also treated with antibiotics and other 
chemicals that are not deemed legal 
here in the United States, but that is 
the growing conditions they are in over 
there—it would require that they 
would receive more rigorous inspection 
than they are currently subject to. 

Again, I do not see this as protec- 
tionist. I think this is truly to make 
sure that all of the food supply, wheth- 
er it comes from overseas or is grown 
domestically, meets our U.S. stand- 
ards, and our people, our American 
citizens, understand that when they 
purchase fish, they are going to get 
something that will not make them 
and their families sick when they con- 
sume it. 
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With that, I want to say that I appre- 
ciate all of my colleagues looking at 
this provision. I appreciate Senator 
STABENOW and her whole team and, in 
fact, all of the members of the Ag Com- 
mittee who helped on this, and all of 
their staffs. They have been great on 
this issue. Catfish is a very small part 
of our agriculture picture in the United 
States, but it is an important part. 
People all over, especially all over the 
southern region of the United States, 
love to consume catfish. They need to 
understand when they buy catfish in 
the United States that it is going to be 
safe for them and for their families. 

I yield the floor and I suggest the ab- 
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. LEE. Mr. President, I ask unani- 
mous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

UTILITY MACT 

Mr. LEE. Mr. President, I rise today 
to express my support for S.J. Res. 37, 
and to express my deep and profound 
disapproval of the Obama administra- 
tion’s handling of the utility MACT 
rule. 

Let me first address what this debate 
is not about. This is not about a debate 
between one side that supports clean 
air and another side that does not. We 
all support and understand the impor- 
tance of maintaining our pristine envi- 
ronment, maintaining the quality of 
human health in the ecosystem. My 
State, the great State of Utah, holds 
some of the greatest land resources in 
the country, some of the most beau- 
tiful landscapes. They are a source of 
pride for all Americans, and especially 
for all Utahns. They provide a signifi- 
cant economic benefit for my State in 
the form of tourism dollars. 

I would not support any legislation 
ever that would damage our environ- 
mental brand in Utah or that would 
harm our environment. What this de- 
bate does expose is this administra- 
tion’s vigorous, unfettered attempts to 
severely limit the use of coal tech- 
nology and a complete and utter dis- 
regard for the economic benefits of this 
industry, and the economic effects of 
this kind of overly aggressive regula- 
tion. 

If implemented fully, the utility 
MACT rule would give utilities nation- 
wide 3 short years to fully complete 
very costly upgrades to their plants. 
Many industry experts believe that 
these standards are nearly impossible 
to meet in that timeframe. Utilities 
will need closer to 5 or 6 years to make 
the necessary upgrades required by this 
regulatory scheme. 

Those who are unable to comply will 
have no choice but to shut down unless 
or until they can meet those standards. 
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This inevitably, with absolute cer- 
tainty, will result in sharp spikes to 
energy costs, increased power bills for 
all Americans, affecting the most vul- 
nerable among us the most severely. 

Higher energy costs will, in turn, 
have a direct impact on the family 
budget. The more we as Americans 
spend on higher energy costs, the less 
we have available for savings, for edu- 
cation, and for other priorities. Al- 
though the President campaigns 
around the country by trying to con- 
vince Americans that he knows how to 
create jobs, this rule alone has been es- 
timated by some industry experts as 
likely to kill 180,000 to 215,000 jobs by 
2015. 

So one has to wonder why it is this 
administration is nonetheless imposing 
rules it knows cannot be met, and that 
if they must be met, will kill this 
many jobs and hurt this many Ameri- 
cans. Why are they ignoring the obvi- 
ous economic consequences of shutting 
down an industry that produces about 
half of all of the electricity we use in 
the United States of America today? 

It does not make any sense. We can 
have sensible regulations that keep our 
air and our water and other aspects of 
our environment clean. We need that. 
We want that as Americans. We can 
also have a balanced approach that 
considers the economic costs of new 
rules and restrictions on small busi- 
nesses and on consumers. That is what 
we need. 

Utility MACT is an example of a reg- 
ulation that does neither. It accom- 
plishes none of these interests. I 
strongly urge my colleagues to support 
S.J. Res. 37. I stand with a growing bi- 
partisan group of Senators, private sec- 
tor unions, business interests that be- 
lieve we can do better as Americans 
than imposing those kinds of regula- 
tions on the American people, and who 
also believe it is vitally important that 
when we do put these kinds of regula- 
tions on the American people we first 
have the kind of robust debate and dis- 
cussion Americans have came to expect 
from their political institutions. 

Two separate provisions of the Con- 
stitution, article I, section 1, and arti- 
cle I, section 7, clearly place the legis- 
lative process, the power to make rules 
that carry the force of generally appli- 
cable binding Federal law, in the hands 
of Congress, not in an executive branch 
agency. 

The American people know this. 
They understand it. They expect it. 
They rely on it. Because they know if 
we pass laws the people do not like, 
that the people cannot accept, that kill 
jobs, that hurt those most vulnerable 
among us, that we can be held politi- 
cally accountable come election time, 
every 2 years in the case of Members of 
the House, every 6 years in the case of 
Members of this body. 

When we circumvent that process, 
when we allow the lawmaking process 
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to be carried out entirely within an ex- 
ecutive branch agency consisting of 
people who, while perfectly well inten- 
tioned and well educated, do not stand 
accountable to the people, we insulate 
the lawmakers from those governed by 
those same laws. 

This is exactly why we need to exer- 
cise our authority under the Congres- 
sional Review Act by passing these res- 
olutions of disapproval from time to 
time. But it is all the more reason why 
we need more lasting, significant re- 
form, reform that can be had through 
the REINS Act proposal. This is a pro- 
posal that has already passed through 
the House favorably and needs to be 
passed in this body. It is a bill that 
would require for any new regulation 
promulgated that at the administra- 
tive level, any new regulation which 
qualifies as a major rule because it 
costs American consumers and small 
business interests, individuals, fami- 
lies, and all others in America more 
than $100 million in a year, it would 
take effect if and only if it were first 
passed into law in the House and in the 
Senate and signed into law by the 
President. 

This is how our lawmaking process is 
supposed to operate. This is a system 
that our Founding Fathers carefully 
put in place, assuring that those who 
make the laws and thereby have the 
capacity to affect the rights of indi- 
vidual Americans can and will be held 
accountable to the people for the very 
laws they pass. 

I tried to get the REINS Act up for 
consideration in connection with the 
Ag bill. We were not successful in doing 
that. Apparently some in this body, 
some in control of this body, were un- 
willing to have a vote on the REINS 
Act proposal as an amendment to the 
Ag bill. Sooner or later we need to have 
a vote on the REINS Act. We need to 
have this debate and discussion, to as- 
sure that the laws that are passed in 
this country are passed by men and 
women chosen by the people, account- 
able to the people, that we may yet 
still have that guarantee in our coun- 
try, a guarantee of government of the 
people, by the people, and for the peo- 
ple. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


EE 
RECESS 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will 
stand in recess until 2:15 p.m. 

Thereupon, at 12:30 p.m., the Senate 
recessed until 2:15 p.m. and reassem- 
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bled when called to order by the Pre- 
siding Officer (Mr. WEBB). 


AGRICULTURE REFORM, FOOD, 
AND JOBS ACT OF 2012 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will re- 
sume consideration of S. 3240, which 
the clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

A bill (S. 3240) to reauthorize agriculture 
programs through 2017, and for other pur- 
poses. 

Pending: 

Reid (for Stabenow/Roberts) amendment 
No. 2389, of a perfecting nature. 

Reid amendment No. 2390 (to amendment 
No. 2389), to change the enactment date. 

Reid motion to recommit the bill to the 
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and 
Forestry, with instructions, Reid amend- 
ment No. 2391, of a perfecting nature. 

Reid amendment No. 2406 (to (the instruc- 
tions) amendment No. 2391), to eliminate cer- 
tain working lands conservation programs. 

Reid amendment No. 2407 (to amendment 
No. 2406), to convert all mandatory spending 
to discretionary spending subject to annual 
appropriations. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the motion to re- 
commit and amendment No. 2390 are 
withdrawn and a _ Stabenow-Roberts 
amendment No. 2389 is agreed to. 

The Senator from Michigan. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2440 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that we have 2 min- 
utes of debate equally divided prior to 
the vote on the first Akaka amend- 
ment, No. 2440. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from Hawaii. 

Mr. AKAKA. Mr. President, I rise 
today to speak in favor of amendment 
No. 2440 to the farm bill. This amend- 
ment would improve implementation 
of an existing program at USDA which 
provides loans to purchasers of highly 
fractionated Indian lands. 

One unfortunate legacy of policies of 
the late 1800s is that many Indian lands 
are highly fractionated. This means 
that one parcel of land might have 
hundreds or even thousands of owners. 
Highly fractionated parcels make put- 
ting these Indian lands to viable use 
virtually impossible. This goes against 
any well-established Federal Indian 
policies encouraging the productive use 
of Indian lands. 

As chair of the Committee on Indian 
Affairs, I have worked with the USDA 
and stakeholders to craft this amend- 
ment to improve agricultural land use 
for tribal governments and individual 
Indians. I urge my colleagues to sup- 
port this amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator’s time has expired. 

The Senator from Kansas. 

Mr. ROBERTS. This is a technical 
amendment. I rise in support of it, and 
I yield back the remainder of my time. 
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Mr. AKAKA. Mr. President, I call up 
my amendment and speak in favor of 
amendment No. 23896, a bipartisan 
amendment Senator THUNE and I are 
offering to the farm bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Michigan. 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, if I 
might take a moment, I believe we 
want to first dispose of the Akaka 
amendment No. 2440. Our ranking 
member has indicated no opposition, so 
at this point I would ask that we pro- 
ceed, unless there is a reason not to do 
so. 

On behalf of Senator AKAKA, I call up 
amendment No. 2440 and ask that we 
proceed with a voice vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The clerk will report the amendment. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from Hawaii [Mr. AKAKA] pro- 
poses an amendment numbered 2440. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To improve a provision relating to 

loans to purchasers of highly fractionated 

land) 

Strike section 5102 and insert the fol- 
lowing: 

SEC. 5102. LOANS TO PURCHASERS OF HIGHLY 
FRACTIONATED LAND. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The first sentence of Pub- 
lic Law 91-229 (25 U.S.C. 488) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a), in the first sentence, 
by striking ‘‘loans from” and all that follows 
through ‘‘1929)’’ and inserting ‘‘direct loans 
in a manner consistent with direct loans pur- 
suant to chapter 4 of subtitle A of the Con- 
solidated Farm and Rural Development 
Act”; 

(2) in subsection (b)(1)— 

(A) by striking ‘‘pursuant to section 205(c) 
of the Indian Land Consolidation Act (25 
U.S.C. 2204(c))’’; and 

(B) by inserting ‘‘or to intermediaries in 
order to establish revolving loan funds for 
the purchase of highly fractionated land 
under that section” before the period at the 
end; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 

“(c) CONSULTATION REQUIRED.—In deter- 
mining regulations and procedures to define 
eligible purchasers of highly fractionated 
land under this section, the Secretary of Ag- 
riculture shall consult with the Secretary of 
the Interior.’’. 

(b) RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER AMENDMENT.— 
Section 6002 is amended by striking sub- 
section (bb). 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that we proceed 
with a voice vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 
is no further debate, the question is on 
agreeing to the amendment. 

The amendment (No. 2440) was agreed 
to. 

The Senator from Hawaii. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2396 

Mr. AKAKA. I rise today to speak in 
favor of amendment No. 2396, a bipar- 
tisan amendment Senator THUNE and I 
are offering to the farm bill. This 
amendment would make permanent the 
Office of Tribal Relations at the USDA. 

This office was created to ensure that 
the USDA upholds Federal Indian pol- 
icy and maintains its government-to- 
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government relationship with tribes. 
Permanently establishing this office 
will ensure that tribal governments 
can develop their programs in parity 
with their neighbors in rural America. 
It will ensure that the USDA consults 
with tribal governments and that 
tribes can participate in programs re- 
lated to agricultural, infrastructure, 
and economic development opportuni- 
ties. 

I encourage all my colleagues to sup- 
port this bipartisan amendment to the 
farm bill. 

I thank the Chair, I yield back the 
remainder of my time, and I call up 
amendment No. 2396. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from Hawaii [Mr. AKAKA] pro- 
poses an amendment numbered 2396. 

Mr. AKAKA. I ask unanimous con- 
sent that further reading of the amend- 
ment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To establish the Office of Tribal 

Relations in the Office of the Secretary of 

Agriculture) 

On page 1009, after line 11, add the fol- 
lowing: 

SEC. 12207. OFFICE OF TRIBAL RELATIONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Title III of the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture Reorganization Act of 
1994 is amended by adding after section 308 (7 
U.S.C. 3125a note; Public Law 103-354) the fol- 
lowing: 

“SEC. 309. OFFICE OF TRIBAL RELATIONS. 

“The Secretary shall establish in the Of- 
fice of the Secretary an Office of Tribal Rela- 
tions.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section 
296(b) of the Department of Agriculture Re- 
organization Act of 1994 (7 U.S.C. 7014(b)) (as 
amended by section 12201(b)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (8), by striking ‘‘or’’ at the 
end; 

(2) in paragraph (9), by striking the period 
at the end and inserting ‘‘; or’’; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 

‘(10) the authority of the Secretary to es- 
tablish in the Office of the Secretary the Of- 
fice of Tribal Relations in accordance with 
section 309.’’. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time in opposition? 

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. President, this 
amendment makes permanent the cur- 
rent Office of Tribal Relations with the 
Department of Agriculture, and that is 
very important in terms of outreach 
for Native American farmers and 
ranchers. 

We have no objection, and I yield 
back the remainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 
is no further debate, the question is on 
agreeing to the amendment. 

The amendment (No. 2396) was agreed 
to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from New Hampshire. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2192 

Ms. AYOTTE. Mr. President, I call up 

Ayotte amendment No. 2192. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from New Hampshire proposes 
an amendment numbered 2192. 

(The amendment is printed in the 
RECORD of Thursday, June 7, 2012 under 
“Text of Amendments.’’) 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is 
now 2 minutes of debate equally di- 
vided. 

The Senator from New Hampshire. 

Ms. AYOTTE. Mr. President, my 
amendment seeks to reform the value- 
added grant program. The USDA has 
awarded $240 million in grants over the 
lifetime of this program, but the USDA 
has not been transparent and has failed 
to adequately account for the grants 
and how they are awarded. 

The last assessment of this program 
was in 2006 and indicated that more 
than 40 percent of the grant recipients 
went out of business just 3 years after 
having completed their grant project. 
My amendment would allow the pro- 
gram to go forward, but it would re- 
form this program to be more account- 
able to taxpayers. 

The program has awarded 62 grants 
totaling $12.1 million to ethanol facili- 
ties. It does eliminate grants to eth- 
anol facilities. We should not be wast- 
ing further taxpayer dollars to give to 
ethanol producers when we have al- 
ready given them so many taxpayer op- 
portunities here. 

At least 105 wine industry groups and 
wineries have received $10.5 million. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator’s time has expired. 

Ms. AYOTTE. Mr. President, I would 
just say this is a good amendment for 
taxpayers to reform this program and 
make it accountable. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Michigan. 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, un- 
fortunately, I would urge my col- 
leagues to vote no on this amendment. 
It cuts in half funding for a program 
that helps food entrepreneurs—small 
businesses and farmers who want to 
create new kinds of products and to 
commercialize them and get them to 
the marketplace. 

This is really what we are trying to 
do—to leverage more dollars in this 
bill to support not only the farmer on 
the farm but also to move into com- 
mercialization and to create new food 
products and jobs. In fact, we have cre- 
ated hundreds of jobs at wineries. We 
have done this all across the country— 
created jobs by helping small busi- 
nesses and entrepreneurs to take a 
great idea and to move it to commer- 
cialization and add value to their prod- 
uct. 

I would strongly urge a ‘‘no’’ vote, 
and I would ask for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec- 
ond. 
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All time has expired. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment. The clerk will call the 
roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 

Mr. KYL. The following Senator is 
necessarily absent: the Senator from 
Illinois (Mr. KIRK). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de- 
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 38, 
nays 61, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 123 Leg.] 


YEAS—38 
Alexander Enzi Murkowski 
Ayotte Graham Paul 
Barrasso Hatch Portman 
Boozman Heller Risch 
Brown (MA) Hutchison Rubio 
Burr Inhofe Sessions 
Chambliss Isakson Shelby 
Coats Johnson (WI) Snowe 
Coburn Kyl Thune 
Corker Lee Toomey 
Cornyn Manchin y 
Crapo McCain Vi ter 
DeMint McConnell Wicker 
NAYS—61 

Akaka Grassley Murray 
Baucus Hagan Nelson (NE) 
Begich Harkin Nelson (FL) 
Bennet Hoeven Pryor 
Bingaman Inouye Reed 
Blumenthal Johanns Rei 
Blunt Johnson (SD) Roberts 
Boxer Kerry 
Brown (OH) Klobuchar AS 
Cantwell Kohl 

s š Schumer 
Cardin Landrieu 
Carper Lautenberg Shaheen 
Casey Leahy Stabenow 
Cochran Levin Tester 
Collins Lieberman Udall (CO) 
Conrad Lugar Udall (NM) 
Coons McCaskill Warner 
Durbin Menendez Web 
Feinstein Merkley Whitehouse 
Franken Mikulski Wyden 
Gillibrand Moran 

NOT VOTING—1 
Kirk 
The amendment (No. 2192) was re- 

jected. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma- 
jority leader. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, for the ben- 
efit of all Senators—if I could have the 
attention of the Senate—we have be- 
fore us why we are here. This was very 
difficult, to get to the point we are 
now, where we have a very important 
bill. We do these every 5 years. Sen- 
ators STABENOW and ROBERTS have 
worked very hard to get us to this 
point. I congratulate them both, but 
we have a long way to go. 

First of all, everyone understand all 
the next votes will be 10-minute votes. 
That means at the end of 15 minutes we 
are going to cut off the vote. It doesn’t 
matter if a Democrat is missing or Re- 
publican is missing; it does not matter. 
If it is a close vote, we always are care- 
ful with that, we understand, but let’s 
understand when the time is up, we are 
going to turn in the vote. 

Second, I have instructed all of the 
presiders, we are going to have 1- 
minute speeches—l minute for Demo- 
crats, 1 minute for Republicans. When 
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the time is up, the time is going to end 
so everyone will be treated the same. 
We have 73 amendments we have to 
work through. We have a lot to do the 
rest of this week, but this is important. 
No. 1, we are going to keep the vote. I 
have an important meeting at 4 
o’clock. I have instructed my staff, if I 
am not here I will not be counted. That 
is what we have to do. If you have im- 
portant meetings, you might have to 
miss a vote or two. 

Second, I repeat, we will have 2 min- 
utes equally divided before each vote, 
and it will be 2 minutes. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2429 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Montana. 

Mr. TESTER. Mr. President, I call up 
amendment No. 2429. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from Montana [Mr. TESTER], 
for Mr. BAucus, for himself and Mr. TESTER, 
proposes an amendment numbered 2429. 

Mr. TESTER. I ask unanimous con- 
sent the reading of the amendment be 
dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To improve the livestock forage 
disaster program) 

On page 128, between lines 16 and 17, insert 
the following: 

(iii) ANNUAL PAYMENT BASED ON DROUGHT 
CONDITIONS DETERMINED BY MEANS OTHER 
THAN THE U.S. DROUGHT MONITOR.— 

(I) IN GENERAL.—An eligible livestock pro- 
ducer that owns grazing land or pastureland 
that is physically located in a county that 
has experienced on average, over the pre- 
ceding calendar year, precipitation levels 
that are 50 percent or more below normal 
levels, according to sufficient documentation 
as determined by the Secretary, may be eli- 
gible, subject to a determination by the Sec- 
retary, to receive assistance under this para- 
graph in an amount equal to not more than 
1 monthly payment using the monthly pay- 
ment rate under subparagraph (B). 

(II) NO DUPLICATE PAYMENT.—A_ producer 
may not receive a payment under both 
clause (ii) and this clause. 

Mr. TESTER. Mr. President, I urge 
my colleagues to support the Baucus- 
Tester amendment No. 2429. The Bau- 
cus-Tester amendment fixes a problem 
in the livestock forage program to 
make sure that ranchers who suffer 
losses in their herds because of drought 
are able to get the help they need. If 
you are in grass-based agriculture, 
folks, for those ranchers the grass is 
the heartbeat of your operation. If you 
do not have it, you cannot survive. It 
was critical this last year when record 
droughts devastated the Southwest. 
Wild fires burned more than 2 million 
acres in Texas. 

This program has moved into title I 
of the farm bill. This amendment fixes 
a problem we have seen in one of those 
programs. I urge my colleagues to sup- 
port this amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time in opposition? 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE, Vol. 158, Pt. 7 


The Senator from Michigan. 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, can 
we proceed with a voice vote on this 
amendment? 

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. President, I know 
of no objection at this point. I yield the 
remainder of our time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
is yielded back. 

The question is 
amendment No. 2429. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2190, AS MODIFIED 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, it is 
my understanding we are ready with 
the amendment of Senator SNOWE. I 
ask she be the next amendment in 
order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from Maine. 

Ms. SNOWE. I call up amendment No. 
2190. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows. 

The Senator from Maine (Ms. SNOWB), for 
herself and Mrs. GILLIBRAND, proposes an 
amendment numbered 2190. 

Ms. SNOWE. I ask unanimous con- 
sent that amendment 2190 be modified 
with the changes I am sending to the 
desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment, as modified, is as 
follows. 

(Purpose: To require Federal milk marketing 
order reform) 

At the end of part III of subtitle D of title 
I, insert the following: 

PART IV—FEDERAL MILK MARKETING 

ORDER REFORM 
SEC. 1481. FEDERAL MILK MARKETING ORDERS. 

(a) AMENDMENTS.—The Secretary shall pro- 
vide an analysis on the effects of amending 
each Federal milk marketing order issued 
under section 8c of the Agricultural Adjust- 
ment Act (7 U.S.C. 608c), reenacted with 
amendments by the Agricultural Marketing 
Agreement Act of 1937 (in this part referred 
to as a ‘‘milk marketing order”), as required 
by this section. 

(b) USE OF END-PRODUCT PRICE FOR- 
MULAS.—In carrying out subsection (a), the 
Secretary shall— 

(1) consider replacing the use of end-prod- 
uct price formulas with other pricing alter- 
natives; and 

(2) submit to the Committee on Agri- 
culture of the House of Representatives and 
the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, 
and Forestry of the Senate a report describ- 
ing the findings of the Secretary on the im- 
pact of the action considered under para- 
graph (1). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is 
now 2 minutes of debate equally di- 
vided. 

The Senator from Maine. 

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, I rise in 
strong support of this amendment I 
have offered along with Senator GILLI- 
BRAND of New York on a bipartisan 
basis. I thank the Chair and ranking 
member for working with us on the 
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modifications in support of this amend- 
ment. 

The underlying bill establishes a 
margin insurance program that helps 
very large dairy producers but provides 
little assistance to small family-owned 
dairy producers who have exponen- 
tially fewer cows and do not produce 
the surplus amounts of milk. Without 
this amendment, these small dairy 
farmers face possible extinction due, in 
part, to the excessive price volatility. 
The prices in Europe influence the 
price our farmers right here at home 
receive from the government. 

This amendment will help resolve 
this inequity by requiring the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture to provide an anal- 
ysis on the effects of amending each 
Federal milk marketing order and de- 
ciding how best to update the system 
of Federal orders, which is now 12 years 
old. I hope we will adopt this amend- 
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I 
support this amendment and yield the 
remainder of our time. It is my under- 
standing we can proceed with a voice 
vote on this amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 
is no further debate, the question is on 
agreeing to amendment No. 2190, as 
modified. 

Those in favor, say aye. 

(Chorus of ayes.) 

All opposed, no. 

(Chorus of nays.) 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The nays 
appear to have it. 

All those in favor, say aye. 

(Chorus of ayes.) 

All those opposed, no. 

(Chorus of nays.) 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The nays 
appear to have it. 

Ms. STABENOW. I ask for a record 
rollcall. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 

The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 

Mr. KYL. The following Senator is 
necessarily absent: the Senator from 
Illinois (Mr. KIRK). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
FRANKEN). Are there any other Sen- 
ators in the Chamber desiring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 66, 
nays 33, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 124 Leg.] 


YEAS—66 
Akaka Cochran Kerry 
Ayotte Collins Klobuchar 
Baucus Conrad Landrieu 
Begich Coons Lautenberg 
Bingaman Corker Leahy 
Blumenthal Franken Lee 
Brown (MA) Gillibrand Levin 
Brown (OH) Graham Lieberman 
Cantwell Grassley Manchin 
Cardin Hagan McCain 
Carper Harkin McCaskill 
Casey Hatch McConnell 
Coburn Inouye Menendez 
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Merkley Reid Snowe 
Mikulski Roberts Stabenow 
Moran Rockefeller Tester 
Murkowski Rubio Toomey 
Murray Sanders Udall (NM) 
Nelson (FL) Schumer Vitter 
Portman Sessions Warner 
Pryor Shaheen Webb 
Reed Shelby Whitehouse 
NAYS—33 
Alexander DeMint Johnson (WI) 
Barrasso Durbin Kohl 
Bennet Enzi Kyl 
Blunt Feinstein Lugar 
Boozman Heller Nelson (NE) 
Boxer Hoeven Paul 
Burr Hutchison Risch 
Chambliss Inhofe Thune 
Coats Isakson Udall (CO) 
Cornyn Johanns Wicker 
Crapo Johnson (SD) Wyden 
NOT VOTING—1 
Kirk 


The amendment (No. 2190), as modi- 
fied, was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from New Mexico. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2364 WITHDRAWN 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, let 
me speak for a moment with regard to 
amendment No. 2364 that Senator 
HUTCHISON and I had intended to offer. 
We have been in consultation with the 
managers of the legislation. They have 
agreed to some changes in the report 
language that accommodate our con- 
cern. 

Our concern is about water conserva- 
tion and ensuring that water conserva- 
tion, particularly in the arid West but 
in any part of the country where there 
are underground aquifers and wherever 
there is depletion of water supplies 
that is going to make farming and ag- 
ricultural activities impossible in the 
future. The managers have agreed to 
some changes in the report language 
that accommodate our concerns. They 
have agreed to a colloquy that accom- 
modates our concerns. Accordingly, we 
will not proceed with the amendment. 

Before I withdraw the amendment, 
could I ask Senator HUTCHISON to make 
any comments she would like to make. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Texas. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I 
appreciate the sponsors of the bill 
working with us. Just as an example, 
the Ogallala Aquifer has gone down 100 
feet since irrigation has been allowed 
from this water source. It is a source 
for cities such as the city of San Anto- 
nio and other cities around New Mexico 
and Texas. That is just one example. It 
is happening all over our country. So 
conservation has to be a part of keep- 
ing our farms and ranches alive, and 
that is the purpose of the amendment. 

We appreciate the managers working 
with us and hope we can go forward and 
highlight the importance of conserva- 
tion to keep our water resources for 
our farmers and ranchers. 

WATER CONSERVATION IN MULTI-STATE 
AQUIFERS 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I rise 

to discuss the Ogallala Aquifer—also 
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known the High Plains Aquifer—re- 
gion, an area that is impacted on a 
daily basis by groundwater pumping 
for agriculture. In fact, that region 
leads the Nation in the amount of 
groundwater pumped for irrigation pur- 
poses, with some 17 billion gallons per 
day being withdrawn for irrigation. I 
have for many years been concerned 
about the rapid groundwater depletion 
occurring in the southern portion of 
that aquifer. There are parts of the 
Ogallala underlying New Mexico that 
have seen a decline in water levels of 
more than 150 feet since groundwater 
pumping for agriculture first started. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I 
share the concern of the Senator from 
New Mexico. A large area in western 
Texas overlies the Ogallala Aquifer as 
well. We, too, have seen alarmingly 
high levels of groundwater depletion. 
Water is a precious resource in our part 
of the country, and the Ogallala is a 
major source of water for agriculture, 
our communities, and industrial devel- 
opment. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. I understand that 
the bill before the Senate will make re- 
sources available to address the prob- 
lem of the declining groundwater re- 
sources in the Ogallala. It would be 
helpful to my colleague from Texas and 
me if the chairwoman and ranking 
member of the Agriculture Committee 
could confirm our understanding on 
certain aspects of the bill. First, am I 
correct that substantial funds under 
the Environmental Quality Incentive 
Program, EQIP, will continue to be 
made available for practices that re- 
sult in the conservation of ground- 
water, including the use of more effi- 
cient irrigation systems and conver- 
sion to less water-intensive crops or 
dryland farming, which may, within 
the discretion of the Secretary of Agri- 


culture, include long-term grassland 
rotation? 

Ms. STABENOW. Yes, the Senator is 
correct. 


Mrs. HUTCHISON. I understand that 
the Regional Conservation Partnership 
Program is intended to address water 
quantity as well as water quality 
issues, so funding under the program 
could be directed to address situations 
where high historic levels of ground- 
water depletion have occurred due to 
agricultural use. Is that correct? 

Mr. ROBERTS. Yes, that is correct. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. With respect to the 
designation of critical conservation 
areas under section 2401 of the bill, I 
would encourage USDA to look to 
areas where they already have initia- 
tives in place addressing the area. I un- 
derstand that any funding under this 
program would be in addition to fund- 
ing that would otherwise be available 
to the region under any other provision 
of the bill. Finally, it is my expecta- 
tion and understanding that in deter- 
mining whether an area would be des- 
ignated as a critical conservation area 
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and in determining the level of funding 
to be directed to the area, the Sec- 
retary would carefully consider areas 
where continued agricultural activities 
are threatened by groundwater deple- 
tion. 

Ms. STABENOW. The Senator is cor- 
rect in his understanding. 

Mr. ROBERTS. I agree. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. I thank the chair- 
woman and ranking member. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. I thank them as 
well. 

Mr. President, in light of the com- 
ments we have just made, we will not 
call up the amendment. 

The managers can go to the next 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Michigan. 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, if I 
may take a moment to thank Senator 
BINGAMAN and Senator HUTCHISON. 
Both New Mexico and Texas have 
strong and passionate advocates. They 
are lucky to have them, and we are 
looking forward to working with them 
to make sure the issues they have 
raised are addressed. 

Also, just for those following along in 
order, I would just indicate that Sen- 
ator COLLINS, in light of the passage of 
the Snowe amendment, will not be pro- 
ceeding with her amendment, just for 
the information of the Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Iowa. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2167 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I call 
up my marketing loan amendment, 
amendment No. 2167. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. GRASSLEY] 
proposes an amendment numbered 2167. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To provide payment limitations 

for marketing loan gains and loan defi- 

ciency payments) 

On page 140, strike line 1 and insert the fol- 
lowing: 

(b) LIMITATION ON MARKETING LOAN GAINS 
AND LOAN DEFICIENCY PAYMENTS FOR PEA- 
NUTS AND OTHER COVERED COMMODITIES.— 
Section 1001 of the Food Security Act of 1985 
(7 U.S.C. 1308) is amended by striking sub- 
section (d) and inserting the following: 

“(d) LIMITATION ON MARKETING LOAN GAINS 
AND LOAN DEFICIENCY PAYMENTS FOR PEA- 
NUTS AND OTHER COVERED COMMODITIES.—The 
total amount of marketing loan gains and 
loan deficiency payments received, directly 
or indirectly, by a person or legal entity (ex- 
cept a joint venture or general partnership) 
for any crop year under subtitle B of the Ag- 
riculture Reform, Food, and Jobs Act of 2012 
(or a successor provision) for— 

“(1) peanuts may not exceed $75,000; and 

‘“(2) 1 or more other covered commodities 
may not exceed $75,000.’’. 
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(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 

On page 148, line 9, strike ‘‘(c)’’ and insert 
“(a)”. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I 
tried to get this amendment adopted in 
the 2008 farm bill. It got 57 votes, but it 
was under a 60-vote rule, so obviously 
it did not get adopted. 

This amendment would cap payments 
that one farmer can get on marketing 
loans and loan deficiency payments. 
We cannot have 70 percent of the farm 
payments going to 10 percent of the 
largest farmers. 

I think this amendment will help add 
integrity to the program. We should 
have caps on title I commodity pro- 
grams. This will add defensibility to 
this bill, along with the payment limit 
reforms we were able to put in in the 
committee before the bill was voted 
out. 

Opponents will argue—I am sure you 
will hear this argument—that this 
would increase forfeitures of crop. But 
I believe they are overstating that 
issue, especially given current prices. 
And even if a farmer did forfeit 
crop—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator’s time has expired. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Well, this is a com- 
monsense amendment. I hope you will 
vote for it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Georgia. 

Mr. CHAMBLISS. Mr. President, I 
rise in opposition to this amendment. 
Limiting MLGs and LDPs is disruptive 
to orderly marketing because USDA 
lacks the ability in real time to track 
eligibility. Consequently, a producer 
may exceed his loan limit under this 
amendment and USDA have no idea he 
has exceeded his loan limit, so he is 
going to have to come back later on 
and obviously repay that in very dif- 
ficult times. 

Most farming operations secure fi- 
nancing for annual production costs as 
well as incur long-term debt for equip- 
ment and land. Introducing limits on 
marketing loan benefits makes this fi- 
nancing more difficult to obtain and 
more difficult to administer from a 
farmer’s standpoint as well as a bank- 
ing standpoint. 

I urge opposition to the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment. 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays on the amend- 
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec- 
ond. 

The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. KYL. The following Senator is 
necessarily absent: the Senator from 
Illinois (Mr. KIRK). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de- 
siring to vote? 
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The result was announced—yeas 75, 
nays 24, as follows: 
[Rollcall Vote No. 125 Leg.] 


YEAS—75 
Akaka Feinstein Mikulski 
Alexander Franken Murkowski 
Ayotte Gillibrand Murray 
Barrasso Grassley Nelson (NE) 
Baucus Harkin Nelson (FL) 
Begich Hatch Pau 
Bennet Heller Portman 
Bingaman Inouye Reed 
Blumenthal Johanns Reid 
Boxer Johnson (SD) Risch 
Brown (MA) Kerry Roberts 
Brown (OH) Klobuchar Rockefeller 
Cantwell Kohl Rubio 
Cardin Kyl Schumer 
Carper Lautenberg Shaheen 
Casey Lee Snowe 
Coats Levin Stabenow 
Coburn Lieberman Tester 
Collins Lugar Thune 
Coons Manchin Toomey 
Corker McCain Udall (CO) 
Crapo McCaskill Udall (NM) 
DeMint McConnell Webb 
Durbin Menendez Whitehouse 
Enzi Merkley Wyden 
NAYS—24 
Blunt Hagan Moran 
Boozman Hoeven Pryor 
Burr Hutchison Sanders 
Chambliss Inhofe Sessions 
Cochran Isakson Shelby 
Conrad Johnson (WI) Vitter 
Cornyn Landrieu Warner 
Graham Leahy Wicker 
NOT VOTING—1 
Kirk 


The amendment (No. 2167) was agreed 
to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2445 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. President, I 
call up my amendment No. 2445. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Ohio [Mr. BROWN] pro- 
poses an amendment numbered 2445. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the read- 
ing of the amendment be dispensed 
with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To strengthen rural communities 

and foster the next generation of farmers 

and ranchers) 

On page 574, between lines 11 and 12, insert 
the following: 

“(C) MANDATORY FUNDING.—Of the funds of 
the Commodity Credit Corporation, the Sec- 
retary shall use to carry out this subsection 
$12,500,000 for each of fiscal years 2014 
through 2017, to remain available until ex- 
pended. 

On page 606, between lines 4 and 5, insert 
the following: 

‘“(E) MANDATORY FUNDING FOR FISCAL 
YEARS 2013 THROUGH 2017.—Of the funds of the 
Commodity Credit Corporation, the Sec- 
retary shall use to carry out this paragraph 
$3,750,000 for each of fiscal years 2014 through 
2017, to remain available until expended. 

On page 782, between lines 14 and 15 and in- 
sert the following: 

SEC. 6203. FUNDING OF PENDING RURAL DEVEL- 
OPMENT LOAN AND GRANT APPLI- 
CATIONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall use 

funds made available under subsection (b) to 
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provide funds for applications that are pend- 
ing on the date of enactment of this Act in 
accordance with the terms and conditions of 
section 6029 of the Food, Conservation, and 
Energy Act of 2008 (Public Law 110-246; 122 
Stat. 1955). 

(b) FUNDING.—Notwithstanding any other 
provision of law, beginning in fiscal year 
2014, of the funds of the Commodity Credit 
Corporation, the Secretary shall use to carry 
out this section $50,000,000, to remain avail- 
able until expended. 

On page 832, line 6, strike ‘‘$50,000,000 for 
fiscal year 2013’’ and insert ‘‘$17,000,000 for 
each of fiscal years 2013 through 2017”. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is 
2 minutes of debate, equally divided. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. President, 
Congress has provided an average of 
$400 million for farm bills in the rural 
development title. The bill we are con- 
sidering includes no funding at all. My 
fiscally responsible amendment funds 
rural business development programs, 
a portion of the backlog of wastewater 
infrastructure projects, and will help 
bring a new generation of farmers into 
agriculture. 

As a member of the Agriculture Com- 
mittee, I know how important it is 
that this amendment maintain our 
committee’s commitment to save at 
least $23 billion in the farm bill. I yield 
the rest of my time to the chairwoman, 
Senator STABENOW. 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, let 
me add my strong support for the 
amendment. We have reformed this 
title on rural development. We have 
eliminated 16 different authorizations, 
tightened it up. The amendment stays 
within our parameters of $23 billion in 
deficit reduction. In effect, this bene- 
fits every small town and community 
across America that counts on rural 
development. I would strongly support 
this amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Kansas. 

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. President, I op- 
pose this amendment. I do so reluc- 
tantly with my colleague on the com- 
mittee. But the committee bill con- 
tains no mandatory funding in the 
rural development title. This amend- 
ment would take savings achieved in 
the bill from 23.4—used to be 26.3—now 
we are down to 23.4. That would take it 
down to 23.2 and redirect $150 million 
mandatory spending into a few rural 
development programs. 

Nothing against them, but if we are 
going to achieve savings in this bill, we 
have to hold the line. I reluctantly op- 
pose the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment. 

Ms. STABENOW. I ask for the yeas 
and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 

The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 


9328 


Mr. KYL. The following Senator is 
necessarily absent: the Senator from 
Tllinois (Mr. KIRK). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de- 
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 55, 
nays 44, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 126 Leg.] 


YEAS—55 
Akaka Gillibrand Nelson (NE) 
Baucus Hagan Nelson (FL) 
Begich Harkin Pryor 
Bennet Heller Reed 
Bingaman Inouye Reid 
Blumenthal Johnson (SD) Rockefeller 
Boxer Kerry Sanders 
Brown (MA) Klobuchar 
Brown (OH) Kohl tend 
Cantwell Landrieu meet 
Cardin Lautenberg Stabenow 
Carper Leahy Tester 
Casey Levin Udall (CO) 
Collins Lieberman Udall (NM) 
Conrad Manchin Warner 
Coons Menendez Webb 
Durbin Merkley Whitehouse 
Feinstein Mikulski Wyden 
Franken Murray 
NAYS—44 
Alexander Graham Moran 
Ayotte Grassley Murkowski 
Barrasso Hatch Paul 
Blunt Hoeven Portman 
Boozman Hutchison Risch 
Burr Inhofe Roberts 
Chambliss Isakson Rubio 
Coats Johanns ; 
Coburn Johnson (WI) Sa 
Cochran Kyl Sey 
Corker Lee Snowe 
Cornyn Lugar Thune 
Crapo McCain Toomey 
DeMint McCaskill Vitter 
Enzi McConnell Wicker 
NOT VOTING—1 
Kirk 


The amendment (No. 2445) was agreed 
to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Alabama. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2174 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I call 
up amendment No. 2174. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 


The Senator from Alabama [Mr. SESSIONS] 
proposes an amendment numbered 2174. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To limit categorical eligibility for 

the supplemental nutrition assistance pro- 

gram to those who receive cash assistance) 

On page 312, between lines 8 and 9, insert 
the following: 

SEC. 4002. LIMITATION ON CATEGORICAL ELIGI- 
BILITY. 

Section 5 of the Food and Nutrition Act of 
2008 (7 U.S.C. 2014) is amended— 

(1) in the second sentence of subsection (a), 
by striking ‘‘households in which each mem- 
ber receives benefits” and inserting ‘‘Shouse- 
holds in which each member receives cash 
assistance”; and 

(2) in subsection (j), by striking ‘‘or who 
receives benefits under a State program” and 
inserting ‘‘or who receives cash assistance 
under a State program”. 


Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, food 
stamp spending has quadrupled—gone 
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up four times—since 2001, increasing 
twice the rate that the other major 
poverty program, Medicaid, has in- 
creased. It is now the second largest 
Federal welfare program. An individual 
on food stamps, with all other govern- 
ment programs they may be eligible 
for, can receive as much as $25,000 a 
year. 

Under this bill food stamps will aver- 
age $80 billion a year for 10 years; 
whereas, the agriculture farm pro- 
grams will average $20 billion a year. It 
is by far the dominant factor in this 
entire piece of legislation. 

Amendment No. 2174 deals with the 
problem through a system known as 
categorical eligibility. Forty-three 
States now provide benefits to individ- 
uals whose income exceeds the statu- 
tory limit—incomes and assets. Only 11 
States did that in 2007. 

I ask that we be able to fix this prob- 
lem, and I urge my colleagues to vote 
for it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Michigan. 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I 
strongly urge a “no” vote. We actually 
rejected this amendment last fall. I ask 
that we do it again. 

It is true that food assistance has 
gone up as the economy has had a 
rough time. As unemployment goes up, 
food costs go up. Unemployment is 
coming down, and in this bill we reflect 
savings. As the economy is getting bet- 
ter, food help goes down. It is no dif- 
ferent than crop insurance helping the 
farmer in a disaster. This helps fami- 
lies in a disaster. 

Unfortunately, this amendment 
would completely change the structure 
of food help. It would dramatically af- 
fect children and families. For exam- 
ple, it would affect someone’s ability 
to get to work because the value of 
their car would somehow be reflected 
in a way that would require them to 
possibly give up their car when they 
are trying to get to work in order to be 
able to put food on the table for their 
families. It makes no sense. 

This bill has commonsense reforms 
to make sure every dollar goes where it 
should. I urge a “no” vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 

The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. KYL. The following Senator is 
necessarily absent: the Senator from 
Illinois (Mr. KIRK). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 
SHAHEEN). Are there any other Sen- 
ators in the Chamber desiring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 48, 
nays 56, as follows: 
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[Rollcall Vote No. 127 Leg.] 


YEAS—43 
Alexander Graham Moran 
Ayotte Grassley Murkowski 
Barrasso Hatch Paul 
Blunt Hoeven Portman 
Boozman Hutchison Risch 
Burr Inhofe Roberts 
Chambliss Isakson Rubio 
Coats Johanns i 
Coburn Johnson (WI) Aaa 
Cochran Kyl 
Corker Lee Thune 
Cornyn Lugar Toomey 
Crapo McCain Vitter 
DeMint McCaskill Wicker 
Enzi McConnell 
NAYS—56 

Akaka Gillibrand Nelson (NE) 
Baucus Hagan Nelson (FL) 
Begich Harkin Pryor 
Bennet Heller Reed 
Bingaman Inouye Rei 
Blumenthal Johnson (SD) Rockefeller 
Boxer Kerry Sanders 
Brown (MA) Klobuchar 
Brown (OH) Kohl Pardes 
Cantwell Landrieu panies 

š Snowe 
Cardin Lautenberg Stabenow 
Carper Leahy 
Casey Levin Tester 
Collins Lieberman Udall (CO) 
Conrad Manchin Udall (NM) 
Coons Menendez Warner 
Durbin Merkley Web 
Feinstein Mikulski Whitehouse 
Franken Murray Wyden 

NOT VOTING—1 
Kirk 
The amendment (No. 2174) was re- 

jected. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 

ator from Washington. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2370 

Ms. CANTWELL. I call up amend- 
ment No. 2870. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from Washington [Ms. CANT- 
WELL] proposes an amendment numbered 
2370. 


Ms. CANTWELL. I ask unanimous 
consent that the reading of the amend- 
ment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To encourage the purchase of pulse 

crop products for school meals programs) 


On page 361, between lines 8 and 9, insert 
the following: 

SEC. 4208. PULSE CROP PRODUCTS. 

(a) PURPOSE.—The purpose of this section 
is to encourage greater awareness and inter- 
est in the number and variety of pulse crop 
products available to schoolchildren, as rec- 
ommended by the most recent Dietary 
Guidelines for Americans published under 
section 301 of the National Nutrition Moni- 
toring and Related Research Act of 1990 (7 
U.S.C. 5341). 

(b) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 

(1) ELIGIBLE PULSE CROP.—The term “‘eligi- 
ble pulse crop”? means dry beans, dry peas, 
lentils, and chickpeas. 

(2) PULSE CROP PRODUCT.—The term ‘‘pulse 
crop product”? means a food product derived 
in whole or in part from an eligible pulse 
crop. 

(c) PURCHASE OF PULSE CROPS AND PULSE 
CROP PRODUCTS.—In addition to the com- 
modities delivered under section 6 of the 
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Richard B. Russell National School Lunch 
Act (42 U.S.C. 1755), the Secretary shall pur- 
chase eligible pulse crops and pulse crop 
products for use in— 

(1) the school lunch program established 
under the Richard B. Russell National 
School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 1751 et seq.); and 

(2) the school breakfast program estab- 
lished by section 4 of the Child Nutrition Act 
of 1966 (42 U.S.C. 1778). 

(da) EVALUATION.—Not later than Sep- 
tember 30, 2016, the Secretary shall conduct 
an evaluation of the activities conducted 
under subsection (c), including— 

(1) an evaluation of whether children par- 
ticipating in the school lunch and breakfast 
programs described in subsection (c) in- 
creased overall consumption of eligible pulse 
crops as a result of the activities; 

(2) an evaluation of which eligible pulse 
crops and pulse crop products are most ac- 
ceptable for use in the school lunch and 
breakfast programs; 

(3) any recommendations of the Secretary 
regarding the integration of the use of pulse 
crop products in carrying out the school 
lunch and breakfast programs; 

(4) an evaluation of any change in the nu- 
trient composition in the school lunch and 
breakfast programs due to the activities; and 

(5) an evaluation of any other outcomes de- 
termined to be appropriate by the Secretary. 

(e) REPORT.—As soon as practicable after 
the completion of the evaluation under sub- 
section (d), the Secretary shall submit to the 
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and 
Forestry of the Senate and the Committee 
on Education and the Workforce of the 
House of Representative a report describing 
the results of the evaluation. 

(f) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section $10,000,000, to remain 
available until expended. 

Ms. CANTWELL. Madam President, I 
rise in support of this amendment of- 
fered by my colleague, Senator MUR- 
RAY, and others, to include in the 
school lunch program a pilot program 
dealing with dry beans, peas, lentils, 
and chickpeas. 

My amendment works to improve the 
nutritional value of school meals 
across America at a very economical 
price. With the level of obesity of chil- 
dren between 2 and 19, it is very impor- 
tant we have this program included. 

I yield 30 seconds to my colleague 
from North Dakota. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from North Dakota. 

Mr. HOEVEN. Madam President, I 
thank Senator CANTWELL, and I rise to 
speak in support of this amendment. I 
cosponsored the legislation. 

This would provide that pulse crops— 
peas, beans, and lentils—are used in 
school lunch programs. It does not add 
additional cost. They are a high source 
of protein, very cost effective, and it is 
a growing—no pun intended—crop in 
our country. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Kansas. 

Mr. ROBERTS. Madam President, I 
am supportive of this amendment. 

I have been notified a record vote is 
being requested, so I ask for the yeas 
and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 
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There appears to be a sufficient sec- 
ond. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment. 

The clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk called the roll. 

Mr. KYL. The following Senator is 
necessarily absent: the Senator from 
Illinois (Mr. KIRK). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de- 
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 58, 
nays 41, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 128 Leg.] 


YEAS—58 

Akaka Harkin Nelson (FL) 
Baucus Hoeven Pryor 
Begich Inouye Reed 
Bennet Johanns Reid 
Bingaman Johnson (SD) Risch 
Blumenthal Kerry Roberts 
Boxer Klobuchar Rockefeller 
Brown (OH) Kohl 
Cantwell Landrieu ee 

: chumer 
Cardin Lautenberg 
Carper Leahy Shaheen 
Casey Levin Stabenow 
Conrad Lieberman Tester 
Coons Lugar Udall (CO) 
Crapo Manchin Udall (NM) 
Durbin Menendez Warner 
Feinstein Merkley Web 
Franken Mikulski Whitehouse 
Gillibrand Murray Wyden 
Hagan Nelson (NE) 

NAYS—41 
Alexander DeMint McConnell 
Ayotte Enzi Moran 
Barrasso Graham Murkowski 
Blunt Grassley Paw 
Boozman Hatch Portman 
Brown (MA) Heller Rubio 
aes ro ee Sessions 
ambliss nhofe 
Coats Isakson Shorey 
Coburn Johnson (WI) 
Thune 
Cochran Kyl Toome 
Collins Lee X y 
Corker McCain Vitter 
Cornyn McCaskill Wicker 
NOT VOTING—1 
Kirk 


The amendment (No. 2370) was agreed 
to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2243 

Mr. NELSON of Nebraska. Madam 
President, I rise to call up my amend- 
ment No. 2243. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. NELSON] 
proposes an amendment numbered 2243. 

Mr. NELSON of Nebraska. I ask that 
reading of the amendment be dispensed 
with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To ensure that performance bonus 

payments are used by State agencies only 

to carry out the supplemental nutrition as- 
sistance program) 

On page 335, between lines 8 and 9, insert 
the following: 

SEC. 4011. PERFORMANCE BONUS PAYMENTS. 

Section 16(d) of the Food and Nutrition Act 
of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2025(d)) is amended by adding 
at the end the following: 

“(5) USE OF PERFORMANCE BONUS PAY- 
MENTS.—A State agency may use a perform- 
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ance bonus payment received under this sub- 
section only to carry out the program estab- 
lished under this Act, including investments 
1n— 

“(A) technology; 

‘(B) improvements in administration and 
distribution; and 

‘(C) actions to prevent fraud, waste, and 
abuse.’’. 

Mr. NELSON of Nebraska. Madam 
President, I rise to call up this amend- 
ment addressing Federal performance 
payments that States receive to make 
sure Americans in tough times who 
need Supplemental Nutrition Assist- 
ance Program benefits receive them 
and those who don’t do not get them. 

It is a commonsense, good govern- 
ment amendment that builds on a 2002 
bipartisan agreement between the 
States, the previous Bush administra- 
tion, and Congress. In my view, Con- 
gress shouldn’t eliminate incentives to 
improve efficiency in SNAP, as some 
are proposing. Congress should, 
though, better target these Federal 
performance bonus funds so States can 
use them only—and let me emphasize 
“only’’—to improve their SNAP. 

My amendment ensures that the in- 
centive payments go toward activities 
that improve efficiency, effectiveness, 
and the integrity of SNAP. These ef- 
forts have results. Since these incen- 
tives were put in place, the SNAP error 
rate—and overpayment and under- 
payment rates—has fallen nearly 48 
percent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator’s time has expired. 

Mr. NELSON of Nebraska. That is a 
good investment. 

I urge the adoption of my amend- 
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time in opposition? 

Mr. ROBERTS. I yield back the re- 
mainder of our time. 

Ms. STABENOW. Madam President, I 
believe a voice vote is OK. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment. 

The amendment (No. 2243) was agreed 
to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2172 

Mr. SESSIONS. Madam President, I 
appreciate my good friend’s amend- 
ment. I do not think it deals with the 
problem completely and appropriately. 
I have offered amendment No. 2172, 
which would end the bonus payments 
for increasing registration on the Food 
Stamp Program. States currently re- 
ceive bonuses for increasing enroll- 
ment in the Food Stamp Program. This 
amendment would end that policy and 
would save a modest $480 million—if 
you call that modest—out of $800 bil- 
lion being spent on this program over 
10 years, according to the CBO. 

One of the problems we have with the 
Food Stamp Program, if you just think 
about it, is that all the money comes 
from the Federal Government but all 
the administration comes from the 
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States. They have no incentive to man- 
age the program in a way to reduce 
waste, fraud, and abuse. It really helps 
their economy if more money comes in 
from out of State. For the Federal Gov- 
ernment to have a program that re- 
wards States on top of their natural in- 
centives would be wrong. 

I urge support of my amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. SESSIONS. I ask for the yeas 
and nays and call up amendment No. 
2172. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from Alabama [Mr. SESSIONS] 
proposes an amendment numbered 2172. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To end the State bonus payments 

for administering the supplemental nutri- 

tion assistance program) 

On page 335, between lines 8 and 9, insert 
the following: 

SEC. 4011. REPEAL OF STATE BONUS PAYMENTS. 

Section 16 of the Food and Nutrition Act of 
2008 (7 U.S.C. 2025) is amended by striking 
subsection (d). 

Mr. SESSIONS. Madam President, I 
ask for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

The Senator from Michigan. 

Ms. STABENOW. Madam President, I 
strongly oppose this amendment. We 
are talking about improvements in 
managing errors, reducing errors in the 
nutrition program. The amendment of 
the Senator would eliminate the error- 
reduction bonuses that go to State gov- 
ernments. 

We have seen a 43-percent drop in 
payment errors as a result of the pro- 
gram Senator NELSON has now 
strengthened with his amendment. In 
his amendment, he would ensure that 
all of the additional funds that go to 
States are used only to carry out im- 
provements in SNAP, to lower the 
error rates. Those savings to taxpayers 
dwarf the costs of this incentive to 
States to improve their processes. It is 
working well. 

In addition, in this bill we eliminate 
any lottery winners or students living 
at home with their parents from re- 
ceiving assistance. We crack down fur- 
ther on trafficking in retail establish- 
ments. 

I urge a ‘‘no’’ vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment. The yeas and nays have been or- 
dered. 

The clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk called the roll. 

Mr. KYL. The following Senator is 
necessarily absent: the Senator from 
Illinois (Mr. KIRK). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de- 
siring to vote? 
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The result was announced—yeas 41, 
nays 58, as follows: 
[Rollcall Vote No. 129 Leg.] 


YEAS—41 
Alexander Enzi McConnell 
Ayotte Graham Moran 
Barrasso Grassley Paw 
Blunt Hatch Portman 
Boozman Hoeven Risch 
Burr Hutchison Roberts 
Chambliss Inhofe Rubio 
Coats Isakson ; 
Coburn Johanns Bena 
Cochran Johnson (WI) 
i Thune 
Corker Kyl T 
Cornyn Lee oomey 
Crapo Lugar Vitter 
DeMint McCain Wicker 
NAYS—58 
Akaka Hagan Nelson (NE) 
Baucus Harkin Nelson (FL) 
Begich Heller Pryor 
Bennet Inouye Reed 
Bingaman Johnson (SD) Reid 
Blumenthal Kerry Rockefeller 
aie MAS maa Sanders 
rown o 
Brown (OH) Landrieu Schumer 
Shaheen 
Cantwell Lautenberg 
à Snowe 
Cardin Leahy Stab: 
Carper Levin ADENOW 
Casey Lieberman Tester 
Collins Manchin Udall (CO) 
Conrad McCaskill Udall (NM) 
Coons Menendez Warner 
Durbin Merkley Web 
Feinstein Mikulski Whitehouse 
Franken Murkowski Wyden 
Gillibrand Murray 
NOT VOTING—1 
Kirk 
The amendment (No. 2172) was re- 
jected. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 

ator from Pennsylvania. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2238 

Mr. CASEY. I call up my amendment 
No. 2238. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. 


CASEY] proposes an amendment numbered 
2238. 


Mr. CASEY. I ask unanimous consent 
that the reading of the amendment be 
dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 


(Purpose: To require more frequent dairy 
reporting) 


On page 110, line 7, strike ‘‘no less” and in- 
sert ‘‘more’’. 

On page 110, line 22, strike ‘‘no less” and 
insert ‘‘more’’. 

On page 112, after line 21, add the fol- 
lowing: 

(c) STUDY.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall con- 
duct a study of the feasibility of establishing 
2 classes of milk, a fluid class and a manu- 
facturing class, to replace the 4-class system 
in effect on the date of enactment of this Act 
in administering Federal milk marketing or- 
ders. 

(2) FEDERAL MILK MARKET ORDER REVIEW 
COMMISSION.—The Secretary may elect to use 
the Federal Milk Market Order Review Com- 
mission established under section 1509(a) of 
the Food, Conservation, and Energy Act of 
2008 (Public Law 110-246; 122 Stat. 1726), or 
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documents of the Commission, to conduct all 
or part of the study. 

(3) REPORT.—Not later than 180 days after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Sec- 
retary shall submit to the Committee on Ag- 
riculture of the House of Representatives 
and the Committee on Agriculture, Nutri- 
tion, and Forestry of the Senate a report 
that describes the results of the study re- 
quired under this subsection, including any 
recommendations. 

Mr. CASEY. Madam President, I am 
calling up this amendment, which is 
very simple. It is about two things: 
First of all, it would increase the fre- 
quency of so-called dairy price report- 
ing that goes on already. The Depart- 
ment of Agriculture does this reporting 
on a rather frequent basis. We are just 
going to suggest that we codify, or 
make law, what the USDA is already 
doing. So, first, it would increase the 
frequency of reporting from ‘‘no less 
than once a month” to ‘‘more than 
once a month.” So it just puts into law 
what is already in practice. 

Secondly, this amendment would re- 
quire the USDA to study—only to 
study—the feasibility of having two 
classes of milk as opposed to four. This 
would help clarify whether folks who 
want to do that—it requires that study. 
But, particularly, in the first part of 
the amendment, we need to make sure 
our farmers have as much information 
about pricing to help the farmers 
themselves, dairy buyers, and dairy 
suppliers. 

I urge a “yes” vote on this amend- 
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator’s time has expired. 

Who yields time? 

The Senator from Kansas. 

Mr. ROBERTS. Thank you, Madam 
President. A recorded vote has been re- 
quested, so I ask for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec- 
ond. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment. 

The clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk called the roll. 

Mr. KYL. The following Senator is 
necessarily absent: the Senator from 
Illinois (Mr. KIRK). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
CASEY). Are there any other Senators 
in the Chamber desiring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 73, 
nays 26, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 130 Leg.] 


YEAS—73 
Akaka Carper Hagan 
Alexander Casey Harkin 
Ayotte Chambliss Heller 
Baucus Coats Hutchison 
Begich Collins Inouye 
Bennet Conrad Isakson 
Bingaman Coons Johanns 
Blumenthal Corker Johnson (SD) 
Blunt Crapo Kerry 
Boozman Durbin Klobuchar 
Brown (OH) Franken Kohl 
Cantwell Gillibrand Landrieu 
Cardin Grassley Lautenberg 
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Leahy Nelson (FL) Stabenow 
Levin Portman Tester 
Lieberman Pryor Toomey 
Lugar Reed Udall (CO) 
Manchin Reid Udall (NM) 
McCaskill Risch Vitter 
Menendez Roberts Warner 
Merkley Rockefeller 
Mikulski Sanders Pe eae 
Murkowski Schumer Wyden 
Murray Shaheen y 
Nelson (NE) Snowe 
NAYS—26 
Barrasso Feinstein McConnell 
Boxer Graham Moran 
Brown (MA) Hatch Paul 
Burr Hoeven Rubio 
Coburn Inhofe Sessions 
Cochran Johnson (WI) Shelby 
Cornyn Kyl Thune 
DeMint Lee ; 
Enzi McCain Wicker 
NOT VOTING—1 
Kirk 


The amendment (No. 2238) was agreed 
to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Kentucky. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2181 

Mr. PAUL. Mr. President, I call up 
amendment No. 2181. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from Kentucky [Mr. PAUL] 
proposes an amendment numbered 2181. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To establish an average adjusted 

gross income limitation of $250,000 for all 

payments and benefits under the Farm 

Bill) 

Strike section 1605 and insert the fol- 
lowing: 
SEC. 1605. AVERAGE ADJUSTED GROSS INCOME 

LIMITATION. 


Section 1001D of the Food Security Act of 
1985 (7 U.S.C. 1308-3a) is amended by striking 
subsection (b) and inserting the following: 

“(b) LIMITATIONS.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, a person or legal enti- 
ty shall not be eligible to receive any pay- 
ment or other benefit under the Agriculture 
Reform, Food, and Jobs Act of 2012, or any 
amendment made by that Act, during a crop, 
fiscal, or program year, as appropriate, if the 
average adjusted gross income of the person 
or legal entity exceeds $250,000.’’. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
will be 2 minutes of debate equally di- 
vided. 

The Senator from Kentucky. 

Mr. PAUL. Mr. President, this 
amendment will limit all payments or 
all farm subsidies to persons with an 
adjusted gross income of less than 
$250,000. 

My friends across the aisle are com- 
monly saying: Why don’t those of 
means pay more or receive less? This 
amendment would do precisely that. 

Nine percent of farmers earn more 
than $250,000 worth of adjusted gross 
income. This would limit their pay- 
ments. Currently, 9 percent of the 
farmers—who are the well-off farmers— 
are receiving nearly a third of the ben- 
efits. 

A good question for the Senate might 
be: What do Scottie Pippen, Larry 
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Flynt, and David Rockefeller have in 
common? The answer would be: that 
besides being very rich, they have all 
gotten farm subsidies in the past. I 
think this should change and that the 
wealthy should not be receiving farm 
subsidies. This amendment would get 
rid of this. 

I yield back the remainder of my 
time and encourage Senators to sup- 
port this amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Michigan. 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I 
would urge a ‘‘no’”’ vote on this amend- 
ment. The good news is, the people who 
were mentioned will no longer be able 
to get farm subsidies under this bill be- 
cause of the reforms we have already 
put in place. We have already lowered 
the adjusted gross income. We have put 
a $50,000-per-person cap on payments, 
which is less than half than what farm- 
ers currently receive. 

Let me say, this would cap across the 
board, including conservation, and con- 
servation of land and water is criti- 
cally important to us as a country. 

I yield now the remainder of my time 
to my ranking member. 

Mr. ROBERTS. It is not only com- 
modity programs, I say to my chair- 
woman. This would also affect all of 
our conservation programs, crop insur- 
ance, rural development programs, re- 
search, dairy, and livestock. I doubt if 
Larry Flynt has anything to do with 
any of those. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to amendment 
No. 2181. 

Ms. STABENOW. I ask for the yeas 
and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec- 
ond. 

The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. KYL. The following Senator is 
necessarily absent: the Senator from 
Illinois (Mr. KIRK). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de- 
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 15, 
nays 84, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 131 Leg.] 


YEAS—15 
Ayotte Johnson (WI) Murkowski 
Burr Kohl Paul 
DeMint Kyl Portman 
Hatch Lee Rubio 
Heller McCain Toomey 

NAYS—84 
Akaka Brown (MA) Conrad 
Alexander Brown (OH) Coons 
Barrasso Cantwell Corker 
Baucus Cardin Cornyn 
Begich Carper Crapo 
Bennet Casey Durbin 
Bingaman Chambliss Enzi 
Blumenthal Coats Feinstein 
Blunt Coburn Franken 
Boozman Cochran Gillibrand 
Boxer Collins Graham 
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Grassley Lugar Sanders 
Hagan Manchin Schumer 
Harkin McCaskill Sessions 
Hoeven McConnell Shaheen 
Hutchison Menendez Shelby 
Inhofe Merkley Snowe 
Inouye Mikulski Stabenow 
Isakson Moran Tester 
Johanns Murray Thune 
Johnson (SD) Nelson (NE) Udall (CO) 
Kerry Nelson (FL) Udall (NM) 
Klobuchar Pryor Vitter 
Landrieu Reed Warner 
Lautenberg Reid Web 
Leahy Risch Whitehouse 
Levin Roberts Wicker 
Lieberman Rockefeller Wyden 
NOT VOTING—1 
Kirk 
The amendment (No. 2181) was re- 
jected. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 

ator from Delaware. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2426 

Mr. COONS. Mr. President, I call up 
my amendment No. 2426. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from Delaware [Mr Coons] 
proposes an amendment numbered 2426. 


The amendment is as follows: 


(Purpose: To provide for studies on the feasi- 
bility of establishing a business disruption 
insurance policy for poultry producers and 
a catastrophic event insurance policy for 
poultry producers) 

On page 970, between lines 5 and 6, insert 
the following: 

SEC. 11019. POULTRY BUSINESS DISRUPTION IN- 

SURANCE POLICY. 

Section 522(c) of the Federal Crop Insur- 
ance Act (7 U.S.C. 1522(c)) (as amended by 
sections 11016, 11017, and 11018) is amended by 
adding at the end the following: 

‘(21) POULTRY BUSINESS DISRUPTION INSUR- 
ANCE POLICY AND CATASTROPHIC DISEASE PRO- 
GRAM.— 

‘(A) DEFINITION OF POULTRY.—In this para- 
graph, the term ‘poultry’ has the meaning 
given the term in section 2(a) of the Packers 
and Stockyards Act, 1921 (7 U.S.C. 182(a)). 

‘“(B) AUTHORITY.—The Corporation shall 
offer to enter into 1 or more contracts with 
qualified entities to carry out— 

“(i) a study to determine the feasibility of 
insuring commercial poultry production 
against business disruptions caused by inte- 
grator bankruptcy; and 

“(ii) a study to determine the feasibility of 
insuring poultry producers for a catastrophic 
event. 

‘(C) BUSINESS DISRUPTION 
study described in subparagraph 
shall— 

“(i) evaluate the market place for business 
disruption insurance that is available to 
poultry producers; 

“(ii) assess the feasibility of a policy to 
allow producers to ensure against a portion 
of losses from loss under contract due to 
business disruption from integrator bank- 
ruptcy; and 

“(iii) analyze the costs to the Federal gov- 
ernment of a Federal business disruption in- 
surance program for poultry producers. 

‘“(D) REPORTS.—Not later than 1 year after 
the date of enactment of this paragraph, the 
Corporation shall submit to the Committee 
on Agriculture of the House of Representa- 
tives and the Committee on Agriculture, Nu- 
trition, and Forestry of the Senate a report 
that describes the results of— 


sTUDY.—The 
(B)G) 


9332 


“(i) the study carried out under subpara- 
graph (B)(i); and 

“(ii) the study carried out under subpara- 
graph (B)(ii).”’. 

Mr. COONS. Mr. President, I thank 
the leaders who have worked so hard 
on this bipartisan farm bill, especially 
Chairwoman STABENOW and Ranking 
Member ROBERTS. 

On this bipartisan farm bill, Senator 
CHAMBLISS and I are grateful to have 
our amendment heard. Poultry is a 
critical industry in Delaware, Georgia, 
and in many States. Between the reces- 
sion and the volatile cost of chicken- 
feed, there will be a rising number of 
factors that can have a catastrophic 
impact on local economies that are 
well beyond the control of our farmers 
and integrators. The two studies we 
propose in this amendment would ex- 
plore whether insurance programs 
might make sense as a tool for helping 
poultry farmers and integrators con- 
tinue to thrive during uncertain eco- 
nomic times and would specifically 
study protection from catastrophic loss 
from disease outbreaks or bankruptcy 
of poultry integrators. 

This amendment is at no additional 
cost to taxpayers. I urge my colleagues 
to join Senator CHAMBLISS and me in 
supporting it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Kansas. 

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. President, we 
yield back the remainder of our time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
is yielded back. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment No. 2426. 

The amendment (No. 2426) was agreed 
to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from California. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2422 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 
call up my amendment 2422. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from California [Mrs. FEIN- 
STEIN], for herself, Mrs. BOXER, and Mr. KYL, 
proposes an amendment numbered 2422. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To modify a provision relating to 

conservation innovation grants and pay- 

ments) 

Strike section 2207 and insert the fol- 
lowing: 

SEC. 2207. CONSERVATION INNOVATION GRANTS 
AND PAYMENTS. 

Section 1240H of the Food Security Act of 
1985 (16 U.S.C. 3839aa-8) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (b)(2), by striking ‘‘2012’’ 
and inserting ‘‘2017’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

“(c) REPORTING.—Not later than December 
31, 2013, and every 2 years thereafter, the 
Secretary shall submit to the Committee on 
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry of the 
Senate and the Committee on Agriculture of 
the House of Representatives a report on the 
status of projects funded under this section, 
including— 

“(1) funding awarded; 

‘(2) project results; and 
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“*(3) incorporation of project findings, such 
as new technology and innovative ap- 
proaches, into the conservation efforts im- 
plemented by the Secretary.’’. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 
present this amendment on behalf of 
Senator KYL, Senator BOXER, and my- 
self. It is a very simple amendment. It 
maintains a provision from the 2008 
farm bill that sets aside $37.5 million 
for air quality improvement projects. 

This program has been used to re- 
place old diesel tractor engines with 
newer, cleaner ones. This improves effi- 
ciency for the farmer and air quality in 
the region. It has helped thousands of 
farmers comply with EPA, State, and 
local air quality regulations. 

In California’s Central Valley, we 
have some of the poorest air quality in 
the country. It is an EPA extreme non- 
attainment zone, and the EPA and the 
State have set very strict standards for 
emissions. 

This funding has achieved the equiva- 
lent of removing more than 408,000 cars 
from California highways in the last 5 
years. I urge its passage. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

The Senator from Michigan. 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I 
wish to take a moment—the ranking 
member has yielded some time to me— 
to thank Senator FEINSTEIN. This is an 
excellent amendment. She has done a 
tremendous amount of work on it. I 
urge a ‘‘yes’’ vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 
is no further debate on the amendment, 
the question is on agreeing to the 
amendment. 

The amendment (No. 2422) was agreed 
to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Tennessee is recognized. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2191 

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, I 
call up my amendment No. 2191. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from Tennessee [Mr. ALEX- 
ANDER] proposes an amendment numbered 
2191. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To provide that any cooperative 

organization or other entity that receives 

a business and industry direct or guaran- 

teed loan for a wind energy project is ineli- 

gible for any other Federal benefit, assist- 
ance, or incentive for the project) 

On page 596, between lines 12 and 18, insert 
the following: 

“(12) OTHER FEDERAL BENEFITS.—Notwith- 
standing any other provision of law, any co- 
operative organization or other entity that 
receives a loan or loan guarantee under this 
subsection for a wind energy project shall be 
ineligible for any other Federal benefit, as- 
sistance, or incentive for the project under 
any other provision of law. 

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, if 
my colleagues think it is a good idea to 
give rich developers of wind turbines a 
double dip into the Federal Treasury at 
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a time when we are borrowing 40 cents 
of every $1, then this provision in the 
farm bill is for you. If you think a sin- 
gle dip into the Treasury is justified, 
then this amendment is for you. 

The farm bill gives new loans, new 
loan guarantees for wind turbines. 
That is on top of the 14 billion Federal 
tax dollars we are spending over 5 
years for wind turbines—$6 billion 
through the production tax credit and 
the other $8 billion through the section 
603 grants. This simply says: No dou- 
ble-dipping. Only one dip. If you do the 
tax credit, you can’t do the farm bill. 

Vote yes if you don’t like double-dip- 
ping into the Federal Treasury. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Michigan. 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I 
rise to oppose this amendment. I appre- 
ciate the interest and concern of the 
Senator from Tennessee. Let me just 
say that this amendment would cut off 
access for farmers and small businesses 
that are looking to develop wind en- 
ergy projects that will create jobs. I 
have to say, aS someone coming from 
Michigan, when I look at one of those 
big wind turbines, I see 8,000 parts, and 
every single one of them can be made 
in Michigan or across the country—we 
would prefer Michigan. But the reality 
is this is about jobs. 

We are in the middle of a global clean 
energy race with countries such as 
China, and this is about giving our 
businesses a leg up to be able to win 
that race. Frankly, it is about getting 
us off of foreign oil. This is one way to 
do that and to create jobs. 

Since 2005, wind energy companies 
have contributed more than $60 billion 
to the economy, with over 400 facilities 
in 48 States. It is about jobs. It is about 
manufacturing. 

I would urge a ‘‘no” vote. 

Mr. ALEXANDER. How much time 
do we have? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
has expired. 

Ms. STABENOW. I ask for the yeas 
and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec- 
ond. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment. 

The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. KYL. The following Senator is 
necessarily absent: the Senator from 
Tllinois (Mr. KIRK). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de- 
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 33, 
nays 66, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 132 Leg.] 


YEAS—33 
Alexander Barrasso Burr 
Ayotte Blunt Chambliss 
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Coats Hatch Portman 
Coburn Isakson Risch 
Cochran Johnson (WI) Rubio 
Corker Kyl Sessions 
Cornyn Lee Shelby 
Crapo McCain Snowe 
DeMint McConnell Toomey 
Enzi Murkowski Vitter 
Graham Paul Wicker 
NAYS—66 
Akaka Hagan Mikulski 
Baucus Harkin Moran 
Begich Heller Murray 
Bennet Hoeven Nelson (NE) 
Bingaman Hutchison Nelson (FL) 
Blumenthal Inhofe Pryor 
Boozman Inouye Reed 
Boxer Johanns Reid 
Brown (MA) Johnson (SD) Roberts 
Brown (OH) Kerry Rockefeller 
Cantwell Klobuchar Sanders 
Cardin Kohl Schumer 
Carper Landrieu Shaheen 
Casey Lautenberg Stabenow 
Collins Leahy Tester 
Conrad Levin Thune 
Coons Lieberman Udall (CO) 
Durbin Lugar Udall (NM) 
Feinstein Manchin Warner 
Franken McCaskill Webb 
Gillibrand Menendez Whitehouse 
Grassley Merkley Wyden 
NOT VOTING—1 
Kirk 


The amendment (No. 2191) was re- 
jected. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2199 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Massachusetts. 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I call up 
Senator MCCAIN’s and my amendment 
No. 2199. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. 
KERRY], for himself and Mr. McCAIN, pro- 
poses an amendment numbered 2199. 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that further read- 
ing be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To repeal a duplicative program 
relating to inspection and grading of catfish) 

At the end, add the following: 

SEC. 12207. REPEAL OF DUPLICATIVE PROGRAM. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Effective on the date of 
enactment of the Food, Conservation, and 
Energy Act (7 U.S.C. 8701 et seq.), section 
11016 of that Act (Public Law 110-246; 122 
Stat. 2130) and the amendments made by 
that section are repealed. 

(b) APPLICATION.—The Agricultural Mar- 
keting Act of 1946 (7 U.S.C. 1621 et seq.) and 
the Federal Meat Inspection Act (21 U.S.C. 
601 et seq.) shall be applied and administered 
as if section 11016 of the Food, Conservation, 
and Energy Act (Public Law 110-246; 122 Stat. 
2130) and the amendments made by that sec- 
tion had not been enacted. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of debate will be equally divided. 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, Senator 
McCAIN and I, along with a strong bi- 
partisan group of our colleagues, are 
offering this amendment to repeal the 
2008 farm bill’s catfish language. Our 
amendment would repeal this language 
because it is unfair to importers, it is 
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costly to taxpayers, and it provides no 
food safety benefit. It is duplicative of 
the other programs, and it never re- 
ceived consideration or debate in the 
House or Senate and should never have 
passed in the first place. It doesn’t 
make sense to have a catfish category 
for the regulation of fish, and then all 
other fish are in a completely separate 
category. 

The GAO concluded in its recent re- 
port: 

To enhance the effectiveness of the food 
safety system for catfish and avoid duplica- 
tion of effort and cost, Congress should con- 
sider repealing provisions of the Farm Bill 
that assigned USDA responsibility for exam- 
ining catfish and for creating a catfish in- 
spection program. 

Five years later, they are still debat- 
ing what a catfish is. This is entirely 
duplicative, a waste of time, and hurts 
consumers and processors. 

I hope colleagues will support us in 
this effort. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time in opposition? 

The Senator from Arkansas. 

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, let me 
give the other side of the story here. 
We have a lot of fish that gets im- 
ported from important trading part- 
ners such as Vietnam and other Asian 
countries. It is disputed whether they 
meet the definition of catfish. They 
certainly aren’t an American variety of 
catfish; they are probably some other 
type of fish. But regardless of all of the 
science there, it is important that we 
inspect these fish as they come in be- 
cause they are not grown in the same 
sanitary conditions we have in the 
United States. They use different her- 
bicides and pesticides, and they have 
different pollutants. In fact, we have 
seen documented cases where they are 
raised in sewage water—water con- 
taminated with sewage. 

We need to make sure these fish are 
inspected when they come into the 
United States. That is what the under- 
lying bill provides, and that is what I 
support. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
has expired. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment. 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, it is 
my understanding that we can proceed 
with a voice vote on this amendment. 

The amendment (No. 2199) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote, and I lay that mo- 
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2309 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from California. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 
call up amendment No. 2309. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
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The Senator from California [Mrs. FEIN- 
STEIN], for herself and Mr. CHAMBLISS, pro- 
poses an amendment numbered 2309. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To require a study into the feasi- 

bility of an insurance product that covers 

food safety recalls) 

On page 968, between lines 4 and 5, insert 
the following: 

SEC. 11017. STUDY OF FOOD SAFETY INSURANCE. 

Section 522(c) of the Federal Crop Insur- 
ance Act (7 U.S.C. 1522(c)) (as amended by 
section 11016) is amended by adding at the 
end the following: 

“(19) STUDY OF FOOD SAFETY INSURANCE.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Corporation shall 
offer to enter into a contract with 1 or more 
qualified entities to conduct a study to de- 
termine whether offering policies that pro- 
vide coverage for specialty crops from food 
safety and contamination issues would ben- 
efit agricultural producers. 

‘(B) SUBJECT.—The study described in sub- 
paragraph (A) shall evaluate policies and 
plans of insurance coverage that provide pro- 
tection for production or revenue impacted 
by food safety concerns including, at a min- 
imum, government, retail, or national con- 
sumer group announcements of a health ad- 
visory, removal, or recall related to a con- 
tamination concern. 

“(C) REPORT.—Not later than 1 year after 
the date of enactment of this paragraph, the 
Corporation shall submit to the Committee 
on Agriculture of the House of Representa- 
tives and the Committee on Agriculture, Nu- 
trition, and Forestry of the Senate a report 
that describes the results of the study con- 
ducted under subparagraph (A).’’. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 
offer this amendment on behalf of Sen- 
ator CHAMBLISS and myself. This is a 
simple amendment. It simply author- 
izes a study into how we can better 
cover farmers affected by recalls they 
did not cause. 

When a food safety recall occurs— 
such as spinach, tomatoes, canta- 
loupe—consumers stop purchasing the 
product regardless of what farm the 
food came from. When this happens, 
producers suffer major financial losses 
because of a recall they did not cause. 

This amendment directs the USDA to 
conduct a study into the feasibility of 
a crop insurance product that would 
cover a producer’s losses after these 
kinds of events. 

The amendment has zero cost, it has 
bipartisan support, and it is endorsed 
by United Fresh. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator’s time has expired. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 
urge an ‘‘aye’’ vote. I don’t believe a 
rollcall vote is necessary. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time in opposition? 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I 
strongly commend Senator FEINSTEIN 
and strongly support the amendment. 

It is my understanding we do have 
those who have asked for a rollcall 
vote on this amendment. 

I yield to my ranking member. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Kansas. 
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Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. President, we 
have a request on our side for a re- 
corded vote. I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec- 
ond. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment. 

The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. KYL. The following Senator is 
necessarily absent: the Senator from 
Illinois (Mr. KIRK). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BEN- 
NET). Are there any other Senators in 
the Chamber desiring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 76, 
nays 23, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 133 Leg.] 


YEAS—76 

Akaka Feinstein Murkowski 
Alexander Franken Murray 
Ayotte Gillibrand Nelson (NE) 
Baucus Grassley Nelson (FL) 
Begich Hagan Portman 
Bennet Harkin Pryor 
Bingaman Hutchison Reed 
Blumenthal Inouye f 
Blunt Isakson SA 
Boozman Johanns me 

Rockefeller 
Boxer Johnson (SD) Sanders 
Brown (MA) Kerry 
Brown (OH) Klobuchar Schumer 
Burr Kohl Shaheen 
Cantwell Landrieu Snowe 
Cardin Lautenberg Stabenow 
Carper Leahy Tester 
Casey Levin Udall (CO) 
Chambliss Lieberman Udall (NM) 
Cochran Lugar Vitter 
Collins Manchin Warner 
Conrad McCaskill Webb 
Coons Menendez Whitehouse 
Cornyn Merkley Wicker 
Crapo Mikulski Wyden 
Durbin Moran 

NAYS—23 
Barrasso Heller Pau. 
Coats Hoeven Roberts 
Coburn Inhofe Rubio 
Corker Johnson (WI) Sessions 
DeMint Kyl Shelby 
Enzi Lee ! Thune 
Graham McCain Toomey 
Hatch McConnell 
NOT VOTING—1 
Kirk 


The amendment (No. 2309) was agreed 
to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Pennsylvania. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2217 

Mr. TOOMEY. Mr. President, I call 
up amendment No. 2217. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
TOOMEY] proposes an amendment numbered 
2217. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To eliminate the organic 
certification cost share assistance program) 

Beginning on page 980, strike line 13, and 
all that follows through page 983, line 20. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
are 2 minutes of debate equally di- 
vided. 
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Mr. TOOMEY. Mr. President, the bill 
we are debating today has a provision 
called the Organic Certification Cost 
Share and Agricultural Management 
Assistance Program. This creates $115 
million of mandatory spending over the 
next 5 years. It continues existing pol- 
icy except at a much higher spending 
level. It is a 53-percent increase over 
the 2008 farm bill. Half of the funding 
goes to pay producers. Half of this 
funding goes to have taxpayers pay the 
cost of producers that want to certify 
that they grow an organic product. I 
have nothing against organic farming, 
but it is a $31 billion industry. It has 
had a 50-percent growth rate just since 
2008, and this applies only to large pro- 
ducers because small producers are not 
required to seek this certification. This 
is a great market. There is a great deal 
of interest in organic products, but I 
think these large producers can pay for 
their own certification. 

The other half goes to duplicative 
conservation efforts. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator’s time has expired. 

Mr. TOOMEY. Thank you, Mr. Presi- 
dent. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I strong- 
ly oppose the Toomey amendment, 
which would completely eliminate 
funding for the organic certification 
cost-share assistance, risk manage- 
ment education, and agricultural man- 
agement assistance. These programs 
are highly effective and have helped 
farmers across the entire country, 
which is why they have widespread bi- 
partisan support. They ensure that all 
producers have equal access to the or- 
ganic certification process, support 
sustainable farm practices, and help 
disseminate information about the in- 
tricate crop insurance system to those 
who traditionally have not had access. 
The farm bill is about fairness, equity, 
job growth, and protecting farmers 
eliminating these vital programs runs 
counter to these fundamental goals. 

The National Organic Certification 
Cost Share Program and the Agricul- 
tural Management Assistance program 
have proven to be highly cost-effective 
tools for farmers. With grants of up to 
$750, they allow organic producers and 
handlers to defray a portion of their 
rising organic certification costs. 
These small grants help the many pro- 
ducers who already follow organic 
practices complete the costly certifi- 
cation process. In fiscal year 2011 
alone, over 9,300 operations in 49 states 
received assistance through these 2 
programs. 

Demand from the marketplace has 
fueled the skyrocketing production of 
organic food. This food frequently 
yields higher prices for producers and 
gives consumers greater choice. Many 
small producers who often sell their 
goods directly to consumers—have 
trouble obtaining organic certification, 
which is the last hurdle that must be 
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overcome to access these valuable mar- 
kets. The National Organic Certifi- 
cation Cost Share Program brings eq- 
uity to the system and enables pro- 
ducers to properly label their goods. 
This ensures that consumers can find 
American organic products and rest as- 
sured that they have been produced ac- 
cording to organic standards. 

The Agricultural Management As- 
sistance, AMA, program also helps pro- 
ducers make the conservation improve- 
ments that they would like to make— 
such as water quality and erosion con- 
trols. This program is completely vol- 
untary and helps farmers in states 
where participation in Federal Crop In- 
surance has remained low. Agricultural 
Management Assistance helps farmers 
develop sustainable practices that pro- 
tect their farmland and ensure the 
health of our shared water systems. 
This is the type of program that pays 
long-term dividends and greatly re- 
duces future mitigation costs for our 
Nation’s farmers. 

Last year Tropical Storm Irene dev- 
astated the landscape in Vermont, 
eroding soil and spreading contami- 
nants into our water system. Fertile 
soil was wiped away leaving only bed- 
rock behind. To the extent we can, we 
should try to lessen the toll of natural 
disasters like Irene by implementing 
the conservation practices that AMA 
supports. Eliminating programs like 
AMA kicks the can down the road, in- 
creasing the size and impact of prob- 
lems that our children and grand- 
children will be left to fix. 

I urge all Senators to stand with our 
farmers and oppose this amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Michigan. 

Ms. STABENOW. I rise to oppose this 
amendment. One of the important prin- 
ciples in this bill is that we support the 
great diversity of American agri- 
culture. This particular amendment 
would go after a very small part of this 
bill—a provision to support the fastest 
growing part of agriculture, which is 
organic farming. 

We have reformed this bill, as we 
have every other part of the bill. We 
continue what has been in the farm 
bills of the past. 

I might add this amendment would 
also reduce funding available for con- 
servation and risk management assist- 
ance for States that have been under- 
served by crop insurance. 

I urge a “no” vote on the amend- 
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to amendment 
No. 2217. 

Ms. STABENOW. I ask for the yeas 
and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec- 
ond. 

The clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk called the roll. 
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Mr. KYL. The following Senator is 
necessarily absent: the Senator from 
Illinois (Mr. KIRK). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de- 
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 42, 
nays 57, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 134 Leg.] 


YEAS—42 
Alexander Enzi McConnell 
Ayotte Graham Moran 
Barrasso Grassley Murkowski 
Blunt Hatch Paul 
Boozman Heller Portman 
Burr Inhofe Risch 
Chambliss Isakson Roberts 
Coats Johanns Rubio 
Coburn Johnson (WI) Sessions 
Cochran Kyl Shelby 
Corker Lee Thune 
Cornyn Lugar Toomey 
Crapo Manchin Vitter 
DeMint McCain Wicker 
NAYS—57 
Akaka Gillibrand Murray 
Baucus Hagan Nelson (NE) 
Begich Harkin Nelson (FL) 
Bennet Hoeven Pryor 
Bingaman Hutchison Reed 
Blumenthal Inouye Rei 
Boxer Johnson (SD) Rockefeller 
Brown (MA) Kerry Sanders 
Brown (OH) Klobuchar Schumer 
Cantwell Kohl Shaheen 
Cardin Landrieu Snowe 
Carper Lautenberg Stabenow 
Casey Leahy Tester 
Collins Levin Udall (CO) 
Conrad Lieberman Udall (NM) 
Coons McCaskill Warner 
Durbin Menendez Web 
Feinstein Merkley Whitehouse 
Franken Mikulski Wyden 
NOT VOTING—1 
Kirk 
The amendment (No. 2217) was re- 
jected. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from New York. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2156 


Mrs. GILLIBRAND. Mr. President, I 
call up my amendment No. 2156. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from New York [Mrs. GILLI- 
BRAND], for herself, Mr. LAUTENBERG, Mr. 
SCHUMER, Mr. REED, and Mr. WYDEN, pro- 
poses an amendment numbered 2156. 


Mrs. GILLIBRAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To strike a reduction in the sup- 

plemental nutrition assistance program 

and increase funding for the fresh fruit and 

vegetable program, with an offset that lim- 

its crop insurance reimbursements to pro- 

viders) 

Beginning on page 312, strike line 9 and all 
that follows through the end of page 313. 

On page 361, strike lines 1 through 8 and in- 
sert the following: 

SEC. 4207. PURCHASE OF COMMODITIES BY COM- 
MODITY CREDIT CORPORATION. 

When the Secretary considers the pur- 
chasing of commodities by the Commodity 
Credit Corporation or under section 32 of the 
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Act of August 24, 1935 (7 U.S.C. 612c), in addi- 

tion to other appropriate considerations, the 

Secretary may consider the needs of the 

States and the demands placed on emergency 

feeding organizations. 

SEC. 4208. FRESH FRUIT AND VEGETABLE PRO- 
GRAM. 

Section 19(i) of the Richard B. Russell Na- 
tional School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 1769a(i)) 
is amended— 

(1) by redesignating paragraphs (4) through 
(7) as paragraphs (5) through (8), respec- 
tively; and 

(2) by inserting after paragraph (3) the fol- 
lowing: 

“(4) MANDATORY FUNDING.—In addition to 
any other amounts made available to carry 
out this section, on October 1, 2012, and on 
each October 1 thereafter through October 1, 
2021, out of any funds in the Treasury not 
otherwise appropriated, the Secretary of the 
Treasury shall transfer to the Secretary to 
carry out this section $50,000,000, to remain 
available until expended.’’. 

On page 953, between lines 8 and 9, insert 
the following: 

SEC. 11011. ANNUAL LIMITATION ON DELIVERY 
EXPENSES AND REDUCED RATE OF 
RETURN. 

(a) ANNUAL LIMITATION ON DELIVERY EX- 
PENSES.—Section 508(k)(4) of the Federal 
Crop Insurance Act (7 U.S.C. 1508(k)(4)) is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

“(G) ANNUAL LIMITATION ON DELIVERY EX- 
PENSES.—Beginning with the 2014 reinsur- 
ance year, the amount paid by the Corpora- 
tion to reimburse approved insurance pro- 
viders and agents for the administrative and 
operating costs of the approved insurance 
providers and agents shall not exceed 
$825,000,000 per year.’’. 

(b) REDUCED RATE OF RETURN.—Section 
508(k)(8) of the Federal Crop Insurance Act (7 
U.S.C. 1508(k)(8)) (as amended by section 
11010) is amended by adding at the end the 
following: 

“(G) REDUCED RATE OF RETURN.—Beginning 
with the 2014 reinsurance year, the Standard 
Reinsurance Agreement shall be adjusted to 
ensure a projected rate of return for the ap- 
proved insurance producers not to exceed 12 
percent, as determined by the Corporation.’’. 


AMENDMENT NO. 2156, AS MODIFIED 

Mrs. GILLIBRAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that my 
amendment be modified with the 
changes at the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, the amendment is 
so modified. 

The amendment, as modified, is as 
follows: 

Beginning on page 312, strike line 9 and all 
that follows through the end of page 313. 

On page 361, strike lines 1 through 8 and in- 
sert the following: 
SEC. 4207. PURCHASE OF COMMODITIES BY COM- 

MODITY CREDIT CORPORATION. 

When the Secretary considers the pur- 
chasing of commodities by the Commodity 
Credit Corporation or under section 32 of the 
Act of August 24, 1935 (7 U.S.C. 612c), in addi- 
tion to other appropriate considerations, the 
Secretary may consider the needs of the 
States and the demands placed on emergency 
feeding organizations starting in 2014. 
SEC. 4208. FRESH FRUIT AND VEGETABLE PRO- 


Section 19(i) of the Richard B. Russell Na- 
tional School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 1769a(i)) 
is amended— 
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(1) by redesignating paragraphs (4) through 
(7) as paragraphs (5) through (8), respec- 
tively; and 

(2) by inserting after paragraph (3) the fol- 
lowing: 

““(4) MANDATORY FUNDING.—In addition to 
any other amounts made available to carry 
out this section, on October 1, 2014, and on 
each October 1 thereafter, out of any funds 
in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, 
the Secretary of the Treasury shall transfer 
to the Secretary to carry out this section 
$50,000,000, to remain available until ex- 
pended.’’. 

On page 953, between lines 8 and 9, insert 
the following: 

SEC. 11011. ANNUAL LIMITATION ON DELIVERY 
EXPENSES AND REDUCED RATE OF 
RETURN. 

(a) ANNUAL LIMITATION ON DELIVERY EX- 
PENSES.—Section 508(k)(4) of the Federal 
Crop Insurance Act (7 U.S.C. 1508(k)(4)) is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

‘(G) ANNUAL LIMITATION ON DELIVERY EX- 
PENSES.—Beginning with the 2014 reinsur- 
ance year, the amount paid by the Corpora- 
tion to reimburse approved insurance pro- 
viders and agents for the administrative and 
operating costs of the approved insurance 
providers and agents shall not exceed 
$825,000,000 per year.’’. 

(b) REDUCED RATE OF RETURN.—Section 
508(k)(8) of the Federal Crop Insurance Act (7 
U.S.C. 1508(k)(8)) (as amended by section 
11010) is amended by adding at the end the 
following: 

‘(G) REDUCED RATE OF RETURN.—Beginning 
with the 2014 reinsurance year, the Standard 
Reinsurance Agreement shall be adjusted to 
ensure a projected rate of return for the ap- 
proved insurance producers not to exceed 12 
percent, as determined by the Corporation.”’. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
will now be 2 minutes of debate equally 
divided. 

The Senator from New York. 

Mrs. GILLIBRAND. Let me be clear, 
Mr. President, about what this amend- 
ment does and does not do. This 
amendment does not extend or expand 
the Food Stamp Program. It provides 
the exact same benefits families are re- 
ceiving today. 

Half of the food stamp beneficiaries 
are children, 17 percent are seniors, 
and, unfortunately, now 1.5 million 
households are veteran households that 
are receiving food stamps. 

This amendment does not take a 
penny from our farmers. These cuts are 
not about waste, fraud, and abuse. Ac- 
cording to CBO, it is $90 a month from 
these families’ kitchen tables. 

We all here in this Chamber take the 
ability to feed our children for granted. 
That is not the case for too many fami- 
lies in America. Put yourselves for just 
a moment in their shoes. Imagine being 
a parent who cannot feed your children 
the food they need to grow. It is be- 
neath this body to cut food assistance 
for those who are struggling the most 
among us. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator’s time has expired. 

The Senator from Michigan. 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I 
must, regretfully, oppose this amend- 
ment. I deeply care about protecting 
nutrition assistance programs. I hope 
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that is not in doubt. But here is what 
is going on. In a handful of States, they 
have found a way to increase the SNAP 
benefits for people in their States by 
sending $1 checks in heating assistance 
to everyone who gets food assistance. 
Now, it is important to consider what a 
family’s heating bill is when deter- 
mining how much help they need, 
which is why the two programs are 
linked. But sending out $1 checks to 
everyone is not the intent of Congress. 
For the small number of States that 
are doing that, it is undermining the 
integrity of the program, in my judg- 
ment. 

I appreciate we have turned down 
those amendments that would, in fact, 
change this structure and lower bene- 
fits. But this is about accountability 
and integrity within the program, and 
I must oppose the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Kansas. 

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. President, I 
strongly oppose this amendment. This 
amendment would shield over 82 per- 
cent of farm bill spending from deficit 
reduction and prevent the bill from ad- 
dressing a serious breach in nutrition 
program integrity. 

Let me be clear. Tightening the 
LIHEAP loophole does not affect SNAP 
eligibility for anyone using SNAP. 

To add insult to this injury, this 
amendment then pillages money from 
crop insurance— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator’s time has expired. 

Mr. ROBERTS. Did we not have a 
minute apiece? 

Ms. STABENOW. I would ask the 
Presiding Officer if there is any time 
remaining in the debate? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All de- 
bate time has expired. 

Mr. ROBERTS. Well, we will stop at 
“pillaging.” 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec- 
ond. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment, as modified. 

The clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk called the roll. 

Mr. KYL. The following Senator is 
necessarily absent: the Senator from 
Tllinois (Mr. KIRK). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de- 
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 33, 
nays 66, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 135 Leg.] 


YEAS—33 
Akaka Cardin Lautenberg 
Begich Casey Leahy 
Blumenthal Coons Levin 
Boxer Feinstein Lieberman 
Brown (MA) Gillibrand Menendez 
Brown (OH) Heller Merkley 
Cantwell Kerry Mikulski 
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Murkowski Rockefeller Snowe 
Murray Sanders Udall (NM) 
Reed Schumer Whitehouse 
Reid Shaheen Wyden 
NAYS—66 
Alexander Franken McCaskill 
Ayotte Graham McConnell 
Barrasso Grassley Moran 
Baucus Hagan Nelson (NE) 
Bennet Harkin Nelson (FL) 
Bingaman Hatch Paul 
Blunt Hoeven Portman 
Boozman Hutchison Pryor 
Burr Inhofe Risch 
Carper Inouye Roberts 
Chambliss Isakson Rubio 
Coats Johanns Sessions 
Coburn Johnson (SD) Shelby 
Cochran Johnson (WI) Stabenow 
Collins Klobuchar Tester 
Conrad Kohl Thune 
Corker Kyl Toomey 
Cornyn Landrieu Udall (CO) 
Crapo Lee Vitter 
DeMint Lugar Warner 
Durbin Manchin Webb 
Enzi McCain Wicker 
NOT VOTING—1 
Kirk 


The amendment (No. 2156), as modi- 
fied, was rejected. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma- 
jority leader. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, we have 
done very well today. We have 24 
pages, and we almost have a page of 
our amendments finished. We are going 
to have 2 hours of debate of the time 
set forth for the resolution of dis- 
approval. That will start at 7:50 to- 
night or thereabouts. One of the Sen- 
ators agreed to take a voice vote, and 
that saved us 15 minutes. So we gave 
them 10 minutes off. 

If everybody will look at these 
amendments, we have to finish this bill 
and flood insurance this week. We have 
to do that. I don’t want to be crying 
wolf that we are going to have to be 
here Friday. We need to finish our 
work, and we can do that. People have 
been here, and we have finished some of 
our votes before the time even expired. 
That is difficult. The floor staff has a 
difficult time recapping the votes, but 
everybody did a good job. 

I hope one of the things we can look 
at is that perhaps Senators BOXER and 
INHOFE could look at giving back an 
hour of their time for debate. I think 
virtually everybody knows how they 
will vote on this issue. The debate 
could be stunning and somebody could 
change, but I doubt it. If they will con- 
sider giving back an hour of their time 
out of the 4, it will help us. 

I don’t want to be here until 2 o’clock 
Friday morning. I don’t want to do 
that. I hope we can work through this. 
We will have a limited amount of 
morning business tomorrow and we 
will start voting as soon as we can and 
we will move quickly like we have 
today. I ask everybody to look at the 
amendments and see if they are willing 
to take a voice vote. We are going to 
stop voting at about 7:50 p.m. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from South Carolina is recognized. 
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AMENDMENT NO. 2263 

Mr. DEMINT. Mr. President, I call up 
amendment No. 2263. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from South Carolina [Mr. 
DEMINT] proposes an amendment numbered 
2263. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To maintain funding at current 

levels for programs providing access to 

broadband telecommunications services in 
rural areas) 

On page 770, strike lines 7 through 11 and 
insert the following: 

(7) in subsection (k)(1), by striking ‘‘2012’’ 
and inserting ‘‘2017’’; and 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
will be 2 minutes of debate, equally di- 
vided, on the amendment. 

Mr. DEMINT. Mr. President, the 
President’s 2013 budget asks for about 
$9 million for the Rural Utility Service 
to expand broadband services in rural 
areas. The average spending over the 
last 10 years for that service is about 
$14 million. The current level of spend- 
ing is at $25 million. If anything, given 
our $16 trillion in debt, one would 
think we would come in somewhat 
below that. But the farm bill doubles 
our current level from $25 million to 
$50 million. 

My amendment keeps spending at the 
$25 million level. That is the least we 
can do, given the President has asked 
for $9 million. The average is $14 mil- 
lion, and we are now at $25 million. We 
at least need to keep it there. 

I encourage my colleagues to have a 
brief moment of fiscal sanity and vote 
for my amendment. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Michigan. 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I 
rise to oppose the amendment that 
would cut funding for critical programs 
for small businesses in rural commu- 
nities across the country. In the 1930s 
and 1940s we made a commitment to 
rural electrification and extended what 
was a fairly new technology to commu- 
nities across the country. We had a 
boom in innovation and economic 
growth. 

Our country no longer has a divide 
between urban ‘‘haves’’ and rural 
“have-nots” as a result of that. Today, 
the Internet is the new dividing line. 
Too many communities still don’t have 
access to high-speed broadband Inter- 
net for businesses in these locations. It 
is a real competitive disadvantage for 
them, especially in a global economy. 

I urge that we support what we have 
done to invest in small businesses and 
the ability to connect. We don’t need 
the new urban ‘haves’? and rural 
“have-nots.” This is about investing in 
rural communities. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment. 
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Mr. DEMINT. Mr. President, I ask for 
the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 

The clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk called the roll. 

Mr. KYL. The following Senator is 
necessarily absent: the Senator from 
Illinois (Mr. KIRK). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
UDALL of Colorado). Are there any 
other Senators in the Chamber desiring 
to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 45, 
nays 54, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 136 Leg.] 


YEAS—45 
Alexander DeMint McCain 
Ayotte Enzi McConnell 
Barrasso Graham Moran 
Blunt Grassley Paul 
Boozman Hatch Portman 
Brown (MA) Heller Risch 
Burr Hoeven Roberts 
Chambliss Hutchison Rubio 
Coats Inhofe Sessions 
Coburn Isakson Shelby 
Cochran Johanns Snowe 
Collins Johnson (WI) Thune 
Corker Kyl Toomey 
Cornyn Lee Vitter 
Crapo Lugar Wicker 
NAYS—54 
Akaka Hagan Murray 
Baucus Harkin Nelson (FL) 
Begich Inouye Nelson (NE) 
Bennet Johnson (SD) Pryor 
Bingaman Kerry Reed 
Blumenthal Klobuchar Reid 
Boxer Kohl Rockefeller 
Brown (OH) Landrieu Sanders 
Cantwell Lautenberg Schumer 
Cardin Leahy Shaheen 
Carper Levin Stabenow 
Casey Lieberman Tester 
Conrad Manchin Udall (CO) 
Coons McCaskill Udall (NM) 
Durbin Menendez Warner 
Feinstein Merkley Webb 
Franken Mikulski Whitehouse 
Gillibrand Murkowski Wyden 
NOT VOTING—1 
Kirk 
The amendment (No. 2263) was re- 
jected. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 

ator from North Carolina. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2366 

Mrs. HAGAN. Mr. President, I call up 
Hagan amendment No. 2366. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from North Carolina [Mrs. 
HAGAN] proposes an amendment numbered 
2366. 

Mrs. HAGAN. I ask unanimous con- 
sent that further reading of the amend- 
ment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To require the Risk Management 

Agency and the Federal Crop Insurance 

Corporation to use plain language and a 

website to make crop insurance more ac- 

cessible) 

At the end of title XI, add the following: 


SEC. 110 . GREATER ACCESSIBILITY FOR CROP 
INSURANCE. 


(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that— 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE, Vol. 158, Pt. 7 


(1) due to changes in commodity and other 
agricultural programs made by the Agri- 
culture Reform, Food, and Jobs Act of 2012, 
it is more important than ever that agricul- 
tural producers be able to fully understand 
the terms of plans and policies of crop insur- 
ance offered under the Federal Crop Insur- 
ance Act (7 U.S.C. 1501 et seq.); and 

(2) proposed reductions by the Secretary in 
the number of State and local offices of the 
Farm Service Agency will reduce the serv- 
ices available to assist agricultural pro- 
ducers in understanding crop insurance. 

(b) REQUIREMENT FOR USE OF PLAIN LAN- 
GUAGE.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—In issuing regulations and 
guidance relating to plans and policies of 
crop insurance, the Risk Management Agen- 
cy and the Federal Crop Insurance Corpora- 
tion shall, to the greatest extent practicable, 
use plain language, as required under Execu- 
tive Orders 12866 (5 U.S.C. 601 note; relating 
to regulatory planning and review) and 12988 
(28 U.S.C. 519 note; relating to civil justice 
reform). 

(2) REPORT.—Not later than 180 days after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Sec- 
retary shall submit to the Committee on Ag- 
riculture of the House of Representatives 
and the Committee on Agriculture, Nutri- 
tion, and Forestry of the Senate a report de- 
scribing the efforts of the Secretary to accel- 
erate compliance with the Executive Orders 
described in paragraph (1). 

(c) WEBSITE.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 1 year after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Sec- 
retary, in consultation with the approved in- 
surance providers (as defined in section 
502(b) of the Federal Crop Insurance Act (7 
U.S.C. 1502(b)), shall improve the existing 
Internet website through which agricultural 
producers in any State may identify crop in- 
surance options in that State. 

(2) REQUIREMENTS.—The website described 
in paragraph (1) shall— 

(A) provide answers in an easily accessible 
format to frequently asked questions; and 

(B) include published materials of the De- 
partment of Agriculture that relate to plans 
and policies of crop insurance offered under 
that Act. 

(d) ADMINISTRATION.—Nothing in this sec- 
tion authorizes the Risk Management Agen- 
cy to sell a crop insurance policy or plan of 
insurance. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
will be 2 minutes of debate equally di- 
vided. 

Mrs. HAGAN. Mr. President, as ev- 
eryone knows, Federal crop insurance 
policies are extremely technical and 
complex. My amendment seeks to give 
farmers additional access to clear, con- 
cise information about crop insurance 
policies and programs approved by the 
USDA. 

This commonsense amendment seeks 
to accomplish this goal in two ways: 

First, it will require the Secretary of 
Agriculture to report back to Congress 
on the status of the agency’s effort to 
comply with the President’s Executive 
order to require the use of plain lan- 
guage. My hope is that this simple 
measure will force USDA to move 
quickly to provide information nec- 
essary for our farmers in North Caro- 
lina and other parts of the country to 
make informed decisions about signing 
up for the crop insurance plans that 
meet their specific needs. 
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Second, my amendment requires the 
Risk Management Agency to improve 
its existing Web site so that agri- 
culture producers in any State can ac- 
cess easily understandable information 
on crop insurance. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator’s time has expired. 

Mrs. HAGAN. I urge my colleagues to 
support this commonsense amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, on 
behalf of the ranking member and my- 
self, I yield back the time. 

It is my understanding that we may 
proceed with a voice vote on this 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 
is no further debate, the question is on 
agreeing to the amendment. 

The amendment (No. 2366) was agreed 
to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2262 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from South Carolina. 

Mr. DEMINT. Mr. President, I call up 
my amendment No. 2262. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from South Carolina [Mr. 
DEMINT] proposes an amendment numbered 
2262. 

(Purpose: To express the sense of the Senate 
that nothing in this Act or an amendment 
made by this Act should manipulate prices 
or interfere with the free market) 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol- 
lowing: 

SEC. __. SENSE OF THE SENATE. 

It is the sense of the Senate that nothing 
in this Act or an amendment made by this 
Act should manipulate prices or interfere 
with the free market. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
will now be 2 minutes of debate equally 
divided. 

Mr. DEMINT. Mr. President, this 
amendment is a sense of the Senate 
that reflects what all of us talk about 
not just with the farm bill but with the 
whole U.S. economy—the importance 
of a free market and letting our com- 
petitive system work. 

This amendment says that nothing in 
the farm bill would interfere with the 
free market by setting prices or doing 
anything that I think all of the pro- 
ponents of the bill say it will do—that 
it will protect the free market. 

So it is a sense of the Senate, and I 
agree to a voice vote on this, but I en- 
courage my colleagues to add their 
voice to the free market system and 
support this amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Michigan. 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, on 
behalf of the ranking member and my- 
self, I yield back all time, and we both 
agree to a voice vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 
is no further debate, the question is on 
agreeing to the amendment. 
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The amendment (No. 2262) was agreed 
to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2187 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Massachusetts. 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I call up 
my amendment No. 2187. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. 
KERRY] proposes an amendment numbered 
2187. 

(Purpose: To extend eligibility for certain 

emergency loans to commercial fishermen) 

On page 398, line 1, insert ‘‘(including a 
commercial fisherman)” after ‘‘farmer’’. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
will now be 2 minutes of debate equally 
divided. 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, this is an 
amendment on behalf of myself, Sen- 
ator MURKOWSKI, Senator BROWN, and 
others. 

In these very difficult economic 
times, we have also had a problem for 
the fishermen of the Northeast and in 
other parts of the country where the 
fishing stocks have been greatly re- 
duced for a lot of different reasons, and 
a lot of fishermen are sitting there 
with their boats, where they are trying 
to get through the season in order to be 
able to fish in the future, with greatly 
restricted fishing capacity and avail- 
ability. This is not unlike farmers who 
wind up with crops being affected by 
floods and other disasters, things that 
take place. 

All we are seeking is the ability to do 
away with an inequity in the law that 
denies fishermen access to a loan under 
Federal emergency loan standards for 
when an emergency arises and they 
need to have some ability to stay over. 

The Congressional Budget Office de- 
termined that this amendment has no 
score. There is no score. 

We believe commercial fishermen de- 
serve access to the same type of assist- 
ance commercial farmers and other 
people in this country get. We hope col- 
leagues will do away with this anomaly 
that denies them the ability to simply 
apply, through normal standards, for a 
loan. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Michigan. 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, we 
yield back all time. I understand we 
can proceed with a voice vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment. 

The amendment (No. 2187) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. JOHANNS. Mr. President, Senate 
amendment No. 2187 offered by Senator 
KERRY has now been voice voted onto 
the farm bill. It is unfortunate that 
this significant change of USDA policy 
occurred without a recorded vote. 

While it may sound innocuous to add 
commercial fishermen to the list of 
those eligible for USDA emergency 
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farm loans, it is not without its nega- 
tive implications. 

Support for commercial fishermen 
has typically been the responsibility of 
the Department of Commerce. Thus, 
USDA has little to no experience serv- 
ing commercial fishermen. 

Additionally, funding for farm emer- 
gency loans is limited. Amendment No. 
2187 would further dilute this limited 
pool of funding and divert it from its 
core mission—assisting our farmers 
and ranchers. 

While this amendment may have 
been voice voted, I would have voted 
nay on this amendment had there been 
a recorded vote. I hope this is an issue 
that we can revisit and rectify in con- 
ference committee. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2268 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from South Carolina. 

Mr. DEMINT. Mr. President, I call up 
my amendment No. 2268. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from South Carolina [Mr. 
DEMINT] proposes an amendment numbered 
2268. 

(Purpose: To prohibit the Secretary from 

making loan guarantees) 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol- 
lowing: 


SEC. . PROHIBITION ON PROVISION OF 


LOAN GUARANTEES. 

Notwithstanding any other provision of 
this Act, including any amendment made by 
this Act, no loan guarantee may be provided 
by the Secretary or any other Federal offi- 
cial or agency for any project or activity 
carried out by the Secretary. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
will now be 2 minutes of debate equally 
divided. 

Mr. DEMINT. Mr. President, as we 
look at some of the loan guarantees— 
such as Solyndra—that have gone bad, 
this amendment would prohibit loan 
guarantees for the farm bill. There are 
many programs that guarantee loans 
that expose the American taxpayers to 
millions of dollars. This bill would pro- 
hibit those guarantees—not prohibit 
the programs themselves and the crop 
insurance and things farmers count on 
but just the liability we put on the 
American taxpayers. CBO has said loan 
guarantees do cost the taxpayers 
money. So I encourage my colleagues 
to support this amendment and save 
the American taxpayers from this addi- 
tional liability. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Michigan. 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I 
rise to oppose this amendment. The 
FDA loan guarantees are critical to 
our farmers, our rural small busi- 
nesses, and community banks in small 
towns across the country. The loan 
guarantee programs help support com- 
mercial and farm credit lending when 
farmers and ranchers face tough times. 
It is also an important program to help 
beginning farmers and ranchers who 
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don’t have a long history of credit but 
who are certainly qualified to receive 
loans to start their operations. 

We know that the average age of an 
American farmer is 57 years and that 
one-quarter of our farmers are 65 years 
of age or older. If agriculture in Amer- 
ica is going to survive, we need to have 
young people engaged in farming. This 
amendment would make it much hard- 
er. So I oppose the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment. 

Mr. DEMINT. Mr. President, I ask for 
the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 

The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the 
Senator from Iowa (Mr. HARKIN) is nec- 
essarily absent. 

Mr. KYL. The following Senator is 
necessarily absent: the Senator from 
Illinois (Mr. KIRK). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de- 
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 14, 
nays 84, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 137 Leg.] 


YEAS—14 
Ayotte Graham McCain 
Burr Inhofe Paul 
Coburn Johnson (WI) Rubio 
Corker Kyl Toomey 
DeMint Lee 
NAYS—84 
Akaka Franken Murkowski 
Alexander Gillibrand Murray 
Barrasso Grassley Nelson (NE) 
Baucus Hagan Nelson (FL) 
Begich Hatch Portman 
Bennet Heller Pryor 
Bingaman Hoeven Reed 
Blumenthal Hutchison Reid 
Blunt Inouye Risch 
Boozman Isakson Roberts 
Boxer Johanns Rockefeller 
Brown (MA) Johnson (SD) Sanders 
Brown (OH) Kerry Schumer 
Cantwell Klobuchar Sessions 
Cardin Kohl Shaheen 
Carper Landrieu Shelby 
Casey Lautenberg Snowe 
Chambliss Leahy Stabenow 
Coats Levin Tester 
Cochran Lieberman Thune 
Collins Lugar Udall (CO) 
Conrad Manchin Udall (NM) 
Coons McCaskill Vitter 
Cornyn McConnell Warner 
Crapo Menendez Web 
Durbin Merkley Whitehouse 
Enzi Mikulski Wicker 
Feinstein Moran Wyden 
NOT VOTING—2 
Harkin Kirk 
The amendment (No. 2268) was re- 
jected. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Louisiana. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2321 
Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I call 
up my amendment No. 2321. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 
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The legislative clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from Louisiana [Ms. LAN- 
DRIEU] proposes an amendment numbered 
2321. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To move a section from the rural 
development title to the credit title) 

On page 508, strike lines 13 and 14 and in- 
sert the following: 


“SEC. 3430. PROHIBITION ON USE OF LOANS FOR 
CERTAIN PURPOSES. 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
subsections (b) and (c), the Secretary may 
not approve a loan under this subtitle to 
drain, dredge, fill, level, or otherwise manip- 
ulate a wetland (as defined in section 1201(a) 
of the Food Security Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 
3801(a))), or to engage in any activity that 
results in impairing or reducing the flow, 
circulation, or reach of water. 

“(b) PRIOR ACTIVITY.—Subsection (a) does 
not apply in the case of— 

“(1) an activity related to the maintenance 
of a previously converted wetland; or 

“(2) an activity that had already com- 
menced before November 28, 1990. 

“(c) EXCEPTION.—This section shall not 
apply to a loan made or guaranteed under 
this subtitle for a utility line. 

“SEC. 3431. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIA- 
TIONS AND ALLOCATION OF FUNDS. 


Beginning on page 750, strike line 14 and 
all that follows through page 751, line 6. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
will now be 2 minutes of debate, equal- 
ly divided. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I 
don’t believe there is any opposition to 
this amendment, but I would like a 
minute to explain. Under current law, 
any rural development project is auto- 
matically excluded from even applying 
for a loan under current law. That was 
not the intention of the farm bill, but 
it was put in the farm bill, the last one. 
I would like to remove that language 
so small rural communities of 20,000 or 
less can apply to build a hospital, fire 
station, et cetera. 

They do not have to be given the per- 
mit. They still need to get the wetland 
permit from the Corps of Engineers, 
but this removes an automatic prohibi- 
tion. The agriculture department sup- 
ports it. I do not believe there is any 
opposition, and I thank the Chair and 
ranking member. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Michigan. 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, we 
agree to a voice vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Ms. STABENOW. I yield the remain- 
der of the time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
having expired, the question is on 
agreeing to the amendment. 

The amendment (No. 2321) was agreed 
to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2276 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from South Carolina. 

Mr. DEMINT. Mr. President, I believe 
this will be the last vote of today, 
DeMint amendment 2276. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 
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The legislative clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from South Carolina [Mr. 
DEMINT] proposes an amendment numbered 
2276. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To prohibit mandatory or 
compulsory check off programs) 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol- 
lowing: 
SEC. . PROHIBITION ON MANDATORY OR 


COMPULSORY CHECK OFF PRO- 
GRAMS. 


No program to promote and provide re- 
search and information for a particular agri- 
cultural commodity without reference to 
specific producers or brands (commonly 
known as a ‘‘check-off program’’) shall be 
mandatory or compulsory. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
will now be 2 minutes of debate, equal- 
ly divided. 

Mr. DEMINT. Mr. President, this 
amendment would give individual busi- 
nesses and small farmers the freedom 
to refrain from joining 1 of the 19 
check-off programs against their will. 
Right now, a lot of businesses are 
forced into programs they do not want 
to be a part of. As a lot of us know, a 
lot of the large corporate farmers, a lot 
of large businesses love to form these 
check-off programs to force the smaller 
companies to pay into them. 

This just makes it strictly voluntary, 
so any company that wants to be a part 
of this, any farmer who wants to be a 
part of it, can. But it makes no sense 
to continue to force small businesses 
into these check-off programs against 
their will. 

I reserve the remainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Michigan. 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I 
would urge my colleagues to oppose 
this amendment that would prohibit 
the zero cost check-off programs. These 
programs are funded by the private in- 
dustry, not taxpayers. They are incred- 
ibly beneficial to farmers and busi- 
nesses who want to help market their 
products. For example, the ‘‘Got Milk” 
campaign came from a check-off pro- 
gram used by the dairy industry. The 
“Incredible Edible Egg” is another one. 
No single egg farmer is going to have 
the resources to run a national tele- 
vision ad encouraging folks to eat more 
eggs. 

Let’s be clear. This is a program that 
commodity groups vote on and agree 
to. The ‘‘Got Milk” campaign happened 
because dairy farmers got together, 
voted, and decided they wanted to go 
ahead and do research and a promotion 
program. Let’s not take the ability for 
the industry to come together, pool 
their own money, and market their 
product. 

I would urge a ‘‘no’’ vote and ask for 
the yeas and nays. 

Mr. DEMINT. How much time do we 
have? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from South Carolina has 10 sec- 
onds. 
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Mr. DEMINT. I will remind everyone 
that while it is not taxpayer money, we 
are forcing businesses to do things they 
don’t necessarily want to do. My 
amendment would allow any business 
to join the check-off program volun- 
tarily. That is the American way. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment. 

The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. KYL. The following Senator is 
necessarily absent: the Senator from 
Illinois (Mr. KIRK). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de- 
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 20, 
nays 79, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 138 Leg.] 


YEAS—20 
Ayotte Graham McConnell 
Brown (MA) Hatch Murkowski 
Burr Heller Paul 
Coats Johnson (WI) Rubio 
Coburn Kyl Sessions 
Cornyn Lee Toomey 
DeMint McCain 
NAYS—79 

Akaka Gillibrand Nelson (NE) 
Alexander Grassley Nelson (FL) 
Barrasso Hagan Portman 
Baucus Harkin Pryor 
Begich Hoeven Reed 
Bennet Hutchison Reid 
Bingaman Inhofe Risch 
Blumenthal Inouye Roberts 
Blunt Isakson Rockefeller 
Boozman Johanns Sanders 
Boxer Johnson (SD) Sch 
Brown (OH) Kerry enumer 
Cantwell Klobuchar Shaheen 
Cardin Kohl Shelby 
Carper Landrieu Snowe 
Casey Lautenberg Stabenow 
Chambliss Leahy Tester 
Cochran Levin Thune 
Collins Lieberman Udall (CO) 
Conrad Lugar Udall (NM) 
Coons Manchin Vitter 
Corker McCaskill Warner 
Crapo Menendez Webb 
Durbin Merkley Whitehouse 
Enzi Mikulski Wicker 
Feinstein Moran 

Wyd 
Franken Murray ey 

NOT VOTING—1 
Kirk 
The amendment (No. 2276) was re- 
jected. 
Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 


rise to express my deep disappointment 
that the Senate will not be considering 
amendment No. 2252, the Egg Products 
Inspection Act Amendments of 2012. 

Unanimous consent was required for 
this amendment to be voted on, but it 
is my understanding that there were 
objections to its consideration. 

That is unfortunate because this was 
a bipartisan amendment cosponsored 
by Senators BLUMENTHAL, SCOTT 
BROWN, CANTWELL, COLLINS, KERRY, 
LIEBERMAN, MENENDEZ, MERKLEY, MUR- 
RAY, SANDERS, VITTER, and WYDEN. 

The amendment was supported by 
the vast majority of the egg industry, 
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and it was supported by the vast ma- 
jority of animal welfare organizations. 

The major opposition to this amend- 
ment came from groups wholly unaf- 
fected by it. 

Without Congressional action, the 
egg industry in California and the rest 
of this Nation is very much in jeop- 
ardy. Individual State standards 
threaten to cripple the industry. 

That is why I introduced this amend- 
ment—to give the industry a chance to 
survive. 

The amendment would have set a na- 
tional standard for the treatment of 
egg-laying hens and would have estab- 
lished standards for egg labeling. 

Let me briefly explain the specifics: 

The size of new and existing hen 
cages would have had to be increased 
over the next 18 years. 

The practice of depriving hens of food 
and water to increase egg production 
would have been outlawed. 

Minimum air quality standards 
would have been put in place for hen 
houses, protecting workers and birds. 

And clear requirements for egg label- 
ing would have been created, so con- 
sumers know whether the eggs they 
buy come from hens that are caged, 
housed in enriched cages, cage-free or 
free range. 

As I said earlier, this bill is strongly 
supported by the Nation’s largest egg 
producer organization, the United Egg 
Producers. And it is supported by the 
largest animal welfare organization, 
the Humane Society of the United 
States. 

After years of disagreement, the Hu- 
mane Society and the egg producers de- 
cided to work together, and they were 
able to agree on a reasonable and prac- 
tical compromise. The text of this 
amendment is the product of their ne- 
gotiations. 

The reason for the compromise is 
clear: The current laws governing the 
treatment of egg-laying hens and the 
labeling of eggs vary from State to 
State. This makes it difficult for pro- 
ducers to do business in multiple 
States. 

In 2008, California voters passed 
Proposition 2 with 64 percent of the 
vote. This initiative requires egg pro- 
ducers to increase cage size so that the 
birds can stand up and extend their 
wings. 

Similar initiatives passed in Michi- 
gan, Arizona, Washington, Ohio and Or- 
egon. And there may be more if Federal 
legislation is not enacted. 

The result of the varying State laws 
is that producers will not be able to 
ship eggs freely across State lines. 

The amendment would have ad- 
dressed this problem by setting a single 
national standard that is consistent 
with the existing State laws. And it 
would have given consumers peace of 
mind knowing that eggs were raised 
humanely. It should have been a win- 
win and an example of what can happen 
when groups decide to work together. 
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But instead, a group of unaffected 
parties decided to make this amend- 
ment a rallying cry, and they spread 
mis-information about what this 
amendment would really do and who it 
would really impact. 

I understand that many of my col- 
leagues have heard from these other in- 
dustries. Even though this amendment 
will not come up, I still want to set the 
record straight. 

The first misconception is that this 
amendment will set precedent beyond 
egg producers and impact other indus- 
tries such as pork, beef, or poultry. 

Let me be clear. This amendment ap- 
plies only to egg producers and is the 
result of careful negotiations between 
the only industry that is impacted and 
animal welfare groups. 

Regulations governing eggs date 
back 30 years and have had no effect on 
other industries to date. For instance, 
the FDA has on-farm enforcement au- 
thority for egg farms but not for meat 
or poultry farms. This amendment will 
not change that. 

Furthermore, the meat industry has 
insisted on preemption of State laws 
and emphasized the importance of na- 
tional standards for decades. This leg- 
islation applies the same principle to 
the egg industry. 

Another argument I hear is that this 
bill will hurt small producers. 

But small producers—farmers with 
3,000 birds or fewer—are exempt from 
the requirements under this amend- 
ment. 

Even moderate-sized operations, with 
more than 3,000 birds, have built-in 
protections—most notably the long 
phase-in period—up to 18 years. 

Over such a long period, many pro- 
ducers would have replaced existing 
cages due to normal wear and tear. 
This amendment will just require pro- 
ducers to purchase slightly larger 
cages in the coming years. 

Even the smallest companies can 
plan for an investment 18 years out. 

This amendment will have positive 
effects for all producers by providing 
certainty about the rules with which 
they must comply. 

All producers, regardless of size, face 
a disadvantage when there is a com- 
plicated web of different State regula- 
tions. 

A third misconception is that this 
amendment is not based on sound 
science. Nothing could be farther from 
the truth. 

The amendment is endorsed by the 
American Veterinary Medical Associa- 
tion, the Association of Avian Veteri- 
narians, the American Association of 
Avian Pathologists, the Center for 
Food Safety, and the Center for 
Science in the Public Interest. 

Multiple studies demonstrate that 
larger, enriched colony cages result in 
decreased mortality, decreased con- 
tamination, and increased egg produc- 
tion. 
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One survey from Feedstuffs magazine 
found that hen mortality in larger, en- 
riched cages declined by 45 percent 
compared to conventional battery 
cages. 

The survey also found that the num- 
ber and quality of eggs per hen im- 
proved, from an average of 399 eggs to 
421 in enriched cages. 

The weight-per-case of eggs also in- 
creased, from 47.93 pounds to 49.4 
pounds. 

I ask my colleagues to look at the 
data before jumping to conclusions. 
This amendment is good for animals 
and good for the industry. 

Finally, I want to set the record 
straight with regard to consumers and 
egg prices. A new study released last 
week by the consulting firm Agralytica 
found that this amendment would not 
have a substantial effect on consumers. 

Between 2013 and 2030, egg prices are 
expected to increase only 1 percent as a 
result of this amendment. 

A 1-percent increase translates to 
about a penny and a half per dozen 
eggs, or one-eighth of 1 cent per egg. 

The Agralytica study attributes the 
low impact to the long phase-in period, 
giving producers ample time to adjust 
to the new requirements. 

The bill has been endorsed by the 
Consumer Federation of America and 
the National Consumers League. 

And it is important to understand 
that this amendment captures what is 
already occurring with consumer de- 
mand. 

Polls indicate broad support for the 
provisions in this amendment. The sur- 
vey found that: 

Consumers support this bill by a 4-to- 
1 margin; 

Consumers prefer a Federal standard 
over State standards by a 2-to-1 mar- 
gin; and, 

92 percent of consumers support the 
industry transitioning to enriched 
cages. 

It is not often that we have the op- 
portunity to enact legislation that 
helps industry, reflects consumer de- 
mand, and is supported by a broad coa- 
lition of advocates on both sides of an 
issue. If my colleagues have any doubts 
about the support for this bill, take a 
look at the list of supporters. As of 
today it is 13 pages long. 

We wouldn’t have gotten this far if it 
weren’t for the strong support and 
leadership of the United Egg Pro- 
ducers. Without this amendment, the 
livelihood of the egg producers nation- 
wide will be compromised by the con- 
fusing tapestry of State laws. 

We had the opportunity to fix this 
problem before more damage is done— 
so the fact that we are not even going 
to consider the amendment makes it 
all the more disappointing. 

The egg industry was prepared to 
make these investments, and animal 
welfare advocates and consumers will 
approve of the end result. 
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This was a reasonable and widely 
supported solution to a costly problem. 

I hope to work with my colleagues on 
both sides of the issue to have this leg- 
islation considered at a later date. The 
future of the industry is dependent on 
it, and I am confident we will be able 
to get there. 

Thank you Mr. President, I yield the 
floor. 

AQUACULTURE 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I 
wish to engage my colleague, Senator 
STABENOW, in a colloquy. 

I thank Senator STABENOW and the 
other members of the Senate Com- 
mittee on Agriculture, Nutrition and 
Forestry for their collective efforts in 
passing S. 3240, the Agriculture Re- 
form, Food and Jobs Act of 2012. This 
bill promises to save taxpayers money 
and concentrate funds in the areas in 
which they will have the greatest im- 
pact, making them work better for pro- 
ducers. 

As the Senator knows, Long Island 
Sound, LIS, and its watershed contain 
some of the most important farm, for- 
est, and water resources in the coun- 
try. The estuary is home to a histori- 
cally significant and now burgeoning 
aquaculture industry. The Sound pro- 
vides natural habitats to more than 
1,200 species of invertebrates, 170 spe- 
cies of fish, and hundreds of species of 
migratory birds. Commercial and rec- 
reational shellfishers harvest oysters, 
crabs, and lobsters from its waters. 
More than 23 million people live within 
50 miles of the Sound. The estimated 
annual value to the local economy of 
LIS is $8.91 billion. Federal, State, and 
local partners operate together 
throughout its six-State watershed 
using formal, shared priorities that 
provide a strong basis for applying con- 
servation practices to improve soil and 
water quality, farm and producer pro- 
ductivity, and to restore wetlands and 
wildlife habitat. The Sound and its wa- 
tershed are recognized by NRCS as a 
multistate partnership area. The wa- 
tershed’s major river, the Connecticut 
River, was just designated as the Na- 
tion’s first Blueway. 

Is it the Senator’s intent to provide a 
framework where strong partnerships 
between producers and conservation or- 
ganizations, like exist in the Long Is- 
land Sound watershed, can succeed by 
putting forth projects that work to 
achieve locally or regionally estab- 
lished goals and metrics? 

Ms. STABENOW. I thank Senator 
LIEBERMAN for his leadership on envi- 
ronmental issues facing his State and 
the Long Island Sound. Yes, that is my 
intent through the Regional Conserva- 
tion Partnership Program. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. I thank the Sen- 
ator for her leadership and assistance 
and cooperation in ensuring that the 
intent of this important bill is allowed 
to be carried out in areas where great- 
est impact will result. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Michigan. 

Ms. STABENOW. I ask unanimous 
consent that Bennet-Crapo amendment 
No. 2202, which has been cleared by 
both sides, be in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from California. 

UNANIMOUS CONSET AGREEMENT S.J. RES. 37 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the time for 
debate this evening on the motion to 
proceed to S.J. Res. 37 be in order, even 
though the motion to proceed will not 
be made until Wednesday’s session. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I am 
going to make a unanimous consent re- 
quest that Senator CARPER open this 
debate—and I give thanks to Senator 
INHOFE for allowing that—for 8 min- 
utes, and then Senator INHOFE will use 
15 minutes at his discretion. Then we 
will go to Senator SHAHEEN for up to 10 
minutes. Then we go back to Senator 
INHOFE for another 15 minutes from his 
side, and then our side will be Senator 
LAUTENBERG for 10, Senator MERKLEY 
for 10, and Senator WHITEHOUSE for 10. 

Mr. INHOFE. Reserving the right to 
object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Oklahoma. 

Mr. INHOFE. It is my understanding 
that we would have our three speakers 
after that, but not necessarily re- 
stricted to 5 minutes. It will not be 
much more than that. But since our 
speakers will be speaking in these 
three sessions, I would like a little lati- 
tude, maybe 6 or 7 minutes on those 
three. 

Mrs. BOXER. Why not give us an 
exact time. I think it is important. So 
we are saying instead of 15 minutes of 
time—I would just say some of my peo- 
ple—can the Senator from Oklahoma 
take the first segment for 15 minutes— 
because I know Senator SHAHEEN is 
going to be waiting to speak—and then 
we will give you 20 minutes after that? 
Mr. INHOFE. For my three who come 
after Senator CARPER, 6 minutes 
apiece. 

Mrs. BOXER. So 18 minutes. 

Mr. INHOFE. Yes. 

Mrs. BOXER. OK. Then we will go to 
Senator SHAHEEN for 10 and back to 
Senator INHOFE for 18 minutes. 

Mr. INHOFE. Yes, that would be fine. 
Mrs. BOXER. All right. Then the oth- 
ers will have 10 minutes apiece after 
that. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from Delaware. 

Mr. CARPER. My thanks to Senator 
BOXER and to Senator INHOFE. 

Over the years, I have been privileged 
to hold a bunch of different jobs, in- 
cluding newspaper boy, pots-and-pan 
man in college, naval flight officer, and 
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Governor of my State, just to name a 
few. The most cherished and important 
job I have ever held is that of the role 
of father. I am blessed with three won- 
derful sons who make me proud and 
thankful every day. 

Celebrating Father’s Day this past 
weekend, I was reminded that a major 
motivator in my own life has been my 
love for our boys and my desire to 
make the world a better place for 
them. Today, 2 days later, I am re- 
minded of just how important this 
clean air fight is for my children and 
for children across the country. 

Unbeknownst to a lot of us, our chil- 
dren actually listen to what we say. 
More importantly, they watch just 
about everything we do. They notice 
the choices we make and the company 
we keep. They hear us talk about play- 
ing by the rules and treating others the 
way we would like to be treated. They 
watch carefully to see if we actually 
practice what we preach—if we play 
fair, and if we do try to follow the 
Golden Rule as we go about our lives. 
They hear us talk about chores, home- 
work, and responsibility, but they 
watch to see if we actually pitch in and 
do our fair share. 

It strikes me that much of the coun- 
try’s ongoing efforts to clean up the air 
pollution is about playing fair and 
doing our share. My home State of 
Delaware has done our homework and 
worked hard on that front and, as a re- 
sult, we have made great strides in 
cleaning up our own air pollution. Un- 
fortunately, a number of the upwind 
States to the west of us have not made 
the same commitment to clean air. In 
fact, 90 percent of Delaware’s pollution 
comes from our neighboring States. 
This pollution endangers our hearts, 
lungs, and brains, and it costs us a 
great deal in medical bills and in the 
quality of our lives. 

Some of this air pollution, such as 
poisonous mercury, settles into our 
streams and our fish, threatening the 
health of this generation and genera- 
tions to come. That doesn’t sound like 
the Golden Rule to me. 

Even though the First State is doing 
its part to protect our air and public 
health, some of our neighbors are not. 
Yet those of us who live at the end of 
America’s tailpipe end up suffering. It 
just is not fair. 

Fortunately, Federal clean air pro- 
tections established by the Clean Air 
Act have been created to right that 
wrong. These protections were forged 
by both Democrats and Republicans 
who believe that playing fair and doing 
our share when it comes to cleaning up 
America’s air is profoundly important. 

The Clean Air Act, signed by Presi- 
dent Richard Nixon in 1970 and updated 
in 1990 by President George Herbert 
Walker Bush, was approved each time 
by Congress with overwhelming bipar- 
tisan support. In fact, many in this 
Congress on both sides of the aisle sup- 
ported the passing of the Clean Air Act 
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Amendments of 1990. Those Members 
include my friends, Senator BOXER and 
Senator INHOFE, and me. 

This landmark law to protect public 
health and the environment has proven 
time and again to be a success. In fact, 
I am told the Clean Air Act delivers 
about $30 of health savings for every $1 
we invest in clean air—not a bad return 
on our investment. Moreover, the 
Clean Air Act has helped create hun- 
dreds of thousands of jobs in new tech- 
nologies as America develops clean air 
solutions that our businesses can ex- 
port around the globe. 

The bipartisan vision embodied in 
our Nation’s clean air laws has been 
translating into healthier, longer, and 
more productive lives for millions of 
Americans. 

While much of the Clean Air Act has 
been in place improving health for 
years, some key aspects of the law 
have never been implemented. They in- 
clude requirements to reduce deadly 
mercury and other toxic air emissions 
from some of our oldest and dirtiest 
coal-fired plants. These toxic air pol- 
lutants are known to cause cancer, 
neurological damage, and other health 
concerns. 

One example of particular concern is 
mercury. Up to 10 percent of child- 
bearing women in this country have 
unsafe levels of mercury in their bod- 
ies. Today, all 50 States have mercury 
fish consumption advisories. In fact, 
there are more fish consumption 
advisories in the United States for 
mercury than for all other contami- 
nants combined. 

Uncontrolled coal-fired utilities are 
our largest source of mercury in this 
country. Fortunately, current control 
technology can dramatically reduce 
mercury emissions and mercury in our 
local environments. 

This is why Senator ALEXANDER, Sev- 
eral of our colleagues, and I have been 
trying for years to reduce emissions 
through legislation. It is also why 18 
States have their own powerplant mer- 
cury standards. Yet, until recently, we 
lacked a Federal standard. 

Last December, after years of delay, 
the EPA finally implemented—under 
court order—Clean Air Act protections 
to require dirty coal powerplants to 
clean up their mercury and air toxic 
emissions. The EPA did so through 
something called the mercury and air 
toxics standards rule. 

By targeting our Nation’s largest 
sources of mercury emissions, this reg- 
ulation requires dirty coal plants to re- 
duce their mercury emissions by 90 per- 
cent. This will reduce the mercury that 
contaminates our streams and oceans, 
pollutes our fish, and harms our chil- 
dren’s health. 

In implementing these long overdue 
regulations, the EPA has provided a 
reasonable and achievable schedule for 
our powerplants to reduce these harm- 
ful emissions. EPA’s new standard 
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gives utilities until 2016 to comply. The 
EPA has also made it clear it is willing 
to give companies 2 additional years to 
address reliability concerns if needed. 
Delaware’s powerplants have already 
met these standards. So do half of the 
powerplants throughout America. Most 
communities will see great benefits 
from these rules, and I am told that na- 
tionally we will see up to $90 billion in 
public health benefits. 

As someone who tried for years to 
work across the aisle to find a way to 
clean up our Nation’s powerplants, I 
welcomed the EPA’s decision to act to 
finally address these harmful emis- 
sions. 

Regrettably, some of our colleagues 
do not share the appreciation that 
many of us feel for the EPA’s efforts to 
protect public health and our environ- 
ment. They want to prevent these ef- 
forts from moving forward, despite 
court orders requiring the EPA to do 
just that. I find it remarkable that 
some in Congress would seek to pre- 
vent the EPA from following through 
on a law passed overwhelmingly by 
Congress 22 years ago and signed by a 
Republican President. 

The EPA is doing what Congress told 
them to do over two decades ago. If we 
let them do their job, their efforts will 
reduce harmful pollution and improve 
the health of generations of children to 
come. 

As much as I hate to say it, given my 
friendship with the author of this pro- 
posal, a vote for this Congressional Re- 
view Act would delay any real hope we 
have of cleaning up our largest source 
of mercury. A vote for the Congres- 
sional Review Act signals uncertainty 
and a lack of commitment—a commit- 
ment to make good on the law we 
passed overwhelmingly 22 years ago to 
protect public health in this country. 

We cannot afford to delay the mer- 
cury and air toxics rule. This is the 
time to modernize our energy fleet. 
This is the time to clean up our dirti- 
est, most inefficient plants. And this is 
the time to clean up our rivers, lakes, 
and streams so that all children can 
look forward to living healthier lives. 

So today I rise in strong opposition 
to this last-ditch effort to prevent the 
EPA from doing its job—a job we 
should have done—and reducing these 
deadly emissions, and I hope my col- 
leagues will join us. My decision to op- 
pose this effort is not based solely on 
the fact that I am a dad—like a lot of 
our colleagues here—but knowing that 
the implementation of this rule will 
positively impact the lives and health 
of my sons weighs heavily on my mind. 
It should weigh heavily on the minds of 
all of us. 

Our children really do hear us when 
we talk to them and to others. They 
are watching today to see if we really 
walk the walk. Whether we are Demo- 
crats, Independents, or Republicans, we 
are still mothers and fathers, aunts 
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and uncles, grandfathers and grand- 
mothers. So let’s continue to lead the 
way by following the Golden Rule this 
day. Let’s treat our neighbors as we 
would like to be treated, and let’s work 
together across America to keep the 
Clean Air Act resilient and strong and 
to make our air cleaner. Our children 
and their children are counting on us. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
WHITEHOUSE). The Senator from Okla- 
homa. 

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I would 
ask that the Senator from Nebraska 
Mr. JOHANNS be recognized for 7 min- 
utes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Nebraska. 

Mr. JOHANNS. Mr. President, I rise 
today to support S.J. Res. 37. The rule 
addresses emissions from powerplants. 
However, in my judgment, this rule 
goes too far, too fast, and tries to 
achieve too much in too little time, at 
too high a cost to our families. 

Oftentimes, we hear concerns in my 
office about rules and regulations. Too 
often, those rules and regulations come 
from the EPA. And when EPA rules are 
the topic, sometimes I have to ask: 
Which EPA rule are you talking about? 
Because, let’s face it, the list of EPA 
job-killing regulations is downright 


dizzying. 
However, this resolution addresses 
only one, which hammers coal-fired 


electricity generation, especially large 
coal-fired plants. 

In Nebraska’s case, the rule would re- 
quire the addition of expensive new 
equipment to control particulate mat- 
ter and certain exhaust gases. Well, 
how expensive would these additions 
be? One of our States’s largest utilities 
has estimated they would need to 
spend about $900 million to $1.3 billion 
over the next 3 years to get into com- 
pliance. So one might ask, where is 
that money going to come from? Well, 
in our State, every single penny of 
these capital expenditures comes di- 
rectly from users—essentially every 
Nebraskan. You see, in our State, the 
State of Nebraska, we are 100 percent 
public power. That means no stock- 
holders, no shareholder equity, no prof- 
its to draw down. 

How quickly would they need to 
come up with that money? The compli- 
ance period is just 3 years. These are 
major projects, so 3 years is not an ade- 
quate timeline. Now, 3 years may 
sound like plenty of time to some, but 
the actual process that needs to occur, 
all in a specific sequence, makes a 3- 
year timeline especially challenging. 
Preliminary engineering comes first, 
then financing, then opening the 
projects for bidding, and bidding, and 
then determining whether compliance 
with bidding has occurred before you 
could even start the project. For public 
power, there are rules and procedures 
that control each one of these steps. In 
other words, there is no shortcut. 
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Normally, our utilities try to get 
these projects done in the periods 
known as the shoulder months. In Ne- 
braska, these are the months of early 
spring and early fall—before the sum- 
mer heat hits the Midwest and before 
the winds of winter knock at our door 
and take temperatures down. If the 
compliance schedule precludes the 
powerplant from using these shoulder 
months, then the project costs go up 
because of the need to buy power from 
outside of the system. So what does 
that mean? It means we are faced with 
compliance that is nearly impossible. 
And the compliance dates keep chang- 
ing. The cross-State air pollution 
rule—another rule the EPA has final- 
ized just in the last several months— 
was put on hold by a Federal court 
after many States affected by the rule 
challenged the EPA. And we may hear 
any day now as to whether the court 
will tell EPA to go back to the drawing 
board and rewrite the rule. 

But the main point is that the 
stream of rules coming out of EPA is 
huge and compliance is nearly impos- 
sible. In Fremont, NE, a Nebraska city 
manager described it this way: 

Smaller utilities in rural areas ... will 
have difficulty in getting vendors and con- 
tractors to supply and install the equipment 
in this timeframe. Being Public Utilities we 
have to follow a public letting process and 
cannot just negotiate a design build contract 
with a contractor as an investor owned util- 
ity can. 

So what happens to Fremont’s 26,000 
residents? Well, they will face rate in- 
creases of between 20 and 25 percent to 
cover the compliance costs of this rule, 
when combined with the requirements 
of two other rules. Increasing elec- 
tricity bills by one-fourth is huge. It is 
a huge impact on Fremont families. 

The city of Grand Island, NE, esti- 
mates that the Utility MACT rule will 
cost $35 million and require 3 to 5 years 
of planning and financing and con- 
struction. 

For Hastings, NE, the same sobering 
outlook—big expense, rushed time- 
frame, and a worried community try- 
ing to figure out how they pay for it. 
For Hastings alone, the costs of com- 
pliance with this rule and the cross- 
State rule are estimated to be $95 mil- 
lion over 5 years. Now, Hastings has 
25,000 residents. You do not need a de- 
gree in economics to know this is an 
enormous burden for the small busi- 
nesses, small manufacturers, and 
households. They will carry the load. 

So the vote for this resolution is a 
vote to tell EPA their approach is not 
achievable. It cannot work. It is a vote 
that means there is substantial opposi- 
tion to the rule and the country does 
not support EPA. 

It is also important to note what this 
vote is not. No. 1 and most signifi- 
cantly, this is not a vote against clean 
air. Everybody in my State wants 
clean air. Everybody wants to comply. 
They just want some clear, achievable 
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rules on a timeline that is reasonable. 
The Agency needs to go back to the 
drawing board. 

No. 2, this resolution does not strip 
EPA of its power. If the resolution 
passes, EPA would not be barred from 
trying another rule—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator has used 7 minutes. 

Mr. JOHANNS. Let me just close by 
saying that I hope my colleagues will 
support us on this resolution. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I thank 
the Senator. 

I now ask that the Senator from 
Georgia be recognized for 5 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Georgia. 

Mr. CHAMBLISS. Mr. President, I 
thank my friend from Oklahoma, and I 
would ask the Chair to let me know 
when I have utilized 4 minutes, please. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair will do so, gladly. 

Mr. CHAMBLISS. Mr. President, I 
rise to speak out against the EPA’s 
mercury and air toxics standards— 
known as Utility MACT—and in sup- 
port of the resolution disapproving this 
rule introduced by my colleague from 
Oklahoma, Senator INHOFE. 

This set of standards—one of the 
most expensive of its kind ever issued 
by EPA—will cause a rise in electric 
bills for my constituents in Georgia 
and for Americans all across this coun- 
try. AS our economy continues to stag- 
nate, we can hardly afford to increase 
the cost of electricity, which will be an 
economic burden for individuals and 
businesses and will hamper economic 
recovery. 

Higher electric bills are especially 
unwarranted when the regulations that 
will cause the electricity cost increase 
are expected to provide negligible bene- 
fits for the American public. The poor 
and individuals on fixed incomes, such 
as the elderly, can hardly afford higher 
electricity bills. These are precisely 
the groups disproportionately affected 
by Utility MACT. 

EPA estimates that compliance with 
this rule will cost $9.6 billion annually 
in 2015, which is more conservative 
than many industry figures. One elec- 
tric company in my home State esti- 
mates that by 2014 Utility MACT could 
cost them up to $250 million annually 
to implement. This does not take into 
account the hundreds of millions of ad- 
ditional dollars the company expects to 
spend on complying with existing envi- 
ronmental statutes and regulations. 
Even going by EPA’s own conservative 
$9.6 billion cost estimate, studies have 
shown that the costs will lead to job 
loss, both directly at utilities and indi- 
rectly through industries and manufac- 
turers affected. 

I hear every day from businesses of 
every size in my home State that say 
the regulatory overreach of this admin- 
istration threatens the very well-being 
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of their particular business. Utility 
MACT is yet another example of this 
overreach. 


Instead of promulgating a limited 
rule to regulate mercury and air 
toxics—known as hazardous air pollut- 
ants—as the title ‘‘Mercury and Air 
Toxics Standards”? implies, EPA has 
extended its reach by focusing a great 
deal of attention on particulate matter 
in these standards. Particulate matter 
emissions, not characterized as haz- 
ardous air pollutants, are already sub- 
ject to other EPA regulations, so with 
Utility MACT, EPA is going beyond 
what Congress directed the Agency to 
do. The extra regulations tacked on to 
the mercury standard add significantly 
to the expected cost of this rule. 


Furthermore, the standards for new 
facilities, as set forth by Utility 
MACT, might very well prove to be un- 
attainable. Due to the methodology 
employed by EPA to gather the data 
used to set the standards, even certain 
manufacturers of the emissions control 
equipment say they cannot guarantee 
their technology will be able to achieve 
the standards in practice. How can we 
require utilities to reduce emissions to 
such a level that cannot even be guar- 
anteed achievable with current tech- 
nology? It makes no sense. That will 
spell the end of any new coal-fired 
plants in the United States, drastically 
reducing our ability to use one of our 
most abundant domestic energy re- 
sources, even in more environmentally 
friendly ways. 


The cumulative impact of these EPA 
rules coming down the pipeline, one 
after another, causes further concern. 
Aptly called a “train wreck” by many, 
by forcing the retirement of one coal- 
fired plant after another, these rules 
will put at risk the reliability of our 
electric supply system. 


Some state that a delay in implemen- 
tation, enacted through legislation or 
otherwise, will be a sufficient remedy. 
However, a delay will not address the 
substantive concerns with this rule as 
written, including the significant issue 
of certain standards being unattain- 
able. 


I thank my colleague from Oklahoma 
for introducing this disapproval resolu- 
tion and showing leadership on this 
issue. Over 200 companies and associa- 
tions have joined the Senator from 
Oklahoma in calling for Utility MACT 
to be overturned. 


I urge my colleagues to support this 
resolution disapproving the EPA’s Util- 
ity MACT rule. By doing so, we take a 
step toward preventing higher elec- 
tricity prices and grid unreliability 
while preserving clean air. 

The point of supporting this Congres- 
sional Review Act resolution of dis- 
approval is to force EPA to go back to 
the drawing board to craft a narrower 
rule that properly protects human 
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health in a manner that is not out- 
weighed by its cost, that is actually at- 
tainable, and one that will not threat- 
en the reliability of our electrical grid. 

I yield the floor. 

Mr. INHOFE. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. President, I ask now that the Sen- 
ator from Wyoming be recognized for 6 
minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Wyoming. 

Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, I rise to ex- 
press my support for legislation that 
will force a partial cease-fire in the 
Obama administration’s war on coal. 

If we move forward with Senator 
INHOFE’s resolution of disapproval, we 
will end one of the most egregious 
rules promulgated by an administra- 
tion that, in the words of President 
Obama, hopes to see the price of elec- 
tricity necessarily skyrocket. 

Coal is our Nation’s most abundant 
energy resource. It provides approxi- 
mately half our Nation with low-cost, 
reliable electricity. In my State of Wy- 
oming, more than 6,800 people are em- 
ployed directly by the coal industry. 
They make an average salary of more 
than $77,000 each year, which is $35,000 
more than the average wage in the 
State. When we count those employed 
directly and indirectly, nearly 30,000 
people in Wyoming depend on the coal 
mining industry for jobs. 

Nationwide, the numbers are much 
larger. The coal industry employs 
136,000 people directly, with an average 
salary of $73,000 per year. For every 
coal mining job in the United States, 
we see 3.5 jobs created in another part 
of the economy. Simply put, the coal 
industry puts people to work. In an 
economy that is struggling to recover, 
the coal industry provides high-paying 
jobs for workers in Wyoming and in 
other States such as West Virginia, 
Pennsylvania, and Virginia. 

Coal provides low-cost electricity 
across the country that can power our 
Nation’s manufacturing base. It pro- 
vides high-paying jobs across the coun- 
try at a time when our Nation’s unem- 
ployment rate is at an unacceptable 8.2 
percent, and the most recent jobs re- 
port shows no signs that the economy 
is recovering. With the tremendous 
benefits coal can provide, it is so puz- 
zling to me that the administration 
seeks to end our use of this important, 
affordable energy source. 

Since being sworn into office, Presi- 
dent Obama’s rulemaking machine re- 
leased rule after rule designed to make 
it more expensive to use coal. The ad- 
ministration’s greenhouse gas standard 
would make it impossible to build a 
new coal-fired powerplant in the 
United States. The stream buffer zone 
rule would make it more difficult to 
mine coal. Those are just 2 of the 11 
regulations the President is consid- 
ering that would grievously wound the 
coal mining industry and hurt an al- 
ready ailing economy. In total, the reg- 
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ulations could cost up to $130 billion to 
retrofit existing coal-fired powerplants 
and could, by some estimates, lead to 
shutting down as much as 20 percent of 
the existing coal-fired powerplant 
fleet. 

Today, we have a chance to stop one 
of those regulations. In February, the 
EPA finalized a standard that requires 
a strict reduction in air emissions from 
electric generating utilities. It is 
known as the Utility MACT rule. Simi- 
lar to many of the rules coming from 
the EPA, the costs of this regulation 
are great and the benefits are limited. 
EPA estimates that the rule would cre- 
ate between $500,000 and $6 million in 
benefits related to mercury reductions, 
at a cost of nearly $10 billion annually 
for implementation of the rule. The 
cost-benefit ratio, assuming the EPA’s 
best-case scenario, is 1,600 to 1. 

These costs will be passed on to con- 
sumers and will result in higher elec- 
tricity prices. According to the Indus- 
trial Energy Consumers of America, a 
nonpartisan association of manufac- 
turing companies with more than 
650,000 employees, these increased costs 
will lessen competitiveness, threaten 
U.S. manufacturing jobs, and make our 
electric grid less reliable. It is every- 
thing not to like in a policy—all costs, 
no benefits. 

National Economic Research Associ- 
ates has studied the Utility MACT rule 
and found it would cause between 
180,000 and 215,000 job losses by 2015. 
Further, it found that the Utility 
MACT rule would increase electricity 
rates by 6.5 percent on average and by 
as much as 19.1 percent in some areas 
of the country. An average household 
could see their electricity bills go up 
by at least $400 per year—a cost that 
will disproportionately impact those 
with lower fixed incomes, such as many 
older Americans. 

This resolution is the best oppor- 
tunity to begin fighting back against 
President Obama’s war on coal. By 
passing S.J. Res. 87, we can take a 
stand against this administration’s 
goal of higher electricity costs. I plan 
to vote for Senator INHOFE’s resolution 
and urge my colleagues to do the same. 

I yield the floor and reserve the re- 
mainder of the time. 

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, it is my 
understanding that we have used this 
element of our time. The Senator from 
New Hampshire will be recognized for 
10 minutes, after which time we will be 
recognized for 18 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from New Hampshire is recog- 
nized. 

Mrs. SHAHEEN. Mr. President, I rise 
in strong opposition to the efforts to 
nullify the Environmental Protection 
Agency’s mercury and air toxics stand- 
ards or MATS. This far-reaching reso- 
lution would severely and permanently 
undermine EPA’s authority to protect 
our Nation’s air from harmful and dan- 
gerous pollutants. 
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In New Hampshire, we have long en- 
joyed bipartisan cooperation when it 
comes to crafting policies that ensure 
clean air, a strong economy, and 
healthy citizens. We do have coal-fired 
powerplants in New Hampshire, but 
they have scrubbers on them to clean 
up the air. When I was Governor, we 
passed the pollutant bill to address 
mercury, and it passed with bipartisan 
support. 

Nobody appreciates our clean air 
more than a woman named Lia Houk, 
from Henniker, NH. She has lived with 
cystic fibrosis for the past 40 years. In 
order to breathe, she must use a 
nebulizer three times a day and has to 
exercise daily to clear her lungs. When 
pollution poisons the air, she suffers 
from chest tightness and lung hem- 
orrhaging that can lead to hospitaliza- 
tion. Pollution also worsens the long- 
term effects of cystic fibrosis, such as 
lung scarring, and it causes her disease 
to progress more rapidly. 

To protect Lia and millions like her, 
Congress passed the Clean Air Act, and 
it has long been one of our most suc- 
cessful public health and environ- 
mental laws. Yet despite the success of 
the Clean Air Act, we now face efforts 
to prohibit the Environmental Protec- 
tion Agency from regulating toxic air 
pollutants. 

At issue are the new mercury and air 
toxics standards, which will require 
powerplants to control the pollution 
that affects Lia and others who suffer 
from respiratory problems. For the 
first time, the standards set Federal 
limits on the amount of mercury, ar- 
senic, chromium, nickel, and acid gases 
that powerplants can release into our 
air. These standards will eliminate 
emissions of these poisonous chemicals 
from the powerplants by 90 percent by 
2015. 

The new nationwide standards are 
based on widely available pollution 
control technologies that are already 
in place at powerplants across the 
country. They represent a realistic, 
achievable goal. Yet opponents of 
MATS argue the environmental regula- 
tions will hurt the economy. That is 
simply not true. These standards will 
benefit our health, our economy, and 
our environment. 

By removing the largest source of 
many of these toxins, the new stand- 
ards will prevent an estimated 17,000 
premature deaths and 11,000 heart at- 
tacks each year. America’s children 
will be spared 120,000 asthma incidents 
and 11,000 cases of acute bronchitis. 
That is particularly important for us 
in the Northeast. The Presiding Offi- 
cer, who is from Rhode Island, knows 
what this is because we are in the tail- 
pipe of the Nation in New England in 
the Northeast. We get all the pollution 
coming out of the Midwest from those 
dirty powerplants. In New Hampshire, 
we have one of the highest children’s 
asthma rates in the country because of 
that pollution. 
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Far from being job killers, these reg- 
ulations will mean new work for the in- 
novative American companies that 
supply the equipment needed for plants 
to comply with the law. In fact, a 
study by the Economic Policy Institute 
found that enactment of these stand- 
ards would create a net gain of 117,000 
jobs. 

Of course, clean air is also vital to 
the tourism and outdoor recreation 
economy, which, in my State, is the 
second largest industry. 

All the beautiful sights of our State, 
from the White Mountains to the Great 
Bay, can only be enjoyed if our air is 
free of smog and clean to breathe. 

So as we consider whether to keep 
the Clean Air Act in place, we don’t 
have to choose between helping people 
such as Lia or helping our economy. 
We can and we must do both. 

I urge my colleagues to reject the 
resolution that Senator INHOFE has of- 
fered and to continue to protect the 
health and welfare of our citizens. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Oklahoma. 

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, the next 
speaker will be Senator HOEVEN for 6 
minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from North Dakota. 

Mr. HOEVEN. Mr. President, I rise to 
speak on the Utility MACT issue. 

EPA’s Utility MACT rule is a clear 
example of how overzealous regulations 
and a lack of a sensible energy policy 
are derailing investment and costing 
America jobs. 

I support good, responsible policies to 
protect human health and safeguard 
our environment. These rules, however, 
need to bear the qualities of all good 
rules: They need to be simple, efficient, 
achievable, and affordable. In short, 
they need to make sense from both an 
environmental and economic perspec- 
tive. 

Unfortunately, as written, the Util- 
ity MACT rule—and others similar to 
it that the EPA is proposing—fails to 
find that proper balance. To the con- 
trary, burdensome and complex new 
rules for the coal industry will not 
only discourage responsible energy 
growth but will prompt the complete 
shutdown of dozens of powerplants. 

That will increase energy costs for 
consumers and businesses and, sadly, 
force thousands of hard-working Amer- 
icans onto the unemployment rolls. 

Utility MACT alone will require pow- 
erplants to install costly emission con- 
trols by 2015, with a pricetag for com- 
pliance of nearly $10 billion annually. 

Moreover, EPA has made it clear 
there will only be limited extensions to 
give utilities the time they need to 
make the changes. We now have an op- 
portunity to vote either to retain or re- 
ject the Utility MACT rule under the 
Congressional Review Act. 

In fact, it is exactly this kind of rule 
that the Congressional Review Act was 
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designed to address, by allowing Con- 
gress to review a new regulation and 
overrule it if that regulation is unfair 
or overreaching. 

So we can send the EPA back to the 
drawing board and insist that the 
Agency come up with a plan that is 
simpler, more affordable and, most im- 
portant, that is fairer by taking into 
account the livelihoods of hard-work- 
ing Americans and their families. That 
is exactly what we need to do. 

In my State of North Dakota, we 
have a lot of coal-fired electric genera- 
tion. We supply power not only to our 
State but to the surrounding States as 
well—Minnesota, South Dakota, Mon- 
tana, and well beyond. The reality is 
that we are producing more power, 
more electricity, and we are doing it 
with better environmental stewardship 
because, in our State, we have created 
the right legal tax and regulatory cli- 
mate to stimulate that private invest- 
ment, which is driving the new tech- 
nology. In fact, we not only produce 
coal-fired electricity, we convert coal 
into synthetic natural gas. But we are 
successfully doing that because we are 
driving the investment that is spurring 
the new technology that is producing 
more energy. And as we produce more 
energy, that same technology is also 
enabling us to do it with better envi- 
ronmental stewardship. 

That is the win that we all seek. 
That is the win we all seek. Because 
that is not only about providing more 
electricity, more power, more energy 
for this country at a lower cost so that 
consumers benefit, it is also about cre- 
ating high-quality, high-paying jobs for 
our American workers and, at the same 
time, providing better environmental 
technology through this investment, 
providing better environmental stew- 
ardship through this investment in new 
technologies. That is exactly what is 
happening, because we are empowering 
the industry to produce more elec- 
tricity to develop, to grow and, again, 
to develop the technology that pro- 
duces more technology with the better 
stewardship. 

That is the direction we need to go, 
and that is why I urge my colleagues to 
vote for this Congressional Review Act 
that would require EPA to go back and 
redraft this rule. It is in the interest of 
the American workers whose jobs de- 
pend on the coal industry, and, ulti- 
mately, it is in the best interest of 
Americans who not only need the en- 
ergy but, again, as we are able to con- 
tinue to develop the technology, we 
produce better and better environ- 
mental stewardship. 

With that, Mr. President, I yield the 
floor. 

Mr. INHOFE. I thank the Senator, 
and I now recognize the Senator from 
Alabama for 6 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Alabama. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I 
thank my colleague Senator INHOFE, 
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who has been such a leader on these 
issues and has contributed so much to 
the national discussion as we wrestle 
with the challenges of trying to have 
affordable energy for Americans to 
maintain our business competitiveness 
and improve the quality of our air and 
environment. And we can do those 
things. We have been doing those 
things, and we are going to continue to 
do those things. But this Senate Joint 
Resolution 37 dealing with Utility 
MACT provides us an opportunity to 
make a strong statement and reject 
the program the EPA has adopted that 
will damage this economy, will drive 
up the cost of energy for every Amer- 
ican throughout this country, drive up 
the cost of energy for American busi- 
nesses that are struggling now to hire 
workers and be competitive. 

If we have an advantage on the world 
market today, every expert tells us it 
is because of a decline in natural gas 
prices, and we have competitive elec- 
tricity prices from coal. So we have 
competitive electricity prices from our 
largest source—coal—and we have sur- 
prising, wonderful new finds in natural 
gas that are allowing our energy to be 
cheaper too. This helps us create jobs 
and growth. 

Yet we have within the administra- 
tion a number of people—and, I hate to 
say, all the way to the top—who seem 
to believe that cheap energy is not a 
goal, that cheap energy is not some- 
thing that should be brought forth, I 
guess because that would make their 
alternative sources—solar and wind 
and other things—even less competi- 
tive than they are today. We will de- 
velop those programs. We can seek to 
advance those programs. But in truth, 
we should not be mandating these 
much higher costs on the American 
people, hammering our economy, 
which, in effect, is a tax increase on 
the American economy. 

So this is a $90 billion rule—the most 
expensive environmental rule in our 
Nation’s history. And $90 billion is the 
amount the EPA acknowledges this 
rule will cost. The Congressional Re- 
view Act that Senator INHOFE has trig- 
gered says we can have this vote, this 
review of any regulation over $100 mil- 
lion, and $90 billion is 900 times larger 
than $100 million. It is the largest rule 
in American history. It changes the 
course of our economy. It is the kind of 
thing that Members who are elected to 
answer to the American people should 
be voting on, not having it done within 
basically a bureaucratic process, with- 
out having elected individuals engaged 
in it. 

But the Congressional Review Act 
has a fundamental weakness. That 
weakness is that if the Congress votes 
to overturn an act, the President can 
veto it. We have this odd situation 
where the President appoints the bu- 
reaucrats. He appoints the head of the 
EPA. And all the people working 
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throughout the executive branch and 
for the President, directly or indi- 
rectly—directly, really—produce the 
regulations the President desires they 
produce. They do not produce regula- 
tions he does not desire they produce. 
So the result is that Congress has an 
awfully difficult time overturning it 
because the President can veto what 
we pass. We need something like the 
REINS Act that would actually replace 
this unconstitutional, nontraditional 
procedure of impacting our economy 
with monumental regulations and put- 
ting that back to the Congress so that 
Congress is required to vote on the reg- 
ulation. 

My time, I know, is running out, but 
I want to reiterate that the impact of 
the regulations, if not changed, will 
drive up the cost of energy for every 
single American and for all businesses 
in America. It will achieve only a mod- 
est improvement in mercury reduc- 
tions over what President Bush pro- 
posed, and it is so extreme that it ham- 
mers coal processing and energy pro- 
duction in America, basically making 
coal no longer a realistic way to 
produce electricity in America. That is 
a huge event that impacts the econ- 
omy. Fundamentally, this regulation 
would say that, yes, we have reduced 
mercury emissions by 50 percent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator’s time has expired. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent for 1 additional 
minute. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Yes, we would reduce 
the emissions of mercury since 1990 by 
50 percent. Yes, President Bush pro- 
posed a very effective, sophisticated 
plan to further reduce those emissions 
by 75 percent—75 percent more. But 
there were problems with it. The 
courts found a problem with it. But in- 
stead of pursuing the matter in the 
fashion President Bush did, the new 
regulations call for this dramatic 90- 
percent reduction of mercury emis- 
sions, far more than we are able to do 
technologically and financially, I be- 
lieve. That is why I salute Senator 
INHOFE for this resolution and I will 
support him. 

I thank the Chair, and I yield the 
floor. 

Mr. INHOFE. How much time do we 
have remaining, including the 40 sec- 
onds we didn’t use? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Five 
minutes on the Senator’s side. 

Mr. INHOFE. First, let me comment 
on something I am glad the Senator 
from Alabama brought up because it is 
very significant. The frailty in the 
CRA, for a lot of our fellow Members 
who are not familiar with the history 
of that, is that the President can veto 
it. I am a little hopeful in this case, if 
we are successful, because I wonder if 
the President wants to veto, a few 
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months before the election, a bill that 
is going to cost the American people 
over 200,000 jobs this year, along with 
all of the other costs they admit. 

The EPA itself says it will cost $10 
billion, but it is going to be consider- 
ably more than that in nearly everyone 
else’s view. So I hold that out as a 
hope, that even though he would love 
to veto it, if we are successful, I don’t 
think he will do it because he wants to 
get reelected more than he wants to 
veto this. 

I would also comment that I think it 
is worth bringing up that the other side 
had an opportunity to do something 
about real pollution—and we are talk- 
ing about NOx, SOx, and mercury, not 
CO2. Remember the Clear Skies Act 
that was such a successful operation? 
That was back during the Bush admin- 
istration. That would have mandated 
the 75-percent reduction the Senator 
from Alabama talked about in SOx, 
NOx, and mercury. Those are real pol- 
lutants. But it was held hostage be- 
cause it didn’t include CO2. At that 
time that was the crown jewel of their 
efforts. 

So all I can say in this remaining 
time we have is that everything has 
been said, although it hasn’t been said 
by everybody, and I am not going to re- 
peat that and be redundant. But I 
think the points were made by all the 
Senators who spoke, looking at the 
economy of this and how devastating 
this would be in terms of jobs in Amer- 
ica. But if you look at Utility MACT, it 
is not about public health, it is about 
killing coal. And everybody knows 
that. Everybody knows that. People 
from coal States are trying to act as if 
that is not the case, but it is the case. 
I think we are all very much aware of 
that. 

According to EPA’s own analysis, 
Utility MACT will cost $10 billion, 
though others have it up higher than 
that. However, if $10 billion a year to 
implement it is correct, then it will 
only yield $6 million in projected bene- 
fits—health benefits. This is the EPA 
talking, not me. And that is at 1600-to- 
1 ratio. That is not a very good ratio to 
depend on. 

I wish to address the myth that top 
EPA officials are perpetrating, and 
that is the idea coal is not being killed 
by the EPA regulations but by the 
cheaper price of natural gas. EPA Ad- 
ministrator Lisa Jackson said recently 
it is simply a coincidence that EPA’s 
rules are coming out at the same time 
natural gas prices are low, so utilities 
are naturally moving toward natural 
gas. So her message was, don’t blame 
the EPA. The truth is the EPA itself 
has admitted the agency deliberately 
and consciously made a decision to kill 
coal. 

EPA Region 1 Administrator Curt 
Spalding was caught on tape saying: 

Lisa Jackson has put forth a very powerful 
message to the country. Just two days ago, 
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the decision on greenhouse gas performance 
standard and saying basically gas plants are 
the performance standard which means if 
you want to build a coal plant you got a big 
problem. 

He also went on to say the decision 
by the EPA to kill coal was ‘‘painful 
every step of the way’’ because you 
have got to remember if you go to West 
Virginia, you go to Pennsylvania—and 
he could have included other States in 
there too, such as Ohio, Illinois and 
Missouri—but he said ‘‘and all those 
places, you have coal communities who 
depend on coal.’’ And they are going to 
put those people out. This is a very se- 
rious attack that is taking place right 
now, I think, when we saw the attack 
on fossil fuels, as presented by Region 
6 Administrator Armendariz, when he 
said the truth is EPA’s ‘‘general philos- 
ophy” is to ‘‘crucify’’ and ‘‘make exam- 
ples” of oil companies and gas compa- 
nies. 

I only bring that up because many 
people think this is just about coal. No, 
it is very clear about fossil fuels. This 
has been a relentless war of this Presi- 
dent on fossil fuels; that is, coal, gas, 
and oil, ever since he has been in office. 
It was the president of the Sierra Club 
who said a short while ago, yes, Utility 
MACT is about killing coal. Fine, we 
can kill coal, but that doesn’t mean we 
want to change and start using natural 
gas because it is also a fossil fuel. 

It may be that over in the House it 
took NANCY PELOSI 6 months to recog- 
nize natural gas is a fossil fuel, but it 
is. So this is just the beginning. This is 
the one where they are admittedly try- 
ing to kill coal because it is an easier 
target. In their belief, there are fewer 
States that are the big producers of 
coal, so go after them first. 

I know my time has expired. I only 
want to say in closing that we will 
have another opportunity tomorrow. 
There are many other people wanting 
to be heard who don’t want to kill coal 
and have this dramatic negative effect 
on our economy, our jobs, and our abil- 
ity to produce the necessary energy to 
run this machine called America. 

If we are dependent upon just under 
50 percent for our entire generation 
ability on coal, imagine, if they are 
successful, what is going to happen to 
the price of the remaining available 
fuel? And of course they would be sub- 
ject next. So I would urge our people to 
forget for a short period of time this 
President’s obligation to certain small 
groups and oppose the Utility MACT. 

We went through the same thing 
with greenhouse gases and we fought 
that battle before, I say to my good 
friend Senator BOXER from California. 
At that time, there were many legisla- 
tive efforts to kill greenhouse gases, 
and yet every time there was a vote, 
the people who were answerable to the 
American people were the ones who 
voted it down. Now there might be, at 
most, 25 left in the Senate in favor of 
greenhouse gas emissions. 
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I urge Members to pass my CRA and 
let the President decide what he is 
going to do about vetoing this issue. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator’s time has expired. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from California. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I would 
like to take 3 minutes now, then yield 
up to 15 minutes to the Senator from 
New Jersey. I would then ask my 
friend, the Senator from Rhode Is- 
land—who is in the chair—to take up 
to 15 minutes, if he would like, and I 
will sit in the chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I just 
wish to say to my colleague Senator 
INHOFE before he leaves, that under 
this President we have seen more do- 
mestic energy production than we have 
seen probably in decades and decades— 
more domestic energy production and 
less reliance on imported oil than we 
have seen in decades and decades. So 
let’s not attack President Obama for 
not working to ensure that we have the 
domestic capacity here at home to 
produce energy, because we are pro- 
ducing it from all sources. 

The other point I wish to make is 
that my friends on the other side are 
ignoring the facts. The facts are that 
for every $1 to $3 that will be invested 
in clean utilities, we get back $9 in 
benefits. The Presiding Officer has spo- 
ken on this quite often, and the fact is 
there are many benefits to doing this. 

The other point I wish to make— 
which is very important—is that one- 
half of our coal-fired powerplants have 
already made these important tech- 
nology upgrades. That is wonderful 
news. Why would we reward companies 
that haven’t done what these others 
have done, that are continuing to spew 
forth the most dangerous chemicals? 
The list of them goes on and on. But we 
are talking about mercury, we are 
talking about arsenic, lead, and form- 
aldehyde. I will get into that, but if we 
allow this congressional resolution to 
pass, why would we be rewarding the 
most recalcitrant utilities that are not 
cleaning up when the technology is 
clearly there? 

There is a cost-benefit ratio. Our kids 
will breathe better. Later on tonight, I 
will spell out how many deaths will be 
avoided, how many asthma attacks 
will be avoided. We hear a little 
coughing in the Chamber today. That 
is the sound, unfortunately, we hear in 
classrooms all over this country. If we 
go into a classroom and we ask how 
many kids have asthma, one-third of 
the kids will raise their hand. If we 
say: How many of you know someone 
with asthma or have asthma yourself, 
half the kids will raise their hand. 

So this isn’t benign. What my col- 
league is doing is essentially pushing 
forward a resolution that would stop 
the Environmental Protection Agency 
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from doing its job that we asked them 
to do 20 long years ago when we passed 
the Clean Air Act amendments. 

It is my privilege to yield up to 15 
minutes to Senator LAUTENBERG, fol- 
lowed by the Presiding Officer, Senator 
WHITEHOUSE. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from New Jersey. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I 
thank Senator BOXER for her leader- 
ship in resisting these attempts to be 
able to permit companies to continue 
to pollute the air, a risk to our chil- 
dren, and marshaling the forces to say 
no to this. 

I feel this may be a lesson I learned 
when I was in business school at Co- 
lumbia: If we spend money here, we 
might save it there. But if we don’t 
spend it, we are liable to lose some- 
thing—a child, the child’s ability to 
function. What kind of a proposition 
are we looking at? This isn’t an ac- 
counting exercise. We are talking 
about the well-being of our children. 

I will say, we may have disagree- 
ments between our sides, but I believe 
Republicans care as much about their 
kids on their side as we do on ours. But 
in this debate, they would say they 
have to take care of the power compa- 
nies and permit them to emit poi- 
sonous ingredients into the air. So I 
think the sentence would be more com- 
pletely said: Rather than take advan- 
tage of protecting our children, we 
would rather continue the profit build- 
up. It is preposterous when we think 
about it. 

We have to continue the standards 
for powerplants that emit mercury pol- 
lution, which is brain poison for our 
children. We have to make sure we 
don’t relinquish and permit this con- 
tagious material to continue to be put 
into the air. 

Under the proposal of our friend from 
Oklahoma, Senator INHOFE, companies 
should be free to spew toxic air pollu- 
tion out of their smokestacks, regard- 
less of whether it goes into neighbor- 
hoods where our children play or in the 
path of their exercise and games. 

This is a picture we would see. We 
have all seen it at different times in 
our lives. But we have learned some- 
thing over the years. We have learned 
we can reduce this threat that comes 
out of these smokestacks. 

We have a devil of a time in the State 
of New Jersey because it is from States 
to the west of us from which we get 
much of the pollution in our commu- 
nities. Even if we had a State’s option, 
fully, we couldn’t do much about it if 
our neighbors to the west permit their 
companies to emit poisons into the air. 

The standards Senator INHOFE wants 
to overturn—the Clean Air Act amend- 
ments—were approved by Republicans 
and Democrats over 20 years ago, in 
1990. Most Americans would be dis- 
appointed to learn that powerplants 
have been free to put unlimited 
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amounts of mercury into the air that 
our children breathe. After years of 
delay and dirty air, the new standards 
will finally require powerplants to cut 
mercury pollution. Mercury is a highly 
toxic brain poison. Even in low doses, 
mercury can cause damage to fetuses 
and infants that permanently affect 
the child’s development. 

Every year, 630,000 babies are born 
with unsafe levels of mercury in their 
blood. Let’s be clear about what this 
means. Mercury is poison, and children 
are being born with it coarsing through 
their veins. These children suffer from 
brain damage, learning disabilities, 
hearing loss. The mercury they are 
born with can damage their kidneys, 
liver, and nervous systems. 

The powerplants that spew mercury 
also emit pollutants that trigger asth- 
ma attacks. Unfortunately, I have had 
the ability to see a child with an asth- 
ma attack. It happens to be my grand- 
son. When he is gasping for air, if 
someone said: How much would you 
pay to relieve your grandson of the 
gasping or the trauma that comes with 
that kind of condition, there is no cost 
that would be too much. Anyone who 
has seen an asthmatic child wheeze and 
struggle to breathe knows we would do 
anything in our power to prevent asth- 
ma attacks. 

EPA standards prevent 130,000 asth- 
ma attacks from occurring each year. 
Imagine that. We are protecting 130,000 
asthma attacks from occurring to our 
kids every year. So why are Repub- 
licans proposing to erase limits on 
mercury pollution? We already know 
EPA’s new standards will save and im- 
prove lives. 

EPA estimates this rule would pre- 
vent 130,000 asthma attacks, 4,700 heart 
attacks, and up to 11,000 premature 
deaths. What kind of a calamity is 
worse than that? There isn’t any. Heav- 
en help those families who are tortured 
by learning that the problems they 
have for their children’s school accom- 
plishments could have been avoided 
and for every $1 we spend to reduce pol- 
lution, we get $3 to $9 in health bene- 
fits. A child with pollution in her body 
is set back from day one and is going 
to carry that disability for her full life. 

The polluters ignore the cost to 
American families. These companies 
think their right to pollute is more im- 
portant than our kids’ right to breathe. 
I can’t believe they are willing to risk 
the health of a baby in their home or 
their grandchildren’s home. 

They say that cleaning up their act 
will cut into their profits, but we know 
clean air isn’t just good for our health; 
it can be good for business. For proof, 
we look no further than in my State of 
New Jersey and our largest utility, 
Public Service Electric & Gas. They in- 
vested $1.5 billion to upgrade their 
powerplants. PSE&G cut emissions of 
mercury and acid gases by 90 percent 
or more, and they created more than 
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1,600 new jobs in the process. That is 
the real picture. That is what happens. 
It is clear what this resolution, as pro- 
posed, would do. It would effectively 
kill any EPA action to reduce mercury 
now or in the future. It is unaccept- 
able. 

I say to those people who come from 
coal States: Clean up the air. Spend the 
money. You are going to spend it one 
way or another. Wouldn’t you rather 
spend it on doing something that is 
positive for the environment rather 
than risking your child’s health? I 
think there is no comparison. 

We had an unfortunate incident in 
my family. I had a sister who was asth- 
matic. When she traveled, she always 
carried a respirator that she could plug 
into a cigarette lighter, and if she 
started to feel uncomfortable from be- 
ginning to wheeze, she could put this 
on and her breathing would clear up. 
She had been elected to the school 
board. 

She was at a school board meeting 
and she felt an attack coming on. She 
got up to go to her car in the parking 
lot to get some relief from her inabil- 
ity to breathe. She collapsed in the 
parking lot and 3 days later she ex- 
pired. She was 53 years old. 

What is the price of a life? This was 
an adult. What about the life of a child, 
and we compare it to the costs? That is 
all we have heard about. The other side 
sounds like a bunch of accountants 
when they talk about how much will 
this cost. How much does it cost for a 
child who can’t learn? How much does 
it cost to live life with a child whose 
body is impaired and they can’t func- 
tion? What is the cost? 

The cost can’t be explained in dol- 
lars. The cost is: What is right in our 
society? Do we have the obligation to 
try and protect the children who live in 
our country? I think so. Let the com- 
panies figure out ways to improve the 
quality of their air emissions. It is 
pretty simple. If they do, the problem 
can be solved. But to say no, no, this 
will cost too much—I think of a school- 
yard full of little kids and I say I would 
like to ask them: What is it worth to 
see these little kids sing ring-around- 
the-rosie, and be happy compared to 
saying to the company, no, your job is 
to clean up your act. You have time to 
do it but you must do it. You cannot 
avoid it any longer. 

It is clear what this resolution would 
do. It would effectively kill any EPA 
action to reduce mercury now or in the 
future. That is unacceptable. I say to 
my colleagues: Defeat this measure. 
Look at your children, look at your 
grandchildren, and say to yourself: 
What will I do to protect her; to pro- 
tect him; to hear their voices nice and 
clear; to see them learning; to see them 
growing? 

What is more important, to protect 
the powerplant that wants to emit 
more poisonous air and refuses to do 
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its share? They are going to do it one 
way or the other. Look at your chil- 
dren. Look at your grandchildren. I 
urge my colleagues to defeat this 
measure. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 
BOXER). Under the previous order, Sen- 
ator WHITEHOUSE of Rhode Island is 
recognized for up to 15 minutes. 

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Madam Presi- 
dent, it is one thing to say things and 
it is another to say things that are 
true. Let us review some of the things 
that have been said on the floor of the 
Senate today in the context of this dis- 
cussion. 

One of my colleagues said that this 
rule, which will for the first time re- 
quire our powerplants to meet mercury 
emission standards that other indus- 
tries have had to meet, and have suc- 
cessfully met for years, is now coming 
on, to use his words, ‘‘too far and too 
fast.” 

The Clean Air Act was passed 30 
years ago and, specific to this, in the 
year 2000 EPA began the process that 
has culminated in this rule deter- 
mining that it would be appropriate 
and necessary to have a rule on this 
kind of hazardous air pollution being 
emitted by powerplants. Here we are in 
2012 and we are being told that it is too 
fast that utilities are obliged to com- 
ply with a program that was first an- 
nounced as appropriate and necessary 
in the year 2000. It would seem to me 
that a dozen years’ notice is enough, 
particularly where other industries 
have already met these standards. 

On that note, the same colleague said 
that compliance with these standards 
is “nearly impossible.” It is obviously 
not nearly impossible if other indus- 
tries have already complied with the 
standard with which the electric util- 
ity industry is being asked to comply. 
More specifically, this rule sets the 
mark at a level where the highest per- 
forming 12 percent of emitters already 
are. They are already there. So it is 
not a question of compliance being 
nearly impossible. Compliance is actu- 
ally already achieved by the good-be- 
having and responsible utilities that 
have put the technology to work to 
clean up their exhausts. 

I have a letter that I ask unanimous 
consent to have printed in the RECORD 
at the conclusion of my remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(See exhibit 1.) 

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. In this letter, 16 
of my colleagues, led by myself and the 
distinguished Chair of the Environ- 
ment and Public Works Committee, 
BARBARA BOXER, wrote to the Presi- 
dent supporting this rule. We de- 
scribed, for one thing, a utility called 
Constellation, which has invested to 
add environmental controls and a new 
scrubber to its Brandon Shores facility 
in Maryland, cutting mercury emis- 
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sions by 90 percent. Also, in addition, it 
created 1,385 jobs at peak construction, 
not counting the many more jobs man- 
ufacturing those clean air tech- 
nologies. So this is not “nearly impos- 
sible,” this is being done regularly. 

The other remark that was made by 
this colleague is that the country does 
not support EPA on this. To the con- 
trary, actually, public health groups 
and officials across the country sup- 
port this: the Academy of Pediatrics, 
the Association of Respiratory Care, 
the Heart Association, the Lung Asso- 
ciation, the American Nurses Associa- 
tion, the Public Health Association, 
the March of Dimes—it is a consider- 
able number of public health sup- 
porters. 

If you want to go beyond the public 
health community, it is interesting to 
note that the faith community is very 
actively supporting our position, ev- 
erything from the Evangelical Environ- 
mental Network to the Evangelical Lu- 
theran Church in America, to the Gen- 
eral Baptist Convention of Texas, to 
the National Council of Churches USA, 
to the Jewish Council on Public Af- 
fairs, to the U.S. Conference of Catho- 
lic Bishops, and the United Methodist 
Church. To say that America does not 
support the EPA I think is to take a 
very constricted view of America. Per- 
haps the occupants of the electric util- 
ity boardrooms in America would be 
more precise. 

Some of the folks who support this, 
interestingly, are not just health 
groups, but they are the electric utili- 
ties themselves. Half of the fossil fuel 
electric generation in the country is 
controlled by electric utilities that 
support the EPA rule. Let me read 
some examples from this same letter. 

The chairman, president and CEO of 
Wisconsin Energy said, ‘‘We really see 
very little impact on customer electric 
rates or our capital plan between now 
and 2015 as a result of all the new EPA 
regulations that have been proposed 
....?’ Very little impact. 

The Senior Vice President of Energy 
Policy at Seminole Electric Coopera- 
tive indicated, “If the EPA adopts a 
mercury role as currently proposed, 
Seminole would already be meeting 
that standard.” So much for it being 
almost impossible. 

Duke Energy’s CEO noted, ‘‘I think 3 
years is doable,” not too fast, doable as 
a compliance timeline. And the CEO of 
PSEG stated, “We are also well-posi- 
tioned to meet the anticipated require- 
ments under EPA’s . regulation.” 
“We believe these regulations are long 
overdue.” Not coming too fast, “long 
overdue.” 

“Our experience shows that it is pos- 
sible to clean the air, create jobs and 
power the economy, all at the same 
time.” 

Another one of my colleagues said 
that higher electric bills should be 
measured, on the one hand, against the 
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negligible benefits on the other hand. 
That was a theme that a number of col- 
leagues adopted. 

Another one said this was all costs, 
no benefits. 

A third said this bill fails to find the 
proper balance between cost and ben- 
efit. And a fourth said this rule would 
be “hammering our economy, in effect 
a tax increase.” 

What are the facts? The facts are 
that although the rule will cost $9.6 
billion to implement, because there is 
better health, because there are bene- 
ficial effects of not polluting our coun- 
try with all of these dangerous chemi- 
cals, the benefits are between $37 and 
$90 billion; $9 billion in costs, $37 to $90 
billion every year in savings, in benefit 
to our economy. On the whole, this is a 
huge economic win for the country. 
The only place where it is a problem is, 
again, in the boardrooms of the electric 
utility companies that have not been 
good citizens, that have not put the 
scrubbers on, that are trailing the rest 
of the industry and do not want to be 
forced to catch up to where other in- 
dustries, and half of their industry, 
now is. 

If you want to move off, as Senator 
LAUTENBERG so movingly did, the ac- 
counting of this $9 billion in cost 
versus $37 billion to $90 billion in bene- 
fits, there are the 11,000 lives that will 
be saved every year. You cannot put a 
price on a human life. This will save 
them. 

The last point is that the distin- 
guished ranking member of the Envi- 
ronment and Public Works Committee 
described a relentless war, and what he 
was referring to is an imagined war by 
the Obama administration against the 
coal industry. I think if there is a re- 
lentless war out here, and I am speak- 
ing now as a Senator from Rhode Is- 
land, it is a relentless war of these pol- 
luting coal plants against the north- 
eastern States in particular, my State 
in particular, that carries the burden 
of all the fallout of that exhaust and 
that pollution that they do not bother 
to treat at the source so it lands in our 
State. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD at the conclu- 
sion of my remarks the resolution in 
support of the EPA mercury and air 
toxic standards for powerplants that 
was adopted by the U.S. Conference of 
Mayors. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(See exhibit 2.) 

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. I will not read 
the whole thing. Let’s just read the 
concluding paragraph: 

Now, therefore, be it resolved that the U.S. 
Conference of Mayors strongly supports the 
EPA’s issued Mercury and Air Toxics Stand- 
ards for Power Plants. 

There were no Federal standards for 
mercury until now for our powerplants. 
You would think we should have done 
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this by now but—yes, we should have 
done it by now but at least we are here. 
At least we will achieve the benefits of 
$1 in cost for $3 to $9 in savings and in 
benefits to Americans. We should be 
celebrating this sensible and yet sig- 
nificant public health achievement. 

Instead, we are engaged in a debate 
that I think is confounded, on their 
side—their arguments are confounded 
by the actual facts. 

The benefits are staggering, in addi- 
tion to the 11,000 lives saved, 4,700 
fewer heart attacks, 130,000 fewer cases 
of children suffering asthma attacks, 
5,700 fewer emergency visits each year. 

Let me close by mentioning one spe- 
cific. Mercury is a neurotoxin. The rea- 
son that people use the phrase ‘‘mad as 
a hatter’ is because hatters, making 
hats, used mercury and mercury 
poisoned them, made them mad, af- 
fected their brains. It is a neurotoxin. 

That affects Rhode Island quite con- 
siderably. First of all, we are a State 
that is downwind. Every Rhode Is- 
lander has heard, as we drive into work 
on a bright summer weekday morning, 
the radio warning: Today is a bad air 
day in Rhode Island; children, people 
with breathing difficulties, seniors 
should stay indoors today in their air 
conditioning. 

It is a beautiful day. People have a 
right to be out of doors on a beautiful 
day. They should be celebrating, play- 
ing, picnics, going to the beach. But, 
no, stay indoors because there is ozone 
pollution settling on us from the pow- 
erplants. 

In addition, the mercury comes in 
and that creates a different set of 
harms in Rhode Island. One harm is 
that small children should not eat any 
freshwater fish in Rhode Island, ac- 
cording to our health department. Here 
is a wonderful Norman Rockwell pic- 
ture, sort of an emblematic American 
scene, grandfather is taking his grand- 
son fishing. The excitement as the fish 
comes up out of the pond—that image 
in Rhode Island is shattered by the fact 
that this small child would not be al- 
lowed to eat any freshwater fish that 
he caught with his grandfather because 
of this mercury pollution that has 
bombarded us by these out-of-State 
powerplants that did not clean up their 
act. 

Furthermore, no one in Rhode Island 
should eat more than one serving of 
freshwater fish caught in our State 
each month, so if the grandfather 
caught two fish, he could eat one, for a 
month, but he should not eat the other 
because of the health effects of the 
mercury that has piled up in the bodies 
of the fish. 

There are some bodies of water that 
seem to be more in the gunsights of 
these polluting dirty Midwestern pow- 
erplants than others for reasons that 
nobody can explain. But Quidnick Res- 
ervoir, Wincheck Pond, and Yawgoog 
Pond in Rhode Island—no one should 
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ever eat any of the fish caught in those 
three bodies of water because of the 
mercury poisoning. So when we talk 
about every dollar a utility will spend 
to clean up its pollution being offset by 
$3 to $9 in benefits, that figure doesn’t 
take into account these intangible ben- 
efits. It doesn’t take into account the 
intangible benefit of being able to 
enjoy the emblematic American pas- 
time of taking your grandson or going 
with your grandfather to go fishing in 
a pond, to be able to catch something, 
bring it home, fry it up, and have it for 
supper. The utility polluters get to 
wreck that for free in this equation, 
but we should not forget it in this 
Chamber. 

There are many aspects of the Amer- 
ican way of life that should not yield 
to the bottom line of those polluters 
that are not willing to meet the same 
rules that so many of their colleagues 
already do and that so many industries 
already do. 

EXHIBIT 1 


U.S. SENATE, 
WASHINGTON, DC, 
December 16, 2011. 
The PRESIDENT, 
The White House, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: Respectfully, we 
urge the Administration to finalize the Util- 
ity Air Toxics Rule as scheduled on Decem- 
ber 16, 2011, and to adhere to the compliance 
schedule set forth in Section 112 of the Clean 
Air Act. Our nation has waited far too long 
for a federal limit on mercury and other haz- 
ardous air pollution emitted by power 
plants. 

The electric utility industry has been on 
notice for a decade that the EPA intended to 
limit its hazardous air pollution. In 2000, the 
EPA determined it was ‘‘appropriate and 
necessary” to set hazardous air pollution 
standards for power plants, based on the seri- 
ous health effects of this pollution. Power 
plants are the biggest emitters of mercury, a 
neurotoxin that can stunt cognitive develop- 
ment in children and infants. Power plants 
are also significant emitters of toxic met- 
als—for instance, they emit 62% of all such 
arsenic pollution in the air we breathe—and 
acid gases such as hydrochloric acid which 
can cause respiratory tract ailments and 
fluid buildup in the lungs. The rule is ex- 
pected to save up to 17,000 lives per year by 
cutting this pollution. 

Plants in 17 states have begun to control 
for mercury pollution. These projects protect 
public health, and demonstrate that updat- 
ing our energy infrastructure triggers in- 
vestment in new technologies and the cre- 
ation of tens of thousands of jobs. Consider: 
Constellation invested $885 million to add en- 
vironmental controls and a new scrubber to 
its Brandon Shores facility in Maryland, cut- 
ting mercury emissions by 90 percent. This 
investment created 1,385 jobs at peak con- 
struction, and many more jobs manufac- 
turing the clean air technologies; PSEG ret- 
rofitted two of its coal facilities and in- 
stalled scrubbers, creating 1,600 construc- 
tion-related jobs over two years, and 24 per- 
manent jobs; and AEP retrofitted one of its 
coal facilities and created more than 1,000 
construction-related jobs building a scrub- 
ber, and 40 permanent jobs in operations. 

AEP CEO Michael Morris said this year 
that when a utility retrofits a plant to com- 
ply with the Clean Air Act, ‘‘jobs are created 
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in the process—no question about that.” 
Good environmental policy is good economic 
policy, as the jobs numbers—and the United 
States’ $11 billion trade surplus in environ- 
mental technologies—demonstrate. 

Most electric utilities in this country are 
ready for this rule. Indeed, operators of half 
of the fossil fuel electric generation in this 
country have gone on record on this point. 
For instance: 

The Chair, President and CEO of Wisconsin 
Energy noted that, ‘‘We really see very little 
impact on customer electric rates or our cap- 
ital plan between now and 2015 as a result of 
all the new EPA regulations that have been 
proposed... .” 

The Senior Vice President of Energy Pol- 
icy at Seminole Electric Cooperative, Inc., 
indicated that ‘‘If the EPA adopts a mercury 
rule as currently proposed, Seminole would 
already be meeting the standard.”’ 

Duke Energy’s CEO noted that “I think 
three years is doable” as a compliance 
timeline for the Utility Air Toxics Rule. 

The CEO of PSEG stated that, ‘‘We are 
also well-positioned to meet the anticipated 
requirements under EPA’s HAPs/MACT regu- 
lation, which is scheduled to be issued on De- 
cember 16. We believe these regulations are 
long overdue. Our experience shows that it is 
possible to clean the air, create jobs and 
power the economy, all at the same time.” 

Some utilities, however, are arguing that 
this rule will compromise their ability to 
provide reliable service. We do not believe 
the facts support this argument. Earlier this 
month, your Department of Energy released 
a report finding that even under the most 
conservative assumptions, utilities could 
comply with both the Transport Rule and 
the Utility Air Toxics Rule while providing 
adequate electric power in each region of the 
country. 

Meanwhile, new generation capacity is 
being built. Over the next four years, utili- 
ties are constructing nearly 78 GW of new ca- 
pacity, including about 38 GW of natural gas. 
Natural gas prices are dropping rapidly, driv- 
ing both the construction of new gas-fired 
plants and the utilization of existing gas ca- 
pacity. These gas plants are starting to out- 
compete inefficient coal units on price alone, 
separate and apart from any Clean Air Act 
rules. 

If localized reliability issues emerge, or if 
a unit needs more time to comply with the 
Utility Air Toxics Rule, current law and 
long-standing practice provide off-ramps on 
a case-by-case basis. Upon request, EPA and 
the states may grant a unit a fourth year to 
comply. If the unit needs more time to in- 
stall controls, or if it plans to retire but 
needs to stay online to ensure reliability, 
EPA may enter into legally binding agree- 
ments with the utility to provide that nec- 
essary time. 

Given that so many utilities are well-posi- 
tioned to comply with the Utility Air Toxics 
Rule, and the flexibility afforded particular 
units, there is no reason for an across-the- 
board delay of this important public health 
measure. We applaud the work that EPA has 
undertaken to limit dangerous air pollution 
from power plants, and urge the Administra- 
tion’s approval of a final rule to be in place 
by December 16, 2011. 

Sincerely, 

SHELDON WHITEHOUSE. 
PATRICK J. LEAHY. 
JOSEPH I. LIEBERMAN. 
PATTY MURRAY. 

FRANK R. LAUTENBERG. 
BENJAMIN L. CARDIN. 
JEANNE SHAHEEN. 
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KIRSTEN E. GILLIBRAND. 
BARBARA BOXER. 

JOHN F. KERRY. 

DANIEL K. AKAKA. 
MARIA CANTWELL. 
ROBERT MENENDEZ. 
BERNARD SANDERS. 
JEFF MERKLEY. 
RICHARD BLUMENTHAL. 


EXHIBIT 2 
IN SUPPORT OF EPA MERCURY AND AIR TOXICS 
STANDARDS FOR POWER PLANTS 

Whereas, mayors recognize that mercury 
pollution, the majority of it coming from 
coal-fired power plants, represents a particu- 
larly widespread threat to families nation- 
wide; and 

Whereas, in 1990, 3 industry sectors made 
up % of the total mercury emissions in the 
nation including Medical Waste Incinerators, 
Municipal Waste Combustors (Waste-to-En- 
ergy); and Power Plants; and 

Whereas, The first two sectors have al- 
ready had to comply with mercury and air 
toxics rules and have reduced their mercury 
emission by 95%; and 

Whereas, the technology to retrofit these 
facilities already exists and is being utilized 
in the other two industries; and 

Whereas, because of local mercury con- 
tamination, all 50 states have fish consump- 
tion advisories in place to warn residents of 
the potential health effects of eating fish 
caught from area waters; and 

Whereas, mercury poses a particular threat 
to vulnerable populations such as pregnant 
women and small children; and 

Whereas, mercury is a potent neurotoxin 
that affects a developing child’s ability to 
talk, walk, read and write, and in addition to 
learning disabilities, in utero exposure can 
result in severe birth defects such as blind- 
ness, deafness and cerebral palsy; and 

Whereas, EPA’s analysis projects that the 
annual cost to the regulated industry for the 
year 2016 (the first year in which EPA ex- 
pects the standards to be fully imple- 
mented), would be $9.6 billion and the aggre- 
gate benefits for that year would be between 
$37-$90 billion; and 

Whereas, for every dollar spent to reduce 
this pollution, Americans get 3-9 dollars in 
health benefits; and 

Whereas, the Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA) projects that the new Clean 
Air Act protections from reduced mercury 
and air toxics will save citizens as much as 
$90 billion annually when fully implemented 
through lower health care costs. Each year, 
this translates into as many as 11,000 lives 
saved, 4,700 heart attacks and 130,000 asthma 
attacks prevented, and 5,700 hospital visits 
avoided; and 

Whereas, the benefits are widely distrib- 
uted and are especially important to minor- 
ity and low income populations who are dis- 
proportionately impacted by asthma and 
other debilitating health conditions; and 

Whereas, clean, healthy air and water are 
fundamental American rights, 

Now, therefore, be it Resolved that the 
U.S. Conference of Mayors strongly supports 
the EPA’s issued Mercury and Air Toxics 
Standards for Power Plants (MATS). 

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. I yield the floor. 
I suggest the absence of a quorum 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant bill clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the quorum 
call be rescinded. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
WHITEHOUSE). Without objection, it is 
so ordered. 

Mrs. BOXER. I wish to thank the 
Presiding Officer very much for taking 
the Chair again and for his beautiful 
statement. I thought the Senator defi- 
nitely debated the issue and took apart 
the argument that my Republican 
friends made against a rule that is 
widely supported by the American peo- 
ple. The Senator cited some of the 
amazing organizations. I will do that 
again tomorrow in the debate. 

Just for the sake of the folks who are 
still working here tonight, I don’t plan 
to go much more than 5 minutes. It has 
been a very long day for everyone who 
works here and I respect that. 

It is not only these amazing groups 
that are with us that want us to defeat 
this very dangerous resolution—my 
colleague named some of them—the 
American Nurses are among those who 
understand what health care is about. 
They see people struggling to find a 
breath when they come in with these 
attacks. Also, religious organizations 
recognize we are only as good as the 
weakest among us. As Senator LAUTEN- 
BERG pointed out so eloquently, it is 
our kids who get the real impact of 
this many times as well as adults. 

What I wish to do in closing out the 
debate tonight—and we will have an- 
other hour of debate tomorrow—is just 
run through a few charts that tell the 
tale. The first one is: What does this 
resolution do? Because I know people 
may be following us and saying: What 
exactly do Senator INHOFE and his col- 
leagues want to do? They want to re- 
peal the rule that is about to go into 
place and block the Environmental 
Protection Agency from implementing 
the first-ever national mercury and air 
toxics standards for powerplants. These 
powerplants are giving off these poi- 
sons, and these poisons are going into 
the air. 

In the case of mercury, we wind up 
poisoning fish, which was such a great 
part of my colleague Senator WHITE- 
HOUSE’s presentation. So poisons are 
being spewed into the air from these 
powerplants. 

In 1990, by a vote of 89 to 10 and in 
the House 401 to 25, we passed the Clean 
Air Act. Those were the amendments. 
It was signed by George Herbert Walk- 
er Bush. More than 20 years later, we 
have a court order because we didn’t do 
what we were supposed to do. Now 
President Obama is doing the right 
thing to protect the people by moving 
forward with this first-ever national 
standard. We have to defeat this push 
to stop the Obama administration from 
doing what we wanted done since 1990 
and what we wanted the then-EPA to 
do and it has taken this much time to 
get it done. Just as we are on the brink 
of getting this protective rule, which is 
so cost-efficient—for every $1 to $3, we 
save $9—they want to turn it around. 
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What is at stake? There are 4,200 to 
11,000 additional premature deaths. So 
when people say what we do doesn’t 
matter, I say look at this. If this rule 
is repealed, more people will die pre- 
maturely. We will have 4,700 heart at- 
tacks, 130,000 cases of childhood asth- 
ma symptoms, 6,300 cases of acute 
bronchitis, 5,700 emergency room visits 
and hospital admissions, 540,000 days of 
missed work due to respiratory illness. 
Again, it is $3 to $9 in benefits for 
every $1 invested in the powerplants, 
one-half of which have already done 
the right thing. Half the coal power- 
plants have done this already. So we 
are talking about ensuring that the 
rest of them do the same. 

Many companies have addressed their 
mercury and air toxic emissions. We 
should thank the coal companies that 
have already cleaned up their act, not 
reward those that have delayed in in- 
stalling the pollution-control equip- 
ment. Anyone on the other side who 
says there is no pollution-control 
equipment that is available and this 
can’t be done and it is going to result 
in increased electric utility rates 
should listen to the facts. They should 
talk to the people who already in- 
stalled these important mechanisms. 
They created jobs doing it, and as far 
as electricity prices, there was no im- 
pact. 

I talked about the jobs that are pro- 
vided. When we clean up these utilities, 
there will be 8,000 long-term jobs and 
46,000 short-term jobs. It is actually a 
jobs bill when we clean up to current 
standards. 

What poisonous emissions does the 
clean air rule address? I think this is 
basically where I am going to end it. I 
am going to mention these things, and 
they sound scary because they are. 
Mercury and lead, this is what we are 
asking them to clean up, and my col- 
leagues say, no, keep on polluting. 
Mercury and lead damages the nervous 
system of children and harms the 
brains of infants. Arsenic sound scary? 
It is. It causes cancer and damages the 
nervous system, kidneys, and the liver. 
My Republican friends say: Oh, it is 
OK. Who cares? We should all care. 
How about selenium? It harms the re- 
productive system of wildlife. Other 
heavy metals such as cadmium and 
chromium cause cancer and harm vital 
organs. Benzene causes cancer and 
damages immune and reproductive sys- 
tems. How about this one, formalde- 
hyde. It sounds scary. It is scary. It is 
a carcinogen, and that means it causes 
cancer—no question about that. Acid 
gases sound scary? They are scary. 
They damage the heart, the lungs, and 
the nervous system. Imagine breathing 
in acid gases and what that does to our 
pulmonary system. Toxic soot pollu- 
tion causes respiratory illness, includ- 
ing asthma attacks, chronic bronchitis, 
heart attacks, and premature death. 

Tomorrow I will go into these in 
greater detail. It is just a rhetorical 
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question, but why would anyone in 
their right mind stand in the way of 
cleaning up these poisons. They say it 
costs too much. No, it doesn’t because 
the companies that already did it say 
it is working. For every $1 we invest, 
we save $3 to $9. So it doesn’t cost too 
much. Is it just about doing business as 
usual? That is fine if all we are doing is 
something that is benign. This is not 
benign. 

My colleague Senator INHOFE at- 
tacked the President and said our 
President is stymieing domestic energy 
production when we have the opposite 
truth. We have seen a tremendous in- 
crease in domestic energy production 
under this President, more than we 
have seen for decades. So don’t blame 
this President and say he is trying to 
stymie domestic energy production. He 
has embraced an all-of-the-above strat- 
egy. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to have printed in the RECORD a 
paper entitled ‘‘Develop and Secure 
America’s Energy Supplies.” 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

DEVELOP AND SECURE AMERICA’S ENERGY 
SUPPLIES—EXPAND SAFE AND RESPONSIBLE 
DOMESTIC OIL AND NATURAL GAS DEVELOP- 
MENT AND PRODUCTION 
“All these actions can increase domestic 

oil production in the short and medium 

term. But let’s be clear—it is not a long- 

term solution’’—President Obama, March 11, 

2010. 

THE CHALLENGE 

America’s oil and natural gas supplies are 
critical components of our Nation’s energy 
portfolio. Their development enhances our 
energy security and fuels our Nation’s econ- 
omy. Recognizing that America’s oil supplies 
are limited, we must develop our domestic 
resources safely, responsibly, and efficiently, 
while taking steps that will ultimately less- 
en our reliance on oil and help us move to- 
wards a clean energy economy. 

Over the last two years, domestic oil and 
natural gas production has increased. In 2010, 
American oil production reached its highest 
level since 2003, and total U.S. natural gas 
production reached its highest level in more 
than 30 years. Much of this increase has been 
the result of growing natural gas and oil pro- 
duction from shale formations as a result of 
recent technological advances. These re- 
sources, when developed with appropriate 
safeguards to protect public health, will play 
a critical role in domestic energy production 
in the coming decades. 

America’s public lands and Federal waters 
provide resources that are critical to the na- 
tion’s energy security. To encourage robust 
exploration and development of the nation’s 
resources, the Administration has offered 
millions of acres of public land and Federal 
waters for oil and gas leasing over the last 
two years. Oil production from the Outer 
Continental Shelf increased more than a 
third—from 446 million barrels in 2008 to 
more than 600 million barrels of estimated 
production in 2010. Responsible oil produc- 
tion from onshore public lands also increased 
over the past year—from 109 million barrels 
in 2009 to 114 million barrels in 2010. These 
increases are occurring at the same time 
that oil imports are decreasing; for the first 
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time in a decade, imports accounted for less 
than half of what we consumed. 

Mrs. BOXER. It shows how U.S. crude 
oil production is way up under Presi- 
dent Obama. It is way up. Over the last 
2 years domestic oil and natural gas 
production has increased. In 2010, 
American oil production reached its 
highest level since 2003 and total U.S. 
natural gas production has reached its 
highest level in more than 30 years. 
How can my colleagues stand and say 
this President doesn’t like the coal 
companies and is trying to push them 
out of business so we will have less en- 
ergy production? Wrong. What he is 
trying to do and we are trying to do— 
those of us who are going to oppose the 
Inhofe resolution—is say we want to 
see coal continue, but we don’t want it 
to spew forth—mercury, arsenic, sele- 
nium, other heavy metals, benzene, 
formaldehyde, acid gases, and toxic 
soot. It is pretty straightforward. 
Clean it up. 

When I was a kid, my mother said: 
Clean your room. She said: You made a 
mess so clean it. I see some of the 
pages are smiling because their moth- 
ers say the same to them. What I found 
as I matured over the years is that we 
need to come back to some of those ba- 
sics. Clean up your mess. They are 
making a mess. But it is not the benign 
mess that is in some of the bedrooms of 
our kids, with toys, papers, and clothes 
scattered around; it is dangerous tox- 
ins, and it has to be cleaned up. 

Tomorrow is an important vote. I 
hope tonight people will think about 
this debate because a lot of the things 
we do here maybe don’t have such a di- 
rect impact on people’s lives. This has 
a direct impact. What we breathe and 
the fish we eat are all related to what 
is going to happen tomorrow. I hope we 
will vote no on the Inhofe resolution 
and allow the EPA to do its work 
which 75 percent of the American peo- 
ple support. They want clean air, they 
want clean water, and we want to 
make sure they get it without inter- 
ference. Let’s vote down the Inhofe res- 
olution and move forward with clean 
air. I think we will all be proud tomor- 
row if we can defeat that resolution. 

I note the absence of a quorum and 
yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant bill clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


ete 
MORNING BUSINESS 


Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to a period of morning business 
with Senators permitted to speak 
therein for up to 10 minutes each. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


EE 


VETERAN CARDIOVASCULAR 
DISEASE AWARENESS 


Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, as 
chairman of the Senate Committee on 
Veterans’ Affairs, I would like to take 
a moment to recognize the Department 
of Veterans Affairs and the American 
Heart Association for their work to 
raise awareness about the dangers of 
cardiovascular disease amongst our Na- 
tion’s women veterans and service 
members. 

VA’s dedicated work on cardio- 
vascular disease has successfully de- 
creased the gaps between men and 
women veterans in heart disease pre- 
vention outcomes. However, as cardio- 
vascular disease remains the No. 1 kill- 
er of women, I applaud VA and the 
American Heart Association’s ‘‘Go Red 
for Women” campaign for partnering 
under the First Lady’s Joining Forces 
Initiative to raise awareness and pro- 
mote prevention amongst our Nation’s 
female veterans. I am pleased to see 
VA focus its efforts on educating 
women veterans through an online fit- 
ness and nutrition program and an on- 
line support network to connect 
women with other women who share 
similar experiences. 

Today, women serve in every branch 
of the military. Women represent 15 
percent of our Nation’s Active-Duty 
military, and they are the fastest 
growing population within the veteran 
community. The number of women vet- 
erans is expected to increase to 2 mil- 
lion in 2020 and with this projected in- 
crease it is critical that VA remain re- 
sponsive to the unique needs of women. 

Nearly one in two women, 44.4 per- 
cent, will die of heart disease and 
stroke. We must ensure that women re- 
ceive equal access to VA health care 
benefits and services. This partnership 
between VA and the American Heart 
Association is a great step toward en- 
suring that women are educated on the 
dangers of cardiovascular disease and 
provided with the resources necessary 
to prevent it. 

Mr. President, I applaud the collabo- 
ration between VA and the American 
Heart Association to raise awareness 
and increase prevention efforts on an 
issue that affects so many of our Na- 
tion’s women veterans and civilian 
women throughout our country. 


EE 


OBSERVING WORLD REFUGEE DAY 


Mr. KERRY. Mr. President. Abraham 
Lincoln once spoke of our Nation as 
the last best hope on earth. On this 
World Refugee Day—the llth of its 
kind and the 6lst anniversary of the 
United Nations Convention Relating to 
the Status of Refugees—it is fitting 
that we give careful pause to remember 
that the responsibility attached to Lin- 
coln’s words does not end at our shores. 
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Across the world, refugees need our 
assistance and our support. They look 
to America’s voice and leadership to 
champion their plight—from the dusty 
plains of northern Kenya to the moun- 
tainous confines of Burma, Nepal and 
Southwest Asia. 

As we look around the world, there 
are, sadly, numerous refugee crises. In 
many cases, refugees exchange one set 
of dangerous conditions for over- 
crowded, unsanitary and even violent 
camps. Instability in Somalia is swell- 
ing the ranks of the world’s largest ref- 
ugee complex in Dadaab, Kenya, home 
to nearly 500,000 people. In the Sahel, 
more than 150,000 Malians have fled the 
conflict to neighboring countries, join- 
ing host communities that are already 
suffering from drought and hunger. To 
them, daily survival is a gamble. 

We also know that refugees and dis- 
placed populations can be the spark for 
large-scale violence, and today we face 
that very threat from the millions dis- 
placed from homes across the Middle 
East. Unspeakable violence in Syria 
has uprooted an estimated 500,000 peo- 
ple inside the country and driven tens 
of thousands more to Jordan, Turkey, 
Lebanon and Iraq. Human security in 
Iraq continues to be a pressing con- 
cern, as our partners support hundreds 
of thousands of Iraqi refugees in neigh- 
boring countries and over one million 
internally displaced persons. 

Of course, there are glimmers of 
hope. As Burma slowly and steadily 
opens its political system, we will look 
to the government to provide space for 
humanitarian action to assist those 
displaced by years of conflict. Have a 
thought for the Burmese refugee in 
limbo along the border with Thailand 
or the young ethnic Rohingya who is 
denied even the basic identity papers 
that connote official personhood. They, 
too, deserve our attention, compassion 
and support. 

In South Asia, more than 5.7 million 
Afghan refugees have returned home in 
the past decade, one of the UN’s most 
successful voluntary repatriation oper- 
ations. We must celebrate this achieve- 
ment, even as we renew efforts to find 
durable solutions for the nearly 3 mil- 
lion Afghan refugees scattered across 
the region. In Colombia, where conflict 
has displaced an estimated 4 million 
people, our partners are helping the 
government to provide reparations and 
land restitution to affected individuals 
and families. We also continue to sup- 
port the UN Relief and Works Agency 
in its efforts to provide assistance to 
millions of Palestinian refugees in the 
Palestinian territories and throughout 
the region. 

Above all, we must remember that 
these aren’t just statistics. The plight 
of the world’s refugee and displaced 
populations is a challenge to the hu- 
manity of every single one of us. Chil- 
dren who need proper nutrients and ac- 
cess to education, women who are at 
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great risk of falling victim to gender- 
based violence, individuals with psy- 
cho-social needs after witnessing dev- 
astation—these realities prick our con- 
science from half a world away. 

Mr. President: Lincoln used to say 
that he ‘‘tried to pluck a thistle and 
plant a flower wherever the flower 
would grow ... “ Despite our trying 
times, we should remember all those 
who have planted the seeds of hope and 
opportunity where thistles would oth- 
erwise grow, from the State Depart- 
ment’s Bureau of Population, Refugees 
and Migration and its partners in the 
UN to international, faith-based and 
non-governmental organizations in the 
field. Let us also recognize the efforts 
of the organizations that provide guid- 
ance and services to give refugees re- 
settled in the United States the oppor- 
tunity to rebuild their lives here—and 
thank the communities across the 
country, including in my State of Mas- 
sachusetts, who welcome them to their 
adoptive homes. Their legacy is ours, 
too. And the next chapter is waiting to 
be written. 


Ee 


ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 


REMEMBERING JOSEPH A. 
LESNIEWSKI 


e Mr. CASEY. Mr. President, I would 
like to take a few moments to com- 
memorate a great Pennsylvanian who 
passed away on May 23, 2012. Those who 
worked alongside this high-spirited cit- 
izen of Erie, PA knew him as a hard 
worker, those who served alongside 
him in World War II knew him as a 
selfless soldier, while others who 
worked with him at the United States 
Post Office knew him as a devoted civil 
servant; still, many more around the 
world knew this great Pennsylvanian 
as World War II veteran Private 
Lesniewski, of the 101st Airborne Divi- 
sion, immortalized in the book and 
HBO series ‘‘Band of Brothers.” Today 
I would like to commemorate and take 
stock of this remarkable life: Joseph A. 
Lesniewski, an influential and inspira- 
tional citizen of Pennsylvania. 

Mr. Joseph A. Lesniewski passed 
away at a Veterans Affairs Medical 
Center at the age of 91; he was survived 
by his wife of 38 years, Phyllis 
Schindley Lesniewski; and his four 
daughters, two sons, two sisters, six 
grandchildren, and three great-grand- 
children. From Mr. Lesniewki’s work 
with General Electric, to his service in 
World War II, to his 37 years serving 
our country at the Erie Post Office, 
Mr. Lesniewski embodied the American 
spirit of dedication to country and 
unyielding resolve during several of 
our country’s most trying times. 

After graduating from Erie Technical 
High School in 1940 and faced with a 
battered world economy, Mr. 
Lesniewski joined the Civilian Con- 
servation Corps, a New Deal Program 
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that helped weather the Great Depres- 
sion and achieve the skills necessary 
for a position as a tool and die maker 
in General Electric’s Erie, PA factory. 
Following the bombing of Pearl Har- 
bor, Mr. Lesniewski enlisted in the 
United States Army in 1942, where he 
served in the storied 101st Airborne Di- 
vision during the momentous Battle of 
Normandy, Operation Market Garden, 
and the Battle of the Bulge. Mr. 
Lesniewski and his comrades were 
later immortalized in historian Ste- 
phen E. Ambrose’s book, Band of 
Brothers, which illustrated the com- 
mon acts of heroism displayed in World 
War II by our soldiers. Ambrose wrote 
that Lesniewski took German-grenade 
shrapnel to his neck while alerting his 
fellow comrades to take cover after he 
discovered a machine gun nest and an 
entire company of SS soldiers just 
yards away. Lesniewki’s selfless ac- 
tions led to the capture of both the ma- 
chine gun nest and the company of SS 
soldiers. In another incident, Private 
Lesniewski disregarded his own safety 
during a German artillery barrage and 
marked the spot where an unexploded 
German shell had burrowed itself into 
the ground. This action helped to en- 
sure the safety of his fellow soldiers. 

After helping to keep others alive on 
numerous occasions, and serving as a 
source of strength and inspiration to 
the soldiers around him, Mr. 
Lesniewski re-entered the civilian 
workforce in 1945 and served for 37 
years at the United States Post Office 
in Erie, PA. A historian and close 
friend of Mr. Lesniewski once said: 

Over the years I saw a thousand acts of 
random kindness come from him. He had a 
heart of gold. He never stopped giving, as he 
was proudly involved in numerous charitable 
causes in his community. 

As a testament to his heroism, Sen- 
ator JOHN KERRY invited Mr. 
Lesniewski to join him at the 2004 dedi- 
cation of the World War II Memorial in 
Washington, DC. 

AS we commemorate the valiant life 
of Joseph Lesniewski, we should not 
forget that our country has survived 
seemingly insurmountable challenges 
in our history. We survived these dire 
times due to the dedication to country 
and unyielding resolve found uniquely 
in our citizenry, symbolized so clearly 
through the life of Joseph A. 
Lesniewski. Let us not forget the 
words of Abraham Lincoln at Gettys- 
burg, “It is for us the living, rather, to 
be dedicated here to the unfinished 
work which they who fought here have 
thus far so nobly advanced.” So then, 
with reflection on the life of Mr. 
Lesniewski, who so nobly advanced our 
country in both military and civilian 
roles, let us continue our dedication to 
the unfinished work before us: the 
work of building a better country and 
ensuring that the lives of our children 
can and will be better than that of our 
own.@ 
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REMEMBERING PATRICIA RAE 
McCOY ROHLEDER 


e Mr. CRAPO. Mr. President, today I 
wish to honor the life of Patricia Rae 
McCoy Rohleder. An Idaho native, Pat 
has been an integral part of the Idaho 
agriculture community for many 
years. 

Pat had a remarkable 40-year career 
as a newspaper reporter that included 
many years of covering agricultural 
issues through the Capital Press. The 
value she placed on agricultural pro- 
duction was evident in her activity in 
this field. She was involved in many re- 
lated efforts, including the Julia Davis 
Ag Pavilion project, Idaho Food Pro- 
ducers legislative meetings, and work 
on the Ag Pavilion Committee. The 
long list of awards and honors she re- 
ceived for her work includes three Con- 
servation Writer of the Year honors 
from the Idaho Association of Soil Con- 
servation Districts; two media awards 
from the Idaho Grain Producers Asso- 
ciation; an Idaho Farm Bureau award 
for outstanding reporting of agri- 
culture; an honorary life membership 
received in 2009 from the Owyhee 
Cattlemen’s Association; and a special 
award for dedication and service to Ida- 
ho’s agricultural industry received at 
the 2010 A. Larry Branen Idaho Ag 
Summit. 

In addition to her writing, Pat had 
many other talents and interests in- 
cluding sewing, needle arts, playing the 
piano, and genealogy, and I understand 
her favorite title was ‘‘Grandma.’’ She 
was also an active member of the 
Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day 
Saints. 

Pat’s action reflected her values. She 
always lived her life the way a person 
ought to and served as a great example 
to many. I extend my condolences to 
Pat’s husband, Erwin Ralph Rohleder, 
her mother, Edna L. McCoy, and her 
many other family members and 
friends. Pat will be greatly missed.e 


EEE 


REMEMBERING PERRY SWISHER 


e Mr. CRAPO. Mr. President, today I 
wish to honor the life and legacy of Jo- 
seph “Perry” Swisher. A third-genera- 
tion Idahoan, Perry committed much 
of his life to service to our State and 
Idahoans. 

Perry was born in Bruneau, IA, and 
educated at Pocatello High School, 
University of Idaho Southern Branch 
and Idaho State University. He had an 
extensive career as a journalist and in 
elected office. This included his work 
as the Pocatello News Bureau manager 
for the Salt Lake Tribune, editor and 
publisher of the Intermountain, and as- 
sistant managing editor for the Lewis- 
ton Morning Tribune. In the late 1960s 
through mid 1970s, Perry owned The 
Book Arcade in Pocatello. For 7 years, 
he served as director of special services 
at Idaho State University and was in- 
volved in helping low-income and mi- 
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nority students succeed in college. He 
also served aS a member and president 
of the Idaho Public Utilities Commis- 
sion, as Idaho State representative of 
Bannock County, Idaho State senator 
for Bannock County, and as a member 
of the Pocatello City Council. Perry re- 
ceived many awards and honors for his 
work and served on a number of boards 
and commissions. 

His immense experience in many as- 
pects of the communities he lived in 
and the State contributed to his deep 
understanding of Idaho and Idahoans. 
Perry was known for his ability to sim- 
plify complex issues and make them 
understandable. He was sharp and in- 
quisitive and had a propensity for de- 
bate and thought-provoking discus- 
sions. Perry had a comprehensive 
knowledge and sense of Idaho history, 
which he was willing to share if asked. 
Although his political partisan affili- 
ations were famously known to shift 
according to the cyclical vagaries of 
political thought, his own view of the 
world remained consistent. His view of 
current events, always stated in the 
context of Idaho history, was of enor- 
mous value to many, including to those 
in my office. He also had an innate 
kindness and fabulous sense of humor 
that made the lessons he delivered par- 
ticularly enjoyable. 

I extend my heartfelt condolences to 
Perry’s wife of 64 years, Nicky Swisher, 
his children, grandchildren, great- 
grandchildren, and many other family 
members and friends. Perry was truly 
exceptional. His steadfast determina- 
tion and efforts in support of and to 
better our state will always be remem- 
bered.e 


EE 


TRIBUTE TO MICHAEL D. LEE 


è Mr. LEE. Mr. President, today I wish 
to recognize the career of Police Chief 
Michael D. Lee, who is retiring after 34 
years with the Kaysville Police Depart- 
ment. 

Chief Lee was the eighth officer hired 
by Kaysville City in 1977. He started as 
the first school resource officer for 
Kaysville and rose through the ranks 
becoming a detective sergeant in 1988. 
He was subsequently promoted to lieu- 
tenant over the Patrol Services Divi- 
sion, and in 2007 he became the captain 
of the Investigative Services Division. 
In 2008, he was named chief of police for 
Kaysville City and has served the citi- 
zens honorably. 

During his time at the Kaysville Po- 
lice Department, Lee has helped to 
oversee the force’s evolution into the 
21st century. As new technologies have 
become available, Lee has pushed the 
department to continue to modernize, 
acquiring equipment ranging from ad- 
vanced speed radar systems to laptops 
for patrol cars. 

Passing the tradition of public serv- 
ice from one generation to another, 
Lee’s son, Jason, has entered into his 
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own law enforcement career. He pro- 
tects the public as a patrol sergeant for 
the Morgan County Sheriff’s office. 

I join Kaysville Mayor Steve Hiatt 
and the local community in congratu- 
lating Michael D. Lee for his many 
years of dedicated service. I want to 
personally thank him for protecting 
and serving so many Utahns and bring- 
ing honor to a name that we share. His 
career is a testament to the accom- 
plishments of hardworking police offi- 
cers everywhere, and I congratulate 
him on his many achievements and 34 
years of excellence.e 


ee 


MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 


A message from the President of the 
United States was communicated to 
the Senate by Mr. Pate, one of his sec- 
retaries. 


ee 


EXECUTIVE MESSAGE REFERRED 


As in executive session the Presiding 
Officer laid before the Senate a mes- 
sage from the President of the United 
States submitting a withdrawal which 
was referred to the Committee on For- 
eign Relations. 

(The nomination received today is 
printed at the end of the Senate pro- 
ceedings.) 


— 


MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE 


At 11:23 a.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mr. Novotny, one of its reading clerks, 
announced that the House has passed 
the following bills, without amend- 
ment: 


S. 404. An act to modify a land grant pat- 
ent issued by the Secretary of the Interior. 

S. 684. An act to provide for the convey- 
ance of certain parcels of land to the town of 
Alta, Utah. 

S. 997. An act to authorize the Secretary of 
the Interior to extend a water contract be- 
tween the United States and the East Bench 
Irrigation District. 


The message also announced that the 
House has passed the following bills, in 
which it requests the concurrence of 
the Senate: 


H.R. 1272. An act to provide for the use and 
distribution of the funds awarded to the Min- 
nesota Chippewa Tribe, et al., by the United 
States Court of Federal Claims in Docket 
Numbers 19 and 188, and for other purposes. 

H.R. 1556. An act to amend the Omnibus In- 
dian Advancement Act to allow certain land 
to be used to generate income to provide 
funding for academic programs, and for other 
purposes. 

H.R. 3668. An act to prevent trafficking in 
counterfeit drugs. 

H.R. 4027. An act to clarify authority 
granted under the Act entitled “An Act to 
define the exterior boundary of the Uintah 
and Ouray Indian Reservation in the State of 
Utah, and for other purposes’’. 

At 2:33 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mr. Novotny, one of its reading clerks, 
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announced that the House has passed 
the following bill, in which it requests 
the concurrence of the Senate: 


H.R. 4310. An act to authorize appropria- 
tions for fiscal year 2013 for military activi- 
ties of the Department of Defense, for mili- 
tary construction, and for defense activities 
of the Department of Energy, to prescribe 
military personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes. 


EE 


MEASURES REFERRED 


The following bills were read the first 
and the second times by unanimous 
consent, and referred as indicated: 

H.R. 1272. An act to provide for the use and 
distribution of the funds awarded to the Min- 
nesota Chippewa Tribe, et al. by the United 
States Court of Federal Claims in Docket 
Numbers 19 and 188, and for otner purposes; 
to the Committee on Indian Affairs. 

H.R. 1556. An act to amend the Omnibus In- 
dian Advancement Act to allow certain land 
to be used to generate income to provide 
funding for academic programs, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Indian Af- 
fairs. 

H.R. 3668. An act to prevent trafficking in 
counterfeit drugs; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

H.R. 4027. An act to clarify authority 
granted under the Act entitled ‘‘An Act to 
define the exterior boundary of the Uintah 
and Ouray Indian Reservation in the State of 
Utah, and for other purposes’’; to the Com- 
mittee on Energy and Natural Resources. 

H.R. 4310. An act to authorize appropria- 
tions for fiscal year 2013 for military activi- 
ties of the Department of Defense, for mili- 
tary construction, and for defense activities 
of the Department of Energy, to prescribe 
military personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on Armed Services. 


EE 


MEASURES DISCHARGED 


The following joint resolution was 
discharged pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 802(c), 
and placed on the calendar: 

S.J. Res. 37. Joint resolution to disapprove 
a rule promulgated by the Administrator of 
the Environmental Protection Agency relat- 
ing to emission standards for certain steam 
generating units. 


EE 


EXECUTIVE AND OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 


The following communications were 
laid before the Senate, together with 
accompanying papers, reports, and doc- 
uments, and were referred as indicated: 

EC-6528. A communication from the In- 
spector General of the Federal Trade Com- 
mission, transmitting, pursuant to law, a re- 
port relative to the audit of the financial 
statements of the Federal Trade Commission 
(FTC) for fiscal year 2012; to the Committee 
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC-6529. A communication from the Assist- 
ant Administrator for Procurement, Na- 
tional Aeronautics and Space Administra- 
tion, transmitting, pursuant to law, the re- 
port of a rule entitled ‘‘Award Fee for Serv- 
ice and End-Item Contracts” (RIN2700-AD70) 
received during adjournment of the Senate 
in the Office of the President of the Senate 
on June 1, 2012; to the Committee on Com- 
merce, Science, and Transportation. 


June 19, 2012 


EC-6530. A communication from the Attor- 
ney-Advisor, Office of the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, a report relative to a va- 
cancy in the Department of Transportation, 
Research and Innovative Technology Admin- 
istration in the position of Administrator, 
received in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on June 4, 2012; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC-6531. A communication from the Attor- 
ney-Advisor, Office of the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, a report relative to a va- 
cancy in the Department of Transportation, 
Federal Aviation Administration in the posi- 
tion of Administrator, received in the Office 
of the President of the Senate on June 4, 
2012; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC-6532. A communication from the Chief 
of Staff, Media Bureau, Federal Communica- 
tions Commission, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Amend- 
ment of Section 73.202(b), Table of Allot- 
ments, FM Broadcast Stations (Llano, 
Texas)” (MB Docket No. 11-168, RM-11642) re- 
ceived during adjournment of the Senate in 
the Office of the President of the Senate on 
May 31, 2012; to the Committee on Com- 
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC-6533. A communication from the Acting 
Assistant Administrator for Fisheries, Na- 
tional Marine Fisheries Service, Department 
of Commerce, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Magnuson-Ste- 
vens Act Provisions; Fisheries Off West 
Coast States; Pacific Coast Groundfish Fish- 
ery; Biennial Specifications and Manage- 
ment Measures” (RIN0648-BB85 and RIN0648— 
BB27) received in the Office of the President 
of the Senate on June 7, 2012; to the Com- 
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor- 
tation. 

EC-6534. A communication from the Dep- 
uty Assistant Administrator for Operations, 
National Marine Fisheries Service, Depart- 
ment of Commerce, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Fish- 
eries of the Caribbean, Gulf of Mexico, and 
South Atlantic; Snapper-Grouper Fishery Off 
the Southern Atlantic States; Snapper 
Grouper Management Measures” (RIN0648- 
BB10) received during adjournment of the 
Senate in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on June 1, 2012; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC-6535. A communication from the Acting 
Director, Office of Sustainable Fisheries, De- 
partment of Commerce, transmitting, pursu- 
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
“Fisheries of the Exclusive Economic Zone 
Off Alaska; Deep-Water Species Fishery by 
Vessels Using Trawl Gear in the Gulf of Alas- 
ka” (RIN0648-XC001) received in the Office of 
the President of the Senate on June 12, 2012; 
to the Committee on Commerce, Science, 
and Transportation. 

EC-6536. A communication from the Acting 
Assistant Administrator for Fisheries, Na- 
tional Marine Fisheries Service, Department 
of Commerce, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Fisheries of the 
Northeastern United States; Recreational 
Management Measures for the Summer 
Flounder, Scup, and Black Sea Bass Fish- 
eries; Fishing Year 2012” (RIN0648-BC07) re- 
ceived in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on June 12, 2012; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC-6537. A communication from the Chair- 
man, National Labor Relations Board, trans- 
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of two 
violations of the Antideficiency Act; to the 
Committee on Appropriations. 


June 19, 2012 


EC-6538. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of the Regulatory Management Division, 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit- 
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en- 
titled ‘‘Methyl bromide; Pesticide Toler- 
ances’? (FRL No. 9352-4) received in the Of- 
fice of the President of the Senate on June 
18, 2012; to the Committee on Agriculture, 
Nutrition, and Forestry. 

EC-6539. A communication from the Acting 
Director of the Legislative Affairs Division, 
Natural Resources Conservation Service, De- 
partment of Agriculture, transmitting, pur- 
suant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
“Appeal Procedures”? (RIN0578-AA59) re- 
ceived in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on June 13, 2012; to the Committee on 
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry. 

EC-6540. A communication from the Con- 
gressional Review Coordinator, Animal and 
Plant Health Inspection Service, Department 
of Agriculture, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Chronic 
Wasting Disease Herd Certification Program 
and Interstate Movement of Farmed or Cap- 
tive Deer, Elk, and Moose” ((RIN0579-AC35) 
(Docket No. 00-108-8)) received in the Office 
of the President of the Senate on June 13, 
2012; to the Committee on Agriculture, Nu- 
trition, and Forestry. 

EC-6541. A communication from the Execu- 
tive Vice President and Chief Financial Offi- 
cer of the Federal Home Loan Bank of At- 
lanta, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
Bank’s management reports and statements 
on system of internal controls for fiscal year 
2011; to the Committee on Banking, Housing, 
and Urban Affairs. 

EC-6542. A communication from the Presi- 
dent of the United States, transmitting, pur- 
suant to law, a report on the continuation of 
the national emergency that was originally 
declared in Executive Order 13405 of June 16, 
2006, with respect to Belarus; to the Com- 
mittee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Af- 
fairs. 

EC-6543. A communication from the Senior 
Counsel for Regulatory Affairs, Depart- 
mental Offices, Department of the Treasury, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Assessment of Fees on Large 
Bank Holding Companies and Nonbank Fi- 
nancial Companies Supervised by the Fed- 
eral Reserve Board To Cover the Expenses of 
the Financial Research Fund” (RIN1505- 
AC42) received in the Office of the President 
of the Senate on June 14, 2012; to the Com- 
mittee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Af- 
fairs. 

EC-6544. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of the Regulatory Management Division, 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit- 
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en- 
titled ‘‘Approval and Promulgation of Imple- 
mentation Plans; Revisions to the Georgia 
State Implementation Plan” (FRL No. 9686- 
9) received in the Office of the President of 
the Senate on June 13, 2012; to the Com- 
mittee on Environment and Public Works. 

EC-6545. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of the Regulatory Management Division, 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit- 
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en- 
titled ‘‘Approval and Promulgation of Air 
Quality Implementation Plans; Massachu- 
setts; Determination of Attainment of the 
1997 Ozone Standard for the Western Massa- 
chusetts Nonattainment Area” (FRL No. 
9688-4) received in the Office of the President 
of the Senate on June 13, 2012; to the Com- 
mittee on Environment and Public Works. 

EC-6546. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of the Regulatory Management Division, 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit- 
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ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en- 
titled ‘‘Approval and Promulgation of Air 
Quality Implementation Plans; Texas; Deter- 
mination of Failure to Attain the 1-Hour 
Ozone Standard”? (FRL No. 9688-8) received 
in the Office of the President of the Senate 
on June 18, 2012; to the Committee on Envi- 
ronment and Public Works. 

EC-6547. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of the Regulatory Management Division, 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit- 
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en- 
titled ‘‘Approval, Disapproval and Promulga- 
tion of Air Quality Implementation Plan; 
Utah; Maintenance Plan for the 1-Hour 
Ozone Standard for Salt Lake and Davis 
Counties”? (FRL No. 9683-1) received in the 
Office of the President of the Senate on June 
18, 2012; to the Committee on Environment 
and Public Works. 

EC-6548. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of the Regulatory Management Division, 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit- 
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en- 
titled “TSCA Inventory Update Reporting 
Modifications; Chemical Data Reporting; 
2012 Submission Period Extension” (FRL No. 
9353-1) received in the Office of the President 
of the Senate on June 13, 2012; to the Com- 
mittee on Environment and Public Works. 

EC-6549. A communication from the Chief 
of the Listing Branch, Fish and Wildlife 
Service, Department of the Interior, trans- 
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Endangered and Threatened Wild- 
life and Plants; Designation of Critical Habi- 
tat for Dusky Gopher Frog (Previously Mis- 
sissippi Gopher Frog)? (RIN1018-AW89) re- 
ceived in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on June 13, 2012; to the Committee on 
Environment and Public Works. 

EC-6550. A communication from the Chief 
of the Listing Branch, Fish and Wildlife 
Service, Department of the Interior, trans- 
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Endangered and Threatened Wild- 
life and Plants; Revised Designation of Crit- 
ical Habitat for the Pacific Coast Population 
of the Western Snowy Plover” (RIN1018- 
AX10) received in the Office of the President 
of the Senate on June 13, 2012; to the Com- 
mittee on Environment and Public Works. 

EC-6551. A communication from the Chief 
of the Publications and Regulations Branch, 
Internal Revenue Service, Department of the 
Treasury, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Update of Weighted 
Average Interest Rates, Yield Curves, and 
Segment Rates” (Notice 2012-48) received in 
the Office of the President of the Senate on 
June 13, 2012; to the Committee on Finance. 

EC-6552. A communication from the Assist- 
ant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Depart- 
ment of State, transmitting certification of 
proposed issuance of an export license pursu- 
ant to section 36(c) of the Arms Export Con- 
trol Act (Transmittal No. DDTC 12-061); to 
the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

EC-6553. A communication from the Assist- 
ant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Depart- 
ment of State, transmitting certification of 
proposed issuance of an export license pursu- 
ant to sections 36(c) and 36(d) of the Arms 
Export Control Act (Transmittal No. DDTC 
12-041); to the Committee on Foreign Rela- 
tions. 

EC-6554. A communication from the Assist- 
ant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Depart- 
ment of State, transmitting certification of 
proposed issuance of an export license pursu- 
ant to sections 36(c) and 36(d) of the Arms 
Export Control Act (Transmittal No. DDTC 
12-026); to the Committee on Foreign Rela- 
tions. 
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EC-6555. A communication from the Sec- 
retary of Health and Human Services, trans- 
mitting, pursuant to law, a report entitled 
“Health, United States, 2011”; to the Com- 
mittee on Health, Education, Labor, and 
Pensions. 

EC-6556. A communication from the Sur- 
geon General, Department of Health and 
Human Services, transmitting the National 
Prevention, Health Promotion and Public 
Health Council’s 2012 annual status report; 
to the Committee on Health, Education, 
Labor, and Pensions. 

EC-6557. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of Regulations and Policy Management 
Staff, Food and Drug Administration, De- 
partment of Health and Human Services, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Irradiation in the Produc- 
tion, Processing, and Handling of Food’’ 
(Docket No. FDA-2007-F-0390) received in the 
Office of the President of the Senate on June 
14, 2012; to the Committee on Health, Edu- 
cation, Labor, and Pensions. 

EC-6558. A communication from the Sec- 
retary of Health and Human Services, trans- 
mitting, pursuant to law, a report entitled, 
“Review of HIV Program Effectiveness”; to 
the Committee on Health, Education, Labor, 
and Pensions. 

EC-6559. A communication from the Chair- 
man of the Federal Trade Commission, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the Semi- 
annual Report of the Inspector General for 
the period from October 1, 2011 through 
March 31, 2012; to the Committee on Home- 
land Security and Governmental Affairs. 

EC-6560. A communication from the Chair 
of the Equal Employment Opportunity Com- 
mission, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
Commission’s Semiannual Report of the In- 
spector General for the period from October 
1, 2011 through March 31, 2012; to the Com- 
mittee on Homeland Security and Govern- 
mental Affairs. 

EC-6561. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of the Peace Corps, transmitting, pursu- 
ant to law, the Office of the Inspector Gen- 
eral’s Semiannual Report for the period of 
October 1, 2011 through March 31, 2012; to the 
Committee on Homeland Security and Gov- 
ernmental Affairs. 

EC-6562. A communication from the Pro- 
gram Manager, Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, 
Firearms, and Explosives, Department of 
Justice, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Residency Require- 
ments for Aliens Acquiring Firearms” 
(RIN1140-AA44) received in the Office of the 
President of the Senate on June 14, 2012; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

EC-6563. A communication from the Pro- 
gram Manager, Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, 
Firearms, and Explosives, Department of 
Justice, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled “Firearms Disabil- 
ities for Certain Nonimmigrant Aliens” 
(RIN1140-AA08) received in the Office of the 
President of the Senate on June 14, 2012; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

EC-6564. A communication from the Sec- 
retary of the Federal Trade Commission, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report enti- 
tled ‘‘Hart-Scott-Rodino Annual Report: Fis- 
cal Year 2011”; to the Committee on the Ju- 
diciary. 


EE 


EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF 
COMMITTEE 


The following executive reports of 
nominations were submitted: 


By Mr. KERRY for the Committee on For- 
eign Relations. 
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* Edward M. Alford, of Virginia, a Career 
Member of the Senior Foreign Service, Class 
of Minister-Counselor, to be Ambassador Ex- 
traordinary and Plenipotentiary of the 
United States of America to the Republic of 
The Gambia. 

Nominee: Edward M. Alford. 

Post: Banjul, The Gambia. 

(The following is a list of all members of 
my immediate family and their spouses. I 
have asked each of these persons to inform 
me of the pertinent contributions made by 
them. To the best of my knowledge, the in- 
formation contained in this report is com- 
plete and accurate.) 

Contributions, amount, date, and donee: 

1. Self: 0. 

2. Spouse: 0. 

3. Children and Spouses: Angela Alford/ 
Pablo Conga: 0. Sylvia Alford: 0. James C. 
Alford: 0. 

4. Parents: William L. Alford, Sr.: 0. Elea- 
nor G. Alford: 0. 

5. Grandparents: Deceased. 

6. Brothers and Spouses: Dr. William L. 
Alford, Jr.: 0. Byron P. Alford/Ginny Alford: 
0. 

7. Sisters and Spouses: Martha Morfit: 0. 

* Peter William Bodde, of Maryland, a Ca- 
reer Member of the Senior Foreign Service, 
Class of Minister-Counselor, to be Ambas- 
sador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary of 
the United States of America to the Federal 
Democratic Republic of Nepal. 

Nominee: Peter William Bodde. 

Post: Nepal. 

(The following is a list of all members of 
my immediate family and their spouses. I 
have asked each of these persons to inform 
me of the pertinent contributions made by 
them. To the best of my knowledge, the in- 
formation contained in this report is com- 
plete and accurate.) 

Contributions, amount, date, and donee: 

1. Self: none. 

2. Spouse: none. 

3. Children and Spouses: Son—Christopher 
Bodde, $200, Fall 2008, Obama for America. 

4. Parents: William Bodde, Jr., $200, 9/22/08, 
Obama for America. 

5. Grandparents: none. 

6. Brothers and spouses: none. 

7. Sisters and spouses: none. 

* Piper Anne Wind Campbell, of the dis- 
trict of Columbia, a Career Member of the 
Senior Foreign Service, Class of Counselor, 
to be Ambassador Extraordinary and Pleni- 
potentiary of the United States of America 
to Mongolia. 

Nominee: Piper Anne Wind Campbell. 

Post: Ambassador to Mongolia. 

(The following is a list of all members of 
my immediate family and their spouses. I 
have asked each of these persons to inform 
me of the pertinent contributions made by 
them. To the best of my knowledge, the in- 
formation contained in this report is com- 
plete and accurate.) 

Contributions, amount, date, and donee: 

1. Self: $1,000, 8/13/2008, Obama for America. 

2. Spouse: none. 

3. Children and spouses: none. 

4. Parents: Gay Campbell, none; David 
Campbell, $1,000, 10/18/2010, DNC Services 
Corp; $2,500, 5/14/2011, Kathy Hocul for Con- 
gress; $1,000, 12/02/2009, Citizens for Alen 
Khazei; $1,000, 11/02/2008, Obama for America. 

5. Grandparents: Neil Campbell—deceased; 
Gertrude Campbell—deceased; Ed Wind—de- 
ceased; Amelta Wind—deceased. 

6. Brothers and spouses: Todd Campbell, 
none; Alicia Campbell, none; Skip Campbell, 
none; Christina Campbell, none. 
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7. Sisters and spouses: April Cyr, none; 
Kris Cyr, none. 

* Dorothea-Maria Rosen, of California, a 
Career Member of the Senior Foreign Serv- 
ice, Class of Counselor, to be Ambassador Ex- 
traordinary and Plenipotentiary of the 
United States of America to the Federated 
States of Micronesia. 

Nominee: Dorothea-Maria Rosen. 

Post: Micronesia. 

(The following is a list of all members of 
my immediate family and their spouses. I 
have asked each of these persons to inform 
me of the pertinent contributions made by 
them. To the best of my knowledge, the in- 
formation contained in this report is com- 
plete and accurate.) 

Contributions, amount, date, and donee: 

1. Self: none. 

2. Spouse: none. 

3. Children and spouses: Dory Schachner 
(daughter-in-law), $20, 2010, DNC. 

4. Parents: none. 

5. Grandparents: none. 

6. Brothers and spouses: none. 

7. Sisters and spouses: none. 


* Mark L. Asquino, of the District of Co- 
lumbia, a Career Member of the Senior For- 
eign Service, Class of Minister-Counselor, to 
be Ambassador Extraordinary and Pleni- 
potentiary of the United States of America 
to the Republic of Equatorial Guinea. 

Nominee: Mark Asquino. 

Post: Equatorial Guinea. 

(The following is a list of all members of 
my immediate family and their spouses. I 
have asked each of these persons to inform 
me of the pertinent contributions made by 
them. To the best of my knowledge, the in- 
formation contained in this report is com- 
plete and accurate.) 

Contributions, amount, date, and donee: 

1. Self: $75, 6-30-11, DNC. 

3. Children and Spouses: None. 

7. Sisters and Spouses: None. 

* Michele Jeanne Sison, of Maryland, a Ca- 
reer Member of the Senior Foreign Service, 
Class of Minister-Counselor, to be Ambas- 
sador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary of 
the United States of America to the Demo- 
cratic Socialist Republic of Sri Lanka, and 
to serve concurrently and without additional 
compensation as Ambassador Extraordinary 
and Plenipotentiary of the United States of 
America to the Republic of Maldives. 

Nominee: Michele J. Sison. 

Post: U.S. Ambassador to the Democratic 
Socialist Republic of Sri Lanka and the Re- 
public of Maldives. 

(The following is a list of all members of 
my immediate family and their spouses. I 
have asked each of these persons to inform 
me of the pertinent contributions made by 
them. To the best of my knowledge, the in- 
formation contained in this report is com- 
plete and accurate.) 

Contributions, amount, date, and donee: 

1. Self: Michele J. Sison: 0. 

2. Spouse: None. 

3. Children and Spouses: 
Knight: 0; Jessica K. Knight: 0. 

4. Parents: Pastor B. Sison: 0; Veronica T. 
Sison: 0. 

5. Grandparents: Deceased. 

6. Brothers and Spouses: No brothers. 

7. Sisters and Spouses: Victoria Sison 
Morimoto and Miles Morimoto: Miles 
Morimoto: $100, 2008, ‘‘Organizing for Amer- 
ica? Democratic Party website; Cynthia 
Sison Morrissey and Patrick Morrissey: Cyn- 
thia Sison Morrissey for National Demo- 


Alexandra K. 
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cratic Party: 2008-$150, 2009-$50, 
2011-$50. 


2010-$50, 


* Douglas M. Griffiths, of Texas, a Career 
Member of the Senior Foreign Service, Class 
of Minister-Counselor, to be Ambassador Ex- 
traordinary and Plenipotentiary of the 
United States of America to the Republic of 
Mozambique. 

Nominee: Douglas Griffiths. 

Post: Mozambique. 

(The following is a list of all members of 
my immediate family and their spouses. I 
have asked each of these persons to inform 
me of the pertinent contributions made by 
them. To the best of my knowledge, the in- 
formation contained in this report is com- 
plete and accurate.) 

Contributions, amount, date, and donee: 

Self—Douglas Griffiths: None. 

2. Spouse—Alicia Griffiths: None. 

8. Children and Spouses: Helen Griffiths: 
None, Claire Griffiths: None. 

4. Parents: Richard R. Griffiths: $50, 2/5/11, 
National Republican Congressional Com- 
mittee; $50, 2/5/11, Republican National Com- 
mittee (RNC); $50, 1/29/10, RNC; $50, 3/8/09, 
RNC; $50, 2008, RNC; $50, 2007, RNC. Alma 
Griffiths: Joint account with spouse Richard 
Griffiths. 

5. Grandparents: Helen Mackin—Deceased, 
James Mackin—Deceased, Louise Griffiths— 
Deceased, Richard Griffiths—Deceased. 

6. Brothers and Spouses: Richard R. Grif- 
fiths, Jr.: None; Louise Tharrett (spouse): 
None; Gregory Griffiths: None; Sarah Grif- 
fiths (spouse): None. 

7. Sisters and Spouses: None. 

* Jay Nicholas Anania, of Maryland, a Ca- 
reer Member of the Senior Foreign Service, 
Class of Minister-Counselor, to be Ambas- 
sador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary of 
the United States of America to the Republic 
of Suriname. 

Nominee: Jay Nicholas Anania. 

Post: U.S. Ambassador to Suriname. 

(The following is a list of all members of 
my immediate family and their spouses. I 
have asked each of these persons to inform 
me of the pertinent contributions made by 
them. To the best of my knowledge, the in- 
formation contained in this report is com- 
plete and accurate.) 

Contributions, amount, date, and donee: 

1. Self: None. 

2. Spouse: Lourdes Bernal Anania: None. 

8. Children and Spouses: Nicholas BE. 
Anania (19): None. Michael A. Anania (16): 
None. 

4. Parents: Joan Marilyn Anania: None. Ed- 
ward Patrick Anania: None. 

5. Grandparents: All deceased more than 
twenty years. I have no knowledge of any po- 
litical activity by any of them. 

6. Brothers and Spouses: None. 

7. Sisters and Spouses: Jill Francesca 
Anania: None. Dale Alison Anania: $50 (esti- 
mated), 2008, Obama for America. 

* Susan Marsh Elliott, of Florida, a Career 
Member of the Senior Foreign Service, Class 
of Counselor, to be Ambassador Extraor- 
dinary and Plenipotentiary of the United 
States of America to the Republic of 
Tajikistan. 

Nominee: Susan Marsh Elliott. 

Post: Tajikistan. 

(The following is a list of all members of 
my immediate family and their spouses. I 
have asked each of these persons to inform 
me of the pertinent contributions made by 
them. To the best of my knowledge, the in- 
formation contained in this report is com- 
plete and accurate.) 
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Contributions, amount: 

. Self: 0. 

2. Spouse: 0. 

3. Children and Spouses: 0 
4. Parents: 0. 

5. Grandparents: 0. 
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. Brothers and Spouses: 0. 
. Sisters and Spouses: 0. 


* Timothy M. Broas, of Maryland, to be 
Ambassador Extraordinary and Pleni- 
potentiary of the United States of America 
to the Kingdom of the Netherlands. 

Nominee Timothy M. Broas 

Post U.S. Ambassador to the Kingdom of 
the Netherlands 

(The following is a list of all members of 
my immediate family and their spouses. I 
have asked each of these persons to inform 
me of the pertinent contributions made by 
them. To the best of my knowledge, the in- 
formation contained in this report is com- 
plete and accurate.) 

Contributions, amount, date, donee: 

1. Self: $1000, 1/4/08, NH Democratic Party; 
$700, 2/14/08, Democratic Party of Virginia; 
$2,300, 4/15/08, Becerra for Congress; $2,300, 4/ 
23/08, Joe Garcia for Congress; $500, 6/18/08, 
Friends of Jay Rockefeller; $250, 6/18/08, 
Musgrove for U.S. Senate; $1,000, 6/18/08, Pat- 
rick Murphy for Congress; $1,000, 6/25/08, 
Kissell for Congress; $1,000, 6/26/08, Demo- 
cratic Congressional Campaign Committee; 
$1,300, 6/30/08, Patrick Murphy for Congress; 
$5,000, 7/1/08, Campaign for Our Country; 
$28,500, 7/25/08, Obama Victory Fund; $28,500, 
7/25/08, DNC via Obama Victory Fund; $2,400, 
3/2/09, Friends of Byron Dorgan; $2,400, 3/31/09, 
Patrick Murphy for Congress; $500, 9/17/09, 
Friends of Patrick Kennedy Inc; $500, 10/27/09, 
Campaign for Our Country; $15,200, 2/3/10, 
Democratic National Committee; $1,000, 2/28/ 
10, John Kerry for Senate; $1,000, 6/22/10, John 
Kerry for Senate; $500, 6/22/10, Friends of 
Schumer; $15,200, 7/30/10, Democratic Na- 
tional Committee; $2,400, 8/9/10, Bennet for 
Colorado; —$25, 8/16/10, Democratic National 
Committee; $1,000, 9/30/10, Alexi for Illinois; 
$1,000, 9/30,10, Perriello for Congress; $2,400, 
10/25/10, Patrick Murphy for Congress; $2,800, 
12/22/10, John Kerry for Senate; $35,800, 4/8/11, 
Obama Victory Fund; $30,800, 4/8/11, Demo- 
cratic National Committee, via The Obama 
Victory Fund; $5,000, 4/8/11, Obama for Amer- 
ica; $2,500, 5/2/11, Kaine for Virginia; $1,000, 5/ 
14/11, Campaign for Our Country 2012; $2,500, 
5/12/11, Klobuchar for Minnesota; $1,500, 5/25/ 
11, Montanans for Tester; $2,500, 6/17/11, Setti 
Warren for Senate; $2,500, 11/30/11, Kaine for 
Virginia; $1,000, 3/6/12, Friends of John 
Delaney; $2,500, 3/27/12, Andrei for Arizona; 
$1,000, 3/28/12, Elizabeth for MA Inc.; $1,000, 3/ 
29/12, Hoyer’s Majority Fund; $2,500, 3/28/12, 
Joseph Kennedy III for Congress; $30,800, 3/31/ 
12, Obama Victory Fund; $30,800, 3/31/12, 
Democratic National Committee, via The 
Obama Victory Fund; 

2. Spouse: None. 

3. Children: Emily Broas $2,300, 1/31/08, 
Obama for America; $2,500, 10/12/11, Obama 
for America, via Obama Victory Fund 2012; 

4. Parents: None. 

5. Grandparents: None. 

6. Brothers and Spouses: None. 

7. Sisters and Spouses: Robert Emmett: 
$28,500, 9/30/08, Obama Victory Fund; $1,930, 9/ 
30/08, Obama for America Via Obama Victory 
Fund; $26,569, 9/30/08, Democratic National 
Committee via Obama Victory Fund; 
— $28,500, 10/7/08, Democratic National Com- 
mittee; Pauline Emmett: $250, 4/10/08, Demo- 
cratic Party of Virginia; $28,500, 12/4/08, 
Obama Victory Fund. 


*Richard L. Morningstar, of Massachu- 
setts, to be Ambassador Extraordinary and 
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Plenipotentiary of the United States of 
America to the Republic of Azerbaijan. 

Nominee: Richard Louis Morningstar. 

Post: Azerbaijan. 

(The following is a list of all members of 
my immediate family and their spouses. I 
have asked each of these persons to inform 
me of the pertinent contributions made by 
them. To the best of my knowledge, the in- 
formation contained in this report is com- 
plete and accurate.) 

Contributions, amount, date, and donee: 

1. Self: $1,000.00, 5/20/2008, Bobby Scott for 
Congress; $5,000.00, 7/31/2008, Democratic Sen- 
atorial Campaign Committee; $4,600.00, 7/31/ 
2008, Obama Victory Fund; $2,300.00, 8/28/2008, 
Friends of Hillary; $500.00, 10/08/2008, Friends 
of Scott Harper; $250.00, 10/24/2008, Paul Hodes 
for Congress; $250.00, 10/24/2008, Wulsin for 
Congress; $2,300.00, 11/04/2008, Barney Frank 
for Congress Committee; $2,400.00, 3/24/2010, 
Barney Frank for Congress Committee. 

2. Spouse: Faith P. Morningstar: $33,100.00, 
7/31/2008, Obama Victory Fund; $2,400.00, 1/17/ 
2010, Martha Coakley for Senate Committee; 
$30,400.00, 4/6/2010, Democratic National Com- 
mittee; $2,300.00, 8/28/2008, Friends of Hillary; 
$2,400.00, 10/13/2010, Barney Frank for Con- 
gress Committee; $35,800.00, 4/7/2011, Obama 
Victory Fund 2012; $1,000.00, 5/19/2011, Kaine 
for Virginia; $1,000.00, 6/25/2011, The Niki 
Tsongas Committee; $2,500.00, 9/30/2011, Eliza- 
beth for MA INC. 

3. Peter Morningstar (son): None. Jill 
Morningstar (daughter): $250.00, 10/25/2008, Al 
Franken For Senate; $600.00, 10/24/2008, 
Obama for America; $250.00, 9/29/2010, Ed 
Potosnak for Congress. Timothy 
Morningstar (son): $2,300.00, 1/12/2008, Hillary 


Clinton for President; $2,300.00, 8/28/2008, 
Friends of Hillary Clinton. Emily 
Morningstar (daughter): None. Elizabeth 


Morningstar (daughter-in-law): $2,300.00, 1/8/ 
2008, Obama for America; $2,300.00, 7/31/2008, 
Hillary Clinton for President; $500.00, 4/14/ 
2010, MA Democratic State Committee; 
$250.00, 6/2/2011, MA Democratic State Com- 
mittee. Bridget Morningstar (daughter-in- 
law): None. Alistair Fitzpayne (son-in-law): 
None. 

4. Otto and Jane Morningstar (parents): 
Deceased. 

5. Edward and Ida Nathanson (grand- 
parents): Deceased. Monya and Louis 
Morningstar: Deceased, 

6. David Morningstar (brother): Deceased. 

7. Betty Morningstar (sister): $10,000.00, 6/ 
30/2009, Democratic National Committee; 
$500.00, 2/24/2010, Democratic National Com- 
mittee; $500.00, 4/09/2010, Democratic Na- 
tional Committee; $5,000.00, 10/18/2010, Gay 
and Lesbian Victory Fund Federal PAC; 
$10,000.00, 10/21/2010, Massachusetts Demo- 
cratic State Committee; $3,000.00, 9/16/2011, 
Obama Victory Fund 2012. Jeanette Knieger: 
None. 


Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, for the 
Committee on Foreign Relations I re- 
port favorably the following nomina- 
tion lists which were printed in the 
RECORD on the dates indicated, and ask 
unanimous consent, to save the ex- 
pense of reprinting on the Executive 
Calendar that these nominations lie at 
the Secretary’s desk for the informa- 
tion of Senators. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Foreign Service nominations beginning 
with William M. Zarit and ending with Mi- 
chael J. Richardson, which nominations were 
received by the Senate and appeared in the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD on February 2, 2012 
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Foreign Service nominations beginning 
with Jeffrey B. Justice and ending with 
Enrique G. Ortiz, which nominations were 
received by the Senate and appeared in the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD on April 18, 2012. 

Foreign Service nominations beginning 
with Michael C. Aho and ending with Mi- 
chael L. Yoder, which nominations were re- 
ceived by the Senate and appeared in the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD on April 26, 2012. 

Foreign Service nominations beginning 
with Alboino Lungobardo Deulus and ending 
with Bradley Alan Freden, which nomina- 
tions were received by the Senate and ap- 
peared in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD on May 
15, 2012. 


*Nomination was reported with rec- 
ommendation that it be confirmed sub- 
ject to the nominee’s commitment to 
respond to requests to appear and tes- 
tify before any duly constituted com- 
mittee of the Senate. 

(Nominations without an asterisk 
were reported with the recommenda- 
tion that they be confirmed.) 


a 


INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 


The following bills and joint resolu- 
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second times by unanimous con- 
sent, and referred as indicated: 


By Mr. LUGAR: 

S. 3310. A bill to direct the President, in 
consultation with the Department of State, 
United States Agency for International De- 
velopment, Millennium Challenge Corpora- 
tion, and the Department of Defense, to es- 
tablish guidelines for United States foreign 
assistance programs, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

By Mr. BAUCUS: 

S. 3311. A bill to designate the United 
States courthouse located at 2601 2nd Avenue 
North, Billings, Montana, as the “James F. 
Battin United States Courthouse”; to the 
Committee on Environment and Public 
Works. 

By Mr. UDALL of Colorado: 

S. 3312. A bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to reform the system of 
public financing for Presidential elections, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Rules and Administration. 

By Mrs. MURRAY (for herself and Mr. 
TESTER): 

S. 3313. A bill to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to improve the assistance pro- 
vided by the Department of Veterans Affairs 
to women veterans, to improve health care 
furnished by the Department, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Veterans’ Af- 
fairs. 

By Mrs. FEINSTEIN (for herself and 
Mr. CHAMBLISS): 

S. 3314. A bill to specifically authorize cer- 
tain funds for an intelligence or intelligence- 
related activity and for other purposes; con- 
sidered and passed. 

By Mrs. HUTCHISON (for herself, Mr. 
LEVIN, Mr. CORNYN, Mr. CARDIN, Ms. 
LANDRIEU, Mr. BROWN of Ohio, Mrs. 
BOXER, Ms. STABENOW, Mr. HARKIN, 
Mr. BEGICH, Mr. DURBIN, Mr. WARNER, 
Mr. WEBB, Mr. NELSON of Florida, and 
Mr. AKAKA): 

S.J. Res. 45. A joint resolution amending 
title 36, United States Code, to designate 
June 19 as ‘‘Juneteenth Independence Day”; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
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SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND 
SENATE RESOLUTIONS 


The following concurrent resolutions 
and Senate resolutions were read, and 
referred (or acted upon), as indicated: 


By Mr. LEVIN (for himself, Mrs. 
HUTCHISON, Mr. CARDIN, Ms. LAN- 
DRIEU, Mr. CORNYN, Mr. BROWN of 
Ohio, Mrs. BOXER, Ms. STABENOW, Mr. 
HARKIN, Mr. BEGICH, Mr. DURBIN, Mr. 
WARNER, Mr. WEBB, Mr. NELSON of 
Florida, Mr. LEAHY, Mr. CASEY, Mr. 
WICKER, Mr. AKAKA, Mr. LAUTEN- 
BERG, and Mr. SCHUMER): 

S. Res. 496. A resolution observing the his- 
torical significance of Juneteenth Independ- 
ence Day; considered and agreed to. 

By Mrs. FEINSTEIN (for herself and 
Mrs. BOXER): 

S. Res. 497. A resolution congratulating the 
Los Angeles Kings on winning the 2012 Stan- 
ley Cup Championship; considered and 
agreed to. 

By Mr. ALEXANDER (for himself, Mr. 
INOUYE, Mr. Coons, Mr. HOEVEN, Mr. 
ROBERTS, Mrs. FEINSTEIN, Mrs. 
BOXER, Mr. CORKER, Mr. BROWN of 
Massachusetts, Mr. COCHRAN, Mr. 
CARDIN, and Mr. SESSIONS): 

S. Res. 498. A resolution designating June 
20, 2012, as ‘‘American Eagle Day”, and cele- 
brating the recovery and restoration of the 
bald eagle, the national symbol of the United 
States; considered and agreed to. 

By Mr. BURR (for himself and Ms. MI- 
KULSKI): 

S. Res. 499. A resolution recognizing the 
tenth anniversary of the National Institute 
of Biomedical Imaging and Bioengineering; 
considered and agreed to. 


-Á< 


ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 


S. 227 

At the request of Ms. COLLINS, the 
name of the Senator from Washington 
(Ms. CANTWELL) was added as a cospon- 
sor of S. 227, a bill to amend title XVIII 
of the Social Security Act to ensure 
more timely access to home health 


services for Medicare beneficiaries 
under the Medicare program. 
S. 1512 


At the request of Mr. CARDIN, the 
name of the Senator from Massachu- 
setts (Mr. BROWN) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 1512, a bill to amend the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 and the 
Small Business Act to expand the 
availability of employee stock owner- 
ship plans in S corporations, and for 
other purposes. 

S. 1591 

At the request of Mrs. GILLIBRAND, 
the name of the Senator from Georgia 
(Mr. CHAMBLISS) was added as a cospon- 
sor of S. 1591, a bill to award a Congres- 
sional Gold Medal to Raoul 
Wallenberg, in recognition of his 
achievements and heroic actions dur- 
ing the Holocaust. 

S. 1670 

At the request of Mr. CARDIN, the 
name of the Senator from Hawaii (Mr. 
AKAKA) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1670, a bill to eliminate racial profiling 
by law enforcement, and for other pur- 
poses. 
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S. 1935 
At the request of Mrs. HAGAN, the 
name of the Senator from Oregon (Mr. 
WYDEN) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1935, a bill to require the Secretary of 
the Treasury to mint coins in recogni- 
tion and celebration of the 75th anni- 
versary of the establishment of the 
March of Dimes Foundation. 
S. 1990 
At the request of Mr. LIEBERMAN, the 
name of the Senator from Utah (Mr. 
LEE) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1990, a bill to require the Transpor- 
tation Security Administration to 
comply with the Uniformed Services 
Employment and Reemployment 
Rights Act. 
S. 2060 
At the request of Mr. KOHL, the name 
of the Senator from Montana (Mr. 
TESTER) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
2060, a bill to provide for the payment 
of a benefit to members eligible for 
participation in the Post-Deployment/ 
Mobilization Respite Absence program 
for days of nonparticipation due to 
Government error. 
S. 2077 
At the request of Mr. BLUMENTHAL, 
the name of the Senator from New 
York (Mr. SCHUMER) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 2077, a bill to amend the 
Older Americans Act of 1965 to author- 
ize Federal assistance to State adult 
protective services programs, and for 
other purposes. 
S. 2124 
At the request of Mr. MENENDEZ, the 
name of the Senator from North Caro- 
lina (Mrs. HAGAN) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 2124, a bill to amend title 
III of the Public Health Service Act to 
authorize and support the creation of 
cardiomyopathy education, awareness, 
and risk assessment materials and re- 
sources by the Secretary of Health and 
Human Services through the Centers 
for Disease Control and Prevention and 
the dissemination of such materials 
and resources by State educational 
agencies to identify more at-risk fami- 
lies. 
S. 2165 
At the request of Mrs. BOXER, the 
name of the Senator from New Jersey 
(Mr. MENENDEZ) was added as a cospon- 
sor of S. 2165, a bill to enhance stra- 
tegic cooperation between the United 
States and Israel, and for other pur- 
poses. 
S. 2213 
At the request of Mr. THUNE, the 
name of the Senator from Texas (Mrs. 
HUTCHISON) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 2213, a bill to allow reciprocity for 
the carrying of certain concealed fire- 
arms. 
S. 2258 
At the request of Ms. SNOWE, the 
name of the Senator from Mississippi 
(Mr. WICKER) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 2258, a bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to make perma- 
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nent the rule providing 5-year amorti- 
zation of expenses incurred in creating 
or acquiring music or music copy- 
rights. 

S. 2374 


At the request of Mr. BINGAMAN, the 
name of the Senator from Minnesota 
(Mr. FRANKEN) was added as a cospon- 
sor of S. 2374, a bill to amend the He- 
lium Act to ensure the expedient and 
responsible draw-down of the Federal 
Helium Reserve in a manner that pro- 
tects the interests of private industry, 
the scientific, medical, and industrial 
communities, commercial users, and 
Federal agencies, and for other pur- 
poses. 

S. 3178 


At the request of Mr. LEE, the name 
of the Senator from Idaho (Mr. RISCH) 
was added as a cosponsor of S. 3178, a 
bill to amend section 1951 of title 18, 
United States Code (commonly known 
as the Hobbs Act), and for other pur- 
poses. 


S. 3225 


At the request of Mr. WYDEN, the 
name of the Senator from Oklahoma 
(Mr. COBURN) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 3225, a bill to require the United 
States Trade Representative to provide 
documents relating to trade negotia- 
tions to Members of Congress and their 
staff upon request, and for other pur- 
poses. 

S. 3257 


At the request of Mr. COBURN, the 
name of the Senator from Iowa (Mr. 
GRASSLEY) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 3257, a bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to prohibit the 
use of public funds for political party 
conventions, and to provide for the re- 
turn of previously distributed funds for 
deficit reduction. 

S. 3280 


At the request of Mr. JOHANNS, the 
name of the Senator from Louisiana 
(Mr. VITTER) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 3280, a bill to preserve the com- 
panionship services exemption for min- 
imum wage and overtime pay under the 
Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938. 

S. 3286 


At the request of Mrs. MCCASKILL, 
the name of the Senator from Montana 
(Mr. TESTER) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 3286, a bill to enhance security, 
increase accountability, and improve 
the contracting of the Federal Govern- 
ment for overseas contingency oper- 
ations, and for other purposes. 

S. 3290 


At the request of Mr. VITTER, the 
names of the Senator from Missouri 
(Mr. BLUNT), the Senator from North 
Carolina (Mr. BURR) and the Senator 
from Arizona (Mr. KYL) were added as 
cosponsors of S. 3290, a bill to prohibit 
discrimination against the unborn on 
the basis of sex or gender, and for other 
purposes. 
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S. 3308 
At the request of Mr. HELLER, the 
name of the Senator from North Caro- 
lina (Mr. BURR) was added as a cospon- 
sor of S. 3308, a bill to amend title 38, 
United States Code, to improve the fur- 
nishing of benefits for homeless vet- 
erans who are women or who have de- 
pendents, and for other purposes. 
S.J. RES. 41 
At the request of Mr. GRAHAM, the 
name of the Senator from Rhode Island 
(Mr. REED) was added as a cosponsor of 
S.J. Res. 41, a joint resolution express- 
ing the sense of Congress regarding the 
nuclear program of the Government of 
the Islamic Republic of Iran. 
S. CON. RES. 46 
At the request of Mr. WEBB, the name 
of the Senator from Oklahoma (Mr. 
INHOFE) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
Con. Res. 46, a concurrent resolution 
expressing the sense of Congress that 
an appropriate site at the former Navy 
Dive School at the Washington Navy 
Yard should be provided for the Man in 
the Sea Memorial Monument to honor 
the members of the Armed Forces who 
have served as divers and whose service 
in defense of the United States has 
been carried out beneath the waters of 
the world. 
S. CON. RES. 47 
At the request of Mr. MENENDEZ, the 
name of the Senator from Maryland 
(Mr. CARDIN) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. Con. Res. 47, a concurrent resolu- 
tion expressing the sense of Congress 
on the sovereignty of the Republic of 
Cyprus over all of the territory of the 
island of Cypress. 
S. RES. 473 
At the request of Mr. DURBIN, the 
name of the Senator from Georgia (Mr. 
ISAKSON) was added as a cosponsor of 8. 
Res. 473, a resolution commending Ro- 
tary International and others for their 
efforts to prevent and eradicate polio. 
S. RES. 489 
At the request of Mr. THUNE, his 
name was added as a cosponsor of S. 
Res. 489, a resolution expressing the 
sense of the Senate on the appointment 
by the Attorney General of an outside 
special counsel to investigate certain 
recent leaks of apparently classified 
and highly sensitive information on 
United States military and intelligence 
plans, programs, and operations. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2156 
At the request of Mr. NELSON of Flor- 
ida, his name was withdrawn as a co- 
sponsor of amendment No. 2156 pro- 
posed to S. 3240, an original bill to re- 
authorize agricultural programs 
through 2017, and for other purposes. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2195 
At the request of Ms. AYOTTE, the 
name of the Senator from Oklahoma 
(Mr. COBURN) was added as a cosponsor 
of amendment No. 2195 intended to be 
proposed to S. 3240, an original bill to 
reauthorize agricultural programs 
through 2017, and for other purposes. 
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AMENDMENT NO. 2199 


At the request of Mr. MCCAIN, the 
name of the Senator from Montana 
(Mr. BAUCUS) was added as a cosponsor 
of amendment No. 2199 proposed to S. 
3240, an original bill to reauthorize ag- 
ricultural programs through 2017, and 
for other purposes. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2204 


At the request of Mr. LEAHY, the 
name of the Senator from Maine (Ms. 
COLLINS) was added as a cosponsor of 
amendment No. 2204 intended to be pro- 
posed to S. 3240, an original bill to re- 
authorize agricultural programs 
through 2017, and for other purposes. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2214 


At the request of Mr. COBURN, the 
name of the Senator from Iowa (Mr. 
GRASSLEY) was added as a cosponsor of 
amendment No. 2214 intended to be pro- 
posed to S. 3240, an original bill to re- 
authorize agricultural programs 
through 2017, and for other purposes. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2306 


At the request of Ms. MURKOWSKI, the 
name of the Senator from New Jersey 
(Mr. MENENDEZ) was added as a cospon- 
sor of amendment No. 2306 intended to 
be proposed to S. 3240, an original bill 
to reauthorize agricultural programs 
through 2017, and for other purposes. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2364 


At the request of Mr. BINGAMAN, the 
name of the Senator from New Mexico 
(Mr. UDALL) was added as a cosponsor 
of amendment No. 2364 intended to be 
proposed to S. 3240, an original bill to 
reauthorize agricultural programs 
through 2017, and for other purposes. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2382 


At the request of Mr. MERKLEY, the 
name of the Senator from Washington 
(Ms. CANTWELL) was added as a cospon- 
sor of amendment No. 2382 intended to 
be proposed to S. 3240, an original bill 
to reauthorize agricultural programs 
through 2017, and for other purposes. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2426 


At the request of Mr. Coons, the 
name of the Senator from Maryland 
(Mr. CARDIN) was added as a cosponsor 
of amendment No. 2426 proposed to S. 
3240, an original bill to reauthorize ag- 
ricultural programs through 2017, and 
for other purposes. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2454 


At the request of Mr. KERRY, the 
name of the Senator from Indiana (Mr. 
LUGAR) was added as a cosponsor of 
amendment No. 2454 intended to be pro- 
posed to S. 3240, an original bill to re- 
authorize agricultural programs 
through 2017, and for other purposes. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2457 


At the request of Mr. WARNER, the 
name of the Senator from Colorado 
(Mr. BENNET) was added as a cosponsor 
of amendment No. 2457 intended to be 
proposed to S. 3240, an original bill to 
reauthorize agricultural programs 
through 2017, and for other purposes. 
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STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 


By Mr. LUGAR: 

S. 3310. A bill to direct the President, 
in consultation with the Department of 
State, United States Agency for Inter- 
national Development, Millennium 
Challenge Corporation, and the Depart- 
ment of Defense, to establish guide- 
lines for United States foreign assist- 
ance programs, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Foreign Rela- 
tions. 

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, last week 
heads of state, key policymakers, and 
foreign aid implementers met in Wash- 
ington to examine ‘‘Frontiers in Devel- 
opment.’’ It was my pleasure to provide 
the conference keynote address Mon- 
day in which I pressed for greater 
transparency in global financial trans- 
actions and investments. This includes 
both U.S. foreign assistance funding 
and payments that companies make to 
foreign governments for oil, natural 
gas and mineral developments. Fuller 
disclosure improves accountability to 
citizens of both our country and the re- 
cipient country and would set an im- 
portant example for other countries to 
provide more clarity about their own 
foreign assistance programs. Trans- 
parency in energy and mineral pay- 
ments is already required for U.S.-list- 
ed companies by law in the Cardin- 
Lugar provision of the Dodd-Frank 
Act, and thanks to American leader- 
ship, the European Union is preparing 
similar legislation. Now, it is timely to 
enact legislation requiring the U.S. to 
disclose where and for what purpose it 
provides foreign assistance dollars 
across the globe. Further, taxpayers 
and foreign aid recipients have a right 
to know the impacts of these funds. 

That is why I am introducing The 
Foreign Aid Transparency and Ac- 
countability Act, which will require 
the President to disclose this informa- 
tion through a publicly accessible 
website in a timely manner. 

The U.S. provides assistance through 
a host of federal agencies including the 
Departments of State, Defense and Ag- 
riculture, as well as agencies including 
the U.S. Agency for International De- 
velopment, USAID, and the Millennium 
Challenge Corporation, MCC. While our 
Federal budget is available for public 
review, there is currently no single 
source required by law where one can 
review in what amount and for what 
purpose U.S. dollars flow to individual 
countries and programs. President 
Obama early in his administration 
promised to bring more transparency 
to our international development pro- 
grams. But so far, the efforts by the 
State Department, USAID, the MCC 
and others to display this information 
through the Foreign Assistance Dash- 
board have been inadequate. There is a 
meager amount of data on the Dash- 
board, and it is often woefully out of 
date. 
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My legislation is the identical 
version to that introduced earlier in 
this Congress by Congressman TED POE 
of Texas, which now has more than 50 
House co-sponsors. I compliment Rep- 
resentative POE on the bill and appre- 
ciate the bipartisan support he has al- 
ready garnered for it in the House. I 
look forward to working to enact the 
legislation in this Congress, bringing 
greater transparency and account- 
ability to taxpayer funding of foreign 
assistance programs in a timely man- 
ner. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the text of 
the bill was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 


S. 3310 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Foreign Aid 
Transparency and Accountability Act of 
2012”. 

SEC. 2. GUIDELINES FOR UNITED STATES FOR- 
EIGN ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS. 

(a) PURPOSE.—The purpose of this section 
is to evaluate the performance of United 
States foreign assistance programs and their 
contribution to policy, strategies, projects, 
program goals, and priorities undertaken by 
the Federal Government, to foster and pro- 
mote innovative programs to improve the ef- 
fectiveness of such programs, and to coordi- 
nate the monitoring and evaluation proc- 
esses of Federal departments and agencies 
that administer such programs. 

(b) ESTABLISHMENT OF GUIDELINES.—The 
President, in consultation with the Depart- 
ment of State, United States Agency for 
International Development, Millennium 
Challenge Corporation, and the Department 
of Defense, shall establish guidelines regard- 
ing the establishment of measurable goals, 
performance metrics, and monitoring and 
evaluation plans that can be applied on a 
uniform basis to United States foreign as- 
sistance programs, country assistance plans, 
and international and multilateral assist- 
ance programs receiving financial assistance 
from the United States. Such guidelines 
shall be established according to best prac- 
tices of monitoring and evaluation studies 
and analyses. 

(c) OBJECTIVES OF GUIDELINES.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Such guidelines shall pro- 
vide direction to Federal departments and 
agencies that administer United States for- 
eign assistance programs on how to develop 
the complete range of activities relating to 
the monitoring of resources, the evaluation 
of projects, the evaluation of program im- 
pacts, and analysis that is necessary for the 
identification of findings, generalizations 
that can be derived from those findings, and 
their applicability to proposed project and 
program design. 

(2) OBJECTIVES.—Specifically, the guide- 
lines shall provide direction on how to 
achieve the following objectives for moni- 
toring and evaluation programs: 

(A) Building measurable goals, perform- 
ance metrics and monitoring and evaluation 
into program design at the outset, including 
the provision of sufficient program resources 
to conduct monitoring and evaluation. 

(B) Disseminating guidelines for the devel- 
opment and implementation of monitoring 
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and evaluation programs to all personnel, es- 
pecially in the field, who are responsible for 
the design, implementation and management 
of foreign assistance programs. 

(C) Developing a clearinghouse capacity 
for the dissemination of knowledge and les- 
sons learned to United States development 
professionals, implementing partners, the 
international aid community, and aid recipi- 
ent governments, and as a repository of 
knowledge on lessons learned. 

(D) Distributing evaluation reports inter- 
nally and making this material available on- 
line to the public. Furthermore, providing a 
summary including a description of methods, 
key findings and recommendations to the 
public on-line in a fully searchable form 
within 90 days after the completion of the 
evaluation. Principled exceptions will be 
made in cases of classified or proprietary 
material. 

(E) Establishing annual monitoring and 
evaluation agendas and objectives that are 
responsive to policy and programmatic pri- 
orities. 

(F) Applying rigorous monitoring and eval- 
uation methodologies, choosing from among 
a wide variety of qualitative and quan- 
titative methods common in the field of so- 
cial scientific inquiry. 

(G) Partnering with the academic commu- 
nity, implementing partners, and national 
and international institutions that have ex- 
pertise in monitoring and evaluation and 
analysis when such partnerships will provide 
needed expertise or will significantly im- 
prove the evaluation and analysis. 

(H) Developing and implementing a train- 
ing plan for aid personnel on the proper con- 
duct of monitoring and evaluation programs. 

(d) ROLE OF OTHER FEDERAL DEPARTMENTS 
AND AGENCIES.—The President shall carry 
out this section in conjunction with the 
heads of Federal departments and agencies 
that administer United States foreign assist- 
ance programs. 

(e) REPORT.—Not later than one year after 
the date of the enactment of this Act, the 
President shall submit to Congress a report 
that contains a detailed description of the 
guidelines that have been developed on 
measurable goals, performance metrics, and 
monitoring and evaluation plans for United 
States foreign assistance programs estab- 
lished under this section. 

(f) EVALUATION DEFINED.—In this section, 
the term ‘‘evaluation’’ means, with respect 
to a United States foreign assistance pro- 
gram, the systematic collection and analysis 
of information about the characteristics and 
outcomes of the program and projects under 
the program as a basis for judgments, to im- 
prove effectiveness, and to inform decisions 
about current and future programming. 

SEC. 3. INTERNET WEB SITE TO MAKE PUBLICLY 
AVAILABLE COMPREHENSIVE, TIME- 
LY, COMPARABLE, AND ACCESSIBLE 
INFORMATION ON UNITED STATES 
FOREIGN ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT; PUBLICATION AND UP- 
DATES.—Not later than 2 years after the date 
of the enactment of this Act, the President 
shall establish and maintain an Internet Web 
site to make publicly available comprehen- 
sive, timely, comparable, and accessible in- 
formation on United States foreign assist- 
ance programs. The head of each Federal de- 
partment or agency that administers such 
programs shall on a regular basis publish and 
update on the Web site such information 
with respect to the programs of the depart- 
ment or agency. 

(b) MATTERS TO BE INCLUDED.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Such information shall be 
published on a detailed program-by-program 
basis and country-by-country basis. 
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(2) TYPES OF INFORMATION.—To ensure 
transparency, accountability, and effective- 
ness of United States foreign assistance pro- 
grams, the information shall include country 
assistance strategies, annual budget docu- 
ments, congressional budget justifications, 
actual expenditures, and reports and evalua- 
tions for such programs and projects under 
such programs. Each type of information de- 
scribed in this paragraph shall be published 
on the Web site not later than 30 days after 
the date of issuance of the information and 
shall be continuously updated. 

(3) REPORT IN LIEU OF INCLUSION.—If the 
head of a Federal department or agency 
makes a determination that the inclusion of 
a required item of information on the Web 
site would jeopardize the health or security 
of an implementing partner or program ben- 
eficiary or would be detrimental to the na- 
tional interests of the United States, such 
item of information may be submitted to 
Congress in a written report in lieu of in- 
cluding it on the Web site, along with the 
reasons for not including it in the database 
required under subsection (c)(2). 

(c) SCOPE OF INFORMATION.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Web site shall contain 
such information relating to the current fis- 
cal year and the immediately preceding 5 fis- 
cal years. 

(2) DATABASE.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subparagraph 
(B), the Web site shall also contain a link to 
a searchable database available to the public 
containing such information relating to fis- 
cal years prior to the current fiscal year and 
the immediately preceding 5 fiscal years. 

(B) LIMITATION.—The database shall not 
contain such information relating to fiscal 
years prior to fiscal year 2006. 

(d) FoRM.—Such information shall be pub- 
lished on the Web site in unclassified form. 
Any information determined to be classified 
information may be submitted to Congress 
in classified form and an unclassified sum- 
mary of such information shall be published 
on the Web site. 

By Mrs. MURRAY (for herself and 
Mr. TESTER): 

S. 3318. A bill to amend title 38, 
United States Code, to improve the as- 
sistance provided by the Department of 
Veterans Affairs to women veterans, to 
improve health care furnished by the 
Department, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs. 

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President today, 
as Chairman of the Senate Committee 
on Veterans’ Affairs, I introduce the 
Women Veterans and Other Health 
Care Improvement Act of 2012. I am in- 
credibly proud of the women and men 
who have served or are serving our na- 
tion in uniform, and I strongly believe 
we must do all that we can to honor 
them. 

That is why I introduced legislation, 
which was signed into law as part of 
the Caregivers and Veterans Omnibus 
Health Services Act of 2010, which 
helped to transform the way that the 
Department of Veterans Affairs, VA, 
addresses the needs of women veterans. 
Among other things, this law required 
the VA to provide neonatal care, train 
mental health professionals to provide 
mental health services for sexual trau- 
ma, and develop a child care pilot pro- 
gram. VA has an obligation to provide 


June 19, 2012 


veterans with quality care and we have 
an obligation to make sure that VA 
does so. The legislation I am intro- 
ducing today builds upon that effort to 
make additional improvements to VA’s 
services for women veterans and vet- 
erans with families. 

The nature of the current conflict 
and increasing use of improvised explo- 
sive devices leaves servicemembers, 
both male and female, at increased risk 
for blast injuries including spinal cord 
injury and trauma to the reproductive 
and urinary tracts. Army data shows 
that between 2003 and 2011 more than 
600 women and men experienced these 
life-changing battle injuries while serv- 
ing in Iraq or Afghanistan. 

As they return from the battlefield, 
the VA system must be equipped to 
help injured veterans step back into 
their lives as parents, spouses, and citi- 
zens. These veterans have served hon- 
orably and have made the ultimate sac- 
rifice for our great nation. They de- 
serve the opportunity to pursue their 
goals and dreams, whether that in- 
cludes pursuing higher education, find- 
ing gainful employment, purchasing 
their first house, or starting their own 
family. VA has many programs that 
help veterans pursue the educational, 
career, or homeownership dreams and 
goals that they deferred in service to 
this country, yet it falls short when it 
comes to helping severely wounded vet- 
erans who want to start a family. 
These veterans often need far more ad- 
vanced services in order to conceive a 
child. 

The Department of Defense and the 
Tricare program are already able to 
provide advanced fertility treatments, 
including assisted reproductive tech- 
nology, to servicemembers with com- 
plex injuries. However; not all injured 
servicemembers are well situated to 
have a child at the time they are eligi- 
ble for that coverage, and some are no 
longer eligible for Tricare by the time 
they are ready. 

VA’s fertility counseling and treat- 
ment options are limited and do not 
meet the complex needs of severely in- 
jured veterans. I have heard from se- 
verely injured veterans whose injuries 
have made it impossible for them to 
conceive children naturally. While the 
details of these stories vary, the com- 
mon thread that runs through them all 
is that these veterans were unable to 
obtain the type of assistance they 
need. Some have spent tens of thou- 
sands of dollars in the private sector to 
get the advanced reproductive treat- 
ments they need to start a family. Oth- 
ers have watched their marriage dis- 
solve because the stress of infertility, 
in combination with the stresses of re- 
adjusting to life after severe injury, 
drove their relationship to a breaking 
point. Any servicemember who sus- 
tains this type of serious injury de- 
serves so much more. It is our responsi- 
bility to give VA the tools it needs to 
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serve them, and the Women Veterans 
and Other Health Care Improvement 
Act is a start at doing that. 

This legislation also requires VA to 
build upon existing research frame- 
work to gain a better understanding of 
the long-term reproductive health care 
needs of veterans, from those who expe- 
rience severe reproductive and urinary 
tract trauma to those who experience 
gender-specific infections in the battle- 
field. A recent Army Task Force Re- 
port found that women in the battle- 
field experience high rates of urinary 
tract infections and other women’s 
health conditions. After a decade at 
war, Many women servicemembers are 
still at increased risk for women’s 
health difficulties due to deployment 
conditions and a lack of predeployment 
women’s health information, com- 
pounded by privacy and safety con- 
cerns. Little is known about the im- 
pact that these issues and injuries have 
on the long-term health care needs of 
veterans. Additional research will pro- 
vide critical information to help VA 
improve services for veterans. 

VA has come a long way in address- 
ing the unique health needs and chal- 
lenges that women face. Yet for all of 
its recent progress, VA can and must 
do more to ensure that women veterans 
are receiving the care that they need 
and deserve. Work remains to make VA 
a friendly environment for women vet- 
erans and veterans with families. Many 
women veterans are single mothers, 
making it difficult for them to take 
full advantage of the services that VA 
offers. The Women Veterans and Other 
Health Care Improvement Act creates 
a pilot program that provides child 
care to veterans seeking readjustment 
counseling at VA’s Vet Centers. It also 
helps VA ensure that women veterans 
can get the information that they need 
in order to access VA health care and 
benefits. 

This is not a section by section re- 
view of all the provisions within this 
legislation. However, I have provided 
an appropriate overview of the major 
benefits of this legislation and how it 
would improve the lives of our veterans 
and their families. The promise that we 
make to our veterans is sacred and 
knows no gender. To honor our vet- 
erans, we must honor this promise for 
each and every one of them. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the text of 
the bill was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

S. 3313 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as 
the ‘‘Women Veterans and Other Health Care 
Improvements Act of 2012”. 

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con- 
tents for this Act is as follows: 
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Sec. 1. 
Sec. 2. 


Short title; table of contents. 

Facilitation of reproduction and in- 
fertility research. 

Clarification that fertility coun- 
seling and treatment are med- 
ical services which the Sec- 
retary may furnish to veterans 
like other medical services. 

. Reproductive treatment and care de- 
livery for spouses and surro- 
gates of veterans. 

. Requirement to improve Department 
of Veterans Affairs women vet- 
erans call center. 

. Modification of pilot program on 
counseling in retreat settings 
for women veterans newly sepa- 
rated from service in the Armed 
Forces. 

Pilot programs on assistance for 
child care for certain veterans. 

SEC. 2. FACILITATION OF REPRODUCTION AND 

INFERTILITY RESEARCH. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subchapter II of chapter 
73 of title 38, United States Code, is amended 
by adding at the end the following new sec- 
tion: 


Sec. 3. 


Sec. 7. 


“§ 7330B. Facilitation of reproduction and in- 
fertility research 


“(a) FACILITATION OF RESEARCH’ RE- 
QUIRED.—The Secretary shall facilitate re- 
search conducted collaboratively by the Sec- 
retary of Defense and the Director of the Na- 
tional Institutes of Health to improve the 
ability of the Department of Veterans Af- 
fairs to meet the long-term reproductive 
health care needs of veterans who have a 
service-connected genitourinary disability or 
a condition that was incurred or aggravated 
in line of duty in the active military, naval, 
or air service, such as spinal cord injury, 
that affects the veterans’ ability to repro- 
duce. 

‘(_b) DISSEMINATION OF INFORMATION.—The 
Secretary shall ensure that information pro- 
duced by the research facilitated under this 
section that may be useful for other activi- 
ties of the Veterans Health Administration 
is disseminated throughout the Veterans 
Health Administration.’’. 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
sections at the beginning of chapter 73 is 
amended by inserting after the item relating 
to section 7330A the following new item: 


‘7330B. Facilitation of reproduction and in- 
fertility research.’’. 


(c) REPORT.—Not later than three years 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the Secretary of Veterans Affairs shall sub- 
mit to Congress a report on the research ac- 
tivities conducted by the Secretary under 
section 7330B of title 38, United States Code, 
as added by subsection (a). 

SEC. 3. CLARIFICATION THAT FERTILITY COUN- 
SELING AND TREATMENT ARE MED- 
ICAL SERVICES WHICH THE SEC- 
RETARY MAY FURNISH TO VET- 
ERANS LIKE OTHER MEDICAL SERV- 
ICES. 

Section 1701(6) of such title is amended by 
adding at the end the following new subpara- 
graph: 

“(H) Fertility counseling and treatment, 
including treatment using assisted reproduc- 
tive technology.’’. 

SEC. 4. REPRODUCTIVE TREATMENT AND CARE 
DELIVERY FOR SPOUSES AND SUR- 
ROGATES OF VETERANS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subchapter VIII of chap- 
ter 17 of title 38, United States Code, is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new section: 
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“§ 1787. Reproductive treatment and care for 
spouses and surrogates of veterans 


“(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall fur- 
nish fertility counseling and treatment, in- 
cluding through the use of assisted reproduc- 
tive technology, to a spouse or surrogate of 
a severely wounded veteran who has an infer- 
tility condition incurred or aggravated in 
line of duty in the active military, naval, or 
air service and who is enrolled in the health 
care system established under section 1705(a) 
of this title if the spouse and the veteran 
apply jointly for such counseling and treat- 
ment through a process prescribed by the 
Secretary. 

‘(b) COORDINATION OF CARE FOR OTHER 
SPOUSES AND SURROGATES.—In the case of a 
spouse or surrogate of a veteran not de- 
scribed in subsection (a) who is seeking fer- 
tility counseling and treatment, the Sec- 
retary may coordinate fertility counseling 
and treatment for such spouse or surro- 
gate.’’. 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
sections at the beginning of chapter 17 of 
such title is amended by inserting after the 
item relating to section 1786 the following 
new section: 


“1787. Reproductive treatment and care for 
spouses and surrogates of vet- 
erans.’’. 


(c) REGULATIONS.—Not later than one year 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the Secretary of Veterans Affairs shall pre- 
scribe regulations to carry out section 1787 
of title 38, United States Code, as added by 
paragraph (1). 

SEC. 5. REQUIREMENT TO IMPROVE DEPART- 
MENT OF VETERANS AFFAIRS 
WOMEN VETERANS CALL CENTER. 

The Secretary of Veterans Affairs shall en- 
hance the capabilities of the Department of 
Veterans Affairs women veterans call cen- 
ter— 

(1) to respond to requests by women vet- 
erans for assistance with accessing health 
care and benefits furnished under laws ad- 
ministered by the Secretary; and 

(2) for referral of such veterans to commu- 
nity resources to obtain assistance with 
services not furnished by the Department. 
SEC. 6. MODIFICATION OF PILOT PROGRAM ON 

COUNSELING IN RETREAT SETTINGS 
FOR WOMEN VETERANS NEWLY SEP- 
ARATED FROM SERVICE IN THE 
ARMED FORCES. 

(a) INCREASE IN NUMBER OF LOCATIONS.— 
Subsection (c) of section 203 of the Care- 
givers and Veterans Omnibus Health Serv- 
ices Act of 2010 (Public Law 111-163; 38 U.S.C. 
1712A note) is amended by striking ‘‘three lo- 
cations” and inserting ‘‘14 locations”. 

(b) EXTENSION OF DURATION.—Subsection 
(d) of such section is amended by striking ‘‘2- 
year” and inserting ‘‘four-year’’. 

SEC. 7. PILOT PROGRAMS ON ASSISTANCE FOR 
CHILD CARE FOR CERTAIN VET- 
ERANS. 

(a) MODIFICATION OF DURATION OF PILOT 
PROGRAM ON ASSISTANCE FOR CHILD CARE FOR 
CERTAIN VETERANS’ RECEIVING HEALTH 
CARE.—Subsection (e) of section 205 of the 
Caregivers and Veterans Omnibus Health 
Services Act of 2010 (Public Law 111-163; 38 
U.S.C. 1710 note) is amended to read as fol- 
lows: 

“(e) DURATION.—A child care center that is 
established as part of the pilot program may 
operate until the date that is two years after 
the date on which the pilot program is estab- 
lished in the third Veterans Integrated Serv- 
ice Network required by subsection (d).’’. 

(b) REQUIREMENT FOR PILOT PROGRAM ON 
ASSISTANCE FOR CHILD CARE FOR CERTAIN 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE, Vol. 158, Pt. 7 


VETERANS RECEIVING READJUSTMENT COUN- 
SELING AND RELATED MENTAL HEALTH SERV- 
ICES.— 

(1) PILOT PROGRAM REQUIRED.—The Sec- 
retary of Veterans Affairs shall carry out a 
pilot program to assess the feasibility and 
advisability of providing, subject to para- 
graph (2), assistance to qualified veterans de- 
scribed in paragraph (3) to obtain child care 
so that such veterans can receive readjust- 
ment counseling and related mental health 
services. 

(2) LIMITATION ON PERIOD OF PAYMENTS.— 
Assistance may only be provided to a quali- 
fied veteran under the pilot program re- 
quired by paragraph (1) for receipt of child 
care during the period that the qualified vet- 
eran receives readjustment counseling and 
related health care services at a Vet Center. 

(3) QUALIFIED VETERANS.—For purposes of 
this subsection, a qualified veteran is a vet- 
eran who is— 

(A) the primary caretaker of a child or 
children; and 

(B)G) receiving from the Department reg- 
ular readjustment counseling and related 
mental health services; or 

(ii) in need of readjustment counseling and 
related mental health services from the De- 
partment, and but for lack of child care serv- 
ices, would receive such counseling and serv- 
ices from the Department. 

(4) LOCATIONS.—The Secretary shall carry 
out the pilot program under this subsection 
in no fewer than three Readjustment Coun- 
seling Service Regions selected by the Sec- 
retary for purposes of the pilot program. 

(5) DURATION.—The pilot program under 
this subsection shall be carried out until the 
end of the two-year period beginning on the 
day on which the Secretary begins carrying 
out the pilot program at the last Readjust- 
ment Counseling Service Region selected 
under paragraph (4) at which the Secretary 
begins carrying out the pilot program. 

(6) FORMS OF CHILD CARE ASSISTANCE.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Child care assistance 
under this subsection may include the fol- 
lowing: 

(i) Stipends for the payment of child care 
offered by licensed child care centers (either 
directly or through a voucher program) 
which shall be, to the extent practicable, 
modeled after the Department of Veterans 
Affairs Child Care Subsidy Program estab- 
lished pursuant to section 630 of the Treas- 
ury and General Government Appropriations 
Act, 2002 (Public Law 107-67; 115 Stat. 552). 

(ii) Payments to private child care agen- 
cies. 

(iii) Collaboration with facilities or pro- 
grams of other Federal departments or agen- 
cies. 

(iv) Such other forms of assistance as the 
Secretary considers appropriate. 

(B) AMOUNTS OF STIPENDS.—In the case 
that child care assistance under this sub- 
section is provided as a stipend under sub- 
paragraph (A)(i), such stipend shall cover the 
full cost of such child care. 

(7) REPORT.—Not later than 180 days after 
the completion of the pilot program required 
by paragraph (1), the Secretary shall submit 
to Congress a report on the pilot program. 
The report shall include the findings and 
conclusions of the Secretary as a result of 
the pilot program, and shall include such 
recommendations for the continuation or ex- 
pansion of the pilot program as the Sec- 
retary considers appropriate. 

(8) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to the 
Secretary of Veterans Affairs to carry out 
the pilot program required by paragraph (1) 
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$1,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2014 and 
2015. 

(9) VET CENTER DEFINED.—In this section, 
the term “Vet Center” means a center for re- 
adjustment counseling and related mental 
health services for veterans under section 
1712A of title 38, United States Code. 


By Mrs. HUTCHISON (for herself, 
Mr. LEVIN, Mr. CORNYN, Mr. 
CARDIN, Ms. LANDRIEU, Mr. 
BROWN of Ohio, Mrs. BOXER, Ms. 
STABENOW, Mr. HARKIN, Mr. 
BEGICH, Mr. DURBIN, Mr. WAR- 
NER, Mr. WEBB, Mr. NELSON of 
Florida, and Mr. AKAKA): 

S.J. Res. 45. A joint resolution 
amending title 36, United States Code, 
to designate June 19 as ‘“‘Juneteenth 
Independence Day”; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, on 
June 19, 1865, Union soldiers led by 
Major General Gordon Granger reached 
Galveston, Texas to announce that the 
Civil War had ended and that slaves 
had been emancipated. 

It was a bittersweet day; the news 
traveled slowly, reaching Galveston 
nearly 2⁄2 years after President Lin- 
coln’s Emancipation Proclamation. 
But it was a joyous occasion, a tri- 
umph of freedom that has been remem- 
bered since. In commemoration of that 
historic day, I am delighted to intro- 
duce a Joint Resolution designating 
June 19 as ‘‘Juneteenth Independence 
Day,” a National Day of Observance. 

It is a day to reflect on history and 
to celebrate freedom. To remember, in 
the words of W. E. B. Du Bois, that 
“The cost of liberty is less than the 
price of repression.” 

This resolution offers recognition of 
the role that Juneteenth Independence 
Day has played in African-American 
culture in Texas and throughout the 
Southwest. Enshrining Juneteenth in 
our national consciousness will confer 
the recognition it merits and serve as 
inspiration for all Americans. I am 
proud to be part of this bipartisan joint 
resolution to commemorate this day 
that reminds us that in America, we 
are all blessed to live in freedom. 

United States law provides for the 
declaration of selected public observ- 
ances by the President of the United 
States as designated by Congress or at 
the discretion of the President. I be- 
lieve that marking Juneteenth Inde- 
pendence Day as a National Day of Ob- 
servance will honor freedom and lib- 
erty, something that Americans of all 
races, creeds, and ethnic backgrounds 
can celebrate. 

This legislation is an important re- 
minder of that extraordinary day in 
1865, a day that carried liberty across 
America. My fellow Texan Barbara Jor- 
dan once said, “A nation is formed by 
the willingness of each of us to share in 
the responsibility for upholding the 
common good.” There is no plainer 
common good than commemorating 
American freedom. I encourage all of 
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my colleagues to join in cosponsoring 
this resolution. 


SUBMITTED RESOLUTIONS 


SENATE RESOLUTION 496—OBSERV- 

ING THE HISTORICAL SIGNIFI- 
CANCE OF JUNETEENTH INDE- 
PENDENCE DAY 


Mr. LEVIN (for himself, Mrs. 
HUTCHISON, Mr. CARDIN, Ms. LANDRIEU, 
Mr. CORNYN, Mr. BROWN of Ohio, Mrs. 
BOXER, Ms. STABENOW, Mr. HARKIN, Mr. 
BEGICH, Mr. DURBIN, Mr. WARNER, Mr. 
WEBB, Mr. NELSON of Florida, Mr. 
LEAHY, Mr. CASEY, Mr. WICKER, Mr. 
AKAKA, Mr. LAUTENBERG, and Mr. 
SCHUMER) submitted the following res- 
olution; which was considered and 
agreed to: 


S. REs. 496 


Whereas news of the end of slavery did not 
reach frontier areas of the United States, 
and in particular the Southwestern States, 
for more than 21⁄2 years after President Abra- 
ham Lincoln’s Emancipation Proclamation, 
which was issued on January 1, 1863, and 
months after the conclusion of the Civil War; 

Whereas, on June 19, 1865, Union soldiers 
led by Major General Gordon Granger ar- 
rived in Galveston, Texas, with news that 
the Civil War had ended and that the 
enslaved were free; 

Whereas African Americans who had been 
slaves in the Southwest celebrated June 19, 
commonly known as ‘‘Juneteenth Independ- 
ence Day”, as the anniversary of their eman- 
cipation; 

Whereas African Americans from the 
Southwest continue the tradition of cele- 
brating Juneteenth Independence Day as in- 
spiration and encouragement for future gen- 
erations; 

Whereas, for more than 145 years, 
Juneteenth Independence Day celebrations 
have been held to honor African-American 
freedom while encouraging self-development 
and respect for all cultures; and 

Whereas the faith and strength of char- 
acter demonstrated by former slaves remain 
an example for all people of the United 
States, regardless of background, religion, or 
race: Now, therefore, be it 


Resolved, That— 

(1) the Senate— 

(A) recognizes the historical significance of 
Juneteenth Independence Day to the Nation; 

(B) supports the continued celebration of 
Juneteenth Independence Day to provide an 
opportunity for the people of the United 
States to learn more about the past and to 
better understand the experiences that have 
shaped the Nation; and 

(C) encourages the people of the United 
States to observe Juneteenth Independence 
Day with appropriate ceremonies, activities, 
and programs; and 

(2) it is the sense of the Senate that— 

(A) the celebration of the end of slavery is 
an important and enriching part of the his- 
tory and heritage of the United States; and 

(B) history should be regarded as a means 
for understanding the past and solving the 
challenges of the future. 
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SENATE RESOLUTION 497—CON- 
GRATULATING THE LOS ANGE- 
LES KINGS ON WINNING THE 2012 
STANLEY CUP CHAMPIONSHIP 


Mrs. FEINSTEIN (for herself and 
Mrs. BOXER) submitted the following 
resolution; which was considered and 
agreed to: 


S. RES. 497 


Whereas, on June 11, 2012, the Los Angeles 
Kings were crowned National Hockey League 
champions after defeating the New Jersey 
Devils by a score of 6-1 in Game 6 of the 2012 
Stanley Cup Finals; 

Whereas this is the first Stanley Cup title 
that the Los Angeles Kings have won since 
the team entered the National Hockey 
League in 1967; 

Whereas the Los Angeles Kings are the 
first 8th seeded playoff team to win the 
Stanley Cup; 

Whereas the Los Angeles Kings never al- 
lowed an opposing team with a higher seed 
or home-ice advantage to intimidate them; 

Whereas, en route to their first Stanley 
Cup appearance since 1993, the Los Angeles 
Kings quickly dispatched the defending 
Western Conference Champions, the Van- 
couver Canucks, dominated the upstart St. 


Louis Blues, and defeated the Phoenix 
Coyotes, who were the Pacific Division 
Champions; 


Whereas Los Angeles Kings forward Dustin 
Brown is the first American team captain of 
a Stanley Cup champion since 1999; 

Whereas Los Angeles Kings goalie Jona- 
than Quick performed admirably in each 
playoff game, totaling 125 saves and main- 
taining a .946 save percentage during the 
Stanley Cup Finals, and winning the Conn 
Smythe Trophy, which is awarded to the 
player considered most valuable to his team 
during the Stanley Cup Playoffs; 

Whereas each of the 26 players on the Los 
Angeles Kings playoff roster should receive 
recognition, including Most Valuable Player 
of the Stanley Cup Playoffs Jonathan Quick, 
team captain Dustin Brown, Jonathan 
Bernier, Jeff Carter, Kyle Clifford, Drew 
Doughty, David Drewiske, Colin Fraser, 
Simon Gagne, Matt Greene, Dwight King, 
Anze Kopitar, Trevor Lewis, Andrei 
Loktionov, Alec Martinez, Willie Mitchell, 
Jordan Nolan, Scott Parse, Dustin Penner, 
Mike Richards, Brad Richardson, Rob 
Scuderi, Jarret Stoll, Slava Voynov, Kevin 
Westgarth, and Justin Williams; and 

Whereas team owners Philip Anschutz and 
Edward Roski, General Manager Dean 
Lombardi, and head coach Darryl Sutter ad- 
mirably assembled the team that comprised 
the 2012 Los Angeles Kings and led them 
through one dominant performance after an- 
other in the 2012 Stanley Cup Playoffs: Now, 
therefore, be it 


Resolved, That the Senate— 

(1) congratulates the Los Angeles Kings on 
winning the 2012 Stanley Cup Championship; 
and 

(2) commends the Los Angeles Kings fans 
in California and across the Nation for show- 
ing the team support throughout its 45-year 
history. 
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SENATE RESOLUTION 498—DESIG- 
NATING JUNE 20, 2012, AS “AMER- 
ICAN EAGLE DAY”, AND CELE- 
BRATING THE RECOVERY AND 
RESTORATION OF THE BALD 
EAGLE, THE NATIONAL SYMBOL 
OF THE UNITED STATES 


Mr. ALEXANDER (for himself, Mr. 
INOUYE, Mr. Coons, Mr. HOEVEN, Mr. 
ROBERTS, Mrs. FEINSTEIN, Mrs. BOXER, 
Mr. CORKER, Mr. BROWN of Massachu- 
setts, Mr. COCHRAN, Mr. CARDIN, and 
Mr. SESSIONS) submitted the following 
resolution; which was considered and 
agreed to: 

S. RES. 498 


Whereas on June 20, 1782, the bald eagle 
was officially designated as the national em- 
blem of the United States by the founding fa- 
thers in the Congress of the Confederation; 

Whereas the bald eagle is the central 
image of the Great Seal of the United States; 

Whereas the image of the bald eagle is dis- 
played in the official seal of many branches 
and departments of the Federal Government, 
including— 

(1) the Office of the President; 

(2) the Office of the Vice President; 

(3) Congress; 

(4) the Supreme Court; 

(5) the Department of the Treasury; 

(6) the Department of Defense; 

(7) the Department of Justice; 

(8) the Department of State; 

(9) the Department of Commerce; 

(10) the Department of Homeland Security; 

(11) the Department of Veterans Affairs; 

(12) the Department of Labor; 

(18) the Department of Health and Human 
Services; 

(14) the Department of Energy; 

(15) the Department of Housing and Urban 
Development; 

(16) the Central Intelligence Agency; and 

(17) the Postal Service; 

Whereas the bald eagle is an inspiring sym- 
bol of— 

(1) the spirit of freedom; and 

(2) the sovereignty of the United States; 

Whereas since the founding of the Nation, 
the image, meaning, and symbolism of the 
bald eagle have played a significant role in 
the art, music, history, commerce, lit- 
erature, architecture, and culture of the 
United States; 

Whereas the bald eagle is prominently fea- 
tured on the stamps, currency, and coinage 
of the United States; 

Whereas the habitat of bald eagles exists 
only in North America; 

Whereas by 1963, the population of bald ea- 
gles that nested in the lower 48 States had 
declined to approximately 417 nesting pairs; 

Whereas due to the dramatic decline in the 
population of bald eagles in the lower 48 
States, the Secretary of the Interior listed 
the bald eagle as an endangered species on 
the list of endangered species published 
under section 4(c)(1) of the Endangered Spe- 
cies Act of 1973 (16 U.S.C. 1583(c)(1)); 

Whereas caring and concerned individuals 
from the Federal, State, and private sectors 
banded together to save, and help ensure the 
recovery and protection of, bald eagles; 

Whereas on July 20, 1969, the first manned 
lunar landing occurred in the Apollo 11 
Lunar Excursion Module, which was named 
“Eagle”; 

Whereas the “Eagle” played an integral 
role in achieving the goal of the United 
States of landing a man on the Moon and re- 
turning that man safely to Earth; 
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Whereas in 1995, as a result of the efforts of 
those caring and concerned individuals, the 
Secretary of the Interior listed the bald 
eagle as a threatened species on the list of 
threatened species published under section 
4(c)(1) of the Endangered Species Act of 1973 
(16 U.S.C. 1533(c)(1)); 

Whereas by 2007, the population of bald ea- 
gles that nested in the lower 48 States had 
increased to approximately 10,000 nesting 
pairs, an increase of approximately 2,500 per- 
cent from the preceding 40 years; 

Whereas in 2007, the population of bald ea- 
gles that nested in the State of Alaska was 
approximately 50,000 to 70,000; 

Whereas on June 28, 2007, the Secretary of 
the Interior removed the bald eagle from the 
list of threatened species published under 
section 4(c)(1) of the Endangered Species Act 
of 1973 (16 U.S.C. 1533(c)(1)); 

Whereas bald eagles remain protected in 
accordance with— 

(1) the Act entitled ‘‘An Act for the protec- 
tion of the bald eagle”, approved June 8, 1940 
(16 U.S.C. 668 et seq.) (Commonly known as 
the ‘‘Bald Eagle Protection Act of 1940’’); and 

(2) the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (16 
U.S.C. 703 et seq.); 

Whereas on January 15, 2008, the Secretary 
of the Treasury issued 3 limited edition bald 
eagle commemorative coins under the Amer- 
ican Bald Eagle Recovery and National Em- 
blem Commemorative Coin Act (Public Law 
108-486; 118 Stat. 3934); 

Whereas the sale of the limited edition 
bald eagle commemorative coins issued by 
the Secretary of the Treasury has raised ap- 
proximately $7,800,000 for the nonprofit 
American Eagle Foundation of Pigeon Forge, 
Tennessee to support efforts to protect the 
bald eagle; 

Whereas if not for the vigilant conserva- 
tion efforts of concerned Americans and the 
enactment of conservation laws (including 
regulations), the bald eagle would face ex- 
tinction; 

Whereas the American Eagle Foundation 
has brought substantial public attention to 
the cause of the protection and care of the 
bald eagle nationally; 

Whereas November 4, 2010, marked the 25th 
anniversary of the American Eagle Founda- 
tion; 

Whereas facilities around the United 
States, such as the Southeastern Raptor 
Center at Auburn University in the State of 
Alabama, rehabilitate injured eagles for re- 
lease into the wild; 

Whereas the dramatic recovery of the pop- 
ulation of bald eagles— 

(1) is an endangered species success story; 
and 

(2) an inspirational example for other wild- 
life and natural resource conservation efforts 
around the world; 

Whereas the initial recovery of the popu- 
lation of bald eagles was accomplished by 
the concerted efforts of numerous govern- 
ment agencies, corporations, organizations, 
and individuals; and 

Whereas the continuation of recovery, 
management, and public awareness programs 
for bald eagles will be necessary to ensure— 

(1) the continued progress of the recovery 
of bald eagles; and 

(2) that the population and habitat of bald 
eagles will remain healthy and secure for fu- 
ture generations: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 

(1) designates June 20, 2012, as ‘American 
Eagle Day”’; 

(2) applauds the issuance of bald eagle 
commemorative coins by the Secretary of 
the Treasury aS a means by which to gen- 
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erate critical funds for the protection of bald 
eagles; and 

(8) encourages— 

(A) educational entities, organizations, 
businesses, conservation groups, and govern- 
ment agencies with a shared interest in con- 
serving endangered species to collaborate 
and develop educational tools for use in the 
public schools of the United States; and 

(B) the people of the United States to ob- 
serve American Eagle Day with appropriate 
ceremonies and other activities. 
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SENATE RESOLUTION 499—RECOG- 
NIZING THE TENTH ANNIVER- 
SARY OF THE NATIONAL INSTI- 
TUTE OF BIOMEDICAL IMAGING 
AND BIOENGINEERING 


Mr. BURR (for himself and Ms. MI- 
KULSKI) submitted the following resolu- 
tion; which was considered and agreed 
to: 

S. RES. 499 


Whereas the National Institute of Bio- 
medical Imaging and Bioengineering Estab- 
lishment Act (Public Law 106-580; 114 Stat. 
3088) was signed into law on December 29, 
2000; 

Whereas the National Institute of Bio- 
medical Imaging and Bioengineering (re- 
ferred to in this preamble as the ‘‘Institute’’) 
awarded its first research grants in April 
2002; 

Whereas the purpose of the Institute, a 
component of the National Institutes of 
Health, is to conduct and support research, 
training, dissemination of health informa- 
tion, and other programs relating to bio- 
medical imaging, biomedical engineering, 
and associated technologies and modalities 
with biomedical applications; 

Whereas the Institute was established to— 

(1) accelerate the development of new tech- 
nologies with clinical and research applica- 
tions; 

(2) improve coordination and efficiency at 
the National Institutes of Health and 
throughout the Federal Government; 

(3) lay the foundation for a new medical in- 
formation age; 

(4) promote economic development; and 

(5) provide a structure for training current 
and future researchers based on the most re- 
cent innovative discoveries; 

Whereas the Institute and the biomedical 
imaging and bioengineering research com- 
munities encourage the integration of the 
physical and life sciences to advance human 
health by improving quality of life and re- 
ducing the burden of disease through re- 
search and discoveries; 

Whereas, since its establishment, the Insti- 
tute has supported research to develop sci- 
entific advances in biotechnology, imaging, 
and biomedical engineering, and to advance 
the application of biomedical technology to 
improve detection, treatment, and preven- 
tion of disease by assembling diverse teams 
of scientists and engineers to pursue innova- 
tive medical therapies and technologies to 
better meet the health care needs of pa- 
tients; and 

Whereas the Institute has helped to sup- 
port scientific breakthroughs in areas such 
as regenerative medicine, cancer treatments, 
and nanotechnology, which are helping 
health care providers to better target care 
and meet the individual health care needs of 
patients: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 

(1) commends the National Institute of 
Biomedical Imaging and Bioengineering for 
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its leadership in research and its role in ad- 
vancing technologies that improve patient 
health; 

(2) recognizes the remarkable impact that 
biomedical research supported by the Na- 
tional Institute of Biomedical Imaging and 
Bioengineering has had on patients; and 

(3) recognizes the importance of maintain- 
ing a strong commitment to pursuing the 
next generation of life-saving treatments 
and technologies for patients. 


Ss 


AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED AND 
PROPOSED 


SA 2459. Mr. CASEY submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 3240, to reauthorize agricultural pro- 
grams through 2017, and for other purposes; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 2460. Mrs. FEINSTEIN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by her 
to the bill S. 3240, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 


EEE 
TEXT OF AMENDMENTS 


SA 2459. Mr. CASEY submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 3240, to reauthorize 
agricultural programs through 2017, 
and for other purposes; which was or- 
dered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of title IV, add the following: 
SEC. 4208. ENCOURAGING LOCALLY AND REGION- 
ALLY PRODUCED FOOD. 

(a) COMMODITY PURCHASE STREAMLINING.— 
The Secretary may allow a school food au- 
thority with low annual commodity entitle- 
ment values, as determined by the Sec- 
retary, to substitute for the allotment of the 
school food authority for commodities com- 
monly referred to as “USDA Foods” if— 

(1) the option is requested by the eligible 
school food authority; 

(2) the Secretary determines that the op- 
tion will reduce Federal and State adminis- 
trative costs; and 

(3) the option will provide the eligible 
school food authority with greater flexibility 
to purchase locally and regionally produced 
foods. 

(b) FARM-TO-SCHOOL 
PROJECTS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall estab- 
lish not less than 10 farm-to-school dem- 
onstration programs under which school food 
authorities, agricultural producers pro- 
ducing for local and regional markets, and 
other farm-to-school stakeholders collabo- 
rate with the Agricultural Marketing Serv- 
ice to obtain food for school meals from local 
agricultural producers rather than through 
other agricultural and food programs of the 
Secretary. 

(2) REQUIREMENTS.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—A demonstration program 
under this subsection shall, to the maximum 
extent practicable— 

(i) facilitate and increase the purchase of 
unprocessed and minimally processed locally 
and regionally produced agricultural com- 
modities and products to be served in school 
meal programs; 

(ii) test methods to improve procurement, 
transportation, and meal preparation proc- 
esses; 

(iii) assess whether administrative costs 
can be saved through increased school au- 
thority flexibility to source locally and re- 
gionally produced agricultural commodities 
and foods; and 
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(iv) undertake rigorous evaluation and 
share information about results, including 
cost savings, with the Department of Agri- 
culture, school food authorities, agricultural 
producers producing for local and regional 
markets, and the general public. 

(B) PLANS.—The Secretary shall require 
demonstration project participants to pro- 
vide plans that detail compliance with this 
subsection. 

(8) DURATION.—The Secretary shall deter- 
mine the appropriate period of time for each 
demonstration program. 

(4) COORDINATION.—The Secretary shall co- 
ordinate among relevant agencies of the De- 
partment of Agriculture and nongovern- 
mental organizations with appropriate ex- 
pertise to facilitate the provision of training 
and technical assistance necessary to the 
successful implementation of demonstration 
programs under this subsection. 

(5) DIVERSITY AND BALANCE.—In_ estab- 
lishing the demonstration programs under 
this subsection, the Secretary shall, to the 
maximum extent practicable, ensure— 

(A) geographical diversity; 

(B) that at least % of the demonstration 
programs are completed in collaboration 
with school food authorities with relatively 
small annual commodity entitlements, as 
determined by the Secretary; 

(C) at least % of demonstration programs 
are completed in rural or tribal commu- 
nities; and 

(D) equitable treatment of school food au- 
thorities with a high percentage of students 
participating in the free or reduced price 
lunch program under the Richard B. Russell 
National School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 1751 et 
seq.). 


SA 2460. Mrs. FEINSTEIN submitted 
an amendment intended to be proposed 
by her to the bill S. 3240, to reauthorize 
agricultural programs through 2017, 
and for other purposes; which was or- 
dered to lie on the table; as follows: 


In section 11001, after subsection (b) insert 
the following: 

(c) SUPPLEMENTAL, WEATHER INDEX-BASED 
INSURANCE.—Section 508(c) of the Federal 
Crop Insurance Act (7 U.S.C. 1508(c)) is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

‘(11) SUPPLEMENTAL, WEATHER INDEX-BASED 
INSURANCE.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Corporation may 
consider and approve applications, con- 
sistent with procedures for products sub- 
mitted under subsection (h), submitted by 
private companies to provide supplemental, 
weather index-based insurance products that 
are not reinsured under this subtitle to pro- 
ducers as an alternative to the coverage pro- 
vided under this section to determine wheth- 
er the products can provide enhanced cov- 
erage for producers than is otherwise avail- 
able under this section. 

‘“(B) PAYMENT OF PORTION OF PREMIUM BY 
CORPORATION.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subparagraph 
(F), if the Corporation determines that sup- 
plemental, weather index-based insurance 
products offered by private companies meet 
the conditions described in subparagraph (A), 
the Corporation may pay a portion of the 
premium for a producer to purchase a prod- 
uct that is not reinsured under this subtitle 
from a private company for an equivalent 
level of coverage under this section. 

“(ii) ADMINISTRATION.—Any premium as- 
sistance under clause (i)— 

“(D) shall be determined by the Corpora- 
tion; and 
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“(ID) may be based on, as determined by 
the Corporation— 

““(aa) a percentage of premium; 

“(bb) a percentage of expected loss deter- 
mined pursuant to a reasonable actuarial 
methodology; or 

““(cc) a fixed dollar amount per acre. 

“(C) ELIGIBLE PROVIDERS.—Before pro- 
viding premium assistance to producers to 
purchase supplemental, index-based coverage 
from a private company under this para- 
graph, the Corporation shall verify that the 
private company— 

“G) has adequate experience developing 
and managing similar index-based products 
for crop producers (including adequate re- 
sources, experience, and assets) or sufficient 
reinsurance, to meet the obligations of the 
private company under this paragraph; 

“Gi) has adequate experience to sell and 
administer index-based or similar products; 

“(ii) possesses a sufficient insurance cred- 
it rating from an appropriate credit rating 
bureau; and 

“(iv) has approval from each State in 
which the company intends to make the sup- 
plemental insurance products of the com- 
pany available. 

“(D) OVERSIGHT.—The Corporation shall 
develop and publish procedures to administer 
a supplemental, index-based insurance op- 
tion for producers under this paragraph 
that— 

““(i) require each applicable private com- 
pany to report sales, acreage and claim data, 
and any other data the Corporation deter- 
mines to be appropriate, to allow the Cor- 
poration to evaluate product pricing and per- 
formance; 

“Gi) allow each participating private com- 
pany exclusive rights, ownership of intellec- 
tual property, and protection of confidential 
information with respect to the insurance of- 
fered under this paragraph; and 

“(ii) contain such other requirements as 
the Corporation determines necessary to en- 
sure that— 

“(I) the interests of producers are pro- 
tected; and 

“(II) the program operates in an actuari- 
ally sound manner. 

‘“(E) SELECTION LIMITATION.—A producer 
shall be allowed to select supplemental cov- 
erage annually and may not select both 
weather index-based coverage under this 
paragraph and any other supplemental cov- 
erage offered under other provisions of this 
section. 

“(F) BASELINE SAVINGS.— 

‘“(i) IN GENERAL.—The Corporation may not 
offer premium assistance for producers to 
purchase private company weather index- 
based supplemental coverage under this 
paragraph unless the Corporation determines 
that offering private company coverage will 
result in savings against baseline spending 
estimates for the supplemental coverage op- 
tion provided by the Office of Management 
and Budget. 

“(i) ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES.—In addi- 
tion to any other available funds, the Cor- 
poration shall use savings derived from offer- 
ing supplemental coverage from private com- 
panies to cover administrative costs associ- 
ated with evaluating and approving private 
company coverage under this subsection.’’. 


EE 


NOTICE OF HEARING 
COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL 
RESOURCES 


Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I 
would like to announce for the infor- 
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mation of the Senate and the public an 
addition to a previously announced 
hearing before the Subcommittee on 
National Parks. The hearing will be 
held on Wednesday, June 27, 2012, at 3 
p.m., in room SD-866 of the Dirksen 
Senate Office Building. 

In addition to the other measures 
previously announced, the Committee 
will also consider: 

S. 3078, a bill to direct the Secretary of the 
Interior to install in the area of the World 
War II Memorial in the District of Columbia 
a suitable plaque or an inscription with the 
words that President Franklin D. Roosevelt 
prayed with the United States on June 6, 
1944, the morning of D-Day. 

Because of the limited time available 
for the hearing, witnesses may testify 
by invitation only. However, those 
wishing to submit written testimony 
for the hearing record should send it to 
the Committee on Energy and Natural 
Resources, United States Senate, 304 
Dirksen Senate Office Building, Wash- 
ington, DC 20510-6150, or by email to 
Jake Mccook@energy.senate.gov. 

For further information, please con- 
tact Sara Tucker (202) 224-6224 or Jake 
McCook (202) 224-9318. 


EE 


AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 
MEET 


COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on Armed Services be author- 
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate on June 19, 2012, at 10 a.m. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on Energy and Natural Re- 
sources be authorized to meet during 
the session of the Senate on June 19, 
2012, at 10 a.m., in room 366 of the Dirk- 
sen Senate Office. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON HEALTH, EDUCATION, LABOR, 

AND PENSIONS 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on Health, Education, Labor, 
and Pensions be authorized to meet, 
during the session of the Senate, to 
conduct a hearing entitled ‘‘Forty 
Years and Counting: The Triumphs of 
Title IX” on June 19, 2012, at 10 a.m., in 
room 430 of the Dirksen Senate Office 
Building. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON FINANCE 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on Finance be authorized to 
meet during the session of the Senate 
on June 19, 2012, at 10 a.m., in room 
SD-215 of the Dirksen Senate Office 
Building, to conduct a hearing entitled 
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“Confronting the Looming Fiscal Cri- 
sis.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Relations be author- 
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate on June 19, 2012, at 2:15 p.m. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Select 
Committee on Intelligence be author- 
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate on June 19, 2012, at 2:30 p.m. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON CLEAN AIR AND NUCLEAR 

SAFETY 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Sub- 
committee on Clean Air and Nuclear 
Safety of the Committee on Environ- 
ment and Public Works be authorized 
to meet during the session of the Sen- 
ate on June 19, 2012, at 10 a.m. in Dirk- 
sen 406 to conduct a hearing entitled, 
“Review of Recent Environmental Pro- 
tection Agency’s Air Standards for Hy- 
draulically Fractured Natural Gas 
Wells and Oil and Natural Gas Stor- 
age.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON THE CONSTITUTION, CIVIL 

RIGHTS, AND HUMAN RIGHTS 


Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary, Sub- 


committee on the Constitution, Civil 
Rights, and Human Rights, be author- 
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate, on June 19, 2012, at 10 a.m., in 
room SD-226 of the Dirksen Senate Of- 
fice Building, to conduct a hearing en- 
titled ‘‘Reassessing Solitary Confine- 
ment: The Human Rights, Fiscal and 
Public Safety Consequences.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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PRIVILEGES OF THE FLOOR 


Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent the following mem- 
bers of Senator BINGAMAN’s office be 
granted the privilege of the floor for 
the pendency of S. 3240, the farm bill: 
Bijan Peters, Eugenia Woods, James 
Anderson, Aurora Trujillo, Carl Slater. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent our USDA detailee, 
Patricia Lawrence, be granted the 
privilege of the floor for the duration 
of debate and consideration of this bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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AUTHORIZING CERTAIN FUNDS 
FOR AN INTELLIGENCE OR IN- 
TELLIGENCE-RELATED ACTIVITY 


Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to the immediate consider- 
ation of S. 3314 introduced earlier 
today. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the bill by title. 

The assistant bill clerk read as fol- 
lows: 

A bill (S. 3314) to specifically authorize 
certain funds for an intelligence or intel- 
ligence-related activity, and for other pur- 
poses. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, 
Vice Chairman CHAMBLISS and I are in- 
troducing a bill today to authorize 
funds included in the fiscal year 2012 
Defense Appropriations Act that were 
not previously authorized. 

Last year, the classified annex to the 
Department of Defense Appropriations 
Act, 2012, division A of the conference 
report on H.R. 2055, the Consolidated 
Appropriations Act, 2012, added three 
funding lines for two separate intel- 
ligence programs. While those pro- 
grams are part of the National Intel- 
ligence Program, these additional 
funds were placed in a separate budg- 
etary account, the Military Intel- 
ligence Program. 

The additional funds for these items 
included in the defense appropriations 
conference annex were not included in 
the Intelligence Authorization Act for 
fiscal year 2012, Public Law 112-87, 
which authorized the National Intel- 
ligence Program budget. Neither were 
the additional funds for these items in- 
cluded in the National Defense Author- 
ization Act for fiscal year 2012, Public 
Law 112-81, which authorized the Mili- 
tary Intelligence Program budget. 

This created a situation in which 
funds for an intelligence program were 
appropriated but not authorized in 
statute. Section 504(a)(1) of the Na- 
tional Security Act states that funds 
may be obligated or expended for an in- 
telligence or intelligence-related activ- 
ity only if those funds were specifically 
authorized by the Congress for such ac- 
tivities. 

As a result, the additional funds ap- 
propriated for these items have not 
been specifically authorized as required 
by section 504 and, therefore, may not 
be obligated or expended for these in- 
telligence activities. 

Vice Chairman CHAMBLISS and I have 
no substantive objections to expending 
the appropriated funds for these spe- 
cific programs. However, we hold 
strongly to the principle that intel- 
ligence funds must be authorized if 
they are to be spent—this is one of the 
major purposes of the annual intel- 
ligence authorization bills. 

We have discussed this matter with 
the Director of National Intelligence 
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James Clapper and the Secretary of De- 
fense Leon Panetta, and have agreed to 
seek passage of this legislation to per- 
mit them to spend these funds for the 
purposes identified in the 2012 Defense 
Appropriations Act. 

The bill we are introducing today is 
very simple and quite short. It specifi- 
cally authorizes the increased funding 
for these specific items to the extent 
that they are in excess to the amounts 
authorized in the Intelligence Author- 
ization Act for fiscal year 2012. 

For reasons of classification, I can’t 
describe the nature of these intel- 
ligence programs on the Floor. Any 
Member, however, is welcome to come 
to the Intelligence Committee office 
and receive a briefing on the programs 
and why the funding is important. 

I believe this legislation is necessary 
as a technical correction to permit 
funds already appropriated to be obli- 
gated and expended. I appreciate the 
work and cooperation of my Vice 
Chairman Senator CHAMBLISS on this 
matter and hope this legislation will 
move quickly to enactment. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I further 
ask that the bill be read three times, 
and the Senate proceed to a voice vote 
on passage of the measure. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading and was read the 
third time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
any further debate? 

If not, the bill having been read the 
third time, the question is, shall the 
bill pass? 

The bill (S. 3314) was passed, as fol- 
lows: 


S. 3314 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. AUTHORIZATION OF FUNDS FOR IN- 
TELLIGENCE ACTIVITIES. 

Funds appropriated for an intelligence or 
intelligence-related activity of the United 
States Government as described on the last 
three lines in the table entitled Military In- 
telligence Program, Fiscal Year 2012 Rec- 
ommendation, Summary on the third page 
after page 69 of the funding tables in the 
classified annex to the Joint Explanatory 
Statement of the Committee of Conference 
to accompany the Consolidated Appropria- 
tions Act, 2012 (Public Law 112-74; 125 Stat. 
786), in excess of the amount specified for 
such activity in the tables in the classified 
annex prepared to accompany the Intel- 
ligence Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 
2012 (Public Law 112-87; 125 Stat. 1876) shall 
be specifically authorized by Congress for 
purposes of section 504 of the National Secu- 
rity Act of 1947 (50 U.S.C. 414). 


Mrs. BOXER. I further ask that the 
motion to reconsider be laid upon the 
table with no intervening action or de- 
bate, and that any statements relating 
to the measure be printed in the 
RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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RESOLUTIONS SUBMITTED TODAY 


Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to the immediate consider- 
ation en bloc of the following resolu- 
tions which were submitted earlier 
today: S. Res. 496, S. Res. 497, S. Res. 
498, and S. Res. 499. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to proceeding to the meas- 
ures en bloc? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 

Mrs. BOXER. I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the resolutions be agreed to, 
the preambles be agreed to, the mo- 
tions to reconsider be laid on the table 
en bloc, with no intervening action or 
debate, and any statements relating to 
the resolutions be printed in the 
RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The resolutions were agreed to. 

The preambles were agreed to. 


The resolutions, with their pre- 
ambles, read as follows: 
S. REs. 496 


(Observing the historical significance of 
Juneteenth Independence Day) 


Whereas news of the end of slavery did not 
reach frontier areas of the United States, 
and in particular the Southwestern States, 
for more than 2⁄2 years after President Abra- 
ham Lincoln’s Emancipation Proclamation, 
which was issued on January 1, 1863, and 
months after the conclusion of the Civil War; 

Whereas, on June 19, 1865, Union soldiers 
led by Major General Gordon Granger ar- 
rived in Galveston, Texas, with news that 
the Civil War had ended and that the 
enslaved were free; 

Whereas African Americans who had been 
slaves in the Southwest celebrated June 19, 
commonly known as ‘‘Juneteenth Independ- 
ence Day”, as the anniversary of their eman- 
cipation; 

Whereas African Americans from the 
Southwest continue the tradition of cele- 
brating Juneteenth Independence Day as in- 
spiration and encouragement for future gen- 
erations; 

Whereas, for more than 145 years, 
Juneteenth Independence Day celebrations 
have been held to honor African-American 
freedom while encouraging self-development 
and respect for all cultures; and 

Whereas the faith and strength of char- 
acter demonstrated by former slaves remain 
an example for all people of the United 
States, regardless of background, religion, or 
race: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That— 

(1) the Senate— 

(A) recognizes the historical significance of 
Juneteenth Independence Day to the Nation; 

(B) supports the continued celebration of 
Juneteenth Independence Day to provide an 
opportunity for the people of the United 
States to learn more about the past and to 
better understand the experiences that have 
shaped the Nation; and 

(C) encourages the people of the United 
States to observe Juneteenth Independence 
Day with appropriate ceremonies, activities, 
and programs; and 

(2) it is the sense of the Senate that— 

(A) the celebration of the end of slavery is 
an important and enriching part of the his- 
tory and heritage of the United States; and 
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(B) history should be regarded as a means 
for understanding the past and solving the 
challenges of the future. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, this week 
people all across our Nation are engag- 
ing in the oldest known observance of 
the ending of slavery—‘‘Juneteenth 
Independence Day.” Although passage 
of the 13th Amendment, in January 
1863, legally abolished slavery, many 
African Americans remained in ser- 
vitude due to the delayed dissemina- 
tion of this news across the country. 

It was in June of 1865, that the Union 
soldiers landed in Galveston, TX, with 
the news that the war had ended and 
that slavery finally had come to an end 
in the United States. This was 2⁄2 years 
after President Lincoln signed the 
Emancipation Proclamation, which 
was issued on January 1, 1863, and 
months after the conclusion of the 
Civil War. 

This week and specifically on June 
19, when slaves in the Southwest fi- 
nally learned of the end of slavery, the 
descendants of slaves have observed 
this anniversary of emancipation as a 
remembrance of one of the most tragic 
periods of our Nation’s history. The 
suffering, degradation and brutality of 
slavery cannot be repaired, but the 
memory can serve to ensure that no 
such inhumanity is ever perpetrated 
again on American soil. 

Today, I am very pleased that the 
Senate has unanimously adopted a res- 
olution, S. Res. 496, recognizing the 
historical significance of Juneteenth 
Independence Day to the Nation. The 
resolution, which I sponsored along 
with Senators HUTCHISON, CARDIN, LAN- 
DRIEU, CORNYN, SHERROD BROWN, 
BOXER, STABENOW, HARKIN, BEGICH, 
DURBIN, WICKER, LEAHY, BILL NELSON, 
CASEY, WARNER, AKAKA, WEBB, and 
LAUTENBERG, expresses support for the 
observance of Juneteenth Independence 
Day, and recognizes the faith and 
strength of character demonstrated by 
former slaves, that remains an example 
for all people of the United States, re- 
gardless of background or race. 

All across America we also celebrate 
the many important achievements of 
former slaves and their descendants. 
We do so because in 1926, Dr. Carter G. 
Woodson, son of former slaves, pro- 
posed such a recognition as a way of 
preserving the history of African 
Americans and recognizing the enor- 
mous contributions of a people of great 
strength, dignity, faith, and convic- 
tion—a people who rendered their 
achievements for the betterment and 
advancement of a Nation once lacking 
in humanity towards them. Every Feb- 
ruary, nationwide, we celebrate Afri- 
can American History Month. And, 
every year on June 19, we celebrate 
Juneteenth Independence Day. 

Lerone Bennett, Jr., writer, scholar, 
lecturer, and acclaimed executive edi- 
tor for several decades at Ebony maga- 
zine, has reflected on the life and times 
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of Dr. Woodson. Bennett tells us that 
one of the most inspiring and instruc- 
tive stories in African American his- 
tory is the story of Woodson’s struggle 
and rise from the coal mines of West 
Virginia to the summit of academic 
achievement: 

At 17, the young man who was called by 
history to reveal Black history was an untu- 
tored coal miner. At 19, after teaching him- 
self the fundamentals of English and arith- 
metic, he entered high school and mastered 
the four-year curriculum in less than two 
years. At 22, after two-thirds of a year at 
Berea College [in Kentucky], he returned to 
the coal mines and studied Latin and Greek 
between trips to the mine shafts. He then 
went on to the University of Chicago, where 
he received his bachelor’s and master’s de- 
grees, and Harvard University, where he be- 
came the second Black to receive a doctorate 
in history. The rest is history—Black his- 
tory. 

In keeping with the spirit and the vi- 
sion of Dr. Carter G. Woodson, I would 
like to pay tribute to two courageous 
women, claimed by my home State of 
Michigan, who played significant roles 
in addressing American injustice and 
inequality. These are two women of dif- 
ferent times who would change the 
course of history. 

The contributions of Sojourner 
Truth, who helped lead our country out 
of the dark days of slavery, and Rosa 
Parks whose dignified leadership 
sparked the Montgomery Bus Boycott 
and the start of the civil rights move- 
ment, are indelibly etched in the 
chronicle of the history of this Nation. 
Moreover, they are viewed with dis- 
tinction and admiration throughout 
the world. 

Sojourner Truth, though unable to 
read or write, was considered one of the 
most eloquent and noted spokespersons 
of her day on the inhumanity and im- 
morality of slavery. She was a leader 
in the abolitionist movement, and a 
groundbreaking speaker on behalf of 
equality for women. Michigan has hon- 
ored her with the dedication of the So- 
journer Truth Memorial monument, 
which was unveiled in Battle Creek, 
MI, on September 25, 1999. In April 2009, 
Sojourner Truth became the first Afri- 
can American woman to be memorial- 
ized with a bust in the U.S. Capitol. 
The ceremony to unveil Truth’s like- 
ness was appropriately held in Emanci- 
pation Hall at the Capitol Visitor’s 
Center. I was pleased to cosponsor the 
legislation to make this fitting tribute 
possible. Sojourner Truth lived in 
Washington, DC for several years, help- 
ing slaves who had fled from the South 
and appearing at women’s suffrage 
gatherings. She returned to Battle 
Creek in 1875, and remained there until 
her death in 1883. Sojourner Truth 
spoke from her heart about the most 
troubling issues of her time. A testa- 
ment to Truth’s convictions is that her 
words continue to speak to us today. 

On May 4, 1999, legislation was en- 
acted which authorized the President 
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of the United States to award the Con- 
gressional Gold Medal to Rosa Parks. I 
was pleased to coauthor this tribute to 
Rosa Parks—the gentle warrior who 
decided that she would no longer tol- 
erate the humiliation and demoraliza- 
tion of racial segregation on a bus. I 
was also pleased to be a part of the ef- 
fort to direct the Architect of the Cap- 
itol to commission a statue of Rosa 
Parks, which will soon be placed in the 
U.S. Capitol, making her the second 
African American woman to receive 
such an honor. 

Her personal bravery and self-sac- 
rifice are remembered with reverence 
and respect by us all. Over 55 years 
ago, in Montgomery, AL, the modern 
civil rights movement began when 
Rosa Parks refused to give up her seat 
and move to the back of the bus. The 
strength and spirit of this courageous 
woman captured the consciousness of 
not only the American people, but the 
entire world. The boycott which Rosa 
Parks began was the start of an Amer- 
ican revolution that elevated the sta- 
tus of African Americans nationwide 
and introduced to the world a young 
leader who would one day have a na- 
tional holiday declared in his honor, 
the Reverend Martin Luther King, Jr. 
In addition, the overwhelming major- 
ity of my colleagues in the Senate 
joined me in sponsoring legislation au- 
thorizing the Congressional Gold Medal 
to be presented to Dr. King, post- 
humously, and Coretta Scott King in 
recognition of their contributions to 
the Nation. Companion legislation was 
led in the House by Representative 
JOHN LEWIS. 

We have come a long way toward 
achieving justice and equality for all. 
We still however have work to do. In 
the names of Rosa Parks, Sojourner 
Truth, Dr. Carter G. Woodson, Dr. Mar- 
tin Luther King, Jr., and many others, 
let us rededicate ourselves to con- 
tinuing the struggle of civil rights and 
human rights. 

I am also pleased to join Senator 
HUTCHISON and other members of the 
Senate in sponsoring another measure 
introduced today in recognition of 
Juneteenth Independence Day, which 
will require further action in the Sen- 
ate. It is a Joint Resolution requesting 
the President to issue a proclamation 
each year designating Juneteenth Inde- 
pendence Day as a National Day of Ob- 
servance, encouraging Americans of all 
races, creeds, and ethnic backgrounds 
to celebrate freedom and the end of 
slavery in the United States. 

In closing, I would like to pay tribute 
to the Juneteenth directors and event 
coordinators throughout my State of 
Michigan. They have worked tirelessly 
in the planning of intergenerational ac- 
tivities in observance of Juneteenth, 
heading up a wide range of activities 
over several days in Detroit, Flint, 
Holland, Lansing, Saginaw, and other 
areas around the State. 
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S. RES. 497 


(Congratulating the Los Angeles Kings on 
winning the 2012 Stanley Cup Championship) 


Whereas, on June 11, 2012, the Los Angeles 
Kings were crowned National Hockey League 
champions after defeating the New Jersey 
Devils by a score of 6-1 in Game 6 of the 2012 
Stanley Cup Finals; 

Whereas this is the first Stanley Cup title 
that the Los Angeles Kings have won since 
the team entered the National Hockey 
League in 1967; 

Whereas the Los Angeles Kings are the 
first 8th seeded playoff team to win the 
Stanley Cup; 

Whereas the Los Angeles Kings never al- 
lowed an opposing team with a higher seed 
or home-ice advantage to intimidate them; 

Whereas, en route to their first Stanley 
Cup appearance since 1993, the Los Angeles 
Kings quickly dispatched the defending 
Western Conference Champions, the Van- 
couver Canucks, dominated the upstart St. 


Louis Blues, and defeated the Phoenix 
Coyotes, who were the Pacific Division 
Champions; 


Whereas Los Angeles Kings forward Dustin 
Brown is the first American team captain of 
a Stanley Cup champion since 1999; 

Whereas Los Angeles Kings goalie Jona- 
than Quick performed admirably in each 
playoff game, totaling 125 saves and main- 
taining a .946 save percentage during the 
Stanley Cup Finals, and winning the Conn 
Smythe Trophy, which is awarded to the 
player considered most valuable to his team 
during the Stanley Cup Playoffs; 

Whereas each of the 26 players on the Los 
Angeles Kings playoff roster should receive 
recognition, including Most Valuable Player 
of the Stanley Cup Playoffs Jonathan Quick, 
team captain Dustin Brown, Jonathan 
Bernier, Jeff Carter, Kyle Clifford, Drew 
Doughty, David Drewiske, Colin Fraser, 
Simon Gagne, Matt Greene, Dwight King, 
Anze Kopitar, Trevor Lewis, Andrei 
Loktionov, Alec Martinez, Willie Mitchell, 
Jordan Nolan, Scott Parse, Dustin Penner, 
Mike Richards, Brad Richardson, Rob 
Scuderi, Jarret Stoll, Slava Voynov, Kevin 
Westgarth, and Justin Williams; and 

Whereas team owners Philip Anschutz and 
Edward Roski, General Manager Dean 
Lombardi, and head coach Darryl Sutter ad- 
mirably assembled the team that comprised 
the 2012 Los Angeles Kings and led them 
through one dominant performance after an- 
other in the 2012 Stanley Cup Playoffs: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 

(1) congratulates the Los Angeles Kings on 
winning the 2012 Stanley Cup Championship; 
and 

(2) commends the Los Angeles Kings fans 
in California and across the Nation for show- 
ing the team support throughout its 45-year 
history. 


Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 
am in support of this resolution with 
Senator BOXER congratulating the Los 
Angeles Kings on their 2012 Stanley 
Cup Championship. I would like to take 
this opportunity to congratulate the 
players, staff, and fans for obtaining 
professional hockey’s ultimate prize. 

The Los Angeles Kings have won the 
Stanley Cup for the first time in the 45- 
year history of their franchise. Since 
1967 the Kings have proudly rep- 
resented the Los Angeles community 
with unwavering commitment. I urge 
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my colleagues to support this resolu- 
tion. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I stand 
today to congratulate the 2011-2012 Na- 
tional Hockey League champions, the 
Los Angeles Kings. This past season 
the Kings demonstrated remarkable 
skill, teamwork, and determination in 
capturing the franchise’s first Stanley 
Cup. 

Thanks to an outstanding roster of 
seasoned veterans and promising young 
players, the Kings hoisted the Stanley 
Cup for the first time in the 45-year 
history of the franchise. On their his- 
toric run, the Kings became the first 
No. 8 seed to win the NHL champion- 
ship. On their way to the finals, the 
Kings knocked off the first seed Van- 
couver Canucks, the No. 2 seed St. 
Louis Blues, and the No. 3 seed Phoenix 
Coyotes before capturing the Western 
Conference title. Despite their low 
seed, the Kings were dominant in each 
of their series, taking a 3-to-0 lead in 
each and never facing an elimination 
game. 

The Kings continued their dominance 
in the finals against the New Jersey 
Devils by once again taking a three- 
games-to-none lead in the series. The 
Devils were able to stay alive in games 
4 and 5 to force the series to go to six 
games. However, in game six the Kings 
once again showed their prowess win- 
ning by a score of 6 to 1 and cementing 
their first championship. 

Throughout the season, the Kings 
were a model of hard work, dedication, 
and consistency. It is my pleasure to 
congratulate all members of the Kings 
organization who worked tirelessly to 
bring this hard fought victory to Los 
Angeles. As the Los Angeles Kings and 
their fans celebrate their first Stanley 
Cup victory, I commend them on a 
truly remarkable and memorable sea- 
son and wish them more success in fu- 
ture seasons. 

S. REs. 498 
(Designating June 20, 2012, as ‘‘American 

Eagle Day”, and celebrating the recovery 

and restoration of the bald eagle, the na- 

tional symbol of the United States) 

Whereas on June 20, 1782, the bald eagle 
was officially designated as the national em- 
blem of the United States by the founding fa- 
thers in the Congress of the Confederation; 

Whereas the bald eagle is the central 
image of the Great Seal of the United States; 

Whereas the image of the bald eagle is dis- 
played in the official seal of many branches 
and departments of the Federal Government, 
including— 

(1) the Office of the President; 

(2) the Office of the Vice President; 

(3) Congress; 

(4) the Supreme Court; 

(5) the Department of the Treasury; 

(6) the Department of Defense; 

(7) the Department of Justice; 

(8) the Department of State; 

(9) the Department of Commerce; 

(10) the Department of Homeland Security; 

(11) the Department of Veterans Affairs; 

(12) the Department of Labor; 

(18) the Department of Health and Human 
Services; 
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(14) the Department of Energy; 

(15) the Department of Housing and Urban 
Development; 

(16) the Central Intelligence Agency; and 

(17) the Postal Service; 

Whereas the bald eagle is an inspiring sym- 
bol of— 

(1) the spirit of freedom; and 

(2) the sovereignty of the United States; 

Whereas since the founding of the Nation, 
the image, meaning, and symbolism of the 
bald eagle have played a significant role in 
the art, music, history, commerce, lit- 
erature, architecture, and culture of the 
United States; 

Whereas the bald eagle is prominently fea- 
tured on the stamps, currency, and coinage 
of the United States; 

Whereas the habitat of bald eagles exists 
only in North America; 

Whereas by 1963, the population of bald ea- 
gles that nested in the lower 48 States had 
declined to approximately 417 nesting pairs; 

Whereas due to the dramatic decline in the 
population of bald eagles in the lower 48 
States, the Secretary of the Interior listed 
the bald eagle as an endangered species on 
the list of endangered species published 
under section 4(c)(1) of the Endangered Spe- 
cies Act of 1973 (16 U.S.C. 1583(c)(1)); 

Whereas caring and concerned individuals 
from the Federal, State, and private sectors 
banded together to save, and help ensure the 
recovery and protection of, bald eagles; 

Whereas on July 20, 1969, the first manned 
lunar landing occurred in the Apollo 11 
Lunar Excursion Module, which was named 
“Eagle”; 

Whereas the “Eagle” played an integral 
role in achieving the goal of the United 
States of landing a man on the Moon and re- 
turning that man safely to Earth; 

Whereas in 1995, as a result of the efforts of 
those caring and concerned individuals, the 
Secretary of the Interior listed the bald 
eagle as a threatened species on the list of 
threatened species published under section 
4(c)(1) of the Endangered Species Act of 1973 
(16 U.S.C. 1533(c)(1)); 

Whereas by 2007, the population of bald ea- 
gles that nested in the lower 48 States had 
increased to approximately 10,000 nesting 
pairs, an increase of approximately 2,500 per- 
cent from the preceding 40 years; 

Whereas in 2007, the population of bald ea- 
gles that nested in the State of Alaska was 
approximately 50,000 to 70,000; 

Whereas on June 28, 2007, the Secretary of 
the Interior removed the bald eagle from the 
list of threatened species published under 
section 4(c)(1) of the Endangered Species Act 
of 1973 (16 U.S.C. 1533(c)(1)); 

Whereas bald eagles remain protected in 
accordance with— 

(1) the Act entitled ‘‘An Act for the protec- 
tion of the bald eagle”, approved June 8, 1940 
(16 U.S.C. 668 et seq.) (Commonly known as 
the ‘‘Bald Eagle Protection Act of 1940’’); and 

(2) the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (16 
U.S.C. 703 et seq.); 

Whereas on January 15, 2008, the Secretary 
of the Treasury issued 3 limited edition bald 
eagle commemorative coins under the Amer- 
ican Bald Eagle Recovery and National Em- 
blem Commemorative Coin Act (Public Law 
108-486; 118 Stat. 3934); 

Whereas the sale of the limited edition 
bald eagle commemorative coins issued by 
the Secretary of the Treasury has raised ap- 
proximately $7,800,000 for the nonprofit 
American Eagle Foundation of Pigeon Forge, 
Tennessee to support efforts to protect the 
bald eagle; 

Whereas if not for the vigilant conserva- 
tion efforts of concerned Americans and the 
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enactment of conservation laws (including 
regulations), the bald eagle would face ex- 
tinction; 

Whereas the American Eagle Foundation 
has brought substantial public attention to 
the cause of the protection and care of the 
bald eagle nationally; 

Whereas November 4, 2010, marked the 25th 
anniversary of the American Eagle Founda- 
tion; 

Whereas facilities around the United 
States, such as the Southeastern Raptor 
Center at Auburn University in the State of 
Alabama, rehabilitate injured eagles for re- 
lease into the wild; 

Whereas the dramatic recovery of the pop- 
ulation of bald eagles— 

(1) is an endangered species success story; 
and 

(2) an inspirational example for other wild- 
life and natural resource conservation efforts 
around the world; 

Whereas the initial recovery of the popu- 
lation of bald eagles was accomplished by 
the concerted efforts of numerous govern- 
ment agencies, corporations, organizations, 
and individuals; and 

Whereas the continuation of recovery, 
management, and public awareness programs 
for bald eagles will be necessary to ensure— 

(1) the continued progress of the recovery 
of bald eagles; and 

(2) that the population and habitat of bald 
eagles will remain healthy and secure for fu- 
ture generations: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 

(1) designates June 20, 2012, as “American 
Eagle Day”’; 

(2) applauds the issuance of bald eagle 
commemorative coins by the Secretary of 
the Treasury as a means by which to gen- 
erate critical funds for the protection of bald 
eagles; and 

(3) encourages— 

(A) educational entities, organizations, 
businesses, conservation groups, and govern- 
ment agencies with a shared interest in con- 
serving endangered species to collaborate 
and develop educational tools for use in the 
public schools of the United States; and 

(B) the people of the United States to ob- 
serve American Eagle Day with appropriate 
ceremonies and other activities. 

S. RES. 499 
(Recognizing the tenth anniversary of the 

National Institute of Biomedical Imaging 

and Bioengineering) 

Whereas the National Institute of Bio- 
medical Imaging and Bioengineering Estab- 
lishment Act (Public Law 106-580; 114 Stat. 
3088) was signed into law on December 29, 
2000; 

Whereas the National Institute of Bio- 
medical Imaging and Bioengineering (re- 
ferred to in this preamble as the ‘‘Institute’’) 
awarded its first research grants in April 
2002; 

Whereas the purpose of the Institute, a 
component of the National Institutes of 
Health, is to conduct and support research, 
training, dissemination of health informa- 
tion, and other programs relating to bio- 
medical imaging, biomedical engineering, 
and associated technologies and modalities 
with biomedical applications; 

Whereas the Institute was established to— 

(1) accelerate the development of new tech- 
nologies with clinical and research applica- 
tions; 

(2) improve coordination and efficiency at 
the National Institutes of Health and 
throughout the Federal Government; 

(8) lay the foundation for a new medical in- 
formation age; 
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(4) promote economic development; and 

(5) provide a structure for training current 
and future researchers based on the most re- 
cent innovative discoveries; 

Whereas the Institute and the biomedical 
imaging and bioengineering research com- 
munities encourage the integration of the 
physical and life sciences to advance human 
health by improving quality of life and re- 
ducing the burden of disease through re- 
search and discoveries; 

Whereas, since its establishment, the Insti- 
tute has supported research to develop sci- 
entific advances in biotechnology, imaging, 
and biomedical engineering, and to advance 
the application of biomedical technology to 
improve detection, treatment, and preven- 
tion of disease by assembling diverse teams 
of scientists and engineers to pursue innova- 
tive medical therapies and technologies to 
better meet the health care needs of pa- 
tients; and 

Whereas the Institute has helped to sup- 
port scientific breakthroughs in areas such 
as regenerative medicine, cancer treatments, 
and nanotechnology, which are helping 
health care providers to better target care 
and meet the individual health care needs of 
patients: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 

(1) commends the National Institute of 
Biomedical Imaging and Bioengineering for 
its leadership in research and its role in ad- 
vancing technologies that improve patient 
health; 

(2) recognizes the remarkable impact that 
biomedical research supported by the Na- 
tional Institute of Biomedical Imaging and 
Bioengineering has had on patients; and 

(3) recognizes the importance of maintain- 
ing a strong commitment to pursuing the 
next generation of life-saving treatments 
and technologies for patients. 


EE 


ORDERS FOR WEDNESDAY, JUNE 
20, 2012 


Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the Sen- 
ate completes its business today, it ad- 
journ until 9:30 a.m. on Wednesday, 
June 20; that following the prayer and 
pledge, the Journal of proceedings be 
approved to date, the morning hour be 
deemed expired, and the time for the 
two leaders be reserved for their use 
later in the day; that the majority 
leader be recognized; and that fol- 
lowing the remarks of the leaders, the 
Republican leader be recognized to 
make a motion to proceed to S.J. Res. 
37; further, that the time until 11:30 
a.m. be equally divided and controlled 
between the two leaders or their des- 
ignees, with the Republicans control- 
ling the first 15 minutes and the major- 
ity controlling the second 15 minutes; 
and finally, that at 11:30 a.m., the Sen- 
ate proceed to vote on the adoption of 
the motion to proceed; that if the mo- 
tion to proceed is agreed to, all other 
provisions of the previous order with 
respect to S.J. Res. 37 remain in effect, 
and that if the motion to proceed is not 
agreed to, the Senate resume consider- 
ation of S. 3240 and the votes in rela- 
tion to the amendments remaining in 
order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, there 
will be several rollcall votes beginning 
at approximately 11:30 a.m. tomorrow. 
The first vote will be on the motion to 
proceed to S.J. Res. 37, a resolution of 
disapproval regarding the EPA’s mer- 
cury and air toxics standards. The ad- 
ditional votes will be on amendments 
to the farm bill in order to complete 
action on the bill. 
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ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 9:30 A.M. 
TOMORROW 


Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, if there 
is no further business to come before 
the Senate, I ask unanimous consent 
that it adjourn under the previous 
order. 

There being no objection, the Senate, 


at 9:49 p.m., adjourned until Wednes- 
day, June 20, 2012, at 9:30 a.m. 


June 19, 2012 
WITHDRAWAL 


Executive Message transmitted by 
the President to the Senate on June 19, 
2012 withdrawing from further Senate 
consideration the following nomina- 
tion: 

BRETT H. MCGURK, OF CONNECTICUT, TO BE AMBAS- 
SADOR EXTRAORDINARY AND PLENIPOTENTIARY OF 
THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA TO THE REPUBLIC OF 


IRAQ, WHICH WAS SENT TO THE SENATE ON MARCH 27, 
2012. 
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EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 


SUPPORTING THE DESIGNATION 
OF JUNE 20, 2012 AS AMERICAN 
EAGLE DAY 


HON. DAVID P. ROE 


OF TENNESSEE 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, June 19, 2012 


Mr. ROE of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today in support of designating June 20, 2012 
as American Eagle Day and celebrating the 
recovery and restoration of the bald eagle, the 
national symbol of the United States. On June 
20, 1782, the eagle was designated as the na- 
tional emblem of the U.S. by the Founding Fa- 
thers at the Second Continental Congress. 

The bald eagle is the central image of the 
Great Seal of the United States and is dis- 
played in the official seal of many branches 
and departments of the Federal Government. 

The bald eagle is an inspiring symbol of the 
spirit of freedom and the democracy of the 
United States. Since the founding of the Na- 
tion, the image, meaning and symbolism of 
the eagle have played a significant role in art, 
music, history, commerce, literature, architec- 
ture and culture of the United States. The bald 
eagle’s habitat only exists in North America. 

Over the years, several members of Con- 
gress have introduced and passed resolutions 
in support of the designation of American 
Eagle Day. My friend and colleague, Senator 
LAMAR ALEXANDER has introduced the same 
resolution for this year and | support his ef- 
forts. 

| hope my colleagues will join in celebrating 
tomorrow, June 20, 2012 as American Eagle 
Day, which marks the recovery and restoration 
of the bald eagle. 


a 


CONGRATULATING KENT STATE 
UNIVERSITY’S BASEBALL TEAM 


HON. TIM RYAN 


OF OHIO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, June 19, 2012 


Mr. RYAN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, | rise to 
recognize the tremendous accomplishment of 
Kent State University’s advancement to the 
semifinals of the College World Series. | wish 
to extend my sincerest congratulations and 
offer them the best of luck as they continue 
their extraordinary journey in Omaha, Ne- 
braska. 

The 13th nationally ranked Golden Flashes 
punched their ticket to Omaha after winning 
an exciting series in the Eugene Super Re- 
gional against Oregon. In the bottom of the 
9th inning with the series tied at one game 
apiece, Jimmy Rider became a hero by hitting 
the game winning RBI and sending KSU to 
the College World Series. Kent State is the 
first Ohio team since 1980 to participate in the 


heralded 8-team double elimination bracket. 
They are also the first team since Eastern 
Michigan in 1976 to represent the Mid-Amer- 
ican Conference in the College World Series. 


Last evening, June 18th, the Golden 
Flashes advanced to the College World Series 
semifinals by defeating the University of Flor- 
ida. Kent State opened up an early 5 run lead 
that they never gave up, defeating Florida 5 to 
4. The Golden Flashes will go on to play the 
South Carolina Gamecocks, last year’s cham- 
pions, on June 20th. 


It is an incredible honor for them to have 
made it this far and | am proud to offer my full 
support to Kent State as their Cinderella story 
continues in the College World Series. 


EE 


IN RECOGNITION OF THE 60TH 
ANNIVERSARY OF ROSARY HALL 


HON. DENNIS J. KUCINICH 


OF OHIO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, June 19, 2012 


Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in 
recognition of Rosary Hall, on the occasion of 
its 60 year anniversary of providing important 
services to individuals struggling with the de- 
structive disease of addiction. 


Founded by Sister Ignatia in 1952, Rosary 
Hall has remained at the forefront of effective 
and innovative behavioral therapy programs, 
developing shortly after the founding of the 
first Alcoholics Anonymous in nearby Akron. In 
affiliation with St. Vincent Charity Medical 
Center, Rosary Hall works with families, 
friends, and co-workers of patients in a sup- 
portive and compassionate environment. Since 
the Hall’s founding it has helped to save over 
50,000 people from the debilitating and deadly 
grips of addiction. 


Rosary Hall’s success is facilitated by a 
process which spans the entire road to recov- 
ery: from inpatient detoxification programs in a 
hospital setting, to outpatient rehabilitation and 
finally to community-centered support net- 
works. Rosary Hall is staffed by a team of 
dedicated professionals who constantly seek 
to develop skills in order to ensure that each 
patient receives the personalized care and 
strategies which will leave them equipped to 
handle this difficult disease. Rosary Hall con- 
tinues to be a pioneer in the field of addiction 
treatment research. 


Mr. Speaker and colleagues, join me in hon- 
oring Rosary Hall as it enters its 60th year of 
saving lives, families, and providing people the 
freedom to live healthy and happy lives. 


PERSONAL EXPLANATION 


HON. BILL HUIZENGA 


OF MICHIGAN 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, June 19, 2012 


Mr. HUIZENGA of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, 
on rollcall No. 307 | was absent due to a fam- 
ily matter. Had | been present, | would have 
voted “yes.” 


EEE 


CONGRATULATING NANCY 
BARBOUR ON THE OCCASION OF 
HER RETIREMENT 


HON. GERALD E. CONNOLLY 


OF VIRGINIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, June 19, 2012 


Mr. CONNOLLY of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, | 
rise to congratulate Nancy Barbour on the oc- 
casion of her retirement on June 30th after 21 
years at Dykema, where she was a founding 
member of its government relations practice. 
During her tenure at Dykema, she advocated 
for many worthy causes, including support for 
the city of Detroit and the University of Michi- 
gan Medical System, where her efforts re- 
sulted in the addition of both a new veterans’ 
hospital and a new children’s hospital. The 
Detroit Free Press, Crain’s Business Week, 
and Detroit News have recognized Mrs. 
Barbour’s many endeavors. 

Prior to her private sector advocacy, Mrs. 
Barbour dedicated nearly twenty years to 
working on Capitol Hill, spanning both cham- 
bers. She worked for Senator Phil Hart from 
Michigan, Congressman Bob Traxler from 
Michigan, Congressman Jim O’Hara from 
Michigan, Congressman Herb Harris from Vir- 
ginia, and Congressman Bill Ford from Michi- 
gan, who was Chairman of the Committee on 
Education and Labor. Mrs. Barbour served for 
many years as Chairman Ford’s Legislative 
Director. She worked on a host of issues dur- 
ing her congressional tenure, including a hu- 
manitarian initiative helping to relocate a num- 
ber of Soviet Jews facing persecution in the 
USSR to the United States. Mrs. Barbour’s 
mastery of congressional issues and the fed- 
eral assisted her success in the private sector. 

Having realized personal success in both 
the public and private sectors, Mrs. Barbour 
understands the importance of education, and 
tirelessly gives back to her community. For 
many years she has tutored adults in Fairfax 
County, Virginia, helping them earn a high 
school equivalency degree and further their 
own career opportunities and realize their per- 
sonal potential. Despite her retirement, Mrs. 
Barbour will continue as a pillar of her commu- 
nity and continue to help those striving to help 
themselves. 


@ This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor. 


Matter set in this typeface indicates words inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor. 
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Mr. Speaker, | ask that my colleagues join 
me in thanking Nancy Barbour for her dec- 
ades of service to Congress and her commu- 
nity, and to congratulate her on her retirement 
and wish her well in all of her future endeav- 
ors. 


EE 


CELEBRATING THE LIFE OF GIL 
NOBLE, PRODUCER AND HOST OF 
WABC-TV’S “LIKE IT IS” 


HON. CHARLES B. RANGEL 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, June 19, 2012 


Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in 
honor of my dear longtime friend and Harlem 
native, Gil Noble, who made his transition on 
Holy Thursday, April 5, 2012 at the age of 
eighty. Born to Jamaican immigrants Gilbert 
and Iris Noble in Harlem on February 22, 
1932, Gil Noble was a pioneering anchorman 
and journalist who spent his career giving 
voice to Black Power and the African 
Diasporic experience. For over forty years he 
was perhaps the nation’s most important black 
journalist, bringing the struggle for civil rights 
and equality into the homes of millions of 
Americans in black and white and in color. 

Growing up influenced by jazz pianist Erroll 
Garner, a young Gil Noble took up the piano 
and decided as a teen to pursue a career in 
music. He formed the Gil Noble Trio, playing 
in New York clubs while attending City Col- 
lege. Later in life his love of jazz would later 
lead him to become a strong supporter of the 
Jazz Foundation of America and join its board 
of directors. After graduating, he went on to 
work for Union Carbide and modeled part 
time, where he met his wife, Jean, also a 
model at that time. 

Gil Noble began his fifty years career in tel- 
evision and programming, when he got his 
first break in broadcast media in 1962, as a 
part-time announcer for Harlem’s radio station 
WLIB. Gil began reporting and reading news- 
casts as well as servicing the Associated 
Press teletype machine and tracking interview 
tapes. In 1967, he joined WABC-TV as a re- 
porter and served as anchor for the station’s 
Saturday and Sunday night newscast in 1968. 
Gils career surged when he was named host 
of WABC-TV’s “Like It Is.” During his numer- 
ous decades hosting his iconic television pro- 
gram, Like It Is, Gil acquainted the country 
with the story and the culture of Black Amer- 
ica. 

The show was truly groundbreaking. It en- 
gaged black leaders in sports, journalism, film, 
education, civil rights, politics and business, 
like Bill Cosby, Harry Belafonte, Lena Horne, 
Sarah Vaughan, Sammy Davis, Jr., Dizzy Gil- 
lespie, Oscar Peterson, Erroll Garner, Carmen 
McRae, Aretha Franklin, Dr. Billy Taylor, 
Nancy Wilson, Sidney Poitier, Imhotep Gary 
Byrd, (Dr. Ben) Yosef Ben-Jochannan, Mu- 
hammad Ali, Arthur Ashe, Reverend Jesse 
Louis Jackson and Minister Louis Farrakhan to 
name a few. 

Gil told it like it is and interviewed national 
and international historic figures like President 
Nelson Mandela of South Africa and President 
Robert Mugabe of Zimbabwe. He interviewed 
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controversial and uncontroversial with pro- 
found discussions of the world’s most impor- 
tant issues. | was greatly honored to appear 
on Like It Is, with Reverend Dr. Calvin A. Butts 
of the historic Abyssinian Baptist Church, 
where we gather to say farewell to our dear 
friend and legend. 

The program also featured insightful docu- 
mentaries that delved into the lives of Paul 
Robeson, Martin Luther King, Jr., W.E.B. 
DuBois, Malcolm X, Charlie Parker, Jack 
Johnson, Fannie Lou Hamer, Adam Clayton 
Powell, Jr., Stokely Carmichael (Kwame Ture), 
Justice Bruce Wright and countless other 
prominent figures of the African and Urban Di- 
aspora. Perhaps most importantly, it provided 
an intelligent and progressive forum for black 
Americans that changed the way the nation 
viewed its black citizens. Gil’s legacy will con- 
tinue as a trailblazer for African Americans in 
journalism. 

Mr. Speaker, you would be hard pressed to 
find anyone in Harlem who does not have 
memories of gathering with friends and family 
to watch Gil Noble eloquently discuss the 
issues of the day. The death of Gil, a son of 
Harlem, is especially saddening for the Village 
of Harlem, but also our Nation and the world. 
We will all miss this intellectually passionate 
man and the inspiration he gave to our Nation. 

On Thursday, April 12, hundreds of Harlem- 
ites, New Yorkers and world visitors convened 
at Harlem’s historic Abyssinian Baptist Church 
to pay final tribute, respect and honor to a 
man who was larger than height. May our spir- 
it be filled with light and progress and may the 
light guide us through the fear and ignorance 
of our times in remembrance of my dear be- 
loved Gil Noble. 


EEE 


TRIBUTE TO SETH ALEXANDER 
KLEINWORT 


HON. TOM LATHAM 


OF IOWA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, June 19, 2012 


Mr. LATHAM. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
recognize and congratulate Seth Kleinwort of 
Madrid, lowa for achieving the rank of Eagle 
Scout. 

The Eagle Scout rank is the highest ad- 
vancement rank in scouting. Only about 5 per- 
cent of Boy Scouts earn the Eagle Scout 
Award. The award is a performance-based 
achievement with high standards that have 
been well-maintained over the past century. 

To earn the Eagle Scout rank, a Boy Scout 
is obligated to pass specific tests that are or- 
ganized by requirements and merit badges, as 
well as completing an Eagle Project to benefit 
the community. Seth’s project involved funding 
and erecting 21 flags on Memorial Day Week- 
end along Highway 17 to pay tribute to our na- 
tion’s heroes. Seth completed this project 
while going above and beyond the required 
merit badges, earning a staggering total of 50 
badges. The work ethic Seth has shown in his 
Eagle Project, and every other project leading 
up to his Eagle Scout rank, speaks volumes of 
his commitment to serving a cause greater 
than himself and assisting his community. 

Mr. Speaker, the example set by this young 
man and his supportive family demonstrates 
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the rewards of hard work, dedication and per- 
severance. | am honored to represent Seth 
and his family in the United States Congress. 
| know that all of my colleagues in the House 
will join me in congratulating him in obtaining 
the Eagle Scout ranking, and will wish him 
continued success in his future education and 
career. 


Ses 


HONORING THE 100TH ANNIVER- 
SARY OF THE SCOTTISH RITE 
CATHEDRAL IN NEW MEXICO 


HON. DENNIS J. KUCINICH 


OF OHIO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, June 19, 2012 


Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in 
honor of the Scottish Rite Masons of New 
Mexico on the occasion of the Centennial 
Celebration of the Scottish Rite Cathedral in 
Santa Fe, New Mexico. On this occasion they 
also celebrate New Mexico’s 100th year as a 
State of the Union. 

The celebration at the Scottish Rite Temple 
includes tours, outdoor activities, a parade, a 
private reception, a brunch, a public exemplifi- 
cation of a Scottish Rite Degree and a Period 
Dress Ball in the evening. 

Though the exact time of the beginning of 
Freemasonry is unknown, many of the sym- 
bols and language come from the Middle 
Ages. It has become a worldwide fraternity 
which focuses on self-improvement and social 
betterment. Freemasons partake in philan- 
thropy, service, funding of research, and 
spreading ideals in which they believe. 

Currently, there are four million Masons 
worldwide. Notable Masons throughout time 
are George Washington, Benjamin Franklin, 
Paul Revere, John Hancock, John Paul Jones 
and Chief Justice John Marshall to name a 
few. Notable actions of the Masons include 
spreading the ideals of the Enlightenment, the 
formation of the democratic government and 
supporting the first public schools in both Eu- 
rope and America. 

Mr. Speaker and colleagues, please join me 
in honoring the Scottish Rite and all Free- 
masons on the joyous occasion of the Centen- 
nial Celebration of the Scottish Rite Cathedral 
in Santa Fe, New Mexico. 


EE 


RON NEWTON, MANCHESTER 
VOLUNTEER FIREFIGHTER 


HON. CHELLIE PINGREE 


OF MAINE 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, June 19, 2012 


Ms. PINGREE of Maine. Mr. Speaker, | 
would like to honor the incredible public serv- 
ice of one of my constituents, Ron Newton of 
Manchester, Maine. 

Mr. Newton has been a member of the 
Manchester Volunteer Fire Department now 
for 50 years. In that time, he has served as 
deputy to three different chiefs, and has put 
thousands of hours into training, fire calls, and 
meetings. 

In Maine, our small towns often depend on 
volunteers to staff our fire departments. With 
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their radios always close by, they routinely 
drop what they’re doing to report to an emer- 
gency, whether they have to leave work or 
their families to do so. Just like full-time fire- 
fighters, they risk their lives for others, are 
passionate about their work, and are heroes. 

Mr. Newton’s five decades as a firefighter is 
an incredible statement of commitment to his 
community and its residents—he has some- 
thing to teach us all about public service. 


PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
HON. BILL HUIZENGA 


OF MICHIGAN 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, June 19, 2012 

Mr. HUIZENGA of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, 
on rollcall No. 308, | was absent due to a fam- 


ily matter. Had | been present, | would have 
voted “no.” 


— 


IN RECOGNITION OF THE 2012 VI- 
ENNA-TYSONS REGIONAL CHAM- 
BER OF COMMERCE BUSINESS 
AND SERVICE AWARDS 


HON. GERALD E. CONNOLLY 


OF VIRGINIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, June 19, 2012 


Mr. CONNOLLY of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, | 
rise today to recognize the honorees of the 
2012 Vienna Tysons Regional Chamber of 
Commerce (VTRCC) Business and Service 
Awards. Each year, the VTRCC recognizes 
companies, nonprofits, and individuals in the 
Vienna-Tysons area who demonstrate excep- 
tional commitment to business and the com- 
munity. 

Since the 1940’s, the VTRCC has provided 
a strategic link between local businesses and 
the region through participation in community 
activities, networking opportunities, marketing, 
support and education. This region has wit- 
nessed extraordinary growth, and the VTRCC 
has been a consistent, guiding voice for busi- 
ness. Fairfax County is considered by many to 
be one of the best communities in the country 
in which to live, work and raise a family. A sig- 
nificant factor in that distinction is the thriving 
partnership between the public and private 
sectors. Corporations, non-profit organizations, 
and educational institutions work hand-in-hand 
with their counterparts in local, State and Fed- 
eral government agencies. A thriving business 
community is essential to maintaining a high 
quality of life for all residents, just as ensuring 
strong community institutions and educational 
opportunities are available for all residents is 
essential to fostering continued economic 
growth. 

| join the Vienna-Tysons Regional Chamber 
of Commerce in congratulating the following 
recipients of the 2012 Business and Service 
Awards: 

Business of the Year (Large Company): 
Transurban. 

Business of the Year (Small Company): 
Washington Landscapes. 

Business Executive of the Year (Large 
Company): Kevin Reynolds—Cardinal Bank. 
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Business Executive of the Year (Small Com- 
pany): Diana Carlin—Damon Galleries, Ltd. 

Entrepreneur of the Year: Mark Rogoff— 
Title One Settlement Group, LLC. 

Citizen of the Year: Delegate Mark Keam. 

Nonprofit of the Year: Shepherd’s Center of 
Oakton-Vienna. 

Educator of the Year: David Reynolds—Vi- 
enna Elementary School. 

Lifetime Service Award: Richard Irons—First 
Citizens Bank. 

Mr. Speaker, | ask my colleagues to join me 
in congratulating the recipients of the 2012 Vi- 
enna-Tysons Regional Chamber of Commerce 
Business and Service Awards and in thanking 
them for their many contributions not only to 
our businesses but also our community. 


IN HONOR OF DR. LINDA HENKE 


HON. RUSS CARNAHAN 


OF MISSOURI 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, June 19, 2012 


Mr. CARNAHAN. Mr. Speaker, | rise today 
to recognize Dr. Linda Henke, for her years of 
service to the people of the St. Louis area. 

Dr. Henke is retiring as Superintendent of 
the Maplewood Richmond Heights School Dis- 
trict, MRH, where she demonstrated a true 
passion for excellence during her years of 
service. When she first joined MRH, the dis- 
trict was one point away from losing its ac- 
creditation from the state of Missouri. After a 
decade under Dr. Henke’s guidance, the 
school district now operates with Missouri's 
top Annual Performance Report Score; a true 
testament to Dr. Henke’s hard work, dedica- 
tion, and leadership. 

Her personal approach towards the staff 
and the students has been a hallmark of her 
tenure. She made a point to know the staff 
and the students by name, and she attended 
nearly all sporting events, school plays, and 
concerts her students took part in. She ac- 
tively sought to include her students in the de- 
velopment of successful school policies by 
regularly meeting with an advisory team of 
middle and high school students to openly dis- 
cuss problems and possible solutions. 

Dr. Henke not only cares about her stu- 
dents’ academic success, but also about their 
health and well-being. | have had the pleasure 
of working with Dr. Henke as she has endeav- 
ored to provide locally produced, healthy food 
choices to her students in the cafeteria. She 
has worked hard to engage students in learn- 
ing about our food system and teaching them 
that good eating habits are connected to ex- 
cellence in education. 

Her life has been defined by remarkable 
service to others. Dr. Henke has an excep- 
tional ability to identify needs and works to ful- 
fill them, as she has demonstrated many times 
while leading the MRH school district. A great 
example of this was when she saw that some 
students and families had lost their homes and 
had trouble finding regular meals. She ad- 
dressed this by developing Joe’s Place, where 
teenage boys can go to find affection, support, 
a home, and regular meals. In previous years, 
each of the boys who lived at Joe’s Place not 
only graduated from MRH High School, but 
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also went on to attend college. In many cases, 
they were the first members of their families to 
accomplish this feat. 

Without Dr. Henke’s passion for her stu- 
dents and determination to provide them with 
every opportunity for success, MRH would not 
be the model school district it is today. Edu- 
cators from across the country visit MRH 
schools to understand how she has trans- 
formed the district, and how they can replicate 
her successful programs in their own districts. 

| congratulate Dr. Linda Henke on her retire- 
ment, and | thank her for her service to our 
community. 


EE 


IN HONOR OF MR. STUART J. 
GREENBERG 


HON. DENNIS J. KUCINICH 


OF OHIO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, June 19, 2012 


Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in 
honor of Mr. Stuart J. Greenberg on the occa- 
sion of his retirement as executive director of 
Environmental Health Watch (EHW). 

As an EHW founding board member, staff 
member for 28 years, and chief executive for 
19 years, Stu became a pioneer in the field of 
healthy housing leaving a rich legacy and a 
number of accomplishments which have led to 
healthier children and families both in and 
around the Cleveland area and across the 
country. Stu was instrumental in establishing 
the first national conference on healthy homes 
and, with a small group of peer experts, lit- 
erally coined the term “healthy home.” 

Stu’s work with EHW was not limited to the 
inside of the home. As part of his work with 
EHW, Stu helped to develop Local Emergency 
Planning Committees, or LEPCs, which facili- 
tate collaboration and information sharing 
among partners in emergency response. Stu 
helped to get provisions for LEPCs in the 
1986 “Right-to-Know” amendments to the fed- 
eral Comprehensive Environmental Response 
Compensation and Liability Act, better known 
as “Superfund.” Stu’s participation and leader- 
ship in Cuyahoga County’s LEPC over the last 
25 years has contributed to the safety of local 
communities in Northeast Ohio. 

EHW, formerly the Council on Hazardous 
Materials, was not the first organization which 
Stu took from concept to reality. Stu was a co- 
founder and first executive director of Spec- 
trum of Supportive Services, formerly Panta 
Rhei, Inc., a rehabilitation agency now affili- 
ated with Recovery Resources, Inc., for peo- 
ple re-entering the community following long- 
term mental health-related hospitalizations. 

Stu began his college education at Western 
Reserve University, where he graduated cum 
laude in 1966 with a Bachelor’s degree in Psy- 
chology and Sociology. Then, in 1970, Stu 
graduated from the Case Institute of Tech- 
nology, earning a Master of Science degree in 
Organizational Behavior. 

Stu has served on many councils, commit- 
tees, and boards and has received numerous 
awards and distinctions for his expertise, activ- 
ism, and dedication to social justice, such as 
the 2005 Howard Metzenbaum Citizen Action 
Award by Ohio Citizen Action. 
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Mr. Speaker and colleagues, please join me 
in congratulating Stu Greenberg on his path- 
forging and inspiring career and service to the 
Greater Cleveland community. 


—— 


100TH ANNIVERSARY OF THE GIRL 
SCOUTS 


HON. BOB GOODLATTE 


OF VIRGINIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, June 19, 2012 


Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Speaker, When Juli- 
ette “Daisy” Gordon Low gathered 18 girls to- 
gether in Savannah, GA, on March 12, 1912, 
she aimed to offer a hand to the youngsters 
by helping them to develop physically, men- 
tally, and spiritually. Since that first meeting of 
what would become known as the Girl Scouts, 
millions of girls and young women have grown 
in courage, confidence, and character and 
made countless contributions to the world. 

The Girl Scout leadership program exists to 
help girls learn more about themselves, their 
values, and people. Those who have made 
extraordinary contributions as Girl Scouts re- 
ceive the Gold Award for making a difference 
in their communities. 

Through leadership in the scouting tradition, 
Girls Scouts are changing our country and the 
world. The organization continues to operate 
on a strong foundation of volunteers who dedi- 
cate themselves to offering their time and tal- 
ents in the interest of guiding tomorrow’s lead- 
ers. Thanks to them, over 10,000 girls from 
kindergarten through grade 12 across 36 
counties in western Virginia are enjoying the 
Girl Scouts program. They are among over 3 
million girls and volunteers who are active 
members along with 50 million women in the 
United States who are Girl Scouts alumnae. 

As the Girl Scouts celebrate their centennial 
with a special event in Roanoke, VA, on June 
30, | applaud the organization for its long his- 
tory of leadership as the voice for its many de- 
voted members, past and present. Let us all 
commend the special women whose experi- 
ence in Girl Scouts is influencing our commu- 
nities. We look forward to today’s Girl Scouts 
becoming our next generation of leaders. 


PERSONAL EXPLANATION 


HON. CAROLYN McCARTHY 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, June 19, 2012 


Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York. Mr. Speak- 
er, | was unavoidably absent on June 18, 
2012. If | were present, | would have voted on 
the following: 

S. 684, To provide for the conveyance of 
certain parcels of land to the town of Alta, 
Utah—rollcall No. 379: “yea.” 

S. 404, To modify a land grant patent 
issued by the Secretary of the Interior—rollcall 
No. 380: “yea.” 
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HONORING REV. JANE ADAMS 
SPAHR 


HON. LYNN C. WOOLSEY 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, June 19, 2012 


Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
honor the leadership of the Rev. Jane Adams 
Spahr, whose work on behalf of justice for the 
LGBT community is an inspiration in Northern 
California and across the country. 


Rev. Spahr began her ministry as a proud 
progressive and feminist, and as one of few 
willing to work publicly for the cause of equal- 
ity for lesbian, gay, bisexual, and transgender 
people. In 1980, Rev. Spahr served as Min- 
ister of Pastoral Care for the Metropolitan 
Community Church in San Francisco’s Castro 
District. And in 1982, Rev. Spahr founded 
what would become the Spectrum LGBT Cen- 
ter, Mann County’s premiere LGBT service 
provider and advocacy organization. 


In 1991, Rev. Spahr was called to serve as 
co-pastor of the Downtown United Pres- 
byterian Church of Rochester, New York, mak- 
ing her the first openly gay person called to 
such a position of leadership within the Pres- 
byterian tradition. Unfortunately, Rev. Spahr’s 
pastorship was challenged and ultimately re- 
voked by Church leadership. The Reverend 
was instead invited to serve the Presbyterian 
congregation in Tiburon, California, with a 
focus on working within the denomination to 
end discrimination and foster inclusiveness 
and social justice. 


More recently, after the Supreme Court of 
California struck down the State’s ban on 
same-sex marriage, Rev. Spahr became 
known for officiating at the marriages of sev- 
eral gay and lesbian couples. The Reverend 
was again challenged for refusing to comply 
with the anti-gay marriage policies of Church 
leadership and earlier this year Rev. Spahr re- 
ceived a formal censure for her actions. How- 
ever, as in the past, the congregation has ral- 
lied behind her, and the local presbytery voted 
overwhelmingly to refuse the censure. Al- 
though Rev. Spahr’s battle continues, | am 
proud to support her mission to see the dignity 
and humanity of every individual respected. 


In 2007, | honored Rev. Spahr in the Con- 
GRESSIONAL RECORD upon her retirement from 
Spectrum, emphasizing that her courageous 
passion for justice and inclusion for LGBT 
people has left a legacy that is paving the way 
to a better future. Clearly, she has advanced 
the cause of same-sex marriage and other 
rights during this time and will continue to be 
an inspiration and role model to all of us who 
care about human rights. 


Mr. Speaker, | invite you to join me in thank- 
ing the Rev. Jane Adams Spahr for her many 
contributions to a stronger and more inclusive 
community, and to the ongoing fight for full 
LGBT equality. We wish her every success, 
and we look forward to the day—closer now 
than ever—when the last vestiges of anti-gay 
discrimination are erased from our laws and 
from our society. 


June 19, 2012 


CONGRATULATING MARTHA 
BROWN MIDDLE SCHOOL 


HON. LOUISE McINTOSH SLAUGHTER 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, June 19, 2012 


Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, it is my es- 
teemed honor to congratulate Martha Brown 
Middle School for being designated as a New 
York State and National “School to Watch.” It 
is a pleasure to acknowledge Martha Brown’s 
Principal David Dunn, the Fairport School 
Board, the administration, teachers, faculty 
and students upon receiving this award as one 
of only seven newly designated schools in 
New York State to be honored with this dis- 
tinction. 

The recognition as a national School to 
Watch means that Martha Brown excels in 
each of the seven Essential Elements of 
Standards—Focused Middle Level Schools 
and Programs. Those seven Essential Ele- 
ments are: a philosophy and mission that re- 
flect the intellectual and developmental needs 
and characteristics of young adolescents; an 
educational program that is comprehensive, 
challenging, purposeful, integrated, relevant, 
and standards-based; an organization and 
structure that support both academic excel- 
lence and personal development; classroom 
instruction appropriate to the needs and char- 
acteristics of young adolescents provided by 
skilled and knowledgeable teachers; strong 
educational leadership and administration that 
encourage, facilitate, and sustain involvement, 
participation, and leadership; a network of 
academic and personal support available for 
all students; and professional learning and 
staff development for all staff that are ongoing, 
planned, purposeful, and collaboratively devel- 
oped. 

It is especially meaningful for me to know 
that a school within New York State’s 28th 
Congressional District and my hometown of 
Fairport has achieved this prestigious honor. It 
is a true testament to the hard work of the 
teachers, administrators, and students. The 
fact that Martha Brown Middle School has 
been selected from among many qualified 
middle schools speaks volumes about the 
school’s character and dedication to academic 
excellence. 

Mr. Speaker, | ask my colleagues to join me 
in congratulating Martha Brown Middle School 
of Fairport Central School District on this well- 
earned honor. As a “School to Watch,” Martha 
Brown serves as a shining example for other 
middle schools throughout our entire nation. 


PERSONAL EXPLANATION 


HON. BILL HUIZENGA 


OF MICHIGAN 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, June 19, 2012 


Mr. HUIZENGA of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, 
on rollcall No. 309, | was absent due to a fam- 
ily matter. Had | been present, | would have 
voted “yes.” 


June 19, 2012 


RECOGNIZING THE RECIPIENTS OF 
THE 2012 SHELTER HOUSE, INC. 
VOLUNTEER AWARDS 


HON. GERALD E. CONNOLLY 


OF VIRGINIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, June 19, 2012 


Mr. CONNOLLY of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, | 
rise to recognize the remarkable efforts of 
Shelter House, Inc., and to congratulate the 
recipients of the 2012 Volunteer Awards. Shel- 
ter House is a community-based, non-profit or- 
ganization that works to break the cycle of 
homelessness by offering support to those 
most in need in the Northern Virginia commu- 
nity. Shelter House provides crisis interven- 
tion, temporary housing, training, counseling, 
and programs to support self-sufficiency. Of 
course, none of this would be possible without 
the hard work of its dedicated volunteers. 

Shelter House was founded in 1981 by sev- 
eral ecumenical groups, which came together 
to better serve low-income individuals and 
families. Shelter House operates three shel- 
ters: The Katherine K. Hanley and the Patrick 
Henry family shelters, which provide tem- 
porary housing for local families who become 
homeless, and Artemis House, Fairfax Coun- 
ty’s domestic violence shelter. Shelter House 
also has transitional housing programs, and it 
provides services for families that have found 
permanent housing. This assistance is vital to 
breaking the cycle of homelessness. 

Volunteers and community partners are es- 
sential to the success of Shelter House, as 
they provide the tools necessary to combat 
homelessness. Their time, money, and effort 
compose the foundation of Shelter House’s 
commendable work. This year, Shelter House 
has chosen several such individuals and part- 
ners to recognize for their outstanding commit- 
ment to ending homelessness in our commu- 
nity. 

| join Shelter House in commending the fol- 
lowing individuals and organizations being 
honored with 2012 Volunteer Awards: 

Community Champion—Cooper 
Gray, PLLC; 

Community Champion—Virginia Tire and 
Auto; 

Community Partner—Reading Connection; 

Community Partner—Southview Community 
Church; 

Community Partner—Keller Williams, Fairfax 
Gateway Office; 

Friend of Shelter House—Chantelle Tait; 

Friend of Shelter House—Mike Katounis & 
Homeworks Painting; 

Friend of Shelter House—Great Falls Wom- 
ens Club; 

Public Service Award—Captain Willie Bailey 
& Fairfax County Fire and Rescue Depart- 
ment; 

Public Service Award—Kathi Sheffel & 
Homeless Liaison Office Tutors of Fairfax 
County Public Schools; 

Public Service Award—Lorraine McLean & 
the Fairfax County Health Department; 

Building Bridges Building Hope Award— 
Lord of Life Lutheran Church; 

Building Bridges Building Hope Award— 
Diane Jenkins; 

Building Bridges Building Hope Award—The 
Quilt Patch; 
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Youth Volunteer Award—Men On a Mission; 
Youth Volunteer Award—Russ Soper; and 
Youth Volunteer Award—Alec Powell. 

The aforementioned individuals and organi- 
zations certainly deserve special recognition 
for their dedication to Shelter House. How- 
ever, one also must acknowledge the impor- 
tance of all Shelter House volunteers, who 
constantly strive to better our community 
through efforts to provide secure, structured 
environments, as well as indispensable sup- 
port, for families in need. These volunteers 
and partners allow Shelter House to effectively 
battle homelessness by empowering families 
to achieve self sufficiency. 

Mr. Speaker, | ask my colleagues to join me 
in expressing our sincere appreciation to Shel- 
ter House and its many volunteers and part- 
ners. Their selfless work benefits the entire 
Northern Virginia community and improves the 
lives of many of our neighbors. 


EE 


COMMENDING HOWARD BERMAN 
FOR HIS HELP PASSING H. RES. 
683 


HON. JUDY CHU 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, June 19, 2012 


Ms. CHU. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to com- 
mend HOWARD BERMAN for his help passing H. 
Res. 683, an expression of regret for the 
House passage of the Chinese Exclusion Act 
of 1882. Due to a clerical error, Mr. BERMAN 
was added as a cosponsor when he should be 
listed as an original cosponsor. 

HOWARD was a key ally in the passage of 
this legislation. Because of his positive rela- 
tionships with Members across the aisle, he 
successfully convinced key Republican law- 
makers to support this effort. He was very in- 
fluential in getting this bill through the House 
Judiciary Committee, and was with me every 
step of the way as we pushed to get a vote 
on the floor. This effort required a great deal 
of negotiation with the Republican leaders in 
the House. And who was by my side? How- 
ARD BERMAN! The community couldn’t ask for 
a better or more dedicated champion to their 
cause. 

Representative BERMAN has been a dedi- 
cated supporter since the introduction of the 
original resolution H. Res. 282, which he also 
cosponsored. Without HOWARD’s support, we 
would not have made history when the House 
unanimously passed an expression of regret 
for the discriminatory Chinese Exclusion Act 
on June 18, 2012. 


IN REMEMBRANCE OF THOMAS 
GREGORY 


HON. DENNIS J. KUCINICH 


OF OHIO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, June 19, 2012 


Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in 
remembrance of Thomas “Tommy” Gregory, a 
man who devoted himself to the well-being of 
his family, friends, community and nation. 


9375 


Born on October 1, 1949 in Lubbock, Texas, 
Mr. Gregory dedicated 35 years of his life to 
public service with the United States Depart- 
ment of Agriculture. He was Director and 
Head Statistician of the National Agricultural 
Statistics Service Mississippi Field Office for 
18 years. He developed programs, systems 
and publications of great use to the agricul- 
tural community. One of his priorities was to 
enlist, encourage, and mentor new employees 
to secure the future effectiveness of the Agen- 
cy. 
Yir. Gregory was highly respected in the Na- 
tional Agricultural Statistics Service (NASS), 
and was known for making special efforts with 
colleges in his area to encourage minority stu- 
dents to apply for work there. He recently re- 
ceived recognition for being the first white man 
in Mississippi to join the Black Employees of 
NASS Organization. 

Additionally, Mr. Gregory was an active and 
courageous supporter of reforming our na- 
tion’s broken monetary system. This year the 
Board of Trustees of the American Monetary 
Institute bestowed the Courage of Conviction 
Award to him, in honor and lasting memory of 
his active support in promoting monetary re- 
form for the benefit of all Americans. He is 
survived by his wife Lanet, his three children 
Kelsey, Britny, and Garrett, and four grand- 
children. 

Mr. Speaker and colleagues, please join me 
in honor and remembrance of Tommy Greg- 
ory, a man of unwavering faith and vision who 
had the courage to live by his convictions and 
make a difference. He will be remembered for 
his outstanding and enduring service for the 
greater good. 


u 


RECOGNIZING NATCA’S 25TH 
ANNIVERSARY 


HON. PETER T. KING 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, June 19, 2012 


Mr. KING of New York. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today in recognition of the 25th anniversary of 
the National Air Traffic Controllers Association 
(NATCA). 

| would like to take this opportunity to thank 
NATCA’s 20,000 controllers, engineers and 
other safety-related professionals for their tire- 
less commitment to keeping America’s skies 
safe. In particular, | would like to express my 
gratitude to New York’s NATCA legislative 
representative and members. The New York 
Center has over 90% of its members in 
NATCA, which speaks to the strength and sol- 
idarity of the organization. 

Every day, the men and women who work 
at control towers, control centers, TRACON fa- 
cilities and flight service stations make it pos- 
sible for 750,000 flyers to travel. Last year, 
these individuals staffed a staggering 134 mil- 
lion flight operations. Most importantly, they 
operate under a commitment to their motto, 
“Safety Above All.” 

NATCA’s unparalleled dedication to its 
members and the flying public has made the 
National Airspace System the best air traffic 
system in the world. Once again, | thank 
NATCA and congratulate its membership on 
the group’s 25th anniversary. 
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CONGRATULATIONS TO MS. CHAR- 
LOTTE LANDRETH-MELVILLE ON 
HER 90TH BIRTHDAY 


HON. MICHAEL G. FITZPATRICK 


OF PENNSYLVANIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, June 19, 2012 


Mr. FITZPATRICK. Mr. Speaker, | would like 
to wish Ms. Charlotte Landreth-Melville, a resi- 
dent of historic Bristol Borough in my home of 
Bucks County, Pennsylvania a Happy Birthday 
as she turns 90 on June 25th. 

During her 90 years, Charlotte has seen six- 
teen U.S. presidents take the oath of office, 
has honorably served her country in World 
War Il as a member of the Women Marines, 
has traveled the world, and has started her 
own small business. Charlotte has enjoyed 
quite a healthy, exciting life. 

Over the course of her life, she has climbed 
to the peak of Mount Kilimanjaro, trekked 
through the Sahara Desert, lived on a house- 
boat in India and bicycled all across Europe. 
One way or another, she still managed to find 
time to remain active in her local community 
as a contributor to the Bristol Pilot Newspaper. 

Mr. Speaker, | am honored to speak on 
Charlotte’s behalf today, and | wish her the 
very best on this momentous occasion. Char- 
lotte’s free spirit and dedication to her country 
and community make her a perfect role model 
in today’s society. | wish her many more years 
of good health, success and happiness. 


Se 


HONORING THE OUTSTANDING CA- 
REER OF RETIRING RED CROSS 
OFFICIAL ARMOND MASCELLI 


HON. MARK S. CRITZ 


OF PENNSYLVANIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, June 19, 2012 


Mr. CRITZ. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to pay 
tribute to a son of southwestern Pennsylvania 
and a tremendous public servant. 

In 1971, a young man named Armond 
Mascelli took the advice of his Scranton col- 
lege professor and went to work for the Amer- 
ican Red Cross. Four decades later, after a 
distinguished career of philanthropic work that 
has taken him to many different parts of the 
world, Armond is set to retire from the Red 
Cross as Vice President for Disaster Oper- 
ations. 

Over the last 41 years, Armond has served 
on and directed numerous disaster relief oper- 
ations throughout the United States, Puerto 
Rico, Central America and the U.S. Virgin Is- 
lands. He has also served on Red Cross as- 
signments in South Vietnam, Thailand, Japan, 
Canada, Mexico, Turkey and Guam. 

Over his long career, there have been many 
significant disasters and Armond remembers 
them all, particularly the Johnstown, PA, flood 
of 1977. 

Any school child from my district can tell 
you about the Great Johnstown Flood of 1889 
caused by a dam failure which resulted in the 
release of 20 million tons of water into Johns- 
town. The flood killed more than 2,200 people 
and was the first major disaster relief effort 
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handled by the American Red Cross, led by 
Clara Barton. 


But on July 20, 1977, a line of severe thun- 
derstorms moved slowly over Johnstown, 
dropping a foot of rain on the city in only 12 
hours. Small streams overflowed and several 
dams failed, causing history to repeat itself. 
Water tore through highways, homes, factories 
and stores. 


The death toll would eventually reach 85 as 
a result of the flood. Property damage reached 
about $300 million. Hundreds were left home- 
less. Our town was once again reminded of its 
tragic history, opening old wounds and inflict- 
ing new ones. But not all of the stories from 
this flood were sad. 


The Red Cross and many other non-profit 
agencies, State and Federal Governments, 
and private individuals rushed to help with the 
relief efforts. Armond Mascelli was a young 
Red Cross disaster worker who had been as- 
signed to the Johnstown relief operation for 
more than a month when he met a young and 
attractive Johnstown girl who was volunteering 
for the Red Cross in the operations. Armond 
and Kathy Lenzi were married 2 years later. 


Armond was also assigned to the Three 
Mile Island nuclear disaster near Harrisburg, 
PA, in 1979, and was part of the task force at 
Indiantown Gap near Lebanon, PA, helping 
the more than 19,000 refugees brought there 
during the Cuban Boat Lift in 1980 and 1981. 


Armond has been part of the Red Cross re- 
sponse to a number of major national and 
international disasters over the past four dec- 
ades, including hurricanes Hugo, Andrew, 
Mitch and Katrina, the Loma Prieta and North 
Ridge earthquakes and the 1993 flooding in 
the Midwest. When the floods from Irene rav- 
aged our State last year, Armond was in the 
Red Cross Disaster Operations Center coordi- 
nating the response. 


When asked if it was ever difficult to stay in 
a field that witnesses so much devastation 
and sadness, he said the good work the Red 
Cross does was motivation to stay in the job. 


“Disaster is unfair, heartbreaking,” he said. 
“Working for the Red Cross is an opportunity 
to provide assistance to those in need. lve 
met a ton of real interesting people—good 
people—through my years with Red Cross. 


“The people | work with really believe in the 
principles of the Red Cross, the mission,” he 
said. “And our volunteers—they amaze me. 
It's neighbor helping neighbor. People in this 
country want to help when something hap- 
pens, it’s part of their makeup. 


“Part of being with the Red Cross is to 
make it better. I’m passing this to someone 
else for them to make improvements,” 
Mascelli said. “The Red Cross is always look- 
ing to the future, to change, to improve. We’re 
an old organization, but we’re still relevant. | 
attribute that to our mission, our volunteers 
and adapting to meet the changing needs of 
those we serve.” 


Mr. Speaker, | congratulate Armond on his 
upcoming retirement and salute his great serv- 
ice to our Nation and to the American Red 
Cross. He and his wife Kathy have my best 
wishes as they transition into a new phase of 
their life together. 


June 19, 2012 


RECOGNIZING THE 150TH 
ANNIVERSARY OF “TAPS” 


HON. TOM REED 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, June 19, 2012 


Mr. REED. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to rec- 
ognize the 150th anniversary of the writing of 
“Taps,” a song | have worked tirelessly here 
in Congress to recognize as the National Song 
of Remembrance for those who have served 
our country. 

Much like “The Star-Spangled Banner’ and 
“The Stars and Stripes Forever,” which were 
born from the winds of war, “Taps” shares a 
similar history. In July 1862, following the 
Seven Days battles, Union General Daniel 
Butterfield and bugler Oliver Willcox Norton 
created “Taps” at Berkley Plantation, Virginia, 
as a way to signal the end of daily military ac- 
tivities. Since that time, “Taps” has become 
known throughout the United States as part of 
the military honors accorded at funerals, me- 
morial services, and wreath ceremonies held 
for members of the uniformed services and 
veterans who have faithfully served our nation 
during times of war and peace. 

The designation of “Taps” as the National 
Song of Remembrance is timely because the 
150th anniversary of the writing of “Taps” will 
be observed with events culminating this 
month, June 2012, with a rededication of the 
Taps Monument at Berkley Plantation, Vir- 
ginia. | am proud that the House of Represent- 
atives passed this language as a tribute to 
honor those that have fallen in service of our 
country. 


PERSONAL EXPLANATION 


HON. BETTY McCOLLUM 


OF MINNESOTA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, June 19, 2012 


Ms. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, | was unable 
to vote on the following amendments to H.R. 
5325 because | was attending an official event 
in my home state of Minnesota with President 
Obama. 

On rollcall vote 306, | would have 
“no” on the Scalise Amendment. 

On rollcall vote 307, | would 
“no” on the King Amendment. 

On rollcall vote 308, | would 
“yes” on the Moran Amendment. 

On rollcall vote 309, | would 
“no” on the Hultgren Amendment. 

On rollcall vote 310, | would 
“no” on the Chaffetz Amendment. 

On rollcall vote 311, | would have 
“no” on the McClintock Amendment. 

On rollcall vote 312, | would have 
“yes” on the Kaptur Amendment. 

On rollcall vote 313, | would have 
“yes” on the Tonko Amendment. 

On rollcall vote 314, | would have 
“yes” on the Hahn Amendment. 


voted 
have voted 
have voted 
have voted 
have voted 
voted 
voted 
voted 


voted 
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RECOGNIZING THE ADRIAN CITY 
BAND ON THEIR 175TH ANNIVER- 
SARY 


HON. TIM WALBERG 


OF MICHIGAN 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, June 19, 2012 


Mr. WALBERG. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
recognize the Adrian City Band as they cele- 
brate their 175th year of providing musical en- 
tertainment to the community of Adrian, Michi- 
gan. 

The Adrian City Band is one of the oldest 
continuously organized city bands in the 
United States, tracing their roots back to 1838. 
Under the leadership of director Jim Rice, the 
band of nearly 80 members recently kicked off 
their weekly summer concert series, which will 
feature eight performances with historical 
themes. 

In spite of the down economy and tight city 
finances, the band members and leadership 
have continued the tradition without pay, while 
the community has supported the band 
through financial donations. 

Community bands are an American tradi- 
tion, and for decades, the Adrian City Band 
has offered a fine example of this civic pas- 
time. The Adrian City Band will continue to en- 
tertain and impress with a series of eight con- 
certs this summer at the Trestle Park 
bandshell, and they deserve recognition for 
their dedication and sacrifice in bringing enter- 
tainment to Southeast Michigan. 


PERSONAL EXPLANATION 


HON. VICKY HARTZLER 


OF MISSOURI 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, June 19, 2012 


Mrs. HARTZLER. Mr. Speaker, on Monday, 
June 18, 2012, | was unable to vote due to a 
conflicting obligation in my district. Had | been 
present, | would have voted as follows: on roll- 
call No. 379, “yea”; on rollcall No. 380, “yea.” 


ee 


IN RECOGNITION OF THE VISITING 
NURSE ASSOCIATION HEALTH 
GROUP’S 100TH ANNIVERSARY 


HON. FRANK PALLONE, JR. 


OF NEW JERSEY 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, June 19, 2012 


Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
congratulate the Visiting Nurse Association 
(VNA) Health Group as its employees gather 
to celebrate its 100th anniversary. VNA Health 
Group members continue to exemplify out- 
standing dedication to the promotion and res- 
toration of the health status of community indi- 
viduals. Their service is truly worthy of this 
body’s recognition. 

The Visiting Nurse Association Health 
Group was established in 1912 in Lincroft, 
New Jersey. Within its first decade, the organi- 
zation completed a study of mentally handi- 
capped children in public schools, launched 
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child welfare programs and established a mo- 
bile health clinic to assist constituents through- 
out Monmouth County, New Jersey. The orga- 
nization adopted the name Monmouth County 
Organization for Social Services (MCOSS) in 
1918 and maintained their focus on improving 
healthcare needs for women and children. The 
agency acquired the Visiting Nurses Associa- 
tion in Middlesex County in 1988 and ex- 
panded their services to include the constitu- 
ents of Middlesex County; later that year, the 
New Jersey hospice care program was cer- 
tified by Medicaid and served more than 1,500 
patients and their families. 


In December 1993, the organization adopt- 
ed the name Visiting Nurse Association of 
Central New Jersey; the new name allowed 
for the establishment of a governing board 
and the ability to raise funds on behalf of the 
organization. VNA of Central New Jersey later 
joined with other organizations, including the 
Visiting Nurse and Hospice Services and 
Essex Valley Visiting Nurse Association, and 
partnered with Robert Wood Johnson Univer- 
sity Hospital to continue expanding their serv- 
ice area. In 2011, VNA of Central New Jersey 
affiliates and partners unified under the title 
Visiting Nurse Association Health Group to 
better reflect the organization’s growth. Today, 
the organization and its employees continue to 
personify compassionate, caring and patient- 
centered services to constituents throughout 
New Jersey. 


VNA Health Group is New Jersey’s largest 
non-profit community health provider of home 
health, hospice and community services. 
Today, the VNA remains a volunteer organiza- 
tion that assists over 100,000 individuals 
throughout New Jersey each year. VNA 
Health Group is accredited by the Community 
Health Accreditation Program, Inc. and con- 
tinues to provide outstanding in-home services 
including certified home health aide services, 
pediatric care, rehabilitative therapy, palliative 
care, tele-health monitoring, geriatric care 
management, companion homemaker serv- 
ices, and nutritional counseling. As a result of 
their outstanding efforts, VNA Health Group is 
the proud recipient of the New York Times 
Tribute to Nurses Award and the New Jersey 
Hospice and Palliative Care Association 
Award, among others. 


Mr. Speaker, once again, please join me in 
celebrating the Visiting Nurse Association 
Health Group’s 100th Anniversary. The organi- 
zation has provided exquisite services to con- 
stituents throughout Monmouth County and 
New Jersey. 


EE 


PERSONAL EXPLANATION 


HON. MICHAEL R. TURNER 


OF OHIO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, June 19, 2012 


Mr. TURNER of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, on June 
18, 2012, | was unable to vote on rollcall vote 
380. Had | been present | would have voted 
“yea” on passage of S. 404. 
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TRIBUTE TO FRANCES PRESTON 
HON. HOWARD L. BERMAN 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, June 19, 2012 


Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Speaker, | am joined by 
my colleagues Congressmen STEVE COHEN, 
JIM COOPER, MARSHA BLACKBURN, JERROLD 
NADLER, HOWARD COBLE, LAMAR SMITH, BAR- 
NEY FRANK, and JOHN CONYERS to honor the 
life and memory of one of the First Ladies of 
American music, Frances W. Preston, the 
former president and Chief Executive Officer 
of Broadcast Music Inc. (BMI). 

Frances Preston was a trailblazer who 
opened up doors of opportunity for a new gen- 
eration of female executives in the music and 
entertainment industries. No barriers stopped 
Frances in advocating for songwriters’ rights, 
and on Capitol Hill, her tireless advocacy was 
critical in protecting the music industry. Her 
counsel was indispensible and we sought it 
often. 

The business acumen of Frances Preston 
was exceeded only by her charisma and 
charm, and by the respect, affection and admi- 
ration her colleagues and peers had for her. 
She was lauded for her empathy and for the 
gracious manner in which she treated every 
person, from the hottest star to the humblest 
worker. She was an exceptional executive, 
leader, role model and friend. 

With Frances at its head, BMI grew to rep- 
resent over 300,000 American and foreign 
songwriters, composers and music publishers 
in licensing music, and collecting and distrib- 
uting royalties from play on radio and in tele- 
vision, films, ads and other media. Its artists 
represent all types of music and its catalog 
contains 4.5 million works. During her 18 
years as president, its revenue grew more 
than three times to more than $625 million. 

BMI has become an internationally re- 
spected leader and a unique success story as 
the entertainment industry has been trans- 
formed by digital technology and globalization. 
Sensitive to the changing world of music, 
Frances focused on domestic licensing, for- 
eign performing rights, legislation for fair com- 
pensation for writers and publishers, and 
copyright protection. 

Frances joined BMI in 1958 after working in 
music and broadcasting in Nashville. She 
opened BMI’s regional office there, and led 
her company to preeminence in the South, 
signing writers and publishers with roots in 
both country and other types of music. 

In 1964, the year the Nashville BMI building 
opened on Music Row, Frances became a 
vice president of BMI—reportedly, the first 
woman corporate executive in Tennessee. 

She has often been called a trailblazer in 
the music business but Frances was also a 
trailblazer among women. She was the first 
woman Rotarian in the State of Tennessee. 
She was the first woman to work with the Na- 
tional Chamber of Commerce. She was one of 
the first four women—and the first business- 
woman—to be invited to join the Friars Club in 
New York and the first woman to serve on 
their board of governors. 

Frances was an industry pioneer and a 
compassionate humanitarian who touched the 
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lives of many people, and she will be sorely 
missed. 


PERSONAL EXPLANATION 


HON. BILL HUIZENGA 


OF MICHIGAN 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, June 19, 2012 


Mr. HUIZENGA of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, 
on rollcall No. 310, | was absent due to a fam- 
ily matter. Had | been present, | would have 
voted “yes.” 


Se 


IN HONOR OF THE 90TH ANNIVER- 
SARY OF ST. THOMAS AQUINAS 
ROMAN CATHOLIC CHURCH 


HON. MICHAEL G. FITZPATRICK 


OF PENNSYLVANIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, June 19, 2012 


Mr. FITZPATRICK. Mr. Speaker I rise today 
to recognize and celebrate the 90th anniver- 
sary of St. Thomas Aquinas Roman Catholic 
Church in Bristol, Pennsylvania. 

St. Thomas Aquinas Church was built in 
1922 as a place for working men and women 
of Southeast Pennsylvania to gather to pray. 
Funded by the generosity of the local commu- 
nity and the Archdiocese of Philadelphia, Fr. 
Nolan founded this parish to unify the commu- 
nities of Croydon, Bristol, and Bensalem. 

St. Thomas Aquinas Church was named 
after the 13th century Sicilian theologian. A 
prominent member of the Dominican Order, 
St. Thomas Aquinas revolutionized philosophy, 
modern political theory, and ethical morality. 
Many consider his most notable work, Summa 
Theologica, to be one of the foundations of 
the Catholic faith and modern theology. His 
contributions to intellectual thought have al- 
lowed him to become the patron saint of aca- 
demics and Catholic schools. 

Although St. Thomas Aquinas Church has 
struggled through some setbacks in the past 
few years, the current pastor, Fr. Mike Davis, 
has made it his mission to unify the commu- 
nity. By recommitting his church to its original 
mission, Fr. Mike has rallied his parishioners 
to persevere through the recent closing of 
their elementary school, and unveil a major 
renovation effort to improve their facilities. 
Completed solely by the parishioners them- 
selves, the new refurbishments not only up- 
date the facility's technology, but also display 
beautiful religious paintings and depictions 
from history. 

As we look back on the past 90 years of 
commitment and service to the communities of 
Bristol and Croydon, | only hope that the fu- 
ture continues to bring more prosperity to St. 
Thomas Aquinas Church. | am proud to stand 
with Fr. Mike, his parishioners, and the mem- 
bers of my district in celebrating the 90th anni- 
versary of St. Thomas Aquinas Roman Catho- 
lic Church. 
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HONORING MRS. LUCILE 
JOHNSON’S 100TH BIRTHDAY 


HON. DAVID SCOTT 


OF GEORGIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, June 19, 2012 


Mr. DAVID SCOTT of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, 
| rise today to honor Mrs. Lucile Johnson on 
her remarkable 100th birthday, June 19, 2012. 
Lucile has lived in Atlanta for all 100 years of 
her wonderful life—she was blessed with 65 
years of marriage to her late husband Earl 
Johnson, and she is the proud and loving 
mother of 6 children, grandmother of 15, great 
grandmother of 20, and last but certainly not 
least: great great grandmother of 1. 

Lucile has been a driven and caring person 
her entire life and worked diligently at the Bilt- 
more Hotel in Atlanta for many years to pro- 
vide for her family. As a passionate member 
of her community, Lucile graciously chose to 
volunteer with her church missionary group in 
feeding the homeless of Atlanta for decades. 
Lucile is the matriarch of her ever-growing 
family and has helped to raise many of her 
grand children and great grandchildren. The 
comfort and advice she provides to her family 
is truly treasured and matchless. 

Mr. Speaker, Lucile Johnson is an out- 
standing member of the community in my Dis- 
trict and has served as an exceptional role 
model for her family and many others. | am 
delighted to join her family, friends and many 
admirers in wishing her a very happy 100th 
birthday and continued good health and happi- 
ness for years to come. 


EE 


RECOGNITION OF THE D.C. DIVAS 
FOOTBALL TEAM 


HON. JACK KINGSTON 


OF GEORGIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, June 19, 2012 


Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
recognize the D.C. Divas Football team for 
their eleventh season and on returning to the 
Women’s Football Association for the 2012 
season. This year marks the 40th Anniversary 
of Title IX of the Education Amendments of 
1972, which protects people from discrimina- 
tion based on gender. Passage of Title IX has 
helped to make it possible for teams like the 
D.C. Divas to accomplish great success and 
serve as a role model for young girls. 

The D.C. Divas were established in 2000, 
with the first season beginning in the spring of 
2001. They have been a strong team with nine 
winning seasons and eight division titles. The 
D.C. Divas are currently celebrating as the 
2012 Division Champions. The team won the 
NWFA Championship in 2006 after completing 
a perfect season. 

Not only have they been strong on the field, 
but they are actively involved within the D.C. 
and Maryland communities. Members of the 
team have participated in Recess by the River 
since the program began, helping educate 
kids on active living to prevent child obesity 
with kids from Ward 8. The team has also 
supported the Maryland Network Against Do- 
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mestic Violence, the Northern Virginia Ronald 
McDonald House, and the Special Olympics of 
Northern Virginia. These are only some of the 
many organizations in which the D.C. Divas 
are actively involved. 

| congratulate the D.C. Divas for their ac- 
complishments on and off the field over the 
past twelve years. This is a great team that 
provides an athletic outlet for the people of 
Washington, D.C. and the surrounding areas. 
| wish them the best during the rest of their 
season and the many seasons to come. 


ES 


TO RECOGNIZE THE 2012 LORDS 
AND LADIES FAIRFAX 


HON. GERALD E. CONNOLLY 


OF VIRGINIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, June 19, 2012 


Mr. CONNOLLY of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, | 
rise to recognize a dedicated group of men 
and women in Northern Virginia. For the past 
28 years, each member of the Fairfax County 
Board of Supervisors has selected two people 
from his or her district who have demonstrated 
an exceptional commitment to our community. 
Since the program’s inception in 1984, nearly 
500 individuals have been recognized as a 
Lord or Lady Fairfax by their representative on 
the Board of Supervisors. | was pleased to 
take part in this annual ritual and recognize 
many outstanding community volunteers dur- 
ing my 14 years on the Board. 

Individuals recognized as Lords and Ladies 
of Fairfax have made significant contributions 
in their communities. This year, the Fairfax 
County Board of Supervisors recognized out- 
standing individuals who have made tremen- 
dous impacts through their support of our pub- 
lic schools, parks, youth sports leagues, arts 
community, public safety providers, and 
human service programs. It is nearly impos- 
sible to fully describe the diversity of accom- 
plishments by the honorees. Their efforts con- 
tribute greatly to the quality of life for the resi- 
dents of Fairfax County and should be com- 
mended. 

The following individuals have been recog- 
nized as Lord and Lady Fairfax honorees for 
2012. Each of these individuals was selected 
as a result of his or her outstanding volunteer 
service, heroism, or other special achieve- 
ments. These individuals have earned our 
praise and appreciation. 

At Large: Lady Kathy Albarado and Lord 
Delbert Sheads. 

Braddock District: Lady Tessie Wilson and 
Lord Doug Brammer. 

Dranesville District: Lady Jacqueline D. Tay- 
lor and Lord Robert H. Jackson. 

Hunter Mill District: Lady Jenifer Joy Mad- 
den and Lord Frank de la Fe. 

Lee District: Lady Martha Lloyd and Lord 
Don Hinman. 

Mason District: Lady Sue Hotto and Lord 
Ben Hester. 

Mt. Vernon District: Lady Diana York and 
Lord James C. Rees. 

Providence District: Lady Vivian Morgan- 
Mendez and Lord Mark D. Meana. 

Springfield District! Lady Breeana G. 
Bomhorst and Lord Robert Scott Brown. 
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Sully District: Lady Jennifer Campbell and 
Lord John R. Cleveland. 

| also commend the following recipients of 
two additional awards; the James M. Scott 
Community Spirit Award and the Celebrate 
Fairfax! Festival Volunteer of the Year Award. 
The James M. Scott Community Spirit Award 
recognizes a sponsor, organization or indi- 
vidual who has exemplified strong advocacy 
and commitment to Celebrate Fairfax, Inc. and 
its efforts to develop community through 
events, and the Celebrate Fairfax! Festival 
Volunteer of the Year Award selects one vol- 
unteer out of 1500 to be recognized for ex- 
traordinary efforts to ensure that the festival, 
which will be held this weekend at the county 
government center, and affiliated CFI pro- 
grams are successful. 


EE 


IN CELEBRATION OF THE LIFE OF 
OUR BELOVED FREEDOM FIGHT- 
ER AND FREEDOM SISTER DR. 
ANNIE B. MARTIN 


HON. CHARLES B. RANGEL 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, June 19, 2012 


Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, today | rise to 
mourn the loss of our National Association for 
the Advancement of Colored People’s life-long 
freedom fighter and freedom sister, Dr. Annie 
B. Martin. Dr. Martin served an unprecedented 
sixteen terms as President of the historic 
NAACP New York Branch, also known as the 
Harlem Branch; the first chartered Branch of 
NAACP’s National Association, which cele- 
brated its Centennial Anniversary in 2011. 
Under her leadership, the New York Branch 
became the largest NAACP branch in the 
Eastern region, with more than 6,000 mem- 
bers, and has received annual national awards 
for program activity. 

Affectionately known to many of us as Chief 
or simply Annie B, Dr. Martin was a devoted 
and dedicated member of the NAACP National 
Board of Directors. With her soft, but out- 
spoken voice she led by example and with 
dignity. Annie B was my very dear friend and 
ally, and on behalf of my wife Alma, my sister 
Hazel Dukes and our beloved Village of Har- 
lem, our nation has lost another soldier and 
angel of the civil rights and labor movement 
that dedicated her entire life fighting and 
speaking out against injustices and inequality. 
Dr. Martin committed her 91 years plus life to 
making our world an equal playing field for all 
to inspire and attain, and | will deeply miss my 
beloved friend and freedom sister. 

Annie B. Martin was a native of Eastover, 
South Carolina and was the seventh of eight 
children, which were born to Jacob and 
Queenie Martin. She was a graduate of Allen 
University in Columbia, South Carolina and 
earned a Master’s Degree in both social work 
and guidance counseling from New York Uni- 
versity. Dr. Martin was an important and domi- 
nant voice in the American labor movement, 
including service as executive board member 
of the New York City Central Labor Council, 
AFL-CIO, and first vice president of the Black 
Trade Unionists Leadership Committee of the 
New York City Central Labor Council. Dr. Mar- 
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tin served as New York assistant commis- 
sioner of labor under former Governors Nelson 
Aldrich Rockefeller, Charles Malcolm Wilson 
and Hugh Carey. 

She also served as senior extension asso- 
ciate of Cornell University’s School of Indus- 
trial and Labor Relations; secretary-treasurer 
of Local 8-138, Oil, Chemical & Atomic Work- 
ers Union; and adjunct professor at Columbia, 
Fordham and New York Universities. 

As director of labor participation for the 
American Red Cross in Greater New York, at 
the age of 81, Dr. Martin was on duty seven 
days a week after the terrorist attack on Amer- 
ica on September 11, 2001, serving as liaison 
between labor, the Red Cross and the NYFD 
and NYPD departments. This remarkable 
woman coordinated survival and job-place- 
ment issues for hundreds of members of orga- 
nized labor and personally processed 290 
claims for American Red Cross Emergency 
Family Gifts to families’ beneficiaries who lost 
members at “Ground Zero.” Dr. Martin, free- 
dom’s mother of labor, was always there to 
serve her community and our great country. 

Dr. Annie B. Martin now takes her place in 
history alongside Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr., 
Medgar Evers, Dr. Benjamin L. Hooks, Percy 
Ellis Sutton and Freedom Sisters Harriet Tub- 
man, Ida B. Wells-Barnett, Fannie Lou Hamer, 
Rosa Louise McCauley Parks, Ella Jo Baker, 
Dorothy Irene Height, Shirley Chisholm, Bar- 
bara Charline Jordan, Betty Shabazz, Coretta 
Scott King and the countless of extraordinary 
African American Women and Men who have 
given so much of their entire lives and life- 
work to preserving freedom and equality for all 
of us and our nation’s children. 

Mr. Speaker, as | stand before you today, | 
ask you to join me and my colleagues in re- 
membering the life of our beloved Freedom 
Fighter, Dr. Annie B. Martin. Her compassion 
and dedication to her community serves as a 
model for all Americans, our nation and the 
world. 


TRIBUTE TO BRANDON A. THEISEN 


HON. TOM LATHAM 


OF IOWA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, June 19, 2012 


Mr. LATHAM. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
recognize and congratulate Brandon Theisen 
of Granger, lowa for achieving the rank of 
Eagle Scout. 

The Eagle Scout rank is the highest ad- 
vancement rank in scouting. Only about 5 per- 
cent of Boy Scouts earn the Eagle Scout 
Award. The award is a performance-based 
achievement with high standards that have 
been well-maintained over the past century. 

To earn the Eagle Scout rank, a Boy Scout 
is obligated to pass specific tests that are or- 
ganized by requirements and merit badges, as 
well as completing an Eagle Project to benefit 
the community. Brandon’s project involved a 
complete reinstallation of a retaining wall at 
Jester Park, which included removing an exist- 
ing wall and constructing a new one. The work 
ethic Brandon has shown in his Eagle Project, 
and every other project leading up to his 
Eagle Scout rank, speaks volumes of his com- 
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mitment to serving a cause greater than him- 
self and assisting his community. 

Mr. Speaker, the example set by this young 
man and his supportive family demonstrates 
the rewards of hard work, dedication and per- 
severance. | am honored to represent Bran- 
don and his family in the United States Con- 
gress. | know that all of my colleagues in the 
House will join me in congratulating him in ob- 
taining the Eagle Scout ranking, and will wish 
him continued success in his future education 
and career. 


Ee 


SANFORD COMMUNITY ADULT 
EDUCATION 


HON. CHELLIE PINGREE 


OF MAINE 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, June 19, 2012 


Ms. PINGREE of Maine. Mr. Speaker, | 
would like to congratulate this year’s grad- 
uates of Sanford Community Adult Education 
programs in Sanford, Maine. These men and 
women have worked incredibly hard to earn 
their GEDs, high school diplomas, and work 
skills certificates, and | am thrilled to see their 
efforts come to fruition. 

| commend these graduates for having the 
courage to recommit to their education after 
months or even years since last stepping in a 
classroom. Doing so, they have had to deal 
with a unique set of challenges, including bal- 
ancing school work with careers and families. 

With their education comes opportunity. | 
am excited about the new doors that will open 
for these graduates with their diplomas and 
certificates in hand. | wish them the best of 
luck as they pursue their goals, whether that 
is starting a business, getting a promotion, or 
simply setting a good example for their chil- 
dren. 

| also want to thank the teachers and ad- 
ministrators of the program, and all the family 
members and friends who supported these 
students. This accomplishment is theirs as 
well. 


PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
HON. BILL HUIZENGA 


OF MICHIGAN 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, June 19, 2012 

Mr. HUIZENGA of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, 
on rollcall No. 311, | was absent due to a fam- 
ily matter. Had | been present, | would have 
voted “yes.” 


EE 


TO RECOGNIZE JIM HINKLE FOR 
SERVICE AS THE PRESIDENT OF 
THE MANTUA CITIZEN’S ASSO- 
CIATION 


HON. GERALD E. CONNOLLY 
OF VIRGINIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, June 19, 2012 
Mr. CONNOLLY of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, | 


rise to recognize Mr. Jim Hinkle and to con- 
gratulate him as he completes his tenure as 
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the President of the Mantua Citizens’ Associa- 
tion, MCA. 

Like other home owners associations, the 
MCA responds to the needs of its residents, 
circulates local news, and coordinates volun- 
teer services and community projects. As a 
former president of the MCA myself, | know 
firsthand the time and effort Mr. Hinkle has de- 
voted to helping improve our community and 
maintain its rich quality of life. 

During his tenure, Mr. Hinkle has tackled 
local environmental, safety, and road mainte- 
nance challenges. The nearby fuel tanker farm 
continues to be a perennial concern, particu- 
larly given recent spills and accidents. Mr. 
Hinkle has demonstrated effective leadership, 
collaborating with local, state and federal au- 
thorities, including the Environmental Protec- 
tion Agency and my office. Thanks to our co- 
ordinated efforts, improved safety measures 
are being implemented. 

Whether it’s projects large or small, Mr. 
Hinkle has demonstrated a passion for com- 
munity service. After the severe winter storms 
of 2010, he proposed a community service 
project for a local Boy Scout troop. The 
Scouts identified deficiencies in the neighbor- 
hood roads and made a presentation to the 
Virginia Department of Transportation, VDOT, 
which organized the necessary repairs. 

Mr. Speaker, | ask my colleagues to join me 
in commending Mr. Hinkle for his tremendous 
service to the Mantua community. Though his 
tenure as president has come to a close, | am 
confident we will continue to benefit from his 
contributions. 


PERSONAL EXPLANATION 


HON. MAZIE K. HIRONO 


OF HAWAII 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, June 19, 2012 


Ms. HIRONO. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No.: 
371, “no;” 372, “no;” 373, “no;’ 374, “no;” 
375, “no;” 376, “yes;” 377, “yes;” 378, “no.” 
Had | been present, | would have voted as in- 
dicated. 


a 


HONORING JUNETEENTH INDE- 
PENDENCE DAY CELEBRATION 


HON. ROBERT E. ANDREWS 


OF NEW JERSEY 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, June 19, 2012 


Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
honor Juneteenth Independence Day Celebra- 
tion. Juneteenth, celebrated on the 19th of 
June, is a holiday that celebrates the emanci- 
pation of African Americans from slavery but 
has come to signify much more. It is cele- 
brated in June, the month that the last African 
Americans were informed of their Emanci- 
pation. 

During the Civil War, President Abraham 
Lincoln issued the Emancipation Proclamation 
on September 22, 1862, which came into ef- 
fect on January 1, 1863. Critically, following 
the conclusion of the Civil War, U.S. Govern- 
ment officials traversed through the South to 
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enforce the Proclamation. It was not until June 
19th, 1865, in Galveston, TX, that Union Gen- 
eral Gordon Granger declared freedom for the 
last major vestige of slavery in the United 
States, marking one of the proudest days in all 
of African American history. 

Mr. Speaker, Juneteenth Independence Day 
is a holiday that should not go without note. 
This date represents a crucial milestone in Af- 
rican American history and demonstrates the 
evolution of our Nation over the last century 
and a half. Today, Juneteenth commemorates 
African American freedom and emphasizes 
education and achievement. | encourage all of 
my constituents to take part in the day’s fes- 
tivities and also to reflect on the values of self- 
improvement, assessment, and future-planning 
which are consistent with the spirit of 
Juneteenth. 


EEE 


RECOGNIZING THE FIFTEENTH AN- 
NUAL PLATTSBURGH RELAY 
FOR LIFE 


HON. WILLIAM L. OWENS 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, June 19, 2012 


Mr. OWENS. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
recognize the fifteenth annual Plattsburgh 
Relay for Life. 

This event has not only strived for years to 
raise money and awareness in an effort to 
eradicate cancer, but it serves as a tribute to 
all those who have bravely fought this tragic 
disease. 

This annual event honors the courageous 
efforts these individuals have demonstrated in 
their fight for life and remembers those that 
have lost the battle. Tonight we especially re- 
member our dear friend, Marie Guay, who lost 
her brave fight with cancer last year. As the 
former Relay for Life Survivor Chair, Marie de- 
voted countless hours ensuring that cancer 
survivors were honored and celebrated. So to- 
night we remember all of her efforts and to- 
gether honor her memory. 

With gratitude, we acknowledge the work of 
the entire Relay for Life committee and its par- 
ticipants. | commend each and every one of 
you for keeping the valiant struggle of these 
individuals in all our memories and working to 
ensure that more people survive cancer and 
are able to celebrate another birthday. 


ee 


THE HUMAN COST OF THE WAR IN 
AFGHANISTAN 


HON. FORTNEY PETE STARK 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, June 19, 2012 


Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, | rise today with 
deep sadness and regret: we have reached 
2,000 American troop deaths in the War in Af- 
ghanistan—a war we needlessly continue to 
fight. My sincerest condolences go out to the 
families, friends, and communities who have 
lost loved ones to a war | have ardently op- 
posed for the past 11 years. 

Americans are not alone in our loss. As of 
summer 2011, conservative estimates indicate 
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that anywhere between 30,000 and 45,000 Af- 
ghan civilians have lost their lives to this war. 
| will never understand why we continually 
squander lives and money to achieve tactical 
or strategic military goals. The cost is simply 
too great; the ends do not justify the means. 


Seventy percent of Americans want a com- 
plete and early withdrawal of troops from Af- 
ghanistan, according to a recent Rasmussen 
poll. Yet we do not listen, so more lives are 
lost in this nonsensical war. | hope that some- 
day soon we will finally bring home our troops 
and help restore peace to the nation of Af- 
ghanistan. 


ES 


CONGRATULATING HUNTER 
WRIGHT 


HON. JEFF DENHAM 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, June 19, 2012 


Mr. DENHAM. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
congratulate Fresno resident Hunter Wright 
upon being named a recipient of Pacific Gas 
& Electric Company's (PG&E) 2012 Bright 
Minds Scholarship, a prestigious academic 
scholarship awarded to a small number of 
California high school students each year. 


Miss Wright is one of 8,060 students from 
PG&E’s Northern and Central California serv- 
ice area to apply for the $30,000 Bright Minds 
Scholarship this year. The scholarship is re- 
newable for up to four additional years. As 
one of eight winners, Miss Wright joins a high- 
ly select group of students participating in the 
utility company’s largest scholarship program. 


Miss Wright was informed of her scholarship 
award while sitting in her Advanced Placement 
English class, when Edison High School ad- 
ministrators and representatives from PG&E 
bearing a banner, balloons, cupcakes, and an 
oversize check surprised her. Her parents, Do- 
reen and Dave Wright, were also present for 
the announcement. 


Miss Wright graduated from Edison High 
School on June 12, 2012. In addition to excel- 
ling in academics, she actively participated in 
cross-country, lacrosse, tennis, and regularly 
volunteered for various community causes. 
Miss Wright will attend the University of Miami 
this fall, where she plans to study English. 
She aspires to be an English professor. 


In addition to her academic and career 
goals, Miss Wright hopes to continue traveling 
the world to do volunteer work. 


Mr. Speaker, please join me in honoring 
Miss Hunter Wright of Fresno, California, for 
her impressive academic accomplishments. | 
congratulate her upon being named a recipient 
of PG&E’s 2012 Bright Minds Scholarship and 
wish her the best of success in her future en- 
deavors. 


June 19, 2012 
PERSONAL EXPLANATION 


HON. BILL HUIZENGA 


OF MICHIGAN 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, June 19, 2012 

Mr. HUIZENGA of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, 
on rollcall No. 312, | was absent due to a fam- 


ily matter. Had | been present, | would have 
voted “no.” 


ee 


RECOGNIZING THE 2012 HIDDEN 
POND ENVIROTHON TEAM 


HON. GERALD E. CONNOLLY 


OF VIRGINIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, June 19, 2012 


Mr. CONNOLLY of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, | 
rise to recognize the 2012 Hidden Pond 
Envirothon Team and congratulate them on 
achieving Second Place in the Virginia State 
Envirothon Competition. 

The Envirothon Competition promotes prob- 
lem-solving among high school students in the 
areas of forestry, wildlife, soils, aquatics, and 
other current environmental issues. What is 
most unique about the competition is the op- 
portunity to work in the field with access to ac- 
tual natural resource professionals. The com- 
petition aims to foster stewardship, improve 
management concepts and communication 
skills, and promote critical thinking, decision 
making, and team building. 

This years members of the Hidden Pond 
Envirothon Team are Liam Berigan (Robinson 
HS), Matt Baker (W. T. Woodson HS), Murjan 
Hammad (home-schooled), Owan Mulvey- 
McFerron (W. T. Woodson HS), and Peter 
MacDonald (West Springfield HS), with Coach 
Neal MacDonald. The team won first place in 
the local Fairfax County Envirothon Competi- 
tion as well as at the Area Il Regional Com- 
petition. This allowed the team to move on to 
competition at the state level at James Madi- 
son University in Harrisonburg. While com- 
peting against the top 15 teams from across 
Virginia, the Hidden Pond Envirothon Team 
placed second for the second year in a row. 
This year’s oral presentation focus was titled 
“Low Impact Development and Nonpoint 
Source Pollution,” for which the team placed 
first. Hidden Pond also placed first in the wild- 
life category, second place in the aquatics cat- 
egory, and third place in the forestry category. 

| would like to offer special thanks to Mike 
McCaffrey and Jim Pomeroy. Mr. McCaffrey 
has coordinated the Envirothon Program at 
the Hidden Pond Nature Center for many 
years. His efforts have enabled the team to 
compete at the state level as Hidden Pond is 
typically the only team not sponsored by a 
high school. Mr. Pomeroy has served as Hid- 
den Pond’s Site Manager, supporting the 
Envirothon Team with great enthusiasm. 
Through their commitment and encourage- 
ment to this program, many of the students 
have gone on to become local volunteers or 
work in careers focused on protecting the en- 
vironment. 

Mr. Speaker, | ask my colleagues join me in 
congratulating the 2012 Hidden Pond 
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Envirothon Team for their performance in the 
Virginia State Envirothon Competition. 


CONGRATULATING THE NATIONAL 
AIR TRAFFIC CONTROLLERS AS- 
SOCIATION ON ITS 25TH ANNI- 
VERSARY 


HON. CHRIS VAN HOLLEN 


OF MARYLAND 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, June 19, 2012 


Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Speaker, | rise today 
to congratulate the National Air Traffic Control- 
lers Association on the 25th anniversary of the 
Union’s founding. 

NATCA represents more than 20,000 air 
traffic controllers and other aviation safety pro- 
fessionals who run the safest, most efficient 
air traffic control system in the world. These 
men and women are dedicated aviation pro- 
fessionals who come to work every day know- 
ing that they have to perform their jobs with 
100 percent accuracy 100 percent of the time. 
The American people entrust their lives and 
the lives of their loved ones to NATCA mem- 
bers each and every time they step on an air- 
plane. This is a responsibility that NATCA 
takes seriously. Since NATCA’s founding in 
1987, the United States National Airspace 
System has maintained its record as the 
safest airspace in the world. 

Mr. Speaker, NATCA’s 20,000 FAA aviation 
safety professionals are dedicated federal em- 
ployees. Our nation’s incredible aviation safety 
record is due in part to the fact that these men 
and women are federal employees whose 
number one priority is to ensure the safety of 
the flying public. | applaud NATCA on this re- 
markable achievement and congratulate them 
on their 25th anniversary. 


Ee 


CONGRATULATING THE DEER 
PARK HIGH SCHOOL SOFTBALL 
TEAM 


HON. PETE OLSON 


OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, June 19, 2012 


Mr. OLSON. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
congratulate the Deer Park High School Soft- 
ball Team for becoming the 2012 5A State 
Champions. Winning the state championship 
is a great accomplishment that takes an in- 
credible amount of effort, dedication and team- 
work from every player. This win is Deer Park 
High School's first state championship title 
since 1955. Our entire community is proud of 
the Deer Park Lady Deer’s success and hard 
work to bring home the state trophy. 

In addition to winning the state champion- 
ship, the Deer Park Lady Deer had an impres- 
sive season record of 31-8, with a district 
record of 8-2. In the state semi-final game, 
the team set a state tournament record for the 
most runs scored in a single inning by scoring 
ten runs in the fifth inning of the game. 

The talent that exists on this team is excep- 
tional. Out of ten eligible spots, Deer Park 
players were selected for seven spots on the 
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state 5A all tournament team. Those players 
include Kristen Davenport, Jo Rivera, Caitlin 
Plocheck, Lexi Fryar, Alexis Garcia, Haley 
Harrison, and Alana Tinker. Kristen Davenport 
was named the championship’s Most Valuable 
Player, MVP, and also the Houston Chron- 
icle’s Girl Athlete of the Week for June 3, 
2012. Caitlin Plocheck was also nominated for 
the Houston Chronicle’s Girl Athlete of the 
Week. 

Congratulations to the Lady Deer Softball 
Team from Deer Park High School for winning 
the 2012 State Championship in Texas. We 
are all very proud of your outstanding achieve- 
ment! 


ee 


HONORING SGT JOSEPH ANGEL 
CAPOCCIAMA 


HON. STEVE STIVERS 


OF OHIO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, June 19, 2012 


Mr. STIVERS. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
honor Sergeant Joseph Angel Capocciama. 
Sergeant Capocciama passed away on Sun- 
day, May 20, 2012, from complications of inju- 
ries sustained in service to his country in Iraq. 

The son of Alan and Maria Capocciama, Jo- 
seph Angel Capocciama was born on May 29, 
1987, and raised in Grove City, Ohio. He 
graduated from Grove City High School in 
2005. A true patriot, Sergeant Capocciama 
joined the United States Army on May 23, 
2006, just one week before his 19th birthday. 

While proudly serving his country in Iraq, 
Sergeant Capocciama received the Army 
Commendation Medal, Army Achievement 
Medal, Valorous Unit Award, Army Good Con- 
duct Medal, National Defense Service Medal, 
Global War on Terrorism Service Medal, Iraq 
Campaign Medal with Campaign Star, Army 
Service Ribbon, and Overseas Service Rib- 
bon. He retired from the Army on April 7, 
2010. 

It is because of the sacrifices of men like 
Joseph Capocciama that we continue to enjoy 
the freedoms that we do today. | am deeply 
thankful for all that Sergeant Capocciama en- 
dured to preserve our freedom and for his her- 
oism. He is survived by his wife, Kayla, and 
his children, Joseph Angel Capocciama, Jr. 
and Cheyenne Faith Capocciama, for whom 
he set an inspiring example of service and pa- 
triotism. 

On behalf of the citizens of Ohio’s 15th 
Congressional District | would like to honor the 
service and memory of SGT Joseph Angel 
Capocciama. 


EE 


A TRIBUTE TO DR. STEVEN 
LADENHEIM 


HON. ROBERT A. BRADY 


OF PENNSYLVANIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, June 19, 2012 

Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania. Mr. Speaker, | 
rise today to recognize Dr. Steven Ladenheim. 
For the past 34 years, Dr. Ladenheim has 
served the city of Philadelphia with his exten- 
sive knowledge of otolaryngology. 
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A graduate of the Medical College of Penn- 
sylvania, now known as Drexel University Col- 
lege of Medicine, he has won multiple awards 
in his field. He is an accomplished surgeon, a 
clinical assistant professor at the University of 
Pennsylvania, and an entrepreneur with a 
highly successful private practice. Dr. 
Ladenheim recently retired as medical director 
for Blue Cross, and spent 20 years in practice 
at Presbyterian Hospital, as well as Nazareth 
Hospital and Hahnemann Hospital. 

Dr. Ladenheim succeeded through hard 
work and sacrifice. In order to become a doc- 
tor he served in the military during the Viet- 
nam War to pay his way through medical 
school. Throughout his career, he has created 
programs of outreach to the underserved com- 
munity of Philadelphia, donating medical serv- 
ices and medicine to families and children who 
are denied access to health care. Taking the 
Hippocratic Oath to heart, Dr. Ladenheim is 
renowned for treating patients regardless of 
ability to pay, and to help those in need with- 
out any thought to his own benefit. 

In addition to all of his accomplishments in 
the field of medicine, he has maintained a 
strong family life with his wife and three 
daughters, as well as a notable presence with- 
in the community. 

Mr. Speaker, | ask that you and my other 
distinguished colleagues join me in recog- 
nizing Dr. Steven Ladenheim for his contribu- 
tions to the city of Philadelphia and to the 
medical community. 


EE 


OUR UNCONSCIONABLE NATIONAL 
DEBT 


HON. MIKE COFFMAN 


OF COLORADO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, June 19, 2012 


Mr. COFFMAN of Colorado. Mr. Speaker, 
on January 20, 2009, the day President 
Obama took office, the national debt was 
$10,626,877,048,913.08. 

Today, it is $15,776,139,241,010.39. We’ve 
added $5,149,262,192,097.31 to our debt in 
just over 3 years. This is debt our Nation, our 
economy, and our children could have avoided 
with a balanced budget amendment. 

Forty-eight years ago today, the Civil Rights 
Act was approved. This act provided for a 
brighter future for all Americans. We must not 
eclipse the hope included in this legislation 
with the grim future of debt repayment. 


PERSONAL EXPLANATION 


HON. BILL HUIZENGA 


OF MICHIGAN 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, June 19, 2012 


Mr. HUIZENGA of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, 
on rolicall No. 313, | was absent due to a fam- 
ily matter. Had | been present, | would have 
voted “no.” 
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TO COMMEND COLONEL JOHN J. 
STRYCULA 


HON. GERALD E. CONNOLLY 


OF VIRGINIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, June 19, 2012 


Mr. CONNOLLY of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, | 
join with my colleague, Congressman JAMES 
MORAN (VA-8th), to recognize COL John J. 
Strycula for his service to our Nation and his 
extraordinary leadership as Commander, U.S. 
Army Garrison, Fort Belvoir. 

On July 7, 2010, COL Strycula assumed 
command of Fort Belvoir, which is located in 
the shadow of the Nation’s capital and one of 
the most diverse and complex installations in 
the United States. In addition to the monu- 
mental responsibilities of providing support, 
services, and a high level quality of life to 
service members, their families, and related 
support providers of more than 200,000 peo- 
ple, he was immediately immersed into the 
most complicated Base Realignment and Clo- 
sure mission within the Department of De- 
fense. 

COL Strycula assumed personal steward- 
ship of all aspects of realignment under BRAC 
2005. To accomplish the many aspects of this 
mission, he oversaw the activities of 150 mis- 
sion partners on more than $4 billion in con- 
struction and infrastructure improvement 
projects needed to accommodate the increase 
of installation population from 30,000 to 
48,000 military and civilian personnel. Belvoir 
North, Fort Belvoir Community Hospital, the 
Wounded Warrior Complex, the USO Family 
Support Center, expansion of housing units in- 
cluding state of the art handicapped-acces- 
sible housing, child care centers, roads, 
bridges, fire stations, office buildings, and 
parking structures are examples of projects 
completed under the careful watch of COL 
Strycula. 

The “brick and mortar’ component of BRAC 
2005 tells only part of the story; as impressive 
as these accomplishments are, the manner in 
which COL Strycula led the men and women 
under his command and the mission partners 
demonstrate the depth of his professionalism 
and commitment. His open and engaging 
command climate encouraged initiative and in- 
novation. He has been fully involved in ad- 
dressing and resolving community issues, both 
in the neighboring community and in the mili- 
tary community. COL Strycula successfully 
formed consensus among the various stake- 
holders on contentious issues, and he estab- 
lished strong relationships of mutual respect 
with elected and executive leaders in the local, 
State, and Federal Governments. 

The first and most important priority for COL 
Strycula consistently has been the care and 
wellbeing of our soldiers and their families. 
Through his outstanding leadership, vision, 
and total dedication to soldiers, families, and 
civilians, he has profoundly impacted and 
Unproved the quality of life for all at Fort 
Belvoir. Serving our country in uniform, at 
home or in harm’s way on foreign soil, is the 
highest of callings, and it is our sacred obliga- 
tion to ensure that our military and their fami- 
lies receive the support, protections, respect, 
and services that they have earned. 
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Prior to his assignment as Commander of 
Fort Belvoir, he served in numerous capacities 
including several tours of duty in Operation 
Desert Shield and Operation Desert Storm. 
COL Strycula stood up and trained the Army’s 
first Military Intelligence Interrogation Battalion, 
which he then led in Operation Iraqi Freedom. 
COL Strycula is a highly decorated officer; his 
awards include the Bronze Star with two oak 
leaf clusters, the Meritorious Service Medal 
with three oak leaf clusters, the Joint Service 
Achievement Medal, the Army Achievement 
Medal, and the Parachutist and Air Assault 
Badges. 

Mr. Speaker, we ask our colleagues to join 
us in commending COL John J. Strycula for 
his exceptional leadership of Fort Belvoir 
through the BRAC process, and in thanking 
him for his years of service to our country. 
COL Strycula’s accomplishments and exper- 
tise have contributed immeasurably to our na- 
tional defense and security, and he has right- 
fully earned the admiration, respect, and grati- 
tude of all. We also extend our sincere appre- 
ciation to COL Strycula’s wife, Wendy, and 
their 5 children for their support and sacrifices, 
which have enabled COL Strycula to serve 
with such distinction. COL Strycula will soon 
be deploying to Afghanistan, and our thoughts 
and prayers are with him and his family for his 
safe return home. 


ee 


IN HONOR OF GEDLU METAFERIA 
HON. RUSS CARNAHAN 


OF MISSOURI 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, June 19, 2012 


Mr. CARNAHAN. Mr. Speaker, | rise today 
to recognize Mr. Gedlu Metaferia, for his dec- 
ades of service to the people of the St. Louis, 
Missouri. 

Mr. Metaferia started the African Mutual As- 
sistance Association of Missouri, AMAAM, on 
April 10, 1983 and for nearly 30 years has 
helped over 30,000 African immigrants and 
refugees settle into the St. Louis metropolitan 
area. Today St. Louis is home to almost 6,400 
African immigrants and refugees. 

As Executive Director, Mr. Metaferia skillfully 
managed the day-to-day operations of his or- 
ganization, and he successfully led it toward 
the fulfillment of its mission to provide cul- 
turally and linguistically appropriate social 
services to African refugees and immigrants. 
The work of this organization includes: assist- 
ance with applications and insurance forms, 
mediation, education about civic participation, 
interpretation during medical visits, transpor- 
tation, and locating housing. Sadly, we are all 
aware of the plight of refugees and other dis- 
placed communities; therefore, | am eternally 
grateful for the adjustment assistance provided 
by Mr. Metaferia and his organization. 

Mr. Metaferia’s efforts have fostered a 
greater appreciation of diversity, and have ad- 
vanced ethnic inclusion in the St. Louis com- 
munity. Moreover, he remains active in the 
community as a poet, freelance writer, human 
rights activist, advocate for refugee and immi- 
grant rights, and a member on several non- 
profit boards. Mr. Metaferia has led by exam- 
ple and demonstrates resilience as a pillar of 
strength, sound judgment, and compassion. 
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Mr. Metaferia has dedicated his life to serv- 
ing and promoting the welfare of others, and 
he has exemplified extraordinary commitment 
and selfless dedication. | congratulate Mr. 
Gedlu Metaferia on his many accomplish- 
ments, and | thank him for his continued serv- 
ice to our community. 


EEE 


HONORING THE 25TH ANNIVER- 
SARY OF THE NATIONAL AIR 
TRAFFIC CONTROLLERS ASSO- 
CIATION 


HON. JOHN B. LARSON 


OF CONNECTICUT 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, June 19, 2012 


Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. Mr. Speaker, | 
rise today to honor the 25th anniversary of the 
National Air Traffic Controllers Association. 
Since their establishment in 1987, NATCA’s 
20,000 air traffic controllers and aviation safety 
professionals have ensured that our nation 
has the safest, most efficient air traffic control 
system in the world. This is a record that 
makes both the Union and our country proud. 

Aviation creates more than 10 million good- 
paying U.S. jobs and drives more than $1 tril- 
lion in annual economic activity. The services 
that NATCA members provide enable Amer- 
ican businesses to connect on a local, re- 
gional, national, and global level. 

Aviation safety is not a partisan issue. As 
Members of Congress, we are all frequent 
users of the National Airspace System and are 
reassured to know that when we board a 
plane, NATCA’s membership will safely guide 
us home. 

Again, | want to commend the National Air 
Traffic Controllers Association and their lead- 
ership on a job well done. 


EE 


RECOGNIZING THE 147TH ANNIVER- 
SARY OF JUNETEENTH AND THE 
19TH ANNUAL CELEBRATION OF 
THE JUNETEENTH FREEDOM 
AND HERITAGE FESTIVAL IN 
MEMPHIS, TENNESSEE 


HON. STEVE COHEN 


OF TENNESSEE 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, June 19, 2012 


Mr. COHEN. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
recognize the 147th anniversary of Juneteenth 
and the 19th annual celebration of the 
Juneteenth Freedom and Heritage Festival in 
Memphis, Tennessee. This past weekend, we 
celebrated Juneteenth, which is the oldest 
known celebration of the ending of slavery. 
Juneteenth commemorates African-American 
freedom and emphasizes education and 
achievement. 

On June 19, 1865, Major General Gordon 
Granger arrived in Galveston, Texas, and an- 
nounced in the town square that all slaves 
were free. Although this came nearly 3 years 
after the issuance of the Emancipation Procla- 
mation, the newly freed men and women re- 
joiced in the streets with jubilant celebrations, 
and thus, the Juneteenth holiday was born. 
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The theme of this years Memphis Juneteenth 
festival is “Saluting Black Educators.” 

Memphis has a long history of excellent 
black educators. During the Civil Rights Move- 
ment Memphis needed a powerful voice to 
stand up and push for equality in the Memphis 
City schools. After being denied admission to 
Memphis State University because of her 
race, Maxine A. Smith joined the local chapter 
of the National Association for the Advance- 
ment of Colored People and soon became an 
agent for change as she was instrumental in 
desegregating Memphis schools. In 2003, 
alongside President Clinton, Maxine Smith re- 
ceived the Freedom Award from the National 
Civil Rights Museum. 

Memphis has had its fair share of out- 
standing black educators in recent years as 
well. In 2009, the White House honored Me- 
lissa Collins with the Presidential Award for 
Excellence in Mathematics and Science 
Teaching. Melissa Collins is a second grade 
teacher in Memphis, and during a time in this 
country where math and science teachers are 
scarce, Melissa Collins exhibits the teaching 
skills necessary to inspire our children to 
learn. In February of this year, Velma Lois 
Jones received the Drum Majors for Service 
Award from the White House. Velma Lois 
Jones was the first black classroom teacher 
ever elected as president of the Tennessee 
Education Association and she was also a 
board member of the National Education As- 
sociation. 

Mr. Speaker, it is in the spirit of these great 
individuals that | ask my colleagues to join me 
in observing our nation’s 147th anniversary of 
Juneteenth and the celebrations in Memphis. 
This is a time to celebrate the end of slavery 
in America and to recognize the many con- 
tributions of African-American citizens. 


—— Ee 


A TRIBUTE IN HONOR OF THE 
LIFE OF RICHARD W. LYMAN 


HON. ANNA G. ESHOO 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, June 19, 2012 


Ms. ESHOO. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
honor the rich and accomplished life of Rich- 
ard W. Lyman, Stanford University’s seventh 
president, who died on May 27, 2012, at his 
home in Palo Alto at the age of 88. 

The eloquent words of Stanford University 
President John Hennessy bear quoting: “Dick 
Lyman was a man of great strength, integrity, 
common sense and good humor. It was a 
privilege to know him, and | am deeply sad- 
dened by his death. His impact on Stanford 
was profound. He guided the university 
through some of the most turbulent years in its 
history, and under his leadership, Stanford not 
only survived, it flourished. He had an un- 
swerving belief in academic freedom and uni- 
versities, and he inspired that commitment in 
others. We are very fortunate—and certainly 
the better—for having known him and for hav- 
ing his courageous, committed leadership and 
service to Stanford.” 

Richard Lyman was born in 1923 in Penn- 
sylvania and was raised in New Haven, Con- 
necticut. His father was an attorney and his 
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mother a French teacher. His education at 
Swarthmore College was interrupted by three 
years of service in the Army Air Forces 
Weather Service, and after college he began 
graduate studies leading to a Ph.D. in history 
at Harvard. He spent two years as a Fulbright 
Fellow at the London School of Economics, 
and two summers writing for The Economist. 
He also taught history at Washington Univer- 
sity in St. Louis from 1954 to 1958. 

Richard Lyman came to Stanford in 1958, 
with the great love of his life, Jing, whom he 
married in 1947. He became a full professor in 
1962, and rose through the ranks, becoming 
Stanford’s president in 1970, a post he held 
until 1980. He served in some of the most tur- 
bulent years in our Nation’s history, and in the 
opinion of many, he saved Stanford from col- 
lapse and greatly enhanced its prestige. 

After leaving Stanford, he held many impor- 
tant posts, including President of the Rocke- 
feller Foundation and Vice Chair of the Na- 
tional Council on the Humanities. He returned 
to Stanford in 1988 and developed a forum for 
interdisciplinary research on key international 
issues, and retired in 1991. 

Mr. Speaker, | ask the entire House of Rep- 
resentatives to join me in honoring the life of 
one of the most distinguished and extraor- 
dinarily accomplished leaders of our country, 
and to extend our deepest condolences to his 
devoted wife Jing, and his four children Jen- 
nifer Lyman, Rev. Holly Antolini, Christopher 
Lyman, Timothy Lyman, and his four grand- 
children. 

Richard Lyman’s leadership brought great 
distinction to our community and strengthened 
our Nation. | am blessed to have known him, 
and our country was blessed by his high 
sense of citizenship and patriotism. 


Ee 


COMMEMORATING JUNETEENTH 


HON. G. K. BUTTERFIELD 


OF NORTH CAROLINA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, June 19, 2012 


Mr. BUTTERFIELD. Mr. Speaker, 
Juneteenth, commemorated on June 19 each 
year, marks the date of the reading of the 
Emancipation Proclamation by U.S. Army 
Major Gordon Granger in Galveston, Texas to 
slaves unaware of the original issuance two 
years prior. 

The date carries significance as the official 
end of one era in American history that led to 
the freedom-filled chapter of the next for the 
millions who were liberated by the Proclama- 
tion. 

As our Nation evolves toward legally recog- 
nizing a more inclusive citizenry of all 
ethnicities and backgrounds, let us remain 
ever mindful of the courageous and brave indi- 
viduals who fought tirelessly, but were not 
granted freedom and liberty under American 
law. 

Mr. Speaker, we must not take our civil 
rights for granted, but rather use them to con- 
tinuously propel our great country forward. 
History is not meant for mere storytelling, but 
instead serves as a blueprint from which we 
learn and expand upon the discoveries we en- 
counter each day. 
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May we take away from the events of 
Juneteenth the spirit of resolve and unified 
commitment of liberty and justice for all. 


EE 


HONORING THE 100TH ANNIVER- 
SARY OF THE ALAMEDA COUNTY 
FAIR 


HON. FORTNEY PETE STARK 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, June 19, 2012 


Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to pay 
tribute to the 100th anniversary of the Ala- 
meda County Fair. The annual 17-day Ala- 
meda County Fair, which takes place in 
Pleasanton, California, is the largest single 
event in Alameda County and draws close to 
one half million patrons each year. 


In 1912, the first Alameda County Fair was 
held at a local racetrack in the Hamlet of 
Alisal, which is now Pleasanton. The owner of 
the track, Rodney MacKenzie, organized a 
group of local business leaders to form a non- 
profit organization and pledge their personal 
assets as collateral to fund the Annual Fair & 
Race Meet. 


This new organization, The Alameda Fair 
Association, was formed on June 29, 1912 
and consisted of fifteen businessmen, 
agriculturalists and livestock raisers from 
Pleasanton, Livermore, Dublin, Hayward, San 
Ramon and Irvington. The first fair opened in 
1912 on Wednesday, October 23 and ran 
through Sunday, October 27. 


In 1941 the non-profit Fair Association pur- 
chased the first 100 acres of what is now the 
268-acre Fairgrounds. The 10-day Fair & 
Race Meet of 1941 was touted by the 
Oaldand Tribune as “Northern California’s 
Largest County Fair.” 


The Fair Association subsequently donated 
the property to the people of Alameda County 
to guarantee that the residents of this region 
would have a County Fair & Race Track. Ala- 
meda County still contracts with the nonprofit 
Fair Association to manage and improve the 
Fairgrounds. The Fair Association continues to 
provide a significant public benefit without re- 
ceiving any tax support. The Association has 
an annual operating budget of roughly $19 
million. 


On the 100th anniversary of the Alameda 
County Fair, the Fair Association will dedicate 
an Alameda County Historical Monument, on 
the Fairgrounds, that represents a slice of the 
rich history of Alameda County. The Historical 
Monument represents the many people, busi- 
nesses and leaders that settled, developed 
and call Alameda County home. 


| join the community in applauding the 100th 
anniversary of the Alameda County Fair. | also 
pay tribute to the Fair Association for creating 
and dedicating a Historical Monument on the 
Fairgrounds to honor the rich history of Ala- 
meda County. 


EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS, Vol. 158, Pt. 7 


PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
HON. BILL HUIZENGA 


OF MICHIGAN 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, June 19, 2012 

Mr. HUIZENGA of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, 
on rollcall No. 314 | was absent due to a fam- 
ily matter. Had | been present, | would have 
voted: “no.” 


EE 


TO RECOGNIZE THE RECIPIENTS 
OF THE 2012 FAIRFAX COUNTY 
CHAMBER OF COMMERCE OUT- 
STANDING CORPORATE CITIZEN- 
SHIP AWARDS 


HON. GERALD E. CONNOLLY 


OF VIRGINIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, June 19, 2012 


Mr. CONNOLLY of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, | 
rise to recognize the recipients of the 2012 
Fairfax County Chamber of Commerce Out- 
standing Corporate Citizenship Awards. 

For more than 85 years, the Fairfax County 
Chamber of Commerce has provided a stra- 
tegic link between local businesses and the 
region through participation in community ac- 
tivities, networking opportunities, marketing, 
support and education. Fairfax County has wit- 
nessed extraordinary growth, and the Cham- 
ber of Commerce has been a consistent, guid- 
ing voice for business. Fairfax County is con- 
sidered by many to be one of the best com- 
munities in the country in which to live, work 
and raise a family. A significant factor in that 
distinction is the thriving partnership between 
the public and private sectors. Corporations, 
non-profit organizations, and educational insti- 
tutions work hand-in-hand with their counter- 
parts in local, state and federal government 
agencies. A thriving business community is 
essential to maintaining a high quality of life 
for all residents, just as ensuring strong com- 
munity institutions and educational opportuni- 
ties for all residents are essential to fostering 
continued economic growth. 

The Fairfax County Chamber of Commerce 
annually recognizes individuals and busi- 
nesses that have demonstrated exceptional 
leadership and have excelled in their efforts to 
better our community through social responsi- 
bility. More than 65 nominees were considered 
for the 2012 awards, and each is deserving of 
recognition and appreciation. It is my honor to 
enter into the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD the 
names of the following recipients of the 2012 
Fairfax Chamber of Commerce Outstanding 
Corporate Citizenship Awards: 

Emerging Influential of the Year: Amanda 
Andere, Executive Director, FACETS. 

Non-Profit of the Year: Good Shepherd 
Housing and Family Service. 

Executive of the Year: Michael Cardaci, 
CEO, Global Network Services, Inc. 

Woman Owned Business of the Year: 
Halfaker and Associates LLC. 

Outstanding Corporate Citizen of the Year— 
Large Business: Deloitte LLP. 

Outstanding Corporate Citizen of the Year— 
Mid Size Company: Apple Federal Credit 
Union. 


June 19, 2012 


Outstanding Corporate Citizen of the Year— 
Small Company: Karin’s Florist. 

In addition to the Corporate Citizenship 
Awards, the Fairfax Chamber of Commerce 
also bestows awards in three unique cat- 
egories; the Chairman’s Awards which recog- 
nize extraordinary leadership by companies 
and individuals within the Fairfax Chamber, 
the James M. Rees Awards which recognize 
lifelong leadership and service to the Northern 
Virginia business community, and the 
NOVAForward Award which is presented to an 
individual for extraordinary efforts to move Vir- 
ginia forward. This year’s honorees are: 

Chairman’s Awards: Julie Simmons, Human 
Capital Strategic Consulting, Jorge Scientific 
Corporation, and Northrup Grumman. 

James M. Rees Award: Sidney O. Dew- 
berry, Chairman Emeritus, Dewberry, and 
John Toups, Former CEO, PRC. 

NOVAForward Award: Terrence D. Jones, 
President and CEO, Wolf Trap Foundation for 
the Performing Arts. 

Mr. Speaker, | ask my colleagues to join me 
in congratulating the recipients of the 2012 
Fairfax County Chamber of Commerce Out- 
standing Corporate Citizenship Awards and in 
thanking them for their many contributions that 
have supported not only our high quality of life 
but also the robust business community we 
have in Fairfax County. 


ee 


H.R. 5855, THE DHS 
APPROPRIATIONS ACT 


HON. CHRIS VAN HOLLEN 


OF MARYLAND 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, June 19, 2012 


Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Speaker, | rise in op- 
position to H.R. 5855, the FY13 Homeland Se- 
curity Appropriations bill. | regret that this bill, 
especially during the amendment process on 
the floor of the House, became a political foot- 
ball. | hope that when the final bill emerges 
from negotiations with the Senate and the 
White House, it will reflect the will and prior- 
ities of the American people. 

Funding appropriated by H.R. 5855 is in- 
tended to support and address the vital needs 
of our men and women working to ensure the 
country’s homeland security. The bill appro- 
priates a total of $46 billion for the Department 
in FY 2013—including $39.1 billion in discre- 
tionary spending, $1.4 billion in mandatory 
spending, and $5.5 billion for emergency dis- 
aster relief. The measure significantly in- 
creases funding for FEMA state and local 
grants and for Homeland cyber-security activi- 
ties. 

Despite these benefits, | have concerns 
about how the bill disregards the mandates of 
the Budget Control Act, how it treats civilian 
employees at DHS and how the bill delves 
into unprecedented territory regarding the re- 
productive rights of women. 

The spending caps set by the bi-partisan 
Budget Control Act ensured that prioritized 
programs could be funded adequately even as 
discretionary reductions were achieved. The 
harmful discretionary top-line set by the House 
Republican budget, and facilitated by this bill, 
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threatens funding for other equally vital pro- 
grams, threatens American jobs, and threat- 
ens the services relied upon by our seniors 
and our veterans. 

Further, | am concerned that the bill does 
not fund the .5 percent cost of living adjust- 
ment provided as part of the president's FY13 
budget request. Federal employees have al- 
ready sacrificed $60 billion of salary over ten 
years as part of the two-year pay freeze. 
Starting in January 2013, new federal employ- 
ees will contribute more to their pensions to 
offset the $15 billion cost of Unemployment In- 
surance Extension legislation. And with this 
bill, federal employees are asked to give up 
what was already a small .5% partial COLA. 
This provision essentially extends for another 
year the 2-year pay freeze currently covering 
DHS employees. 

Finally, | am disappointed by the passage 
and inclusion in the bill of an amendment of- 
fered by STEVE KING of lowa, which | opposed 
and which prohibits the use of the funds in the 
bill from being used to implement the so called 
“Morton Memos.” The memos, written by ICE 
Director Morton, provide a plan to deploy ICE 
resources in the most cost effective manner. 
Specifically, they provide guidance to ensure 
that limited enforcement resources are fo- 
cused primarily on criminals or other individ- 
uals who pose a threat to national security or 
public safety. The King amendment will pro- 
hibit the department from exercising this com- 
mon sense prosecutorial discretion. It would 
force the Department to treat young people 
who were brought to the United States as kids 
and who have graduated from American 
schools the same as individuals who know- 
ingly broke immigration laws and who have 
committed crimes in the United States. That 
makes no sense. 

Bringing a bill to the floor that cuts the re- 
sources available to the men and women re- 
sponsible for protecting the homeland security 
of the Nation and then tying their hands with 
unnecessary and ill-informed amendments is 
counterproductive and undercuts the bill’s in- 
tended purpose. 


EEE 
CONGRATULATING THE DAVE 
THOMAS FOUNDATION FOR 
ADOPTION ON ITS 20TH ANNI- 
VERSARY 
HON. STEVE STIVERS 


OF OHIO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, June 19, 2012 


Mr. STIVERS. Mr. Speaker, | rise to con- 
gratulate the Dave Thomas Foundation for 
Adoption on the occasion of its 20th anniver- 
sary. 

This foundation, established in 1992 by 
Dave Thomas, has continuously strived to 
help every child in foster care find a loving, 
permanent family. It has dramatically in- 
creased the number of adoptions, including 
finding families for 3,000 children in the United 
States foster care system, and for that | com- 
mend them. 

The Foundation shows its commitment to 
the foster care system by awarding grants to 
public and private adoption agencies all 
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across the country. As a founding member of 
National Adoption Day, it has helped brighten 
the lives of countless children. 


Last years awarded grants totaled more 
than $8 million and focused on supporting 
adoption professionals who assist the longest- 
waiting children from foster care into adoptive 
families. This genuine program, Wendy’s Won- 
derful Kids, has increased children’s likely 
hood of being adopted by up to three times. 


As an accredited charity of the Better Busi- 
ness Bureau Wise Giving Alliance, Standards 
for Excellence certified, the Foundation has re- 
ceived the highest possible rating on Charity 
Navigator, an exceptional honor. 


For these reasons, | am proud to applaud 
the Dave Thomas Foundation for Adoption for 
representing Central Ohio through its extraor- 
dinary contributions to the United States foster 
care system. 


—— 


RECOGNIZING THE SERVICE AND 
SACRIFICE OF THE HMONG PI- 
LOTS OF THE SECRET WAR IN 
LAOS 


HON. BETTY McCOLLUM 


OF MINNESOTA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, June 19, 2012 


Ms. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, during the 
Vietnam War another “secret war” was taking 
place in Laos with thousands of Hmong fight- 
ers assisting the U.S. The Hmong who risked 
their lives for the freedom of their country and 
in the aid of the U.S. suffered tremendously as 
they served with great courage. 


This weekend in Maplewood, Minnesota, a 
little known group of Hmong pilot veterans of 
the secret war gathered and were recognized 
by the U.S. Air Force in appreciation of their 
heroism. Supported by the U.S., some 38 
Hmong pilots were trained to fly counterinsur- 
gency missions between 1967 and 1975. Sev- 
enteen of those pilots are alive today and 
were honored, along with posthumous awards 
for 21 deceased colleagues, by Air Force 
Chief of Staff, General Norton Schwartz. 


I, too, would like to recognize and honor 
those brave Hmong pilots who are living ex- 
amples of courage, along with the pilots who 
sacrificed their lives. The secret war was a dif- 
ficult and painful time for the Hmong people. 
Today, decades later, Minnesota is the home 
to many who lived through those years of war 
and suffering. As Hmong Americans of all 
generations contribute to making Minnesota 
and the U.S. a stronger and more prosperous 
land, we must never forget the service, sac- 
rifice, and courage of the Hmong warriors who 
fought on land and in the sky for freedom dur- 
ing the secret war. 


Again, | join in the recognition and remem- 


brance of 38 Hmong pilots who risked their 
lives for freedom. 


9385 


RECOGNIZING ROCKWELL MUSEUM 
OF WESTERN ART 


HON. TOM REED 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, June 19, 2012 


Mr. REED. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to rec- 
ognize the Rockwell Museum of Western Art 
as the 29th District of New York’s most re- 
cently accredited museum. The Rockwell Mu- 
seum was just awarded accreditation by the 
American Association of Museums, the high- 
est national recognition a museum can receive 
for their commitment to public service and ex- 
cellence in education. 

The American Association of Museums 
states that there are over 17,500 museums in 
the United States and less than 800 are ac- 
credited. These numbers would place the 
Rockwell Museum of Western Art in a very 
elite category and | am proud to represent this 
museum. 

The Rockwell Museum of Western Art in- 
spires and educates people of all ages. Its vi- 
sion inspires the staff to strive towards making 
the museum a resource for study, knowledge, 
and entertainment by local and national audi- 
ences. | encourage everyone to stop in and 
visit the Rockwell Museum next time you are 
in Corning, New York. 


CONGRATULATING JAMES FARR 


HON. LOUISE McINTOSH SLAUGHTER 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, June 19, 2012 


Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, | rise today 
to congratulate Mr. James Farr of Rochester, 
New York for his three-year appointment to 
the Erie Canalway National Heritage Corridor 
Commission. The Commission was estab- 
lished by P.L. 106-554 to assist in the preser- 
vation, maintenance and interpretation of the 
historical, natural, cultural, scenic and rec- 
reational resources of the Erie Canalway in 
ways that reflect its national significance. | 
nominated Jim for the Corridors Commission 
on August 25, 2011, and am delighted to have 
a dedicated member of the Rochester commu- 
nity represented on the Commission. 

As an employee of the City of Rochester for 
over 34 years, Jim’s passion for improving this 
great area of New York will serve as an inte- 
gral asset to the Commission. He has rep- 
resented the city as a committee member on 
both of the World Canal Conferences held in 
Rochester and has also assisted with and at- 
tended a number of the Canal Society of New 
York Conferences and events. Currently serv- 
ing as Assistant Director for Recreation, Jim is 
responsible for the City’s environmental and 
horticultural education programs and parks 
stewardship, as well as the oversight of the 
Rochester Public Market. Jim truly embodies 
the spirit of this region. 

An example of Jim’s creativity and dedica- 
tion to the area is his close work with Parks 
and Trails New York to coordinate the annual 
“Cycle the Erie” bike tour, which showcases 
the Canalway’s heritage. In addition, Jim is 
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currently a Board member of the Genesee 
WaterWays Center. He is the former President 
and a current Foundation member of Monroe 
County Cooperative Extension. Jim serves as 
a member of many other related boards and 
organizations, including the Monroe County 
Parks Advisory Committee, the Ontario Beach 
Park Program Committee, the Farmers Market 
Federation of New York, and the National As- 
sociation of Produce Market Managers. He is 
also the secretary and one of the founding 
board members of the Tony Jordan Youth 
Sports Foundation, which provides supple- 
mental funding to enhance the quality and in- 
tegrity of youth sports in the City of Rochester. 

The Erie Canalway Corridor is a symbol of 
American ingenuity and perseverance, and | 
am grateful for Jim Farr’s continued commit- 
ment to promoting its national significance by 
serving on the Erie Canalway National Herit- 
age Corridor Commission. | ask my colleagues 
to join with me in commending Jim Farr for his 
long record of public service. 


HONORING EDDIE WONG 
HON. LYNN C. WOOLSEY 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, June 19, 2012 


Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
honor Eddie Wong, a man who has played a 
significant role in the ongoing restoration and 
development of the Angel Island Immigration 
Station in Marin County, CA. On June 30, 
2012, Mr. Wong is retiring after four productive 
years as Executive Director of the Angel Is- 
land Immigration Station Foundation (AIISF). 

Located off the coast of Tiburon, California, 
in Angel Island State Park, the Immigration 
Station is the site of the detention of 175,000 
Chinese immigrants from 1910 to 1940. Be- 
cause of the Chinese Exclusion Act, many of 
them were held for weeks, months or years in 
a prison-like barracks where life was difficult 
and humiliating. 

The restoration of this Station and related 
educational projects recognize the struggle of 
these immigrants and our nation’s challenge to 
honor our history of immigration. AIISF, with 
the hard work of its many supporters and part- 
ners, including the California State Parks and 
the National Park Service, has led these reha- 
bilitation efforts. During Mr. Wong’s tenure, the 
Immigration Station Museum opened, the Im- 
migrant Heritage Wall was created, and the 
hospital at the site was stabilized. 

The Angel Island Immigration Station now 
hosts more than 50,000 visitors, including 
30,000 schoolchildren, every year. | have had 
the privilege of participating in this effort by 
securing federal funding, and | share Eddie 
Wong’s belief that with the partnership we 
have, we can complete the remaining work on 
this important testament to our rich and com- 
plex history. 

Mr. Wong came to the Executive Director 
position with a strong background in the cul- 
tural social issues at stake. He graduated from 
UCLA with a BA and MFA from School of Fine 
Arts Motion Picture and Television Program. 
Before joining AIISF, he co-founded Visual 
Communications, the nation’s first Asian 
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American film production company, served as 
the Strategy and Investment Principal for 
Media and the Advisor on Social Justice for 
the Democracy Alliance, and was Executive 
Director of the National Asian American Tele- 
communications Association (now known as 
the Center for Asian American Media). 


Understanding that the Angel Island Immi- 
gration Station site resonates personally with 
many immigrants, Mr. Wong says, “I think that 
my father, who was deported from Angel Is- 
land as a 15-year old and came back a year 
later determined to better his life, would be 
proud that a place of shame has now become 
a site of conscience” 


Mr. Speaker, please join me in honoring 
Eddie Wong and in wishing him well in his re- 
tirement. 


ee 


IN HONOR OF TEAMSTERS LOCAL 
UNION NO. 600 


HON. RUSS CARNAHAN 


OF MISSOURI 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, June 19, 2012 


Mr. CARNAHAN. Mr. Speaker, | rise today 
to recognize Teamsters Local Union No. 600, 
in celebration of their 100th anniversary and 
service to the members of the St. Louis Metro- 
politan Area. 


Teamsters Local Union No. 600 is deserving 
of special public recognition for its many ac- 
complishments. It has distinguished record of 
service to working men and women, as well 
as to their families. Its immeasurable contribu- 
tions to the advancement of the union labor 
movement in the St. Louis Metropolitan Area 
have made our community a better place. 


Teamsters Local Union No. 600 has worked 
to improve the working conditions, benefits, 
and wages for the men and women of the St. 
Louis Metropolitan Area. In addition, their influ- 
ence was appreciated and felt by those who 
drove freight trucks, worked in warehouses, 
made milk deliveries, and worked at the An- 
heuser Busch beer distributorships. 


But there work has not only been limited to 
St. Louis. As a Member the US House of Rep- 
resentatives’ Transportation and Infrastructure 
Committee, the Teamsters Local Union No. 
600 advice and counsel has been invaluable 
to me when working on local, regional, and 
national transportation issues. 


Teamsters Local Union No. 600 has also 
lead the way in providing employers in the 
transportation industry with the best trained 
employees, making it possible for the goods 
and services that millions of Americans rely on 
to be delivered safely, on time and in good 
condition. This kind of commitment by the 
Teamsters makes our US economy work, 
grow, and prosper for all us. 


Again, | congratulate Teamsters Local Union 
No. 600 on their 100th Anniversary, and wish 
them more success in the future. 
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IN RECOGNITION AND CELEBRA- 
TION OF ISRAEL SOTO PRIN- 
CIPAL OF JAMES WELDON JOHN- 
SON LEADERSHIP ACADEMY 
PUBLIC SCHOOL 57 


HON. CHARLES B. RANGEL 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, June 19, 2012 


Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, today | rise to 
recognize a dear friend and great force in the 
education of our children, Israel Soto, principal 
of James Weldon Johnson Leadership Acad- 
emy Public School 57, who is retiring after a 
long career in public education service. Israel, 
a Puerto Rican immigrant, began his career in 
education in my congressional district as a 
school bilingual coordinator and as an assist- 
ant director of bilingual education in Wash- 
ington Heights. 


In 1999, Israel ascended to principal of 
James Weldon Johnson Leadership Academy 
Public School 57, a pre-K-8 school in East 
Harlem/El Barrio, which is also a part of my 
district. Mr. Soto’s expertise in bilingual edu- 
cation and the fact that his second language 
was English, like many of the school’s stu- 
dents, made him an ideal choice for principal. 
His talents extend to all facets of education, 
and under his leadership, James Weldon 
Johnson Leadership Academy has gone from 
a near-failing school to one that received a 
grade of “A” in its latest Progress Report and 
is ranked in the 93rd percentile of all New 
York City K-8 schools. 


Principal Soto has deservedly received nu- 
merous awards during his tenure. In 2001, he 
was named “Principal of the Month” in his 
school district and in 2004 was recognized as 
the “Educator of the Week” by Univision 41 
Nueva York. Israel has also been inducted 
into the “Cahn Fellows Program for Distin- 
guished Principals” at Columbia University as 
well as being honored by Children 4 Children, 
the YMCA of New York, the New York Post, 
and El Diario La Prensa. 


Principal Soto’s work at James Weldon 
Johnson Leadership Academy serves as a 
model for current and future educators. He 
has built strong partnerships with teachers, 
parents, community organizations, and the pri- 
vate sector while keeping his focus internal, 
on his students. This outreach has significantly 
increased the academic resources available to 
his students and demonstrates the supreme 
importance of an active and charismatic prin- 
cipal and leader. 


On Thursday, May 31, 2012 at the elegant 
Marina del Rey, the Soto Retirement Com- 
mittee joined the East Harlem/El Barrio com- 
munity of leaders, children, parents, families, 
friends, and education advocates to pay trib- 
ute to our Dream Maker Principal Israel Soto. 


Mr. Speaker, | ask that you and my col- 
leagues join me in honoring a great man and 
an impassioned educator who, first and fore- 
most, believes in all of our extraordinary chil- 
dren. 
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OGUNQUIT PLAYHOUSE 80TH 
ANNIVERSARY 


HON. CHELLIE PINGREE 


OF MAINE 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, June 19, 2012 


Ms. PINGREE of Maine. Mr. Speaker, it 
gives me great pleasure to congratulate the 
Ogunquit Playhouse—America’s Foremost 
Summer Theatre in Ogunquit, Maine—as they 
celebrate their 80th Anniversary Season. 

Since 1933, the Ogunquit Playhouse has 
given generations of theatergoers the oppor- 
tunity to enjoy the finest plays and brightest 
stars and professional actors, bringing Broad- 
way to the Beach. Their acclaim has contin- 
ued over the decades. Most recently, they 
were recently recognized with prestigious 
Moss Hart Awards for Best Professional Pro- 
duction and Outstanding Achievement as a 
Theater Company. In addition, the New Eng- 
land Theatre Conference has recognized the 
Ogunquit Playhouse with their Award for Out- 
standing Achievement in American Theatre, 
acknowledging the Playhouse as one of the 
most important cultural landmarks in New 
England. 

| am proud of the Playhouse’s commitment 
to developing and expanding theater activity in 
New England on the educational, community 
and professional levels. They have created an 
extensive school performance and outreach 
program as well as partnerships with dozens 
of social service agencies throughout the re- 
gion to bring underserved children and fami- 
lies to the Playhouse to enjoy live theater. 

They believe—and | believe—that the arts 
are essential to the quality of life for everyone. 
As Maine’s creative economy grows and re- 
ceives national attention, America’s Foremost 
Summer Theatre serves as a shining example 
of success. 


m 


TRIBUTE TO ZACHARY DAVID 
BENJAMIN 


HON. TOM LATHAM 


OF IOWA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, June 19, 2012 


Mr. LATHAM. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
recognize and congratulate Zachary Benjamin 
of Fort Dodge, lowa for achieving the rank of 
Eagle Scout. 

The Eagle Scout rank is the highest ad- 
vancement rank in scouting. Only about 5 per- 
cent of Boy Scouts earn the Eagle Scout 
Award. The award is a performance-based 
achievement with high standards that have 
been well-maintained over the past century. 

To earn the Eagle Scout rank, a Boy Scout 
is obligated to pass specific tests that are or- 
ganized by requirements and merit badges, as 
well as completing an Eagle Project to benefit 
the community. Zachary’s project involved cre- 
ating a rock and rain garden at Kennedy Park 
in Webster County. Zachary completed this 
project while going above and beyond the re- 
quired merit badges. The work ethic Zachary 
has shown in his Eagle Project, and every 
other project leading up to his Eagle Scout 
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rank, speaks volumes of his commitment to 
serving a cause greater than himself and as- 
sisting his community. 

Mr. Speaker, the example set by this young 
man and his supportive family demonstrates 
the rewards of hard work, dedication, and per- 
severance. | am honored to represent Zachary 
and his family in the United States Congress. 
| know that all of my colleagues in the House 
will join me in congratulating him in obtaining 
the Eagle Scout ranking, and will wish him 
continued success in his future education and 
career. 


A TRIBUTE TO DAVID SHELBORNE 


HON. EDOLPHUS TOWNS 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, June 19, 2012 


Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
pay tribute and honor Mr. David Shelborne. 

Mr. Shelborne’s passion for electronics led 
him to become a technician for the Savin Cor- 
poration in Manhattan. His many awards dur- 
ing his tenure there led to his recruitment to 
Alco Standards Corporation, a Fortune 500 
company, in a Senior Specialist position. 
There he was responsible for managing the 
entire New York and New Jersey Regions of 
the company. 

Mr. Shelborne has been a dedicated mem- 
ber of the African American Benevolent Soci- 
ety since 1990, has held many esteemed posi- 
tions in the organization, and now serves as 
its president. 

Mr.Shelborne currently works for the Depart- 
ment of Sanitation where he is currently as- 
signed to the Supervised Sick Leave Unit— 
Medical Division, having been a dedicated 
member of the department since 1990. 

Mr. Shelborne is a child of God and an ac- 
tive member of the St. John Baptist Church, in 
Arverne, NY. He currently resides in Far Rock- 
away, New York with his wife, Lisa. Together, 
they have five children. 

Mr. Shelbourne is currently looking forward 
to being a volunteer for the United States Civil 
Air Patrol (Parent in Partnership) with his 
youngest son, Tahj. 

Mr. Speaker, | would like to recognize David 
Shelborne for his loyalty and dedication to 
civic duty in his professional and private life. 


EE 


IN RECOGNITION OF LESBIAN, 
GAY, BISEXUAL, AND TRANS 
GENDER PRIDE MONTH 


HON. CHARLES B. RANGEL 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, June 19, 2012 


Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, it is with great 
honor and pride that | rise today to recognize 
the significance of Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, 
and Transgender (LGBT) Pride Month. The 
purpose of this honorable month is to recog- 
nize the vast influence lesbian, gay, bisexual, 
and transgender men and women have had 
not only on our nation’s history, but on local 
and international levels as well. 
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Today, we regard LGBT Pride Month as an 
opportunity to pay tribute to the 1969 Stone- 
wall riots, a major tipping point for the Gay 
Liberation Movement in the U.S. Over 40 
years ago a group of New Yorkers took a 
stand against a discriminatory police raid at 
The Stonewall Inn, a popular gay bar in Man- 
hattan. 

The spontaneous demonstrations that com- 
posed the Stonewall riots are commonly re- 
ferred to as the first instance in American his- 
tory when people of the LGBT community 
fought back against a government system of 
persecution which targeted sexual minorities. 
It united the gay community in New York in 
the fight against discrimination. 

Six months after the riots, three newspapers 
dedicated to promoting LGBT rights were 
formed: Gay, Gay Power and Come Out! Ad- 
ditionally, two gay activist organizations were 
founded right here in New York—the Gay Lib- 
eration Front and the Gay Activists Alliance. 
Within a few years, gay rights organizations 
were founded in several cities across the na- 
tion and the world. June 28, 1970 marked the 
first Gay Pride marches in Los Angeles, Chi- 
cago, and New York, established to com- 
memorate the anniversary of the riots. 

In honor of Stonewall, many gay pride 
events and celebrations are now held annually 
during the month of June throughout the 
world, including New York City’s Gay Pride 
Week. These celebrations include pride pa- 
rades, picnics, concerts and parties; and at- 
tract millions of global participants. Memorials 
for those LGBT members who have lost their 
lives to hate crimes or HIV/AIDS are also held 
during this month. 

While the fight for justice regardless of sex- 
ual orientation or gender identity continues to 
be a crucial one, we have indeed made signifi- 
cant strides. Let this month remind us of the 
society we all strive for, one in which lesbian, 
gay, bisexual, and transgender people enjoy 
the constitutional rights of equality, personal 
autonomy, and freedom of expression. No 
LGBT person should experience discrimination 
in housing, employment, or public spaces. We 
need to continue fighting until everyone has 
the equal opportunity to participate fully in civil 
society. 

Mr. Speaker, | ask that you and my col- 
leagues join me in commemorating the anni- 
versary of the Stonewall riots, supporting the 
ongoing fight for gay liberation, and cele- 
brating the legacy of LGBT community mem- 
bers whose place in our Nation’s history can- 
not be overlooked. LGBT Americans have 
strengthened our country, helped create 
awareness and garner support for equality. 


A TRIBUTE TO TREMAINE 
ANTOINE PRICE 


HON. EDOLPHUS TOWNS 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, June 19, 2012 


Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
pay tribute and to honor Tremaine Antoine 
Price, an artist, minister, and man of commu- 
nity. Tremaine Price is currently a Community 
Relations Coordinator at Success Academy 
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Charter Schools serving the Harlem commu- 
nity in several ways including Family Aca- 
demic Events, tutoring for scholars, parent 
counseling, and fundraising initiatives. 

Tremaine Price, born and raised in Brook- 
lyn, was a burgeoning young artist, performing 
in plays, music groups, glee clubs, choirs, and 
praise groups. He received The Brooklyn Old 
Timers, the Brooklyn Links, the Congressional 
Black Caucus, and the Posse Foundation 
Merit Leadership scholarships to pave the way 
for his collegiate studies at Vanderbilt Univer- 
sity. There he participated in and led several 
student organizations and honed his theatrical 
skills, highlighted by directing a student 
version of Ntozake Shange’s play, “for colored 
girls who have considered suicide when the 
rainbow is enuf” and founding The Black Arts 
Series at Vanderbilt University. 

Tremaine Price is a drama minister and 
playwright, his original play is titled “For Chris- 
tian Girls” and it debuted in August 2011. He 
strives to incorporate performance art into 
worship, which not only means acting out 
skits, but also revealing the truths of our tri- 
umphs, fears, suffering, and joys through the 
Christian faith. He is a member of the Young 
Adult Ministry (Praise Team), the Berean 
Brotherhood, and the servant leader for the 
Spiritual Expressions Drama Ministry. He in- 
tends on pursuing higher education degrees in 
Theatre Education and hopes to one day 
grace the Broadway stage. 

Mr. Speaker, | would like to recognize 
Tremaine Antoine Price for his leadership in 
the religious word and in his community. 


ea 


PERSONAL EXPLANATION 


HON. LUIS V. GUTIERREZ 


OF ILLINOIS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, June 19, 2012 


Mr. GUTIERREZ. Mr. Speaker, | was un- 
avoidably absent yesterday for votes in the 
House Chamber. Had | been present, | would 
have voted “yea” on rollcall votes 379 and 
380. 


A TRIBUTE TO MATTHEW OKEBIYI 


HON. EDOLPHUS TOWNS 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, June 19, 2012 


Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
honor and pay tribute to Mr. Matthew Okebiyi. 
Born in Lagos, Nigeria, Matthew Okebiyi spent 
most of his youth and formal schooling being 
shuttled between various parts of Africa, Eu- 
rope, and the Middle East. It was during those 
formative years that he witnessed firsthand the 
effects of poverty, hunger, homelessness, and 
human rights violations. Those incidents would 
later have a profound impact upon his life. 

Mr. Okebiyi immigrated to the United States 
in the early 1980s and settled in Brooklyn, 
New York, where he attended college on a 
full-time basis while working two jobs. He 
earned a Bachelor’s degree in Communication 
Arts, pursued advanced studies and earned 
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two Master’s degrees: one in Urban Planning 
and the other in Political Science. He com- 
pleted his Mental Health training at Hunter 
College School of Social Work in New York 
City. 

Mir Okebiyi is the founder of the African 
American Planning Commission, a New York 
City-based not-for-profit organization and cur- 
rently serves as the Executive Director. He 
also worked to build the Serenity House Fam- 
ily Residence, a 40 unit, $5.5 million transi- 
tional homeless shelter for survivors of domes- 
tic violence. The mission of Serenity House is 
to offer survivors and their minor children, who 
have exceeded their maximum length of stay 
in an emergency shelter, a safe but temporary 
refuge from domestic violence. 

Mr. Okebiyi, in addition to his accomplish- 
ments, has volunteered with Food Bank and 
Children’s Literacy programs. He maintains a 
volunteer teaching schedule; tutoring several 
undergraduate and post-graduate students in 
his free time, one hundred percent of whom 
have gone on to receive their Bachelor's and/ 
or Master’s degrees. 

Mr. Okebiyi has been the recipient of many 
awards for public service. Most recently was in 
2011, when he was the recipient of the pres- 
tigious “Man of the Year’ award presented by 
the Brooklyn Branch of Key Women of Amer- 
ica, Inc. at its annual gala. 

Mr. Speaker, | would like to recognize Mat- 
thew Okebiyi for his drive to succeed and 
dedication to social justice. His unceasing 
commitment to the welfare of others is an in- 
spiration to us all. 


Se 


HONORING ABCD AND ITS 
FOUNDER, BOB COARD 


HON. EDWARD J. MARKEY 


OF MASSACHUSETTS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, June 19, 2012 


Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, on Thursday, 
June 21, 2012, ABCD will celebrate and honor 
its late founder, Bob Coard, by renaming its 
Boston headquarters in honor of this titan in 
the effort to enable upward mobility and a 
higher quality of life for all people, regardless 
of income or situation in life. | rise today to 
commemorate and congratulate this incredible 
community action program the nation’s leading 
anti-poverty organization, and to salute my 
great friend, the late, Bob Coard. From Bea- 
con Hill to Capitol Hill, Bob was a consistent, 
persistent and insistent force, working tire- 
lessly to direct critical resources toward the 
fight to eradicate poverty. 

Bob was an early, highly-effective general in 
the War on Poverty. He began his unmatched 
service even before President Johnson urged 
communities to organize around the vision of 
a creating a Great Society free of poverty and 
abundant in opportunity for all Americans re- 
gardless of race, creed or income. And Bob 
was still on the job when an extraordinary 
community organizer, President Obama, was 
sworn in as our 44th president. For all those 
years, “ABCD” didn’t just stand for “Action for 
Boston Community Development.” It also 
stood for “Anything Bob Coard Desired.” 

When Bob called, it was because he need- 
ed action for Boston’s most vulnerable resi- 
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dents—more money for home heating assist- 
ance, help with Medicaid funding, support for 
Head Start. 

And we knew Bob was right because Bob 
recognized that our great challenge here in 
the United States is to bestow the world’s 
blessings on all of God’s children—to ensure, 
as President Kennedy said in his Inaugural 
address, that “God’s work on earth must truly 
be our own.” 

The son of a civil servant from Grenada, 
Bob Coard immigrated to this country to pur- 
sue the American Dream. Once here, he dedi- 
cated his own life to helping others pursue 
that same dream. 

When Bob started work at ABCD in 1964, 
the organization was only two years old and it 
had a tiny staff. Today, it has 1,000 employ- 
ees and carries out a wide array of programs 
focused on meeting the needs of the poor and 
disadvantaged in the City of Boston. 

Recognizing that education provides the 
best way for young people to, in his words, 
“make it in this world,” Bob started two high 
schools for at-risk youth at ABCD, in collabo- 
ration with the Boston Public Schools. 

ABCD has been called the unsung hero of 
Boston. For 50 years ABCD has saved lives 
and made dreams come true, and while ABCD 
is at the heart of Boston’s communities, it was 
the heart of Bob Coard that pushed ABCD to 
the national model it is today, and John 
Drew’s amazing leadership that keeps that 
heart beating strong. 

From providing heating assistance for those 
in need during New England’s long, cold win- 
ters to delivering job training to those who 
need work, ABCD is the bridge from poverty 
to self-sufficiency. The opportunities ABCD 
provides for low-income Boston residents to 
get back on their feet, live with dignity and 
achieve their full potential are building blocks 
for the continued success of these commu- 
nities. 

Today, ABCD’s assistance to people and 
communities has grown to all sectors of pov- 
erty relief. 

ABCD organizes Head Start programs for 
over 2,400 low-income children and families 
every year. 

ABCD supplies fuel assistance to more than 
22,000 families a year. 

ABCD provides services for thousands of at- 
risk youth through SummerWorks, career de- 
velopment and two alternative high schools, 
and health services and family planning for 
more than 30,000 people every year through 
its Health Services Department. 

From the ABCD Foster Grandparents bring- 
ing love and security to disadvantaged chil- 
dren, to programs that offer assistance in 
asset development, tax assistance and finan- 
cial education, ABCD offers stability, a sense 
of community and economic security to low-in- 
come families. 

In President Franklin Delano Roosevelt's 
second inaugural address, he famously de- 
clared that “The test of our progress is not 
whether we add more to the abundance of 
those who have much; it is whether we pro- 
vide enough for those who have too little.” 

That was Bob Coard’s definition of progress, 
that is John Drew’s definition of progress, that 
is ABCD’s mission everyday. 

It is with great pride that | congratulate 
ABCD for its 50 years of vital service to the 
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community, and that | commemorate my friend 
Bob Coard as ABCD dedicates its Tremont 
Street headquarters in his honor this Thursday 
on Boston Common. 

It is fitting that Bob Coard’s building gazes 
out on the Common, a lush landscape where 
Americans from every walk of life enjoy the 
same open space, on equal footing. And just 
as the Common is part of the Emerald Neck- 
lace of parks and parkways that extend out to 
Franklin Park in Roxbury, Bob Coard and 
ABCD stitched together an array of programs 
that, taken together, provide a safety net for 
lifting Bay State residents out of poverty and 
into a new life of self-sufficiency. 

Bob Coard and ABCD are American icons, 
and | congratulate Bob’s wife Donna, John 
Drew and the entire ABCD team for the in- 
credible work that makes such a difference in 
the lives of so many Massachusetts residents. 


A TRIBUTE TO DR. HEROLD SIMON 
HON. EDOLPHUS TOWNS 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, June 19, 2012 


Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
pay tribute and honor Dr. Herold Simon. 

Dr. Herold Simon is the Medical Director of 
the East New York Diagnostic and Treatment 
Center (ENYDTC). His responsibilities include 
policy-making, facility-wide planning, staff su- 
pervision and quality management; however, 
he sees his most important role as a clinician 
and an advocate for the medically-under- 
served and the financially-challenged commu- 
nities he serves. 

In 2002, Dr. Simon was instrumental in the 
creation of a kidney clinic at Kings County 
Hospital Center, where, initially, he was the 
sole attendant, providing patient care and edu- 
cation to nephrologists in training. Dr. Simon 
holds an appointment as Assistant Professor 
of Medicine at SUNY/University of Brooklyn at 
Downstate. In addition to his post as Vice 
President for Downstate Enterprises, Inc. Dr. 
Simon has steadily maintained a private prac- 
tice in the Flatbush community since 1996, 
providing care in Nephrology and Internal 
Medicine. 

Dr. Simon had also served as a member of 
the ADAP Clinical Subcommittee of the Advi- 
sory Council for the AIDS Institute and advisor 
to the Collegiate Science and Technology Pro- 
gram for the Borough of Manhattan Commu- 
nity College. In spite of his busy schedule, Dr. 
Simon continues to lecture on the molecular 
basis of hypertension and kidney disease as 
well as the promises and dilemmas of preven- 
tive health care. 

In 2008, Dr. Simon was able to pilot the cur- 
rent New York City Health and Hospital Cor- 
poration (HHC) Diabetes Guidelines and re- 
vealed that a treatment algorithm coupled with 
nurse care-management can rapidly improve 
diabetes care. As a result the HHC leadership 
mandated the use of the guidelines by all 
HHC facilities. Dr. Simon was a leading figure 
in the implementation of Managed Care and 
Rapid HIV Testing within HHC. 

Following the January 12, 2010 earthquake 
in Haiti, he traveled there to provide medical 
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care to the General Hospital in Port-au-Prince. 
He continues to be very active in planning for 
the immediate and long-term medical needs of 
Haiti. 

Mr. Speaker, | would like to recognize Dr. 
Simon for his extraordinary contributions to 
our Brooklyn community. 


Ee 


IN RECOGNITION AND CELEBRA- 
TION OF THE LIFE OF YOLANDA 
SANCHEZ 


HON. CHARLES B. RANGEL 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, June 19, 2012 


Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, today | rise to 
mourn the loss of Yolanda Sanchez, a fierce 
advocate for Puerto Rican youth and women 
in my district. It is with a heavy heart that | 
stand here today to memorialize her. 

Ms. Sanchez was a pioneer in El Barrio and 
| am honored to have partnered with her over 
the years to improve the lives of Puerto Rican 
youth and women. She dedicated herself for 
over 50 years to the community, a community 
she was born and raised in. Ms. Sanchez 
began her career as a community organizer 
and advocate in 1962, when she was asked to 
join the staff of Aspira; a non-profit organiza- 
tion focused on educational advancement and 
further development of Puerto Rican and His- 
panic youth. Ms. Sanchez never stopped 
working for children, women and the Puerto 
Rican community; she never took a day off 
from her goals. 

A graduate of City College and the Colum- 
bia University School of Social Work, Ms. San- 
chez continually sought out and worked in po- 
sitions that maximized her positive impact on 
the community. These positions ranged from 
Executive Director of the Puerto Rican Asso- 
ciation for Community Affairs, to founding 
member and later president of the National 
Latina Caucus, to president of the East Har- 
lem Council for Human Services, to Director of 
CUNY’s office of Puerto Rican programs. 

Ms. Sanchez was successful in playing a 
key role in the creation of three critical institu- 
tions for the underserved in El Barrio. The 
Taino Towers (section 8 housing), Boriken 
Health Center (primary care) and Casabe 
Houses (elderly housing) owe their existence 
partially to the tireless efforts of Ms. Sanchez. 

This year Ms. Sanchez received the first So- 
cial Work Trailblazer Award from the Silber- 
man School of Social Work in honor and rec- 
ognition of her invaluable and tireless efforts 
made in the community. This award is an ac- 
knowledgment of a true heroine, feminist and 
champion of the downtrodden. 

Mr. Speaker, | ask you and my colleagues 
to please join me in celebrating and remem- 
bering the life of a fierce advocate for children, 
women and the disadvantaged. In her life, she 
truly made our community and thus the world 
a better place than how she found it. She will 
be missed by her loved ones, she will be 
missed by the community, but her spirit will 
carry on through philanthropy and in the spirit 
of others just like her. 
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A TRIBUTE TO SWAMY NAIDU 
SUNKARA 


HON. EDOLPHUS TOWNS 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, June 19, 2012 


Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
pay tribute and honor Dr. Swamy Naidu 
Sunkara. 

Dr. Swamy Naidu Sunkara served as a sur- 
geon, and then trained as an anesthesiologist 
in Jamaica, and Trinidad and Tobago. He 
completed a post graduate diploma in anes- 
thesiology from the University of West Indies. 
He served as a Social Worker at St. James In- 
firmary in Montego Bay, Jamaica from 1979 to 
1981. He also served at the Prince Elizabeth 
Hospital for destitute children in Port of Spain, 
Trinidad from 1981 to 1987. He gave free an- 
esthesia for surgeries to children with cleft pal- 
ates and club-feet, and other congenital ab- 
normalities. He has worked as a volunteer 
physician at Trinidad and Tobago Sports Med- 
icine. Dr. Swamy Naidu Sunkara received let- 
ters of commendation in Jamaica, and Trini- 
dad and Tobago. 

Dr. Swamy Naidu Sunkara migrated to the 
United States in 1988. He successfully com- 
pleted the Diploma in Tropical Medicine and 
Health, and a Masters in Public Health with 
double majors in International Health and 
Emergency Medicine. He served as a pub- 
lished Researcher, and volunteer in the Chil- 
dren’s Cancer Study Group in New York Med- 
ical College, and Westchester Medical Center 
at Valhalla, New York. He worked as a volun- 
teer Emergency Medical Technician in the 
Ossining Volunteer Ambulance Corps and the 
Pleasantville Volunteer Ambulance Corps. He 
received the Best Volunteer Award from West- 
chester County Executive and Best Volunteer 
Award from the University of Medicine and 
Dentistry of Newark, New Jersey in 1989. 

He has also faithfully served as one of the 
Uncles for Foster Children of the Richard Allen 
Center on Life in New York City. 

As a young student leader, he volunteered 
in various natural disasters including one in 
Divi Andhra Predesh for several weeks directly 
under Mother Theresa. She always had kind 
words about him when she visited that area. 

Mr. Speaker, | would like to recognize Dr. 
Swamy Naidu Sunkara for his extraordinary 
contributions to New York City’s medical com- 
munity. 


PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
HON. GEOFF DAVIS 


OF KENTUCKY 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, June 19, 2012 


Mr. DAVIS of Kentucky. Mr. Speaker, on 
Monday, June 18, 2012, | was not present for 
the evening vote series. Had | been present, 
| would have voted: 

On rollcall No. 379—“yes’”—S. 684, A bill to 
provide for the conveyance of certain parcels 
of land to the town of Alta, Utah. 

On rollcall No. 380—“yes’”—S. 404, A bill to 
modify a land grant patent issued by the Sec- 
retary of the Interior. 
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A TRIBUTE TO MR. MISBA ABDIN 
HON. EDOLPHUS TOWNS 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, June 19, 2012 


Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
recognize and honor Mr. Misba Abdin. 

A second-generation Bangladeshi-American, 
Misba Abdin came to the United States in 
1982. He was born in 1969 in Beani Bazar of 
the Sylhet District in Bangladesh. His family 
led the way for others who migrated to the 
United States of America very early from the 
Sylhet region. Currently a businessman by 
profession, he is the product of the New York 
City Public School system where he went from 
P.S. 214K to M.S./I.S. 171 and graduated 
from Frank K. Lane High School. He went on 
to study Business Management at Hunter Col- 
lege of the City University of New York. He is 
well read and can tell you the history of almost 
any book that has been on the best seller list 
over the last 20 years. 

In 1984, Mr. Abdin, along with his three 
brothers and five cousins, and the support of 
the people of the neighborhood, started the 
first soccer tournament in Ozone Park, 
Queens, for Bangladeshi youth. The tour- 
nament became very popular as it was the 
first in the Bengali community and, was an ex- 
ample followed by Bangladeshi youth living in 
the other cities. In the early 1990s Mr. Abdin 
spearheaded the formation of the Bangladesh 
Football Federation, mainly with the view to 
provide the Bengali Community in New York 
with an opportunity to gather and celebrate 
through soccer games. Following the success 
of this organization, many Bangladeshi-Amer- 
ican socio-cultural organizations were later 
formed by others. The Bangladesh Football 
Federation was renamed as Bangladesh 
Sports Council in 2001. And, in 2005, Mr. 
Abdin was appointed General Secretary of the 
Sports Council, a position he still holds today. 

As a Pioneer Community Activist in the Ben- 
gali Community, Mr. Abdin’s main focus is de- 
veloping Bangladeshi youth and sports 
through his organizing skills and vibrant youth 
programs. As President and CEO of the 
Bangladeshi American Community Develop- 
ment and Youth Sports, BACDYS, his main 
objective is to focus exclusively on low income 
housing, education, youth programs and family 
entertainment. He is a Board member of the 
Highland Park Local Development Corp., the 
75th Precinct Community Council and a mem- 
ber of the program committee of the North 
Brooklyn YMCA, to name a few. 

Mr. Abdin is a product of a retail family. His 
father was a successful retail businessman 
and growing up he worked in his father’s store 
after school and on weekends. After spending 
a couple of years in Bangladesh he returned 
to the United States to manage the family Key 
Food Supermarket, which to this day, he still 
manages. 

Mr. Abdin is married to Farida Yeasmin, and 
they are blessed with two daughters and two 
sons. He attends the Al-Aman Mosque that 
was founded by his father, Abdul Sattar, on 
Forbell Street in Brooklyn. 

Mr. Speaker, | urge my colleges to join me 
in recognizing the important achievements and 
dedication to community of Mr. Misba Abdin. 
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A TRIBUTE TO TOMMY 
MERRIWEATHER 


HON. EDOLPHUS TOWNS 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, June 19, 2012 


Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
pay tribute and honor Tommy Merriweather. 
Mr. Merriweather is a public servant that has 
dedicated his life to protecting the community. 

Tommy enlisted in the U.S Army after high 
school where from 1982 to 1988 he served in 
the Infantry division. During his eight year mili- 
tary career he traveled the world and he 
earned many awards. 

On July 5, 1989, he joined the New York 
City Police Department. He was a committed 
employee and enjoyed working for the NYPD 
for twenty years. In December 1992, Officer 
Merriweather was promoted to the rank of De- 
tective. 

Detective Merriweather was a dedicated and 
effective undercover detective, performing 
dangerous work on a daily basis. On numer- 
ous occasions, Detective Merriweather can- 
celled scheduled vacation days so that he 
could make undercover buys crucial to the 
progress of ongoing cases. Detective 
Merriweather’s life and safety have been 
placed in jeopardy on numerous occasions by 
the unpredictability of the undercover work he 
did. On July 9, 2009, he completed 20 years 
with the NYPD and retired as a Detective 1st 
grade. 

Tommy has worked with the Boy Scouts 
since 2009 and is the first African-American 
Scoutmaster of Boy Scout Troop 43 and of the 
Sagitokos District. He enjoys volunteering his 
time to work with the Scouts and helping them 
advance to become Eagle Scouts or be a part 
of the Order of Arrow. His troop enjoys out- 
door camping. Tommy is always preparing for 
upcoming events and makes sure that every- 
one he talks to knows the good work being 
done by the Troop and Suffolk County Council 
of Boy Scouts. 

Mr. Speaker | would like to recognize 
Tommy Merriweather for his extraordinary 
contributions to the Brooklyn community. 


PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
HON. DAVID P. ROE 


OF TENNESSEE 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, June 19, 2012 


Mr. ROE of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, | was 
not present for votes on June 18, 2012 be- 
cause | was attending a funeral. Had | been 
present, | would have voted “yea” on rollcall 
votes No. 379 and No. 380. 


A TRIBUTE TO LEO A. MORRIS 
HON. EDOLPHUS TOWNS 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, June 19, 2012 


Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
pay tribute and to honor Leo A. Morris for his 
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track record in public service and his commit- 
ment to charity. 

Leo Morris was born in Colon, Panama to 
Louise and Irving Morris and is now a resident 
of Brooklyn. He is the only son in his family 
and has four sisters. He migrated to the 
United States in 1959. Leo was educated at 
Eastern District High School, Staten Island 
Community College (AA, 1975), and Barnard 
College (BBA, 1978). He began his career in 
the housing sector with the United States 
Trust Company after completing his studies. 
He went on to serve the City of New York’s 
Department of Housing Preservation and De- 
velopment in various offices within the agency 
for 30 years. During his tenure, he was a Real 
Property Manager in the Tenant Interim Lease 
Program, a Community Coordinator/Unit Chief 
in the Division of Relocation, and Deputy Di- 
rector for Field Operations in the Emergency 
Housing Services Bureau. Leo was recognized 
as a dedicated and loyal employee, retiring in 
2010. 

Leo is a dedicated volunteer and finds time 
to enjoy life. He is Vice Chair of Tashia’s 
L.I.F.E., Inc., a charitable organization founded 
with the purpose of aiding, educating and as- 
sisting individuals citywide, who are experi- 
encing difficulties while living with Lupus. Leo 
enjoys travelling, jazz, and trying out the di- 
verse cuisines available all over Brooklyn. He 
is married to Leora Marie Morris, and is the 
proud father of three children, Michelle, Leah, 
and Natasha and a proud grandfather to 
Raphael, Damiere, Morgan, and Ryann. 

Mr. Speaker, | would like to recognize Mr. 
Leo A. Morris for his successful career and 
continued work in community service. 
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A TRIBUTE TO DR. RAMANATHAN 
RAJU 


HON. EDOLPHUS TOWNS 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, June 19, 2012 


Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
pay tribute and to honor Ramanathan (Ram) 
Raju, MD, MBA, FACS, FACHE. He is the 
Chief Executive Officer for the Cook County 
Health & Hospital System (CCHHS) in Chi- 
cago, Illinois. CCHHS is the 3rd largest public 
health system in the country which oversees a 
comprehensive, integrated system with several 
parts; an acute care hospital with a Level 1 
Trauma Center and a Community Hospital; a 
Regional Outpatient Center; a Correctional 
Healthcare Facility; an Outpatient Infectious 
Disease Center specializing in the treatment of 
HIV/AIDS; 16 community clinics and a public 
health department. 

Prior to accepting the role of CEO of Cook 
County Health & Hospital System (CCHHS), 
Dr. Raju served as the New York City Health 
and Hospital Corporation’s (HHC) Executive 
Vice President, Corporate Chief Operating Of- 
ficer and Chief Medical Officer since 2006. 
During his tenure in health care spanning over 
30 years, Dr. Raju served in various leader- 
ship positions in not for profit and public hos- 
pital systems in New York. He served as the 
Chief Operating Officer and Chief Medical offi- 
cer at Coney Island Hospital and Senior Vice 
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President and Director of Medical Education at 
Lutheran Health System. 


Dr. Raju began his professional career in 
India. He attended Madras Medical College to 
earn his medical diploma and subsequently 
did a residency in Surgery culminating in a 
Master of Surgery degree. He underwent fur- 
ther training in England and was elected as a 
Fellow of the Royal College of Surgeons. He 
served in various capacities in England and 
subsequently underwent surgical training in 
the United States. Dr. Raju also did a fellow- 
ship in Vascular Surgery. He is Board Certified 
in Surgery and is a fellow of the American 
College of Surgeons. He has held the position 
of Clinical Professor in multiple Medical 
Schools. He has been actively involved in 
teaching residents and medical students for 
many years, and won the Best Teacher award 
many times throughout his career. He is an 
avid researcher and has published many arti- 
cles in peer review journals. Dr. Raju is also 
a physician executive, having obtained an 
MBA from the University of Tennessee and 
CPE from the American College of Physician 
Executives. He currently serves as an adjunct 
professor in Business Management at the Uni- 
versity of Tennessee. He has held many posi- 
tions in Healthcare Organizations, including 
Director of Surgery, Director of Trauma, Direc- 
tor of Surgical Research, and Director of Med- 
ical Education. He has also served on various 
local and state wide committees including the 
American Hospital Association Region 2 Gov- 
ernance Board and on the President’s Forum: 
The Acute Post Acute Hospital Continuum, a 
Member of the National Quality Forum steer- 
ing Committee “National Voluntary Consensus 
Standards for emergency Care—Phase II Hos- 
pital based Emergency and Research Com- 
mittee. Dr. Raju’s professional society mem- 
berships include the American College of Phy- 
sician Executives and the American College of 
Surgeons. He was recently selected as one of 
the top 25 minority health care executives in 
the country by Modern Health care Magazine. 


Dr. Raju married a fellow resident he met at 
Madras Medical College, urologist Samanthi 
Raju. They have a son and a daughter. Dr. 
Raju lives in Chicago’s South Loop. 

Mr. Speaker, | urge my colleagues to join 
me in recognizing Dr. Raju for his successful 
career and his dedication to community health. 
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HONORING THE 125TH UNITED WAY 
ANNIVERSARY 


HON. CHARLES B. RANGEL 


OF NEW YORK 


IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, June 19, 2012 


Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in 
recognition of United Way as they proudly cel- 
ebrate their 125th anniversary serving our 
communities both here at home and abroad. 


In 1887, three visionaries saw the need to 
help their community and to address the wel- 
fare issues their city faced. Thus, the first 
United Way campaign was born, collecting 
over $21,700 for local charitable organizations. 
Today, United Way exists in 1,800 commu- 
nities and 41 countries, raising nearly $5 bil- 
lion every year to increase opportunities for a 
better life worldwide. 


Forty million Americans are working in low- 
income jobs with little or no health benefits. In 
2008, United Way began a 10-year initiative to 
cut these staggering statistics in half. United 
Way continues to look into the future, search- 
ing diligently for solutions that will benefit 
these families in the long-term. 


United Way has impacted our community in 
New York’s 15th congressional district in pro- 
found ways. For as long as | can remember, 
its New York City chapter has been dedicated 
to helping low-income families in terms of their 
health, education, and financial stability. From 
restoring child care and after-school funding, 
to helping over 3 million people make healthier 
choices by making fresh fruits and vegetables 
more affordable and available. United Way 
sees no issue as unimportant and continues to 
display altruism at the highest level. 


In these tough economic times, when many 
people are facing daily struggles that push 
them to the brink of pure exhaustion, the work 
United Way does serves as a beacon of hope 
for those in need. We are truly blessed to 
have such an amazing and crucial organiza- 
tion within our community. | would like to per- 
sonally praise the leadership of United Way 
Worldwide President & CEO Brian Gallagher, 
New York’s United Way CEO Gordon Camp- 
bell, and every staffer and volunteer who dili- 
gently works behind the scenes. Their work 
does not go unnoticed. Mr. Speaker, again, | 
would like to congratulate United Way on their 
125th anniversary and | wish them the best in 
their future endeavors. 
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A TRIBUTE TO MONICA THOMAS 


HON. EDOLPHUS TOWNS 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, June 19, 2012 


Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
pay tribute and to honor Monica Thomas, a 
model servant of the needs of the public, a 
person dedicated to the importance of family, 
and native New Yorker. She is Division Direc- 
tor of Homeless Services at Volunteers of 
America and currently enrolled at Bernard Ba- 
ruch College to obtain her second Master’s 
Degree in Public Administration. 

Monica Thomas was called to action. After 
realizing the devastating impacts of drug ad- 
diction she sought a career in Addiction Coun- 
seling. In her first job she counseled homeless 
men, who also suffered from addiction prob- 
lems and mental illness, and eventually rising 
to Assistant Program Director. She sought to 
learn more about the populations she served 
and received a “JFK Jr. Fellowship” scholar- 
ship to pursue undergraduate studies at Em- 
pire State College in 1996 where she focused 
in Social Administration and Addiction Studies 
and received New York State Certification in 
Alcohol and Substance Abuse Treatment. 

In 1999, Monica Thomas attended Hunter 
College School of Social Work for a Master's 
in Social Work with a Specialty in Aging 
Health. She developed and implemented a 
substance abuse treatment model specifically 
for the elderly population and was promoted to 
Program Director of the Elder Care Unit at Od- 
yssey House. Additionally, she was nominated 
and received the New York State CASAC of 
the Year Award, the highest award bestowed 
upon individuals who hold a New York State 
Alcohol and Substance Abuse Certification. 
Monica received her New York State Social 
Work Certification immediately completing her 
graduate studies in 2003. 

Monica then worked in an executive man- 
agement position overseeing residential serv- 
ices for an agency that focused on assisting 
pregnant women recover from addiction, and 
subsequently was appointed Vice President of 
Clinical Operations for a drug treatment orga- 
nization in Fairfield, Connecticut. In her var- 
ious roles, she designed and developed sys- 
tems and policies that met the growing needs 
of the population while simultaneously engag- 
ing with the community to gain support for the 
programs under her leadership. 

Mr. Speaker, | would like to recognize Ms. 
Monica Thomas for her efforts advocating for 
the well-being of our disenfranchised fellow 
citizens. 
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June 20, 2012 


SENATE—Wednesday, June 20, 2012 


The Senate met at 9:30 a.m. and was 
called to order by the Honorable 
KIRSTEN E. GILLIBRAND, a Senator from 
the State of New York. 


PRAYER 


The Chaplain, Dr. Barry C. Black, of- 
fered the following prayer: 

Let us pray. 

Eternal God, our sustainer, it is time 
to pray and, in the silence of this mo- 
ment, examine our hearts. Lord, You 
know our thoughts and see where we 
fall short of Your glory. Restore us to 
Your purposes as You lead us in the 
path everlasting. 

Search the hearts of our Senators. 
You know the struggles that confront 
them, the things they wrestle with, the 
things that irritate and gnaw at them 
and cause them to abandon trust in 
You. 

O God, You know us better than we 
know ourselves. Search our hearts and 
give us Your peace. 

We pray in Your loving Name. Amen. 


EE 


PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 


The Honorable KIRSTEN E. GILLI- 
BRAND led the Pledge of Allegiance, as 
follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub- 
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 


EE 


APPOINTMENT OF ACTING 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will please read a communication 
to the Senate from the President pro 
tempore (Mr. INOUYE). 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
the following letter: 

U.S. SENATE, 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 
Washington, DC, June 20, 2012. 
To the Senate: 

Under the provisions of rule I, paragraph 3, 
of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby 
appoint the Honorable KIRSTEN E. GILLI- 
BRAND, a Senator from the State of New 
York, to perform the duties of the Chair. 

DANIEL K. INOUYE, 
President pro tempore. 

Mrs. GILLIBRAND thereupon as- 
sumed the chair as Acting President 
pro tempore. 


EEE 
RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY 
LEADER 


The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The majority leader is recog- 
nized. 


FLOOD INSURANCE REFORM AND 
MODERNIZATION ACT—MOTION 
TO PROCEED 


Mr. REID. Madam President, I move 
to proceed to Calendar No. 250, S. 1940. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The clerk will report the motion. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

Motion to proceed to calendar No. 250, S. 
1940, a bill to amend the National Flood In- 
surance Act of 1968, to restore the financial 
solvency of the flood insurance fund, and for 
other purposes. 

CLOTURE MOTION 

Mr. REID. Madam President, I have a 
cloture motion at the desk I wish to be 
reported. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The cloture motion having been 
presented under rule XXII, the Chair 
directs the clerk to read the motion. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

CLOTURE MOTION 

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord- 
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, hereby move 
to bring to a close the debate on the motion 
to proceed to Calendar No. 250, S. 1940, An 
original bill to amend the National Flood In- 
surance Act of 1968, to restore the financial 
solvency of the flood insurance fund, and for 
other purposes. 

Harry Reid, Tim Johnson, Al Franken, 
Patrick J. Leahy, Christopher A. 
Coons, Tom Harkin, Barbara A. Mikul- 
ski, Kent Conrad, Robert Menendez, 
Jack Reed, Barbara Boxer, Ben Nelson, 
Michael F. Bennet, Max Baucus, Mark 
Begich, Richard Blumenthal, Kay R. 
Hagan. 

Mr. REID. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the manda- 
tory quorum required under rule XXII 
be waived. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 

SCHEDULE 

Mr. REID. Madam President, fol- 
lowing leader remarks today, the Re- 
publican leader will move to proceed to 
S.J. Res. 37. Following that motion; 
that is, the one Senator MCCONNELL 
will make, the time until 11:30 a.m. 
will be equally divided between the two 
leaders or their designees, with the Re- 
publicans controlling the first 15 min- 
utes and the majority controlling the 
next 15 minutes, and I have designated 
that Senator ROCKEFELLER will take 
that 15 minutes. At 11:30 a.m. the Sen- 
ate will proceed to vote on the motion 
to proceed to S.J. Res. 37. If the motion 
to proceed is not agreed to, the Senate 
will then resume S. 3240, the farm bill, 
and the votes in relation to amend- 
ments that remain in order to the bill. 


So Senators should expect a long day 
of voting, starting at 11:30 a.m. 

Madam President, we did extremely 
well yesterday. We were able, as indi- 
cated last night, to even turn in votes 
earlier because everyone was here. 
There are lots of events going on in the 
Capitol today, but we are going to have 
to stick to our business at hand and 
make sure we get through this long list 
of amendments because we are going to 
have to finish this and the flood insur- 
ance legislation before we leave here 
this week. That is a large assignment. 
We have to do that. 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT—S8. 3240 

Madam President, I ask unanimous 
consent that with respect to any 
amendments voted on during Tuesday’s 
session, where motions to reconsider 
were not made, that the motions to re- 
consider be considered made and laid 
upon the table. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Under the previous order, the 
leadership time is reserved. 

RECOGNITION OF THE MINORITY LEADER 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Republican leader is recog- 
nized. 


EE 


DISAPPROVAL OF EPA EMISSION 
STANDARDS RULE—MOTION TO 
PROCEED 


Mr. McCONNELL. Madam President, 
I now move to proceed to S.J. Res. 37. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The clerk will report the motion. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 


Motion to proceed to calendar No. 480, S.J. 
Res. 37, a joint resolution to disapprove a 
rule promulgated by the Administrator of 
the Environmental Protection Agency relat- 
ing to emission standards for certain steam 
generating units. 

U.S. SENATE, 
Washington, DC, June 19, 2012. 


DISCHARGE OF FURTHER CONSIDERATION 


We, the undersigned Senators, in accord- 
ance with chapter 8 of title 5, United States 
Code, hereby direct the Senate Committee 
on Environment and Public Works be dis- 
charged of further consideration of S.J. Res. 
37, a resolution on providing for congres- 
sional disapproval of a rule submitted by the 
Environmental Protection Agency related to 
emission standards for certain steam gener- 
ating units. 

John Boozman, David Vitter, John Cor- 
nyn, Jon Kyl, Pat Roberts, James M. 
Inhofe, Johnny Isakson, Tom Coburn, 
John McCain, Mike Lee, Patrick J. 
Toomey, Marco Rubio, John Thune, 
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John Barrasso, Thad Cochran, Jim 
DeMint, Roy Blunt, Richard Burr, 
Rand Paul, Jerry Moran, Rob Portman, 
Michael B. Enzi, Lisa Murkowski, Dan- 
iel Coats, Saxby Chambliss, Roger F. 
Wicker, Orrin Hatch, Kay Bailey 
Hutchison, Jeff Sessions, Mitch McCon- 
nell, Ron Johnson, Mike Johanns, 
James E. Risch, John Hoeven, Richard 
Shelby. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Republican leader. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Madam President, 
it has become pretty clear over the 
past few months that President Obama 
now views his job as the deflector-in- 
chief. No longer content to lay all the 
Nation’s problems at the feet of his 
predecessor, he has taken to creating 
controversies out of whole cloth. 
Whether it is a manufactured fight 
over student loan rates or the so-called 
war on women, the goal is as clear as 
you can imagine: get reporters to focus 
on these things, and maybe the rest of 
the country will as well; get them to 
focus on anything other than the Presi- 
dent’s own failure to turn the economy 
around, and maybe he can squeak by 
without folks noticing it. That is the 
plan at least and, frankly, it could not 
reflect a more misguided view of the 
American people. They know who has 
been in charge the past 3% years, and 
the fact that the President has had a 
tough job to do does not mean he gets 
a pass on how he has handled it or on 
the solutions he has proposed. 

Most Americans do not like either 
one of the President’s two signature 
pieces of legislation—ObamaCare or 
the stimulus. They are not particularly 
thrilled about seeing America’s credit 
rating downgraded for the first time 
ever. They are scared to death about a 
$16 trillion debt, trillion-dollar deficits, 
and chronic joblessness. And many, in- 
cluding myself, are deeply concerned 
about this administration’s thuggish 
attempts to shut its critics right out of 
the political process. These are the 
kinds of things Americans have been 
telling us for 3 years that they are wor- 
ried about, and we are not about to be 
drawn into some rabbit hole so the 
President does not have to talk about 
them. We are going to stay focused on 
all of these things—not because of 
some political advantage but because 
the American people demand it. So the 
President can come up with the excuse 
de jour, but we are going to talk about 
jobs, we are going to talk about the 
deficits and debt, and we will talk 
about the Constitution. 

When it comes to jobs, let’s be clear. 
This administration has been engaged 
in a war on the private sector, and in 
many cases it has used Federal agen- 
cies and a heavyhanded regulatory 
process to wage it largely out of view. 
We got a vivid confirmation of this 
when an EPA official was caught com- 
paring the EPA’s enforcement ap- 
proach to the Roman use of crucifixion. 
Brutalize a few offenders, he said, and 
the rest will be scared into submission. 
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Call me naive, but I think most 
Americans think the government 
should be working for them, not 
against them. I think most Americans 
think the Federal Government should 
be working to create the conditions for 
Americans to prosper, not looking for 
any opportunities to undercut free en- 
terprise. Yet that is what we see—an 
administration that always seems to 
assume the worst of the private sector 
and whose policies are aimed at under- 
mining it. And nowhere is it more clear 
than at EPA. 

That is why I support Senator 
INHOFE’s ongoing efforts, including a 
vote today, to push back on the EPA, 
which has become one of the lead cul- 
prits in this administration’s war on 
American jobs. Senator INHOFE is fo- 
cusing on just one regulation out of the 
many that are crushing businesses 
across the country—the so-called Util- 
ity MACT, which would cost American 
companies billions in upgrades, but for 
their competitors overseas, of course, 
it would cost them nothing. This regu- 
lation would expand the already mas- 
sive powers given to the EPA by in- 
creasing redtape and costing the tax- 
payer over $10 billion each year. In my 
State of Kentucky, it threatens the 
jobs of over 1,400 people working in alu- 
minum smelter plants, as well as ap- 
proximately 18,000 coal miners, not to 
mention those engaged in industries 
that support these jobs. 

Kentucky Power, operator of the 
only coal-burning powerplant in my 
State, recently conceded defeat in this 
fight after the EPA demanded upgrades 
to its plants at a cost of nearly $1 bil- 
lion, raising the typical residential 
customer’s monthly electric bill by a 
whopping 30 percent. At that price, it 
is no wonder the plant found the new 
regulations completely unworkable. 
The EPA may have won this battle, but 
the real losers are more than 170,000 
homes and businesses spread out 
amongst 20 eastern Kentucky counties 
that depend on the Kentucky Power 
plant for their energy. 

The proponents of the Utility MACT 
say it is needed to improve air quality. 
What they cannot tell you is what 
these benefits would be or the effect of 
leaving the plants in their current con- 
dition. Look, we all support clean air, 
but if we waved through every regula- 
tion that promised to improve air qual- 
ity without regard for its actual im- 
pact, we would not be able to produce 
anything in this country. 

What we do know is that a substan- 
tial amount of the electricity we 
produce in this country comes from 
coal, and this new regulation would 
devastate the jobs that depend on this 
cheap, abundant resource. This is just 
one battle in the administration’s war 
on jobs, but it has a devastating con- 
sequence for real people and real fami- 
lies in my State and in many others. 
The administration’s nonchalant atti- 
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tude about these people is appalling, 
but this is precisely the danger of hav- 
ing unelected bureaucrats in Wash- 
ington playing with the livelihoods of 
Americans as if they are nothing more 
than just pieces on a chessboard. 

The media may continue to chase 
whatever issue the President and his 
campaign decide to fabricate from day 
to day, but these are the facts behind 
this President’s devastating economic 
policies, and that is why it is a story 
the President would rather the media 
ignored. Well, Republicans are not 
going to ignore it. We are going to keep 
talking about the President’s policies. 
So I commend Senator INHOFE for 
keeping us focused on this particular 
policy that is devastating to so many 
Americans. 

Madam President, I yield the floor. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Under the previous order, the 
time until 11:30 a.m. will be equally di- 
vided and controlled between the two 
leaders or their designees, with the Re- 
publicans controlling the first 15 min- 
utes and the majority controlling the 
second 15 minutes. 

The Senator from Oklahoma. 

Mr. INHOFE. Madam President, in 
our first round, we are going to yield to 
the Senator from Alaska Ms. MUR- 
KOWSKI for 10 minutes and then to Sen- 
ator MANCHIN for 5 minutes. In the sec- 
ond round, we are going to be having 
Senators BARRASSO, BOOZMAN, RISCH, 
BLUNT, KYL, and TOOMEY. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator from Alaska. 

Ms. MURKOWSKI. Madam President, 
I think most Americans would agree it 
is important that we strike a proper 
balance between abundant and afford- 
able energy and responsible standards 
of environmental performance. But too 
often in recent years, the energy-envi- 
ronmental balance has been lost. Re- 
storing a sense of equilibrium is impor- 
tant for both the health of the Amer- 
ican people and our Nation’s economy. 
Although we see the need for this bal- 
ance every day in Alaska, restoring it 
has become what I think is a national 
challenge. That is why I support Sen- 
ator INHOFE’s resolution to disapprove 
the mercury and air toxics standards 
or the MATS rule. 

Congress has tasked the EPA with 
implementing laws to protect public 
health. That statutory obligation abso- 
lutely requires respect. But although 
the executive branch gets to make rea- 
sonable policy calls in performing that 
duty, its regulatory authority is strict- 
ly bounded by law. 

Today’s EPA too often seems to im- 
pose requirements that go beyond what 
is authorized or needed. This over- 
reaching stifles the energy and natural 
resource production the Nation needs 
to restore prosperity and technological 
leadership, and the sad thing is the re- 
sulting rules do not credibly improve 
public health. 
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EPA is now proceeding with an un- 
precedented litany of new rules whose 
benefits are murky at best but whose 
costs are very real and detrimental to 
human welfare. The Nation can and 
must strike a better balance. Even in 
today’s divided times, a broad con- 
sensus remains. Achieving affordable 
and abundant energy coupled with 
strong environmental standards is the 
right combination. 

Most would also agree that energy 
and environment-related public policy 
decisions should be based on the facts 
and informed by rigorous scientific dis- 
course. Applying this consensus shows 
that the devil is in the details. So let’s 
look closely at the MATS rule. If this 
rule is allowed to stand, it will put 
electric reliability at unacceptable risk 
and raise electricity costs with very 
little, if any, appreciable benefit to 
human health. 

The North American Electric Reli- 
ability Corporation or NERC, which is 
the independent federally certified 
“Electric Reliability Organization,” 
recently reported that ‘‘environmental 
regulations are shown to be the num- 
ber one risk to reliability over the next 
... 5 years.” That is the statement 
from NERC. 

The members of the relatively small 
and apolitical groups of engineers who 
keep the lights on and administer elec- 
tricity markets tell me they are wor- 
ried not only about the reliability of 
electric service but about its afford- 
ability. I would like to speak to the af- 
fordability side in just a minute. 

Reasonable regulation, clearly appro- 
priate; and EPA has the discretion, in- 
deed the obligation, to adopt balanced 
rules. But, unfortunately, EPA’s ap- 
proach has been aimed more at its stat- 
utory obligations. Through MATS and 
through other rules, EPA wants to in- 
fluence how investments in energy pro- 
duction are made. So it has imposed a 
series of very stringent obligations 
that perhaps are not even achievable. 

For example, the Institute of Clean 
Air Companies, which is an association 
representing emissions control tech- 
nology vendors—these are the guys 
who sell all of this stuff—has asked 
EPA to reconsider MATS and has said: 

Our member companies cannot ensure that 
the new final source [mercury] standard can 
be achieved in practice. 

These are those who would make a 
profit off of selling these. They are say- 
ing they do not think that it can be 
achieved. 

Even though I believe the United 
Mine Workers of America, who say 
their comments ‘‘and like-minded 
[ones] to EPA on the proposed MATS 
rule were ignored,” it does not have to 
be this way. EPA received thousands of 
pages of very detailed, very thoughtful 
proposals, for improving MATS. 

About 150 electric generators filed 
their comments. Edison Electric Insti- 
tute, as just one example, filed more 
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than 75 pages of very precise observa- 
tions for improving MATS. They sug- 
gested many very specific changes. The 
States were active too. Twenty-seven 
States are seeking significant changes 
in the proposal. There were almost 20 
petitions for reconsideration pending 
at EPA, and they are pending now. 
Thirty petitions have been filed for ju- 
dicial review. Twenty-four States have 
asked the courts to force EPA to do 
better with MATS. 

I always say we need to give credit 
where credit is due. On the treatment 
of condensable particulate matter—not 
many of us are focused on condensable 
particulate matter—EPA has made 
some good changes with regard to that, 
between the proposed and the final 
MATS rule. This dramatically reduced 
the need for construction of expensive 
pollution control devices known as 
“bag houses.” 

By itself, this one change to the pro- 
posed rule reduced the overall cost of 
compliance by billions of dollars, and 
it relieved somewhat the challenges of 
maintaining electric reliability while 
achieving compliance with the rule. 
Adopting a more reasonable approach 
in this one area did not sacrifice any 
appreciable benefit. So more must be 
done. Congress must tell the EPA to 
revisit other suggestions for similar 
improvements. 

Why the need to keep forcing the im- 
provements? The vast majority of the 
benefits to EPA claims from MATS are 
the result of its counting coincidental 
reductions of particulate matter below 
standards that EPA has determined are 
sufficient to protect public health. 
Emissions of mercury by American 
powerplants have declined over the 
past 20 years without the MATS rule. 
EPA itself estimates the annual bene- 
fits of mercury reduction attributable 
to the rule at only $500,000 to $6 million 
but annual costs at almost $10 billion. 

Finally, EPA’s actions are driving up 
the cost of electricity too. PJM, which 
is the independent regional trans- 
mission organization that is respon- 
sible for coordinating the movement of 
wholesale electricity in all or part of 18 
States, as well as in the Nation’s Cap- 
ital, reported 2-year capacity price in- 
creases of 390 percent, most of which it 
attributed to the cost of environmental 
compliance with a nearly 1,200-percent 
spike in northern Ohio. 

PJM also plans for about $2 billion in 
additional transmission investment to 
maintain reliability in the face of 
EPA’s rules. Clearly, these are signifi- 
cant costs that will be passed on to our 
consumers. I think MATS is a major 
rule that needs a major reset by Con- 
gress. EPA could then devise a new 
rule that is truly aimed at protecting 
public health and carrying out the law 
rather than trying to push a particular 
fuel, coal, out of the market. 

I thank the Senator from Oklahoma 
for his leadership on this issue. 
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I yield the floor. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator from Oklahoma. 

Mr. INHOFE. Madam President, I 
thank the Senator from Alaska for her 
very kind remarks. I yield 5 minutes to 
the Senator from Texas, Mr. CORNYN. 

Mr. CORNYN. Madam President, I 
come to the floor to join my colleagues 
from Alaska, from Oklahoma, and oth- 
ers to express my disapproval. I intend 
to vote in favor of the resolution of dis- 
approval of the Environmental Protec- 
tion Agency’s mercury and air toxins 
standards rule, also known as Utility 
MACT. 

Now, of course, sometimes the de- 
bate, when we talk about pollution, 
when we talk about the byproducts of 
coal-fired powerplants, is cast in apoc- 
alyptic-like terms that have no real 
bearing on reality or in terms of the 
science and in terms of the economic 
impact of the rule or the health bene- 
fits supposedly to be derived. I want to 
talk about that just briefly. 

While this rule claims to be about 
public safety, it is a job-killing, ideo- 
logically driven attempt to cripple the 
coal industry in the United States, an 
industry that employs an awful lot of 
people, feeds a lot of families. This ad- 
ministration, unfortunately, is using 
the EPA to destroy a major source of 
reliable, affordable, base-lode elec- 
tricity that we sorely need. The Presi- 
dent talks about being for an all-of- 
the-above energy policy. Yet his ad- 
ministration, through this regulation 
we seek to disapprove today, is going 
to effectively take one of those most 
abundant, low-cost sources of energy 
off the table for the American people. 

Of course, Congress would never pass 
such a law in our own right, so the ad- 
ministration is using a ruling from an 
unelected group of bureaucrats who are 
not subject to political accountability. 
This is another example of executive 
overreach, and it is bad news for con- 
sumers and job creators alike. 

Power companies have confirmed 
that Utility MACT standards for new 
power sources are so stringent that no 
new coal-fired powerplant will be built 
in the United States. No new coal-fired 
powerplant will be built in the United 
States, no matter how modern and how 
clean the technology will allow that 
powerplant to operate. So the con- 
sequences will be that Utility MACT 
will damage grid reliability. It will de- 
stroy jobs, and it will raise electricity 
prices—not a small matter when many 
of our seniors are on fixed incomes and 
are going to suffer as a result of this 
rule that does not do what its advo- 
cates tout it for. 

The costs of Utility MACT will ex- 
ceed the benefits by roughly 1,600 to 1. 
Some claim that does not matter, that 
benefits are benefits no matter what 
the cost, no matter how much, how 
many jobs it kills, no matter how 
much it raises the price of electricity 
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on seniors in my State who are living 
in very hot summers. If we have an- 
other year like we had last year—I 
hope we do not. We had 100-degree tem- 
peratures more than 70 days—and I 
think it was even more than that—it 
will threaten the capacity of the power 
grid to even produce the electricity so 
people can run their air conditioners. 
The detriment to our seniors in terms 
of public health and in terms of cost, 
being on a fixed income, is quite evi- 
dent. 

According to the EPA, more than 99 
percent of the health benefits from 
Utility MACT will not even come from 
mercury reductions but, rather, from 
reductions in particulate matter that 
are already regulated to safe levels 
under the Clean Air Act. So either the 
EPA will be double-counting existing 
benefits or else it will be setting new 
levels for other byproducts that are not 
justified by public health concerns. 

In short, the benefits of this regula- 
tion are dubious, but the costs are real. 
They are already harming the U.S. 
economy with existing powerplants 
being shut down and others being 
scrapped. The United States currently 
has more than 1,400 coal-fired elec- 
tricity-generating units operating at 
more than 600 plants. 

Together, these powerplants generate 
almost half of the electricity produced 
in our country. Again, we are not talk- 
ing about taking wind energy off the 
table. We are not talking about other 
ways to generate electricity. But this 
is one of the cheapest, most abundant 
sources of energy in our country, and 
we are simply killing it. 

So sponsors of Utility MACT repeat- 
edly tout its health benefits. But those 
are overstated. However, they under- 
state the impact this will have on jobs. 
It will kill jobs. People will lose their 
jobs in a tough economy. I urge my col- 
leagues to pull back the curtain on the 
EPA and see Utility MACT for what it 
is, an economic disaster shrouded in 
false claims about public health. 

Americans deserve smart regulation 
based on logic and sound science. Util- 
ity MACT is the exact opposite and de- 
serves to be rejected. 

I yield the floor. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator from West Virginia. 

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Madam Presi- 
dent, in the shadow of one seemingly 
narrow Senate vote, that being the 
Inhofe resolution of disapproval of the 
EPA’s rule on mercury and air toxins, 
I rise to talk about West Virginia, 
about our people, our way of life, our 
health, our State’s economic oppor- 
tunity, and about our future. 

Coal has played an enormous part in 
our past and can play an enormous part 
in our future, but it will only happen if 
we face reality. 

This is a critical and a very conten- 
tious time in the Mountain State. The 
dialogue on coal, its impacts, and the 
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Federal Government’s role has reached 
a stunningly fevered pitch. Carefully 
orchestrated messages that strike fear 
into the hearts of West Virginians and 
feed uncertainty about coal’s future 
are the subject of millions of dollars of 
paid television ads, billboards, 
breakroom bulletin boards, public 
meetings, letters, and lobbying cam- 
paigns. 

A daily onslaught declares that coal 
is under siege from harmful outside 
sources, and that the future of the 
State is bleak unless we somehow turn 
back the clock, ignore the present, and 
block the future. 

West Virginians understandably 
worry that a way of life and the dig- 
nity of a job is at stake. Change and 
uncertainty in the coal industry is un- 
settling and nothing new. But it is un- 
settling. My fear is that concerns are 
also being fueled by the narrow view of 
others with divergent views and moti- 
vations, one that denies the inevi- 
tability of change in the energy indus- 
try and unfairly—and I feel this strong- 
ly—leaves coal miners in the dust. 

The reality is those who run the coal 
industry today would rather attack 
false enemies and deny real problems 
than solve problems that would help 
them and the people they employ and 
the States in which they work. 

Instead of facing the challenges of 
making tough decisions, similar to 
men of a different era, they are abro- 
gating their responsibilities to lead. 
Back in the 1970s, I remember a fellow 
from Consolidation Coal named Bobby 
Brown. He got together with the 
United Mine Workers on his own. We 
were having a lot of temporary re- 
straining orders and strikes at that 
time. They sat down, and because 
Bobby Brown was not a timid man—he 
was the head of a company, but he was 
a forceful leader—they worked out 
something which gave us peace in the 
coalfields of West Virginia—which is 
something—for a long time. It was a 
courageous act by a courageous 
nontimid man. 

Scare tactics are a cynical waste of 
time, money, and worst of all, coal 
miners’ hopes. Coal miners buy into all 
the television they hear, are controlled 
by it, have large salaries. So in a sense 
they are stuck where they are, happily 
funded but without a place to look for- 
ward to. But sadly these days, coal op- 
erators have closed themselves off from 
any other opposing voices and almost 
none has the courage to speak out for 
change—any kind of change—even 
though it has been staring them in the 
face for decades. They have known 
about it. They have ignored it. 

This reminds me of the auto indus- 
try, which also resisted change for dec- 
ades. Coal operators should learn from 
both the mistakes and the recent suc- 
cess of the automobile industry. I pas- 
sionately believe coal miners deserve 
better than they are getting from coal 
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operators, and West Virginians cer- 
tainly deserve better also. 

Let’s start with the truth. Coal, 
today, faces real challenges, even 
threats, and we all know what they 
are. 

First, our coal reserves are finite and 
many coal-fired powerplants are aging. 
The cheap, easy coal seams are dimin- 
ishing rapidly and production is fall- 
ing, especially in the Central Appa- 
lachian Basin in southern West Vir- 
ginia. Production is shifting to lower 
cost areas such as Illinois and the Pow- 
der River Basin in the Wyoming area. 
The average age of our Nation’s 1,100- 
plus coal-fired plants is 42.5 years, with 
hundreds of plants even older. These 
plants run less often, are less eco- 
nomic, and are obviously less efficient. 

Second, natural gas use is on the 
rise. Power companies are switching to 
natural gas because of lower prices, 
cheaper construction costs, lower emis- 
sions, and vast, steady supplies. Even 
traditional coal companies such as 
CONSOL are increasingly investing in 
natural gas as opposed to coal. 

Third, the shift to a lower carbon 
economy is not going away. It is a dis- 
service—a terrible disservice—to coal 
miners and their families to pretend it 
is, to tell them everything can be as it 
was. It can’t be. That is over. Coal 
companies deny that we need to do 
anything to address climate change, 
despite the established scientific con- 
sensus and mounting national desire— 
including in West Virginia—for a 
cleaner, healthier environment. 

Despite the barrage of ads, the EPA 
alone is not going to make or break 
coal. Coal operators would love to 
think that is the case because it is a 
great target, and it is much easier to 
criticize than to do something. But 
there are many forces exerting pres- 
sure, and that agency is just one of 
them. 

Two years ago, I offered a time-out 
on EPA carbon rules, a 2-year suspen- 
sion that could have broken the logjam 
in Congress and given us the oppor- 
tunity to address carbon issues aggres- 
sively and legislatively. 

But instead of supporting this ap- 
proach, coal operators went for broke— 
they saw a fatter opportunity—when 
they demanded a complete repeal of all 
EPA authority to address carbon emis- 
sions forever. They demanded all or 
nothing. They turned aside a com- 
promise and, in the end, they got noth- 
ing. 

Last year, they ran exactly the same 
play, demanding all or nothing on the 
cross-State air pollution rule, refusing 
to entertain any middle ground and de- 
nying even a hint of legitimacy for the 
views of the other side and they lost 
again—badly. 

Here we are with another all-or-noth- 
ing resolution, which is absolutely des- 
tined to fail, and we are arguing as 
months, weeks, and years go by. This 
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foolish action wastes time and money 
that could have been invested in the fu- 
ture of coal. Instead, with each bad 
vote the coal operators get, they give 
away more of their leverage and lock 
in their failure. 

This time, the issue is whether to 
block an EPA rule, as has been said— 
the mercury and air toxics standards— 
that require coal-fired powerplants to 
reduce mercury and other toxic air pol- 
lution. 

I oppose this resolution because I 
care so much about West Virginians. 

Without good health—demeaned in 
this debate so far—it is hard to hold 
down a job or live the American dream. 
Chronic illness is debilitating. I have 
made a career in the Senate of health 
care. It impacts families’ income, their 
prosperity, and ultimately families’ 
happiness. The annual health benefits 
of the rule are enormous. EPA has re- 
lied on thousands of studies—thou- 
sands—that establish the serious and 
long-term impact of these pollutants 
on premature death, heart attacks, 
hospitalizations, pregnant women, ba- 
bies, and children. Do West Virginians 
care about these kinds of things? I 
think they do. 

Moreover, it significantly reduces the 
largest remaining human-caused emis- 
sion of mercury, which is a potent 
neurotoxin with fetal impact. Maybe 
some can shrug off the advice of the 
American Academy of Pediatrics and 
many other professional medical and 
scientific groups, but I do not. 

The rule has been in the works 
through a public process for many 
years. Some businesses—including 
some utilities in West Virginia—have 
already invested in technology and are 
ready to comply. 

Others have not prepared because 
they have chosen to focus on profit 
rather than upgrading or investing in 
these smaller, older, and less-efficient 
coal-fired plants that were paid for dec- 
ades ago and that they will tell us 
would be retired anyway. 

That is right. Every single plant slat- 
ed for closure in West Virginia was al- 
ready on the chopping block from their 
own corporate board’s decision. 

It is important to be truthful with 
miners. It is sort of a forgotten art, 
and that is a travesty. We have to be 
truthful with miners that coal plants 
will close because of decisions made by 
corporate boards long ago, not just be- 
cause of EPA regulations but because 
the plants are no longer economical as 
utilities build low-emission natural gas 
plants. 

Natural gas has its challenges too, 
with serious questions about water 
contamination and shortages and other 
environmental concerns. But while 
coal executives pine for the past, the 
natural gas folks look to the future, in- 
vesting in technology to reduce their 
environmental footprint, and they are 
working with others on ways to sup- 
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port the safe development of gas. We 
are all going to be watching that very 
closely, are we not? 

It is not too late for the coal indus- 
try to step up and lead—leadership—by 
embracing the realities of today and 
creating a sustainable future. It has 
not been too late for a long time. Dis- 
card the scare tactics. Stop denying 
science. Listen to what markets are 
saying about greenhouse gases and 
other environmental concerns. Listen 
to what West Virginians are saying 
about their water, air and health and 
the cost of caring for seniors and chil- 
dren who are most susceptible to pollu- 
tion. 

Stop and listen to West Virginians— 
miners and families included—who see 
the bitterness of the fight we are hav- 
ing now and which has been going on 
forever. The bitterness of the fight has 
taken on more importance than any 
potential solutions. The point is put up 
block after block, which loses time 
after time, but at least they have a 
fight and something to scream about, 
all with no progress. 

Those same miners care deeply about 
their children’s health. They care 
about them. They are family people. I 
know that. I went there in 1964 and 
lived among miners for 2 years, and I 
have now lived among them ever since, 
closely and intimately. They care 
about what people all over the country 
care about. They care about the 
streams and mountains of West Vir- 
ginia. They know down deep we can’t 
keep to the same path. They are not al- 
lowed to say so, but they know that. 

Miners, their families, and their 
neighbors are why I went to West Vir- 
ginia. They are why I made our State 
my home. I have been proud to stand 
shoulder to shoulder with coal miners, 
and we have done a lot of good together 
over the years. 

For more than 36 years, I have 
worked to protect the health and safe- 
ty of coal miners, everything from the 
historic Coal Act back in 1992 to my 
safety laws, pensions and black lung 
benefits—always with miners’ best in- 
terests in mind. 

Despite what critics contend, I am 
standing with coal miners by voting 
against this resolution. 

I don’t support this resolution of dis- 
approval because it does nothing to 
look to the future of coal. It moves us 
backward, not forward. Unless this in- 
dustry aggressively leans into the fu- 
ture, coal miners will be the big losers. 

Beyond the frenzy over this one EPA 
rule, we need to focus squarely on the 
real task of finding a long-term future 
for something called clean coal. That is 
possible. We have demonstrated that. 
That is being done in various places in 
the country right now. This will ad- 
dress legitimate environmental and 
health concerns and, of course, global 
warming and all that counts. 

Let me be clear. Yes, I am frustrated 
with much of the top levels of the coal 
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industry, at least in my State of West 
Virginia, but most of the corporate 
headquarters are elsewhere. However, I 
am not giving up hope for a strong 
clean coal future. I am not giving up. 
To get there, we will need a bold part- 
ner, innovation, and major public and 
private investments. 

In the meantime, we should not for- 
get that coal-fired powerplants would 
provide good jobs for thousands of West 
Virginians. It remains the underpin- 
ning for many of our small commu- 
nities, and I will always be focused on 
their future. 

Instead of finger-pointing, we should 
commit ourselves to a smart action 
plan that will help with job transition 
opportunities, sparking new manufac- 
turing and exploring the next genera- 
tion of technology—not just be depend- 
ent upon coal but a lot of things. 

None of this is impossible. Solving 
big challenges is what we do in West 
Virginia. I would much rather embrace 
the future boldly. 

I yield the floor. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator from California. 

Mrs. BOXER. Madam President, be- 
fore Senator ROCKEFELLER leaves, I 
wish to take 30 seconds to say some- 
thing. I believe that when the next his- 
torians write the book about leader- 
ship, courage, and integrity in the Sen- 
ate, this speech will be featured in that 
book. I am so proud of the Senator 
from West Virginia. 

How much time remains between the 
two sides? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The majority controls 36 minutes, 
the Republicans control 39 minutes. 
Mr. INHOFE. It is our understanding 
we have approximately 42 minutes 
apiece and that we will go back and 
forth. 

Mrs. BOXER. The Chair just said 
there is 39 minutes for the Republicans 
and 36 for us. 

Mr. INHOFE. I like that. 

Madam President, I yield to the Sen- 
ator from South Dakota for 7 minutes. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator from South Dakota. 
Mr. THUNE. I thank the Senator 
from Oklahoma for his leadership on 
this issue, for yielding the time, and I 
appreciate everything he has done to 
bring S.J. Res. 37 to the floor of the 
Senate. 

As the father of two daughters, I 
want a cleaner, safer, healthier envi- 
ronment for their generation and for 
future generations. Thanks to the com- 
monsense policies that balance eco- 
nomic growth with a cleaner environ- 
ment, our country has made significant 
progress toward improving the quality 
of our air and water. We have made 
progress under Republican Presidents 
and we have made progress under 
Democratic Presidents. We have also 
made progress during Democratic con- 
trol and Republican control of the Sen- 
ate. 
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But what the Obama administration 
is doing with this regulation, and with 
many of the other policies that pertain 
to energy, is pursuing an ideologically 
driven agenda in which the costs far 
outweigh the benefits. He promised his 
energy plan would necessarily make 
electricity costs skyrocket, and his 
policies are clearly delivering on that 
promise. 

A prime example of that flawed agen- 
da is Utility MACT, which is the most 
expensive regulation in EPA’s history, 
with an estimated cost of $10 billion. 
These are costs that will be passed on 
to families and small businesses across 
the country at a time when we are ex- 
periencing the worst economic recov- 
ery in over 60 years. 

We all know the statistics. Unem- 
ployment has been at 8 percent now for 
40 consecutive months. Real unemploy- 
ment is above 14 percent. There are 23 
million Americans who are not work- 
ing today, and 5.4 million Americans 
have remained out of work for over a 
year. Despite these facts, President 
Obama continues to push regulations 
such as Utility MACT that are going to 
make energy more expensive and, at 
the same time, destroy good-paying 
jobs. 

According to the National Economic 
Research Associates, Utility MACT 
will cost between 180,000 and 215,000 
jobs by the year 2015. When including 
President Obama’s other regulations 
on the electric power sector, the 
United States stands to lose approxi- 
mately 1.65 million jobs by the year 
2020. We simply cannot afford these po- 
litically driven regulations at a time 
when 23 million Americans remain un- 
employed or underemployed. 

Low-income and middle-class fami- 
lies are the ones who will be hit the 
hardest by the administration’s ac- 
tions. Families who earn less than 
$50,000 already spend 21 percent of their 
income on energy costs compared to 9 
percent for those making more than 
$50,000. Now, thanks to the EPA’s regu- 
latory actions, those costs are going to 
go up an average of 61% percent and as 
much as 19 percent in some areas. Mid- 
dle-class incomes have already fallen 
by over $4,300 these past 3 years, and 
now President Obama wants to further 
burden them with higher energy costs. 

These higher energy costs are not 
some far-off projection. In many cases, 
these costs are already being realized. 
As an example, PJM, which is a re- 
gional transmission organization which 
coordinates the movement of wholesale 
electricity in 13 States and the District 
of Columbia, in its May 2012 capacity 
auction reported 2-year capacity price 
increases of 390 percent. PJM is report- 
ing a nearly tenfold increase in whole- 
sale energy costs in northern Ohio. Ac- 
cording to one of their spokespersons, 

Capacity prices were higher than last 
year’s because of retirements of existing 
coal-fired generation resulting largely from 
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environmental regulations which go into ef- 
fect in 2015. 

The result could cause electricity 
bills across the PJM region to increase 
by up to $130 and potentially much 
higher in places such as northern Ohio. 

In addition to electricity rates, 
EPA’s agenda will drive up the cost of 
food, transportation, fuels, and manu- 
factured goods, as those costs get 
passed on across all the sectors of the 
economy. The end result is more pain 
for the middle class, slower economic 
growth, and fewer jobs. 

The President likes to talk a lot 
about fairness, so I will ask my col- 
leagues: Is it fair that unaccountable 
EPA bureaucrats are going to drive up 
utility bills by up to 19 percent? Is it 
fair manufacturers are going to have to 
pay higher energy bills rather than 
hire new workers? Is it fair that small 
towns across the Midwest are already 
being devastated by coal plant closings 
on account of regulations from the 
Obama administration? Is it fair that 
thousands of workers are going to be 
laid off and lose not only their pay- 
checks but their employer-provided 
health care coverage as well? 

For most South Dakotans and mil- 
lions of hard-working taxpayers across 
the country, I believe the answer is 
that the consequences of these regula- 
tions are inherently unfair. They pe- 
nalize hard-working middle-class 
Americans. 

In the case of Utility MACT, con- 
sumers are going to pay a heavy price 
for President Obama’s political agenda 
to restrict access to the abundant and 
affordable sources of domestic energy 
we possess in this country. 

Most Americans believe regulations 
should work for consumers and not 
against consumers. Unfortunately, 
EPA bureaucrats have drafted the Util- 
ity MACT regulation in an inefficient 
and unworkable manner. Utility 
MACT’s new source standards are so 
strict they cannot possibly be met. 

According to the Institute of Clean 
Air Companies, the proenvironmental 
trade association comprising nearly 100 
suppliers of air pollution equipment, 
Utility MACT makes it “nearly impos- 
sible to construct new coal-fired units 
because financing of such units re- 
quires guarantees from equipment sup- 
pliers that all emission limits can be 
met.”’ 

There has to be a better approach. 
S.J. Res. 37, which would force a re- 
write of Utility MACT, is the only so- 
lution to address the rule’s problems. 
It is time to rewrite Utility MACT ina 
manner that better balances economic 
growth with environmental protection. 

I hope today we will have a majority 
of our colleagues here in the Senate 
who will support S.J. Res. 37. Doing so 
will send a strong message to the 
Obama administration that the Senate 
will not stand by and watch his regu- 
latory agenda further hurt small busi- 
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nesses and middle-class families, mak- 
ing it more expensive and more dif- 
ficult for businesses in this country to 
create jobs. That is the end result of 
this regulation. It is the end result of 
many of the energy policies and regula- 
tions coming out of this administra- 
tion. That has to stop. We have to get 
Americans back to work. We have to 
get our economy growing again. 

Madam President, I yield the floor. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator from California. 

Mrs. BOXER. Madam President, I 
yield 5 minutes to the Senator from 
Tennessee. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator from Tennessee. 

Mr. ALEXANDER. Madam President, 
I thank the Senator from California, 
and the Senator from Maryland espe- 
cially for his courtesy. 

I would agree the EPA has become a 
happy hunting ground for goofy regula- 
tions. But as the late William F. Buck- 
ley once said, even a stopped clock is 
right twice a day. And on this rule— 
this clean air rule and the earlier inter- 
state rule—I believe EPA is right. 

The effect of upholding this rule will 
be to finally require that most coal 
plants everywhere in America will have 
to install two kinds of pollution con- 
trol equipment: scrubbers and SCRs. 
This will basically finish the job of 
capturing sulfur and nitrogen oxides, 
fine particles, and the 187 toxic pollut- 
ants that were specifically identified 
by Congress in the 1990 Clean Air Act 
amendments. 

The Tennessee Valley Authority has 
already committed to install this 
equipment by 2018. But TVA alone 
can’t clean up Tennessee’s air, because 
dirty air blows in from other States. So 
let me say what upholding this rule 
will do for the people of Tennessee. 

First, it will hasten the day when 
Memphis, Chattanooga, and Knoxville 
are not three of the top five worst asth- 
ma cities—which they are today—and 
Nashville is not competing to be in the 
top 10. 

Madam President, I ask unanimous 
consent to have printed in the RECORD 
at the conclusion of my remarks an ar- 
ticle which appeared in the Tennessean 
this week by Dr. William Lawson of 
Vanderbilt University, who treats pa- 
tients with respiratory diseases in 
Nashville. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 

(See exhibit 1.) 

Mr. ALEXANDER. In the article Dr. 
Lawson says: 

Pollution from these power plants means 
my patients suffer more. Pollution increases 
their chances of being hospitalized. Some of 
these toxic emissions even cause cancer and 
can interfere with our children’s neuro- 
logical development. 

Secondly, upholding this rule means 
that visitors will soon not even think 
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of calling the Great Smoky Mountains 
the Great Smoggy Mountains because 
it is one of the most polluted national 
parks in America. We want those 9 mil- 
lion visitors to keep coming every year 
with their dollars and their jobs. 

Instead of seeing 24 miles on a bad air 
day from Clingman’s Dome, our high- 
est peak, this rule should mean we will 
gradually move toward seeing 100 miles 
from Clingman’s Dome as the air 
cleans up and we look through the nat- 
ural blue haze. 

Third, this rule should mean fewer 
health advisory warnings for our 
streams that say ‘‘don’t eat the fish be- 
cause of mercury contamination.” Half 
of the manmade mercury in the United 
States comes from coal plants, and as 
much as 70 percent of the mercury pol- 
lution in our local environment, such 
as streams and rivers, can come from 
nearby coal plants. 

Fourth, we have seen that had Nissan 
been unable to get an air quality per- 
mit in Nashville in 1980, it would have 
gone to Georgia. And if Senator 
CORKER had not, as mayor of Chat- 
tanooga, improved the air quality in 
that city in the mid 2000s, the Volks- 
wagen site there would be a vacant lot 
today. 

We know every Tennessee metropoli- 
tan area is struggling to stay within 
legal clean air standards and we don’t 
want the Memphis megasite to stay a 
vacant lot because dirty air blowing in 
from Mississippi and Arkansas makes 
the Memphis air too dirty for new in- 
dustry to locate there. 

We know these rules will add a few 
dollars to our electric bills, but in our 
case, most of that is going to happen 
anyway because the Tennessee Valley 
Authority has already agreed to put 
this pollution control equipment on its 
coal-fired powerplants. We know we 
can reduce the effect of these expenses 
on monthly electric bills because 
States may give utilities a fourth year 
to comply with the rule, and the Presi- 
dent may, under the law, give them a 
fifth and sixth year. And Senator 
PRYOR and I intend to ask the Presi- 
dent to give that fifth and sixth year to 
reduce costs on electric bills. 

We know long term this rule will se- 
cure a place in America’s clean energy 
future for clean coal. For example, the 
largest public utility, TVA, the largest 
private utility, Southern Company, 
both plan to put pollution control 
equipment on their coal plants and to 
make at least one-third of their elec- 
tricity from coal over the long term. 

In 1990—22 years ago—Congress told 
the EPA to make this rule when it 
passed the Clean Air Act amendments. 
In 2008, the Court told the EPA to 
make this rule. 

Over the years, I have learned that 
cleaner air not only means better 
health, but also means better jobs for 
Tennesseans, and I am proud to stand 
up on behalf of the people of Tennessee 
to uphold this clean air rule. 
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EXHIBIT 1 
[From the Tennessean, June 18, 2012] 
AIR RULE WILL LITERALLY SAVE US 
(By William Lawson, M.D.) 

Power plant pollution makes people sick 
and can cut lives short. That is why cleaning 
up coal-fired power plants is a long overdue, 
lifesaving necessity that thankfully Sen. 
Lamar Alexander has embraced to secure 
both a healthy and sound economic future 
for our state. 

I treat patients with asthma, chronic ob- 
structive pulmonary disease (COPD), idio- 
pathic pulmonary fibrosis and other lung dis- 
eases in those whose lungs are especially vul- 
nerable to the power-plant emissions. But 
they are not the only ones at risk. My chil- 
dren and yours also are highly susceptible to 
the long-term repercussions of having to 
breathe dirty air growing up, which science 
tells us can prevent lungs from maturing 
properly. We desperately need Sen. Alex- 
ander and Sen. Bob Corker to ensure they re- 
ceive protection from these toxic pollutants 
now, not years from now. 

Protecting them is the recently adopted 
Power Plant Mercury and Air Toxics Stand- 
ards, as required under the Clean Air Act. 
Astonishingly, a campaign is under way to 
block these public-health protections. Until 
these standards take effect, coal-fired power 
plants have no national limits on the 
amount of mercury or acid gases they may 
pump out of their smokestacks and into the 
air we breathe. These standards will prevent 
370 premature deaths every year just in Ten- 
nessee and will provide $3 billion in annual 
health benefits by 2016. 

TVA is already well on its way to meeting 
these air standards, but some in the Senate 
are working to make it easier for corporate 
polluters to block the rule from ever taking 
effect. 

Allowing the new emissions standard to 
move forward will prevent 130,000 asthma at- 
tacks and 11,000 premature deaths nationally 
every year. This reduction in harmful plant 
emissions will also eliminate 540,000 missed 
work days on an annual basis, thereby reduc- 
ing health-care costs and enhancing our 
overall quality of life. 

Pollution from these power plants means 
my patients suffer more. Pollution increases 
their chances of being hospitalized. Some of 
these toxic emissions even cause cancer and 
can interfere with our children’s neuro- 
logical development. The public health bene- 
fits are just too significant to ignore. 
Healthy air and good health have a crystal- 
clear relationship. 

Every day, I see in my patients how avoid- 
ing even just one asthma attack, acute res- 
piratory infection or even the briefest hos- 
pital stay would dramatically enhance their 
quality of life. A healthier future is ours to 
have if we stand behind our leaders who are 
committed to make that tomorrow a reality. 

Mr. ALEXANDER. I thank the Chair, 
and I yield the floor. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator from Oklahoma. 

Mr. INHOFE. Madam President, I 
yield to the Senator from Wyoming, 
Mr. BARRASSO, for 9 minutes. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator from Wyoming. 

Mr. BARRASSO. Madam President, if 
the Chair would please give me a warn- 
ing when 1 minute remains, I would ap- 
preciate that. 

Today I rise in support of the Inhofe 
Utility MACT resolution. This resolu- 
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tion protects communities and jobs in 
the West, the Midwest, and Appalachia, 
and specifically jobs that depend on 
coal. These communities depend on 
coal to heat and cool their homes at an 
affordable price, to power the factories 
where they work, and to generate rev- 
enue that creates additional jobs. 

We are talking about affordable do- 
mestic coal that also pays for the 
mortgages on the family home, the 
clothes and food for children, and the 
medical care for grandparents. If the 
Utility MACT rule is allowed to pro- 
ceed, it would mandate that virtually 
no new coal-fired powerplants could be 
built anymore in the United States, 
and many still in existence would have 
to shut down. It is painful to think 
about all of the folks who will be out of 
work, their bills mounting, their fami- 
lies losing their homes, and their fu- 
ture looking bleak. 

Amazingly, the EPA does not dispute 
these outcomes. It does not dispute 
what I am saying. They know exactly 
what they are doing. Their ideology is 
more important to them than the liv- 
ing and breathing people of our coal 
communities. 

Just ask the EPA Region 1 Adminis- 
trator Curtis Spaulding, who was vis- 
iting with a group of students in Con- 
necticut. What he went on to talk 
about was the fact that basically gas 
plants are the performance standards, 
which means if you want to build a 
coal plant, you have a big problem. He 
said this was a huge decision, when he 
was talking about these regulations 
that have come out from Lisa Jackson, 
the head of the EPA. 

He went on to tell this group of stu- 
dents that in West Virginia, Pennsyl- 
vania, and all those places, you have 
coal communities that depend on coal. 
And to say we think those commu- 
nities should go away? That is what he 
said. He said we have to do what the 
law and policy suggested. He said it 
was painful—it was painful every step 
of the way—but they did it anyway. 

President Obama’s heavy-handed 
EPA admits these communities in West 
Virginia, Pennsylvania, and many 
other States in the West, Midwest, and 
Appalachia ‘‘will just go away.” 

These are chilling words. The EPA is 
supposed to be about protecting people, 
protecting their communities, pro- 
tecting their environment, and pro- 
tecting their health. With the Utility 
MACT rule, the EPA is doing the oppo- 
site. They are making communities go 
away. They are hurting communities— 
communities of families, children, sen- 
iors, gone as a result of these regula- 
tions. How could one justify these ac- 
tions? 

Well, we are told there are enormous 
health benefits. They claim enormous 
health benefits to the public by the 
issuance of this rule. First of all, how 
do you protect something if the com- 
munity is gone? So obviously these 
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folks in West Virginia and Pennsyl- 
vania are not the beneficiaries of EPA 
protection. 

Second, the medical benefits of the 
rule come from reductions in particu- 
late matter in areas of the country 
that are currently well within healthy 
thresholds set by the EPA. I will tell 
you, the EPA is cooking the books. 

No, this rule does very little to pro- 
tect the public health. In fact, it cre- 
ates a health crisis in this country be- 
cause of the additional unemploy- 
ment—the unemployment this rule is 
going to cause in the West, the Mid- 
west, and in Appalachia. 

To highlight the point, on Monday of 
this week a number of us in the Senate 
who are physicians, who are doctors, 
sent a letter to President Obama. 

I ask unanimous consent to have a 
copy of this letter printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
Washington, DC, June 18, 2012. 
Hon. BARACK OBAMA, 
President, United States of America, 
The White House. 

DEAR PRESIDENT OBAMA: We are writing to 
express our concern that the barrage of regu- 
lations coming out of the Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) designed to end 
coal in American electricity generation will 
have a devastating effect on the health of 
American families. Just before you made the 
decision to withdraw EPA’s plan to revise its 
ozone standard—a plan which would have de- 
stroyed hundreds of thousands of jobs—your 
former White House Chief of Staff Bill Daley 
asked the question ‘‘What are the health im- 
pacts of unemployment?” Today, we are re- 
questing that you consider your former 
aide’s question carefully: instead of putting 
forth rules that create great economic pain 
which will have a terrible effect on public 
health, we hope that going forward, you will 
work with Republicans to craft polices that 
achieve both environmental protection and 
economic growth. 

As you know, proponents of your EPA’s ag- 
gressive agenda claim that regulations that 
kill jobs and cause electricity prices to sky- 
rocket will somehow be good for the Amer- 
ican people. We come to this issue as medical 
doctors and would like to offer our ‘‘second 
opinion”: EPA’s regulatory regime will dev- 
astate communities that rely on affordable 
energy, children whose parents will lose 
their jobs, and the poor and elderly on fixed 
incomes that do not have the funds to pay 
for higher energy costs. The result for public 
health will be disastrous in ways not seen 
since the Great Depression. 

One of the centerpieces of your administra- 
tion’s efforts to stop American coal develop- 
ment is the Utility MACT rule—a rule that 
has such severe standards it will cause as 
much as 20 percent of the existing coal-fired 
power plant fleet to retire. Combined with 
numerous other actions by the Environ- 
mental Protection Agency (EPA), Interior 
Department, and Army Corps of Engineers 
targeting surface coal mining operations, 
these rules constitute an aggressive regu- 
latory assault on American coal producers, 
which will hit areas of the heartland—the 
Midwest, Appalachia, and the Intermountain 
West—the hardest. The end result will be 
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joblessness across regions of the country 
whose livelihoods depend on coal develop- 
ment. Joblessness will lead to severe health 
impacts for communities in these regions. 

With regard to the health benefits that 
EPA claims for Utility MACT, EPA’s own 
analysis shows us that over 99 percent of the 
benefits from the rule come from reducing 
fine particulate matter (PM,;), not air 
toxics. But EPA also states that ‘‘[over 90 
percent] of the PM25-related benefits associ- 
ated with [Utility MACT] occur below the 
level of the [NAAQS].”’ 

Not only are PM emissions distinct from 
mercury and other toxics, but they are also 
subject to other regulatory regimes. For ex- 
ample, Section 108 of the Clean Air Act di- 
rects the EPA to set PM emission levels that 
are ‘“‘requisite to protect the public health”. 
Thus, EPA is either double-counting the PM 
benefits already being delivered by existing 
regulatory regimes, or setting standards be- 
yond those required to protect public health. 

EPA estimates that the cost of the rule 
will be around $11 billion annually, but that 
it will yield no more than $6 million in bene- 
fits from reducing mercury and other air 
toxics. So by the agency’s own calculations, 
Utility MACT completely fails the cost/ben- 
efit test. 

When looking at this analysis, the only 
conclusion is that Utility MACT, as well as 
the many other EPA rules that cost billions 
but yield few benefits are not about public 
health. They are about ending coal develop- 
ment and the good paying jobs it provides. 

We are not the only members in the med- 
ical field that are concerned about the ef- 
fects of a jobless economy on the health and 
well being of Americans. Dr. Harvey Brenner 
of Johns Hopkins University testified on 
June 15th, 2011 before the Senate Environ- 
ment and Public Works Committee explain- 
ing that unemployment is a risk factor for 
elevated illness and mortality rates. In addi- 
tion, the National Center for Health Statis- 
tics has found that children in poor families 
are four times as likely to be in bad health 
as wealthier families. 

Economists have also studied this issue. A 
May 18th, 2012 Op-Ed in the New York Times 
by economists Dean Baker and Kevin Hasset 
entitled ‘‘The Human Disaster of Unemploy- 
ment” found that children of unemployed 
parents make 9 percent less than children of 
employed parents. The same article cites re- 
search by economists Daniel Sullivan and 
Till von Wachter who found that unemployed 
men face a 25 percent increase in the risk of 
dying from cancer. 

These are just a few examples of the nu- 
merous reports warning of a looming public 
health crisis due to unemployment. A more 
thorough evaluation of this problem can be 
found in a recently released report entitled, 
“Red Tape Making Americans Sick—A New 
Report on the Health Impacts of High Unem- 
ployment” which we are including here for 
your review. 

The EPA should immediately stop pushing 
expensive regulations that put Americans 
out of work and into the doctor’s office. We 
respectfully ask that your agencies ade- 
quately examine the negative health impli- 
cations of unemployment into the cost/ben- 
efit analysis of the numerous regulations 
that are stifling job growth, before making 
health benefit claims to Congress and the 
public. 

We ask that instead of exacerbating unem- 
ployment and harming public health that 
you work with us in our efforts to implement 
policies that achieve true health benefits 
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without destroying jobs, and indeed Amer- 
ican coal development, in the process. 
Sincerely, 
JOHN BARRASSO. 
RAND PAUL. 
TOM COBURN. 
JOHN BOOZMAN. 

Mr. BARRASSO. In this letter, we 
expressed our concerns about the im- 
pending health crisis the unemploy- 
ment caused by the EPA’s policies is 
having on families, children, pregnant 
mothers, and on the elderly. The letter 
reads in part: 

We are writing to express our concern that 
the barrage of regulations coming out of the 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) de- 
signed to end coal in American electricity 
generation will have a devastating effect on 
the health of American families. Just before 
you made the decision to withdraw EPA’s 
plan to revise its ozone standard—a plan 
which would have destroyed hundreds of 
thousands of jobs—your former White House 
Chief of Staff Bill Daley asked the question 
“What are the health impacts of unemploy- 
ment?” Today, we are requesting that you 
consider your former aide’s question care- 
fully: instead of putting forth rules that cre- 
ate great economic pain which will have a 
terrible effect on public health, we hope that 
going forward, you will work with Repub- 
licans to craft policies that achieve both en- 
vironmental protection and economic 
growth. 

And that is the key—‘‘and economic 
growth’’—not economic destruction. 

The letter goes on: 

As you know, proponents of your EPA’s ag- 
gressive agenda claim that regulations that 
kill jobs and cause electricity prices to sky- 
rocket will somehow be good for the Amer- 
ican people. We come to this issue as medical 
doctors and would like to offer our ‘‘second 
opinion”: EPA’s regulatory regime will dev- 
astate communities that rely on affordable 
energy, children whose parents will lose 
their jobs, and the poor and elderly on fixed 
incomes that do not have the funds to pay 
for higher energy costs. The result for public 
health will be disastrous in ways not seen 
since the Great Depression. 

Later on in the letter we talk about 
the latest research on the health im- 
pacts of unemployment. A doctor from 
Johns Hopkins who testified last year 
before the Senate Environment and 
Public Health Committee explained 
that unemployment is a risk factor—a 
risk factor—for elevated illness and 
mortality rates. In addition, the Na- 
tional Center for Health Statistics has 
found that children in poor families are 
four times as likely to be in bad health 
as other families. 

Economists have also studied this 
issue. On May 183, 2012, in the New York 
Times, is ‘‘The Human Disaster Of Un- 
employment.” That is what this EPA 
regulation is going to do today, cause 
additional human disaster for people 
out of work. 

We included for the President a copy 
of a report I have written called “Red 
Tape Making Americans Sick—A New 
Report on the Health Impacts of High 
Unemployment.’ Studies show HPA 
rules cost Americans their jobs and 
their health. This report contains the 
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latest research from medical profes- 
sionals from Johns Hopkins, from Yale, 
and others that show that unemploy- 
ment causes serious health impacts. 

Unemployment has been rampant in 
this country under this administration, 
and it has been due in many ways to 
the mountains of job-crushing redtape 
from the EPA and other agencies. The 
EPA’s Utility MACT rule will only 
make things worse for hard-hit areas in 
the West, Midwest, and Appalachia. 

According to the Bureau of Labor 
Statistics, since 2008 Montana has lost 
3,200 manufacturing jobs, Missouri 
41,000, Ohio 100,000, Michigan 67,000 jobs 
lost, Pennsylvania 80,000, and West Vir- 
ginia 7,000. Each one of these people 
who lost their job will be subjected to 
greater risks of cancer, heart attack, 
stroke, depression. There is a higher 
incidence, as we know, of spousal 
abuse, substance abuse in these fami- 
lies. AS demonstrated by the latest re- 
search, their children will suffer, too, 
as medical costs pile up, as electricity 
bills to heat and cool their homes sky- 
rocket, and the cost of everyday living 
continues to go up. The Utility MACT 
will only expose thousands more to 
these risks. 

The EPA should immediately stop 
pushing expensive regulations that put 
Americans out of work and into their 
doctor’s office. Instead of exacerbating 
unemployment and harming public 
health, this administration and this 
EPA need to work with Republicans— 
work together in our efforts to imple- 
ment policies that achieve true health 
benefits without destroying jobs and, 
indeed, American affordable energy in 
the process. 

We need to keep American energy 
and make American energy as clean as 
we can, as fast as we can, while still 
keeping good-paying jobs and keeping 
energy prices affordable. This is a rec- 
ipe for a healthier, economically 
stronger country. 

I urge a ‘‘yes’’ vote for the Inhofe 
Utility MACT amendment. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from California. 

Mrs. BOXER. Madam President, I 
yield myself 1 minute, and I ask unani- 
mous consent to have printed in the 
RECORD the following—an_ editorial 
written by the very type of companies 
my friend Senator BARRASSO men- 
tioned who have said they are just fine 
with the EPA’s new air quality regula- 
tions. Do you know why? Half of the 
coal-fired utilities have already made 
these adjustments. They are clean. And 
if it is up to Senator BARRASSO, the 
other dirty plants will keep on spewing 
forth the most toxic and dangerous pol- 
lutants. 

The other is a new poll taken in 
March of this year which shows that 78 
percent of likely voters have asked us 
to get out of the way and let the EPA 
do its job in controlling industrial and 
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power-sector mercury and toxic air pol- 
lution. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[From the Wall Street Journal, Dec. 8, 2010] 
WE’RE OK WITH THE EPA’S NEW AIR-QUALITY 
REGULATIONS 

Your editorial “The EPA Permitorium”’ 
(Nov. 22) mischaracterized the EPA’s air- 
quality regulations. These are required 
under the Clean Air Act, which a bipartisan 
Congress and a Republican president amend- 
ed in 1990, and many are in response to court 
orders requiring the EPA to fix regulations 
that courts ruled invalid. 

The electric sector has known that these 
rules were coming. Many companies, includ- 
ing ours, have already invested in modern 
air-pollution control technologies and clean- 
er and more efficient power plants. For over 
a decade, companies have recognized that 
the industry would need to install controls 
to comply with the act’s air toxicity require- 
ments, and the technology exists to cost effi- 
ciently control such emissions, including 
mercury and acid gases. The EPA is now 
under a court deadline to finalize that rule 
before the end of 2011 because of the previous 
delays. 

To suggest that plants are retiring because 
of the EPA’s regulations fails to recognize 
that lower power prices and depressed de- 
mand are the primary retirement drivers. 
The units retiring are generally small, old 
and inefficient. These retirements are long 
overdue. 

Contrary to the claims that the EPA’s 
agenda will have negative economic con- 
sequences, our companies’ experience com- 
plying with air quality regulations dem- 
onstrates that regulations can yield impor- 
tant economic benefits, including job cre- 
ation, while maintaining reliability. 

The time to make greater use of existing 
modern units and to further modernize our 
nation’s generating fleet is now. Our compa- 
nies are committed to ensuring the EPA de- 
velops and implements the regulations con- 
sistent with the act’s requirements. 

Peter Darbee, chairman, president and 
CEO, PG&E Corp.; Jack Fusco, presi- 
dent and CEO, Calpine Corp.; Lewis 
Hay, chairman and CEO, NextEra En- 
ergy, Inc.; Ralph Izzo, chairman, presi- 
dent and CEO, Public Service Enter- 
prise Group Inc.; Thomas King, presi- 
dent, National Grid USA; John Rowe, 
chairman and CEO, Exelon Corp.; Mayo 
Shattuck, chairman, president and 
CEO, Constellation Energy Group; 
Larry Weis, general manager, Austin 
Energy. 


[From the American Lung Association, Mar. 
21, 2012] 

NEW POLL SHOWS THE PUBLIC WANTS EPA To 
Do MoRE To REDUCE AIR POLLUTION 
VOTERS SUPPORT SETTING STRONGER CARBON 

POLLUTION STANDARDS TO PROTECT PUBLIC 

HEALTH 

WASHINGTON, DC.—As big polluters and 
their allies in Congress continue attacks on 
the Clean Air Act, the American Lung Asso- 
ciation released a new bipartisan survey ex- 
amining public views of the Clean Air Act 
and the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency’s (EPA) efforts to update and enforce 
lifesaving clean air standards, including car- 
bon and mercury emissions from power 
plants. 

The bipartisan survey, conducted by Demo- 
cratic Research polling firm Greenberg Quin- 
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lan Rosner Research and Republican firm 
Perception Insight, finds that nearly three- 
quarters of likely voters (73 percent) nation- 
wide support the view that it is possible to 
protect public health through stronger air 
quality standards while achieving a healthy 
economy, over the notion that we must 
choose between public health or a strong 
economy. This overwhelming support in- 
cludes 78 percent of independents, 60 percent 
of Republicans and 62 percent of conserv- 
atives, as well as significant support in 
Maine, Pennsylvania and Ohio. 

The Obama Administration will soon re- 
lease updated clean air standards for carbon 
pollution emitted by power plants, and a 
substantial majority of voters support the 
EPA implementing these standards, even 
after hearing opposing arguments that 
stricter standards will damage the economic 
recovery. Initially, 72 percent of voters na- 
tionwide support the new protections on car- 
bon emissions from power plants, including 
overwhelming majorities of both Democrats 
and Independents and a majority of Repub- 
licans. 

After listening to a balanced debate with 
message both for and against setting new 
carbon standards, support still remained ro- 
bust with a near 2-to-1 margin (63 percent in 
favor and 33 percent opposed). Support re- 
mained especially robust in Maine and Penn- 
sylvania (64 percent in each state). The ma- 
jority of Ohio voters (52 percent) also favored 
new carbon standards, which is notable since 
the poll was conducted during a period of 
heavy media attention concerning statewide 
electricity rate increases and potential 
power plant shutdowns. 

“This bipartisan poll affirms that clean air 
protections have broad support across the 
political spectrum,” said Peter Iwanowicz, 
Assistant Vice President, National Policy 
and Advocacy with the American Lung Asso- 
ciation. ‘“‘Big polluters and their allies in 
Congress cannot ignore the facts; more air 
pollution means more childhood asthma at- 
tacks, more illness and more people dying 
prematurely. It’s time polluters and their 
Congressional allies drop their attempts to 
weaken, block or delay clean air protections 
and listen to the public who overwhelmingly 
wants the EPA to do more to protect the air 
we breathe.” 

Voters also voiced strong support for 
stricter standards to control industrial and 
power sector mercury and toxic air pollu- 
tion. When asked about setting stricter lim- 
its on the amount of mercury that power 
plants and other facilities emit, 78 percent of 
likely voters were in favor of the EPA updat- 
ing these standards. 

Strong support was also seen for stricter 
standards on industrial boilers. Initially, 69 
percent of voters supported the EPA imple- 
menting stricter standards on boiler emis- 
sions. After hearing messaging from both 
sides of the issue, voters continued to sup- 
port these standards by nearly a 20-point 
margin (56 percent favor, 37 percent oppose). 

Key poll findings include: nearly three 
quarters (73 percent) of voters say that we do 
not have to choose between air quality and a 
strong economy—we can achieve both; a 2- 
to-1 majority (60 to 31 percent) believe that 
strengthening safeguards against pollution 
will create, rather than destroy, jobs by en- 
couraging innovation; about two-thirds of 
voters (66 percent) favor EPA updating air 
pollution standards by setting stricter lim- 
its; 72 percent of voters support new stand- 
ards for carbon pollution from power plants 
and support is strong (63 percent) after hear- 
ing arguments from both sides of the issue; 
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60 percent of voters support stricter stand- 
ards for gasoline and limits on the amount of 
tailpipe emissions from cars and SUVs (par- 
ticular strong given all the recent attention 
to high gasoline prices). 

Despite more than a year’s worth of con- 
tinued attacks on clean air protections from 
big corporate polluters and their allies in 
Congress, voters across the political spec- 
trum view the Clean Air Act very positively; 
with a 2-to-1 favorable to unfavorable ratio. 
At the same time, feelings toward Congress 
continue to drop, especially among Demo- 
crats and independents. Just 18 percent of 
voters nationally give Congress a favorable 
rating, while 56 percent rate Congress unfa- 
vorable. The unfavorable rating of Congress 
is up 9 percent since the American Lung As- 
sociation’s last survey released in June 2011. 

“The survey clearly indicates that voters 
reject the notion that we have to choose be- 
tween strong safeguards against air pollu- 
tion and economic growth,” said Andrew 
Bauman, Vice President at Greenberg Quin- 
lan Rosner Research. ‘‘In fact, voters over- 
whelmingly believe that stronger safeguards 
against air pollution will create jobs in 
America.” 

“The poll does show there is broad support 
across partisan lines for new carbon regula- 
tions on power plants,’’ said Marc 
DelSignore, President of Perception Insight. 
“However, there is a significant difference in 
the views regarding the impact regulations 
may have on the economy, with Republicans 
expressing higher concern for possible job 
loss and rising energy prices than Democrats 
or independents.” 

This resolution of disapproval goes 
against 78 percent of the American peo- 
ple. They are no fools. I heard a second 
opinion? I have got a third opinion, and 
my third opinion is that if you look at 
this poll, you understand that the 
American people get it. They know the 
technology exists, and they know these 
improvements can be made. They know 
there are jobs created when best-avail- 
able control technology is put in, and 
they are opposed to this kind of resolu- 
tion that would roll back the clock and 
continue our people breathing in tox- 
ins. 

Mr. INHOFE. Will the Senator yield? 

Mrs. BOXER. I won’t yield because 
Senator CARDIN is waiting. I yield to 
Senator CARDIN 6 minutes, and then I 
will yield to the Senator on his time. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator from Maryland. 

Mr. CARDIN. Madam President, first 
I want to thank Senator BOXER for her 
extraordinary leadership on these 
issues. 

I invite my friend from Wyoming to 
come to Glen Burnie, MD, and see the 
12,000 megawatt Brandon Shores power- 
plant which it is not only operating, 
but it is in full compliance with Mary- 
land’s healthy air law that is very 
similar to the proposed regulations we 
are debating today. That powerplant 
didn’t close. It made the investments 
so that we have a clean energy source 
and in the process created 2,000 jobs in 
modernizing that powerplant. 

That is why we have many companies 
that support the regulation, because 
they know it is going to mean more 
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jobs—including Ceres and American 
Boiler Manufacturers Association, as 
well as companies such as WL Gore. 

I want to thank Senator ROCKE- 
FELLER for his extraordinary state- 
ment. I was on the floor listening to 
him speaking on behalf of the people of 
West Virginia. They are interested in a 
clean economy, good health, and jobs. 

I want to thank Senator ALEXANDER 
for speaking up for the people of Ten- 
nessee, because he understands the im- 
portance of sensible air quality stand- 
ards. 

I want to speak on behalf of the peo- 
ple of Maryland, on behalf of the fami- 
lies I have the honor of representing in 
the Senate. 

This is the week that summer camps 
start. Some parents are going to have 
to make a decision, when we have a 
day that is rated as a code orange or a 
code red because of air quality issues 
concerning ground-level ozone, as to 
whether they are going to send their 
child to camp that day if that child has 
a respiratory issue, an asthma issue, as 
to whether that child should be out- 
doors during that day when we have 
these air quality warnings. If the par- 
ent decides to keep the child at home, 
they have lost that day of camp and 
the cost of that day of camp. They 
have lost a day of work, because some- 
body is going to have to stay at home 
with the child. If they send the child to 
camp and they have an episode, they 
may be one of the over 12,000 children 
who will end up in emergency rooms as 
a result of dirty air that could be 
cleaned up by the passage and enact- 
ment of these regulations. 

The chairman of the Environment 
and Public Works committee can tell 
us chapter and verse about the number 
of premature deaths and those with 
chronic bronchitis. These toxins that 
are going into our air cause cancers 
and neurological developmental and re- 
productive problems. It is particularly 
dangerous for children. And the source? 
Powerplants that have not put in the 
investment for clean air. 

This is doable. It has been done in 
Maryland and in many powerplants 
around the Nation. In fact, my State— 
concerned about our children, con- 
cerned about our health—passed the 
Maryland Healthy Air Act, and the 
mercury standards in that legislation 
are very similar to what these regula- 
tions would require. Maryland has re- 
duced its mercury and its SOx and NOx 
emissions from the 22-percent level, 90 
percent mercury, 80 percent sulfur di- 
oxide, and 70 percent NOx. And it 
helped our economy, as I have already 
pointed out, in the Brandon Shores 
work that was done. 

But here is the challenge we have in 
Maryland. Maryland’s experience 
shows that an aggressive timeline is 
not only achievable but it is also desir- 
able. Powerplants are capable of meet- 
ing aggressive timelines, and the bene- 
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fits are unparalleled. Air pollution con- 
trol protects public health and saves 
billions of dollars associated with med- 
ical costs. The Environmental Protec- 
tion Agency is required to do a study of 
cost benefit: How much cost for how 
much benefit? For every $1 of compli- 
ance cost, we save $3 to $9 for our econ- 
omy. That is a great investment. We 
like those types of investments. 

The Maryland experience also shows 
that we need a national standard to ef- 
fectively address air pollution. Mary- 
land has done what is right, but our 
children are still at risk. Why? Because 
air pollution knows no State boundary. 
We are downwind. We have done what 
is right, but our children are still at 
risk. That is why we need these stand- 
ards. We showed that you can do it in 
a cost-effective way, creating jobs for 
our community. You can have a clean 
environment, you can have a growing 
economy. In fact, you can’t do it with- 
out it. And that is what these regula- 
tions are about. 

As Senator ALEXANDER said, we have 
been waiting 20 years for these regula- 
tions. In 1990, Congress passed the 
Clean Air Act. In 2008, our courts said 
we can’t delay it any longer. 

It is our responsibility to protect the 
public health. It is our responsibility 
to do what is right. I urge my col- 
leagues to reject this resolution that 
would deny us the opportunity of pro- 
tecting our public health. 

I yield the floor. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator from Oklahoma. 

Mr. INHOFE. Madam President, I 
heard the Senator from California talk 
about 78 percent of the people in this 
country want to reduce mercury. I am 
part of that 78 percent. The problem is 
this bill does not address that. By their 
own numbers, the EPA said the cost is 
around $10 billion. Of that, less than $6 
million would be addressing mercury. 
The rest of that is in particulate mat- 
ter, something already recognized 
under the Clean Air Act. 

I yield to the junior Senator from 
West Virginia for 6 minutes. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator from West Virginia. 

Mr. MANCHIN. Madam President, I 
rise today to speak in favor of the con- 
gressional resolution of disapproval 
that Senator INHOFE has filed under the 
Congressional Review Act to stop the 
EPA from implementing one of the 
most expensive rules in recent mem- 
ory. I thank my colleague, Senator 
INHOFE, for introducing this important 
resolution to send a message to the 
EPA. 

I would like to say a few words about 
the little State of West Virginia that 
does the heavy lifting that helps this 
entire Nation. We mine the coal, we 
make the steel, we have done just 
about everything we possibly can. We 
probably have more people serving in 
the military, percentage-wise, than 
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any other State. We have given our all 
for this great country, and we will con- 
tinue to do the heavy lifting. But what 
we have to do is make sure the EPA, 
make sure this government is working 
with us, not against us. The Govern- 
ment’s role is to be a partner, not an 
adversary but an ally. We are asking 
the government to work with busi- 
nesses, not against them. Their actions 
will put thousands of hard-working 
Americans out of a job in the worst 
economy in generations. 

Do not raise electricity rates on the 
consumers who can barely afford their 
monthly bills today as it is. It is most- 
ly our seniors and people struggling 
with their families trying to make a 
living. The economic reality is that the 
environment and economy have to 
work hand in hand. It has to be in bal- 
ance. 

From the day I arrived at the Senate, 
I have been determined to stop the 
EPA’s job-killing agenda, and this res- 
olution of disapproval takes an impor- 
tant step to rein in this out-of-control 
agency. In the State of West Virginia, 
like most States, we do our rules and 
regulations through a legislative proc- 
ess. People have to vote. We do not 
give bureaucratic agencies the right to 
set policy. The people have given us 
that responsibility and right as elected 
leaders to set the policy. That is what 
we are asking. We have this agency 
stepping way beyond its boundaries, 
further than our Founding Fathers 
ever intended, that is putting an abso- 
lute burden on the backs of every 
American. 

Along with a handful of other rules 
on the verge of being implemented or 
already in place, the Utility MACT rule 
would cost the economy over $275 bil- 
lion over the next 25 years, according 
to the Electric Power Research Insti- 
tute. The Utility MACT could cost 1.3 
million jobs over the next two decades, 
according to the National Economic 
Research Association. 

On the issue of Utility MACT, I have 
heard from thousands of West Vir- 
ginians in the past several weeks. In 
fact, just yesterday I had 45 of my con- 
stituents from Boone County, WV, get 
on a bus, 756 miles, drive all day to get 
here to be able to speak to some of us, 
and drive last night to go back home. 
That is how committed and dedicated 
most of them are. They had either 
worked in the mines or were working 
in some aspect of mining. 

People think mining is just coal min- 
ing and coal mining only. It is not. The 
energy business is basically—if people 
work in a battery factory or a machine 
shop, if they work in any type of ancil- 
lary jobs, the ripple effect to their 
economy is unbelievable. If they work 
in a powerplant—these people were 
scared to death because all they hear 
every day is they are going to lose 
their jobs because the government is 
going to shut them down and work 
against them. 
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About three-fourths of the miners in 
that room had already been laid off. 
They are fighting for their jobs. They 
brought their families and children 
with them. They wanted to make sure 
we could put the faces of real people on 
what is happening. 

Our coal miners are the salt of the 
Earth. They work so hard to provide 
energy for our country and provide for 
their families. They do not want a 
handout. All they want is a work per- 
mit. That is all they have asked for. 
Now is not the time to pull the rug out 
from under them and make them worry 
about how they will pay their bills and 
feed their family. 

I believe this country needs to strike 
a balance, and I have said that before. 
Our lives are about balance. Every day 
people get up in the morning they look 
for a balance in their lives. They look 
for a balance in how they can run their 
business, how they can make a living. 
That is what we need to find in this 
body today. The EPA has truly gone 
too far. 

We have heard so many different tes- 
timonies about that. That is why I will 
be casting my vote in favor of this res- 
olution by Senator INHOFE to dis- 
approve of the new rules, and I urge all 
my colleagues to do the same. I truly 
believe energy is an issue where we can 
bring thoughtful members of both par- 
ties together to work out solutions. 

Let me point out an important exam- 
ple. In the time I served, I learned that 
many of my colleagues know of West 
Virginia only as a coal State. They 
have no idea what we do and how we do 
it. This past weekend I wanted to make 
sure they understood that not only do 
we do coal, we do wind, we do hydro, we 
do natural gas with the Marcellus 
shale—a tremendous find—we do bio- 
mass, we do everything we can, and we 
think every State should be held ac- 
countable and responsible to try to be 
energy independent and do it in the 
most environmentally friendly way. 

This weekend I invited leaders of the 
Energy Committee, Senators WYDEN 
and MURKOWSKI, a Democrat and a Re- 
publican, to spend a weekend with me 
to tour our State to see how West Vir- 
ginia’s all-in policy for energy works. 
One of them will likely be the next 
chair of Energy and Natural Resources, 
but I assure you both of them will work 
as a team trying to find policy that 
works for this country. You will hear 
both of them say one size doesn’t fit 
all. We need everything. We need a 
comprehensive energy plan for this 
country—which brings me to our re- 
cent visit to West Virginia. 

They saw how we are using an “‘all- 
of-the-above’’ approach. In the eastern 
part of our State we stopped at Mount 
Storm. They saw a 265-megawatt wind 
farm. They saw a 1,600-megawatt coal- 
fired plant with the most modern tech- 
nology that cleans the air up to 95 per- 
cent. They saw it all. When the wind is 
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not blowing, basically they saw there 
was no power generated—especially in 
the hot summer or the cold winter. 

Basically what we are saying is we 
are doing everything we possibly can. 
We will continue. In short, we saw a 
little bit of everything that can be 
done if we work together. I think it 
should be a bipartisan effort to find a 
solution. We cannot keep fighting each 
other, and agencies cannot keep con- 
trolling what we are not legislating. If 
it has not been legislated, it should not 
be put into law until we are able to 
evaluate it. 

I appreciate what is being done 
today, the bipartisan effort we are 
talking about. We have our differences, 
but we can come together. 

I yield the floor. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator from California. 

Mrs. BOXER. Madam President, I 
think when the Senator talks about 
balance, he ought to recognize that 
one-half of the coal-fired utilities have 
already made these adjustments, they 
have reported to us, with very little 
impact to electricity rates. 

I yield 5 minutes to Senator SAND- 
ERS. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator from Vermont. 

Mr. SANDERS. Madam President, let 
me begin by saying I suspect that I 
have the strongest lifetime proworker 
voting record in the Senate. I want to 
create jobs, not cut jobs. What Senator 
BOXER and Senator CARDIN and others 
are talking about is creating meaning- 
ful, good-paying jobs as we retrofit 
coal-burning plants so they do not poi- 
son the children of Vermont and other 
States around the country. 

So to Senator INHOFE and others, I 
say respectfully: Stop poisoning our 
children. Let them grow up in a 
healthy way. 

The Clean Air Act is set to cut mer- 
cury pollution by 90 percent using 
technology that is available right now. 
That would be good news since the Cen- 
ters for Disease Control and Prevention 
say mercury can cause children to have 
“brain damage, mental retardation, 
blindness, seizures, and the inability to 
speak.”’ 

We get exposed to mercury simply by 
eating fish contaminated with it, and 
we have seen fish advisories in 48 out of 
the 50 States in this country. Wouldn’t 
it be nice if the men and women and 
the kids who go fishing could actually 
eat the fish they catch rather than 
worry about being made sick by those 
fish? 

Powerplants are responsible for one- 
third of the mercury deposits in the 
United States, but Senator INHOFE’s 
resolution would let them keep right 
on polluting. His resolution would also 
eliminate protections against cancer- 
causing pollutants such as arsenic, as 
well as toxic soot that causes asthma 
attacks. Leading medical organiza- 
tions, including the American Acad- 
emy of Pediatrics, the American Lung 
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Association, the American Heart Asso- 
ciation, and the American Nurses Asso- 
ciation have said ‘‘Senator INHOFE’s 
resolution would leave millions of 
Americans permanently at risk from 
toxic air pollution from powerplants 
that directly threaten pulmonary, car- 
diovascular and neurological health 
and development.” 

That is not BERNIE SANDERS saying 
that; it is the American Academy of 
Pediatrics, the American Lung Asso- 
ciation, the American Heart Associa- 
tion, and the American Nurses Associa- 
tion. 

We are talking about preventing 
thousands and thousands of premature 
deaths. We are talking about pre- 
venting heart attacks. We are talking 
about what is a very serious problem in 
my State, and that is asthma. Maybe 
Senator INHOFE would like to join me 
in the State of Vermont—I go to a lot 
of schools and I very often ask the kids 
and ask the school nurses how many 
kids are suffering with asthma, and 
many hands go up. Thank you very 
much. We do not want to see more 
asthma in Vermont or in other States 
that are downwind. 

We hear a lot from some of our Re- 
publican friends about jobs. The truth 
is if we are aggressive in cleaning up 
these coal-powered plants, we can cre- 
ate, and we have already seen created, 
many good, decent-paying jobs. In fact, 
if we invest—if the utility industries 
will invest in pollution controls, we 
can create almost 300,000 jobs a year 
for the next 5 years—meaningful, good- 
paying jobs making sure that our air is 
cleaner and that our people do not get 
sick. 

Let’s talk about job creation and 
cleaning up our environment. This is 
not just theory. I am the chairman of 
the Clean Jobs Subcommittee. We 
heard from Constellation Energy, 
which installed pollution controls at 
their 1280-megawatt coal plant in 
Maryland that cut mercury emissions 
by 90 percent. This $885 million invest- 
ment created at its peak 1,385 jobs on- 
site at the plant for boilermakers, 
steamfitters, pipefitters, operating en- 
gineers, ironworkers, electricians, car- 
penters, teamsters, laborers—just the 
kind of jobs we want to create. The 
American people know we have to re- 
build our infrastructure. We can create 
jobs doing that. This is one of the areas 
where we can create decent-paying jobs 
and help keep our kids from getting 
sick. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The time of the Senator has ex- 
pired. 

Mr. SANDERS. I urge very strongly a 
“no” vote against the Inhofe resolu- 
tion. 

Mr. INHOFE. Madam President, I 
yield 5 minutes to Senator RISCH. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator from Idaho. 

Mr. RISCH. Madam President, I come 
to the floor this morning to urge an af- 
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firmative vote for Senator INHOFE’s 
resolution. With all due respect to my 
friend from Vermont, this is not a job- 
creating bill. Virtually everyone who 
has looked at that has said this will 
kill jobs; this will move jobs overseas. 
Everyone who has looked at this has 
said it will increase the cost of energy 
for the American taxpayer. 

It does two things: It kills jobs and it 
increases the cost of energy. Why 
would anyone vote for this? This is ab- 
solute foolishness. Today, Americans 
are concerned about jobs—they are 
really concerned about jobs. Every- 
where I go, people ask me about jobs. 
They ask me about the economy. 

Today, we, as Senators, have the op- 
portunity to do something about that. 
The failure of this resolution and the 
implementation of the rule the EPA 
has put in front of us is going to kill 
jobs and is going to increase the cost of 
energy in America. It is going to do 
precisely what so many Senators come 
to the floor and whine about; that is, 
run jobs overseas. 

If you are a job creator, if you are 
someone thinking of investing, if you 
are someone who wants to move the 
American economy forward, you look 
at every single aspect of it. When you 
see something like this—and it is not 
just this, it is this and a parade of 
never-ending rules and regulations that 
kill jobs and increase the costs for the 
job creators—these are things that 
clearly urge job creators to create jobs 
in a place other than America. That is 
just flat wrong. 

That is not what I am here today to 
talk about primarily. What I am here 
today to talk about is the way we are 
going about it. The Founding Fathers 
did a good job when they set up our 
government. Indeed, out of the thou- 
sands of governments that have been 
created over the years, most of which 
have failed, only one has had the suc- 
cess our Founding Fathers had. They 
created a government out of fear of 
government. They didn’t create a gov- 
ernment that said: How can we do this? 
How can we do that? They were inter- 
ested in keeping government away 
from them, keeping government away 
from their jobs, from their businesses, 
and from their investments. That is 
what they wanted to do, and it worked 
for about 200 years. For about 200 years 
the Federal Government left the Amer- 
ican people and the job creators alone. 

Today, over the last 3% decades or 
so, the Federal Government has stuck 
its nose into every single aspect of our 
lives, and here we go again. What we 
have here is the Federal Government 
using its power and its regulatory proc- 
ess to get its nose into places where it 
should not be. This is the job of Con- 
gress. It is not the job of the bureauc- 
racy to pass these kinds of laws. This 
isn’t a rule or a regulation as the 
Founding Fathers anticipated these 
sorts of things. The Founding Fathers 
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set this up with three branches of gov- 
ernment to fight with each other so 
they would leave the American people 
alone. They said the job of creating 
laws, the job of creating regulations, 
the job of creating rules was the job of 
the Congress. 

Somewhere along the line, we have 
lost our way. Last year the Congress 
passed about 2,000 pages of legislation, 
and that included the spending bills. 
Last year the bureaucracy passed 
about 70,000 pages of rules and regula- 
tions that have the same force and ef- 
fect as law. 

The Congress has lost the ability to 
pass the laws that govern conduct in 
the United States. People will argue, 
yes, but Congress won’t do it; Congress 
won’t act. That is precisely the point. 
We were elected by the American peo- 
ple to act or not act as is appropriate. 
When we don’t act, when we don’t do 
something, it is just as important as 
when we do something. Indeed, I would 
argue many times more important. 
Well, what it has come to today is 2,000 
pages versus 70,000 pages. 

In Idaho we had the same problem for 
a lot of years. In Idaho it was the same 
way. The bureaucracy could pass a rule 
or regulation that had the force and ef- 
fect of law. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator’s time has expired. 

Mr. RISCH. We have changed that 
and gotten it to where the legislature 
has full control. This has to change. 
Congress has to take back its ability to 
handle the law as it is imposed and the 
burden that is imposed on the Amer- 
ican people. 

I yield the floor. 

Mrs. BOXER. I yield 4 minutes to the 
Senator from Delaware, Senator CAR- 
PER. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator from Delaware. 

Mr. CARPER. While our friend from 
Idaho is trying to leave the Senate 
floor, I want to say that the Congress 
did act. Harry Truman said the only 
thing that is new in the world is the 
history we never learned or forgot. The 
Congress did act with a Republican 
President, a guy named George Herbert 
Walker Bush. It was passed overwhelm- 
ingly in the House and in the Senate 
and supported, as I recall, by those of 
us here on the Senate floor today. 

I will go over a little history here. In 
1990, the Clean Air Act said: Look, 
there are problems with toxic air emis- 
sions. We are not sure where they are 
coming from, but let’s spend a little bit 
of time and have the EPA figure it out. 
They spent 10 years trying to figure it 
out. In the last year of the Clinton ad- 
ministration, the conclusion was 
reached that a lot of the toxic air emis- 
sions such as mercury, arsenic, heavy 
metals, acid gases, come from utilities. 
A lot comes from utilities. 

In 2001, the brand new Bush adminis- 
tration said: Well, let’s go to work and 
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figure out what to do about it. Five 
years later in 2005, the Bush adminis- 
tration said: Here is a rule to deal not 
with the 70 toxic emissions but with 
one, mercury. Just one. Immediately 
lawsuits were filed, and in 2008 the Fed- 
eral courts said: What about the other 
70 toxins? They didn’t do anything 
about the other 70 toxins. What they 
did with mercury was a cap-and-trade 
system which doesn’t work for mer- 
cury. The courts remanded it to the 
EPA and said: Let’s try that again. 

Senator ALEXANDER has been heroic 
on these issues. And while I have 
worked literally for years to try to 
make sure the Congress provided some 
leadership—we do see toxic air emis- 
sions from sulfur dioxide and nitrous 
oxide as well—there is not an appetite 
with the utilities to actually support 
legislation. 

We finally gave it a great try in 2010. 
My friend Senator INHOFE was part of 
the effort to get legislation enacted. 
Finally, I think the utilities said we 
would rather take our chances on an 
election and see what the election 
yields and see if we have to deal with 
the EPA. Well, we had an election and 
now the courts are saying: EPA, you 
have to rule. You have to provide lead- 
ership, and the EPA has done that. It is 
not as if they are jamming it down 
anybody’s throat. 

Senator ALEXANDER and I offered leg- 
islation that said by 2015 there has to 
be a 90-percent reduction in mercury. 
What the EPA has said is by 2015, there 
has to be a 90-percent reduction plus 
they need to address a bunch of other 
toxic emissions. The EPA said the 
States can give an automatic l-year ex- 
tension. If utilities have problems with 
getting this done by 2016, they can 
apply for another 2-year extension. 
This started in 1990. It is 2012. When we 
play out the string, it could be as late 
as 2018 to comply. 

In the meantime, States including 
Delaware, Maryland, Pennsylvania, 
New Jersey, and a bunch of us on the 
east coast, are downwind of all the 
States that put up the pollution in the 
air. We have to breathe it. 

Look, the technology exists to fix 
this problem. Fifty percent of the utili- 
ties have already applied the tech- 
nology. It works. It is broadly de- 
ployed. Most utilities have the money 
to pay for this. If they don’t, they have 
the ability to raise capital. 

There are tens of thousands of work- 
ers who wish to do this work. The idea 
that we have to choose between a 
stronger economy and a cleaner envi- 
ronment is a false choice. It has always 
been a false choice, and it is a false 
choice here today. 

Iam a native of West Virginia. After 
my dad finished high school, he was a 
coal miner for a short time, so I have 
relatives back in West Virginia. I care 
a lot about the State and the people 
who live there. I want to make sure we 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE, Vol. 158, Pt. 7 


do whatever is fair to them. I want to 
thank JAY ROCKEFELLER for stepping 
up for West Virginia and being a hero 
here today. 

I yield the floor. 

Mr. INHOFE. Madam President, I 
wish to yield 5 minutes to the Senator 
from Missouri, Mr. BLUNT. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator from Missouri. 

Mr. BLUNT. Madam President, I 
thank the Senator for this time. I rise 
in support of this resolution. We have 
only been able to use the Congressional 
Review Act successfully one time, and 
I think that means at some point we 
need to look at the Congressional Re- 
view Act because these regulations 
often don’t meet the commonsense 
standard, and this is one of them. How- 
ever, it appears to meet the standards 
that the President would want his reg- 
ulators to meet. 

In fact, in January of 2008, the Presi- 
dent—while running for President— 
said that coal-fired plants would go 
bankrupt. He said later in the cam- 
paign that electricity rates would nec- 
essarily skyrocket under his plan to 
tax greenhouse gas emissions through 
what was then the cap-and-trade sys- 
tem. The House passed that system in 
2009. 

Missouri utilities all went together, 
including the rural electric coopera- 
tives, the for-profit utilities, and the 
municipal utilities and paid for a study 
in our State, which is in the top six 
States of dependence on coal. That 
study indicated that the average util- 
ity bill would go up 82 percent in the 
first 10 years and double shortly after 
that. You don’t have to be a genius to 
get your utility bill out and multiply it 
by two. If it is your utility bill at 
home, it may be a utility bill you can- 
not pay. If it is your utility bill at 
work, it may mean that your job is no 
longer there because the utility bill 
went up. That House-passed bill would 
have had that result in our State. 
There are five States that are more de- 
pendent on coal than we are for utili- 
ties. 

The Senate then rejected the cap- 
and-trade bill, and thank goodness it 
did. But when it did, the President said 
there are other ways of ‘‘skinning the 
cat.” He said there are other ways be- 
sides just an ‘‘all-of-the-above”’ energy 
policy. His administration has by- 
passed the Congress, bypassed the will 
of the American people, and they are 
clearly trying to do by regulation what 
I believe the Congress would now never 
do. Once the American people figured 
out that cap-and-trade and policies 
such as this would have this dev- 
astating impact on their utility bill— 
about 50 percent of all of the utilities 
from the middle of Pennsylvania to the 
western edge of Wyoming are coal-gen- 
erated utilities. Once people figured 
that out and the impact it had on their 
ability to have a job and their ability 
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to do what they need to do at their 
house, they didn’t want to do it. 

With this rule the EPA has finalized 
a regulation that would require power 
companies to reduce emissions in a pe- 
riod that is unrealistically short. A 3- 
year timeframe means that many 
power-generated facilities don’t reduce 
emissions, they close the plant. What 
this stands for is an assault on coal and 
coal-based utilities. The Administrator 
of the EPA, Lisa Jackson, said recently 
that the current challenges for the coal 
industry are ‘‘entirely economic.” That 
is what she said, ‘‘entirely economic.” 
I don’t know how anyone who is paying 
attention to the EPA, to regulations, 
or to the price of coal, could say that 
the problems are entirely economic. 
They are not economic at all. We have 
more recoverable coal than anybody in 
the world. We now think we have more 
recoverable natural gas than anybody 
in the world. 

By 2016, under the current EPA rules 
that are out there, plus this one, our 
utilities in our State would go up as 
much as 23 percent for the average Mis- 
sourian, and more than that for some 
people in parts of our State. That is a 
23-percent increase on your utility bill 
by 2016. 

The estimates are that by 2020, we 
will lose 76,000 jobs because of that in- 
crease in utility rates. Where are those 
jobs going to go? They are not going to 
go to California or Massachusetts or 
somebody who has bills higher than 
ours today. They are going to go to 
places that care a lot less about what 
comes out of the smokestack than we 
do. 

Last year in States where coal gen- 
erated at least 60 percent of the elec- 
tricity, consumers paid 30 percent less 
in energy prices than States that used 
less coal for their electricity. And in 
our State, as I said, 82 percent of our 
electricity comes from coal. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator’s time has expired. 

Mr. BLUNT. I urge my colleagues to 
vote for the issue before us that says 
we don’t want to have this rule. We 
want to do the right thing, not the 
wrong thing. 

I thank the Senator for this time. 

I yield the floor. 

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, the 
Senate will vote today on whether to 
proceed to a congressional resolution 
of disapproval that I strongly oppose. 
This resolution would repeal the Envi- 
ronmental Protection Agency’s mer- 
cury and air toxics standards rule and 
undo the great strides the Agency has 
taken to safeguard the public’s health 
and welfare and our quality of life in 
this great land. 

The EPA’s mercury and air toxics 
standards represent a true break- 
through in environmental policy. This 
rule offers clear benefits to every 
American, and it is especially impor- 
tant to Vermonters, who 
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disproportionally suffer from the dev- 
astating effects of mercury and other 
toxic air pollutants. Although my 
home State has no major sources of 
mercury, Vermonters have been be- 
sieged by this insidious poison, which 
drifts across our borders from other 
States. 

The EPA estimates that each year, 
toxic air pollutants cause up to 11,000 
premature deaths, 4,700 heart attacks, 
and 130,000 cases of childhood asthma, 
among other illnesses. Mercury, a truly 
unwelcome addition to our daily lives, 
has had catastrophic effects on the 
health and well-being of all Americans, 
as well as a ruinous impact on our Na- 
tion’s pristine natural environment. 
There is no known safe level of expo- 
sure to mercury; it is harmful to hu- 
mans in even the smallest amounts. 
Tragically, mercury’s most devastating 
effect is on those victims least able to 
protect themselves: unborn and new- 
born children. Mercury has been shown 
to cause developmental disabilities and 
brain damage, resulting in lowered IQ’s 
and learning problems, such as atten- 
tion deficit disorder. Sadly, these af- 
fects are permanent and irreversible. 
They lead to a lifetime of trips to the 
emergency room, costly medical inter- 
ventions, personal and family heart- 
break, and lost potential. 

The American people want their air 
and water to be cleaner and healthier 
and most certainly free of toxic pollut- 
ants. Vermonters and Americans want 
this for all of us. Safe water and safe 
air to breathe should be a valued leg- 
acy of our lives in this blessed Nation. 
We also know that protecting the 
weakest and most vulnerable members 
of our society is among Congress’s 
most solemn duties. This resolution of 
disapproval undermines that goal. Why 
should one more child struggle to 
breathe and gasp for air when such suf- 
fering is preventable? Why should one 
more parent die a premature death? 
Congress should not meddle in this vi- 
tally important issue literally, for 
many, an issue of life or death or 
chronic illness. If the EPA’s mercury 
and air toxics standards are repealed, 
the simple reality is that it will be 
somebody’s loved one who pays the 
price, and the price they pay may be ir- 
reversible. 

During the Bush administration, I of- 
fered my own Congressional Review 
Act joint resolution of disapproval, 
known as the Leahy-Collins resolution, 
to contest an EPA mercury rule that 
was far too weak and failed to protect 
the American people. It is hard to be- 
lieve that now, almost 7 years later, 
this issue is still unresolved and we are 
fighting to save an EPA rule that is 
fair, just, science-based, and reason- 
able. A sound environmental policy 
that protects our citizens from the haz- 
ards of mercury and air toxics is long 
overdue. 

In addition to the numerous health 
benefits that removing these toxics 
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would mean for our citizens, both 
young and old, the EPA’s mercury and 
air toxics standards would protect 
America’s precious waterways, making 
them accessible to the sport fishermen 
of today and for countless generations 
to come. Today, large game fish from 
every body of water in Vermont, in- 
cluding our State’s greatest lake, Lake 
Champlain, are so heavily contami- 
nated with out-of-State mercury that 
people must be warned against eating 
them. In fact, all 50 States have issued 
fish consumption advisories, warning 
citizens to limit how often they eat 
certain types of fish because they are 
contaminated with mercury. Let me 
repeat that. Because of mercury con- 
tamination, every State of our great 
Nation today warns its citizens to 
limit how often they should consume 
certain kinds of fish. We can change 
that. We should change that. We must 
change that. Environmental standards 
can and have made tremendous dif- 
ferences in our lifetimes in virtually 
eliminating such toxics as the fumes 
from the burning of leaded gasoline, 
which only recently was ubiquitous on 
our streets and around our homes. We 
must do the same to begin ridding poi- 


sonous mercury from our air and 
water. 
Without these standards, power- 


plants will continue to spew tons of 
mercury and other toxic air pollutants 
into the air. Without these standards, 
this preventable, slow-motion tragedy 
will continue to unfold despite the fact 
that the pollution control technology 
mandated by this rule is already widely 
available, affordable, and in use in 
many coal-fired powerplants through- 
out the Nation. Thirty-three percent of 
older powerplants have already in- 
stalled lifesaving technology which al- 
lows them to comply with the EPA’s 
emission limits, and a full 60 percent 
already comply with the EPA’s mer- 
cury limit. This resolution of dis- 
approval would be especially ill-advised 
because it would unjustly punish com- 
panies that have taken steps to do the 
right thing, while rewarding those that 
have shirked their responsibilities, en- 
dangered countless lives, and imperiled 
the environment. 

As another great benefit to the 
American people, industry-wide adop- 
tion of innovative pollution control 
technology would stimulate invest- 
ment in the economy, job creation and 
greater productivity. The updated 
standards will create thousands of 
long-term jobs for American workers. 
These workers will be hired to build, 
install, and, ultimately, operate the 
machinery that will reduce health- 
threatening emissions. The EPA esti- 
mates that implementing this rule will 
mean jobs for tens of thousands of 
hard-working Americans, including 
46,000 construction jobs and 8,000 long- 
term utility jobs. When added onto the 
health benefits, these standards will 
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have an annual estimated benefit of $37 
to $90 billion dollars. Green jobs are 
not just good for the environment in 
which we live, work, and breathe, they 
are good for the economy and good for 
America. 

I hope that when Senators consider 
this resolution of disapproval, they re- 
member that its passage would prevent 
the EPA from issuing any standards in 
the future that were substantially 
similar to the current mercury and air 
toxics standards. As a result, Ameri- 
cans would continue to be put at risk 
from the debilitating and sometimes 
deadly effects of air pollution pumped 
into America’s air by energy compa- 
nies and other sources. Regrettably, 
this threat to human health and the 
environment would continue indefi- 
nitely because the resolution of dis- 
approval would strip the EPA of essen- 
tial tools to address these hazards. 

The value of these tools is as incalcu- 
lable as the value of human life and the 
health of our families. Make no mis- 
take about it: Investing in the new 
technology mandated by the EPA’s 
mercury and air toxics standards will 
save countless lives and will improve 
the quality of the environment of our 
communities for years to come. We owe 
it to ourselves and we owe it to future 
generations of Americans to make this 
investment now. 

Mr. LEVIN. Madam President, our 
country’s economy and competitive- 
ness in global markets depends on ac- 
cess to affordable energy resources, in- 
cluding electricity that powers our 
manufacturing plants and keeps busi- 
nesses operating throughout the Na- 
tion. Additionally, affordable elec- 
tricity is vital to the health, safety, 
productivity, and quality of life of 
American families, as well as keeping 
their budgets in check. 

Generating this vital power, however, 
has come at a cost to our public health 
and to the environment. Coal- and oil- 
fired powerplants account for about 
half of the Nation’s mercury emissions 
and more than half of the country’s 
acid gases. Powerplants also contribute 
about one-quarter of our Nation’s par- 
ticle pollution. These emissions from 
powerplants can cause damage to brain 
development, premature death, asth- 
ma, heart attacks, and other health 
complications with the heart and 
lungs. 

Under the authority of the Clean Air 
Act Amendments of 1990, on December 
21, 2011, the Environmental Protection 
Agency, EPA, announced its final rule 
to establish technology-based emission 
limits for mercury and other hazardous 
air pollutants from coal- and oil-fired 
powerplants, which are estimated to 
number about 1,400 units nationwide. 
About half of the electric generating 
units affected by this rule have already 
installed equipment to meet these 
emission limits, and many have ex- 
pended large sums to get there. The 


9406 


other units that need to install pollu- 
tion control equipment within the next 
3 to 4 years could potentially have a 
competitive market advantage over 
the companies that have installed the 
technology if we simply override the 
EPA. 

The emission reductions expected as 
a result of the rule are projected to im- 
prove our Nation’s air quality, result- 
ing in a reduction annually of approxi- 
mately 11,000 premature deaths, 4,700 
nonfatal heart attacks, 130,000 asthma 
attacks, 5,700 hospital and emergency 
room visits, 2,800 cases of chronic bron- 
chitis, and 3.2 million restricted activ- 
ity days. The EPA estimates the value 
of these health benefits is between $37 
billion and $90 billion annually. 

Additionally, the rule will also pre- 
vent mercury from contaminating vital 
water resources. All of the Great Lakes 
and all of Michigan’s inland lakes have 
fish consumption health advisories due 
to mercury. This rule should help clean 
up these lakes and make fish from any 
lake safer to eat. 

In contrast to the benefits that will 
be provided by this rule, the annual 
cost of installing and operating the 
pollution control equipment is esti- 
mated at about $10 billion annually. 
These costs are expected to translate 
into higher electricity costs of about $3 
to $4 per month, although those costs 
would vary regionally. 

Senator INHOFE’s joint resolution of 
disapproval would completely overturn 
this EPA rule that limits harmful pol- 
lutants from powerplants. Addition- 
ally, under the Congressional Review 
Act, which is the statute that provides 
the authority for Senator INHOFE to 
move this measure under expedited 
procedures, this disapproval resolution 
would also prevent the EPA from 
issuing any regulations that are ‘‘sub- 
stantially the same” as the dis- 
approved standards. Thus, this prohibi- 
tion would effectively require Congress 
to pass a law creating a new authoriza- 
tion before EPA would be able to do 
anything about this pollution. 

I support congressional oversight 
and, in fact, believe Congress should 
exercise more oversight. But this rule 
protects the health of Michigan resi- 
dents by requiring commercially avail- 
able technology to be installed at pow- 
erplants that currently do not have 
these controls in place. The rule will 
result in significant air quality im- 
provements, protecting public health 
and our lakes from harmful pollution. 
Its payback is significant in health and 
in economics. 

For these reasons, I will oppose this 
measure. 

Mr. KERRY. Madam President, I 
talked about this phenomenon yester- 
day on the Senate floor, and today we 
have even more evidence of what I was 
talking about: a reckless assault on 
our environment given new life by the 
resolution before the Senate today. We 
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are being asked to sacrifice the health 
of men, women, and children, all for 
the sake of the coal industry, a move 
that makes people sicker, denying 
Americans their right to a healthy en- 
vironment to live in and raise their 
children. 

No one who cares about the health of 
our citizens, the health of our econ- 
omy, and the health of our planet 
should support this resolution. They 
should be outraged that we are even 
having this kind of debate. The Con- 
gressional Review Act resolution be- 
fore us would eliminate the Environ- 
mental Protection Agency’s mercury 
and air toxics standards, or MATS, for 
powerplants. Let’s be clear what that 
means. It means the EPA would be pre- 
vented from adopting meaningful re- 
placement standards to protect Ameri- 
cans from mercury and some 80 other 
toxic air pollutants that cause cancer 
and other health hazards. Let me re- 
peat. These pollutants are known to 
cause cancer and other health hazards. 

The science is unequivocal and has 
been for years mercury is a known 
neurotoxin that can have a devastating 
effect on the brain and nervous system 
of a developing child, reducing IQ and 
impairing the ability to learn. 

We know the effects of mercury, and 
we know its source. Coal and oil-based 
powerplants constitute the largest 
manmade source of mercury emissions 
in the United States—they are respon- 
sible for half of the mercury emissions 
in America. They also emit more than 
75 percent of the acid gas emissions and 
25 percent of toxic metals lead, arsenic, 
chromium, nickel. We are talking 
about some really toxic pollution that 
is Known or suspected to cause cancer 
and cardiovascular disease, damage to 
the eyes, skin, and lungs. It can even 
kill. 

Under EPA’s MATS, utilities will be 
regulated for mercury and these other 
toxics for the first time in our Nation’s 
history. These standards are more than 
a decade overdue, so it is way past time 
to end the free ride the polluters have 
been enjoying. Now, I understand my 
colleagues are peddling the message 
that the EPA is waging a ‘‘war on 
coal.” But they are just trying to dis- 
tract us from the facts, and the fact is 
the EPA is simply doing its job and fol- 
lowing the law. It is no more com- 
plicated than that. There is no con- 
spiracy and no secret agenda. Their job 
is to protect Americans, and that is ex- 
actly what they are doing. 

The Clean Air Act requires the EPA 
to regulate emissions of mercury and 
other hazardous air pollutants. The 
EPA employs a process that requires 
the use of “maximum achievable con- 
trol technology.” In other words, the 
standards are feasible, they are based 
on what industry leaders are already 
doing. EPA estimates more than half of 
coal-fired units have equipment in- 
stalled that can help meet the stand- 
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ards. Roughly 55 percent of our elec- 
tricity is from nuclear, natural gas, 
and renewable energy sources, and they 
are not subject to the rule’s provisions. 
And for those that need more time to 
comply, EPA allows them up to 4 
years. It is beyond reasonable. 

And this is hardly a ‘‘war on coal.” 

MATS will reduce mercury emissions 
from powerplants by more than 90 per- 
cent, acid gases by 88 percent, and re- 
duce emissions of more than 80 air 
toxics. It will also significantly reduce 
particulate matter, or PM, emissions 
that can trigger asthma attacks and 
damage the lungs. In fact, the com- 
bined health benefits are staggering. 
Beginning in 2016, EPA estimates that 
the standard would prevent each year 
11,000 premature deaths, 4,700 heart at- 
tacks, 130,000 asthma attacks, 5,700 hos- 
pital and ER visits, and 540,000 missed 
work and school days. 

Let me bring these numbers a little 
closer to home. EPA estimates MATS 
would prevent 130 premature deaths 
each year and up to $1.1 billion in 
health benefits in 2016. 

In total, annual estimated benefits 
are $37 to $90 billion compared to com- 
pliance costs of $9.6 billion. That is an 
amazing return on investment—for 
every dollar spent, we will realize $3 to 
$6 in health benefits. 

As a member of the Senate, it is my 
responsibility to make sure that the 
children of Massachusetts begin life 
with a fair shot, and it is my duty to 
protect the most susceptible, including 
the 128,000 kids and 531,000 adults with 
asthma in my home State. To put this 
issue in focus, one of my constituents, 
the mother of an asthmatic girl, has 
said: ‘‘Any person who would say that 
EPA should be eliminated or its ability 
to regulate reduced should have to sit 
in the emergency room holding the 
hand of a child who can’t breathe.”’ 

Some Senators argue that the EPA 
standard is a job killer. Not true. The 
fact is it will create 46,000 short-term 
construction jobs and 8,000 long-term 
jobs in the utility sector to help build, 
install, and then operate emissions 
control equipment. 

Some Senators say the rule requires 
too much, too fast. Not true. Look, the 
rule has been more than a decade in 
the making. Any shrewd businessper- 
son would see the writing on the wall 
and develop their business plan accord- 
ingly. And many utility companies al- 
ready have acted accordingly. 

Some Senators say it costs too much 
to comply and will shut down power- 
plants, that these rules combined with 
others will threaten the reliability of 
the energy grid and dramatically in- 
creasing energy costs for consumers. 
Not true. Numerous reports from EPA, 
DOE, and CRS state otherwise. Accord- 
ing to CRS, ‘‘almost all of the capacity 
reductions (from the rule) will occur in 
areas that have substantial reserve 
margins... The final rule includes 
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provisions aimed at providing addi- 
tional time for compliance if it is need- 
ed to install pollution controls or add 
new capacity to ensure reliability in 
specific areas. AS a result, it is un- 
likely that electric reliability will be 
harmed by the rule.” 

And in terms of the rule’s actual im- 
pact on the economy, it is likely to be 
extremely limited. The retail price of 
electricity is on average estimated to 
increase about 3 percent, mainly due to 
the increase in demand for natural gas. 
This seems a small price to pay for the 
massive health and economic benefits I 
have already highlighted. 

We should understand that if we pass 
this CRA today, we are not guaranteed 
a do-over. The CRA explicitly prevents 
EPA from developing a rule to regulate 
mercury and air toxics from power- 
plants that is ‘‘substantially the same” 
as the invalidated rule. Translation: It 
would be nearly impossible for EPA to 
develop another rule to regulate these 
pollutants. Industry would have you 
believe otherwise so that you can vote 
to pass the CRA with a clear con- 
science. It is a disingenuous effort, and 
I sincerely hope that my colleagues 
will see through it. 

Mr. President, it is tragic that pol- 
luters want to deny a right as basic as 
clean, healthy air. And it is tragic that 
anyone, especially a member of the 
Senate, would refuse to protect even 
children and the unborn from poisons. I 
urge the Senate to turn back this polit- 
ical assault on our environment and 
support standards that will do so much 
good for so many Americans. Anything 
else would be turning our backs on the 
people we are here to serve. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Madam President, 
I rise today in strong opposition to 
Senator INHOFE’s resolution of dis- 
approval concerning the Environ- 
mental Protection Agency’s mercury 
and air toxics rule. If passed, this reso- 
lution would have a devastating impact 
on our decades-long effort to clean up 
the air Americans breathe, and it 
would betray the responsible utility 
managers who have already taken 
steps to reduce the mercury and air 
toxics entering our atmosphere. 

As I approach the end of my Senate 
career, I have spent some time reflect- 
ing on my past votes and the legacy I 
hope to leave behind. The debate before 
us today brings me back to my very 
first years in the Senate and an effort 
that has continued throughout my en- 
tire time here. 

In 1990, I was part of the group of 
members of the Senate EPW Com- 
mittee and the administration of Presi- 
dent George H.W. Bush who negotiated 
and passed the Clean Air Act Amend- 
ments. At the time, the need for this 
legislation was painfully clear—acid 
rain was eating paint off of cars, and 
thick, visible smog blanketed too 
many of our cities. Some wanted Con- 
gress to turn a blind eye, but we did 
not. We acted, and we acted together. 
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During those many weeks, we met 
daily to reach a bipartisan agreement 
that would put our country on the path 
to cleaner air. It was the leadership of 
majority leader George Mitchell and 
President Bush’s representatives, in- 
cluding Boyden Gray, that led us to a 
grand bargain. Because all of the par- 
ties negotiated in good faith toward a 
common goal, the Clean Air Act 
Amendments were adopted in an Octo- 
ber 1990 vote by an 89-to-10 margin. 
Think about that: 89 votes in favor of 
one of the most significant environ- 
mental law changes in our history. I 
regret that such a broad bipartisan 
agreement in support of our environ- 
ment will not be repeated this week. 

Now, in the final year of my Senate 
career, we are debating a resolution 
that seeks to undo one of the provi- 
sions that we worked so hard to pass as 
part of the Clean Air Act Amendments 
in my first term in office—a require- 
ment that EPA issue standards to re- 
duce emissions of air toxics from sta- 
tionary sources. That was 22 years ago, 
but it was only February of this year 
that EPA finally published the rule 
that would implement these standards. 
Administrator Lisa Jackson and As- 
sistant Administrator Gina McCarthy, 
who served so ably as Connecticut’s 
commissioner of the Department of En- 
vironmental Protection, have brought 
us a rule that will finally put in place 
the mercury and air toxics restrictions 
we have been waiting for. 

This resolution would roll back that 
rule, the first-ever national limits on 
powerplant emissions of air toxics, in- 
cluding mercury. Without this rule, 
powerplant operators can continue 
pumping dozens of tons of mercury and 
hundreds of thousands of tons of other 
toxic air pollutants into our air each 
year. 

Many of my colleagues have spoken 
to the extensive health and environ- 
mental rationale behind the mercury 
and air toxics rule, so I will just high- 
light a few of the most startling statis- 
tics. One in twelve American women of 
childbearing age has mercury blood 
levels that would put their fetuses at 
risk for impaired development. These 
developmental impairments are a 
human tragedy, denying children their 
full intellectual and psychological po- 
tential. 

With respect to the environment, 
just look at Connecticut. We are 
blessed by natural beauty—rolling 
hills, beautiful beaches, vast forests, 
and flowing streams and rivers. Unfor- 
tunately, every single body of water— 
every lake, stream, river, and pond—in 
the State of Connecticut has a mercury 
advisory in place. Where do we think 
this came from? It was not here before 
the advent of polluting powerplants 
spewing mercury into the air. We are 
blessed by plentiful fresh water, but 
that gift has been tainted by the mer- 
cury that has been spewed into the air 
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over generations. Even in Long Island 
Sound, one of America’s greatest estu- 
aries, we are faced with a restriction 
on which seafood we can eat. One of the 
best fish in the sound—the bluefish—is 
off limits to us because of mercury. Is 
this the legacy we want to leave our 
children? 

Of course, this debate should not be 
about which fish we can or cannot eat, 
it should be about following through on 
a promise we made to the American 
people in 1990, by a margin of 89 to 10, 
that we would move forward on efforts 
to reduce air toxics being emitted by 
powerplants. If we pass this resolution, 
we would break that promise. 

Some of my colleagues may claim 
that the mercury rule is an attack on 
coal. To them I would say: This is 
nothing of the sort. This rule would ac- 
tually save money and save lives. It 
would save between $37 billion and $90 
billion a year in health benefits while 
creating 54,000 jobs. It would prevent 
up to 11,000 premature deaths and 
130,000 cases of childhood asthma at- 
tacks each year. This is a case of gov- 
ernment protecting its citizens with a 
commonsense rule to require widely 
available pollution control systems be 
installed at our powerplants. 

I want to close by once again urging 
my colleagues not to break our prom- 
ise we made to the American people in 
1990 that the U.S. Government would 
do everything in its power to ensure 
the American people had clean air to 
breathe and to reduce dangerous pol- 
lutants in order to give our children 
the chance to grow up healthy. I urge 
my colleagues to vote no on this reso- 
lution. 

Mr. MENENDEZ. Madam President, I 
rise to ask the Senate to protect public 
health, not polluters, and to protect 
clean air over corporate profits. 

Upholding the mercury and air toxics 
standard means keeping toxic mercury, 
arsenic, lead, and other pollutants out 
of our lakes and streams and out of 
children’s lungs. It will prevent 11,000 
premature deaths, 5,000 heart attacks, 
and 130,000 asthma attacks in this 
country each year after its implemen- 
tation. 

For over 20 years polluters have 
fought these rules and used their influ- 
ence to create delay after delay in ad- 
ministration after administration. It is 
time these rules were finally imple- 
mented so we can preserve the health 
of the American people and our Na- 
tion’s air quality. 

New Jersey has many residents who 
are vulnerable to poor air quality. Ac- 
cording to the American Lung Associa- 
tion, there are over 184,000 children and 
587,000 adults with asthma in New Jer- 
sey. It is estimated that these new air 
toxics standards will prevent up to 320 
premature deaths and create up to $2.6 
billion in health benefits in New Jersey 
in 2016 alone. These residents deserve 
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better than to have their health subor- 
dinated to the financial interests of 
corporate executives. 

Reducing toxic emissions is wel- 
comed by New Jersey’s power pro- 
viders. The Public Service Enterprise 
Group, PSEG, New Jersey’s oldest and 
largest electric utility, operates sev- 
eral of the powerplants that would be 
affected by the mercury and air toxic 
standards. Because these regulations 
have been in the works for over 20 
years, PSEG and other power providers 
have already made investments in an- 
ticipation of their implementation. To 
assert that these standards are some- 
how a surprise or could not have been 
anticipated by electric utilities would 
be grossly inaccurate. 

Mercury is perhaps the most dan- 
gerous pollutant targeted by this rule 
and coal-fired powerplants are respon- 
sible for half of the mercury emissions 
in the United States. 

Mercury, a dangerous neurotoxin, 
has been associated with damage to the 
kidneys, liver, brain, and nervous sys- 
tem. It has also been shown to cause 
neurological and developmental prob- 
lems in children. The American Acad- 
emy of Pediatrics, in detailing the im- 
pact of mercury exposure on human 
health, noted, 
mercury in all of its forms is toxic to the 
fetus and children, and efforts should be 
made to reduce exposure to the extent pos- 
sible to pregnant women and children, as 
well as the general population. 

Elevated levels of mercury exposure 
have also been shown to put adults at 
increased risk of heart attacks, in- 
creased blood pressure, and blocked ar- 
teries. Rather than cater to polluters, 
we must heed the warnings of doctors, 
nurses, and respiratory therapists— 
medical professionals that have dedi- 
cated their lives to preventing and 
treating illness caused by mercury. 

Mercury emissions also act as a per- 
vasive contaminant throughout our 
Nation’s watersheds, where the pollut- 
ant accumulates in fish, other wildlife, 
and ultimately, in humans. In 2003, Jeff 
Holmstead, the EPA Assistant Admin- 
istrator for Air and Radiation under 
George W. Bush, stated: 

Mercury, a potent toxin, can cause perma- 
nent damage to the brain and nervous sys- 
tem, particularly in developing fetuses when 
ingested in sufficient quantities. People are 
exposed to mercury mainly through eating 
fish contaminated with methylmercury. 

In New Jersey, mercury has been a 
widespread and consistent contaminant 
in freshwater fish collected throughout 
the State, with unsafe concentrations 
of mercury being found in both urban 
and rural areas. The statistics send a 
clear message: if we don’t act now, we 
risk mass contamination of our Na- 
tion’s waters and food supply. 

The mercury and air toxics standard 
will work to curb toxic emissions pro- 
duced from coal powerplants, and to 
ensure that future emissions comply 
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with set national limits. These new 
standards are expected to reduce mer- 
cury emissions from coal and power- 
plants by 90 percent, acid gas pollution 
by 88 percent, and particulate matter 
emissions by 30 percent. 

Senator INHOFE’s proposal, if en- 
acted, would not only void all of the 
health benefits produced by the air 
toxics standard, but also prevent the 
government from issuing similar stand- 
ards in the future. In effect, this would 
severely curtail the government’s abil- 
ity to address the serious hazards posed 
by pollutant emissions. I believe this 
would be deeply irresponsible. 

These national standards are long 
overdue. In 1990, Congress amended the 
Clean Air Act to require performance- 
based regulations of air pollutants, in 
an effort to reduce toxic emissions pro- 
duced from industrial sources. That 
amendment was passed with broad bi- 
partisan support, approved by 89 Sen- 
ators, 401 House members, and signed 
by a Republican president. After two 
decades, national standards regulating 
powerplant emissions of mercury and 
other toxic pollutants are finally in 
place. How many more children will be 
poisoned by mercury in their bodies, if 
Congress continues to delay or elimi- 
nate safeguards ensuring health safety? 

In 1990, Congress recognized the harm 
posed by these pollutants and took ap- 
propriate action. Now it is time for us 
to finally implement them and protect 
the health of all Americans. 

Mr. HATCH. Madam President, I rise 
today as a signer of the discharge peti- 
tion for S.J. Res. 37, the Congressional 
Review Act resolution of disapproval 
for the Environmental Protection 
Agency’s Utility MACT rule. I support 
this measure with all my heart. 

I urge my colleagues and my fellow 
citizens who are listening to this de- 
bate today to recognize that the EPA’s 
Utility MACT rule is not just about 
curtailing mercury emissions from 
powerplants. At the heart of the Util- 
ity MACT rule is an effort to shut 
down our Nation’s coal-mines and coal- 
fired powerplants. When President 
Obama was a United States Senator, he 
was the deciding vote on the Senate 
Environment and Public Works Com- 
mittee to kill the Clear Skies bill 
which would have reduced mercury 
emissions in the United States by 70 
percent. 

Let’s be clear about why the liberals 
on that committee voted against this 
mercury reduction measure. They did 
so because they wanted to hold that 
issue aside and use it to help pass a na- 
tionwide climate bill, the biggest 
anticoal legislation ever considered by 
Congress. In other words, killing coal 
mining jobs and shutting down coal- 
fired powerplants took priority over 
real and significant reductions in mer- 
cury emissions and any health benefits 
that would have come with those re- 
ductions. 
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The EPA’s Utility MACT rule was 
carefully written to ensure that most 
of its mercury reductions will come 
from the forced shutdown of coal mines 
and coal-fired powerplants. It is evi- 
dent that the rule is not written to 
allow noncompliant powerplants to re- 
main open. 

The fact is that today’s vote does not 
stop the EPA from regulating mercury 
from coal-fired powerplants. But it 
would strip out the obvious anticoal 
agenda that is the heart and soul of the 
current Utility MACT rule. The costs 
of this rule outweigh the benefits by 
1,600 to 1. If ever there were an EPA 
rule that needed to be sent back to the 
drawing board, this one is it. 

Americans know what is at stake 
with today’s resolution. If the EPA’s 
rule is allowed to go forward, it jeop- 
ardizes our Nation’s most affordable, 
abundant, and dependable domestic 
source of electricity. We hear a lot 
from the President and his allies about 
the scourge of inequality and the need 
for a more progressive economic sys- 
tem. 

It is hard to take them seriously 
when you look at their support for this 
EPA regulation. Regulations such as 
these are incredibly regressive. This 
regulation will increase the cost of en- 
ergy. That might not mean a great deal 
to the folks who are financing Presi- 
dent Obama’s reelection, but to low- 
and middle-income citizens, increased 
energy costs hit family budgets hard. 

And it will undermine jobs. Anyone 
who claims to care about job creation, 
while at the same time supporting this 
regulation, has to answer a few ques- 
tions. Americans are tired of lipservice 
when it comes to job creation. They 
are tired of having a job creation agen- 
da taking a back seat to the agenda of 
lifestyle liberals. 

They want Congress and the Presi- 
dent to be serious about creating jobs 
and keeping our Nation competitive in 
a global economy. This regulation not 
only threatens jobs at coal mines and 
powerplants. 

Much more is at stake. We are talk- 
ing about a threat to the millions of 
jobs that are created when we as a na- 
tion enjoy the abundant affordable en- 
ergy that allows us, America, to com- 
pete against our aggressive inter- 
national rivals. 

Let me remind my colleagues on the 
other side of this issue about the suc- 
cess of my own State of Utah. For 2 
years running, Forbes magazine has 
listed Utah as the best State for busi- 
ness and jobs. Utah is a grand success 
story, and national policymakers 
should look to it for answers. Why is 
Utah creating jobs, while many areas 
of the United States are losing them? 
Well, there are a number of factors, but 
a very big one is that we are a very 
competitive State. After comparing 
the cost of doing business in other 
States, more and more companies are 
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moving to Utah. A key factor in that 
decision is Utah’s very low cost of en- 
ergy. The State ranks fourth in the Na- 
tion for low cost industrial energy 
rates. I am aware of a number of in- 
stances where this has been a deciding 
factor when a major business decides to 
relocate to Utah. In almost every case, 
the States these companies are moving 
away from have high industrial energy 
rates. And, yes, about 70 percent of 
Utah’s power comes from clean, effi- 
cient, coal-fired powerplants. 

It is obvious that many of my col- 
leagues on the other side of this issue 
just cannot grasp this truth; but the 
fact of the matter is that 
competiveness is critical to economic 
growth and job creation. It should 
come as no surprise that President 
Obama’s hundreds of anti-energy ef- 
forts have failed to grow jobs in this 
country. 

I urge my colleagues to look to my 
State of Utah as a model for success. 
We need to get off the road toward the 
nanny State. How bad does the Euro- 
pean model have to get before we wake 
up and recognize that we want nothing 
to do with that type of big government 
failure. America is great because we 
have relied on the fundamentals of a 
free people living in a free market. And 
underlying our vibrant and free econ- 
omy is consistently affordable energy. 
Affordable energy is the lifeblood of a 
healthy economy and always has been. 
I urge my colleagues to protect these 
fundamentals and send this Utility 
MACT rule back to the EPA for a 
major rewrite. 

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Madam 
President, I rise today to urge my col- 
leagues to oppose S.J. Res. 37, a resolu- 
tion of disapproval of the Mercury and 
Air Toxics Standards, offered by Sen- 
ator INHOFE. The Senator from Okla- 
homa is a powerful advocate for his 
point of view, but I respectfully dis- 
agree that we do not need to control 
the emission of mercury and other 
toxics into our air. 

This vote is one in a continuous 
drumbeat of attacks on environmental 
rules we have seen of late. It is unfor- 
tunate that some of my colleagues are 
attacking clean air and water rules 
with such fervor, especially in the 
name of economic recovery. When it 
comes to putting America back on firm 
economic footing, we should be work- 
ing towards a comprehensive budget 
solution that shows the American peo- 
ple and the world that Congress can 
still function in the face of major chal- 
lenges rather than with attacks on the 
Environmental Protection Agency. 

Yet so often we hear vague, catch-all 
criticisms that upcoming EPA rules— 
real or imagined—will create uncer- 
tainty in the regulated community, 
impeding economic recovery. The irony 
is that attacks that seek to delay or 
remand EPA rules only exacerbate and 
prolong regulatory uncertainty. 
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Also, recall that Congress directed 
EPA in the Clean Air Act more than 20 
years ago to develop many of the rules 
the agency is currently working on. 
That is the case with the Mercury and 
Air Toxics Standards. Many other rules 
are coming about as a result of court 
orders. So, put simply, EPA is doing its 
job. 

To be sure, Congress also has a job to 
do when it comes to oversight of ad- 
ministration rules. For instance, I have 
been and will continue to work with 
EPA to make sure EPA actions respect 
the realities of life in rural and arid 
communities. This is especially impor- 
tant when it comes to regulations im- 
pacting Colorado water users and our 
farmers and ranchers. 

However, wholesale assault on an 
agency whose mission is to protect 
human health and the environment is 
neither a recipe for economic recovery 
nor a path to fostering healthier com- 
munities within which our families and 
neighbors live. 

Let me turn specifically to the reso- 
lution of disapproval offered by Sen- 
ator INHOFE. 

Many of my colleagues have de- 
scribed on the Senate floor the various 
health benefits of the rule. I would like 
to associate myself with their remarks, 
because the health benefits of control- 
ling mercury emissions are remark- 
able: as many as 11,000 fewer premature 
deaths each year; 130,000 fewer cases of 
childhood asthma each year; and 4,700 
fewer heart attacks each year just to 
name a few. 

But I want to add two other aspects 
to the debate. One, clean air and water 
are good for our economy. 

In Colorado, for example, outdoor 
recreation and tourism make up the 
second largest sector of our economy. 
Coloradans enjoy skiing, hiking, hunt- 
ing, angling, camping, boating and 
many other outdoor activities, and 
many Americans come to Colorado for 
these experiences. Our outdoor recre- 
ation economy contributes $10 billion a 
year to the State’s economy and sup- 
ports over 100,000 Colorado jobs. 

This isn’t limited to Colorado. Na- 
tionally, the outdoor recreation econ- 
omy is worth $646 billion, supporting 
6.1 million jobs. 

Clean air and water are an integral 
part of the national outdoor recreation 
system. It can not function if our chil- 
dren are too sick to come outside to 
play or our waters are too polluted to 
fish. 

Two, investing in our infrastructure 
through modern pollution controls is 
how we ensure long-term economic re- 
covery. 

ADA-Environmental Solutions is a 
company in Highlands Ranch, CO. 
ADA-Environmental Solutions is the 
leading producer of mercury control 
equipment for utilities across the coun- 
try. Part of their mission is to ‘‘sustain 
the viability of coal” through the de- 
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velopment of technologies that ‘‘reduce 
emissions, increase efficiency and im- 
prove the competitive position”? of 
their customers. 

As the Mercury and Air Toxics 
Standards go into effect, many utilities 
will upgrade their facilities with mod- 
ern pollution controls. It may surprise 
some of my constituents in Colorado to 
learn that some of these plants have 
been operating without pollution con- 
trols for 40 years or more. 

Those upgrades will be installed by 
Americans and provided by companies 
like ADA-Environmental Solutions. 
Those upgrades represent an invest- 
ment in American jobs and a modern 
utility infrastructure. 

In summary, clean air and water do 
not come at the expense of our econ- 
omy. Rather, a healthy environment 
and a healthy economy go hand-in- 
hand. 

Putting safeguards in place on the 
largest source of mercury emissions in 
the United States is long overdue. That 
is why I will be opposing S.J. Res. 37 
today, and I urge my colleagues to do 
the same. 

Mr. DURBIN. Madam President, in 
1970, smoke stacks towered above cities 
and towns spewing black clouds of 
toxic pollution into the air. 

Sights like these outraged Ameri- 
cans—however, at that time there was 
no legal way to force these companies 
to stop polluting the environment. 

In response to these atrocities, Con- 
gress did two things in 1970: 

First, Congress created the Environ- 
mental Protection Agency to defend 
our natural resources and force pol- 
luters to clean up their factories and 
plants. 

And second, Congress passed the 
Clean Air Act with overwhelming bi- 
partisan support to help ensure that all 
Americans could breathe clean air, free 
from toxic chemicals. 

In the 40 years since, Republicans 
and Democrats have worked together 
in Congress to protect the health of 
America’s families from the country’s 
biggest polluters. 

But this week in the Senate, we will 
vote on a provision that threatens to 
destroy all that progress by rolling 
back a critical environmental and 
health regulation. 

Senator INHOFE has introduced a res- 
olution that would prevent the EPA 
from enforcing the first national stand- 
ard to regulate the emission of mer- 
cury and air toxins from power plants. 

Until now, there had been no Federal 
standards that required power plants 
to limit their emission of mercury, ar- 
senic, chromium, and acid gases. And 
so their pollution went unchecked. 

This led to power plants becoming 
the single largest source of mercury in 
the United States. Power plants are 
currently responsible for 50% of the 
mercury, 62% of the arsenic, and over 
75% of the acid gases emitted in this 
country every year. 
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These are deadly chemicals. Mercury 
is a potent neurotoxin that can hinder 
brain development and the central 
nervous systems of children, even while 
in their mother’s womb. 

And the heavy metals and acids emit- 
ted by power plants can cause various 
cancers and respiratory, neurological, 
developmental, and reproductive prob- 
lems. 

So the idea that we should allow 
power plants to continue to pump hun- 
dreds of thousands of tons of dangerous 
pollution into the environment instead 
of adding any of the readily available 
pollution controls is completely out- 
rageous. 

The harmful, toxic chemical emis- 
sions from these plants must be 
stopped and that is what the EPA’s 
new Mercury and Air Toxics Standards, 
or MATS as they are called, does. 

When implemented, the new stand- 
ards will reduce mercury and acid gas 
emissions from power plants by almost 
90%. 

These reductions will save billions of 
dollars in public health spending each 
year by avoiding thousands of cases of 
premature deaths, aggravated asthma, 
and heart attacks. 

In fact, every dollar spent to reduce 
pollution emission under the MATS 
rule will result in $3-$9 of health bene- 
fits. 

In my state of Illinois alone, the 
MATS rule will save $4.7 billion and 
prevent an estimated 570 premature 
adult deaths in the next four years. 

That might be why recent polling 
shows that 77% of Americans support 
the MATS rule and the reductions in 
air pollution that it will achieve. 

However, Senator INHOFE wants to 
prevent these critical standards from 
being enforced—claiming that they are 
too strict and that companies have not 
had enough time to prepare. 

But, Mr. President, this new rule 
didn’t come out of nowhere. 

Energy companies have known for 
more than 20 years, since the last 
major changes to the Clean Air Act in 
1990, that new air pollution-control 
rules were coming and that the new 
rules would require them to reduce 
their toxic emissions. 

That is why many power plants have 
already made the changes necessary to 
comply with the new rules by install- 
ing scrubbers and other air pollution- 
control technologies. 

However, instead of investing in 
these available control technologies, 
some companies did little or nothing 
over the past decades to improve their 
old, inefficient plants. 

And now these same companies state 
that it would be impossible for them to 
comply with the MAT standards with- 
out massive job losses and blackouts 
across the electricity grid. The facts 
suggest otherwise. 

According to the Environmental Pol- 
icy Institute, the EPA’s new standards 
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are expected to create approximately 
8,000 jobs in the utility industry and an 
additional 80,500 jobs from investments 
in pollution control equipment by 2015. 
And the majority of these jobs will be 
in the construction and labor indus- 
tries. 

Mike Morris is chief executive of 
American Electric Power, a utility 
with multiple coal-fired plants. He 
said, ‘‘We have to hire plumbers, elec- 
tricians, [and] painters when you ret- 
rofit a plant. Jobs are created in the 
process—no question about that.” 

In fact, the MATS rule is expected to 
add a net 117,000 jobs to the economy 
overall. So to say that we can’t create 
jobs without allowing dangerous levels 
of toxic chemicals into the air we 
breathe is simply wrong. And multiple 
Federal agencies and third parties—in- 
cluding the non-partisan Congressional 
Research Service, the Department of 
Energy, and the Bipartisan Policy Cen- 
ter—have stated that full implementa- 
tion of the MAT Standards will not 
cause any reliability concerns for the 
power grid. 

EPA is working closely with the De- 
partment of Energy, the Federal En- 
ergy Regulatory Commission, State 
utility regulators, and the North 
American Electric Reliability Corpora- 
tion, to ensure there will be no issues 
with the electrical grid. 

So it seems that we can have clean 
air and keep the lights on, while simul- 
taneously creating thousands of new 
jobs. 

We don’t have to make the false 
choice between ensuring clean air and 
job creation—we can do both. 

The bottom line is that acid gases 
and heavy metals are causing serious 
health problems, especially in our most 
vulnerable populations—children and 
pregnant mothers. 

The EPA Mercury and Air Toxics 
Standards will require power plants to 
cut their emissions of these harmful 
chemicals by using readily available 
technology. 

Many plants across the country have 
already proved that the standards can 
be met while creating jobs and keeping 
the lights on and businesses running. 

So it’s time for Republicans and 
Democrats to once again come to- 
gether to protect the health of Ameri- 
cans families and ensure that everyone 
has access to clean air. 

Therefore, I urge my colleagues to 
vote ‘no’ on the motion to proceed to 
Senator INHOFE’s resolution. 

Mrs. BOXER. Madam President, how 
much time remains? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Republicans have 3 minutes 
47 seconds, and the majority has 12 
minutes 45 seconds. 

Mrs. BOXER. I would take 6 minutes 
and retain the balance. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 
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Mrs. BOXER. Madam President, we 
are faced with a resolution today to es- 
sentially repeal something that has 
been 20 years in the making and is 
about to go into effect. It would stop 
the EPA, the Environmental Protec- 
tion Agency, from implementing the 
first-ever national mercury and air 
toxics standards for powerplants. 

A little bit later I will talk about 
what mercury does to people. Let me 
assure you, it is not good. I will also 
talk about the other toxics that are 
emitted from these dirty plants. They 
are not good either. When I mention 
them, just the names will scare us be- 
cause they are names such as arsenic 
and formaldehyde—not good. They are 
going into our lungs. The mercury is 
getting into fish. People are getting 
sick. That is why this is such a dan- 
gerous moment if we were to pass this 
and stop the EPA from doing this. 

We know that for every $3 we in- 
vest—every $1 to $3—we are going to 
get back $9 in health benefits. If we do 
the math and we follow the math, it is 
clear this is cost-effective and criti- 
cally important. 

Ask a parent who has a child who is 
rushed to the emergency room with 
asthma whether they want this done. 
Ask a coal-fired utility that has made 
these improvements already—half of 
them have—and they will tell us there 
has been hardly any impact on elec- 
tricity prices, and they are happy with 
them. 

If this resolution were to pass and 
the policy behind it were to pass, it 
means that instead of rewarding those 
coal-fired utilities that are doing the 
right thing, we are rewarding those 
that haven’t done the right thing and 
continue to spew forth these toxins. 

What is at stake? I ask rhetorically 
of people who may be listening to this: 
Whom do we trust more, Senators and 
politicians or physicians and nurses? I 
think we should trust these numbers 
from the professionals who have looked 
at this issue. If this resolution were to 
pass and EPA is blocked from imple- 
menting this new clean air standard, 
we will see up to 11,000 additional pre- 
mature deaths, 4,700 heart attacks, 
130,000 cases of childhood asthma, 6,300 
cases of acute bronchitis among chil- 
dren, 5,700 emergency room visits, and 
540,000 days of missed work. Again, the 
rule provides $3 to $9 in benefits for 
every $1 that is invested. 

We are going to hear other argu- 
ments from the opponents of the Envi- 
ronmental Protection Agency, but the 
people of America are smart. They 
were asked just 2 months ago if they 
want us to interfere with the Environ- 
mental Protection Agency as they 
clean up the air, clean up the mercury, 
clean up the toxic soot, and 78 percent 
said: Stay out of it, politicians, and let 
the Environmental Protection Agency 
do its job. 

We should thank the coal companies 
that have already cleaned up their act 
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and not reward those that have delayed 
cleaning up their act. 

Again, we will hear all kinds of hor- 
ror stories. Ask the utilities that have 
made these improvements. We have a 
list of them somewhere. 

We will also hear there will be lost 
jobs from this rule. We know there will 
be 46,000 short-term construction jobs 
as these plants become clean and 8,000 
long-term jobs. 

Now look at the utilities that oppose 
the Inhofe CRA. They include Austin 
Energy, Avista Corporation, Calpine 
Corporation, Constellation Energy, 
Exelon, National Grid, NextEra En- 
ergy, NYPA, Public Service Enterprise 
Group, and Seattle City Light. Some of 
these have coal-fired powerplants. 
They say: What are we doing? Let’s 
keep moving toward clean energy. 

I asked if we trust politicians or do 
we trust those who, I believe, are un- 
questionably character witnesses in 
this debate. Let’s look at some of them 
that oppose what Senator INHOFE is 
trying to do today. The Catholic 
Health Association of the United 
States, Evangelical Environmental 
Network, Franciscan Action Network, 
General Baptist Convention, General 
Conference of American Rabbis, Na- 
tional Council of Churches, United 
Church of Christ Justice and Witness 
Ministries, United Methodist Church, 
U.S. Conference of Catholic Bishops. 
They oppose what my friends on the 
other side are leading us to today, a re- 
peal of clean air rules. 

Whom do we trust, the politicians or 
some of these groups that strongly op- 
pose this resolution—the American 
Academy of Pediatrics, the American 
Association of Respiratory Care, the 
American Heart Association, the Lung 
Association, the Nurses Association, 
the Public Health Association, the 
March of Dimes, the Physicians for So- 
cial Responsibility, and Trust for 
America’s Health. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator has consumed 6 min- 
utes. 

Mrs. BOXER. I ask unanimous con- 
sent for 2 additional minutes, and then 
I will yield and retain the balance. 

Here is the chart I wished to show on 
utility prices. We have heard doom and 
gloom. Here are the facts. There was 
hardly any fluctuation in utility rates 
when half the coal-fired plants made 
these improvements. 

Do not fall for scare tactics because 
we know upgrading a utility is some- 
thing that has to be done. It is built 
into the long-term plans of these utili- 
ties. 

What poisonous emissions does this 
clean air rule address? I talked about it 
before. In the balance of my time I will 
go through it again, but I am going to 
just name these toxins: mercury and 
lead, arsenic, selenium, cadmium, 
chromium, benzene, formaldehyde, acid 
gases, and toxic soot. All we need do is 
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listen to what I said and we know we 
don’t want to breathe them in and we 
don’t want to have fish that contain 
too much mercury because it damages 
the nervous system in children and 
harms the brains of infants. We know 
how dangerous it is for pregnant 
women and children to eat this type of 
fish. 

Last night, we had Senator WHITE- 
HOUSE here from Rhode Island, and he 
was eloquent on the point. He had a 
picture, which was actually a Norman 
Rockwell painting—it wasn’t a real 
painting, it was a wonderful poster. He 
said: Here is a perfect American scene 
of a grandpa taking a grandson fishing. 
He said that today, in his State, they 
can’t eat the fish. Maybe they can once 
a month eat one fish, and in some of 
their lakes, they can’t even eat any. 

This is wrong. This is pollution blow- 
ing from other places into the North- 
east. Let’s defeat this resolution. It is 
bad for the people of this country. 

I yield the floor and retain the bal- 
ance of my time. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator from Oklahoma. 

Mr. INHOFE. The question was asked 
by the Senator from California: Whom 
do we trust most, elected Senators or 
unelected bureaucrats? 

I yield 3 minutes to the Senator from 
Kentucky. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator from Kentucky. 

Mr. PAUL. The question is, Is pollu- 
tion getting better or worse? With all 
the hysteria, one would think: My 
goodness. Pollution is getting so much 
worse. All measurements of pollution 
show we are doing a good job and much 
better than we have ever done. Most of 
the emissions—the big emissions, sul- 
fur dioxide and nitrous oxide—have 
been going down for decades. We are 
doing a good job with pollution. 

This rule is about mercury. Power- 
plants emit this much of the mercury, 
as shown on this chart. Do my col- 
leagues know that over half the mer- 
cury comes from natural sources? For- 
est fires emit more mercury than pow- 
erplants do. We already have eight reg- 
ulations at the Federal level on mer- 
cury. We have a plethora of regulations 
at the State level. 

The question is, Is mercury getting 
worse or is mercury lessening? For the 
last 5 years, the amount of mercury 
that is being emitted has been cut in 
half. If we measure mercury in the 
blood of women and children, it is get- 
ting less. If we say: What is a safe level 
of mercury in the blood, we are below 
that. If we look at populations who eat 
nothing but fish, the Seychelles Is- 
lands, they have found zero evidence 
that mercury is hurting any of them. 
When we look at mercury emissions, 
they are going down. 

So the question is, Are we going to 
have a balance in our country? Does 
the other side care whether people 
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work? We can do everything possible to 
try to eliminate this last 1 percent, but 
the question is, At what cost? Many 
are estimating 50,000 people are going 
to lose their jobs. Do we care if people 
have a job? Yes. We want to be safe, 
but there has to be a balancing act. 

The question we have to ask is: Is the 
environment cleaner or worse off? The 
environment is so much cleaner than it 
used to be. The rules in place are some- 
what balanced and are keeping pollu- 
tion under control. What we don’t want 
to do is go so far over the top that we 
lose jobs. This new rule is estimated to 
lose 50,000 jobs. 

I think the American people need to 
have a say in this. We don’t need to 
give up that power to unelected bu- 
reaucrats we can’t remove from office. 
Let’s let our representatives get in- 
volved to have more of a balance in the 
regulations. 

I suggest we vote in favor of this res- 
olution. 

I thank the Chair. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator from Oklahoma. 

Mr. INHOFE. I understand our time 
has expired. I ask unanimous consent 
that Senator KYL have 2 minutes. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 

Mr. KYL. Madam President, S.J. Res. 
37 is very important. 

If passed, this resolution would over- 
turn one of the most costly and unnec- 
essary regulations ever adopted by the 
EPA. Unless we in Congress act, that 
regulation, Utility MACT, would estab- 
lish the first ever ‘‘maximum achiev- 
able control technology’’—or MACT— 
standards for ‘‘hazardous air pollut- 
ant’’—or HAP—emissions from power- 
plants. 

The Clean Air Act only allows the 
EPA to set MACT standards for HAP 
emissions if it can establish a hazard to 
public health that would make such 
regulatory action ‘‘appropriate and 
necessary.” 

In December 2000, just as a new ad- 
ministration was set to take office, the 
Clinton EPA, under great pressure 
from special interests, promulgated a 
Utility MACT rule based on public 
health concerns about mercury. The 
data simply do not support that regula- 
tion. 

First of all, mercury does not pose 
health risks via inhalation, but rather 
only after entering water bodies and 
accumulating as methylmercury in the 
aquatic food chain. For humans, the 
primary route of mercury exposure is 
through eating fish. Accordingly, the 
EPA itself has acknowledged uncer- 
tainties about the extent of public 
health risks that can be attributed to 
electric utility mercury emissions, and 
it admits that ‘‘there is no quantifica- 
tion of how much of the 
methylmercury in fish consumed by 
the U.S. population is due to elec- 
tricity emissions. 
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We now know too that the EPA’s pro- 
jections for major increases in mercury 
emissions from powerplants at the 
time were grossly inaccurate. The 
agency estimated that emissions would 
increase from 46 tons in 1990 to 60 tons 
in 2010. But, in fact, they actually de- 
clined to just 29 tons in 2011—more 
than 50 percent below the projections— 
and all without the MACT rule. 

Moreover, the studies EPA relied 
upon about methylmercury exposure in 
children and women of childbearing 
age have also been found to have in- 
flated health risks. More recent re- 
search undertaken by the CDC indi- 
cates that Americans are not being ex- 
posed to levels of mercury considered 
harmful to fetuses, children, or adults. 
Additionally, both the FDA and the 
Agency for Toxic Substances and Dis- 
ease Registry have recommended regu- 
latory levels for mercury that are sig- 
nificantly less stringent than the 
EPA’s reference dose. 

With respect to nonmercury haz- 
ardous air pollutants—or HAPs—the 
EPA does not set actual limits for 
those emissions. Instead, it uses limits 
for fine particulate matter emissions 
in the standard as a surrogate for a va- 
riety of HAPs under the rule. While 
EPA calls the benefits associated with 
reducing particulate matter ‘‘co-bene- 
fits” of establishing the Utility MACT 
regulation, it has also stated that such 
reductions are not the primary objec- 
tive or justification for the rule. If that 
is the case, then why are more than 99 
percent of the rule’s claimed health 
benefits due to projected reductions in 
particulate matter? I am all for inci- 
dental health benefits—it is always 
nice to get more bang for the buck— 
but that’s simply not what is going on 
here. 

Double-counting the benefits from 
reducing particulate matter as a Util- 
ity MACT benefit is, at best, mis- 
leading. Indeed, if 99 percent of the 
quantified health benefits cited in the 
rule are not due to reductions in HAPs, 
can we really call the Utility MACT 
rule ‘‘appropriate and necessary?” 

The EPA is trying to pull a fast one 
by regulating particulate matter—a 
non-HAP—under the guise of concern 
about mercury. The agency already 
regulates particulate matter emissions 
under the Clean Air Act, and it has 
been doing so for 15 years. If it believes 
there are benefits to further reducing 
particulate matter emissions, it al- 
ready has the power to do so; adopting 
S.J. Res. 37 would not prevent such 
EPA action. 

Once the coincidental co-benefits 
from reducing particulate matter—es- 
timated to be $33 billion to $89 billion, 
or $3 to $9 in health benefits for every 
dollar of cost—are excluded from Util- 
ity MACT, the EPA’s own cost benefit 
analysis demonstrates that the health 
benefits of the rule are far outweighed 
by its costs. The EPA estimates that 
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implementing the Utility MACT rule 
would cost $9.6 billion in 2016, and that 
reductions in mercury emissions would 
provide just $0.5 to 6 million in health 
benefits in the same year. This means 
that, even in the best case scenario, 
the cost of Utility MACT will exceed 
its estimated benefits by a factor of 
1,600 to 1. 

Sixteen hundred to one. 

The cumulative costs and con- 
sequences of this and other EPA regu- 
lations are both real and substantial. 
Final and pending EPA regulations will 
reduce the diversity of America’s en- 
ergy portfolio, increase energy prices, 
eliminate jobs, and threaten electric 
reliability. 

With regard to our energy portfolio, 
we are already seeing negative effects. 
Coal’s share of electric power genera- 
tion recently dropped to just 34 per- 
cent, the lowest level we have seen 
since the 1970s. As a result, utility 
companies have already announced 
plans to shut down more than 25,000 
megawatts of electricity rather than 
upgrade plants with costly new emis- 
sions control technology. These 
changes in our energy portfolio are just 
the tip of the iceberg. The North Amer- 
ican Electric Reliability Corporation— 
or NERC—estimates that EPA regula- 
tions will lead to an additional retire- 
ment of 36,000 to 59,000 megawatts of 
electricity generation. The Federal En- 
ergy Regulatory Commission’s Office 
of Electric Reliability has stated that 
EPA regulations would likely shutter 
81,000 megawatts. 

These plant closure predictions from 
nonpartisan reliability organizations 
are 8 times higher than EPA’s esti- 
mates of just 10,000 megawatts. The 
closures caused by EPA regulations 
will not just affect our energy mix— 
they will also affect grid reliability. 
NERC has said that EPA regulations 
pose the No. 1 threat to grid reliability. 

But these reliability organizations 
are not the only ones concerned about 
the EPA’s effect on coal and coal power 
generation. Earlier this month, 
Moody’s changed its outlook on the 
coal industry to ‘‘negative,’’ largely 
blaming the EPA for the downgrade. As 
Moody’s put it in a statement: 

A regulatory environment that puts coal 
at a disadvantage along with low natural gas 
prices, have led many utilities to increase or 
accelerate their scheduled coal plant retire- 
ments. 

It continued: 

In addition, newly proposed carbon dioxide 
regulations would effectively prohibit new 
coal plants by requiring new projects to 
adopt technology that is not yet economi- 
cally feasible. 

I have witnessed the EPA’s attempts 
to reshape the energy industry through 
regulation in my home State. 

Arizona relies on coal-fired power for 
its base-load electricity. Coal mining 
and plant operations are an important 
employer and economic engine for Ari- 


June 20, 2012 


zonans and, specifically, for our Indian 
Tribes. As just one example, take the 
Navajo Generating Station—or NGS—a 
2,250-megawatt facility located on the 
Navajo Nation’s reservation. 

The NGS was constructed as part of a 
negotiated settlement with environ- 
mental interests that, at the time, pre- 
ferred a coal-fired powerplant to a hy- 
dropower dam project in the Grand 
Canyon. It provides more than 90 per- 
cent of the pumping power for the Cen- 
tral Arizona Project, Arizona’s primary 
water delivery system. The plant and 
the coal mined to operate it play a 
vital role in the economies of the Nav- 
ajo Nation and the Hopi Tribe, not to 
mention the State as a whole. A study 
prepared by Arizona State University’s 
Seidman Institute concluded that the 
NGS and its associated mine will ac- 
count for over $20 billion in gross State 
product—GSP—almost $680 million in 
adjusted State tax revenues, and more 
than 3,000 jobs. 

Yet, the station’s future viability is 
now directly threatened by Utility 
MACT and other pending EPA regula- 
tions. Right now, the EPA is under- 
taking an NGS-specific rulemaking to 
determine whether additional emis- 
sions control technologies should be in- 
stalled at the station for purely aes- 
thetic visibility reasons, rather than 
actual health concerns. That rule- 
making could require the installation 
of emissions controls at a cost of more 
than $1.1 billion. 

That is just one power station—just 
one—$1.1 billion. And we don’t even 
know yet what the estimated cost of 
compliance with Utility MACT might 
be. 

Steve Etsitty, executive director of 
the Navajo Nation EPA, said this about 
EPA’s regulatory approach: 

EPA’s one size fits all’ approach to rule- 
making fails to acknowledge or address the 
specific concerns and impacts to the Navajo 
Nation, as well as regional impacts. Making 
matters worse, EPA’s uncoordinated ap- 
proach to rulemakings impacting the same 
industries creates regulatory uncertainty, 
increases compliance costs, and puts at sub- 
stantial risk the national and regional 
economies, critical jobs of Navajo people, 
and the very viability of the Navajo govern- 
ment. 

I couldn’t agree more. 

The consequences of a shutdown of 
the Navajo Generating Station would 
be felt throughout the State, and even 
by the Federal Government. However, 
a shutdown would most acutely impact 
Indian tribes, whose economies and ac- 
cess to affordable water are highly de- 
pendent on the NGS. 

Thus, the consequences of the EPA’s 
regulatory war on coal go far beyond 
the coal industry itself. Real people in 
my State and across the country will 
pay the price. 

That is why I urge my colleagues to 
support the resolution before us today. 
I am all for clean air. I don’t know a 
single colleague who would take the 
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opposite view. And I can assure my 
friends on the other side of the aisle 
that we are firmly antimercury con- 
tamination as well. But that is not 
really the question here. 

It is not a matter of clean air versus 
dirty air, or mercury contamination 
versus no mercury contamination. 
These are false choicest. We can have 
clean air and a healthy economy. We 
can reduce mercury levels and reduce 
unemployment. But we have to be 
smart about how we regulate. 

Utility MACT is simply a bad regula- 
tion. It is refuted by the very science 
used to justify its promulgation. More- 
over, its economic effects would be 
negative and far-reaching, while its es- 
timated benefits would be minimal and 
hardly worth the significant costs. And 
it would make domestic energy genera- 
tion more difficult at a time of rising 
energy demand. 

With growing unemployment, huge 
deficits, and anemic growth, this is 
also the wrong time to be whacking 
our economy with one of the most ex- 
pensive and far-reaching regulations 
ever to come from the EPA. 

We have to be smart about this, and 
Utility MACT is just not a smart regu- 
lation. 

I urge my colleagues to support S.J. 
Res. 37 and help overturn this mis- 
guided, job-killing rule. 

Again, I will simply say at this point 
that adopting this resolution is very 
important to prevent the implementa- 
tion of a regulation which I think has 
very clearly been established. It does 
not meet the test that would be re- 
quired for the promulgation of a public 
health regulation and fails any test of 
cost-benefit analysis. 

Therefore, I urge my colleagues to 
think about the effect on the industry, 
on the people of America, on the econ- 
omy at this time, and adopt the resolu- 
tion offered by the Senator from Okla- 
homa. 

Mr. INHOFE. Madam President, I un- 
derstand there is 1 minute remaining, 
so let me just clarify a couple things. 

First of all, several have made com- 
ments about the Clean Air Act. I was 
supportive of the Clean Air Act. It has 
done a great job, and I think that 
should be clarified. 

We have had three medical doctors 
testify as to the health implications on 
this. 

I would only say this: If we are truly 
concerned about what is happening, 
keep in mind what the Senator from 
Alaska, Ms. MURKOWSKI, said. The max- 
imum achievable control technology is 
not there. So if we vote against this 
amendment and they allow this rule to 
continue, we are effectively killing 
coal in America that has accounted for 
almost 50 percent of our industry. 

I thank the Chair. 

Ms. COLLINS. Madam President, on 
December 21, 2011, the Environmental 
Protection Agency, EPA, finalized the 
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mercury and air toxics standards, 
MATS, rule for powerplants. These 
standards, which will be fully in effect 
in 2016, will require coal-fired power- 
plants to install pollution controls for 
mercury and toxic air pollution. When 
fully implemented, the MATS for pow- 
erplants will reduce mercury emissions 
from powerplants by 90 percent, acid 
gases by 88 percent, and particulate 
emissions, including nonmercury toxic 
metals, by 41 percent. Senator INHOFE’s 
S.J. Res. 37 would disapprove and nul- 
lify this rule and, more importantly, 
make it impossible for the EPA to im- 
plement substantially similar rules in 
the future. 

The State of Maine, located at the 
end of our Nation’s ‘‘air pollution tail- 
pipe,” is on the receiving end of pollu- 
tion emissions from coal-fired power- 
plants operating in other States. The 
pollution reductions required under the 
rule will improve public health and im- 
prove the environment in our State. 
That is why I will vote to uphold the 
clean air rule that requires coal-fired 
powerplants to install pollution con- 
trols. 

While legitimate concerns have been 
raised that additional compliance time 
and more cost-effective options are 
needed, I have significant concerns 
with overturning this rule and perma- 
nently barring the EPA from issuing 
any standards in the future that are 
substantially similar. I will push the 
EPA to work with utilities to develop 
reasonable implementation schedules. 

Reductions in air pollutants from 
other States will reduce air pollution 
in Maine, which has one of the highest 
asthma rates in the Nation, affecting 1 
in 10 adults and over 25,000 children. 
The EPA estimates that the MATS will 
prevent 130,000 cases of childhood asth- 
ma symptoms. 

Every State in the country has issued 
mercury advisories for human fish con- 
sumption because of high levels of mer- 
cury in our Nation’s streams, lakes, 
and rivers, and half of U.S. manmade 
mercury comes from coal-fired power- 
plants. Mercury is one of the most per- 
sistent and dangerous pollutants, par- 
ticularly harmful to children and preg- 
nant women, and it threatens our 
health and environment today. Under 
the new rule, 90 percent of this mer- 
cury would be removed. I am a long- 
time supporter of efforts to reduce 
mercury pollution and have sponsored 
legislation to establish a nationwide 
mercury monitoring system to accu- 
rately measure mercury levels. 

The rule also includes standards for 
186 other hazardous pollutants, includ- 
ing arsenic, acid gases, and toxic met- 
als. Additionally, the equipment in- 
stalled to control these pollutants will 
not only reduce these hazardous air 
pollutants but also capture fine par- 
ticles, which are linked to cardio- 
vascular and respiratory diseases. 

I am a longtime supporter of Clean 
Air Act protections. This landmark 
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legislation, authored by Maine’s own 
Senator Ed Muskie more than 40 years 
ago, has helped protect and improve 
our Nation’s air quality and public 
health for decades. 

I also support sensible regulatory re- 
forms and have introduced legislation 
that calls for Federal agencies to ana- 
lyze the cost and benefits of proposed 
regulations, including the impact on 
job creation and consumer prices. This 
will help cut the tangle of redtape that 
is holding businesses back from ex- 
panding and adding jobs. But when it 
comes to the air we breathe, I reject 
the false choice of pitting the environ- 
ment against the economy because we 
understand that for much of the State 
of Maine, the environment is the econ- 
omy. 

The people of Maine have always 
been faithful stewards of our environ- 
ment because we understand its tre- 
mendous value to our way of life. 
Maine’s unique forests, landscapes, 
waters, and wildlife are an important 
part of our heritage and have helped 
shape the economic, environmental, 
and recreational character of our en- 
tire State. Protecting our Nation’s air 
quality will positively benefit the nat- 
ural beauty of Maine and will improve 
public health, protecting our children 
and enriching lives. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator from California. 

Mrs. BOXER. Am I correct that there 
is 4 minutes remaining on my side? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. That is correct. 

Mrs. BOXER. I yield 1 of those min- 
utes to Senator PRYOR. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator from Arkansas. 

Mr. PRYOR. I thank the Senator 
from California. 

Right now, when we open the paper 
and when we turn on the evening news, 
we see these ads for clean coal. We need 
clean coal. We are akin to the Saudi 
Arabia of coal. They say we have 400 
years’ worth of coal supply in this 
country. We have the technology now 
to take 90 percent of the mercury out 
and a lot of the particulates and we 
should do it. This is our chance to do 
it. 

This is a rule that has been 20 years 
in the making. This is not something 
people dreamed up over the last couple 
years. This has been 20 years in the 
making, and Congress has mandated we 
do this. 

I would say this in my part of the 
closing: We should not have to make a 
false choice. We don’t have to be 
anticoal and prohealth. We can be 
both. We can do what is good for the 
health of the country and good for 
coal; that is, have clean coal, uphold 
this rule, and vote against the Inhofe 
resolution. 

I thank the Chair. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator from California. 
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Mrs. BOXER. Madam President, the 
Senator from Oklahoma said I asked: 
Whom do we trust more, politicians or 
bureaucrats? No; that is not what I 
said. I said: Whom do we trust more, 
politicians or groups such as the Amer- 
ican Academy of Pediatrics, the Amer- 
ican Association of Respiratory Care, 
the American Heart Association, the 
Lung Association, the nurses, the 
March of Dimes, et cetera. I believe 
that when it comes to the trust of the 
public, these groups have one concern 
and that concern is the health of our 
people. That is why we have to defeat 
this resolution and allow the Environ- 
mental Protection Agency, after 20 
years, to finally promulgate a rule that 
will go after the worst toxins that are 
coming out of coal-fired plants. 

I will go through a few of these. Mer- 
cury is a heavy metal that can damage 
the nervous system in children and 
harm the brain of infants, causing 
slower mental development and lower 
intelligence. Why do we want to take a 
stand against the children and their 
brain development? Mercury can accu- 
mulate in the food chain. We know 
this. What happens is people—espe- 
cially pregnant women and children— 
can’t eat fish because of the high con- 
tent of mercury. 

Then there is lead. These are the 
things we are talking about getting out 
of the air. Lead can damage the nerv- 
ous system of children and harm the 
brains of infants, causing slower men- 
tal development and lower intelligence. 

There is no known safe level of lead 
in the blood of children. This is indis- 
putable fact. It can harm the kidneys 
and cause high blood pressure, damage 
reproduction, cause muscle and joint 
pain, nerve disorders. Why would any- 
one—why would anyone stand on this 
floor and say it is OK to allow these 
toxins to be polluting our environ- 
ment? Arsenic is a heavy metal that 
causes cancer, damages the nervous 
system, kidneys, and liver. Power- 
plants account for 62 percent of all the 
arsenic pollution we are fighting 
against. Why would anyone who cares 
about the people they represent vote 
for this resolution and stop the EPA 
from cleaning up our air? 

Vote no. There is no reason to risk 
the health of the American people by 
voting for the utility CRA resolution. 
If the resolution passes and if that res- 
olution were to become the policy of 
this country, thousands—hundreds of 
thousands of Americans every year 
would be harmed. This is not rhetoric, 
this is fact. Scientists have told us 
this. The health groups have told us 
this. 

I urge a strong ‘‘no’’ vote. 

I yield the floor. 

Mr. CARDIN. Madam President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Is there a sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec- 
ond. 
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The question is on agreeing to the 
motion. 

The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. KYL. The following Senator is 
necessarily absent: the Senator from 
Illinois (Mr. KIRK). 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Are there any other Senators in 
the Chamber desiring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 46, 
nays 53, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 139 Leg.] 


YEAS—46 

Barrasso Heller Nelson (NE) 
Blunt Hoeven Paul 
Boozman Hutchison Portman 
Burr Inhofe Risch 
Chambliss Isakson Roberts 
Coats Johanns Rubio 
Coburn Johnson (WI) Sessions 
Cochran Kyl 
Corker Landrieu aes 

une 
Cornyn Lee 
Crapo Lugar Toomey 
DeMint Manchin Vitter 
Enzi McCain Warner 
Graham McConnell Webb 
Grassley Moran Wicker 
Hatch Murkowski 

NAYS—53 
Akaka Durbin Mikulski 
Alexander Feinstein Murray 
Ayotte Franken Nelson (FL) 
Baucus Gillibrand Pryor 
Begich Hagan Reed 
Bennet Harkin Reid 
Bingaman Inouye Rockefeller 
Blumenthal Johnson (SD) Sanders 
Boxer Kerry Schumer 
Brown (MA) Klobuchar Shaheen 
Brown (OH) Koh Siow 
Cantwell Lautenberg 
Cardin Leahy Stabenow 
Carper Levin Tester 
Casey Lieberman Udall (CO) 
Collins McCaskill Udall (NM) 
Conrad Menendez Whitehouse 
Coons Merkley Wyden 
NOT VOTING—1 
Kirk 


The motion was rejected. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The majority leader. 

Mr. REID. Madam President, if I 
could have the attention of the Senate, 
we did very well yesterday. We have a 
lot to do. We have to work on this. We 
have flood insurance. Both are impor- 
tant issues. 

This is going to be a 10-minute vote. 
The order that has been entered is that 
all the remaining votes are 10 minutes. 
We had a 15-minute vote on the first 
one. I know there are a lot of things 
going on today, but we are going to 
have to work around them. That is the 
most important part of our job—vot- 
ing. So let’s work. Let’s try to get out 
of here. We are going to try to finish 
this bill tonight. 


a 


AGRICULTURE REFORM, FOOD, 
AND JOBS ACT OF 2012 


The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Under the previous order, the 
Senate will resume consideration of S. 
3240, which the clerk will report by 
title. 
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The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

A bill (S. 3240) to reauthorize agricultural 
programs through 2017, and for other pur- 
poses. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator from West Virginia. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2345 

Mr. MANCHIN. Madam President, I 
call up amendment No. 2345. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from West Virginia [Mr. 
MANCHIN] proposes an amendment numbered 
2345. 

Mr. MANCHIN. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the read- 
ing of the amendment be dispensed 
with. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To require national dietary guide- 

lines for pregnant women and children 

from birth until the age of 2) 

On page 361, between lines 8 and 9, insert 
the following: 


SEC. 4208. DIETARY GUIDELINES 
CANS. 


Section 30l(a) of the National Nutrition 
Monitoring and Related Research Act of 1990 
(7 U.S.C. 5841(a)) is amended by adding at the 
end the following: 

“(3) PREGNANT WOMEN AND YOUNG CHIL- 
DREN.—Not later than the 2020 report and in 
each report thereafter, the Secretaries shall 
include national nutritional and dietary in- 
formation and guidelines for pregnant 
women and children from birth until the age 
of 2.”’. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. There will be 2 minutes of debate 
equally divided, 1 minute for each side. 

Mr. MANCHIN. Madam President, I 
do not believe there is opposition to 
this amendment. I urge my colleagues 
to support this bipartisan, common- 
sense amendment that will address a 
very urgent need in this country: help- 
ing our children develop healthy eating 
habits at a very young age. 

I wish to thank my cosponsor, Sen- 
ator KELLY AYOTTE from New Hamp- 
shire, for working with me on this 
amendment. All this does is require the 
Department of Health and Human 
Services and the Department of Agri- 
culture to develop, implement, and 
promote national dietary guidelines for 
pregnant women and for children up to 
2. It is the only segment we have not 
done. If you are 2 years of age or older, 
we do it. We try to tell you how to stay 
healthy, what you should eat, what you 
should feed your child. This basically 
fills in the gap for women from when 
they become pregnant until 2 years of 
age. 

I urge support of this amendment. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator from Michigan. 

Ms. STABENOW. Madam President, I 
yield back all time. It is my under- 
standing that we can proceed with a 
voice vote on this amendment. 
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The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, all time is 
yielded back. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment. 

The amendment (No. 2345) was agreed 
to. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator from Oregon. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2382 

Mr. MERKLEY. Madam President, I 
call up my amendment No. 2382. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 


The Senator from Oregon [Mr. MERKLEY] 
proposes an amendment numbered 2382. 


The amendment is as follows: 


(Purpose: To require the Federal Crop Insur- 
ance Corporation to provide crop insurance 
for organic crops under similar terms and 
conditions to crop insurance provided for 
other crops) 


On page 970, between lines 5 and 6, insert 
the following: 

SEC. 11019. CROP INSURANCE FOR ORGANIC 
CROPS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 508(c)(6) of the 
Federal Crop Insurance Act (7 U.S.C. 
1508(c)(6)) is amended by adding at the end 
the following: 

‘(D) ORGANIC CROPS.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—As soon as possible, but 
not later than the 2015 reinsurance year, the 
Corporation shall offer producers of organic 
crops price elections for all organic crops 
produced in compliance with standards 
issued by the Department of Agriculture 
under the national organic program estab- 
lished under the Organic Foods Production 
Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 6501 et seq.) that reflect 
the actual retail or wholesale prices, as ap- 
propriate, received by producers for organic 
crops, as determined by the Secretary using 
all relevant sources of information. 

“(ii) ANNUAL REPORT.—The Corporation 
shall submit to the Committee on Agri- 
culture of the House of Representatives and 
the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, 
and Forestry of the Senate an annual report 
on progress made in developing and improv- 
ing Federal crop insurance for organic crops, 
including— 

“(I) the numbers and varieties of organic 
crops insured; 

‘“(II) the progress of implementing the 
price elections required under this subpara- 
graph, including the rate at which additional 
price elections are adopted for organic crops; 

(III) the development of new insurance 
approaches relevant to organic producers; 
and 

‘“(IV) any recommendations the Corpora- 
tion considers appropriate to improve Fed- 
eral crop insurance coverage for organic 
crops.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 
522(c) of the Federal Crop Insurance Act (7 
U.S.C. 1522(c)) (as amended by section 11018) 
is amended— 

(1) by striking paragraph (10); and 

(2) by redesignating paragraphs (11) 
through (20) as paragraphs (10) through (19), 
respectively. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. There will now be 2 minutes of 
debate equally divided on the amend- 
ment. 

The Senator from Oregon. 
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Mr. MERKLEY. Madam President, 
this bill is about holding USDA ac- 
countable. Organic farmers, when they 
get crop insurance, pay a 5-percent pre- 
mium upfront. The whole concept was 
that on the back end they would be 
compensated at the value of their or- 
ganic crop should they need to utilize 
their insurance. However, to establish 
the price of the organic crop, USDA 
has to do a study. We instructed them 
to do this study 4 years ago, and they 
have been dragging their feet. They 
have done four crops out of the many 
dozens. 

Our organic farmers are left in the 
most untenable position of paying the 
premiums upfront but not getting the 
fair organic prices on the back end. 
This amendment says to get the stud- 
ies done, which you were told to do 4 
years ago, so the equation is fair to our 
farmers. 

I am pleased that Senator OLYMPIA 
SNOWE is a cosponsor. 

I yield the floor and reserve the re- 
mainder of my time. 

Ms. STABENOW. Madam President, 
just for the information of the Senate, 
Senator DEMINT’s amendment was 
next, but we have not seen him on the 
floor yet. So we moved to this amend- 
ment. As soon as he arrives, we will re- 
turn to the DeMint amendment. 

It is my understanding that we can 
proceed to a voice vote in the mean- 
time. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Who yields time? 

Ms. STABENOW. I yield back all 
time. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. All time is yielded back. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment. 

Mr. ROBERTS. Madam President, I 
ask for the yeas and nays. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Is there a sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 

The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. KYL. The following Senator is 
necessarily absent: the Senator from 
Illinois (Mr. KIRK). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
FRANKEN). Are there any other Sen- 
ators in the Chamber desiring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 63, 
nays 36, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 140 Leg.] 


YEAS—63 
Akaka Collins Kerry 
Baucus Conrad Klobuchar 
Begich Coons Kohl 
Bennet Corker Landrieu 
Bingaman Durbin Lautenberg 
Blumenthal Feinstein Leahy 
Boxer Franken Levin 
Brown (MA) Gillibrand Lieberman 
Brown (OH) Grassley Lugar 
Cantwell Hagan Manchin 
Cardin Harkin McCaskill 
Carper Hoeven Menendez 
Casey Inouye Merkley 
Coats Johnson (SD) Mikulski 
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Moran Reid Tester 
Murkowski Rockefeller Udall (CO) 
Murray Sanders Udall (NM) 
Nelson (NE) Schumer Warner 
Nelson (FL) Shaheen Webb 
Pryor Snowe Whitehouse 
Reed Stabenow Wyden 
NAYS—36 
Alexander Enzi McConnell 
Ayotte Graham Paul 
Barrasso Hatch Portman 
Blunt Heller Risch 
Boozman Hutchison Roberts 
Burr Inhofe Rubio 
Chambliss Isakson Sessions 
Coburn Johanns Shelby 
Cochran Johnson (WI) Thune 
Cornyn Kyl Toomey 
Crapo Lee Vitter 
DeMint McCain Wicker 
NOT VOTING—1 
Kirk 


The amendment (No. 2382) was agreed 
to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from South Carolina. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2273 

Mr. DEMINT. Mr. President, I wish to 
bring up amendment No. 2278. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from South Carolina [Mr. 
DEMINT] proposes an amendment numbered 
2273. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To eliminate the authority of the 

Secretary to increase the amount of grants 

provided to eligible entities relating to 

providing access to broadband tele- 
communications services in rural areas) 

Beginning on page 765, strike line 9 and all 
that follows through page 766, line 16, and in- 
sert the following: 

“(B) MAXIMUM.—The amount of any grant 
made under this section shall not exceed 50 
percent of the development costs of the 
project for which the grant is provided. 

“(C) GRANT RATE.—The Secretary shall es- 
tablish the grant rate for each project in ac- 
cordance with regulations issued by the Sec- 
retary that shall provide for a graduated 
scale of grant rates that establish higher 
rates for projects in communities that 
have— 

“(i) remote locations; 

“(ii) low community populations; 

“(iii) low income levels; and 

‘““iv) developed the applications of the 
communities with the participation of com- 
binations of stakeholders, including— 

“(I) State, local, and tribal governments; 

“(IT) nonprofit institutions; 

“(JIT) institutions of higher education; 

‘(IV) private entities; and 

‘“(V) philanthropic organizations.’’; 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
will now be 2 minutes of debate equally 
divided. 

Mr. DEMINT. Mr. President, the farm 
bill adds a new grant component to the 
existing rural utility service broadband 
loans and loan guarantee program. My 
amendment would eliminate the au- 
thority of the Secretary of the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture to increase the 
taxpayer share of these broadband 
grants beyond 50 percent. 

Please keep in mind that these are 
not direct loans, these are grants that 
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require no payback. It is important 
that recipients have some skin in the 
game so that they make good deci- 
sions. My amendment allows the 50- 
percent threshold cost sharing but does 
not allow the Secretary to waive that 
and make that a 75-percent share by 
the taxpayer. 

I encourage my colleagues to support 
this moment of fiscal sanity here. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Michigan. 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I 
rise today to oppose this amendment. 
It has a similar impact to one yester- 
day we defeated by this Senator. It ba- 
sically goes to the question of whether 
we are going to allow investment in 
rural communities—the hardest hit 
communities, the farthest apart com- 
munities—and whether they will have 
access to broadband. It really goes to 
small businesses, in small towns and 
villages, and whether they are going to 
have access to sell their products to 
consumers around the globe. We are in 
a global economy. 

In the 1930s and 1940s, we did rural 
electrification to make sure the farmer 
at the end of the road was connected 
with electricity. This is the same kind 
of thing, but it is the Internet. It is 
broadband. We want to make sure ev- 
erybody is connected, even those in the 
remote, rural areas. 

I yield back the remainder of my 
time, and I ask for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec- 
ond. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment. 

The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant bill clerk called the 
roll. 

Mr. KYL. The following Senator is 
necessarily absent: the Senator from 
Illinois (Mr. KIRK). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de- 
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 44, 
nays 55, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 141 Leg.] 


YEAS—44 

Alexander DeMint McCaskill 
Ayotte Enzi McConnell 
Barrasso Graham Paul 
Blunt Grassley Portman 
Boozman Hatch Risch 
Brown (MA) Heller Roberts 
Burr Hoeven Rubio 
Chambliss Hutchison ; 
Coats Inhofe AER 
Coburn Isakson 

Snowe 
Cochran Johanns 
Collins Johnson (WI) Thune 
Corker Kyl Toomey 
Cornyn Lee Vitter 
Crapo McCain Wicker 

NAYS—55 

Akaka Boxer Conrad 
Baucus Brown (OH) Coons 
Begich Cantwell Durbin 
Bennet Cardin Feinstein 
Bingaman Carper Franken 
Blumenthal Casey Gillibrand 
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Hagan Manchin Sanders 
Harkin Menendez Schumer 
Inouye Merkley Shaheen 
Johnson (SD) Mikulski Stabenow 
Kerry Moran Tester 
Klobuchar Murkowski Udall (CO) 
Kohl Murray Udall (NM) 
Landrieu Nelson (NE) 
Lautenberg Nelson (FL) ee 
Leahy Pryor Whitehouse 
Levin Reed Wyd 
Lieberman Reid yaen 
Lugar Rockefeller 
NOT VOTING—1 
Kirk 
The amendment (No. 2273) was re- 
jected. 


Mr. REID. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote, and I move to lay 
that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Oklahoma. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2289 

Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, I call up 
my amendment No. 2289. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. COBURN] 
proposes an amendment numbered 2289. 

Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the amend- 
ment be considered as read. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To reduce funding for the market 

access program and to prohibit the use of 

funds for reality television shows, wine 
tastings, animal spa products, and cat or 
dog food) 

On page 293, strike lines 16 through 19, and 
insert the following: 

SEC. 3102. FUNDING FOR MARKET ACCESS PRO- 
GRAM. 

Section 211(c) of the Agricultural Trade 
Act of 1978 (7 U.S.C. 5641(c)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1)(A)— 

(A) by striking ‘‘and’’ after ‘‘2005,’’; and 

(B) by inserting ‘‘, and $160,000,000 for each 
of fiscal years 2013 through 2017 after 
“2012,”’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

(3) PROHIBITION ON USE OF FUNDS FOR CER- 
TAIN ACTIVITIES.—None of the funds made 
available to carry out this subsection shall 
be used for— 

“(A) wine tastings; 

““(B) animal spa products; 

‘“(C) reality television shows; or 

‘“(D) cat or dog food.’’. 

Mr. COBURN. This is an amendment 
that falls in line with the recommenda- 
tion of the administration as well as 
every outside group that has ever 
looked at this program. 

The Department of Agriculture has 
five access to marketing programs. 
This is just one of them. The adminis- 
tration recommended a 20-percent re- 
duction. We have put forward an 
amendment to reduce it by 20 percent. 
We spend $2 billion over the next 10 
years on market access. American con- 
tribution of total world agricultural 
products is on the decline in spite of 
these programs, and the waste in these 
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programs—if we look at where the 
money is spent—is unbelievable. 

Mr. President, I reserve the remain- 
der of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Michigan. 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I 
rise to oppose my colleague’s amend- 
ment. 

The reality for us is that American 
agricultural exports is one of the few 
places where we have a trade surplus 
right now, and we want to continue 
that. The current program the Senator 
is speaking about is all about exports. 
It is all about jobs. For every $1 in- 
vested in this particular market access 
program, $35 is generated back into 
economic activity. I think that is a 
pretty good investment. 

We know it is a very important part 
of the future not only for our tradi- 
tional production agricultural parts of 
the country but for smaller value- 
added food products which really is in 
exports, and this supports that. 

Mr. President, I reserve the remain- 
der of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Oklahoma. 

Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, I as- 
sume by the chairman’s response that 
she supports the $20 million that went 
into a reality TV show in India to pur- 
chase cotton other than ‘‘made in the 
United States.” That is where $20 mil- 
lion of it went. That is what is wrong 
with this program. 

I am not objecting to the fact that 
we ought to have market access pro- 
grams. But when we are wasting $20 
million on something that has no con- 
nection whatsoever with American ag- 
ricultural products, we ought to reduce 
or eliminate it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator’s time has expired. 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, let 
me say again—and I am not familiar 
with this. I know we are trying to rede- 
velop an American denim industry. I 
had a chance to actually visit a denim 
factory in Texas. We are trying to sup- 
port our cotton industry. I am not fa- 
miliar with this, but I urge a ‘‘no” 
vote. 

Mr. COBURN. I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec- 
ond. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment. 

The clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk called the roll. 

Mr. KYL. The following Senator is 
necessarily absent: the Senator from 
Illinois (Mr. KIRK). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
UDALL of New Mexico). Are there any 
other Senators in the Chamber desiring 
to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 30, 
nays 69, as follows: 
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[Rollcall Vote No. 142 Leg.] 
YEAS—30 
Alexander Grassley Portman 
Ayotte Hatch Risch 
Burr Inhofe Rubio 
Coats Johnson (WI) Sessions 
Coburn Kyl Shelby 
Corker Lee Tester 
Cornyn McCain Thune 
Crapo McCaskill Toomey 
DeMint McConnell Vitter 
Graham Paul Wicker 
NAYS—69 
Akaka Feinstein Merkley 
Barrasso Franken Mikulski 
Baucus Gillibrand Moran 
Begich Hagan Murkowski 
Bennet Harkin Murray 
Bingaman Heller Nelson (NE) 
Blumenthal Hoeven Nelson (FL) 
Blunt Hutchison Pryor 
Boozman Inouye Reed 
Boxer Isakson Rei 
Brown (MA) Johanns Roberts 
Brown (OH) Johnson (SD) Rockefeller 
Cantwell Kerry Sanders 
Cardin Klobuchar Schumer 
Carper Kohl Shaheen 
Casey Landrieu Snowe 
Chambliss Lautenberg Stabenow 
Cochran Leahy Udall (CO) 
Collins Levin Udall (NM) 
Conrad Lieberman Warner 
Coons Lugar Web 
Durbin Manchin Whitehouse 
Enzi Menendez Wyden 
NOT VOTING—1 
Kirk 
The amendment (No. 2289) was re- 

jected. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 

ator from Oklahoma. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2293 

Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, I call up 
the pending amendment No. 2293. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. COBURN] 
proposes an amendment numbered 2293. 

Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To limit subsidies for millionaires) 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol- 
lowing: 


SEC. . ADJUSTED GROSS INCOME LIMITATION 
FOR CONSERVATION PROGRAMS. 


Section 1001D(b)(2)(A) of the Food Security 
Act of 1985 (7 U.S.C. 1308-8a(b)(2)(A)) is 
amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘LIMITS.—’’ and all that fol- 
lows through ‘‘clause (ii),’’ and inserting 
“Timits.—Notwithstanding any other provi- 
sion of law,’’; and 

(2) by striking clause (ii). 

Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, reduc- 
ing our national debt—which now ex- 
ceeds $15.8 trillion—is the most critical 
issue facing our nation. Our country 
simply cannot survive if we continue 
down this unsustainable course. Every 
area of the Federal budget should be 
examined to determine, which pro- 
grams should be priorities. 

Federal conservation programs are a 
good place to start. These programs 
pay farmers and ranchers to either im- 
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plement conservation measures on 
their farms, ‘‘working lands”, or to idle 
their land for conservation purposes, 
and ‘‘land retirement”. 

Oftentimes, the financial assistance 
offered by these programs incentivizes 
what is already in the best financial in- 
terests of farmers. Natural, market- 
based incentives already exist to 
achieve the efficiency and conservation 
purposes of these programs without 
taxpayer dollars. Not only that, but 
these programs also pay farmers and 
companies that have adjusted gross in- 
comes, AGI, of $1 million or more. 

Special rules allow the USDA to 
waive income limitations for certain 
programs, which it does on a regular 
basis. The result is millions paid to 
otherwise ineligible millionaires each 
year. 

In fact, over the past 2 years, USDA 
waived the $1 million AGI cap for the 
programs discussed below and paid a 
total of $89,032,263 to individuals or en- 
tities with an AGI of $1 million or 
more. Allowing federal conservation 
programs to make payments to those 
with an adjusted gross income, AGI, of 
$1 million or more is simply not a pri- 
ority for taxpayers. 

This amendment would prevent 
USDA from paying millionaires by 
eliminating the ability to issue waivers 
that exempt program participants who 
have an AGI of $1 million or more from 
adhering to the program’s payment 
limit rules. 

In total, over a 2-year period, USDA 
waived program requirements and 
awarded over $84 million to individuals 
and entities with an AGI of $1 million 
or more. 

In 2009, the USDA waived program re- 
quirements and paid two millionaires a 
total of $10,234,520, which consisted 
mainly of a $10 million payment to an 
investment company in California for 
restoring wetlands to protect the Ri- 
parian Brush Rabbit. 

In 2010, the Wetland Reserve Pro- 
gram, WRP, program paid eight indi- 
viduals with an AGI of $1 million over 
$74 million. These included almost $22 
million to a ranch in Florida. The com- 
pany that owns the ranch describes 
itself as a ‘‘privately held, family- 
owned company with agricultural, 
commercial real estate, and asset man- 
agement operations.” That company 
also states that it owns a number of 
commercial real estate properties in 
New Jersey and Florida. The company 
also claims holdings that include 
multi-tenant office buildings, parking 
lots, a for-profit educational institu- 
tion, restaurants, and retail property. 

In 2010, USDA also paid over $31 mil- 
lion to another ranch in Florida. The 
payment was part of an $89 million pur- 
chase by USDA of an easement that 
places deed restrictions on the use of 
the land along 26,000 acres of the 
Fisheating Creek Watershed, partially 
located on the ranch. USDA claimed 
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that the easement purchase would pro- 
vide support for the crested caracara, 
Florida panther, and the red-cockaded 
woodpecker. 

Recently, the owners of the ranch 
listed 2,600 acres for sale for $18.2 mil- 
lion. The property is described as a 
working ranch with “tremendous 
recreation and hunting attributes.” 
The local newspaper has also reported 
that same ranch was slated for a new 
12,000-unit planned community. 

Other entities and individuals with 
an AGI of $1 million or more that re- 
ceived WRP payments in 2010 include: 

$7.92 million to a company in Texas 
for “restoration and protection of crit- 
ical and unique wetlands” on a prop- 
erty known as East Nest Lake and 
Osceola Plantation; $5.8 million to a 
farm in North Carolina to promote a 
“habitat for migratory birds and wet- 
land dependent wildlife;’’ $5.4 million 
to a ranch in Florida for land with 
“high potential to significantly im- 
prove waterfowl and wading bird habi- 
tat” $900,853 to an individual in Kansas 
to “protect and [for] restoring. . . val- 
uable wetland resources. . . for migra- 
tory birds and other wildlife;’’ $227,203 
to a company in New Hampshire for 
“wetland restoration;’’ and $80,000 to 
two individuals in Mississippi to ‘‘re- 
store, protect and enhance wetlands.” 

In 2010, USDA waived the $1 million 
AGI requirement and paid a ranch 
holding company over $2.7 million 
through Grassland Reserve Program, 
GRP, for “protection of critical and 
unique grasslands.” 

Last year, USDA paid four million- 
aires a total of $592,097 through the En- 
vironmental Quality Incentive Pro- 
gram, EQIP, $299,847 of which was 
aimed at protecting the Sage Grouse 
by a ranch in California; $50,000 went to 
a farm. That farm is owned by the W.C. 
Bradley Company, which is best known 
for producing Char-Broil outdoor grills 
and Zebco fishing supplies; remaining 
amounts of $35,250 and $210,000 went to 
two family trusts. 

The Wildlife Habitat Incentive Pro- 
gram paid $737,000 to three millionaire 
recipients, with the majority of the 
funds $449,662 going to protect the Sage 
Grouse by a family trust in California. 
A farm in Georgia also received $100,000 
through WHIP for ‘‘promotion of at- 
risk species habitat conservation.” The 
remaining $187,540 went to a company 
in New Jersey. 

Farm and Ranch Land Protection 
Program, FRPP paid $630,000 to a com- 
pany in 2009 to protect Raspberry 
Farms in Hampton Falls, New Hamp- 
shire. Raspberry Farms formerly oper- 
ated as a “‘popular pick-your-own ber- 
ries and retail farm stand” in the 1980s 
and early 1990s. 

The former farm was scheduled to be 
developed for housing, but instead, 
NRCS, in partnership with local enti- 
ties, paid a total of $1.6 million to en- 
sure the land will never be developed. 
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In 2010 USDA paid four individuals 
and entities with an AGI of $1 million 
or more a total of $75,540. 

Again, this is a very straightforward 
amendment. Last year the Department 
of Agriculture paid $10 million to two 
different individuals, who had an ad- 
justed gross income of over $1 million, 
through a waiver granted by the De- 
partment of Agriculture. Both of these 
were ineligible, but we give the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture the right to waive 
that. This amendment would restrict 
that right for a waiver for people mak- 
ing more than $1 million a year in 
terms of conservation payments. 

There is nothing wrong with con- 
servation programs, but most often 
these payments are paid in addition to 
what people are going to do anyway. So 
what the Department of Agriculture 
has done is given well over $180 million 
to millionaires through our conserva- 
tion payment on programs they would 
have otherwise done themselves. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator’s time has expired. 

Mr. COBURN. I thank the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Michigan. 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I 
would indicate that the conservation 
program is a very strong, effective pro- 
gram, but I am not objecting, nor is 
the ranking member, to moving for- 
ward with the vote. I believe the Mem- 
ber wishes to have a record rollcall, is 
that correct? So we would yield back 
time and ask for a record rollcall vote. 

Mr. COBURN. I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec- 
ond. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 

Mr. KYL. The following Senator is 
necessarily absent: the Senator from 
Illinois (Mr. KIRK). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de- 
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 63, 
nays 36, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 143 Leg.] 


YEAS—63 
Alexander Enzi McCaskill 
Ayotte Graham McConnell 
Barrasso Grassley Menendez 
Bennet Hatch Merkley 
Bingaman Heller Mikulski 
Blunt Hoeven Moran 
Boozman Hutchison Murkowski 
Brown (MA) Inhofe 
Brown (OH) Isakson on (NE) 

aul 

Burr Johanns Portman 
Chambliss Johnson (WI) 3 
Coats Kerry Risch 
Coburn Kyl Roberts 
Cochran Landrieu Rockefeller 
Collins Lee Rubio 
Conrad Levin Sessions 
Corker Lieberman Shelby 
Cornyn Lugar Snowe 
Crapo Manchin 
DeMint McCain 
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Stabenow Toomey Wicker 
Thune Vitter Wyden 
NAYS—36 
Akaka Franken Pryor 
Baucus Gillibrand Reed 
Begich Hagan Reid 
Blumenthal Harkin Sanders 
Boxer Inouye Schumer 
Cantwell Johnson (SD) Shaheen 
Cardin Klobuchar Tester 
Carper Kohl Udall (CO) 
Casey Lautenberg Udall (NM) 
Coons Leahy Warner 
Durbin Murray Webb 
Feinstein Nelson (FL) Whitehouse 
NOT VOTING—1 
Kirk 


The amendment (No. 2293) was agreed 
to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Michigan. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2453 

Ms. STABENOW. I call up my amend- 
ment 2453 and ask unanimous consent 
to add Senator SNOWE as a cosponsor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from Michigan [Ms. STABE- 
NOW] proposes an amendment numbered 2453. 

Ms. STABENOW. I ask unanimous 
consent that the reading of the amend- 
ment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To provide assistance for certain 
losses) 

On page 1006, between lines 21 and 22, insert 
the following: 

“(4) ADDITIONAL AVAILABILITY.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—AS soon as practicable 
after October 1, 2013, the Secretary shall 
make assistance available to producers of an 
otherwise eligible crop described in sub- 
section (a)(2) that suffered losses— 

‘“(i) to a 2012 annual fruit crop grown on a 
bush or tree; and 

‘“(ii) in a county covered by a declaration 
by the Secretary of a natural disaster for 
production losses due to a freeze or frost. 

“(B) ASSISTANCE.—The Secretary shall 
make assistance available under subpara- 
graph (A) in an amount equivalent to assist- 
ance available under paragraph (1), less any 
fees not previously paid under paragraph 
Qe. 

Ms. STABENOW. This amendment 
simply addresses what has happened 
with severe and devastating freezes 
across the country for those who have 
food crops and don’t have access to 
crop insurance. This Farm Bill makes 
great strides in expanding crop insur- 
ance for fruit and vegetable growers in 
the United States. However, these new 
programs will not be available to pro- 
ducers who suffered substantial—and in 
some cases complete—losses this year. 
This amendment would simply allow 
those in the States that are affected to 
buy into a program we have, called the 
Non-Insured Disaster Program, that al- 
lows them to get some kind of help for 
the freezes. 

This provides them the same cov- 
erage they will have in the years going 
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forward—this is the same kind of ex- 
tension for 2012 losses that is available 
for livestock producers. 29 States in 
every part of the country have reported 
major crop losses for 2012 due to frost 
or freeze. I urge my colleagues to sup- 
port this amendment so these farmers 
aren’t losing their business because of 
bad weather. 

I believe we can move forward with a 
voice vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate on the amendment? 

If not, the question is on agreeing to 
the amendment. 

The amendment (No. 2453) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. BEGICH. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote. 

Ms. KLOBUCHAR. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Massachusetts. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2454 

Mr. KERRY. I call up amendment No. 
2454, my amendment together with 
Senator LUGAR. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To prohibit assistance to North 

Korea under title II of the Food for Peace 

Act unless the President issues a national 

interest waiver) 

At the end of subtitle A of title III, add the 
following: 


SEC. 3015. PROHIBITION ON ASSISTANCE FOR 
NORTH KOREA. 


(a) IN GENERAL.—No amounts may be obli- 
gated or expended to provide assistance 
under title II of the Food for Peace Act (7 
U.S.C. 1721 et seq.) to the Democratic Peo- 
ple’s Republic of Korea. 

(b) NATIONAL INTEREST WAIVER.—The 
President may waive subsection (a) if the 
President determines and certifies to the 
Committees on Agriculture, Nutrition, and 
Forestry and Foreign Relations of the Sen- 
ate and the Committees on Agriculture and 
Foreign Affairs of the House of Representa- 
tives that the waiver is in the national inter- 
est of the United States. 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, the 
Kerry-Lugar amendment is a side-by- 
side amendment, frankly, which will 
counter the amendment of the Senator 
from Arizona, Mr. KYL. 

We all join in abhorring the conduct 
of the Government of North Korea. No- 
body contests that. The question here 
is whether we want to have a complete 
prohibition on any humanitarian as- 
sistance, without the possibility of a 
Presidential waiver in the event that 
the President, as a matter of national 
policy, as a matter of our humani- 
tarian policy, decides that something 
has changed in North Korea or there is 
behavior that has been altered by 
North Korea, as in Burma. If we don’t 
have a Presidential waiver, the Kyl 
amendment permanently locks in— 
until there is other congressional ac- 
tion—a complete prohibition on any 
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humanitarian assistance to the peo- 
ple—not the government but the peo- 
ple, the children and families of North 
Korea. 

Ronald Reagan said very clearly that 
“a hungry child knows no politics.” I 
believe we ought to uphold that prin- 
ciple and have the Presidential waiver 
in this particular case. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Arizona. 

Mr. KYL. I oppose the Kerry amend- 
ment and hope it will be defeated and 
that my amendment will be adopted. 

Senator KERRY has appropriately 
characterized the amendment as being 
food aid to North Korea. However, it is 
not just about abhorring North Korea’s 
bad behavior but also the administra- 
tion’s bad behavior. On four separate 
occasions, the State Department as- 
sured Members of this Senate that food 
aid would not be used as a condition to 
negotiations with the North Koreans; 
that under no circumstances would the 
United States provide any incentives 
or rewards, is the way they put it, to 
North Korea. In each case, we inquired, 
and we specifically talked about the 
food aid. Four times they said no, it 
wouldn’t be done. Two weeks before the 
negotiations were to begin this spring, 
all of a sudden, $240 million in food aid 
was put on the table, and only because 
the North Koreans launched their so- 
called satellite long-range missile were 
those negotiations canceled. 

So a national security interest that 
can simply be provided by the Presi- 
dent based on his views—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator’s time has expired. 

Mr. KYL. Does not solve the problem. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Massachusetts. 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, there is 
much to counter that, but we do not 
have the time to do it. But I ask for 
the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec- 
ond. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment. 

The clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk called the roll. 

Mr. KYL. The following Senator is 
necessarily absent: the Senator from 
Illinois (Mr. KIRK). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de- 
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 59, 
nays 40, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 144 Leg.] 


YEAS—59 
Akaka Brown (OH) Feinstein 
Baucus Cantwell Franken 
Begich Cardin Gillibrand 
Bennet Carper Hagan 
Bingaman Casey Harkin 
Blumenthal Collins Inouye 
Blunt Conrad Johnson (SD) 
Boxer Coons Kerry 
Brown (MA) Durbin Klobuchar 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE, Vol 
Kohl Murkowski Shaheen 
Landrieu Murray Snowe 
Lautenberg Nelson (NE) Stabenow 
Leahy Nelson (FL) Tester 
Levin Portman Udall (CO) 
Lugar Pryor Udall (NM) 
Manchin Reed Warner 
McCaskill Reid 
Menendez Rockefeller ee 
Merkley Sanders Wyd 
Mikulski Schumer ygen 

NAYS—40 

Alexander Graham McConnell 
Ayotte Grassley Moran 
Barrasso Hatch Paul 
Boozman Heller Risch 
Burr Hoeven Roberts 
Chambliss Hutchison Rubio 
Coats Inhofe Sessions 
Coburn Isakson 
Cochran Johanns Snep 
Corker Johnson (WI) 

Toomey 
Cornyn Kyl vi 
Crapo Lee uber. 
DeMint Lieberman Wicker 
Enzi McCain 

NOT VOTING—1 
Kirk 


The amendment (No. 2454) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I move to 
lay that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay upon the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2354 

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I call up my 
amendment which is at the desk, No. 
2354. I ask for its consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from Arizona [Mr. KYL] pro- 
poses an amendment numbered 2354. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To prohibit assistance to North 

Korea under title II of the Food for Peace 

Act) 

At the end of subtitle A of title III, add the 
following: 


SEC. 3015. PROHIBITION ON ASSISTANCE FOR 
NORTH KOREA. 


No amounts may be obligated or expended 
to provide assistance under title II of the 
Food for Peace Act (7 U.S.C. 1721 et seq.) to 
the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea. 

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, what I said 
before was, on four separate occasions 
over just a couple of months, the ad- 
ministration had assured Members of 
the Senate that it would not use food 
aid as an enticement to the North Ko- 
reans to come to the negotiating table. 

Here are direct quotations from the 
State Department, comments such as 
“had no intention of rewarding them 
for their actions that their government 
has already agreed to take.” Re- 
affirmed, “There are no financial in- 
centives for North Korea to meet the 
precepts or engage in talks.” 

Deputy Secretary of State Bill 
Burns, ‘‘To be clear, the Administra- 
tion will not provide any financial in- 
centives to Pyongyang... .”’ et cetera, 
on the negotiations. And further that 
“any engagement with North Korea 
will not be used as a mechanism to fun- 
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Pyongyang.” 


We also heard media reports and 
asked them about them. They said no: 

These media reports are not accurate. U.S. 
policy toward North Korea has not changed. 
We have no intention of rewarding North 
Korea— 

And so on. And a mere 3 weeks later, 
we do exactly the opposite. That is why 
a waiver for the President to say other- 
wise does not do any good and why I 
urge support—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator’s time has expired. 

Mr. KYL.—-for my resolution which 
simply prevents the administration 
from providing food aid to North 
Korea. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Massachusetts. 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, there is 
an important distinction here. If you 
are going to provide humanitarian as- 
sistance in some circumstance, and the 
administration made good on its prom- 
ise to do that, it is hard to separate it 
from the events as they are going for- 
ward that you do not control. No mat- 
ter who is President, the Senate should 
not tie the hands of any President with 
respect to this policy. 

Ronald Reagan said it best when he 
said very clearly that ‘‘a hungry child 
knows no politics.” That was Ronald 
Reagan’s policy. That is the policy of 
churches all across our country. The 
fact is that if the Kyl amendment were 
to pass, you will have tied the hands of 
any President on a sensitive national 
security issue where the President de- 
serves that kind of flexibility. 

Without a national interest waiver, 
you lock into place a prohibition in 
North Korea. What happens if suddenly 
you had a change, as in Burma? You 
would be locked in and unable to re- 
spond to it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator’s time has expired. 

Mr. KERRY. You would take away 
the option of the President. In the case 
of Burma or other places, the President 
has shown the flexibility. The Presi- 
dent ought to have the flexibility here. 
I hope we will not have a total prohibi- 
tion on humanitarian assistance. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment. 

Mr. KYL. I ask for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 

The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant bill clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. KYL. The following Senator is 
necessarily absent: the Senator from 
Tllinois (Mr. KIRK). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
CARDIN). Are there any other Senators 
in the Chamber desiring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 48, 
nays 56, as follows: 
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[Rollcall Vote No. 145 Leg.] 


YEAS—43 
Alexander Graham Moran 
Ayotte Grassley Paul 
Barrasso Hatch Portman 
Boozman Heller Risch 
Burr Hoeven Roberts 
Chambliss Hutchison Rubio 
Coats Inhofe Sessions 
Coburn Isakson 
Cochran Johanns aes 
Collins Johnson (WI) 
Thune 
Corker Kyl T 
Cornyn Lee oomey 
Crapo Lieberman Vitter 
DeMint McCain Wicker 
Enzi McConnell 
NAYS—56 
Akaka Gillibrand Murray 
Baucus Hagan Nelson (NE) 
Begich Harkin Nelson (FL) 
Bennet Inouye Pryor 
Bingaman Johnson (SD) Reed 
Blumenthal Kerry Rei 
one ae Rockefeller 
oxer o : 
Brown (MA) Landrieu raat 
chumer 
Brown (OH) Lautenberg 
Shaheen 
Cantwell Leahy Stab 
Cardin Levin APLNow, 
Carper Lugar Tester 
Casey Manchin Udall (CO) 
Conrad McCaskill Udall (NM) 
Coons Menendez Warner 
Durbin Merkley Web 
Feinstein Mikulski Whitehouse 
Franken Murkowski Wyden 
NOT VOTING—1 
Kirk 
The amendment (No. 2354) was re- 
jected. 


Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote. 

Mrs. MURRAY. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Colorado is recognized. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2295 

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I call up my amendment No. 2295. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from Colorado [Mr. UDALL], 
for himself, Mr. THUNE, Mr. BENNET, and Mr. 
Baucus, proposes an amendment numbered 
2295. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To increase the amounts author- 

ized to be appropriated for the designation 

of treatment areas) 

On page 866, line 21, strike ‘‘$100,000,000”’ 
and insert ‘‘$200,000,000’’. 

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I have offered this amendment 
with my colleague Senator THUNE from 
South Dakota. 

This is a commonsense amendment 
that would increase resources to land 
managers to address insect and disease 
epidemics spreading across our forests, 
while maintaining the farm bill’s more 
than $23 billion in mandatory savings, 
and that is important. 

This bark beetle epidemic, which is 
in many States, has left dangerous 
dead and dying stands of trees that 
worsen the threat from forest fires. 
This is particularly evident to Colo- 
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radans because, today, we have an 86- 
square-mile fire, and more than 1,600 
brave firefighters are challenging this 
blaze, which is already the most de- 
structive fire in Colorado’s history. We 
don’t expect to fully defeat this fire or 
bring it to ground for several weeks. 

The Forest Service has set a goal of 
doubling the number of acres treated 
to address beetle kill and prevent for- 
est fires. This amendment would help 
them reach that goal. If we don’t pass 
the amendment, they will not have the 
wherewithal and resources to do so. 

I ask my colleagues to support this 
bipartisan amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time in opposition? 

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. President, I am 
not going to speak in opposition, but I 
do ask for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? There is a sufficient 
second. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment. 

The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. KYL. The following Senator is 
necessarily absent: the Senator from 
Tllinois (Mr. KIRK). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de- 
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 17, 
nays 22, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 146 Leg.] 


YEAS—17 

Akaka Gillibrand Murkowski 
Alexander Graham Murray 
Barrasso Hagan Nelson (NE) 
Baucus Harkin Nelson (FL) 
Begich Heller Pryor 
Bennet Hoeven Reed 
Bingaman Inouye Reid 
Blumenthal Isakson Risch 
Blunt Johanns Roberts 
Boozman Johnson (SD) Rockefeller 
Boxer Kerry Sanders 
Brown (OH) Klobuchar Schumer 
Cantwell Kohl ; 
Cardin Kyl Sessions 

: Shaheen 
Carper Landrieu 
Casey Lautenberg Shelby 
Coburn Leahy Snowe 
Cochran Levin Stabenow 
Collins Lieberman Tester 
Conrad Lugar Thune 
Coons Manchin Udall (CO) 
Crapo McCain Udall (NM) 
Durbin McConnell Warner 
Enzi Menendez Web 
Feinstein Merkley Whitehouse 
Franken Mikulski Wicker 

NAYS—22 
Ayotte Grassley Pau 
Brown (MA) Hatch Portman 
Burr Hutchison Rubio 
Chambliss Inhofe Toomey 
Coats Johnson (WI) Vitter 
Corker Lee Wyden 
Cornyn McCaskill 
DeMint Moran 
NOT VOTING—1 
Kirk 


The amendment (No. 2295) was agreed 
to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Utah. 
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AMENDMENT NO. 2313 

Mr. LEE. Mr. President, I call up 
amendment No. 2313. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment. 

The assistant bill clerk read as fol- 
lows: 

The Senator from Utah [Mr. LEE] proposes 
an amendment numbered 2313. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To repeal the forest legacy 
program) 

Beginning on page 862, strike line 15 and 
all that follows through page 863, line 2, and 
insert the following: 

SEC. 8103. FOREST LEGACY PROGRAM. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 7 of the Coopera- 
tive Forestry Assistance Act of 1978 (16 
U.S.C. 2108c) is repealed. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 

(1) Section 2A(c) of the Cooperative For- 
estry Assistance Act of 1978 (16 U.S.C. 
2101a(c)) is amended— 

(A) in paragraph (3), by inserting ‘‘and’’ 
after the semicolon; 

(B) in paragraph (4), by striking ‘‘; and” 
and inserting a period; and 

(C) by striking paragraph (5). 

(2) Section 19(b)(2) of the Cooperative For- 
estry Assistance Act of 1978 (16 U.S.C. 
2113(b)(2)) is amended— 

(A) in subparagraph (B), by 
“and” after the semicolon; 

(B) in subparagraph (C), by striking ‘‘; 
and” and inserting a period; and 

(C) by striking subparagraph (D). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
will now be 2 minutes of debate, with 
the Senator from Utah recognized for 1 
minute. 

Mr. LEE. Mr. President, I offer this 
amendment to repeal the Forest Leg- 
acy Program. This is a program de- 
signed to protect lands in the United 
States. It is important to remember 
that the Federal Government is al- 
ready a massive landowner. It has 
abundant programs already in place to 
conserve that land, to protect it. The 
Federal Government owns about two- 
thirds of the land in my own State. It 
owns nearly 30 percent of the land mass 
within the territorial boundaries of the 
United States. We do a lot to conserve 
that land. But when we use this 
money—money estimated to amount to 
about $200 million a year in authoriza- 
tion, about $1 billion over a 5-year pe- 
riod—we are using that money to take 
land out of use. We are using that 
money to pay people not to use their 
land for anything. Whenever we look 
for areas in which we can save money, 
one area is to not pay people not to use 
their land. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator’s time has expired. 

Who yields time in opposition? 

The Senator from Vermont. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I strong- 
ly oppose the Lee amendment to repeal 
the Forest Legacy Program, and urge 
all Senators to do the same. For more 
than two decades, this program has led 
to the conservation of over 2.2 million 
acres of working forest lands in 49 
states. The National Association of 
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Forest Owners estimates that U.S. for- 
ests support more than 2.9 million jobs 
and contribute $115 billion towards the 
gross domestic product. 

Better still, the Forest Legacy Pro- 
gram does not use taxpayer dollars for 
Federal funds, but instead relies on a 
very small percentage of oil drilling re- 
ceipts. The benefits of this program far 
outweigh any cost to the taxpayer, a 
claim that cannot be made by many 
other Federal programs. 

Repealing this program would be a 
tragic mistake, especially at a time 
when the Nation’s forests are under at- 
tack from real estate development and 
urban sprawl, among other enemies. 
The U.S. is projected to lose up to 75 
million acres of forest over the next 
half century. As forest areas are frag- 
mented and disappear, so too do the 
benefits they provide. This program is 
essential to protect these benefits and 
ensure that we have a healthy environ- 
ment and strong rural economies in the 
future. I strongly oppose this amend- 
ment and urge all Senators to do the 
same. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator’s time has expired. 

The question is on agreeing to 
amendment No. 2313. 

Mr. LEE. Mr. President, I ask for the 
yeas and nays. 

Mr. CARDIN. Is there a sufficient 
second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec- 
ond. 

The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the 
Senator from Maryland (Ms. MIKULSKI) 
is necessarily absent. 

Mr. KYL. The following Senator is 
necessarily absent: the Senator from 
Illinois (Mr. KIRK). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de- 
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 21, 
nays 77, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 147 Leg.] 


YEAS—21 
Barrasso Hatch McConnell 
Blunt Inhofe Moran 
Coats Johanns Murkowski 
Coburn Johnson (WI) Paul 
Cornyn Kyl Rubio 
DeMint Lee Toomey 
Enzi McCain Vitter 

NAYS—77 
Akaka Casey Heller 
Alexander Chambliss Hoeven 
Ayotte Cochran Hutchison 
Baucus Collins Inouye 
Begich Conrad Isakson 
Bennet. Coons Johnson (SD) 
Bingaman Corker Kerry 
Blumenthal Crapo Klobuchar 
Boozman Durbin Kohl 
Boxer Feinstein Landrieu 
Brown (MA) Franken Lautenberg 
Brown (OH) Gillibrand Leahy 
Burr Graham Levin 
Cantwell Grassley Lieberman 
Cardin Hagan Lugar 
Carper Harkin Manchin 
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McCaskill Risch Tester 
Menendez Roberts Thune 
Merkley Rockefeller Udall (CO) 
Murray Sanders Udall (NM) 
Nelson (NE) Schumer Warner 
Nelson (FL) Sessions Webb 
Portman Shaheen Whitehouse 
Pryor Shelby a 
Reed Snowe ua 
Reid Stabenow y 
NOT VOTING—2 

Kirk Mikulski 

The amendment (No. 2313) was re- 
jected. 


Mr. REID. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote. 

Mr. LEAHY. I move to lay that mo- 
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma- 
jority leader. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, right now 
we have 34 amendments left plus final 
passage. That is 11 hours. I was hoping 
we could dispose of quite a few of these 
on voice, but that has not worked out 
very well. We have had a number of 
people who offered to have their votes 
by voice, but those were objected to. 

We have to finish this bill. We have 
to do flood insurance this week. I know 
people have schedules. We have all 
kinds of things going on, but we have 
to show a little bit of understanding 
about the ordeal we have ahead of us. 

I am confident we are not going to 
stay here until 2 o’clock this morning, 
but we are going to stay here a while 
because until we have a way of fin- 
ishing this bill that is set in stone, we 
are going to have to proceed forward. 
This is an important piece of legisla- 
tion but also flood insurance is an ex- 
tremely important piece of legislation. 
If we do not complete that by the end 
of this month, there will be thousands 
and thousands of people who cannot 
close their loans every day—not a 
month, every day. 

With the economy in the state it is in 
now, we need to close every loan, every 
home that is purchased, every commer- 
cial piece of property that is bought. 
We have to close those now. We cannot 
tell the American people we tried to 
get it done, but we could not because 
we were—whatever. 

People have indicated they want to 
get out of here early tonight. There 
may be somebody who wants to get out 
of here earlier tonight than I, but I 
would be happy to debate that subject 
with them. But we need to show some 
cooperation. We have two of the finest 
Senators we could have managing this 
bill. Let’s work together and get this 
done. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Virginia. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2457, AS MODIFIED 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I ask to 
call up amendment No. 2457 and ask 
the clerk to report. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 
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The legislative clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from Virginia [Mr. WARNER], 
for himself, Mrs. SHAHEEN, Mr. KIRK, and Mr. 
BENNET, proposes an amendment numbered 
2457. 

(The text of the amendment is print- 
ed in the RECORD of Tuesday, June 19, 
2012, under ‘‘Text of Amendments.”’’) 

Mr. WARNER. I further ask the 
amendment be modified with the 
changes at the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment, as modified, is as 
follows: 

(Purpose: To improve access to broadband 

telecommunication services in rural areas) 

Strike section 6104 and insert the fol- 


lowing: 

SEC. 6104. ACCESS TO BROADBAND TELE- 
COMMUNICATIONS SERVICES IN 
RURAL AREAS. 


Section 601 of the Rural Electrification Act 
of 1936 (7 U.S.C. 950bb) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a), by striking ‘‘loans 
and” and inserting ‘‘grants, loans, and’’; 

(2) in subsection (b), by striking paragraph 
(3) and inserting the following: 

(3) RURAL AREA.—The term ‘rural area’ 
means any area described in section 3002 of 
the Consolidated Farm and Rural Develop- 
ment Act.’’; 

(3) in subsection (c)— 

(A) in the subsection heading, by striking 
“LOANS AND” and inserting ‘‘GRANTS, LOANS, 
AND”; 

(B) in paragraph (1), by inserting ‘‘make 
grants and” after ‘‘Secretary shall’’; 

(C) by striking paragraph (2) and inserting 
the following: 

**(2) PRIORITY.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—In making grants, loans, 
or loan guarantees under paragraph (1), the 
Secretary shall— 

“(i) establish not less than 2, and not more 
than 4, evaluation periods for each fiscal 
year to compare grant, loan, and loan guar- 
antee applications and to prioritize grants, 
loans, and loan guarantees to all or part of 
rural communities that do not have residen- 
tial broadband service that meets the min- 
imum acceptable level of broadband service 
established under subsection (e); 

“(ii) give the highest priority to applicants 
that offer to provide broadband service to 
the greatest proportion of unserved rural 
households or rural households that do not 
have residential broadband service that 
meets the minimum acceptable level of 
broadband service established under sub- 
section (e), as— 

“(T) certified by the affected community, 
city, county, or designee; or 

“(ID) demonstrated on— 

“(aa) the broadband map of the affected 
State if the map contains address-level data; 
or 

‘“(pb) the National Broadband Map if ad- 
dress-level data is unavailable; and 

“(iii) provide equal consideration to all 
qualified applicants, including those that 
have not previously received grants, loans, 
or loan guarantees under paragraph (1). 

‘(B) OTHER.—After giving priority to the 
applicants described in subparagraph (A), the 
Secretary shall then give priority to projects 
that serve rural communities— 

“(i) with a population of less than 20,000 
permanent residents; 

‘“(ii) experiencing outmigration; 

“(iii) with a high percentage of low-income 
residents; and 
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“(iv) that are isolated from other signifi- 
cant population centers.’’; and 

(D) by adding at the end the following: 

‘(3) GRANT AMOUNTS.— 

“(A) ELIGIBILITY.—To be eligible for a 
grant under this section, the project that is 
the subject of the grant shall be carried out 
in a rural area. 

‘“(B) MAXIMUM.—Except as provided in sub- 
paragraph (D), the amount of any grant 
made under this section shall not exceed 50 
percent of the development costs of the 
project for which the grant is provided. 

“(C) GRANT RATE.—The Secretary shall es- 
tablish the grant rate for each project in ac- 
cordance with regulations issued by the Sec- 
retary that shall provide for a graduated 
scale of grant rates that establish higher 
rates for projects in communities that 
have— 

“(i) remote locations; 

“(ii) low community populations; 

“(iii) low income levels; 

‘““iv) developed the applications of the 
communities with the participation of com- 
binations of stakeholders, including— 

“(I) State, local, and tribal governments; 

“(IT) nonprofit institutions; 

“(JIT) institutions of higher education; 

‘(IV) private entities; and 

‘“(V) philanthropic organizations; and 

“(v) targeted funding to provide the min- 
imum acceptable level of broadband service 
established under subsection (e) in all or part 
of an unserved community that is below that 
minimum acceptable level of broadband serv- 
ice. 

‘(D) SECRETARIAL AUTHORITY TO ADJUST.— 
The Secretary may make grants of up to 75 
percent of the development costs of the 
project for which the grant is provided to an 
eligible entity if the Secretary determines 
that the project serves a remote or low in- 
come area that does not have access to 
broadband service from any provider of 
broadband service (including the appli- 
cant).’’; 

(4) in subsection (d)— 

(A) in paragraph (1)(A)— 

(i) in the matter preceding clause (i), by 


striking ‘‘loan or” and inserting ‘grant, 
loan, or’’; 

(ii) by striking clause (i) and inserting the 
following: 


“(i) demonstrate the ability to furnish, im- 
prove in order to meet the minimum accept- 
able level of broadband service established 
under subsection (e), or extend broadband 
service to all or part of an unserved rural 
area or an area below the minimum accept- 
able level of broadband service established 
under subsection (e);’’; 

(iii) in clause (ii), by striking ‘‘a loan ap- 
plication” and inserting ‘‘an application”; 
and 

(iv) in clause (iii)— 

(I) by striking ‘‘the loan application” and 
inserting ‘‘the application’’; and 

(II) by striking ‘‘proceeds from the loan 
made or guaranteed under this section are” 
and inserting ‘‘assistance under this section 
is”; 

(B) in paragraph (2)— 

(i) in subparagraph (A)— 

(I) in the matter preceding clause (i)— 

(aa) by striking ‘‘the proceeds of a loan 
made or guaranteed” and inserting ‘‘assist- 
ance”; and 

(bb) by striking ‘‘for the loan or loan guar- 
antee” and inserting ‘‘of the eligible entity”; 

(II) in clause (i), by striking ‘‘is offered 
broadband service by not more than 1 incum- 
bent service provider” and inserting ‘‘are 
unserved or have service levels below the 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE, Vol. 158, Pt. 7 


minimum acceptable level of broadband serv- 
ice established under subsection (e)’’; and 

(III) in clause (ii), by striking ‘‘3’’ and in- 
serting “2”; 

(ii) by striking subparagraph (B) and in- 
serting the following: 

“(B) ADJUSTMENTS.— 

“(i) INCREASE.—The Secretary may in- 
crease the household percentage requirement 
under subparagraph (A)(i) if— 

“(I) more than 25 percent of the costs of 
the project are funded by grants made under 
this section; or 

“(II) the proposed service territory in- 
cludes 1 or more communities with a popu- 
lation in excess of 20,000. 

“(ii) REDUCTION.—The Secretary may re- 
duce the household percentage requirement 
under subparagraph (A)(i)— 

“(I) to not less than 15 percent, if the pro- 
posed service territory does not have a popu- 
lation in excess of 5,000 people; or 

“(II) to not less than 18 percent, if the pro- 
posed service territory does not have a popu- 
lation in excess of 7,500 people.’’; and 

(iii) in subparagraph (C)— 

(I) in the subparagraph heading, by strik- 
ing ‘‘3’’ and inserting ‘‘2’’; and 

(II) in clause (i), by inserting ‘‘the min- 
imum acceptable level of broadband service 
established under subsection (e) in” after 
“service to”; 

(C) in paragraph (3)— 

(i) in subparagraph (A), by striking “loan 
or” and inserting ‘‘grant, loan, or”; and 

(ii) in subparagraph (B), by adding at the 
end the following: 

“(iii) INFORMATION.—Information sub- 
mitted under this subparagraph shall be— 

“(T) certified by the affected community, 
city, county, or designee; and 

“(ID) demonstrated on— 

“(aa) the broadband map of the affected 
State if the map contains address-level data; 
or 

“(bb) the National Broadband Map if ad- 
dress-level data is unavailable.’’; 

(D) in paragraph (4)— 

(i) by striking ‘‘Subject to paragraph (1),”’ 
and inserting the following: 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (1) 
and subparagraph (B),’’; 

(ii) by striking ‘‘loan or” 
“grant, loan, or”; and 

(iii) by adding at the end the following: 

‘“(B) PILOT PROGRAMS.—The Secretary may 
carry out pilot programs in conjunction with 
interested entities described in subparagraph 
(A) (which may be in partnership with other 
entities, as determined appropriate by the 
Secretary) to address areas that are 
unserved or have service levels below the 
minimum acceptable level of broadband serv- 
ice established under subsection (e).’’; 

(E) in paragraph (5)— 

(i) in the matter preceding subparagraph 
(A), by striking “loan or” and inserting 
“grant, loan, or”; and 

(ii) in subparagraph (C), by inserting ‘‘, and 
proportion relative to the service territory,” 
after ‘‘estimated number’’; 

(F) in paragraph (6), by striking ‘‘loan or” 
and inserting ‘‘grant, loan, or’’; 

(G) in paragraph (7), by striking ‘‘a loan 
application” and inserting ‘‘an application”; 
and 

(H) by adding at the end the following: 

“(8) TRANSPARENCY AND REPORTING.—The 
Secretary— 

“(A) shall require any entity receiving as- 
sistance under this section to submit quar- 
terly, in a format specified by the Secretary, 
a report that describes— 

‘“(i) the use by the entity of the assistance, 
including new equipment and capacity en- 
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hancements that support high-speed 
broadband access for educational institu- 
tions, health care providers, and public safe- 
ty service providers (including the estimated 
number of end users who are currently using 
or forecasted to use the new or upgraded in- 
frastructure); and 

“(ii) the progress towards fulfilling the ob- 
jectives for which the assistance was grant- 
ed, including— 

“(I) the number and location of residences 
and businesses that will receive new 
broadband service, existing network service 
improvements, and facility upgrades result- 
ing from the Federal assistance; 

“(IT) the speed of broadband service; 

‘(III) the price of broadband service; 

“(IV) any changes in broadband service 
adoption rates, including new subscribers 
generated from demand-side projects; and 

“(V) any other metrics the Secretary de- 
termines to be appropriate 

“(B) shall maintain a fully searchable 
database, accessible on the Internet at no 
cost to the public, that contains, at a min- 
imum— 

“(i) a list of each entity that has applied 
for assistance under this section; 

“(ii) a description of each application, in- 
cluding the status of each application; 

“(iii) for each entity receiving assistance 
under this section— 

“(I) the name of the entity; 

“(IT) the type of assistance being received; 

‘“(IIT) the purpose for which the entity is 
receiving the assistance; and 

‘(IV) each quarterly report submitted 
under subparagraph (A); and 

“(iv) such other information as is suffi- 
cient to allow the public to understand and 
monitor assistance provided under this sec- 
tion; 

“(C) shall, in addition to other authority 
under applicable law, establish written pro- 
cedures for all broadband programs adminis- 
tered by the Secretary that, to the max- 
imum extent practicable— 

“(i) recover funds from loan defaults; 

“(ii)(I) deobligate awards to grantees that 
demonstrate an insufficient level of perform- 
ance (including failure to meet build-out re- 
quirements, service quality issues, or other 
metrics determined by the Secretary) or 
wasteful or fraudulent spending; and 

“(IT) award those funds, on a competitive 
basis, to new or existing applicants con- 
sistent with this section; and 

“(iii) consolidate and minimize overlap 
among the programs; 

‘(D) with respect to an application for as- 
sistance under this section, shall— 

“(i) promptly post on the website of the 
Rural Utility Service— 

“(I) an announcement that identifies— 

“(aa) each applicant; 

‘“(pb) the amount and type of support re- 
quested by each applicant; and 

“(IT) a list of the census block groups or 
proposed service territory, in a manner spec- 
ified by the Secretary, that the applicant 
proposes to service; 

“(ii) provide not less than 15 days for 
broadband service providers to voluntarily 
submit information about the broadband 
services that the providers offer in the 
groups or tracts listed under clause (i)(II) so 
that the Secretary may assess whether the 
applications submitted meet the eligibility 
requirements under this section; and 

“(iii) if no broadband service provider sub- 
mits information under clause (ii), consider 
the number of providers in the group or tract 
to be established by reference to— 
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“(I) the most current National Broadband 
Map of the National Telecommunications 
and Information Administration; or 

“(JI) any other data regarding the avail- 
ability of broadband service that the Sec- 
retary may collect or obtain through reason- 
able efforts; and 

“(E) may establish additional reporting 
and information requirements for any recipi- 
ent of any assistance under this section so as 
to ensure compliance with this section.’’; 

(5) in subsection (e)— 

(A) by redesignating paragraph (2) as para- 
graph (3); and 

(B) by striking paragraph (1) and inserting 
the following: 

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2), 
for purposes of this section, the minimum 
acceptable level of broadband service for a 
rural area shall be at least— 

“(A) a 4Mbps downstream transmission 
capacity; and 

‘(B) a 1-Mbps upstream transmission ca- 
pacity. 

‘“(2) ADJUSTMENTS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—At least once every 2 
years, the Secretary shall review, and may 
adjust, the minimum acceptable level of 
broadband service established under para- 
graph (1) to ensure that high quality, cost-ef- 
fective broadband service is provided to rural 
areas over time. 

“(B) CONSIDERATIONS.—In making an ad- 
justment to the minimum acceptable level of 
broadband service under subparagraph (A), 
the Secretary may consider establishing dif- 
ferent transmission rates for fixed broadband 
service and mobile broadband service.”’’; 

(6) in subsection (f), by striking ‘‘make a 
loan or loan guarantee” and inserting ‘‘pro- 
vide assistance”; 

(7) in subsection (g), by striking paragraph 
(2) and inserting the following: 

“(2) TERMS.—In determining the term and 
conditions of a loan or loan guarantee, the 
Secretary may— 

“(A) consider whether the recipient would 
be serving an area that is unserved; and 

“(B) if the Secretary makes a determina- 
tion in the affirmative under subparagraph 
(A), establish a limited initial deferral period 
or comparable terms necessary to achieve 
the financial feasibility and long-term sus- 
tainability of the project.”’; 

(8) in subsection (j)— 

(A) in the matter preceding paragraph (1), 
by striking ‘‘loan and loan guarantee”’; 

(B) in paragraph (1)— 

(i) by inserting ‘‘grants and” after ‘‘num- 
ber of”; and 

(ii) by inserting ‘‘, including any loan 
terms or conditions for which the Secretary 
provided additional assistance to unserved 
areas” before the semicolon at the end; 

(C) in paragraph (2)— 

(i) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘loan’’; 
and 

(ii) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘‘loans 
and” and inserting ‘‘grants, loans, and’’; 

(D) in paragraph (8), by striking ‘‘loan’’; 

(E) in paragraph (5), by striking “and” at 
the end; 

(F) in paragraph (6), by striking the period 
at the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 

(G) by adding at the end the following: 

“(7) the overall progress towards fulfilling 
the goal of improving the quality of rural 
life by expanding rural broadband access, as 
demonstrated by metrics, including— 

“(A) the number of residences and busi- 
nesses receiving new broadband services; 

‘(B) network improvements, including fa- 
cility upgrades and equipment purchases; 

‘“(C) average broadband speeds and prices 
on a local and statewide basis; 
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“(D) any changes in broadband adoption 
rates; and 

“(E) any specific activities that increased 
high speed broadband access for educational 
institutions, health care providers. and pub- 
lic safety service providers.’’; and 

(9) by redesignating subsections (k) and (1) 
as subsections (1) and (m), respectively; 

(10) by inserting after subsection (j) the 
following: 

“(k) BROADBAND BUILDOUT DATA.— 

‘“(1) IN GENERAL.—As a condition of receiv- 
ing a grant, loan, or loan guarantee under 
this section, a recipient of assistance shall 
provide to the Secretary address-level 
broadband buildout data that indicates the 
location of new broadband service that is 
being provided or upgraded within the serv- 
ice territory supported by the grant, loan, or 
loan guarantee— 

“(A) for purposes of inclusion in the semi- 
annual updates to the National Broadband 
Map that is managed by the National Tele- 
communications and Information Adminis- 
tration (referred to in this subsection as the 
‘Administration’); and 

““(B) not later than 30 days after the earlier 
of— 

““(i) the date of completion of any project 
milestone established by the Secretary; or 

“(i) the date of completion of the project. 

“(2) ADDRESS-LEVEL DATA.—Effective be- 
ginning on the date the Administration re- 
ceives data described in paragraph (1), the 
Administration shall use only address-level 
broadband buildout data for the National 
Broadband Map. 

(3) CORRECTIONS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall sub- 
mit to the Administration any correction to 
the National Broadband Map that is based on 
the actual level of broadband coverage with- 
in the rural area, including any requests for 
a correction from an elected or economic de- 
velopment official. 

“(B) INCORPORATION.—Not later than 30 
days after the date on which the Administra- 
tion receives a correction submitted under 
subparagraph (A), the Administration shall 
incorporate the correction into the National 
Broadband Map. 

“(C) USE.—If the Secretary has submitted 
a correction to the Administration under 
subparagraph (A), but the National 
Broadband Map has not been updated to re- 
flect the correct by the date on which the 
Secretary is making a grant or loan award 
decision under this section, the Secretary 
may use the correction submitted under that 
subparagraph for purposes of make the grant 
or loan award decision.’’; 

(11) subsection (1) (as redesignated by para- 
graph (9))— 

(A) in paragraph (1)— 

(i) by striking ‘‘$25,000,000’’ and inserting 
‘*$50,000,000’’; and 

(ii) by striking ‘‘2012’’ and inserting ‘‘2017’’; 
and 

(B) in paragraph (2)(A)— 

(i) in clause (i), by striking ‘‘and’’ at the 
end; 

(ii) in clause (ii), by striking the period at 
the end and inserting ‘‘; and”; and 

(iii) by adding at the end the following: 

“(iii) set aside at least 1 percent to be used 
for— 

“(D conducting oversight under this sec- 
tion; and 

“(I) implementing accountability meas- 
ures and related activities authorized under 
this section.’’; and 

(12) in subsection (m) (as redesignated by 
paragraph (9))— 

(A) by striking ‘‘loan or” and inserting 
“grant, loan, or”; and 
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(B) by striking ‘‘2012’’ and inserting ‘‘2017’’. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
will be 2 minutes of debate. The Sen- 
ator from Virginia is recognized. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, this is 
a broad, bipartisan amendment—War- 
ner-Crapo-Kirk-Shaheen-Bennet-Webb. 
It basically does three things in the 
broadband area. It accelerates access 
to those areas that are underserved. As 
a matter of fact, we have a 2009 USDA 
IG report which showed that less than 
3 percent of loans provided by RUS 
went toward unserved communities. 
This will move forward in that area. 

Second, it creates greater access and 
transparency and accountability stand- 
ards for RUS and applicants. These are 
items that were brought forward from 
the GAO and the IG of the USDA and 
CRS. It also allows greater levels of ac- 
countability in ensuring that those 
States that collect data by address— 
that that information is related to 
RUS, so we don’t have counties where 
certain parts are served and other 
parts are left unserved, never able to 
get access. It has the broad support of 
the U.S. Conference of Catholic 
Bishops, National Taxpayers Union, 
the League of Rural Voters. 

I ask bipartisan support of this 
amendment. 

Mr. LEAHY, Mr. President, I have 
long believed that Congress must work 
to enact policies that promote the de- 
ployment of broadband in rural Amer- 
ica. There is no doubt that rural areas 
lag behind the rest of the country when 
it comes to access to affordable, qual- 
ity, high-speed Internet. As the Inter- 
net rapidly evolves beyond what the 
slow speeds offered by dial up service 
can handle, broadband service is no 
longer a luxury, it is a necessity. 
Today, I voted against an amendment 
that, while well intentioned, may have 
the unintended consequence of making 
it harder for the Rural Utilities Service 
to incentivize broadband expansion and 
competition in rural areas like 
Vermont. 

I support the provisions in the under- 
lying farm bill that seek to provide ad- 
ditional forms of assistance to 
broadband projects in rural areas, and I 
had hoped that the Senate would not 
significantly alter these provisions. It 
is important to ensure that the Rural 
Utilities Service has the flexibility it 
needs to provide assistance to rural 
areas—both those that have no service 
at all and those that have inadequate 
service. 

Senator WARNER’s amendment does 
contain elements that I support, in- 
cluding provisions that will help to im- 
prove transparency and accountability 
within the Rural Utilities Service Pro- 
gram. Unfortunately, it may go too far 
in refocusing the scope of the program 
at the expense of rural communities in 
Vermont. 

I look forward to continuing my 
work in the Senate to expand 
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broadband service and competition in 
rural America. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time in opposition? 

Ms. STABENOW. I am not yielding 
time in opposition. I commend Senator 
WARNER and everyone on this amend- 
ment for their tremendous amount of 
work. It makes a tremendous amount 
of sense. It is real reform. I believe we 
have an understanding to proceed with 
a voice vote on this amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to amendment 
No. 2457, as modified. 

The amendment (No. 2457), as modi- 
fied, was agreed to. 

Mr. BEGICH. Mr. President, I would 
like to have the RECORD reflect if there 
had been a rollcall vote, I would have 
voted no on this item. 

Mr. NELSON of Nebraska. I wish to 
be recorded also as I would have voted 
no. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Utah. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2314 

Mr. LEE. Mr. President, I call up my 
amendment No. 2314 at the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from Utah [Mr. LEE] proposes 
an amendment numbered 2314. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To repeal the conservation stew- 

ardship program and the conservation re- 

serve program) 

Strike subtitles A and B of title II and in- 
sert the following: 


SEC. 2001. REPEAL OF CONSERVATION RESERVE 
PROGRAM. 


Subchapter B of chapter 2 of subtitle D of 
title XII of the Food Security Act of 1985 (16 
U.S.C. 3831 et seq.) is repealed. 

SEC. 2101. REPEAL OF CONSERVATION STEWARD- 
SHIP PROGRAM. 


Subchapter B of chapter 2 of subtitle D of 
title XII of the Food Security Act of 1985 (16 
U.S.C. 3838d et seq.) is repealed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is 
2 minutes of debate, equally divided. 
The Senator from Utah is recognized 
for 1 minute. 

Mr. LEE. Mr. President, I propose 
amendment No. 2314 to repeal the Con- 
servation Reserve Program and the 
Conservation Stewardship Program. 
Here we have another instance of the 
Federal Government paying people not 
to use their land. In this circumstance, 
they are being paid not to grow crops 
on their land, not to use agricultural 
land. 

We have an almost $16 trillion debt. 
CBO says this amendment would save 
over $15 billion in mandatory spending 
over 10 years. Not doing something is 
something that should be free. Only 
the Federal Government would try to 
defend the practice of spending billions 
and billions of dollars— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator will suspend for a moment. Sen- 
ators will please take their conversa- 
tions out of the well. 
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The Senator from Utah. 

Mr. LEE. Only the Federal Govern- 
ment would try to defend the barbaric, 
outmoded practice of paying people bil- 
lions of dollars not to use their land. 
That is what these programs do. We 
need to get rid of them. That is why I 
propose this amendment. I invite my 
colleagues to join me in supporting it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I 
strongly oppose this amendment. We 
have over 648 conservation and envi- 
ronmental groups from every State in 
the Union supporting our conservation 
reforms in this bill. This is about pro- 
tecting land and water and air habitat, 
wetlands. Ducks Unlimited is a huge 
supporter of what we have been doing. 

The Conservation Reserve Program, 
which has been in place for 25 years, 
was shown last year, with the drought, 
to have had a tremendous effect. We 
saw some of the worst droughts on 
record since the Dust Bowl in the last 
number of months, but we did not have 
a Dust Bowl and that is because the 
CRP prevented erosion and the soil 
stayed where it should stay. This is 
about our country, protecting our land, 
resources for our children and grand- 
children. 

I strongly urge a ‘‘no’’ vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment. All those in favor, signify by 
saying aye. 

(Chorus of ayes.) 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. No? 

(Chorus of nays.) 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The noes 
appear to have it. 

Mr. LEE. Mr. President, I ask for the 
yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec- 
ond. 

The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. KYL. The following Senator is 
necessarily absent: the Senator from 
Illinois (Mr. KIRK). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
MERKLEY). Are there any other Sen- 
ators in the Chamber desiring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 15, 
nays 84, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 148 Leg.] 


YEAS—15 
Ayotte Hatch Murkowski 
Coats Johnson (WI) Paul 
Coburn Kyl Rubio 
Corker Lee Toomey 
DeMint McCain Vitter 

NAYS—84 
Akaka Blunt Carper 
Alexander Boozman Casey 
Barrasso Boxer Chambliss 
Baucus Brown (MA) Cochran 
Begich Brown (OH) Collins 
Bennet Burr Conrad 
Bingaman Cantwell Coons 
Blumenthal Cardin Cornyn 
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Crapo Kohl Reid 
Durbin Landrieu Risch 
Enzi Lautenberg Roberts 
Feinstein Leahy Rockefeller 
Franken Levin Sanders 
Gillibrand Lieberman Schumer 
Graham Lugar Sessions 
Grassley Manchin Shaheen 
Hagan McCaskill Shelby 
Harkin McConnell Snowe 
Heller Menendez Stabenow 
Hoeven Merkley Tester 
Hutchison Mikulski Thune 
Inhofe Moran Udall (CO) 
Inouye Murray Udall (NM) 
Isakson Nelson (NE) Warner 
Johanns Nelson (FL) Webb 
Johnson (SD) Portman Whitehouse 
Kerry Pryor Wicker 
Klobuchar Reed Wyden 
NOT VOTING—1 
Kirk 
The amendment (No. 2314) was re- 
jected. 
Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I 


move to reconsider and to lay that mo- 
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2427 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, be- 
fore moving to Senator WYDEN’s 
amendment, we want to go back to an 
agreed-upon amendment, which is 
Schumer amendment No. 2427, to in- 
crease research, education, and pro- 
motion of maple products. 

I call up amendment No. 2427, and I 
ask unanimous consent that we move 
forward with a voice vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from Michigan [Ms. STABE- 
Now], for Mr. SCHUMER, proposes an amend- 
ment numbered 2427. 


The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To support State and tribal gov- 

ernment efforts to promote research and 

education related to maple syrup produc- 
tion, natural resource sustainability in the 
maple syrup industry, market promotion 
of maple products, and greater access to 
lands containing maple trees for maple- 
sugaring activities, and for other purposes) 

On page 1009, after line 11, add the fol- 
lowing: 

SEC. 12207. ACER ACCESS AND DEVELOPMENT 
PROGRAM. 

(a) GRANTS AUTHORIZED; AUTHORIZED AC- 
TIVITIES.—The Secretary of Agriculture may 
make grants to States and tribal govern- 
ments to support their efforts to promote 
the domestic maple syrup industry through 
the following activities: 

(1) Promotion of research and education re- 
lated to maple syrup production. 

(2) Promotion of natural resource sustain- 
ability in the maple syrup industry. 

(3) Market promotion for maple syrup and 
maple-sap products. 

(4) Encouragement of owners and operators 
of privately held land containing species of 
tree in the genus Acer— 

(A) to initiate or expand maple-sugaring 
activities on the land; or 

(B) to voluntarily make the land available, 
including by lease or other means, for access 
by the public for maple-sugaring activities. 

(b) APPLICATIONS.—In submitting an appli- 
cation for a grant under this section, a State 
or tribal government shall include— 
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(1) a description of the activities to be sup- 
ported using the grant funds; 

(2) a description of the benefits that the 
State or tribal government intends to 
achieve as a result of engaging in such ac- 
tivities; and 

(3) an estimate of the increase in maple- 
sugaring activities or maple syrup produc- 
tion that the State or tribal government an- 
ticipates will occur as a result of engaging in 
such activities. 

(c) RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER LAWS.—Nothing 
in this section preempts a State or tribal 
government law, including any State or trib- 
al government liability law. 

(d) DEFINITION OF MAPLE SUGARING.—In 
this section, the term ‘‘maple-sugaring”’ 
means the collection of sap from any species 
of tree in the genus Acer for the purpose of 
boiling to produce food. 

(e) REGULATIONS.—The Secretary of Agri- 
culture shall promulgate such regulations as 
are necessary to carry out this section. 

(f) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section $20,000,000 for each of 
fiscal years 2012 through 2015. 

Ms. STABENOW. I yield back all 
time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
is yielded back. The question is on 
agreeing to the amendment. 

The amendment (No. 2427) was agreed 
to. 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I ap- 
preciate Senator WYDEN allowing us to 
go out of order. I will now turn it over 
to Senator WYDEN for his amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Oregon. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2388 

Mr. WYDEN. I call up my farm-to- 
school amendment No. 2388. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Oregon [Mr. WYDEN] pro- 
poses an amendment numbered 2388. 


Mr. WYDEN. I ask unanimous con- 
sent that reading of the amendment be 
dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To modify a provision relating to 
purchases of locally produced foods) 

On page 360, after line 24, add the fol- 
lowing: 

SEC. 4207. PURCHASES OF LOCALLY PRODUCED 
FOODS. 

Section 9(j) of the Richard B. Russell Na- 
tional School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 1758(j)) is 
amended— 

(1) by redesignating paragraphs (1) through 
(3) as subparagraphs (A) through (C), respec- 
tively, and indenting the subparagraphs ap- 
propriately; 

(2) by striking ‘‘The Secretary” and insert- 
ing the following: 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary”; 

(3) in paragraph (1) (as so redesignated)— 

(A) in subparagraph (B)— 

(i) by striking ‘‘paragraph (1) of the policy 
described in that paragraph and paragraph 
(3)? and inserting ‘‘subparagraph (A) of the 
policy described in that subparagraph and 
subparagraph (C)’’; and 

(ii) by striking “and” at the end; 

(B) in subparagraph (C), by striking the pe- 
riod at the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 
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(C) by adding at the end the following: 

“(D) not later than 1 year after the date of 
enactment of this subparagraph, in accord- 
ance with paragraphs (2) and (3), conduct not 
fewer than 5 demonstration projects through 
school food authorities receiving funds under 
this Act and the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 
(42 U.S.C. 1771 et seq.) to facilitate the pur- 
chase of unprocessed and minimally proc- 
essed locally grown and locally raised agri- 
cultural products.’’; and 

(4) by adding at the end the following: 

‘“(2) SELECTION.—In conducting demonstra- 
tion projects under paragraph (1)(D), the Sec- 
retary shall ensure that at least 1 project is 
located in a State in each of— 

“(A) the Pacific Northwest Region; 

“(B) the Northeast Region; 

“(C) the Western Region; 

‘“(D) the Midwest Region; and 

(E) the Southern Region. 

““(3) PRIORITY.—In selecting States for par- 
ticipation in the demonstration projects 
under paragraph (2), the Secretary shall 
prioritize applications based on— 

“(A) the quantity and variety of growers of 
local fruits and vegetables in the State; 

‘“(B) the demonstrated commitment of the 
State to farm-to-school efforts, as evidenced 
by prior efforts to increase and promote 
farm-to-school programs in the State; and 

“(C) whether the State contains a suffi- 
cient quantity of school districts of varying 


population sizes and geographical loca- 
tions.”’. 
Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, the 


American Academy of Pediatrics, the 
country’s pediatricians, is recom- 
mending to the Senate that this 
amendment be passed to encourage 
healthier foods for our kids. The Con- 
gressional Budget Office has stated 
that this amendment has no cost. 

This amendment would, for the first 
time, test out farm-to-school programs 
through a competitive pilot program 
with at least five farm-to-school dem- 
onstration projects so it would be pos- 
sible to fill in the information void 
about what works and what doesn’t. 
The Agriculture Department’s own 
Economic Research Service reports 
that ‘‘data and analysis of farm-to- 
school programs are scarce.” 

Under this amendment, the schools 
win, the farmers win, and the tax- 
payers win. I hope we can accept it 
with a voice vote. 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I 
yield back all time, and we do have an 
agreement on a voice vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
is yielded back. 

The question is 
amendment No. 2388. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Arkansas. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2355 

Mr. BOOZMAN. I call up amendment 
No. 2355, which is at the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from Arkansas [Mr. BOOZMAN] 
proposes an amendment numbered 2355. 


The amendment was as follows: 


on agreeing to 
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(Purpose: To support the dissemination of 
objective and scholarly agricultural and 
food law research and information) 

On page 860, between lines 15 and 16, insert 
the following: 

SEC. 7602. OBJECTIVE AND SCHOLARLY AGRI- 

CULTURAL AND FOOD LAW RE- 
SEARCH AND INFORMATION. 

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that— 

(1) the farms, ranches, and forests of the 
United States are impacted by a complex and 
rapidly evolving web of international, Fed- 
eral, State, and local laws (including regula- 
tions); 

(2) objective, scholarly, and authoritative 
agricultural and food law research and infor- 
mation helps the farm, ranch, and forestry 
community contribute to the strength of the 
United States through improved conserva- 
tion, environmental protection, job creation, 
economic development, renewable energy 
production, outdoor recreational opportuni- 
ties, and increased local and regional sup- 
plies of food, fiber, and fuel; and 

(3) the vast agricultural community of the 
United States, including farmers, ranchers, 
foresters, attorneys, policymakers, and ex- 
tension personnel, need access to agricul- 
tural and food law research and information 
provided by an objective, scholarly, and neu- 
tral source. 

(b) PARTNERSHIPS.—The Secretary, acting 
through the National Agricultural Library, 
shall support the dissemination of objective, 
scholarly, and authoritative agricultural and 
food law research and information by enter- 
ing into partnerships with institutions of 
higher education that have expertise in agri- 
cultural and food law research and informa- 
tion. 

(c) RESTRICTION.—For each fiscal year, the 
Secretary shall use not more than $1,000,000 
of the amounts made available to the Na- 
tional Agricultural Library to carry out this 
section. 


Mr. BOOZMAN. Mr. President, the 
farms, ranches, and forests of the 
United States are impacted by a com- 
plex and rapidly evolving web of inter- 
national, Federal, State, and local 
laws. 

The vast agricultural community of 
the United States—including farmers, 
ranchers, foresters, attorneys, policy- 
makers and extension personnel—needs 
access to agricultural and food law re- 
search and information provided by an 
objective, scholarly, and neutral 
source. This amendment encourages 
the Secretary of Agriculture, acting 
through the National Agricultural Li- 
brary, to get the information out by 
entering into partnerships with insti- 
tutions of higher education that have 
expertise in this area. 

The amendment does not authorize a 
new program or increase the authoriza- 
tion for the National Agricultural Li- 
brary. Again, CBO says it has no cost. 

I urge a voice vote in the affirmative. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Michigan. 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I 
strongly support this amendment, as 
does my ranking member. I wish to 
congratulate Senator BOOZMAN on 
great work on this amendment. I be- 
lieve we can proceed with a voice vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to amendment 
No. 2355. 
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The amendment was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Oregon. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2442 

Mr. WYDEN. I call up amendment 
No. 2442. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from Oregon [Mr. WYDEN] pro- 
poses an amendment numbered 2442. 

Mr. WYDEN. I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the reading of the amend- 
ment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To establish a pilot loan program 
to support healthy foods for the hungry) 

At the end of section 3201 of the Consoli- 
dated Farm and Rural Development Act (as 
added by section 5001), add the following: 

‘(e) PILOT LOAN PROGRAM TO SUPPORT 
HEALTHY FOODS FOR THE HUNGRY.— 

“(1) DEFINITION OF GLEANER.—In this sub- 
section, the term ‘gleaner’ means an entity 
that— 

“(A) collects edible, surplus food that 
would be thrown away and distributes the 
food to agencies or nonprofit organizations 
that feed the hungry; or 

“(B) harvests for free distribution to the 
needy, or for donation to agencies or non- 
profit organizations for ultimate distribu- 
tion to the needy, an agricultural crop that 
has been donated by the owner of the crop. 

‘(2) PROGRAM.—Not later than 180 days 
after the date of enactment of this sub- 
section, the Secretary shall establish, within 
the operating loan program established 
under this chapter, a pilot program under 
which the Secretary makes loans available 
to eligible entities to assist the entities in 
providing food to the hungry. 

(3) ELIGIBILITY.—In addition to any other 
person eligible under the terms and condi- 
tions of the operating loan program estab- 
lished under this chapter, gleaners shall be 
eligible to receive loans under this sub- 
section. 

(4) LOAN AMOUNT.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Each loan issued under 
the program shall be in an amount of not 
less than $500 and not more than $5,000. 

‘“(B) REDISTRIBUTION.—If the eligible re- 
cipients in a State do not use the full alloca- 
tion of loans that are available to eligible re- 
cipients in the State under this subsection, 
the Secretary may use any unused amounts 
to make loans available to eligible entities 
in other States in accordance with this sub- 
section. 

‘*(5) LOAN PROCESSING.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall 
process any loan application submitted 
under the program not later than 30 days 
after the date on which the application was 
submitted. 

‘(B) EXPEDITING APPLICATIONS.—The Sec- 
retary shall take any measure the Secretary 
determines necessary to expedite any appli- 
cation submitted under the program. 

“(6) PAPERWORK REDUCTION.—The_ Sec- 
retary shall take measures to reduce any pa- 
perwork requirements for loans under the 
program. 

“(7) PROGRAM INTEGRITY.—The Secretary 
shall take such actions as are necessary to 
ensure the integrity of the program estab- 
lished under this subsection. 

“(8) MAXIMUM AMOUNT.—Of funds that are 
made available to carry out this chapter, the 
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Secretary shall use to carry out this sub- 
section a total amount of not more than 
$500,000. 

““(9) REPORT.—Not later than 180 days after 
the maximum amount of funds are used to 
carry out this subsection under paragraph 
(8), the Secretary shall submit to the Com- 
mittee on Agriculture of the House of Rep- 
resentatives and the Committee on Agri- 
culture, Nutrition, and Forestry of the Sen- 
ate a report that describes the results of the 
pilot program and the feasibility of expand- 
ing the program. 

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, again, I 
hope we can handle this amendment on 
a voice vote. This is an amendment 
that would help the gleaners all across 
the country, who, of course, are the 
volunteers across America who help 
get surplus food that would otherwise 
be wasted out to the hungry at senior 
centers and at various kinds of food 
kitchens and other critical hunger pro- 
grams. Thirty-four million tons of food 
waste is generated each year. That 
could feed a lot of people. 

The gleaners are trying to make sure 
this perfectly good food goes on the 
plates of struggling Americans as op- 
posed to millions of pounds of it going 
into landfills and incinerators. 

This amendment, again, costs no 
money. It simply makes—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator’s time has expired. 

Mr. WYDEN.——it possible to collect 
and preserve edible food. I hope we ac- 
cept it on a voice vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Kansas. 

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. President, I en- 
courage my colleagues to join with me 
to oppose the amendment. 

The amendment would provide gov- 
ernment loans for brick-and-mortar 
projects, including food refrigeration 
capacity. We are talking about refrig- 
erators—big refrigerators. At a time 
when we are working to streamline 
current programs and reduce the size of 
government, I am concerned we would 
be expanding the size to serve a new 
pool of applicants competing for very 
limited resources at the Department of 
Agriculture. In this regard, the glean- 
ers would be taken to the cleaners. 

I encourage my colleagues to oppose 
the amendment. 

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, has all 
time expired? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Time in 
opposition remains. 

Mr. WYDEN. I will only state this 
costs no additional money. Senator 
STABENOW supports it, and I yield to 
her. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Michigan. 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I 
would just simply say that I strongly 
support the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
has expired. 

Is there further debate in opposition? 
If there is no further debate, the ques- 
tion is on agreeing to the amendment. 
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All those in favor say aye. 

(Chorus of ayes.) 

All those opposed, no. 

(Chorus of nays.) 

The nays appear to have it. 

Mr. WYDEN. I ask for a recorded 
vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is not a sufficient second at 
this time. 

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. President, I ask 
for a division vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All those 
in favor of the amendment will stand 
and be counted. 

Now would all those opposed stand 
and be counted. 

On a division, two-thirds of the Sen- 
ators present having voted in the af- 
firmative, the amendment No. 2442 was 
agreed to. 

The Senator from Arkansas. 

Mr. BOOZMAN. Mr. President, I send 
a modification to the desk to my 
amendment No. 2860. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the modification? 

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Reserving the 
right to object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Rhode Island. 

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. I yield to the 
Senator from Michigan. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Michigan. 

Ms. STABENOW. I am sorry, Mr. 
President. We were in discussions. At 
this moment if we might just pause, we 
will just object for a moment. I object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Michigan. 

Ms. STABENOW. We are now told 
that this has been reviewed, and so we 
have no objection to proceeding to it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Arkansas. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2360, AS MODIFIED 

Mr. BOOZMAN. Mr. President, I call 
up amendment No. 2360, as modified. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the clerk will report the 
amendment, as modified. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from Arkansas [Mr. BOOZMAN] 
proposes an amendment No. 2360, as modi- 
fied. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To provide for emergency food 
assistance, and for other purposes) 

At the appropriate place in title IV, insert 
the following: 

SEC.4 . QUALITY CONTROL BONUSES. 

Section 16 of the Food and Nutrition Act of 
2008 (7 U.S.C. 2025) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (c)— 

(A) in the first sentence of paragraph (4), 
by striking ‘“‘payment error rate”? and all 
that follows through ‘‘subsection (d)’’ and in- 
serting ‘‘liability amount or new investment 
amount under paragraph (1) or payment 
error rate”; and 

(B) in the first sentence of paragraph (5), 
by striking ‘‘payment error rate”? and all 
that follows through ‘‘subsection (d)’’ and in- 
serting ‘‘liability amount or new investment 
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amount under paragraph (1) or payment 
error rate”; 

(2) by striking subsection (d); and 

(8) in subsection (i)(1), by striking ‘‘sub- 
section (d)(1)”’ and inserting ‘‘subsection 
(c)(2)”’. 

On page 337, line 8, strike ‘‘$28,000,000’’ and 
insert ‘‘$71,000,000’’. 

On page 387, line 10, strike ‘‘$24,000,000”’ and 
insert ‘‘$67,000,000’’. 

On page 387, line 12, strike ‘‘$20,000,000’’ and 
insert ‘‘$63,000,000’’. 

On page 387, line 14, strike ‘$18,000,000’ and 
insert ‘‘$61,000,000’’. 

On page 387, line 16, strike ‘‘$10,000,000”’ and 
insert ‘‘$53,000,000’’. 

Mr. BOOZMAN. My amendment redi- 
rects funding currently going to the 
States for the administration of SNAP. 
It puts that money in TEFAP, which 
provides funding to the Secretary of 
Agriculture to make commodity pur- 
chases given to food banks. 

Iam sure my colleagues are aware of 
the difficult situation in our food 
banks right now. They are under im- 
mense pressure in these very difficult 
economic times. 

The importance of TEFAP is it pro- 
vides food banks with commodities. 
This amendment takes money cur- 
rently used to encourage the States to 
do something that they ought to be 
doing anyway and reinvests in a pro- 
gram that actually provides food to 
Americans who need it the most. 

I urge a ‘‘yes’’ vote and yield back 
my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Michigan. 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I 
rise to reluctantly oppose the amend- 
ment of my colleague. I appreciate 
what he is trying to do. I couldn’t 
agree more about the needs of food 
banks. That is why in this legislation 
we increase food bank funding by $174 
million. 

The problem is the way the Senator 
wants to do this, which is by reducing 
the funding available to stop food 
stamp fraud efforts. It would reduce 
the SNAP error rates efforts. Right 
now, what has been done to tackle 
waste, fraud, and abuse has actually re- 
duced error rates dramatically—by 48 
percent. We want to keep that going. 

So I certainly support what he is try- 
ing to do but not by taking money 
away from waste, fraud, and abuse ef- 
forts within the food assistance pro- 
gram. So I have to ask for a ‘‘no”’ vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
has expired. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment. 

Mr. BOOZMAN. I ask for a recorded 
vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec- 
ond. 

The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 

Mr. PAUL (when his name was 
called). Present. 
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Mr. KYL. The following Senator is 
necessarily absent: the Senator from 
Illinois (Mr. KIRK). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de- 
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 35, 
nays 63, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 149 Leg.] 


YEAS—85 
Ayotte Grassley Pryor 
Barrasso Hoeven Risch 
Blunt Hutchison Roberts 
Boozman Inhofe Rubio 
Burr Isakson Sessions 
Chambliss Johanns Shelby 
Coats Kyl Thune 
Cochran Lugar T 
Cornyn McConnell Sater 
itter 
Crapo Moran Webb 
Enzi Nelson (FL) Wick 
Graham Portman TETOR 
NAYS—63 

Akaka Feinstein McCaskill 
Alexander Franken Menendez 
Baucus Gillibrand Merkley 
Begich Hagan Mikulski 
Bennet Harkin Murkowski 
Bingaman Hatch Murray 
Blumenthal Heller Nelson (NE) 
Boxer Inouye Reed 
Brown (MA) Johnson (SD) Reid 
Brown (OH) Johnson (WI) Rockefeller 
Cantwell Kerry Sanders 
Cardin Klobuchar Schumer 
Carper Kohl Shaheen 
Casey Landrieu Snowe 
Coburn Lautenberg Stabenow 
Collins Leahy Tester 
Conrad Lee Udall (CO) 
Coons Levin Udall (NM) 
Corker Lieberman Warner 
DeMint Manchin Whitehouse 
Durbin McCain Wyden 

ANSWERED “PRESENT” —1 

Paul 
NOT VOTING—1 
Kirk 
The amendment (No. 2360) was re- 

jected. 


Mr. LEAHY. I move to reconsider the 
vote. 

Mr. REID. I move to lay that motion 
on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Vermont. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2204 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I call up 
my amendment No. 2204. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from Vermont [Mr. LEAHY] 
proposes an amendment numbered 2204. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To support the State Rural 
Development Partnership) 

On page 652, between lines 12 and 13, insert 
the following: 


“SEC. 3707. STATE RURAL DEVELOPMENT PART- 
NERSHIP. 


“(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
“(1) AGENCY WITH RURAL RESPONSIBIL- 
ITIES.—The term ‘agency with rural respon- 
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sibilities’ means any executive agency (as 
defined in section 105 of title 5, United States 
Code) that implements a Federal law, or ad- 
ministers a program, targeted at or having a 
significant impact on rural areas. 

‘(2) PARTNERSHIP.—The term ‘Partnership’ 
means the State Rural Development Part- 
nership continued by subsection (b). 

‘(3) STATE RURAL DEVELOPMENT COUNCIL.— 
The term ‘State rural development council’ 
means a State rural development council 
that meets the requirements of subsection 
(c). 
‘*(_b) PARTNERSHIP.— 

‘“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall sup- 
port the State Rural Development Partner- 
ship comprised of State rural development 
councils. 

‘(2) PURPOSES.—The purposes of the Part- 
nership are to empower and build the capac- 
ity of States, regions, and rural communities 
to design flexible and innovative responses 
to their rural development needs in a man- 
ner that maximizes collaborative public- and 
private-sector cooperation and minimizes 
regulatory redundancy. 

‘(3) COORDINATING PANEL.—A panel con- 
sisting of representatives of State rural de- 
velopment councils shall be established— 

“(A) to lead and coordinate the strategic 
operation and policies of the Partnership; 
and 

“(B) to facilitate effective communication 
among the members of the Partnership, in- 
cluding the sharing of best practices. 

‘(4) ROLE OF FEDERAL GOVERNMENT.—The 
role of the Federal Government in the Part- 
nership may be that of a partner and 
facilitator, with Federal agencies author- 
ized— 

“(A) to cooperate with States to imple- 
ment the Partnership; 

‘(B) to provide States with the technical 
and administrative support necessary to plan 
and implement tailored rural development 
strategies to meet local needs; 

“(C) to ensure that the head of each agency 
with rural responsibilities directs appro- 
priate field staff to participate fully with the 
State rural development council within the 
jurisdiction of the field staff; and 

‘“(D) to enter into cooperative agreements 
with, and to provide grants and other assist- 
ance to, State rural development councils. 

‘“(c) STATE RURAL DEVELOPMENT COUN- 
CILS.— 

“(1) ESTABLISHMENT.—Notwithstanding 
chapter 63 of title 31, United States Code, 
each State may elect to participate in the 
Partnership by entering into an agreement 
with the Secretary to recognize a State rural 
development council. 

‘(2) COMPOSITION.—A State rural develop- 
ment council shall— 

“(A) be composed of representatives of 
Federal, State, local, and tribal govern- 
ments, nonprofit organizations, regional or- 
ganizations, the private sector, and other en- 
tities committed to rural advancement; and 

‘(B) have a nonpartisan and nondiscrim- 
inatory membership that— 

“(i) is broad and representative of the eco- 
nomic, social, and political diversity of the 
State; and 

“(ii) shall be responsible for the govern- 
ance and operations of the State rural devel- 
opment council. 

‘(3) DUTIES.—A State rural development 
council shall— 

“(A) facilitate collaboration among Fed- 
eral, State, local, and tribal governments 
and the private and nonprofit sectors in the 
planning and implementation of programs 
and policies that have an impact on rural 
areas of the State; 
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‘“(B) monitor, report, and comment on poli- 
cies and programs that address, or fail to ad- 
dress, the needs of the rural areas of the 
State; 

“(C) as part of the Partnership, facilitate 
the development of strategies to reduce or 
eliminate conflicting or duplicative adminis- 
trative or regulatory requirements of Fed- 
eral, State, local, and tribal governments; 
and 

‘(D)(i) provide to the Secretary an annual 
plan with goals and performance measures; 
and 

“(ii) submit to the Secretary an annual re- 
port on the progress of the State rural devel- 
opment council in meeting the goals and 
measures. 

‘(4) FEDERAL PARTICIPATION IN 
RURAL DEVELOPMENT COUNCILS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—A State Director for 
Rural Development of the Department of Ag- 
riculture, other employees of the Depart- 
ment, and employees of other Federal agen- 
cies with rural responsibilities shall fully 
participate as voting members in the govern- 
ance and operations of State rural develop- 
ment councils (including activities related 
to grants, contracts, and other agreements 
in accordance with this section) on an equal 
basis with other members of the State rural 
development councils. 

‘(B) CONFLICTS.—Participation by a Fed- 
eral employee in a State rural development 
council in accordance with this paragraph 
shall not constitute a violation of section 205 
or 208 of title 18, United States Code. 

‘(d) ADMINISTRATIVE SUPPORT OF THE 
PARTNERSHIP.— 

“(1) DETAIL OF EMPLOYEES.— 

‘(A) IN GENERAL.—In order to provide expe- 
rience in intergovernmental collaboration, 
the head of an agency with rural responsibil- 
ities that elects to participate in the Part- 
nership may, and is encouraged to, detail to 
the Secretary for the support of the Partner- 
ship 1 or more employees of the agency with 
rural responsibilities without reimburse- 
ment for a period of up to 1 year. 

‘(B) CIVIL SERVICE STATUS.—The detail 
shall be without interruption or loss of civil 
service status or privilege. 

“(2) ADDITIONAL SUPPORT.—The Secretary 
may provide for any additional support staff 
to the Partnership as the Secretary deter- 
mines to be necessary to carry out the duties 
of the Partnership. 

“(3) INTERMEDIARIES.—The Secretary may 
enter into a contract with a qualified inter- 
mediary under which the intermediary shall 
be responsible for providing administrative 
and technical assistance to a State rural de- 
velopment council, including administering 
the financial assistance available to the 
State rural development council. 

‘(e) MATCHING REQUIREMENTS FOR STATE 
RURAL DEVELOPMENT COUNCILS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
paragraph (2), a State rural development 
council shall provide matching funds, or in- 
kind goods or services, to support the activi- 
ties of the State rural development council 
in an amount that is not less than 33 percent 
of the amount of Federal funds received from 
a Federal agency under subsection (f)(2). 

‘(2) EXCEPTIONS TO MATCHING REQUIREMENT 
FOR CERTAIN FEDERAL FUNDS.—Paragraph (1) 
shall not apply to funds, grants, funds pro- 
vided under contracts or cooperative agree- 
ments, gifts, contributions, or technical as- 
sistance received by a State rural develop- 
ment council from a Federal agency that are 
used— 

“(A) to support 1 or more specific program 
or project activities; or 
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““(B) to reimburse the State rural develop- 
ment council for services provided to the 
Federal agency providing the funds, grants, 
funds provided under contracts or coopera- 
tive agreements, gifts, contributions, or 
technical assistance. 

(3) DEPARTMENT’S SHARE.—The Secretary 
shall develop a plan to decrease, over time, 
the share of the Department of Agriculture 
of the cost of the core operations of State 
rural development councils. 

“(f) FUNDING.— 

“(1) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section $5,000,000 for each of 
fiscal years 2013 through 2017. 

‘(2) FEDERAL AGENCIES.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law limiting the ability of 
an agency, along with other agencies, to pro- 
vide funds to a State rural development 
council in order to carry out the purposes of 
this section, a Federal agency may make 
grants, gifts, or contributions to, provide 
technical assistance to, or enter into con- 
tracts or cooperative agreements with, a 
State rural development council. 

‘“(B) ASSISTANCE.—Federal agencies are en- 
couraged to use funds made available for pro- 
grams that have an impact on rural areas to 
provide assistance to, and enter into con- 
tracts with, a State rural development coun- 
cil, as described in subparagraph (A). 

‘(3) CONTRIBUTIONS.—A State rural devel- 
opment council may accept private contribu- 
tions. 

““(¢) TERMINATION.—The authority provided 
under this section shall terminate on Sep- 
tember 30, 2017.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
will now be 2 minutes of debate equally 
divided. 

The Senator from Vermont. 

Mr. LEAHY. This amendment will re- 
establish authorization for National 
Rural Development Partnerships—re- 
named State Rural Development Part- 
nerships—in the 2012 farm bill. Reau- 
thorization of these effective and effi- 
cient councils will allow them to con- 
tinue their important work of 
strengthening rural communities in 
Vermont and across the country. 

This reauthorization would recognize 
the State councils’ on-the-ground lead- 
ership in rural communities, and allow 
them to continue their vital work. I 
would note that this amendment does 
not cost a single farm bill dollar; it 
would merely maintain the States’ 
statutory authority to establish these 
State-run rural development councils. 

I urge all Senators to support this 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Michigan. 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, first, 
I commend Senator LEAHY, who, as a 
former chairman of the Agriculture 
Committee, is a tremendous champion 
not only for Vermont but for the entire 
country on these issues. 

I yield back the time. I believe we 
have agreement for a voice vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 
is no further debate, the question is on 
agreeing to the amendment. 

The amendment (No. 2204) was agreed 
to. 
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Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote. 

Mrs. BOXER. I move to lay that mo- 
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Pennsylvania. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2226 

Mr. TOOMEY. Mr. President, I call 
up amendment No. 2226, which is at the 
desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
TOOMEY] proposes an amendment numbered 
2226. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To eliminate biorefinery, renew- 

able chemical, and biobased product manu- 

facturing assistance) 

Beginning on page 888, strike line 5, and all 
that follows through page 890, line 21. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
will now be 2 minutes of debate equally 
divided. 

Mr. TOOMEY. Mr. President, this is 
an amendment that repeals the Bio- 
refinery Assistance Program. This is a 
program that primarily provides loan 
guarantees to cellulosic ethanol plants. 

The fact is the taxpayers are already 
subsidizing ethanol plants in many 
ways. The Federal Government already 
provides a tax credit of $1 a gallon to 
ethanol. The Federal Government cre- 
ates a mandate that forces consumers 
to buy this product whether they want 
to or not, thereby creating a market 
for ethanol. 

We provide grants for ethanol. Do 
taxpayers also have to risk their 
money by guaranteeing loans to sub- 
sidize this activity? I do not think that 
is a good idea. This is the same idea 
that got us into trouble in so many 
ways. A similar loan program was the 
source of hundreds of millions of dol- 
lars of losses to Solyndra. And just this 
year, this very program cost $40 mil- 
lion with the bankruptcy of Range 
Fuels. 

I urge my colleagues to vote for a 
modest reform here. Repeal this one 
narrow program, the Biorefinery As- 
sistance Program. I urge a “yes” vote 
on the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Michigan. 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I 
strongly oppose this amendment. In 
fact, we are not talking about ethanol. 
We are talking about, first of all, ad- 
vanced biofuels using food waste or 
animal waste or biomass materials. We 
are talking about biobased manufac- 
turing, which is an exciting new oppor- 
tunity in making things and growing 
things together in our country, wheth- 
er it is corn or wheat byproducts, 
whether it is soybeans. In fact, if you 
drive a Ford vehicle today, a new vehi- 
cle, a new Chevy Volt, you sit on seats 
with soy-based foam that is biodegrad- 
able, more lightweight, and you get 


June 20, 2012 


better fuel economy, grown by Amer- 
ican soybean growers. 

So this is the opportunity for new 
growth in jobs that is in this bill. It is 
a part I am very excited about for the 
future for every part of this country. It 
involves more than 3,000 innovative 
companies right now engaging in new 
cutting-edge manufacturing to use ag- 
ricultural products—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator’s time has expired. 

Ms. STABENOW.——to get us off of 
foreign oil. 

I urge a ‘‘no’’ vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment. 

Those in favor say aye. 

(Chorus of ayes.) 

Those opposed say nay. 

(Chorus of nays.) 

The nays appear to have it. 

Mr. TOOMEY. I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 

The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant bill clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. KYL. The following Senator is 
necessarily absent: the Senator from 
Illinois (Mr. KIRK). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de- 
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 36, 
nays 63, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 150 Leg.] 


YEAS—36 
Alexander DeMint McConnell 
Ayotte Enzi Moran 
Barrasso Graham Murkowski 
Begich Hatch Paul 
Blunt Heller Portman 
Boozman Hutchison Roberts 
Burr Inhofe Rubio 
Chambliss Isakson Sessions 
Coats Johnson (WI) Shelby 
Coburn Kyl Snowe 
Corker Lee Toomey 
Cornyn McCain Vitter 
NAYS—63 
Akaka Grassley Murray 
Baucus Hagan Nelson (NE) 
Bennet. Harkin Nelson (FL) 
Bingaman Hoeven Pryor 
Blumenthal Inouye Reed 
Boxer Johanns Reid 
Brown (MA) Johnson (SD) Risch 
Brown (OH) Kerry Rockefeller 
Cantwell Klobuchar Sanders 
Cardin Kohl Schumer 
Carper Landrieu Shaheen 
Casey Lautenberg Stabenow 
Cochran Leahy Tester 
Collins Levin Thune 
Conrad Lieberman Udall (CO) 
Coons Lugar Udall (NM) 
Crapo Manchin Warner 
Durbin McCaskill Webb 
Feinstein Menendez Whitehouse 
Franken Merkley Wicker 
Gillibrand Mikulski Wyden 
NOT VOTING—1 
Kirk 
The amendment (No. 2226) was re- 
jected. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. KLO- 
BUCHAR). The Senator from Nebraska. 
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AMENDMENT NO. 2242 


Mr. NELSON of Nebraska. Madam 
President, I rise to call up my amend- 
ment No. 2242. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. NELSON], 
for himself, Mr. JOHANNS, Mr. JOHNSON of 
South Dakota, and Mr. MORAN, proposes an 
amendment numbered 2242. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To amend section 520 of the Hous- 

ing Act of 1949 to revise the census data 

and population requirements for areas to 
be considered as rural areas for purposes of 
such Act) 

At the end of subtitle C of title XII, add 
the following: 


SEC. 12207. DEFINITION OF RURAL AREA FOR 
PURPOSES OF THE HOUSING ACT OF 
1949. 


The second sentence of section 520 of the 
Housing Act of 1949 (42 U.S.C. 1490) is amend- 
ed— 

(1) by striking ‘‘1990 or 2000 decennial cen- 
sus shall continue to be so classified until 
the receipt of data from the decennial census 
in the year 2010” and inserting ‘‘1990, 2000, or 
2010 decennial census, and any area deemed 
to be a ‘rural area’ for purposes of this title 
under any other provision of law at any time 
during the period beginning January 1, 2000, 
and ending December 31, 2010, shall continue 
to be so classified until the receipt of data 
from the decennial census in the year 2020”; 
and 

(2) by striking 
“*35,000’’. 

Mr. NELSON of Nebraska. Madam 
President, this amendment would en- 
sure that rural communities in all our 
States will remain eligible for housing 
assistance from the Department of Ag- 
riculture. 

My amendment simply extends the 
grandfathering clause these commu- 
nities have operated under since 1990 
and ensures that these communities re- 
main eligible through 2020. This is a bi- 
partisan amendment that is supported 
by my colleagues, Senators JOHANNS, 
MORAN, chairman of the Banking Com- 
mittee, Senator JOHNSON, and my good 
friend and neighbor Senator TESTER. 

I urge adoption of my amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Nebraska. 

Mr. JOHANNS. I rise to take 10 sec- 
onds to support the amendment of my 
colleague from Nebraska. It keeps in 
place a program that has been in place 
since 1990. It is a good amendment. 

Ms. STABENOW. Madam President, I 
commend both Senators from Ne- 
braska. I thank Senator NELSON for 
this amendment. I support it. 

I believe we have an agreement for a 
voice vote on this amendment, so I 
yield back all time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Hearing 
no further debate, the question is on 
agreeing to the amendment. 

The amendment (No. 2242) was agreed 
to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Pennsylvania is recognized. 


‘25,000 and inserting 
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AMENDMENT NO. 2433 

Mr. TOOMEY. Madam President, I 
call up amendment No. 2483. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
TOOMEY], for himself, Mrs. SHAHEEN, and Mr. 
LUGAR, proposes an amendment numbered 
2433. 

The amendment is as follows: 

(Purpose: To reform the sugar program) 

Strike subtitle C of title I and insert the 
following: 

Subtitle C—Sugar 
SEC. 1301. SUGAR PROGRAM. 

(a) SUGARCANE.—Section 156(a) of the Fed- 
eral Agriculture Improvement and Reform 
Act of 1996 (7 U.S.C. 7272(a)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (4), by striking ‘‘and’’ 
after the semicolon at the end; 

(2) in paragraph (5), by striking the period 
at the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 

“6) 18 cents per pound for raw cane sugar 
for each of the 2013 through 2017 crop years.”’. 

(b) SUGAR BEETS.—Section 156(b)(2) of the 
Federal Agriculture Improvement and Re- 
form Act of 1996 (7 U.S.C. 7272(b)(2)) is 
amended by striking ‘2012’? and inserting 
“2017”. 

(c) EFFECTIVE PERIOD.—Section 156(i) of 
the Federal Agriculture Improvement and 
Reform Act of 1996 (7 U.S.C. 7272(i)) is amend- 
ed by striking ‘‘2012” and inserting ‘‘2017’’. 
SEC. 1302. FLEXIBLE MARKETING ALLOTMENTS 

FOR SUGAR. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 359b of the Agri- 
cultural Adjustment Act of 1938 (7 U.S.C. 
1359bb) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)(1)— 

(A) in the matter before subparagraph (A), 
by striking ‘‘2012’’ and inserting ‘‘2017”; and 

(B) in subparagraph (B), by inserting ‘‘at 
reasonable prices” after ‘‘stocks’’; 

(2) in subsection (b)(1)— 

(A) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘but’’ 
after the semicolon at the end and inserting 
“and”; and 

(B) by striking subparagraph (B) and in- 
serting the following: 

‘(B) appropriate to maintain adequate do- 
mestic supplies at reasonable prices, taking 
into account all sources of domestic supply, 
including imports.’’; and 

(3) in subsection (c)(2)(C), by striking ‘“‘if 
the disposition of the sugar is administered 
by the Secretary under section 9010 of the 
Farm Security and Rural Investment Act of 
2002”’. 

(b) ESTABLISHMENT OF FLEXIBLE MAR- 
KETING ALLOTMENTS.—Section 359c of the Ag- 
ricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 (7 U.S.C. 
1359cc) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (b)— 

(A) in paragraph (1)— 

(i) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘but’’ 
after the semicolon at the end and inserting 
“and”; and 

(ii) by striking subparagraph (B) and in- 
serting the following: 

‘(B) appropriate to maintain adequate sup- 
plies at reasonable prices, taking into ac- 
count all sources of domestic supply, includ- 
ing imports.’’; and 


(B) in paragraph (2)(B), by inserting ‘‘at 
reasonable prices” after ‘‘market’’; and 

(2) in subsection (g)— 

(A) by striking ‘“‘ALLOTMENTS.—’’ and all 


that follows through ‘“‘Subject to subpara- 
graph (B), the? and inserting ‘‘ALLOT- 
MENTS.—The’’; and 
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(B) by striking subparagraph (B). 

(c) SUSPENSION OR MODIFICATION OF PROVI- 
SIONS.—Section 359j of the Agricultural Ad- 
justment Act of 1938 (7 U.S.C. 1359jj) is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

‘*“(¢) SUSPENSION OR MODIFICATION OF PROVI- 
SIONS.—Notwithstanding any other provision 
of this part, the Secretary may suspend or 
modify, in whole or in part, the application 
of any provision of this part if the Secretary 
determines that the action is appropriate, 
taking into account— 

“(1) the interests of consumers, workers in 
the food industry, businesses (including 
small businesses), and agricultural pro- 
ducers; and 

‘(2) the relative competitiveness of domes- 
tically produced and imported foods con- 
taining sugar.’’. 

(d) ADMINISTRATION OF ‘TARIFF RATE 
QuoTaAs.—Section 359k of the Agricultural 
Adjustment Act of 1938 (7 U.S.C. 13859kk) is 
amended to read as follows: 

“SEC. 359k. ADMINISTRATION OF TARIFF RATE 
QUOTAS. 

“(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—Notwithstanding 
any other provision of law, at the beginning 
of the quota year, the Secretary shall estab- 
lish the tariff-rate quotas for raw cane sugar 
and refined sugar at no less than the min- 
imum level necessary to comply with obliga- 
tions under international trade agreements 
that have been approved by Congress. 

‘*(b) ADJUSTMENT.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subsection 
(a), the Secretary shall adjust the tariff-rate 
quotas for raw cane sugar and refined sugar 
to provide adequate supplies of sugar at rea- 
sonable prices in the domestic market. 

‘(2) ENDING STOCKS.—Subject to para- 
graphs (1) and (3), the Secretary shall estab- 
lish and adjust tariff-rate quotas in such a 
manner that the ratio of sugar stocks to 
total sugar use at the end of the quota year 
will be approximately 15.5 percent. 

‘(3) MAINTENANCE OF REASONABLE PRICES 
AND AVOIDANCE OF FORFEITURES.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may es- 
tablish a different target for the ratio of end- 
ing stocks to total use if, in the judgment of 
the Secretary, the different target is nec- 
essary to prevent— 

“(i) unreasonably high prices; or 

““(ii) forfeitures of sugar pledged as collat- 
eral for a loan under section 156 of the Fed- 
eral Agriculture Improvement and Reform 
Act of 1996 (7 U.S.C. 7272). 

“(B) ANNOUNCEMENT.—The Secretary shall 
publicly announce any establishment of a 
target under this paragraph. 

‘(4) CONSIDERATIONS.—In establishing tar- 
iff-rate quotas under subsection (a) and mak- 
ing adjustments under this subsection, the 
Secretary shall consider the impact of the 
quotas on consumers, workers, businesses 
(including small businesses), and agricul- 
tural producers. 

‘(c) TEMPORARY TRANSFER OF QUOTAS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—To promote full use of 
the tariff-rate quotas for raw cane sugar and 
refined sugar, notwithstanding any other 
provision of law, the Secretary shall promul- 
gate regulations that provide that any coun- 
try that has been allocated a share of the 
quotas may temporarily transfer all or part 
of the share to any other country that has 
also been allocated a share of the quotas. 

(2) TRANSFERS VOLUNTARY.—Any transfer 
under this subsection shall be valid only on 
voluntary agreement between the transferor 
and the transferee, consistent with proce- 
dures established by the Secretary. 

‘*(3) TRANSFERS TEMPORARY .— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Any transfer under this 
subsection shall be valid only for the dura- 
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tion of the quota year during which the 
transfer is made. 

(B) FOLLOWING QUOTA YEAR.—No transfer 
under this subsection shall affect the share 
of the quota allocated to the transferor or 
transferee for the following quota year.’’. 

(e) EFFECTIVE PERIOD.—Section 359l(a) of 
the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 (7 
U.S.C. 18591l(a)) is amended by striking 
“2012” and inserting ‘‘2017’’. 

On page 897, strike lines 8 through 15, and 
insert the following: 

SEC. 9009. REPEAL OF FEEDSTOCK FLEXIBILITY 
PROGRAM FOR BIOENERGY PRO- 
DUCERS. 


(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 9010 of the Farm 
Security and Rural Investment Act of 2002 (7 
U.S.C. 8110) is repealed. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 

(1) Section 359a(8)(B) of the Agricultural 
Adjustment Act of 1938 (7 U.S.C. 1859aa(3)(B)) 
is amended— 

(A) in clause (i), by inserting “and” after 
the semicolon at the end; 

(B) in clause (ii), by striking ‘‘; and” at the 
end and inserting a period; and 

(C) by striking clause (iii). 

(2) Section 359b(c)(2)(C) of the Agricultural 
Adjustment Act of 19388 (7 U.S.C. 
1859bb(c)(2)(C)) is amended by striking ‘‘, ex- 
cept for” and all that follows through ‘ of 
2002”. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
will now be 2 minutes of debate on the 
amendment. 

The Senator from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. TOOMEY. Madam President, I 
will claim the first minute and yield 
the first 30 seconds to the Senator from 
New Hampshire. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from New Hampshire. 

Mrs. SHAHEEN. Madam President, I 
am pleased to join my colleague from 
Pennsylvania in supporting his amend- 
ment. This is the last opportunity for a 
bipartisan amendment to reform sugar 
subsidies that are costing consumers 
$3.5 million a year and losing 20,000 
jobs a year in this country. 

This amendment maintains the cur- 
rent sugar program but rolls back the 
additional subsidies that were provided 
for sugar in the 2008 farm bill. 

Mr. TOOMEY. I thank the Senator 
from New Hampshire. Let me point out 
that this amendment is such a modest 
reform. It lowers the price support on 
raw sugar, for instance, from 18.75 
cents per pound all the way down to 18 
cents per pound. 

This is an amendment that will save 
consumers money, save taxpayers 
money and, most importantly, it will 
save jobs. As the Department of Com- 
merce pointed out, for every job saved 
by the sugar program, three jobs are 
lost. It is a modest amendment that 
simply restores us to the policy prior 
to 2008. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Michigan. 

Ms. STABENOW. Madam President, I 
strongly oppose this argument. If we 
want to jeopardize 142,000 American 
jobs, this is the vote to do it. We will 
see these jobs shipped overseas. 

The bottom line is that this program 
operates at zero cost to the taxpayers. 


June 20, 2012 


The Congressional Budget Office says 
it will continue operating at zero cost 
for the next 10 years. This is about 
American jobs in American commu- 
nities all across this country. We are 
talking about 142,000 jobs. If we are im- 
porting cheap sugar at a point where 
we undermine American jobs, what 
have we gained? We want to export our 
products, not our jobs. That is what 
this amendment would do. 

I urge strongly a ‘‘no” vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment. 

Mr. TOOMEY. I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 

The clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk called the roll. 

Mr. KYL. The following Senator is 
necessarily absent: the Senator from 
Tllinois (Mr. KIRK). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de- 
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 46, 
nays 53, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 151 Leg.] 


YEAS—46 
Alexander Durbin McConnell 
Ayotte Feinstein Menendez 
Blumenthal Graham Merkley 
Blunt Grassley Paul 
Boozman Hatch Portman 
Brown (MA) Heller Reed 
Brown (OH) Hutchison Sessions 
Carper Inhofe Shah 
Casey Johnson (WI) manele 
Coats Kohl Toore 
Coburn Kyl W. y 
Collins Lautenberg Arnor 
Coons Lee Webb 
Corker Lugar Whitehouse 
Cornyn McCain Wyden 
DeMint McCaskill 
NAYS—53 

Akaka Harkin Nelson (FL) 
Barrasso Hoeven Pryor 
Baucus Inouye Reid 
Begich Isakson Risch 
Bennet Johanns Roberts 
Bingaman Johnson (SD) Rockefeller 
Boxer Kerry Rubio 
Burr Klobuchar 
Cantwell Landrieu Sanders 

$ Schumer 
Cardin Leahy 

X 5 Shelby 
Chambliss Levin Stab 
Cochran Lieberman Bvenow: 
Conrad Manchin Tester 
Crapo Mikulski Thune 
Enzi Moran Udall (CO) 
Franken Murkowski Udall (NM) 
Gillibrand Murray Vitter 
Hagan Nelson (NE) Wicker 
NOT VOTING—1 
Kirk 
The amendment (No. 2433) was re- 
jected. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 


UDALL of New Mexico). The Senator 
from Minnesota. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2299 

Ms. KLOBUCHAR. I call up my 
amendment No. 2299. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
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The Senator from Minnesota [Ms. KLO- 
BUCHAR] proposes amendment numbered 2299. 


Ms. KLOBUCHAR. I ask unanimous 
consent that further reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To require the Secretary of Agri- 

culture and Secretary of Transportation to 

conduct a study on rural transportation 
issues) 

On page 782, between lines 14 and 15, insert 
the following: 

SEC. 6203. STUDY OF RURAL TRANSPORTATION 
ISSUES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary and the 
Secretary of Transportation shall jointly 
conduct a study of transportation issues re- 
garding the movement of agricultural prod- 
ucts, domestically produced renewable fuels, 
and domestically produced resources for the 
production of electricity for rural areas of 
the United States, and economic develop- 
ment in those areas. 

(b) INCLUSIONS.—The study shall include an 
examination of— 

(1) the importance of freight transpor- 
tation, including rail, truck, and barge, to— 

(A) the delivery of equipment, seed, fer- 
tilizer, and other products important to the 
development of agricultural commodities 
and products; 

(B) the movement of agricultural commod- 
ities and products to market; 

(C) the delivery of ethanol and other re- 
newable fuels; 

(D) the delivery of domestically produced 
resources for use in the generation of elec- 
tricity for rural areas; 

(E) the location of grain elevators, ethanol 
plants, and other facilities; 

(F) the development of manufacturing fa- 
cilities in rural areas; and 

(G) the vitality and economic development 
of rural communities; 

(2) the sufficiency in rural areas of trans- 
portation capacity, the sufficiency of com- 
petition in the transportation system, the 
reliability of transportation services, and 
the reasonableness of transportation rates; 

(8) the sufficiency of facility investment in 
rural areas necessary for efficient and cost- 
effective transportation; and 

(4) the accessibility to shippers in rural 
areas of Federal processes for the resolution 
of grievances arising within various trans- 
portation modes. 

(c) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—Not later than 1 
year after the date of enactment of this Act, 
the Secretary and the Secretary of Transpor- 
tation shall submit a report to Congress that 
contains the results of the study required 
under subsection (a). 

(d) PERIODIC UPDATES.—The Secretary and 
the Secretary of Transportation shall pub- 
lish triennially an updated version of the 
study described in subsection (a). 

SEC. 6204. AGRICULTURAL TRANSPORTATION 
POLICY. 

Section 203 of the Agricultural Marketing 
Act of 1946 (7 U.S.C. 1622) is amended by 
striking subsection (j) and inserting the fol- 
lowing: 

“(j) POLICY DEVELOPMENT PROCEEDINGS.— 
The Secretary shall participate on behalf of 
the interests of agriculture and rural Amer- 
ica in all policy development proceedings or 
other proceedings of the Surface Transpor- 
tation Board that may establish freight rail 
transportation policy affecting agriculture 
and rural America.”’. 


Ms. KLOBUCHAR. Mr. President, I 
rise today to urge my colleagues to 
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support this bipartisan amendment. 
Senator HOEVEN of North Dakota is a 
cosponsor, and this helps address the 
transportation needs of rural America. 

This amendment simply calls for a 
study on rural transportation and 
takes a close look at the issue of cap- 
tive shippers. Farmers, energy pro- 
ducers, and manufacturers who depend 
on freight rail service find themselves 
trapped today in a back-to-the-future 
world, struggling with a problem that 
has resurfaced from a century ago. 
Many of these end users—these captive 
customers—have only one railroad to 
serve them. Three decades ago there 
were 63 class I railroads and today only 
7 remain. This amendment simply 
looks at the effect this situation has on 
transportation in rural areas. It is sup- 
ported by nearly 40 national and re- 
gional agricultural and energy organi- 
zations. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
amendment, and I ask for a voice vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Michigan. 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I 
strongly support Senator KLOBUCHAR’S 
amendment and appreciate her great 
work. 

I yield back the remaining time, and 
it is my understanding we can proceed 
to a voice vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 
is no further debate, the question is on 
agreeing to the amendment. 

The amendment (No. 2299) was agreed 
to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Utah. 

MOTION TO RECOMMIT 

Mr. LEE. Mr. President, I have a mo- 
tion to recommit at the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the motion. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from Utah [Mr. LEE] moves to 
recommit the bill, S. 3240, to the Committee 
on Agriculture, Nutrition and Forestry with 
instructions to report the same back to the 
Senate with a reduction in spending to 2008 
levels so that overall spending shall not ex- 
ceed $714,247,000,000. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
will now be 2 minutes of debate equally 
divided. 

Mr. LEE. Mr. President, I introduce 
this motion to recommit to move us 
back to 2008 levels. We cannot continue 
to kick this can down the road in per- 
petuity. Our spending levels threaten 
to impair our ability to fund every- 
thing from defense to entitlements and 
everything that falls in between. This 
is a good start, and this is something 
that would cut the 10-year cost of this 
bill by $254 billion. We need to do it. We 
need to send it back to the committee, 
where the committee will have discre- 
tion on exactly how to accomplish 
that. 

I reserve the remainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Michigan is recognized. 
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Ms. STABENOW. Madam President, I 
strongly oppose this motion to recom- 
mit. I want to read the cost estimate of 
the bill prepared by the Congressional 
Budget Office. This bill spends $23.6 bil- 
lion less than we project would be 
spent if those programs were continued 
as under current law. This bill is $23 
billion in deficit reduction, according 
to the nonpartisan, independent Con- 
gressional Budget Office. 

Frankly, we believe, in agriculture, 
on a bipartisan basis, that we have 
done our job. We have scoured every 
page, reduced the deficit by $23 billion- 
plus, and eliminated 100 different pro- 
grams and authorizations within our 
jurisdiction. Frankly, I think we are 
offering, within what we can do, reform 
and deficit reduction of which we 
should all feel very proud. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. KLO- 
BUCHAR). The Senator from Utah. 

Mr. LEE. Madam President, in my 
approximately 20 seconds remaining, 
let me say that if we want to continue 
the same budgeting process that has 
put us nearly $16 trillion in debt, then 
we should proceed to vote against this. 
If, on the other hand, we want to turn 
this around and maintain our ability to 
fund essential government programs, 
we need to pass this. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
motion to recommit, and I ask for the 
yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec- 
ond. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

Ms. STABENOW. Madam President, 
let me take just 1 second to say that 
this bill turns us in a different direc- 
tion—$23 billion-plus in deficit reduc- 
tion. It may be the only bipartisan def- 
icit reduction proposal we will pass in 
the Senate before the election. 

I urge a ‘‘no’’ vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion. 

The clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk called the roll. 

Mr. KYL. The following Senator is 
necessarily absent: the Senator from 
Illinois (Mr. KIRK). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de- 
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 29, 
nays 70, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 152 Leg.] 


YEAS—29 
Ayotte Graham Paul 
Barrasso Hatch Risch 
Blunt Inhofe Roberts 
Burr Johnson (WI) Rubio 
Coburn Kyl Sessions 
Corker Lee Shelby 
Cornyn McCain Toomey 
Crapo McConnell i 

Vitti 

DeMint Moran Wi r 
Enzi Murkowski 

NAYS—70 
Akaka Baucus Bennet 
Alexander Begich Bingaman 
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Blumenthal Heller Nelson (NE) 
Boozman Hoeven Nelson (FL) 
Boxer Hutchison Portman 
Brown (MA) Inouye Pryor 
Brown (OH) Isakson Reed 
Cantwell Johanns Rei 
Cardin Johnson (SD) Rockefeller 
Carper Kerry 5 
Casey Klobuchar tae 
Chambliss Kohl 
Coats Landrieu Shaheen 
Cochran Lautenberg Snowe 
Collins Leahy Stabenow 
Conrad Levin Tester 
Coons Lieberman Thune 
Durbin Lugar Udall (CO) 
Feinstein Manchin Udall (NM) 
Franken McCaskill Warner 
Gillibrand Menendez Web 
Grassley Merkley Whitehouse 
Hagan Mikulski Wyden 
Harkin Murray 

NOT VOTING—1 

Kirk 


The motion was rejected. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Michigan is recognized. 

AMENDMENTS NOS. 2195, 2246, 2403, 2443, 2363, AS 

MODIFIED 

Mrs. STABENOW. Madam President, 
we have been hard at work to pull to- 
gether some amendments we need to do 
in a vote. I ask unanimous consent the 
following amendments that are in 
order under the unanimous consent 
agreement be agreed to: Ayotte No. 
2195, Blunt No. 2246, Moran No. 2403, 
Moran No. 2443, and Vitter No. 2363, as 
modified with the changes at the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

The amendments were agreed to, as 
follows: 

AMENDMENT NO. 2195 

(Purpose: To require a GAO report on crop 

insurance fraud) 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol- 
lowing: 

SEC. . GAO CROP INSURANCE FRAUD RE- 
PORT. 

Section 515(d) of the Federal Crop Insur- 
ance Act (7 U.S.C. 1515(d)) is amended by add- 
ing at the end the following: 

‘“(6) GAO CROP INSURANCE FRAUD REPORT.— 
As soon as practicable after the date of en- 
actment of this paragraph, the Comptroller 
General of the United States shall conduct, 
and submit to Congress a report describing 
the results of, a study regarding fraudulent 
claims filed, and benefits provided, under 
this subtitle.’’. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2246 


(Purpose: To assist military veterans in 
agricultural occupations) 

On page 999, strike line 13 and insert the 
following: 
“actions with employees of the Department. 

‘(¢) CONTRACTS AND COOPERATIVE AGREE- 
MENTS.—For purposes of carrying out the du- 
ties under subsection (b), the Military Vet- 
erans Agricultural Liaison may enter into 
contracts or cooperative agreements with 
the research centers of the Agricultural Re- 
search Service, institutions of higher edu- 
cation, or nonprofit organizations for— 

“(1) the conduct of regional research on 
the profitability of small farms; 

“(2) the development of educational mate- 
rials; 

‘(8) the conduct of workshops, courses, and 
certified vocational training; 
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**(4) the conduct of mentoring activities; or 

‘“(5) the provision of internship opportuni- 
ties.’’. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2403 
(Purpose: To increase the minimum level of 
nonemergency food assistance) 

On page 291, lines 20 and 21, strike ‘‘15 per- 
cent” and insert ‘‘20’’. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2443 

(Purpose: To improve farm safety at the 

local level) 

In section 7408, strike ‘(2) in subsection 
(h)—” and insert the following: 

(2) by redesignating subsection (h) as sub- 
section (i); 

(3) by inserting after subsection (g) the fol- 
lowing: 

‘(h) STATE GRANTS.— 

“1) DEFINITION OF ELIGIBLE ENTITY.—In 
this subsection, the term ‘eligible entity’ 
means— 

“(A) an agency of a State or political sub- 
division of a State; 

“(B) a national, State, or regional organi- 
zation of agricultural producers; and 

“(C) any other entity determined appro- 
priate by the Secretary. 

““(2) GRANTS.—The Secretary shall use such 
sums as are necessary of funds made avail- 
able to carry out this section for each fiscal 
year under subsection (i) to make grants to 
States, on a competitive basis, which States 
shall use the grants to make grants to eligi- 
ble entities to establish and improve farm 
safety programs at the local level.’’; and 

(4) in subsection (i) (as redesignated by 
paragraph (2))— 

AMENDMENT NO. 2363, AS MODIFIED 
(Purpose: To ensure that extras in film and 
television who bring personal, common do- 
mesticated household pets do not face un- 
necessary regulations and to prohibit at- 
tendance at an animal fighting venture) 

At the end of title XII, add the following: 
SEC. 12207. ANIMAL WELFARE. 

Section 2(h) of the Animal Welfare Act (7 
U.S.C. 2182(h)) is amended by adding “an 
owner of a common, domesticated household 
pet who derives less than a substantial por- 
tion of income from a nonprimary source (as 
determined by the Secretary) for exhibiting 
an animal that exclusively resides at the res- 
idence of the pet owner,” after ‘‘stores.’’. 
SEC. 12208. PROHIBITION ON ATTENDING AN ANI- 

MAL FIGHT OR CAUSING A MINOR 
TO ATTEND AN ANIMAL FIGHT; EN- 
FORCEMENT OF ANIMAL FIGHTING 
PROVISIONS. 

(a) PROHIBITION ON ATTENDING AN ANIMAL 
FIGHT OR CAUSING A MINOR TO ATTEND AN 
ANIMAL FIGHT.—Section 26 of the Animal 
Welfare Act (7 U.S.C. 2156) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)— 

(A) in the heading, by striking ‘‘SPON- 
SORING OR EXHIBITING AN ANIMAL IN” and in- 
serting ‘‘SPONSORING OR EXHIBITING AN ANI- 
MAL IN, ATTENDING, OR CAUSING A MINOR TO 
ATTEND”; 

(B) in paragraph (1)— 

(i) in the heading, by striking “IN GEN- 
ERAL” and inserting ‘‘SPONSORING OR EXHIB- 
ITING’’; and 

(ii) by striking ‘‘paragraph (2)’’ and insert- 
ing “paragraph (3)’’; 

(C) by redesignating paragraph (2) as para- 
graph (3); and 

(D) by inserting after paragraph (1) the fol- 
lowing new paragraph: 

‘(2) ATTENDING OR CAUSING A MINOR TO AT- 
TEND.—It shall be unlawful for any person 
to— 

“(A) knowingly attend an animal fighting 
venture; or 
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“(B) knowingly cause a minor to attend an 
animal fighting venture.’’; and 

(2) in subsection (g), by adding at the end 
the following new paragraph: 

‘(5) the term ‘minor’ means a person under 
the age of 18 years old.”’. 

(b) ENFORCEMENT OF ANIMAL FIGHTING PRO- 
HIBITIONS.—Section 49 of title 18, United 
States Code, is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘Whoever’’ and inserting 
“(a) IN GENERAL.—Whoever”’; 

(2) in subsection (a), as designated by para- 
graph (1) of this section, by striking ‘‘sub- 
section (a), and inserting ‘‘subsection 
(a)(1),”’; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following new 
subsections: 

‘(b) ATTENDING AN ANIMAL FIGHTING VEN- 
TURE.—Whoever violates subsection (a)(2)(A) 
of section 26 of the Animal Welfare Act (7 
U.S.C. 2156) shall be fined under this title, 
imprisoned for not more than 1 year, or both, 
for each violation. 

“(c) CAUSING A MINOR TO ATTEND AN ANI- 
MAL FIGHTING VENTURE.—Whoever violates 
subsection (a)(2)(B) of section 26 (7 U.S.C. 
2156) of the Animal Welfare Act shall be fined 
under this title, imprisoned for not more 
than 3 years, or both, for each violation.’’. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Delaware is recognized. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2287 

Mr. CARPER. I call up amendment 
No. 2287 and ask unanimous consent 
that the reading be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from Delaware [Mr. CARPER], 
for himself and Mr. BOOZMAN, proposes an 
amendment numbered 2287. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To modify a provision relating to 

high-priority research and extension ini- 

tiatives) 

On page 805, strike lines 18 through 22 and 
insert the following: 

(48), (47), (48), (51), and (52); 

(B) by redesignating paragraphs (6), (9), 
(10), (40), (44), (45), (46), (49), and (50) as para- 
graphs (1), (2), (3), (4), (5), (6), (7), (8), and (9), 
respectively; and 

(C) by adding at the end the following: 

“(10) CORN, SOYBEAN MEAL, CEREAL GRAINS, 
AND GRAIN BYPRODUCTS RESEARCH AND EXTEN- 
SION.—Research and extension grants may be 
made under this section for the purpose of 
carrying out or enhancing research to im- 
prove the digestibility, nutritional value, 
and efficiency of use of corn, soybean meal, 
cereal grains, and grain byproducts for the 
poultry and food animal production indus- 
tries.”’. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
will now be 2 minutes of debate equally 
divided. 

Mr. CARPER. Madam President, 
roughly two-thirds of the cost of rais- 
ing a chicken is the cost of feed. In re- 
cent years, the cost of feed, including 
the cost of corn, has, as we know, risen 
dramatically, raising with it the cost 
of chicken and other meats in our su- 
permarkets. These rising costs have 
placed a strain on the poultry industry, 
among others, and on consumers too. 
That is why I joined with Senator 
BOOZMAN in offering an amendment to 
this bill that makes improving the effi- 
ciency, digestibility, and nutritional 
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value of feed for poultry and live- 
stock—including corn, soybean meal, 
grains and grain byproducts—a top re- 
search priority at the U.S. Department 
of Agriculture. 

By improving the food used to raise 
our chickens and livestock we can pro- 
vide the poultry and livestock industry 
with a greater variety of feed choices 
for use in their operations. But this re- 
search will not only benefit our coun- 
try’s food producers, it also benefits 
our Nation’s families by continuing to 
provide consumers with affordable 
high-quality food. 

Senator BOOZMAN and I urge its adop- 
tion. 

Ms. STABENOW. I commend Senator 
CARPER. I have to say he has men- 
tioned to me many times there are 300 
chickens for every person in Delaware. 
I think I have that in my memory now. 
I commend him for his work. 

We are yielding back time, and we 
have agreed to a voice vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 
is no further debate, the question is on 
agreeing to the amendment. 

The amendment (No. 2287) was agreed 
to. 

MOTION TO RECOMMIT WITH INSTRUCTIONS 

Mr. JOHNSON of Wisconsin. Madam 
President, I have a motion at the desk. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

Mr. Johnson the Senator from Wisconsin, 
moves to recommit the bill S. 3240 to the 
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and 
Forestry of the Senate with instructions to 
report the same back to the Senate after re- 
moving the title relating to nutrition and to 
report to the Senate as a separate bill the 
title related to nutrition. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
will now be 2 minutes of debate equally 
divided. 

The Senator from Wisconsin. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Wisconsin. This is a 
pretty straightforward motion. It re- 
commits the bill in the Senate back to 
the committee to have that committee 
report back to the full Senate two sep- 
arate bills. It recognizes the reality 
that what we have in front of us is not 
really a farm bill but a food stamp bill. 

The history is that in 1964 we made 
food stamps permanent. In 1973 we 
combined the food stamp portion with 
the farm bill to ease passage of both 
votes—to make it easier to spend 
money. That has worked pretty well 
because when the food stamp bill was 
first passed, it cost $375 million—mil- 
lion—per year. Really, 500,000 people 
were eligible. Since that point in time 
it is now going to cost $772 billion over 
10 years. It is now 78 percent the size of 
this entire package. 

Again, I think it is more than appro- 
priate to split these bills in two so both 
bills, the food stamp bill and the farm 
bill, would get more scrutiny and there 
would be more debate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Wisconsin. I ask for 
the yeas and nays. 
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Ms. STABENOW. Madam President, I 
rise to oppose the motion to recommit. 
After all the hard work we have been 
doing, I am not sure we want to do it 
twice this year on a farm bill. But on 
a more serious note, let me just indi- 
cate, again, these are major reforms, 
$23 billion-plus in deficit reduction. It 
addresses the diversity of agriculture— 
16 million jobs are connected to agri- 
culture in every corner of our country. 
All of us have a stake in food security. 
We have the safest, most affordable 
food supply in the world thanks to a 
lot of hard-working folks all across 
this country. 

We believe what we have put forward 
is something worthy of support. We ap- 
preciate all the hard work everyone is 
doing, the changes that are being 
made. But I urge we not recommit this 
bill. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Wisconsin. Madam 
President, I ask for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec- 
ond. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
motion. 

The clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk called the roll. 

Mr. KYL. The following Senator is 
necessarily absent: the Senator from 
Illinois (Mr. KIRK). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. (Mr. 
MANCHIN). Are there any other Sen- 
ators in the Chamber desiring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 40, 
nays 59, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 153 Leg.] 


YEAS—40 
Alexander Graham Murkowski 
Ayotte Grassley Pau 
Barrasso Hatch Portman 
Blunt Heller Risch 
Boozman Hutchison Roberts 
Burr Inhofe Rubio 
oe makaon Sessions 
oats ohanns 
Coburn Johnson (WI) one 
Corker Kyl 
Cornyn Lee Toomey 
Crapo McCain Vitter 
DeMint McConnell Wicker 
Enzi Moran 
NAYS—59 

Akaka Gillibrand Murray 
Baucus Hagan Nelson (NE) 
Begich Harkin Nelson (FL) 
Bennet Hoeven Pryor 
Bingaman Inouye Reed 
Blumenthal Johnson (SD) Reid 
Brown (MA) Klobuchar Bees oul 
Brown (OH) Kohl aie 
Cantwell Landrieu 
Cardin Lautenberg Shaheen 

Snowe 
Carper Leahy 
Casey Levin Stabenow 
Cochran Lieberman Tester 
Collins Lugar Udall (CO) 
Conrad Manchin Udall (NM) 
Coons McCaskill Warner 
Durbin Menendez Web 
Feinstein Merkley Whitehouse 
Franken Mikulski Wyden 

NOT VOTING—1 
Kirk 


The motion was rejected. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Vermont. 
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AMENDMENT NO. 2254 

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. President, I call 
up my amendment No. 2254. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from Vermont [Mr. SANDERS] 
proposes an amendment numbered 2254. 

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. President, I ask 
that reading of the amendment be dis- 
pensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(Purpose: To improve the community wood 
energy program) 

On page 914, line 14, strike ‘‘Section’”’ and 
insert the following: 

(a) DEFINITION OF BIOMASS CONSUMER COOP- 
ERATIVE.—Section 9013(a) of the Farm Secu- 
rity and Rural Investment Act of 2002 (7 
U.S.C. 8113(a)) is amended— 

(1) by redesignating paragraphs (1) and (2) 
as paragraphs (2) and (3), respectively; and 

(2) by inserting before paragraph (2) (as so 
redesignated) the following: 

“(1) BIOMASS CONSUMER COOPERATIVE.—The 
term ‘biomass consumer cooperative’ means 
a consumer membership organization the 
purpose of which is to provide members with 
services or discounts relating to the pur- 
chase of biomass heating products or bio- 
mass heating systems.”’. 

(b) GRANT PROGRAM.—Section 9018(b)(1) of 
the Farm Security and Rural Investment 
Act of 2002 (7 U.S.C. 8113(b)(1)) is amended— 

(1) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘and’’ 
after the semicolon at the end; 

(2) in subparagraph (B), by striking the pe- 
riod at the end and inserting ‘‘; and”; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 

‘“(C) grants of up to $50,000 to biomass con- 
sumer cooperatives for the purpose of estab- 
lishing or expanding biomass consumer co- 
operatives that will provide consumers with 
services or discounts relating to— 

“(i) the purchase of biomass heating sys- 
tems; 

“(ii) biomass heating products, including 
wood chips, wood pellets, and advanced 
biofuels; or 

“(iii) the delivery and storage of biomass 
of heating products.’’. 

(c) MATCHING FUNDS.—Section 9013(d) of 
the Farm Security and Rural Investment 
Act of 2002 (7 U.S.C. 8113(d)) is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘A State or local govern- 
ment that receives a grant under subsection 
(b)? and inserting the following: 

“(1) STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS.—A 
State or local government that receives a 
grant under subparagraph (A) or (B) of sub- 
section (b)(1)’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

‘(2) BIOMASS CONSUMER COOPERATIVES.—A 
biomass consumer cooperative that receives 
a grant under subsection (b)(1)(C) shall con- 
tribute an amount of non-Federal funds 
(which may include State, local, and non- 
profit funds and membership dues) toward 
the establishment or expansion of a biomass 
consumer cooperative that is at least equal 
to 50 percent of the amount of Federal funds 
received for that purpose.’’. 

(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
Section 


Mr. SANDERS. Mr. President, this is 
a noncontroversial amendment which, 
according to the CBO, has zero costs. It 
is supported by the National Wildlife 
Federation, the American Forest Foun- 
dation, the Biomass Thermal Energy 
Council, and the Trust for Public Land. 

This amendment would simply allow, 
under the Community Wood Energy 
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Program, a new category of small 
grants to be created which would pro- 
vide seed capital for biomass coopera- 
tives through grants of up to $50,000. 
These cooperatives would have the op- 
portunity to work with local wood pel- 
let or wood chip manufacturers to sup- 
ply bulk purchases that provide con- 
sumers with modest discounts. 

This amendment can help our Nation 
move forward to more locally produced 
renewable biomass heating. Again, ac- 
cording to the CBO, it has zero costs, 
and I would ask for the support of my 
colleagues. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Michigan. 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I 
support the amendment by the Senator 
from Vermont and yield back time. It 
is my understanding that we will pro- 
ceed to a voice vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
is yielded back. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment. 

The amendment (No. 2254) was agreed 
to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Michigan. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2363, AS MODIFIED 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the adoption 
of Vitter amendment No. 2363, as modi- 
fied, be vitiated; and further, that the 
Vitter amendment, as modified, be sub- 
ject to a 60-affirmative-vote threshold. 

I turn now to Senator VITTER. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Louisiana. 

Mr. VITTER. Mr. President, I expect 
this amendment to pass, but I know 
some Members expected a vote, and I 
certainly wanted to provide them that 
vote with a 60-vote threshold. 

I urge support of this bipartisan 
amendment. It does two things. First 
of all, it clears up a situation in the 
context of the film industry where 
there are certain unintended regula- 
tions of extras and actors bringing 
their pets on the set. All of a sudden 
that is being captured by regulation 
which is intended for zoo animals and 
circus animals, and things such as 
that. There is no opposition to this 
part of the amendment at all. 

Secondly, because of the modifica- 
tion, which adds a provision supported 
by myself and Senators BLUMENTHAL, 
KIRK, and others, that would make it 
illegal under Federal law to attend an 
animal fight. It is already outlawed to 
help organize an animal fight under 
Federal law. It is also illegal to attend 
one under State law in 49 States. This 
will make Federal law similar to State 
law and will help Federal authorities 
work with local government in sting 
operations, and that is what they nor- 
mally do. 

I ask support for this amendment. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma- 
jority leader is recognized. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I have been 
in contact with Senator MCCONNELL. 
We are making good progress here. The 
goal is to get down to 10 votes. Once we 
get down to 10 votes, we will stop for 
the night. We should be able to do that 
in the next hour or hour and half, give 
or take a few minutes. I think the goal 
is reachable. 

We will come in tomorrow. We have 
some important votes tomorrow. Don’t 
forget that we have flood insurance. I 
hope we can move up the vote on clo- 
ture on flood insurance tomorrow. If 
not, we are going to have to vote on it 
on Friday. We have done that in the 
past. We should be able to do that. The 
goal is 10 votes left by the time we 
leave here this evening. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate on the Vitter amend- 
ment? 

Mr. VITTER. I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec- 
ond. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, if I 
might, Iam not sure if we have anyone 
in opposition. I rise in strong support 
of this amendment. We know that 
there are Members who wanted the op- 
portunity to vote and record a ‘‘no”’ 
vote. I hope that since we passed this 
by a voice vote a bit ago, we will have 
an overwhelming affirmative vote for 
this amendment. I urge a ‘“‘yes’’ vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment. The yeas and nays have been or- 
dered.The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant bill clerk called the 
roll. 

Mr. KYL. The following Senator is 
necessarily absent: the Senator from 
Illinois (Mr. KIRK). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de- 
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 88, 
nays 11, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 154 Leg.] 


YEAS—88 
Akaka Corker Kohl 
Ayotte Cornyn Kyl 
Barrasso Crapo Landrieu 
Baucus Durbin Lautenberg 
Begich Enzi Leahy 
Bennet Feinstein Levin 
Blumenthal Franken Lieberman 
Blunt Gillibrand Lugar 
Boozman Grassley Manchin 
Boxer Hagan McCain 
Brown (MA) Harkin McCaskill 
Brown (OH) Hatch McConnell 
Cantwell Heller Menendez 
Cardin Hoeven Merkley 
Carper Hutchison Mikulski 
Casey Inouye Moran 
Chambliss Isakson Murkowski 
Coats Johanns Murray 
Cochran Johnson (WI) Nelson (NE) 
Collins Johnson (SD) Nelson (FL) 
Conrad Kerry Portman 
Coons Klobuchar Pryor 
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Reed Shelby Vitter 
Reid Snowe Warner 
Risch Stabenow Webb 
Roberts Tester Whitehouse 
Rockefeller Thune Wicker 
Sanders Toomey Wyden 
Schumer Udall (CO) 
Shaheen Udall (NM) 
NAYS—11 
Alexander DeMint Paul 
Bingaman Graham Rubio 
Burr Inhofe Sessions 
Coburn Lee 
NOT VOTING—1 
Kirk 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order requiring 60 votes 
for the adoption of this amendment, 
the amendment, as modified, is agreed 
to. 

The Senator from Georgia. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2438 

Mr. CHAMBLISS. Mr. President, I 
call up Chambliss amendment No. 2488. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 


The Senator from Georgia [Mr. CHAMBLISS] 
proposes an amendment numbered 2438. 


The amendment is as follows: 


(Purpose: To establish highly erodible land 
and wetland conservation compliance re- 
quirements for the Federal crop insurance 
program) 

At the end of subtitle G of title II, add the 
following: 

SEC. 2609. HIGHLY ERODIBLE LAND AND WET- 

LAND CONSERVATION FOR CROP IN- 
SURANCE. 

(a) HIGHLY ERODIBLE LAND PROGRAM INELI- 
GIBILITY.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 1211(a)(1) of the 
Food Security Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 
3811(a)(1)) is amended— 

(A) in subparagraph (C), by striking ‘‘or’’ 
at the end; 

(B) in subparagraph (D), by adding “or” at 
the end; and 

(C) by adding at the end the following: 

“(E) any portion of premium paid by the 
Federal Crop Insurance Corporation for a 
plan or policy of insurance under the Federal 
Crop Insurance Act (7 U.S.C. 1501 et seq.);’’. 

(2) EXEMPTIONS.—Section 1212(a)(2) of the 
Food Security Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 
3812(a)(2)) is amended— 

(A) in the first sentence, by striking ‘‘(2) 
If,” and inserting the following: 

‘(2) ELIGIBILITY BASED ON COMPLIANCE WITH 
CONSERVATION PLAN.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—If,”’; 

(B) in the second sentence, by striking ‘‘In 
carrying” and inserting the following: 

‘(B) MINIMIZATION OF DOCUMENTATION.—In 
carrying”; and 

(C) by adding at the end the following: 

(C) CROP INSURANCE.—In the case of pay- 
ments that are subject to section 1211 for the 
first time due to the amendment made by 
section 2609(a) of the Agriculture Reform, 
Food, and Jobs Act of 2012, any person who 
produces an agricultural commodity on the 
land that is the basis of the payments shall 
have until January 1 of the fifth year after 
the date on which the payments became sub- 
ject to section 1211 to develop and comply 
with an approved conservation plan.’’. 

(b) WETLAND CONSERVATION PROGRAM IN- 
ELIGIBILITY.—Section 1221(b) of the Food Se- 
curity Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3821) is amended 
by adding at the end the following: 
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“(4) Any portion of premium paid by the 
Federal Crop Insurance Corporation for a 
plan or policy of insurance under the Federal 
Crop Insurance Act (7 U.S.C. 1501 et seq.).’’. 

Mr. CHAMBLISS. Mr. President, this 
amendment would require those who 
receive crop insurance protection from 
the Federal Government to now follow 
conservation compliance laws. Con- 
servation compliance was enacted as 
part of the 1985 farm bill and has con- 
tributed almost singlehandedly to al- 
most three decades of progress in lim- 
iting erosion, cleaning up waterways, 
and protecting wetlands. For those of 
us who love to fish and hunt, that has 
been of critical importance. No other 
program has done more for protecting 
our farmland and topsoil than con- 
servation compliance. 

In 1996 Congress exempted crop insur- 
ance from the conservation require- 
ment. Back then, the reason for doing 
so was to increase participation in the 
Crop Insurance Program. And that is 
exactly what we have seen. We have 
seen premium subsidies increase by 500 
percent. 

The farm bill we are debating now 
will incentivize farmers to move from 
title I programs to crop insurance, and 
as a result soil and wetland conserva- 
tion will not be a policy priority. And 
it should be. This shift will likely ad- 
versely impact soil and conservation 
without this amendment. 

If crop insurance is going to be the 
preferred safety net for farmers, then 
we also need to make sure the program 
does not incentivize farmers to elimi- 
nate the gains we have made in the last 
25 years. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator’s time has expired. 

Mr. CHAMBLISS. I urge adoption of 
the amendment. 

Who yields time? 

The Senator from Kansas. 

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. President, I rise 
to speak in opposition to the amend- 
ment of my friend and colleague. 

The battle cry for conservation com- 
pliance requirements to be attached to 
crop insurance seems, strangely, to as- 
sume that conservation compliance is 
somehow eliminated in commodity 
programs in this new bill. This is not 
true. Conservation compliance is at- 
tached to the new farm revenue pro- 
gram in title I of the bill. Conservation 
compliance is also attached to the 
marketing loan program. 

To duplicate the same requirements 
in crop insurance is wasteful of govern- 
ment resources, taxpayer dollars, and 
will cause a lot more paperwork. When 
your farmers find out you are wasting 
taxpayer dollars and are in charge of a 
duplicative effort and making them fill 
out more paperwork, you will have to 
hide in your office for 4 weeks. Do not 
hide in your office for 4 weeks. Vote no. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Amen. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment. 
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Mr. CHAMBLISS. I ask for the yeas 
and nays. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec- 
ond. 

The clerk will call the roll. 

Mr. KYL. The following Senator is 


necessarily absent: the Senator from 
Illinois (Mr. KIRK). 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de- 
siring to vote? 


The result was announced—yeas 52, 
nays 47, as follows: 


[Rollcall Vote No. 155 Leg.] 


YEAS—52 
Bennet Harkin Murkowski 
Bingaman Hatch Pryor 
Boozman Inouye Reed 
Boxer Isakson Reid 
Brown (MA) Johnson (SD) Rockefeller 
Brown (OH) Kerry Rubio 
Burr Klobuchar Sanders 
Cardin Kohl Schumer 
Carper Kyl Shaheen 
Casey Landrieu Sidwe 
Chambliss Lautenberg Tester 
Collins Leahy 
Coons Levin Udall (NM) 
Durbin Lieberman Warner 
Feinstein Manchin Web 
Franken Menendez Whitehouse 
Graham Merkley Wyden 
Hagan Mikulski 
NAYS—47 

Akaka DeMint Murray 
Alexander Enzi Nelson (NE) 
Ayotte Gillibrand Nelson (FL) 
Barrasso Grassley Paw 
Baucus Heller Portman 
Begich Hoeven Risch 
ae Sara Roberts 

un nhofe A 
Cantwell Johanns cae 
Coats Johnson (WI) 

Stabenow 

Coburn Lee 
Cochran Lugar Thune 
Conrad McCain Toomey 
Corker McCaskill Udall (CO) 
Cornyn McConnell Vit er 
Crapo Moran Wicker 


NOT VOTING—1 
Kirk 


The amendment (No. 2438) was agreed 
to. 


AMENDMENT NO. 2437 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from South Dakota. 

Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, I call up 
amendment No. 2437. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 


The Senator from South Dakota [Mr. 
THUNE] proposes an amendment numbered 
2437. 

Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


The amendment is as follows: 


9435 


(Purpose: To limit the amount of premium 
subsidy provided by the Federal Crop In- 
surance Corporation on behalf of any per- 
son or legal entity with an average ad- 
justed gross income in excess of $750,000, 
with a delayed application of the limita- 
tion until completion of a study on the ef- 
fects of the limitation) 


At the appropriate place, insert the fol- 
lowing: 

SEC. . LIMITATION ON PREMIUM SUBSIDY 
BASED ON AVERAGE ADJUSTED 
GROSS INCOME. 

Section 508(e) of the Federal Crop Insur- 
ance Act (7 U.S.C. 1508(e)) (as amended by 
section 11023(b)) is amended by adding at the 
end the following: 

‘(9) LIMITATION ON PREMIUM SUBSIDY BASED 
ON AVERAGE ADJUSTED GROSS INCOME.— 

“(A) DEFINITION OF AVERAGE ADJUSTED 
GROSS INCOME.—In this paragraph, the term 
‘average adjusted gross income’ has the 
meaning given the term in section 1001D(a) 
of the Food Security Act of 1985 (7 U.S.C. 
13808-3a(a)). 

“(B) LIMITATION.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of this subtitle and begin- 
ning with the 2014 reinsurance year, in the 
case of any producer that is a person or legal 
entity that has an average adjusted gross in- 
come in excess of $750,000 based on the most 
recent data available from the Farm Service 
Agency as of the beginning of the reinsur- 
ance year, the total amount of premium sub- 
sidy provided with respect to additional cov- 
erage under subsection (c), section 508B, or 
section 508C issued on behalf of the producer 
for a reinsurance year shall be 15 percentage 
points less than the premium subsidy pro- 
vided in accordance with this subsection 
that would otherwise be available for the ap- 
plicable policy, plan of insurance, and cov- 
erage level selected by the producer. 

‘(C) APPLICATION.— 

“(i) STUDY.—Not later than 1 year after the 
date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary, 
in consultation with the approved insurance 
providers, shall carry out a study to deter- 
mine the effects of the limitation described 
in subparagraph (B) on— 

“(I) the overall operations of the Federal 
crop insurance program; 

“(IT) the number of producers participating 
in the Federal crop insurance program; 

‘(III) the amount of premiums paid by par- 
ticipating producers; 

‘“(IV) any potential liability for approved 
insurance providers; 

“(V) any crops or growing regions that 
may be disproportionately impacted; 

‘“(VI) program rating structures; 

“(VID creation of schemes or devices to 
evade the impact of the limitation; and 

“(VIII underwriting gains and losses. 

“(i) EFFECTIVENESS.—The limitation de- 
scribed in subparagraph (B) shall not take ef- 
fect unless the Secretary determines, 
through the study described in clause (i), 
that the limitation would not— 

‘(T) increase the premium amount paid by 
producers with an average adjusted gross in- 
come of less than $750,000; 

“(ID) result in a decline in the availability 
of crop insurance services to producers; and 

“(III) increase the costs to the Federal gov- 
ernment to administer the Federal crop in- 
surance program established under this sub- 
title.”. 

Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, in the 
years 1994 to 2003, the Congress appro- 
priated over $36 billion in ad hoc or 
emergency assistance for farmers and 
ranchers across this country above and 
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beyond the normal farm program pay- 
ments. Let me say that again—$36 bil- 
lion in a 10-year period between 1994 
and 2003 above and beyond normal farm 
program payments. 

Since the emergence of the Crop In- 
surance Program, we have seen those 
disaster ad hoc emergency bills go 
away. The Crop Insurance Program is 
the centerpiece of this farm policy. 
That is what this entire farm bill is 
built around. That is what farmers and 
producers in this country said they 
wanted. 

There is going to be an amendment 
offered by our colleagues Senators 
DURBIN and COBURN that would limit 
the availability of that to people who 
have adjusted gross incomes under 
$750,000. What I would say to that is 
that this amendment—the amendment 
I am offering—is not about those who 
are making more than $750,000; it is 
about those who make less whose pre- 
miums would go up as a result of that 
change. 

We need a good, strong Crop Insur- 
ance Program for the farmers in this 
country. That is what this farm bill is 
built upon. We should not take any 
chances with it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Illinois. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, this is a 
good farm bill. It eliminates direct 
payments and a lot of subsidies. But 
there is one aspect of Federal subsidy 
in this bill that goes untouched; it is 
the Federal subsidy from our Treasury 
to pay for the crop insurance pre- 
miums. Sixty-two percent, the GAO 
tells us, of crop insurance premiums 
are paid for by taxpayers, which means 
those who are using crop insurance are 
relying on the Treasury. 

So Senator COBURN and I, a political 
odd couple I will admit, said, for at 
least those making over $750,000 a year, 
we are going to trim the Federal sub- 
sidy by 15 percentage points. How 
many farmers would be affected by this 
nationwide—15,000 farmers out of 1.5 
million. 

The Thune amendment says: We can- 
not reduce this subsidy, even though it 
saves us $1 billion. We cannot reduce 
this subsidy—in his language—if it 
adds any administrative expense. So if 
it costs $1 to even figure out who the 
15,000 farmers are, no way we are going 
to save $1 billion. 

Vote against the Thune amendment 
and then vote for Durbin-Coburn. Vot- 
ing for both does not get the job done. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator’s time has expired. 

Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to be able to re- 
spond to the comments of the Senator 
from Illinois. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, 
much time does he have remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. No time 
is remaining. 


how 
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Is there objection? 

Mr. DUBIN. Objection. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec- 
tion is heard. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment. 

Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, I ask for 
the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I 
would support the yeas and nays and 
just strongly urge a ‘‘yes’’ vote on the 
Thune amendment. 

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. President, I will 
support the yeas and nays and stand 
with the chairwoman and Senator 
THUNE. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 

The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. KYL. The following Senator is 
necessarily absent: the Senator from 
Illinois (Mr. KIRK). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BEN- 
NET). Are there any other Senators in 
the Chamber desiring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 44, 
nays 55, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 156 Leg.] 


YEAS—44 
Alexander Heller Nelson (NE) 
Barrasso Hoeven Nelson (FL) 
Begich Hutchison Reid 
Blunt Inhofe Risch 
Casey . Isakson Roberts 
Chambliss Johanns Sanders 
Coats Johnson (SD) Schumer 
Collins Klobuchar Shelby 
Cornyn Landrieu Snowe 
Crapo Leahy 
K ; Stabenow 
Enzi Lugar Tester 
Feinstein McCaskill PRDEL 
Gillibrand McConnell Thune 
Hagan Moran Vitter 
Hatch Murkowski Wicker 
NAYS—55 
Akaka DeMint Mikulski 
Ayotte Durbin Murray 
Baucus Franken Paw. 
Bennet Graham Portman 
Bingaman Grassley Pryor 
Blumenthal Harkin Reed 
P oepa moaye WD Rockefeller 
oxer ohnson A 
Rub: 
Brown (MA) Kerry Seka 
Brown (OH) Kohl 
Shaheen 
Burr Kyl T 
Cantwell Lautenberg oomey: 
Cardin Lee Udall (CO) 
Carper Levin Udall (NM) 
Coburn Lieberman Warner 
Cochran Manchin Web 
Conrad McCain Whitehouse 
Coons Menendez Wyden 
Corker Merkley 
NOT VOTING—1 
Kirk 
The amendment (No. 2437) was re- 
jected. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Oklahoma. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2439 
Mr. COBURN. I call up amendment 
No. 2489. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment. 
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The legislative clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. COBURN], 
for himself and Mr. DURBIN, proposes an 
amendment numbered 2439. 


The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To limit the amount of premium 
subsidy provided by the Federal Crop In- 
surance Corporation on behalf of any per- 
son or legal entity with an average ad- 
justed gross income in excess of $750,000, 
with a delayed application of the limita- 
tion until completion of a study on the ef- 
fects of the limitation) 
At the appropriate place, insert the fol- 
lowing: 
SEC. . LIMITATION ON PREMIUM SUBSIDY 


BASED ON AVERAGE ADJUSTED 
GROSS INCOME. 

Section 508(e) of the Federal Crop Insur- 
ance Act (7 U.S.C. 1508(e)) (as amended by 
section 11023(b)) is amended by adding at the 
end the following: 

‘(9) LIMITATION ON PREMIUM SUBSIDY BASED 
ON AVERAGE ADJUSTED GROSS INCOME.— 

“(A) DEFINITION OF AVERAGE ADJUSTED 
GROSS INCOME.—In this paragraph, the term 
‘average adjusted gross income’ has the 
meaning given the term in section 1001D(a) 
of the Food Security Act of 1985 (7 U.S.C. 
1808-8a(a)). 

“(B) LIMITATION.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of this subtitle and begin- 
ning with the 2014 reinsurance year, in the 
case of any producer that is a person or legal 
entity that has an average adjusted gross in- 
come in excess of $750,000 based on the most 
recent data available from the Farm Service 
Agency as of the beginning of the reinsur- 
ance year, the total amount of premium sub- 
sidy provided with respect to additional cov- 
erage under subsection (c), section 508B, or 
section 508C issued on behalf of the producer 
for a reinsurance year shall be 15 percentage 
points less than the premium subsidy pro- 
vided in accordance with this subsection 
that would otherwise be available for the ap- 
plicable policy, plan of insurance, and cov- 
erage level selected by the producer. 

“(C) APPLICATION.— 

“(i) STUDY.—Not later than 1 year after the 
date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary, 
in consultation with the Government Ac- 
countability Office, shall carry out a study 
to determine the effects of the limitation de- 
scribed in subparagraph (B) on— 

(I) the overall operations of the Federal 
crop insurance program; 

“(IT) the number of producers participating 
in the Federal crop insurance program; 

‘“(IIT) the level of coverage purchased by 
participating producers; 

‘(IV) the amount of premiums paid by par- 
ticipating producers and the Federal Govern- 
ment; 

“(V) any potential liability for partici- 
pating producers, approved insurance pro- 
viders, and the Federal Government; 

‘“(VI) different crops or growing regions; 

“(VID program rating structures; 

“(VIII) creation of schemes or devices to 
evade the impact of the limitation; and 

“(IX) administrative and operating ex- 
penses paid to approved insurance providers 
and underwriting gains and loss for the Fed- 
eral government and approved insurance pro- 
viders. 

“(i) EFFECTIVENESS.—The limitation de- 
scribed in subparagraph (B) shall not take ef- 
fect unless the Secretary determines, 
through the study described in clause (i), 
that the limitation would not— 

“(D significantly increase the premium 
amount paid by producers with an average 
adjusted gross income of less than $750,000; 
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“(IT) result in a decline in the crop insur- 
ance coverage available to producers; and 

“(III) increase the total cost of the Federal 
crop insurance program.’’. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

The Senator from Oklahoma. 

Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, this is 
an amendment that both Senator DUR- 
BIN and I have offered. It is not nearly 
as severe as the GAO’s recommenda- 
tion for this program. 

The very wealthiest of farmers, in 
terms of income in this country, are 
the people most likely to buy less crop 
insurance, not more. Yet we subsidize 
them at the same rate as we do the 
middle-income and lower income farm- 
ers. 

This is straightforward. If you want 
to save $1 billion, if you want to tackle 
the debt, here is a way that will allow 
us to save $1 billion and not put any- 
body at risk. Highly capitalized farm- 
ers don’t insure at the same rate as 
lower capitalized farmers. 

This will be the only program, if this 
amendment doesn’t pass, that doesn’t 
have a payment limitation on it in 
terms of adjusted gross income. So 
there should be no question we should 
do this just in terms of fairness of all 
the sacrifices we are going to ask ev- 
erybody else in this country to make in 
the coming years. This ought to be 
part of this farm program. 

I yield back. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator’s time has expired. 

Who yields time? The Senator from 
Kansas. 

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. President, on be- 
half of Chairwoman STABENOW, myself, 
Senator THUNE, and every farm organi- 
zation and commodity group in Amer- 
ica, I rise in opposition to this amend- 
ment. It will impact every single pro- 
ducer in the program, not those that 
exceed this arbitrary limit or “rich 
producers.” The rest will pay higher 
premiums when they are out of the 
program because that is what happens 
with an insurance pool. 

I have no doubt, just as sure as I am 
standing here and the Senator from 
Oklahoma is sitting there and contem- 
plating this, that under this amend- 
ment we will soon return to the days of 
low crop insurance participation, 
multibillion-dollar ad hoc disaster pro- 
grams, just as in the 1990s—$36 billion 
over 10 years, $11 billion in 1 year. 
These are a disaster to plan, to legis- 
late, and to implement. 

If you are for these ad hoc disaster 
programs, you better hide for at least 6 
weeks in your office. We just passed 
two where you are hiding for 2 and 4. 
Now you are going to have to hide in 
your office for 6 weeks. Don’t hide in 
your office for 6 weeks. Vote no. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator’s time has expired. 

Mr. COBURN. I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec- 
ond. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment. 

The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. KYL. The following Senator is 
necessarily absent: the Senator from 
Illinois (Mr. KIRK). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de- 
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 66, 
nays 33, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 157 Leg.] 


YEAS—66 
Akaka Feinstein Mikulski 
Alexander Franken Murkowski 
Ayotte Graham Murray 
Begich Grassley Nelson (FL) 
Bennet Harkin Paw. 
Bingaman Hatch Portman 
Blumenthal Heller Reed 
Boxer Inouye Reid 
Brown (MA) Johnson (SD) Rockefeller 
Brown (OH) Johnson (WI) Rubio 
Burr Kerry Schumer 
Cantwell Klobuchar Sessions 
Cardin Kohl Shaheen 
Carper Kyl Shelby 
Casey Lautenberg Snowe 
Coburn Lee Toomey 
Collins Levin Udall (CO) 
Conrad Lieberman Udall (NM) 
Coons Manchin Warner 
Corker McCain Web 
DeMint Menendez Whitehouse 
Durbin Merkley Wyden 
NAYS—383 
Barrasso Hagan Moran 
Baucus Hoeven Nelson (NE) 
Blunt Hutchison Pryor 
Boozman Inhofe Risch 
Chambliss Isakson Roberts 
Coats Johanns Sanders 
Cochran Landrieu Stabenow 
Cornyn Leahy Tester 
Crapo Lugar Thune 
Enzi McCaskill Vitter 
Gillibrand McConnell Wicker 
NOT VOTING—1 
Kirk 


The amendment (No. 2439) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote and I move to lay 
that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, we have 
made a lot of progress on this legisla- 
tion. We are down to 10 or 11 amend- 
ments. We are going to come in tomor- 
row and finish this bill. We are going to 
try to get permission—I understand we 
can—to have a cloture vote tomorrow. 

We have to figure out where we are 
going on flood insurance. It is obvious, 
with all the problems we are having 
with flood insurance, we are not going 
to finish that tomorrow or the next 
day; but we have to work toward com- 
pleting that as quickly as we can next 
week. Remember, the program expires 
at the end of the month—and the end 
of the month is coming very quickly. 
We have two voice votes, but this will 
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be the last recorded vote. We will come 
in tomorrow and work through these. 
We will have the staff work with the 
requests people have for time on the 
floor and other things that need to be 
done. 

We don’t know exactly what time we 
are coming in tomorrow or what time 
the votes will start, but as soon as we 
can. There will be votes all through the 
lunch hour. Everybody should under- 
stand that. We hope to be able to finish 
by 3 p.m. tomorrow afternoon. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2340 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Georgia is recognized. 

Mr. CHAMBLISS. Mr. President, I 
call up Chambliss amendment No. 2340. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Georgia [Mr. CHAM- 
BLISS], for himself and Mr. ISAKSON, propose 
an amendment numbered 2340. 

The amendment is as follows: 

(Purpose: To move the sugar import quota 

adjustment date forward in the crop year) 

On page 69, strike line 15 and insert the fol- 
lowing: 

(2) SUGAR IMPORT QUOTA ADJUSTMENT 
DATE.—Section 359k(b) of the Agricultural 
Adjustment Act of 1938 (7 U.S.C. 1359kk(b)) is 
amended— 

(A) by striking ‘‘APRIL 1” each place it ap- 
pears and inserting ‘‘FEBRUARY 1”; and 

(B) by striking ‘‘April 1” each place it ap- 
pears and inserting ‘‘February 1”. 

(3) EFFECTIVE PERIOD.—Section 3591(a) of 

Mr. CHAMBLISS. Mr. President, the 
amendment I am offering has a very fo- 
cused and modest reform objective— 
specifically, to accelerate by 60 days 
the date on which USDA may increase 
the import quota, if in the agency’s 
judgment such action is needed to ade- 
quately supply the Nation’s demand for 
sugar. 

The current farm bill prohibits the 
USDA from adjusting the minimum 
sugar quota imports until April 1 of the 
crop year unless there is an emergency 
shortage of sugar that is caused by 
war, flood, hurricane, or other natural 
disaster, or other similar event as de- 
termined by the Secretary. 

Experience with the April 1 date has 
been very unsatisfactory to inde- 
pendent domestic sugar refiners and 
their refined sugar customers who have 
annually experienced shortfalls in the 
supply of sugar and endured the ele- 
vated prices that ensue from inad- 
equacy of timely supply. The April 1 
date leaves precious little time in the 
balance of the sugar crop year for 
USDA’s complex bureaucratic process. 

I ask support for this amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator’s time has expired. 

The Senator from Michigan. 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I ask 
that we take this as a voice vote. We 
have an agreement to proceed to do 
that. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 
is no further debate on the amendment, 
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the question is on agreeing to the 
amendment. 

The amendment (No. 2340) was agreed 
to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2432 

Mr. CHAMBLISS. Mr. President, I 
ask that my amendment No. 2482 be 
called up. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Georgia [Mr. CHAMBLISS] 
proposes an amendment numbered 2432. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To repeal mandatory funding for 

the farmers market and local food pro- 

motion program) 

In section 10003(7), strike subparagraph (A). 


Mr. CHAMBLISS. Mr. President, this 
amendment simply strikes $20 million 
annually in mandatory funds from the 
Farmers Market Promotion Program. 
The program will still retain its au- 
thorization for annual appropriations 
at $20 million per year. 

I understand the important role that 
farmers markets play in connecting 
consumers with the farmers who grow 
their food. However, this is a grant pro- 
gram that should be funded with dis- 
cretionary appropriations. We can’t 
give every program in the farm bill 
mandatory money at a time of fiscal 
crisis. 

The number of farmers markets in 
the United States has grown exponen- 
tially over the last 5 years. The Agri- 
culture Marketing Service reports that 
in mid-2011, there were 17,175 farmers 
markets in the United States. This was 
a 17-percent increase over 2010. 

This amendment will save the gov- 
ernment $200 million over the next 10 
years while still allowing the program 
to retain its integrity. I ask for consid- 
eration and for an affirmative vote. 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I 
strongly oppose this amendment. This 
relates to a very important growth 
area in agriculture regarding farmers 
markets. We now have farmers mar- 
kets all across the country in every 
community, providing the chance for 
local growers to come together, for 
families to receive healthy food and 
have access to local food in their com- 
munities. 

I know in Michigan for every $10 fam- 
ilies spend at a farmers market we 
have $40 million in economic activity— 
just in Michigan alone, for $10. 

I strongly urge a ‘‘no’’ vote on this 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment. 

The amendment (No. 2482) was re- 
jected. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Michigan. 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I 
first want to say thank you to all of 
our colleagues for their wonderful work 
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today—and apologize. I think when I 
was speaking a moment ago I was not 
exactly clear, after numerous hours on 
the floor. It is true that if a family 
spends $10 at a farmers market, it gen- 
erates economic activity in Michigan 
of $40 million—that is if every family 
in Michigan spent $10. I don’t know if 
that is any clearer, but I apologize. I 
think at the end of the day I was not 
clear. 

Before going to a unanimous consent 
request, I thank the leader—both our 
leaders for their patience and diligence 
and for supporting our efforts. We have 
had a long day. People have worked 
very hard. We are near the end. We are 
going to have a farm bill. We are going 
to have major reform, $23 billion in def- 
icit reduction. We are doing it alto- 
gether through a process where we pro- 
pose amendments and vote on amend- 
ments, and the Senate is operating in 
regular order. We appreciate 
everybody’s hard work, hanging in 
there with us as we get this done, 
which we are on the path to do tomor- 
row. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2202 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
Bennet-Crapo amendment No. 2202 be 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

The amendment (No. 2202) was agreed 
to, as follows: 

(Purpose: To improve agricultural land 
easements) 

On page 205, line 4, insert ‘‘by eligible enti- 
ties” after ‘‘purchase’’. 

On page 207, lines 10 and 11, strike ‘‘contig- 
uous acres” and insert ‘‘areas’’. 

On page 208, line 24, insert ‘‘if terms of the 
easement are not enforced by the holder of 
the easement” before the semicolon at the 
end. 

EASEMENT AND INSECT INFESTATION 

Mr. BENNET. Mr. President, I rise 
today to speak in strong support of the 
farm bill we have on the floor, and to 
recognize chairwoman STABENOW and 
ranking member ROBERTS for con- 
structing a bill that passed the Com- 
mittee with strong, bipartisan support. 

I would like to express my strong 
support for the bill’s work on conserva- 
tion including a reformed and stronger 
conservation title, and a provision 
known as ‘‘sodsaver’? that was au- 
thored by Senator THUNE of South Da- 
kota. I was a proud cosponsor of the 
provision when we marked up the bill 
in committee, and I am glad to see it in 
the package on the floor. 

I would also thank the Chair for in- 
cluding the Bennet-Crapo amendment 
regarding conservation easements in 
the consent agreement, and I look for- 
ward to the amendment’s expected pas- 
sage later today. 

Finally, I hope to continue to work 
with the chair and ranking member on 
two topics. 

The first is easement policy. In my 
State of Colorado, easements are an 
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important tool for protecting environ- 
mentally vital and valuable grasslands. 
We did a lot of great work in com- 
mittee to simplify this program and 
make it easier for the administration, 
partner entities, and landowners to 
use. One great thing S. 3240 does is pro- 
vide a waiver for grasslands of signifi- 
cance, making it easier for the Sec- 
retary to enter into agreements to con- 
serve these areas. The west is experi- 
encing grassland loss, which impacts 
soil and water quality. Anything we 
can do to make it easier to protect this 
land is needed. 

The second issue centers on treating 
insect infestations in our national for- 
ests. My State and others are experi- 
encing epidemic levels of insect infes- 
tations causing unbelievable levels of 
tree mortality. I have been working 
with Senator BINGAMAN, Senator BAU- 
cus, Senator WYDEN, Senator MARK 
UDALL and others to make sure we 
have the right policies in place to react 
to the situation. 

It is my understanding that the 
chairwoman would be willing to work 
with me on these important issues; is 
that correct? 

Ms. STABENOW. I thank the Senator 
for his leadership as chairman of our 
conservation subcommittee. I have 
been glad to work with the Senator on 
this legislation and I am committed to 
continuing to work with him on ease- 
ment and forestry issues. 

CONSERVATION EASEMENT PROGRAM 

Mrs. SHAHEEN. Mr. President, I ask 
permission to engage in a colloquy 
with the Senators from Michigan and 
Vermont, Senators STABENOW and 
LEAHY. I wish to address a problem 
that affects many farmers and agricul- 
tural producers in States, including 
New Hampshire, with significant forest 
cover. Agricultural producers face tre- 
mendous development pressures as the 
value of land increases. As chairwoman 
of the Agriculture Committee, I know 
Senator STABENOW has a great famili- 
arity with this issue. 

Ms. STABENOW. I thank my friend, 
the senior Senator from New Hamp- 
shire, for bringing attention to this im- 
portant matter and for her incredible 
leadership on forestry issues. Since she 
was first sworn into the Senate, we 
have worked together on forest con- 
servation efforts, which are so impor- 
tant for the Granite State and the 
Great Lakes State. As my friend 
knows, development and sprawl are 
certainly pressuring our productive ag- 
ricultural lands. One critical compo- 
nent of the Agriculture Reform, Food, 
and Jobs Act of 2012, the Agricultural 
Conservation Easement Program, pro- 
vides continued funding to allow farm- 
ers and ranchers to voluntarily pur- 
chase easements on their land to keep 
it in agricultural use. 

Mrs. SHAHEEN. I agree that ease- 
ment programs are an essential part of 
the effort to keep land available for ag- 
riculture. In New Hampshire, the 
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Farmland Protection Program has pro- 
vided a crucial backstop against devel- 
opment pressures, but the program has 
not been as effective as it can be. I 
know Senator LEAHY helped to create 
the Farmland Protection Program 
when he was chairman of the Agri- 
culture Committee and his State has 
used this program very effectively. 

Mr. LEAHY. Like New Hampshire, 
Vermont is one of the most forested 
States in the country. Even farms with 
a significant amount of open space 
tend to have significant forested acre- 
age and both are feeling tremendous 
development pressures. While many ag- 
ricultural producers in my state would 
like to purchase easements to keep 
their lands working, a 2008 Natural Re- 
source Conservation Service rule pro- 
hibited the agency from protecting 
tracts with more than two-thirds of 
their acres under forest cover. This 
rule has hampered conservation efforts 
in Vermont. Has it had a similar effect 
in Michigan? 

Ms. STABENOW. It has. Like New 
Hampshire and Vermont, Michigan is 
heavily forested and this NRCS rule 
has impacted the ability of agricul- 
tural producers to purchase on their 
working lands. I would like to clarify 
that it is not the intent of Congress to 
limit eligibility for critical easement 
programs based on the forested acreage 
of otherwise eligible land. 

Mrs. SHAHEEN. I thank my friend 
for making that critical clarification. 
Agricultural producers in New Hamp- 
shire and many other States work pri- 
marily on small farms. They may ac- 
tively use only a small number of their 
acres at any given time, and the rest of 
their parcels tend to be forested. We 
need to ensure that Federal programs 
are tailored to fit local conditions and 
doing away with restrictions on for- 
ested land is an important part of mak- 
ing NRCS easement programs as effec- 
tive as they can be. 

Mr. LEAHY. I completely agree. We 
need to ensure that Federal programs 
are carried out in a manner that en- 
sures we keep as much agricultural 
land in working production as we pos- 
sibly can. In Vermont, our forests are 
an important part of that agricultural 
landscape, especially with our maple 
syrup producers who depend on these 
productive and working forestlands. 
According to USDA, the Northeast and 
many other heavily forested regions of 
the country have experienced long- 
term declines in cropland and 
forestland use as a result of urban pres- 
sures. 

Ms. STABENOW. That is exactly 
right. Once rural land is developed it 
rarely reverts back to agricultural 
uses, which is why Federal programs 
are such a critical part of giving farm- 
ers alternatives to converting their 
land to nonagricultural uses. Our agri- 
cultural producers should be able to ac- 
cess these tools regardless of the per- 
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centage of their land they keep for- 
ested. 

Mrs. SHAHEEN. I couldn’t agree 
more. I thank the Senator from Michi- 
gan and the Senator from Vermont for 
engaging in this colloquy to address 
the importance of allowing agricul- 
tural producers who own heavily for- 
ested tracts to access NRCS easement 
programs. This issue is of critical im- 
portance to farmers in New Hampshire, 
Michigan, and many other States. 

MULTI-YEAR PRICE DECLINES 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I would like 
to engage in a colloquy with my good 
friends and colleagues the Senator 
from Michigan and Chair of the Agri- 
culture Committee, Senator STABENOW, 
and the Chairman of the Finance Com- 
mittee, Senator BAucUS from Montana. 

The Senate has been working the 
past few weeks to get an agreement to 
move forward and complete our work 
on the Farm Bill. The Senate Agri- 
culture Committee passed a strong bi- 
partisan bill out of the committee 
under the strong leadership of Senator 
STABENOW. 

The Farm Bill is a reform bill which 
cuts federal spending by $23 billion. 
This is a rare example, this Congress, 
of Senators working across the aisle to 
pass a bill which helps to expand our 
markets abroad, keep food on the table 
for working families, and ensure our 
conservation dollars are funding 
projects to protect the land for years 
to come. 

With all of the changes in the farm 
bill the largest changes have been 
made to the Commodity Title of the 
Farm Bill. 

Congress has eliminated direct pay- 
ments for a market-based safety net 
which will pay producers when they ac- 
tually experience a loss, known as the 
Agricultural Risk Coverage program. 
As direct payments are eliminated in 
this farm bill, how does the bill protect 
producers against multi-year price de- 
clines? 

Mr. BAUCUS. I agree with my good 
friend, the majority leader, that this 
farm bill is a reform bill. And I would 
like to answer your questions about 
how it addresses—or struggles to ad- 
dress—multi-year price declines. 

I worked very closely with Chair- 
woman STABENOW, through the Senate 
Agriculture Committee markup this 
spring, along with my colleagues, Sen- 
ators CONRAD and HOEVEN, to ensure 
the Agricultural Risk Coverage pro- 
gram worked for farmers in the North- 
ern Great Plains—not just the Mid- 
west. 

I commend the Chairwoman for 
working with me through that markup, 
and supporting my amendment which 
improved the farm level coverage op- 
tion and her commitment for contin- 
ued work to improve the bill for grain 
farmers in my home State of Montana. 

One of the lingering questions is 
what happens to the Agricultural Risk 
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Coverage program should we have a few 
years of consecutive price collapses in 
the market. I agree that the Agricul- 
tural Risk Program should follow mar- 
ket signals, and I commend this bill for 
doing just that. But when the market 
fails, there has to be a failsafe to pre- 
vent our farm policy from driving off a 
cliff—taking jobs and food security 
with it. 

So although the bill is a step forward 
in creating a market-oriented safety 
net, it does not provide optimal protec- 
tion for multi-year price declines. I 
filed an amendment which would have 
added price protection should we have 
multi-year price declines while ensur- 
ing it does not distort the marketplace. 

This is a remaining concern I have 
with the Agricultural Risk Coverage 
program and I ask the majority leader 
and Chairwoman STABENOW for the 
continued commitment to ensure any 
agreement which comes out of a con- 
ference report with the House address- 
es this weakness in the Agricultural 
Risk Coverage program. 

Mr. REID. I thank Senator BAUCUS. I 
look forward to working with the Sen- 
ator to ensure any final measure on the 
farm bill will address the Senators re- 
maining concerns on multi-year price 
declines. It is vital to our farmers 
across the country that their safety 
net is not actually a rug that can be 
pulled out from underneath them. 

Ms. STABENOW: I thank the major- 
ity leader and Senator BAUCUS for their 
continued work and advocacy for en- 
suring the farm bill works for parts of 
the country and all commodities. 

Through the committee process, Sen- 
ator BAUCUS has been true a leader to 
improve the Agricultural Risk Cov- 
erage program so it offers an adequate 
safety net to all farmers. 

I think we have made great strides 
through the Senate Agriculture Com- 
mittee markup in April but I under- 
stand that is the beginning of the proc- 
ess and not the end. 

I believe the amendment Senator 
Baucus filed is thoughtful and would 
provide the Agricultural Risk Coverage 
program with an additional layer of 
protection from several years of steep 
price declines. I will continue to work 
with my colleague from Montana to en- 
sure as the process moves forward Sen- 
ator BAUCUS has my full support to ad- 
dress this issue in conference and in- 
clude a market-based solution to 
multi-year price declines. 

The farm bill supports over 16 million 
jobs nationwide. The farm bill is the 
truest jobs bill Congress has considered 
in the 112th Congress. As Senator BAU- 
CUS said, we need to guarantee that our 
farmer’s safety-net works for every 
farmer and rancher in America. 

VOTE EXPLANATIONS 

Ms. McCASKILL. Mr. President, Sen- 
ator NELSON of Nebraska’s amendment 
No. 2242 to S. 3240 passed the Senate 
today by voice vote. I was not in the 
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Senate chamber at the time the voice 
vote on the amendment was taken. Had 
I been present or had the amendment 
been subject to a roll call vote, I would 
have voted ‘‘present.”’ 

Mr. TESTER. Mr. President, had 
there been a recorded vote on amend- 
ment No. 2457 I would have opposed it. 
This amendment creates new and un- 
necessary reporting requirements that 
will burden rural broadband companies 
and could slow down the growth of 
broadband expansion in states like 
Montana. 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I be- 
lieve we are waiting on another possi- 
bility of an agreement on amendments 
that may come tomorrow. But at this 
point, I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Louisiana. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, if I 
ask unanimous consent to speak for 5 
minutes to introduce a bill, not any- 
thing related to the farm bill, is that 
appropriate? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, first 
let me say thank you to the Senator 
from Michigan and the Senator from 
Kansas for conducting another very 
long session today on agriculture. They 
did an extraordinary job helping us 
move through this important bill. I 
thank them very much, and I know we 
are going to take that up tomorrow. 

(The remarks of Ms. LANDRIEU per- 
taining to the introduction of S. 3321 
are located in today’s RECORD under 
“Statements on Introduced Bills and 
Joint Resolutions.’’) 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Georgia. 

Mr. CHAMBLISS. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that following 
my comments, which will not be more 
than about 10 minutes, Senator BROWN 
of Ohio follow me for 10 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


EE 
CALL FOR A SPECIAL COUNSEL 


Mr. CHAMBLISS. Mr. President, 2 
weeks ago, I stood in this Chamber and 
joined with Senator MCCAIN calling for 
the appointment of a Special Counsel 
to investigate the recent series of leaks 
of classified information that are so 
damaging to our national security. De- 
spite the bipartisan support for a Spe- 
cial Counsel, the Attorney General 
chose instead to appoint 2 United 
States Attorneys who will act under 
his supervision and conduct separate 
investigations of just two of these 
leaks. 

I believe the American people, our 
Intelligence Community, and our allies 
deserve a better response from the At- 
torney General and from this Adminis- 
tration. These leaks have violated the 
public trust and potentially damaged 
vital liaison relationships we can ill af- 
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ford to lose in our fight against ongo- 
ing threats from terrorism and hostile 
nations. 

As I understand it, one prosecutor 
will investigate the leak on the AQAP 
bomb plot; the other, the leak on 
STUXNET. That’s a real problem. This 
means other leaks, including the ‘‘kill 
list? story, will not be investigated. 
Yesterday, the Washington Post pub- 
lished a story that attributed informa- 
tion about apparent joint U.S.-Israeli 
cyber efforts to a former high-ranking 
U.S. intelligence official. It would sure 
be helpful if a Special Counsel had ju- 
risdiction to look at all of these cases. 

The timing, substance, and sourcing 
of these stories have also raised ques- 
tions about whether they came from 
the White House and whether there is a 
pattern of leaks. It’s hard to imagine 
how two U.S. Attorneys who work for 
this administration will be able to in- 
vestigate this aspect of the case with- 
out being perceived as biased by those 
who are unhappy with what they ulti- 
mately find. We need a Special Counsel 
who will be trusted, no matter what he 
finds. 

I am not questioning in any way the 
qualifications of these U.S. Attorneys 
to do the jobs for which they were con- 
firmed by this Senate. I know ques- 
tions have been raised about the prior 
political activities of the U.S. Attorney 
for the District of Columbia and wheth- 
er he might be too deferential to the 
White House. I have no specific reason 
to question the capabilities or integ- 
rity of either of these men. But the 
very serious nature of these leaks de- 
mands an investigation that is con- 
ducted in a manner totally above re- 
proach and without any possible infer- 
ence of bias. 

Unfortunately, because these U.S. 
Attorneys must answer to the Attor- 
ney General, they cannot conduct inde- 
pendent investigations. With each key 
decision they make—whether to sub- 
poena a journalist, what investigative 
techniques should be used, what 
charges can be brought—they will be 
subject to the Attorney General and 
his direction. That is hardly inde- 
pendent. 

Last week, the Attorney General tes- 
tified before the Senate Judiciary Com- 
mittee that appointing a U.S. Attorney 
was the same thing that was done in 
the Valerie Plame case. I submit that 
was an entirely different scenario be- 
cause in that case, Mr. Fitzgerald, who 
was a special counsel appointed, in- 
sisted on getting written confirmation 
that he would be truly independent 
from the then-acting Attorney Gen- 
eral. He got that confirmation in writ- 
ing from then-Acting Attorney General 
Comey. 

Significantly, the Plame case in- 
volved a single leak of classified infor- 
mation, and was deemed serious 
enough to warrant an independent in- 
vestigation. The former President also 
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ordered his staff to come forward with 
any information they had about the 
source of the leak. 

In this case, there have been a series 
of incredibly damaging leaks in arti- 
cles citing ‘‘senior Administration offi- 
cials” and White House ‘‘aides.’? We 
have seen no clear instructions from 
this Administration for officials to 
come forward. This situation seems to 
create a greater appearance of a con- 
flict of interest for the Attorney Gen- 
eral than was presented in the Plame 
investigation and calls out for the ap- 
pointment of Special Counsel. 

The Attorney General also testified 
that he could always appoint these 
U.S. Attorneys as Special Counsel if 
they needed to investigate acts outside 
their jurisdictions. Others have made 
the argument that we have to wait to 
see if these U.S. Attorneys do their 
jobs well before appointing a Special 
Counsel. Neither argument makes 
sense to me. Why on earth would we 
wait? 

All of these leaks should be inves- 
tigated together—not separately—and 
they must be investigated now. The 
leaks are relatively recent and the 
trail is still somewhat fresh. But if we 
have to wait to see how these men 
measure up, or if the trail takes us to 
a district outside their specific juris- 
diction, we run the risk of losing evi- 
dence or memories fading. Those aren’t 
risks anyone should be willing to take. 

This is not, and must not become, po- 
litical. It’s about finding these crimi- 
nals who have jeopardized our national 
security and ensuring that they are 
brought to justice in an independent, 
objective, apolitical investigation. 

Again, I call on the Attorney General 
to do now what should have been done 
2 weeks ago. This series of leaks should 
not be treated as business as usual. As 
Congress considers legislative solu- 
tions to put a stop to these leaks, the 
administration needs to step up its re- 
sponse. Appointing a special counsel 
who can independently and comprehen- 
sively investigate all of these leaks and 
find who is responsible for any and all 
of them is the best way to restore the 
public trust in our government and our 
government officials. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Ohio. 


EE 
CHILD NUTRITION 


Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. President, 
for many Ohio children, schools have 
let out for the year, and summer vaca- 
tion is just beginning. During the 
school year, in my State—a State of 
about 11 million people—840,000 Ohio 
children receive some nutrition assist- 
ance through free or reduced-price 
school lunches or breakfasts during the 
school year. It is a statistic that tells 
the story of families struggling to get 
by. In many of these children’s cases 
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their parents have jobs but simply are 
not making enough money. It is a sta- 
tistic that tells a story of how children 
are often helpless victims in a chal- 
lenging economy. Many of these chil- 
dren come from the 18 percent of Ohio 
families—about 1 out of 6—who are 
food insecure. Essentially it means 
they are unsure where their next meal 
may actually come from. When the 
school year comes to a close, many of 
these children go hungry. 

Where can these 840,000 students go? 
Where do they turn for nutritious 
meals when their school cafeterias are 
closed for the summer? The answer is 
the Summer Food Service Program run 
through the U.S. Department of Edu- 
cation and administered in my State 
by the Ohio Department of Education. 
For Ohio parents and guardians and 
school administrators, the Summer 
Food Service Program is available for 
them to find healthy meals for children 
during the summer. But too many Ohio 
families don’t know about this critical 
program, and that is why it is so im- 
portant to raise awareness and increase 
access to the program for all Ohio chil- 
dren regardless of where they live. 
Summer break shouldn’t mean a break 
from good nutrition. 

At the beginning of this talk, I men- 
tioned that 840,000 Ohio children ben- 
efit from free and reduced school 
breakfast and lunch programs—840,000. 
But, unfortunately, last year in the 
summer only 66,000 Ohio children uti- 
lized the Summer Food Service Pro- 
gram. Only 66,000 when there are 800,000 
eligible. I believe last year Ohio was 
slightly above the national average. So 
in State after State, of those students 
who were benefiting from the free and 
reduced-price breakfasts and lunches at 
the school, less than 10 percent of those 
children benefit in the summer. 

In Ohio, only 66,000 children utilize 
this program. Obviously hundreds of 
thousands need to receive nutrition as- 
sistance during the school year. Ensur- 
ing that our children have access to 
healthy food during the summer is so 
important, especially as more families 
slip into poverty. The Summer Food 
Program is a vital program that helps 
stem the crippling cycle of food insecu- 
rity by providing school-aged children 
breakfast, lunch, or a snack during the 
summer. 

In some sites children can receive 
these meals while participating in edu- 
cational activities or organized games. 
The Presiding Officer was a super- 
intendent of one of the great school 
districts in the country. We know par- 
ticularly how low-income students dur- 
ing summer months slide back in their 
educational attainment. In the begin- 
ning of the school year, the teachers 
have to sort of reteach what was 
taught perhaps in April and May. We 
also know that in families with a little 
higher income, the children often have 
activities in the summer which include 
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exposure to books, magazines, vaca- 
tions, and cultural events to help those 
children continue to advance in the 
summer. 

Many of these students who are not 
getting proper nutrition in the summer 
also are not getting the educational 
challenges they need. That is why at 
these sites children—while they receive 
these meals—participate in edu- 
cational activities or organized games. 
The good news is there are more sites 
this year for Ohio families to turn to. 
There are more than 1,700 sites across 
77 counties. 

Nonetheless, 11 counties out of the 88 
in Ohio still lack feeding sites. It is not 
too late for program sites to be estab- 
lished. The official deadline was May 
31. Interested sponsors and volunteers 
can still work with the Ohio Depart- 
ment of Education to establish new 
centers for children to get meals. 

Understand the difficulty here. 
Somebody needs to step forward, such 
as a teacher, an administrator, some- 
one in the school district, someone in a 
church, someone in a recreation center 
of some type has to step forward every 
May or June and set up one of these 
programs and take it down again in 
August or September. So it is unlike 
the school district which has this built 
into its process. 

At existing sites, such as schools, 
summer camps, churches, community 
centers, and recreation centers, volun- 
teers spend their time ensuring our 
children have the food they need to 
succeed. 

The Federal Government will reim- 
burse local groups small amounts of 
money for the breakfast, snack, or 
lunch for these children, but volunteers 
need to come forward. 

Two years ago I co-hosted a first-of- 
its-kind hunger summit at the Mid- 
Ohio Foodbank in Columbus with lead- 
ing antihunger advocates across Ohio. 
This past year the USDA Under Sec- 
retary Kevin Concannon came to Ohio 
to hold the second summit. 

We continue to reach out to organi- 
zations such as the AmeriCorps and 
VISTA Summer Association Partner- 
ship that can help with volunteers 
through AmeriCorps and can set up the 
programs and provide meals to the 
children in need. 

This summer will be an important 
few months to learn how far we have 
come and how far we have to go in 
serving our State’s children. Outreach 
and public awareness are critical com- 
ponents to ensure that the end of the 
school year doesn’t mean the end of 
children getting the nutrition they 
need for the summer. 

I yield the floor, and suggest the ab- 
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, be- 
fore going into wrap-up and the unani- 
mous consent requests this evening, I 
wish to say one more time how appre- 
ciative I am of everybody’s hard work 
and patience with us. We made tremen- 
dous progress on a very important bill 
that helps 16 million people in this 
country have a job and keeps the 
safest, most affordable food system in 
the world going. So thanks to every- 
one. Thanks to my ranking member 
who has been a terrific partner with 
me. 


EE 
MORNING BUSINESS 


Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to a period of morning busi- 
ness, with Senators permitted to speak 
therein for up to 10 minutes each. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


EE 


CONGRATULATING KENTUCKY’S 
NATIONAL HISTORY DAY WINNERS 


Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
rise to pay tribute to a group of Ken- 
tucky’s brightest students who, by win- 
ning a number of prestigious awards 
for studying history, have proven 
themselves to be the leaders of the fu- 
ture. I am referring to the Kentucky 
winners of the National History Day 
2012 contest, which was recently held 
at nearby College Park, MD, June 10 to 
14. 

The contingent of students from Ken- 
tucky that made the trip was selected 
by the Kentucky Junior Historical So- 
ciety, which held a statewide history 
contest in Frankfort, the State capital, 
last April. At that event, 68 Kentucky 
students qualified for the national 
finals. 

In all, 62 Kentucky students from the 
6th through 12th grades made the trip 
to our Nation’s capital region, accom- 
panied by about 40 family members and 
teachers. I was very pleased to have a 
chance to visit with them during their 
trip. 

The group faced stiff competition. At 
National History Day 2012, there were 
2,800 students competing, representing 
all 50 States and four international 
schools. Six Kentucky students stood 
out from their peers and garnered na- 
tionwide recognition for their history 
projects. Those students are: 

Joanna Slusarewicz, of Winburn Mid- 
dle School and Fayette County, winner 
of the Salute to Freedom Award and 
third place, individual documentary, 
junior division. Her entry was titled 
“Respectfully Submitted, Dorothea 
Dix.” 

Neha Kadambi and Jamie Smith, of 
Winburn Middle School and Fayette 
County, winners of the Leadership in 
History Award for group exhibit, junior 
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division. Their entry was titled ‘‘The 
Fight Without a War: India’s Revolu- 
tionary Road to Independence.”’ 

Meenakshi Singhal and Daryn Smith, 
of Winburn Middle School and Fayette 
County, winners of Best of State: Jun- 
ior Division. Their entry was titled 
“Charles Darwin: What Do You Mean 
Survival of the Fittest?” 

Emma Roach-Barrette, of Menifee 
County High School and Menifee Coun- 
ty, winner of Best of State: Senior Di- 
vision and individual documentary, 
senior division finalist. Her entry was 
titled “Dead Men Do Tell Tales.” 

Every student from Kentucky who 
made this trip can be immensely proud 
of his or her accomplishments, and I 
hope they will continue to engage in 
the study of history for the remainder 
of their time in school and beyond. His- 
tory plays such a large role in the 
events of today. We continue to be in- 
fluenced by historic decisions made in 
this very Chamber. 

I also appreciate these students’ 
teachers for helping to foster their love 
of history, specifically, Theresa Buczek 
and Michelle Cason of Winburn Middle 
School and Debra Craver of Menifee 
County High School. And I want to 
thank the Kentucky Junior Historical 
Society and its parent body, the Ken- 
tucky Historical Society, for spon- 
soring this competition and making 
the trip possible for these students. Es- 
tablished in 1836, the Kentucky Histor- 
ical Society is committed to helping 
Kentuckians understand, cherish, and 
share history. 

I know my U.S. Senate colleagues 
join me in recognizing the accomplish- 
ments of Kentucky’s winners of the Na- 
tional History Day 2012 contest and of 
every Kentucky student who competed. 
We wish them well in their future stud- 
ies and are proud they represent the 
Bluegrass State. 


EE 
REQUEST FOR CONSULTATION 


Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that my letter to 
the minority leader dated May 29, 2012, 
be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 


U.S. SENATE, 
Washington, DC, May 29, 2012. 
Hon. MITCH MCCONNELL, 
Minority Leader, U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR MCCONNELL, I am request- 
ing that I be consulted before the Senate en- 
ters into any unanimous consent agreements 
regarding calendar #714, the nomination of 
Heidi Shyu to be an Assistant Secretary of 
the Army for Acquisitions, Logistics, and 
Technology. 

Ms. Heidi Shyu has been the Acting Assist- 
ant Secretary for the position to which she 
has been nominated for nearly one year. Her 
office directly oversees the Program Execu- 
tive Office for soldier weapons. I remain con- 
cerned with the Army’s plans for the im- 
provement of its small arms weapons while 
our soldiers are at war. For example, I have 
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not seen the Army make sufficient progress 
on the directive of the then-Secretary of the 
Army Pete Geren to conduct a competition 
to replace its individual carbine rifle no 
later than the end of FY2009. 

Thank you for protecting my rights on this 
nomination. I will keep you informed of my 
continued effort to work with the Army on 
the nomination of Ms. Shyu as we ensure 
that our soldiers have the very best modern 
small arms that American manufacturers 
can provide. 

Sincerely, 
Tom. A. COBURN, M.D., 
U.S. Senator. 


ES 


TRIBUTE TO FRANCES WILLIAMS 
PRESTON 


Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I would 
like to pay tribute to Frances Williams 
Preston, a trailblazing businesswoman, 
a dedicated humanitarian, a mother, a 
grandmother, a great-grandmother, 
and a friend. I was saddened when she 
passed away on June 13. 

Frances began her career as a recep- 
tionist at a radio station in Nashville, 
TN. She quickly moved up within the 
music community, and in 1958 she was 
hired to open a regional office for 
Broadcast Music Inc., BMI, in Nash- 
ville, representing songwriters and 
composers. Glass ceilings had no 
chance at constraining Frances. In 
1964, she became Vice President of BMI, 
reportedly making her the first woman 
corporate executive in Tennessee. In 
1986, she became CEO and remained 
CEO of BMI until 2004. 

Her work at BMI transformed not 
only the company, but also the hun- 
dreds of thousands of songwriters and 
composers BMI represents. She tripled 
the revenues at BMI and advocated for 
strong copyright protections to benefit 
artists. BMI under her tenure also 
helped the city of Nashville to blossom 
into the leading center for songwriters 
and the arts that it is today. 

Frances’s dedication to the song- 
writers and her industry, and her pas- 
sion for ensuring they could make a 
living in their chosen profession, was 
unrivaled. Kris Kristofferson famously 
dubbed her the ‘‘songwriter’s guardian 
angel.” 

I worked closely with Frances and 
the songwriting community to ensure 
that the rights of composers are pro- 
tected, but I will remember her most 
for her humanitarian efforts. She was 
president of the T.J. Martell Founda- 
tion for Leukemia, Cancer and AIDS 
research, and her name precedes the re- 
search laboratories at the Vanderbilt- 
Ingram Cancer Center. 

I could go on at length about the var- 
ious music and humanitarian awards 
and honors Frances has received, from 
being inducted into the Country Music 
Hall of Fame in 1992 to twice receiving 
the Humanitarian Award from the 
International Achievement in Arts. 

The current president of BMI prob- 
ably best captured her essence by sim- 
ply describing Frances as ‘‘a force of 
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nature.” She will be missed by those 
who knew her, and remembered always 
by those whom she nurtured as song- 
writers and composers. 

The music industry has lost a legend 
and I ask unanimous consent that the 
Wall Street Journal article ‘‘From Re- 
ceptionist to Music-Royalty Guar- 
antor’? by Stephen Miller be entered 
into the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[From the Wall Street Journal, June 14, 2012] 


FROM RECEPTIONIST TO MUSIC-ROYALTY 
GUARANTOR 


(By Stephen Miller) 


Frances Preston rose from radio-station 
receptionist to chief executive of Broadcast 
Music Inc., a performing-rights group that 
helps guarantee that songwriters and music 
publishers get paid when their songs are 
played on the radio or in places like res- 
taurants. 

Ms. Preston, who died Wednesday at the 
age of 83, founded BMI’s Nashville, Tenn., of- 
fice and signed up thousands of artists, many 
of whose careers she shepherded personally. 

The deals she struck helped nurture coun- 
try, rock ’n’ roll and jazz, emerging genres 
that the American Society of Composers, 
Authors and Publishers, BMI’s older rival, 
had neglected in favor of traditional pop 
music. 

By the time Ms. Preston retired in 2004, 
BMI represented 300,000 music composers and 
copyright owners and disbursed more than a 
half-billion dollars to them annually. 

“They never paid royalties to the song- 
writers for performances until Frances Pres- 
ton came along,” country star Eddy Arnold 
told The Wall Street Journal in 2004. “She 
put the hammer on!’ 

“A lot of them didn’t realize that they 
could get paid for having their music 
played,’’ Ms. Preston told Amusement Busi- 
ness magazine in 1991. She built a fanatical 


following among Nashville’s performing 
elite. 
Singer-songwriter Kris Kristofferson, 


whom Ms. Preston signed to a $1 million 
songwriting deal in the 1970s, once called her 
“our guardian angel.” 

Raised in Nashville, Ms. Preston studied at 
George Peabody College for Teachers. But 
shortly before taking a classroom job, she 
went to work at WSM, the radio home of the 
Grand Ole Opry, where her duties included 
answering Hank Williams’s mail. She moved 
on to running the station’s promotions de- 
partment and got to know the country stars 
of the era. 

In 1958, she founded BMI’s Nashville of- 
fice—at first in her parents’ garage. A few 
years later she opened a new office on fledg- 
ling Music Row. Thanks in part to BMI’s 
presence, it soon became the home to record- 
ing studios and music publishers and the hub 
of the Nashville country scene. 

Ms. Preston moved to BMI’s home office in 
New York City, where she became chief exec- 
utive in 1986. She oversaw the transition to 
the digital age as complex new media like 
the Internet and ringtones joined radio and 
television as major sources of revenue. She 
also lobbied Congress as copyright laws were 
changed. 

“It’s a constant fight to educate those peo- 
ple [that] music is not just out there in the 
air for you to pick out for free, because if the 
creator isn’t compensated, there’s not going 
to be that music,” she told Billboard in 2004. 
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Ms. Preston was lionized in Nashville, 
where she was a glamorous personification of 
the business side of the music industry. 
When she was inducted into the Country 
Music Hall of Fame in 1992, it dubbed her 
“the most influential country-music execu- 
tive of her generation.” 

Always one to keep things in sensible per- 
spective, Ms. Preston was proud to be re- 
membered as the author of a Nashville 
motto: ‘‘It all begins with a song.” 


EE 
RECOGNIZING HOUSE OF HEROES 


Mr. BLUMENTHAL. Mr. President, 
today, I wish to recognize the impor- 
tant work of House of Heroes—a grow- 
ing organization that honors veterans 
with dignity, gratitude, and an im- 
proved quality of life. 

Over Memorial Day weekend, I had 
the great opportunity to witness the 
Connecticut chapter of House of He- 
roes’ first projects as it fixed, ren- 
ovated, and remodeled the homes of 
three of our country’s most deserving 
veterans. Over $30,000 of materials and 
time were donated by local organiza- 
tions and generous individuals. 

House of Heroes is on a mission to 
help the service men and women of our 
previous wars and their families—he- 
roes who may not always receive the 
recognition they deserve. Frequently, 
our courageous veterans are unable to 
maintain their homes due to physical 
disability or financial limitations. 

During their inaugural build, the 
founders and volunteers of Connecti- 
cut’s House of Heroes chose to honor 
three Americans, who have continued 
to dedicate their lives to serving our 
country and preparing for our future 
even after their war service. Frederick 
Joseph Miller served as a Sergeant in 
the U.S. Army Air Corps during World 
War II—and in 1945, searched the leg- 
endary crash of Flight 19 in the Ever- 
glades. Upon leaving the service, he 
dedicated his talent and skills to Pratt 
& Whitney as an equipment and facili- 
ties engineer. On Memorial Day in 1991, 
Miller’s wife passed away from cancer, 
and maintaining his Hamden house has 
been a challenge. 

Private First Class Maura Rettman 
of Meriden served in Germany between 
1977 and 1979 where she suffered a life- 
altering car accident. Now, she takes 
care of her grandson with the hope that 
he can have a bedroom of his own. Ser- 
geant Rudolph Pistey of Stratford 
served in the Army National Guard 
during World War II. Now, at 93, he is 
well-known in his community, always 
ready to lend a hand or shoot a smile 
to his neighbors. 

Since 2000, House of Heroes has 
spread influence and awareness from 
its founding chapter in Columbus, GA, 
across the country. In Connecticut, co- 
founders are Steve Cavanaugh of Bilt- 
more Construction and Billy May, a 
U.S. Army Veteran, Black Hawk test 
pilot, and business development and 
strategy leader at Signature Brand 
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Factory. They seek to complete 10 
projects in 2012 and to double this num- 
ber each subsequent year. Both Mr. 
Cavanaugh and Lieutenant Colonel 
May bring experience, skill, and dedi- 
cation to House of Heroes. Their hope 
is that general contractors and sub- 
contractors across the state and coun- 
try will donate several hours a week to 
helping our Nation’s veterans. 

Amidst the sound of repairs, there 
were tears in all our eyes when the vet- 
erans were serenaded by Nashville sing- 
er and songwriter, Tim Maggart. The 
song—both solemn and celebratory 
with spiritual music and grounded 
lyrics—conveyed eloquently the emo- 
tion of everyone gathered: 

You were young, scared Willing to go 
anywhere/ When your country called, you 
stood tall 

You came home, scarred/Didn’t think it 
would be so hard, You don’t like to talk 
about what you saw/ Beyond what I can 
comprehend/ The sacrifice of the women and 
men who gave so much without applause/ I 
don’t know you and you don’t know me, but 
thanks to you, I wake up safe and free/I hope 
you never feel forgotten, because 

Chorus: You’ve got a home, in the house of 
heroes/ Your name will live on in the house 
of heroes/I want to honor you/ it’s been long 
overdue/You’re right where you belong in the 
house of heroes 

In a world, where Life’s not always fair/ 
And sometimes we have to fight for what we 
believe 

There’s a price, paid I can’t help be amazed 
/By the brave who gave their all for you and 
me. 

At each House of Heroes project, the 
spirit of volunteerism, patriotism, and 
human connection was unwavering. As 
the tremendous energy of the House of 
Heroes’ Connecticut chapter spreads 
across the country, this theme song 
will be an anthem for a national move- 
ment that touches the lives of one vet- 
eran at a time. 

The volunteers and donors of House 
of Heroes convey a tremendous spirit— 
America’s boundless appreciation and 
spirit. Through this great work, and its 
anthem, we show our veterans—who 
fought for our security—that America 
will join together to pay back our debt 
of gratitude by helping our veterans 
feel secure and safe. 

Appreciative but slightly uncomfort- 
able receiving rather than giving, these 
men and women were shown by House 
of Heroes how much we treasure and 
owe them as a Nation. Donning House 
of Heroes t-shirts and bobbing along to 
the music, fellow veterans and citizens 
showed their thanks—a fitting spirit 
now and in the future. 


EEE 


RECOGNIZING THE HARTFORD 
FOUNDATION FOR PUBLIC GIVING 


Mr. BLUMENTHAL. Mr. President, 
today, I wish to congratulate the Hart- 
ford Foundation for Public Giving, 
which was awarded the 2012 Bronze 
Award by the Council on Foundations 
this past Spring as part of their Wilmer 
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Shields Rich Awards Program. Every 
year, the Council on Foundations rec- 
ognizes foundations around the coun- 
try that have engaged in strategic 
communications strategies and innova- 
tive projects that inspire and inform 
other grantmakers. 

Since 1925, the Hartford Foundation 
for Public Giving has been a thriving 
philanthropic institution where Con- 
necticut nonprofit organizations can 
seek financial support and connect 
with givers throughout the State. This 
highly professional, industrious, and 
dynamic institution singularly impacts 
the Capitol Region of Connecticut, hav- 
ing granted $532 million since its begin- 
ning to address community needs. It 
fosters partnerships, assists nonprofits 
in developing their long-term plans and 
funding strategies, and hosts informa- 
tional forums for the sharing of fresh 
perspectives. The Foundation is unique 
in its broad and diverse support for the 
Greater Hartford area, showcasing fam- 
ilies on their website, who invite oth- 
ers to join them, advising ‘‘We’re not 
the Rockefellers. We’re just a normal 
family. . . willing to take this step.” 

The Council on Foundations recog- 
nized the Hartford Foundation for Pub- 
lic Giving specifically for its 2010 An- 
nual Report, Creating Brighter Fu- 
tures, which focused on the Founda- 
tion’s efforts towards effective child- 
hood development and _ education 
through its Brighter Futures Initia- 
tive. The great success of the Brighter 
Future Initiative has strengthened ex- 
isting early education programs as well 
as inspired the development of innova- 
tive strategies around the country. In 
the report’s introductory letter, Presi- 
dent and Chief Executive Officer Lindy 
Kelly eloquently shares the 
groundbreaking changes she has wit- 
nessed in our Hartford-area schools. 
She tells the story of Lavarey—then a 
second-grader at Rawson School at risk 
for illiteracy. Through the Hartford 
Haskins Literary Initiative, he learned 
to read with joy. Ms. Kelly writes of 
her memory of Lavarey on stage during 
their annual Celebration of Giving 
ceremony, waving confidently at the 
400-member audience, who in turn, mir- 
rored Lavarey’s happiness, proud to be 
part of the journey of a young boy who 
will soon become a contributing mem- 
ber of their community. 

The Hartford Foundation’s 2010 An- 
nual Report—a large, comprehensive 
document that expertly weaves stories, 
accomplishments, and _ statistics—re- 
flects the rich tapestry of the Hartford 
Foundation for Public Giving. By 
seamlessly inviting families, all levels 
of government, schools, nonprofit orga- 
nizations, professional advisors, volun- 
teers, and donors to join their mission 
for change, they evoke and provoke hu- 
manitarianism and patriotism. 

I invite my Senate colleagues to join 
me in congratulating the Hartford 
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Foundation for Public Giving for bring- 
ing hope and help to Connecticut’s in- 
stitutions, programs, and citizens that 
need it the most. 


EE 
ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 


TRIBUTE TO DR. ROBERT BELL 


e Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, I 
would like to congratulate Dr. Robert 
Bell on his outstanding record of serv- 
ice to Tennessee. Dr. Bell will be retir- 
ing as president of Tennessee Techno- 
logical University at the end of this 
month and has served the university 
for 36 years. 

He has served as president of Ten- 
nessee Tech since 2000, and before be- 
coming the university’s president, he 
served as both a professor and dean of 
the College of Business. 

During his time at Tennessee Tech, 
Dr. Bell has fostered both an increase 
in student enrollment and university 
recognition, while ensuring that stu- 
dent education remained affordable. 

His contributions to Tennessee ex- 
tend beyond the university level. He 
has served as a member of the board of 
directors for the Tennessee Center for 
Performance Excellence since 1993 and 
chairs the Cookeville Industrial Devel- 
opment Board. He is also a proud mem- 
ber of the executive committee of the 
Middle Tennessee Boy Scouts of Amer- 
ica, an organization dedicated to help- 
ing young men achieve their potential. 

I want to add my appreciation for his 
years of service to Tennessee Tech and 
wish him well in his retirement. 

I ask to have the following resolution 
printed in the RECORD. 

The resolution follows. 

A RESOLUTION OF APPRECIATION FOR THE 
SERVICE OF DR. ROBERT R. BELL TO THE 
TENNESSEE BOARD OF REGENTS 
Whereas, Dr. Robert R. Bell has thirty-six 

years of service with the Tennessee Board of 

Regents system and Tennessee Tech Univer- 

sity, serving as a professor in TTU’s College 

of Business, then as dean, then as President 

of the University since 2000, 

Whereas, as President of TTU, he oversaw 
12 straight years of enrollment growth, with 
TTU’s enrollment approaching 12,000, 

Whereas, he chaired a TBR Vision of 
Teaching Excellence committee in 2004 to es- 
tablish future teaching standards and led his 
University to develop and expand extended 
education, distance learning and virtual 
classrooms, 

Whereas, he supported the Regents Online 
Degree Program and championed degree in- 
novations at TTU to increase access to edu- 
cation and to respond to industry needs in 
order to improve the education and eco- 
nomic progress in the state, 

Whereas, as President he set his sights on 
a program to prepare the state’s teachers, 
from Pre-K to college levels, to teach 
science, technology, engineering and mathe- 
matics by establishing The Millard Oakley 
STEM Center and providing it a state-of-the- 
art home in the new 26,000-square-foot Ray 
Morris Hall in 2010, 

Whereas, he recognized the need for a nurs- 
ing school in rural Tennessee and garnered 
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support from the state legislature, U.S. Con- 
gress and private and corporate donors to 
fund the construction of a multi-million dol- 
lar Nursing and Health Services Building, 

Whereas, he kept his promise as President 
to upgrade facilities to increase recruitment 
and retention and oversaw the construction 
and completion of two residence halls—New 
Hall South and New Hall North, 

Whereas, under his guidance TTU estab- 
lished Learning Villages, which aim to bring 
students and faculty together around a com- 
mon interest and bridge the gap between the 
living and learning segments of campus and 
to encourage college completion, 

Whereas, the University’s endowment has 
doubled during Bell’s presidency to nearly 
$60 million, 

Whereas, under his leadership in a difficult 
economic environment, TTU has remained 
affordable. Students graduate with the light- 
est debt load in the region, according to U.S. 
News & World Report, and sixty percent of 
2010 TTU graduates left school debt free, 

Whereas, the Tennessee Board of Regents 
grants President Emeritus status to Dr. Rob- 
ert R. Bell for his continued support of the 
system, now, therefore, be it 

Resolved That the Tennessee Board of Re- 
gents expresses its sincere appreciation to 
Dr. Robert R. Bell for his outstanding con- 
tributions and leadership to the system and 
wishes him the very best in his retirement.e 


REMEMBERING GOVERNOR 
NORBERT TIEMANN 


e Mr. JOHANNS. Mr. President, today 
I wish to pay tribute to a dedicated 
public servant and true leader in Ne- 
braska politics, Gov. Norbert Tiemann, 
whose recent death saddened all who 
knew him. Gov. Norbert Tiemann, or 
“Nobby,” as he was affectionately 
known, served as Governor of Nebraska 
from 1967 to 1971. It is a privilege to 
take this opportunity to remember the 
life of Governor Tiemann and his many 
contributions to our State and Nation. 

Prior to being elected Governor, 
Tiemann served three terms as mayor 
of Wausa in northeast Nebraska. He 
would later serve as Federal Highway 
Administrator for the U.S. Department 
of Transportation under the Nixon and 
Ford administrations. Ever service-ori- 
ented, Tiemann’s public service ex- 
tended well beyond elected office. He 
bravely fought in World War II and was 
later stationed in Korea. 

Tiemann had an incredible passion 
for governing and played an active role 
in the lawmaking process. His leader- 
ship as Governor left a lasting impact 
on our great State. Scholars consider 
him to be among the most influential 
Nebraska Governors for transforming 
the governorship in our State from its 
traditional caretaker role to one that 
led public policy discussions. 

As we look back on Tiemann’s leg- 
acy, we will remember a dedicated pub- 
lic servant who cared deeply about Ne- 
braska. I could not be more grateful for 
his lifetime of service and, on behalf of 
all Nebraskans, offer my sincerest con- 
dolences to his family.e 
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MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 


Messages from the President of the 
United States were communicated to 
the Senate by Mr. Pate, one of his sec- 
retaries. 


EE 


EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 


As in executive session the Presiding 
Officer laid before the Senate messages 
from the President of the United 
States submitting sundry nominations 
and a withdrawal which were referred 
to the appropriate committees. 

(The messages received today are 
printed at the end of the Senate pro- 
ceedings.) 


Ee 


MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE 


ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 

At 10:16 a.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mrs. Cole, one of its reading clerks, an- 
nounced that the Speaker has signed 
the following enrolled bills: 

S. 404. An act to modify a land grant pat- 
ent issued by the Secretary of the Interior. 

S. 684. An act to provide for the convey- 
ance of certain parcels of land to the town of 
Alta, Utah. 

S. 997. An act to authorize the Secretary of 
the Interior to extend a water contract be- 
tween the United States and the East Bench 
Irrigation District. 


The enrolled bills were subsequently 
signed by the President pro tempore 
(Mr. INOUYE). 


At 2:36 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mrs. Cole, one of its reading clerks, an- 
nounced that the House has passed the 
following bills, in which it requests the 
concurrence of the Senate: 

H.R. 2578. An act to amend the Wild and 
Scenic Rivers Act related to a segment of 
the Lower Merced River in California, and 
for other purposes. 

H.R. 2938. An act to prohibit certain gam- 
ing activities on certain Indian lands in Ari- 
zona. 


At 4:27 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mr. Novotny, one of its reading clerks, 
announced that the House has passed 
the following bill, with amendment, in 
which it requests the concurrence of 
the Senate: 

S. 3187. An act to amend the Federal Food, 
Drug, and Cosmetic Act to revise and extend 
the user-fee programs for prescription drugs 
and medical devices, to establish user-fee 
programs for generic drugs and biosimilars, 
and for other purposes. 


a 


MEASURES REFERRED 


The following bills were read the first 
and the second times by unanimous 
consent, and referred as indicated: 

H.R. 2578. An act to amend the Wild and 
Scenic Rivers Act related to a segment of 
the Lower Merced River in California, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on En- 
ergy and Natural Resources. 
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H.R. 2938. An act to prohibit certain gam- 
ing activities on certain Indian lands in Ari- 
zona; to the Committee on Indian Affairs. 
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ENROLLED BILLS PRESENTED 


The Secretary of the Senate reported 
that on today, June 20, 2012, she had 
presented to the President of the 
United States the following enrolled 
bills: 


S. 404. An act to modify a land grant pat- 
ent issued by the Secretary of the Interior. 

S. 684. An act to provide for the convey- 
ance of certain parcels of land to the town of 
Alta, Utah. 

S. 997. An act to authorize the Secretary of 
the Interior to extend a water contract be- 
tween the United States and the East Bench 
Irrigation District. 


Se 


EXECUTIVE AND OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 


The following communications were 
laid before the Senate, together with 
accompanying papers, reports, and doc- 
uments, and were referred as indicated: 


EC-6565. A communication from the Under 
Secretary of Defense (Comptroller), trans- 
mitting, pursuant to law, a report relative to 
a violation of the Antideficiency Act that oc- 
curred within the Office of the Assistant Sec- 
retary of the Army for Financial Manage- 
ment and Comptroller, account 2182010, dur- 
ing fiscal year 2008 and was assigned Army 
case number 10-02; to the Committee on Ap- 
propriations. 

EC-6566. A communication from the Sec- 
retary of the Commission, Division of Mar- 
ket Oversight, Commodity Futures Trading 
Commission, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Swap Data Rec- 
ordkeeping and Reporting Requirements: 
Pre-Enactment and ‘Transition Swaps” 
(RIN3038-AD48) received during adjournment 
of the Senate in the Office of the President 
of the Senate on June 15, 2012; to the Com- 
mittee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and For- 
estry. 

EC-6567. A communication from the Sec- 
retary of the Commission, Division of Mar- 
ket Oversight, Commodity Futures Trading 
Commission, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Core Principles 
and Other Requirements for Designated Con- 
tract Markets’’ (RIN38038-AD09) received in 
the Office of the President of the Senate on 
June 19, 2012; to the Committee on Agri- 
culture, Nutrition, and Forestry. 

EC-6568. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of Defense Procurement and Acquisition 
Policy, Department of Defense, transmit- 
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en- 
titled ‘‘Defense Federal Acquisition Regula- 
tion Supplement; Acquisition of Tents and 
Other Temporary Structures’ ((RIN0750- 
AH73) (DFARS Case 2012-D015)) received in 
the Office of the President of the Senate on 
June 18, 2012; to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

EC-6569. A communication from the Chair- 
man and President of the Export-Import 
Bank, transmitting, pursuant to law, a re- 
port relative to transactions involving U.S. 
exports to Australia; to the Committee on 
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs. 

EC-6570. A communication from the Assist- 
ant Secretary for Export Administration, 
Bureau of Industry and Security, Depart- 
ment of Commerce, transmitting, pursuant 
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to law, the report of a rule entitled 
“Wassenaar Arrangement 2011 Plenary 
Agreements Implementation: Commerce 


Control List, Definitions, New Participating 
State (Mexico) and Reports” (RIN0694-AF50) 
received in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on June 18, 2012; to the Committee on 
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs. 

EC-6571. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of Congressional Affairs, Nuclear Regu- 
latory Commission, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Ad- 
vance Notification to Native American 
Tribes of Transportation of Certain Types of 
Nuclear Waste” (RIN3150-AG41) received in 
the Office of the President of the Senate on 
June 19, 2012; to the Committee on Indian Af- 
fairs. 

EC-6572. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of Congressional Affairs, Office of the 
Chief Financial Officer, Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Revision of Fee 
Schedules; Fee Recovery for Fiscal Year 
2012” (RIN3150-AJ03) received in the Office of 
the President of the Senate on June 19, 2012; 
to the Committee on Environment and Pub- 
lic Works. 

EC-6573. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of the Regulatory Management Division, 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit- 
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en- 
titled ‘“‘Determination of Failure to Attain 
the One-Hour Ozone Standard by 2007, Deter- 
mination of Current Attainment of the One- 
Hour Ozone Standard, Determinations of At- 
tainment of the 1997 Eight-Hour Ozone 
Standards for the New York-Northern New 
Jersey-Long Island Nonattainment Area in 
Connecticut, New Jersey and New York” 
(FRL No. 9682-7) received in the Office of the 
President of the Senate on June 13, 2012; to 
the Committee on Environment and Public 
Works. 

EC-6574. A communication from the Com- 
missioners of the Medicaid and CHIP Pay- 
ment Access Commission, transmitting, pur- 
suant to law, a report entitled ‘‘Report to 
Congress on Medicaid and CHIP”; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

EC-6575. A communication from the Assist- 
ant Secretary, Bureau of Political-Military 
Affairs, Department of State, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, an addendum to a certifi- 
cation, transmittal number: DDTC-12-039, of 
the proposed sale or export of defense arti- 
cles and/or defense services to a Middle East 
country regarding any possible affects such a 
sale might have relating to Israel’s Quali- 
tative Military Edge over military threats to 
Israel; to the Committee on Foreign Rela- 
tions. 

EC-6576. A communication from the Assist- 
ant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Depart- 
ment of State, transmitting, an Information 
Transmittal pursuant to 308(a) of the Intel- 
ligence Authorization Act (OSS-—2012-1018); to 
the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

EC-6577. A communication from the Assist- 
ant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Depart- 
ment of State, transmitting, the report of a 
determination pursuant to Section 620H of 
the FAA, and Section 7021 of the Department 
of State, Foreign Operations, and Related 
Appropriations, 2012 (Div. I, P.L. 112-74) re- 
garding U.S. assistance (OSS-2012-1017); to 
the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

EC-6578. A communication from the Assist- 
ant Secretary, Bureau of Political-Military 
Affairs, Department of State, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, an addendum to a certifi- 
cation, transmittal number: DDTC-12-047, of 
the proposed sale or export of defense arti- 
cles and/or defense services to a Middle East 
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country regarding any possible affects such a 
sale might have relating to Israel’s Quali- 
tative Military Edge over military threats to 
Israel; to the Committee on Foreign Rela- 
tions. 

EC-6579. A communication from the Assist- 
ant Secretary, Bureau of Political-Military 
Affairs, Department of State, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, an addendum to a certifi- 
cation, transmittal number: DDTC-12-076, of 
the proposed sale or export of defense arti- 
cles and/or defense services to a Middle East 
country regarding any possible affects such a 
sale might have relating to Israel’s Quali- 
tative Military Edge over military threats to 
Israel; to the Committee on Foreign Rela- 
tions. 

EC-6580. A communication from the Assist- 
ant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Depart- 
ment of State, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a report relative to defense articles and 
defense services that were licensed for export 
under Section 38 of the Arms Export Control 
Act for fiscal year 2011 (OSS-2012-1019); to 
the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

EC-6581. A communication from the Assist- 
ant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Depart- 
ment of State, transmitting, notice of pro- 
posed permanent transfer of significant mili- 
tary equipment pursuant to section 3(d) of 
the Arms Export Control Act (Transmittal 
No. RSAT-12-2930); to the Committee on For- 
eign Relations. 

EC-6582. A communication from the Assist- 
ant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Depart- 
ment of State, transmitting, notice of pro- 
posed permanent transfer of significant mili- 
tary equipment pursuant to section 3(d) of 
the Arms Export Control Act (Transmittal 
No. RSAT-12-2931); to the Committee on For- 
eign Relations. 

EC-6583. A communication from the Assist- 
ant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Depart- 
ment of State, transmitting, certification of 
proposed issuance of an export license pursu- 
ant to section 36(c) of the Arms Export Con- 
trol Act (Transmittal No. DDTC-12-016); to 
the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

EC-6584. A communication from the Assist- 
ant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Depart- 
ment of State, transmitting, certification of 
proposed issuance of an export license pursu- 
ant to section 36(c) of the Arms Export Con- 
trol Act (Transmittal No. DDTC-12-058); to 
the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

EC-6585. A communication from the Assist- 
ant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Depart- 
ment of State, transmitting, certification of 
proposed issuance of an export license pursu- 
ant to section 36(d) of the Arms Export Con- 
trol Act (Transmittal No. DDTC-12-087); to 
the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

EC-6586. A communication from the Assist- 
ant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Depart- 
ment of State, transmitting, certification of 
proposed issuance of an export license pursu- 
ant to section 36(d) of the Arms Export Con- 
trol Act (Transmittal No. DDTC-12-082); to 
the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

EC-6587. A communication from the Acting 
Assistant General Counsel for Regulatory 
Affairs, Consumer Product Safety Commis- 
sion, transmitting, pursuant to law, the re- 
port of a rule entitled ‘‘Standard for All-Ter- 
rain Vehicles’? (16 CFR Part 1420) received 
during adjournment of the Senate in the Of- 
fice of the President of the Senate on May 29, 
2012; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC-6588. A communication from the Acting 
Assistant General Counsel for Regulatory 
Affairs, Consumer Product Safety Commis- 
sion, transmitting, pursuant to law, the re- 
port of a rule entitled ‘‘Safety Standards for 
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Portable Bed Rails: Final Rule” (16 CFR 
Part 1224) received during adjournment of 
the Senate in the Office of the President of 
the Senate on May 29, 2012; to the Committee 
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC-6589. A communication from the Acting 
Assistant General Counsel for Regulatory 
Affairs, Consumer Product Safety Commis- 
sion, transmitting, pursuant to law, the re- 
port of a rule entitled ‘‘Testing and Labeling 
Pertaining to Product Certification’’ (16 CFR 
Part 1107) received during adjournment of 
the Senate in the Office of the President of 
the Senate on May 29, 2012; to the Committee 
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC-6590. A communication from the Acting 
Assistant General Counsel for Regulatory 
Affairs, Consumer Product Safety Commis- 
sion, transmitting, pursuant to law, the re- 
port of a rule entitled ‘‘Requirements for 
Consumer Registration of Durable Infant or 
Toddler Products’? (16 CFR Part 1130) re- 
ceived during adjournment of the Senate in 
the Office of the President of the Senate on 
May 29, 2012; to the Committee on Com- 
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC-6591. A communication from the Acting 
Deputy Assistant Administrator for Regu- 
latory Programs, National Marine Fisheries 
Service, Department of Commerce, transmit- 
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en- 
titled ‘“‘Fisheries of the Exclusive Economic 
Zone Off Alaska; Pacific Halibut and Sable- 
fish Individual Fishing Quota Program” 
(RIN0648-A X91) received in the Office of the 
President of the Senate on June 7, 2012; to 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC-6592. A communication from the Acting 
Director, Office of Sustainable Fisheries, De- 
partment of Commerce, transmitting, pursu- 
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
“Fisheries of the Exclusive Economic Zone 
Off Alaska; Atka Mackerel in the Bering Sea 
and Aleutian Islands Management Area’’ 
(RIN0648-AC013) received in the Office of the 
President of the Senate on June 7, 2012; to 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC-6593. A communication from the Senior 
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis- 
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Standard Instrument Ap- 
proach Procedures; Miscellaneous Amend- 
ments (12); Amdt. No. 3481” (RIN2120-AA65) 
received in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on June 7, 2012; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC-6594. A communication from the Senior 
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis- 
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Standard Instrument Ap- 
proach Procedures; Miscellaneous Amend- 
ments (111); Amdt. No. 3480’? (RIN2120-AA65) 
received in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on June 7, 2012; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC-6595. A communication from the Senior 
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis- 
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Standard Instrument Ap- 
proach Procedures; Miscellaneous Amend- 
ments (20); Amdt. No. 3479’? (RIN2120-AA65) 
received in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on June 7, 2012; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC-6596. A communication from the Senior 
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis- 
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Standard Instrument Ap- 
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proach Procedures; Miscellaneous Amend- 
ments (60); Amdt. No. 3478” (RIN2120-AA65) 
received in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on June 7, 2012; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC-6597. A communication from the Senior 
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis- 
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Standard Instrument Ap- 
proach Procedures; Miscellaneous Amend- 
ments (45); Amdt. No. 3477’? (RIN2120-AA65) 
received in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on June 7, 2012; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC-6598. A communication from the Senior 
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis- 
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Standard Instrument Ap- 
proach Procedures; Miscellaneous Amend- 
ments (210); Amdt. No. 3476” (RIN2120-AA65) 
received in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on June 7, 2012; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC-6599. A communication from the Senior 
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis- 
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled “Standard Instrument Ap- 
proach Procedures; Miscellaneous Amend- 
ments (25); Amdt. No. 3471’? (RIN2120-AA65) 
received in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on June 7, 2012; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC-6600. A communication from the Senior 
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis- 
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Standard Instrument Ap- 
proach Procedures; Miscellaneous Amend- 
ments (186); Amdt. No. 3470” (RIN2120-AA65) 
received in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on June 7, 2012; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC-6601. A communication from the Attor- 
ney Advisor, Federal Highway Administra- 
tion, Department of Transportation, trans- 
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘National Standards for Traffic 
Control Devices; the Manual on Uniform 
Traffic Control Devices for Streets and High- 
ways; Revision” (RIN2125-AF48) received in 
the Office of the President of the Senate on 
June 7, 2012; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC-6602. A communication from the Attor- 
ney Advisor, Federal Highway Administra- 
tion, Department of Transportation, trans- 
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘National Standards for Traffic 
Control Devices; the Manual on Uniform 
Traffic Control Devices for Streets and High- 
ways; Revision; Final Rule” (RIN2125-AF41) 
received in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on June 7, 2012; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC-6603. A communication from the Senior 
Regulations Analyst, Office of the Secretary 
of Transportation, Department of Transpor- 
tation, transmitting, pursuant to law, a rule 
entitled ‘‘Procedures for Transportation 
Workplace Drug and Alcohol Testing Pro- 
grams: 6-acetylmorphine (6-AM) Testing” 
(RIN2105-AE14) received in the Office of the 
President of the Senate on June 7, 2012; to 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC-6604. A communication from the Senior 
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis- 
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Operations In Class D Air- 
space”? ((RIN2120-AK10) (Docket No. FAA- 
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2011-1396)) received in the Office of the Presi- 
dent of the Senate on June 7, 2012; to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC-6605. A communication from the Senior 
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis- 
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Modification of VOR Federal 
Airways V-10, V-12, and V—508 in the Vicinity 
of Olathe, KS” ((RIN2120-AA66) (Docket No. 
FAA-2012-0055)) received in the Office of the 
President of the Senate on June 7, 2012; to 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC-6606. A communication from the Senior 
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis- 
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Amendment of Restricted 
Area R-2101; Anniston Army Depot, AL” 
((RIN2120-AA66) (Docket No. FAA~-2012-0510)) 
received in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on June 7, 2012; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC-6607. A communication from the Senior 
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis- 
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘Amendment of Class D and E 
Airspace; Baltimore, MD” ((RIN2120-AA66) 
(Docket No. FAA-2012-0014)) received in the 
Office of the President of the Senate on June 
7, 2012; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC-6608. A communication from the Senior 
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis- 
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Amendment of Class D Air- 
space; Cocoa Beach, FL” ((RIN2120-AA66) 
(Docket No. FAA-2012-0099)) received in the 
Office of the President of the Senate on June 
7, 2012; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC-6609. A communication from the Senior 
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis- 
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Amendment of Class E Air- 
space; Springhill, LA” ((RIN2120-AA66) 
(Docket No. FAA-2011-0847)) received in the 
Office of the President of the Senate on June 
7, 2012; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC-6610. A communication from the Senior 
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis- 
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Amendment of Class E Air- 
space; Baraboo, WI” ((RIN2120-AA66) (Docket 
No. FAA-~-2011-1403)) received in the Office of 
the President of the Senate on June 7, 2012; 
to the Committee on Commerce, Science, 
and Transportation. 

EC-6611. A communication from the Senior 
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis- 
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Amendment of Class E Air- 
space; Maryville, MO” ((RIN2120-AA66) 
(Docket No. FAA~-2011-0434)) received in the 
Office of the President of the Senate on June 
7, 2012; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC-6612. A communication from the Senior 
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis- 
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Establishment of Class E 
Airspace; Pender, NE” ((RIN2120-AA66) 
(Docket No. FAA-2011-1103)) received in the 
Office of the President of the Senate on June 
7, 2012; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 
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EC-6618. A communication from the Senior 
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis- 
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Amendment of Class E Air- 
space; Monahans, TX” ((RIN2120-AA66) 
(Docket No. FAA-2011-1400)) received in the 
Office of the President of the Senate on June 
7, 2012; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC-6614. A communication from the Senior 
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis- 
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Establishment of Class E 
Airspace; Branson West, MO” ((RIN2120- 
AA66) (Docket No. FAA~-2011-0749)) received 
in the Office of the President of the Senate 
on June 7, 2012; to the Committee on Com- 
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC-6615. A communication from the Senior 
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis- 
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Establishment of Class E 
Airspace; Eldon, MO” ((RIN2120-A A66) 
(Docket No. FAA-2011-1104)) received in the 
Office of the President of the Senate on June 
7, 2012; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC-6616. A communication from the Senior 
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis- 
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Amendment of Class E Air- 
space; New Philadelphia, OH” ((RIN2120- 
AA66) (Docket No. FAA~-2011-0607)) received 
in the Office of the President of the Senate 
on June 7, 2012; to the Committee on Com- 
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC-6617. A communication from the Senior 
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis- 
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Establishment of Class E 
Airspace; Houston, MO” ((RIN2120-AA66) 
(Docket No. FAA-2011-0903)) received in the 
Office of the President of the Senate on June 
7, 2012; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC-6618. A communication from the Senior 
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis- 
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Amendment of Class E Air- 
space; Leesville, LA” ((RIN2120-A A66) (Dock- 
et No. FAA~-2011-0608)) received in the Office 
of the President of the Senate on June 7, 
2012; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC-6619. A communication from the Senior 
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis- 
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Establishment of Class E 
Airspace; Red Cloud, NE” ((RIN2120-AA66) 
(Docket No. FAA-2011-0426)) received in the 
Office of the President of the Senate on June 
7, 2012; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC-6620. A communication from the Senior 
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis- 
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Establishment of Class E 
Airspace; Freer, TX” ((RIN2120-AA66) (Dock- 
et No. FAA~-2011-0904)) received in the Office 
of the President of the Senate on June 7, 
2012; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC-6621. A communication from the Senior 
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis- 
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
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a rule entitled ‘‘Amendment of Class E Air- 
space; Rock Springs, WY” ((RIN2120-AA66) 
(Docket No. FAA-2012-0131)) received in the 
Office of the President of the Senate on June 
7, 2012; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC-6622. A communication from the Senior 
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis- 
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; 
The Boeing Company Airplanes” ((RIN2120— 
AA64) (Docket No. FAA~-2011-0384)) received 
in the Office of the President of the Senate 
on June 7, 2012; to the Committee on Com- 
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC-6623. A communication from the Senior 
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis- 
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; 
Fokker Services B.V. Airplanes” ((RIN2120— 
AA64) (Docket No. FAA-~-2011-1169)) received 
in the Office of the President of the Senate 
on June 7, 2012; to the Committee on Com- 
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC-6624. A communication from the Senior 
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis- 
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; 
Airbus Airplanes” ((RIN2120-AA64) (Docket 
No. FAA-2011-0998)) received in the Office of 
the President of the Senate on June 7, 2012; 
to the Committee on Commerce, Science, 
and Transportation. 

EC-6625. A communication from the Senior 
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis- 
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; 
Cessna Aircraft Company Airplanes” 
((RIN2120-AA64) (Docket No. FAA-2012-0534)) 
received in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on June 7, 2012; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 


Ee 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 


The following reports of committees 
were submitted: 

By Mr. KERRY, from the Committee on 
Foreign Relations, without amendment and 
with an amended preamble: 

S. Res. 385. A resolution condemning the 
Government of Iran for its continued perse- 
cution, imprisonment, and sentencing of 
Youcef Nadarkhani on the charge of apos- 
tasy. 

By Mr. KERRY, from the Committee on 
Foreign Relations, with an amendment in 
the nature of a substitute and an amendment 
to the title and with an amended preamble: 

S. Res. 402. A resolution condemning Jo- 
seph Kony and the Lord’s Resistance Army 
for committing crimes against humanity and 
mass atrocities, and supporting ongoing ef- 
forts by the United States Government and 
governments in central Africa to remove Jo- 
seph Kony and Lord’s Resistance Army com- 
manders from the battlefield. 

By Mr. KERRY, from the Committee on 
Foreign Relations, without amendment and 
with a preamble: 

S. Res. 429. A resolution supporting the 
goals and ideals of World Malaria Day. 

S. Res. 473. A resolution commending Ro- 
tary International and others for their ef- 
forts to prevent and eradicate polio. 


EE 
EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF 
COMMITTEE 


The following executive reports of 
nominations were submitted: 
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By Mr. LEVIN for the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

Army nomination of Brigadier General Ed- 
ward M. Reeder, Jr., to be Major General. 

Army nomination of Lt. Gen. John F. 
Mulholland, Jr., to be Lieutenant General. 

William B. Pollard, III, of New York, to be 
a Judge of the United States Court of Mili- 
tary Commission Review. 

Scott L. Silliman, of North Carolina, to be 
a Judge of the United States Court of Mili- 
tary Commission Review. 

Marine Corps nominations beginning with 
Colonel Edward D. Banta and ending with 
Colonel Eric M. Smith, which nominations 
were received by the Senate and appeared in 
the Congressional Record on January 31, 
2012. 

Navy nomination of Capt. Janet R. Dono- 
van, to be Rear Admiral (lower half). 

Navy nomination of Capt. Barbara W. 
Sweredoski, to be Rear Admiral (lower half). 

Navy nomination of Capt. Kirby D. Miller, 
to be Rear Admiral (lower half). 

Navy nominations beginning with Captain 
Michael J. Dumont and ending with Captain 
Scott B. J. Jerabek, which nominations were 
received by the Senate and appeared in the 
Congressional Record on February 16, 2012. 

Navy nomination of Rear Adm. (1h) Clinton 
F. Faison III, to be Rear Admiral. 

Navy nomination of Rear Adm. (lh) Jona- 
than A. Yuen, to be Rear Admiral. 

Navy nominations beginning with Rear 
Adm. (lh) Katherine L. Gregory and ending 
with Rear Adm. (lh) Kevin R. Slates, which 
nominations were received by the Senate and 
appeared in the Congressional Record on 
March 5, 2012. 

Navy nominations beginning with Rear 
Adm. (lh) Sandy L. Daniels and ending with 
Rear Adm. (lh) Christopher J. Paul, which 
nominations were received by the Senate and 
appeared in the Congressional Record on 
March 5, 2012. 

Navy nomination of Rear Adm. (lh) Bruce 
A. Doll, to be Rear Admiral. 

Navy nomination of Rear Adm. (1h) David 
G. Russell, to be Rear Admiral. 

Navy nomination of Rear Adm. (lh) Eliza- 
beth L. Train, to be Rear Admiral. 

Navy nomination of Rear Adm. (1h) Rich- 
ard D. Berkey, to be Rear Admiral. 

Navy nomination of Capt. Douglas G. Mor- 
ton, to be Rear Admiral (lower half). 

Navy nomination of Capt. Terry J. 
Moulton, to be Rear Admiral (lower half). 

Navy nominations beginning with Capt. 
David R. Pimpo and ending with Capt. Don- 
ald L. Singleton, which nominations were re- 
ceived by the Senate and appeared in the 
Congressional Record on March 21, 2012. 

Navy nomination of Capt. Paul A. Sohl, to 
be Rear Admiral (lower half). 

Navy nomination of Capt. Bruce F. Love- 
less, to be Rear Admiral (lower half). 

Navy nominations beginning with Capt. 
Brian K. Antonio and ending with Capt. Lu- 
ther B. Fuller III, which nominations were 
received by the Senate and appeared in the 
Congressional Record on May 8, 2012. 

Marine Corps nomination of Maj. Gen. (Se- 
lect) William M. Faulkner, to be Lieutenant 
General. 

Air Force nomination of Lt. Gen. Michael 
R. Moeller, to be Lieutenant General. 

Navy nomination of Rear Adm. Robin R. 
Braun, to be Vice Admiral. 

Army nomination of Maj. Gen. William B. 
Garrett III, to be Lieutenant General. 

Army nomination of Lt. Gen. Howard B. 
Bromberg, to be Lieutenant General. 

Air Force nomination of Lt. Gen. Mark F. 
Ramsay, to be Lieutenant General. 
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Air Force nomination of Maj. Gen. Thomas 
W. Travis, to be Lieutenant General. 

Air Force nomination of Maj. Gen. Darren 
W. McDew, to be Lieutenant General. 

Air Force nomination of Lt. Gen. Stanley 
T. Kresge, to be Lieutenant General. 

Army nomination of Maj. Gen. James L. 
Huggins, Jr., to be Lieutenant General. 

Army nomination of Col. Barry D. Keeling, 
to be Brigadier General. 

Army nomination of Col. Joseph E. Roo- 
ney, to be Brigadier General. 

Navy nomination of Rear Adm. Paul J. 
Bushong, to be Vice Admiral. 

Navy nomination of Rear Adm. (lh) James 
W. Crawford III, to be Rear Admiral. 

Navy nomination of Rear Adm. Nanette M. 
DeRenzi, to be Vice Admiral. 

Navy nomination of Rear Adm. Michael J. 
Connor, to be Vice Admiral. 


Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, for the 
Committee on Armed Services I report 
favorably the following nomination 
lists which were printed in the 
RECORDS on the dates indicated, and 
ask unanimous consent, to save the ex- 
pense of reprinting on the Executive 
Calendar, that these nominations lie at 
the Secretary’s desk for the informa- 
tion of Senators. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


Air Force nominations beginning with 
Chance J. Henderson and ending with Jeffrey 
P. Tan, which nominations were received by 
the Senate and appeared in the Congres- 
sional Record on June 14, 2012. 

Air Force nominations beginning with Jes- 
sica L. Weaver and ending with Jonelle J. 
Knapp, which nominations were received by 
the Senate and appeared in the Congres- 
sional Record on June 14, 2012. 

Army nomination of Joseph F. Jarrard, to 
be Colonel. 

Army nomination of Kevin J. Park, to be 
Major. 

Army nomination of Charles R. Perry, to 
be Major. 

Army nominations beginning with An- 
thony P. Digiacomo II and ending with Rich- 
ard D. Wilson, which nominations were re- 
ceived by the Senate and appeared in the 
Congressional Record on June 7, 2012. 

Army nomination of Youngmi Cho, to be 
Lieutenant Colonel. 

Army nomination of Richard M. Zygadlo, 
to be Lieutenant Colonel. 

Army nomination of David H. Rittgers, to 
be Major. 

Army nominations beginning with Eric S. 
Slater and ending with Marcus P. Wong, 
which nominations were received by the Sen- 
ate and appeared in the Congressional 
Record on June 14, 2012. 

Army nominations beginning with Gaston 
P. Bathalon and ending with Kevin C. Reilly, 
which nominations were received by the Sen- 
ate and appeared in the Congressional 
Record on June 14, 2012. 

Army nominations beginning with Jerry L. 
Bratu, Jr. and ending with Amos P. Parker, 
Jr., which nominations were received by the 
Senate and appeared in the Congressional 
Record on June 14, 2012. 

Army nominations beginning with Brett 
W. Andersen and ending with Michael D. 
Whited, Jr., which nominations were re- 
ceived by the Senate and appeared in the 
Congressional Record on June 14, 2012. 

Army nominations beginning with Casey 
Rogers and ending with Sharon A. Schell, 
which nominations were received by the Sen- 
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ate and appeared in the 
Record on June 14, 2012. 

Army nominations beginning with Dwayne 
C. Bechtol and ending with D005682, which 
nominations were received by the Senate and 
appeared in the Congressional Record on 
June 14, 2012. 

Army nominations beginning with 
Armando Aguilera, Jr. and ending with Dave 
St John, which nominations were received 
by the Senate and appeared in the Congres- 
sional Record on June 14, 2012. 

Army nominations beginning with Bruce J. 
Beecher and ending with 004871, which 
nominations were received by the Senate and 
appeared in the Congressional Record on 
June 14, 2012. 

Army nominations beginning with Renee 
D. Alford and ending with Pj Zamora, which 
nominations were received by the Senate and 
appeared in the Congressional Record on 
June 14, 2012. 

Army nominations beginning with Jude M. 
Abadie and ending with D010155, which nomi- 
nations were received by the Senate and ap- 
peared in the Congressional Record on June 
14, 2012. 

Army nominations beginning with Brian E. 
Abell and ending with D010333, which nomi- 
nations were received by the Senate and ap- 
peared in the Congressional Record on June 
14, 2012. 

Marine Corps nominations beginning with 
Eduardo A. Abisellan and ending with Wil- 
liam E. Zamagni, Jr., which nominations 
were received by the Senate and appeared in 
the Congressional Record on January 31, 
2012. 

Marine Corps nominations beginning with 
Omar A. Adame and ending with Christina F. 
Zimmerman, which nominations were re- 
ceived by the Senate and appeared in the 
Congressional Record on January 31, 2012. 

Navy nominations beginning with 
Jenniffer D. Gundayao and ending with Don- 
ald R. Wilkinson, which nominations were 
received by the Senate and appeared in the 
Congressional Record on May 10, 2012. 

Navy nominations beginning with David A. 
Adams and ending with John J. Zerr II, 
which nominations were received by the Sen- 
ate and appeared in the Congressional 
Record on May 10, 2012. 

Navy nominations beginning with Mark D. 
Larabee and ending with Richard J. Watkins, 
Jr., which nominations were received by the 
Senate and appeared in the Congressional 
Record on May 10, 2012. 

Navy nominations beginning with Gregory 
D. Burton and ending with Joseph M. Tuite, 
which nominations were received by the Sen- 
ate and appeared in the Congressional 
Record on May 10, 2012. 

Navy nominations beginning with Michael 
N. Abreu and ending with Scott D. Tingle, 
which nominations were received by the Sen- 
ate and appeared in the Congressional 
Record on May 10, 2012. 

Navy nominations beginning with Trent R. 
Demoss and ending with Charles K. Nixon, 
which nominations were received by the Sen- 
ate and appeared in the Congressional 
Record on May 10, 2012. 

Navy nominations beginning with Roger L. 
Acebo and ending with Jeffrey D. Wilson, 
which nominations were received by the Sen- 
ate and appeared in the Congressional 
Record on May 10, 2012. 

Navy nominations beginning with Thomas 
F. Bolich, Jr. and ending with Donald R. 
Xiques, which nominations were received by 
the Senate and appeared in the Congres- 
sional Record on May 10, 2012. 

Navy nominations beginning with Ray- 
mond I. Bruttomesso and ending with Mark 


Congressional 
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R. Sands, which nominations were received 
by the Senate and appeared in the Congres- 
sional Record on May 10, 2012. 

Navy nominations beginning with William 
A. Baas and ending with James E. Puckett 
II, which nominations were received by the 
Senate and appeared in the Congressional 
Record on May 10, 2012. 

Navy nominations beginning with Thomas 
J. Amis and ending with Sueann K. Schorr, 
which nominations were received by the Sen- 
ate and appeared in the Congressional 
Record on May 10, 2012. 

Navy nominations beginning with Jeffer- 
son W. Adams and ending with Robert B. 
Smith, which nominations were received by 
the Senate and appeared in the Congres- 
sional Record on May 10, 2012. 

Navy nominations beginning with Robert 
W. Mulac and ending with William K. Salvin, 
which nominations were received by the Sen- 
ate and appeared in the Congressional 
Record on May 10, 2012. 

Navy nominations beginning with Colette 
E. Kokron and ending with Curtis L. Michel, 
which nominations were received by the Sen- 
ate and appeared in the Congressional 
Record on May 10, 2012. 

Navy nominations beginning with Tawnya 
J. Racoosin and ending with Todd D. White, 
which nominations were received by the Sen- 


ate and appeared in the Congressional 
Record on May 10, 2012. 
Navy nominations beginning with 


Elisabeth S. Stephens and ending with 
Sheryl L. Tannahill, which nominations 
were received by the Senate and appeared in 
the Congressional Record on May 10, 2012. 

Navy nominations beginning with Donald 
W. Bosch and ending with Theresa M. Stice, 
which nominations were received by the Sen- 
ate and appeared in the Congressional 
Record on May 10, 2012. 

Navy nominations beginning with Darren 
E. Anding and ending with Steven K. Renly, 
which nominations were received by the Sen- 
ate and appeared in the Congressional 
Record on May 10, 2012. 

Navy nominations beginning with Jeff A. 
Davis and ending with Brenda K. Malone, 
which nominations were received by the Sen- 
ate and appeared in the Congressional 
Record on May 10, 2012. 

Navy nominations beginning with Mark R. 
Asuncion and ending with Philip W. Yu, 
which nominations were received by the Sen- 
ate and appeared in the Congressional 
Record on May 10, 2012. 

Navy nominations beginning with Marc C. 
Eckardt and ending with Robert W. Witzleb, 
which nominations were received by the Sen- 
ate and appeared in the Congressional 
Record on May 10, 2012. 

Navy nominations beginning with William 
A. Dodge, Jr. and ending with Albert M. 
Musselwhite, which nominations were re- 
ceived by the Senate and appeared in the 
Congressional Record on May 10, 2012. 

Navy nominations beginning with Allen L. 
Edmiston and ending with Jacqueline V. 
Mcelhannon, which nominations were re- 
ceived by the Senate and appeared in the 
Congressional Record on May 10, 2012. 

Navy nominations beginning with Jason L. 
Ansley and ending with Louis T. Unrein, 
which nominations were received by the Sen- 
ate and appeared in the Congressional 
Record on May 10, 2012. 

Navy nominations beginning with George 
A. Allmon and ending with Timothy G. 
Sparks, which nominations were received by 
the Senate and appeared in the Congres- 
sional Record on May 10, 2012. 

Navy nominations beginning with John P. 
Ayres and ending with Clay L. Wild, which 


June 20, 2012 


nominations were received by the Senate and 
appeared in the Congressional Record on 
May 10, 2012. 

Navy nomination of Glenn E. Gaborko, Jr., 
to be Captain. 

Navy nomination of Roger L. Blank, to be 
Captain. 

Navy nominations beginning with Michael 
C. Barber and ending with David G. Oravec, 
which nominations were received by the Sen- 
ate and appeared in the Congressional 
Record on May 14, 2012. 

Navy nominations beginning with Joseph 
A. Davis and ending with Scott D. Eberwine, 
which nominations were received by the Sen- 
ate and appeared in the Congressional 
Record on May 14, 2012. 

Navy nominations beginning with David H. 
Duttlinger and ending with Darcy I. Wolfe, 
which nominations were received by the Sen- 
ate and appeared in the Congressional 
Record on May 14, 2012. 

Navy nominations beginning with Frank J. 
Brajevic and ending with David E. Woolston, 
which nominations were received by the Sen- 
ate and appeared in the Congressional 
Record on May 14, 2012. 

Navy nominations beginning with Lauren 
D. Bales and ending with David A. Serafini, 
which nominations were received by the Sen- 
ate and appeared in the Congressional 
Record on May 14, 2012. 

Navy nominations beginning with Chris- 
topher J. Corvo and ending with Thomas J. 
Welsh, which nominations were received by 
the Senate and appeared in the Congres- 
sional Record on May 14, 2012. 

Navy nominations beginning with Maria L. 
Aguayo and ending with Andrew J. 
Schulman, which nominations were received 
by the Senate and appeared in the Congres- 
sional Record on May 14, 2012. 

Navy nominations beginning with David O. 
Bynum and ending with Melvin H. Under- 
wood, which nominations were received by 
the Senate and appeared in the Congres- 
sional Record on May 14, 2012. 

Navy nominations beginning with Douglas 
J. Cohen and ending with Kevin P. 
Whitmore, which nominations were received 
by the Senate and appeared in the Congres- 
sional Record on May 14, 2012. 

Navy nominations beginning with Richard 
S. Barlament and ending with John S. Sib- 
ley, which nominations were received by the 
Senate and appeared in the Congressional 
Record on May 14, 2012. 

Navy nominations beginning with Brian E. 
Beharry and ending with Darrel G. Vaughn, 
which nominations were received by the Sen- 
ate and appeared in the Congressional 
Record on May 14, 2012. 

Navy nominations beginning with Patrick 
J. Blair and ending with Aaron D. Werbel, 
which nominations were received by the Sen- 
ate and appeared in the Congressional 
Record on May 14, 2012. 

Navy nominations beginning with James 
T. Albritton and ending with Robert L. Wil- 
liams, Jr., which nominations were received 
by the Senate and appeared in the Congres- 
sional Record on May 14, 2012. 

Navy nominations beginning with 
Veronica G. Armstrong and ending with 
Maria A. Young, which nominations were re- 
ceived by the Senate and appeared in the 
Congressional Record on May 14, 2012. 

Navy nominations beginning with Juliann 
M. Althoff and ending with John Wyland, 
which nominations were received by the Sen- 
ate and appeared in the Congressional 
Record on May 14, 2012. 

Navy nominations beginning with Casey S. 
Adams and ending with Karen G. Young, 
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which nominations were received by the Sen- 
ate and appeared in the Congressional 
Record on May 14, 2012. 

Navy nomination of Robert E. Bradshaw, 
to be Lieutenant Commander. 

Navy nomination of Darren W. Murphy, to 
be Lieutenant Commander. 

Navy nomination of Ling Ye, to be Lieu- 
tenant Commander. 

Navy nomination of Gregory E. Ringler, to 
be Lieutenant Commander. 

Navy nominations beginning with Craig S. 
Coleman and ending with Eduardo B. Rizo, 
which nominations were received by the Sen- 
ate and appeared in the Congressional 
Record on June 14, 2012. 

Navy nominations beginning with Paul D. 
Ginkel and ending with Gabriel S. Niles, 
which nominations were received by the Sen- 
ate and appeared in the Congressional 
Record on June 14, 2012. 

Navy nominations beginning with Michele 
M. Day and ending with Det R. Smith, which 
nominations were received by the Senate and 
appeared in the Congressional Record on 
June 14, 2012. 

Navy nominations beginning with Steve M. 
Curry and ending with William R. Urban, 
which nominations were received by the Sen- 
ate and appeared in the Congressional 
Record on June 14, 2012. 

Navy nominations beginning with Amy L. 
Bleidorn and ending with Micah A. Weltmer, 
which nominations were received by the Sen- 
ate and appeared in the Congressional 
Record on June 14, 2012. 

Navy nominations beginning with Michael 
J. Barriere and ending with Matthew T. 
Wilcox, which nominations were received by 
the Senate and appeared in the Congres- 
sional Record on June 14, 2012. 

Navy nominations beginning with Brian M. 
Baller and ending with Michael J. 
Szczerbinski, which nominations were re- 
ceived by the Senate and appeared in the 
Congressional Record on June 14, 2012. 

Navy nominations beginning with Heath D. 
Bohlen and ending with Matthew C. Young, 
which nominations were received by the Sen- 
ate and appeared in the Congressional 
Record on June 14, 2012. 

Navy nominations beginning with Dereck 
C. Brown and ending with Sherry W. 
Wangwhite, which nominations were re- 
ceived by the Senate and appeared in the 
Congressional Record on June 14, 2012. 

Navy nominations beginning with Marc A. 
Aragon and ending with Robert A. Yee, 
which nominations were received by the Sen- 
ate and appeared in the Congressional 
Record on June 14, 2012. 

Navy nominations beginning with Kevin J. 
Behm and ending with Evan P. Wright, 
which nominations were received by the Sen- 
ate and appeared in the Congressional 
Record on June 14, 2012. 

Navy nominations beginning with Erik E. 
Anderson and ending with Christopher G. 
Williams, which nominations were received 
by the Senate and appeared in the Congres- 
sional Record on June 14, 2012. 

Navy nominations beginning with Rene V. 
Abadesco and ending with Mark W. Yates, 
which nominations were received by the Sen- 
ate and appeared in the Congressional 
Record on June 14, 2012. 

Navy nominations beginning with David J. 
Adams and ending with Kevin P. Zayac, 
which nominations were received by the Sen- 
ate and appeared in the Congressional 
Record on June 14, 2012. 

Navy nominations beginning with Brian P. 
Burrow and ending with Christopher A. 
Weech, which nominations were received by 
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the Senate and appeared in the Congres- 
sional Record on June 14, 2012. 

Navy nominations beginning with Derrick 
E. Blackston and ending with Derek A. Ves- 
tal, which nominations were received by the 
Senate and appeared in the Congressional 
Record on June 14, 2012. 


(Nominations without an asterisk 
were reported with the recommenda- 
tion that they be confirmed.) 


EE 


INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 


The following bills and joint resolu- 
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second times by unanimous con- 
sent, and referred as indicated: 


By Mr. CARPER (for himself, Ms. COL- 
LINS, and Mr. LIEBERMAN): 

S. 3315. A bill to repeal or modify certain 
mandates of the Government Accountability 
Office; to the Committee on Homeland Secu- 
rity and Governmental Affairs. 

By Mr. TOOMEY (for himself and Mr. 
BURR): 

S. 3316. A bill to require the Secretary of 
Labor to carry out a pilot program on pro- 
viding veterans with access at One-Stop Cen- 
ters to Internet websites to facilitate online 
job searches, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs. 

By Mr. FRANKEN (for himself, Mr. 
LEAHY, Mrs. MURRAY, Mr. HARKIN, 
Mr. WHITEHOUSE, Mr. BLUMENTHAL, 
Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. SANDERS, Mrs. 
BOXER, Mr. AKAKA, Mr. Coons, Mr. 
INOUYE, Mr. KERRY, Mrs. SHAHEEN, 
Mr. BINGAMAN, Mr. BROWN of Ohio, 
Mrs. GILLIBRAND, Mr. UDALL of New 
Mexico, Mr. DURBIN, Mr. WYDEN, Mr. 
MERKLEY, Ms. CANTWELL, Mr. UDALL 
of Colorado, and Mr. LAUTENBERG): 

S. 3317. A bill to restore the effective use of 
group actions for claims arising under title 
VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, title I of 
the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990, 
title V of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, sec- 
tion 1977 of the Revised Statutes, and the Ge- 
netic Information Nondiscrimination Act of 
2008, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mrs. BOXER (for herself, Mr. HAR- 
KIN, Mr. BEGICH, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mrs. 
McCASKILL, Mr. DURBIN, Mrs. FEIN- 
STEIN, Mr. BROWN of Ohio, Mr. LAU- 
TENBERG, Mr. BLUMENTHAL, and Mrs. 
HAGAN): 

S. 3318. A bill to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to prohibit the use of the 
phrases GI Bill and Post-9/11 GI Bill to give 
a false impression of approval or endorse- 
ment by the Department of Veterans Affairs, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Veterans’ Affairs. 

By Ms. KLOBUCHAR: 

S. 3319. A bill to amend the National Trails 
System Act to revise the route of the North 
Country National Scenic Trail in north- 
eastern Minnesota to include existing hiking 
trails along the north shore of Lake Supe- 
rior, in the Superior National Forest, and in 
the Chippewa National Forest, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Energy and 
Natural Resources. 

By Mr. BINGAMAN (for himself and 
Mr. UDALL of New Mexico): 

S. 3320. A bill to authorize the Adminis- 
trator of the Federal Emergency Manage- 
ment Agency to waive the 30-day waiting pe- 
riod for flood insurance policies purchased 
for private properties affected by wildfire on 
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Federal lands; to the Committee on Banking, 
Housing, and Urban Affairs. 
By Ms. LANDRIEU (for herself and Mr. 
INHOFE): 

S. 3321. A bill to promote permanent fami- 
lies for children, privacy and safety for 
unwed mothers, responsible fatherhood, and 
security for adoptive parents by establishing 
a National Responsible Father Registry and 
encouraging States to enter into agreements 
to contribute the information contained in 
the State’s Responsible Father Registry to 
the National Responsible Father Registry, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Finance. 

By Mr. BROWN of Ohio (for himself, 
Mr. KERRY, Mr. LEAHY, Mr. COONS, 
Mr. HARKIN, Mr. BLUMENTHAL, Ms. 
MIKULSKI, Mrs. SHAHEEN, Mr. WHITE- 
HOUSE, and Mr. FRANKEN): 

S. 3322. A bill to strengthen enforcement 
and clarify certain provisions of the 
Servicemembers Civil Relief Act, the Uni- 
formed and Overseas Citizens Absentee Vot- 
ing Act, and chapter 43 of title 38, United 
States Code, and to reconcile, restore, clar- 
ify, and conform similar provisions in other 
related civil rights statutes, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Veterans’ Af- 
fairs. 

By Mr. ROCKEFELLER (for himself 
and Mr. CARDIN): 

S. 3323. A bill to amend the 
Servicemembers Civil Relief Act to improve 
the protections for servicemembers against 
mortgage foreclosures, and for other pur- 
poses; to the Committee on Veterans’ Af- 
fairs. 

By Mr. BROWN of Massachusetts (for 
himself and Mr. BURR): 

S. 3324. A bill to authorize the Secretary of 
Veterans Affairs to award grants to non- 
profit organizations for the construction of 
facilities for temporary lodging in connec- 
tion with the examination, treatment, or 
care of a veteran under laws administered by 
the Secretary of Veterans Affairs, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Vet- 
erans’ Affairs. 


-—— 


SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND 
SENATE RESOLUTIONS 


The following concurrent resolutions 
and Senate resolutions were read, and 
referred (or acted upon), as indicated: 

By Mrs. MURRAY (for herself, Ms. 
SNOWE, Mr. AKAKA, Mr. Baucus, Mr. 
BENNET, Mr. BINGAMAN, Mr. 
BLUMENTHAL, Mrs. BOXER, Mr. BROWN 
of Massachusetts, Mr. BROWN of Ohio, 


Mr. CASEY, Ms. CANTWELL, Mr. 
Coons, Mr. ENZI, Mrs. FEINSTEIN, Mr. 
FRANKEN, Mrs. GILLIBRAND, Mrs. 


HAGAN, Mr. HARKIN, Mrs. HUTCHISON, 
Mr. INOUYE, Mr. KERRY, Mr. KIRK, 
Ms. LANDRIEU, Mr. LEAHY, Mr. 
MERKLEY, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. SAND- 
ERS, Mr. SCHUMER, Mrs. SHAHEEN, Ms. 
STABENOW, Mr. TESTER, Mr. UDALL of 
Colorado, Mr. WYDEN, Mr. LIEBER- 
MAN, Ms. COLLINS, Mr. LAUTENBERG, 
Mr. ISAKSON, Ms. MURKOWSKI, Ms. 
AYOTTE, Mrs. MCCASKILL, and Ms. 
KLOBUCHAR): 

S. Res. 500. A resolution celebrating the ac- 
complishments of title IX of the Education 
Amendments of 1972, also known as the 
Patsy Takemoto Mink Equal Opportunity in 
Education Act, and recognizing the need to 
continue pursuing the goal of equal edu- 
cational opportunities for all women and 
girls; considered and agreed to. 
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By Mr. CRAPO: 

S. Res. 501. A resolution supporting Na- 
tional Men’s Health Week; considered and 
agreed to. 

By Mr. LEAHY (for himself, Mr. SAND- 
ERS, Mr. BROWN of Ohio, Mr. ROB- 
ERTS, Mr. ALEXANDER, Mr. GRAHAM, 
Mr. LEVIN, Mrs. FEINSTEIN, Ms. LAN- 
DRIEU, Mrs. HUTCHISON, Mr. BENNET, 
Mrs. MURRAY, Mr. AKAKA, Mr. 
MORAN, Mr. CARDIN, Ms. STABENOW, 
Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. NELSON of Florida, 
Mr. BOOZMAN, Mr. RUBIO, Mr. BINGA- 
MAN, Mrs. GILLIBRAND, Mr. SCHUMER, 
and Mr. PRYOR): 

S. Res. 502. A resolution celebrating the 
150th anniversary of the signing of the First 
Morrill Act; considered and agreed to. 


a 


ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 


S. 555 
At the request of Mr. FRANKEN, the 
name of the Senator from Delaware 
(Mr. CARPER) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 555, a bill to end discrimination 
based on actual or perceived sexual ori- 
entation or gender identity in public 
schools, and for other purposes. 
S. 811 
At the request of Mr. MERKLEY, the 
name of the Senator from Delaware 
(Mr. CARPER) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 811, a bill to prohibit employment 
discrimination on the basis of sexual 
orientation or gender identity. 
S. 866 
At the request of Mr. TESTER, the 
name of the Senator from Louisiana 
(Ms. LANDRIEU) was added as a cospon- 
sor of S. 866, a bill to amend title 10, 
United States Code, to modify the per- 
fiscal year calculation of days of cer- 
tain active duty or active service used 
to reduce the minimum age at which a 
member of a reserve component of the 
uniformed services may retire for non- 
regular service. 
S. 881 
At the request of Ms. LANDRIEU, the 
name of the Senator from Montana 
(Mr. BAUCUS) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 881, a bill to amend the Consumer 
Credit Protection Act to assure mean- 
ingful disclosures of the terms of rent- 
al-purchase agreements, including dis- 
closures of all costs to consumers 
under such agreements, to provide sub- 
stantive rights to consumers under 
such agreements, and for other pur- 
poses. 
S. 1299 
At the request of Mr. MORAN, the 
name of the Senator from Tennessee 
(Mr. ALEXANDER) was added as a Co- 
sponsor of S. 1299, a bill to require the 
Secretary of the Treasury to mint 
coins in commemoration of the centen- 
nial of the establishment of Lions 
Clubs International. 
S. 1591 
At the request of Mrs. GILLIBRAND, 
the names of the Senator from Idaho 
(Mr. RISCH), the Senator from Kansas 
(Mr. ROBERTS), the Senator from North 
Dakota (Mr. HOEVEN) and the Senator 
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from Alabama (Mr. SHELBY) were added 
as cosponsors of S. 1591, a bill to award 
a Congressional Gold Medal to Raoul 
Wallenberg, in recognition of his 
achievements and heroic actions dur- 
ing the Holocaust. 
S. 1880 
At the request of Mr. BARRASSO, the 
name of the Senator from Idaho (Mr. 
RISCH) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1880, a bill to repeal the health care 
law’s job-killing health insurance tax. 
S. 1884 
At the request of Mr. DURBIN, the 
name of the Senator from New Mexico 
(Mr. UDALL) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1884, a bill to provide States with 
incentives to require elementary 
schools and secondary schools to main- 
tain, and permit school personnel to 
administer, epinephrine at schools. 
S. 2036 
At the request of Mrs. GILLIBRAND, 
the names of the Senator from Ten- 
nessee (Mr. ALEXANDER), the Senator 
from Florida (Mr. NELSON), the Senator 
from Connecticut (Mr. BLUMENTHAL), 
the Senator from Arkansas (Mr. Booz- 
MAN), the Senator from California 
(Mrs. BOXER), the Senator from Wash- 
ington (Ms. CANTWELL), the Senator 
from Maryland (Mr. CARDIN), the Sen- 
ator from Pennsylvania (Mr. CASEY), 
the Senator from Mississippi (Mr. 
COCHRAN), the Senator from Maine (Ms. 
COLLINS), the Senator from Texas (Mr. 
CORNYN), the Senator from Wyoming 
(Mr. ENZI), the Senator from South 
Carolina (Mr. GRAHAM), the Senator 
from North Carolina (Mrs. HAGAN), the 
Senator from Texas (Mrs. HUTCHISON), 
the Senator from Oklahoma (Mr. 
INHOFE), the Senator from Louisiana 
(Ms. LANDRIEU), the Senator from New 
Jersey (Mr. LAUTENBERG), the Senator 
from Vermont (Mr. LEAHY), the Sen- 
ator from New Jersey (Mr. MENENDEZ), 
the Senator from Maryland (Ms. MI- 
KULSKI), the Senator from Kansas (Mr. 
MORAN), the Senator from Arkansas 
(Mr. PRYOR), the Senator from Nevada 
(Mr. REID), the Senator from Kansas 
(Mr. ROBERTS), the Senator from Wis- 
consin (Mr. JOHNSON), the Senator from 
New Hampshire (Mrs. SHAHEEN) and the 
Senator from Michigan (Ms. STABENOW) 
were added as cosponsors of S. 2036, a 
bill to require the Secretary of the 
Treasury to mint coins in recognition 
and celebration of the National Base- 
ball Hall of Fame. 
S. 2103 
At the request of Mr. LEE, the name 
of the Senator from Florida (Mr. 
RUBIO) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
2103, a bill to amend title 18, United 
States Code, to protect pain-capable 
unborn children in the District of Co- 
lumbia, and for other purposes. 
S. 2134 
At the request of Mr. BLUMENTHAL, 
the name of the Senator from Mary- 
land (Ms. MIKULSKI) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 2134, a bill to amend title 
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10, United States Code, to provide for 
certain requirements relating to the 
retirement, adoption, care, and rec- 
ognition of military working dogs, and 
for other purposes. 
S. 2165 
At the request of Mrs. BOXER, the 
name of the Senator from Rhode Island 
(Mr. REED) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 2165, a bill to enhance strategic co- 
operation between the United States 
and Israel, and for other purposes. 
S. 2189 
At the request of Mr. HARKIN, the 
name of the Senator from Washington 
(Mrs. MURRAY) was added as a cospon- 
sor of S. 2189, a bill to amend the Age 
Discrimination in Employment Act of 
1967 and other laws to clarify appro- 


priate standards for Federal anti- 
discrimination and _  antiretaliation 
claims, and for other purposes. 

S. 2239 


At the request of Mr. NELSON of Flor- 
ida, the names of the Senator from 
Montana (Mr. TESTER) and the Senator 
from Louisiana (Ms. LANDRIEU) were 
added as cosponsors of S. 2239, a bill to 
direct the head of each agency to treat 
relevant military training as sufficient 
to satisfy training or certification re- 
quirements for Federal licenses. 

S. 2325 

At the request of Mr. NELSON of Flor- 
ida, the name of the Senator from Ar- 
kansas (Mr. BOOZMAN) was added as a 
cosponsor of S. 2325, a bill to authorize 
further assistance to Israel for the Iron 
Dome anti-missile defense system. 

S. 3204 

At the request of Mr. JOHANNS, the 
names of the Senator from Massachu- 
setts (Mr. BROWN) and the Senator 
from Pennsylvania (Mr. TOOMEY) were 
added as cosponsors of S. 3204, a bill to 
address fee disclosure requirements 
under the Electronic Fund Transfer 
Act, and for other purposes. 

S. 3233 

At the request of Mr. CASEY, the 
name of the Senator from Alaska (Mr. 
BEGICH) was added as a cosponsor of 8. 
3233, a bill to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to improve the enforce- 
ment of employment and reemploy- 
ment rights of members of the uni- 
formed services, and for other pur- 
poses. 

S. 3235 

At the request of Mr. PRYOR, the 
name of the Senator from Alaska (Mr. 
BEGICH) was added as a cosponsor of 8. 
3235, a bill to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to require, as a condition 
on the receipt by a State of certain 
funds for veterans employment and 
training, that the State ensures that 
training received by a veteran while on 
active duty is taken into consideration 
in granting certain State certifications 
or licenses, and for other purposes. 

S. 3236 

At the request of Mr. PRYOR, the 

name of the Senator from Alaska (Mr. 
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BEGICH) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
3236, a bill to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to improve the protection 
and enforcement of employment and 
reemployment rights of members of 
the uniformed services, and for other 
purposes. 
S. 3289 
At the request of Mr. KERRY, the 
name of the Senator from Alaska (Mr. 
BEGICH) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
3289, a bill to expand the Medicaid 
home and community-based services 
waiver to include young individuals 
who are in need of services that would 
otherwise be required to be provided 
through a psychiatric residential treat- 
ment facility, and to change references 
in Federal law to mental retardation to 
references to an intellectual disability. 
S. 3290 
At the request of Mr. VITTER, the 
name of the Senator from Pennsyl- 
vania (Mr. TOOMEY) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 3290, a bill to prohibit dis- 
crimination against the unborn on the 
basis of sex or gender, and for other 
purposes. 
S. 3292 
At the request of Mrs. MCCASKILL, 
the name of the Senator from Georgia 
(Mr. CHAMBLISS) was added as a cospon- 
sor of S. 3292, a bill to require the 
United States International Trade 
Commission to recommend temporary 
duty suspensions and reductions to 
Congress, and for other purposes. 
S. 3313 
At the request of Mrs. MURRAY, the 
name of the Senator from Alaska (Mr. 
BEGICH) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
3313, a bill to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to improve the assistance 
provided by the Department of Vet- 
erans Affairs to women veterans, to 
improve health care furnished by the 
Department, and for other purposes. 
S.J. RES. 45 
At the request of Mrs. HUTCHISON, the 
names of the Senator from New York 
(Mrs. GILLIBRAND) and the Senator 
from New York (Mr. SCHUMER) were 
added as cosponsors of S.J. Res. 45, a 
joint resolution amending title 36, 
United States Code, to designate June 
19 as ‘“‘Juneteenth Independence Day”. 
S. CON. RES. 48 
At the request of Mr. LEAHY, the 
names of the Senator from Montana 
(Mr. TESTER) and the Senator from Or- 
egon (Mr. WYDEN) were added as co- 
sponsors of S. Con. Res. 48, a concur- 
rent resolution recognizing 375 years of 
service of the National Guard and af- 
firming congressional support for a 
permanent Operational Reserve as a 
component of the Armed Forces. 
S. RES. 401 
At the request of Mr. WHITEHOUSE, 
the name of the Senator from Arkansas 
(Mr. BOOZMAN) was added as a cospon- 
sor of S. Res. 401, a resolution express- 
ing appreciation for Foreign Service 
and Civil Service professionals who 


9451 


represent the United States around the 
globe. 
S. RES. 402 
At the request of Mr. Coons, the 
name of the Senator from Pennsyl- 
vania (Mr. CASEY) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. Res. 402, a resolution con- 
demning Joseph Kony and the Lord’s 
Resistance Army for committing 
crimes against humanity and mass 
atrocities, and supporting ongoing ef- 
forts by the United States Government 
and governments in central Africa to 
remove Joseph Kony and Lord’s Resist- 
ance Army commanders from the bat- 
tlefield. 
S. RES. 446 
At the request of Mr. RUBIO, the 
name of the Senator from Wisconsin 
(Mr. JOHNSON) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. Res. 446, a resolution expressing 
the sense of the Senate that the United 
Nations and other intergovernmental 
organizations should not be allowed to 
exercise control over the Internet. 
S. RES. 473 
At the request of Mr. DURBIN, the 
name of the Senator from Alaska (Ms. 
MURKOWSKI) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. Res. 473, a resolution commending 
Rotary International and others for 
their efforts to prevent and eradicate 
polio. 
S. RES. 482 
At the request of Ms. MURKOWSKI, her 
name was added as a cosponsor of S. 
Res. 482, a resolution celebrating the 
100th anniversary of the United States 
Chamber of Commerce. 
S. RES. 489 
At the request of Mr. MCCAIN, the 
name of the Senator from Pennsyl- 
vania (Mr. TOOMEY) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. Res. 489, a resolution ex- 
pressing the sense of the Senate on the 
appointment by the Attorney General 
of an outside special counsel to inves- 
tigate certain recent leaks of appar- 
ently classified and highly sensitive in- 
formation on United States military 
and intelligence plans, programs, and 
operations. 
S. RES. 490 
At the request of Mrs. BOXER, the 
name of the Senator from Connecticut 
(Mr. LIEBERMAN) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. Res. 490, a resolution des- 
ignating the week of September 16, 
2012, as ‘‘Mitochondrial Disease Aware- 
ness Week”, reaffirming the impor- 
tance of an enhanced and coordinated 
research effort on mitochondrial dis- 
eases, and commending the National 
Institutes of Health for its efforts to 


improve the understanding of 
mitochondrial diseases. 
S. RES. 494 


At the request of Mr. DURBIN, the 
names of the Senator from Maryland 
(Mr. CARDIN) and the Senator from 
Pennsylvania (Mr. CASEY) were added 
as cosponsors of S. Res. 494, a resolu- 
tion condemning the Government of 
the Russian Federation for providing 
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weapons to the regime of President 
Bashar al-Assad of Syria. 

At the request of Mr. CORNYN, the 
name of the Senator from Kansas (Mr. 
ROBERTS) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. Res. 494, supra. 

S. RES. 496 

At the request of Mrs. GILLIBRAND, 
her name was added as a cosponsor of 
S. Res. 496, a resolution observing the 
historical significance of Juneteenth 
Independence Day. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2202 

At the request of Mr. BENNET, the 
name of the Senator from Colorado 
(Mr. UDALL) was added as a cosponsor 
of amendment No. 2202 proposed to S. 
3240, an original bill to reauthorize ag- 
ricultural programs through 2017, and 
for other purposes. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2295 

At the request of Mr. UDALL of Colo- 
rado, the name of the Senator from 
New Mexico (Mr. UDALL) was added as 
a cosponsor of amendment No. 2295 pro- 
posed to S. 3240, an original bill to re- 
authorize agricultural programs 
through 2017, and for other purposes. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2355 

At the request of Mr. PRYOR, his 
name was added as a cosponsor of 
amendment No. 2355 proposed to S. 
3240, an original bill to reauthorize ag- 
ricultural programs through 2017, and 
for other purposes. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2382 

At the request of Mr. CORKER, his 
name was added as a cosponsor of 
amendment No. 2382 proposed to S. 
3240, an original bill to reauthorize ag- 
ricultural programs through 2017, and 
for other purposes. 

At the request of Mr. MERKLEY, the 
names of the Senator from Maine (Ms. 
SNOWE) and the Senator from North 
Carolina (Mrs. HAGAN) were added as 
cosponsors of amendment No. 2382 pro- 
posed to S. 3240, supra. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2395 

At the request of Mr. AKAKA, the 
name of the Senator from Alaska (Ms. 
MURKOWSKI) was added as a cosponsor 
of amendment No. 2395 intended to be 
proposed to S. 3240, an original bill to 
reauthorize agricultural programs 
through 2017, and for other purposes. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2417 

At the request of Mr. UDALL of New 
Mexico, the name of the Senator from 
Iowa (Mr. HARKIN) was added as a co- 
sponsor of amendment No. 2417 in- 
tended to be proposed to S. 3240, an 
original bill to reauthorize agricultural 
programs through 2017, and for other 
purposes. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2445 

At the request of Mr. BROWN of Ohio, 
the names of the Senator from Ne- 
braska (Mr. NELSON) and the Senator 
from Minnesota (Mr. FRANKEN) were 
added as cosponsors of amendment No. 
2445 proposed to S. 3240, an original bill 
to reauthorize agricultural programs 
through 2017, and for other purposes. 
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AMENDMENT NO. 2453 

At the request of Ms. STABENOW, the 
name of the Senator from Maine (Ms. 
SNOWE) was added as a cosponsor of 
amendment No. 2453 proposed to S. 
3240, an original bill to reauthorize ag- 
ricultural programs through 2017, and 
for other purposes. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2457 

At the request of Ms. LANDRIEU, her 
name was added as a cosponsor of 
amendment No. 2457 proposed to S. 
3240, an original bill to reauthorize ag- 
ricultural programs through 2017, and 
for other purposes. 

At the request of Mr. WARNER, the 
names of the Senator from Virginia 
(Mr. WEBB) and the Senator from Idaho 
(Mr. CRAPO) were added as cosponsors 
of amendment No. 2457 proposed to S. 
3240, supra. 


a 


STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 


By Mr. FRANKEN (for himself, 
Mr. LEAHY, Mrs. MURRAY, Mr. 
HARKIN, Mr. WHITEHOUSE, Mr. 
BLUMENTHAL, Ms. MIKULSKI, 
Mr. SANDERS, Mrs. BOXER, Mr. 
AKAKA, Mr. Coons, Mr. INOUYE, 
Mr. KERRY, Mrs. SHAHEEN, Mr. 
BINGAMAN, Mr. BROWN of Ohio, 
Mrs. GILLIBRAND, Mr. UDALL of 
New Mexico, Mr. DURBIN, Mr. 
WYDEN, Mr. MERKLEY, Ms. 
CANTWELL, Mr. UDALL of Colo- 
rado, and Mr. LAUTENBERG): 

S. 3317. A bill to restore the effective 
use of group actions for claims arising 
under title VII of the Civil Rights Act 
of 1964, title I of the Americans with 
Disabilities Act of 1990, title V of the 
Rehabilitation Act of 1973, section 1977 
of the Revised Statutes, and the Ge- 
netic Information Nondiscrimination 
Act of 2008, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

Mr. FRANKEN. Mr. President, our 
daughters’ futures will be as bright as 
our sons’. That is the American prom- 
ise. It is the American ideal—that 
one’s opportunity to prosper—one’s 
economic security—depends not on 
one’s gender but instead on one’s work 
ethic—one’s character—one’s God- 
given talents. 

That men and women will be treated 
equally in America is a promise that 
was made by Susan B. Anthony, who 
dedicated her life to women’s suffrage 
and who famously said, shortly before 
her passing, that ‘‘failure is impos- 
sible.” History proved her right: 15 
years later, women finally were given 
access to the ballot. 

That men and women will be treated 
equally in America is a promise that 
was made a generation later, by thou- 
sands of women who—under the banner 
of Rosie the Riveter—took to the fac- 
tories and carried our national econ- 
omy through a period of world war. 

That men and women will be treated 
equally in America is a promise that 
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was made by Ruth Bader Ginsburg, 
who, in 1960, was passed over for a Su- 
preme Court clerkship because she was 
a woman. Undeterred, she went on to 
start the Women’s Rights Project at 
the ACLU, a platform from which she 
argued several landmark cases. In 1993, 
she was selected to serve as a justice 
on the very court that, years before, 
turned her away. 

That men and women will be treated 
equally in America is a promise that is 
made today—by women like Senator 
BARBARA MIKULSKi and Senator PATTY 
MURRAY and Congresswoman ROSA 
DELAURO—women who have settled not 
for a mere presence in the halls of Con- 
gress but who instead have become 
among its most influential leaders. 

Generations of women have rejected 
inferiority. Because of these pioneers, 
the promise of gender equality in 
America has become more than just a 
promise. It has become our law. It is 
enshrined in the documents by which 
we are governed. 

This week, we celebrate the 40th an- 
niversary of Title 9, a statute that 
guarantees equal educational opportu- 
nities for boys and girls—for men and 
women. In just a couple of years, we 
will mark the 50th anniversary of the 
Civil Rights Act of 1964, a landmark 
legislative achievement that codified 
our national commitment to ending 
discrimination in the workplace. 

So, yes, in America we have made a 
promise that one’s gender will not be 
the deciding factor between having op- 
portunities and being denied opportuni- 
ties—between getting a job and being 
denied one—between getting a pro- 
motion and being denied one. We have 
made that promise. And we’ve come a 
long way toward fulfilling it. 

But we are not there yet. Even 
though women have been working out- 
side the home for generations, they 
continue to face barriers in the work- 
place: Even though about half of all 
workers are women, only 12 Fortune 
500 companies have female CEOs. The 
Equal Employment Opportunity Com- 
mission reports that, in 2011, it re- 
ceived nearly 100,000 complaints of dis- 
crimination. Statistics show that 
women still receive unequal pay for 
equal work. 

Although this week marks the 40th 
anniversary of Title 9, it also marks 
the one year anniversary of the Su- 
preme Court’s decision in Wal-Mart v. 
Dukes, a decision that has had an enor- 
mous impact on workplace rights 
across the country. On its face, that 
case was about civil procedure—it was 
about litigation rules and legal tech- 
nicalities. But, in a larger sense, the 
Dukes case was about the current state 
of our equal employment laws. 

In that case, a group of women tried 
to band together to enforce their rights 
to be free from discrimination—rights 
afforded them by Title 7 of the Civil 
Rights Act. The women alleged that 
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their employer’s policies allowed bias— 
rather than performance and merit—to 
determine who would be promoted or 
given raises. 

The evidence in the case indicated 
that women comprised 70 percent of 
the employer’s hourly workforce but 
only 33 percent of its management 
team. The evidence indicated that 
women were paid less than men in each 
of the employer’s 41 regions. It indi- 
cated that managers around the coun- 
try relied on outdated stereotypes 
when making employment decisions. 
Both the trial court and the appellate 
court agreed that the women should be 
permitted to try their case as a group. 

The trial court’s and the appellate 
court’s decisions were consistent with 
precedent. Governing rules said that a 
group of workers could band together if 
they first showed, among other things, 
that their cases shared a common issue 
of law or fact. This is known as the 
“commonality” requirement. The idea 
here is that if lots of workers raise a 
common issue, it’s easier for the court 
to resolve that issue in one case than 
to resolve it over and over and over 
again in thousands of different cases. 

In Dukes, the common, central issue 
was whether the employer’s policy of 
giving managers unfettered discretion 
to make pay and promotion decisions 
resulted in a disparate impact on 
women. In other words, all of the work- 
ers alleged that the employer’s policy 
allowed bias to determine conditions of 
employment. Because the workers had 
presented that common question, ‘‘Is 
the employer’s policy discriminatory”; 
the lower courts concluded that the 
group could proceed together. 

But the Supreme Court concluded 
otherwise. Its rationale was unprece- 
dented. In a 5 to 4 decision, the Court 
said that, to proceed as a group, the 
women had to show not only that they 
were united by a common issue, but 
also that they ultimately would prevail 
on that issue at trial. That is, to 
present their case, the women first had 
to prove their case. As Justice Gins- 
burg explained in her dissenting opin- 
ion, the Court’s decision ‘‘disqualifies 
the class from the starting gate.” 

Since Dukes was decided, dozens of 
employment discrimination cases ef- 
fectively have been stopped before they 
even started. This is a problem. When 
Congress passed the Civil Rights Act of 
1964, the Committee responsible for the 
bill issued a report in which it said 
that ‘“‘[t]he Committee agrees with the 
courts that Title 7 actions are by their 
very nature class complaints, and that 
any restriction on such actions would 
greatly undermine the effectiveness of 
Title 7.” 

But it doesn’t take a Congressional 
Committee report to understand the ef- 
fect of the Dukes decision. Betty 
Dukes, the lead plaintiff in the case, 
put it well when she testified before 
the Senate Judiciary Committee. She 
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said that, quote, ‘‘[oJur civil rights are 
only as valuable as the means that 
exist to enforce them.” It is one thing 
to pass a law saying that men and 
women should be treated equally. It is 
another thing to give that law some 
teeth—to say that we really mean it. 

The Dukes decision makes it harder 
for women—for any group of workers, 
for that matter—to band together to 
enforce the Civil Rights Act. Unable to 
band together, many workers may not 
have access to legal representation. 
Unable to band together, many work- 
ers will choose not to challenge work- 
place discrimination at all, concluding 
that the personal costs of doing so—the 
potential for retaliatory actions—out- 
weigh any possible benefits. Unable to 
band together, workers will be less able 
to use the courts to address employers’ 
discriminatory policies on a company- 
wide basis. 

So, today, on the one year anniver- 
sary of the Court’s decision in Dukes, I 
rise to introduce the Equal Employ- 
ment Opportunity Restoration Act. 
This bill will restore workers’ ability 
to enforce effectively our Nation’s 
antidiscrimination laws. Perhaps as 
importantly, this bill reaffirms the 
American promise of workplace equal- 
ity. 

The bill creates a new judicial proce- 
dure—called a ‘‘group action’’—which 
mirrors the class action procedures 
that were available to workers before 
Dukes was decided. Instead of disquali- 
fying workers’ cases at the starting 
gate, this bill says that workers can 
proceed together if they create a rea- 
sonable inference that they were sub- 
jected to a discriminatory employment 
policy or practice. It will be—as it al- 
ways has been—left to a trial to deter- 
mine the merits of the workers’ allega- 
tions and the viability of the employ- 
ers’ defenses. 

Iam proud to introduce this bill with 
Congresswoman DELAURO and with my 
Senate colleagues, including Senators 
LEAHY, MIKULSKI, MURRAY, and HAR- 
KIN. 

I am grateful to the many wonderful 
organizations in Minnesota and Wash- 
ington that have worked with me on 
this bill. They include the National 
Partnership on Women and Families, 
the ACLU, the Leadership Conference 
on Civil and Human Rights, the Na- 
tional Women’s Law Center, the Amer- 
ican Association of University Women, 
and the Lawyers’ Committee for Civil 
Rights Under Law. 

Our daughters’ futures will be as 
bright as our sons’. For more than a 
century, we have followed a path to- 
ward gender equality. The trail has 
been blazed by generations of women— 
women whose names are found in the 
history books, yes, but also by those 
whose names are not—the working 
mother who rises before dawn and 
punches a clock every day so she can 
support her family—the young woman, 
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fresh out of college, who defies stereo- 
types and pursues an engineering ca- 
reer—the small business-owner who 
hires dozens of people in her commu- 
nity. 

We should continue along the path 
toward equality in the workplace. We 
should not stop now. We should not 
turn back now. The bill that we intro- 
duce today says that we won’t. 

Mr. LEAHY. Today, I am pleased to 
join Senator FRANKEN to introduce the 
Equal Employment Opportunity Res- 
toration Act of 2012. This important 
legislation will respond to the Supreme 
Court’s decision in Wal-Mart v. Dukes, 
and restore women’s ability to chal- 
lenge discrimination in the workplace. 

Today marks the 1-year anniversary 
of that case—where just five Justices 
disqualified the claims of 1.5 million 
women who had spent nearly a decade 
seeking justice for sex discrimination 
by their employer, Wal-Mart. By a 5-4 
decision, the Supreme Court ruled that 
the women did not share enough in 
common to support bringing a class ac- 
tion. Perhaps more troubling, just five 
Justices said that Wal-Mart could not 
have had a discriminatory policy 
against all of them, because it left its 
payment decisions to the local 
branches of its stores. In reaching this 
conclusion, the Supreme Court pro- 
vided a clear path for corporations to 
avoid company-wide sex discrimination 
suits, and made it harder to hold cor- 
porations accountable under our his- 
toric civil rights laws. 

Betty Dukes has worked for Wal- 
Mart, where she started as a part-time 
cashier in Pittsburg, California, for al- 
most 20 years. Throughout her years at 
Wal-Mart, Betty expressed an interest 
in advancement and in the manage- 
ment track. Unfortunately, she was 
continually overlooked for promotions, 
receiving only one in her lengthy ca- 
reer there. Betty Dukes then learned of 
the pay disparities between the male 
and female employees at a Pittsburg 
Wal-Mart store. She decided to take a 
stand, and filed a class action lawsuit 
against Wal-Mart in 2001. Betty Dukes 
and the other women were appalled to 
learn that the pay disparities did not 
stop at the Pittsburg store. In fact, 
there was widespread gender discrimi- 
nation occurring at Wal-Mart stores 
across the country. 

Last year, I chaired a hearing on how 
Supreme Court rulings affect Ameri- 
cans’ access to their courts. Betty 
Dukes came and shared her story at 
that hearing. She made it clear that 
she did not plan on giving up. In these 
tough economic times, American con- 
sumers and employees rely on the law 
to protect them from fraud and dis- 
crimination. They rely on the courts to 
enforce laws intended to protect them. 
Unfortunately, these protections are 
being eroded by what appears to be the 
most business-friendly Supreme Court 
in the last 75 years. 
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The Supreme Court’s recent decisions 
make some wonder whether it has now 
decided that some corporations are too 
big to be held accountable. Whether it 
is Lilly Ledbetter suing her employer 
for gender discrimination, or a group of 
consumers suing their phone company 
for deceptive practices, an activist ma- 
jority of the Supreme Court is making 
it more and more difficult for Ameri- 
cans to have their day in court. 

We cannot ignore the fact that gen- 
der discrimination in the workplace 
persists. Earlier this month, I urged 
the Senate to pass the Paycheck Fair- 
ness Act, a bill that would have set a 
clear path to address the systemic 
problems that result from pay dispari- 
ties. Unfortunately, the Senate could 
not overcome a partisan filibuster, and 
was not able to even debate the meas- 
ure. 

I believe that the ability of Ameri- 
cans to band together to hold corpora- 
tions accountable, especially when it 
comes to workplace discrimination, 
has been seriously undermined by the 
Supreme Court. All people should be 
evaluated on the basis of their con- 
tribution to the workplace, not irrele- 
vant factors like sex, gender, race, eth- 
nicity, or disability. These decisions 
have been praised on Wall Street, but 
will no doubt hurt hardworking Ameri- 
cans on Main Street. I thank Senator 
FRANKEN for introducing this impor- 
tant bill, and urge all Senators to come 
together and support this effort to re- 
store hardworking Americans’ access 
to their courts. 


By Ms. LANDRIEU (for herself 
and Mr. INHOFE): 

S. 3321. A bill to promote permanent 
families for children, privacy and safe- 
ty for unwed mothers, responsible fa- 
therhood, and security for adoptive 
parents by establishing a National Re- 
sponsible Father Registry and encour- 
aging States to enter into agreements 
to contribute the information con- 
tained in the State’s Responsible Fa- 
ther Registry to the National Respon- 
sible Father Registry, and for other 


purposes; to the Committee on Fi- 
nance. 
Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I 


bring to the attention of the body a bill 
called the Protecting Adoption and 
Promoting Responsible Fatherhood Act 
of 2012. I introduced this bill on behalf 
of myself and Senator INHOFE, with 
whom I have worked with so closely on 
many issues involving adoption and the 
protection of children who are outside 
of family care, both here in the United 
States and abroad. I thank Senator 
INHOFE, the senior Senator from Okla- 
homa, for being an original cosponsor 
of this legislation. I also thank Con- 
gresswoman LAURA RICHARDSON for in- 
troducing a companion piece of this 
legislation in the House today. 

We just celebrated Father’s Day this 
past weekend. I know my father and 
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my husband and men all over the coun- 
try celebrated with their children and 
their families. We honor the extraor- 
dinary fathers in the world. 

Parenthood is the ultimate gift. It is 
also an incredible responsibility. Many 
of us have benefited from really won- 
derful fathers who care for and support 
families and support children through 
their young years, their adult years, 
and even into their older years. When 
fathers are absent, when they abandon 
their responsibility to their children, 
they can make the mothers of their 
children and their children more vul- 
nerable. Sometimes women will make 
a decision to place a child for adoption 
if they are unmarried, unwilling, un- 
able—just at a vulnerable time in their 
life and not able to raise a child. Adop- 
tion can be a very positive option. 
There are some Members of our Con- 
gress who have adopted children and 
have adopted grandchildren, so we 
know the blessings of adoption. 

This bill will help to facilitate and 
clear up some legal quagmires that 
occur until many States clear the way 
for women of any age to make a deci- 
sion for adoption. There are many of 
us, across party lines, who have sup- 
ported more domestic infant adoption, 
more domestic adoptions for children 
of all ages, and particularly adoption of 
special-needs children. 

This bill really affects infant adop- 
tion. It sets up a voluntary registry 
that tracks what 38 States have al- 
ready done. Any person, any male who 
has the intention of supporting and 
raising a child can register on this reg- 
istry, and their will and wishes will be 
taken into consideration. But in the 
situation that often happens where this 
man is not interested in being the kind 
of responsible father he should be, then 
this registry helps to expedite, without 
a lot of legal quagmire but with protec- 
tion to both the father and the mother, 
to expedite adoption. 

It has gone through a vetting process 
with any number of outside organiza- 
tions. I thank the American Bar Asso- 
ciation. I want to particularly thank 
the Association of Adoption Attorneys, 
which helped to draft this important 
piece of legislation. 

I wanted to come to the floor to in- 
troduce it. We will, of course, bring it 
up when the leadership allows us that 
opportunity. It may have to go through 
a committee process. We may be able 
to clear it with the support of both Re- 
publicans and Democrats, as is shown 
by the support of Senator INHOFE and 
myself. Hopefully we can get it done in 
a short period of time and provide a 
clear path to promote adoption in the 
United States. 


By Mr. ROCKEFELLER (for him- 
self and Mr. CARDIN): 


S. 33238. A bill to amend the 
Servicemembers Civil Relief Act to im- 
prove the protections for service- 
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members against mortgage fore- 
closures, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs. 

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, 
today I introduce the Military Family 
Home Protection Act, a bill to 
strengthen the legal protections our 
military personnel are guaranteed 
under the Servicemembers Civil Relief 
Act, SCRA. 

Entering military service can some- 
times make it difficult or impossible 
for our Soldiers, Sailors, Airmen, and 
Marines to meet their civilian legal 
and financial obligations. In laws dat- 
ing back to the Civil War, Congress has 
given active-duty military personnel 
special protections against legal ac- 
tions that might be taken against 
them while they are away from home 
because of military service. The pur- 
pose of these laws, according to a 1948 
Supreme Court decision, is ‘‘to protect 
those who have been obliged to drop 
their own affairs to take up the burden 
of the nation.” Congress re-wrote the 
World War II-era ‘‘Soldiers and Sailor 
Relief Act” in 2003, as full-time mili- 
tary, Reservists, and National Guard 
personnel were deploying in large num- 
bers to Iraq and Afghanistan. This 
comprehensively updated statute was 
re-named the ‘‘Servicemembers Civil 
Relief Act.” 

Since the September 11 attacks, we 
have asked our military personnel— 
both our active-duty and reserve com- 
ponents—for unprecedented service and 
sacrifice. We have asked them to de- 
ploy multiple times to Iraq and Af- 
ghanistan, and we have asked their 
families to live without their loved 
ones for long periods of time. We have 
asked our National Guard and Reserve 
personnel—not just once, but some- 
times two or three times—to leave 
their jobs, put their civilian lives on 
hold, and answer their country’s call to 
service. The promise the SCRA makes 
to these Americans is that while they 
are engaged in the defense of our coun- 
try, we will protect them and their 
families from adverse financial actions 
on the home front. One important way 
the SCRA protects these service- 
members is by lowering their mortgage 
interest rates while they are on active 
duty, and by prohibiting banks from 
foreclosing on their homes without 
first getting court approval. 

Unfortunately, as I learned during a 
joint House-Senate forum I held in the 
Senate Commerce Committee hearing 
room in July 2011, not all banks have 
been following the law. In May 2011, for 
example, the Department of Justice 
settled lawsuits with the former Coun- 
trywide Home Loans, now a subsidiary 
of Bank of America, and Saxon Mort- 
gage, a subsidiary of Morgan Stanley, 
for $22 million. In these lawsuits, DOJ 
alleged that the companies violated 
the SCRA by foreclosing on more than 
170 servicemembers without court or- 
ders. At the MHouse-Senate forum, 
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which I organized with Representative 
ELIJAH CUMMINGS, the Ranking Mem- 
ber of the House Oversight and Govern- 
ment Reform Committee, we heard 
from two members of the military and 
other experts about how these SCRA 
violations can devastate military fami- 
lies. Mrs. Holly Petraeus, who is the 
Director of Servicemember Affairs at 
the Consumer Financial Protection Bu- 
reau, as well as the wife of General 
David Petraeus, told us that: 

. . . [WJhile a foreclosure is devastating for 
any American family, it can be especially 
painful for military families. Both the fam- 
ily back home and the deployed servicemem- 
ber, who feels helpless to take action to pre- 
vent the foreclosure, are put in a terrible sit- 
uation. It is vital that servicemembers re- 
ceive all the protections afforded to them by 
the SCRA. 

At the time we held this forum, legis- 
lators in both houses were already hard 
at work on legislation to strengthen 
the SCRA and improve banks’ compli- 
ance with the SCRA. In late 2010, Con- 
gress passed a new law, P.L. 111-275, 
that allowed deploying soldiers to ter- 
minate their cell phone contracts with- 
out penalties, and that gave the United 
States Attorney General new powers to 
enforce the SCRA against creditors. In 
June 2011, the Senate Veterans’ Affairs 
Committee, on which I serve, approved 
a bill sponsored by Senator BEGICH, S. 
941, which included a provision to ex- 
tend the period of SCRA mortgage pro- 
tections from nine months to twelve 
months after a servicemember leaves 
military duty. The Senate Veterans’ 
Affairs Committee is also actively con- 
sidering other proposals to improve the 
SCRA. 

The legislation I am introducing 
today with Senator CARDIN was intro- 
duced in the House of Representatives 
as H.R. 5747 on May 15, 2012, by Rank- 
ing Member CUMMINGS, along with the 
Ranking Member of the House Armed 
Services Committee, Representative 
ADAM SMITH, and the Ranking Member 
of the House Veterans’ Affairs Com- 
mittee, Representative BOB FILNER. 
Two days later, it was adopted as an 
amendment to the National Defense 
Authorization Act by an overwhelming 
vote of 394-27. 

Now that the House has expressed its 
bipartisan support for this legislation, 
I am introducing it in the Senate for 
consideration. The recent House vote 
shows that this is an issue that should 
rise above partisan politics. I hope that 
the House’s recent action will give the 
Senate new momentum to look at what 
we can do to strengthen the SCRA and 
protect our military personnel and 
their families. A short summary of the 
bill is provided below. 

The Military Family Home Protec- 
tion Act expands the class of covered 
individuals under the SCRA’s mortgage 
provisions to include: All 
servicemembers serving on the battle- 
field, regardless of when they bought 
their home. Servicemembers retiring 
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100 percent disabled due to service-con- 
nected injuries and surviving spouses 
of servicemembers who died in military 
service. 

The act stays mortgage foreclosure 
proceedings against SCRA-covered per- 
sons for 1 year following their service; 
it also eliminates a current sunset pro- 
vision that will reduce this protection 
to 90 days beginning January 1, 2013. 

The Act doubles the civil penalty for 
SCRA mortgage violations to $110,000 
for the first offense and $220,000 for sub- 
sequent violations. 

The act protects servicemembers and 
their families against discrimination 
by banks and lenders on account of 
servicemembers’ eligibility for SCRA 
protections. It also requires banks and 
lenders to take further steps to ensure 
SCRA compliance. These steps include: 
Designating an SCRA compliance offi- 
cer. Requiring SCRA compliance offi- 
cers to distribute information to 
servicemembers about their SCRA pro- 
tections, and providing a toll-free tele- 
phone number and website to help 
servicemembers better understand 
their SCRA protections. 


EE 


SUBMITTED RESOLUTIONS 


SENATE RESOLUTION 500—CELE- 


BRATING THE ACCOMPLISH- 
MENTS OF TITLE IX OF THE 
EDUCATION AMENDMENTS OF 
1972, ALSO KNOWN AS THE 


PATSY TAKEMOTO MINK EQUAL 
OPPORTUNITY IN EDUCATION 
ACT, AND RECOGNIZING THE 
NEED TO CONTINUE PURSUING 
THE GOAL OF EQUAL EDU- 
CATIONAL OPPORTUNITIES FOR 
ALL WOMEN AND GIRLS 


Mrs. MURRAY (for herself, Ms. 
SNOWE, Mr. AKAKA, Mr. Baucus, Mr. 
BENNET, Mr. BINGAMAN, Mr. 


BLUMENTHAL, Mrs. BOXER, Mr. BROWN 
of Massachusetts, Mr. BROWN of Ohio, 
Mr. CASEY, Ms. CANTWELL, Mr. COONS, 
Mr. ENZI, Mrs. FEINSTEIN, Mr. 
FRANKEN, Mrs. GILLIBRAND, Mrs. 
HAGAN, Mr. HARKIN, Mrs. HUTCHISON, 
Mr. INOUYE, Mr. KERRY, Mr. KIRK, Ms. 
LANDRIEU, Mr. LEAHY, Mr. MERKLEY, 
Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. SANDERS, Mr. SCHU- 
MER, Mrs. SHAHEEN, Ms. STABENOW, Mr. 
TESTER, Mr. UDALL of Colorado, Mr. 
WYDEN, Mr. LIEBERMAN, Ms. COLLINS, 
Mr. LAUTENBERG, Mr. ISAKSON, Ms. 
MURKOWSKI, Ms. AYOTTE, Mrs. McCAs- 
KILL, and Ms. KLOBUCHAR) submitted 
the following resolution; which was 
considered and agreed to: 

S. RES. 500 

Whereas 40 years ago, on June 23, 1972, title 
IX of the Education Amendments of 1972 (in 
this preamble referred to as ‘‘title IX”) (20 
U.S.C. 1681 et seq.) was signed into law by 
the President of the United States; 

Whereas Representatives Patsy T. Mink 
and Edith Green led the successful fight in 
Congress to pass this legislation; 

Whereas, on October 29, 2002, title IX was 
named the ‘‘Patsy Takemoto Mink Equal Op- 
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portunity in Education Act” in recognition 
of Representative Mink’s heroic, visionary, 
and tireless leadership in developing and 
passing title IX; 

Whereas title IX prohibits discrimination 
on the basis of sex in the administration of 
any education program receiving Federal fi- 
nancial assistance, including sports, and bars 
sexual and sex-based harassment, discrimi- 
nation against pregnant and parenting stu- 
dents, and the use of stereotypes and other 
barriers to limit a person’s access to a par- 
ticular educational field; 

Whereas remarkable gains have been made 
to ensure equal opportunity for women and 
girls under the inspiration and mandate of 
title IX; 

Whereas title IX has increased educational 
opportunities for women and girls, including 
their access to professional schools and non- 
traditional fields of study, and has improved 
their employment opportunities; 

Whereas title IX has increased opportuni- 
ties for women and girls in sports, leading to 
greater access to competitive sports and 
building strong values such as teamwork, 
leadership, discipline, work ethic, self-sac- 
rifice, pride in accomplishment, and strength 
of character; 

Whereas, while title IX has been instru- 
mental in fostering 40 years of progress to- 
ward equality between men and women in 
educational institutions and the workplace, 
there remains progress to be made; 

Whereas, in the 2010-2011 school year, girls 
were provided 1,300,000 fewer opportunities to 
play high school sports than boys; 

Whereas, in 2010, at the typical Division I 
Football Bowl Subdivision school, 51 percent 
of the students were women, but female ath- 
letes received only 28 percent of the total 
money spent on athletics, 31 percent of the 
money spent to recruit new athletes, and 42 
percent of the total athletic scholarship 
funds; 

Whereas research shows that more than 8 
out of 10 successful businesswomen played 
organized sports as children; 

Whereas, for girls who engage in sports, 80 
percent are less likely to have a drug prob- 
lem and 92 percent are less likely to have an 
unwanted pregnancy; 

Whereas title IX seeks to protect students 
from sexual harassment and defend pregnant 
and parenting students from discrimination; 

Whereas stereotypes and discriminatory 
barriers in the fields of science, technology, 
engineering, and mathematics persist and 
contribute to the low numbers of women and 
girls in those fields; 

Whereas, in 2009, women comprised only 19 
percent of students receiving baccalaureate 
degrees in physics, 18 percent of students re- 
ceiving baccalaureate degrees in computer 
science, 16 percent of students receiving bac- 
calaureate degrees in engineering and engi- 
neering technologies, and 22 percent of stu- 
dents receiving master’s or doctorate degrees 
in engineering and engineering technologies; 
and 

Whereas, while title IX has resulted in sig- 
nificant gains for women and girls in edu- 
cation, the law’s full promise of equal edu- 
cational opportunities for all women and 
girls has not yet been fulfilled: Now, there- 
fore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 

(1) celebrates the accomplishments result- 
ing from the passage of title IX of the Edu- 
cation Amendments of 1972, also known as 
the Patsy Takemoto Mink Equal Oppor- 
tunity in Education Act, in increasing oppor- 
tunities for women and girls in many facets 
of education, including the magnificent ac- 
complishments of women and girls in sports; 
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(2) reaffirms the commitment of title IX to 
ending all discrimination against women and 
girls in elementary, secondary, and higher 
education, and to equal opportunities for 
women and girls in athletics; and 

(3) recognizes the continued importance of 
title IX in providing needed protections for 
women and girls. 


EEE 
SENATE RESOLUTION — 501—SUP- 
PORTING NATIONAL MEN’S 


HEALTH WEEK 


Mr. CRAPO submitted the following 
resolution; which was considered and 
agreed to: 

S. REs. 501 


Whereas, despite advances in medical tech- 
nology and research, men continue to live an 
average of more than 5 years less than 
women, and African-American men have the 
lowest life expectancy; 

Whereas 9 of the 10 leading causes of death, 
as defined by the Centers for Disease Control 
and Prevention, affect men at a higher per- 
centage than women; 

Whereas, between ages 45 and 54, men are 
more than 1% times more likely than women 
to die of heart attacks; 

Whereas men die of heart disease at 11⁄2 
times the rate of women; 

Whereas men die of cancer at almost 1% 
times the rate of women; 

Whereas testicular cancer is 1 of the most 
common cancers in men aged 15 to 34, and, 
when detected early, has a 96 percent sur- 
vival rate; 

Whereas the number of cases of colon can- 
cer among men will reach almost 50,000 in 
2012, and more than half of those men will 
die from the disease; 

Whereas the likelihood that a man will de- 
velop prostate cancer is 1 in 6; 

Whereas the number of men who develop 
prostate cancer in 2012 is expected to reach 
more than 241,740, and an estimated 28,170 of 
those men will die from the disease; 

Whereas African-American men in the 
United States have the highest incidence of 
prostate cancer; 

Whereas significant numbers of health 
problems that affect men, such as prostate 
cancer, testicular cancer, colon cancer, and 
infertility, could be detected and treated if 
awareness among men of those problems was 
more pervasive; 

Whereas more than % of the elderly wid- 
ows now living in poverty were not poor be- 
fore the death of their husbands, and by age 
100, women outnumber men by a ratio of 4 to 
1; 

Whereas educating both the public and 
health care providers about the importance 
of early detection of male health problems 
will result in reducing rates of mortality for 
those diseases; 

Whereas appropriate use of tests such as 
prostate specific antigen exams, blood pres- 
sure screens, and cholesterol screens, in con- 
junction with clinical examination and self- 
testing for problems such as testicular can- 
cer, can result in the detection of many of 
those problems in their early stages and in- 
crease the survival rates to nearly 100 per- 
cent; 

Whereas women are 2 times more likely 
than men to visit their doctors for annual 
examinations and preventive services; 

Whereas men are less likely than women to 
visit their health centers or physicians for 
regular screening examinations of male-re- 
lated problems for a variety of reasons; 
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Whereas Congress established National 
Men’s Health Week in 1994 and urged men 
and their families to engage in appropriate 
health behaviors, and the resulting increased 
awareness has improved health-related edu- 
cation and helped prevent illness; 

Whereas the Governors of all 50 States 


issue proclamations annually declaring 
Men’s Health Week in their respective 
States; 


Whereas, since 1994, National Men’s Health 
Week has been celebrated each June by doz- 
ens of States, cities, localities, public health 
departments, health care entities, churches, 
and community organizations throughout 
the United States that promote health 
awareness events focused on men and family; 

Whereas the National Men’s Health Week 
Internet website has been established at 
www.menshealthweek.org and features Gov- 
ernors’ proclamations and National Men’s 
Health Week events; 

Whereas men who are educated about the 
value that preventive health can play in pro- 
longing their lifespans and their roles as pro- 
ductive family members will be more likely 
to participate in health screenings; 

Whereas men and their families are en- 
couraged to increase their awareness of the 
importance of a healthy lifestyle, regular ex- 
ercise, and medical checkups; 

Whereas June 11 through 17, 2012, is Na- 
tional Men’s Health Week; and 

Whereas the purpose of National Men’s 
Health Week is to heighten the awareness of 
preventable health problems and encourage 
early detection and treatment of disease 
among men and boys: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 

(1) supports the annual National Men’s 
Health Week; and 

(2) calls upon the people of the United 
States and interested groups to observe Na- 
tional Men’s Health Week with appropriate 
ceremonies and activities. 


— EE 


SENATE RESOLUTION  502—CELE- 
BRATING THE 150TH ANNIVER- 
SARY OF THE SIGNING OF THE 
FIRST MORRILL ACT 


Mr. LEAHY (for himself, Mr. SAND- 
ERS, Mr. BROWN of Ohio, Mr. ROBERTS, 
Mr. ALEXANDER, Mr. GRAHAM, Mr. 
LEVIN, Mrs. FEINSTEIN, Ms. LANDRIEU, 
Mrs. HUTCHISON, Mr. BENNET, Mrs. 
MURRAY, Mr. AKAKA, Mr. MORAN, Mr. 
CARDIN, Ms. STABENOW, Ms. MIKULSKI, 
Mr. NELSON of Florida, Mr. BOOZMAN, 
Mr. RUBIO, Mr. BINGAMAN, Mrs. GILLI- 
BRAND, Mr. SCHUMER, and Mr. PRYOR) 
submitted the following resolution; 
which was considered and agreed to: 

S. RES. 502 

Whereas July 2, 2012, marks the sesqui- 
centennial of the signing of the Act of July 
2, 1862 (commonly known as the “First Mor- 
rill Act”; 7 U.S.C. 301 et seq.), which granted 
public lands to States and territories to sup- 
port colleges in promoting education as a 
means of economic advancement and intel- 
lectual pursuit; 

Whereas the genesis of the national focus 
on public higher education in the United 
States is attributed to the establishment of 
the land-grant institutions under the First 
Morrill Act; 

Whereas United States Representative Jus- 
tin Morrill of Strafford, Vermont, inspired 
by his own lack of a formal education, au- 
thored the legislation that would become the 
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First Morrill Act to provide an ‘‘opportunity 
in every State for a liberal and larger edu- 
cation to larger numbers, not merely to 
those destined to sedentary professions, but 
to those needing higher instruction for the 
world’s business, for the industrial pursuits 
and professions of life’’; 

Whereas the 87th Congress sought to ener- 
gize the vital intellectual resources of the 
United States by enacting legislation to 
make higher education accessible to the pub- 
lic and thereby apply those intellectual re- 
sources to stimulate the national economy, 
which at the time was based in agriculture 
and the mechanical arts; 

Whereas, in the midst of the Civil War and 
domestic strife, President Abraham Lincoln 
supported, encouraged, and signed into law 
the First Morrill Act, which encompassed 
ideals that united the North and the South; 

Whereas the First Morrill Act opened the 
doors of colleges and universities to all peo- 
ple with the ability and will to learn, irre- 
spective of heredity, occupation, or eco- 
nomic status; 

Whereas the United States leads the world 
in the quality of its public universities and 
has provided extraordinary opportunities for 
higher education to the people of the United 
States, thus enriching each State and the 
country as a whole; 

Whereas the land-grant institutions and 
other public research universities of the 
United States remain committed to pro- 
viding accessible higher education and sup- 
porting learning, discovery, and engagement 
in the interest of the country; 

Whereas the land-grant institutions and 
other public research universities of the 
United States conduct research and edu- 
cation in all 50 States, the District of Colum- 
bia, and 6 territories of the United States, 
and disseminate the results of those efforts 
throughout the country and the world, seek- 
ing solutions to economic, social, and phys- 
ical challenges and enriching the cultural 
life of the people of the world; 

Whereas the land-grant institutions and 
other public research universities of the 
United States educate more than _ 5,000,000 
students and award nearly 1,000,000 degrees 
annually, serving as the single largest source 
of trained and educated workers in the 
United States; 

Whereas the land-grant institutions and 
other public research universities of the 
United States award 200,000 degrees in 
science, technology, engineering, and mathe- 
matics (referred to in this preamble as 
“STEM’’) annually, including more than half 
of the advanced degrees in STEM awarded 
annually in the United States; 

Whereas the land-grant institutions and 
other public research universities of the 
United States perform more than 
$37,000,000,000 worth of research annually and 
impart the discoveries from that research lo- 
cally, regionally, nationally, and globally for 
the betterment of their communities, the 
country, and the world; 

Whereas the Smithsonian Institute is 
marking the sesquicentennial of the signing 
of the First Morrill Act at the annual 
Folklife Festival on the National Mall dur- 
ing the summer of 2012, with displays and 
presentations by many land-grant institu- 
tions; and 

Whereas many States are celebrating the 
sesquicentennial of the signing of the First 
Morrill Act with resolutions and proclama- 
tions, and many land-grant institutions are 
also commemorating the signing of the his- 
toric legislation: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 
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(1) celebrates the 150th anniversary of the 
signing of the First Morrill Act by President 
Abraham Lincoln; 

(2) encourages the people of the United 
States to observe and celebrate the 150th an- 
niversary of the signing of the First Morrill 
Act; 

(3) affirms the continuing importance and 
vitality of the land-grant institutions, which 
are the fruitful product of the extraordinary 
commitment to higher education in the 
United States that the First Morrill Act rep- 
resents; and 

(4) respectfully requests that the Secretary 
of the Senate transmit to the Association of 
Public and Land-grant Universities an en- 
rolled copy of this resolution for appropriate 
display. 


EE 


NOTICE OF INTENT TO OBJECT TO 
PROCEEDING 


I, Senator TOM COBURN, intend to ob- 
ject to proceeding to the nomination of 
Heidi Shyu, of California, to be an As- 
sistant Secretary of the Army, dated 
June 20, 2012. 


ee 


AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 
MEET 


COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY 

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary be authorized 
to meet during the session of the Sen- 
ate, on June 20, 2012, at 10 a.m., in 
room SD-115 of the Dirksen Senate Of- 
fice Building, to conduct a hearing en- 
titled ‘‘Oversight of the United States 
Patent and Trademark Office: Imple- 
mentation of the Leahy-Smith Amer- 
ican Invents Act and International 
Harmonization Efforts.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY 

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary be authorized 
to meet during the session of the Sen- 
ate, on June 20, 2012, at 2:30 p.m., in 
room SD-115 of the Dirksen Senate Of- 
fice Building, to conduct a hearing en- 
titled ‘‘Holocaust-Era Claims in the 
21st Century.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON SECURITIES, INSURANCE, AND 

INVESTMENT 

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs Subcommittee on Secu- 
rities, Insurance, and Investment be 
authorized to meet during the session 
of the Senate on June 20, 2012, at 9:30 
a.m., to conduct a hearing entitled 
“Examining the IPO Process: Is It 
Working for Ordinary Investors?” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON SCIENCE AND SPACE 

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Sub- 
committee on Science and Space of the 
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Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation be authorized to meet 
during the session of the Senate on 
June 20, 2012, at 10 a.m. in room 253 of 
the Russell Senate Office Building. 

The Committee will hold a hearing 
entitled, ‘‘Risks, Opportunities, and 
Oversight of Commercial Space.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


EE 
RESOLUTIONS SUBMITTED TODAY 


Ms. STABENOW. I ask unanimous 
consent that the Senate proceed to the 
immediate consideration en bloc of the 
following resolutions which were sub- 
mitted earlier today: S. Res. 500, S. 
Res. 501, and S. Res. 502. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Ms. STABENOW. I ask unanimous 
consent the resolutions be agreed to, 
the preambles be agreed to, the mo- 
tions to reconsider be laid upon the 
table en bloc, with no intervening ac- 
tion or debate, and any statements re- 
lated to the resolutions be printed in 
the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The resolutions were agreed to. 

The preambles were agreed to. 


The resolutions, with their pre- 
ambles, read as follows: 
S. RES. 500 


Celebrating the accomplishments of title IX 
of the Education Amendments of 1972, also 
known as the Patsy Takemoto Mink Equal 
Opportunity in Education Act, and recog- 
nizing the need to continue pursuing the 
goal of equal educational opportunities for 
all women and girls. 


Whereas 40 years ago, on June 23, 1972, title 
IX of the Education Amendments of 1972 (in 
this preamble referred to as ‘‘title IX”) (20 
U.S.C. 1681 et seq.) was signed into law by 
the President of the United States; 

Whereas Representatives Patsy T. Mink 
and Edith Green led the successful fight in 
Congress to pass this legislation; 

Whereas, on October 29, 2002, title IX was 
named the ‘‘Patsy Takemoto Mink Equal Op- 
portunity in Education Act” in recognition 
of Representative Mink’s heroic, visionary, 
and tireless leadership in developing and 
passing title IX; 

Whereas title IX prohibits discrimination 
on the basis of sex in the administration of 
any education program receiving Federal fi- 
nancial assistance, including sports, and bars 
sexual and sex-based harassment, discrimi- 
nation against pregnant and parenting stu- 
dents, and the use of stereotypes and other 
barriers to limit a person’s access to a par- 
ticular educational field; 

Whereas remarkable gains have been made 
to ensure equal opportunity for women and 
girls under the inspiration and mandate of 
title IX; 

Whereas title IX has increased educational 
opportunities for women and girls, including 
their access to professional schools and non- 
traditional fields of study, and has improved 
their employment opportunities; 

Whereas title IX has increased opportuni- 
ties for women and girls in sports, leading to 
greater access to competitive sports and 
building strong values such as teamwork, 
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leadership, discipline, work ethic, self-sac- 
rifice, pride in accomplishment, and strength 
of character; 

Whereas, while title IX has been instru- 
mental in fostering 40 years of progress to- 
ward equality between men and women in 
educational institutions and the workplace, 
there remains progress to be made; 

Whereas, in the 2010-2011 school year, girls 
were provided 1,300,000 fewer opportunities to 
play high school sports than boys; 

Whereas, in 2010, at the typical Division I 
Football Bowl Subdivision school, 51 percent 
of the students were women, but female ath- 
letes received only 28 percent of the total 
money spent on athletics, 31 percent of the 
money spent to recruit new athletes, and 42 
percent of the total athletic scholarship 
funds; 

Whereas research shows that more than 8 
out of 10 successful businesswomen played 
organized sports as children; 

Whereas, for girls who engage in sports, 80 
percent are less likely to have a drug prob- 
lem and 92 percent are less likely to have an 
unwanted pregnancy; 

Whereas title IX seeks to protect students 
from sexual harassment and defend pregnant 
and parenting students from discrimination; 

Whereas stereotypes and discriminatory 
barriers in the fields of science, technology, 
engineering, and mathematics persist and 
contribute to the low numbers of women and 
girls in those fields; 

Whereas, in 2009, women comprised only 19 
percent of students receiving baccalaureate 
degrees in physics, 18 percent of students re- 
ceiving baccalaureate degrees in computer 
science, 16 percent of students receiving bac- 
calaureate degrees in engineering and engi- 
neering technologies, and 22 percent of stu- 
dents receiving master’s or doctorate degrees 
in engineering and engineering technologies; 
and 

Whereas, while title IX has resulted in sig- 
nificant gains for women and girls in edu- 
cation, the law’s full promise of equal edu- 
cational opportunities for all women and 
girls has not yet been fulfilled: Now, there- 
fore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 

(1) celebrates the accomplishments result- 
ing from the passage of title IX of the Edu- 
cation Amendments of 1972, also known as 
the Patsy Takemoto Mink Equal Oppor- 
tunity in Education Act, in increasing oppor- 
tunities for women and girls in many facets 
of education, including the magnificent ac- 
complishments of women and girls in sports; 

(2) reaffirms the commitment of title IX to 
ending all discrimination against women and 
girls in elementary, secondary, and higher 
education, and to equal opportunities for 
women and girls in athletics; and 

(3) recognizes the continued importance of 
title IX in providing needed protections for 
women and girls. 


S. RES. 501 
Supporting National Men’s Health Week 


Whereas, despite advances in medical tech- 
nology and research, men continue to live an 
average of more than 5 years less than 
women, and African-American men have the 
lowest life expectancy; 

Whereas 9 of the 10 leading causes of death, 
as defined by the Centers for Disease Control 
and Prevention, affect men at a higher per- 
centage than women; 

Whereas, between ages 45 and 54, men are 
more than 1% times more likely than women 
to die of heart attacks; 

Whereas men die of heart disease at 11⁄2 
times the rate of women; 
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Whereas men die of cancer at almost 1% 
times the rate of women; 

Whereas testicular cancer is 1 of the most 
common cancers in men aged 15 to 34, and, 
when detected early, has a 96 percent sur- 
vival rate; 

Whereas the number of cases of colon can- 
cer among men will reach almost 50,000 in 
2012, and more than half of those men will 
die from the disease; 

Whereas the likelihood that a man will de- 
velop prostate cancer is 1 in 6; 

Whereas the number of men who develop 
prostate cancer in 2012 is expected to reach 
more than 241,740, and an estimated 28,170 of 
those men will die from the disease; 

Whereas African-American men in the 
United States have the highest incidence of 
prostate cancer; 

Whereas significant numbers of health 
problems that affect men, such as prostate 
cancer, testicular cancer, colon cancer, and 
infertility, could be detected and treated if 
awareness among men of those problems was 
more pervasive; 

Whereas more than % of the elderly wid- 
ows now living in poverty were not poor be- 
fore the death of their husbands, and by age 
100, women outnumber men by a ratio of 4 to 
1; 

Whereas educating both the public and 
health care providers about the importance 
of early detection of male health problems 
will result in reducing rates of mortality for 
those diseases; 

Whereas appropriate use of tests such as 
prostate specific antigen exams, blood pres- 
sure screens, and cholesterol screens, in con- 
junction with clinical examination and self- 
testing for problems such as testicular can- 
cer, can result in the detection of many of 
those problems in their early stages and in- 
crease the survival rates to nearly 100 per- 
cent; 

Whereas women are 2 times more likely 
than men to visit their doctors for annual 
examinations and preventive services; 

Whereas men are less likely than women to 
visit their health centers or physicians for 
regular screening examinations of male-re- 
lated problems for a variety of reasons; 

Whereas Congress established National 
Men’s Health Week in 1994 and urged men 
and their families to engage in appropriate 
health behaviors, and the resulting increased 
awareness has improved health-related edu- 
cation and helped prevent illness; 

Whereas the Governors of all 50 States 


issue proclamations annually declaring 
Men’s Health Week in their respective 
States; 


Whereas, since 1994, National Men’s Health 
Week has been celebrated each June by doz- 
ens of States, cities, localities, public health 
departments, health care entities, churches, 
and community organizations throughout 
the United States that promote health 
awareness events focused on men and family; 

Whereas the National Men’s Health Week 
Internet website has been established at 
www.menshealthweek.org and features Gov- 
ernors’ proclamations and National Men’s 
Health Week events; 

Whereas men who are educated about the 
value that preventive health can play in pro- 
longing their lifespans and their roles as pro- 
ductive family members will be more likely 
to participate in health screenings; 

Whereas men and their families are en- 
couraged to increase their awareness of the 
importance of a healthy lifestyle, regular ex- 
ercise, and medical checkups; 

Whereas June 11 through 17, 2012, is Na- 
tional Men’s Health Week; and 
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Whereas the purpose of National Men’s 
Health Week is to heighten the awareness of 
preventable health problems and encourage 
early detection and treatment of disease 
among men and boys: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 

(1) supports the annual National Men’s 
Health Week; and 

(2) calls upon the people of the United 
States and interested groups to observe Na- 
tional Men’s Health Week with appropriate 
ceremonies and activities. 

S. RES. 502 

Celebrating the 150th anniversary of the 

signing of the First Morrill Act 


Whereas July 2, 2012, marks the sesqui- 
centennial of the signing of the Act of July 
2, 1862 (commonly known as the “First Mor- 
rill Act”; 7 U.S.C. 301 et seq.), which granted 
public lands to States and territories to sup- 
port colleges in promoting education as a 
means of economic advancement and intel- 
lectual pursuit; 

Whereas the genesis of the national focus 
on public higher education in the United 
States is attributed to the establishment of 
the land-grant institutions under the First 
Morrill Act; 

Whereas United States Representative Jus- 
tin Morrill of Strafford, Vermont, inspired 
by his own lack of a formal education, au- 
thored the legislation that would become the 
First Morrill Act to provide an ‘‘opportunity 
in every State for a liberal and larger edu- 
cation to larger numbers, not merely to 
those destined to sedentary professions, but 
to those needing higher instruction for the 
world’s business, for the industrial pursuits 
and professions of life”; 

Whereas the 37th Congress sought to ener- 
gize the vital intellectual resources of the 
United States by enacting legislation to 
make higher education accessible to the pub- 
lic and thereby apply those intellectual re- 
sources to stimulate the national economy, 
which at the time was based in agriculture 
and the mechanical arts; 

Whereas, in the midst of the Civil War and 
domestic strife, President Abraham Lincoln 
supported, encouraged, and signed into law 
the First Morrill Act, which encompassed 
ideals that united the North and the South; 

Whereas the First Morrill Act opened the 
doors of colleges and universities to all peo- 
ple with the ability and will to learn, irre- 
spective of heredity, occupation, or eco- 
nomic status; 

Whereas the United States leads the world 
in the quality of its public universities and 
has provided extraordinary opportunities for 
higher education to the people of the United 
States, thus enriching each State and the 
country as a whole; 

Whereas the land-grant institutions and 
other public research universities of the 
United States remain committed to pro- 
viding accessible higher education and sup- 
porting learning, discovery, and engagement 
in the interest of the country; 

Whereas the land-grant institutions and 
other public research universities of the 
United States conduct research and edu- 
cation in all 50 States, the District of Colum- 
bia, and 6 territories of the United States, 
and disseminate the results of those efforts 
throughout the country and the world, seek- 
ing solutions to economic, social, and phys- 
ical challenges and enriching the cultural 
life of the people of the world; 

Whereas the land-grant institutions and 
other public research universities of the 
United States educate more than 5,000,000 
students and award nearly 1,000,000 degrees 
annually, serving as the single largest source 
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of trained and educated workers in the 
United States; 

Whereas the land-grant institutions and 
other public research universities of the 
United States award 200,000 degrees in 
science, technology, engineering, and mathe- 
matics (referred to in this preamble as 
“STEM”’) annually, including more than half 
of the advanced degrees in STEM awarded 
annually in the United States; 

Whereas the land-grant institutions and 
other public research universities of the 
United States perform more than 
$37,000,000,000 worth of research annually and 
impart the discoveries from that research lo- 
cally, regionally, nationally, and globally for 
the betterment of their communities, the 
country, and the world; 

Whereas the Smithsonian Institute is 
marking the sesquicentennial of the signing 
of the First Morrill Act at the annual 
Folklife Festival on the National Mall dur- 
ing the summer of 2012, with displays and 
presentations by many land-grant institu- 
tions; and 

Whereas many States are celebrating the 
sesquicentennial of the signing of the First 
Morrill Act with resolutions and proclama- 
tions, and many land-grant institutions are 
also commemorating the signing of the his- 
toric legislation: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 

(1) celebrates the 150th anniversary of the 
signing of the First Morrill Act by President 
Abraham Lincoln; 

(2) encourages the people of the United 
States to observe and celebrate the 150th an- 
niversary of the signing of the First Morrill 
Act; 

(3) affirms the continuing importance and 
vitality of the land-grant institutions, which 
are the fruitful product of the extraordinary 
commitment to higher education in the 
United States that the First Morrill Act rep- 
resents; and 

(4) respectfully requests that the Secretary 
of the Senate transmit to the Association of 
Public and Land-grant Universities an en- 
rolled copy of this resolution for appropriate 
display. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I com- 
mend the Senate for agreeing to this 
resolution celebrating the 150th anni- 
versary of the signing of the First Mor- 
rill Act. The Morrill Act, named for its 
author, Justin Morrill of Strafford, VT, 
granted public lands to States and ter- 
ritories to support colleges in pro- 
moting education as a means of eco- 
nomic advancement and intellectual 
pursuit. This landmark legislation 
brought national attention to public 
higher education in the United States 
and made higher education accessible 
to the public by granting Federal land 
to each State to be used toward fund- 
ing public agriculture colleges. It is 
difficult to overstate the profound im- 
pact and ways in which the core demo- 
cratic vision behind the Morrill Act 
has improved the lives of Americans. 
Land grant institutions have opened 
the doors to affordable and accessible 
higher education for millions of stu- 
dents. These public institutions are the 
lifeblood of many communities, serving 
as hubs of research and innovation, as 
drivers of economic growth, and as lab- 
oratories for critical thinking and pub- 
lic debate. 
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The University of Vermont is the 
State of Vermont’s land-grant univer- 
sity. It is fitting that representatives 
from the University of Vermont’s Proc- 
tor Maple Research Center will be in 
town next weekend for the 
Smithsonian’s 2012 Folklife Festival. 
This year, the annual event celebrates 
the spirit of the Morrill Act and the 
cultural impact of land-grant institu- 
tions. Timothy Perkins, Timothy 
Wilmont, Emily Drew, George Cook, 
and Brian Stowe will host a booth at 
the Festival on the maple industry and 
how maple research at the University 
of Vermont has provided new and im- 
proved techniques for efficient sap col- 
lection and evaporation systems which 
yield higher quality maple syrup, as 
well as research to improve under- 
standing of the physiology and contin- 
ued health of sugar maple trees. Just 
one example is a revolutionary maple 
tap developed by students and profes- 
sors at UVM and now being manufac- 
tured in Vermont which nearly doubles 
the yield from each tree. 

Justin Morrill’s vision for a modern 
higher education infrastructure was 
centered in creating an opportunity for 
farmers, mechanics, artisans and labor- 
ers who too often lacked access to 
higher education. While time does not 
allow a comprehensive look at the con- 
tributions of UVM to the State of 
Vermont, I will note that given the 
focus of land grant institutions on ag- 
riculture, it is very appropriate that 
the UVM College of Agriculture and 
Life Sciences, known as CALS, is quar- 
tered in the original Morrill Hall at the 
center of campus. In addition to work 
on maple, CALS provides a number of 
world-class research and outreach ef- 
forts that are educating a generation of 
leaders in sustainable agriculture and 
food systems. And the acorn often falls 
close to the tree—with UVM graduates 
applying their skills to start businesses 
and nonprofits in Vermont. CALS grad- 
uates are owners and herd managers at 
dairy farms across Vermont and others 
are operating a growing number of di- 
versified farms and CSA’s across the 
region. Two examples are Shelburne 
Farms, a wonderful center for sustain- 
ability education and Vermont Natural 
Coatings—a private company manufac- 
turing environmentally friendly 
paints—both being run by UVM alum- 
ni. Nutrition research at the school is 
informing cutting edge farm-to-school 
programs. 
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Students and researchers at the UVM 
School of Natural resources have been 
at the lead for many years in under- 
standing and addressing water quality 
problems in Lake Champlain. Pre- 
paring students with a great basic edu- 
cation in environmental science and 
policy, these young people are then de- 
ployed to the UVM research vessel the 
Melosira, to the Rubenstein Lake Re- 
search Lab, and to watershed groups to 
put their skills to the test. It is not un- 
usual to see UVM undergraduates com- 
ing off the lake, cold and wet on a cold 
fall day and burdened with nets, buck- 
ets, and boots—and smiling from ear to 
ear. 

Vermont is a small State and could 
never have built such a fine and world- 
renowned research University but for 
the Morrill Land Grant Act. UVM is 
now an engine that helps to drive our 
state, and to benefit the Nation. 


Ee 


ORDERS FOR THURSDAY, JUNE 21, 
2012 


Ms. STABENOW. I ask unanimous 
consent that when the Senate com- 
pletes its business today, it adjourn 
until 10:30 a.m., on Thursday, June 21; 
that following the prayer and pledge, 
the Journal of proceedings be approved 
to date, the morning hour be deemed 
expired, the time for the two leaders be 
reserved for their use later in the day; 
that the majority leader be recognized; 
and that following the remarks of the 
two leaders, the time until 11 a.m. be 
equally divided and controlled between 
the two leaders or their designees; fur- 
ther, that at 11 a.m., the Senate re- 
sume consideration of S. 3240, the farm 
bill, and the votes on the remaining 
amendments to the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


— 


PROGRAM 
Ms. STABENOW. There will be sev- 
eral rollcall votes beginning at ap- 
proximately 11 a.m. tomorrow in order 
to complete action on the farm bill. 


—— 


ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 10:30 A.M. 
TOMORROW 
Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, if 
there is no other business to come be- 
fore the Senate, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that it adjourn under the previous 
order. 
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There being no objection, the Senate, 
at 7:15 p.m., adjourned until Thursday, 
June 21, 2012, at 10:30 a.m. 


—— 


NOMINATIONS 


Executive nominations received by 
the Senate: 


DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 


POLLY ELLEN TROTTENBERG, OF MARYLAND, TO BE 
UNDER SECRETARY OF TRANSPORTATION FOR POLICY, 
VICE ROY W. KIENITZ. 


NATIONAL FOUNDATION ON THE ARTS AND THE 
HUMANITIES 


DAVID MASUMOTO, OF CALIFORNIA, TO BE A MEMBER 
OF THE NATIONAL COUNCIL ON THE ARTS FOR A TERM 
EXPIRING SEPTEMBER 3, 2018, VICE STEPHEN W. PORTER, 
TERM EXPIRING. 


FOREIGN SERVICE 


THE FOLLOWING-NAMED PERSONS OF THE DEPART- 
MENT OF COMMERCE FOR APPOINTMENT AS FOREIGN 
SERVICE OFFICERS OF THE CLASSES STATED. 

FOR APPOINTMENT AS FOREIGN SERVICE OFFICER OF 
CLASS TWO, CONSULAR OFFICER AND SECRETARY IN 
THE DIPLOMATIC SERVICE OF THE UNITED STATES OF 
AMERICA, 

THOMAS J. BRENNAN, OF MISSOURI 
CHERYL J. DUKELOW, OF WASHINGTON 

FOR APPOINTMENT AS FOREIGN SERVICE OFFICER OF 
CLASS THREE, CONSULAR OFFICER AND SECRETARY IN 
THE DIPLOMATIC SERVICE OF THE UNITED STATES OF 
AMERICA, 


YAMILEE M. BASTIEN, OF FLORIDA 
ANDREW C. GATELY, OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
JENNIFER GOTHARD, OF CALIFORNIA 
STEPHEN GREEN, OF VIRGINIA 
LOLA Z. GULOMOVA, OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
JOHN HOWELL, OF VIRGINIA 
ILONA SHTROM, OF VIRGINIA 
PAUL A. TAYLOR, OF COLORADO 

FOR APPOINTMENT AS FOREIGN SERVICE OFFICER OF 
CLASS FOUR, CONSULAR OFFICER AND SECRETARY IN 
THE DIPLOMATIC SERVICE OF THE UNITED STATES OF 
AMERICA, 


CHRISTOPHER BECKER, OF ILLINOIS 
LINDA L. CARUSO, OF WISCONSIN 
SARAH FOX, OF MARYLAND 
JEFFREY W. HAMILTON, OF TEXAS 
MATTHEW HILGENDORF, OF NEW HAMPSHIRE 
KATJA S. KRAVETSKY, OF VIRGINIA 
JESSE LAPIERRE, OF MASSACHUSETTS 
RICARDO PELAEZ, OF FLORIDA 
THE FOLLOWING-NAMED MEMBERS OF THE FOREIGN 
SERVICE TO BE CONSULAR OFFICERS AND SECRETARIES 
IN THE DIPLOMATIC SERVICE OF THE UNITED STATES OF 
AMERICA: 
STEPHEN GREEN, OF VIRGINIA 
THOMAS HANSON, OF CALIFORNIA 
MARTIN CLAESSENS, OF ILLINOIS 
RICARDO PELAEZ, OF FLORIDA 
THOMAS PEPE, OF VIRGINIA 


—— 


WITHDRAWAL 


Executive Message transmitted by 
the President to the Senate on June 20, 
2012 withdrawing from further Senate 
consideration the following nomina- 
tion: 

PATRICIA M, WALD, OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA, 
TO BE A MEMBER OF THE PRIVACY AND CIVIL LIBERTIES 
OVERSIGHT BOARD FOR A TERM EXPIRING JANUARY 29, 


2019, (REAPPOINTMENT), WHICH WAS SENT TO THE SEN- 
ATE ON APRIL 16, 2012. 
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June 20, 2012 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Wednesday, June 20, 2012 


The House met at 10 a.m. and was 
called to order by the Speaker pro tem- 
pore (Mr. MCCLINTOCK). 


EE 


DESIGNATION OF SPEAKER PRO 
TEMPORE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be- 
fore the House the following commu- 
nication from the Speaker: 

WASHINGTON, DC, 
June 20, 2012. 

I hereby appoint the Honorable TOM 
MCCLINTOCK to act as Speaker pro tempore 
on this day. 

JOHN A. BOEHNER, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 


—— 


REPORT ON H.R. 5972, TRANSPOR- 
TATION, HOUSING AND URBAN 
DEVELOPMENT, AND RELATED 
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS 
BILL, 2013 


Mr. LATHAM, from the Committee 
on Appropriations, submitted a privi- 
leged report (Rept. No. 112-541) on the 
bill making appropriations for the De- 
partments of Transportation, and 
Housing and Urban Development, and 
related agencies for the fiscal year end- 
ing September 30, 2013, and for other 
purposes, which was referred to the 
Union Calendar and ordered to be 
printed. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 1, rule XXI, all points of 
order are reserved on the bill. 


EE 
REPORT ON H.R. 59738, AGRI- 
CULTURE, RURAL DEVELOP- 


MENT, FOOD AND DRUG ADMIN- 


ISTRATION, AND RELATED 
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS 
BILL, 2013 


Mr. LATHAM, from the Committee 
on Appropriations, submitted a privi- 
leged report (Rept. No. 112-542) on the 
bill making appropriations for Agri- 
culture, Rural Development, Food and 
Drug Administration, and Related 
Agencies programs for the fiscal year 
ending September 30, 2013, and for 
other purposes, which was referred to 
the Union Calendar and ordered to be 
printed. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 1, rule XXI, all points of 
order are reserved on the bill. 


EE 


MORNING-HOUR DEBATE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to the order of the House of Janu- 
ary 17, 2012, the Chair will now recog- 


nize Members from lists submitted by 
the majority and minority leaders for 
morning-hour debate. 

The Chair will alternate recognition 
between the parties, with each party 
limited to 1 hour and each Member 
other than the majority and minority 
leaders and the minority whip limited 
to 5 minutes each, but in no event shall 
debate continue beyond 11:50 a.m. 


EE 


EQUALITY 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Oregon (Mr. BLUMENAUER) for 5 min- 
utes. 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. While there 
have been occasional steps backward in 
America’s march towards equality for 
all citizens, progress and under- 
standing have marched steadily on- 
ward. As a result, America is more di- 
verse, and it is better for it; but we 
must continue to work hard to create a 
truly equal and just society. 

Discriminating against an individual 
based on race, religion, or sexual iden- 
tity is deplorable and unacceptable. 
Historically, the LGBT community has 
faced significant discrimination, but 
the country has come a long way in re- 
cent years in attitude. Most Americans 
are more accepting regardless of one’s 
sexual orientation, but there remain 
too many areas where society still 
must translate the attitude of most 
Americans into rights and protections 
for all citizens. 

LGBT students should be able to 
learn in a safe school environment, free 
of cruel bullying, psychological or 
physical abuse. The term ‘“‘bullying”’ 
actually does not capture the behavior 
and the threat. Foster children should 
be adopted by loving families regard- 
less of the parents’ sexual orientations. 
Of course, most fundamentally, Ameri- 
cans should be afforded the right of 
marriage whether they are gay, les- 
bian, bisexual, or transsexual—the 
same as heterosexual couples. 

I’ve been involved with these issues 
since I first chaired a hearing in the 
Oregon House of Representatives on 
antidiscrimination in 1978, right 
through today, in advocating the re- 
peal of DOMA. I’ve been proud to work 
for equality throughout my career, but 
there remains much work to be done. 

In the name of extending equal rights 
to all Americans, no matter who they 
love, at a minimum, we should take 
the following steps: 

Most importantly, we should aggres- 
sively support marriage equality for 


This symbol represents the time of day during the House proceedings, e.g., 


all. The Respect for Marriage Act will 
repeal the Defense of Marriage Act and 
will guarantee that the Federal Gov- 
ernment will recognize any marriage 
that is legal in the State in which it is 
performed; 

The lowest hanging fruit is work- 
place discrimination. It is long past 
time to enact the Employment Non- 
Discrimination Act, ENDA, which 
would make it illegal to discriminate 
in the workplace based on actual or 
perceived sexual orientation or gender 
identity; 

Educational institutions must be safe 
places for young people to learn and 
grow without the threat of bullying or 
the risk of being denied the chance to 
participate in extracurricular activi- 
ties based on their identities. We 
should pass the Safe Schools Improve- 
ment Act and the Tyler Clementi High- 
er Education Anti-Harassment Act of 
2011; 

We must stand up for real family val- 
ues and support the Every Child De- 
serves a Family Act. All parents who 
wish to adopt a foster child deserve the 
chance to do so no matter their sexual 
identities; 

Finally, I strongly support amending 
the Immigration and Nationality Act 
to grant same-sex partnerships the 
same rights and privileges as any other 
partnership. 

One of the most important mile- 
stones in this struggle was the endorse- 
ment recently by President Obama and 
Vice President BIDEN of marriage 
equality for all Americans. With re- 
newed momentum and with continued 
hard work, we will not only achieve 
marriage equality for our LGBT friends 
and families, but equality and fairness 
in all aspects of life. 

Make no mistake, we are not striving 
just for tolerance; we are striving to 
make this country more equitable, 
just, and fair so that every man, 
woman, and child has the opportunity 
to pursue their dreams in a safe and ac- 
cepting environment. Such freedom is 
the very cornerstone on which a livable 
community is established, where fami- 
lies are safe, healthy, and economically 
secure. 


ES 


IN HONOR OF BRANDON ELIZARES 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. REYES) for 5 minutes. 

Mr. REYES. As a parent and a grand- 
parent, I rise today with a heavy heart 
to take time to remember Brandon 
Elizares, a young man who left us 214 
weeks ago. 
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In our community, he will always be 
remembered for his smile, for his per- 
sonality, and for his desire to serve as 
an inspiration to others. Brandon, like 
over 11 million people in this country, 
was gay, and like so many of his peers 
was being harassed and bullied until he 
took his own life on June 2 after being 
threatened with being buried alive and 
shot. 

His last message echoed his infinite 
love for his family and his apologies for 
not being strong enough to continue 
taking the abuse that he had faced for 
over 2 years. His final words read, “My 
name is Brandon Joseph Elizares, and I 
couldn’t make it. I love you guys with 
all of my heart.” 

High school should be an exciting 
time with an array of new experiences 
and challenges, but one thing it should 
not be is an environment in which 
young people worry about being 
bullied. Children in high school should 
be focused on their education, pure and 
simple. The sad reality, though, is that 
for many students their primary con- 
cerns don’t lie in textbooks or in the 
upcoming exams but in the fear that 
they will not be accepted by their 
peers, that they will be physically 
abused, or, in the case of Brandon and 
in the cases of countless others like 
him, that they may consider taking 
their own lives to escape the terrible 
pain. 

Brandon was a young man who exem- 
plified our best in the El Paso commu- 
nity. He embodied what this Nation 
looks for in all its young people. He 
was a best friend, a loving son, an as- 
piring model and artist, an excellent 
student, and, to a teenage girl who had 
contemplated suicide herself due to 
bullying, Brandon was a superhero and 
an older brother. 

Like so many El Pasoans, I feel a 
personal connection to Brandon, and 
his death reflects the unfortunate 
truth that many young people today in 
our community continue to suffer. 
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I stand here in the people’s House to 
ask my colleagues to help me in ensur- 
ing that Brandon’s death was not in 
vain. I ask my colleagues to join me in 
support of the Student Non-Discrimi- 
nation Act, H.R. 998, and the Safe 
Schools Improvement Act, H.R. 1648, to 
protect LGBT students from discrimi- 
nation and from bullying in the 
schools. I also ask that you stand with 
me in support of the “It Gets Better 
Campaign,” a project whose goal is to 
prevent suicide among youth by having 
adults and allies convey the message 
that these teens’ lives will ultimately 
improve. 

In our country today, unfortunately, 
the facts are clear. Fifty-six percent of 
students have personally felt some sort 
of bullying at school. Between the 
fourth and eighth grade in particular, 
90 percent of students report being the 
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victims of bullying. Nine out of ten 
LGBT youth reported being verbally 
harassed in school in the past year be- 
cause of their sexual orientation. A 
victim of bullying is twice as likely to 
take his or her life compared to some- 
one who has not been victimized. 

Every day, thousands of children 
wake up fearing for their well-being as 
they go to school. If the Student Non- 
Discrimination Act and the Safe 
Schools Improvement Act were enacted 
today, we could provide students a 
sense of relief and some reassurance 
that their government is working to 
improve their lives by increasing 
awareness about their daily struggles. 
We owe that to Brandon and so many 
others who are suffering from bullying 
in our schools. 


Ea 


RECESS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 12(a) of rule I, the Chair 
declares the House in recess until noon 
today. 

Accordingly (at 10 o’clock and 12 
minutes a.m.), the House stood in re- 
cess. 


eS 
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AFTER RECESS 


The recess having expired, the House 
was called to order by the Speaker at 
noon. 


—— 


PRAYER 


Reverend Richard Haynes, Salem 
Missionary Baptist Church, Lilburn, 
Georgia, offered the following prayer: 

Our Father in heaven, we thank You 
for a brand-new day and for all of the 


opportunities and possibilities that 
comes with this day. 
We thank You for another oppor- 


tunity to be better. Thank You for an- 
other blessed opportunity to do better. 
We thank You for yet another chance 
to correct mistakes and make critical 
legislative adjustments for the better- 
ment of this country and the world. 

With a heart of gratitude for the 
many possibilities that this day brings, 
we declare with the Psalmist David 
that we will rejoice and be glad in it. 
May our rejoicings manifest them- 
selves in good works that others may 
see, that You may be glorified. 

In the name of Your darling Son, we 
pray. 

Amen. 


Ea 


THE JOURNAL 


The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam- 
ined the Journal of the last day’s pro- 
ceedings and announces to the House 
his approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour- 
nal stands approved. 
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PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 


The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman 
from Georgia (Mr. WOODALL) come for- 
ward and lead the House in the Pledge 
of Allegiance. 

Mr. WOODALL led the Pledge of Al- 
legiance as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub- 
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 


EE 


MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 


A message from the Senate by Ms. 
Curtis, one of its clerks, announced 
that the Senate has passed a bill of the 
following title in which the concur- 
rence of the House is requested: 

S. 3314. An act to specifically authorize 
certain funds for an intelligence or intel- 
ligence-related activity and for other pur- 
poses. 


—— 


WELCOMING REVEREND RICHARD 
HAYNES 


The SPEAKER. Without objection, 
the gentleman from Georgia (Mr. 
WOODALL) is recognized for 1 minute. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. WOODALL. Mr. Speaker, the 
House is fortunate today to have Rev- 
erend Dr. Richard Benjamin Haynes as 
our guest chaplain. He’s a life-long 
servant of the Lord, growing up as the 
son of a Baptist minister. He now pas- 
tors Salem Missionary Baptist Church 
in my home county of Gwinnett. He’s 
an avid angler, a fisherman. But first 
and foremost, he’s a fisher of men. In 
the 23-plus years that he’s led Salem 
Missionary Baptist, his congregation 
has grown from 100 to over 4,500. 

Beyond the pulpit, Reverend Haynes 
is active throughout our community. 
He is past chaplain for the Gwinnett 
County Sheriff's Department, past di- 
rector of the Statewide Ministers Con- 
vention, and currently member of the 
Gwinnett County Board of Education 
Advisory Board, to name just a few. 

I’m honored to have him in Wash- 
ington, D.C., with me today. His wife, 
Beverly, is with us today, as is his 
daughter Sheena, and his two 
grandsons, Benjamin and VaShon. 

Reverend, thank you for your prayer 
today and thank you for your ministry 
every day. 


a 


ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Ms. Ros- 
LEHTINEN). The Chair will entertain 15 
further requests for 1-minute speeches 
on each side of the aisle. 


EE 


JOB AVAILABILITY IS NOT 
IMPROVING 
(Mr. WILSON of South Carolina 
asked and was given permission to ad- 
dress the House for 1 minute and to re- 
vise and extend his remarks.) 
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Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. 
Madam Speaker, the Bureau of Labor 
Statistics announced yesterday that 
the number of job openings is at its 
lowest point in 5 months. The number 
of available jobs dropped from 3.7 mil- 
lion in March to 3.4 million in April. 
This fact shows that the President’s 
failed policies are destroying jobs 
across our Nation and undermining 
families. 

Unemployment has been above 8 per- 
cent for 40 months, not including the 
millions who are underemployed or 
who have lost hope and are no longer 
looking for a job. And yet the Presi- 
dent still believes our private sector is 
doing fine. In fact, sadly, now the 
President is offering work permits to 
illegal aliens to take jobs from hard- 
working Americans. 

It is past the time for the President 
and his liberal colleagues in the other 
Chamber to pass the dozens of bipar- 
tisan job-creation bills which are 
stalled in the Senate graveyard. 

In conclusion, God bless our troops, 
and we will never forget September the 
11th in the global war on terrorism. 


EE 


NATIONAL DAIRY MONTH 


(Ms. HOCHUL asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Ms. HOCHUL. Did any of you wake 
up to a nice bowl of cereal or an in- 
stant breakfast drink, like I did? Did 
you give any thought to the effort that 
went into bringing that fresh, whole- 
some milk to your table? Well, I sure 
do. 

Just this past week, I was visiting 
the Koener farm in Wyoming County, 
the largest dairy-producing county in 
New York State, which is the fourth 
largest producer in this great country. 
But I didn’t go just to have their milk; 
I went to listen to their concerns. And 
I saw a mother, father, brother, sister 
getting up before any of us see the 
light of day to do their work, tremen- 
dously hard work; but there’s a lot of 
pride in what they do. 

So as we proudly salute the millions 
of families across this country, in par- 
ticular the dairy-farming families dur- 
ing National Dairy Month, we need to 
do more for these stewards of our na- 
tional food security. We can give out 
proclamations and pay lip service to 
the 51,000 families across this Nation 
who supply us with these products, or 
we can actually listen to them and do 
something to help. 

First of all, they want a farm bill. 
They want certainty to know what the 
deal’s going to be, not later, not later 
this year, but right now. 

Secondly, they need labor. That’s the 
number one issue I hear when I’m vis- 
iting the Nobles and the other family 
farmers, the Zubers, the Coynes. Let’s 
give them what they need. 
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LIFE OF A CHAMPION—RICHARD 
SCHOENSTADT 


(Mr. DOLD asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. DOLD. Madam Speaker, I join 
with many others in the greater Chi- 
cago area in recognizing the life and re- 
cent passing of a tremendously re- 


spected, selfless, and inspirational 
leader in our community—Richard 
Schoenstadt. 


Richard, no doubt, made a difference 
in this world with his tireless dedica- 
tion to strengthening the U.S.-Israel 
relationship. His sweeping passion and 
energy for pro-Israel advocacy set a 
very high bar, which both elevated and 
advanced the commitment of so many 
good people to pro-Israel causes. 

Richard believed in engagement and 
activism, and he lived his life knowing 
there was only one way to do things— 
the right way. He served his commu- 
nity as an outstanding example of lead- 
ership and earned a reputation as a 
brilliant and committed mentor to 
many, many people. 

Like so many who were lucky to 
know him, I feel I was given a special 
gift in  Richard’s friendship. My 
thoughts and prayers go out to his fam- 
ily—his wife, Cindy, his daughters, 
Carly and Kate, and the entire ex- 
tended Schoenstadt family. 

May his memory continue to inspire 
us all to action, and may we in this 
Congress now and forever remain dedi- 
cated to advancing the principles that 
Richard Schoenstadt so proudly stood 
and fought for throughout his life. 


—— EEE 


1210 
STUDENT LOAN RATES 


(Mr. SIRES asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. SIRES. Madam Speaker, access 
to affordable higher education is one of 
the reasons that our country is so 
great. AS someone who lives in the 
gateway to America, I have seen first- 
hand the transformational power of 
education. However, access to higher 
education is now being threatened. 

In less than 2 weeks, the interest rate 
for student loans is scheduled to double 
from 3.4 to 6.8 percent. This will make 
it extremely burdensome for students 
and families with limited financial re- 
sources to attend college. Just in the 
past 10 years, college tuition has in- 
creased by 28 percent. Middle class 
families are struggling to send their 
sons and daughters to school. 

For many Americans, a college edu- 
cation is essential to future success. 
Over a lifetime, it is estimated that a 
college graduate makes an average of 
$2.27 million. In contrast, those with 
only a high school diploma are esti- 
mated to make $1.3 million. 
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The clock is ticking and we must act 
now. Congress should not block access 
to affordable education. Let us work 
together to keep student loan interest 
rates low. 


——— 


WEST VIRGINIA DAY 


(Mr. MCKINLEY asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. MCKINLEY. Madam Speaker, the 
State of West Virginia is celebrating 
its 149th birthday today. Celebrations 
are being held as we speak throughout 
the State. I’m a proud seventh-genera- 
tion West Virginian and honored to 
serve the State that I love. 

Being a West Virginian comes with 
great honor, tradition, and pride. In 
concert with the restored State of Vir- 
ginia, President Lincoln, on April 20, 
1863, proclaimed that West Virginia 
would be admitted to the United States 
as a separate State. Sixty-one days 
later, on June 20, 1863, West Virginia 
became a member of the Union, the 
only State created during the War Be- 
tween the States. 

Every year, millions of people travel 
the country roads of our great State 
and view the beautiful scenic moun- 
tains, from the Shenandoah River to 
everything in between. Madam Speak- 
er, I hope everyone enjoys this time- 
honored tradition of West Virginia Day 
and celebrates our wild and wonderful 
State. 

Happy birthday, West Virginia. 


Ee 


30TH ANNIVERSARY OF MURDER 
OF VINCENT CHIN 


(Ms. CHU asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Ms. CHU. Madam Speaker, 30 years 
ago, Vincent Chin, a young Chinese 
American engineer, was celebrating his 
impending wedding in Detroit, Michi- 
gan, when two unemployed auto- 
workers started shouting at him, say- 
ing, “It is you Japanese who are taking 
away our jobs.” They chased him down 
and bashed his head in with a baseball 
bat. Vincent’s murderers were only 
punished with a $3,000 fine and got off 
without even spending a day in jail. In 
the meanwhile, instead of going to his 
wedding, Vincent’s family went to his 
funeral. 

This injustice led to the emergence 
of a national Asian Pacific American 
identity and movement. This week, as 
chair of the Congressional Asian Pa- 
cific Caucus, I will be introducing a 
resolution on the significance of the 
30th anniversary of Vincent’s death. 
His story remains an important re- 
minder of why we must always combat 


the dangers of xenophobia and 
scapegoating. 
nS 
AMNESTY 


(Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas asked 
and was given permission to address 
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the House for 1 minute and to revise 
and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Madam 
Speaker, most of us just returned from 
a week talking with our constituents 
back home. In the Third District of 
Texas, folks only had one thing on 
their mind: the President’s disgraceful 
decision to grant amnesty to 1 million 
illegal immigrants. Americans across 
the country are outraged. Amnesty re- 
wards people for breaking our laws and 
encourages others to do the same. 
Entry into the United States is not a 
right; it’s a privilege. 

Since taking office, the President has 
time and again taken reprehensible 
steps that weaken our border security 
and undermine the rule of law in Amer- 
ica. By sidestepping Congress, the 
President is now single-handedly re- 
writing our immigration policies, vio- 
lating the trust between the Congress 
and the President to uphold the laws of 
this land—just did it again today. 

Enough is enough. This administra- 
tion needs to stop putting politics 
ahead of the rights and privileges 
granted to him in the Constitution. 
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair would remind Members to refrain 
from engaging in personalities toward 
the President. 


EEE 
HONORING DEVIN BECK 


(Mr. CICILLINE asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. CICILLINE. Madam Speaker, I 
rise today to honor Devin Beck, a na- 
tive of Tiverton, in my home State of 
Rhode Island. 

Devin set a goal to raise $2,000 for Ex- 
ecutives Without Borders, a nonprofit 
organization that works to engage 
business professionals in solving hu- 
manitarian challenges across the 
world. 

So on January 11 of this year, Devin 
left St. Augustine, Florida, with the 
goal of bicycling to San Diego, Cali- 
fornia, a destination more than 2,000 
miles away. On February 25, 46 days 
later, Devin arrived in San Diego, com- 
pleting a journey that spanned 232 
hours, 17 minutes, and 44 seconds on his 
bike. 

In the end, Devin exceeded his goals 
and raised $6,000 for Executives With- 
out Borders to benefit a program that 
is helping Haiti to build new recycling 
centers to recover from the devastating 
hurricane it suffered in 2010. 

I congratulate this young man, 
Devin, as well as his parents, Donald 
and Kathleen, on his truly impressive 
accomplishments and wish him contin- 
ued success. 


EEE 
NATURAL GAS 


(Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania 
asked and was given permission to ad- 
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dress the House for 1 minute and to re- 
vise and extend his remarks.) 


Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania. 
Madam Speaker, on June 4, America’s 
Natural Gas Alliance issued a report 
contesting the EPA’s recent study on 
greenhouse gas emissions and natural 
gas development. Specifically, the 
study found that methane emissions 
from shale operations are 86 percent 
lower than EPA estimated. Further- 
more, methane doesn’t remain in the 
atmosphere for long relative to other 
gasses. 


Unfortunately, some energy alter- 
natives receiving government subsidies 
have worse emissions than what we 
thought. The new book, “Green Illu- 
sions,” by Ozzie Zehner, shows that 
building solar cells releases substantial 
quantities of emissions like sulfur 
hexafluoride, which lasts 267 times as 
long in the atmosphere, and have near- 
ly doubled since 1998. 


According to a May report from the 
International Energy Agency, U.S. car- 
bon emissions are down more than any 
other country. In fact, since 2006, U.S. 
emissions have fallen 7.7 percent, with 
the increased use of shale gas as a key 
factor in the drop, according to the 
Agency’s chief economist. 


This leads to a conclusion that many 
might find paradoxical. If global warm- 
ing is a problem we need to address, 
then we should welcome the increased 
production and use of natural gas as a 
prime energy source. 


ACCESS TO EDUCATION 


(Mr. BACA asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 


Mr. BACA. Madam Speaker, in these 
tough times, we should make every ef- 
fort to increase access to higher edu- 
cation for all Americans. Making col- 
lege more affordable doesn’t just help 
students, it strengthens our economy. 


Unfortunately, if Congress does not 
act soon, interest rates on student 
loans will double for over 7 million stu- 
dents in less than 2 weeks. July 1 is 
around the corner. It’s time for a seri- 
ous solution to help our Nation’s chil- 
dren. 


Instead of working towards a com- 
promise, Republicans have put forward 
a plan to cut health services for women 
and children. Republicans just don’t 
get it. Once again, they’re too busy 
cutting taxes for millionaires and bil- 
lionaires instead of working for our 
middle class. Republicans are showing 
their priorities are out of touch with 
hardworking Americans. 


We need to act now on student loans. 
Let’s help all of these students have ac- 
cess to education. 
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RECOGNIZING THE 25TH ANNIVER- 
SARY OF THE NATIONAL AIR 
TRAFFIC CONTROLLERS ASSO- 
CIATION 


(Mrs. BIGGERT asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her re- 
marks.) 

Mrs. BIGGERT. Madam Speaker, I 
rise today to salute the hardworking 
individuals who strive every day to 
protect the safety of air passengers. 
These are the men and women of the 
National Air Traffic Controllers Asso- 
ciation, NATCA, who yesterday cele- 
brated their 25th year as the guardians 
of the U.S. national airspace system. 

On June 19, 1987, the Federal Labor 
Relations Authority certified NATCA 
as the exclusive bargaining representa- 
tive for the Federal Aviation Adminis- 
tration air traffic controllers. NATCA 
now represents more than 20,000 air 
traffic controllers, engineers, and other 
aviation safety professionals. They 
have the safest record in history, guid- 
ing 70,000 flights per day and protecting 
over 700 million passengers per year. 

Madam Speaker, I would ask all of 
my colleagues in the House today to 
join NATCA in celebrating a quarter 
century of hard work, keeping Amer- 
ica’s airspace system the safest in the 
world. 


ee 


GREAT LAKES WATER QUALITY 
AGREEMENT 


(Mr. HIGGINS asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. HIGGINS. Madam Speaker, the 
Great Lakes are our most threatened 
national assets, yet they are the larg- 
est source of fresh water in the world, 
and account for $7 billion in economic 
activity annually. In my western New 
York community, the resurgence of our 
Inner and Outer Harbors along Lake 
Erie is an important reminder of the 
relationship between the health of the 
Great Lakes and our region’s economic 
future. 

The State Department is finalizing a 
revision to the Great Lakes Water 
Quality Agreement with Canada. This 
important agreement expresses a joint 
commitment to protecting and restor- 
ing the Great Lakes ecosystem. 

Madam Speaker, I recently joined my 
congressional colleagues in the Great 
Lakes region in asking the State De- 
partment for the status of this agree- 
ment and have offered to host a signing 
ceremony between the United States 
and Canada in Buffalo, New York. It is 
more important than ever before to af- 
firm our commitment to protecting the 
health of the Great Lakes. 


EE 
HONORING THE LIFE OF FIRST 
LIEUTENANT MATHEW FAZZARI 


(Mrs. MCMORRIS RODGERS asked 
and was given permission to address 
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the House for 1 minute and to revise 
and extend her remarks.) 

Mrs. MCMORRIS RODGERS. Madam 
Speaker, it’s with a heavy heart today 
that I rise to honor the life of First 
Lieutenant Mathew Fazzari. He is a 25- 
year-old American hero. 

He’s a native of Walla Walla, Wash- 
ington, and he graduated from Gonzaga 
University, was commissioned in the 
United States Army, was a member of 
the prestigious 82nd Airborne, and he 
gave his life in serving and defending 
our country. 

He lost his life on June 6, 2012, when 
his helicopter was shot down by enemy 
attack in Afghanistan. He lost his life 
in the name of American freedom, and 
he lost his life to protect all of ours. 

He leaves behind a community who 
admires him, a country who pays hom- 
age to him, and a family who’s been 
forever changed by him. He was a son, 
a brother, a husband and a father. He 
says goodbye to a family that got the 
call they hoped they would never get. 

Madam Speaker, we mourn his loss. 
We celebrate his life. A life of patriot- 
ism, courage, and valor. A life and a 
legacy that will endure forever. 

May God bless Lieutenant Mathew 
Fazzari, his parents, Greg and Susan; 
his siblings, Luke, Shawn, and 
Danielle; his wife, Tovah, and their two 
young sons, Dominic and Samuel. May 
God bless his family and all the brave 
men and women who have answered 
America’s call to freedom. 
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AMERICANS ARE SAYING “PUT ME 
TO WORK” 


(Mr. CARNAHAN asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. CARNAHAN. Madam Speaker, I 
stand here today frustrated but deter- 
mined. Frustrated because I’ve heard 
from so many people in St. Louis, Mis- 
souri, that I represent, small business 
owners, veterans, students, and others. 
They’re all saying the same thing: 
“Put me to work.” 

They want to help rebuild our econ- 
omy. They want to help create new 
American jobs. 

They’re not saying, ‘‘Kill me a sea 
lion.” They’re not saying, “Allow cor- 
porations to pollute my air and water.” 
They’re not saying, ‘‘Give more breaks 
for the well-off Americans and more 
burdens for seniors.” They’re saying, 
“Put me to work.” 

They are determined, and so am I. So 
I say to you, put Congress to work. Put 
us to work passing the student loan in- 
terest extension to protect students 
who are graduating into an unstable 
marketplace. Put us to work passing 
the Senate transportation bill that 
passed overwhelmingly with bipartisan 
support and would create thousands of 
jobs. Put us to work passing the 
STARTUP Act, to create new opportu- 
nities for American innovation. 
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Listen to our constituents. They 
want to go to work. They are cheering 
for our country to succeed and to work, 
and they expect and deserve their Con- 
gress to do the same. 


EEE 


THE PRIVATE SECTOR IS NOT 
DOING FINE 


(Mrs. BLACK asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mrs. BLACK. Madam Speaker, the 
President recently said that the pri- 
vate sector is doing just fine. But for 
millions of unemployed and under- 
employed Americans, and millions 
more struggling with higher food and 
energy prices, there is nothing fine 
about the state of the U.S. economy. 
That’s why the House has passed more 
than a dozen bipartisan bills. 

This week, the House will consider 
the Domestic Energy and Jobs Act. 
This package of domestic energy pro- 
duction bills, of which I am a cospon- 
sor, will not only reduce energy costs 
for hardworking families and small 
businesses, but it will also get govern- 
ment out of the way so that American 
job creators can do what they do best, 
that is, grow the economy and put peo- 
ple back to work. 


eS 


DOMESTIC ENERGY AND JOBS ACT 


(Mr. HIMES asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. HIMES. Madam Speaker, today, 
this House takes up the cynically 
named Domestic Energy and Jobs Act, 
which is the latest Republican install- 
ment in their mad dash to allow pol- 
luters to dump garbage and poison into 
our air and water. 

If I had more time I would point out 
that this bill would gut the Clean Air 
Act, which was signed into law in the 
early 1970s by a Republican President 
before that party abandoned the value 
that we should be stewards of our envi- 
ronment. I would talk about my daugh- 
ter, who suffers from asthma. That 
asthma, and the asthma of millions of 
other young people, will get worse if 
this bill becomes law. 

I would point out that the idea that 
this is about jobs is baloney. And I 
would cite the Bureau of Labor Statis- 
tics studies in 2010 that said that one- 
third of 1 percent of jobs and layoffs 
were because of government regula- 
tion. 

Instead, I have a question. What hap- 
pened to personal responsibility? What 
happened to the idea that we clean up 
our own mess? 

Madam Speaker, why are we asking 
the entire American public to pay the 
cost of polluting our air and water? 
That, I don’t understand. 
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DOMESTIC ENERGY AND JOBS ACT 


(Ms. FOXX asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 


Ms. FOXX. Madam Speaker, summer 
is upon us. Traditionally, this is the 
season when Americans pack the fam- 
ily car to head out for a well-deserved 
vacation. Unfortunately, this year, 
many will not be able to do this be- 
cause gas prices are too high due to the 
failed economic and energy policies of 
this administration and lack of action 
from the Senate. 


House Republicans have crafted and 
passed many bipartisan bills to address 
this issue, but Senate intransigence 
has prevented them from moving for- 
ward to provide relief to the people we 
represent. Today, House Republicans 
will offer another solution, H.R. 4480, 
the Domestic Energy and Jobs Act. 
This legislation promotes job creation 
and addresses the high energy costs 
which are burdening so many families 
and small businesses across America. 


Madam Speaker, the May jobs report 
and the high cost of energy demand im- 
mediate action. House Republicans are 
answering the calls from Americans 
with this act. I urge my colleagues to 
support this very important legisla- 
tion. 


CONGRESSIONAL OVERSIGHT OF 
THE UNITED STATES ATTORNEY 
GENERAL 


(Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas asked 
and was given permission to address 
the House for 1 minute and to revise 
and extend her remarks.) 


Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. Madam 
Speaker, the Constitution is an enor- 
mously important document. The over- 
sight of Congress is an enormously im- 
portant responsibility. Lives lost in the 
course of various activities of our law 
enforcement are issues that we take 
with great concern. 


As a member of the Judiciary Com- 
mittee, it has been my responsibility 
over the years, from impeachments to 
Waco to issues beyond, to look deep 
into the facts, and I respect that. I’m 
appalled, however, when the chief law 
enforcement officer of the United 
States is called a liar. And I stand on 
this floor to reject any thought that a 
United States Attorney that takes an 
oath of office would lie. 


We can find a resolution to the facts 
of Fast and Furious, started under the 
Bush administration, that have been 
reinvestigated and reinvestigated. But 
we do not have to malign Attorney 
General Holder for doing his job. And I 
would ask this Congress to ultimately 
reject any contempt charge against the 
chief law enforcement officer, and to 
denounce lying. 
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OPTION ACT 


(Mr. BROUN of Georgia asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. BROUN of Georgia. Madam 
Speaker, ObamaCare has not taken full 
effect yet, but it is already crippling 
our country and our economy: pre- 
miums are rising; businesses are shed- 
ding jobs; doctors and patients are con- 
stantly dealing with a third party 
making health care decisions—and 
that’s the Federal Government. 

Fortunately, the Supreme Court has 
some of these same concerns about 
ObamaCare; and, hopefully, they will 
strike down both the individual man- 
date and the entire law. However the 
Court rules, though, ObamaCare must 


o. 

In the GOP Doctors Caucus, we know 
that the American health care system 
needs some serious surgery. We have 
brought forth many ideas to do just 
that. For example, my OPTION Act 
will revitalize American health care, 
not through government interference 
but by giving doctors and patients full 
control over their dollars and their de- 
cisions. When ObamaCare falls, my bill 
stands ready to provide the health care 
relief that Americans both want and 
need. 

I hope my colleagues on both sides of 
the aisle will look to the OPTION Act 
as the example of what real reform 
looks like. 
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REJECT THE DOMESTIC ENERGY 
AND JOBS ACT 


(Ms. HAHN asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Ms. HAHN. Madam Speaker, I grew 
up in Los Angeles in the fifties, which 
was when the smog was so bad that we 
actually had to stay inside the class- 
room during recess; and when you tried 
to inhale deeply, the pain in your chest 
was so severe from the pollution and 
the smog. 

Thanks to government intervention, 
we have made huge strides, not only in 
Los Angeles but throughout this coun- 
try, in cleaning our air for the health 
of our children. We’ve made progress, 
but we need to make a lot more. Unfor- 
tunately, to continue to combat this 
problem, Congress should take bold 
steps to invest in clean-energy tech- 
nology, including in new electric vehi- 
cles and in the infrastructure to charge 
them. 

But with H.R. 4480, my Republican 
friends are denying not only Los Ange- 
les but all cities in this country the 
tools they need to continue to improve 
our air and improve our health. This 
bill would rob the EPA of the ability to 
effectively enforce clean air laws, and 
it would deepen our dependency on 
dirty fossil fuels. 
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15TH ANNUAL CONGRESSIONAL RE- 
NEWABLE ENERGY AND ENERGY 
EFFICIENCY EXPO AND FORUM 


(Mr. BARTLETT asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. BARTLETT. Madam Speaker, to- 
morrow is the 15th Annual Congres- 
sional Renewable Energy and Energy 
Efficiency EXPO and Forum from 9:30 
a.m. to 4:30 p.m. in the Cannon Caucus 
Room as well as in Room 340 Cannon. It 
features more than 50 exhibitors, in- 
cluding six from Maryland; and it fea- 
tures 30 speakers, including Members 
of Congress, the executive branch, and 
the private sector. 

Come and learn the present status 
and near-term potential of how the 
cross-section of renewable energy— 
that is biofuels-biomass, geothermal, 
solar, water, wind—and energy effi- 
ciency technologies are creating jobs 
and meeting 11.7 percent of domestic 
U.S. energy production and 12.7 percent 
of net U.S. electrical generation. 

I encourage Members, staff and visi- 
tors to attend tomorrow’s 15th Annual 
Congressional Renewable Energy and 
Energy Efficiency EXPO and Forum. 


Er 


DISCLOSE ACT 


(Mrs. DAVIS of California asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute.) 

Mrs. DAVIS of California. Madam 
Speaker, Justice Brandeis said that 
sunlight is the best disinfectant. Sadly, 
in Citizens United, the Roberts’ Court 
has turned its back on this wisdom, 
and it has given corporations the power 
to influence our government from the 
shadows. 

To say that these are not dark days 
for our democracy is not an under- 
statement. Millions upon millions of 
dollars are flowing into our political 
system through super PACs, but the 
identities of the donors who supply this 
money remain hidden. 

Let’s not fool ourselves. Let’s not 
fool ourselves into thinking that the 
identities of these donors are a secret 
to the politicians whose campaigns are 
being helped by their money. To ignore 
the potential for unseemly influence 
here is truly naive. When one donor 
can decide the fate of a legislator’s re- 
election, they clearly wield a great 
deal of power. 

We should come together to pass the 
DISCLOSE Act, which allows the pub- 
lic to see who is making these mega- 
donations, and together we can let sun- 
light back into our democracy. 


EE 


CONGRESSIONAL ART 
COMPETITION 


(Mr. COSTA asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 
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Mr. COSTA. Since 1982, the Congres- 
sional Art Competition has recognized 
the special power that the arts have 
had in our Nation’s classrooms. 

Today, I have the pleasure of recog- 
nizing my district’s Art Competition 
winner, Sarah Fanucchi, who credits 
the arts for helping her overcome her 
learning challenges. 

From an early age, Sarah struggled 
with reading and math, but she ex- 
celled with a sketchbook and a pencil 
in hand. Once her teachers at Bakers- 
field’s South High tapped into that tal- 
ent, Sarah’s life changed. She became 
excited about school, and her grades 
improved. Sarah’s mother, Carrie, said, 
“Art was and, I suspect, always will be 
her refuge. It was her place to begin to 
shine, her place in school to belong.” 
Carrie and Sarah are more than mother 
and daughter; they are best friends. 

As I welcome her and her family to 
Washington this week, I applaud 
Sarah’s artistic feat. More impor- 
tantly, her perseverance through her 
challenges is what I find most impres- 
sive about this young lady. The art and 
life she has created is something any 
parent or teacher can and should be 
proud of as she continues to add value 
to our Nation’s fabric. 
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PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF H.R. 4480, DOMESTIC ENERGY 
AND JOBS ACT 


Mr. BISHOP of Utah. Madam Speak- 
er, by direction of the Committee on 
Rules, I call up House Resolution 691 
and ask for its immediate consider- 
ation. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol- 
lows: 

H. RES. 691 

Resolved, That at any time after the adop- 
tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur- 
suant to clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the 
House resolved into the Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union for 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 4480) to pro- 
vide for the development of a plan to in- 
crease oil and gas exploration, development, 
and production under oil and gas leases of 
Federal lands under the jurisdiction of the 
Secretary of Agriculture, the Secretary of 
Energy, the Secretary of the Interior, and 
the Secretary of Defense in response to a 
drawdown of petroleum reserves from the 
Strategic Petroleum Reserve. The first read- 
ing of the bill shall be dispensed with. All 
points of order against consideration of the 
bill are waived. General debate shall be con- 
fined to the bill and amendments specified in 
this resolution and shall not exceed two 
hours equally divided among and controlled 
by the chair and ranking minority member 
of the Committee on Energy and Commerce 
and the chair and ranking minority member 
of the Committee on Natural Resources. 
After general debate the bill shall be consid- 
ered for amendment under the five-minute 
rule. In lieu of the amendment in the nature 
of a substitute recommended by the Com- 
mittee on Energy and Commerce now printed 
in the bill, it shall be in order to consider as 
an original bill for the purpose of amend- 
ment under the five-minute rule an amend- 
ment in the nature of a substitute consisting 
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of the text of Rules Committee Print 112-24. 
That amendment in the nature of a sub- 
stitute shall be considered as read. All points 
of order against that amendment in the na- 
ture of a substitute are waived. No amend- 
ment to that amendment in the nature of a 
substitute shall be in order except those 
printed in the report of the Committee on 
Rules accompanying this resolution. Each 
such amendment may be offered only in the 
order printed in the report, may be offered 
only by a Member designated in the report, 
shall be considered as read, shall be debat- 
able for the time specified in the report 
equally divided and controlled by the pro- 
ponent and an opponent, shall not be subject 
to amendment, and shall not be subject to a 
demand for division of the question in the 
House or in the Committee of the Whole. All 
points of order against such amendments are 
waived. At the conclusion of consideration of 
the bill for amendment the Committee shall 
rise and report the bill to the House with 
such amendments as may have been adopted. 
Any Member may demand a separate vote in 
the House on any amendment adopted in the 
Committee of the Whole to the bill or to the 
amendment in the nature of a substitute 
made in order as original text. The previous 
question shall be considered as ordered on 
the bill and amendments thereto to final 
passage without intervening motion except 
one motion to recommit with or without in- 
structions. 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman from Utah is recognized for 1 
hour. 


1240 


Mr. BISHOP of Utah. Madam Speak- 
er, for the purposes of debate only, I 
yield the customary 30 minutes to the 
gentleman from Colorado (Mr. POLIS). 
Pending that, I yield myself such time 
as I may consume. During consider- 
ation of this resolution, all time yield- 
ed is for the purpose of debate only. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. I also ask that 
all Members may have 5 legislative 
days during which they may revise and 
extend their remarks. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Utah? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. This resolution 
provides for a structured rule for the 
consideration of H.R. 4480, the Stra- 
tegic Energy Production Act of 2012, 
and it makes in order 27 individual 
amendments that are specified under 
the rule, two-thirds of which are Demo- 
crat amendments. 

The rule provides for 2 hours of gen- 
eral debate equally divided and con- 
trolled by the chairman and ranking 
minority member of both the Com- 
mittee on Energy and Commerce as 
well as the Committee on Natural Re- 
sources. So this structured rule is very 
fair, and it will provide for a balanced 
and open debate on the merits of the 
bill. 

Madam Speaker, I’m actually pleased 
to stand before the House today in sup- 
port of this rule as well as the under- 
lying legislation, H.R. 4480. The lead 
sponsor of this legislation, the gen- 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE, Vol. 158, Pt. 7 


tleman from Colorado (Mr. GARDNER), 
is to be commended for his hard work 
and leadership in putting this piece of 
legislation together. I also commend 
the chairmen of both the Energy and 
Commerce Committee and the Natural 
Resources Committee for their support 
and hard work, as well, on this par- 
ticular act and on other important 
pieces of legislation aimed at making 
our Nation more energy independent. 

Madam Speaker, this bill is yet an- 
other reminder that this administra- 
tion is not doing enough to develop our 
own domestic energy resources, which 
are plentiful in many parts of our pub- 
lic lands. In my home State of Utah, 
for example, there are vast amounts of 
oil and oil shale reserves that remain 
untapped, largely due to special inter- 
est group politics that keeps these 
lands locked up, even as we go abroad 
and increase our dependence on foreign 
sources as well as increasing our trade 
deficit. 

Energy is an absolute prerequisite to 
our economic engine and creates jobs. 
If this administration ever hopes to get 
unemployment down during its tenure, 
then helping to develop more domestic 
energy is the key. 

This bill, H.R. 4480, stands for a very 
commonsense proposition. The propo- 
sition is that, whenever the President 
of the United States authorizes a re- 
lease of oil from the Strategic Petro- 
leum Reserve, the Secretary of Energy 
will be required to develop a plan to in- 
crease the percentage of Federal land 
oil production by a commensurate per- 
centage to that released from the re- 
serve. The reserve is a reserve. It is re- 
served for emergencies. Unfortunately, 
this administration is using our re- 
serve to accommodate common daily 
life. 

It is important and the purpose of 
this legislation is: 
Number one, 

sources; 

Number two, to make sure that we 
can streamline the process so that we 
do not delay the development of our re- 
sources; 

Number three, to keep the reserve for 
real emergencies; 

Number four, organize a plan to 
make sure that will be in effect; and 

Number five, recognize clearly that 
energy is needed for job creation. With- 
out that energy, we will not create the 
jobs that are necessary for this country 
to move forward. 

This bill would actually limit the 
total amount of Federal lands to be 
leased, which is only 10 percent of the 
total of all public lands. Ten percent is 
very reasonable. The bill also excludes 
national parks, obviously, and congres- 
sionally designated wilderness areas 
from consideration of this bill. 

It’s a good bill. It’s a commonsense 
bill. When passed, it will be a key part 
of our effective and comprehensive na- 
tional energy strategy. 


to develop our re- 
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I urge adoption of the rule, which is 
a fair rule, and the underlying bill, 
which is a commonsense bill, and I re- 
serve the balance of my time. 

Mr. POLIS. Madam Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me the cus- 
tomary 30 minutes, and I yield myself 
such time as I may consume. 

Madam Speaker, I rise in opposition 
to the rule and the underlying bill, 
H.R. 4480, the so-called Domestic En- 
ergy and Jobs Act, what is really a 
death and destruction act, an act that 
will directly lead to the death of Amer- 
ican citizens from various health-re- 
lated causes—including cancer—and 
destruction. It is the destruction of not 
only our environment, but of our qual- 
ity of life, including our quality of life 
in my home State of Colorado that is 
such an important part of driving our 
economy forward and creating jobs. 

Here we are where several controver- 
sial, highly partisan bills have been 
packaged together. There are seven 
bills. While there is an attempt to 
dress this up as a jobs package, it’s 
really a wish list for the oil industry 
that has no chance of becoming law. 
It’s a huge giveaway to the oil industry 
at the expense of the health of Amer- 
ican families, the health of our envi- 
ronment, and our enjoyment and rec- 
reational opportunities and economic 
opportunities on public lands. 

Instead of allowing improvements to 
this drastic death and destruction bill, 
the House majority has blocked many 
amendments offered by Republicans 
and Democrats alike. Under this re- 
strictive rule, commonsense amend- 
ments were blocked, including an 
amendment I offered that would have 
directed a study on the impacts of oil 
shale development on agricultural and 
municipal water usage. My colleague 
from California, Representative 
NAPOLITANO, offered a similar amend- 
ment in committee. 

Those of us in the West, where farm- 
ers, ranchers, and community leaders 
consistently keep us abreast of water 
issues—and water is our most precious 
resource—know that we need some 
commonsense and objective data with 
regard to how energy production im- 
pacts resources, particularly our most 
precious resource: water. 

What lies at the heart of this death 
and destruction bill today is simply a 
false premise. It’s the false premise 
that somehow the United States is fail- 
ing to make good on its natural energy 
resources. 

The fact is, as a result of President 
Obama’s all-of-the-above energy strat- 
egy, our Nation’s dependence on for- 
eign oil has fallen drastically, and 
crude oil production in the United 
States is at an 8-year high. President 
Obama has increased production of 
crude oil substantially over the Bush 
administration lows. The President’s 
policies are demonstrating that we can 
have an approach to energy in the 
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United States that boosts oil and gas 
production and invests in the next gen- 
eration of cleaner, job-creating, renew- 
able energy technologies, such as wind, 
solar, and geothermal. 

In contrast to the President’s all-of- 
the-above approach, which will lead to 
reductions in gas prices and a sustain- 
able energy future for our country, this 
death and destruction bill before us 
today is an oil-above-all approach. This 
death and destruction bill hands public 
lands that we all value over to the oil 
and gas industry and undermines the 
laws and rules that have made our air 
and water cleaner and safer over the 
past 40 years. 

One of the scariest provisions in this 
package would gut important health- 
based standards provided for in the 
Clean Air Act established on a bipar- 
tisan basis in 1970. The Clean Air Act- 
based standards are especially impor- 
tant for protecting children, the elder- 
ly, and others who are susceptible to 
harmful air pollution. 

Many nonpartisan public health and 
medical organizations have recognized 
that this bill would override clean air 
standards that have protected Amer- 
ican people and families from harmful 
pollution in the past 40 years. That is 
why on this bill, which the majority 
purports deals with energy, we’ve 
heard from pediatricians, we’ve heard 
from doctors, we’ve heard from health 
care providers that this would lead to 
death, as well as the destruction of 
jobs, as well as the destruction of our 
environment and recreational opportu- 
nities. 

Another controversial partisan provi- 
sion in this bill would open up vast 
quantities of public lands to drilling. 
The bill sets an arbitrary requirement 
on the Department of the Interior to 
offer oil companies at least 25 percent 
of onshore areas that industry nomi- 
nates each year. Let me say that again. 
The Department of the Interior wants 
to open up more lands to industry, 
even though oil and gas companies hold 
more than 25 million acres of public 
lands on shore where they’re not pro- 
ducing oil and gas. In addition, these 
companies are sitting on 6,700 drilling 
permits that have been approved that 
they are not using. They need to ex- 
plore lands where they already hold en- 
ergy leases. 

This is not a sensible energy policy. 
It’s called an old-fashioned land grab 
and an old-fashioned water grab. 
They’re coming after our land in the 
West, and they’re coming after our 
water in the West. We’re not going to 
take it sitting down. 

Another extreme provision is that 
this bill would overturn the Federal 
Land Policy and Management Act to 
elevate energy production above other 
public land uses. My constituents in 
Colorado are tremendously concerned 
that somehow oil production would 
trump job-creating activities, includ- 
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ing hunting, fishing, recreation, graz- 
ing, conservation, mainstays of jobs 
and the economy in my district that 
would be overridden in the name of oil, 
which would destroy jobs and destroy 
the health of Colorado families and 
families across the United States. 

Another provision in this bill turns 
the review of applications to drill into 
nothing more than a rubber stamp. The 
bill says that if the Secretary of the In- 
terior doesn’t make a decision within 
60 days, it’s automatically approved. It 
will be automatically approved with no 
process. 

At the same time, many of the pro- 
ponents of this bill are attempting to 
gut the budget of many of the agencies 
that need to review these applications, 
effectively ensuring that no applica- 
tion can properly be dealt with and 
evaluated within 60 days, and therefore 
they would all be automatically ap- 
proved regardless of the impact on peo- 
ple’s health or economic opportunities 
and jobs. 
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Now there are so many troubling pro- 
visions in this bill. Another one—and 
this one would likely violate our Con- 
stitution, which we began this session 
of Congress by reciting very publicly in 
this body—it would limit a citizen’s 
right to participate in the discussion of 
leasing and drilling by making all dis- 
senters pay a $5,000 fee. 

Now imagine you are a Coloradan, an 
Arizonan, a Pennsylvanian, a Texan 
who’s concerned about drilling near 
your home or near your school or near 
your ranch. Now under this death and 
destruction bill, opening your mouth 
would cost you $5,000. Free speech 
would no longer be free, if this bill 
passes. 

Madam Speaker, public lands are just 
that, public. We all own a share of 
them. We all benefit from them. 
They’re not the private playground of 
oil and gas companies. They’re owned 
by all Americans. And all Americans 
should have a say in how they’re used, 
not just Americans who cough up 
$5,000. 

Well, this bill would grant the oil and 
gas industry’s wish list by opening up 
public lands and rolling back public 
health safeguards, hurting health and 
killing American families. But one 
thing this bill will not do is lower the 
price of gasoline. Economists agree: 
this bill has no impact on the price of 
gasoline. 

There are actually now more drilling 
rigs in operation in the United States, 
thanks to President Obama’s leader- 
ship today, than the rest of the world 
combined. In addition, the number of 
drilling rigs has doubled, doubled since 
2009. President Obama’s leadership has 
doubled the number of drilling rigs 
since 2009. 

Now research going back more than 
three decades shows that there is very 
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little correlation between the volume 
of domestic oil and the price of gaso- 
line at the pump. 

Go ahead and tell the American peo- 
ple that we want oil and gas companies 
to drill anywhere they like with no re- 
gard for public health. Is that the mes- 
sage that we want to send? This bill, 
this death and destruction bill, would 
not only lead to the deaths of Ameri- 
cans but would destroy jobs, destroy 
economic opportunities, and destroy 
recreational opportunities. It’s nothing 
short of a Federal land grab and a Fed- 
eral water grab. 

Representing my constituents in Col- 
orado, I encourage my colleagues to 
say, ‘‘Heck, no,” on both the bill as 
well as the rule. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. I am pleased to 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
North Dakota (Mr. BERG), the gen- 
tleman whose home State has provided 
a program of death and destruction 
which has led to a 3 percent or less un- 
employment rate, through jobs in en- 
ergy production. 

Mr. BERG. I thank the gentleman for 
recognizing me today. 

Madam Speaker, I rise in support of 
the underlying bill, the Domestic En- 
ergy and Jobs Act. In my home State 
of North Dakota, we’re seeing unprece- 
dented growth. As it was mentioned, at 
3 percent, North Dakota has the lowest 
unemployment rate in the country. We 
have a nearly $2 billion budget surplus. 
We have stabilized our finances, and 
we’ve created certainty. And I couldn’t 
be more proud of our State. 

A large part of our economic success 
is due to a comprehensive energy pol- 
icy and a commonsense regulatory en- 
vironment which, in North Dakota, is 
known as EmPower North Dakota. In 
North Dakota, we know that all energy 
production is good energy production. 
Rather than picking winners and losers 
in energy, this EmPower act creates a 
stable, business-friendly climate. It 
does this by encouraging all energy 
production. 

North Dakota embraces all forms of 
energy production and natural re- 
sources capabilities across our State. 
And North Dakota is really proof that 
‘‘all-of-the-above”’ really does work, 
and there’s no reason why we should 
not be taking this proven approach to 
developing energy and domestic energy 
production and applying it nationwide. 
That’s really the goal of this legisla- 
tion that’s being considered here in the 
House today. 

I am proud to offer my strong sup- 
port for this legislation, and I encour- 
age all of my colleagues to do the same 
by supporting this rule. 

Mr. POLIS. Madam Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentlewoman from 
Florida (Ms. CASTOR). 

Ms. CASTOR of Florida. I thank the 
gentleman from Colorado for yielding 
the time. 
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Madam Speaker and colleagues, I rise 
to oppose the rule and the underlying 
bill for three primary reasons. First, 
the package is very poor public policy. 
Second, I offered a commonsense 
amendment, and the Republican major- 
ity blocked it from being debated, so it 
will not be heard today, unfortunately. 
And third, the House of Representa- 
tives shouldn’t be wasting its time ona 
package that’s not going anywhere. In- 
stead, we should be focused on job cre- 
ation, especially passage of the trans- 
portation bill, through which we could 
create thousands and thousands of jobs 
across the country. 

But first, as we marked up part of 
this package in the Energy and Com- 
merce Committee, it became apparent 
that this package is chock-full of detri- 
mental policy decisions for America. It 
creates new bureaucracies when it 
comes to energy policy and undermines 
the Nation’s energy security. It rolls 
back policies that support the contin- 
ued growth of safe and responsible en- 
ergy production in the United States. 
And it improperly removes protections 
that we enjoy under the Clean Air Act 
that protect the health of American 
families all across this great Nation. 

Second, if my colleagues recall, fol- 
lowing the BP Deepwater Horizon 
blowout in the Gulf of Mexico, a major 
flaw in the law came to light: that the 
Department of Interiors maximum 
penalty for companies violating off- 
shore drilling laws is limited to $40,000, 
and for major onshore drilling viola- 
tions, it’s only $5,000. So these amounts 
are not enough of a deterrent for bad 
behavior. That’s why I offered an 
amendment to give the Secretary of 
the Interior the authority to increase 
civil fines against oil companies that 
violate the law while drilling. But un- 
fortunately, my Republican colleagues 
have once again blocked sensible policy 
in order to protect Big Oil. 

The Deepwater Horizon disaster was 
a major economic blow to my home 
State of Florida. If our laws do not es- 
tablish appropriate deterrents, then 
you put our jobs at risk. Our tourism 
industry, small businesses, res- 
taurants, fishermen, and the military 
rely on clean water and clean beaches. 
And our laws should protect American 
families and businesses, and not just 
Big Oil. 

Finally, I strongly disagree with the 
Republican majority’s decision to 
block the transportation bill and the 
thousands and thousands of jobs that 
are dependent on it. The Republican in- 
action on a bill that passed the United 
States Senate in a bipartisan way with 
over 70 votes is being blocked here on 
the floor of the House, and people 
should be up in arms. At a time when 
we’ve got to make greater progress 
when it comes to putting people back 
to work, that’s the best path forward. I 
think the Republican inaction is caus- 
ing great economic harm across the 
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country, and that is what we should be 
debating today. 

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. Madam Speak- 
er, I yield 3 minutes to the gentleman 
from Louisiana, Dr. BOUSTANY, a State 
that truly understands what it means 
to have an all-of-the-above policy for 
energy production, and what energy 
means to job creation. 

Mr. BOUSTANY. I thank the gen- 
tleman for yielding time to me. 

Madam Speaker, the sad fact today is 
that this country does not have a co- 
herent energy strategy, pure and sim- 
ple. 

Now I can tell you, I come from Lou- 
isiana, where we know firsthand, prob- 
ably more than any other State, that 
good energy policy can march hand-in- 
hand with good economic policy and 
good environmental policy. We’ve lived 
that life. We know that the energy sec- 
tor, American energy production, cre- 
ates good-paying jobs. Many of these 
jobs go to people from families that 
have never had anyone attend college, 
and through these jobs, they have been 
able to pay for college for the next gen- 
eration. These are good-paying jobs, 
better paying than most. 

The first step in energy policy is, 
number one, don’t punish your current 
energy production. Don’t punish Amer- 
ican energy production. And that’s 
what we’ve seen from this administra- 
tion. Four straight years of proposing 
high taxes, new taxes on independent 
small energy companies, small oil and 
gas companies. New taxes at a time 
when we ought to be developing our en- 
ergy production makes no sense at all. 
Secondly, what’s our transition strat- 
egy? We clearly have an abundance of 
oil and gas, new reserves, new tech- 
nology. 
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We have led the world in this. We 
ought to be developing it. And we can 
achieve energy security for this coun- 
try and create good-paying American 
jobs. 

This administration proposed a mor- 
atorium on drilling in the Gulf of Mex- 
ico. And now, yes, they lifted the mora- 
torium, but they still continue to slow- 
walk the permits. This bill would go 
forward and help us to streamline that 
process so we can get American energy 
production back up online in the Gulf 
of Mexico and to develop our energy se- 
curity needs. We have the reserves. We 
have the opportunity. 

The American energy production sec- 
tor from upstream, midstream, down- 
stream is accountable for 6 million jobs 
in this country; and we can grow more 
jobs. We can grow more jobs beyond 
that—good-paying jobs—if we do this— 
and meet our energy security needs. 

The bottom line is this: I would ask 
my colleagues on the other side of the 
aisle to take a look at that plaque up 
there near the ceiling just above the 
Speaker’s chair. Read the first sen- 
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tence. It says: ‘‘Let us develop the re- 
sources of our land,” a quote from Dan- 
iel Webster. We should heed that ad- 
vice. We should develop the resources 
of our land. 

Let’s develop our American energy 
production in the Gulf of Mexico and 
Alaska. Let’s develop it in the shale 
plays. Let’s create jobs. Let’s create a 
secure energy future for this country, 
and let’s move this country forward. 

Mr. POLIS. If we defeat the previous 
question, I’ll offer an amendment to 
this rule that will allow the House to 
consider the Stop the Rate Hike Act of 
2012, legislation that would keep the 
student loan interest rate low and re- 
duce the deficit. If Congress fails to 
act, more than 7 million students 
across this country will see their stu- 
dent loan interest rate double come 
July 1, just around the corner. It’s out- 
rageous that at this time of slow and 
painful economic recovery the major- 
ity continues to refuse to work on this 
issue in a bipartisan way. 

To discuss this proposal, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Con- 
necticut (Mr. COURTNEY). 

Mr. COURTNEY. Thank you, Mr. 
POLIS, for yielding and for, again, 
bringing this issue back to the floor, 
which, as my chart indicates, we’re 
now down to 10 days. 

When this chart was first created, it 
was 110 days, and it coincided with the 
delivery of 180,000 petition signatures 
from college campuses all across Amer- 
ica, pleading with Congress to listen to 
President Obama’s challenge on Janu- 
ary 25 right from that podium that we 
should block the increase from going 
through. 

My legislation, which was introduced 
at midnight the same night, had 152 co- 
sponsors to lock in the lower rate. For 
3 months, nothing happened. A bill was 
rushed to the floor by the majority 
without any consultation with the 
other side. It took money out of a fund 
to pay for cervical cancer screening 
and diabetes screening, a hyperpartisan 
measure which the President indicated 
he would veto even before the vote was 
taken. 

The good news is Mr. BOEHNER has al- 
ready moved away from that proposal. 
He sent a letter with Senator McCon- 
NELL to the Senate leadership offering 
new pay-fors and moving off the House 
bill. Again, that was rushed through 
with absolutely no consultation on any 
bipartisan basis. 

There are 7 million college students 
who are waiting for an answer in the 
next 10 days to this issue. The rates 
will double from 3.4 percent to 6.8 per- 
cent. Senator REID has talked already 
about a proposal which is a pay-for 
that, again, there appears to be some 
willingness to move forward on. We 
should be focused on that issue right 
now, not this measure on the floor 
which is going nowhere. It’s another 
bill which will never see the light of 
day in the Senate. 
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This issue, helping students pay for 
college at a time when student loan 
debt now exceeds $1 trillion, is the 
issue that America is watching and 
waiting. And editorially, from Florida 
all the way to the west coast, news- 
papers are demanding bipartisan com- 
promise, not the kind of measure which 
was rammed through this House a 
month and a half ago. 

The building blocks are there, but we 
have to focus on that, not the measure 
that’s before us here today. And the 
Tierney bill is a perfect opportunity for 
us to do something which, again, has a 
balanced approach and which will pro- 
tect students from the doubling of 
their student loan interest rates. 

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. I am pleased to 
yield 3 minutes to a Member who is 
really a great and wonderful Member of 
this body, the gentlelady from Michi- 
gan (Mrs. MILLER). 

Mrs. MILLER of Michigan. I cer- 
tainly appreciate the gentleman for 
yielding time. 

Madam Speaker, our economy is 
struggling, the American people need 
jobs, and too many families are strug- 
gling under the burden of ever-rising 
energy prices. It’s certainly long past 
time for the Federal Government to 
act; and, today, this House will act. 

This Nation, Madam Speaker, has 
been blessed with so many vast energy 
resources that if we actually advan- 
taged ourselves, we could actually 
meet all of our Nation’s energy needs. 
We could create countless good-paying 
jobs right here at home. We could pro- 
vide needed funding for our Federal 
Treasury, expand our economy, and 
make our Nation more secure. 

But, unfortunately, we don’t do that. 
Instead, in fact, we are nearly the only 
Nation I think on the face of the plan- 
et, really, that does not take advan- 
tage of its own natural energy re- 
sources. Instead, we, unfortunately, 
have made the choice to rely on foreign 
sources of energy to meet many of our 
needs—many from unstable or un- 
friendly nations to whom we export lit- 
erally hundreds of billions of dollars of 
our national wealth each and every 
year and we bypass the opportunity to 
create needed jobs right here at home. 
This absolutely needs to change. 

While President Obama talks about 
an all-of-the-above energy strategy, his 
actions tell a different story, really. 
While exploration of oil and other en- 
ergy resources is up overall, it’s been 
reduced on lands under Federal control 
under this administration. And this ad- 
ministration’s EPA has made the coal 
industry public enemy number one, 
even though it’s the cheapest and most 
abundant source of electric generation 
that we have here in our Nation. 

Today, this House will act on a true 
all-of-the-above energy strategy. This 
legislation will streamline and remove 
government red tape as a hurdle to en- 
ergy production. It will require our Na- 
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tion to put forward goals for produc- 
tion of all energy sources, including 
oil, natural gas, coal, renewables, of 
course, on Federal lands. And it will 
make the permitting process much 
easier, and it will open up new areas to 
exploration and development both on- 
shore as well as offshore. This legisla- 
tion will lower energy prices for hard- 
pressed consumers, it will create good- 
paying jobs here at home, and it will 
enhance our economic security and na- 
tional security as well. 

I certainly urge all of my colleagues 
to join me in supporting this critical 
legislation, and I support the rule as 
well. 

Mr. POLIS. I yield 2 minutes to the 
gentlewoman from California (Mrs. 
CAPPS). 

Mrs. CAPPS. I thank my colleague 
for yielding. 

Madam Speaker, I rise to express my 
strong opposition to this rule and the 
underlying bill. We all know that high 
oil and gasoline prices take their toll 
on American consumers. Understand- 
ably, they want their elected officials 
to take action. But what the American 
people don’t want is empty promises, 
and they don’t want more political pos- 
turing designed to score cheap political 
points in an election year. And that’s 
all this bill gives us. 

H.R. 4480 blocks and delays EPA air- 
quality protections—protections that 
haven’t even been proposed yet. It in- 
cludes a radical proposal that damages 
the Clean Air Act goal that air should 
be clean enough to breathe safely. And 
it gives the Energy Department the job 
of developing a new drilling plan on 
Federal lands, even though this is not 
an area of expertise at all. 

Madam Speaker, the idea behind this 
bill is just not thought out. It’s not a 
solution to high oil and gasoline prices, 
nor will it create any immediate jobs. 
It is really nothing more than a trans- 
parent attempt to use this issue as an 
excuse for advancing an agenda in 
order to hurt our precious resources of 
lands and our own health. 

And that’s why I had sent to the 
Rules Committee a straightforward 
amendment that would have protected 
my State’s coastline from new offshore 
drilling. My Republican colleague from 
California, Mr. BILBRAY, had a similar 
amendment on the same issue; but this 
Rules Committee is not allowing either 
amendment even to be debated, even to 
have its say on the House floor. A 
State where offshore drilling has been 
protected in State waters will now, be- 
cause these amendments were not 
made in order, have to allow the Fed- 
eral Government to work its will in 
contradiction to the State. And that’s 
wrong. That’s why Members from both 
sides should use their good sense and 
oppose this rule and oppose the under- 
lying bill. 
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Mr. BISHOP of Utah. Madam Speak- 
er, Iam now pleased to yield 3 minutes 
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to the distinguished gentleman from 
Texas, Chairman HALL, who has prob- 
ably heard many of these arguments 
before. 

Mr. HALL. Madam Speaker, I rise in 
support of H.R. 4480, the Domestic En- 
ergy and Jobs Act, a proactive piece of 
legislation that encourages and ex- 
pands production of our vast domestic 
resources to help put Americans back 
to work. 

I strongly believe that, other than 
prayer, energy is the most important 
word in the dictionary for our young 
people. It’s the foundation upon which 
our Nation has prospered and key to 
our quality of life and standard of liv- 
ing. 

America is blessed with a wealth of 
natural resources and energy reserves, 
leading Citigroup to predict that we 
could soon become the world’s largest 
oil producer. The recent shale gas revo- 
lution has driven production to new 
heights and prices to new lows. It has 
created hundreds of thousands of new 
jobs and stimulated a resurgence of do- 
mestic manufacturing in this country. 
In 2010, unconventional natural gas 
production alone supported approxi- 
mately 1 million American jobs. 

Simultaneously, shale oil production 
has led to rapid and dramatic economic 
growth and job creation in places not 
typically known for energy production, 
such as North Dakota. Workers are 
flocking to the State to pursue the 
abundant opportunities in the Bakken 
shale. While the Nation suffers unem- 
ployment rates in excess of 8 percent, 
unemployment in North Dakota is the 
lowest in this country at just 3 percent. 

The only thing preventing us from 
reaping the benefits of being a world 
leader in energy production is bureau- 
cratic red tape. Permitting delays, de- 
clining production on Federal land, re- 
stricted access, and stifling regulations 
all stand in the way. H.R. 4480 would 
free us from these barriers put forth by 
the administration and, instead, set us 
on the right track to unleash the full 
energy potential of this Nation. 

This bill addresses numerous issues 
the Science, Space, and Technology 
Committee has examined, including, 
for example, costly Tier 3 regulations 
that would increase the price of fuel at 
a time when families can least afford 
to pay more for their commute. Not 
only would this standard place a bur- 
den on household budgets, but the EPA 
ignored the law by failing to complete 
a study on the detrimental effects of 
RFS prior to beginning work on these 
standards. Quite simply, again the EPA 
failed to do its homework, instead bar- 
reling forward with regulations with- 
out a sufficient foundation. 

Regulations like this one are far too 
often based on shaky science, devoid of 
adequate peer review, and rely on se- 
cret data EPA refuses to share with the 
public. The EPA ignores the scientific 
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method in order to overstate the eco- 
nomic benefits of its rules in an at- 
tempt to justify their sizeable costs. 

H.R. 4480 takes a timeout from EPA’s 
activist regulatory agenda and seeks to 
put our country on track to pursue a 
genuine all-of-the-above energy strat- 
egy that would expand opportunities 
for production rather than stifle them. 

I urge Members to support this rule 
as well as the underlying bill. 

Mr. POLIS. Madam Speaker, this is a 
rare time when we are talking about 
energy, when we are hearing from the 
Academy of Pediatrics, the Heart Asso- 
ciation, the American Lung Associa- 
tion, the Public Health Association, 
the National Association of City and 
County Health Officials, and a number 
of other signatories on this letter 
which says, very simply, that we 
should make sure that the EPA can de- 
termine whether our air is safe to 
breathe and not do it based on how 
much it costs to reduce air pollution. 


JUNE 18, 2012. 

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE: The undersigned 
public health and medical organizations 
write to express our strong opposition to 
H.R. 4480, which includes dangerous provi- 
sions that would block and delay important 
public health safeguards under the Clean Air 
Act. Gutting the Clean Air Act will not ad- 
dress rising gas prices, but it will needlessly 
weaken the Clean Air Act’s life-saving pro- 
tections and delay much-needed air pollution 
safeguards. 

Title II of H.R. 4480 indefinitely delays 
three overdue air quality safeguards, includ- 
ing standards for tailpipes emissions and 
gasoline sulfur content (Tier 3), air emis- 
sions standards for petroleum refineries and 
ground level ozone standards. Most egre- 
giously, H.R. 4480 also repeals the health 
premise of the Clean Air Act. 

In 1970, an overwhelming bipartisan major- 
ity in Congress agreed that to adequately 
protect public health, the U.S. Environ- 
mental Protection Agency (EPA) must set 
air quality standards to protect health with 
an adequate margin of safety. These stand- 
ards are based on the best available health 
science. This system has worked for more 
than 40 years to let people know if the air is 
safe to breathe, and motivate action to im- 
prove air quality when it is not safe. EPA 
must retain this authority to establish 
health-based ambient air quality standards. 

The Clean Air Act fully considers cost and 
feasibility in determining how to meet air 
quality standards. States and EPA consider 
these factors during the implementation 
process as strategies are implemented to 
meet air quality standards. Just as a doctor 
does not diagnose a patient based on the cost 
of treatment, EPA should not determine 
whether the air is safe to breathe based on 
how much it costs to reduce air pollution. 

The Clean Air Act is one of the nation’s 
premier public health laws. Since its estab- 
lishment in 1970, the aggregate emissions of 
criteria air pollutants decreased 71%, while 
Gross Domestic Product increased 210%. 
Given the enormous contribution of the 
Clean Air Act to public health, we urge you 
to reject all efforts to weaken and delay it. 
Please vote NO on H.R. 4480. 

Sincerely, 

American Academy of Pediatrics. 

American Heart Association. 

American Lung Association. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE, Vol. 158, Pt. 7 


American Public Health Association. 

American Thoracic Society. 

Asthma and Allergy Foundation of Amer- 
lca. 

Health Care Without Harm. 

National Association of City and County 
Health Officials. 

National Environmental Health Associa- 
tion. 

Trust for America’s Health. 

Madam Speaker, I’m proud to yield 4 
minutes to the gentleman from Massa- 
chusetts (Mr. MARKEY). 

Mr. MARKEY. Madam Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman very much. 

This bill represents the latest Repub- 
lican attempt to give away our public 
lands to the wealthiest oil companies 
in the world. This bill is the culmina- 
tion of the Republican oil-above-all 
agenda. Instead of approving this legis- 
lative love letter to Big Oil, the major- 
ity should be sending a thank-you note 
to President Obama for his actions to 
increase domestic energy production 
and decrease our dependence on foreign 
oil. 

The truth is that oil production from 
Federal lands on shore today is higher 
than it was under President Bush. And 
across the United States, oil produc- 
tion from all public and private lands 
is unbelievably now at an 18-year high. 
Obama is drilling, baby; he’s drilling. 

The Obama administration’s all-of- 
the-above strategy has also been suc- 
cessful in creating jobs. Since 2008, 
14,000 new jobs have been created in oil 
and gas extraction. Thank you, Presi- 
dent Obama. And 50,000 new jobs have 
also been created in wind and solar, but 
Republicans don’t want a real all-of- 
the-above energy strategy. 

At the Rules Committee, I offered an 
amendment, along with Mr. WELCH, 
that would have established a national 
renewable energy standard. That 
amendment would have created wind 
and solar all across our country as a 
standard. That amendment was ger- 
mane to this bill and had no budgetary 
impact, but the Republican majority 
refused to even allow us to debate an 
amendment so that Members could 
have a chance to vote on an actual all- 
of-the-above package that wasn’t just 
oil and gas. 

And President Obama is about as 
good a President as you can have on 
that issue; but wind and solar and bio- 
mass and geothermal and all of these 
technologies of the future, they refused 
to even allow the Democrats to have a 
vote on that on the House floor this 
afternoon. They are not all of the 
above; they are oil above all. They 
don’t want wind and solar because the 
oil industry doesn’t want it, and the 
coal industry doesn’t want it because 
it’s real competition from the future. 

The renewable electricity standard 
that I would have offered would have 
created 300,000 new jobs and saved con- 
sumers billions of dollars on their elec- 
tricity bills. 

In 2007, 32 Republicans joined 188 
Democrats in overwhelming support of 
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a similar renewable electricity stand- 
ard. In 2009, the House again passed 
that policy on a bipartisan basis. It 
died in the Senate both times. Today, 
it dies here on the House floor because 
the Republicans don’t want 32 Repub- 
licans to even have the right to vote 
for wind and solar and biomass and 
geothermal. They’re afraid Republicans 
might vote for it, so there’s a gag here, 
a gag order to the House floor saying 
no debate on the renewables because 
oil and coal don’t want it debated. 
There will not be a vote on this. 

The majority has voted more than 
100 times in this Congress to help the 
oil industry, but they have not voted 
once in favor of clean energy in the 
year and a half that they have con- 
trolled the United States Congress. 
Moreover, because they will not ex- 
tend the production tax credit for 
wind, 40,000 jobs are going to be lost in 
the wind industry in the first 6 months 
of 2013. This is the Big Oil dream act. 
This is the dream act of the Repub- 
licans. This is something that should 
be opposed. 

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. Ironically, I do 
agree with the gentleman from Massa- 
chusetts in one element of what he 
said, that this administration, Presi- 
dent Obama, is drilling on permits that 
were granted by Bush and Clinton. The 
unfortunate side is that this adminis- 
tration is not permitting any new drill- 
ing permits for the future growth of 
this country. 

With that, I’m pleased to yield 3 min- 
utes to the gentlelady from Tennessee 
(Mrs. BLACKBURN) who has been work- 
ing diligently for many years on this 
particular issue and has a clear under- 
standing of it. 
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Mrs. BLACKBURN. I thank the gen- 
tleman from Utah for yielding the 
time. 

I am so pleased, Madam Speaker, 
that we are pushing forward on some 
bills that are going to actually create 
the environment for jobs growth to 
take place. Of course we know that 
that is needed by the American people. 
We hear about it every single day. 

We are at the longest streak that we 
have had since the Great Depression, 
the longest streak with unemployment 
being above 8 percent. If you look at 
underemployment, it’s at 14.8 percent. 
Clearly, the American people are 
speaking out that they want action and 
they want to get back to work. The Do- 
mestic Energy and Jobs Act will do 
that, helping to create the environ- 
ment for jobs growth to take place and 
helping to create the environment 
where we take actions to fuel this 
economy. 

Our unemployment and under- 
employment numbers should be a 
wake-up call to the President, should 
be a wake-up call to the Senate. They 
can’t continue to sit on their hands and 
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play the blame game while 13 million 
Americans remain out of work. 

As I said, this legislation will help 
create the jobs that are needed in our 
Nation’s energy sector. What we want 
to see is more American-made energy, 
more American exploration. We want 
to see American innovation and end 
our dependence on foreign oil. Those 
are worthy goals, and these are steps in 
the right direction. 

We also hear a lot about the price at 
the pump. I have many friends who are 
the mom in the minivan and are get- 
ting children back and forth, to and 
from activities. And at $3.50 a gallon as 
the new normal, if you will, gas having 
doubled, the price of gasoline as a 
transportation fuel having doubled 
since this President was sworn in, this 
is something that women talk to us 
about regularly. There are deep con- 
cerns about this. 

The greatest potential for economic 
growth in this country can be found in 
this Nation’s precious natural re- 
sources, in our energy resources. While 
the President is clearly preoccupied 
with telling Americans what we won’t 
do on energy, what he will not take 
steps to do, the economy and jobs and 
what he isn’t going to do there, House 
Republicans are laying out a pathway 
for what we can do. 

By working hard, we can empower 
those innovators to harness our domes- 
tic energy capabilities using so many 
of those new technologies that are out 
there, new innovations that have been 
brought forward by so many of the pe- 
troleum engineers and the innovators 
in this country. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentlewoman has expired. 

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. I yield the gen- 
tlewoman 1 minute. 

Mrs. BLACKBURN. I have to say 
this: with every new discovery of 
American energy and every new tech- 
nology advancement, we are able to 
put more into the marketplace for our 
Nation’s manufacturers, engineers, our 
leasing specialists, our rig operators, 
and much more. 

I recently had the opportunity to be 
back in south Mississippi, where I grew 
up. I had the opportunity to talk with 
some of the men and women who are 
involved and working and innovating 
in the oil and gas industry every single 
day. What I heard from them was the 
degree of advancement and the number 
of opportunities that exist if the Fed- 
eral Government will get out of the 
way and return our focus to creating 
the environment for energy exploration 
and jobs growth to take place in this 
great Nation. 

Mr. POLIS. Madam Speaker, it’s my 
honor to yield 1 minute to the gen- 
tleman from California (Mr. 
GARAMENDI). 

Mr. GARAMENDI. Madam Speaker, 
the gentlelady was quite correct about 
worrying about the price of gasoline. 
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And as you sit around talking about 
that, you ought to be concerned about 
the 24 million gallons of gasoline that’s 
exported from the United States every 
day. You might also want to consider 
that the price of natural gas has plum- 
meted by more than 60 percent during 
the Obama administration, providing 
us with an extraordinary opportunity 
for growth. 

But what I’d really like to talk about 
is, this bill is not a Strategic Energy 
Production Act. It does not deal with 
the renewable energy. In fact, the wind 
energy industry in the United States is 
about to come to a screeching halt. 
Seventy-five thousand jobs are pres- 
ently in this industry. We are already 
beginning to see the downsizing—17,000 
are now being laid off because the pro- 
duction tax credit is not being ex- 
tended. If we were to extend the pro- 
duction tax credit, we could probably 
find another 37,000 people working next 
year. 

If we added to this my piece of legis- 
lation, H.R. 487, which requires that 
our tax dollars—in this case, the pro- 
duction tax credit—be spent on Amer- 
ican-made equipment, we could see, 
perhaps, even more manufacturing in 
the United States. 

Bottom line: the Strategic Energy 
Production Act is an act for the oil and 
coal industry. It is not for America. We 
need to change that. We need to look 
at all of the above, not just oil and 
coal. 

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. I am pleased to 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
Arkansas (Mr. GRIFFIN). 

Mr. GRIFFIN of Arkansas. Madam 
Speaker, I rise in strong support of 
H.R. 4480, the Domestic Energy and 
Jobs Act, a package of seven bills that, 
taken together, will create jobs and 
make America more energy inde- 
pendent. 

There are a number of provisions, but 
among them the bill reforms and 
streamlines the energy permitting 
process by setting firm timelines for 
legal challenges and limiting the dura- 
tion of injunctions. This provision is 
critical because it addresses all the red 
tape, the Washington red tape, and the 
constant wave of lawsuits by radical 
environmentalists that have prevented 
many American energy projects from 
ever getting off the ground. Some of 
them have been stalled for decades. 
Too often, activist Washington lawyers 
come between the American people and 
abundant affordable energy. With this 
bill, we are fighting back. 

According to the U.S. Chamber of 
Commerce’s Project No Project report, 
energy permitting reform could un- 
leash investment to the tune of $3.4 
trillion in economic benefits and over 
2.6 million jobs created. 

All you’ve got to do is look at the 
State of North Dakota for the benefits 
of producing American energy. Oil and 
gas production is booming, the State 
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has a 3 percent unemployment rate— 
wouldn’t we like to have that nation- 
ally? Good grief. And workers are 
sleeping in their cars, many of them, 
because the housing supply can’t keep 
up with the demand. 

In my home State of Arkansas, we’ve 
got our own success story. Production 
in the Fayetteville shale and the 
Brown Dense Formation has and will 
continue to create jobs and American 
energy, but we can’t afford to let up. 
We have talked way too long about job 
creation and energy independence. We 
need less talk and more action. 

I urge all my colleagues to support 
this important bill to create jobs and 
increase American energy independ- 
ence. 

Mr. POLIS. Madam Speaker, I would 
like to yield 1 minute to the gentle- 
woman from California (Ms. LEE). 

Ms. LEE of California. Let me thank 
the gentleman for yielding and for your 
tremendous leadership on this issue. Of 
course I rise in strong opposition to the 
rule and also the bill. 

This so-called Domestic Jobs and En- 
ergy Act is yet another example of how 
the Tea Party-led House is wasting the 
American people’s time by passing leg- 
islation that will never become law. 

This unconscionable wish list for Big 
Oil contains dangerous provisions that 
would irresponsibly expand drilling on 
public lands, roll back policies to pro- 
vide for safe and responsible energy 
production in the United States, and it 
will endanger our public health by 
blocking important public health safe- 
guards under the Clean Air Act. Gut- 
ting the Clean Air Act will not lower 
gas prices, but it will hurt the health 
of millions of Americans. 

Madam Speaker, we need a real jobs 
agenda, not another massive giveaway 
to Big Oil. We must pass the American 
Jobs Act, invest in our infrastructure, 
increase job training efforts, and 
strengthen our safety net. We should 
support the economy and create jobs 
by investing in the American people. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentlewoman has expired. 

Mr. POLIS. I yield the gentlewoman 
an additional 20 seconds. 

Ms. LEE of California. In conclusion, 
this Congress must ensure that our Na- 
tion’s safety net is a bridge that is 
strong enough to deliver us all—even 
the most vulnerable—over these trou- 
bled waters. This giveaway to Big Oil 
will not do that. We need to protect the 
public health of the American people. 

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. I am pleased to 
yield 3 minutes to another member of 
the Resources Committee here who un- 
derstands this issue very well, the gen- 
tleman from Colorado (Mr. COFFMAN). 

Mr. COFFMAN of Colorado. Madam 
Speaker, this act removes the obstacles 
that are blocking our efforts to achieve 
greater American energy production 
and job creation by providing more cer- 
tainty and clarity to the public lands 
leasing and permitting process. 
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In particular, my part of this legisla- 
tion will ensure that Federal oil and 
natural gas lease sales occur on a con- 
sistent basis and provide the necessary 
lease certainty so production is made 
easier. 
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Currently, there are roughly 1,631 
outstanding projects on Federal lands, 
including lands in Colorado, which 
have been delayed over 3 years. Federal 
regulatory delays to these projects pre- 
vent the creation of over 60,000 jobs. 

We have endured several years of 
over 8 percent unemployment. Over 12 
percent of our veterans who have 
served in Iraq and Afghanistan are still 
out of work. The fact that we are not 
fully benefiting from the employment 
and financial potential of our energy 
resources is simply wrong. 

The President often boasts about his 
energy record, but this administration 
regularly delays and blocks leases. In 
fact, BLM only approved 11 oil and gas 
leases in Colorado in 2011 where, in 
2006, there were 363 approvals. 

We in Colorado understand the im- 
portance of harnessing our own re- 
sources and the value it provides our 
economy. The oil and gas industry in 
Colorado directly employs 50,000 people 
and supports over 190,000 jobs in our 
State. This industry is responsible for 
roughly 6 percent of total employment 
in Colorado. We have an opportunity 
with this legislation to create jobs by 
developing our own resources right 
here at home. 

Opponents of domestic energy explo- 
ration claim that the industry already 
has thousands of acres but are not pro- 
ducing the wells. These critics point to 
recent Department of the Interior re- 
ports that this report represents the 
reasons for nonproducing wells. More 
often than not, the factors that cause 
our production are delays instituted by 
the Interior Department itself by re- 
quiring redundant reviews of projects, 
one example being the newest Master 
Leasing Plans instituted by the Sec- 
retary. 

Delays also occur because explo- 
ration companies do not have full in- 
formation as to the capacity of produc- 
tion on the land until after the lease 
sale is finalized. Therefore, some leases 
prove to be noncommercial and go un- 
used. Although industry has already 
paid the government thousands of dol- 
lars in fees for the opportunity to ex- 
plore, many times they receive no eco- 
nomic benefit, and the risk is entirely 
on them. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. I yield the gen- 
tleman an additional minute. 

Mr. COFFMAN of Colorado. Let me 
also be clear, because this fact is large- 
ly missed by the opponents of this leg- 
islation. Only lands that are already 
approved by BLM for exploration can 
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be nominated by industry. This bill is 
not a green light for immediate pro- 
duction on all Federal acres. Rather, it 
grants access to a very small percent- 
age of the total of Federal lands. 

As a Coloradoan, I respect the need 
to preserve our wilderness areas, but I 
also understand the need to responsibly 
capitalize on our vast resources in 
order to get people back to work. 

As a Marine Corps combat veteran 
who has served multiple tours in the 
Middle East, I fully understand the 
need to reduce our reliance on foreign 
oil, and this legislation will help do 
that. 

For these reasons, I ask my col- 
leagues to vote ‘‘yes’’ on certainty, 
“yes”? on jobs, and ‘‘yes’’ on the final 
passage of the Domestic Energy and 
Jobs Act. 

Mr. POLIS. Madam Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to insert the text 
of the amendment in the RECORD, along 
with extraneous material, immediately 
prior to the vote on the previous ques- 
tion. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Colorado? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. POLIS. And here we are. While 
we’re debating this death and destruc- 
tion, oil above all bill, the clock is 
ticking on student loan payments that 
will cost middle class families millions 
and millions of dollars. 

I yield 3 minutes to the gentleman 
from Massachusetts (Mr. TIERNEY). 

Mr. TIERNEY. I thank the gen- 
tleman for yielding. 

At the end of this month, the student 
Federal loan interest rate is set to dou- 
ble from 3.4 percent to 6.8 percent. It’s 
an urgent deadline for more than 7 mil- 
lion American students and more than 
177,000 students across the Common- 
wealth of Massachusetts. It’s an urgent 
deadline for students that I met with 
at Middlesex College all the way 
through to Endicott College in my dis- 
trict and elsewhere. These students are 
working many jobs. They’re still car- 
rying thousands of dollars in student 
debt, and they’re deeply concerned 
about the doubling of the rate that will 
occur on July 1. 

Madam Speaker, this is urgent dead- 
line for House Democrats. We’ve been 
on top of this issue for many, many 
months. Our colleague, Mr. COURTNEY 
of Connecticut, introduced legislation 
establishing a permanent fix back in 
January. Our colleagues, Mr. MILLER of 
California and Mr. HINOJOSA of Texas, 
sent a letter to Education and the 
Workforce Committee Chairman Mr. 
KLINE in February asking that the 
question be taken before the com- 
mittee to prevent the student loan in- 
terest hike. 

It’s unfortunate, Madam Speaker, 
that the majority in the House of Rep- 
resentatives does not appear to under- 
stand or share this urgency. There are 
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10 days left in June, and we’re only 
scheduled to be in session for 5 of them. 
As of right now, taking action to stop 
the doubling of the student loan inter- 
est rates is still not on the House’s leg- 
islative agenda between now and the 
end of the month. In fact, addressing 
the issue was not part of the majority 
leader’s summer legislative agenda, 
and it was reported that Speaker BOEH- 
NER privately called the issue a phony 
issue. 

So let’s make no mistake about it. 
This is nothing phony for the millions 
of students who will be impacted and 
will see their rates double in July. 

Madam Speaker, since the House ma- 
jority doesn’t appear willing to move 
forward on this issue, we have to take 
this action today to defeat the previous 
question so the rule can be amended to 
allow for consideration of my bill, the 
Stop the Rate Hike Act of 2012. That 
bill continues the current need-based 
Stafford loan rate at 3.4 percent for 1 
year and offsets the cost by closing a 
tax subsidy for the oil industry, just 
one tax subsidy, one that they weren’t 
originally intended to benefit from at 
any rate. I think that’s a fair and rea- 
sonable plan for eliminating an un- 
justified giveaway to a hugely profit- 
able industry so millions of our con- 
stituents do not see an increase in 
their student loans. 

I urge my colleagues to defeat the 
previous question so the House can 
consider that bill and stop the student 
loan interest rate hike. 

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. I reserve the 
balance of my time. 

Mr. POLIS. I would like to inquire of 
the other side if he has any remaining 
speakers. 

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. No; I think Pm 
it. 

Mr. POLIS. Very good. Then I’m pre- 
pared to close, and I will yield myself 
the balance of the time. 

Now, this rule only provides for con- 
sideration of certain amendments. Why 
are the Republicans so concerned with 
letting the House work their will on 
such an important bill? 

Now, a number of these measures 
have been brought forward by Rep- 
resentatives from Colorado. I want to 
be clear that these are policies that are 
not universally supported in Colorado 
and that many of us believe that the 
policies contained in this set of bills 
would destroy jobs as well as the qual- 
ity of life and health of not only Colo- 
rado and the West, but the entire coun- 
try. 

In Colorado, we’ve created a balanced 
approach to energy policy that’s 
worked. In some areas we lease, some 
areas we use for other purposes, some 
areas we protect. Many Colorado small 
business owners agree, our parks and 
public lands are critical not only to the 
economy and job growth, hiking, fish- 
ing, hunting, the outdoor industry, but 
also to our quality of life and our 
health. 
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This job-destroying Federal landgrab, 
Federal water grab bill would put tens 
of thousands of Coloradoans out of 
work and destroy the quality of life for 
our entire State. This bill puts the 
wish list of the oil and gas industry 
above all the other users of public 
lands, above the interest of hunters, 
above the interest of fishermen, above 
the interest of hikers, above the inter- 
est of tourism, above the interest of 
skiers, above the interest of conserva- 
tionists. This bill is out of touch with 
the citizens of Colorado and will de- 
stroy jobs in Colorado and throughout 
the country. 

Look, companies are able to drill. 
They’ve been drilling the last 40 years. 
President Obama’s leadership has led 
to twice the number of drilling wells. 
Our energy production is at an 8-year 
peak from oil and gas, and we continue 
to increase our energy production on 
public lands, and there’s a responsible 
way to do it. 

But we need a balanced approach 
that doesn’t throw out the safeguards 
and protections that protect the health 
of children and the health of families, 
to protect our jobs in the outdoor in- 
dustry, that protect our jobs in the 
recreation industry and protect our 
quality of life across the Western 
United States, and laws that protect 
our water and laws that protect our 
air. 

This bill, this series of omnibus death 
and destruction bills, simply fails that 
test. The American people deserve 
more than the death and destruction, 
oil above all omnibus package that’s 
being offered here today. While mil- 
lions of Americans are waiting in the 
unemployment lines, we need a bill 
that creates jobs rather than destroys 
jobs. 
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An increased concentration of toxic 
chemicals can harm the health of 
American citizens and Coloradans. Now 
there is great promise and opportunity 
in technology that will allow compa- 
nies to drill with less of an impact on 
human health and the environment. 
Thats why we have a regulatory 
framework. It is to ensure that there is 
incentive to make sure that American 
families are safe. 

This package of job-destroying bills 
that has been brought before us today 
would harm our sensitive lands and 
constitute a Federal land grab and Fed- 
eral water grab, all without lowering 
the price at the pump and destroying 
tens of thousands of jobs in the proc- 
ess. 

This death-and-destruction bill is 
simply not what this country needs to 
move forward. I urge my colleagues to 
oppose the rule and to oppose the bill. 
I urge a “no” vote on the rule and to 
defeat the previous question. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. I yield myself 
the balance of my time. 
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In the 111th Congress, when the other 
side was in charge, H.R. 2454 was 
brought forth from the floor. It was 
called the American Clean Energy and 
Security Act. There were 224 amend- 
ments submitted, and one was made in 
order. In our bill today, 27 amendments 
are made in order, two-thirds of which 
are Democrat amendments. This is a 
very fair rule, and it will provide for an 
open and clear debate on the particular 
issue. 

Let’s face it, Madam Speaker. The 
United States has a lot of untapped 
areas on public lands that are involved 
not only in oil and oil shale but in nat- 
ural gas and coal. We are an energy- 
rich country. We are an energy-pro- 
ducing country. It’s about time we rec- 
ognized that fact and developed the en- 
ergy that we have for the betterment 
of our people and for job creation. 

We need an all-of-the-above strategy 
that is not just a rhetorical exercise in 
an election year but an all-of-the-above 
strategy that, actually, really creates 
something without hidden delays dis- 
guised as procedural practices and 
processes. 

This bill will create jobs. This bill 
will keep American dollars at home. 
This bill will provide economic growth 
instead of sending our money abroad. 
This is a good bill, and it is an incred- 
ibly fair rule. I urge its adoption. 

The material previously referred to 
by Mr. POLIs is as follows: 

AN AMENDMENT TO H. RES. 691 OFFERED BY 

MR. POLIS OF COLORADO 

At the end of the resolution, add the fol- 
lowing new sections: 

Sec. 2. Immediately upon adoption of this 
resolution the Speaker shall, pursuant to 
clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the House 
resolved into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union for consider- 
ation of the bill (H.R. 4816) to amend the 
Higher Education Act of 1965 to extend the 
reduced interest rate for Federal Direct Staf- 
ford Loans, and for other purposes. The first 
reading of the bill shall be dispensed with. 
All points of order against consideration of 
the bill are waived. General debate shall be 
confined to the bill and shall not exceed one 
hour equally divided among and controlled 
by the chair and ranking minority member 
of the Committee on Education and the 
Workforce and the chair and ranking minor- 
ity member of the Committee on Ways and 
Means. After general debate the bill shall be 
considered for amendment under the five- 
minute rule. All points of order against pro- 
visions in the bill are waived. At the conclu- 
sion of consideration of the bill for amend- 
ment the Committee shall rise and report 
the bill to the House with such amendments 
as may have been adopted. The previous 
question shall be considered as ordered on 
the bill and amendments thereto to final 
passage without intervening motion except 
one motion to recommit with or without in- 
structions. If the Committee of the Whole 
rises and reports that it has come to no reso- 
lution on the bill, then on the next legisla- 
tive day the House shall, immediately after 
the third daily order of business under clause 
1 of rule XIV, resolve into the Committee of 
the Whole for further consideration of the 
bill. 
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Sec. 3. Clause l(c) of rule XIX shall not 
apply to the consideration of the bill speci- 
fied in section 2 of this resolution. 

(The information contained herein was 
provided by the Republican Minority on mul- 
tiple occasions throughout the 110th and 
111th Congresses.) 


THE VOTE ON THE PREVIOUS QUESTION: WHAT 
IT REALLY MEANS 

This vote, the vote on whether to order the 
previous question on a special rule, is not 
merely a procedural vote. A vote against or- 
dering the previous question is a vote 
against the Republican majority agenda and 
a vote to allow the opposition, at least for 
the moment, to offer an alternative plan. It 
is a vote about what the House should be de- 
bating. 

Mr. Clarence Cannon’s Precedents of the 
House of Representatives (VI, 308-311), de- 
scribes the vote on the previous question on 
the rule as ‘ʻa motion to direct or control the 
consideration of the subject before the House 
being made by the Member in charge.” To 
defeat the previous question is to give the 
opposition a chance to decide the subject be- 
fore the House. Cannon cites the Speaker’s 
ruling of January 13, 1920, to the effect that 
“the refusal of the House to sustain the de- 
mand for the previous question passes the 
control of the resolution to the opposition” 
in order to offer an amendment. On March 
15, 1909, a member of the majority party of- 
fered a rule resolution. The House defeated 
the previous question and a member of the 
opposition rose to a parliamentary inquiry, 
asking who was entitled to recognition. 
Speaker Joseph G. Cannon (R-Illinois) said: 
“The previous question having been refused, 
the gentleman from New York, Mr. Fitz- 
gerald, who had asked the gentleman to 
yield to him for an amendment, is entitled to 
the first recognition.”’ 

Because the vote today may look bad for 
the Republican majority they will say ‘‘the 
vote on the previous question is simply a 
vote on whether to proceed to an immediate 
vote on adopting the resolution ... [and] 
has no substantive legislative or policy im- 
plications whatsoever.” But that is not what 
they have always said. Listen to the Repub- 
lican Leadership Manual on the Legislative 
Process in the United States House of Rep- 
resentatives, (6th edition, page 135). Here’s 
how the Republicans describe the previous 
question vote in their own manual: ‘‘Al- 
though it is generally not possible to amend 
the rule because the majority Member con- 
trolling the time will not yield for the pur- 
pose of offering an amendment, the same re- 
sult may be achieved by voting down the pre- 
vious question on the rule. . . When the mo- 
tion for the previous question is defeated, 
control of the time passes to the Member 
who led the opposition to ordering the pre- 
vious question. That Member, because he 
then controls the time, may offer an amend- 
ment to the rule, or yield for the purpose of 
amendment.”’ 

In Deschler’s Procedure in the U.S. House 
of Representatives, the subchapter titled 
“Amending Special Rules” states: ‘‘a refusal 
to order the previous question on such a rule 
[a special rule reported from the Committee 
on Rules] opens the resolution to amend- 
ment and further debate.” (Chapter 21, sec- 
tion 21.2) Section 21.3 continues: ‘‘Upon re- 
jection of the motion for the previous ques- 
tion on a resolution reported from the Com- 
mittee on Rules, control shifts to the Mem- 
ber leading the opposition to the previous 
question, who may offer a proper amendment 
or motion and who controls the time for de- 
bate thereon.”’ 
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Clearly, the vote on the previous question 
on a rule does have substantive policy impli- 
cations. It is one of the only available tools 
for those who oppose the Republican major- 
ity’s agenda and allows those with alter- 
native views the opportunity to offer an al- 
ternative plan. 

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. With that, I 
yield back the balance of my time, and 
I move the previous question on the 
resolution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on ordering the previous 
question. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. POLIS. Madam Speaker, I de- 
mand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 8 and clause 9 of rule XX, 
this 15-minute vote on ordering the 
previous question will be followed by 5- 
minute votes on adoption of the resolu- 
tion, if ordered, and the motion to in- 
struct conferees offered by Mr. WALZ of 
Minnesota. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 242, noes 183, 
not voting 7, as follows: 

[Roll No. 389] 


AYES—242 
Adams Denham Herger 
Aderholt Dent Herrera Beutler 
Akin DesJarlais Huelskamp 
Alexander Diaz-Balart Huizenga (MI) 
Amash Dold Hultgren 
Amodei Dreier Hunter 
Austria Duffy Hurt 
Bachmann Duncan (SC) Issa 
Barletta Duncan (TN) Jenkins 
Bartlett Ellmers Johnson (IL) 
Barton (TX) Emerson Johnson (OH) 
Bass (NH) Farenthold Johnson, Sam 
Benishek Fincher Jones 
Berg Fitzpatrick Jordan 
Biggert Flake Kelly 
Bilbray Fleischmann King (IA) 
Bilirakis Fleming King (NY) 
Bishop (UT) Flores Kingston 
Black Forbes Kinzinger (IL) 
Blackburn Fortenberry Kline 
Bonner Foxx Labrador 
Bono Mack Franks (AZ) Lamborn 
Boren Frelinghuysen Lance 
Boustany Gallegly Landry 
Brady (TX) Gardner Lankford 
Brooks Garrett Latham 
Broun (GA) Gerlach LaTourette 
Buchanan Gibbs Latta 
Bucshon Gibson LoBiondo 
Buerkle Gingrey (GA) Long 
Burgess Gohmert Lucas 
Burton (IN) Goodlatte Luetkemeyer 
Calvert Gosar Lummis 
Camp Gowdy Lungren, Daniel 
Campbell Granger E. 
Canseco Graves (GA) Mack 
Cantor Graves (MO) Manzullo 
Capito Green, Gene Marchant 
Carter Griffin (AR) Marino 
Cassidy Griffith (VA) Matheson 
Chabot Grimm McCarthy (CA) 
Chaffetz Guinta McCau 
Chandler Guthrie McClintock 
Coble Hal McCotter 
Coffman (CO) Hanna McHenry 
Cole Harper McIntyre 
Conaway Harris McKeon 
Cravaack Hartzler McKinley 
Crawford Hastings (WA) MeMorris 
Crenshaw Hayworth Rodgers 
Culberson Heck Meehan 
Davis (KY) Hensarling Mica 


Miller (MI) 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (PA) 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Nunnelee 
Olson 
Palazzo 
Paul 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Pence 
Petri 

Pitts 
Platts 

Poe (TX) 
Pompeo 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Quayle 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Ribble 
Rigell 
Rivera 
Roby 


Ackerman 
Altmire 
Andrews 
Baca 
Baldwin 
Barber 
Barrow 
Bass (CA) 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Bonamici 
Boswell 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 
Brown (FL) 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Castor (FL) 
Chu 
Cicilline 
Clarke (MI) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Connolly (VA) 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Courtney 
Critz 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
Deutch 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Donnelly (IN) 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Engel 
Eshoo 

Farr 
Fattah 


Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross (FL) 
Royce 
Runyan 
Ryan (WI) 
Scalise 
Schilling 
Schmidt 
Schock 
Schweikert 
Scott (SC) 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shimkus 
Shuler 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Southerland 


NOES—183 


Filner 
Frank (MA) 
Fudge 
Garamendi 
Gonzalez 
Green, Al 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hahn 
Hanabusa 
Hastings (FL) 
Heinrich 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Hochul 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Israel 
Jackson Lee 
(TX) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kildee 
Kind 
Kissell 
Kucinich 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lee (CA) 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lujan 
Lynch 
Maloney 
Markey 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McNerney 
Meeks 
Michaud 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Moore 
Moran 
Murphy (CT) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
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Stearns 
Stivers 
Stutzman 
Sullivan 
Terry 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tipton 
Turner (NY) 
Turner (OH) 
Upton 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walsh (IL) 
Webster 
West 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Wolf 
Womack 
Woodall 
Yoder 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Young (IN) 


Neal 
Olver 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor (AZ) 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Peters 
Peterson 
Pingree (ME) 
Polis 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reyes 
Richardson 
Richmond 
Ross (AR) 
Rothman (NJ) 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schrader 
Schwartz 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, David 
Serrano 
Sewell 
Sherman 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Speier 
Stark 
Sutton 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Tonko 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Van Hollen 
Velazquez 
Visclosky 
Walz (MN) 
Wasserman 
Schultz 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Welch 
Wilson (FL) 
Woolsey 
Yarmuth 


June 20, 2012 


NOT VOTING—7 


Bachus Miller (FL) Sanchez, Linda 
Jackson (IL) Miller, Gary T; 
Lewis (CA) Reed 
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Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ, Ms. 


BROWN of Florida, Ms. SLAUGHTER, 
and Ms. VELAZQUEZ changed their 
vote from “aye” to “no.” 

Mr. MCINTYRE and Mrs. MCMORRIS 
RODGERS changed their vote from 
ng to “aye.” 

So the previous question was ordered. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
YODER). The question is on the resolu- 
tion. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, on that I 
demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
will be a 5-minute vote. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—yeas 245, nays 
178, not voting 9, as follows: 

[Roll No. 390] 


This 


YEAS—245 
Adams DesJarlais Hultgren 
Aderholt Diaz-Balart Hunter 
Akin Dold Hurt 
Alexander Donnelly (IN) Issa 
Amash Duffy Jenkins 
Amodei Duncan (SC) Johnson (IL) 
Austria Duncan (TN) Johnson (OH) 
Bachmann Ellmers Johnson, Sam 
Barletta Emerson Jones 
Bartlett Farenthold Jordan 
Barton (TX) Fincher Kelly 
Bass (NH) Fitzpatrick King (IA) 
Benishek Flake King (NY) 
Berg Fleischmann Kingston 
Biggert Fleming Kinzinger (IL) 
Bilbray Flores Kissell 
Bilirakis Forbes Kline 
Bishop (UT) Fortenberry Labrador 
Black Foxx Lamborn 
Blackburn Franks (AZ) Lance 
Bonner Frelinghuysen Landry 
Bono Mack Gallegly Lankford 
Boren Gardner Latham 
Boustany Garrett LaTourette 
Brady (TX) Gerlach Latta 
Brooks Gibbs LoBiondo 
Broun (GA) Gibson Long 
Buchanan Gingrey (GA) Lucas 
Bucshon Gohmert Luetkemeyer 
Buerkle Goodlatte Lummis 
Burgess Gosar Lungren, Daniel 
Burton (IN) Gowdy E. 
Calvert Granger Mack 
Camp Graves (GA) Manzullo 
Campbell Graves (MO) Marchant 
Canseco Griffin (AR) Marino 
Cantor Griffith (VA) Matheson 
Capito Grimm McCarthy (CA) 
Carter Guinta McCaul 
Cassidy Guthrie McClintock 
Chabot Hal McCotter 
Chaffetz Hanna McHenry 
Chandler Harper McIntyre 
Coble Harris McKeon 
Coffman (CO) Hartzler McKinley 
Cole Hastings (WA) McMorris 
Conaway Hayworth Rodgers 
Cravaack Heck Meehan 
Crawford Hensarling Mica 
Crenshaw Herger Miller (MI) 
Culberson Herrera Beutler Mulvaney 
Davis (KY) Hochul Murphy (PA) 
Denham Huelskamp Myrick 
Dent Huizenga (MI) Neugebauer 


June 20, 2012 


Noem 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Nunnelee 
Olson 
Owens 
Palazzo 
Paul 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Pence 
Petri 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe (TX) 
Pompeo 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Quayle 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Ribble 
Rigell 
Rivera 
Roby 

Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 


Ackerman 
Altmire 
Andrews 
Baca 
Baldwin 
Barber 
Barrow 
Bass (CA) 
Berkley 
Berman 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Bonamici 
Boswell 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 
Brown (FL) 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Castor (FL) 
Chu 
Cicilline 
Clarke (MI) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Connolly (VA) 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Courtney 
Critz 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
Deutch 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Farr 
Fattah 


Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 

Ross (AR) 
Ross (FL) 
Royce 
Runyan 
Ryan (WI) 
Scalise 
Schilling 
Schmidt 
Schock 
Schweikert 
Scott (SC) 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shimkus 
Shuler 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Southerland 
Stearns 


NAYS—178 


Filner 
Frank (MA) 
Fudge 
Garamendi 
Gonzalez 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hahn 
Hanabusa 
Hastings (FL) 
Heinrich 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Israel 
Jackson Lee 
(TX) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kildee 
Kind 
Kucinich 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lee (CA) 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Luján 
Lynch 
Maloney 
Markey 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McNerney 
Meeks 
Michaud 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Moore 
Moran 
Murphy (CT) 
Nadler 
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Stivers 
Stutzman 
Sullivan 
Terry 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tipton 
Turner (NY) 
Turner (OH) 
Upton 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walsh (IL) 
Webster 
West 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Wolf 
Womack 
Woodall 
Yoder 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Young (IN) 


Napolitano 

Neal 

Olver 

Pallone 

Pascrell 

Pastor (AZ) 

Pelosi 

Perlmutter 

Peters 

Peterson 

Pingree (ME) 

Polis 

Price (NC) 

Quigley 

Rahall 

Rangel 

Reyes 

Richardson 

Richmond 

Rothman (NJ) 

Roybal-Allard 

Ruppersberger 

Rush 

Ryan (OH) 

Sanchez, Loretta 

Sarbanes 

Schakowsky 

Schiff 

Schrader 

Schwartz 

Scott (VA) 

Scott, David 

Serrano 

Sewel 

Sherman 

Sires 

Slaughter 

Smith (WA) 

Speier 

Stark 

Sutton 

Thompson (CA) 

Thompson (MS) 

Tierney 

Tonko 

Towns 

Tsongas 

Van Hollen 

Velázquez 

Visclosky 

Walz (MN) 

Wasserman 
Schultz 

Waters 

Watt 

Waxman 

Welch 

Wilson (FL) 

Woolsey 

Yarmuth 


NOT VOTING—9 


Bachus Lewis (CA) Sánchez, Linda 
Becerra Miller (FL) T: 

Dreier Miller, Gary 

Jackson (IL) Reed 


ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (during 
the vote). There are 2 minutes remain- 
ing. 
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So the resolution was agreed to. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

Stated for: 

Mr. BECERRA. Mr. Speaker, on June 20, 
2012, | was unavoidably detained and missed 
rollcall vote 390. If present, | would have voted 
“yea” on rollcall vote 390. 


Ee 


MOTION TO INSTRUCT CONFEREES 
ON H.R. 4348, SURFACE TRANS- 
PORTATION EXTENSION ACT OF 
2012, PART II 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un- 
finished business is the vote on the mo- 
tion to instruct on H.R. 4348 offered by 
the gentleman from Minnesota (Mr. 
WALZ) on which the yeas and nays were 
ordered. 

The Clerk will redesignate the mo- 
tion. 

The Clerk redesignated the motion. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion to instruct. 

This will be a 5-minute vote. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—yeas 386, nays 34, 
answered ‘‘present’’ 1, not voting 11, as 
follows: 


[Roll No. 391] 


YEAS—386 
Ackerman Brady (PA) Cooper 
Adams Braley (IA) Costa 
Aderholt Brooks Costello 
Akin Brown (FL) Courtney 
Alexander Buchanan Cravaack 
Altmire Bucshon Crawford 
Amodei Buerkle Crenshaw 
Andrews Burgess Critz 
Austria Burton (IN) Crowley 
Baca Butterfield Cuellar 
Bachmann Calvert Cummings 
Baldwin Cantor Davis (CA) 
Barber Capito Davis (IL) 
Barletta Capps Davis (KY) 
Barrow Capuano DeFazio 
Bartlett Cardoza DeGette 
Barton (TX) Carnahan DeLauro 
Bass (NH) Carney Denham 
Becerra Carson (IN) Dent 
Benishek Cassidy DesJarlais 
Berg Castor (FL) Deutch 
Berkley Chabot Diaz-Balart 
Berman Chaffetz Dicks 
Biggert Chandler Dingell 
Bilbray Chu Dogget 
Bilirakis Cicilline Dold 
Bishop (GA) Clarke (MI) Donnelly (IN) 
Bishop (NY) Clarke (NY) Doyle 
Black Clay Duffy 
Blackburn Cleaver Duncan (SC) 
Blumenauer Clyburn Duncan (TN) 
Bonamici Coble Edwards 
Bonner Coffman (CO) Ellison 
Bono Mack Cohen Ellmers 
Boren Cole Emerson 
Boswell Connolly (VA) Engel 
Boustany Conyers Eshoo 


Farenthold 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Fitzpatrick 
Flake 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Fudge 
Gallegly 
Garamendi 
Gardner 
Gerlach 
Gibbs 
Gibson 
Gonzalez 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Griffin (AR) 
Griffith (VA) 
Grijalva 
Grimm 
Guinta 
Guthrie 
Gutierrez 
Hahn 
Hall 
Hanabusa 
Hanna 
Harper 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayworth 
Heck 
Heinrich 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herrera Beutler 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Hochul 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Huelskamp 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurt 
Israel 
Issa 
Jackson Lee 
(TX) 
Jenkins 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Jordan 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kelly 
Kildee 
Kind 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kissell 
Kline 
Kucinich 
Labrador 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Landry 
Langevin 


Lankford 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Latta 
Lee (CA) 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lujan 
Lummis 
Lungren, Daniel 
E. 
Lynch 
Mack 
Maloney 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Marino 
Markey 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCaul 
McCollum 
McCotter 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHenry 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McKinley 
McMorris 
Rodgers 
McNerney 
Meehan 
Meeks 
Mica 
Michaud 
Miller (MI) 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Moore 
Moran 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (CT) 
Murphy (PA) 
Myrick 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Nunnelee 
Olson 
Olver 
Owens 
Palazzo 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor (AZ) 
Paul 
Paulsen 
Pelosi 
Pence 
Perlmutter 
Peters 
Peterson 
Petri 
Pingree (ME) 
Pitts 
Platts 
Polis 
Price (GA) 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Reyes 
Richardson 
Richmond 
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Rigell 

Rivera 

Roby 

Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 

Ross (AR) 
Ross (FL) 
Rothman (NJ) 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Runyan 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Ryan (WI) 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Scalise 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 

Schilling 
Schmidt 
Schrader 
Schwartz 
Schweikert 
Scott (SC) 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, Austin 
Scott, David 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 

Sewell 
Sherman 
Shimkus 
Shuler 

Shuster 
Simpson 

Sires 

Slaughter 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Southerland 
Speier 

Stark 

Stivers 
Stutzman 
Sullivan 


Terry 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tiberi 
Tierney 
Tipton 
Tonko 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Turner (NY) 
Turner (OH) 
Upton 
Van Hollen 
Velazquez 
Visclosky 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walz (MN) 
Wasserman 
Schultz 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Welch 
West 
Whitfield 
Wilson (FL) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Wolf 
Womack 
Woodall 
Woolsey 
Yarmuth 
Yoder 
Young (FL) 
Young (IN) 
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NAYS—34 

Amash Foxx Posey 
Bishop (UT) Garrett Quayle 
Brady (TX) Gingrey (GA) Rooney 
Broun (GA) Gohmert Sessions 
Camp Granger Stearns 
Campbell Huizenga (MI) Thompson (PA) 
Canseco Long Thornberry 
Carter McClintock Webster 
Conaway Neugebauer Westmoreland 
Culberson Pearce Y (AK 
Fincher Poe (TX) oung ) 
Flores Pompeo 

ANSWERED “PRESENT” —1 

Ribble 
NOT VOTING—11 

Bachus Lewis (CA) Sánchez, Linda 
Bass (CA) Miller (FL) 
Dreier Miller, Gary Schock 
Jackson (IL) Reed Walsh (IL) 


ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (during 
the vote). There are 2 minutes remain- 
ing. 
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Mr. GINGREY of Georgia changed his 
vote from “yea” to “nay.” 

So the motion to instruct was agreed 
to. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


NOTICE OF INTENTION TO OFFER 
MOTION TO INSTRUCT CON- 
FEREES ON H.R. 4348, SURFACE 
TRANSPORTATION EXTENSION 
ACT OF 2012, PART II 


Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, pursuant 
to clause 7(c) of rule XXII, I hereby 
give notice of my intention to offer a 
motion to instruct conferees on H.R. 
4348. 

The form of the motion is as follows: 

Mr. HOYER moves that the managers on the 
part of the House at the conference on the 
disagreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
Senate amendment to the bill H.R. 4348 be 
instructed to recede from disagreement to 
the amendment of the Senate. 


NOTICE OF INTENTION TO OFFER 
MOTION TO INSTRUCT CON- 
FEREES ON H.R. 4348, SURFACE 
TRANSPORTATION EXTENSION 
ACT OF 2012, PART II 


Mrs. BLACK. Mr. Speaker, pursuant 
to rule XXII, clause 7(c), I hereby an- 
nounce my intention to offer a motion 
to instruct on H.R. 4348. 

The form of the motion is as follows: 

Mrs. BLACK moves that the managers on 
the part of the House at the conference on 
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses on 
the Senate amendment to the bill H.R. 4348 
be instructed to reject section 31108 of the 
Senate amendment (relating to distracted 
driving grants), other than the matter pro- 
posed to be inserted as section 411(g) of title 
23, United States Code (relating to a dis- 
tracted driving study). 
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ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
WESTMORELAND). Pursuant to clause 8 
of rule XX, the Chair will postpone fur- 
ther proceedings today on the motion 
to suspend the rules on which a re- 
corded vote or the yeas and nays are 
ordered, or on which the vote incurs 
objection under clause 6 of rule XX. 

Any record vote on the postponed 
question will be taken later. 


EE 


FOOD AND DRUG ADMINISTRATION 
SAFETY AND INNOVATION ACT 


Mr. UPTON. Mr. Speaker, I move to 
suspend the rules and pass the bill (S. 
3187) to amend the Federal Food, Drug, 
and Cosmetic Act to revise and extend 
the user-fee programs for prescription 
drugs and medical devices, to establish 
user-fee programs for generic drugs and 
biosimilars, and for other purposes, as 
amended. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Amendment: 

Strike out all after the enacting clause and 
insert: 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the “Food and Drug 
Administration Safety and Innovation Act”. 
SEC. 2. TABLE OF CONTENTS; REFERENCES IN 

ACT. 

(a) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con- 

tents of this Act is as follows: 
Sec. 1. Short title. 
Sec. 2. Table of contents; references in Act. 


TITLE I—FEES RELATING TO DRUGS 


101. Short title; finding. 

102. Definitions. 

103. Authority to assess and use drug fees. 

104. Reauthorization; reporting require- 
ments. 

Sunset dates. 

Sec. 106. Effective date. 

Sec. 107. Savings clause. 


TITLE II—FEES RELATING TO DEVICES 


Sec. 201. Short title; findings. 

Sec. 202. Definitions. 

Sec. 203. Authority to assess and use device 
fees. 

Reauthorization; 
ments. 

Savings clause. 

Effective date. 

Sunset clause. 

Streamlined hiring authority to sup- 
port activities related to the proc- 
ess for the review of device appli- 
cations. 


TITLE III—FEES RELATING TO GENERIC 
DRUGS 


Short title. 

Authority to assess and use human ge- 
neric drug fees. 

Reauthorization; reporting 
ments. 

Sunset dates. 

Effective date. 

Amendment 
branding. 

Streamlined hiring authority to sup- 
port activities related to human 
generic drugs. 

Additional reporting requirements. 


Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 


Sec. 105. 


Sec. 204. reporting require- 
205. 
206. 
207. 


208. 


Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 


301. 
302. 


Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 303. require- 
304. 
305. 
306. 


Sec. 
Sec. 


Sec. with respect to mis- 


Sec. 307. 


Sec. 308. 
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TITLE IV—FEES RELATING TO BIOSIMILAR 
BIOLOGICAL PRODUCTS 
Short title; finding. 

Fees relating to biosimilar biological 
products. 
Reauthorization; 

ments. 
Sunset dates. 
Effective date. 
Savings clause. 
Sec. 407. Conforming amendment. 
Sec. 408. Additional reporting requirements. 


TITLE V—PEDIATRIC DRUGS AND DEVICES 


Sec. 401. 
Sec. 402. 
Sec. 403. reporting require- 
Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 


404. 
405. 
406. 


Sec. 501. Permanence. 

Sec. 502. Written requests. 

Sec. 503. Communication with Pediatric Review 
Committee. 

Sec. 504. Access to data. 

Sec. 505. Ensuring the completion of pediatric 
studies. 

Sec. 506. Pediatric study plans. 

Sec. 507. Reauthorizations. 

Sec. 508. Report. 

Sec. 509. Technical amendments. 

Sec. 510. Pediatric rare diseases. 

Sec. 511. Staff of Office of Pediatric Thera- 
peutics. 

TITLE VI—MEDICAL DEVICE REGULATORY 
IMPROVEMENTS 

Sec. 601. Investigational device exemptions. 

Sec. 602. Clarification of least burdensome 
standard. 

Sec. 603. Agency documentation and review of 
significant decisions. 

Sec. 604. Device modifications requiring pre- 
market notification prior to mar- 
keting. 

Sec. 605. Program to improve the device recall 
system. 

Sec. 606. Clinical holds on investigational de- 
vice exemptions. 

Sec. 607. Modification of de novo application 
process. 

Sec. 608. Reclassification procedures. 

Sec. 609. Harmonization of device premarket re- 
view, inspection, and labeling 
symbols. 

Sec. 610. Participation in international fora. 

Sec. 611. Reauthorization of third-party review. 

Sec. 612. Reauthorization of third-party inspec- 
tion. 

Sec. 613. Humanitarian device exemptions. 

Sec. 614. Unique device identifier. 

Sec. 615. Sentinel. 

Sec. 616. Postmarket surveillance. 

Sec. 617. Custom devices. 

Sec. 618. Health information technology. 

Sec. 619. Good guidance practices relating to 
devices. 

Sec. 620. Pediatric device consortia. 

TITLE VII—DRUG SUPPLY CHAIN 

Sec. 701. Registration of domestic drug estab- 
lishments. 

Sec. 702. Registration of foreign establishments. 

Sec. 703. Identification of drug excipient infor- 
mation with product listing. 

Sec. 704. Electronic system for registration and 
listing. 

Sec. 705. Risk-based inspection frequency. 

Sec. 706. Records for inspection. 

Sec. 707. Prohibition against delaying, denying, 
limiting, or refusing inspection. 

Sec. 708. Destruction of adulterated, mis- 
branded, or counterfeit drugs of- 
fered for import. 

Sec. 709. Administrative detention. 

Sec. 710. Exchange of information. 

Sec. 711. Enhancing the safety and quality of 
the drug supply. 

Sec. 712. Recognition of foreign government in- 
spections. 

Sec. 713. Standards for admission of imported 
drugs. 
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Sec. 714. Registration of commercial importers. 

Sec. 715. Notification. 

Sec. 716. Protection against intentional adulter- 
ation. 

Sec. 717. Penalties for counterfeiting drugs. 

Sec. 718. Extraterritorial jurisdiction. 

TITLE VIII—GENERATING ANTIBIOTIC 
INCENTIVES NOW 

Sec. 801. Extension of exclusivity period for 
drugs. 

Sec. 802. Priority review. 

Sec. 803. Fast track product. 

Sec. 804. Clinical trials. 

Sec. 805. Reassessment of qualified infectious 
disease product incentives in 5 
years. 

Sec. 806. Guidance on pathogen-focused anti- 


bacterial drug development. 
TITLE IX—DRUG APPROVAL AND PATIENT 
ACCESS 
Enhancement of accelerated patient 
access to new medical treatments. 


Sec. 901. 


Sec. 902. Breakthrough therapies. 

Sec. 903. Consultation with external experts on 
rare diseases, targeted therapies, 
and genetic targeting of treat- 
ments. 

Sec. 904. Accessibility of information on pre- 
scription drug container labels by 
visually impaired and blind con- 
sumers. 

Sec. 905. Risk-benefit framework. 

Sec. 906. Grants and Contracts for the Develop- 
ment of Orphan Drugs. 

Sec. 907. Reporting of inclusion of demographic 
subgroups in clinical trials and 
data analysis in applications for 
drugs, biologics, and devices. 

Sec. 908. Rare pediatric disease priority review 
voucher incentive program. 

TITLE X—DRUG SHORTAGES 

Sec. 1001. Discontinuance or interruption in the 
production of life-saving drugs. 

Sec. 1002. Annual reporting on drug shortages. 

Sec. 1003. Coordination; task force and strategic 
plan. 

Sec. 1004. Drug shortage list. 

Sec. 1005. Quotas applicable to drugs in short- 
age. 

Sec. 1006. Attorney General report on drug 
shortages. 

Sec. 1007. Hospital repackaging of drugs in 
shortage. 

Sec. 1008. Study on drug shortages. 

TITLE XI—OTHER PROVISIONS 
Subtitle A—Reauthorizations 
Sec. 1101. Reauthorization of provision relating 


to exclusivity of certain drugs 
containing single enantiomers. 
1102. Reauthorization of the critical path 
public-private partnerships. 
Subtitle B—Medical Gas Product Regulation 
Sec. 1111. Regulation of medical gases. 
Sec. 1112. Changes to regulations. 
Sec. 1113. Rules of construction. 
Subtitle C—Miscellaneous Provisions 


1121. Guidance document regarding prod- 
uct promotion using the Internet. 
Combating prescription drug abuse. 
Optimizing global clinical trials. 
Advancing regulatory science to pro- 
mote public health innovation. 
Information technology. 
Nanotechnology. 
Online pharmacy report to Congress. 
Report on small businesses. 
Protections for the commissioned 
corps of the public health service 
act. 
Compliance date for rule relating to 
sunscreen drug products for over- 
the-counter human use. 


Sec. 


Sec. 


Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 


1122. 
1123. 
1124. 


Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 


1125. 
1126. 
1127. 
1128. 
1129. 


Sec. 1130. 
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Sec. 1131. Strategic 
plan. 
Assessment 

REMS. 

Extension of period for first applicant 
to obtain tentative approval with- 
out forfeiting 180-day-exclusivity 
period. 

Deadline for determination on certain 
petitions. 

Final agency action relating to peti- 
tions and civil actions. 

Electronic submission of applications. 

Patient participation in medical 
product discussions. 

Ensuring adequate information re- 
garding pharmaceuticals for all 
populations, particularly under- 
represented subpopulations, in- 
cluding racial subgroups. 

Scheduling of hydrocodone. 

Study on Drug Labeling by Elec- 
tronic Means. 

Recommendations on interoperability 
standards. 

Conflicts of interest. 

Notification of FDA intent to regu- 
late laboratory-developed tests. 

Subtitle D—Synthetic Drugs 

Short title. 

Addition of synthetic drugs to sched- 
ule I of the Controlled Substances 
Act. 

Temporary scheduling to avoid immi- 
nent hazards to public safety ex- 
pansion. 

(b) REFERENCES IN ACT.—Except as otherwise 
specified, amendments made by this Act to a sec- 
tion or other provision of law are amendments 
to such section or other provision of the Federal 
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act (21 U.S.C. 301 et 
seq.). 

TITLE I—FEES RELATING TO DRUGS 

SEC. 101. SHORT TITLE; FINDING. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This title may be cited as 
the ‘‘Prescription Drug User Fee Amendments of 
2012”. 

(b) FINDING.—The Congress finds that the fees 
authorized by the amendments made in this title 
will be dedicated toward expediting the drug de- 
velopment process and the process for the review 
of human drug applications, including 
postmarket drug safety activities, as set forth in 
the goals identified for purposes of part 2 of sub- 
chapter C of chapter VII of the Federal Food, 
Drug, and Cosmetic Act, in the letters from the 
Secretary of Health and Human Services to the 
Chairman of the Committee on Health, Edu- 
cation, Labor, and Pensions of the Senate and 
the Chairman of the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce of the House of Representatives, as 
set forth in the Congressional Record. 

SEC. 102. DEFINITIONS. 

Section 735(7) (21 U.S.C. 379g) is amended by 
striking ‘“‘expenses incurred in connection with” 
and inserting ‘‘expenses in connection with”. 
SEC. 103. AUTHORITY TO ASSESS AND USE DRUG 


integrated management 


Sec. 1132. and modification of 


Sec. 1133. 


Sec. 1134. 


Sec. 1135. 


1136. 
1137. 


Sec. 
Sec. 


Sec. 1138. 


1139. 
1140. 


Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 1141. 


1142. 
1143. 


Sec. 
Sec. 


1151. 
1152. 


Sec. 
Sec. 


Sec. 1153. 


Section 736 (21 U.S.C. 379h) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)— 

(A) in the matter preceding paragraph (1), by 
striking ‘“‘fiscal year 2008” and inserting ‘‘fiscal 
year 2013”; 

(B) in paragraph (1)(A)— 

(i) in clause (i), by striking ‘‘(c)(5)’’ and in- 
serting ‘‘(c)(4)”’; and 

(ii) in clause (ii), by striking ‘‘(c)(5)’’ and in- 
serting ‘‘(c)(4)”’; 

(C) in the matter following clause (ii) in para- 
graph (2)(A)— 

(i) by striking ‘‘(c)(5)”’ and inserting ‘‘(c)(4)”’; 
and 

(ii) by striking ‘“‘payable on or before October 
1 of each year” and inserting ‘‘due on the later 
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of the first business day on or after October 1 of 
each fiscal year or the first business day after 
the enactment of an appropriations Act pro- 
viding for the collection and obligation of fees 
for such fiscal year under this section’’; 

(D) in paragraph (3)— 

(i) in subparagraph (A)— 

(I) by striking ‘‘subsection (c)(5)’’ and insert- 
ing ‘‘subsection (c)(4)’’; and 

(II) by striking ‘‘payable on or before October 
1 of each year.” and inserting ‘‘due on the later 
of the first business day on or after October 1 of 
each fiscal year or the first business day after 
the enactment of an appropriations Act pro- 
viding for the collection and obligation of fees 
for such fiscal year under this section.’’; and 

(ii) by amending subparagraph (B) to read as 
follows: 

“(B) EXCEPTION.—A prescription drug product 
shall not be assessed a fee under subparagraph 
(A) if such product is— 

“(i) identified on the list compiled under sec- 
tion 505(j)(7) with a potency described in terms 
of per 100 mL; 

“(ii) the same product as another product 
that— 

“(I) was approved under an application filed 
under section 505(b) or 505(j); and 

“(II) is not in the list of discontinued products 
compiled under section 505(j)(7); 

“(iti) the same product as another product 
that was approved under an abbreviated appli- 
cation filed under section 507 (as in effect on the 
day before the date of enactment of the Food 
and Drug Administration Modernization Act of 
1997); or 

“(iv) the same product as another product 
that was approved under an abbreviated new 
drug application pursuant to regulations in ef- 
fect prior to the implementation of the Drug 
Price Competition and Patent Term Restoration 
Act of 1984.’’; 

(2) in subsection (b)— 

(A) in paragraph (1)— 

(i) in the matter preceding subparagraph (A), 
by striking ‘‘fiscal years 2008 through 2012” and 
inserting ‘‘fiscal years 2013 through 2017”; 

(ii) in subparagraph (A), by striking 
“$392 ,783,000; and” and inserting 
“$693 ,099,000;’’; and 

(iii) by striking subparagraph (B) and insert- 
ing the following: 

“(B) the dollar amount equal to the inflation 
adjustment for fiscal year 2013 (as determined 
under paragraph (3)(A)); and 

“(C) the dollar amount equal to the workload 
adjustment for fiscal year 2013 (as determined 
under paragraph (3)(B)).’’; and 

(B) by striking paragraphs (3) and (4) and in- 
serting the following: 

“(3) FISCAL YEAR 2013 INFLATION AND WORK- 
LOAD ADJUSTMENTS.—For purposes of paragraph 
(1), the dollar amount of the inflation and 
workload adjustments for fiscal year 2013 shall 
be determined as follows: 

“(A) INFLATION ADJUSTMENT.—The inflation 
adjustment for fiscal year 2013 shall be the sum 
of— 

“(i) $652,709,000 multiplied by the result of an 
inflation adjustment calculation determined 
using the methodology described in subsection 
(c)(1)(B); and 

“(i) $652,709,000 multiplied by the result of an 
inflation adjustment calculation determined 
using the methodology described in subsection 
(c)(1)(C). 

“(B) WORKLOAD ADJUSTMENT.—Subject to 
subparagraph (C), the workload adjustment for 
fiscal 2013 shall be— 

“(i) $652,709,000 plus the amount of the infla- 
tion adjustment calculated under subparagraph 
(A); multiplied by 

“(ii) the amount (if any) by which a percent- 
age workload adjustment for fiscal year 2013, as 


9478 


determined using the methodology described in 
subsection (c)(2)(A), would exceed the percent- 
age workload adjustment (as so determined) for 
fiscal year 2012, if both such adjustment per- 
centages were calculated using the 5-year base 
period consisting of fiscal years 2003 through 
2007. 

“(C) LIMITATION.—Under no circumstances 
shall the adjustment under subparagraph (B) 
result in fee revenues for fiscal year 2013 that 
are less than the sum of the amount under para- 
graph (1)(A) and the amount under paragraph 
(1)(B).”’; 

(3) by striking subsection (c) and inserting the 
following: 

“(c) ADJUSTMENTS.— 

“(1) INFLATION ADJUSTMENT.—For fiscal year 
2014 and subsequent fiscal years, the revenues 
established in subsection (b) shall be adjusted by 
the Secretary by notice, published in the Fed- 
eral Register, for a fiscal year by the amount 
equal to the sum of— 

“(A) one; 

“(B) the average annual percent change in 
the cost, per full-time equivalent position of the 
Food and Drug Administration, of all personnel 
compensation and benefits paid with respect to 
such positions for the first 3 years of the pre- 
ceding 4 fiscal years, multiplied by the propor- 
tion of personnel compensation and benefits 
costs to total costs of the process for the review 
of human drug applications (as defined in sec- 
tion 735(6)) for the first 3 years of the preceding 
4 fiscal years, and 

“(C) the average annual percent change that 

occurred in the Consumer Price Index for urban 
consumers (Washington-Baltimore, DC-MD- 
VA-WV; Not Seasonally Adjusted; All items; 
Annual Index) for the first 3 years of the pre- 
ceding 4 years of available data multiplied by 
the proportion of all costs other than personnel 
compensation and benefits costs to total costs of 
the process for the review of human drug appli- 
cations (as defined in section 735(6)) for the first 
3 years of the preceding 4 fiscal years. 
The adjustment made each fiscal year under 
this paragraph shall be added on a compounded 
basis to the sum of all adjustments made each 
fiscal year after fiscal year 2013 under this 
paragraph. 

“(2) WORKLOAD ADJUSTMENT.—For fiscal year 
2014 and subsequent fiscal years, after the fee 
revenues established in subsection (b) are ad- 
justed for a fiscal year for inflation in accord- 
ance with paragraph (1), the fee revenues shall 
be adjusted further for such fiscal year to reflect 
changes in the workload of the Secretary for the 
process for the review of human drug applica- 
tions. With respect to such adjustment: 

“(A) The adjustment shall be determined by 
the Secretary based on a weighted average of 
the change in the total number of human drug 
applications (adjusted for changes in review ac- 
tivities, as described in the notice that the Sec- 
retary is required to publish in the Federal Reg- 
ister under this subparagraph), efficacy supple- 
ments, and manufacturing supplements sub- 
mitted to the Secretary, and the change in the 
total number of active commercial investiga- 
tional new drug applications (adjusted for 
changes in review activities, as so described) 
during the most recent 12-month period for 
which data on such submissions is available. 
The Secretary shall publish in the Federal Reg- 
ister the fee revenues and fees resulting from the 
adjustment and the supporting methodologies. 

“(B) Under no circumstances shall the adjust- 
ment result in fee revenues for a fiscal year that 
are less than the sum of the amount under sub- 
section (b)(1)(A) and the amount under sub- 
section (b)(1)(B), as adjusted for inflation under 
paragraph (1). 

“(C) The Secretary shall contract with an 
independent accounting or consulting firm to 
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periodically review the adequacy of the adjust- 
ment and publish the results of those reviews. 
The first review shall be conducted and pub- 
lished by the end of fiscal year 2013 (to examine 
the performance of the adjustment since fiscal 
year 2009), and the second review shall be con- 
ducted and published by the end of fiscal year 
2015 (to examine the continued performance of 
the adjustment). The reports shall evaluate 
whether the adjustment reasonably represents 
actual changes in workload volume and com- 
plexity and present options to discontinue, re- 
tain, or modify any elements of the adjustment. 
The reports shall be published for public com- 
ment. After review of the reports and receipt of 
public comments, the Secretary shall, if war- 
ranted, adopt appropriate changes to the meth- 
odology. If the Secretary adopts changes to the 
methodology based on the first report, the 
changes shall be effective for the first fiscal year 
for which fees are set after the Secretary adopts 
such changes and each subsequent fiscal year. 

“(3) FINAL YEAR ADJUSTMENT.—For fiscal year 
2017, the Secretary may, in addition to adjust- 
ments under this paragraph and paragraphs (1) 
and (2), further increase the fee revenues and 
fees established in subsection (b) if such an ad- 
justment is necessary to provide for not more 
than 3 months of operating reserves of carryover 
user fees for the process for the review of human 
drug applications for the first 3 months of fiscal 
year 2018. If such an adjustment is necessary, 
the rationale for the amount of the increase 
shall be contained in the annual notice estab- 
lishing fee revenues and fees for fiscal year 2017. 
If the Secretary has carryover balances for such 
process in excess of 3 months of such operating 
reserves, the adjustment under this paragraph 
shall not be made. 

“(4) ANNUAL FEE SETTING.—The Secretary 
shall, not later than 60 days before the start of 
each fiscal year that begins after September 30, 
2012, establish, for the next fiscal year, applica- 
tion, product, and establishment fees under sub- 
section (a), based on the revenue amounts estab- 
lished under subsection (b) and the adjustments 
provided under this subsection. 

“(5) LIMIT.—The total amount of fees 
charged, as adjusted under this subsection, for 
a fiscal year may not exceed the total costs for 
such fiscal year for the resources allocated for 
the process for the review of human drug appli- 
cations.’’; and 

(4) in subsection (g)— 

(A) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘Fees au- 
thorized” and inserting ‘‘Subject to paragraph 
(2)(C), fees authorized’’; 

(B) in paragraph (2)— 

(i) in subparagraph (A)(i), by striking ‘‘shall 
be retained” and inserting ‘‘subject to subpara- 
graph (C), shall be collected and available’’; 

(ii) in subparagraph (A)(ii), by striking ‘‘shall 
only be collected and available” and inserting 
“shall be available”; and 

(iii) by adding at the end the following new 
subparagraph: 

“(C) PROVISION FOR EARLY PAYMENTS.—Pay- 
ment of fees authorized under this section for a 
fiscal year, prior to the due date for such fees, 
may be accepted by the Secretary in accordance 
with authority provided in advance in a prior 
year appropriations Act.’’; 

(C) in paragraph (3), by striking ‘‘fiscal years 
2008 through 2012” and inserting ‘‘fiscal years 
2013 through 2017”; and 

(D) in paragraph (4)— 

(i) by striking ‘‘fiscal years 2008 through 2010” 
and inserting ‘‘fiscal years 2013 through 2015”; 

(ii) by striking ‘‘fiscal year 2011” and insert- 
ing ‘‘fiscal year 2016”; 

(iii) by striking ‘“‘fiscal years 2008 through 
2011” and inserting ‘‘fiscal years 2013 through 
2016”; and 

(iv) by striking ‘‘fiscal year 2012” and insert- 
ing ‘‘fiscal year 2017”. 
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SEC. 104. REAUTHORIZATION; REPORTING RE- 
QUIREMENTS. 

Section 736B (21 U.S.C. 379h-2) is amended— 

(1) by amending subsection (a) to read as fol- 
lows: 

“(a) PERFORMANCE REPORT.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Beginning with fiscal year 
2013, not later than 120 days after the end of 
each fiscal year for which fees are collected 
under this part, the Secretary shall prepare and 
submit to the Committee on Energy and Com- 
merce of the House of Representatives and the 
Committee on Health, Education, Labor, and 
Pensions of the Senate a report concerning— 

“(A) the progress of the Food and Drug Ad- 
ministration in achieving the goals identified in 
the letters described in section 101(b) of the Pre- 
scription Drug User Fee Amendments of 2012 
during such fiscal year and the future plans of 
the Food and Drug Administration for meeting 
the goals, including the status of the inde- 
pendent assessment described in such letters; 
and 

“(B) the progress of the Center for Drug Eval- 
uation and Research and the Center for Bio- 
logics Evaluation and Research in achieving the 
goals, and future plans for meeting the goals, 
including, for each review division— 

“(i) the number of original standard new drug 
applications and biologics license applications 
filed per fiscal year for each review division; 

“(ii) the number of original priority new drug 
applications and biologics license applications 
filed per fiscal year for each review division; 

“(iti) the number of standard efficacy supple- 
ments filed per fiscal year for each review divi- 
sion; 

“(iv) the number of priority efficacy supple- 
ments filed per fiscal year for each review divi- 
sion; 

“(v) the number of applications filed for re- 
view under accelerated approval per fiscal year 
for each review division; 

““(vi) the number of applications filed for re- 
view as fast track products per fiscal year for 
each review division; 

““(vii) the number of applications filed for or- 
phan-designated products per fiscal year for 
each review division; and 

“(viti) the number of breakthrough designa- 
tions for a fiscal year for each review division. 

“(2) INCLUSION.—The report under this sub- 
section for a fiscal year shall include informa- 
tion on all previous cohorts for which the Sec- 
retary has not given a complete response on all 
human drug applications and supplements in 
the cohort.’’. 

(2) in subsection (b), by striking ‘‘2008’’ and 
inserting ‘‘2013’’; and 

(3) in subsection (d), by striking ‘‘2012’’ each 
place it appears and inserting ‘‘2017’’. 

SEC. 105. SUNSET DATES. 

(a) AUTHORIZATION.—Sections 735 and 736 of 
the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act (21 
U.S.C. 379g; 879h) shall cease to be effective Oc- 
tober 1, 2017. 

(b) REPORTING REQUIREMENTS.—Section 736B 
of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act (21 
U.S.C. 379h-2) shall cease to be effective Janu- 
ary 31, 2018. 

(c) PREVIOUS SUNSET PROVISION.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 106 of the Food and 
Drug Administration Amendments Act of 2007 
(Public Law 110-85) is repealed. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The Food and 
Drug Administration Amendments Act of 2007 
(Public Law 110-85) is amended in the table of 
contents in section 2, by striking the item relat- 
ing to section 106. 

(d) TECHNICAL CLARIFICATIONS.— 

(1) Effective September 30, 2007— 

(A) section 509 of the Prescription Drug User 
Fee Amendments Act of 2002 (Title V of Public 
Law 107-188) is repealed; and 
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(B) the Public Health Security and Bioter- 
rorism Preparedness and Response Act of 2002 
(Public Law 107-188) is amended in the table of 
contents in section 1(b), by striking the item re- 
lating to section 509. 

(2) Effective September 30, 2002— 

(A) section 107 of the Food and Drug Adminis- 
tration Modernization Act of 1997 (Public Law 
105-115) is repealed; and 

(B) the table of contents in section 1(c) of 
such Act is amended by striking the item related 
to section 107. 

(3) Effective September 30, 1997, section 105 of 
the Prescription Drug User Fee Act of 1992 
(Public Law 102-571) is repealed. 

SEC. 106. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

The amendments made by this title shall take 
effect on October 1, 2012, or the date of the en- 
actment of this Act, whichever is later, except 
that fees under part 2 of subchapter C of chap- 
ter VII of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic 
Act shall be assessed for all human drug appli- 
cations received on or after October 1, 2012, re- 
gardless of the date of the enactment of this Act. 
SEC. 107. SAVINGS CLAUSE. 

Notwithstanding the amendments made by 
this title, part 2 of subchapter C of chapter VII 
of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act, as 
in effect on the day before the date of the enact- 
ment of this title, shall continue to be in effect 
with respect to human drug applications and 
supplements (as defined in such part as of such 
day) that on or after October 1, 2007, but before 
October 1, 2012, were accepted by the Food and 
Drug Administration for filing with respect to 
assessing and collecting any fee required by 
such part for a fiscal year prior to fiscal year 
2012. 
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TITLE II—FEES RELATING TO DEVICES 
SEC. 201. SHORT TITLE; FINDINGS. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This title may be cited as 
the ‘‘Medical Device User Fee Amendments of 
2012”. 

(b) FINDINGS.—The Congress finds that the 
fees authorized under the amendments made by 
this title will be dedicated toward expediting the 
process for the review of device applications and 
for assuring the safety and effectiveness of de- 
vices, as set forth in the goals identified for pur- 
poses of part 3 of subchapter C of chapter VII 
of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act in 
the letters from the Secretary of Health and 
Human Services to the Chairman of the Com- 
mittee on Health, Education, Labor, and Pen- 
sions of the Senate and the Chairman of the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce of the 
House of Representatives, as set forth in the 
Congressional Record. 

SEC. 202. DEFINITIONS. 

Section 737 (21 U.S.C. 379i) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (9), by striking ‘‘incurred”’ 
after ‘“‘expenses’’; 

(2) in paragraph (10), by striking ‘‘October 
2001” and inserting ‘‘October 2011”; and 

(3) in paragraph (13), by striking ‘‘is required 
to register” and all that follows through the end 
of paragraph (13) and inserting the following: 
“4s registered (or is required to register) with the 
Secretary under section 510 because such estab- 
lishment is engaged in the manufacture, prepa- 
ration, propagation, compounding, or proc- 
essing of a device.’’. 

SEC. 203. AUTHORITY TO ASSESS AND 
VICE FEES. 

(a) TYPES OF FEES.—Section 738(a) (21 U.S.C. 

3797(a)) is amended— 
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(1) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘fiscal year 
2008” and inserting ‘‘fiscal year 2013”; 

(2) in paragraph (2)(A)— 

(A) in the matter preceding clause (i)— 

(i) by striking ‘‘subsections (d) and (e)’’ and 
inserting ‘‘subsections (d), (e), and (f)’’; 

(ii) by striking ‘‘October 1, 2002” and inserting 
“October 1, 2012”; and 

(iii) by striking ‘‘subsection (c)(1)’’ and insert- 
ing ‘‘subsection (c)’’; and 

(B) in clause (viii), by striking ‘1.84’ and in- 
serting “2”; and 

(3) in paragraph (3)— 

(A) in subparagraph (A), by inserting ‘‘and 
subsection (f)’’ after “subparagraph (B)’’; and 

(B) in subparagraph (C), by striking ‘‘initial 
registration” and all that follows through ‘‘sec- 
tion 510.” and inserting ‘‘later of— 

“(i) the initial or annual registration (as ap- 
plicable) of the establishment under section 510; 
or 

“(ii) the first business day after the date of 
enactment of an appropriations Act providing 
for the collection and obligation of fees for such 
year under this section.’’. 

(b) FEE AMOUNTS.—Section 738(b) (21 U.S.C. 
379j(b)) is amended to read as follows: 

““(b) FEE AMOUNTS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subsections (c), 
(d), (e), (f), and (i), for each of fiscal years 2013 
through 2017, fees under subsection (a) shall be 
derived from the base fee amounts specified in 
paragraph (2), to generate the total revenue 
amounts specified in paragraph (3). 

“(2) BASE FEE AMOUNTS SPECIFIED.—For pur- 
poses of paragraph (1), the base fee amounts 
specified in this paragraph are as follows: 


“Fee Type 


Fiscal Fiscal Fiscal Fiscal Fiscal 
Year Year Year Year Year 
2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 


Premarket Application 
Establishment Registration 


$248,000 $252,960 $258,019 $263,180 $268,443 
$2,575 $3,200 $3,750 $3,872 $3,872 


“(3) TOTAL REVENUE AMOUNTS SPECIFIED.— 
For purposes of paragraph (1), the total revenue 
amounts specified in this paragraph are as fol- 
lows: 

“(A) $97,722,301 for fiscal year 2013. 

“(B) $112,580,497 for fiscal year 2014. 

“(C) $125,767,107 for fiscal year 2015. 

“(D) $129,339,949 for fiscal year 2016. 

“(E) $130,184,348 for fiscal year 2017.’’. 

(c) ANNUAL FEE SETTING; ADJUSTMENTS.—Sec- 
tion 738(c) (21 U.S.C. 379j(c)) is amended— 

(1) in the subsection heading, by inserting “$; 
ADJUSTMENTS” after ‘‘SETTING’’; 

(2) by striking paragraphs (1) and (2); 

(3) by redesignating paragraphs (3) and (4) as 
paragraphs (4) and (5), respectively; and 

(4) by inserting before paragraph (4), as so re- 
designated, the following: 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall, 60 
days before the start of each fiscal year after 
September 30, 2012, establish fees under sub- 
section (a), based on amounts specified under 
subsection (b) and the adjustments provided 
under this subsection, and publish such fees, 
and the rationale for any adjustments to such 
fees, in the Federal Register. 

“(2) INFLATION ADJUSTMENTS.— 

“(A) ADJUSTMENT TO TOTAL REVENUE 
AMOUNTS.—For fiscal year 2014 and each subse- 
quent fiscal year, the Secretary shall adjust the 
total revenue amount specified in subsection 
(b)(3) for such fiscal year by multiplying such 
amount by the applicable inflation adjustment 
under subparagraph (B) for such year. 

“(B) APPLICABLE INFLATION ADJUSTMENT TO 
TOTAL REVENUE AMOUNTS.—The applicable in- 
flation adjustment for a fiscal year is— 


“(i) for fiscal year 2014, the base inflation ad- 
justment under subparagraph (C) for such fiscal 
year; and 

“(ii) for fiscal year 2015 and each subsequent 
fiscal year, the product of— 

“(I) the base inflation adjustment under sub- 
paragraph (C) for such fiscal year; and 

“(II) the product of the base inflation adjust- 
ment under subparagraph (C) for each of the 
fiscal years preceding such fiscal year, begin- 
ning with fiscal year 2014. 

“(C) BASE INFLATION ADJUSTMENT TO TOTAL 
REVENUE AMOUNTS.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—Subject to further adjust- 
ment under clause (ii), the base inflation adjust- 
ment for a fiscal year is the sum of one plus— 

(I) the average annual percent change in the 
cost, per full-time equivalent position of the 
Food and Drug Administration, of all personnel 
compensation and benefits paid with respect to 
such positions for the first 3 years of the pre- 
ceding 4 fiscal years, multiplied by 0.60; and 

“(II) the average annual percent change that 
occurred in the Consumer Price Index for urban 
consumers (Washington-Baltimore, DC-MD- 
VA-WV; Not Seasonally Adjusted; All items; 
Annual Index) for the first 3 years of the pre- 
ceding 4 years of available data multiplied by 
0.40. 

“(ii) LIMITATIONS.—For purposes of subpara- 
graph (B), if the base inflation adjustment for a 
fiscal year under clause (i)— 

“(I) is less than 1, such adjustment shall be 
considered to be equal to 1; or 

“(II) is greater than 1.04, such adjustment 
shall be considered to be equal to 1.04. 

“(D) ADJUSTMENT TO BASE FEE AMOUNTS.—For 
each of fiscal years 2014 through 2017, the base 


fee amounts specified in subsection (b)(2) shall 
be adjusted as needed, on a uniform propor- 
tionate basis, to generate the total revenue 
amounts under subsection (b)(3), as adjusted for 
inflation under subparagraph (A). 

“(3) VOLUME-BASED ADJUSTMENTS TO ESTAB- 
LISHMENT REGISTRATION BASE FEES.—For each of 
fiscal years 2014 through 2017, after the base fee 
amounts specified in subsection (b)(2) are ad- 
justed under paragraph (2)(D), the base estab- 
lishment registration fee amounts specified in 
such subsection shall be further adjusted, as the 
Secretary estimates is necessary in order for 
total fee collections for such fiscal year to gen- 
erate the total revenue amounts, as adjusted 
under paragraph (2).’’. 

(d) FEE WAIVER OR REDUCTION.—Section 738 
(21 U.S.C. 3797) is amended by— 


(1) redesignating subsections (f) through (k) 
as subsections (g) through (l), respectively; and 

(2) by inserting after subsection (e) the fol- 
lowing new subsection: 


“(f) FEE WAIVER OR REDUCTION.— 


“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may, at the 
Secretary’s sole discretion, grant a waiver or re- 
duction of fees under subsection (a)(2) or (a)(3) 
if the Secretary finds that such waiver or reduc- 
tion is in the interest of public health. 

“(2) LIMITATION.—The sum of all fee waivers 
or reductions granted by the Secretary in any 
fiscal year under paragraph (1) shall not exceed 
2 percent of the total fee revenue amounts estab- 
lished for such year under subsection (c). 

“(3) DURATION.—The authority provided by 
this subsection terminates October 1, 2017.’’. 


9480 


(e) CONDITIONS.—Section 738(h)(1)(A) (21 
U.S.C. 379j(h)(1)(A)), as redesignated by sub- 
section (d)(1), is amended by striking 
“$205,720,000’’ and inserting ‘‘$280,587,000’’. 

(f) CREDITING AND AVAILABILITY OF FEES.— 
Section 738(i) (21 U.S.C. 379j(i)), as redesignated 
by subsection (d)(1), is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘Fees author- 
ized” and inserting “Subject to paragraph 
(2)(C), fees authorized’’; 

(2) in paragraph (2)— 

(A) in subparagraph (A)— 

(i) in clause (i), by striking ‘“‘shall be re- 
tained” and inserting ‘‘subject to subparagraph 
(C), shall be collected and available”; and 

(ii) in clause (ii)— 

(I) by striking ‘‘collected and” after “shall 
only be”; and 

(II) by striking ‘‘fiscal year 2002” and insert- 
ing ‘‘fiscal year 2009”; and 

(B) by adding at the end, the following: 

“(C) PROVISION FOR EARLY PAYMENTS.—Pay- 
ment of fees authorized under this section for a 
fiscal year, prior to the due date for such fees, 
may be accepted by the Secretary in accordance 
with authority provided in advance in a prior 
year appropriations Act.’’; 

(3) by amending paragraph (3) to read as fol- 
lows: 

“(3) AUTHORIZATIONS OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
For each of the fiscal years 2013 through 2017, 
there is authorized to be appropriated for fees 
under this section an amount equal to the total 
revenue amount specified under subsection 
(b)(3) for the fiscal year, as adjusted under sub- 
section (c) and, for fiscal year 2017 only, as fur- 
ther adjusted under paragraph (4).’’; and 

(4) in paragraph (4)— 

(A) by striking ‘‘fiscal years 2008, 2009, and 
2010” and inserting ‘‘fiscal years 2013, 2014, and 
2015”; 

(B) by striking ‘‘fiscal year 2011” and insert- 
ing ‘‘fiscal year 2016”; 

(C) by striking ‘June 30, 2011” and inserting 
“June 30, 2016”; 

(D) by striking “the amount of fees specified 
in aggregate in” and inserting ‘“‘the cumulative 
amount appropriated pursuant to”; 

(E) by striking “aggregate amount in” before 
“excess shall be credited’’; and 

(F) by striking ‘‘fiscal year 2012” and insert- 
ing ‘‘fiscal year 2017”. 

(9) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 
515(c)(4)(A) (21 U.S.C. 360e(c)(4)(A)) is amended 
by striking ‘‘738(g)’’ and inserting ‘‘738(h)’’. 
SEC. 204. REAUTHORIZATION; REPORTING RE- 

QUIREMENTS. 

(a) REAUTHORIZATION.—Section 738A(b) (21 
U.S.C. 379j-1(b)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘2012’’ and 
inserting ‘‘2017’’; and 

(2) in paragraph (5), by striking ‘‘2012’’ and 
inserting ‘‘2017’’. 

(b) PERFORMANCE REPORTS.—Section 738A(a) 
(21 U.S.C. 379j-1(a)) is amended— 

(1) by striking paragraph (1) and inserting the 
following: 

“(1) PERFORMANCE REPORT .— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Beginning with fiscal year 
2013, for each fiscal year for which fees are col- 
lected under this part, the Secretary shall pre- 
pare and submit to the Committee on Health, 
Education, Labor, and Pensions of the Senate 
and the Committee on Energy and Commerce of 
the House of Representatives annual reports 
concerning the progress of the Food and Drug 
Administration in achieving the goals identified 
in the letters described in section 201(b) of the 
Medical Device User Fee Amendments of 2012 
during such fiscal year and the future plans of 
the Food and Drug Administration for meeting 
the goals. 

“(B) PUBLICATION.—With regard to informa- 
tion to be reported by the Food and Drug Ad- 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE, Vol. 158, Pt. 7 


ministration to industry on a quarterly and an- 
nual basis pursuant to the letters described in 
section 201(b) of the Medical Device User Fee 
Amendments Act of 2012, the Secretary shall 
make such information publicly available on the 
Internet Web site of the Food and Drug Admin- 
istration not later than 60 days after the end of 
each quarter or 120 days after the end of each 
fiscal year, respectively, to which such informa- 
tion applies. This information shall include the 
status of the independent assessment identified 
in the letters described in such section 201(b). 

“(C) UPDATES.—The Secretary shall include 
in each report under subparagraph (A) informa- 
tion on all previous cohorts for which the Sec- 
retary has not given a complete response on all 
device premarket applications and reports, sup- 
plements, and premarket notifications in the co- 
hort.’’; and 

(2) in paragraph (2), 
through 2012” and inserting 
2017”. 

SEC. 205. SAVINGS CLAUSE. 

Notwithstanding the amendments made by 
this title, part 3 of subchapter C of chapter VII 
of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act (21 
U.S.C. 379i et seq.), as in effect on the day be- 
fore the date of the enactment of this title, shall 
continue to be in effect with respect to the sub- 
missions listed in section 738(a)(2)(A) of such 
Act (in effect as of such day) that on or after 
October 1, 2007, but before October 1, 2012, were 
accepted by the Food and Drug Administration 
for filing with respect to assessing and collecting 
any fee required by such part for a fiscal year 
prior to fiscal year 2013. 

SEC. 206. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

The amendments made by this title shall take 
effect on October 1, 2012, or the date of the en- 
actment of this Act, whichever is later, except 
that fees under part 3 of subchapter C of chap- 
ter VII of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic 
Act shall be assessed for all submissions listed in 
section 738(a)(2)(A) of such Act received on or 
after October 1, 2012, regardless of the date of 
the enactment of this Act. 

SEC. 207. SUNSET CLAUSE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Sections 737 and 738 of the 
Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act (21 
U.S.C. 7391; 739)) shall cease to be effective Octo- 
ber 1, 2017. Section 738A (21 U.S.C. 7397-1) of the 
Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act (regard- 
ing reauthorization and reporting requirements) 
shall cease to be effective January 31, 2018. 

(b) PREVIOUS SUNSET PROVISION.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 217 of the Food and 
Drug Administration Amendments Act of 2007 
(Title II of Public Law 110-85) is repealed. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The Food and 
Drug Administration Amendments Act of 2007 
(Public Law 110-85) is amended in the table of 
contents in section 2, by striking the item relat- 
ing to section 217. 

(c) TECHNICAL CLARIFICATION.—Effective Sep- 
tember 30, 2007— 

(1) section 107 of the Medical Device User Fee 
and Modernization Act of 2002 (Public Law 107- 
250) is repealed; and 

(2) the table of contents in section 1(b) of such 
Act is amended by striking the item related to 
section 107. 

SEC. 208. STREAMLINED HIRING AUTHORITY TO 
SUPPORT ACTIVITIES RELATED TO 
THE PROCESS FOR THE REVIEW OF 
DEVICE APPLICATIONS. 

Subchapter A of chapter VII (21 U.S.C. 371 et 
seq.) is amended by inserting after section 713 
the following new section: 

“SEC. 714. STREAMLINED HIRING AUTHORITY. 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—In addition to any other 
personnel authorities under other provisions of 
law, the Secretary may, without regard to the 
provisions of title 5, United States Code, gov- 
erning appointments in the competitive service, 


by striking ‘‘2008 
“2013 through 
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appoint employees to positions in the Food and 
Drug Administration to perform, administer, or 
support activities described in subsection (b), if 
the Secretary determines that such appoint- 
ments are needed to achieve the objectives speci- 
fied in subsection (c). 

“(b) ACTIVITIES DESCRIBED.—The activities 
described in this subsection are activities under 
this Act related to the process for the review of 
device applications (as defined in section 
737(8)). 

‘“(c) OBJECTIVES SPECIFIED.—The_ objectives 
specified in this subsection are with respect to 
the activities under subsection (b), the goals re- 
ferred to in section 738A(a)(1). 

“(d) INTERNAL CONTROLS.—The Secretary 
shall institute appropriate internal controls for 
appointments under this section. 

“(e) SUNSET.—The authority to appoint em- 
ployees under this section shall terminate on the 
date that is 3 years after the date of enactment 
of this section.’’. 


TITLE I1I—FEES RELATING TO GENERIC 
DRUGS 
SEC. 301. SHORT TITLE. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This title may be cited as 
the “Generic Drug User Fee Amendments of 
2012; 

(b) FINDING.—The Congress finds that the fees 
authorized by the amendments made in this title 
will be dedicated to human generic drug activi- 
ties, as set forth in the goals identified for pur- 
poses of part 7 of subchapter C of chapter VII 
of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act, in 
the letters from the Secretary of Health and 
Human Services to the Chairman of the Com- 
mittee on Health, Education, Labor, and Pen- 
sions of the Senate and the Chairman of the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce of the 
House of Representatives, as set forth in the 
Congressional Record. 

SEC. 302. AUTHORITY TO ASSESS AND 
HUMAN GENERIC DRUG FEES. 

Subchapter C of chapter VII (21 U.S.C. 379f et 
seq.) is amended by adding at the end the fol- 
lowing: 

“PART 7—FEES RELATING TO GENERIC 

DRUGS 
“SEC. 744A. DEFINITIONS. 

“For purposes of this part: 

“(1) The term ‘abbreviated new drug applica- 
tion’ — 

“(A) means an application submitted under 
section 505(j), an abbreviated application sub- 
mitted under section 507 (as in effect on the day 
before the date of enactment of the Food and 
Drug Administration Modernization Act of 
1997), or an abbreviated new drug application 
submitted pursuant to regulations in effect prior 
to the implementation of the Drug Price Com- 
petition and Patent Term Restoration Act of 
1984; and 

“(B) does not include an application for a 
positron emission tomography drug. 

“(2) The term ‘active pharmaceutical ingre- 
dient’ means— 

“(A) a substance, or a mixture when the sub- 
stance is unstable or cannot be transported on 
its own, intended— 

“(i) to be used as a component of a drug; and 

“(ii) to furnish pharmacological activity or 
other direct effect in the diagnosis, cure, mitiga- 
tion, treatment, or prevention of disease, or to 
affect the structure or any function of the 
human body; or 

“(B) a substance intended for final crys- 
tallization, purification, or salt formation, or 
any combination of those activities, to become a 
substance or mixture described in subparagraph 
(A). 

“(3) The term ‘adjustment factor’ means a fac- 
tor applicable to a fiscal year that is the Con- 
sumer Price Index for all urban consumers (all 
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items; United States city average) for October of 
the preceding fiscal year divided by such Index 
for October 2011. 

““(4) The term ‘affiliate’ means a business enti- 
ty that has a relationship with a second busi- 
ness entity if, directly or indirectly— 

“(A) one business entity controls, or has the 
power to control, the other business entity; or 

“(B) a third party controls, or has power to 
control, both of the business entities. 

“(5)(A) The term ‘facility’— 

“(i) means a business or other entity— 

“(I) under one management, either direct or 
indirect; and 

“(II) at one geographic location or address en- 
gaged in manufacturing or processing an active 
pharmaceutical ingredient or a finished dosage 
form; and 

“(ii) does not include a business or other enti- 
ty whose only manufacturing or processing ac- 
tivities are one or more of the following: repack- 
aging, relabeling, or testing. 

“(B) For purposes of subparagraph (A), sepa- 
rate buildings within close proximity are consid- 
ered to be at one geographic location or address 
if the activities in them are— 

““(i) closely related to the same business enter- 
prise; 

“(ii) under the supervision of the same local 
management; and 

“(iti) capable of being inspected by the Food 
and Drug Administration during a single in- 
spection. 

“(C) If a business or other entity would meet 
the definition of a facility under this paragraph 
but for being under multiple management, the 
business or other entity is deemed to constitute 
multiple facilities, one per management entity, 
for purposes of this paragraph. 

“(6) The term ‘finished dosage form’ means— 

“(A) a drug product in the form in which it 
will be administered to a patient, such as a tab- 
let, capsule, solution, or topical application; 

“(B) a drug product in a form in which recon- 
stitution is necessary prior to administration to 
a patient, such as oral suspensions or 
lyophilized powders; or 

“(C) any combination of an active pharma- 
ceutical ingredient with another component of a 
drug product for purposes of production of a 
drug product described in subparagraph (A) or 
(B). 
“(7) The term ‘generic drug submission’ means 
an abbreviated new drug application, an 
amendment to an abbreviated new drug applica- 
tion, or a prior approval supplement to an ab- 
breviated new drug application. 

“(8) The term ‘human generic drug activities’ 
means the following activities of the Secretary 
associated with generic drugs and inspection of 
facilities associated with generic drugs: 

“(A) The activities necessary for the review of 
generic drug submissions, including review of 
drug master files referenced in such submissions. 

“(B) The issuance of— 

“(i) approval letters which approve abbre- 
viated new drug applications or supplements to 
such applications; or 

“(ii) complete response letters which set forth 
in detail the specific deficiencies in such appli- 
cations and, where appropriate, the actions nec- 
essary to place such applications in condition 
for approval. 

“(C) The issuance of letters related to Type II 
active pharmaceutical drug master files which— 

“(i) set forth in detail the specific deficiencies 
in such submissions, and where appropriate, the 
actions necessary to resolve those deficiencies; 
or 

“(ii) document that no deficiencies need to be 
addressed. 

“(D) Inspections related to generic drugs. 

“(E) Monitoring of research conducted in con- 
nection with the review of generic drug submis- 
sions and drug master files. 
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(F) Postmarket safety activities with respect 
to drugs approved under abbreviated new drug 
applications or supplements, including the fol- 
lowing activities: 

“(i) Collecting, developing, and reviewing 
safety information on approved drugs, including 
adverse event reports. 

“(ii) Developing and using improved adverse- 
event data-collection systems, including infor- 
mation technology systems. 

“(iii) Developing and using improved analyt- 
ical tools to assess potential safety problems, in- 
cluding access to external data bases. 

“(iv) Implementing and enforcing section 
505(0) (relating to postapproval studies and clin- 
ical trials and labeling changes) and section 
505(p) (relating to risk evaluation and mitiga- 
tion strategies) insofar as those activities relate 
to abbreviated new drug applications. 

“(v) Carrying out section 505(k)(5) (relating to 
adverse-event reports and postmarket safety ac- 
tivities). 

(G) Regulatory science activities related to 
generic drugs. 

“(9) The term ‘positron emission tomography 
drug’ has the meaning given to the term ‘com- 
pounded positron emission tomography drug’ in 
section 201(ii), except that paragraph (1)(B) of 
such section shall not apply. 

“(10) The term ‘prior approval supplement’ 
means a request to the Secretary to approve a 
change in the drug substance, drug product, 
production process, quality controls, equipment, 
or facilities covered by an approved abbreviated 
new drug application when that change has a 
substantial potential to have an adverse effect 
on the identity, strength, quality, purity, or po- 
tency of the drug product as these factors may 
relate to the safety or effectiveness of the drug 
product. 

“(11) The term ‘resources allocated for human 
generic drug activities’ means the expenses for— 

“(A) officers and employees of the Food and 
Drug Administration, contractors of the Food 
and Drug Administration, advisory committees, 
and costs related to such officers and employees 
and to contracts with such contractors; 

“(B) management of information, and the ac- 
quisition, maintenance, and repair of computer 
resources; 

“(C) leasing, maintenance, renovation, and 
repair of facilities and acquisition, mainte- 
nance, and repair of fixtures, furniture, sci- 
entific equipment, and other necessary materials 
and supplies; and 

“(D) collecting fees under subsection (a) and 
accounting for resources allocated for the review 
of abbreviated new drug applications and sup- 
plements and inspection related to generic 
drugs. 

“(12) The term ‘Type II active pharmaceutical 
ingredient drug master file’ means a submission 
of information to the Secretary by a person that 
intends to authorize the Food and Drug Admin- 
istration to reference the information to support 
approval of a generic drug submission without 
the submitter having to disclose the information 
to the generic drug submission applicant. 
“SEC. 744B. AUTHORITY TO ASSESS AND 

HUMAN GENERIC DRUG FEES. 

“(a) TYPES OF FEES.—Beginning in fiscal year 
2013, the Secretary shall assess and collect fees 
in accordance with this section as follows: 

““(1) ONE-TIME BACKLOG FEE FOR ABBREVIATED 
NEW DRUG APPLICATIONS PENDING ON OCTOBER 1, 
2012.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Each person that owns an 
abbreviated new drug application that is pend- 
ing on October 1, 2012, and that has not received 
a tentative approval prior to that date, shall be 
subject to a fee for each such application, as 
calculated under subparagraph (B). 

““(B) METHOD OF FEE AMOUNT CALCULATION.— 
The amount of each one-time backlog fee shall 
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be calculated by dividing $50,000,000 by the total 
number of abbreviated new drug applications 
pending on October 1, 2012, that have not re- 
ceived a tentative approval as of that date. 

“(C) NOTICE.—Not later than October 31, 2012, 
the Secretary shall publish in the Federal Reg- 
ister a notice announcing the amount of the fee 
required by subparagraph (A). 

“(D) FEE DUE DATE.—The fee required by sub- 
paragraph (A) shall be due no later than 30 cal- 
endar days after the date of the publication of 
the notice specified in subparagraph (C). 

“(2) DRUG MASTER FILE FEE.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Each person that owns a 
Type II active pharmaceutical ingredient drug 
master file that is referenced on or after October 
1, 2012, in a generic drug submission by any ini- 
tial letter of authorization shall be subject to a 
drug master file fee. 

“(B) ONE-TIME PAYMENT.—If a person has 
paid a drug master file fee for a Type II active 
pharmaceutical ingredient drug master file, the 
person shall not be required to pay a subsequent 
drug master file fee when that Type II active 
pharmaceutical ingredient drug master file is 
subsequently referenced in generic drug submis- 
sions. 

“(C) NOTICE.— 

“(i) FISCAL YEAR 2013.—Not later than October 
31, 2012, the Secretary shall publish in the Fed- 
eral Register a notice announcing the amount of 
the drug master file fee for fiscal year 2013. 

“(i) FISCAL YEAR 2014 THROUGH 2017.—Not later 
than 60 days before the start of each of fiscal 
years 2014 through 2017, the Secretary shall 
publish in the Federal Register the amount of 
the drug master file fee established by this para- 
graph for such fiscal year. 

“(D) AVAILABILITY FOR REFERENCE.— 

“(i) IN  GENERAL.—Subject to subsection 
(9)(2)(C), for a generic drug submission to ref- 
erence a Type II active pharmaceutical ingre- 
dient drug master file, the drug master file must 
be deemed available for reference by the Sec- 
retary. 

“(ii) CONDITIONS.—A drug master file shall be 
deemed available for reference by the Secretary 
if— 

“(I) the person that owns a Type II active 
pharmaceutical ingredient drug master file has 
paid the fee required under subparagraph (A) 
within 20 calendar days after the applicable due 
date under subparagraph (E); and 

“(II) the drug master file has not failed an 
initial completeness assessment by the Secretary, 
in accordance with criteria to be published by 
the Secretary. 

“(iti) LIST.—The Secretary shall make pub- 
licly available on the Internet Web site of the 
Food and Drug Administration a list of the drug 
master file numbers that correspond to drug 
master files that have successfully undergone an 
initial completeness assessment, in accordance 
with criteria to be published by the Secretary, 
and are available for reference. 

“(E) FEE DUE DATE.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—Subject to clause (ii), a 
drug master file fee shall be due no later than 
the date on which the first generic drug submis- 
sion is submitted that references the associated 
Type II active pharmaceutical ingredient drug 
master file. 

“(ii) LIMITATION.—No fee shall be due under 
subparagraph (A) for a fiscal year until the 
later of— 

“(I) 30 calendar days after publication of the 
notice provided for in clause (i) or (ii) of sub- 
paragraph (C), as applicable; or 

“(II) 30 calendar days after the date of enact- 
ment of an appropriations Act providing for the 
collection and obligation of fees under this sec- 
tion. 

“(3) ABBREVIATED NEW DRUG APPLICATION AND 
PRIOR APPROVAL SUPPLEMENT FILING FEE.— 
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“(A) IN GENERAL.—Each applicant that sub- 
mits, on or after October 1, 2012, an abbreviated 
new drug application or a prior approval sup- 
plement to an abbreviated new drug application 
shall be subject to a fee for each such submis- 
sion in the amount established under subsection 
(d). 

“(B) NOTICE.— 

“(i) FISCAL YEAR 2013.—Not later than October 
31, 2012, the Secretary shall publish in the Fed- 
eral Register a notice announcing the amount of 
the fees under subparagraph (A) for fiscal year 
2013. 

“(ii) FISCAL YEARS 2014 THROUGH 2017.—Not 
later than 60 days before the start of each of fis- 
cal years 2014 through 2017, the Secretary shall 
publish in the Federal Register the amount of 
the fees under subparagraph (A) for such fiscal 
year. 

“(C) FEE DUE DATE.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
clause (ii), the fees required by subparagraphs 
(A) and (F) shall be due no later than the date 
of submission of the abbreviated new drug appli- 
cation or prior approval supplement for which 
such fee applies. 

“(ii) SPECIAL RULE FOR 2013.—For fiscal year 
2013, such fees shall be due on the later of— 

“(I) the date on which the fee is due under 
clause (i); 

“(II) 30 calendar days after publication of the 
notice referred to in subparagraph (B)(i); or 

“(III) if an appropriations Act is not enacted 
providing for the collection and obligation of 
fees under this section by the date of submission 
of the application or prior approval supplement 
for which the fees under subparagraphs (A) and 
(F) apply, 30 calendar days after the date that 
such an appropriations Act is enacted. 

“(D) REFUND OF FEE IF ABBREVIATED NEW 
DRUG APPLICATION IS NOT CONSIDERED TO HAVE 
BEEN RECEIVED.—The Secretary shall refund 75 
percent of the fee paid under subparagraph (A) 
for any abbreviated new drug application or 
prior approval supplement to an abbreviated 
new drug application that the Secretary con- 
siders not to have been received within the 
meaning of section 505(j)(5)(A) for a cause other 
than failure to pay fees. 

“(E) FEE FOR AN APPLICATION THE SECRETARY 
CONSIDERS NOT TO HAVE BEEN RECEIVED, OR 
THAT HAS BEEN WITHDRAWN.—An abbreviated 
new drug application or prior approval supple- 
ment that was submitted on or after October 1, 
2012, and that the Secretary considers not to 
have been received, or that has been withdrawn, 
shall, upon resubmission of the application or a 
subsequent new submission following the appli- 
cant’s withdrawal of the application, be subject 
to a full fee under subparagraph (A). 

“(F) ADDITIONAL FEE FOR ACTIVE PHARMA- 
CEUTICAL INGREDIENT INFORMATION NOT IN- 
CLUDED BY REFERENCE TO TYPE II ACTIVE PHAR- 
MACEUTICAL INGREDIENT DRUG MASTER FILE.— 
An applicant that submits a generic drug sub- 
mission on or after October 1, 2012, shall pay a 
fee, in the amount determined under subsection 
(d)(3), in addition to the fee required under sub- 
paragraph (A), if— 

“(i) such submission contains information 
concerning the manufacture of an active phar- 
maceutical ingredient at a facility by means 
other than reference by a letter of authorization 
to a Type II active pharmaceutical drug master 
file; and 

“(ii) a fee in the amount equal to the drug 
master file fee established in paragraph (2) has 
not been previously paid with respect to such 
information. 

“(4) GENERIC DRUG FACILITY FEE AND ACTIVE 
PHARMACEUTICAL INGREDIENT FACILITY FEE.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Facilities identified, or in- 
tended to be identified, in at least one generic 
drug submission that is pending or approved to 
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produce a finished dosage form of a human ge- 
neric drug or an active pharmaceutical ingre- 
dient contained in a human generic drug shall 
be subject to fees as follows: 

“(i) GENERIC DRUG FACILITY.—Each person 
that owns a facility which is identified or in- 
tended to be identified in at least one generic 
drug submission that is pending or approved to 
produce one or more finished dosage forms of a 
human generic drug shall be assessed an annual 
fee for each such facility. 

(it) ACTIVE PHARMACEUTICAL INGREDIENT FA- 
CILITY.—Each person that owns a facility which 
produces, or which is pending review to 
produce, one or more active pharmaceutical in- 
gredients identified, or intended to be identified, 
in at least one generic drug submission that is 
pending or approved or in a Type II active 
pharmaceutical ingredient drug master file ref- 
erenced in such a generic drug submission, shall 
be assessed an annual fee for each such facility. 

“(iii) FACILITIES PRODUCING BOTH ACTIVE 
PHARMACEUTICAL INGREDIENTS AND FINISHED 
DOSAGE FORMS.—Each person that owns a facil- 
ity identified, or intended to be identified, in at 
least one generic drug submission that is pend- 
ing or approved to produce both one or more fin- 
ished dosage forms subject to clause (i) and one 
or more active pharmaceutical ingredients sub- 
ject to clause (ii) shall be subject to fees under 
both such clauses for that facility. 

“(B) AMOUNT.—The amount of fees estab- 
lished under subparagraph (A) shall be estab- 
lished under subsection (d). 

“(C) NOTICE.— 

“(i) FISCAL YEAR 2013.—For fiscal year 2013, 
the Secretary shall publish in the Federal Reg- 
ister a notice announcing the amount of the fees 
provided for in subparagraph (A) within the 
timeframe specified in subsection (d)(1)(B). 

“(it) FISCAL YEARS 2014 THROUGH 2017.—Within 
the timeframe specified in subsection (d)(2), the 
Secretary shall publish in the Federal Register 
the amount of the fees under subparagraph (A) 
for such fiscal year. 

‘“(D) FEE DUE DATE.— 

“(i) FISCAL YEAR 2013.—For fiscal year 2013, 
the fees under subparagraph (A) shall be due on 
the later of— 

(I) not later than 45 days after the publica- 
tion of the notice under subparagraph (B); or 

“(II) if an appropriations Act is not enacted 
providing for the collection and obligation of 
fees under this section by the date of the publi- 
cation of such notice, 30 days after the date that 
such an appropriations Act is enacted. 

“(ii) FISCAL YEARS 2014 THROUGH 2017.—For 
each of fiscal years 2014 through 2017, the fees 
under subparagraph (A) for such fiscal year 
shall be due on the later of— 

“(I) the first business day on or after October 
1 of each such year; or 

“(II) the first business day after the enact- 
ment of an appropriations Act providing for the 
collection and obligation of fees under this sec- 
tion for such year. 

“(5) DATE OF SUBMISSION.—For purposes of 
this Act, a generic drug submission or Type II 
pharmaceutical master file is deemed to be ‘sub- 
mitted’ to the Food and Drug Administration— 

“(A) if it is submitted via a Food and Drug 
Administration electronic gateway, on the day 
when transmission to that electronic gateway is 
completed, except that a submission or master 
file that arrives on a weekend, Federal holiday, 
or day when the Food and Drug Administration 
office that will review that submission is not 
otherwise open for business shall be deemed to 
be submitted on the next day when that office is 
open for business; or 

“(B) if it is submitted in physical media form, 
on the day it arrives at the appropriate des- 
ignated document room of the Food and Drug 
Administration. 
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“(b) FEE REVENUE AMOUNTS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.— 

“(A) FISCAL YEAR 2013.—For fiscal year 2013, 
fees under subsection (a) shall be established to 
generate a total estimated revenue amount 
under such subsection of $299,000,000. Of that 
amount— 

““(i) $50,000,000 shall be generated by the one- 
time backlog fee for generic drug applications 
pending on October 1, 2012, established in sub- 
section (a)(1); and 

““(ii) $249,000,000 shall be generated by the fees 
under paragraphs (2) through (4) of subsection 
(a). 

‘“(B) FISCAL YEARS 2014 THROUGH 2017.—For 
each of the fiscal years 2014 through 2017, fees 
under paragraphs (2) through (4) of subsection 
(a) shall be established to generate a total esti- 
mated revenue amount under such subsection 
that is equal to $299,000,000, as adjusted pursu- 
ant to subsection (c). 

“(2) TYPES OF FEES.—In establishing fees 
under paragraph (1) to generate the revenue 
amounts specified in paragraph (1)(A)(ii) for fis- 
cal year 2013 and paragraph (1)(B) for each of 
fiscal years 2014 through 2017, such fees shall be 
derived from the fees under paragraphs (2) 
through (4) of subsection (a) as follows: 

“(A) Six percent shall be derived from fees 
under subsection (a)(2) (relating to drug master 
files). 

“(B) Twenty-four percent shall be derived 
from fees under subsection (a)(3) (relating to ab- 
breviated new drug applications and supple- 
ments). The amount of a fee for a prior approval 
supplement shall be half the amount of the fee 
for an abbreviated new drug application. 

“(C) Fifty-six percent shall be derived from 
fees under subsection (a)(4)(A)(i) (relating to ge- 
neric drug facilities). The amount of the fee for 
a facility located outside the United States and 
its territories and possessions shall be not less 
than $15,000 and not more than $30,000 higher 
than the amount of the fee for a facility located 
in the United States and its territories and pos- 
sessions, as determined by the Secretary on the 
basis of data concerning the difference in cost 
between inspections of facilities located in the 
United States, including its territories and pos- 
sessions, and those located outside of the United 
States and its territories and possessions. 

“(D) Fourteen percent shall be derived from 
fees under subsection (a)(4)(A)(ii) (relating to 
active pharmaceutical ingredient facilities). The 
amount of the fee for a facility located outside 
the United States and its territories and posses- 
sions shall be not less than $15,000 and not more 
than $30,000 higher than the amount of the fee 
for a facility located in the United States, in- 
cluding its territories and possessions, as deter- 
mined by the Secretary on the basis of data con- 
cerning the difference in cost between inspec- 
tions of facilities located in the United States 
and its territories and possessions and those lo- 
cated outside of the United States and its terri- 
tories and possessions. 

“(c) ADJUSTMENTS.— 

“(1) INFLATION ADJUSTMENT.—For fiscal year 
2014 and subsequent fiscal years, the revenues 
established in subsection (b) shall be adjusted by 
the Secretary by notice, published in the Fed- 
eral Register, for a fiscal year, by an amount 
equal to the sum of— 

“(A) one; 

“(B) the average annual percent change in 
the cost, per full-time equivalent position of the 
Food and Drug Administration, of all personnel 
compensation and benefits paid with respect to 
such positions for the first 3 years of the pre- 
ceding 4 fiscal years multiplied by the propor- 
tion of personnel compensation and benefits 
costs to total costs of human generic drug activi- 
ties for the first 3 years of the preceding 4 fiscal 
years; and 
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“(C) the average annual percent change that 

occurred in the Consumer Price Index for urban 
consumers (Washington-Baltimore, _DC-MD- 
VA-WV; Not Seasonally Adjusted; All items; 
Annual Index) for the first 3 years of the pre- 
ceding 4 years of available data multiplied by 
the proportion of all costs other than personnel 
compensation and benefits costs to total costs of 
human generic drug activities for the first 3 
years of the preceding 4 fiscal years. 
The adjustment made each fiscal year under 
this subsection shall be added on a compounded 
basis to the sum of all adjustments made each 
fiscal year after fiscal year 2013 under this sub- 
section. 

“(2) FINAL YEAR ADJUSTMENT.—For fiscal year 
2017, the Secretary may, in addition to adjust- 
ments under paragraph (1), further increase the 
fee revenues and fees established in subsection 
(b) if such an adjustment is necessary to provide 
for not more than 3 months of operating reserves 
of carryover user fees for human generic drug 
activities for the first 3 months of fiscal year 
2018. Such fees may only be used in fiscal year 
2018. If such an adjustment is necessary, the ra- 
tionale for the amount of the increase shall be 
contained in the annual notice establishing fee 
revenues and fees for fiscal year 2017. If the Sec- 
retary has carryover balances for such activities 
in excess of 3 months of such operating reserves, 
the adjustment under this subparagraph shall 
not be made. 

“(d) ANNUAL FEE SETTING.— 

“(1) FISCAL YEAR 2013.—For fiscal year 2013— 

“(A) the Secretary shall establish, by October 
31, 2012, the one-time generic drug backlog fee 
for generic drug applications pending on Octo- 
ber 1, 2012, the drug master file fee, the abbre- 
viated new drug application fee, and the prior 
approval supplement fee under subsection (a), 
based on the revenue amounts established under 
subsection (b); and 

“(B) the Secretary shall establish, not later 
than 45 days after the date to comply with the 
requirement for identification of facilities in 
subsection (f)(2), the generic drug facility fee 
and active pharmaceutical ingredient facility 
fee under subsection (a) based on the revenue 
amounts established under subsection (b). 

“(2) FISCAL YEARS 2014 THROUGH 2017.—Not 
more than 60 days before the first day of each 
of fiscal years 2014 through 2017, the Secretary 
shall establish the drug master file fee, the ab- 
breviated new drug application fee, the prior 
approval supplement fee, the generic drug facil- 
ity fee, and the active pharmaceutical ingre- 
dient facility fee under subsection (a) for such 
fiscal year, based on the revenue amounts estab- 
lished under subsection (b) and the adjustments 
provided under subsection (c). 

“(3) FEE FOR ACTIVE PHARMACEUTICAL INGRE- 
DIENT INFORMATION NOT INCLUDED BY REF- 
ERENCE TO TYPE II ACTIVE PHARMACEUTICAL IN- 
GREDIENT DRUG MASTER FILE.—In establishing 
the fees under paragraphs (1) and (2), the 
amount of the fee under subsection (a)(3)(F) 
shall be determined by multiplying— 

“(A) the sum of— 

“(i) the total number of such active pharma- 
ceutical ingredients in such submission; and 

“(ii) for each such ingredient that is manufac- 
tured at more than one such facility, the total 
number of such additional facilities; and 

“(B) the amount equal to the drug master file 
fee established in subsection (a)(2) for such sub- 
mission. 

“(e) LIMIT.—The total amount of fees 
charged, as adjusted under subsection (c), for a 
fiscal year may not exceed the total costs for 
such fiscal year for the resources allocated for 
human generic drug activities. 

“(f) IDENTIFICATION OF FACILITIES.— 

“(1) PUBLICATION OF NOTICE; DEADLINE FOR 
COMPLIANCE.—Not later than October 1, 2012, 
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the Secretary shall publish in the Federal Reg- 
ister a notice requiring each person that owns a 
facility described in subsection (a)(4)(A), or a 
site or organization required to be identified by 
paragraph (4), to submit to the Secretary infor- 
mation on the identity of each such facility, 
site, or organization. The notice required by this 
paragraph shall specify the type of information 
to be submitted and the means and format for 
submission of such information. 

(2) REQUIRED SUBMISSION OF FACILITY IDEN- 
TIFICATION.—Each person that owns a facility 
described in subsection (a)(4)(A) or a site or or- 
ganization required to be identified by para- 
graph (4) shall submit to the Secretary the infor- 
mation required under this subsection each 
year. Such information shall— 

“(A) for fiscal year 2013, be submitted not 
later than 60 days after the publication of the 
notice under paragraph (1); and 

“(B) for each subsequent fiscal year, be sub- 
mitted, updated, or reconfirmed on or before 
June 1 of the previous year. 

(3) CONTENTS OF NOTICE.—At a minimum, the 
submission required by paragraph (2) shall in- 
clude for each such facility— 

“(A) identification of a facility identified or 
intended to be identified in an approved or 
pending generic drug submission; 

“(B) whether the facility manufactures active 
pharmaceutical ingredients or finished dosage 
forms, or both; 

“(C) whether or not the facility is located 
within the United States and its territories and 
possessions; 

“(D) whether the facility manufactures 
positron emission tomography drugs solely, or in 
addition to other drugs; and 

(E) whether the facility manufactures drugs 
that are not generic drugs. 

““(4) CERTAIN SITES AND ORGANIZATIONS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Any person that owns or 
operates a site or organization described in sub- 
paragraph (B) shall submit to the Secretary in- 
formation concerning the ownership, name, and 
address of the site or organization. 

“(B) SITES AND ORGANIZATIONS.—A Site or or- 
ganization is described in this subparagraph if 
it is identified in a generic drug submission and 
is— 

“(i) a site in which a bioanalytical study is 
conducted; 

“(ii) a clinical research organization; 

“(Gii) a contract analytical testing site; or 

‘“(iv) a contract repackager site. 

“(C) NOTICE.—The Secretary may, by notice 
published in the Federal Register, specify the 
means and format for submission of the informa- 
tion under subparagraph (A) and may specify, 
as necessary for purposes of this section, any 
additional information to be submitted. 

“(D) INSPECTION AUTHORITY.—The Secretary’s 
inspection authority under section 704(a)(1) 
shall extend to all such sites and organizations. 

““(g) EFFECT OF FAILURE TO PAY FEES.— 

““(1) GENERIC DRUG BACKLOG FEE.—Failure to 
pay the fee under subsection (a)(1) shall result 
in the Secretary placing the person that owns 
the abbreviated new drug application subject to 
that fee on a publicly available arrears list, 
such that no new abbreviated new drug applica- 
tions or supplement submitted on or after Octo- 
ber 1, 2012, from that person, or any affiliate of 
that person, will be received within the meaning 
of section 505(j)(5)(A) until such outstanding fee 
is paid. 

(2) DRUG MASTER FILE FEE.— 

“(A) Failure to pay the fee under subsection 
(a)(2) within 20 calendar days after the applica- 
ble due date under subparagraph (E) of such 
subsection (as described in subsection 
(a)(2)(D) (ii) (DZ) shall result in the Type II active 
pharmaceutical ingredient drug master file not 
being deemed available for reference. 
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“(B)(i) Any generic drug submission submitted 
on or after October 1, 2012, that references, by 
a letter of authorization, a Type II active phar- 
maceutical ingredient drug master file that has 
not been deemed available for reference shall 
not be received within the meaning of section 
505(j)(5)(A) unless the condition specified in 
clause (ii) is met. 

“(ii) The condition specified in this clause is 
that the fee established under subsection (a)(2) 
has been paid within 20 calendar days of the 
Secretary providing the notification to the spon- 
sor of the abbreviated new drug application or 
supplement of the failure of the owner of the 
Type II active pharmaceutical ingredient drug 
master file to pay the drug master file fee as 
specified in subparagraph (C). 

“(C)(i) If an abbreviated new drug application 
or supplement to an abbreviated new drug ap- 
plication references a Type II active pharma- 
ceutical ingredient drug master file for which a 
fee under subsection (a)(2)(A) has not been paid 
by the applicable date under subsection 
(a)(2)(E), the Secretary shall notify the sponsor 
of the abbreviated new drug application or sup- 
plement of the failure of the owner of the Type 
II active pharmaceutical ingredient drug master 
file to pay the applicable fee. 

“(ii) If such fee is not paid within 20 calendar 
days of the Secretary providing the notification, 
the abbreviated new drug application or supple- 
ment to an abbreviated new drug application 
shall not be received within the meaning of 
505(3)(5)(A). 

“(3) ABBREVIATED NEW DRUG APPLICATION FEE 
AND PRIOR APPROVAL SUPPLEMENT FEE.—Failure 
to pay a fee under subparagraph (A) or (F) of 
subsection (a)(3) within 20 calendar days of the 
applicable due date under subparagraph (C) of 
such subsection shall result in the abbreviated 
new drug application or the prior approval sup- 
plement to an abbreviated new drug application 
not being received within the meaning of section 
505(j)(5)(A) until such outstanding fee is paid. 

“(4) GENERIC DRUG FACILITY FEE AND ACTIVE 
PHARMACEUTICAL INGREDIENT FACILITY FEE.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Failure to pay the fee 
under subsection (a)(4) within 20 calendar days 
of the due date as specified in subparagraph (D) 
of such subsection shall result in the following: 

“(i) The Secretary shall place the facility on 
a publicly available arrears list, such that no 
new abbreviated new drug application or sup- 
plement submitted on or after October 1, 2012, 
from the person that is responsible for paying 
such fee, or any affiliate of that person, will be 
received within the meaning of section 
505(j)(5)(A). 

“(Gi) Any new generic drug submission sub- 
mitted on or after October 1, 2012, that ref- 
erences such a facility shall not be received, 
within the meaning of section 505(j)(5)(A) if the 
outstanding facility fee is not paid within 20 
calendar days of the Secretary providing the no- 
tification to the sponsor of the failure of the 
owner of the facility to pay the facility fee 
under subsection (a)(4)(C). 

“(iii) All drugs or active pharmaceutical in- 
gredients manufactured in such a facility or 
containing an ingredient manufactured in such 
a facility shall be deemed misbranded under sec- 
tion 502(aa). 

“(B) APPLICATION OF PENALTIES.—The pen- 
alties under this paragraph shall apply until 
the fee established by subsection (a)(4) is paid or 
the facility is removed from all generic drug sub- 
missions that refer to the facility. 

“(C) NONRECEIVAL FOR NONPAYMENT.— 

“(i) NOTICE.—If an abbreviated new drug ap- 
plication or supplement to an abbreviated new 
drug application submitted on or after October 
1, 2012, references a facility for which a facility 
fee has not been paid by the applicable date 
under subsection (a)(4)(C), the Secretary shall 
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notify the sponsor of the generic drug submis- 
sion of the failure of the owner of the facility to 
pay the facility fee. 

“(ii) NONRECEIVAL.—If the facility fee is not 
paid within 20 calendar days of the Secretary 
providing the notification under clause (i), the 
abbreviated new drug application or supplement 
to an abbreviated new drug application shall 
not be received within the meaning of section 
505(j)(5)(A). 

“(h) LIMITATIONS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Fees under subsection (a) 
shall be refunded for a fiscal year beginning 
after fiscal year 2012, unless appropriations for 
salaries and expenses of the Food and Drug Ad- 
ministration for such fiscal year (excluding the 
amount of fees appropriated for such fiscal 
year) are equal to or greater than the amount of 
appropriations for the salaries and expenses of 
the Food and Drug Administration for fiscal 
year 2009 (excluding the amount of fees appro- 
priated for such fiscal year) multiplied by the 
adjustment factor (as defined in section 744A) 
applicable to the fiscal year involved. 

“(2) AUTHORITY.—If the Secretary does not 
assess fees under subsection (a) during any por- 
tion of a fiscal year and if at a later date in 
such fiscal year the Secretary may assess such 
fees, the Secretary may assess and collect such 
fees, without any modification in the rate, for 
Type II active pharmaceutical ingredient drug 
master files, abbreviated new drug applications 
and prior approval supplements, and generic 
drug facilities and active pharmaceutical ingre- 
dient facilities at any time in such fiscal year 
notwithstanding the provisions of subsection (a) 
relating to the date fees are to be paid. 

“(i) CREDITING AND AVAILABILITY OF FEES.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Fees authorized under sub- 
section (a) shall be collected and available for 
obligation only to the extent and in the amount 
provided in advance in appropriations Acts, 
subject to paragraph (2). Such fees are author- 
ized to remain available until expended. Such 
sums as may be necessary may be transferred 
from the Food and Drug Administration salaries 
and expenses appropriation account without fis- 
cal year limitation to such appropriation ac- 
count for salaries and expenses with such fiscal 
year limitation. The sums transferred shall be 
available solely for human generic drug activi- 
ties. 

“(2) COLLECTIONS AND APPROPRIATION ACTS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The fees authorized by this 
section— 

“(i) subject to subparagraphs (C) and (D), 
shall be collected and available in each fiscal 
year in an amount not to exceed the amount 
specified in appropriation Acts, or otherwise 
made available for obligation for such fiscal 
year; and 

“(ii) shall be available for a fiscal year begin- 
ning after fiscal year 2012 to defray the costs of 
human generic drug activities (including such 
costs for an additional number of full-time 
equivalent positions in the Department of 
Health and Human Services to be engaged in 
such activities), only if the Secretary allocates 
for such purpose an amount for such fiscal year 
(excluding amounts from fees collected under 
this section) no less than $97,000,000 multiplied 
by the adjustment factor defined in section 
744A(3) applicable to the fiscal year involved. 

“(B) COMPLIANCE.—The Secretary shall be 
considered to have met the requirements of sub- 
paragraph (A)(ii) in any fiscal year if the costs 
funded by appropriations and allocated for 
human generic activities are not more than 10 
percent below the level specified in such sub- 
paragraph. 

“(C) FEE COLLECTION DURING FIRST PROGRAM 
YEAR.—Until the date of enactment of an Act 
making appropriations through September 30, 
2013 for the salaries and expenses account of the 
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Food and Drug Administration, fees authorized 
by this section for fiscal year 2013, may be col- 
lected and shall be credited to such account and 
remain available until erpended. 

“(D) PROVISION FOR EARLY PAYMENTS IN SUB- 
SEQUENT YEARS.—Payment of fees authorized 
under this section for a fiscal year (after fiscal 
year 2013), prior to the due date for such fees, 
may be accepted by the Secretary in accordance 
with authority provided in advance in a prior 
year appropriations Act. 

‘“(3) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
For each of the fiscal years 2013 through 2017, 
there is authorized to be appropriated for fees 
under this section an amount equivalent to the 
total revenue amount determined under sub- 
section (b) for the fiscal year, as adjusted under 
subsection (c), if applicable, or as otherwise af- 
fected under paragraph (2) of this subsection. 

“(j) COLLECTION OF UNPAID FEES.—In any 
case where the Secretary does not receive pay- 
ment of a fee assessed under subsection (a) 
within 30 calendar days after it is due, such fee 
shall be treated as a claim of the United States 
Government subject to subchapter II of chapter 
37 of title 31, United States Code. 

“(k) CONSTRUCTION.—This section may not be 
construed to require that the number of full-time 
equivalent positions in the Department of 
Health and Human Services, for officers, em- 
ployees, and advisory committees not engaged in 
human generic drug activities, be reduced to off- 
set the number of officers, employees, and advi- 
sory committees so engaged. 

“(l) POSITRON EMISSION 
DRUGS.— 

“(1) EXEMPTION FROM FEES.—Submission of 
an application for a positron emission tomog- 
raphy drug or active pharmaceutical ingredient 
for a positron emission tomography drug shall 
not require the payment of any fee under this 
section. Facilities that solely produce positron 
emission tomography drugs shall not be required 
to pay a facility fee as established in subsection 
(a)(4). 

“(2) IDENTIFICATION REQUIREMENT.—Facilities 
that produce positron emission tomography 
drugs or active pharmaceutical ingredients of 
such drugs are required to be identified pursu- 
ant to subsection (f). 

“(m) DISPUTES CONCERNING FEES.—To qualify 
for the return of a fee claimed to have been paid 
in error under this section, a person shall submit 
to the Secretary a written request justifying 
such return within 180 calendar days after such 
fee was paid. 

“(n) SUBSTANTIALLY COMPLETE APPLICA- 
TIONS.—An abbreviated new drug application 
that is not considered to be received within the 
meaning of section 505(j)(5)(A) because of fail- 
ure to pay an applicable fee under this provi- 
sion within the time period specified in sub- 
section (g) shall be deemed not to have been 
‘substantially complete’ on the date of its sub- 
mission within the meaning of section 
505(j)(5)(B) (iv) ID (cc). An abbreviated new drug 
application that is not substantially complete on 
the date of its submission solely because of fail- 
ure to pay an applicable fee under the preceding 
sentence shall be deemed substantially complete 
and received within the meaning of section 
505(j)(5)(A) as of the date such applicable fee is 
received.’’. 

SEC. 303. REAUTHORIZATION; REPORTING RE- 
QUIREMENTS. 

Part 7 of subchapter C of chapter VII, as 
added by section 302 of this Act, is amended by 
inserting after section 744B the following: 

“SEC. 744C. REAUTHORIZATION; REPORTING RE- 
QUIREMENTS. 

‘“(a) PERFORMANCE REPORT.—Beginning with 
fiscal year 2013, not later than 120 days after 
the end of each fiscal year for which fees are 
collected under this part, the Secretary shall 
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prepare and submit to the Committee on Energy 
and Commerce of the House of Representatives 
and the Committee on Health, Education, 
Labor, and Pensions of the Senate a report con- 
cerning the progress of the Food and Drug Ad- 
ministration in achieving the goals identified in 
the letters described in section 301(b) of the Ge- 
neric Drug User Fee Amendments of 2012 during 
such fiscal year and the future plans of the 
Food and Drug Administration for meeting the 
goals. 

“(b) FISCAL REPORT.—Beginning with fiscal 
year 2013, not later than 120 days after the end 
of each fiscal year for which fees are collected 
under this part, the Secretary shall prepare and 
submit to the Committee on Energy and Com- 
merce of the House of Representatives and the 
Committee on Health, Education, Labor, and 
Pensions of the Senate a report on the imple- 
mentation of the authority for such fees during 
such fiscal year and the use, by the Food and 
Drug Administration, of the fees collected for 
such fiscal year. 

“(c) PUBLIC AVAILABILITY.—The Secretary 
shall make the reports required under sub- 
sections (a) and (b) available to the public on 
the Internet Web site of the Food and Drug Ad- 
ministration. 

“(d) REAUTHORIZATION.— 

“(1) CONSULTATION.—In developing rec- 
ommendations to present to the Congress with 
respect to the goals, and plans for meeting the 
goals, for human generic drug activities for the 
first 5 fiscal years after fiscal year 2017, and for 
the reauthorization of this part for such fiscal 
years, the Secretary shall consult with— 

“(A) the Committee on Energy and Commerce 
of the House of Representatives; 

“(B) the Committee on Health, Education, 
Labor, and Pensions of the Senate; 

“(C) scientific and academic experts; 

“(D) health care professionals; 

“(E) representatives of patient and consumer 
advocacy groups; and 

“(F) the generic drug industry. 

“(2) PRIOR PUBLIC INPUT.—Prior to beginning 
negotiations with the generic drug industry on 
the reauthorization of this part, the Secretary 
shall— 

“(A) publish a notice in the Federal Register 
requesting public input on the reauthorization; 

“(B) hold a public meeting at which the pub- 
lic may present its views on the reauthorization, 
including specific suggestions for changes to the 
goals referred to in subsection (a); 

“(C) provide a period of 30 days after the pub- 
lic meeting to obtain written comments from the 
public suggesting changes to this part; and 

“(D) publish the comments on the Food and 
Drug Administration’s Internet Web site. 

“(3) PERIODIC CONSULTATION.—Not less fre- 
quently than once every month during negotia- 
tions with the generic drug industry, the Sec- 
retary shall hold discussions with representa- 
tives of patient and consumer advocacy groups 
to continue discussions of their views on the re- 
authorization and their suggestions for changes 
to this part as expressed under paragraph (2). 

“(4) PUBLIC REVIEW OF RECOMMENDATIONS.— 
After negotiations with the generic drug indus- 
try, the Secretary shall— 

“(A) present the recommendations developed 
under paragraph (1) to the congressional com- 
mittees specified in such paragraph; 

“(B) publish such recommendations in the 
Federal Register; 

“(C) provide for a period of 30 days for the 
public to provide written comments on such rec- 
ommendations; 

“(D) hold a meeting at which the public may 
present its views on such recommendations; and 

“(E) after consideration of such public views 
and comments, revise such recommendations as 
necessary. 
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“(5) TRANSMITTAL OF RECOMMENDATIONS.— 
Not later than January 15, 2017, the Secretary 
shall transmit to the Congress the revised rec- 
ommendations under paragraph (4), a summary 
of the views and comments received under such 
paragraph, and any changes made to the rec- 
ommendations in response to such views and 
comments. 

““(6) MINUTES OF NEGOTIATION MEETINGS.— 

“(A) PUBLIC AVAILABILITY.—Before presenting 
the recommendations developed under para- 
graphs (1) through (5) to the Congress, the Sec- 
retary shall make publicly available, on the 
Internet Web site of the Food and Drug Admin- 
istration, minutes of all negotiation meetings 
conducted under this subsection between the 
Food and Drug Administration and the generic 
drug industry. 

“(B) CONTENT.—The minutes described under 
subparagraph (A) shall summarize any sub- 
stantive proposal made by any party to the ne- 
gotiations as well as significant controversies or 
differences of opinion during the negotiations 
and their resolution.’’. 

SEC. 304. SUNSET DATES. 

(a) AUTHORIZATION.—Sections 744A and 744B 
of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act, as 
added by section 302 of this Act, shall cease to 
be effective October 1, 2017. 

(b) REPORTING REQUIREMENTS.—Section 744C 
of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act, as 
added by section 303 of this Act, shall cease to 
be effective January 31, 2018. 

SEC. 305. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

The amendments made by this title shall take 
effect on October 1, 2012, or the date of the en- 
actment of this title, whichever is later, except 
that fees under section 302 shall be assessed for 
all human generic drug submissions and Type II 
active pharmaceutical drug master files received 
on or after October 1, 2012, regardless of the 
date of enactment of this title. 

SEC. 306. AMENDMENT WITH RESPECT TO MIS- 
BRANDING. 

Section 502 (21 U.S.C. 352) is amended by add- 
ing at the end the following: 

“(aa) If it is a drug, or an active pharma- 
ceutical ingredient, and it was manufactured, 
prepared, propagated, compounded, or processed 
in a facility for which fees have not been paid 
as required by section 744A(a)(4) or for which 
identifying information required by section 
744B(f) has not been submitted, or it contains an 
active pharmaceutical ingredient that was man- 
ufactured, prepared, propagated, compounded, 
or processed in such a facility.’’. 

SEC. 307. STREAMLINED HIRING AUTHORITY TO 
SUPPORT ACTIVITIES RELATED TO 
HUMAN GENERIC DRUGS. 

Section 714, as added by section 208 of this 
Act, is amended— 

(1) by amending subsection (b) to read as fol- 
lows: 

“(b) ACTIVITIES DESCRIBED.—The activities 
described in this subsection are— 

“(1) activities under this Act related to the 
process for the review of device applications (as 
defined in section 737(8)); and 

“(2) activities under this Act related to human 
generic drug activities (as defined in section 
744A).”’; and 

(2) by amending subsection (c) to read as fol- 
lows: 

“(c) OBJECTIVES SPECIFIED.—The_ objectives 
specified in this subsection are— 

“(1) with respect to the activities under sub- 
section (b)(1), the goals referred to in section 
738 A(a)(1); and 

“(2) with respect to the activities under sub- 
section (b)(2), the goals referred to in section 
744C(a).”’. 

SEC. 308. ADDITIONAL REPORTING REQUIRE- 
MENTS. 

Subchapter A of chapter VII (21 U.S.C. 371 et 
seg.), as amended by section 208, is further 
amended by adding at the end the following: 
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“SEC. 715. REPORTING REQUIREMENTS. 

“(a) GENERIC DRUGS.—Beginning with fiscal 
year 2013 and ending after fiscal year 2017, not 
later than 120 days after the end of each fiscal 
year for which fees are collected under part 7 of 
subchapter C, the Secretary shall prepare and 
submit to the Committee on Health, Education, 
Labor, and Pensions of the Senate and the Com- 
mittee on Energy and Commerce of the House of 
Representatives a report concerning, for all ap- 
plications for approval of a generic drug under 
section 505(j), amendments to such applications, 
and prior approval supplements with respect to 
such applications filed in the previous fiscal 
year— 

“(1) the number of such applications that met 
the goals identified for purposes of part 7 of sub- 
chapter C, in the letters from the Secretary of 
Health and Human Services to the Chairman of 
the Committee on Health, Education, Labor, 
and Pensions of the Senate and the Chairman 
of the Committee on Energy and Commerce of 
the House of Representatives, as set forth in the 
Congressional Record; 

“(2) the average total time to decision by the 
Secretary for applications for approval of a ge- 
neric drug under section 505(j), amendments to 
such applications, and prior approval supple- 
ments with respect to such applications filed in 
the previous fiscal year, including the number 
of calendar days spent during the review by the 
Food and Drug Administration and the number 
of calendar days spent by the sponsor respond- 
ing to a complete response letter; 

“(3) the total number of applications under 
section 505(j), amendments to such applications, 
and prior approval supplements with respect to 
such applications that were pending with the 
Secretary for more than 10 months on the date 
of enactment of the Food and Drug Administra- 
tion Safety and Innovation Act; and 

“(4) the number of applications described in 
paragraph (3) on which the Food and Drug Ad- 
ministration took final regulatory action in the 
previous fiscal year.’’. 


TITLE IV—FEES RELATING TO BIOSIMILAR 
BIOLOGICAL PRODUCTS 
SEC. 401. SHORT TITLE; FINDING. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This title may be cited as 
the “‘Biosimilar User Fee Act of 2012”. 

(b) FINDING.—The Congress finds that the fees 
authorized by the amendments made in this title 
will be dedicated to expediting the process for 
the review of biosimilar biological product appli- 
cations, including postmarket safety activities, 
as set forth in the goals identified for purposes 
of part 8 of subchapter C of chapter VII of the 
Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act, in the 
letters from the Secretary of Health and Human 
Services to the Chairman of the Committee on 
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions of the 
Senate and the Chairman of the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce of the House of Rep- 
resentatives, as set forth in the Congressional 
Record. 

SEC. 402. FEES RELATING TO BIOSIMILAR BIO- 
LOGICAL PRODUCTS. 

Subchapter C of chapter VII (21 U.S.C. 379f et 
seq.) is amended by inserting after part 7, as 
added by title III of this Act, the following: 
“PART 8—FEES RELATING TO BIOSIMILAR 

BIOLOGICAL PRODUCTS 
“SEC. 744G. DEFINITIONS. 

“For purposes of this part: 

“(1) The term ‘adjustment factor’ applicable 
to a fiscal year that is the Consumer Price Index 
for all urban consumers (Washington-Baltimore, 
DC-MD-VA-WV; Not Seasonally Adjusted; All 
items) of the preceding fiscal year divided by 
such Index for September 2011. 

(2) The term ‘affiliate’ means a business enti- 
ty that has a relationship with a second busi- 
ness entity if, directly or indirectly— 
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“(A) one business entity controls, or has the 
power to control, the other business entity; or 

“(B) a third party controls, or has power to 
control, both of the business entities. 

“(3) The term ‘biosimilar biological product’ 
means a product for which a biosimilar biologi- 
cal product application has been approved. 

“(4)(A) Subject to subparagraph (B), the term 
‘biosimilar biological product application’ means 
an application for licensure of a biological prod- 
uct under section 351(k) of the Public Health 
Service Act. 

“(B) Such term does not include— 

“(i) a supplement to such an application; 

“(ii) an application filed under section 351(k) 
of the Public Health Service Act that cites as the 
reference product a bovine blood product for 
topical application licensed before September 1, 
1992, or a large volume parenteral drug product 
approved before such date; 

“(iti) an application filed under section 351(k) 
of the Public Health Service Act with respect 
to— 

“(I) whole blood or a blood component for 
transfusion; 

“(II) an allergenic extract product; 

“(III) an in vitro diagnostic biological prod- 
uct; or 

“(IV) a biological product for further manu- 
facturing use only; or 

“(iv) an application for licensure under sec- 
tion 351(k) of the Public Health Service Act that 
is submitted by a State or Federal Government 
entity for a product that is not distributed com- 
mercially. 

“(5) The term ‘biosimilar biological product 
development meeting’ means any meeting, other 
than a biosimilar initial advisory meeting, re- 
garding the content of a development program, 
including a proposed design for, or data from, a 
study intended to support a biosimilar biological 
product application. 

“(6) The term ‘biosimilar biological product 
development program’ means the program under 
this part for expediting the process for the re- 
view of submissions in connection with bio- 
similar biological product development. 

“(7)(A) The term ‘biosimilar biological product 
establishment’ means a foreign or domestic place 
of business— 

“(i) that is at one general physical location 
consisting of one or more buildings, all of which 
are within 5 miles of each other; and 

“(ii) at which one or more biosimilar biologi- 
cal products are manufactured in final dosage 
form. 

“(B) For purposes of subparagraph (A)(ii), 
the term ‘manufactured’ does not include pack- 
aging. 

“(8) The term ‘biosimilar initial advisory meet- 
ing’— 

“(A) means a meeting, if requested, that is 
limited to— 

“(i) a general discussion regarding whether li- 
censure under section 351(k) of the Public 
Health Service Act may be feasible for a par- 
ticular product; and 

“(ii) if so, general advice on the expected con- 
tent of the development program; and 

“(B) does not include any meeting that in- 
volves substantive review of summary data or 
full study reports. 

“(9) The term ‘costs of resources allocated for 
the process for the review of biosimilar biological 
product applications’ means the expenses in 
connection with the process for the review of 
biosimilar biological product applications for— 

“(A) officers and employees of the Food and 
Drug Administration, contractors of the Food 
and Drug Administration, advisory committees, 
and costs related to such officers employees and 
committees and to contracts with such contrac- 
tors; 

“(B) management of information, and the ac- 
quisition, maintenance, and repair of computer 
resources; 
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“(C) leasing, maintenance, renovation, and 
repair of facilities and acquisition, mainte- 
nance, and repair of fixtures, furniture, sci- 
entific equipment, and other necessary materials 
and supplies; and 

“(D) collecting fees under section 744H and 
accounting for resources allocated for the review 
of submissions in connection with biosimilar bio- 
logical product development, biosimilar biologi- 
cal product applications, and supplements. 

“(10) The term ‘final dosage form’ means, with 
respect to a biosimilar biological product, a fin- 
ished dosage form which is approved for admin- 
istration to a patient without substantial fur- 
ther manufacturing (such as lyophilized prod- 
ucts before reconstitution). 

“(11) The term ‘financial hold’— 

“(A) means an order issued by the Secretary 
to prohibit the sponsor of a clinical investiga- 
tion from continuing the investigation if the 
Secretary determines that the investigation is 
intended to support a biosimilar biological prod- 
uct application and the sponsor has failed to 
pay any fee for the product required under sub- 
paragraph (A), (B), or (D) of section 744H(a)(1); 
and 

“(B) does not mean that any of the bases for 
a ‘clinical hold’ under section 505(i)(3) have 
been determined by the Secretary to exist con- 
cerning the investigation. 

“(12) The term ‘person’ includes an affiliate of 
such person. 

“(13) The term ‘process for the review of bio- 
similar biological product applications’ means 
the following activities of the Secretary with re- 
spect to the review of submissions in connection 
with biosimilar biological product development, 
biosimilar biological product applications, and 
supplements: 

“(A) The activities necessary for the review of 
submissions in connection with biosimilar bio- 
logical product development, biosimilar biologi- 
cal product applications, and supplements. 

“(B) Actions related to submissions in connec- 
tion with biosimilar biological product develop- 
ment, the issuance of action letters which ap- 
prove biosimilar biological product applications 
or which set forth in detail the specific defi- 
ciencies in such applications, and where appro- 
priate, the actions necessary to place such ap- 
plications in condition for approval. 

“(C) The inspection of biosimilar biological 
product establishments and other facilities un- 
dertaken as part of the Secretary’s review of 
pending biosimilar biological product applica- 
tions and supplements. 

“(D) Activities necessary for the release of lots 
of biosimilar biological products under section 
351(k) of the Public Health Service Act. 

“(E) Monitoring of research conducted in con- 
nection with the review of biosimilar biological 
product applications. 

“(F) Postmarket safety activities with respect 
to biologics approved under biosimilar biological 
product applications or supplements, including 
the following activities: 

“() Collecting, developing, and reviewing 
safety information on biosimilar biological prod- 
ucts, including adverse-event reports. 

“(ii) Developing and using improved adverse- 
event data-collection systems, including infor- 
mation technology systems. 

“(iti) Developing and using improved analyt- 
ical tools to assess potential safety problems, in- 
cluding access to external data bases. 

“(iv) Implementing and enforcing section 
505(0) (relating to postapproval studies and clin- 
ical trials and labeling changes) and section 
505(p) (relating to risk evaluation and mitiga- 
tion strategies). 

“(v) Carrying out section 505(k)(5) (relating to 
adverse-event reports and postmarket safety ac- 
tivities). 

“(14) The term ‘supplement’ means a request 
to the Secretary to approve a change in a bio- 
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similar biological product application which has 
been approved, including a supplement request- 
ing that the Secretary determine that the bio- 
similar biological product meets the standards 
for interchangeability described in section 
351(k)(4) of the Public Health Service Act. 
“SEC. 744H. AUTHORITY TO ASSESS AND USE BIO- 
SIMILAR BIOLOGICAL PRODUCT 
FEES. 

“(a) TYPES OF FEES.—Beginning in fiscal year 
2013, the Secretary shall assess and collect fees 
in accordance with this section as follows: 

“(1) BIOSIMILAR DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM 
FEES.— 

“(A) INITIAL BIOSIMILAR BIOLOGICAL PRODUCT 
DEVELOPMENT FEE.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—Each person that submits to 
the Secretary a meeting request described under 
clause (ii) or a clinical protocol for an investiga- 
tional new drug protocol described under clause 
(iii) shall pay for the product named in the 
meeting request or the investigational new drug 
application the initial biosimilar biological prod- 
uct development fee established under sub- 
section (b)(1)(A). 

“(ii) MEETING REQUEST.—The meeting request 
described in this clause is a request for a bio- 
similar biological product development meeting 
for a product. 

(iti) CLINICAL PROTOCOL FOR IND.—A Clinical 
protocol for an investigational new drug pro- 
tocol described in this clause is a clinical pro- 
tocol consistent with the provisions of section 
505(i), including any regulations promulgated 
under section 505(i), (referred to in this section 
as ‘investigational new drug application’) de- 
scribing an investigation that the Secretary de- 
termines is intended to support a biosimilar bio- 
logical product application for a product. 

“(iv) DUE DATE.—The initial biosimilar bio- 
logical product development fee shall be due by 
the earlier of the following: 

(I) Not later than 5 days after the Secretary 
grants a request for a biosimilar biological prod- 
uct development meeting. 

“(II) The date of submission of an investiga- 
tional new drug application describing an inves- 
tigation that the Secretary determines is in- 
tended to support a biosimilar biological product 
application. 

“(v) TRANSITION RULE.—Each person that has 
submitted an investigational new drug applica- 
tion prior to the date of enactment of the 
Biosimilars User Fee Act of 2012 shall pay the 
initial biosimilar biological product development 
fee by the earlier of the following: 

(I) Not later than 60 days after the date of 
the enactment of the Biosimilars User Fee Act of 
2012, if the Secretary determines that the inves- 
tigational new drug application describes an in- 
vestigation that is intended to support a bio- 
similar biological product application. 

“(II) Not later than 5 days after the Secretary 
grants a request for a biosimilar biological prod- 
uct development meeting. 

“(B) ANNUAL BIOSIMILAR BIOLOGICAL PRODUCT 
DEVELOPMENT FEE.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—A person that pays an ini- 
tial biosimilar biological product development 
fee for a product shall pay for such product, be- 
ginning in the fiscal year following the fiscal 
year in which the initial biosimilar biological 
product development fee was paid, an annual 
fee established under subsection (b)(1)(B) for 
biosimilar biological product development (re- 
ferred to in this section as ‘annual biosimilar bi- 
ological product development fee’). 

“(ii) DUE DATE.—The annual biosimilar bio- 
logical product development program fee for 
each fiscal year will be due on the later of— 

“(I) the first business day on or after October 
1 of each such year; or 

“(II) the first business day after the enact- 
ment of an appropriations Act providing for the 
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collection and obligation of fees for such year 
under this section. 

“(iti) EXCEPTION.—The annual biosimilar de- 
velopment program fee for each fiscal year will 
be due on the date specified in clause (ii), unless 
the person has— 

“(I) submitted a marketing application for the 
biological product that was accepted for filing; 
or 

“(II) discontinued participation in the bio- 
similar biological product development program 
for the product under subparagraph (C). 

“(C) DISCONTINUATION OF FEE OBLIGATION.—A 
person may discontinue participation in the bio- 
similar biological product development program 
for a product effective October 1 of a fiscal year 
by, not later than August 1 of the preceding fis- 
cal year— 

“(i) if no investigational new drug application 
concerning the product has been submitted, sub- 
mitting to the Secretary a written declaration 
that the person has no present intention of fur- 
ther developing the product as a biosimilar bio- 
logical product; or 

“(ii) if an investigational new drug applica- 
tion concerning the product has been submitted, 
withdrawing the investigational new drug ap- 
plication in accordance with part 312 of title 21, 
Code of Federal Regulations (or any successor 
regulations). 

“(D) REACTIVATION FEE.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—A person that has discon- 
tinued participation in the biosimilar biological 
product development program for a product 
under subparagraph (C) shall pay a fee (re- 
ferred to in this section as ‘reactivation fee’) by 
the earlier of the following: 

“(I) Not later than 5 days after the Secretary 
grants a request for a biosimilar biological prod- 
uct development meeting for the product (after 
the date on which such participation was dis- 
continued). 

“(II) Upon the date of submission (after the 
date on which such participation was discon- 
tinued) of an investigational new drug applica- 
tion describing an investigation that the Sec- 
retary determines is intended to support a bio- 
similar biological product application for that 
product. 

“(ii) APPLICATION OF ANNUAL FEE.—A person 
that pays a reactivation fee for a product shall 
pay for such product, beginning in the next fis- 
cal year, the annual biosimilar biological prod- 
uct development fee under subparagraph (B). 

“(E) EFFECT OF FAILURE TO PAY BIOSIMILAR 
DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM FEES.— 

“(i) NO BIOSIMILAR BIOLOGICAL PRODUCT DE- 
VELOPMENT MEETINGS.—If a person has failed to 
pay an initial or annual biosimilar biological 
product development fee as required under sub- 
paragraph (A) or (B), or a reactivation fee as re- 
quired under subparagraph (D), the Secretary 
shall not provide a biosimilar biological product 
development meeting relating to the product for 
which fees are owed. 

“(it) NO RECEIPT OF INVESTIGATIONAL NEW 
DRUG APPLICATIONS.—Except in extraordinary 
circumstances, the Secretary shall not consider 
an investigational new drug application to have 
been received under section 505(i)(2) if— 

“(I) the Secretary determines that the inves- 
tigation is intended to support a biosimilar bio- 
logical product application; and 

“(II) the sponsor has failed to pay an initial 
or annual biosimilar biological product develop- 
ment fee for the product as required under sub- 
paragraph (A) or (B), or a reactivation fee as re- 
quired under subparagraph (D). 

“(ii) FINANCIAL HOLD.—Notwithstanding sec- 
tion 505(i)(2), except in extraordinary cir- 
cumstances, the Secretary shall prohibit the 
sponsor of a Clinical investigation from con- 
tinuing the investigation if— 

“(I) the Secretary determines that the inves- 
tigation is intended to support a biosimilar bio- 
logical product application; and 
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“(II) the sponsor has failed to pay an initial 
or annual biosimilar biological product develop- 
ment fee for the product as required under sub- 
paragraph (A) or (B), or a reactivation fee for 
the product as required under subparagraph 
(D). 
““(iv) NO ACCEPTANCE OF BIOSIMILAR BIOLOGI- 
CAL PRODUCT APPLICATIONS OR SUPPLEMENTS.— 
If a person has failed to pay an initial or an- 
nual biosimilar biological product development 
fee as required under subparagraph (A) or (B), 
or a reactivation fee as required under subpara- 
graph (D), any biosimilar biological product ap- 
plication or supplement submitted by that per- 
son shall be considered incomplete and shall not 
be accepted for filing by the Secretary until all 
such fees owed by such person have been paid. 

“(F) LIMITS REGARDING BIOSIMILAR DEVELOP- 
MENT PROGRAM FEES.— 

“(i) NO REFUNDS.—The Secretary shall not re- 
fund any initial or annual biosimilar biological 
product development fee paid under subpara- 
graph (A) or (B), or any reactivation fee paid 
under subparagraph (D). 

“(ii) NO WAIVERS, EXEMPTIONS, OR REDUC- 
TIONS.—The Secretary shall not grant a waiver, 
exemption, or reduction of any initial or annual 
biosimilar biological product development fee 
due or payable under subparagraph (A) or (B), 
or any reactivation fee due or payable under 
subparagraph (D). 

“(2) BIOSIMILAR BIOLOGICAL PRODUCT APPLI- 
CATION AND SUPPLEMENT FEE.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Each person that submits, 
on or after October 1, 2012, a biosimilar biologi- 
cal product application or a supplement shall be 
subject to the following fees: 

“(i) A fee for a biosimilar biological product 
application that is equal to— 

“(I) the amount of the fee established under 
subsection (b)(1)(D) for a biosimilar biological 
product application for which clinical data 
(other than comparative bioavailability studies) 
with respect to safety or effectiveness are re- 
quired for approval; minus 

“(II) the cumulative amount of fees paid, if 
any, under subparagraphs (A), (B), and (D) of 
paragraph (1) for the product that is the subject 
of the application. 

“(ii) A fee for a biosimilar biological product 
application for which clinical data (other than 
comparative bioavailability studies) with respect 
to safety or effectiveness are not required, that 
is equal to— 

“(I) half of the amount of the fee established 
under subsection (b)(1)(D) for a biosimilar bio- 
logical product application; minus 

“(II) the cumulative amount of fees paid, if 
any, under subparagraphs (A), (B), and (D) of 
paragraph (1) for that product. 

“(iti) A fee for a supplement for which clinical 
data (other than comparative bioavailability 
studies) with respect to safety or effectiveness 
are required, that is equal to half of the amount 
of the fee established under subsection (b)(1)(D) 
for a biosimilar biological product application. 

“(B) REDUCTION IN FEES.—Notwithstanding 
section 404 of the Biosimilars User Fee Act of 
2012, any person who pays a fee under subpara- 
graph (A), (B), or (D) of paragraph (1) for a 
product before October 1, 2017, but submits a 
biosimilar biological product application for 
that product after such date, shall be entitled to 
the reduction of any biosimilar biological prod- 
uct application fees that may be assessed at the 
time when such biosimilar biological product ap- 
plication is submitted, by the cumulative 
amount of fees paid under subparagraphs (A), 
(B), and (D) of paragraph (1) for that product. 

“(C) PAYMENT DUE DATE.—Any fee required 
by subparagraph (A) shall be due upon submis- 
sion of the application or supplement for which 
such fee applies. 

“(D) EXCEPTION FOR PREVIOUSLY FILED APPLI- 
CATION OR SUPPLEMENT.—If a biosimilar biologi- 
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cal product application or supplement was sub- 
mitted by a person that paid the fee for such ap- 
plication or supplement, was accepted for filing, 
and was not approved or was withdrawn (with- 
out a waiver), the submission of a biosimilar bio- 
logical product application or a supplement for 
the same product by the same person (or the 
person’s licensee, assignee, or successor) shall 
not be subject to a fee under subparagraph (A). 

‘“(E) REFUND OF APPLICATION FEE IF APPLICA- 
TION REFUSED FOR FILING OR WITHDRAWN BE- 
FORE FILING.—The Secretary shall refund 75 
percent of the fee paid under this paragraph for 
any application or supplement which is refused 
for filing or withdrawn without a waiver before 
filing. 

“(F) FEES FOR APPLICATIONS PREVIOUSLY RE- 
FUSED FOR FILING OR WITHDRAWN BEFORE FIL- 
ING.—A biosimilar biological product application 
or supplement that was submitted but was re- 
fused for filing, or was withdrawn before being 
accepted or refused for filing, shall be subject to 
the full fee under subparagraph (A) upon being 
resubmitted or filed over protest, unless the fee 
is waived under subsection (c). 

(3) BIOSIMILAR BIOLOGICAL PRODUCT ESTAB- 
LISHMENT FEE.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in sub- 
paragraph (E), each person that is named as the 
applicant in a biosimilar biological product ap- 
plication shall be assessed an annual fee estab- 
lished under subsection (b)(1)(E) for each bio- 
similar biological product establishment that is 
listed in the approved biosimilar biological prod- 
uct application as an establishment that manu- 
factures the biosimilar biological product named 
in such application. 

‘“(B) ASSESSMENT IN FISCAL YEARS.—The es- 
tablishment fee shall be assessed in each fiscal 
year for which the biosimilar biological product 
named in the application is assessed a fee under 
paragraph (4) unless the biosimilar biological 
product establishment listed in the application 
does not engage in the manufacture of the bio- 
similar biological product during such fiscal 
year. 

“(C) DUE DATE.—The establishment fee for a 
fiscal year shall be due on the later of— 

“(i) the first business day on or after October 
1 of such fiscal year; or 

“(ii) the first business day after the enactment 
of an appropriations Act providing for the col- 
lection and obligation of fees for such fiscal 
year under this section. 

“(D) APPLICATION TO ESTABLISHMENT.— 

“(i) Each biosimilar biological product estab- 
lishment shall be assessed only one fee per bio- 
similar biological product establishment, not- 
withstanding the number of biosimilar biological 
products manufactured at the establishment, 
subject to clause (ii). 

“(ii) In the event an establishment is listed in 
a biosimilar biological product application by 
more than one applicant, the establishment fee 
for the fiscal year shall be divided equally and 
assessed among the applicants whose biosimilar 
biological products are manufactured by the es- 
tablishment during the fiscal year and assessed 
biosimilar biological product fees under para- 
graph (4). 

“(E) EXCEPTION FOR NEW PRODUCTS.—If, dur- 
ing the fiscal year, an applicant initiates or 
causes to be initiated the manufacture of a bio- 
similar biological product at an establishment 
listed in its biosimilar biological product appli- 
cation— 

“(i) that did not manufacture the biosimilar 
biological product in the previous fiscal year; 
and 

“(ii) for which the full biosimilar biological 
product establishment fee has been assessed in 
the fiscal year at a time before manufacture of 
the biosimilar biological product was begun, 
the applicant shall not be assessed a share of 
the biosimilar biological product establishment 
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fee for the fiscal year in which the manufacture 
of the product began. 

““(4) BIOSIMILAR BIOLOGICAL PRODUCT FEE.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Each person who is named 
as the applicant in a biosimilar biological prod- 
uct application shall pay for each such bio- 
similar biological product the annual fee estab- 
lished under subsection (b)(1)(F). 

“(B) DUE DATE.—The biosimilar biological 
product fee for a fiscal year shall be due on the 
later of— 

“(i) the first business day on or after October 
1 of each such year; or 

“(ii) the first business day after the enactment 
of an appropriations Act providing for the col- 
lection and obligation of fees for such year 
under this section. 

“(C) ONE FEE PER PRODUCT PER YEAR.—The 
biosimilar biological product fee shall be paid 
only once for each product for each fiscal year. 

“(b) FEE SETTING AND AMOUNTS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2), 
the Secretary shall, 60 days before the start of 
each fiscal year that begins after September 30, 
2012, establish, for the next fiscal year, the fees 
under subsection (a). Except as provided in sub- 
section (c), such fees shall be in the following 
amounts: 

“(A) INITIAL BIOSIMILAR BIOLOGICAL PRODUCT 
DEVELOPMENT FEE.—The initial biosimilar bio- 
logical product development fee under sub- 
section (a)(1)(A) for a fiscal year shall be equal 
to 10 percent of the amount established under 
section 736(c)(4) for a human drug application 
described in section 736(a)(1)(A)(i) for that fiscal 
year. 

“(B) ANNUAL BIOSIMILAR BIOLOGICAL PRODUCT 
DEVELOPMENT FEE.—The annual biosimilar bio- 
logical product development fee under sub- 
section (a)(1)(B) for a fiscal year shall be equal 
to 10 percent of the amount established under 
section 736(c)(4) for a human drug application 
described in section 736(a)(1)(A)(i) for that fiscal 
year. 

“(C) REACTIVATION FEE.—The reactivation fee 
under subsection (a)(1)(D) for a fiscal year shall 
be equal to 20 percent of the amount of the fee 
established under section 736(c)(4) for a human 
drug application described in section 
736(a)(1)(A)(i) for that fiscal year. 

“(D) BIOSIMILAR BIOLOGICAL PRODUCT APPLI- 
CATION FEE.—The biosimilar biological product 
application fee under subsection (a)(2) for a fis- 
cal year shall be equal to the amount estab- 
lished under section 736(c)(4) for a human drug 
application described in section 736(a)(1)(A)(i) 
for that fiscal year. 

‘“(E) BIOSIMILAR BIOLOGICAL PRODUCT ESTAB- 
LISHMENT FEE.—The biosimilar biological prod- 
uct establishment fee under subsection (a)(3) for 
a fiscal year shall be equal to the amount estab- 
lished under section 736(c)(4) for a prescription 
drug establishment for that fiscal year. 

“(F) BIOSIMILAR BIOLOGICAL PRODUCT FEE.— 
The biosimilar biological product fee under sub- 
section (a)(4) for a fiscal year shall be equal to 
the amount established under section 736(c)(4) 
for a prescription drug product for that fiscal 
year. 

“(2) LIMIT.—The total amount of fees charged 
for a fiscal year under this section may not ex- 
ceed the total amount for such fiscal year of the 
costs of resources allocated for the process for 
the review of biosimilar biological product appli- 
cations. 

“(c) APPLICATION FEE WAIVER FOR SMALL 
BUSINESS.— 

“(1) WAIVER OF APPLICATION FEE.—The Sec- 
retary shall grant to a person who is named in 
a biosimilar biological product application a 
waiver from the application fee assessed to that 
person under subsection (a)(2)(A) for the first 
biosimilar biological product application that a 
small business or its affiliate submits to the Sec- 
retary for review. After a small business or its 
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affiliate is granted such a waiver, the small 
business or its affiliate shall pay— 

“(A) application fees for all subsequent bio- 
similar biological product applications submitted 
to the Secretary for review in the same manner 
as an entity that is not a small business; and 

“(B) all supplement fees for all supplements to 
biosimilar biological product applications sub- 
mitted to the Secretary for review in the same 
manner as an entity that is not a small business. 

“(2) CONSIDERATIONS.—In determining wheth- 
er to grant a waiver of a fee under paragraph 
(1), the Secretary shall consider only the cir- 
cumstances and assets of the applicant involved 
and any affiliate of the applicant. 

“(3) SMALL BUSINESS DEFINED.—In this sub- 
section, the term ‘small business’ means an enti- 
ty that has fewer than 500 employees, including 
employees of affiliates, and does not have a 
drug product that has been approved under a 
human drug application (as defined in section 
735) or a biosimilar biological product applica- 
tion (as defined in section 744G(4)) and intro- 
duced or delivered for introduction into inter- 
state commerce. 

“(d) EFFECT OF FAILURE TO PAY FEES.—A 
biosimilar biological product application or sup- 
plement submitted by a person subject to fees 
under subsection (a) shall be considered incom- 
plete and shall not be accepted for filing by the 
Secretary until all fees owed by such person 
have been paid. 

‘“(e) CREDITING AND AVAILABILITY OF FEES.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2), 
fees authorized under subsection (a) shall be 
collected and available for obligation only to the 
extent and in the amount provided in advance 
in appropriations Acts. Such fees are authorized 
to remain available until expended. Such sums 
as may be necessary may be transferred from the 
Food and Drug Administration salaries and ex- 
penses appropriation account without fiscal 
year limitation to such appropriation account 
for salaries and expenses with such fiscal year 
limitation. The sums transferred shall be avail- 
able solely for the process for the review of bio- 
similar biological product applications. 

“(2) COLLECTIONS AND APPROPRIATION ACTS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subparagraphs 
(C) and (D), the fees authorized by this section 
shall be collected and available in each fiscal 
year in an amount not to exceed the amount 
specified in appropriation Acts, or otherwise 
made available for obligation for such fiscal 
year. 

“(B) USE OF FEES AND LIMITATION.—The fees 
authorized by this section shall be available for 
a fiscal year beginning after fiscal year 2012 to 
defray the costs of the process for the review of 
biosimilar biological product applications (in- 
cluding such costs for an additional number of 
full-time equivalent positions in the Department 
of Health and Human Services to be engaged in 
such process), only if the Secretary allocates for 
such purpose an amount for such fiscal year 
(excluding amounts from fees collected under 
this section) no less than $20,000,000, multiplied 
by the adjustment factor applicable to the fiscal 
year involved. 

“(C) FEE COLLECTION DURING FIRST PROGRAM 
YEAR.—Until the date of enactment of an Act 
making appropriations through September 30, 
2013, for the salaries and expenses account of 
the Food and Drug Administration, fees author- 
ized by this section for fiscal year 2013 may be 
collected and shall be credited to such account 
and remain available until expended. 

“(D) PROVISION FOR EARLY PAYMENTS IN SUB- 
SEQUENT YEARS.—Payment of fees authorized 
under this section for a fiscal year (after fiscal 
year 2013), prior to the due date for such fees, 
may be accepted by the Secretary in accordance 
with authority provided in advance in a prior 
year appropriations Act. 
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“(3) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
For each of fiscal years 2013 through 2017, there 
is authorized to be appropriated for fees under 
this section an amount equivalent to the total 
amount of fees assessed for such fiscal year 
under this section. 

“(f) COLLECTION OF UNPAID FEES.—In any 
case where the Secretary does not receive pay- 
ment of a fee assessed under subsection (a) 
within 30 days after it is due, such fee shall be 
treated as a claim of the United States Govern- 
ment subject to subchapter II of chapter 37 of 
title 31, United States Code. 

“(g) WRITTEN REQUESTS FOR WAIVERS AND 
REFUNDS.—To qualify for consideration for a 
waiver under subsection (c), or for a refund of 
any fee collected in accordance with subsection 
(a)(2)(A), a person shall submit to the Secretary 
a written request for such waiver or refund not 
later than 180 days after such fee is due. 

“(h) CONSTRUCTION.—This section may not be 
construed to require that the number of full-time 
equivalent positions in the Department of 
Health and Human Services, for officers, em- 
ployers, and advisory committees not engaged in 
the process of the review of biosimilar biological 
product applications, be reduced to offset the 
number of officers, employees, and advisory 
committees so engaged.’’. 

SEC. 403. REAUTHORIZATION; REPORTING RE- 
QUIREMENTS. 

Part 8 of subchapter C of chapter VII, as 
added by section 402, is further amended by in- 
serting after section 744H the following: 

“SEC. 744I. REAUTHORIZATION; REPORTING RE- 
QUIREMENTS. 

“(a) PERFORMANCE REPORT.—Beginning with 
fiscal year 2013, not later than 120 days after 
the end of each fiscal year for which fees are 
collected under this part, the Secretary shall 
prepare and submit to the Committee on Energy 
and Commerce of the House of Representatives 
and the Committee on Health, Education, 
Labor, and Pensions of the Senate a report con- 
cerning the progress of the Food and Drug Ad- 
ministration in achieving the goals identified in 
the letters described in section 401(b) of the Bio- 
similar User Fee Act of 2012 during such fiscal 
year and the future plans of the Food and Drug 
Administration for meeting such goals. The re- 
port for a fiscal year shall include information 
on all previous cohorts for which the Secretary 
has not given a complete response on all bio- 
similar biological product applications and sup- 
plements in the cohort. 

“(b) FISCAL REPORT.—Not later than 120 days 
after the end of fiscal year 2013 and each subse- 
quent fiscal year for which fees are collected 
under this part, the Secretary shall prepare and 
submit to the Committee on Energy and Com- 
merce of the House of Representatives and the 
Committee on Health, Education, Labor, and 
Pensions of the Senate a report on the imple- 
mentation of the authority for such fees during 
such fiscal year and the use, by the Food and 
Drug Administration, of the fees collected for 
such fiscal year. 

“(c) PUBLIC AVAILABILITY.—The Secretary 
shall make the reports required under sub- 
sections (a) and (b) available to the public on 
the Internet Web site of the Food and Drug Ad- 
ministration. 

“(d) STUDY.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall con- 
tract with an independent accounting or con- 
sulting firm to study the workload volume and 
full costs associated with the process for the re- 
view of biosimilar biological product applica- 
tions. 

“(2) INTERIM RESULTS.—Not later than June 1, 
2015, the Secretary shall publish, for public com- 
ment, interim results of the study described 
under paragraph (1). 

“(3) FINAL RESULTS.—Not later than Sep- 
tember 30, 2016, the Secretary shall publish, for 
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public comment, the final results of the study 
described under paragraph (1). 

““(e) REAUTHORIZATION.— 

“(1) CONSULTATION.—In developing rec- 
ommendations to present to the Congress with 
respect to the goals described in subsection (a), 
and plans for meeting the goals, for the process 
for the review of biosimilar biological product 
applications for the first 5 fiscal years after fis- 
cal year 2017, and for the reauthorization of this 
part for such fiscal years, the Secretary shall 
consult with— 

“(A) the Committee on Energy and Commerce 
of the House of Representatives; 

“(B) the Committee on Health, Education, 
Labor, and Pensions of the Senate; 

“(C) scientific and academic experts; 

“(D) health care professionals; 

“(E) representatives of patient and consumer 
advocacy groups; and 

“(F) the regulated industry. 

“(2) PUBLIC REVIEW OF RECOMMENDATIONS.— 
After negotiations with the regulated industry, 
the Secretary shall— 

“(A) present the recommendations developed 
under paragraph (1) to the congressional com- 
mittees specified in such paragraph; 

“(B) publish such recommendations in the 
Federal Register; 

“(C) provide for a period of 30 days for the 
public to provide written comments on such rec- 
ommendations; 

“(D) hold a meeting at which the public may 
present its views on such recommendations; and 

“(E) after consideration of such public views 
and comments, revise such recommendations as 
necessary. 

“(3) TRANSMITTAL OF RECOMMENDATIONS.— 
Not later than January 15, 2017, the Secretary 
shall transmit to the Congress the revised rec- 
ommendations under paragraph (2), a summary 
of the views and comments received under such 
paragraph, and any changes made to the rec- 
ommendations in response to such views and 
comments.’’. 

SEC. 404. SUNSET DATES. 

(a) AUTHORIZATION.—Sections 744G and 744H 
of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act, as 
added by section 402 of this Act, shall cease to 
be effective October 1, 2017. 

(b) REPORTING REQUIREMENTS.—Section 744I 
of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act, as 
added by section 403 of this Act, shall cease to 
be effective January 31, 2018. 

SEC. 405. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided under 
subsection (b), the amendments made by this 
title shall take effect on the later of— 

(1) October 1, 2012; or 

(2) the date of the enactment of this title. 

(b) EXCEPTION.—Fees under part 8 of sub- 
chapter C of chapter VII of the Federal Food, 
Drug, and Cosmetic Act, as added by this title, 
shall be assessed for all biosimilar biological 
product applications received on or after Octo- 
ber 1, 2012, regardless of the date of the enact- 
ment of this title. 

SEC. 406. SAVINGS CLAUSE. 

Notwithstanding the amendments made by 
this title, part 2 of subchapter C of chapter VII 
of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act, as 
in effect on the day before the date of the enact- 
ment of this title, shall continue to be in effect 
with respect to human drug applications and 
supplements (as defined in such part as of such 
day) that were accepted by the Food and Drug 
Administration for filing on or after October 1, 
2007, but before October 1, 2012, with respect to 
assessing and collecting any fee required by 
such part for a fiscal year prior to fiscal year 
2013. 

SEC. 407. CONFORMING AMENDMENT. 

Section 735(1)(B) (21 U.S.C. 3799(1)(B)) is 

amended by striking “‘or (k)’’. 


June 20, 2012 


SEC. 408. ADDITIONAL REPORTING REQUIRE- 
MENTS. 

Section 715, as added by section 308 of this 
Act, is amended by adding at the end the fol- 
lowing: 

““(b) BIOSIMILAR BIOLOGICAL PRODUCTS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Beginning with fiscal year 
2014, not later than 120 days after the end of 
each fiscal year for which fees are collected 
under part 8 of subchapter C, the Secretary 
shall prepare and submit to the Committee on 
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions of the 
Senate and the Committee on Energy and Com- 
merce of the House of Representatives a report 
concerning— 

“(A) the number of applications for approval 
filed under section 351(k) of the Public Health 
Service Act; and 

“(B) the percentage of applications described 
in subparagraph (A) that were approved by the 
Secretary. 

“(2) ADDITIONAL INFORMATION.—AS part of 
the performance report described in paragraph 
(1), the Secretary shall include an explanation 
of how the Food and Drug Administration is 
managing the biological product review program 
to ensure that the user fees collected under part 
2 are not used to review an application under 
section 351(k) of the Public Health Service 
Act.”’. 

TITLE V—PEDIATRIC DRUGS AND DEVICES 
SEC. 501. PERMANENCE. 

(a) PEDIATRIC STUDIES OF DRUGS.—Section 
505A (21 U.S.C. 355a) is amended by striking 
subsection (q) (relating to a sunset). 

(b) RESEARCH INTO PEDIATRIC USES FOR 
DRUGS AND BIOLOGICAL PRODUCTS.—Section 
505B (21 U.S.C. 355c) is amended— 

(1) by striking subsection (m); and 

(2) by redesignating subsection (n) as sub- 
section (m). 

SEC. 502. WRITTEN REQUESTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.— 

(1) FEDERAL FOOD, DRUG, AND COSMETIC 
ACT.—Subsection (h) of section 505A (21 U.S.C. 
355a) is amended to read as follows: 

“(h) RELATIONSHIP TO PEDIATRIC RESEARCH 
REQUIREMENTS.—Exclusivity under this section 
shall only be granted for the completion of a 
study or studies that are the subject of a written 
request and for which reports are submitted and 
accepted in accordance with subsection (d)(3). 
Written requests under this section may consist 
of a study or studies required under section 
505B.”. 

(2) PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE ACT.—Section 
351(m)(1) of the Public Health Service Act (42 
U.S.C. 262(m)(1)) is amended by striking ‘“‘(f), 
(i), O), (k), ©, (p), and (q)” and inserting (f), 
(h), WD, O), (k), (D, (n), and (p). 

(b) NEONATES.—Subparagraph (A) of section 
505A(d)(1) is amended by adding at the end the 
following: “If a request under this subpara- 
graph does not request studies in neonates, such 
request shall include a statement describing the 
rationale for not requesting studies in neo- 
nates.’’. 

SEC. 503. COMMUNICATION WITH PEDIATRIC RE- 
VIEW COMMITTEE. 

Not later than 1 year after the date of enact- 
ment of this Act, the Secretary of Health and 
Human Services (referred to in this title as the 
“Secretary’’) shall issue internal standard oper- 
ating procedures that provide for the review by 
the internal review committee established under 
section 505C of the Federal Food, Drug, and 
Cosmetic Act (21 U.S.C. 355d) of any significant 
modifications to initial pediatric study plans, 
agreed initial pediatric study plans, and written 
requests under sections 505A and 505B of the 
Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act (21 
U.S.C. 355a, 355c). Such internal standard oper- 
ating procedures shall be made publicly avail- 
able on the Internet Web site of the Food and 
Drug Administration. 
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SEC. 504. ACCESS TO DATA. 

Not later than 3 years after the date of enact- 
ment of this Act, the Secretary shall make avail- 
able to the public, including through posting on 
the Internet Web site of the Food and Drug Ad- 
ministration, the medical, statistical, and clin- 
ical pharmacology reviews of, and cor- 
responding written requests issued to an appli- 
cant, sponsor, or holder for, pediatric studies 
submitted between January 4, 2002, and Sep- 
tember 27, 2007, under subsection (b) or (c) of 
section 505A of the Federal Food, Drug, and 
Cosmetic Act (21 U.S.C. 355a) for which 6 
months of market exclusivity was granted and 
that resulted in a labeling change. The Sec- 
retary shall make public the information de- 
scribed in the preceding sentence in a manner 
consistent with how the Secretary releases infor- 
mation under section 505A(k) of the Federal 


Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act (21 U.S.C. 
355a(k)). 
SEC. 505. ENSURING THE COMPLETION OF PEDI- 


ATRIC STUDIES. 

(a) EXTENSION OF DEADLINE FOR DEFERRED 
STUDIES.—Section 505B (21 U.S.C. 355c) is 
amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)(3)— 

(A) by redesignating subparagraph (B) as sub- 
paragraph (C); 

(B) by inserting after subparagraph (A) the 
following: 

‘“(B) DEFERRAL EXTENSION.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—On the initiative of the Sec- 
retary or at the request of the applicant, the 
Secretary may grant an extension of a deferral 
approved under subparagraph (A) for submis- 
sion of some or all assessments required under 
paragraph (1) if— 

(I) the Secretary determines that the condi- 
tions described in subclause (II) or (III) of sub- 
paragraph (A)(i) continue to be met; and 

“(II) the applicant submits a new timeline 
under subparagraph (A)(ii)IV) and any signifi- 
cant updates to the information required under 
subparagraph (A)(ii). 

“(it) TIMING AND INFORMATION.—If the defer- 
ral extension under this subparagraph is re- 
quested by the applicant, the applicant shall 
submit the deferral extension request containing 
the information described in this subparagraph 
not less than 90 days prior to the date that the 
deferral would expire. The Secretary shall re- 
spond to such request not later than 45 days 
after the receipt of such letter. If the Secretary 
grants such an extension, the specified date 
shall be the extended date. The sponsor of the 
required assessment under paragraph (1) shall 
not be issued a letter described in subsection (d) 
unless the specified or extended date of submis- 
sion for such required studies has passed or if 
the request for an extension is pending. For a 
deferral that has expired prior to the date of en- 
actment of the Food and Drug Administration 
Safety and Innovation Act or that will expire 
prior to 270 days after the date of enactment of 
such Act, a deferral extension shall be requested 
by an applicant not later than 180 days after 
the date of enactment of such Act. The Sec- 
retary shall respond to any such request as soon 
as practicable, but not later than 1 year after 
the date of enactment of such Act. Nothing in 
this clause shall prevent the Secretary from up- 
dating the status of a study or studies publicly 
if components of such study or studies are late 
or delayed.’’; and 

(C) in subparagraph (C), as so redesignated— 

(i) in clause (i), by adding at the end the fol- 
lowing: 

“(III) Projected completion date for pediatric 
studies. 

“(IV) The reason or reasons why a deferral or 
deferral extension continues to be necessary.’’; 
and 

(ii) by amending clause (ii) to read as follows: 
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“(it) PUBLIC AVAILABILITY.—Not later than 90 
days after the submission to the Secretary of the 
information submitted through the annual re- 
view under clause (i), the Secretary shall make 
available to the public in an easily accessible 
manner, including through the Internet Web 
site of the Food and Drug Administration— 

“(I) such information; 

“(II) the name of the applicant for the prod- 
uct subject to the assessment; 

“(IIT) the date on which the product was ap- 
proved; and 

“(IV) the date of each deferral or deferral ex- 
tension under this paragraph for the product.’’; 
and 

(2) in subsection (f)— 

(A) in the subsection heading, by inserting 
“DEFERRAL EXTENSIONS,” after ‘“‘DEFERRALS,’’; 

(B) in paragraph (1), by inserting ‘‘, deferral 
extension,” after ‘‘deferral’’; and 

(C) in paragraph (4)— 

(i) in the paragraph heading, by inserting 
“DEFERRAL EXTENSIONS,” after ‘‘DEFERRALS,’’; 
and 

(ii) by inserting ‘‘, deferral extensions,” after 
“deferrals”. 

(b) TRACKING OF EXTENSIONS; ANNUAL INFOR- 
MATION.—Section 505B(f)(6)\(D) (21 U.S.C. 
355c(f)(6)(D)) is amended to read as follows: 

“(D) aggregated on an annual basis— 

“(i) the total number of deferrals and deferral 
extensions requested and granted under this sec- 
tion and, if granted, the reasons for each such 
deferral or deferral extension; 

“(ii) the timeline for completion of the assess- 
ments; and 

“(iti) the number of assessments completed 
and pending;’’. 

(c) ACTION ON FAILURE TO COMPLETE STUD- 
IES.— 

(1) ISSUANCE OF LETTER.—Subsection (d) of 
section 505B (21 U.S.C. 355c) is amended to read 
as follows: 

“(d) SUBMISSION OF ASSESSMENTS.—If a per- 
son fails to submit a required assessment de- 
scribed in subsection (a)(2), fails to meet the ap- 
plicable requirements in subsection (a)(3), or 
fails to submit a request for approval of a pedi- 
atric formulation described in subsection (a) or 
(b), in accordance with applicable provisions of 
subsections (a) and (b), the following shall 
apply: 

“(1) Beginning 270 days after the date of en- 
actment of the Food and Drug Administration 
Safety and Innovation Act, the Secretary shall 
issue a non-compliance letter to such person in- 
forming them of such failure to submit or meet 
the requirements of the applicable subsection. 
Such letter shall require the person to respond 
in writing within 45 calendar days of issuance 
of such letter. Such response may include the 
person’s request for a deferral extension if appli- 
cable. Such letter and the person’s written re- 
sponse to such letter shall be made publicly 
available on the Internet Web site of the Food 
and Drug Administration 60 calendar days after 
issuance, with redactions for any trade secrets 
and confidential commercial information. If the 
Secretary determines that the letter was issued 
in error, the requirements of this paragraph 
shall not apply. 

“(2) The drug or biological product that is the 
subject of an assessment described in subsection 
(a)(2), applicable requirements in subsection 
(a)(3), or request for approval of a pediatric for- 
mulation, may be considered misbranded solely 
because of that failure and subject to relevant 
enforcement action (except that the drug or bio- 
logical product shall not be subject to action 
under section 303), but such failure shall not be 
the basis for a proceeding— 

“(A) to withdraw approval for a drug under 
section 505(e); or 

“(B) to revoke the license for a biological 
product under section 351 of the Public Health 
Service Act.’’. 
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(2) TRACKING OF LETTERS ISSUED.—Subpara- 
graph (D) of section 505B(f)(6) (21 U.S.C. 
355c(f)(6)), as amended by subsection (b), is fur- 
ther amended— 

(A) in clause (ii), by striking “; and” and in- 
serting a semicolon; 

(B) in clause (iii), by adding “and” at the 
end; and 

(C) by adding at the end the following: 

“(iv) the number of postmarket non-compli- 
ance letters issued pursuant to subsection (d), 
and the recipients of such letters;’’. 

SEC. 506. PEDIATRIC STUDY PLANS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (e) of section 
505B (21 U.S.C. 355c) is amended to read as fol- 
lows: 

““(e) PEDIATRIC STUDY PLANS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—An applicant subject to 
subsection (a) shall submit to the Secretary an 
initial pediatric study plan prior to the submis- 
sion of the assessments described under sub- 
section (a)(2). 

“(2) TIMING; CONTENT; MEETING.— 

“(A) TIMING.—An applicant shall submit the 
initial pediatric plan under paragraph (1)— 

“(i) before the date on which the applicant 
submits the assessments under subsection (a)(2); 
and 

“ii) not later than— 

“(I) 60 calendar days after the date of the 
end-of-Phase 2 meeting (as such term is used in 
section 312.47 of title 21, Code of Federal Regu- 
lations, or successor regulations); or 

“(II) such other time as may be agreed upon 
between the Secretary and the applicant. 


Nothing in this section shall preclude the Sec- 
retary from accepting the submission of an ini- 
tial pediatric plan earlier than the date other- 
wise applicable under this subparagraph. 

“(B) CONTENT OF INITIAL PLAN.—The initial 
pediatric study plan shall include— 

“(i) an outline of the pediatric study or stud- 
ies that the applicant plans to conduct (includ- 
ing, to the extent practicable study objectives 
and design, age groups, relevant endpoints, and 
statistical approach); 

“(ii) any request for a deferral, partial waiv- 
er, or waiver under this section, if applicable, 
along with any supporting information; and 

“(iti) other information specified in the regu- 
lations promulgated under paragraph (7). 

“(C) MEETING.—The Secretary— 

“(i) shall meet with the applicant to discuss 
the initial pediatric study plan as soon as prac- 
ticable, but not later than 90 calendar days 
after the receipt of such plan under subpara- 
graph (A); 

“(ii) may determine that a written response to 
the initial pediatric study plan is sufficient to 
communicate comments on the initial pediatric 
study plan, and that no meeting is necessary; 
and 

““(iti) if the Secretary determines that no meet- 
ing is necessary, shall so notify the applicant 
and provide written comments of the Secretary 
as soon as practicable, but not later than 90 cal- 
endar days after the receipt of the initial pedi- 
atric study plan. 

“(3) AGREED INITIAL PEDIATRIC STUDY PLAN.— 
Not later than 90 calendar days following the 
meeting under paragraph (2)(C)(i) or the receipt 
of a written response from the Secretary under 
paragraph (2)(C)(iii), the applicant shall docu- 
ment agreement on the initial pediatric study 
plan in a submission to the Secretary marked 
‘Agreed Initial Pediatric Study Plan’, and the 
Secretary shall confirm such agreement to the 
applicant in writing not later than 30 calendar 
days of receipt of such agreed initial pediatric 
study plan. 

“(4) DEFERRAL AND WAIVER.—If the agreed 
initial pediatric study plan contains a request 
from the applicant for a deferral, partial waiver, 
or waiver under this section, the written con- 
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firmation under paragraph (3) shall include a 
recommendation from the Secretary as to wheth- 
er such request meets the standards under para- 
graphs (3) or (4) of subsection (a). 

“(5) AMENDMENTS TO THE PLAN.—At the ini- 
tiative of the Secretary or the applicant, the 
agreed initial pediatric study plan may be 
amended at any time. The requirements of para- 
graph (2)(C) shall apply to any such proposed 
amendment in the same manner and to the same 
extent as such requirements apply to an initial 
pediatric study plan under paragraph (1). The 
requirements of paragraphs (3) and (4) shall 
apply to any agreement resulting from such pro- 
posed amendment in the same manner and to 
the same extent as such requirements apply to 
an agreed initial pediatric study plan. 

“(6) INTERNAL COMMITTEE.—The Secretary 
shall consult the internal committee under sec- 
tion 505C on the review of the initial pediatric 
study plan, agreed initial pediatric plan, and 
any significant amendments to such plans. 

(7) REQUIRED RULEMAKING.—Not later than 1 
year after the date of enactment of the Food 
and Drug Administration Safety and Innovation 
Act, the Secretary shall promulgate proposed 
regulations and issue guidance to implement the 
provisions of this subsection.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section 505B 
(21 U.S.C. 355c) is amended— 

(1) by amending subclause (II) of subsection 
(a)(3)(A)(ii) to read as follows: 

“(II) a pediatric study plan as described in 
subsection (e);’’; and 

(2) in subsection (f)— 

(A) in the subsection heading, by striking 
“PEDIATRIC PLANS,” and inserting ‘‘PEDIATRIC 
STUDY PLANS,”’’; 

(B) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘all pediatric 
plans” and inserting ‘“‘initial pediatric study 
plans, agreed initial pediatric study plans,’’; 
and 

(C) in paragraph (4)— 

(i) in the paragraph heading, by striking ‘‘PE- 
DIATRIC PLANS,” and inserting ‘‘PEDIATRIC 
STUDY PLANS,”’; and 

(ii) by striking ‘‘pediatric plans” and insert- 
ing ‘‘initial pediatric study plans, agreed initial 
pediatric study plans,’’. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2), the 
amendments made by this section shall take ef- 
fect 180 calendar days after the date of enact- 
ment of this Act, irrespective of whether the Sec- 
retary has promulgated final regulations to 
carry out such amendments. 

(2) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Paragraph (1) 
shall not be construed to affect the deadline for 
promulgation of proposed regulations under sec- 
tion 505B(e)(7) of the Federal Food, Drug, and 
Cosmetic Act, as added by subsection (a) of this 
section. 

SEC. 507. REAUTHORIZATIONS. 

(a) PEDIATRIC ADVISORY COMMITTEE.—Section 
14(d) of the Best Pharmaceuticals for Children 
Act (42 U.S.C. 284m note) is amended by striking 
“during the five-year period beginning on the 
date of the enactment of the Best Pharma- 
ceuticals for Children Act of 2007” and inserting 
“to carry out the advisory committee’s respon- 
sibilities under sections 505A, 505B, and 520(m) 
of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act (21 
U.S.C. 355a, 355c, and 360j(m))’’. 

(b) PEDIATRIC SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE ONCO- 
LOGIC DRUGS ADVISORY COMMITTEE.—Section 
15(a)(3) of the Best Pharmaceuticals for Chil- 
dren Act (Public Law 107-109), as amended by 
section 502(e) of the Food and Drug Administra- 
tion Amendments Act of 2007 (Public Law 110- 
85), is amended by striking ‘‘during the five- 
year period beginning on the date of the enact- 
ment of the Best Pharmaceuticals for Children 
Act of 2007” and inserting ‘‘for the duration of 
the operation of the Oncologic Drugs Advisory 
Committee”. 
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(c) HUMANITARIAN DEVICE EXEMPTION EXTEN- 
SION.—Section 520(m)(6)(A)(iv) of the Federal 
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act (21 U.S.C. 
3603(m)(6)(A)(iv)) is amended by striking ‘‘2012” 
and inserting ‘‘2017’’. 

(d) PROGRAM FOR PEDIATRIC STUDY OF DRUGS 
IN PHSA.—Section 409I(e)(1) of the Public 
Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 284m(e)(1)) is 
amended by striking ‘‘to carry out this section”? 
and all that follows through the end of para- 
graph (1) and inserting ‘‘to carry out this sec- 
tion, $25,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2013 
through 2017.’’. 

SEC. 508. REPORT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than four years 
after the date of enactment of this Act and 
every five years thereafter, the Secretary shall 
prepare and submit to the Committee on Health, 
Education, Labor, and Pensions of the Senate 
and the Committee on Energy and Commerce of 
the House of Representatives, and make publicly 
available, including through posting on the 
Internet Web site of the Food and Drug Admin- 
istration, a report on the implementation of sec- 
tions 505A and 505B of the Federal Food, Drug, 
and Cosmetic Act (21 U.S.C. 355a, 355c). 

(b) CONTENTS.—Each report under subsection 
(a) shall include— 

(1) an assessment of the effectiveness of sec- 
tions 505A and 505B of the Federal Food, Drug, 
and Cosmetic Act in improving information 
about pediatric uses for approved drugs and bio- 
logical products, including the number and type 
of labeling changes made since the date of en- 
actment of this Act and the importance of such 
uses in the improvement of the health of chil- 
dren; 

(2) the number of required studies under such 
section 505B that have not met the initial dead- 
line provided under such section 505B, includ- 
ing— 

(A) the number of deferrals and deferral ex- 
tensions granted and the reasons such exten- 
sions were granted; 

(B) the number of waivers and partial waivers 
granted; and 

(C) the number of letters issued under sub- 
section (d) of such section 505B; 

(3) an assessment of the timeliness and effec- 
tiveness of pediatric study planning since the 
date of enactment of this Act, including the 
number of initial pediatric study plans not sub- 
mitted in accordance with the requirements of 
subsection (e) of such section 505B and any re- 
sulting rulemaking; 

(4) the number of written requests issued, ac- 
cepted, and declined under such section 505A 
since the date of enactment of this Act, and a 
listing of any important gaps in pediatric infor- 
mation as a result of such declined requests; 

(5) a description and current status of refer- 
rals made under subsection (n) of such section 
505A; 

(6) an assessment of the effectiveness of study- 
ing biological products in pediatric populations 
under such sections 505A and 505B and section 
409I of the Public Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 
284m); 

(7)(A) the efforts made by the Secretary to in- 
crease the number of studies conducted in the 
neonatal population (including efforts made to 
encourage the conduct of appropriate studies in 
neonates by companies with products that have 
sufficient safety and other information to make 
the conduct of the studies ethical and safe); and 

(B) the results of such efforts; 

(8)(A) the number and importance of drugs 
and biological products for children with cancer 
that are being tested as a result of the programs 
under such sections 505A and 505B and under 
section 409I of the Public Health Service Act; 
and 

(B) any recommendations for modifications to 
such programs that would lead to new and bet- 
ter therapies for children with cancer, including 
a detailed rationale for each recommendation; 
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(9) any recommendations for modification to 
such programs that would improve pediatric 
drug research and increase pediatric labeling of 
drugs and biological products; 

(10) an assessment of the successes of and lim- 
itations to studying drugs for rare diseases 
under such sections 505A and 505B; and 

(11) an assessment of the Secretary’s efforts to 
address the suggestions and options described in 
any prior report issued by the Comptroller Gen- 
eral, Institute of Medicine, or the Secretary, and 
any subsequent reports, including recommenda- 
tions therein, regarding the topics addressed in 
the reports under this section, including with 
respect to— 

(A) improving public access to information 
from pediatric studies conducted under such 
sections 505A and 505B; and 

(B) improving the timeliness of pediatric stud- 
ies and pediatric study planning under such 
sections 505A and 505B. 

(c) STAKEHOLDER COMMENT.—At least 180 
days prior to the submission of each report 
under subsection (a), the Secretary shall consult 
with representatives of patient groups (includ- 
ing pediatric patient groups), consumer groups, 
regulated industry, academia, and other inter- 
ested parties to obtain any recommendations or 
information relevant to the report including 
suggestions for modifications that would im- 
prove pediatric drug research and pediatric la- 
beling of drugs and biological products. 

SEC. 509. TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS. 

(a) PEDIATRIC STUDIES OF DRUGS IN 
FFDCA.—Section 505A (21 U.S.C. 355a) is 
amended— 

(1) in subsection (k)(2), by striking ‘‘sub- 
section (f)(3)(F)” and inserting ‘‘subsection 
(A)(6)(F)”’; 

(2) in subsection (J— 

(A) in paragraph (1)— 

(i) in the paragraph heading, by striking 
“YEAR ONE” and inserting ‘‘FIRST 18-MONTH PE- 
RIOD’’; and 

(ii) by striking “one-year” and inserting ‘‘18- 
month’’; 

(B) in paragraph (2)— 

(i) in the paragraph heading, by striking 
“YEARS” and inserting ‘‘PERIODS’’; and 

(ii) by striking ‘‘one-year period” and insert- 
ing ‘‘18-month period’’; 

(C) by redesignating paragraph (3) as para- 
graph (4); and 

(D) by inserting after paragraph (2) the fol- 
lowing: 

“(3) PRESERVATION OF AUTHORITY.—Nothing 
in this subsection shall prohibit the Office of Pe- 
diatric Therapeutics from providing for the re- 
view of adverse event reports by the Pediatric 
Advisory Committee prior to the 18-month period 
referred to in paragraph (1), if such review is 
necessary to ensure safe use of a drug in a pedi- 
atric population.’’; 

(3) in subsection (n)— 

(A) in the subsection heading, by striking 
“COMPLETED” and inserting ‘‘“SUBMITTED’’; and 

(B) in paragraph (1)— 

(i) in the matter preceding subparagraph (A), 
by striking “have not been completed” and in- 
serting “have not been submitted by the date 
specified in the written request issued or if the 
applicant or holder does not agree to the re- 
quest’’; 

(ii) in subparagraph (A)— 

(I) in the first sentence, by inserting ‘‘, or for 
which a period of exclusivity eligible for exten- 
sion under subsection (b)(1) or (c)(1) of this sec- 
tion or under subsection (m)(2) or (m)(3) of sec- 
tion 351 of the Public Health Service Act has not 
ended” after “expired”; and 

(II) by striking ‘‘Prior to” and all that follows 
through the period at the end; and 

(iii) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘‘no list- 
ed patents or has 1 or more listed patents that 
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have expired,” and inserting “no unexpired list- 
ed patents and for which no unexpired periods 
of exclusivity eligible for extension under sub- 
section (b)(1) or (c)(1) of this section or under 
subsection (m)(2) or (m)(3) of section 351 of the 
Public Health Service Act apply,’’; and 

(4) in subsection (0)(2), by amending subpara- 
graph (B) to read as follows: 

“(B) a statement of any appropriate pediatric 
contraindications, warnings, precautions, or 
other information that the Secretary considers 
necessary to assure safe use.’’. 

(b) RESEARCH INTO PEDIATRIC USES FOR 
DRUGS AND BIOLOGICAL PROJECTS IN FFDCA.— 
Section 505B (21 U.S.C. 355c) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)— 

(A) in paragraph (1), in the matter before sub- 
paragraph (A), by inserting ‘‘for a drug” after 
‘(or supplement to an application)”; and 

(B) in paragraph (4)(C)— 

(i) in the first sentence, by inserting ‘‘partial’’ 
before “waiver is granted’’; and 

(ii) in the second sentence, by striking ‘‘either 
a full or” and inserting “such a”; 

(2) in subsection (b)(1), in the matter pre- 
ceding subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘After 
providing notice” and all that follows through 
“‘studies), the” and inserting “The”; 

(3) in subsection (g)— 

(A) in paragraph (1)(A), by inserting ‘‘that re- 
ceives a priority review or 330 days after the 
date of the submission of an application or sup- 
plement that receives a standard review’’ after 
“after the date of the submission of the applica- 
tion or supplement’’; and 

(B) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘the label of 
such product” and inserting “the labeling of 
such product’’; 

(4) in subsection (h)(1)— 

(A) by inserting “an application (or supple- 
ment to an application) that contains’’ after 
“date of submission of’’; and 

(B) by inserting ‘if the application (or supple- 
ment) receives a priority review, or not later 
than 330 days after the date of submission of an 
application (or supplement to an application) 
that contains a pediatric assessment under this 
section, if the application (or supplement) re- 
ceives a standard review,” after “under this sec- 
tion,’’; and 

(5) in subsection (i)— 

(A) in paragraph (1)— 

(i) in the paragraph heading, by striking 
“YEAR ONE” and inserting ‘‘FIRST 18-MONTH PE- 
RIOD’’; and 

(ii) by striking “one-year” and inserting ‘‘18- 
month’’; 

(B) in paragraph (2)— 

(i) in the paragraph heading, by striking 
“YEARS” and inserting ‘‘PERIODS’’; and 

(ii) by striking ‘‘one-year period” and insert- 
ing ‘‘18-month period’’; 

(C) by redesignating paragraph (3) as para- 
graph (4); and 

(D) by inserting after paragraph (2) the fol- 
lowing: 

(3) PRESERVATION OF AUTHORITY.—Nothing 
in this subsection shall prohibit the Office of Pe- 
diatric Therapeutics from providing for the re- 
view of adverse event reports by the Pediatric 
Advisory Committee prior to the 18-month period 
referred to in paragraph (1), if such review is 
necessary to ensure safe use of a drug in a pedi- 
atric population.’’. 

(c) INTERNAL COMMITTEE FOR REVIEW OF PE- 
DIATRIC PLANS, ASSESSMENTS, DEFERRALS, DE- 
FERRAL EXTENSIONS, AND WAIVERS.—Section 
505C (21 U.S.C. 355d) is amended— 

(1) in the section heading, by inserting ‘‘DE- 


FERRAL EXTENSIONS,” after ‘DEFER- 
RALS,’’; and 
(2) by inserting ‘‘neonatology,’’ after ‘‘pedi- 


atric ethics,’’. 

(d) PROGRAM FOR PEDIATRIC STUDIES OF 
DRUGS.—Section 409I(c) of the Public Health 
Service Act (42 U.S.C. 284m(c)) is amended— 
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(1) in paragraph (1)— 

(A) in the matter preceding subparagraph (A), 
by inserting “or section 351(m) of this Act,” 
after ‘‘Cosmetic Act,’’; 

(B) in subparagraph (A)(i), by inserting ‘‘or 
section 351(k) of this Act’’ after ‘‘Cosmetic Act’’; 
and 

(C) by amending subparagraph (B) to read as 
follows: 

“(B) there remains no patent listed pursuant 
to section 505(b)(1) of the Federal Food, Drug, 
and Cosmetic Act, and every three-year and 
five-year period referred to in subsection 
(c)(3)(E) (ii), (c)(3)(E) (iii), (c)(3)(E) (iv), 
DOF), D(S)(F)iti), or G)(5)(F)(iv) of sec- 
tion 505 of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cos- 
metic Act, or applicable twelve-year period re- 
ferred to in section 351(k)(7) of this Act, and 
any seven-year period referred to in section 527 
of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act 
has ended for at least one form of the drug; 
and’’; and 

(2) in paragraph (2)— 

(A) in the paragraph heading, by striking 
“FOR DRUGS LACKING EXCLUSIVITY”; 

(B) by striking “under section 505 of the Fed- 
eral Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act’’; and 

(C) by striking ‘‘505A of such Act” and insert- 
ing ‘505A of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cos- 
metic Act or section 351(m) of this Act’’. 

(e) PEDIATRIC SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE ONCO- 
LOGIC ADVISORY COMMITTEE.—Section 15(a) of 
the Best Pharmaceuticals for Children Act (Pub- 
lic Law 107-109), as amended by section 502(e) of 
the Food and Drug Administration Amendments 
Act of 2007 (Public Law 110-85), is amended in 
paragraph (1)(D), by striking ‘‘section 505B(f)’’ 
and inserting ‘‘section 5050”. 

(f) FOUNDATION OF NATIONAL INSTITUTES OF 
HEALTH.—Section 499(c)(1)(C) of the Public 
Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 290b(c)(1)(C)) is 
amended by striking ‘‘for which the Secretary 
issues a certification in the affirmative under 
section 505A(n)(1)(A) of the Federal Food, Drug, 
and Cosmetic Act’’. 

(g) APPLICATION; TRANSITION RULE.— 

(1) APPLICATION.—Notwithstanding any pro- 
vision of section 505A and 505B of the Federal 
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act (21 U.S.C. 355a, 
355c) stating that a provision applies beginning 
on the date of the enactment of the Best Phar- 
maceuticals for Children Act of 2007 or the date 
of the enactment of the Pediatric Research Eq- 
uity Act of 2007, any amendment made by this 
Act to such a provision applies beginning on the 
date of the enactment of this Act. 

(2) TRANSITIONAL RULE FOR ADVERSE EVENT 
REPORTING.—With respect to a drug for which a 
labeling change described under section 
505AV(1) or 505B(i)(1) of the Federal Food, 
Drug, and Cosmetic Act (21 U.S.C. 355a())(1); 
355c(i)(1)) is approved or made, respectively, 
during the one-year period that ends on the day 
before the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary shall apply section 505A(l) and section 
505B(i), as applicable, to such drug, as such sec- 
tions were in effect on such day. 

SEC. 510. PEDIATRIC RARE DISEASES. 

(a) PUBLIC MEETING.—Not later than 18 
months after the date of enactment of this Act, 
the Secretary shall hold at least one public 
meeting to discuss ways to encourage and accel- 
erate the development of new therapies for pedi- 
atric rare diseases. 

(b) REPORT.—Not later than 180 days after the 
date of the public meeting under subsection (a), 
the Secretary shall issue a report that includes 
a strategic plan for encouraging and accel- 
erating the development of new therapies for 
treating pediatric rare diseases. 

SEC. 511. STAFF OF OFFICE OF PEDIATRIC 
THERAPEUTICS. 

Section 6 of the Best Pharmaceuticals for 

Children Act (21 U.S.C. 393a) is amended— 
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(1) in subsection (c)— 

(A) in paragraph (1), by striking “and” at the 
end; 

(B) by redesignating paragraph (2) as para- 
graph (4); and 

(C) by inserting after paragraph (1) the fol- 
lowing: 

“(2) subject to subsection (d), one or more ad- 
ditional individuals with necessary expertise in 
a pediatric subpopulation that is, as determined 
through consideration of the reports and rec- 
ommendations issued by the Institute of Medi- 
cine and the Comptroller General of the United 
States, less likely to be studied as a part of a 
written request issued under section 505A of the 
Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act or an as- 
sessment under section 505B of such Act; 

(3) one or more additional individuals with 
expertise in pediatric epidemiology; and’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

“(d) NEONATOLOGY EXPERTISE.—For the 5- 
year period beginning on the date of enactment 
of this subsection, at least one of the individuals 
described in subsection (c)(2) shall have exper- 
tise in neonatology.’’. 


TITLE VI—MEDICAL DEVICE REGULATORY 

IMPROVEMENTS 
INVESTIGATIONAL DEVICE EXEMP- 
TIONS. 

Section 520(g) (21 U.S.C. 360j(g)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (2)(B)(ii), by inserting ‘‘safe- 
ty or effectiveness” before ‘‘data obtained’’; and 

(2) in paragraph (4), by adding at the end the 
following: 

“(C) Consistent with paragraph (1), the Sec- 
retary shall not disapprove an application 
under this subsection because the Secretary de- 
termines that— 

“(i) the investigation may not support a sub- 
stantial equivalence or de novo classification de- 
termination or approval of the device; 

“(ii) the investigation may not meet a require- 
ment, including a data requirement, relating to 
the approval or clearance of a device; or 

“(iti) an additional or different investigation 
may be necessary to support clearance or ap- 
proval of the device.’’. 

SEC. 602. CLARIFICATION OF LEAST BURDEN- 
SOME STANDARD. 

(a) PREMARKET APPROVAL.—Section 
513(a)(3)(D) (21 U.S.C. 360c(a)(3)(D)) is amend- 
ed— 

(1) by redesignating clause (iii) as clause (v); 
and 

(2) by inserting after clause (ii) the following: 

“(iti) For purposes of clause (ii), the term 
‘necessary’ means the minimum required infor- 
mation that would support a determination by 
the Secretary that an application provides rea- 
sonable assurance of the effectiveness of the de- 
vice. 

““(iv) Nothing in this subparagraph shall alter 
the criteria for evaluating an application for 
premarket approval of a device.’’. 

(b) PREMARKET NOTIFICATION UNDER SECTION 
510(k).—Section 513(i)(1)(D) (21 U.S.C. 
360c(i)(1)(D)) is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘(D) Whenever” and inserting 
“(D)(i) Whenever’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

“(ii) For purposes of clause (i), the term ‘nec- 
essary’ means the minimum required informa- 
tion that would support a determination of sub- 
stantial equivalence between a new device and a 
predicate device. 

“(iti) Nothing in this subparagraph shall alter 
the standard for determining substantial equiva- 
lence between a new device and a predicate de- 
vice.”’. 

SEC. 603. AGENCY DOCUMENTATION AND REVIEW 
OF SIGNIFICANT DECISIONS. 

Chapter V is amended by inserting after sec- 

tion 517 (21 U.S.C. 360g) the following: 


SEC. 601. 
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“SEC. 517A. AGENCY DOCUMENTATION AND RE- 
VIEW OF SIGNIFICANT DECISIONS 
REGARDING DEVICES. 

“(a) DOCUMENTATION OF RATIONALE FOR SIG- 
NIFICANT DECISIONS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall provide 
a substantive summary of the scientific and reg- 
ulatory rationale for any significant decision of 
the Center for Devices and Radiological Health 
regarding submission or review of a report under 
section 510(k), an application under section 515, 
or an application for an exemption under sec- 
tion 520(g), including documentation of signifi- 
cant controversies or differences of opinion and 
the resolution of such controversies or dif- 
ferences of opinion. 

‘“(2) PROVISION OF DOCUMENTATION.—Upon 
request, the Secretary shall furnish such sub- 
stantive summary to the person who is seeking 
to submit, or who has submitted, such report or 
application. 

“(b) REVIEW OF SIGNIFICANT DECISIONS.— 

“(1) REQUEST FOR SUPERVISORY REVIEW OF 
SIGNIFICANT DECISION.—Any person may request 
a supervisory review of the significant decision 
described in subsection (a)(1). Such review may 
be conducted at the next supervisory level or 
higher above the individual who made the sig- 
nificant decision. 

“(2) SUBMISSION OF REQUEST.—A person re- 
questing a supervisory review under paragraph 
(1) shall submit such request to the Secretary 
not later than 30 days after such decision and 
shall indicate in the request whether such per- 
son seeks an in-person meeting or a teleconfer- 
ence review. 

(3) TIMEFRAME.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in sub- 
paragraph (B), the Secretary shall schedule an 
in-person or teleconference review, if so re- 
quested, not later than 30 days after such re- 
quest is made. The Secretary shall issue a deci- 
sion to the person requesting a review under 
this subsection not later than 45 days after the 
request is made under paragraph (1), or, in the 
case of a person who requests an in-person 
meeting or teleconference, 30 days after such 
meeting or teleconference. 

“(B) EXCEPTION.—Subparagraph (A) shall not 
apply in cases that are referred to experts out- 
side of the Food and Drug Administration.”’. 
SEC. 604. DEVICE MODIFICATIONS REQUIRING 

PREMARKET NOTIFICATION PRIOR 
TO MARKETING. 

Section 510(n) (21 U.S.C. 360(n)) is amended 
by— 

(1) striking ‘‘(n) The Secretary” and inserting 
“(n)(1) The Secretary”; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

“(2)(A) Not later than 18 months after the 
date of enactment of this paragraph, the Sec- 
retary shall submit to the Committee on Energy 
and Commerce of the House of Representatives 
and the Committee on Health, Education, 
Labor, and Pensions of the Senate a report re- 
garding when a premarket notification under 
subsection (k) should be submitted for a modi- 
fication or change to a legally marketed device. 
The report shall include the Secretary’s inter- 
pretation of the following terms: ‘could signifi- 
cantly affect the safety or effectiveness of the 
device’, ‘a significant change or modification in 
design, material, chemical composition, energy 
source, or manufacturing process’, and ‘major 
change or modification in the intended use of 
the device’. The report also shall discuss pos- 
sible processes for industry to use to determine 
whether a new submission under subsection (k) 
is required and shall analyze how to leverage 
existing quality system requirements to reduce 
premarket burden, facilitate continual device 
improvement, and provide reasonable assurance 
of safety and effectiveness of modified devices. 
In developing such report, the Secretary shall 
consider the input of interested stakeholders. 
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“(B) The Secretary shall withdraw the Food 
and Drug Administration draft guidance enti- 
tled ‘Guidance for Industry and FDA Staff— 
510(k) Device Modifications: Deciding When to 
Submit a 510(k) for a Change to an Existing De- 
vice’, dated July 27, 2011, and shall not use this 
draft guidance as part of, or for the basis of, 
any premarket review or any compliance or en- 
forcement decisions or actions. The Secretary 
shall not issue— 

“(G) any draft guidance or proposed regula- 
tion that addresses when to submit a premarket 
notification submission for changes and modi- 
fications made to a manufacturer’s previously 
cleared device before the receipt by the Com- 
mittee on Energy and Commerce of the House of 
Representatives and the Committee on Health, 
Education, Labor, and Pensions of the Senate of 
the report required in subparagraph (A); and 

“(ii) any final guidance or regulation on that 
topic for one year after date of receipt of such 
report by the Committee on Energy and Com- 
merce of the House of Representatives and the 
Committee on Health, Education, Labor, and 
Pensions of the Senate. 

“(C) The Food and Drug Administration guid- 
ance entitled ‘Deciding When to Submit a 510(k) 
for a Change to an Existing Device’, dated Jan- 
uary 10, 1997, shall be in effect until the subse- 
quent issuance of guidance or promulgation, if 
appropriate, of a regulation described in sub- 
paragraph (B), and the Secretary shall interpret 
such guidance in a manner that is consistent 
with the manner in which the Secretary has in- 
terpreted such guidance since 1997.’’. 

SEC. 605. PROGRAM TO IMPROVE THE DEVICE RE- 
CALL SYSTEM. 

Chapter V is amended by inserting after sec- 
tion 518 (21 U.S.C. 360h) the following: 

“SEC. 518A. PROGRAM TO IMPROVE THE DEVICE 
RECALL SYSTEM. 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall— 

“(1) establish a program to routinely and sys- 
tematically assess information relating to device 
recalls and use such information to proactively 
identify strategies for mitigating health risks 
presented by defective or unsafe devices; 

“(2) clarify procedures for conducting device 
recall audit checks to improve the ability of in- 
vestigators to perform those checks in a con- 
sistent manner; 

“(3) develop detailed criteria for assessing 
whether a person performing a device recall has 
performed an effective correction or action plan 
for the recall; and 

“(4) document the basis for each termination 
by the Food and Drug Administration of a de- 
vice recall. 

“(b) ASSESSMENT CONTENT.—The program es- 
tablished under subsection (a)(1) shall, at a 
minimum, identify— 

“(1) trends in the number and types of device 
recalls; 

“(2) devices that are most frequently the sub- 
ject of a recall; and 

“(3) underlying causes of device recalls. 

“(c) TERMINATION OF RECALLS.—The_ Sec- 
retary shall document the basis for the termi- 
nation by the Food and Drug Administration of 
a device recall. 

“(d) DEFINITION.—In this section, the term 
‘recall’ means— 

“(1) the removal from the market of a device 
pursuant to an order of the Secretary under 
subsection (b) or (e) of section 518; or 

“(2) the correction or removal from the market 
of a device at the initiative of the manufacturer 
or importer of the device that is required to be 
reported to the Secretary under section 519(g).’’. 
SEC. 606. CLINICAL HOLDS ON INVESTIGATIONAL 

DEVICE EXEMPTIONS. 

Section 520(g) (21 U.S.C. 360j(g)) is amended 
by adding at the end the following: 

“(8)(A) At any time, the Secretary may pro- 
hibit the sponsor of an investigation from con- 
ducting the investigation (referred to in this 
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paragraph as a ‘clinical hold’) if the Secretary 
makes a determination described in subpara- 
graph (B). The Secretary shall specify the basis 
for the clinical hold, including the specific in- 
formation available to the Secretary which 
served as the basis for such clinical hold, and 
confirm such determination in writing. 

“(B) For purposes of subparagraph (A), a de- 
termination described in this subparagraph with 
respect to a clinical hold is a determination 
that— 

“(i) the device involved represents an unrea- 
sonable risk to the safety of the persons who are 
the subjects of the clinical investigation, taking 
into account the qualifications of the clinical 
investigators, information about the device, the 
design of the clinical investigation, the condi- 
tion for which the device is to be investigated, 
and the health status of the subjects involved; 
or 

“(ii) the clinical hold should be issued for 
such other reasons as the Secretary may by reg- 
ulation establish. 

“(C) Any written request to the Secretary 
from the sponsor of an investigation that a clin- 
ical hold be removed shall receive a decision, in 
writing and specifying the reasons therefor, 
within 30 days after receipt of such request. Any 
such request shall include sufficient information 
to support the removal of such clinical hold.’’. 
SEC. 607. MODIFICATION OF DE NOVO APPLICA- 

TION PROCESS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 513(f)(2) (21 U.S.C. 
360c(f)(2)) is amended— 

(1) by inserting “(i)” after ‘‘(2)(A)’’; 

(2) in subparagraph (A)(i), as so designated by 
paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘under the criteria 
set forth” and all that follows through the end 
of subparagraph (A) and inserting a period; 

(3) by adding at the end of subparagraph (A) 
the following: 

“(ii) In lieu of submitting a report under sec- 
tion 510(k) and submitting a request for classi- 
fication under clause (i) for a device, if a person 
determines there is no legally marketed device 
upon which to base a determination of substan- 
tial equivalence (as defined in subsection (i)), a 
person may submit a request under this clause 
for the Secretary to classify the device. 

“(iti) Upon receipt of a request under clause 
(i) or (ii), the Secretary shall classify the device 
subject to the request under the criteria set forth 
in subparagraphs (A) through (C) of subsection 
(a)(1) within 120 days. 

“(iv) Notwithstanding clause (iii), the Sec- 
retary may decline to undertake a classification 
request submitted under clause (ii) if the Sec- 
retary identifies a legally marketed device that 
could provide a reasonable basis for review of 
substantial equivalence under paragraph (1), or 
when the Secretary determines that the device 
submitted is not of low-moderate risk or that 
general controls would be inadequate to control 
the risks and special controls to mitigate the 
risks cannot be developed. 

“(v) The person submitting the request for 
classification under this subparagraph may rec- 
ommend to the Secretary a classification for the 
device and shall, if recommending classification 
in class IT, include in the request an initial draft 
proposal for applicable special controls, as de- 
scribed in subsection (a)(1)(B), that are nec- 
essary, in conjunction with general controls, to 
provide reasonable assurance of safety and ef- 
fectiveness and a description of how the special 
controls provide such assurance. Any such re- 
quest shall describe the device and provide de- 
tailed information and reasons for the rec- 
ommended classification.’’; and 

(4) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘‘Not 
later than 60 days after the date of the submis- 
sion of the request under subparagraph (A), the 
Secretary” and inserting “The Secretary”. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section 513(f) 
(21 U.S.C. 360c(f)) is amended in paragraph 
QM— 
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(1) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘, or” at 
the end and inserting a semicolon; 

(2) in subparagraph (B), by striking the period 
and inserting ‘‘; or”; and 

(3) by inserting after subparagraph (B) the 
following: 

“(C) the device is classified pursuant to a re- 
quest submitted under paragraph (2).’’. 

SEC. 608. RECLASSIFICATION PROCEDURES. 

(a) CLASSIFICATION CHANGES.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 513(e)(1) (21 U.S.C. 
360c(e)(1)) is amended to read as follows: 

““(e)(1)(A)(i) Based on new information re- 
specting a device, the Secretary may, upon the 
initiative of the Secretary or upon petition of an 
interested person, change the classification of 
such device, and revoke, on account of the 
change in classification, any regulation or re- 
quirement in effect under section 514 or 515 with 
respect to such device, by administrative order 
published in the Federal Register following pub- 
lication of a proposed reclassification order in 
the Federal Register, a meeting of a device clas- 
sification panel described in subsection (b), and 
consideration of comments to a public docket, 
notwithstanding subchapter II of chapter 5 of 
title 5, United States Code. The proposed reclas- 
sification order published in the Federal Reg- 
ister shall set forth the proposed reclassification, 
and a substantive summary of the valid sci- 
entific evidence concerning the proposed reclas- 
sification, including— 

“(D) the public health benefit of the use of the 
device, and the nature and, if known, incidence 
of the risk of the device; 

“(II) in the case of a reclassification from 
class II to class III, why general controls pursu- 
ant to subsection (a)(1)(A) and special controls 
pursuant to subsection (a)(1)(B) together are 
not sufficient to provide a reasonable assurance 
of safety and effectiveness for such device; and 

“(IID in the case of reclassification from class 
III to class II, why general controls pursuant to 
subsection (a)(1)(A) and special controls pursu- 
ant to subsection (a)(1)(B) together are suffi- 
cient to provide a reasonable assurance of safety 
and effectiveness for such device. 

“(ii) An order under this subsection changing 
the classification of a device from class III to 
class II may provide that such classification 
shall not take effect until the effective date of a 
performance standard established under section 
514 for such device. 

“(B) Authority to issue such administrative 
order shall not be delegated below the Director 
of the Center for Devices and Radiological 
Health, acting in consultation with the Commis- 
sioner.’’. 

(2) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND- 
MENTS.— 

(A) Section 513(e)(2) (21 U.S.C. 360c(e)(2)) is 
amended by striking “regulation promulgated”’ 
and inserting ‘‘an order issued’’. 

(B) Section 514(a)(1) (21 U.S.C. 360d(a)(1)) is 
amended by striking ‘“‘under a regulation under 
section 513(e) but such regulation” and insert- 
ing “under an administrative order under sec- 
tion 513(e) (or a regulation promulgated under 
such section prior to the date of enactment of 
the Food and Drug Administration Safety and 
Innovation Act) but such order (or regulation)’’. 

(C) Section 517(a)(1) (21 U.S.C. 360g(a)(1)) is 
amended by striking ‘‘or changing the classi- 
fication of a device to class I’’ and inserting ‘‘, 
an administrative order changing the classifica- 
tion of a device to class I,’’. 

(3) DEVICES RECLASSIFIED PRIOR TO THE DATE 
OF ENACTMENT OF THIS ACT.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—The amendments made by 
this subsection shall have no effect on a regula- 
tion promulgated with respect to the classifica- 
tion of a device under section 513(e) of the Fed- 
eral Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act prior to the 
date of enactment of this Act. 
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(B) APPLICABILITY OF OTHER PROVISIONS.—In 
the case of a device reclassified under section 
513(e) of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic 
Act by regulation prior to the date of enactment 
of this Act, section 517(a)(1) of the Federal 
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act (21 U.S.C. 
3609(a)(1)) shall apply to such regulation pro- 
mulgated under section 513(e) of such Act with 
respect to such device in the same manner such 
section 517(a)(1) applies to an administrative 
order issued with respect to a device reclassified 
after the date of enactment of this Act. 

(b) DEVICES MARKETED BEFORE MAY 28, 
1976.— 

(1) PREMARKET APPROVAL.—Section 515 (21 
U.S.C. 360e) is amended— 

(A) in subsection (a), by striking ‘‘regulation 
promulgated under subsection (b)’’ and insert- 
ing “an order issued under subsection (b) (or a 
regulation promulgated under such subsection 
prior to the date of enactment of the Food and 
Drug Administration Safety and Innovation 
Act)”; 

(B) in subsection (b)— 

(i) in paragraph (1)— 

(I) in the heading, by striking ‘‘Regulation”’ 
and inserting “Order”; and 

(II) in the matter following subparagraph 
(B)— 

(aa) by striking “by regulation, promulgated 
in accordance with this subsection” and insert- 
ing “by administrative order following publica- 
tion of a proposed order in the Federal Register, 
a meeting of a device classification panel de- 
scribed in section 513(b), and consideration of 
comments from all affected stakeholders, includ- 
ing patients, payors, and providers, notwith- 
standing subchapter II of chapter 5 of title 5, 
United States Code’’; and 

(bb) by adding at the end the following: ‘‘Au- 
thority to issue such administrative order shall 
not be delegated below the Director of the Cen- 
ter for Devices and Radiological Health, acting 
in consultation with the Commissioner.’’; 

(ii) in paragraph (2)— 

(I) by striking subparagraph (B); and 

(II) in subparagraph (A)— 

(aa) by striking ‘‘(2)(A) A proceeding for the 
promulgation of a regulation under paragraph 
(1) respecting a device shall be initiated by the 
publication in the Federal Register of a notice of 
proposed rulemaking. Such notice shall con- 
tain—’’ and inserting ‘‘(2) A proposed order re- 
quired under paragraph (1) shall contain—’’; 

(bb) by redesignating clauses (i) through (iv) 
as subparagraphs (A) through (D), respectively; 

(cc) in subparagraph (A), as so redesignated, 
by striking “regulation” and inserting ‘‘order’’; 
and 

(dd) in subparagraph (C), as so redesignated, 
by striking “regulation” and inserting ‘‘order’’; 

(iii) in paragraph (3)— 

(I) by striking ‘‘proposed regulation” each 
place such term appears and inserting ‘‘pro- 
posed order’’; 

(II) by striking “paragraph (2) and after” and 
inserting “paragraph (2),’’; 

(III) by inserting “and a meeting of a device 
classification panel described in section 513(b),”’ 
after ‘‘such proposed regulation and findings,’’; 

(IV) by striking ‘‘(A) promulgate such regula- 
tion” and inserting ‘‘(A) issue an administrative 
order under paragraph (1)’’; 

(V) by striking “paragraph (2)(A)(ii)’’ and in- 
serting “paragraph (2)(B)’’; and 

(VI) by striking “promulgation of the regula- 
tion” and inserting ‘‘issuance of the administra- 
tive order”; and 

(iv) by striking paragraph (4); and 

(C) in subsection (i)— 

(i) in paragraph (2)— 

(I) in the matter preceding subparagraph 
(A)— 

(aa) by striking ‘‘December 1, 1995” and in- 
serting “the date that is 2 years after the date 
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of enactment of the Food and Drug Administra- 
tion Safety and Innovation Act’’; and 

(bb) by striking “publish a regulation in the 
Federal Register” and inserting ‘‘issue an ad- 
ministrative order following publication of a 
proposed order in the Federal Register, a meet- 
ing of a device classification panel described in 
section 513(b), and consideration of comments 
from all affected stakeholders, including pa- 
tients, payors, and providers, notwithstanding 
subchapter II of chapter 5 of title 5, United 
States Code,’’; 

(II) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘‘final 
regulation has been promulgated under section 
515(b)”’ and inserting ‘‘administrative order has 
been issued under subsection (b) (or no regula- 
tion has been promulgated under such sub- 
section prior to the date of enactment of the 
Food and Drug Administration Safety and In- 
novation Act)’’; 

(III) in the matter following subparagraph 
(B), by striking ‘‘regulation requires” and in- 
serting “administrative order issued under this 
paragraph requires”; and 

(IV) by striking the third and fourth sen- 
tences; and 

(ii) in paragraph (3)— 

(I) by striking ‘regulation requiring” each 
place such term appears and inserting ‘‘order 
requiring’; and 

(II) by striking ‘‘promulgation of a section 
515(b) regulation” and inserting ‘“‘issuance of an 
administrative order under subsection (b)’’. 

(2) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND- 
MENTS.—Section 501(f) (21 U.S.C. 351(f)) is 
amended— 

(A) in subparagraph (1)(A)— 

(i) in subclause (i), by striking “a regulation 
promulgated” and inserting “an order issued’’; 
and 

(ii) in subclause (ii), by striking ‘‘promulga- 
tion of such regulation”? and inserting 
“issuance of such order’’; 

(B) in subparagraph (2)(B)— 

(i) by striking “a regulation promulgated” 
and inserting ‘‘an order issued’’; and 

(ii) by striking ‘‘promulgation of such regula- 
tion” and inserting ‘‘issuance of such order”; 
and 

(C) by adding at the end the following: 

“(3) In the case of a device with respect to 
which a regulation was promulgated under sec- 
tion 515(b) prior to the date of enactment of the 
Food and Drug Administration Safety and In- 
novation Act, a reference in this subsection to 
an order issued under section 515(b) shall be 
deemed to include such regulation.’’. 

(3) APPROVAL BY REGULATION PRIOR TO THE 
DATE OF ENACTMENT OF THIS ACT.—The amend- 
ments made by this subsection shall have no ef- 
fect on a regulation that was promulgated prior 
to the date of enactment of this Act requiring 
that a device have an approval under section 
515 of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act 
(21 U.S.C. 360e) of an application for premarket 
approval. 

(c) REPORTING.—The Secretary of Health and 
Human Services shall annually post on the 
Internet Web site of the Food and Drug Admin- 
istration— 

(1) the number and type of class I and class II 
devices reclassified as class II or class III in the 
previous calendar year under section 513(e)(1) of 
the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act (21 
U.S.C. 360c(e)(1)); 

(2) the number and type of class II and class 
III devices reclassified as class I or class II in 
the previous calendar year under such section 
513(e)(1); and 

(3) the number and type of devices reclassified 
in the previous calendar year under section 515 
of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act (21 
U.S.C. 360e). 
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SEC. 609. HARMONIZATION OF DEVICE PRE- 
MARKET REVIEW, INSPECTION, AND 
LABELING SYMBOLS. 

Paragraph (4) of section 803(c) (21 U.S.C. 
383(c)) is amended to read as follows: 

“(4) With respect to devices, the Secretary 
may, when appropriate, enter into arrangements 
with nations regarding methods and approaches 
to harmonizing regulatory requirements for ac- 
tivities, including inspections and common 
international labeling symbols.’’. 

SEC. 610. PARTICIPATION IN INTERNATIONAL 
FORA. 


Paragraph (3) of section 803(c) (21 U.S.C. 
383(c)) is amended— 

(1) by striking “(3)” and inserting ‘‘(3)(A)”’; 
and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

“(B) In carrying out subparagraph (A), the 
Secretary may participate in appropriate fora, 
including the International Medical Device Reg- 
ulators Forum, and may— 

“(i) provide guidance to such fora on strate- 
gies, policies, directions, membership, and other 
activities of a forum as appropriate; 

“(ii) to the extent appropriate, solicit, review, 
and consider comments from industry, aca- 
demia, health care professionals, and patient 
groups regarding the activities of such fora; and 

“(iii) to the extent appropriate, inform the 
public of the Secretary’s activities within such 
fora, and share with the public any documenta- 
tion relating to a forum’s strategies, policies, 
and other activities of such fora.’’. 

SEC. 611. REAUTHORIZATION OF THIRD-PARTY 
REVIEW. 

(a) PERIODIC REACCREDITATION.—Section 
523(b)(2) (21 U.S.C. 360m(b)(2)) is amended by 
adding at the end of the following: 

‘“(E) PERIODIC REACCREDITATION.— 

“(i) PERIOD.—Subject to suspension or with- 
drawal under subparagraph (B), any accredita- 
tion under this section shall be valid for a pe- 
riod of 3 years after its issuance. 

“(it) RESPONSE TO REACCREDITATION RE- 
QUEST.—Upon the submission of a request by an 
accredited person for reaccreditation under this 
section, the Secretary shall approve or deny 
such request not later than 60 days after receipt 
of the request. 

“(iii) CRITERIA.—Not later than 120 days after 
the date of the enactment of this subparagraph, 
the Secretary shall establish and publish in the 
Federal Register criteria to reaccredit or deny 
reaccreditation to persons under this section. 
The reaccreditation of persons under this sec- 
tion shall specify the particular activities under 
subsection (a), and the devices, for which such 
persons are reaccredited.’’. 

(b) DURATION OF AUTHORITY.—Section 523(c) 
(21 U.S.C. 360m(c)) is amended by striking ‘‘Oc- 
tober 1, 2012” and inserting ‘‘October 1, 2017”. 
SEC. 612. REAUTHORIZATION OF THIRD-PARTY 

INSPECTION. 

Section 704(g)(11) (21 U.S.C. 374(g)(11)) is 
amended by striking ‘‘October 1, 2012” and in- 
serting ‘‘October 1, 2017”. 

SEC. 613. HUMANITARIAN DEVICE EXEMPTIONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 520(m) (21 U.S.C. 
360j(m)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (6)— 

(A) in subparagraph (A)— 

(i) by striking clause (i) and inserting the fol- 
lowing: 

“(i) The device with respect to which the ex- 
emption is granted— 

“(I) is intended for the treatment or diagnosis 
of a disease or condition that occurs in pediatric 
patients or in a pediatric subpopulation, and 
such device is labeled for use in pediatric pa- 
tients or in a pediatric subpopulation in which 
the disease or condition occurs; or 

“(II) is intended for the treatment or diag- 
nosis of a disease or condition that does not 
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occur in pediatric patients or that occurs in pe- 
diatric patients in such numbers that the devel- 
opment of the device for such patients is impos- 
sible, highly impracticable, or unsafe.’’; and 

(ii) by striking clause (ii) and inserting the 
following: 

“(ii) During any calendar year, the number of 
such devices distributed during that year under 
each exemption granted under this subsection 
does not exceed the annual distribution number 
for such device. In this paragraph, the term ‘an- 
nual distribution number’ means the number of 
such devices reasonably needed to treat, diag- 
nose, or cure a population of 4,000 individuals 
in the United States. The Secretary shall deter- 
mine the annual distribution number when the 
Secretary grants such exemption.’’; and 

(B) by amending subparagraph (C) to read as 
follows: 

“(C) A person may petition the Secretary to 
modify the annual distribution number deter- 
mined by the Secretary under subparagraph 
(A)(ii) with respect to a device if additional in- 
formation arises, and the Secretary may modify 
such annual distribution number.’’; 

(2) in paragraph (7), by striking ‘‘regarding a 
device” and inserting ‘‘regarding a device de- 
scribed in paragraph (6)(A)(i)(I1)’’; and 

(3) in paragraph (8), by striking “of all de- 
vices described in paragraph (6)’’ and inserting 
“of all devices described in paragraph 
6X A4”. 

(b) APPLICABILITY TO EXISTING DEVICES.—A 
sponsor of a device for which an exemption was 
approved under paragraph (2) of section 520(m) 
of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act (21 
U.S.C. 360j(m)) before the date of enactment of 
this Act may seek a determination under sub- 
clause (I) or (II) of section 520(m)(6)(A)(i) (as 
amended by subsection (a)). If the Secretary of 
Health and Human Services determines that 
such subclause (I) or (II) applies with respect to 
a device, clauses (ii), (iii), and (iv) of subpara- 
graph (A) and subparagraphs (B), (C), (D), and 
(E) of paragraph (6) of such section 520(m) shall 
apply to such device, and the Secretary shall de- 
termine the annual distribution number for pur- 
poses of clause (ii) of such subparagraph (A) 
when making the determination under this sub- 
section. 

SEC. 614. UNIQUE DEVICE IDENTIFIER. 

Section 519(f) (21 U.S.C. 360i(f)) is amended— 

(1) by striking “The Secretary shall promul- 
gate” and inserting ‘‘Not later than December 
31, 2012, the Secretary shall issue proposed’’; 
and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: “The 
Secretary shall finalize the proposed regulations 
not later than 6 months after the close of the 
comment period and shall implement the final 
regulations with respect to devices that are 
implantable, life-saving, and life sustaining not 
later than 2 years after the regulations are fi- 
nalized, taking into account patient access to 
medical devices and therapies.’’. 

SEC. 615. SENTINEL. 

Section 519 (21 U.S.C. 360i) is amended by 
adding at the end the following: 

“(h) INCLUSION OF DEVICES IN THE 
POSTMARKET RISK IDENTIFICATION AND ANAL- 
YSIS SYSTEM.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.— 

“(A) APPLICATION TO DEVICES.—The Secretary 
shall amend the procedures established and 
maintained under clauses (i), (ii), (tii), and (v) 
of section 505(k)(3)(C) in order to expand the 
postmarket risk identification and analysis sys- 
tem established under such section to include 
and apply to devices. 

“(B) EXCEPTION.—Subclause (II) of clause (i) 
of section 505(k)(3)(C) shall not apply to devices. 

“(C) CLARIFICATION.—With respect to devices, 
the private sector health-related electronic data 
provided under section 505(k)(3)(C)(i)(IID)(bb) 
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may include medical device utilization data, 
health insurance claims data, and procedure 
and device registries. 

“(2) DATA.—In expanding the system as de- 
scribed in paragraph (1)(A), the Secretary shall 
use relevant data with respect to devices cleared 
under section 510(k) or approved under section 
515, including claims data, patient survey data, 
and any other data deemed appropriate by the 
Secretary. 

“(3) STAKEHOLDER INPUT.—To help ensure ef- 
fective implementation of the system as de- 
scribed in paragraph (1) with respect to devices, 
the Secretary shall engage outside stakeholders 
in development of the system, and gather infor- 
mation from outside stakeholders regarding the 
content of an effective sentinel program, 
through a public hearing, advisory committee 
meeting, maintenance of a public docket, or 
other similar public measures. 

“(4) VOLUNTARY SURVEYS.—Chapter 35 of title 
44, United States Code, shall not apply to the 
collection of voluntary information from health 
care providers, such as voluntary surveys or 
questionnaires, initiated by the Secretary for 
purposes of postmarket risk identification, miti- 
gation, and analysis for devices.’’. 

SEC. 616. POSTMARKET SURVEILLANCE. 

Section 522 (21 U.S.C. 3601) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)(1)(A), in the matter pre- 
ceding clause (i), by inserting ‘‘, at the time of 
approval or clearance of a device or at any time 
thereafter,” after “by order”; and 

(2) in subsection (b)(1), by inserting “The 
manufacturer shall commence surveillance 
under this section not later than 15 months after 
the day on which the Secretary issues an order 
under this section.” after the second sentence. 
SEC. 617. CUSTOM DEVICES. 

Section 520(b) (21 U.S.C. 360j(b)) is amended to 
read as follows: 

““(b) CUSTOM DEVICES.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The requirements of sec- 
tions 514 and 515 shall not apply to a device 
that— 

“(A) is created or modified in order to comply 
with the order of an individual physician or 
dentist (or any other specially qualified person 
designated under regulations promulgated by 
the Secretary after an opportunity for an oral 
hearing); 

“(B) in order to comply with an order de- 
scribed in subparagraph (A), necessarily devi- 
ates from an otherwise applicable performance 
standard under section 514 or requirement under 
section 515; 

“(C) is not generally available in the United 
States in finished form through labeling or ad- 
vertising by the manufacturer, importer, or dis- 
tributor for commercial distribution; 

“(D) is designed to treat a unique pathology 
or physiological condition that no other device 
is domestically available to treat; 

“(E)(i) is intended to meet the special needs of 
such physician or dentist (or other specially 
qualified person so designated) in the course of 
the professional practice of such physician or 
dentist (or other specially qualified person so 
designated); or 

“(ii) is intended for use by an individual pa- 
tient named in such order of such physician or 
dentist (or other specially qualified person so 
designated); 

“(F) is assembled from components or manu- 
factured and finished on a case-by-case basis to 
accommodate the unique needs of individuals 
described in clause (i) or (ii) of subparagraph 
(E); and 

“(G) may have common, standardized design 
characteristics, chemical and material composi- 
tions, and manufacturing processes as commer- 
cially distributed devices. 

“(2) LIMITATIONS.—Paragraph (1) shall apply 
to a device only if— 
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“(A) such device is for the purpose of treating 
a sufficiently rare condition, such that con- 
ducting clinical investigations on such device 
would be impractical; 

“(B) production of such device under para- 
graph (1) is limited to no more than 5 units per 
year of a particular device type, provided that 
such replication otherwise complies with this 
section; and 

“(C) the manufacturer of such device notifies 
the Secretary on an annual basis, in a manner 
prescribed by the Secretary, of the manufacture 
of such device. 

“(3) GUIDANCE.—Not later than 2 years after 
the date of enactment of this section, the Sec- 
retary shall issue final guidance on replication 
of multiple devices described in paragraph 
(2)(B).”’. 

SEC. 618. HEALTH INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY. 

(a) REPORT.—Not later than 18 months after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary 
of Health and Human Services (referred to in 
this section as the ‘‘Secretary’’), acting through 
the Commissioner of Food and Drugs, and in 
consultation with the National Coordinator for 
Health Information Technology and the Chair- 
man of the Federal Communications Commis- 
sion, shall post on the Internet Web sites of the 
Food and Drug Administration, the Federal 
Communications Commission, and the Office of 
the National Coordinator for Health Informa- 
tion Technology, a report that contains a pro- 
posed strategy and recommendations on an ap- 
propriate, risk-based regulatory framework per- 
taining to health information technology, in- 
cluding mobile medical applications, that pro- 
motes innovation, protects patient safety, and 
avoids regulatory duplication. 

(b) WORKING GROUP.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—In carrying out subsection 
(a), the Secretary may convene a working group 
of external stakeholders and experts to provide 
appropriate input on the strategy and rec- 
ommendations required for the report under sub- 
section (a). 

(2) REPRESENTATIVES.—If the Secretary con- 
venes the working group under paragraph (1), 
the Secretary, in consultation with the Commis- 
sioner of Food and Drugs, the National Coordi- 
nator for Health Information Technology, and 
the Chairman of the Federal Communications 
Commission, shall determine the number of rep- 
resentatives participating in the working group, 
and shall, to the extent practicable, ensure that 
the working group is geographically diverse and 
includes representatives of patients, consumers, 
health care providers, startup companies, health 
plans or other third-party payers, venture cap- 
ital investors, information technology vendors, 
health information technology vendors, small 
businesses, purchasers, employers, and other 
stakeholders with relevant expertise, as deter- 
mined by the Secretary. 

SEC. 619. GOOD GUIDANCE PRACTICES RELATING 
TO DEVICES. 

Subparagraph (C) of section 701(h)(1) (21 
U.S.C. 371(h)(1)) is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘(C) For guidance documents” 
and inserting ‘‘(C)(i) For guidance documents’’; 
and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

“(ii) With respect to devices, if a notice to in- 
dustry guidance letter, a notice to industry ad- 
visory letter, or any similar notice sets forth ini- 
tial interpretations of a regulation or policy or 
sets forth changes in interpretation or policy, 
such notice shall be treated as a guidance docu- 
ment for purposes of this subparagraph.’’. 

SEC. 620. PEDIATRIC DEVICE CONSORTIA. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 305(e) of Pediatric 
Medical Device Safety and Improvement Act 
(Public Law 110-85; 42 U.S.C. 282 note)) is 
amended by striking ‘‘$6,000,000 for each of fis- 
cal years 2008 through 2012” and inserting 
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“$5,250,000 for each of fiscal years 2013 through 
2017”. 

(b) FINAL RULE RELATING TO TRACKING OF PE- 
DIATRIC USES OF DEVICES.—The Secretary of 
Health and Human Services shall issue— 

(1) a proposed rule implementing section 
515A(a)(2) of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cos- 
metic Act (21 U.S.C. 360e-1(a)(2)) not later than 
December 31, 2012; and 

(2) a final rule implementing such section not 
later than December 31, 2013. 

TITLE VII—DRUG SUPPLY CHAIN 
SEC. 701. REGISTRATION OF DOMESTIC DRUG ES- 
TABLISHMENTS. 

Section 510 (21 U.S.C. 360) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (b)— 

(A) in paragraph (1), by striking “On or be- 
fore” and all that follows through the period at 
the end and inserting the following: ‘‘During 
the period beginning on October 1 and ending 
on December 31 of each year, every person who 
owns or operates any establishment in any State 
engaged in the manufacture, preparation, prop- 
agation, compounding, or processing of a drug 
or drugs shall register with the Secretary the 
name of such person, places of business of such 
person, all such establishments, the unique fa- 
cility identifier of each such establishment, and 
a point of contact e-mail address.; and 

(B) by adding at the end the following: 

“(3) The Secretary shall specify the unique fa- 
cility identifier system that shall be used by reg- 
istrants under paragraph (1). The requirement 
to include a unique facility identifier in a reg- 
istration under paragraph (1) shall not apply 
until the date that the identifier system is speci- 
fied by the Secretary under the preceding sen- 
tence.’’; and 

(2) in subsection (c), by striking ‘‘with the 
Secretary his name, place of business, and such 
establishment” and inserting ‘‘with the Sec- 
retary— 

“(1) with respect to drugs, the information de- 
scribed under subsection (b)(1); and 

“(2) with respect to devices, the information 
described under subsection (b)(2).’’. 

SEC. 702. REGISTRATION OF FOREIGN ESTAB- 
LISHMENTS. 

(a) ENFORCEMENT OF REGISTRATION OF FOR- 
EIGN ESTABLISHMENTS.—Section 502(0) (21 
U.S.C. 352(0)) is amended by striking “in any 
State”. 

(b) REGISTRATION OF FOREIGN DRUG ESTAB- 
LISHMENTS.—Section 510(i) (U.S.C. 360(i)) is 
amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1)— 

(A) by amending the matter preceding sub- 
paragraph (A) to read as follows: “Every person 
who owns or operates any establishment within 
any foreign country engaged in the manufac- 
ture, preparation, propagation, compounding, 
or processing of a drug or device that is im- 
ported or offered for import into the United 
States shall, through electronic means in ac- 
cordance with the criteria of the Secretary—’’; 

(B) by amending subparagraph (A) to read as 
follows: 

“(A) upon first engaging in any such activity, 
immediately submit a registration to the Sec- 
retary that includes— 

“(i) with respect to drugs, the name and place 
of business of such person, all such establish- 
ments, the unique facility identifier of each such 
establishment, a point of contact e-mail address, 
the name of the United States agent of each 
such establishment, the name of each importer 
of such drug in the United States that is known 
to the establishment, and the name of each per- 
son who imports or offers for import such drug 
to the United States for purposes of importation; 
and 

“(ii) with respect to devices, the name and 
place of business of the establishment, the name 
of the United States agent for the establishment, 
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the name of each importer of such device in the 
United States that is known to the establish- 
ment, and the name of each person who imports 
or offers for import such device to the United 
States for purposes of importation; and’’; and 

(C) by amending subparagraph (B) to read as 
follows: 

“(B) each establishment subject to the require- 
ments of subparagraph (A) shall thereafter reg- 
ister with the Secretary during the period begin- 
ning on October 1 and ending on December 31 of 
each year.’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

“(4) The Secretary shall specify the unique fa- 
cility identifier system that shall be used by reg- 
istrants under paragraph (1) with respect to 
drugs. The requirement to include a unique fa- 
cility identifier in a registration under para- 
graph (1) with respect to drugs shall not apply 
until the date that the identifier system is speci- 
fied by the Secretary under the preceding sen- 
tence.’’. 

SEC. 703. IDENTIFICATION OF DRUG EXCIPIENT 
INFORMATION WITH PRODUCT LIST- 
ING. 

Section 510(j) (21 U.S.C. 360(7)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1)— 

(A) in subparagraph (C), by striking ‘‘; 
and inserting a semicolon; 

(B) in subparagraph (D), by striking the pe- 
riod at the end and inserting ‘‘; and”; and 

(C) by adding at the end the following: 

“(E) in the case of a drug contained in the ap- 
plicable list, the name and place of business of 
each manufacturer of an excipient of the listed 
drug with which the person listing the drug con- 
ducts business, including all establishments 
used in the production of such excipient, the 
unique facility identifier of each such establish- 
ment, and a point of contact e-mail address for 
each such excipient manufacturer.’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

“(4) The Secretary shall require persons sub- 
ject to this subsection to use, for purposes of this 
subsection, the unique facility identifier systems 
specified under subsections (b)(3) and (i)(4) with 
respect to drugs. Such requirement shall not 
apply until the date that the identifier system 
under subsection (b)(3) or (i)(4), as applicable, is 
specified by the Secretary.’’. 

SEC. 704. ELECTRONIC SYSTEM FOR REGISTRA- 
TION AND LISTING. 

Section 510(p) (21 U.S.C. 360(p)) is amended— 

(1) by striking “‘(p) Registrations and listings” 
and inserting the following: 

“(p) ELECTRONIC REGISTRATION AND LIST- 
ING.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Registrations and listings”; 
and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

“(2) ELECTRONIC DATABASE.—Not later than 2 
years after the Secretary specifies a unique fa- 
cility identifier system under subsections (b) and 
(i), the Secretary shall maintain an electronic 
database, which shall not be subject to inspec- 
tion under subsection (f), populated with the in- 
formation submitted as described under para- 
graph (1) that— 

“(A) enables personnel of the Food and Drug 
Administration to search the database by any 
field of information submitted in a registration 
described under paragraph (1), or combination 
of such fields; and 

“(B) uses the unique facility identifier system 
to link with other relevant databases within the 
Food and Drug Administration, including the 
database for submission of information under 
section 801(r). 

“(3) RISK-BASED INFORMATION AND COORDINA- 
TION.—The Secretary shall ensure the accuracy 
and coordination of relevant Food and Drug 
Administration databases in order to identify 
and inform risk-based inspections under section 
510(h).”’. 
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SEC. 705. RISK-BASED INSPECTION FREQUENCY. 

Section 510(h) (21 U.S.C. 360(h)) is amended to 
read as follows: 

“(h) INSPECTIONS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Every establishment that is 
required to be registered with the Secretary 
under this section shall be subject to inspection 
pursuant to section 704. 

‘“(2) BIENNIAL INSPECTIONS FOR DEVICES.— 
Every establishment described in paragraph (1), 
in any State, that is engaged in the manufac- 
ture, propagation, compounding, or processing 
of a device or devices classified in class II or III 
shall be so inspected by one or more officers or 
employees duly designated by the Secretary, or 
by persons accredited to conduct inspections 
under section 704(g), at least once in the 2-year 
period beginning with the date of registration of 
such establishment pursuant to this section and 
at least once in every successive 2-year period 
thereafter. 

(3) RISK-BASED SCHEDULE FOR DRUGS.—The 
Secretary, acting through one or more officers or 
employees duly designated by the Secretary, 
shall inspect establishments described in para- 
graph (1) that are engaged in the manufacture, 
preparation, propagation, compounding, or 
processing of a drug or drugs (referred to in this 
subsection as ‘drug establishments’) in accord- 
ance with a risk-based schedule established by 
the Secretary. 

“(4) RISK FACTORS.—In establishing the risk- 
based scheduled under paragraph (3), the Sec- 
retary shall inspect establishments according to 
the known safety risks of such establishments, 
which shall be based on the following factors: 

“(A) The compliance history of the establish- 
ment. 

“(B) The record, history, and nature of recalls 
linked to the establishment. 

“(C) The inherent risk of the drug manufac- 
tured, prepared, propagated, compounded, or 
processed at the establishment. 

(D) The inspection frequency and history of 
the establishment, including whether the estab- 
lishment has been inspected pursuant to section 
704 within the last 4 years. 

“(E) Whether the establishment has been in- 
spected by a foreign government or an agency of 
a foreign government recognized under section 
809. 

“(F) Any other criteria deemed necessary and 
appropriate by the Secretary for purposes of al- 
locating inspection resources. 

“(5) EFFECT OF STATUS.—In determining the 
risk associated with an establishment for pur- 
poses of establishing a risk-based schedule 
under paragraph (3), the Secretary shall not 
consider whether the drugs manufactured, pre- 
pared, propagated, compounded, or processed by 
such establishment are drugs described in sec- 
tion 503(b). 

“(6) ANNUAL REPORT ON INSPECTIONS OF ES- 
TABLISHMENTS.—Beginning in 2014, not later 
than February 1 of each year, the Secretary 
shall make available on the Internet Web site of 
the Food and Drug Administration a report re- 
garding— 

“(A)(i) the number of domestic and foreign es- 
tablishments registered pursuant to this section 
in the previous fiscal year; and 

“(ii) the number of such domestic establish- 
ments and the number of such foreign establish- 
ments that the Secretary inspected in the pre- 
vious fiscal year; 

“(B) with respect to establishments that man- 
ufacture, prepare, propagate, compound, or 
process an active ingredient of a drug, a fin- 
ished drug product, or an excipient of a drug, 
the number of each such type of establishment; 
and 

“(C) the percentage of the budget of the Food 
and Drug Administration used to fund the in- 
spections described under subparagraph (A).’’. 
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SEC. 706. RECORDS FOR INSPECTION. 

Section 704(a) (21 U.S.C. 374(a)) is amended by 
adding at the end the following: 

“(4)(A) Any records or other information that 
the Secretary may inspect under this section 
from a person that owns or operates an estab- 
lishment that is engaged in the manufacture, 
preparation, propagation, compounding, or 
processing of a drug shall, upon the request of 
the Secretary, be provided to the Secretary by 
such person, in advance of or in lieu of an in- 
spection, within a reasonable timeframe, within 
reasonable limits, and in a reasonable manner, 
and in either electronic or physical form, at the 
expense of such person. The Secretary’s request 
shall include a sufficient description of the 
records requested. 

“(B) Upon receipt of the records requested 
under subparagraph (A), the Secretary shall 
provide to the person confirmation of receipt. 

“(C) Nothing in this paragraph supplants the 
authority of the Secretary to conduct inspec- 
tions otherwise permitted under this Act in 
order to ensure compliance with this Act.’’. 

SEC. 707. PROHIBITION AGAINST DELAYING, DE- 
NYING, LIMITING, OR REFUSING IN- 
SPECTION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 501 (21 U.S.C. 351) is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

“) If it is a drug and it has been manufac- 
tured, processed, packed, or held in any factory, 
warehouse, or establishment and the owner, op- 
erator, or agent of such factory, warehouse, or 
establishment delays, denies, or limits an inspec- 
tion, or refuses to permit entry or inspection.’’. 

(b) GUIDANCE.—Not later than 1 year after the 
date of enactment of this section, the Secretary 
of Health and Human Services shall issue guid- 
ance that defines the circumstances that would 
constitute delaying, denying, or limiting inspec- 
tion, or refusing to permit entry or inspection, 
for purposes of section 501(j) of the Federal 
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act (as added by sub- 
section (a)). 

SEC. 708. DESTRUCTION OF ADULTERATED, MIS- 
BRANDED, OR COUNTERFEIT DRUGS 
OFFERED FOR IMPORT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The sixth sentence of sec- 
tion 801(a) (21 U.S.C. 381(a)) is amended by in- 
serting before the period at the end the fol- 
lowing: ‘‘, except that the Secretary of Health 
and Human Services may destroy, without the 
opportunity for export, any drug refused admis- 
sion under this section, if such drug is valued at 
an amount that is $2,500 or less (or such higher 
amount as the Secretary of the Treasury may 
set by regulation pursuant to section 498(a)(1) of 
the Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 1498(a)(1)) and 
was not brought into compliance as described 
under subsection (b).’’. 

(b) NOTICE.—Subsection (a) of section 801 (21 
U.S.C. 381), as amended by subsection (a), is 
further amended by inserting after the sixth 
sentence the following: “The Secretary of 
Health and Human Services shall issue regula- 
tions providing for notice and an opportunity to 
appear before the Secretary of Health and 
Human Services and introduce testimony, as de- 
scribed in the first sentence of this subsection, 
on destruction of a drug under the sixth sen- 
tence of this subsection. The regulations shall 
provide that prior to destruction, appropriate 
due process is available to the owner or con- 
signee seeking to challenge the decision to de- 
stroy the drug. Where the Secretary of Health 
and Human Services provides notice and an op- 
portunity to appear and introduce testimony on 
the destruction of a drug, the Secretary of 
Health and Human Services shall store and, as 
applicable, dispose of the drug after the 
issuance of the notice, except that the owner 
and consignee shall remain liable for costs pur- 
suant to subsection (c). Such process may be 
combined with the notice and opportunity to ap- 
pear before the Secretary and introduce testi- 
mony, as described in the first sentence of this 
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subsection, as long as appropriate notice is pro- 
vided to the owner or consignee.’’. 

(c) APPLICABILITY.—The amendment made by 
subsection (a) shall apply beginning on the ef- 
fective date of the regulations promulgated pur- 
suant to the amendment made by subsection (b). 

(d) REGULATIONS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 2 years after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary 
of Health and Human Services shall adopt final 
regulations implementing the amendments made 
this section. 

(2) PROCEDURE.—In promulgating a regula- 
tion implementing the amendments made by this 
section, the Secretary of Health and Human 
Services shall— 

(A) issue a notice of proposed rulemaking that 
includes a copy of the proposed regulation; 

(B) provide a period of not less than 60 days 
for comments on the proposed regulation; and 

(C) publish the final regulation not less than 
30 days before the effective date of the regula- 
tion. 

(3) RESTRICTIONS.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, the Secretary of Health 
and Human Services shall promulgate regula- 
tions implementing the amendments made by 
this section only as described in paragraph (2). 
SEC. 709. ADMINISTRATIVE DETENTION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 304(g) (21 U.S.C. 
335a(g)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1), by inserting 
after ‘‘device’’, each place it appears; 

(2) in paragraph (2)(A), by inserting “, drug,’ 
after ‘‘(B), a device”; and 

(3) in paragraph (2)(B), by inserting 
drug” after “device” each place it appears. 

(b) REGULATIONS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 2 years after 
the date of the enactment of this Act, the Sec- 
retary of Health and Human Services shall pro- 
mulgate regulations in accordance with section 
304(i) of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic 
Act, as added by paragraph (2) of this sub- 
section, to implement administrative detention 
authority with respect to drugs, as authorized 
by the amendments made by subsection (a). Be- 
fore promulgating such regulations, the Sec- 
retary shall consult with stakeholders, includ- 
ing manufacturers of drugs. 

(2) IN GENERAL.—Section 304 (21 U.S.C. 334) is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

““(i) PROCEDURES FOR PROMULGATING REGULA- 
TIONS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—In promulgating a regula- 
tion implementing this section, the Secretary 
shall— 

“(A) issue a notice of proposed rulemaking 
that includes the proposed regulation; 

“(B) provide a period of not less than 60 days 
for comments on the proposed regulation; and 

“(C) publish the final regulation not less than 
30 days before the regulation’s effective date. 

“(2)  RESTRICTIONS.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of Federal law, in implementing 
this section, the Secretary shall only promulgate 
regulations as described in paragraph (1).’’. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made 
by subsection (a) shall not take effect until the 
Secretary has issued a final regulation under 
subsection (b). 

SEC. 710. EXCHANGE OF INFORMATION. 

Section 708 (21 U.S.C. 379) is amended— 

(1) by striking “CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION” 
and all that follows through “The Secretary 
may provide” and inserting the following: 

“SEC. 708. CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION. 

“(a) CONTRACTORS.—The Secretary may pro- 
vide”; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

“(b) ABILITY TO RECEIVE AND PROTECT CON- 
FIDENTIAL INFORMATION OBTAINED FROM FOR- 
EIGN GOVERNMENTS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall not be 
required to disclose under section 552 of title 5, 
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United States Code (commonly referred to as the 
‘Freedom of Information Act’), or any other pro- 
vision of law, any information relating to drugs 
obtained from a foreign government agency, if— 

“(A) the information concerns the inspection 
of a facility, is part of an investigation, alerts 
the United States to the potential need for an 
investigation, or concerns a drug that has a rea- 
sonable probability of causing serious adverse 
health consequences or death to humans or ani- 
mals; 

(B) the information is provided or made 
available to the United States Government vol- 
untarily on the condition that it not be released 
to the public; and 

“(C) the information is covered by, and sub- 
ject to, a written agreement between the Sec- 
retary and the foreign government. 

“(2) TIME LIMITATIONS.—The written agree- 
ment described in paragraph (1)(C) shall specify 
the time period for which paragraph (1) shall 
apply to the voluntarily disclosed information. 
Paragraph (1) shall not apply with respect to 
such information after the date specified in such 
agreement, but all other applicable legal protec- 
tions, including the provisions of section 552 of 
title 5, United States Code, and section 
319L(e)(1) of the Public Health Service Act, as 
applicable, shall continue to apply to such in- 
formation. If no date is specified in the written 
agreement, paragraph (1) shall not apply with 
respect to such information for a period of more 
than 36 months. 

(3) DISCLOSURES NOT AFFECTED.—Nothing in 
this section authorizes any official to withhold, 
or to authorize the withholding of, information 
from Congress or information required to be dis- 
closed pursuant to an order of a court of the 
United States. 

“(4) RELATION TO OTHER LAW.—For purposes 
of section 552 of title 5, United States Code, this 
subsection shall be considered a statute de- 
scribed in subsection (b)(3)(B) of such section 
552. 

“(c) AUTHORITY TO ENTER INTO MEMORANDA 
OF UNDERSTANDING FOR PURPOSES OF INFORMA- 
TION EXCHANGE.—The Secretary may enter into 
written agreements to provide information ref- 
erenced in section 301(j) to foreign governments 
subject to the following criteria: 

“(1) CERTIFICATION.—The Secretary may enter 
into a written agreement to provide information 
under this subsection to a foreign government 
only if the Secretary has certified such govern- 
ment as having the authority and demonstrated 
ability to protect trade secret information from 
disclosure. Responsibility for this certification 
shall not be delegated to any officer or employee 
other than the Commissioner of Food and 
Drugs. 

“(2) WRITTEN AGREEMENT.—The written 
agreement to provide information to the foreign 
government under this subsection shall include 
a commitment by the foreign government to pro- 
tect information exchanged under this sub- 
section from disclosure unless and until the 
sponsor gives written permission for disclosure 
or the Secretary makes a declaration of a public 
health emergency pursuant to section 319 of the 
Public Health Service Act that is relevant to the 
information. 

(3) INFORMATION EXCHANGE.—The Secretary 
may provide to a foreign government that has 
been certified under paragraph (1) and that has 
executed a written agreement under paragraph 
(2) information referenced in section 301(j) in 
only the following circumstances: 

(A) Information concerning the inspection of 
a facility may be provided to a foreign govern- 
ment if— 

“(i) the Secretary reasonably believes, or the 
written agreement described in paragraph (2) es- 
tablishes, that the government has authority to 
otherwise obtain such information; and 
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“(ii) the written agreement executed under 
paragraph (2) limits the recipient’s use of the in- 
formation to the recipient’s civil regulatory pur- 
poses. 

“(B) Information not described in subpara- 
graph (A) may be provided as part of an inves- 
tigation, or to alert the foreign government to 
the potential need for an investigation, if the 
Secretary has reasonable grounds to believe that 
a drug has a reasonable probability of causing 
serious adverse health consequences or death to 
humans or animals. 

“(4) EFFECT OF SUBSECTION.—Nothing in this 
subsection affects the ability of the Secretary to 
enter into any written agreement authorized by 
other provisions of law to share confidential in- 
formation.’’. 

SEC. 711. ENHANCING THE SAFETY AND QUALITY 
OF THE DRUG SUPPLY. 

Section 501 (21 U.S.C. 351) is amended by add- 
ing at the end the following flush text: 

“For purposes of paragraph (a)(2)(B), the term 
‘current good manufacturing practice’ includes 
the implementation of oversight and controls 
over the manufacture of drugs to ensure quality, 
including managing the risk of and establishing 
the safety of raw materials, materials used in 
the manufacturing of drugs, and finished drug 
products.’’. 

SEC. 712. RECOGNITION OF FOREIGN GOVERN- 

MENT INSPECTIONS. 

Chapter VIII (21 U.S.C. 381 et seq.) is amend- 
ed by adding at the end the following: 

“SEC. 809. RECOGNITION OF FOREIGN GOVERN- 
MENT INSPECTIONS. 

“(a) INSPECTION.—The Secretary— 

“(1) may enter into arrangements and agree- 
ments with a foreign government or an agency 
of a foreign government to recognize the inspec- 
tion of foreign establishments registered under 
section 510(i) in order to facilitate risk-based in- 
spections in accordance with the schedule estab- 
lished in section 510(h)(3); 

“(2) may enter into arrangements and agree- 
ments with a foreign government or an agency 
of a foreign government under this section only 
with a foreign government or an agency of a 
foreign government that the Secretary has deter- 
mined as having the capability of conduction 
inspections that meet the applicable require- 
ments of this Act; and 

“(3) shall perform such reviews and audits of 
drug safety programs, systems, and standards of 
a foreign government or agency for the foreign 
government as the Secretary deems necessary to 
determine that the foreign government or agen- 
cy of the foreign government is capable of con- 
ducting inspections that meet the applicable re- 
quirements of this Act. 

“(b) RESULTS OF INSPECTION.—The results of 
inspections performed by a foreign government 
or an agency of a foreign government under this 
section may be used as— 

“(1) evidence of compliance with section 
501(a)(2)(B) or section 801(r); and 

“(2) for any other purposes as determined ap- 
propriate by the Secretary.’’. 

SEC. 713. STANDARDS FOR ADMISSION OF IM- 
PORTED DRUGS. 

Section 801 (21 U.S.C. 381) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (0), by striking “drug or”; 
and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

“(r)1) The Secretary may require, pursuant 
to the regulations promulgated under paragraph 
(4)(A), as a condition of granting admission to a 
drug imported or offered for import into the 
United States, that the importer electronically 
submit information demonstrating that the drug 
complies with applicable requirements of this 
Act. 

“(2) The information described under para- 
graph (1) may include— 

“(A) information demonstrating the regu- 
latory status of the drug, such as the new drug 


9498 


application, abbreviated new drug application, 
or investigational new drug or drug master file 
number; 

“(B) facility information, such as proof of reg- 
istration and the unique facility identifier; 

“(C) indication of compliance with current 
good manufacturing practice, testing results, 
certifications relating to satisfactory inspec- 
tions, and compliance with the country of ex- 
port regulations; and 

“(D) any other information deemed necessary 
and appropriate by the Secretary to assess com- 
pliance of the article being offered for import. 

“(3) Information requirements referred to in 
paragraph (2)(C) may, at the discretion of the 
Secretary, be satisfied— 

“(A) through representation by a foreign gov- 
ernment, if an inspection is conducted by a for- 
eign government using standards and practices 
as determined appropriate by the Secretary; 

“(B) through representation by a foreign gov- 
ernment or an agency of a foreign government 
recognized under section 809; or 

“(C) other appropriate documentation or evi- 
dence as described by the Secretary. 

“(4)(A) Not later than 18 months after the 
date of enactment of the Food and Drug Admin- 
istration Safety and Innovation Act, the Sec- 
retary shall adopt final regulations imple- 
menting this subsection. Such requirements 
shall be appropriate for the type of import, such 
as whether the drug is for import into the 
United States for use in preclinical research or 
in a Clinical investigation under an investiga- 
tional new drug exemption under 505(i). 

“(B) In promulgating the regulations under 
subparagraph (A), the Secretary— 

“(i) may, as appropriate, take into account 
differences among importers and types of im- 
ports, and, based on the level of risk posed by 
the imported drug, provide for expedited clear- 
ance for those importers that volunteer to par- 
ticipate in partnership programs for highly com- 
pliant companies and pass a review of internal 
controls, including sourcing of foreign manufac- 
turing inputs, and plant inspections; and 

“(it) shall— 

“(I) issue a notice of proposed rulemaking 
that includes the proposed regulation; 

“(II) provide a period of not less than 60 days 
for comments on the proposed regulation; and 

“(III) publish the final regulation not less 
than 30 days before the effective date of the reg- 
ulation. 

“(C) Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, the Secretary shall promulgate regulations 
implementing this subsection only as described 
in subparagraph (B).’’. 

SEC. 714. REGISTRATION OF COMMERCIAL IM- 
PORTERS. 

(a) PROHIBITIONS.—Section 301 (21 U.S.C. 331) 
is amended by adding at the end the following: 

“(aaa) The failure to register in accordance 
with section 801(s).’’. 

(b) REGISTRATION.—Section 801 (21 U.S.C. 
381), as amended by section 713 of this Act, is 
further amended by adding at the end the fol- 
lowing: 

“(s) REGISTRATION OF COMMERCIAL IMPORT- 
ERS.— 

“(1) REGISTRATION.—The Secretary shall re- 
quire a commercial importer of drugs— 

“(A) to be registered with the Secretary in a 
form and manner specified by the Secretary; 
and 

“(B) subject to paragraph (4), to submit, at 
the time of registration, a unique identifier for 
the principal place of business for which the im- 
porter is required to register under this sub- 
section. 

“(2) REGULATIONS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary, in consulta- 
tion with the Secretary of Homeland Security 
acting through U.S. Customs and Border Protec- 
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tion, shall promulgate regulations to establish 
good importer practices that specify the meas- 
ures an importer shall take to ensure imported 
drugs are in compliance with the requirements 
of this Act and the Public Health Service Act. 

“(B) PROCEDURE.—In promulgating a regula- 
tion under subparagraph (A), the Secretary 
shall— 

“(G) issue a notice of proposed rulemaking 
that includes the proposed regulation; 

“(ii) provide a period of not less than 60 days 
for comments on the proposed regulation; and 

“(iti) publish the final regulation not less 
than 30 days before the regulation’s effective 
date. 

(C) RESTRICTIONS.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of Federal law, in implementing 
this subsection, the Secretary shall only promul- 
gate regulations as described in subparagraph 
(B). 
(3) DISCONTINUANCE OF REGISTRATION.—The 
Secretary shall discontinue the registration of 
any commercial importer of drugs that fails to 
comply with the regulations promulgated under 
this subsection. 

“(4) UNIQUE FACILITY IDENTIFIER.—The Sec- 
retary shall specify the unique facility identifier 
system that shall be used by registrants under 
paragraph (1). The requirement to include a 
unique facility identifier in a registration under 
paragraph (1) shall not apply until the date 
that the identifier system is specified by the Sec- 
retary under the preceding sentence. 

“(5) EXEMPTIONS.—The Secretary, by notice 
in the Federal Register, may establish exemp- 
tions from the requirements of this subsection.’’. 

(c) MISBRANDING.—Section 502(0) (21 U.S.C. 
352) is amended by inserting “‘if it is a drug and 
was imported or offered for import by a commer- 
cial importer of drugs not duly registered under 
section 801(s),’’ after “not duly registered under 
section 510,’’. 

(d) REGULATIONS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 36 months 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary of Health and Human Services, in 
consultation with the Secretary of Homeland Se- 
curity acting through U.S. Customs and Border 
Protection, shall promulgate the regulations re- 
quired to carry out section 801(s) of the Federal 
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act, as added by sub- 
section (b). 

(2) PROCEDURES FOR PROMULGATING REGULA- 
TIONS.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—In promulgating a regula- 
tion under paragraph (1), the Secretary shall— 

(i) issue a notice of proposed rulemaking that 
includes the proposed regulation; 

(ii) provide a period of not less than 60 days 
for comments on the proposed regulation; and 

(iii) publish the final regulation not less than 
30 days before the regulation’s effective date. 

(B)  RESTRICTIONS.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of Federal law, in implementing 
section 801(s) of the Federal Food, Drug, and 
Cosmetic Act, as added by subsection (b), the 
Secretary shall promulgate regulations only as 
described in subparagraph (A). 

(3) EFFECTIVE DATE.—In establishing the ef- 
fective date of the regulations under paragraph 
(1), the Secretary of Health and Human Services 
shall, in consultation with the Secretary of 
Homeland Security acting through U.S. Customs 
and Border Protection, as determined appro- 
priate by the Secretary of Health and Human 
Services, provide a reasonable period of time for 
an importer of a drug to comply with good im- 
porter practices, taking into account differences 
among importers and types of imports, including 
based on the level of risk posed by the imported 
product. 

SEC. 715. NOTIFICATION. 

(a) PROHIBITED ACTS.—Section 301 (21 U.S.C. 

331), as amended by section 714 of this Act, is 
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further amended by adding at the end the fol- 
lowing: 

“(bbb) The failure to notify the Secretary in 
violation of section 568.’’. 

(b) NOTIFICATION.—Subchapter E of chapter V 
(21 U.S.C. 360bbb et seq.) is amended by adding 
at the end the following: 

“SEC. 568. NOTIFICATION. 

“(a) NOTIFICATION TO SECRETARY.—With re- 
spect to a drug, the Secretary may require noti- 
fication to the Secretary by a regulated person 
if the regulated person knows— 

“(1) that the use of such drug in the United 
States may result in serious injury or death; 

“(2) of a significant loss or known theft of 
such drug intended for use in the United States; 
or 

(3) that— 

“(A) such drug has been or is being counter- 
feited; and 

“(B)(i) the counterfeit product is in commerce 
in the United States or could be reasonably ex- 
pected to be introduced into commerce in the 
United States; or 

“(ii) such drug has been or is being imported 
into the United States or may reasonably be ex- 
pected to be offered for import into the United 
States. 

“(b) MANNER OF NOTIFICATION.—Notification 
under this section shall be made in such manner 
and by such means as the Secretary may specify 
by regulation or guidance. 

“(c) SAVINGS CLAUSE.—Nothing in this section 
shall be construed as limiting any other author- 
ity of the Secretary to require notifications re- 
lated to a drug under any other provision of this 
Act or the Public Health Service Act. 

“(d) DEFINITION.—In this section, the term 
‘regulated person’ means— 

“(1) a person who is required to register under 
section 510 or 801(s); 

“(2) a wholesale distributor of a drug product; 
or 

“(3) any other person that distributes drugs 
except a person that distributes drugs exclu- 
sively for retail sale.’’. 

SEC. 716. PROTECTION AGAINST INTENTIONAL 
ADULTERATION. 

Section 303(b) (21 U.S.C. 333(b)) is amended by 
adding at the end the following: 

“(7) Notwithstanding subsection (a)(2), any 
person that knowingly and intentionally adul- 
terates a drug such that the drug is adulterated 
under subsection (a)(1), (b), (c), or (d) of section 
501 and has a reasonable probability of causing 
serious adverse health consequences or death to 
humans or animals shall be imprisoned for not 
more than 20 years or fined not more than 
$1,000,000, or both.”’. 

SEC. 717. PENALTIES FOR COUNTERFEITING 
DRUGS. 

(a) COUNTERFEIT DRUG PENALTY ENHANCE- 
MENT.— 

(1) OFFENSE.—Section 2320(a) of title 168, 
United States Code, is amended— 

(A) by striking “or” at the end of paragraph 
(2); 

(B) by inserting “or” at the end of paragraph 
(3); 

(C) by inserting after paragraph (3) the fol- 
lowing: 

“(4) traffics in a counterfeit drug,’’; and 

(D) by striking “‘through (3)’’ and inserting 
“through (4)’’. 

(2) PENALTIES.—Section 2320(b)(3) of title 18, 
United States Code, is amended— 

(A) in the heading, by inserting ‘‘AND COUN- 
TERFEIT DRUGS” after “SERVICES”; and 

(B) by inserting ‘“‘or counterfeit drug” after 
“service”. 

(3) DEFINITION.—Section 2320(f) of title 18, 
United States Code, is amended— 

(A) by striking “and” at the end of paragraph 
(4); 
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(B) by striking the period at the end of para- 
graph (5) and inserting ‘‘; and’; and 

(C) by adding at the end the following: 

“(6) the term ‘counterfeit drug’ means a drug, 
as defined by section 201 of the Federal Food, 
Drug, and Cosmetic Act, that uses a counterfeit 
mark on or in connection with the drug.’’. 

(4) PRIORITY GIVEN TO CERTAIN INVESTIGA- 
TIONS AND PROSECUTIONS.—The Attorney Gen- 
eral shall give increased priority to efforts to in- 
vestigate and prosecute offenses under section 
2320 of title 18, United States Code, that involve 
counterfeit drugs. 

(b) SENTENCING COMMISSION DIRECTIVE.— 

(1) DIRECTIVE TO SENTENCING COMMISSION.— 
Pursuant to its authority under section 994(p) of 
title 28, United States Code, and in accordance 
with this subsection, the United States Sen- 
tencing Commission shall review and amend, if 
appropriate, its guidelines and its policy state- 
ments applicable to persons convicted of an of- 
fense described in section 2320(a)(4) of title 18, 
United States Code, as amended by subsection 
(a), in order to reflect the intent of Congress 
that such penalties be increased in comparison 
to those currently provided by the guidelines 
and policy statements. 

(2) REQUIREMENTS.—In carrying out this sub- 
section, the Commission shall— 

(A) ensure that the sentencing guidelines and 
policy statements reflect the intent of Congress 
that the guidelines and policy statements reflect 
the serious nature of the offenses described in 
paragraph (1) and the need for an effective de- 
terrent and appropriate punishment to prevent 
such offenses; 

(B) consider the extent to which the guide- 
lines may or may not appropriately account for 
the potential and actual harm to the public re- 
sulting from the offense; 

(C) assure reasonable consistency with other 
relevant directives and with other sentencing 
guidelines; 

(D) account for any additional aggravating or 
mitigating circumstances that might justify ex- 
ceptions to the generally applicable sentencing 
ranges; 

(E) make any necessary conforming changes 
to the sentencing guidelines; and 

(F) assure that the guidelines adequately meet 
the purposes of sentencing as set forth in section 
3553(a)(2) of title 18, United States Code. 

SEC. 718. EXTRATERRITORIAL JURISDICTION. 

Chapter III (21 U.S.C. 331 et seq.) is amended 
by adding at the end the following: 

“SEC. 311. EXTRATERRITORIAL JURISDICTION. 

“There is extraterritorial jurisdiction over any 
violation of this Act relating to any article regu- 
lated under this Act if such article was intended 
for import into the United States or if any act 
in furtherance of the violation was committed in 
the United States.’’. 


TITLE VIII—GENERATING ANTIBIOTIC 
INCENTIVES NOW 
SEC. 801. EXTENSION OF EXCLUSIVITY PERIOD 
FOR DRUGS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter V (21 U.S.C. 351 et 
seq.) is amended by inserting after section 505D 
the following: 

“SEC. 505E. EXTENSION OF EXCLUSIVITY PERIOD 
FOR NEW QUALIFIED INFECTIOUS 
DISEASE PRODUCTS. 

“(a) EXTENSION.—If the Secretary approves 
an application pursuant to section 505 for a 
drug that has been designated as a qualified in- 
fectious disease product under subsection (d), 
the 4- and 5-year periods described in sub- 
sections (c)(3)(E)(ti) and (j)(5)(F)(ii) of section 
505, the 3-year periods described in clauses (iti) 
and (iv) of subsection (c)(3)(E) and clauses (iii) 
and (iv) of subsection (j)(5)(F) of section 505, or 
the 7-year period described in section 527, as ap- 
plicable, shall be extended by 5 years. 
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“(b) RELATION TO PEDIATRIC EXCLUSIVITY.— 
Any extension under subsection (a) of a period 
shall be in addition to any extension of the pe- 
riod under section 505A with respect to the drug. 

“(c) LIMITATIONS.—Subsection (a) does not 
apply to the approval of— 

“(1) a supplement to an application under sec- 
tion 505(b) for any qualified infectious disease 
product for which an extension described in 
subsection (a) is in effect or has expired; 

“(2) a subsequent application filed with re- 
spect to a product approved under section 505 
for a change that results in a new indication, 
route of administration, dosing schedule, dosage 
form, delivery system, delivery device, or 
strength; or 

(3) a product that does not meet the defini- 
tion of a qualified infectious disease product 
under subsection (g) based upon its approved 
uses. 

“(d) DESIGNATION.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The manufacturer or spon- 
sor of a drug may request the Secretary to des- 
ignate a drug as a qualified infectious disease 
product at any time before the submission of an 
application under section 505(b) for such drug. 
The Secretary shall, not later than 60 days after 
the submission of such a request, determine 
whether the drug is a qualified infectious dis- 
ease product. 

“(2) LIMITATION.—Except as provided in para- 
graph (3), a designation under this subsection 
shall not be withdrawn for any reason, includ- 
ing modifications to the list of qualifying patho- 
gens under subsection (f)(2)(C). 

(3) REVOCATION OF DESIGNATION.—The Sec- 
retary may revoke a designation of a drug as a 
qualified infectious disease product if the Sec- 
retary finds that the request for such designa- 
tion contained an untrue statement of material 
fact. 

“(e) REGULATIONS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 2 years after 
the date of enactment of the Food and Drug Ad- 
ministration Safety and Innovation Act, the 
Secretary shall adopt final regulations imple- 
menting this section, including developing the 
list of qualifying pathogens described in sub- 
section (f). 

“(2) PROCEDURE.—In promulgating a regula- 
tion implementing this section, the Secretary 
shall— 

“(A) issue a notice of proposed rulemaking 
that includes the proposed regulation; 

“(B) provide a period of not less than 60 days 
for comments on the proposed regulation; and 

“(C) publish the final regulation not less than 
30 days before the effective date of the regula- 
tion. 

*(3) RESTRICTIONS.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, the Secretary shall pro- 
mulgate regulations implementing this section 
only as described in paragraph (2), except that 
the Secretary may issue interim guidance for 
sponsors seeking designation under subsection 
(d) prior to the promulgation of such regula- 
tions. 

“(4) DESIGNATION PRIOR TO REGULATIONS.— 
The Secretary shall designate drugs as qualified 
infectious disease products under subsection (d) 
prior to the promulgation of regulations under 
this subsection, if such drugs meet the definition 
of a qualified infectious disease product de- 
scribed in subsection (g). 

“(f) QUALIFYING PATHOGEN.— 

“(1) DEFINITION.—In this section, the term 
‘qualifying pathogen’ means a pathogen identi- 
fied and listed by the Secretary under para- 
graph (2) that has the potential to pose a seri- 
ous threat to public health, such as— 

“(A) resistant gram positive pathogens, in- 
cluding methicillin-resistant Staphylococcus 
aureus, vancomycin-resistant Staphylococcus 
aureus, and vancomycin-resistant enterococcus; 
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“(B) multi-drug resistant gram negative bac- 
teria, including Acinetobacter, Klebsiella, 
Pseudomonas, and E. coli species; 

“(C) multi-drug resistant tuberculosis; and 

“(D) Clostridium difficile. 

“(2) LIST OF QUALIFYING PATHOGENS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall estab- 
lish and maintain a list of qualifying pathogens, 
and shall make public the methodology for de- 
veloping such list. 

“(B) CONSIDERATIONS.—In establishing and 
maintaining the list of pathogens described 
under this section, the Secretary shall— 

“(i) consider— 

“(I) the impact on the public health due to 
drug-resistant organisms in humans; 

“(II) the rate of growth of drug-resistant or- 
ganisms in humans; 

“(III) the increase in resistance rates in hu- 
mans; and 

“(IV) the morbidity and mortality in humans; 
and 

“(ii) consult with experts in infectious dis- 
eases and antibiotic resistance, including the 
Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, the 
Food and Drug Administration, medical profes- 
sionals, and the clinical research community. 

“(C) REVIEW.—Every 5 years, or more often as 
needed, the Secretary shall review, provide 
modifications to, and publish the list of quali- 
fying pathogens under subparagraph (A) and 
shall by regulation revise the list as necessary, 
in accordance with subsection (e). 

“(g) QUALIFIED INFECTIOUS DISEASE PROD- 
ucT.—The term ‘qualified infectious disease 
product’ means an antibacterial or antifungal 
drug for human use intended to treat serious or 
life-threatening infections, including those 
caused by— 

“(1) an antibacterial or antifungal resistant 
pathogen, including novel or emerging infec- 
tious pathogens; or 

“(2) qualifying pathogens listed by the Sec- 
retary under subsection (f).’’. 

(b) APPLICATION.—Section 505E of the Federal 
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act, as added by sub- 
section (a), applies only with respect to a drug 
that is first approved under section 505(c) of 
such Act (21 U.S.C. 355(c)) on or after the date 
of the enactment of this Act. 

SEC. 802. PRIORITY REVIEW. 

(a) AMENDMENT.—Chapter V (21 U.S.C. 351 et 
seq.) is amended by inserting after section 524 
the following: 

“SEC. 524A. PRIORITY REVIEW FOR QUALIFIED IN- 
FECTIOUS DISEASE PRODUCTS. 

“Tf the Secretary designates a drug under sec- 
tion 505E(d) as a qualified infectious disease 
product, then the Secretary shall give priority 
review to any application submitted for ap- 
proval for such drug under section 505(b).’’. 

(b) APPLICATION.—Section 524A of the Federal 
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act, as added by sub- 
section (a), applies only with respect to an ap- 
plication that is submitted under section 505(b) 
of such Act (21 U.S.C. 355(b)) on or after the 
date of the enactment of this Act. 

SEC. 803. FAST TRACK PRODUCT. 

Section 506(a)(1) (21 U.S.C. 356(a)(1)), as 
amended by section 901(b) of this Act, is amend- 
ed by inserting “, or if the Secretary designates 
the drug as a qualified infectious disease prod- 
uct under section 505E(d)” before the period at 
the end of the first sentence. 

SEC. 804. CLINICAL TRIALS. 

(a) REVIEW AND REVISION OF GUIDANCE DOCU- 
MENTS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Health and 
Human Services (referred to in this section as 
the ‘‘Secretary’’) shall review and, as appro- 
priate, revise not fewer than 3 guidance docu- 
ments per year, which shall include— 

(A) reviewing the guidance documents of the 
Food and Drug Administration for the conduct 
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of clinical trials with respect to antibacterial 
and antifungal drugs; and 

(B) as appropriate, revising such guidance 
documents to reflect developments in scientific 
and medical information and technology and to 
ensure clarity regarding the procedures and re- 
quirements for approval of antibacterial and 
antifungal drugs under chapter V of the Federal 
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act (21 U.S.C. 351 et 
seq.). 

(2) ISSUES FOR REVIEW.—At a minimum, the 
review under paragraph (1) shall address the 
appropriate animal models of infection, in vitro 
techniques, valid microbiological surrogate 
markers, the use of noninferiority versus superi- 
ority trials, trial enrollment, data requirements, 
and appropriate delta values for noninferiority 
trials. 

(3) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Except to the ex- 
tent to which the Secretary makes revisions 
under paragraph (1)(B), nothing in this section 
shall be construed to repeal or otherwise effect 
the guidance documents of the Food and Drug 
Administration. 

(b) RECOMMENDATIONS FOR INVESTIGATIONS.— 

(1) REQUEST.—The sponsor of a drug intended 
to be designated as a qualified infectious disease 
product may request that the Secretary provide 
written recommendations for nonclinical and 
clinical investigations which the Secretary be- 
lieves may be necessary to be conducted with 
the drug before such drug may be approved 
under section 505 of the Federal Food, Drug, 
and Cosmetic Act (21 U.S.C. 355) for use in 
treating, detecting, preventing, or identifying a 
qualifying pathogen, as defined in section 505E 
of such Act. 

(2) RECOMMENDATIONS.—If the Secretary has 
reason to believe that a drug for which a request 
is made under this subsection is a qualified in- 
fectious disease product, the Secretary shall pro- 
vide the person making the request written rec- 
ommendations for the nonclinical and clinical 
investigations which the Secretary believes, on 
the basis of information available to the Sec- 
retary at the time of the request, would be nec- 
essary for approval under section 505 of the 
Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act (21 
U.S.C. 355) of such drug for the use described in 
paragraph (1). 

(c) QUALIFIED INFECTIOUS DISEASE PROD- 
ucT.—For purposes of this section, the term 
“qualified infectious disease product” has the 
meaning given such term in section 505E(g) of 
the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act, as 
added by section 801 of this Act. 

SEC. 805. REASSESSMENT OF QUALIFIED INFEC- 
TIOUS DISEASE PRODUCT INCEN- 
TIVES IN 5 YEARS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 5 years after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary 
of Health and Human Services shall, in con- 
sultation with the Food and Drug Administra- 
tion, the Centers for Disease Control and Pre- 
vention, and other appropriate agencies, submit 
to the Committee on Energy and Commerce of 
the House of Representatives and the Committee 
on Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions of 
the Senate a report that contains the following: 

(1)(A) The number of initial designations of 
drugs as qualified infectious disease products 
under section 505E of the Federal Food, Drug, 
and Cosmetic Act. 

(B) The number of qualified infectious disease 
products approved under such section 505E. 

(C) Whether such products address the need 
for antibacterial and antifungal drugs to treat 
serious and life-threatening infections. 

(D) A list of qualified infectious disease prod- 
ucts with information on the types of exclusivity 
granted for each product, consistent with the 
information published under section 
505(j)(7) (A) (iti) of the Federal Food, Drug, and 
Cosmetic Act (21 U.S.C. 355(j)(7)(A) (iii). 
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(E) The progress made regarding the review 
and revision of the clinical trial guidance docu- 
ments required under section 804 and the impact 
such review and revision has had on the review 
and approval of qualified infectious disease 
products. 

(F) The Federal contribution, if any, to fund- 
ing of the clinical trials for each qualified infec- 
tious disease product for each phase. 

(2) Recommendations— 

(A) based on the information under paragraph 
(1) and any other relevant data, on any changes 
that should be made to the list of pathogens 
that are defined as qualifying pathogens under 
section 505E(f)(2) of the Federal Food, Drug, 
and Cosmetic Act, as added by section 801 of 
this Act; and 

(B) on whether any additional program (such 
as the development of public-private collabora- 
tions to advance antibacterial drug innovation) 
or changes to the incentives under this subtitle 
may be needed to promote the development of 
antibacterial drugs. 

(3) An examination of— 

(A) the adoption of programs to measure the 
use of antibacterial drugs in health care set- 
tings; and 

(B) the implementation and effectiveness of 
antimicrobial stewardship protocols across all 
health care settings. 

(4) Any recommendations for ways to encour- 
age further development and establishment of 
stewardship programs. 

(5) A description of the regulatory challenges 
and impediments to clinical development, ap- 
proval, and licensure of qualified infectious dis- 
ease products, and the steps the Secretary has 
taken and will take to address such challenges 
and ensure regulatory certainty and predict- 
ability with respect to qualified infectious dis- 
ease products. 

(b) DEFINITION.—For purposes of this section, 
the term ‘‘qualified infectious disease product” 
has the meaning given such term in section 
505E(g) of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic 
Act, as added by section 801 of this Act. 

SEC. 806. GUIDANCE ON PATHOGEN-FOCUSED 
ANTIBACTERIAL DRUG DEVELOP- 
MENT. 

(a) DRAFT GUIDANCE.—Not later than June 30, 
2013, in order to facilitate the development of 
antibacterial drugs for serious or life-threat- 
ening bacterial infections, particularly in areas 
of unmet need, the Secretary of Health and 
Human Services shall publish draft guidance 
that— 

(1) specifies how preclinical and clinical data 
can be utilized to inform an efficient and 
streamlined pathogen-focused antibacterial drug 
development program that meets the approval 
standards of the Food and Drug Administration; 
and 

(2) provides advice on approaches for the de- 
velopment of antibacterial drugs that target a 
more limited spectrum of pathogens. 

(b) FINAL GUIDANCE.—Not later than Decem- 
ber 31, 2014, after notice and opportunity for 
public comment on the draft guidance under 
subsection (a), the Secretary of Health and 
Human Services shall publish final guidance 
consistent with this section. 


TITLE IX—DRUG APPROVAL AND PATIENT 
ACCESS 
SEC. 901. ENHANCEMENT OF ACCELERATED PA- 
TIENT ACCESS TO NEW MEDICAL 
TREATMENTS. 

(a) FINDINGS; SENSE OF CONGRESS.— 

(1) FINDINGS.—Congress finds as follows: 

(A) The Food and Drug Administration (re- 
ferred to in this section as the ‘‘FDA’’) serves a 
critical role in helping to assure that new medi- 
cines are safe and effective. Regulatory innova- 
tion is 1 element of the Nation’s strategy to ad- 
dress serious and life-threatening diseases or 
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conditions by promoting investment in and de- 

velopment of innovative treatments for unmet 

medical needs. 

(B) During the 2 decades following the estab- 
lishment of the accelerated approval mechanism, 
advances in medical sciences, including 
genomics, molecular biology, and bioinformatics, 
have provided an unprecedented understanding 
of the underlying biological mechanism and 
pathogenesis of disease. A new generation of 
modern, targeted medicines is under develop- 
ment to treat serious and life-threatening dis- 
eases, some applying drug development strate- 
gies based on biomarkers or pharmacogenomics, 
predictive toxicology, clinical trial enrichment 
techniques, and novel clinical trial designs, such 
as adaptive clinical trials. 

(C) As a result of these remarkable scientific 
and medical advances, the FDA should be en- 
couraged to implement more broadly effective 
processes for the expedited development and re- 
view of innovative new medicines intended to 
address unmet medical needs for serious or life- 
threatening diseases or conditions, including 
those for rare diseases or conditions, using a 
broad range of surrogate or clinical endpoints 
and modern scientific tools earlier in the drug 
development cycle when appropriate. This may 
result in fewer, smaller, or shorter clinical trials 
for the intended patient population or targeted 
subpopulation without compromising or altering 
the high standards of the FDA for the approval 
of drugs. 

(D) Patients benefit from expedited access to 
safe and effective innovative therapies to treat 
unmet medical needs for serious or life-threat- 
ening diseases or conditions. 

(E) For these reasons, the statutory authority 
in effect on the day before the date of enactment 
of this Act governing expedited approval of 
drugs for serious or life-threatening diseases or 
conditions should be amended in order to en- 
hance the authority of the FDA to consider ap- 
propriate scientific data, methods, and tools, 
and to expedite development and access to novel 
treatments for patients with a broad range of se- 
rious or life-threatening diseases or conditions. 

(2) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of 
Congress that the Food and Drug Administra- 
tion should apply the accelerated approval and 
fast track provisions set forth in section 506 of 
the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act (21 
U.S.C. 356), as amended by this section, to help 
expedite the development and availability to pa- 
tients of treatments for serious or life-threat- 
ening diseases or conditions while maintaining 
safety and effectiveness standards for such 
treatments. 

(b) EXPEDITED APPROVAL OF DRUGS FOR SERI- 
OUS OR LIFE-THREATENING DISEASES OR CONDI- 
TIONS.—Section 506 (21 U.S.C. 356) is amended to 
read as follows: 

“SEC. 506. EXPEDITED APPROVAL OF DRUGS FOR 
SERIOUS OR LIFE-THREATENING 
DISEASES OR CONDITIONS. 

“(a) DESIGNATION OF DRUG AS FAST TRACK 
PRODUCT.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall, at the 
request of the sponsor of a new drug, facilitate 
the development and expedite the review of such 
drug if it is intended, whether alone or in com- 
bination with one or more other drugs, for the 
treatment of a serious or life-threatening disease 
or condition, and it demonstrates the potential 
to address unmet medical needs for such a dis- 
ease or condition. (In this section, such a drug 
is referred to as a ‘fast track product’.) 

“(2) REQUEST FOR DESIGNATION.—The sponsor 
of a new drug may request the Secretary to des- 
ignate the drug as a fast track product. A re- 
quest for the designation may be made concur- 
rently with, or at any time after, submission of 
an application for the investigation of the drug 
under section 505(i) or section 351(a)(3) of the 
Public Health Service Act. 
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“(3) DESIGNATION.—Within 60 calendar days 
after the receipt of a request under paragraph 
(2), the Secretary shall determine whether the 
drug that is the subject of the request meets the 
criteria described in paragraph (1). If the Sec- 
retary finds that the drug meets the criteria, the 
Secretary shall designate the drug as a fast 
track product and shall take such actions as are 
appropriate to expedite the development and re- 
view of the application for approval of such 
product. 

“(b) ACCELERATED APPROVAL OF A DRUG FOR 
A SERIOUS OR LIFE-THREATENING DISEASE OR 
CONDITION, INCLUDING A FAST TRACK PROD- 
UCT.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.— 

“(A) ACCELERATED APPROVAL.—The Secretary 
may approve an application for approval of a 
product for a serious or life-threatening disease 
or condition, including a fast track product, 
under section 505(c) or section 351(a) of the Pub- 
lic Health Service Act upon a determination 
that the product has an effect on a surrogate 
endpoint that is reasonably likely to predict 
clinical benefit, or on a clinical endpoint that 
can be measured earlier than irreversible mor- 
bidity or mortality, that is reasonably likely to 
predict an effect on irreversible morbidity or 
mortality or other clinical benefit, taking into 
account the severity, rarity, or prevalence of the 
condition and the availability or lack of alter- 
native treatments. The approval described in the 
preceding sentence is referred to in this section 
as ‘accelerated approval’. 

“(B) EVIDENCE.—The evidence to support that 
an endpoint is reasonably likely to predict clin- 
ical benefit under subparagraph (A) may in- 
clude epidemiological, pathophysiological, 
therapeutic, pharmacologic, or other evidence 
developed using biomarkers, for example, or 
other scientific methods or tools. 

“(2) LIMITATION.—Approval of a product 
under this subsection may be subject to 1 or both 
of the following requirements: 

“(A) That the sponsor conduct appropriate 
postapproval studies to verify and describe the 
predicted effect on irreversible morbidity or mor- 
tality or other clinical benefit. 

“(B) That the sponsor submit copies of all 
promotional materials related to the product 
during the preapproval review period and, fol- 
lowing approval and for such period thereafter 
as the Secretary determines to be appropriate, at 
least 30 days prior to dissemination of the mate- 
rials. 

“(3) EXPEDITED WITHDRAWAL OF APPROVAL.— 
The Secretary may withdraw approval of a 
product approved under accelerated approval 
using expedited procedures (as prescribed by the 
Secretary in regulations which shall include an 
opportunity for an informal hearing) if— 

“(A) the sponsor fails to conduct any required 
postapproval study of the drug with due dili- 
gence; 

“(B) a study required to verify and describe 
the predicted effect on irreversible morbidity or 
mortality or other clinical benefit of the product 
fails to verify and describe such effect or ben- 
efit; 

“(C) other evidence demonstrates that the 
product is not safe or effective under the condi- 
tions of use; or 

“(D) the sponsor disseminates false or mis- 
leading promotional materials with respect to 
the product. 

“(c) REVIEW OF INCOMPLETE APPLICATIONS 
FOR APPROVAL OF A FAST TRACK PRODUCT.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—If the Secretary determines, 
after preliminary evaluation of clinical data 
submitted by the sponsor, that a fast track prod- 
uct may be effective, the Secretary shall evalu- 
ate for filing, and may commence review of por- 
tions of, an application for the approval of the 
product before the sponsor submits a complete 
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application. The Secretary shall commence such 
review only if the applicant— 

“(A) provides a schedule for submission of in- 
formation necessary to make the application 
complete; and 

“(B) pays any fee that may be required under 
section 736. 

“(2) EXCEPTION.—Any time period for review 
of human drug applications that has been 
agreed to by the Secretary and that has been set 
forth in goals identified in letters of the Sec- 
retary (relating to the use of fees collected under 
section 736 to expedite the drug development 
process and the review of human drug applica- 
tions) shall not apply to an application sub- 
mitted under paragraph (1) until the date on 
which the application is complete. 

“(d) AWARENESS EFFORTS.—The Secretary 
shall— 

“(1) develop and disseminate to physicians, 
patient organizations, pharmaceutical and bio- 
technology companies, and other appropriate 
persons a description of the provisions of this 
section applicable to accelerated approval and 
fast track products; and 

“(2) establish a program to encourage the de- 
velopment of surrogate and clinical endpoints, 
including biomarkers, and other scientific meth- 
ods and tools that can assist the Secretary in 
determining whether the evidence submitted in 
an application is reasonably likely to predict 
clinical benefit for serious or life-threatening 
conditions for which significant unmet medical 
needs exist. 

““(e) CONSTRUCTION.— 

“(1) PURPOSE.—The amendments made by the 
Food and Drug Administration Safety and In- 
novation Act to this section are intended to en- 
courage the Secretary to utilize innovative and 
flexible approaches to the assessment of prod- 
ucts under accelerated approval for treatments 
for patients with serious or life-threatening dis- 
eases or conditions and unmet medical needs. 

“(2) CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in this section 
shall be construed to alter the standards of evi- 
dence under subsection (c) or (d) of section 505 
(including the substantial evidence standard in 
section 505(d)) of this Act or under section 
351(a) of the Public Health Service Act. Such 
sections and standards of evidence apply to the 
review and approval of products under this sec- 
tion, including whether a product is safe and ef- 
fective. Nothing in this section alters the ability 
of the Secretary to rely on evidence that does 
not come from adequate and well-controlled in- 
vestigations for the purpose of determining 
whether an endpoint is reasonably likely to pre- 
dict clinical benefit as described in subsection 
(0)(1)(B).”’. 

(c) GUIDANCE; AMENDED REGULATIONS.— 

(1) DRAFT GUIDANCE.—Not later than 1 year 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the Sec- 
retary of Health and Human Services (referred 
to in this section as the ‘‘Secretary’’) shall issue 
draft guidance to implement the amendments 
made by this section. In developing such guid- 
ance, the Secretary shall specifically consider 
issues arising under the accelerated approval 
and fast track processes under section 506 of the 
Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act, as 
amended by subsection (b), for drugs designated 
for a rare disease or condition under section 526 
of such Act (21 U.S.C. 360bb) and shall also con- 
sider any unique issues associated with very 
rare diseases. 

(2) FINAL GUIDANCE.—Not later than 1 year 
after the issuance of draft guidance under para- 
graph (1), and after an opportunity for public 
comment, the Secretary shall— 

(A) issue final guidance; and 

(B) amend the regulations governing acceler- 
ated approval in parts 314 and 601 of title 21, 
Code of Federal Regulations, as necessary to 
conform such regulations with the amendment 
made by subsection (b). 
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(3) CONSIDERATION.—In developing the guid- 
ance under paragraphs (1) and (2)(A) and the 
amendments under paragraph (2)(B), the Sec- 
retary shall consider how to incorporate novel 
approaches to the review of surrogate endpoints 
based on pathophysiologic and pharmacologic 
evidence in such guidance, especially in in- 
stances where the low prevalence of a disease 
renders the existence or collection of other types 
of data unlikely or impractical. 

(4) CONFORMING CHANGES.—The_ Secretary 
shall issue, as necessary, conforming amend- 
ments to the applicable regulations under title 
21, Code of Federal Regulations, governing ac- 
celerated approval. 

(5) NO EFFECT OF INACTION ON REQUESTS.— 
The issuance (or nonissuance) of guidance or 
conforming regulations implementing the 
amendment made by subsection (b) shall not 
preclude the review of, or action on, a request 
for designation or an application for approval 
submitted pursuant to section 506 of the Federal 
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act, as amended by 
subsection (b). 

(d) INDEPENDENT REVIEW.—The_ Secretary 
may, in conjunction with other planned reviews, 
contract with an independent entity with exper- 
tise in assessing the quality and efficiency of 
biopharmaceutical development and regulatory 
review programs to evaluate the Food and Drug 
Administration’s application of the processes de- 
scribed in section 506 of the Federal Food, Drug, 
and Cosmetic Act, as amended by subsection (b), 
and the impact of such processes on the develop- 
ment and timely availability of innovative treat- 
ments for patients suffering from serious or life- 
threatening conditions. Any such evaluation 
shall include consultation with regulated indus- 
tries, patient advocacy and disease research 
foundations, and relevant academic medical 
centers. 


SEC. 902. BREAKTHROUGH THERAPIES. 


(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 506 (21 U.S.C. 356), 
as amended by section 901 of this Act, is further 
amended— 

(1) by redesignating subsections (a) through 
(c) as subsections (b) through (d), respectively; 

(2) by redesignating subsection (d) as sub- 
section (f); 

(3) by inserting before subsection (b), as so re- 
designated, the following: 

“(a) DESIGNATION OF A DRUG AS A BREAK- 
THROUGH THERAPY.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall, at the 
request of the sponsor of a drug, expedite the 
development and review of such drug if the drug 
is intended, alone or in combination with 1 or 
more other drugs, to treat a serious or life- 
threatening disease or condition and prelimi- 
nary Clinical evidence indicates that the drug 
may demonstrate substantial improvement over 
existing therapies on 1 or more clinically signifi- 
cant endpoints, such as substantial treatment 
effects observed early in clinical development. 
(In this section, such a drug is referred to as a 
‘breakthrough therapy’.) 

“(2) REQUEST FOR DESIGNATION.—The sponsor 
of a drug may request the Secretary to designate 
the drug as a breakthrough therapy. A request 
for the designation may be made concurrently 
with, or at any time after, the submission of an 
application for the investigation of the drug 
under section 505(i) or section 351(a)(3) of the 
Public Health Service Act. 

(3) DESIGNATION.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 60 calendar 
days after the receipt of a request under para- 
graph (2), the Secretary shall determine whether 
the drug that is the subject of the request meets 
the criteria described in paragraph (1). If the 
Secretary finds that the drug meets the criteria, 
the Secretary shall designate the drug as a 
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breakthrough therapy and shall take such ac- 
tions as are appropriate to expedite the develop- 
ment and review of the application for approval 
of such drug. 

“(B) ACTIONS.—The actions to expedite the 
development and review of an application under 
subparagraph (A) may include, as appropriate— 

“(i) holding meetings with the sponsor and 
the review team throughout the development of 
the drug; 

“(ii) providing timely advice to, and inter- 
active communication with, the sponsor regard- 
ing the development of the drug to ensure that 
the development program to gather the nonclin- 
ical and clinical data necessary for approval is 
as efficient as practicable; 

“(iti) involving senior managers and experi- 
enced review staff, as appropriate, in a collabo- 
rative, cross-disciplinary review; 

“(iv) assigning a cross-disciplinary project 
lead for the Food and Drug Administration re- 
view team to facilitate an efficient review of the 
development program and to serve as a scientific 
liaison between the review team and the spon- 
sor; and 

““(v) taking steps to ensure that the design of 
the clinical trials is as efficient as practicable, 
when scientifically appropriate, such as by 
minimizing the number of patients exposed to a 
potentially less efficacious treatment.’’; and 

(4) in subsection (f)(1), as so redesignated, by 
striking ‘‘applicable to accelerated approval” 
and inserting ‘‘applicable to breakthrough 
therapies, accelerated approval, and’’. 

(b) GUIDANCE; AMENDED REGULATIONS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.— 

(A) GUIDANCE.—Not later than 18 months 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the Sec- 
retary of Health and Human Services (referred 
to in this section as the ‘‘Secretary’’) shall issue 
draft guidance on implementing the require- 
ments with respect to breakthrough therapies, 
as set forth in section 506(a) of the Federal 
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act (21 U.S.C. 
356(a)), as amended by this section. The Sec- 
retary shall issue final guidance not later than 
1 year after the close of the comment period for 
the draft guidance. 

(B) AMENDED REGULATIONS.— 

(i) IN GENERAL.—If the Secretary determines 
that it is necessary to amend the regulations 
under title 21, Code of Federal Regulations in 
order to implement the amendments made by 
this section to section 506(a) of the Federal 
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act, the Secretary 
shall amend such regulations not later than 2 
years after the date of enactment of this Act. 

(ii) PROCEDURE.—In amending regulations 
under clause (i), the Secretary shall— 

(I) issue a notice of proposed rulemaking that 
includes the proposed regulation; 

(II) provide a period of not less than 60 days 
for comments on the proposed regulation; and 

(III) publish the final regulation not less than 
30 days before the effective date of the regula- 
tion. 

(iii) RESTRICTIONS.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, the Secretary shall pro- 
mulgate regulations implementing the amend- 
ments made by this section only as described in 
clause (ii). 

(2) REQUIREMENTS.—Guidance 
this section shall— 

(A) specify the process and criteria by which 
the Secretary makes a designation under section 
506(a)(3) of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cos- 
metic Act; and 

(B) specify the actions the Secretary shall 
take to expedite the development and review of 
a breakthrough therapy pursuant to such des- 
ignation under such section 506(a)(3), including 
updating good review management practices to 
reflect breakthrough therapies. 

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section 
506B(e) (21 U.S.C. 356b) is amended by striking 


issued under 
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“section 506(b)(2)(A)’’ each place such term ap- 

pears and inserting ‘‘section 506(c)(2)(A)’’. 

SEC. 903. CONSULTATION WITH EXTERNAL EX- 
PERTS ON RARE DISEASES, TAR- 
GETED THERAPIES, AND GENETIC 
TARGETING OF TREATMENTS. 

Subchapter E of chapter V (21 U.S.C. 360bbb 
et seq.), as amended by section 715 of this Act, 
is further amended by adding at the end the fol- 
lowing: 

“SEC. 569. CONSULTATION WITH EXTERNAL EX- 
PERTS ON RARE DISEASES, TAR- 
GETED THERAPIES, AND GENETIC 
TARGETING OF TREATMENTS. 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—For the purpose of pro- 
moting the efficiency of and informing the re- 
view by the Food and Drug Administration of 
new drugs and biological products for rare dis- 
eases and drugs and biological products that are 
genetically targeted, the following shall apply: 

“(1) CONSULTATION WITH STAKEHOLDERS.— 
Consistent with sections X.C and IX.E.4 of the 
PDUFA Reauthorization Performance Goals 
and Procedures Fiscal Years 2013 through 2017, 
as referenced in the letters described in section 
101(b) of the Prescription Drug User Fee Amend- 
ments of 2012, the Secretary shall ensure that 
opportunities exist, at a time the Secretary de- 
termines appropriate, for consultations with 
stakeholders on the topics described in sub- 
section (b). 

“(2) CONSULTATION WITH EXTERNAL EX- 
PERTS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall de- 
velop and maintain a list of external experts 
who, because of their special expertise, are 
qualified to provide advice on rare disease 
issues, including topics described in subsection 
(c). The Secretary may, when appropriate to ad- 
dress a specific regulatory question, consult 
such external experts on issues related to the re- 
view of new drugs and biological products for 
rare diseases and drugs and biological products 
that are genetically targeted, including the top- 
ics described in subsection (b), when such con- 
sultation is necessary because the Secretary 
lacks the specific scientific, medical, or technical 
expertise necessary for the performance of the 
Secretary’s regulatory responsibilities and the 
necessary expertise can be provided by the exter- 
nal experts. 

“(B) EXTERNAL EXPERTS.—For purposes of 
subparagraph (A), external experts are individ- 
uals who possess scientific or medical training 
that the Secretary lacks with respect to one or 
more rare diseases. 

“(b) TOPICS FOR CONSULTATION.—Topics for 
consultation pursuant to this section may in- 
clude— 

““(1) rare diseases; 

““(2) the severity of rare diseases; 

(3) the unmet medical need associated with 
rare diseases; 

“(4) the willingness and ability of individuals 
with a rare disease to participate in clinical 
trials; 

“(5) an assessment of the benefits and risks of 
therapies to treat rare diseases; 

“(6) the general design of clinical trials for 
rare disease populations and subpopulations; 
and 

“(7) the demographics and the clinical de- 
scription of patient populations. 

““(c) CLASSIFICATION AS SPECIAL GOVERNMENT 
EMPLOYEES.—The external experts who are con- 
sulted under this section may be considered spe- 
cial government employees, as defined under 
section 202 of title 18, United States Code. 

“(d) PROTECTION OF CONFIDENTIAL INFORMA- 
TION AND TRADE SECRETS.— 

“(1) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in this 
section shall be construed to alter the protec- 
tions offered by laws, regulations, and policies 
governing disclosure of confidential commercial 
or trade secret information, and any other infor- 
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mation exempt from disclosure pursuant to sec- 
tion 552(b) of title 5, United States Code, as such 
provisions would be applied to consultation with 
individuals and organizations prior to the date 
of enactment of this section. 

“(2) CONSENT REQUIRED FOR DISCLOSURE.— 
The Secretary shall not disclose confidential 
commercial or trade secret information to an ex- 
pert consulted under this section without the 
written consent of the sponsor unless the expert 
is a special government employee (as defined 
under section 202 of title 18, United States Code) 
or the disclosure is otherwise authorized by law. 

“(e) OTHER CONSULTATION.—Nothing in this 
section shall be construed to limit the ability of 
the Secretary to consult with individuals and 
organizations as authorized prior to the date of 
enactment of this section. 

“(f) NO RIGHT OR OBLIGATION.— 

“(1) NO RIGHT TO CONSULTATION.—Nothing in 
this section shall be construed to create a legal 
right for a consultation on any matter or require 
the Secretary to meet with any particular expert 
or stakeholder. 

“(2) NO ALTERING OF GOALS.—Nothing in this 
section shall be construed to alter agreed upon 
goals and procedures identified in the letters de- 
scribed in section 101(b) of the Prescription Drug 
User Fee Amendments of 2012. 

“(3) NO CHANGE TO NUMBER OF REVIEW CY- 
CLES.—Nothing in this section is intended to in- 
crease the number of review cycles as in effect 
before the date of enactment of this section. 

“(g) NO DELAY IN PRODUCT REVIEW.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Prior to a consultation 
with an external expert, as described in this sec- 
tion, relating to an investigational new drug ap- 
plication under section 505(i), a new drug appli- 
cation under section 505(b), or a biologics license 
application under section 351 of the Public 
Health Service Act, the Director of the Center 
for Drug Evaluation and Research or the Direc- 
tor of the Center for Biologics Evaluation and 
Research (or appropriate Division Director), as 
appropriate, shall determine that— 

“(A) such consultation will— 

“(i) facilitate the Secretary’s ability to com- 
plete the Secretary’s review; and 

“(ii) address outstanding deficiencies in the 
application; or 

“(B) the sponsor authorized such consulta- 
tion. 

“(2) LIMITATION.—The requirements of this 
subsection shall apply only in instances where 
the consultation is undertaken solely under the 
authority of this section. The requirements of 
this subsection shall not apply to any consulta- 
tion initiated under any other authority.’’. 

SEC. 904. ACCESSIBILITY OF INFORMATION ON 
PRESCRIPTION DRUG CONTAINER 
LABELS BY VISUALLY IMPAIRED AND 
BLIND CONSUMERS. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT OF WORKING GROUP.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The_ Architectural and 
Transportation Barriers Compliance Board (re- 
ferred to in this section as the ‘‘Access Board’’) 
shall convene a stakeholder working group (re- 
ferred to in this section as the ‘‘working group”) 
to develop best practices on access to informa- 
tion on prescription drug container labels for in- 
dividuals who are blind or visually impaired. 

(2) MEMBERS.—The working group shall be 
comprised of representatives of national organi- 
zations representing blind and visually impaired 
individuals, national organizations representing 
the elderly, and industry groups representing 
stakeholders, including retail, mail-order, and 
independent community pharmacies, who would 
be impacted by such best practices. Representa- 
tion within the working group shall be divided 
equally between consumer and industry advo- 
cates. 

(3) BEST PRACTICES.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—The working group shall de- 
velop, not later than 1 year after the date of the 
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enactment of this Act, best practices for phar- 
macies to ensure that blind and visually im- 
paired individuals have safe, consistent, reli- 
able, and independent access to the information 
on prescription drug container labels. 

(B) PUBLIC AVAILABILITY.—The best practices 
developed under subparagraph (A) may be made 
publicly available, including through the Inter- 
net Web sites of the working group participant 
organizations, and through other means, in a 
manner that provides access to interested indi- 
viduals, including individuals with disabilities. 

(C) LIMITATIONS.—The best practices devel- 
oped under subparagraph (A) shall not be con- 
strued as accessibility guidelines or standards of 
the Access Board, and shall not confer any 
rights or impose any obligations on working 
group participants or other persons. Nothing in 
this section shall be construed to limit or condi- 
tion any right, obligation, or remedy available 
under the Americans with Disabilities Act of 
1990 (42 U.S.C. 12101 et seq.) or any other Fed- 
eral or State law requiring effective communica- 
tion, barrier removal, or nondiscrimination on 
the basis of disability. 

(4) CONSIDERATIONS.—In developing and 
issuing the best practices under paragraph 
(3)(A), the working group shall consider— 

(A) the use of— 

(i) Braille; 

(ii) auditory means, such as— 

(I) “talking bottles” that provide audible con- 
tainer label information; 

(II) digital voice recorders attached to the pre- 
scription drug container; and 

(III) radio frequency identification tags; 

(iii) enhanced visual means, such as— 

(I) large font labels or large font “duplicate” 
labels that are affixed or matched to a prescrip- 
tion drug container; 

(II) high-contrast printing; and 

(III) sans-serf font; and 

(iv) other relevant alternatives as determined 
by the working group; 

(B) whether there are technical, financial, 
manpower, or other factors unique to phar- 
macies with 20 or fewer retail locations which 
may pose significant challenges to the adoption 
of the best practices; and 

(C) such other factors as the working group 
determines to be appropriate. 

(5) INFORMATION CAMPAIGN.—Upon comple- 
tion of development of the best practices under 
subsection (a)(3), the National Council on Dis- 
ability, in consultation with the working group, 
shall conduct an informational and educational 
campaign designed to inform individuals with 
disabilities, pharmacists, and the public about 
such best practices. 

(6) FACA WAIVER.—The Federal Advisory 
Committee Act (5 U.S.C. App.) shall not apply to 
the working group. 

(b) GAO STUDY.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Beginning 18 months after 
the completion of the development of best prac- 
tices under subsection (a)(3)(A), the Comptroller 
General of the United States shall conduct a re- 
view of the extent to which pharmacies are uti- 
lizing such best practices, and the extent to 
which barriers to accessible information on pre- 
scription drug container labels for blind and vis- 
ually impaired individuals continue. 

(2) REPORT.—Not later than September 30, 
2016, the Comptroller General of the United 
States shall submit to Congress a report on the 
review conducted under paragraph (1). Such re- 
port shall include recommendations about how 
best to reduce the barriers experienced by blind 
and visually impaired individuals to independ- 
ently accessing information on prescription drug 
container labels. 

(c) DEFINITIONS.—In this section— 

(1) the term “pharmacy” includes a pharmacy 
that receives prescriptions and dispenses pre- 
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scription drugs through an Internet Web site or 
by mail; 

(2) the term “prescription drug” means a drug 
subject to section 503(b)(1) of the Federal Food, 
Drug, and Cosmetic Act (21 U.S.C. 353(b)(1)); 
and 

(3) the term ‘‘prescription drug container 
label” means the label with the directions for 
use that is affixed to the prescription drug con- 
tainer by the pharmacist and dispensed to the 
consumer. 

SEC. 905. RISK-BENEFIT FRAMEWORK. 

Section 505(d) (21 U.S.C. 355(d)) is amended by 
adding at the end the following: “The Secretary 
shall implement a structured risk-benefit assess- 
ment framework in the new drug approval proc- 
ess to facilitate the balanced consideration of 
benefits and risks, a consistent and systematic 
approach to the discussion and regulatory deci- 
sionmaking, and the communication of the ben- 
efits and risks of new drugs. Nothing in the pre- 
ceding sentence shall alter the criteria for evalu- 
ating an application for premarket approval of 
a drug.’’. 

SEC. 906. GRANTS AND CONTRACTS FOR THE DE- 
VELOPMENT OF ORPHAN DRUGS. 

(a) QUALIFIED TESTING DEFINITION.—Section 
5(b)(1)(A) (ii) of the Orphan Drug Act (21 U.S.C. 
360ee(b)(1)(A)(ii)) is amended by striking ‘‘after 
the date such drug is designated under section 
526 of such Act and”. 

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—Sec- 
tion 5(c) of the Orphan Drug Act (21 U.S.C. 
360ee(c)) is amended to read as follows: 

“(c) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
For grants and contracts under subsection (a), 
there is authorized to be appropriated 
$30,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2013 through 
2017.”’. 

SEC. 907. REPORTING OF INCLUSION OF DEMO- 
GRAPHIC SUBGROUPS IN CLINICAL 
TRIALS AND DATA ANALYSIS IN AP- 
PLICATIONS FOR DRUGS, BIO- 
LOGICS, AND DEVICES. 

(a) REPORT.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 1 year after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary, 
acting through the Commissioner, shall publish 
on the Internet Web site of the Food and Drug 
Administration a report, consistent with the reg- 
ulations of the Food and Drug Administration 
pertaining to the protection of sponsors’ con- 
fidential commercial information as of the date 
of enactment of this Act, addressing the extent 
to which clinical trial participation and the in- 
clusion of safety and effectiveness data by de- 
mographic subgroups including sex, age, race, 
and ethnicity, is included in applications sub- 
mitted to the Food and Drug Administration, 
and shall provide such publication to Congress. 

(2) CONTENTS OF REPORT.—The report de- 
scribed in paragraph (1) shall contain the fol- 
lowing: 

(A) A description of existing tools to ensure 
that data to support demographic analyses are 
submitted in applications for drugs, biological 
products, and devices, and that these analyses 
are conducted by applicants consistent with ap- 
plicable Food and Drug Administration require- 
ments and Guidance for Industry. The report 
shall address how the Food and Drug Adminis- 
tration makes available information about dif- 
ferences in safety and effectiveness of medical 
products according to demographic subgroups, 
such as sex, age, racial, and ethnic subgroups, 
to health care providers, researchers, and pa- 
tients. 

(B) An analysis of the extent to which demo- 
graphic data subset analyses on sex, age, race, 
and ethnicity is presented in applications for 
new drug applications for new molecular enti- 
ties under section 505 of the Federal Food, 
Drug, and Cosmetic Act (21 U.S.C. 355), in bio- 
logics license applications under section 351 of 
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the Public Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 262), 
and in premarket approval applications under 
section 515 of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cos- 
metic Act (21 U.S.C. 360e) for products approved 
or licensed by the Food and Drug Administra- 
tion, consistent with applicable requirements 
and Guidance for Industry, and consistent with 
the regulations of the Food and Drug Adminis- 
tration pertaining to the protection of sponsors’? 
confidential commercial information as of the 
date of enactment of this Act. 

(C) An analysis of the extent to which demo- 
graphic subgroups, including sex, age, racial, 
and ethnic subgroups, are represented in clin- 
ical studies to support applications for approved 
or licensed new molecular entities, biological 
products, and devices. 

(D) An analysis of the extent to which a sum- 
mary of product safety and effectiveness data by 
demographic subgroups including sex, age, race, 
and ethnicity is readily available to the public 
in a timely manner by means of the product la- 
beling or the Food and Drug Administration’s 
Internet Web site. 

(b) ACTION PLAN.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 1 year after 
the publication of the report described in sub- 
section (a), the Secretary, acting through the 
Commissioner, shall publish an action plan on 
the Internet Web site of the Food and Drug Ad- 
ministration, and provide such publication to 
Congress. 

(2) CONTENT OF ACTION PLAN.—The plan de- 
scribed in paragraph (1) shall include— 

(A) recommendations, as appropriate, to im- 
prove the completeness and quality of analyses 
of data on demographic subgroups in summaries 
of product safety and effectiveness data and in 
labeling; 

(B) recommendations, as appropriate, on the 
inclusion of such data, or the lack of avail- 
ability of such data in labeling; 

(C) recommendations, as appropriate, to oth- 
erwise improve the public availability of such 
data to patients, health care providers, and re- 
searchers; and 

(D) a determination with respect to each rec- 
ommendation identified in subparagraphs (A) 
through (C) that distinguishes between product 
types referenced in subsection (a)(2)(B) insofar 
as the applicability of each such recommenda- 
tion to each type of product. 

(c) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 

(1) The term “Commissioner” means the Com- 
missioner of Food and Drugs. 

(2) The term “device” has the meaning given 
such term in section 201(h) of the Federal Food, 
Drug, and Cosmetic Act (21 U.S.C. 321(h)). 

(3) The term “drug” has the meaning given 
such term in section 201(g) of the Federal Food, 
Drug, and Cosmetic Act (21 U.S.C. 321(g)). 

(4) The term “‘biological product” has the 
meaning given such term in section 351(i) of the 
Public Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 262(i)). 

(5) The term “Secretary” means the Secretary 
of Health and Human Services. 

SEC. 908. RARE PEDIATRIC DISEASE PRIORITY RE- 
VIEW VOUCHER INCENTIVE PRO- 
GRAM. 

Subchapter B of chapter V (21 U.S.C. 360aa et 
seq.) is amended by adding at the end the fol- 
lowing: 

“SEC. 529. PRIORITY REVIEW TO ENCOURAGE 
TREATMENTS FOR RARE PEDIATRIC 
DISEASES. 

“(qa) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 

“(1) PRIORITY REVIEW.—The term ‘priority re- 
view’, with respect to a human drug application 
as defined in section 735(1), means review and 
action by the Secretary on such application not 
later than 6 months after receipt by the Sec- 
retary of such application, as described in the 
Manual of Policies and Procedures of the Food 
and Drug Administration and goals identified in 
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the letters described in section 101(b) of the Pre- 
scription Drug User Fee Amendments of 2012. 

“(2) PRIORITY REVIEW VOUCHER.—The term 
‘priority review voucher’ means a voucher 
issued by the Secretary to the sponsor of a rare 
pediatric disease product application that enti- 
tles the holder of such voucher to priority re- 
view of a single human drug application sub- 
mitted under section 505(b)(1) or section 351(a) 
of the Public Health Service Act after the date 
of approval of the rare pediatric disease product 
application. 

“(3) RARE PEDIATRIC DISEASE.—The term ‘rare 
pediatric disease’ means a disease that meets 
each of the following criteria: 

“(A) The disease primarily affects individuals 
aged from birth to 18 years, including age 
groups often called neonates, infants, children, 
and adolescents. 

“(B) The disease is a rare disease or condi- 
tion, within the meaning of section 526. 

“(4) RARE PEDIATRIC DISEASE PRODUCT APPLI- 
CATION.—The term ‘rare pediatric disease prod- 
uct application’ means a human drug applica- 
tion, as defined in section 735(1), that— 

“(A) is for a drug or biological product— 

“(i) that is for the prevention or treatment of 
a rare pediatric disease; and 

“(ii) that contains no active ingredient (in- 
cluding any ester or salt of the active ingre- 
dient) that has been previously approved in any 
other application under section 505(b)(1), 
505(b)(2), or 505(j) of this Act or section 351(a) or 
351(k) of the Public Health Service Act; 

“(B) is submitted under section 505(b)(1) of 
this Act or section 351(a) of the Public Health 
Service Act; 

“(C) the Secretary deems eligible for priority 
review; 

“(D) that relies on clinical data derived from 
studies examining a pediatric population and 
dosages of the drug intended for that popu- 
lation; 

“(E) that does not seek approval for an adult 
indication in the original rare pediatric disease 
product application; and 

“(F) is approved after the date of the enact- 
ment of the Prescription Drug User Fee Amend- 
ments of 2012. 

“(b) PRIORITY REVIEW VOUCHER.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall award 
a priority review voucher to the sponsor of a 
rare pediatric disease product application upon 
approval by the Secretary of such rare pediatric 
disease product application. 

“(2) TRANSFERABILITY.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The sponsor of a rare pedi- 
atric disease product application that receives a 
priority review voucher under this section may 
transfer (including by sale) the entitlement to 
such voucher. There is no limit on the number 
of times a priority review voucher may be trans- 
ferred before such voucher is used. 

“(B) NOTIFICATION OF TRANSFER.—Each per- 
son to whom a voucher is transferred shall no- 
tify the Secretary of such change in ownership 
of the voucher not later than 30 days after such 
transfer. 

“(3) LIMITATION.—A sponsor of a rare pedi- 
atric disease product application may not re- 
ceive a priority review voucher under this sec- 
tion if the rare pediatric disease product appli- 
cation was submitted to the Secretary prior to 
the date that is 90 days after the date of enact- 
ment of the Prescription Drug User Fee Amend- 
ments of 2012. 

““(4) NOTIFICATION.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The sponsor of a human 
drug application shall notify the Secretary not 
later than 90 days prior to submission of the 
human drug application that is the subject of a 
priority review voucher of an intent to submit 
the human drug application, including the date 
on which the sponsor intends to submit the ap- 
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plication. Such notification shall be a legally 
binding commitment to pay for the user fee to be 
assessed in accordance with this section. 

“(B) TRANSFER AFTER NOTICE.—The sponsor 
of a human drug application that provides noti- 
fication of the intent of such sponsor to use the 
voucher for the human drug application under 
subparagraph (A) may transfer the voucher 
after such notification is provided, if such spon- 
sor has not yet submitted the human drug appli- 
cation described in the notification. 

*(5) TERMINATION OF AUTHORITY.—The Sec- 
retary may not award any priority review 
vouchers under paragraph (1) after the last day 
of the 1-year period that begins on the date that 
the Secretary awards the third rare pediatric 
disease priority voucher under this section. 

“(c) PRIORITY REVIEW USER FEE.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall estab- 
lish a user fee program under which a sponsor 
of a human drug application that is the subject 
of a priority review voucher shall pay to the 
Secretary a fee determined under paragraph (2). 
Such fee shall be in addition to any fee required 
to be submitted by the sponsor under chapter 
VII. 

“(2) FEE AMOUNT.—The amount of the pri- 
ority review user fee shall be determined each 
fiscal year by the Secretary, based on the dif- 
ference between— 

“(A) the average cost incurred by the Food 
and Drug Administration in the review of a 
human drug application subject to priority re- 
view in the previous fiscal year; and 

“(B) the average cost incurred by the Food 
and Drug Administration in the review of a 
human drug application that is not subject to 
priority review in the previous fiscal year. 

“(3) ANNUAL FEE SETTING.—The Secretary 
shall establish, before the beginning of each fis- 
cal year beginning after September 30, 2012, the 
amount of the priority review user fee for that 
fiscal year. 

““(4) PAYMENT.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The priority review user 
fee required by this subsection shall be due upon 
the notification by a sponsor of the intent of 
such sponsor to use the voucher, as specified in 
subsection (b)(4)(A). All other user fees associ- 
ated with the human drug application shall be 
due as required by the Secretary or under appli- 
cable law. 

“(B) COMPLETE APPLICATION.—An application 
described under subparagraph (A) for which the 
sponsor requests the use of a priority review 
voucher shall be considered incomplete if the fee 
required by this subsection and all other appli- 
cable user fees are not paid in accordance with 
the Secretary’s procedures for paying such fees. 

“(C) NO WAIVERS, EXEMPTIONS, REDUCTIONS, 
OR REFUNDS.—The Secretary may not grant a 
waiver, exemption, reduction, or refund of any 
fees due and payable under this section. 

“(5) OFFSETTING COLLECTIONS.—Fees collected 
pursuant to this subsection for any fiscal year— 

“(A) shall be deposited and credited as offset- 
ting collections to the account providing appro- 
priations to the Food and Drug Administration; 
and 

“(B) shall not be collected for any fiscal year 
except to the extent provided in advance in ap- 
propriations Acts. 

“(d) DESIGNATION PROCESS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Upon the request of the 
manufacturer or the sponsor of a new drug, the 
Secretary may designate— 

(A) the new drug as a drug for a rare pedi- 
atric disease; and 

“(B) the application for the new drug as a 
rare pediatric disease product application. 

(2) REQUEST FOR DESIGNATION.—The request 
for a designation under paragraph (1) shall be 
made at the same time a request for designation 
of orphan disease status under section 526 or 
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fast-track designation under section 506 is made. 
Requesting designation under this subsection is 
not a prerequisite to receiving a priority review 
voucher under this section. 

“(3) DETERMINATION BY SECRETARY.—Not 
later than 60 days after a request is submitted 
under paragraph (1), the Secretary shall deter- 
mine whether— 

“(A) the disease or condition that is the sub- 
ject of such request is a rare pediatric disease; 
and 

“(B) the application for the new drug is a 
rare pediatric disease product application. 

‘“(e) MARKETING OF RARE PEDIATRIC DISEASE 
PRODUCTS.— 

“(1) REVOCATION.—The Secretary may revoke 
any priority review voucher awarded under sub- 
section (b) if the rare pediatric disease product 
for which such voucher was awarded is not 
marketed in the United States within the 365- 
day period beginning on the date of the ap- 
proval of such drug under section 505 of this Act 
or section 351 of the Public Health Service Act. 

“(2) POSTAPPROVAL PRODUCTION REPORT.— 
The sponsor of an approved rare pediatric dis- 
ease product shall submit a report to the Sec- 
retary not later than 5 years after the approval 
of the applicable rare pediatric disease product 
application. Such report shall provide the fol- 
lowing information, with respect to each of the 
first 4 years after approval of such product: 

“(A) The estimated population in the United 
States suffering from the rare pediatric disease. 

“(B) The estimated demand in the United 
States for such rare pediatric disease product. 

“(C) The actual amount of such rare pediatric 
disease product distributed in the United States. 

“(f) NOTICE AND REPORT.— 

“(1) NOTICE OF ISSUANCE OF VOUCHER AND AP- 
PROVAL OF PRODUCTS UNDER VOUCHER.—The 
Secretary shall publish a notice in the Federal 
Register and on the Internet Web site of the 
Food and Drug Administration not later than 30 
days after the occurrence of each of the fol- 
lowing: 

“(A) The Secretary issues a priority review 
voucher under this section. 

“(B) The Secretary approves a drug pursuant 
to an application submitted under section 505(b) 
of this Act or section 351(a) of the Public Health 
Service Act for which the sponsor of the appli- 
cation used a priority review voucher under this 
section. 

“(2) NOTIFICATION.—If, after the last day of 
the 1-year period that begins on the date that 
the Secretary awards the third rare pediatric 
disease priority voucher under this section, a 
sponsor of an application submitted under sec- 
tion 505(b) of this Act or section 351(a) of the 
Public Health Service Act for a drug uses a pri- 
ority review voucher under this section for such 
application, the Secretary shall submit to the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce of the 
House of Representatives and the Committee on 
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions of the 
Senate a document— 

“(A) notifying such Committees of the use of 
such voucher; and 

“(B) identifying the drug for which such pri- 
ority review voucher is used. 

“(g) ELIGIBILITY FOR OTHER PROGRAMS.— 
Nothing in this section precludes a sponsor who 
seeks a priority review voucher under this sec- 
tion from participating in any other incentive 
program, including under this Act. 

“(h) RELATION TO OTHER PROVISIONS.—The 
provisions of this section shall supplement, not 
supplant, any other provisions of this Act or the 
Public Health Service Act that encourage the 
development of drugs for tropical diseases and 
rare pediatric diseases. 

“(i) GAO STUDY AND REPORT.— 

“(1) STUDY.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Beginning on the date that 
the Secretary awards the third rare pediatric 
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disease priority voucher under this section, the 
Comptroller General of the United States shall 
conduct a study of the effectiveness of awarding 
rare pediatric disease priority vouchers under 
this section in the development of human drug 
products that treat or prevent such diseases. 

“(B) CONTENTS OF STUDY.—In conducting the 
study under subparagraph (A), the Comptroller 
General shall examine the following: 

“(i) The indications for which each rare dis- 
ease product for which a priority review vouch- 
er was awarded was approved under section 505 
or section 351 of the Public Health Service Act. 

“(ii) Whether, and to what extent, an unmet 
need related to the treatment or prevention of a 
rare pediatric disease was met through the ap- 
proval of such a rare disease product. 

“(iti) The value of the priority review voucher 
if transferred. 

“(iv) Identification of each drug for which a 
priority review voucher was used. 

“(v) The length of the period of time between 
the date on which a priority review voucher was 
awarded and the date on which it was used. 

“(2) REPORT.—Not later than 1 year after the 
date under paragraph (1)(A), the Comptroller 
General shall submit to the Committee on En- 
ergy and Commerce of the House of Representa- 
tives and the Committee on Health, Education, 
Labor, and Pensions of the Senate, a report con- 
taining the results of the study under para- 
graph (1).’’. 

TITLE X—DRUG SHORTAGES 
SEC. 1001. DISCONTINUANCE OR INTERRUPTION 
IN THE PRODUCTION OF LIFE-SAV- 
ING DRUGS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 506C (21 U.S.C. 356c) 
is amended to read as follows: 

“SEC. 506C. DISCONTINUANCE OR INTERRUPTION 
IN THE PRODUCTION OF LIFE-SAV- 


ING DRUGS. 
“(a) IN GENERAL.—A manufacturer of a 
drug— 
“(1) that is— 


“(A) life-supporting; 

“(B) life-sustaining; or 

“(C) intended for use in the prevention or 
treatment of a debilitating disease or condition, 
including any such drug used in emergency 
medical care or during surgery; and 

“(2) that is not a radio pharmaceutical drug 
product or any other product as designated by 
the Secretary, 
shall notify the Secretary, in accordance with 
subsection (b), of a permanent discontinuance 
in the manufacture of the drug or an interrup- 
tion of the manufacture of the drug that is like- 
ly to lead to a meaningful disruption in the sup- 
ply of that drug in the United States, and the 
reasons for such discontinuance or interruption. 

“(b) TIMING.—A notice required under sub- 
section (a) shall be submitted to the Secretary— 

“(1) at least 6 months prior to the date of the 
discontinuance or interruption; or 

“(2) if compliance with paragraph (1) is not 
possible, as soon as practicable. 

“(c) DISTRIBUTION.—To the maximum extent 
practicable, the Secretary shall distribute, 
through such means as the Secretary deems ap- 
propriate, information on the discontinuation or 
interruption of the manufacture of the drugs de- 
scribed in subsection (a) to appropriate organi- 
zations, including physician, health provider, 
and patient organizations, as described in sec- 
tion 506E. 

“(d) CONFIDENTIALITY.—Nothing in this sec- 
tion shall be construed as authorizing the Sec- 
retary to disclose any information that is a 
trade secret or confidential information subject 
to section 552(b)(4) of title 5, United States Code, 
or section 1905 of title 18, United States Code. 

“(e) COORDINATION WITH ATTORNEY GEN- 
ERAL.—Not later than 30 days after the receipt 
of a notification described in subsection (a), the 
Secretary shall— 
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“(1) determine whether the notification per- 
tains to a controlled substance subject to a pro- 
duction quota under section 306 of the Con- 
trolled Substances Act; and 

“(2) if necessary, as determined by the Sec- 
retary— 

“(A) notify the Attorney General that the Sec- 
retary has received such a notification; 

“(B) request that the Attorney General in- 
crease the aggregate and individual production 
quotas under section 306 of the Controlled Sub- 
stances Act applicable to such controlled sub- 
stance and any ingredient therein to a level the 
Secretary deems necessary to address a shortage 
of a controlled substance based on the best 
available market data; and 

“(C) if the Attorney General determines that 

the level requested is not necessary to address a 
shortage of a controlled substance, the Attorney 
General shall provide to the Secretary a written 
response detailing the basis for the Attorney 
General’s determination. 
The Secretary shall make the written response 
provided under subparagraph (C) available to 
the public on the Internet Web site of the Food 
and Drug Administration. 

“(f) FAILURE TO MEET REQUIREMENTS.—If a 
person fails to submit information required 
under subsection (a) in accordance with sub- 
section (b)— 

““(1) the Secretary shall issue a letter to such 
person informing such person of such failure; 

“(2) not later than 30 calendar days after the 
issuance of a letter under paragraph (1), the 
person who receives such letter shall submit to 
the Secretary a written response to such letter 
setting forth the basis for noncompliance and 
providing information required under subsection 
(a); and 

“(3) not later than 45 calendar days after the 
issuance of a letter under paragraph (1), the 
Secretary shall make such letter and any re- 
sponse to such letter under paragraph (2) avail- 
able to the public on the Internet Web site of the 
Food and Drug Administration, with appro- 
priate redactions made to protect information 
described in subsection (d), except that, if the 
Secretary determines that the letter under para- 
graph (1) was issued in error or, after review of 
such response, the person had a reasonable 
basis for not notifying as required under sub- 
section (a), the requirements of this paragraph 
shall not apply. 

‘“(g) EXPEDITED INSPECTIONS AND REVIEWS.— 
If, based on notifications described in subsection 
(a) or any other relevant information, the Sec- 
retary concludes that there is, or is likely to be, 
a drug shortage of a drug described in sub- 
section (a), the Secretary may— 

“(1) expedite the review of a supplement to a 
new drug application submitted under section 
505(b), an abbreviated new drug application 
submitted under section 505(j), or a supplement 
to such an application submitted under section 
505(j) that could help mitigate or prevent such 
shortage; or 

“(2) expedite an inspection or reinspection of 
an establishment that could help mitigate or 
prevent such drug shortage. 

“(h) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sec- 
tion— 

“(1) the term ‘drug’— 

“(A) means a drug (as defined in section 
201(g)) that is intended for human use and that 
is subject to section 503(b)(1); and 

“(B) does not include biological products (as 
defined in section 351 of the Public Health Serv- 
ice Act), unless otherwise provided by the Sec- 
retary in the regulations promulgated under 
subsection (i); 

“(2) the term ‘drug shortage’ or ‘shortage’, 
with respect to a drug, means a period of time 
when the demand or projected demand for the 
drug within the United States exceeds the sup- 
ply of the drug; and 
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“(3) the term ‘meaningful disruption’— 

“(A) means a change in production that is 
reasonably likely to lead to a reduction in the 
supply of a drug by a manufacturer that is more 
than negligible and affects the ability of the 
manufacturer to fill orders or meet expected de- 
mand for its product; and 

“(B) does not include interruptions in manu- 
facturing due to matters such as routine mainte- 
nance or insignificant changes in manufac- 
turing so long as the manufacturer expects to 
resume operations in a short period of time. 

“(i) REGULATIONS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 18 months 
after the date of enactment of the Food and 
Drug Administration Safety and Innovation 
Act, the Secretary shall adopt a final regulation 
implementing this section. 

“(2) CONTENTS.—Such regulation shall define, 
for purposes of this section, the terms ‘life-sup- 
porting’, ‘life-sustaining’, and ‘intended for use 
in the prevention or treatment of a debilitating 
disease or condition’. 

(3) INCLUSION OF BIOLOGICAL PRODUCTS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may by reg- 
ulation apply this section to biological products 
(as defined in section 351 of the Public Health 
Service Act), including plasma products derived 
from human plasma protein and their recom- 
binant analogs, if the Secretary determines such 
inclusion would benefit the public health. Such 
regulation shall take into account any supply 
reporting programs and shall aim to reduce du- 
plicative notification. 

“(B) RULE FOR VACCINES.—If the Secretary 
applies this section to vaccines pursuant to sub- 
paragraph (A), the Secretary shall— 

“(i) consider whether the notification require- 
ment under subsection (a) may be satisfied by 
submitting a notification to the Centers for Dis- 
ease Control and Prevention under the vaccine 
shortage notification program of such Centers; 
and 

“(ii) explain the determination made by the 
Secretary under clause (i) in the regulation. 

“(4) PROCEDURE.—In promulgating a regula- 
tion implementing this section, the Secretary 
shall— 

“(A) issue a notice of proposed rulemaking 
that includes the proposed regulation; 

“(B) provide a period of not less than 60 days 
for comments on the proposed regulation; and 

“(C) publish the final regulation not less than 
30 days before the regulation’s effective date. 

“(5)  RESTRICTIONS.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of Federal law, in implementing 
this section, the Secretary shall only promulgate 
regulations as described in paragraph (4).’’. 

(b) EFFECT OF NOTIFICATION.—The submission 
of a notification to the Secretary of Health and 
Human Services (referred to in this title as the 
“Secretary’’) for purposes of complying with the 
requirement in section 506C(a) of the Federal 
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act (as amended by 
subsection (a)) shall not be construed— 

(1) as an admission that any product that is 
the subject of such notification violates any pro- 
vision of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic 
Act (21 U.S.C. 301 et seq.); or 

(2) as evidence of an intention to promote or 
market the product for an indication or use for 
which the product has not been approved by the 
Secretary. 

SEC. 1002. ANNUAL REPORTING ON DRUG SHORT- 
AGES. 

Chapter V (21 U.S.C. 351 et seq.) is amended 
by inserting after section 506C, as amended by 
section 1001 of this Act, the following: 

“SEC. 506C-1. ANNUAL REPORTING ON DRUG 
SHORTAGES. 

“(a) ANNUAL REPORTS TO CONGRESS.—Not 
later than the end of calendar year 2013, and 
not later than the end of each calendar year 
thereafter, the Secretary shall submit to the 
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Committee on Energy and Commerce of the 
House of Representatives and the Committee on 
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions of the 
Senate a report on drug shortages that— 

“(1) specifies the number of manufacturers 
that submitted a notification to the Secretary 
under section 506C(a) during such calendar 
year; 

“(2) describes the communication between the 
field investigators of the Food and Drug Admin- 
istration and the staff of the Center for Drug 
Evaluation and Research’s Office of Compliance 
and Drug Shortage Program, including the Food 
and Drug Administration’s procedures for ena- 
bling and ensuring such communication; 

“(3)(A) lists the major actions taken by the 
Secretary to prevent or mitigate the drug short- 
ages described in paragraph (7); 

“(B) in the list under subparagraph (A), in- 
cludes— 

“(i) the number of applications and supple- 
ments for which the Secretary expedited review 
under section 506C(g)(1) during such calendar 
year; and 

“(ii) the number of establishment inspections 
or reinspections that the Secretary expedited 
under section 506C(g)(2) during such calendar 
year; 

“(4) describes the coordination between the 
Food and Drug Administration and the Drug 
Enforcement Administration on efforts to pre- 
vent or alleviate drug shortages; 

“(5) identifies the number of and describes the 
instances in which the Food and Drug Adminis- 
tration exercised regulatory flexibility and dis- 
cretion to prevent or alleviate a drug shortage; 

“(6) lists the names of manufacturers that 
were issued letters under section 506C(f); and 

“(7) specifies the number of drug shortages oc- 
curring during such calendar year, as identified 
by the Secretary. 

“(b) TREND ANALYSIS.—The Secretary is au- 
thorized to retain a third party to conduct a 
study, if the Secretary believes such a study 
would help clarify the causes, trends, or solu- 
tions related to drug shortages. 

“(c) DEFINITION.—In this section, the term 
‘drug shortage’ or ‘shortage’ has the meaning 
given such term in section 506C.’’. 

SEC. 1003. COORDINATION; TASK FORCE AND 
STRATEGIC PLAN. 

Chapter V (21 U.S.C. 351 et seq.) is amended 
by inserting after section 506C-1, as added by 
section 1002 of this Act, the following: 

“SEC. 506D. COORDINATION; TASK FORCE AND 
STRATEGIC PLAN. 

“(a) TASK FORCE AND STRATEGIC PLAN.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.— 

“(A) TASK FORCE.—AS soon as practicable 
after the date of enactment of the Food and 
Drug Administration Safety and Innovation 
Act, the Secretary shall establish a task force to 
develop and implement a strategic plan for en- 
hancing the Secretary’s response to preventing 
and mitigating drug shortages. 

“(B) STRATEGIC PLAN.—The strategic plan de- 
scribed in subparagraph (A) shall include— 

“(i) plans for enhanced interagency and 
intra-agency coordination, communication, and 
decisionmaking; 

“(ii) plans for ensuring that drug shortages 
are considered when the Secretary initiates a 
regulatory action that could precipitate a drug 
shortage or exacerbate an existing drug short- 
age; 

“(iti) plans for effective communication with 
outside stakeholders, including who the Sec- 
retary should alert about potential or actual 
drug shortages, how the communication should 
occur, and what types of information should be 
shared; 

“(iv) plans for considering the impact of drug 
shortages on research and clinical trials; and 

“(v) an examination of whether to establish a 
‘qualified manufacturing partner program’, as 
described in subparagraph (C). 
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“(C) DESCRIPTION OF PROGRAM.—In_ con- 
ducting the examination of a ‘qualified manu- 
facturing partner program’ under subparagraph 
(B)(v), the Secretary— 

“(i) shall take into account that— 

(I) a ‘qualified manufacturer’, for purposes 
of such program, would need to have the capa- 
bility and capacity to supply products deter- 
mined or anticipated to be in shortage; and 

“(II) in examining the capability and capacity 
to supply products in shortage, the ‘qualified 
manufacturer’ could have a site that manufac- 
tures a drug listed under section 506E or have 
the capacity to produce drugs in response to a 
shortage within a rapid timeframe; and 

“(ii) shall examine whether incentives are 
necessary to encourage the participation of 
‘qualified manufacturers’ in such a program. 

“(D) CONSULTATION.—In carrying out this 
paragraph, the task force shall ensure consulta- 
tion with the appropriate offices within the 
Food and Drug Administration, including the 
Office of the Commissioner, the Center for Drug 
Evaluation and Research, the Office of Regu- 
latory Affairs, and employees within the De- 
partment of Health and Human Services with 
expertise regarding drug shortages. The Sec- 
retary shall engage external stakeholders and 
experts as appropriate. 

“(2) TIMING.—Not later than 1 year after the 
date of enactment of the Food and Drug Admin- 
istration Safety and Innovation Act, the task 
force shall— 

“(A) publish the strategic plan described in 
paragraph (1); and 

“(B) submit such plan to Congress. 

“(b) COMMUNICATION.—The Secretary shall 
ensure that, prior to any enforcement action or 
issuance of a warning letter that the Secretary 
determines could reasonably be anticipated to 
lead to a meaningful disruption in the supply in 
the United States of a drug described under sec- 
tion 506C(a), there is communication with the 
appropriate office of the Food and Drug Admin- 
istration with expertise regarding drug short- 
ages regarding whether the action or letter 
could cause, or exacerbate, a shortage of the 
drug. 

“(c) ACTION.—If the Secretary determines, 
after the communication described in subsection 
(b), that an enforcement action or a warning 
letter could reasonably cause or exacerbate a 
shortage of a drug described under section 
506C(a), then the Secretary shall evaluate the 
risks associated with the impact of such short- 
age upon patients and those risks associated 
with the violation involved before taking such 
action or issuing such letter, unless there is im- 
minent risk of serious adverse health con- 
sequences or death to humans. 

“(d) REPORTING BY OTHER ENTITIES.—The 
Secretary shall identify or establish a mecha- 
nism by which health care providers and other 
third-party organizations may report to the Sec- 
retary evidence of a drug shortage. 

“(e) REVIEW AND CONSTRUCTION.—No deter- 
mination, finding, action, or omission of the 
Secretary under this section shall— 

“(1) be subject to judicial review; or 

““(2) be construed to establish a defense to an 
enforcement action by the Secretary. 

“(f) SUNSET.—Subsections (a), (b), (c), and (e) 
shall cease to be effective on the date that is 5 
years after the date of enactment of the Food 
and Drug Administration Safety and Innovation 
Act.”’. 

SEC. 1004. DRUG SHORTAGE LIST. 

Chapter V (21 U.S.C. 351 et seq.) is amended 
by inserting after section 506D, as added by sec- 
tion 1003 of this Act, the following: 

“SEC. 506E. DRUG SHORTAGE LIST. 

“(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Secretary shall 
maintain an up-to-date list of drugs that are de- 
termined by the Secretary to be in shortage in 
the United States. 


June 20, 2012 


“(b) CONTENTS.—For each drug on such list, 
the Secretary shall include the following infor- 
mation: 

“(1) The name of the drug in shortage, includ- 
ing the National Drug Code number for such 
drug. 

“(2) The name of each manufacturer of such 
drug. 

“(3) The reason for the shortage, as deter- 
mined by the Secretary, selecting from the fol- 
lowing categories: 

“(A) Requirements related to complying with 
good manufacturing practices. 

“(B) Regulatory delay. 

“(C) Shortage of an active ingredient. 

“(D) Shortage of an inactive ingredient com- 
ponent. 

“(E) Discontinuation of the manufacture of 
the drug. 

“(F) Delay in shipping of the drug. 

“(G) Demand increase for the drug. 

“(4) The estimated duration of the shortage as 
determined by the Secretary. 

“(c) PUBLIC AVAILABILITY.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraphs (2) 
and (3), the Secretary shall make the informa- 
tion in such list publicly available. 

“(2) TRADE SECRETS AND CONFIDENTIAL INFOR- 
MATION.—Nothing in this section alters or 
amends section 1905 of title 18, United States 
Code, or section 552(b)(4) of title 5 of such Code. 

“(3) PUBLIC HEALTH EXCEPTION.—The Sec- 
retary may choose not to make information col- 
lected under this section publicly available 
under paragraph (1) or section 506C(c) if the 
Secretary determines that disclosure of such in- 
formation would adversely affect the public 
health (such as by increasing the possibility of 
hoarding or other disruption of the availability 
of drug products to patients).’’. 

SEC. 1005. QUOTAS APPLICABLE TO DRUGS IN 
SHORTAGE. 

Section 306 of the Controlled Substances Act 
(21 U.S.C. 826) is amended by adding at the end 
the following: 

“(h)(1) Not later than 30 days after the receipt 
of a request described in paragraph (2), the At- 
torney General shall— 

“(A) complete review of such request; and 

“(B)(i) as necessary to address a shortage of 
a controlled substance, increase the aggregate 
and individual production quotas under this 
section applicable to such controlled substance 
and any ingredient therein to the level re- 
quested; or 

“(ii) if the Attorney General determines that 

the level requested is not necessary to address a 
shortage of a controlled substance, the Attorney 
General shall provide a written response detail- 
ing the basis for the Attorney General’s deter- 
mination. 
The Secretary shall make the written response 
provided under subparagraph (B)(ii) available 
to the public on the Internet Web site of the 
Food and Drug Administration. 

“(2) A request is described in this paragraph 
if— 

“(A) the request pertains to a controlled sub- 
stance on the list of drugs in shortage main- 
tained under section 506E of the Federal Food, 
Drug, and Cosmetic Act; 

“(B) the request is submitted by the manufac- 
turer of the controlled substance; and 

“(C) the controlled substance is in schedule 
TE?" 

SEC. 1006. ATTORNEY GENERAL REPORT 
DRUG SHORTAGES. 

Not later than 6 months after the date of the 
enactment of this Act, and annually thereafter, 
the Attorney General shall submit to the Com- 
mittee on Energy and Commerce of the House of 
Representatives and the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary of the Senate a report on drug shortages 
that— 


ON 


June 20, 2012 


(1) identifies the number of requests received 
under section 306(h) of the Controlled Sub- 
stances Act (as added by section 1005 of this 
Act), the average review time for such requests, 
the number of requests granted and denied 
under such section, and, for each of the requests 
denied under such section, the basis for such de- 
nial; 

(2) describes the coordination between the 
Drug Enforcement Administration and Food 
and Drug Administration on efforts to prevent 
or alleviate drug shortages; and 

(3) identifies drugs containing a controlled 
substance subject to section 306 of the Con- 
trolled Substances Act when such a drug is de- 
termined by the Secretary to be in shortage. 

SEC. 1007. HOSPITAL REPACKAGING OF DRUGS IN 
SHORTAGE. 

Chapter V (21 U.S.C. 351 et seq.) is amended 
by inserting after section 506E, as added by sec- 
tion 1004 of this Act, the following: 

“SEC. 506F. HOSPITAL REPACKAGING OF DRUGS 
IN SHORTAGE. 

“(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 

“(1) DRUG.—The term ‘drug’ excludes any 
controlled substance (as such term is defined in 
section 102 of the Controlled Substances Act). 

“(2) HEALTH SYSTEM.—The term ‘health sys- 
tem’ means a collection of hospitals that are 
owned and operated by the same entity and that 
share access to databases with drug order infor- 
mation for their patients. 

“(3) REPACKAGE.—For the purposes of this 
section only, the term ‘repackage’, with respect 
to a drug, means to divide the volume of a drug 
into smaller amounts in order to— 

“(A) extend the supply of a drug in response 
to the placement of the drug on a drug shortage 
list under section 506E; and 

“(B) facilitate access to the drug by hospitals 
within the same health system. 

“(b) EXCLUSION FROM REGISTRATION.—Not- 
withstanding any other provision of this Act, a 
hospital shall not be considered an establish- 
ment for which registration is required under 
section 510 solely because it repackages a drug 
and transfers it to another hospital within the 
same health system in accordance with the con- 
ditions in subsection (c)— 

“(1) during any period in which the drug is 
listed on the drug shortage list under section 
506E; or 

“(2) during the 60-day period following any 
period described in paragraph (1). 

“(c) CONDITIONS.—Subsection (b) shall only 
apply to a hospital, with respect to the repack- 
aging of a drug for transfer to another hospital 
within the same health system, if the following 
conditions are met: 

“(1) DRUG FOR INTRASYSTEM USE ONLY.—In no 
case may a drug that has been repackaged in 
accordance with this section be sold or other- 
wise distributed by the health system or a hos- 
pital within the system to an entity or indi- 
vidual that is not a hospital within such health 
system. 

“(2) COMPLIANCE WITH STATE RULES.—Repack- 
aging of a drug under this section shall be done 
in compliance with applicable State require- 
ments of each State in which the drug is repack- 
aged and received. 

“(d) TERMINATION.—This section shall not 
apply on or after the date on which the Sec- 
retary issues final guidance that clarifies the 
policy of the Food and Drug Administration re- 
garding hospital pharmacies repackaging and 
safely transferring repackaged drugs to other 
hospitals within the same health system during 
a drug shortage.’’. 

SEC. 1008. STUDY ON DRUG SHORTAGES. 

(a) STUDY.—The Comptroller General of the 
United States shall conduct a study to examine 
the cause of drug shortages and formulate rec- 
ommendations on how to prevent or alleviate 
such shortages. 
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(b) CONSIDERATION.—In conducting the study 
under this section, the Comptroller General 
shall consider the following questions: 


(1) What are the dominant characteristics of 
drugs that have gone into a drug shortage over 
the preceding 3 years? 


(2) Are there systemic high-risk factors (such 
as drug pricing structure, including Federal re- 
imbursements, or the number of manufacturers 
producing a drug product) that have led to the 
concentration of drug shortages in certain drug 
products that have made such products vulner- 
able to drug shortages? 


(3) Is there a reason why drug shortages have 
occurred primarily in the sterile injectable mar- 
ket and in certain therapeutic areas? 


(4)(A) How have regulations, guidance docu- 
ments, regulatory practices, policies, and other 
actions of Federal departments and agencies 
(including the effectiveness of interagency and 
intra-agency coordination, communication, stra- 
tegic planning, and decisionmaking), including 
those used to enforce statutory requirements, af- 
fected drug shortages? 


(B) Do any such regulations, guidances, poli- 
cies, or practices cause, exacerbate, prevent, or 
mitigate drug shortages? 


(C) How can regulations, guidances, policies, 
or practices be modified, streamlined, expanded, 
or discontinued in order to reduce or prevent 
such drug shortages? 


(D) What effect would the changes described 
in subparagraph (C) have on the public health? 


(5) How does hoarding affect drug shortages? 


(6) How would incentives alleviate or prevent 
drug shortages? 


(7) To what extent are health care providers, 
including hospitals and physicians responding 
to drug shortages, able to adjust care effectively 
to compensate for such shortages, and what im- 
pediments exist that hinder provider ability to 
adjust to such shortages? 


(8)(A) Have drug shortages led market partici- 
pants to stockpile affected drugs or sell such 
drugs at inflated prices? 


(B) What has been the impact of any such ac- 
tivities described in subparagraph (A) on Fed- 
eral revenue, and are there any economic fac- 
tors that have exacerbated or created a market 
for such activities? 


(C) Is there a need for any additional report- 
ing or enforcement actions to address such ac- 
tivities? 

(9)(A) How have the activities under section 
506D of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic 
Act (as added by section 1003 of this Act) im- 
proved the efforts of the Food and Drug Admin- 
istration to mitigate and prevent drug short- 
ages? 

(B) Is there a need to continue the task force 
and strategic plan under such section 506D, or 
are there any other recommendations to increase 
communication and coordination inside the 
Food and Drug Administration, between the 
Food and Drug Administration and other agen- 
cies, and between the Food and Drug Adminis- 
tration and stakeholders? 


(c) CONSULTATION WITH STAKEHOLDERS.—In 
conducting the study under this section, the 
Comptroller General shall consult with relevant 
stakeholders, including physicians, pharmacists, 
hospitals, patients, drug manufacturers, and 
other health providers. 


(d) REPORT.—Not later than 18 months after 
the date of the enactment of this Act, the Comp- 
troller General shall submit a report to the Com- 
mittee on Energy and Commerce of the House of 
Representatives and the Committee on Health, 
Education, Labor, and Pensions of the Senate 
on the results of the study under this section. 
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TITLE XI—OTHER PROVISIONS 
Subtitle A—Reauthorizations 
SEC. 1101. REAUTHORIZATION OF PROVISION RE- 
LATING TO EXCLUSIVITY OF CER- 
TAIN DRUGS CONTAINING SINGLE 
ENANTIOMERS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 505(u)(4) (21 U.S.C. 
355(u)(4)) is amended by striking ‘‘2012’’ and in- 
serting ‘‘2017’’. 

(b) AMENDMENT.—Section 505(u)(1)(A)(ti)(ID) 
(21 U.S.C. 355(u)(1)(A) (i) (IT) is amended by in- 
serting ‘‘clinical’’ after “any”. 

SEC. 1102. REAUTHORIZATION OF THE CRITICAL 
PATH PUBLIC-PRIVATE PARTNER- 
SHIPS. 

Subsection (f) of section 566 (21 U.S.C. 360bbb- 
5) is amended to read as follows: 

““(f) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—TO 
carry out this section, there is authorized to be 
appropriated $6,000,000 for each of fiscal years 
2013 through 2017.’’. 

Subtitle B—Medical Gas Product Regulation 
SEC. 1111. REGULATION OF MEDICAL GASES. 

Chapter V (21 U.S.C. 351 et seq.) is amended 

by adding at the end the following: 
“Subchapter G—Medical Gases 
“SEC. 575. DEFINITIONS. 

“In this subchapter: 

“(1) The term ‘designated medical gas’ means 
any of the following: 

“(A) Oxygen that meets the standards set 
forth in an official compendium. 

“(B) Nitrogen that meets the standards set 
forth in an official compendium. 

“(C) Nitrous oxide that meets the standards 
set forth in an official compendium. 

“(D) Carbon dioxide that meets the standards 
set forth in an official compendium. 

“(E) Helium that meets the standards set forth 
in an official compendium. 

“(F) Carbon monoxide that meets the stand- 
ards set forth in an official compendium. 

“(G) Medical air that meets the standards set 
forth in an official compendium. 

“(H) Any other medical gas deemed appro- 
priate by the Secretary, after taking into ac- 
count any investigational new drug application 
or investigational new animal drug application 
for the same medical gas submitted in accord- 
ance with regulations applicable to such appli- 
cations in title 21 of the Code of Federal Regula- 
tions, unless any period of exclusivity under 
section 505(c)(3)(E)(ii) or section 505(j)(5)(F) (ii), 
or the extension of any such period under sec- 
tion 505A, applicable to such medical gas has 
not expired. 

“(2) The term ‘medical gas’ means a drug 
that— 

“(A) is manufactured or stored in a liquefied, 
nonliquefied, or cryogenic state; and 

“(B) is administered as a gas. 

“SEC. 576. REGULATION OF MEDICAL GASES. 

“(a) CERTIFICATION OF DESIGNATED MEDICAL 
GASES.— 

“(1) SUBMISSION.—Beginning 180 days after 
the date of enactment of this section, any per- 
son may file with the Secretary a request for 
certification of a medical gas as a designated 
medical gas. Any such request shall contain the 
following information: 

“(A) A description of the medical gas. 

“(B) The name and address of the sponsor. 

“(C) The name and address of the facility or 
facilities where the medical gas is or will be 
manufactured. 

“(D) Any other information deemed appro- 
priate by the Secretary to determine whether the 
medical gas is a designated medical gas. 

“(2) GRANT OF CERTIFICATION.—The certifi- 
cation requested under paragraph (1) is deemed 
to be granted unless, within 60 days of the filing 
of such request, the Secretary finds that— 

“(A) the medical gas subject to the certifi- 
cation is not a designated medical gas; 
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“(B) the request does not contain the informa- 
tion required under paragraph (1) or otherwise 
lacks sufficient information to permit the Sec- 
retary to determine that the medical gas is a 
designated medical gas; or 

“(C) denying the request is necessary to pro- 
tect the public health. 

“(3) EFFECT OF CERTIFICATION.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.— 

“(i) APPROVED USES.—A designated medical 
gas for which a certification is granted under 
paragraph (2) is deemed, alone or in combina- 
tion, as medically appropriate, with another 
designated medical gas or gases for which a cer- 
tification or certifications have been granted, to 
have in effect an approved application under 
section 505 or 512, subject to all applicable post- 
approval requirements, for the following indica- 
tions for use: 

“(I) In the case of oxygen, the treatment or 
prevention of hypoxemia or hypoxia. 

“(II) In the case of nitrogen, use in hypoxic 
challenge testing. 

“(III) In the case of nitrous oxide, analgesia. 

“(IV) In the case of carbon dioxide, use in 
extracorporeal membrane oxygenation therapy 
or respiratory stimulation. 

“(V) In the case of helium, the treatment of 
upper airway obstruction or increased airway 
resistance. 

“(VID In the case of medical air, to reduce the 
risk of hyperoxia. 

“(VII) In the case of carbon monoxide, use in 
lung diffusion testing. 

“(VIIT) Any other indication for use for a des- 
ignated medical gas or combination of des- 
ignated medical gases deemed appropriate by 
the Secretary, unless any period of exclusivity 
under clause (iii) or (iv) of section 505(c)(3)(E), 
clause (iti) or (iv) of section 505(j)(5)(F), or sec- 
tion 527, or the extension of any such period 
under section 505A, applicable to such indica- 
tion for use for such gas or combination of gases 
has not expired. 

“(it) LABELING.—The requirements of sections 
503(b)(4) and 502(f) are deemed to have been met 
for a designated medical gas if the labeling on 
final use container for such medical gas bears— 

“(I) the information required by section 
503(b)(4); 

“(II) a warning statement concerning the use 
of the medical gas as determined by the Sec- 
retary by regulation; and 

“(III) appropriate directions and warnings 
concerning storage and handling. 

“(B) INAPPLICABILITY OF EXCLUSIVITY PROVI- 
SIONS.— 

“(i) NO EXCLUSIVITY FOR A CERTIFIED MEDICAL 
GAS.—No designated medical gas deemed under 
subparagraph (A)(i) to have in effect an ap- 
proved application is eligible for any period of 
exclusivity under section 505(c), 505(j), or 527, or 
the extension of any such period under section 
505A, on the basis of such deemed approval. 

“(ii) EFFECT ON CERTIFICATION.—No period of 
exclusivity under section 505(c), 505(j), or sec- 
tion 527, or the extension of any such period 
under section 505A, with respect to an applica- 
tion for a drug product shall prohibit, limit, or 
otherwise affect the submission, grant, or effect 
of a certification under this section, except as 
provided in subsection (a)(3)(A)(i)(VIUD and 
section 575(1)(H). 

“(4) WITHDRAWAL, SUSPENSION, OR REVOCA- 
TION OF APPROVAL.— 

“(A) WITHDRAWAL, SUSPENSION OF AP- 
PROVAL.—Nothing in this subchapter limits the 
Secretary’s authority to withdraw or suspend 
approval of a drug product, including a des- 
ignated medical gas deemed under this section 
to have in effect an approved application under 
section 505 or section 512 of this Act. 

“(B) REVOCATION OF CERTIFICATION.—The 
Secretary may revoke the grant of a certification 
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under paragraph (2) if the Secretary determines 
that the request for certification contains any 
material omission or falsification. 

““(b) PRESCRIPTION REQUIREMENT.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—A designated medical gas 
shall be subject to the requirements of section 
503(b)(1) unless the Secretary exercises the au- 
thority provided in section 503(b)(3) to remove 
such medical gas from the requirements of sec- 
tion 503(b)(1), the gas is approved for use with- 
out a prescription pursuant to an application 
under section 505 or 512, or the use in question 
is authorized pursuant to another provision of 
this Act relating to use of medical products in 
emergencies. 

(2) OXYGEN.— 

““(A) NO PRESCRIPTION REQUIRED FOR CERTAIN 
USES.—Notwithstanding paragraph (1), oxygen 
may be provided without a prescription for the 
following uses: 

“(i) For use in the event of depressurization 
or other environmental oxygen deficiency. 

“(ii) For oxygen deficiency or for use in emer- 
gency resuscitation, when administered by prop- 
erly trained personnel. 

“(B) LABELING.—For oxygen provided pursu- 
ant to subparagraph (A), the requirements of 
section 503(b)(4) shall be deemed to have been 
met if its labeling bears a warning that the oxy- 
gen can be used for emergency use only and for 
all other medical applications a prescription is 
required. 

“SEC. 577. INAPPLICABILITY OF DRUG FEES TO 
DESIGNATED MEDICAL GASES. 

“A designated medical gas, alone or in com- 
bination with another designated gas or gases 
(as medically appropriate) deemed under section 
576 to have in effect an approved application 
shall not be assessed fees under section 736(a) 
on the basis of such deemed approval.’’. 

SEC. 1112. CHANGES TO REGULATIONS. 

(a) REPORT.—Not later than 18 months after 
the date of the enactment of this Act, the Sec- 
retary, after obtaining input from medical gas 
manufacturers and any other interested mem- 
bers of the public, shall— 

(1) determine whether any changes to the 
Federal drug regulations are necessary for med- 
ical gases; and 

(2) submit to the Committee on Health, Edu- 
cation, Labor, and Pensions of the Senate and 
the Committee on Energy and Commerce of the 
House of Representatives a report regarding any 
such changes. 

(b) REGULATIONS.—If the Secretary determines 
under subsection (a) that changes to the Federal 
drug regulations are necessary for medical 
gases, the Secretary shall issue final regulations 
revising the Federal drug regulations with re- 
spect to medical gases not later than 48 months 
after the date of the enactment of this Act. 

(c) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 

(1) The term “Federal drug regulations” 
means regulations in title 21 of the Code of Fed- 
eral Regulations pertaining to drugs. 

(2) The term ‘‘medical gas” has the meaning 
given to such term in section 575 of the Federal 
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act, as added by sec- 
tion 1111 of this Act. 

(3) The term “Secretary” means the Secretary 
of Health and Human Services, acting through 
the Commissioner of Food and Drugs. 

SEC. 1113. RULES OF CONSTRUCTION. 

Nothing in this subtitle and the amendments 
made by this subtitle applies with respect to— 

(1) a drug that is approved prior to May 1, 
2012, pursuant to an application submitted 
under section 505 or 512 of the Federal Food, 
Drug, and Cosmetic Act (21 U.S.C. 355, 360b); 

(2) any gas listed in subparagraphs (A) 
through (G) of section 575(1) of the Federal 
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act, as added by sec- 
tion 1111 of this Act, or any combination of any 
such gases, for an indication that— 
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(A) is not included in, or is different from, 
those specified in subclauses (I) through (VII) of 
section 576(a)(3)(A)(i) of such Act; and 

(B) is approved on or after May 1, 2012, pur- 
suant to an application submitted under section 
505 or 512; or 

(3) any designated medical gas added pursu- 
ant to subparagraph (H) of section 575(1) of 
such Act for an indication that— 

(A) is not included in, or is different from, 
those originally added pursuant to subpara- 
graph (H) of section 575(1) and section 
576(a)(3)(A)()(VIUD; and 

(B) is approved on or after May 1, 2012, pur- 
suant to an application submitted under section 
505 or 512 of such Act. 

Subtitle C—Miscellaneous Provisions 
SEC. 1121. GUIDANCE DOCUMENT REGARDING 
PRODUCT PROMOTION USING THE 
INTERNET. 

Not later than 2 years after the date of enact- 
ment of this Act, the Secretary of Health and 
Human Services shall issue guidance that de- 
scribes Food and Drug Administration policy re- 
garding the promotion, using the Internet (in- 
cluding social media), of medical products that 
are regulated by such Administration. 
SEC. 1122. COMBATING PRESCRIPTION 

ABUSE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—To combat the significant 
rise in prescription drug abuse and the con- 
sequences of such abuse, the Secretary of Health 
and Human Services (referred to in this section 
as the “‘Secretary’’), in coordination with other 
Federal agencies, as appropriate, shall review 
current Federal initiatives and identify gaps 
and opportunities with respect to— 

(1) ensuring the safe use of prescription drugs 
with the potential for abuse; and 

(2) the treatment of prescription drug 
dependance. 

(b) REPORT.—Not later than 1 year after the 
date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary 
shall post on the Department of Health and 
Human Service’s Internet Web site a report on 
the findings of the review under subsection (a). 
Such report shall include findings and rec- 
ommendations on— 

(1) how best to leverage and build upon exist- 
ing Federal and federally funded data sources, 
such as prescription drug monitoring program 
data and the sentinel initiative of the Food and 
Drug Administration under section 505(k)(3) of 
the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act (21 
U.S.C. 351(k)(3)), as it relates to collection of in- 
formation relevant to adverse events, patient 
safety, and patient outcomes, to create a cen- 
tralized data clearinghouse and early warning 
tool; 

(2) how best to develop and disseminate wide- 
ly best practices models and suggested standard 
requirements to States for achieving greater 
interoperability and effectiveness of prescription 
drug monitoring programs, especially with re- 
spect to provider participation, producing 
standardized data on adverse events, patient 
safety, and patient outcomes; and 

(3) how best to develop provider, pharmacist, 
and patient education tools and a strategy to 
widely disseminate such tools and assess the ef- 
ficacy of such tools. 

(c) GUIDANCE ON ABUSE-DETERRENT PROD- 
ucTs.—Not later than 6 months after the date of 
enactment of this Act, the Secretary shall pro- 
mulgate guidance on the development of abuse- 
deterrent drug products. 

SEC. 1123. OPTIMIZING GLOBAL CLINICAL TRIALS. 

Subchapter E of chapter V (21 U.S.C. 360bbb 
et seq.), as amended by section 903 of this Act, 
is further amended by adding at the end the fol- 
lowing: 
“SEC. 


DRUG 


569A. OPTIMIZING GLOBAL CLINICAL 
TRIALS. 


“(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall— 
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“(1) work with other regulatory authorities of 
similar standing, medical research companies, 
and international organizations to foster and 
encourage uniform, scientifically driven clinical 
trial standards with respect to medical products 
around the world; and 

“(2) enhance the commitment to provide con- 
sistent parallel scientific advice to manufactur- 
ers seeking simultaneous global development of 
new medical products in order to— 

“(A) enhance medical product development; 

“(B) facilitate the use of foreign data; and 

“(C) minimize the need to conduct duplicative 
clinical studies, preclinical studies, or nonclin- 
ical studies. 

“(b) MEDICAL PRODUCT.—In this section, the 
term ‘medical product’ means a drug, as defined 
in subsection (g) of section 201, a device, as de- 
fined in subsection (h) of such section, or a bio- 
logical product, as defined in section 351(i) of 
the Public Health Service Act. 

“(c) SAVINGS CLAUSE.—Nothing in this section 
shall alter the criteria for evaluating the safety 
or effectiveness of a medical product under this 
Act. 

“SEC. 569B. USE OF CLINICAL INVESTIGATION 
DATA FROM OUTSIDE THE UNITED 
STATES. 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—In determining whether to 
approve, license, or clear a drug or device pur- 
suant to an application submitted under this 
chapter, the Secretary shall accept data from 
clinical investigations conducted outside of the 
United States, including the European Union, if 
the applicant demonstrates that such data are 
adequate under applicable standards to support 
approval, licensure, or clearance of the drug or 
device in the United States. 

“(b) NOTICE TO SPONSOR.—If the Secretary 
finds under subsection (a) that the data from 
clinical investigations conducted outside the 
United States, including in the European 
Union, are inadequate for the purpose of mak- 
ing a determination on approval, clearance, or 
licensure of a drug or device pursuant to an ap- 
plication submitted under this chapter, the Sec- 
retary shall provide written notice to the spon- 
sor of the application of such finding and in- 
clude the rationale for such finding.’’. 

SEC. 1124. ADVANCING REGULATORY SCIENCE TO 
PROMOTE PUBLIC HEALTH INNOVA- 
TION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 1 year after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary 
of Health and Human Services (referred to in 
this section as the ‘‘Secretary’’) shall develop a 
strategy and implementation plan for advancing 
regulatory science for medical products in order 
to promote the public health and advance inno- 
vation in regulatory decisionmaking. 

(b) REQUIREMENTS.—The strategy and imple- 
mentation plan developed under subsection (a) 
shall be consistent with the user fee perform- 
ance goals in the Prescription Drug User Fee 
Agreement commitment letter, the Generic Drug 
User Fee Agreement commitment letter, and the 
Biosimilar User Fee Agreement commitment let- 
ter transmitted by the Secretary to Congress on 
January 13, 2012, and the Medical Device User 
Fee Agreement commitment letter transmitted by 
the Secretary to Congress on April 20, 2012, and 
shall— 

(1) identify a clear vision of the fundamental 
role of efficient, consistent, and predictable, 
science-based decisions throughout regulatory 
decisionmaking of the Food and Drug Adminis- 
tration with respect to medical products; 

(2) identify the regulatory science priorities of 
the Food and Drug Administration directly re- 
lated to fulfilling the mission of the agency with 
respect to decisionmaking concerning medical 
products and allocation of resources toward 
such regulatory science priorities; 

(3) identify regulatory and scientific gaps that 
impede the timely development and review of, 
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and regulatory certainty with respect to, the ap- 
proval, licensure, or clearance of medical prod- 
ucts, including with respect to companion prod- 
ucts and new technologies, and facilitating the 
timely introduction and adoption of new tech- 
nologies and methodologies in a safe and effec- 
tive manner; 

(4) identify clear, measurable metrics by which 
progress on the priorities identified under para- 
graph (2) and gaps identified under paragraph 
(3) will be measured by the Food and Drug Ad- 
ministration, including metrics specific to the 
integration and adoption of advances in regu- 
latory science described in paragraph (5) and 
improving medical product decisionmaking, in a 
predictable and science-based manner; and 

(5) set forth how the Food and Drug Adminis- 
tration will ensure that advances in regulatory 
science for medical products are adopted, as ap- 
propriate, on an ongoing basis and in an man- 
ner integrated across centers, divisions, and 
branches of the Food and Drug Administration, 
including by senior managers and reviewers, in- 
cluding through the— 

(A) development, updating, and consistent ap- 
plication of guidance documents that support 
medical product decisionmaking; and 

(B) adoption of the tools, methods, and proc- 
esses under section 566 of the Federal Food, 
Drug, and Cosmetic Act (21 U.S.C. 360bbb-5). 

(c) PERFORMANCE REPORTS.—The annual per- 
formance reports submitted to Congress under 
sections 736B(a) (as amended by section 104 of 
this Act), 738A(a) (as amended by section 204 of 
this Act), 744C(a) (as added by section 303 of 
this Act), and 744I(a) (as added by section 403 of 
this Act) of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cos- 
metic Act for each of fiscal years 2014 and 2016, 
shall include a report from the Secretary on the 
progress made with respect to— 

(1) advancing the regulatory science priorities 
identified under paragraph (2) of subsection (b) 
and resolving the gaps identified under para- 
graph (3) of such subsection, including report- 
ing on specific metrics identified under para- 
graph (4) of such subsection; 

(2) the integration and adoption of advances 
in regulatory science as set forth in paragraph 
(5) of such subsection; and 

(3) the progress made in advancing the regu- 
latory science goals outlined in the Prescription 
Drug User Fee Agreement commitment letter, the 
Generic Drug User Fee Agreement commitment 
letter, and the Biosimilar User Fee Agreement 
commitment letter transmitted by the Secretary 
to Congress on January 13, 2012, and the Med- 
ical Device User Fee Agreement transmitted by 
the Secretary to Congress on April 20, 2012. 

(d) MEDICAL PRODUCT.—In this section, the 
term ‘‘medical product” means a drug, as de- 
fined in subsection (g) of section 201 of the Fed- 
eral Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act (21 U.S.C. 
321), a device, as defined in subsection (h) of 
such section, or a biological product, as defined 
in section 351(i) of the Public Health Service 
Act. 

SEC. 1125. INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY. 

(a) HHS REPORT.—Not later than 1 year after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary 
of Health and Human Services shall— 

(1) report to Congress on— 

(A) the milestones and a completion date for 
developing and implementing a comprehensive 
information technology strategic plan to align 
the information technology systems moderniza- 
tion projects with the strategic goals of the Food 
and Drug Administration, including results-ori- 
ented goals, strategies, milestones, performance 
measures; 

(B) efforts to finalize and approve a com- 
prehensive inventory of the information tech- 
nology systems of the Food and Drug Adminis- 
tration that includes information describing 
each system, such as costs, system function or 
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purpose, and status information, and incor- 
porate use of the system portfolio into the infor- 
mation investment management process of the 
Food and Drug Administration; 

(C) the ways in which the Food and Drug Ad- 
ministration uses the plan described in subpara- 
graph (A) to guide and coordinate the mod- 
ernization projects and activities of the Food 
and Drug Administration, including the inter- 
dependencies among projects and activities; and 

(D) the extent to which the Food and Drug 
Administration has fulfilled or is implementing 
recommendations of the Government Account- 
ability Office with respect to the Food and Drug 
Administration and information technology; 
and 

(2) develop— 

(A) a documented enterprise architecture pro- 
gram management plan that includes the tasks, 
activities, and timeframes associated with devel- 
oping and using the architecture and addresses 
how the enterprise architecture program man- 
agement will be performed in coordination with 
other management disciplines, such as organiza- 
tional strategic planning, capital planning and 
investment control, and performance manage- 
ment; and 

(B) a skills inventory, needs assessment, gap 
analysis, and initiatives to address skills gaps as 
part of a strategic approach to information 
technology human capital planning. 

(b) GAO REPORT.—Not later than January 1, 
2016, the Comptroller General of the United 
States shall issue a report regarding the stra- 
tegic plan described in subsection (a)(1)(A) and 
related actions carried out by the Food and 
Drug Administration. Such report shall assess 
the progress the Food and Drug Administration 
has made on— 

(1) the development and implementation of a 
comprehensive information technology strategic 
plan, including the results-oriented goals, strat- 
egies, milestones, and performance measures 
identified in subsection (a)(1)(A); 

(2) the effectiveness of the comprehensive in- 
formation technology strategic plan described in 
subsection (a)(1)(A), including the results-ori- 
ented goals and performance measures; and 

(3) the extent to which the Food and Drug 
Administration has fulfilled recommendations of 
the Government Accountability Office with re- 
spect to such agency and information tech- 
nology. 

SEC. 1126. NANOTECHNOLOGY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Health and 
Human Services (referred to in this section as 
the ‘“‘Secretary’’) shall intensify and expand ac- 
tivities related to enhancing scientific knowl- 
edge regarding nanomaterials included or in- 
tended for inclusion in products regulated under 
the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act (21 
U.S.C. 301 et seq.) or other statutes administered 
by the Food and Drug Administration, to ad- 
dress issues relevant to the regulation of those 
products, including the potential toxicology of 
such nanomaterials, the potential benefit of new 
therapies derived from nanotechnology, the ef- 
fects of such nanomaterials on biological sys- 
tems, and the interaction of such nanomaterials 
with biological systems. 

(b) ACTIVITIES.—In conducting activities re- 
lated to nanotechnology, the Secretary may— 

(1) assess scientific literature and data on 
general nanomaterials interactions with biologi- 
cal systems and on specific nanomaterials of 
concern to the Food and Drug Administration; 

(2) in cooperation with other Federal agen- 
cies, develop and organize information using 
databases and models that will facilitate the 
identification of generalized principles and 
characteristics regarding the behavior of classes 
of nanomaterials with biological systems; 

(3) promote Food and Drug Administration 
programs and participate in collaborative ef- 
forts, to further the understanding of the 
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science of novel properties of nanomaterials that 
might contribute to toxicity; 

(4) promote and participate in collaborative 
efforts to further the understanding of measure- 
ment and detection methods for nanomaterials; 

(5) collect, synthesize, interpret, and dissemi- 
nate scientific information and data related to 
the interactions of nanomaterials with biological 
systems; 

(6) build scientific expertise on nanomaterials 
within the Food and Drug Administration, in- 
cluding field and laboratory expertise, for moni- 
toring the production and presence of nano- 
materials in domestic and imported products 
regulated under this Act; 

(7) ensure ongoing training, as well as dis- 
semination of new information within the cen- 
ters of the Food and Drug Administration, and 
more broadly across the Food and Drug Admin- 
istration, to ensure timely, informed consider- 
ation of the most current science pertaining to 
nanomaterials; 

(8) encourage the Food and Drug Administra- 
tion to participate in international and national 
consensus standards activities pertaining to 
nanomaterials; and 

(9) carry out other activities that the Sec- 
retary determines are necessary and consistent 
with the purposes described in paragraphs (1) 
through (8). 

SEC. 1127. ONLINE PHARMACY REPORT TO CON- 
GRESS. 

Not later than 1 year after the date of enact- 
ment of this Act, the Comptroller General of the 
United States shall submit to the Committee on 
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions of the 
Senate and the Committee on Energy and Com- 
merce of the House of Representatives a report 
that describes any problems posed by pharmacy 
Internet Web sites that violate Federal or State 
law, including— 

(1) the methods by which Internet Web sites 
are used to sell prescription drugs in violation of 
Federal or State law or established industry 
standards; 

(2) the harmful health effects that patients ex- 
perience when they consume prescription drugs 
purchased through such pharmacy Internet Web 
sites; 

(3) efforts by the Federal Government and 
State and local governments to investigate and 
prosecute the owners or operators of pharmacy 
Internet Web sites, to address the threats such 
Web sites pose, and to protect patients; 

(4) the level of success that Federal, State, 
and local governments have experienced in in- 
vestigating and prosecuting such cases; 

(5) whether the law, as in effect on the date 
of the report, provides sufficient authorities to 
Federal, State, and local governments to inves- 
tigate and prosecute the owners and operators 
of pharmacy Internet Web sites that violate Fed- 
eral or State law or established industry stand- 
ards; 

(6) additional authorities that could assist 
Federal, State, and local governments in inves- 
tigating and prosecuting the owners and opera- 
tors of pharmacy Internet Web sites that violate 
Federal or State law or established industry 
standards; 

(7) laws, policies, and activities that would 
educate consumers about how to distinguish 
pharmacy Internet Web sites that comply with 
Federal and State laws and established industry 
standards from those pharmacy Internet Web 
sites that do not comply with such laws and 
standards; and 

(8) activities that private sector actors are tak- 
ing to address the prevalence of illegitimate 
pharmacy Internet Web sites, and any policies 
to encourage further activities. 

SEC. 1128. REPORT ON SMALL BUSINESSES. 

Not later than 1 year after the date of enact- 

ment of this Act, the Commissioner of Food and 
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Drugs shall submit a report to Congress that in- 
cludes— 

(1) a listing of and staffing levels of all small 
business offices at the Food and Drug Adminis- 
tration, including the small business liaison pro- 
gram; 

(2) the status of partnership efforts between 
the Food and Drug Administration and the 
Small Business Administration; 

(3) a summary of outreach efforts to small 
businesses and small business associations, in- 
cluding availability of toll-free telephone help 
lines; 

(4) with respect to the program under the Or- 
phan Drug Act (Public Law 97-414), the number 
of applications made by small businesses and 
number of applications approved for research 
grants and the number of companies receiving 
protocol assistance for the development of drugs 
for rare diseases and disorders; 

(5) the number of small businesses submitting 
applications and receiving approval for unsolic- 
ited grant applications from the Food and Drug 
Administration; 

(6) the number of small businesses submitting 
applications and receiving approval for solicited 
grant applications from the Food and Drug Ad- 
ministration; and 

(7) barriers small businesses encounter in the 
drug and medical device approval process. 

SEC. 1129. PROTECTIONS FOR THE COMMIS- 
SIONED CORPS OF THE PUBLIC 
HEALTH SERVICE ACT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 221(a) of the Public 
Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 213a(a)) is amend- 
ed by adding at the end the following: 

“(18) Section 1034, Protected Communications; 
Prohibition of Retaliatory Personnel Actions.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 221(b) 
of the Public Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 
213a(b)) is amended by adding at the end the 
following: “For purposes of paragraph (18) of 
subsection (a), the term ‘Inspector General’ in 
section 1034 of such title 10 shall mean the In- 
spector General of the Department of Health 
and Human Services.”’. 

SEC. 1130. COMPLIANCE DATE FOR RULE RELAT- 
ING TO SUNSCREEN DRUG PROD- 
UCTS FOR OVER-THE-COUNTER 
HUMAN USE. 

In accordance with the final rule issued by 
the Commissioner of Food and Drug entitled 
“Labeling and Effectiveness Testing; Sunscreen 
Drug Products for Over-the-Counter Human 
Use; Delay of Compliance Dates” (77 Fed. Reg. 
27591 (May 11, 2012)), a product subject to the 
final rule issued by the Commissioner entitled 
“Labeling and Effectiveness Testing; Sunscreen 
Drug Products for Over-the-Counter Human 
Use” (76 Fed. Reg. 35620 (June 17, 2011)), shall 
comply with such rule not later than— 

(1) December 17, 2013, for products subject to 
such rule with annual sales of less than $25,000 
and 

(2) December 17, 2012, for all other products 
subject to such rule. 

SEC. 1131. STRATEGIC INTEGRATED 
MENT PLAN. 

Not later than 1 year after the date of enact- 
ment of this Act, the Secretary of Health and 
Human Services shall submit to Congress a stra- 
tegic integrated management plan for the Center 
for Drug Evaluation and Research, the Center 
for Biologics Evaluation and Research, and the 
Center for Devices and Radiological Health. 
Such strategic management plan shall— 

(1) identify strategic institutional goals, prior- 
ities, and mechanisms to improve efficiency, for 
the Center for Drug Evaluation and Research, 
the Center for Biologics Evaluation and Re- 
search, and the Center for Devices and Radio- 
logical Health; 

(2) describe the actions the Secretary will take 
to recruit, retain, train, and continue to develop 
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the workforce at the Center for Drug Evaluation 
and Research, the Center for Biologics Evalua- 
tion and Research, and the Center for Devices 
and Radiological Health to fulfill the public 
health mission of the Food and Drug Adminis- 
tration; and 

(3) identify results-oriented, outcome-based 
measures that the Secretary will use to measure 
the progress of achieving the strategic goals, pri- 
orities, and mechanisms identified under para- 
graph (1) and the effectiveness of the actions 
identified under paragraph (2), including 
metrics to ensure that managers and reviewers 
of the Center for Drug Evaluation and Re- 
search, the Center for Biologics Evaluation and 
Research, and the Center for Devices and Radi- 
ological Health are familiar with and appro- 
priately and consistently apply the requirements 
under the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic 
Act (21 U.S.C. 301 et seq.), including new re- 
quirements under parts 2, 3, 7, and 8 of sub- 
chapter C of title VII of the Federal Food, Drug, 
and Cosmetic Act (21 U.S.C. 379f et seq.). 

SEC. 1132. ASSESSMENT AND MODIFICATION OF 
REMS. 

(a) ASSESSMENT AND MODIFICATION OF AP- 
PROVED STRATEGY.—Section 505-1(g) (21 U.S.C. 
355-1(g)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1), by striking 
pose a modification to,’’; 

(2) in paragraph (2)— 

(A) in the matter before subparagraph (A)— 

(i) by striking “, subject to paragraph (5),’’; 
and 

(ii) by striking ‘‘, and may propose a modifica- 
tion to,’’; 

(B) in subparagraph (C), by striking “new 
safety or effectiveness information indicates 
that” and all that follows and inserting the fol- 
lowing: “an assessment is needed to evaluate 
whether the approved strategy should be modi- 
fied to— 

“(i) ensure the benefits of the drug outweigh 
the risks of the drug; or 

“(ii) minimize the burden on the health care 
delivery system of complying with the strat- 
egy.”’; and 

(C) by striking subparagraph (D); 

(3) in paragraph (3), by striking ‘‘for a drug 
shall include—’’ and all that follows and insert- 
ing the following ‘‘for a drug shall include, with 
respect to each goal included in the strategy, an 
assessment of the extent to which the approved 
strategy, including each element of the strategy, 
is meeting the goal or whether 1 or more such 
goals or such elements should be modified.’’; 
and 

(4) by amending paragraph (4) to read as fol- 
lows: 

“(4) MODIFICATION.— 

“(A) ON INITIATIVE OF RESPONSIBLE PERSON.— 
After the approval of a risk evaluation and miti- 
gation strategy by the Secretary, the responsible 
person may, at any time, submit to the Secretary 
a proposal to modify the approved strategy. 
Such proposal may propose the addition, modi- 
fication, or removal of any goal or element of 
the approved strategy and shall include an ade- 
quate rationale to support such proposed addi- 
tion, modification, or removal of any goal or ele- 
ment of the strategy. 

“(B) ON INITIATIVE OF SECRETARY.—After the 
approval of a risk evaluation and mitigation 
strategy by the Secretary, the Secretary may, at 
any time, require a responsible person to submit 
a proposed modification to the strategy within 
120 days or within such reasonable time as the 
Secretary specifies, if the Secretary, in consulta- 
tion with the offices described in subsection 
(c)(2), determines that 1 or more goals or ele- 
ments should be added, modified, or removed 
from the approved strategy to— 

“(i) ensure the benefits of the drug outweigh 
the risks of the drug; or 
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“(ii) minimize the burden on the health care 
delivery system of complying with the strat- 
egy.’’. 

(b) REVIEW OF PROPOSED STRATEGIES; REVIEW 
OF ASSESSMENTS AND MODIFICATIONS OF AP- 
PROVED STRATEGIES.—Section 505-1(h) (21 
U.S.C. 355-1(h)) is amended— 

(1) in the subsection heading by inserting 
“AND MODIFICATIONS” after “REVIEW OF As- 
SESSMENTS”; 

(2) in paragraph (1)— 

(A) by inserting “and proposed modification 
to” after “under subsection (a) and each assess- 
ment of”; and 

(B) by inserting “‘, and, if necessary, promptly 
initiate discussions with the responsible person 
about such proposed strategy, assessment, or 
modification” after “subsection (g)’’; 

(3) by striking paragraph (2); 

(4) by redesignating paragraphs (3) through 
(9) as paragraphs (2) through (8), respectively; 

(5) in paragraph (2), as redesignated by para- 
graph (4)— 

(A) by amending subparagraph (A) to read as 
follows: 

“(A) IN GENERAL.— 

“(i) TIMEFRAME.—Unless the dispute resolu- 
tion process described under paragraph (3) or (4) 
applies, and, except as provided in clause (ii) or 
clause (iti) below, the Secretary, in consultation 
with the offices described in subsection (c)(2), 
shall review and act on the proposed risk eval- 
uation and mitigation strategy for a drug or any 
proposed modification to any required strategy 
within 180 days of receipt of the proposed strat- 
egy or modification. 

“(ii) MINOR MODIFICATIONS.—The Secretary 
shall review and act on a proposed minor modi- 
fication, as defined by the Secretary in guid- 
ance, within 60 days of receipt of such modifica- 
tion. 

“(iii) REMS MODIFICATION DUE TO SAFETY 
LABEL CHANGES.—Not later than 60 days after 
the Secretary receives a proposed modification 
to an approved risk evaluation and mitigation 
strategy to conform the strategy to approved 
safety label changes, including safety labeling 
changes initiated by the sponsor in accordance 
with FDA regulatory requirements, or to a safe- 
ty label change that the Secretary has directed 
the holder of the application to make pursuant 
to section 505(0)(4), the Secretary shall review 
and act on such proposed modification to the 
approved strategy. 

“(iv) GUIDANCE.—The Secretary shall estab- 
lish, through guidance, that responsible persons 
may implement certain modifications to an ap- 
proved risk evaluation and mitigation strategy 
following notification to the Secretary.’’; and 

(B) by amending subparagraph (C) to read as 
follows: 

“(C) PUBLIC AVAILABILITY.—Upon acting on a 
proposed risk evaluation and mitigation strat- 
egy or proposed modification to a risk evalua- 
tion and mitigation strategy under subpara- 
graph (A), the Secretary shall make publicly 
available an action letter describing the actions 
taken by the Secretary under such subpara- 
graph (A).”’; 

(6) in paragraph (4), as redesignated by para- 
graph (4)— 

(A) in subparagraph (A)(i)— 

(i) by striking ‘‘Not earlier than 15 days, and 
not later than 35 days, after discussions under 
paragraph (2) have begun, the’’ and inserting 
“The’’; and 

(ii) by inserting ‘‘, after the sponsor is re- 
quired to make a submission under subsection 
(a)(2) or (g),” before “request in writing”; and 

(B) in subparagraph (I)— 

(i) by striking clauses (i) and (ii); and 

(ii) by striking “‘if the Secretary—’’ and in- 
serting ‘if the Secretary has complied with the 
timing requirements of scheduling review by the 
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Drug Safety Oversight Board, providing a writ- 
ten recommendation, and issuing an action let- 
ter under subparagraphs (B), (F), and (G), re- 
spectively.’’; 

(7) in paragraph (5), as redesignated by para- 
graph (4)— 

(A) in subparagraph (A), by striking “any of 
subparagraphs (B) through (D)’’ and inserting 
“subparagraph (B) or (C)’’; and 

(B) in subparagraph (C), by striking ‘‘para- 
graph (4) or (5)”’ and inserting “‘paragraph (3) 
or (4)”’; and 

(8) in paragraph (8), as redesignated by para- 
graph (4), by striking “paragraphs (7) and (8)”’ 
and inserting “paragraphs (6) and (7).’’. 

(c) GUIDANCE.—Not later than 1 year after the 
date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary of 
Health and Human Services shall issue guidance 
that, for purposes of section 505-1(h)(2)(A) of 
the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act (21 
U.S.C. 355-1(h)(2)(A)), describes the types of 
modifications to approved risk evaluation and 
mitigation strategies that shall be considered to 
be minor modifications of such strategies. 

SEC. 1133. EXTENSION OF PERIOD FOR FIRST AP- 
PLICANT TO OBTAIN TENTATIVE AP- 
PROVAL WITHOUT FORFEITING 180- 
DAY-EXCLUSIVITY PERIOD. 

(a) EXTENSION.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—If a first applicant files an 
application during the 30-month period ending 
on the date of enactment of this Act and such 
application initially contains a certification de- 
scribed in paragraph (2)(A)(vii)IV) of section 
505(j) of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic 
Act (21 U.S.C. 355(j)), or if a first applicant files 
an application and the application is amended 
during such period to first contain such a cer- 
tification, the phrase “30 months” in paragraph 
(5)(D)WDUV) of such section shall, with respect 
to such application, be read as meaning— 

(A) during the period beginning on the date of 
enactment of this Act, and ending on September 
30, 2015, ‘‘40 months’’; and 

(B) during the period beginning on October 1, 
2015, and ending on September 30, 2016, ‘‘36 
months”. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—In the case of 
an application to which an extended period 
under paragraph (1) applies, the reference to 
the 30-month period under section 505(q)(1)(G) 
of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act (21 
U.S.C. 355(()(1)(G)) shall be read to be the ap- 
plicable period under paragraph (1). 

(b) PERIOD FOR OBTAINING TENTATIVE AP- 
PROVAL OF CERTAIN APPLICATIONS.—If an appli- 
cation is filed on or before the date of enactment 
of this Act and such application is amended 
during the period beginning on the day after the 
date of enactment of this Act and ending on 
September 30, 2017, to first contain a certifi- 
cation described in paragraph (2)(A)(vii)UIV) of 
section 505(j) of the Federal Food, Drug, and 
Cosmetic Act (21 U.S.C. 355(j)), the date of the 
filing of such amendment (rather than the date 
of the filing of such application) shall be treated 
as the beginning of the 30-month period de- 
scribed in paragraph (5)(D)(i)(IV) of such sec- 
tion 505(j). 

(c) DEFINITIONS.—For the purposes of this sec- 
tion, the terms ‘‘application”’ and “‘first appli- 
cant” mean application and first applicant, as 
such terms are used in section 505(7)(5)(D)(i)(UIV) 
of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act (21 
U.S.C. 355(9)(5)(D) YTV). 

SEC. 1134. DEADLINE FOR DETERMINATION ON 
CERTAIN PETITIONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 505 (21 U.S.C. 355) is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

“(w) DEADLINE FOR DETERMINATION ON CER- 
TAIN PETITIONS.—The Secretary shall issue a 
final, substantive determination on a petition 
submitted pursuant to subsection (b) of section 
314.161 of title 21, Code of Federal Regulations 
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(or any successor regulations), no later than 270 
days after the date the petition is submitted.’’. 
(b) APPLICATION.—The amendment made by 
subsection (a) shall apply to any petition that is 
submitted pursuant to subsection (b) of section 
314.161 of title 21, Code of Federal Regulations 
(or any successor regulations), on or after the 
date of enactment of this Act. 
SEC. 1135. FINAL AGENCY ACTION RELATING TO 
PETITIONS AND CIVIL ACTIONS. 

Section 505(q) (21 U.S.C. 355(q)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1)— 

(A) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘sub- 
section (b)(2) or (j)”’ and inserting ‘‘subsection 
(b)(2) or (i) of this section or section 351(k) of 
the Public Health Service Act’’; and 

(B) in subparagraph (F), by striking 
days” and inserting ‘‘150 days”; 

(2) in paragraph (2)(A)— 

(A) in the subparagraph heading, by striking 
“180” and inserting ‘‘150’’; and 

(B) in clause (i), by striking ‘‘180-day’’ and 
inserting ‘‘150-day”’; 

(3) in paragraph (4)— 

(A) by redesignating subparagraphs (A) and 
(B) as clauses (i) and (ii), respectively, and mov- 
ing such clauses, as so redesignated, 2 ems to 
the right; 

(B) by striking “This subsection does not 
apply to—’’ and inserting the following: 

“(A) This subsection does not apply to—’’; 
and 

(C) by adding at the end the following: 

“(B) Paragraph (2) does not apply to a peti- 
tion addressing issues concerning an application 
submitted pursuant to section 351(k) of the Pub- 
lic Health Service Act.’’; and 

(4) in paragraph (5), by striking ‘‘swbsection 
(b)(2) or (j)”’ inserting “subsection (b)(2) or (i) of 
the Act or 351(k) of the Public Health Service 
Act”. 

SEC. 1136. ELECTRONIC SUBMISSION OF APPLICA- 
TIONS. 


“180 


Subchapter D of chapter VII (21 U.S.C. 379k et 
seq.) is amended by inserting after section 745 
the following: 

“SEC. 745A. ELECTRONIC FORMAT FOR SUBMIS- 
SIONS. 

“(a) DRUGS AND BIOLOGICS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Beginning no earlier than 
24 months after the issuance of a final guidance 
issued after public notice and opportunity for 
comment, submissions under subsection (b), (i), 
or (j) of section 505 of this Act or subsection (a) 
or (k) of section 351 of the Public Health Service 
Act shall be submitted in such electronic format 
as specified by the Secretary in such guidance. 

“(2) GUIDANCE CONTENTS.—In the guidance 
under paragraph (1), the Secretary may— 

“(A) provide a timetable for establishment by 
the Secretary of further standards for electronic 
submission as required by such paragraph; and 

“(B) set forth criteria for waivers of and ex- 
emptions from the requirements of this sub- 
section. 

“(3) EXCEPTION.—This subsection shall not 
apply to submissions described in section 561. 

““(b) DEVICES.— 

“(1) IN  GENERAL.—Beginning after the 
issuance of final guidance implementing this 
paragraph, presubmissions and submissions for 
devices under section 510(k), 513(f)(2)(A), 515(c), 
515(d), 515(f), 520(g), 520(m), or 564 of this Act or 
section 351 of the Public Health Service Act, and 
any supplements to such presubmissions or sub- 
missions, shall include an electronic copy of 
such presubmissions or submissions. 

“(2) GUIDANCE CONTENTS.—In the guidance 
under paragraph (1), the Secretary may— 

“(A) provide standards for the electronic copy 
required under such paragraph; and 

“(B) set forth criteria for waivers of and ex- 
emptions from the requirements of this sub- 
section.”’. 
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SEC. 1137. PATIENT PARTICIPATION IN MEDICAL 
PRODUCT DISCUSSIONS. 

Subchapter E of chapter V (21 U.S.C. 360bbb 
et seq.), as amended by section 1123 of this Act, 
is further amended by adding at the end the fol- 
lowing: 

“SEC. 569C. PATIENT PARTICIPATION IN MEDICAL 
PRODUCT DISCUSSION. 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall de- 
velop and implement strategies to solicit the 
views of patients during the medical product de- 
velopment process and consider the perspectives 
of patients during regulatory discussions, in- 
cluding by— 

“(1) fostering participation of a patient rep- 
resentative who may serve as a special govern- 
ment employee in appropriate agency meetings 
with medical product sponsors and investiga- 
tors; and 

“(2) exploring means to provide for identifica- 
tion of patient representatives who do not have 
any, or have minimal, financial interests in the 
medical products industry. 

“(b) PROTECTION OF PROPRIETARY INFORMA- 
TION.—Nothing in this section shall be con- 
strued to alter the protections offered by laws, 
regulations, or policies governing disclosure of 
confidential commercial or trade secret informa- 
tion and any other information exempt from dis- 
closure pursuant to section 552(b) of title 5, 
United States Code, as such laws, regulations, 
or policies would apply to consultation with in- 
dividuals and organizations prior to the date of 
enactment of this section. 

“(c) OTHER CONSULTATION.—Nothing in this 
section shall be construed to limit the ability of 
the Secretary to consult with individuals and 
organizations as authorized prior to the date of 
enactment of this section. 

“(d) NO RIGHT OR OBLIGATION.—Nothing in 
this section shall be construed to create a legal 
right for a consultation on any matter or require 
the Secretary to meet with any particular expert 
or stakeholder. Nothing in this section shall be 
construed to alter agreed upon goals and proce- 
dures identified in the letters described in sec- 
tion 101(b) of the Prescription Drug User Fee 
Amendments of 2012. Nothing in this section is 
intended to increase the number of review cycles 
as in effect before the date of enactment of this 
section. 

“(e) FINANCIAL INTEREST.—In this section, the 
term ‘financial interest’ means a financial inter- 
est under section 208(a) of title 18, United States 
Code.’’. 

SEC. 1138. ENSURING ADEQUATE INFORMATION 
REGARDING PHARMACEUTICALS 
FOR ALL POPULATIONS, PARTICU- 
LARLY UNDERREPRESENTED SUB- 
POPULATIONS, INCLUDING RACIAL 
SUBGROUPS. 

(a) COMMUNICATION PLAN.—The Secretary of 
Health and Human Services (referred to in this 
section as the ‘‘Secretary’’), acting through the 
Commissioner of Food and Drugs, shall review 
and modify, as necessary, the Food and Drug 
Administration’s communication plan to inform 
and educate health care providers and patients 
on the benefits and risks of medical products, 
with particular focus on underrepresented sub- 
populations, including racial subgroups. 

(b) CONTENT.—The communication plan de- 
scribed under subsection (a)— 

(1) shall take into account— 

(A) the goals and principles set forth in the 
Strategic Action Plan to Reduce Racial and 
Ethnic Health Disparities issued by the Depart- 
ment of Health and Human Services; 

(B) the nature of the medical product; and 

(C) health and disease information available 
from other agencies within such Department, as 
well as any new means of communicating health 
and safety benefits and risks related to medical 
products; 

(2) taking into account the nature of the med- 
ical product, shall address the best strategy for 
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communicating safety alerts, labeled indications 
for the medical products, changes to the label or 
labeling of medical products (including black- 
box warnings, health advisories, health and 
safety benefits and risks), particular actions to 
be taken by health care professionals and pa- 
tients, any information identifying particular 
subpopulations, and any other relevant infor- 
mation as determined appropriate to enhance 
communication, including varied means of elec- 
tronic communication; and 

(3) shall include a process for implementation 
of any improvements or other modifications de- 
termined to be necessary. 

(c) ISSUANCE AND POSTING OF COMMUNICATION 
PLAN.— 

(1) COMMUNICATION PLAN.—Not later than 1 
year after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary, acting through the Commissioner of 
Food and Drugs, shall issue the communication 
plan described under this section. 

(2) POSTING OF COMMUNICATION PLAN ON THE 
OFFICE OF MINORITY HEALTH WEB SITE.—The 
Secretary, acting through the Commissioner of 
Food and Drugs, shall publicly post the commu- 
nication plan on the Internet Web site of the Of- 
fice of Minority Health of the Food and Drug 
Administration, and provide links to any other 
appropriate Internet Web site, and seek public 
comment on the communication plan. 

SEC. 1139. SCHEDULING OF HYDROCODONE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 60 days after 
the date of enactment of this Act, if practicable, 
the Secretary of Health and Human Services (re- 
ferred to in this section as the ‘‘Secretary’’) 
shall hold a public meeting to solicit advice and 
recommendations to assist in conducting a sci- 
entific and medical evaluation in connection 
with a scheduling recommendation to the Drug 
Enforcement Administration regarding drug 
products containing hydrocodone, combined 
with other analgesics or as an antitussive. 

(b) STAKEHOLDER INPUT.—In conducting the 
evaluation under subsection (a), the Secretary 
shall solicit input from a variety of stakeholders 
including patients, health care providers, harm 
prevention experts, the National Institute on 
Drug Abuse, the Centers for Disease Control 
and Prevention, and the Drug Enforcement Ad- 
ministration regarding the health benefits and 
risks, including the potential for abuse and the 
impact of up-scheduling of these products. 

(c) TRANSCRIPT.—The transcript of any public 
meeting conducted pursuant to this section shall 
be published on the Internet Web site of the 
Food and Drug Administration. 

SEC. 1140. STUDY ON DRUG LABELING BY ELEC- 
TRONIC MEANS. 

(a) STUDY.—The Comptroller General of the 
United States shall conduct a study on the ben- 
efits and efficiencies of electronic patient label- 
ing of prescription drugs, as a complete or par- 
tial substitute for patient labeling in paper form. 
The study shall address the implementation 
costs to the different levels of the distribution 
system, logistical barriers to utilizing a system of 
electronic patient labeling, and any anticipated 
public health impact of movement to electronic 
labeling. 

(b) REPORT.—Not later than 1 year after the 
date of enactment of this Act, the Comptroller 
General shall submit to Congress a report on the 
results of the study under subsection (a). 

SEC. 1141. RECOMMENDATIONS ON INTEROPER- 
ABILITY STANDARDS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Health and 
Human Services may facilitate, and, as appro- 
priate, may consult with the Attorney General 
to facilitate, the development of recommenda- 
tions on interoperability standards to inform 
and facilitate the exchange of prescription drug 
information across State lines by States receiv- 
ing grant funds under— 

(1) the Harold Rogers Prescription Drug Moni- 
toring Program established under the Depart- 
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ments of Commerce, Justice, and State, the Judi- 
ciary, and Related Agencies Appropriations Act, 
2002 (Public Law 107-77; 115 Stat. 748); and 

(2) the Controlled Substance Monitoring Pro- 
gram established under section 3990 of the Pub- 
lic Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 280g-3). 

(b) REQUIREMENTS.—The Secretary of Health 
and Human Services shall consider the following 
in facilitating the development of recommenda- 
tions on interoperability of prescription drug 
monitoring programs under subsection (a)— 

(1) open standards that are freely available, 
without cost and without restriction, in order to 
promote broad implementation; 

(2) the use of exchange intermediaries, or 
hubs, as necessary to facilitate interstate inter- 
operability by accommodating State-to-hub, 
hub-to-hub, and direct State-to-State commu- 
nication; 

(3) the support of transmissions that are fully 
secured as required, using industry standard 
methods of encryption, to ensure that protected 
health information and personally identifiable 
information are not compromised at any point 
during such transmission; 

(4) access control methodologies to share pro- 
tected information solely in accordance with 
State laws and regulations; and 

(5) consider model interoperability standards 
developed by the Alliance of States with Pre- 
scription Monitoring Programs. 

(c) REPORT.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 1 year after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary 
of Health and Human Services shall submit to 
the Committee on Health, Education, Labor, 
and Pensions of the Senate and the Committee 
on Energy and Commerce of the House of Rep- 
resentatives a report on enhancing the inter- 
operability of State prescription drug monitoring 
programs with other technologies and databases 
used for detecting and reducing fraud, diver- 
sion, and abuse of prescription drugs. 

(2) CONTENTS.—The report required under 
paragraph (1) shall include— 

(A) an assessment of legal, technical, fiscal, 
privacy, or security challenges that have an im- 
pact on interoperability; 

(B) a discussion of how State prescription 
drug monitoring programs could increase the 
production and distribution of unsolicited re- 
ports to prescribers and dispensers of prescrip- 
tion drugs, law enforcement officials, and 
health professional licensing agencies, including 
the enhancement of such reporting through 
interoperability with other States and relevant 
technology and databases; 

(C) any recommendations for addressing chal- 
lenges that impact interoperability of State pre- 
scription drug monitoring programs in order to 
reduce fraud, diversion, and abuse of prescrip- 
tion drugs; and 

(D) an assessment of the extent to which pro- 
viders use prescription drug management pro- 
grams in delivering care and preventing pre- 
scription drug abuse. 

SEC. 1142. CONFLICTS OF INTEREST. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 712 (21 U.S.C. 379d- 
1) is amended— 

(1) by striking subsections (b) and (c) and in- 
serting the following subsections: 

“(b) RECRUITMENT FOR ADVISORY COMMIT- 
TEES.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall— 

“(A) develop and implement strategies on ef- 
fective outreach to potential members of advi- 
sory committees at universities, colleges, other 
academic research centers, professional and 
medical societies, and patient and consumer 
groups; 

“(B) seek input from professional medical and 
scientific societies to determine the most effec- 
tive informational and recruitment activities; 

“(C) at least every 180 days, request referrals 
for potential members of advisory committees 
from a variety of stakeholders, including— 
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“(i) product developers, patient groups, and 
disease advocacy organizations; and 

“(ii) relevant— 

“(D professional societies; 

“(II) medical societies; 

“(III) academic organizations; and 

“(IV) governmental organizations; and 

“(D) in carrying out subparagraphs (A) and 
(B), take into account the levels of activity (in- 
cluding the numbers of annual meetings) and 
the numbers of vacancies of the advisory com- 
mittees. 

“(2) RECRUITMENT ACTIVITIES.—The_ recruit- 
ment activities under paragraph (1) may in- 
clude— 

“(A) advertising the process for becoming an 
advisory committee member at medical and sci- 
entific society conferences; 

“(B) making widely available, including by 
using existing electronic communications chan- 
nels, the contact information for the Food and 
Drug Administration point of contact regarding 
advisory committee nominations; and 

“(C) developing a method through which an 
entity receiving funding from the National Insti- 
tutes of Health, the Agency for Healthcare Re- 
search and Quality, the Centers for Disease 
Control and Prevention, or the Veterans Health 
Administration can identify a person whom the 
Food and Drug Administration can contact re- 
garding the nomination of individuals to serve 
on advisory committees. 

“(3) EXPERTISE.—In carrying out this sub- 
section, the Secretary shall seek to ensure that 
the Secretary has access to the most current ex- 
pert advice. 

“(c) DISCLOSURE OF DETERMINATIONS AND 
CERTIFICATIONS.—Notwithstanding section 
107(a)(2) of the Ethics in Government Act of 
1978, the following shall apply: 

“(1) 15 OR MORE DAYS IN ADVANCE.—AS soon 
as practicable, but (except as provided in para- 
graph (2)) not later than 15 days prior to a 
meeting of an advisory committee to which a 
written determination as referred to in section 
208(b)(1) of title 18, United States Code, or a 
written certification as referred to in section 
208(b)(3) of such title, applies, the Secretary 
shall disclose (other than information exempted 
from disclosure under section 552 or section 552a 
of title 5, United States Code (popularly known 
as the Freedom of Information Act and the Pri- 
vacy Act of 1974, respectively)) on the Internet 
Web site of the Food and Drug Administration— 

“(A) the type, nature, and magnitude of the 
financial interests of the advisory committee 
member to which such determination or certifi- 
cation applies; and 

“(B) the reasons of the Secretary for such de- 
termination or certification, including, as ap- 
propriate, the public health interest in having 
the expertise of the member with respect to the 
particular matter before the advisory committee. 

“(2) LESS THAN 30 DAYS IN ADVANCE.—In the 
case of a financial interest that becomes known 
to the Secretary less than 30 days prior to a 
meeting of an advisory committee to which a 
written determination as referred to in section 
208(b)(1) of title 18, United States Code, or a 
written certification as referred to in section 
208(b)(3) of such title applies, the Secretary 
shall disclose (other than information exempted 
from disclosure under section 552 or 552a of title 
5, United States Code) on the Internet Web site 
of the Food and Drug Administration, the infor- 
mation described in subparagraphs (A) and (B) 
of paragraph (1) as soon as practicable after the 
Secretary makes such determination or certifi- 
cation, but in no case later than the date of 
such meeting.’’; 

(2) in subsection (d), by striking ‘‘swbsection 
(c)(3)”’ and inserting ‘‘subsection (c)’’; 

(3) by amending subsection (e) to read as fol- 
lows: 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE, Vol. 158, Pt. 7 


““(e) ANNUAL REPORT.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than February 1 
of each year, the Secretary shall submit to the 
Committee on Appropriations and the Committee 
on Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions of 
the Senate, and the Committee on Appropria- 
tions and the Committee on Energy and Com- 
merce of the House of Representatives, a report 
that describes— 

“(A) with respect to the fiscal year that ended 
on September 30 of the previous year, the num- 
ber of persons nominated for participation at 
meetings for each advisory committee, the num- 
ber of persons so nominated, and willing to 
serve, the number of vacancies on each advisory 
committee, and the number of persons contacted 
for service as members on each advisory com- 
mittee meeting for each advisory committee who 
did not participate because of the potential for 
such participation to constitute a disqualifying 
financial interest under section 208 of title 18, 
United States Code; 

“(B) with respect to such year, the number of 
persons contacted for services as members for 
each advisory committee meeting for each advi- 
sory committee who did not participate because 
of reasons other than the potential for such par- 
ticipation to constitute a disqualifying financial 
interest under section 208 of title 18, United 
States Code; 

“(C) with respect to such year, the number of 
members attending meetings for each advisory 
committee; and 

“(D) with respect to such year, the aggregate 
number of disclosures required under subsection 
(d) and the percentage of individuals to whom 
such disclosures did not apply who served on 
such committee. 

“(2) PUBLIC AVAILABILITY.—Not later than 30 
days after submitting any report under para- 
graph (1) to the committees specified in such 
paragraph, the Secretary shall make each such 
report available to the public.’’; 

(4) in subsection (f), by striking ‘‘shall review 
guidance” and all that follows through the end 
of the subsection and inserting the following: 
“shall— 

“(1) review guidance of the Food and Drug 
Administration with respect to advisory commit- 
tees regarding disclosure of conflicts of interest 
and the application of section 208 of title 18, 
United States Code; and 

“(2) update such guidance as necessary to en- 
sure that the Food and Drug Administration re- 
ceives appropriate access to needed scientific ex- 
pertise, with due consideration of the require- 
ments of such section 208.’’; and 

(5) by adding at the end the following: 

“(g) GUIDANCE ON REPORTED DISCLOSED FI- 
NANCIAL INTEREST OR INVOLVEMENT.—The Sec- 
retary shall issue guidance that describes how 
the Secretary reviews the financial interests and 
involvement of advisory committee members that 
are disclosed under subsection (c) but that the 
Secretary determines not to meet the definition 
of a disqualifying interest under section 208 of 
title 18, United States Code for the purposes of 
participating in a particular matter.’’. 

(b) APPLICABILITY.—The amendments made by 
subsection (a) apply beginning on October 1, 
2012. 

SEC. 1143. NOTIFICATION 
REGULATE 
OPED TESTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Food and Drug Admin- 
istration may not issue any draft or final guid- 
ance on the regulation of laboratory-developed 
tests under the Federal Food, Drug, and Cos- 
metic Act (21 U.S.C. 301 et seq.) without, at least 
60 days prior to such issuance— 

(1) notifying the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce of the House of Representatives and 
the Committee on Health, Education, Labor, 
and Pensions of the Senate of the Administra- 
tion’s intent to take such action; and 
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(2) including in such notification the antici- 
pated details of such action. 

(b) SUNSET.—Subsection (a) shail cease to 
have force or effect on the date that is 5 years 
after the date of enactment of this Act. 

Subtitle D—Synthetic Drugs 

SEC. 1151. SHORT TITLE. 

This subtitle may be cited as the ‘‘Synthetic 
Drug Abuse Prevention Act of 2012”. 

SEC. 1152. ADDITION OF SYNTHETIC DRUGS TO 
SCHEDULE I OF THE CONTROLLED 
SUBSTANCES ACT. 

(a) CANNABIMIMETIC AGENTS.—Schedule I, as 
set forth in section 202(c) of the Controlled Sub- 
stances Act (21 U.S.C. 812(c)) is amended by 
adding at the end the following: 

“(d)(1) Unless specifically exempted or unless 
listed in another schedule, any material, com- 
pound, mixture, or preparation which contains 
any quantity of cannabimimetic agents, or 
which contains their salts, isomers, and salts of 
isomers whenever the existence of such salts, 
isomers, and salts of isomers is possible within 
the specific chemical designation. 

“(2) In paragraph (1): 

“(A) The term ‘cannabimimetic agents’ means 
any substance that is a cannabinoid receptor 
type 1 (CBI receptor) agonist as demonstrated 
by binding studies and functional assays within 
any of the following structural classes: 

“(i) 2-(3-hydroxycyclohexyl)phenol with sub- 
stitution at the 5-position of the phenolic ring 
by alkyl or alkenyl, whether or not substituted 
on the cyclohexyl ring to any extent. 

(ii) 3-(1-naphthoyl)indole or 3-(1- 
naphthylmethane)indole by substitution at the 
nitrogen atom of the indole ring, whether or not 
further substituted on the indole ring to any ex- 
tent, whether or not substituted on the naph- 
thoyl or naphthyl ring to any extent. 

“(Güii) 3-(-naphthoy)D pyrrole by substitution 
at the nitrogen atom of the pyrrole ring, wheth- 
er or not further substituted in the pyrrole ring 
to any extent, whether or not substituted on the 
naphthoyl ring to any extent. 

“(iv) 1-d-naphthylmethylene)indene by sub- 
stitution of the 3-position of the indene ring, 
whether or not further substituted in the indene 
ring to any extent, whether or not substituted 
on the naphthyl ring to any extent. 

“(v) 3-phenylacetylindole or 3-benzoylindole 
by substitution at the nitrogen atom of the 
indole ring, whether or not further substituted 
in the indole ring to any extent, whether or not 
substituted on the phenyl ring to any extent. 

“(B) Such term includes— 

“() 5-(1,1-dimethylheptyl)-2-[(1R,3S)-3- 
hydroxycyclohexyl]-phenol (CP-47,497); 

“(üi) 5-(1,1-dimethyloctyl)-2-[(1R,3S)-3- 
hydroxycyclohexyl]-phenol 
(cannabicyclohexanol or CP-47,497 C8-homolog); 

“(iti) 1-pentyl-3-(1-naphthoylindole (JWH-018 
and AM678); 

“iv) 1-butyl-3-(1-naphthoyl)indole 
073); 

“(v) 1-heryl-3-(1-naphthoylindole (JWH-019); 

“(vi) 1-[2-(4-morpholinylethyl]-3-(1-naph- 
thoyDindole (JWH-200); 

“(vii) 1-pentyl-3-(2- 
methoxyphenylacetylindole (JWH-250); 

““(viii) 1-pentyl-3-[1-(4- 
methoxynaphthoyl)jindole (JWH-081); 

“(ix) 1-pentyl-3-(4-methyl-1-naphthoyl)indole 
(JWH-122); 

“(x) —1-pentyl-3-(4-chloro-1-naphthoyl)indole 
(JWH-398); 

(xi) 1-(5-fluoropentyl)-3-(1-naphthoyl)indole 
(AM2201); 

“Apii 1-(5-fluoropentyl)-3-(2- 
iodobenzoyl)indole (AM694); 

“(xiii) 1-pentyl-3-[(4-methoxy)-benzoyl]indole 
(SR-19 and RCS-4); 

“(xiv) 1-cyclohexylethyl-3-(2- 
methoxyphenylacetyl)indole (SR-18 and RCS-8); 
and 
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(xv) 1-pentyl-3-(2-chlorophenylacetyl)indole 
(JWH-203).’’. 

(b) OTHER DRuGS.—Schedule I of section 
202(c) of the Controlled Substances Act (21 
U.S.C. 812(c)) is amended in subsection (c) by 
adding at the end the following: 

“(18) 4-methylmethcathinone (Mephedrone). 


“(19) 3,4-methylenedioxypyrovalerone 
(MDPY). 

“(20) 2-(2,5-Dimethoxy-4- 
ethylphenyljethanamine (2C-E). 

“(21) 2-(2,5-Dimethoxy-4- 


methylphenylethanamine (2C-D). 

"(2) 2-(4-Chloro-2,5- 
dimethoryphenylethanamine (2C-C). 

“(23 2-(4-Iodo-2,5- 
dimethoryphenylethanamine (2C-I). 

(24) 2-[4-(Ethylthio)-2,5- 
dimethoxryphenyllethanamine (2C-T-2). 

“(25) 2-[4-(Isopropylthio)-2,5- 
dimethoxryphenyllethanamine (2C-T-4). 


HZB) 2-(2,5-Dimethoxyphenyl)ethanamine 
(2C-H). 

““(27) 2-(2,5-Dimethoxy-4-nitro- 
phenylethanamine (2C-N). 

(28) 2-(2,5-Dimethoxy-4-(n)- 


propylphenylethanamine (2C-P).’’. 

SEC. 1153. TEMPORARY SCHEDULING TO AVOID 
IMMINENT HAZARDS TO PUBLIC 
SAFETY EXPANSION. 


Section 201(h)(2) of the Controlled Substances 
Act (21 U.S.C. 811(h)(2)) is amended— 

(1) by striking “one year” and inserting ‘‘2 
years”; and 

(2) by striking “six months” and inserting “1 
year”. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Michigan (Mr. UPTON) and the gen- 
tleman from California (Mr. WAXMAN) 
each will control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Michigan. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan- 
imous consent that all Members may 
have 5 legislative days in which to re- 
vise and extend their remarks and in- 
sert extraneous material in the 
RECORD. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from California? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield my- 
self 2 minutes. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to thank Mr. 
WAXMAN, Chairman HARKIN, Senator 
ENZI, and Members on both sides of the 
aisle in both the House and the Senate 
who played a role in this process. S. 
3187 is a reflection of the hard work put 
in by both Members and staff, and of 
everyone’s willingness to put partisan- 
ship aside to look at the issues to- 
gether. Because of that outstanding 
dedication, we have a bill today that 
will make a real difference in the lives 
of so many patients and provide much- 
needed support for innovators across 
our great country. 

At the outset of this Congress, I set a 
goal of enacting this bill by the end of 
June—and here we are, well before the 
clock expires for this month—in order 
to provide certainty for American pa- 
tients and innovators. I never lost con- 
fidence that we could deliver the bipar- 
tisan reforms we needed, and I am so 
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proud that we will accomplish that 
goal. 

Mr. Speaker, this is a jobs bill, and 
it’s a medical innovation bill. And as 
we put this package together, our goal 
was to improve the predictability, con- 
sistency, transparency, and efficiency 
of FDA regulation. These reforms will 
help get new treatments to patients 
more quickly. They will help us not 
only keep jobs in Michigan and all 
across the country, but also to create 
new ones. In order to get it right, we 
turned to patients, innovators, and job 
creators who provided firsthand experi- 
ence of how the current system is bro- 
ken. And we included many of their 
suggestions in the bill. 

This bill includes significant ac- 
countability and reform measures de- 
signed to hold the FDA responsible for 
its performance. The measure includes 
independent assessments of FDA’s drug 
and device review process. It also in- 
cludes requiring quarterly reporting 
from the device center so we don’t have 
to wait a year to find out FDA’s 
progress. The bill is about patients, 
and that’s why so many patient advo- 
cates have spoken out in support of 
these reforms. Whether it is steps that 
we took to support treatments for rare 
diseases or mitigate drug shortages or 
speed up the approval of devices that 
will improve a patient’s quality of life, 
these are steps that will make a real 
and significant difference. 
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They’re going to keep the U.S. at the 
forefront of medical innovation where 
we belong. 

This bill is just the first step. This 
bill provides the resources and the 
game plans so that FDA can improve 
its performance. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. UPTON. I yield myself an addi- 
tional minute. 

It is now up to the FDA to execute 
that game plan. And I give my commit- 
ment today that our committee will 
continue to monitor and hold the FDA 
accountable for its performance. So, 
together, the Members of the House 
and the Senate have produced a bill 
that is a win for American patients, in- 
novation, and job creation. 

Before I conclude, I would like to rec- 
ognize Warren Burke and Megan 
Renfrew from the Legislative Counsel’s 
Office for their tireless work. The role 
of Legislative Counsel often goes unno- 
ticed. I also want to appreciate our 
staff, starting with our staff director, 
Gary Andres, for pushing this legisla- 
tion over the finish line; Clay Alspach, 
on the majority staff; Rachel Sher, on 
the minority staff; and in particular, 
Ryan Long, the chief counsel for the 
Health Subcommittee. 

This bill, when it becomes law, pa- 
tients will benefit from faster, newer, 
and better treatments, and American 
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workers will keep us on the cutting 
edge of medical innovation. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself 3 minutes. 

Today, the House considers a bill 
that represents a significant bipartisan 
and bicameral achievement. 

On May 30 of this year, the House 
passed its user fee legislation by a dra- 
matic vote of 387-5. That bill was a 
strong one, but through our collabo- 
rative process with the Senate, we have 
made it even better. 

It has been a pleasure to work not 
only with Mr. UPTON, Mr. PITTS, Mr. 
PALLONE, and Mr. DINGELL, among 
many involved House colleagues, but 
also with our Senate colleagues, Sen- 
ators HARKIN and ENZI. 

When we began this process, there 
were divergent views on the various 
issues contained in this bill. But we 
worked together and found ways to 
bridge our differences in a fashion that 
protects patients and fosters innova- 
tion. 

This legislation contains many provi- 
sions that are critical to the func- 
tioning of major parts of the FDA. We 
reauthorize the FDA’s drug and med- 
ical device user fee programs which 
will provide resources to enable the ef- 
ficient review of applications and give 
patients rapid access to new therapies. 
We’re also reauthorizing two pediatric 
programs which foster the development 
and safe use of prescription drugs in 
children. 

This year, we’re establishing two new 
programs to help the FDA speed up 
their review of new generics and 
biosimilars. These provisions illustrate 
our bipartisan commitment to ensur- 
ing a vibrant generic marketplace. All 
of us will see the benefits when more 
low-cost generics are on the market. 

One of the most important improve- 
ments to the House-passed bill is in the 
area of antibiotics. We accepted the 
Senate language that directs incen- 
tives for the development of antibiotics 
toward serious and life-threatening in- 
fections. 

This bill also includes provisions to 
modernize FDA’s authorities with re- 
spect to the drug supply chain. Today, 
80 percent of active ingredients and 
bulk chemicals used in U.S. drugs come 
from abroad and 40 percent of finished 
drugs are manufactured abroad. FDA 
has been trying to keep pace with this 
increasingly globalized drug supply 
change using an outdated statute. This 
legislation will give the FDA critical 
new tools to police this dramatically 
different marketplace. 

We have also worked to address the 
area of drug shortages, which is a com- 
plex and multifaceted problem, but 
this legislation takes some sensible 
first steps. 

I want to thank my colleagues on 
both sides of the aisle and their staffs 
for the hard work they’ve put into 
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making this a strong bipartisan bill. I 
particularly want to thank Mr. PAL- 
LONE and Mr. DINGELL’s staff members, 
Tiffany Guarascio and Kim Trzeciak, 
as well as Mr. UPTON and Mr. PITT’S 
staff, Ryan Long and Clay Alspach. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. WAXMAN. I yield myself an ad- 
ditional 30 seconds. 

Warren Burke and Megan Renfrew 
have done tremendous work on this 
bill. I’d like to express my appreciation 
for their efforts. I want to thank my 
own staff: Karen Nelson, Rachel Sher, 
Eric Flamm, and Arun Patel. 

The American public will benefit 
from the provisions of this bill. The 
FDA will have the resources to remain 
the gold standard for the future. This 
is an important bill, a good one. I urge 
its support. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the chairman emeritus of 
the Energy and Commerce Committee, 
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. BAR- 
TON). 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. I thank the 
distinguished chairman. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support 
of this bill. When the American public 
asks, “Why can’t Congress just work 
together?’’ we should hold this bill up 
as Exhibit A that it is possible. 

As the ranking member just pointed 
out, this is a bipartisan, bicameral 
preconference agreement for a very 
complicated bill. We reauthorize the 
Food and Drug Administration user fee 
program for 5 years. We also reauthor- 
ize the medical device user fee program 
for 5 years, and, I believe for the first 
time, do one for generic and 
biosimilars. This is a complicated, 
complex piece of legislation, but it has 
been worked out in a bipartisan agree- 
ment. 

I have had some concerns about the 
extent and the cost of the user fees. I 
will continue to monitor that, Mr. 
Speaker. But this is a good piece of leg- 
islation. The chairman and ranking 
member and the subcommittee chair- 
man and ranking member and all the 
others who have worked on this should 
be commended. This is an excellent 
bill, and I hope that the Congress will 
unanimously support it and the Senate 
will agree when we send it to the other 
body. 

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, at this 
time, I’d like to yield 3 minutes to the 
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. PAL- 
LONE), the ranking member of the 
Health Subcommittee, the sub- 
committee that was responsible for 
this legislation in its first instance. 

I ask unanimous consent that Mr. 
PALLONE be permitted to manage the 
rest of the time on our side of the aisle. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from California? 

There was no objection. 
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Mr. PALLONE. Thank you, Chairman 
WAXMAN. 

I want to say I’m very proud to sup- 
port the bill before us, which would re- 
authorize and revitalize a number of 
different programs at the FDA. 

This bill really represents a great 
compromise between the House and the 
Senate and strikes the right balance by 
including strong provisions that will be 
good for both innovation and patient 
safety. 

When we passed the House version of 
this bill, I spoke highly of a great cor- 
dial process, and I’m happy to be able 
to echo those sentiments again here 
today. This process should be a model 
for congressional bipartisan coopera- 
tion in the future. Not only did we all 
work so well together, staffs were able 
to rectify the differences among the 
two Chambers’ versions of the bill in a 
matter of 2 weeks. That’s commend- 
able. It’s a clear indication that Con- 
gress is certainly capable of greatness 
if we just allow ourselves to set politics 
aside and simply legislate. 

I want to thank Chairman UPTON and 
Ranking Member WAXMAN for your 
leadership. And to all the staff who 
worked around the clock—and of 
course particularly Tiffany Guarascio, 
who is my staff person—they were all 
dedicated to achieving a comprehen- 
sive and consensus product, and 
they’ve done just that. 

The bill before us today provides the 
FDA with more than $6 billion over 5 
years to pay for the timely and effi- 
cient reviews of medical products. To- 
gether, these agreements will ensure 
that Americans have access to safe and 
effective new medicines and medical 
devices. It will reduce the drug costs 
for consumers by speeding the approval 
of lower cost generic drugs with the es- 
tablishment of a new user fee program 
for generic drugs and for lower cost 
versions of biotech drugs as well. 

It also includes promising provisions 
that address the safety of the supply 
chain, help to foster the development 
and safe use of prescription drugs for 
children, increase efforts to address 
drug shortages, change conflict of in- 
terest rules so that the FDA has access 
to the best expertise on their advisory 
panels, and other provisions which are 
important to the pubic health of our 
Nation. 

This bill is good for the FDA; it’s 
good for industry; it’s good for patients 
alike. Pm confident we will pass this 
critical bill overwhelmingly today and 
that the Senate will act early next 
week so we can send it to the President 
for his signature as soon as possible. 

I urge all Members to support this 
bill, and I reserve the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the distinguished chairman 
of the Health Subcommittee, the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. PITTS). 

Mr. PITTS. Mr. Speaker, I stand to 
strongly support this legislation. 
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This bipartisan agreement represents 
over 18 months of work from the En- 
ergy and Commerce Health Sub- 
committee, and I’m especially proud 
and appreciative of the hard work of 
Ryan Long and Clay Alspach for their 
diligent and tireless efforts in helping 
to make this bill possible. 

The FDA Safety and Innovation Act 
is critical to saving lives, improving 
regulatory operations, and sustaining a 
vital and dynamic American industry. 
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American companies are the leading 
developers of new medical devices and 
drugs to save and sustain life. To en- 
sure that products are both safe and ef- 
fective, we’ve tasked the Food and 
Drug Administration with reviewing 
products before they make their way 
into the market, and this is a critical 
responsibility. 

The device and drug industries are 
dynamic and innovative. Companies 
spend hundreds of millions of dollars 
and years of research and work to de- 
velop products. The review stage is a 
critical time for any company. Incon- 
sistent reviews mean that the true cost 
of developing new products is hidden, 
making it difficult to properly prepare. 

When our Health Subcommittee 
began considering this legislation last 
year, we heard from a number of indi- 
viduals about the increasing difficulty 
of working through the review process. 
American patients were waiting almost 
4 years longer for new devices that had 
already been approved in Europe. And 
despite the slower U.S. review process, 
the safety outcomes were comparable. 

The FDA Safety and Innovation Act 
contains important reforms to the 
Medical Device User Fee Act and will 
hold the FDA accountable and keep re- 
views on schedule. There are many re- 
forms in this bill. 

Finally, we include language to help 
patients and doctors and hospitals deal 
with drug shortages. Mr. Speaker, I’m 
proud of the work we’ve done. I’m 
proud that we have such a bipartisan 
effort. 

I’d like to especially thank Ranking 
Member FRANK PALLONE and his staff 
for patiently working with us, for Mr. 
DINGELL, Mr. WAXMAN. We’ve accom- 
plished much with this legislation, and 
it will help save lives, create jobs—two 
goals that we can all agree on. Thanks 
to our chairman, Mr. UPTON. 

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to our chairman emeritus, the 
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. DIN- 
GELL), who worked so hard on this bill, 
particularly with regard to the safety 
provisions. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, this is a 
good bill. I urge my colleagues to sup- 
port it. I rise in strong support of it, 
and I urge my colleagues to join. 

This legislation enjoys broad bipar- 
tisan support on both sides of the Cap- 
itol and from industry and patient 
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groups. We should also be proud of the 
work we have done to get it here today. 

I would observe that it has been done 
because the Members worked together 
in the finest traditions of this body. 
And I’m also proud of the work that 
my colleagues on the committee and 
the staff have done on this matter. I 
was pleased to work with them to in- 
clude strong upstream drug supply 
chain provisions, something that’s 
been a long priority of mine. 

I’m also pleased that, for the first 
time, commercial importers will be re- 
quired to register, so we’ll know who’s 
bringing what in and whether it’s safe 
or not. There will also be parity be- 
tween inspections of domestic and for- 
eign drug facilities, something which is 
a major problem because foreign facili- 
ties and foreign manufacturers now im- 
port much into this country, much of 
which is unsafe and improperly in- 
spected. 

FDA will be able to maintain a prac- 
tice in which they will detain and de- 
struct counterfeit drugs and those 
which are unsafe or intentionally or 
otherwise adulterated, and they will be 
able to impose increased penalties on 
those who adulterate these drugs and 
pharmaceuticals. 

These provisions, which mirror safe- 
ty provisions in my drug safety bill, 
will equip FDA with the authorities it 
needs to better oversee our increas- 
ingly globalized drug supply chain and 
will give American families comfort 
that the pharmaceuticals that they are 
taking are safe, and help to deter and 
to respond to any future heparin-like 
incidents which killed some 80 Ameri- 
cans and hurt thousands more. 

While I am disappointed we were un- 
able to come forward with a consensus 
on a national track-and-trace standard, 
it’s my hope that we will continue to 
work on this in coming days. And I 
want to commend my colleagues, Mr. 
MATHESON and Mr. BILBRAY, for the 
fine work they have done on this mat- 
ter. 

I’ve also been working on this issue 
for many years, and we’ve come closer 
than ever before to finding a consensus. 
Given additional time, I think we could 
have resolved this issue; but because of 
time pressures, we were not able to. 

I also want to thank my friends, Mr. 
UPTON, Mr. HARKIN, Ranking Members 
WAXMAN and ENZI, and their staff for 
the hard work they did to send this 
critical bill to the President before 
July 4. I also want to thank Kimberly 
Trzeciak of my staff for her diligence 
on the supply chain provisions and 
other matters. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
bill. It will be something of which we 
will be proud. It will confer much safe- 
ty on the American people in areas of 
very substantial danger; and it will see 
to it that, to a modest degree at least, 
the industry-supported provisions, in- 
cluding those which involved the col- 
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lection of fees, will begin to work for 
the benefit of the American people. 

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. BURGESS), the distinguished vice 
chair of the Health Subcommittee. 

Mr. BURGESS. I thank the chairman 
for yielding and the Speaker for the 
recognition. 

Today, we are considering the Food 
and Drug Administration’s Safety In- 
novation Act, and I urge my colleagues 
to support it. This bill reauthorizes 
Food and Drug Administration’s user 
fee programs. The bill will allow indus- 
try to continue to partner in providing 
our physicians the tools they need to 
prevent and alleviate human suffering. 

The legislation retains significant re- 
forms that were made in our House bill 
and enhances other provisions, such as 
those on drug shortages. The bill will 
ensure that the Food and Drug Admin- 
istration has the scientific and medical 
expertise they need when reviewing 
products utilizing emerging science, or 
for those populations with very rare 
diseases. 

This bill will spur innovation for 
antibiotics, will help those with rare 
diseases, and be particularly helpful to 
the community of physicians that 
takes care of our pediatric cancer pa- 
tients. 

The Food and Drug Administration is 
now required to notify Congress before 
issuing guidance regarding the regula- 
tion of laboratory-developed tests. I 
still believe we should strengthen and 
improve CLIA’s oversight of labora- 
tory-developed tests, instead of even 
contemplating any type of duplicative 
regulation. 

The bill avoids provisions added by 
the other Chamber that I thought 
crossed the line into the practice of 
medicine by Congress and actually 
threatened patient treatment. It will 
address numerous other issues to en- 
hance the work of the FDA, while cor- 
recting missteps of the Agency in such 
areas as public input, good guidance 
practices, and the manufacture of cus- 
tom devices. 

The process to this vote from the 
very beginning was respectful and re- 
sulted from hundreds of hours of nego- 
tiations. Chairman UPTON, thank you, 
and Chairman PITTs, Ranking Members 
WAXMAN and PALLONE. I specifically 
want to thank Ryan Long and Clay 
Alspach on the staff of the majority 
who sacrificed much to get this prod- 
uct to the floor today. 

This vote is really about patients 
who will be served by the passage of 
this bill, and I urge its expeditious pas- 
sage. 

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentlewoman from Col- 
orado (Ms. DEGETTE), who worked very 
hard on the drug shortage provisions of 
the legislation. 

Ms. DEGETTE. Mr. Speaker, I’m de- 
lighted to support this bipartisan legis- 
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lation which addresses critical prob- 
lems affecting the safety of drugs and 
medical devices in this country. There 
are several highlights I’d like to talk 
about, like Dr. GINGREY’s incentives for 
antibiotic development, or the supply 
chain legislation that Mr. DINGELL has 
worked on tirelessly for years. 

But there’s one issue that I’ve been 
working on on a bipartisan basis 
throughout this Congress that I want 
to discuss briefly. Drug shortages have 
rattled our hospitals, our doctors, and 
our families. Figures recently released 
by the University of Utah show there 
were 56 more newly reported drug 
shortages in the U.S. last year than in 
2010 when there were 211. 

So, again, let me say 211 drugs in 
shortage. How can this be happening, 
and what can we do about it? 

Representative TOM ROONEY from 
Florida and I introduced the bipartisan 
Preserving Access to Life-Saving Medi- 
cations Act, which eventually had 85 
cosponsors. The bill creates an early 
warning system between the FDA, drug 
companies, and providers so a commu- 
nity can respond to a drug shortage 
quickly and efficiently. It won’t solve 
the root problems of the drug shortage 
crisis, but it will help providers and 
doctors and hospitals identify those 
crises and help with the patient. 

This February, for example, under a 
voluntary program, the FDA stepped in 
to allow for temporary emergency im- 
portation of the cancer drug, Doxil, 
which was in shortage. And at the same 
time, the FDA prioritized the review of 
a new manufacturer of the same drug 
when the cancer drug went into short- 
age. 

So what our bill will do is make this 
program mandatory. What we think it 
will do is it will help patients across 
the spectrum get the drugs they need. 
It will help the hospitals and the pro- 
viders identify potential shortages, and 
it will help the manufacturers better 
make sure that they get the drugs to 
the patients that need them. 

I’m thrilled that this is contained, 
and I want to thank the chairman. 
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Mr. UPTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the distinguished gentleman 
from Florida (Mr. STEARNS). 

Mr. STEARNS. My colleagues, this 
reauthorization of the FDA’s user fees 
will provide stability for the FDA’s 
new product review as companies sub- 
mit new and innovative drugs, medical 
devices, and biologics for approval. 

I am especially proud that my bill, 
the Faster Access to Specialized Treat- 
ments, H.R. 4132, FAST, was included 
in the FDA Reform Act. FAST modern- 
izes the FDA’s accelerated approval 
pathway to reflect scientific develop- 
ments that have occurred over the past 
20 years. This will allow for new drugs 
for people suffering from rare diseases. 
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There are 30 million Americans suf- 
fering from one of over 7,000 rare dis- 
eases, but only 250 currently have any 
treatment. FAST will save lives. 

I am pleased also that the bill in- 
cludes the EXPERRT Act, H.R. 4156. 
This will help the FDA consult with 
medical experts when evaluating drugs 
designed for rare diseases, such as cys- 
tic fibrosis. As the cofounder of the 
Cystic Fibrosis Caucus, I am glad we 
are finally providing this tool to the 
FDA. 

I obviously support the passage of 
this bill. 

Mr. Speaker, the Food and Drug Administra- 
tion Safety and Innovation Act (S. 3187) is 
based on user fee negotiations between FDA 
and the prescription drug, generic drug, bio- 
logic, and medical device industry. This reau- 
thorization of the FDA user fees will provide 
stability with FDA’s new product review as 
companies submit new and innovative devices 
and drugs for approval. 

This bill is the result of hard work and nego- 
tiations between industry and FDA, and the 
hard work between Republicans and Demo- 
crats, and between the House and the Senate. 
This bill is a true bipartisan, bicameral bill that 
will serve the American people well. 

In codifying the User Fee Agreement, this 
committee has included additional provisions 
designed to address some of the defects of 
the regulatory structure and overreach by the 
FDA. Under my Chairmanship of the Oversight 
and Investigation Subcommittee, we held a 
hearing into FDA’s regulatory efforts in the 
medical device space. During our hearing, 
many of the witnesses talked about the reluc- 
tance of FDA to approve devices and how 
FDA continually moved the goalposts for ap- 
proval. | am glad that Title VI of this bill in- 
cludes a significant number of reform provi- 
sions designed to bring certainty to the med- 
ical device field. 

In addition to reforming approaches to med- 
ical devices through Title VI, the FDA’s ap- 
proach to rare diseases must also be modern- 
ized. 

| want to take this opportunity to thank Dr. 
Emil Kakkis, Julia Jenkins, Harry Sporidis, Tim 
Perrin, Steve Stranne, everyone at the 
EveryLife Foundation for Rare Diseases, Pat 
Furlong, Nick Manetto, everyone at the Parent 
Project Muscular Dystrophy, and the other 150 
rare disease groups that supported FAST and 
ULTRA. In 2011, | met with Dr. Kakkis who in- 
troduced me to two parents who had children 
with rare diseases and limited options as most 
rare diseases do not have treatments. One 
parent talked about his frustration at not hav- 
ing any treatments, except for a drug trial hap- 
pening in Europe, not the United States. We 
talked about how we need FDA to properly 
address the issue of drug approval for the rare 
disease community, which led to examining 
the Accelerated Approval pathway and trying 
to modernize it. We developed the Unlocking 
Lifesaving Treatments for Rare-Diseases Act 
(ULTRA, H.R. 3737), which | introduced with 
my friend and colleague, Rep. ED TOWNS, to 
nudge the FDA into using Accelerated Ap- 
proval for rare diseases. 

However, after further review of the law, 
FDA’s history of usage of Accelerated Ap- 
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proval and the feedback we received from 
stakeholders, we realized that amending the 
law was not sufficient. Instead, we worked 
with all the stakeholders to rewrite the entirety 
of the Accelerated Approval statute. In March, 
Representative TOWNS and | introduced the 
Faster Access to Specialized Treatments Act 
(FAST, H.R. 4132). FAST updates and mod- 
ernizes Section 506 of the Food, Drug & Cos- 
metic Act, and updates the Accelerated Ap- 
proval statute to reflect two decades worth of 
medical sciences that has occurred since Ac- 
celerated Approval was first created. FAST will 
help FDA implement broadly effective proc- 
esses for the expedited development and re- 
view of innovative new medicines intended to 
address unmet medical needs for serious or 
life-threatening diseases by using modern sci- 
entific tools. 

The use of surrogate endpoints may result 
in fewer, smaller or shorter clinical trials with- 
out compromising FDA’s existing high stand- 
ards for safety or efficacy. Surrogate and clin- 
ical endpoints only need to be reasonable pre- 
dictors of clinical benefit to support acceler- 
ated approval. They do not need to be vali- 
dated or proven first. The changes made to 
current law permitting the Secretary to require 
validation of surrogates following accelerated 
approval is not intended to change FDA’s long 
history of granting accelerated approval based 


on unvalidated, but predictive, surrogate 
endpoints. 
Additionally, FAST includes explicit lan- 


guage for FDA to think about the challenges 
of rare diseases when developing their guid- 
ance and gives the rare disease community 
an opportunity to publically comment on FDA’s 
draft guidance. FAST ensures that the voices 
of the 30 million Americans with a rare dis- 
ease will be heard by FDA. There are about 
7,000 rare diseases and only about 250 have 
any treatment. FAST will save lives, and give 
a voice to the voiceless; and | am glad it is in 
the final bill. 

Lastly, the committee included the Expand- 
ing and Promoting Expertise in Review of 
Rare Treatments, (EXPERRT Act, H.R. 4156), 
a bill my fellow Co-Chairs of the Cystic Fibro- 
sis Caucus and | introduced. EXPERRT will 
have the FDA consult with experts in rare dis- 
eases. This will ensure that FDA has access 
to the knowledge needed when dealing with 
drug approvals for diseases where FDA may 
lack subject matter expertise. As one of the 
Co-Founders of the Cystic Fibrosis Caucus, | 
am glad that we are giving this tool to the 
FDA. | also want to thank Stephanie Krenrich 
and the Cystic Fibrosis Foundation for all their 
hard work in developing EXPERRT. 

| would like to submit these letters from the 
EveryLife Foundation for Rare Diseases and 
the Parent Project Muscular Dystrophy into the 
RECORD. 

S. 3187 is a good bill that will help new 
drugs and new medicines get into the market 
and be available to patients. | support pas- 
sage of the FDA Safety and Innovation Act. 

PARENT PROJECT 
MUSCULAR DYSTROPHY, 
Hackensack, NJ, June 20, 2012. 
Hon. CLIFF STEARNS, 
U.S. Congress, Washington, DC. 


Rayburn House Office Building, 
DEAR REPRESENTATIVE STEARNS: On behalf 


of all patients and families living with 
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Duchenne muscular dystrophy—the most 
common form of muscular dystrophy and the 
most common lethal genetic condition diag- 
nosed in childhood—Parent Project Muscular 
Dystrophy (PPMD) would like to express its 
deep gratitude for your efforts to include 
provisions of deep interest to the rare dis- 
ease community in S. 3187, the Food and 
Drug Administration Safety and Innovation 
Act. The final user fee reconciliation pack- 
age between the House of Representatives 
and Senate includes a number of measures 
that will accelerate the Food and Drug Ad- 
ministration (FDA) process of reviewing po- 
tential therapies for serious life-threatening 
conditions like Duchenne, will ensure that 
the patient voice has a seat at the table 
when key decisions are made, and will incent 
industry to develop treatments for pediatric 
rare diseases. 

As you know, Duchenne muscular dys- 
trophy exemplifies the challenges faced by 
many patients and families afflicted by rare 
diseases. It is a fatal condition with most pa- 
tients not living past their late 20s, and the 
only approved therapies are steroids, which 
cause significant complications long-term. 
With nearly 20 potential therapies in various 
stages of clinical trials, our community is 
hopeful that better times are ahead, and we 
recognize that a more efficient FDA attuned 
to the needs of the rare disease patient popu- 
lation is critical to our success. Again, we 
are most appreciative of your efforts to en- 
sure that the above mentioned provisions 
were included in the final legislation. On be- 
half of Duchenne and the broader rare dis- 
ease community, thank you for your leader- 
ship and support. 

Sincerely, 
PAT FURLONG, 
Founding President and CEO. 
EVERYLIFE FOUNDATION 
FOR RARE DISEASES, 
Novato, CA, June 19, 2012. 
Hon. CLIFF STEARNS, 
House of Representatives, Rayburn House Office 
Building, Washington, DC. 
Hon. EDOLPHUS TOWNS, 
House of Representatives, Rayburn House Office 
Building, Washington, DC. 

DEAR REPRESENTATIVES STEARNS AND 
TOWNS: On behalf of the EveryLife Founda- 
tion for Rare Diseases and our 180 patient or- 
ganization partners, thank you for cham- 
pioning the FAST Act which is included in 
The Food and Drug Administration Safety 
and Innovation Act, S. 3187. This essential 
legislation will improve access to the Accel- 
erated Approval pathway for rare diseases 
and spur the development of lifesaving treat- 
ments. 

Currently, there are fewer than 400 ap- 
proved treatments for 7,000 rare diseases af- 
fecting more than 30 million Americans. 
Without a treatment, diagnosis of a rare dis- 
ease can be a death sentence for these pa- 
tients, many of whom are young children. 
The science exists for many of these diseases 
to be treated, and the inclusion of this legis- 
lation will provide a more predictable devel- 
opment and regulatory pathway to unlock 
the investment potential for rare disease 
treatments. 

The language from the FAST Act will fix a 
‘““catch-22”’ that prevents very rare diseases 
from accessing the Accelerated Approval 
pathway. We applaud you both for your tre- 
mendous leadership in ensuring that this es- 
sential provision be included in the FDA user 
fee legislation. This provision provides FDA 
the ability to utilize all the tools available 
to them to help bring new drugs to market 
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to treat rare and ultra-rare diseases while 
maintaining the FDA’s strong safety and ef- 
ficacy standards. Access to the Accelerated 
Approval pathway will significantly decrease 
the time and cost to develop a treatment and 
has been extremely successful in getting 
treatments approved for cancer and AIDS pa- 
tients. Additionally, this provision has an 
added benefit of promoting private invest- 
ment in new biotechnology companies and 
job growth in the United States. 

We thank you for your strong commitment 
to accelerating the delivery of safe and effec- 
tive therapies to patients in need. We also 
would like to thank the more than 200 pa- 
tient organizations including Parent Project 
Muscular Dystrophy, and the thousands of 
patient advocates who worked to support 
this legislation. Passage of this legislation is 
testament of perseverance of the rare disease 
community and the commitment of the Con- 
gress to promote the development of life- 
saving treatments. 

Sincerely, 
EMIL KAKKIS, 
President. 

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
14% minutes to the gentlewoman from 
California (Mrs. CAPPS). 

Mrs. CAPPS. I thank my colleague 
for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in strong 
support of the FDA Safety and Innova- 
tion Act. This bipartisan effort will im- 
prove the health and safety of the 
American people; and at the same 
time, it will support good jobs and in- 
novation in the health care industry. I 
am especially pleased that this bill in- 
cludes two provisions which I authored: 

The first is modeled on my SAFE De- 
vices Act, which will improve the post- 
market surveillance of medical devices 
and the implementation of the unique 
device identifier program. This essen- 
tial provision will allow us to identify 
potential device problems early, there- 
by protecting patients and identifying 
issues when they are easier and less 
costly to address; 

The second provision I authored 
comes from my bipartisan HEART for 
Women Act, which the House has 
passed two times. It requires the FDA 
to report on the availability of new 
drug and device safety and efficacy 
data by sex, age, and racial and ethnic 
subgroups. Drugs and devices can have 
dissimilar effects among various popu- 
lations, and this provision will help re- 
duce substantial disparities in health 
care, especially for women and minori- 
ties. 

So I thank the chairmen and ranking 
members for their leadership on the 
FDA Safety and Innovation Act and for 
their support of these two provisions. I 
urge my colleagues to support this bi- 
partisan bill. 

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the distinguished gentle- 
woman from North Carolina, the vice 
chair of the Energy and Commerce 
Committee, Mrs. MYRICK. 

Mrs. MYRICK. Thank you, Mr. Chair- 
man. 

The bill before us contains critical 
improvements to the current law. 
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Among them is the creation of a pri- 
ority review voucher program for com- 
panies that develop treatments for rare 
pediatric diseases. I am pleased with 
this and other advances. 

Yet the long-term success or failure 
of crucial drug and device approvals 
doesn’t just depend on approving new 
funds and guidelines for the FDA. It 
also depends on instilling a culture at 
the FDA that seeks out practical solu- 
tions to the diseases that our constitu- 
ents face. The FDA must recognize 
that patients, especially those with 
fatal illnesses, deserve to have poten- 
tial treatments made available. 

Whenever possible, the FDA should 
use all the tools it has available to ap- 
propriately warn doctors and patients 
of risks associated with a treatment 
without removing patient access. Pa- 
tients facing fatal diagnoses, whether 
it’s metastatic cancer, ALS or others, 
should be given the benefit of the doubt 
unless treatments are very risky. This 
should be a guiding principle of the 
FDA and not simply a consideration. 

I urge the support of the bill. 

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. ENGEL). 

Mr. ENGEL. I thank my friend for 
yielding to me. 

I rise in strong support of S. 3187, the 
Food and Drug Administration Safety 
and Innovation Act of 2012. 

This is one of these rare occasions 
these days when Congress is working in 
a bipartisan manner to get good things 
done. This bipartisan, bicameral agree- 
ment is something of which we can all 
be proud; and it is a prime example, 
again, of the good legislative work that 
can be done by this body when com- 
promises are accepted. 

In particular, I would like to thank 
the chairmen and ranking members of 
the full Energy and Commerce Com- 
mittee and of the Health Sub- 
committee for their hard work to final- 
ize this bill in such a timely manner. I 
would also like to thank them for in- 
cluding the reauthorization of the Crit- 
ical Path Public-Private Partnerships 
in this legislation, something for which 
I pushed for a long time so that needed 
improvements in regulatory science 
can continue. 

I believe this bill will help meet the 
needs of the FDA industry and, most 
importantly, of the patients. I look for- 
ward to its passage. 

Mr. UPTON. I yield 1 minute to the 
distinguished gentleman from Pennsyl- 
vania, Dr. MURPHY. 

Mr. MURPHY of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Speaker, what good are life-saving 
drugs if you can’t afford them? 

That’s why real reform of the Na- 
tion’s health care system begins with 
promoting quality and affordability. I 
am excited this legislation is moving 
forward because the FDA will finally 
have a system for bringing more life- 
saving generic drugs to market. 
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Today’s bill authorizes the first ge- 
neric drug user-fee program in order to 
expedite the approval of generics, 
which are only a fraction of the cost of 
brand-name drugs. Generic medica- 
tions can save a patient $1,000 a year on 
medication alone, but it may well yield 
billions in savings across our Nation 
when affordable generic drugs are used 
to treat acute and chronic illness. 
Right now, consumers are spending 
millions, if not billions, more in out-of- 
pocket costs because the FDA doesn’t 
have the resources to tackle 2,800 ge- 
neric applications awaiting review. 

There will be fewer strokes, heart at- 
tacks, and cases of cardiovascular dis- 
ease when this bill moves forward into 
law, and we will be assured the medi- 
cines our families take are of the high- 
est quality. Under this bill, regulators 
will no longer be able to look past Chi- 
na’s history of tainted drugs, like the 
2007 heparin scare that killed 200 peo- 
ple. 

I would like to thank Congressmen 
DINGELL and WAXMAN and Chairman 
UPTON for moving forward with this bi- 
partisan bill. I urge its adoption. 

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I in- 
quire of how much time remains on 
both sides. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman from New Jersey has 6⁄2 min- 
utes remaining, and the gentleman 
from Michigan has 9 minutes remain- 
ing. 

Mr. PALLONE. I now yield 1⁄2 min- 
utes to the gentleman from North 
Carolina (Mr. BUTTERFIELD). 

Mr. BUTTERFIELD. Let me thank 
you, Mr. PALLONE, for yielding the 
time, and I thank you so very much for 
your leadership on the Health Sub- 
committee. You do extraordinary work 
on our committee. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support 
of S. 3187, the amended version of the 
Food and Drug Administration Safety 
and Innovation Act. I strongly support 
this bill, and I am particularly pleased 
that the intent of H.R. 3059, the Cre- 
ating Hope Act, sponsored by my good 
friend from Texas (Mr. MCCAUL) and 
myself, was included in the final bill. 

I am thrilled to highlight section 908, 
the Rare Pediatric Disease Priority Re- 
view Voucher Incentive program. The 
program will incentivize pharma- 
ceutical companies to develop new 
drugs for children with rare pediatric 
diseases, such as childhood cancers and 
sickle cell disease, by expanding the 
cost-neutral priority review voucher 
program. Expanding the voucher pro- 
gram will allow pharmaceutical com- 
panies to expedite the FDA review of 
more profitable drugs in return for de- 
veloping treatments for rare pediatric 
diseases. I think that is a good trade- 
off. 

I would like to thank Mr. MCCAUL, 
Mr. WAXMAN, Mrs. MYRICK, and all of 
those who have worked on this bill 
with us. I want to thank our Senate 
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colleagues, Messrs. CASEY and BROWN, 
for working diligently with me and our 
colleagues to see to its inclusion. Fi- 
nally, I want to recognize Nancy Good- 
man, with Kids Versus Cancer, who 
continues to be a tireless advocate for 
this issue. 

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to a member of the committee, 
the distinguished gentleman from Cali- 
fornia (Mr. BILBRAY). 

Mr. BILBRAY. Mr. Speaker, I stand 
in support of this bill. 

I want to thank Chairman UPTON and 
the leadership on both sides of the aisle 
for getting together and doing what’s 
right for the American people. 

In this time that we talk about eco- 
nomic strife, we’ve got to remember 
that the FDA can be a friend or an 
enemy of not only our health but also 
of our jobs and our economic opportu- 
nities. In California alone, Mr. Speak- 
er, we have over 267,000 people working 
in the pharmaceutical industry. 
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We have over 42,000 just working in 
San Diego County. 

This bill will not only help to protect 
jobs, but this bill is a bipartisan bill to 
save lives. What better message can we 
send to the American people than 
Washington is listening to the fact 
that they want bipartisan support and 
bipartisan efforts and bipartisan suc- 
cesses on things that matter? 

This bill is something that matters. 
We're talking about preserving the eco- 
nomic opportunities of our fellow citi- 
zens, and we’re talking about saving 
the lives of our family members and 
our neighbors. 

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Massa- 
chusetts (Mr. MARKEY). 

Mr. MARKEY. I would like to thank 
Chairman UPTON and Chairman PITTS 
and Ranking Member WAXMAN and 
Ranking Member PALLONE and their 
staffs for their work in bringing the 
FDA Safety and Innovation Act to the 
floor today. 

Passing this bill will allow the FDA 
to continue its critical mission of 
bringing safe and effective drugs and 
medical devices to the patients who 
need them. Reviewing drug and device 
applications has become increasingly 
challenging. Medical breakthroughs of 
today often target rare diseases or ge- 
netic subsets of those diseases. FDA re- 
viewers must now assess a growing 
pipeline of very specialized treatments. 

I’m pleased that this bill includes 
language I helped author to improve 
collaboration between FDA and exter- 
nal experts in rare diseases like cystic 
fibrosis and sickle cell disease. 

The bill before us today also includes 
an important provision I helped author 
to ensure that the millions of Ameri- 
cans who are blind or visually impaired 
have safe and independent access to the 
information on prescription drug la- 
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bels. No one should have to sacrifice 
their privacy or independence to access 
the vital information on these bottles, 
and I’m glad we’re taking steps to ad- 
dress that here today. 

Finally, this bill helps increase the 
availability of pediatric medical de- 
vices and ensures that medications are 
tested and labeled appropriately for 
children. I was proud to work on these 
provisions with my colleagues, Con- 
gresswoman ESHOO and Congressman 
ROGERS. 

I would have liked to have seen addi- 
tional measures included in this bill to 
ensure the safety of medical devices 
based on defective models that have al- 
ready been approved by the FDA, that 
unfortunately continue to be sold and 
jeopardize patients’ health all across 
this country. I am going to continue to 
work on this critical issue. I believe 
it’s a problem that we must solve. Once 
the FDA approves a device and then it 
turns out that there’s a defect, there 
should be no excuse for allowing new 
companies to build their devices based 
upon the old approved defective model 
that the FDA had approved. Tens of 
thousands of Americans are put in 
jeopardy, and I would like to work to 
solve that problem. 

Nonetheless, this is an excellent 
piece of legislation, and I hope that the 
House gives it its overwhelming ap- 
proval. 

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the distinguished gen- 
tleman from Georgia, Dr. GINGREY, a 
member of the committee. 

Mr. GINGREY of Georgia. Mr. Speak- 
er, I thank the gentleman for yielding. 

The FDA Safety and Innovation Act 
of 2012 may not be a great bill, but it is 
a darn good bill. And as a physician 
and a member of the Energy and Com- 
merce Committee, I strongly support 
it. 

As my colleagues have said on both 
sides, this is a bicameral, bipartisan 
piece of legislation, and yes, we can get 
our work done. I want to particularly 
thank Chairman UPTON, Ranking Mem- 
ber WAXMAN, Health Subcommittee 
Chairman PITTS, Ranking Member 
PALLONE, and all of the Members that 
have worked so hard on this really 
vast, huge bill that covers a lot of 
things, not the least of which, of 
course, is to provide 65 percent of the 
funding for the FDA so they can, in- 
deed, hire the best and brightest sci- 
entists so they get their work done in 
a timely manner, get new drugs to the 
market, medical devices, and bottom 
line, keep the health care system in 
this country the best in the world for 
our constituents and our patients. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to mention one 
particular aspect of the bill that I was 
very much involved in, and that’s this 
issue of antibiotic shortage. The bill as 
it stood alone was called the GAIN Act, 
and I had a tremendous amount of help 
on both sides of the aisle. On the 
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Democratic side, there was Congress- 
woman ESsHoo, Congresswoman 
DEGETTE, and Congressman GENE 
GREEN. On my side of the aisle, there 
was MIKE ROGERS of Michigan, Mr. 
SHIMKUS, and Mr. WHITFIELD. What we 
do with that portion of the bill is to 
provide an opportunity for the manu- 
facturers of antibiotics to have an ad- 
ditional 5 years of exclusivity so they 
can bring these innovative fifth- and 
sixth-generation antibiotics to the 
market and still have an opportunity 
to recoup the investment and the ex- 
pense of doing so. 

I want to just say to my colleagues 
on both sides of the aisle, it’s a proud 
day, I think, for all of us, for Chairman 
Emeritus DINGELL, the former chair- 
man on our side of the aisle, Mr. BAR- 
TON, and everybody involved in this 
bill. I thank all of you. Let’s all unani- 
mously support this bill. 

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I have 
no additional speakers, so I will reserve 
the balance of my time. 

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from New 
Jersey (Mr. LANCE), a member of the 
committee. 

Mr. LANCE. Thank you, Mr. Chair- 
man. 

Mr. Speaker, such legislation will en- 
sure that patients get improved access 
to innovative, lifesaving therapies and 
medical devices while protecting and 
creating U.S. jobs. The bill is critically 
important to New Jersey, where we 
have a high concentration of medical 
device, pharmaceutical, and life 
science employees. 

I’m pleased that the conference re- 
port contains provisions important to 
streamline and modernize FDA regula- 
tions while promoting patient safety. 
Just as important, today’s measure is 
fiscally responsible, reducing the def- 
icit by $311 billion over the next 10 
years according to the CBO. 

I thank Chairman UPTON, Chairman 
PITTS, Ranking Member WAXMAN, 
Ranking Member PALLONE, and mem- 
bers of the Energy and Commerce Com- 
mittee for working together in a bipar- 
tisan capacity on a final bill that pro- 
tects patients and brings much needed 
certainty to the medical and bio- 
pharmaceutical industries. This is the 
way Congress should work. 

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Ken- 
tucky (Mr. GUTHRIE). 

Mr. GUTHRIE. Mr. Speaker, I appre- 
ciate the gentleman for yielding. 

I rise today in support of the legisla- 
tion to reauthorize the Prescription 
Drug and Medical Device User Fee Act 
and authorize new user fee programs 
for generic drugs and biosimilars. The 
legislation also includes important re- 
forms to grant patients improved ac- 
cess to new therapies and promotes in- 
novation and job creation. 

Jobs and the economy are top issues 
for most Americans, and this bill fo- 
cuses on that. As a manufacturer, I’ve 
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heard many stories from many device 
manufacturers across the country 
about problems they face with the FDA 
and how those struggles are making it 
harder for them to manufacture in 
America. 

This bill includes important changes, 
including one that I championed, to re- 
form the FDA’s guidance process that 
will inject certainty into the process 
and create more American jobs. 

This bill is an example of working in 
a bipartisan way to achieve a quality 
product that creates jobs. I thank the 
chairman and the ranking member for 
their work. And, Mr. Speaker, I urge 
my colleagues to support this bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
DANIEL E. LUNGREN of California). The 
gentleman from New Jersey has 3 min- 
utes remaining, and the gentleman 
from Michigan has 4 minutes remain- 
ing. 

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
30 seconds to the gentleman from Vir- 
ginia (Mr. MORAN). 

Mr. MORAN. Mr. Speaker, I don’t op- 
pose the bill, but I do have concerns 
about one element of this bill, and that 
is the provision that affects whistle- 
blowers in the Public Health Service. 

The law that would apply to these 
employees is that of the military, the 
Defense Department, which, frankly, is 
weaker than that which applies to pro- 
tecting whistleblowers who are in the 
civil service, civilian whistleblowers. 

I do think protection of whistle- 
blowers needs to be a priority. In this 
case, I would hope that we could work 
in subsequent legislation to protect the 
rights of whistleblowers who are essen- 
tial to our being able to do our job, as 
well as those people in the executive 
branch. I just wanted to make note of 
that point. 
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Mr. UPTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from New 
Hampshire (Mr. BASS), a member of the 
committee. 

Mr. BASS of New Hampshire. I thank 
the distinguished chairman of the com- 
mittee for recognizing me for 1 minute. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support 
of the Food and Drug Administration 
Safety and Innovation Act. 

The user fee process at the FDA is a 
vital element in maintaining oper- 
ations at the FDA to bring valuable 
drugs and devices through the approval 
pathway and to market. I am opti- 
mistic that, with the enhanced finan- 
cial incentives and resources available 
to the FDA included in the user fee 
agreements, we will see shorter ap- 
proval times and more products avail- 
able to patients. 

Throughout this process, there has 
been a commitment to addressing the 
unique issues associated with the rare 
disease community and bringing it to 
the forefront of this debate. And I am 
proud to have had my bill, the Humani- 
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tarian Device Reform Act, included as 
a provision in this device regulatory 
section. This language will make it 
easier for medical device manufactur- 
ers to create devices specifically for 
the treatment of individuals, both chil- 
dren and adults, who are afflicted with 
very rare diseases. 

With this increased focus on pro- 
viding incentives to manufacturers to 
invest in the development of these de- 
vices and drugs, it can be an attainable 
goal for an individual and family af- 
fected by rare diseases to not only im- 
prove the quality of life but possibly 
even find a cure. 

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Min- 
nesota (Mr. PAULSEN). 

Mr. PAULSEN. Mr. Speaker, I want 
to applaud, first of all, the chairman, 
the subcommittee chairman, and the 
ranking members for their leadership 
in bringing this bipartisan package to 
the floor. 

Mr. Speaker, nearly every week, I get 
a chance to tour a medical device com- 
pany in my district. And almost every 
week, I hear a similar story from these 
companies that talk about how the 
FDA has become so burdensome and 
bureaucratic and inefficient that they 
move the goalpost in the process of the 
device approval process. As a result, 
some of these companies are closing 
their doors. Some of these companies 
are investing overseas and moving jobs, 
as opposed to keeping them in their 
home State of Minnesota or here in the 
United States. 

Unfortunately, it seems that Wash- 
ington tends to thrive on these types of 
bureaucracies and inefficiencies. And I 
think the package that is before us 
today is designed to help correct that. 
The FDA review process needs to be 
rigorous, but it also needs to be rel- 
evant. You have heard that message 
time and time again: We have to find 
ways to streamline and modernize the 
FDA so that the United States can re- 
main the leader in global medical inno- 
vation. 

This package absolutely moves us 
closer to meeting all of those goals. 
These reforms will make the device ap- 
proval process much more transparent, 
much more consistent, and much more 
predictable. And specifically, I’m 
happy that my provisions to stream- 
line the third-party review process 
were included as well. 

I want to thank the chairman and 
Members for their bipartisan support, 
and I urge the support of my col- 
leagues. 

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Speaker, may I ask 
how much time remains on each side? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman from Michigan has 2 minutes 
remaining, and the gentleman from 
New Jersey has 242 minutes remaining. 

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Speaker, I have no 
further requests for time. So if the gen- 
tleman wants to close, then I will 
close. 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman from New Jersey is recognized 
for 24% minutes. 

Mr. PALLONE. Thank you, 
Speaker. I won’t use all the time. 

I just want to stress, again, that the 
process of getting this bill passed and 
moved both here and in the Senate has 
been just a great model, if you will, for 
what we can do when we want to get 
together and work together on a bipar- 
tisan, bicameral basis. So I can’t say 
enough about everyone who was in- 
volved on both sides of the aisle and 
staff for making this happen today. 

I also want to reiterate some of the 
things that some of my colleagues have 
said about how important this is. Be- 
cause it’s on a suspension, some people 
may say, Well, how important is it? It 
is extremely important. And some of 
those sentiments have been echoed by 
those who talk about the drug and 
medical device industry, which is real- 
ly so important to this country. 

We pride ourselves on innovation. As 
some of you know, many of these com- 
panies are in my district. And we pride 
ourselves on the fact that Thomas Edi- 
son had his lab at Menlo Park, in my 
district, and that we are an innovative 
area in New Jersey, and New Jersey as 
a whole. But innovation can’t continue 
to happen in this industry unless we 
continue to have an FDA process that 
runs smoothly and effectively. 

The fact of the matter is that this 
legislation is designed to make sure 
that that continues to happen, that the 
money is available so we can have an 
efficient process that continues to 
make the United States the innovator 
in the area of pharmaceuticals and 
medical devices. 

I’m very proud to have been part of 
this today. I urge everyone to support 
the bill. I thank my colleagues. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman from Michigan is recognized for 
2 minutes. 

Mr. UPTON. Thank you, Mr. Speak- 
er. 

Mr. Speaker, I just want to say that 
with all of the positive comments here, 
this bill was not a piece of cake. There 
was a lot of hard work on both sides of 
the aisle, particularly by the staff on 
both sides of the aisle. Again, I want to 
cite Clay and Ryan on our staff. 

But let’s face it: All of us particu- 
larly involved on the health side of the 
issues, as we meet with different folks 
afflicted with different diseases, we 
want to find a cure. And it would be 
great to find that cure here in America 
because we have outstanding pharma- 
ceutical industries that have the talent 
and the staff to work with the different 
departments, whether it be the NIH, 
the CDC, certainly the FDA. 

So we really did set out last summer 
to embark on a good listening session 
to find out what it is that we needed to 
do not only to find the cures and the 
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prescriptions but the right process for 
them to be approved so that those com- 
panies that are willing to make that 
investment would stay here in America 
and not go overseas. Because we really 
do want it made in America. We have 
the best folks here. And that’s what 
this bill does. 

The hard work in so many of the 
hearings that JOE PITTS led with Mr. 
PALLONE, the work, the amendments, 
the subcommittee, the full committee, 
that whole process to get it done before 
it really expired later on this year is so 
important not only to the workers but, 
more importantly, to the patients. 

So dealing with the drug shortages 
and working with Mr. MCCAUL and the 
different rare diseases, all of those dif- 
ferent elements, we were able to weave 
into what I think is a mighty fine, 
strong bill. And to then, of course, 
work with our counterparts in the Sen- 
ate, whom we often bash here, but they 
actually stayed with us, and we were 
able to work in a very strong bipar- 
tisan way to get our two bills refined 
and done in order to bring up on the 
House floor this afternoon. 

I want to compliment everyone—and 
certainly Mr. WAXMAN, who is back on 
the floor—our leadership, the team 
that we had on both sides of the aisle 
and, again, our hardworking staff that 
really worked so hard to get this done, 
which impacts millions of lives. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
bill, and I yield back the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Speaker, | support the 
passage of the Food and Drug Administration 
Reform Act, which reauthorizes vital programs 
that will ensure the FDA continues to study 
and approve life-saving drugs and medical de- 
vices and work to prevent drug shortages of 
much needed medications. 

| am concerned, however, that the Congress 
is not doing more to fight prescription drug 
abuse. Members of the House were not per- 
mitted to offer amendments to address pre- 
scription drug addiction when this measure 
came before us last month, even though the 
FDA has a vital role in regulating the addictive 
qualities of drugs that are manufactured and 
ensuring sufficient education and awareness 
for health care providers and the general pub- 
lic. 

This conference report is a bittersweet pill to 
swallow. While it includes a provision that will 
ban the sale of dangerous synthetic drugs, 
which | support and the House of Representa- 
tives passed late last year, the FDA’s pro- 
grams could have been strengthened signifi- 
cantly to address substance abuse and its im- 
pact on our Nation’s economic and security 
needs. 

If one reads any newspaper in southern 
West Virginia, you will undoubtedly find down- 
right scary stories of families, children and 
seniors devastated by prescription drug abuse, 
and the crime that it engenders. As many of 
my colleagues know, fighting back against this 
unending wave of abuse will take the action of 
all—local, State and Federal Governments. | 
have introduced legislation, as have a number 
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of my colleagues who serve in the Prescription 
Drug Abuse Caucus, which would arm our law 
enforcement, physicians, and local commu- 
nities in this fight—making it harder for pills to 
get into the wrong hands and be misused, and 
ensuring that all prescriptions are properly 
monitored. 

Though this bill mentions the need to com- 
bat abuse of prescription drugs, it is not nearly 
strong enough, nor should we consider it suffi- 
cient, in addressing what has become a crisis 
in too many Appalachian communities. Our 
families and communities need more than rec- 
ommendations—they need action, and they 
simply cannot wait any longer for help. 

| urge House leadership to work with mem- 
bers of this body who are committed to fight- 
ing back against this plague and saving our 
communities to consider legislation that will 
stop this scourge. 

Mr. DENT. Mr. Speaker, | rise in support of 
the Food and Drug Administration Safety and 
Innovation Act and particularly the provisions 
related to synthetic drugs. 

| introduced H.R. 1254, the Synthetic Drug 
Control Act, after the issue of synthetic or de- 
signer drugs was first brought to my attention 
by a constituent whose son had been abusing 
legal substitutes for marijuana. 

H.R. 1254 passed the House by a strong, 
bipartisan vote of 317 to 98 this past Decem- 
ber. 

After months of hard work, | am glad to see 
that similar language has been included in the 
House Amendment to the Senate-passed FDA 
reform bill. | would like to thank Chairmen 
UPTON and SMITH for their diligent efforts in 
advancing this legislation. 

This legislation will finally add a long list of 
dangerous drugs to Schedule | of the Con- 
trolled Substances Act. 

It covers synthetic cannabinoids, which af- 
fect the brain in a manner similar to marijuana 
but can actually be even more harmful, as well 
as many of the chemicals used in so-called 
“bath salts,” which have properties similar to 
cocaine, methamphetamine, LSD, and other 
hard street drugs. 

It will also double the amount of time that 
DEA may temporarily ban a new substance 
while working to prove that the drug in ques- 
tion should be banned permanently. 

As we speak, the proliferators of these 
deadly chemicals are working on new for- 
mulas to circumvent Federal law. 

This additional time will enhance DEA’s abil- 
ity to combat new and emerging substances. 

This legislation is especially timely given the 
recent reports of inhuman and psychotic acts 
committed by individuals high on bath salts. 

Last month, we all heard the horrifying story 
of a Miami man who stripped naked, assaulted 
another individual, and chewed his face off be- 
fore being shot dead by the police. 

Last year, a man in my district was arrested 
after injecting himself with bath salts and firing 
a gun out of his window in a university neigh- 
borhood. He later attributed his actions to a 
drug-induced state of paranoia. 

Poison control centers nationwide have re- 
ported exponential increases in calls related to 
synthetic drugs, and far too many deaths have 
resulted both from overdoses and the Psy- 
chotic behavior that the drugs induce. 

For the inclusion of this important public 
safety language and for the many ways this 
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legislation will spur economic growth and med- 
ical innovation, | urge all of my colleagues to 
vote in favor of the underlying bill. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Speaker, | rise in 
support of S. 3187, as amended, the Food 
and Drug Administration Safety and Innovation 
Act. 

| am proud to represent many of the hard 
working employees at the Food and Drug Ad- 
ministration (FDA), and this legislation pro- 
vides them with the resources to fulfill FDA’s 
mission to protect and advance public health 
and safety. This bipartisan legislation enables 
FDA to review drugs and medical devices in a 
timely fashion, reduces costs by authorizing a 
new user fee program for generic drugs, and 
takes important steps to prevent and mitigate 
critical drug shortages. 

As the co-chairman of the Childhood Cancer 
Caucus, | am pleased that this legislation con- 
tains several provisions that will facilitate the 
development of safe and effective childhood 
cancer treatments. The legislation makes per- 
manent two key complementary pediatric drug 
programs—the Best Pharmaceuticals for Chil- 
dren Act (BPCA) and the Pediatric Research 
Equity Act (PREA). Both of these programs 
foster the development of prescription drugs 
for children and the safe use of drugs by chil- 
dren. Finally, | am pleased that this legislation 
incorporates the Creating Hope Act, which | 
introduced with Representatives MCCAUL, 
BUTTERFIELD, and MYRICK. Under this incentive 
program, a pharmaceutical company that de- 
velops a drug specifically to treat a rare pedi- 
atric disease will be rewarded with a priority 
review voucher for another drug. I’m hopeful 
that this program will kick start private sector 
investment in new and innovative treatments 
for children and families affected by cancer. 

| strongly urge my colleagues to support S. 
3187 to provide FDA the resources it requires 
to guarantee the safety of American’s pre- 
scription drugs and medical devices. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Michigan (Mr. 
UPTON) that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the bill, S. 3187, as 
amended. 

The question was taken; and (two- 
thirds being in the affirmative) the 
rules were suspended and the bill, as 
amended, was passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 
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MOTION TO INSTRUCT CONFEREES 
ON H.R. 4348, SURFACE TRANS- 
PORTATION EXTENSION ACT OF 
2012, PART II 


Mr. McKINLEY. Mr. Speaker, I have 
a motion at the desk. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
Clerk will report the motion. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Mr. MCKINLEY moves that the managers on 
the part of the House at the conference on 
the disagreeing votes of the two houses on 
the Senate amendment to the bill H.R. 4348 
be instructed to insist on the provisions con- 
tained in title V of the House bill (relating 
to coal combustion residuals). 


The 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 7 of rule XXII, the gen- 
tleman from West Virginia (Mr. MCKIN- 
LEY) and the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia (Mr. WAXMAN) each will control 
30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from West Virginia. 

Mr. MCKINLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself 7 minutes. 

Concrete is a fundamental element of 
roads, bridges, and infrastructure 
projects, and an important element of 
concrete is coal ash. This is now the 
fourth time the House has affirmed and 
reaffirmed its support for the bene- 
ficial use of recycling coal ash. 

Currently, the conference committee 
on H.R. 4848 is deep in productive nego- 
tiations, and strong bipartisan com- 
promises have occurred relative to the 
coal ash provision. My intent today is 
to urge the conferees to continue these 
bipartisan negotiations and retain this 
important, cost-saving provision in the 
final bill. 

We’re not here to rehash the same 
ideologically motivated arguments 
that we have heard from the extrem- 
ists. Simply put, we are here to help 
put people back to work, to give Amer- 
ican businesses certainty, and to pro- 
tect the health and environment of our 
families and friends. 

For those who say coal ash is irrele- 
vant to roads and bridges, they 
couldn’t be further from the truth. 
Concrete suppliers have been incor- 
porating coal ash into concrete mix- 
tures since the construction of the 
Hoover Dam over 80 years ago. Without 
coal ash, the cost of construction 
projects would increase by $100 billion, 
according to the American Road and 
Transportation Builders Association, 
thereby reducing the amount of mon- 
eys available for roads and bridges and 
infrastructure in America. 

Keep in mind, less construction re- 
sults in fewer jobs. By retaining this 
bipartisan section of the highway bill, 
Congress will be also protecting the 
316,000 jobs that are at stake in the re- 
cycling of fly ash—jobs involving con- 
crete block, brick, drywall, ceramic 
tile, bowling balls, and even in the cos- 
metics industry. For those who have 
been asking where the jobs bills are, 
this is a jobs bill. 

Among the supporters of this lan- 
guage are the Chamber of Commerce, 
the National Association of Manufac- 
turers, the International Brotherhood 
of Electrical Workers, the United Mine 
Workers, the United Transportation 
Union, the American Road and Trans- 
portation Builders Association, the 
International Brotherhood of Boiler- 
makers, and the AFL-CIO’s building 
and construction trades. 

Consider these quotes, Mr. Speaker: 

“Removing coal ash from the supply 
chain could increase the price of con- 
crete by an average of 10 percent,” ac- 
cording to the National Association of 
Homebuilders. 
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According to the National Associa- 
tion of Manufacturers: 

“Coal ash contributes $6-$11 billion 
annually to the U.S. economy through 
revenues from sales for beneficial use, 
avoided cost of disposal, and savings 
from use as sustainable building mate- 
rials.” 

Mr. Speaker, currently 60 million 
tons of coal ash is recycled annually. 
According to EPA’s own data, coal ash 
replaces between 15 and 30 percent of 
the Portland cement used in concrete. 
The EPA has noted that the use of coal 
ash in concrete has resulted in saving 
as much as 25 million tons of green- 
house gas emissions annually and as 
much as 54 million barrels of oil. The 
EPA has indicated the annual financial 
benefits of using coal ash as a sub- 
stitute for Portland cement contrib- 
utes nearly $5 billion in energy savings, 
$41 billion in water savings, $240 mil- 
lion in emission reductions, and nearly 
$18 billion in nongreenhouse gas-re- 
lated air pollution. The EPA itself 
states that coal ash leads to ‘‘better 
road performance.” 

Two studies, one in 1993 and another 
in 2000, both under the Clinton admin- 
istration’s EPA, found that coal ash 
did not warrant the regulations being 
pushed by the Obama administration. 
In 2005, the EPA, the Federal Highway 
Administration, and the Department of 
Energy collaborated with the private 
sector to craft guidance on the appro- 
priate uses and benefits of coal ash in 
highway construction. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself 5 minutes. 

Reauthorizing the surface transpor- 
tation programs is important for com- 
munities across the country. It will 
help revitalize our transportation in- 
frastructure and will create jobs. The 
Transportation Conference Committee 
must work together to finalize a con- 
ference report as soon as possible to 
get people back to work. 

The Senate worked in a bipartisan 
manner to develop a strong bill that 
will create jobs and help the economy. 
They focused on the core issues, ignor- 
ing the temptation to attach side 
issues to this important legislation. 
Unfortunately, the transportation bill 
is now being jeopardized by extraneous 
and antienvironmental provisions 
being pushed by Republicans in the 
House. 

Instead of working to come to agree- 
ment on important transportation pol- 
icy provisions, House Republicans are 
holding the bill hostage for a legisla- 
tive earmark for the Keystone XL tar 
sands pipeline, provisions that steam- 
roll environmental review of projects, 
and the McKinley coal ash bill that 
eliminates existing authority to pro- 
tect human health and the environ- 
ment from the risks posed by unsafe 
disposal of coal ash. 
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This motion to instruct is the latest 
effort to push these positions. It would 
instruct the transportation conferees 
to insist on the McKinley coal ash bill 
in the transportation bill. 

But the McKinley coal ash proposal 
is extraneous. If we do nothing on the 
transportation bill to address coal ash 
disposal, then coal ash will continue to 
be available for use in concrete for 
transportation projects just as it is 
today. Current Federal regulations do 
not restrict the use of coal ash in con- 
crete. And counter to what you may 
hear today, EPA has not proposed to 
regulate such beneficial reuses. 

Although some may suggest that re- 
cycling of coal ash will decrease be- 
cause of stigma, experience has shown 
that when waste materials are regu- 
lated, as EPA has proposed to do for 
coal ash, the rates of recycling and 
reuse increase. This has happened with 
other regulated wastes, and it has hap- 
pened with coal ash in Wisconsin, 
which has a robust regulatory scheme. 
There’s a very simple reason for this: 
Disposal in unsafe pits is inexpensive 
but environmentally dangerous. When 
reasonable environmental safeguards 
are put in place, the cost of disposal 
will increase. That makes alternatives 
like using coal ash in concrete more at- 
tractive. 

The coal ash legislation that this mo- 
tion seeks to include will not ensure 
the safe disposal of coal ash. It will not 
prevent coal ash impoundments from 
catastrophically failing. It will not 
protect against significant environ- 
mental and economic damage. And it 
will not prevent contamination of pub- 
lic drinking water systems. 

The McKinley coal ash bill will not 
stop another spill like we saw in King- 
ston, air pollution like we have seen in 
Gambrills, Maryland, or water pollu- 
tion like we have seen nationwide. 


1530 
What this coal ash proposal will do is 
stop the transportation conference 


from succeeding. This motion to in- 
struct attempts to lock the House con- 
ferees into a position that the Senate 
will only reject, and it will doom the 
transportation conference committee 
to failure. 

We can retreat to intractable posi- 
tions on extraneous issues, making a 
transportation bill difficult, if not im- 
possible, to pass, particularly in the 
time frame that we have set out for us; 
or, we can work together in the time 
we have to produce a transportation 
bill that will be signed by the Presi- 
dent and will keep our economy on the 
mend. 

A vote for this motion is a vote 
against completing the transportation 
conference. I urge all Members to say 
“yes” to transportation and vote “no” 
on this position motion. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. MCKINLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
3 minutes to my colleague from Illinois 
(Mr. SHIMKUS). 
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Mr. SHIMKUS. Mr. 
great to be down here. 

This is why this provision of this bill 
is really pertinent to the highway bill. 
Here it is: Flex concrete, fly ash, light- 
er, more durable. 

I have two documents I brought to 
the floor. The second one reads in the 
acknowledgments: 

This document was prepared by the U.S. 
EPA in cooperation with the following agen- 
cies and associations: Department of Energy, 
Federal Highway Administration, American 
Coal Ash Association, and the Utility Solid 
Waste Activities Group. 

What is interesting about these two 
books, one published in June 2003, the 
other one published in 2005, is they go 
through all of the great uses of fly ash 
in construction, and I would like to 
read just a few of those. 

Here’s one: “Fly ash improves work- 
ability for pavement of concrete.” 

Remember, a DOT book, EPA ap- 
proved, DOE approved. 

The next one has: “Fly ash concrete 
is used in severe exposure applications 
such as the decks and piers of Tampa 
Bay’s Sunshine Skyway Bridge.” 

Nice photo here, beautiful bridge. So 
this is not new. This is reaffirming 
what the construction industry has 
been doing for decades. And actually in 
this other pamphlet, Pll talk about 
even greater use. 

Here’s another one: 
crete finishing.” 

Again, this is a Federal Highway Ad- 
ministration book, Department of En- 
ergy book, sponsored by the U.S. EPA, 
all saying good things about fly ash in 
road construction. 

“Full-depth reclamation of a bitu- 
minous road.”’ 

Another one: ‘‘Flowable fill used in a 
utility trench application,” all dealing 
with fly ash. 

“Fly Ash in Structural Fills and Em- 
bankments’”’; a nice photo of them 
using that in the construction sector. 

Also, ‘‘Soil Stabilization to Improve 
Soil Strength,” all using fly ash appli- 
cations. 

We have a highway bill, and that’s 
why this provision is very, very impor- 
tant; because if the EPA has its way 
and they label fly ash as toxic, guess 
what, no more flex concrete, no more 
building of buildings that have fly ash 
applications. 

This is one of my favorite ones: ‘‘Use 
of Ash in Construction Through the 
Ages. In ancient times, the Romans 
added volcanic ash to concrete to 
strengthen structures such as the 
Roman Pantheon and the Coliseum— 
both of which still stand today. 

“The first major use of coal fly ash in 
concrete in the United States occurred 
in 1942 to repair a tunnel spillway at 
the Hoover Dam. 

“One of the most impressive concrete 
structures in the country, the Hungry 
Horse Dam near Glacier National Park 
in Montana, was constructed from 1948 
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to 1952, with concrete containing’ — 
you guessed it—‘‘fly ash.” 

We’re in Washington, DC. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. McKINLEY. I yield the gen- 
tleman an additional 30 seconds. 

Mr. SHIMKUS. One of the great 
things we see here, ‘‘In Washington, 
DC, both the metropolitan area subway 
system (Metro) and the new Ronald 
Reagan Building and International 
Trade Center were built with’’—you 
guessed it—fly ash and concrete. 

“Other significant structures uti- 
lizing coal fly ash in concrete include 
the ‘Big Dig’ in Boston and the decks 
and piers of Tampa Bay’s Sunshine 
Skyway Bridge.” 

That’s why this is applicable to the 
highway bill. I commend my colleague. 

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, at this 
time I’d like to yield 5 minutes to the 
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. RUSH), 
the ranking member of the Energy 
Subcommittee. 

Mr. RUSH. Mr. Speaker, I want to 
thank the ranking member on the En- 
ergy and Commerce Committee and let 
him know how much I appreciate not 
only his leadership on other issues, but 
particularly his leadership on this 
issue here. 

Mr. Speaker, I stand here astounded, 
amazed, and bemused at the remarks of 
the past speaker. You know, he wants 
the American people to be convinced 
that fly ash is as healthy to them as it 
can be and that they should, in fact, 
maybe go out and go to their local 
drugstore and ask for a bottle of fly 
ash so they can sprinkle it over their 
dinner meal as they would maybe a 
salad dressing. I don’t think that the 
American people would be pleased with 
that. 

Mr. Speaker, I stand in strong oppo- 
sition to this motion to instruct. At a 
time when we are facing historic levels 
of joblessness in communities around 
the country, in the African American 
communities and other minority com- 
munities, Republicans are playing 
chicken with the transportation bill, 
which is intended to provide American 
jobs and repair our aging infrastruc- 
ture. It is not to further the contami- 
nation of the water supplies, the air 
supplies in our most vulnerable com- 
munities, so why don’t we stop the cha- 
rade. Why don’t we stop the asthmatic 
assault on the most vulnerable seg- 
ments, the most vulnerable commu- 
nities in our Nation. 

This motion to instruct contains a 
deadly and dangerous provision that 
would only allow more poison, more 
disease, and more death from one of 
our Nation’s biggest waste products— 
the deadly, cancerous coal ash that’s 
under discussion today. 

Coal ash, I want to remind you, is a 
waste leftover after thousands of tons 
of coal are burned at coal-fired power 
plants, and it is laden from top to bot- 
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tom with toxins such as mercury, ar- 
senic, cadmium, chromium, and lead. 
These are pollutants that cause cancer, 
that cause organ disease, breathing 
problems, neurological damage, devel- 
opmental problems, and even the final 
problem, which is death. 

Mr. Speaker, title V of H.R. 4848 
gives companies an unprecedented abil- 
ity to pollute under the Resource Con- 
servation and Recovery Act, even 
though the EPA, the Environmental 
Protection Agency, found some coal 
ash ponds pose a 1-in-50 risk of cancer 
related to residents drinking arsenic- 
contaminated water, a risk that is 2,000 
times the EPA’s regulatory goal. 

Dangerous coal ash disposal affects 
thousands of U.S. communities, but re- 
search informs us that income and race 
remain strong predictors of the amount 
of pollution that Americans face. The 
majority of coal ash is disposed in 
grossly inadequate dumpsites, which 
are primarily located in low-income 
communities, disproportionately im- 
pacting those who are least equipped to 
respond to water contamination and 
the onslaught of toxic dust in the air. 
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Mr. Speaker, low-income citizens are 
more likely to rely on groundwater 
supplies and less likely to have access 
to medical insurance and health care. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. WAXMAN. I yield the gentleman 
an additional minute. 

Mr. RUSH. Mr. Speaker, title V of 
H.R. 4348 fails to protect communities 
and their drinking water from toxic 
coal ash or from another messy spill 
like the disaster that occurred in King- 
ston, Tennessee, in 2008. 

Mr. Speaker, let me conclude by say- 
ing that my State alone produces 4.4 
million tons of coal ash annually, and 
at least 19 coal ash dumpsites have 
contaminated local water supplies. Ad- 
ditionally, each and every day a steam- 
fired steamship, the SS Badger, dumps 
4 tons of coal ash into Lake Michigan, 
my beloved city of Chicago’s primary 
water supply system. 

I urge all of my colleagues to vote 
against the motion to instruct. 

Mr. McKINLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
2 minutes to my colleague from Penn- 
sylvania (Mr. HOLDEN). 

Mr. HOLDEN. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support 
of the gentleman from West Virginia’s 
motion to instruct conferees to resolve 
the coal ash provision in the highway 
bill. 

There are more co-generation plants 
in my congressional district than any 
congressional district in the country. 
For more than 100 years, coal refuse 
piles created eyesores throughout 
northeastern Pennsylvania. These 
culm banks are now baseball fields and 
shopping centers. 
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Coal ash is not hazardous. EPA deter- 
mined that fact in regulatory deter- 
minations in 1993 and in 2000. The fact 
that EPA continues to leave a haz- 
ardous waste designation for coal ash 
on the table—even though these three 
decades of science and facts point the 
other way—is directly contributing to 
the loss of current and future recy- 
cling. 

This designation would harm compa- 
nies in the still emerging coal combus- 
tion byproduct markets that make ev- 
eryday products like concrete, shin- 
gles, and wall board. It will also hinder 
State departments of transportation 
that use CCB in job-creating highway 
and infrastructure projects and over- 
whelm State budgets and employee re- 
sources by more than doubling the vol- 
ume of waste subject to hazardous 
waste controls, and translate into in- 
creased energy rates for millions of 
American consumers. 

As a member of the Transportation 
and Infrastructure Committee, I see no 
better way to create jobs than to pass 
the highway bill. During the last high- 
way bill, Pennsylvania received over 
$10 billion, which created over 400,000 
jobs. The coal ash provision in the 
highway bill only strengthens job cre- 
ation. Simply put, highway spending 
strengthens the fabric of our Nation’s 
infrastructure while creating jobs for 
millions of Americans. 

I urge passage of the gentleman’s mo- 
tion to instruct. 

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, at this 
time I yield 5 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from Virginia (Mr. MORAN). 

Mr. MORAN. I thank the very distin- 
guished gentleman, the ranking mem- 
ber on Energy and Commerce. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to 
this motion to instruct conferees to in- 
clude the Coal Residuals and Reuse 
Management Act into any final con- 
ference agreement on the surface 
transportation authorization bill. 

The bill my colleague seeks to in- 
clude in the surface transportation bill 
is bad policy. It has nothing to do with 
transportation, and it would place 
communities living downstream from 
coal ash ponds in real danger. 

When properly recycled, coal ash and 
other residuals from burning coal do 
have economic value—that’s not the 
issue here, but managed improperly, 
they can be extremely hazardous. Coal 
ash shouldn’t be dumped in unregu- 
lated ponds to contaminate water and 
spill into nearby streams and rivers. 

In 2008, as Mr. RUSH pointed to, the 
Kingston fossil plant in Tennessee 
failed to properly maintain its coal ash 
impoundment pond. The pond col- 
lapsed, and it dumped 1.1 billion gal- 
lons of coal ash slurry into the Clinch 
River and inundated several houses 
with up to six feet of ash and mud. And 
then when they independently tested 
the Clinch River after the Tennessee 
Valley Authority impoundment col- 
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lapse, it showed high levels of arsenic, 
copper, barium, cadmium, chromium, 
lead, mercury, nickel, and thallium all 
related to that spill. The spill contami- 
nated the water, it killed the fish, and 
it destroyed property. The cleanup 
pricetag is still being assessed, but it’s 
estimated to cost between $700 million 
and $1 billion. The motion my col- 
league from West Virginia is proposing 
would prevent EPA from setting stand- 
ards for this type of coal ash dump, al- 
lowing these problems to continue un- 
checked. 

We need to preserve the Environ- 
mental Protection Agency’s authority 
to advance regulations that discourage 
improper disposal of coal ash and to en- 
courage recycling. Every year, coal- 
fired power plants and industrial boil- 
ers in the United States generate about 
67 million tons of coal ash and slag and 
about 19 million tons of coal sludge. 

While fly ash, bottom ash, flue gas 
desulfurization mineral, and boiler slag 
all have a number of beneficial reuses 
in concrete, road, wallboard, and roof- 
ing, they also contain heavy metals— 
including lead, arsenic, cadmium, and 
mercury, as well as radioactive ele- 
ments. These hazardous components 
dictate that we must be careful in the 
handling use, reuse, and disposal of the 
material. 

Contrary to much of the publicity 
surrounding the coal ash issue, EPA is 
not trying to ban the beneficial reuse 
of coal ash. In fact, EPA proposed two 
separate possible regulatory regimes to 
encourage recycling and reduce im- 
proper coal ash disposal. EPA wants to 
ensure that coal ash reuse is preserved 
while guaranteeing that any disposal is 
done safely and effectively. 

EPA’s proposed rules received exten- 
sive public involvement, including 
thousands of public comments and 
eight public hearings around the coun- 
try. The Coal Residuals and Reuse 
Management Act is designed to deprive 
EPA of the ability to use the best 
available science in its decisions, and 
it would negate those thousands of 
public comments that were received 
after the rule’s proposal. It would also 
give a free pass to power companies to 
pollute at taxpayer expense. 

Coal ash is a national, interstate 
issue and should be subject to Federal 
regulation. 

As Congress stated when passing the 
Resource Conservation and Recovery 
Act: 

The problems of waste disposal have be- 
come a matter national in scope and in con- 
cern and necessitate Federal action. Disposal 
of solid waste and hazardous waste in or on 
the land without careful planning and man- 
agement can present a danger to human 
health and the environment. 

That was true in 1976, and 30 years 
later it’s still true. In the years since, 
we have found that proper regulation 
of waste disposal encourages rather 
than discourages recycling. Imple- 
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menting environmental and safety con- 
trols makes recycling far more attrac- 
tive and far more likely to occur. Thir- 
ty years of data on solid and hazardous 
waste disposal and recycling have 
borne this out. Let’s not revisit the 
Wild West past of hazardous waste dis- 
posal. 

We need to stand up for the same 
principles Congress stated in the Re- 
source Conservation and Recovery Act 
over 30 years ago. That’s why I strong- 
ly urge my colleagues to oppose the 
McKinley motion. Prevent more King- 
ston ash impoundment disasters; they 
will be replicated, and it will be our 
fault. We need to allow EPA to regu- 
late responsibly and to allow the bene- 
ficial use of coal ash. 

Mr. McKINLEY. Mr. Speaker, I 
might suggest, with all due respect, I 
think that those who are opposing this 
amendment, Mr. Speaker, I would en- 
courage them to read the bill. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to my 
friend and colleague from wild, wonder- 
ful West Virginia (Mrs. CAPITO). 

Mrs. CAPITO. I want to thank my 
colleague from West Virginia (Mr. 
MCKINLEY) for his solid work on this 
issue. 

I want to say to my colleague from 
California, who said that this issue is 
going to hold the transportation con- 
ference bill hostage, it’s absolutely not 
a fair statement. I’m on the transpor- 
tation conference committee. We’re 
working day and night, in a bicameral, 
bipartisan way, to reach a compromise 
on a jobs bill, and this coal ash provi- 
sion is very important. 
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Many Americans are unfamiliar with 
this, but 40 percent is used as raw ma- 
terial to build our highways and our 
bridges. 

I was just visiting the Sutton Dam in 
Braxton County in West Virginia. My 
colleague talks about the Hoover Dam. 
We celebrated its 50-year birthday of 
its construction. It’s built with coal 
ash, and it’s just as effective today as 
it was 50 years ago. It is an essential 
and safe material to be used in our in- 
frastructure. 

According to the American Road and 
Transportation Builders Association, if 
we don’t use coal ash in bridge and 
road construction, the cost would in- 
crease over $100 billion over 20 years. 
We simply can’t afford this. 

Let’s be smart about this. We can 
find the way, and we’ve known the 
way, as the Sutton Dam and the Hoo- 
ver Dam have shown us. I think we can 
find a way to safely reduce the costs of 
construction in our roads and bridges 
by using coal ash. 

We have unemployment of over 8 per- 
cent for 30 consecutive months. We 
need a transportation bill. We need a 
smart transportation bill that’s going 
to put America back to work and re- 
build our infrastructure. 
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Mr. MCKINLEY’s legislation, and this 
motion, takes the right approach by 
giving the States the authority to deal 
with this. I hope my fellow conferees 
will work to ensure that this impor- 
tant provision remains in the bill, that 
we pass the gentleman’s motion to in- 
struct. This will not be an obstruction 
to us passing the transportation bill, 
and I look forward to passing that bill 
on the floor in a bipartisan way. 

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, I’m 
pleased at this time to yield 5 minutes 
to the gentleman from Massachusetts 
(Mr. MARKEY). 

Mr. MARKEY. 
tleman. 

Today marks the summer solstice, 
the longest day of the year. Instead of 
spending the daylight hours passing a 
clean transportation bill that will help 
shore up real jobs for Americans, the 
Congress will be spending the day re- 
pealing public health protections and 
giving away nearly all of our public 
lands to oil and gas companies in the 
culmination of the Republican major- 
ity’s Oil Above All agenda. It is really 
a ‘‘Midsummer’s Nightmare” for the 
American people. 

But before we get to voting on the 
Republican oil package, we get to de- 
bate whether another Republican bill, 
whose sole premise is to prevent EPA 
from following the scientific evidence, 
should be included in the Transpor- 
tation bill. 

This bill says that no matter what 
EPA learns about the sludge that 
comes out of coal-fired power plants, 
no matter how high the concentrations 
of poisonous arsenic, mercury or chro- 
mium, no matter what EPA learns 
about how these materials find their 
way into our drinking water, EPA is 
forbidden to classify or regulate it as 
hazardous waste. EPA is forbidden to 
require that this toxic material be dis- 
posed of carefully. 

This bill turns a blind eye to evi- 
dence of known hazards and takes us 
back to the Dark Ages, to a time before 
science was valued and before advanced 
knowledge transformed society. It 
takes us back to an era when mercury 
and arsenic, major components of coal 
ash, were used to cure toothaches and 
clear up your complexion. It takes us 
back to an era where children were 
sent deep into the bowels of the Earth 
to rip coal from the mines and die 
early deaths. 

Apparently, House Republicans not 
only wish to embrace the principal en- 
ergy source of the 19th century; they 
also wish to return us to the 19th-cen- 
tury principles about public health and 
the environment regarding arsenic and 
mercury and their danger to the citi- 
zens of our country. 

Now, there are good uses for coal ash, 
beneficial uses. It can be used to con- 
struct highways and shingles. That’s 
good. It can be mixed into concrete and 
grout. That’s good. 
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But what we don’t want is for the in- 
dustry to be able to use it to construct 
a golf course, like what they did in 
Battlefield, Virginia, because it can di- 
rectly contaminate the groundwater. It 
can pollute and cause injury and can- 
cers in the neighbors of that golf 
course. 

We also don’t want it to be disposed 
of in pits that aren’t sealed to handle 
this special waste, like what happened 
in Tennessee when a TVA disposal pit 
collapsed, engulfing an entire small 
town in toxic sludge. We should have 
regulations to protect against that 
ever happening in our country again. 

This is exactly what this bill, the Re- 
publican bill, will do. It will blast us 
back into the past and allow coal ash 
to be disposed of without proper con- 
struction or monitoring. 

At the end of this month, transit and 
highway funding will expire, hundreds 
of thousands of jobs are at stake, and 
our transportation infrastructure will 
be in peril. Even Senate Republicans 
have recognized the dangers inherent 
in allowing this to occur and have 
joined with Senate Democrats to craft 
a bipartisan bill so we can put people 
back to work using coal ash in the 
highways of our country. 

But in spite of this, the House Repub- 
licans are insisting that unrelated and 
unnecessary toxic provisions dangerous 
to the health and well-being of Ameri- 
cans be attached to this bill in order to 
protect Big Oil and Big Coal. 

Instead of allowing the coal industry 
and Republicans to transport our coun- 
try’s environmental and public health 
standards back to the era of Charles 
Dickens, we should be holding them to 
higher expectations for the 21st cen- 
tury, for the public health and well- 
being of our people. 

I urge a ‘‘no’’ vote on this prepos- 
terous Republican initiative. 

Mr. McKINLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
3 minutes to my colleague from Ohio 
(Mr. RENACCI). 

Mr. RENACCI. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today in strong support of this motion 
to instruct the Surface Transportation 
bill conferees. The EPA’s proposed rule 
to classify coal ash as a hazardous ma- 
terial is yet another example of this 
administration’s continual attack on 
coal and the affordable domestic en- 
ergy it generates. 

The production and use of coal ash 
has grown into a multi-billion dollar 
industry supporting thousands of jobs 
in my home State of Ohio. Coal ash is 
used in more than 75 percent of the 
concrete primarily because of its cost 
effectiveness. Eliminating it would 
force concrete producers to use expen- 
sive alternatives, driving up the cost of 
pbuilding roads and bridges in America 
by more than $5 billion a year. That 
means construction costs won’t go as 
far at a time when our infrastructure is 
in dire need of repair. 

In addition, classifying coal ash as a 
hazardous material will prove ex- 


9525 


tremely costly for coal-fired power 
plants. Some energy companies may 
analyze the costs and find it simply too 
expensive to continue operating. Oth- 
ers may attempt to pass the new costs 
on to consumers in the form of higher 
utility costs. Hither way, the outcome 
would be devastating for a State like 
Ohio that derives 80 percent of its elec- 
tric power from coal. With our econ- 
omy still struggling, that is the last 
thing Ohio businesses, construction 
companies, and families need right 
now. 

Despite decades of research and stud- 
ies concluding there is no reason to 
consider coal ash hazardous, many of 
which the EPA itself carried out, the 
Agency now appears willing to jeop- 
ardize thousands of jobs with this inac- 
curate ruling. It is critical that efforts 
are taken to prevent the implementa- 
tion of this regulation. Instead, allow 
each State to set up their own coal ash 
recycling programs following existing 
EPA health and environmental regula- 
tions. This approach will protect jobs 
and our economy in my home State 
and across America. 

I applaud Representative MCKINLEY 
for his continued leadership on this 
issue, and I urge the conferees to keep 
the bipartisan House language in the 
final version of the Surface Transpor- 
tation bill. 


1600 


Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, I now 
have the pleasure to yield 1 minute to 


the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. 
QUIGLEY). 
Mr. QUIGLEY. Mr. Speaker, today 


the House will vote on yet another en- 
vironmental ruinous bill. This motion 
would instruct surface transportation 
conferees to retain the language of 
H.R. 2273, which prohibits the EPA 
from regulating coal ash. 

Coal ash is the toxic combination of 
mercury, boron, aluminum, thallium, 
sodium, and arsenic that is produced 
by burning coal. Shockingly, people 
living near unlined coal ash ponds have 
a risk of cancer that is 2,000 times 
greater than EPA’s acceptable level. 

This motion would disallow the EPA 
from doing its job. Allowing the EPA 
to enforce safeguards against coal ash 
pollution would help to avoid disasters 
like the 2008 spill in Tennessee, where a 
dam holding more than 1 billion gal- 
lons of toxic coal ash failed. That spill 
destroyed 300 acres and dozens of 
homes, devastated wildlife, poisoned 
two rivers—and apparently taught us 
nothing. 

I urge my colleagues to oppose this 
latest attempt to bar the EPA from 
saving lives and preserving the envi- 
ronment. 

Mr. McKINLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
3 minutes of my remaining time to the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania, Con- 
gressman DOYLE. 

Mr. DOYLE. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of the gentleman’s motion to 
instruct. 
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Coal ash is a serious issue for this 
country and especially for Pennsyl- 
vania. Nearly all of my constituents 
get their power from coal, and with 
that power generation comes its by- 
product—coal ash. It’s an unavoidable 
part of our power generation in south- 
western Pennsylvania. 

Though the Commonwealth of Penn- 
sylvania has some of the toughest coal 
ash disposal standards in the country, 
I’ve been convinced that coal ash needs 
to be federally regulated under the Re- 
source Conservation and Recovery Act. 
However, this motion to instruct does 
not fully encompass my position on the 
issue. 

Although this motion to instruct 
calls on conferees to insist upon the 
House language on coal ash, that is not 
the whole story. In fact, I support the 
coal ash language that the bipartisan 
group of Senators is working on. I’ve 
seen much of the work they’ve been 
doing, and I can tell you that I believe 
it to be an improvement on what we’re 
doing here in the House. The question 
is: Will the conferees agree to a bill at 
all and will it include coal ash? 

My vote in favor of this motion is 
meant to urge my colleagues to finish 
the process so that we can resolve the 
coal ash issue in a way that’s good for 
the environment, our constituents, and 
the purposes of recycling these mate- 
rials. 

I want to make it clear that I do not 
believe that any coal ash or Keystone 
provisions should be used to hold up 
the transportation bill conference. 
Above all else, it is essential that this 
Congress does its job and completes the 
highway bill conference before the cur- 
rent program expires on June 30. I con- 
tinue to support the Federal regulation 
of coal ash as a nonhazardous waste, 
and I encourage my colleagues to work 
quickly towards a bipartisan, bi- 
cameral resolution on this issue. 

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Rhode 
Island (Mr. LANGEVIN). 

Mr. LANGEVIN. I thank the gen- 
tleman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, another summer build- 
ing season is well under way without a 
long-term transportation bill; and we 
are, quite frankly, down to the wire on 
the current funding authorization, 
which expires next Sunday. Yet here 
we are debating the addition of even 
more non-transportation-related meas- 
ures. 

Congressman MCKINLEY’s motion to 
instruct on coal ash is another example 
of delay. The transportation conferees 
ought to be urgently completing their 
work on a long-term authorization, not 
being saddled with extraneous require- 
ments which pose a threat to public 
health. With thousands of jobs on hold 
until Congress acts, this delay is un- 
conscionable. 

Our State Departments of Transpor- 
tation gave us early warning that if 
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Congress did not act on a long-term 
transportation bill by March 31 the 
summer building season would be com- 
promised. The Senate recognized this 
concern, and it sent to the House bipar- 
tisan legislation known as MAP-21, 
which is a bill that passed the Senate 
with the strong bipartisan support of 74 
Senators. Then, as we saw the March 31 
deadline come and go, House leadership 
refused to take up the bipartisan Sen- 
ate bill, knowing full well that car- 
rying an extension through the sum- 
mer building season would cost jobs. 
And it has. 

Nowhere is our Nation’s fragile re- 
covery more apparent than in my home 
State of Rhode Island, which currently 
has an unemployment rate of 11 per- 
cent. According to RIDOT, millions of 
dollars in projects have already been 
delayed, including a $6.4 million 
project to carry I-95 over Ten Rod 
Road in Exeter; a $1.5 million project 
to provide traffic improvements on I- 
295 ramps along the borders of Cran- 
ston and Johnston; a $3.5 million 
project to resurface State Street to 
Broad Street and Main Street to route 
1A in Westerly, Rhode Island. These 
projects not only improve the infra- 
structure upon which our businesses 
and residents rely, but they mean real 
jobs, desperately needed jobs, for 
Rhode Islanders. 

MAP-21 will help rebuild America’s 
economy so it is on a stronger, more 
sustainable foundation. It will provide 
the financing for critical highway and 
transit projects and support almost 2 
million jobs, 9,000 of them in my home 
State of Rhode Island. 

The 90-day extension, Mr. Speaker, is 
almost up. It was reluctantly passed 
back in March with the promise of a 
long-term measure to follow, a bill 
which has yet to materialize. We must 
let the conferees finish their work, and 
we must let the EPA continue to do its 
job of protecting the public from the 
risks of coal ash, which include cancer, 
neurological disorders, birth defects, 
and asthma. 

I urge my colleagues to vote against 
this industry-driven motion and to 
vote for moving forward on the path to 
rebuilding our roads, our communities, 
and our economy by bringing the 
American people a long-term transpor- 
tation bill. 

Mr. McKINLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
2 minutes to my colleague from Texas 
(Mr. OLSON). 

Mr. OLSON. I rise in support of my 
good friend Mr. MCKINLEY in his efforts 
to include the Coal Residuals Reuse 
and Management Act in the final 
transportation authorization bill. 

EPA’s goal of issuing new Federal 
rules to regulate coal combustion re- 
siduals would have far-reaching and 
negative impacts on our economy. 
These EPA rules would severely ham- 
per American energy production, there- 
by risking our Nation’s ability to meet 
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the electricity generation we need to 
grow our economy and to get our coun- 
try back on track working again. 

President Obama wants to eliminate 
coal as a source of energy for America. 
This should come as no surprise to 
those who listened to President 
Obama’s comments when he was a can- 
didate for office. He spoke from his 
heart in San Francisco in 2008. 

Here is a summary of what he said: 

Let me sort of describe my overall policy. 
What I’ve said is that we would put a cap- 
and-trade system in place that is as aggres- 
sive, if not more aggressive, than anybody 
else’s out there. 

He later said: 

So, if somebody wants to build a coal-pow- 
ered plant, they can. It’s just that it will 
bankrupt them because they’re going to be 
charged a huge sum for all that greenhouse 
gas that’s being emitted. 

We need common sense at the EPA, 
and we need a President who under- 
stands that an all-of-the-above strat- 
egy includes American coal. That is 
why I am supporting Mr. MCKINLEY’s 
Coal Residuals Reuse and Management 
Act in the final transportation author- 
ization bill, and I urge my colleagues 
to vote for Mr. MCKINLEY’s motion to 
instruct conferees. 

Mr. MARKEY. I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. McKINLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
the next 2 minutes of my time to my 
colleague from West Virginia (Mr. 
RAHALL). 

Mr. RAHALL. I thank the gentleman 
from West Virginia for yielding, my 
good friend, and I commend him for his 
dogged determination on this issue and 
for his patience and persistence. I cer- 
tainly rise in support of this motion to 
instruct. 

This gentleman from West Virginia 
was, after all, the Democratic floor 
manager of the House bill which got us 
into conference with the Senate. It ac- 
cepted the amendment offered by Mr. 
MCKINLEY, which passed by a voice 
vote on April 18. 
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This amendment, known as the ‘‘coal 
ash provision,” is an important provi- 
sion; and I, like many others, do not 
want to see it derail the entire trans- 
portation bill in its entirety. But I 
think if this body were to follow the in- 
structions of the House, both in this 
motion and in the previous motion 
adopted by Mr. WALZ of Minnesota, 
which instructed conferees to report 
back by June 22, then I believe we 
would have a transportation bill that 
this Nation would benefit from and our 
American workers would benefit. 

Since 1980, the EPA has struggled to 
figure out whether coal ash should be 
regulated under the Resource Con- 
servation and Recovery Act and, if so, 
in what fashion. As of this date, 32 
years later, no EPA regulation is in 
place. 
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The Agency had its shot, and now it’s 
time to move on. The provision by the 
House is aimed at the States bolstering 
their programs governing the regula- 
tion of coal ash and includes enforce- 
ment actions if they fail to do so. 

Given the nexus between the use of 
coal ash and the manufacturing of ce- 
ment and that product’s use in our 
transportation system, it is an appro- 
priate matter to be considered within 
the scope of the conference of the 
transportation bill. 

Contrary to some remarks we’ve 
heard on the floor today, these motions 
to instruct do not delay the work of 
conferees. Being a conferee myself, I 
know that the conference continues to 
meet with proposals going back and 
forth. 

We’re currently playing ping-pong on 
a lot of these proposals, but that’s 
good. It means that we’re talking, and 
it means the process is going forward. 
I’m very optimistic and hopeful that 
we can reach agreement sooner rather 
than later so that America’s economy 
can continue to recover and American 
workers can go back to work with cer- 
tainty. 

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, I inquire 
of the Chair how much time is remain- 
ing on both sides. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
WOMACK). The gentleman from Massa- 
chusetts has 542 minutes remaining, 
and the gentleman from West Virginia 
has 9 minutes remaining. 

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, I then 
continue to reserve the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. MCKINLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from Ken- 
tucky (Mr. WHITFIELD). 

Mr. WHITFIELD. I rise today to sup- 
port Mr. MCKINLEY’s motion to in- 
struct conferees to the highway trans- 
portation bill to stop the EPA from 
regulating coal ash as a hazardous ma- 
terial. 

Since the formation of the EPA, the 
EPA has looked periodically at coal 
ash. Most recently, they did it in 1993 
and 2000 under the Clinton administra- 
tion and came to the conclusion that 
coal ash does not warrant being regu- 
lated as a hazardous waste. 

The only difference between today 
and then is that this administration is 
determined to put the coal business out 
of business, yet America gets about 48 
percent of its electricity from coal. We 
cannot expect to meet the demands of 
this Nation’s electricity needs over the 
next 20 years without coal. 

If the EPA is successful in treating 
coal ash as a hazardous waste, which is 
quite radical, we know that inde- 
pendent analyses have shown that the 
costs associated with road and bridge 
building in America will increase by 
more than $100 billion over a 20-year 
period. And in America today, to stim- 
ulate our economy, to get our goods to 
market, we need to improve the infra- 
structure of this country. 
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At this time in our Nation’s history, 
with the economic problems that we 
have, to try to increase the cost for 
construction to meet the vital needs of 
this country is really unconscionable, 
particularly when there’s been no caus- 
al relationship found between coal ash 
and health problems. 

Mr. WAXMAN. I continue to reserve 
the balance of my time. 

Mr. McKINLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
2 minutes of the remaining time to the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
CRITZ). 

Mr. CRITZ. I thank the gentleman 
from West Virginia for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support 
of the McKinley motion to instruct 
conferees, asking that the bipartisan- 
supported coal combustion residuals 
program language from H.R. 4348 be re- 
tained in the final transportation reau- 
thorization bill. 

Coal ash is of critical importance, as 
it is contained in the composition of 
the concrete used in our roads, bridges, 
and other infrastructure. The use of 
coal ash in transportation has allowed 
our country to maintain lower costs 
for infrastructure building. 

Studies have shown that coal ash 
costs 20 to 50 percent less than other 
products on the market today. During 
a time when our roads are deficient and 
we need solutions that are cost effi- 
cient, coal ash serves as a reliable re- 
source. We need to invest in materials 
that will allow us the highest return on 
investment and stretch our highway 
dollars for needed improvements. 

In addition to the cost savings that 
this will provide, including this lan- 
guage is also critical to support our en- 
vironment and nearly 300,000 jobs that 
rely on coal ash use across the Nation. 

In western Pennsylvania, I’ve wit- 
nessed the importance of coal ash to 
many communities in my district and 
surrounding areas. We have seen a 
transformation from orange skies and 
orange streams to an area whose beau- 
ty has been restored thanks to the safe 
use of coal ash for landfill, transpor- 
tation use, and other purposes. 

For these reasons, I strongly urge my 
colleagues to include in the final con- 
ference report the McKinley language 
so critical to our Nation’s economic 
and infrastructure needs. 

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself 3 minutes. 

The way I understand the argument 
on the other side is that, if the EPA 
regulates coal ash and calls it haz- 
ardous, that stigma will lead construc- 
tion companies to avoid it as a building 
material. 

If I could address the gentleman from 
West Virginia, Mr. MCKINLEY. Is that 
an accurate statement, that you’re 
fearful of the designation and the stig- 
ma of that designation as hazardous? 

I yield to the gentleman from West 
Virginia. 

Mr. McKINLEY. You say is there 
going to be a stigma? 
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Mr. WAXMAN. Is your fear that, if 
the EPA regulates coal ash and it’s 
called hazardous, that that designation 
will be a stigma and will lead to the 
nonuse of coal ash by construction 
companies as a building material? 

Mr. McKINLEY. Mr. WAXMAN, I be- 
lieve there is a stigma associated with 
that pending decision, yes. 

Mr. WAXMAN. That is your fear? 

Mr. MCKINLEY. There is a stigma as- 
sociated with the misinformation 
that’s been disseminated. That’s cor- 
rect. 

Mr. WAXMAN. My colleagues, the 
thing that is so confusing to me is that 
coal ash is often used as a substitute 
for Portland cement in concrete to 
lower the costs; it reduces the waste, 
reduces the greenhouse gas emissions, 
and we don’t need to pass legislation to 
have that happen. 

But I want to point out that Portland 
cement is designated as hazardous. It’s 
a hazardous chemical under the OSHA 
Hazard Communications rule. It’s a 
hazardous substance under the Super- 
fund amendments. It’s a hazardous sub- 
stance under Federal Hazardous Sub- 
stances Act, and it’s a hazardous mate- 
rial under the Canadian Hazardous 
Products Act. But Portland cement 
continues to be used extensively in 
concrete and transportation projects. 

The EPA is not seeking to call coal 
ash ‘‘hazardous.’’ They want to call it a 
“special waste.” But even if they called 
it hazardous, why would it not be used 
the way Portland cement is now used, 
even though that substance is des- 
ignated as hazardous in all these other 
statutes? 

Mr. McKINLEY. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. WAXMAN. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from West Virginia. 

Mr. MCKINLEY. What we’re trying to 
do is allow more time for the con- 
ference committee to work rather than 
to debate the pros and cons of the envi- 
ronmental aspects of it. We want the 
committee to continue to work, to 
reach a compromise. And I’ve been told 
there’s been great progress being made 
on that, but don’t stop at this 11th 
hour. They’re close to making it hap- 
pen. We want to stand beside them and 
make sure they finish their work on 
these negotiations. 
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Mr. WAXMAN. Reclaiming my time, 
I yield myself 1 additional minute. 

The reason I ask for more time is, as 
I understand the McKinley bill, which 
was adopted by the House, it would 
prohibit EPA from regulating coal ash 
because it would be designated possibly 
as hazardous. And the argument has 
been that that would be a problem 
when it is to be used as a substance for 
concrete and building materials. But I 
don’t believe that to be the case. 

Now I think that the committee, 
with the Senate and the House, ought 
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to complete its business. But I don’t 
think your amendment is needed under 
any circumstances. That is why I urge 
Members to vote against this instruc- 
tion because it is trying to interject in 
that highway bill something that’s 
really not part of the highway bill and 
something that, on its own, should not 
be adopted in the form of the McKinley 
bill. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. McKINLEY. Mr. Speaker, how 
much time do I have remaining? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman from West Virginia has 542 min- 
utes remaining. The gentleman from 
California has 114 minutes. 

Mr. McKINLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
2 minutes of my time to my fellow en- 
gineering colleague from the State of 
Texas (Mr. BARTON). 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. I thank the 
gentleman for yielding. 

I wasn’t planning on speaking on this 
bill. But I was listening in my office to 
the debate between the proponents and 
opponents of the bill and felt moved to 
come over and try to answer some of 
the questions that the opponents have 
asked of the bill. 

EPA is supposed to be a fair referee. 
They’re supposed to say: If it’s a 
strike, it’s a strike; if it’s a ball, it’s a 
ball; if he’s out, he’s out; if he’s safe, 
he’s safe. But the Obama EPA is not a 
fair referee. It’s not a fair umpire. The 
Obama EPA has a preconceived—what I 
consider to be a radical environmental 
agenda, and they appear heck-bent to 
impose it on the American people, 
whether there is a scientific rationale 
or not. 

As Mr. OLSON of Texas just pointed 
out, the President, as a candidate, said 
that he basically wanted to try to 
make it impossible to build any more 
coal-fired power plants in America. 
When he became President, he ap- 
pointed a regional administrator down 
in Texas, Dr. Armendariz, who said 
that he wanted to try to put hydraulic 
fracturing out of business and brought 
a case against Range Resources in 
Texas that was thrown out on its face 
because of the lack of evidence that 
there was any environmental damage 
caused by hydraulic fracturing, in this 
specific case in Parker County. 

You had the civil servant at the EPA 
early in the Obama administration, 
when they were considering their 
endangerment finding, which they had 
to impose in order to say they could 
regulate greenhouse gases, they had a 
career civil servant who sent a de- 
tailed, I think 50- or 60-page analysis of 
the proposed endangerment finding and 
basically said it was hogwash. And he 
got back emails from within the White 
House and the higher rankings at polit- 
ical subdivisions of the EPA that said, 
Don’t tell us the facts. We’ve already 
made up our minds. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
time of the gentleman has expired. 
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Mr. McKINLEY. I yield the gen- 
tleman an additional 1 minute. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. This same Dr. 
Armendariz made a comment not too 
many years ago that he wanted to cru- 
cify industry. He has since resigned be- 
cause of those comments. 

Those of us who support the McKin- 
ley motion to instruct do so because we 
don’t think the current EPA is fair. 
Sometimes we have to tell the EPA 
what to do because they seem to be in- 
capable of applying basic scientific 
methods, scientific principles. They 
want to impose a radical environ- 
mental agenda, apparently. And some 
of us don’t think that’s right, and we 
don’t think it’s good for the American 
people and the American economy. 

So I strongly support what my good 
friend from West Virginia is doing be- 
cause it at least makes it possible for a 
source that, for years and years and 
decades, has been used without any 
problem at all to continue to be used. 
And I think that’s a good thing. So I 
rise in support. I thank the gentleman 
for the time, and I hope the House will 
adopt his motion to instruct conferees. 

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, my col- 
leagues, the gentleman from Texas told 
us that he was so moved to come here 
to correct the record. But he told us 
three things that are absolutely inac- 
curate: 

The President has never said he 
doesn’t want to build new power plants 
in this country. It is not true. The gen- 
tleman from Texas who worked for the 
EPA never said that this administra- 
tion, or that he personally, was against 
hydraulic fracturing. It’s just not true. 
And the analysis of the endangerment 
finding by the Bush administration was 
signed off on not by just a career civil 
servant, but by the head of the EPA, 
appointed by President Bush. 

So when you get these wrong state- 
ments in your head, you can dream up 
a reason to be paranoid about EPA. 
EPA wants to protect the public health 
and safety in regulating coal ash, but 
in doing so, they will not prevent coal 
ash from being used for other building 
purposes. 

I urge that we defeat this motion to 
instruct, and I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. McKINLEY. Mr. Speaker, it’s 
fairly obvious that a lot of the folks 
that have been speaking on the other 
side of this issue have not read the bill 
and don’t understand what’s included 
in the provision. But perhaps reading 
the bill, reading the amendment would 
have given them greater insight as to 
the role of the EPA. Because by virtue 
of this amendment, we are giving them 
great insight, great involvement in the 
proper disposal of the amount of fly 
ash that’s not recycled. 

So, Mr. Speaker, it really just comes 
down to an issue being very clear. Our 
opponents are just opposed to the coal 
industry. They’re opposed to the men 
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and women working in our coal indus- 
try. They’re opposed to the 1700-plus 
coal-fired electric utilities. They’re op- 
posed to keeping utility costs low. 
There is a war on coal, Mr. Speaker. 
And it’s time that we stand up for the 
coal workers, the men and women 
working in the coalfields all across the 
United States, and for the men and 
women and the consumers that use 
electricity at low cost. 

Now let’s go to what the Depart- 
ments of Interior and Transportation 
have said: The Department of Interior 
said that they concur that if fly ash is 
designated as hazardous waste, as is 
being considered, fully or in a hybrid 
classification, it would no longer be 
used in concrete. It also said, “Fly ash 
costs approximately 20 to 50 percent 
less than the cost of cement.” The De- 
partment of Transportation: “Fly ash 
is a valuable byproduct used in high- 
way construction. It is a vital compo- 
nent of concrete and a number of other 
infrastructure uses.” 

Mr. Speaker, I ask all of my col- 
leagues to join me today in supporting 
this motion to instruct conferees to 
continue discussing this bipartisan ne- 
gotiation on this part of the highway 
bill and to ask their Senators to do the 
same. Let’s maximize the use of all the 
money that we have available to build 
more roads, rebuild more bridges, do 
more infrastructure, but most impor- 
tantly, put America back to work. 

So I encourage my colleagues to vote 
for this motion to instruct, and I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Speaker, more than three 
and a half years ago an impoundment holding 
disposed ash waste broke open, creating a 
massive spill in Kingston, Tennessee. The spill 
covered entire neighborhoods and the Clinch 
River with over one billion gallons of coal fly 
ash—displacing residents and resulting in $1.2 
billion in clean up costs. 

The accident underscored the need for 
strong rules to ensure structural stability and 
the safety of coal ash impoundments. Yet, as 
of today, no national rules have been put into 
place to prevent another Kingston spill. 

Two years ago the Environmental Protection 
Agency proposed the first-ever regulations to 
ensure the safe disposal and management of 
coal ash from power plants under the nation’s 
primary law for regulating solid waste, the Re- 
source Conservation and Recovery Act 
(RCRA). 

EPA presented two regulatory options: regu- 
lating coal ash as hazardous waste under 
Subtitle C or regulating coal ash as a non-haz- 
ardous waste under Subtitle D. But the EPA’s 
proposal has stalled creating uncertainty for 
businesses and families. 

As | said when the House of Representa- 
tives considered this issue last October, | have 
concerns that designating fly ash as a haz- 
ardous material will have major impacts on the 
recycling and reuse of fly ash to manufacture 
wallboard, roofing materials and bricks, and 
especially concrete. 

In 2008 alone, the concrete industry used 
15.8 million tons of fly ash in the manufac- 
turing of ready mixed concrete making it the 
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most widely used supplemental cementing 
material. When combined with cement, fly ash 
improves the durability, strength, 
constructability, and economy of concrete. 

It also has huge environmental benefits. 
Using coal ash—an industrial byproduct—in 
concrete results in longer lasting structures 
and reduction in the amount of waste mate- 
rials sent to landfills, raw materials extracted, 
energy required for production, and air emis- 
sions, including carbon dioxide. 

A “hazardous” designation of fly ash could 
put these benefits in jeopardy. It could make 
fly ash storage and transportation more ex- 
pensive, and create a legal environment that 
would deter cement manufacturers from recy- 
cling fly ash in cement production. 

The result would not only be devastating for 
the cement manufacturing industry and Amer- 
ican jobs, it could also divert millions of tons 
of coal fly ash from beneficial uses to surface 
impoundments like the one that broke open in 
Kingston, Tennessee—an outcome nobody 
wants. 

| don’t think H.R. 2273 is a perfect bill. And, 
to be clear, | support strong regulations for the 
disposal and storage of coal ash. But, these 
regulations can and should be completed with- 
out jeopardizing the recycling and reuse of fly 
ash. 

| am supporting Rep. MCKINLEY’s motion to 
instruct because it would move the conversa- 
tion forward on how to find a reasonable and 
responsible balance between protecting com- 
munities and our environment, while also 
incentivizing the recycling and reuse of coal 
ash—goals we can all support. 

It is my understanding that my colleagues 
on the conference are making progress in 
finding that balance. Meaningful conversations 
that began more than six months ago between 
key stakeholders are beginning to bear some 
fruit on this issue. 

We shouldn't ignore this issue—it’s too im- 
portant. We shouldn’t wait for an undefined 
period of time before strong rules are put in 
place. We shouldn’t discourage recycling and 
reuse of coal ash by unnecessarily labeling it 
as “hazardous waste.” 

Let’s pass this motion and get back to work 
on a long-term bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the previous question is or- 
dered on the motion to instruct. 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion to instruct. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. MCKINLEY. Mr. Speaker, on that 
I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, further pro- 
ceedings on this question will be post- 
poned. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. McKINLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks and in- 
clude extraneous materials on my mo- 
tion to instruct conferees on H.R. 4348. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from West Virginia? 
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There was no objection. 
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GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan- 
imous consent that all Members may 
have 5 legislative days to revise and ex- 
tend their remarks on the legislation 
and to insert extraneous material on 
H.R. 4480. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
GARDNER). Is there objection to the re- 
quest of the gentleman from Michigan? 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to House Resolution 691 and rule 
XVIII, the Chair declares the House in 
the Committee of the Whole House on 
the state of the Union for the consider- 
ation of the bill, H.R. 4480. 

The Chair appoints the gentleman 
from Arkansas (Mr. WOMACK) to preside 
over the Committee of the Whole. 
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itself into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union for the 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 4480) to 
provide for the development of a plan 
to increase oil and gas exploration, de- 
velopment, and production under oil 
and gas leases of Federal lands under 
the jurisdiction of the Secretary of Ag- 
riculture, the Secretary of Energy, the 
Secretary of the Interior, and the Sec- 
retary of Defense in response to a 
drawdown of petroleum reserves from 
the Strategic Petroleum Reserve, with 
Mr. WOMACK in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The CHAIR. Pursuant to the rule, the 
bill is considered read the first time. 

General debate shall be confined to 
the bill and shall not exceed 2 hours 
equally divided and controlled by the 
chair and ranking minority member of 
the Committee on Energy and Com- 
merce and the chair and ranking mi- 
nority member of the Committee on 
Natural Resources. 

The gentleman from Michigan (Mr. 
UPTON), the gentleman from California 
(Mr. WAXMAN), the gentleman from 
Washington (Mr. HASTINGS), and the 
gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr. 
MARKEY) each will control 30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Michigan (Mr. UPTON). 

Mr. UPTON. I yield myself such time 
as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, the price of gas and 
the unemployment rate both remain 
way too high, and American families 
are struggling as a result. That’s why I 
support H.R. 4480, the Domestic Energy 
and Jobs Act, and I urge my colleagues 
to do the same. This bill is truly a win- 
win for steps that it takes to expand 
supplies of domestic affordable energy 
that will create many jobs in the proc- 
ess. 


9529 


It’s no secret that I don’t see eye-to- 
eye with President Obama on energy 
policy, but perhaps the most inex- 
plicable energy policy move the admin- 
istration has made was the June 2011 
decision to withdraw 30 million barrels 
of oil from the Strategic Petroleum 
Reserve with no plan to replace it. It is 
hard to understand why the President 
would take oil from the Nation’s emer- 
gency stockpile while at the same time 
keeping off limits the far greater 
amounts beneath federally controlled 
lands and offshore areas. It’s like a 
couple pawning their wedding rings for 
cash while ignoring a major gold dis- 
covery in their own backyard. 

The amount of untapped oil in areas 
kept out of reach by this administra- 
tion is estimated to exceed the entire 
Strategic Petroleum Reserve dozens of 
times over. And these estimates are 
not mere speculation. Indeed, the re- 
cent increases in oil production on 
State and privately owned lands dem- 
onstrate the tremendous energy devel- 
opment on Federal lands. But that po- 
tential will only be realized if the ad- 
ministration’s roadblocks are removed. 

Title I of this bill does that. It re- 
quires that the next time the President 
withdraws oil from the Strategic Pe- 
troleum Reserve, he must also commit 
to more oil leasing on Federal lands in 
offshore areas. The result will be great- 
er supplies of domestic oil and lower 
prices, not to mention thousands of 
new energy industry jobs. 

Gaining access to untapped oil re- 
serves is part of the equation; but be- 
fore that oil can reach consumers at 
the pump, it has to be refined into gas- 
oline and diesel fuel. Title II of this bill 
will help American refiners so they can 
keep fueling our economy and fueling 
the country, because what refiners 
really need is a little common sense, a 
little regulatory certainty. It would be 
an understatement to say that this ad- 
ministration’s regulators have not 
been friendly to domestic oil produc- 
tion, and the truth is they have been 
no better to the refiners who produce 
the fuels that we use. In fact, EPA is 
moving ahead with a number of new 
regs affecting refineries and other fa- 
cilities—regs that are likely to drive 
up the price at the pump and jeopardize 
refining sector jobs. 

Title II requires that we learn about 
the consequences before imposing addi- 
tional red tape. It sets up an inter- 
agency committee that will analyze 
the cumulative effects of several up- 
coming EPA regs on fuel prices as well 
as jobs. It also defers the finalization of 
three measures until after the analysis 
is completed. 

The good news is that a future of 
chronically high gas prices is not inevi- 
table. These policies that I have dis- 
cussed and numerous other provisions 
in the legislation will in fact move us 
toward more secure, more affordable 
American energy and the jobs that go 
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with it. The Nation can increase do- 
mestic energy supplies, lower future 
prices at the pump, and create many 
more jobs. This legislation takes the 
steps to usher in this brighter future. I 
urge my colleagues to join with me in 
supporting it, and I reserve the balance 
of my time. 


U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, DC, June 8, 2012. 

Hon. FRED UPTON, 

Chairman, Committee on Energy and Commerce, 
Rayburn House Office Building, Wash- 
ington, DC. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Thank you for the op- 
portunity to review the text of H.R. 4480, the 
Strategic Energy Production Act of 2012, as 
ordered reported by the Committee on En- 
ergy and Commerce for provisions of the bill 
that fall within the jurisdiction of this Com- 
mittee. 

Knowing of your interest in expending this 
legislation and in maintaining the continued 
consultation between our Committees on 
these matters, I agree to discharge H.R. 4480 
from further consideration by the Com- 
mittee on Agriculture. I do so with the un- 
derstanding that it does not in any way prej- 
udice the Committee with respect to the ap- 
pointment of conferees or its jurisdictional 
prerogatives on this bill or similar legisla- 
tion in the future. 

I would appreciate your response to this 
letter, confirming our mutual understanding 
with respect to H.R. 4480, and would ask that 
a copy of our exchange of letters on this 
matter be inserted into the Congressional 
Record during consideration on the House 
floor. 

Thank you for your courtesy and I look 
forward to continued cooperation between 
our respective committees. 

Sincerely, 
FRANK D. Lucas, 
Chairman. 
U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND COMMERCE, 
Washington, DC, June 8, 2012. 

Hon. FRANK D. Lucas, 

Chairman, Committee on Agriculture, Long- 
worth House Office Building, Washington, 
DC. 

DEAR CHAIRMAN Lucas: Thank you for your 
letter regarding H.R. 4480, the “Strategic En- 
ergy Production Act of 2012.” As you noted, 
there are provisions of the bill that fall with- 
in the Rule X jurisdiction of the Committee 
on Agriculture. 

I appreciate your willingness to forgo ac- 
tion on H.R. 4480, and I agree that your deci- 
sion should not prejudice the Committee on 
Agriculture with respect to the appointment 
of conferees or its jurisdictional prerogatives 
on this or similar legislation. 

I will include a copy of your letter and this 
response in the Congressional Record during 
consideration of H.R. 4480 on the House floor. 

Sincerely, 
FRED UPTON, 
Chairman. 
U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES, 
Washington, DC, June 19, 2012. 

Hon. FRED UPTON, 

Chairman, Committee on Energy and Commerce, 
U.S. House of Representatives, 2125 Ray- 
burn House Office Building, Washington, 
DC. 

DEAR CHAIRMAN UPTON: I am writing to 
you concerning the bill H.R. 4480, the Stra- 
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tegic Energy Production Act of 2012, as 

amended. This legislation includes a provi- 

sion that deals with military readiness and 
training activities, which fall within the 

Rule X jurisdiction of the Committee on 

Armed Services. 

Our committee recognizes the importance 
of H.R. 4480, and the need for the legislation 
to move expeditiously. Therefore, while we 
have a valid claim to jurisdiction over this 
legislation, the Committee on Armed Serv- 
ices will waive further consideration of H.R. 
4480. I do so with the understanding that by 
waiving consideration of the bill, the Com- 
mittee on Armed Services does not waive 
any future jurisdictional claim over the sub- 
ject matters contained in the bill which fall 
within its Rule X jurisdiction. I request that 
you urge the Speaker to name members of 
this committee to any conference committee 
which is named to consider this provision. 

Please place this letter and your commit- 
tee’s response into the Congressional Record 
during consideration of the Measure on the 
House floor. Thank you for the cooperative 
spirit in which you have worked regarding 
this matter and others between our respec- 
tive committees. 

Sincerely, 
HOWARD P. ‘‘BUCK’’ MCKEON, 
Chairman. 
U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND COMMERCE, 
Washington, DC, June 20, 2012. 

Hon. HOWARD P. ‘‘BUCK’’ MCKEON, 

Chairman, Committee on Armed Services, Ray- 
burn House Office Building, Washington, 
DC. 

DEAR CHAIRMAN MCKEON: Thank you for 
your letter regarding H.R. 4480, the ‘“‘Stra- 
tegic Energy Production Act of 2012.” As you 
noted, there are provisions of the bill that 
fall within the Rule X jurisdiction of the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

I appreciate your willingness to forgo ac- 
tion on H.R. 4480, and I agree that your deci- 
sion should not prejudice the Committee on 
Armed Services with respect to the appoint- 
ment of conferees or its jurisdictional pre- 
rogatives on this or similar legislation. 

I will include a copy of your letter and this 
response in the Congressional Record during 
consideration of H.R. 4480 on the House floor. 

Sincerely, 
FRED UPTON, 
Chairman. 


Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 4 minutes. 

Throughout this Congress, House Re- 
publicans have made an all-out assault 
on our Nation’s most basic public 
health and environmental protections. 
And they have blocked any effort to 
address climate change, move towards 
clean energy, or promote energy effi- 
ciency. 

On Monday, Congressman MARKEY 
and I released a report that documents 
this all-out assault. It confirms that 
this is the most anti-environment 
House in the history of Congress. Over 
the last 18 months, the House has voted 
247 times to undermine protection of 
the environment. That’s almost one 
out of every five votes taken in the 
House. 

The oil and gas industry has bene- 
fited more than any other sector from 
these anti-environment votes. Since 
the beginning of 2011, the House has 
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voted 109 times for policies that would 
advance the interests of the oil and gas 
industry at the expense of the environ- 
ment, public health, and the taxpayer. 
The result is a grave and growing peril 
to our environment, to public health, 
and to our economy. The massive 
wildfires, floods, droughts, and heat 
waves that have been afflicting our 
country are a harbinger of what is to 
come. 

Americans know this. As the Wash- 
ington Post reported this morning, the 
vast majority of Americans believe our 
environment is deteriorating, and they 
know that unchecked pollution from 
oil refineries and other industrial 
sources is making the problem worse. 
Yet what are we doing today? Today’s 
bill is one more massive giveaway, and 
it is one more assault on the environ- 
ment. 

This bill contains two proposals re- 
ported by the Energy and Commerce 
Committee. One would block standards 
for oil companies to clean up their pol- 
lution. The other seeks to bypass exist- 
ing leasing programs in order to pry 
open every possible acre of Federal 
land for oil drilling. 

This legislation has been promoted as 
a solution to high gasoline prices. But 
this bill is a Trojan horse. This bill 
would not lower prices by one penny. 
This bill doesn’t protect consumers. It 
hurts them. The bill will keep dirty 
gasoline on the market, allow oil refin- 
eries to spew toxic emissions, and fore- 
stall action to address climate change. 

Tucked inside this legislation is the 
Latta amendment. The language of 
this amendment cuts the heart out of 
the Clean Air Act, radically changing 
the way air quality standards are set. 
Rather than basing smog standards on 
what is healthy for our children to 
breathe, this bill would require stand- 
ards to be based on what industry says 
it will cost to reduce pollution. This 
radical proposal will undermine dec- 
ades of progress on cleaning up the air. 
The bill will also cost jobs. The regula- 
tions blocked by this bill would create 
tens of thousands of jobs installing pol- 
lution controls and modernizing oil re- 
fineries. 
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In addition, this bill would make it 
harder for the President to tap the 
Strategic Petroleum Reserve during 
emergencies by layering on new bu- 
reaucratic requirements to force drill- 
ing across a vast expanse of public 
land. 

This bill may be good for the oil com- 
panies, it may be good for the special 
interests, but it is a disaster for the 
American people. The Republican en- 
ergy policy isn’t an all-of-the-above 
policy; it’s oil above all. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Ken- 
tucky (Mr. WHITFIELD). 
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Mr. WHITFIELD. I rise today to sup- 
port the Domestic Energy and Jobs Act 
for a number of reasons. First of all, it 
would encourage more production of 
energy in the United States. Two, it 
would lower energy costs. Three, it 
would create additional jobs for the 
American people. And, four, just as im- 
portant, it would keep America more 
competitive in the global marketplace. 

We live in a global economy, and our 
ability to have cheap, affordable, and 
abundant energy is absolutely nec- 
essary if we are going to compete with 
countries around the world. So that’s 
what this legislation is designed to do. 

All of us have a responsibility to the 
environment, but we genuinely believe 
after hearing after hearing after hear- 
ing after hearing, people who create 
jobs come in and talk about the addi- 
tional costs they’re incurring because 
of this overly aggressive EPA, headed 
up by Administrator Lisa Jackson. 

I would also say that one portion of 
this bill is a very commonsense ap- 
proach. While it would not imme- 
diately lower gasoline prices, it does 
ask the President to establish an inter- 
agency task force to examine the im- 
pact on jobs, prices, and competitive- 
ness of three regulations that the EPA 
has initiated. They haven’t finalized it, 
they haven’t decided they are going to 
finalize it, but they have started the 
first steps. And so we ask this Agency 
to look at what is the impact on fuel 
prices with these regulations if they 
are adopted and to report back to Con- 
gress and to not finalize any of these 
rules until at least 6 months after they 
report back to Congress. It seems to 
me a commonsense approach. We have 
a responsibility to the American people 
to have some idea about the impact of 
these regulations on the economy. 

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
5 minutes to the ranking member of 
the Energy Subcommittee, the gen- 
tleman from Illinois (Mr. RUSH), and I 
would like to ask unanimous consent 
that he be permitted to control the 
rest of the time for our side of the aisle 
on the general debate. 

The CHAIR. The gentleman from Illi- 
nois will control the time. 

Mr. RUSH. Mr. Chairman, since the 
beginning of the 112th Congress, we 
have held over 30 Energy and Power 
Subcommittee and joint subcommittee 
hearings. We have held over a dozen 
subcommittee and full committee 
markups, and including H.R. 4480, 
which we will vote on today, we have 
had 10 bills that originated from the 
Energy and Power Subcommittee that 
have been voted on by the full House. 

Yet, Mr. Chairman, from all of that 
time and all that effort, the Energy 
and Power Subcommittee has produced 
exactly one substantive bill. Let me re- 
peat: only one substantive, significant 
bill, the Pipeline Safety Reauthoriza- 
tion Act, the only one that has actu- 
ally become law. 
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Mr. Chairman, instead of focusing 
our efforts on trying to create the 
clean energy jobs of the 21st century, 
the majority party has spent the past 
18 months lobbing partisan attacks 
against the EPA and the Clean Air Act 
in order to appease Big Oil and some of 
the more extreme constituencies that 
the Republican Party represents. 

Mr. Chairman, most Americans 
would like to see us utilizing our time 
working in a bipartisan manner to ad- 
dress critical issues, such as access to 
jobs, clean air, and clean water, less de- 
pendence on foreign oil, enhanced en- 
ergy-efficiency measures, and an in- 
creased reliance on the cleaner and re- 
newable energy sources of the future. 

Instead, here we are again debating 
yet another bill that would continue 
the concerted effort by the majority 
party to weaken the authority of the 
EPA and to delegitimize the Agency’s 
regulations as job killers. 

Mr. Chairman, with just a little over 
20 days remaining before the August 
recess, we should be focusing our lim- 
ited time on legislation that will cre- 
ate jobs and move America forward to- 
ward a smarter energy future that is 
less vulnerable to the whims of the 
world oil market. However, nothing in 
this bill accomplishes that. 

The most offensive provision of this 
bill, the Gasoline Regulations Act, 
would fundamentally change a corner- 
stone of public health law, the Clean 
Air Act, and I ask my colleagues: Why, 
to what end? 

This bill will not create any jobs but, 
rather, would block EPA rules to make 
the fuel we put into our cars cleaner. 
This bill would also block rules that 
would cut toxic air pollution from re- 
fineries. 

This bill blocks the EPA from requir- 
ing new refineries from cutting carbon 
pollution that causes climate change, 
and it even blocks the agency from re- 
vising the national air quality stand- 
ard for ozone to reflect the best-avail- 
able science and medical evidence 
about how much ozone is safe to 
breathe without serious health effects. 

Mr. Chairman, one truth remains, 
and that truth is that H.R. 4480 isn’t 
really about jobs, isn’t really about 
lowering gasoline prices. It is about an 
excuse to push a profoundly anti-envi- 
ronmental agenda and provide oil com- 
panies with more items from their 
election year wish list. 

Oppose this bill because it would 
strike at the heart of the Clean Air Act 
and would not provide any tangible 
benefits to the American people. I urge 
all of my colleagues to oppose it as 
well. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Kansas 
(Mr. POMPEO), and I would ask that at 
the conclusion of his 2 minutes that 
the balance of my time be controlled 
by the gentleman from Colorado (Mr. 
GARDNER). 
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The CHAIR. The gentleman from Col- 
orado will control the time. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Kansas. 

Mr. POMPEO. Mr. Chairman, H.R. 
4480, the Domestic Energy and Jobs 
Act, the legislation we’ll vote on before 
too long, has three very simple mis- 
sions. The first is to lower and create 
affordable energy for folks all across 
America. The second is to create the 
jobs that go with it. And, finally, it’s 
to begin to put American energy policy 
back on a commonsense, simple stand- 
ard that allows affordable energy to be 
produced here in America by Ameri- 
cans for Americans. 

You know, we’ve seen in these discus- 
sions, these debates, that there are two 
opposing views on how to do this. The 
first is the view of the folks on the 
other side who think if we just had one 
more rule, one more set of regulations, 
another subsidy, another handout from 
the taxpayers, we here in Washington, 
DC could find that next great afford- 
able energy source. We’ve seen how 
that’s worked. We’ve got gasoline at 
$3.50 a gallon. We’ve got utilities all 
across the country asking for rate in- 
creases. 

There’s another view. There’s an- 
other way to go about it. It’s to let the 
market respond to price signals. It’s to 
get the Federal Government out of the 
way, to reduce regulations across the 
board while making sure that we’ve 
still got safe drinking water and clean 
air. Both of these objectives can be ac- 
complished. 

This legislation simply streamlines 
and simplifies the leasing and permit- 
ting processes on Federal lands to 
make sure that consumers have access 
to affordable American energy. We 
have tremendous opportunities right 
here in America. Right in Kansas’ 
Fourth Congressional District, in Har- 
per and Kingman and Stafford and 
Edwards and Barber and Pratt, all over 
south central Kansas, an enormous new 
opportunity, creating real, affordable 
energy produced by Americans with 
American jobs. 
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We also, through this legislation, say 
if we’re going to tap this important 
American resource, the SPR, the Stra- 
tegic Petroleum Reserve, we’re going 
to make sure and replenish it—again, 
with American affordable energy. 

This is one of the most consumer- 
friendly, ratepayer-friendly, taxpayer 
pieces of energy legislation to reach 
the House floor in a long time, and I 
would urge all my colleagues to sup- 
port this legislation. 

Mr. RUSH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 4 
minutes to my friend, the gentlewoman 
from my home State of Illinois (Ms. 
SCHAKOWSKY). 

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. I thank the gen- 
tleman for yielding, and I appreciate 
his leadership on the Energy Sub- 
committee. 
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As a member of the full Energy and 
Commerce Committee, frankly, I’m 
ashamed that this House is actually 
considering legislation that puts public 
health decisions in the hands of the oil 
industry. 

Title II of H.R. 4480 eliminates a core 
principle of the Clean Air Act with re- 
spect to smog. For over 40 years, the 
Environmental Protection Agency has 
set health-based air quality standards 
using scientific and medical evidence 
to identify the maximum safe levels of 
air pollution for human beings to 
breathe. Title II would do away with 
that precedent by requiring that the 
cost to industry be the primary consid- 
eration in determining healthy emis- 
sion standards. Yes, if this legislation 
passes, health-based decisions will play 
second fiddle to dollar considerations 
for the first time. 

Over the years, our air has become 
cleaner and safer because industry has 
had to comply with more stringent 
standards. Lead is no longer poisoning 
our children from the pump. There are 
fewer kids with asthma due to gas pol- 
lutants. And oil companies, rather 
than suffering, are now making record 
profits. We don’t have to pass the hat 
for the oil companies. The five largest 
made $137 billion in profit last year and 
$33.5 billion in the first quarter of 2012. 
Our health decisions should be made by 
health experts, not our worst polluters. 

H.R. 4480 continues the policy of the 
112th Congress: if the oil industry asks, 
the oil industry gets, no matter the im- 
pact on American families. 

Title II sets up a new interagency bu- 
reaucracy to conduct an impossible 
study of the alleged economic impact 
of several EPA rules to reduce pollu- 
tion from refineries and fuels—which 
haven’t even been proposed—using data 
that doesn’t exist. In the meantime, 
this title blocks the EPA from final- 
izing several air quality protections 
that the oil industry would prefer go 
away. 

Title II does nothing to protect the 
consumer from price spikes at the 
pump or to reduce our country’s de- 
pendence on oil. Instead, it is a give- 
away to the oil industry under the 
false pretense of lowering gasoline 
prices. 

The oil industry doesn’t want to re- 
duce the amount of toxic air pollution 
spewing from its refineries. The oil in- 
dustry doesn’t want to produce cleaner 
burning gasoline. The oil industry 
would rather not construct new refin- 
eries that are more efficient and less 
damaging to the world’s climate. Oil 
industry executives would prefer to 
pocket all their billions in annual prof- 
its rather than invest any of it in mod- 
ern, less polluting technology. 

I offered an amendment yesterday 
that would have simply said that the 
unnecessary and impossible study re- 
quired under title II would be paid for 
by the one industry that most stands 
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to gain from its implementation, Big 
Oil. My amendment was not made in 
order. 

The American people deserve better 
than this. They deserve clean air and 
clean water. They deserve more than a 
few months of a transportation bill. 
They deserve a jobs package that will 
put millions to work, including teach- 
ers and construction workers and fire- 
fighters and police officers. They de- 
serve affordable student loan rates. In- 
stead, the Republicans of this House 
have elected to carve out additional 
privileges for Big Oil. 

Mr. GARDNER. I yield 1 minute to 
the gentlelady from Kansas (Ms. JEN- 
KINS). 

Ms. JENKINS. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, as a member of the 
House Energy Action Committee and a 
Representative from an energy State, I 
come to the floor today to support an 
all-of-the-above energy bill and an all- 
of-the-above jobs bill. 

I know firsthand the tremendous eco- 
nomic growth and job creation that 
comes from unlocking American-made 
energy. My State of Kansas is under- 
going an energy boom. Farmers are 
making money, tractor dealerships are 
selling new tractors, and families are 
paying off loans. Even church contribu- 
tions have benefited. 

Sadly, this American success story 
has been attacked by the current ad- 
ministration’s repeated rejection of 
policies that would increase domestic 
energy production and create thou- 
sands of high-paying American jobs. 

This important legislation strength- 
ens our energy security, it removes the 
bureaucratic red tape hindering Amer- 
ican energy production, and it creates 
American jobs. 

Simply, we cannot afford to delay ac- 
tion that would create thousands of 
jobs. I urge passage of this legislation. 

Mr. RUSH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 4 
minutes to the gentleman from Penn- 
sylvania (Mr. DOYLE), a fine member of 
the subcommittee and a distinguished 
member of the full committee. 

Mr. DOYLE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to this bill before us. 

Today we’re debating a bill that Re- 
publicans tell us will embrace an all-of- 
the-above energy strategy. The way 
this bill purports to do this is by open- 
ing large swaths of land to oil and gas 
drilling, halting regulations, and gut- 
ting the Clean Air Act. It’s clear that 
this is not a true effort to develop an 
all-of-the-above strategy, but instead is 
a narrow-minded approach to oil and 
gas development at any cost. 

Republicans continue to criticize 
President Obama and congressional 
Democrats for opposing efforts to in- 
crease U.S. domestic oil production, 
but the facts disprove this notion. The 
President hasn’t agreed with every pro- 
posal to expand oil and gas drilling in 
the United States and its territorial 
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waters, but he has taken action to open 
up substantial new public lands and 
coastal waters to oil and gas develop- 
ment. 

Today, roughly 75 percent of U.S. oil 
reserves on public lands and under our 
coastal waters have been leased out to 
oil drillers. In fact, domestic oil pro- 
duction is at an 8-year high, and the 
production of natural gas plant liq- 
uids—liquefied petroleum gases that 
are used for fuel—is currently at an all- 
time high of more than 2 million bar- 
rels per day. All told, the U.S. Energy 
Information Agency estimates that 
U.S. petroleum production in 2012 will 
average more than 8 million barrels per 
day. 

The number of oil rigs in the United 
States has quadrupled under President 
Obama. At the same time, petroleum 
consumption in the United States has 
dropped by more than 2 million barrels 
per day since its all-time peak in 2006. 
Now, since domestic oil production is 
up and petroleum consumption is 
down, U.S. oil imports are at a 17-year 
low. In fact, the United States is im- 
porting 10 percent less oil than it was 8 
years ago. 

Now, one might reasonably conclude 
that since the United States is pro- 
ducing more oil and consuming less, oil 
and gas prices would be going down, 
but that’s not happening. Oil and gas 
prices are going up. Well, how can that 
be? Oil prices—and consequently gas 
prices—are rising because, while oil 
consumption may be lower in the 
United States, global demand for oil is, 
in fact, rising. 

Rest assured, this bill does nothing 
to address the real problem of high gas 
prices, and it does nothing to develop a 
real all-of-the-above energy strategy 
for the United States. This bill is going 
nowhere in the Senate, and it’s a true 
disappointment as this Congress’ effort 
to address high gas prices and an ex- 
panded energy portfolio. 

I urge my colleagues to reject this 
bill. 

Mr. GARDNER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Louisiana (Mr. SCALISE). 

Mr. SCALISE. I thank the gentleman 
from Colorado for his leadership and 
for bringing this legislation to put a 
good energy policy in place in this 
country, which we do not have today 
under President Obama. 

If you look at components of the bill, 
it talks about the Strategic Petroleum 
Reserve. The President has used the 
Strategic Petroleum Reserve as his 
bailout fund, basically, for his failed 
policies. 
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He’s raided it. Last year he raided 30 
million barrels from SPR and still, to 
this day, hasn’t replaced that oil. But 
on top of that, the President took 
those dollars, billions of dollars, and 
spent them on unrelated government 
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spending. So that’s what the Presi- 
dent’s been doing with SPR—using it 
as his personal piggy bank and bailout 
fund for his failed policies. 

The President and others like to talk 
about an _ all-of-the-above strategy. 
They love to talk about energy produc- 
tion never being higher. One thing they 
fail to mention is that energy produc- 
tion on Federal lands, where the Fed- 
eral Government actually has control, 
is down. In fact, President Obama’s 
own administration, the Energy Infor- 
mation Agency, confirmed again re- 
cently that production this year on 
Federal lands is down 30 percent just in 
the Gulf of Mexico from last year. So 
they talk about production being high- 
er. It’s higher on private lands where 
they have no control. 

And by the way, through EPA and 
Department of the Interior and other 
Federal agencies they’re trying to reg- 
ulate and shut that down right now, 
too. So while they’re bragging about it, 
they’re trying to shut it down. 

Just today, in New Orleans they had 
a lease sale; first lease sale we’ve had 
in more than 2 years. And in fact, it 
shows that there’s tremendous interest 
in exploring for American energy. The 
only problem is there is no more plan 
in place. 

Normally, you always have a 5-year 
plan in this country. By law, the Presi- 
dent’s supposed to have a 5-year plan. 
After today, there’s nothing on the 
books for any more future lease sales. 
And, in fact, the proposal that the 
President has been sitting on shuts off 
85 percent of the areas that were get- 
ting ready to be opened up for explo- 
ration. And what does that lead to? It 
leads to a greater dependency on Mid- 
dle Eastern oil, on these foreign coun- 
tries that don’t like us. 

The President has shipped tens of 
thousands of energy jobs out of this 
country. We’ve tracked rigs that have 
left the states and gone to places like 
Egypt and Ghana and Brazil. Those 
jobs ought to be here. We ought to be 
creating those jobs here and seeking 
energy independence, and this bill is a 
great start. I urge its support. 

Mr. RUSH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Oregon 
(Mr. BLUMENAUER). 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. I appreciate the 
gentleman’s courtesy. 

This bill, sadly, is a missed oppor- 
tunity. It would have been an oppor- 
tunity to deal with an all-of-the-above 
and a jobs bill, but it simply is not. 

We’re in a situation where domestic 
oil production is strong. And what we 
are looking at, currently they’re talk- 
ing about giving out, encouraging more 
land to be locked up for the future, 
rather than using the 25 million acres 
currently authorized for drilling that 
are not being used by oil companies 
today. They would allow people to sit 
on land, paying only $1.50, $2 an acre 
for up to 10 years. 
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Now, I think it’s wise for us to be 
able to move forward to encourage en- 
ergy production. There would be an op- 
portunity here to deal more aggres- 
sively with incenting sustainable en- 
ergy, clean energy, energy that will be 
with us for decades to come, rather 
than depleting existing resources and 
tying up leases in the future. 

This is an excuse to undermine exist- 
ing environmental protections. Why, in 
heaven’s name, would we seek to un- 
dermine tailpipe emission regulations 
that are already supported by the auto 
industry? It makes no sense at all. 

It is not wise to have language that 
orders the EPA to consider the cost of 
a clean energy rule, rather than the 
impact on public health, turning on its 
head longstanding priorities. 

I suppose you could diagnose lung 
cancer, but say, well, it’s pretty expen- 
sive, so let’s not say that it’s lung can- 
cer. Let’s call it a cough. 

Mr. Chairman, it’s important for 
EPA to make the decisions to protect 
public health rather than company 
profits, which are exploding in time. 

This is a missed opportunity. I sug- 
gest its rejection. 

Mr. GARDNER. Mr. Chairman, I 
would like to inquire as to how much 
time my side has remaining. 

The CHAIR. The gentleman from Col- 
orado has 19% minutes remaining. The 
gentleman from Illinois has 12 minutes 
remaining. 

Mr. GARDNER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 14% minutes to the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. CANSECO). 

Mr. CANSECO. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman from Colorado for 
yielding time. 

High energy prices are having a nega- 
tive impact on our economy and on our 
family budgets. But don’t take my 
word for it. This is what my constitu- 
ents have told me firsthand. 

There’s David from Castroville, 
Texas, who wrote: 

As a self-employed carpenter, gas prices for 
a large truck cut into my profits. It is mad- 
ness that the USA is not oil and gas inde- 
pendent. Energy independence is essential 
for our economy to grow and protect our 
freedom. 

Another constituent, Ray, stated: 

I’m a retired engineer and planned to trav- 
el with my wife this summer but had to cur- 
tail these plans because of the high cost of 
gasoline. This has cut deeply into my retire- 
ment pay and I’m spending more time at 
home because of gasoline prices. 

Mr. Chairman, this isn’t rhetoric 
from Washington insiders, but input 
from working-class Americans who are 
struggling to make ends meet. I urge 
my colleagues to support the Domestic 
Energy and Jobs Act in order to in- 
crease energy production, eliminate 
red tape, and create jobs. 

Mr. RUSH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia (Mr. GARAMENDI). 

Mr. GARAMENDI. I thank the gen- 
tleman for his courtesy. 
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Facts are really kind of difficult if 
you have to deal with them. The gen- 
tleman just spoke about a sad case of 
an individual that wasn’t able to go on 
a trip because of the high price of gaso- 
line. He may want to tell that indi- 
vidual that the oil industry, on aver- 
age, over the last several months, has 
exported over 24 million gallons of gas- 
oline a day, 24 million gallons of gaso- 
line a day, exported from the United 
States. Maybe that has something to 
do with the high prices. 

But a few other facts. As of March of 
2011, onshore, the Department of the 
Interior offered, between 2009 and 2011, 
6 million acres of land for leasing. The 
oil industry only took 4 million acres. 
As of that time, March 2011, 38 million 
acres of land were under lease. 25 mil- 
lion acres of land were inactive. A full 
65 percent of the available leased land 
already in the hands of the oil industry 
was inactive, not explored, not being 
produced. 65 percent unused, inactive. 

Offshore, 37 million acres were under 
lease. 2.4 million acres were active. 70 
percent not being used. 

So why are we here opening more 
land? There’s a reason for it. There is a 
reason why the oil industry wants to 
do this. If they are able to acquire a 
lease, they put it on their books as an 
asset, thereby giving the appearance 
that they have a lot of assets available 
to them, when, in fact, they have no in- 
tention to, in the near term, probably 
the next decade or so, actually explore 
and produce. It is a financial game. It 
is not a game of producing oil. 

Now, if we really wanted to do some- 
thing, we would immediately put in 
place a production tax credit for the 
wind turbine industry, which is lan- 
guishing now because we are refusing, 
Republicans, in this case, refusing to 
put forth a renewal of the production 
tax so that the wind industry can actu- 
ally continue to produce energy for our 
Nation. 

So what does it mean? 

There are some 70,000 jobs in the 
wind industry today. Some 17,000 more 
would immediately go into place if the 
production tax credit were in this bill 
and became law. 

What does it mean? 

If we were to enact my bill, H.R. 487, 
those wind turbines would be manufac- 
tured in the United States, and thou- 
sands more jobs. 

The CHAIR. The time of the gen- 
tleman has expired. 

Mr. RUSH. I yield another 30 seconds 
to the gentleman. 

Mr. GARAMENDI. The bottom line of 
this: this is simply a play by the oil in- 
dustry to gather more assets on their 
balance sheet, at the expense of the en- 
vironment and, just as important, at 
the expense of a real, all of the above 
energy policy. 

It’s a sad day that we’re here debat- 
ing an energy bill that really doesn’t 
do anything at all to help us meet the 


9534 


energy needs of this Nation. There’s 
nothing in this about renewables. It’s 
unfortunate. 
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Mr. GARDNER. I yield 174 minutes to 
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. LATTA). 

Mr. LATTA. I appreciate the gen- 
tleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in support 
of H.R. 4480, the Domestic Energy and 
Jobs Act. 

This bill comes at a critical time as 
consumers, farmers, and small busi- 
nesses are facing high fuel prices and 
as the President is restricting Federal 
leases from oil production while at the 
same time considering releasing oil 
from the United States’ Strategic Pe- 
troleum Reserve. 

I represent an area of the State of 
Ohio that has the largest number of ag- 
riculture producers, manufacturing 
jobs, and small businesses. When you 
look at these numbers, we’d have a 
very high, disproportionate hit for my 
constituents because of high oil prices. 

As this bill requires, all regulations 
should be subject to a thorough anal- 
ysis of cost, benefits, and potential 
hurdles to implementation. The Gaso- 
line Regulations Act of 2012, which is 
part of this bill, will delay regulations 
that could significantly increase fuel 
prices on consumers, farmers, and 
small businesses while these regula- 
tions are under review. It will also pro- 
vide some much-needed regulatory re- 
lief to refiners, who are struggling to 
stay in business due to the high cost of 
fuel. 

Reducing the costs of refining fuel is 
a great first step, but the key to reduc- 
ing fuel prices is to bring more supply 
into the market. The only time that oil 
should be released from the Strategic 
Petroleum Reserve is to counter a se- 
vere supply interruption. I support leg- 
islation that will allow the increased 
access to responsible domestic oil pro- 
duction, and for these reasons, I sup- 
port the bill. 

Mr. RUSH. Mr. Chairman, I reserve 
the balance of my time. 

Mr. GARDNER. I would like to yield 
2 minutes to the majority whip, the 
gentleman from California (Mr. 
McCARTHY). 

Mr. McCARTHY of California. I want 
to thank freshman CORY GARDNER for 
bringing this legislation to the floor. 
Mr. Chairman, I want to for one mo- 
ment imagine. I want to imagine a 
country, an America that doesn’t have 
40 months of 8 percent unemployment. 
I want to imagine an America with 3 
percent unemployment. Could you 
imagine a country that had a trade def- 
icit that was shrunk? Could you imag- 
ine a government that, instead of say- 
ing it wants to raise taxes, actually cut 
them? Imagine that, in a housing cri- 
sis, you’re not sitting with fore- 
closures, but you actually need more 
houses to be built and that people are 
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flying into the country because the 
jobs are there and it is the place to be. 
I want to imagine, when you go down 
to even work at McDonald’s, you’re 
making $15 an hour. 

A lot of people in this country turn 
on the news and think that’s far- 
fetched. They think that’s impossible 
to dream or to even imagine. But do 
you know what? That’s taking place in 
parts of this country. That’s exactly 
what’s happening in North Dakota. 
And why is it happening in North Da- 
kota? It’s because they created a State 
energy policy that is unshackled. 

There is a team here, Mr. Chairman, 
that is called the HEAT Team, the 
House Energy Action Team. We went 
across the country and saw all walks of 
life—from California, to driving an 
electric car in Colorado, to going into 
the fields of North Dakota, which is 
where I went. Do you know what? I 
drove past the windmills. I looked at 
new technology which is able to ex- 
tract in a much more pinpointed meth- 
od and environmentally friendly way 
so that we can get those resources. 
What has it done? It has transformed 
the State with regard to job creation. 
More importantly, it has transformed 
our Nation because, yes, we are import- 
ing less today than in 1994, but that’s 
only on private lands, not on public 
lands. 

The CHAIR. The time of the gen- 
tleman has expired. 

Mr. GARDNER. I yield the gen- 
tleman an additional 30 seconds. 

Mr. McCARTHY of California. So 
today, on this floor, we are debating 
something that can change America. 
No longer will you sit back at home 
and think, one day, I could only imag- 
ine unemployment low, revenues high, 
and everybody who wants a job can 
have one. 

This bill today is about jobs. It’s 
about jobs that not only create a new 
America but that change our foreign 
policy. It creates a new America in 
which we invest today, and it makes us 
energy independent. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask all to vote 
“aye,” and I thank the gentleman for 
bringing it to the floor. 

Mr. RUSH. Mr. Chairman, I continue 
to reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. GARDNER. I would like to yield 
1 minute to the majority leader, the 
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. CANTOR). 
Mr. CANTOR. I thank the gentleman. 

I rise in support of this legislation 
before us, which will boost domestic 
energy production, spur job creation, 
and grow the economy. 

The Domestic Energy and Jobs Act 
opens up more of our domestic energy 
resources, brings greater certainty to 
leasing on public lands, and does take 
steps to cut red tape that is increasing 
the cost of fuel and blocking energy de- 
velopment. Increasing energy produc- 
tion on our Nation’s public lands and 
in its waters can create millions of 
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jobs, boost the economy, lower energy 
costs, and make America more secure. 

It wasn’t too long ago that an en- 
ergy-secure America seemed like an 
unreachable goal. Today, energy secu- 
rity is on the horizon because of inno- 
vations that have helped increase our 
domestic energy supply and that have 
created thousands of good-paying jobs 
along the way. I saw these innovative 
technologies firsthand a few weeks ago 
when I was out on a deep-sea rig off the 
coast of Louisiana. With this legisla- 
tion, we give our Nation’s energy pro- 
ducers the certainty they need to in- 
vest in the innovations that are essen- 
tial to American-made energy and 
American-made jobs. 

The oil and gas industry is the life- 
blood of so many communities across 
our Nation, but this President’s poli- 
cies have stifled the development of 
many of our Nation’s energy resources. 
Red tape and restrictions coming from 
the Obama administration are keeping 
America’s abundant energy resources 
under lock and key, away from our job- 
creating private sector. 

As a result of some of these policies, 
small businesses are feeling the 
squeeze of high energy costs; families 
planning their summer vacations are 
facing historically high gas prices; and 
new jobs are being sidelined. People are 
wondering, when will things get better? 
They’re looking for leadership out of 
Washington. Frankly, this administra- 
tion has not delivered. 

Since the President took office, pro- 
duction on public lands has decreased. 
While I welcome the administration’s 
announcement that it is moving for- 
ward with a long delayed lease sale in 
the central Gulf of Mexico, it is simply 
unacceptable that this is the first lease 
sale the administration has held in the 
central gulf since 2010. Our Nation’s en- 
ergy producers have been ready and 
waiting to put their capital on the line 
to develop our Nation’s resources. 

Delaying decisions critical to energy 
development creates uncertainty and 
slows job creation. In fact, the Obama 
administration has canceled more lease 
sales than it has actually held, so I 
think the big question is, why aren’t 
we doing more? Why aren’t we devel- 
oping more of our Nation’s Outer Con- 
tinental Shelf, such as that off the 
coast of Virginia, where there is broad 
bipartisan consensus in my State sup- 
porting such development? 

After years of watching the President 
fail to embrace a pro-growth energy 
policy, the American people do deserve 
more. The future of our country de- 
pends on a true, all-of-the-above energy 
strategy that promotes domestic en- 
ergy production, job creation, and eco- 
nomic growth. 

By adding certainty to the regu- 
latory process, we can promote domes- 
tic energy development in an environ- 
mentally sensitive way. We can pro- 
mote economic growth and get Ameri- 
cans back to work. These seven bills, 
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as part of the HEAT Team package, 
will help bring down high energy costs, 
which are hurting families and crip- 
pling small businesses, so that we can 
then spur the creation of thousands of 
jobs. 

I want to salute and thank the House 
Energy Action Team: the bill’s chief 
sponsor, Congressman CORY GARDNER; 
Congressman ED WHITFIELD; Congress- 
men SCOTT TIPTON and MIKE COFFMAN; 
and Congressmen DOUG LAMBORN and 
BILL JOHNSON for putting forward these 
measures that will harness our domes- 
tic energy resources. 

Finally, I would like to thank our 
whip, KEVIN McCARTHY, for his leader- 
ship and for bringing all of us together, 
as well as thank Chairman FRED UPTON 
and Chairman Doc HASTINGS for their 
leadership on these measures that are 
essential to our Nation’s competitive- 
ness and job creation. 
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Mr. RUSH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 4 
minutes to one of the most remarkable 
leaders that this Congress has ever 
seen, the gentleman from Maryland 
(Mr. HOYER). 

Mr. HOYER. I thank my friend, and I 
would have come up here just for that 
introduction. I thank him so much. 

I am pleased to follow my friend, the 
distinguished majority leader, Mr. CAN- 
TOR. Pm going to have some remarks. 
But before I get to those remarks, I 
want to give you some statistics that I 
know you’ll find very interesting. I 
want you to take them to heart. 

The Energy Information Administra- 
tion reports that oil production from 
Federal lands and waters was higher 
the first 3 years of the Obama adminis- 
tration than the last 3 years of Presi- 
dent Bush’s administration. 

In addition, oil imports are at the 
lowest they have been since 1997. In 
2011, U.S. crude oil production reached 
its highest level in 8 years, increasing 
by an estimated 110,000 barrels per day 
over 2010 levels to 5.59 million barrels 
per day. We now produce more than 50 
percent of the crude oil we use domes- 
tically. 

The U.S., by the way, has 1,971 rigs in 
operation. The rest of the world has 
1,471. 

The U.S. natural gas production is 
record breaking. In 2011, 28.5 million 
cubic feet. In 1973, which was the pre- 
vious record, it was 24 million cubic 
feet. But hear this: In 2005, during the 
Bush administration, it was 5 million 
less. 

Net imports as a share of total con- 
sumption has declined from 2005, where 
it was 60 percent in the Bush adminis- 
tration, to 2011, where it is 47 percent. 

The administration has announced 
that the 2012-2017 5-year leasing plan 
will open up more than 75 percent of 
our potential offshore oil and gas re- 
sources. The U.S. production for Fed- 
eral lands on shore is similar to and 
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has surpassed the Bush administration. 
In 2005, it was 649 million barrels; in 
2010, it was 739 million barrels, other- 
wise known as almost 100 million more 
barrels. 

Ladies and gentlemen, we understand 
that we need to produce and use energy 
in America. Mr. Chairman, we should 
be working, however, together to find 
real solutions to meet our pressing 
challenges. We ought to pass a long- 
term highway bill to create thousands 
of construction jobs. We ought to ad- 
dress the looming deadline when stu- 
dent loan interest rates are set to go 
up on July 1. We ought to get to work 
on taxes so we can keep low rates in 
place for middle class families. And we 
ought to get serious about comprehen- 
sive deficit reduction before we find 
ourselves on the edge of a fiscal cliff 
this year. 

Instead, Mr. Chairman, once again, 
we have a solution looking for a prob- 
lem. Our Republican friends have 
called up two bills on the floor this 
week that make this very clear. 

While gas prices have thankfully re- 
treated, the first bill would enact an 
extreme drill-only energy strategy that 
won’t lower gasoline prices. That bill is 
notable for what it doesn’t do: invest in 
diverse energy sources that create jobs, 
reduce our oil dependence, and enhance 
energy security; nor does it make our 
Nation a global leader in energy tech- 
nology. 

The CHAIR. The time of the gen- 
tleman has expired. 

Mr. RUSH. I yield the gentleman an 
additional 1 minute. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

The second bill, which we considered 
yesterday, would impose a radical pol- 
icy on our border areas that would un- 
dermine security coordination and 
bring polluting industries to some of 
our most pristine parks and historic 
sites, even though our border enforce- 
ment officials have said such legisla- 
tion is unnecessary. That’s what we 
worked on yesterday. Not jobs, not stu- 
dent loans, not transportation, but a 
piece of legislation that they said 
wasn’t necessary. 

These are not what Congress ought to 
be focusing on this week or next week. 
Let’s turn our attention to our most 
pressing issues—student loans, con- 
struction jobs, keeping middle class 
taxes low, and reducing deficits—in- 
stead of wasting the American people’s 
time on partisan bills that won’t solve 
any of our real problems. 

Mr. Chairman, I’m hopeful that ei- 
ther in the next 24 hours or in the next 
9 days we will, in fact, pass a jobs bill 
that will create jobs, and everybody 
knows that that’s the highway bill. 

The CHAIR. The time of the gen- 
tleman has again expired. 

Mr. RUSH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 30 
seconds to the gentleman from Mary- 
land. 
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Mr. HOYER. The Senate has passed a 
highway bill in a bipartisan fashion 
with half of the Republicans in the 
United States Senate voting for it, and 
with a very conservative Republican 
ranking member, JIM INHOFE, and a 
very liberal chairwoman, BARBARA 
BOXER, who came together and had the 
ability to compromise and come to 
agreement. 

I tell my friends on the Republican 
side, that’s what the American people 
want us to do. If we do that, it will 
raise the confidence of our people, of 
our business community, of our coun- 
try. That will be the best thing we can 
do for our country, to come together in 
a bipartisan fashion, as the United 
States Senate did, and act. 

Mr. GARDNER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 1% minutes to the gentlelady 
from Alabama (Mrs. ROBY). 

Mrs. ROBY. I thank the gentleman 
from Colorado. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in support 
of the Domestic Energy and Jobs Act. 

Oil accounts for 37 percent of U.S. en- 
ergy demand, with 71 percent directed 
to fuels that are used in transpor- 
tation. Our energy policy is vitally im- 
portant to our national and economic 
security. It’s especially as important 
to the mother who drives her children 
to school as it is the business owner 
who operates a fleet of delivery vehi- 
cles. When the price of gasoline in- 
creases, Americans hurt. 

Last year, the price of gasoline in- 
creased 81 cents per gallon. That is why 
I do support an all-of-the-above ap- 
proach to energy. This includes open- 
ing up new areas for American energy 
exploration, transitioning to renewable 
and alternative energy, and using more 
clean and reliable nuclear. 

The President in his last State of the 
Union stated the same belief, but this 
administration has done nothing to 
back up that statement. The executive 
branch is using the Strategic Petro- 
leum Reserve for political purposes by 
imposing overburdensome regulations 
on refineries and placing obstacles to 
increasing permitting and leasing on 
Federal lands for gas and oil produc- 
tion. 

During this administration, we have 
seen a drastic decrease of oil produc- 
tion on federally owned lands at a time 
with high gas prices. From 2010 to 2011, 
there has been a 14 percent decrease. 
The Domestic Energy and Jobs Act will 
enable job creators in the energy indus- 
try and increase domestic energy pro- 
duction here at home. 

The legislation that is before us 
today will turn the tide on this admin- 
istration’s actions, or lack thereof, and 
allow our Nation to move forward on 
our Nation’s energy production, there- 
by increasing jobs and bringing us clos- 
er to energy independence. 

I urge all of my colleagues to vote in 
favor of this bill. 

Mr. RUSH. Mr. Chairman, may I in- 
quire as to how much time is remain- 
ing on this side? 
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The CHAIR. The gentleman from Illi- 
nois has 3 minutes remaining, and the 
gentleman from Colorado has 1112 min- 
utes remaining. 

Mr. RUSH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Ten- 
nessee (Mr. COHEN). 

Mr. COHEN. Thank you, Mr. RUSH. I 
appreciate the time. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
H.R. 4480. This is a bill that is totally 
a giveaway to Big Oil. 

The fact is, if we want to be energy 
independent, we can’t drill our way to 
energy independence. We can get there 
by having alternative green energies 
that will create jobs and make us inde- 
pendent. We can have wind and solar, 
and we can have higher fuel standards 
for automobiles. That’s the best thing 
we can do is reduce the demand for oil 
by having higher fuel standards, which 
we don’t have in this bill. Regarding 
the price of oil and making ourselves 
energy independent, it’s not going to 
happen. 

My colleagues on the other side—at 
least some of them—have for quite a 
while, about 2 or 3 months ago, blamed 
the rising prices of gasoline on Presi- 
dent Obama. Gasoline has come down 
considerably since that time. Has one 
person had the veracity, the biparti- 
sanship to say, Mr. President, thank 
you for bringing the price of oil down? 
No, they haven’t, because the Presi- 
dent didn’t bring the price of oil down, 
just like he didn’t take the price of oil 
up. It’s political rhetoric to say he 
caused the prices to go up, and it would 
be wrong to say he brought them down. 
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There are world markets, demand in 
China, demand in India, demand even 
in Bangkok; and those demands have 
put the price of oil up. The situation in 
Iran with Israel has created concerns 
about the future of oil shipments 
through the Strait of Hormuz. Because 
of that, prices went up. That situation 
has been rectified. 

This bill is only a giveaway to Big 
Oil. It threatens people’s First Amend- 
ment rights because it says they have 
to put up a $5,000 bond simply to pro- 
test. It threatens jobs. In many indus- 
tries—the outdoors industry—it threat- 
ens public health and people’s oppor- 
tunity to be free from air pollution. It 
threatens hunting, fishing, and recre- 
ation and grazing because it violates 
the multiple-use doctrines established 
in the Federal Land Policy and Man- 
agement Act. 

This is not a good bill for America. 
And to be energy independent, we need 
to find green energy and green jobs. 

Mr. GARDNER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 90 seconds to the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. CONAWAY). 

Mr. CONAWAY. Mr. Chair, I rise 
today in strong support for the Domes- 
tic Energy and Jobs Act of 2012 because 
I personally know the importance of 
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the oil and gas industry to the future 
of America. 

I am fortunate to call West Texas 
home. Growing up in the Permian 
Basin has given me a better perspective 
on what it means to produce the raw 
resources that our Nation needs to 
power its industry. It is a perspective 
that has come from working on a drill- 
ing rig in Fort Stockton, Texas, drill- 
ing miles and miles below the surface 
of the Earth. 

It’s this pursuit of oil and gas miles 
below our feet that is reinvigorating 
pockets of the American economy from 
Texas to Pennsylvania to North Da- 
kota. The work is hard, but the re- 
wards can be great. Not just for the 
producers, but also for the roughnecks, 
the thousands of small and large firms 
that support the drilling activity, and 
the communities that host them. 

Our Nation relies and prospers, Mr. 
Chairman, on affordable, abundant en- 
ergy like oil and gas. This bill will en- 
sure that not only do we have afford- 
able energy, but that Americans are 
put back to work producing it. 

The oil and gas industry on private 
lands is thriving in spite of this admin- 
istration’s attempt to slowly suffocate 
it. Today’s legislation would reverse 
the glacial pace of permitting and the 
pointless regulations designed solely to 
slow down production on Federal lands. 

Mr. Chairman, this bill will do the 
things that the President’s stimulus 
act has failed to do. It will drive in- 
vestment into American businesses and 
will put Americans back to work, just 
like the oil and gas industry has been 
doing in District 11 for over 80 years. 

Mr. RUSH. Mr. Chairman, I intend to 
close, so I will reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. GARDNER. Mr. Chairman, at 
this time, I would like to yield 14% min- 
utes to another gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. FLORES). 

Mr. FLORES. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
today in support of the Domestic En- 
ergy and Jobs Act of 2012. 

Every developed economy in the 
world looks to their own resources as 
assets to fuel their economic growth. 
Yet many folks in Washington view our 
domestic energy resources as a liabil- 
ity. Unelected and unaccountable Fed- 
eral bureaucrats continue to dream up 
ways to lock up, restrict, tax, or other- 
wise regulate these assets away from 
benefiting the American people. 

This is an issue of critical impor- 
tance for our economic security, our 
national security, our energy security, 
and most importantly for the opportu- 
nities that we hope to leave for future 
generations. 

We desperately need the stability 
that comes from unlocking access and 
tapping into our American energy re- 
sources. The Domestic Energy and Jobs 
Act does just that by allowing us to 
pursue an all-of-the-above energy plan 
that removes unwarranted government 
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roadblocks to domestic energy produc- 
tion and supply. 

This bill will also help reduce our 
Federal deficits and our trade deficits. 
In the case of the former, it helps to re- 
duce our Federal deficit in multiple 
ways: one, by growing the American 
economy and American jobs; two, by 
increasing royalties and lease pay- 
ments to the Federal Treasury; and, 
three, by reducing the cost of our en- 
ergy for the American economy. In the 
case of the latter, increased production 
of American energy will result in lower 
oil imports from foreign sources and 
reduced payments for those imports, 
thereby keeping more American money 
at home to rebuild our economy. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
Domestic Energy and Jobs Act, which 
would create jobs, grow our economy, 
reduce our dependence on unstable 
Middle Eastern oil, improve our na- 
tional security, and restore the Amer- 
ican Dream for future generations. 

Mr. GARDNER. Mr. Chairman, at 
this point I would like to yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Lou- 
isiana (Mr. LANDRY), my freshman col- 
league. 

Mr. LANDRY. Mr. Chairman, here 
are some facts: an estimated 13 million 
Americans are out of work. The State 
of Colorado’s unemployment rate is 8.1 
percent, which correlates with the na- 
tional unemployment rate. Today, the 
State of Colorado’s estimated reserves 
are 1 billion barrels of oil. 

In 1995, the State of North Dakota’s 
estimated reserves were 151 million 
barrels. Today, those reserves have 
been increased to 4.2 billion barrels of 
oil; yet today, the State of North Da- 
kota’s unemployment rate is 3 percent. 
What do those facts tell us? Those facts 
tell us that drilling equals jobs, Mr. 
Chairman. And it’s very simple. In 
North Dakota, they are drilling on pri- 
vate lands. They are driving unemploy- 
ment rates down. 

Please, if the President wants a jobs 
plan, it is here. And I urge all Members 
to vote for this bill. 

Mr. GARDNER. Mr. Chairman, at 
this time I would like to yield 2 min- 
utes to the gentleman from California 
(Mr. ROHRABACHER). 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman, 
I rise in strong support for H.R. 4480, a 
bill that promises to open up more pub- 
lic land to energy development and to 
streamline burdensome rules and 
heavy-handed regulations that now 
thwart new domestic energy develop- 
ment in the United States. 

The President and the Democratic- 
led Senate continue to obstruct the 
utilization of America’s enormous nat- 
ural resources. What are they? These 
resources are a God-given asset that 
has elevated the well-being and pros- 
perity of our people ever since the time 
of our Nation’s founding. Now, when we 
need the wealth of those resources 
more than ever, we suffer the obstruc- 
tionism of our own government. 
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The President has prevented the con- 
struction of the Keystone XL pipeline. 
The President has shut down oil and 
gas production offshore. And most re- 
cently, this administration—and per- 
haps most heinously—this administra- 
tion has moved forward with plans to 
add onerous rules and regulations on a 
new and emerging technology. The ef- 
forts of this administration are mind- 
boggling because there is no evidence 
that this technology has done any 
harm to our people, and there is ample 
evidence that this technology would 
produce significant economic growth, 
thus jobs. And I am referring to, of 
course, fracking, which has clearly 
been targeted by the President and by 
his environmental gestapo friends. 

While we are talking today and while 
we are trying to determine whether or 
not we are going to be using more re- 
sources, gasoline prices are changing 
the lifestyle of the American people. 
We’re talking about people who are 
paying $3.50 a gallon and, in my State, 
$4 a gallon. Why are we allowing our 
people—13 million people who are cur- 
rently out of work and suffering under 
these conditions—why are we adding 
such costs for them to bear? 

The CHAIR. The time of the gen- 
tleman has expired. 

Mr. GARDNER. I yield the gen- 
tleman an additional 30 seconds. 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. What we need, 
Mr. Chair, is we need to make sure that 
we move forward, as this bill will do, to 
ensure that we are fulfilling our com- 
mitment to the American people to do 
everything we can to make sure that 
they will live in prosperity and free- 
dom and hope for a better life for their 
children. 

This has always been tied to the uti- 
lization of natural resources, and this 
bill will ensure that our people will 
benefit from those gifts that God gave 
us underneath our ground and public 
lands. 

Mr. GARDNER. Mr. Chairman, at 
this point I would like to yield 1 
minute to another freshman, Mr. 
GOSAR from Arizona. 

Mr. GOSAR. Mr. Chair, outside these 
walls people across our country are suf- 
fering. Electric bills and gasoline 
prices are increasing as we enter the 
heat of the summer. 
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Over 13 million Americans are still 
without work. Our constituents are 
counting on us to take action. 

The Republican-led House has been 
leading the way with solutions to our 
country’s energy problems. The bill be- 
fore us today, the Domestic Energy and 
Jobs Act, is just another part of that 
agenda. It will remove government 
roadblocks and bureaucratic red tape 
that hinder onshore oil, natural gas, 
and renewable energy production and 
facilitate job creation. This act truly 
embraces an all-of-the-above approach 
that our country so desperately needs. 
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A country is only as strong as its 
people. Henry Ford II once said: 

What’s right about America is although we 
have a mess of problems, we have great ca- 
pacity—intellect and resources—to do some- 
thing about them. 

Let’s use that capacity to address our 
country’s energy crisis and put people 
back to work. I urge my colleagues to 
vote in favor of the Domestic Energy 
and Jobs Act. 

Mr. RUSH. I continue to reserve the 
balance of my time. 

Mr. GARDNER. I am prepared to 
close. I have no further requests for 
time. 

Mr. RUSH. I yield myself such time 
as I may consume. 

There is widespread opposition to the 
Republican oil-above-all bill. The 
Obama administration opposes the Re- 
publican bill. Its Statement of Admin- 
istration Policy says: 

The administration strongly opposes H.R. 
4480, which would undermine the Nation’s 
energy security, roll back policies that sup- 
port the continued growth of safe and re- 
sponsible energy production in the United 
States, discourage environmental analysis 
and civic engagement in Federal decision- 
making, and impede progress on important 
Clean Air Act rules to protect the health of 
American families. 

If the President were presented with 
H.R. 4480, his senior advisers would rec- 
ommend that he veto the bill. Numer- 
ous public health organizations oppose 
this bill, including the American Acad- 
emy of Pediatrics and various others. 

Mr. Chair, this bill is nonsensical and 
is another bill in a long list of Big Oil 
giveaways pushed by the most anti-en- 
vironmental House in the history of 
our Nation. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. GARDNER. I would just inquire 
how much time I have remaining. 

The CHAIR. The gentleman from 
California has 4 minutes remaining. 

Mr. GARDNER. I thank the Chair 
and I yield myself the balance of my 
time. 

Sixty four thousand eight hundred 
five jobs, $4.3 billion in wages, $14.9 bil- 
lion in annual economic impact. That 
is the number of jobs, the amount of 
wages, and the economic impact that 
we would have seen today if not for the 
backlog of BLM projects over the past 
3 years. 

Sixty-five thousand jobs. There are 22 
proposed projects in the Western 
United States that would create nearly 
121,000 jobs. 

Over the past few years, we have seen 
gas prices increase dramatically: $3.50, 
$3.60, $3.70. Since we’ve heard debate on 
the House floor tonight, they’re going 
down. Even a flood can be lowered by a 
foot the next day, but it’s still a flood. 
Our constituents who are paying $60, 
$70 to fill up with a tank of gas to drive 
their families to school, trying to put 
food on the table, to get to work, can- 
not afford high energy prices year after 
year. 
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This bill presents us with an oppor- 
tunity to create jobs to build on Amer- 
ican energy independence, to make 
sure that we are doing the one thing 
that we set out to do, and that is im- 
prove the economic chances of this 
country, our competitiveness, and the 
lives of our constituents. But they 
can’t do it with gas prices exceeding $3, 
$4. What’s next? Because here we are 
again. 

The policies presented in this bill 
will allow us to cut through red tape 
and to increase exploration on our 
great lands in the Western United 
States across this country in an envi- 
ronmentally responsible fashion. It will 
allow us to make sure that when we ac- 
cess the Strategic Petroleum Reserve 
because of a supply problem that we’re 
also addressing a long-term supply fix 
instead of just quick-fix politics. 

We have an opportunity to make sure 
that when it comes to the regulations 
that are driving up the price of gaso- 
line—and they have a real impact; we 
have both heard before our committee 
testimony from EPA administrators 
who say, yes, it will increase the price 
of gasoline—we stop and take a look 
before we leap to make sure that we 
are analyzing to understand the impact 
they will have on our constituents, who 
continue to suffer. 

The best way to improve our econ- 
omy is to make sure that we are 
unleashing every sector of our econ- 
omy. And yes, that means renewable 
energy. This bill includes renewable 
energy. It takes a 4-year look at renew- 
able energy on public lands, to take ad- 
vantage of our opportunity with solar 
on Federal lands, with wind on Federal 
lands. But we will not sit idly by while 
our constituents pay thousands of dol- 
lars a more each year to put fuel in the 
tank, competing with the food on their 
table. 

And so, Mr. Chair, this bill presents 
us all with a great chance to increase 
our energy supply, create American 
jobs, and make sure that we under- 
stand the full ramifications of regula- 
tions and drawdowns of the Strategic 
Petroleum Reserve before we act. And I 
think it’s important that we send one 
strong message to our constituents 
that we’ve heard you. We’ve heard you 
loud and clear. And we are going to do 
everything we can to improve our econ- 
omy, bring down the cost of energy, 
create jobs. That’s when this Congress 
will do our job. This Congress will do 
our job when we pass this legislation, 
and I urge passage of H.R. 4480. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. I 
yield myself such time as I may con- 
sume. 

Mr. Chairman, the legislation that 
we are debating and considering today 
is a clear all-of-the-above plan to in- 
crease American energy production, to 
lower gasoline prices, and to reduce our 
dependence on unstable foreign energy. 
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But more than anything else, Mr. 
Chairman, this is a bill about creating 
jobs. The Domestic Energy and Jobs 
Act creates good-paying permanent 
jobs that will put people back to work 
and help grow our economy. 

The only thing that the Obama ad- 
ministration has been more hostile to 
than American job creation, Mr. Chair- 
man, is American energy production. 
Frankly, that shouldn’t surprise any- 
one because the two do go hand-in- 
hand. 

President Obama likes to talk about 
an all-of-the-above energy plan. But in 
reality, it’s a nothing-from-America 
energy plan. This administration has 
consistently said “no” to new Amer- 
ican energy production while happily 
forcing hardworking American tax- 
payers to spend over $1 million a 
minute on foreign energy. 

President Obama doesn’t want to 
drill for oil in Utah; perhaps he’d rath- 
er get it from Venezuela. President 
Obama doesn’t want to drill for natural 
gas in New Mexico; perhaps he’d rather 
get it from Yemen. 
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President Obama doesn’t want to de- 
velop our oil shale in Colorado; perhaps 
he’d rather get oil from OPEC. 

President Obama doesn’t want to im- 
port oil from our friends in Canada by 
approving the Keystone pipeline; per- 
haps he’d rather import oil from coun- 
tries that aren’t our friends in the Mid- 
dle East. 

Finally, President Obama doesn’t 
want to drill off America’s coasts, but 
he doesn’t seem to mind Fidel Castro 
drilling 60 miles from America. And he 
doesn’t seem to mind giving Brazil bil- 
lions of dollars to help them drill off 
their coasts and then promise to be 
their ‘‘best customer.” 

The American people need to under- 
stand that this administration has 
taken this country in exactly the 
wrong direction when it comes to de- 
veloping our vast energy resources. 
While President Obama has been 
digging the United States into massive 
fiscal deficits, he has also gotten 
America into an energy deficit on Fed- 
eral lands from which it could take 
years to recover. 

Energy production on Federal lands 
is one of our best opportunities for job 
creation and energy security. But time 
and again, that production has been 
blocked or delayed by this administra- 
tion. Under this administration, from 
2010-2011, oil production on Federal 
lands fell by 14 percent. And natural 
gas production on these same lands fell 
by 11 percent. Mr. Chairman, this is in 
stark contrast to the oil and natural 
gas production on State and private 
lands because that production has 
boomed. 

American energy equals American 
jobs. It’s a simple formula for job cre- 
ation and economic growth, but clearly 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE, Vol. 158, Pt. 7 


it’s one that this administration 
doesn’t seem to understand. Maybe 
that’s because they just don’t know 
how desperate Americans are for jobs. 
Just a few weeks ago, with unemploy- 
ment above 8 percent and 23 million 
Americans looking for work, our Presi- 
dent told the American people that the 
private sector is doing ‘‘just fine.” 
Well, if you don’t know what the prob- 
lem is, how can you possibly know how 
to fix it? 

Mr. Chairman, in summary, this is 
the same President that has issued the 
lowest number of onshore energy leases 
since 1984. This is the same President 
who talks about an all-of-the-above en- 
ergy plan, but actively blocks ability 
to produce more oil and natural gas 
and coal, and specifically doing so on 
public lands. For President Obama, 
“all of the above” is just a politically 
convenient slogan. But for House Re- 
publicans, it’s a real job-creating en- 
ergy policy. 

So I urge my colleagues to vote for 
the Domestic Energy and Jobs Act to 
put Americans back to work and make 
us less dependent on foreign sources. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

My colleagues, the short title of this 
bill, the Domestic Energy and Jobs 
Act, spells out the word D-E-J-A. But 
what we’re seeing here is not just deja 
vu, the feeling that we’ve seen all these 
Big Oil giveaways before. No, this bill 
is a deja preview, a look ahead into 
what the Romney administration 
would do if elected and had a GOP 
House and Senate to fully implement 
the oil companies’ legislative agenda 
and block all efforts to help clean en- 
ergy. 

There’s been a lot of discussion of the 
DREAM Act recently, but the bill we 
have before us today is really the Big 
Oil dream act. This package represents 
everything Big Oil could ever possibly 
dream up to drill on our public lands 
and roll back public health protections. 

As the world gathers in Rio de Janei- 
ro right now to try to head off cata- 
strophic global warming from the burn- 
ing of fossil fuels, here we are in the 
House of Representatives looking for 
ways to give more benefits to fossil 
fuel industries. 

And as America’s wind and solar 
companies look to hire more American 
workers, here we are in the GOP-con- 
trolled House, where the Republican 
leadership refused to make my amend- 
ment in order to establish national 
goals for wind and solar, clean energy 
and energy efficiency. They won’t even 
allow that debate to take place on the 
floor of the House of Representatives 
during what they say is the big energy 
debate for America. Can you imagine, 
it’s 2012, we are having a big energy de- 
bate, big, big debate on the energy fu- 
ture of our country, and the words 
“wind” and “solar” are not going to be 
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permitted by the Republicans to be out 
here on the House floor and being de- 
bated. And by the way, did I throw in 
biomass? Did I throw in geothermal? 
Did I throw in energy efficiency? They 
won’t allow the words to be spoken. 
There’s a gag order here, a big gag 
order by the Republicans. No debating 
that. 

And then they have the temerity to 
call it an all-of-the-above bill. Oh, a 
comprehensive energy plan without 
wind, without solar, without geo- 
thermal, without biomass, without 
plug-in hybrids or energy efficiency de- 
bated out here because they have a gag 
order. They prohibit any debating of 
those issues on the House floor. And 
yet here they are, saying it’s an all-of- 
the-above energy bill. 

Great. Great. So fair. Fair and 
square. A real debate. Let all the Mem- 
bers decide what our energy future 
looks like. 

But before the end of this year, the 
Republicans are allowing all of the tax 
breaks for the wind industry to expire. 
And what are they doing? They are ac- 
tually going to continue the $4 billion 
a year that ExxonMobil and Chevron 
get. That’s fair, huh? A gag order on 
even mentioning wind and solar out 
here as part of an amendment, a de- 
bate, $4 billion for the oil industry. 
And by the way, let’s take a look at 
what’s going on in oil production in the 
United States. 

Oh, by the way, did you hear the 
news? It’s now at an 18-year high. 
Obama, drill, baby, drill. Obama, what 
a great job. An 18-year high under 
Barack Obama, way better than George 
Bush. Way better. You have to go back 
to almost a time when a kid who’s 
graduating from high school has no 
memory of. It’s 18 years ago the last 
time there was this much oil drilling in 
the United States—Federal, State, pri- 
vate lands. 

But if you listen to the Republicans, 
they’re saying there’s not enough 
breaks for ExxonMobil. No, no, no, we 
have to give them more. This poor, be- 
leaguered company, and all of the 
other oil companies of the same size, 
they have been beleaguered as they are 
now at an 18-year peak in oil produc- 
tion in the United States. And you 
know who’s beating them up—wind and 
solar, geothermal, biomass, plug-in hy- 
brids. Very scary things to the Repub- 
lican. So scary that because they con- 
trol the Speakership, because they con- 
trol the Rules Committee, we’re not al- 
lowed to debate wind and solar. 
They’re prohibiting it today. An abso- 
lute, all-out prohibition this week on 
the discussion of wind and solar. Huh? 

When I asked to have an amendment 
be put in place that we could debate 
whether or not we had a national re- 
newable electricity standard for the 
whole country, setting goals for what 
our country should have for wind and 
solar by the year 2020, you know what 
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they said: No, we’re gagging you. You 
can’t have that debate out on the 
House floor. You can’t even raise the 
words “wind” and ‘‘solar.”’ 

Yet they’re going to keep coming out 
here saying we’re for all of the above. 
All of the above that Exxon and Shell 
and BP want. Right on their list. And 
do you know where wind and solar are 
on the BP and ExxonMobil list? Oh, 
they just forgot to put it on their list. 
And that’s what we get to debate out 
here, and it’s going to be called an all- 
of-the-above energy future. 

Well, let me tell you something—the 
American people deserve a lot better. 
They really do have a real sense that 
America has to be the leader in these 
new energy technologies. And Presi- 
dent Obama has done his best or else 
we would not be at an 18-year high. 

By the way, there are more oil rigs 
drilling in the United States for oil 
today—are you ready for this—than all 
of the other countries in the world 
combined. Barack Obama, drill, baby, 
drill. You are really doing the job. 
More oil rigs right here in the United 
States right now drilling than all the 
rest of the world combined. 

But you’re going to listen to these 
Republicans talk as though somehow 
or other, although ExxonMobil and BP 
and Shell are reporting the largest 
profits of any corporation in the his- 
tory of the world, that they are being 
discriminated against. 
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What do ExxonMobil and BP expect? 
They expect there to be a gag applied 
out here on the floor so we cannot de- 
bate wind and solar, we cannot debate 
biomass and geothermal, we cannot de- 
bate energy efficiency. And yet we’re 
supposed to sit over here in silence and 
listen to them say that they have an 
all-of-the-above energy strategy when 
we all know their entire strategy is oil 
above all—as a matter in fact, to ex- 
clude all else, exclude it, can’t even de- 
bate it. They actually passed a rule 
here last night prohibiting us from de- 
bating wind and solar, from debating 
the future, from unleashing this tech- 
nological revolution. 

And why is that the case? I’ll tell you 
why it’s the case. Because in the last 5 
years there have been 45,000 new 
megawatts of wind installed here in the 
United States. In this year, there will 
be 4,000 new megawatts of solar in- 
stalled in the United States. Do you 
know who hates that? ExxonMobil 
hates that. Shell, BP, they hate it. 
Peabody Coal, Arch Coal, they hate it. 
They see this new clean energy future 
unfolding. 

Out here on the floor of the House, as 
we debate the big energy bill here of 
2012, I’m prohibited, as the senior Dem- 
ocrat, from bringing out an amend- 
ment that talks about wind and solar, 
that talks about geothermal and bio- 
mass, that talks about energy effi- 
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ciency. Pm not allowed to bring it out 
here. So this is not an auspicious day 
for the United States Congress. 

If there were any kernel of truth 
about Obama and his incredible work 
here, lifting us to an 18-year high in 
total oil production in the United 
States—by the way, since Bush left, 
since he left, we have dropped from 
being 57 percent dependent upon im- 
ported oil down to 45 percent dependent 
upon imported oil. Did Bush do that? 
No. Did Bush’s father do that? No. 
Barack Obama did that, ladies and gen- 
tlemen. And what Barack Obama is 
saying, in addition to the dramatic de- 
cline in the amount of oil that we im- 
port from the Middle East, I would also 
like to add wind and solar and geo- 
thermal and biomass and energy effi- 
ciency. And they’re saying, oh, no, it’s 
already going too fast. This dependence 
thing is already happening much too 
fast for us. 

And, by the way, this revolution in 
wind and solar and geothermal, people 
might start driving cars that are all 
electric and dependent upon wind and 
solar to give them the electricity so 
they don’t even have to go into a gas 
station. 

Do you know what they’re really 
afraid of? They’re afraid that what is 
going to happen to them is what hap- 
pened to the typewriter, that in 20 
years we went from everyone using a 
typewriter to everyone using a com- 
puter. People have to look into a his- 
tory book to now find what a type- 
writer looks like. It only took 20 years. 
They can see this wind and solar revo- 
lution happening so fast that they’re 
afraid that in 2030 a kid won’t even 
know how to fill up a car with gasoline 
because they’ll be plugging in the car 
at home with solar and wind-generated 
electricity. That’s what they’re most 
afraid of. 

That’s what this debate is really all 
about and that’s why there’s a gag on 
the Democrats, why we’re not allowed 
to talk about wind and solar and geo- 
thermal and biomass and energy effi- 
ciency. Oh, I’m sorry, we’re allowed to 
talk about it, we’re just not allowed to 
have an amendment out here on the 
floor. We’re just not allowed to put ev- 
eryone on record as to where they 
stand on those issues. We’re just not 
allowed to do that. You cannot have an 
amendment out here on the floor. 

So this is the full extent of our abil- 
ity to help those industries, those com- 
petitive industries, those Microsofts 
and Googles and eBays and Hulus and 
YouTubes of the energy industry get 
out there and reinvent the way in 
which we generate electricity here in 
our country. That’s what this debate is 
really all about. 

At this point, Mr. Chairman, I re- 
serve the balance of my time. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Chairman, I’m very pleased to yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Colo- 
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rado (Mr. LAMBORN), author of one of 
the provisions in this. 

Mr. LAMBORN. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of the Domestic Energy and 
Jobs Act. This energy package will 
unlock some of the vast resources this 
country has been blessed with, create 
stable jobs to put Americans back to 
work, and ensure America’s energy se- 
curity for the future. 

While President Obama believes that 
the private sector is doing fine with an 
unemployment rate of over 8 percent 
and 23 million Americans looking for 
work, more Americans on food stamps 
than ever before, the U.S. Bureau of 
Labor Statistics tells us far too many 
Americans are not doing fine. And 
while private sector oil and gas are 
booming, our Federal lands are left be- 
hind. 

Rather than encouraging and imple- 
menting policies that will create jobs 
for Americans, the Democrats and the 
Obama administration unfortunately 
support antienergy, job-destroying 
policies and have refused to act on or 
have reversed policies that would have 
created jobs for Americans and allowed 
for the development of American-made 
energy. 

The Strategic Energy Production Act 
of 2012 takes the steps necessary to in- 
crease production of American-made 
energy and creates stable jobs for 
Americans. The plan, lease, permit pro- 
visions from the Natural Resources 
Committee in this legislation requires 
the administration to create a defini- 
tive, all-of-the-above, 4-year produc- 
tion plan to ensure American produc- 
tion of conventional—and, yes, renew- 
able—energy to meet our energy needs. 

While the administration has been 
unwilling to make land available for 
energy production, this legislation re- 
quires that they annually lease land 
for onshore development to ensure that 
the energy production process moves 
forward. It also streamlines the per- 
mitting process to ensure the expedi- 
tious and timely permitting of approv- 
als. The legislation also ensures that 
understaffed and underfunded BLM 
field offices receive the funding they 
need to keep up with their workloads. 

In addition to these reforms, this leg- 
islation opens one of our most prom- 
ising areas for energy production: the 
National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska, 
which would expand American energy 
production and support current energy 
jobs for Alaska. 

Finally, this legislation brings oil 
and natural gas leasing into the 21st 
century by allowing the BLM the au- 
thority to conduct Internet lease sales. 

This legislation will take huge 
strides in securing our Nation’s energy 
future. It will lessen our dependence on 
foreign sources of oil and create good- 
paying jobs for Americans across the 
country. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues 
to support the Domestic Energy and 
Jobs Act. 
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Mr. MARKEY. I yield 4 minutes to 
the gentleman from New York (Mr. 
TONKO). 

Mr. TONKO. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to H.R. 4480, which I heard 
my good friend and colleague from 
Massachusetts, Representative MAR- 
KEY, refer to as the “Déjà Preview Act” 
or the ‘‘Big Oil Drain Act.” 

Any student of history will tell you 
that the Congress was not designed to 
be efficient—while there were some 
good reasons for that—but deliberately 
celebrating that particular design of 
Congress with yet another partisan, 
short-sighted piece of legislation that 
moves United States energy policy 
backward is truly disappointing. 

H.R. 4480 leaves our energy policy 
stuck somewhere in the 1950s. While 
other nations are making serious in- 
vestments to diversify their energy 
supplies, support new clean energy 
businesses, and become less dependent 
on traditional fossil fuels, we are 
marching in place. 

H.R. 4480, with its gag order on re- 
newables and energy efficiency, is an- 
other missed opportunity and a waste 
of time. H.R. 4480 is nothing more than 
a wish list for Big Oil companies at a 
time when these companies are making 
record profits on the backs of Amer- 
ica’s taxpayers and her middle class. 

Our energy crisis isn’t that we need 
to drill for more oil. In fact, we’re ac- 
tually quite good at it as we saw in 
Representative MARKEY’s presentation. 
This bill will only make us more de- 
pendent on a limited resource that is 
priced on the global market and enjoys 
a century-old taxpayer giveaway while 
making record profits on the backs of 
our middle class. 

The answer to our energy crisis is to 
diversify our supply, support new clean 
energy businesses, become less depend- 
ent on fossil fuels—to focus on the de- 
mand side of the energy equation as 
much as we do our supply side. 

While we consider this bill, policies 
that would provide modest assistance 
to companies that are working on 
solar, wind, fuel cells, combined heat 
and power, geothermal and energy effi- 
ciency, to name a few, are languishing 
in committee. 
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These are the technologies that will 
take us into the future, a bold future. 
True, they are not yet ready to provide 
all the energy we need, but that is all 
the more reason for us to help them 
move forward aggressively. 

Jobs in the industries I’ve men- 
tioned, good-paying jobs, are at risk 
due to our failure to renew the produc- 
tion tax credit, the 1603 program, and 
the research and development tax cred- 
it. We are stifling job growth and inno- 
vation with this act. 

Eventually, traditional fossil fuels 
will run out. Already, the human 
health and environmental costs of ex- 
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tracting and using these fuels have 
risen tremendously. We choose to ig- 
nore this at our peril, or at least at the 
peril of the next generation and gen- 
erations to come. 

Over the past 40 years, the Clean Air 
Act has shown we can have both clean 
air and a vibrant economy. Since 1960, 
air pollution has decreased by more 
than 70 percent, while the economy has 
grown by more than 200 percent. 

But this bill is likely to eliminate 
jobs, while making the air we breathe 
more toxic. But that doesn’t seem to 
matter to the majority in the House. It 
does so by eliminating standards for 
cleaner vehicles and cleaner fuels, like- 
ly costing nearly 25,000 jobs a year for 
3 years. Yet more backward motion. 

The public lands policy put forward 
today and in yesterday’s legislation is 
an insult to the previous generations 
whose foresight and concern for future 
generations granted us a rich inherit- 
ance of natural resources in our wild- 
life refuges, wilderness areas, and na- 
tional parks. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Chairman, I am pleased to yield 3 min- 
utes to the gentleman from Colorado 
(Mr. TIPTON), an author of one of the 
provisions of the bill. 

Mr. TIPTON. Thank you, Chairman 
HASTINGS, for yielding me time. 

America has always had a competi- 
tive advantage as a Nation. It’s been 
the entrepreneurship, the hard work, 
the innovation of the American people. 
But we’ve also always had a different 
advantage as well—affordable energy 
in this country. We see that now im- 
periled. 

In 1979, Jimmy Carter challenged this 
Nation to move to energy self-suffi- 
ciency. Decade after decade it has not 
been addressed. This piece of legisla- 
tion is to move America fully into the 
21st century, to be able to secure for us 
and for our children this land of lib- 
erty, opportunity, and growth. It 
comes with American energy. 

The ranking member from Massachu- 
setts, I have good news for you. When 
you read the actual legislation that is 
put forward, it states in my portion of 
the bill, the Planning for American En- 
ergy Act of 2012, page 16, line 16, calling 
on the Secretary of the Interior to de- 
velop a plan for American energy. 

What does it say? 

Creating the best estimate, based upon 
commercial and scientific data of the ex- 
pected increase in megawatts for electricity 
production from each of the following 
sources: wind, solar, biomass, hydropower, 
and geothermal energy produced on Federal 
lands. 

The very thing you asked for is in 
the bill. We have an opportunity to be 
able to create an American energy fu- 
ture in this Nation, to be able to secure 
for our children that birthright that 
many of us grew up believing was an 
American birthright—the right to be 
able to live that American Dream—to 
be able to put Americans back to work. 
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The Planning for American Energy 
Act of 2012, my portion of this bill, 
speaks to that commonsense, all-of- 
the-above proposal that we all seek: 
wind, solar, geothermal, hydroelectric, 
using the minerals, the resources, the 
natural gas, the oil that we find on 
American soil. 

When we see what is happening right 
now in the Middle East, when we see at 
the gas pump our prices doubled from 
just 3 short years ago, when we talk to 
senior citizens on fixed incomes who 
are finding out when they turn on that 
light switch that their bill has in- 
creased, is it time, is it appropriate for 
us to seek an American energy solu- 
tion? The time has come. The day has 
arrived. 

The Acting CHAIR (Mr. STUTZMAN). 
The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. I 
yield the gentleman an additional 30 
seconds. 

Mr. TIPTON. Rather than encour- 
aging energy development off of our 
shores, as the President has done with 
his $2 billion loan guarantee to Brazil 
to develop their energy sources, if 
we’re going to make those kind of in- 
vestments, if we’re going to look to 
that type of future, would it not be bet- 
ter for us to develop American energy 
on American soil to put Americans 
back to work and create American en- 
ergy certainty? That day has come. 
The time is now. 

This is a good piece of legislation for 
American security and American jobs. 

Mr. MARKEY. I yield myself 1 
minute. 

I thank the gentleman from Colo- 
rado. 

Yes, what the Republicans are saying 
is, in their bill, that they want a study 
for 4 years of wind and solar. A study? 

Well, maybe they should study the 
fact that it’s very sunny in Florida. It’s 
very windy out in the Midwest and, as 
a matter of fact, so sunny and so windy 
that there have been 45,000 megawatts 
of wind installed over the last 6 years 
in the United States, that there’s going 
to be 4,000 new megawatts of solar in- 
stalled in the United States just this 
year. 

So maybe the Republicans should 
study the studies that are already out 
there, and maybe they could actually 
look over and ask the coal industry 
what they're thinking as they’ve 
dropped from 51 percent of all elec- 
trical generation down to 36 percent of 
all electrical generation in the last 5 
years. 

Maybe they’re looking at the wind 
industry. Maybe they’re looking at the 
solar industry. Maybe you could call 
them. But you don’t have to wait 4 
years, because all you want to do is 
study it. What we want to do is give 
the incentive for the wind and solar in- 
dustry to continue their revolution. 

I yield 5 minutes, if I may, Mr. Chair- 
man, to the gentleman from New Jer- 
sey (Mr. HOLT), the ranking member of 
the subcommittee. 
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Mr. HOLT. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
my friend from Massachusetts, and I 
thank him for laying out so clearly all 
the shortcomings of this legislation, 
this oil-above-all legislation. It really 
is nothing but a big giveaway to Big 
Oil. 

The only jobs it will create will be in 
the boardrooms and the executive of- 
fices of the Big Oil companies because, 
since 2005, even as ExxonMobil, Chev- 
ron, BP, and Shell have made more 
than $650 billion in profits—need I re- 
peat that? $650 billion in profits—they 
eliminated more than 11,000 jobs, U.S. 
jobs, American jobs. And this is even 
while wind and solar were creating 
50,000 jobs. 

Yes, there’s a mismatch here. The 
bill before us presented by the Repub- 
licans says we’ll study to see how much 
solar and wind energy might come 
from these lands in the future instead 
of saying let’s get these energy sources 
of the 21st century rolling in these 
lands. It’s not a plan of what we might 
get. The Markey amendment would 
have set standards for what we would 
get. 

Now, the Republicans have a long 
record of protecting tax breaks for Big 
Oil while cutting clean energy initia- 
tives. That’s what we see here. 

But what I wanted to talk about is 
the damage that would be done under 
this legislation. Health officials today 
here in Washington are warning people 
to avoid the heat and stay indoors. I 
don’t think they had in mind that we 
stay indoors to pass legislation that 
chokes off public health protections, 
that modifies the Clean Air Act to 
make it ineffective, and yet that’s 
what this bill does. 
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By rejecting clean energy and push- 
ing only for more fossil fuels to blan- 
ket the world with heat-trapping pollu- 
tion, the Republican majority is essen- 
tially turning off the world’s air condi- 
tioner and turning on the heater. 

There is a reason that the term ‘‘fos- 
sil fuels’? applies—actually, two rea- 
sons. One is that these are derived from 
ancient plants that have decayed deep 
in the Earth and have produced petro- 
leum. But there is another reason. 
“Fossil” means ‘‘archaic.’”’ ‘‘Fossil’’ 
means ‘‘out of date.” ‘‘Fossil’’ does not 
mean ‘‘21st century.” 

Yet that’s where this legislation is 
taking us—in the wrong direction and 
in the wrong direction with regard to 
environmental protection. 

In the wake of the Deepwater Hori- 
zon disaster, we shouldn’t be playing 
games with safety and the environ- 
ment. The spill exposed a woefully in- 
adequate environmental review process 
that was done prior to the oil and gas 
leasing. The environmental review 
done prior to the BP spill was so sloppy 
that response plans talked about pro- 
tecting walruses. Obviously, they were 
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just, in an unthinking way, using old 
Alaska pages. 

Tourism is the lifeblood of so many 
of our coastal communities. As the 
economy is struggling to recover, we 
can’t risk the kind of environmental 
damage that derails economic progress 
in these areas. We should understand 
the risks of drilling, and we should 
strengthen the protections, not weaken 
them. Furthermore, there will be dam- 
age done to the whole leasing process. 

For my colleagues on the other side 
of the aisle who are so worried that 
putting some real standards—some ex- 
pecting of good performance from oil 
companies—would somehow interfere 
with their production, let me point out 
some good news. Today, the Interior 
Department announced the results of 
an oil and gas lease sale in the Gulf of 
Mexico. 

The Acting CHAIR. The time of the 
gentleman has expired. 

Mr. MARKEY. Would the Chair tell 
me how much time is remaining. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Massachusetts has 8⁄2 minutes. 

Mr. MARKEY. I yield an additional 
minute to the gentleman from New 
Jersey. 

Mr. HOLT. I thank my friend. 

According to the Interior Depart- 
ment, today’s leases that were bid on 
today, which have some lease stand- 
ards apply that require increasing rent- 
al rates and shorter lease terms—the 
very things that the folks on the other 
side of the aisle here say would be kill- 
ers, would stop the drilling—were 
record-setting lease sales, bringing in 
$11.7 billion even with these new condi- 
tions for offshore drilling; and they’re 
saying what works here offshore won’t 
work on the lands that we are talking 
about in this legislation. 

Now, Ill tell you what’s a killer in 
this. A killer is the relaxing of the pub- 
lic health and environmental standards 
in the legislation. That’s literally a 
killer. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Chairman, I am very pleased to yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Alaska 
(Mr. YOUNG), whose State has tremen- 
dous resources. 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. I support this 
legislation. It’s long overdue. Title VI 
of this legislation is a good step for- 
ward in Pet 4 in Alaska, so it is with 
great amazement that I listened to the 
two previous speakers. 

Wind power, you can take and cover 
every acre of the United States, includ- 
ing the parks and refuges, and put 
solar panels on them, but you’ll only 
produce 20 percent of the consumption 
of energy we use today. Now, think 
about that—no parks, no refuges—all 
solar panels, and we’re going to take 
care of the problem. By the way, it has 
to be transported to a battery, taken 
and made by rare earths from China. 

That’s what this is all about. It’s 
nonsense. 
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The idea that wind is going to solve 
the problem and that solar is going to 
solve the problem, that’s nonsense be- 
cause, in reality, fossil fuel, to this 
day, is the only fuel that can move an 
object, ladies and gentlemen. It moves 
your car; it moves your truck; it moves 
your plane; it moves your train; and it 
moves your ship that brings all the 
product to and from the United States. 

You’re not going to do it with a bean- 
ie on your hat. You’re not going to do 
it with solar panels that have to cover 
every acre of the United States of 
America. It’s because we’re collecting 
the power of the Sun down here at the 
bottom of the pyramid. We’re not col- 
lecting from the source. If you want to 
go far, if you want to be really reach- 
ing into the future, collect it up there 
and beam it down to a point where we 
can create electricity. 

This is a good bill because, ladies and 
gentlemen, Mr. TIPTON said it right. In 
his bill, we do have action on wind and 
solar, although it will not work, and 
we know it won’t work. We need fossil 
fuels now until we have the time to 
produce another source of energy that 
does not need electrical batteries to 
run a car. We’re going to plug a car in? 
Nonsense. It won’t happen, because you 
need to produce energy from some 
other source to create the electricity. 
You’re against nuclear power. You’re 
against hydropower. By the way, you’d 
like to take and grow our way into new 
power by using corn—a food—for en- 
ergy. That’s absolutely nonsense. 

Shame on you to say this is not a 
good bill. This is a good bill. It’s not a 
nonsense bill. 

Today, the NPRA remains in various stages 
of exploration, and experiences no shortage of 
interest from producers. However, there have 
been a series of bureaucratic delays that have 
impeded production from this vast area. This 
bill seeks to remedy that situation and give the 
American people the energy resources they 
need. 

The Trans Alaska Pipeline System is run- 
ning at one-third capacity. Soon, without the 
addition of increased oil supplies, that pipeline 
will no longer be economical to operate. Car- 
rying 11% of our Nation’s supply, TAPS is crit- 
ical infrastructure for this nation that must be 
protected. This winter TAPS was shut down 
for a period of days and fuel prices on the 
West coast shot up immediately in a drastic 
manner. Luckily, NPRA is only tens of miles 
from existing pipeline infrastructure that leads 
into TAPS. 

A few weeks ago, clearly acknowledging 
that increased supplies will bring down energy 
prices, President Obama released 30 million 
barrels of oil form the Strategic Petroleum re- 
serve. The National Petroleum Reserve—Alas- 
ka has 2.7 billion barrels and already has in- 
frastructure in place to bring the oil to market! 

Title VI of H.R. 4480 is a good first step to- 
wards harnessing the potential that these fed- 
eral lands in Alaska have to provide domestic 
energy supplies. 

Mr. MARKEY. Again, I ask how 
much time is remaining on both sides. 
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The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Washington has 1732 minutes. The 
gentleman from Massachusetts has 714 
minutes. 

Mr. MARKEY. I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Chairman, I am very pleased to yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from South 
Carolina, a member of the Natural Re- 
sources Committee, Mr. DUNCAN. 

Mr. DUNCAN of South Carolina. I 
thank the chairman. 

There can be no national security 
without energy security. Let that sink 
in. There can be no national security 
without energy security. 

House Republicans support a truly 
all-of-the-above energy policy, not one 
put forth by the Obama administration 
and House Democrats, which basically 
is an all-of-the-above, except for X, Y, 
and Z, policy, which blows through 
Americans’ hard-earned tax dollars by 
chasing phantom solutions to our en- 
ergy needs with companies like 
Solyndra. ‘‘All of the above” means 
opening up Federal lands for energy 
production and exploration, and it puts 
Americans to work. 

Americans simply need to look to 
one western State to see a microcosm 
of what America could be with an en- 
ergy-driven economy. That State is 
North Dakota. When you get off the 
plane in North Dakota, they give youa 
job whether you need one or not. 
They’re approaching a zero percent un- 
employment rate—zero. It is an en- 
ergy-driven economy. It is the micro- 
cosm of what this Nation could be if we 
would pursue an energy-driven econ- 
omy. 

Energy from Federal lands could be a 
reality. Energy from the Outer Conti- 
nental Shelf could be a reality if we 
would embrace opening up American 
resources for production, which is like 
the folks in North Dakota have done on 
State and private lands. This is good 
policy for America. Energy policy 
works. 

Mr. MARKEY. I continue to reserve 
the balance of my time. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Chairman, I am very pleased to yield 3 
minutes to another member of the Nat- 
ural Resources Committee, the gen- 
tleman from Ohio (Mr. JOHNSON). 

Mr. JOHNSON of Ohio. Mr. Chair- 
man, today I rise in strong support of 
H.R. 4480, the Domestic Energy and 
Jobs Act. This important legislation 
begins to put in place a true all-of-the- 
above energy plan, a type of plan that 
has been missing since this President 
came into office in 2009. 

This legislation will expand oil, gas, 
and renewable energy development on 
Federal lands to help increase the sup- 
ply of energy and lower energy prices 
for consumers. It will also give relief to 
drivers who are paying high prices at 
the pump every month due to very 
costly EPA regulations that are sched- 
uled to go into place. 
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This legislation also contains a bill 
that I introduced, the BLM Live Inter- 
net Auctions Act. This section of the 
bill is supported by my friends on the 
opposite side of the aisle here and even 
the administration. The BLM Live 
Internet Auctions Act will bring the 
BLM Lease Auction program into the 
21st century by allowing BLM to con- 
duct online leases just like the private 
sector has been doing for over 10 years. 

We hear a lot about an all-of-the- 
above energy policy. The President 
even talked about an all-of-the-above 
energy policy in the State of the 
Union. I’m convinced that what the 
President means by an all-of-the-above 
energy policy is anything all and above 
the ground, because it seems like he 
doesn’t want us going after our own 
natural resources. 

If we had an energy policy that said, 
Look, we’re going to draw a line in the 
sand, and over the next 10 years we’re 
going to become energy independent 
and secure in America, we’re going to 
go after the trillions of barrels of oil 
that we already own, we’re going to 
harvest the vast volumes of natural gas 
and oil that we own, we’re going to 
continue to mine and harvest coal and 
use it environmentally soundly, we’re 
even going to expand our nuclear foot- 
print because it’s the safest and most 
reliable form of energy on the planet, 
and, yeah, we’ll even look at wind and 
solar and find out where those renew- 
able energy sources fit into an overall 
scheme, but we’re not going to sit on 
the sidelines any longer and be be- 
holden to foreign countries for our en- 
ergy, if we had that kind of vision 
backed with regulatory reform that 
said to the regulatory agencies like the 
EPA and the Department of the Inte- 
rior, Starting today, you become part- 
ners in progress with America’s indus- 
tries and businesses—if you’ve a got a 
national security or public health or 
public safety reason for saying ‘‘no,”’ 
then say ‘‘no.’’ But don’t let ‘‘no’’ be 
the final answer. 

I think the American people have an 
expectation that their elected officials 
and the bureaucracies that are sent 
here to manage the American system 
are partners in progress, not barriers 
to progress. 

I urge my colleagues to support H.R. 
4480, the Domestic Energy and Jobs 
Act. I certainly do, and I urge them to, 
as well. 

Mr. MARKEY. I yield 2 minutes to 
the gentleman from Minnesota (Mr. 
ELLISON). 

Mr. ELLISON. I would like to thank 
you, Mr. MARKEY, and Mr. HASTINGS, as 
well, for the time. 

Mr. Chairman, my friends on the 
other side of the aisle keep on using 
this mantra, ‘‘all of the above, all of 
the above.” I think they should really 
name it ‘‘oil above all.’’ Oil above all 
would be a better name because it’s 
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very clear that this bill is really just a 
wish list and a checkoff for the big oil 
industry. It weakens public health pro- 
tections, it forces arbitrary giveaways 
on public land, and it puts energy drill- 
ing ahead of all uses of Federal land. 
This is not a long-term strategy solu- 
tion. It is an oil-above-all strategy. 

The oil, gas, and coal industry are al- 
ready getting billions in corporate wel- 
fare while they’re making record prof- 
its. How much of the American tax- 
payers’ money do they need? They will 
receive at least $110 billion in subsidies 
over the next 10 years. These subsidies 
have been won by decades of lobbying. 
In 2011, the oil, gas, and coal industry 
spent $167 million lobbying. But in 
comparison to the return on their in- 
vestment, $167 million is small because 
they got subsidies of $110 billion. It is 
lucrative for them to do so. 

They don’t even need our help, Mr. 
Chairman. In 2011, just last year, the 
Big Five oil companies made $187 bil- 
lion in profits. That’s good by any 
measure. Why in the world would an 
industry that makes $187 billion in 
profits need the help of the American 
people with these tax breaks that the 
Republican majority won’t even agree 
to get rid of? 

This bill is simply checking off from Big Oil’s 
wish list. 

It weakens public health protections. 

It forces arbitrary giveaways of public land. 

It puts energy drilling ahead of all other 
uses of federal land. 

This is not a long-term energy solution. 

The oil, gas, and coal industries are already 
getting billions in corporate welfare. 

They will receive at least $110 billion in sub- 
sidies over the next 10 years. 

These subsidies have been won by decades 
of lobbying. 

In 2011, the oil, gas, and coal industries 
spent $167 million lobbying the federal gov- 
ernment. 

They don’t need our help. 

In 2011, the Big Five oil companies made 
$137 billion in profits. 

But the renewable energy industry does 
need investment. 

Renewable energy is an emerging industry 
that can create thousands of new jobs. 

Yet we are subsidizing the fossil fuel indus- 
try at 6 times the rate we are supporting re- 
newable energy. 

| offered a simple amendment to this bill. 

It was a sense of Congress that fossil fuel 
subsidies should be reduced to help control 
the budget deficit. 

Unfortunately, it seems the Republicans are 
too beholden to Big Oil to even allow a vote 
on my amendment. 

| hope my colleagues on the other side—es- 
pecially fiscal conservatives—agree that $110 
billion in fossil fuel subsidies to profitable com- 
panies makes no sense. 

We need a true “All of the above bill” that 
invests in clean, renewable energy—not this 
“Oil above all” bill. 

| urge my colleagues to oppose this bill. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Chairman, I am very pleased to yield 2 
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minutes to the gentleman from Geor- 
gia, Dr. GINGREY, a member of the En- 
ergy and Commerce Committee. 

Mr. GINGREY of Georgia. Mr. Chair- 
man, I thank the chairman for yield- 
ing. 

The previous speaker, the gentleman 
from Minnesota, it sounds like his pol- 
icy on his side of the aisle is: No oil, no 
matter what. 

This is a very good bill. If it becomes 
law, H.R. 4480, the Domestic Energy 
and Jobs Act, will put people back to 
work. It will be a great giant step to- 
ward creating energy independence for 
this country. And, yes, indeed, my col- 
leagues, it will bring down the price of 
gasoline at the pump, which has actu- 
ally doubled in 34% years under Presi- 
dent Obama’s watch. 

As a member of the Energy and Com- 
merce Committee, let me focus on one 
specific title of this legislation: The 
Strategic Energy Production Act. The 
Strategic Petroleum Reserve that we 
have in this country is about 700 mil- 
lion barrels of oil. Mr. Chairman, that 
reserve is there for a situation of a do- 
mestic crisis, not a political crisis. We 
use 20 million barrels of oil a day in 
this country. If you assume that 60 per- 
cent of it was domestically produced 
and we had to import 8 million barrels 
of oil a day, then think about how 
many days it would last if we truly had 
a crisis and OPEC cut us off completely 
from what we import. That reserve 
would last about 90 days. That is a 3- 
month period of time. Yet, President 
Obama wants to take that reserve and 
use it for political purposes. 

This title of the bill, Mr. Chairman, 
just simply says that every ounce of oil 
that he takes out of the strategic re- 
serve, we would increase that same 
amount on Federal lands. 

The Acting CHAIR. The time of the 
gentleman has expired. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. I 
yield an additional 30 seconds to the 
gentleman. 

Mr. GINGREY of Georgia. I thank 
the gentleman. 

Here is an important point, my col- 
leagues. What this President has done 
has simply cut the production on Fed- 
eral lands by 11 percent on his watch. 

Let’s pass this bill so that we do cre- 
ate jobs, we put people back to work, 
we become independent in this coun- 
try, and not dependent on nations that 
hate us. 

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Chair, I reserve 
the balance of my time. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Chairman, I am very pleased to yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Ten- 
nessee (Mr. ROE). 

Mr. ROE of Tennessee. Mr. Chairman, 
I rise today in support of H.R. 4480. 

The average American family buys 
1,100 gallons of gasoline per year. If the 
price of gas fell just $1 from the cur- 
rent national average of $3.49, families 
would save $1,100 a year. 
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For far too long, this administration 
has prioritized politics over the needs 
of the American people, and today in 
this body we have an opportunity to 
work together and do what’s right for 
the future of this country. The Domes- 
tic Energy and Jobs Act will help ease 
the pain at the pump, create jobs, and 
push this country towards energy inde- 
pendence. 

This commonsense legislation would 
put several costly and potential bur- 
densome EPA regulations on hold 
while an analysis of the potential costs 
and consequences of these rules is 
done. To me, it is unthinkable that we 
wouldn’t ask agencies to consider the 
impact of a regulation on jobs and the 
economy, particularly at a time of 
such economic uncertainty. 

To boost our energy production, the 
Domestic Energy and Jobs Act will re- 
quire the Secretary of the Interior to 
act on oil and natural gas lease appli- 
cations and will cut red tape on open- 
ing up new reserves in Alaska. This 
legislation would also restrict the 
Strategic Petroleum Reserve from 
being tapped unless the administration 
develops a plan to explore for addi- 
tional sources of oil. 

Let me put this in perspective. As a 
young Army officer in Korea in 1973 
and 1974, there was an oil embargo. 
OPEC cut off oil production and send- 
ing it to the U.S. We only got heat 3 
hours a day. We had to keep the heat 
for our tanks and our aircraft to pro- 
tect this Nation. So it is one of stra- 
tegic importance, and energy is a very 
important source of that. 
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To obtain energy independence is not 
only a key component to our domestic 
recovery, but it’s also an issue of na- 
tional security, as I just mentioned. 
Becoming energy independent is far too 
important for the future of this coun- 
try to continue to put politics above 
people. 

I encourage my colleagues to join in 
supporting the Domestic Energy and 
Jobs Act. 

Mr. MARKEY. May I ask again, Mr. 
Chairman, that we review where the 
majority and minority are in terms of 
time remaining in debate? 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Massachusetts has 542 minutes. 
The gentleman from Washington has 
844 minutes. 

Mr. MARKEY. I will yield myself 1 
minute at this time. 

I would just like to review, once 
again, the Republican  ‘‘all-of-the- 
above” plan: One, light, sweet crude 
oil. Two, sour, high sulfur oil. Three, 
heavy oil. Four, tar sands oil. Five, oil 
shale. And oh, just to mix it up, a little 
natural gas. What they forgot was, of 
course, wind, solar, geothermal, and 
biomass. And they won’t even allow us 
to have an amendment out here on the 
floor in order to have a debate over it. 


9543 


But that ‘‘oil above all” agenda you 
have, it is very comprehensive, and I 
give you credit for figuring out every 
single way that we can help all the oil 
companies in the United States at the 
expense of all the renewable energy in- 
dustries. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Chairman, I am pleased to yield 2 min- 
utes to the gentleman from Mississippi 
(Mr. NUNNELEE). 

Mr. NUNNELEE. I would like to 
thank the chairman for yielding. 

I rise in support of the Domestic En- 
ergy and Jobs Act. You know, Amer- 
ica’s been blessed with an abundance of 
natural resources under our feet and 
off our shores. We have the largest coal 
reserves in the world. New technologies 
are making it possible to unlock vast 
new reserves of oil and natural gas. We 
need to do everything possible to safely 
and responsibly develop those natural 
resources because doing so will create 
good, high-paying jobs, and it will im- 
prove national security by reducing 
our dependence on energy from unsta- 
ble regions of the world. 

Higher gas prices are a cruel tax. 
They’re a cruel tax on hardworking 
men and women who are trying to find 
a way to get back and forth to work. 
Higher gas prices are a cruel tax on 
seniors living on a fixed income. 

And unfortunately, this administra- 
tion is full of people that are pushing a 
radical environmental agenda that’s 
hostile to energy development. They 
believe the solution is to force the 
price of traditional energy supplies to 
skyrocket so that alternative green en- 
ergy becomes artificially competitive. 

Alternative energy should be a part 
of the mix. But the reality is that fos- 
sil fuels will be the main source of our 
energy for at least the next two gen- 
erations, and it’s fantasy to suggest 
otherwise. 

Now we do support an all-of-the- 
above strategy, but that all-of-the- 
above strategy also includes an all-of- 
the-below strategy. We support devel- 
oping those resources that are below 
our feet and off our shores. That’s why 
I am proud to support the Domestic 
Energy and Jobs Act. 

Mr. MARKEY. At this time I yield 
myself 2 minutes. 

You know, I hate giving all the bad 
news to the Republicans. But Pll give 
you some more bad news. You hate to 
hear it, but I will give it to you any- 
way. 

In 2011, in terms of new electrical 
generation in the United States, 33 per- 
cent came from natural gas, 29 percent 
from wind, 20 percent from coal, and 8 
percent from solar. Got that again? 
Wind and solar were about 37 percent of 
all new electrical generating capacity 
in the United States in the year 2011. 
But you guys want to study it. You 
want to have more information about 
this technology. 
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And by the way, in that study, you 
should also throw a few other things— 
a single device from which you can 
talk to your family, send emails, and 
watch videos. That’s a concept some 
people have. You might want to study 
that as well. Oh, no, we already have 
that. 

Sending a man to the Moon and re- 
turning him safely to the Earth. Oh, I 
guess that’s something else we already 
did. How about studying the possibility 
of mapping the entire human genome 
so we can have an idea of what mate- 
rial humanity is made out of, to kind 
of break a breakthrough. Oh, I think 
we’ve already done that. And there 
may be many other things that we can 
throw into that solar and wind study 
that we also don’t need to have studied 
that you can also throw in there as 
part of your technological and sci- 
entific phobia that refuses to have you 
admit that things are already hap- 
pening. 

And by the way, something else you 
are refusing to admit that happened— 
during Bush’s term as President, the 
production of oil went down, down, 
down, down from 2001-2008. Do you 
know what happened once Obama took 
over? Up, up, up, up. So much oil drill- 
ing, in fact, that all the rigs in the 
world combined are not matching what 
Obama has done in terms of total oil 
rigs out there. And we are now at an 18- 
year high in oil. 

Maybe you should study this. Maybe 
this is hard for you to understand. I’ve 
heard all the Members out here saying 
that there is a jihad against oil being 
waged by the Obama administration. It 
just doesn’t match any of the evidence. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Chairman, I will advise my very good 
friend from Massachusetts that I am 
prepared to close if he is prepared to 
close. 

Mr. MARKEY. I will yield myself the 
balance of my time. 

Let me just say that I know it’s not 
anything that has been observed by the 
Republicans. But the price of gasoline 
has dropped for the last 11 weeks in a 
row, ever since the President threat- 
ened to use the Strategic Petroleum 
Reserve, because it was never about 
supply and demand. It was always 
about fear and greed. It was what Wall 
Street was doing and manipulating the 
price of oil and the commodities fu- 
tures of the marketplace. It was about 
the fear that people had about a war in 
Iran breaking out. 

But what’s the response from the Re- 
publicans? Well, they have a brilliant 
amendment inside of their bill. What 
they say here is that if, God forbid, the 
Ayatollah ever attacked the United 
States, a Middle Eastern war ever 
broke out, and the President deployed 
the Strategic Petroleum Reserve, 10 
million barrels worth of the Strategic 
Petroleum Reserve, you know what 
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their bill says? That we, the Federal 
Government—if the Republican bill 
passes today—would then have to sell 
to ExxonMobil and the other Big Oil 
companies 200 million acres of Federal 
lands for ExxonMobil and the other Big 
Oil companies to drill on. 

Understand that? That the Ayatollah 
attacks us, there’s a war in the Middle 
East, and who do we have to pay the 
ransom to? To the Big Oil companies of 
the United States, if we deploy the 
Strategic Petroleum Reserve. 

Now how nonsensical is that? That is 
an absolutely crazy idea, that the oil 
companies become the beneficiaries of 
a Middle Eastern conflict. They get the 
public lands of the United States, 200 
million acres that we have to sell them 
simultaneously. It’s almost a trigger 
that occurs inside of their legislation. 
That’s how meshuggah this all is. 

This is an absolutely crazy set of 
concepts, where we can’t have an 
amendment on wind and solar, geo- 
thermal, biomass, plug-in hybrids, all 
new technologies and efficiency that 
back out the need for all this oil to 
ever come in in the first place. And as 
a penalty, the country will use this 
Strategic Petroleum Reserve as a 
weapon of our national security 
against OPEC, that if the President 
uses it, we have to sell 200 million 
acres of American land to the oil com- 
panies so that they can even drill for 
bargain basement prices here in the 
country. 

This bill is absolutely the wrong rec- 
ipe for our country as we head into the 
21st century. I urge a ‘‘no’’ vote. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
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Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. I 
yield myself the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is 
recognized for 7 minutes. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Chairman, it is hard to know where to 
start as I close the debate on this por- 
tion of the bill because there’s been so 
much information out there and so 
much information that, frankly, I 
won’t say it’s untrue, but it’s not ex- 
actly accurate. 

Let me start with the idea that the 
price of gasoline has dropped with this 
administration. In January of 2009, the 
average price of gasoline in this coun- 
try was $1.82 a gallon. Now what is 
magic about January 2009? Well, that 
was the month that the President was 
inaugurated and the price of gasoline 
was $1.82 a gallon. Today, the average 
price of gasoline is $3.48. Now if your 
math is such that the price of gasoline 
drops when it starts at $1.82 and ends 
at $3.48, you’ve got fuzzy math. But 
that’s what we keep hearing. 

Furthermore, we have heard I don’t 
know how many Members on the other 
side speak, but I dare say every one of 
them said that this is a giveaway to oil 
and gas. If they didn’t say it, they im- 
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plied it, trying to get that message 
across. 

Now, I wondered when I heard the de- 
bate here about there’s no reference to 
renewables if they read the bill. I am 
now convinced they did not read the 
bill, Mr. Chairman. And let me tell you 
why. Because when we talk about re- 
newables, we’re talking about Federal 
lands and we say that the Secretary— 
and I’m reading from page 15, title III, 
section 44, paragraph 3. It says: 

The Secretary shall determine a domestic 
strategic production objective for the devel- 
opment of energy resources from Federal on- 
shore lands. 

Now that’s the directive. 

So on page 16 we make reference to 
renewable energy. And they said, Oh, 
it’s just a study. What do you mean it’s 
just a study? Well, if you read, Mr. 
Chairman, we are asking for a study 
for the estimates of what? On sub- 
section A, it’s oil and natural gas. 
What? We’re asking for a study of oil 
and natural gas on Federal lands. 
Then, you go to C. It talks about the 
critical minerals. Then it goes on to re- 
newables. 

In other words, the point Pm mak- 
ing, Mr. Chairman—and this is very 
important—if this is a giveaway to oil 
and gas companies and not helping re- 
newables, then why is it the precise 
same language for the type of produc- 
tion of energy on Federal lands? You 
can’t have it both ways. 

So I think, Mr. Chairman, that this is 
a very good bill because we’re focusing 
on where the greatest resources we 
have in this country are on Federal 
lands. That’s where the greatest poten- 
tial resources are. This bill is aimed at 
those resources. That’s why this bill is 
so important. 

Let’s set production goals on all en- 
ergy development. And that means all- 
of-the-above. That means above 
ground. That means underground, as 
my friend from Mississippi said. That’s 
what we are attempting to do. But to 
suggest that this is a giveaway when 
precisely the same language applies to 
all energy production, frankly, is inac- 
curate. 

So with that, Mr. Chairman, I urge 
my colleagues to support this piece of 
legislation. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. | rise today in 
opposition to H.R. 4480, the Domestic Energy 
and Jobs Act. 

While | support pieces of H.R. 4480, unfor- 
tunately | am not able to vote for the bill be- 
cause | believe it will actually create more reg- 
ulatory confusion and impediments for our do- 
mestic producers. Title |, for example, requires 
the Secretary of Energy to develop a plan to 
increase domestic oil and gas leasing from on- 
shore and offshore federal lands that are 
under the jurisdiction of the Departments of 
Agriculture, Energy, Interior, and Defense 
within 180 days of a release of petroleum from 
the Strategic Petroleum Reserve. A new gov- 
ernment bureaucracy at the Department of En- 
ergy would develop this plan, which duplicates 
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the oil and gas leasing programs at the De- 
partments of Interior and Agriculture. During a 
House Energy and Commerce Hearing on the 
bill, the Secretary of Energy expressed many 
concerns about their ability to effectively do 
this. 

| am also concerned with Title IIl of the bill, 
which would overturn the multiple-use principle 
established in the Federal Land Policy and 
Management Act of 1976. This would under- 
mine the basic principal which has guided the 
management of public lands for 35 years. 

| also have concerns with Section 206 of the 
bill, which would require the Environmental 
Protection Agency to consider industry costs 
when determining what level of air pollution is 
“safe.” By doing this we would be rolling back 
one of the core aspects of the Clean Air Act— 
a requirement that was passed on a bipartisan 
basis over 40 years ago, signed into law by a 
Republican President and unanimously upheld 
by the Supreme Court in 2001. | plan to offer 
an amendment that would strike section 206 
and | hope that my colleagues will support it. 

As a strong supporter of policies that en- 
courage and support domestic energy produc- 
tion, my hope is that in the future, the House 
takes up legislation that deals with this impor- 
tant issue without including controversial policy 
riders that prevent bipartisan support in the 
House and movement in the Senate. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair, | rise 
today in support of H.R. 4480, the Domestic 
Energy and Jobs Act. This important legisla- 
tion brings together multiple domestic energy 
bills that seek to help jumpstart our economy, 
spur job creation, and reduce energy costs on 
families and small businesses. 

Given our slow economic recovery and high 
unemployment, we ought to do everything 
within our powers to ease the burdens facing 
Americans. Instead, this Administration con- 
tinues to push policies that stifle job creation 
and increase uncertainty. The failed policies of 
the last three and a half years have only made 
a bad situation worse. Why would we continue 
to go down a path that makes it harder and 
harder for American companies to compete in 
a competitive global market? Energy costs are 
a major factor for companies when they are 
considering building a new facility or moving 
operations overseas. Let’s make that decision 
easy for them and work to keep energy costs 
low so a U.S. presence is more attractive. 

Today, we have an opportunity to pass leg- 
islation that will help stimulate the economy, 
lower the costs on small businesses and put 
a few extra dollars in the pockets of hard 
working Americans. For too long, we have ig- 
nored the abundant resources here at home, 
leaving us at the mercy of OPEC and other 
unstable countries throughout the world. | 
found it amusing that earlier this year when 
gas prices rose to record levels, some of my 
colleagues on the other side of the aisle, 
these are the same individuals who are vehe- 
mently opposed to opening up production of 
oil and gas here in the U.S., were encouraging 
OPEC to increase oil production output. Why 
would we encourage OPEC to increase pro- 
duction, while doing everything in our power to 
severely limit production here at home? 

Additionally, | am pleased that this legisla- 
tion makes an attempt to reduce the abuse of 
the Strategic Petroleum Reserve to score 
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short term political points by tying the release 
of oil to opening up federal lands for oil and 
gas production. Also, this legislation takes im- 
portant steps to streamline the permitting proc- 
ess for all energy sources, increase trans- 
parency and accountability on EPA regula- 
tions, and provide for greater lease certainty. 

It is important for everyone to understand 
that currently only three percent of federal 
land is leased for oil and gas development. 
Given the instability in the Middle East, we 
must make it a priority to explore and develop 
our own natural resources. This doesn’t mean 
that this has to come at the expense of our 
environment. The U.S. Chamber of Commerce 
has identified 351 energy projects that have 
been stalled by “not in my backyard” suits, 
regulatory red tape, and endless challenges 
from environmentalists. What many may not 
realize is that almost half of these projects 
were for renewable energy projects. So this is 
not just an obstacle the oil and gas industry is 
facing. | am confident that we can find a way 
to ensure the protection of our environment 
while developing energy resources here at 
home, and this legislation is a step forward to 
make that possible. 

It is time we put Americans back to work, 
and this legislation will go a long way to en- 
courage economic growth, decrease our na- 
tion’s dependence on foreign sources of oil, 
and reduce the costs on hard working Ameri- 
cans. | urge my colleagues to support this bill. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Chair, there are now 
34 days left in this legislative session. We 
could—and should—be focusing our attention 
on serious legislation that will create jobs and 
make a real difference in the lives of our con- 
stituents. Like a long term transportation bill. 
Or preventing a doubling of student loan inter- 
est rates. Or the President's American Jobs 
Act. 

Instead, under the pretense of lowering gas 
prices, we are dealing with this ill-considered 
collection of seven proposals that together 
would gut the Clean Air Act, trump responsible 
public lands management, and needlessly en- 
cumber the President’s ability to safeguard our 
energy security. 

In a radical departure from over forty years 
of successful, science-based clean air regula- 
tion, this legislation would for the first time re- 
quire the EPA to consider industry costs when 
determining what level of ozone is “safe” for 
Americans to breathe—which is like a doctor 
changing a patient's diagnosis based on the 
cost of the treatment. Costs clearly matter, 
and they are routinely incorporated into the 
scoping of compliance plans. But they should 
never be allowed to interfere with the initial, 
scientific determination as to what is safe for 
Americans and what is not. This kind of error 
is further extended to the public lands provi- 
sions of this bill, which elevate energy produc- 
tion over hunting, fishing, recreation, con- 
servation and other management uses while 
imposing arbitrary deadlines for the approval 
of onshore drilling applications regardless of 
safety concerns. Finally, the President’s ability 
to tap the Strategic Petroleum Reserve to re- 
spond to disruptions in our Nation’s energy 
supply would for the first time be conditioned 
on a poorly defined new drilling plan that is 
completely unrelated to the purpose of the 
SPR. 


9545 


Mr. Chair, this is not serious legislation. It is 
hastily thrown together legislative filler which 
everyone in this chamber understands is dead 
on arrival in the Senate. Given the magnitude 
of the challenges we face, we simply do not 
have this kind of time to waste. 

The CHAIR. All time for general de- 
bate has expired. 

Pursuant to the rule, the bill shall be 
considered for amendment under the 5- 
minute rule. 

In lieu of the amendment in the na- 
ture of a substitute recommended by 
the Committee on Energy and Com- 
merce, printed in the bill, it shall be in 
order to consider as an original bill for 
the purpose of amendment under the 5- 
minute rule an amendment in the na- 
ture of a substitute consisting of the 
text of Rules Committee Print 112-24. 
That amendment in the nature of a 
substitute shall be considered as read. 

The text of the amendment in the na- 
ture of a substitute is as follows: 

H.R. 4480 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the “Domestic En- 
ergy and Jobs Act”. 

SEC. 2. TABLE OF CONTENTS. 

The table of contents for this Act is as follows: 
Sec. 1. Short title. 

Sec. 2. Table of contents. 

TITLE I—INCREASING DOMESTIC IN RE- 
SPONSE TO STRATEGIC PETROLEUM RE- 
SERVE DRAWDOWNS 

Sec. 101. Short title. 

Sec. 102. Plan for increasing domestic oil and 
gas exploration, development, and 
production from Federal lands in 
response to Strategic Petroleum 
Reserve drawdown. 

TITLE II—IMPACTS OF EPA RULES AND 

ACTIONS ON ENERGY PRICES 
201. Short title. 

202. Transportation Fuels Regulatory Com- 

mittee. 

Analyses. 

Reports; public comment. 

No final action on certain rules. 

Consideration of feasibility and cost in 

revising or supplementing na- 
tional ambient air quality stand- 
ards for ozone. 

TITLE ITI—QUADRENNIAL STRATEGIC 
FEDERAL ONSHORE ENERGY PRODUC- 
TION STRATEGY 

Sec. 301. Short title. 

Sec. 302. Onshore domestic energy production 

strategic plan. 

303. Definitions. 

TITLE IV—ONSHORE OIL AND GAS 
LEASING CERTAINTY 

Short title. 

Minimum acreage requirement for on- 

shore lease sales. 

Leasing certainty. 

404. Leasing consistency. 

405. Reduce redundant policies. 

TITLE V—STREAMLINED ENERGY 

PERMITTING 

Sec. 501. Short title. 

Subtitle A—Application for Permits to Drill 

Process Reform 


Sec. 511. Permit to drill application timeline. 


Sec. 
Sec. 


Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 


203. 
204. 
205. 
206. 


Sec. 


Sec. 
Sec. 


401. 
402. 


Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 


403. 
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Sec. 512. Solar and wind right-of-way rental re- 
form. 
Subtitle B—Administrative Protest 
Documentation Reform 


521. Administrative protest documentation 
reform. 
Subtitle C—Permit Streamlining 

531. Improve Federal energy permit coordi- 

nation. 

532. Administration of current law. 

533. Policies regarding buying, building, 
and working for America. 

Subtitle D—Judicial Review 

Definitions. 

Exclusive venue for certain civil ac- 
tions relating to covered energy 
projects. 

Timely filing. 

Expedition in hearing and determining 
the action. 

Standard of review. 

Limitation on injunction and prospec- 
tive relief. 

Sec. 547. Limitation on attorneys’ fees. 

Sec. 548. Legal standing. 

TITLE VI—EXPEDITIOUS PROGRAM OF OIL 

AND GAS LEASING IN THE NATIONAL PE- 
TROLEUM RESERVE IN ALASKA 


Sec. 601. Short title. 

Sec. 602. Sense of Congress and reaffirming na- 
tional policy for the National Pe- 
troleum Reserve in Alaska. 

National Petroleum Reserve in Alaska: 
lease sales. 

National Petroleum Reserve in Alaska: 
planning and permitting pipeline 
and road construction. 

Departmental Accountability for De- 
velopment. 

Sec. 606. Updated resource assessment. 

TITLE VII—INTERNET-BASED ONSHORE 
OIL AND GAS LEASE SALES 


Sec. 701. Short title. 
Sec. 702. Internet-based onshore oil and gas 
lease sales. 


TITLE I—INCREASING DOMESTIC IN RE- 
SPONSE TO STRATEGIC PETROLEUM RE- 
SERVE DRAWDOWNS 

SEC. 101. SHORT TITLE. 

This title may be cited as the ‘‘Strategic En- 
ergy Production Act of 2012”. 

SEC. 102. PLAN FOR INCREASING DOMESTIC OIL 

AND GAS EXPLORATION, DEVELOP- 
MENT, AND PRODUCTION FROM FED- 
ERAL LANDS IN RESPONSE TO STRA- 
TEGIC PETROLEUM RESERVE DRAW- 
DOWN. 

Section 161 of the Energy Policy and Con- 
servation Act (42 U.S.C. 6241) is amended by 
adding at the end the following new subsection: 

“(k) PLAN.— 

“(1) CONTENTS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 180 days 
after the date on which the Secretary executes, 
in accordance with the provisions of this sec- 
tion, the first sale after the date of enactment of 
this subsection of petroleum products in the Re- 
serve the Secretary shall develop a plan to in- 
crease the percentage of Federal lands (includ- 
ing submerged lands of the Outer Continental 
Shelf) under the jurisdiction of the Secretary of 
Agriculture, the Secretary of Energy, the Sec- 
retary of the Interior, and the Secretary of De- 
fense leased for oil and gas exploration, develop- 
ment, and production. The percentage of the 
total amount of the Federal lands described in 
the preceding sentence by which the plan devel- 
oped under this paragraph will increase leasing 
for oil and gas exploration, development, and 
production shall be the same as the percentage 
of petroleum in the Strategic Petroleum Reserve 
that was drawn down. 


Sec. 


Sec. 


Sec. 
Sec. 


Sec. 
Sec. 


541. 
542. 


Sec. 
Sec. 


543. 
544. 


Sec. 
Sec. 


545. 
546. 


Sec. 603. 


Sec. 604. 


Sec. 605. 
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“(B) REQUIREMENTS.—The plan developed 
under this paragraph shall— 

“(i) be consistent with a national energy pol- 
icy to meet the present and future energy needs 
of the Nation consistent with economic goals; 
and 

“(ii) promote the interests of consumers 
through the provision of an adequate and reli- 
able supply of domestic transportation fuels at 
the lowest reasonable cost. 

“(C) ENERGY INFORMATION.—The Secretary 
shall base the determination of the present and 
future energy needs of the Nation, for purposes 
of subparagraph (B)(i), on information from the 
Energy Information Administration. 

“(2) LIMITATION.—The plan developed under 
paragraph (1) shall not provide for oil and gas 
exploration, development, and production leas- 
ing of a total of more than 10 percent of the 
Federal lands described in paragraph (1)(A). 

“(3) CONSULTATION.—The Secretary shall de- 
velop the plan required by paragraph (1) in con- 
sultation with the Secretary of Agriculture, the 
Secretary of the Interior, and the Secretary of 
Defense. Additionally, in developing the plan, 
the Secretary shall consult with the American 
Association of Petroleum Geologists and other 
State, environmentalist, and oil and gas indus- 
try stakeholders to determine the most geologi- 
cally promising lands for production of oil and 
natural gas liquids. 

““(4) COMPLIANCE WITH REQUIREMENTS.—Each 
Federal agency described in paragraph (1)(A) 
shall comply with any requirements established 
by the Secretary pursuant to the plan, except 
that no action shall be taken pursuant to the 
plan if in the view of the Secretary of Defense 
such action will adversely affect national secu- 
rity or military activities, including prepared- 
ness and training. 

“(5) EXCLUSIONS.—The lands referred to in 
paragraph (1)(A) shall not include lands man- 
aged under the National Park System or the Na- 
tional Wilderness Preservation System. 

*(6) SAVINGS CLAUSE.—Nothing in this sub- 
section shall be construed to limit or affect the 
application of existing restrictions on offshore 
drilling or requirements for land management 
under Federal, State, or local law.’’. 

TITLE II—IMPACTS OF EPA RULES AND 

ACTIONS ON ENERGY PRICES 
SEC. 201. SHORT TITLE. 

This title may be cited as the ‘“‘Gasoline Regu- 
lations Act of 2012”. 

SEC. 202. TRANSPORTATION FUELS REGULATORY 
COMMITTEE. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—The President shall es- 
tablish a committee to be known as the Trans- 
portation Fuels Regulatory Committee (in this 
title referred to as the ‘‘Committee’’) to analyze 
and report on the cumulative impacts of certain 
rules and actions of the Environmental Protec- 
tion Agency on gasoline, diesel fuel, and nat- 
ural gas prices, in accordance with sections 203 
and 204. 

(b) MEMBERS.—The Committee shall be com- 
posed of the following officials (or their des- 
ignees): 

(1) The Secretary of Energy, who shall serve 
as the Chair of the Committee. 

(2) The Secretary of Transportation, acting 
through the Administrator of the National High- 
way Traffic Safety Administration. 

(3) The Secretary of Commerce, acting 
through the Chief Economist and the Under 
Secretary for International Trade. 

(4) The Secretary of Labor, acting through the 
Commissioner of the Bureau of Labor Statistics. 

(5) The Secretary of the Treasury, acting 
through the Deputy Assistant Secretary for En- 
vironment and Energy of the Department of the 
Treasury. 

(6) The Secretary of Agriculture, 
through the Chief Economist. 
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(7) The Administrator of the Environmental 
Protection Agency. 

(8) The Chairman of the United States Inter- 
national Trade Commission, acting through the 
Director of the Office of Economics. 

(9) The Administrator of the Energy Informa- 
tion Administration. 

(c) CONSULTATION BY CHAIR.—In carrying out 
the functions of the Chair of the Committee, the 
Chair shall consult with the other members of 
the Committee. 

(d) TERMINATION.—The Committee shall termi- 
nate 60 days after submitting its final report 
pursuant to section 204(c). 

SEC. 203. ANALYSES. 

(a) SCOPE.—The Committee shall conduct 
analyses, for each of the calendar years 2016 
and 2020, of the cumulative impact of all covered 
rules, in combination with covered actions. 

(b) CONTENTS.—The Committee shall include 
in each analysis conducted under this section 
the following: 

(1) Estimates of the cumulative impacts of the 
covered rules and covered actions with regard 
to— 

(A) any resulting change in the national, 
State, or regional price of gasoline, diesel fuel, 
or natural gas; 

(B) required capital investments and projected 
costs for operation and maintenance of new 
equipment required to be installed; 

(C) global economic competitiveness of the 
United States and any loss of domestic refining 
capacity; 

(D) other cumulative costs and cumulative 
benefits, including evaluation through a general 
equilibrium model approach; and 

(E) national, State, and regional employment, 
including impacts associated with changes in 
gasoline, diesel fuel, or natural gas prices and 
facility closures. 

(2) Discussion of key uncertainties and as- 
sumptions associated with each estimate under 
paragraph (1). 

(3) A sensitivity analysis reflecting alternative 
assumptions with respect to the aggregate de- 
mand for gasoline, diesel fuel, or natural gas. 

(4) Discussion, and where feasible an assess- 
ment, of the cumulative impact of the covered 
rules and covered actions on— 

(A) consumers; 

(B) small businesses; 

(C) regional economies; 

(D) State, local, and tribal governments; 

(E) low-income communities; 

(F) public health; and 

(G) local and industry-specific labor markets, 
as well as key uncertainties associated with 
each topic listed in subparagraphs (A) through 
(G). 

(c) METHODS.—In conducting analyses under 
this section, the Committee shall use the best 
available methods, consistent with guidance 
from the Office of Information and Regulatory 
Affairs and the Office of Management and 
Budget Circular A-4. 

(a) DATA.—In conducting analyses under this 
section, the Committee is not required to create 
data or to use data that is not readily acces- 
sible. 

(e) COVERED RULES.—In this section, the term 
“covered rule”? means the following rules (and 
includes any successor or substantially similar 
rules): 

(1) “Control of Air Pollution From New Motor 
Vehicles: Tier 3 Motor Vehicle Emission and 
Fuel Standards’’, as described in the Unified 
Agenda of Federal Regulatory and Deregulatory 
Actions under Regulatory Identification Number 
2060-AQ86. 

(2) Any rule proposed after March 15, 2012, es- 
tablishing or revising a standard of performance 
or emission standard under section 111 or 112 of 
the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7411, 7412) that is 
applicable to petroleum refineries. 
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(3) Any rule proposed after March 15, 2012, for 
implementation of the Renewable Fuel Program 
under section 211(0) of the Clean Air Act (42 
U.S.C. 7545(0)). 

(4) “National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
for Ozone’’, published at 73 Federal Register 
16436 (March 27, 2008); “Reconsideration of the 
2008 Ozone Primary and Secondary National 
Ambient Air Quality Standards’’, as described 
in the Unified Agenda of Federal Regulatory 
and Deregulatory Actions under Regulatory 
Identification Number 2060 AP98; and any sub- 
sequent rule revising or supplementing the na- 
tional ambient air quality standards for ozone 
under section 109 of the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 
7409). 

(f) COVERED ACTIONS.—In this section, the 
term ‘‘covered action’’ means any action, to the 
extent such action affects facilities involved in 
the production, transportation, or distribution 
of gasoline, diesel fuel, or natural gas, taken on 
or after January 1, 2009, by the Administrator of 
the Environmental Protection Agency, a State, a 
local government, or a permitting agency as a 
result of the application of part C of title I (re- 
lating to prevention of significant deterioration 
of air quality), or title V (relating to permitting), 
of the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7401 et seq.), to 
an air pollutant that is identified as a green- 
house gas in the rule entitled ‘‘Endangerment 
and Cause or Contribute Findings for Green- 
house Gases Under Section 202(a) of the Clean 
Air Act’’ published at 74 Federal Register 66496 
(December 15, 2009). 

SEC. 204. REPORTS; PUBLIC COMMENT. 

(a) PRELIMINARY REPORT.—Not later than 90 
days after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Committee shall make public and submit to the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce of the 
House of Representatives and the Committee on 
Environment and Public Works of the Senate a 
preliminary report containing the results of the 
analyses conducted under section 203. 

(b) PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD.—The Committee 
shall accept public comments regarding the pre- 
liminary report submitted under subsection (a) 
for a period of 60 days after such submission. 

(c) FINAL REPORT.—Not later than 60 days 
after the close of the public comment period 
under subsection (b), the Committee shall submit 
to Congress a final report containing the anal- 
yses conducted under section 203, including any 
revisions to such analyses made as a result of 
public comments, and a response to such com- 
ments. 

SEC. 205. NO FINAL ACTION ON CERTAIN RULES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator of the 
Environmental Protection Agency shall not fi- 
nalize any of the following rules until a date (to 
be determined by the Administrator) that is at 
least 6 months after the day on which the Com- 
mittee submits the final report under section 
204(c): 

(1) “Control of Air Pollution From New Motor 
Vehicles: Tier 3 Motor Vehicle Emission and 
Fuel Standards’’, as described in the Unified 
Agenda of Federal Regulatory and Deregulatory 
Actions under Regulatory Identification Number 
2060-AQ86, and any successor or substantially 
similar rule. 

(2) Any rule proposed after March 15, 2012, es- 
tablishing or revising a standard of performance 
or emission standard under section 111 or 112 of 
the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7411, 7412) that is 
applicable to petroleum refineries. 

(3) Any rule revising or supplementing the na- 
tional ambient air quality standards for ozone 
under section 109 of the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 
7409). 

(b) OTHER RULES NOT AFFECTED.—Subsection 
(a) shall not affect the finalization of any rule 
other than the rules described in such sub- 
section. 
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SEC. 206. CONSIDERATION OF FEASIBILITY AND 
COST IN REVISING OR 
SUPPLEMENTING NATIONAL AMBI- 
ENT AIR QUALITY STANDARDS FOR 
OZONE. 

In revising or supplementing any national pri- 
mary or secondary ambient air quality stand- 
ards for ozone under section 109 of the Clean 
Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7409), the Administrator of 
the Environmental Protection Agency shall take 
into consideration feasibility and cost. 

TITLE [I—QUADRENNIAL STRATEGIC 
FEDERAL ONSHORE ENERGY PRODUC- 
TION STRATEGY 

SEC. 301. SHORT TITLE. 

This title may be cited as the “Planning for 
American Energy Act of 2012”. 

SEC. 302. ONSHORE DOMESTIC ENERGY PRODUC- 

TION STRATEGIC PLAN. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Mineral Leasing Act (30 
U.S.C. 181 et seq.) is amended by redesignating 
section 44 as section 45, and by inserting after 
section 43 the following: 

“SEC. 44. QUADRENNIAL STRATEGIC FEDERAL 
ONSHORE ENERGY PRODUCTION 
STRATEGY. 

“(a) IN GENERAL.— 

“(1) The Secretary of the Interior (hereafter in 
this section referred to as ‘Secretary’), in con- 
sultation with the Secretary of Agriculture with 
regard to lands administered by the Forest Serv- 
ice, shall develop and publish every 4 years a 
Quadrennial Federal Onshore Energy Produc- 
tion Strategy. This Strategy shall direct Federal 
land energy development and department re- 
source allocation in order to promote the energy 
security of the United States. 

“(2) In developing this Strategy, the Secretary 
shall consult with the Administrator of the En- 
ergy Information Administration on the pro- 
jected energy demands of the United States for 
the next 30-year period, and how energy derived 
from Federal onshore lands can put the United 
States on a trajectory to meet that demand dur- 
ing the next 4-year period. The Secretary shall 
consider how Federal lands will contribute to 
ensuring national energy security, with a goal 
for increasing energy independence and produc- 
tion, during the next 4-year period. 

“(3) The Secretary shall determine a domestic 
strategic production objective for the develop- 
ment of energy resources from Federal onshore 
lands. Such objective shall be— 

(A) the best estimate, based upon commercial 
and scientific data, of the expected increase in 
domestic production of oil and natural gas from 
the Federal onshore mineral estate, with a focus 
on lands held by the Bureau of Land Manage- 
ment and the Forest Service; 

“(B) the best estimate, based upon commercial 
and scientific data, of the expected increase in 
domestic coal production from Federal lands; 

“(C) the best estimate, based upon commercial 
and scientific data, of the expected increase in 
domestic production of strategic and critical en- 
ergy minerals from the Federal onshore mineral 
estate; 

“(D) the best estimate, based upon commercial 
and scientific data, of the expected increase in 
megawatts for electricity production from each 
of the following sources: wind, solar, biomass, 
hydropower, and geothermal energy produced 
on Federal lands administered by the Bureau of 
Land Management and the Forest Service; 

“(E) the best estimate, based upon commercial 
and scientific data, of the expected increase in 
unconventional energy production, such as oil 
shale; and 

“(F) the best estimate, based upon commercial 
and scientific data, of the expected increase in 
domestic production of oil, natural gas, coal, 
and other renewable sources from tribal lands 
for any federally recognized Indian tribe that 
elects to participate in facilitating energy pro- 
duction on its lands. 


9547 


“(4) The Secretary shall consult with the Ad- 
ministrator of the Energy Information Adminis- 
tration regarding the methodology used to ar- 
rive at its estimates for purposes of this section. 

“(5) The Secretary has the authority to ex- 
pand the energy development plan to include 
other energy production technology sources or 
advancements in energy on Federal lands. 

“(b) TRIBAL OBJECTIVES.—It is the sense of 
Congress that federally recognized Indian tribes 
may elect to set their own production objectives 
as part of the Strategy under this section. The 
Secretary shall work in cooperation with any 
federally recognized Indian tribe that elects to 
participate in achieving its own strategic energy 
objectives designated under this subsection. 

‘“(c) EXECUTION OF THE STRATEGY.—The rel- 
evant Secretary shall have all necessary author- 
ity to make determinations regarding which ad- 
ditional lands will be made available in order to 
meet the production objectives established by 
strategies under this section. The Secretary 
shall also take all necessary actions to achieve 
these production objectives unless the President 
determines that it is not in the national security 
and economic interests of the United States to 
increase Federal domestic energy production 
and to further decrease dependence upon for- 
eign sources of energy. In administering this 
section, the relevant Secretary shall only con- 
sider leasing Federal lands available for leasing 
at the time the lease sale occurs. 

“(d) STATE, FEDERALLY RECOGNIZED INDIAN 
TRIBES, LOCAL GOVERNMENT, AND PUBLIC 
INPUT.—In developing each strategy, the Sec- 
retary shall solicit the input of affected States, 
federally recognized Indian tribes, local govern- 
ments, and the public. 

“(e) REPORTING.—The Secretary shall report 
annually to the Committee on Natural Re- 
sources of the House of Representatives and the 
Committee on Energy and Natural Resources of 
the Senate on the progress of meeting the pro- 
duction goals set forth in the strategy. The Sec- 
retary shall identify in the report projections for 
production and capacity installations and any 
problems with leasing, permitting, siting, or pro- 
duction that will prevent meeting the goal. In 
addition, the Secretary shall make suggestions 
to help meet any shortfalls in meeting the pro- 
duction goals. 

“(f) PROGRAMMATIC ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
STATEMENT.—Not later than 12 months after the 
date of enactment of this section, in accordance 
with section 102(2)(C) of the National Environ- 
mental Policy Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4332(2)(C)), 
the Secretary shall complete a programmatic en- 
vironmental impact statement. This pro- 
grammatic environmental impact statement will 
be deemed sufficient to comply with all require- 
ments under that Act for all necessary resource 
management and land use plans associated with 
the implementation of the strategy. 

“(g) CONGRESSIONAL REVIEW.—At least 60 
days prior to publishing a proposed strategy 
under this section, the Secretary shall submit it 
to the President and the Congress, together with 
any comments received from States, federally 
recognized Indian tribes, and local governments. 
Such submission shall indicate why any specific 
recommendation of a State, federally recognized 
Indian tribe, or local government was not ac- 
cepted.’’. 

(b) FIRST QUADRENNIAL STRATEGY.—Not later 
than 18 months after the date of enactment of 
this Act, the Secretary of the Interior shall sub- 
mit to Congress the first Quadrennial Federal 
Onshore Energy Production Strategy under the 
amendment made by subsection (a). 

SEC. 303. DEFINITIONS. 

For purposes of this title, the term ‘“‘strategic 
and critical energy minerals’’ means those that 
are necessary for the Nation’s energy infrastruc- 
ture including pipelines, refining capacity, elec- 
trical power generation and transmission, and 
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renewable energy production and those that are 
necessary to support domestic manufacturing, 
including but not limited to, materials used in 
energy generation, production, and transpor- 
tation. 
TITLE IV—ONSHORE OIL AND GAS 
LEASING CERTAINTY 

SEC. 401. SHORT TITLE. 

This title may be cited as the ‘‘Providing 
Leasing Certainty for American Energy Act of 
2012”. 

SEC. 402. MINIMUM ACREAGE REQUIREMENT FOR 
ONSHORE LEASE SALES. 

In conducting lease sales as required by sec- 
tion 17(a) of the Mineral Leasing Act (30 U.S.C. 
226(a)), each year the Secretary of the Interior 
shall perform the following: 

(1) The Secretary shall offer for sale no less 
than 25 percent of the annual nominated acre- 
age not previously made available for lease. 
Acreage offered for lease pursuant to this para- 
graph shall not be subject to protest and shall 
be eligible for categorical exclusions under sec- 
tion 390 of the Energy Policy Act of 2005 (42 
U.S.C. 15492), except that it shall not be subject 
to the test of extraordinary circumstances. 

(2) In administering this section, the Secretary 
shall only consider leasing of Federal lands that 
are available for leasing at the time the lease 
sale occurs. 

SEC. 403. LEASING CERTAINTY. 

Section 17(a) of the Mineral Leasing Act (30 
U.S.C. 226(a)) is amended by inserting ‘‘(1)’’ be- 
fore “All lands”, and by adding at the end the 
following: 

“(2)(A) The Secretary shall not withdraw any 
covered energy project issued under this Act 
without finding a violation of the terms of the 
lease by the lessee. 

“(B) The Secretary shall not infringe upon 
lease rights under leases issued under this Act 
by indefinitely delaying issuance of project ap- 
provals, drilling and seismic permits, and rights 
of way for activities under such a lease. 

“(C) No later than 18 months after an area is 
designated as open under the current land use 
plan the Secretary shall make available nomi- 
nated areas for lease under the criteria in sec- 
tion 2. 

“(D) Notwithstanding any other law, the Sec- 
retary shall issue all leases sold no later than 60 
days after the last payment is made. 

“(E) The Secretary shall not cancel or with- 
draw any lease parcel after a competitive lease 
sale has occurred and a winning bidder has sub- 
mitted the last payment for the parcel. 

“(F) Not later than 60 days after a lease sale 
held under this Act, the Secretary shall adju- 
dicate any lease protests filed following a lease 
sale. If after 60 days any protest is left unset- 
tled, said protest is automatically denied and 
appeal rights of the protestor begin. 

“(G) No additional lease stipulations may be 
added after the parcel is sold without consulta- 
tion and agreement of the lessee, unless the Sec- 
retary deems such stipulations as emergency ac- 
tions to conserve the resources of the United 
States.”’. 

SEC. 404. LEASING CONSISTENCY. 

Federal land managers must follow existing 
resource management plans and continue to ac- 
tively lease in areas designated as open when 
resource management plans are being amended 
or revised, until such time as a new record of de- 
cision is signed. 

SEC. 405. REDUCE REDUNDANT POLICIES. 

Bureau of Land Management Instruction 
Memorandum 2010-117 shall have no force or ef- 
fect. 

TITLE V—STREAMLINED ENERGY 
PERMITTING 
SEC. 501. SHORT TITLE. 

This title may be cited as the ‘Streamlining 

Permitting of American Energy Act of 2012”. 
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Subtitle A—Application for Permits to Drill 
Process Reform 

PERMIT TO DRILL APPLICATION 

TIMELINE. 

Section 17(p)(2) of the Mineral Leasing Act (30 
U.S.C. 226(p)(2)) is amended to read as follows: 

“(2) APPLICATIONS FOR PERMITS TO DRILL RE- 
FORM AND PROCESS.— 

“(A) TIMELINE.—The Secretary shall decide 
whether to issue a permit to drill within 30 days 
after receiving an application for the permit. 
The Secretary may extend such period for up to 
2 periods of 15 days each, if the Secretary has 
given written notice of the delay to the appli- 
cant. The notice shall be in the form of a letter 
from the Secretary or a designee of the Sec- 
retary, and shall include the names and titles of 
the persons processing the application, the spe- 
cific reasons for the delay, and a specific date a 
final decision on the application is expected. 

“(B) NOTICE OF REASONS FOR DENIAL.—If the 
application is denied, the Secretary shall pro- 
vide the applicant— 

“(i) in writing, clear and comprehensive rea- 
sons why the application was not accepted and 
detailed information concerning any defi- 
ciencies; and 

“Gi) an opportunity to remedy any defi- 
ciencies. 

“(C) APPLICATION DEEMED APPROVED.—If the 
Secretary has not made a decision on the appli- 
cation by the end of the 60-day period beginning 
on the date the application is received by the 
Secretary, the application is deemed approved, 
except in cases in which existing reviews under 
the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 
or Endangered Species Act of 1973 are incom- 
plete. 

“(D) DENIAL OF PERMIT.—If the Secretary de- 
cides not to issue a permit to drill in accordance 
with subparagraph (A), the Secretary shall— 

“(i) provide to the applicant a description of 
the reasons for the denial of the permit; 

“(ii) allow the applicant to resubmit an appli- 
cation for a permit to drill during the 10-day pe- 
riod beginning on the date the applicant re- 
ceives the description of the denial from the Sec- 
retary; and 

“(iii) issue or deny any resubmitted applica- 
tion not later than 10 days after the date the 
application is submitted to the Secretary. 

“(E) FEE.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any other 
law, the Secretary shall collect a single $6,500 
permit processing fee per application from each 
applicant at the time the final decision is made 
whether to issue a permit under subparagraph 
(A). This fee shall not apply to any resubmitted 
application. 

“(it) TREATMENT OF PERMIT PROCESSING 
FEE.—Of all fees collected under this paragraph, 
50 percent shall be transferred to the field office 
where they are collected and used to process 
protests, leases, and permits under this Act sub- 
ject to appropriation.’’. 

SEC. 512. SOLAR AND WIND RIGHT-OF-WAY RENT- 
AL REFORM. 

Notwithstanding any other provision of law, 
each fiscal year, of fees collected as annual 
wind energy and solar energy right-of-way au- 
thorization fees required under section 504(g) of 
the Federal Land Policy and Management Act 
of 1976 (43 U.S.C. 1764(g)), 50 percent shall be re- 
tained by the Secretary of the Interior to be 
used, subject to appropriation, by the Bureau of 
Land Management to process permits, right-of- 
way applications, and other activities necessary 
for renewable development, and, at the discre- 
tion of the Secretary, by the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service or other Federal agencies in- 
volved in wind and solar permitting reviews to 
facilitate the processing of wind energy and 
solar energy permit applications on Bureau of 
Land Management lands. 
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Subtitle B—Administrative Protest 
Documentation Reform 
ADMINISTRATIVE PROTEST DOCU- 
MENTATION REFORM. 

Section 17(p) of the Mineral Leasing Act (30 
U.S.C. 226(p)) is further amended by adding at 
the end the following: 

““(4) PROTEST FEE.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall collect 
a $5,000 documentation fee to accompany each 
protest for a lease, right of way, or application 
for permit to drill. 

“(B) TREATMENT OF FEES.—Of all fees col- 
lected under this paragraph, 50 percent shall re- 
main in the field office where they are collected 
and used to process protests subject to appro- 
priation.’’. 

Subtitle C—Permit Streamlining 
SEC. 531. IMPROVE FEDERAL ENERGY PERMIT CO- 
ORDINATION. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Secretary of the In- 
terior (referred to in this section as the ‘‘Sec- 
retary”) shall establish a Federal Permit 
Streamlining Project (referred to in this section 
as the ‘‘Project’’) in every Bureau of Land 
Management field office with responsibility for 
permitting energy projects on Federal land. 

(b) MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 90 days after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary 
shall enter into a memorandum of under- 
standing for purposes of this section with— 

(A) the Secretary of Agriculture; 

(B) the Administrator of the Environmental 
Protection Agency; and 

(C) the Chief of the Army Corps of Engineers. 

(2) STATE PARTICIPATION.—The Secretary may 
request that the Governor of any State with en- 
ergy projects on Federal lands to be a signatory 
to the memorandum of understanding. 

(c) DESIGNATION OF QUALIFIED STAFF.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 30 days after 
the date of the signing of the memorandum of 
understanding under subsection (b), all Federal 
signatory parties shall, if appropriate, assign to 
each of the Bureau of Land Management field 
offices an employee who has expertise in the 
regulatory issues relating to the office in which 
the employee is employed, including, as applica- 
ble, particular expertise in— 

(A) the consultations and the preparation of 
biological opinions under section 7 of the En- 
dangered Species Act of 1973 (16 U.S.C. 1536); 

(B) permits under section 404 of Federal Water 
Pollution Control Act (33 U.S.C. 1344); 

(C) regulatory matters under the Clean Air 
Act (42 U.S.C. 7401 et seq.); 

(D) planning under the National Forest Man- 
agement Act of 1976 (16 U.S.C. 472a et seq.); and 

(E) the preparation of analyses under the Na- 
tional Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (42 
U.S.C. 4321 et seq.). 

(2) DUTIES.—Each employee assigned under 
paragraph (1) shall— 

(A) not later than 90 days after the date of as- 
signment, report to the Bureau of Land Man- 
agement Field Managers in the office to which 
the employee is assigned; 

(B) be responsible for all issues relating to the 
energy projects that arise under the authorities 
of the employee’s home agency; and 

(C) participate as part of the team of per- 
sonnel working on proposed energy projects, 
planning, and environmental analyses on Fed- 
eral lands. 

(d) ADDITIONAL PERSONNEL.—The Secretary 
shall assign to each Bureau of Land Manage- 
ment field office identified in subsection (a) any 
additional personnel that are necessary to en- 
sure the effective approval and implementation 
of energy projects administered by the Bureau 
of Land Management field offices, including in- 
spection and enforcement relating to energy de- 
velopment on Federal land, in accordance with 
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the multiple use mandate of the Federal Land 
Policy and Management Act of 1976 (43 U.S.C. 
1701 et seq.). 

(e) FUNDING.—Funding for the additional per- 
sonnel shall come from the Department of the 
Interior reforms identified in sections 511, 512, 
and 521. 

(f) SAVINGS PROVISION.—Nothing in this sec- 
tion affects— 

(1) the operation of any Federal or State law; 
or 

(2) any delegation of authority made by the 
head of a Federal agency whose employees are 
participating in the Project. 

(g) DEFINITION.—For purposes of this section 
the term “‘energy projects” includes oil, natural 
gas, coal, and other energy projects as defined 
by the Secretary. 

SEC. 532. ADMINISTRATION OF CURRENT LAW. 

Notwithstanding any other law, the Secretary 
of the Interior shall not require a finding of ex- 
traordinary circumstances in administering sec- 
tion 390 of the Energy Policy Act of 2005. 

SEC. 533. POLICIES REGARDING BUYING, BUILD- 
ING, AND WORKING FOR AMERICA. 

(a) CONGRESSIONAL INTENT.—It is the intent of 
Congress that— 

(1) this title will support a healthy and grow- 
ing United States domestic energy sector that, in 
turn, helps to reinvigorate American manufac- 
turing, transportation, and service sectors by 
employing the vast talents of United States 
workers to assist in the development of energy 
from domestic sources; and 

(2) Congress will monitor the deployment of 
personnel and material onshore under this title 
to encourage the development of American tech- 
nology and manufacturing to enable United 
States workers to benefit from this title through 
good jobs and careers, as well as the establish- 
ment of important industrial facilities to support 
expanded access to American energy resources. 

(b) REQUIREMENT.—The Secretary of the Inte- 
rior shall, when possible and practicable, en- 
courage the use of United States workers and 
equipment manufactured in the United States in 
all construction related to mineral resource de- 
velopment under this title. 

Subtitle D—Judicial Review 
SEC. 541. DEFINITIONS. 

In this title— 

(1) the term ‘‘covered civil action” means a 
civil action containing a claim under section 702 
of title 5, United States Code, regarding agency 
action (as defined for the purposes of that sec- 
tion) affecting a covered energy project on Fed- 
eral lands of the United States; and 

(2) the term ‘‘covered energy project” means 
the leasing of Federal lands of the United States 
for the exploration, development, production, 
processing, or transmission of oil, natural gas, 
wind, or any other source of energy, and any 
action under such a lease, except that the term 
does not include any disputes between the par- 
ties to a lease regarding the obligations under 
such lease, including regarding any alleged 
breach of the lease. 

SEC. 542. EXCLUSIVE VENUE FOR CERTAIN CIVIL 
ACTIONS RELATING TO COVERED 
ENERGY PROJECTS. 

Venue for any covered civil action shall lie in 
the district court where the project or leases 
exist or are proposed. 

SEC. 543. TIMELY FILING. 

To ensure timely redress by the courts, a cov- 
ered civil action must be filed no later than the 
end of the 90-day period beginning on the date 
of the final Federal agency action to which it 
relates. 

SEC. 544. EXPEDITION IN HEARING AND DETER- 
MINING THE ACTION. 

The court shall endeavor to hear and deter- 
mine any covered civil action as expeditiously as 
possible. 
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SEC. 545. STANDARD OF REVIEW. 

In any judicial review of a covered civil ac- 
tion, administrative findings and conclusions re- 
lating to the challenged Federal action or deci- 
sion shall be presumed to be correct, and the 
presumption may be rebutted only by the pre- 
ponderance of the evidence contained in the ad- 
ministrative record. 

SEC. 546. LIMITATION ON INJUNCTION AND PRO- 
SPECTIVE RELIEF. 

In a covered civil action, the court shall not 
grant or approve any prospective relief unless 
the court finds that such relief is narrowly 
drawn, extends no further than necessary to 
correct the violation of a legal requirement, and 
is the least intrusive means necessary to correct 
that violation. In addition, courts shall limit the 
duration of preliminary injunctions to halt cov- 
ered energy projects to no more than 60 days, 
unless the court finds clear reasons to extend 
the injunction. In such cases of extensions, such 
extensions shall only be in 30-day increments 
and shall require action by the court to renew 
the injunction. 

SEC. 547. LIMITATION ON ATTORNEYS’ FEES. 

Sections 504 of title 5, United States Code, and 
2412 of title 28, United States Code, (together 
commonly called the Equal Access to Justice 
Act) do not apply to a covered civil action, nor 
shall any party in such a covered civil action re- 
ceive payment from the Federal Government for 
their attorneys’ fees, expenses, and other court 
costs. 

SEC. 548. LEGAL STANDING. 

Challengers filing appeals with the Depart- 
ment of the Interior Board of Land Appeals 
shall meet the same standing requirements as 
challengers before a United States district court. 


TITLE VI—EXPEDITIOUS PROGRAM OF OIL 
AND GAS LEASING IN THE NATIONAL PE- 
TROLEUM RESERVE IN ALASKA 

SEC. 601. SHORT TITLE. 

This title may be cited as the ‘‘National Petro- 
leum Reserve Alaska Access Act”. 

SEC. 602. SENSE OF CONGRESS AND REAFFIRM- 

ING NATIONAL POLICY FOR THE NA- 
TIONAL PETROLEUM RESERVE IN 
ALASKA. 

It is the sense of Congress that— 

(1) the National Petroleum Reserve in Alaska 
remains explicitly designated, both in name and 
legal status, for purposes of providing oil and 
natural gas resources to the United States; and 

(2) accordingly, the national policy is to ac- 
tively advance oil and gas development within 
the Reserve by facilitating the expeditious explo- 
ration, production, and transportation of oil 
and natural gas from and through the Reserve. 
SEC. 603. NATIONAL PETROLEUM RESERVE IN 

ALASKA: LEASE SALES. 

Section 107(a) of the Naval Petroleum Re- 
serves Production Act of 1976 (42 U.S.C. 
6506a(a)) is amended to read as follows: 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall con- 
duct an expeditious program of competitive leas- 
ing of oil and gas in the reserve in accordance 
with this Act. Such program shall include at 
least one lease sale annually in those areas of 
the reserve most likely to produce commercial 
quantities of oil and natural gas each year in 
the period 2011 through 2021.’’. 

SEC. 604. NATIONAL PETROLEUM RESERVE IN 

ALASKA: PLANNING AND PERMIT- 
TING PIPELINE AND ROAD CON- 
STRUCTION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any other 
provision of law, the Secretary of the Interior, 
in consultation with the Secretary of Transpor- 
tation, shall facilitate and ensure permits, in an 
environmentally responsible manner, for all sur- 
face development activities, including for the 
construction of pipelines and roads, necessary 
to— 
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(1) develop and bring into production any 
areas within the National Petroleum Reserve in 
Alaska that are subject to oil and gas leases; 
and 

(2) transport oil and gas from and through the 
National Petroleum Reserve in Alaska to evxist- 
ing transportation or processing infrastructure 
on the North Slope of Alaska. 

(b) TIMELINE.—The Secretary shall ensure 
that any Federal permitting agency shall issue 
permits in accordance with the following 
timeline: 

(1) Permits for such construction for transpor- 
tation of oil and natural gas produced under ex- 
isting Federal oil and gas leases with respect to 
which the Secretary has issued a permit to drill 
shall be approved within 60 days after the date 
of enactment of this Act. 

(2) Permits for such construction for transpor- 
tation of oil and natural gas produced under 
Federal oil and gas leases shall be approved 
within 6 months after the submission to the Sec- 
retary of a request for a permit to drill. 

(c) PLAN.—To ensure timely future develop- 
ment of the Reserve, within 270 days after the 
date of the enactment of this Act, the Secretary 
of the Interior shall submit to Congress a plan 
for approved rights-of-way for a plan for pipe- 
line, road, and any other surface infrastructure 
that may be necessary infrastructure that will 
ensure that all leasable tracts in the Reserve are 
within 25 miles of an approved road and pipe- 
line right-of-way that can serve future develop- 
ment of the Reserve. 

SEC. 605. DEPARTMENTAL ACCOUNTABILITY FOR 
DEVELOPMENT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of the Inte- 
rior shall issue regulations within 180 days after 
the date of enactment of this Act that establish 
clear requirements to ensure that the Depart- 
ment of the Interior is supporting development 
of oil and gas leases in the National Petroleum 
Reserve in Alaska. 

(b) DEADLINES.—At a minimum, the regula- 
tions shall— 

(1) require the Department to respond within 
5 business days acknowledging receipt of any 
permit application for such development; and 

(2) establish a timeline for the processing of 
each such application, that— 

(A) specifies deadlines for decisions and ac- 
tions on permit applications; and 

(B) provide that the period for issuing each 
permit after submission of such an application 
shall not exceed 60 days without the concur- 
rence of the applicant. 

(c) ACTIONS REQUIRED FOR FAILURE TO COM- 
PLY WITH DEADLINES.—If the Department fails 
to comply with any deadline under subsection 
(b) with respect to a permit application, the Sec- 
retary shall notify the applicant every 5 days 
with specific information regarding the reasons 
for the permit delay, the name of the specific 
Department office or offices responsible for 
issuing the permit and for monitoring the permit 
delay, and an estimate of the time that the per- 
mit will be issued. 

SEC. 606. UPDATED RESOURCE ASSESSMENT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of the Inte- 
rior shall complete a comprehensive assessment 
of all technically recoverable fossil fuel re- 
sources within the National Petroleum Reserve 
in Alaska, including all conventional and un- 
conventional oil and natural gas. 

(b) COOPERATION AND CONSULTATION.—The 
resource assessment required by subsection (a) 
shall be carried out by the United States Geo- 
logical Survey in cooperation and consultation 
with the State of Alaska and the American As- 
sociation of Petroleum Geologists. 

(c) TIMING.—The resource assessment required 
by subsection (a) shall be completed within 24 
months after the date of the enactment of this 
Act. 
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(d) FUNDING.—The United States Geological 
Survey may, in carrying out the duties under 
this section, cooperatively use resources and 
funds provided by the State of Alaska. 

TITLE VII—INTERNET-BASED ONSHORE 

OIL AND GAS LEASE SALES 
SEC. 701. SHORT TITLE. 

This title may be cited as the “BLM Live 
Internet Auctions Act’’. 

SEC. 702. INTERNET-BASED ONSHORE OIL AND 
GAS LEASE SALES. 

(a) AUTHORIZATION.—Section 17(b)(1) of the 
Mineral Leasing Act (30 U.S.C. 226(b)(1)) is 
amended— 

(1) in subparagraph (A), in the third sentence, 
by inserting ‘‘, except as provided in subpara- 
graph (C)” after “by oral bidding’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

“(C) In order to diversify and expand the Na- 
tion’s onshore leasing program to ensure the 
best return to the Federal tarpayer, reduce 
fraud, and secure the leasing process, the Sec- 
retary may conduct onshore lease sales through 
Internet-based bidding methods. Each indi- 
vidual Internet-based lease sale shall conclude 
within 7 days.’’. 

(b) REPORT.—Not later than 90 days after the 
tenth Internet-based lease sale conducted under 
the amendment made by subsection (a), the Sec- 
retary of the Interior shall analyze the first 10 
such lease sales and report to Congress the find- 
ings of the analysis. The report shall include— 

(1) estimates on increases or decreases in such 
lease sales, compared to sales conducted by oral 
bidding, in— 

(A) the number of bidders; 

(B) the average amount of bid; 

(C) the highest amount bid; and 

(D) the lowest bid; 

(2) an estimate on the total cost or savings to 
the Department of the Interior as a result of 
such sales, compared to sales conducted by oral 
bidding; and 

(3) an evaluation of the demonstrated or ex- 
pected effectiveness of different structures for 
lease sales which may provide an opportunity to 
better maximize bidder participation, ensure the 
highest return to the Federal taxpayers, mini- 
mize opportunities for fraud or collusion, and 
ensure the security and integrity of the leasing 
process. 

The CHAIR. No amendment to that 
amendment in the nature of a sub- 
stitute shall be in order except those 
printed in House Report 112-540. Hach 
such amendment may be offered only 
in the order printed in the report, by a 
Member designated in the report, shall 
be considered read, shall be debatable 
for the time specified in the report, 
equally divided and controlled by the 
proponent and an opponent, shall not 
be subject to amendment, and shall not 
be subject to a demand for division of 
the question. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1 OFFERED BY MR. HASTINGS 

OF WASHINGTON 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 1 printed in 
House Report 112-540. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Chairman, I have an amendment at the 
desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Page 3, line 1, insert “OIL AND GAS EX- 
PLORATION, DEVELOPMENT, AND PRO- 
DUCTION” after ‘‘DOMESTIC’”’. 
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Page 5, after line 19, insert the following 
(and redesignate the subsequent quoted para- 
graphs accordingly): 

(4) CONCURRENCE.—The plan required by 
paragraph (1) shall not take effect without 
the concurrence of each of the Secretary of 
Agriculture, the Secretary of the Interior, 
and the Secretary of Defense with respect to 
elements of the plan within the jurisdiction, 
respectively, of the Department of Agri- 
culture, the Department of the Interior, and 
the Department of Defense. 

Page 31, strike lines 1 through 3 and insert 
the following: 

(g) DEFINITION.—For purposes of this sec- 
tion the term ‘“‘energy projects’? means oil, 
natural gas and renewable energy projects. 

At the end of section 605 (page 39, after line 
4) add the following: 

(d) ADDITIONAL INFRASTRUCTURE.—Within 
180 days after the date of enactment of this 
Act, the Secretary of the Interior shall ap- 
prove, after consultation with the State of 
Alaska and public comment, right-of-way 
corridors for the construction of 2 separate 
additional bridges and pipeline rights-of-way 
to help facilitate timely oil and gas develop- 
ment of the Reserve. 

At the end of title VI (page 39, after line 
22), insert the following: 

SEC. _. COLVILLE RIVER DESIGNATION. 

The designation by the Environmental 
Protection Agency of the Colville River 
Delta as an Aquatic Resource of National 
Importance shall have no force or effect. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 691, the gentleman 
from Washington (Mr. HASTINGS) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Washington. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield myself such time as 
I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, the Natural Petro- 
leum Reserve—-Alaska, or NPR-A, was 
specifically designated as a petroleum 
reserve back in 1923. It’s a place that 
we can develop our resources for en- 
ergy and national security. Title VI of 
this bill will ensure that production 
can occur on NPR-A by requiring at 
least one annual lease sale, streamline 
the permitting process to ensure lease 
sales lead to energy production, and 
ensure a right-of-away plan to allow 
for the transportation of the product 
out of NPR-A. 

In addition to making technical cor- 
rections, this amendment aims to ac- 
complish two vital goals that are im- 
perative for facilitating development 
at NPR-A. First, it would require, at 
the request of the State of Alaska, up 
to two additional rights-of-way 
planned in and out of NPR-A. This 
would prepare for future development 
by providing approved rights-of-way in 
and out of this area. 

Secondly, it would repeal the des- 
ignation of the Colville River as an 
Aquatic Resource of National Impor- 
tance. This designation was blatantly 
used by the anti-energy EPA as noth- 
ing more than a tool to stop energy de- 
velopment on this area. 

While the President touts his energy 
record and speaks of his support for 
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leasing and energy development in the 
NPR-A, he fails to mention that due to 
red tape from his administration, Alas- 
kans have waited for years and years 
for approval to build a simple bridge 
across the Colville River to begin pro- 
duction in NPR-A. What you do not 
hear is that the EPA has paid no atten- 
tion to the Colville River until after 
ConocoPhillips filed its application for 
a bridge. It was shortly after that ap- 
plication that EPA declared it was an 
Aquatic Resource of Natural Impor- 
tance. And it was that action that 
stopped the development and produc- 
tion for nearly a decade before ap- 
proval of this simple bridge and pipe- 
line. 

What the Obama administration says 
and what the administration does to 
promote energy development in Alaska 
are entirely two different things. 

So those two things that I mention in 
this amendment would give Alaskans 
the assurance they need to create jobs 
and encourage development of the 
NPR-A. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
to claim time in opposition to this 
amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Massachusetts is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Chairman, when 
manager’s amendments making tech- 
nical changes to legislation are pre- 
sented, such amendments are accepted 
and we move on to amendments mak- 
ing substantive changes to the bill. In 
this instance, however, among the 
technical changes made by this man- 
ager’s amendment is a controversial 
provision flatly overturning an EPA 
ruling in Alaska. This change should 
not be made at all, but it certainly 
should not be made as part of a man- 
ager’s amendment. 

As part of the review process for be- 
ginning energy production in the Na- 
tional Petroleum Reserve in Alaska, 
the EPA designated the Colville River, 
the largest Arctic river in Alaska, as 
an Aquatic Resource of National Im- 
portance. To be clear, this designation 
did not stop the proposed project. 
ConocoPhillips has already received 
approval to build a gravel road, includ- 
ing a bridge over the Colville to access 
their oil field. The National Impor- 
tance designation simply required a 
heightened level of review before the 
project moved forward. For Congress to 
overturn this EPA finding through a 
provision buried in what is supposed to 
be a technical manager’s amendment is 
not appropriate. 

Mr. Chairman, I doubt a single Mem- 
ber of this House has an informed opin- 
ion regarding whether the Colville 
River is an Aquatic Resource of Na- 
tional Importance. But I will tell you 
who does have an informed position on 
that question, and that is the scientists 
in Alaska working for the Environ- 
mental Protection Agency. 
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This provision is an ill-informed 
sneak attack on an agency decision, 
and for the purposes of this debate, it 
has no place in a manager’s amend- 
ment. It should be a_ stand-alone 
amendment that we’re debating. Be- 
cause of the inappropriateness of it 
being inside of the manager’s amend- 
ment, I would have to oppose this pro- 
vision. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Chairman, I advise my friend that I 
have no more requests for time, and I 
am prepared to close if the gentleman 
is prepared to close. 

Mr. MARKEY. I yield myself the bal- 
ance of my time just to say that I don’t 
have a problem in debating this issue, 
but I just think it should be done in an 
appropriate way. It is an important 
issue. It overturns an EPA decision of 
some significance and I urge a “no” 
vote. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield myself the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. Chairman, just briefly, there are 
technical amendments in here which I 
acknowledge and the gentleman did ac- 
knowledge, and there are two sub- 
stantive changes, and I acknowledge 
both of those. 

Now, I just want to repeat, he talked 
about the issue that the Colville River 
was an aquatic resource of national im- 
portance. He’s basing that as the rea- 
son why we should not adopt this 
amendment. 

I want to point out again, and I made 
this observation in my remarks, the 
Colville River was not designated this 
until after—and I want to say this 
again very slowly; sometimes you don’t 
hear things in this echo chamber—after 
Conoco wanted to develop the NPR-A. 
When they developed the NPR-A, they 
had to have access across the Colville 
River. But the EPA said all of a sud- 
den: Wait a second, this might be a 
good time to make that change. That’s 
pure politics, Mr. Chairman. 

And I will say this. I was up in Alas- 
ka last year, and I stood right at the 
spot where they want to build a bridge 
across the Colville River. The Colville 
River there is not very large, and to 
suggest it falls into that category and 
we should not adopt this amendment 
flies right in the face of common sense. 

So with that, I urge my colleagues to 
adopt this amendment, and I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Washington (Mr. HAS- 
TINGS). 

The question was taken; and the Act- 
ing Chair announced that the noes ap- 
peared to have it. 

Mr. MARKEY. I demand a recorded 
vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro- 
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ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Washington will be 
postponed. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2 OFFERED BY MR. POLIS 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 2 printed in 
House Report 112-540. 

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Chairman, I have an 
amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

At the end of title I (page 6, after line 6) in- 
sert the following: 


SEC. . LIMITATION 
TURING. 


No lease or other authorization may be 
issued under a plan required by subsection 
(k) of section 161 of the Energy Policy and 
Conservation Act, as amended by section 102 
of this Act, for the conduct of any activity 
related to hydraulic fracturing within 1,000 
feet of a primary or secondary school. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 691, the gentleman 
from Colorado (Mr. POLIS) and a Mem- 
ber opposed each will control 5 min- 
utes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Colorado. 

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 2 minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, my amendment would 
better protect the health of children by 
providing for a 1,000-foot buffer be- 
tween schools and oil or gas drilling 
using the technique commonly known 
as fracking. 

Hydraulic fracturing is a national 
issue, and natural gas is an important 
part of our national energy policy. Ac- 
cording to the Interstate Oil and Gas 
Compact Commission, currently oil or 
gas production occurs in 33 States. 
Fracking occurs on more than 90 per- 
cent of oil and natural gas wells in the 
U.S. 

Advances in unconventional oil and 
natural gas extraction have led to an 
increase in fracking near where people 
live, work, and play in my district, 
across Colorado, and across the United 
States. That means increased exposure 
to toxic chemicals for kids in school 
and the air that researchers have found 
near wells, as well as noise and the nui- 
sance of heavy truck traffic. 

A recent report by the Colorado 
School of Public Health indicated that 
residents living less than half of a mile 
from wells were at a greater risk of 
acute and chronic health problems 
than those who live more than half of 
a mile from drilling sites; including ex- 
posure to air pollutants like benzene, a 
known carcinogen, at a level five times 
higher than the Federal hazard stand- 
ard. 

Given this risk and the need for more 
information, we should obviously err 
on the side of caution, particularly 
when it comes to children. We need ad- 
ditional studies to better understand 
the health impacts; but, given what we 
know, frankly, it’s time to act. 


ON HYDRAULIC FRAC- 
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Now, we’ve already set some basic 
standards when we know pollutants 
may put children at risk. As an exam- 
ple, in my district in Colorado, com- 
mercial diesel vehicles are prohibited 
from idling for more than 5 minutes 
within 1,000 feet of a school. In New 
York, fracking operations may be 
placed 100 feet from a home and 150 feet 
from a public building. 

A review of active and prospective 
wells in four northern Colorado coun- 
ties found 26 schools that have drilling 
wells operational emitting toxic gases 
within 1,000 feet of schools. 

In Erie, Colorado, I met with home- 
owners and parents who are increas- 
ingly concerned about the impacts of 
fracking on their health and their chil- 
dren’s health. We should be listening to 
their voices and not just the demands 
of energy companies. We need to find a 
reasonable compromise to address the 
concerns of families in Erie and across 
America. 

I would like to yield 2 minutes to the 
gentleman from New York (Mr. HN- 
CHEY). 

Mr. HINCHEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in strong support of the gentleman’s 
amendment, which would prohibit hy- 
draulic fracturing on public lands from 
taking place within 1,000 feet of our 
schools. This major industrial activity 
has significant public health risks and 
has no business being near our kids. 

Hydraulically fractured wells emit 
huge quantities of smog-forming 
chemicals, volatile organic compounds, 
hazardous air pollutants like benzene, 
as well as methane. These pollutants 
cause serious health problems. 

This past March, the Colorado School 
of Public Health released a report 
based on 3 years of monitoring that 
found higher cancer, respiratory, and 
neurological health risks among people 
living closest to drilling sites. The 
analysis found volatile organic chemi- 
cals to be five times the level at which 
the emissions are considered poten- 
tially harmful to public health, accord- 
ing to EPA’s hazard index. 

The Medical Society of New York has 
recently urged caution with expanded 
drilling because of concerns about 
health impacts. And data collected by 
the National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration has shown increased 
ground level ozone and other pollution 
as a result of fracking. 

But the risks go beyond just air qual- 
ity. In April 2010, there was a major 
blowout in Pennsylvania at a hydraulic 
fracturing well site. Gas and tainted 
brine spewed 75 feet in the air for 16 
hours. These kinds of blowouts happen 
far too often. 

Even the best regulated activities 
have accidents; but fracking, as we all 
know, is far from the best regulated ac- 
tivities. We need to keep it away from 
our kids. It shouldn’t be done near our 
schools, and I urge support for the gen- 
tleman’s amendment. 
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Mr. POLIS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself the remainder of my time. 

I would ask my colleagues to ask 
themselves, would they want their kids 
to be 300 feet, 500 feet, every day from 
a fracking site? Three hundred feet is 
the size of one football field. Fracking 
is scientifically documented as pro- 
ducing air pollution. We know the level 
of air pollution that is promoted, and 
it is measured. 

Advances in technology make reason- 
able accommodations possible. Direc- 
tional drilling means we can actually 
locate wells miles from schools and 
still extract the oil and natural gas re- 
sources we need and make sure that 
our children remain healthy. 

I’m hopeful that my colleagues on 
both sides of the aisle support this 
commonsense amendment that will 
protect public health, ensure the safe 
development of natural gas and pro- 
mote domestic energy production. 

I urge a “yes” vote on this amend- 
ment, I urge my colleagues to join me 
in keeping our children safe, and I 
yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Chairman, I rise in opposition to the 
amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield myself such time as 
I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, this amendment 
would really restrict the ability to 
produce energy on Federal lands, and I 
think, quite frankly, it is purely a po- 
litical amendment. 

Rather than allow existing environ- 
mental protections and reviews to en- 
sure that we have safe drilling oper- 
ations, this amendment seeks to use an 
arbitrary standard that, frankly, is 
more of a scare tactic than good 
science; and it would actually harm 
school districts, principally those in 
the Intermountain West, that take ad- 
vantage of their large landholder sta- 
tus to lease their lands for energy de- 
velopment. 
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In addition, it would infringe upon 
the ability of Native American tribes 
to manage their lands and their re- 
sources. It’s bad policy, particularly 
for the consequences of tribal lands 
that are trying to develop their energy 
resources. This would restrict their 
ability to do that. 

Now, we’ve heard the other side talk 
about why we need to do this, and the 
implication is that we need to do this 
to protect drinking water at our chil- 
dren’s schools that may become con- 
taminated from hydraulic fracturing. 
Now, Mr. Chairman, I want to say this 
very emphatically. This information of 
contamination is based on absolutely 
no science or factual evidence. As a 
matter of fact, to put an exclamation 
point on that, earlier this week, the 
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gentleman who is offering this amend- 
ment, his governor, Governor 
Hickenlooper of Colorado—who, I 
might add, is a Democrat—was quoted 
as saying—and I’ll say the whole quote 
here, and I’ll say it as slowly as I can 
so everybody can understand what 
Governor Hickenlooper said: 

There have been tens of thousands of wells 
in Colorado, and we can’t find anywhere in 
Colorado a single example of the process of 
fracking that has polluted groundwater. 


Now, I didn’t say this. I am quoting 
the governor of the gentleman who of- 
fered the amendment, his State. 

Mr. Chairman, I just have to say, I 
believe this is a politically motivated 
amendment, and it, frankly, does not 
even deserve debate on that. So I urge 
rejection of this amendment, and I 
yield back the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Colorado (Mr. POLIS). 

The amendment was rejected. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Chair under- 
stands that amendment No. 3 will not 
be offered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4 OFFERED BY MR. QUIGLEY 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 4 printed in 
House Report 112-540. 

Mr. QUIGLEY. Mr. Chairman, I have 
an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 


At the end of title I (page 6, after line 11) 
add the following: 

SEC. . PROTECTIVE APPROACH TO OIL AND 
GAS LEASING, EXPLORATION, AND 
DEVELOPMENT ON THE OUTER CON- 
TINENTAL SHELF. 

The Secretary of the Interior— 

(1) shall not conduct or authorize any leas- 
ing, exploration, or development of oil and 
gas resources of the Outer Continental Shelf 
under a plan required by subsection (k) of 
section 161 of the Energy Policy and Con- 
servation Act, as amended by section 102 of 
this Act, unless— 

(A) sound science shows that such activi- 
ties can proceed with minimal risk to the 
health of the marine environment and coast- 
al environment. 

(B) the Secretary has a thorough under- 
standing of the marine environment and 
coastal environment impacted by the activ- 
ity and an environmental baseline, the risks 
of exploration or development, and the po- 
tential consequences of accidents and other 
emergencies; and 

(C) the Secretary determines, on the basis 
of sound science, that risks are minimal, rig- 
orous safety measures are in place and will 
be enforced, and there is a demonstrated 
ability to mount an effective response to ac- 
cidents in real-world conditions; 

(2) shall not make available for oil and gas 
leasing under such a plan any area of the 
outer Continental Shelf that, by itself or in 
a network, has distinguishing ecological 
characteristics, is important for maintaining 
habitat heterogeneity or the viability of a 
species, or contributes disproportionately to 
the health of an ecosystem, including its bio- 
diversity, function, structure, or resilience; 
and 
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(3) in determining whether an area is de- 
scribed in paragraph (2), should give par- 
ticular consideration to— 

(A) areas of high productivity or diversity; 

(B) areas that are important for feeding, 
migration, or the lifecycle of species; and 

(C) areas of biogenic habitat, structure 
forming habitat, or habitat for endangered 
or threatened species. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 691, the gentleman 
from Illinois (Mr. QUIGLEY) and a Mem- 
ber opposed each will control 5 min- 
utes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Illinois. 

Mr. QUIGLEY. Mr. Chairman, 2 years 
ago, the largest accidental marine oil 
spill in the history of the petroleum in- 
dustry ravaged the gulf coast. We 
passed legislation, we convened com- 
missions, and we swore that we would 
learn. Have we? I fear the answer is no, 
and I’m not the only one. 

In April of this year, the Presidential 
panel that investigated the explosion 
gave the Obama administration a B, 
the oil industry a C-plus, and Congress 
a D for refusing to act on any of the 
recommendations of the commission. 

The bill that stands before us today 
seeks to increase domestic oil and gas 
production and reduce regulation of 
the energy industry. I’ve said it before 
and I’ll say it again, sometimes this 
place feels like Groundhog Day, and I 
am Bill Murray. So, in the spirit of 
déja vu, I am offering an amendment 
today that mirrors legislation I intro- 
duced in the 111th Congress as a re- 
sponse to the BP oil catastrophe. 

The amendment would reconfigure 
the existing presumption that extrac- 
tion comes first and conservation 
comes second. The measure would 
change our Nation’s Outer Continental 
Shelf policy and mandate precaution 
from a derivative that may imply that 
protection of the environment is sec- 
ondary to expeditious development; de- 
clares that protection and mainte- 
nance—and where appropriate, restora- 
tion—of ocean ecosystems and coastal 
environment is of primary importance; 
makes clear that OCS leasing, explo- 
ration, and development will be au- 
thorized in limited areas of the ocean 
only when science shows that those ini- 
tiatives can proceed with minimal risk 
to the health of ocean ecosystems; pro- 
tects Important Ecological Areas, or 
IEAs, by requiring the Secretary to 
consider geographical, geological, and 
ecological characteristics of the OCS 
areas. And finally, it amends the Outer 
Continental Shelf Lands Act to require 
specific precautions for areas with par- 
ticular physical or environmental char- 
acterizations from OCS leasing. 

In the Commission’s review, one of 
the chairmen stated: 

Across the board, we are disappointed 
with Congress’ lack of action. Two 
years have passed since the explosion 
on the Deepwater Horizon killed 11 
workers, and Congress has yet to enact 
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one piece of legislation to make drill- 
ing safer. 

Let us do one thing to make our pub- 
lic safe, to keep them healthy, and to 
spur economic development through 
conservation and the creation of green 
jobs. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Chairman, I rise to claim time in oppo- 
sition to this amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. I 
yield myself such time as I may con- 
sume. 

Mr. Chairman, developing our Na- 
tion’s Outer Continental Shelf is all 
about achieving a balance. The Federal 
agencies involved have to balance the 
needs of the coastal community and 
the environment while also providing 
for safe energy production. This is how 
you preserve the multiple-use aspect 
that we have for Federal land manage- 
ment, and I endorse that concept. 

Fortunately for the gentleman, the 
author of this amendment, the purpose 
of his amendment is already the law of 
the land. No leasing occurs in the 
Outer Continental Shelf without exten- 
sive environmental assessment. Now, 
T’ll give you an example. 

The Bureau of Ocean Energy Manage- 
ment conducts an environmental im- 
pact statement, or an EIS, before leas- 
ing any area, then another EIS for the 
specific lease sale area, and then an- 
other environmental assessment must 
be conducted before a company can 
even begin development. So, with that 
process that you have to go through, I 
can only conclude that this amend- 
ment is offered not about protecting 
the environment, but it’s really about 
stopping offshore energy production. Of 
course, if we do that, obviously what 
does that do to American energy jobs? 

Like I said earlier, fortunately, all 
these protections exist if indeed we’re 
going to have energy production. So I 
don’t think we need this amendment, 
and I would urge my colleagues to re- 


ject it. 

With that, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. QUIGLEY. Having respectfully 


heard the argument, I would stand on 
the statements we have made and yield 
back the balance of my time. 
Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Chairman, I am pleased to yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Colo- 
rado (Mr. GARDNER). 
Mr. GARDNER. Mr. Chairman, we 
had a discussion on this very issue in 
the Energy and Commerce Committee, 
and we made very clear that the lan- 
guage dealing with the Strategic Pe- 
troleum Reserve did not affect existing 
land management policies or manage- 
ment policies, or those policies in place 
to protect our resources. 

So, again, we actually adopted an 
amendment by Chairman DINGELL, the 
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gentleman from Michigan, the chair- 
man emeritus, to make sure that we 
restated that this does not change or 
affect our Federal land management 
policies and those intended to protect 
our Federal resources. So we made that 
clear in the Energy and Commerce pro- 
visions in this bill as well. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. With 
that, then, Mr. Chairman, the argu- 
ments have been made. I urge rejection 
of this amendment, and I yield back 
the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Illinois (Mr. QUIGLEY). 

The amendment was rejected. 

AMENDMENT NO. 5 OFFERED BY MR. MCKINLEY 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 5 printed in 
House Report 112-540. 

Mr. McKINLEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
have an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Page 8, line 6, redesignate subsection (d) as 
subsection (e). 

Page 8, after line 5, insert the following: 

(d) CONSULTATION BY COMMITTEE.—In car- 
rying out this title, the Committee shall 
consult with the National Energy Tech- 
nology Laboratory. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 691, the gentleman 
from West Virginia (Mr. MCKINLEY) 
and a Member opposed each will con- 
trol 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from West Virginia. 

Mr. MCKINLEY. Mr. Chairman, under 
this legislation, Congress creates a 
Transportation Fuels Regulatory Com- 
mittee with the Secretary of Energy 
chairing the committee. 


1920 


My amendment is simple. It will re- 
quire the Secretary and the committee, 
during their deliberation, to consult 
and receive input from the National 
Energy Technology Laboratory. 

If we’re going to analyze and report 
on the impacts of the rules and actions 
of the EPA on our Nation’s fossil fuels, 
then we should make sure that the 
committee established under this legis- 
lation consults with our Nation’s fossil 
energy laboratory. NETL is our only 
governmental research, design, and de- 
velopmental laboratory dedicated to 
domestic energy sources. It’s only fit- 
ting we make that they are included in 
this process. 

NETL works with academia on over 
275 projects across this country, as well 
as private entities, having provided 
over 450 projects in 2011, nearly 400 pri- 
vate sector projects, and over 100 not- 
for-profit laboratories. NETL’s work in 
2011 alone provided over 2,000 projects, 
89,000 jobs, and over $18 billion in total 
funding in every State in every con- 
gressional district. 
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NETL’s research and development 
into our transportation fuel sector 
began back in 1918 in Bartlesville, 
Oklahoma, with petroleum research. In 
fact, synthetic gas research began at 
NETL in 1946. 

To note some other successes, NETL 
worked in conjunction with academia 
and private industry to develop hori- 
zontal drilling in our Nation’s natural 
gas fields. 

Now, some say that Secretary Chu, 
being the chairman of this committee, 
will consult with his own fossil energy 
team. Maybe that’s true, Mr. Chair- 
man, but this is the same Secretary of 
Energy who has worked with President 
Obama to slash our fossil energy re- 
search budget by 40 percent over each 
of the last 2 years. This is the same 
Secretary of Energy who should be pro- 
moting coal, oil and gas, but, instead, 
makes derogatory comments, such as 
“coal is my worst nightmare.” 

What we can do here today is ensure 
that the Transportation Fuels Com- 
mittee and the Secretary consult with 
our government’s fossil energy experts. 
If you support having input from gov- 
ernment, private sector, and academia 
experts, then support of this amend- 
ment would be appreciated. 

Mr. Chairman, I also wish to thank 
Chairman UPTON for his support of 
this. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
to claim the time in opposition to the 
amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from California is recognized for 5 min- 
utes. 

Mr. WAXMAN. This amendment 
highlights, Mr. Chairman, the absurd- 
ity of title II of the Republican bill. 
The bill will create a new government 
bureaucracy to conduct an unrealistic 
and burdensome study of several clean 
air rules, none of which have even been 
proposed. This is a fundamentally 
flawed approach. The scope and timing 
of the new government committee’s 
analysis simply are not feasible. 

The bill requires a new interagency 
committee to estimate a host of cumu- 
lative impacts of multiple unrelated 
potential rules. The committee is sup- 
posed to estimate impacts on gasoline 
prices, capital investments, projected 
maintenance and operation of new 
equipment, refinery capacity, employ- 
ment at the national, State and re- 
gional levels, other cumulative costs 
and benefits, and even the overall glob- 
al economic competitiveness of the 
United States. 

Since none of the rules that are sup- 
posed to be analyzed have even been 
proposed, this complex analysis re- 
quired by the bill would be full of 
guesswork and assumptions. It’s un- 
clear how this new government bu- 
reaucracy could estimate the level of 
pollution control that may be required, 
predict compliance options, or assess 
the specified effects. 
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Given all of the uncertainties and 
guesswork inherent in such an anal- 
ysis, it’s unclear how the committee 
could produce an economic analysis of 
the rules with any measure of credi- 
bility. 

EPA Assistant Administrator Gina 
McCarthy testified: 

It is unclear how the new committee would 
analyze rules that have not yet been pro- 
posed, or how the public could comment on 
that analysis in an informed way. 

She also noted that such analysis 
would be redundant and a waste of gov- 
ernment resources, given the extensive 
analysis EPA already completes as 
part of the rulemaking process and the 
interagency review conducted by OMB. 

The bill provides an unrealistic dead- 
line, as well, for completing this re- 
port, doesn’t create an additional job 
in the private sector. All it will do is 
devote taxpayers’ money to create an- 
other government committee in order 
to provide it with the hopeless task of 
conducting a host of complex analyses 
that probably could not be completed 
with any credibility, even if the nec- 
essary data did exist and the com- 
mittee had years to work. 

So the whole thing is a pointless 
waste of taxpayers’ money required by 
the bill. 

Now, Mr. MCKINLEY’s amendment 
adds some additional consultation to 
that already absurd requirement. The 
Department of Energy is already rep- 
resented on this new government com- 
mittee the Republicans want to estab- 
lish. In fact, the Secretary of Energy 
chairs the committee. 

Mr. MCKINLEY’s amendment adds a 
requirement that the committee con- 
sult with part of the Department of En- 
ergy. This adds another layer of unnec- 
essary, superfluous consultation on an 
already unwieldy process. 

I urge my colleagues to vote “no” on 
the amendment and ‘“‘no” on the under- 
lying bill. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from West Virginia (Mr. McCKIN- 
LEY). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT NO. 6 OFFERED BY MR. MCKINLEY 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 6 printed in 
House Report 112-540. 

Mr. MCKINLEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
have an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Page 9, line 6, strike ‘‘and’’. 

Page 9, line 10, strike the period and insert 
“ and’. 

Page 9, after line 10, insert the following: 

(F) any other matters affecting the 
growth, stability, and sustainability of the 
Nation’s oil and gas industries, particularly 
relative to that of other nations. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 691, the gentleman 
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from West Virginia (Mr. MCKINLEY) 
and a Member opposed each will con- 
trol 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from West Virginia. 

Mr. McKINLEY. By the way, I’m just 
a little happy right now. I just got a 
text that my grandson won his baseball 
game tonight, 15-14. It’s a tournament 
he’s playing in. So be nice over there 
now. 

Mr. Chairman, once again I would 
like to reference the Transportation 
Fuels Regulatory Committee created 
by H.R. 4480. My amendment will look 
at the analysis that the committee will 
develop. 

One of the problems our oil and gas 
industry faces is the vast, ideologically 
motivated regulations they must en- 
dure. However, other nations do not 
seem to impose such overburdensome 
policies and regulations upon them. In- 
stead, countries in the Middle East and 
Asia promote their oil and gas indus- 
tries and work to make it easier for 
these countries to get their gas prod- 
ucts to market. 

This amendment would require the 
committee to conduct an analysis of 
other nations’ regulations, policies and 
enforcements, or lack thereof, of their 
oil and gas industries. Saudi Arabia, 
China, and India do not overwhelm 
their oil and gas industries with exces- 
sive regulations. They help them to 
thrive. 

This committee needs to look at 
what these other nations are doing to 
grow, stabilize and sustain their oil 
and gas industries, and ultimately 
compare it to what we’re doing here in 
the United States. We ought to help 
our industry, and this amendment 
helps to show how we can improve and 
stop hindering development of our nat- 
ural resources. 

Ultimately, I offered this amendment 
because we are supposed to be a Nation 
leading by example over the rest of the 
world. With this economy and millions 
of people unemployed or under- 
employed we really ought to be saying 
to our regulators, just because you can 
doesn’t mean you should. Just because 
you can doesn’t mean you should. 

Mr. Chairman, again, I wish to thank 
Chairman UPTON for his support of this 
amendment and the opportunity to 
offer it here. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 


1930 


Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from California is recognized for 5 min- 
utes. 

Mr. WAXMAN. In the previous 
amendment, we discussed title II, the 
Gasoline Regulations Act, which cre- 
ates a new government committee to 
do the impossible: conduct an analysis 
of EPA air quality rules that have not 
yet even been proposed, using data that 
does not exist. 
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The interagency committee cannot 
possibly provide a credible assessment 
of the potential impact of these poten- 
tial rules on energy prices. It would 
simply require too much guesswork. 
Moreover, the Energy Information Ad- 
ministration told our committee staff 
that it does not have the capability to 
conduct much of the analysis required 
by this title. The agency would have to 
devote significant new staff and con- 
tractor time to complete the analysis. 

The CBO estimates that the Gasoline 
Regulations Act would cost $3 million 
to implement. That’s $3 million to 
produce a report that will not be reli- 
able, credible, or valuable to anyone. 
Mr. MCKINLEY’s amendment would 
make this report even less credible by 
significantly expanding its scope. His 
amendment would require that this 
new interagency committee examine 
“any other matters affecting the 
growth, stability, and sustainability of 
the Nation’s oil and gas industries, par- 
ticularly relative to that of other na- 
tions.” This language suggests that the 
new committee will have to take into 
account events and regulations in 
other countries as well as our own. 
Now, that’s certainly going to send the 
price tag well above $3 million. 

For example, will the new inter- 
agency committee have to examine Ni- 
gerian labor law? What about oil com- 
pany business practices in the Amazon 
or the concerns of indigenous commu- 
nities in Canada’s tar sands? Will the 
committee have to take into account 
the health of Hugo Chavez and the po- 
tential impact on Venezuelan oil 
prices? Political upheaval in the Mid- 
dle East has a profound impact on the 
oil market. Will the new committee 
have to delve into that? 

If the interagency committee were 
serious about examining ‘‘any other 
matters” affecting the stability and 
sustainability, then it would have to 
look at a whole Pandora’s box of issues 
here in the United States. 

For example, shouldn’t the com- 
mittee have to examine what Congress 
is doing to give coal a competitive ad- 
vantage over natural gas by weakening 
air pollution laws and blocking action 
on climate change? 

The CEO of Chesapeake Energy has 
been in the news lately for some ques- 
tionable business decisions that have 
helped put the country’s second-largest 
natural gas company on the brink of 
bankruptcy. Certainly, the new inter- 
agency committee would have to exam- 
ine that issue as part of this inquiry 
into matters relevant to the sustain- 
ability of the oil and gas industry. 

All of this is to say that Mr. McKIN- 
LEY’s amendment is extremely broad 
and that it would make a deeply flawed 
report even less reliable and credible, if 
that’s even possible. I urge my col- 
leagues to oppose this amendment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
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The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from West Virginia (Mr. McCKIN- 
LEY). 

The amendment was agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 7 OFFERED BY MR. WAXMAN 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 7 printed in 
House Report 112-540. 

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman, I have 
an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Page 14, after line 9, at the end of title II, 
add the following new section: 

SEC. 207. PROTECTION AGAINST ASTHMA AND 


OTHER HEALTH EFFECTS OF AIR 
POLLUTION. 


Notwithstanding any other provision of 
this title, the Administrator of the Environ- 
mental Protection Agency shall not delay fi- 
nalization of any of the rules described in 
section 205(a) to establish standards for clean 
air and to reduce air pollution, if the pollu- 
tion that would be controlled by the final- 
ized rule is contributing to asthma attacks, 
acute and chronic bronchitis, heart attacks, 
cancer, birth defects, neurological damage, 
premature death, or other serious harms to 
human health. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 691, the gentleman 
from California (Mr. WAXMAN) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman, title II 
of this bill blocks the EPA from final- 
izing several important air quality 
rules until after a new government bu- 
reaucracy produces a new analysis of 
these and other EPA actions. But it’s a 
fool’s errand because a new govern- 
ment bureaucracy is required to con- 
duct an impossible analysis of rules 
that haven’t even been proposed using 
data that doesn’t exist. 

The bill would block the EPA from 
issuing new tier 3 standards for motor 
vehicles and fuels to reduce harmful 
tailpipe emissions that cause smog and 
deadly particle pollution. Smog and 
soot pollution can trigger asthma at- 
tacks, heart attacks, and even pre- 
mature death. 

The bill would block the EPA from 
issuing long overdue rules to require 
refineries to use modern technology to 
reduce their emissions of toxic air pol- 
lutants. The pollutants cause cancer, 
birth defects, neurological damage, and 
other serious health problems. 

The bill would also block the EPA 
from issuing rules necessary for States 
and localities to implement the 2008 
ozone standard. This would leave the 
outdated 1997 ozone standard in place. 
Even the Bush administration thought 
this standard was too weak. In addi- 
tion, the bill would block the EPA 
from updating the ozone standard to 
reflect the best available science on 
the health effects of breathing dirty 
air. 
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During the legislative hearing on this 
bill, Chairman WHITFIELD stated, “It is 
not the intent of this legislation to roll 
back any existing health protections.” 

That claim is laughable for a bill 
that radically changes the Clean Air 
Act by barring the EPA from setting 
air quality goals based on what the 
science tells us is safe to breathe. But 
if Republicans want to claim that this 
bill is not an attack on the Clean Air 
Act and public health, there should be 
no objection to my amendment. 

My amendment simply states that, 
notwithstanding the bill’s provisions 
and notwithstanding all that’s in this 
bill, the EPA administrator cannot 
delay implementing any of the rules 
targeted by the bill if the air pollution 
that would be controlled by those rules 
causes serious harm to human health, 
including asthma attacks and other 
respiratory disease, heart attacks, can- 
cer, birth defects, brain damage, or pre- 
mature death. 

This is a simple choice between oil 
industry profits and Americans’ health. 
The top five oil companies earned $137 
billion in profits last year. They can af- 
ford to clean up their pollution. 

Instead, this bill would make Ameri- 
cans pick up the tab for the oil compa- 
nies, and it would make Americans pay 
that tab with their health and even 
their lives. The air quality protections 
blocked by this bill are especially im- 
portant for the most vulnerable among 
us—our babies, kids, old people. 

Oil refineries are among the largest 
emitters of toxic air pollution, and 
they are often located near where peo- 
ple live, but this bill would indefinitely 
delay the EPA’s ability to require oil 
refineries to clean up pollution such as 
benzene, which causes cancer and con- 
tributes to birth defects and develop- 
mental harm in babies. 

Republicans argue these rules would 
only be delayed for a while, but many 
of these rules have already been de- 
layed for far too long. The Republicans’ 
claim assumes that the interagency 
committee can actually complete the 
impossible study required by this bill. 
Even if that were possible, there would 
still be no deadlines for these new rules 
as the bill eliminates existing dead- 
lines and sets no new ones. 

Americans rely on the Environ- 
mental Protection Agency to hold pol- 
luters responsible for cleaning up their 
pollution. It’s just common sense. If 
you stop the EPA from doing its job, 
public health will suffer. 

So it’s time to come clean. If you 
want to pass a bill to stop the EPA 
from doing its job and allow polluters 
to pollute with impunity, be honest 
with the American people. Tell them 
you think that we have done enough to 
reduce air pollution and that you want 
to stop any further efforts to clean up 
air pollution, but don’t pretend that 
this get-out-of-jail-free card for oil in- 
dustry polluters won’t hurt the health 
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of Americans, especially our children 
and the elderly. 

If, on the other hand, you don’t want 
to block efforts to clean up air pollu- 
tion that is contributing to asthma at- 
tacks, heart attacks, lung disease, can- 
cer, birth defects, neurological damage, 
and premature death, then support my 
amendment. My amendment will make 
it perfectly clear that the EPA can 
continue to clean up air pollution that 
causes serious health effects. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
amendment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
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Mr. GARDNER. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to this amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Colorado is recognized for 5 min- 
utes. 

Mr. GARDNER. Mr. Chairman, we 
heard a lot of powerful words there: 
ban, bar, block. The fact is that this 
bill does not ban, bar, or block these 
regulations. In fact, nothing prevents 
and nothing bars, bans, or blocks the 
EPA from developing rules on their 
current schedule. And nothing bars, 
bans, or blocks the EPA from pro- 
tecting the public health and the envi- 
ronment as the law requires them to do 
so. In fact, it’s quite commonly known 
that the EPA is unlikely to even final- 
ize these rules prior to the completion 
of the study. 

We’ve already got tremendous pro- 
tections in current law, stringent regu- 
lations, some of which were just issued 
in the past few months. But I think we 
ought to take a look to understand 
what impact regulations are going to 
have on the cost of people’s energy. 

Our colleague mentioned picking up 
the tab. I’1]1 tell you who else is picking 
up the tab: people in poverty are pick- 
ing up the tab of increasing energy 
costs, which is making it more and 
more difficult for them to make ends 
meet. They are picking up the tab of 
rising gas prices, costing $50, $60, $70 a 
tank to fill up with gas to drive to 
work. That’s who is picking up the tab, 
our constituents who are trying to lift 
themselves up and out of poverty and 
are having difficulty trying to make 
ends meet because of rising energy 
prices, because this Congress refuses to 
enact legislation that says, Hey, let’s 
look before we leap and understand the 
impact these regulations are going to 
have on the price of gasoline. 

Again, the purpose of the bill is to re- 
quire a study. Nothing in this bill re- 
lieves the administrator of the EPA 
from the responsibility to issue rules 
required by the Clean Air Act or any 
other legal obligation. Nothing in this 
bill changes the EPA’s obligation to 
protect the public health. Nothing in 
this bill prevents the EPA from devel- 
oping and proposing new regulations, 
taking public comments, or from pre- 
paring a final rule, a process that typi- 
cally requires at least a year. In fact, it 
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would be highly unlikely, as I said be- 
fore, that they could even both propose 
and finalize this rule before the study 
was finished. 

Our colleague also mentioned that we 
don’t know enough information about 
proposed regulations to study them. 
EPA’s own action development proc- 
ess—the internal ways that the EPA 
works, their own internal action devel- 
opment process—requires that the 
analysis of a regulation start early in 
the rule development. So they’re al- 
ready talking about what impact these 
have, including the President’s own ex- 
ecutive orders that require agencies to 
perform analysis and consider the cu- 
mulative effects of regulations. So this 
is an unnecessary amendment. 

Our colleague mentioned some of the 
most toxic emitters of air pollution. 
There’s a lot of people around the 
country that believe the most toxic 
emitter of air pollution is Congress. In 
this case, some of those arguments 
have been used in the bill on this 
amendment. 

I would just urge my colleagues to 
vote ‘‘no’”’ on this amendment. 

Mr. WAXMAN. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. GARDNER. I would be happy to 
yield to the gentleman from California. 

Mr. WAXMAN. There is a regulation 
for Tier 3 standards for automobiles 
that will reduce sulfur and other emis- 
sions that are very harmful. EPA’s 
analysis says that will contribute a 
penny per gallon for gasoline. That is 
the kind of rule that would be stopped 
under the existing bill, and there is an 
enormous health impact. 

When you talk about people in pov- 
erty, they can afford a penny a gallon 
on gasoline and the oil companies can 
afford to absorb a penny a gallon, espe- 
cially with all of the health and lives 
that can be enhanced by removing 
some of these very dangerous chemi- 
cals. 

Mr. GARDNER. Reclaiming my time, 
again, I’m not in a position to tell con- 
stituents who may find it tough to 
make ends meet that it’s okay if we in- 
crease your price of gasoline by a 
penny here and a penny there, a couple 
of pennies, maybe even a nickel. 

Mr. WAXMAN. But you claim that 
it’s going to increase it by many dol- 
lars, and I think you’re incorrect. 

Mr. GARDNER. Reclaiming my time, 
we know that a penny increase in a 
gallon of gasoline, the Federal Trade 
Commission has said, can be a signifi- 
cant burden, meaning as much as $4 
million to individuals and businesses 
around the country for every single 
penny in the increase of the price of 
gasoline. 

Again, this does not prevent the EPA 
from developing rules on the current 
schedule. It says, Look before you leap. 
That’s why I object to this amendment, 
and I yield back the balance of my 
time. 
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The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from California (Mr. WAXMAN). 

The question was taken; and the Act- 
ing Chair announced that the ayes ap- 
peared to have it. 

Mr. GARDNER. Mr. Chairman, I de- 
mand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro- 
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from California will be 
postponed. 

AMENDMENT NO. 8 OFFERED BY MR. CONNOLLY 

OF VIRGINIA 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 8 printed in 
House Report 112-540. 

Mr. CONNOLLY of Virginia. Mr. 
Chairman, I have an amendment at the 
desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

On page 14, after line 9, insert the fol- 
lowing: 

SEC. 207. CORPORATIONS ARE NOT PEOPLE. 

Section 302 of the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 
7602) is amended by adding at the end the fol- 
lowing: 

‘“(aa) PUBLIC HEALTH.—The term ‘public 
health’— 

“(A) refers to the health of members of the 
species homo sapiens; and 

“(B) does not refer to the health of cor- 
porations or any other non-living entities.’’. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 691, the gentleman 
from Virginia (Mr. CONNOLLY) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Virginia. 

Mr. CONNOLLY of Virginia. Mr. 
Chairman, throughout the 112th Con- 
gress, the Republican leadership has in- 
vested a staggering amount of time and 
effort into gutting our Nation’s clean 
water and air protections. As of this 
month, this House has voted 247 times 
in support of anti-environmental bills, 
amendments, and riders, including 77 
votes devoted to dismantling the Clean 
Air Act alone. 

As we debate yet another bill that 
seeks to gut the public health and wel- 
fare protections provided by that act 
and as we witness Democratic attempts 
to protect public health get defeated 
time and again on party-line votes, one 
is tempted to cynically dismiss H.R. 
4480 as the Republican leadership’s lat- 
est offering to their good friends in Big 
Oil. However, this bill contains an in- 
teresting provision that gave me pause, 
frankly, since it seems to hint that dis- 
agreements over protecting public 
health, when setting national ambient 
air quality standards, may actually 
stem from fundamental philosophical 
differences between the two parties. 

One provision in particular begs for 
clarification since it’s not every day 
that Republicans starkly disagree with 
Justice Antonin Scalia in regard to 
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statutory interpretation as they do in 
section 206 of this bill. As written, that 
section would amend section 109(b) of 
the Clean Air Act to require the admin- 
istrator of the EPA to take feasibility 
and costs into consideration when pre- 
scribing air quality standards that are 
requisite to protect public health. 

Now, I’m aware that the author of 
this provision believes that this lan- 
guage merely clarifies supposed ambi- 
guity in the act, going so far as to as- 
sert during the May 17 markup: 

The only reason costs are not being consid- 
ered in setting standards there today is be- 
cause the Supreme Court said the language 
was ambiguous. 

Mr. Chairman, I must respectfully 
disagree with that interpretation since 
Justice Scalia’s statutory interpreta- 
tion of section 109(b) was anything but 
ambiguous. 

To quote Justice Scalia’s unanimous 
opinion in Whitman v. American 
Trucking Associations, Inc., in regard 
to potentially considering cost when 
setting ambient air quality standards 
to protect public health, he said: 

The cost factor is both so indirectly re- 
lated to public health and so full of potential 
for canceling the conclusions drawn from di- 
rect health effects, that it would have been 
expressly mentioned in sections 108 and 109 
had Congress meant it to be considered. 

Even more to the point, the very first 
sentence of Justice Scalia’s opinion 
says: 

Section 109(b) does not permit the adminis- 
trator to consider implementation costs in 
setting national ambient air quality stand- 
ards. 

This would seem to put aside any am- 
biguity. 

That brings us to my simple amend- 
ment. Since Justice Scalia’s opinion 
was crystal clear that the costs cannot 
be considered when setting those 
standards to protect public health, I 
couldn’t figure out why my Republican 
colleagues were so committed to forc- 
ing the administrator to take those 
very factors into account. But then it 
dawned on me that since the Clean Air 
Act actually never defines the term 
“public health,” perhaps there is some 
confusion concerning who or what com- 
prises the public. After all, if one be- 
lieves that corporations are people, 
then the term ‘‘public health” would 
obviously have a different meaning to 
that individual compared to my own or 
Justice Scalia’s. 

Thus, my simple amendment would 
clarify the term ‘‘public health” in the 
Clean Air Act only as it pertains to the 
health of people and not corporations 
or other nonliving entities, and it’s a 
simple fix to clear any confusion and 
restate congressional intent. By adopt- 
ing this amendment, Mr. Chairman, 
Congress can reaffirm the principle 
that corporations are not people and 
ensure the lack of definition for the 
term ‘‘public health” in the Clean Air 
Act does not cause any confusion, par- 
ticularly for certain individuals who 
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may be under the misguided impression 
that corporations are, indeed, people. 
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I urge my colleagues to support this 
simple amendment, and I yield back 
the balance of my time. 

Mr. GARDNER. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Colorado is recognized for 5 min- 
utes. 

Mr. GARDNER. Again, I believe this 
amendment is unnecessary, talking 
about ambiguities and the silence in 
the law when it comes to the Clean Air 
Act in the determination of cost. Here 
the issue of cost was silent, and we are 
simply saying we ought to have the 
issue of cost brought into this. 

When the term ‘“‘public health” ap- 
peared in the first Federal Clean Air 
legislation in 1955, its ordinary mean- 
ing was ‘‘the health of the commu- 
nity.” In the American Trucking deci- 
sion, as you pointed out, the Supreme 
Court affirmed that the definition of 
public health is ‘the health of the pub- 
lic” and does not refer to the health of 
nonliving entities. 

The Clean Air Act requires that am- 
bient air quality standards be estab- 
lished to protect the public health with 
an adequate margin of safety. Noth- 
ing—nothing—in H.R. 4480 changes the 
definition of ‘‘public health.” Again, 
let me say that: Nothing in H.R. 4480 
changes the definition of ‘‘public 
health” in the Clean Air Act or any ob- 
ligations. It doesn’t change any obliga- 
tions to set such human health-based 
standards. 

So I would urge a ‘‘no’”’ vote on this 
amendment, and with that, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Virginia (Mr. CONNOLLY). 

The question was taken; and the Act- 
ing Chair announced that the noes ap- 
peared to have it. 

Mr. CONNOLLY of Virginia. Mr. 
Chairman, I demand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro- 
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Virginia will be 
postponed. 

AMENDMENT NO. 9 OFFERED BY MR. GENE GREEN 
OF TEXAS 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 9 printed in 
House Report 112-540. 

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, I have an amendment at the 
desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Page 14, lines 1 through 9, strike section 
206 (relating to consideration of feasibility 
and cost in revising or supplementing na- 
tional ambient air quality standards for 
ozone). 
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The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 691, the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. GENE GREEN) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Texas. 

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, I rise in support of my 
amendment. 

I would like to vote for this bill, but 
it goes way too far. 

Mr. Chairman, I represent five large 
refineries and 20-plus chemical plants, 
so I’m very sensitive to what regu- 
latory compliance can mean to a com- 
pany’s economic success. But for over 
40 years, the Clean Air Act has re- 
quired the Environmental Protection 
Agency to set the level of each ambient 
air quality standard based on what is 
necessary to protect public health. 
They do this because EPA’s job is 
health, not economic impacts. 

Again, for over 40 years, Republicans 
and Democrats have agreed to this 
principle, which was passed on a bipar- 
tisan basis in the 1970s and signed into 
law by a Republican President and 
unanimously upheld by the U.S. Su- 
preme Court in 2001. 

This amendment would strike section 
206 of the bill, which would require the 
EPA to consider industry costs when 
determining what level of air pollution 
is “safe.” But economic and compli- 
ance costs are already considered sev- 
eral times throughout the regulatory 
process, which is why section 206 is not 
necessary. 

The EPA conducts a regulatory im- 
pact analysis for a range of emission 
standards when they propose the stand- 
ard. Then they do a second regulatory 
impact analysis when they choose the 
final standard before it is sent to the 
Office of Management and Budget for 
review. 

The regulatory process works. Last 
September, the Office of Management 
and Budget did not allow EPA to move 
forward with a revised ozone NAAQS 
standard because they felt that the 
costs of compliance would be too high 
for the regulated industries at this 
point in our economic recovery. To use 
a Texas saying, let’s not throw out the 
baby with the bathwater. 

Section 206 is a policy rider that un- 
dermines 40 years of bipartisan agree- 
ment, and I encourage my colleagues 
to support my amendment that would 
strike it. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. GARDNER. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
to claim time in opposition to the 
amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Colorado is recognized for 5 min- 
utes. 

Mr. GARDNER. Mr. Chairman, I have 
great respect for my colleague from 
Texas. We’ve worked on a couple of 
pieces of legislation together over the 
year and a half that I have been on the 
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committee. I have the honor of serving 
with him on the Energy and Commerce 
Committee. But I also must rise again 
to oppose the amendment from our col- 
league from Texas. 

Once again, under this bill, nothing 
in the gasoline regulations act stops 
the EPA from developing rules on their 
current schedule. Nothing in this pre- 
vents the EPA from protecting the 
public health and the environment, as 
the law requires them to do. 

But as we talked in the previous 
amendment, consideration of the cost 
and the feasibility of these major rules 
is elsewhere throughout the law. And it 
is warranted because, in this case, a 
failure to consider those costs could 
hurt jobs and the economy. We need to 
know. 

In fact, costs are required in other 
parts of the Clean Air Act. And EPA 
must consider costs in the context of 
setting New Source Performance 
Standards, automobile emission stand- 
ards, aircraft emission standards, fuel 
additives, and reformulated gasoline 
standards. And it’s also a matter that 
you have to consider costs when set- 
ting future drinking water standards in 
the Safe Drinking Water Act. 

And if you hearken back to last year 
when President Obama decided that he 
was going to withdraw his last ozone 
rule, one of the comments that he 
made when he was withdrawing that 
ozone rule, which we argued would 
have greatly imperiled our economy— 
here’s a quote from President Obama: 

I have continued to underscore the impor- 
tance of reducing regulatory burdens and 
regulatory uncertainty, particularly as our 
economy continues to recover. 

So when the President was talking 
about the Clean Air Act, he recognized 
ozone; he recognized the importance of 
taking a look at our economic uncer- 
tainty and the economic uncertainty of 
his last ozone rule. 

So I appreciate our colleague’s 
amendment, but I certainly have to op- 
pose it at this time. I urge the rest of 
my colleagues to oppose it as well. 

With that, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, I want to thank my col- 
league from Colorado because the sys- 
tem does work. Even the President 
used economics. But that’s the Presi- 
dent’s job, not the EPA. 

I would like to yield 2 minutes to the 
ranking member of the Energy and 
Commerce Committee, the gentleman 
from California (Mr. WAXMAN). 

Mr. WAXMAN. I thank the gen- 
tleman for yielding to me. 

The Clean Air Act was adopted in 
1970, signed by President Nixon. 
Changes were made in 1990, signed by 
President George H.W. Bush. The heart 
of the Clean Air Act has been that EPA 
relies on the best science possible to 
determine what level of pollution is 
harmful for people to breathe. They de- 
cide what is safe. And based on the 
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science, EPA sets a quality standard. 
This is the standard to protect public 
health. Then they take into consider- 
ation, at the State and local level, the 
costs of how to achieve that. They may 
give more time; they may do it in dif- 
ferent ways. 

But section 206 of the bill would end 
this commonsense approach, the main 
part of the Clean Air Act, because it 
would make cost a factor in what is 
supposed to be a scientific decision 
about how much pollution is safe for a 
child to breathe. In setting a public 
health standard, it would give as much 
weight to a polluter’s accountant as to 
a scientist. This is like going to your 
doctor, asking for a diagnosis, and he 
wants to tell you what your diagnosis 
is based on the cost of treatment. You 
want to know what’s most important 
for your health. That’s what’s required 
of the EPA. 

You will hear over and over again Re- 
publicans saying, We’ve done well in 
reducing pollution. And we have be- 
cause of a Clean Air Act that’s based 
on setting a standard to protect health 
and then allowing costs to determine 
how to achieve that standard, but not 
setting the goal based on costs that 
could be wildly out of sync with the re- 
ality of what it would take and how 
much to spend to achieve that health- 
based standard. 

This is a very, very radical provision 
in the bill. I want to commend my col- 
league Mr. GREEN for seeking to strike 
it. It would be consistent with the law 
as we have always known it, not to go 
back and change it as this bill would 
do. 

Mr. GARDNER. Mr. Chairman, again, 
to repeat, to reiterate, to restate this 
point: Nothing in this bill—nothing in 
this bill—changes the EPA’s obligation 
to protect the public health with an 
adequate safety margin. Nothing 
changes the obligation to protect the 
public health. 

And with that, Mr. Chairman, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 


2000 


Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. I yield 
myself the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is 
recognized for 1⁄2 minutes. 

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. I appre- 
ciate my colleague and your work on 
the committee, but that’s why we need 
to remove 206. That provision actually 
takes away health and safety as EPA’s 
primary responsibility. That’s what it 
was created for in 1970. We already 
have a system that will work to deal 
with the economic problems. We go to 
OMB. But even more so, we can go to 
the States. Because once EPA and OMB 
approves that rule, then they go to the 
States to work out the compliance. 
And in our district, where I have a 
huge industrial capacity, we actually 
work with our State agency and EPA 
to make sure we can economically do 
that within a timeframe. 
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That’s why this amendment should 
be acceptable, Mr. Chairman, and I 
would encourage Members to vote for 
this amendment when it comes up for a 
vote tomorrow. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Texas (Mr. GENE GREEN). 

The question was taken; and the Act- 
ing Chair announced that the noes ap- 
peared to have it. 

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, I demand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro- 
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Texas will be post- 
poned. 

AMENDMENT NO. 10 OFFERED BY MR. TERRY 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 10 printed 
in House Report 112-540. 

Mr. TERRY. I have an amendment at 
the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

On page 14, after line 9, insert the fol- 
lowing new section: 

SEC. 207. FUEL REQUIREMENTS WAIVER AND 
STUDY. 

(a) WAIVER OF FUEL REQUIREMENTS.—Sec- 
tion 211(c)(4)(C) of the Clean Air Act (42 
U.S.C. 7545(c)(4)(C)) is amended— 

(1) in clause (ii)(ID, by inserting ‘ʻa prob- 
lem with distribution or delivery equipment 
necessary for the transportation or delivery 
of fuel or fuel additives,” after ‘‘equipment 
failure,”’; 

(2) in clause Gii)dI), by inserting before 
the semicolon at the end the following: ‘‘(ex- 
cept that the Administrator may extend the 
effectiveness of a waiver for more than 20 
days if the Administrator determines that 
the conditions under clause (ii) supporting a 
waiver determination will exist for more 
than 20 days)”; 

(3) by redesignating the second clause (v) 
(relating to the authority of the Adminis- 
trator to approve certain State implementa- 
tion plans) as clause (vi); and 

(4) by adding at the end the following: 

“(vii) PRESUMPTIVE APPROVAL.—Notwith- 
standing any other provision of this subpara- 
graph, if the Administrator does not approve 
or deny a request for a waiver under this sub- 
paragraph within 3 days after receipt of the 
request, the request shall be deemed to be 
approved as received by the Administrator 
and the applicable fuel standards shall be 
deemed to be waived for the period of time 
requested.’’. 

(b) FUEL SYSTEM REQUIREMENTS HARMONI- 
ZATION STuDY.—Section 1509 of the Energy 
Policy Act of 2005 (Public Law 109-58; 119 
Stat. 1083) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)— 

(A) in paragraph (1)(A), by inserting 
“biofuels,” after ‘‘oxygenated fuel,’’; 

(B) in paragraph (2)— 

(i) in subparagraph (B)— 

(D) by redesignating clause (ii) as clause 
Gii); 

(I) in clause (i), by striking ‘‘and’’ after 
the semicolon; and 

(III) by inserting after clause (i) the fol- 
lowing: 

‘“(i) the renewable fuel standard; and”; and 
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(IV) in subparagraph (G), by inserting ‘‘or 
Tier III” after ‘‘Tier II”; and 

(2) in subsection (b)(1), by striking ‘‘2008”’ 
and inserting ‘‘2014’’. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 691, the gentleman 
from Nebraska (Mr. TERRY) and a Mem- 
ber opposed each will control 5 min- 
utes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Nebraska. 

Mr. TERRY. Thank you, Mr. Chair- 
man. 

My amendment is a rather simple 
one and I hope all of my colleagues can 
support it. 

Many of us remember the devasta- 
tion brought on by Hurricanes Katrina 
and Rita. But even more folks outside 
of the gulf region remember the mete- 
oric rise in gas prices and the threat of 
having no gas at all. When supplies are 
interrupted, it’s critical to restore fuel 
for consumers as soon as possible. We 
continue to operate in an environment 
in which the fuel required in one mar- 
ket may not satisfy the requirement 
set by the EPA in another market, i.e., 
the fuel in Chicago may be different 
from the fuel in St. Louis, especially in 
the summertime. 

If supplies of fuel are disrupted, 
whether from a national emergency or 
from a simple equipment failure, the 
consumers can be affected in a very 
significant and adverse way. When gas 
stations run out of gas, our constitu- 
ents suffer. When suppliers run short of 
fuel and the market drives up prices, 
the constituents suffer. Not every sup- 
ply disruption is covered in the exist- 
ing statute. But every supply disrup- 
tion can hurt our consumers. That is 
what this amendment is doing: Ensur- 
ing that the Administrator has the au- 
thority to serve the best interests of 
our constituents—our consumers— 
when fuel prices are affected. 

Further, asking these consumers to 
wait a prolonged period of time before 
issuing a ruling that could restore sup- 
plies to their market is unacceptable. 
Time is of the essence when we are try- 
ing to avert these fuel shortages and 
price spikes. It’s important that the 
decisions regarding the economic wel- 
fare of our constituents are made in a 
timely manner. 

The underlying bill that we have here 
before us is about doing what we can to 
keep the prices as low as we can. This 
amendment would broaden the times 
where EPA can grant a waiver to an 
area to use whatever fuel they have on 
hand when there is a disruption. Right 
now, the authority only exists for nat- 
ural disasters and other larger emer- 
gencies. Not all disruptions are cov- 
ered. This amendment expands upon 
the waiver to include any disruption. 
Because we have refineries closing in 
the Northeast and we have a limited 
ability to move product due to Jones 
Act requirements, we need to ensure 
that any region is never in a position 
of doing without fuel. 
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The second part of my amendment 
calls for the EPA and DOE to conduct 
the Fuel Harmonization Study that 
EPACT 05 directed them to complete 
by June, 2008. And here we are in 2012 
and we don’t have the study. It simply 
tells them to get on it. We want the 
Harmonization Study completed. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
to claim time in opposition to this 
amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR (Mr. CRAWFORD). 
The gentleman from California is rec- 
ognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. WAXMAN. This amendment 
would change the law—the Clean Air 
Act—that authorizes EPA to waive pol- 
lution control requirements for motor 
vehicle fuels where there’s an ex- 
tremely unusual fuel supply cir- 
cumstance. Well, we want that ability 
to waive that law. And EPA is already 
allowed to do that. 

But the Terry amendment provides 
that if EPA doesn’t act in 3 days, it’s 
automatically granted. And that’s not 
enough time for EPA to act. Often, a 
request for a waiver is incomplete. We 
don’t know exactly why they’re asking 
for the waiver. They haven’t come up 
with all the information. It may not 
specify the area that could be covered. 
It may not be clear on exactly which 
fuel parameters are waived. 

So under this amendment the EPA 
would have to choose between two bad 
options. They could reject the waiver 
and then perhaps approve a revised 
version a few days later when EPA gets 
the necessary information. Well, that 
doesn’t make any sense. Fuel suppliers 
are going to be confused. They may be 
concerned that EPA won’t address a 
situation where they need some rule. 
Or, EPA can allow an ambiguous and 
confusing waiver request to become ef- 
fective. Again, this would just leave 
fuel suppliers confused and uncertain 
about what they have to do. Since the 
waiver would become effective auto- 
matically, how would fuel suppliers 
even find out it had gone into effect? 
It’s also unclear what constitutes a 
waiver of request. 

I think there’s a lot of confusion in 
this proposal. I don’t know why exist- 
ing law should be changed. If there’s 
been a problem, we haven’t heard any 
testimony on this. We haven’t had any 
hearings on this in our committee. 

Requiring laws and regulations to be 
waived hastily, based on incomplete in- 
formation, and for potentially long pe- 
riods of time, is simply bad policy. 
Regulations are adopted through a pub- 
lic process which allows all parties to 
participate and all relevant informa- 
tion to be considered. But without lim- 
its, waivers could effectively rewrite 
regulations without public input. 
That’s why the Clean Air Act waiver 
provisions, which were adopted in 2005, 
are narrowly crafted. 

So I have a lot of misgivings about 
this policy. I don’t know why we need 
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it. We haven’t had any testimony on it. 
It can lead to some very bad results. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. TERRY. I appreciate the gentle- 
man’s remarks, but it’s really not as 
draconian a measure as it may appear 
from his comments. When a waiver is 
requested, it’s usually by a government 
entity for a region, usually with Gov- 
ernors, and there still has to be a dis- 
ruption. If there’s a disruption to the 
point where a government entity has 
to request a waiver from the oxygen re- 
quirements for the summer fuel for 
that particular region, that disruption 
is going to be well known and well doc- 
umented. It won’t take them more 
than 3 days to do it, unless they’re in- 
tentionally dragging their feet. 

Three days is sufficient. And if they 
refuse to act on that within that cer- 
tain period of time, I think it’s com- 
pletely appropriate that they’re able to 
keep the blend with the supply that 
they would have. 

So this is really a simple request, a 
simple amendment to make sure that 
price spikes don’t occur, that time is of 
the necessity. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman, a 
waiver request does not have to come 
from a public entity. It can come from 
elsewhere as well. 

I yield the balance of my time to the 
gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr. 
MARKEY). 
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Mr. MARKEY. I thank the gen- 
tleman. This is just another example 
that Congress knows best. It is a Re- 
publican solution to everything. Let’s 
not let the agency professionals do 
their jobs on a case-by-case basis. Let’s 
have a_one-size-fits-all, 3-day shot 
clock that we put on a request that 
could have significant impacts environ- 
mentally in areas. 

And by the way, if the agency is not 
ready, they might just reject it on day 
two because there’s not enough infor- 
mation, rather than having an orderly 
process that makes it possible for the 
agency to be able to determine in a 
conversation with perhaps a govern- 
ment entity, but perhaps not, all of the 
details of what the implications are, 
what the ramifications of this request 
would be. 

But it’s not different than the shot 
clock that you want to put on the De- 
partment of the Interior in 60 days hav- 
ing to approval drilling in sensitive off- 
shore or onshore lands in our country. 
All of these things are basically part of 
a Republican agenda to ensure that the 
hands of the government are actually 
tied in protecting the health and envi- 
ronment of our country. 

What the gentleman from Nebraska 
is doing, which is part and parcel of a 
systematic approach to undermine the 
ability of those agencies that are 
tasked with the job of protecting the 
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health, of protecting the environment, 
of protecting the safety of individual 
citizens, is to have handcuffs put on 
them so they cannot discharge their re- 
sponsibility. 

I urge in the strongest possible terms 
a ‘‘no’’ vote on the Terry amendment. 

Mr. TERRY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Nebraska is recognized for 1 
minute. 

Mr. TERRY. I would just state that I 
think the rhetoric far exceeds the facts 
here. This is a simple amendment just 
to say when there’s a disruption, in- 
stead of waiting around, when we know 
there’s a problem, let’s take care of the 
problem, allow the available fuel to be 
used so there aren’t price spikes that 
hurt people. 

And so I ask that my colleagues sup- 
port this amendment, and I yield back 
the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Nebraska (Mr. TERRY). 

The amendment was agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 11 OFFERED BY MR. RUSH 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 11 printed 
in House Report 112-540. 

Mr. RUSH. Mr. Chairman, I have an 
amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Page 14, after line 9, at the end of title II, 
add the following new section: 


SEC. 207. IMPACT ON GASOLINE PRICES AND 
JOBS IN THE UNITED STATES. 


(a) DETERMINATION OF IMPACT.—Not later 
than 90 days after the date of enactment of 
this Act, the Administrator of the Energy 
Information Administration shall make a de- 
termination as to whether implementation 
of this title is projected to lower gasoline 
prices or create jobs in the United States 
within 10 years. 

(b) SUNSET IF IMPLEMENTATION NOT PRO- 
JECTED TO LOWER GASOLINE PRICES OR CRE- 
ATE JOBS.—Sections 205 and 206 shall cease to 
be effective if the Administrator of the En- 
ergy Information Administration, pursuant 
to subsection (a), determines that implemen- 
tation of this title is not projected to lower 
gasoline prices and create jobs in the United 
States within 10 years. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 691, the gentleman 
from Illinois (Mr. RUSH) and a Member 
opposed each will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Illinois. 

Mr. RUSH. Mr. Chairman, while gas 
prices have subsided over the past few 
months, Americans are still very con- 
cerned about the issue of jobs and high 
unemployment. In my district and in 
the African American community in 
general, joblessness is far higher than 
the national average with some com- 
munities experiencing unemployment 
rates of up to 60 percent. Yet even with 
these staggering figures, we are here 
today debating a bill that will do abso- 
lutely nothing to address this critical 


9560 


issue that the American people are fac- 
ing. Nada, zip, zero will it do. 

Mr. Chairman, the House will only be 
in session a little over 20 more days be- 
fore we recess in August; and after 
that, this House will barely be in ses- 
sion until after the November elec- 
tions. During this limited time, we 
should be focusing our attention on 
legislation that will create jobs and 
move America forward towards a 
smarter energy future that is less vul- 
nerable to the whims of the world’s oil 
market. 

However, there is nothing in this bill, 
H.R. 4480, that will do anything to ad- 
dress the issues most important to the 
American people. Neither jobs nor gas 
prices are dealt with in this bill. 

Mr. Chairman, my amendment, the 
amendment that I’m offering today, 
gets right to the heart of the matter 
and simply states that: 

Not later than 90 days after the date of en- 
actment of this Act, the administrator of the 
Energy Information Administration shall 
make a determination as to whether imple- 
mentation of this Act is projected to lower 
gasoline prices or create jobs within the 
United States within 10 years. 

That’s what my amendment says— 
clearly, simply, concisely. 

However, if the administrator of the 
EIA determines that implementation 
of this act is not projected to lower 
prices or create jobs in 10 years, then 
the most egregious provisions of this 
bill, sections 205 and 206, which attack 
existing Clean Air Act protections, will 
sunset and cease to be in effect. 

Mr. Chairman, provisions in this bill, 
such as title II, the Gasoline Regula- 
tions Act, use the backdrop of high un- 
employment and fluctuating gas prices 
as a ruse to once again attack the EPA 
and the Clean Air Act, without doing a 
single thing to actually reduce the cost 
that Americans are paying at the pump 
or to deliver more jobs to the American 
people. 

Mr. Chairman, Congress should not 
remove long-standing Clean Air Act re- 
quirements for EPA to set ambient air 
quality standards at the level nec- 
essary to protect human health. 

Nor should the majority attempt to 
block and delay several EPA air qual- 
ity and public health provisions under 
the guise of falsely claiming that these 
attacks on EPA will actually create 
jobs or reduce gas prices. Time and 
time again over the past year and a 
half, this Congress, under the majority 
party’s leadership, has voted to roll 
back provisions of the Clean Air Act. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge all of my col- 
leagues to vote for the Rush amend- 
ment, and I yield back the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. GARDNER. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Colorado is recognized for 5 min- 
utes. 

Mr. GARDNER. Mr. Chairman, I 
want to tell a little bit of a story. I 
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grew up and live in a very small town 
in the eastern plains of Colorado. There 
are about 3,000 people who live in this 
small town. And when I was growing 
up, there was a mother and her daugh- 
ter who lived across the street from 
where I was growing up in a little 
home. They had an older car. And in 
this small town, the grocery stores, 
gosh, can’t be more than four blocks 
away. But when they went to the gro- 
cery store, they walked. 

As the years went by and the mother 
got older, they still walked to the gro- 
cery store. In the winter, a lot of times 
they walked. And in the summer, they 
walked. I remember asking them one 
time, they have a car, how come 
they’re not driving? It’s just four 
blocks away. And as she got older and 
it was more difficult to walk, her re- 
sponse was because we can’t afford the 
gas. That’s four blocks of driving. It 
can’t use much gasoline. But the fact 
is, the price of gas mattered to that 
family. It made the difference of get- 
ting groceries, putting food on the 
table. 

We talk about people’s ability to af- 
ford health care. If you’re left with the 
option of getting to work or buying 
health care insurance, what are you 
going to do? What choice are you going 
to make? 

By making sure that we have abun- 
dant, affordable energy, we are making 
sure that families can make ends meet 
easier, that they can make those 
choices to go see the doctor when they 
need to, because high prices of energy 
certainly impact the ability of families 
to lift themselves out of poverty to 
make sure that they’re improving their 
own lives. 


2020 


Your amendment would stop the look 
that we’re asking to take at what regu- 
lations do when it comes to the price of 
gasoline, when it comes to the price of 
energy. Nothing in this bill prevents 
the EPA from developing rules on their 
current schedule, but it does say we 
need to understand the impact that 
they are going to have on the price of 
gasoline, because I bet those neighbors 
of mine are very interested in what 
government is doing to increase the 
cost of them getting to the grocery 
store or not, and maybe they could 
drive when it’s cold outside. 

Mr. RUSH. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GARDNER. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Illinois. 

Mr. RUSH. I am so glad you used the 
story and told the story of your neigh- 
bor, because your neighbor is not un- 
like my neighbors. They’re suffering 
from unemployment; they’re suffering 
from high gas prices. But what con- 
fuses me and what’s gotten me as- 
tounded is the fact that in this bill, 
your neighbor, her problems, my neigh- 
bor’s problems, the problems of all the 
Members of this body, all of our neigh- 
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bors’ problems, our problems aren’t ad- 
dressed. 

All I’m asking for is that if the EIA— 
a fairly knowledgeable agency, an 
agency that is respected—if they deter- 
mine after looking at the provisions of 
this bill and say that this bill will not 
create one job, this bill doesn’t address 
rising gasoline prices—— 

Mr. GARDNER. Mr. Chairman, if I 
could reclaim my time so that I can 
have the ability to close on my amend- 
ment, and I appreciate my colleague’s 
debate on this. 

But again, this issue is not about 
stopping or blocking the EPA from 
doing it, because they’re fully able to 
develop rules on their current schedule. 
Nothing prevents them from protecting 
the public health and the environment 
as the law requires them to do—noth- 
ing. So your amendment, though, when 
you talk about rules affecting gas 
prices should be delayed until the re- 
port is completed because those rules 
could increase gas prices; that’s all 
we’re trying to do. Allowing a single 
member of this committee, which your 
amendment would do, to circumvent 
the analysis would defeat the purpose 
of the act. 

Gas prices impact, as we know, all 
parts of our economy, and we need to 
have multiple experts. But the EIA, of 
which your amendment deals with, 
doesn’t have the expertise in national 
competitiveness. They don’t have the 
expertise in job impacts or agriculture 
or health benefits analysis. 

Again, I think we have just got to be 
at the point where we let the American 
people know what’s happening to the 
price of gasoline because of these regu- 
lations. 

With that, Mr. Chairman, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Illinois (Mr. RUSH). 

The question was taken; and the Act- 
ing Chair announced that the noes ap- 
peared to have it. 

Mr. RUSH. Mr. Chairman, I demand a 
recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro- 
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Illinois will be 
postponed. 

AMENDMENT NO. 12 OFFERED BY MR. HOLT 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 12 printed 
in House Report 112-540. 

Mr. HOLT. Mr. Chairman, I have an 
amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Page 17, after line 17, insert the following: 

‘“6) The Strategy under this subsection 
should seek to ensure that that the percent- 
age of onshore Federal oil and gas leases 
under which production is not occurring is 
reduced during the next 4-year period. 
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The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 691, the gentleman 
from New Jersey (Mr. HOLT) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from New Jersey. 

Mr. HOLT. Mr. Chairman, the bill be- 
fore us tonight would elevate energy 
production above all other uses of pub- 
lic lands in, really, contradiction of the 
principles of multiple use under the 
Federal Land Management and Policy 
Act. This would be to the detriment of 
grazing, hunting, fishing, and other 
recreation activities. Yet the plan en- 
visioned by the majority’s bill does not 
even require that the Interior Depart- 
ment consider the tens of millions of 
acres of public lands that oil companies 
are just sitting on and not using. 

Right now, oil companies have rough- 
ly 25 million acres of public land on- 
shore on which they are not producing 
oil. Even worse, oil companies are not 
even beginning drilling activities on 
the vast majority of these nonpro- 
ducing areas. In fact, last month the 
Interior Department released a new re- 
port which found that oil companies 
have nearly 21 million acres onshore 
under lease on which they have not 
even begun conducting exploration ac- 
tivities. 

Well over half of the public lands 
that oil companies have under lease on- 
shore are idle. They are warehousing 
these leases. They are sitting on these 
leases. My amendment would require 
that the Secretary reduce the number 
of nonproducing leases as part of the 
plan for energy development on public 
lands that would be established under 
the underlying bill. 

Before we risk disrupting additional 
public lands, let’s begin by getting the 
oil and gas industry to use the leases 
they have. It’s simple: No seconds 
while your plate is still full. It’s the 
height of cynicism that the industry 
would be squatting on these leases at 
the same time it is asking us to give 
them more land that belongs to the 
Americans. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Chairman, I rise to claim time in oppo- 
sition to this amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. I 
yield myself such time as I may con- 
sume. 

Mr. Chairman, we’ve heard this argu- 
ment and this debate and this issue be- 
fore. This is nothing but a recycled 
version of the old use-it-or-lose-it argu- 
ment that we’ve heard so many times, 
but this time it’s disguised as an effort 
to reduce nonproducing leases. 

This amendment is based on a com- 
pletely unsubstantiated premise, which 
is that oil companies are sitting on oil 
and gas leases, therefore rendering 
them inactive—at least that’s how the 
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claim goes—if they are not diligently 
drilling for and producing oil. 

This is important, Mr. Chairman. Use 
it or lose it is already the law of the 
land. Why? Because every lease on Fed- 
eral land currently includes develop- 
ment language requiring moving for- 
ward by the energy companies, and if a 
company does not produce within those 
lease terms, then the lease reverts 
back to the government. 

Now, keep in mind, picture this: A 
company is paying money for a lease 
and there are certain conditions in this 
lease for them to produce in a time pe- 
riod. If they don’t produce in that time 
period, it reverts back to the govern- 
ment. Is that not use it or lose it? 
That’s the law of the land as it is a 
part of the lease sales. 

So, just because a lease sale is not 
actively producing, that doesn’t mean 
that there’s not work on that lease 
sale. Leases can be held for up to 7 or 
10 years because studies or permitting 
or even lawsuits slow that process 
down. 

In addition, it isn’t possible to drill 
every lease at the same time. Think of 
leases like homebuilding. A home- 
builder doesn’t start building every 
home at the same time. You have roof- 
ers, you have framers, you have plumb- 
ers, you have drywalls, you have elec- 
tricians all working at different times 
on different parts of the house. Oil and 
natural gas is the same way. You have 
geologists, drillers, production, permit- 
ting, and environmental studies. All 
those things happen in different steps. 

So the argument that use it or lose 
it—which is already in place—is some- 
thing that we should even be debating 
here is nonsensical. It ignores the re- 
alities of oil and gas, the years of ex- 
ploring, the drilling and permitting 
that it takes to bring something to the 
floor. 

Not only has a use-it-or-lose-it argu- 
ment failed many times when it’s been 
brought to the floor of this House, but 
in the House Natural Resources Com- 
mittee on legislation dealing with this, 
it lost on a bipartisan vote. Frankly, 
Mr. Chairman, I suspect if there’s a 
vote called on this, it, too, will lose on 
a bipartisan vote. So to encourage 
that, I would urge my colleagues to re- 
ject this amendment. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. HOLT. Mr. Chairman, may I ask 
the time remaining on this amend- 
ment? 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from New Jersey has 3 minutes remain- 
ing. 

Mr. HOLT. I would be pleased to 
yield 2% minutes to the coauthor of 
this amendment, the ranking member, 
Mr. MARKEY. 

Mr. MARKEY. 
tleman. 

I have a suggestion to succinctly tell 
the whole story about the tens of mil- 
lions of acres that oil companies are al- 


I thank the gen- 
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lowing to sit idle. Fox should create a 
new TV show for the oil companies 
holding all these idle wells, and it 
could be called ‘‘American Idle,” with 
Exxon and Chevron and BP and all 
those companies as the contestants. 
Every week, the oil companies can 
come and sing their sad tune about 
needing more taxpayer-owned land to 
drill even as their lease blocks are left 
lonely for years at a time and they 
don’t drill at all. 
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ExxonMobil and BP could sing songs 
like ‘‘Not Taking Care of Business” or 
“Sitting on a Block in the Bay,’’ where 
the refrain sung by the oil company ex- 
ecutives would, of course, be ‘‘wastin’ 
time.” 

And Simon Cowell could come back 
to the show he created so we can all 
watch as he mocks these companies for 
their subpar drilling performance. And 
of course, in typical fashion for the oil 
industry, they’ll still demand to be ad- 
vanced to the next round of leasing, 
even though they’re doing nothing. 

And by the way, in this bill, the Re- 
publicans actually have a provision 
that if the President, because Iran at- 
tacked us, deployed 10 percent of the 
Strategic Petroleum Reserve, that we, 
the American people, would then have 
to lease 200 million acres, an area the 
size of Texas to the oil companies to 
drill because the President deployed 
the Strategic Petroleum Reserve, even 
though the oil companies already have 
an area the size of Kentucky in public 
lands that they are not drilling on. 

So this whole American Idle thing 
really plays perfectly into the Repub- 
lican plan because right now the oil 
companies pay $1.50 per year per acre 
not to drill while at the same time 
bleating that they are being discrimi- 
nated against, even as the President 
now has us at the highest rate of oil 
production in the United States in 18 
years, which is a very hard thing for 
the Republicans to finally come here to 
the floor and admit. 

Vote for the Holt amendment. That 
is the solution to this problem. Then 
we’ll get America and the oil compa- 
nies back to work and away from their 
idle ways, which is hurting the na- 
tional security of this country. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Could 
I inquire how much time remains on 
both sides? 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Washington has 2 minutes. The 
gentleman from New Jersey has 30 sec- 
onds. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. I re- 
serve the balance of my time. 

Mr. HOLT. Mr. Chairman, let me just 
repeat. Right now, the oil companies 
have 25 million acres of public land on- 
shore on which they are not producing. 
They have 21 million acres of public 
land onshore under lease on which they 
are not even conducting exploration 
activities. 
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I rest my case. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. I 
yield myself the balance of the time. 

Mr. Chairman, once again, to repeat, 
the nature of the lease sales that com- 
panies enter into is ‘‘use it or lose it” 
because if they don’t, within the time 
period of that lease, utilize that for 
production, they give it back. That’s 
“use it or lose it.” That’s the law right 
now. 

But let me respond here in the short 
time I have about comments that have 
been made earlier about increased 
American production. That’s true, Mr. 
Chairman, and I’m glad for that. But 
the implication of that statement 
being made by my friends on the other 
side of the aisle is that it’s because of 
the policies of this administration. 

Mr. Chairman, nothing could be fur- 
ther from the truth. It takes a while to 
get land or offshore up to speed and in 
production, sometimes many years. 
But the reason production is increasing 
in some areas and has been increas- 
ing—it’s now going down on Federal 
lands—is because of actions of prior ad- 
ministrations. That is never said. It’s 
because of prior administrations’ ac- 
tions, because the last 2 years of this 
administration, oil and natural gas, 
the production on Federal lands, has 
gone down. 

And finally, the main reason why oil 
production has increased in this coun- 
try is because it’s happening prin- 
cipally in North Dakota and in west 
Texas, and it’s on private land and/or 
State land. The Federal Government 
and this administration had absolutely 
nothing to do with the increase of that 
production. As a matter of fact, I think 
there were probably some efforts to try 
to slow that down. 

But, at any rate, I had to make that 
point, Mr. Chairman. This amendment, 
again, has been around a few times. I 
suspect that if a vote is called on it 
that it will fail on a bipartisan basis 
again. I urge rejection. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. HOLT). 

The question was taken; and the Act- 
ing Chair announced that the noes ap- 
peared to have it. 

Mr. HOLT. Mr. Chairman, I demand a 
recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro- 
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from New Jersey will be 
postponed. 

AMENDMENT NO. 13 OFFERED BY MR. CONNOLLY 
OF VIRGINIA 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 13 printed 
in House Report 112-540. 

Mr. CONNOLLY of Virginia. Mr. 
Chairman, on behalf of myself and Mr. 
LEWIS, I have an amendment at the 
desk. 
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The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Page 27, line 17, strike the closing 
quotation marks and the following period, 
and after line 17 insert the following: 

“(C) RIGHT TO PETITION PRESERVED.—This 
paragraph shall not be construed to abridge 
the right of the people to petition for the re- 
dress of grievances, in violation of the first 
article of amendment to the Constitution of 
the United States.’’. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 691, the gentleman 
from Virginia (Mr. CONNOLLY) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Virginia. 

Mr. CONNOLLY of Virginia. Mr. 
Chairman, I rise to offer this amend- 
ment on behalf of my colleague, Con- 
gressman JOHN LEWIS. 

Before I begin, I’d like to invite my 
colleagues on the other side of the aisle 
to refer to their pocket Constitutions, 
specifically page 21. There they’ll find 
the First Amendment, which reads, and 
I quote: 

Congress shall make no laws respecting an 
establishment of religion, or prohibiting the 
free exercise thereof, or abridging the free- 
dom of speech, or of the press, or the right of 
people peaceably to assemble and to petition 
the government for a redress of grievances. 

I may be mistaken, Mr. Chairman, 
but when we read the Constitution, 
read it aloud here on the floor at the 
start of this Congress, a bipartisan ex- 
ercise in which I was privileged to par- 
ticipate, I don’t recall there being an 
asterisk at the end of the First Amend- 
ment saying, except, of course, if your 
petition stands in the way of Big Oil. 
Yet, the language in this bill creates a 
brand new, $5,000 protest fee for any 
American citizen to challenge the 
granting of a drilling lease, right of 
way or permit. 

I don’t know about my colleagues, 
but that seems like we’re abridging the 
freedom of speech and the right to peti- 
tion the government for redress of a 
grievance. Once again, the Republicans 
in the House are happy to rush by the 
rights of the public to benefit their big 
friends in Big Oil. This is a capricious 
tax, at best, on the peaceable right to 
protest an act of the government that 
someone believes might harm the envi- 
ronment. 

Not surprisingly, the bill does not 
apply a similar protest fee on someone 
who might want to protest the denial 
of a drilling lease or permit. One won- 
ders why? Could it be that would be a 
tax on industry? 

Mr. Chairman, the Bureau of Land 
Management objected to this fee in its 
testimony to the committee on this 
legislation, citing it as an inappro- 
priate economic barrier to the public 
to seek judicial review or redress of an 
agency decision. 

I agree with that statement, but I 
don’t think it goes far enough. It 
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doesn’t fully capture the full ramifica- 
tions of it. It would trample on the 
First Amendment rights of the public. 
So much for the other side’s commit- 
ment to being strict constructionists 
when it comes to the Constitution. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues 
to support this amendment and reject 
this assault on the Constitution and 
the First Amendment. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Chairman, I rise to claim the time in 
opposition to this amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. I 
yield myself as much time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I just want to clarify 
something. Absolutely nothing in this 
legislation, or this entire legislation, 
takes away the right of people to pro- 
test or petition for the redress of griev- 
ances. That is something that is held 
sacred, I think by all Americans, cer- 
tainly all Members of this House. 

During the oil and natural gas leas- 
ing exploration and development proc- 
ess, there are over a dozen opportuni- 
ties for citizens to protest, to appeal, 
to comment, or to even completely 
halt energy development on public 
land. 

Since the 1990s, however, the use of 
protests on Federal lands has increased 
by 700 percent through a considered ef- 
fort by special interest groups to halt 
oil and natural gas development on our 
Federal lands. This explosion of pro- 
tests has crippled the Bureau of Land 
Management, or BLM, offices while 
they are working to handle the wave of 
new protests. 

A formal protest of leasing is a legiti- 
mate step in the oil and natural gas 
leasing process. However, and this is 
something that I think most people 
recognize, the abuse of protest to halt 
that development is something I think 
needs to be addressed. 
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So the $5,000 protest documentation 
fee in this legislation goes directly 
then towards helping the BLM process 
the onslaught of protests that are cur- 
rently being paid by taxpayer dollars. 
It does not take away anyone’s right to 
protest, nor does it interfere with the 
other nearly 15 ways someone can par- 
ticipate in government’s decision re- 
garding Federal energy leasing or de- 
velopment. 

This provision, as a matter of fact, 
will ensure that taxpayers’ dollars that 
are going through the normal process 
are spent protecting the environment 
and in the planning and the leasing, 
not tied up in processing paperwork re- 
lated to endless protests filed by spe- 
cial interests with an agenda, which 
one has to conclude, of stopping oil and 
natural gas leasing. 
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I do want to mention, too, Mr. Chair- 
man, that this amendment was also of- 
fered in legislation in the Natural Re- 
sources Committee, and it, too, was de- 
feated on a bipartisan basis. I suspect 
that if this is brought to the floor it 
will probably be beaten on a bipartisan 
basis again, so I urge the rejection of 
this amendment. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. CONNOLLY of Virginia. Mr. 
Chairman, I would inquire as to how 
much time remains on this side. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
has 242 minutes remaining. 

Mr. CONNOLLY of Virginia. I would 
yield the balance of my time to the 
gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr. 
MARKEY). 

Mr. MARKEY. 
tleman. 

Mr. Chairman, this provision reminds 
me of something that French author 
Anatole France once said. He said that 
the law, in its majestic equality, for- 
bids the rich as well as the poor to 
sleep under bridges, to beg in the 
streets and to steal bread. 

So, yes, under the bill’s petroleum 
protest poll tax, the rich as well as the 
poor are charged $5,000 as a fee to pro- 
test an oil company drilling plant that 
could undermine the environment or 
the safety or the view of a particular 
individual, but the law is clearly tar- 
geted against the poor. 

So if you are one of the super-rich 
like, say, Mitt Romney, having to pay 
a $5,000 fee to protest is nothing. It’s 
less than half of what you offer up 
when you make a friendly little bet 
with a friend. If you’re the Koch broth- 
ers and you want to stop the Cape Wind 
project from blocking your view out on 
the ocean, that’s a small price to pay 
to be able to undermine a project that 
you’re not happy with. For everyone 
else, this is basic economic discrimina- 
tion. This $5,000 fee isn’t just a toll- 
booth on the highway of justice. It isa 
brick wall. 

Just by contrast, the United States 
Supreme Court—the highest court in 
the land—charges $300 to appeal a case. 
For an American citizen who is earning 
minimum wage, it would take 4 months 
of working full time and forgoing food 
and shelter in order to pay this protest 
fee which the Republicans want to put 
on the books. So, ordinary people, 
they’re going to have to pay up now if 
they want to protest, and the environ- 
mental justice that has been denied 
poor people in our country over the 
last several generations just continues 
under this. This is what it’s all about— 
environmental justice. 

What you’re doing is you’re imposing 
a poll tax—an environmental poll tax, 
a polluter’s poll tax, a petroleum poll 
tax—on ordinary families. It is just 
wrong, unnecessary, but oh so obvious 
in what the agenda is. It’s not to block 
the Koch brothers from trying to block 
Cape Wind but, rather, just ordinary 
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citizens from having their days in 
court so they can make their protests 
in a way that doesn’t bankrupt the 
families. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Washington has 2% minutes re- 
maining. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. I 
yield myself the balance of the time. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to point out 
this poster behind me. I know one can’t 
read all of the details here, but this is 
the process by which somebody goes 
through a lease process to try to de- 
velop some activity on Federal lands. 
This is the process that one goes 
through, which, of course, is pretty 
long. 

Now, I mentioned in my opening re- 
marks that there are 15 different ways 
there can be a protest made or a voice 
heard, or whatever, in that whole lease 
process. At the back of me on this 
chart, it is denoted by the red dots. 
You can see all the way along, starting 
way over to my right, where right at 
the start there are places you can have 
input and that continues throughout, 
all the way to virtually the end. 

When you have a process like this— 
and I will say it—in many cases, some 
of these red dots are used for frivolous 
purposes. Well, if they’re used for frivo- 
lous purposes, there has to be a way, it 
would seem, to mitigate that in some 
way so that the government can do its 
job and do its work under the law as to 
those who are trying to lease public 
lands. That’s simply what the fee does 
because the fee goes to the agency that 
processes this. 

That means you can ensure, from my 
point of view at least, that you’ll have 
a process that’s fair and open. Nothing 
is taken away. There are no red dots 
taken away whatsoever. We’re just 
simply saying there has to be a means 
by which we finance this process. I 
think this is a way to do it, so I would 
urge the rejection of this amendment. 
As I mentioned, it has been rejected 
several times before. It was rejected in 
committee, and I hope it will be re- 
jected on the House floor. 

With that, I yield back the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. Mr. Chair, the bill 
that the House is considering contains a very 
troubling provision. It would place a $5,000 fee 
on anyone who wants to protest a lease of 
federal lands. 

The language in this legislation is very clear: 
it refers to this as a “protest fee” and it costs 
$5,000. Clearly, a $5,000 fee places a higher 
burden on citizens who might seek to delay or 
prevent oil and gas development. 

Mr. Chair, my colleagues are well aware 
that the first amendment says that Congress 
shall make no law abridging the freedom to 
petition the government for a redress of griev- 
ances. 

This fee violates that most basic freedom 
and it violates the spirit of the first amend- 
ment. My amendment, Number 13, offered by 
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Mr. CONNOLLY of Virginia as my designee, 
would fix that. 

| am not a lawyer Mr. Chair, but | have ex- 
perience in non-violent protest. | have experi- 
ence in petitioning the government over a 
grievance. And | believe this provision is un- 
constitutional. 

| have seen firsthand the power of the first 
amendment—The power of protest. My experi- 
ence has taught me that this is our sacred 
right as Americans. It is a protection from op- 
pression. It is a protection from tyranny and in- 
justice. On more than one occasion, my 
friends and | put our lives in its care for what 
we believe. We must protect that right. 

In the past three years there have been 
members of this body who have protested the 
policies of the administration. While | disagree 
with them on many issues, | deeply respect 
their right to peacefully and non-violently pro- 
test. Some of them may be new to protest but 
| know that every member of the Tea-Party 
Caucus will support my amendment. 

Mr. Chair, the ability to protest was the 
foundation of our country. Protest has shaped 
and reshaped our society. Again and again. If 
the courts review this policy, we should make 
clear that this provision should not stand. | 
urge my colleagues to vote yes on this 
amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Virginia (Mr. CONNOLLY). 

The question was taken; and the Act- 
ing Chair announced that the noes ap- 
peared to have it. 

Mr. CONNOLLY of Virginia. Mr. 
Chairman, I demand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro- 
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Virginia will be 
postponed. 

AMENDMENT NO. 14 OFFERED BY MR. AMODEI 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 14 printed 
in House Report 112-540. 

Mr. AMODEI. Mr. Chairman, I have 
an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Add at the end the following: 

TITLE _ —MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS 


SEC. _. LIMITATION ON TRANSFER OF FUNC- 
TIONS UNDER THE MINING LAW 
PROGRAM OR THE SOLID MINERALS 
LEASING PROGRAM. 

The Secretary of the Interior may not 
transfer to the Office of Surface Mining Rec- 
lamation and Enforcement any responsi- 
bility or authority to perform any function 
performed immediately before the enact- 
ment of this Act under the Solid Minerals 
Program of the Department of the Interior, 
including— 

(1) any such function under— 

(A) the laws popularly known as the Min- 
ing Law of 1872 (30 U.S.C. 22 note); 

(B) the Act of July 31, 1947 (chapter 406; 30 
U.S.C. 601 et seq.), popularly known as the 
Materials Act of 1947; 

(C) the Minerals Leasing Act (30 U.S.C. 181 
et seq.); or 

(D) the Mineral Leasing Act for Acquired 
Lands (80 U.S.C. 351 et seq.); and 
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(2) any such function relating to manage- 
ment of mineral development on Federal 
lands and acquired lands under section 302 of 
the Federal Land Policy and Management 
Act of 1976 (48 U.S.C. 1782); and 

(3) any function performed under the Min- 
ing Law Program. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 691, the gentleman 
from Nevada (Mr. AMODEI) and a Mem- 
ber opposed each will control 5 min- 
utes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Nevada. 

Mr. AMODEI. Mr. Chairman, the Do- 
mestic Energy and Jobs Act, in addi- 
tion to developing our abundant oil and 
natural gas reserves, is also important 
for the purposes of recognizing another 
part of the energy sector, which are 
our mineral resources. An often-forgot- 
ten component of America’s economic 
engine and comparative advantage 
over other nations is our mineral and, 
yes, coal production. Minerals and 
mine materials are the raw ingredients 
needed by every sector of our economy. 

This amendment is simple. It would 
prohibit the Secretary of the Interior 
from moving any aspect of the Solid 
Minerals program administered by the 
Bureau of Land Management and merg- 
ing it with the Office of Surface Mining 
Reclamation and Enforcement, the 
OSM. This amendment is necessary be- 
cause, currently, the administration 
continues to proceed with plans to 
combine these two entities despite the 
fact that it has met with heavy bipar- 
tisan resistance and also resistance 
from stakeholders, including, yes, even 
environmental groups. 

Last year, Secretary Salazar an- 
nounced his intent to combine the OSM 
and a portion of BLM’s Solid Minerals 
program through a secretarial order. It 
appears to be in vogue these days—ex- 
ecutive orders, secretarial orders. The 
problem missing here is: resort to Con- 
gress. Previous administrations have 
looked at this and have concluded in 
the record that congressional action is 
needed to do this. So here we are, try- 
ing to forestall yet another secretarial 
or executive order that flies in the face 
of congressional authority. 

In March of this year, the Depart- 
ment of the Interior indicated a desire 
to continue to evaluate this. This will 
result in unnecessary costs to tax- 
payers as it is duplicative and flies in 
the face of previous administrations. 

More importantly, OSM should not 
have the responsibility for leasing Fed- 
eral coal. Under the Surface Mining 
Control and Reclamation Act, which 
was passed by this House, States are 
responsible for the permitting and the 
regulation of coal mining and aban- 
doned-mine land cleanup. Additionally, 
the Surface Mining Control and Rec- 
lamation Act expressly prohibits the 
commingling of employees of any Fed- 
eral agency that promotes the develop- 
ment or use of coal—responsibilities of 
the Solid Minerals division of the BLM. 
It is a clear conflict of interest. 
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Finally, the OSM does not have of- 
fices in all Federal Western States, and 
hard-rock mining does not fall under 
their jurisdiction, nor does it have any 
experience in the broad range of min- 
eral commodities regulated by the 
BLM. 

I ask for the Chamber’s support of 
this amendment that would stop the 
Department of the Interior from merg- 
ing the operations of the BLM and 
OSM. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. AMODEI. I yield to the gen- 
tleman. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. 

I think you have a very good amend- 
ment, and I support that amendment. I 
thank the gentleman for bringing it to 
the floor. 

Mr. AMODEI. Mr. Chairman, I re- 
serve the balance of my time. 


2050 


Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to this amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Massachusetts is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Chairman, we 
know that the Republican majority 
thinks current law governing hard rock 
mining in this country is about as 
close to perfect as they can get, and we 
know that international mining giants 
like Barrick Gold and Rio Tinto agree 
with our Republican colleagues. The 
status quo is really ideal from their 
perspective. That is because the status 
quo allows these multinational compa- 
nies to mine billions of dollars worth of 
gold, silver, and other minerals on Fed- 
eral lands without paying a dime in 
royalties. What’s not to like if you’re a 
multinational offshore company com- 
ing into our country? 

The law allowing this disgraceful 
windfall was signed by Ulysses S. 
Grant in 1872, and there it sits immune 
from change, immune from improve- 
ment or update for 140 years. What we 
did not realize was just how far this 
majority will go to make sure even the 
smallest corner of the current setup is 
never, ever changed. 

The administration has announced 
plans to consider whether merging 
some of the functions of the Office of 
Surface Mining and the Bureau of Land 
Management might lead to efficiencies 
and save the American taxpayers some 
money. The jury is still out on that 
idea, but we must ensure that we can 
continue to exercise proper oversight 
of mining activities on public lands and 
ensure that American taxpayers and 
States can continue to receive a proper 
return on these minerals. 

A February report to Secretary Sala- 
zar recommended that the two agencies 
stay largely independent of each other. 
The merger plans have yet to be devel- 
oped or announced and would likely be 
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limited to money-saving ideas like 
combining human resource divisions, 
employee training programs, and fleet 
management operations. This stream- 
lining could reportedly save as much as 
$5 million annually of taxpayers’ 
money, something that the GSA, per- 
haps, could take as a lesson as to how 
they should operate. 

At the very least, the administration 
deserves the time to fully develop and 
present a plan that can be debated on 
its merits. But this amendment says 
“no.” This amendment would specifi- 
cally prohibit the administration from 
even considering whether aspects of 
this idea have merit and would save 
the taxpayers money, which is the goal 
of the plan that the Department of the 
Interior is considering. 

Not only do our Republican col- 
leagues reject any and all efforts to 
bring the Federal mining law into the 
21st century—I would even take the 
20th century, for that matter—but they 
bristle at the very idea of thinking 
about ways to better organize the 
agencies overseeing mining on Federal 
lands. 

We should let the administration do 
its job. We should also get serious 
about ending royalty-free mining on 
public lands. This amendment really 
misses the point entirely. We need to 
be more efficient. We have to save the 
taxpayers money, and we also have to 
make sure that these multinationals 
pay more to mine the minerals of the 
American people. 

With that, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. AMODEI. Mr. Chairman, may I 
inquire as to how much time I have re- 
maining? 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Nevada has 2 minutes remaining. 

Mr. AMODEI. I yield 1% minutes to 
my colleague from the Buckeye State. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Ohio. Mr. Chair- 
man, today I rise in support of the 
Amodei amendment that would ensure 
that the Secretary of the Interior does 
not combine the two agencies with 
competing missions into the same 
agency. 

Late last year, the Secretary of the 
Interior tried to merge the Office of 
Surface Mining into the Bureau of 
Land Management. After spending 
months of time and valuable taxpayer 
dollars to look at the issue and holding 
multiple public meetings, the Sec- 
retary of the Interior realized two 
things: First, he realized that he didn’t 
have the power to merge the two agen- 
cies; and secondly, he realized it was 
simply a bad idea. Now there are re- 
ports that the Secretary is looking at 
taking portions of Bureau of Land 
Management and moving them under 
the purview of the Office of Surface 
Mining. 

The two facts that I just mentioned 
still hold true today. The Secretary 
doesn’t have the power without it first 
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being authorized by Congress, and the 
two agencies have competing missions. 
It simply doesn’t make sense to com- 
bine the two agencies. 

During a markup at Natural Re- 
sources earlier this year, I offered an 
amendment similar to this that 
stopped the Secretary of the Interior 
from combining the two agencies, and 
it passed on a voice vote. I would hope 
that this amendment passes in a simi- 
lar fashion. 

I am all for streamlining overlapping 
government functions and cutting 
wasteful government spending. How- 
ever, in this case there are no overlap- 
ping functions or wasteful spending. 
For that reason, I urge all of my col- 
leagues to support this amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Massachusetts has 11⁄2 minutes re- 
maining, and the gentleman from Ne- 
vada has 30 seconds remaining. 

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

Mr. AMODEI. Mr. Chairman, I would 
just say that the goal of the amend- 
ment is to keep from picking up the 
newspaper in the morning and reading 
about a secretarial or executive order 
that has combined two agencies that 
the record is replete with evidence that 
the executive branch and the Secretary 
does not have the authority to. 

So when we talk about oversight and 
the proper thing to do in these in- 
stances and when we talk about debate 
it on its merits, as my colleague from 
the Bay State has indicated, I would 
love to do that. That requires that 
Congress act, not the Secretary of the 
Interior and not the President of the 
United States. 

Thank you, and I yield back the bal- 
ance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Nevada (Mr. AMODEI). 

The question was taken; and the Act- 
ing Chair announced that the ayes ap- 
peared to have it. 

Mr. AMODEI. Mr. Chairman, I de- 
mand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro- 
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Nevada will be 
postponed. 

AMENDMENT NO. 15 OFFERED BY MR. MARKEY 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 15 printed 
in House Report 112-540. 

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Chairman, I have 
an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Add at the end the following: 

TITLE—MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS 


SEC. 1. REQUIREMENT TO OFFER FOR SALE 
ONLY IN THE UNITED STATES. 

The Secretary of the Interior shall require 

that all oil and gas produced under a lease 

issued under this Act, the amendments made 
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by this Act, or any plan, strategy, or pro- 
gram under this Act shall be offered for sale 
only in the United States. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 691, the gentleman 
from Massachusetts (Mr. MARKEY) and 
a Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Massachusetts. 

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, this amendment is 
quite simple. It prohibits the export of 
oil and natural gas produced from 
leases on the public lands of the United 
States that are going to be authorized 
under this bill. 

America’s number one export last 
year was American fuel—number one. 
No other product did we export more of 
last year than the fuel that is produced 
here in the United States. More than 
$100 billion in American-made fuels 
was sent overseas to China, to Mo- 
rocco, to Singapore, and other coun- 
tries. 

This infuriates Americans pulling up 
to the pump and paying more than $3.50 
a gallon to fill up. Not only do oil com- 
panies want to continue exporting 
American fuel, but they’re now talking 
about lifting restrictions on exporting 
America’s crude oil as domestic pro- 
duction continues to increase. 

Just this week, the President of the 
American Petroleum Institute an- 
nounced that exporting America’s 
crude oil should be a serious consider- 
ation. Let me say that again: Big Oil is 
now stating publicly, in no uncertain 
terms, that they want to be able to ex- 
port crude oil produced in the United 
States. 

Earlier, the majority whip said that 
this bill will make us energy inde- 
pendent. Well, without the Markey 
amendment, there is no way that an oil 
company just won’t export the fuel and 
the natural gas, and now the head of 
the American Petroleum Institute says 
Big Oil also wants to start exporting 
America’s crude oil, as well. 

As American men and women are on 
the ground in the Middle East fighting 
and dying to protect oil supply lines 
coming from the Middle East into the 
United States, Big Oil wants to export 
oil produced here in America to China, 
to other countries around the world. 
That is truly frightening, and it’s 
wrong, ladies and gentlemen. It is 
wrong in terms of our relationship with 
the young men and women who fight 
for us, who defend us around the world. 
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Big Oil is beholden to shareholder in- 
terests only. They do not care about 
American national security, and they 
certainly don’t like Americans to enjoy 
low energy prices, which is what’s hap- 
pening right now with natural gas. 
They want a bigger cut. They want to 
create a global natural gas market and 
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a global price, just like they have for 
oil. That’s the plan. 

And the companies are lining up at 
the Department of Energy right now to 
get permits to export American nat- 
ural gas. There are 15 applications 
seeking to export 28 percent of our cur- 
rent natural gas, American natural 
gas, natural gas here in the United 
States all around the world. 

And why do they want to do that? 
Well, they want to do that—even 
though the Energy Department says it 
could lead to a 54 percent increase in 
the price of natural gas for Ameri- 
cans—they want to do it for a very 
simple reason. The price of natural gas 
in Japan right now is seven times high- 
er than the price of natural gas here in 
America. American companies want to 
sell the natural gas to the Japanese 
rather than to Americans because they 
can make seven times as much money. 
In Europe, it’s four times as high. They 
want to sell the natural gas of America 
overseas rather than keep the prices 
low for people to keep their homes 
heated, to keep our industries growing. 
The petrochemical industry, the fer- 
tilizer industry, the plastics industry, 
all those industries are dependent upon 
these fuels. 

No, that’s good for the oil industry. 
It’s very bad for the American manu- 
facturing sector because low-priced 
natural gas is what’s fueling the in- 
crease in manufacturing all across this 
country. 

So I just totally reject the premise of 
the majority in allowing for the sale of 
our oil and gas out of our land across 
the country. 

At this point, I am going to reserve 
the balance of my time. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Chairman, I rise to claim the time in 
opposition. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. I 
yield myself as much time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I’m afraid from at 
least my reading of the amendment 
that this displays a lack of under- 
standing regarding existing Federal 
laws and the realities of the oil and 
natural gas markets because oil pro- 
duced on Federal lands is already sub- 
ject to the Export Administration Act. 
In order to export crude oil, a producer 
would have to apply for authorization 
from the President. That’s the law 
right now. Currently, no crude oil pro- 
duced in the United States is exported, 
with the exception of a small quantity 
that goes to a Canadian refinery. 

So I just think that what this is, 
more than anything else, is an effort to 
make production on Federal lands 
more challenging and, thus, less valu- 
able. And as a matter of fact, that 
would hurt the economy and American 
jobs. 

But there is another aspect to it. And 
again, it’s the way the amendment is 
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reading. What about products that are 
made from oil? We know there is a vast 
array of products that are made from 
oil and natural gas, for that matter. 

I think of a product that’s made in 
my State. One of the biggest manufac- 
turers in my home State of Washington 
is Boeing. There was a big fanfare. And 
in fact, I think a couple of weeks ago, 
they had their latest product on dis- 
play down at Reagan National. It’s 
called the 787 Dreamliner, which, of 
course, is made of composites, compos- 
ites made of natural resources, i.e., oil 
and natural gases and others. 

Now the way this amendment is writ- 
ten, because there are no restrictions, 
that means that Boeing probably could 
not export 787s. And frankly, their big- 
gest market is the international mar- 
ket. 

But let’s not just confine it to Boe- 
ing. What about other byproducts that 
we manufacture? One comes to mind 
because my wife and I were using it to 
do some home repairs this weekend, 
WD-40, a petroleum-based product. I 
understand that that company exports 
a lot of that product overseas. The way 
this amendment is written, one could 
assume that that too would be re- 
stricted. What would that, then, do to 
the job market and our economy if we 
restrict what is a result of oil and nat- 
ural gas being exported overseas? 

I just want to repeat: There are re- 
strictions for crude oil on Federal 
lands. That’s existing law. This amend- 
ment adds nothing to it. But what Iam 
concerned about, I guess, would be the 
unintended consequences. Let’s not get 
ourselves into a situation where we 
have to pass a bill before we know 
what’s in it. We've painfully gone 
through that in this country. 

So I don’t think this amendment is a 
good amendment, and I urge my col- 
leagues to reject it. 

I am prepared to close, so I will re- 
serve the balance of my time. 

Mr. MARKEY. I will, then, yield my- 
self the remainder of the time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Massachusetts is recognized for 30 
seconds. 

Mr. MARKEY. In summary, Price 
Waterhouse estimates that U.S. manu- 
facturing companies could employ 1 
million more workers if they continued 
to have low-priced natural gas. Export- 
ing natural gas, exporting crude oil is 
only going to hurt our domestic econ- 
omy, except for one industry: the oil 
industry. 

American oil production right now is 
at its highest level since Bill Clinton. 
Natural gas production is at its all- 
time high ever. And what the American 
petroleum industry is now saying is 
that we want to start exporting this 
crude oil, start exporting this natural 
gas around the planet. 

Keep American oil and natural gas 
here in America. Do not export it to 
other countries. It should be for Ameri- 
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cans, and it should be for American 
companies. Vote “aye” on the Markey 
amendment. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. I 
yield myself the balance of my time. 

First, I will urge people to reject the 
Markey amendment. 

Now I made an observation. And 
maybe somebody is saying, Boy, you 
are really stretching it if you are going 
to byproducts. And I referenced the 
way the amendment was written. And 
the amendment is written where it 
says very specifically, ‘‘all oil and 
gas.” 

Well, let’s see. If a product is made 
from oil and gas, wouldn’t that qual- 
ify? So I think this is a very, very seri- 
ous concern. And once again, it is the 
unintentional consequences of this 
amendment. So I urge rejection of the 
Markey amendment. 

With that, I yield back the balance of 
my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. MAR- 
KEY). 

The question was taken; and the Act- 
ing Chair announced that the noes ap- 
peared to have it. 

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Chairman, I de- 
mand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro- 
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Massachusetts will 
be postponed. 

AMENDMENT NO. 16 OFFERED BY MR. LANDRY 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 16 printed 
in House Report 112-540. 

Mr. LANDRY. I have an amendment 
at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Add at the end the following: 

TITLE—MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS 
SEC. 1. AMOUNT OF DISTRIBUTED QUALIFIED 


OUTER CONTINENTAL SHELF REVE- 
NUES. 


Section 105(f)(1) of the Gulf of Mexico En- 
ergy Security Act of 2006 (title I of division 
C of Public Law 109-432; (43 U.S.C. 1331 note)) 
is amended by striking ‘‘2055’’ and inserting 
‘2022, and shall not exceed $750,000,000 for 
each of fiscal years 2023 through 2055”. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 691, the gentleman 
from Louisiana (Mr. LANDRY) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Louisiana. 

Mr. LANDRY. Mr. Chairman, this 
amendment is very simple. It seeks to 
improve the environment by ensuring 
that those States that allow offshore 
drilling are allowed to keep more of 
the revenue generated off of their 
shores. 

In 2007, Congress passed a historic 
Gulf of Mexico Energy Security Act, or 
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GOMBESA. This historic legislation for 
the first time allows States to share in 
the royalties generated from offshore 
drilling. However, GOMESA only pro- 
vided 37.5 percent of the revenue to the 
States and then capped the States at 
no more than a collective $500 million 
per year. Conversely, the Mineral Leas- 
ing Act required the Federal Govern- 
ment to give 50 percent of the energy 
revenue generated on Federal lands to 
States in which it is generated. 
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In Louisiana, we wholly support off- 
shore drilling. We are proud to supply 
80 percent of our Nation’s offshore en- 
ergy. But why should we not share in 
the funding generated by this drilling? 

My amendment simply moves off- 
shore royalty sharing more in line with 
the benefit experienced from onshore 
States by moving the GOMESA cap 
from $500 million to $750 million per 
year. My amendment does not impact 
onshore-producing States. If your 
State is receiving revenue from on- 
shore energy production now, my 
amendment does nothing to change 
that. All the amendment does is move 
Louisiana, Texas, Mississippi, and Ala- 
bama a little closer to what those on- 
shore States currently enjoy. 

This amendment is nearly identical 
to the amendment that both myself 
and the gentleman from Louisiana (Mr. 
RICHMOND) offered during consideration 
of H.R. 3408, the PIONEERS Act, of 
which that amendment passed by bi- 
partisan support of 266-159. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LANDRY. I yield to the gen- 
tleman. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. 

I think the gentleman has a good 
amendment. As he pointed out, it al- 
ready has passed on a bipartisan basis 
on the floor, and I think it’s worthy to 
be passed in this instance. I support 
the amendment. 

Mr. LANDRY. I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. MARKEY. I rise to claim the 
time in opposition to this amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Chairman, every 
day will be Mardi Gras down in Lou- 
isiana if the gentleman’s amendment is 
adopted. We—that is all the rest of us 
in the country—are already going to be 
sending $150 billion to these four States 
over the next 60 years. I don’t blame 
the gentleman for coming back to try 
to get another bite at the apple, or, in 
this case, another bite at the king 
cake. 

But I would say to the gentleman 
from Louisiana that his State already 
won the baby in the king cake when 
the GOMESA giveaway was enacted 
back in 2006, and you’re already enti- 
tled to $150 billion worth of revenue 
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coming out of the Federal Government 
and heading your way. And so I just 
think it’s time for your region to give 
a little back to the other 46 States in 
the Union that didn’t benefit from that 
2006 giveaway to you. We’re not be- 
grudging that. What’s done is done and 
you get the $150 billion. But I just 
think it’s time for us to start thinking 
about starting to reduce the Federal 
deficit and starting to spend some of 
this money that comes in from the rev- 
enues from the drilling, and that it 
helps out the whole country. And so I 
would just make that case to everyone 
else. 

By the way, if you come from one of 
those four States, vote for the gen- 
tleman from Louisiana’s amendment. 
It’s a good amendment for you if you 
come from one of those four States. 
But if you come from one of the other 
46 States, you’ve got rocks in your 
head if you’re voting for that amend- 
ment because it’s just another $6 bil- 
lion going from your pockets into the 
pockets of those four States down 
there. And it just makes no sense at all 
after the $150 billion we gave them just 
6 years ago. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. LANDRY. I would only remind 
the gentleman from Massachusetts 
that this is, if you are an environ- 
mentalist and you want to help protect 
the environment like I know the gen- 
tleman from Massachusetts so des- 
perately wants to do—I have served 
with him in committee and enjoyed his 
passion for taking care of the environ- 
ment—this is an environmental amend- 
ment. 

The citizens of Louisiana have passed 
a constitutional amendment that dedi- 
cates all of the proceeds from offshore 
royalty to go to wetlands restoration, 
coastal restoration, and hurricane pro- 
tection. This is buying us an insurance 
policy that the other 46 States, who I 
know have been so generous to help us 
when hurricanes ravage our coast, this 
helps to protect us. And I know that 
the gentleman from Massachusetts 
would love to protect the environment 
in Louisiana. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. MARKEY. I yield myself such 
time as I may consume. 

Again, I’d be willing to have a con- 
versation with the gentleman from 
Louisiana about what the proper way 
is of dealing with the funding for the 
preservation of the wetlands and the 
other environmentally sensitive areas 
down in the Gulf of Mexico, but this 
isn’t the way to do it. This is just an- 
other permanent entitlement that 
we’re building into the law here unat- 
tached to the hearings and the evi- 
dence that we need in order to make 
sure that whatever expenditures are 
made by the Federal Government are 
actually going for the intended pur- 
pose. And that’s not what this discus- 
sion is here tonight with a 5-minute 
amendment that we’re debating. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE, Vol. 158, Pt. 7 


Six billion dollars should come under 
closer scrutiny than the debate we’re 
having at quarter past 9 at night on the 
House floor where the only people who 
are watching the debate really need to 
get a life, because that’s about the 
level of public scrutiny this is getting 
right now. I just think the $6 billion 
that the gentleman is seeking to re- 
quest from the public has to be dis- 
pensed in a way that actually has a 
better process. 

Again, I oppose the gentleman’s 
amendment. I understand its intention. 
But for the other 46 States, I just don’t 
think it’s a good idea at this time. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Louisiana (Mr. LANDRY). 

The question was taken; and the Act- 
ing Chair announced that the ayes ap- 
peared to have it. 

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Chairman, I de- 
mand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro- 
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Louisiana will be 
postponed. 

AMENDMENT NO. 17 OFFERED BY MR. RIGELL 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 17 printed 
in House Report 112-540. 

Mr. RIGHLL. Mr. Chairman, I have 
an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Add at the end the following: 

TITLE | —MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS 
SEC. 01. LEASE SALE 220 AND OTHER LEASE 
SALES OFF THE COAST OF VIRGINIA. 

(a) INCLUSION IN LEASING PROGRAMS.—The 
Secretary of the Interior shall— 

(1) upon enactment of this Act, revise the 
proposed Outer Continental Shelf oil and gas 
leasing program for the 2012-2017 period to 
include in such program Lease Sale 220 off 
the coast of Virginia; and 

(2) include the Outer Continental Shelf off 
the coast of Virginia in the leasing program 
for each 5-year period after the 2012-2017 pe- 
riod. 

(b) CONDUCT OF LEASE SALE.—AS soon as 
practicable, but not later than 1 year after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Sec- 
retary of the Interior shall carry out under 
section 8 of the Outer Continental Shelf 
Lands Act (43 U.S.C. 1337) Lease Sale 220. 

(c) BALANCING MILITARY AND ENERGY PRO- 
DUCTION GOALS.— 

(1) JOINT GOALS.—In recognition that the 
Outer Continental Shelf oil and gas leasing 
program and the domestic energy resources 
produced therefrom are integral to national 
security, the Secretary of the Interior and 
the Secretary of Defense shall work jointly 
in implementing this section in order to en- 
sure achievement of the following common 
goals: 

(A) Preserving the ability of the Armed 
Forces of the United States to maintain an 
optimum state of readiness through their 
continued use of the Outer Continental 
Shelf. 

(B) Allowing effective exploration, develop- 
ment, and production of our Nation’s oil, 
gas, and renewable energy resources. 
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(2) PROHIBITION ON CONFLICTS WITH MILI- 
TARY OPERATIONS.—No person may engage in 
any exploration, development, or production 
of oil or natural gas off the coast of Virginia 
that would conflict with any military oper- 
ation, as determined in accordance with the 
Memorandum of Agreement between the De- 
partment of Defense and the Department of 
the Interior on Mutual Concerns on the 
Outer Continental Shelf signed July 20, 1983, 
and any revision or replacement for that 
agreement that is agreed to by the Secretary 
of Defense and the Secretary of the Interior 
after that date but before the date of 
issuance of the lease under which such explo- 
ration, development, or production is con- 
ducted. 

(3) NATIONAL DEFENSE AREAS.—The United 
States reserves the right to designate by and 
through the Secretary of Defense, with the 
approval of the President, national defense 
areas on the Outer Continental Shelf pursu- 
ant to section 12(d) of the Outer Continental 
Shelf Lands Act (43 U.S.C. 1341(d)). 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 691, the gentleman 
from Virginia (Mr. RIGELL) and a Mem- 
ber opposed each will control 5 min- 
utes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Virginia. 

Mr. RIGELL. Mr. Chairman, this is a 
job-creating amendment. It reflects the 
wisdom and truly the will of the good 
folks of the Commonwealth of Vir- 
ginia, and specifically within the great 
district that I have the privilege of 
serving and representing, the Second 
Congressional District of Virginia. 

The House of Delegates of the Com- 
monwealth of Virginia have made it 
clear that they really believe we need 
to move forward with coastal Virginia 
energy. The same is true of the Vir- 
ginia Senate. And just today, we re- 
ceived a letter of strong support from 
Governor McDonnell, of which I’m very 
grateful for his support of this amend- 
ment. It has tremendous opportunity 
to put folks to work. 

In this very Chamber, Mr. Chairman, 
I recall vividly our President, Presi- 
dent Obama, saying that he was an all- 
of-the-above President, and I truly 
think I was one of the first to leap to 
my feet in full support. We have really 
failed the American people over the 
last many decades in moving this coun- 
try toward energy independence. So I 
leapt to my feet. I was clapping. Yet 
I’m unable to reconcile what he’s say- 
ing with the painful reality—and Vir- 
ginia, too. 

There’s a full moratorium on the re- 
sponsible exploration and harvesting of 
Virginia’s coastal Virginia energy. In 
my view, Mr. Chairman, this is a full 
moratorium on job creation, and that 
means there’s a full moratorium on the 
tax revenues that we need for healthier 
schools and better roads. So this 
amendment is directed right at that to 
break through and create action where, 
at present, there’s a full moratorium. 

The way the amendment works is 
very simple. It requires the Secretary 
of the Interior to include Virginia in 
the 5-year oil and leasing plan. My 
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amendment requires the Secretary of 
the Interior to conduct Lease Sale 220 
within 1 year of enactment. 

Again, the word that comes to my 
mind is ‘‘action’’—‘‘definitive action.” 
This is what the American people 
want. This is what the good folks of 
Virginia’s Second Congressional Dis- 
trict want. It helps, in part, to move us 
away from the dependence on countries 
for our oil, many of which their values 
are diametrically opposed to ours, and 
we can do this in an environmentally 
responsible way. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Will 
the gentleman yield? 


Mr. RIGELL. I will yield to the 
chairman. 
Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. I 


think the gentleman has a very good 
lease. And I’ve been talking about 
where Virginia has been shortchanged, 
from my point of view. I think this 
amendment goes a long way to advance 
that debate, and, actually, what we all 
want is the action. 

I support the gentleman’s amend- 
ment. 

Mr. RIGELL. I thank the chairman 
for his support. I urge my colleagues to 
join us in supporting this bill. These 
are life-changing jobs. There’s tremen- 
dous potential, and we can do this in a 
very environmentally responsible way. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
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Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Massachusetts is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. MARKEY. This amendment 
would order the Secretary of the Inte- 
rior to conduct oil and gas leasing off- 
shore in Virginia. In the wake of the 
Deepwater Horizon disaster, which was 
a lesson to all of us about the risks in- 
herent in deepwater drilling, the 
Obama administration wisely canceled 
the proposed lease sale. 

The overwhelming majority of the 
Virginia lease sale area infringes on 
critical training areas for the United 
States Navy. The Department of De- 
fense itself has concluded that over 78 
percent of the lease sale area would 
occur in areas where military oper- 
ations would be impeded by drilling 
structures and related activities. 

This area is already home to a num- 
ber of critical military actions, includ- 
ing live ordnance tests, aircraft carrier 
qualifications, sensitive undersea and 
surface operations, and shipboard qual- 
ification tests. The military’s contin- 
ued activities in this area would tor- 
pedo drilling in most of this land. 

Of the remaining 22 percent of the 
lease area, the majority of the unre- 
stricted waters available for leasing 
would occur in the main shipping chan- 
nel for Norfolk and the Chesapeake 
Bay, as well as the main channel used 
by submarines. So in the end, drilling 
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could only even conceivably occur in 
about 10 percent of the area that the 
majority is talking about off the Vir- 
ginia coast. When this Congress still 
has not passed a single legislative re- 
form to improve the safety of offshore 
drilling, this just doesn’t seem like it’s 
worth of risk. 

While some States may support off- 
shore drilling, New Jersey and Mary- 
land both oppose it, along with many 
other States along the Eastern Sea- 
board. These States’ economies depend 
on the tourism that comes to see pris- 
tine, oil-free beaches and fishing that 
happens in their waters. And we are 
talking about their waters. As we saw 
during the BP disaster, drilling off the 
coast of Virginia could affect Mary- 
land, New Jersey, and many other 
States up and down the East Coast be- 
cause of oil spills which do not respect 
State boundaries. 

This Congress has yet to enact a sin- 
gle safety reform following the Deep- 
water Horizon disaster. The inde- 
pendent, blue ribbon BP Spill Commis- 
sion recently gave Congress a grade of 
“D” on its legislative response to the 
worst environmental disaster offshore 
in American history, and only re- 
frained from handing out an “F” bpe- 
cause, and these are the words of the 
BP Spill Commission, it did not want 
“to insult the whole institution.” 

The gentleman’s amendment would 
place the entire East Coast at risk of a 
spill in order to open up an area where 
drilling may only be able to occur in 
about 10 percent of the area. That 
doesn’t make any sense for our coastal 
States and their economies. The risks 
that we run are much higher than the 
very small benefits that can be derived. 

I urge rejection of this amendment, 
and I yield back the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. RIGELL. I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Virginia (Mr. RIGELL). 

The question was taken; and the Act- 
ing Chair announced that the ayes ap- 
peared to have it. 

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Chairman, I de- 
mand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro- 
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Virginia will be 
postponed. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Chairman, I move that the Committee 
do now rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly, the Committee rose; 
and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. 
GARDNER) having assumed the chair, 
Mr. CRAWFORD, Acting Chair of the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
state of the Union, reported that that 
Committee, having had under consider- 
ation the bill (H.R. 4480) to provide for 
the development of a plan to increase 
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oil and gas exploration, development, 
and production under oil and gas leases 
of Federal lands under the jurisdiction 
of the Secretary of Agriculture, the 
Secretary of Energy, the Secretary of 
the Interior, and the Secretary of De- 
fense in response to a drawdown of pe- 
troleum reserves from the Strategic 
Petroleum Reserve, had come to no 
resolution thereon. 


EE 
HOUR OF MEETING ON TOMORROW 


Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
when the House adjourns today, it ad- 
journ to meet at 9 a.m. tomorrow. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Washington? 

There was no objection. 


a 


LEAVE OF ABSENCE 


By unanimous consent, leave of ab- 
sence was granted to: 

Mr. BACHUS (at the request of Mr. 
CANTOR) for today on account of at- 
tending the funeral of his father-in-law 
Royl Eron “Roy” Bevill with his wife, 
Linda Bachus. 


ee 


SENATE ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 


The Speaker announced his signature 
to enrolled bills of the Senate of the 
following titles: 

S. 404. An act to modify a land grant pat- 
ent issued by the Secretary of the Interior. 

S. 684. An act to provide for the convey- 
ance of certain parcels of land to the town of 
Alta, Utah. 

S. 997. An act to authorize the Secretary of 
the Interior to extend a water contract be- 
tween the United States and the East Bench 
Irrigation District. 


EE 
ADJOURNMENT 


Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, I move that the House do now 
adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord- 
ingly (at 9 o’clock and 25 minutes 
p.m.), under its previous order, the 
House adjourned until tomorrow, 
Thursday, June 21, 2012, at 9 a.m. 


EE 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 


Under clause 2 of rule XIV, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 

6515. A letter from the Acting Under Sec- 
retary, Department of Defense, transmitting 
Report to Congress on Corrosion Policy and 
Oversight Budget Materials for FY 2013; to 
the Committee on Armed Services. 

6516. A letter from the Acting Under Sec- 
retary, Department of Defense, transmitting 
a review of the Joint Land Attack Cruise 
Missile Defense Elevated Netted Sensor Sys- 
tem (JLENS) program; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

6517. A letter from the Acting Under Sec- 
retary, Department of Defense, transmitting 
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a letter on the approved retirement of Lieu- 
tenant General Ronald L. Burgess, Jr., 
United States Army, and his advancement to 
the grade of lieutenant general on the re- 
tired list; to the Committee on Armed Serv- 
ices. 

6518. A letter from the Assistant Secretary, 
Department of Defense, transmitting a copy 
of the Department of Defense (DoD) Chem- 
ical and Biological Defense Program (CBDP) 
Annual Report to Congress for 2012; to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

6519. A letter from the Director, Defense 
Procurement and Acquisition Policy, De- 
partment of Defense, transmitting the De- 
partment’s final rule — Defense Federal Ac- 
quisition Regulation Supplement: Con- 
tracting with the Canadian Commercial Cor- 
poration (DFARS Case 2011-D049) (RIN: 0750- 
AH42) received May 22, 2012, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

6520. A letter from the Acting Under Sec- 
retary, Department of Defense, transmitting 
a report on the Defense Production Act 
(DPA) Title III fund for Fiscal Year 2011; to 
the Committee on Financial Services. 

6521. A letter from the Chief of Staff, Media 
Bureau, Federal Communications Commis- 
sion, transmitting the Commission’s final 
rule — Innovation in the Broadcast Tele- 
vision Bands: Allocations, Channel Sharing 
and Improvements to VHF [ET Docket No.: 
10-235] received May 10, 2012, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on En- 
ergy and Commerce. 

6522. A letter from the Deputy Director, 
Defense Security Cooperation Agency, trans- 
mitting Transmittal No. 12-27, pursuant to 
the reporting requirements of Section 
36(b)(1) of the Arms Export Control Act, as 
amended; to the Committee on Foreign Af- 
fairs. 

6523. A letter from the Director, Defense 
Security Cooperation Agency, transmitting 
Transmittal No. 12-06, pursuant to the re- 
porting requirements of Section 36(b)(1) of 
the Arms Export Control Act, as amended; to 
the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

6524. A letter from the Director, Defense 
Security Cooperation Agency, transmitting 
Transmittal No. 12-09, pursuant to the re- 
porting requirements of Section 36(b)(1) of 
the Arms Export Control Act, as amended; to 
the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

6525. A letter from the Assistant Legal Ad- 
visor for Treaty Affairs, Department of 
State, transmitting report prepared by the 
Department of State concerning inter- 
national agreements other than treaties en- 
tered into by the United States to be trans- 
mitted to the Congress within the sixty-day 
period specified in the Case-Zablocki Act; to 
the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

6526. A letter from the Assistant Secretary, 
Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting the Department’s final rule — 
Implementation of the Defense Trade Co- 
operation Treaty between the United States 
and the United Kingdom (RIN: 1400-AC95) re- 
ceived May 25, 2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Foreign Af- 
fairs. 

6527. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Civil Rights, Department of Agriculture, 
transmitting the Department’s fiscal year 
2011 annual report prepared in accordance 
with Section 203 of the Notification and Fed- 
eral Employee Antidiscrimination and Re- 
taliation Act of 2002 (No FEAR Act), Public 
Law 107-174; to the Committee on Oversight 
and Government Reform. 

6528. A letter from the Secretary, Depart- 
ment of Agriculture, transmitting the De- 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE, Vol. 158, Pt. 7 


partment’s semiannual report from the of- 
fice of the Inspector General for the period 
ending March 31, 2012; to the Committee on 
Oversight and Government Reform. 

6529. A letter from the Deputy Secretary, 
Department of the Interior, transmitting the 
Department’s semiannual report from the of- 
fice of the Inspector General for the period 
October 1, 2011 through March 31, 2012; to the 
Committee on Oversight and Government 
Reform. 

6530. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Management and Chief Financial Officer, 
Department of the Treasury, transmitting 
the Department’s annual report for Fiscal 
Year 2011 prepared in accordance with Sec- 
tion 203 of the Notification and Federal Em- 
ployee Antidiscrimination and Retaliation 
Act of 2002 (No FEAR Act), Public Law 107- 
174; to the Committee on Oversight and Gov- 
ernment Reform. 

6531. A letter from the Assistant General 
Counsel, General Law, Ethics, and Regula- 
tion, Department of the Treasury, transmit- 
ting six reports pursuant to the Federal Va- 
cancies Reform Act of 1998; to the Com- 
mittee on Oversight and Government Re- 
form. 

65382. A letter from the Chairman, Railroad 
Retirement Board, transmitting the semi- 
annual report on activities of the Office of 
Inspector General for the period of October 1, 
2011 through March 31, 2012; to the Com- 
mittee on Oversight and Government Re- 
form. 

6533. A letter from the Clerk of Court, 
Court of Appeals, transmitting an opinion of 
the United States Court of Appeals for the 
Seventh Circuit, Soppet, et al v. Enhanced 
Recovery Company, LLC, No. 11-3819; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

6534. A letter from the Assistant Attorney 
General, Department of Justice, transmit- 
ting the Department’s report providing an 
estimate of the dollar amount of claims (to- 
gether with related fees and expenses of wit- 
nesses) that, by reason of the acts or omis- 
sions of free clinic health professionals will 
be paid for in 2013, pursuant to 42 U.S.C. 
233(0); to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

6535. A letter from the Assistant Attorney 
General, Department of Justice, transmit- 
ting Activities of the Review Panel on Pris- 
on Rape in Calendar year 2011; to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

6536. A letter from the Attorney Advisor, 
Department of Homeland Security, transmit- 
ting the Department’s final rule — Draw- 
bridge Operation Regulation; Long Island, 
New York Inland Waterway from East Rock- 
away Inlet to Shinnecock Canal, NY [Docket 
No.: USCG-2011-1182] (RIN: 1625-AA09) re- 
ceived May 14, 2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 

6537. A letter from the Attorney Advisor, 
Department of Homeland Security, transmit- 
ting the Department’s final rule — Safety 
Zone; Matlacha Bridge Construction, 
Matlacha Pass, Matlacha, FL [Docket No.: 
USCG-2011-1115] (RIN: 1625-AA00) received 
May 14, 2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 

6538. A letter from the Attorney Advisor, 
Department of Homeland Security, transmit- 
ting the Department’s final rule — Special 
Local Regulations; Emerald Coast Super 
Goat Grand Prix; Saint Andrew Bay; Panama 
City, FL [Docket No.: USCG-2012-0085] (RIN: 
1625-AA08) received May 14, 2012, pursuant to 
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

6539. A letter from the Attorney, Depart- 
ment of Homeland Security, transmitting 
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the Department’s final rule — Safety Zone; 
2012 Mavericks Invitational, Half Moon Bay, 
CA [Docket No.: USCG-2011-1146] (RIN: 1625- 
AA08) received May 14, 2012, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

6540. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — Airworthiness 
Directives; The Boeing Company Airplanes 
[Docket No.: FAA-2011-0566; Directorate 
Identifier 2010-NM-271-AD; Amendment 39- 
16975; AD 2012-05-03] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received 
May 15, 2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 

6541. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — Airworthiness 
Directives; Pratt & Whitney Turbofan En- 
gines [Docket No.: FAA-2007-27023; Direc- 
torate Identifier 98-ANE-47-AD; Amendment 
39-16971; AD 2012-04-15] (RIN: 2120-AA64) re- 
ceived May 15, 2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 

6542. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — Airworthiness 
Directives; 328 Support Services GmbH Air- 
planes [Docket No.: FAA-2011-1318; Direc- 
torate Identifier 2010-NM-274-AD; Amend- 
ment 39-17009; AD 2012-07-01] (RIN: 2120-AA64) 
received May 15, 2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 

6548. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — Airworthiness 
Directives; Fokker Services B.V. Model 
[Docket No.: FAA-2011-1226; Directorate 
Identifier 2011-NM-006-AD; Amendment 39- 
17001; AD 2012-06-20] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received 
May 15, 2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 

6544. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — Airworthiness 
Directives; Rolls-Royce ple Turbofan En- 
gines [Docket No.: FAA-2010-0821; Direc- 
torate Identifier 2010-NE-30-AD; Amendment 
39-17004; AD 2012-06-23] (RIN: 2120-AA64) re- 
ceived May 15, 2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 

6545. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — Airworthiness 
Directives; DG Flugzeugbau GmbH Gliders 
[Docket No.: FAA-2012-0017; Directorate 
Identifier 2011-CE-039-AD; Amendment 39- 
16994; AD 2012-06-13] (RIN: 2120-A A64) received 
May 15, 2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 

6546. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — Airworthiness 
Directives; Pilatus Aircraft Ltd. Airplanes 
[Docket No.: FAA-2012-0018; Directorate 
Identifier 2011-CE-042-AD; Amendment 39- 
16997; AD 2012-06-16] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received 
May 15, 2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 

6547. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — Airworthiness 
Directives; Airbus Airplanes [Docket No.: 
FAA-2012-0294; Directorate Identifier 2011- 
NM-047-AD; Amendment 39-16992; AD 2012-06- 
11] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received May 15, 2012, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com- 
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc- 
ture. 
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6548. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — Airworthiness 
Directives; Airbus Airplanes [Docket No.: 
FAA-2012-0295; Directorate Identifier 2011- 
NM-057-AD; Amendment 39-16993; AD 2012-06- 
12] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received May 15, 2012, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com- 
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc- 
ture. 

6549. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — Airworthiness 
Directives; DASSAULT AVIATION Airplanes 
[Docket No.: FAA-2011-1164; Directorate 
Identifier 2011-NM-084-AD; Amendment 39- 
17002; AD 2012-06-21] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received 
May 15, 2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 

6550. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — Airworthiness 
Directives; Airbus Airplanes [Docket No.: 
FAA-2012-0297; Directorate Identifier 2011- 
NM-093-AD; Amendment 39-17003; AD 2012-06- 
22] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received May 15, 2012, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com- 
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc- 
ture. 

6551. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — Airworthiness 
Directives; Bombardier, Inc. Airplanes 
[Docket No.: FAA-2011-1088; Directorate 
Identifier 2011-NM-099-AD; Amendment 39- 
16985; AD 2012-06-04] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received 
May 15, 2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 

6552. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — Goodrich 
Evacuation Systems Approved Under Tech- 
nical Standard Order (TSO) TSO-C69b and In- 
stalled on Airbus Airplanes [Docket No.: 
FAA-2011-0223; Directorate Identifier 2010- 
NM-161-AD; Amendment 39-17006; AD 2012-06- 
25] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received May 15, 2012, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com- 
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc- 
ture. 

6553. A letter from the Commissioner, So- 
cial Security Administration, transmitting 
the Administration’s sixteenth 2012 Annual 
Report of the Supplemental Security Income 
Program, pursuant to Public Law 104-193, 
section 231 (110 Stat. 2197); to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

6554. A letter from the General Counsel, Of- 
fice of Compliance, transmitting the Office’s 
biennial report entitled ‘‘Safety and Health 
in the Congressional Workplace — Report on 
the 111th Congress Biennial Occupational 
Safety and Health Inspections”; jointly to 
the Committees on House Administration 
and Education and the Workforce. 


Á 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and references to the prop- 
er calendar, as follows: 

Mr. LATHAM: Committee on Appropria- 
tions. H.R. 5972. A bill making appropria- 
tions for the Departments of Transportation, 
and Housing and Urban Development, and re- 
lated agencies for the fiscal year ending Sep- 
tember 30, 2013, and for other purposes (Rept. 
112-541). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union. 
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Mr. KINGSTON: Committee on Appropria- 
tions. H.R. 5973. A bill making appropria- 
tions for Agriculture, Rural Development, 
Food and Drug Administration, and Related 
Agencies programs for the fiscal year ending 
September 30, 2013, and for other purposes 
(Rept. 112-542). Referred to the Committee of 
the Whole House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin: Committee on the 
Budget. Activities and Summary Report of 
the Committee on the Budget Third Quarter 
112th Congress (Rept. 112-543). Referred to 
the Committee of the Whole House on the 
state of the Union. 

Mr. BACHUS: Committee on Financial 
Services. H.R. 4264. A bill to help ensure the 
Fiscal solvency of the FHA mortgage insur- 
ance programs of the Secretary of Housing 
and Urban Development, and for other pur- 
poses (Rept. 112-544). Referred to the Com- 
mittee of the Whole House on the state of 
the Union. 


EE 


PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XII, public 
bills and resolutions of the following 
titles were introduced and severally re- 
ferred, as follows: 


By Mr. LEVIN (for himself, Mr. RAN- 
GEL, Mr. STARK, Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mr. 
LEWIS of Georgia, Mr. NEAL, Mr. 
BECERRA, Mr. THOMPSON of Cali- 
fornia, Mr. LARSON of Connecticut, 
Mr. BLUMENAUER, Mr. KIND, Mr. PAS- 
CRELL, Ms. BERKLEY, Mr. CROWLEY, 
and Mr. VAN HOLLEN): 

H.R. 5974. A bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to extend bonus deprecia- 
tion, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Ms. BONAMICI: 

H.R. 5975. A bill to amend the Workforce 
Investment Act of 1998 to provide for the es- 
tablishment of the Small Business Liaison 
Pilot Program; to the Committee on Edu- 
cation and the Workforce. 

By Ms. WATERS (for herself, Ms. RICH- 
ARDSON, Ms. BASS of California, Ms. 
HAHN, Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD, Ms. LEE 
of California, Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. FIL- 
NER, Mr. CARNAHAN, Mr. CONYERS, 

Ms. FUDGE, Mr. CLARKE of Michigan, 
Mr. HASTINGS of Florida, Mr. RUSH, 
Mr. CLAY, Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, Mr. 
RYAN of Ohio, Mr. CICILLINE, Mr. 
KUCINICH, Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas, 
Ms. PINGREE of Maine, Mr. RANGEL, 
Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mr. ELLISON, Ms. 
SCHAKOWSKY, Ms. ZOE LOFGREN of 
California, Mr. Towns, Mr. CLEAVER, 
Ms. SEWELL, Ms. CLARKE of New 
York, Ms. SLAUGHTER, Ms. EDWARDS, 
Mr. DOYLE, Mr. BAcA, Ms. WILSON of 
Florida, Ms. McCoLLuM, Mr. 
BUTTERFIELD, Mr. MICHAUD, Mr. 
Scott of Virginia, Mr. JOHNSON of 
Georgia, and Ms. MATSUI): 

H.R. 5976. A bill making supplemental ap- 
propriations for fiscal year 2012 for the 
TIGER Discretionary Grant program, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Appro- 
priations, and in addition to the Committee 
on the Budget, for a period to be subse- 
quently determined by the Speaker, in each 
case for consideration of such provisions as 
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee 
concerned. 

By Mr. SMITH of Texas (for himself 
and Mr. UPTON): 

H.R. 5977. A bill to amend the Hobby Pro- 
tection Act to make unlawful the provision 
of assistance or support in violation of that 
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Act, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on Energy and Commerce. 

By Ms. DELAURDO (for herself, Ms. CHU, 
Mr. COHEN, Mr. CONYERS, Ms. 
DEGETTE, Mr. ELLISON, Mr. FARR, Mr. 
FILNER, Mr. HINCHEY, Ms. HIRONO, 
Mr. JACKSON of Illinois, Mr. JOHNSON 
of Georgia, Ms. KAPTUR, Ms. LEE of 
California, Mrs. LOWEY, Mrs. MALO- 
NEY, Ms. McCoLuuM, Mr. 
McDERMOTT, Mr. GEORGE MILLER of 
California, Ms. MOORE, Mr. MORAN, 
Mr. NADLER, Ms. NORTON, Ms. RICH- 
ARDSON, Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD, Mr. 
RUSH, Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Ms. SLAUGH- 
TER, Mr. STARK, Ms. WATERS, Ms. 
WOOLSEY, Ms. ZOE LOFGREN of Cali- 
fornia, Ms. ESHOO, Ms. WASSERMAN 
SCHULTZ, Mr. GRIJALVA, Mr. DEUTCH, 
Mr. LARSEN of Washington, Mr. 
SERRANO, and Ms. JACKSON LEE of 
Texas): 

H.R. 5978. A bill to restore the effective use 
of group actions for claims arising under 
title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, title 
I of the Americans with Disabilities Act of 
1990, title V of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, 
section 1977 of the Revised Statutes, and the 
Genetic Information Nondiscrimination Act 
of 2008, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. CASSIDY: 

H.R. 5979. A bill to amend title XIX of the 
Social Security Act to reform payment to 
States under the Medicaid program; to the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

By Mr. PETERSON: 

H.R. 5980. A bill to amend the National 
Trails System Act to revise the route of the 
North Country National Scenic Trail in 
northeastern Minnesota to include existing 
hiking trails along Lake Superior’s north 
shore and in Superior National Forest and 
Chippewa National Forest, and for other pur- 
poses; to the Committee on Natural Re- 
sources. 

By Mr. PETRI (for himself and Mr. AN- 
DREWS): 

H.R. 5981. A bill to amend title IV of the 
Employee Retirement Income Security Act 
of 1974 to provide for a guarantee by the Pen- 
sion Benefit Guaranty Corporation for quali- 
fied preretirement survivor annuities under 
insolvent or terminated multiemployer pen- 
sion plans; to the Committee on Education 
and the Workforce. 

By Mr. SHULER: 

H.R. 5982. A bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to provide that the value of 
certain historic property shall be determined 
using an income approach in determining the 
taxable estate of a decedent; to the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. STIVERS: 

H.R. 5988. A bill to designate the facility of 
the United States Postal Service located at 
2539 Dartmoor Road in Grove City, Ohio, as 
the ‘‘Master Sergeant Shawn T. Hannon and 
Veterans Memorial Post Office Building”; to 
the Committee on Oversight and Govern- 
ment Reform. 

By Mr. STIVERS: 

H.R. 5984. A bill to designate the facility of 
the United States Postal Service located at 
25 South Oak Street in London, Ohio, as the 
“Lance Corporal Joshua B. McDaniels and 
Veterans Memorial Post Office Building”; to 
the Committee on Oversight and Govern- 
ment Reform. 

By Mr. STIVERS: 

H.R. 5985. A bill to designate the facility of 
the United States Postal Service located at 
3700 Riverside Drive in Columbus, Ohio, as 
the ‘‘Master Sergeant Jeffery J. Rieck and 
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Veterans Memorial Post Office’’; to the Com- 
mittee on Oversight and Government Re- 
form. 
By Mrs. MALONEY (for herself, Ms. 
FUDGE, Ms. MOORE, Ms. NORTON, Ms. 
LEE of California, Ms. WILSON of 
Florida, Ms. McCoLLUM, Ms. RICH- 
ARDSON, Mr. Towns, Mr. CARNAHAN, 
Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr. MCDERMOTT, and 
Mr. MCGOVERN): 

H. Res. 694. A resolution recognizing the 
40th anniversary of title IX, the Federal law 
that prohibits sex discrimination in edu- 
cation, including high school and college 
sports and other activities; to the Com- 
mittee on Education and the Workforce. 

By Mr. QUAYLE (for himself and Mr. 
Gowby): 

H. Res. 695. A resolution expressing the 
sense of the House of Representatives on the 
appointment by the Attorney General of an 
outside special counsel to investigate certain 
recent leaks of apparently classified and 
highly sensitive information on United 
States military and intelligence plans, pro- 
grams, and operations; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. SMITH of Washington (for him- 
self and Mr. MCKEON): 

H. Res. 696. A resolution recognizing the 
70th anniversary of the Guadalcanal cam- 
paign during World War II; to the Committee 
on Foreign Affairs, and in addition to the 
Committee on Armed Services, for a period 
to be subsequently determined by the Speak- 
er, in each case for consideration of such pro- 
visions as fall within the jurisdiction of the 
committee concerned. 


EE 


CONSTITUTIONAL AUTHORITY 
STATEMENT 


Pursuant to clause 7 of rule XII of 
the Rules of the House of Representa- 
tives, the following statements are sub- 
mitted regarding the specific powers 
granted to Congress in the Constitu- 
tion to enact the accompanying bill or 
joint resolution. 

By Mr. LATHAM: 

H.R. 5972. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

The principal constitutional authority for 
this legislation is clause 7 of section 9 of ar- 
ticle I of the Constitution of the United 
States (the appropriation power), which 
states: “No Money shall be drawn from the 
Treasury, but in Consequence of Appropria- 
tions made by Law... .” In addition, clause 
1 of section 8 of article I of the Constitution 
(the spending power) provides: ‘‘The Con- 
gress shall have the Power... to pay the 
Debts and provide for the common Defence 
and general Welfare of the United States 

A ” Together, these specific constitu- 
tional provisions establish the congressional 
power of the purse, granting Congress the 
authority to appropriate funds, to determine 
their purpose, amount, and period of avail- 
ability, and to set forth terms and conditions 
governing their use. 

By Mr. KINGSTON: 

H.R. 5973. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

The principal constitutional authority for 
this legislation is clause 7 of section 9 of ar- 
ticle I of the Constitution of the United 
States (the appropriation power), which 
states: “No Money shall be drawn from the 
Treasury, but in Consequence of Appropria- 
tions made by Law... .” In addition, clause 
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1 of section 8 of article I of the Constitution 
(the spending power) provides: ‘‘The Con- 
gress shall have the Power ... to pay the 
Debts and provide for the common Defence 
and general Welfare of the United States 
; .’ Together, these specific constitu- 
tional provisions establish the congressional 
power of the purse, granting Congress the 
authority to appropriate funds, to determine 
their purpose, amount, and period of avail- 
ability, and to set forth terms and conditions 
governing their use. 

By Mr. LEVIN: 

H.R. 5974. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

The Congress enacts this bill pursuant to 
Sections 7 & 8 of Article I of the United 
States Constitution and Amendment XVI of 
the United States Constitution. 

By Ms. BONAMICI: 

H.R. 5975. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article 1, Section 8, Clause 1 of the United 
States Constitution. 

By Ms. WATERS: 

H.R. 5976. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article 1, Section 8, clause 1 of the U.S. 
Constitution and 

Article 1, Section 9, clause 7 of the U.S. 
Constitution. 

By Mr. SMITH of Texas: 

H.R. 5977. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

The authority to enact this bill is derived 
from, but may not be limited to, Article I, 
Section 8, Clause 3 of the United States Con- 
stitution. 

By Ms. DELAURO: 

H.R. 5978. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Fourteenth Amendment, Section 5 

By Mr. CASSIDY: 

H.R. 5979. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 1 [the Spending 
Clause] of the United States Constitution 
states that ‘The Congress shall have Power 
To lay and collect Taxes, Duties, Imposts 
and Excises, to pay for Debts and provide for 
the common Defence and general Welfare of 
the United States.’ 

By Mr. PETERSON: 

H.R. 5980. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 18 (Necessary 
and Proper Clause) 

The Congress shall have Power * * * To 
make all Laws which shall be necessary and 
proper for carrying into Execution the fore- 
going Powers, and all other Powers vested by 
the Constitution in the Government of the 
United States, or in any Department or Offi- 
cer thereof. 

By Mr. PETRI: 

H.R. 5981. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Clauses 1 and 3 of Section 8 of Article I of 
the Constitution of the United States. 

By Mr. SHULER: 

H.R. 5982. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: Article I, 
Section 8, Clause 1. 
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By Mr. STIVERS: 

H.R. 5983. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

The constitutional authority on which this 
bill rests is the power of Congress to estab- 
lish Post Offices and post roads, as enumer- 
ated in Article I, Section 8, Clause 7 of the 
United States Constitution. 

By Mr. STIVERS: 

H.R. 5984. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

The constitutional authority on which this 
bill rests is the power of Congress to estab- 
lish Post Offices and post roads, as enumer- 
ated in Article I, Section 8, Clause 7 of the 
United States Constitution. 

By Mr. STIVERS: 

H.R. 5985. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

The constitutional authority on which this 
bill rests is the power of Congress to estab- 
lish Post Offices and post roads, as enumer- 
ated in Article I, Section 8, Clause 7 of the 
United States Constitution. 


EEE 


ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 


Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors 
were added to public bills and resolu- 
tions as follows: 


H.R. 192: Mr. MORAN. 

H.R. 459: Mr. HUNTER and Mr. MCHENRY. 

H.R. 687: Mr. TONKO. 

H.R. 831: Ms. WILSON of Florida and Mr. 
ELLISON. 

. 904: Mr. GIBSON. 

. 930: Mr. HIMES. 

. 1044: Ms. SPEIER. 

. 1054: . ESHOO. 

. 1093: . KIND. 

. 1192: . BONAMICI. 

. 1807: . ROKITA. 

. 1822: . PINGREE of Maine. 

1870: Ms. HERRERA BEUTLER, Mr. 
KELLY, Mr. NUGENT, and Mr. HASTINGS of 
Washington. 

H.R. 1875: Mr. NEAL, Mr. CLAY, Mr. CARNEY, 
and Mr. CICILLINE. 

H.R. 1381: Ms. BALDWIN. 

H.R. 1886: Mr. MILLER of North Carolina 
and Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of California. 

H.R. 1426: Mr. BISHOP of Georgia. 

H.R. 1653: Mr. RUNYAN. 

H.R. 1681: Ms. EDWARDS and Mr. KUCINICH. 

H.R. 1733: Mr. KILDEE. 

H.R. 1802: Mr. CLAY. 

H.R. 1842: Mr. VAN HOLLEN, Ms. RICHARD- 
SON, Mr. MILLER of North Carolina, and Mr. 
FALEOMAVAEGA. 

H.R. 1867: Mr. TIERNEY, Mr. NADLER, and 
Mr. CONYERS. 

H.R. 1878: Mr. 

H.R. 1912: Mr. 

H.R. 2141: Mr. 

H.R. 2464: Mr. WELCH. 

H.R. 2493: Ms. BASS of California. 

H.R. 2794: Ms. ZOE LOFGREN of California, 
Mr. SIRES, Ms. LEE of California, Mr. KUCI- 
NICH, and Ms. NORTON. 

H.R. 2885: Mr. HARRIS. 

H.R. 2978: Mr. COLE. 

H.R. 3044: Mr. HUIZENGA of Michigan and 
Mr. MANZULLO. 

H.R. 3059: Mr. COOPER. 

H.R. 3125: Mr. BILBRAY and Mr. MCNERNEY. 

H.R. 3187: Ms. HERRERA BEUTLER, Mr. 
BUTTERFIELD, Mr. HARRIS, and Mr. SULLIVAN. 

H.R. 3192: Mr. RICHMOND and Mr. McNER- 
NEY. 

H.R. 3307: Mr. MILLER of North Carolina. 


KILDEE. 
Towns and Mr. CLAY. 
FARR. 
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H.R. 3338: Mr. HOLT. 

H.R. 3352: Mr. OLVER and Mr. HINCHEY. 

H.R. 3359: Mr. KEATING, Ms. ROYBAL- 
ALLARD, and Mr. KILDEE. 

H.R. 3482: Mr. HONDA. 

H.R. 3481: Mr. WALSH of Illinois. 

H.R. 3506: Mr. KING of Iowa. 

H.R. 3619: Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts and 
Mr. BUTTERFIELD. 

H.R. 3767: Mr. COHEN and Mr. BRALEY of 
Iowa. 

H.R. 3790: Mr. RYAN of Ohio. 

H.R. 3798: Mr. TONKO. 

H.R. 3816: Mr. HARRIS, Ms. JENKINS, and 
Mr. HULTGREN. 

H.R. 3993: Mr. POLIS. 

H.R. 4021: Mr. HONDA, Ms. BORDALLO, Ms. 
LEE of California, and Mr. SABLAN. 

H.R. 4066: Mr. BUCHANAN. 

H.R. 4070: Mr. OWENS. 

H.R. 4112: Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali- 
fornia. 

H.R. 4134: Mr. WATT. 

H.R. 4160: Mr. BRADY of Texas and Mr. SCA- 
LISE. 

H.R. 4164: Mr. CRITZ and Mr. SMITH of New 
Jersey. 

H.R. 4202: Ms. ZOE LOFGREN of California 
and Ms. HOCHUL. 

H.R. 4227: Mr. CRITZ, Mr. HINCHEY, and Ms. 
CHU. 

H.R. 4269: Mr. GRIFFIN of Arkansas and Mr. 
HURT. 

H.R. 4271: Mr. LOEBSACK. 
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H.R. 4296: Mr. WEBSTER. 

H.R. 4342: Mr. HULTGREN. 

H.R. 4362: Mr. PIERLUISI. 

H.R. 4367: Mr. YODER, Mr. CAPUANO, Mr. 
CARNEY, Mr. LATHAM, Mr. DUFFY, Mr. 
NUGENT, and Mr. GALLEGLY. 

H.R. 4878: Mr. POLIS, Mr. LANGEVIN, Ms. 
SLAUGHTER, Mr. HASTINGS of Washington, 
Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, and Mr. DEUTCH. 

H.R. 4406: Mr. KILDEE. 

H.R. 4816: Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. 

H.R. 4965: Mr. CASSIDY, Mr. HUELSKAMP, 
and Mr. GRIFFIN of Arkansas. 

H.R. 4972: Mr. CROWLEY. 

H.R. 5381: Mr. LANKFORD and Mr. CAMP- 
BELL. 

H.R. 5542: Mr. HOLT and Mr. BISHOP of 
Georgia. 

H.R. 5646: Mr. LAMBORN. 

H.R. 5707: Mr. TONKO. 

H.R. 5872: Mr. MCCLINTOCK, Mr. WALBERG, 
and Mr. WESTMORELAND. 

H.R. 5894: Mr. Ross of Florida and Mr. 
WESTMORELAND. 

H.R. 5910: Mr. WALSH of Illinois and Mr. 
BACHUS. 

H.R. 5912: Mr. ROKITA. 

H.R. 5925: Mr. ROONEY, Mr. Ross of Florida, 
and Mr. NUGENT. 

H.R. 5943: Mr. TONKO. 

H.R. 5958: Mr. CRAVAACK, Mr. WESTMORE- 
LAND, Mr. SCALISE, Mr. WILSON of South 
Carolina, Mr. AUSTIN ScoTT of Georgia, Mr. 
SCHWEIKERT, Mr. STUTZMAN, Mr. ROE of Ten- 
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nessee, Mr. FRANKS of Arizona, Mr. FLEMING, 
Mr. DUNCAN of South Carolina, Mrs. 
ELLMERS, Mr. HARRIS, Mr. CAMPBELL, Mr. 
GRIFFIN of Arkansas, and Mr. GINGREY of 
Georgia. 

H.R. 5957: Mrs. BLACK, Mr. GINGREY of 
Georgia, Mr. CRAVAACK, Mr. WESTMORELAND, 
Mr. WILSON of South Carolina, Mr. CHABOT, 
Mr. GARRETT, Mr. ROE of Tennessee, Mr. 
FRANKS of Arizona, Mr. HUELSKAMP, Mr. 
FLEMING, Mr. DUNCAN of South Carolina, Mr. 
BROOKS, Mr. BILBRAY, Mr. MARCHANT, and 
Mr. MULVANEY. 

H.R. 5961: Mr. REHBERG. 

H.J. Res. 72: Mr. SMITH of Washington. 

H. Con. Res. 63: Mr. ELLISON. 

H. Con. Res. 110: Mr. BENISHEK. 

H. Con. Res. 114: Mr. BENISHEK. 

H. Con. Res. 129: Mr. BENISHEK, Mr. UPTON, 
Mr. TONKO, Mr. DINGELL, and Mr. AMODEI. 

. Res. 25: Ms. HOCHUL. 

. Res. 134: Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. 
. Res. 298: Mr. KILDEE. 

. Res. 351: Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. 

Res. 397: Mr. SHULER, Mr. BISHOP of 
Georgia, Mr. COSTA, and Mr. PETERSON. 

H. Res. 618: Mr. COLE. 

H. Res. 618: Mr. BOSWELL. 

H. Res. 623: Mr. ALTMIRE, Mr. GARDNER, 
Mr. CANSECO, Mr. Ross of Florida, Mr. 
STEARNS, and Mr. RIVERA. 

H. Res. 662: Mr. COLE. 


po oc bot ot pot 
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EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 


PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
HON. DAVID N. CICILLINE 


OF RHODE ISLAND 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, June 20, 2012 


Mr. CICILLINE. Mr. Speaker, on the Legisla- 
tive Day of June 8, 2012, upon request of a 
leave of absence after 11:00 a.m., a series of 
votes were held. Had | been present for these 
roll call votes, | would have cast the following 
votes: On agreeing to the Broun (GA) amend- 
ment (Roll No. 372)—I vote “No”; On agreeing 
to the Scalise amendment (Roll No. 373)—I 
vote “No”; On agreeing to the Moran amend- 
ment (Roll No. 374)—I vote “Yes”; On agree- 
ing to the Flake amendment (Roll No. 375)— 
| vote “No”; On motion to recommit with in- 
structions (Roll No. 376)—I vote “Yes”; On 
passage (Roll No. 377)—I vote “No”; and On 
motion that the House instruct conferees (Roll 
No. 378)—I vote “No.” 


a 


HONORING DARTMOUTH MIDDLE 
SCHOOL UPON ITS RECOGNITION 
AS A SCHOOL TO WATCH 


HON. ZOE LOFGREN 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, June 20, 2012 


Ms. ZOE LOFGREN of California. Mr. 
Speaker, | rise to acknowledge and honor 
Dartmouth Middle School upon its recognition 
as a “School to Watch” by the National Forum 
to Accelerate Middle Grades Reform in 2012. 

Located in San Jose, California, Dartmouth 
Middle School is a public middle school in the 
Union School District that teaches grades six 
through eight. It was recently named as one of 
the top performing middle grade schools in the 
country and will be recognized by the National 
Forum to Accelerate Middle Grades Reform at 
their annual conference in Arlington, Virginia 
from June 21-23. 

In 2012, only 103 schools around the coun- 
try were named “Schools to Watch” by the 
National Forum to Accelerate Middle Grades 
Reform. The Forum is an alliance of more 
than 60 educators, researchers, and officers of 
national associations and foundations com- 
mitted to improving schools for young adoles- 
cents across the country. Forum members 
choose schools that are academically excel- 
lent, developmentally responsive, and socially 
equitable. 

Dartmouth Middle School meets and ex- 
ceeds the criteria for a high-performing middle 
grade school. It involves students in service 
activities, celebrates diversity, and actively en- 
gages its students in their own learning. It has 
a Homework Club four days a week where 
students may drop in to get help from teach- 
ers with homework questions. At a time when 


schools are cutting back on afterschool activi- 
ties, Dartmouth still allows students to put on 
a school play, participate in various sports, 
and perform in different levels of band. 

It is indeed an honor and a privilege to have 
such a dedicated and nurturing institution in 
my district that appreciates its students, the 
community, sports, and the arts. | wish Dart- 
mouth Middle School continued success for 
many years to come. 


A TRIBUTE TO KENNETH FARRELL 
HON. EDOLPHUS TOWNS 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, June 20, 2012 


Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
honor and pay tribute to Kenneth Farrell. 

Kenneth Farrell was born the only child of 
James and Ruby Farrell on the island of Trini- 
dad. At the age of five, the Farrell family mi- 
grated to Brooklyn, New York. He lives in 
Brooklyn with his wife, Yvonne. Together they 
raised three delightful daughters, the couple’s 
A-Team: Arroya, Ashley and Alexandria. 

Mr. Farrell completed a Bachelor of Arts De- 
gree at Baruch College, followed by a Juris 
Doctorate at the James E. Beasley School of 
Law at Temple University. While in law school, 
Ken wanted an opportunity to work with the 
community. As a proud graduate of the New 
York City public school system, Mr. Farrell 
was drawn to the school board and was elect- 
ed to three terms as a Board Member of the 
NYC Board of Education, serving District 32. 
Upon graduation, he continued to serve the 
community by joining the staff of Congress- 
man Major Owens as a special assistant. 

Mr. Farrell found another opportunity to 
serve his community on a larger scale after 
working with Congressman Owens. He would 
do so in my office as my legislative assistant 
in the 10th Congressional District. He worked 
with hospital administrators, planning boards 
and managed special projects. His dedication 
to the community put Mr. Farrell in touch with 
real people and issues in the community, and 
allowed him to see first-hand the true state of 
Brooklyn communities. 

Mr. Farrell, in his quest to reach the com- 
munity on a different level, began a career in 
mortgage banking. As a federal and state li- 
censed mortgage loan originator, he provides 
his clients with pure honesty and guides them 
in making the right choices for them, not the 
most profitable choices for himself. Finally, he 
offers his clients a reason to have faith that 
they can make their home ownership dreams 
a reality. Kenneth is very passionate about his 
work and works hard for his clients. 

Mr. Farrell continues to serve as a commu- 
nity advocate, by serving as a board member 
on the board of the Black Veterans for Social 
Justice. 


Mr. Speaker, | would like to recognize Mr. 
Farrell for his leadership in the community as 
well as the excellent work he performed in my 
office. | am honored to have had the chance 
to work with him as we work to make our 
communities a better place to live. 


EE 
RECOGNIZING GORDON 
HIRABAYASHI, RECIPIENT OF 


THE PRESIDENTIAL MEDAL OF 
FREEDOM 


HON. ADAM SMITH 


OF WASHINGTON 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, June 20, 2012 


Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr. Speaker, | 
rise to honor Gordon Hirabayashi for post- 
humously receiving the Presidential Medal of 
Freedom for his stand against Japanese 
American internment following the attack on 
Pearl Harbor. This award is our nation’s high- 
est civilian honor and is presented to individ- 
uals who have made outstanding contributions 
to the United States. 


Mr. Hirabayashi was a Seattle native and a 
student at the University of Washington when 
Pearl Harbor was bombed. Shortly afterwards, 
Japanese-Americans were ordered to board 
buses for internment camps. In an act of brav- 
ery and civil disobedience, Mr. Hirabayashi, a 
second-generation Japanese American, re- 
fused to board the bus. 


Mr. Hirabayashi, with the assistance of the 
American Civil Liberties Union, filed a lawsuit 
against the military executive order stating that 
Japanese Americans were a threat. Unfortu- 
nately, Mr. Hirabayashi lost the suit and was 
sentenced to 90 days in prison for curfew vio- 
lation. 


In 1987, Mr. Hirabayashi’s conviction was 
overturned after it was determined that there 
was no military reason for the internment of 
Japanese Americans. After more than four 
decades, the effort he put into protecting the 
rights of citizens during times of war has fi- 
nally been realized. 


Mr. Hirabayashi passed away on January 2, 
2012, at the age of 93 in Edmonton, Alberta 
where he served as a sociology professor 
from 1959 until his retirement in 1983. His 
family will receive the Presidential Medal of 
Freedom in his honor. 


Mr. Speaker, | ask that my colleagues in the 
House of Representatives please join me in 
honoring Gordon Hirabayashi for his tireless 
commitment to justice. 


@ This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor. 


Matter set in this typeface indicates words inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor. 
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HONORING BRANDON ELIZARES 


HON. SILVESTRE REYES 


OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, June 20, 2012 


Mr. REYES. Mr. Speaker, | rise today with 
a heavy heart as | take time to remember 
Brandon Elizares, a young man who left us 
two and a half weeks ago. He will always be 
remembered for his smile, his personality, and 
his desire to serve as an inspiration to others. 

Brandon, like 11.7 million people in this 
country, was gay, and like so many of his 
peers, was harassed and bullied until he took 
his life on June 2nd after being threatened 
with being buried alive and shot. His last mes- 
sage-echoed his infinite love for his family and 
his apologies for not being strong enough to 
continue taking the abuse he had faced for 
over two years. His final words read, “My 
name is Brandon Joseph Elizares and | 
couldn’t make it. | love you guys with all of my 
heart.” 

High school is an exciting time with an array 
of new experiences and challenges, but one 
thing it should not be is an environment where 
young people must worry about being bullied. 
Children in high school should be focused on 
their education. The sad reality is that for 
many students their primary concerns don’t lie 
in textbooks or exams, but in fear that they will 
not be accepted by their peers, that they will 
be physically abused, and, in the case of 
Brandon and countless others like him, that 
they may consider taking their own life to es- 
cape the pain. 

Brandon was a young man who exemplified 
the best in the El Paso community. He em- 
bodied what this nation looks for in all of its 
young people. He was a best friend, a loving 
son, an aspiring model and artist, an excellent 
student, and, to a teenage girl who had con- 
templated suicide due to encounters with bul- 
lying, Brandon was a superhero and an older 
brother. 

Like so many El Pasoans, | feel a personal 
connection to Brandon, and his death reflects 
the unfortunate truth that many young people 
in our community continue to suffer. | stand 
before you today asking you to help me in en- 
suring that Brandon’s death was not in vain. 
Please join me in support of the Student Non- 
Discrimination Act (H.R. 998) and the Safe 
Schools Improvement Act (H.R. 1648) to pro- 
tect LGBT students from discrimination and 
bullying in schools. | also ask you to stand 
with me in support of the “It Gets Better” cam- 
paign, a project whose goal is to prevent sui- 
cide among youth by having adults and allies 
convey the message that these teens’ lives 
will improve. 

In our country today the facts are clear: 

56 percent of students have personally felt 
some sort of bullying at school. Between 4th 
and 8th grade in particular, 90 percent of stu- 
dents report being the victim of bullying. 

9 out of 10 LGBT youth reported being ver- 
bally harassed at school in the past year be- 
cause of their sexual orientation. 

1 in 4 teachers see nothing wrong with bul- 
lying and will only intervene 4 percent of the 
time. 

A victim of bullying is twice as likely to take 
his or her own life compared to someone who 
is not a victim. 
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41 percent of principals say they have pro- 
grams designed to create a safe environment 
for LGBT students, but only 1/3 of principals 
say that LGBT students would feel safe at 
their school. 

Every day thousands of children wake up 
fearing for their well being as they go to 
school; if the Student Non-Discrimination Act 
and the Safe Schools Improvement Act were 
enacted today, we could provide students a 
sense of relief and some reassurance that 
their government is working to improve their 
lives by increasing awareness about their daily 
struggles. 

This issue, as all of you know, is not limited 
to one district or state, but has been felt 
throughout our country from California to New 
York. As a proud grandfather, | could not 
imagine what it would be like to have any of 
my grandchildren be bullied at school. There 
is no place in our society for bullying or dis- 
crimination, whether it’s in our schools, com- 
munities or in our military. | want to provide 
hope to our youth and remind them they are 
not alone and that there are many venues 
they can turn to for help. | want to send a sim- 
ple and powerful message: it gets better. If 
you are a student or a teacher there are re- 
sources available and | encourage you to visit 
www.stopbullying.gov or www.itgetsbetter.org 
for more information. 

To the family of Brandon Elizares, no words 
can lessen your pain or bring your son back, 
but | stand with you today in honoring this kind 
young man. The display of love and affection 
from those who were close to him, those he 
helped, and those who have gone through ex- 
periences similar to his are a testament to the 
person he was and to the way you raised him. 
Brandon’s genuine spirit and love will live on 
in all of those he touched. Today, the House 
of Representatives and our nation honors 
Brandon Elizares. 


PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
HON. TIM GRIFFIN 


OF ARKANSAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, June 20, 2012 


Mr. GRIFFIN of Arkansas. Mr. Speaker, | 
was ill with food poisoning and missed rollcall 
vote No. 379 and rollcall vote No. 380 on 
Monday, June 18, 2012, as well as rollcall 
vote No. 381 and rollcall vote No. 382 on 
Tuesday, June 19, 2012. 

If | had been present, | would have voted 
“aye” for each of the following: rollcall vote 
No. 379 (S. 684), rollcall vote No. 380 (S. 
404), rollcall vote No. 381 (On Ordering the 
Previous Question), and rollcall vote No. 382 
(H. Res. 688.) 


EE 


A TRIBUTE TO ARTHUR 
MOLINELLI JR. 


HON. EDOLPHUS TOWNS 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, June 20, 2012 


Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Speaker, | rise to pay trib- 
ute today to Mr. Arthur Molinelli Jr. 


June 20, 2012 


Mr. Molinelli Jr. is the owner and operator of 
The Modern Meat Market located on 771 New 
Lots Avenue. The Modern Meat Market was 
founded by his father after their family moved 
from Manhattan to Brooklyn in 1914. The mar- 
ket opened at 383 Milford Street on the corner 
of New Lots Avenue and has been in his fam- 
ily since 1944. Mr. Molinelli emphasizes that 
education and leadership, community service 
and entrepreneurship are deeply rooted values 
in his family. 

Mr. Molinelli was in the Army Reserve and 
also served as a New York City Police Depart- 
ment Detective from 1974 to 1982. He and his 
wife, Louise, recently celebrated their 40th 
wedding anniversary. Arthur’s brother, Steven, 
was the Principal of Public School 302. His 
brother’s wife, Rose, is currently the Assistant 
Principal of Public School 218. Arthur was 
born and raised in East New York in 1945. He 
went to St. Rita Catholic School located at 
Sheppard and Liberty Avenue. Arthur also at- 
tended and graduated from Franklin K Lane 
High School where he was a member of the 
Varsity Baseball Team. His son Justin started 
his career as a public school educator at Inter- 
mediate School 292 located at Wyona and 
Pitkin Avenue. 

Arthurs entrepreneurship experience spans 
from the time The Modern Meat Market was 
opened by his father to when he had officially 
joined the family business as the owner and 
operator. The Modern Meat Market services 
numerous Day Cares and Private Schools in 
East New York. Presently, he is still the owner 
and operator of the family business. 

Lastly Arthur Molinelli Jr. and The Modern 
Meat Market are very active in the community. 
Mr. Molinelli demonstrates his commitment to 
community service through The Modern Meat 
Market yearly Turkey Giveaway, in which they 
distribute over 500 turkeys to the community. 
Arthur is a member of The New Lots Avenue 
Merchant Association which is responsible for 
the Plaza Triangle located at New Lots Ave- 
nue train station. In addition to these services 
The Modern Meat Market donates food and 
attends the Annual Precinct Community Pic- 
nic. 

Arthur Molinelli Jr. is truly an outstanding 
businessman who sets an example for other 
business and community leaders through his 
entrepreneurship, education and leadership, 
and dedication to community service. 

Mr. Speaker | urge my college to join me in 
recognizing the talents, achievements, and 
community spirit of Arthur Molinelli Jr. 


EE 
RECOGNIZING WILLIAM FOEGE, 
RECIPIENT OF THE PRESI- 


DENTIAL MEDAL OF FREEDOM 
HON. ADAM SMITH 


OF WASHINGTON 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, June 20, 2012 


Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr. Speaker, | 
rise to honor William Foege for receiving the 
Presidential Medal of Freedom for developing 
a strategy for immunizing people against, and 
eventually eradicating, small pox. This award 
is our nation’s highest civilian honor and is 
presented to individuals who have made out- 
standing contributions to the United States. 
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Mr. Foege, a graduate of Pacific Lutheran 
University and the University of Washington 
School of Medicine, was instrumental in devel- 
oping the plan to eradicate smallpox. While 
serving as a missionary in Nigeria where we 
gave vaccines to the locals, Mr. Foege experi- 
enced a critical vaccine shortage. In order to 
be most effective, he started actively seeking 
out infected people, using photos and rewards 
to draw people in and immunizing anyone who 
had come in contact with those suffering from 
smallpox. 

The immunization strategy Mr. Foege devel- 
oped became known as “surveillance and 
containment.” It is widely credited for the 
eradication of smallpox, which is often deadly 
especially in developing countries. For exam- 
ple, while using this technique in India during 
the 1970s, Mr. Foege and his colleagues 
found 11,000 cases of smallpox and within a 
week delivered immunizations to those in- 
fected people. 

Mr. Speaker, | ask that my colleagues in the 
House of Representatives please join me in 
honoring William Foege for his dedication to 
effectively delivering immunizations to the 
world’s most at risk populations and for being 
instrumental in the eradication of smallpox. 


TRIBUTE TO CAROLINE WHITSON 
HON. JAMES E. CLYBURN 


OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, June 20, 2012 


Mr. CLYBURN. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
pay tribute to a remarkable educator, civic 
leader and a dear friend. Dr. Caroline Whitson 
is retiring on June 30, 2012, after serving as 
the 17th President of Columbia College for 11 
years. Her leadership of this great institution 
will be sorely missed. 

Dr. Whitson is a native of Arkansas, who 
grew up in Atlanta, Georgia, and returned to 
her home state to earn a B.A., M.A. and Ph.D. 
in English from the University of Arkansas. 
She also earned a diploma in international re- 
lations from the London School of Economics. 

She began her career as an English pro- 
fessor, and climbed the ranks of academia to 
become a vice president for advancement, 
and a provost and vice president for academic 
affairs. 

Since coming to Columbia College, Dr. 
Whitson has embraced the college’s original 
mission, a dedication to the education of 
women. She expanded the college’s Women 
Leadership Institute and helped found the Alli- 
ance for Women, which is a partnership be- 
tween Columbia College and the Governor's 
Commission on Women, to prevent the latter's 
closure in 2004. Dr. Whitson has also insti- 
tuted on campus the 4C leadership model that 
develops in young women Courage, Commit- 
ment, Confidence, and Competence. All of 
these efforts combine to support and grow 
women leaders in South Carolina. 

Her leadership of the college has also re- 
sulted in annual fundraising that has doubled 
during her tenure. The endowment has grown 
by 40 percent, and she has established the 
McNair Scholars program and the Reeves En- 
dowed Chair in Leadership Studies. 
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A college cannot grow without providing the 
necessary facilities. So under Dr. Whitson’s 
watch, the college has added a new student 
union, residential cottages, and an athletic 
complex. She has also led the renovations of 
the freshman center, the Goodall Art Gallery, 
Edens Library and the Cottingham Theatre. 
She has also made environmentally friendly 
updates to the campus, adding solar panels to 
reduce the carbon footprint, and revitalizing 
the landscape. 

Dr. Whitson has also expanded academic 
opportunities on campus by signing agree- 
ments for research and for faculty and student 
exchanges with both the State University of 
Mongolia and the Hiroshima Jogakuin Wom- 
en’s University in Japan. 

Under her guidance, Columbia College has 
received a number of recognitions for teaching 
and scholarly excellence from the Theodore 
Hesburgh Foundation, the Carnegie Founda- 
tion, the National Collegiate Honors Council, 
the Council for the Advancement and Support 
of Education, the Foundations of Excellence 
for the first College year, the NAIA Champions 
of Character, the National Communication As- 
sociation, and the National Association for the 
Education of Young Children. 

Dr. Whitson has also lent her leadership 
skills to the community. She chaired the S.C. 
Independent Colleges and Universities Presi- 
dent’s Council and the Richland County Trans- 
portation Commission. She has also served as 
a member of the S.C. Tuition Grants Commis- 
sion, Mayor Bob Coble’s City of Columbia Arts 
Task Force, the Greater Columbia Chamber of 
Commerce, and The Nurturing Center board. 

Currently, Dr. Whitson chairs the S.C. ETV 
Endowment Board. She is a member of the 
Midlands Business Leaders, Eau Claire Devel- 
opment Corporation, and the United Way 
board. She is also a member of the regional 
technology council, EngenuitySC, and serves 
on the President’s Circle of the National Coun- 
cil for Research on Women. 

Her tremendous work has earned her the 
honor of a “Woman of Distinction” from the 
Girls Scouts of the Congaree Area, “Out- 
standing Advocate for Women in Business” 
from the Columbia Chamber of Commerce, 
and the Martha Kime Piper award from the 
South Carolina Women in Higher Education. 

Dr. Whitson is married to Turner Whitson, 
and the couple has one daughter, Dr. Heather 
Whitson. They have a son-in-law, Dr. Ben 
Maynor, and two grandsons, Jacob and Chris- 
topher. 

Mr. Speaker, | ask you and our colleagues 
to join me in thanking Dr. Caroline Whitson for 
her years of service to higher education and to 
her community. Her work has improved Co- 
lumbia College and the greater Columbia Met- 
ropolitan area. While her public role will be 
greatly missed, | look forward to her continued 
good work on behalf of women’s education 
and improving the status of women worldwide. 


HONORING CHARLES M. JONES 
HON. JOHN J. DUNCAN, JR. 


OF TENNESSEE 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, June 20, 2012 


Mr. DUNCAN of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker: 
Our Nation recently lost one of its most patri- 
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otic Americans, Mr. Charles M. “Chuck” 
Jones, on May 16, 2012. Chuck had been a 
close friend of mine for many, many years and 
was one of the finest men | have ever known. 

Chuck joined the Navy as a teenager to- 
ward the end of World War II and continued 
his service for 22 years on troop ships and 
submarines. He served during the Korean 
Conflict and the 1962 Naval blockade involv- 
ing the Cuban Missile Crisis, but his service to 
our Country did not stop here. 

Later in his career, Chuck served as the 
Veterans Service Officer for Knox County, 
Tennessee, from 1985 to 2012. He was in- 
volved in various military organizations over 
the years and helped spearhead the move- 
ment to bring to our area what is now known 
as the Ben Atchley State Veterans Home, 
which opened in 2007. In fact, a road near the 
Veterans Home was renamed in his honor and 
will be known from hereafter as Chuck Jones 
Drive. 

Along with his exemplary military career and 
outstanding work in our community, Chuck 
Jones had a profound impact on my staff and 
me personally. My Knoxville Office Manager, 
Jenny Stansberry, worked closely with Chuck 
on Veterans issues, and | echo her senti- 
ments. 

After his passing, she said: 

I feel very fortunate to have worked so 
closely with a man whom I admired tremen- 
dously. His accomplishments in serving our 
Country are only outdone by the character 
and integrity Chuck displayed every day of 
his life. I will miss our working relationship, 
but more than that I will miss our friend- 
ship. 

Mr. Speaker, | urge my Colleagues and 
other readers of the RECORD to join me in 
celebrating the remarkable life of Chuck 
Jones. He was truly a great American and | 
feel this Country is certainly a better place be- 
cause of his life. 


A TRIBUTE TO PAUL B. MITCHELL 
HON. EDOLPHUS TOWNS 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, June 20, 2012 


Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
pay tribute and to honor Pastor Paul B. Mitch- 
ell, senior Pastor and visionary for Changing 
Lives Christian Center in the East New York 
section of Brooklyn, NY. 

Pastor Mitchell was born in Kingston, Ja- 
maica and is the sixth of seven sons to his 
parents Alfred and Myrtle Mitchell. Pastor 
Mitchell and his family migrated to United 
States in 1971. He can recall at the very 
young age of six, his parent’s diligence and 
tireless work effort to provide for him and his 
brothers. Admiring their work ethic, determina- 
tion and zeal to make a happy home for the 
family was the motivation needed to fuel and 
fulfill the calling on his own life. 

Pastor Mitchell served as a_ successful 
banker for over fourteen years, working with 
well-known institutions like JP Morgan Chase, 
First Card and EAB were fundamental in pre- 
paring him to take on the leadership role that 
he now holds today. On January 1, 2003, Pas- 
tor Mitchell was called to serve a new role, as 
a Pastor. 
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In addition to his work with his congregation 
in the East New York section of Brooklyn, 
Pastor Mitchell is known all over the Tri-State 
area through radio and TV. Currently, he can 
be heard on WLIB 1190 AM every Sunday 
morning and can also be viewed on BCAT 
Television, Manhattan TV, and on Trinity 
Broadcasting Network (T.B.N). Pastor Mitchell 
ends all of his sermons with this phrase, “if 
you work the word the word will work for you.” 
Truly the “Change Your Life” Broadcast is 
changing lives through the taught word of 
God. 

Pastor Mitchell ministers directly to the 
hurts, issues and challenges that people face 
in a very practical and relevant way. He be- 
lieves that the human spirit, which houses the 
purpose for which we’ve all been created, 
must be nurtured naturally and spiritually. He 
believes that everyone is intrinsically designed 
with a gift that has the power to propel them 
into their destiny. The goal of the Changing 
Lives Christian Center is to meet each person 
at the point of their need and equip him or her 
for success, by teaching them how to live suc- 
cessful Christ centered lives. Pastor Mitchell is 
a man of integrity and uprightness. He’s a 
giver of himself. Most importantly he is a man 
of God that seeks to honor and obey God in 
all his ways. 

Pastor Mitchell is a loving and devoted hus- 
band and friend to his wife Yasmin of fifteen 
years. He is a gentle, loving and encouraging 
Pastor to his people. He is a dedicated and 
loving son to both his parents, Myrtle, 77, and 
Alfred, 88. 

Mr. Speaker, | would like to recognize Pas- 
tor Paul B. Mitchell for his service as Pastor 
of the Changing Lives Christian Center in East 
New York, Brooklyn. 


ee 


HONORING CAPTAIN FRANCIS 
GARY POWERS 


HON. H. MORGAN GRIFFITH 


OF VIRGINIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, June 20, 2012 


Mr. GRIFFITH of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, | 
submit these remarks in honor of Captain 
Francis Gary Powers, a loyal, devoted citizen 
of the United States, who was posthumously 
awarded the Silver Star last week. 

A native of Virginia’s Ninth Congressional 
District, Captain Powers grew up in Pound, 
Virginia. According to the official award cita- 
tion, from May 1, 1960 to February 10, 1962, 
Captain Powers served in connection with mili- 
tary operations against an armed enemy of 
the United States. While assigned to the Joint 
U.S. Air Force, Central Intelligence Agency 
(CIA), U-2 Reconnaissance Squadron, De- 
tachment 10-10, Captain Powers was held 
captive in solitary confinement in the infamous 
Lubyanka Prison in Moscow after his U-2 air- 
craft had been shot down by a Soviet surface 
to air missile. 

For almost 107 days, Captain Powers en- 
dured interrogations, harassment, and unmen- 
tionable hardships on a continuous basis by 
numerous top Soviet Secret Police interro- 
gating teams. Although greatly weakened 
physically by the lack of food, denial of sleep 
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and the mental rigors of constant interrogation, 
Captain Powers steadfastly refused all at- 
tempts to give sensitive defense information or 
be exploited for propaganda purposes. Cap- 
tain Powers resisted all Soviet efforts through 
cajolery, trickery, and threats of death to ob- 
tain the information they sought. 

Captain Powers was subjected to a trial and 
was sentenced to an additional 542 days of 
captivity in Vladimir Prison before finally being 
released to the United States in 1962. As a re- 
sult of his unconquerable spirit, exceptional 
loyalty, and continuous heroic actions, Rus- 
sian intelligence gained no vital information 
from him. 

For his sustained courage in an exception- 
ally hostile environment, Captain Powers was 
publicly recognized by the Director of the CIA 
and the Senate Armed Services Committee. 
By his gallantry and devotion to duty in the 
dedication of his service to his country, Cap- 
tain Powers has reflected great credit upon 
himself and the United States Air Force. 

It is with great admiration, respect, and ap- 
preciation that | stand before you to honor 
such a courageous American. | know | speak 
for so many when | say, we’re proud of our 
native son, Captain Francis Gary Powers. 


PERSONAL EXPLANATION 


HON. ROBERT HURT 


OF VIRGINIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, June 20, 2012 


Mr. HURT. Mr. Speaker, | was not present 
for rollcall vote No. 383 on agreeing to the 
DeFazio Amendment to H.R. 2578. Had | 
been present, | would have voted “no.” 


EEE 


RECOGNIZING CAMELOT ELEMEN- 
TARY FOR BEING NAMED A 
GREEN RIBBON SCHOOL 


HON. ADAM SMITH 


OF WASHINGTON 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, June 20, 2012 


Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr. Speaker, | 
rise to honor Camelot Elementary School, in 
Auburn, Washington, for being named a 
Green Ribbon School. This honor, awarded by 
the U.S. Department of Education, is given to 
schools participating in activities to promote 
and encourage a healthy and environmentally 
sustainable learning environment. 

Students and staff at Camelot Elementary 
have taken a wide variety of steps toward re- 
ducing energy consumption. Since 2007, the 
school has reduced energy usage by 50 per- 
cent. They replaced light bulbs, removed per- 
sonal appliances, and placed reminders on 
light switches and computers. Teachers and 
students use green checklists in every class- 
room to remind each other about ways to de- 
crease energy consumption and waste. 

To address the threatened salmon popu- 
lation in Washington State, students raised 
salmon in classrooms to release into local 
streams. Students also published a newspaper 
with information and resources about con- 
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servation. To decrease the use of plastic bot- 
tles, the school organized a fundraiser for re- 
usable water bottles. 

In addition to becoming good stewards of 
the Earth, staff, students, and parents are tak- 
ing steps to improve health and nutrition. The 
school raised money from the community to 
build a community garden on the school 
grounds and the school follows the United 
States Department of Agriculture standards to 
make sure students have balanced meals. 
Nearly 60 percent of the student body walks 
or bikes to school. On the weekends, the 
school and the Parent-Teacher Association 
send backpacks filled with healthy foods home 
with disadvantaged students. 

Mr. Speaker, it is with great pleasure that | 
congratulate the students, staff, and parents 
from Camelot Elementary. The steps they are 
taking to reduce energy consumption, improve 
nutrition, and protect our environment and re- 
sources will continue to benefit our community 
for many years to come. | hope many other 
schools follow Camelot Elementary’s example. 


A TRIBUTE TO LEROY SAWYER 


HON. EDOLPHUS TOWNS 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, June 20, 2012 


Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
pay tribute and honor Mr. Leroy Sawyer, a 
man who has spent much of his life working 
for the public good. 

Mr. Leroy Sawyer was born to William and 
Georgina Sawyer. He _ graduated from 
Stuyvesant High School with a Science Major, 
a Math Minor Diploma, and lettering in base- 
ball. 

Mr. Sawyer rose quickly as a member of the 
New York City Police Department. Though not 
graduating from the Academy he was placed 
in “plainclothes” and promoted to Detective 
after his third year on the job. He was only 
twenty-four years old. 

Mr. Sawyer embodies the term ambitious. 
He has owned three taverns in Brooklyn, and 
managed five taverns in Manhattan including 
the “Spotlight Bar” next to the Apollo Theater. 
He’s owned four laundromats, liquor stores, an 
office supply store, and scores of houses in 
Brooklyn. 

Mr. Sawyer is also very active in the com- 
munity; he came out of retirement, and pres- 
ently serves as my community liaison for the 
10th Congressional District. He has been a 
member of the Board of Managers at the 
North Brooklyn YMCA for over twenty years, 
serving as chairman for ten of those. In addi- 
tion, he is a Founding member of the Board of 
Directors of the Boys and Girls Club of 
Eufaula, Alabama and a lifetime member of 
the NAACP. 

Mr. Sawyer is married to Rosa Beatrice and 
together they have two children, Lisa and Wil- 
liam, and four grandchildren, Tyra, Tammara, 
Leasia and Karima. 

Mr. Sawyer believes that we all have an op- 
portunity to succeed in life. He believes we 
should not be afraid to follow our dreams. He 
certainly followed his own advice and is now 


June 20, 2012 


enjoying the sweet fruits of his labor. Mr. Saw- 
yer and his wife currently split their time be- 
tween homes in Brooklyn, New York and 
Eufaula, Alabama. 

Mr. Speaker, | would like to recognize Leroy 
Sawyer for his unceasing ambition in life, as 
well as his commitment and leadership in his 
community. 


Ee 


HONORING STEVEN ANDREW 
MULLINS 


HON. H. MORGAN GRIFFITH 


OF VIRGINIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, June 20, 2012 


Mr. GRIFFITH of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, | 
submit these remarks in honor of Steven An- 
drew Mullins, a devoted businessman and 
member of the Salem and greater Roanoke 
Valley communities, who passed away Satur- 
day, June 9th at the age of 62. 

Born on November 8, 1949, Steven was an 
athlete, student, and great friend to those 
around him. Everyone seemed to know Steve 
or know of him. In 1968, he graduated from 
Andrew Lewis High School, and then went on 
to obtain a Business Degree from the Univer- 
sity of Georgia in 1973. 

His first attempt at running a small business 
came in 1973 in Salem, VA when he and his 
father, Harold, opened Steve’s Famous Hot 
Dogs with only $500 in initial capital. Doing 
what he loved most, serving his community, 
Steve’s business exploded with success and 
spread throughout the region to 17 different lo- 
cations. 

Later, Steve helped open Famous Anthony’s 
in 1986. These business ventures helped 
Steve discover his interest in real estate, and 
he eventually became known as one of the 
best commercial realtors in the Roanoke Val- 
ley. 

Despite all of Steve’s business success, his 
brother Brad found only one accolade in his 
brother’s lock box. It was a printout of the mo- 
tion Steve made to form Salem City Schools. 
At the time, the schools were part of Roanoke 
County schools, so—as a member of the 
Salem City School Board—Steve made the 
motion to form Salem’s independent school 
district. Described by many as a man with a 
passion that is hard to understand, this is just 
another example of Steve wanting to do well 
for his community. 

My thoughts and prayers go out to Steve’s 
family and loved ones. His love for his family, 
neighbors, community, and contributions will 


always be remembered and cherished in 
Salem and throughout the Roanoke Valley. 
a 
IN SUPPORT OF WORLD REFUGEE 
DAY 


HON. LAURA RICHARDSON 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, June 20, 2012 


Ms. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker, today | 
rise in support of World Refugee Day. Across 
the globe approximately 43.7 million people 
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have been displaced after being forced to flee 
their homes due to the threat of persecution, 
violence and conflict. The majority of these 
people are forced to live in extreme poverty 
and endure unspeakable conditions. 

This is a day where we can honor the cour- 
age and strength of those that have lost ev- 
erything, through no fault of their own. Many 
have had to make the terrifying decision of 
risking their lives, and their family’s lives by 
staying in a conflict stricken area, or leaving 
their home, families and possessions behind 
in an attempt to find safer conditions. 

The United Nations High Commissioner for 
Refugees provides lifesaving assistance and 
protection to 33.7 million of those displaced, 
but even this is not enough. Women and chil- 
dren in camps experience high levels of rape 
and assault, and there is rarely enough food 
to go around. Health conditions in these 
camps are often extremely poor and disease 
runs rampant. 

Mr. Speaker, the United States has taken in 
countless numbers of refugees in our history. 
They have become an essential part of the 
fabric of our society, but we can still do more. 
This is why | am a co-sponsor of H.R. 690, a 
resolution that recognizes America’s positive 
impact on the international refugee commu- 
nity, but calls for important changes to be 
made to H.R. 2185, the Refugee Protection 
Act of 2011. 

These changes would eliminate the 1-year 
filing deadline for asylum applications that puts 
at risk thousands of people each year, create 
a path to legal citizenship and ensure that vic- 
tims of persecution are not inadvertently 
forced back to the countries they fled to begin 
with. 

Mr. Speaker, this is a day to remember that 
we are the lucky ones. We live in the greatest 
country in the world where freedom of belief, 
speech, and press amongst others are God 
given rights, not privileges. As a member of 
the Congressional Human Rights Caucus | 
fully support the efforts of the UNHCR and 
H.R. 690 to try and make that a reality for all, 
regardless of nationality. 

Today | rise to recognize all those living in 
poverty stricken refugee camps because it is 
safer than going home, and all those who 
dream of returning to the land of their fathers, 
but are unable to do so. | ask my colleagues 
to support H.R. 690, and | support the honor- 
able efforts of World Refugee Day. 


— 


INTRODUCTION OF A BILL TO 
AMEND TITLE IV OF THE EM- 
PLOYEE RETIREMENT INCOME 
SECURITY ACT OF 1974 TO PRO- 
VIDE FOR A GUARANTEE BY THE 
PENSION BENEFIT GUARANTY 
CORPORATION FOR QUALIFIED 
PRERETIREMENT SURVIVOR AN- 
NUITIES UNDER INSOLVENT OR 
TERMINATED MULTIEMPLOYER 
PENSION PLANS 


HON. THOMAS E. PETRI 


OF WISCONSIN 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, June 20, 2012 


Mr. PETRI. Mr. Speaker, today | am intro- 
ducing a bill to rectify an inequity regarding 
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the benefits provided to surviving spouses 
through the Pension Benefit Guaranty Cor- 
poration (PBGC). | am pleased to be joined by 
Rep. ROB ANDREWS in this effort. 

PBGC provides pre-retirement survivor cov- 
erage, which provides a benefit to the sur- 
viving spouse of a pension participant who 
dies before retirement. However, in the case 
of a multiemployer pension plan turned over to 
PBGC, this benefit is guaranteed only if the 
plan participant dies before the plan is turned 
over. For single-employer plans the benefit is 
guaranteed regardless of when the participant 
dies. 

The PBGC web site acknowledges this dis- 
crepancy, stating “. . . For the most part, the 
PBGC guarantees the same type of benefits 
for multiemployer pension plans as for benefits 
in the single-employer program, with the ex- 
ception that preretirement survivor annuities 
are forfeitable in multiemployer plans if the 
participant has not died as of the termination 
date.” 

The debate over how to best provide in- 
come security for older Americans will con- 
tinue for some time. However, in the mean- 
time, it is unconscionable that a widow or wid- 
ower would be denied the modest benefits 
provided under the PBGC multiemployer plan 
simply because his or her spouse did not die 
before the plan was turned over to the PBGC. 

This discrepancy appears inadvertent and 
deserves to be corrected by Congress. | ask 
my colleagues for their support of this legisla- 
tion so we can address this issue quickly. 


EE 


INTRODUCTION OF A RESOLUTION 
TO COMMEMORATE THE 40TH AN- 
NIVERSARY OF TITLE Ix 


HON. CAROLYN B. MALONEY 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, June 20, 2012 


Mrs. MALONEY. Mr. Speaker, on the 40th 
Anniversary of Title IX, | can clearly recall my 
youth when | and my female classmates didn’t 
participate in sports simply because there 
weren’t any sports for girls to play. 

Many believe that Title IX applies only to 
athletics. While it’s true that Title IX has lit- 
erally changed the playing field for women in 
sports, this landmark legislation has also cre- 
ated opportunities for women in math, law, 
science, and other fields where women and 
girls have historically faced considerable bar- 
riers to access and involvement. 

Prior to Title IX, sex discrimination was 
rampant. Many colleges limited the number of 
women by requiring higher grades and test 
scores than men, pregnant students were fre- 
quently expelled from high schools, and ath- 
letic programs for females were virtually non- 
existent. 

Today, women comprise over half of under- 
graduate students, roughly half of students in 
medical and law schools, and girl’s participa- 
tion in high school sports has increased ten- 
fold. 

To commemorate this landmark legislation, | 
am introducing a Resolution to Commemorate 
the 40th Anniversary of Title IX along with 
Reps. GWEN MOORE, MARCIA FUDGE, ELEANOR 
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HOLMES NORTON, BARBARA LEE, FREDERICA 
WILSON, BETTY MCCOLLUM, LAURA RICHARD- 
SON, EDOLPHUS TOWNS, RUSS CARNAHAN, 
LYNN WOOLSEY, JIM MCDERMOTT and JIM 
MCGOVERN. The countless girls and women 
that have benefited from Title IX are a testa- 
ment to the importance of gender fairness and 
the obstacles girls and women still face in 
overcoming the wage gap, sexual harassment 
and shattering ceilings in lines of work that still 
favor men. 


It's my great hope that we will use this mo- 
mentous occasion to affirm the equal treat- 
ment of men and women and boys and girls 
and endeavor to work towards a time when 
women and girls can achieve true equality in 
athletics, education, and employment. 


EE 


HONORING UNITED WAY’S 125TH 
ANNIVERSARY 


HON. ROBERT A. BRADY 


OF PENNSYLVANIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, June 20, 2012 


Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania. Mr. Speaker, | 
rise today to congratulate Pennsylvania’s First 
District Chapter of United Way, in honor of the 
nonprofits Annual Day of Action and 125th 
anniversary. 


In 125 years, United Way has become the 
world’s largest privately supported nonprofit 
dedicated to combating social welfare issues 
in cities across the country. The organization 
now boasts nearly 1,800 community-based 
United Way chapters in 41 countries, raising 
more than $5 billion dollars annually. The non- 
profits efforts have translated into a nation- 
wide campaign to create programs that foster 
healthy children, families and communities. 


United Way and its partners are a leading 
community impact organization as they in- 
crease public awareness of social welfare 
issues affecting our nation. Dedicated to im- 
proving education, income stability and healthy 
lives, the organization has relentlessly chal- 
lenged the system to create better opportuni- 
ties for all. United Way’s ability to make con- 
nections between individuals and government 
agencies, have made it easier to address the 
pressing needs of local communities. 


Thousands of individuals across the country 
will participate in United Way’s Annual Day of 
Action to advance the common good by cre- 
ating strategies to improve education, income 
and health. More than 125 years later, United 
Way still honors its original mission that fo- 
cuses on utilizing the resources of local com- 
munities to make a difference in people’s 
lives. 


| ask that you and my other distinguished 
colleagues join me in honoring the First Dis- 
trict Chapter of United Way for their commit- 
ment to improving the lives of families and 
communities of millions of people in Philadel- 
phia and beyond. 
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RECOGNIZING THE 100TH ANNIVER- 
SARY OF THE GIRL SCOUTS 


HON. ADAM SMITH 


OF WASHINGTON 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, June 20, 2012 


Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr. Speaker, | 
rise to honor the 100th Anniversary of the Girl 
Scouts of the United States of America and 
the designation of 2012 as the Year of the 
Girl. 

In 1912, Daisy Low began the Girl Scouts 
Movement with only 18 girls. Low’s mission 
was to give girls the opportunity to develop 
skills in self-reliance and resourcefulness that 
will help them as professional women and citi- 
zens. 

Over the years, more than 50 million girls 
and women have participated in the Girl 
Scouts, giving them the tools to lead with 
courage, confidence and character. Some of 
the most accomplished women in public serv- 
ice, business, science, education and the arts 
are alumnae of the Girl Scouts. 

Today, Girl Scouts of the USA is developing 
more programs to help girls become more in- 
volved in Science, Technology, Engineering, 
and Math (STEM), environmental stewardship, 
healthy living, financial literacy, and global citi- 
zenship. Across the country, Girl Scouts dedi- 
cate over 70 million hours of service to their 
communities annually. Girls who achieve their 
Gold Award, the highest achievement a Girl 
Scout can earn, take extraordinary steps to 
solve a problem and make a lasting impact on 
their community. 

Mr. Speaker, it is with great pleasure that | 
honor the great accomplishment of the Girl 
Scouts of the USA. | know today’s Girl Scouts 
will be part of the next generation of women 
leaders in our country. 


EE 


HONORING DIANE NUNN FOR 
SERVICE TO CALIFORNIA 


HON. KAREN BASS 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, June 20, 2012 


Ms. BASS of California. Mr. Speaker, today 
| honor a remarkable constituent of California, 
Diane Nunn, for receiving the First Annual 
Mark Hardin Award for Child Welfare Legal 
Scholarship and Systems Change. Ms. Nunn 
is characterized by her leadership, humility, 
and her deep driving compassion for the lives 
of families and children in California. 

Ms. Nunn was recognized for this award be- 
cause of her lifetime commitment to improving 
the lives of families and children in California 
as a teacher and through her work at the Ad- 
ministrative Office of the Courts. 

Ms. Nunn joined the Administrative Office of 
the Courts in 1986 as an attorney in private 
practice with an emphasis on family and crimi- 
nal law, including domestic violence preven- 
tion and intervention. Since 2000, Ms. Nunn 
has been the Division Director of the Center 
for Families, Children & the Courts, and the 
Administrative Office of the Courts. During her 
time in this office, Ms. Nunn also served as a 
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juvenile court referee for the Superior Court of 
Los Angeles and has published influential writ- 
ten material for her field. 

Mr. Speaker, | am proud to have such a pio- 
neering and inspirational community leader 
like Diane Nunn in my home state of California 
and | congratulate her on the receipt of this 
award. 


EE 


RECOGNIZING STAFF SERGEANT 
MITCHELL CORBIN 


HON. PETE OLSON 


OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, June 20, 2012 


Mr. OLSON. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
recognize Staff Sergeant Mitchell Corbin of the 
Texas Air National Guard for his immense 
bravery and heroism. After Houston, Texas 
resident Marie Deckers car crashed and 
flipped on its side on Beltway 8, Corbin saved 
her life by pulling her out of the vehicle mo- 
ments before it caught on fire. Corbin put his 
own safety in jeopardy to help a stranger. He 
is a true hero. 

When Deckers vehicle crashed, Corbin, 
who was traveling with a friend, pulled over to 
help. After multiple attempts to get Decker out 
of the car, Corbin used a fire extinguisher that 
a bystander brought to the scene to break the 
passenger window. He then pulled Decker to 
safety moments before the vehicle burst into 
flames. 

Corbin joined the Texas Air National Guard 
in 2005 and is a technician for the 147th Re- 
connaissance Wing, located at Ellington Field 
Joint Reserve Base in Houston. Using his mili- 
tary skills, Corbin provided first aid to Decker 
and made sure she was safe until paramedics 
arrived. Decker suffered a concussion and a 
broken heel in the crash, but her life was 
saved because of Corbin. 

Staff Sergeant Mitchell Corbin exhibited true 
military bravery on behalf of a stranger. His 
actions are a tremendous source of pride for 
our community and our nation. On behalf of 
the 22nd Congressional District of Texas, | 
thank him for his incredible valor. 


EEE 


OUR UNCONSCIONABLE NATIONAL 
DEBT 


HON. MIKE COFFMAN 


OF COLORADO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, June 20, 2012 


Mr. COFFMAN of Colorado. Mr. Speaker, 
on January 20, 2009, the day President 
Obama took office, the national debt was 
$10,626,877,048,913.08. 

Today, it is $15,784,676,619,110.62. We’ve 
added $5,157,799,570,197.54 to our debt in 
just over 3 years. This is debt our nation, our 
economy, and our children could have avoided 
with a balanced budget amendment. 

On this day in 1782, the Great Seal of the 
United States was adopted. This seal rep- 
resents the freedom that we as Americans so 
cherish. Let us not relinquish the freedom de- 
picted by our seal by shackling ourselves to 
the national debt. 
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A TRIBUTE TO DR. LAWRENCE E. 
GARY 


HON. EDOLPHUS TOWNS 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, June 20, 2012 


Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in 
recognition of Lawrence E. Gary, Ph.D., 
LICSW, on the occasion of his retirement as 
a full professor from Howard University School 
of Social Work. 


Dr. Gary has enjoyed a long and distin- 
guished career as a scholar, researcher, edu- 
cator, author, administrator, and clinical coun- 
selor spanning more than half a century. He is 
recognized as one of the nation’s preeminent 
scholars on the impact of mental health issues 
on African American males and African Amer- 
ican families. Dr. Gary received his Bachelor 
of Science degree with high honors from 
Tuskegee University and earned his Master of 
Public Administration degree, Master of Social 
Work degree, and Ph.D. from the University of 
Michigan. Dr. Gary has received appointments 
at the School of Social Work at the University 
of Michigan and Howard University School of 
Social Work and was the Samuel S. Wurtzel 
Professor at Virginia Commonwealth Univer- 
sity School of Social Work. 


Dr. Gary has received funding for research 
totaling more than $8 million, authored and 
published hundreds of scholarly articles and 
papers, and has presented lectures at more 
than 50 universities and colleges throughout 
the United States and in South Africa. He has 
provided consultation to scores of public and 
private entities in the areas of mental health 
and substance abuse. 


Dr. Gary is a devout Christian and has been 
a devoted member of the Saint Paul African 
Methodist Church in Washington, DC where 
he has provided exemplary leadership as a 
servant leader on the Board of Trustees and 
the Steward Board for several decades. He is 
a devoted husband to Dr. Robenia Gary and 
father to three children: Lisa, Andre and 
Jason. 


Dr. Gary received the 2002 Distinguished 
Alumni Service Award from the Alumni Asso- 
ciation at the University of Michigan, the 2001 
Distinguished Alumni Award from the School 
of Social Work at the University of Michigan, 
the 2001 Scholarly Contribution to Mankind 
Award from Alpha Phi Alpha Fraternity, inc., 
as well as awards and distinction from numer- 
ous organizations, and is listed in Who’s Who 
in America and Who’s Who in the World. 


Mr. Speaker, | would like to recognize the 
outstanding contributions Dr. Lawrence E. 
Gary has made to the social work profession 
and to the well-being of citizens of the United 
States of America. 


Mr. Speaker, | urge my colleagues to join 
me in paying tribute to Dr. Lawrence E. Gary. 
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A TRIBUTE IN HONOR OF THE 
LIFE OF NANCY TAKAHASHI 
HATAMIYA 


HON. ANNA G. ESHOO 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, June 20, 2012 


Ms. ESHOO. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
honor the tragically abbreviated life of an ex- 
traordinary woman, Nancy Takahashi 
Hatamiya, who passed on May 15, 2012, at 
the age of 52. She was a woman of integrity, 
a great professional, a passionate advocate 
for human rights, a true and loyal friend, an 
exceptional mother and a devoted wife. She 
will be missed by everyone who was privi- 
leged to know her, and | count myself among 
those so blessed. 

Nancy Hatamiya was born in Rome, Italy, 
lived in Pakistan as a child, attended elemen- 
tary and junior high school in Washington, 
D.C., and graduated from the Jakarta Inter- 
national School before attending Stanford Uni- 
versity, where she studied architecture and 
urban design. She became a Coro Foundation 
Fellow and it was from Coro that she was as- 
signed to my 1982 campaign for the San 
Mateo County Board of Supervisors as an 
aide. After winning the election, Nancy served 
as my capable Administrative Assistant for 
four years. She went on to serve as an advi- 
sor to President Clinton, Vice President Gore, 
Defense Secretary William Cohen, and As- 
semblyman John Vasconcellos. She was a 
senior advisor at Manatt, Phelps and Phillips, 
and with her husband Lon, formed the 
Hatamiya Group, an economic, strategic and 
communications firm. She proudly served as a 
member of the Board of Directors of the Cali- 
fornia Council for the Humanities for nine 
years and as the Board’s Chair. Her accom- 
plishments were many, and her career was a 
most distinguished one. 

The center of Nancy’s life was her family. 
She adored her sons, Jon and George, and 
reveled in all of their activities. She was their 
most ardent supporter and biggest booster. 
She had a team of her own. From bands to 
baseball, she was there for them. Just days 
after Nancy died, her son George played in a 
baseball game at Sacramento City College. 
He said: 

‘Something allows us to fight adversity. 
My Mom loved watching us play. We were 
her team. She was a role model for so many, 
especially to my older brother (Jon) and me. 
She talked about education, music, sports. 
She wanted the best for us.’ 

Just a week before she died, Nancy wrote 
the following words: 

Iam convinced that it is the white, healing 
light, healing thoughts, and prayers that are 
keeping me uplifted. I feel my role is to ap- 
preciate every moment in response to the 
universal support you are giving me. [. . .] 
Every visit literally helps save my life and 
there is nothing more precious than being 
alive! 

Mr. Speaker, | ask the entire House of Rep- 
resentatives to join me in extending our deep- 
est sympathy to Nancy Hatamiya’s beloved 
husband Lon, her sons Jon and George, her 
sister Tina Takahashi, her brother Joseph 
Takahashi, and to all those who were part of 
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her large community of friends. Nancy’s life is 
one of an accomplished, exceptional citizen. 
Her passion for public service, her abiding de- 
votion to her community, her love of our coun- 
try and her service to it, have inspired every- 
one who knew her. She deepened our patriot- 
ism, and made us better individuals because 
of her shining example of a life lived exceed- 
ingly well. 


EE 
HONORING DR. WILLIAM S. 
KNOWLES, NOBEL PRIZE WIN- 


NING PHYSICIAN FROM CHES- 
TERFIELD, MISSOURI 


HON. W. TODD AKIN 


OF MISSOURI 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, June 20, 2012 


Mr. AKIN. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in honor 
of the late Dr. William S. Knowles. 

Dr. Knowles of Chesterfield, MO passed 
away on June 13 at the age of 95, but not be- 
fore contributing something of significant value 
to the world. In the 1960's Dr. Knowles began 
working as a chemist at Monsanto Co. in St. 
Louis. After years of research he and his col- 
leagues were able to formulate a process that 
produces L-Dopa, a molecule that effectively 
limits the tremors associated with Parkinson’s 
disease. For his successful efforts, in 2001 he 
was awarded the Nobel Prize in chemistry for 
having helped open a completely new field of 
research. 

Though he is no longer with us today, Dr. 
Knowles’ legacy lives on. With his discovery, 
the nearly 500,000 Americans who are af- 
flicted with Parkinson’s disease are now able 
to better treat their symptoms. They and their 
loved ones are able to live richer, fuller lives 
than was previously thought possible. 

Dr. William Knowles and his research rep- 
resent the thoughtful innovation that Missouri 
has to offer the world. His ingenuity and dedi- 
cation to his field, and the people he has 
helped, will long be remembered and recog- 
nized as an honorable service. It is without 
question that Dr. Knowles helped make this 
world a better place. | ask my colleagues to 
join me in recognition of his contributions. 


SGT. WARREN WATTS TRIBUTE 
HON. SCOTT R. TIPTON 


OF COLORADO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, June 20, 2012 


Mr. TIPTON. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
recognize Sgt. Warren Watts of Pueblo, Colo- 
rado. Sgt. Watts was a highly respected and 
distinguished 18-year veteran of the Pueblo 
County Sheriff's Department, who tragically 
passed away last Saturday at the age of 53, 
after falling ill during his routine morning jog. 

One of Pueblo County’s finest, Sgt. Watts 
spent much of his career in patrol and inves- 
tigations. He was also the commander of the 
SWAT unit, and served for two years with the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation’s Joint Ter- 
rorism Task Force. After years of outstanding 
service he was appointed to the position of In- 
spector of Internal Affairs. 
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Sgt. Watts was recognized for his profes- 
sionalism and commitment to the people of 
Pueblo County when he received the Medal of 
Valor in 2004. Sgt. Warren Watts was a de- 
voted husband to his wife of 32 years, Lori, 
and father to his daughters, Nicole and Brit- 
tany. 

Mr. Speaker, it is an honor to recognize Sgt. 
Warren Watts for his great service to the peo- 
ple of Pueblo County. His loss is mourned by 
many and he will be sadly missed. 


——— 


TRIBUTE TO COLONEL ROBERT D. 
PETERSON 


HON. SHELLEY MOORE CAPITO 


OF WEST VIRGINIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, June 20, 2012 


Mrs. CAPITO. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
recognize the accomplishments of Colonel 
Robert D. Peterson, an outstanding West Vir- 
ginian who served in our nation’s military. Col. 
Peterson is responsible for overseeing the 300 
navigable miles of the Ohio River basin. Col. 
Peterson employs over 800 staff members to 
maintain 35 reservoirs, and nine locks and 
dams. | want to personally congratulate Col. 
Peterson for his continued success. 


Col. Robert D. Peterson is an outstanding 
soldier, friend, husband and father. He is a 
1985 graduate from the prestigious academy 
of West Point, graduating with a Bachelors of 
Science and from the U.S. Army War College 
with a Masters Degree in Strategic Studies. 
Col. Peterson was awarded the Bronze Star, 
three Army Commendation Medals, two Army 
Achievement Medals, the Armed Forces Expe- 
ditionary Medal, Master Parachutist Badge, 
and the Bronze Order of the deFleury Medal. 


The awards of Col. Peterson are just a frac- 
tion of what he has truly accomplished. Col. 
Peterson has successfully managed 35 flood 
projects that prevented over $11.3 billion in 
damages while allowing over 30 million visitors 
to support these regions. In the Huntington 
District, he has made the most of 3,000 volun- 
teers, doing over $2 million worth of service. 
He has also been responsible for 94 tons of 
commercial traffic with 35,000 lockages val- 
uing at 18.6 billion dollars. He has issued 800 
permits for mining, highway construction, flood 
emergency and more. Of these permits he 
was responsible for placing the Boy Scout 
Jamboree within our beautiful state of West 
Virginia. He has worked and encouraged the 
support for projects overseas within Afghani- 
stan and Iraq. Col. Peterson’s efforts have al- 
lowed these regions to thrive. 


Col. Peterson’s work has greatly enhanced 
the state of West Virginia and the world 
around him. Congratulations to Col. Peterson 
on his numerous accomplishments. 
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IN RECOGNITION OF THE INTER- 
NATIONAL SERVICES CENTER OF 
CLEVELAND 


HON. DENNIS J. KUCINICH 


OF OHIO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, June 20, 2012 


Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, | rise to recog- 
nize the International Services Center of 
Cleveland, Ohio, which is observing World 
Refugee Day on June 20, 2012, with an 
evening of international food, music, friend- 
ship, and celebration of all refugees who call 
Northeast Ohio “home.” 

The International Services Center (ISC) was 
founded in 1916. The ISC settles refugees 
through the U.S. Committee for Refugees and 
Immigrants (USCRI), of which it is a partner 
agency. Thousands of refugees are brought to 
the United States every year because they 
cannot return to their home countries and do 
not enjoy basic rights in the countries where 
they sought refuge. Hundreds are resettled in 
Ohio. 

The International Services Center helps 
these refugees integrate quickly into the 
Greater Cleveland community by providing 
them with the tools of self-reliance: housing, 
job placement, employment. skills, clothing, 
medical attention, education, English-language 
classes, and community orientation. The ISC 
offers other services as well, including immi- 
gration consultation and representation, inter- 
pretation and translation, citizenship prepara- 
tion, acculturation classes, anti-trafficking, and 
urban agriculture for entrepreneurship. 

The International Services Center has 
helped resettle 106 refugees in the past year 
alone. Since the office opened in 1916, more 
than 13,000 refugees from many countries 
have embarked on a path to reach their full 
potential and enjoy safety, security, and a sec- 
ond chance in life. 

World Refugee Day is dedicated to raising 
awareness of the situation of refugees domes- 
tically and throughout the world. Refugees are 
a testament to the United States’ long, proud 
history as a sanctuary for those who seek 
lives free from violence and oppression. World 
Refugee Day is an opportunity for the entire 
Cleveland-area community to come together 
to celebrate the contributions of our friends 
and neighbors who are immigrants and refu- 
gees who bring great diversity to enrich the 
Northeast Ohio region. 

Mr. Speaker and colleagues, please join me 
in celebrating World Refugee Day and ac- 
knowledging the important work of Cleveland’s 
International Services Center. 


PERSONAL EXPLANATION 


HON. MARTHA ROBY 


OF ALABAMA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, June 20, 2012 


Mrs. ROBY. Mr. Speaker, on Wednesday, 
May 30, 2012 and part of the day on Thurs- 
day, May 31, 2012, | was absent from Wash- 
ington D.C. due to the funeral of a close friend 
of the family that | was attending. 


June 20, 2012 


If | had been present, | would have voted as 
the following on May 30, 2012: 


Rollcall 294 on motion to suspend the rules 
and pass, as amended H.R. 5651, the Pre- 
scription Drug User Fee Amendment, | would 
have voted Aye. 


Rollcall 295 on motion to suspend the rules 
and pass, as amended H.R. 4201, the Serv- 
icemember Family Protection Act, | would 
have voted Aye. 


Rollcall 296 on motion to suspend the rules 
and pass, as amended H.R. 915, the Jamie 
Zapata Border Enforcement Security Task 
Force Act, | would have voted Aye. 


If | had been present, | would have voted as 
the following on May 31, 2012: 


Rollcall 297 on ordering the previous ques- 
tion on H. Res. 667, | would have voted Aye. 


Rollcall 298 on agreeing to H. Res. 667, | 
would have voted Aye. 


Rollcall 299 on motion to suspend the rules 
and pass, as amended H.R. 3541 Prenatal 
Non-discrimination Act of 2012, | would have 
voted Aye. 


Rollcall 300, on motion to recommit with in- 
structions to H.R. 5743, | would have voted 
Nay. 

Rollcall 301, on passage of H.R. 5743, | 
would have voted Aye. 


EE 


RECOGNIZING THE 5TH MARINE 
REGIMENT 


HON. DANIEL WEBSTER 


OF FLORIDA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, June 20, 2012 


Mr. WEBSTER. Mr. Speaker, | am pleased 
to recognize the 5th Marine Regiment and 
Regimental Combat Team 5. The 5th Marine 
Regiment was activated in 1917 during World 
War I as the United States made preparations 
for deployment to France, where the Regiment 
won the moniker the “Fighting Fifth.” The 
Regiment has served in every major U.S. mili- 
tary engagement since World War I, most re- 
cently serving in Iraq and Afghanistan. 


The 5th Marine Regiment, deployed to Af- 
ghanistan in 2011 as Regimental Combat 
Team 5, has spent the last seven months in 
southern Helmand province serving in support 
of Operation Enduring Freedom. Based out of 
Camp Dwyer, the Marines of Regimental 
Combat Team 5 are conducting operations 
and training Afghan forces in the Marjah, 
Garmsir, and Nawa districts. 


As a nation, we are proud of their coura- 
geous service and selfless dedication to de- 
fending the ideas that framed our Constitution 
and continue to sustain our democratic repub- 
lic. There is no greater debt than that owed by 
people of this country to those who place their 
lives on the line for our nation. 

Our thoughts and prayers are with Regi- 
mental Combat Team 5 as they complete their 
deployment, and with their families as they ea- 
gerly await the safe return of the brave Ma- 
rines and sailors. 


June 20, 2012 


CAPTAIN STANCIL GEORGE 
“STAN” JONES 


HON. JANICE HAHN 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, June 20, 2012 


Ms. HAHN. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
honor the memory of Captain Stancil George 
“Stan” Jones who passed away on June 17, 
2012. Captain Jones was a Los Angeles Fire 
Department (LAFD) Captain who spent more 
than 55⁄2 years serving the citizens and the 
communities of Los Angeles. He was the long- 
est serving firefighter in the history of the 
United States. 


The last 37 years of his career were at fire 
stations serving the communities of San Pedro 
and Wilmington, where he served at Fire Sta- 
tions 49, 53, 112 and 38. In his honor, there 
is a monument outside San Pedro’s Fire Sta- 
tion 112, where Stan spent many years. The 
towering column engraved with his picture 
overlooks the newly named Stancil G. Jones 
Fire Plaza. 


Stan Jones was the second of three chil- 
dren and was born on August 3, 1926 to 
Sadie and Stancil Jones in Los Angeles. He 
graduated from Mt. Carmel High School in Los 
Angeles in 1944. Shortly after graduation, he 
enlisted in the U.S. Navy. Stan trained as a 
radar technician and while stationed on Guam 
Island repaired and refurbished the electronics 
of many ships. Stan was awarded the World 
War Il Victory Medal, American Area Cam- 
paign Medal and the Asiatic-Pacific Area Cam- 
paign Medal. Upon his honorable discharge, 
he returned home and enrolled at Northrop 
Aeronautical Institute. 


He entered the LAFD on November 1, 1948, 
where he served for 55% years, a tenure of 
service unprecedented to this day. He was 
promoted to Auto-Fireman, Engineer and Fire 
Captain, attaining 43 years of seniority as a 
Captain. Stan retired from the LAFD on May 
14, 2004. 


Stan responded to some of Los Angeles’ 
most historical fires and disasters, including 
the 1961 Bel-Air Fire, the Sansinena tanker 
ship explosion and fire, the Mandeville Canyon 
Fire, and the Northridge earthquake disaster. 


Stan was a caring man actively involved in 
the raising of his children. He provided support 
and guidance for all his children, right to the 
last remaining days of his life. He was also 
quite the runner, winning events in high school 
track, the Firemen’s Olympics and the World 
Senior Olympics. 


| extend my deepest condolences to Stan’s 
wife, Mary; his sons, Dory, Stancil (George) 
Ill, William, Gregory, Jeffery, John and 
Westlie; five daughters, Janine, Mary, Eliza- 
beth, Stacey, and Laura; two step children, 
Sheila and Rob; and his 40 grandchildren and 
11 great-grandchildren. 


He will be dearly missed by his family and 
friends. 
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TOBYHANNA ARMY DEPOT 


HON. LOU BARLETTA 


OF PENNSYLVANIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, June 20, 2012 


Mr. BARLETTA. Mr. Speaker, | rise to honor 
the Tobyhanna Army Depot, which will cele- 
brate its 100th anniversary on June 23, 2012. 


In the summer of 1912, the Army arrived in 
Tobyhanna, PA and established a temporary 
artillery training camp under Major Charles P. 
Summerall, Commander of the 3rd Field Artil- 
lery at Fort Myer, Virginia. Based on the 
camp’s success, Congress authorized the 
Army to purchase land to create a permanent 
camp in 1913. Since then, it has been a mili- 
tary testing facility, a prisoner-of-war camp, 
and, since 1953, an Army facility that repairs 
communications equipment for all branches of 
the military. 


Today, Tobyhanna Army Depot is the larg- 
est full-service electronics maintenance facility 
within the U.S. Department of Defense. With a 
regional economic impact of an estimated $4.4 
billion, Tobyhanna is northeastern Pennsylva- 
nia’s largest employer with more than 5,400 
employees. In addition, Tobyhanna Army 
Depot employs an additional 300 personnel 
who permanently work at Forward Repair Ac- 
tivities and its presence alone creates 19,300 
regional jobs. 

Mr. Speaker, for the last 100 years, the 
Tobyhanna Army Depot has proudly served 
the citizens of Northeastern Pennsylvania and 
the United States. Therefore, | commend the 
Tobyhanna Army Depot and all those per- 
sonnel who have faithfully served their com- 
munity and the country. 


CONGRATULATORY REMARKS FOR 
OBTAINING THE RANK OF EAGLE 
SCOUT 


HON. SANDY ADAMS 


OF FLORIDA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, June 20, 2012 


Mrs. ADAMS. Mr. Speaker, | would like to 
congratulate Kristopher A. Eagle for achieving 
the rank of Eagle Scout. 


For his Eagle Scout project, Kristopher con- 
structed an enclosure to house a monitor liz- 
ard for the C.A.R.E Foundation. To fund his 
project, Kristopher held a car wash, bake sale, 
and a yard sale, investing a total of 360 hours 
into the project. Throughout the history of the 
Boy Scouts of America, the rank of Eagle 
Scout has only been attained through dedica- 
tion to concepts such as honor, duty, country 
and charity. By applying these concepts to 
daily life, Kristopher has proven his true and 
complete understanding of their meanings, 
and thereby deserves this honor. 


| offer my congratulations on a job well done 
and best wishes for the future. 
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ON THE RETIREMENT OF PULASKI 
TECHNICAL COLLEGE PRESI- 
DENT, DR. DAN F. BAKKE 


HON. TIM GRIFFIN 


OF ARKANSAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, June 20, 2012 


Mr. GRIFFIN of Arkansas. Mr. Speaker, | 
rise today to offer my congratulations to Pu- 
laski Technical College president, Dr. Dan F. 
Bakke, on the occasion of his retirement and 
to recognize his contribution to my home state 
of Arkansas. 

In his twelve years at the helm of the col- 
lege, Dan focused on improving the quality 
and accessibility of education at Pulaski Tech. 

When he became president in 2000, Pulaski 
Tech’s enrollment was only 4,300 students, 
and, today, as he leaves, the college has an 
enrollment of nearly 12,000 students. 

Not only did he help triple the size of the 
college’s enrollment, he oversaw its expansion 
from four locations in Pulaski County to seven 
locations in Pulaski and Saline Counties. 

Through this expansion, Pulaski Tech was 
able to provide a quality education to thou- 
sands who otherwise might not have had the 
chance to attend college. This is a remarkable 
accomplishment and one that has had a posi- 
tive impact on job opportunities across Arkan- 
sas. 

Additionally, Pulaski Tech is home to the 
Business and Industry Center, which provides 
customized training for more than 200 compa- 
nies in central Arkansas. At this center, stu- 
dents obtain training in cutting-edge industries 
to become qualified for job opportunities com- 
ing online each day. 

Pulaski Tech continues to graduate well-pre- 
pared and well-educated adults equipped with 
the skills and knowledge necessary to suc- 
ceed in today’s job market. 

Dan leaves behind a legacy of accomplish- 
ment, achievement, and success at Pulaski 
Technical College along with a record of hav- 
ing improved the lives of thousands of stu- 
dents. 

| ask my colleagues to join me in congratu- 
lating Dan on his retirement and wishing him 
and his wife, Jane, well on their new journey. 


EE 


RECOGNIZING KENNY RICHARDS, 
RECIPIENT OF THE NATIONAL 
ZAK HOLLIS YOUTH ACHIEVE- 
MENT AWARD 


HON. ADAM SMITH 


OF WASHINGTON 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, June 20, 2012 


Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr. Speaker, | 
rise to honor Kenny Richards, the 2012 recipi- 
ent of the national annual Zak Hollis Youth 
Achievement Award presented by the National 
Tourette Syndrome Association. The award 
honors youth who display a great commitment 
to helping those with Tourette Syndrome (TS) 
and who have notable achievements in their 
daily lives. 

Kenny, an eighth-grader from Hudtloff Mid- 
dle School in Lakewood, WA, was recently 
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named the Washington and Oregon represent- 
ative for the National Tourette Syndrome As- 
sociation Youth Ambassador Training. Kenny, 
who lives with TS, visits schools and clubs to 
teach his peers about the neurological dis- 
order. Kenny also serves as an ambassador 
for TS by meeting with teachers, school ad- 
ministrators, and Members of Congress, in- 
cluding myself, about policies that would best 
serve young people with TS. 

In addition to serving as an ambassador for 
young people with Tourette Syndrome, Kenny 
also advocates for all special-needs children. 
He understands the challenges of growing up 
with a special need and wants to make sure 
that all children are accepted and given an op- 
portunity to thrive. 

Because he has the firsthand experience of 
growing up with a younger brother who is on 
the autism spectrum, Kenny and his mother 
started a monthly support group for children 
with TS and autism. About 25 participants at- 
tend monthly to have a safe space to discuss 
their experiences. 

Mr. Speaker, | ask that my colleagues in the 
House of Representatives please join me in 
honoring Kenny Richards for winning the Zak 
Hollis Youth Achievement Award. He is a 
strong advocate for young people with 
Tourette Syndrome and special-needs, and a 
role model for all who strive toward the ac- 
ceptance of all children. 


IN HONOR OF MARION SANDLER 
HON. FORTNEY PETE STARK 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, June 20, 2012 


Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
honor the memory of my dear friend, Marion 
Sandler. A great American, philanthropist, and 
Democrat; Mrs. Sandler passed away at her 
home on Friday, June 1, 2012 at the age of 
81. She is survived by her devoted husband of 
51 years, Herb Sandler, their two children and 
two grandchildren. Marion’s life exemplified 
the American dream; working hard, breaking 
down barriers and climbing the corporate lad- 
der to success, earning the distinction as the 
first and longest serving woman chief execu- 
tive officer in the United States. Mrs. Sandler 
and her husband would use their accomplish- 
ments to advance philanthropic causes and 
promote democracy. The Sandlers have made 
a commitment to the Giving Pledge, a charity 
where the participants pledge to give away the 
majority of their wealth to philanthropy. 

Marion was born on October 17, 1930 in 
Biddleford, Maine, to immigrant parents whom 
ran a hardware store. She graduated from 
Wellesley College; and pursued her business 
interest at the Harvard-Radcliffe business ad- 
ministration program before earning an MBA 
from New York University. In 1955, Marion 
landed a job with Dominick & Dominick as 
their first female executive. She would stay on 
Wall Street for several more years before 
meeting her husband, Herb Sandler, and 
heading west, to San Francisco in 1961. | first 
met the Sandlers in 1963. When they offered 
to buy my Beacon Savings and Loan in Anti- 
och, CA. Together, Marion and Herb pur- 
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chased Golden West Savings and Loan. Start- 
ing with just two branches and twenty-six em- 
ployees, the company eventually grew to 
11,000 employees and 285 branches. | should 
have developed a partnership with them when 
| had the chance. 

In the late 1980’s the couple began seeking 
out philanthropic causes to support. Their 
search was methodical and they were ada- 
mant that whatever organization they sup- 
ported was properly run and managed by peo- 
ple who would keep it that way. When they 
weren't satisfied with their options, they cre- 
ated their own non-profits. The Sandlers co- 
founded the American Asthma Foundation, the 
Center for American Progress, Center for Re- 
sponsible Lending, ProPublica, and the Sand- 
ler Center for Basic Research in Parasitic Dis- 
ease. They also generously contributed to or- 
ganizations involved in medical research, the 
environmental protection, human rights, and 
civil liberties through the Sandler Foundation. 

| invite my colleagues to join me in remem- 
bering Marion Sandler who has contributed so 
much to helping others through her philan- 
thropy. Hers is a story of breaking down bar- 
riers and achieving success in a male domi- 
nated industry as well as living up to a high 
standard of excellence. Mrs. Sandler was a 
wonderful woman with enormous compassion 
for those in need. She will be missed. 


ES 


TRIBUTE TO NICHOLAS 
KATZENBACH 


HON. RUSH D. HOLT 


OF NEW JERSEY 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, June 20, 2012 


Mr. HOLT. Mr. Speaker, | rise to draw the 
attention of this body to the passing of Nich- 
olas Katzenbach in the past month and to rec- 
ognize the life and career of one of the most 
noteworthy public servants of our time. Any- 
one who lived through the 1960’s, the civil 
rights movement, and the Vietnam era in 
American politics will remember the name of 
Nicholas Katzenbach. However, because Nick 
was more interested in promoting liberty and 
justice than promoting himself and because he 
worked to help more famous people suc- 
ceed—John Kennedy, Bobby Kennedy, Lyn- 
don Johnson, Bill Clinton, among others— 
many people may not know as much as they 
should about this great American. 

U.S. Attorney General, Under Secretary of 
State, author of and political strategist for the 
principal legislation on civil rights, international 
envoy, decorated war hero and prisoner of 
war, he was directly involved in many of the 
major developments and events of our govern- 
ment during the Kennedy and Johnson years. 
Coming out of a distinguished lineage and an 
upbringing of privilege and accomplishment— 
Phillips Exeter, Princeton University, Balliol 
College on a Rhodes Scholarship, Yale Law 
School and editor of the Yale Law Journal— 
he became a forceful activist for civil rights 
and equality of opportunity for all Americans 
and a determined advocate for an anti-impe- 
rialist posture with respect to other countries. 
Anyone who observed Nick's confrontation 
with Mississippi Governor Ross Barnett in 
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1962 to force the enrollment of the first African 
American James Meredith at Ole Miss or his 
confrontation with Alabama Governor George 
Wallace in 1963 to force the enrollment of Viv- 
ian Malone and James Hood at the University 
of Alabama will not forget his commanding 
stature, his coolness and courage, and above 
all his obvious commitment to equal justice 
under law. In those situations Nick Katzen- 
bach embodied by himself our national dignity 
and the authority of our government even 
more than the Federal Marshalls or the Na- 
tional Guard flanking him. 

Nick Katzenbach moved in the circles of the 
most powerful, where he became a master of 
our governmental mechanisms, yet he never 
forgot the purpose of power—to realize the 
hopes and aspirations of the people. He ap- 
plied his impressive intellect to argue the law 
at the loftiest levels, yet never lowered his re- 
spect for the powerless whom the law is to 
protect. He recognized that the sharecropper 
or the Vietnamese rice farmer was as entitled 
to full respect as the banker or magnate. For 
years with unfailing determination he worked 
to extricate the United States from the Viet- 
nam War, although unappreciated by the anti- 
war activists. He gave up his own vacations 
and holidays to work to defuse one after an- 
other domestic or international crisis or to 
bring prisoners home from foreign counties to 
the United States in time for Christmas. 

Despite his many accomplishments, and de- 
spite the real progress he brought to many 
areas of our society, his sense of duty and de- 
votion to our country’s founding democratic 
ideals were so great that he carried a lifelong 
disappointment that he and all the powerful, 
talented people with whom he worked still fell 
short of providing liberty and justice for all. 
The lingering harmful effect of race in our sys- 
tem of justice, our schools, and our economy 
weighed on him to the end. He lamented the 
crass and inglorious behavior that we see in 
so many public officials. | am sure Nicholas 
Katzenbach believed that all public officials, of 
course, should be as dignified, capable, and 
dedicated as he. Mr. Speaker, we should wish 
it were so. 


RUSSIA PNTR 


HON. PETE SESSIONS 


OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, June 20, 2012 


Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
discuss Russia’s accession to the World Trade 
Organization (WTO) and the case for congres- 
sional approval of Permanent Normal Trade 
Relations (PNTR) with Russia who is set to 
join the WTO later this summer. As a result of 
their accession into the WTO Russia will be 
required to open up its market and comply 
with the rules and regulations of the WTO. 
However, the U.S. will not receive any of 
these benefits until Congress grants Russia 
Permanent Normal Trade Relations (PNTR). 
Any delay in granting Russia PNTR will cause 
U.S employers, workers, farmers, and ranch- 
ers to lose ground to their competitors in other 
countries. 

Establishing PNTR will provide a much- 
needed boost to the U.S. economy, doubling 
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exports to Russia in just five years and help- 
ing create jobs across every economic sector 
especially in manufacturing, services, and ag- 
riculture. With the world’s 9th largest econ- 
omy, a population of 142 million, and a large 
and growing middle class, Russia holds out- 
standing potential for U.S. companies and 
workers to export more goods and services. 
My home state of Texas is the top exporter to 
Russia among U.S. states, with its exports to 
Russia growing faster than its exports to the 
rest of the world. Specifically, Texas exported 
$1.6 billion worth of goods to Russia in 2011, 
which directly supported an estimated 4,100 
jobs. 

With those key stats in mind, I'd like to draw 
attention to some success stories of Texas 
companies active in the Russian market. First, 
Atlas Copco Drilling Solutions, based in Gar- 
land, exported more than $4 million worth of 
heavy drilling equipment to customers in the 
Russia energy sector in 2010. Secondly, 
ExxonMobil Corporation has partnered with 
Rosneft, Russia’s largest oil company, to de- 
velop oil resources in the Arctic, the Black Sea 
and Siberia. ExxonMobil also leads the devel- 
opment of the Sakhalin-1 oil and gas field 
project in Russia’s Far East, where the com- 
pany has employed its proprietary drilling tech- 
nology to safely drill to record depths and opti- 
mize the project’s output. Lastly, Irving based 
Fluor Corporation has provided engineering, 
procurement, and construction management 
for ExxonMobil’s Sakhalin-1 operations. 

Until Congress passes PNTR with Russia, 
our foreign competitors—but not the United 
States—will be able to use WTO mechanisms 
to enforce Russia’s commitments for their 
companies and workers. PNTR is the only 
way for Congress to ensure that U.S. compa- 
nies and workers get equal protection and can 
lock-in the benefits of Russia’s WTO acces- 
sion agreement. The bottom line is simple: 
Russian PNTR will lead to more U.S. exports 
and more American jobs. 


EE 
SENATE COMMITTEE MEETINGS 


Title IV of Senate Resolution 4, 
agreed to by the Senate on February 4, 
1977, calls for establishment of a sys- 
tem for a computerized schedule of all 
meetings and hearings of Senate com- 
mittees, subcommittees, joint commit- 
tees, and committees of conference. 
This title requires all such committees 
to notify the Office of the Senate Daily 
Digest—designated by the Rules Com- 
mittee—of the time, place, and purpose 
of the meetings, when scheduled, and 
any cancellations or changes in the 
meetings as they occur. 
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As an additional procedure along 
with the computerization of this infor- 
mation, the Office of the Senate Daily 
Digest will prepare this information for 
printing in the Extensions of Remarks 
section of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
on Monday and Wednesday of each 
week. 

Meetings scheduled for Thursday, 
June 21, 2012 may be found in the Daily 
Digest of today’s RECORD. 


MEETINGS SCHEDULED 
JUNE 26 


10 a.m. 
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs 
To hold hearings to examine empowering 
and protecting servicemembers, vet- 
erans and their families in the con- 
sumer financial marketplace, focusing 
on a status update. 
SD-538 
Judiciary 
To hold hearings to examine S. 1994, to 
prohibit deceptive practices in Federal 
elections. 
SD-226 
2:15 p.m. 
Foreign Relations 
Business meeting to consider S. 1039, to 
impose sanctions on persons respon- 
sible for the detention, abuse, or death 
of Sergei Magnitsky, for the conspiracy 
to defraud the Russian Federation of 
taxes on corporate profits through 
fraudulent transactions and lawsuits 
against Hermitage, and for other gross 
violations of human rights in the Rus- 
sian Federation. 
S-116, Capitol 
2:30 p.m. 
Intelligence 
To hold closed hearings to examine cer- 
tain intelligence matters. 


SH-219 
JUNE 27 
10 a.m. 
Homeland Security and Governmental Af- 
fairs 


Business meeting to consider pending 
calendar business. 


SD-342 
Judiciary 
To hold hearings to examine certain 
nominations. 
SD-226 


Veterans’ Affairs 
To hold hearings to examine health and 
benefits legislation. 
SR-418 
10:30 a.m. 
Foreign Relations 
To hold hearings to examine the nomina- 
tion of Derek J. Mitchell, of Con- 
necticut, to be Ambassador to the 
Union of Burma, Department of State. 
SD-419 
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3 p.m. 
Energy and Natural Resources 
National Parks Subcommittee 

To hold hearings to examine S. 1897, to 
amend Public Law 101-377 to revise the 
boundaries of the Gettysburg National 
Military Park to include the Gettys- 
burg Train Station, S. 2158, to establish 
the Fox-Wisconsin Heritage Parkway 
National Heritage Area, S. 2229, to au- 
thorize the issuance of right-of-way 
permits for natural gas pipelines in 
Glacier National Park, S. 2267, to reau- 
thorize the Hudson Valley National 
Heritage Area, S. 2272, to designate a 
mountain in the State of Alaska as 
Mount Denali, S. 2273, to designate the 
Talkeetna Ranger Station in 
Talkeetna, Alaska, as the Walter Har- 
per Talkeetna Ranger Station, S. 2286, 
to amend the Wild and Scenic Rivers 
Act to designate certain segments of 
the Farmington River and Salmon 
Brook in the State of Connecticut as 
components of the National Wild and 
Scenic Rivers System, S. 2316, to des- 
ignate the Salt Pond Visitor Center at 
the Cape Cod National Seashore as the 
“Thomas P. O’Neill, Jr. Salt Pond Vis- 
itor Center’’, S. 2324, to amend the Wild 
and Scenic Rivers Act to designate a 
segment of the Neches River in the 
State of Texas for potential addition to 
the National Wild and Scenic River 
System, S. 2872, to authorize pedes- 
trian and motorized vehicular access in 
Cape Hatteras National Seashore Rec- 
reational Area, S. 3300, to establish the 
Manhattan Project National Historical 
Park in Oak Ridge, Tennessee, Los Ala- 
mos, New Mexico, and Hanford, Wash- 
ington, and S. 3078, to direct the Sec- 
retary of the Interior to install in the 
area of the World War II Memorial in 
the District of Columbia a suitable 
plaque or an inscription with the words 
that President Franklin D. Roosevelt 
prayed with the United States on June 

6, 1944, the morning of D-Day. 
SD-366 


JUNE 28 


9:30 a.m. 
Energy and Natural Resources 
To hold hearings to examine innovative 
non-federal programs for financing en- 
ergy efficient building retrofits. 
SD-366 
10 a.m. 
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions 
To hold hearings to examine creating 
positive learning environments for all 
students. 
Room to be announced 
2:30 p.m. 
Intelligence 
To hold closed hearings to examine cer- 
tain intelligence matters. 
SH-219 
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Thursday, June 21, 2012 


The House met at 9 a.m. and was 
called to order by the Speaker pro tem- 
pore (Mr. POE of Texas). 


ee 


DESIGNATION OF THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be- 
fore the House the following commu- 
nication from the Speaker: 

WASHINGTON, DC, 
June 21, 2012. 

I hereby appoint the Honorable TED POE to 

act as Speaker pro tempore on this day. 
JOHN A. BOEHNER, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 


Ee 
PRAYER 


The Chaplain, the Reverend Patrick 
J. Conroy, offered the following prayer: 

Almighty God of the universe, we 
give You thanks for giving us another 
day. 

We pray for the gift of wisdom to all 
with great responsibility in this House 
for the leadership of our Nation. 

May all the Members have the vision 
of our Nation where respect and under- 
standing are the marks of civility, and 
honor and integrity are the marks of 
one’s character. 

Give them the grace to see the best 
in those with whom they find disagree- 
ment, and the courage to move to- 
gether with them toward solutions 
that best serve our great Nation. 

Raise up, O God, women and men 
from every nation who will lead toward 
the paths of peace, and whose good 
judgment will heal the hurt between 
all peoples. 

Bless us this day and every day, and 
may all that is done within these hal- 
lowed halls be for Your greater honor 
and glory. 

Amen. 


EE 
THE JOURNAL 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair has examined the Journal of the 
last day’s proceedings and announces 
to the House his approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour- 
nal stands approved. 


EE 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the 
gentlewoman from Connecticut (Ms. 
DELAURO) come forward and lead the 
House in the Pledge of Allegiance. 

Ms. DELAURO led the Pledge of Alle- 
giance as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub- 


lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 


EE 


ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair will entertain up to five requests 
for 1-minute speeches on each side of 
the aisle. 


EE 


REPEAL OBAMACARE IN ITS 
ENTIRETY 


(Mr. GARRETT asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. GARRETT. Mr. Speaker, soon we 
will know if the Supreme Court will de- 
fend the Constitution and strike down 
ObamaCare, or let it stand. 

The Founders worried about the 
growth of government and the yielding 
of liberty. Ben Franklin warned us 
about the fragility of limited govern- 
ment when he proclaimed that the Con- 
stitutional Convention had produced 
“a Republic, if you can keep it.” 

Now it is 225 years later and a mo- 
ment of truth. We will soon know if our 
Republic will reaffirm its commitment 
to the Constitution or succumb to the 
consolidation of unchecked power and 
the erosion of our cherished liberties. 

Although I hope that ObamaCare will 
be struck down, the Founders ulti- 
mately left the defense of the Constitu- 
tion to the people. And I know that if 
the Supreme Court will not rise to the 
defense of the Constitution, the people 
will. 

To all the patriots throughout the 
country who have dedicated themselves 
to the repeal of this law, let me remind 
you of the words of Thomas Jefferson, 
who once said: 

The ground of liberty is to be gained 
by inches. 

So I pledge to stand alongside all of 
you in that fight, inch by inch, to de- 
fend the Constitution, and repeal the 
ObamaCare law in its entirety. 


EE 


EQUAL EMPLOYMENT 
OPPORTUNITY RESTORATION ACT 


(Ms. DELAURO asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her re- 
marks.) 

Ms. DELAURO. One year ago yester- 
day, the Supreme Court voted 5-4 in 
the case of Walmart v. Dukes to make 
it harder for workers to challenge dis- 
crimination in the workplace. Upend- 
ing decades of judicial practice and 
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precedent, the Court erected new un- 
warranted and challenging barriers for 
groups of private employees to chal- 
lenge unemployment discrimination. 

As a result, 1.5 million female 
Walmart employees were denied rem- 
edy for discrimination that resulted in 
smaller paychecks, limited profes- 
sional advancement, and increased fi- 
nancial pressures for families trying to 
make ends meet. In fact, all workers 
throughout the country will find it 
more difficult to challenge any dis- 
crimination in the workplace because 
of the Court’s decision. 

Yesterday, I introduced the Equal 
Employment Opportunity Restoration 
Act, a thoughtful, careful, and effective 
legislative response to this flawed Su- 
preme Court decision. It restores the 
rights of groups of plaintiffs to pursue 
actions against employment discrimi- 
nation. 

We need to see discrimination in the 
workplace addressed. We have to pro- 
tect employees’ rights to bring suit to- 
gether. I urge my colleagues to support 
this legislation. Help restore the legal 
rights of ordinary citizens over cor- 
porations. 


— 


FIX HEALTH CARE THE RIGHT 
WAY 


(Mr. ROE of Tennessee asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Mr. ROE of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, 
next week the Supreme Court is ex- 
pected to rule on the constitutionality 
of President Obama’s health care law. 

While we don’t yet know the out- 
come, there are things that we do 
know. We know that no matter what 
happens, you’ll still be able to see your 
doctor, the emergency room will still 
treat you if you’re in an accident or 
have a problem, and the pharmacy 
down the street will fill your prescrip- 
tion. 

We know that the American people 
don’t want government bureaucrats 
making their health care decisions, but 
they do want us to address real prob- 
lems like skyrocketing costs of care or 
the challenges that many people are 
having of finding a physician. 

We all know this law must be re- 
pealed. In its place, we must adopt re- 
forms that will lower the cost of care, 
increase access, and enhance the qual- 
ity. This must be done in a trans- 
parent, bipartisan way. 

No matter what the Court deter- 
mines, our work here has just begun. 
As representatives of the American 
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people, we have a responsibility to fix 
health care in the right way. 


EE 
BUSINESSES NEED STABILITY 


(Mr. LANKFORD asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. LANKFORD. Mr. Speaker, I 
come from an energy State, a State 
that has done hydraulic fracking since 
the 1940s. It is a State that has beau- 
tiful lands, clean air, and clean water. 

But energy requires a tremendous 
amount of capital, and so it needs con- 
sistency in its laws and its regulations. 
In this day and age, that’s a problem 
apparently because Federal regulations 
continue to change. 

It shouldn’t be an issue. We’re a Na- 
tion of laws, not a Nation of leaders. As 
a Nation of laws, we center around 
what is consistent and stable so busi- 
ness can invest. When that is desta- 
bilized, no one knows what to do, no 
one knows how to invest, and jobs 
don’t grow. 

Let me just give you a few examples. 
The recess appointments done by this 
President just a few months ago desta- 
bilized the NLRB and CFPB. The Boe- 
ing rule that was put down just 2 years 
ago now by the NLRB telling Boeing 
where they can and can’t build. The 
immigration laws that are coming out 
right now begin to destabilize because 
no one knows when the law is going to 
be enforced and when it’s not going to 
be enforced, and who gets a waiver and 
who doesn’t. The Defense of Marriage 
Act that now is not going to be en- 
forced anymore by this administration. 
The HHS decision that comes down and 
tells a religious group what they can 
practice as their doctrine and what 
they can’t practice. And then yester- 
day, a requirement for executive privi- 
lege based on Fast and Furious. 

The Missouri Senate has experienced 
this. Hosanna Tabor v. EEOC was a 9 
0 Supreme Court ruling, kicking out 
the Obama administration trying to re- 
define what is a minister. It is time for 
stable regulations, stable rules, and the 
law to come around to Congress again. 


a 


EXECUTIVE PRIVILEGE AND FAST 
AND FURIOUS 


(Mr. POE of Texas asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. POE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, the 
government continues to hide the evi- 
dence of the Fast and Furious gun run- 
ning scheme. 

The attorney general says he doesn’t 
know who authorized this reckless and 
deadly operation, but he still conceals 
documents to show what occurred. The 
President claims he was not involved, 
but minutes before Congress began the 
process to hold the Attorney General 
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in contempt, the President—‘‘the lead- 
er of the most transparent administra- 
tion in history’’—desperately asserted 
executive privilege to withhold the 
documents from Congress. 

According to The Washington Times, 
when the President was a Senator, he 
said this about the previous adminis- 
tration: 

There has been a tendency on the part of 
the administration to try to hide behind ex- 
ecutive privilege every time there is some- 
thing a little shaky taking place. I think the 
administration would best be served by com- 
ing clean on this. There doesn’t seem to be 
any national security involved. 

Mr. Speaker, that was then, and this 
is now. And this President conven- 
iently does exactly what he criticized 
others for doing. 

So the saga of the Republic con- 
tinues, and that’s just the way it is. 


EE 
0910 


AMERICA’S HIGHWAY AND 
TRANSIT PROGRAMS 


(Mr. CLEAVER asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. CLEAVER. Mr. Speaker, unless 
we act now, the highway and transit 
programs will expire in a few days, en- 
dangering our roads, bridges, transit 
systems; and everyone who uses them 
will experience a decline in what they 
view as America. 

So I would like to list the reasons we 
need to move quickly to pass a high- 
way bill that is not simply an exten- 
sion. One, we must raise America’s 
standing in the world of infrastructure 
from 24th place to first. Three months 
ago, the Senate passed a responsible, 
bipartisan 2-year transportation bill 
that would save or create 2 million 
jobs. We have 2.2 million construction 
and manufacturing workers out of 
work; $1,060 is how much we could save 
each family in transportation costs if 
we could come to an agreement. H.R. 7 
was called by my friend Secretary 
LaHood ‘‘the most partisan transpor- 
tation bill that (he had) ever seen, the 
worst transportation bill.” 

Mr. Speaker, I have more points. I 
will try to get them in later. 


Ee 


DOMESTIC ENERGY AND JOBS ACT 


GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. LAMBORN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks and in- 
clude extraneous material on H.R. 4480. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. ROE 
of Tennessee). Is there objection to the 
request of the gentleman from Colo- 
rado? 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to House Resolution 691 and rule 
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XVIII, the Chair declares the House in 
the Committee of the Whole House on 
the state of the Union for the further 
consideration of the bill, H.R. 4480. 

Will the gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
POE) kindly take the chair. 


0911 
IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 
Accordingly, the House resolved 


itself into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union for the 
further consideration of the bill (H.R. 
4480) to provide for the development of 
a plan to increase oil and gas explo- 
ration, development, and production 
under oil and gas leases of Federal 
lands under the jurisdiction of the Sec- 
retary of Agriculture, the Secretary of 
Energy, the Secretary of the Interior, 
and the Secretary of Defense in re- 
sponse to a drawdown of petroleum re- 
serves from the Strategic Petroleum 
Reserve, with Mr. PoE of Texas (Acting 
Chair) in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Acting CHAIR. When the Com- 
mittee of the Whole rose on Wednes- 
day, June 20, 2012, a request for a re- 
corded vote on amendment No. 17 
printed in House Report 112-540 offered 
by the gentleman from Virginia (Mr. 
RIGELL) had been postponed. 

AMENDMENT NO. 18 OFFERED BY MR. HOLT 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 18 printed 
in House Report 112-540. 

Mr. HOLT. Mr. Chairman, I have an 
amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Add at the end the following: 

TITLE ——MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS 
SEC. 1. ELIGIBILITY FOR NEW LEASES AND 
THE TRANSFER OF LEASES. 

(a) ISSUANCE OF NEW LEASES.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of the Inte- 
rior shall not offer new leases under a plan 
required by subsection (k) of section 161 of 
the Energy Policy and Conservation Act, as 
amended by section 102 of this Act, to a per- 
son described in paragraph (2) unless the per- 
son has renegotiated each covered lease with 
respect to which the person is a lessee, to 
modify the payment responsibilities of the 
person to require the payment of royalties if 
the price of oil and natural gas is greater 
than or equal to the price thresholds de- 
scribed in clauses (v) through (vii) of section 
8(a)(3)(C) of the Outer Continental Shelf 
Lands Act (43 U.S.C. 1337(a)(3)(C)). 

(2) PERSONS DESCRIBED.—A person referred 
to in paragraph (1) is a person that— 

(A) is a lessee that— 

(i) holds a covered lease on the date on 
which the Secretary considers the issuance 
of the new lease; or 

(ii) was issued a covered lease before the 
date of enactment of this Act, but trans- 
ferred the covered lease to another person or 
entity (including a subsidiary or affiliate of 
the lessee) after the date of enactment of 
this Act; or 

(B) any other person that has any direct or 
indirect interest in, or that derives any ben- 
efit from, a covered lease. 
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(b) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 

(1) COVERED LEASE.—The term ‘‘covered 
lease” means a lease for oil or gas produc- 
tion in the Gulf of Mexico that is— 

(A) in existence on the date of enactment 
of this Act; 

(B) issued by the Department of the Inte- 
rior under section 304 of the Outer Conti- 
nental Shelf Deep Water Royalty Relief Act 
(43 U.S.C. 1337 note; Public Law 104-58); and 

(C) not subject to limitations on royalty 
relief based on market price that are equal 
to or less than the price thresholds described 
in clauses (v) through (vii) of section 
8(a)(3)(C) of the Outer Continental Shelf 
Lands Act (43 U.S.C. 1837(a)(8)(C)). 

(2) LESSEE.—The term ‘‘lessee’’ includes 
any person or other entity that controls, is 
controlled by, or is in or under common con- 
trol with, a lessee. 

(3) NEW LEASE.—The term ‘‘new lease” 
means a lease issued in a lease sale under 
this Act, the amendments made by this Act, 
or any plan, strategy, or program under this 
Act. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 691, the gentleman 
from New Jersey (Mr. HOLT) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from New Jersey. 

Mr. HOLT. Mr. Chair, much of this 
bill deals with new giveaways to Big 
Oil. The issue that I’m raising right 
now is to deal with a continuing long- 
standing giveaway. 

The Big Five oil companies made a 
record profit of $137 billion last year; 
and in the first quarter of this year, 
they continued to capitalize on the 
pain that Americans are feeling at the 
pump, raking in $368 million in profits 
per day. 

Oil companies are not paying any 
royalties to the American people on oil 
produced in the Gulf of Mexico from 
leases issued between 1996 and 2000. 
Zero. No royalties. They’re pumping 
this oil for free without paying the tax- 
payers a single dime. Now they got this 
giveaway because of an incentive back 
in 1995 to companies to drill for oil 
when oil was selling for less than $20 a 
barrel. 

In recent years, the amount of free 
oil these companies have been pumping 
has gone through the roof as more of 
these faulty leases have gone into pro- 
duction. In fact, right now, more than 
25 percent of all oil produced offshore 
on Federal lands is produced royalty- 
free, no payments to the taxpayers for 
the use of their land. These oil compa- 
nies are getting a complete windfall on 
25 percent of all the oil they produce 
offshore in the United States. They do 
not pay the American people one penny 
for this right, regardless of the fact 
that now oil is selling at about $80 a 
barrel. 

The number one entitlement program 
that should be on the chopping block 
for Congress shouldn’t be Medicare. It 
shouldn’t be Social Security. It 
shouldn’t be health care for children. It 
should be the free drilling entitlement 
that oil companies are enjoying on 
public lands. 
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According to the Interior Depart- 
ment, American taxpayers stand to 
lose about $9.5 billion over the next 10 
years from this giveaway alone, this 
giveaway to Big Oil. The Government 
Accountability Office projects that all 
of this free drilling will cost us as 
much as $53 billion over the life of 
these leases. My amendment would re- 
cover those revenues because they be- 
long to the American people. These oil 
giants already receive $4 billion a year 
in tax subsidies. They don’t need an ad- 
ditional $1 billion or more per year in 
free drilling. 

The amendment would offer oil com- 
panies a choice: they can choose either 
to continue to produce royalty-free oil 
in the gulf but not be able to receive 
new leases, or they can agree to pay 
their fair share and be able to bid on 
new leases under this bill. And this 
amendment would not force companies 
to give up their leases. It would just 
simply impose a condition on future 
leases. 

The Congressional Research Service 
has agreed repeatedly that this amend- 
ment would not be an abrogation of 
contracts or constitute a takings, as 
some of my colleagues have suggested 
it might. As CRS has stated: 

As a general matter, the United States has 
broad discretion in setting the qualifications 
of those with whom it contracts. 

These oil companies are the most 
profitable companies in the history of 
the world; yet they receive, as I said— 
and it’s worth repeating—$4 billion a 
year in taxpayer subsidies. They don’t 
need to be drilling for free on public 
lands as well. 

If my colleagues on the other side of 
the aisle are serious about paying down 
the deficit and realistically financing 
necessary investments in this Nation, 
then there is no excuse for not sup- 
porting this amendment to recover 
roughly $1 billion a year that is right- 
fully owed to the American people. 

It’s time to end this taxpayer rip-off, 
this giveaway to Big Oil. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. LAMBORN. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
to claim time in opposition to this 
amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Colorado is recognized for 5 min- 
utes. 

Mr. LAMBORN. Well, I respect the 
relationship that I have with my friend 
and colleague from New Jersey. I ap- 
preciate the fact that Mr. HOLT is the 
ranking member of the Subcommittee 
on Energy and Mineral Resources. I ap- 
preciate the fact that he came to Den- 
ver recently for a field hearing that the 
subcommittee had on hydraulic 
fracking. 

So I do appreciate the work he does 
on the subcommittee, but I have to dis- 
agree with him on this amendment. 
And I would urge opposition to this 
amendment. 

It’s identical to one that failed on 
this House floor by a bipartisan vote 
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earlier this year in February. And I 
have to remind my friend and col- 
league that this issue has been repeat- 
edly settled in the Nation’s courts of 
law with the courts determining that 
rewriting the terms of these leases to 
include price thresholds, which the 
Clinton administration apparently for- 
got to include in the leases, would be a 
direct violation of contract law. 

Specifically, the U.S. Supreme Court 
found that the Department of the Inte- 
rior did not have the authority to re- 
write these contracts that were issued 
during the Clinton administration 
under the 1995 law. And I will also re- 
mind the gentleman that the Depart- 
ment of the Interior has lost this issue 
in the district court, appellate court, 
and the Supreme Court. 
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If this amendment passed, the issue 
would most certainly be challenged 
once again in court, where the Depart- 
ment would use taxpayer dollars to 
lose again. 

Ultimately, this amendment seeks to 
force U.S. companies to break a con- 
tract negotiated under then-current 
government law or else be denied the 
opportunity to do business in the 
United States. The amendment aims to 
back companies into a corner and at- 
tempts to force them to break a legally 
binding contract. 

Again, this amendment has failed on 
the House floor before, and I would 
urge continued opposition and a “no” 
vote. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from New Jersey has 30 seconds re- 
maining. 

Mr. HOLT. I thank the Chair. 

Mr. Chair, this amendment breaks no 
contracts. We are here because the 
Congress, well over a decade ago when 
prices were less than $20 a barrel, de- 
cided this giveaway made sense. If it 
made sense then, it certainly does not 
make sense now. 

Oil companies drill one-quarter of all 
offshore oil for free. If the other side is 
serious about addressing the deficit, 
this is revenue that should be received. 

Please support this amendment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. LAMBORN. Mr. Chairman, I 
would urge opposition once again to 
this amendment, as we have done be- 
fore in the House, and I would urge a 
“no” vote. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. HOLT). 

The question was taken; and the Act- 
ing Chair announced that the noes ap- 
peared to have it. 

Mr. HOLT. Mr. Chair, I demand a re- 
corded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro- 
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
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the gentleman from New Jersey will be 
postponed. 
AMENDMENT NO. 19 OFFERED BY MR. WITTMAN 
The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 19 printed 
in House Report 112-540. 
Mr. WITTMAN. Mr. Chairman, I have 
an amendment at the desk. 
The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 
Add at the end the following: 
TITLE ——ADVANCING OFFSHORE WIND 
PRODUCTION 
SEC. 1. SHORT TITLE. 


This title may be cited at the ‘‘Advancing 
Offshore Wind Production Act”. 


SEC. 2. OFFSHORE METEOROLOGICAL SITE 
TESTING AND MONITORING 
PROJECTS. 


(a) DEFINITION OF AN OFFSHORE METEORO- 
LOGICAL SITE TESTING AND MONITORING 
PROJECT.—In this section, the term ‘‘offshore 
meteorological site testing and monitoring 
project” means a project carried out on or in 
the waters of the Outer Continental Shelf ad- 
ministered by the Department of the Interior 
to test or monitor weather (including wind, 
tidal, current, and solar energy) using tow- 
ers, buoys, or other temporary ocean infra- 
structure, that— 

(1) causes— 

(A) less than 1 acre of surface or seafloor 
disruption at the location of each meteoro- 
logical tower or other device; and 

(B) not more than 5 acres of surface or 
seafloor disruption within the proposed area 
affected by for the project (including hazards 
to navigation); 

(2) is decommissioned not more than 5 
years after the date of commencement of the 
project, including— 

(A) removal of towers, buoys, or other tem- 
porary ocean infrastructure from the project 
site; and 

(B) restoration of the project site to ap- 
proximately the original condition of the 
site; and 

(3) provides meteorological information ob- 
tained by the project to the Secretary of the 
Interior. 

(b) OFFSHORE METEOROLOGICAL PROJECT 
PERMITTING.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of the Inte- 
rior shall by regulation require that any ap- 
plicant seeking to conduct an offshore mete- 
orological site testing and monitoring 
project on the outer Continental Shelf (as 
that term is defined in the Outer Continental 
Shelf Lands Act (43 U.S.C. 1331 et seq.)) must 
obtain a permit and right of way for the 
project in accordance with this subsection. 

(2) PERMIT AND RIGHT OF WAY TIMELINE AND 
CONDITIONS.— 

(A) DEADLINE FOR APPROVAL.—The Sec- 
retary shall decide whether to issue a permit 
and right of way for an offshore meteorolog- 
ical site testing and monitoring project 
within 30 days after receiving an application. 

(B) PUBLIC COMMENT AND CONSULTATION.— 
During the period referred to in subpara- 
graph (A), the Secretary shall— 

(i) provide an opportunity for submission 
of comments by the public; and 

(ii) consult with the Secretary of Defense, 
the Commandant of the Coast Guard, and the 
heads of other Federal, State, and local 
agencies that would be affected by issuance 
of the permit and right of way. 

(C) DENIAL OF PERMIT; OPPORTUNITY TO 
REMEDY DEFICIENCIES.—If the application is 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE, Vol. 158, Pt. 7 


denied, the Secretary shall provide the appli- 
cant— 

(i) in writing, clear and comprehensive rea- 
sons why the application was not approved 
and detailed information concerning any de- 
ficiencies in the application; and 

(ii) an opportunity to remedy such defi- 
clencies. 

(c) NEPA EXCLUSION.—Section 102(2)(C) of 
the National Environmental Policy Act of 
1969 (42 U.S.C. 48382(2)(C)) shall not apply with 
respect to an offshore meteorological site 
testing and monitoring project. 

(d) PROTECTION OF INFORMATION.—The in- 
formation provided to the Secretary of the 
Interior pursuant to subsection (a)(3) shall 
be treated by the Secretary as proprietary 
information and protected against disclo- 
sure. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 691, the gentleman 
from Virginia (Mr. WITTMAN) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Virginia. 

Mr. WITTMAN. I yield myself such 
time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, today, the House is 
taking an independent and important 
step forward to develop domestic 
sources of energy, create American 
jobs, and reduce our reliance on foreign 
sources of energy. And I’m a strong 
proponent of an all-of-the-above energy 
policy. 

As a scientist by trade, I understand 
the need to achieve a balance to foster 
development of American energy while 
at the same time protecting the integ- 
rity of our environment. We can 
achieve efficiency and protection, and 
this bill helps us achieve both goals. 

Offshore wind energy is an important 
component, furthering development of 
clean, renewable American energy 
sources. Unfortunately, the process is 
often unnecessarily slowed for years by 
bureaucratic hurdles in the permitting 
process and numerous other delays. 
The Cape Wind project in Massachu- 
setts only recently received Federal 
permitting approval, a process 10 years 
in the making. 

The U.S. built the Hoover Dam in 5 
years during the height of the Great 
Depression. Within a decade of Presi- 
dent Kennedy’s call to put a man on 
the Moon, the U.S. had won the space 
race. Americans have proven that we 
can accomplish great engineering and 
technical feats in small periods of 
time. However, today it’s frustrating 
that this administration cannot point 
to one wind turbine operating offshore 
in Federal waters. They can, however, 
point to layer after layer after layer of 
regulations, bureaucracy, and red tape. 

While it is critical that energy devel- 
opment is safe and environmentally 
friendly, the process must become 
more efficient. This amendment facili- 
tates the development of an all-of-the- 
above energy strategy by streamlining 
the process for the Bureau of Ocean En- 
ergy Management to develop offshore 
wind power. 
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My amendment will speed the pro- 
duction of wind energy, as it sets a 30- 
day time line for the Secretary of the 
Interior to act on permits for all 
weather testing and monitoring 
projects in the United States Outer 
Continental Shelf. This amendment 
will also streamline the environmental 
review process for these small wind 
testing towers. 

This amendment also requires coordi- 
nation with the Department of Defense 
and other affected agencies so the 
projects do not disrupt national secu- 
rity or other critical projects. This pro- 
vision is especially important for the 
Commonwealth of Virginia, with its ac- 
tive defense community. 

This amendment is identical to H.R. 
2137, legislation I authored that passed 
out of the House Natural Resources 
Committee last July. This effort has 
been endorsed by the U.S. Chamber of 
Commerce and the National Ocean In- 
dustries Association. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Chairman, I claim 
the time in opposition to this amend- 
ment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Massachusetts is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Chairman, the 
amendment creates a brand-new, bur- 
densome permitting scheme that would 
complicate the process for obtaining a 
permit to construct a meteorological 
tower offshore and undermine offshore 
wind development. Let me say that 
again. This will actually make it hard- 
er to build an offshore wind project, 
not easier. 

This amendment is similar to H.R. 
2173, which was reported out of the 
Natural Resources Committee last 
year. When moving this bill through 
committee, the Republican majority 
was unable to find a single wind indus- 
try witness to come to testify on this 
bill, and that is because the industry 
that the majority is trying to help 
with this bill doesn’t think that the 
measure is helpful. 

So the wind industry does not sup- 
port this bill. I'll just make that clear, 
if you are interested in helping an in- 
dustry to grow. The bill has not been 
endorsed by any offshore wind compa- 
nies or trade groups and those kinds of 
companies that have popped up all over 
the country now. None of those compa- 
nies are endorsing this bill. 

I’m going to read a statement that is 
part of the legislative hearing record 
on this amendment. It is from Jim 
Lanard, the president of the Offshore 
Wind Development Coalition. Here’s 
what he says on behalf of the coalition: 
Streamlining approvals of towers or 
buoys to test wind speeds offshore is an 
important goal. We believe that NEPA 
will allow this goal to be achieved. 

So NEPA clearly is not the enemy 
here. But in case there is still doubt, he 
says: Disregarding the bill’s NEPA ex- 
clusion, we believe—this is, again, Mr. 
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Lanard speaking for the Offshore Wind 
Development Coalition—we believe 
that current practices are adequate for 
the approval of these towers or buoys. 

This bill represents a fundamental 
misunderstanding of what the offshore 
wind industry really needs. A company 
is simply not going to invest millions 
of dollars engineering and constructing 
a huge meteorological tower on the 
Outer Continental Shelf unless they 
have a guarantee that they’ll be able to 
use that area to build a wind farm. 

To be very clear, the industry wants 
a lease before they invest millions of 
dollars into a project. To get a lease, 
we should and we do require consider- 
ation of the impacts of development on 
the environment and the competing 
uses of these public waters. We should 
and we do require coordination with 
the other agencies using the Outer 
Continental Shelf, like the Navy, the 
FAA and FCC. This amendment would 
dismantle that process. 

This amendment says sorry, wind in- 
dustry. You may have sunk millions of 
dollars into your meteorological tower, 
but it’s time to tear it down. We let 
you build it without fully considering 
the impacts. And no wind farm either. 

Plain and simple, this bill certainly 
reduces the likelihood that we will see 
wind constructed off the shores of our 
country. The companies affected by 
this bill were not consulted before cre- 
ating it. 

I have a document here from the 
Navy commenting on this bill. Essen- 
tially, it says the 30-day limit on con- 
sultations in the amendment is prob- 
lematic. The Federal Aviation Admin- 
istration has expressed similar con- 
cerns. The Federal Communications 
Commission has expressed similar con- 
cerns. This bill will make it harder to 
construct offshore wind projects, and 
maybe—and I think this is what it’s all 
about—that’s the point after all. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
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Mr. WITTMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1 minute to the chairman of the Sub- 
committee on Energy and Mineral Re- 
sources, the gentleman from Colorado 
(Mr. LAMBORN). 

Mr. LAMBORN. Mr. Chairman, I 
would like to point out to my col- 
league, Representative MARKEY, that 
this administration has not yet seen 
the completion of a single wind tower 
off the shore of the United States in 
over 3 years. Not a single one. This is 
a sincere and genuine attempt to cut 
through some of the red tape that’s 
causing this kind of delay. How in the 
world can you have less red tape being 
bad for the construction of wind tow- 
ers? This is truly a good solution. I ap- 
plaud this legislation. 

Representative WITTMAN has offered 
a bill that embodies the same concept 
that passed the committee by a bipar- 
tisan vote earlier this year. This is a 
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good bill, a good amendment from that 
bill, and I would urge its adoption. 

Mr. WITTMAN. Mr. Chairman, I re- 
serve the balance of my time. 

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Chairman, the 
bottom line is that President Bush’s 
Interior Department sat on offshore 
wind regulations for 4 years. Do you 
want to hear that again? President 
Bush’s Interior Department sat on off- 
shore wind regulations for 4 years. Did 
not promulgate them. President Obama 
got them done in his first 6 months. 
The Obama administration passion- 
ately believes in new wind. In fact, 
there’s 35,000 new megawatts onshore, 
and they desperately want it offshore 
as well, and the process is working. 

We agree that during the Bush years, 
the Cape wind process did not work, 
but there were no rules that were pro- 
mulgated. Obama did it. The project is 
now approved for Cape wind, and it 
should move forward. There’s nothing 
wrong with the process, and I urge a 
“no” vote on this amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The time of the 
gentleman has expired. 

Mr. WITTMAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
would like to remind folks that this 
bill does accommodate concerns that 
may be raised by the Department of 
Defense and other Federal agencies to 
make sure that all those thoughts and 
ideas are put into place in considering 
this permitting process. But it stream- 
lines it. That’s a simple, thoughtful 
process that gets to the point much 
quicker. So instead of taking 3 years to 
permit a tower, now it goes to 30 days. 
It seems to me it’s counterintuitive to 
say that longer is better. In this case, 
since there are no active mills, wind- 
mills offshore, wind turbines offshore, 
it seems to me that we ought to quick- 
en the process. This clearly does, yet it 
allows for proper due diligence, proper 
consideration of all of the different 
concerns. And this amendment, indeed, 
facilitates the development of an all- 
of-the-above energy strategy by 
streamlining the process with the Bu- 
reau of Ocean Energy Management to 
develop offshore wind power and also to 
support good-paying American jobs. 
Let’s not forget about that. 

I urge my colleagues to accept this 
amendment and expedite offshore wind 
energy development, and with that, I 
yield back the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Virginia (Mr. WITTMAN). 

The question was taken; and the Act- 
ing Chair announced that the ayes ap- 
peared to have it. 

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Chairman, I de- 
mand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro- 
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Virginia will be 
postponed. 
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AMENDMENT NO. 20 OFFERED BY MR. 
WESTMORELAND 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 

to consider amendment No. 20 printed 

in House Report 112-540. 

Mr. WESTMORELAND. Mr. Chair- 
man, I have an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

At the end of the bill, add the following 
new title: 

TITLE VIII—SERVICE OVER THE 
COUNTER, SELF-CONTAINED, MEDIUM 
TEMPERATURE COMMERCIAL REFRIG- 
ERATORS 

SEC. 801. SERVICE OVER THE COUNTER, SELF- 


CONTAINED, MEDIUM TEMPERA- 
TURE COMMERCIAL REFRIG- 
ERATORS. 


Section 342(c) of the Energy Policy and 
Conservation Act (42 U.S.C. 6318(c)) is 
amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1)— 

(A) by redesignating subparagraphs (B) and 
(C) as subparagraphs (D) and (E), respec- 
tively; and 

(B) by inserting after subparagraph (A) the 
following: 

“(B) The term ‘(SOC-SC-M)’ means a me- 
dium temperature commercial refrigerator— 

“(i) with a self-contained condensing unit 
and equipped with sliding or hinged doors in 
the back intended for use by sales personnel, 
and with glass or other transparent material 
in the front for displaying merchandise; and 

“(ii) that has a height not greater than 66 
inches and is intended to serve as a counter 
for transactions between sales personnel and 
customers. 

“(C) The term ‘TDA’ means the total dis- 
play area (ft? ) of the refrigerated case, as de- 
fined in Air-Conditioning, Heating, and Re- 
frigeration Institute Standard 1200.’’; 

(2) by redesignating paragraphs (4) and (5) 
as paragraphs (5) and (6), respectively; and 

(3) by inserting after paragraph (3) the fol- 
lowing: 

‘(4) Each SOC-SC-M manufactured on or 
after the date which is 6 months after the 
date of enactment of the Better Use of Re- 
frigerator Regulations Act shall have a total 
daily energy consumption (in kilowatt hours 
per day) of not more than 0.6 x TDA + 1.0.’’. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 691, the gentleman 
from Georgia (Mr. WESTMORELAND) and 
a Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Georgia. 

Mr. WESTMORELAND. Mr. Chair- 
man, I rise today in support of my bi- 
partisan amendment to H.R. 4480 with 
my colleague from Iowa (Mr. BRALEY). 

Like this legislation, the amendment 
we offer today would ease expensive 
and burdensome energy regulations 
and help save American jobs. 

By placing service-over-the-counter 
refrigerator units—which is a fancy 
way of saying refrigerated display 
cases like you see in grocery stores and 
delis—into their own product classi- 
fication, we can remove a burdensome 
regulation that could put this entire 
industry out of business. 

Currently, these deli display cases 
are in the same classification as com- 
mercial reach-in refrigerators, similar 
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to those you have in your home. This 
means that they must also meet the 
energy efficiency standards of those re- 
frigerators. But that doesn’t make any 
sense. These two types of refrigerators 
are designed for completely different 
purposes. Your refrigerator at home is 
only opened so many times. It has a 
light that comes on only when you 
open the door. These display cases are 
well lit. There’s a lot of glass, which 
makes it harder to keep the energy ef- 
ficiency at the same level as a reach-in 
refrigerator. And if you don’t want to 
reach in and grab your popsicle and 
just come up with a stick, we need to 
put this in a totally different classi- 
fication. 

In my district, it’s going to mean the 
cost of about 1,100 jobs. Across the 
United States, it’s about 8,500 jobs that 
would be lost if these people are put 
out of business. As this bill does and as 
this amendment does, we think that it 
helps save jobs. 

So with that, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the Westmoreland 
amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Massachusetts is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. MARKEY. Let’s just get to the 
heart of the question of energy effi- 
ciency. Back in 1987, I was the author 
of the Appliance Efficiency Act of 1987, 
which is the constitution for energy ef- 
ficiency in the appliance field. Since 
that time, the efficiency of appliances 
has increased so dramatically that we 
have reduced the need for between 100 
and 150 new coal-fired plants from ever 
having to be constructed in the United 
States. Why is that? Well, electricity 
that is not consumed results in less 
need for new coal-fired or any kind of 
fired electricity, saving the consumers, 
saving the environment, and just work- 
ing smarter, not harder. If you can 
keep the popsicle cool with a more effi- 
cient refrigeration process, if you can 
have the toast pop up with a more effi- 
cient toasting process, if you can have 
every one of the appliances that we 
use, including the air-conditioning in 
this room—the air-conditioning in this 
room is just as good as it was in 1987 
but it is 50 percent more efficient in its 
generating capacity than it was in 1987. 
That reduces the need to generate new 
electricity that is needed. That saves 
money, and it saves on environmental 
damage as well. 

So right now we’re about to consider 
something that deals with deli-style re- 
frigerators. Now, we’re having this con- 
versation having had no hearings on 
this issue in the Energy and Commerce 
Committee. We’ve had no testimony 
from the industry, no testimony from 
the Department of Energy on what this 
amendment could mean in terms of its 
impact. And we’ve had no evidence of 
an incapacity to be able to comply 
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with these rules except for the fact 
that no one ever wants to necessarily 
become more efficient if they have to 
go through the extra effort and have 
never been required to do so. 
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The reason that we have these energy 
efficiency rules is that we’re doing it 
for the betterment of the whole coun- 
try and moving industries along, mak- 
ing sure that we do not have to produce 
this additional new electricity. 

So, I think that it’s better if we save 
money and save energy at the same 
time. That’s what efficiency is all 
about. That’s what working smarter, 
not harder is all about. The evidence is 
clear, since 1987, that we’ve done it. 
We’ve moved every other device along 
and made it more efficient, so I just 
don’t know the reason why we would 
need a provision like this. 

At this point, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. WESTMORELAND. Mr. Chair- 
man, sometimes up here we have peo- 
ple that think they know more than 
the industry. This industry has jobs, it 
employs people, and they’re trying to 
do the best they can with their tech- 
nology. But we can’t be up here and 
tell industry what’s best for them if we 
don’t know anything about refrigera- 
tion or the energy efficiencies that 
they’re trying to do. 

These folks are trying to do the right 
thing. They are trying to do it to the 
best of their ability, but with these 
regulations, they’re unable to do it 
right now. All we’re asking for is to 
save 8,500 jobs across this country. And 
with unemployment in Georgia above 
the national average, it’s 1,100 jobs just 
in Georgia. So I hope that my col- 
leagues on both sides of the aisle will 
support this amendment, and let’s save 
8,500 jobs. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. MARKEY. I yield myself, again, 
as much time as I may consume. 

You know, this is just a continuation 
of the Republican obsession and opposi- 
tion—obstinate, obdurate opposition— 
to increased efficiency in our society. 
Just a couple weeks ago they brought a 
bill out here on the floor that would 
roll back the efficiency of light bulbs 
in the United States, even though the 
entire industry has already complied 
with it. They were still trying to roll 
back the efficiency of light bulbs. Now 
we have the deli freezer, and we’ll move 
on to product by product that they 
don’t believe it is necessary to improve 
its efficiency whatsoever. And they 
just respond one by one almost to an 
incomprehensible set of demands made 
by, as yet, nonexistent experts telling 
us that it’s impossible to comply. 

So, why don’t we have a hearing? 
Why don’t we get the evidence? Why 
don’t we hear what every company in 
the United States says about deli freez- 
ers and then we can act upon it after 
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we hear the evidence? But acting this 
way—you know, ‘‘congressional ex- 
pert”? is an oxymoron. We’re not ex- 
perts compared to real experts. We’re 
only experts compared to other Con- 
gressmen. ‘‘Congressional expert” is an 
oxymoron, like jumbo shrimp or Salt 
Lake City nightlife. I mean, there is no 
such thing as a congressional expert. 
We should not be acting this way on 
the House floor trying to make ad hoc 
changes in efficiencies rules. It just 
doesn’t make any sense. 

Again, I oppose the way in which this 
is occurring, and I urge a ‘‘no”’ vote on 
the Westmoreland amendment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Georgia (Mr. WESTMORE- 
LAND). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT NO. 21 OFFERED BY MS. BASS OF 
CALIFORNIA 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 21 printed 
in House Report 112-540. 

Ms. BASS of California. Mr. Chair- 
man, I have an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Page 8, line 10, strike ‘‘The Committee” 
and insert the following: 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Committee 

Page 8, after line 13, insert the following: 

(2) ADDITIONAL ANALYSIS.—The Committee 
shall conduct an analysis of how to shield 
American consumers and the United States 
economy from gasoline price fluctuations 
and supply disruptions in the oil market by 
reducing the dependence of the United States 
on oil. 

Page 8, line 15, strike ‘‘analysis conducted 
under this section” and insert ‘‘analysis con- 
ducted under subsection (a)(1)’’. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 691, the gentlewoman 
from California (Ms. BASS) and a Mem- 
ber opposed each will control 5 min- 
utes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentle- 
woman from California. 

Ms. BASS of California. Mr. Chair- 
man, my Los Angeles district is home 
to one of the largest urban oilfields in 
the United States, the Inglewood Oil 
Field. My constituents suffer from anx- 
iety and stress because of the oil drill- 
ing. In 2006, drilling operations were 
ramped up, and the release of harmful 
fumes forced nearby residents to evac- 
uate their homes. 

In April 2012, the County of Los An- 
geles conducted a study in which over 
70 percent of residents living near the 
oilfields expressed concerns about ex- 
posure to emissions from the oilfield. 
Meanwhile, my colleagues, unfortu- 
nately, on the other side of the aisle 
continue to push for more domestic 
drilling and relaxed regulations. 

The bill before us today is based on 
two claims that appear to have become 
articles of faith. The claims are that 
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gas prices will fall if we weaken envi- 
ronmental protections and if we open 
more areas for drilling in the United 
States. The problem is that there is no 
empirical evidence supporting these 
claims. Oil prices are set on a world 
market, and no amount of domestic 
drilling in the United States will have 
a meaningful impact on that price. 
This isn’t spin from some interest 
groups; this is the conclusion drawn by 
experts. It has been corroborated by 
the Associated Press and the Congres- 
sional Budget Office. 

The AP conducted a thorough study 
of gasoline prices and U.S. oil produc- 
tion over the last 36 years and found 
zero correlation between the two. In 
other words, changes in U.S. oil pro- 
duction had absolutely no effect on 
gasoline prices, but that doesn’t mean 
there’s nothing we can do to help 
American families burdened by high 
fuel costs. 

CBO recently released a study on en- 
ergy security. They found that boost- 
ing U.S. oil production will not protect 
Americans from gasoline price spikes. 
Instead, CBO found that the only way 
to protect consumers from these spikes 
is to use less oil. The reason for this is 
simple: Gasoline prices are linked to 
the global oil market. That’s why 
Japan, which imports all of its oil it 
uses, and Canada, which exports more 
than 75 percent of the oil it produces, 
experience the very same gasoline 
spikes we experience. 

The best way to save money at the 
pump is to drive right past it. The 
Obama administration has been help- 
ing consumers do just that. We know 
that efficiency works to reduce cost. 
The Energy Information Administra- 
tion has found that the cost per mile of 
driving has fallen by more than 25 per- 
cent since 1980 due to improvements in 
the efficiency of our vehicles. 

President Obama has already taken 
action to reduce costs further. The new 
vehicle efficiency and greenhouse gas 
standards for model years 2012-2016 will 
save consumers, on average, over $3,000 
over the life of a vehicle, which is hun- 
dreds of dollars per year. The millions 
of Americans that have bought model 
year 2012 cars are already enjoying sav- 
ings at the pump. In fact, the new 
standards are currently saving con- 
sumers 14 cents per gallon. 

Furthermore, the energy efficiency 
sector is a booming job-creating field. 
In my district, CODA Automotive, an 
electric car company, recently opened 
their new headquarters. In a few short 
months last year they created 300 new 
jobs, and hundreds more will be created 
in the coming years. This is the type of 
job creation and cost savings that we 
should be focused on. 

My amendment simply improves the 
bill by adding a provision that actually 
has something to do with gasoline 
prices. This amendment would require 
the newly created Interagency Com- 
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mittee to analyze how to protect 
American consumers from gasoline 
price spikes by reducing America’s de- 
pendence on oil. 

I hope my colleagues will join me in 
recognizing that efficiency works and 
must be part of the solution. If not, 
this legislation will continue to ignore 
the only approach identified by CBO as 
helpful in protecting consumers from 
supply disruption and price spikes. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
amendment, and I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. GARDNER. Mr. Chairman, I seek 
time in opposition to the amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Colorado is recognized for 5 min- 
utes. 

Mr. GARDNER. I have great respect 
for the gentlelady from California who 
joined this Congress in the class of 2010 
election and served as Speaker of the 
House in California. It’s great to work 
with you on the House floor, but unfor- 
tunately I am going to have to oppose 
the amendment. 

The best way to reduce our depend- 
ence on foreign oil is to increase our 
energy opportunities right here in our 
own backyard. That’s what the Domes- 
tic Energy and Jobs Act is all about. 
The components and pieces, the seven 
parts of this bill, are designed to re- 
duce red tape to increase opportunity 
for American energy production—those 
productions occurring on our Federal 
lands, including renewable energy; the 
opportunity to create wind energy, 
solar energy on our Federal lands, 
making sure the Department of the In- 
terior is planning for that, taking a 
look at. 

But, again, the best way to reduce 
our reliance on oil imports is domestic 
production, the opportunity to increase 
that production right here in our own 
backyard. That’s what this bill is 
about. 
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It’s about creating jobs and oppor- 
tunity for the American people. It’s 
about making sure that we can reduce 
the price at the pump. 

And let me talk just a little bit about 
reducing the price at the pump. The 
gentlelady from California mentioned 
the issue of CAFE standards, increas- 
ing efficiency in cars. Well, you know, 
you’re only going to achieve those 
higher efficiencies through CAFE 
standards if you’re able to afford a new 
car. 

But we know that that is going to 
make cars more expensive. It’s going to 
cost $1,000 in the near term. It’s going 
to add $3,000 by 2025 to the cost of a ve- 
hicle. That’s going to be higher if you 
talk to the National Automobile Deal- 
ers Association, the NADA. 

So if you’re not struggling under the 
burden of higher gas prices, then I 
guess you can afford a new car. Maybe 
you can, I don’t know. But the fact is, 
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if we continue to allow energy in- 
creases to increase nearly 100 percent, 
as they have over the past 3 years, the 
American people, our constituents, will 
be priced out of the ability to even con- 
template the purchase of a new vehicle, 
continuing their struggle to make ends 
meet, to heat and cool their home be- 
cause of the cost of energy prices. 

We know that we have opportunities 
right here in our own back yard: the 
Keystone XL pipeline, North American 
energy, energy from the Bakken oil 
fields of North Dakota. The cause of 
gasoline price fluctuation is already 
known. 

The gentlelady from California men- 
tioned the CBO study. The CBO study 
talks about demand as a factor in 
price, but seems to neglect that there 
is no supply connection. Supply mat- 
ters. Supply and demand matters. 

Let’s take a look at natural gas. Pro- 
duction of natural gas right now, the 
price is at low levels because we have 
almost a glut of natural gas. As a re- 
sult, the price of natural gas is low. 
Supply matters. 

Secretary Chu testified before the 
Energy and Commerce Committee that 
supply matters. It’s not just a demand 
equation. You can’t just turned around 
and say aS more people consume oil 
that increases the price of oil without 
taking a look at the other part of the 
equation: supply. More supply. Sec- 
retary Chu said so. 

With that, Mr. Chairman, the best 
way to reduce our reliance on foreign 
imports is to create American jobs 
with American energy. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Ms. BASS of California. I yield back 
the balance of my time. 

Mr. GARDNER. I urge opposition to 
the amendment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tlewoman from California (Ms. BASS). 

The question was taken; and the Act- 
ing Chair announced that the noes ap- 
peared to have it. 

Ms. BASS of California. Mr. Chair- 
man, I demand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro- 
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentlewoman from California will 
be postponed. 

The Chair understands that amend- 
ment No. 22 will not be offered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 23 OFFERED BY MRS. CAPPS 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 23 printed 
in House Report 112-540. 

Mrs. CAPPS. Mr. Chairman, I have 
an amendment at the desk. It is No. 23. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Page 14, after line 9, at the end of title II, 
add the following new section: 
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SEC. 207. ENSURING FEASIBLE ANALYSES. 

(a) DETERMINATION OF FEASIBILITY OF 
ANALYSES.—Notwithstanding any other pro- 
vision of this title, if the Secretary of En- 
ergy determines that the analyses required 
under section 203 are infeasible to conduct, 
require data that does not exist, or would 
generate results subject to such large esti- 
mates of uncertainty that the results would 
be neither reliable nor useful, the require- 
ments under section 203(a) shall cease to be 
effective. 

(b) No REPORT OR DELAY OF FINAL ACTION 
ON CERTAIN RULES IF ANALYSES ARE INFEASI- 
BLE.—If, pursuant to subsection (a), the re- 
quirements under section 203(a) cease to be 
effective, then the requirements under sec- 
tions 204 and 205 shall cease to be effective. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 691, the gentlewoman 
from California (Mrs. CAPPS) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentle- 
woman from California. 

Mrs. CAPPS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, it is my hope that we 
can all simply agree to this amend- 
ment. 

Among this bill’s many provisions is 
one that creates a new interagency 
committee to do the impossible. It is 
charged with conducting an analysis of 
the EPA air quality rules that have not 
been proposed, using data that does not 
even exist. I’m concerned that this new 
interagency committee is being set up 
to fail. 

First, the bill before us requires the 
new committee to examine the poten- 
tial impact of several EPA air quality 
rules on gasoline prices. There’s one 
significant problem. These rules have 
not yet been proposed. 

Now, we can argue about whether 
they have been initiated, con- 
templated, discussed, mulled over, con- 
sidered and so forth. But the funda- 
mental fact is that the rules and their 
requirements have not even yet been 
proposed. The committee simply has 
nothing concrete to analyze. 

As a result, any report that this new 
interagency committee would complete 
would be the product of a series of best 
guesses, estimates, approximations, 
and assumptions that cannot possibly 
provide credible assessment of a poten- 
tial impact of these potential rules on 
gasoline prices. 

Moreover, it may not even be pos- 
sible for the interagency committee to 
complete this analysis, as insufficient 
as it will be, without a significant in- 
vestment of resources at the Depart- 
ment of Energy. 

We asked the Energy Information 
Administration what it would take to 
complete such an analysis. EIA, which 
is better positioned than any other 
government agency to tackle this 
project, said that it currently does not 
have the analytic capability even to 
conduct the State or regional level 
breakdowns required by such a bill. 

The agency also would have to col- 
lect or purchase new data, despite the 
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bill’s hollow assurances that this isn’t 
necessary. And the Department of En- 
ergy would have to devote significant 
new staff and contractor time to be 
able to comply with the bill’s require- 
ments. In essence, this bill proposes to 
devote scarce taxpayer dollars to 
produce a report that will not be reli- 
able, credible, or even valuable to any- 
one. 

My amendment simply states that if 
the Energy Department determines 
that that analysis is not feasible to 
conduct, requires data that does not 
exist, or generates results that would 
not be reliable or useful, then the 
interagency committee does not have 
to complete the report. If it deter- 
mined that such an analysis is infeasi- 
ble, the 6-month delay of EPA rules 
then would not go into effect. 

This amendment is a good-govern- 
ance amendment that ensures effective 
use of taxpayer dollars. It’s common 
sense. 

I urge my colleagues to vote “yes” 
on this amendment. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. GARDNER. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Colorado is recognized for 5 min- 
utes. 

Mr. GARDNER. Mr. Chairman, I’ve 
enjoyed serving on the committee with 
the gentlelady from California, but I 
must oppose the amendment. 

Talking about the process that we’re 
going through on regulations, you 
know, this is the very heart of the bill, 
to understand the cost feasibility, what 
pressures regulations can put on the 
price of energy, the price of gasoline, 
and whether or not these regulations 
are going to cause price increases. 

In fact, we know very well that they 
are going to cause price increases be- 
cause we’ve had testimony from the 
Environmental Protection Agency ad- 
mitting that some of these regulations, 
proposed regulations that they have on 
the books, or that they have promul- 
gated contemplating will increase the 
price of gasoline and other prices in 
other energy areas. 

These have real effects on consumers. 
In fact, if you just increase the price of 
gasoline by a penny a gallon, it will in- 
crease the daily cost to the American 
consumers and businesses millions and 
millions of dollars each and every day, 
one penny a gallon costing our econ- 
omy millions and millions of dollars a 
day. 

And so with this we’re trying to actu- 
ally say let’s take a look at it to un- 
derstand. We’re not stopping them 
from going forward with their plans or 
developing rules. Certainly, we want to 
encourage the protection of our envi- 
ronment and make sure they’re doing 
their job to protect our environment. 

But we also need to have our eyes 
open and make sure that we have a 
chance to look before we leap when it 
comes to these regulations. 
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Delving down into the EPA’s own 
process, though, if you look at what 
happens under the regulatory process, 
the cumulative impact analyses are 
feasible and already required by Presi- 
dent Clinton’s Executive Order 12866 
and President Obama’s Executive Order 
13563. As recently as March of this 
year, just a couple of months ago, the 
White House issued a memo reiterating 
that ‘‘agencies should take active steps 
to take account of the cumulative ef- 
fects of new and existing rules.”’ 

The EPA’s own action development 
process, the internal process of the 
EPA, requires that the analysis start 
early in rule development. That doesn’t 
say you wait until the rule is devel- 
oped. It doesn’t say you wait until it’s 
all done, complete, out there. Early in 
the rule development process, action 
development process, taking a look at 
it. 

This information’s available. They’ve 
got the data. They’ve got the studies. 
It’s time that they use that informa- 
tion to understand the impact that it 
will have on our constituents back 
home who are finding it increasingly 
difficult to balance the cost of energy 
with costs like paying for their home 
mortgage, putting food on the table. 
And that’s why we have an oppor- 
tunity, with this bill, to create Amer- 
ican energy security and to create jobs 
in this country. 

With that, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 
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Mrs. CAPPS. Mr. Chairman, I have 
no further speakers, so I am prepared 
to close. 

Mr. Chairman, as we know and as my 
colleague from Colorado has just illus- 
trated, the bill creates redundant lay- 
ers of bureaucracy and requires a study 
of key air pollution standards that are 
not even yet proposed by the EPA. This 
is clearly designed to postpone pollu- 
tion cleanup. 

My amendment is a straightforward 
amendment which simply says if the 
Energy Department’s analysis of the 
EPA’s air quality rules is not feasible 
or not useful, we should not be spend- 
ing taxpayer resources on it. 

I would note again that these EPA 
air quality rules that would be ana- 
lyzed aren’t even on the books yet. We 
shouldn’t be wasting agency time and 
resources on tasks like the ones pro- 
posed here. This amendment is one of 
common sense. It is straightforward 
and very simple. So I hope my col- 
leagues will support this amendment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. GARDNER. Again, analyzing 
rules is part of its job. That’s part of 
the EPA’s job. It’s part of the DOE’s 
job. The DOE has a budget in excess of 
$26 billion. In fact, we found out just a 
couple of days ago that one program at 
the Department of Energy is costing 
$1.2 million per job created. It has the 
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resources to do it within existing 
funds. This isn’t going to cost any new 
money. What it is going to do is to 
make sure that we’re protecting the 
American consumers before cost in- 
creases occur. With that, I urge a “no” 
vote on the amendment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR (Mr. WESTMORE- 
LAND). The question is on the amend- 
ment offered by the gentlewoman from 
California (Mrs. CAPPS). 

The question was taken; and the Act- 
ing Chair announced that the noes ap- 
peared to have it. 

Mrs. CAPPS. Mr. 
mand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro- 
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentlewoman from California will 
be postponed. 

AMENDMENT NO. 24 OFFERED BY MS. HANABUSA 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 24 printed 
in House Report 112-540. 

Ms. HANABUSA. Mr. Chairman, I 
have an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Page 17, strike ‘‘and’’ after the semicolon 
at line 2, strike the period at line 9 and in- 
sert ‘‘; and”, and after line 9 insert the fol- 
lowing: 

‘(G) the best estimate, based upon com- 
mercial and scientific data, of the expected 
increase in domestic production of geo- 
thermal, solar, wind, or other renewable en- 
ergy sources on lands defined as ‘available 
lands’ by section 203 of the Hawaiian Homes 
Commission Act, 1920, and any other lands 
deemed by the Territory or State of Hawaii, 
as the case may be, to be included within 
that definition. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 691, the gentlewoman 
from Hawaii (Ms. HANABUSA) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentle- 
woman from Hawaii. 

Ms. HANABUSA. Mr. Chairman, this 
amendment adds to title III, the Quad- 
rennial Strategic Federal Onshore En- 
ergy Production Strategy, by providing 
another subsection, G, which basically 
mirrors the language found in the prior 
section, which addresses the Indian 
tribal lands. This particular amend- 
ment includes in that the Hawaiian 
Homes Commission Act lands. 

As you are probably well aware, Ha- 
waii is in a unique situation in that, in 
1920, this Congress created the Hawai- 
ian Homes Commission Act; and there 
is a special body of land, 203,000 acres 
approximately, which is under the con- 
trol of Congress. Congress approves 
whether or not things can be amended 
in the act. Even upon statehood, that 
right was retained. 

As such, this amendment seeks to 
have all of the alternative and renew- 
able energy sources, including geo- 
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thermal, solar, wind, and other renew- 
able energy sources and lands, defined 
as ‘available lands” under the Hawai- 
ian Homes Commission Act in the stra- 
tegic review. We believe this is not ex- 
panding this. It has no implications 
other than the fact that there is a body 
of land which somehow has been for- 
gotten and that falls under Federal ju- 
risdiction. 

With that, Mr. Chairman, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

Mr. LAMBORN. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to claim time in 
opposition to the amendment, although 
I am not opposed. 

The Acting CHAIR. Without objec- 
tion, the gentleman from Colorado is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. LAMBORN. Mr. Chairman, we 
are prepared to accept this amend- 
ment. 

Native Hawaiian homelands are not 
managed as tribal lands by the Federal 
Government, which is why they were 
not included in the underlying legisla- 
tion. However, Hawaiian homelands 
can provide another great source for 
domestic energy development; there- 
fore, we are prepared to accept this 
amendment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tlewoman from Hawaii (Ms. 
HANABUSA). 

The amendment was agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 25 OFFERED BY MS. SPEIER 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 25 printed 
in House Report 112-540. 

Ms. SPEIER. Mr. Chairman, I have 
an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Page 22, strike lines 3 through 5. 


The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 691, the gentlewoman 
from California (Ms. SPEIER) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes 
woman from California. 

Ms. SPEIER. Mr. Chair, I rise to in- 
troduce an amendment to the Strategic 
Energy Production Act. This bill is 
being pitched as an all-of-the-above en- 
ergy bill when, in reality, it is an oil- 
above-all bill, which is full of give- 
aways to big energy companies. 

Title IV of H.R. 4480 would impose ar- 
bitrary deadlines on the Interior De- 
partment’s review of applications for 
permits to drill for oil and gas onshore. 
After 60 days, if the Interior Depart- 
ment has not completed its review of 
an application to drill, the permit 
would be deemed ‘‘approved”’ regardless 
of whether the Department ensured 
that the drilling was safe. 

My amendment is quite simple. It 
would just strike this unwise and un- 
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warranted provision. First, a little con- 
text would be helpful. 

The United States is in the middle of 
a great drilling boom. In fact, the 
Obama administration has issued more 
drilling permits in the last 3 years than 
were issued in the first 3 years of the 
Bush administration. A recent 
Citigroup report suggests that the U.S. 
is already the world’s fastest-growing 
oil and natural gas producer. In count- 
ing the output from Canada and Mex- 
ico, North America is the ‘‘new Middle 
East.” Meanwhile, the top five oil com- 
panies made $187 billion in profits last 
year. They are reaping the benefits of 
this revival, and they are doing just 
fine. 

Oil and gas companies are currently 
sitting on 6,700 approved—and I under- 
score ‘‘approved’’—drilling permits 
that are not being used. Issuing more 
drilling permits more quickly is not 
the answer. What we should not be 
doing is tying the hands of Interior De- 
partment regulators by imposing an ar- 
tificial and arbitrary shot clock in ap- 
proving these drilling permits, espe- 
cially when the risks of safety prob- 
lems remain high. In fact, oil compa- 
nies are already committing scores of 
serious safety violations when drilling 
on public lands onshore. 

According to a recent Natural Re- 
sources Committee report, more than 
2,000 safety and drilling violations were 
issued to 335 companies drilling in 17 
States between 1998 and 2011. Overall, 
the analysis shows that only a very 
small percentage of these violations 
ever receive fines. In fact, of all of the 
fines issued, it only generated $273,000 
out of the 2,000 violations. 

Here is an example: on dozens of oc- 
casions, oil and gas companies began 
drilling on Federal lands without the 
formal approval to do so. Many viola- 
tions were issued because companies 
failed to keep proper records or to con- 
duct routine safety tests. Some signifi- 
cant ones include: in 2009, an operator 
in Mississippi was found operating a 
well without any blow-out preventer or 
any equivalent well-control equipment. 
In 2010, an inspector at a New Mexico 
well found that one of the valves in the 
blow-out preventer, which is respon- 
sible for mitigating excessive pressure 
and flow, was leaking. 

We have many examples of when 
safety was not put first. Instead of pre- 
venting these sorts of safety violations, 
this bill puts profits first and safety 
and oversight last. 

I am pleased that the majority has 
acknowledged the important role the 
National Environmental Policy Act 
and the Endangered Species Act play in 
the proper review of drilling permits 
and that it has included language to 
prevent permits from being deemed ap- 
proved in cases where reviews under 
those laws are still ongoing after 60 
days. 
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However, I think it is important for 
us to look at the unintended con- 
sequences. If this provision is enacted, 
it could actually lead to more applica- 
tions for drilling permits being re- 
jected because the Secretary may have 
no choice but to reject any application 
for a permit to drill that was nearing 
the 60-day time limit if the safety re- 
view were not completed. 
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The bottom line here is that the 
United States oil and gas production is 
at an all-time high. 

Allowing for proper safety review of 
permits is a necessary safeguard for 
the American people, and this is a pru- 
dent step. Taxpayers deserve a process 
that ensures that any drilling on their 
public lands is held to commonsense 
safety standards. Let’s not compromise 
the safety of drilling on public lands in 
a headstrong rush to give the oil and 
gas industry the free pass it demands. 

I respectively urge all my colleagues 
to support this amendment, and I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

Mr. LAMBORN. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
to claim time in opposition to the 
amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Colorado is recognized for 5 min- 
utes. 

Mr. LAMBORN. Mr. Chairman, I do 
oppose this amendment. 

The legislation we’re looking at 
today, H.R. 4480, aims to reduce bu- 
reaucracy and ensure much needed cer- 
tainty to allow energy production and 
job creation to move forward. It will 
give permit applicants assurance that 
their permits will be processed by the 
government in a timely fashion and en- 
sure that needless bureaucratic delays 
are not hampering energy production 
as they are sometimes today. 

The Department of the Interior is 
plagued with delays in permitting en- 
ergy projects on Federal lands. These 
delays result in developers abandoning 
Federal lands to develop energy only 
on private land. This hinders the cre- 
ation of thousands of American jobs. 
This legislation simply requires that a 
decision on a drilling permit be made. 
It does not require an approval, but 
simply a decision. The government 
must answer ‘‘yes” or “no.” It’s not ac- 
ceptable for the government to stall, 
drag its feet, or even not respond. 

These are decisions that State agen- 
cies are making in days, while the BLM 
is taking months. This amendment, 
however, would delete this deadline for 
the government to provide an answer. 
Under this amendment, the Federal 
Government could literally take for- 
ever to respond. A deadline is abso- 
lutely necessary to give energy pro- 
ducers the confidence they need to seek 
out Federal land for development rath- 
er than seeking to exclusively develop 
on private land. 

An identical amendment to the one 
offered by the gentlewoman from Cali- 
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fornia failed during the Natural Re- 
sources Committee markup, and it 
failed on a bipartisan vote. So I would 
ask for the same response here, that we 
vote this amendment down. I urge its 
opposition. 

With that, Mr. Chairman, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tlewoman from California (Ms. SPEIER). 

The question was taken; and the Act- 
ing Chair announced that the noes ap- 
peared to have it. 

Ms. SPEIER. Mr. 
mand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro- 
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentlewoman from California will 
be postponed. 

AMENDMENT NO. 26 OFFERED BY MS. DE LAURO 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 26 printed 
in House Report 112-540. 

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Chairman, I have 
an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

At the end of the bill, add the following: 
TITLE _—MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS 
SEC. . CERTAIN REVENUES GENERATED 
BY THIS ACT TO BE MADE AVAIL- 
ABLE TO THE COMMODITY FUTURES 
TRADING COMMISSION TO LIMIT EX- 


CESSIVE SPECULATION IN ENERGY 
MARKETS. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT OF TREASURY AC- 
COUNT.—The Secretary of the Treasury (in 
this section referred to as the ‘‘Secretary’’) 
shall establish an account in the Treasury of 
the United States. 

(b) DEPOSIT INTO ACCOUNT OF CERTAIN REV- 
ENUES GENERATED BY THIS AcCT.—The Sec- 
retary shall deposit into the account estab- 
lished under subsection (a) the first 
$128,000,000 of the total of the amounts re- 
ceived by the United States under leases 
issued under this Act, the amendments made 
by this Act, or any plan, strategy, or pro- 
gram under this Act. 

(c) AVAILABILITY AND USE OF FUNDS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2), 
the amounts in the account established 
under subsection (a) shall be made available 
to the Commodity Futures Trading Commis- 
sion to use its existing authorities to limit 
excessive speculation in energy markets. 

(2) SUBJECT TO APPROPRIATIONS.—The au- 
thority provided in paragraph (1) may be ex- 
ercised only to such extent, and with respect 
to such amounts, as are provided in advance 
in appropriations Acts. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 691, the gentlewoman 
from Connecticut (Ms. DELAURO) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes 
woman from Connecticut. 

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Chairman, this 
amendment would restore full funding, 
per the President’s request of $308 mil- 
lion, to the Commodity Futures Trad- 
ing Commission. The additional $128 
million in funds would be raised 
through the sale of new leases. 


Chairman, I de- 


the gentle- 
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The current funding level for CFTC 
sets the commission up for failure. If 
the current funding level remains as is, 
Wall Street will be able to continue the 
risky manipulation of derivatives that 
brought on the last collapse, and Big 
Oil will continue to enjoy inflated prof- 
its every year due to erratic and artifi- 
cially swollen oil prices. The losers will 
be the American people, who will pay 
more at the pump, or even worse. 

At this funding level, the House ma- 
jority sets up taxpayers to pay for yet 
another costly bailout of Wall Street. 
Republican and Democratic experts 
agree that the CFTC needs to be fully 
funded. Republican Gene Guilford, 
President and CEO of the Independent 
Connecticut Petroleum Association, 
served in the Commerce and Energy 
Departments under Ronald Reagan. He 
has said that the funding level for 
CFTC is “horribly counterproductive.”’ 
It would ‘‘weaken its ability to enforce 
the oversight laws necessary to protect 
the American people.” 

According to Brooksley Born, the 
former chair of the CFTC, the commis- 
sion is ‘‘desperately in need of addi- 
tional funding.” This budget, she ar- 
gues, “would leave us all vulnerable to 
future financial crises.” 

According to Gary Gensler, the cur- 
rent chairman of the CFTC, the agency 
is only 10 percent larger than it was in 
the 1990s, even as the futures market 
has grown to approximately $37 trillion 
notional. 

And through the Dodd-Frank re- 
forms, Congress has added oversight of 
the $300 trillion swaps market, which is 
even more complex, and increased the 
number of trades under their jurisdic- 
tion by 334 percent in 2011. 

Gensler says, ‘“‘It is as if all of a sud- 
den the National Football League ex- 
panded eight times to play more than 
100 games in a weekend with the same 
amount of referees.” 

We know for a fact that the risky be- 
havior in the derivatives market is 
what precipitated the 2008 financial 
meltdown. It’s still happening. We have 
seen it at MF Global and J.P. Morgan. 
We also know for a fact that excessive 
speculation in oil markets causes gas 
prices to oscillate wildly. Even the 
CEO of Exxon has said as much. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
amendment to help to make sure that 
the CFTC has the resources to do its 
job, and I reserve the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. GARDNER. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Colorado is recognized for 5 min- 
utes. 

Mr. GARDNER. Mr. Chairman, this 
bill is trying to deal with the rising 
prices of energy by addressing the very 
important issue of supply and demand. 
While I think there’s nothing wrong 
with looking into the possibility of 
market manipulation, I do think this 
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bill is trying to address another very 
important part of the price equation, 
and that is supply and demand. 

This issue has been studied, and it 
will continue to be studied. But I'll re- 
mind the gentlelady that we’re dealing 
with an agency that has over $200 mil- 
lion already in its budget, and this 
amendment adding $128 million would 
be a significant increase in funding for 
FY12 for the CFTC budget. So I would 
urge a ‘‘no” vote on this amendment. 

If you would just look at what the 
CFTC has said, going back in 2008: 

The task force’s preliminary assess- 
ment is that current oil prices and the 
increase in oil prices between January 
2003 and June 2008 are largely due to 
fundamental supply and demand fac- 
tors. 

In 2009: 

We find little evidence that hedge funds 
and other noncommercial (speculator) posi- 
tion changes cause price changes; the results 
instead suggest that price changes do pre- 
cede their position changes. 

So we can go on and on about what 
the CFTC has already said, but this bill 
deals with the issue of supply and de- 
mand. 

With that, I would yield 2 minutes to 
a great leader from the State of Texas 
(Mr. CONAWAY) who has done tremen- 
dous work on this issue over at the 
CFTC and in commodity issues. 

Mr. CONAWAY. I thank the gen- 
tleman for yielding. 

I am the chairman of the Agriculture 
Subcommittee on General Farm Com- 
modities and Risk Management that 
does have oversight of the CFTC. 

I expected the arguments for this 
particular amendment to go a different 
direction, but it does occur to me that 
we are chastised, those of us on author- 
izing committees, Mr. Chairman, dur- 
ing the appropriations process, that 
trying to write policy in the approps 
bills is not allowed. Well, this is appro- 
priating in an authorizing bill. It 
makes no sense whatsoever. 

The Subcommittee on Agriculture on 
the Appropriations Committee goes 
through these spending requests in de- 
tail, over and over, in a few weeks of 
committee work, and then they will 
come to their conclusion. They have, in 
fact, come to their conclusion, and 
they will bring this bill forward next 
week. 

It’s a bit presumptuous to come in 
here to ask this body to spend another 
$128 million on an agency that the Ap- 
propriations Subcommittee on Agri- 
culture has already spent plenty of 
time deciding how much that agency 
needs to spend over the coming year. 

I would urge a ‘‘no’’ vote on this 
amendment. 

Ms. DELAURO. If I might just take a 
second to remind the gentleman from 
Texas that, in fact, this amendment 
was made in order. And in the body of 
the language, it does talk about it 
being subject to appropriations. 
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Mr. Chairman, may I inquire as to 
how much time we have left? 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman 
from Connecticut has 2% minutes re- 
maining. 

Ms. DELAURO. I yield 2 minutes to 
the gentleman from Massachusetts 
(Mr. MARKEY). 
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Mr. MARKEY. I thank the gentle- 
lady. 

Back 10 years ago, about a third of 
all of the interest in the oil futures 
marketplace was controlled by specu- 
lators, but two-thirds was controlled 
by the airline industry, the trucking 
industry, industries that are dependent 
upon oil. Today it’s just the flip. Today 
two-thirds of that oil futures market- 
place is controlled by speculators, and 
only one-third is controlled by the air- 
line industry, trucking industry, and 
others dependent upon the price of oil. 

So what happened? What happens is, 
all of a sudden, you have this crazy vol- 
atility where experts say that upwards 
of 20 percent of the price of a barrel of 
oil in the futures marketplace is re- 
lated to speculation. It’s not related to 
anything in the real marketplace. And 
so what happens? Well, that has a dra- 
matically negative impact on truckers, 
on the airline industry because there 
are games being played out there. 

By the way, with the speculators, 
they make money on the way up and 
they make money on the way down. 
That’s not true for ordinary companies 
because they’re not in there playing a 
game. They are not speculators. They 
are not doing this as part of some kind 
of a casino that speculators thrive in. 

And here’s the rule: On the way up, 
the big guy cleans up; on the way 
down, the little guy gets cleaned out. 
And that’s what we’re seeing over and 
over and over again. 

So the President has asked to in- 
crease the number of cops on the beat, 
the CFTC cops on the beat that can pa- 
trol to make sure that the games that 
are being played don’t hurt the little 
guy. And what are the Republicans 
saying? They’re saying they want to 
cut the President’s request for more 
cops on the beat sixfold. And what hap- 
pens then? Well, we’re going to be deep- 
sixing the hopes, the dreams, the aspi- 
rations of ordinary companies who are 
still going to see these games being 
played. The DeLauro amendment 
makes it possible to put the CFTC cops 
back on the beat. 

Mr. GARDNER. Mr. Chairman, again, 
we have to understand that the best 
thing that this Congress can do to 
drive down the price of gasoline is in- 
creasing our supply opportunities right 
here, to drive down the cost of energy 
by increasing our production right 
here. 

I urge a ‘‘no’’ vote on this amend- 
ment, and I reserve the balance of my 
time. 
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Ms. DELAURO. We are not here as 
representatives of Wall Street, but we 
are representatives of the American 
people. We need the CFTC to oversee 
the risky behaviors to enforce the law. 
We are here to represent the American 
taxpayer, not Wall Street or big banks. 

The current funding that’s being pur- 
sued by the majority is reckless. I urge 
my colleagues to put Main Street over 
Wall Street and support the amend- 
ment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. GARDNER. Mr. Chairman, I urge 
a “no” vote. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tlewoman from Connecticut (Ms. 
DELAURO). 

The question was taken; and the Act- 
ing Chair announced that the ayes ap- 
peared to have it. 

Mr. GARDNER. Mr. Chairman, I de- 
mand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro- 
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentlewoman from Connecticut 
will be postponed. 

AMENDMENT NO. 27 OFFERED BY MS. BASS OF 

CALIFORNIA 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 27 printed 
in House Report 112-540. 

Ms. BASS of California. Mr. Chair- 
man, I have an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. Does the gentle- 
woman rise as the designee of the gen- 
tlewoman from Texas? 

Ms. BASS of California. I do rise as 
the designee for the gentlewoman from 
Texas, Representative SHEILA JACKSON 
LEE. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Add at the end the following: 


TITLE ——OFFICE OF ENERGY EMPLOY- 
MENT AND TRAINING AND OFFICE OF 
MINORITY AND WOMEN INCLUSION 

SEC. _ 01. ESTABLISHMENT OF OFFICE OF EN- 

ERGY EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Secretary of the 
Interior shall establish an Office of Energy 
Employment and Training, which shall over- 
see the efforts of the Department of the Inte- 
rior’s energy planning, permitting, and regu- 
latory activities to carry out the purposes, 
objectives, and requirements of this Act. 

(b) DIRECTOR.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Office shall be di- 
rected by an Assistant Secretary for Energy 
Employment and Training, who shall report 
directly to the Secretary and shall be fully 
employed to carry out the functions of the 
Office. 

(2) DUTIES.—The Assistant Secretary for 
Energy Employment and Training shall per- 
form the following functions: 

(A) Develop and implement systems to 
track the Department’s compliance with the 
purposes, objectives, and requirements of the 
Act. 

(B) Report at least quarterly to the Sec- 
retary regarding the Department’s compli- 
ance with the purposes, objectives, and re- 
quirements of this Act, including but not 
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limited to specific data regarding the num- 
bers and types of jobs created through the 
Department’s efforts and a report on all job 
training programs planned or in progress by 
the Department. 

(C) Design and recommend to the Sec- 
retary programs and policies aimed at ensur- 
ing the Department’s compliance with the 
purposes, objectives, and requirements of 
this Act, and oversee implementation of such 
programs approved by the Secretary. 

(D) Develop procedures for enforcement of 
the Department’s requirements and respon- 
sibilities under this Act. 

(E) Support the activities of the Office of 
Minority and Women Inclusion and any 
other offices or branches established by the 
Secretary within the Office of Energy Em- 
ployment and Training. 

SEC. 02. OFFICE OF MINORITY AND WOMEN IN- 
CLUSION. 

(a) OFFICE OF MINORITY AND WOMEN INCLU- 
SION.— 

(1) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Secretary of the 
Interior shall establish an Office of Minority 
and Women Inclusion not later than 6 
months after the effective date of this Act, 
that shall be responsible for all matters of 
the Department of the Interior relating to 
diversity in management, employment, and 
business activities. 

(2) TRANSFER OF RESPONSIBILITIES.—The 
Secretary of the Interior shall ensure that 
the responsibilities described in paragraph 
(1) (or comparable responsibilities) that are 
assigned to any other office, agency, or bu- 
reau of the Department on the day before the 
date of enactment of this Act are transferred 
to the Office of Minority and Women Inclu- 
sion. 

(3) DUTIES WITH RESPECT TO CIVIL RIGHTS 
LAWS.—The_ responsibilities described in 
paragraph (1) do not include enforcement of 
statutes, regulations, or executive orders 
pertaining to civil rights, except each Direc- 
tor shall coordinate with the Secretary, or 
the designee of the Secretary, regarding the 
design and implementation of any remedies 
resulting from violations of such statutes, 
regulations, or executive orders. 

(b) DIRECTOR.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Office shall have a Di- 
rector who shall be appointed by, and shall 
report to, the Secretary of the Interior. The 
position of Director shall be a career re- 
served position in the Senior Executive Serv- 
ice, as that position is defined in section 3132 
of title 5, United States Code, or an equiva- 
lent designation. 

(2) DUTIES.—The Director shall develop 
standards for— 

(A) equal employment opportunity and the 
racial, ethnic, and gender diversity of the 
workforce and senior management of the De- 
partment; 

(B) increased participation of minority- 
owned and women-owned businesses in the 
programs and contracts of the Department, 
including standards for coordinating tech- 
nical assistance to such businesses; and 

(C) assessing the diversity policies and 
practices of entities regulated by the Depart- 
ment. 

(8) OTHER DUTIES.—The Director shall ad- 
vise the Secretary of the Interior on the im- 
pact of the policies and regulations of the 
Department on minority-owned and women- 
owned businesses. 

(4) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in 
paragraph (2)(C) may be construed to man- 
date any requirement on or otherwise affect 
the lending policies and practices of any reg- 
ulated entity, or to require any specific ac- 
tion based on the findings of the assessment. 
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(c) INCLUSION IN ALL LEVELS OF BUSINESS 
ACTIVITIES.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Director shall develop 
and implement standards and procedures to 
ensure, to the maximum extent possible, the 
fair inclusion and utilization of minorities, 
women, and minority-owned and women- 
owned businesses in all business and activi- 
ties of the Department at all levels, includ- 
ing in procurement, insurance, and all types 
of contracts. 

(2) CONTRACTS.—The procedures estab- 
lished by the Department for review and 
evaluation of contract proposals and for hir- 
ing service providers shall include, to the ex- 
tent consistent with applicable law, a com- 
ponent that gives consideration to the diver- 
sity of the applicant. Such procedure shall 
include a written statement, in a form and 
with such content as the Director shall pre- 
scribe, that a contractor shall ensure, to the 
maximum extent possible, the fair inclusion 
of women and minorities in the workforce of 
the contractor and, as applicable, sub- 
contractors. 

(3) TERMINATION.— 

(A) DETERMINATION.—The standards and 
procedures developed and implemented under 
this subsection shall include a procedure for 
the Director to make a determination 
whether a Department contractor, and, as 
applicable, a subcontractor has failed to 
make a good faith effort to include minori- 
ties and women in their workforce. 

(B) EFFECT OF DETERMINATION.— 

(i) RECOMMENDATION TO SECRETARY.—Upon 
a determination described in subparagraph 
(A), the Director shall make a recommenda- 
tion to the Secretary that the contract be 
terminated. 

(ii) ACTION BY SECRETARY.—Upon receipt of 
a recommendation under clause (i), the Sec- 
retary may— 

(I) terminate the contract; 

(II) make a referral to the Office of Federal 
Contract Compliance Programs of the De- 
partment of Labor; or 

(III) take other appropriate action. 


(d) REPORTS.—The Secretary shall submit 
to Congress an annual report regarding the 
actions taken by the Department of the Inte- 
rior agency and the Office pursuant to this 
section, which shall include— 

(1) a statement of the total amounts paid 
by the Department to contractors since the 
previous report; 

(2) the percentage of the amounts described 
in paragraph (1) that were paid to contrac- 
tors described in subsection (c)(1); 

(3) the successes achieved and challenges 
faced by the Department in operating minor- 
ity and women outreach programs; 

(4) the challenges the Department may 
face in hiring minority and women employ- 
ees and contracting with minority-owned 
and women-owned businesses; and 

(5) any other information, findings, conclu- 
sions, and recommendations for legislative 
or Department action, as the Director deter- 
mines appropriate. 


(e) DIVERSITY IN DEPARTMENT WORK- 
FORCE.—The Secretary shall take affirmative 
steps to seek diversity in the workforce of 
the Department at all levels of the Depart- 
ment in a manner consistent with applicable 
law. Such steps shall include— 

(1) recruiting at historically black colleges 
and universities, Hispanic-serving institu- 
tions, women’s colleges, and colleges that 
typically serve majority minority popu- 
lations; 

(2) sponsoring and recruiting at job fairs in 
urban communities; 
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(3) placing employment advertisements in 
newspapers and magazines oriented toward 
minorities and women; 

(4) partnering with organizations that are 
focused on developing opportunities for mi- 
norities and women to be placed in energy 
industry internships, summer employment, 
and full-time positions; 

(5) where feasible, partnering with inner- 
city high schools, girls’ high schools, and 
high schools with majority minority popu- 
lations to establish or enhance financial lit- 
eracy programs and provide mentoring; and 

(6) any other mass media communications 
that the Office determines necessary. 

(£) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sec- 
tion, the following definitions shall apply: 

(1) MINORITY.—The term ‘‘minority’’ means 
United States citizens who are Asian Indian 
American, Asian Pacific American, Black 
American, Hispanic American, or Native 
American. 

(2) MINORITY-OWNED BUSINESS.—The term 
“minority-owned business” means a for-prof- 
it enterprise, regardless of size, physically 
located in the United States or its trust ter- 
ritories, which is owned, operated, and con- 
trolled by minority group members. ‘‘Minor- 
ity group members” are United States citi- 
zens who are Asian Indian American, Asian 
Pacific American, Black American, Hispanic 
American, or Native American (terminology 
in NMSDC categories). Ownership by minor- 
ity individuals means the business is at least 
51 percent owned by such individuals or, in 
the case of a publicly owned business, at 
least 51 percent of the stock is owned by one 
or more such individuals. Further, the man- 
agement and daily operations are controlled 
by those minority group members. For pur- 
poses of NMSDC’s program, a minority group 
member is an individual who is a United 
States citizen with at least 1⁄4 or 25 percent 
minimum (documentation to support claim 
of 25 percent required from applicant) of one 
or more of the following: 

(A) Asian Indian American, which is a 
United States citizen whose origins are from 
India, Pakistan, or Bangladesh. 

(B) Asian Pacific American, which is a 
United States citizen whose origins are from 
Japan, China, Indonesia, Malaysia, Taiwan, 
Korea, Vietnam, Laos, Cambodia, the Phil- 
ippines, Thailand, Samoa, Guam, the United 
States Trust Territories of the Pacific, or 
the Northern Marianas. 

(C) Black American, which is a United 
States citizen having origins in any of the 
Black racial groups of Africa. 

(D) Hispanic American, which is a United 
States citizen of true-born Hispanic heritage, 
from any of the Spanish-speaking areas of 
the following regions: Mexico, Central Amer- 
ica, South America, and the Caribbean Basin 
only. 

(Œ) Native American, which is a person 
who is an American Indian, Eskimo, Aleut or 
Native Hawaiian, and regarded as such by 
the community of which the person claims 
to be a part. Native Americans must be docu- 
mented members of a North American tribe, 
band, or otherwise organized group of native 
people who are indigenous to the continental 
United States and proof can be provided 
through a Native. 

(8) NMSDC.—The term “NMSDC” means 
the National Minority Supplier Development 
Council. 

(4) OFFICE.—The term ‘‘Office’’ means the 
Office of Minority and Women Inclusion es- 
tablished under subsection (a). 

(5) WOMEN-OWNED BUSINESS.—The term 
“women-owned business’? means a business 
that can verify through evidence documenta- 
tion that 51 percent or more is women- 


9596 


owned, managed, and controlled. The busi- 
ness must be open for at least 6 months. The 
business owner must be a United States cit- 
izen or legal resident alien. Evidence must 
indicate that— 

(A) the contribution of capital or expertise 
by the woman business owner is real and sub- 
stantial and in proportion to the interest 
owned; 

(B) the woman business owner directs or 
causes the direction of management, policy, 
fiscal, and operational matters; and 

(C) the woman business owner has the abil- 
ity to perform in the area of specialty or ex- 
pertise without reliance on either the fi- 
nances or resources of a firm that is not 
owned by a woman. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 691, the gentlewoman 
from California (Ms. BASS) and a Mem- 
ber opposed each will control 5 min- 
utes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentle- 
woman from California. 

Ms. BASS of California. Mr. Chair- 
man, I rise today as the designee to 
present Representative SHEILA JACK- 
SON LEE’s amendment No. 27 to H.R. 
4480, which would establish an Office of 
Energy Employment and Training as 
well as an Office of Minority and 
Women Inclusion that would be respon- 
sible for all matters relating to diver- 
sity in management, employment, and 
business activity. 

This amendment simply recognizes 
the importance of developing a diverse 
and highly skilled technical workforce 
within the Department of the Interior. 
The Department of the Interior reviews 
permits, examines lease sales, and en- 
sures that each application meets the 
highest safety standards. We should be 
focused on providing the Department of 
the Interior with trained technical en- 
gineers and other such necessary per- 
sonnel to review drilling permit appli- 
cations both carefully and thoroughly. 
Given the aftermath of the BP oil spill, 
it is easy to understand the importance 
of addressing all safety concerns prior 
to the issuance of oil and gas lease 
sales. 

Since the disaster, Federal safety 
regulations have been tightened, spill 
containment response capability has 
been enhanced, and lessons have been 
learned. These lessons must be under- 
stood by everyone involved in review- 
ing and approving each and every ap- 
plication for permits and lease sales. 
Responsible onshore drilling includes 
having our best minds working to care- 
fully and diligently review each appli- 
cation. This amendment is intended to 
include both women and minorities in 
the process. 

This amendment is designed to en- 
sure that DOI is able to recruit, retain, 
and train skilled professionals, many of 
whom require a science, technology, or 
math background. The DOI would be 
encouraged to reach out to high school 
students, college students, and profes- 
sionals. 

It establishes an Office of Energy 
Employment and Training, which will 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE, Vol. 158, Pt. 7 


oversee the efforts of the Department 
of the Interior’s energy planning, per- 
mitting, and regulatory activities re- 
lated to this act. This office will be re- 
sponsible for issuing quarterly reports 
to the Secretary, which will include 
the amount of jobs created by the DOI, 
as well as reporting the types of job 
training programs that have been im- 
plemented or proposed. 

This amendment also addresses the 
need to encourage diversity within the 
DOI by creating the Office of Minority 
and Women Inclusion, which is specifi- 
cally designed to encourage diversity 
by reaching out to both women and mi- 
norities. Specifically, the DOI would 
have a director appointed by the Sec- 
retary of the Interior who will develop 
clear standards for equal employment 
opportunities and will address the need 
for increased racial, ethnic, and gender 
diversity at both the junior and senior 
management levels of the Department. 

This amendment would require the 
DOI to take affirmative steps to seek 
diversity in the workforce of the De- 
partment at all levels. The Department 
of the Interior would be required to 
sponsor job fairs in urban communities 
and partner with organizations that 
are focused on developing opportuni- 
ties for both minorities and women in 
the energy industry. 

Again, it is the job of the DOI to en- 
sure that all lease sales meet the high- 
est reasonable standards for safety. 
This amendment is meant to ensure 
that women and minorities have a fair 
opportunity to participate in making 
these types of decisions within the In- 
terior Department. 

I support my colleague Ms. JACKSON 
LEE’s amendment and urge my col- 
leagues to do the same. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. LAMBORN. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
to claim the time in opposition to the 
amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Colorado is recognized for 5 min- 
utes. 

Mr. LAMBORN. I rise to oppose this 
amendment, reluctantly. I understand 
the gentlewoman’s intentions of this 
amendment, and portions of this idea 
have strong merit. 

Let there be no doubt that the De- 
partment of the Interior can do a bet- 
ter job of both hiring and contracting 
in these areas, but this debate today 
isn’t the most appropriate place for us 
to consider these particular reforms. 

Every provision in this legislation 
has been carefully vetted through the 
legislative process. The House Natural 
Resources and Energy and Commerce 
Committees have both held oversight 
and legislative hearings and committee 
markups on the underlying legislation. 

This subject, while it is something 
definitely worth considering, has not 
had this level of review under the legis- 
lative process and would insert a major 
programmatic and bureaucratic change 
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in a simple bill that is geared toward 
expanding American energy production 
and jobs. Also, as currently drafted, 
the proposal is over 12 pages long and 
would add significant new Federal bu- 
reaucracy. 

If the gentlewoman is willing to 
withdraw her amendment, I will com- 
mit the Natural Resources Committee 
to work with her to address this sub- 
ject, and if she will not withdraw, then 
I must reluctantly oppose this amend- 
ment. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Ms. BASS of California. I thank the 
gentleman for his offer, but given that 
I am the designee for Representative 
JACKSON LEE, I don’t feel it is appro- 
priate for me to withdraw the amend- 
ment. 

I would simply close by saying that 
the purpose of the amendment is to 
recognize the importance of developing 
a diverse and highly skilled technical 
workforce within the DOI, and all stud- 
ies have indicated that there is a seri- 
ous lack of diversity. 

With that, I yield back the balance of 
my time. 


1030 


Mr. LAMBORN. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to my friend and col- 
league, Representative GARDNER from 
Colorado. 

Mr. GARDNER. I thank my colleague 
from Colorado for giving me the time 
on this amendment. 

I want to tell a little story. A year 
ago, I had the opportunity to visit a 
hydraulic fracturing site in my dis- 
trict, a county called Weld County in 
northern Colorado, and when you’re 
dealing with hydraulic fracturing, 
what happens is about 2 or 3 in the 
morning the crews that are overseeing 
the hydraulic fracturing—at least in 
this particular area—get up, they go to 
their trucks that actually have this 
panoramic view of the well site so they 
can monitor everything that’s taking 
place. They can monitor all the equip- 
ment. They have computers inside the 
truck that explain and expound upon 
what’s happening in the operation at 
that point. It’s filled with engineers. 

And on this particular tour site that 
I went to, the hydraulic fracturing, the 
production engineer was a woman. And 
I’m pretty sure that I would have been 
rejected by her college for the engi- 
neering program before I even applied. 
So it was an incredible opportunity to 
learn from her the work that she was 
doing. There were many other women 
members of that particular crew. 

And so I think the best way that we 
can get more women and more minori- 
ties hired and working in this country, 
whether it’s energy or not, is to create 
more opportunity. More opportunity 
means more jobs. More jobs means 
more hiring. And when you have more 
hiring, we’re going to put more people 
back to work: Men, women, minorities. 
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That’s the opportunity that this bill 
presents. It’s an opportunity to create 
jobs, an opportunity to lower the price 
of gas so that men, women, and minori- 
ties are able to afford the price of a 
gallon of gasoline to get to their job. 

Mr. LAMBORN. I yield back the bal- 
ance of my time. 

Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. Mr. Chair, | 
rise today to debate my amendment No. 27 to 
H.R. 4480, the “Strategic Energy Production 
Act of 2012,” which would establish an Office 
of Energy Employment and Training, as well 
as, an Office of Minority and Women Inclusion 
that would be responsible for all matters relat- 
ing to diversity in management, employment, 
and business activities. 

As well as establishing an Office of Minority 
and Women Inclusion for the purpose of ad- 
dressing the need for diversity within the DOI 
and within the pool of businesses that the DOI 
engages. 

Texas serves as proof that the energy in- 
dustry offers tremendous potential to provide 
jobs and foster economic growth. As a matter 
of fact, in 2008, Texas was one of the few 
States that saw its economy grow; grossing 
the second highest revenue of all States at 
$1.2 trillion. 

As the Representative of the 18th Congres- 
sional District of Houston, Texas, | can attest 
to the importance of a healthy energy industry. 
My district is the energy hub of Texas and is 
recognized worldwide for its energy industry, 
particularly for oil and natural gas, as well as 
biomedical research and aeronautics. Renew- 
able energy sources—wind and solar—are 
also growing economic bases in Houston. 

The energy industry and its supporting busi- 
nesses provide my fellow Texans with tens of 
thousands of jobs, and have helped keep the 
State of Texas significantly below the national 
unemployment rate. 

This prosperity can expand well beyond 
Texas, if the Federal and State governments 
will act decisively and responsibly to expand 
domestic energy productions in an environ- 
mentally conscious manner, and keep billions 
of dollars and countless jobs here at home. 
However | must place emphasis on the need 
to act both decisively and responsibly. It re- 
mains to be seen whether this bill truly accom- 
plishes those goals. My amendment is de- 
signed to address the need for training and di- 
versity in the Energy sector. 

AMENDMENT NO. 27 

My amendment recognizes the importance 
of developing a diverse and highly skilled 
technical workforce within the Department of 
the Interior. 

The Department of the Interior reviews per- 
mits, and examines lease sales. Further, the 
DOT is responsible for ensuring that each ap- 
plication meets the highest safety standards. 

We should be focused on providing the De- 
partment of the Interior with trained technical 
engineers and other such necessary per- 
sonnel to review drilling permit applications 
both carefully and thoroughly. 

Given the aftermath of the BP Oil spill, it is 
easy to understand the importance of address- 
ing all safety concerns prior to the issuance of 
oil and gas lease sales. 

Since the disaster federal safety regulations 
have been tightened, spill containment re- 
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sponse capability has been enhanced and les- 
sons have been learned. 

These lessons must be understood by ev- 
eryone involved in reviewing and approving 
each and every application for permits and 
lease sales. 

Responsible onshore drilling includes having 
our best minds working to carefully and dili- 
gently review each application. This amend- 
ment is intended to include both women and 
minorities in the process. 

This amendment is designed to ensure that 
DOI is able to recruit, retain and train skilled 
professionals, many of whom require a 
science, technology, engineering, or math 
(STEM) backgrounds. The DOI will be encour- 
aged to reach out to high school students, col- 
lege students, and professional. 

My Amendment establishes an Office of En- 
ergy Employment and Training which will over- 
see the efforts of the Department of the Inte- 
riors energy planning, permitting, and regu- 
latory actives related to this Act. 

This Office will be responsible for issuing 
quarterly reports to the Secretary which will in- 
clude the amount of jobs created by the DOI, 
as well as reporting the types of job training 
programs that have been implemented or pro- 
posed. 

This amendment also addresses the need 
to encourage diversity within the Department 
of the Interior by creating the Office of Minority 
and Women Inclusion which is specifically de- 
signed to encourage diversity by reaching out 
to both women and minorities. 

Specifically the DOI will have a Director ap- 
pointed by the Secretary of the Interior who 
will develop clear standards for equal employ- 
ment opportunities and will address the need 
for increased racial, ethnic, and gender diver- 
sity at both the junior and senior management 
levels of the Department. 

This amendment would require the DOI to 
take affirmative steps to seek diversity in the 
workforce of the Department at all levels of 
the Department. 

These steps would include recruiting at his- 
torically black colleges and universities, His- 
panic-service institutions, and women’s col- 
leges and other majority minority service insti- 
tutions. The Department will be able to find 
qualified candidates from diverse backgrounds 
if they expand the pool of candidates from 
which they select candidates. 

The DOI would be required to sponsor job 
fairs in urban communities and partner with or- 
ganizations that are focused on developing 
opportunities for both minorities and women in 
the energy industry. 

Again, it is the job of the Department of the 
Interior to ensure that all lease sales meet the 
highest reasonable standards for safety. This 
amendment is meant to include, encourage 
and ensure that women and minorities have a 
fair opportunity to participate in making these 
types of decisions at the DOI. 

| urge my colleagues to join me in sup- 
porting my Amendment No. 27 to H.R. 4480. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tlewoman from California (Ms. BASS). 

The amendment was rejected. 

Mr. LAMBORN. Mr. Chair, I move 
that the Committee do now rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 
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Accordingly, the Committee rose; 
and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. 
BISHOP of Utah) having assumed the 
chair, Mr. WESTMORELAND, Acting 
Chair of the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union, re- 
ported that that Committee, having 
had under consideration the bill (H.R. 
4480) to provide for the development of 
a plan to increase oil and gas explo- 
ration, development, and production 
under oil and gas leases of Federal 
lands under the jurisdiction of the Sec- 
retary of Agriculture, the Secretary of 
Energy, the Secretary of the Interior, 
and the Secretary of Defense in re- 
sponse to a drawdown of petroleum re- 
serves from the Strategic Petroleum 


Reserve, had come to no resolution 
thereon. 
a 
RECESS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 12(a) of rule I, the Chair 
declares the House in recess subject to 
the call of the Chair. 

Accordingly (at 10 o’clock and 34 
minutes p.m.), the House stood in re- 
cess. 


a 
1059 
AFTER RECESS 


The recess having expired, the House 
was called to order by the Speaker pro 
tempore (Mr. GARDNER) at 10 o’clock 
and 59 minutes a.m. 


EE 
DOMESTIC ENERGY AND JOBS ACT 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to House Resolution 691 and rule 
XVIII, the Chair declares the House in 
the Committee of the Whole House on 
the state of the Union for the further 
consideration of the bill, H.R. 4480. 

Will the gentlewoman from Missouri 
(Mrs. EMERSON) kindly take the chair. 


1100 
IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 
Accordingly, the House resolved 


itself into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union for the 
further consideration of the bill (H.R. 
4480) to provide for the development of 
a plan to increase oil and gas explo- 
ration, development, and production 
under oil and gas leases of Federal 
lands under the jurisdiction of the Sec- 
retary of Agriculture, the Secretary of 
Energy, the Secretary of the Interior, 
and the Secretary of Defense in re- 
sponse to a drawdown of petroleum re- 
serves from the Strategic Petroleum 
Reserve, with Mrs. EMERSON (Acting 
Chair) in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Acting CHAIR. When the Com- 
mittee of the Whole rose earlier today, 
amendment No. 27 printed in House Re- 
port 112-540 offered by the gentle- 
woman from California (Ms. BASS) had 
been disposed of. 
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Pursuant to clause 6 of rule XVIII, 
proceedings will now resume on those 
amendments printed in House Report 
112-540 on which further proceedings 
were postponed, in the following order: 

Amendment No. 1 by Mr. HASTINGS of 
Washington. 

Amendment No. 7 by Mr. WAXMAN of 
California. 

Amendment No. 8 by Mr. CONNOLLY 
of Virginia. 

Amendment No. 9 by Mr. GENE GREEN 
of Texas. 

Amendment No. 11 by Mr. RUSH of Il- 
linois. 

Amendment No. 
New Jersey. 

Amendment No. 
of Virginia. 

Amendment No. 
Nevada. 

Amendment No. 15 by Mr. MARKEY of 
Massachusetts. 

Amendment No. 
Louisiana. 

Amendment No. 
Virginia. 

Amendment No. 
New Jersey. 

Amendment No. 
of Virginia. 

Amendment No. 


12 by Mr. HOLT of 
13 by Mr. CONNOLLY 


14 by Mr. AMODEI of 


16 by Mr. LANDRY of 
17 by Mr. RIGELL of 
18 by Mr. HOLT of 
19 by Mr. WITTMAN 


21 by Ms. Bass of 


California. 

Amendment No. 23 by Mrs. CAPPS of 
California. 

Amendment No. 25 by Ms. SPEIER of 
California. 


Amendment No. 
of Connecticut. 

The Chair will reduce to 2 minutes 
the minimum time for any electronic 
vote after the first vote in this series. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1 OFFERED BY MR. HASTINGS 

OF WASHINGTON 

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 
business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Washington (Mr. HAs- 
TINGS) on which further proceedings 
were postponed and on which the noes 
prevailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend- 
ment. 


26 by Ms. DELAURO 


the 


RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 253, noes 163, 
not voting 16, as follows: 

[Roll No. 392] 


AYES—253 
Adams Bartlett Bonner 
Aderholt Barton (TX) Bono Mack 
Akin Bass (NH) Boren 
Alexander Benishek Boswell 
Altmire Berg Boustany 
Amash Biggert Brady (TX) 
Amodei Bilbray Brooks 
Austria Bilirakis Broun (GA) 
Bachmann Bishop (GA) Buchanan 
Bachus Bishop (UT) Bucshon 
Barletta Black Buerkle 
Barrow Blackburn Burgess 


Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 
Canseco 
Cantor 
Capito 
Cardoza 
Carter 
Cassidy 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Coble 
Coffman (CO) 
Cole 
Conaway 
Costa 
Cravaack 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Critz 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Davis (KY) 
Denham 
Dent 
DesJarlais 
Diaz-Balart 
Dold 
Donnelly (IN) 
Dreier 

Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Ellmers 
Emerson 
Farenthold 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Flake 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gardner 
Garrett 
Gerlach 
Gibbs 

Gibson 
Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 

Gowdy 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Griffin (AR) 
Griffith (VA) 
Grimm 
Guinta 
Guthrie 

Hall 

Hanna 
Harper 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Hastings (WA) 


Ackerman 
Andrews 
Baca 
Baldwin 
Barber 
Bass (CA) 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Blumenauer 
Bonamici 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 
Brown (FL) 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 


Hayworth 
Heck 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herrera Beutler 
Hochul 
Holden 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurt 
Issa 
Jenkins 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Jordan 
Kelly 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kissell 
Kline 
Labrador 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Landry 
Lankford 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Latta 
LoBiondo 
Long 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
Lungren, Daniel 
E. 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Marino 
Matheson 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaw. 
McClintock 
McCotter 
McHenry 
McKeon 
McKinley 
McMorris 
Rodgers 
Meehan 
Mica 
Miller (MI) 
Mulvaney 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Nunnelee 
Olson 
Owens 
Palazzo 
Paul 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Pence 
Peterson 
Petri 


NOES—163 


Castor (FL) 
Chandler 
Chu 
Cicilline 
Clarke (MI) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Connolly (VA) 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costello 
Courtney 
Crowley 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 


Pitts 

Platts 

Poe (TX) 
Pompeo 
Posey 

Price (GA) 
Quayle 
Reed 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Ribble 
Rigell 
Rivera 
Roby 

Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross (AR) 
Ross (FL) 
Royce 
Runyan 
Ryan (WI) 
Scalise 
Schilling 
Schmidt 
Schock 
Schweikert 
Scott (SC) 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Southerland 
Stearns 
Stivers 
Stutzman 
Sullivan 
Terry 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tipton 
Turner (NY) 
Turner (OH) 
Upton 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walsh (IL) 
Webster 
West 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Wolf 
Womack 
Woodall 
Yoder 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Young (IN) 


DeLauro 
Deutch 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Engel 
Eshoo 

Farr 
Fattah 
Frank (MA) 
Fudge 
Garamendi 
Gonzalez 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hahn 
Hanabusa 
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Hastings (FL) McIntyre Schakowsky 
Higgins McNerney Schiff 
Himes Meeks Schrader 
Hinchey Michaud Schwartz 
Hinojosa Miller (NC) Scott (VA) 
Hirono Miller, George Scott, David 
Holt Moore Serrano 
Honda Moran Sewel 
Hoyer Murphy (CT) Sherman 
Israel Nadler Shuler 
Johnson (GA) Napolitano Sires 
Johnson, E. B. Neal Slaughter 
Kaptur Olver Smith (WA) 
Keating Pallone Speier 
Kildee Pascrell Stark 
Kind Pastor (AZ) 
Kucinich Pelosi ean 
Langevin Perlmutter Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Larsen (WA) Peters : 
Larson (CT) Pingree (ME) Tierney 
Lee (CA) Polis Tonko 
Levin Price (NC) Towns 
Lipinski Quigley Tsongas 
Loebsack Rahall Van Hollen 
Lofgren, Zoe Rangel Visclosky 
Lowey Reyes Walz (MN) 
Lujan Richardson Wasserman 
Lynch Richmond Schultz 
Maloney Rothman (NJ) Waters 
Markey Roybal-Allard Watt 
Matsui Ruppersberger Waxman 
McCarthy (NY) Rush Welch 
McCollum Ryan (OH) Wilson (FL) 
McDermott Sanchez, Loretta Woolsey 
McGovern Sarbanes Yarmuth 
NOT VOTING—16 
Bishop (NY) Jackson (IL) Miller (FL) 
Burton (IN) Jackson Lee Miller, Gary 
Clarke (NY) (TX) Murphy (PA) 
Filner Lewis (CA) Sanchez, Linda 
Gallegly Lewis (GA) F; 
Heinrich Mack Velázquez 
1127 


Mr. SHERMAN changed his vote 
from “aye” to “no.” 

Messrs. RIBBLE, NUGENT, AL 
GREEN of Texas, CUELLAR, and 
SIMPSON changed their vote from 
i a E a b to “aye.” 

So the amendment was agreed to. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

Stated for: 

Mr. MURPHY of Pennsylvania. Madam 
Chair, on rollcall No. 392, | was present but 
the voting machine did not record my vote. | 
would have voted “aye.” 

Stated against: 

Mr. FILNER. Madam Chair, on rollcall 392, 
| was away from the Capitol due to prior com- 
mitments to my constituents. Had | been 
present, | would have voted “no.” 

Mr. HEINRICH. Madam Chair, on June 21, 
2012, | unfortunately missed one vote, rollcall 
Number 392. If | had been present, | would 
have cast the following vote on this amend- 
ment to H.R. 4480, Strategic Energy Produc- 
tion Act: Rollcall vote 392 (Hastings Amend- 
ment): “no.” 

(By unanimous consent, Ms. 
WASSERMAN SCHULTZ was allowed to 
speak out of order.) 

WOMEN’S CONGRESSIONAL SOFTBALL 

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Well, I 
wish I were standing before you this 
morning to announce the Congres- 
sional Women’s Softball team’s second 
big victory. Unfortunately, I can’t 
share that good news with you, but I 
can share the news with you that our 
bipartisan team, with the Bad News 
Babes, the women members of the press 
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corps, raised over $50,000 for the Young 
Survival Coalition. We’re very proud of 
that. 

We are proud, as congressional 
women, that we play in a bipartisan 
spirit, that we have built a bipartisan 
and bicameral camaraderie and a team 
spirit and friendship that we would 
never have had an opportunity to build 
if not for playing this game. I know we 
all feel strongly, hopefully, that we use 
the friendships that we build on the 
field and take those into the Chamber 
here so we can work together on the 
problems facing our country. That’s 
such a tough and important priority 
for all of us. 

We do want to congratulate, al- 
though not too enthusiastically, the 
Bad News Babes for their victory this 
year in the game, 13-10. It was heart- 
breaking. We kept it close. We were 
coming back in the last inning. We had 
a real opportunity but came up short. 

We all, as women Members, want to 
thank the fabulous, indomitable Nat- 
alie Buchanan, who is on the leadership 
staff of KEVIN MCCARTHY, for coming 
out there with us every morning at 7 
a.m. 

Natalie, stand up. 

She is on the floor with KEVIN 
McCARTHY every day here. We love 
Natalie. 

Tori Barnes, my cocaptain’s daugh- 
ter, is our coach year in and year out. 

I also want to recognize, on my staff, 
Mackenzie Smith and Kate Houghton, 
who is on my staff but is battling leu- 
kemia right now and who we all played 
for on both teams. She’s coming 
through and getting healthy. 

Madam Chair, thank you for your 
friendship. Thank you to all the 
women, and thank you all, as a breast 
cancer survivor. Both the House leader- 
ship teams came out to the game, con- 
tinued to support us, and it means so 
much to me personally. 

I wish everybody a wonderful sum- 
mer, and we will be back next year so 
we can take that trophy back. 

AMENDMENT NO. 7 OFFERED BY MR. WAXMAN 

The Acting CHAIR. Without objec- 
tion, 2-minute voting will continue. 

There was no objection. 

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 
business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from California (Mr. WAx- 
MAN) on which further proceedings 
were postponed and on which the ayes 
prevailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend- 
ment. 


the 


RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 

The Acting CHAIR. This will be a 2- 
minute vote. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 164, noes 249, 
not voting 19, as follows: 


Ackerman 
Andrews 
Baca 
Baldwin 
Barber 
Bass (CA) 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Blumenauer 
Bonamici 
Boswell 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 
Brown (FL) 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Castor (FL) 
Chandler 
Chu 
Cicilline 
Clarke (MI) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Connolly (VA) 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costello 
Courtney 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
Deutch 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Engel 
Eshoo 

Farr 
Fattah 
Frank (MA) 
Fudge 


Adams 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Altmire 
Amash 
Amodei 
Austria 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Barletta 
Barrow 
Bartlett 
Barton (TX) 
Bass (NH) 
Benishek 
Berg 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boren 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Brooks 
Broun (GA) 
Buchanan 
Bucshon 
Buerkle 
Burgess 


[Roll No. 393] 
AYES—164 


Garamendi 
Gibson 
Gonzalez 
Green, Al 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hahn 
Hanabusa 
Hastings (FL) 
Heinrich 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Hochul 

Holt 

Honda 
Hoyer 

Israel 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Keating 
Kildee 

Kind 
Kucinich 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lee (CA) 
Levin 
Lipinski 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lujan 
Lynch 
Maloney 
Markey 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McNerney 
Meeks 
Michaud 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Moore 
Moran 
Murphy (CT) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 


NOES—249 


Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 
Canseco 
Cantor 
Capito 
Cardoza 
Carter 
Cassidy 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Coble 
Coffman (CO) 
Cole 
Conaway 
Costa 
Cravaack 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Critz 
Culberson 
Davis (KY) 
Denham 
Dent 
DesJarlais 
Diaz-Balart 
Dold 
Donnelly (IN) 
Dreier 

Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Ellmers 
Emerson 
Farenthold 
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Olver 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor (AZ) 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Peters 
Pingree (ME) 
Polis 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reyes 
Richardson 
Richmond 
Rothman (NJ) 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schwartz 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Sewell 
Sherman 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Speier 
Stark 
Sutton 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Tonko 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Van Hollen 
Visclosky 
Walz (MN) 
Wasserman 
Schultz 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Welch 
Wilson (FL) 
Woolsey 
Yarmuth 


Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Flake 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gardner 
Garrett 
Gerlach 

Gibbs 

Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 

Gowdy 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Green, Gene 
Griffin (AR) 
Griffith (VA) 
Grimm 
Guinta 
Guthrie 

Hall 

Hanna 

Harper 

Harris 
Hartzler 
Hastings (WA) 
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Hayworth McIntyre Runyan 
Heck McKeon Ryan (WI) 
Hensarling McKinley Scalise 
Herger MeMorris Schilling 
Herrera Beutler Rodgers Schmidt 
Holden Meehan Schock 
Huelskamp Mica Schrader 
Huizenga (MI) Miller (MI) Schweikert 
Hultgren Mulvaney Scott (SC) 
Hunter Murphy (PA) Scott, Austin 
Hurt Myrick Sensenbrenner 
aa i ARa Sessions 
enkins oem i 
Johnson (OH) Nugent ns 
Johnson, Sam Nunes Shuster 
: ones Nunnelee Simpson 
ordan Olson Smith (NE) 
Kaptur Palazzo Smith (NJ 
Kelly Paul mm oh CN) 
King (IA) Paulsen PRA GD a 
King (NY) Pearce 
Kingston Pence Stearns 
Kinzinger (IL) Peterson Stivers 
Kissell Petri Stutzman 
Kline Pitts Sullivan 
Labrador Platts Terry 
Lamborn Pompeo Thompson (PA) 
Lance Posey Thornberry 
Landry Price (GA) Tiberi 
Lankford Quayle Tipton 
Latham Reed Turner (NY) 
LaTourette Rehberg Turner (OH) 
Latta Reichert Upton 
LoBiondo Renacci Walberg 
Long Ribble Walden 
Lucas Rigell Walsh (IL) 
Luetkemeyer Roby Webster 
Lummis Roe (TN) West 
Lungren, Daniel Rogers (AL) Westmoreland 
E. Rogers (KY) Whitfield 
Manzullo Rogers (MI) Wilson (SC) 
Marchant Rohrabacher Wittman 
Marino Rokita Wolf 
Matheson Rooney Womack 
McCarthy (CA) Ros-Lehtinen Woodall 
McCaul Roskam Yoder 
McClintock Ross (AR) Young (AK) 
McCotter Ross (FL) Young (FL) 
McHenry Royce Young (IN) 


NOT VOTING—19 


Bishop (NY) Jackson Lee Miller, Gary 


Burton (IN) (TX) Poe (TX) 
Clarke (NY) Johnson (GA) Rivera 
Doggett Lewis (CA) Sanchez, Linda 
Filner Lewis (GA) T 

Gallegly Mack Scott, David 
Jackson (IL) Miller (FL) Velázquez 
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Mr. LEVIN changed his vote from 
aA ao ad to “aye.” 

So the amendment was rejected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

Stated for: 

Mr. FILNER. Madam Chair, on rollcall 393, 
| was away from the Capitol due to prior com- 
mitments to my constituents. Had | been 
present, | would have voted “aye.” 

AMENDMENT NO. 8 OFFERED BY MR. CONNOLLY 
OF VIRGINIA 

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 
business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. CoN- 
NOLLY) on which further proceedings 
were postponed and on which the noes 
prevailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend- 
ment. 


the 


RECORDED VOTE 
The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 
A recorded vote was ordered. 
The Acting CHAIR. This 
minute vote. 


is a 2- 
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The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 177, noes 242, 
not voting 13, as follows: 


[Roll No. 394] 


AYES—177 
Ackerman Fudge Neal 
Andrews Garamendi Olver 
Baca Gibson Pallone 
Baldwin Gonzalez Pascrell 
Barber Green, Al Pastor (AZ) 
Barrow Green, Gene Pelosi 
Bass (CA) Grijalva Perlmutter 
Becerra Gutierrez Peters 
Berkley Hahn Pingree (ME) 
Berman Hanabusa Polis 
Bishop (GA) Hastings (FL) Price (NC) 
Blumenauer Heinrich Quigley 
Bonamici Higgins 
Boswell Himes Rahal 
Brady (PA) Hinchey Rangel 
Braley (IA) Hinojosa Reyes 
Brown (FL) Hirono Richardson 
Butterfield Hochul Richmond 
Capps Holden Rothman (NJ) 
Capuano Holt Roybal-Allard 
Cardoza Honda Ruppersberger 
Carnahan Hoyer Rush 
Carney Israel Ryan (OH) 
Carson (IN) Johnson (GA) Sanchez, Loretta 
Castor (FL) Johnson (IL) Sarbanes 
Chandler Johnson, E. B. Schakowsky 
Chu Kaptur Schiff 
Cicilline Keating Schrader 
Clarke (MI) Kildee Schwartz 
Clay Kind Scott (VA 
Cleaver Kucinich IEE 
Clyburn Langevin Serrano 
Cohen Larsen (WA) Sewell 
Connolly (VA) Larson (CT) Sherman 
ey TOP (0e) Shuler 
ooper evin ; 

Costa Lews GA) ST 
Courtney Lipinski Smith (WA) 
Critz Loebsack Spei 

peier 
Crowley Lofgren, Zoe Stark 
Cuellar Lowey 
Cummings Lujan Sutton 
Davis (CA) Lynch Thompson (CA) 
Davis (IL) Maloney Thompson (MS) 
DeFazio Markey Tierney 
DeGette Matsui Tonko 
DeLauro McCarthy (NY) Towns 
Dent McCollum Tsongas 
Deutch McDermott Van Hollen 
Dicks McGovern Visclosky 
Doggett McNerney Walz (MN) 
Doyle Meeks Wasserman 
Edwards Michaud Schultz 
Ellison Miller (NC) Waters 
Engel Miller, George Watt 
Eshoo Moore Waxman 
Farr Moran Welch 
Fattah Murphy (CT) Wilson (FL) 
Fitzpatrick Nadler Woolsey 
Frank (MA) Napolitano Yarmuth 

NOES—242 

Adams Brady (TX) Davis (KY) 
Aderholt Brooks Denham 
Akin Broun (GA) DesJarlais 
Alexander Buchanan Diaz-Balart 
Altmire Bucshon Dingell 
Amash Buerkle Dold 
Amodei Burgess Donnelly (IN) 
Austria Calvert Dreier 
Bachmann Camp Duffy 
Bachus Campbell Duncan (SC) 
Barletta Canseco Duncan (TN) 
Bartlett Cantor Ellmers 
Barton (TX) Capito Emerson 
Bass (NH) Carter Farenthold 
Benishek Cassidy Fincher 
Berg Chabot Flake 
Biggert Chaffetz Fleischmann 
Bilbray Coble Fleming 
Bilirakis Coffman (CO) Flores 
Bishop (UT) Cole Forbes 
Black Conaway Fortenberry 
Blackburn Costello Foxx 
Bonner Cravaack Franks (AZ) 
Bono Mack Crawford Frelinghuysen 
Boren Crenshaw Gardner 
Boustany Culberson Garrett 
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The Clerk redesignated the amend- 
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 

The Acting CHAIR. This will be a 2- 
minute vote. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 174, noes 244, 
not voting 14, as follows: 

[Roll No. 395] 


Gerlach Lummis Rohrabacher 
Gibbs Lungren, Daniel Rokita 
Gingrey (GA) E. Rooney 
Gohmert Manzullo Ros-Lehtinen 
Goodlatte Marchant Roskam 
Gosar Marino Ross (AR) 
Gowdy Matheson Ross (FL) 
Granger McCarthy (CA) Royce 
Graves (MO) MeClintock «= Runyan 
Griffin (AR) McCotter ties 
Griffith (VA) McHenry Schilling 
Grimm McIntyre Schmidt 
Guinta McKeon Schock 
Guthrie McKinley 
Hall McMorris Schweikert 
Hanna Rodgers Scott (SC) . 
Harper Meehan Scott, Austin 
Harris Mica Sensenbrenner 
Hartzler Miller (MI) Sessions 
Hastings (WA) Mulvaney Shimkus 
Hayworth Murphy (PA) Shuster 
Heck Myrick Simpson 
Hensarling Neugebauer Smith (NE) 
Herger Noem Smith (NJ) 
Herrera Beutler Nugent Smith (TX) 
Huelskamp Nunes Southerland 
Huizenga (MI) Nunnelee Stearns 
Hultgren Olson Stivers 
Hunter Owens Stutzman 
Hur Palazzo Sullivan 
Issa ; Paul Terry 
Jenkins Paulsen Thompson (PA) 
Johnson (OH) Pearce Thornberry 
Johnson, Sam Pence Tiberi 
Jones Peterson Tipt 

; pton 
Jordan Petri Turner (NY) 
Kelly Pitts Turner (OH) 
King (IA) Platts Unt 
King (NY) Poe (TX) Diea 
Kingston Pompeo Walberg 
Kinzinger (IL) Posey Walden 
Kissell Price (GA) Walsh (IL) 
Kline Quayle Webster 
Labrador Reed West 
Lamborn Rehberg Westmoreland 
Lance Reichert Whitfield 
Landry Renacci Wilson (SC) 
Lankford Ribble Wittman 
Latham Rigell Wolf 
LaTourette Rivera Womack 
Latta Roby Woodall 
LoBiondo Roe (TN) Yoder 
Long Rogers (AL) Young (AK) 
Lucas Rogers (KY) Young (FL) 
Luetkemeyer Rogers (MI) Young (IN) 


NOT VOTING—13 


Jackson (IL) Miller (FL) 
Jackson Lee Miller, Gary 


Bishop (NY) 
Burton (IN) 


Clarke (NY) (TX) Sanchez, Linda 
Filner Lewis (CA) a 
Gallegly Mack Velazquez 


ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR 
The Acting CHAIR (during the vote). 
There is 1 minute remaining. 
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Mr. CONYERS changed his vote from 
“no” to “aye.” 

So the amendment was rejected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

Stated for: 

Mr. FILNER. Madam Chair, on rollcall 394, 
| was away from the Capitol due to prior com- 
mitments to my constituents. Had | been 
present, | would have voted “aye.” 
AMENDMENT NO. 9 OFFERED BY MR. GENE GREEN 

OF TEXAS 

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 
business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Texas (Mr. GENE 
GREEN) on which further proceedings 
were postponed and on which the noes 
prevailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate 
amendment. 


the 


AYES—174 

Ackerman Garamendi Olver 
Baca Gonzalez Pallone 
Baldwin Green, Al Pascrell 
Barber Green, Gene Pastor (AZ) 
Barrow Grijalva Pelosi 
Bass (CA) Gutierrez Perlmutter 
Bass (NH) Hahn Peters 
Becerra Hanabusa Pingree (ME) 
Berkley Hastings (FL) Polis 
Berman Hayworth . 
Bishop (GA) Heinrich ae aD 
Blumenauer Higgins R 

a 5 angel 
Bonamici Himes Reichert 
Boswell Hinchey 
Brady (PA) Hinojosa Reyes 
Braley (IA) Hirono Richardson 
Butterfield Holden Richmond 
Capps Holt Ross (AR) 
Capuano Honda Rothman (NJ) 
Cardoza Hoyer Roybal-Allard 
Carnahan Israel Ruppersberger 
Carney Johnson (GA) Rush 
Carson (IN) Johnson (IL) Ryan (OH) 
Castor (FL) Kaptur Sanchez, Loretta 
Chandler Keating Sarbanes 
Chu Kildee Schakowsky 
Cicilline Kind Schiff 
Clarke (MI) Kissell Schrader 
Clay Kucinich Schwartz 
Cleaver Langevin Scott (VA) 
Cohen Larsen (WA) Scott, David 
Connolly (VA) Larson (CT) Serrano 
Conyers Lee (CA) Sewell 
Cooper Levin Sherman 
Costa Lewis (GA) Shuler 
Courtney Lipinski Sires 
Critz Loebsack Slaughter 
Crowley Lofgren, Zoe Smi 

mith (WA) 
Cuellar Lowey Speier 
Cummings Lujan Stark 
Davis (CA) Lynch Sutton 
Davis (IL) Maloney 
DeFazio Markey Thompson (CA) 
DeGette Matheson Tierney 
DeLauro Matsui Tonko 
Deutch McCarthy (NY) Towns 
Dicks McCollum Tsongas 
Dingell McDermott Van Hollen 
Dold McGovern Visclosky 
Doyle McNerney Wasserman 
Edwards Meeks Schultz 
Ellison Michaud Waters 
Engel Miller (NC) Watt 
Eshoo Miller, George Waxman 
Farr Moran Welch 
Fattah Murphy (CT) Wilson (FL) 
Frank (MA) Nadler Wolf 
Frelinghuysen Napolitano Woolsey 
Fudge Neal Yarmuth 
NOES—244 

Adams Bilbray Burton (IN) 
Aderholt Bilirakis Calvert 
Akin Bishop (UT) Camp 
Alexander Black Campbell 
Altmire Blackburn Canseco 
Amash Bonner Cantor 
Amodei Bono Mack Capito 
Andrews Boren Carter 
Austria Boustany Cassidy 
Bachmann Brady (TX) Chabot 
Bachus Brooks Chaffetz 
Barletta Broun (GA) Clyburn 
Bartlett Brown (FL) Coble 
Barton (TX) Buchanan Coffman (CO) 
Benishek Bucshon Cole 
Berg Buerkle Conaway 
Biggert Burgess Costello 
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Cravaack Johnson, Sam Reed 
Crawford Jones Rehberg 
Crenshaw Jordan Renacci 
Culberson Kelly Ribble 
Davis (KY) King (IA) Rigell 
Denham King (NY) Rivera 
Dent Kingston Roby 
DesJarlais Kinzinger (IL) Roe (TN) 


Diaz-Balart 


Kline 


Rogers (AL) 


Donnelly (IN) Labrador Rogers (KY) 
Dreier Lamborn Rogers (MI) 
Duffy Lance Rohrabacher 
Duncan (SC) Landry Rokita 
Duncan (TN) Lankford Rooney 
Ellmers Latham Ros-Lehtinen 
Emerson LaTourette Roskam 
Farenthold Latta Ross (FL) 
Fincher LoBiondo Royce 
Fitzpatrick Long Runyan 
Flake Lucas Ryan (WI) 
Fleischmann Luetkemeyer Scalise 
Fleming Lummis Schilling 
Flores Lungren, Daniel Schmidt 
Forbes E. Schock 
Fortenberry Manzullo Schweikert 
Foxx Marchant Scott (SC) 
Franks (AZ) Marino Scott, Austin 
Gardner McCarthy (CA) Sensenbrenner 
Garrett McCaul Sessions 
Gerlach McClintock Shimkus 
Gibbs McCotter Shuster 
Gibson McHenry Simpson 
Gingrey (GA) McIntyre Smith (NE) 
Gohmert McKeon Smith (NJ) 
Goodlatte McKinley Smith (TX) 
Gosar McMorris Southerland 
Gowdy Rodgers Stearns 
Granger Meehan Stivers 
Graves (GA) Mica Stutzman 
Graves (MO) Miller (MI) Sullivan 
Griffin (AR) Mulvaney Terry 
Griffith (VA) Murphy (PA) Thompson (MS) 
Grimm Myrick Thompson (PA) 
Guinta Neugebauer Thornberry 
Guthrie Noem Tiberi 

Hal. Nugent Tipton 
Hanna Nunes Turner (NY) 
Harper Nunnelee Turner (OH) 
Harris Olson Upton 
Hartzler Owens Walberg 
Hastings (WA) Palazzo Walden 

Heck Paul Walsh (IL) 
Hensarling Paulsen Walz (MN) 
Herger Pearce Webster 
Herrera Beutler Pence West 

Hochul Peterson Westmoreland 
Huelskamp Petri Whitfield 
Huizenga (MI) Pitts Wilson (SC) 
Hultgren Platts Wittman 
Hunter Poe (TX) Womack 
Hurt Pompeo Woodall 

Issa Posey Yoder 
Jenkins Price (GA) Young (AK) 
Johnson (OH) Quayle Young (FL) 
Johnson, E. B. Rahall Young (IN) 


Bishop (NY) 


Jackson Lee 


NOT VOTING—14 


Moore 


Clarke (NY) (TX) Sanchez, Linda 
Doggett Lewis (CA) T. 

Filner Mack Velázquez 
Gallegly Miller (FL) 


Jackson (IL) 


ANNOUNCEMENT 


Miller, Gary 
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BY THE ACTING CHAIR 
The Acting CHAIR (during the vote). 


There is 1 minute remaining. 


So the amendment was rejected. 


The result of the vote was announced 


as above recorded. 


Stated for: 

Mr. FILNER. Madam Chair, on rollcall 395, 
I was away from the Capitol due to prior com- 
mitments to my constituents. Had | been 
present, | would have voted “aye.” 

AMENDMENT NO. 11 OFFERED BY MR. RUSH 

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 
business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. RUSH) on 


which further proceedings were post- 
poned and on which the noes prevailed 


by voice vote. 


The 


ment. 


Clerk will 
amendment. 
The Clerk redesignated the amend- 


RECORDED VOTE 
The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 


has been demanded. 
A recorded vote was ordered. 


The Acting CHAIR. This will be a 2- 
minute vote. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 164, noes 255, 


not voting 13, as follows: 


Ackerman 
Andrews 
Baca 
Baldwin 
Barber 
Bass (CA) 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Blumenauer 
Bonamici 
Boswell 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 
Brown (FL) 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Castor (FL) 
Chandler 
Chu 
Cicilline 
Clarke (MI) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Connolly (VA) 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Courtney 
Crowley 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
Deutch 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Engel 
Eshoo 

Farr 
Fattah 
Frank (MA) 


Adams 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Altmire 
Amash 
Amodei 
Austria 
Bachmann 
Barletta 
Barrow 
Bartlett 
Barton (TX) 
Bass (NH) 


[Roll No. 396] 


AYES—164 


Fudge 
Garamendi 
Gonzalez 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hahn 
Hanabusa 
Hastings (FL) 
Heinrich 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 

Holt 

Honda 
Hoyer 

Israel 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kildee 

Kind 
Kucinich 
Langevin 
Larson (CT) 
Lee (CA) 
Levin 

Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lujan 
Lynch 
Maloney 
Markey 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McNerney 
Meeks 
Michaud 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Moore 
Moran 
Murphy (CT) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 

Olver 


NOES—255 


Benishek 
Berg 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boren 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 


redesignate 


Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor (AZ) 
Pelosi 
Peters 
Pingree (ME) 
Polis 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reyes 
Richardson 
Richmond 
Rothman (NJ) 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schrader 
Schwartz 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, David 
Serrano 
Sewell 
Sherman 
Shuler 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Speier 
Stark 
Sutton 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Tonko 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Van Hollen 
Visclosky 
Walz (MN) 
Wasserman 
Schultz 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Welch 
Wilson (FL) 
Woolsey 
Yarmuth 


Brooks 
Broun (GA) 
Buchanan 
Bucshon 
Buerkle 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 
Canseco 
Cantor 
Capito 
Carter 


the 
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Cassidy Huelskamp Poe (TX) 
Chabot Huizenga (MI) Pompeo 
Chaffetz Hultgren Posey 
Coble Hunter Price (GA) 
Coffman (CO) Hurt Quayle 
Cole Issa Reed 
Conaway Jenkins Rehberg 
Costello Johnson (IL) Reichert 
Cravaack Johnson (OH) Renacci 
Crawford Johnson, Sam Ribble 
Crenshaw Jones Rigell 
Critz Jordan Rivera 
Cuellar Kelly Roby 
Culberson King (IA) Roe (TN) 
Davis (KY) King (NY) Rogers (AL) 
Denham Kingston Rogers (KY) 
Den Kinzinger (IL) Rogers (MI) 
DesJarlais Kissell Rohrabacher 
Diaz-Balart Kline Rokita 
Dol Labrador Rooney 
Donnelly (IN) Lamborn Ros-Lehtinen 
Dreier Lance Roskam 
Duffy Landry Ross (AR) 
Duncan (SC) Lankford Ross (FL) 
Duncan (TN) Larsen (WA) Royce 
ies R i Runyan 
imerson aTourette 
Farenthold Latta ae 
Fincher LoBiondo Schilling 
Fitzpatrick Long Schmidt 
Flake Lucas Schock 
Fleischmann Luetkemeyer Schweikert 
Fleming Lummis Scott (SC) 
Flores Lungren, Daniel s b 
Forbes E. cott, Austin 
Fortenberry Manzullo Senp eun reanl 
Foxx Marchant Shimkus 
Franks (AZ) Marino Shuster 
Frelinghuysen Matheson Si 
Gardner McCarthy (CA) 1mpson 
Garrett McCaul Smith (NE) 
Gerlach McClintock Smith (NJ) 
Gibbs McCotter Smith (TX) 
Gibson McHenry Southerland 
Gingrey (GA) McIntyre Stearns 
Gohmert McKeon Stivers 
Goodlatte McKinley Stutzman 
Gosar MeMorris Sullivan 
Gowdy Rodgers Terry 
Granger Meehan Thompson (PA) 
Graves (GA) Mica Thornberry 
Graves (MO) Miller (MI) Tiberi 
Green, Al Mulvaney Tipton 
Green, Gene Murphy (PA) Turner (NY) 
Griffin (AR) Myrick Turner (OH) 
Griffith (VA) Neugebauer Upton 
Grimm Noem Walberg 
Guinta Nugent Walden 
Guthrie Nunes Walsh (IL) 
Hall Nunnelee Webster 
Hanna Olson West 
Harper Owens Westmoreland 
Harris Palazzo Whitfield 
Hartzler Paul Wilson (SC) 
Hastings (WA) Paulsen Wittman 
Hayworth Pearce Wolf 
Heck Pence Womack 
Hensarling Perlmutter Woodall 
Herger Peterson Yoder 
Herrera Beutler Petri Young (AK) 
Hochul Pitts Young (FL) 
Holden Platts Young (IN) 
NOT VOTING—13 
Bachus Jackson (IL) Miller (FL) 


Bishop (NY) 


Jackson Lee 


Miller, Gary 


Clarke (NY) (TX) Sanchez, Linda 
Filner Lewis (CA) T 
Gallegly Mack Velázquez 
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So the amendment was rejected. 


The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

Stated for: 

Mr. FILNER. Madam Chair, on rollcall 396, 
| was away from the Capitol due to prior com- 
mitments to my constituents. Had | been 
present, | would have voted “aye.” 

AMENDMENT NO. 12 OFFERED BY MR. HOLT 

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 

business is the demand for a recorded 


9602 


vote on the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. HOLT) 
on which further proceedings were 
postponed and on which the noes pre- 
vailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend- 
ment. 


redesignate the 


RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 

The Acting CHAIR. This 
minute vote. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 164, noes 256, 
not voting 12, as follows: 

[Roll No. 397] 


is a 2- 
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AYES—164 
Ackerman Hahn Pascrell 
Andrews Hanabusa Pastor (AZ) 
Baca Hastings (FL) Pelosi 
Baldwin Heinrich Peters 
Barber Higgins Pingree (ME) 
Bass (CA) Himes Platts 
Bass (NH) Hinchey Polis 
Becerra Hirono Price (NC) 
Berkley Hochul Quigley 
Berman Holt Rahall 
Blumenauer Honda Rangel 
Bonamici Hoyer Reichert 
Brady (PA) Israel Reyes 
Braley (IA) Johnson (GA) Richardson 
Brown (FL) Johnson, E. B. Richmond 
Butterfield Jones Rothman (NJ) 
Capps Kaptur Roybal-Allard 
Capuano Keating Ruppersberger 
Carnahan Kildee Rush 
Carson (IN) Kind Ryan (OH) 
Castor (FL) Kucinich Sanchez, Loretta 
Chu Langevin Sarbanes 
Cicilline Larsen (WA) Schakowsky 
Clarke (MI) Larson (CT) Schiff 
Clay Lee (CA) Schwartz 
Cleaver Levin Scott (VA) 
Clyburn Lewis (GA) Scott, David 
Cohen Lipinski Serrano 
Connolly (VA) LoBiondo Sewell 
Conyers Loebsack Sherman 
Costello Lofgren, Zoe Sires 
Courtney Lowey Slaughter 
Crowley Lujan Smith (NJ) 
Cummings Lynch Smith (WA) 
Davis (CA) Maloney Speier 
Davis (IL) Markey Stark 
DeFazio Matsui Sutton 
DeGette McCarthy (NY) Thompson (CA) 
DeLauro McCollum Thompson (MS) 
Deutch McDermott Tierney 
Dicks McGovern Tonko 
Dingell McNerney Towns 
Doyle Meeks Tsongas 
Edwards Michaud Van Hollen 
Ellison Miller (NC) Visclosky 
Engel Miller, George Walz (MN) 
Eshoo Moore Wasserman 
Farr Moran Schultz 
Fattah Murphy (CT) Waters 
Fitzpatrick Nadler Watt 
Frank (MA) Napolitano Waxman 
Fudge Neal Welch 
Garamendi Olver Wilson (FL) 
Grijalva Owens Woolsey 
Gutierrez Pallone Yarmuth 

NOES—256 
Adams Bartlett Bono Mack 
Aderholt Barton (TX) Boren 
Akin Benishek Boswell 
Alexander Berg Boustany 
Altmire Biggert Brady (TX) 
Amash Bilbray Brooks 
Amodei Bilirakis Broun (GA) 
Austria Bishop (GA) Buchanan 
Bachmann Bishop (UT) Bucshon 
Bachus Black Buerkle 
Barletta Blackburn Burgess 
Barrow Bonner Burton (IN) 


Calvert Harris Peterson 
Camp Hartzler Petri 
Campbell Hastings (WA) Pitts 
Canseco Hayworth Poe (TX) 
Cantor Heck Pompeo 
Capito Hensarling Posey 
Cardoza Herger Price (GA) 
Carney Herrera Beutler Quayle 
Carter Hinojosa Reed 
Cassidy Holden Rehberg 
Chabot Huelskamp Renacci 
Chaffetz Huizenga (MI) Ribble 
Chandler Hultgren Rigell 

Coble Hunter Rivera 
Coffman (CO) Hurt Roby 

Cole Issa Roe (TN) 
Conaway Jenkins Rogers (AL) 
Cooper Johnson (IL) Rogers (KY) 
Costa Johnson (OH) Rogers (MI) 
Cravaack Johnson, Sam Rohrabacher 
Crawford Jordan Rokita 
Crenshaw Kelly Rooney 
Critz King (IA) Ros-Lehtinen 
Cuellar King (NY) Roskam 
Culberson Kingston Ross (AR) 
Davis (KY) Kinzinger (IL) Ross (FL) 
Denham Kissell Royce 

Dent Kline Runyan 
DesJarlais Labrador Ryan (WI) 
Diaz-Balart Lamborn Scalise 
Doggett Lance Schilling 
Dold Landry Schmidt 
Donnelly (IN) Lankford Schock 
Dreier Latham Schrader 
Duffy LaTourette Schweikert 
Duncan (SC) Latta Scott (SC) 
Duncan (TN) Long Scott, Austin 
Ellmers Lucas Sensenbrenner 
Emerson Luetkemeyer Sessions 
Farenthold Lummis Shimkus 
Fincher Lungren, Daniel Shuler 
Flake E. Shuster 
Fleischmann Manzullo Simpson 
Fleming Marchant Smith (NE) 
Flores Marino Smith (TX) 
Forbes Matheson Southerland 
Fortenberry McCarthy (CA) Stearns 
Foxx McCaul Stivers 
Franks (AZ) McClintock Stutzman 
Frelinghuysen McCotter Sullivan 
Gardner McHenry Terry 
Garrett McIntyre Thompson (PA) 
Gerlach McKeon Thornberry 
Gibbs McKinley Tiberi 
Gibson McMorris Tipton 
Gingrey (GA) Rodgers Turner (NY) 
Gohmert Meehan Turner (OH) 
Gonzalez Mica Upton 
Goodlatte Miller (MI) Walberg 
Gosar Mulvaney Walden 
Gowdy Murphy (PA) Walsh (IL) 
Granger Myrick Webster 
Graves (GA) Neugebauer West 
Graves (MO) Noem Westmoreland 
Green, Al Nugent Whitfield 
Green, Gene Nunes Wilson (SC) 
Griffin (AR) Nunnelee Wittman 
Griffith (VA) Olson Wolf 
Grimm Palazzo Womack 
Guinta Paul Woodall 
Guthrie Paulsen Yoder 

Hall Pearce Young (AK) 
Hanna Pence Young (FL) 
Harper Perlmutter Young (IN) 


NOT VOTING—12 


Bishop (NY) Jackson Lee Miller, Gary 


Clarke (NY) (TX) Sanchez, Linda 
Filner Lewis (CA) ye 
Gallegly Mack Velazquez 


Jackson (IL) Miller (FL) 
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR 


The Acting CHAIR (during the vote). 
There is 1 minute remaining. 
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So the amendment was rejected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

Stated for: 

Mr. FILNER. Madam Chair, on rollcall 397, 
| was away from the Capitol due to prior com- 


June 21, 2012 


mitments to my constituents. Had | been 
present, | would have voted “aye.” 
AMENDMENT NO. 13 OFFERED BY MR. CONNOLLY 
OF VIRGINIA 

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 
business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. CoN- 
NOLLY) on which further proceedings 
were postponed and on which the noes 
prevailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend- 
ment. 


the 


RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 

The Acting CHAIR. This 
minute vote. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 190, noes 230, 
not voting 12, as follows: 

[Roll No. 398] 


is a 2- 


AYES—190 
Ackerman Eshoo Michaud 
Altmire Farr Miller (NC) 
Andrews Fattah Miller, George 
Baca Frank (MA) Moore 
Baldwin Fudge Moran 
Barber Garamendi Murphy (CT) 
Barrow Gibson Nadler 
Bass (CA) Gonzalez Napolitano 
Becerra Green, Al Neal 
Berkley Green, Gene Olver 
Berman Grijalva Owens 
Biggert Gutierrez Pallone 
Bishop (GA) Hahn Pascrell 
Blumenauer Hanabusa Pastor (AZ) 
Bonamici Hanna Pelosi 
Boswell Hastings (FL) x 
Brady (PA) Heinrich roe 
Braley (IA) Higgins Peterson 
Brown (FL) Himes Pingree (ME) 
Burgess Hinchey Polis 
Butterfield Hinojosa Price (NC) 
Capps Hirono Quigley 
Capuano Hochul R 
ahall 

Cardoza Holden Rangel 
Carnahan Holt Reyes 
Carney Honda Richardson 
Carson (IN) Hoyer A 

Richmond 
Castor (FL) Israel Rothman (NJ) 
Chandler Johnson (GA) 
Chu Johnson (IL) Roybal-Allard 
Cicilline Johnson, E. B. een sherger 
ie ‘ke (MI) Kaptur Ryan (OH) 

ay Keating 

Cleaver Kildee Sanchez, Loretta 
Clyburn Kind Sarbanes 
Cohen Kissell Schakowsky 
Connolly (VA) Kucinich Schiff 
Conyers Lance Schrader 
Cooper Langevin Schwartz 
Costa Larsen (WA) Scott (VA) 
Costello Larson (CT) Scott, David 
Courtney Lee (CA) Serrano 
Critz Levin Sewell 
Crowley Lewis (GA) Sherman 
Cuellar Lipinski Shuler 
Cummings Loebsack Sires 
Davis (CA) Lofgren, Zoe Slaughter 
Davis (IL) Lowey Smith (WA) 
DeFazio Lujan Speier 
DeGette Lynch Stark 
DeLauro Maloney Sutton 
Deutch Markey Terry 
Dicks Matheson Thompson (CA) 
Dingell Matsui Thompson (MS) 
Doggett McCarthy (NY) Tierney 
Dold McCollum Tonko 
Donnelly (IN) McDermott Towns 
Doyle McGovern Tsongas 
Edwards McIntyre Van Hollen 
Ellison McNerney Visclosky 
Engel Meeks Walz (MN) 
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Wasserman Watt Wilson (FL) 
Schultz Waxman Woolsey 
Waters Welch Yarmuth 
NOES—230 
Adams Goodlatte Paulsen 
Aderholt Gosar Pearce 
Akin Gowdy Pence 
Alexander Granger Petri 
Amash Graves (GA) Pitts 
Amodei Graves (MO) Platts 
Austria Griffin (AR) Poe (TX) 
Bachmann Griffith (VA) Pompeo 
Bachus Grimm Posey 
Barletta Guinta Price (GA) 
Bartlett Guthrie Quayle 
Barton (TX) Hall Reed 
Bass (NH) Harper Rehberg 
are S Reichert 
erg artzler A 
Bilbray Hastings (WA) ies 
Bilirakis Hayworth Rigell 
Bishop (UT) Heck Ri 
Black Hensarling pie 
Roby 
Blackburn Herger 
Roe (TN) 
Bonner Herrera Beutler R AL 
Bono Mack Huelskamp ogers (AL) 
Boren Huizenga (MI) Rogers (KY) 
Boustany Hultgren Rogers (MI) 
Brady (TX) Hunter Rohrabacher 
Brooks Hurt Rokita 
Broun (GA) Issa Rooney ` 
Buchanan Jenkins Ros-Lehtinen 
Bucshon Johnson (OH) Roskam 
Buerkle Johnson, Sam Ross (AR) 
Burton (IN) Jones Ross (FL) 
Calvert Jordan Royce 
Camp Kelly Runyan 
Campbell King (IA) Ryan (WI) 
Canseco King (NY) Scalise 
Cantor Kingston Schilling 
Capito Kinzinger (IL) Schmidt 
Carter Kline Schock 
Cassidy Labrador Schweikert 
Chabot Lamborn Scott (SC) 
Chaffetz Landry Scott, Austin 
Coble Lankford Sensenbrenner 
Coffman (CO) Latham Sessions 
Cole LaTourette Shimkus 
Conaway Latta Shuster 
Cravaack LoBiondo Simpson 
Crawford Long Smith (NE) 
Crenshaw Lucas Smith (NJ) 
Culberson Luetkemeyer Smith (TX) 
Davis (KY) Lummis , Southerland 
P ae Daniel Stearns 
DesJarlais Manzullo Seas An 
Diaz-Balart Marchant Sulli 
i y ullivan 
Dreier Marino Thompson (PA) 
Duffy McCarthy (CA) Thornberr: 
Duncan (SC) McCaul Tiberi y 
Duncan (TN) McClintock 3 
Ellmers McCotter Tipton 
Emerson McHenry Turner (NY) 
Farenthold McKeon Turner (OH) 
Fincher McKinley Upton 
Fitzpatrick McMorris Walberg 
Flake Rodgers Walden 
Fleischmann Meehan Walsh (IL) 
Fleming Mica Webster 
Flores Miller (MI) West 
Forbes Mulvaney Westmoreland 
Fortenberry Murphy (PA) Whitfield 
Foxx Myrick Wilson (SC) 
Franks (AZ) Neugebauer Wittman 
Frelinghuysen Noem Wolf 
Gardner Nugent Womack 
Garrett Nunes Woodall 
Gerlach Nunnelee Yoder 
Gibbs Olson Young (AK) 
Gingrey (GA) Palazzo Young (FL) 
Gohmert. Paul Young (IN) 


NOT VOTING—12 


Bishop (NY) Jackson Lee Miller, Gary 


Clarke (NY) (TX) Sanchez, Linda 
Filner Lewis (CA) T: 
Gallegly Mack Velázquez 


Jackson (IL) Miller (FL) 


ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR 


The Acting CHAIR (during the vote). 
There is 1 minute remaining. 
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So the amendment was rejected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

Stated for: 

Mr. FILNER. Madam Chair, on rollcall 398, 
| was away from the Capitol due to prior com- 
mitments to my constituents. Had | been 
present, | would have voted “aye.” 

AMENDMENT NO. 14 OFFERED BY MR. AMODEI 


The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 
business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Nevada (Mr. AMODEI) 
on which further proceedings were 
postponed and on which the ayes pre- 
vailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend- 
ment. 


redesignate the 


RECORDED VOTE 


The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 

The Acting CHAIR. This is a 2- 
minute vote. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 257, noes 162, 
not voting 18, as follows: 

[Roll No. 399] 


AYES—257 
Adams Cravaack Harris 
Aderholt. Crawford Hastings (WA) 
Akin Crenshaw Hayworth 
Alexander Critz Heck 
Altmire Cuellar Hensarling 
Amash Culberson Herger 
Amodei Davis (KY) Hochul 
Austria Denham Holden 
Bachmann Dent Huelskamp 
Bachus DesJarlais Huizenga (MI) 
Barletta Diaz-Balart Hultgren 
Barrow Dold Hunter 
Bartlett Donnelly (IN) Hurt 
Barton (TX) Dreier Issa 
Bass (NH) Duffy Jenkins 
Benishek Duncan (SC) Johnson (OH) 
Berg Duncan (TN) Johnson, Sam 
Berkley Ellmers Jones 
Biggert Emerson Jordan 
Bilbray Farenthold Kelly 
Bilirakis Fincher King (IA) 
Bishop (UT) Fitzpatrick King (NY) 
Black Flake Kingston 
Blackburn Fleischmann Kinzinger (IL) 
Bonner Fleming Kissell 
Bono Mack Flores Kline 
Boren Forbes Labrador 
Boustany Fortenberry Lamborn 
Brady (TX) Foxx Lance 
Brooks Franks (AZ) Landry 
Broun (GA) Frelinghuysen Lankford 
Buchanan Gardner Latham 
Bucshon Garrett LaTourette 
Buerkle Gerlach Latta 
Burgess Gibbs Lipinski 
Calvert Gibson LoBiondo 
Camp Gingrey (GA) Long 
Campbell Gohmert Lucas 
Canseco Goodlatte Luetkemeyer 
Cantor Gosar Lummis 
Capito Gowdy Lungren, Daniel 
Capuano Granger E. 
Carson (IN) Graves (GA) Manzullo 
Carter Graves (MO) Marchant 
Cassidy Griffin (AR) Marino 
Chabot Griffith (VA) Matheson 
Chaffetz Grimm McCarthy (CA) 
Chandler Guinta McCaul 
Coble Guthrie McClintock 
Coffman (CO) Gutierrez McCotter 
Cole Hall McHenry 
Conaway Hanna McIntyre 
Costello Harper McKeon 
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McKinley 
McMorris 
Rodgers 
Meehan 
Mica 
Miller (MI) 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (PA) 
Myrick 
Neal 
Neugebauer 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Nunnelee 
Olson 
Owens 
Palazzo 
Paul 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Pence 
Peterson 
Petri 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe (TX) 
Pompeo 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Quayle 
Rahall 
Reed 
Rehberg 


Ackerman 
Andrews 
Baca 
Baldwin 
Barber 
Bass (CA) 
Becerra 
Berman 
Bishop (GA) 
Blumenauer 
Bonamici 
Boswell 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 
Brown (FL) 
Butterfield 


Carney 
Castor (FL) 
Chu 
Cicilline 
Clarke (MI) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Connolly (VA) 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Courtney 
Crowley 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
Deutch 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Engel 
Eshoo 

Farr 
Fattah 
Frank (MA) 
Fudge 
Garamendi 
Gonzalez 


Bishop (NY) 
Burton (IN) 


Reichert 
Renacci 
Ribble 
Rigell 
Rivera 

Roby 

Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross (AR) 
Ross (FL) 
Royce 
Runyan 
Ryan (WI) 
Scalise 
Schilling 
Schmidt 
Schock 
Schweikert 
Scott (SC) 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shimkus 
Shuler 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (NE) 


NOES—162 


Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Hahn 
Hanabusa 
Hartzler 
Hastings (FL) 
Heinrich 
Herrera Beutler 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 

Holt 

Honda 

Hoyer 

Israel 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kildee 

Kind 
Kucinich 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lee (CA) 
Levin 

Lewis (GA) 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 

Lujan 

Lynch 
Maloney 
Markey 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McNerney 
Meeks 
Michaud 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Moore 

Moran 
Murphy (CT) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Olver 
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Smith (TX) 
Southerland 
Stearns 
Stivers 
Stutzman 
Sullivan 
Terry 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tipton 
Turner (NY) 
Turner (OH) 
Upton 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walsh (IL) 
Walz (MN) 
Webster 
Welch 

West 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Wolf 
Womack 
Woodall 
Yoder 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Young (IN) 


Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor (AZ) 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Peters 
Pingree (ME) 
Polis 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Rangel 
Reyes 
Richardson 
Richmond 
Rothman (NJ) 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schrader 
Schwartz 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, David 
Serrano 
Sewell 
Sherman 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (WA) 
Speier 
Stark 
Sutton 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Tonko 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Van Hollen 
Visclosky 
Wasserman 
Schultz 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Wilson (FL) 
Woolsey 
Yarmuth 


NOT VOTING—13 


Clarke (NY) 
Filner 


Gallegly 
Jackson (IL) 
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Jackson Lee Mack Sanchez, Linda 
(TX) Miller (FL) T. 
Lewis (CA) Miller, Gary Velazquez 


ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR 


The Acting CHAIR (during the vote). 
There is 1 minute remaining. 


1158 


So the amendment was agreed to. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

Stated against: 

Mr. FILNER. Madam Chair, on rollcall 399, 
| was away from the Capitol due to prior com- 
mitments to my constituents. Had | been 
present, | would have voted “no.” 

AMENDMENT NO. 15 OFFERED BY MR. MARKEY 

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 
business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr. 
MARKEY) on which further proceedings 
were postponed and on which the noes 
prevailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend- 
ment. 


the 


RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 

The Acting CHAIR. This 
minute vote. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 161, noes 256, 
not voting 15, as follows: 

[Roll No. 400] 


is a 2- 


AYES—161 
Ackerman Doggett Lynch 
Altmire Edwards Maloney 
Andrews Ellison Markey 
Baca Engel Matsui 
Baldwin Eshoo McCarthy (NY) 
Barber Farr McCollum 
Barrow Fattah McDermott 
Bass (CA) Fitzpatrick McGovern 
Becerra Fortenberry McIntyre 
Berkley Fudge McNerney 
Berman Garamendi Meeks 
Blumenauer Gerlach Michaud 
Bonamici Gibson Miller (NC) 
Boswell Grijalva Miller, George 
Brady (PA) Gutierrez Moore 
Braley (IA) Hahn Moran 
Capps Hanabusa Murphy (CT) 
Capuano Hastings (FL) Nadler 
Cardoza Higgins Napolitano 
Carnahan Hinchey Neal 
Carney Hinojosa Olver 
Carson (IN) Hirono Owens 
Castor (FL) Hochul Pallone 
Chandler Holt Pascrell 
Chu Honda Pastor (AZ) 
Cicilline Hoyer Pelosi 
Clarke (MI) Israel Peters 
Clay Johnson (GA) Pingree (ME) 
Cleaver Jones Platts 
Clyburn Kaptur Price (NC) 
Cohen Keating Quigley 
Connolly (VA) Kildee Rahall 
Conyers Kind Rangel 
Costa Kissell Reyes 
Courtney Kucinich Richardson 
Crowley Langevin Rothman (NJ) 
Cummings Larson (CT) Roybal-Allard 
Davis (CA) Lee (CA) Ruppersberger 
Davis (IL) Levin Rush 
DeFazio Lewis (GA) Sanchez, Loretta 
DeGette Lipinski Sarbanes 
DeLauro LoBiondo Schakowsky 
Dent Loebsack Schiff 
Deutch Lofgren, Zoe Schrader 
Dicks Lowey Schwartz 


Scott (VA) 
Scott, David 
Serrano 
Sewell 
Sherman 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (WA) 


Adams 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Amash 
Amodei 
Austria 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Barletta 
Bartlett 
Barton (TX) 
Bass (NH) 
Benishek 
Berg 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boren 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Brooks 
Broun (GA) 
Brown (FL) 
Buchanan 
Bucshon 
Buerkle 
Burgess 
Butterfield 
Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 
Canseco 
Cantor 
Capito 
Carter 
Cassidy 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Coble 
Coffman (CO) 
Cole 
Conaway 
Cooper 
Costello 
Cravaack 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Critz 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Davis (KY) 
Denham 
DesJarlais 
Diaz-Balart 
Dingell 
Dold 
Donnelly (IN) 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Ellmers 
Emerson 
Farenthold 
Fincher 
Flake 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Foxx 

Frank (MA) 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gardner 
Garrett 


Speier 

Stark 

Sutton 
Thompson (CA) 
Tierney 

Tonko 

Towns 

Tsongas 

Van Hollen 


NOES—256 


Gibbs 
Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmert 
Gonzalez 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Griffin (AR) 
Griffith (VA) 
Grimm 
Guinta 
Guthrie 
Hall 
Hanna 
Harper 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayworth 
Heck 
Heinrich 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Himes 
Holden 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurt 
Issa 
Jenkins 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Jordan 
Kelly 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kline 
Labrador 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Landry 
Lankford 
Larsen (WA) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Latta 
Long 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lujan 
Lummis 
Lungren, Daniel 
E. 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Marino 
Matheson 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaw. 
McClintock 
McCotter 
McHenry 
McKeon 
McKinley 
McMorris 
Rodgers 
Meehan 
Mica 
Miller (MI) 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (PA) 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
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Walz (MN) 
Wasserman 
Schultz 

Waters 
Waxman 
Welch 
Wilson (FL) 
Woolsey 
Yarmuth 


Noem 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Nunnelee 
Olson 
Palazzo 
Paul 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Pence 
Perlmutter 
Peterson 
Petri 

Pitts 

Poe (TX) 
Polis 
Pompeo 
Posey 

Price (GA) 
Quayle 
Reed 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Ribble 
Richmond 
Rigell 
Rivera 
Roby 

Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross (AR) 
Ross (FL) 
Royce 
Runyan 
Ryan (OH) 
Ryan (WI) 
Scalise 
Schilling 
Schmidt 
Schock 
Schweikert 
Scott (SC) 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shimkus 
Shuler 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (TX) 
Southerland 
Stearns 
Stivers 
Stutzman 
Sullivan 
Terry 
Thompson (MS) 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tipton 
Turner (NY) 
Turner (OH) 
Upton 
Visclosky 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walsh (IL) 
Webster 
West 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Wolf 
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Yoder Young (FL) 
Young (AK) Young (IN) 


NOT VOTING—15 


Jackson (IL) 
Jackson Lee 


Womack 
Woodall 


Bishop (NY) 
Burton (IN) 


Miller, Gary 
Sanchez, Linda 


Clarke (NY) (TX) T. 
Filner Lewis (CA) Velazquez 
Gallegly Mack Watt 


Herrera Beutler Miller (FL) 


ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR 


The Acting CHAIR (during the vote). 
There is 1 minute remaining. 


1201 


So the amendment was rejected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

Stated for: 

Mr. FILNER. Madam Chair, on rollcall 400, 
| was away from the Capitol due to prior com- 
mitments to my constituents. Had | been 
present, | would have voted “aye.” 

AMENDMENT NO. 16 OFFERED BY MR. LANDRY 

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 
business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Louisiana (Mr. 
LANDRY) on which further proceedings 
were postponed and on which the ayes 
prevailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend- 
ment. 


the 


RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 

The Acting CHAIR. This 
minute vote. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 244, noes 173, 
not voting 15, as follows: 

[Roll No. 401] 


is a 2- 


AYES—244 
Adams Cassidy Fortenberry 
Aderholt Chabot Foxx 
Akin Chaffetz Franks (AZ) 
Alexander Clyburn Frelinghuysen 
Altmire Coble Gardner 
Amash Coffman (CO) Garrett 
Amodei Cole Gerlach 
Austria Conaway Gibbs 
Bachmann Cravaack Gingrey (GA) 
Barletta Crawford Gohmert 
Bartlett Crenshaw Gonzalez 
Barton (TX) Cuellar Goodlatte 
Benishek Culberson Gosar 
Berg Cummings Gowdy 
Bilbray Davis (IL) Granger 
Bilirakis Davis (KY) Graves (GA) 
Bishop (UT) Denham Graves (MO) 
Black Dent Green, Al 
Blackburn DesJarlais Green, Gene 
Bonner Diaz-Balart Griffin (AR) 
Bono Mack Dingell Griffith (VA) 
Boren Doggett Grimm 
Boustany Dold Guinta 
Brady (TX) Dreier Guthrie 
Brooks Duffy Hall 
Broun (GA) Duncan (SC) Hanabusa 
Brown (FL) Duncan (TN) Harper 
Buchanan Ellmers Harris 
Bucshon Emerson Hartzler 
Buerkle Farenthold Hastings (WA) 
Burgess Fincher Hayworth 
Calvert Fitzpatrick Heck 
Camp Flake Hensarling 
Canseco Fleischmann Herger 
Cantor Fleming Herrera Beutler 
Capito Flores Hinojosa 
Carter Forbes Huelskamp 
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Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurt 
Issa 
Jenkins 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Jordan 
Kelly 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kline 
Labrador 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Landry 
Lankford 
Larson (CT) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Latta 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
Lungren, Daniel 
E. 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Marino 
Matheson 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaw. 
McCotter 
McHenry 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McKinley 
McMorris 
Rodgers 


Ackerman 
Andrews 
Baca 
Baldwin 
Barber 
Barrow 
Bass (CA) 
Bass (NH) 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Biggert 
Bishop (GA) 
Blumenauer 
Bonamici 
Boswell 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 
Butterfield 
Campbell 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Castor (FL) 
Chandler 
Chu 
Cicilline 
Clarke (MI) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Cohen 
Connolly (VA) 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Courtney 
Critz 
Crowley 
Davis (CA) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
Deutch 
Dicks 


Meehan 
Mica 

Miller (MI) 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (PA) 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Nunnelee 
Olson 
Palazzo 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Pence 

Petri 

Pitts 
Platts 

Poe (TX) 
Pompeo 
Posey 

Price (GA) 
Quayle 
Reed 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Ribble 
Richmond 
Rigell 
Rivera 
Roby 

Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross (AR) 
Ross (FL) 
Runyan 


NOES—173 


Donnelly (IN) 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Engel 
Eshoo 

Farr 

Fattah 
Frank (MA) 
Fudge 
Garamendi 
Gibson 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hahn 
Hanna 
Hastings (FL) 
Heinrich 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinchey 
Hirono 
Hochul 
Holden 

Holt 

Honda 
Hoyer 
Israel 
Johnson (GA) 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kildee 

Kind 

Kissell 
Kucinich 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Lee (CA) 
Levin 

Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Long 

Lowey 
Lujan 
Lynch 
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Ryan (WI) 
Scalise 
Schmidt 
Schock 
Schweikert 
Scott (SC) 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Sewell 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (TX) 
Southerland 
Stearns 
Stivers 
Stutzman 
Sullivan 
Terry 
Thompson (MS) 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tipton 
Turner (NY) 
Turner (OH) 
Upton 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walsh (IL) 
Walz (MN) 
Webster 
West 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Wolf 
Womack 
Woodall 
Yoder 

Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 


Maloney 
Markey 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McClintock 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McNerney 
Meeks 
Michaud 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Moore 

Moran 

Murphy (CT) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Olver 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor (AZ) 
Paul 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Peters 

Peterson 
Pingree (ME) 
Polis 

Price (NC) 
Quigley 

Rahall 

Reyes 
Richardson 
Rothman (NJ) 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 

Ryan (OH) 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 

Schilling 
Schrader 


Schwartz Speier Wasserman 
Scott (VA) Stark Schultz 
Scott, David Sutton Waters 
Serrano Thompson (CA) Watt 
Sherman Tierney Waxman 
Shuler Tonko Welch 
Sires Towns Wilson (FL) 
Slaughter Tsongas Woolsey 
Smith (NJ) Van Hollen Yarmuth 
Smith (WA) Visclosky Young (IN) 
NOT VOTING—15 
Bachus Jackson (IL) Miller, Gary 
Bishop (NY) Jackson Lee Rangel 
Burton (IN) (TX) Sanchez, Linda 
Clarke (NY) Lewis (CA) T. 
Filner Mack Velázquez 
Gallegly Miller (FL) 


ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR 
The Acting CHAIR (during the vote). 
There is 1 minute remaining. 
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Ms. RICHARDSON changed her vote 
from “aye” to “no.” 

So the amendment was agreed to. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

Stated against: 

Mr. FILNER. Madam Chair, on rollcall 401, 
| was away from the Capitol due to prior com- 
mitments to my constituents. Had | been 
present, | would have voted “no.” 

AMENDMENT NO. 17 OFFERED BY MR. RIGELL 

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 
business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. RIGELL) 
on which further proceedings were 
postponed and on which the ayes pre- 
vailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend- 
ment. 


redesignate the 


RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 

The Acting CHAIR. This is a 2- 
minute vote. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 263, noes 146, 
not voting 23, as follows: 


[Roll No. 402] 
AYES—263 

Adams Boustany Costello 
Aderholt Brady (TX) Cravaack 
Akin Brooks Crawford 
Alexander Broun (GA) Crenshaw 
Altmire Brown (FL) Critz 
Amash Buchanan Cuellar 
Amodei Bucshon Culberson 
Austria Buerkle Davis (KY) 
Bachmann Burgess Denham 
Bachus Calvert Dent 
Barletta Camp DesJarlais 
Barrow Campbell Diaz-Balart 
Bartlett Canseco Dold 
Barton (TX) Cantor Donnelly (IN) 
Bass (NH) Capito Dreier 
Benishek Cardoza Duffy 
Berg Carter Duncan (SC) 
Biggert Cassidy Duncan (TN) 
Bilirakis Chabot Ellmers 
Bishop (GA) Chaffetz Emerson 
Bishop (UT) Chandler Farenthold 
Black Cleaver Fincher 
Blackburn Coble Fitzpatrick 
Bonner Coffman (CO) Flake 
Bono Mack Cole Fleischmann 
Boren Conaway Fleming 
Boswell Costa Flores 


Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gardner 
Garrett 
Gerlach 
Gibbs 
Gibson 
Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmert 
Gonzalez 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Griffin (AR) 
Griffith (VA) 
Grimm 
Guinta 
Guthrie 

Hal 
Hanna 
Harper 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayworth 
Heck 
Heinrich 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herrera Beutler 
Hinojosa 
Hochul 
Holden 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 

Hurt 

Issa 

Jenkins 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Jordan 

Kelly 

King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kline 
Labrador 
Lamborn 
Lance 


Ackerman 
Andrews 
Baca 
Baldwin 
Barber 
Berkley 
Berman 
Blumenauer 
Bonamici 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Castor (FL) 
Chu 
Cicilline 
Clarke (MI) 
Clay 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Connolly (VA) 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Courtney 
Crowley 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 


Landry 
Lankford 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Latta 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Loebsack 
Long 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lungren, Daniel 
E. 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Marino 
Matheson 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McCotter 
McHenry 
McKeon 
McKinley 
McMorris 
Rodgers 
McNerney 
Meehan 
Mica 
Miller (MI) 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (PA) 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Nunnelee 
Olson 
Owens 
Palazzo 
Paul 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Pence 
Perlmutter 
Peterson 
Petri 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe (TX) 
Pompeo 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Quayle 
Reed 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Ribble 
Richmond 
Rigell 


NOES—146 


Davis (IL) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
Deutch 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Farr 
Fattah 
Frank (MA) 
Fudge 
Garamendi 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hahn 
Hanabusa 
Hastings (FL) 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinchey 
Hirono 
Holt 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Israel 
Johnson (GA) 
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Rivera 

Roby 

Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross (AR) 
Ross (FL) 
Royce 
Runyan 
Ryan (WI) 
Scalise 
Schilling 
Schmidt 
Schock 
Schweikert 
Scott (SC) 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shimkus 
Shuler 
Shuster 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Southerland 
Stearns 
Stivers 
Stutzman 
Sullivan 
Terry 
Thompson (MS) 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tipton 
Turner (OH) 
Upton 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walsh (IL) 
Webster 
West 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Wolf 
Womack 
Woodall 
Yoder 

Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Young (IN) 


Jones 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kildee 

Kind 

Kissell 
Kucinich 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lee (CA) 
Levin 

Lewis (GA) 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lynch 
Maloney 
Markey 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McIntyre 
Meeks 
Michaud 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Moore 
Moran 
Murphy (CT) 
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Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 

Olver 

Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor (AZ) 
Pelosi 

Peters 
Pingree (ME) 
Polis 

Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Rahall 

Reyes 
Richardson 
Rothman (NJ) 
Roybal-Allard 


Ruppersberger 
Rush 

Ryan (OH) 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schrader 
Schwartz 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, David 
Sewell 
Sherman 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Speier 

Stark 
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Sutton 
Thompson (CA) 
Tierney 
Tonko 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Van Hollen 
Visclosky 
Walz (MN) 
Wasserman 
Schultz 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Welch 
Wilson (FL) 
Woolsey 
Yarmuth 


NOT VOTING—23 


Bass (CA) Jackson (IL) Rangel 
Becerra Jackson Lee Sanchez, Linda 
Bilbray (TX) T. 

Bishop (NY) Lewis (CA) Serrano 
Burton (IN) Lujan Simpson 
Clarke (NY) Lummis Turner (NY) 
Dicks Mack Velazquez 
Filner Miller (FL) 

Gallegly Miller, Gary 


ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR 


The Acting CHAIR (during the vote). 
There is 1 minute remaining. 
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So the amendment was agreed to. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

Stated against: 

Mr. FILNER. Madam Chair, on rollcall 402, 
| was away from the Capitol due to prior com- 
mitments to my constituents. Had | been 
present, | would have voted “no.” 

AMENDMENT NO. 18 OFFERED BY MR. HOLT 

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 
business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. HOLT) 
on which further proceedings were 
postponed and on which the noes pre- 
vailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend- 
ment. 


redesignate the 


RECORDED VOTE 


The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 

The Acting CHAIR. This 
minute vote. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 168, noes 250, 
not voting 14, as follows: 

[Roll No. 403] 


is a 2- 


AYES—168 
Ackerman Capuano Cummings 
Andrews Carnahan Davis (CA) 
Baca Carney Davis (IL) 
Baldwin Carson (IN) DeFazio 
Barber Castor (FL) DeGette 
Bass (CA) Chu DeLauro 
Becerra Cicilline Deutch 
Berkley Clarke (MI) Dicks 
Berman Clay Dingell 
Blumenauer Cleaver Doggett 
Bonamici Clyburn Doyle 
Boswell Cohen Edwards 
Brady (PA) Connolly (VA) Ellison 
Braley (IA) Conyers Engel 
Brown (FL) Cooper Eshoo 
Buchanan Costello Farr 
Butterfield Courtney Fattah 
Capps Crowley Fitzpatrick 


Fortenberry 
Frank (MA) 
Fudge 
Garamendi 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hahn 
Hanabusa 
Hastings (FL) 
Heinrich 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinchey 
Hirono 
Hochul 
Holden 
Holt 

Honda 
Hoyer 
Israel 
Johnson (GA) 


Johnson, E. B. 


Jones 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kildee 

Kind 
Kucinich 
Langevin 
Larson (CT) 
Lee (CA) 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lujan 


Adams 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Altmire 
Amash 
Amodei 
Austria 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Barletta 
Barrow 
Bartlett 
Barton (TX) 
Bass (NH) 
Benishek 
Berg 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boren 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Brooks 
Broun (GA) 
Bucshon 
Buerkle 
Burgess 
Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 
Canseco 
Cantor 
Capito 
Cardoza 
Carter 
Cassidy 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Chandler 
Coble 
Coffman (CO) 
Cole 
Conaway 
Costa 
Cravaack 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 


Lynch 
Maloney 
Markey 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McNerney 
Meeks 
Michaud 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Moore 

Moran 
Murphy (CT) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Olver 

Owens 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor (AZ) 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Peters 
Pingree (ME) 
Platts 

Polis 

Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Rahall 

Reyes 
Richmond 
Rothman (NJ) 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 


NOES—250 


Critz 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Davis (KY) 
Denham 
Dent 
DesJarlais 
Diaz-Balart 
Dold 
Donnelly (IN) 
Dreier 
Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Ellmers 
Emerson 
Farenthold 
Fincher 
Flake 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 

Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gardner 
Garrett 
Gerlach 
Gibbs 

Gibson 
Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmert 
Gonzalez 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 

Gowdy 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Griffin (AR) 
Griffith (VA) 
Grimm 
Guinta 
Guthrie 

Hall 

Hanna 
Harper 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayworth 


Ryan (OH) 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schrader 
Schwartz 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, David 
Serrano 
Sewell 
Sherman 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Speier 
Stark 
Sutton 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Tonko 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Van Hollen 
Visclosky 
Walz (MN) 
Wasserman 
Schultz 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Welch 
Wilson (FL) 
Woolsey 
Yarmuth 
Young (FL) 


Heck 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herrera Beutler 
Hinojosa 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurt 
Issa 
Jenkins 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jordan 
Kelly 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kissell 
Kline 
Labrador 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Landry 
Lankford 
Larsen (WA) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Latta 
Long 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
Lungren, Daniel 
E. 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Marino 
Matheson 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McCotter 
McHenry 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McKinley 
McMorris 
Rodgers 
Meehan 
Mica 
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Miller (MI) Rivera Smith (NJ) 
Mulvaney Roby Smith (TX) 
Murphy (PA) Roe (TN) Southerland 
Myrick Rogers (AL) Stearns 
Neugebauer Rogers (KY) Stivers 
Noem Rogers (MI) Stutzman 
Nugent Rohrabacher Sullivan 
Nunes Rokita Terry 
Nunnelee Rooney Thompson (PA) 
Olson Ros-Lehtinen Thornberry 
Palazzo Roskam Tiberi 

Paul Ross (AR) Tipton 
Paulsen Ross (FL) Turner (NY) 
Pearce Royce Turner (OH) 
Pence Runyan Upton 
Peterson Ryan (WI) Walberg 
Petri Scalise Walden 
Pitts Schilling Walsh (IL) 
Poe (TX) Schmidt Webster 
Pompeo Schock West 

Posey Schweikert Westmoreland 
Price (GA) Scott (SC) Whitfield 
Quayle Scott, Austin Wilson (SC) 
Reed Sensenbrenner Wittman 
Rehberg Sessions Wolf 
Reichert Shimkus Womack 
Renacci Shuler Woodall 
Ribble Shuster Yoder 
Richardson Simpson Young (AK) 
Rigell Smith (NE) Young (IN) 


NOT VOTING—14 


Bishop (NY) Jackson Lee Rangel 


Burton (IN) (TX) Sanchez, Linda 
Clarke (NY) Lewis (CA) T. 
Filner Mack Velázquez 


Gallegly 
Jackson (IL) 


Miller (FL) 
Miller, Gary 
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So the amendment was rejected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

Stated for: 

Mr. FILNER. Madam Chair, on rollcall 403, 
| was away from the Capitol due to prior com- 
mitments to my constituents. Had | been 
present, | would have voted “aye.” 

AMENDMENT NO. 19 OFFERED BY MR. WITTMAN 

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 
business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. WITT- 
MAN) on which further proceedings 
were postponed and on which the ayes 
prevailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend- 
ment. 


the 


RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 

The Acting CHAIR. This 
minute vote. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 256, noes 161, 
not voting 15, as follows: 

[Roll No. 404] 


is a 2- 


AYES—256 
Adams Bass (NH) Boustany 
Aderholt Benishek Brady (TX) 
Akin Berg Brooks 
Alexander Biggert Broun (GA) 
Altmire Bilbray Buchanan 
Amash Bilirakis Bucshon 
Amodei Bishop (GA) Buerkle 
Austria Bishop (UT) Burgess 
Bachmann Black Burton (IN) 
Bachus Blackburn Calvert 
Barletta Bonner Camp 
Barrow Bono Mack Campbell 
Bartlett Boren Canseco 
Barton (TX) Boswell Cantor 
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Capito 
Cardoza 
Carter 
Cassidy 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Chandler 
Cleaver 
Coble 
Coffman (CO) 
Cole 
Conaway 
Costa 
Costello 
Cravaack 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Critz 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Davis (KY) 
Denham 
Den 
DesJarlais 
Diaz-Balart 
Dol 
Dreier 

Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Ellmers 
Emerson 
Farenthold 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Flake 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Garamendi 
Gardner 
Garrett 
Gerlach 

Gibbs 

Gibson 
Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 

Gowdy 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Green, Gene 
Griffin (AR) 
Griffith (VA) 
Grimm 
Guinta 
Guthrie 

Hal 
Hanna 

Harper 
Hartzler 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayworth 
Heck 
Hensarling 


Ackerman 
Andrews 
Baca 
Baldwin 
Barber 
Bass (CA) 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Blumenauer 
Bonamici 
Brady (PA) 
Brown (FL) 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Castor (FL) 
Chu 


Herger 
Herrera Beutler 
Hinojosa 
Holden 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurt 
Issa 
Jenkins 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jordan 
Kelly 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kline 
Labrador 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Landry 
Lankford 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Latta 
LoBiondo 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Long 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
Lungren, Daniel 
E. 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Marino 
Matheson 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McCotter 
McHenry 
McKeon 
McKinley 
McMorris 
Rodgers 
Meehan 
Mica 
Miller (MI) 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (PA) 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Nunnelee 
Olson 
Palazzo 
Paul 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Pence 
Perlmutter 
Peterson 
Petri 
Pitts 


NOES—161 
Cicilline 
Clarke (MI) 
Clay 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Connolly (VA) 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Courtney 
Crowley 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
Deutch 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Donnelly (IN) 
Doyle 
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Platts 

Poe (TX) 
Pompeo 
Posey 

Price (GA) 
Quayle 
Reed 
Rehberg 
Renacci 
Ribble 
Richmond 
Rigell 
Rivera 
Roby 

Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross (AR) 
Ross (FL) 
Royce 
Runyan 
Ryan (WI) 
Scalise 
Schilling 
Schmidt 
Schock 
Schweikert 
Scott (SC) 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shimkus 
Shuler 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Southerland 
Stearns 
Stivers 
Stutzman 
Sullivan 
Terry 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tipton 
Turner (NY) 
Turner (OH) 
Upton 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walsh (IL) 
Webster 
West 
Westmoreland 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Wolf 
Womack 
Woodall 
Yoder 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Young (IN) 


Edwards 
Ellison 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Farr 
Fattah 
Frank (MA) 
Fudge 
Gonzalez 
Green, Al 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hahn 
Hanabusa 
Harris 
Hastings (FL) 
Heinrich 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinchey 
Hirono 


Hochul Meeks Schiff 

Holt Michaud Schrader 
Honda Miller (NC) Schwartz 
Hoyer Miller, George Scott (VA) 
Israel Moore Scott, David 
Johnson (GA) Moran Serrano 
Johnson, E. B. Murphy (CT) Sewell 
Jones Nadler Sherman 
Kaptur Neal Sires 
Keating Olver Slaughter 
Kildee Owens Smith (WA) 
Kind Pallone Speier 
Kissell Pascrell Stark 
Kucinich Pastor (AZ) Sutton 
Langevin Pelosi Thompson (CA) 
Larsen (WA) Peters Thompson (MS) 
Larson (CT) Pingree (ME) Tierney 
Lee (CA) Polis Tonko 
Levin Price (NC) Towns 
Lewis (GA) Quigley Tsongas 
Lipinski Rahall Van Hollen 
Lowey Rangel Visclosky 
Lujan Reichert Walz (MN) 
Lynch Reyes Wasserman 
Maloney Richardson Schultz 
Markey Rothman (NJ) Waters 
Matsui Roybal-Allard Watt 
McCarthy (NY) Ruppersberger Waxman 
McCollum Rush Welch 
McDermott Ryan (OH) Whitfield 
McGovern Sanchez, Loretta Wilson (FL) 
McIntyre Sarbanes Woolsey 
McNerney Schakowsky Yarmuth 


NOT VOTING—15 


Bishop (NY) Jackson (IL) Miller, Gary 


Braley (IA) Jackson Lee Napolitano 
Clarke (NY) (TX) Sanchez, Linda 
Dicks Lewis (CA) T. 

Filner Mack Velázquez 
Gallegly Miller (FL) 


ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR 


The Acting CHAIR (during the vote). 
There is 1 minute remaining. 
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Mr. CASSIDY changed his vote from 
“no” to “aye.” 

So the amendment was agreed to. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

Stated against: 

Mrs. NAPOLITANO. Madam Chair, on roll- 
call No. 404, had | been present, | would have 
voted “no.” 

Mr. FILNER. Madam Chair, on rollcall 404, 
| was away from the Capitol due to prior com- 
mitments to my constituents. Had | been 
present, | would have voted “no.” 

AMENDMENT NO. 21 OFFERED BY MS. BASS OF 

CALIFORNIA 

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 
business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the amendment offered by the 
gentlewoman from California (Ms. 
BASS) on which further proceedings 
were postponed and on which the noes 
prevailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend- 
ment. 


the 


RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 

The Acting CHAIR. This is a 2- 
minute vote. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 186, noes 233, 
not voting 18, as follows: 


Ackerman 
Altmire 
Andrews 
Baca 
Baldwin 
Barber 
Barrow 
Bartlett 
Bass (CA) 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Bishop (GA) 
Blumenauer 
Bonamici 
Boswell 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 
Brown (FL) 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Castor (FL) 
Chabot 
Chandler 
Chu 
Cicilline 
Clarke (MI) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Connolly (VA) 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Courtney 
Critz 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
Deutch 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Donnelly (IN) 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Farr 
Fattah 


Adams 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Amash 
Amodei 
Austria 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Barletta 
Barton (TX) 
Bass (NH) 
Benishek 
Berg 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boren 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Brooks 
Broun (GA) 


[Roll No. 405] 


AYES—186 


Fitzpatrick 
Fortenberry 
Frank (MA) 
Fudge 
Garamendi 
Gibson 
Gonzalez 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hahn 
Hanabusa 
Hastings (FL) 
Heinrich 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Hochul 
Holden 

Holt 

Honda 
Hoyer 

Israel 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kildee 

Kind 

Kissell 
Kucinich 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lee (CA) 
Levin 

Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lujan 
Lynch 
Maloney 
Markey 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McIntyre 
McNerney 
Meeks 
Michaud 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Moore 
Moran 
Murphy (CT) 
Nadler 


NOES—233 


Buchanan 
Bucshon 
Buerkle 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 
Canseco 
Cantor 
Capito 
Carter 
Cassidy 
Chaffetz 
Coble 
Coffman (CO) 
Cole 
Conaway 
Cravaack 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Culberson 
Davis (KY) 
Denham 
Dent 
DesJarlais 
Diaz-Balart 
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Napolitano 
Neal 
Olver 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor (AZ) 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Peters 
Pingree (ME) 
Polis 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reichert 
Reyes 
Richardson 
Richmond 
Rothman (NJ) 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schilling 
Schrader 
Schwartz 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, David 
Serrano 
Sewell 
Sherman 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Speier 
Stark 
Sutton 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Tonko 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Van Hollen 
Visclosky 
Walz (MN) 
Wasserman 
Schultz 
Waters 
Waxman 
Welch 
Wilson (FL) 
Woodall 
Woolsey 
Yarmuth 


Dold 

Dreier 

Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Ellmers 
Emerson 
Farenthold 
Fincher 
Flake 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 

Foxx 

Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gardner 
Garrett 
Gerlach 
Gibbs 
Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 
Granger 
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The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 162, noes 254, 
not voting 16, as follows: 


Graves (GA) Marchant Ros-Lehtinen 
Graves (MO) Marino Roskam 
Griffin (AR) Matheson Ross (AR) 
Griffith (VA) McCarthy (CA) Ross (FL) 
Grimm McCaul Royce 
Guinta McClintock Runyan 
Guthrie McCotter Ryan (WI) 
Hal. McHenry Scalise 
Hanna McKeon Schmidt 
Harper McKinley 
Harris McMorris Loma ert 
Hartzler Rodgers Scott (SC) 
Hastings (WA) Meehan Scott, Austin 
Hayworth Mica Sensenbrenner 
Heck Miller (MI) Á 
Hensarling Mulvaney Sessions 
Herger Murphy (PA) Shimkus 
Herrera Beutler Myrick Shuler 
Huelskamp Neugebauer Shuster 
Huizenga (MI) Noem Simpson 
Hultgren Nugent Smith (NE) 
Hunter Nunes Smith (NJ) 
Hurt Nunnelee Smith (TX) 
Issa Olson Southerland 
Jenkins Palazzo Stearns 
Johnson (IL) Paul Stivers 
Johnson (OH) Paulsen Stutzman 
Johnson, Sam Pearce Sullivan 
Jones Pence Terry 
Jordan Peterson Thompson (PA) 
Kelly Petri Thornberry 
King (IA) Pitts Tiberi 
King (NY) Platts Tipton 
Kingston Poe (TX) Turner (NY) 
Kinzinger (IL) Pompeo Turner (OH) 
Kline Posey Upton 
Labrador Price (GA) Walberg 
Lamborn Quayle Walden 
Lance Reed 
Landry Rehberg Walsh (IL) 
Lankford Renacci Webster 
Latham Ribble West 
LaTourette Rigell Westmoreland 
Latta Rivera Whitfield 
LoBiondo Roby Wilson (SC) 
Long Roe (TN) Wittman 
Lucas Rogers (AL) Wolf 
Luetkemeyer Rogers (KY) Womack 
Lummis Rogers (MI) Yoder 
Lungren, Daniel Rohrabacher Young (AK) 
E. Rokita Young (FL) 
Manzullo Rooney Young (IN) 


NOT VOTING—13 


Bishop (NY) Jackson Lee Miller, Gary 


Clarke (NY) (TX) Sanchez, Linda 
Filner Lewis (CA) T: 

Gallegly Mack Velázquez 
Jackson (IL) Miller (FL) Watt 
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So the amendment was rejected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

Stated for: 

Mr. FILNER. Madam Chair, on rollcall 405, 
| was away from the Capitol due to prior com- 
mitments to my constituents. Had | been 
present, | would have voted “aye.” 

AMENDMENT NO. 23 OFFERED BY MRS. CAPPS 


The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 
business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the amendment offered by the 
gentlewoman from California (Mrs. 
CAPPS) on which further proceedings 
were postponed and on which the noes 
prevailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend- 
ment. 


the 


RECORDED VOTE 
The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 
A recorded vote was ordered. 
The Acting CHAIR. This 
minute vote. 


is a 2- 


[Roll No. 406] 


AYES—162 
Ackerman Green, Al Pastor (AZ) 
Andrews Grijalva Pelosi 
Baca Gutierrez Perlmutter 
Baldwin Hahn Peters 
Barber Hanabusa Pingree (ME) 
Bass (CA) Hastings (FL) Polis 
Becerra Heinrich Price (NC) 
Berkley Higgins Quigley 
Berman Himes Rahall 
Blumenauer Hinchey Reyes 
Bonamici Hinojosa Richardson 
Boswell Hirono Richmond 
Brady (PA) Holt 
Braley (IA) Honda Rothman (NJ) 
Brown (FL) Hoyer Roybal-Allard 
Butterfield Israel Ruppersberger 
Capps Johnson (GA) Rush 
Capuano Johnson (IL) Ryan (OH) 
Carnahan Johnson, E. B. Sanchez, Loretta 
Carney Kaptur Sarbanes 
Carson (IN) Keating Schakowsky 
Castor (FL) Kildee Schiff 
Chu Kind Schrader 
Cicilline Kucinich Schwartz 
Clarke (MI) Langevin Scott (VA) 
Clay Larsen (WA) Scott, David 
Cleaver Larson (CT) Serrano 
Clyburn Lee (CA) Sewell 
Cohen Levin Sherman 
Connolly (VA) Lewis (GA) Shuler 
Conyers Lipinski Sires 
Cooper Loebsack Slaughter 
Courtney Lofgren, Zoe Smith (WA) 
Crowley Lowey Speier 
Cummings Lujan Stark 
Davis (CA) Lynch Sutton 
Davis (IL) Maloney 
DeFazio Markey Thompson (CA) 

: Thompson (MS) 

DeGette Matsui 5 
DeLauro McCarthy (NY) Tierney 
Deutch McCollum Tonko 
Dicks McDermott Towns 
Dingell McGovern Tsongas 
Doggett McNerney Van Hollen 
Doyle Michaud Visclosky 
Edwards Miller (NC) Walz (MN) 
Ellison Miller, George Wasserman 
Engel Moore Schultz 
Eshoo Moran Waters 
Farr Murphy (CT) Watt 
Fattah Nadler Waxman 
Frank (MA) Neal Welch 
Fudge Olver Wilson (FL) 
Garamendi Pallone Woolsey 
Gonzalez Pascrell Yarmuth 

NOES—254 
Adams Buchanan Dent 
Aderholt Bucshon DesJarlais 
Akin Buerkle Diaz-Balart 
Alexander Burgess Dold 
Altmire Burton (IN) Donnelly (IN) 
Amash Calvert Dreier 
Amodei Camp Duffy 
Austria Campbell Duncan (SC) 
Bachmann Canseco Duncan (TN) 
Bachus Cantor Ellmers 
Barletta Capito Emerson 
Barrow Cardoza Farenthold 
Bartlett Carter Fincher 
Barton (TX) Cassidy Fitzpatrick 
Bass (NH) Chabot Flake 
Benishek Chaffetz Fleischmann 
Berg Chandler Fleming 
Biggert Coble Flores 
Bilbray Coffman (CO) Forbes 
Bilirakis Cole Fortenberry 
Bishop (GA) Conaway Foxx 
Bishop (UT) Costa Franks (AZ) 
Black Costello Frelinghuysen 
Blackburn Cravaack Gardner 
Bonner Crawford Garrett 
Bono Mack Crenshaw Gerlach 
Boren Critz Gibbs 
Boustany Cuellar Gibson 
Brady (TX) Culberson Gingrey (GA) 
Brooks Davis (KY) Gohmert 
Broun (GA) Denham Goodlatte 


June 21, 2012 


Gosar Lungren, Daniel Rohrabacher 
Gowdy E. Rokita 
Granger Manzullo Rooney 
Graves (GA) Marchant Ros-Lehtinen 
Graves (MO) Marino Roskam 
Green, Gene Matheson Ross (AR) 
Griffin (AR) McCarthy (CA) Ross (FL) 
Griffith (VA) McCaul Royce 
Grimm McClintock Runyan 
Guinta McCotter Ryan (WI) 
Guthrie McHenry Scalise 
Hall McIntyre Schilling 
Hanna McKeon Schmidt 
Harper McKinley Schock 
Harris McMorris Schweikert 
Hartzler ene r8 Scott (SC) 
Hastings (WA) Mica Scott, Austin 
Hayworth K Sensenbrenner 
Heck Miller (MI) Sessions 
Hensarling uvaney Shimkus 
Herrera Beutler urphy (PA) Shuster 
Hochul fee ai Simpson 
Holden Nees Smith (NE) 
Huelskamp Nugent Smith (NJ) 
Huizenga (MI) Nunes Smith (TX) 
Hultgren Nunnelee Southerland 
Hunter Olson Stearns 
Hurt Owens Stivers 
Issa Palazzo Stutzman 
Jenkins Paul Sullivan 
Johnson (OH) Paulsen Terry 
Johnson, Sam Pearce Thompson (PA) 
Jones Pence Thornberry 
Jordan Peterson Tiberi 
Kelly Petri Tipton 
King (IA) Pitts Turner (NY) 
King (NY) Platts Turner (OH) 
Kingston Poe (TX) Upton 
Kinzinger (IL) Pompeo Walberg 
Kissell Pose Walden 
Kline Proe (GA Walsh (IL) 
Da prado Quayle We neter 
amborn Reed es 
Lance Rehberg Westmoreland 
Landry Reichert Whitfield 
Lankford Renacci Wilson (SC) 
Latham Ribble Wittman 
LaTourette Rigell Wolf 
Latta Rivera Womack 
LoBiondo Roby Woodall 
Long Roe (TN) Yoder 
Lucas Rogers (AL) Young (AK) 
Luetkemeyer Rogers (KY) Young (FL) 
Lummis Rogers (MI) Young (IN) 


NOT VOTING—16 


Bishop (NY) Jackson Lee Miller, Gary 


Clarke (NY) (TX) Napolitano 
Filner Lewis (CA) Rangel 
Gallegly Mack Sanchez, Linda 
Herger Meeks Ne 


Jackson (IL) Miller (FL) Velazquez 


ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR 


The Acting CHAIR (during the vote). 
There is 1 minute remaining. 
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So the amendment was rejected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

Stated for: 

Mr. FILNER. Madam Chair, on rollcall 406, 
| was away from the Capitol due to prior com- 
mitments to my constituents. Had | been 
present, | would have voted “aye.” 

AMENDMENT NO. 25 OFFERED BY MS. SPEIER 

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 
business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the amendment offered by the 
gentlewoman from California (Ms. 
SPEIER) on which further proceedings 
were postponed and on which the noes 
prevailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend- 
ment. 


the 


June 21, 2012 


RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 

The Acting CHAIR. This 
minute vote. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 162, noes 255, 
not voting 15, as follows: 

[Roll No. 407] 


is a 2- 
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The Clerk redesignated the amend- 

ment. 
RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 

The Acting CHAIR. This 
minute vote. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 180, noes 235, 
not voting 17, as follows: 


is a 2- 


AYES—162 

Ackerman Green, Al Pallone 
Andrews Grijalva Pascrell 
Baca Gutierrez Pastor (AZ) 
Baldwin Hahn Pelosi 
Barber Hanabusa Perlmutter 
Bass (CA) Hastings (FL) Peters 
Becerra Heinrich Pingree (ME) 
Berkley Higgins Polis 
Berman Himes Price (NC) 
Blumenauer Hinchey Quigley 
Bonamici Hinojosa Reyes 
Brady (PA) Hirono Ri 

ichardson 
Braley (IA) Holt Richmond 
Brown (FL) Honda 
Butterfield Hoyer Rothman (NJ) 
Capps Israel Roybal-Allard 
Capuano Johnson (GA) Ruppersberger 
Carnahan Johnson (IL) Rush 
Carney Johnson, E. B. Ryan (OH) 
Carson (IN) Kaptur Sanchez, Loretta 
Castor (FL) Keating Sarbanes 
Chandler Kildee Schakowsky 
Chu Kind Schiff 
Cicilline Kissell Schrader 
Clarke (MI) Kucinich Schwartz 
Clay Langevin Scott (VA) 
Clyburn Larsen (WA) Scott, David 
Cohen Larson (CT) Sewell 
Connolly (VA) Lee (CA) Sherman 
Conyers Levin Shuler 
Cooper Lewis (GA) Sires 
Costello Lipinski Slaughter 
Courtney Loebsack Smith (WA) 
Crowley Lofgren, Zoe Speier 
Cummings Lowey Stark 
Davis (CA) Lujan Sutton 
Davis (IL) Lynch Thompson (CA) 
DeFazio Maloney Thompson (MS) 
DeGette Markey N P 
DeLauro Matsui Tierney 
Deutch McCarthy (NY) Tonko 
Dicks McCollum Towns 
Dingell McDermott Tsongas 
Doggett McGovern Van Hollen 
Doyle McNerney Visclosky 
Edwards Michaud Walz (MN) 
Ellison Miller (NC) Wasserman 
Engel Miller, George Schultz 
Eshoo Moore Waters 
Farr Moran Watt 
Fattah Murphy (CT) Waxman 
Frank (MA) Nadler Welch 
Fudge Napolitano Wilson (FL) 
Garamendi Neal Woolsey 
Gonzalez Olver Yarmuth 

NOES—255 

Adams Bonner Cleaver 
Aderholt Bono Mack Coble 
Akin Boren Coffman (CO) 
Alexander Boswell Cole 
Altmire Boustany Conaway 
Amash Brady (TX) Costa 
Amodei Brooks Cravaack 
Austria Broun (GA) Crawford 
Bachmann Buchanan Crenshaw 
Bachus Bucshon Critz 
Barletta Buerkle Cuellar 
Barrow Burgess Culberson 
Bartlett Burton (IN) Davis (KY) 
Barton (TX) Calvert Denham 
Bass (NH) Camp Dent 
Benishek Campbell DesJarlais 
Berg Canseco Diaz-Balart 
Biggert Cantor Dold 
Bilbray Capito Donnelly (IN) 
Bilirakis Cardoza Dreier 
Bishop (GA) Carter Duffy 
Bishop (UT) Cassidy Duncan (SC) 
Black Chabot Duncan (TN) 
Blackburn Chaffetz Ellmers 


Emerson Lamborn Rivera 
Farenthold Lance Roby 
Fincher Landry Roe (TN) 
Fitzpatrick Lankford Rogers (AL) 
Flake Latham Rogers (KY) 
Fleischmann LaTourette Rogers (MI) 
Fleming Latta Rohrabacher 
Flores LoBiondo Rokita 
Forbes Long Rooney 
Fortenberry Lucas Ros-Lehtinen 
Foxx Luetkemeyer Roskam 
Franks (AZ) Lummis . Ross (AR) 
Frelinghuysen Lungren, Daniel Ross (FL) 
Gardner E. Royce 
Garrett Manzullo Runyan 

Ger: ach Marchant Ryan (WI) 
Gibbs Marino Scalise 
Gibson Matheson i1]į 
Gingrey (GA) McCarthy (CA) Seine 
Gohmert McCaul Schock 
Goodlatte McClintock Schweikert 
Gosar McCotter Scott (SC) 
Gowdy McHenry Scott, Austin 
Granger McIntyre : 
Graves (GA) McKeon bananas 
Graves (MO) McKinley Sessionis 
Green, Gene McMorris Shimkus 
Griffin (AR) Rodgers Shuster 
Griffith (VA) Meehan Sisingor 
Grimm Mica aan (NE) 
Guinta Miller (MI) Smith (NJ) 
Guthrie Mulvaney F 

Hall Murphy (PA) Smith (TX) 
Hanna, Myrick Southerland 
Harper Neugebauer Stearns 
Harris Noem Stivers 
Hartzler Nugent Stutzman 
Hastings (WA) Nunes Sullivan 
Hayworth Nunnelee Terry 

Heck Olson Thompson (PA) 
Hensarling Owens Thornberry 
Herrera Beutler Palazzo Tiberi 
Hochul Paul Tipton 
Holden Paulsen Turner (NY) 
Huelskamp Pearce Turner (OH) 
Huizenga (MI) Pence Upton 
Hultgren Peterson Walberg 
Hunter Petri Walden 

Hur Pitts Walsh (IL) 
Issa Platts Webster 
Jenkins Poe (TX) West 
Johnson (OH) Pompeo Westmoreland 
Johnson, Sam Posey Whitfield 
Jones Price (GA) Wilson (SC) 
Jordan Quayle Wittman 
Kelly Rahall Wolf 

King (IA) Reed Womack 
King (NY) Rehberg Woodall 
Kingston Reichert Yoder 
Kinzinger (IL) Renacci Young (AK) 
Kline Ribble Young (FL) 
Labrador Rigell Young (IN) 


NOT VOTING—15 


Bishop (NY) Jackson Lee Miller, Gary 


Clarke (NY) (TX) Rangel 

Filner Lewis (CA) Sanchez, Linda 
Gallegly Mack T. 

Herger Meeks Velázquez 
Jackson (IL) Miller (FL) 
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So the amendment was rejected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

Stated for: 

Mr. FILNER. Madam Chair, on rollcall 407, 
| was away from the Capitol due to prior com- 
mitments to my constituents. Had | been 
present, | would have voted “aye.” 

AMENDMENT NO. 26 OFFERED BY MS. DELAURO 

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 
business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the amendment offered by the 
gentlewoman from Connecticut (Ms. 
DELAURO) on which further proceedings 
were postponed and on which the ayes 
prevailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate 
amendment. 


the 


[Roll No. 408] 


AYES—180 

Ackerman Frank (MA) Napolitano 
Altmire Fudge Neal 
Andrews Garamendi Olver 
Baca Gibson Owens 
Baldwin Gonzalez Pallone 
Barber Green, Al Pascrell 
Barrow Green, Gene Pastor (AZ) 
Bass (CA) Grijalva Pelosi 
Becerra Gutierrez Perlmutter 
Berkley Hahn Peters 
Berman Hanabusa Peterson 
Bishop (GA) Hastings (FL) Pingree (ME) 
Blumenauer Heinrich i 
Bonamici Higgins Price (NC) 
Boswell Himes Quigley 
Brady (PA) Hinchey Rahall 
Braley (IA) Hinojosa Reyes 
Brown (FL) Hirono Richardson 
Butterfield Hochul Richmond 
Capps Holden Rothman (NJ) 
Capuano Holt Roybal-Allard 
Cardoza Honda Ruppersberger 
Carnahan Hoyer Rush 
Carney Israel Ryan (OH) 
Carson (IN) Johnson (GA) Sanchez, Loretta 
Castor (FL) Johnson, E. B. Sarbanes 
Chandler Jones Schakowsky 
Chu Kaptur Schiff 
Cicilline Keating Schrader 
Clarke (MI) Kildee Schwartz 
Clay Kind Scott (VA) 
Cleaver Kissell Scott, David 
Clyburn Kucinich Serrano 
Cohen Langevin Sewel 
Connolly (VA) Larsen (WA) Sherman 
oaser ee ie Shuler 

OBLA, o- Sires 
Costello Levin Slaughter 
Courtney Lewis (GA) Smith (WA) 
Critz Lipinski Speier 
Crowley Loebsack Stark 
Cuellar Lofgren, Zoe Sutton 
Cummings Lowey Thompson (CA) 
Davis (CA) Lujan 
Davis (IL) Lynch Thompson (MS) 
DeFazio Maloney Tierney 
DeGette Markey Tonko 
DeLauro Matheson Towns 
Deutch Matsui Tsongas 
Dicks McCarthy (NY) Van Hollen 
Dingell McCollum Visclosky 
Doggett McDermott Walz (MN) 
Donnelly (IN) McGovern Wasserman 
Doyle McIntyre Schultz 
Edwards McNerney Waters 
Ellison Michaud Watt 
Engel Miller (NC) Waxman 
Eshoo Moore Welch 
Farr Moran Wilson (FL) 
Fattah Murphy (CT) Woolsey 
Fitzpatrick Nadler Yarmuth 

NOES—235 

Adams Biggert Buerkle 
Aderholt Bilbray Burgess 
Akin Bilirakis Burton (IN) 
Alexander Bishop (UT) Calvert 
Amash Black Camp 
Amodei Blackburn Campbell 
Austria Bonner Canseco 
Bachmann Bono Mack Cantor 
Bachus Boren Capito 
Barletta Boustany Carter 
Bartlett Brady (TX) Cassidy 
Barton (TX) Brooks Chabot 
Bass (NH) Broun (GA) Chaffetz 
Benishek Buchanan Coble 
Berg Bucshon Coffman (CO) 
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Cole Johnson (OH) Reichert 
Conaway Johnson, Sam Renacci 
Cooper Jordan Ribble 
Cravaack Kelly Rigell 
Crawford King (IA) Rivera 
Crenshaw King (NY) Roby 
Culberson Kingston Roe (TN) 
Davis (KY) Kinzinger (IL) Rogers (AL) 
Denham Kline Rogers (KY) 
Dent Labrador Rogers (MI) 
DesJarlais Lamborn Rohrabacher 
Diaz-Balart Lance Rokita 
Dold Landry Rooney 
Dreier Lankford Ros-Lehtinen 
Duffy Latham Roskam 
Duncan (SC) LaTourette Ross (AR) 
Duncan (TN) Latta Ross (FL) 
Ellmers LoBiondo Royce 
Emerson Long Runyan 
Farenthold Lucas Ryan (WI) 
Fincher Luetkemeyer Scalise 
Flake Lummis Schilling 
Fleischmann Lungren, Daniel Schmidt 
Fleming E. Schock 
Flores Manzullo Schweikert 
Forbes Marchant Scott (SC) 
Fortenberry Marino Scott, Austin 
Foxx McCarthy (CA) Sensenbrenner 
Franks (AZ) McCaul Sessions 
Frelinghuysen McClintock Shimkus 
Gardner McCotter Shuster 
Garrett McHenry Simpson 
Gerlach McKeon Smith (NE) 
Gibbs McKinley Smith (NJ) 
Gingrey (GA) McMorris Smith (TX) 
Gohmert. Rodgers Southerland 
Goodlatte Meehan Stearns 
Gosar Mica Stivers 
Gowdy Miller (MI) Stutzman 
Granger Mulvaney Sullivan 
Graves (GA) Murphy (PA) Terry 
Graves (MO) Myrick Thompson (PA) 
Griffin (AR) Neugebauer Thornberry 
Griffith (VA) Noem Tiberi 
Grimm Nugent Tipton 
Guinta Nunes Turner (NY) 
Guthrie Nunnelee Turner (OH) 
Hal Olson Upton 
Harper Palazzo Walberg 
Harris Paul Walden 
Hartzler Paulsen Walsh (IL) 
Hastings (WA) Pearce Webster 
Hayworth Pence West 
Heck Petri Westmoreland 
Hensarling Pitts Whitfield 
Herrera Beutler Platts Wilson (SC) 
Huelskamp Poe (TX) Wittman 
Huizenga (MI) Polis Wolf 
Hultgren Pompeo Womack 
Hunter Posey Woodall 
Hurt Price (GA) Yoder 
Issa Quayle Young (AK) 
Jenkins Reed Young (FL) 
Johnson (IL) Rehberg Young (IN) 
NOT VOTING—17 
Bishop (NY) Jackson Lee Miller, George 
Clarke (NY) (TX) Rangel 
Filner Lewis (CA) Sanchez, Linda 
Gallegly Mack T. 
Hanna Meeks Velázquez 
Herger Miller (FL) 
Jackson (IL) Miller, Gary 


ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR 
The Acting CHAIR (during the vote). 
There is 1 minute remaining. 
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So the amendment was rejected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

Stated for: 

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Chair, on rollcall 408, | was 
away from the Capitol due to prior commit- 
ments to my constituents. Had | been present, 
| would have voted “aye.” 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment in the nature of a 
substitute, as amended. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
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The Acting CHAIR. Under the rule, 
the Committee rises. 

Accordingly, the Committee rose; 
and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. 
MCCARTHY of California) having as- 
sumed the chair, Mrs. EMERSON, Acting 
Chair of the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union, re- 
ported that that Committee, having 
had under consideration the bill (H.R. 
4480) to provide for the development of 
a plan to increase oil and gas explo- 
ration, development, and production 
under oil and gas leases of Federal 
lands under the jurisdiction of the Sec- 
retary of Agriculture, the Secretary of 
Energy, the Secretary of the Interior, 
and the Secretary of Defense in re- 
sponse to a drawdown of petroleum re- 
serves from the Strategic Petroleum 
Reserve, and, pursuant to House Reso- 
lution 691, she reported the bill back to 
the House with an amendment adopted 
in the Committee of the Whole. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the rule, the previous question is or- 
dered. 

Is a separate vote demanded on any 
amendment to the amendment re- 
ported from the Committee of the 
Whole? 

If not, the question is on the amend- 
ment in the nature of a substitute, as 
amended. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the engrossment and 
third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, and was read the 
third time. 

MOTION TO RECOMMIT 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I 
have a motion to recommit at the 
desk. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the 
gentlewoman opposed to the bill? 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. I am in its present 
form. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Clerk will report the motion to recom- 
mit. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Ms. Slaughter moves to recommit the bill 
H.R. 4480 to the Committee on Natural Re- 
sources with instructions to report the same 
back to the House forthwith with the fol- 


lowing amendment: 

Add at the end the following: 

TITLE | —MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS 

SEC. 1. PROHIBITING NEW LEASES FOR 
MAJOR OIL COMPANIES UNTIL THEY 
FOREGO TAX BREAKS AND BUY 
AMERICAN. 

(a) FORGOING TAX SUBSIDIES TO QUALIFY 
FOR NEW LEASES.—A major integrated oil 
company (as defined in section 167(h)(5)(B) of 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986) may ob- 
tain a lease made available under a plan re- 
quired by subsection (k) of section 161 of the 
Energy Policy and Conservation Act, as 
amended by section 102 of this Act, only if 
that company agrees not to claim certain 
Federal tax benefits with respect to oil and 
gas exploration and production activities 
pursuant to that lease, including— 

(1) percentage depletion allowances under 
sections 613 and 618A of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986; and 
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(2) the domestic production activities de- 
duction under section 199 of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986. 

(b) BUY AMERICAN REQUIREMENT.—A plan 
required by subsection (k) of section 161 of 
the Energy Policy and Conservation Act, as 
amended by section 102 of this Act, shall en- 
courage each major integrated oil company 
(as defined in section 167(h)(5)(B) of the In- 
ternal Revenue Code of 1986) that obtains an 
oil and gas lease made available under such 
plan to use only materials made in the 
United States in drilling operations and 
avoid outsourcing American jobs. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER (during the read- 
ing). Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous 
consent that the reading be dispensed 
with. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle- 
woman from New York? 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tlewoman from New York is recognized 
for 5 minutes. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker and 
my colleagues, with every decade that 
passes, the middle class has faced high- 
er and higher prices at the pump. 
Meanwhile, the world’s five biggest oil 
companies have reported record profits 
year after year. Between 2001 and 2011, 
the five biggest oil companies made 
more than $1 trillion in profits. 

Despite these record profits, the ma- 
jority continues to put the wishes of 
Big Oil before the needs of the middle 
class. Instead of balancing our Nation’s 
budget by closing tax loopholes on Big 
Oil, they have repeatedly told the mid- 
dle class that they should sacrifice the 
programs on which they rely to live. 

Twice, the majority has passed the 
Ryan budget, which would end Medi- 
care as America knows it. And picture 
this for your mother or your most el- 
derly relatives. In its place, they would 
be given a health care voucher and sent 
into the marketplace on their own to 
find health care on their own. Mean- 
while, they work hard and we call all 
the time for votes, not to protect the 
billion-dollar Big Oil subsidies from 
any cuts, but, again, to protect our 
vanishing middle class. I think this ap- 
proach is not only wrongheaded and 
will hurt us all, but it’s morally wrong. 

A year ago, Speaker BOEHNER told 
“60 Minutes” that ending subsidies for 
Big Oil companies is ‘‘certainly some- 
thing we should be looking at.” I 
couldn’t agree more. He continued, 
“Were in a time when the Federal 
Government is short on revenues. We 
need to control spending, but we need 
to have revenues to keep the govern- 
ment moving, and they ought to be 
paying their fair share.” Speaker 
BOEHNER was absolutely right, and this 
is the time to do it. 

By voting in support of my amend- 
ment, the whole House will finally 
have the opportunity to demand that 
Big Oil pay its fair share. 

Last year, the five biggest oil compa- 
nies in the world made a combined 
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record profit of $137 billion. During 
that same time, thousands of middle 
class Americans slid out of the middle 
class and into poverty. While 
ExxonMobil was busy using at least 20 
tax shelters to lower their tax rate to 
a mere 13 percent, over 20 million peo- 
ple were living on less than $9,000 a 
year. That’s not America. I think we 
need to balance our budget by asking 
those who have benefited the most sim- 
ply to pay a fair share, not by taking 
from those who have the least. Our 
country was never based on that. 

With my amendment, the world’s big- 
gest oil companies would begin to pay 
their fair share. They would be barred 
from receiving new drilling leases until 
they gave up their oil and gas sub- 
sidies. In addition, my amendment 
would require each Big Oil company 
that obtains an oil and gas lease to use 
American-made products and hire 
American workers who are more than 
ready and willing to do the job. This 
amendment will do much of what we’ve 
been striving to do this whole term. 

The amendment will not kill the bill 
nor send it back to committee. If we 
approve this amendment, the bill will 
immediately proceed to final passage. 

It’s up to us, ladies and gentlemen. 
We can return home this weekend and 
tell our constituents that finally we 
voted for the middle class, which is 
what they want us to do, or we can 
turn our backs on this opportunity be- 
fore us and go home and explain why 
this Congress would vote to gut Medi- 
care but won’t ask Big Oil to pay their 
fair share. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
motion to recommit and stand up for 
the middle class and the suffering 
Americans. 

With that, Mr. Speaker, I yield back 
the balance of my time. 

Mr. GARDNER. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
opposition to the motion to recommit. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman from Colorado is recognized for 
5 minutes. 

Mr. GARDNER. The gentlelady is 
correct on one point: that it is up to us. 
It is up to us to protect and defend the 
middle class. It’s up to us to work to- 
ward the development of American 
jobs. It’s up to us to reduce the reli- 
ance on foreign oil. It’s up to us to 
make sure that we have an opportunity 
to buy American from North Dakota, 
from Pennsylvania, from New York, 
from Colorado. We have an opportunity 
to buy energy from those States. 

What about Ohio? What about Penn- 
sylvania? 

This will allow us to produce energy 
in this country, to buy energy from 
this country instead of growing our de- 
pendence on overseas energy, the Key- 
stone XL pipeline, opportunities to 
look at our Federal resources for coal, 
for solar, for wind, traditional and re- 
newable energy. 

This bill is about American jobs, 
about lowering the price at the pump. 


We have seen over the past 3 years as 
gasoline prices have gone up nearly 100 
percent. 

We talk about putting people back to 
work. We talk about protecting the 
middle class. You know what will help 
people rise above it? You know what 
will help people move forward? It’s 
making sure that they can afford the 
gasoline that they put into their tank, 
that they’re not trying to sacrifice gro- 
ceries for gasoline. 
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A one-penny increase and the price of 
gasoline will cost American consumers 
and businesses millions and millions of 
dollars a day. 

You want to talk about things that 
we could do to help this country, it is 
an abundant and affordable energy pol- 
icy, one that weans us off of foreign en- 
ergy, makes sure that we are producing 
it here, and one that makes sure we are 
taking advantage of all of our energy— 
renewable, traditional—in the sense 
that we’re not just looking at quick-fix 
politics, but we’re looking at long-term 
supply solutions. 

But once again, we are met with op- 
position that includes more politics, 
less energy; more rhetoric, less oppor- 
tunity. This isn’t about smoke and 
mirrors. This is about putting Ameri- 
cans back to work producing American 
energy and making sure that we are 
watching out for our constituents, low- 
ering the price of energy so that they 
can improve their lives and that of 
their families. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge opposition to this 
motion to recommit. Let’s move for- 
ward with American jobs, American en- 
ergy, and support the Domestic Energy 
and Jobs Act. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the previous question is or- 
dered on the motion to recommit. 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion to recommit. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the noes appeared to have it. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, on 
that I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 8 and clause 9 of rule XX, 
this 15-minute vote on the motion to 
recommit will be followed by 5-minute 
votes on passage of the bill, if ordered, 
and the motion to instruct on H.R. 
4348. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 


vice, and there were—yeas 166, nays 
243, not voting 23, as follows: 

[Roll No. 409] 

YEAS—166 

Ackerman Bass (CA) Blumenauer 
Andrews Becerra Bonamici 
Baca Berkley Boswell 
Baldwin Berman Brady (PA) 
Barber Bishop (GA) Braley (IA) 
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Brown (FL) 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Castor (FL) 
Chandler 

Chu 

Cicilline 
Clarke (MI) 
Clay 

Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Connolly (VA) 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costello 
Courtney 
Crowley 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
Deutch 

Dicks 

Dingell 
Doggett 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Ellison 

Enge 
Eshoo 
Farr 
Fattah 
Frank (MA) 
Fudge 
Garamendi 
Gonzalez 
Green, Al 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hahn 
Hanabusa 
Hastings (FL) 
Heinrich 
Higgins 


Adams 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Altmire 
Amash 
Amodei 
Austria 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Barletta 
Barrow 
Bartlett 
Barton (TX) 
Bass (NH) 
Benishek 
Berg 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boren 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Brooks 
Broun (GA) 
Buchanan 
Bucshon 
Buerkle 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 
Canseco 
Cantor 
Capito 
Carter 


Himes 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Hochul 
Holden 

Holt 

Honda 
Israel 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kildee 

Kind 

Kissell 
Kucinich 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lee (CA) 
Levin 

Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lujan 
Lynch 
Maloney 
Markey 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McIntyre 
McNerney 
Michaud 
Miller (NC) 
Moore 
Moran 
Murphy (CT) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 

Olver 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pascrell 


NAYS—243 


Cassidy 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Coble 
Coffman (CO) 
Cole 
Conaway 
Costa 
Cravaack 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Critz 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Davis (KY) 
Denham 
Dent 
DesJarlais 
Diaz-Balart 
Dold 
Donnelly (IN) 
Dreier 

Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Ellmers 
Emerson 
Farenthold 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Flake 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gardner 
Garrett 
Gerlach 
Gibbs 
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Pastor (AZ) 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Peters 
Pingree (ME) 
Polis 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Rahall 
Reyes 
Richardson 
Rothman (NJ) 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schwartz 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, David 
Serrano 
Sherman 
Shuler 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Speier 
Stark 
Sutton 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Tonko 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Van Hollen 
Visclosky 
Walz (MN) 
Wasserman 
Schultz 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Welch 
Wilson (FL) 
Woolsey 
Yarmuth 


Gibson 
Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 

Gowdy 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Green, Gene 
Griffin (AR) 
Griffith (VA) 
Grimm 
Guinta 
Guthrie 

Hall 

Hanna 

Harper 

Harris 
Hartzler 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayworth 
Heck 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herrera Beutler 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 

Hurt 

Issa 

Jenkins 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jordan 

Kelly 

King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kline 
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Labrador Palazzo Schrader 
Lamborn Paul Scott (SC) 
Lance Paulsen Scott, Austin 
Landry Pearce Sensenbrenner 
Lankford Pence Sessions 
Latham Peterson Shimkus 
LaTourette Petri Shuster 
Latta Pitts Simpson 
LoBiondo Platts Smith (NE) 
Long Poe (TX) Smith (TX) 
Lucas Pompeo Southerland 
Luetkemeyer Posey Stearns 
Lummis ; Price (GA) Stivers 
Lungren, Daniel Quayle Stutzman 

E. Reed Sullivan 
Manzullo Rehberg Terr 

. y: 
Marchant Reichert Thi 
` : ompson (PA) 

Marino Renacci Thornberry 
Matheson Ribble Tiberi 
McCarthy (CA) Richmond Tipt 
McCaw Rigell Sea 
McClintock Rivera Turner (NY) 
McCotter Roby Turner (OH) 
McHenry Roe (TN) Upton 
McKeon Rogers (AL) Walberg 
McKinley Rogers (KY) Walden 
McMorris Rogers (MI) Walsh (IL) 

Rodgers Rohrabacher Webster 
Meehan Rokita West 
Mica Rooney Westmoreland 
Miller (MI) Ros-Lehtinen Whitfield 
Mulvaney Roskam Wilson (SC) 
Murphy (PA) Ross (AR) Wittman 
Myrick Royce Wolf 
Neugebauer Runyan Womack 
Noem Ryan (WI) Woodall 
Nugent Scalise Yoder 
Nunes Schilling Young (AK) 
Nunnelee Schmidt Young (FL) 
Olson Schock Young (IN) 


NOT VOTING—23 


Bishop (NY) Jackson Lee Rangel 
Cardoza (TX) Ross (FL) 
Clarke (NY) Kingston Sanchez, Linda 
Filner Lewis (CA) T. 

Flores Mack Schweikert 
Gallegly Mee KS Sewell 

Hoyer Miller (FL) Smith (NJ) 
Jackson (IL) Miller, Gary Velázquez 


Miller, George 
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Mr. ROE of Tennessee changed his 
vote changed his vote from ‘‘yea’’ to 
“nay.” 

Mr. OWENS changed his vote from 
“nay” to “yea.” 

So the motion to recommit was re- 
jected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

Stated for: 

Mr. FILNER. Madam Chair, on rollcall 409, 
| was away from the Capitol due to prior com- 
mitments to my constituents. Had | been 
present, | would have voted “yea.” 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the passage of the bill. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, I demand 
a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. This is a 
5-minute vote. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 248, noes 163, 
not voting 21, as follows: 

[Roll No. 410] 


AYES—248 
Adams Akin Altmire 
Aderholt Alexander Amash 


Amodei 
Austria 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Barletta 
Barrow 
Barton (TX) 
Benishek 
Berg 
Biggert 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Brooks 
Broun (GA) 
Buchanan 
Bucshon 
Buerkle 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 
Canseco 
Cantor 
Capito 
Carter 
Cassidy 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Chandler 
Coble 
Coffman (CO) 
Cole 
Conaway 
Costa 
Costello 
Cravaack 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Critz 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Davis (KY) 
Denham 
Dent 
DesJarlais 
Diaz-Balart 
Donnelly (IN) 
Dreier 
Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Ellmers 
Emerson 
Farenthold 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Flake 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gardner 
Garrett 
Gerlach 
Gibbs 
Gibson 
Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmert 


Ackerman 
Andrews 
Baca 
Baldwin 
Barber 
Bartlett 
Bass (CA) 
Bass (NH) 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 


Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Griffin (AR) 
Griffith (VA) 
Grimm 
Guinta 
Guthrie 
Hall 
Hanna 
Harper 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Hastings (WA) 
Heck 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herrera Beutler 
Hochul 
Holden 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurt 
Issa 
Jenkins 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Jordan 
Kelly 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kissell 
Kline 
Labrador 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Landry 
Lankford 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Latta 
LoBiondo 
Long 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
Lungren, Daniel 
E. 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Marino 
Matheson 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McCotter 
McHenry 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McKinley 
McMorris 
Rodgers 
Meehan 
Mica 
Miller (MI) 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (PA) 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Nunnelee 


NOES—163 


Bilbray 
Blumenauer 
Bonamici 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 
Brown (FL) 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Carnahan 
Carney 


Olson 
Owens 
Palazzo 
Paul 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Pence 
Peterson 
Petri 

Pitts 

Platts 

Poe (TX) 
Pompeo 
Posey 

Price (GA) 
Quayle 
Reed 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Ribble 
Rigell 
Rivera 
Roby 

Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross (AR) 
Ross (FL) 
Royce 
Runyan 
Ryan (WI) 
Scalise 
Schilling 
Schmidt 
Schock 
Schweikert 
Scott (SC) 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (TX) 
Southerland 
Stearns 
Stivers 
Stutzman 
Terry 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tipton 
Turner (NY) 
Turner (OH) 
Upton 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walsh (IL) 
Webster 
West 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Wolf 
Womack 
Woodall 
Yoder 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Young (IN) 


Carson (IN) 
Castor (FL) 
Chu 
Cicilline 
Clarke (MI) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Connolly (VA) 
Conyers 
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Cooper Kaptur Rahall 
Courtney Keating Reyes 
Crowley Kildee Richardson 
Cummings Kind Richmond 
Davis (CA) Kucinich Rothman (NJ) 
Davis (IL) Langevin Roybal-Allard 
DeFazio Larsen (WA) Ruppersberger 
DeGette Larson (CT) Rush 
DeLauro Lee (CA) Ryan (OH) 
Deutch Levin Sanchez, Loretta 
Dicks Lewis (GA) Sarbanes 
Doggett Lipinski Schakowsky 
Dold Loebsack Schiff 
Doyle Lofgren, Zoe Schrader 
Edwards Lowey Schwartz 
Ellison Lujan Scott (VA) 
Engel Lynch Scott, David 
Eshoo Maloney Serrano 
Farr Markey Sherman 
Fattah Matsui Shuler 
Frank (MA) McCarthy (NY) Sires 
Fudge McCollum Slaughter 
Garamendi McDermott Smith (WA) 
Gonzalez McGovern 
Stark 

Green, Al McNerney 

7 Sutton 
Green, Gene Michaud 
Grijalva Miller (NC) Thompson (CA) 

z Thompson (MS) 

Gutierrez Moore x p 
Hahn Moran Tierney 
Hanabusa Murphy (CT) Tonko 
Hastings (FL) Nadler Towns 
Hayworth Napolitano Tsongas 
Heinrich Neal Van Hollen 
Higgins Olver Visclosky 
Himes Pallone Walz (MN) 
Hinchey Pascrell Wasserman 
Hinojosa Pastor (AZ) Schultz 
Hirono Pelosi Waters 
Holt Perlmutter Watt 
Honda Peters Waxman 
Hoyer Pingree (ME) Welch 
Israel Polis Wilson (FL) 
Johnson (GA) Price (NC) Woolsey 
Johnson, E. B. Quigley Yarmuth 


NOT VOTING—21 


Bishop (NY) Jackson Lee Rangel 

Cardoza (TX) Sánchez, Linda 

Clarke (NY) Lewis (CA) T. 

Dingell Mack Sewell 

Filner Meeks Smith (NJ) 

Gallegly Miller (FL) Speier 

Jackson (IL) Miller, Gary Sullivan 
Miller, George Velazquez 
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So the bill was passed. 


The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 


A motion to reconsider was laid on 


the table. 


Stated for: 


Mr. SULLIVAN. Mr. Speaker, | rise to state 
for the RECORD that | missed rollcall vote 410 
to H.R. 4480 taken on June 21, 2012, and | 
would have voted “aye” on the measure. This 
critical legislation promotes an American en- 
ergy plan that will not only reduce our depend- 
ence on foreign oil, but also spur economic 
growth and job creation. Additionally, the legis- 
lation will protect American refineries by re- 
ducing unnecessary red tape and burdensome 
Obama Administration regulations. 


Stated against: 


Ms. SEWELL of Alabama. Mr. Speaker, on 
rollcall No. 410, had | been present, | would 
have voted “no.” 

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall 410, | 
was away from the Capitol due to prior com- 
mitments to my constituents. Had | been 
present, | would have voted “no.” 


June 21, 2012 


MOTION TO INSTRUCT CONFEREES 
ON H.R. 4348, SURFACE TRANS- 
PORTATION EXTENSION ACT OF 
2012, PART II 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un- 
finished business is the vote on the mo- 
tion to instruct on H.R. 4348 offered by 
the gentleman from West Virginia (Mr. 
MCKINLEY) on which the yeas and nays 
were ordered. 

The Clerk will redesignate the mo- 
tion. 

The Clerk redesignated the motion. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion to instruct. 

This is a 5-minute vote. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—yeas 260, nays 
138, not voting 34, as follows: 

[Roll No. 411] 


YEAS—260 
Adams Dold Kissell 
Aderholt Donnelly (IN) Kline 
Akin Doyle Labrador 
Alexander Dreier Lamborn 
Altmire Duffy Lance 
Amash Duncan (SC) Landry 
Amodei Ellmers Lankford 
Austria Emerson LaTourette 
Baca Farenthold Latta 
Bachmann Fincher Loebsack 
Bachus Fitzpatrick Long 
Baldwin Flake Lucas 
Barber Fleischmann Luetkemeyer 
Barletta Fleming Lummis 
Barrow Flores Lungren, Daniel 
Bartlett Forbes E. 
Barton (TX) Fortenberry Manzullo 
Bass (NH) Foxx Marchant. 
Benishek Franks (AZ) Marino 
Berg Frelinghuysen Matheson 
Biggert Fudge McCarthy (CA) 
Bilbray Gardner McCaw. 
Bilirakis Garrett McClintock 
Bishop (GA) Gerlach McHenry 
Bishop (UT) Gibbs McIntyre 
Black Gingrey (GA) McKeon 
Blackburn Gohmert McKinley 
Bonner Gonzalez McMorris 
Bono Mack Goodlatte Rodgers 
Boren Gosar Meehan 
Boswell Gowdy Mica 
Boustany Granger Miller (MI) 
Brady (TX) Graves (GA) Mulvaney 
Brooks Graves (MO) Murphy (PA) 
Broun (GA) Griffin (AR) Myrick 
Brown (FL) Griffith (VA) Neugebauer 
Buchanan Grimm Noem 
Bucshon Guinta Nugent 
Buerkle Guthrie Nunes 
Burgess Hal Nunnelee 
Burton (IN) Hanna Olson 
Calvert Harper Owens 
Campbell Harris Palazzo 
Canseco Hartzler Pastor (AZ) 
Cantor Hastings (WA) Paul 
Capito Heck Paulsen 
Carter Hensarling Pearce 
Cassidy Herger Pence 
Chabot Herrera Beutler Perlmutter 
Chaffetz Holden Peterson 
Chandler Huelskamp Petri 
Clyburn Huizenga (MI) Pitts 
Coble Hultgren Platts 
Coffman (CO) Hunter Poe (TX) 
Cole Hurt Pompeo 
Conaway Issa Posey 
Costello Jenkins Price (GA) 
Cravaack Johnson (OH) Quayle 
Crawford Johnson, Sam Rahall 
Crenshaw Jones Reed 
Critz Jordan Rehberg 
Cuellar Kelly Reichert 
Culberson Kind Renacci 
Davis (KY) King (IA) Ribble 
DeFazio King (NY) Richmond 
Den Kingston Rigell 
Diaz-Balart Kinzinger (IL) Rivera 


Roby 

Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross (AR) 
Ross (FL) 
Royce 
Runyan 
Ryan (OH) 
Ryan (WI) 
Scalise 
Schilling 
Schmidt 
Schock 
Schweikert 


Andrews 
Bass (CA) 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Blumenauer 
Bonamici 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 
Butterfield 
Camp 
Capps 
Capuano 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Castor (FL) 
Chu 
Cicilline 
Clarke (MI) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Cohen 
Connolly (VA) 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Courtney 
Crowley 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
Denham 
Deutch 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Engel 

Farr 
Fattah 
Frank (MA) 
Garamendi 
Gibson 
Green, Al 


Ackerman 
Bishop (NY) 
Cardoza 
Clarke (NY) 
DesJarlais 
Dicks 
Duncan (TN) 
Eshoo 
Filner 
Gallegly 
Green, Gene 
Gutierrez 


Scott (SC) 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Sessions 
Shimkus 
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[e] 
i=] 
5 
© 
g 
= 
2 
B 
a 


@ 
8 
=i 

< 


hompson (MS) 
hompson (PA) 
hornberry 


NAYS—138 


Grijalva 
Hahn 
Hanabusa 
Hastings (FL) 
Hayworth 
Heinrich 
Himes 
Hinchey 
Hirono 
Hochul 

Holt 

Honda 

Hoyer 

Israel 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kildee 
Kucinich 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lee (CA) 
Levin 

Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Lowey 

Lujan 

Lynch 
Maloney 
Markey 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McNerney 
Michaud 
Miller (NC) 
Moran 
Murphy (CT) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Nea. 
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Tiberi 
Tipton 
Turner (OH) 
Upton 
Visclosky 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walsh (IL) 
Walz (MN) 
West 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Womack 
Woodall 
Yoder 
Young (FL) 
Young (IN) 


Olver 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pelosi 
Peters 
Pingree (ME) 
Polis 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Reyes 
Richardson 
Rothman (NJ) 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schrader 
Schwartz 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, David 
Sewell 
Sherman 
Slaughter 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (WA) 
Stark 
Thompson (CA) 
Tonko 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Van Hollen 
Wasserman 
Schultz 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Welch 
Wilson (FL) 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Yarmuth 
Young (AK) 


NOT VOTING—34 


Higgins 
Hinojosa 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson Lee 


Latham 
Lewis (CA) 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Mack 
McCotter 
Meeks 
Miller (FL) 
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Miller, Gary 

Miller, George 

Moore 

Rangel 

Sánchez, Linda 
T 

Sires 

Speier 

Tierney 

Turner (NY) 

Velázquez 

Webster 


So the motion to instruct was agreed 


to. 


The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 


the table. 


Stated for: 
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Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
on rollcall No. 411, Coal Ash Instruction, had 
| been present, | would have voted “yea.” 

Mr. DESJARLAIS. Mr. Speaker, | was un- 
avoidably detained and was unable to cast a 
vote on rollcall vote No. 411, the McKinley 
Motion to Instruct on H.R. 4348. Had | been 
present, | would have voted “yea.” 

Stated against: 

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall 411, | 
was away from the Capitol due to prior com- 
mitments to my constituents. Had | been 
present, | would have voted “nay.” 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Ms. SPEIER. Mr. Speaker, | was unfortu- 
nately delayed by a meeting and was unable 
to cast a vote on rollcalls 410 and 411 on 
Thursday, June 21, 2012. | would have voted 
“no” on both Final Passage of H.R. 4480 and 
the Republican Motion to Instruct Conferees 
on H.R. 4348. 

Mr. BISHOP of New York. Mr. Speaker, | 
was not present in the House Chamber on 
Thursday, June 21 to vote on rollcalls 392 
through 411. Had | been present, | would have 
voted “yea” on rollcalls 393, 394, 395, 396, 
397, 398, 400, 403, 405, 406, 407, 408 and 
409. | would have voted “nay” on rollcalls 392, 
399, 401, 402, 410 and 411. 

Ms. CLARKE of New York. Mr. Speaker, on 
the Legislative Day of June 21, 2012, upon re- 
quest of a leave of absence, a series of votes 
were held. Had | been present for these roll- 
call votes, | would have voted “no” on rollcall 
392—the Hastings (WA) Manager’s Amend- 
ment; “yes” on rollcall 393—the Waxman 
Amendment; “yes” on rollcall 394—the Con- 
nolly Amendment; “yes” on rollcall 395—the 
Gene Green Amendment; “yes” on rollcall 
396—the Rush Amendment; “yes” on rollcall 
397—the Holt Amendment; “yes” on rollcall 
398—the Connolly/Lewis (GA) Amendment; 
“no” on rollcall 399—the Amodei Amendment; 
“yes” on rollcall 400—the Markey Amend- 
ment; “no” on rollcall 401—the Landry 
Amendment; “no” on rollcall 402—the Rigell 
Amendment; “yes” on rollcall 403—the Holt 
Amendment; “no” on rollcall 404—the Witt- 
man/Rigell Amendment; “yes” on rollcall 
405—the Bass (CA) Amendment; “yes” on 
rollcall 406—the Capps Amendment; “yes” on 
rollcall 407—Speier Amendment; “yes” on roll- 
call 408—the DeLauro/Markey/Frank Amend- 
ment; “yes” on rollcall 409—the Motion to Re- 
commit on H.R. 4480; “no” on rollcall 410— 
Final Passage of H.R. 4480; and “no” on roll- 
call 411—WMotion to Instruct Conferees on H.R. 
4348. 


-e 


REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO- 
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF 
H.R. 5973, AGRICULTURE, RURAL 
DEVELOPMENT, FOOD AND DRUG 
ADMINISTRATION, AND RELATED 
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS 
ACT, 2013; AND PROVIDING FOR 
CONSIDERATION OF H.R. 5972, 
TRANSPORTATION, HOUSING AND 
URBAN DEVELOPMENT, AND RE- 
LATED AGENCIES APPROPRIA- 
TIONS ACT, 2013 


Ms. FOXX, from the Committee on 
Rules, submitted a privileged report 
(Rept. No. 112-545) on the resolution (H. 
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Res. 697) providing for consideration of 
the bill (H.R. 5973) making appropria- 
tions for Agriculture, Rural Develop- 
ment, Food and Drug Administration, 
and Related Agencies programs for the 
fiscal year ending September 30, 2013, 
and for other purposes; and providing 
for consideration of the bill (H.R. 5972) 
making appropriations for the Depart- 
ments of Transportation, and Housing 
and Urban Development, and related 
agencies for the fiscal year ending Sep- 
tember 30, 2013, and for other purposes, 
which was referred to the House Cal- 
endar and ordered to be printed. 


EE 
LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM 


(Mr. HOYER asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I yield to 
my friend, the gentleman from Vir- 
ginia (Mr. CANTOR), the majority lead- 
er, to inquire about the schedule for 
the week to come. 

Mr. CANTOR. I thank the gentleman 
from Maryland, the Democratic whip, 
for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, on Monday, the House 
will meet in pro forma session, but no 
votes are expected. 

On Tuesday, the House will meet at 
noon for morning-hour and 2 p.m. for 
legislative business. Votes will be post- 
poned until 6:30 p.m. 

On Wednesday and Thursday, the 
House will meet at 10 a.m. for morning- 
hour and noon for legislative business. 

On Friday, the House will meet at 9 
a.m. for legislative business. Last votes 
of the week are expected no later than 
3 p.m. 

Mr. Speaker, the House will consider 
a number of bills under suspension of 
the rules, a complete list of which will 
be announced by the close of business 
tomorrow. 

In addition, the House may consider 
two appropriations bills next week, 
H.R. 5972, the Transportation, Housing 
and Urban Development Appropria- 
tions Act, and H.R. 5973, the Agri- 
culture, Rural Development, and Food 
and Drug Administration Appropria- 
tions Act. 

Members are advised that the House 
will begin consideration of one of these 
two bills after the 6:30 p.m. vote series 
on Tuesday and should expect an addi- 
tional late evening series of votes on 
amendments. Again, Mr. Speaker, that 
is on Tuesday. 

The House is also scheduled to con- 
sider a privileged resolution finding 
Eric H. Holder, Jr., Attorney General 
of the U.S. Department of Justice, in 
contempt of Congress for refusal to 
comply with a subpoena issued by the 
Committee on Oversight and Govern- 
ment Reform. 

Finally, I expect the House to con- 
sider legislation dealing with both the 
expiring authority of our Nation’s 
highway programs, as well as the pend- 
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ing increase in the Federal subsidized 
student loan rate. 

Before I yield back, Mr. Speaker, I 
want to assure Members that we will 
accommodate both the congressional 
White House picnic on Wednesday 
night, as well as the congressional 
baseball game on Thursday evening. 
Debate may continue on appropriations 
amendments after the picnic and dur- 
ing the baseball game, but during those 
events no votes will take place. 

I thank the gentleman. 

Mr. HOYER. Obviously, the gen- 
tleman has spoken to a number of very 
important pieces of legislation, and I 
want to talk about those. Then I want 
to talk about what I believe to be a di- 
version from the important business of 
this country. But I will get to, first, 
the highway conference. 

On Friday, it will be 100 days since 
the Senate has passed a bipartisan bill, 
a bill which had 75 Members of the 
United States Senate for it. That con- 
ference has not yet reported out. I un- 
derstand there is some activity on 
that. 

The House overwhelmingly voted for 
the Walz MTI, and it said the conferees 
ought to report out a conference report 
by tomorrow. I don’t know whether 
that’s about to happen—today is to- 
morrow—but we will see whether or 
not it proceeds. Perhaps the gentleman 
can give us some information on that 
issue. 

I’ve offered a motion, as the gen- 
tleman knows, to instruct to give the 
House an up-or-down vote on the Sen- 
ate bill if we can’t wait for a bill that 
comes out of conference. Clearly, if it 
doesn’t come out of conference, it’s 
going to cost us a lot of jobs. It will 
not protect the 1.9 million jobs the 
Senate bill protects, and it will not 
create approximately 1 million addi- 
tional jobs. 

As the gentleman knows, it is our 
view that we’ve been considering a lot 
of legislation which does not create 
jobs, does not impact positively the 
growth in our economy; but I think 
there is little dispute that the highway 
bill will in fact do that. 

In addition, there has been a lot of 
talk about certainty. I agree with the 
premise that we ought to give cer- 
tainty to the economy and to employ- 
ers and employees, and to States and 
subdivisions and private sector con- 
tractors. Obviously, if we don’t extend 
the highway bill, that will not be the 
case. In fact, it will be a very uncertain 
world in which they will be operating. 

So can my friend tell me what the 
status of the conference is, if he 
knows? I will tell you, very frankly, 
that the Democratic conferees do not 
know the status of the conference. 

And I will yield to my friend. 

Mr. CANTOR. I thank the gentleman. 

I would say to the gentleman the 
conferees continue to work in a bi- 
cameral nature. The discussions are 
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proceeding between Chairman MICA 
and Chairman BOXER. And as the gen- 
tleman knows, I have said before, we 
are desirous of seeing a bill done, as 
the gentleman said, to afford more cer- 
tainty to the folks who are relying on 
the funding of our Nation’s transpor- 
tation program. We certainly think it 
would be a huge benefit to producing a 
bill prior to the expiration of the pro- 
gram next week, but knowing full well 
most of us do not want to see any kind 
of shutdown in the funding, that we 
would be prepared in any way to make 
sure that does not happen. 
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But the intention is to allow these 
conferees to continue to do their work 
and, hopefully, we’ll have a bill to vote 
on next week. 

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman 
for that information. I hope the gentle- 
man’s correct. 

My concern, and the concern on this 
side, continues to be the position—as 
Mr. SHUSTER, who is the one of the 
ranking members and whose dad, of 
course, chaired the Transportation 
Committee at one point in time. There 
was a story that SHUSTER acknowl- 
edged that the House GOP’s leader- 
ship’s inability to pass its 5-year, $260 
billion transportation bill ‘‘weakens 
our hand in conference.’’ And this is 
what concerned me, Mr. Leader. 

But he added, “It’s not an option to 
give away the House position.”’ 

Now, he was referring to, of course, a 
bill which has not passed this House, 
has not even been brought to the floor 
of this House. And that article went on 
to say, House Republicans say they are 
willing to walk away from the highway 
bill talks if they cannot get what they 
want. 

Now, this was an interview—I see Mr. 
SHUSTER on the floor, and Mr. SHU- 
STER’s a friend of mine. I’1l be glad to 
hear what he has to say on that mat- 
ter, and Ill yield to him. 

Mr. SHUSTER. I thank the gen- 
tleman for yielding. And what I was re- 
ferring to is we did send over a position 
on our extension, and that was the 
streamlining that we wanted in our 
original bill but was in the extension. 
So that’s what I was talking about. 
That’s the House position. And as far 
as I can tell, things are moving in a 
positive direction. But I guess we’ll be 
debating your motion to instruct a lit- 
tle later. 

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman 
for that information. I certainly hope 
that we are moving in a positive direc- 
tion because we’ve been a long time 
getting to resolution of this matter. 

Next I would like to ask—you indi- 
cated that student loans may be on the 
calendar as well. Can the gentleman 
tell me what his expectation is on that, 
if he knows? 

Mr. CANTOR. Mr. Speaker, I’d say to 
the gentleman, it has been our position 
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all along that we do not want to see 
the expiration of the funding of the 
program to impact the students that 
right now are struggling, and we have 
presented to both the White House, as 
well as the gentleman’s side of the 
aisle here in the Capitol, various ways 
of accomplishing that end in a respon- 
sible manner, in a fiscally responsible 
manner so that we’re not digging the 
hole any deeper, we’re not incurring 
any additional debt in order to do that, 
and thus far, have not seen a willing- 
ness on the part of the White House. 

Iam aware that there are discussions 
ongoing on the other side of the Cap- 
itol to see if there can be some resolu- 
tion on this issue. And that’s all I can 
say to the gentleman as far as I know. 

Mr. HOYER. Well, I’m hopeful that 
we can resolve this in a way that is 
agreeable to at least the majority of 
both Houses and to the President of the 
United States because if we don’t, as 
the gentleman knows, we’re going to 
increase interest rates by doubling 
them from 3.4 to 6.8 percent. 

Today’s college students are leaving 
with an average of $26,000 in debt. This 
would add another $1,000 of debt to 
those students, and right now, with 
students owing more than $1 trillion, 
placing more debt on their head. And I 
would urge us, therefore, to come to an 
agreement, come to an agreement that 
both sides could vote for. 

Obviously, as the gentleman knows, 
the House bill that passed was a pay- 
for that Democrats didn’t vote for 
here, and I think it was well known 
that the Senate would not agree to 
that, so I’m hopeful that we do reach 
an agreement that will provide for its 
passage. 

Now, let me ask the gentleman—we, 
of course, made the representation that 
we ought to be focused on jobs. We be- 
lieve that’s critically important, and 
we believe that ought to be the focus of 
this Congress. It’s the focus of the 
American people. 

We went through, in years past, dis- 
tractions. You say, with just some 30 
full days left between now and the elec- 
tion, that you’re going to bring up a 
resolution that came out of committee, 
as I understand, yesterday, without 
much time for consideration or delib- 
eration, a very, very serious matter. 

Attorney General Holder, of course, 
has been involved in making sure that 
votes are not suppressed all over this 
country. He has, in my view, conducted 
himself in a way that brought credit to 
the Justice Department, to himself, 
and to this administration. 

I don’t know—well, let me ask the 
gentleman. How long do you expect to 
spend on this motion? 

I don’t think any of us have seen the 
final bill that’s going to come to the 
floor or the resolution that’s going to 
come to the floor suggesting that Mr. 
Holder be held in contempt. I don’t 
think anybody outside of the commit- 
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tees has had an opportunity to consider 
this very weighty, important matter, 
very disruptive matter, if I would say, 
and distracting matter. 

What procedure does the gentleman 
suggest is going to be pursued next 
week on this matter? 

I yield to my friend. 

Mr. CANTOR. Mr. Speaker, I’d re- 
spond to the gentleman, and I think 
the gentleman does know this is a priv- 
ileged resolution of which he speaks, 
and it would be subject to the 1-hour 
rule, just as privileged resolutions were 
under their majority, Mr. Speaker, and 
we will expect to proceed accordingly. 

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman 
for that information. Which means 
that a matter of great weight is going 
to be brought to the floor within just a 
few days of being passed out of com- 
mittee, with a relatively short period 
of time for either debate or for consid- 
eration. 

There is, of course, precedent, and 
the gentleman’s correct. It is a privi- 
leged resolution, and I understand the 
rules under privileged resolutions. But 
I do understand that this is a matter 
that’s going to require a very careful, 
judicious, if I can say, consideration. 
And to bring it up at a time when we 
ought to be focused on jobs, when 
you’re trying to do two appropriations 
bills, when you’re talking about the 
highway bill and we’re talking about 
the student loan bill, and to treat it as 
somewhat of a suspension bill provi- 
sion, with little time to really have it 
discussed with the seriousness that the 
subject matter requires, I would sug- 
gest to the gentleman that this is 
going to be not only a distraction, but 
an unfortunate taking our focus off of 
creating jobs here in America. 

I yield to my friend if he wants to 
make a comment. 

Mr. CANTOR. Mr. Speaker, I’d say to 
the gentleman, this is an issue of mak- 
ing sure that the American people are 
given an opportunity to have all the in- 
formation surrounding the issues in- 
volved with the Fast and Furious pro- 
gram. 

This is an issue that we feel, as has 
been indicated by the actions of Chair- 
man ISSA, that in acting with all rea- 
son, asking of the administration and 
the Attorney General to produce cer- 
tain documents, the Attorney General, 
having agreed to produce certain docu- 
ments, then refusing to do so, Chair- 
man ISSA, leading up to the vote in 
committee the other day had said all 
along, if the Attorney General had pro- 
duced the documents, that there would 
be a postponement of the hearing. 

And in the same fashion, Mr. Speak- 
er, I say to the gentleman, the Demo- 
cratic whip, if the Attorney General 
would do what it is he committed to do 
and produce the documents, we’ll post- 
pone the vote. We’ve not seen any indi- 
cation of that. He has not done that. 
And that’s why I’ve announced the 
vote. 
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Mr. HOYER. Let me ask the gen- 
tleman, does the gentleman intend to 
go the Rules Committee to get a rule, 
or bring the privileged resolution di- 
rectly to the floor? 

I yield to my friend. 
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Mr. CANTOR. Mr. Speaker, I would 
say that some of that is still in discus- 
sion, but this resolution does have 
privilege. 

Mr. HOYER. With respect to another 
piece of legislation, I would like to ask 
the gentleman about the Violence 
Against Women Act, which, again, the 
Senate passed in an overwhelmingly bi- 
partisan fashion and which we passed 
in a relatively partisan fashion over 
here, where the parties were split. 

Will the gentleman tell me whether 
or not he knows the status of that leg- 
islation and whether or not we expect 
to consider that anytime soon. 

Mr. CANTOR. Mr. Speaker, I would 
just say to the gentleman, as he knows, 
the Senate has the so-called ‘‘blue slip” 
problem with its bill, and that is about 
as far as I know as to the progress in 
the Senate. 

As the gentleman knows, we passed 
the bill here in the House. We did so in 
recognizing the suggestions and incor- 
porating the suggestions that the GAO 
had made as to how to streamline the 
grant programs on the Violence 
Against Women Act to allow for dollars 
to reach victims in a more expeditious 
manner. We wholeheartedly support 
the passage of that as the gentleman 
saw when it passed the House. We 
would like to see a resolution on this. 

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman. 

As the gentleman knows, we believe 
that the bill that passed the House on 
the Violence Against Women Act left 
out a lot of women. It reduced the 
scope that the Senate passed with, 
again, a bipartisan vote with, frankly, 
all the women on the Republican side 
of the aisle in the United States Senate 
voting for the Senate bill. We think the 
House bill restricted the coverage of 
that bill. It seems to me that we ought 
to be against violence against all 
women and other persons who may be 
subject to domestic violence. We would 
hope that that matter could be re- 
solved, frankly, along the lines of mak- 
ing sure that all people are protected 
from domestic violence. 

Lastly, may I ask the gentleman 
what he expects the schedule for the 
balance of July to be. Again, I would 
reiterate, as the gentleman knows, we 
have very, very few days left, less than 
30 full days between now and the elec- 
tion following this week. There are an- 
other 8 days that are 6:30 days, or some 
number, either 7 or 8 6:30 days, so we 
don’t have very much time to deal with 
some of the pressing problems, includ- 
ing dealing with middle class tax cuts 
to make sure that working people in 
this country who are having a hard 
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time making ends meet don’t get an in- 
crease in their taxes on January 1. 

Will the gentleman tell me what he 
expects the schedule to be in the 
month of July. 

Mr. CANTOR. Mr. Speaker, I will re- 
spond to the gentleman and say to the 
gentleman that, again, if he looks at 
the schedule, we are scheduled and 
have been in accord with that schedule 
and in session more days this year than 
we were in a similar year last session. 
So I would say to the gentleman the 
schedule is right on track. The predict- 
ability, the certainty of this schedule, 
has allowed for the work to continue. 

We will be here throughout July. Our 
intention is to continue to focus on job 
creation. We will be looking, obviously, 
towards the Supreme Court and what 
its actions may bring next week on the 
issue of ObamaCare. If we have to act 
in response to that to assure all Ameri- 
cans that we want and care about their 
health care, we will do so. If the Court 
does not strike down the bill in its en- 
tirety, the gentleman knows our con- 
ference is fully committed to the total 
repeal of the ObamaCare bill. 

In July, we will continue to focus on 
that bill and its impact on employers. 
We also are very concerned about the 
overreach of the regulatory agencies in 
this town and intend to bring forward a 
bill with a series of provisions which 
will address the red tape that has 
begun to strangle the innovation and 
growth in this economy. 

We will also be very focused on a 
measure to stop the tax hike that is 
facing the American people this year. 
If you look at the enormity of the tax 
hike, it is something that is hanging 
over this economy, that is hanging 
over the mindset of small business peo- 
ple and working families. I don’t think 
anybody would advocate raising taxes, 
especially in this economy. 

That will be the outline of our work 
with, obviously, some other measures 
that may be brought up in July. 

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman 
for his comment. 

Let me just add, Mr. Speaker, that, 
clearly, when you look at the Congress 
to which he referred in terms of its pro- 
ductivity in the 2007 and 2008 years, we 
think the productivity was very much 
higher. I won’t go through the litany of 
those figures; but I think, if the major- 
ity leader reviews them, he will see in 
terms of the productivity of the Con- 
gress that we moved America much 
further forward. 

Having said that, I want to say that 
we hope that we will continue to focus 
on jobs. I know I share the gentleman’s 
view—and I think all of us share the 
view—that we want to have reasonable 
regulations that help grow the econ- 
omy, not impede its growth. We’re for 
that. We may have a difference of opin- 
ion on what that does when we think of 
deregulating the protection of our en- 
vironment, when we think of deregu- 
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lating the safety of our financial mar- 
kets. When we took the referee off the 
field, it had an extraordinarily nega- 
tive impact on this country and on 
every taxpayer in this country and on 
every business in this country. It was 
not useful. It was not helpful. 

I think we have a difference of opin- 
ion on whether or not we want to make 
sure there is a level playing field, a fair 
playing field, for all the participants in 
our economy—both businesses and con- 
sumers. Clearly, there was an effort 
that was being made to undermine the 
ability of the CFTC to fully oversee 
what was a market that went out of 
control. As a result, there were dire 
consequences to our country and its 
fiscal status. 

So I am hopeful that we don’t pursue 
a regulatory agenda, which is an agen- 
da with the net result of taking the ref- 
eree off the field. I don’t think the 
American public wants that, and I 
don’t really think that that’s reason- 
able. Further, I think they think we 
really need to be focused on things that 
will immediately grow this economy. 
The highway bill would have done that. 
Unfortunately, that highway bill has 
stayed in limbo for too long a time. I 
am hopeful that we can move it. 

Unless the gentleman has something 
further to say, Mr. Speaker, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 
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ADJOURNMENT TO MONDAY, JUNE 
25, 2012 


Mr. CANTOR. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the 
House adjourns today, it adjourn to 
meet at 2 p.m. on Monday next. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
WOODALL). Is there objection to the re- 
quest of the gentleman from Virginia? 

There was no objection. 


Ee 


MOTIONS TO INSTRUCT CON- 
FEREES ON H.R. 4348, SURFACE 
TRANSPORTATION EXTENSION 
ACT OF 2012, PART II 


Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 
motion to instruct conferees on H.R. 
4348. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
Clerk will report the motion. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Mr. Hoyer moves that the managers on the 
part of the House at the conference on the 
disagreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
Senate amendment to the bill H.R. 4848 be 
instructed to recede from disagreement to 
the amendment of the Senate: 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 7 of rule XXII, the gen- 
tleman from Maryland (Mr. HOYER) and 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
SHUSTER) each will control 30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Maryland. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
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may have 5 legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks and in- 
clude extraneous materials on my mo- 
tion to instruct. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Maryland? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I yield my- 
self such time as I may consume. 

Tomorrow will mark, as I said a lit- 
tle earlier, 100 days since the United 
States Senate approved its bipartisan 
compromise highway bill in the United 
States Senate. There were 74 Senators 
who voted for that. Essentially half of 
the Republican Conference in the 
United States Senate voted for that 
bill. 

There has been a bill in the House 
committee. That bill has languished in 
the House committee for many, many 
months—in fact, for about 4 months 
after the Speaker said he wanted to 
bring it to the floor. It has not come to 
the floor, apparently, because the Re- 
publican Party is divided on that bill, 
and they don’t have the votes for that 
bill. 
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That measure passed the Senate 74- 
22, and it would have been, by the way, 
75-22 had FRANK LAUTENBERG been 
there. He made that statement on the 
floor. That’s three-quarters of the Sen- 
ate, with the support of 22 Senate Re- 
publicans. 

Americans are wishing that we would 
come together, reason together, and 
act together to give certainty to them, 
to the economy, and to their country. 
Unfortunately, the House bill that was 
passed was effectively a bill simply to 
go to conference. I know my friend— 
and he is my friend—Mr. SHUSTER from 
Pennsylvania will say that in the arti- 
cle that was written, that it was sim- 
ply “that House bill” to which he was 
referring. I take him at his word that 
he was referring to that. But very 
frankly, others have said that there 
were items in the bill in committee 
that were critically important to them 
that ought to be in the conference com- 
mittee report, and obviously the Sen- 
ate would not agree to those. 

This bill, to which I refer and which 
this motion to instruct refers, is sup- 
ported by chambers of commerce in 
cities and counties across this Nation. 

This is truly a bipartisan piece of leg- 
islation in the great tradition of trans- 
portation bills passed since the Hisen- 
hower era. The gentleman who is man- 
aging the time on the Republican side, 
his father was a great proponent of in- 
frastructure investment, a great leader 
in this Congress on infrastructure, and, 
in fact, participated—every time that I 
think he brought a bill out as ranking 
member, it was passed in a bipartisan 
fashion. Unfortunately, we haven’t got- 
ten to that point at this point of time. 

Instead of taking up that bill, the 
Senate bill, and allowing us to have a 
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vote on it here in the House—in my 
opinion, if the Republican leadership 
let its Members vote free of influence 
by the leadership, that bill would have 
the majority of votes on this House 
floor. Speaker BOEHNER has said he 
wants this House to work its will. In 
my point of view, in my estimation, 
that bill has a majority support on the 
floor of this House. It would have, I 
think, every Democratic vote, just as 
the Export-Import Bank had every vote 
on our side of the aisle. That’s why it 
passed overwhelmingly, not with- 
standing Republican opposition. 

The caucus on the other side of the 
aisle, in my opinion, remains divided 
over how to proceed. House Repub- 
licans have, once again, turned an op- 
portunity to invest in job creation into 
a partisan exercise in saying “no” to 
any legislation that might strengthen 
our recovery and lower our unemploy- 
ment rate. 

I’m not unmindful, and I believe the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania will ob- 
serve, that apparently there has been 
some progress made. The progress that 
has been made is unknown to the 
Democratic side of this aisle. Neither 
the ranking member knows what 
progress has been made, nor the rank- 
ing member of the subcommittee 
knows what progress has been made. 
But we’re going to be told, apparently, 
there is some progress that has been 
made. I hope that’s the case. But, very 
frankly, if that progress is not made, 
we ought to pass the Senate bill. 

When presented with a real chance to 
lead, frankly, Republicans in my view 
too often have walked away. Whether 
it was keeping government going on 
continuing resolutions, whether it was 
on making sure that the most reliable 
and creditworthy Nation in the world 
did not default on its debt, whether it 
was on passing an Export-Import Bank 
to make sure that we created jobs and 
were competitive in this country, too 
often our Republican friends have de- 
cided not to go there. 

Republicans are unwilling to act on 
must-pass bills, and in several cases 
played a dangerous game by holding 
bills hostage. As I said, this includes 
the debt limit crisis last summer and 
the debate over extending the middle 
class payroll tax last December. Over 
and over again, our Republican col- 
leagues have proven themselves to be 
the ‘‘Walk-Away Caucus.” 

This Congress has been in session for 
only 60 days so far this year. Between 
now and the election, we’re scheduled 
to be in session for 38 days, but only 30 
of those are full work days. Between 
now and the election—that’s 4 months 
from now. Thirty days between today— 
June 21—and the election in November. 

With one wasted opportunity after 
another, they’ve earned the 112th a 
place in history as truly another ‘‘Do- 
Nothing Congress,” a phrase made fa- 
mous by Harry Truman. 
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Mr. Speaker, my motion is simple. It 
instructs the House conferees to agree 
to the Senate’s version that is based on 
bipartisanship and doing what’s right 
for our economy. What does that bill 
mean? 

The Senate bill leverages Federal 
funding to protect 1.9 million jobs. Why 
is that important? Because we lost 
28,000 construction jobs last month 
alone. Why? Because we failed to pass 
this bill. In addition to the 1.9 million 
jobs that this bill would provide, it 
would provide another 1 million jobs as 
we expand transportation opportuni- 
ties. 

In my home State of Maryland, near- 
ly 29,000 jobs are supported by Federal 
transportation investments. Those are 
jobs of families who are paying taxes, 
sending their kids to school, buying 
groceries, buying goods and services, 
and supporting our economy. 

In Speaker BOEHNER’s home State of 
Ohio, over 55,000 jobs are supported by 
this bill. And in Virginia, Republican 
leader CANTOR’S home State, almost 
40,000 jobs are on the line. That high- 
way funding expires July 1, just a few 
days from now. 

For the sake of all these workers, for 
the sake of all these families who rely 
on these jobs, and for the sake of all 
those workers and families who would 
be advantaged by the passage of this 
bill and the jobs that it will create— 
not only save, but create—in Maryland 
and Ohio, in Virginia—my colleague 
Mr. MORAN is here—and across our 
country, let’s pass this bill. 

Ladies and gentlemen of this House, 
let’s pass a transportation bill that 
isn’t simply another short-term exten- 
sion. Such extensions provide no cer- 
tainty to the businesses that rely on 
sound infrastructure to move goods to 
market. Let’s pass the long-term reau- 
thorization we need that will help put 
our economy back in drive—not in neu- 
tral and not in reverse. 

Don’t take my word for it why this is 
so important and so urgent. Listen to 
President Ronald Reagan, who said in 
1982—and I’m sure, frankly, the gentle- 
man’s dad would have supported these 
statements: 

The time has come to preserve what 
past Americans spent so much time 
and effort to create, and that means a 
nationwide conservation effort in the 
best sense of the word. America can’t 
afford throwaway roads or disposable 
transit systems. 

Ladies and gentlemen, it’s not too 
late for this Do-Nothing Congress to 
make a U-turn and get back to work. 
It’s not too late to heed President Rea- 
gan’s wise words. It’s not too late to 
provide our businesses with the cer- 
tainty they’re asking for. 

I urge my Republican friends to start 
working with Democrats to make the 
investments we need to grow jobs and 
strengthen our competitiveness before 
it’s too late. Frankly, that’s what the 
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American people expect. Let’s for once 
not disappoint them. Let’s pass this 
motion, and work together to move 
this country forward. 

With that, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

A lot of what Mr. HOYER said I agree 
with when it comes to moving a trans- 
portation bill. I think it is important 
to America, and our infrastructure is 
the backbone of our economy. We all 
know, I think, that in many places in 
the country it’s crumbling, and we here 
in Congress need to do our job. But this 
motion to instruct the conferees to ac- 
cept the Senate bill in its entirety is 
contrary to the purpose of having a 
House and a Senate conference. 

I know my friend from Maryland has 
been one of the great defenders of this 
institution. To suggest that we should 
just up and take the Senate bill is a bit 
surprising to me that the gentleman 
would do that. As I said, he’s been a 
real champion to make sure that the 
House maintains its position and he 
has always been a strong defender. 
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Also, I would just like to remind my 
Democrat colleagues, because we’ve 
been debating this bill for the past sev- 
eral months—my colleagues sometimes 
need to be reminded that when they 
controlled both the House and the Sen- 
ate, they weren’t able to get a bill out 
of full committee on any basis, par- 
tisan or bipartisan. So it has been a 
difficult road. And again, they saw the 
difficulties back when they were in the 
majority. 

But it’s our responsibility to sit down 
with our Senate colleagues and address 
areas where we have differences of 
opinion. And I might add too that 
there’s a statement that just went out 
from Chairman BOXER and Chairman 
MICA, a joint statement, that reads: 

The conferees have moved forward toward 
a bipartisan, bicameral agreement on a high- 
way reauthorization bill. Both House and 
Senate conferees will continue to work with 
a goal of completing a package by next 
week. 

So there’s been movement. 

I would urge the gentleman to re- 
tract his motion, not offer it, because I 
think there is a point when the chair of 
the conference and the vice chair of the 
conference are saying, there has been 
movement, that it is very positive. The 
Senate bill, though, if you will want to 
continue, the Senate bill includes pro- 
visions that I have serious concerns 
with; and I believe many on the other 
side of the aisle would have serious 
concerns about it. 

When they get to study the Senate 
bill, you will find that it requires that 
all new passenger vehicles, all new pas- 
senger vehicles beginning in 2015, be 
equipped with event data recorders. 
These recorders are similar to the 
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black boxes that are required in air- 
craft. While the intent of this provision 
is to collect safety information, I be- 
lieve many of us would see it as a slip- 
pery slope toward Big Government and 
Big Brother knowing what we’re doing 
and where we are. 

So, again, I think if my colleagues on 
the other side—and we’ve talked about 
different ways to collect data—and 
those on the other side of the aisle 
have great concerns about allowing in- 
formation to be collected by Big Broth- 
er. And privacy is a big concern for 
many across America. 

There are also areas where the Sen- 
ate bill does not go far enough. While 
the Senate bill includes a few provi- 
sions to streamline the project delivery 
process, it does not go far enough. And 
I believe we are at a time in our his- 
tory—and the gentleman and many 
people around here mentioned my fa- 
ther and the good work that he did, and 
he did great work. But the times have 
changed in the sense that the last two 
highway bills that were passed, the 
economy was in good shape, the high- 
way trust was flush with cash, and we 
had the ability, as Members of Con- 
gress, to direct money back to our 
States and our districts. So it’s been a 
very difficult process, minus those 
three things. 

Again, these streamlining projects, 
the Senate bill does not set hard dead- 
lines for Federal agencies to approve 
projects. So they can just go on and on 
and on—and have. And that’s why it 
takes 14 to 15 years to build a major 
highway project in this country. 

I was just out in Oklahoma City a 
month or so ago. They just opened up 
the Oklahoma City Crosstown Express. 
It cost $680 million and took 15 years to 
build. If we’re able to do some of these 
streamlining projects, we believe we 
can cut that time in half. So if you just 
look at that project in Oklahoma City, 
$680 million, on inflation alone we 
could have saved $60 million to $80 mil- 
lion on that project alone; $60 million 
to $80 million would go a long way in 
fixing infrastructure in Maryland and 
Pennsylvania and Virginia and New 
Jersey. So these are the kinds of revi- 
sions. That’s just one, setting the hard 
deadlines. 

It does not allow State environ- 
mental laws to be used in place of Fed- 
eral environmental laws. When a State 
has a more rigorous environmental 
process, like California, like other 
States, why do they need the Federal 
Government’s approval when theirs 
goes far beyond what we do here in 
Washington? Or if it’s equal to the Fed- 
eral Government, instead of going 
through a second environmental regu- 
latory process, let’s let the States use 
theirs—if it’s equal to or exceeds the 
EPA standards. 

It does not expand the list of projects 
that qualify for categorical exclusions. 
What are categorical exclusions? If you 
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are going to replace a bridge with an- 
other bridge in the same footprint, if 
you are going to expand a roadbed in 
the current right-of-way, it would 
allow there to be an abbreviated, a 
faster review process so that we can 
get those bridges built faster, we can 
get those lanes added more quickly. 

Again, what it comes down to is sav- 
ing money. Time is money. I think we 
all know that. And it also does not ex- 
pedite projects that are being rebuilt 
due to disasters. Again, we’ve seen it in 
Minnesota. When the bridge collapsed, 
in 436 days we were able to construct a 
major bridge crossing over that river in 
Minnesota. 

Also, program consolidation is an- 
other important reform that the House 
has been pushing. The Senate has been 
pushing to add two new programs at a 
dollar cost of $3 billion a year. At a 
time when the highway trust fund is 
going broke, we should be focusing our 
limited transportation dollars on con- 
solidating programs and eliminating 
wasteful programs, not creating new 
ones. 

Funding flexibility for the States, 
another critical point that allows the 
States to fund the most economically 
significant highway and bridge projects 
in their State. The Federal Govern- 
ment should not mandate the States to 
plant flowers and beautification. 

Even bike paths—and I have been a 
big supporter of bike paths in the past; 
but today when we have bridges crum- 
bling, when there is safety in question, 
in good conscience we can’t tell States 
to spend that type of money. But if 
they want to, they can. They can opt 
out. They can spend that money if they 
so desire. But again, I think this is not 
a time when the Federal Government 
should be telling States to spend 
money on projects that aren’t going to 
be the most beneficial to their con- 
stituencies. We need to focus those re- 
sources. 

These are issues that are not ad- 
dressed in the Senate bill and should be 
addressed in this conference. And from 
the statement that I read earlier, I be- 
lieve we are moving in a direction to 
adopt some of what I just talked about. 

So I urge my colleagues to oppose 
this motion. I would urge the gen- 
tleman, my friend from Maryland, to 
step back again at a time when we’re 
getting so close. As the gentleman 
fully knows—he’s been in this institu- 
tion long enough and has negotiated 
many, many significant pieces of legis- 
lation—this is not a time for us to be 
out here talking about it, but to hun- 
ker down, make sure the conferees, the 
two chairmen are able to move forward 
to get a bill that’s going to benefit 
America. 

And with that, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I yield my- 
self 30 seconds. 

I want to say to the gentleman, the 
items that he mentioned—some of 
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which we may agree on, some of which 
we may not agree on—frankly, could 
have been included in the bill that the 
House could have reported out of com- 
mittee and brought to the floor. That 
didn’t happen. What we did was, with 
the inability to pass a bill that came 
out of your committee on the floor of 
the House, we then repaired to what 
was essentially a shell of a bill to go to 
conference. 

The problem that I have with the 
gentleman’s statement is I hope that 
the statement that ‘‘we may be getting 
there” is correct. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. HOYER. I yield myself an addi- 
tional 30 seconds. 

But if we ‘‘may be” getting there, 
we're getting there because we’ve con- 
stantly done motions like this to get 
us to the issue. We are talking about 
some 2-plus million jobs. That’s why 
the Chamber of Commerce is involved. 
That’s why counties, States, and local 
municipalities are involved, saying, 
Come to an agreement. 

Very frankly, the bill that we passed 
here had some things that didn’t relate 
to transportation. What the gentleman 
has mentioned are items that dealt 
with transportation. Your bill, as you 
well know, had items in it which were 
clearly not acceptable to the President 
of the United States because they were 
unrelated to transportation. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman has again ex- 
pired. 

Mr. HOYER. I yield myself an addi- 
tional 30 seconds. 

The gentleman hasn’t mentioned any 
of those. I am pleased that he hasn’t 
mentioned those. 

I hope that the House Republicans 
have now decided that’s not going to be 
the litmus test for whether or not we 
create jobs and save jobs in the trans- 
portation field and give certainty to 
contractors and to public entities. 

At this point in time, I yield 2 min- 
utes to my good friend from New Jer- 
sey (Mr. SIRES). 

Mr. SIRES. Mr. Speaker, I rise to 
speak in support of Congressman 
HOYER’s motion to instruct conferees 
on H.R. 4348, the surface transportation 
bill. 

This motion to instruct conferees 
would ask the conference committee to 
end their differences and support the 
Senate-passed measure. Senate 1813, or 
MAP-21, was passed by an over- 
whelming bipartisan majority with a 
final vote of 74-22. 

Tomorrow marks 100 days since the 
Senate passed their bipartisan bill. We 
have just over 1 week before the exten- 
sion expires. We cannot afford to pass 
yet another short-term extension. We 
need to create jobs here in America. 

National unemployment is 8.2 per- 
cent, and construction unemployment 
is nearly double, at 14.2 percent. Sum- 
mer has officially started, and the con- 
struction season is short. We have 1.2 
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million unemployed construction 
workers who are waiting for work. 
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MAP-21 is estimated to save 1.9 mil- 
lion jobs and create another 1 million 
jobs. We have the legislative solution 
to create jobs. It is the Senate bill. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to 
put their differences aside and pass a 
comprehensive reauthorization. MAP- 
21 was passed on a bipartisan majority 
in the Senate. Let us do the same here 
in the House and put America back to 
work. 

Mr. SHUSTER. I yield myself 30 sec- 
onds. 

Just in response to my good friend 
from Maryland, I’m glad he brought up 
some of those other provisions, and 
they are job-creating provisions. 

The RAMP Act will unlock the Har- 
bor Trust Fund so we can invest in our 
ports, which I know the gentleman has 
a major port in Maryland. But those 
dollars are going to rebuilding and 
dredging and doing the things we need 
to do to be competitive around the 
world. So that’s a jobs act that’s in the 
transportation bill. And I might add, 
ports are certainly transportation. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. SHUSTER. I yield myself an ad- 
ditional 30 seconds. 

We have also a reform in there on the 
coal ash, which is an element that goes 
into making cement. Of course, build- 
ing roads and bridges, it’s about ce- 
ment and concrete. So there’s another 
provision in it we believe will help our 
industries to be able to continue to 
make and produce cement to build our 
roads. 

Finally, the Keystone pipeline. I 
think all of America—or most of Amer- 
ica knows that’s been paying atten- 
tion, which is about 80 percent—believe 
it is a positive thing to bring oil and 
energy to America to help power this 
economy while creating 20,000 jobs and 
maybe as much as a hundred thousand 
jobs in indirect labor and jobs to this 
country. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. HOYER. I yield 2 minutes to the 
distinguished ranking member of the 
Science and Technology Committee, 
Ms. JOHNSON from Texas. 

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas. I rise in support of Democratic 
Whip HOYER’s motion to instruct the 
conferees, which directs the conferees 
to agree to the Senate-passed transpor- 
tation bill, MAP-21. 

MAP-21 passed the Senate by a 
strong bipartisan vote of 74-22, and it is 
critical that the House pass this legis- 
lation. We have been waiting a very, 
very long time. I’m from the State of 
Texas. There’s no State in the Union 
that this bill is more important for. 
Our season is now to get highways 
started. And we have massive infra- 
structure needs, just like the rest of 
the country. 
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Tomorrow does mark the 100th day 
since the Senate passed the bill, and 
the current reauthorization will expire 
next week. And while I’m encouraged 
by the progress being made in the con- 
ference negotiations, we simply cannot 
afford to delay any longer for indi- 
vidual pleas, for individual needs. We 
all have needs. 

This bill is not perfect. No bill we 
pass is perfect. But this bill is cer- 
tainly needed to plan and to develop. 
We have to have time for the States to 
look at what they have available and 
plan for it. We cannot do this like any 
other bill. This is a transportation bill, 
infrastructure planning bill, and we 
simply must do something now. 

In addition to it saving 1.9 million 
jobs, it creates a million jobs. It’s a 
jobs bill. We’ve been talking about 
passing a jobs bill for the last almost 2 
years, and nothing has passed yet. I am 
pleading that we all support this mo- 
tion to instruct, and I encourage my 
colleagues to support it and let’s get 
this bill done. 

Mr. SHUSTER. I continue to reserve 
the balance of my time. 

Mr. HOYER. I yield 2 minutes to the 
gentlelady from Illinois (Ms. SCHA- 
KOWSKY). 

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. I thank the gen- 
tleman for yielding. 

To not support Congressman HOYER’S 
motion to the Senate transportation 
bill for which, many times it’s been 
said, 74 Senators, including 22 Repub- 
licans, voted for, I would suggest, is to 
engage in nothing less than economic 
sabotage. 

Well into the construction season, 
the unemployment rate in the con- 
struction industry is at least twice the 
national average, and another short- 
term extension will not bring enough 
certainty to an industry that is hurt- 
ing as badly as this one is. 

MAP-21 is the single largest jobs bill 
passed by either body in this Congress. 
In my home State of Illinois alone, 
MAP-21 will save or create nearly 
70,000 jobs. Nationwide, the bill will 
save or create nearly 2 million jobs and 
spur 1 million additional jobs through 
the leveraging of transportation funds. 

It is hard to understand, as we are 
ending the month of June and con- 
struction needs to be done all over this 
country, that we are still delaying the 
passage of a bill that would mean so 
much to the workers across the coun- 
try and to strengthening our economy. 
I think that we need to support this 
motion right now, to support MAP-21, 
and to send it to the President’s desk 
immediately. 

Mr. SHUSTER. I continue to reserve 
the balance of my time. 

Mr. HOYER. I yield 2 minutes to the 
distinguished gentleman from Virginia 
(Mr. MORAN). 

Mr. MORAN. I would say to our good 
friend from Pennsylvania that it is 
hard to believe that Chairman Bud 
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Shuster would not be as troubled as we 
are by the state of the transportation 
bill. And he would be saying as we are: 
Just do it. 

You have suggested any number of 
things where we would reach agree- 
ment, I would say to my friend from 
Pennsylvania, but this has been going 
on for almost 3 years. It was back in 
October of 2009 that we got a 1-month 
extension. Then, we extended it for 48 
days; then 72 days; then 16 days; then 
912 months; then 2 months and 4 days; 
then 6 months and 25 days; then 6 
months, and 91 days, and now we’re 
talking about another 3-month exten- 
sion. 

Let’s just do it. That’s why there’s 
instruction to accept the Senate bill. If 
we know what we need, then let’s reach 
compromise and get it done. Because 
meanwhile, people are unemployed. 
The American people are hurting, and 
the American public is disgusted with 
the Congress. 

When we had a 13 percent approval 
rating, I was wondering how we had so 
many family and friends. Well, sure 
enough, now it’s dipped down to single 
digits. Why? Because they don’t see us 
doing anything. They don’t see us com- 
promising. 

In the Senate, we have a Senate 
transportation bill where people as 
conservative as Republican JIM INHOFE, 
the ranking member of Surface Trans- 
portation, has approved this. It passed. 
Three-quarters of the Senate approved 
this. Why can’t we just accept this and 
get it done? 

We’re talking about almost 3 million 
jobs that would be saved or created. We 
are in desperate need of jobs. There are 
jobs in this country, and they’re going 
to have a lasting dividend once we im- 
prove our roads and our bridges and our 
public transit systems. 

We need to get this done. The Amer- 
ican people have been waiting 2⁄2 years 
for this surface transportation bill. 
That’s why the motion to instruct is so 
important and why I support Mr. 
HOYER, because this is what the Amer- 
ican people want. And the fact is that, 
while it maintains current funding lev- 
els for highway and public transpor- 
tation, it consolidates highway pro- 
grams, establishes a national freight 
program, and any number of things. 

We can agree it’s not perfect, but it’s 
the best we can do. And the American 
people deserve it. 

Mr. SHUSTER. I yield myself such 
time as I may consume. 

I appreciate the passion from the 
gentleman from Virginia, and I believe 
he is a supporter of infrastructure, as 
am I. I think you were referring to the 
former chairman. I was just emailing 
back and forth to him. He sees much 
agreement with what we’re trying to 
do in the House. He sees the need for 
reform. And as I’ve been going through 
this process, I certainly talked to him 
about some of the things he wishes he 
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would have been able to accomplish. 
And what we’re doing in this bill are 
things he’s applauding. If any of you 
don’t realize, the chairman is still 
alive and well and still consults with 
his Member of Congress—when I ask 
and when I don’t ask, I might add. 

Again, I have to remind my col- 
leagues, and be respectful when I do 
this, when you had the majority, six 
times you extended without passing a 
bill. And you had a majority in the 
House and Senate and White House. 
And I might add that, if you would 
have focused the stimulus bill on an in- 
frastructure bill instead of spending it 
in all different ways that didn’t have 
the kind of impact that you thought 
and, in fact, didn’t have much of an im- 
pact at all, I think we would see a 
much different economy today if we 
would have focused on this because I 
know there are jobs out there, millions 
of jobs, in construction and construc- 
tion-related businesses where we could 
help by passing a bill. 
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Again, just to remind my colleagues, 
the House and the Senate, chairman 
and vice chairman, have issued a state- 
ment. We are moving in the right di- 
rection towards a bipartisan, bicameral 
solution, not just a Senate solution. 
Again, I know that the two gentlemen, 
the whip and of course Mr. MORAN from 
Virginia, have been great defenders of 
the House. For us to just give in to the 
Senate, I don’t think I’ve ever seen 
them when they were in the majority 
just handing it off to the Senate. So I 
feel positive. 

Again, I supported Mr. WALZ’s mo- 
tion to instruct a few days ago because 
he said get in there, hammer this thing 
out; come up with a bipartisan, bi- 
cameral bill. That’s why I supported 
that. Again, on this, I just can’t sup- 
port this. I have got to vote against it, 
and I urge my colleagues to vote “no” 
also. 

And with that, I yield back the bal- 
ance of my time. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I yield my- 
self such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I am a supporter of this 
institution. I am a supporter, as Mr. 
SHUSTER pointed out, of regular order. 
I do believe that the House has a right 
and a duty and a responsibility to 
maintain its positions—when it can get 
to a position. 

Let me reiterate so the American 
people understand. Speaker BOEHNER 
said that the highway bill was very im- 
portant to him. He wanted to see it re- 
ported out. The committee acted on a 
bill and never brought it to the floor. 

I pause so the American people can 
understand, the House has been unable 
to take a position. Now my friend will 
say, oh, no, we did pass a bill, and 
that’s correct. Admittedly, however, 
from everybody’s perspective, it was 
not a full bill; it was a shell bill. It was 
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a shell bill to go to conference. Did it 
have some provisions in there? Yes, it 
did. It had Keystone in there, which 
was clearly unacceptable to the Presi- 
dent in the form that it was offered and 
unacceptable to the Senate in the form 
that it was offered. 

Very frankly, my friend from Penn- 
sylvania talks about his dad, who I 
know is very much alive and was a 
very good Member of this body. I will 
say that we did pass some extensions, 
all on a bipartisan fashion, as you well 
know. All on a bipartisan fashion. This 
was not done in a bipartisan fashion. 

We could have forged a bill that 
would have had overwhelming support 
in this House, in my opinion. The Re- 
publican side of the aisle chose not to 
do that. And I’ve got a hunch that my 
friend sitting in the chair, Mr. SHU- 
STER, regrets that. He doesn’t have to 
say anything about that, but I just 
have a hunch he regrets that. I regret 
it. I regret that we are not able to 
come together and reason together, but 
we take hard-line positions that if you 
don’t agree with me, it’s my way or no 
highway. That’s regrettable. The 
American people know it’s regrettable. 

And I want to tell my friend from 
Pennsylvania, if it weren’t 100 days 
ago, as of tomorrow, that a bipar- 
tisan—overwhelmingly bipartisan—bill 
was passed, and if this House had been 
able to pass a real highway bill, but we 
didn’t have that opportunity. That bill 
was not brought to the floor. The gen- 
tleman knows that bill was not 
brought to the floor. It still languishes 
in his committee. Or perhaps it’s been 
reported out and may be sitting some- 
place else. 

The fact of the matter is that this 
motion is designed to say to 1.9 million 
people who may lose their job if we 
don’t pass a bill next Friday, in a Con- 
gress that has been mired in confronta- 
tion and unwilling to compromise, and 
another million people who will have 
job opportunities if that bill passes, it 
is to say, let us act. And we have a ve- 
hicle on which to act, a vehicle that 
enjoyed the support of all Democrats 
and half of the Republican Conference 
in the United States Senate, a bill that 
had agreement between Senator BOXER 
from California, correctly I think de- 
scribed as a liberal Democrat from the 
State of California, and JIM INHOFE, 
correctly described I believe as a con- 
servative Republican from Oklahoma. 
They came together. They reached 
agreement. 

I think the gentleman from Pennsyl- 
vania is probably absolutely correct; 
it’s not a perfect bill. I don’t know that 
I’ve ever voted for a perfect bill on the 
floor of this House, at least one that I 
thought was perfect. That’s the nature 
of this body, that we come together 
and we compromise and everybody 
doesn’t get what they want because 
maybe their region or their people or 
their businesses or their consumers 
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don’t see it the same way mine do. We 
compromise. 

But the Senate bill, while it may not 
be perfect, enjoyed broad bipartisan 
compromise and support. Therefore, I 
think it is our best opportunity, be- 
cause we’ve shown in this House that 
we have, for the last 6 months, been 
unable to come to agreement, and the 
Republican majority in this House has 
been unable to agree among itself to 
bring a full bill to the floor. 

So, Mr. Speaker, that does not give 
much confidence not only to my side of 
the aisle but to those contractors, 
those construction workers, those 
States, those counties, those munici- 
palities who know that they have to 
address the transportation challenges 
of their areas. It doesn’t give them 
much confidence, and I’ve heard a lot 
about building confidence. 

I believe that if we passed the Senate 
bill, we would create those jobs, retain 
the 1.9 million jobs, and give con- 
fidence to our economy and grow jobs. 
I hope that’s what the other side wants 
to do. They talk a lot about it. And if 
the economy improved, of course, the 
administration might be advantaged as 
well. I hope that’s not a consideration 
of anybody who considers these pieces 
of legislation. America expects us to 
come together and reach agreement. 
The Senate has done that. On this side 
of the Capitol, we have not. We ought 
to do it. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. CONNOLLY of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, | 
rise in support of my good friend from Mary- 
land’s Motion to Instruct House conferees to 
bring up the bipartisan Senate transportation 
bill. In the 10 most congested cities in Amer- 
ica—including the Washington DC region 
which both Mr. HOYER and | represent—driv- 
ers spend more than 40 hours a year stuck in 
traffic. That’s an entire work week lost to con- 
gestion, yet all the Republican majority has of- 
fered in response is more partisan gridlock. 

Americans are waiting for road improve- 
ments, bridge repairs, and more transit op- 
tions. The American economy is waiting for 
more robust job growth. The nation lost 
28,000 construction jobs last month and more 
than 2 million construction jobs since the 
Great Recession began. 

Republican President Dwight D. Eisenhower 
knew investing in infrastructure would create 
jobs and spur the economy so he created the 
American interstate highway system. This 
March, the Senate passed a bipartisan trans- 
portation bill—with 22 Republicans on board— 
to alleviate gridlock on our streets and in the 
halls of Congress. But so far, House Repub- 
licans have refused to even bring it up for a 
vote, for fear that it might actually pass! 

A robust transportation program such as the 
bipartisan Senate bill helps both American 
commuters, and the American economy, get 
moving again. If we are going to create jobs 
and ease commutes, the Republican majority 
must stop idling. | urge my colleagues to sup- 
port Mr. HOYER’S Motion to Instruct. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
NUNNELEE). All time for debate has ex- 
pired. 


June 21, 2012 


Without objection, the previous ques- 
tion is ordered on the motion to in- 
struct. 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion to instruct. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the noes appeared to have it. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, on that I 
demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, further pro- 
ceedings on this question will be post- 
poned. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mrs. BLACK. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks and in- 
clude extraneous material on the topic 
of my motion to instruct. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle- 
woman from Tennessee? 

There was no objection. 

Mrs. BLACK. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 
motion to instruct. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
Clerk will report the motion. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Mrs. Black moves that the managers on 
the part of the House at the conference on 
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses on 
the Senate amendment to the bill H.R. 4348 
be instructed to reject section 31108 of the 
Senate amendment (relating to distracted 
driving grants), other than the matter pro- 
posed to be inserted as section 411(g) of title 
23, United States Code (relating to a dis- 
tracted driving study). 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 7 of rule XXII, the gentle- 
woman from Tennessee (Mrs. BLACK) 
and the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
(Mr. ALTMIRE) each will control 30 min- 
utes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentle- 
woman from Tennessee. 
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Mrs. BLACK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

We began the 112th Congress by read- 
ing the U.S. Constitution as a body, 
and we require that every bill cite the 
section of the Constitution that allows 
Congress to consider the legislation. 

My motion to instruct simply main- 
tains this desire of the House by pro- 
tecting States’ rights under the 10th 
Amendment. The 10th Amendment 
reads: 

The powers not delegated to the United 
States by the Constitution, nor prohibited 
by it to the States, are reserved to the 
States respectively, or to the people. 

I believe that the issue of laws re- 
lated to distracted driving are best left 
to the States. That’s why as a State 
senator in my home State of Tennessee 
I voted three times for a distracted 
driving law on the books today. 

As a mother and a grandmother and 
a nurse, I strongly support absolute 
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safety on our roadways. I also believe 
that there’s no one in this Chamber 
who doesn’t support safe driving laws. 
But this motion to instruct is not 
about safety; it’s about the States’ 
rights under the Constitution and stop- 
ping Federal manipulation of State law 
through taxpayer-funded distracted 
driving grants. 

Now, the Senate passed a highway 
bill, Senate Bill 1818, that contains a 
provision that would grant the U.S. De- 
partment of Transportation Secretary 
Ray LaHood $79 million to entice the 
States to enact and enforce Federal 
distracted driving laws, something that 
39 States already have on their books— 
39 States have already enacted these 
laws. 

I believe the States are great labora- 
tories for determining what works and 
what does not work. That is why my 
motion to instruct keeps intact a 
study—wants a study to be conducted 
on all forms of distracted driving. This 
helps government and also the public 
better understand and identify the 
most effective methods to educate 
drivers and enhance States’ under- 
standing of these issues so that they 
can enact and tailor laws best suited to 
the individual needs of their States. 

I’m offering a motion to instruct 
that simply strikes the distracted driv- 
ing grant funding language contained 
in the Senate-passed bill, while calling 
for a study to be conducted on all 
forms of distracted driving. This helps 
government and the public better un- 
derstand and identify the most effec- 
tive methods to educate the drivers 
and enhance the States’ understanding 
of these issues so they can enact and 
tailor laws best suited to the individual 
needs of their State. What is best for 
the State of Massachusetts may not be 
best for the State of Montana. And as 
the 10th Amendment to our Constitu- 
tion was written, these laws are re- 
served for individual States. 

Now, just as we must provide cer- 
tainty to job creators, we must provide 
certainty to States on the highway 
bill. The only way to accomplish this 
task is to allow for focused use of tax- 
payer dollars that is produced in a 
multiyear transportation bill that re- 
stricts the highway fund to its in- 
tended use, that is, building and main- 
taining America’s roads and bridges. 
Taxpayer dollars are so precious, they 
should not be used on anything other 
than the intended purpose. 

I urge my colleagues to protect 
states’ rights and support my motion 
to instruct. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. ALTMIRE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume, 
and I rise in opposition to the motion. 

The motion offered by the gentle- 
woman from Tennessee (Mrs. BLACK) 
seeks to eliminate a distracted driving 
grant program included in the Senate 
surface transportation authorization 
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bill. I oppose this motion because it ig- 
nores the significant safety hazard that 
distracted driving poses to drivers, 
commuters, passengers, and pedes- 
trians. 

Distracted driving is any activity be- 
hind the wheel that takes a driver’s at- 
tention away from the road. The rapid 
development and ubiquitous use of 
technology such as cell phones, smart 
phones, and in-vehicle touch screens 
has made routine distraction an almost 
commonplace occurrence in every vehi- 
cle across America. 

According to the National Highway 
Traffic Safety Administration, in 2010 
more than 3,000 Americans were killed 
in crashes involving a distracted driver 
and approximately 416,000 additional 
Americans were injured. 

Distractions from technology can in- 
clude texting, talking on a phone, or 
using a navigation system or other 
audio or visual equipment while in a 
vehicle. But because text messaging re- 
quires visual, manual, and cognitive 
attention from the driver all at the 
same time, it is by far the most dan- 
gerous distraction. 

The Wireless Association reported 
that in June 2011 more than 196 billion 
text messages were sent or received in 
the United States, which is up nearly 
50 percent from just 2 years ago over 
the same period. The National Highway 
Traffic Safety Administration also re- 
ported that more than 100,000 drivers 
are texting and more than 600,000 driv- 
ers are using cell phones at any given 
moment in time. Sending or receiving 
a text takes a driver’s attention from 
the road for an average of 4.6 seconds, 
which, while it may not seem like a 
long time, it’s the equivalent of driving 
the length of an entire football field, 
taking the driver’s eyes off the road. 
It’s not surprising that, according to 
research done by Virginia Tech, a 
texting driver is 23 times more likely 
to be involved in a crash than a non- 
distracted driver. 

The proposed grant program in the 
Senate bill is an opportunity to address 
the rapidly growing problem of dis- 
tracted driving and to educate the driv- 
ing public about the real and imme- 
diate dangers of distraction behind the 
wheel. 

Mr. Speaker, thousands of American 
lives are at stake. And these are not 
statistics. These are people—like 21- 
year-old Casey Feldman, who was 
struck and killed by a distracted driver 
as she crossed the street in Ocean City, 
New Jersey in 2009. It’s people like 56- 
year-old John Sligting, who was killed 
on his motorcycle when a teen driver 
talking on her cell phone missed a stop 
sign in June 2007. It’s people like 13- 
year-old Margay Schee, who was killed 
on her school bus when a distracted 
driver rear-ended that bus in Sep- 
tember 2008. 

Although some on the other side of 
the aisle are skeptical of seemingly 
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every Federal program, we must avoid 
the temptation to eliminate programs 
without considering the real impacts 
they have on the lives of our constitu- 
ents and on communities all across 
America. 

To the point the gentlewoman, my 
friend from Tennessee (Mrs. BLACK), 
raised in her opening remarks, the dis- 
tracted driving grant program con- 
tained in the Senate bill is merely an 
incentive program, not mandatory. It’s 
an incentive for States that have al- 
ready passed laws and have them on 
the books. Therefore, there are no 
sanctions if States do not pass laws or 
participate. There are no penalties to 
not participate. 

So, Mr. Speaker, to put it simply, 
this motion represents a giant step 
backwards in highway safety for all of 
America. 

I urge my colleagues to reject this 
motion to instruct, and I reserve the 
balance of my time. 

Mrs. BLACK. Mr. Speaker, Td like to 
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
Utah (Mr. BISHOP). 

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. I thank the 
gentlewoman from Tennessee. 

I guess I, as well as others, are here 
today to plead the 10th Amendment. 
You see, texting while driving is dan- 
gerous, and it should be stopped. Care- 
less driving of any form is dangerous, 
and it should be stopped. We should be 
grateful for every effort to educate our 
drivers as to the significance of this 
particular effort, but the question has 
to be: Are the efforts only to be done in 
this particular body? 

A driver’s license is a State certifi- 
cate. Driving is a State privilege. And 
even though Congress has, in the past, 
overstepped our responsibility in in- 
volving ourselves in these areas—and 
that was wrong—that is certainly not 
justification for continuing that prac- 
tice ever forward. The Commerce 
Clause does not necessarily expand to 
this area. The Senators, in their wis- 
dom, have included a provision in there 
dealing with this issue. It’s a noble 
concept. It’s a worthy goal. 

The approval or disapproval of 
texting while driving is not the issue. 
The issue is not should it happen; the 
issue is who, at which level, should de- 
cide if it happens and what the con- 
sequences should be. 
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The issue is, are we the only ones 
who have the opportunity of breathing 
the air of the Potomac River, the only 
ones smart enough to be involved in 
this issue, the only ones compassionate 
enough to be involved in this issue. I 
would contend to you that those who 
are in our States are equally com- 
petent to handle this issue. 

It’s been mentioned, 39 States al- 
ready outlaw texting. Ten outlaw any 
kind of a handheld communication 
while driving. Thirty-two States ban 
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all sorts of these efforts with novice 
drivers. My State of Utah has moved 
forward in this particular area. And 
yet the Senate has now put in $79 mil- 
lion to incentivize States to do what 
they’re already doing. 

We tried to pass a balanced budget 
amendment on this floor. It failed and 
I felt sad about that; but I realized also 
we can accomplish the exact same 
goals if we respect federalism, which, 
of course, was reinforced in the 10th 
Amendment. Federalism simply would 
require the Federal Government to 
concentrate on the core constitutional 
responsibilities given to us in that doc- 
ument and allow the States the flexi- 
bility to solve the other problems. 

States do not have the kind of re- 
strictions established in the Constitu- 
tion that we have. States can be far 
more creative than a one-size-fits-all 
program from Washington. States can 
be much more effective in the way they 
run their programs. States can actu- 
ally apply justice to unique cir- 
cumstances within their State borders. 
That can never be accomplished by 
Washington. Our only ability is to 
make sure that everything is uniform. 
We can accomplish the same goal if we 
respect the authority of States. 

$79 million is a high price to pay for 
the arrogance that only we here in 
Washington can do things well. The 
States are doing it. Not everything has 
to be ordained, funded, and controlled 
by those who sit on this floor. The 
States have every competence, every 
ability. We should support the 10th 
Amendment and recognize the States 
should do this. They will do a better 
job than we. 

Mr. ALTMIRE. We have no further 
speakers. I yield myself as much time 
as I may consume. 

The previous speaker talks about 
States being the innovators. I certainly 
agree on that. 

This motion that we are talking 
about right now involves a State incen- 
tive program where States can qualify 
for Federal money for an optional 
grant that they may choose to partici- 
pate in or not. If they do not choose to 
participate, they are free to pass any 
distracted-driver laws they wish or not. 
There is nothing in what is contained 
in the Senate bill that in any way in- 
hibits or prohibits or disincentivizes 
States from passing their own dis- 
tracted-driving laws. They are still free 
to do whatever they want to do and go 
as far or not as they want to go. 

All the Senate language says is that 
if States choose to meet the higher 
Federal standards, they may qualify 
for potential limited grant money that 
will be made available. No State is 
sanctioned for not participating. 

With that, I continue to reserve the 
balance of my time. 

Mrs. BLACK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to my good friend and col- 
league from Louisiana (Mr. SCALISE). 
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Mr. SCALISE. Mr. Speaker, I want to 
thank the gentlelady from Tennessee 
for yielding time and also for bringing 
this amendment forward to instruct 
the conferees on the transportation 
bill. 

If you look at what the amendment, 
what the motion to instruct, is saying, 
first of all, we recognize that 39 States 
have already put laws on the books to 
address problems with distracted driv- 
ers. It’s a national problem. But every 
State, just as they have the right and 
the responsibility to create their own 
laws on issuing driver’s licenses, each 
State has their own age requirements, 
their own speed limit requirements. 
Each State has to look at the unique 
problems that are posed by distracted 
drivers within that State. 

In fact, in our State of Louisiana, we 
have a ban on texting while driving. 
And the legislature has gone back and 
forth on other forms of whether or not 
you can use a cell phone with a 
Bluetooth or with a speaker in your 
car if it’s enabled to do that. And so 
technology changes, and the local 
States have the ability to be flexible 
enough to change their laws according 
to how it best suits their State. 

Ultimately, by having a $79 million 
pot of money that would be up to the 
Secretary of Transportation to enforce 
as Federal distracted-driving laws, I 
think it gets away from the whole con- 
cept of the fact that States are the 
ones that are in charge of doing this, 
and the States know best what needs to 
happen in their States. 

Driving laws in Louisiana are a lot 
different than they are in California or 
New York or somewhere else. That’s 
what the 10th Amendment is all about. 
That’s why you have elected officials 
at the State and local levels to handle 
the problems that are unique to each 
area. And the fact that you’ve got a $79 
million pot of money that would only 
be put at the discretion of the Sec- 
retary of Transportation, just for this 
purpose, instead of using the $79 mil- 
lion to build roads throughout the 
country, or to allow the States to do 
what they think is best to improve 
safety in other ways, there are many 
things that need to be done in each of 
our States to improve safety on the 
roads. 

And if a State’s done a good job of 
addressing their texting problems and 
the distracted-driving problems as it 
relates to cell phones and other things, 
somebody eating and sitting in their 
car, ultimately the States know best 
what to do. And if they’ve got more 
flexibility with the money—this isn’t 
Washington money, by the way. 
They’re paying into it. Every citizen 
back home, when they buy gasoline, is 
paying taxes. This is their money. It’s 
not the Federal Government’s money 
to say $79 million is only available for 
the things that we think are most like- 
ly to increase safety, when the States 
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know what’s better. Local people on 
the ground, people paying those taxes 
know what’s better to increase safety. 
And you’re not allowing them to use 
that money for the things that actu- 
ally would improve safety even more. 

So by limiting this $79 million to a 
fund that the Secretary himself in 
Washington would give out, let’s let 
the States have that money back, 
money that they’ve paid in already, 
and let them do what they know is best 
to increase safety, whether they think 
it’s putting guardrails on roads where 
the guardrails have broken off and they 
don’t have the money to put that back 
in place, or whether it’s to put railroad 
crossings. We have so many deaths by 
people who cross railroads where 
there’s no crossing, and yet it’s very 
expensive to build those. 

States would like the ability to use 
the money to increase safety and stop 
the deaths that occur by spending it 
there. Yet this $79 million isn’t allowed 
for that. 

Let the States do what they know 
best because it’s their money. It’s the 
people’s money. It’s not Washington’s 
money. And some Washington bureau- 
crat who thinks he knows best how to 
handle a problem at a Federal level 
that applies to all States when it 
works differently in every State, the 
challenges, the safety challenges that 
face our citizens are very different in 
each State, especially as it relates to 
driving on the road. 

So, again, I want to thank the gen- 
tlelady for bringing this motion to in- 
struct. I surely support the motion and 
also encourage everybody else in this 
Chamber to support it because, ulti- 
mately, if you’ve got $79 million that 
can be much better used to increase 
safety in other ways, why would you 
want to cordon it off and only allow it 
to be used for one way, when maybe 39 
different States have 39 different ideas 
of how to do it better? 

Well, we can learn from them for 
once instead of trying to have this top- 
down approach where Washington 
knows best. I think it could be handled 
much differently, much better at the 
local level. At the end it’s their money 
anyway. 

So I urge approval of this motion to 
instruct. 

Mr. ALTMIRE. Yielding myself as 
much time as I would consume, I 
would, again, make the point that the 
program in question in no way sanc- 
tions, penalizes, disincentivizes, dis- 
courages or prohibits States from, in 
any way, addressing driver safety. It in 
no way prohibits States from being in- 
novative, from creating new tech- 
nologies, new programs, doing things 
that are not recommended in the bill 
or this program. States are free to do 
whatever they want to do on this issue. 

So to continually pound away at the 
point that we’re somehow taking away 
the ability of States to be flexible is 
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simply incorrect. It’s not consistent 
with the program in question. It’s not 
consistent with the language of the bill 
we are discussing. 

With that, I would inquire of my 
friend—I have no more speakers on our 
side—is she prepared to close? 

Mrs. BLACK. Iam. 

Mr. ALTMIRE. Mr. Speaker, I urge 
my colleagues to oppose the motion. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mrs. BLACK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself as much time as I may con- 
sume. 

This is a worthy goal. As I’ve already 
said, I’m a nurse. I’m a grandmother. 
I’m a mother. I want safety on our 
roads. 

I have served in the State legislative 
body where I have voted three times on 
distracted driving. We did our studies, 
we found what the problems were in 
the State of Tennessee. We were able to 
pass laws to make the roads safer. 
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Careless driving of any form must be 
stopped, and I applaud the piece in the 
bill that will create more study so that 
States can have more information 
about just what they need to craft in 
their State that will be identified as 
distracted driving. 

Obviously, distracted driving does 
not just mean cell phones, and it does 
not just mean texting. There are other 
forms of distracted driving—a mother 
turning around to correct her small 
child who is sitting in the back seat. I 
personally have seen those kinds of ac- 
cidents. Someone reaching for a CD to 
put in one’s disk, I personally have 
seen the devastation from that action. 
There are many forms of distracted 
driving, and this study will help us and 
the States and the public to under- 
stand what those forms of distracted 
driving are. In my motion, that is left 
in place. 

Again, we have to be very cautious 
about our dollars and how it is that we 
hand our dollars out. I talk about this 
almost like legislative candy, this $79 
million, to incentivize or to entice 
States to do something, and 39 of them 
are already doing something related to 
distracted driving. 

As a matter of fact, if we take a look 
at this whole discussion on the trans- 
portation bill, we know how precious 
every dollar is. We’re talking about in- 
frastructure and about creating jobs. 
This $79 million can be best used by its 
intended programs, which are to build 
roads and bridges and to make our 
roads safer by making sure that our 
roads and our infrastructure are in the 
best shape. States are already doing 
this job. We don’t need to take $79 mil- 
lion and hand it out to States—using 
candy to get them to do what we want 
them to do. 

Absolutely, safety is the major issue, 
but States can make that decision. 
States have enough knowledge to know 
what’s best for their States. 
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So, Mr. Speaker, I urge my col- 
leagues to protect States’ rights and to 
support my motion to instruct. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. LARSEN of Washington. Mr. Speaker, | 
rise in opposition to the Black Motion to In- 
struct. 

This motion is a step back for highway safe- 
ty, and a step back for our country. This coun- 
try has done a lot to improve highway safety 
in the last thirty years. We’ve mandated safety 
belt use. We’ve addressed our many of our 
most dangerous intersections and developed 
better signage and more visible traffic signals. 
And we created a federal mandate that raised 
the drinking age to 21. 

But there are new challenges—and dis- 
tracted driving is one of the most important. 
This motion is exactly the opposite of what we 
should be voting on. 

We should be doing everything in our power 
to encourage responsible driving and protect 
lives. Couching this argument in the 10th 
amendment is simply cover for irresponsible 
legislation. 

There are numerous grant programs 
throughout the federal government that pro- 
vide funding for states based on national poli- 
cies that Congress wants to advance. To sin- 
gle out a safety program is totally out of left 
field—or rather, right field in this case. 

| urge my colleagues to oppose this motion. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. All time 
for debate has expired. 

Without objection, the previous ques- 
tion is ordered on the motion to in- 
struct. 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion to instruct. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. ALTMIRE. Mr. Speaker, on that 
I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, further pro- 
ceedings on this question will be post- 
poned. 


EE 
CONCERN OVER RE-LICENSING 
THE DAVIS-BESSE NUCLEAR 


POWER PLANT 


(Mr. KUCINICH asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, 
FirstEnergy, which operates the Davis- 
Besse nuclear power plant, has consist- 
ently misrepresented to the public 
structural defects in the building that 
shields its reactor. 

Their latest fable is that cracks in 
the circumference of the shield build- 
ing were caused by a snowstorm that 
occurred in 1978. 

In 2002, FirstEnergy covered up infor- 
mation about a hole in the head of a re- 
actor that jeopardized the safety of 
millions of people, for which they were 
fined $28 million. FirstEnergy caused 
the blackout in August 2003, which put 
50 million people in the dark, because 
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they were too cheap to hire people to 
trim trees. 

Can they be believed when they claim 
a snowstorm 34 years ago created 
cracks that appear today? Are build- 
ings all over northern Ohio falling 
apart today because of the blizzard of 
°78, or is this just another in a series of 
desperate lies used to keep a plant 
going that should be either shut down 
or massively repaired? 

How long before FirstEnergy’s 34- 
year snow job is fully exposed? 


— 


THE PROGRESSIVE MESSAGE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan- 
uary 5, 2011, the gentleman from Ohio 
(Mr. KUCINICH) is recognized for 60 min- 
utes as the designee of the minority 
leader. 

CONCERN OVER RE-LICENSING THE DAVIS-BESSE 
NUCLEAR POWER PLANT 

Mr. KUCINICH. I thank the Speaker. 

I spoke here a minute ago on the 
floor of the House concerning my deep 
and abiding concern about a nuclear 
power plant in the State of Ohio called 
the Davis-Besse nuclear power plant. 

This power plant, from the time it 
was first licensed, has experienced a se- 
ries of shutdowns, so much so that 
there was a period when the companies 
that originally owned it had massive 
losses because the plant was not up and 
running. They had so many difficulties 
that it became an embarrassment to 
the nuclear industry, itself. 

We are now at a point when this 
plant is trying to get a new license for 
its nuclear facility. There are over 104 
nuclear power plants in America. Some 
of them have achieved re-licensing. 
Others are in the process of applying. 

One of the things that we have to be 
concerned about, because we are talk- 
ing about nuclear power plants, is the 
structural stability of the plants, 
which includes the shield building and 
reactor, and that the structural sta- 
bility of these plants is going to be as- 
sured. 
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In the case of FirstEnergy, they have 
a shield building, and there have been 
questions raised about its structural 
stability. Unfortunately, FirstEnergy 
went out of its way to tell one story to 
the Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
and another story to the public. They 
told the public that the cracks that 
were seen in the shield building were 
not really substantive, but they told 
the Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
another story. 

Understanding that we have a lack of 
candor on the part of a nuclear reactor 
permit holder here, we have to be very 
concerned about their public state- 
ments, about their private disclosures, 
and about the implications for reli- 
censing. 

These cracks in the shield building, 
which are in the circumference of the 
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building, they’re telling the Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission the reason 
these cracks occurred is because there 
was this blizzard in 1978, where the 
wind direction was—if I’m correct—pri- 
marily out of the southwest, that this 
is responsible for the cracks. But the 
cracks are around the whole building. 
They’re not able to explain that. 

Nor do we know whether or not their 
sister reactors on the other side of 
Lake Erie at the Perry nuclear power 
plant have, in fact, been adequately in- 
spected to see if the same winter storm 
adversely affected them. If the winter 
storm did not adversely affect them at 
the Perry plant, then how is it that 
you had cracks only at Davis-Besse? 
And why were the cracks around the 
circumference of the building, instead 
of just in one area where the wind was 
driving the snow? 

In 2002, FirstEnergy covered up infor- 
mation about a hole in the head of the 
reactor. 

I want to ask my friend from Min- 
nesota if he needs any of this time 
right now, because I can conclude. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
from Minnesota. 

Mr. ELLISON. I want to thank the 
gentleman for claiming the time. I 
guess I was about 4 minutes behind. 
And, of course, you’ve got to be on 
your toes around here. 

I had come prepared to do a Special 
Order. 

Mr. KUCINICH. I’m going to shortly 
yield and ask unanimous consent that 
the gentleman from Minnesota would 
be able to have the balance of the time. 

Mr. ELLISON. If the gentleman from 
Ohio wants to, we can share the time, 
if you’d like. 

Mr. KUCINICH. I ask the Chair if it 
would be possible for me to have unani- 
mous consent to yield the remainder of 
my time to the gentleman from Min- 
nesota. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Unani- 
mous consent is not required. 

Under the Speaker’s announced pol- 
icy of January 5, 2011, the gentleman 
from Minnesota will control the re- 
mainder of the hour and yields to the 
gentleman from Ohio. 

Mr. KUCINICH. I would just ask for a 
moment to conclude here. 

Why am I bringing this up about the 
Davis-Besse nuclear power plant? Some 
people would say: Why shouldn’t you 
give FirstEnergy the benefit of the 
doubt? 

This is a company that 10 years ago 
covered up information about the hole 
in the head of a nuclear reactor. They 
were this close to having a breach, a 
fraction of an inch from having a 
breach of the reactor. They had files 
that were in a photo, and Federal in- 
vestigators weren’t given access to 
that. It ended up where this company 
gets fined $28 million because they 
weren’t candid with the government 
and could have put the people of Ohio 
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and Michigan and Indiana and Canada 
and the water of Lake Erie in jeopardy. 

Many people remember, particularly 
in cities in the east, that time in Au- 
gust of 2003, where all the lights went 
out in the east. Remember, some peo- 
ple were sitting on their door steps for 
the first time with no city lights, look- 
ing up at the stars, but it wasn’t par- 
ticularly all that beautiful because 
what was not beautiful is the fact that 
there was this massive loss of power all 
over America’s east coast that came 
about because of a series of technical 
glitches, the root cause of which was 
that this company, FirstEnergy, wasn’t 
properly trimming trees because they 
didn’t want to hire the people to do it. 

This is the same company that’s tell- 
ing us the reason why they have cracks 
in a shield building is because of a bliz- 
zard 34 years ago. Hello. 

We have to be very careful before we 
let a company that operates so fast and 
loose with the truth be in a position to 
have a license to continue to operate 
this nuclear power plant. In the alter- 
native, they’re going to have to make 
massive repairs. If they won’t make 
the massive repairs, then the NRC 
ought to do the right thing for the 
American people and have this shut 
down. 

I do not want to see another 
Fukushima in the United States of 
America. I do not want to see the peo- 
ple in my district at risk. I do not want 
to see the people in Ohio put at risk be- 
cause you’ve a got a company like 
FirstEnergy operating in the shoddy 
way in which they operate, misrepre- 
senting conditions to the public, and 
telling the NRC one thing and the peo- 
ple another. 

I can promise you, Mr. Speaker, I in- 
tend to stay on top of this. 

I appreciate the opportunity here, 
and I yield the remainder of the time 
to the gentleman from Minnesota, the 
co-chair of the Progressive Caucus of 
the Congress, a person who has done a 
lot to take the message of the Progres- 
sive Caucus across this Nation in a way 
that’s been very dynamic, the Honor- 
able KEITH ELLISON. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman from Minnesota is recognized. 

Mr. ELLISON. As I was listening to 
the gentleman from Ohio recite the 
facts and the details of this energy sit- 
uation, I couldn’t help but think to 
myself that we need massive invest- 
ment in public infrastructure in this 
Nation. It’s not simply a jobs issue, 
though it is a jobs issue. It’s also a pub- 
lic safety issue. 

The gentleman talked about 
Fukushima. That was a catastrophic 
event, but if we don’t take good care of 
our Nation’s infrastructure, a catas- 
trophe will occur. I can testify to that, 
because I’m from Minnesota. In my 
State only a few years ago, we saw our 
bridge fall into the Mississippi River. 
Thirteen Minnesotans lost their lives, 
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100 fell into the Mississippi River 65 
feet below and suffered severe back and 
spinal injuries. 

Infrastructure, folks, is not simply a 
jobs issue. Infrastructure is not simply 
an economic issue. Infrastructure is 
also a public safety issue. We need to 
make a demand that our government 
focus on infrastructure investment at 
this time. 

Mr. Speaker, I’m KEITH ELLISON. I’m 
the co-chair of the Progressive Caucus. 
I hope to be joined in this hour by 
other members of the Progressive Cau- 
cus. I think some members of the CBC 
will be joining me, as well, to talk 
about the situation involving Attorney 
General Holder. 

Today, Mr. Speaker, we’re the Pro- 
gressive Caucus. We come with the pro- 
gressive message. The progressive mes- 
sage is basically very simple, Mr. 
Speaker. It is the idea of liberty and 
justice for all. 

Mr. Speaker, you know that every 
morning we in Congress come down to 
the well, and we’re very honored to say 
the Pledge of Allegiance. And the pro- 
gressive message of the Progressive 
Caucus is basically embodied in that 
pledge: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the 
Republic for which it stands, one na- 
tion under God, indivisible, with lib- 
erty and justice for all. 

We’re indivisible. 
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Yes. It’s true, we come in different 
colors. We come from different cul- 
tures. We come from different religious 
backgrounds. But we are one Nation. 
And yes, it’s true that it’s “liberty and 
justice for all.” No exceptions. Every- 
one. Old, young, black, white, Latino, 
Asian, born in America, people who 
came here to immigrate, people of dif- 
ferent religious backgrounds. People 
who are straight, gay. Americans are 
Americans are Americans, and they 
have the freedom to be who they are 
and have the liberty to pursue happi- 
ness as they define it and within the 
law and consistent with the rights of 
all others. But that’s where it ends. 

This is the Progressive Caucus, and 
I’m here to talk about the progressive 
message. And, Mr. Speaker, our email 
is right down here: 
cpc@grijalva.house.gov. We encourage 
people to stay in touch with us because 
we like to hear what the people have to 
say. We like to hear their insights, 
their values, what they think is impor- 
tant. So we encourage people to stay in 
touch at cpc@grijalva.house.gov, the 
Progressive Caucus Web site. 

Mr. Speaker, we’ve been here another 
week in Congress, another week where 
we are going to have serious problems 
going on within a short period of time. 
I believe today’s date is June 21. With- 
in 9 days, on July 1, what we are going 
to see, Mr. Speaker, is interest rates on 
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student loans double. We are going to 
see an expiration of our transportation 
bill. And do you think we took up ei- 
ther one of those issues on the House 
floor today or yesterday or at any time 
since Monday, Mr. Speaker? Absolutely 
not. 

We urge the Republican majority to 
think about what’s going on with the 
American middle class. Student loan 
rates will double on July 1. This could 
affect literally thousands and thou- 
sands of American students, and yet 
we’re not acting on these issues at all. 

The Democrats have said, Yes, abso- 
lutely. Progressives have said, Yes, ab- 
solutely. We cannot let student loan 
rates double at a time when we see col- 
leges all over America experiencing 
double-digit increases in tuition, when 
the price of an education has gone sky- 
high, outpaced inflation manyfold. And 
now, when the Congress tried to fix it, 
we’re going to let it go back to the bad 
old days and let student loan interest 
rates double, costing students perhaps 
as much as $1,000 a year. 

And then even though the Republican 
majority agreed with the Ryan budget, 
which said we should just let the stu- 
dents have to pay more, they then saw 
the light and came back and said, 
Okay, we don’t want the student loan 
rates to double either. But then, Mr. 
Speaker, what happened was they said, 
But we want to take the money out of 
women’s health. 

Of course we couldn’t agree to that. 
We can’t pit students versus women. 
We can’t say we’re going to help stu- 
dents but we’re going to take the 
money away from women under the 
health care act, from cervical 
screenings and such. You can’t do that. 
That wouldn’t be right. 

What if we asked the most wealthy 
members of our society, the richest 
Americans, to just do a little bit more 
so that students could have an afford- 
able education? And our Republican 
friends said, No, never can we ask rich 
people to do a little bit more. 

So now here we stand, Mr. Speaker, 9 
days before student interest rates are 
about to double, and we saw no action 
on it on the floor this week. This is a 
horrible tragedy. This is a sad situa- 
tion. 

We lost 28,000 construction jobs last 
month. Congress still hasn’t passed a 
highway bill. The highway bill is due 
to expire 10 days from now, 9 days from 
now, and our friends in the majority 
have not addressed this issue. This is a 
shame. It is a stain and it is a disgrace. 

If you hold the majority in the House 
of Representatives, you have to focus 
on the needs of the people. And I hope 
the people are paying attention today, 
Mr. Speaker, because within this com- 
ing week, the student loan interest 
rates are due to double. Interest rates 
on student loans are due to double in 10 
days, and the highway bill is due to ex- 
pire in 10 days, but we have not 
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touched these key issues on the House 
floor. And I’m just asking my Repub- 
lican majority friends, why won’t they 
pursue a ‘‘jobs’”’ agenda instead of the 
“no jobs’? agenda they’ve been pur- 
suing. 

The President laid out a great jobs 
bill, yet we haven’t seen any action on 
it. Let’s have a vote on it, Mr. Speaker, 
up or down. What is the Republican 
majority afraid of? Do they fear that 
there are a few Republicans who really 
believe that Americans need jobs, who 
will join with all the Democrats and 
put America back to work? Put it on 
the floor. I think that the American 
people want to vote on jobs. 

So let me just say, Mr. Speaker—be- 
cause I think it’s so important that we 
have to restate certain things. If you 
just tuned in, student loan interest 
rates will double July 1 if Congress 
does nothing. This week, we did noth- 
ing. So the clock is ticking, and I ama 
little worried. 

After losing 28,000 construction jobs 
last month, Congress hasn’t passed a 
highway bill, and that bill is due to ex- 
pire because the Republican majority 
won’t pass a long-term transportation 
bill. This is a mistake, this is bad lead- 
ership, and the American people should 
know about it. 

But, Mr. Speaker, I know you’re 
thinking, Well, what did we do? If we 
didn’t take care of the issues that are 
so pressing, what did the Republican 
majority do this week? They must have 
done something, because we were here. 

Well, I’ll tell you what they did. We 
authorized the killing of the sea lions 
in the Northwest. I don’t think that’s a 
key issue we need to focus on. 

We waived 39 environmental laws 
within 100 miles of the border. We said, 
Don’t worry about complying anymore 
with 39 of the environmental laws 
within 100 miles of the border. So if 
you’re within 100 miles of a border, I 
guess clean air and clean water just 
happen. But of course any 6-year-old 
kid knows that’s not true. 

What else did we do? This area within 
100 miles of the border where we waived 
39 environmental laws, this includes 
areas in Minnesota, where I’m from, 
like the Boundary Waters Wilderness 
or Voyageurs National Park. These are 
beautiful, pristine national treasures. 
And in my opinion, it’s a shame to say 
that environmental laws would not 
apply there. 

Thank goodness these bills haven’t 
been taken up by the Senate because 
the Senate clearly knows that this is 
bad policy. But it didn’t stop the Re- 
publican majority from pushing it be- 
cause the Republican majority believes 
that all problems will be fixed if we 
don’t regulate industry and if we cut 
taxes on the very well-to-do. They’re 
mistaken about that, but that’s what 
they believe. And I give them credit for 
saying it all the time because it gives 
the American people a chance to know 
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what choices they have in front of 
them. 

What else did we do, Mr. Speaker? We 
required Federal agencies to give oil 
companies 25 percent of all public lands 
they nominate for drilling. I will say 
that one again. The House Republican 
majority required Federal agencies to 
give oil companies 25 percent of all 
public lands—that’s our lands, my 
lands, your lands, Mr. Speaker—they 
nominate for drilling. 

So they used to say, “Drill, baby, 
drill; drill, baby, drill.” They’re not 
kidding about that. Even after the oil 
spill in the gulf, which hasn’t slowed 
them down, they are still on this thing 
about letting drilling happen whenever, 
however, whatever they want. 

I think that there ought to be some 
public lands that are pristine and nice 
for the American people. And yet the 
Republican majority passed a provision 
that required Federal agencies to give 
oil companies 25 percent of all public 
lands they nominate for drilling. 

Now, if you think about that, Mr. 
Speaker, think about this. Regardless 
of the natural beauty, regardless of the 
environmental harm, regardless of the 
fishing or hunting damage, we would 
mandate that Big Oil gets one-fourth of 
whatever it wants. That is bad policy, 
but yet that was what was passed on 
the House floor this week. 

What else did the Republican major- 
ity do this week, just so the American 
people know? We weakened the Clean 
Air Act protections. We required the 
EPA, the Environmental Protection 
Agency, to elevate cost concerns above 
all others. 

So are you noticing a theme? The Re- 
publicans like to say, We have an all- 
of-the-above strategy for energy. They 
say, We want oil; we want wind; we 
want biomass; we want all this, all 
this, all this. 
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But if you look at what they actually 
put on the floor and voted through 
with the Republican majority, they 
don’t have an all-of-the-above strategy. 
They have an oil-above-all strategy. 
Oil above all. There is a theme here. 
This ‘‘oil above all’’ was quite unfortu- 
nate. This Congress can do better. We 
should be taking action now, not delay- 
ing until it is too late. 

And I just want to, Mr. Speaker, this 
week, as we all are concerned about 
student loan interest rates doubling on 
July 1 and we are all concerned about 
the expiration of the highway bill, 
knowing that workers will be laid off if 
that happens, it is a shame we didn’t 
address these critical issues facing the 
American people. But instead, we spent 
our time deconstructing environmental 
and health protections for the Amer- 
ican people. I am disappointed about 
that, but that is what we did. And I 
think the American people have a right 
to know about it. So, Mr. Speaker, I 
am going to tell them about it. 
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But I would like to talk a little bit 
about what we have been doing not just 
this week, as I just have, but talk a lit- 
tle bit more globally about what we 
have been doing this whole 112th Con- 
gress, because there is a theme, undeni- 
ably, that we have been pursuing. 
There is a theme that we have been 
working on. Again, it is: cut taxes for 
the wealthy, leave taxes for middle 
class, and cut regulation for industry. 
Cut important environmental and 
health protections so that industry can 
keep more of the money so they don’t 
have to spend it on making sure the air 
is clean and the water is clean. 

Td like to talk a little bit about 
America’s energy future because that 
has been a theme on the floor we’ve 
been fighting up and down. And I men- 
tioned I want to talk about the whole 
112th Congress. Because even though 
that has been a recurring Republican 
theme, if you ask the American people 
what they want us to talk about, what 
you’ll see on this chart, Mr. Speaker, is 
a question. And the question is simple. 
It simply says: Do you think the gov- 
ernment should be doing more to help 
improve the financial situation of mid- 
dle class Americans, should it be doing 
less, or do you think the government is 
doing the right amount to help im- 
prove the financial situation of middle 
class Americans? 

So just to put the question out there 
again, Mr. Speaker, because I kind of 
went by quickly and the type is kind of 
small: Do you think the government 
should be doing more to help improve 
the financial system of middle class 
Americans, should it be doing less, or 
do you think the government is doing 
the right amount to help improve the 
financial situation of middle class 
Americans? 

Well, this poll, pretty recent, right 
back in April, only a few months ago, 
and what Americans have said, Mr. 
Speaker, 67 percent of them said: do 
more. Two-thirds said: do more. So 
they don’t think the government is 
doing enough to help improve the fi- 
nancial situation of the middle class. 
And, Mr. Speaker, they are right. Be- 
cause the American people know that 
if we were to pass a highway bill that 
would help the middle class. If we 
would help college affordability, that 
would help the middle class. If we 
would do things like invest in our Na- 
tion’s infrastructure altogether, that 
would help the middle class. If we 
would stop selling off public lands, that 
would help the middle class. If we 
would help make sure that we have 
sane and sensible and reasonable envi- 
ronmental protections like there are, 
but the Republicans want to get rid of, 
that would help the middle class. But 
the Republican majority, their argu- 
ment is that the government should do 
less. 

Now they say smaller government, 
smaller government. Lower taxes, 
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smaller government. They say it so 
much that I can repeat their mantras 
in my sleep. They are great at repeti- 
tion. But the American people say the 
government should be doing more to 
help improve the financial situation of 
middle class Americans. Two-thirds of 
them think so. 

So as we can’t pass the Buffett rule, 
we can’t do anything about student in- 
terest rates, we’re letting the highway 
bill expire, two-thirds of Americans 
think we should not be doing that. We 
should be doing more, not less. So 
those people who talk about smaller 
government and all that, they are not 
where the American people are. 

Fifteen percent said: do less. That 
must be the Koch brothers or some- 
thing like that. And 14 percent say: do 
the right amount. So about 29 percent 
say to do less or do nothing more and 
3 percent said they didn’t know. Two- 
thirds said the government should be 
doing more. And they’re right, the gov- 
ernment should be doing more. So 
that’s why I want that point to be in 
front as I discuss this issue of Amer- 
ica’s energy future. We talked about 
energy today, and I want to discuss 
that a little more. 

We need an energy plan, Mr. Speaker, 
that puts the interests of the American 
people ahead of the interests of Big Oil. 
Republicans say they want an all-of- 
the-above approach to energy. They 
say that all the time. Again, I credit 
them for being able to repeat the same 
theme over and over again. Great dis- 
cipline on their part. But the only 
thing they’ve presented is an oil-above- 
all approach; oil above all else. Oil 
above wind. Oil above biomass. Oil 
above solar. Oil above anything. And 
they’ve proven that is their belief by 
the bill that we were dealing with this 
week. 

We should never mistake the inter- 
ests of Big Oil and the polluters for the 
interests of the American people. We 
should always understand that oil is 
one way to power our country, and for 
the time being it is going to be a part 
of our energy portfolio. But we should 
not be giving them massive subsidies. 
We should not be giving them massive 
subsidies when they’re making record 
profits. We should not relieve them of 
basic health and safety protections to 
make sure that our natural wonders 
don’t get destroyed, our wildlife 
doesn’t get destroyed, our recreational 
industries don’t get destroyed. 

The oil spill in the gulf is still fresh 
in my mind. And I’m outraged, Mr. 
Speaker, that BP was able to write off 
the cost of the cleanup. I don’t think 
enough Americans know that BP was 
allowed to write off the cost of the 
cleanup of the gulf. In other words, 
they simply foisted that cost on the 
American people, which I think is ter- 
ribly unfortunate. 

So this week, the Republicans 
brought an energy bill to the floor that 


June 21, 2012 


simply checks off from Big Oil’s wish 
list. To me, it felt like if Big Oil was to 
have a wish list, the Republicans just 
played Santa Claus. And I don’t think 
that’s the right thing to do. I think 
what we should do is recognize the fact 
that petroleum will be a part of our en- 
ergy portfolio, but we should minimize 
it. We should promote other sources— 
green sources of energy: wind, solar, 
biomass, conservation. We should be 
investing in innovative approaches, not 
just subsidizing the fossil fuel industry, 
as we do, to the tune of about $110 bil- 
lion every 10 years. 

So as I said, Mr. Speaker, this week 
Republicans brought an energy bill to 
the floor that simply checks off from 
Big Oil’s wish list. It weakens public 
health protections. It forces arbitrary 
giveaways of public land. As I already 
mentioned, it puts energy drilling 
ahead of all other uses of Federal land. 
The oil, gas, and coal industries are al- 
ready getting billions in corporate wel- 
fare. They will receive at least $110 bil- 
lion in subsidies over the next 10 years. 
These subsidies have been won by dec- 
ades of lobbying. Lobbying. 

These subsidies have not been won 
because what they are asking Congress 
to do is such a great idea. They have 
had high-paid lobbyists come down 
here and work over Members of Con- 
gress to give them what they wanted. 
And it has accumulated to the tune of 
about $110 billion a year. So they have 
a lot of power around here. 

But I think that we would not be 
serving the public properly if we just 
turned over public lands so they can 
drill on them and spill on them and 
make all these mistakes that we ulti- 
mately have to pay for because they 
have won themselves tax breaks which 
allow them to write off the costs of 
these spills. 

In 2011, the oil, gas, and coal industry 
spent $167 million lobbying the Federal 
Government. That’s $167 million paid 
to lobbyists by the oil, gas, and coal in- 
dustry. Now why, if they’re right, do 
they have to spend so much money try- 
ing to convince Congress they are so 
right? If you’ve got a good idea, we 
would be able to review the bill and 
vote your way, if you’ve got something 
in the interest of the American people. 
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But if you have something that’s for 
the special interests, well, yeah, you 
know, you’ve got to pull out the guys 
in the monogrammed shirts and the 
$1,500 suits to come tell us why we’ve 
just got to give them this loophole— 
which, by the way, Mr. Speaker, they 
always promise will bring jobs but 
rarely does anything other than bring 
them a lot more profit. 

But you know what, Mr. Speaker, the 
renewable energy industry also needs 
investment, not just the oil industry, 
which doesn’t need it. Clean energy is 
the fastest growing job sector in the 
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world. America should be leading, not 
getting left behind. As the world is in- 
vesting in new energy production 
methods, America is investing and put- 
ting subsidies on fossil fuels. 

Now, from a scientific point of view, 
Mr. Speaker, we call the oil, coal, and 
gas industries fossil fuels. Why? Be- 
cause these fuels are basically derived 
from just hundreds of millions of years 
worth of time going by and organic 
matter, trees from a million years ago 
and so forth. This is what fossil fuel is 
made from. But I think there’s another 
good reason to call oil, gas, and coal 
fossil fuels. It’s because they’re the old 
way of doing stuff. 

We need some new ways of doing 
stuff. We need to invest in clean en- 
ergy. If we want to stay the strongest 
economy in the world, we need to in- 
vest in industries growing the fastest. 
Experts say that investing in clean en- 
ergy gets more bang for the buck, Mr. 
Speaker, in creating jobs than the fos- 
sil fuel industry. 

China has surpassed the United 
States in clean energy investment. 
China has surpassed the United States 
in clean energy investment, spending 
almost twice as much as we do, and the 
U.K. and Spain are not far behind. 

Analysts believe that developing new 
clean energy techniques, like wind and 
solar, could support 20 million jobs by 
2030 and trillions of dollars in revenue. 
And yet this week on the energy bill 
we were dealing with, that was not 
what we were talking about. On the 
land bill we dealt with, that’s not what 
we were talking about. We are giving 
more and more to those who already 
have too much and an old industry. We 
need to, yes, recognize that oil is going 
to be part of our energy portfolio, but 
it shouldn’t dominate it, and we need 
to invest in new energy where the job 
growth centers are. 

Investing in clean energy creates 
three times as many jobs and more op- 
portunities at every pay grade than 
traditional energy jobs. Yet we’re sub- 
sidizing the fossil fuel industry six 
times the rate of supporting the renew- 
able energy industry. 

I offered a simple amendment. Last 
week, Mr. Speaker, I went to the Rules 
Committee and I offered a simple 
amendment to the Republican energy 
bill. It was a commonsense piece that 
was ruled out of order. And when I saw 
some of the things that were ruled in 
order, I was shocked. All my amend- 
ment said—that was ruled out of order 
and we weren’t allowed to debate on 
the floor—is it is the sense of the Con- 
gress that the fossil fuel subsidies 
should be reduced to help control the 
budget deficit. 

Now, my friends in the Republican 
majority are famous for harping on the 
deficit and the debt. They always talk 
about our children and our grand- 
children. I don’t know where they came 
up with that phrase, but it’s remark- 
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able to me that you can get all those 
politicians to say exactly the same 
thing all the time. I’m not saying there 
was some study group or poll. Pm just 
saying it is a remarkable coincidence. 

My point is, though, you would think 
that if I said to you, Hey, look, let’s 
have the $110 billion we give every 10 
years to the fossil fuel industry, let’s 
let that be part of deficit reduction, 
you would think that my deficit hawk 
friends would be all over that. But, un- 
fortunately, we weren’t even allowed to 
debate that because, of course, that 
might put some people on the hot seat. 

We all want to reduce America’s def- 
icit, the Progressive Caucus included, 
but we want to do it in a way that pro- 
motes green jobs, reduces our depend- 
ency on fossil fuel and hydrocarbon 
fuels, and increases conservation and 
green energy. But by maintaining 
these subsidies, it increases the deficit 
by $110 billion every 10 years. I hope 
my colleagues on the other side of the 
aisle, especially the fiscal conserv- 
atives, agree that $110 billion in fossil 
fuel subsidies to profitable companies 
doesn’t make any sense. We need a true 
all-of-the-above strategy, as President 
Obama has said, that invests in clean, 
renewable energy, not this oil-above- 
all bill that we saw this week. It’s very 
sad and unfortunate. 

Mr. Speaker, I would now like to 
turn our attention to another issue 
which I think is really important and 
we really need to focus some attention 
on, and that is the issue of Attorney 
General Holder. 

Yesterday, Republicans on the House 
Oversight and Government Reform 
Committee voted to hold Attorney 
General Holder in contempt of Con- 
gress. This was a sad occasion because 
Attorney General Holder is a great 
American and deserved better treat- 
ment than he got from the Republican 
majority House Oversight and Govern- 
ment Reform Committee. 

Along with all Americans, I certainly 
mourn the loss of the Customs and Bor- 
der Protection agent, Brian Terry. Mr. 
Terry was a public servant who de- 
served to live his life, and it is a hor- 
rible shame that he was killed in a 
gunfight in Arizona in December 2010. 
We all agree that the gun-walking pol- 
icy, which was a policy started in the 
Bush administration, and that allowed 
thousands of guns to be bought by 
weapons traffickers should be inves- 
tigated. This program has no signs of 
merit that I can see, and it is too bad. 

But here’s the thing. This is why it is 
unfair to hold Attorney General Holder 
in contempt. As soon as he learned of 
the tactic, this gun-walking thing, At- 
torney General Holder condemned the 
tactic and ordered the Inspector Gen- 
eral to investigate. And since then, he 
has testified before Congress seven 
times and provided more than 6,000 
pages of documentation as asked for. 
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At this point, the Oversight and Gov- 
ernment Reform Committee was de- 
manding a document, and the Execu- 
tive, as is the tradition in every admin- 
istration, said documents that basi- 
cally are conversations between a cli- 
ent and a lawyer and basically are de- 
liberative documents are not proper 
stuff for disclosure, and the President 
asserted executive privilege. And what 
happens then is the Attorney General 
gets hit with a contempt of Congress. 

Instead of working in good faith to 
investigate what went wrong, it ap- 
pears that Republicans on the com- 
mittee, and maybe next week on the 
House floor, have used this strategy for 
political gain. Even after Attorney 
General Holder provided 6,000 pages of 
documents to Congress, House Repub- 
licans subpoenaed highly sensitive doc- 
uments, including photographs of 
crime scenes and reports on a confiden- 
tial informant, in order to score par- 
tisan political points. This is a misuse 
of the gavel. 

And last week, they withheld funding 
for our Nation’s law enforcement oper- 
ations in retaliation. We should not 
withhold funding for our Nation’s law 
enforcement operations simply to score 
political points. This is a mistake and 
it is wrong, and I just hope, Mr. Speak- 
er, there is no one in need of law en- 
forcement resources that doesn’t get 
them because of this spat that the 
chair of the Oversight Committee has 
going on with Attorney General Hold- 
er. 

There is an African proverb, Mr. 
Speaker, that I think you might appre- 
ciate. It says, when the elephants fight, 
only the grass gets trampled. And so 
when the chair of the Oversight Com- 
mittee wants to fight with the Attor- 
ney General, only regular people who 
need law enforcement resources suffer. 

So I’m sad that happened, and I hope 
today we can abandon this time of 
witch hunts. Last time, the Repub- 
licans went after President Clinton a 
few years ago. It didn’t help them. 
They impeached him but couldn’t con- 
vict him. It took up a lot of time. We 
clearly were not able to focus on the 
needs of the country. I hope that they 
learn a lesson and refocus on things 
like interest rates on student loans 
that are getting ready to go out and 
the transportation bill. These are 
things that we need to focus on, not 
this political stuff that they’re trying 
to use to position themselves for the 
election. That’s all I want to say about 
that for now, Mr. Speaker. 
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I want to talk a little bit also—to 
change the subject, Mr. Speaker— 
about money and politics. The Progres- 
sive Caucus passed a resolution to sup- 
port something called Resolution 
Week. This is when municipalities, city 
councils all over across America passed 
resolutions asking Congress to initiate 
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a process to overturn Citizens United v. 
Federal Election Commission. 

Now, Citizens United v. Federal Elec- 
tion Commission basically came to the 
conclusion that money was speech and 
corporations were people. Corporations 
are not people. I’ve never seen a cor- 
poration put on a uniform and go to 
war. They’ve been contractors, but 
they are people who go risk their lives. 
They don’t have children, they don’t 
raise families. Corporations don’t die. 
They have limited liability. 

Basically, a corporation is designed 
to do one thing and one thing only— 
make money for its owners. And yet, 
the Supreme Court said that a corpora- 
tion is a person, and persons have the 
right to freedom of speech, and so any 
money they want to put in any cam- 
paign, they can. What this has done is 
really turned our elections into auc- 
tions, and the highest bidder wins. 
Now, this is a shame. We need to over- 
turn Citizens United. 

The Progressive Caucus was honored 
to be part of Resolutions Week, when 
we saw officials passing resolutions 
across American cities asking Congress 
to overturn Citizens United. If we’re 
going to get a constitutional amend- 
ment to overturn Citizens United, we 
need an awesome public display, awe- 
some amount of communities rising up 
and demanding that this happen. And 
last week, we saw cities do it. 

I’m proud that my city of Min- 
neapolis, very honored that Min- 
neapolis passed a resolution calling for 
the overturn of Citizens United; also 
honored that the city of St. Paul 
passed a resolution to overturn Citi- 
zens United, honored that Duluth, Min- 
nesota did so several months ago. Also, 
New York, Los Angeles—Chicago is 
considering a bill, and there are many, 
many, many more. Over 1,600 elected 
public officials, both local, county, 
State, and Federal, have joined to- 
gether and said this is bad legislation, 
and I was very honored that the Pro- 
gressive Caucus was a part of it. 

By organizing from the ground up, we 
can restore democracy to the people, 
for the people, and by the people. Sev- 
eral Members of Congress have already 
introduced constitutional amendments 
to overturn Citizens United. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, as you may know, 
the traditional method to get a con- 
stitutional amendment—and again, 
there are now 27 constitutional amend- 
ments, we need one more to overturn 
Citizens United—Congress will pass 
something, then they will send it to 
the States, and two-thirds of the 
States need to pass it, and then the 
President signs it, and then it’s 
changed. The process, however, needs 
to be well supported by the public. So 
we have tried to start this grassroots 
movement, joining with other leaders 
like Move to Amend and others, to see 
Citizens United overturned. 

We have several Members—as many 
as 12 Members of Congress have intro- 
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duced bills to have an overturning of 
Citizens United. I was very honored 
that we are partnering with city offi- 
cials, who are the closest unit of gov- 
ernment to the people, very honored to 
represent 12 cities in my own district, 
all great public servants there. I hope 
that we can work together to say that 
money should not overwhelm the polit- 
ical process. 

Mr. Speaker, one city official said, 
look, people may think this is some big 
national issue, but think about this: If 
a wealthy individual wants to have a 
development in a particular part of 
town where the elected city council 
says, You know what? This is zoned for 
parks or residential, whatever; it’s not 
appropriate to go here, a wealthy indi- 
vidual could simply dump as much 
money as they want to in a city race to 
the opponent and give money to the op- 
ponent of the people opposing this 
project, and then basically buy off the 
city council. So this is something that 
local officials are correctly concerned 
about. The bottom line, though, is that 
we’ve got to move forward, and I’m 
proud that the Progressive Caucus is 
part of this effort. So this work we did 
last week I thought was great. 

The Progressive Caucus has come up 
with an important declaration. Since 
we have all these constitutional 
amendment proposals—over 12 of 
them—we had to come in unity some 
kind of way, and what we decided to do 
is this: all join on a declaration. And 
the declaration says this, Mr. Speaker: 

We declare our support for amending 
the Constitution of the United States 
to restore the rights of the American 
people undermined by Citizens United 
and related cases to protect the integ- 
rity of our elections and limit the cor- 
rosive influence of money in our demo- 
cratic process. 

So that’s what the declaration says. 
Over 1,600 elected officials, two State 
legislatures, more than 150 cities and 
towns, all calling for repeal and over- 
turning of Citizens United. 

If I could make just an example, 
we’ve seen outside spending on cam- 
paigns up 1,600 percent since Citizens 
United came in—up 1,600 percent since 
Citizens United. Quite frankly, it’s 
really something. It’s gone crazy, and 
we’ve got to do something about it. 

You might be thinking, Mr. Speaker, 
well, what do we do between now and 
when we pass the constitutional 
amendment? One thing we could do 
today is we could pass the DISCLOSE 
Act. This is a piece of legislation by 
Representative CHRIS VAN HOLLEN—a 
very dynamic leader, a gentleman from 
Maryland—and it requires public re- 
porting of corporate campaign activity 
so that you can’t have secret money. 

Right now, you could have a situa- 
tion where some billionaire takes their 
personal money, dumps it into a super 
PAC, and then the super PAC spends 
the money. We don’t even know who 
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that person is spending the money. So, 
under the DISCLOSE Act, we would 
find out the identity of some of these 
people. So we could do that right now. 
And by the way, some of the money we 
see creeping into American elections 
very well could be money from foreign 
sources. Senator MCCAIN very correctly 
pointed out that there’s one wealthy 
individual who has been putting a lot 
of money into election campaigns, and 
he is a billionaire and owns a casino in 
China. He’s using his wealth to influ- 
ence American elections. So that’s for- 
eign money, if that’s the way it is. So 
the thing is that we do not want people 
outside the United States trying to 
shape the elections in our country, and 
so this is the thing that we are moving 
forward. 

Overturn Citizens United, amend and 
disclose—amend the Constitution and 
disclose secret donors. 

T’ll close this section on this point, 
Mr. Speaker: Corporations are not peo- 
ple. And in America, democracy should 
never, ever be for sale. 

Mr. Speaker, how much time do I 
have remaining? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman has 11 minutes remaining. 

Mr. ELLISON. With these last 11 
minutes, I would like to take just a few 
minutes to talk about this college loan 
issue. I’ve talked about it a little bit 
already. I would like to elaborate. 

College loan rates will double if Con- 
gress doesn’t act by July 1. I’ve made 
that point, rll make it again. This 
week, President Obama called on Con- 
gress to act. Remarkably, as I said sev- 
eral times tonight, Republicans in Con- 
gress are threatening to just allow the 
doubling of our student loan interest 
rates. 

Americans owe more tuition debt, 
more student loan debt than there’s 
credit card debt, and student loan bor- 
rowing is more common now than it 
would a decade ago. This is because 
States are sending less money to public 
universities, so public universities 
have to make up the money by increas- 
ing tuition, and that means students 
having to borrow more money. 

At a time when the average student 
loan debt is about $25,000 and tuition 
prices continue to rise, students are 
borrowing more than ever to complete 
their degrees. Seven million under- 
graduates would be affected—that’s 7 
million, Mr. Speaker—by a doubling of 
student loan interest rates, raising the 
cost by about $1,000 per person. Our Na- 
tion’s student loan debt burden is mas- 
sive and now exceeds $1 trillion. 

After initially blocking any solu- 
tions, Republicans are finally hearing 
calls. As I said before, they did make 
an offer, a counteroffer—I think I cred- 
it them for that—and they said, okay, 
we don’t want to see a doubling of stu- 
dent interest rates, so we’ll do some- 
thing. 
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But when they came up, their pay- 
for, the way they want to pay for it, 
was to say that they wanted to cut 
health care services for children and 
breast cancer screening. So we’re not 
going to hurt kids and women in order 
to help students, so we couldn’t go with 
that deal. 

We proposed that we ask the most 
well-to-do individuals and corporations 
to help. I guess what I’m saying is, if I 
went to a billionaire or a billionaire 
corporation and I said, look, we’re 
about to see 7 million students’ costs of 
education go up. Can you help, since 
you make so much? And it seems like 
what they’re saying through their rep- 
resentatives is no. 

This is outrageous. I think the truth 
is that America, a Nation that has 
made it possible for BP and 
ExxonMobil and GE and all these big 
corporations to do so well, should do 
well by America. I don’t think that’s 
asking too much. 

It’s not right to protect the richest 
people in America, and let everybody 
else get by the best they can. This Na- 
tion has made it possible for them to 
earn all that money, and I don’t have 
any problem with people making good 
money. I just think that if you make 
good money, and you have used our po- 
lice force, our military has protected 
you, our roads and bridges and our 
transit system have allowed you to 
move your goods and services around, 
our EMS system has made sure that if 
you get sick we’ll come help you, our 
public schools have educated your 
workforce, then I don’t think it’s ask- 
ing too much to say, put in the pot and 
help some kids have affordable edu- 
cation. I just don’t think that’s asking 
too much. 

Now, somebody said to me, Well, 
Keith, in my day I paid my way 
through school. And I said, in your day 
school didn’t cost $28,000 a year. 

I’m 48 years old. When I went to law 
school, I graduated and I had $12,000 
student loan debt. That’s nothing com- 
pared to what students are dealing 
with today. They’re graduating with 
twice that, on average. 

So I just want to say, as I close out 
tonight, Mr. Speaker, the Republican 
majority, elected by the people of their 
districts, are here, just like the Demo- 
crats are, to discharge the duties asso- 
ciated with their office and, that is, to 
promote the general welfare and to 
look out for the American people. I 
think making sure that student inter- 
est loan rates don’t double is part of 
that. I think that making sure we have 
a decent highway bill that will help 
pay for the construction and mainte- 
nance of our roads and bridges and 
transit system is part of that. And yet 
this week we haven’t done anything to 
do that. 

The standard conservative line on 
the economy right now is that the gov- 
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ernment has done too much. But, yet, 
as I have already proven, the American 
people do not agree. Two-thirds say the 
government needs to do more than it’s 
doing. So now I think the government 
has a duty to step up. 

And, no, I don’t think the govern- 
ment is the solution to every problem. 
And I know my conservative friends 
like to mischaracterize what progres- 
sives say about that. We don’t believe 
government is the solution to every 
problem, but we do believe government 
is part of the solution to many prob- 
lems. And if you cut it back and you 
scale it down and you make it too 
small and too weak to do anything to 
help people, then, of course it won’t be 
able to help people, and that’s a shame. 
The American people have a different 
set of expectations. 

I just want to say, as we wind up and 
I begin to yield back, it’s time in 
America where we recognize that there 
is an important balance between the 
private sector and the public sector, 
and the market fundamentalists who 
occupy this House on the Republican 
side of the aisle must begin to recog- 
nize that government has an important 
role to play. And if we abandon our 
role, America will be poorer for it. 

If we don’t step up to the plate and 
make sure that tuition interest rates 
are decent and reasonable and that 
we’re making sure that we have a de- 
cent highway system, Americans will 
suffer. And we cannot allow that to 
happen in the richest, most powerful 
Nation in the history of the world. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 


EEE 
THE CONSERVATIVE CAUCUS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan- 
uary 5, 2011, the gentleman from Geor- 
gia (Mr. WOODALL) is recognized for 60 
minutes as the designee of the major- 
ity leader. 

Mr. WOODALL. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
you for the time, and I appreciate you 
giving me a moment to set up. 

I have got to tell you, Mr. Speaker, I 
love coming to the floor after my good 
friend from Minnesota. I enjoy it every 
single time it works out in that way 
because he is an able representative of 
the Progressive Caucus which, I would 
argue, sits way over on the left-hand 
side of the political continuum. 

And I would hope today, Mr. Speaker, 
I will be an able representative for the 
Conservative Caucus, which sits over 
on the right-hand side of the political 
continuum. And we absolutely disagree 
about what this Federal Government 
ought to look like. 

I want to talk primarily about the 
President’s health care bill in the Su- 
preme Court, a decision that’s coming 
down next week. But I want to start 
with where the gentleman from Min- 
nesota ended, Mr. Speaker, and that is 
to say that conservatives believe that 
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government is not the solution to 
every problem. That’s certainly true. 
It’s absolutely true. 

But more importantly, there are dif- 
ferent levels of government in this 
country, and we seem to forget that. 
Something happens, and my colleagues 
know this. You know, Mr. Speaker, you 
and I were part of the largest freshman 
class in modern times, and 99 of us 
came to this institution together and 
said it’s not about how it has been run, 
but it’s about how it can be run, and we 
can do better. 

But something happens to people 
when they drive across the Beltway. 
That’s that little interstate that goes 
around Washington, D.C. When they 
come inside the Beltway, something 
happens to them and they suddenly 
think they’re the smartest person in 
the room. They suddenly think that if 
only all Americans would live their life 
the way they want other Americans to 
live their life, then everyone would be 
happier; and that’s just not true. 

I don’t care how well-meaning any- 
one in this institution is, Mr. Speaker. 
There is not a man or a woman here 
that knows more about how my family 
should pursue happiness than my fam- 
ily does. There is no Member here from 
outside the State of Georgia who 
knows better about how Georgians 
should pursue happiness than those of 
us in Georgia do. 

And I would say, as my friend from 
Minnesota finished talking about the 
student loan program, you may not 
know, Mr. Speaker—I know you all 
have a proud tradition of education in 
your home State and some very fine in- 
stitutions of higher learning there. In 
Georgia we have what’s called the Hope 
Scholarship. And for years and years, 
it allowed every single college student, 
college-bound student from the great 
State of Georgia, college graduates, B 
averages and above, every single one to 
go to State schools in Georgia for free. 

You know how much Federal money 
we used for that program, Mr. Speaker? 
Zero. Zero. 

Time and time again my colleagues 
come to the floor of this House, and 
they talk about what we need to do in 
Washington to help college students 
across America. Let me tell you some- 
thing. You all came from your own 
State back home that has the power 
today to do those things. It does not 
have to happen in Washington. It can 
happen back home. It can happen at 
the city level, it can happen at the 
county commission level, it can happen 
at the State legislature level. 
Dadgummit, Mr. Speaker, it can hap- 
pen at the family level, all of these de- 
cisions that we talk about in Wash- 
ington, D.C. 

And that takes us right into the 
health care bill, Mr. Speaker, because 
here’s the secret. And I don’t know if 
everybody in the House, Mr. Speaker, 
knows the secret and, that is, that as 
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patently unconstitutional as the Presi- 
dent’s health care bill is, had the State 
of Georgia passed it for Georgians, it 
would have been perfectly fine. Hear 
that. 

There are different powers that the 
United States Constitution allows 
State governments to exercise than it 
allows the Federal Government to ex- 
ercise. The States have the power to 
mandate behavior. We see it regularly. 
We see requirements for what must be 
included in insurance policies, for who 
has insurance policies, that regulation 
of the individual market. But not the 
Federal Government. 

So I want my friends in the Progres- 
sive Caucus to hear me clearly. I’m not 
anti-government. I want each role the 
government plays, I want it to play it 
as well as it possibly can. I want every 
government dollar to be spent as effi- 
ciently as it possible can. I want every 
government mandate to be as limited 
and efficacious as it can possibly be. 
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With that, Mr. Speaker, I take you 
back to President Bill Clinton, August 
21, 1996. Why is that important, Mr. 
Speaker? You and I weren’t even think- 
ing about being in Congress in 1996. 
Why in the world is that important? 

It’s important because it was August 
21, 1996, when President Bill Clinton 
signed into law Federal health care re- 
form that passed this United States 
House, led by Speaker Newt Gingrich, a 
Republican from the great State of 
Georgia, 1996. Folks talk like health 
care reform hasn’t ever come down the 
pike in this country, Mr. Speaker, in 
1996, the House and the Senate and the 
President—Republicans, Democrats— 
all came together to pass health care 
reform. 

Let me tell you what they passed in 
1996. Here we go. It’s from President 
Clinton’s signing statement: 

This Act will ensure the portability of 
health benefits when workers change or lose 
their jobs, and it will protect workers 
against discrimination by health plans based 
on their health status. 

Mr. Speaker, does that sound famil- 
iar? Does it sound like the very same 
words that would have come from one 
of President Obama’s speeches when he 
was pushing his health care bill? Why 
is that? Why is President Clinton 
speaking these same words 15 years 
ago, and yet there are still health care 
solutions that Americans are searching 
for? I’1l tell you why. 

Because, in 1996, with Republican 
Speaker Newt Gingrich and with 
Democratic President Bill Clinton, 
folks came together, and they solved 
health care problems for every single 
health care plan that the Federal Gov- 
ernment had the right to regulate. 
Hear that: every single plan that the 
Federal Government had the right to 
regulate. 

In the State of Georgia, we have an 
office. It’s a constitutional office. It’s 


June 21, 2012 


in the Georgia Constitution. It’s called 
Commissioner of Insurance. We all vote 
on it. It’s a statewide-elected office. We 
vote on it every 4 years. That indi- 
vidual has the right to control State- 
originated insurance policies, pri- 
marily the individual market and some 
of the small business market. There 
are those policies that are regulated by 
the States, and every single State can 
solve that problem. Then there are 
those policies regulated by the Federal 
Government, and only the Federal Gov- 
ernment can solve that problem. 

That’s what we did. Mr. Speaker, in 
1996, Republicans and Democrats came 
together, and that’s what we did. Hear 
the words of President Bill Clinton: 

This legislation will set into motion sev- 
eral key reforms. First, it will eliminate the 
possibility that individuals can be denied 
coverage because they have a preexisting 
medical condition. 

Did you know that? Do you hear 
that, Mr. Speaker? Because I read it in 
newspapers all the time as if this is the 
first time we’ve ever talked about pre- 
existing conditions. No. On August 21, 
1996, President Bill Clinton signed into 
law: 

It will eliminate the possibility that indi- 
viduals can be denied coverage because they 
have a preexisting medical condition. 

That’s true. It’s the law of the land 
today. It was the law of the land yes- 
terday. It was the law of the land 10 
years ago for every single insurance 
policy legitimately regulated by the 
Federal Government. 

Bill Clinton goes on: 

Second, it will require insurance compa- 
nies to sell coverage to small employer 
groups and to individuals who lose group 
coverage without regard to their health risk 
status. 

Again, Mr. Speaker, we talk about 
that as if no one has ever considered 
this idea. Not only has it been consid- 
ered, but it is the law of the land. It 
was the law of the land yesterday. It 
was the law of the land 10 years ago. It 
was the law of the land when President 
Clinton signed it into law on August 21, 
1996. 

Finally, Bill Clinton says: 

Finally, it will require insurers to renew 
the policies they sell to groups and individ- 
uals. 

This is from the President’s signing 
statement in 1996. 

In 1996, Mr. Speaker, we understood 
as a Nation there are two kinds of in- 
surance policies in this country: those 
that the Federal Government regulates 
and those that the State regulates. 
Why is that important? It’s important 
because we solved the problems that 
Americans asked Congress to solve in 
1996 relating to those federally regu- 
lated plans. The problems that remain 
that Americans are crying out for solu- 
tions to are problems that can be 
solved any day of the week by any 
State legislature in the country for 
every single individual who lives in 
that State. 
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Mr. Speaker, that’s what separates 
the Conservative Caucus from the Pro- 
gressive Caucus. My friends in the Pro- 
gressive Caucus ask sincerely, Can we 
come up with a solution here in Wash- 
ington, D.C., that will apply to every- 
one in the country and put everyone 
under the same set of rules? And my 
friends in the Conservative Caucus say, 
No. The Constitution recognizes there 
are 50 different States, and each of 
those States is allowed to construct its 
own set of rules. 

Why is that important? It’s impor- 
tant because, when it comes to the 
Federal law of the land as it pertains 
to university students today, we are 
arguing about whether they should 
have a 3.4 percent subsidized interest 
rate on their loans or a 6.8 percent sub- 
sidized interest rate on their loans. 
That’s the Federal Government solu- 
tion. Do you want to burden people 
with debt at 3.4 percent or do you want 
to burden them with debt at 6.8 per- 
cent? That’s Washington’s answer. 

But, Mr. Speaker, Georgia’s answer 
is: Let’s let everybody go for free. Let’s 
find the money elsewhere. Let’s make 
sure everybody who wants to go to col- 
lege has a pathway to college. 

Mr. Speaker, when the Congress na- 
tionalizes any section of the law, they 
kill the innovative spirit of every sin- 
gle State out there. That’s why in 1996 
we didn’t reregulate the entire mar- 
ket—the Constitution did not give us 
that authority—but we reregulated the 
Federal side of the market and allowed 
States to continue to innovate and find 
their own solutions in their areas. 

Unless you think I’m making this up, 
Mr. Speaker, I’ve brought a little bit of 
the Constitution down here with me 
today. Here we go with article I, sec- 
tion 8, clause 3 of the United States 
Constitution: 

The Congress shall have the power to regu- 
late commerce with foreign nations and 
among the several States and with the In- 
dian tribes. 

You know that phrase, Mr. Speaker. 
It’s thrown around cavalierly all the 
time. It’s the Commerce Clause: 

The Congress shall have the power to regu- 
late commerce with foreign nations and 
among the several States and with the In- 
dian tribes. 

Absolutely. Unquestionably. 

What’s more, the 10th Amendment of 
the United States Constitution: 

The powers not delegated to the United 
States by the Constitution, nor prohibited 
by it to the States, are reserved to the 
States respectively or to the people. 

Mr. Speaker, this is important. If you 
haven’t gone back and if you haven’t 
looked at your history books recently, 
I would encourage my colleagues to go 
back and do that because the only rea- 
son the Constitution was ratified in 
this country was because of the prom- 
ise that the Bill of Rights would be 
ratified right behind it. 

Know that. 
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If you dispute that, Mr. Speaker, 
you’ve got my email address. It’s 
Woodall@mail.house.gov. My Web ad- 
dress is Woodall.house.gov. Let me 
know where you think I’m wrong, be- 
cause I’ve gone through it over and 
over and over again. 

The United States Constitution 
would not have been ratified by the 
States without the addition, the com- 
mitment, that the Bill of Rights would 
be ratified right behind it. That’s 
where the 10th Amendment comes 
from. No one was worried about State 
governments getting out of control in 
1787. They were worried about a tyran- 
nical Federal Government in 1787. I 
would say rightly so. That was their 
experience in Europe. Candidly, that’s 
becoming our experience today, and I 
want to talk a little bit about that. 

The 10th Amendment of the Constitu- 
tion: 

The powers not delegated to the United 
States by the Constitution, nor prohibited 
by it to the States, are reserved to the 
States respectively or to the people. 

That brings us, Mr. Speaker, right 
into this health care case. I want to 
take you, Mr. Speaker, back to the ori- 
gins of this legal decision. It came out 
of Florida. It’s called the ‘‘Vinson deci- 
sion’? because Judge Vinson was the 
lead judge, the chief judge, down in the 
Florida case that led to this case com- 
ing to the Supreme Court. Yet there 
was a dissenting opinion. It was a 2-1 
decision there in Florida, and the dis- 
senting opinion came from Judge Stan- 
ley Marcus. 

This is what he said: 

Because the 10th Amendment reserves only 
those powers not already delegated to the 
Federal Government, the 10th Amendment 
has been violated only if the Federal law at 
issue goes beyond the limits of Congress’ 
power under the Commerce Clause. 

Now, we just looked at the Commerce 
Clause: 

The Congress shall have the power to regu- 
late commerce with foreign nations and 
among the several States and with the In- 
dian tribes. 

The dissenting judge says that the 
key issue is: Does the President’s 
health care bill go beyond the limits of 
Congress’ power under the Commerce 
Clause? 
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He goes on. This is from Judge Vin- 
son, the chief judge on that case, writ- 
ing for the majority: 

The existing problems in our national 
health care system are recognized by every- 
one in this case. There is widespread senti- 
ment for positive improvements. This is ob- 
viously a very difficult task. Regardless of 
how laudable its attempts may have been to 
accomplish these goals in passing the act, 
Congress must operate within the bounds es- 
tablished by the Constitution. Again, this 
case is not about whether the act is wise or 
unwise. It is about the constitutional role of 
the Federal Government. 


That’s exactly what my colleague 
from Minnesota was talking about ear- 
lier. 
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There are a lot of levers of power 
that I found out as a freshman when I 
showed up here, Mr. Speaker. You 
know what I’m talking about. There 
are lots of levers of power that we can 
pull here. And the question is: Who do 
you want in a United States Represent- 
ative? Do you want someone who’s 
thrilled about pulling every single one 
of those levers of power, or do you 
want someone who is reluctant to pull 
those levers of power? 

And that’s the funny thing about a 
legislature, Mr. Speaker. It rarely at- 
tracts people who want to send power 
away, the folks who want to send 
power back to the States. That’s rare. 
The legislatures attract people who 
want to amass power and use all of 
those levers for what they would call 
the power of good. That’s not what our 
Founding Fathers intended in the Con- 
stitution. 

Going back to the majority opinion 
in the Florida case, the Vinson case. 
Judge Vinson says this: 

In closing, I will simply observe, once 
again, that my conclusion in this case is 
based on an application of the Commerce 
Clause law as it exists pursuant to the Su- 
preme Court’s current interpretation and 
definition. Only the Supreme Court can ex- 
pand that. 

Well, that’s actually where Judge 
Vinson and I begin to disagree. I would 
tell you the Supreme Court doesn’t 
have any business expanding the Com- 
merce Clause. The folks who put to- 
gether our Constitution didn’t do it 
lightly. They did it deliberately. The 
Commerce Clause was drafted narrowly 
deliberately, and the 10th Amendment 
was drafted broadly deliberately. The 
danger that we face as a Nation is that 
there are well-meaning men and 
women in this Chamber who absolutely 
believe they have the answer to every 
problem that plagues every single 
American, and the temptation is to use 
their power as a Member of Congress to 
solve it. That’s the temptation. 

I tell folks when I’m back home in 
town hall meetings, I say, Don’t ask 
me to go to Washington and legislate 
with my heart. Ask me to go to Wash- 
ington and legislate with my head. 

When I’m back at home digging into 
my own personal wallet, ask me to give 
out of my wallet with my heart. Be- 
cause when I give out of the Wash- 
ington, D.C., wallet, Mr. Speaker, I’m 
not giving out of my wallet; I’m giving 
out of everybody else’s wallet. I’m giv- 
ing out of every single wallet of every 
single American in this country. That 
is not what our Framers intended the 
Federal Government to do. But we’re 
at risk. 

I take you back to the dissenting 
opinion written by Judge Stanley 
Marcus. What he’s talking about here 
is how he disagrees with Judge 
Vinson’s conclusion that the Presi- 
dent’s health care bill is unconstitu- 
tional. In disagreeing he says this: 
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In the process of striking down the man- 
date, the majority has ignored many years of 
Commerce Clause doctrine developed by the 
Supreme Court. 

Not by Congress. By the Supreme 
Court. It has ignored the undeniable 
fact that Congress’s commerce power 
has grown exponentially over the past 
two centuries and is now generally ac- 
cepted as having afforded Congress the 
authority to create rules regulating 
large areas of our national economy. 

It has ignored the Supreme Court’s expan- 
sive reading of the Commerce Clause that 
has provided the very foundation on which 
Congress already extensively regulates both 
health insurance and health care services. 

What does that mean? It’s a United 
States judge, an appellate court judge, 
in Florida. He’s a thoughtful guy. By 
all estimations his opinions are 
thoughtful opinions. And when he 
looks at the current state of the law in 
America today, he sees that over the 
past two centuries, Congress and the 
Supreme Court have so expanded what 
that one line in the Constitution says 
about regulating commerce amongst 
the States, they have expanded that 
definition to allow Congress to regu- 
late virtually any aspect of the United 
States economy. 

Mr. Speaker, that’s frightening to 
me. Not because I don’t enjoy the com- 
pany of the good men and women who 
serve in this Chamber, but because, as 
I said when I began, these folks know 
nothing about happiness for my family. 
They know nothing about my pursuit 
as a Georgian of happiness, of success. 
And every time we pass a one-size-fits- 
all solution in this Congress, it kills 
everything else. 

Here’s the difference. Again, Georgia 
embarked on a massive project to fund 
free college education for all of its 
graduating students. It was a huge 
project. It cost millions upon millions 
upon millions of dollars, and it could 
have failed. Had it failed, the only peo- 
ple who would have been punished by 
its failure are the 9 million of us who 
live in Georgia. And then we could 
have looked to the other 49 States for 
a better solution. But, Mr. Speaker, 
when the United States of America’s 
Congress fails, when it passes a one- 
size-fits-all solution for everybody, 315 
million Americans pay the price for 
that, and there’s no place to look then 
for the next innovation. 

When I was growing up, Mr. Speaker, 
there was a saying. When something 
was really hard to do, folks would say, 
golly, that’s going to take an act of 
Congress to get that done. I don’t know 
if that was a saying in your part of the 
world, Mr. Speaker, but that’s what it 
would be. If something was really hard 
to do, they would say, oh, golly, that’s 
going to take an act of Congress to 
make that happen. 

That was an expression, because get- 
ting an act of Congress passed is hard. 
So when it’s really hard to get a very 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE, Vol. 158, Pt. 7 


bad act of Congress passed, it’s really 
hard to get that same bad act repealed, 
and again we've killed innovation 
across the country when we do it. This 
dissenting opinion from this very 
thoughtful judge suggests that 
Congress’s power now is plenary, un- 
limited, to control every single aspect 
of economic life in this country. 

I challenge you, Mr. Speaker: What 
aspect of your life isn’t economic? 
What aspect of your life isn’t eco- 
nomic? And I don’t mean that doesn’t 
have money involved, because as you 
know in the President’s health care 
bill, Mr. Speaker, there is no money in- 
volved. It says, I don’t care if you don’t 
have a health care insurance policy 
today, you must go out and buy one. 
Now, I’d say there’s no economic in- 
volvement there. I wasn’t going to go 
out and buy one. It forces me to go and 
do something I would not have done. 
That’s the expanded version of the 
Commerce Clause as seen by supporters 
of the President’s health care bill. 

Going on again from this dissenting 
opinion: 

Both the Supreme Court and this circuit 
have said in determining whether the Nec- 
essary and Proper Clause grants the legisla- 
tive authority to Congress to enact a par- 
ticular Federal statute, we look to see 
whether the statute constitutes a means 
that is rationally related to the implementa- 
tion of a constitutionally enumerated power. 

That’s a lot of legalese there, Mr. 
Speaker, but what it means is this: 
They’ve just said the Commerce Clause 
allows Congress to regulate anything 
that has to do with money and eco- 
nomic activity in America. And now 
they’re saying the Necessary and Prop- 
er Clause of the Constitution gives 
Congress the power to pass legislation 
to implement anything that’s then re- 
lated to any of those things. 

I asked you a second ago, Mr. Speak- 
er, what in your life doesn’t have to do 
with money? I don’t think you were 
able to come up with many things that 
didn’t have some sort of economic rela- 
tionship at all. But now my question, 
as posed by the dissenting opinion 
here, is what in your life has nothing 
to do with economic activity or money 
and is in no way related to anything 
that has something to do with eco- 
nomic activity or money? Because the 
Necessary and Proper Clause, as they 
say in the dissenting opinion, gives 
Congress the power to legislate that. 

I don’t want that authority here in 
this Congress, Mr. Speaker. I don’t 
want that authority here. These are 
good men and women in this body who 
legislate in a thoughtful way, but they 
do not know what is best for 315 mil- 
lion Americans. The Constitution gives 
us limited responsibilities for which we 
must speak for a nation. War, for ex- 
ample. Trees, for example. 

But I want you to read the Constitu- 
tion thoroughly, Mr. Speaker, and I 
know you have, over and over and over 
again. You know as well as I do, there’s 
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not one word in there about mandating 
that every American citizen pay a fine 
if they refuse to purchase a health in- 
surance policy. 
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I want to talk about those laws of un- 
intended consequences a little further, 
Madam Speaker, because, as I said, I’m 
not antigovernment. Government has a 
role. In fact, that’s where we are in 
America every single day, Madam 
Speaker. We’re on that continuum be- 
tween liberty and security. Liberty and 
security—yet you can’t have both at 
the same time. We’re always moving up 
and down that continuum. 

If you go out here on the interstate, 
Madam Speaker, you can’t drive 150 
miles an hour. Well, you can, but you’ll 
be punished. Why can’t you do that? 
It’s a free country. I hear people that 
say that all the time. Dadgummit, ROB. 
It’s a free country. Well, it is a free 
country. But we have decided to trade 
away, through government, our liberty 
of driving 150 miles an hour for the se- 
curity of knowing that our children 
and grandchildren aren’t going to die 
every time they get on the road. That’s 
where we are. Every single decision of 
government bridges that continuum 
between complete liberty and complete 
security. 

Kentucky, in 1993, began to try to 
provide for its citizens’ security in the 
health care field. Again, as I told you, 
in 1996, the President signed into law 
that bill that regulates all Federal 
policies, but it left to the States all of 
those policies that are State-regulated. 

Well, Kentucky tried to take some 
steps. They passed a health care law in 
1994 that aimed to lower health care 
costs for all folks in Kentucky and to 
encourage uninsured individuals to 
purchase health insurance. There were 
some mandatory issue provisions. 
There were some rate regulation provi- 
sions. 

This is what happened: They did the 
very best they could in the great State 
of Kentucky. But they had 43 insurance 
carriers in 1993. And after passing this 
law, they ran 41 of those out of the 
State. They had 48 choices that their 
citizens could choose from. Then they 
all got together and said, We want to 
help make it better for our citizens. 
And 41 of those companies said, We’re 
not going to put it up with it. This is 
no way to run a business. We’re leav- 
ing. From 48 insurance companies to 
two, this Kentucky health care law de- 
stroyed. 

Well, what do you think happened? 
All those voters who said they wanted 
changes to the health care law, they 
weren’t all that excited about the one 
that cost them 41 different choices. So 
Kentucky repealed that law, started 
over from scratch, and they are now 
growing the number of insurance com- 
panies back in that system. 

That’s awful for the men and women 
in Kentucky who had to struggle 
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through that. But it didn’t burden the 
other 49 States at the same time. And 
the men and women of Kentucky could 
then look to those reforms in the other 
49 States to see how to improve on 
their health care model. 

It’s the law of unintended con- 
sequences, Madam Speaker. That’s why 
it’s bad to consolidate all of this au- 
thority here in the United States Con- 
gress. It’s not that these men and 
women who work here aren’t conscien- 
tious. It’s not that they don’t love 
their country. It’s not that they don’t 
love their constituents, and they do try 
to serve them well. It’s that you can- 
not possibly predict every single out- 
come. 

Tll give you one, Madam Speaker. 
You know, some of the President’s 
health care law has already gone into 
effect. One of those provisions that’s 
already gone into effect is mandatory 
issue of policies for children. But why? 
Because we all love children. There’s 
not a man or a woman in this Chamber 
who doesn’t love children, Madam 
Speaker. So the President, in his 
health care bill, said, Well, let’s make 
sure then that every insurance com- 
pany must issue an insurance policy to 
every child who decides they want a 
policy. 

Well, we’ve kind of gotten confused 
about what insurance is in this coun- 
try. Think about that, Madam Speak- 
er. Think about all the insurance poli- 
cies you have in your life. Which one 
are you really excited about utilizing? 
Is it your life insurance policy, Madam 
Speaker? You are really hoping that 
day comes when your maker takes you 
home, and you can bring that life in- 
surance policy to fruition? No. Is it 
your car insurance policy? You are 
really excited about getting into an ac- 
cident this afternoon so you can call 
your insurance company and have 
them pay for it? That’s going to be 
great? No. Maybe it’s your homeowners 
insurance policy, Madam Speaker. 
Maybe you are hoping a fire breaks out 
there tonight so you can go home and 
call that homeowners insurance com- 
pany and collect on the full value of 
your policy. No. Insurance is for things 
you hope don’t happen, but you want to 
be ready for them in case they do. 

That’s not so with health insurance. 
How many friends or neighbors do you 
have who have said, You know what? 
I’m going to put that procedure off 
until I get my health insurance? That’s 
not insurance. That’s discount health 
care. That’s prepaid health care. That’s 
any number of things. But it’s not in- 
surance. Insurance is for things that 
you don’t know are going to happen. 

Well, going back to the President’s 
health care bill that mandated that all 
children get the policies that they 
apply for. Well, guess what? Some chil- 
dren are already sick. So when they go 
to apply for a policy, they’re not apply- 
ing for insurance. They’re applying for 
free health care. 
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Insurance companies aren’t chari- 
table organizations. My church is a 
charitable organization. The United 
Way is a charitable organization. In- 
surance companies are not charitable 
organizations. They are in the business 
of providing a service for a fee. 

So when the President’s health care 
bill went into effect—a bill that I 
promise you, I am as certain as I stand 
here today, that the President intended 
to be a boon for children, that he in- 
tended to be helpful for children, that 
he intended to provide more services 
for children—it shut down every single 
insurance company in Georgia that of- 
fered child-only policies. 

When you went to buy an insurance 
policy after the President’s health care 
bill went into effect, the health care 
bill that guaranteed that insurance 
companies had to issue you a policy, 
you found that not a single policy re- 
mained because every single insurer in 
that marketplace had left. Madam 
Speaker, that’s not surprising, those 
laws of unintended consequences. 
They’re undeniable. And the Presi- 
dent’s health care bill is taking us 
down that road not just in child poli- 
cies, not just in terms of guaranteed 
issue, not just in terms of the Federal 
mandate, but on issue after issue after 
issue. 

The Supreme Court is going to make 
their decision next week. Well, they’ve 
made their decision. They’re going to 
share it with the rest of us. But just to 
be clear, I hear what you might be say- 
ing: Well, Congressman WOODALL, you 
are one of those hardcore conservatives 
from the great State of Georgia. You 
just don’t care about people. Because I 
hear that charge—not against me per- 
sonally, but against conservatives in 
general. It drives me crazy. I will con- 
cede that there may be Members on the 
other side of the aisle who care about 
people as much as I do. But there is not 
one man or woman in this Chamber 
who cares about people more. Not one. 
All I’m saying is the Federal Govern- 
ment shouldn’t screw it up for those 
people. 

Because I have here, Madam Speaker, 
a chart of what every State in the 
Union was doing in 1996. This Chamber 
hadn’t gone mad in 1996 when it de- 
cided, under a Republican Speaker and 
a Democratic President, to sign a 
health care law. It hadn’t gone crazy. 
It chose to only regulate Federal plans 
because State plans were already being 
regulated at the State level. 

Take a look: What kinds of things 
are you interested in? Are you inter- 
ested in guaranteed issue, Madam 
Speaker? That guaranteed issue is 
when you say, I don’t care if some- 
body’s sick; you have to take them 
anyway. That’s not a great insurance 
practice, but it’s a heartfelt belief. It’s 
called guaranteed issue. Well, let’s see. 
Alaska’s got it. Arizona’s got it. Ar- 
kansas, California, Colorado, Con- 
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necticut, Delaware, Florida, Idaho, Illi- 
nois, Indiana, Iowa, Kansas, Kentucky, 
on and on and on. This isn’t something 
that requires a Federal solution. 

Are there people in this Chamber who 
want a Federal solution because it con- 
solidates power in Washington, D.C.? 
Absolutely, there are. Are there men 
and women in this Chamber who want 
a Federal solution because they believe 
in their heart they care more about 
people than anybody else and so they 
want it to be their solution that people 
utilize? Absolutely, there are. 

But hear this, Madam Speaker, and 
share this with your constituents back 
home. There is not one health care 
problem that the President aims to 
solve in his health care bill that your 
State legislature cannot solve itself at 
home today. 

Madam Speaker, how many times 
have you heard somebody say, But I 
know this family, and they can’t get 
insurance, and my heart aches for 
them. I hear that. I hear that regu- 
larly. And your State legislature can 
solve that for you today. 
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You don’t need Washington, D.C.’s 
permission. Something happened in 
this country, Madam Speaker, and it’s 
not healthy. Folks call Washington, 
D.C., for solutions. I got a call the 
other day from a homeowners associa- 
tion. They said, I can’t get a building 
permit put through the city council, 
and I want you to fix it for me. That’s 
what folks believe. I get it. That is not 
what America is. The place to solve 
your city council issues is with your 
city council. And the place to solve 
your county commission issues is with 
your county commission. And the place 
to solve your State insurance regula- 
tion issues is with your State. 

The President’s health care bill was a 
solution in search of a problem that 
does not exist. Guaranteed issue is 
available today. 

This chart goes on to talk about the 
portability issue: can you move from 
one insurance policy to the other with- 
out penalties. It talks about pre- 
existing conditions: how to deal with if 
you’re already sick and you’ve gone to 
apply for a policy today, when will 
they cover that illness. Every single 
issue that the President’s health care 
bill purports to solve, States have al- 
ready been at work on and in many 
cases have those solutions already. The 
President’s health care bill erases them 
all in favor of a one-size-fits-all solu- 
tion. 

I just want to go back for a moment, 
Madam Speaker, to Kentucky’s experi- 
ence. Thoughtful men and women, peo- 
ple who care about their neighbors and 
their communities, did the very best 
that they could to address their health 
care crisis. And in doing so, they ran 
from 43 insurance companies helping 
people in the State, down to two, be- 
cause the rest of them went out of 
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business and went home. Left the State 
altogether. That’s not what they in- 
tended to happen, but that’s what hap- 
pened. 

When we talk about the Supreme 
Court striking down the President’s 
health care law next week—and I feel 
certain that it will because as I look at 
my Constitution, it is so patently un- 
constitutional to mandate that Ameri- 
cans engage in some activity they 
might not otherwise. And that’s the 
principle on which the entire house of 
cards is stacked. The entire bill must 
be struck down. 

The question is: What next? And 
what I want the American people to 
hear, Madam Speaker, is that what 
next is happening in your State legisla- 
ture today. It was happening a year 
ago. It was happening 10 years ago. You 
do not have to have an act of Congress 
to have your problem solved. You can 
do it right there at home. And States 
are. 

But if you call your Congressman and 
you ask your Congressman to solve 
your problem for you, I promise you 
your Congressman is going to go to 
work to do it. But when they do it, 
they are likely to craft something that 
destroys the system it was meant to 
save. And then where will we be as 315 
million Americans? 

T’ll give you a little insight into just 
what I’m thinking, Madam Speaker. 
Pm not trying to associate my 
thoughts with the whole of the fresh- 
man class or the whole of the Congress. 
But there was a study out the other 
day where they went to the Fortune 100 
companies, Madam Speaker, and they 
said: What are you going to do if the 
Supreme Court upholds the President’s 
health care bill and all of these man- 
dates go into effect? 

Well, only 71 answered that survey. 
And every single one of those 71 For- 
tune 100 companies said: we’ll do better 
to cancel every insurance policy we 
have in our company and pay the fine 
than we will to continue to provide in- 
surance to our employees. 

Now, you remember the promise, 
Madam Speaker, that the President 
made: if you like your insurance pol- 
icy, you can keep it. Well, the insur- 
ance policy I had didn’t comport with 
the President’s bill so they canceled it 
altogether. I did not get to keep my in- 
surance policy. And what 71 of the larg- 
est companies in America have said is 
the bill gives them every incentive to 
cancel every policy and dump all of 
their employees out into the exchange. 

Now this was reported in the news as 
if it was some miraculous discovery. I 
will tell you this. This is the secret I 
was going to share, Madam Speaker. I 
don’t think it’s miraculous news. I 
don’t think it’s a surprise to anyone 
who crafted this bill. This bill was 
never about solving these problems 
that the States are already solving. 
This bill was never about solving prob- 
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lems that the States already have the 
ability to solve. This bill was about 
moving us one step closer to having the 
Federal Government pay for every sin- 
gle health care bill in this country. A 
single-payer system. That’s what the 
President said during the campaign he 
wanted. That’s what he said in his en- 
tire career he wanted. And this bill 
that does in fact destroy the free mar- 
ket health care system that we have 
takes us one step further in that direc- 
tion. You need look no further than 
that Fortune 100 survey to see that. 

Madam Speaker, when the Supreme 
Court strikes down the President’s 
health care bill next week, I want to 
encourage a deliberative process in this 
body. There is no rush to judgment in 
this body. It was a rush to judgment 
that got us here. You have to read the 
bill to know what’s in it. We’ve all 
been down that road; 2,000 pages that 
nobody had time to read. Taxes and 
mandates that folks are still finding 
out about. 

Let’s talk about that, because I hope, 
Madam Speaker, that I’ve laid out a 
fairly persuasive case that while the 
health care system in this country is in 
crisis, it is in crisis because of Federal 
Government intervention—not in spite 
of it, because of it—and that States 
have the ability to solve each and 
every one of these problems. And 
States are in fact providing those solu- 
tions. 

So what are we getting in the Presi- 
dent’s health care bill? Is it worth it? 
Because I’ve got to be honest with you, 
Madam Speaker, I hope you were as 
surprised by this as I was when you got 
here. 

There’s a real reluctance in this town 
to do cost-benefit analysis. There’s a 
real reluctance to weigh the costs and 
the benefits and see which side it’s on. 
Why? Because if I’m the brilliant guy 
who came up with the brilliant bill, it’s 
brilliant. And so if it costs a whole lot 
more than it’s worth, that’s going to 
hurt my feelings, so I don’t want you 
to release that data. I don’t want you 
to do that research. Let’s just imple- 
ment my brilliant idea and see where it 
takes us. Nobody wants to do the cost- 
benefit analysis. 

Well, again, the President’s health 
care bill, which solves absolutely noth- 
ing that States can’t do on their own, 
and there’s not going to be a single per- 
son in the President’s administration 
that disagrees with me about that, 
they would prefer a Federal solution; 
but they know full well the States can 
do those things on their own. 

This is what it’s going to cost us: $15 
billion in taxes last year; $30 billion 
this year; $45 billion next year, all the 
way up to $320 billion in new taxes in 
this health care bill. When the Su- 
preme Court strikes it down next week, 
it’s going to be a $320 billion tax cut for 
American families because it’s Amer- 
ican families that are on the hook for 
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these taxes in the President’s health 
care bill. 

T’ll go on. The President said this bill 
is going to take premiums down for the 
American families. Now, Madam 
Speaker, I did not graduate with an ec- 
onomics degree, but I have ordered a 
lot of sandwiches at Subway. And what 
I have found is when I want to add 
guacamole to my Subway sandwich, 
they want to raise the price on me. 
And when I want extra cheese on my 
Subway sandwich at Subway, they 
want to raise the price on me. You can- 
not give the American people more 
benefits without there being a price 
somewhere. 

So, yes, the President promised that 
this would bring down health care pre- 
miums. Here is his quote from June 9, 
2008: 

We’ll bring down premiums by $2,500 for 
the typical family. 

That’s this blue line, Madam Speak- 
er, that I have. The President’s rhet- 
oric, We’re going to bring down health 
care costs $2,500 per family. The red 
line here is the reality, Madam Speak- 
er. The reality is health care costs are 
going up. Premium costs are going up. 
Why? Because we’ve mandated that in- 
surance companies do all these new 
things. 

Are you following universities, 
Madam Speaker? There’s all this heart- 
break down here talking about how to 
deal with student loan issues. Student 
loans are important. But what about 
student health care, Madam Speaker? 
Across the country, universities are 
looking at canceling policies that they 
can no longer afford. They could afford 
them before the President’s health care 
bill, but they cannot afford them after. 
Why? Because the President’s health 
care bill with mandate after mandate 
after mandate does not take insurance 
costs down. It takes insurance costs 
up. And the American people pay that 
price. 
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It’s all right here on this chart, 
Madam Speaker. At its core, when I 
talk to folks back home, folks care 
about access. I need access to insur- 
ance, and I don’t have access. And they 
care about cost. I need access to health 
care services, but health care services 
are too expensive. That’s what the 
whole health care debate was about. 
What can you do to help us with ac- 
cess? What can you do to help us with 
cost? 

Madam Speaker, every State in the 
Union can provide you with access, and 
many of them have. And all of them 
will if their electorate demands it. 
Now, that’s the funny thing about this 
health care bill, of course. The major- 
ity of the American people have always 
opposed it. There was never a time 
when the majority of the American 
people said, This is what we want. The 
majority of the people have always op- 
posed it. It was Washington, D.C., that 
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said, Well, you might not want it 
today, but once we implement it and 
force it upon you, you’re going to be 
thrilled. You just don’t know it yet. 
You’re going to be happy. 

Folks aren’t happy still today. 

Cost and access is what took us down 
this road. We see that access is within 
the legislative purview of every State 
in the Union, and we see that costs 
have been driven up and not down. It’s 
not a partisan issue, Madam Speaker. 

I’m from Georgia, so maybe I’m a lit- 
tle biased, Madam Speaker, but I’1l tell 
you, I think Newt Gingrich has a rep- 
utation in this country. I know the 
Democrats do a lot of fund-raising by 
sending his name out as if he’s a stri- 
dent partisan. Well, maybe he is in 
other parts of the country; not in Geor- 
gia, but maybe in other parts. 

It was Newt Gingrich and Bill Clin- 
ton that came together to reregulate 
the entire Federal health care market- 
place doing away with preexisting con- 
ditions in a responsible and economi- 
cally feasible way, requiring port- 
ability in an effective and economi- 
cally feasible way, ensuring avail- 
ability, using tools that make insur- 
ance more affordable instead of less. 

Cost and access we came together on 
in 1996, long before my time, and imple- 
mented for every federally regulated 
policy in the land. What’s left are those 
areas of State control. 

Madam Speaker, I’m going to go 
back to the 10th Amendment because 
we don’t spend enough time on the 10th 
Amendment around here: 

The powers not delegated to the United 
States by the Constitution, nor prohibited 
by it to the States, are reserved to the 
States respectively, or to the people. 

That is at the heart of our Republic. 
The Constitution lays out specific 
tasks that the Federal Government and 
the Federal Government alone must 
handle. And everything else, not some 
things else, not something else, every- 
thing else. It’s not confusing. 

The powers not delegated to the United 
States by the Constitution, nor prohibited 
by it to the States, are reserved to the 
States respectively, or to the people. 

And as we see in that dissenting 
opinion in the Vinson case, the courts 
have gradually acceded year after year 
after year to Congress’s demand for 
more power. And as Congress has con- 
tinued to legislate, courts have contin- 
ued to endorse it. And then Congress 
legislates more, and courts endorse it 
more, and Congress legislates more, 
and you turn around and the 10th 
Amendment now means nothing. 

What is that? 

Going back to that dissenting opin- 
ion, the dissenting judge said Congress 
has so expanded the Commerce Clause, 
courts have so ruled on the Commerce 
Clause, that there is no aspect of eco- 
nomic life that Congress cannot regu- 
late. And then he went on to cite the 
necessary and proper clause and said, 
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and if there’s no aspect that Congress 
cannot regulate, Congress can do any- 
thing that is reasonably associated, 
necessary, and proper to implementing 
that bill. 

Folks, I don’t think that’s the Amer- 
ica that you and I know. But no one 
loses their freedom overnight. You lose 
your freedom one fiber at a time, and 
you wake up one day and you say, 
golly, where did it go? It doesn’t hap- 
pen all at once. This has been time 
after time after time over decades. It’s 
not a Republican problem; it’s not a 
Democratic problem; it is an American 
problem. 

And next week, it’s happening right 
across the street, Madam Speaker. 
Right across the street, next week, 
nine men and women are going to reset 
the clock to what our Founding Fa- 
thers intended, setting limits on what 
the Federal Government can do in your 
life. 

Madam Speaker, that inspires me. 
I’m not afraid. I’m inspired by that op- 
portunity, that opportunity to be mas- 
ter of my own destiny. But I say to 
folks who fear that, to any of my col- 
leagues on the left who fear the dimi- 
nution of Federal power, there’s a seat 
for you in your State legislature. 

If you have the urge deep in your 
heart to control every aspect of an in- 
dividual’s life, I suggest you go back 
home and run for your State legisla- 
ture because State powers are plenary; 
Federal powers are limited. And every 
single power not delegated in the Con- 
stitution to the United States, nor pro- 
hibited by it to the States themselves, 
are reserved to the States and the peo- 
ple. 

Madam Speaker, that has always 
been the key to the success of this Re- 
public. It has always been true that the 
finest innovations, the most creativity, 
is happening at the local level and 
working its way up, not happening in 
Washington, D.C., and working its way 
down. 

When the Supreme Court strikes 
down the President’s health care bill 
next week, Madam Speaker, Americans 
are not going to be without health in- 
surance. Americans are not going to be 
without choices. Americans are not 
going to be thrown into a lawless envi- 
ronment. They are going to have the 
benefit of lower prices in the absence of 
the President’s health care bill, of 
more certainty in the absence of the 
President’s health care bill, and the au- 
thority to solve every single problem 
that ails them, vested in that institu- 
tion closest to home, closest to the 
people, State legislatures across this 
country. 

And if there’s one thing I’m certain 
of, Madam Speaker, I’ve had those oc- 
casions where I have doubted the wis- 
dom of this Congress, but I have never 
had an occasion where I’ve doubted the 
wisdom of the American people—not 
one. The American people have the au- 
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thority to make these choices today. 
They do not need a Federal mandate to 
solve these problems. They don’t need 
a Federal mandate to address these 
issues. They have that authority today. 
Our Founding Fathers made certain of 
it in the 10th Amendment. 

And after that court case comes 
down next week, Madam Speaker, folks 
will go to work across this country, as 
they always have, to address the issues 
and concerns of the American voter, 
and they’ll do that in all 50 of the great 
and independent States of this Nation. 

With that, Madam Speaker, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 


EE 
CONSTITUTIONAL LIMITATIONS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs. 
BLACK). Under the ŝSpeaker’s an- 
nounced policy of January 5, 2011, the 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Iowa (Mr. KING) for 30 minutes. 

Mr. KING of Iowa. Thank you, 
Madam Speaker. 

As always, I’m privileged and hon- 
ored to be able to address you here on 
the floor of the United States House of 
Representatives. And having heard 
some of the dialogue of the gentleman 
from Georgia just preceding me, it 
transitions in a way that I think it is 
fitting, and his focus on the 10th 
Amendment and the limitations of the 
Constitution that don’t seem to be felt 
by many Members of the Congress that 
serve over on this side as a rule and the 
debacle that’s been brought upon us, 
and now we’ve called upon the Supreme 
Court to unravel, and anticipate a deci- 
sion as early as next week, no longer 
this week, I’m told, Madam Speaker. 

As I watched this administration un- 
fold, and we’re into 3/4 years or a little 
bit more into the Presidency of Barack 
Obama, I’m extremely troubled by the 
constitutional aspects of this adminis- 
tration. 
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I would frame this with the under- 
standing that the President of the 
United States is a former adjunct law 
professor at the University of Chicago 
who taught constitutional law. He 
taught constitutional law to students 
that were to learn about this document 
that I carry with me in my jacket 
pocket every day, this Constitution 
that has, as essential components, arti- 
cle I, article II, and article III of this 
Constitution. 

Article I sets up the legislature— 
that’s us, Madam Speaker, here in the 
House of Representatives and down the 
hallway to the other end of the Capitol, 
the United States Senate. It invests in 
us all legislative authority. That’s ar- 
ticle I. It sets up the legislature, and it 
gives us our authority. And I'll talk 
about that a little bit more in a mo- 
ment, Madam Speaker. 

Article II sets up the executive 
branch of government. It establishes 
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that there shall be a President who is 
the Commander in Chief of all of our 
Armed Forces and a Vice President. 
Beyond that, there’s not a requirement 
that this Congress establish any other 
parts of the executive branch of gov- 
ernment. It just says that we may, not 
that we shall. That is in the enumer- 
ated powers that this Congress has. 

The third branch of government, of 
course, is the judicial branch of govern- 
ment. It wasn’t originally established 
for the purposes of determining the in- 
tent of the letter of the Constitution. 
It did emerge, and for more than two 
centuries the landmark precedent case 
of Marbury v. Madison has not been 
successfully challenged, although occa- 
sionally it’s been argued. So I concede 
to the Marbury decision. 

I look over to the Supreme Court and 
look to the United States Supreme 
Court to be the branch of government 
that determines what the laws mean, 
that identifies and defines the laws 
that we pass here. But my disagree- 
ment—although I’ve had some with the 
Supreme Court in the past, Madam 
Speaker—is not with the judicial 
branch of the government. I’m looking 
for them to grant us a decision next 
week on perhaps two large cases that 
have come before the Court, the 
ObamaCare case and also Arizona’s SB- 
1070 immigration case. I’m hopeful that 
they will read this Constitution and 
understand it as I do and as most of us 
that take an oath to this Constitution 
do. 

But I’m very concerned about the 
President of the United States, the 
former adjunct law professor who 
taught constitutional law at the Uni- 
versity of Chicago. 

When I had a speaker on this Wednes- 
day morning at a breakfast that I host 
each week on Wednesdays—what goes 
on in that room is Members only, but 
it’s the Conservative Opportunity Soci- 
ety—when the speaker that I intro- 
duced announced that he received his 
law degree from the University of Chi- 
cago’s School of Law, it was a bit of an 
apology for the President’s interpreta- 
tions. I’m hopeful that the very fine 
and excellent University of Chicago 
School of Law doesn’t have now a bad 
reputation it has to peel off that comes 
from the interpretations of the Con- 
stitution that the President is making 
these days—who taught law there, of 
course I would remind you. 

So I’m very troubled by the actions 
of the President of the United States. 
The most recent action that I’m trou- 
bled by is, let me say, the amnesty 
memorandum that he has directed 
Janet Napolitano to issue. This am- 
nesty memorandum establishes several 
classes of people. One of those classes 
they’ve defined as this: if they were 
brought into the United States—or 
came into the United States is a more 
accurate way—if they arrived in the 
United States illegally from a foreign 
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country before they were 16 years old 
and if they are still under 30 years old, 
and if they continuously resided in the 
United States for 5 years and if they 
received a high school degree, a GED, 
or were honorably discharged from the 
military—there are a couple other cri- 
teria there—then the President has di- 
rected Janet Napolitano, the Secretary 
of Homeland Security, who has in turn 
directed her subordinates—that being 
the Acting Director of Custom Border 
Protection, David Aguilar, and the Di- 
rector of ICE, John Morton, and also 
the USCIS, Mayorkas—to recognize 
this memorandum and act as if the 
President had issued an edict that is 
actually a law. 

Now, as Mr. WOODALL from Georgia 
spoke about the Constitution and 
what’s happened to our 10th Amend- 
ment, I would suggest that the Presi- 
dent seems to be usurping nearly all of 
article I, section 8 of our Constitution, 
the enumerated powers. 

Now, I came here to speak of these 
enumerated powers in this way: if the 
President can manufacture law out of 
thin air—not whole cloth, Madam 
Speaker, but out of thin air—we get 
things like the immigration law that 
the United States Congress has estab- 
lished. It has defined categories of peo- 
ple, it has established numerous visas, 
it allows for the most generous legal 
immigration of any country in the 
world—and some say more legal immi- 
grants coming into the United States 
every year than are allowed in all 
other countries in the world put to- 
gether. I haven’t seen that data to my 
satisfaction. That gets repeated here in 
this Congress so fairly often. 

I am very confident that the United 
States is the most generous nation on 
Earth when it comes to legal immigra- 
tion. A number between 1 million and 
1.2 million legal immigrants come into 
the United States. That number of peo- 
ple happens to be something that 
would establish workers for every job 
that’s been created for more than a 
decade here in the United States. 

I have tracked the U.S. Department 
of Labor’s Web site and I evaluated 
that, and J’ll see that anywhere be- 
tween 1 million and 1.2 million jobs 
have been created by this economy, 
and they’re all taken up, at least in 
theory, by new legal immigrants. 

Then we have 12 million to 20 million 
illegal immigrants, 7 out of 12 of whom 
are out working, and the other 5 out of 
that 12 are presumably not working, or 
in the home perhaps. Those jobs are 
maybe not recorded by the Department 
of Labor because they aren’t legitimate 
jobs from their statistical standpoint. 

But imagine this, imagine an econ- 
omy that generates over 1 million jobs 
a year, and imagine a country that 
would open its doors to over 1 million 
immigrants a year. Watch the economy 
create these jobs and watch those jobs 
being used by legal immigrants, and 
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then turn a blind eye towards the ille- 
gal immigrants that are coming into 
the United States. 

The people on the other side of the 
aisle see illegal immigrants as undocu- 
mented Democrats. It is a political 
equation for them. It’s not an equation 
of what’s good for America’s economy, 
what’s good for America’s culture, 
what’s good for America’s society. It’s 
what gives them political power. So 
they cynically turn a blind eye and en- 
courage that laws not be enforced, 
erode the rule of law; and in the proc- 
ess of expanding their political base 
they’re eroding the core of America 
and creating a greater and greater dis- 
respect for the rule of law. That’s chis- 
eling away at one of those beautiful 
pillars of American exceptionalism; 
and the President leads the charge, 
Madam Speaker. 

This lawless memorandum that was 
issued by Secretary Napolitano at the 
direction of President Obama has no 
basis in constitutional authority. The 
President of the United States does not 
have the authority to create law. He 
has no authority to pull it out of thin 
air. He cannot simply announce that he 
is going to require us to follow some di- 
rective, some executive edict and ex- 
pect us to follow it. It is an unconstitu- 
tional overreach and a violation of the 
separation of powers. 

Now, I have some experience with 
this. The President’s move on this am- 
nesty memorandum is a clear violation 
of the executive powers of the Presi- 
dent of the United States. It is one of 
the enumerated powers that is given to 
the United States Congress in article I, 
section 8. If the President can manu- 
facture immigration law, here’s what 
he has done—I’11 put this poster up. 

Madam Speaker, this is the result of 
the President’s action and, that is, 
first he created the categories that I 
mentioned—three or four categories of 
people that are classes of people. He 
has prosecutorial discretion to decide 
where they’re going to emphasize the 
utilization of their enforcement re- 
sources. He can determine that they 
are going to put more people on violent 
criminals, more people on serious drug 
smugglers. I’m not sure they are, but 
he can determine that they are. I 
haven’t raised an issue with his con- 
stitutional authority to do that. I did 
bring an amendment a couple of weeks 
ago that blocked the Morton memos, 
which did say we’re not going to en- 
force laws against individuals who have 
found themselves in the United States 
and haven’t violated other laws. 

And the President has argued before 
the Supreme Court that there is this 
careful balance, a careful balance the- 
ory that Congress has directed the ex- 
ecutive branch to create and maintain 
a careful balance of various immigra- 
tion laws so that the executive branch 
interest in the State Department and 
the Department of Homeland Security 
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and the Department of Commerce, 
those Departments find that balance so 
we don’t over-enforce and offend our 
neighbors. 

Congress did not direct the President 
or the executive branch to create or 
maintain any careful balance. That 
careful balance is a completely manu- 
factured theory. Congress passes laws 
of all kinds under the authority grant- 
ed to it in article I, section 8. And 
those directives to the executive 
branch are: keep your oath of office, 
Mr. President. 
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Executive branch, Eric Holder, keep 
your oath of office. And that oath for 
the President of the United States 
says, I do solemnly swear, to the best 
of my ability, to preserve, protect and 
defend the Constitution of the United 
States, so help me God. Those were the 
words of Barack Obama January 20, 
2009, right out here on the west portico 
of the Capitol. Preserve, protect and 
defend the Constitution of the United 
States so help me God. 

And intrinsic with that oath of of- 
fice, a little bit later, in article II, the 
Constitution says of the President, he 
shall take care that the laws be faith- 
fully executed. That means, enforce the 
laws. The President must enforce the 
laws. He must appoint people whose job 
it is to enforce the laws. He must di- 
rect that they do so. They take an oath 
to uphold the Constitution. 

Eric Holder has an obligation to en- 
force the law. Janet Napolitano has an 
obligation to enforce the law, and their 
oath is tied to the Constitution in the 
same way. They understand that when 
they put their hand on the Bible and 
raise their right hand and say, I do sol- 
emnly swear, that includes, take care 
that the laws be faithfully executed. 
That’s the obligation of the executive 
branch of the government. 

The obligation of the legislative 
branch of government is to pass laws 
that be necessary and proper. In fact, 
Madam Speaker, among article I, sec- 
tion 8 of the enumerated powers is a 
Necessary and Proper Clause, which 
says to Congress, the legislative branch 
to make all laws which shall be nec- 
essary and proper for carrying into exe- 
cution the foregoing powers. That’s the 
full list of enumerated powers that 
come before it in article I, section 8, 
and all other powers vested by this 
Constitution in the government of the 
United States or in any department or 
officers thereof. 

The Necessary and Proper Clause in- 
cludes exclusive authority to pass laws 
as vested in the legislative branch in 
government. If it’s exclusive, that 
means the President of the United 
States and nobody outside this legisla- 
ture can pass a law. 

The President believes he can do 
that. He believes he can create legisla- 
tion out of thin air, and he did so by 
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the effect of his memorandum that was 
released by Janet Napolitano last Fri- 
day and supported in a Rose Garden 
speech by the President of the United 
States about 2:40 p.m. last Friday. 

And here’s what we have. As a result 
of that is amnesty for whole classes of 
people. Between 800,000 and 1.4 million 
people granted a legal status in this 
country that, as of the morning, last 
Friday morning, when they woke up, 
they were subject to being put back in 
the condition they were in before they 
broke the law, that is, back to their 
home country where they rightfully be- 
long and legally could reside. 

The President changed that with an 
unconstitutional overreach that’s a 
violation of this separation of powers, 
and I’m going to ask the court to re- 
solve this disagreement. It will take 
some time. It will take some money. It 
will take some effort and some litiga- 
tion brains. They are, I believe, ready 
to go on this, Madam Speaker. 

But here’s what the result is of the 
President’s memo, and it’s this: Cre- 
ated those classes of people, granted 
them executive amnesty by memo 
printed by Janet Napolitano, Director 
of Homeland Security, and directed the 
Director of USCIS, United States Citi- 
zenship Immigration Services, to cre- 
ate a permit that would allow those 
formerly illegal individuals to work in 
the United States for the duration of 
this permit that he would grant. 

Now, I’ve just looked at a couple of 
these things. These are created by 
laws, acts of Congress. This is an em- 
ployment authorization card. It’s just 
a model or a sample of one. It doesn’t 
actually identify a real individual. And 
this is the size of a credit card, and it 
says U.S. Department of Homeland Se- 
curity, U.S. Citizenship Immigration 
Services, USCIS. 

This is what the President has di- 
rected that USCIS create to hand to 
these one or so million people that get 
their new amnesty by executive fiat. 
Here is your employment authorization 
card. This is what will be produced, not 
by the direction of the United States 
Congress, not under the authority of 
article I of the Constitution that estab- 
lished this legislature, but under the 
arrogant, assumed power of the Presi- 
dent of the United States to issue a 
memo that he thinks he has the au- 
thority to issue. 

And by the way, power in this world 
has historically been what you’re able 
to assert and retain. If anyone steps up 
and assumes power to do something 
and there’s no one there to challenge 
them and they can get away with it, 
they have that power and they will 
hold that power, and it will be a prece- 
dent for that power until someone can 
challenge it and take it away from 
them, Madam Speaker. 

And so the President has assumed 
this unconstitutional power to create 
entire classes of people, grouped in the 
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hundreds of thousands, grant to them 
an employment authorization card, and 
grant to them a resident card. 

Now, the resident card that the 
President has ordered USCIS to 
produce in an unlawful, unconstitu- 
tional fashion will likely look some- 
thing like this. This is a copy of what 
we know as a green card. It’s a lawful 
permanent resident card. LPR status is 
what we call it. It says right here, per- 
manent resident card. And again, this 
is just a token individual, a model for 
the card. 

But, Madam Speaker, they’ll prob- 
ably just strike out permanent resident 
and they might say temporary resi- 
dent. It might have some kind of indi- 
cation that later on he’s going to make 
them a permanent resident. 

If the President can manufacture au- 
thority to do this when it doesn’t exist, 
if he can grant amnesty to people that 
fit the age categories that he says, that 
haven’t committed violent or serious 
felonies, or too many strings of mis- 
demeanors, if he can do that, then why 
can’t he also grant amnesty to those 
that are over 16 when they came here, 
those that are over 30 today, those that 
have been in the United States for less 
than 5 years, those that may have com- 
mitted felonies and he just wants to 
give them a pass? 

We already have amnesty in this 
country for the President of the United 
States’ aunt, who had been adjudicated 
for deportation, Auntie Onyango, and 
we already have the amnesty from the 
administration for his drunken uncle, 
Omar, who nearly ran over a police of- 
ficer and had a 1.4 blood alcohol con- 
tent. And then after he was brought to 
court, his punishment was to suspend 
his driver’s license, and then the State 
of Massachusetts issued him a 45-day 
driver’s license. 

These laws don’t apply to the rel- 
atives of the President of the United 
States. Apparently they don’t apply to 
the President’s preferred manufactured 
classes of people. 

And by the way, the Constitution, ac- 
cording to his view, doesn’t apply ei- 
ther to the President of the United 
States. This is what he has created out 
of whole cloth. These cards that you 
see here, this is a result of a delibera- 
tive act of the United States Congress. 

The U.S. House of Representatives, 
the United States Senate have con- 
curred that we want to give people who 
are in this country legally an employ- 
ment authorization card when they 
qualify. We want to give them a perma- 
nent resident card, a lawful permanent 
status card, when they qualify. 

And this green card, by the way, is a 
path to citizenship. Carrying this green 
card around for 5 years, being Presi- 
dent of the United States, obeying our 
laws, that opens the door to United 
States citizenship, and after that 5- 
year period of time the green card can 
be converted, and often is, into United 
States citizenship. 
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What prevents the President from 
just granting citizenship to all of the 
people that he thinks might vote for 
him? 

If the President has the authority to 
manufacture, out of thin air, this per- 
mit and this permit, Madam Speaker, 
under the same assumed arrogant au- 
thority, the President would be able to 
grant amnesty to 12 or 20 million peo- 
ple, instantly make them citizens, and 
march them off to the polls. 

He’s engaged in blocking the State of 
Florida and five other States from 
cleaning up their voting rolls; has sent 
his Attorney General, Eric Holder, to 
block Florida from cleaning illegals off 
of the voting rolls in Florida, and 
that’s not the only State. 

There’s a database called the SAVE 
database that’s in the control of Janet 
Napolitano, and Department of Home- 
land Security. 

The Secretary of State of the State 
of Iowa, Matt Schultz, who is doing an 
excellent job of making sure that those 
of us who have a legitimate vote in the 
State don’t see our vote diluted or off- 
set by the vote of someone who is un- 
lawfully in the United States, or not a 
citizen, or perhaps a felon, or deceased. 
We need voter registration lists that 
are free of duplicates, deceased and fel- 
ons, and that certifies that they are 
citizens, and require a picture ID, and 
the Holder Justice Department, work- 
ing with the assent, if not the encour- 
agement of the Obama White House, is 
blocking the legitimate cleanup of the 
voter registration rolls in State after 
State after State. 
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This is the most unconstitutional 
reach by the executive in the history of 
the United States, and here are some 
things that the President could do if 
we let him assert his authority. Pll go 
all the way down through and just pick 
the most important ones. 

In article I, section 8, the enumer- 
ated powers of our Constitution, the 
first power grants Congress, exclu- 
sively Congress, the authority to lay 
and collect taxes. 

What if the President decided by ex- 
ecutive fiat that he didn’t want to col- 
lect taxes against people in the lowest 
bracket? Because, after all, that would 
be an income redistribution thing that 
he is likely to favor. Do you think 
those folks would feel good about the 
President of the United States and 
maybe go to the polls and vote for him? 

Would that change the political dy- 
namic in the country if they didn’t 
have a tax liability? Probably. If that’s 
his calculus, what prevents him from 
doing this? If he thinks he has the 
power to lay and collect taxes, he can 
always absolve people of those taxes as 
well. 

What if Mitt Romney is elected 
President of the United States and he 
decides that, in order to stimulate the 
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economy, he would just waive the taxes 
on U.S. capital that’s stranded over- 
seas in the trillions of dollars? What if 
he waived the capital gains taxes and 
let those resources come back into the 
United States tax free to be reinvested 
in the economy? 

Does the President have the author- 
ity to waive taxes or does the Presi- 
dent have the authority to lay and col- 
lect them? No, Madam Speaker, he 
does not. 

The President of the United States 
has the obligation to take care that 
the laws be faithfully executed. The au- 
thority to legislate is exclusively with- 
in the United States Congress—House 
and Senate—with the consent then of 
the signature of the President or of its 
overriding with his veto. 

The President could, under the same 
rationale as he has here, lay and col- 
lect taxes or waive taxes on certain 
classes of people. What if he decided, I 
feel a little sorry for those people who 
I wrote into this memorandum, so I 
don’t want them to pay taxes either. 
Would then America be outraged? Td 
say we need to understand this Con- 
stitution better, and we will be more 
outraged. 

What about borrowing money—that’s 
another enumerated power—to borrow 
money on the credit of the United 
States? What if the President of the 
United States decided under the same 
authority he has assigned himself here 
that he is not going to pay any atten- 
tion to Congress on whether we agree 
to lifting the debt ceiling and that he’s 
just going to go by Executive order or 
by Presidential fiat and direct the De- 
partment of the Treasury to go ahead 
and borrow money beyond the debt 
ceiling this Congress has set? What 
would we say then, Madam Speaker? 

How about this: to regulate com- 
merce. Well, wait. They’re already 
doing that. They’re alleging that under 
the Commerce Clause of the Constitu- 
tion that they can go ahead and de- 
clare that only one lung full of Amer- 
ican air constitutes engaging in inter- 
state commerce and that they can 
compel you to buy a health insurance 
policy that’s written or approved by 
the Federal Government. 

That’s the decision that we expect 
from the Supreme Court next week. I 
think it’s going to be a constitutional 
one. Barack Obama asserts that the 
Commerce Clause is so broad that Con- 
gress can reach across all State lines 
and declare that breathing one lung 
full of American air is enough to en- 
gage in interstate commerce, and 
therefore they can regulate all activi- 
ties that they can declare to be inter- 
state commerce. That means all activi- 
ties whatsoever. 

By the way, I will say, if the Com- 
merce Clause is so broadened by the 
consent of the Supreme Court next 
week, then the Commerce Clause, 
itself, swallows all of the enumerated 
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powers. Everything can be regulated 
within the Commerce Clause. 

But I’m really here to focus on the 
separation of powers between the legis- 
lative and the executive branches. So I 
take us to naturalization. 

The enumerated powers grant that 
power of naturalization ‘‘to establish 
an uniform rule of naturalization” to 
the United States Congress exclusively, 
not to the President of the United 
States. The President has argued that 
the exclusive rule of naturalization in- 
cludes all immigration laws, that the 
Congress should be able to determine 
that, and that there is no 10th Amend- 
ment that applies. 

That’s another case before the Su- 
preme Court that I expect we will get a 
decision on next week. But this stretch 
of the rationale that the President has 
sent does great offense to the Constitu- 
tion of the United States. 

Regardless, this Congress has the ex- 
clusive constitutional authority ‘‘to es- 
tablish an uniform rule of naturaliza- 
tion.” The President can’t write that. 
The States can’t write that, but the 
States do have the authority to write 
immigration laws that mirror those of 
the United States Government’s. The 
President can’t write them as he in- 
tends to do. This is what he has cre- 
ated. Unconstitutionally, he has cre- 
ated these permits and these classes of 
people. 

The President has also declared that 
the Senate wasn’t in session when they 
were in session, and he committed his 
recess appointments. I am dis- 
appointed, frankly, Madam Speaker, 
that the United States Senate didn’t 
step up and defend its authority to de- 
termine when they were in session, and 
to not adjourn and to be in a pro forma 
session. They did so so that the Presi- 
dent could not insert recess appoint- 
ments, and the President did so any- 
way. 

If the President of the United States 
can declare that the United States Sen- 
ate is not in session, then he can effec- 
tively abolish the United States Senate 
except for its being just simply a sym- 
bolic body. Now, there are countries 
around the world like that—in this 
hemisphere, I might add. I remember 
seeing the President of the United 
States in a glad double-handed hand- 
shake with one of those people a few 
years ago. 

Then I mentioned S.B. 1070, this 
great overreach when the President 
had sent his Attorney General to sue 
Arizona. He was classically asked the 
question, Attorney General Holder, did 
you read the Arizona immigration bill? 
His answer was, No. 

Congressman TED POE said, Here, you 
can read mine. It’s only 10'4-pages 
long. It’s not that hard to study. 

Td read it. TED POE had read it. So 
had, I think, every member of the Judi- 
ciary Committee on our side. But the 
Attorney General had determined he 
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was going to sue Arizona because he 
was ordered to by the President of the 
United States. The announcement 
came in Ecuador from Secretary of 
State Hillary Clinton. That’s how we 
found out. They created a whole new 
legal argument called the ‘‘careful bal- 
ance theory” in that Congress had di- 
rected the executive branch to create 
and maintain a careful balance be- 
tween the various immigration laws. 

We did no such thing. 

There is no record of this. There is no 
statute of this. There is no dialogue in 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD that would 
direct such a thing. They asserted it 
because that was the only argument 
they could manufacture that suited 
their political position. 

This is not an administration of law. 
This is not an administration bound by 
it. They are not bound by the Constitu- 
tion. The President, himself, has stood 
before this Nation multiple times and 
has given the lecture about the separa- 
tion of powers: Congress passes the 
laws. The executive branch carries 
them out. Then the Supreme Court, the 
judicial branch, interprets the laws. 
That’s the President’s lecture, and he 
cast it all aside and asserted an execu- 
tive edict that he could create these 
things out of thin air. 

If the President can do so, then, as 
we go on down the line, he can regulate 
commerce. He can do the naturaliza- 
tion. The President has already stuck 
his nose into bankruptcies, and the se- 
cured creditors for Chrysler saw them- 
selves aced out while the White House 
was the only appraiser of Chrysler mo- 
tors. They wrote the terms of the chap- 
ter 11 for Chrysler, and they were the 
only entity that was bidding on Chrys- 
ler’s assets. They set the price going 
in. They wrote the terms of the bank- 
ruptcy, and they offered the price on 
the other side of it. And what did they 
do? They scooped the secured creditors’ 
assets away and handed them over to 
the unions. 

Congress sets the terms of bank- 
ruptcy, not the White House. Again, he 
has crossed the line. 

We go on down the line. 

What if the President decided that he 
could establish the currency of the 
United States? That’s exclusively the 
Congress as well. What if he deter- 
mined the euro were going to be the 
currency of the United States of Amer- 
ica? What could we do? What would our 
alternative be? We’d take the gen- 
tleman to the courts, and ask the 
courts to determine the difference. In 
the end, the people will decide this. 

With regard to intellectual property, 
he could waive copyrights, trademarks, 
and those types of laws, or he could 
create tribunals or wipe them out if he 
is going to assert an authority to re- 
write article I, section 8. 

Madam Speaker, I appreciate your 
attention. We must keep our oath to 
uphold the Constitution of the United 
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States and the separation of powers. I 
intend to do so. I ask for everyone’s 
help in this whole country. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 


—_— 
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MANAGING OUR NATIONAL 
FORESTS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan- 
uary 5, 2011, the Chair recognizes the 
gentleman from New Mexico (Mr. 
PEARCE) for 30 minutes. 

Mr. PEARCE. Thank you, Madam 
Speaker. I appreciate the opportunity 
to address the House on a matter of the 
West. 

There are major fires burning across 
the western United States. There’s tre- 
mendous property damage and tremen- 
dous damage to the environment. Habi- 
tat for endangered species is being 
burned up in the hundreds of thousands 
of acres. The species themselves are 
being destroyed and killed in these 
massive wildfires. And the Chief of the 
United States Forest Service says, We 
need to introduce fire back into our 
forests. 

Just this week as the Chief visited in 
my Rayburn office with me, I said, 
Chief, this is what it looks like when 
you reintroduced fire into the forests 
in the West right now. 

The forests are chock-full of fuel. 
Decades of mismanagement by our For- 
est Service has allowed the fuels to 
build up to where it’s a dangerous, ex- 
plosive environment. The drought 
which actually occurs regularly in the 
West has caused those buildup of fuels 
to be explosive in nature, and when fire 
gets loose, this is what it looks like. 

This is the town of Ruidoso, New 
Mexico, in my district, and these are 
the flames that burn that makes it 
look like Hades has taken over all of 
New Mexico. 

Is this what you intended, Mr. Tid- 
well? Is this what you describe as al- 
lowing fire to run its course and ac- 
complish management objectives in 
your forests? You’re the one respon- 
sible, sir. 

Thank God for the firefighters who 
will come out and fight to save the 
community. Thank God for the men 
and women who will stand in harm’s 
way to stop this. But this should not be 
occurring. 

This is the Lincoln National Forest, 
and right next door, the Mescalero 
Apaches have about the same acreage 
of forests. With 14 people, they’re able 
to clean their forests out. They’re able 
to harvest the timber. When the fire 
gets to the Indian reservation, it sim- 
ply drops down on the ground and be- 
comes a grass fire, the way that fires 
typically ran in New Mexico and 
throughout the West. 

History shows us that in our forests, 
we generally had somewhere between 
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50 and 100 trees per acre in the arid 
West on our forest lands. They are 
grassy savanna lands mostly with 
widely scattered trees. It never became 
more than a grass fire, but our tree 
rings show us that about every 8 years, 
a very hot fire would come through, 
burning all of the grass and the under- 
brush, the ladder fuels, burning the 
small diameter trees while they are 
still small. But decades of putting out 
fires and decades of not harvesting any 
timber at all have allowed our forests 
to become explosive caldrons which are 
breaking into fire. 

The shame is that this fire in New 
Mexico started as one-quarter acre, and 
for about a day it stayed about a quar- 
ter of an acre. And then it spread to 4 
acres for the next 3 days. Still, no call 
for tankers, no call for those aerial 
drops of water or the slurry which puts 
out the fire. None. Not until the fourth 
day, late in the fourth day. 

The Forest Service says they can’t 
ask questions like this about those de- 
cisions. I think that the decisions lo- 
cally are made by people who are try- 
ing to follow the policy of reintro- 
ducing fire into the forests. 

Regional Forester Corbin Newman 
recently stated: Fire will have to take 
its natural course. And we’re just try- 
ing to put fire back into its natural 
processes, he said. 

This rings the same tone as was stat- 
ed by Mr. Tidwell in my office this 
week, that we want fire to get back 
into the forest. Well, fire in the forest 
had a natural process when the forest 
was in balance. The forest is des- 
perately out of balance right now. 

This is not the first brush with dis- 
aster that we’ve had. And keep in mind 
that the Forest Service personnel 
themselves said they’re worried about 
losing the entire town of Ruidoso, that 
it was at high risk, not just at risk but 
at high risk was their statement as we 
were briefed about the fire. But we had 
warning signs last year. 

This is what it looked like last year 
in Ruidoso. High winds and a small fire 
began to throw embers throughout the 
town, and you can see the little spots 
of fires over and through the moun- 
tains that are in and around Ruidoso. 
We began to sound the alarm at that 
point to our Forest Service: Please 
clean the fuels out. We can’t stand for 
this to run wild. This year, it has run 
wild and destroyed 242 homes in this 


area, and more outbuildings, more 
structures, beyond just the loss of 
homes. 


This is not necessary. All that is re- 
quired is for us to manage the forests 
properly. It’s a call that is going out 
from the people who live in the forests 
throughout the West. They’re watching 
their wilderness areas, they’re watch- 
ing the forest lands burn to charred 
masses, and the Forest Service per- 
sonnel themselves, the specialists, are 
telling me that trees will not grow here 
for another 100 to 150 years. 
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How is it managing our forests to 
burn the trees for 150 years? How is 
that good for the environment? How is 
that good for the species? And how is it 
good for the people who live in this 
area? 

Shame on you, Forest Service. 
Shame on you for dictating policies to 
local managers who know better. 
Shame on you, Mr. Newman and Mr. 
Tidwell, for saying that we’re going to 
reintroduce fire into our forests and let 
it run its natural course. 

The forest in and around Lincoln 
County, some has been cleared and har- 
vested. We’re not saying to clear-cut 
our forests. What we’re saying is that a 
balanced thinning program will go 
through and leave widely spaced trees. 

This is similar to how it looks on the 
Mescalero Reservation and also it’s 
similar to how it looks out at Fort 
Apache in Arizona. 

Last year, the Wallow fire burned 
500,000 acres in the Wallow area, the 
Wallow fire, in Arizona and New Mex- 
ico, but when it got to Fort Apache, it 
simply fell down on the ground and 
stopped right there because they had 
thinned their forest. 

This is what a forest should look like 
in the West. There’s not enough rain 
and not enough nutrients to support 
2,500 trees per acre. This is the way for- 
ests looked in the West when fire had 
its way, when fire ran its course. In- 
stead, our forests today are densely 
packed, 2,500 trees per acre, and this is 
the outcome when you see that. That’s 
what the U.S. Forest Service looks like 
in most places, a deep contrast to what 
it should look like. And it is into this 
forest that the head of the Forest Serv- 
ice, the Chief of the Forest Service, is 
saying that we’re trying to reintroduce 
fire into the wilderness and into our 
forests. It’s a misguided approach. 
That idea that we’re going to reintro- 
duce fire is playing Russian roulette 
with our national forests and our wil- 
derness. It’s a game that is not work- 
ing out too well. 

We have two major fires in southern 
New Mexico right now. We have the 
Little Bear fire in Ruidoso, but over in 
the Gila we’ve got 300,000 acres of land 
that has burned there, a strong mix or 
combination between the Gila wilder- 
ness and the Gila National Forest. 
Again, it started as a small fire. It 
started as a small fire, and the Forest 
Service releases say that they are mon- 
itoring it, that it’s achieving its man- 
agement objectives. I’m sorry, but 
management objectives of using fire in 
drought-stricken areas of the West, in 
forests that are chock-full of fuels, is 
misguided at the very least. 

The people who live and have lost 
much have suffered deeply. The Forest 
Service needs to be responsible for 
those losses. But additionally, they 
should be responsible for the loss in tax 
base to the local communities. They 
should be responsible to local home- 
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owners whose value of their homes is 
going to be depreciated for decades. 
Those people who have moved close to 
the national forests want to be there 
with that natural beauty. Instead, 
they’re going to be faced with a brush 
pile that doesn’t grow trees for the 
next 100 to 150 years, according to their 
specialists. 
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So what are we to do? Are we to 
stand by and allow our forests to burn 
because of policies that originate in 
Washington? Are we to put at risk the 
lives of local people? Are we to put at 
risk the property values of local peo- 
ple? Or are we to call on common 
sense, just a pragmatic understanding 
that you cannot use fire to achieve the 
balance when the forests are full of 
fuel? 

We have deep disagreements with our 
Forest Service on their policies. We 
have deep love for the people who man- 
age the forest out in the field and for 
the firefighters who risk their lives. 
We’re thankful every day that they’re 
there 24 hours a day around the clock, 
7 days a week, away from their families 
to protect us. But they should not have 
to protect us in this fashion. 

It’s expensive. It’s expensive in the 
loss of our forests. It’s expensive in the 
dollar cost of the fire. This fire in Lin- 
coln County was running about $2 mil- 
lion a day to try to put it out. The one 
on the other side of the State in the 
Gila was running about $1 million a 
day. 

But that is not the only problem that 
we face. Now that the trees are gone, 
when it rains, the rainwater is going to 
rush off the hills into the valleys; and 
it’s going to rush down the valleys, and 
we’re going to see flooding. 

If you go to the Web page that we 
have for our congressional office, you 
will be able to see a dramatic video 
called the Dixon Apple Orchard flood. 
That’s up now to just above the Santa 
Clara pueblo in northern New Mexico. 
People from that pueblo were waiting 
for the water that they knew would 
come, and they videoed several dif- 
ferent spots. So take a moment and 
look at that, if you would, to see now 
the next calamity that is going to face 
New Mexico. Because when you burn 
the trees, there’s nothing now to stop 
the water from rushing off the hill. It 
is going to carry topsoil with it. It’s 
going to carry rocks and boulders, and 
it’s going to flood towns completely off 
the face of the Earth. 

One of the people fighting the fire 
out west in the Gila said that that area 
would have some of the most dramatic 
flood potential that he had ever fought 
fires in; that is, the canyons are so 
steep and so deep, and they come to- 
gether, nine canyons come together, at 
Glenwood. All of that water is going to 
be pouring through the small town. 

Mogollon, New Mexico, sits at right 
at the mouth of one of those canyons. 
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It has high, high, steep canyon walls on 
both sides of it. It’s at the bottom of 
the V. And those communities that 
have existed for decades—Santa Clara, 
which has existed for hundreds of 
years, is going to face flooding, not be- 
cause of anything they’ve done, but be- 
cause of the way that the Forest Serv- 
ice has managed its lands, the way that 
the Forest Service has managed those 
resources that we asked for them to 
take care of so that we all might enjoy 
the benefits and the beauty of our Na- 
tion’s landscape. Yet we’re not going to 
be able to see that, and we are going to 
be exposed to floods for decades to 
come. 

What kind of sense does that make 
from Washington? People across Amer- 
ica are beginning to say that our gov- 
ernment is broken. They’re saying it’s 
broken because of policies that result 
in fires, like the one that we just 
showed the picture of. People are say- 
ing that this is not responsible, that a 
government who would say that we’re 
going to reintroduce fire into the forest 
with this kind of result, what kind of 
responsibility is that? That’s the ques- 
tion that we’re here tonight to ask. 

It’s not reasonable to expect people 
to just stand back and say nothing. So 
we are accepting an invitation to speak 
at a public rally where people are going 
to express their concerns, their fears, 
and express their losses in this fire, a 
fire that we’ve had decades to prepare 
for. 

Several years ago, we had a fire on 
the backside of Capitan Mountain, just 
in this same area. And the local forest 
supervisor said, Well, it was a small 
fire, 15 acres, and it didn’t justify 
bringing in air tankers and more re- 
sources. It blew out of control and be- 
came a 58,000-acre fire. 

It’s that mindset that we’re not 
going to address the fire situation to- 
tally that is putting the West at risk 
right now. In Colorado, in that fire, we 
actually lost the life of a citizen who 
couldn’t get out of her cabin. 

When are we going to start managing 
properly? That is the question that lies 
before us all—us as a Nation, us as a 
Congress, and the U.S. Forest Service 
and the head of the Agriculture De- 
partment, who manages them. 

It’s a tragedy, what’s going on in the 
most pristine parts of our country, wil- 
derness areas where fields have been al- 
lowed to burn and where we’re going to 
see the absolute destruction. It’s not a 
matter of if our forests will burn; it’s 
simply a question of when they’re 
going to burn. 

Now, we can manage differently and 
we can manage better, but we abso- 
lutely have to make the commitment 
that we’re going to give up the policies 
that are failing and move into a new 
thought process. 

In visiting with the head of the U.S. 
Forest Service this week, I asked about 
a policy that used to exist to put out 
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fires. It was called the 10 a.m. policy. 
That is, if we see a fire running at any 
time today, we’re going to put it out by 
10 a.m. tomorrow; and if we don’t get it 
out by 10 a.m. tomorrow, we’re going to 
put it out by 10 a.m. the next day. 

The head of the Forest Service, Mr. 
Tidwell, said, yes, it was very success- 
ful; in fact, he said it was too success- 
ful. Too successful? How can you be too 
successful in putting out these fires? 
Too successful? That was his state- 
ment. Yes, it worked too well. Well, 
Mr. Tidwell, I want it to work too well 
because I don’t want the forest to look 
like this. I don’t want our communities 
to be greatly at risk. 

This is your standard operating prac- 
tice. This is the outcome. I want you to 
go back to the 10 a.m. policy that says, 
Put it out by tomorrow at 10 a.m. Then 
let’s go in and let’s start clearing our 
forest and cutting the fuels out. Let’s 
start actually managing those forests, 
and then we’ll stop burning them up. 
Then they’ll be healthy forests, widely 
spaced trees. They will have enough 
nutrients. The bark beetles won’t be 
able to get into them because they will 
be big, healthy trees. 

Right now, the bark beetles are kill- 
ing millions of trees across the West 
because they’re starved for nutrients. 
They’re like children that don’t have 
enough nutrition. They're weak. 
They’re spindly. They’re susceptible to 
not only fire, but disease and insects. 
And all of our specialists tell us, but 
we don’t make a change. 

We’ve got many mountain commu- 
nities in New Mexico. All of them face 
this same risk. We’re not going to 
stand idly by while our chief U.S. for- 
ester says it’s time to reintroduce fire 
back into our forests. I’m sorry. I dis- 
agree with the concept that our wilder- 
nesses will become charred stumps, 
that our national forests will not grow 
trees for 100 to 150 years because the 
heat of these fires calcify the soil 
sometimes as deep as 3 feet. It turns it 
almost into a glass, where the trees 
can’t get root. Only the grass and 
small shrubs that are able to get some 
rain at the top of the surface will pene- 
trate this. 

We’ve got an area like that close to 
Cloudcroft, New Mexico. There was a 
very hot fire in the early fifties. It still 
is only shrubs. We haven’t grown that 
forest back. So I believe when the spe- 
cialists tell me it’s going to be 100 to 
150 years, I have seen at least 50 in that 
one forest myself. So I know that 
they’re saying partial truths, and I 
think it to be complete truths. 

Why are we accepting this manage- 
ment process on our Nation’s forests? 
It doesn’t make sense. It is extremely 
costly to people. It’s extremely costly 
to the government. We can and should 
use the resources of this country better 
and more fairly. We should allow our 
species to have forests to live in, not to 
burn them out and not to burn the spe- 
cies up. 
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The spotted owl lives in this area, 
and you can see what’s happening to 
his habitat. You can see what’s hap- 
pened to the spotted owls who were ac- 
tually here. They don’t exist anymore. 
The Fish and Wildlife Service in the 
past has said that this fire runs less 
risk to the spotted owl than logging. 
How can you say that this is less dan- 
gerous than doing this? 
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The logic is completely missing. Ac- 
tually, the spotted owl thrives in these 
circumstances. The Mescalero tell us 
that they have numerous pairs that are 
coming back into the reservation be- 
cause they have widely spaced trees. 
The spotted owl actually roosts in the 
tree, uses its altitude to glide off, catch 
its prey, and come back up. It cannot 
do that in this forest, and it can do it 
in this forest. 

So every argument that we are being 
faced with right now does not make 
logical sense as we talk about the pol- 
icy here in Washington, D.C. It’s a dis- 
cussion that has now started in earnest 
in the West. The Eastern States, num- 
ber one, don’t have a problem with the 
drought. And number two, they don’t 
have as much public land as we have in 
the West. It is the West that is burning 
up. It is us in the West. 

I’m the chairman of the Western Cau- 
cus, and we are taking the lead in voic- 
ing our complaint, our frustration, and 
our fears for the population because of 
the management of the forest in the 
West. Again, our highest compliments 
to the foresters who live and work in 
the West. It is not them. It is the poli- 
cies coming from Washington, D.C. It’s 
the culture, it’s the thought process 
that somehow tries to justify the ac- 
tions which are causing these mon- 
strous, massive fires. 

We need to stop it today. We need to 
stop it now. We need to manage prop- 
erly for the future so that all might 
enjoy these precious resources. 

Madam Speaker, I yield back the bal- 
ance of my time. 


EE 


LEAVE OF ABSENCE 


By unanimous consent, leave of ab- 
sence was granted to: 

Mr. BISHOP of New York (at the re- 
quest of Ms. PELOSI) for today. 

Ms. CLARKE of New York (at the re- 
quest of Ms. PELOSI) for today. 

Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas (at the re- 
quest of Ms. PELOSI) for today on ac- 
count of pressing business. 


EE 
ADJOURNMENT 


Mr. PEARCE. Madam Speaker, I 
move that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord- 
ingly (at 5 o’clock and 32 minutes 
p.m.), under its previous order, the 
House adjourned until Monday, June 
25, 2012, at 2 p.m. 


9641 


OATH FOR ACCESS TO CLASSIFIED 
INFORMATION 


Under clause 13 of rule XXIII, the fol- 
lowing Members executed the oath for 
access to classified information: 

Gary L. Ackerman, Sandy Adams, Robert 
B. Aderholt, W. Todd Akin, Rodney Alex- 
ander, Jason Altmire, Justin Amash, Mark 
E. Amodei, Robert E. Andrews, Steve Aus- 
tria, Joe Baca, Michele Bachmann, Spencer 
Bachus, Tammy Baldwin, Ron Barber, Lou 
Barletta, John Barrow, Roscoe G. Bartlett, 
Joe Barton, Charles F. Bass, Karen Bass, Xa- 
vier Becerra, Dan Benishek, Rick Berg, Shel- 
ley Berkley, Howard L. Berman, Judy 
Biggert, Brian P. Bilbray, Gus M. Bilirakis, 
Rob Bishop, Sanford D. Bishop, Jr., Timothy 
H. Bishop, Diane Black, Marsha Blackburn, 
Earl Blumenauer, John A. Boehner, Suzanne 
Bonamici, Jo Bonner, Mary Bono Mack, 
Madeleine Z. Bordallo, Dan Boren, Leonard 
L. Boswell, Charles W. Boustany, Jr., Kevin 
Brady, Robert A. Brady, Bruce L. Braley, Mo 
Brooks, Paul C. Broun, Corrine Brown, Vern 
Buchanan, Larry Bucshon, Ann Marie 
Buerkle, Michael C. Burgess, Dan Burton, G. 
K. Butterfield, Ken Calvert, Dave Camp, 
John Campbell, Francisco ‘‘Quico’’ Canseco, 
Eric Cantor, Shelley Moore Capito, Lois 
Capps, Michael E. Capuano, Dennis A. Car- 
doza, Russ Carnahan, John C. Carney, Jr., 
André Carson, John R. Carter, Bill Cassidy, 
Kathy Castor, Steve Chabot, Jason Chaffetz, 
Ben Chandler, Donna M. Christensen, Judy 
Chu, David N. Cicilline, Hansen Clarke, 
Yvette D. Clarke, Wm. Lacy Clay, Emanuel 
Cleaver, James E. Clyburn, Howard Coble, 
Mike Coffman, Steve Cohen, Tom Cole, K. 
Michael Conaway, Gerald E. “Gerry” Con- 
nolly, John Conyers, Jr., Jim Cooper, Jim 
Costa, Jerry F. Costello, Joe Courtney, Chip 
Cravaack, Eric A. “Rick” Crawford, Ander 
Crenshaw, Mark S. Critz, Joseph Crowley, 
Henry Cuellar, John Abney Culberson, Elijah 
E. Cummings, Danny K. Davis, Geoff Davis, 
Susan A. Davis, Peter A. DeFazio, Diana 
DeGette, Rosa L. DeLauro, Jeff Denham, 
Charles W. Dent, Scott DesJarlais, Theodore 
E. Deutch, Mario Diaz-Balart, Norman D. 
Dicks, John D. Dingell, Lloyd Doggett, Rob- 
ert J. Dold, Joe Donnelly, Michael F. Doyle, 
David Dreier, Sean P. Duffy, Jeff Duncan, 
John J. Duncan, Jr., Donna F. Edwards, 
Keith Ellison, Renee L. Ellmers, Jo Ann 
Emerson, Eliot L. Engel, Anna G. Eshoo, Eni 
F. H. Faleomavaega, Blake Farenthold, Sam 
Farr, Chaka Fattah, Bob Filner, Stephen Lee 
Fincher, Michael G. Fitzpatrick, Jeff Flake, 
Charles J. ‘‘Chuck’’ Fleischmann, John 
Fleming, Bill Flores, J. Randy Forbes, Jeff 
Fortenberry, Virginia Foxx, Barney Frank, 
Trent Franks, Rodney P. Frelinghuysen, 
Marcia L. Fudge, Elton Gallegly, John 
Garamendi, Cory Gardner, Scott Garrett, 
Jim Gerlach, Bob Gibbs, Christopher P. Gib- 
son, Gabrielle Giffords*, Phil Gingrey, Louie 
Gohmert, Charles A. Gonzalez, Bob Good- 
latte, Paul A. Gosar, Trey Gowdy, Kay 
Granger, Sam Graves, Tom Graves, Al Green, 
Gene Green, Tim Griffin, H. Morgan Griffith, 
Raúl M. Grijalva, Michael G. Grimm, Frank 
C. Guinta, Brett Guthrie, Luis V. Gutierrez, 
Janice Hahn, Ralph M. Hall, Colleen W. 
Hanabusa, Richard L. Hanna, Jane Harman*, 
Gregg Harper, Andy Harris, Vicky Hartzler, 
Alcee L. Hastings, Doc Hastings, Nan A.S. 
Hayworth, Joseph J. Heck, Martin Heinrich, 
Dean Heller*, Jeb Hensarling, Wally Herger, 
Jaime Herrera Beutler, Brian Higgins, James 
A. Himes, Maurice D. Hinchey, Rubén Hino- 
josa, Mazie K. Hirono, Kathleen C. Hochul, 
Tim Holden, Rush D. Holt, Michael M. 
Honda, Steny H. Hoyer, Tim Huelskamp, Bill 
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Huizenga, Randy Hultgren, Duncan Hunter, 
Robert Hurt, Jay Inslee, Steve Israel, Darrell 
E. Issa, Jesse L. Jackson, Jr., Sheila Jackson 
Lee, Lynn Jenkins, Bill Johnson, Eddie Ber- 
nice Johnson, Henry C. ‘‘Hank’’ Johnson, Jr., 
Sam Johnson, Timothy V. Johnson, Walter 
B. Jones, Jim Jordan, Marcy Kaptur, Wil- 
liam R. Keating, Mike Kelly, Dale E. Kildee, 
Ron Kind, Peter T. King, Steve King, Jack 
Kingston, Adam Kinzinger, Larry Kissell, 
John Kline, Ratl R. Labrador, Doug Lam- 
born, Leonard Lance, Jeffrey M. Landry, 
James R. Langevin, James Lankford, Rick 
Larsen, John B. Larson, Tom Latham, Ste- 
ven C. LaTourette, Robert E. Latta, Barbara 
Lee, Christopher J. Lee*, Sander M. Levin, 
Jerry Lewis, John Lewis, Daniel Lipinski, 
Frank A. LoBiondo, David Loebsack, Zoe 
Lofgren, Billy Long, Nita M. Lowey, Frank 
D. Ltcas, Blaine Luetkemeyer, Ben Ray 
Lujan, Cynthia M. Lummis, Daniel E. Lun- 
gren, Stephen F. Lynch, Connie Mack, Caro- 
lyn B. Maloney, Donald A. Manzullo, Kenny 
Marchant, Tom Marino, Edward J. Markey, 
Jim Matheson, Doris O. Matsui, Kevin 
McCarthy, Carolyn McCarthy, Michael T. 
McCaul, Tom McClintock, Betty McCollum, 
Thaddeus G. McCotter, Jim McDermott, 
James P. McGovern, Patrick T. McHenry, 
Mike McIntyre, Howard P. “Buck” McKeon, 
David B. McKinley, Cathy McMorris Rod- 
gers, Jerry McNerney, Patrick Meehan, 
Gregory W. Meeks, John L. Mica, Michael H. 
Michaud, Brad Miller, Candice S. Miller, 
Gary G. Miller, George Miller, Jeff Miller, 
Gwen Moore, James P. Moran, Mick 
Mulvaney, Christopher S. Murphy, Tim Mur- 
phy, Sue Wilkins Myrick, Jerrold Nadler, 
Grace F. Napolitano, Richard E. Neal, Randy 
Neugebauer, Kristi L. Noem, Eleanor Holmes 
Norton, Richard Nugent, Devin Nunes, Alan 
Nunnelee, Pete Olson, John W. Olver, Wil- 
liam L. Owens, Steven M. Palazzo, Frank 
Pallone, Jr., Bill Pascrell, Jr., Ed Pastor, 
Ron Paul, Erik Paulsen, Donald M. Payne, 
Stevan Pearce, Nancy Pelosi, Mike Pence, 
Ed Perlmutter, Gary C. Peters, Collin C. 
Peterson, Thomas E. Petri, Pedro R. 
Pierluisi, Chellie Pingree, Joseph R. Pitts, 
Todd Russell Platts, Ted Poe, Jared Polis, 
Mike Pompeo, Bill Posey, David E. Price, 
Tom Price, Benjamin Quayle, Mike Quigley, 
Nick J. Rahall II, Charles B. Rangel, Tom 
Reed, Denny Rehberg, David G. Reichert, 
James B. Renacci, Silvestre Reyes, Reid J. 
Ribble, Laura Richardson, Cedric L. Rich- 
mond, E. Scott Rigell, David Rivera, Martha 
Roby, David P. Roe, Harold Rogers, Mike 
Rogers, Mike Rogers, Dana Rohrabacher, 
Todd Rokita, Thomas J. Rooney, Ileana Ros- 
Lehtinen, Peter J. Roskam, Dennis Ross, 
Mike Ross, Steven R. Rothman, Lucille Roy- 
bal-Allard, Edward R. Royce, Jon Runyan, C. 
A. Dutch Ruppersberger, Bobby L. Rush, 
Paul Ryan, Tim Ryan, Gregorio Kilili 
Camacho Sablan, Linda T. Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanchez, John P. Sarbanes, Steve Scalise, 
Janice D. Schakowsky, Adam B. Schiff, Rob- 
ert T. Schilling, Jean Schmidt, Aaron 
Schock, Kurt Schrader, Allyson Y. Schwartz, 
David Schweikert, Austin Scott, David 
Scott, Robert C. ‘‘Bobby’’ Scott, Tim Scott, 
F. James Sensenbrenner, Jr., José E. 
Serrano, Pete Sessions, Terri A. Sewell, Brad 
Sherman, John Shimkus, Heath Shuler, Bill 
Shuster, Michael K. Simpson, Albio Sires, 
Louise McIntosh Slaughter, Adam Smith, 
Adrian Smith, Christopher H. Smith, Lamar 
Smith, Steve Southerland, Jackie Speier, 
Cliff Stearns, Steve Stivers, Marlin A. 
Stutzman, John Sullivan, Betty Sutton, Lee 
Terry, Bennie G. Thompson, Glenn Thomp- 
son, Mike Thompson, Mac Thornberry, Pat- 
rick J. Tiberi, John F. Tierney, Scott Tip- 
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ton, Paul Tonko, Edolphus Towns, Niki 
Tsongas, Michael R. Turner, Robert L. Tur- 
ner, Fred Upton, Chris Van Hollen, Nydia M. 
Velazquez, Peter J. Visclosky, Tim Walberg, 
Greg Walden, Joe Walsh, Timothy J. Walz, 
Debbie Wasserman Schultz, Maxine Waters, 
Melvin L. Watt, Henry A. Waxman, Daniel 
Webster, Anthony D. Weiner*, Peter Welch, 
Allen B. West, Lynn A. Westmoreland, Ed 
Whitfield, Frederica Wilson, Joe Wilson, 
Robert J. Wittman, Frank R. Wolf, Steve 
Womack, Rob Woodall, Lynn C. Woolsey, 
David Wu*, John A. Yarmuth, Kevin Yoder, 
C. W. Bill Young, Don Young, Todd C. Young 


EE 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 


Under clause 2 of rule XIV, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 


6555. A letter from the Director, Regu- 
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Depart- 
ment’s final rule — Acibenzolar-S-methyl; 
Time-Limited Pesticide Tolerances [HPA- 
HQ-OPP-2011-0674; FRL-9349-3] received May 
22, 2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to 
the Committee on Agriculture. 

6556. A letter from the Director, Regu- 
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen- 
cy’s final rule — Partial Approval and Pro- 
mulgation of Implementation Plans: Infra- 
structure Requirements for the 1997 8-Hour 
Ozone National Ambient Air Quality Stand- 
ard [EPA-R10-OAR-2012-0112; FRL-9674-2] re- 
ceived May 22, 2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

6557. A letter from the Director, Regu- 
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen- 
cy’s final rule — Approval and Promulgation 
of Implementation Plans; New Mexico; Albu- 
querque/Bernalillo County; Fees for Permits 
and Administrative Actions [EPA-R06-OAR- 
2007-0154; FRL-9672-7] received May 22, 2012, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com- 
mittee on Energy and Commerce. 

6558. A letter from the Director, Regu- 
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen- 
cy’s final rule — Approval and Promulgation 
of Air Quality Implementation Plans; Illi- 
nois; Small Container Exemption from VOC 
Coating Rules [EPA-R05-OAR-2012-0073; FRL- 
9677-3] received May 22, 2012, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on En- 
ergy and Commerce. 

6559. A letter from the Director, Regu- 
latory Management Agency, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen- 
cy’s final rule — Approval and Promulgation 
of Air Quality Implementation Plans; Massa- 
chusetts and New Hampshire; Determination 
of Attainment of the One-hour and 1997 
Hight-hour Ozone Standards for Eastern 
Massachusetts [EPA-R01-OAR-2011-0879; 
EPA-R01-OAR-2012-0076; FRL-9675-9] received 
May 22, 2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

6560. A letter from the Director, Regu- 
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen- 
cy’s final rule — Revisions to the South 
Coast Air Quality Management District Por- 
tion of the California State Implementation 
Plan, South Coast Rule 1315 [EPA-R09-OAR- 
2012-0140; FRL-9669-8] received May 22, 2012, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com- 
mittee on Energy and Commerce. 
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6561. A letter from the Attorney-Advisor, 
Department of Homeland Security, transmit- 
ting the Department’s final rule — Safety 
Zone; 2012 Memorial Day Tribute Fireworks, 
Lake Charlevoix, Boyne City, Michigan 
[Docket No.: USCG-2012-0337] (RIN: 1625- 
AA00) received May 14, 2012, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

6562. A letter from the Attorney Advisor, 
Department of Homeland Security, transmit- 
ting the Department’s final rule — Changes 
to Standard Numbering System, Vessel Iden- 
tification System, and Boating Accident Re- 
port Database [Docket No.: USCG-2003-14963] 
(RIN: 1625-AB45) received May 14, 2012, pursu- 
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee 
on Transportation and Infrastructure. 

6563. A letter from the Attorney Advisor, 
Department of Homeland Security, transmit- 
ting the Department’s final rule — Safety 
Zone for Margate Bridge, Intracoastal Wa- 
terway; Margate, NJ [Docket No.: USCG- 
2012-0069] (RIN: 1625-AA00) received May 14, 
2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Transportation and Infra- 
structure. 

6564. A letter from the Attorney Advisor, 
Department of Homeland Security, transmit- 


ting the Department’s final rule — Draw- 
bridge Operation Regulation: Intracoastal 
Waterway, Chesapeake, VA [Docket No.: 


USCG-2012-0330] received May 14, 2012, pursu- 
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee 
on Transportation and Infrastructure. 

6565. A letter from the Attorney Advisor, 
Department of Homeland Security, transmit- 
ting the Department’s final rule — Draw- 
bridge Operation Regulations; James River, 
Hopewell, VA [Docket No.: USCG-2012-0292] 
received May 14, 2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 

6566. A letter from the Attorney Advisor, 
Department of Homeland Security, transmit- 
ting the Department’s final rule — Draw- 
bridge Operation Regulations; Manchester 
Harbor, Manchester, MA [Docket No.: USCG- 
2012-0344] received May 14, 2012, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

6567. A letter from the Attorney Advisor, 
Department of Homeland Security, transmit- 
ting the Department’s final rule — Draw- 
bridge Operation Regulations; Niantic River, 
Niantic, CT [Docket No.: USCG-2012-0305] re- 
ceived May 14, 2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 

6568. A letter from the Attorney-Advisor, 
Department of Homeland Security, transmit- 
ting the Department’s final rule — Safety 
Zone; Patapsco River, Northwest and Inner 
Harbors, Baltimore, MD [Docket No.: USCG- 
2012-0101] (RIN: 1625-AA00) received May 14, 
2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Transportation and Infra- 
structure. 

6569. A letter from the Attorney Advisor, 
Department of Homeland Security, transmit- 
ting the Department’s final rule — Draw- 
bridge Operation Regulation; St. Croix 
River, Stillwater, MN [Docket No.: USCG- 
2012-0226] received May 14, 2012, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

6570. A letter from the Attorney Advisor, 
Department of Homeland Security, transmit- 
ting the Department’s final rule — Anchor- 
age Regulations; Wells, ME [Docket No.: 
USCG-2011-0231] (RIN: 1625-AA01) received 
May 14, 2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 
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6571. A letter from the Attorney Advisor, 
Department of Homeland Security, transmit- 
ting the Department’s final rule — Draw- 
bridge Operation Regulation; Lake Wash- 
ington Ship Canal, Seattle, WA [Docket No.: 
USCG-2012-0362] received May 14, 2012, pursu- 
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee 
on Transportation and Infrastructure. 

6572. A letter from the Attorney-Advisor, 
Department of Homeland Security, transmit- 
ting the Department’s final rule — Special 
Local Regulations for Marine Events; Spa 
Creek and Annapolis Harbor, Annapolis, MD 
[Docket No.: USCG-2011-1120] (RIN: 1625- 
AA08) received May 14, 2012, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

6573. A letter from the Attorney-Advisor, 
Department of Homeland Security, transmit- 
ting the Department’s final rule — Safety 
Zone; Coast Guard Exercise, hood Canal, 
Washington [Docket No.: USCG-2012-0283] 
(RIN: 1625-AA00) received May 14, 2012, pursu- 
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee 
on Transportation and Infrastructure. 

6574. A letter from the Attorney Advisor, 
Department of Homeland Security, transmit- 
ting the Department’s final rule — Regu- 
lated Navigation Area, Zidell Waterfront 
Property, Willamette River, OR [Docket No.: 
USCGF-2011-0254] (RIN: 1625-AA11) received 
May 14, 2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 


a 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Ms. FOXX: Committee on Rules. H. Res. 
697. A resolution providing for consideration 
of the bill (H.R. 5973) making appropriations 
for Agriculture, Rural Development, Food 
and Drug Administration, and Related Agen- 
cies programs for the fiscal year ending Sep- 
tember 30, 2013, and for other purposes; and 
providing for consideration of the bill (H.R. 
5972) making appropriations for the Depart- 
ments of Transportation, and Housing and 
Urban Development, and related agencies for 
the fiscal year ending September 30, 2018, and 
for other purposes (Rept. 112-545). Referred 
to the House Calendar. 


EE 


PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XII, public 
bills and resolutions of the following 
titles were introduced and severally re- 
ferred, as follows: 


By Mr. CAMP (for himself, Mr. RAN- 
GEL, Mr. BRADY of Texas, Mr. 
MCDERMOTT, Mr. PAULSEN, Mr. 
BUCHANAN, Mr. MARCHANT, Ms. JEN- 
KINS, Mr. REICHERT, Mr. REED, Mr. 
DAVIS of Kentucky, Mr. KING of New 
York, Mr. ROYCE, Mr. LEVIN, Mr. 
CROWLEY, Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, Mr. 
PASCRELL, Ms. BASS of California, 
Mr. MEEKS, Mr. BOUSTANY, Mr. 
STARK, and Mr. KIND): 

H.R. 5986. A bill to amend the African 
Growth and Opportunity Act to extend the 
third-country fabric program and to add 
South Sudan to the list of countries eligible 
for designation under that Act, to make 
technical corrections to the Harmonized Tar- 
iff Schedule of the United States relating to 
the textile and apparel rules of origin for the 
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Dominican Republic-Central America-United 
States Free Trade Agreement, to approve the 
renewal of import restrictions contained in 
the Burmese Freedom and Democracy Act of 
2003, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. HASTINGS of Washington (for 
himself, Mr. FLEISCHMANN, and Mr. 
LUJÁN): 

H.R. 5987. A bill to establish the Manhat- 
tan Project National Historical Park in Oak 
Ridge, Tennessee, Los Alamos, New Mexico, 
and Hanford, Washington, and for other pur- 
poses; to the Committee on Natural Re- 
sources. 

By Mr. CUELLAR (for himself, Mr. 
GONZALEZ, and Mr. DOGGETT): 

H.R. 5988. A bill to authorize the Secretary 
of the Interior to enter into a cooperative 
agreement for a park headquarters at San 
Antonio Missions National Historical Park, 
to expand the boundary of the Park, to con- 
duct a study of potential land acquisitions, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Natural Resources. 

By Ms. MATSUI (for herself and Mr. 
ENGEL): 

H.R. 5989. A bill to increase access to com- 
munity behavioral health services for all 
Americans and to improve Medicaid reim- 
bursement for community behavioral health 
services; to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

By Mr. SCHOCK (for himself, Mr. 
YODER, Mr. GUTHRIE, and Mr. SCHIL- 
LING): 

H.R. 5990. A bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to exclude certain farm 
rental income from net earnings from self- 
employment if the taxpayer enters into a 
lease agreement relating to such income; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. HECK (for himself and Mr. 
HEINRICH): 

H.R. 5991. A bill to promote the develop- 
ment of renewable energy on public lands, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Natural Resources, and in addition to the 
Committees on Armed Services, and Agri- 
culture, for a period to be subsequently de- 
termined by the Speaker, in each case for 
consideration of such provisions as fall with- 
in the jurisdiction of the committee con- 
cerned. 

By Mr. LARSEN of Washington: 

H.R. 5992. A bill to direct the Secretary of 
the Interior to place certain lands in Skagit 
and San Juan Counties, Washington, into 
trust for the Samish Indian Nation, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Natural 
Resources. 

By Mr. PAUL (for himself and Mr. 
CAMPBELL): 

H.R. 5993. A bill to prohibit the use of funds 
available to the Department of Defense or an 
element of the intelligence community for 
the purpose or which would have the effect of 
supporting, directly or indirectly, military 
or paramilitary operations in Syria by any 
nation, group, organization, movement, or 
individual; to the Committee on Armed 
Services, and in addition to the Committee 
on Intelligence (Permanent Select), for a pe- 
riod to be subsequently determined by the 
Speaker, in each case for consideration of 
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic- 
tion of the committee concerned. 

By Mr. NUNES: 

H.R. 5994. A bill to provide a demonstra- 
tion project under which Medicare and Med- 
icaid beneficiaries are provided the choice of 
health benefits coverage and access to a 
debit style card for the purpose of pur- 
chasing qualified health benefits coverage 
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and paying for other health care expenses; to 
the Committee on Energy and Commerce, 
and in addition to the Committee on Ways 
and Means, for a period to be subsequently 
determined by the Speaker, in each case for 
consideration of such provisions as fall with- 
in the jurisdiction of the committee con- 
cerned. 

By Mr. DICKS: 

H.R. 5995. A bill to designate and expand 
wilderness areas in Olympic National Forest 
in the State of Washington, and to designate 
certain rivers in Olympic National Forest 
and Olympic National Park as wild and sce- 
nic rivers, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Natural Resources. 

By Mr. ALTMIRE: 

H.R. 5996. A bill to authorize the Secretary 
of Health and Human Services, acting 
through the Administrator of the Substance 
Abuse and Mental Health Services Adminis- 
tration, in coordination with the Secretary 
of Education, to carry out a 5-year dem- 
onstration program to fund mental health 
first aid training programs at 10 institutions 
of higher education to improve student men- 
tal health; to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce, and in addition to the Committee 
on Education and the Workforce, for a period 
to be subsequently determined by the Speak- 
er, in each case for consideration of such pro- 
visions as fall within the jurisdiction of the 
committee concerned. 

By Mr. BILIRAKIS (for himself, Mr. 
CLARKE of Michigan, Mr. TURNER of 
New York, and Mr. ROGERS of Ala- 
bama): 

H.R. 5997. A bill to amend the Homeland 
Security Act of 2002 to codify authority 
under existing grant guidance authorizing 
use of Urban Area Security Initiative and 
State Homeland Security Grant Program 
funding for enhancing medical preparedness, 
medical surge capacity, and mass prophy- 
laxis capabilities; to the Committee on 
Homeland Security. 

By Mrs. BLACKBURN (for herself, Mr. 
BARROW, Mrs. CHRISTENSEN, and Mr. 
TERRY): 

H.R. 5998. A bill to amend title IX of the 
Public Health Service Act to revise the oper- 
ations of the United States Preventive Serv- 
ices Task Force; to the Committee on En- 
ergy and Commerce, and in addition to the 
Committee on Ways and Means, for a period 
to be subsequently determined by the Speak- 
er, in each case for consideration of such pro- 
visions as fall within the jurisdiction of the 
committee concerned. 

By Mr. BRALEY of Iowa: 

H.R. 5999. A bill to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to improve the authority of the 
Secretary of Veterans Affairs to provide spe- 
cially adapted housing assistance to blind 
veterans; to the Committee on Veterans’ Af- 
fairs. 

By Mr. AKIN (for himself, Mr. BROUN of 
Georgia, Mr. GINGREY of Georgia, Mr. 
KINGSTON, Mr. KING of Iowa, Mr. 
SCHWEIKERT, Mr. FRANKS of Arizona, 
Mr. WESTMORELAND, Mr. JONES, Mr. 
Brooks, Mr. HUELSKAMP, and Mr. 
HARPER): 

H.R. 6000. A bill to require verification of 
the immigration status of recipients of Fed- 
eral benefit programs, and for other pur- 
poses; to the Committee on Oversight and 
Government Reform. 

By Mr. BURGESS: 

H.R. 6001. A bill to prohibit the Secretary 
of Homeland Security from granting a work 
authorization to an alien found to have been 
unlawfully present in the United States; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 
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By Mr. BURGESS: 

H.R. 6002. A bill to amend the FAA Mod- 
ernization and Reform Act of 2012 with re- 
spect to maintenance providers, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Trans- 
portation and Infrastructure. 

By Ms. CLARKE of New York (for her- 
self, Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi, 
Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas, Ms. RICH- 
ARDSON, Ms. HAHN, Mr. RANGEL, and 
Mr. CLARKE of Michigan): 

H.R. 6003. A bill to amend the Homeland 
Security Act of 2002 to prevent terrorism, in- 
cluding terrorism associated with home- 
grown violent extremism and domestic vio- 
lent extremism, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Homeland Security. 

By Mr. COHEN (for himself and Ms. 
WILSON of Florida): 

H.R. 6004. A bill to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to direct the Secretary of Vet- 
erans Affairs to give preference to local con- 
tractors, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on Veterans’ Affairs. 

By Mr. COURTNEY: 

H.R. 6005. A bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to allow individuals a de- 
duction for qualified long-term care insur- 
ance premiums, use of such insurance under 
cafeteria plans and flexible spending ar- 
rangements, and a credit for individuals with 
long-term care needs; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. ENGEL (for himself and Mr. 
SCHIFF): 

H.R. 6006. A bill to amend title XIX of the 
Social Security Act to permit States the op- 
tion to provide Medicaid coverage for low-in- 
come individuals infected with HIV; to the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

By Mr. HALL (for himself, Mr. SES- 
SIONS, and Mr. SAM JOHNSON of 
Texas): 

H.R. 6007. A bill to exempt from the Lacey 
Act Amendments of 1981 certain water trans- 
fers by the North Texas Municipal Water 
District and the Greater Texoma Utility Au- 
thority; to the Committee on Natural Re- 
sources. 

By Ms. HOCHUL: 

H.R. 6008. A bill to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to ensure that a State partici- 
pating in certain grant programs takes into 
consideration the training received by a vet- 
eran while on active duty when granting cer- 
tain State certifications or licenses; to the 
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs. 

By Mr. LABRADOR (for himself, Mr. 
YOUNG of Alaska, and Mrs. MCMoRRIS 
RODGERS): 

H.R. 6009. A bill to establish a program 
that will generate dependable economic ac- 
tivity for counties and local governments 
containing National Forest System land 
through a management-focused approach, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Agriculture, and in addition to the Com- 
mittee on Natural Resources, for a period to 
be subsequently determined by the Speaker, 
in each case for consideration of such provi- 
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the 
committee concerned. 

By Mr. LEWIS of Georgia: 

H.R. 6010. A bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to increase the income lim- 
itations for the student loan interest deduc- 
tion, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. LEWIS of Georgia: 

H.R. 6011. A bill to amend title XVIII of the 
Social Security Act to improve Medicare 
benefits for individuals with kidney disease, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce, and in addition to 
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the Committee on Ways and Means, for a pe- 
riod to be subsequently determined by the 
Speaker, in each case for consideration of 
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic- 
tion of the committee concerned. 
By Mr. McCAUL (for himself, Mr. 
MCKEON, Mr. KEATING, Mr. JONES, 
Mr. BROOKS, Mr. CHAFFETZ, Mr. COFF- 
MAN of Colorado, Ms. BONAMICI, Mr. 
LONG, Mr. HONDA, Mr. GALLEGLY, and 
Mr. HEINRICH): 

H.R. 6012. A bill to authorize the Secretary 
of Homeland Security to provide to owners 
of certain intellectual property rights infor- 
mation on, and unredacted samples and im- 
ages of, semiconductor chip products sus- 
pected of being imported in violation of the 
rights of the owner of a registered mark or 
the owner of a mask work; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. MURPHY of Connecticut: 

H.R. 6013. A bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to extend the time period 
for contributing military death gratuities to 
Roth IRAs and Coverdell education savings 
accounts; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. SCHIFF (for himself, Mr. TIP- 
TON, Mr. REICHERT, Mr. LUJAN, Mr. 
PEARCE, and Mr. HEINRICH): 

H.R. 6014. A bill to authorize the Attorney 
General to award grants for States to imple- 
ment minimum and enhanced DNA collec- 
tion processes; to the Committee on the Ju- 
diciary. 

By Ms. SCHWARTZ (for herself, Mr. 
CONNOLLY of Virginia, Ms. BORDALLO, 
Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania, Mr. 
DOYLE, Mr. CRITZ, and Mr. HOLDEN): 

H.R. 6015. A bill to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to improve the enforcement of 
employment and reemployment rights of 
members of the uniformed services, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Vet- 
erans’ Affairs, and in addition to the Com- 
mittees on Armed Services, and Oversight 
and Government Reform, for a period to be 
subsequently determined by the Speaker, in 
each case for consideration of such provi- 
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the 
committee concerned. 

By Mr. KELLY: 

H.R. 6016. A bill to amend title 5, United 
States Code, to provide for administrative 
leave requirements with respect to Senior 
Executive Service employees, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Oversight and 
Government Reform. 

By Ms. CHU (for herself, Mr. HONDA, 
Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA, Ms. LEE of Cali- 
fornia, Mr. CLARKE of Michigan, Mr. 
FILNER, Mr. SABLAN, Ms. HANABUSA, 
Mr. BECERRA, Ms. RICHARDSON, Mr. 
Scott of Virginia, Ms. McCoLLuM, 
and Mr. CONYERS): 

H. Res. 698. A resolution recognizing the 
significance of the 30th anniversary of Vin- 
cent Chin’s death; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. MCDERMOTT (for himself, Mr. 
LARSEN of Washington, Mrs. MCMorR- 
RIS RODGERS, Mr. DICKS, and Mr. 
SMITH of Washington): 

H. Res. 699. A resolution congratulating 
the University of Washington Huskies Men’s 
Crew Team on winning the 110th Intercolle- 
giate Rowing Association Championships 
(IRAs); to the Committee on Education and 
the Workforce. 

By Ms. SLAUGHTER: 

H. Res. 700. A resolution recognizing the 
40th anniversary of the enactment of Title 
IX of the Education Amendments of 1972, 
which prohibits discrimination on the basis 
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of sex in Federally funded education pro- 
grams or activities; to the Committee on 
Education and the Workforce. 


EE 


CONSTITUTIONAL AUTHORITY 
STATEMENT 


Pursuant to clause 7 of rule XII of 
the Rules of the House of Representa- 
tives, the following statements are sub- 
mitted regarding the specific powers 
granted to Congress in the Constitu- 
tion to enact the accompanying bill or 
joint resolution. 

By Mr. CAMP: 

H.R. 5986. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Section 8 of Article I of the U.S. Constitu- 
tion. 

By Mr. HASTINGS of Washington: 

H.R. 5987. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article IV, Section 3, clause 2 

By Mr. CUELLAR: 

H.R. 5988. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

The U.S. Constitution Article I, Section 8: 
Powers of Congress Clause 18 

The Congress shall have power To 
make all laws which shall be necessary and 
proper for carrying into execution the fore- 
going powers, and all other powers vested by 
this Constitution in the government of the 
United States, or in any department or offi- 
cer thereof. 

By Ms. MATSUI: 

H.R. 5989. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article 1, Section 8, Clause 3 

By Mr. SCHOCK: 

H.R. 5990. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

The constitutional authority on which this 
bill rests is the power of Congress as stated 
in Article I, Section 8 of the United States 
Constitution. 

By Mr. HECK: 

H.R. 5991. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article 1, Section 8 

By Mr. LARSEN of Washington: 

H.R. 5992. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

As described in Article 1, Section 1 ‘‘all 
legislative powers herein granted shall be 
vested in a Congress.” 

By Mr. PAUL: 

H.R. 5993. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

This legislation refers to the authorities of 
the US Congress under Article I, Section 8 of 
the US Constitution and as such is Constitu- 
tional. 

By Mr. NUNES: 

H.R. 5994. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Clause 3 of section 8 of article I of the Con- 
stitution of the United States. 

By Mr. DICKS: 

H.R. 5995. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, section 8 and Article IV, section 
3 of the Constitution of the United States 
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grant Congress the authority to enact this 
bill. 
By Mr. ALTMIRE: 

H.R. 5996. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

The constitutional authority of Congress 
to enact this legislation is provided by Arti- 
cle I, section 8 of the United States Constitu- 
tion. 

By Mr. BILIRAKIS: 

H.R. 5997. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

This bill is enacted pursuant to Article I, 
Section 8, Clause 1 of the Constitution of the 
United States, which grants Congress the 
power to provide for the common Defense of 
the United States, and Article I, Section 8, 
Clause 18 of the Constitution of the United 
States, which provides Congress the power to 
make ‘‘all Laws which shall be necessary and 
proper” for carrying out the constitutional 
powers vested in the Government of the 
United States. 

By Mrs. BLACKBURN: 

H.R. 5998. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article 1, Section 8, Clause 18 of the United 
States Constitution 

By Mr. BRALEY of Iowa: 

H.R. 5999. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

This bill is enacted pursuant to the power 
granted to Congress under Article I, Section 
8, Clause 18 of the United States Constitu- 
tion. 

By Mr. AKIN: 

H.R. 6000. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article 1, Section 8, Clauses 3 & 4 of the 
U.S. Constitution dealing with the ability to 
regulate interstate commerce and exclude il- 
legal aliens. 

By Mr. BURGESS: 

H.R. 6001. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 4 of the Con- 
stitution of the United States: 

[The Congress shall have Power] To estab- 
lish an uniform Rule of Naturalization. 

By Mr. BURGESS: 

H.R. 6002. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

The attached bill is constitutional under 
Article I, Section VIII: 

“The Congress shall have power to s 
regulate commerce with foreign nations, and 
among the several states, and with the In- 
dian tribes”. 

By Ms. CLARKE of New York: 

H.R. 6003. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

This bill, the Empowering Local Partners 
To Prevent Terrorism Act of 2012, is enacted 
pursuant to the power granted to Congress 
under Article I of the United States Con- 
stitution and its subsequent amendments, 
and further clarified and interpreted by the 
Supreme Court of the United States. 

By Mr. COHEN: 

H.R. 6004. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Section 8 of Article I of the Constitution. 

By Mr. COURTNEY: 

H.R. 6005. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 
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Article I, Section 8 of the U.S. Constitu- 
tion. 

By Mr. ENGEL: 

H.R. 6006. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

The bill is enacted pursuant to the power 
granted to Congress under the following pro- 
visions of the United States Constitution: 

Article I, Section 1; 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 1; and 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 18 

By Mr. HALL: 

H.R. 6007. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article 1, Section 8, Clause 18. 

By Ms. HOCHUL: 

H.R. 6008. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 14: 

To make Rules for the Government and 
Regulation of the land and naval Forces. 

By Mr. LABRADOR: 

H.R. 6009. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article 4, Section 3, Clause 2 

By Mr. LEWIS of Georgia: 

H.R. 6010. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

This bill is enacted pursuant to the powers 
granted to Congress under Article I of the 
United States Constitution, its subsequent 
amendments, and as further clarified and in- 
terpreted by the Supreme Court of the 
United States. 

By Mr. LEWIS of Georgia: 

H.R. 6011. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

This bill is enacted pursuant to the power 
granted to Congress under Article I of the 
United States Constitution and its subse- 
quent amendments, and further clarified and 
interpreted by the Supreme Court of the 
United States. 

By Mr. McCAUL: 

H.R. 6012. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article 1, Section 8: 

“To regulate Commerce with foreign na- 
tions,” ‘‘to promote the Progress of Science 
and useful arts, by securing for limited 
Times to Authors and Inventors the exclu- 
sive Right to their respective Writings and 
Discoveries.” 

By Mr. MURPHY of Connecticut: 

H.R. 6013. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article 1, Section 8 

By Mr. SCHIFF: 

H.R. 6014. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

The Katie Sepich Enhanced DNA Collec- 
tion Act is constitutionally authorized under 
Article I, Section 8, Clause 18, the Necessary 
and Proper Clause. The Necessary and Prop- 
er Clause supports the expansion of congres- 
sional authority beyond the explicit authori- 
ties that are directly discernible from the 
text. Additionally, the Preamble to the Con- 
stitution provides support of the authority 
to enact legislation to promote the General 
Welfare. 

By Ms. SCHWARTZ: 

H.R. 6015. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 
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Article I, Section 8, Clause 3 
By Mr. KELLY: 
H.R. 6016. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I 


a 


ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 


Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors 
were added to public bills and resolu- 
tions as follows: 


. 25: Mr. PEARCE. 

. 189: . JOHNSON of Illinois. 

. 191: . PRICE of North Carolina. 

. 824: . KING of New York. 

. 371: . GIBSON. 

. 409: . RUNYAN. 

. 420: . KIND. 

. 461: . MILLER of North Carolina. 

H.R. 458: Ms. CLARKE of New York and Mr. 
DOGGETT. 

H.R. 459: Mr. DENHAM, Mr. FRANKS of Ari- 
zona, Mr. CHABOT, Mr. HANNA, Ms. Ros- 
LEHTINEN, and Mr. HENSARLING. 

H.R. 687: Ms. BROWN of Florida, Mr. WILSON 
of South Carolina, Mr. AUSTRIA, and Ms. 
NORTON. 

H.R. 718: Mr. THOMPSON of California and 
Mr. AMODEI. 

H.R. 750: Mr. Mica. 

H.R. 860: Mr. CLAy and Mr. HALL. 

H.R. 890: Mr. POSEY, Mr. BURTON of Indi- 
ana, and Mrs. ADAMS. 

H.R. 891: Mr. BISHOP of Georgia. 

H.R. 942: Mr. PAUL, Mr. WOMACK, and Ms. 
SCHWARTZ. 

H.R. 1050: Mr. GIBSON. 

H.R. 1111: Mr. SCHWEIKERT, Mr. BRADY of 
Texas, and Mr. PITTS. 

H.R. 1116: Mr. AL GREEN of Texas. 

H.R. 1182: Mr. Mica. 

H.R. 1259: Mr. BARTON of Texas. 

H.R. 1825: Mr. CARSON of Indiana. 

H.R. 1842: Mrs. CAPPS. 

H.R. 1870: Mr. FITZPATRICK, Mr. WOMACK, 
Mr. DENT, and Mr. LUCAS. 

. 1416: Mr. GRAVES of Missouri. 

. 1464: Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD. 

. 1475: Mr. KILDEE and Ms. RICHARDSON. 
. 1489: Ms. EDWARDS. 

. 1612: Mr. ROONEY. 

. 1653: Mr. CRAWFORD. 

. 1704: Mrs. DAVIS of California. 

. 1755: Mr. AUSTIN ScoTT of Georgia. 

-R. 1756: Mr. GIBSON. 

H.R. 1802: Mr. COFFMAN of Colorado, Mr. 
PETERS, and Mr. BARLETTA. 

H.R. 1860: Mr. ROKITA and Mr. BOSWELL. 

H.R. 1903: Mr. SABLAN and Ms. WILSON of 
Florida. 

H.R. 1956: 

H.R. 2010: 

H.R. 2032: 

H.R. 2040: 


Mr. POMPEO and Mr. DESJARLAIS. 
Mr. GIBSON. 

Mr. CONNOLLY of Virginia. 

Mr. WEST and Mr. WITTMAN. 

H.R. 2069: Mr. LOEBSACK. 

H.R. 2139: Mr. KILDEE, Mr. LARSEN of Wash- 
ington, Mr. SCALISE, Mr. NEAL, Mr. SMITH of 
Texas, Mr. ROKITA, Ms. MooRE, and Mr. RUN- 
YAN. 

. 2140: 
. 2206: 
. 2236: 
. 2242: 
. 2325: 
. 2335: 
. 2479: 
. 2492: 
. 2494: 


. BISHOP of Georgia. 

. DESJARLAIS. 

. HAHN. 

. SMITH of Washington. 

. SMITH of New Jersey. 

. PAULSEN and Mr. HUNTER. 
. HOLT. 

. YODER and Mr. STIVERS. 
. TURNER of New York. 

. 2497: . SULLIVAN. 

. 2637: Ms. HIRONO. 

. 2730: Mrs. MALONEY. 

. 2741: Mr. LATHAM. 
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H.R. 2746: Ms. WOOLSEY and Ms. PINGREE of 
Maine. 

H.R. 2794: Mr. TOWNS. 

H.R. 2969: Mr. GERLACH, Mr. WITTMAN, and 
Mr. HINCHEY. 

H.R. 2978: Mr. THORNBERRY. 

H.R. 2989: Mr. KING of New York. 

H.R. 3015: Mr. MURPHY of Connecticut, Mr. 
ISRAEL, and Mrs. DAVIS of California. 

H.R. 3040: Mr. LAMBORN. 

H.R. 3044: Mr. SHIMKUS. 

H.R. 3086: Mrs. CAPPS and Mr. CLYBURN. 

H.R. 3102: Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. 

H.R. 3179: Mr. DENT. 

H.R. 3187: Ms. TSONGAS, Mr. BERMAN, Mr. 
PASCRELL, Mr. RUNYAN, Mr. LEWIS of Cali- 
fornia, and Mr. HONDA. 

H.R. 3197: Mr. SMITH of Washington and Ms. 
HERRERA BEUTLER. 

H.R. 3269: Mr. DONNELLY of Indiana and Mr. 
ANDREWS. 

H.R. 3337: Ms. EDWARDS, Mr. KILDEE, Mr. 
SMITH of New Jersey, and Mr. WALDEN. 

H.R. 3423: Ms. EDWARDS. 

H.R. 3461: Mr. SHIMKUS and Mr. CLAY. 

H.R. 3496: Mr. MICHAUD. 

H.R. 3510: Ms. SLAUGHTER and Mr. CHAN- 
DLER. 

H.R. 3591: Mr. ANDREWS and Ms. HOCHUL. 

H.R. 3627: Mr. CUMMINGS and Mr. HALL. 

H.R. 3643: Mr. FLORES, Mr. DUNCAN of 
South Carolina, and Mr. QUAYLE. 

H.R. 3658: Mr. ROTHMAN of New Jersey, Mr. 
WAXMAN, Mr. LANCE, Mr. MANZULLO, Mr. 
SCHILLING, and Mr. HERGER. 

H.R. 3661: Mrs. MALONEY, Mr. AL GREEN of 
Texas, and Mr. HECK. 

H.R. 3679: Mr. RYAN of Ohio and Mr. REYES. 

H.R. 3729: Mr. RANGEL. 

H.R. 3767: Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. 

H.R. 3798: Mr. STARK, Mr. LOBIONDO, Mr. 
MURPHY of Connecticut, Mr. HIMES, and Mr. 
HONDA. 

. 3824: Mr. PERLMUTTER. 

. 8826: Mr. AL GREEN of Texas. 

. 3839: Mr. DAVID SCOTT of Georgia. 
. 4070: Mr. HIMES and Ms. BALDWIN. 
. 4085: Mr. MCGOVERN. 

H.R. 4104: Mr. MEEHAN, Mr. SARBANES, Ms. 
BASS of California, Mr. TOWNS, Mr. HOLDEN, 
and Mr. JACKSON of Illinois. 

H.R. 4115: Mr. GARAMENDI. 

H.R. 4156: Mr. WALDEN and Ms. ZOE LOF- 
GREN of California. 

H.R. 4164: Mr. AMODEI. 

H.R. 4180: Mr. BONNER, Mr. SMITH of Texas, 
and Mr. LABRADOR. 

H.R. 4190: Mr. MORAN and Mr. RANGEL. 

H.R. 4215: Mr. BISHOP of Georgia, Mr. 
OWENS, and Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. 

. 4235: Mr. NUGENT and Mr. WEBSTER. 

. 4238: Mrs. NAPOLITANO and Mr. TONKO. 
. 4259: Mr. WOMACK. 

. 4269: Mr. HANNA. 

. 4277: Mr. HINOJOSA. 

. 4809: Mr. KING of New York. 

. 4822: Mr. CANSECO. 
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H.R. 4350: Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas and Mr. CONYERS. 

H.R. 4867: Mrs. HARTZLER, Mr. MILLER of 
North Carolina, Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas, 
and Mr. GRIJALVA. 

H.R. 4872: Mr. SCHOCK. 

H.R. 4885: Mr. Mica, Mr. ADERHOLT, Mr. 
BILBRAY, and Mr. STUTZMAN. 

H.R. 4402: Mr. HARRIS, Mr. MATHESON, and 
Mr. COFFMAN of Colorado. 

H.R. 5186: Mr. MICHAUD. 

H.R. 5284: Mr. TIBERI. 

H.R. 5542: Ms. BALDWIN. 

H.R. 5545: Mr. GEORGE MILLER of Cali- 
fornia. 

H.R. 5647: Mr. TONKO and Mr. DEUTCH. 

H.R. 5746: Mr. THOMPSON of California, Mr. 
BRADY of Texas, Mr. HERGER, and Mr. PAS- 
CRELL. 

H.R. 5749: Mr. GARAMENDI. 

H.R. 5781: Mr. RANGEL. 

H.R. 5796: Mr. KING of New York, Ms. Lo- 
RETTA SANCHEZ of California, and Mr. 
FORBES. 

H.R. 5822: Mr. FRANKS of Arizona. 

H.R. 5840: Mr. RIVERA, Mr. TONKO, Mr. 
LIPINSKI, Mr. HINCHEY, Ms. PINGREE of 
Maine, Mr. DINGELL, Mr. CLARKE of Michi- 
gan, Mr. NADLER, Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN, Mr. 
CARNAHAN, Mr. HASTINGS of Florida, Ms. 
BORDALLO, Mr. PAULSEN, Mr. OWENS, Mr. 
LEVIN, Ms. MCCOLLUM, and Mr. MCNERNEY. 

H.R. 5864: Mr. LEVIN. 

H.R. 5865: Mr. MICHAUD. 

H.R. 5871: Mr. RANGEL and Ms. WILSON of 
Florida. 

H.R. 5893: Mrs. ELLMERS, Ms. RICHARDSON, 
Mr. HOLT, Mr. TOWNS, and Mrs. BONO MACK. 

H.R. 5895: Mr. BUTTERFIELD, Ms. FUDGE, 
Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mr. STARK, Mr. BOSWELL, 
Mr. CLEAVER, and Mr. RICHMOND. 

H.R. 5905: Mr. GARAMENDI, Mr. KUCINICH, 
Mr. COURTNEY, Mr. FARR, Ms. CHU, Mr. BACA, 
and Mr. AL GREEN of Texas. 

H.R. 5910: Mr. LATOURETTE, Mr. Ross of 
Arkansas, Mr. SHIMKUS, Mr. ROYCE, and Mr. 
AMODEI. 

H.R. 5912: Mr. WESTMORELAND. 

H.R. 5924: Ms. BUERKLE. 

H.R. 5925: Mr. JONES, Mr. GOHMERT, Mr. 
WESTMORELAND, Mr. BENISHEK, Mr. WILSON 
of South Carolina, Mr. DUNCAN of South 
Carolina, and Mr. ROKITA. 

H.R. 5943: Mr. MICHAUD. 

H.R. 5948: Mr. COHEN. 

H.R. 5953: Mr. NUGENT and Mr. CHAFFETZ. 

H.R. 5955: Ms. BALDWIN. 

H.R. 5976: Ms. CASTOR of Florida. 

H.R. 5983: Mr. CHABOT, Mrs. SCHMIDT, Mr. 
TURNER of Ohio, Mr. JORDAN, Mr. LATTA, Mr. 
JOHNSON of Ohio, Mr. AUSTRIA, Ms. KAPTUR, 
Mr. KUCINICH, Ms. FUDGE, Mr. TIBERI, Ms. 
SUTTON, Mr. LATOURETTE, Mr. RENACCI, Mr. 
RYAN of Ohio, and Mr. GIBBS. 

H.R. 5984: Mr. CHABOT, Mrs. SCHMIDT, Mr. 
TURNER of Ohio, Mr. JORDAN, Mr. LATTA, Mr. 
JOHNSON of Ohio, Mr. AUSTRIA, Ms. KAPTUR, 
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Mr. KUCINICH, Ms. FUDGE, Mr. TIBERI, Ms. 
SUTTON, Mr. LATOURETTE, Mr. RENACCI, Mr. 
RYAN of Ohio, and Mr. GIBBS. 

H.R. 5985: Mr. CHABOT, Mrs. SCHMIDT, Mr. 
TURNER of Ohio, Mr. JORDAN, Mr. LATTA, Mr. 
JOHNSON of Ohio, Mr. AUSTRIA, Ms. KAPTUR, 
Mr. KUCINICH, Ms. FUDGE, Mr. TIBERI, Ms. 
SUTTON, Mr. LATOURETTE, Mr. RENACCI, Mr. 
RYAN of Ohio, and Mr. GIBBS. 

H.J. Res. 86: Mr. LANGEVIN. 

H.J. Res. 111: Mr. MORAN and Ms. WILSON of 
Florida. 

H. Con. Res. 39: Mr. FORBES. 

H. Con. Res. 119: Mr. FILNER. 

H. Con. Res. 127: Mr. WESTMORELAND, Mr. 
SESSIONS, and Mr. MCNERNEY. 

H. Con. Res. 129: Mr. BURTON of Indiana, 
Mr. TURNER of New York, Mr. WESTMORE- 
LAND, Mr. COSTA, Mr. GRIFFIN of Arkansas, 
Mrs. NOEM, and Mr. MURPHY of Pennsyl- 
vania. 

H. Res. 184: Mr. PITTS. 

H. Res. 609: Mr. FRANKS of Arizona. 

H. Res. 618: Mr. MORAN, Mr. BAcA, Mr. 
WALZ of Minnesota, and Mr. AUSTRIA. 

H. Res. 663: Mr. ROSKAM, Mr. MICA, and Mr. 
QUIGLEY. 

H. Res. 676: Mr. SARBANES. 

H. Res. 687: Mr. HOLDEN and Mr. Towns. 

H. Res. 689: Ms. Hochul, Mr. MORAN, Mr. 
NEAL, Mr. PASTOR of Arizona, Mr. LEVIN, Mr. 
DINGELL, Ms. HIRONO, Ms. HANABUSA, Mr. 
KUCINICH, Mr. COURTNEY, Ms. CASTOR of Flor- 
ida, Mr. SCHIFF, Mr. COSTA, Mr. STARK, Mr. 
CARNAHAN, Ms. SPEIER, Ms. HAHN, Mr. BISHOP 
of New York, Mr. CLAY, Mr. SARBANES, Mr. 
CARSON of Indiana, Mr. BERMAN, Ms. MOORE, 
Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. TONKO, Ms. SEWELL, Mr. 
Pouis, Mrs. MALONEY, Mr. HOLT, Mr. GUTIER- 
REZ, Mr. ISRAEL, Mr. CAPUANO, Mr. BOSWELL, 
Mr. NADLER, Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. COSTELLO, Mr. 
CICILLINE, Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California, 
Mr. CLARKE of Michigan, Mrs. LOWEY, Mr. 
ROTHMAN of New Jersey, Mr. ANDREWS, Mr. 
DAVIS of Illinois, Mr. PASCRELL, Mr. FARR, 
Mr. CUELLAR, Ms. FUDGE, Mr. CLYBURN, Mr. 
PRICE of North Carolina, Mr. HINOJOSA, Ms. 
PINGREE of Maine, and Mr. HASTINGS of Flor- 
ida. 


EE 


AMENDMENTS 


Under clause 8 of rule XVIII, pro- 
posed amendments were submitted as 
follows: 

H.R. 5973 
OFFERED By: MR. CRAVAACK 

AMENDMENT No. 1: At the end of the bill 
(before the short title), insert the following 
new section: 

SEC. . None of the funds made available 
by this Act may be used to implement the 
amendments made by section 11016 of the 
Food, Conservation, and Energy Act of 2008 
(Public Law 110-246; 122 Stat. 2130). 
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SENATE—Thursday, June 21, 2012 


The Senate met at 10:30 a.m. and was 
called to order by the Honorable TOM 
UDALL, a Senator from the State of 
New Mexico. 


PRAYER 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Today’s 
opening prayer will be offered by Rev. 
Ronald McCrary, Deputy Director of 
Chaplaincy Services at the Cobb Coun- 
ty Sheriff's Office in Marietta, GA. 

The guest Chaplain offered the fol- 
lowing prayer: 

Let us pray. 

Eternal Lord God, from whom we 
come and to whom we belong, may 
Your kingdom come. Use our law- 
makers today to do Your divine will on 
Earth, as it is in Heaven. Give them 
Your wisdom so that justice rolls down 
like water and righteousness like a 
mighty stream. 

This we pray, in the matchless Name 
of Jesus Christ our Lord. Amen. 


——— 


PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 


The Honorable TOM UDALL led the 
Pledge of Allegiance, as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub- 
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 


Ee 


APPOINTMENT OF ACTING 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will please read a communication 
to the Senate from the President pro 
tempore (Mr. INOUYE). 

The legislative clerk read the fol- 
lowing letter: 

U.S. SENATE, 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 
Washington, DC, June 21, 2012. 
To the Senate: 

Under the provisions of rule I, paragraph 3, 
of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby 
appoint the Honorable TOM UDALL, a Senator 
from the State of New Mexico, to perform 
the duties of the Chair. 

DANIEL K. INOUYE, 
President pro tempore. 

Mr. UDALL of New Mexico thereupon 
assumed the chair as Acting President 
pro tempore. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Georgia is recognized. 


——— 


WELCOMING THE GUEST 
CHAPLAIN 


Mr. ISAKSON. Mr. President, it is 
my honor to introduce to the Senate 
Rev. Ron McCrary, who just gave the 
prayer on the floor of the Senate. He is 
here with Chaplain Black. 


Reverend McCrary is a great indi- 
vidual from my home county, Cobb 
County, GA. He is the chaplain to the 
Cobb County Board of Commissioners, 
the fourth largest county in Georgia. 
He is chaplain of the Police Officers 
Standards and Training facility in 
Georgia, which covers 40,000 law en- 
forcement offices. He is a great preach- 
er, a great leader, and a great chaplain. 
He was recommended to me by Sheriff 
Neil Warren, the sheriff of Cobb Coun- 
ty, who because of his graciousness al- 
lowed Ron to come and be with us 
today. 

Ron is a father, a minister, and a 
great witness. He witnessed as an ath- 
lete through the Campus Crusade for 
Christ and Athletes in Action. He wit- 
nessed as a pastor by ministering 
churches. He witnessed to the commu- 
nity by delivering great sermons—one 
of them about voting, in honor of 
Coretta Scott King, delivered in 2006 at 
the Turner Chapel in Marietta, where 
he empowered everyone to honor 
Coretta Scott King’s life’s work by 
making sure they participated in the 
political system. 

It is an honor and a privilege for me 
to welcome and host Rev. Ron McCrary 
of Cobb County, GA, and the Cobb 
County Sheriff's Department. 

I yield the floor. 


EE 


RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY 
LEADER 


The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The majority leader is recog- 
nized. 


— 


FLOOD INSURANCE REFORM AND 
MODERNIZATION ACT—MOTION 
TO PROCEED—Resumed 


Mr. REID. Mr. President, I now move 
to proceed to Calendar No. 250, S. 1940. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The clerk will report the motion. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

Motion to proceed to Calendar No. 250, S. 
1940, a bill to amend the National Flood In- 
surance Act of 1968, to restore the financial 
solvency of the flood insurance fund, and for 
other purposes. 

SCHEDULE 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, following 
leader remarks, the time until 11 this 
morning will be equally divided and 
controlled. At 11 o’clock a.m., we will 
begin up to 10 rollcall votes. We will 
complete the farm bill today in the 
early afternoon. We also hope to have a 
cloture vote on the motion to proceed 
to the flood insurance bill today. 

WORKING TOGETHER 

Mr. President, we come here and la- 

ment all the bad things happening in 


the Senate. It is not out of order once 
in a while to talk about some of the 
good things happening in the Senate. I 
think we should look at it as if, as dif- 
ficult as it has been to get things done, 
we are making progress. We had that 
postal bill, which was good work on be- 
half of the Senate. The highway bill 
worked out extremely well. We have 
this 5-year farm bill—very difficult, 
but it is now near passing, which is 
good for the country. 

We have to make sure before the end 
of the month we finish our work on the 
Flood Insurance Program, which is so 
extremely important to the country. 
With the construction picking up a lit- 
tle bit everyplace, we have to make 
sure when a loan is to close it can be 
closed. Thousands of them each day 
cannot be closed unless we do a re- 
newal of the Flood Insurance Program. 

I had a meeting with the Speaker on 
Tuesday, with Senator BOXER, chair- 
man of the committee, Chairman MICA, 
her counterpart in the House, and Sen- 
ator INHOFE, and we are making 
progress on the highway bill. I feel 
good about that. Whether we get it 
done remains to be seen. But the 
House, in an overwhelming vote yester- 
day—totally bipartisan or they could 
not get the 384 votes—instructed the 
conferees to come back with the bill by 
tomorrow. Contentious issues have 
been resolved, and I believe we have a 
shot at getting the highway bill done. 
That would be good for the country and 
good for the Senate. 

So I appreciate everyone working to- 
gether. As the Republican leader and I 
have talked, as difficult as it is to work 
out agreements on the bills I have just 
mentioned—including the farm bill—it 
is good for the Senate. 

I appeared before a committee 
chaired by Senator CARPER, and there 
as the ranking member was Senator 
COLLINS. They both indicated today be- 
fore everybody that the spirit on the 
Senate floor was good yesterday. 

That is because everyone can feel we 
are accomplishing something. Some of 
the votes were difficult, and some we 
all wish we had not taken because they 
were tough votes. But that is what the 
Senate is all about. So I feel com- 
fortable with the last bit, that we are 
trying to work together for the good of 
the country. 

I have said lots of times, if we are 
able to accomplish good as a body, ev- 
eryone can take credit for it. We can go 
back to our States and claim we are 
part of a victory for the country. But if 
we do not get it done, we are part of 
the blame and people can go home and 
lament the fact that we have not been 


@ This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor. 
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able to get our work done. People point 
fingers at us: Why can’t you get more 
done? 

So, hopefully, this summer, which 
started yesterday—in fact, today is the 
longest day of the year—will bring 
good tidings to the Senate. 

RECOGNITION OF THE MINORITY LEADER 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Republican leader is recog- 
nized. 

TRADITIONAL SENATE OPERATION 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, be- 
fore the majority leader leaves the 
floor, let me just say I agree entirely 
that the Senate, it seems to me, is sort 
of getting back to operating the way 
the Senate traditionally has. I think 
the way Senator ROBERTS and Senator 
STABENOW have handled the farm bill 
has been exemplary. Members on both 
sides have gotten opportunities to offer 
amendments. We have had a lot of 
votes, but it is an important bill. 

So I commend all of those who have 
been involved in beginning to work us 
back in the direction that I think most 
of the Senate would be comfortable 
with. 

I also want to thank my friend, the 
majority leader. He has a tough job 
setting the agenda and deciding how to 
go about moving legislation. I think 
the way we have handled the farm bill 
and other measures to which he has re- 
ferred in recent months has been a very 
important step in the right direction. 

STUDENT LOAN RATES 

Mr. President, 3 weeks ago today, Re- 
publican leaders in the Senate joined 
Republican leaders in the House in 
calling on the President to resolve a 
pending increase in student loan rates. 

Drawing on some of the President’s 
own ideas, we proposed multiple good- 
faith solutions to this problem before 
it is too late. We have been waiting 
ever since for the President’s response. 
He has actually been missing in action. 
He has yet to offer a concrete solution. 
So you can understand our surprise 
upon learning this morning that the 
President plans to call on Congress 
later today to do something about stu- 
dent loan rates. 

Mr. President, the Republican-led 
House of Representatives already 
passed a bill that would solve the prob- 
lem. As I said, Republican leaders in 
the Senate have been on record sup- 
porting multiple—multiple—good-faith 
solutions to this problem for literally 
weeks. It is actually the Democratic- 
led Senate that has failed to act, and 
the President who has failed to con- 
tribute to a solution. The reason is 
pretty obvious. 

It was reported yesterday that the 
Democratic Congressional Campaign 
Committee is launching a Web site 
with a student loan countdown clock 
aimed at raising money off this issue. 
The implication is that Republicans 
are the ones dragging their feet. 
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As for the President? Well, this is 
just another sad example of the elec- 
tion-year strategy of deflection and 
distraction—deflection and distraction. 

College graduates are struggling to 
find work and pay their bills in the 
Obama economy. He would like them 
to believe it is somebody else’s fault. 

Latinos are struggling with high un- 
employment. He would like them to be- 
lieve the Republicans are the problem. 

Middle-class moms are struggling to 
make ends meet. He wants them to 
think we are engaged in some phony 
war on women. 

The President does not have a posi- 
tive message to send to any of these 
folks, so he is cooking up false con- 
troversies to distract them from his 
own failure to turn the economy 
around. 

Well, on the student loan issue, we 
could solve this problem in a sitting. 
Republicans have acted quickly, and on 
a bipartisan basis, to help prevent 
these rates from going up. We have 
passed a bill out of the House. We have 
reached out to the President. We have 
proposed multiple—multiple—solu- 
tions. 

The only reason this issue is not al- 
ready resolved—the only reason—is 
that the President wants to keep it 
alive a little while longer. He thinks it 
benefits him politically for college stu- 
dents to believe somehow we are the 
problem. 

It is time to stop playing games. It is 
time for the President to act. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Under the previous order, the 
leadership time is reserved. 

Under the previous order, the time 
until 11 a.m. will be equally divided 
and controlled between the two leaders 
or their designees. 

The Senator from Colorado. 

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Mr. Presi- 
dent, good morning to you. Good morn- 
ing to my colleagues. 

PTC FOR WIND ENERGY 

I am here again on the Senate floor 
to urge all of my colleagues to vote for 
an extension of the production tax 
credit for wind energy, otherwise 
known as the PTC. 

Today, as I have been doing, I will 
focus on an individual State. I am 
going to look at the Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania and show all of us the 
promise it holds as a wind energy man- 
ufacturing hub, as well as the negative 
effects that will occur if we do not ex- 
tend the production tax credit. 

Pennsylvania has a strong blue-collar 
background and an extraordinary num- 
ber of highly skilled workers. With 
those factors, those positive elements 
in Pennsylvania, it has seamlessly 
transitioned into a wind energy power- 
house. 

Look at this map I have in the Cham- 
ber of the State of Pennsylvania. You 
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will see, from Philadelphia to Rock- 
wood, from Pittsburgh to Scranton, 
there are wind projects all over the 
State. Those wind projects have cre- 
ated good-paying jobs and stability for 
Pennsylvania families. 

Pennsylvania, as I have alluded to, 
has long been a center of manufac- 
turing in the United States, and the 
wind industry has taken note. 

You can see these green circles on 
this map. Each one of those indicates a 
manufacturing facility that makes 
parts for wind turbines in the Common- 
wealth of Pennsylvania. That rep- 
resents over 20 plants and hundreds of 
employees in the Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania. 

I would suggest that the State of 
Pennsylvania is only beginning to real- 
ize its potential when it comes to the 
wind energy industry. 

My colleagues know I have been on 
the Senate floor talking about the eco- 
nomic benefits of wind energy. I want 
to highlight what has happened in 
Pennsylvania. 

If we look at this chart, in Pennsyl- 
vania, the wind energy industry sup- 
ports 4,000 jobs. There are 180,000 homes 
that are powered by wind, and there is 
a conservative $1.4 million in property 
taxes from wind projects that go to 
local communities. 

So this is an important set of num- 
bers. It is money, particularly on the 
tax side, that helps local communities 
pay for basic services, and it is critical 
in this time of decreasing local and 
State budgets. 

If we think about it, all of these fig- 
ures—the jobs, the revenues, the in- 
vestments—are prime for significant 
growth going forward. But that future 
and that growth are going to be threat- 
ened unless we act, unless the Congress 
acts to extend the production tax cred- 
it. 

Just last week, Gamesa—which is a 
global leader in the manufacturing of 
wind turbines—announced it is ending 
the development of the Shaffer Moun- 
tain Wind Farm, which is in north- 
eastern Somerset County. This project 
would have ultimately ended up with 30 
new wind turbines, and it was planned 
to come online in 2013. That is just 6 
months from now. But because of the 
uncertainty tied to Federal policies, 
such as the production tax credit, 
Gamesa has sidelined this project. 

In short, our inaction is costing this 
community jobs, this Commonwealth 
of Pennsylvania jobs. It does not make 
any sense in the current economic en- 
vironment we now face and as our Na- 
tion is desperately focused on becom- 
ing more energy independent. 

The Pittsburgh Post-Gazette made 
the point that this is the third wind 
project under development that has 
been stopped—all in the last month— 
just because of the uncertainty we 
have created here by not extending the 
PTC. These are on-the-ground exam- 
ples of how congressional inaction is 
costing American jobs and investment. 
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I know the Acting President pro tem- 
pore knows this is not a partisan or re- 
gional issue. There is strong bipartisan 
support for extending the production 
tax credit, and the wind industry has a 
presence in almost every single State 
in our country. So if we look at the 
overall picture, this is not the time for 
companies such as Gamesa to grow, re- 
luctant to invest in the future. So we 
have to expand the PTC. It will incent 
this industry to continue its rapid 
growth, and it will build a strong foun- 
dation for a 21lst-century clean energy 
economy. 

So I am again on the floor urging my 
colleagues to work with me to extend 
the wind production tax credit as soon 
as possible. 

As I close, I want to highlight an 
event that is on Capitol Hill today 
where Members, staff, and others can 
learn more about the potential of wind 
energy, as well as other types of renew- 
able and energy-efficient technology. 

That event is the 15th Annual Renew- 
able Energy and Energy Efficiency 
EXPO. It is underway all day in the 
Cannon Caucus Room on the House 
side. 

The bipartisan Senate Renewable En- 
ergy and Energy Efficiency Caucus, 
which I cochair along with Senators 
LIEBERMAN and CRAPO, is an honorary 
cohost of the event. I encourage all of 
us to go over there, look at the tech- 
nologies. They are awe inspiring. They 
are awesome. They are truly the fu- 
ture. When we implement policies that 
will help these technologies penetrate 
all of these various markets, we are 
going to continue to be a leader in the 
clean energy economy. 

So I will be back next week to talk 
about the wind production tax credit. I 
will be here every day until we pass it 
and extend it. 

I yield the floor, and I suggest the ab- 
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
BROWN of Ohio.) The clerk will call the 
roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, what 
is the pending business? 


SS 


AGRICULTURE REFORM, FOOD, 
AND JOBS ACT OF 2012 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will re- 
sume consideration of S. 3240, which 
the clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

A bill (S. 3240) to reauthorize agriculture 
programs through 2017, and for other pur- 
poses. 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, be- 
fore reading our order of amendments, 
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I wish, one more time, to say thank 
you to everyone. We have had two very 
productive, hard-working days. I thank 
my ranking member for his incredible 
leadership and all our staffs. 

Today, we have an opportunity to 
show that the Senate can come to- 
gether—and we have been doing that— 
to pass a significant piece of public pol- 
icy for Americans. I ask unanimous 
consent that notwithstanding the pre- 
vious order, the amendment votes 
occur in the following order and that 
all other provisions of the previous 
order remain in effect: Boxer amend- 


ment No. 2456; Johanns No. 2872; 
Toomey No. 2247; Sanders No. 2810; 
Coburn No. 2214; Murray No. 2455; 


McCain No. 2162; Rubio No. 2166. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from California. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2456 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I call up 
my amendment No. 2456. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from California [Mrs. BOXER] 
proposes an amendment numbered 2456. 

The amendment is as follows: 

On p. 1009, after line 11, add the following: 


SEC. 122 _. REQUIREMENTS FOR AERIAL OVER- 
FLIGHTS OF AGRICULTURAL OPER- 
ATIONS TO PROTECT PUBLIC 
HEALTH AND SAFETY. 


The Administrator of the Environmental 
Protection Agency, pursuant to her responsi- 
bility to protect public health and safety, 
shall only conduct aerial overflights to in- 
spect agricultural operations if the EPA Ad- 
ministrator determines that aerial over- 
flights are more cost-effective than ground 
inspections to the taxpayer and the Agency 
has notified the appropriate State officials of 
such flights. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
will be 2 minutes of debate, equally di- 
vided, on the amendment. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, Senator 
JOHANNS has an amendment which 
would stop the EPA from ever using 
any kind of airplanes—including 
manned small planes, which is all they 
do use—to check on serious pollution 
spills. 

I wish to say this is about life and 
death. I hope the Senate will support 
the Boxer amendment and vote no on 
the Johanns amendment because the 
Boxer amendment says the EPA can 
only use these overflights if it has to 
do it to protect the health and safety 
and if it has been approved by the 
State. 

This pollution could cause serious ill- 
ness, and they want to make sure they 
can track the plume. We have heard of 
cryptosporidium, E. coli, and giardia. 
That is what we are talking about— 
terrible bacteria that sometimes comes 
from animals. 

In 1993, at least 50 people died from 
the bacteria cryptosporidium in Mil- 
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waukee, and it came from animal 
waste. The EPA has never used a drone, 
and they don’t plan to, but don’t stop 
them from using small aerial over- 
sight. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Nebraska. 

Mr. JOHANNS. Mr. President, given 
the EPA’s recent track record with ag- 
riculture—if not downright contempt 
for it—farmers and ranchers simply 
don’t trust the EPA. They could have 
done this program right and reached 
out to the congressional delegations in 
Nebraska and Iowa and said: Here is 
what we are doing. Here is the plan. 
They did not. 

I found out about this accidentally. I 
have requested information—in fact, 
our entire delegation has—and the ad- 
ministrator has been nonresponsive. 
That is why the amendment is here. It 
is an amendment based on a lack of 
trust for the EPA. This maintains the 
status quo. This will change nothing. It 
will rubberstamp what they are doing. 

I ask my colleagues to oppose the 
amendment and support the next 
amendment, which I will call up in due 
time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment. 

Mr. JOHANNS. Mr. President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 

The clerk will call the roll. This is a 
60-vote threshold. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the 
Senator from South Dakota (Mr. JOHN- 
SON) and the Senator from New Jersey 
(Mr. MENENDEZ) are necessarily absent. 

Mr. KYL. The following Senators are 
necessarily absent: the Senator from 
Illinois (Mr. KIRK), the Senator from 
Alabama (Mr. SHELBY), and the Sen- 
ator from Pennsylvania (Mr. TOOMEY). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de- 
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 47, 
nays 48, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 158 Leg.] 


YEAS—47 
Akaka Gillibrand Pryor 
Baucus Hagan Reed 
Begich Harkin Rei 
Bennet Inouye Rockefeller 
Bingaman Kerry Sanders 
Blumenthal Klobuchar Schumer 
Seta ön ER A Shaheen 
rown autenberg 

Cantwell Leahy PON 

f $ ‘ester 
Cardin Levin 
Carper Lieberman ee i ee 
Casey Manchin all ( ) 
Coons Merkley Warner 
Durbin Mikulski Web 
Feinstein Murray Whitehouse 
Franken Nelson (FL) Wyden 

NAYS—48 

Alexander Blunt Burr 
Ayotte Boozman Chambliss 
Barrasso Brown (MA) Coats 
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Coburn Hoeven Moran 
Cochran Hutchison Murkowski 
Collins Inhofe Nelson (NE) 
Conrad Isakson Paul 
Corker Johanns Portman 
Cornyn Johnson (WI) Risch 
Crapo Kyl Roberts 
DeMint Landrieu Rubio 
Enzi Lee Sessions 
Graham Lugar Snowe 
Grassley McCain Thune 
Hatch McCaskill Vitter 
Heller McConnell Wicker 
NOT VOTING—5 
Johnson (SD) Menendez Toomey 
Kirk Shelby 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order requiring 60 votes 
for passage of this amendment, the 
amendment is rejected. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2456 TO S. 3240 VOTE 
EXPLANATION 

e Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota. Mr. 
President, I was unavoidably detained 
and unable to vote on the Boxer 
amendment No. 2456 this morning. If I 
had been present, I would have voted in 
favor of this amendment. It is impor- 
tant that the use of overflights to mon- 
itor compliance with the Clean Water 
Act be limited to circumstances where 
ground inspections of large industrial 
agriculture operations would not be as 
cost effective or sufficiently protective 
of public health and safety.e 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Nebraska. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2372 

Mr. JOHANNS. Mr. President, I call 
up amendment No. 2372 and ask for its 
consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment. 

The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. JOHANNS] 
proposes an amendment numbered 2872. 

Mr. JOHANNS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the reading be 
dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To prohibit the Administrator of 

the Environmental Protection Agency 

from conducting aerial surveillance to in- 
spect agricultural operations or to record 
images of agricultural operations) 

On page 1009, after line 11, add the fol- 
lowing: 

SEC. 122 _. PROHIBITION ON AERIAL SUR- 


VEILLANCE OF AGRICULTURAL OP- 
ERATIONS. 


The Administrator of the Environmental 
Protection Agency shall not conduct aerial 
surveillance to inspect agricultural oper- 
ations or to record images of agricultural op- 
erations. 

Mr. JOHANNS. Mr. President, low-al- 
titude surveillance flights over farm- 
ers’ and ranchers’ private property has 
caused bipartisan concern, and it is 
happening—EPA is flying these flights. 
Senator NELSON and I and the entire 
Nebraska delegation wrote to Adminis- 
trator Jackson saying, ‘‘What is going 
on? What are you doing?” Their re- 
sponse was kicked down to the Re- 
gional Director. It was incomplete. It 
was totally unacceptable. 
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This is not about drones, this is 
about flights over feed lots, trying to 
determine if there is a violation and 
then pursuing that action. What we are 
asking for is for the public to be ad- 
vised of what they are doing. Until 
that happens, this amendment simply 
says: Stop. You can’t do this anymore 
until you let us know how you are 
using this information and for what 
purpose. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator’s time has expired. 

Mr. JOHANNS. I ask for support of 
the amendment, and I ask for the yeas 
and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec- 
ond. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, may I be 
recognized? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from California is recognized. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, this 
amendment is very serious. It is about 
life and death. It is true that on occa- 
sion EPA will use small manned air- 
craft to inspect a bacteria spill. 

Let me recall for you: Wisconsin, 
1993, at least 50 people lost their lives 
from the bacteria cryptosporidium 
from animal waste. When you are fol- 
lowing a plume, the way to do it is 
from the air. It is much more expensive 
in many cases to do ground inspection. 
EPA estimates that on-the-ground in- 
spection may cost $10,000, but it could 
cost $2,500 to survey the same area by 
air. 

This is life and death. We are talking 
about E. coli. We are talking about 
giardia and cryptosporidium. We are 
talking about the health and safety of 
the American people that is com- 
promised from these kinds of animal 
waste. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator’s time has expired. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment. The yeas and nays have 
been ordered. The clerk will call the 
roll. 

Mr. KYL. The following Senator is 
necessarily absent: the Senator from 
Illinois (Mr. KIRK). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de- 
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 56, 
nays 43, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 159 Leg.] 


YEAS—56 
Alexander Conrad Isakson 
Ayotte Corker Johanns 
Barrasso Cornyn Johnson (WI) 
Baucus Crapo Kyl 
Begich DeMint Landrieu 
Blunt Enzi Lee 
Boozman Graham Lugar 
Brown (MA) Grassley McCain 
Burr Hagan McCaskill 
Chambliss Hatch McConnell 
Coats Heller Moran 
Coburn Hoeven Murkowski 
Cochran Hutchison Nelson (NE) 
Collins Inhofe Paul 
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Portman Schumer Thune 
Pryor Sessions Toomey 
Risch Shelby Vitter 
Roberts Snowe Wicker 
Rubio Tester 
NAYS—43 
Akaka Harkin Nelson (FL) 
Bennet Inouye Reed 
Bingaman Johnson (SD) Reid 
Blumenthal Kerry Rockefeller 
Boxer Klobuchar Sanders 
Brown (OH) Kohl Shaheen 
Cantwell Lautenberg Stabenow 
Cardin Leahy Udall (CO) 
Carper Levin Udall (NM) 
Casey Lieberman Warner 
Coons Manchin 
Durbin Menendez Webb 
Feinstein Merkley Whitehouse 
Franken Mikulski Wyden 
Gillibrand Murray 
NOT VOTING—1 
Kirk 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order requiring 60 votes 
for the adoption of this amendment, 
the amendment is rejected. 

The Senator from Pennsylvania is 
recognized. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2247 

Mr. TOOMEY. Mr. President, I call 
up amendment No. 2247. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 


The Senator from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
TooMEY), for himself, Mr. PRYOR, Mr. 
INHOFE, Mr. BOOZMAN, and Mr. SESSIONS, pro- 
poses an amendment numbered 2247. 


The amendment is as follows: 


(Purpose: To reduce unnecessary paperwork 
burdens on community water systems) 


On page 1009, after line 11, add the fol- 
lowing: 

SEC. 122 _ _. CONSUMER CONFIDENCE REPORTS 
BY COMMUNITY WATER SYSTEMS. 

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that— 

(1) community water systems play an im- 
portant role in rural United States infra- 
structure; and 

(2) since rural water infrastructure 
projects are routinely funded under the rural 
development programs of the Department of 
Agriculture, Congress should strive to reduce 
the regulatory and paperwork burdens placed 
on community water systems. 

(b) METHOD OF DELIVERING REPORT.—Sec- 
tion 1414(c)(4)(A) of the Safe Drinking Water 
Act (42 U.S.C. 300g-3(c)(4)(A)) is amended— 

(1) in the first sentence, by striking ‘‘The 
Administrator, in consultation” and insert- 
ing the following: 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator, in 
consultation”’; 

(2) in clause (i) (as designated by paragraph 
(1)), in the first sentence, by striking ‘‘to 
mail to each customer” and inserting ‘‘to 
provide, in accordance with clause (ii) or 
(iii), as applicable, to each customer”; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 

“(ii) MAILING REQUIREMENT FOR VIOLATION 
OF MAXIMUM CONTAMINANT LEVEL.—If a viola- 
tion of the maximum contaminant level for 
any regulated contaminant has occurred dur- 
ing the year concerned, the regulations 
under clause (i) shall require the applicable 
community water system to mail a copy of 
the consumer confidence report to each cus- 
tomer of the system. 

“(iii) MAILING REQUIREMENT ABSENT ANY 
VIOLATION OF MAXIMUM CONTAMINANT 
LEVEL.— 
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“(I) IN GENERAL.—If no violation of the 
maximum contaminant level for any regu- 
lated contaminant has occurred during the 
year concerned, the regulations under clause 
(i) shall require the applicable community 
water system to make the consumer con- 
fidence report available by, at the discretion 
of the community water system— 

“(aa) mailing a copy of the consumer con- 
fidence report to each customer of the sys- 
tem; or 

‘“(bb) subject to subclause (II), making a 
copy of the consumer confidence report 
available on a publicly accessible Internet 
site of the community water system and by 
mail, at the request of a customer. 

“(ID REQUIREMENTS.—If a community 
water system elects to provide consumer 
confidence reports to consumers under sub- 
clause (I)(bb), the community water system 
shall provide to each customer of the com- 
munity water system, in plain language and 
in the same manner (such as in printed or 
electronic form) in which the customer has 
elected to pay the bill of the customer, no- 
tice that— 

“(aa) the community water system has re- 
mained in compliance with the maximum 
contaminant level for each regulated con- 
taminant during the year concerned; and 

‘“(bb) a consumer confidence report is 
available on a publicly accessible Internet 
site of the community water system and, on 
request, by mail.’’. 

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section 
1414(c)(4) of the Safe Drinking Water Act (42 
U.S.C. 300g-3(c)(4)) is amended— 

(1) in subparagraph (C), in the matter pre- 
ceding clause (i), by striking ‘‘mailing re- 
quirement of subparagraph (A)’’ and insert- 
ing ‘‘mailing requirement of clause (ii) or 
(iii) of subparagraph (A)’’; and 

(2) in subparagraph (D), in the first sen- 
tence of the matter preceding clause (i), by 
striking ‘“‘mailing requirement of subpara- 
graph (A)? and inserting ‘‘mailing require- 
ment of clause (ii) or (iii) of subparagraph 
A)’. 
2a) APPLICATION; 
TIONS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The amendments made by 
this section take effect on the date that is 90 
days after the date of the enactment of this 
Act. 

(2) REGULATIONS.—Not later than 90 days 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Administrator of the Environmental Protec- 
tion Agency shall promulgate any revised 
regulations and take any other actions nec- 
essary to carry out the amendments made by 
this section. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is 
2 minutes of debate. 

Senator TOOMEY. 

Mr. TOOMEY. Mr. President, water 
systems are currently required to mail 
reports every year that detail in great 
specificity all the minute trace chemi- 
cals that are inevitably in the water 
supply. This is at a great cost and it is 
a problem, particularly for rural water 
systems. What my amendment would 
do is permit the water companies, pro- 
vided there are no violations, to inform 
their customers in each and every 
monthly bill that they can obtain this 
information on the Web site. There are 
absolutely no changes whatsoever in 
water standards, of course, and every 
company would still have to mail these 
detailed reports if the water failed to 
comply with the State or Federal 
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standards. This is a way we can free up 
tens, even hundreds of thousands of 
dollars in unnecessary mailing costs 
and make that available for infrastruc- 
ture investment. 

I am happy to yield to my colleague, 
the Senator from Oklahoma. 

Mr. INHOFE. This is very simple. 
This is the information age. In my 
rural State of Oklahoma, sometimes 
they have to drive 30 miles to a post of- 
fice. This will make it a lot easier as 
an accommodation and nothing is lost. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from California is recognized for 1 
minute. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, today 
our families receive in the mail just 
once a year a report about the safety of 
the water their kids drink every single 
day. The Toomey amendment repeals 
that important right to know. There 
are 70 regulated dangerous contami- 
nants in our water. For example: ar- 
senic, benzene, vinyl chloride, asbestos, 
cadmium, mercury, radium, and ura- 
nium. Some of these dangerous toxins 
are deemed unsafe at any level. Yet 
under Toomey you would no longer re- 
ceive that information. 

Senator TOOMEY says go to the Web 
site. One thousand water districts have 
no Web site. And right now, under the 
current right-to-know law, the Gov- 
ernor can say he waives this require- 
ment for the small rural districts. 

Please vote no. Our people have a 
right to know what their kids are 
drinking. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment. 

Mr. TOOMEY. I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec- 
ond. 

The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. KYL. The following Senator is 
necessarily absent: the Senator from 
Illinois (Mr. KIRK). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 
HAGAN). Are there any other Senators 
in the Chamber desiring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 58, 
nays 41, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 160 Leg.] 


YEAS—58 
Alexander Crapo Kyl 
Ayotte DeMint Leahy 
Barrasso Enzi Lee 
Blunt Graham Levin 
Boozman Grassley Lugar 
Brown (MA) Hagan Manchin 
Burr Hatch McCain 
Casey Heller McCaskill 
Chambliss Hoeven McConnell 
Coats Hutchison Moran 
Coburn Inhofe Murkowski 
Cochran Isakson Nelson (NE) 
Collins Johanns Nelson (FL) 
Corker Johnson (WI) Paul 
Cornyn Kohl Portman 
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Pryor Shelby Vitter 
Risch Snowe Webb 
Roberts Thune Wicker 
Rubio Toomey 
Sessions Udall (CO) 
NAYS—41 
Akaka Feinstein Murray 
Baucus Franken Reed 
Begich Gillibrand Reid 
Bennet Harkin Rockefeller 
Bingaman Inouye Sanders 
Blumenthal Johnson (SD) Schumer 
Boxer Kerry Shaheen 
Brown (OH) Klobuchar 
Cantwell Landrieu Sena 
. ‘ester 
Cardin Lautenberg 
Carper Lieberman Udall (NM) 
Conrad Menendez Warner 
Coons Merkley Whitehouse 
Durbin Mikulski Wyden 
NOT VOTING—1 
Kirk 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order requiring 60 votes 
for the adoption of this amendment, 
the amendment is rejected. 

Ms. STABENOW. I move to recon- 
sider the vote, and I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Vermont. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2310 

Mr. SANDERS. Madam President, I 
call up amendment No. 2310. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from Vermont [Mr. SANDERS], 
for himself and Mrs. BOXER, proposes an 
amendment numbered 2310. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To permit States to require that 

any food, beverage, or other edible product 
offered for sale have a label on indicating 
that the food, beverage, or other edible 
product contains a genetically engineered 
ingredient) 

On page 1009, after line 11, add the fol- 
lowing: 

SEC. 12207. CONSUMERS RIGHT TO KNOW ABOUT 
GENETICALLY ENGINEERED FOOD 
ACT. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This section may be 
cited as the “Consumers Right to Know 
About Genetically Engineered Food Act’’. 

(b) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that— 

(1) surveys of the American public consist- 
ently show that 90 percent or more of the 
people of the United States want genetically 
engineered to be labeled as such; 

(2) a landmark public health study in Can- 
ada found that— 

(A) 93 percent of pregnant women had de- 
tectable toxins from genetically engineered 
foods in their blood; and 

(B) 80 percent of the babies of those women 
had detectable toxins in their umbilical 
cords; 

(3) the tenth Amendment to the Constitu- 
tion of the United States clearly reserves 
powers in the system of Federalism to the 
States or to the people; and 

(4) States have the authority to require the 
labeling of foods produced through genetic 
engineering or derived from organisms that 
have been genetically engineered. 

(c) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 

(1) GENETIC ENGINEERING.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—The term “‘genetic engi- 
neering’’ means a process that alters an or- 
ganism at the molecular or cellular level by 
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means that are not possible under natural 
conditions or processes. 

(B) INCLUSIONS.—The term ‘‘genetic engi- 
neering” includes— 

(i) recombinant DNA and RNA techniques; 

(ii) cell fusion; 

(iii) microencapsulation; 

(iv) macroencapsulation; 

(v) gene deletion and doubling; 

(vi) introduction of a foreign gene; and 

(vii) changing the position of genes. 

(C) EXCLUSIONS.—The term ‘‘genetic engi- 
neering” does not include any modification 
to an organism that consists exclusively of— 

(i) breeding; 

(ii) conjugation; 

(iii) fermentation; 

(iv) hybridization; 

(v) in vitro fertilization; or 

(vi) tissue culture. 

(2) GENETICALLY ENGINEERED INGREDIENT.— 
The term ‘‘genetically engineered ingre- 
dient”? means any ingredient in any food, 
beverage, or other edible product that— 

(A) is, or is derived from, an organism that 
is produced through the intentional use of 
genetic engineering; or 

(B) is, or is derived from, the progeny of in- 
tended sexual reproduction, asexual repro- 
duction, or both of 1 or more organisms de- 
scribed in subparagraph (A). 

(d) RIGHT To KNow.—Notwithstanding any 
other Federal law (including regulations), a 
State may require that any food, beverage, 
or other edible product offered for sale in 
that State have a label on the container or 
package of the food, beverage, or other edi- 
ble product, indicating that the food, bev- 
erage, or other edible product contains a ge- 
netically engineered ingredient. 

(e) REGULATIONS.—Not later than 1 year 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Commissioner of Food and Drugs and the 
Secretary of Agriculture shall promulgate 
such regulations as are necessary to carry 
out this section. 

(f) REPORT.—Not later than 2 years after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Com- 
missioner of Food and Drugs, in consultation 
with the Secretary of Agriculture, shall sub- 
mit a report to Congress detailing the per- 
centage of food and beverages sold in the 
United States that contain genetically engi- 
neered ingredients. 

Mr. SANDERS. Madam President, 
this amendment is cosponsored by Sen- 
ators BOXER and BEGICH and is sup- 
ported by over 40 pro-consumer organi- 
zations throughout the country, in- 
cluding Public Citizen, U.S. PIRG, the 
Center for Food Safety, and many oth- 
ers. 

This is a very conservative amend- 
ment. It says the American people 
should have the right to know what is 
in the food they and their children are 
eating and if that food contains geneti- 
cally engineered products. 

This amendment grants States the 
authority to label genetically engi- 
neered food. It is not a mandate. It 
grants States that right—something 
which, by the way, is now taking place 
in 49 countries throughout the world. If 
the people in England, Germany, 
France, and dozens and dozens of other 
countries have labels allowing their 
people to know if they are eating food 
with genetically engineered products, 
States in the United States should 
have that right. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator’s time has expired. 

Mr. SANDERS. I ask for a “yes” vote 
on the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Michigan. 

Ms. STABENOW. Madam President, 
first I want to thank the Senator from 
Vermont for his wonderful leadership 
on so many issues in this bill. I must, 
reluctantly, ask for a ‘‘no”’ vote. 

Consumers certainly need to have 
available information. We need to 
make sure it is accurate, according to 
the FDA, after they determine that. 

I would make one other point: Amer- 
ican farmers are feeding the world, 
with 7 billion mouths to feed. This is 
harder every day. Science and innova- 
tion are very important to that. 

Recently, I talked with Bill Gates, 
with the Gates Foundation, for exam- 
ple, which is doing incredible work 
around the globe: with drought-resist- 
ant crops in Africa, with innovative 
rice in the Philippines and Bangladesh, 
and so on. 

This is an issue that needs to be thor- 
oughly studied to make sure we are not 
hurting those efforts. I know the chair- 
man of the HELP Committee has asked 
that we not do this. It is within his ju- 
risdiction. 

Madam President, I yield time now 
to Senator ROBERTS. 

Mr. ROBERTS. Very quickly, we all 
wear coats and ties in this body. This 
amendment would put us in lab coats. 
Don’t wear a lab coat. Vote “no” on 
this amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
has expired. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment. 

Ms. STABENOW. Madam President, I 
ask for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec- 
ond. 

The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant bill clerk called the 
roll. 

Mr. KYL. The following Senator is 
necessarily absent: the Senator from 
Tllinois (Mr. KIRK). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de- 
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 26, 
nays 73, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 161 Leg.] 


YEAS—26 
Akaka Johnson (SD) Murray 
Begich Kerry Reed 
Bennet Lautenberg Rockefeller 
Blumenthal Leahy Sanders 
Boxer Lieberman Tester 
Cantwell Manchin Udall (NM) 
Cardin Merkley Whitehouse 
Feinstein Mikulski 

Wyd: 

Inouye Murkowski Icen 

NAYS—73 
Alexander Baucus Boozman 
Ayotte Bingaman Brown (MA) 
Barrasso Blunt Brown (OH) 
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Burr Hatch Paul 
Carper Heller Portman 
Casey Hoeven Pryor 
Chambliss Hutchison Reid 
Coats Inhofe Risch 
Coburn Isakson Roberts 
pees 7 ane faa Rubio 
ollins ohnson 
Conrad Klobuchar Somer 
Coons Kohl SBS OIS 
Corker Kyl Shaheen 
Cornyn Landrieu Shelby 
Crapo Lee Snowe 
DeMint Levin Stabenow 
Durbin Lugar Thune 
Enzi McCain Toomey 
Franken McCaskill Udall (CO) 
Gillibrand McConnell Vitter 
Graham Menendez Warner 
Grassley Moran Webb 
Hagan Nelson (NE) Wicker 
Harkin Nelson (FL) 


NOT VOTING—1 
Kirk 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order requiring 60 votes 
for the adoption of this amendment, 
the amendment is rejected. 

The Senator from Oklahoma. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2214 

Mr. COBURN. I call up amendment 
No. 2214 on behalf of myself and the 
Senator from Colorado, Mr. UDALL. I 
ask unanimous consent that we be 
given 3 minutes for each side to be di- 
vided between myself and Senator 
UDALL. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 


The Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. COBURN], 
for himself, Mr. UDALL of Colorado, Mr. 
BURR, Mr. MCCAIN, Ms. AYOTTE, and Mr. 
MORAN, proposes an amendment numbered 
2214. 


The amendment is as follows: 


(Purpose: To amend the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986 to prohibit the use of public 
funds for political party conventions, and 
to provide for the return of previously dis- 
tributed funds for deficit reduction) 


At the appropriate place, insert the fol- 
lowing: 

SEC. . PROHIBITING USE OF PRESIDENTIAL 
ELECTION CAMPAIGN FUNDS FOR 
PARTY CONVENTIONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 95 of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 is amended by striking 
section 9008. 

(2) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
sections of chapter 95 of such Code is amend- 
ed by striking the item relating to section 
9008. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 

(1) AVAILABILITY OF PAYMENTS TO CAN- 
DIDATES.—The third sentence of section 
9006(c) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 is 
amended by striking ‘‘, section 9008(b)(3),’’. 

(2) REPORTS BY FEDERAL ELECTION COMMIS- 
SION.—Section 9009(a) of such Code is amend- 
ed— 

(A) by adding ‘‘and’”’ at the end of para- 
graph (2); 

(B) by striking the semicolon at the end of 
paragraph (3) and inserting a period; and 

(C) by striking paragraphs (4), (5), and (6). 

(3) PENALTIES.—Section 9012 of such Code is 
amended— 

(A) in subsection (a)(1), by striking the sec- 
ond sentence; and 
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(B) in subsection (c), by striking paragraph 
(2) and redesignating paragraph (3) as para- 
graph (2). 

(4) AVAILABILITY OF PAYMENTS FROM PRESI- 
DENTIAL PRIMARY MATCHING PAYMENT AC- 
COUNT.—The second sentence of section 
9037(a) of such Code is amended by striking 
“and for payments under section 9008(b)(8)’’. 

(c) RETURN OF PREVIOUSLY SUBMITTED 
MONEY FOR DEFICIT REDUCTION.—Any 
amount which is returned by the national 
committee of a major party or a minor party 
to the general fund of the Treasury from an 
account established under section 9008 of the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 after the date 
of the enactment of this Act shall be dedi- 
cated to the sole purpose of deficit reduction. 

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply with respect 
to elections occurring after December 31, 
2012. 

Mr. COBURN. I yield 1⁄2 minutes to 
the Senator from Colorado. 

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Madam 
President, I thank the Senator from 
Oklahoma. 

I rise in support of this important 
amendment. 

I would also like to note that this 
provision is included in a larger bill I 
introduced this week to reform our 
Presidential public financing system. I 
would welcome support for that broad- 
er initiative. 

This is a bipartisan short-term step 
we can take to preserve more money 
for publicly funded candidates who are 
running for President instead of using 
that money to fund what we know now 
as expensive parties in our conven- 
tions. So I would urge a ‘“‘yes’’ vote. 
This is a way to get our fiscal house in 
order. It is a small step, but it is an im- 
portant step. 

I thank the Senator from Oklahoma 
for his leadership in this matter. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Oklahoma. 

Mr. COBURN. Madam President, 99 
percent of the American public has no 
idea that when they check the box, we 
are going to take actual American tax- 
payer dollars and subsidize party con- 
ventions for candidates who have al- 
ready been decided. 

If we are going to lead as a body on 
starting to solve some of our problems, 
this is where we should start. This is 
$34.6 million that gets doled out that is 
not spent in the best interests of the 
American public but spent in the best 
interests of the politicians for the 
American public. It needs to be 
changed. It has no effect on security. It 
has no effect on the present allocation 
that was made in January to each 
party. If we cannot do this, this little 
simple thing of leading by example, 
then our country is doomed because 
that means we cannot solve the very 
significant problems in front of us ei- 
ther. 

I would appreciate your support and 
vote on this amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Ms. STABENOW. Madam President, I 
yield back all time. 
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Mr. COBURN. I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment. The clerk will call the 
roll. 

The bill clerk called the roll. 

Mr. KYL. The following Senator is 
necessarily absent: the Senator from 
Illinois (Mr. KIRK). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 
MCCASKILL). Are there any other Sen- 
ators in the Chamber desiring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 95, 
nays 4, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 162 Leg.] 


YEAS—95 
Akaka Franken Moran 
Alexander Gillibrand Murkowski 
Ayotte Graham Murray 
Barrasso Grassley Nelson (NE) 
Baucus Hagan Nelson (FL) 
Begich Harkin Paul 
Bennet Hatch Portman 
Bingaman Heller Pryor 
ae ONER Reed 
un utchison ; 

Boozman Inhofe aea 

isch 
Brown (MA) Inouye R 

oberts 
Brown (OH) Isakson Rubio 
Burr Johanns Sanders 
Cantwell Johnson (SD) Schumier 
Cardin Johnson (WI) is 
Carper Kerry Sessions 
Casey Klobuchar Shaheen 
Chambliss Kohl Shelby 
Coats Kyl Snowe 
Coburn Lautenberg Stabenow 
Cochran Leahy Tester 
Collins Lee Thune 
Conrad Levin Toomey 
Coons Lieberman Udall (CO) 
Corker Lugar Udall (NM) 
Cornyn Manchin Vitter 
Crapo McCain Warner 
DeMint McCaskill Webb 
Durbin McConnell Whitehouse 
Enzi Menendez Wicker 
Feinstein Merkley Wyden 

NAYS—4 
Boxer Mikulski 
Landrieu Rockefeller 
NOT VOTING—1 
Kirk 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order requiring 60 votes 
for the adoption of this amendment, 
the amendment is agreed to. 

The Senator from Washington. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2455, AS MODIFIED 

Mrs. MURRAY. Madam President, I 
call up my amendment No. 2455 and ask 
that it be modified with the changes at 
the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the amendment will be so 
modified. 

The clerk will report. 

The Senator from Washington [Mrs. MUR- 
RAY] proposes an amendment numbered 2455, 
as modified. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To require the Office of Manage- 

ment and Budget, the President and the 

Department of Defense to submit detailed 

reports to Congress on effects of defense 

and nondefense budget sequestration for 

fiscal year 2013) 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol- 
lowing: 
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___. REPORTS ON EFFECTS OF DEFENSE 
AND NONDEFENSE BUDGET SEQUES- 
TRATION. 

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress makes the fol- 
lowing findings: 

(1) The inability of the Joint Select Com- 
mittee on Deficit Reduction to find 
$1,200,000,000,000 in savings will trigger auto- 
matic funding reductions known as ‘‘seques- 
tration” to raise an equivalent level of sav- 
ings between fiscal years 2013 and 2021. 

(2) These savings are in addition to 
$900,000,000,000 in deficit reduction resulting 
from discretionary spending limits estab- 
lished by the Budget Control Act of 2011. 

(b) REPORTS.— 

(1) REPORT BY THE DIRECTOR OF THE OFFICE 
OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 30 days 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Director of the Office of Management and 
Budget shall report upon the impact of se- 
questration of funds with respect to a se- 
questration under paragraphs (7)(A) and (8) 
of section 251(A) of the Balanced Budget and 
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985 (2 
U.S.C. 901a) for fiscal year 2013 on January 2, 
2018, using enacted levels of appropriations 
for accounts funded pursuant to an enacted 
regular appropriations bill for fiscal year 
2013, and estimates pursuant to a current 
rate continuing resolution for accounts not 
funded through an enacted appropriations 
measure for fiscal year 2018 as the levels to 
which the sequestration should be applied. 

(B) ELEMENTS.—The report required by 
subparagraph (A) shall include the following: 

(i) Each account that would be subject to 
such a sequestration. 

(ii) Each account that would be subject to 
such a sequestration but subject to a special 
rule under section 255 or 256 of the Balanced 
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act 
of 1985 (and the citation to such rule). 

(iii) Each account that would be exempt 
from such a sequestration. 

(iv) Any other data or information that 
would enhance public understanding of the 
sequester and its effect on the defense and 
nondefense functions of the Federal Govern- 
ment including the impact on essential pub- 
lic safety responsibilities such as homeland 
security, food safety, and air traffic control 
activities. 

(C) CATAGORIZE AND GROUP.—The report re- 
quired under this paragraph shall categorize 
and group the listed accounts by the appro- 
priations Act covering such accounts 

(2) REPORT BY THE PRESIDENT.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 60 days 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
or by October 30, 2012 whichever is earlier, 
the President shall submit to Congress a de- 
tailed report on the sequestration required 
by paragraphs (7)(A) and (8) of section 251A 
of the Balanced Budget and Emergency Def- 
icit Control Act of 1985 (2 U.S.C. 901a) for fis- 
cal year 2013 on January 2, 2013. 

(B) ELEMENTS.—The reports required by 
subparagraph (A) shall include— 

(i) for discretionary appropriations— 

(I) an estimate for each category, of the se- 
questration percentages and amounts nec- 
essary to achieve the required reduction; and 

(II) an identification of each account to be 
sequestered and estimates of the level of 
sequestrable budgetary resources and result- 
ing outlays and the amount of budgetary re- 
sources to be sequestered and resulting out- 
lay reductions at the program, project, and 
activity level, using enacted levels of appro- 
priations for accounts funded pursuant to an 
enacted regular appropriations bill for fiscal 
year 2013, and estimates pursuant to a cur- 
rent rate continuing resolution for accounts 
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not funded through an enacted appropria- 
tions measure for fiscal year 2013; 

(ii) for non-defense discretionary spending 
only— 

(I) a list of the programs, projects, and ac- 
tivities that would be reduced or terminated; 

(II) an assessment of the jobs lost directly 
though program and personnel cuts; 

(III) an estimate of the impact program 
cuts would have on the long-term competi- 
tiveness of the United States and its ability 
to maintain its lead on research and develop- 
ment, as well as the impact on our national 
goal to graduate the most students with de- 
grees in in-demand fields; 

(IV) an assessment of the impact of pro- 
gram cuts to education funding across the 
country, including estimates on teaching 
jobs lost, the number of students cut off pro- 
grams they depend on, and education re- 
sources lost by States and local educational 
agencies; 

(V) an analysis of the impact of cuts to 
programs middle class families and the most 
vulnerable families depend on, including es- 
timates of how many families would lose ac- 
cess to support for children, housing and nu- 
trition assistance, and skills training to help 
workers get better jobs; 

(VI) an analysis of the impact on small 
business owners’ ability to access credit and 
support to expand and create jobs; 

(VII) an assessment of the impact to public 
safety, including an estimate of the reduc- 
tion of police officers, emergency medical 
technicians, and firefighters; 

(VIII) a review of the health and safety im- 
pact of cuts on communities, including the 
impact on food safety, national border secu- 
rity, and environmental cleanup; 

(IX) an assessment of the impact of seques- 
tration on environmental programs that pro- 
tect the Nation’s air and water, and safe- 
guard children and families; 

(X) assessment of the impact of sequestra- 
tion on the Nation’s infrastructure, includ- 
ing how cuts would harm the ability of 
States and communities to invest in roads, 
bridges, and waterways. 

(XI) an assessment of the impact on ongo- 
ing government operations and the safety of 
Federal Government personnel; 

(XII) a detailed estimate of the reduction 
in force of civilian personnel as a result of 
sequestration, including the estimated tim- 
ing of such reduction in force actions and the 
timing of reduction in force notifications 
thereof; and 

(XIII) an estimate of the number and value 
of all contracts that will be terminated, re- 
structured, or revised in scope as a result of 
sequestration, including an estimate of po- 
tential termination costs and of increased 
contract costs due to renegotiation and rein- 
statement of contracts; 

(iii) for direct spending— 

(I) an estimate for the defense and non- 
defense functions based on current law of the 
sequestration percentages and amount nec- 
essary to achieve the required reduction; 

(II) a specific identification of the reduc- 
tions required for each nonexempt direct 
spending account at the program, project, 
and activity level; and 

(III) a specific identification of exempt di- 
rect spending accounts at the program, 
project, and activity level; and 

(iv) any other data or information that 
would enhance public understanding of the 
sequester and its effect on the defense and 
nondefense functions of the Federal Govern- 
ment including the impact on essential pub- 
lic safety responsibilities such as— 

(I) homeland security, food safety, and air 
traffic control activities; 
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(II) an assessment of the impact of cuts to 
programs that the Nation’s farmers rely on 
to help them through difficult economic 
times; and 

(III) an assessment of the impact of Medi- 
care cuts to the ability for seniors to access 
care. 

(3) REPORT BY THE SECRETARY OF DE- 
FENSE.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than August 15, 
2012, the Secretary of Defense shall report on 
the impact on national defense accounts as 
defined by paragraphs (7)(A) and (8) of sec- 
tion 251A of the Balanced Budget and Emer- 
gency Deficit Control Act of 1985 (2 U.S.C. 
90la) using enacted levels of appropriations 
for accounts funded pursuant to an enacted 
regular appropriations bill for fiscal year 
2013, and estimates pursuant to a current 
rate continuing resolution for accounts not 
funded through an enacted appropriations 
measure for fiscal year 2013 as the levels to 
which the sequestration should be applied. 

(B) ELEMENTS OF THE DEFENSE REPORTS.— 
The report required by subparagraph (A) 
shall include the following: 

(i) An assessment of the impact on ongoing 
operations and the safety of United States 
military and civilian personnel. 

(ii) An assessment of the impact on the 
readiness of the Armed Forces, including im- 
pacts to steaming hours, flying hours, and 
full spectrum training miles, and an esti- 
mate of the increase or decrease in readiness 
(as defined in the C status C-1 through C-5). 

(iii) A detailed estimate of the reduction in 
force of civilian personnel, including the es- 
timated timing of such reduction in force ac- 
tions and timing of reduction in force notifi- 
cations thereof. 

(iv) A list of the programs, projects, and 
activities of the Department of Defense that 
would be reduced or terminated and the ex- 
pected savings for each program, project and 
activity. 

(v) An estimate of the number and value of 
all contracts that will be terminated, re- 
structured, or revised in scope, including an 
estimate of potential termination costs and 
of increased contract costs due to renegoti- 
ation and reinstatement of contracts. 

(vi) An assessment of the impact on the 
ability of the Department of Defense to 
carry out the National Military Strategy of 
the United States, and any changes to the 
most recent Risk Assessment of the Chair- 
man of the Joint Chiefs of Staff under sec- 
tion 153(b) of title 10, United States Code, 
arising from sequestration. 

Mrs. MURRAY. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the 60-af- 
firmative threshold be waived, since it 
is my understanding that we will adopt 
this by voice vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mrs. MURRAY. Madam President, 
the amendment we are going to vote on 
is bipartisan, fair, and it will make 
sure Congress gets a report on the im- 
pact of all aspects of the scheduled 
automatic cuts. We all agree the bipar- 
tisan sequestration agreed to in the 
Budget Control Act is a terrible way to 
cut spending. It was included as a trig- 
ger in order to bring both sides to the 
table ready to compromise. 

I am hopeful we can get together and 
get the bipartisan deal required to re- 
place these automatic cuts responsibly 
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and fairly. But as we work toward that 
we all should know exactly how the ad- 
ministration would enact sequestration 
if we don’t get a deal. 

I was very proud to work with Sen- 
ators MCCAIN, LEVIN, and THUNE to 
come together on a bipartisan com- 
promise to make sure Congress has the 
information we all need on sequestra- 
tion from the painful cuts to the De- 
fense Department, border security, 
food safety, education, and programs 
for middle-class families, on which the 
most vulnerable Americans depend. 

So I thank all my colleagues for 
working with me on this bipartisan 
compromise, and I thank the families 
and advocates who called and wrote 
letters urging us to examine all aspects 
of sequestration. 

Mr. LEVIN. Madam President, if se- 
questration comes to pass at the end of 
this year, many of us believe it could 
derail the economic recovery and do 
immense damage to important pro- 
grams throughout the government, 
making our Nation less safe and our 
government less responsive to the 
needs of the people we serve. 

But at this point, while our concern 
is deep and widespread, it is not spe- 
cific. We know only in the most gen- 
eral terms what impact sequestration 
might have. And while that is enough 
to encourage many of us to seek the 
compromises needed to avoid seques- 
tration, the Congress and the American 
people deserve a more complete picture 
of what we face. 

That is why I am a cosponsor of the 
amendment offered by Senators MUR- 
RAY and MCCAIN, which would help give 
us and all Americans that more com- 
plete picture. 

I thank Senator McCAIN and Senator 
MURRAY for the leadership and hard 
work, on a bipartisan basis, that pro- 
duced this amendment. It deserves 
broad bipartisan support, and not only 
because it will provide valuable infor- 
mation to us and our constituents. We 
must find ways to work across party 
lines more often and compromise for 
the common good. I hope this amend- 
ment can serve as one step toward the 
larger and more difficult compromises 
we must accomplish to avert the deep 
and lasting damage of sequestration. 

Mrs. MURRAY. Madam President, it 
is my understanding that Senator 
MCCAIN will not speak at this time, so 
I urge a “yes” vote on this voice vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate? 

If not, the question is on agreeing to 
the amendment. 

The amendment (No. 2455) was agreed 
to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Michigan. 

Ms. STABENOW. Madam President, 
given the work that has been done, I 
wish to thank Senators MURRAY and 
McCAIN for their efforts. Senator 
MCCAIN will not be offering his amend- 
ment, just for the information of the 
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Senate. So we will move on now to the 
Rubio amendment, when Senator 
RUBIO is prepared. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Arizona. 

Mr. McCAIN. Madam President, I rise 
today to speak on an amendment I 
have introduced—with a dozen cospon- 
sors to require the Secretary of De- 
fense to provide to Congress a detailed 
report by August 15, 2012, on the im- 
pacts on national security of the auto- 
matic budget cuts, also known as se- 
questration. These cuts will be imposed 
upon the Defense Department 6 months 
from now unless Congress acts. 

My amendment makes no changes to 
the Budget Control Act and should be 
non-controversial. It simply requires 
the Secretary of Defense to detail for 
us the implications of these cuts so 
that we may consider legislative op- 
tions. My colleagues are well aware of 
how budget sequestration became the 
law of the land, of the failure of the 
Joint Select Committee on Deficit Re- 
duction, and of the enforcement mech- 
anism of automatic cuts. But none of 
us fully understand the specific con- 
sequences of the across-the-board 
spending reductions should they be 
triggered on January 2, 2013. 

We know from statements and testi- 
mony from the Secretary of Defense 
and high-ranking DOD and military of- 
ficials that the impact of sequestration 
on the Department of Defense would be 
disastrous. I need not remind my col- 
leagues that one of government’s 
foundational responsibilities is to de- 
fend the Nation. Our constituents en- 
trust us to do so. Allowing budget se- 
questration to occur in the Department 
of Defense would dramatically increase 
risk to our national security and un- 
dermine our ability to protect our in- 
terests at home and abroad. 

I agree that our current fiscal cli- 
mate demands that we reduce annual 
deficits and pay down the massive Fed- 
eral debt. I also recognize that the de- 
mands placed on our Armed Forces are 
beginning to diminish at least insofar 
as current operations in Afghanistan 
are concerned. The administration and 
the Congress have acknowledged as 
much, reducing war funding by almost 
half since 2011. The President’s with- 
drawal plan for Afghanistan will reduce 
that funding need even further. In addi- 
tion, the President has already put in 
place a plan to cut the defense budget 
by $487 billion over the next 9 years. 

I have reluctantly supported these 
planned cuts in the interest of deficit 
reduction, and we have scrutinized 
their impact on the Armed Forces. 
Many of my colleagues on the Senate 
Armed Services Committee joined me 
in expressing concerns to the Secretary 
of Defense about significant troop re- 
ductions in the Army and Marine 
Corps, major program curtailments, 
and proposed base closures. 

Army Chief of Staff GEN Odierno 
told us that his service could perform 
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its mission with 80,000 fewer troops. 
Commandant of the Marine Corps Gen- 
eral Amos echoed those sentiments 
when describing his plan to reduce by 
20,000 marines. My point is that the De- 
partment of Defense has already under- 
taken major budget reductions which 
will impact our forces for a decade or 
longer. While I do not agree with every 
reduction proposed by the administra- 
tion, I acknowledge that we all need to 
tighten our belts and that the Defense 
Department is not sacrosanct. 

It is in the context of the nearly $% 
trillion of reductions that have already 
been levied against the Defense Depart- 
ment that we should consider the im- 
pact of additional automatic budget 
cuts. Budget sequestration would can- 
cel an additional $% trillion from the 
defense budget and would do so in a 
thoroughly arbitrary and destructive 
way. It is one thing for the Department 
to make planned reductions to troops, 
equipment, training, and operations, 
and to keep these reductions syn- 
chronized; it is quite another to apply 
an across-the-board percentage reduc- 
tion to every defense program. The law 
does not provide flexibility; it dictates 
that budget sequestration must be ap- 
plied in equal percentages to each 
“program, project, and activity.” That 
means equal percentage cuts in every 
research project, weapons program, and 
military construction project. Assum- 
ing military personnel accounts are ex- 
empted, we understand that cut to be 
about 14 percent. A 14-percent cut in a 
military construction project would 
render it unexecutable. How can you 
buy 86 percent of a building or 86 per- 
cent of an aircraft carrier? This is the 
danger of sequestration. The law man- 
dates that cuts be taken equally across 
every budget line. It is absolutely 
senseless and will have enormous pri- 
mary and secondary effects. 

As an example, hundreds, perhaps 
thousands, of contracts for services and 
equipment will have to be renegoti- 
ated. Contracts with specific delivery 
quantities will have to be rewritten to 
reduce the quantities, which will in- 
crease the cost per unit to the govern- 
ment. More likely, management deci- 
sions will be taken out of the hands of 
managers and put into the hands of 
lawyers, aS companies sue the govern- 
ment for breach of contract and termi- 
nation costs. Legal proceedings could 
stretch out over years, at enormous ex- 
pense to the taxpayer. ‘‘Savings’’ from 
budget sequestration would be con- 
sumed by the cost of implementing it. 
Maybe we should think of sequester as 
an earmark for lawyers. 

Beyond the cost of implementing a 
dysfunctional system for budget cut- 
ting, the impact of sequestration on 
the capability of the Armed Forces 
would needlessly increase risk to na- 
tional security. I am very concerned 
about the recent decision by the ad- 
ministration to apply sequestration to 
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accounts supporting our military oper- 
ations in Afghanistan. In November 
2011, I was assured by the Secretary of 
Defense that this account would not di- 
rectly be affected. Now, the Depart- 
ment is conceding that funds we are 
using to defeat our enemies and to 
build a secure and self-sufficient Af- 
ghanistan will be subject to immediate 
reductions. Despite this potentially 
grave risk to our military forces en- 
gaged in combat, the Department can- 
not tell me with any assurance to what 
extent our deployed forces will be af- 
fected. We must have a detailed assess- 
ment of the impact of these mandatory 
cuts to the support of our forces en- 
gaged in hostilities on behalf of our Na- 
tion. 

We know that the President has de- 
cided to exempt veterans programs 
from budget sequestration but to in- 
clude war funding under sequester. 
This demonstrates that the adminis- 
tration is actively deliberating the im- 
plementation of the Budget Control 
Act, which makes it all the more sur- 
prising that the President is reluctant 
to provide even a preliminary estimate 
of the impact of sequestration. If the 
President is making decisions regard- 
ing sequestration, why not reveal the 
impacts to Congress and the public? 

The leaders of the Department of De- 
fense have consistently stated that 
threats to the national security of the 
United States have increased, not de- 
creased. Secretary of Defense Leon Pa- 
netta said that these automatic reduc- 
tions would ‘‘inflict severe damage to 
our national defense for generations.” 

General Odierno testified that se- 
questration would force the Army to 
cut an additional 100,000 troops, half of 
which would come from the Guard and 
Reserve on top of the 80,000 soldiers al- 
ready planned to be separated from 
service. General Odierno stated that 
the damaging effects of sequestration 
would force the Army to ‘‘fundamen- 
tally re-look [at] how we do national 
security.” 

The Chief of Naval Operations, Admi- 
ral Greenert, testified that the Navy 
fleet would shrink from 285 ships to 230 
to 235 ships, well below the 313 ships 
the Navy has said it requires. The Navy 
will be forced to absorb a cut equiva- 
lent to the entire annual shipbuilding 
budget. According to the Vice Chief of 
Naval Operations, ‘‘The force that 
comes out of sequestration is not the 
force that can support the current [de- 
fense] strategy.” 

Chief of Staff of the Air Force GEN 
Schwartz testified that sequestration 
“would slash all of our investment ac- 
counts, including our top priority mod- 
ernization program such as the KC—46 
tanker, the F-35 Joint Strike Fighter, 
the MQ-9 remotely piloted aircraft, and 
the future long-range strike bomber.” 

We would be left with a much more 
expensive, much less capable national 
defense program. 
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The irony in all this is that defense 
spending is not the reason we are in a 
fiscal mess. The United States spends 
about 20 percent of its annual budget 
on national defense. Since one of the 
principal responsibilities of govern- 
ment is to protect the Nation, I con- 
sider this amount to be quite modest. 
The real driver of our national debt is 
mandatory spending, which consumes 
58 percent of the annual budget and is 
projected by the Office of Management 
and Budget to be over 62 percent by 
2017—growth of almost a percentage 
point per year. However, under budget 
sequestration, half of the total amount 
of cuts would be levied from defense 
and the other half from all other gov- 
ernment programs. Let me repeat that. 
Defense is 20 percent of the budget but 
will take 50 percent of the cuts. It sim- 
ply doesn’t make sense. 

In addition, these cuts will impact 
jobs in the defense industry as well as 
countless counties and towns around 
the country at a time when millions of 
Americans are still seeking employ- 
ment. I appreciate the work of my 
friend Senator AYOTTE to bring this 
issue of industrial and economic im- 
pact to the forefront. 

We must receive a clear assessment 
from the Department on the extent of 
the risk to our military operations in 
Afghanistan, to our military programs, 
and to readiness here at home if the 
automatic cuts are allowed to occur. 
Only when we have a clear picture of 
the impact of current law will we be 
able to consider alternatives to seques- 
tration that reduce the deficit but do 
not imperil our Nation’s security. 

Some have suggested that the Con- 
gress wait until after the election to 
address possible alternatives to seques- 
tration. Mr. President, we all know 
that nothing good happens in a lame- 
duck session. We cannot wait for an 
election to muster the courage to make 
difficult budget decisions. This amend- 
ment to the farm bill is meant to in- 
form the debate about the perils we 
face if we do not take action. 

I thank my colleague from Wash- 
ington, and I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma- 
jority leader. 

Mr. REID. Madam President, there is 
nothing pending now on the Senate 
floor other than the farm bill? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct. 

Mr. REID. We are in between votes; 
is that correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Correct. 

UNANIMOUS CONSENT AGREEMENT—S. 1940 

Mr. REID. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that upon disposi- 
tion of S. 3240, which is the farm bill, 
the Senate proceed to the cloture vote 
on the motion to proceed to Calendar 
No. 250, S. 1940, which is the flood in- 
surance bill; further, if cloture is in- 
voked on the motion to proceed, not- 
withstanding cloture having been in- 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE, Vol. 158, Pt. 7 


voked, it be in order for the majority 
leader to lay before the body the House 
message with respect to S. 3187. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Michigan. 

Ms. STABENOW. Madam President, 
if I might indicate to colleagues, we 
have one final amendment, the Rubio 
amendment, and Senator RUBIO will be 
coming to the floor shortly. Following 
his amendment, we will then be going 
to final passage. 

I do want to take a moment to thank 
the leader. In the midst of an ex- 
tremely demanding schedule, with 
things that need to get done in the 
Senate, he has given us this oppor- 
tunity to complete this work. We will 
talk more about who has been involved 
in it later, but with all the demands of 
the Senate—whether it be flood insur- 
ance or addressing the concerns of stu- 
dent loan interest rates, the issues of 
small business and jobs and a whole 
range of issues that are very important 
for us to get done—our leader, with the 
support of the Republican leader, has 
been willing to allow us to move 
through 73 amendments. Now, I would 
note that we started with the possi- 
bility of 300, so 73 is certainly better 
than 300, but we know it was a major 
piece of work, and we very much appre- 
ciate our colleagues coming together 
to get this done. 

Let me remind everyone that 16 mil- 
lion people work in jobs related to agri- 
culture and our food systems, and they 
are watching us to see if we do the 
right thing and to see us work together 
to get this done and to create economic 
certainty for them and food security 
for our Nation. So I just would like to 
thank our leaders for their patience 
and willingness to stand with us. 

Mr. ENZI. Madam President, I have 
come to the floor to speak in favor of 
Senator RUBIO’s amendment No. 2166, 
the Rewarding Achievement and 
Incentivizing Successful Employees 
Act, Known as the RAISE Act. It is a 
catchy title, and sometimes here in 
Congress catchy bill titles can be very 
misleading. Sometimes the bill title 
means the exact opposite of what the 
bill would do, such as the Employee 
Free Choice Act, which actually would 
have taken away the right to make a 
free choice through a secret ballot. But 
in this case, I congratulate my col- 
league Senator RUBIO for a title that 
conveys precisely what the amendment 
aims to do. 

The RAISE Act would allow employ- 
ers to give employees raises, bonuses, 
incentive payments, and other mone- 
tary rewards whenever they are earned, 
whether the union boss approves or 
not. As all of us know, we are in ex- 
tremely difficult economic times. Un- 
employment has been above 8 percent 
for over 40 months, now and a striking 
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number of individuals are dropping out 
of the workforce altogether. When we 
do recover, as I know we will, we are 
likely to face a skills gap that will fur- 
ther hamper hiring and growth. One of 
the keys to our economic recovery is 
the health of small businesses. 

For small businesses to reach their 
full potential, and grow into job-cre- 
ating machines, they need the flexi- 
bility to maintain and attract the key 
employees who will get them there. 
Any small businessperson will tell you 
that their employees are their most 
important asset. They literally make 
the difference in whether the business 
succeeds or fails. 

Once your company is unionized, you 
learn one way or another that it is now 
an ‘‘unfair labor practice”? under sec- 
tion 8(a)(5) of the National Labor Rela- 
tions Act to give an employee a raise 
or a bonus or an incentive or even a 
gift card for a job well done without 
the approval of the union boss. All 
compensation issues must be nego- 
tiated with the union, which allows the 
union to take credit for securing the 
raise. We have come across scores of 
cases where employers wanted to 
thank employees for good customer 
service, impressive sales growth, or at- 
tract employees to fill a critical man- 
power shortage, and the National 
Labor Relations Board, NLRB, penal- 
ized the employer for it. In a time of 
global competition, the last thing we 
need is a Federal agency punishing 
companies for trying to perform better 
by rewarding employees. 

Believe it or not, there is opposition 
to this amendment. At least four of our 
largest labor unions AFL-CIO, 
AFSCMHE, SEIU, and the International 
Brotherhood of Teamsters—have op- 
posed allowing employers to give 
raises. 

Critics of this bill have said that if 
employers want to be able to reward 
employees beyond the union-approved 
wage floor, they can negotiate that 
provision into their contract. This is 
true. An employer can make the abil- 
ity to incentivize employees one of 
their “asks” in negotiations, and they 
probably have to give up something 
else in order for the union to agree to 
that. But it is also true that getting 
such a provision in the bargaining 
agreement is not enough to protect em- 
ployers from a charge of unfair labor 
practice from the union and penalty 
from the NLRB. In my research on this 
issue, I came across several cases 
where employers had negotiated a raise 
clause, but since the collective bar- 
gaining agreement expired and was in 
renegotiation, the NLRB ruled that the 
provision did not apply. 

Let me cite an example from just a 
few years ago. A Montana water and 
mineral drilling company had nego- 
tiated a contract clause with their 
union to ensure that union-negotiated 
wages were only a floor and superior 
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wages could be given with or without 
the consent of the union. When the 
company’s orders increased, the com- 
pany wanted to share the profits and 
decided to give employees unilateral 
raises, increase the per diem for meals, 
and raise the clothing and safety allow- 
ance reimbursement by 167 percent. 
But the union objected, and the NLRB 
agreed and stopped the raises. Why? 
Because although the company had ne- 
gotiated the right to give raises, they 
were currently in the process of re- 
negotiating their collective bargaining 
agreement and there had been no ex- 
plicit extension of the clause allowing 
for superior wages and benefits. O’Keefe 
Drilling, Case 19-CA-29222(2005) 

Unfortunately, this is not an isolated 
case. NLRB has repeatedly punished 
employers in similar situations. 

An Oregon newspaper publisher had his- 
torically offered commission for sales of cer- 
tain long-term advertisements. As it was 
adapting to having an online edition, it de- 
cided to qualify internet ad sales for com- 
missions, as well, and added signing bonuses 
for new advertising clients. Although the 
newspaper had specifically negotiated for a 
contract provision allowing it to pay wages 
in excess of the established wage, the bar- 
gaining agreement was in renegotiation. The 
NLRB sided with the union. Register-Guard, 
339 NLRB 353 (2003) 

The fact that raise provisions are ne- 
gotiated into union contracts negates 
another criticism I have heard about 
this proposal. Some say that it would 
allow an employer to favor employees 
based on gender or race. This is en- 
tirely false—all race, sex, national ori- 
gin and religion Federal discrimination 
statutes are and would remain in full 
effect. 

I would like to share a few more ex- 
amples of why this legislation will not 
just benefit American workers but ev- 
eryone who relies on the services they 
provide. For example, there is a great 
deal of concern about the quality and 
availability of health care services in 
this country. You would think that any 
Federal agency would congratulate 
hospitals that strive to improve the 
service they provide. Unfortunately, 
that was not the case in these two ex- 
amples. 

During the nationwide nursing shortage we 
experienced in the last decade, a nonprofit 
New Mexico hospital was desperate for 
nurses. It was concerned about the ability to 
provide care and comply with mandatory 
staffing levels, so the hospital decided to 
offer $8000 signing bonuses and $2000 reloca- 
tion bonuses. These generous bonuses were 
available for new applicants as well as cur- 
rent nurses—union members—who trans- 
ferred to fill critical needs. But the union ob- 
jected and the hospital was ordered to stop 
offering bonuses. St. Vincent Hospital, Case 
28-C A-19039(2004) 

In another case, a Brooklyn hospital was 
concerned about poor reviews of their nurs- 
ing staff from patient satisfaction surveys, 
which had been an ongoing problem. The 
hospital decided to reward its best nurses, so 
it honored high-performing nurses with a 
breakfast, a pin, and gave them $100 gift 
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cards since it was the winter holiday season. 
Unfortunately, the union objected to this 
honoring of exceptional nurses and filed 
charges with the National Labor Relations 
Board. Although these nurses earned $67,000 
to $150,000 a year, the NLRB found that the 
gift card was not a one-time, de minimis gift 
but, rather, should be considered compensa- 
tion and should have been a subject of nego- 
tiation with the union. The hospital was 
banned from giving such bonuses again. 
Brooklyn Hospital Center, Case No. 29-CA-— 
29323(2009) 

Clearly something has gone very 
wrong here, and I want to thank Sen- 
ator RUBIO for offering us the ability to 
make it right. The ability to reward 
and incentivize employees is critical to 
the success of any enterprise. Instead 
of fixating on who gets credit for any- 
thing beneficial, our national labor- 
management policy should be to 
strengthen unionized and nonunionized 
businesses and encourage job creation. 
This will be good for all Americans, no 
matter what their union membership 
status. 

I urge the Senate to support the 
Rubio amendment and adopt this com- 
monsense change to allow American 
companies and their employees to 
thrive. 

Ms. STABENOW. Madam President, I 
see Senator RUBIO is on the floor, and 
I will now defer to him to offer his 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Florida. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2166 

Mr. RUBIO. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent to call up amend- 
ment No. 2166. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment. 

The assistant bill clerk read as fol- 
lows: 

The Senator from Florida [Mr. RUBIO] pro- 
poses an amendment numbered 2166. 


Mr. RUBIO. I ask unanimous consent 
that the reading of the amendment be 
dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To amend the National Labor Re- 

lations Act to permit employers to pay 

higher wages to their employees) 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol- 
lowing: 

SEC. _ . PAYMENT OF HIGHER WAGES. 

Section 9(a) of the National Labor Rela- 
tions Act (29 U.S.C. 159(a)) is amended— 

(1) by inserting ‘‘(1)’’ after ‘‘(a)’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

(2) Notwithstanding a labor organiza- 
tion’s exclusive representation of employees 
in a unit, or the terms and conditions of any 
collective bargaining contract or agreement 
then in effect, nothing in either— 

“(A) section 8(a)(1) or section 8(a)(5), or 

“(B) a collective bargaining contract or 
agreement renewed or entered into after the 
date of enactment of the RAISE Act, 
shall prohibit an employer from paying an 
employee in the unit greater wages, pay, or 
other compensation for, or by reason of, his 
or her services as an employee of such em- 
ployer, than provided for in such contract or 
agreement.’’. 
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Mr. RUBIO. Madam President, this 
amendment would amend the National 
Labor Relations Act to allow employ- 
ers to give merit-based compensation 
increases to individual employees, even 
if those increases are not part of the 
collective bargaining agreement. Es- 
sentially, this will make the union con- 
tract wage a minimum, while giving 
employers the flexibility to reward 
diligent employees for their hard work. 
The bottom line is that today, if you 
work at one of these firms and the em- 
ployer wants to give you a raise, they 
can’t do it because it goes against the 
collective bargaining amount. So this 
amendment would allow them to do 
that. 


That is a brief explanation of the 
amendment. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Iowa. 


Mr. HARKIN. Madam President, this 
amendment is a solution in search of a 
problem. I don’t know—have any of my 
colleagues here had unionized busi- 
nesses come to them complaining that 
they can’t give a raise? Have any of my 
colleagues ever heard of that—they 
have complained they can’t give a 
raise? 

The fact is collective bargaining 
agreements already provide—many of 
them—for merit-based performance in- 
creases. That is part and parcel of a lot 
of the agreements today. So what this 
amendment basically does is it under- 
cuts the National Labor Relations Act. 
That is exactly what it does. If you 
think we should do away with the Na- 
tional Labor Relations Act and all the 
benefits and all the protections it has 
both for businesses and for workers, 
this is your amendment right here. 
Quite frankly, I can’t think of any- 
thing that would be more disruptive of 
a workplace than this amendment. 
When a business and workers have 
agreed on a collective bargaining 
agreement, this would destroy that 
kind of comity in the workplace. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator’s time has expired. 

The Senator from Florida. 

Mr. RUBIO. Madam President, I dis- 
agree. And I know we are now going to 
vote on this matter, so I ask for the 
yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec- 
ond. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment. The clerk will call the 
roll. 

The bill clerk called the roll. 

Mr. KYL. The following Senator is 
necessarily absent: the Senator from 
Tllinois (Mr. KIRK). 


The result was announced—yeas 45, 
nays 54, as follows: 
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[Rollcall Vote No. 163 Leg.] 


YEAS—45 
Alexander DeMint McCain 
Ayotte Enzi McConnell 
Barrasso Graham Moran 
Blunt Grassley Paul 
Boozman Hatch Portman 
Brown (MA) Heller Risch 
Burr Hoeven Roberts 
Chambliss Hutchison Rubio 
Coats Inhofe Sessions 
Coburn Isakson Shelby 
Cochran Johanns Snowe 
Collins Johnson (WI) Thune 
Corker Kyl Toomey 
Cornyn Lee Vitter 
Crapo Lugar Wicker 
NAYS—54 
Akaka Hagan Murray 
Baucus Harkin Nelson (NE) 
Begich Inouye Nelson (FL) 
Bennet Johnson (SD) Pryor 
Bingaman Kerry Reed 
Blumenthal Klobuchar Reid 
Boxer Kohl Rockefeller 
Brown (OH) Landrieu Sanders 
Cantwell Lautenberg Schumer 
Cardin Leahy Shaheen 
Carper Levin Stabenow 
Casey Lieberman Tester 
Conrad Manchin Udall (CO) 
Coons McCaskill Udall (NM) 
Durbin Menendez Warner 
Feinstein Merkley Webb 
Franken Mikulski Whitehouse 
Gillibrand Murkowski Wyden 
NOT VOTING—1 
Kirk 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order requiring 60 votes 
for the adoption of this amendment, 
the amendment is rejected. 

Under the previous order, the ques- 
tion is on the engrossment and third 
reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading and was read the 
third time. 

2501 PROGRAM 

Mr. UDALL of New Mexico. Madam 
President, I have filed an amendment 
relating to the Socially Disadvantaged 
Farmers and Ranchers Program that I 
would like to bring to Senator STABE- 
Now’s attention. 

As the Senator knows, the Outreach 
and Assistance to Socially Disadvan- 
taged Farmers and Ranchers Program, 
also known as the ‘‘2501 Program,” 
helps our Nation’s historically under- 
served producers gain access to the 
U.S. Department of Agriculture’s cred- 
it, commodity, conservation, and other 
programs and services. 

The program provides competitive 
grants to educational institutions, ag- 
riculture extension offices, and com- 
munity-based organizations to assist 
African-American, Native American, 
Asian-American, and Latino farmers 
and ranchers in owning and operating 
farms and participating in USDA pro- 
grams. The Outreach and Assistance to 
Socially Disadvantaged Farmers and 
Ranchers Program has served more 
than 100,000 rural constituents in over 
400 counties and more than 35 States. 

In my State many farmers and 
ranchers have benefited from projects 
funded through the 2501 Program. 
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I will just mention a few. 

The New Mexico Acequia Association 
uses a 2501 grant to improve the sus- 
tainability and economic viability of 
small-scale agriculture among the 
farmers and ranchers who are part of 
the historic acequias and community 
ditches in New Mexico. With this fund- 
ing the association supports centuries- 
old irrigation systems and agricultural 
traditions. 

The Northern New Mexico Outreach 
Project, run by the New Mexico State 
University Cooperative Extension 
Service, is also working in my State to 
develop an education network system 
between northern New Mexico Hispanic 
and American Indian farmers and 
ranchers. 

And with the help of 2501 funding, the 
Taos County Economic Development 
Corporation is revitalizing ranching 
and farming traditions that support 
the cultures of the area, utilizing new 
technologies and marketing opportuni- 
ties. 

Thanks to the efforts of the com- 
mittee, the Socially Disadvantaged 
Farmers and Ranchers Program can 
now also extend benefits to veterans. 

My amendment would have provided 
additional funds to support the tradi- 
tional and new constituencies of the 
program by increasing direct funding 
for the program to $150 million over 5 
years. 

It would continue assistance to dis- 
advantaged farmers and ranchers. And 
ensure that veterans are fully able to 
benefit from the program. 

The committee mark of the Agri- 
culture Reform, Food and Jobs Act of 
2012 includes $5 million in annual man- 
datory funds for the Socially Disadvan- 
taged Farmers and Ranchers Program 
and $20 million in annual discretionary 
funds for the program. 

I hope that the Senator and her com- 
mittee will work with me and with the 
Appropriations Committee to ensure 
adequate funding is allocated to the 
2501 Program through the Appropria- 
tions process in the coming years. 

Ms. STABENOW. I want to begin by 
thanking the Senator from New Mexico 
for his thoughtful work on this issue. 
This is an important program, and I 
commend the Senator for offering his 
amendment. AS we move forward, I am 
happy to work with the Senator to en- 
gage the Appropriations Committee to 
provide adequate annual funding for 
the program in the coming years. 

Mr. UDALL of New Mexico. I thank 
the Senator. I am certain she is aware 
that the USDA’s Office of Inspector 
General released a preliminary audit 
report in May finding a level of mis- 
management of the 2501 Program with- 
in the Office of Advocacy and Out- 
reach, or OAO. The report found that 
OAO officials had not adhered to the 
agency’s draft policies and procedures 
and did not carry out proper docu- 
mentation during the selection of 2012 
grant recipients. 
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The OAO has had an immediate and 
deliberate response to the report. The 
previous manager of the Socially Dis- 
advantaged Farmers and Ranchers Out- 
reach Program has been replaced, the 
office is putting in a more long-term 
staff, and the 2012 applicants and grant 
recipients are being reevaluated. 

As the Senator knows, the 2501 Pro- 
gram is vital to ensuring that histori- 
cally underserved farmers and ranchers 
have access to USDA programs. And, 
with the new mission to also serve vet- 
eran farmers and ranchers, it is more 
important than ever that the outreach 
program be properly administered. 

I look forward to working with the 
Chairwoman and the committee in its 
oversight role to ensure that the Out- 
reach and Assistance to Socially Dis- 
advantaged Farmers and Ranchers Pro- 
gram is properly and effectively admin- 
istered. 

Ms. STABENOW. I, too, am con- 
cerned by the recent administration of 
the program, and I thank the Senator 
for addressing some of those issues in 
his amendment. I am hopeful that the 
positive steps already taken by the Of- 
fice of Advocacy and Outreach will en- 
sure the 2501 Program’s continued suc- 
cess. I know that the Senator will con- 
tinue to monitor this situation closely, 
and I look forward to working with 
him to ensure that the office fully com- 
plies with the recommendations of the 
OIG report and that the most qualified 
applicants are awarded grants. 

Mr. UDALL of New Mexico. I thank 
the Senator. In closing, I would like to 
thank the Senator, the members of the 
Senate Agriculture Committee, and 
dedicated staff for all of the efforts to 
negotiate a good farm bill, one that 
provides significant savings and elimi- 
nates antiquated subsidies but seeks to 
ensure a sound future for agriculture 
and access to healthy food for families 
across the Nation. 

Madam President, I rise today to dis- 
cuss the farm bill. First, I wish to 
thank Senator STABENOW and Senator 
ROBERTS for their efforts in crafting a 
bill that will strengthen our agricul- 
tural and rural economy as well as one 
which reflects fiscal realities. Chair- 
woman STABENOW and Ranking Mem- 
ber ROBERTS reached across the aisle. 
They relied on common sense and they 
found common ground, with com- 
promise and with a focus on results. 
They, and the members of the Agri- 
culture Committee, worked together 
and created this bipartisan legislation. 

We all know how important this bill 
is for the 16 million Americans whose 
jobs are in agriculture and for the con- 
sumers who depend on safe, affordable 
food. It is also important for the fami- 
lies who need nutritional assistance 
and for the prudent stewardship of our 
lands. The importance of this legisla- 
tion cannot be understated. 

Like so many New Mexicans, farming 
and ranching are in my blood. My 
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grandmother drove cattle through New 
Mexico in the late 1800s. Ranching and 
farming is a part of my heritage, and of 
New Mexico’s. And it is vital to our 
economy. More than 20,000 farms are in 
New Mexico. 

The people in my State know that 
ranching and farming is hard work. 
The only thing one can count on is un- 
certainty. It is a uniquely risky busi- 
ness, vulnerable to calamities of 
weather, subject to global fluctuations 
in prices and unfair competition. But, 
American agriculture is the world’s 
leader. It is second to none. It is cru- 
cial to our economy and to our na- 
tional security. 

This legislation is truly a reform bill. 
It is the most significant reform of our 
agriculture policy in decades. For 
years, Congress has reauthorized con- 
fusing and inequitable farm subsidies, 
and the public looked on in wonder. 
The subsidies have in some part helped 
to keep sectors of U.S. Agriculture vi- 
brant, but, there have been blatant in- 
efficiencies and waste. The rules sur- 
rounding direct payments is one exam- 
ple. Such rules do not even require that 
the recipient grow the covered com- 
modity to receive their payment. The 
result is an inequitable flow of Federal 
funds. This hinders new producers and 
short changes producers who were not 
lucky enough to own “base acres” 
when they were identified in the 1980s. 

For decades, farm bills have come 
and gone without the subsidy reforms 
Americans have been calling for. But 
Chairman STABENOW and Ranking 
Member ROBERTS have taken that un- 
precedented bold step. Their bill ends 
direct payments and other major sub- 
sidies once and for all. 

The 2012 Senate farm bill offers a 
more equitable insurance that pro- 
ducers buy into. It is not mandatory, 
but it is a sound safety net that will 
support American producers. 

Chairman STABENOW and Ranking 
Member ROBERTS also set new prece- 
dent in turning more attention to 
crops historically left on the sidelines. 
Their bill boldly supports fruits, vege- 
tables, nuts and other products so im- 
portant to creating healthy living. The 
bill promotes access to nutritious food 
through farmers markets and locally 
grown produce. And it strengthens spe- 
cialty crop provisions. My State is 
justly famous for its green chile. This 
bill will help chile and other specialty 
crops find export markets. And it pro- 
vides for more research to keep these 
crops vibrant and competitive. 

This legislation will create a more 
even playing field for dairy farmers, 
providing a safety net that has no re- 
gional or size bias. The bill also con- 
tinues essential support for livestock 
producers. In my State, ranchers face 
grave threats from severe drought and 
fires and from the continued loss of 
grazing lands. 

This farm bill streamlines and con- 
solidates programs and it reduces the 
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deficit by over $23 billion. Let me re- 
peat: $23 billion in deficit reduction. 
That is twice the amount rec- 
ommended by the Simpson-Bowles 
commission. 

This is a strong bill overall. It is not 
perfect. It consolidates and simplifies 
conservation programs. But, unfortu- 
nately, there are significant cuts in 
funding. There are cuts in programs 
that protect watersheds, grasslands, 
soil, and habitats. These are programs 
that producers depend on. There are 
cuts in programs to restore forage, en- 
sure compliance with environmental 
laws, and maintain healthy soil. It is 
truly unfortunate to lose such vital 
funding. 

The farm bill covers a very large can- 
vas and addresses many diverse needs. 
There will be, and should be, healthy 
debate. 

I want to speak today about three 
specific amendments that I believe will 
improve this bill. 

First, I have filed an amendment to 
restore mandatory funds for the Out- 
reach and Assistance to Socially Dis- 
advantaged Farmers and Ranchers Pro- 
gram. Thanks to the efforts of the com- 
mittee, this program can now extend 
benefits to veterans. My amendment 
would ensure that the necessary funds 
are there. This program has helped our 
Nation’s historically underserved pro- 
ducers for over 20 years by providing 
better access to Department of Agri- 
culture credit, commodity, and con- 
servation services and by providing 
technical assistance. It has worked and 
it deserves continued support. 

The Outreach and Assistance to So- 
cially Disadvantaged Farmers and 
Ranchers Program has served more 
than 100,000 rural constituents in over 
400 counties and more than 35 States. 
With adequate funding, it can also pro- 
vide critical support for veteran farm- 
ers and ranchers. 

Specifically, my amendment would 
restore direct funding to $150 million 
over 5 years. 

It would continue assistance to dis- 
advantaged farmers and ranchers and 
ensure that veterans are fully able to 
benefit from the program. 

Second, I have proposed an amend- 
ment for rural development funding for 
frontier communities. Across our Na- 
tion, including in my home State, 
there are many very small, very rural 
communities with a population density 
of less than 20 people per square mile. 
These are great communities, proud 
communities, with rich histories. But, 
they have a hard time competing for 
rural development loans and grants. 
Often, they don’t have the personnel. 
They don’t have the resources. But, 
their need is just as great as that of 
larger communities. 

My amendment would create a set- 
aside for frontier communities allow- 
ing them to access USDA funds tar- 
geted for these very small, very rural 
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communities. It would allow the USDA 
to reach our Nation’s most rural and 
underserved communities. The setaside 
would be a minimum of percent of 
rural development programs and it 
would allow frontier communities to 
qualify for up to 100 percent grant 
funding, with no minimum grant or 
loan requirement. 

My amendment would also create a 
grant program for technical assistance 
and planning for frontier communities, 
making sure that funding goes as far as 
possible. Financing for this program 
would be from overall rural develop- 
ment funding of no more than 5 per- 
cent. 

And, third, I have filed an amend- 
ment for a rural development setaside 
for community land grants. These land 
grant Mercedes are part of a unique 
and important history in the southwest 
dating back to the treaty of Guada- 
lupe-Hidalgo. These were grants of land 
made by the governments of Spain or 
Mexico to entire communities. 

These community land grants have a 
history of loss of land, a history of ma- 
nipulation and unkept commitments, 
and a recognized need for increased 
economic opportunities. My amend- 
ment proposes to respond to this unfor- 
tunate history. Rural development as- 
sistance is crucial to these unique com- 
munities. 

I wish to again commend my col- 
leagues for this bipartisan legislation. 
It will continue building our economy 
by providing jobs and by providing the 
certainty that producers need for inno- 
vation and growth and by providing for 
the safest, healthiest, and most abun- 
dant food supply in the world. 

Mr. KOHL. Madam President, I rise 
to support and encourage passage of 
this farm bill. 

Farm bills are difficult measures to 
shepherd through this chamber. There 
has never been—and never will—be a 
‘perfect’ one in the eyes of every 
Member of this body. But American ag- 
riculture needs a new farm bill and this 
one deserves our support for a variety 
of reasons. 

For starters, it delivers over $23 bil- 
lion dollars in savings at time when 
our Nation’s balance sheet needs it 
most. 

It improves nutrition programs by 
curbing fraud and improving program 
integrity. Hungry Americans—many of 
whom are children—need a food safety 
net when times are tough. These 
changes support that safety net and de- 
liver more accountability to taxpayers. 

This bill also responds to concerns 
articulated by dairy farmers who are 
hugely important to me and to Wis- 
consin. Long-time farm policy observ- 
ers know of my enduring interest in 
dairy policy. The MILC program, which 
I co-authored with several of my col- 
leagues in this chamber, was the first 
comprehensive safety net for American 
dairy producers. It provided payments 
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in time of low prices and cost the gov- 
ernment nothing when we had robust 
dairy prices. Dairy farmers today face 
new and different challenges. In recent 
years they have seen situations where, 
despite robust milk prices, their input 
prices dramatically escalated and their 
margins evaporated. The dairy policy 
embodied in this bill recognizes that 
challenge and establishes margin pro- 
tection insurance. Participants will be 
given the option to choose the level of 
margin protection that makes the 
most sense for their dairy operations. 

I supported a number of amendments 
to this farm bill. Among them were 
modifications to enhance rural devel- 
opment and programs for beginning 
farmers. Farm bills touch our Nation 
in many different ways, and these are 
two areas that merit more attention 
and continued diligence. I also opposed 
a number of amendments because I 
feared they would undermine agri- 
culture exports, our ability to inno- 
vate, and our organic agriculture sec- 
tor. 

Finally, I want to congratulate the 
chair and ranking member of the Sen- 
ate Agriculture Committee for their 
diligent work. It takes an enormous 
amount of effort to move a farm bill. 
They worked hard to find consensus 
and deserve our thanks. I also want to 
acknowledge with thanks their staff, 
including Cory Claussen and Jonathan 
Coppess of the majority and Eric 
Steiner from the Republican staff. 
They worked very hard on a variety of 
topics, including the dairy provisions. 

I encourage my colleagues to support 
the bill. 

Mr. CASEY. Madam President, I sup- 
port passage of the 2012 farm bill, S. 
3240, the Agriculture Reform, Food, 
and Jobs Act of 2012. 

I have made it a priority to keep 
Pennsylvania’s agricultural industry 
and our rural economies strong to sup- 
port Pennsylvanian families. 

Agriculture is the Commonwealth’s 
largest industry. Pennsylvania’s farm 
gate value that is cash receipts to 
growers, in 2010, was $5.7 billion. Agri- 
business in Pennsylvania is a $46.4 bil- 
lion industry, and 17.5 percent of Penn- 
sylvanians are employed in the food 
and fiber system. What does this mean? 

It means that the Senate must pass 
this farm bill, that the House must 
pass a farm bill, and that the President 
must sign a farm bill into law before it 
expires at the end of September. 

The farm bill creates economic op- 
portunities in our rural areas and sus- 
tains the consumers and businesses 
that rely on our rural economy. When 
the cows need to be milked, dairy farm- 
ers go out to the barn and do their jobs. 
We should follow their example and re- 
authorize the farm bill in a responsible 
way that helps contribute to deficit re- 
duction. 

If passed into law, this farm bill 
would reduce the deficit by approxi- 
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mately $23 billion through the elimi- 
nation of some subsidies, the consolida- 
tion of programs, and producing great- 
er efficiencies in program delivery. 

Dairy is the Commonwealth’s No. 1 
agricultural sector. The dairy industry 
annually generates more than $1.6 bil- 
lion in on-farm cash receipts, which 
represent about 42 percent of Penn- 
sylvania’s total agricultural receipts. 

I introduced two dairy bills this Con- 
gress: the Federal Milk Marketing Im- 
provement Act, S. 1640, and the Dairy 
Advancement Act, S. 1682. These bills 
are aimed to ensure that farmers re- 
ceive a fair price for their milk to in- 
crease price transparency, to protect 
against price volatility, and to encour- 
age processor innovation. 

I am concerned that while the pro- 
posed dairy program to manage the Na- 
tion’s milk supply will reduce the vola- 
tility of dairy farming, that program 
will discourage innovation and exports, 
as well as send the wrong signals to our 
trading partners. 

I secured language which requires 
USDA to thoroughly examine if the 
dairy market stabilization program is 
working, and if it is not working, make 
recommendations on how to fix it. This 
bill also contains my amendment to 
codify the frequency of dairy product 
reporting that is important for the 
dairy industry to make business deci- 
sions. It would also require USDA to 
examine whether it would be practical 
to move to a two-class system for milk 
that could help to simplify the Federal 
milk marketing orders. 

Dairy farmers deserve the best dairy 
program possible. The Senate bill con- 
tains many improvements that I sup- 
port. 

Making risk management and crop 
insurance products work better for 
Pennsylvanians, especially small farm- 
ers, specialty crop farmers, and organic 
farmers is very important. 

This bill contains language similar to 
an amendment that I offered during 
the Agriculture Committee’s markup 
that would help to improve crop insur- 
ance for organic farmers. 

Providing funding through risk man- 
agement, conservation, and agricul- 
tural marketing agencies to under- 
served States, the Agricultural Man- 
agement Assistance, AMA, Program 
helps to make the farm bill more equi- 
table among regions. 

I sincerely appreciate the chair- 
woman’s and ranking member’s work 
to enhance the Agricultural Manage- 
ment Assistance Program, including 
support for organic transition assist- 
ance. 

The improvements in this bill to crop 
insurance delivery are critical. 

We have worked to address the 
unique concerns of specialty crop farm- 
ers and beginning farmers—and we 
have done so in a bipartisan way. 

Specialty crops are very important 
to Pennsylvanian agriculture. 
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After working with the chairwoman 
and ranking member, I was able to en- 
sure improvements in promotion pro- 
grams within the farm bill and direct 
USDA to assess the feasibility of allow- 
ing organic producers to participate in 
an organic foods promotion program. 

The Specialty Crops Research Initia- 
tive, SCRI, Specialty Crops Block 
Grant Program, and Fresh Fruit and 
Vegetable Snack Program all advance 
the specialty crops industry, playing a 
key role in ensuring that this impor- 
tant agricultural sector receives con- 
tinued acknowledgement in the farm 
bill. These programs remain strong 
under this bill. 

In addition, the Nation’s organic in- 
dustry has grown exponentially from 
$3.6 billion in 1997 to $29 billion in 2010, 
with an annual growth rate of 19 per- 
cent from 1997 to 2008. In 2008, Pennsyl- 
vania was ranked sixth in number of 
organic farms with 586 and third in 
sales at $212.7 million. 

Through research, we develop more 
efficient and effective farming meth- 
ods. Research also helps producers 
maintain a competitive edge in the 
global market by fighting threatening 
diseases and pests. 

I am pleased that the farm bill in- 
vests in relevant and targeted research 
and maintains the Animal and Plant 
Health Inspection Service programs 
that work to eradicate the invasive 
species that threaten our Nation’s for- 
ests and farms. 

The U.S. Forest Service’s State and 
private forestry programs are essential 
for assisting forest landowners in man- 
aging threats and enhancing steward- 
ship. I am pleased that the farm bill 
continues the Forest Stewardship Pro- 
gram, FSP, so that forest owners can 
create long-term management plans 
with the technical assistance of State 
forestry agency partners. 

I am also grateful to the chairwoman 
and ranking member for working with 
me to fix USDA’s Biopreferred Pro- 
gram to even the playing field for 
Pennsylvanian forestry products. Reve- 
nues from Pennsylvania’s forest prod- 
ucts industry exceed $5.5 billion annu- 
ally. Over 10 percent of the State’s 
manufacturing workforce is involved in 
the forest products industry. 

I am appreciative to the committee 
for the inclusion of my provision di- 
recting USDA to work with the Food 
and Drug Administration toward the 
development of a standard of identity 
for honey, a tool which will promote 
honesty and fair dealing and serve the 
interest of consumers and Pennsylva- 
nia’s honey industry. The majority of 
our honey is imported, but because 
there is no standard, contaminated, 
low-quality honey continues to pass 
through customs and undercut our do- 
mestic product. Pennsylvania is a 
major player in the honey industry. 
Honey bee pollination can be directly 
attributed to the production of about 
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$60 million of agricultural produce in 
Pennsylvania annually. 

I am committed to keeping Penn- 
sylvania’s rural communities strong 
and support rural development pro- 
grams that provide access to capital 
for rural businesses to provide eco- 
nomic opportunities and create jobs. A 
rural community’s viability in attract- 
ing and keeping businesses is often di- 
rectly related to the condition of its in- 
frastructure and facilities. USDA’s 
rural development programs empower 
rural communities, transform local 
economies, and preserve the quality of 
life in small towns across the Common- 
wealth. A rural economic development 
program that saves and creates jobs in 
rural economies and improves rural life 
is extremely important for Pennsylva- 
nian families. 

I introduced the Growing Opportuni- 
ties for Agriculture and Responding to 
Markets, GO FARM, Act, which will 
help to enhance local food systems and 
encourage production of food for local 
communities. The GO FARM Act would 
provide loans to third parties to lend to 
producers growing products for local 
markets. In addition to the GO FARM 
Act, I support increasing the avail- 
ability of healthy foods, addressing the 
issue of food deserts and developing 
and improving local food systems. 

Farmers are the original stewards of 
the land and continue to lead the 
charge in protecting our natural re- 
sources. I believe the voluntary con- 
servation programs in the farm bill 
provide important tools to help farm- 
ers comply with Federal and State reg- 
ulations while keeping farmers in busi- 
ness. I am committed to making con- 
servation programs more efficient, ef- 
fective, and relevant to farmers. 

Conservation programs are an ex- 
tremely important resource for many 
Pennsylvanian farmers. I worked with 
my Senate colleagues to support en- 
hancements to conservation programs 
through this process in an effort to en- 
sure that these remodeled programs 
would better serve the needs of Penn- 
sylvanians. 

Pennsylvania’s watersheds con- 
tribute more than half of the fresh 
water flowing to the Chesapeake Bay. 
While Pennsylvania does not border 
the bay, activities in the Common- 
wealth profoundly affect the bay’s 
health. The bay, the largest estuarine 
ecosystem in the U.S., and its tribu- 
taries, such as Susquehanna and Poto- 
mac Rivers, are important to the re- 
gion’s economy, culture, and outdoor 
recreation. 

Under the 2008 farm bill, the Chesa- 
peake Bay Watershed Initiative, CBWI, 
provided essential support to farmers 
facing Federal and state regulations 
concerning water quality and helped to 
meet demand for conservation pro- 
grams. In advance of the Agriculture 
Committee’s consideration of the 2012 
farm bill, I introduced the Chesapeake 
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Bay Watershed Fairness Act, which 
among other things reauthorized the 
CBWI, because I know Pennsylvania 
farmers used this program very well. 

I am grateful that the 2012 farm bill 
contains portions of this legislation 
which are aimed at equipping farmers 
with the tools necessary to better meet 
water quality goals. However, in this 
bill, CBWI is not continued. Due to the 
committee’s desire to reduce the num- 
ber of conservation programs, the farm 
bill consolidates four different pro- 
grams into one that will provide com- 
petitive funds to regional partnerships 
and will also provide conservation 
funding directly to producers. CBWI 
was one of the programs that got fold- 
ed into this new program. 

I worked very closely with other Sen- 
ators from the watershed to strengthen 
the conservation title to better benefit 
our region. Together we secured sig- 
nificant policy improvements. The cur- 
rent bill focuses on the most critical 
conservation areas and will help farm- 
ers in the Chesapeake Bay watershed 
participate in conservation programs 
so that they can help the region meet 
water quality standards. 

Pennsylvania’s agricultural pro- 
ducers and forestland owners use the 
Environmental Quality Incentives Pro- 
gram, EQIP, to implement conserva- 
tion practices, which might otherwise 
be cost prohibitive, to protect valuable 
natural resources. 

Further, the Farmland Protection 
Program, FPP, protects prime farm- 
land from development. FPP should re- 
main a permanent easement program 
to keep working lands preserved as 
farm land; should keep State, local 
governments, and nongovernmental or- 
ganizations as partners; and should 
certify successful entities like the 
Pennsylvania Department of Agri- 
culture’s Bureau of Farmland Protec- 
tion to improve the efficiency of this 
program. We worked very hard to make 
improvements to FPP during the last 
farm bill and those developments con- 
tinue. 

While I do not mention all of the 
farm bill conservation programs, I do 
believe that each serves an important 
purpose. 

Ending hunger remains one of my top 
priorities, as it cuts across all of the 
major challenges we face as a country. 
There is no better opportunity to 
strengthen nutrition policy and pro- 
grams than through a well-crafted 
farm bill. 

The Supplemental Nutritional As- 
sistance Program, SNAP, is the Fed- 
eral Government’s primary response to 
the food insecurity experienced by so 
many people. SNAP is an integral part 
of the overall safety net, which enables 
people to get back on their feet. 

Similarly, The Emergency Food As- 
sistance Program, TEFAP, enables 
food banks, shelters, and other pro- 
viders to deliver necessary food pack- 
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ages and meals to people with emer- 
gency food needs. The Senior Farmers’ 
Market Nutrition Program and the 
Commodity Supplemental Food Pro- 
gram also provide vital food resources 
to low-income seniors who are often 
not helped by other food assistance 
programs. I support these programs as 
they assist the most vulnerable of our 
society—children, seniors, and families 
experiencing food insecurity. 

As Congress works to authorize the 
2012 farm bill, I will continue to fight 
to protect the needs of Pennsylvanians. 

I urge my colleagues in the Senate to 
pass this farm bill. 

Mr. REED. Madam President, the Ag- 
riculture Reform, Food, and Jobs Act 
of 2012, also known as the farm bill, 
makes some strides in reforming agri- 
culture policy and subsidies. However, 
in my view, these reforms are not suffi- 
cient. Moreover, the bill contains cuts 
to nutrition and conservation pro- 
grams and changes to eligibility for 
rural communities that when taken to- 
gether make it worse than current law. 
As such, I will oppose the bill, although 
I do so reluctantly. 

Indeed, despite my conclusions, I 
commend Chairwoman STABENOW for 
crafting a bill that delivers $23.6 billion 
in taxpayer savings over 10 years, 
cracks down on abuse, and eliminates 
egregious payments to nonfarmers, 
millionaire farmers, and farmers for 
crops they aren’t growing. 

The bill also makes several positive 
changes to programs important to my 
home State of Rhode Island that help 
small farms, farmers markets, and 
local food production. Rhode Island is a 
model example of the small and local 
farm movement. Since 2002, the num- 
ber of farms has increased from 858 to 
1,220 farms, whereas the average farm 
size in the State has actually decreased 
from 71 to 56 acres. That is why I am 
pleased that the bill includes many 
measures from Senator SHERROD 
BROWN’s Local Farms, Food and Jobs 
Act that I cosponsored and increased 
funding for specialty crop block grants 
to support research and promotion of 
fruits, vegetables, and other specialty 
crops. 

The bill also initiates new hunger- 
free communities incentive grants by 
providing funding of $100 million over 5 
years for a national pilot to incentivize 
the purchase of fruits and vegetables at 
farmers markets by SNAP partici- 
pants. A similar privately funded pro- 
gram has already been successfully im- 
plemented in Rhode Island where every 
$5 in SNAP benefits spent at a farmers 
market allows low-income individuals 
to receive an additional $2 in fruits and 
vegetables. It is good to see the inge- 
nuity of our States replicated at the 
national level in ways to help low-in- 
come families have access to nutritious 
local foods. 

Another positive measure is the en- 
hancement of the Farmers Market and 


9662 


Local Food Promotion Program to aid 
direct producer-to-consumer mar- 
keting channels and local food sales to 
retailers and institutions. The bill also 
doubles mandatory funding for this 
program. 

However, as a recent Washington 
Post editorial stated, ‘‘The current bill 
achieves some reform. There is still 
much more to be done.” 

While the current bill cuts direct 
payments by $44.6 billion, it restores 
$28.5 billion of those cuts by creating a 
new market-based program called Agri- 
culture Risk Coverage and adds an ad- 
ditional $5 billion for crop insurance. 

Indeed, many of the reform measures 
in the bill do not go as far as those in 
the Lugar-Lautenberg Fresh Act of 
2007, which I cosponsored during the 
last farm bill debate. 

At the time, that measure would 
have increased funding by $2.5 billion 
for nutrition programs, SNAP, and spe- 
cialty crops, and $1 billion more for 
conservation programs. In contrast, 
the Senate bill we are currently debat- 
ing cuts SNAP by $4.5 billion and con- 
servation programs by $6.4 billion. 

The nutrition cuts are particularly 
challenging for Rhode Island, where 
roughly 1 in 6 people receives SNAP 
benefits and the unemployment rate 
remains at a too-high rate of 11 per- 
cent, the second highest in the coun- 
try. 

SNAP usage is unfortunately very 
high right now as Americans are strug- 
gling along with the economy to get 
back on track. No one wants to see 
such a high need, but at the same time 
SNAP assistance is the lifeline for 
these families to be able to put food on 
the table. My colleagues on the other 
side of the aisle shouldn’t be trying to 
cut these funds; they should be work- 
ing with us instead of thwarting our ef- 
forts to pass meaningful jobs bills that 
could help many of these SNAP bene- 
ficiaries find work and lessen their 
need for assistance. 

That is why I cosponsored and voted 
in favor of Senator GILLIBRAND’s 
amendment that would have restored 
the nutrition cuts, which the Congres- 
sional Budget Office, CBO, estimates 
would result in an average benefit cut 
of $90 per month for 500,000 households 
nationwide. According to RI Depart- 
ment of Human Services, approxi- 
mately 20,000 households could see an 
average SNAP cut of $95 per month if 
the cuts were implemented. 

The Gillibrand amendment was paid 
for by reducing the subsidies that the 
Federal Government pays the crop in- 
surance companies for administration 
and operating expenses and lowering 
their guaranteed rate of return from 
their current level of 14 percent to 12 
percent. That is certainly a reasonable 
rate of return in this economy. 

I was very disappointed that this 
amendment was not agreed to as this 
proposed cut of $4.5 billion starts us 
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down the wrong path in future farm 
bill negotiations with the House, which 
is expected to have even deeper SNAP 
cuts in their bill. 

Another provision I am concerned 
could negatively impact Rhode Island 
is the change in the definition of rural 
that could decrease the eligibility for 
Rhode Island communities to be able to 
apply for loans and grants under Rural 
Development programs. I appreciate 
Chairman STABENOW and Ranking 
Member ROBERTS working with Mem- 
bers from affected States to include in 
the managers’ package a 3-year 
grandfathering of existing commu- 
nities and an important stipulation 
that thereafter communities shall re- 
main eligible unless ruled otherwise by 
the Secretary of Agriculture. However, 
the change in the definition does not 
completely remove the uncertainty for 
Rhode Island rural communities to be 
eligible in the future as they look to 
make needed improvements to their 
water and waste disposal systems or 
community facilities. 

We need to help out the small farm- 
ers and businesses in this country, not 
continue to help the large, wealthy 
farmers. And we certainly should not 
pay for expansive farm programs by 
placing additional burdens on those 
who are struggling to make ends meet. 

It is for these reasons that I am un- 
able to support this bill in its current 
form. While I fear the bill will only get 
worse as negotiations begin with the 
House, I certainly hope the matters 
that I have raised can be addressed dur- 
ing that process. 

Mr. LEVIN. I am pleased to vote for 
passage of the Agriculture Reform, 
Food and Jobs Act. The bill before us 
makes important reforms to farm pro- 
grams by helping agricultural pro- 
ducers manage their risk, invests fund- 
ing to protect our natural resources, 
and provides food assistance to fami- 
lies in need. 

America’s agricultural economy is 
responsible for 16 million jobs. There 
are over 2 million farms in this country 
that contribute nearly $80 billion to 
the Nation’s economy. Americans and 
people all over the world depend on 
America’s farms to feed their families. 
So passage of a farm bill that protects 
the food supply, gives farmers the sup- 
port they need, and combats hunger is 
of high importance. 

I want to congratulate Senator STA- 
BENOW, the chairman of the Senate Ag- 
riculture Committee and my Michigan 
colleague, for managing this important 
legislation so skillfully. 

This bill marks important change in 
how we assist our Nation’s farmers. In- 
stead of making direct and counter- 
cyclical payments to farmers, some- 
times for crops they haven’t even 
grown, this bill ends those practices 
and instead focuses on working with 
farmers to manage risks. 

My home State of Michigan is second 
only to California in the number of 
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crops grown and second to none in tart 
cherry production. Unusually warm 
weather in March resulted in an early 
bloom for many of our fruit crops, in- 
cluding tart cherries. These crops were 
then heavily damaged by a series of 
freezes during April and May. 

I visited a cherry orchard in northern 
Michigan last month and viewed the 
damage. The damage from these freezes 
is severe; many trees and entire or- 
chards will bear no fruit at all. Grow- 
ers still need to maintain their or- 
chards, spraying for bugs and disease, 
but can expect no payment for their 
crop. I am particularly concerned 
about tart cherry growers as they can- 
not currently purchase crop insurance. 

The bill we are voting on today di- 
rects the Federal Crop Insurance Cor- 
poration Board to develop new crop in- 
surance policies for underserved crops, 
including specialty crops like cherries. 
The bill also increases funding to help 
develop these policies. These new poli- 
cies are sorely needed in Michigan. 

The bill also includes $58 billion over 
a 10-year period for conservation pro- 
grams that protect our Nation’s 
waters, soil quality and wildlife habi- 
tats, prevent erosion, and help allevi- 
ate other natural resource problems. 
These programs have benefitted Michi- 
gan by protecting sensitive lands and 
waters and preventing polluted runoff 
and sediments from getting into our 
precious Great Lakes, where they can 
create problems such as harmful algae 
blooms. Preventing runoff and control- 
ling erosion can also lower costs for 
water treatment and dredging of Great 
Lakes harbors. To create a more effi- 
cient system for accessing and imple- 
menting these conservation programs, 
the bill consolidates more than 20 ex- 
isting programs into 10 programs. 

One new program in the bill, the Re- 
gional Conservation Partnership Pro- 
gram, in particular could benefit the 
Great Lakes. This program would pro- 
vide funding through a competitive 
process for conservation projects that 
improve soil quality, water quality or 
quantity, or wildlife habitats on a re- 
gional or watershed scale. Because the 
Great Lakes region already has a re- 
gional plan in place, our region should 
be able to effectively compete for the 
$250 million in annual funding that 
would be provided for this program. We 
have made some solid progress in 
cleaning up our Great Lakes and other 
waters in Michigan, but there is still 
much more to be done. The conserva- 
tion funding provided in the farm bill 
would help with the efforts to protect 
and restore the Great Lakes, as well as 
protect sensitive lands and wildlife, 
conserve open space and forests, and 
provide economic benefits. 

Mr. HARKIN. Madam President, as is 
evident from the amount of debate and 
attention devoted to it, the Agri- 
culture Reform, Food, and Jobs Act of 
2012 is an enormously important piece 
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of legislation for our Nation, as it cer- 
tainly is for my State of Iowa. Al- 
though the measure is commonly re- 
ferred to as the farm bill, that name 
captures just a fraction of what it con- 
tains to benefit all Americans and mil- 
lions of others around the world. 

Despite the severe economic chal- 
lenges over the past half decade, agri- 
culture and agriculture-related jobs 
and economic activity have been a real 
source of hope, opportunity, and recov- 
ery. That is especially so in my State, 
where agriculture generates about one 
of every five Iowa jobs and about a 
fourth of our State’s economic output. 

Iowa is well known, of course, for its 
distinctive farm state and smalltown 
character and for producing corn, soy- 
beans, hogs, cattle, eggs, and other 
commodities. We have enjoyed tremen- 
dous benefits from greater diversifica- 
tion in agriculture and the rural econ- 
omy. Take for example the boom in 
biofuels such as ethanol and biodiesel 
and in wind power. 

It is critical for us to enact this bill 
in order to continue and enhance the 
contributions of agriculture and agri- 
culture-related industries to our Na- 
tion’s economy, to jobs, and to meeting 
ever-growing global demands for food, 
fiber, and energy. 

I commend Chairwoman STABENOW 
and Senator ROBERTS, the ranking Re- 
publican member, for all of their hard, 
conscientious, and successful work on 
this bill. I also thank them for their ef- 
forts to take into account and reflect 
in this bill the circumstances, views, 
and needs of both rural and urban 
America as well as the various regions 
and types of agriculture across our Na- 
tion. I certainly appreciate their task. 
This is the eighth farm bill I have 
worked to enact, starting as a Member 
of the House Agriculture Committee. 
Since 1985 I have served on the Senate 
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry 
Committee and am proud to have been 
the chairman of that committee during 
the writing and enactment of the most 
recent two farm bills. 

This legislation, approved by our 
committee in April, is a sound, bal- 
anced, and bipartisan bill crafted under 
budget conditions that have neces- 
sitated difficult decisions, judgments, 
and compromises. According to scoring 
by the Congressional Budget Office, 
this measure will reduce spending over 
the next 10 fiscal years by more than 
$23 billion from budget baseline levels. 

The spending reductions in programs 
encompassed in this bill thus appear to 
be several billion dollars larger than 
the automatic spending cuts slated to 
begin in January of next year under 
the sequestration mechanism in the 
Budget Control Act of 2011. Hence, this 
farm bill is a serious, good-faith effort 
going significantly beyond the min- 
imum to reduce our budget deficits and 
curtail our Nation’s debt. Again, these 
spending reductions will have very real 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE, Vol. 158, Pt. 7 


impacts, and frankly I regret them and 
their consequences. We are not as a Na- 
tion investing too much in the future 
of our Nation’s agriculture and food 
system, in fighting hunger and mal- 
nutrition, in conserving our Nation’s 
soil, water, and other resources for fu- 
ture generations, in securing our fu- 
ture with renewable energy and 
biobased materials, or in strengthening 
and growing jobs in our Nation’s small 
towns and rural communities. Unques- 
tionably, because of our Federal budget 
situation and choices that have been 
made in dealing with it, there is less 
money to respond to national needs 
and priorities in the Federal policies 
and programs covered in this bill. 

Given the budgetary hand dealt it, 
the Agriculture Committee, with the 
bipartisan leadership of our Chair- 
woman and Ranking Member, reported 
a bill combining budget savings with 
genuine reforms throughout its various 
titles. The most significant reform—in 
fact, pivotal reform—lies in the sub- 
stantial changes in the commodity and 
farm income protection programs. 

To help farm families and rural com- 
munities survive and manage the inevi- 
table vagaries of weather and markets, 
the new farm bill continues a strong 
system ensuring a degree of stability 
and protecting against significant 
losses in farm income. The legislation 
contains major reform in terminating 
the existing direct and countercyclical 
Payments Program and replacing it 
with the Agriculture Risk Coverage, or 
ARC, program. ARC is designed to 
compensate for a portion of farm rev- 
enue losses and to supplement the rev- 
enue insurance policies that farmers 
typically rely upon to manage risk. 

Because farm income protection 
based on revenue accounts for the fact 
that farm income is the product of crop 
yield times its price in the market, 
ARC is an improvement over the direct 
and countercyclical payments program 
in current law. Direct payments are 
made in fixed amounts according to 
each farm’s base acreage and program 
payment yields, which in general were 
established decades ago. Consequently, 
the direct payments do not accurately 
reflect or respond to existing economic 
circumstances in agriculture because 
they are made without regard to a 
farm’s current planted acres of crops or 
to whether crop prices and yields are 
high or low. The existing counter- 
cyclical payment program compensates 
for a portion of losses when the na- 
tional average price of a covered com- 
modity falls below a statutory target 
price. But the countercyclical pro- 
gram’s target prices are well below cur- 
rent market prices and costs of produc- 
tion for commodities, and of course, a 
price-based system does not account 
for yield losses. 

Agricultural producers have been di- 
vided over the direct payments since 
they were adopted in the Federal Agri- 
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culture Improvement and Reform Act 
of 1996 as a replacement for the then- 
existing target price income protection 
system. Supporters of direct payments 
note that they are considered not to be 
production or trade distorting and that 
they provide income assistance to 
farmers who may not benefit much 
from other commodity programs or 
crop insurance. 

From their beginning, I believed that 
the direct payments were not sound 
policy. Within a few years, after they 
were enacted during a period of strong 
commodity prices, the direct payments 
proved inadequate to protect farm in- 
come in the face of a sharp falloff in 
commodity prices, and so we had to re- 
sort to enacting ad hoc emergency leg- 
islation to make up for the short- 
comings of the direct payments. 

To restore better protection against 
farm income losses, I introduced legis- 
lation in November 2001 to create a new 
countercyclical target revenue pro- 
gram. As chairman of the Senate Agri- 
culture Committee, I was pleased that 
we then reinstated a countercyclical 
income protection program in the 2002 
Farm Security and Rural Investment 
Act. In 2007 and 2008, with the leader- 
ship of Senator DICK DURBIN and Sen- 
ator SHERROD BROWN, I was pleased 
that we included the Average Crop 
Revenue Election, or ACRE Program, 
in the Food, Conservation, and Energy 
Act of 2008. ACRE is, of course, the 
forerunner of the ARC program in the 
pending new farm bill. 

The reform and evolution reflected in 
this new farm bill is very greatly fa- 
cilitated by the significant improve- 
ment and strengthening of the Federal 
Crop Insurance Program. Crop insur- 
ance, particularly the revenue policies, 
are now vitally important to agricul- 
tural producers, their lenders and 
creditors, and to the rural economy. So 
it is an important feature of this bill 
that it further strengthens and im- 
proves the Crop Insurance Program, 
building upon the Agriculture Risk 
Protection Act of 2000 and additional 
improvements in the past two farm 
bills. 

The pending bill also continues a 
strong conservation title with highly 
effective programs and funding for 
them, along with extensive reforms, 
streamlining, and updating of their 
structure and functioning. The Depart- 
ment of Agriculture’s conservation 
programs have an outstanding record 
of success in helping America’s farmers 
and ranchers produce an abundant sup- 
ply of food, fiber, and fuel, while con- 
serving and protecting our Nation’s 
soil, water, wildlife, and other natural 
resources. Again, I very much regret 
that budget circumstances have im- 
posed spending reductions in the con- 
servation title of this bill. There is far 
more conservation work to be done and 
demand for USDA conservation assist- 
ance than can be met with existing lev- 
els of funding. But, as I have noted, 
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these funding reductions are the re- 
ality for the crafting of this bill. 

In the past two farm bills, as chair- 
man of the Senate Agriculture Com- 
mittee, I made a very strong push for 
strengthening the full range of USDA 
conservation programs and for increas- 
ing funding to respond to the need and 
demand for conservation assistance to 
farmers and ranchers across our Na- 
tion. In the 2002 and 2008 farm bills, we 
very substantially increased our Fed- 
eral investment in agricultural con- 
servation, building upon successes in 
preceding farm bills, especially owing 
to the leadership of the former chair- 
men of the Senate Agriculture Com- 
mittee, Senator LEAHY and Senator 
LUGAR. 

For many years, I have emphasized 
the necessity of promoting and assist- 
ing sound conservation practices on 
land in agricultural production, often 
referred to as ‘‘working lands’’. Agri- 
cultural producers are striving to 
produce much more food in the coming 
decades to nourish billions more inhab- 
itants of the the Earth. If we hope to 
produce more and more food in the 
coming years, it is critical to conserve 
the underlying resources that support 
agricultural production. 

My objective has been to enact and 
invest in programs that compensate 
and assist agricultural producers for 
their costs, foregone income, and envi- 
ronmental benefits associated with 
adopting and maintaining practices 
that protect and sustain soil, water, 
wildlife, and other resources. In the 
1990 farm bill, the Food, Agriculture, 
Conservation, and Trade Act, we in- 
cluded the Agricultural Water Quality 
Incentives Program, which I had au- 
thored, to provide incentive and cost 
share payments for practices address- 
ing water quality issues in agricultural 
production. 

In the 1996, 2002, and 2008 farm bills, 
we substantially expanded and im- 
proved conservation programs covering 
land in agricultural production. I am 
especially proud of the Conservation 
Stewardship Program, CSP, which I au- 
thored and worked successfully to in- 
clude in the 2002 farm bill, where it was 
then named the Conservation Security 
Program. CSP now has enrolled nearly 
50 million acres of agricultural land 
across our Nation, including crop land, 
pasture land, range land, and forest 
land. 

CSP and the Environmental Quality 
Incentives Program, EQIP, both focus 
on promoting and supporting conserva- 
tion on land that is in agricultural pro- 
duction. They are not land-idling pro- 
grams. Agricultural producers volun- 
tarily enroll in CSP and EQIP because 
they are committed to good steward- 
ship and these programs help them ful- 
fill that commitment. CSP and EQIP 
also help farmers and ranchers to take 
voluntary action to solve environ- 
mental and conservation challenges 
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and thereby avoid regulations. Partici- 
pants in both programs contribute 
their own money, time, and effort, so 
the Federal funds leverage a signifi- 
cant amount of added private money. 
The level of interest in and demand for 
both EQIP and CSP greatly exceeds the 
funding now available and that which 
is provided in this bill. 

To be clear, America’s farmers and 
ranchers have done a tremendous 
amount of excellent conservation 
work. Even so, they know that a good 
deal more conservation work is needed, 
and they are dedicated to carrying it 
out. Providing them assistance 
through the several USDA conserva- 
tion programs included in this farm 
bill is a tremendously important in- 
vestment in conserving and protecting 
our Nation’s vital natural resources for 
future generations. 

This agriculture and food legislation 
also continues, with reforms and spend- 
ing reductions, the Supplemental Nu- 
trition Assistance Program, SNAP, and 
related programs that help low-income 
families put food on their tables. No 
title of this bill is more critical to 
those who rely upon its benefits, nor is 
any title more important to our Nation 
in meeting our responsibilities to our 
fellow citizens. We hear criticisms of 
Federal nutrition assistance, but let us 
not forget that the vast majority of 
Americans who receive this help are 
children, seniors, people with disabil- 
ities, or working families. Indeed, re- 
cent years have shown how vitally im- 
portant SNAP and related nutrition as- 
sistance are to enabling working fami- 
lies and especially the children in these 
families avoid hunger and malnutri- 
tion. 

The reforms in this bill reduce Fed- 
eral spending by limiting eligibility 
and benefits. I regret that our budget 
circumstances have led to this out- 
come, but again I give credit to Sen- 
ator STABENOW and Senator ROBERTS 
for holding these cuts to nutrition to 
much lower levels than other proposals 
that have been made, including the 
budget resolution adopted in the House 
of Representatives. It is also gratifying 
that this body has in recent days re- 
jected several amendments that would 
have drastically reduced food assist- 
ance for the most vulnerable Ameri- 
cans. 

Because the nutrition title in this 
bill is responsibly and carefully craft- 
ed, it continues important reforms and 
improvements that I am proud we were 
able to enact in the most recent two 
farm bills. In the 2002 legislation we re- 
stored certain benefits for legal immi- 
grants, restored a portion of benefits 
that had been cut in previous legisla- 
tion, increased incentives for work, 
simplified and increased integrity in 
nutrition assistance, increased emer- 
gency food assistance, dedicated man- 
datory funding to the Farmers Market 
Nutrition Program, and adopted a pilot 
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program I authored to provide free 
fresh fruits and vegetables to children 
in schools. In the 2008 bill we likewise 
included key improvements to nutri- 
tion assistance, such as further restor- 
ing previously cut benefits, encour- 
aging savings by recipients, adopting a 
pilot program of incentives for 
healthier eating through SNAP, im- 
proved benefits for families with high 
childcare costs, expanded the Fresh 
Fruit and Vegetable Program to a na- 
tional program, dedicated mandatory 
funding for community food projects, 
increased mandatory funding for the 
Senior Farmers Market Nutrition Pro- 
gram, allowed a preference for pur- 
chasing locally produced food for child 
nutrition programs, and dedicated 
mandatory funds to the Farmers Mar- 
ket Promotion Program. 

To promote energy efficiency on 
farms and in rural businesses and the 
production and use of renewable energy 
and biobased products, this legislation 
extends, improves, and strengthens 
programs in the energy title in the 2002 
and 2008 farm bill. I am proud to have 
included the first farm bill energy title 
in the 2002 legislation, to strengthen 
and expand the energy title in the 2008 
bill, and to continue the energy title as 
a prominent part of this bill. And 
thanks to the cooperation of Senators 
STABENOW, ROBERTS, LUGAR, and CON- 
RAD, we were able to dedicate about 
$800 million in new funding to these 
critical energy initiatives in the bill 
reported from the Agriculture Com- 
mittee. 

In March of this year, I introduced S. 
2270, the Rural Energy Investment Act 
of 2012, in order to extend the programs 
in the energy titles of the 2002 and 2008 
farm bills and to provide mandatory 
funding for the energy title of this new 
farm bill. So I am very pleased that it 
includes a strong energy title and dedi- 
cates mandatory funding to it. 

The bill continues the requirement I 
authored and we enacted in the 2002 
farm bill for Federal departments and 
agencies to purchase biobased products 
and to create a ‘‘BioPreferred’’ labeling 
program to encourage private markets 
for biobased products. Also included in 
this bill are grants to assist pilot-scale 
biorefineries and loan guarantees for 
commercial biorefineries. 

This bill appropriately continues the 
Biomass Research and Development 
Program, which is a joint initiative of 
USDA and the Department of Energy 
that awards grants for research on the 
full spectrum of bioenergy supply 
chains, from biomass feedstock devel- 
opment and production, to harvesting 
and handling, to biomass processing 
and fuels or products manufacturing. 

The Rural Energy for America Pro- 
gram, REAP, the most popular pro- 
gram in the energy title because it pro- 
vides direct financial support to many 
farmers, ranchers, and rural small 
businesses for rural energy systems or 
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energy efficiency projects, is also con- 
tinued. And this bill extends the Bio- 
mass Crop Assistance Program, BCAP, 
that supports establishment of biomass 
crops for bioenergy use and provides 
cost-share payments for harvest and 
delivery of biomass to user facilities in 
the initial years. 

I am also very pleased that the bill 
continues, improves, and strengthens a 
number of initiatives that we included 
in previous farm bills to assist and pro- 
mote opportunities for farmers and 
good nutrition for consumers through 
farmers markets and increased local 
production and marketing of food. 

In this bill, the Farmers Market Pro- 
motion Program is renamed as the 
Farmers Market and Local Food Pro- 
motion Program, and it provides com- 
petitively awarded USDA grants to im- 
prove and expand farmers markets, 
roadside stands, community-supported 
agriculture marketing, and other di- 
rect producer-to-consumer marketing, 
including funding for mobile electronic 
benefits transfer technology. The 
grants may also be used to help develop 
local systems focused on serving low- 
income communities. This bill in- 
creases the mandatory funding dedi- 
cated to the program to a total of $100 
million. 

The bill also extends and increases 
funding for community food projects 
through grants to nonprofit organiza- 
tions to be used in improving access to 
healthy, nutritious food in commu- 
nities, which can include assistance to 
farmers markets and other local food 
marketing systems. We included $5 
million a year in mandatory funding in 
the 2008 farm bill, and this bill doubles 
that to $10 million a year. 

For the Hunger Free Communities 
Initiative, the bill dedicates $100 mil- 
lion in new mandatory funding for in- 
centive grants to support increased 
purchase of fruits and vegetables by 
families participating in SNAP in un- 
derserved communities. 

To help farmers cover the cost of ob- 
taining certification as qualified or- 
ganic producers, the bill includes an in- 
creased level of mandatory funding, 
and it continues and funds the organic 
research and extension initiative. Also 
continued are the program of block 
grants to the States to assist fruit, 
vegetable, and horticulture crop pro- 
ducers and a special program sup- 
porting research projects focused on 
helping these producers. The bill con- 
tinues the initiative I was pleased to 
include in the 2008 farm bill to provide 
cost-share assistance through EQIP to 
farmers who are making the transition 
to organic food production. 

Mr. President, these are only some of 
the important features in this new 
farm bill. It is a strong bill, with sub- 
stantial reforms and continued 
progress toward improved food, agri- 
culture, conservation, energy, and 
rural policies for our Nation. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, there will now be 10 
minutes of debate equally divided prior 
to a vote on passage of S. 3240, as 
amended. 

The Senator from Michigan is recog- 
nized. 

Ms. STABENOW. Madam President, I 
thank my colleagues for their patience 
and for supporting this bipartisan ef- 
fort on the agriculture reform, food, 
and jobs bill. 

I thank Senator REID for his incred- 
ible patience and willingness to give us 
this time, and the Republican leader 
for joining in that effort as well. I espe- 
cially thank my Ranking Member Sen- 
ator ROBERTS for long hours and hard 
work on this bill to get to this point. It 
has been truly a partnership. Senator 
ROBERTS is my friend and my partner 
in this effort, and I am very grateful. 

I have said all along in this debate 
that there are 16 million people in this 
country whose jobs depend on the 
strength of the American agricultural 
economy and our food systems. The ag- 
riculture reform bill is about standing 
up for our Nation’s farmers, our small 
businesses, our manufacturers, our ex- 
porters, and others whose livelihood 
depends on us getting the policy right. 

This represents significant reform. It 
cuts subsidies, it cuts the deficit, and 
it creates jobs. We are ending direct 
payments and three other subsidy pro- 
grams that pay farmers regardless of 
losses or whether they are even plant- 
ing a particular crop. We are putting in 
place the most significant payment re- 
forms ever. 

I thank Senator GRASSLEY for his te- 
nacity and Senator JOHNSON for his 
partnership in that effort as well. We 
are cutting Federal spending by $23 bil- 
lion by streamlining and consolidating 
programs. Therefore, we are going to 
have an opportunity to vote on $23 bil- 
lion in deficit reduction—probably the 
only opportunity to vote on debt reduc- 
tion in a bipartisan way on the floor of 
the Senate in the next number of 
months. 

We are eliminating more than 100 au- 
thorization programs and streamlining 
others, strengthening crop insurance, 
consolidating conservation programs 
and innovative energy programs, and 
we are continuing the critical work 
around nutrition to give temporary 
help to families who have fallen on 
hard times. We are also creating more 
opportunities for families to buy 
healthy, local food and the opportunity 
to put fresh fruits and vegetables in 
our schools and on our tables. 

Agriculture is one of the few parts of 
our economy where we are running a 
trade surplus, and we need to recognize 
it is also a job creator. The men and 
women who work hard from sunrise to 
sunset to give us the bounty of safe, 
nutritious food that we put on our ta- 
bles deserve the certainty of this bill. I 
urge my colleagues to vote yes on a 
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very important bipartisan effort and 
yes to the 16 million men and women 
who bring us the safest, most afford- 
able, most reliable food system in the 
world. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Kansas. 

Mr. ROBERTS. Madam President, 
when you go back home or if you con- 
duct a press conference or if you have 
any contact with anybody about what 
we are doing here in Washington, the 
No. 1 question is: Why can’t you all get 
along? Why can’t you quit pointing fin- 
gers of blame? Why can’t you end the 
rhetoric? Why can’t you work to- 
gether? Why can’t you get something 
done? 

We knew we had something special 
when we had a farm bill and the cur- 
rent farm bill was going to expire and 
you would go back to a farm bill that 
nobody wanted, or the 1949 act, which 
is ridiculous, and that we had to move. 
Farmers and ranchers and their lenders 
and everybody concerned with agri- 
business knew we had to have a farm 
bill. 

We went to work and we got a 16-to- 
5 vote out of committee, it was bipar- 
tisan, and we did it in 4% hours. That 
set a record. I don’t know of any time 
where in an Agriculture Committee, 
House or Senate, that it has been 
moved in 4% hours. 

Now 2⁄2 days, with 73 amendments, 
opening it up to everybody regardless 
of circumstance, regardless if they 
voted for the bill or not? That is what 
we have accomplished—2'%2 days, 73 
amendments. It is what can happen if 
we break the logjam of partisanship 
and work together to get something 
done. A tremendous amount of credit 
goes to the leadership of the Senator 
from Michigan. I feel very privileged to 
have worked with her and to work with 
her staff. They have been like Mus- 
keteers, every night, every morning, 
meeting: What can we do; how can we 
fix this? 

It has worked. So after 2%2 days and 
73 amendments I thank you all for your 
patience. If anybody did not get an 
amendment, I am terribly sorry, I 
don’t know how I missed you; con- 
sequently, on that side as well. 

Let me say again, $23 billion provided 
in deficit reduction through reduced 
mandatory spending. The chairwoman 
is right, this is probably the only time 
on the Senate floor we will actually 
have a reduction in Federal spending 
and make our deficit contribution. 

This is a good bill. Is it the best pos- 
sible bill? No, it is the best bill pos- 
sible. We should move it and we should 
vote for it. I urge you to vote for it. 

I yield. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma- 
jority leader. 

Mr. REID. Madam President, the Re- 
publican leader and I have spoken pri- 
vately. We would be remiss if we did 
not say something to the entire Senate 
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about how we feel about this bill and 
the leadership that was shown by these 
two fine Senators. Also behind the 
scenes—we know how hard they 
worked to get where we are—we have 
had such good staff involved. These 
staff people are not fighting with each 
other. They have causes they are try- 
ing to protect for their Members but 
they do it in a way that is cordial. 
There has been nothing but courtesy 
shown for weeks. 

I have managed quite a few bills in 
my day. This is a difficult bill to have 
in the position we have it in now. I 
hope our friends in the House see what 
we have done. We are working to- 
gether. I know they can. I cannot say 
enough—although I will try—to ap- 
plaud and compliment Senator STABE- 
Now and Senator ROBERTS. They are 
both my friends but my view of them 
has risen appreciably in their legisla- 
tive methods of getting this done. 

They have done it on their own. Sen- 
ator MCCONNELL and I have done what 
we can, but we have been bystanders to 
much that has gone on. It has been the 
work of these two fine Senators and 
the cooperation of every Member. I am 
grateful we are at the point where we 
are today—2 o’clock. We are going to 
be able to finish this bill and it is 2 
o’clock in the afternoon, not in the 
morning. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Re- 
publican leader. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Let me echo the 
remarks of my good friend. This bill 
has been handled in a way entirely con- 
sistent with the norms and traditions 
of the Senate. Members have had an 
opportunity to express themselves in a 
whole variety of ways, both relevant to 
the amendments and a few not relevant 
to the amendments. Senator STABENOW 
and Senator ROBERTS have worked to- 
gether very skillfully. This is one of 
the finest moments in the Senate in re- 
cent times in terms of how you pass a 
bill. 

I think we are all feeling good about 
the way this has been handled. I think 
we are moving back in the direction of 
operating the Senate in a way that we 
sort of traditionally understood we 
were going to operate the Senate. 

I also thank my good friend, the ma- 
jority leader. I think this has been a 
good cooperative effort, to have a proc- 
ess that respects the traditions of the 
Senate. This is a very fine day in the 
recent history of the Senate. Again, 
my congratulations to the chairman of 
the committee and the ranking mem- 
ber. They did a fabulous job. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? All time is yielded back? 

The question is on passage of the bill, 
subject to a 60-vote threshold. 

Ms. STABENOW. I ask for the yeas 
and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 
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There appears to be a sufficient sec- 
ond. 

The clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk called the roll. 

Mr. KYL. The following Senator is 
necessarily absent: the Senator from 
Illinois (Mr. KIRK). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
SANDERS). Are there any other Sen- 
ators in the Chamber desiring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 64, 
nays 35, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 164 Leg.] 


YEAS—64 
Akaka Feinstein Mikulski 
Alexander Franken Moran 
Barrasso Gillibrand Murray 
Baucus Grassley Nelson (NE) 
Begich Hagan Nelson (FL) 
Bennet Harkin Reid 
Bingaman Hoeven Roberts 
Blumenthal Hutchison Rockefeller 
Blunt Inouye Sanders 
Boxer Johanns Schumer 
Brown (MA) Johnson (SD) 
Brown (OH) Kerry Shaheen 
Cantwell Klobuchar Snowe 
Cardin Kohl Stabenow 
Carper Leahy Tester 
Casey Levin Thune 
Coats Lieberman Udall (CO) 
Collins Lugar Udall (NM) 
Conrad Manchin Warner 
Coons McCaskill Web 
Durbin Menendez Wyden 
Enzi Merkley 
NAYS—85 

Ayotte Heller Portman 
Boozman Inhofe Pryor 
Burr Isakson Reed 
Chambliss Johnson (WI) Risch 
Coburn Kyl Rubio 
Cochran Landrieu Sessions 
Corker Lautenberg Shelby 
Cornyn Lee 
Crapo McCain ied 
DeMint McConnell iisa 

. Whitehouse 
Graham Murkowski 
Hatch Paul Wicker 

NOT VOTING—1 
Kirk 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order requiring 60 votes 
for passage of the bill, the bill (S. 3240), 
as amended, is passed. 

The bill will be printed in a future 
edition of the RECORD. 

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. REID. I move to lay that motion 
upon the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. President, 
the Agriculture Reform, Food, and 
Jobs Act, or the 2012 farm bill, rep- 
resents the most significant reform of 
U.S. agriculture in decades. This bill is 
the product of many months of policy 
discussions and late night deliberations 
guided by the steady leadership of 
Chairwoman STABENOW and Ranking 
Member ROBERTS. I commend their ef- 
forts in successfully navigating this 
bill. All Americans stand to benefit 
from their hard work and commitment 
to reform agriculture policy and 
strengthen our rural communities. 

There is a reason why people across 
the country—farmers and _ business 
owners, faith leaders and county com- 
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missioners—have been paying atten- 
tion to what we are doing. 

This bill benefits all Americans, in- 
cluding in Ohio, where 1 in 7 jobs is re- 
lated to the food and agriculture sec- 
tor. From making the farm safety net 
more fiscally responsible, ensuring 
communities have access to broadband, 
protecting nutrition and conservation 
programs, to strengthening initiatives 
for healthy, nutritious food—this legis- 
lation touches all Ohioans. 

Also, at a time where there is too 
much gridlock, this bill is a welcome 
change. 

Many thanks to Leader REID and 
Senator MCCONNELL for their patience, 
their cooperation, and for allowing 
time for proper consideration of the 
farm bill. 

Many of the policies I proposed as 
legislation and worked to include in 
this farm bill were made at the sugges- 
tion of Ohioans. Traveling across the 
State on my “Grown in Ohio” listening 
tour, I learned what is working and 
what needs to be changed from people 
whose primary job is to grow our food, 
feed the hungry, and run small busi- 
nesses and small towns. Thanks to the 
many Ohioans who have shared their 
opinions, ideas, and provided feedback 
over the past several months. This 
farm bill is better because of their in- 
volvement. 

This legislation would not have been 
possible without the dedicated work of 
the Senate Agriculture Committee’s 
leadership of Chairwoman STABENOW, 
Ranking Member ROBERTS, and that of 
its members. In particular, I enjoyed 
the opportunity to work with a number 
of my Agriculture Committee col- 
leagues. Their willingness to reach 
across party lines ensured that this bill 
had a much-needed dose of Midwestern 
pragmatism. I would like to thank Sen- 
ators THUNE and GRASSLEY, as well as 
Senators HARKIN, NELSON, LUGAR, 
JOHANNS, KLOBUCHAR, and CASEY. Their 
continual engagement in the farm bill 
process has made a stronger product 
and I am grateful for their efforts. 

The 2012 farm bill has been many 
months in the making and was made 
possible by the work of Senate staff, 
often in a bipartisan manner. Mike 
Seyfert, Joel Leftwich, and Tara Smith 
of Ranking Member ROBERTS’ staff 
were invaluable resources in this proc- 
ess, aS well as Jared Hill for Senator 
GRASSLEY and Lynn Tjeerdsma with 
Senator THUNE, whose work with my 
staff was indispensable. 

I was continually impressed with the 
open and collaborative nature of Sen- 
ator STABENOW’s staff. This farm bill 
was written in a unique and chal- 
lenging process—all of which made the 
efforts by Chris Adamo, Jonathan 
Coppess, Joe Shultz, Tina May, Bran- 
don McBride, Jacklyn Schneider and 
others to remain engaged and open to 
suggestions all the more invaluable. 
Their hard work has not gone unno- 
ticed. 
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Mr. CHAMBLISS. Mr. President, I 
rise today to speak on S. 3240, legisla- 
tion to reauthorize the farm bill. It is 
important to reflect on the process and 
the debate we just had, as well as con- 
sider the final product. First, I wish to 
commend Chairwoman STABENOW and 
Ranking Member ROBERTS for their 
diligent efforts in bringing this bill to 
the Senate floor for consideration and 
debate. It is no small achievement and 
there have been countless hours ex- 
pended by Members and staff on this 
very important effort. However, in 
spite of this, as I weigh the bill and its 
impact on the State of Georgia and the 
Southeast, I am truly disappointed 
that I am not able to support it. 

This bill does include significant re- 
form with the elimination of direct 
payments and it makes several im- 
provements to crop insurance. I have 
always been an advocate of risk man- 
agement delivered through the private 
sector. However, the bill establishes a 
one-size-fits-all program rather than 
recognizing the limitations of crop in- 
surance for certain regions of the coun- 
try, namely, the Southeast, and wheth- 
er the new commodity title program, 
the Agriculture Risk Coverage, ARC, 
program can work as a safety net for 
crops other than corn and soybeans. 
Leaving producers without an effective 
safety net provides very little protec- 
tion and certainty for those outside of 
the Midwest. 

A good idea often stumbles by asking 
it to do too much. Crop insurance is a 
tool that addresses risk in an indi- 
vidual crop year. It does not work as a 
safety net by insuring against mul- 
tiple-year price declines. This is simply 
beyond its design and capabilities. Crop 
insurance is a critical part of a pro- 
ducer’s risk management program, but 
it is not a cure-all to a commodity 
market that can expand and contract 
based on the vagaries of weather, dis- 
ease, and international events. That is 
why farm policy in the past encouraged 
programs such as the marketing loan 
and the countercyclical program to 
work with, not in competition to, crop 
insurance. 

This week we have had the oppor- 
tunity to debate and improve the bill. 
We made some important changes, but 
it still lacks the balance I have advo- 
cated for the past several weeks. It is 
still my hope to support the bill at the 
end of the legislative process. Perhaps 
after action by the House of Represent- 
atives and a conference of the two 
Chambers, we will see the changes nec- 
essary to gain my support. 

Chairwoman STABENOW has assured 
me on several occasions that my con- 
cerns will be addressed and I know she 
will keep her commitment. I would 
rather have dealt with the issues dur- 
ing the Senate debate, but that was not 
possible. 

We must remember that the farm bill 
should help farmers and ranchers man- 
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age a combination of challenges—much 
out of their own control. We must also 
remember that the farm bill is not an 
entitlement for any one region or any 
one commodity. Policymakers must re- 
member that the bill needs to serve all 
producers in all parts of the country 
equitably and effectively. To fail in 
this endeavor means we as legislators 
have failed to produce a bill worthy of 
the people we represent. I am proud of 
the work we did on the 2008 farm bill 
and its ability to provide a strong safe- 
ty net program for producers. I am con- 
fident that the next farm bill will ad- 
here and honor that same commitment 
we made 4 years ago. 

While I could not support the bill in 
front of us, I look forward to working 
with my colleagues in the weeks and 
months ahead. 

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, I am 
very pleased that the Senate today 
passed the Farm bill. This is bipartisan 
legislation that is critical to all Ameri- 
cans—from the farmers who grow our 
food, to the consumers who purchase 
that food, to kids who get school 
lunches, and to the neediest in our Na- 
tion who deserve access to adequate 
nutrition. I especially want to com- 
mend Senator STABENOW and Senator 
ROBERTS for their yeoman bipartisan 
work to craft this important legisla- 
tion. 

As Senator STABENOW has so elo- 
quently put it time and again, this bill 
is a jobs bill. One in every 12 American 
jobs is tied to agriculture and this leg- 
islation represents an opportunity to 
create more jobs. 

In my home State of Oregon, agri- 
culture is now more than a $5 billion a 
year industry and it reflects a wide 
array of crops, mirroring the diversity 
in America’s agriculture. 

As I like to say, Oregonians do a lot 
of thing well, but what we do best is 
grow things and add value to those 
things. This bill has a lot in it to help 
Oregonians do that even better and in 
turn create more opportunities to sell 
those products better locally, nation- 
ally and abroad. 

I was particularly pleased to have 
been successful in adding two amend- 
ments to the Farm bill. These are 
amendments to make it easier to pro- 
vide healthier foods for children in 
schools and to help address the prob- 
lem of hunger in our country. 

One of my amendments would for the 
first time test out direct farm-to- 
school approaches to provide healthier 
foods for children in our schools. It will 
do this through a competitive pilot 
program with at least five farm-to- 
school demonstration projects in all re- 
gions in the country. 

While there are currently some farm 
to school programs in place, it’s a 
patchwork system and, according to 
the Agriculture Department’s own Eco- 
nomic Research Service, “data and 
analysis of farm to school programs are 
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scarce.” This pilot program will fill in 
the information void about what works 
and what doesn’t, and it will provide a 
way to improve and replace ineffective 
programs. 

What is more, under these dem- 
onstration projects, innovative States 
and school districts will truly be able 
to source fresh, high-quality local 
produce for our schoolchildren to 
enjoy. No more having to purchase far- 
away food from a Federal warehouse 
hundreds of miles away when there is 
healthy food just down the road. 

Under my amendment, schools win. 
Farmers win. And most importantly, 
our children get to enjoy the delicious, 
local produce that they should be able 
to enjoy—every day—for breakfast, or 
for lunch, or for a snack. That is why 
the American Academy of Pediatrics 
the Nation’s pediatricians supported 
my no cost farm-to-school amendment. 

With the adoption of this amend- 
ment, it will be easier for delicious 
pears, cherries, and other healthy 
produce, grown just a few miles down 
the road, to make it into our schools. 

Schools and school food authorities 
from all over the country with innova- 
tive ideas can now begin drawing up 
novel plans of action to purchase fresh, 
local produce for their kids. 

New ideas will come forth, and the 
existing farm-to-school infrastructure 
will improve as new and better dis- 
tribution models begin to emerge. 

I am heartened that the farm-to- 
school movement has truly become na- 
tional in scope, as more people recog- 
nize both the health and economic ben- 
efits that derive from these efforts. My 
amendment will make this movement 
not only bigger but better. 

I thank Senator STABENOW and her 
staff for working with me on this 
amendment and helping me get this 
passed. 

Fewer folks will be hungry thanks to 
the Senate’s passage of my microloan 
for gleaners amendment. 

These gleaners are mostly volunteers 
who collect food from grocery stores, 
restaurants, and farms—food that 
would otherwise be wasted—and dis- 
tribute it to agencies or nonprofit or- 
ganizations that feed it to the hungry. 

These good Samaritans who save food 
from being tossed into landfills or 
burned in incinerators will finally be 
able to access the capital they deserve 
to expand and improve their oper- 
ations. 

At a time when food waste is the sin- 
gle largest category of waste in our 
local landfills—more than 34 million 
tons of food, even a portion of that 
wasted food could feed a lot of people. 
By redistributing food that would oth- 
erwise go to waste to the hungry— 
again, without spending extra taxpayer 
money—we can do more to ensure that 
this unwanted food is used to tackle 
hunger in America. 

Instead of burning this food in incin- 
erators, gleaners can help more people 
in need burn this food as calories. 
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This is just one more step in the 
right direction to help alleviate food 
insecurity in our country. 

I again thank Senator STABENOW and 
her staff for their assistance in getting 
this amendment passed. It will provide 
real help to a group of selfless folks 
that are trying to bring some common- 
sense solutions to the hunger crisis. 

As happy as I was to get the Farm 
Bill passed and get these amendments 
included, an opportunity to encourage 
healthier eating by recipients of SNAP 
benefits—what was previously known 
as food stamps—was unfortunately not 
able to come up for a vote. 

This is disappointing. Not dis- 
appointing for me, but for the millions 
of SNAP beneficiaries, public health of- 
ficials, and others who know we can do 
better to encourage healthier eating 
and increase consumption of healthy 
fruits and vegetables. 

The existing waiver authority for 
SNAP is extremely restrictive and has 
resulted in a number of innovative 
State proposals being denied. It makes 
no sense to continue to stifle innova- 
tion and progress when it comes to 
incentivizing beneficiaries to eat 
healthier. 

I will continue to push for ways to 
promote healthier eating through the 
SNAP program, given that it will im- 
prove public health, increase the con- 
sumption of healthy food, boost local 
farmers’ incomes, and give taxpayers 
the confidence that their tax dollars 
are being spent on food that is really 
food. 

I was also very disappointed that my 
amendment to legalize industrial hemp 
was also not granted a vote. 

I firmly believe that American farm- 
ers should not be denied an oppor- 
tunity to grow and sell a legitimate 
crop simply because it resembles an il- 
legal one. 

I fought for an amendment that 
would have recognized industrial hemp 
as a legitimate crop, but since doing so 
requires amending the Controlled Sub- 
stances Act it was considered non-ger- 
mane to the current debate and could 
not be brought up for a vote. 

However, just my raising this issue 
has sparked a growing awareness of ex- 
actly how ridiculous the U.S.’s ban on 
industrial hemp is and I feel that im- 
portant progress was made in advanc- 
ing this dialogue. 

Iam confident that if grassroots sup- 
port continues to grow and Members of 
Congress continue to hear from voters, 
then commonsense hemp legislation 
can move through Congress in the near 
future. 

I plan to continue to keep fighting 
for this and hope to reintroduce this as 
a stand-alone bill. 

I also want to raise concerns with 
language that was passed in the bill 
that amended the Healthy Forests Res- 
toration Act. It is my hope that this 
issue will still be addressed in con- 
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ference. I understand Senator BENNET 
made remarks expressing that same de- 
sire. 

The language in the forestry title of 
the Farm bill amended an Act which I 
played a key role in helping pass origi- 
nally in the Senate a decade ago. 

As part of efforts to pass that legisla- 
tion, which streamlined National Envi- 
ronmental Policy Act requirements, as 
well as appeals and judicial review, a 
carefully balanced compromise was 
reached. Environmental protections 
and clear limitations for appropriate 
places for the use of that authority 
were enacted as part of that legisla- 
tion. 

The language in the Farm Bill cre- 
ates a sweeping new authority to use 
the Healthy Forest Restoration Act for 
areas potentially threatened with in- 
sect or disease infestations but fails to 
include any of the environmental pro- 
tections or clear limitations in the 
original legislation. Additionally, the 
way those areas that are threatened by 
insects and disease are defined is very 
broad. 

I worked very hard with several of 
my colleagues to try to reach a com- 
promise. It is my hope that given a lit- 
tle more time, we will be able to reach 
a compromise before a final Farm Bill 
becomes law. 

I hope we will have a chance to per- 
fect this language to address these con- 
cerns as the bill goes to conference. 

Lastly, I want to touch the labeling 
of genetically modified foods. 

I have always believed that con- 
sumers benefit from having more infor- 
mation about the food they consume, 
and that is why I supported an amend- 
ment offered by Senator SANDERS re- 
garding the labeling of such foods. 
However, I continue to believe that the 
most realistic way to improve con- 
sumer information about genetically 
modified foods is to take a national ap- 
proach and I will continue to work to- 
wards that goal. That is why I cospon- 
sored Senator BEGICH’s legislation to 
ensure that genetically modified fish 
are labeled. 

In sum, I again want to reiterate my 
strong support for the Farm Bill passed 
in the Senate and my great pleasure at 
having successfully gotten two amend- 
ments into this bill. 

I raised several additional issues and 
it is my hope that there will be contin- 
ued opportunities to address these 
issues going forward. 

I yield the floor. 


Ee 


FLOOD INSURANCE REFORM AND 
MODERNIZATION ACT—MOTION 
TO PROCEED—Continued 


CLOTURE MOTION 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clo- 
ture motion having been presented 
under rule XXII, the Chair directs the 
clerk to read the motion. 
The legislative clerk read as follows: 
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CLOTURE MOTION 


We, the undersigned Senators, in accord- 
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, hereby move 
to bring to a close debate on the motion to 
proceed to Calendar No. 250, S. 1940, an origi- 
nal bill to amend the National Flood Insur- 
ance Act of 1968, to restore the financial sol- 
vency of the flood insurance fund, and for 
other purposes. 

Harry Reid, Tim Johnson, Al Franken, 
Patrick J. Leahy, Christopher A. 
Coons, Tom Harkin, Barbara A. Mikul- 
ski, Kent Conrad, Robert Menendez, 
Jack Reed, Barbara Boxer, Ben Nelson 
of Nebraska, Michael F. Bennet, Max 
Baucus, Mark Begich, Richard 
Blumenthal, Kay R. Hagan. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. By unan- 
imous consent, the mandatory quorum 
call has been waived. 

The question is, Is it the sense of the 
Senate that debate on the motion to 
proceed to S. 1940, an original bill to 
amend the National Flood Insurance 
Act of 1968, to restore the financial sol- 
vency of the insurance fund, and for 
other purposes, shall be brought to a 
close? 

The yeas and nays are mandatory 
under the rule. 

The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the 
Senator from California (Mrs. BOXER) 
is necessarily absent. 

Mr. KYL. The following Senator is 
necessarily absent: the Senator from 
Illinois (Mr. KIRK). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de- 
siring to vote? 

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 96, 
nays 2, as follows: 


[Rollcall Vote No. 165 Leg.] 


YEAS—96 
Akaka Franken Merkley 
Alexander Gillibrand Mikulski 
Ayotte Graham Moran 
Barrasso Grassley Murkowski 
Baucus Hagan Murray 
Begich Harkin Nelson (NE) 
Bennet Hatch Nelson (FL) 
Bingaman Heller Portman 
Blumenthal Hoeven Reed 
Blunt Hutchison Reid 
Boozman Inhofe Risch 
Brown (MA) Inouye Roberts 
Brown (OH) Isakson Rockefeller 
Burr Johanns Rubio 
Cantwell Johnson (SD) Sanders 
Cardin Johnson (WI) Schumer 
Carper Kerry Sessions 
Casey Klobuchar Shaheen 
Chambliss Kohl Shelby 
Coats Kyl Snowe 
Coburn Landrieu Stabenow 
Cochran Lautenberg Tester 
Collins Leahy Thune 
Conrad Lee Toomey 
Coons Levin Udall (CO) 
Corker Lieberman Udall (NM) 
Cornyn Lugar Vitter 
Crapo Manchin Warner 
DeMint McCain Webb 
Durbin McCaskill Whitehouse 
Enzi McConnell Wicker 
Feinstein Menendez Wyden 

NAYS—2 
Pau Pryor 
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NOT VOTING—2 
Boxer Kirk 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this 
vote, the yeas are 96, the nays are 2. 
Three-fifths of the Senators duly cho- 
sen and sworn having voted in the af- 
firmative, the motion is agreed to. 

The Senator from Louisiana. 

CHANGE OF VOTE 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I rise 
for a procedural request and a state- 
ment on the farm bill. On Rollcall Vote 
No. 153, yesterday, I voted ‘‘yes.’’ It 
was my intention to vote ‘‘no.’’ I there- 
fore ask unanimous consent that I be 
permitted to change my vote since it 
will not affect the outcome of the 
amendment or the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Thank you, 
President. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. I had the Rollcall 
Vote number wrong. It is not Rollcall 
Vote No. 153. It is Rollcall Vote No. 148. 
I voted ‘‘yes.’’ I would like to change 
my vote to ‘‘no.’’ I ask unanimous con- 
sent that be the order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Thank you, 
President. 

AGRICULTURE REFORM 

Mr. President, I will be brief. I know 
other Members are on the floor who 
want to speak on other subjects. 

First, I want to thank the Senator 
from Michigan and the Senator from 
Kansas for an extraordinary job on a 
very difficult bill, a very complicated 
bill—and difficult because it is not just 
a Republican-Democratic debate or a 
Democratic-Republican debate, it is a 
regional debate that has to take place, 
and there is a lot of give-and-take. 

I have been proud to vote for every 
farm bill that has been before the Sen- 
ate to my knowledge, but I voted “no” 
today, and I want to say why. 

Despite the great work of Senator 
STABENOW and Senator ROBERTS, there 
was a weak part of this bill, in my 
view, related to rice farming, and it is 
such a significant and important part 
of our farming structure in Louisiana 
that I cast a vote against the bill to 
send a signal that more work needs to 
be done. 

This bill passed the Senate with an 
overwhelming vote. I voted for many of 
the amendments that I think helped to 
shape it to be even better than when it 
came out of committee. 

We beat back several attacks to up- 
root, destroy, or significantly modify 
the U.S. Sugar Program, which has 
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been very important to the State of 
Louisiana—one of the Nation’s great 
sugar growers. As I have tried to ex- 
plain to people who continue to attack 
this program, why would you want to 
end a program in this bill that does not 
cost the taxpayers a single dime? 

There are no direct subsidies for 
sugar, as there are for all the other 
crops. The U.S. Sugar Program pro- 
vides American consumers with low, 
stable sugar prices and ensures that 
our sugarcane and sugar beet growers 
receive a fair price for their crop. 

I am happy to say that American 
growers of sugar can provide almost 85 
percent of domestic demand. So why 
not use domestic sugar if we can supply 
our domestic demand? We only import 
what we need to import. We do not 
want to flood the market with cheap 
imports coming into America and un- 
dermining our jobs. I was proud to 
stand with our sugar industry and beat 
back those amendments. 

Louisiana farmers and ranchers 
make a significant contribution to our 
State, generating over $10.8 billion in 
economic activity alone. Agriculture— 
including fisheries and, of course, for- 
estry—and energy are the backbone of 
Louisiana’s economy. 

This farm bill is an important bill. 
As I said, I was happy to vote for lit- 
erally dozens of amendments that 
strengthened it. But I held out my 
final support, hoping that, as it travels 
to the House and goes through the con- 
ference process, the farm provisions re- 
lated to our rice growers could be per- 
fected. 

People like to say the United States 
grows the cheapest, safest, and most 
abundant food, fiber, and energy supply 
in the world. They are right. The peo- 
ple in my State who do that day in and 
day out are proud. They have every 
reason to be proud because farming is 
more than a business, it is more than a 
job; it is a way of life. It is a way of life 
that is important and precious and 
should be honored. There are many 
families—cousins and aunts and uncles 
and fathers and mothers and children 
who are involved in farming. In Lou- 
isiana, in our forest lands, and along 
our coastal lands, these families follow 
a preferred way of life, even though it 
means hard work, long hours, high 
risks, and sometimes heart-breakingly 
limited returns. 

So from sugar and rice in the south 
to cotton and poultry in the north, and 
all the areas in between, Louisiana 
needs a farm bill that supports all of 
our farmers. This one failed in one im- 
portant area, which is why I cast a 
“no” vote. 

This bill did not support adequately, 
in my view, the 2,000 rice farmers we 
have in Louisiana. Our rice industry 
generates $638 million in our State 
alone. Along with Arkansas, we are one 
of the major rice producing states. Na- 
tionally, U.S. rice supports about 
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128,000 jobs. It is $34 billion of economic 
input each year. 

This bill did reduce the deficit by $23 
billion, and that is something I sup- 
port. However, it took a larger chunk 
out of rice than was asked for any 
other commodity. Rice took a 65% re- 
duction when the other crops, on aver- 
age, took a 30% reduction. And I know 
some of the peanut growers in Georgia 
have some of the same concerns we do. 

So let me end by saying that I hope 
the position of our rice farmers and the 
important industry that rice rep- 
resents can be strengthened in the 
House. If so, I will proudly put my 
name on this bill, because there is 
some very good that was done to pro- 
tect our nutrition programs, to help 
our middle-class families who find 
themselves in the unusual situation of 
having to get some food relief in these 
difficult times. I want to thank Sen- 
ator STABENOW particularly for her 
help in that way. 

But for my rice growers, my rice pro- 
ducers, the important mills we have 
from Crowley, LA, to other places, for 
companies such as Kellogg in Battle 
Creek, MI, that depend on strong rice 
production from Louisiana, I cast a 
“no” vote. 

Finally, I will say, I hope we can find 
a way to open some more markets for 
our rice growers. We are interested— 
very interested—in trade with Cuba. 
And the politics sometimes prevents us 
from opening more trade relations with 
a nation that I know has not met our 
standard of democracy but most cer- 
tainly would be an open market for 
many of my farmers. 

So for my farmers who are looking 
for markets where we can sell and com- 
pete on the world market, if you give 
us an opportunity to compete and open 
these markets, then we may be able to 
adjust our program. But until then, our 
farmers need the support of other farm- 
ers and did not receive it in this bill. 

I so appreciate my colleague from 
Rhode Island giving me this oppor- 
tunity to speak. I thank the chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Rhode Island. 

40TH ANNIVERSARY OF THE PELL GRANT 

Mr. REED. Mr. President, 1972 was a 
watershed year for expanding edu- 
cational opportunities in this country. 

The Education Amendments of 1972 
included title IX—now known as the 
Patsy T. Mink Equal Opportunity in 
Education Act—guaranteeing edu- 
cational opportunities for women and 
girls in federally supported educational 
institutions. 

But 1972 also saw, within the Edu- 
cation Amendments, the creation of 
the Basic Educational Opportunity 
Grant. Today we know it as the Pell 
Grant. It was named in honor and in 
recognition of the extraordinary vision 
and service of my colleague, my prede- 
cessor from Rhode Island, Claiborne 
Pell. He authored this provision. 
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Forty years later, we can see how 
these two key changes to our edu- 
cational laws have transformed our Na- 
tion and transformed the aspirations of 
millions of Americans. 

It is also a good time to reflect on 
the challenges that remain and to 
renew our commitment to fulfilling the 
promise of opportunity represented in 
the Education Amendments of 1972. 

Senator Pell’s vision was that no stu- 
dent with the talent, drive, and desire 
should be denied the opportunity for a 
post-secondary education solely be- 
cause of a lack of financial resources. 
Pell grants have opened the doors to a 
college education for millions of Amer- 
icans. 

In the 1973-1974 academic year—the 
first year students received grants— 
176,000 Pell grants were awarded. In the 
school year that began in the fall of 
2010, that number grew to over 9.6 mil- 
lion. 

Pell grants constitute approximately 
23 percent of all Federal student aid, 
which includes grants, loans, and work 
study programs. 

The Pell grant is the cornerstone of 
our Federal student aid programs. For 
needy students, it is the foundation for 
making college affordable. Unfortu- 
nately, reduced State support for high- 
er education and rising college costs 
have eroded that foundation. 

In 1976, the maximum Pell grant was 
$1,400, which was enough to cover 72 
percent of the cost of attendance at a 
public 4-year college. In 2010, the max- 
imum Pell Grant was $5,550, which was 
only enough to cover 34 percent of the 
cost of attendance at a public 4-year 
college. 

We have seen an erosion of the buy- 
ing power of the Pell grant. If we were 
matching the effort that he initiated in 
the 1970s, we would be providing more 
opportunities and more support for col- 
lege students across this Nation. 

Senator Pell understood that grant 
aid was critical for low-income stu- 
dents and families. The goal was to 
minimize the need for loans. Frankly, 
back in the 1970s, most young people 
with a Pell grant—working through 
the summer, and working the extra 
hours they had to during the academic 
year—could pay their way through 
school, leave school without huge debt. 

Today, regrettably, there are stu- 
dents graduating from school with 
$10,000, $20,000, $30,000 worth of debt be- 
cause the Pell grants have not kept up, 
because college costs have accelerated, 
and because they have been forced to 
borrow. Today, low-income students 
and middle-income students rely heav- 
ily on student loans to pay for college. 

And we are seeing another burden; 
and, frankly, this ripples throughout 
our economy. In the 1970s and 1980s, if 
you left college owing a few thousand 
dollars, you could pay that off very 
quickly. So by your late twenties, you 
were ready to settle down, to buy the 
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house. Today, we have a generation of 
students who are struggling with debt 
that might take them 10 or more years 
to pay off. Effectively, they cannot 
begin to buy the home, to settle down, 
to do the things that are so important 
to our overall economy. 

Unless we are able to come to an 
agreement over the next several days, 
we also face the prospect of seeing the 
rate on subsidized student loans double 
by July 1. 

That would deal another blow to 
moderate- and low-income families. 
Leader REID has proposed a very rea- 
sonable compromise. I hope that the 
Republicans will let that compromise 
go forward. I am hopeful my Repub- 
lican colleagues can use this oppor- 
tunity not only to continue to keep the 
lending rate low for Stafford loans but 
renew our own pledge on the Pell 
grant. 

It would be ironic to see, on the 40th 
anniversary of the Pell grant, a further 
undermining of the ability of middle- 
to low-income Americans to go to col- 
lege. In fact, this should be an oppor- 
tunity to do much more. Senator Pell’s 
words ring as true today as when he 
spoke them in 1995, one of the last 
years of his tenure in the Senate. 

In his words: 

As I have stated on many occasions, few 
things in life are more important than the 
education of our children. They are the liv- 
ing legacy that we leave behind and their 
education determines the future of the 
American Nation... . 

He continued. 

. Every day families are making deci- 
sions about sending their children to college. 
Certainly one of, if not the major obstacle 
they face is how to pay for college. The loan 
is their last resort. It provides the extra but 
necessary money they must have after ex- 
hausting their own resources and obtaining 
any grants for which their children might be 
eligible. Increasing the amount that children 
owe after graduation may well place the 
dream of a college education beyond their 
reach. That, to my mind, would be a tragedy 
of truly immense proportions... . 

Senator Pell was right. Increasing 
student debt, especially during these 
difficult economic times, would be a 
tragedy for students, their families, 
and our Nation. I urge my colleagues 
on the other side of the aisle, on our 
side of the aisle, all my colleagues, to 
work together to prevent an increase 
in the student loan interest rate from 
doubling on July 1. 

That would, indeed, be a fitting trib- 
ute to Senator Pell on the 40th anni- 
versary of the Pell grant. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Rhode Island. 

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Mr. President, I 
am honored to join my senior Senator 
to commemorate such an important 
milestone as he has described in Amer- 
ican education. 

It was 40 years ago this week that 
President Nixon signed into law the 
Education Amendments Act of 1972, in- 
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cluding a provision establishing for the 
first time the basic educational oppor- 
tunity grant, which came to be called 
the Pell grant for its sponsor, Senator 
Claiborne Pell of Rhode Island. 

Over the next four decades, Pell 
grants would turn the dream of college 
education into a reality for millions of 
Americans. Today, more than ever, a 
college diploma is important to a 
young person’s success. The unemploy- 
ment rate for those 25 and older with a 
bachelor’s degree is less than 4 percent 
and over 8 percent for those with only 
a high school diploma. The value of 
that college degree could not be more 
apparent. Higher education provides 
the skills and credentials that many 
employers require in today’s economy. 

In the decades following World War 
II, the U.S. Government made college 
and occupational mobility a reality for 
more Americans than ever before. Clai- 
borne Pell was a veteran of that war, 
and he saw how the GI bill enabled mil- 
lions of his fellow veterans to better 
themselves through education. He rec- 
ognized that many of his Coast Guard 
shipmates had as much talent as his 
Princeton classmates but not the privi- 
lege or resources to go to college. 

Given the opportunity, this Greatest 
Generation would not only provide a 
better life for their families with that 
access to college, but they would con- 
tribute mightily to the growth of this 
Nation, a growth we still enjoy today. 

Claiborne Pell resolved then that all 
Americans should have such an oppor- 
tunity, and his vision would become a 
reality for millions through the Pell 
grant. In 1976, the first year the Pell 
grants were fully funded, a full Pell 
grant paid 72 percent of the cost of at- 
tendance at a typical 4-year public col- 
lege. Today, a full Pell grant covers 
just 32 percent of those costs, but still, 
for many, this vital assistance can 
mean the difference between being able 
to attend college or not. 

As grant aid has fallen and tuition 
has soared, families have had to borrow 
to make up the difference to send their 
kids to college. The total amount of 
student loan debt carried by Americans 
has recently surpassed $1 trillion, more 
than Americans now owe on their cred- 
it cards. 

I have talked to students around my 
State and I have read many heartfelt 
letters. It is clear Pell grants serve as 
a gateway to the opportunities avail- 
able with a college degree, a gate that 
would be shut if not for Pell grants. 

I received a letter from Phil in Wake- 
field, RI, the oldest of five children. 
Last year, Phil graduated from Cornell. 
Phil worked his way through college, 
including summers. His parents 
chipped in when they could. Phil’s fa- 
ther is still paying off student loans, 
and Phil was lucky enough to earn pri- 
vate scholarships and receive grants 
from his school. He said: 

But there’s no way my education would 
have been possible without Pell Grants. We 
just wouldn’t have been able to afford it. 
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I also heard from Anthony, who has 
been working as a waiter in Provi- 
dence. Thanks to the Pell grant, he and 
his wife Jen have been able to go back 
to school at the University of Rhode Is- 
land for degrees in biotechnology. They 
say their education will enable them to 
build a better future together in Rhode 
Island’s rapidly expanding biotech sec- 
tor. 

Leann is a single mother of two from 
Pawtucket, already carrying student 
loan debt, although she has not been 
able to finish her undergraduate pro- 
gram. Last year, Leann enrolled in the 
School of Continuing Education at 
Roger Williams University, and when 
she graduates with a bachelor’s degree 
next year, she plans on opening her 
own small business. ‘‘None of this 
would be happening” she wrote, ‘‘if I 
were not receiving a Pell Grant.” 

The simple fact is this: Pell grants 
help millions of people achieve the 
dream of college and improve their 
prospects for employment. It is a wise 
investment in the future of our coun- 
try. Congress has, in recent years, in- 
creased the buying power of Pell 
Grants, increasing the maximum grant 
from $4,050 in academic year 2006-2007 
to $5,550 in 2012-2013. 

We also increased the minimum fam- 
ily income that automatically qualifies 
a student for the maximum Pell grant, 
a change that better reflects today’s 
economic realities. Sadly, however, we 
are seeing a truly misguided assault on 
Pell grants. 

The editorial board of the Wall 
Street Journal marked the 40th anni- 
versary of Pell grants this week by 
printing claims about the Pell grant 
that, simply to be polite, do not with- 
stand scrutiny. The Journal says the 
Pell grant is rife with abuse, with stu- 
dents engaging in ‘‘creative account- 
ing”? to qualify by feigning financial 
independence. 

The most common way one gets 
deemed independent under the Pell 
Grant Program is by being 24 years of 
age or older. It is hard to imagine 
doing much creative accounting with 
one’s date of birth. The other major 
proofs of independence are being mar- 
ried and having children. Maybe when 
they said ‘‘creative accounting” they 
meant ‘‘procreative accounting.” 

The Wall Street Journal implies that 
better off students can win larger 
grants by attending more expensive in- 
stitutions. But the cost of tuition can- 
not increase the maximum size of a 
grant. The maximum Pell grant, as I 
said, is $5,550, regardless of the school 
one attends. As we all know, $5,550 is 
far from sufficient to cover the cost of 
most higher education. 

Perhaps the most misleading claim 
from the Journal is to pick out the pe- 
riod when Pell grant costs rose signifi- 
cantly, between 2008 and 2010, due 
largely to the enactment of a funding 
expansion that has since been repealed 
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and the fact that more eligible stu- 
dents applied for assistance as the 
economy worsened in those years. 
What they left out is that the Congres- 
sional Budget Office projects almost no 
average annual growth in program 
costs over the next 10 years. 

The Republican budget in the House 
of Representatives slashes funding and 
eligibility for Pell grants and elimi- 
nates all mandatory funding for the 
program over the next 10 years. We all 
understand the need to find savings in 
the Federal budget. We all understand 
the need to make difficult choices. But 
of all the bad choices we could make, 
of all unintelligent choices we could 
make, failing to invest in Pell grants 
would be among the worst. 

It is, frankly, shameful that Federal 
financial aid has not kept pace with 
the rising cost of college. It is truly 
misguided to roll back financial aid for 
a generation of young Americans pre- 
paring to compete in an evermore glob- 
al economy. We need a highly trained 
workforce. Pell grants are very often 
the keystone in the arch that students 
must build to afford college, as Phil 
and Anthony and Jen and Leann all 
showed. 

Rhode Island is a small State. But 
over the years we have had some tow- 
ering and remarkable Senators. Clai- 
borne Pell was one. Claiborne Pell be- 
lieved, as he once told the Providence 
Journal, ‘‘that government—and the 
federal government in particular—can, 
should, and does make a positive im- 
pact on the lives of most Americans.” 

The Pell grant’s positive impact is 
that people who cannot afford college 
have the chance to go to college, and it 
lifts off their backs a little bit of that 
burden of debt. That is something we 
want in this country, not just for the 
sake of the individual Pell grant recipi- 
ent, not just for the sake of the next 
generation but for the sake of the good 
of our country. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Michigan is recognized. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Kansas. 

AGRICULTURE REFORM 

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. President, I ask 
to be recognized to speak as in morning 
business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. President, I wish 
to talk about the farm bill. As we can 
see from an open Senate, I think we 
have done our work, and we have been 
successful. Most of what we can say on 
this bill has already been said. 

After final passage, I simply wish to 
reiterate what the chairwoman has 
said, what I have said all along: This is 
a reform bill. We cut $23 billion in 
mandatory spending. These are real 
cuts, no gimmicks. We have eliminated 
four commodity programs—four com- 
modity programs. We have streamlined 
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conservation programs from 23 to 13. 
We have eliminated numerous other 
authorizations. 

In total, approximately 100 author- 
izations for spending and appropria- 
tions are eliminated. This is real re- 
form. I also wish to take a quick mo- 
ment to thank all the staff who have 
worked so hard on this legislation, es- 
pecially the committee staff on both 
the majority and the minority sides. 

I especially wish to thank the legisla- 
tive magician, if I may call him that— 
expert—David Schiappa and his staff. 
They are no longer here, but they guid- 
ed us through some difficult times, as 
he always does—as they always do. 

I would like to take a few moments 
to recognize the members of my staff 
who worked on this bill. For me, this is 
a very special occasion. We are only as 
good as our staff. I have been blessed 
with the very best, and I have been a 
bucket toter. That is what a staff 
member is. When someone totes buck- 
ets, they try not to spill anything. 

Sometimes they are successful and 
other times they may trip and fall. 
Other times it is just the way it is. I 
was administrative assistant to Sen- 
ator Frank Carlson, the only man in 
Kansas to serve us as a Member of Con- 
gress, aS a Governor, and a Senator, 
prior to our current Governor, Sam 
Brownback. 

I was the administrative assistant for 
Congressman Keith Sebelius, who was 
on the House Agriculture Committee, 
and learned an awful lot about agri- 
culture with Keith as we went through 
those days. Obviously, if someone is 
from Kansas, they are a legislative as- 
sistant or a bucket toter or whatever 
description you want for Bob Dole for- 
ever. 

These people, as far as I am con- 
cerned, are not only my staff, they are 
my family. They have persevered. Anne 
Hazlett, my chief counsel, in my opin- 
ion, is the best chief counsel in the 
Senate, one of the top legislative draft- 
ers in the Senate, former director of 
the Indiana State Department of Agri- 
culture under Gov. Mitch Daniels. 
When she is at my door, I know I am 
going to be told no on something. 

I actually had better listen to her. 

Eric Steiner. Eric has charged me 
with cruel and unusual punishment for 
putting him in the charge of dairy pol- 
icy. After the 1996 farm bill and all 
that—and the 2002 and 2008 farm bills— 
I said I don’t do dairy anymore. Then, 
in came Eric. He also became a dad for 
the first time earlier this year as we 
worked on this bill—talk about work- 
ing 24/7 and giving up your family. 

Keira Franz is a former Bob Dole 
staffer. Bob still tells her what to do so 
she can tell me what he says I am sup- 
posed to be doing. 

Autumn Veazey, our southern bell 
and specialty crop guru, has also had 
the pleasure of getting to know places 
such as Dodge City and the inside of a 
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meat processing plant—something that 
should be required of every agriculture 
assistant. Don’t ask her. 

Gregg Doud. Here is a real Kansas 
cowboy and one of the top agriculture 
trade experts in Washington, and he 
still wears his boots. 

Tara Smith, our commodities and 
crop insurance expert, helps me navi- 
gate the minefields of both. Thank you 
so much, Tara. You have been wonder- 
ful. 

Janae Brady keeps our staff—and, 
most importantly, my staff—director 
organized. 

Andrew Vlasity, a great young man 
and a tremendous writer, has helped 
create a research title for the future. 

Max Fisher, our No. 1 crunching 
guru, also became a dad for the third 
time as we worked on this bill. 

Chris Hicks, our other legal counsel, 
is a former Senate-confirmed general 
counsel at the Department of Agri- 
culture and provides the wisdom of 
that position as we work on com- 
plicated matters. 

Patty Lawrence is our Department of 
Agriculture detailee on conservation 
issues and the ultimate professional. 

Also, in my personal office: Ryan 
Flickner, a young Kansas farm lad who 
will soon return to Kansas to get mar- 
ried and become my deputy State di- 
rector. 

Wane Stoskopf is another Kansas 
farm boy who is taking Ryan’s posi- 
tion, and Emily Haug. 

Also, my communications director, 
Sarah Little—dear Sarah is never short 
of work when it comes to cleaning up 
what I have said and should not have 
said. 

My State agriculture representative 
is Mel Thompson. I used to work with 
Mel. He was a legislative assistant and 
I was administrative assistant with 
Keith Sebelius. We went through two 
farm bills. There is no better person to 
have eyes and ears on the ground than 
Mel Thompson. 

Then, there are Joel and Mike, the 
“two musketeers,” who saw me every 
morning, every afternoon, and every 
evening. I have a tendency to wander, 
to reflect on past farm bill stories, and 
to occasionally give ranks. These are 
not particularly helpful in regard to 
moving legislation forward, and so Joel 
and Mike would say: Sir—at least they 
said ‘“‘sir’’—Sir, keep your eye on the 
ball. Stay focused. Where there is a 
will, there is a way. If you rank, if you 
wander, you will be lost in the midst of 
the desert farm bill purgatory. Don’t 
be lost in the desert farm bill purga- 
tory. Stay focused. 

I tried. I think we succeeded, for the 
most part. 

The chairwoman also has a great 
staff. Everybody likes to brag on their 
staffs, and I know she will mention 
many of them. I especially thank her 
staff director, Chris Adamo, and chief 
counsel, Jonathan Coppess, for their 
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outstanding work on this legislation. 
They have been professional through- 
out. I don’t know what you guys are 
going to do now that we are not break- 
ing into your office in the mornings, 
afternoons, and evenings to see your 
smiling faces—and then we wonder why 
you are not smiling. Thank you for a 
top job. 

I also thank all those in Senate legis- 
lative counsel and the Congressional 
Budget Office who helped us get to this 
point today. They all worked behind 
the scenes, but we could not be here 
today without them. 

I view my staff as family. I thank my 
family over here for their tremendous 
work in achieving what I think is a 
great farm bill and for doing something 
to restore the Senate back to the Sen- 
ate. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Michigan. 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, we 
have been looking forward to this day 
to be able to have the opportunity to 
celebrate a successful conclusion in the 
Senate. We have more work to do, but 
for 1 day we can pause and celebrate 
what is an important and great day 
after a tremendous amount of hard 
work that has gone on by our staffs, 
my ranking member, myself, along 
with our colleagues on the committee. 
We are so grateful for the wonderful ef- 
fort that has gotten us to this point. 

I have said this before and I will say 
it again: 16 million people count on us. 
They work in agriculture or food-re- 
lated industries. That is a lot of people. 
I am not sure we have had a jobs bill 
that has come before the Senate that 
we can say addresses 16 million peo- 
ple’s jobs, but certainly this is one. It 
affects every corner of every State. 

I thank everyone in the Senate for 
their patience with us. I thank the ma- 
jority leader for his incredible patience 
and leadership. I thank Senator 
MCCONNELL for working with us and I 
thank all those who voted on 73 amend- 
ments and everybody who was involved 
in putting those together and making 
sure we could move through this proc- 
ess. 

Of course, I thank Senator ROBERTS 
again. Kansas is lucky to have him as 
a champion in the Senate. I have been 
very lucky to have him at my side 
throughout this debate and work, 
starting in the fall with our deficit re- 
duction proposal up until today. We 
have come together on a bipartisan 
basis. I hope we can do that more. I 
have heard so many comments from 
colleagues in the last few days, saying 
it feels good to work through issues, 
debating issues, having votes, working 
together, and actually accomplishing 
something. It feels good and we need to 
continue to do more of it. Frankly, the 
American people want us to do more of 
it. So I am hopeful this will be a sign, 
as other things have been, frankly, in 
the Senate moving forward. 
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I am proud we have been the ones 
doing a bipartisan transportation bill 
and the ones passing other bipartisan 
bills. This is a significant milestone in 
that process of working together. 

I am also very proud of the reforms 
in the bill we have done on a bipartisan 
basis. This is $23 billion in spending 
cuts for deficit reduction. It is true 
that if every committee within their 
jurisdiction were to focus on analyzing 
and reviewing the programs under 
their jurisdiction and making tough 
decisions, ending paperwork duplica- 
tion, and so on, actually it would end 
up to be a pretty big deficit reduction 
plan—if we all did it in those areas we 
control. That is the way we looked at 
the process. 

We have come up with $23 billion in 
deficit reduction. We have done that by 
ending four different subsidies that 
folks have talked about changing for a 
long time—direct payments and other 
subsidies that are paid out regardless 
of losses. We passed a bill that con- 
tinues support for healthy local food 
systems, farmers markets, and local 
food hubs. 

We have passed a bill that strength- 
ens conservation and continues protec- 
tions that maintain healthy soil, clean 
water, and fresh air. 

We passed a bill that supports Amer- 
ica’s rural communities. Every State 
has small rural communities, towns, 
villages, and counties that are count- 
ing on us to continue to have their eco- 
nomic development tools—which is the 
rural development title of the farm 
bill—as robust as possible. American 
energy independence is addressed in 
this bill. We passed the bill in a bipar- 
tisan way. This is an incredibly impor- 
tant step. 

Now our bill goes to the House of 
Representatives. I have great con- 
fidence in the chairman and ranking 
member of the committee. I know they 
will be successful in moving a bill out 
of committee, and I am sure they are 
going to do everything humanly pos- 
sible to pass it in the House. I believe, 
ultimately, they will because every 
American is counting on them in order 
to maintain food security for our coun- 
try and the ability for us to have a 
strong, successful, safe food supply, as 
well as all the jobs connected to that. 

I wish to thank my extraordinary 
staff. They worked from sunrise to sun- 
set and then another few hours. I think 
we added hours—I think we changed 
from 24 hours to 30 a couple of times. It 
has been an incredible experience, and 
I am very grateful, truly, to all of 
them. 

No team does it without a great cap- 
tain. I thank Chris Adamo, who was 
with me on the last farm bill and is 
now our staff director. He has provided 
incredible leadership. He has deep 
knowledge of agriculture, and he brings 
a tremendous leadership to this proc- 
ess. He put together a tremendous 
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team. I would not be here, and we 
would not be here in the Senate with- 
out his leadership and hard work and 
the team effort involved. 

I also thank Jonathan Coppess, my 
great chief counsel, who actually 
helped bring a baby into the world last 
August, aS we were saying, ‘Why don’t 
we do deficit reduction.” When the 
supercommittee was put into place, he 
was helping bring a new baby into the 
world. So we thank Jonathan for his 
leadership. I have to say this as a point 
of personal privilege: Even though he is 
from Ohio, we still welcomed him into 
the fold—despite the rivalry between 
Michigan and Ohio. 

I thank all our teams as well. I thank 
our commodities and dairy teams. It is 
tough work. We changed the com- 
modity title. I think this is the most 
reform, probably—I don’t know ever 
but in a long time. Moving from sub- 
sidy systems to a risk management 
system is easy to say, but it is hard to 
put into place in a way that makes 
sense. It is fair with commodities and 
will work in a simple way across the 
country. 

I thank our Joe Shultz, who has been 
amazing. So many times we said: I 
don’t know how we are going to do 
this, and he pulled another rabbit out 
of his hat. We thank Joe for all his 
wonderful work as our chief economist. 

Cory Claussen is on dairy. It is not an 
easy thing to do—focus on dairy. There 
are large farms and small dairies. It is 
an incredible job. 

Marcus Graham, as well, did amazing 
work, as did Chelsea Render. There was 
great teamwork on commodities and 
the dairy issues. Thank you so very 
much. 

We had a great team on title II. 
Thanks to the ‘‘T2 warriors”, Tina 
May, an amazing person, who reminded 
me every other day that we had 643 
conservation groups from every one of 
the 50 States. I have it in my memory 
because Tina said it every time I saw 
her. The truth is we did have 643 dif- 
ferent conservation and environmental 
groups supporting this bill. It is be- 
cause of Tina May, Catie Lee and Kevin 
Norton and the incredible work they 
brought to what I believe is an extraor- 
dinary reform in conservation. We are 
placing conservation as a priority in a 
way that has not been in other farm 
bills. We will see our country provide 
better opportunities around land and 
water and air quality and quantity 
issues as a result of their hard work. 

Jacqlyn Schneider and Jesseca Tay- 
lor deserve a tremendous amount of 
credit for their work on the nutrition 
and healthy food issues. A major area 
of debate that will be going forward, as 
we address nutrition and healthy foods 
issues, is specialty crops, which are so 
important to me. I know in New Hamp- 
shire and other parts of the country it 
is very important. They did incredible 
work. We had some hard issues to work 
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through on how we could create sav- 
ings in our bill in nutrition, while 
maintaining the strong commitment to 
families. So I would like to thank them 
for an extraordinary effort as well. 

And then each of our team mem- 
bers—let me go through them because 
there are so many people who did so 
many wonderful things. 

Jonathan Cordone, who kept me out 
of trouble at most moments, in his 
work as general counsel, counseled me 
well and gave me wonderful words of 
wisdom as we moved along, both on 
procedure as well as policy. 

Brandon McBride on rural develop- 
ment—we worked through many issues 
on the floor with Members, many 
issues that Members who were not on 
the committee had and wanted to work 
on and develop further, and Brandon’s 
patience and creativity and hard work 
really created a rural development 
title that is extraordinary. 

One of the things we worked on, 
which may sound easy but was not easy 
at all, was the differing definitions of 
what rural is. The Secretary of Agri- 
culture told me one time we had 11 dif- 
ferent definitions of what rural was. He 
said: You know, you ought to fix that. 

We heard from part-time mayors and 
village presidents and county commis- 
sioners and others who said: We would 
like to figure this out, how we might 
use these programs to support our com- 
munities, but we don’t know whether 
we fit or under which definition we fit. 

Well, we have one definition now, and 
that may sound simple, but, no, it was 
very hard. And Brandon deserves a tre- 
mendous amount of credit, along with 
our team, for getting us to that point. 

Karla Thieman, who is not here at 
the moment, did a tremendous job on 
livestock, livestock disaster assist- 
ance, and efforts on the energy title. 
We thank her and wish she were able to 
be here to actually celebrate. I don’t 
think she is, is she? No, she is not here, 
but we thank her so much. 

Ben Becker made sure that we were 
communicating effectively with those 
in the media, that we were commu- 
nicating what we were doing. He 
worked extremely hard to make sure 
that was happening. 

Russ Behnam. We thank Russ so 
much for all his incredible work as we 
moved through these amendments and 
moved through this process. He was ab- 
solutely invaluable in his work as well. 

We thank Hanna Abou-El-Seoud, who 
was a terrific part of our team, and 
Maureen James, Alexis Stanczuk, Ryan 
Hocker, and Jesse Williams, our chief 
clerk, Nicole Hertenstein, Jacob 
Chaney, Seth Buchsbaum, and Alvaro 
Zarco. They are a terrific team, each 
one of them playing a very important 
role in getting us to this point and 
helping me have the information I 
needed, making sure things were get- 
ting done and the team was able to 
come together. 
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We had two great fellows, Lauren 
Reid and Matt Eldred, whom we thank 
as well. Also, we thank all of the great 
interns we have had with us since we 
began this process: Ryan Smoes, Jas- 
mine Macies, Dawn Lucas, and Seth 
Collins. 

This really is a team effort, with an 
extraordinary breadth of jurisdiction 
under this bill that created the need to 
really make sure we had the smartest 
people in the room, and I really believe 
we achieved that with this great team. 

Also, I couldn’t have gotten it done 
without my great chief of staff, Aman- 
da Renteria, and the great role she 
played with Chris Adamo putting to- 
gether our great agriculture team, and 
Todd Wooten, legislative director, who 
was on the phone counting votes every 
moment right up until the final vote. 
He did such a great job in bringing that 
together. 

Bill Sweeney, my deputy chief of 
staff, made sure we were commu- 
nicating in the right way, being able to 
tell the story of what it means to have 
a farm bill, what it means to people 
back home, to every family, every 
business, and every farmer. He did an 
extraordinary job of helping me do 
that. 

Cullen Schwarz, who is a terrific 
communications director, made sure 
we were communicating effectively 
what we were doing and why we were 
doing it. 

I also wish to thank our team in 
Michigan, led by Teresa Plachetka, a 
wonderful team that made sure we 
were focused, as I always am, on Michi- 
gan. Our great team consists of Mary 
Judnich, Kali Fox, and Brandon 
Fewins, who have done terrific work 
and outreach around the State, and 
Korey Hall in urban agriculture. All of 
our team made sure we were commu- 
nicating at home with our growers. 

We are proud to say we have more di- 
versity of crops than any State but 
California, so I have always had to pay 
attention to every page. I have always 
kind of been jealous of folks who had to 
only pay attention to one title. We 
have had to pay attention to every- 
thing. The good news is that prepared 
me well for assuming the chair of the 
committee. But I do want to thank our 
Michigan staff because they are terrific 
as well. 

This really is a bipartisan effort. It 
really, really is. And I have such re- 
spect and admiration for the staff of 
Senator ROBERTS on the committee, 
led by Mike Seyfert, Joel Leftwich, and 
Anne Hazlett. I thank them all so 
much for their terrific work and part- 
nership. Everyone involved whom Sen- 
ator ROBERTS spoke of is professional, 
smart, and dedicated. We had some 
tough things we had to work through, 
both policy-wise and procedurally, and 
they were terrific, just absolutely mag- 
nificent, and I am very grateful for the 
wonderful way in which we really have 
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a team. It is not a Democratic team or 
a Republican team—we have a team. 

I also wish to briefly mention our 
CBO farm team, whom we kept up late 
at night many times as we tried to get 
scores and work through how we fit 
this all together and maintain over $23 
billion in deficit reduction. So Doug 
Elmendorf and his terrific team—Jim 
Langley, Greg Hitz, Dave Hull, Kath- 
leen FitzGerald, Emily Holcombe, Ann 
Futrell, Dan Hoople, and Jeff LaFave— 
we call them the farm team—have been 
magnificent and worked weekends, 
have gone above and beyond for us, and 
I thank them, with a shout-out to ev- 
erybody at CBO who has helped us. 

I thank Michelle Johnson-Wieder and 
Gary Endicott from Legislative Coun- 
sel for their invaluable assistance. And 
on Senator REID’s staff, I thank Kasey 
Gillette and Nathan Engle. I claim 
Kasey as my former staff person, so I 
told Senator REID that I trained her 
well. But we are very grateful for the 
incredible team effort there. 

All our floor staff, Gary Myrick, Tim 
Mitchell, David Krone, Bill Dauster, 
Reema Dodin, Stacy Rich, Meredith 
Mellody, and everyone involved on the 
majority team who was so absolutely 
essential to us, putting in very long 
days and getting this done—everybody 
hung in there with us, and we are 
grateful. 

Finally, let me mention the Sec- 
retary of Agriculture, Tom Vilsack, 
and the USDA Office of General Coun- 
sel. We had a lot of technical needs as 
we worked through this bill, a tremen- 
dous need for technical assistance and 
support, so that when we were done, as 
we completed the bill, it actually 
worked for farmers and ranchers, it 
worked from a Department standpoint 
to support farmers and ranchers and 
those involved in every part of this 
bill, and we received tremendous help 
and encouragement and support. So I 
thank them for their leadership. 

To all the members of the Agri- 
culture Committee, Democrats and Re- 
publicans, and their staffs, I wish to 
say how very lucky I am to have such 
a tremendous team who is so knowl- 
edgeable and has so much experience 
and a committee that has so much ex- 
perience. It has been quite amazing. 

So as I conclude, Madam President, I 
would just say this is a proud day for 
those who care about having the Sen- 
ate work together well, for producing a 
product that is one that has real re- 
forms in it and something that we can 
look to the American people with pride 
and say: We worked hard, we worked 
together, and we got the job done. 

I thank everyone, and now we look 
forward to working with our House col- 
leagues as they move this measure for- 
ward. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 
SHAHEEN). The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 
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Mr. THUNE. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded and that 
I be allowed to speak as if in morning 
business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

TAXMAGEDDON 

Mr. THUNE. Madam President, I rise 
to express my growing concern as mas- 
sive tax increases loom on the horizon, 
and yet the Senate has not taken a sin- 
gle vote to forestall what many are ap- 
propriately calling taxmageddon. 

Washington tends to be a place where 
people speak in hyperbole, but it is 
hard to overstate the magnitude of the 
tax increases that will hit our economy 
starting next year if we do not act. If 
Congress does not vote to extend the 
current income-tax rates, the lower tax 
rates on investment income, relief 
from the alternative minimum tax, re- 
lief from the Federal estate tax, and 
other expiring tax relief measures, the 
result will be a tax increase of more 
than $470 billion on Americans in 2013 
alone. 

Over the next 10 years this tax in- 
crease will result in nearly $4.5 trillion 
in new taxes on American families and 
entrepreneurs. This will be the largest 
tax increase in our Nation’s history in 
absolute dollars and the second largest 
tax increase since World War II as a 
percentage of our economy. This mas- 
sive tax increase does not even take 
into account the new taxes enacted as 
part of ObamaCare that will also go 
into effect in 2013 and that will impose 
an additional $23 billion in higher taxes 
on individuals and businesses. 

What will these taxes mean to the 
average American family? The Herit- 
age Foundation recently published a 
study that estimated the increase per 
tax return in every State. In my State 
of South Dakota, Heritage estimates 
that the average tax increase per tax 
return will be $3,187 in 2013. 

I would say this to my Democratic 
friends who generally believe in de- 
mand-driven Keynesian economics: The 
average family in South Dakota can do 
more to stimulate our economy and 
create new employment by keeping 
their $3,187 and spending it as they see 
fit, not as Washington sees fit to spend 
it on their behalf. 

Taxmageddon is an apt description 
when we consider the impact of these 
tax increases not just on individual 
families but on our entire economy. 
Until recently we could speculate 
about the impact of these tax increases 
on our fragile economy, but the mag- 
nitude of the damage was not in dis- 
pute. Not anymore. 

Last month, the Congressional Budg- 
et Office gave us the most definitive es- 
timate yet of the impact of the nearly 
$% trillion of tax increases in 2013 
when combined with the more than 
$100 billion of spending cuts from the 
sequester. 
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The Congressional Budget Office 
projects that the combination of mas- 
sive tax increases and the sequester 
will result in real GDP growth in cal- 
endar year 2013 of only one-half of 1 
percent. The picture is even bleaker 
when we consider that the Congres- 
sional Budget Office also projects that 
the economy will actually contract by 
1.3 percent in the first half of 2013. Ac- 
cording to the CBO, such a contraction 
and output in the first half of 2013 
would ‘‘probably be judged to be a re- 
cession.” 

So lets be clear 
“taxmageddon’’ means. 
talking about a slight slowdown in 
growth of a few tenths of a percent. 
What we are facing is the difference be- 
tween positive growth on one hand— 
which will mean more jobs and higher 
incomes—and a recession on the other 
hand. 

How big is the difference in economic 
growth next year if we act to forestall 
the pending tax increases versus not 
doing anything about it? According to 
the Congressional Budget Office, if 
Congress acted to remove the tax in- 
creases and budget cuts, the growth of 
real GDP in 2013 would be in the range 
of 4.4 percent. 

This sort of robust growth is a far cry 
from the lackluster economic perform- 
ance that we have experienced of late. 
In fact, GDP growth for the first quar- 
ter of this year was recently revised 
downward to just 1.9 percent. This is 
hardly the magnitude of economic 
growth necessary to sustain a mean- 
ingful recovery that will finally bring 
the unemployment rate below 8 per- 
cent—something the current meager 
recovery has failed to accomplish. 

We can, and must, do better. We can 
start by providing Americans some cer- 
tainty as to what their taxes are going 
to be come next year. Fortunately, we 
learned recently that the House of Rep- 
resentatives intends to hold a vote on 
legislation to extend the existing tax 
rate next month. According to state- 
ments by House Speaker BOEHNER and 
Majority Leader CANTOR, the House is 
likely to consider a short-term—per- 
haps for 1 year—extension of existing 
tax rates as a bridge to fundamental 
tax reform next year. 

Some may question why we need to 
vote on an extension of the tax rates 
now because they assume these tax 
issues can simply be dealt with as a 
part of the postelection lameduck ses- 
sion. The answer is that we need a vote 
now because the delay in extending 
current tax policy is having a very real 
impact on our economy today. 

In fact, the Congressional Budget Of- 
fice again estimates that the mere pos- 
sibility of pending tax increases and 
spending cuts will lower U.S. GDP by 
one-half of 1 percent in the second half 
of this year—not next year, this year. 
The reason for this is simple. Ameri- 
cans, whether they be investors, small 
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business owners, or simply consumers, 
understand that they may have a larg- 
er tax bill come next year, meaning 
they will have less aftertax income. 
Faced with that possibility, we should 
not be surprised if Americans are 
choosing to consume less or put off 
business investments until they know 
what their tax situation is going to be. 

Just this week there was a 
Bloomberg article entitled ‘‘Fiscal Cliff 
Concerns Hurting Economy As Compa- 
nies Hold Back.” The article quoted a 
senior economist at Bank of America 
who said, ‘‘You don’t board up the win- 
dows when the hurricane is there. You 
board up the windows in anticipation.”’ 
This economist predicted U.S. growth 
decelerating to 1.3 percent in the third 
quarter of this year and 1 percent in 
the fourth quarter. 

The moral of the story is clear. The 
sooner we act to extend the current tax 
rates, the better off our economy will 
be and the better off will be the 12.7 
million Americans who are currently 
unemployed. The sooner we act, the 
better off will be the 5.4 million Ameri- 
cans who have been unemployed long 
term or the 46.2 million Americans liv- 
ing in poverty or the record 46 million 
Americans who receive food stamps. 

I agree with President Obama when 
he said in August of 2009, “You don’t 
raise taxes in a recession.” End quote 
of President Obama in August of 2009. 

If you should not raise taxes in a re- 
cession, it stands to reason you also 
should not raise taxes that will cause a 
recession. I also agree with a number of 
my Democratic colleagues quoted ear- 
lier this week in an article about these 
pending tax increases. I agree with 
Senator JIM WEBB, who is quoted as 
saying, ‘‘We shouldn’t raise taxes on 
ordinary income.” I agree with Senator 
BEN NELSON, ‘‘My druthers is to extend 
the tax cuts for everybody.”’ 

I agree with former Senator Pete 
Domenici and former OMB Director 
Alice Rivlin, who appeared before the 
Finance Committee earlier this week, 
and who both agreed we need a short- 
term extension of current tax law in 
order to get us to a place where we can 
consider fundamental reforms to our 
Tax Code and our entitlement pro- 
grams. 

Even former President Bill Clinton, a 
major surrogate for the Obama cam- 
paign, admitted the obvious when he 
said recently that a short-term exten- 
sion of the tax cuts might be nec- 
essary. 

Former President Clinton and other 
Democratic Members whom I men- 
tioned have not suddenly become sup- 
ply-side tax cutters. But they realize it 
is simply common sense that with the 
economy slowing, the last thing the 
Congress should do is slam on the 
brakes by allowing massive tax in- 
creases. 

We were reminded earlier this week 
just how destructive the proposed in- 
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come tax rate increases would be on 
the sector of our economy responsible 
for the bulk of new job creation, and 
that is our small businesses. According 
to an analysis by the nonpartisan Joint 
Committee on Taxation released on 
June 18, the tax increases that Presi- 
dent Obama has proposed would hit 
more than half—53 percent, to be pre- 
cise—of all flowthrough business in- 
come. The Joint Tax Committee esti- 
mates that 40,000 business owners 
would find themselves subject to high- 
er tax rates next year. 

Does anyone think, with unemploy- 
ment above 8 percent for 41 straight 
months, that higher taxes on nearly a 
million business owners is the right 
policy? Yet that is exactly where we 
are headed if we do not act. 

Of course, extending current tax law 
temporarily is only a short-term fix. 
What is needed is comprehensive tax 
reform, much like the Tax Reform Act 
of 1986. Real tax reform will drive eco- 
nomic growth higher, will lead to ro- 
bust job creation, and result in more 
revenue to the Federal Government. 
But real tax reform will require Presi- 
dential leadership, something that has 
been unfortunately lacking over the 
past 34% years. Perhaps next year we 
will have a President truly willing to 
commit to tax reform, a President who 
is not content with simply releasing a 
23-page framework for corporate tax re- 
form. But until we get to comprehen- 
sive tax reform, the least we can do 
now is ensure that Americans do not 
face a massive new tax hike. 

In conclusion, we are facing a mo- 
ment of truth. We can choose to put 
our heads in the sand and pretend as 
though Taxmaggedon is not real, we 
can choose to accept slower economic 
growth for the remainder of this year 
and a recession in the first half of next 
year or we can choose to take action in 
a way that says, loudly and clearly to 
all Americans, now is not the time for 
a massive new tax increase. 

I am hopeful we will see a bill from 
the House of Representatives in the 
coming weeks to extend the tax rates 
in order to avert Taxmaggedon. If the 
Senate majority is serious in its rhet- 
oric of getting our economy back on 
track, they will allow a straight up-or- 
down vote on this measure. Funda- 
mental tax reform may need to wait 
until the next Congress, but we can and 
we should act immediately to forestall 
the looming tax increases that we 
know will throw this economy back 
into a recession. It is not a Republican 
or a Democratic thing to do, it is sim- 
ply common sense. I am hopeful the 
Democratic majority will allow for de- 
bate and vote on an extension of the 
current tax rates sooner rather than 
later. Every day we wait is another day 
our economy suffers unnecessarily. 

I do not have to tell anybody here, if 
you look at all the economic data that 
comes in month after month, we have 
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the weakest economic recovery in 60 
years. We have 23 million unemployed 
or underemployed Americans. We have, 
as I said, 41 consecutive months now of 
unemployment over 8 percent, and we 
have anemic, sluggish growth projec- 
tions next year by the Congressional 
Budget Office if in fact we do not take 
the steps necessary to avert Tax- 
magegedon. 

I hope the House of Representatives 
will vote. I hope the U.S. Senate will 
follow suit. I hope the President of the 
United States will join us in recog- 
nizing that we cannot afford to allow 
taxes to go up—the largest tax increase 
in American history—on January 1 of 
next year. 

We cannot wait until a lameduck ses- 
sion to address it, because every single 
day we do, Americans, investors, small 
businesses are putting off decisions 
about hiring, about putting their cap- 
ital to work and growing this economy. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Vermont. 

DEBT AND TAXES 

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, next 
week I will probably speak more about 
this. But looking at tax policy and debt 
and whatnot—I urge Senators to look 
at the article written by Walter Pincus 
in today’s Washington Post. The two 
wars we have been in, Iraq and Afghan- 
istan—the two longest wars in Amer- 
ica’s history—are noted not just for 
their length but for the fact that it is 
the only time America has gone to war 
where we have not had a special tax to 
pay for the war. In fact, it is the only 
time America has gone to war where 
we not only have not had a tax to pay 
for the war but we have ended up with 
a tax cut, and we ended up trillions of 
dollars in debt as a result. 

I hope we will come to the time that 
we will say—especially with wars of 
choice, these were not cases where we 
were attacked that there was a totally 
unnecessary war in Iraq—totally un- 
necessary. We went to war in Iraq and 
said we will put it on our credit card. 

Of course, there were no weapons of 
mass destruction. Iraq had nothing to 
do with 9/11. A bad guy was running it, 
but there are a lot of countries we sup- 
port with bad guys running them. 
There are $1 trillion and thousands of 
American lives—tens of thousands of 
coalition and Iraqi lives—gone, and our 
children are going to have a $1 trillion 
bill to pay for it and we got absolutely 
nothing out of it. 

We went in Afghanistan to get Osama 
bin Laden. We got him. We have been 
stuck there for years—another $1 tril- 
lion to beef up a corrupt government, 
and our children and grandchildren will 
be given the bill. Then we talk about 
what else can we do that we will not 
pay for? We should think about it. Let 
me speak now about a more positive 
thing. 
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AGRICULTURE REFORM 

Earlier today, the Senate passed leg- 
islation to address one of the most sig- 
nificant legislative issues on our agen- 
da this year—making needed reforms 
to our Nation’s agriculture and food 
systems. 

I have been both chairman and rank- 
ing member of the Agriculture Com- 
mittee and I think I can say, probably 
as well as anybody here, how much 
thanks the U.S. Senate and the coun- 
try owe to Chairwoman STABENOW and 
Ranking Member ROBERTS, who did 
what Senators are supposed to do. 
They worked together in a bipartisan 
way to advance the farm bill, the Agri- 
culture Reform, Food and Jobs Act of 
2012. 

A lot of what people criticize about 
the Congress today would disappear if 
everyone acted the way Senator DEBBIE 
STABENOW of Michigan did, and Senator 
PAT ROBERTS of Kansas did, working 
across party lines, across ideologies, to 
try to put together a farm bill that is 
not a Democratic or Republican farm 
bill, but a farm bill for the United 
States of America. I am so proud of 
them. 

I mentioned earlier today to Chair- 
woman STABENOW, I don’t know how 
many times she called me weekends 
when I was at my home in Vermont, or 
sent me e-mails late in the evening, be- 
cause she was trying to keep this coali- 
tion going. 

The work of these leaders and the 
passage of this bill proves that the Sen- 
ate can act in accordance with its 
greatest traditions and we can reach 
across the aisle to pass critical legisla- 
tion that reflects compromise. As a 
former Chairman of the Agriculture 
Committee, and having worked closely 
with Senator LUGAR on many bipar- 
tisan Farm Bills, I know how difficult 
the task can be of forging a comprehen- 
sive bill that addresses the many com- 
peting needs. I said earlier that Sen- 
ator RICHARD LUGAR and I traded 
places back and forth, as either chair- 
man or ranking member on that com- 
mittee. We passed bipartisan farm 
bills. We worked closely together, with 
complete candor and honestness with 
each other, as one would expect from 
Senator LUGAR. We forged these com- 
prehensive bills. 

The Senate’s action today could not 
have been accomplished without the 
hard work of many dedicated, wonder- 
ful staffers, mine and others, both here 
in Washington and back home in 
Vermont. Being such a large and far 
reaching bill there were many staff in- 
volved throughout its development and 
final passage. I would like to thank in 
particular Adrienne Wojciechowski, 
Michelle Lacko, Aaron Kaigle, Kathryn 
Toomajian, Kara Leene, Tom Berry, 
Chris Saunders, Emma Van Susteren, 
Ted Brady, Lauren Bracket, Nikole 
Manatt, Greg Cota, Will Goodman, 
Erica Chabot, and John Dowd from my 
staff. 
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I would also like to thank both the 
Chairwoman and Ranking Member’s 
staff on the Senate Agriculture Com- 
mittee who worked so closely with my 
office on many different issues and pro- 
grams including the dairy reforms, 
conservation consolidation, nutrition, 
rural development, forestry, food aid, 
research, organics, energy, and the 
wonderful improvements we made to 
the Non-Insured Crop Disaster Assist- 
ance Program. 

It is not easy to get what we have 
here, a strong bipartisan bill. So I rise 
to say I hope the House of Representa- 
tives will act swiftly to consider legis- 
lation that is going to allow us to move 
to conference. Because just as it was 
important to the U.S. Senate to get to- 
gether and pass this bill by an over- 
whelming majority, the swift passage 
of this farm bill is essential. The cur- 
rent Farm Bill expires at the end of 
September. Before August 31, we must 
address the serious problem of dairy 
policy or our dairy farmers will be left 
without a vital safety net. 

Dairy is a crucial industry in 
Vermont. I hear often from dairy farm- 
ers who are worried about the dan- 
gerous rollercoaster of price swings 
that impacts both producers and con- 
sumers. This is a roller coaster we have 
been on in dairy pricing in Vermont 
since January of 2000. How can any 
farmer stay in business if this is the 
way their prices go? How can they plan 
to buy new equipment? How can they 
plan to send their children to school? 
How can they plan to modernize their 
farm if they never know what day the 
price will be up, what day prices will be 
down? 

I hear too often from dairy farmers 
who meet with me or talk to me when 
I am at the grocery store in Vermont, 
or just walking down the street. They 
tell me they are worried about the dan- 
gerous roller coaster of prices. These 
swings impact both consumers and the 
producers. 

For our farmers in Vermont, the 
dairy reforms included in the 2012 farm 
bill will bring some relief. We simply 
must free our dairy farmers from this 
destructive cycle of volatile price 
changes. 

The current Federal safety net pro- 
vides no protection for dairy farmers 
from this roller coaster of price vola- 
tility. 

The 2009 dairy crisis brought plum- 
meting milk prices and sky-high feed 
costs that combined to devastate dairy 
farmers in ways that many were unable 
to recover from. Many had to close 
down. Let’s stop the roller coaster. 
Let’s give stability to the hard-work- 
ing men and women who are dairy 
farmers. Dairy farmers have come to- 
gether to identify ways to move us 
away from the regional dairy fights 
and the constant policy conflicts be- 
tween small and large farms. The re- 
sults are the changes included in the 
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2012 Farm Bill, which will help farmers 
and consumers move away from these 
volatile price swings. Now we will have 
some protection. 

The 2012 Farm Bill scraps outdated 
price supports and the Milk Income 
Loss Contract Program. It establishes 
a new risk management plan that pro- 
tects farm income when margins 
shrink dangerously, and a stabilization 
program to allow farmers to take a 
proactive role in easing the instability 
in our dairy markets. And it accom- 
plishes this at a lower cost than the 
current program that it replaces while 
contributing to the savings to this bill. 
It is a voluntary program, and can be 
tailored by the farmer to fit their indi- 
vidual needs. 

Dairy is Vermont’s largest agricul- 
tural commodity. Dairy products ac- 
count for upward of 83 percent—or 90 
percent depending on market prices—of 
Vermont’s agricultural products sales. 
I am proud the dairy farmers of 
Vermont have had a voice in devel- 
oping this farm bill, and enacting it is 
going to bring long-needed relief to the 
industry. 

I hope that the House can now come 
together in a bipartisan way, just as we 
did in the Senate, to quickly pass a bi- 
partisan Farm Bill. Republicans and 
Democrats alike came together in this 
body, so surely it can be done. We 
know the impact of this legislation 
goes well beyond our farms and forests 
to our economy, our families, and our 
kitchen tables. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I yield 
the floor and suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER 
Coons). The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from West Virginia. 

Mr. MANCHIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

TRIBUTE TO GOVERNOR GASTON CAPERTON 

Mr. MANCHIN. Mr. President, I rise 
today to congratulate former West Vir- 
ginia Gov. Gaston Caperton on 30 years 
of outstanding leadership as the presi- 
dent of the College Board. 

It is my privilege to honor Governor 
Caperton, a native of Charleston, WV, 
for his leadership in the field of edu- 
cation. Governor Caperton’s own child- 
hood experience instilled in him the 
importance of education at a very 
young age. As a child who struggled 
with dyslexia, he was able to overcome 
the hurdles he faced in the classroom 
and truly achieve educational excel- 
lence. He earned his bachelor’s degree 
in business from the University of 
North Carolina and has taught at pres- 
tigious institutions, including Harvard 
and Columbia University. He also holds 
10 honorary doctoral degrees. 


(Mr. 


June 21, 2012 


Governor Caperton returned to the 
great State of West Virginia and served 
as Governor from 1989 to 1997. During 
his two terms in office, Governor 
Caperton made education a top priority 
and improved the lives of thousands of 
West Virginia students. He supported 
an $800 million school renovation pro- 
gram that directly benefited two-thirds 
of West Virginia’s public school stu- 
dents, facilitating classroom upgrades 
and additional renovations in all of our 
schools. Governor Caperton has been 
recognized nationally for working to 
upgrade our State’s classroom tech- 
nology to keep West Virginia students 
competitive in an increasingly global 
economy. In addition, he helped raise 
teacher salaries from 49th place to 31st 
place in the Nation. 

Governor Caperton’s leadership in 
education left a lasting legacy in our 
State, and I am so proud of the work he 
did for West Virginia schools and all of 
our students. 

In 1999 Gaston Caperton was ap- 
pointed the eighth president of the Col- 
lege Board. Over the past 13 years Gov- 
ernor Caperton has done such impor- 
tant work to make higher education 
available to a greater number of stu- 
dents, especially those from under- 
served areas, and that is truly some- 
thing of which to be proud. No matter 
their background, we need to do all we 
can to help our students achieve a 
higher level of education if we are 
going to create the jobs and train the 
workforce that makes America the 
greatest Nation in the world. 

Since 1999 the College Board has 
reached a total of 23,000 high schools 
and 3,800 colleges and has served 7 mil- 
lion students and parents. The organi- 
zation continues to provide college pre- 
paratory materials and has dramati- 
cally changed college entrance exams. 
In addition, the College Board has en- 
abled students’ enrollment in advanced 
placement courses, and Governor 
Caperton is responsible for more than 
tripling the number of students from 
low-income backgrounds taking AP 
courses. 

Governor Caperton has continued to 
be a champion for students as he sup- 
ports financial aid policies and pro- 
grams, while advocating for tuition eq- 
uity. From his tenure as Governor, to 
his work at Harvard and Columbia Uni- 
versities, to his 13 years of leadership 
at the College Board, providing equal 
opportunities in the classroom has 
been the driving force behind Gaston 
Caperton’s career. I am proud to honor 
this outstanding West Virginian and 
recognize his achievements in the field 
of education. I am also extremely 
proud to call him my friend, as do most 
all West Virginians. 

PRESCRIPTION DRUG ABUSE 

Mr. President, I also rise today to ex- 
press my deep concern and my dis- 
appointment that the special interest 
groups who have a vested financial in- 
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terest have derailed a strong effort to 
fight prescription drug abuse. It is an 
epidemic that is devastating commu- 
nities all across this Nation. They got 
their victory—but not at my expense. 
The people who will pay the price are 
the young boys and girls in commu- 
nities all across this Nation who are 
seeing their families and their schools 
and their neighborhoods wrecked by 
abuse and addiction. 

What my amendment would do is 
simply this: It would require patients 
to get a new prescription to get their 
pills refilled. What we have right now 
in trying to schedule hydrocodone from 
a schedule III to a schedule II is the 
ease of availability and the prescrip- 
tions that are being refilled without 
any visits to their doctors. It is of an 
epidemic proportion. The pills would 
have to be stored and transported more 
securely, and traffickers would be sub- 
ject to increased fines and penalties. 

I am not trying to put anyone out of 
business. In fighting for this amend- 
ment, I asked anyone and everyone 
who was opposed to come to see me, 
and if we could find a way to work to- 
gether, we would do that. We tried to 
accommodate the groups who were 
worried about additional administra- 
tive costs, such as new security re- 
quirements for storing hydrocodone, or 
additional paperwork that would come 
as a result of rescheduling. But at the 
end of the day these groups seemed 
more concerned with their business 
plans and the ability to sell more pills 
than the responsibility we all have to 
protect the future of this country and 
the future of the generation we are 
counting on to lead and defend this 


country. 
Since the moment the Senate adopt- 
ed my hydrocodone rescheduling 


amendment, lobbyists have been turn- 
ing out in droves to fight this effort to 
limit people’s ability to get pills too 
easily and abuse them. Yesterday these 
lobbyists got a victory when the House 
of Representatives passed a com- 
promise version of the FDA bill that 
does not contain my amendment, and I 
assume the Senate will do the same. 
Just a few weeks ago it was a dif- 
ferent story. I was so proud when the 
Senate unanimously adopted this 
amendment because this is a problem 
that affects every single Member in 
every single State. I don’t know of a 
person in this country who doesn’t 
have somebody in their immediate 
family, extended family, or a close 
friend who has not been affected by the 
abuse of prescription drugs. Where I 
come from, that is an epidemic. It is an 
epidemic we all have and we all are fac- 
ing. In fact, prescription drug abuse is 
responsible for about 75 percent of 
drug-related deaths in the United 
States and 90 percent in my State of 
West Virginia. According to the White 
House Office of National Drug Control 
Policy, prescription drug abuse is the 
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fastest growing drug problem in the 
United States, and it is claiming the 
lives of thousands of Americans every 
day. 

I understand that limiting access to 
hydrocodone pills doesn’t necessarily 
fit into the model of selling more prod- 
uct, but I also understand this: We 
have a responsibility to this Nation 
and, most importantly, to the next 
generation to win the war on drugs. 

I have been a businessperson all of 
my life. I understand that in business 
one has to have a good business plan to 
be successful. One should also have the 
ability to alter that plan when nec- 
essary, while still being successful. I 
assure my colleagues that this is one of 
those necessary times. The health of 
our country and the public good are at 
stake. 

I am hearing on a daily basis from 
people and businesses—small, medium- 
sized, and large—that are having a 
hard time finding qualified workers— 
qualified workers who can pass a drug 
test. 

We have folks who cannot get the 
type of education they need to be part 
of the workforce of the 21st century be- 
cause they are drug impaired. 

I have been in Washington a short 
time compared to some of my col- 
leagues, but I have been here long 
enough to know the pressures Members 
face around here when special interest 
groups get entrenched—it is no dif- 
ferent in the Presiding Officer’s beau- 
tiful State of Delaware and my State of 
West Virginia—and it does not look 
like my amendment will go into this 
bill. But I can assure you, it will not go 
away and neither will the problem of 
drug abuse. I am determined to see this 
thing through. This measure will pass. 
It might not be this year, it might not 
be next year, but I assure you it will 
pass. 

Until we do something, there are 
going to be families who are separated 
and torn apart because of drug abuse 
and little kids who come to me and the 
Chair and plead for help because their 
daddy is addicted or their mother is 
hooked on drugs or they have had a 
brother or a sister or a friend who has 
overdosed or died. 

I do not pretend this amendment will 
solve the entire problem of prescrip- 
tion drug abuse. But when every law 
enforcement agency—listen, every law 
enforcement agency in America, every 
one of them to a T, which we rely on to 
fight the war on drugs—has supported 
this amendment openly and spoken out 
loudly and clearly that it would help 
them tremendously, I do not know how 
we can ignore this problem much 
longer. 

The fact is we must act. I can assure 
you that working together, as we do, 
we will find a way to move forward 
with this vital piece of legislation. 

I promise the Presiding Officer this: I 
will continue to fight this war on drugs 


9678 


with him, and I urge all my colleagues 
to do the same. This is a war we cannot 
afford to lose. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Wyoming. 

Mr. BARRASSO. I thank the Chair. 

A SECOND OPINION 

Mr. President, I come to the floor to 
do what I have done week after week 
since the health care bill was signed 
into law by President Obama, to offer a 
doctor’s second opinion about the 
health care law, a law that I believe is 
bad for patients, bad for providers—the 
nurses and the doctors who take care 
of those patients—and I believe it is 
terrible for the American taxpayers. 

I come to the floor because the Su- 
preme Court is soon going to rule on 
the constitutionality of the President’s 
health care law. 

The Court’s decision will revolve 
around, primarily, the individual man- 
date, the component of the law requir- 
ing all individuals to purchase not just 
health insurance but government-ap- 
proved health insurance. 

Never in the history of this country 
has the Federal Government required 
individuals to purchase a product, to 
come into our homes and tell us we 
must buy a government-approved prod- 
uct. Why? Simply because we happen 
to be a citizen of the United States. 

The American people are not happy 
with this mandate. As a matter of fact, 
a recent Gallup poll found that 72 per- 
cent of Americans believe the mandate 
is unconstitutional. The results of the 
Gallup poll, however, are not sur- 
prising. 

As I travel across Wyoming, I hear 
constantly from people who are op- 
posed to the mandate. 

It is not just the mandate they are 
opposed to. But, specifically, the man- 
date is what brings people all across 
the country together to be opposed to 
the law. 

It is interesting when I go and have 
meetings and talk to folks. I will ask 
them: Under the President’s health 
care law—remember, the one where he 
promised insurance rates would drop 
by $2,500 per family—how many of you 
actually believe your own insurance 
rates will go up, and every hand goes 
up. 

Then, when I ask: How many of you 
think the quality and availability of 
care for you and your family is going 
to go down, again, the hands go up. 

It is not just the mandate; it is the 
entire health care law that is a prob- 
lem for patients and providers and the 
taxpayers. 

But the mandate is interesting. I 
bring this to the attention of the Sen- 
ate because President Obama, at one 
point, was opposed to the mandate. 
When he was running for President, 
during his campaign for the White 
House, then the Senator from Illinois, 
Mr. Obama, quipped: “If a mandate was 
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the solution, we can try to solve home- 
lessness by mandating everybody to 
buy a house.”’ 

Now the President’s tune has obvi- 
ously changed. 

I believe the mandate is unconstitu- 
tional. I believe if the Court strikes 
down the mandate, the rest of the law 
should also be found unconstitutional. 

During the health care debate 2 years 
ago, supporters of the law repeatedly 
stated—repeatedly stated—that the 
mandate was an essential component of 
the law. So let’s review what folks 
have said. 

Secretary of Health and Human Serv- 
ices Kathleen Sebelius and Attorney 
General Eric Holder, in an op-ed in the 
Washington Post, wrote: ‘‘Without an 
individual responsibility provision’’—is 
what they called the individual man- 
date—the law ‘‘doesn’t work.”’ 

The law ‘‘doesn’t work.” 

Former Speaker NANCY PELOSI also 
came to this same conclusion. In two 
separate blog posts, she stated that 
without the individual mandate, the 
math, she said, behind the health care 
law does not work. 

The current chairman of the Senate 
Finance Committee, Senator BAUCUS, 
also came to this same conclusion dur- 
ing the debate on the health care law. 

During a committee hearing, Chair- 
man BAUCUS stated that allowing indi- 
viduals to opt out of the individual 
mandate would ‘‘strike at the heart of 
health care reform.” 

Finally, Senate Democrats in their 
amicus curiae brief filed with the Su- 
preme Court argued that the individual 
mandate is an ‘“‘integral part’’ of the 
health care law. 

It seems to me that supporters of the 
law from the very beginning of this de- 
bate recognized that without the indi- 
vidual mandate, the rest of the health 
care law would need to go away. 

Now it seems Washington Democrats 
are changing their tune and coming to 
a different conclusion. 

In a story published by the Associ- 
ated Press on June 18 of this year, it 
was reported that ‘“‘the Obama Admin- 
istration plans to move ahead with 
major parts of the President’s health 
care law if its most controversial pro- 
vision’’—obviously, the individual 
mandate—‘‘does not survive.” In fact, 
an anonymous, high-level Democratic 
official declared that the administra- 
tion would move ‘‘full speed ahead’’ 
with implementation of the health care 
law. 

It seems the administration only 
views the mandate as essential when it 
is politically convenient. 

As I have stated many times before, 
I believe the entire health care law 
needs to be completely repealed and re- 
placed. This law does not address run- 
away health care spending, it increases 
taxes, and it hurts job creation at a 
time of 8.2 percent unemployment 
across the country, at a time when col- 
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lege graduates are moving back home 
because they cannot find work, when 
people are underemployed, people have 
given up looking for work. Yet the 
health care law adds to the costs and 
adds to the uncertainty of these uncer- 
tain times and a weak economy. 

The American people want a healthy 
economy, and this health care law is 
making it worse. If the law’s individual 
mandate is struck down, the President 
should not implement whatever is left 
standing. Instead, he should work with 
Congress—both sides of the aisle—to 
implement commonsense, step-by-step 
reforms that will actually lower the 
cost of health care for all Americans. 

It seems to be lost on many that the 
original goal of health care reform was 
actually to lower the cost of care. It is 
what the President talked about in his 
initial speech to the joint session of 
Congress. But it is something that was 
ignored when the 2,700-page health care 
law was presented to Congress and the 
American people. 

Americans know what they want. 
They know what they have been look- 
ing for in a health care law, and this is 
not it. Americans deserve a law that 
helps them get the care they need, 
from the doctor they choose—not that 
the government chooses, not that the 
insurance company chooses: the doctor 
they choose—and at lower cost. 

I yield the floor. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. DUR- 
BIN). Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 


Ee 


FOOD AND DRUG ADMINISTRATION 
SAFETY AND INNOVATION ACT 


Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask the 
Chair to lay before the Senate a mes- 
sage from the House with respect to S. 
3187. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair lays before the Senate a message 
from the House, which the clerk will 
report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

Resolved, That the bill from the Senate (S. 
3187) entitled ‘‘An Act to amend the Federal 
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act to revise and 
extend the user-fee programs for prescription 
drugs and medical devices, to establish user- 
fee programs for generic drugs and 
biosimilars, and for other purposes.,’’ do pass 
with an amendment. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I now move 
to concur in the House amendment to 
S. 3187, and ask for the yeas and nays 
on my motion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 
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There appears to be a sufficient sec- 
ond. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

CLOTURE MOTION 

Mr. REID. I have a cloture motion at 
the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clo- 
ture motion having been presented 
under rule XXII, the Chair directs the 
clerk to read the motion. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

CLOTURE MOTION 

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord- 
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, hereby move 
to bring to a close debate on the Reid motion 
to concur in the House amendment to S. 3187, 
the FDA Safety and Innovation Act. 

Harry Reid, Tom Harkin, Sheldon White- 
house, Kent Conrad, Jack Reed, Chris- 
topher A. Coons, Mark Begich, John F. 
Kerry, Charles E. Schumer, Barbara A. 
Mikulski, Benjamin L. Cardin, Robert 
Menendez, Joseph I. Lieberman, Mary 
L. Landrieu, Richard Blumenthal, 
Patty Murray, Tom Carper. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2461 

Mr. REID. I move to concur in the 
House amendment to S. 3187 with an 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. REID] moves 
to concur in the House amendment to S. 3187 
with an amendment numbered 2461. 

The amendment is as follows: 

At the end, add the following new section: 
SEC. č 

This Act shall become effective 5 days 
after enactment. 

Mr. REID. I now ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec- 
ond? 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2462 TO AMENDMENT NO. 2461 

Mr. REID. I now have a second-de- 
gree amendment at the desk I wish to 
be reported. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. REID] pro- 
poses an amendment numbered 2462 to 
amendment No. 2461. 

The amendment is as follows: 

In the amendment, strike “5 days” and in- 
sert ‘‘4 days”. 

MOTION TO REFER WITH AMENDMENT NO. 2463 

Mr. REID. I have a motion to refer 
the House message to the Health, Edu- 
cation, Labor, and Pensions Committee 
with instructions to report back forth- 
with, with an amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the motion. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. REID] moves 
to refer the House message to the Senate 
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Committee on Health, Education, Labor, and 
Pensions with instructions to report back 
forthwith with an amendment numbered 
2463. 

The amendment is as follows: 

At the end, add the following new section: 
SEC... 

This Act shall become effective 3 days 
after enactment. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask for 
the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec- 
ond. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2464 

Mr. REID. I have an amendment to 
my instructions that is also at the 
desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. REID] pro- 
poses an amendment numbered 2464 to the 
instructions of the motion to refer. 

The amendment is as follows: 

In the amendment, strike ‘‘8 days” and in- 
sert ‘‘2 days”. 

Mr. REID. I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER.. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec- 
ond. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2465 TO AMENDMENT NO. 2464 

Mr. REID. I have a second-degree 
amendment to my instructions that 
are at the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. REID] pro- 
poses an amendment numbered 2465 to 
amendment No. 2464. 

The amendment is as follows: 

In the amendment, strike ‘‘2 days” and in- 
sert “1 day”. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I now ask 
unanimous consent that the manda- 
tory quorum under rule XXII be waived 
with respect to the cloture motion that 
has just been filed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

a 
MORNING BUSINESS 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the Senate now 
proceed to a period of morning business 
and that Senators be allowed to speak 
for up to 10 minutes each. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


EEE 
JUNETEENTH INDEPENDENCE DAY 


Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, today is 
the culmination of several days of ac- 
tivities across the Nation in recogni- 
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tion of the oldest known observance of 
the ending of slavery—‘‘Juneteenth 
Independence Day”. 


It was in June of 1865, that the Union 
soldiers landed in Galveston, TX, with 
the news that the war had ended and 
that slavery finally had come to an end 
in the United States. This was 2% years 
after President Lincoln signed the 
Emancipation Proclamation, which 
was issued on January 1, 1863, and 
months after the conclusion of the 
Civil War. 


This week and specifically on June 
19, when slaves in the Southwest fi- 
nally learned of the end of slavery, the 
descendants of slaves have observed 
this anniversary of emancipation as a 
remembrance of one of the most tragic 
periods of our Nation’s history. The 
suffering, degradation and brutality of 
slavery cannot be repaired, but the 
memory can serve to ensure that no 
such inhumanity is ever perpetrated 
again on American soil. 


I was very pleased that on June 19 of 
this week the Senate unanimously 
adopted a resolution, S. Res. 496, recog- 
nizing the historical significance of 
Juneteenth Independence Day to the 
Nation. The resolution, which I spon- 
sored along with Senators HUTCHISON, 
CARDIN, LANDRIEU, CORNYN, SHERROD 
BROWN, BOXER, STABENOW, HARKIN, 
BEGICH, DURBIN, WICKER, LEAHY, BILL 
NELSON, CASEY, WARNER, AKAKA, WEBB, 
LAUTENBERG, GILLIBRAND, and SCHUMER 
expresses support for the observance of 
Juneteenth Independence Day, and rec- 
ognizes the faith and strength of char- 
acter demonstrated by former slaves, 
that remains an example for all people 
of the United States, regardless of 
background or race. 


All across America we also celebrate 
the many important achievements of 
former slaves and their descendants. 
We do so because in 1926, Dr. Carter G. 
Woodson, son of former slaves, pro- 
posed such a recognition as a way of 
preserving the history of African 
Americans and recognizing the enor- 
mous contributions of a people of great 
strength, dignity, faith, and convic- 
tion—a people who rendered their 
achievements for the betterment and 
advancement of a Nation once lacking 
in humanity towards them. Every Feb- 
ruary, nationwide, we celebrate Afri- 
can American History Month. And, 
every year on June 19, we celebrate 
““Juneteenth Independence Day.” 


Lerone Bennett, Jr., writer, scholar, 
lecturer, and acclaimed Executive Edi- 
tor for several decades at Ebony Maga- 
zine, has reflected on the life and times 
of Dr. Woodson. Bennett tells us that 
one of the most inspiring and instruc- 
tive stories in African American his- 
tory is the story of Woodson’s struggle 
and rise from the coal mines of West 
Virginia to the summit of academic 
achievement: 
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At 17, the young man who was called by 
history to reveal Black history was an untu- 
tored coal miner. At 19, after teaching him- 
self the fundamentals of English and arith- 
metic, he entered high school and mastered 
the four-year curriculum in less than two 
years. At 22, after two-thirds of a year at 
Berea College [in Kentucky], he returned to 
the coal mines and studied Latin and Greek 
between trips to the mine shafts. He then 
went on to the University of Chicago, where 
he received his bachelor’s and master’s de- 
grees, and Harvard University, where he be- 
came the second Black to receive a doctorate 
in history. The rest is history—Black his- 
tory. 

In keeping with the spirit and the vi- 
sion of Dr. Carter G. Woodson, I would 
like to pay tribute to two courageous 
women, claimed by my home State of 
Michigan, who played significant roles 
in addressing American injustice and 
inequality. These are two women of dif- 
ferent times who would change the 
course of history. 

The contributions of Sojourner 
Truth, who helped lead our country out 
of the dark days of slavery, and Rosa 
Parks whose dignified leadership 
sparked the Montgomery Bus Boycott 
and the start of the civil rights move- 
ment are indelibly etched in the chron- 
icle of the history of this Nation. More- 
over, they are viewed with distinction 
and admiration throughout the world. 

Sojourner Truth, though unable to 
read or write, was considered one of the 
most eloquent and noted spokespersons 
of her day on the inhumanity and im- 
morality of slavery. She was a leader 
in the abolitionist movement, and a 
ground breaking speaker on behalf of 
equality for women. Michigan has hon- 
ored her with the dedication of the So- 
journer Truth Memorial Monument, 
which was unveiled in Battle Creek, 
MI, on September 25, 1999. In April 2009, 
Sojourner Truth became the first Afri- 
can American woman to be memorial- 
ized with a bust in the U.S. Capitol. 
The ceremony to unveil Truth’s like- 
ness was appropriately held in Emanci- 
pation Hall at the Capitol Visitor’s 
Center. I was pleased to cosponsor the 
legislation to make this fitting tribute 
possible. Sojourner Truth lived in 
Washington, DC for several years, help- 
ing slaves who had fled from the South 
and appearing at women’s suffrage 
gatherings. She returned to Battle 
Creek in 1875, and remained there until 
her death in 1883. Sojourner Truth 
spoke from her heart about the most 
troubling issues of her time. A testa- 
ment to Truth’s convictions is that her 
words continue to speak to us today. 

On May 4, 1999, legislation was en- 
acted which authorized the President 
of the United States to award the Con- 
gressional Gold Medal to Rosa Parks. I 
was pleased to coauthor this tribute to 
Rosa Parks—the gentle warrior who 
decided that she would no longer tol- 
erate the humiliation and demoraliza- 
tion of racial segregation on a bus. I 
was also pleased to be a part of the ef- 
fort to direct the Architect of the Cap- 
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itol to commission a statue of Rosa 
Parks, which will soon be placed in the 
U.S. Capitol, making her the second 
African American woman to receive 
such an honor. 

Her personal bravery and self-sac- 
rifice are remembered with reverence 
and respect by us all. Over 55 years 
ago, in Montgomery, AL, the modern 
civil rights movement began when 
Rosa Parks refused to give up her seat 
and move to the back of the bus. The 
strength and spirit of this courageous 
woman captured the consciousness of 
not only the American people, but the 
entire world. The boycott which Rosa 
Parks began was the start of an Amer- 
ican revolution that elevated the sta- 
tus of African Americans nationwide 
and introduced to the world a young 
leader who would one day have a na- 
tional holiday declared in his honor, 
the Reverend Martin Luther King, Jr. 
In addition, the overwhelming major- 
ity of my colleagues in the Senate 
joined me in sponsoring legislation au- 
thorizing the Congressional Gold Medal 
to be presented to Dr. King, post- 
humously, and Coretta Scott King in 
recognition of their contributions to 
the Nation. Companion legislation was 
led in the House by Representative 
JOHN LEWIS. 

We have come a long way toward 
achieving justice and equality for all. 
We still however have work to do. In 
the names of Rosa Parks, Sojourner 
Truth, Dr. Carter G. Woodson, Dr. Mar- 
tin Luther King, Jr., and many others, 
let us rededicate ourselves to con- 
tinuing the struggle of civil rights and 
human rights. 

Mr. President, I was also pleased to 
join Senator HUTCHISON and other 
Members of the Senate this week, in 
sponsoring another measure introduced 
on June 19th in recognition of 
Juneteenth Independence Day, which 
will require further action in the Sen- 
ate. It is a Joint Resolution, S.J. Res. 
45, requesting the President to issue a 
proclamation each year designating 
Juneteenth Independence Day as a Na- 
tional Day of Observance, encouraging 
Americans of all races, creeds, and eth- 
nic backgrounds to celebrate freedom 
and the end of slavery in the United 
States. 

In closing, I would like to commend 
the Juneteenth directors and event co- 
ordinators throughout my State of 
Michigan. They have worked tirelessly 
in the planning of intergenerational ac- 
tivities in observance of Juneteenth, 
heading up a wide range of activities 
over several days in Detroit, Flint, 
Holland, Lansing, Saginaw, and other 
areas around the State. 


EE 


BICENTENNIAL OF THE WAR OF 
1812 
Mr. CARDIN. Mr. President, I rise 
today to commemorate the bicenten- 
nial celebration of the War of 1812. The 
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U.S. Congress declared war on Great 
Britain 200 years ago this week. The 
State of Maryland is proud of its con- 
tributions to this “Second War for 
Independence,” which reinforced 
United States sovereignty and gave 
birth to our national anthem. 

A generation after the United States 
declared its independence from Great 
Britain, the mercantilist ties between 
the two countries were not fully sev- 
ered. The British impressed American 
merchant seamen, enforced illegal and 
unfair trade regulations, colluded with 
certain Native American tribes to at- 
tack frontier settlements, and at- 
tempted to block westward expansion. 
The United States declared war to as- 
sert autonomy over its own affairs 
once again, establish free trade, pro- 
tect sailors’ rights, and ensure that our 
Nation could prosper from sea to shin- 
ing sea. 

President James Madison eloquently 
outlined these reasons 200 years ago 
when he called on ‘‘all the good people 
of the United States, as they love their 
country, as they value the precious 
heritage derived from the virtue and 
valor of their fathers ... [to] exert 
themselves in preserving order, in pro- 
moting concord, in maintaining the au- 
thority and efficacy of the laws, and in 
supporting and invigorating all the 
measures which may be adopted by the 
constituted authorities for obtaining a 
speedy, a just, and an honorable 
peace.”’ 

The contributions of the U.S. Navy 
were instrumental in repelling the 
British during the War of 1812. The U.S. 
Navy hardly had a dozen warships com- 
pared to the hundreds of ships com- 
prising the British fleet. British ships 
were undermanned, however, while 
well-trained and talented officers and 
seamen took command of American 
ships. These men were largely from 
coastal States, like Maryland, and 
were accustomed to seafaring. COMO 
Matthew Perry took on the British 
Navy on Lake Erie in 1813 with a scrap- 
py fleet of light ships. Even though his 
force was seemingly decimated by the 
British, Commodore Perry resorted to 
paddling a rowboat with a banner that 
read ‘‘Don’t Give up the Ship.” He then 
boarded the Niagara, double-loaded the 
carronades, and sailed directly into the 
British line, ultimately claiming vic- 
tory. 

The following summer, in 1814, the 
British Navy sailed up the Chesapeake 
Bay to attack our Nation’s capital and 
seize the valuable port city of Balti- 
more. The British dealt heavy blows to 
Washington, DC, setting both the U.S. 
Capitol and the White House ablaze. 
British forces then moved toward Bal- 
timore. Citizens of Baltimore, includ- 
ing free Blacks, quickly mobilized to 
protect their city. Barricades stretch- 
ing more than 1 mile long were con- 
structed to protect the harbor, hulls 
were sunk to impede navigation, and a 
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chain of masts was erected across the 
harbor entrance. When the British fleet 
approached Baltimore at North Point, 
Marylanders fought the British Army 
and helped repulse the British Navy 
from Fort McHenry during the Battle 
of Baltimore. It is important to note 
that American forces during the Battle 
of North Point were volunteer militia, 
heavily outnumbered by the highly 
trained British infantry, but managed 
to delay the British forces long enough 
for 10,000 American reinforcements to 
arrive, preventing a land attack 
against Baltimore. Following 25 hours 
of intense British naval bombardment 
at Fort McHenry, the American defend- 
ers refused to yield, and the British 
were forced to depart. 

During the bombardment, American 
lawyer Francis Scott Key, who was 
being held on board an American flag- 
of-truce vessel in Baltimore Harbor, 
took notice of the American flag still 
flying atop Fort McHenry. Key realized 
then that the Americans had survived 
the battle and stopped the enemy ad- 
vance. He was so moved by the sight of 
the American flag flying following the 
horrific bombardment, he composed a 
poem called ‘‘The Defense of Fort 
McHenry,” which was published in the 
Baltimore Patriot and Advertiser 
newspaper later that year. This poem, 
and later the song, inspired love of 
country among the American people 
and not only helped usher in the ‘‘era 
of good feelings” immediately after the 
war, but became a timeless reminder of 
American resolve. ‘‘The Star Spangled 
Banner” officially became our National 
Anthem in 1931. The flag that flew over 
Fort McHenry and inspired this an- 
them is now a national treasure on dis- 
play at the Smithsonian Institution, a 
very short distance from where we are 
today. 

The War of 1812 confirmed the legit- 
imacy of the Revolution and served as 
a critical test for the U.S. Constitution 
and newly established democratic gov- 
ernment. Our young Nation battled 
against the largest, most powerful 
military on the Earth at that time and 
emerged with an enhanced standing 
among the countries of the world, both 
militarily and diplomatically. The U.S. 
economy was freed of its dependence on 
British goods, which unleashed domes- 
tic manufacturing and spawned the in- 
dustrial revolution. The U.S. Navy 
proved its worth and the U.S. Congress 
rewarded the Navy with funding for a 
permanent, more expansive fleet. A 
new generation of Americans too 
young to remember Lord Cornwallis’s 
surrender at Yorktown, which effec- 
tively ended the Revolutionary War, 
and an older generation proud of de- 
fending American independence twice 
in their lifetimes, were inspired by 
Francis Scott Key’s words, which em- 
body our universal feelings of patriot- 
ism and courage. 

As a Marylander, I am proud of the 
contributions of my State in the War 
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of 1812 and I have been involved in leg- 
islative efforts to bring greater atten- 
tion to this bicentennial celebration. 
My colleague, Representative DUTCH 
RUPPERSBERGER, and I sponsored the 
Commemorative Coin Act, which Presi- 
dent Obama signed into law in August 
2010, directing the U.S. Mint to create 
coins commemorating this important 
anniversary. These gold and silver coin 
designs are emblematic of the War of 
1812, particularly the Battle of Balti- 
more that inspired our National An- 
them. The coins are on sale this year 
only and the surcharges from these 
commemorative coins will provide sup- 
port to the Maryland War of 1812 Bicen- 
tennial Commission to conduct activi- 
ties, assist in educational outreach, 
and preserve sites and structures relat- 
ing to the War of 1812. 

I am proud that Maryland will lead 
the Star-Spangled 200 celebration, a 3- 
year celebration that just began with 
Baltimore’s ‘‘Sailabration’’ this past 
weekend. The Navy’s Blue Angels 
treated spectators to dazzling air 
shows; the Baltimore Symphony Or- 
chestra premiered the ‘‘Overture for 
2012,” composed by Philip Glass; and 
dozens of tall ships and naval warships 
from around the world anchored in the 
Inner Harbor, open for public tours. 
Through 2014, Maryland will host nu- 
merous events along the Star-Spangled 
Banner National Historic Trail and at 
Fort McHenry National Monument and 
Historic Shrine to celebrate the bicen- 
tennial. This commemoration is an op- 
portunity to showcase to the world 
that Maryland is an exceptional place 
to live, work, and visit. 

I am also proud that the U.S. Senate 
unanimously adopted a resolution I 
sponsored to mark the bicentennial, to 
celebrate the heroism of the American 
people during the conflict, and to rec- 
ognize the various organizations in- 
volved in the bicentennial celebration, 
including the U.S. Armed Forces, the 
National Park Service, and the Mary- 
land War of 1812 Bicentennial Commis- 
sion. As we recognize all of these ongo- 
ing efforts during this commemorative 
period, I encourage all Americans to 
remember the sacrifice of those who 
gave their lives to defend our nation’s 
freedom and democracy in its infancy, 
and to join in the bicentennial celebra- 
tion of our victory in the War of 1812. 


——— 


UNIQUE SIGNIFICANCE OF 
SHELBURNE FARMS 


Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, Vermont 
boasts many gems that draw visitors to 
our Green Mountains. Among them is 
Shelburne Farms, known to many 
Vermonters—and many visitors to 
Vermont—for its work on historic pres- 
ervation, agriculture, sustainability, 
and nutrition. And so it was with great 
interest and appreciation that I read 
an article about the Farm’s caretakers 
in the Burlington Free Press. 
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I have been proud of the work Alec 
Webb and his wife, Megan Camp, have 
done at Shelburne Farms for the last 
many years. Through their leadership, 
Shelburne Farms has become a first- 
rate educational hub, promoting envi- 
ronmental conservation, food edu- 
cation and agriculture sustainability. 
The partnerships initiated by Alec and 
Megan with the National Park Service 
Conservation Studies Institute and 
with the University of Vermont Center 
for Sustainable Agriculture have 
furthered these goals. 

Today, Shelburne Farms is a Na- 
tional Historic Landmark, a distinc- 
tion I was proud to help secure in 2001 
because they earned it. During this 
week’s debate on the Farm Bill, I think 
it is fitting to highlight the important 
work being done at Shelburne Farms. 
Others can take a page from their suc- 
cessful playbook as we explore ways to 
bolster our green economy, put food on 
Americans’ tables, and promote the en- 
vironmental stewardship that con- 
tinues to protect our farm lands and 
environment. 

I ask unanimous consent that a copy 
of this article, “A Vision Realized,” be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[From the Burlington Free Press, June 16, 

2012] 
A VISION REALIZED 
ALEC WEBB IS LIVING—AND MANAGING—A 
VISION HE RETURNED HOME TO CREATE 
(By Sally Pollak) 

SHELBURNE.—The summer Alec Webb 
turned 18, he ran his first camp. He pitched 
a tent in a field in his backyard—it was a big 
yard, about 1,000 acres—and camped out for 
six weeks with kids from Labrador, the 
Bronx, and a Cambridge, Mass., housing 
project. There were a couple of locals, too. 

“It was a funky group of urban and rural 
kids,” said Webb, who will turn 60 next 
month. It was the summer of 1970 and Webb, 
now president of Shelburne Farms, was a re- 
cent high school graduate. He had left Grot- 
on School, a prep school outside Boston, 
spring semester of his senior year and moved 
back home. Webb spent his last semester at 
the Shaker Mountain School, an alternative 
school in Burlington, where he earned credit 
to graduate from Groton. 

“Instead of going abroad, I went to Bur- 
lington,’’ Webb joked. 

He left Groton because the school had be- 
come, to him, irrelevant. 

“It was the ’60s and that (Groton) environ- 
ment didn’t feel relevant to what was going 
on in the world,” Webb said. “I wanted to be 
in an environment that was more real, more 
connected to what was going on in the world. 
A place that was engaged with more mean- 
ingful social issues.” In that context, Webb 
pitched a tent, built a campfire, and invited 
kids over. The campers even spent a solo 
night in the field, grown-up free (if you can 
call Webb, a newly minted 18-year-old, a 
grown-up). 

“They all seemed to survive,” Webb said. 

The camp was the original manifestation 
of Webb’s interest in ‘‘meaningful edu- 
cation”? that is an intersection of agri- 
culture, nature and environmental aware- 
ness. From these beginnings, at the boyhood 
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home where Webb grew up the fourth of six 
siblings, Shelburne Farms would become a 
nonprofit (incorporated in 1972) whose var- 
ious endeavors bring 140,000 people a year to 
the farm. 

There are so many camps and school pro- 
grams at Shelburne Farms these days, the 
child-centric activity prompted Webb to 
wonder on a recent walk—where packs of 
happy kids raced around the place—if sum- 
mer camps had already started. 

He’s no longer sleeping in a field with the 
kids. 

These days, you can find him in his corner 
office in a barn, surrounded by big maps and 
less-glamorous paperwork. He says he’s part 
town manager, part town planner. And full- 
time fundraiser. 

Webb lives with his wife, Megan Camp, the 
farm’s vice president and program director, 
and their cats Fanta and Stella, in an 1850s 
shingled farmhouse that predates Shelburne 
Farms. Other animals sometimes wander 
onto their lawn. Chickens make regular ap- 
pearances; goats jump the fence and hang at 
Webb’s place. A donkey came by one morn- 
ing last week. 

The visitors come with the territory when 
you live where you work and work where you 
live: a teeming campus with activities in- 
cluding walking trails, a Brown Swiss dairy 
herd, environmental education programs, 
harvest festivals and a cheese making facil- 
ity. 

Shelburne Farms, a onetime private es- 
tate, was founded by Webb’s great-grand- 
parents and designed by landscape architect 
Frederick Law Olmstead in the 1880s. At the 
turn of the century, the lakeside property of 
Dr. William Seward and Lila Vanderbilt 
Webb encompassed nearly 4,000 acres. The 
barn they built for work animals was colos- 
sal—so big, in its reincarnated life it houses 
a cheese-making and packing operation, a 
school, a woodworking shop, a kid’s farm- 
yard, a bakery and offices. 

In 1972, Shelburne Farms was incorporated 
as a nonprofit—a decision that was useful in 
setting the farm on more solid financial 
ground, Webb said. (His father had to borrow 
money to pay property taxes, he said.) In 
seeking a new direction for Shelburne 
Farms, Webb and his five siblings saw that 
the property could and should be a commu- 
nity resource and asset, he said. The six 
young Webbs did not want the dairy farm 
where they grew up to become a carved-up, 
high-end suburb of Burlington, Webb said. 

“If we all had one-sixth of this place,” he 
said, ‘‘we would’ve spent the rest of our lives 
dealing with that.” 

The common experience of growing up on 
the farm, a love of the land, and an interest 
in “responding to the context of the world 
we were living in at that time,’’ helped shape 
the siblings’ shared vision for Shelburne 
Farms, Webb said. 

‘Those threads of agriculture, youth, com- 
munity, those were our intentions,” he said 
the other day, eating lunch at a picnic table 
in the farmyard. 

“We started Shelburne Farms because we 
were worried about all the things that are 
more pressing now,” he said, noting climate 
change wasn’t an issue people were thinking 
about. “We wondered: ‘How are we going to 
get ourselves on a path that could be more 
sustainable for people and the planet.’ The 
farm would be an expression of a pathway to 
a better future. Not a model for that, nec- 
essarily, but an example of how things can 
work given a different set of intentions, 
around sustainability.” 

They wanted the land whole and accessible 
to the public. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE, Vol. 158, Pt. 7 


Their father, Derick Webb, made that pos- 
sible on his death in 1984 at the age of 70. 
Derick Webb—who had retired to Florida— 
rewrote his will before his death from a 
heart attack. In his revised will, he left the 
1,000 acres he inherited to the nonprofit that 
was established by his kids 12 years earlier. 
An earlier version had given the property to 
the six children. 

Though Webb and his siblings agitated for 
this change—including writing letters that 
Webb says make him cringe to read today— 
they didn’t know their father had gifted the 
land to the nonprofit until after he died. 

Now the integrity of the property was as- 
sured. Suddenly, the nonprofit was in a more 
formidable position. 

“At that point, we were playing for real,” 
Webb said. That meant fundraising, restor- 
ing and managing the property, building an 
organization and related programming. 

Making the world a little bit better is 
something of a bureaucracy—with custodial 
work on the side. 

“When I’m walking around, I’m always 
looking for deferred maintenance and pot- 
holes,” Webb said. “It’s not a downer. I kind 
of enjoy that.” 

His primary focuses are finances and farm- 
ing; his brother, Marshall Webb, manages the 
woodland and special projects. 

The farm was in disrepair when Webb was 
a kid, but he liked his father’s Brown Swiss 
herd and chores related to dairying. In those 
days, a milk hauler rumbled up the long 
driveway to transport the milk to a cream- 
ery. Earlier still, the family delivered milk 
in cans to Shelburne. 

Back then, the barn roofs leaked; plumbing 
didn’t work in portions of Shelburne House, 
now called the Inn at Shelburne Farms; and 
Alec and his brothers, wearing plain white T- 
shirts, ate corn on the cob at picnic tables on 
a terrace, goats sniffing around the table for 
scraps. “It’s a whole different scene down 
there now at 6 o’clock at night,’’ Webb said. 

At 6 o’clock these days, spiffy diners— 
guests, not family—eat dinner on the terrace 
at the inn, a dining spot that overlooks for- 
mal gardens, Lake Champlain and the Adi- 
rondacks. The food they’re eating, chef-pre- 
pared, was likely produced on the farm. Not 
counting work-related dinners, Webb said he 
eats at the inn about once a year. 

He still prefers dairying hours, rising by 5 
a.m. and eating a bowl of oat bran before 
heading to work. His commute is walking 
across the farmyard. With the exception of 
two years working for the state Department 
of Education—fulfilling duty required for his 
conscientious objector status in the Vietnam 
War—Webb’s work has been connected to 
Shelburne Farms. 

In his office is a black and white photo- 
graph of a young girl standing at a table of 
vegetables. It is the summer of 1978, before 
the existence of the Burlington Farmers 
Market. The table is set up on St. Paul 
Street in front of the original Ben and Jer- 
ry’s. 

It holds cabbages, cauliflower, and bushels 
of beans. Hand-lettered signs describe vege- 
tables that are organically grown and rea- 
sonably priced. The girl grew the vegetables 
at Shelburne Farms. She’s an early example 
of the farm’s decades-long yield: sustainable 
agriculture, community connections, youth- 
ful energy and vision. 

“We didn’t say, 40 years ago, we’re going to 
have an inn,’’ Webb said. ‘‘We had the inten- 
tion of seeing this place being used as a place 
for learning—creating a living/learning envi- 
ronment for kids and others to increase their 
awareness of the environment and commu- 
nity. 
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“There was something that would seem 
wrong about doing anything other than 
treating Shelburne Farms as a community 
asset. Maybe it’s Olmstead’s design: (But) 
the importance of conserving this land was 
not as clear as it is now.” 


SEE 


TRIBUTE TO LIEUTENANT 
COLONEL BARRY GASDEK 


Mr. BARRASSO. Mr. President, 
today I wish to honor LTC Barry 
Gasdek, Retired, for his decades of 
service to Wyoming and to America. 

As Walter Lippmann once said, ‘‘The 
final test of a leader is that he leaves 
behind him in other men the convic- 
tion and the will to carry on.” In his 49 
years of service to our country, Barry’s 
proven dedication and loyalty have 
touched hundreds of lives. From his ex- 
tensive active duty service in the U.S. 
Army to his quest to aid the veterans 
of Wyoming, Mr. Gasdek is a true Wyo- 
ming hero. 

Barry’s path to Wyoming is similar 
to the historic trails that cross Wyo- 
ming’s terrain—he started out in the 
east and eventually headed west. Barry 
showed the strong will and discipline of 
a natural born leader. Growing up in 
Pennsylvania, he excelled as an athlete 
and a scholar. He earned the rank of 
Eagle Scout in high school. At the In- 
diana University of Pennsylvania, 
where he graduated with a B.S. in edu- 
cation, he earned letters in three 
sports. All of these honors prepared 
him for a lifetime of service to his 
country. 

Barry’s passion and devotion to the 
armed forces sparked a distinguished 
career with the U.S. Army. Barry 
started his career serving in Germany, 
fresh from the ROTC program, where 
he gained firsthand experience of Cold 
War tensions. Later, he was called to 
serve in Vietnam as the conflict there 
worsened. Barry proved himself in 
Vietnam. He flew observation missions 
and eventually returned for a second 
tour of duty. One of his commanders 
joked that he was like a magnet for 
drawing fire. Despite the adversity he 
faced, Barry met his challenges head- 
on and with fortitude. He continued his 
military service well after Vietnam by 
training to become both a Ranger and 
a Pathfinder and by serving at a num- 
ber of Army bases around the world. 

He is a qualified leader, and his mili- 
tary achievements reflect his success. 
He was awarded the Distinguished 
Service Cross, an award second only to 
the Medal of Honor. In addition, Barry 
received the Silver Star for his service 
in Vietnam, 5 Bronze Stars, 2 Purple 
Hearts, the Soldier’s Medal, the Legion 
of Honor, and 17 Air Medals. These 
awards are but a few of his military ac- 
complishments. 

After many years of successfully 
serving his country, Barry accepted an- 
other challenge—this time in Laramie, 
WY. He was assigned as a professor of 
military science at the University of 
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Wyoming through its Army ROTC pro- 
gram. Barry was a natural for the title, 
given his own involvement in the 
ROTC program in Pennsylvania. He 
brought the same level of talent and 
perseverance to this position as he did 
on the battlefield. For years, he en- 
couraged his students to become our 
Nation’s future leaders. 

While many would be comfortable 
slipping into retirement, Barry knew 
his mission in Wyoming had not yet 
been completed. This time, he took up 
the banner to fight for veterans’ issues. 
He had experienced the lack of support 
for Vietnam’s veterans, and he vowed 
to keep that from happening again. 
Barry served in leadership positions 
with the American Legion, the Vet- 
erans of Foreign Wars, the Disabled 
American Veterans, and the Military 
Order of the Purple Heart. His goal was 
to support the State’s current veterans 
while teaching the next generation 
about the important sacrifices our 
Armed Forces make each and every 
day. Eventually, his passionate advo- 
cacy led him to serve as a State vet- 
erans service officer for the Wyoming 
Veterans Commission, the UW Vet- 
erans Task Force, and as the Army Re- 
serve ambassador. 

LTC Barry Gasdek, Retired, has de- 
voted his entire life to serving his 
country, his brothers in arms, and the 
people of Wyoming. He is a fighter, a 
mentor, a teacher, and a good man. He 
embodies the cowboy ethics and what 
it means to be a citizen of Wyoming. It 
is certain that the legacy of his leader- 
ship will inspire new generations of 
brave soldiers. On behalf of the State of 
Wyoming and the United States of 
America, I thank Barry for his service. 
His boots will be hard to fill. 


Ee 


RECOGNIZING THE 40TH 
ANNIVERSARY OF TITLE IX 


Mr. BENNET. Mr. President, this 
week we celebrate the 40th anniversary 
of the passage of title IX of the Edu- 
cation Amendments of 1972. For over 40 
years, this historic law has furthered 
gender equality in education and sports 
in schools so that young women, in- 
cluding my three daughters, Caroline, 
Halina, and Anne, who all play soccer, 
may enjoy the benefits that come 
along with sports participation. 

On October 29, 2002, title IX was re- 
named the ‘“‘Patsy Takemoto Mink 
Equal Opportunity in Education Act” 
to honor the tireless determination and 
leadership of Congresswoman Mink of 
Hawaii in developing and passing title 
IX. If Congresswoman Mink was still 
with us today, I know she would be 
proud of the remarkable gains that 
have been made to ensure equal oppor- 
tunity for women and girls in sports, 
education, and professionally. 

In my home State of Colorado, we are 
ahead of the curve with regards to op- 
portunities for girls and women in 
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sports. The U.S. Olympic Training Cen- 
ter, located in Colorado Springs, was 
created by an act of Congress in 1978, 
just a few years after title IX was 
passed. It is encouraging to know that 
women, like Gold Medal Winner 
Lindsey Vonn, now make up nearly 
half of all U.S. Olympians competing at 
the games—representing more than 48 
percent of the 2008 team. Jamie 
Derrieux, a senior at Grand Junction 
High School, was named to the 5A 
First-Team All-State team and will be 
playing basketball at the University of 
Northern Colorado this fall. The flag- 
ship all-girls charter school, GALS, 
Girls Athletic Leadership Schools, in 
Denver practices active learning that 
engages students in health and 
wellness activities in the belief that 
these are key contributing factors in 
optimizing academic achievement and 
self-development. The Colorado Wom- 
en’s Sports Fund Association works to- 
ward increasing the number of girls 
and women who participate in athletics 
and reducing and eliminating barriers 
that prevent participation. 

Studies show that participation in 
sports has a positive influence on the 
intellectual, physical and psycho- 
logical health of girls and young 
women. By a 3-to-1 ratio, female ath- 
letes do better in school, do not drop 
out, and have a better chance to grad- 
uate from college. Sports participation 
is linked to lower rates of pregnancy in 
adolescent female athletes, and accord- 
ing to a study from the Oppenheimer/ 
MassMutual Financial Group, of 401 ex- 
ecutive businesswomen surveyed, 82 
percent reported playing organized 
sports while growing up, including 
school teams, intramurals, and rec- 
reational leagues. 

Despite the vast improvements, in- 
equalities and disparities still remain. 
According to the National Federation 
of State High School Associations, 
schools are still providing 1.3 million 
fewer chances for girls to play sports in 
high school than boys. These numbers 
have an even greater impact on 
Latinas and African-American young 
women. It is because of such disparities 
that I signed on to the Senate resolu- 
tion put forth this week by Senators 
PATTY MURRAY of Washington and 
OLYMPIA SNOWE of Maine to show my 
commitment to working toward a more 
equal future. 

We have work to do. Please join me 
in celebrating the 40th anniversary of 
title IX by supporting efforts to expand 
equality in sports participation and 
education for women and girls around 
the country. 


Ee 


ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 


RECOGNIZING THE 125TH ANNIVER- 
SARY OF THE UNITED WAY 


e Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to congratulate the United 
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Way on its 125th anniversary. The orga- 
nization began in 1887 as a community 
endeavor in Denver, and it spread 
throughout the country. 

Today, the United Way includes al- 
most 1,800 community-based organiza- 
tions in the United States and 40 other 
countries and territories. It applies the 
nearly $5 billion it raises annually to 
provide for the common good in com- 
munities all over the world. 

I am proud that my State of Mis- 
sissippi is home to dozens of nonprofit 
United Way organizations. With their 
network of partners, these groups do 
remarkable work to gather private re- 
sources and generate volunteer services 
from all ages to address the edu- 
cational, health, and income problems 
faced by children, families, and seniors. 

Projects such as the Back 2 School 
Resource Fair hosted by the United 
Way of Northeast Mississippi, the Sum- 
mer Youth Corps volunteer program 
run by the United Way of the Capital 
Area, and the Literacy Kit Workshop 
sponsored by the United Way of South- 
ern Mississippi are just a very small 
sample of ongoing activities carried 
out to help improve our State. 

In addition, Mississippians are grate- 
ful for the helping hand the United 
Way provides when disasters strike. 
United Way volunteers from Mis- 
sissippi and around the Nation were 
among the thousands of people who 
came to the aid of my State following 
Hurricanes Katrina and Rita. More re- 
cently, the United Way stepped up to 
assist those hurt by tornadoes in 
northeast Mississippi and historic 
flooding throughout the Mississippi 
River delta. 

The United Way has recorded an out- 
standing history of accomplishment in 
its 125 years. It has done so by joining 
forces with everyone from the indi- 
vidual giver to Fortune 500 partners. 

I am pleased to be able to join in 
commending this organization for its 
good works, and I look forward to its 
continued success.@ 


ES 


SOURIS RIVER FLOOD 
ANNIVERSARY 


e Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, it has 
been nearly a year since the city of 
Minot and surrounding communities 
were devastated by a historic flood 
along the Souris River in North Da- 
kota. 

AS we recognize this anniversary, we 
are reminded of the devastation it 
brought to thousands of families 
throughout the Souris River Basin, the 
extraordinary leadership of local offi- 
cials, the valiant efforts of residents 
and businesses, the outpouring of sup- 
port, and the perseverance and deter- 
mination of the region to rebuild. 

On June 22, 2011, the sirens sounded 
in Minot signaling the mandatory 
evacuation of nearly a quarter of the 
city’s residents. A wall of water was 
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coming at us, and we knew the existing 
levees would be overtopped. Work con- 
tinued around the clock on temporary, 
secondary levees to protect as much of 
the city as possible, but we knew thou- 
sands of homes would be impacted by 
floodwaters. On June 23, the river over- 
topped the levees in Minot, spilling 
into neighborhoods and businesses. 
When the river finally peaked, it had 
surpassed the record set in 1881 by 
more than 3.5 feet and crested more 
than 12.5 feet above flood stage. While 
the flood damaged homes, businesses, 
schools, parks, the zoo, and many other 
things, it did not dampen the spirit of 
those in Minot and the surrounding 
communities or their resolve to re- 
build. 

In those days leading up to and fol- 
lowing the flood, many Federal agen- 
cies were on the ground assisting the 
region with response and recovery. The 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and the 
Federal Emergency Management Agen- 
cy were there from the beginning, and 
both are still there today helping resi- 
dents recover and repairing levees. 
Many other Federal agencies also pro- 
vided critical support throughout the 
disaster. For that, we are forever 
grateful. 

I also want to thank my colleagues 
for the disaster assistance provided 
through the Community Development 
Block Grant Program, the Economic 
Development Administration, and 
Emergency Relief to respond to this 
and other disasters in 2011. This fund- 
ing is providing important resources 
for the region and a key part of its 
foundation for recovery. 

The city of Minot and surrounding 
communities, including Burlington, 
Velva, and Sawyer, have come a long 
way since those dark days last year. 
While the recovery will continue for 
some time, I am so proud of the spirit 
and can-do attitude of all in the basin 
as they rebuild their communities. 

Officials and residents will gather to- 
gether this weekend to celebrate a 
“Weekend of Hope: Return to Oak 
Park.” It will be a time for reflection 
on how far the region has come and to 
focus on the region’s continuing recov- 
ery. Hope is guiding the region’s recov- 
ery and ensuring that Minot, Bur- 
lington, and the other communities 
will be back better and stronger than 
ever.e 


eS 


FULLERTON, NORTH DAKOTA 


e Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to honor an active community 
in North Dakota that will soon com- 
memorate its 125th anniversary. From 
June 29 through July 1, the residents of 
Fullerton will be celebrating their 
community’s history and founding. 

The history of Fullerton is closely 
connected to early American history. 
Fullerton was founded in 1887 on land 
donated by Mr. Edwin F. Sweet, an in- 
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vestor from Michigan. Sweet, who later 
served as a U.S. Congressman and As- 
sistant U.S. Secretary of Commerce for 
President Wilson and President Har- 
ding, named the town after his wife’s 
family, the Fullers. The Fuller family 
ancestry includes Dr. Samuel Fuller, 
who arrived in America on the 
Mayflower as a physician for the Plym- 
outh Colony. Edwin and his wife So- 
phia named their first son after one of 
their ancestors, Charles Carroll, an 
original signer of the Declaration of 
Independence. 

Fullerton’s most famous landmark, 
the Carroll House, has a wonderful his- 
tory and has been a focal point of the 
community from the time its doors 
opened in 1889. Built by Edwin Sweet 
and named after Edwin and Sophia’s 
first son Carroll Fuller Sweet, the ho- 
tel’s ballroom was the meeting spot for 
all town social gatherings, including 
concerts, gala balls, and church meet- 
ings. Through the years, the Carroll 
House has undergone extensive renova- 
tions and is now recognized as a na- 
tional historic landmark. Visitors from 
all over the country stay at the Carroll 
House, and the hotel continues to host 
town events, like ice cream socials and 
silent auctions. 

Fullerton is a fun and friendly com- 
munity. The residents take great pride 
in their dining, recreation, hotel, and 
park facilities, in addition to their ag- 
ricultural background. To celebrate 
the 125th anniversary, the community 
is holding an all-school reunion. Other 
planned activities for the weekend in- 
clude the memorial tree planting cere- 
mony, an all-community reunion ban- 
quet, a community choir concert, an 
apple pie contest, and a parade. 

I ask the Senate to join me in con- 
gratulating Fullerton, ND, and its resi- 
dents on their 125th anniversary and in 
wishing them a warm future.e 


EE 
MONROE, SOUTH DAKOTA 


e Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota. Mr. 
President, today I wish to recognize 
the community of Monroe, SD, on 
reaching the 125th Anniversary of its 
founding. This tightly knit community 
will have a chance to reflect on its past 
and contemplate its future. I congratu- 
late the people of Monroe for reaching 
this milestone in their history. 

The eastern South Dakota townsite 
that became Monroe was founded in 
1887 while it was still the Dakota Terri- 
tory. Its location along the Chicago 
and North Western Railroad fueled the 
town’s growth, and it was incorporated 
as Monroe in 1901. The first building in 
the town was a grain house, which was 
soon followed by a general store, which 
included a post office. In the early 20th 
century Monroe experienced a great 
deal of development and growth and 
that energy is still evident to this day. 

Monroe sought to preserve their spir- 
it of togetherness by constructing a 
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community center in 1990. The center 
houses the senior center and city office 
and was built using community funds 
and donations from the alumni of Mon- 
roe High School. Many events are held 
at the center, and it is a point of pride 
for the community. 

The people of Monroe plan to com- 
memorate their town’s anniversary 
with many community events includ- 
ing a craft fair, poker run, all-school 
reunion alumni banquet, and fireworks 
display. In addition, the community 
will host a tractor drive and ethanol 
plant tour to conclude the celebration. 

Monroe and its residents embody the 
small town values that make South 
Dakota a great State to live and work 
in. Iam proud to join with the commu- 
nity of Monroe in celebrating the last 
125 years, and look forward to what is, 
no doubt, a promising future.e 


EE 


PIERPONT, SOUTH DAKOTA 


e Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota. Mr. 
President, today I wish to pay tribute 
to the 125th anniversary of Pierpont, 
SD. The residents of Pierpont exem- 
plify the strong sense of community 
and welcoming spirit that are defining 
traits of South Dakotans. 

Pierpont is a tranquil town nestled 
at the foot of the Coteau Hills, in Day 
County. The early settlers of Pierpont 
tenaciously petitioned the Chicago, 
Milwaukee and St. Paul Railroad for a 
side track, so that farmers would have 
a nearby market for their grain. 
Charles Sheldon, a homesteader who 
later became the second governor of 
South Dakota, was the spokesman for 
the Pierpont farmers. Sheldon’s nego- 
tiation was successful, and the farmers 
paid $500 to the railroad for the con- 
struction of the side track. 

In 1887, the first structures of what 
would become the town of Pierpont 
were built by the Empire Elevator 
Company. By 1888, the Post Office had 
opened and families began settling in 
the town. The turn of the century 
found a thriving, booming community 
with businesses that lined Main Street. 

To celebrate Pierpont’s historical 
achievement, residents will join to- 
gether for a weekend full of fun activi- 
ties. An all-school alumni reunion, pa- 
rade, car show, and a children’s car- 
nival are just a few of the exciting 
events that will take place. 

I am proud to recognize Pierpont on 
reaching this milestone and wish them 
nothing but the best in the future. 
Pierpont continues to be a prime exam- 
ple of the successful pioneer spirit that 
built South Dakota.e 


ee 


SOUTH DAKOTA UNITED WAY 


e Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, today I 
recognize the South Dakota United 
Way. This is the 125th anniversary of 
the United Way and I would like to spe- 
cifically acknowledge the South Da- 
kota chapters on this special day. The 
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local United Way has been active in 
South Dakota since 1929 and has made 
outstanding contributions to the com- 
munities they serve. 

There are 11 United Way locations in 
South Dakota providing services such 
as educational opportunities, lower in- 
come community aid, and health 
awareness programs. The United Way 
partners with many local businesses, 
furthering their community impact. 

I would like to offer my congratula- 
tions on this monumental day to this 
program and to all the great men and 
women whose generosity and service 
make the United Way a success.e 


— 


EXECUTIVE AND OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 


The following communications were 
laid before the Senate, together with 
accompanying papers, reports, and doc- 
uments, and were referred as indicated: 


EC-6626. A communication from the Ad- 
ministrator, Rural Utilities Service, Depart- 
ment of Agriculture, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Sub- 
stantially Underserved Trust Areas (SUTA)’’ 
(RIN0572-AC23) received in the Office of the 
President of the Senate on June 20, 2012; to 
the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, 
and Forestry. 

EC-6627. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of the Regulatory Management Division, 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit- 
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en- 
titled ‘‘Sedaxane; Pesticide Tolerances” 
(FRL No. 9345-8) received in the Office of the 
President of the Senate on June 20, 2012; to 
the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, 
and Forestry. 

EC-6628. A communication from the Assist- 
ant Secretary of Defense (Reserve Affairs), 
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report rel- 
ative to a proposed change by the Air Na- 
tional Guard to the Fiscal Year 2012 National 
Guard and Reserve Equipment Appropriation 
(NGREA) procurement; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

EC-6629. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of Defense Procurement and Acquisition 
Policy, Department of Defense, transmit- 
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en- 
titled ‘‘Defense Federal Acquisition Regula- 
tion Supplement; Only One Offer” ((RIN0750- 
AH11) (DFARS Case 2012-D013)) received in 
the Office of the President of the Senate on 
June 19, 2012; to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

EC-6630. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of Defense Procurement and Acquisition 
Policy, Department of Defense, transmit- 
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en- 
titled ‘‘Defense Federal Acquisition Regula- 
tion Supplement; Applicability of 
Hexavalent Chromium Policy to Commercial 
Items” ((RIN0750-AH39) (DFARS Case 2011- 
D047)) received in the Office of the President 
of the Senate on June 19, 2012; to the Com- 
mittee on Armed Services. 

EC-6631. A communication from the Sec- 
retary of the Interior, transmitting, the re- 
port of proposed legislation entitled ‘‘Na- 
tional Park System Critical Authorities Act 
of 2012’; to the Committee on Energy and 
Natural Resources. 

EC-6632. A communication from the Gen- 
eral Counsel of the National Credit Union 
Administration, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Eligible 
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Obligations, Charitable Contributions, Non- 
member Deposits, Fixed Assets, Investments, 
Fidelity Bonds, Incidental Powers, Member 
Business Loans, and Regulatory Flexibility 
Program” (RIN8133—AD98) received in the Of- 
fice of the President of the Senate on June 
20, 2012; to the Committee on Banking, Hous- 
ing, and Urban Affairs. 

EC-6633. A communication from the Gen- 
eral Counsel of the National Credit Union 
Administration, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Loan 
Workouts and Nonaccrual Policy, and Regu- 
latory Reporting of Troubled Debt Restruc- 
tured Loans” (RIN3183-AE01) received in the 
Office of the President of the Senate on June 
20, 2012; to the Committee on Banking, Hous- 
ing, and Urban Affairs. 

EC-6634. A communication from the Sec- 
retary of the Interior, transmitting, the re- 
port of proposed legislation relative to 
amending the Chesapeake Bay Initiative Act 
of 1998; to the Committee on Environment 
and Public Works. 

EC-6635. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of the Regulatory Management Division, 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit- 
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en- 
titled ‘‘Approval and Promulgation of Imple- 
mentation Plans; State of Mississippi; Re- 
gional Haze State Implementation Plan” 
(FRL No. 9691-9) received in the Office of the 
President of the Senate on June 20, 2012; to 
the Committee on Environment and Public 
Works. 

EC-6636. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of the Regulatory Management Division, 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit- 
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en- 
titled ‘‘Approval and Promulgation of Air 
Quality Implementation Plans; Indiana; Cen- 
tral Indiana (Indianapolis) Ozone Mainte- 
nance Plan Revision to Approved Motor Ve- 
hicle Emissions Budgets’? (FRL No. 9689-6) 
received in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on June 20, 2012; to the Committee on 
Environment and Public Works. 

EC-6637. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of the Regulatory Management Division, 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit- 
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en- 
titled ‘‘Approval and Promulgation of Air 
Quality Implementation Plans; South Caro- 
lina; Emissions Statements” (FRL No. 9689- 
5) received in the Office of the President of 
the Senate on June 20, 2012; to the Com- 
mittee on Environment and Public Works. 

EC-6638. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of the Regulatory Management Division, 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit- 
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en- 
titled ‘‘Approval and Promulgation of Imple- 
mentation Plans; South Carolina; Regional 
Haze State Implementation Plan” (FRL No. 
9691-7) received in the Office of the President 
of the Senate on June 20, 2012; to the Com- 
mittee on Environment and Public Works. 

EC-6639. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of the Regulatory Management Division, 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit- 
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en- 
titled ‘‘Approval and Promulgation of Imple- 
mentation Plans; State of Alabama; Re- 
gional Haze State Implementation Plan” 
(FRL No. 9691-8) received in the Office of the 
President of the Senate on June 20, 2012; to 
the Committee on Environment and Public 
Works. 

EC-6640. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of the Regulatory Management Division, 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit- 
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en- 
titled ‘‘Approval and Promulgation of Imple- 
mentation Plans; State of Iowa; Regional 
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Haze” (FRL No. 9687-9) received in the Office 
of the President of the Senate on June 20, 
2012; to the Committee on Environment and 
Public Works. 

EC-6641. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of the Regulatory Management Division, 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit- 
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en- 
titled ‘‘Approval and Promulgation of Imple- 
mentation Plans; State of Missouri; Regional 
Haze” (FRL No. 9688-1) received in the Office 
of the President of the Senate on June 20, 
2012; to the Committee on Environment and 
Public Works. 

EC-6642. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of the Regulatory Management Division, 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit- 
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en- 
titled ‘‘Significant New Use Rule on Certain 
Chemical Substances; Withdrawal of Signifi- 
cant New Use Rule” (FRL No. 9353-2) re- 
ceived in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on June 20, 2012; to the Committee on 
Environment and Public Works. 

EC-6643. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of the Regulatory Management Division, 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit- 
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en- 
titled ‘‘Significant New Use Rules on Certain 
Chemical Substances; Withdrawal of Signifi- 
cant New Use Rules” (FRL No. 9352-7) re- 
ceived in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on June 20, 2012; to the Committee on 
Environment and Public Works. 

EC-6644. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of Congressional Affairs, Nuclear Regu- 
latory Research, Nuclear Regulatory Com- 
mission, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Withdrawal of Reg- 
ulatory Guide 7.3, ‘Procedures for Picking Up 
and Receiving Packages of Radioactive Ma- 
terial” (Regulatory Guide 7.3) received in 
the Office of the President of the Senate on 
June 19, 2012; to the Committee on Environ- 
ment and Public Works. 

EC-6645. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of the Regulatory Management Division, 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit- 
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en- 
titled ‘‘Approval and Promulgation of Imple- 
mentation Plans; State of North Carolina; 
Regional Haze State Implementation Plan” 
(FRL No. 9691-5) received in the Office of the 
President of the Senate on June 20, 2012; to 
the Committee on Environment and Public 
Works. 

EC-6646. A communication from the Chair- 
man, Medicare Payment Advisory Commis- 
sion, transmitting, pursuant to law, a report 
entitled, ‘‘Report to the Congress: Medicare 
and the Health Care Delivery System”; to 
the Committee on Finance. 

EC-6647. A communication from the Assist- 
ant Legal Adviser for Treaty Affairs, Depart- 
ment of State, transmitting, pursuant to the 
Case-Zablocki Act, 1 U.S.C. 112b, as amended, 
the report of the texts and background state- 
ments of international agreements, other 
than treaties (List 2012-0064—2012-0068); to 
the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

EC-6648. A communication from the Assist- 
ant General Counsel for Regulatory Services, 
Office of Special Education and Rehabilita- 
tive Services, Department of Education, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘National Institute on Dis- 
ability and Rehabilitation Research 
(NIDRR)—Disability and Rehabilitation Re- 
search Projects and Centers Program—Dis- 
ability and Rehabilitation Research 
Project—Traumatic Brain Injury Model Sys- 
tems Centers” (CFDA No. 84.133A-5) received 
in the Office of the President of the Senate 
on June 19, 2012; to the Committee on 
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions. 


9686 


EC-6649. A communication from the Assist- 
ant General Counsel for Regulatory Services, 
Office of Special Education and Rehabilita- 
tive Services, Department of Education, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘National Institute on Dis- 
ability and Rehabilitation Research 
(NIDRR)—Disability and Rehabilitation Re- 
search Projects and Centers Program—Dis- 
ability and Rehabilitation Research 
Project—National Data and Statistical Cen- 
ter for the Burn Model Systems” (CFDA No. 
84.133A-—4) received in the Office of the Presi- 
dent of the Senate on June 19, 2012; to the 
Committee on Health, Education, Labor, and 
Pensions. 

EC-6650. A communication from the Chair- 
man of the Consumer Product Safety Com- 
mission, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
Commission’s Semiannual Report of the In- 
spector General for the period from October 
1, 2011 through March 31, 2012; to the Com- 
mittee on Homeland Security and Govern- 
mental Affairs. 


ee 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 


The following reports of committees 
were submitted: 


By Mr. LEAHY, from the Committee on 
the Judiciary, with an amendment in the na- 
ture of a substitute: 

S. 250. A bill to protect crime victims’ 
rights, to eliminate the substantial backlog 
of DNA samples collected from crime scenes 
and convicted offenders, to improve and ex- 
pand the DNA testing capacity of Federal, 
State, and local crime laboratories, to in- 
crease research and development of new DNA 
testing technologies, to develop new training 
programs regarding the collection and use of 
DNA evidence, to provide post conviction 
testing of DNA evidence to exonerate the in- 
nocent, to improve the performance of coun- 
sel in State capital cases, and for other pur- 
poses. 


a 


EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF 
COMMITTEES 


The following executive reports of 
nominations were submitted: 


By Mrs. BOXER for the Committee on En- 
vironment and Public Works. 

*Kristine L. Svinicki, of Virginia, to be a 
Member of the Nuclear Regulatory Commis- 
sion for the term of five years expiring June 
30, 2017. 

*Allison M. Macfarlane, of Maryland, to be 
a Member of the Nuclear Regulatory Com- 
mission for the remainder of the term expir- 
ing June 30, 2013. 

By Mr. LEAHY for the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

Brian J. Davis, of Florida, to be United 
States District Judge for the Middle District 
of Florida. 

Patrick A. Miles, Jr., of Michigan, to be 
United States Attorney for the Western Dis- 
trict of Michigan for the term of four years. 

John S. Leonardo, of Arizona, to be United 
States Attorney for the District of Arizona 
for the term of four years. 

Jamie A. Hainsworth, of Rhode Island, to 
be United States Marshal for the District of 
Rhode Island for the term of four years. 

Grande Lum, of California, to be Director, 
Community Relations Service, for a term of 
four years. 


*Nomination was reported with rec- 
ommendation that it be confirmed sub- 
ject to the nominee’s commitment to 
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respond to requests to appear and tes- 
tify before any duly constituted com- 
mittee of the Senate. 

(Nominations without an asterisk 
were reported with the recommenda- 
tion that they be confirmed.) 


ES 


INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 


The following bills and joint resolu- 
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second times by unanimous con- 
sent, and referred as indicated: 


By Mr. BEGICH: 

S. 3325. A bill to authorize the Secretary of 
Health and Human Services, acting through 
the Administrator of the Substance Abuse 
and Mental Health Services Administration, 
in coordination with the Secretary of Edu- 
cation, to carry out a 5-year demonstration 
program to fund mental health first aid 
training programs at 10 institutions of high- 
er education to improve student mental 
health; to the Committee on Health, Edu- 
cation, Labor, and Pensions. 

By Mr. BAUCUS (for himself, Mr. 
HATCH, Mr. Coons, Mr. MCCONNELL, 
Mr. BLUNT, Mr. ISAKSON, Mr. BROWN 
of Massachusetts, and Mr. THUNE): 

S. 3326. A bill to amend the African Growth 
and Opportunity Act to extend the third- 
country fabric program and to add South 
Sudan to the list of countries eligible for 
designation under that Act, to make tech- 
nical corrections to the Harmonized Tariff 
Schedule of the United States relating to the 
textile and apparel rules of origin for the Do- 
minican Republic-Central America-United 
States Free Trade Agreement, to approve the 
renewal of import restrictions contained in 
the Burmese Freedom and Democracy Act of 
2003, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on Finance. 

By Mr. BROWN of Ohio (for himself, 
Mr. ROCKEFELLER, Mr. SCHUMER, and 
Ms. STABENOW): 

S. 3327. A bill to require the United States 
Trade Representative to take action to ob- 
tain the full compliance of the Russian Fed- 
eration with its commitments under the pro- 
tocol on the accession of the Russian Federa- 
tion to the Agreement Establishing the 
World Trade Organization, and for other pur- 
poses; to the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. LAUTENBERG (for himself, 
Mr. Coons, Mr. KERRY, Mr. MENEN- 
DEZ, Mr. SANDERS, and Mr. CARPER): 

S. 3328. A bill to provide grants for juvenile 
mentoring; to the Committee on the Judici- 
ary. 

By Mrs. MURRAY: 

S. 3329. A bill to designate and expand wil- 
derness areas in Olympic National Forest in 
the State of Washington, and to designate 
certain rivers in Olympic National Forest 
and Olympic National Park as wild and sce- 
nic rivers, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Energy and Natural Re- 
sources. 

By Ms. MURKOWSKI (for herself and 
Mr. BEGICH): 

S. 3330. A bill to authorize the establish- 
ment of a Niblack mining area road corridor 
in the State of Alaska, and for other pur- 
poses; to the Committee on Energy and Nat- 
ural Resources. 


By Mr. KERRY (for himself, Mr. 
LUGAR, Ms. LANDRIEU, and Mr. 
INHOFE): 


S. 3331. A bill to provide for universal 
intercountry adoption accreditation stand- 
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ards, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Relations. 
By Mr. BEGICH (for himself, Ms. 
AYOTTE, Mr. BOOZMAN, Mr. INOUYE, 
Mrs. MCCASKILL, Ms. MURKOWSKI, Mr. 
ROCKEFELLER, Ms. SNOWE, Mr. VIT- 
TER, and Mr. WICKER): 

S. 3332. A bill to provide for the establish- 
ment of nationally uniform and environ- 
mentally sound standards governing dis- 
charges incidental to the normal operation 
of a vessel in the navigable waters of the 
United States; to the Committee on Com- 
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

By Mr. TOOMEY (for himself, Ms. 
SNOWE, Mr. DEMINT, Mr. BLUNT, and 
Mr. HELLER): 

S. 3333. A bill to require certain entities 
that collect and maintain personal informa- 
tion of individuals to secure such informa- 
tion and to provide notice to such individ- 
uals in the case of a breach of security in- 
volving such information, and for other pur- 
poses; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

By Mr. CORNYN (for himself and Mr. 
PAUL): 

S. 3334. A bill to protect homes, small busi- 
nesses, and other private property rights by 
limiting the power of eminent domain; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. LEAHY: 

S. 3335. A bill to ensure the effective ad- 
ministration of criminal justice; to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. INOUYE (for himself and Mrs. 
MURRAY): 

S. 3336. A bill to authorize the Secretary of 
Veterans Affairs to carry out a major med- 
ical facility project lease for a Department 
of Veterans Affairs outpatient clinic at Ewa 
Plain, Oahu, Hawaii, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs. 


EE 


SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND 
SENATE RESOLUTIONS 


The following concurrent resolutions 
and Senate resolutions were read, and 
referred (or acted upon), as indicated: 

By Mr. SCHUMER (for himself and Mr. 
DURBIN): 

S. Con. Res. 49. A concurrent resolution to 
direct the Joint Committee on the Library 
to accept a statue depicting Frederick Doug- 
lass from the District of Columbia and dis- 
play the statue in a suitable location in the 
Capitol; to the Committee on Rules and Ad- 
ministration. 


EE 


ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 


S.17 

At the request of Mr. HATCH, the 
names of the Senator from Georgia 
(Mr. CHAMBLISS) and the Senator from 
Florida (Mr. RUBIO) were added as co- 
sponsors of S. 17, a bill to repeal the 
job-killing tax on medical devices to 
ensure continued access to life-saving 
medical devices for patients and main- 
tain the standing of the United States 
as the world leader in medical device 
innovation. 

S. 50 

At the request of Mr. INOUYE, the 
name of the Senator from New Mexico 
(Mr. UDALL) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 50, a bill to strengthen Federal 
consumer product safety programs and 
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activities with respect to commercially 
marketed seafood by directing the Sec- 
retary of Commerce to coordinate with 
the Federal Trade Commission and 
other appropriate Federal agencies to 
strengthen and coordinate those pro- 
grams and activities. 
S. 52 
At the request of Mr. INOUYE, the 
name of the Senator from New Mexico 
(Mr. UDALL) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 52, a bill to establish uniform ad- 
ministrative and enforcement proce- 
dures and penalties for the enforce- 
ment of the High Seas Driftnet Fishing 
Moratorium Protection Act and simi- 
lar statutes, and for other purposes. 
S. 250 
At the request of Mr. LEAHY, the 
name of the Senator from Connecticut 
(Mr. BLUMENTHAL) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 250, a bill to protect crime 
victims’ rights, to eliminate the sub- 
stantial backlog of DNA samples col- 
lected from crime scenes and convicted 
offenders, to improve and expand the 
DNA testing capacity of Federal, 
State, and local crime laboratories, to 
increase research and development of 
new DNA testing technologies, to de- 
velop new training programs regarding 
the collection and use of DNA evidence, 
to provide post conviction testing of 
DNA evidence to exonerate the inno- 
cent, to improve the performance of 
counsel in State capital cases, and for 
other purposes. 
S. 504 
At the request of Mr. DEMINT, the 
name of the Senator from Kansas (Mr. 
ROBERTS) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 504, a bill to preserve and protect the 
free choice of individual employees to 
form, join, or assist labor organiza- 
tions, or to refrain from such activi- 
ties. 
S. 555 
At the request of Mr. FRANKEN, the 
name of the Senator from Michigan 
(Ms. STABENOW) was added as a cospon- 
sor of S. 555, a bill to end discrimina- 
tion based on actual or perceived sex- 
ual orientation or gender identity in 
public schools, and for other purposes. 
S. 697 
At the request of Mr. CASEy, the 
name of the Senator from Nevada (Mr. 
HELLER) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
697, a bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to allow a credit 
against income tax for amounts paid 
by a spouse of a member of the Armed 
Services for a new State license or cer- 
tification required by reason of a per- 
manent change in the duty station of 
such member to another State. 
S. 866 
At the request of Mr. TESTER, the 
name of the Senator from Nevada (Mr. 
HELLER) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
866, a bill to amend title 10, United 
States Code, to modify the per-fiscal 
year calculation of days of certain ac- 
tive duty or active service used to re- 
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duce the minimum age at which a 
member of a reserve component of the 
uniformed services may retire for non- 
regular service. 
S. 886 
At the request of Mr. UDALL of New 
Mexico, the name of the Senator from 
New York (Mr. SCHUMER) was added as 
a cosponsor of S. 886, a bill to amend 
the Interstate Horseracing Act of 1978 
to prohibit the use of performance-en- 
hancing drugs in horseracing, and for 
other purposes. 
S. 987 
At the request of Mr. FRANKEN, the 
name of the Senator from Vermont 
(Mr. SANDERS) was added as a cospon- 
sor of S. 987, a bill to amend title 9 of 
the United States Code with respect to 
arbitration. 
S. 1039 
At the request of Mr. CARDIN, the 
name of the Senator from Washington 
(Ms. CANTWELL) was added as a cospon- 
sor of S. 1039, a bill to impose sanctions 
on persons responsible for the deten- 
tion, abuse, or death of Sergei 
Magnitsky, for the conspiracy to de- 
fraud the Russian Federation of taxes 
on corporate profits through fraudu- 
lent transactions and lawsuits against 
Hermitage, and for other gross viola- 
tions of human rights in the Russian 
Federation, and for other purposes. 
S. 1368 
At the request of Mr. ROBERTS, the 
name of the Senator from Tennessee 
(Mr. ALEXANDER) was added as a Co- 
sponsor of S. 1368, a bill to amend the 
Patient Protection and Affordable Care 
Act to repeal distributions for medi- 
cine qualified only if for prescribed 
drug or insulin. 
S. 1454 
At the request of Mr. DURBIN, the 
name of the Senator from Montana 
(Mr. TESTER) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1454, a bill to amend title XVIII of 
the Social Security Act to provide for 
extended months of Medicare coverage 
of immunosuppressive drugs for kidney 
transplant patients and other renal di- 
alysis provisions. 
S. 1880 
At the request of Mr. BARRASSO, the 
name of the Senator from North Da- 
kota (Mr. HOEVEN) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 1880, a bill to repeal the 
health care law’s job-killing health in- 
surance tax. 
S. 1882 
At the request of Mr. BINGAMAN, the 
name of the Senator from Illinois (Mr. 
DURBIN) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1882, a bill to amend the Federal Food, 
Drug, and Cosmetic Act to ensure that 
valid generic drugs may enter the mar- 
ket. 
S. 1906 
At the request of Mr. TESTER, the 
name of the Senator from Oregon (Mr. 
WYDEN) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1906, a bill to modify the Forest Service 
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Recreation Residence Program as the 
program applies to units of the Na- 
tional Forest System derived from the 
public domain by implementing a sim- 
ple, equitable, and predictable proce- 
dure for determining cabin user fees, 
and for other purposes. 
S. 1978 
At the request of Mr. BLUMENTHAL, 
the name of the Senator from New 
York (Mrs. GILLIBRAND) was added as a 
cosponsor of S. 1978, a bill to amend the 
Workforce Investment Act of 1998 to 
provide for community-based job train- 
ing grants, to provide Federal assist- 
ance for community college moderniza- 
tion, and for other purposes. 
S. 1980 
At the request of Mr. INOUYE, the 
name of the Senator from New Mexico 
(Mr. UDALL) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1980, a bill to prevent, deter, and 
eliminate illegal, unreported, and un- 
regulated fishing through port State 
measures. 
S. 2036 
At the request of Mrs. GILLIBRAND, 
the names of the Senator from Mon- 
tana (Mr. Baucus) and the Senator 
from Minnesota (Ms. KLOBUCHAR) were 
added as cosponsors of S. 2036, a bill to 
require the Secretary of the Treasury 
to mint coins in recognition and cele- 
bration of the National Baseball Hall of 
Fame. 
S. 2103 
At the request of Mr. LEE, the names 
of the Senator from Ohio (Mr. 
PORTMAN) and the Senator from New 
Hampshire (Ms. AYOTTE) were added as 
cosponsors of S. 2103, a bill to amend 
title 18, United States Code, to protect 
pain-capable unborn children in the 
District of Columbia, and for other pur- 
poses. 
S. 2143 
At the request of Ms. STABENOW, the 
name of the Senator from Georgia (Mr. 
ISAKSON) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
2143, a bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to clarify that paper 
which is commonly recycled does not 
constitute a qualified energy resource 
under the section 45 credit for renew- 
able electricity production. 
S. 2168 
At the request of Mr. BLUMENTHAL, 
the name of the Senator from Cali- 
fornia (Mrs. BOXER) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 2168, a bill to amend the 
National Labor Relations Act to mod- 
ify the definition of supervisor. 
S. 2173 
At the request of Mr. DEMINT, the 
name of the Senator from Kansas (Mr. 
ROBERTS) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 2173, a bill to preserve and protect 
the free choice of individual employees 
to form, join, or assist labor organiza- 
tions, or to refrain from such activi- 
ties. 
S. 2179 
At the request of Mr. WEBB, the name 
of the Senator from New Mexico (Mr. 
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UDALL) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
2179, a bill to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to improve oversight of 
educational assistance provided under 
laws administered by the Secretary of 
Veterans Affairs and the Secretary of 
Defense, and for other purposes. 
S. 2189 
At the request of Mr. HARKIN, the 
name of the Senator from Rhode Island 
(Mr. WHITEHOUSE) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 2189, a bill to amend the 
Age Discrimination in Employment 
Act of 1967 and other laws to clarify ap- 
propriate standards for Federal anti- 
discrimination and _  antiretaliation 
claims, and for other purposes. 
S. 2364 
At the request of Ms. SNOWE, the 
name of the Senator from Minnesota 
(Ms. KLOBUCHAR) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 2364, a bill to extend the 
availability of low-interest refinancing 
under the local development business 
loan program of the Small Business 
Administration. 
S. 3234 
At the request of Mr. BLUMENTHAL, 
the name of the Senator from Alaska 
(Ms. MURKOWSKI) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 3234, a bill to amend the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to extend 
the time period for contributing mili- 
tary death gratuities to Roth IRAs and 
Coverdell education savings accounts. 
S. 3242 
At the request of Mr. MENENDEZ, the 
name of the Senator from South Da- 
kota (Mr. JOHNSON) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 3242, a bill to amend title 
XVIII of the Social Security Act to 
provide Medicare beneficiaries coordi- 
nated care and greater choice with re- 
gard to accessing hearing health serv- 
ices and benefits. 
S. 3270 
At the request of Mr. WYDEN, the 
name of the Senator from Montana 
(Mr. TESTER) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 3270, a bill to amend title 38, 
United States Code, to require the Sec- 
retary of Veterans Affairs to consider 
the resources of individuals applying 
for pension that were recently disposed 
of by the individuals for less than fair 
market value when determining the 
eligibility of such individuals for such 
pension, and for other purposes. 
S. 3289 
At the request of Mr. KERRY, the 
name of the Senator from Mississippi 
(Mr. COCHRAN) was added as a cospon- 
sor of S. 3289, a bill to expand the Med- 
icaid home and community-based serv- 
ices waiver to include young individ- 
uals who are in need of services that 
would otherwise be required to be pro- 
vided through a psychiatric residential 
treatment facility, and to change ref- 
erences in Federal law to mental retar- 
dation to references to an intellectual 
disability. 
S. 3322 
At the request of Mr. BROWN of Ohio, 
the name of the Senator from Vermont 
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(Mr. SANDERS) was added as a cospon- 
sor of S. 3322, a bill to strengthen en- 
forcement and clarify certain provi- 
sions of the Servicemembers Civil Re- 
lief Act, the Uniformed and Overseas 
Citizens Absentee Voting Act, and 
chapter 48 of title 38, United States 
Code, and to reconcile, restore, clarify, 
and conform similar provisions in 
other related civil rights statutes, and 
for other purposes. 
S.J. RES. 43 
At the request of Mrs. FEINSTEIN, the 
names of the Senator from Hawaii (Mr. 
AKAKA) and the Senator from Oregon 
(Mr. WYDEN) were added as cosponsors 
of S.J. Res. 43, a joint resolution ap- 
proving the renewal of import restric- 
tions contained in the Burmese Free- 
dom and Democracy Act of 2003, and 
for other purposes. 
S. CON. RES. 48 
At the request of Mr. LEAHY, the 
name of the Senator from Iowa (Mr. 
GRASSLEY) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. Con. Res. 48, a concurrent resolution 
recognizing 375 years of service of the 
National Guard and affirming congres- 
sional support for a permanent Oper- 
ational Reserve as a component of the 
Armed Forces. 
S. RES. 493 
At the request of Mr. KERRY, the 
name of the Senator from Hawaii (Mr. 
INOUYE) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
Res. 493, a resolution recognizing that 
the occurrence of prostate cancer in 
African-American men has reached epi- 
demic proportions and urging Federal 
agencies to address that health crisis 
by supporting education, awareness 
outreach, and research specifically fo- 
cused on how prostate cancer affects 
African-American men. 
S. RES. 494 
At the request of Mr. CORNYN, the 
names of the Senator from Wyoming 
(Mr. BARRASSO) and the Senator from 
Georgia (Mr. CHAMBLISS) were added as 
cosponsors of S. Res. 494, a resolution 
condemning the Government of the 
Russian Federation for providing weap- 
ons to the regime of President Bashar 
al-Assad of Syria. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2455 
At the request of Mrs. MURRAY, the 
names of the Senator from Arizona 
(Mr. MCCAIN), the Senator from Michi- 
gan (Mr. LEVIN), the Senator from 
South Dakota (Mr. THUNE), the Sen- 
ator from Montana (Mr. TESTER), the 
Senator from New Hampshire (Ms. 
AYOTTE), the Senator from Ohio (Mr. 
BRowN), the Senator from Alabama 
(Mr. SESSIONS), the Senator from New 
Hampshire (Mrs. SHAHEEN), the Sen- 
ator from Massachusetts (Mr. BROWN), 
the Senator from Oklahoma (Mr. 
INHOFE), the Senator from North Da- 
kota (Mr. CONRAD) and the Senator 
from Georgia (Mr. CHAMBLISS) were 
added as cosponsors of amendment No. 
2455 proposed to S. 3240, an original bill 
to reauthorize agricultural programs 
through 2017, and for other purposes. 
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At the request of Ms. COLLINS, her 
name was added as a cosponsor of 
amendment No. 2455 proposed to S. 
3240, supra. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2460 

At the request of Mrs. MURRAY, her 
name was added as a cosponsor of 
amendment No. 2460 intended to be pro- 
posed to S. 3240, an original bill to re- 


authorize agricultural programs 
through 2017, and for other purposes. 
Í 


STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 


By Mr. BEGICH: 

S. 3325. A bill to authorize the Sec- 
retary of Health and Human Services, 
acting through the Administrator of 
the Substance Abuse and Mental 
Health Services Administration, in co- 
ordination with the Secretary of Edu- 
cation, to carry out a 5-year dem- 
onstration program to fund mental 
health first aid training programs at 10 
institutions of higher education to im- 
prove student mental health; to the 
Committee on Health, Education, 
Labor, and Pensions. 

Mr. BEGICH. Mr. President, today I 
rise to introduce a very important 
piece of legislation—the Mental Health 
First Aid Higher Education Act. The 
bill authorizes a nationwide dem- 
onstration program that treats Mental 
Health First Aid like the first aid 
training offered by Red Cross chapters 
across the United States. 

Mental Health First Aid teaches the 
warning signs and risk factors for 
schizophrenia, major clinical depres- 
sion, panic attacks, anxiety disorders, 
trauma, and other common mental dis- 
orders, crisis de-escalation techniques, 
and equips college and university staff 
with a 5-step action plan to help indi- 
viduals in psychiatric crisis connect to 
professional mental health care. 

One in four adults and 10 percent of 
children in the United States will suf- 
fer from a mental illness this year. We 
know what to do if someone has a 
heart attack, but how do we react to 
someone having a panic attack? Why 
do we wait for a tragic event to take 
notice and then bring out emergency 
measures? 

When I was Mayor of Anchorage, we 
worked with the local NAMI organiza- 
tion to train our police in Crisis Inter- 
vention Teams, great when responding 
to a crisis by police officers, but now 
we need to go further. Mental Health 
First Aid is for the financial aid work- 
ers, the dormitory resident advisers, 
coaches, and faculty members, to name 
a few. These are the front-line folks 
who will learn the warning signs and 
risk factors before tragedy strikes. 

You have heard me say this before, 
an it is not something to be proud of in 
Alaska: we have one of the highest sui- 
cide prevalence rates in the country. 
Further, we are a very rural State, 
where access to mental health care and 
medical services is often very difficult. 
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Even today, it is not widely known 
that fully *% of Alaska can only be 
accessed by airplane. By educating the 
general public about the warning signs 
of common mental disorders, we can 
intervene early, facilitate access to 
care, improve clinical outcomes, re- 
duce costs, and maybe save lives. 

My bill focuses on higher education 
because many mental illnesses are 
“adult onset conditions,’ meaning 
onset of full symptoms generally oc- 
curs in late adolescence or young 
adulthood—just as young people are 
headed off to college. Therefore, the 
audiences for this vital training will 
encompass on-campus counseling cen- 
ter staff, dormitory resident advisers, 
university threat assessment teams, 
members of disciplinary committees, 
coaches and faculty members. The in- 
struction will highlight available men- 
tal health resources in local commu- 
nities including Community Mental 
Health Centers, emergency psychiatric 
facilities, hospital emergency rooms 
and other programs offering psy- 
chiatric crisis beds. 

The program may also help to avert 
violence incidents; Mental Health First 
Aid gained wide public recognition in 
the aftermath of the tragic shootings 
in Tucson, AZ, involving our former 
colleague Rep. Gabrielle Giffords. 

Mental disorders are more common 
than heart disease and cancer com- 
bined and a recent Governing magazine 
article reports that many states and 
localities are moving ahead—teaching 
their employees how to recognize the 
signs of mental health problems and 
how to help. 

In this time of austerity, the training 
is not only important, because it will 
save lives, it is also inexpensive. 
Courses costs about $180, a small price 
to pay to potentially save lives. 

In closing, yes, we are in a presi- 
dential election year and the political 
season often highlights the issues that 
divide us as Americans. But the Mental 
Health First Aid Higher Education Act 
is not one of them. 

In the Alaska tradition, I seek to 
work across the aisle, and I strongly 
believe this legislation merits bipar- 
tisan support. Please join me in sup- 
porting this vital education program 
that helps to avert suffering, prevent 
violence and ultimately will save lives. 


By Ms. MURKOWSKI (for herself 
and Mr. BEGICH): 

S. 3330. A bill to authorize the estab- 
lishment of a Niblack mining area road 
corridor in the State of Alaska, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on 
Energy and Natural Resources. 

Ms. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I 
rise today to introduce legislation that 
would potentially help in solving a sig- 
nificant unemployment problem in my 
home state of Alaska. Today, joined by 
my colleague, Senator MARK BEGICH, I 
introduce the Niblack Mining Area 
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Road Authorization Act to permit road 
access to proposed multi-mineral 
mines on southeast Prince of Wales Is- 
land in Southeast Alaska. 

Prince of Wales Island, formerly the 
main area for timber activity in South- 
east Alaska, has fallen on hard times 
during the past decade. In 1990, when 
Alaska’s timber industry in total har- 
vested more than 1.1 billion board feet 
of timber, Prince of Wales was the cen- 
ter of activity. In 1994, for example, 
timber jobs accounted for 32.8 percent 
of all wages on the island. Six years 
later, with total regional harvests hav- 
ing fallen to about 350 million board 
feet, timber accounted for less than 
19.8 percent of wages on the island, ac- 
cording to the Alaska Department of 
Labor and Workforce Development. 
Today, with total harvests of timber 
being just above 100 million board feet 
a year in the region—just 35 million 
board feet being harvested from federal 
lands in 2011—and timber jobs state- 
wide having fallen from about 4,000 to 
just over 400, Prince of Wales has been 
particularly hard hit. According to the 
State, timber jobs have fallen by more 
than 1,700 positions on the island. 

As of April, the unemployment rate 
on the island was ‘‘down’’ to 15 percent, 
compared to 18.1 percent in March. The 
rate in the Hoonah-Angoon census 
area, which covers the other poten- 
tially significant timber area in South- 
east, stood at 20 percent in April, com- 
pared to 25.6 percent in March, 2012. 
Those rates are nearly 8 percent to 12 
percent higher than the national aver- 
age and higher than traditional rates, 
even after out migration from the is- 
land over the past decade. 

While the Viking Lumber Co. of 
Klawock remains the largest private- 
sector timber employer on the island, 
the island, the third largest in the 
United States, is badly in need of new 
employment opportunities. Fortu- 
nately today’s high metal prices are 
encouraging a resurgence of mineral 
development on the 2,231 square-mile 
island. 

Currently, Heatherdale Minerals of 
Canada is considering reopening the 
Niblack Mine, a gold, copper, zinc and 
silver deposit. The company is in ad- 
vanced exploration and development 
study of the estimated 9 million-ton 
mine, forecast to cost $150 million to 
$200 million to reopen. The mine, likely 
to last at least 12 years, is forecast to 
produce 1,500 tons of ore per day and 
require 130 workers at the mine site, 
and another 60 at a processing mill, 
which could be located near the site, or 
in Ketchikan, AK, 40 vessel miles away. 

The Niblack property is also close to 
another mineral deposit that is in the 
advanced stages of economic feasibility 
review, the Bokan Mountain Rare 
Earth Elements, REE, mine. Bokan 
Mountain, being considered for opening 
by Ucore Inc. of Canada, likely will 
employ 200 workers. It, too, will in- 
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volve an investment of between $150 
million to $200 million for the mine and 
a preliminary tailings processing plant 
to process the heavy rare earths, REEs, 
located at the site of a former uranium 
mine. Both mines currently estimate 
they could be open within three to four 
years, depending on final economic re- 
views and current permit approval 
timeframes. Bokan Mountain is lo- 
cated about 28 miles south of Niblack 
and can be accessed by boat by trav- 
eling down the relatively protected 
Moira Sound to the end of South Arm. 

The two mines could produce sub- 
stantial numbers of high-paying jobs 
for the residents of southern Southeast 
Alaska. Niblack, for example, predicts 
the average salary for mine workers at 
its facility will be $80,000 a year. The 
problem of getting those jobs to people 
who need them is one of logistics. 

There currently is no road access to 
reach either mine site, both likely to 
be supplied by boat from Ketchikan, 
Alaska. That means that potential 
workers on Prince of Wales will need to 
travel by boat or more likely by plane 
to Ketchikan, in order to turn around 
and take a mine boat back to the is- 
land to report for work—a costly, time- 
consuming, often unpleasant and, 
sometimes, dangerous process given 
sea conditions in Southeast Alaska. Or 
they will need to pilot their own small 
boats to the mine site, a hazardous 
process given that reaching Niblack 
from the community of Thorne Bay to 
the north—a site that is located on the 
island’s road system—will require a 
daily 60-mile one-way boat trip down 
perilous Clarence Strait, a difficult 
water body during fall, winter, and 
spring storms when seas can easily top 
20 feet waves. 

But the problem could be solved, if a 
road could be extended the roughly 26.3 
miles to connect the Niblack mine, by 
means of existing logging roads, to the 
State highway system on the island. 
Such a road will involve at least 2.5 
miles of logging road reconstruction 
and the construction of 26.3 miles of 
new road. Those roads, if built to exist- 
ing logging road standards, are esti- 
mated to cost $7.075 million—the cost 
certainly rising if the roads are built to 
Federal Aid Urban Highway standards. 
The issue is that 18.3 miles of that new 
construction is across federal lands in 
the Tongass National Forest and, more 
importantly, across areas classified as 
inventoried roadless under the 2001 
U.S. Forest Service roadless rule, as it 
was reimposed on the Tongass in 2009. 

Looking at the topography of the 
area, located inside the Eudora inven- 
toried roadless area, the road would 
begin at the Haida, Hydaburg, Native 
village corporation’s West, 
Cholmondeley, Arm sort yard and head 
Southeast through the Big Creek Val- 
ley and climb to a mountain pass at 
the roughly 1,400-foot elevation. From 
there it will drop onto land owned by 
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the Kootznoowoo Native village cor- 
poration of Angoon and follow existing 
logging roads that lie on the western 
side of the South Arm. The route then 
runs south and parallels South Arm on 
the west side until the southern end of 
the bay is reached. Then the route fol- 
lows the shoreline of the south end of 
the South Arm until the far southeast 
corner of the bay is reached—the loca- 
tion of existing cabins and a State of 
Alaska Department of Fish and Game 
fish weir. From this point, there are 
two potential route alternatives: the 
1A route continues to run in a south- 
erly direction through a mountain pass 
of slightly more than 500-feet elevation 
passing two unnamed lakes. Once it 
reaches the shoreline of Dickman Bay, 
the road turns in a more easterly direc- 
tion and runs across the south end of 
Kugel Lake and Luelia Lake, and the 
north end of Kegan Lake. From the 900- 
foot elevation pass on the west side of 
Luelia Lake, the route continues to 
run in an easterly fashion and must 
cross 1,200- and 1,400-foot passes before 
the route turns north to reach the 
Niblack mine at tidewater. That total 
route is 26.3 miles of new construction 
and a total distance of 28.8 miles. There 
is an alternative, Route 1B, early in 
the route corridor to reduce the ele- 
vation and add switchbacks required to 
reach the first pass—an alternative 
that would add 1.9 miles to the road. 
There is another alternative route, 
Route 2A, that leaves from the same 
location and runs on the same route 
until the south end of South Arm. The 
second route then turns in a northerly 
direction and continues to follow the 
eastern shoreline of South Arm, 
Cholmondeley, for roughly 1.5 miles. 
The route then turns in an eastern di- 
rection and climbs through a mountain 
pass of about 900-feet elevation. From 
this pass, the route descends into the 
existing road system on Kootznoowoo 
lands near the south shores of Miller 
Lake. At the eastern terminus of these 
existing roads, the new route picks up 
again and continues in a southeast di- 
rection along the south end of Clarno 
Cove and Cannery Cove until Cannery 
Point is reached. From there the route 
turns into a southerly direction and 
climbs to another mountain pass of 
roughly 1,000-feet elevation. The route 
then follows the hillside to the west of 
Niblack Lake and meets another moun- 
tain pass of the same elevation and 
then descends in a southerly direction 
along the west side of Myrtle Lake to 
reach the Niblack Mine and tidewater. 
That route involves 24.6 miles of new 
construction, 6.1 miles of road recon- 
struction and involves a total length of 
30.7 miles, thus costing more. It in- 
volves, however, constructing only one 
pass higher than 1,200 feet, compared to 
3 on the first route, but may have more 
environmental impacts given its route 
along Cannery Cove and Niblack Lake. 
I mention the two detailed routes 
only to indicate that substantial work 
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has been done to select a potential road 
corridor to the Niblack mine and to 
make clear that I am not prejudging 
the route with the fewest environ- 
mental impacts. I am leaving that to 
the Forest Service to decide after an 
environmental assessment or impact 
statement is undertaken. The legisla- 
tion I am introducing simply says that 
the Forest Service should permit devel- 
opment of a road along one of the two 
routes, picking the route that both 
minimizes the costs, while also mini- 
mizing the effects on surface resources, 
prevents unnecessary surface disturb- 
ances and that complies with all envi- 
ronmental laws and regulations. 

This road, I need to point out, will 
not set a precedent in any way weak- 
ening the inventoried roadless rule’s 
implementation in Alaska, regardless 
of how I feel about that rule. Under the 
original regulations governing roadless 
areas in Alaska issued by the Clinton 
Administration in January 2001, Sec- 
tion 294.12(b)(7) permits roads to be 
built across inventoried roadless areas 
if needed ‘‘in conjunction with the con- 
tinuation, extension or renewal of a 
mineral lease on lands that are under 
lease by the Secretary of the Interior. 
... Such road construction or recon- 
struction must be conducted in a man- 
ner that minimizes effects on surface 
resources, prevents unnecessary or un- 
reasonable surface disturbance, and 
complies with all applicable lease re- 
quirements.”’ 

The patents on the Niblack property 
certainly predate the creation of the 
roadless rule. The mine was discovered 
in the late 19th century, according to 
the U.S. Forest Service. Modest copper 
production occurred between 1902 and 
1908 and modern exploration on the 
2,000-acre site began in 1974, some 150 
patented claims being in place at the 
mine. 

The point is that Niblack is certainly 
a real prospect that offers the likeli- 
hood of real employment for many who 
are unemployed on Prince of Wales Is- 
land, if they simply can access the site 
from their homes in Craig, Klawock, 
Hydaburg, Thorne Bay, Kasaan, Whale 
Pass and even Coffman Cove, located 
on the northeast end of the island. The 
need for these jobs has prompted the 
City Council of Craig to formally re- 
quest Congress to accelerate the ap- 
proval of a road corridor to the mine 
site. Such a road could be built by the 
mine, but more likely funded and built 
by the Alaska Department of Transpor- 
tation and Public Facilities at state 
expense. Workers could then access 
jobs at the Bokan Mountain facility by 
workboat, should a route to that mine 
never be approved. 

It makes no sense in a state that al- 
ready contains 58 million acres of for- 
mal wilderness, and in the Tongass Na- 
tional Forest, that already contains 
nearly 6.4 million acres of parks and 
wilderness areas, to bar construction of 
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a road that does not cross any wilder- 
ness areas, but could provide a good in- 
come to a third of all of the people, 363 
people, unemployed on the island as of 
April 2012, according to the Alaska De- 
partment of Labor and Workforce De- 
velopment. 

I would hope that this Congress 
would look favorably on allowing a 
road to this mining area, so that resi- 
dents on the island can get the jobs 
they so desperately need in the years 
ahead. 


By Mr. LEAHY: 

S. 3335. A bill to ensure the effective 
administration of criminal justice; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, today, I 
am proud to introduce the Effective 
Administration of Criminal Justice Act 
of 2012. This legislation takes impor- 
tant new steps to ensure the fairness of 
our criminal justice system for all par- 
ticipants. 

First, this bill seeks to encourage 
States to adopt a comprehensive ap- 
proach in using the Federal funds re- 
ceived through the Edward Byrne Me- 
morial Justice Assistance Grant, JAG, 
Program. This will help to ensure that 
their criminal justice systems operate 
effectively as a whole and that all 
parts of the system work together and 
receive the resources they need. Spe- 
cifically, the bill reinstates a previous 
requirement of the Byrne JAG Pro- 
gram that States develop, and update 
annually, a strategic plan detailing 
how grants received under the program 
will be used to improve the administra- 
tion of the criminal justice system. 
The requirement was removed from the 
Byrne JAG grant application several 
years ago, but groups representing 
States and victims have requested that 
it be reinstated in order to improve the 
efficient and effective use of criminal 
justice resources. The plan must be for- 
mulated in consultation with local gov- 
ernments and all segments of the 
criminal justice system. The Attorney 
General will also be required to make 
technical assistance available to help 
States formulate their strategic plans. 

This legislation also takes important 
new steps to ensure that all criminal 
defendants, including those who cannot 
afford a lawyer, receive constitu- 
tionally adequate representation. It re- 
quires the Department of Justice to as- 
sist States that want help developing 
an effective and efficient system of in- 
digent defense, and it establishes a 
cause of action for the Federal govern- 
ment to step in when States are sys- 
tematically failing to provide the rep- 
resentation called for in the Constitu- 
tion. 

This is a reasonable measure that 
gives the States assistance and time 
needed to make necessary changes and 
seeks to provide an incentive for States 
to do so. As a former prosecutor, I have 
great faith in the men and women of 
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law enforcement, and I know that the 
vast majority of the time our criminal 
justice system does work fairly and ef- 
fectively. I also know though that the 
system only works as it should when 
each side is well represented by com- 
petent and well-trained counsel. It was 
persuasive to me when Houston Dis- 
trict Attorney Patricia Lykos testified 
before the Judiciary Committee sev- 
eral years ago when this provision was 
first considered that competent defense 
attorneys are critical to a prosecutor’s 
job. Our system requires good lawyers 
on both sides, and incompetent counsel 
can result not only in needless and 
time consuming appeals, but far more 
importantly, it can lead to wrongful 
convictions and overall distrust in the 
criminal process. In working on this 
legislation, I have also learned that the 
most effective systems of indigent de- 
fense are not always the most expen- 
sive. In some cases, making the nec- 
essary changes may also save States 
money. 

I remain committed to ensuring that 
our criminal justice system operates as 
effectively and fairly as possible. Un- 
fortunately, we are not there yet. Too 
often the quality of justice a defendant 
receives in our system depends on 
whether he or she can pay for an attor- 
ney. That is repugnant to the Amer- 
ican sense of justice and we must do 
better. Americans need and deserve a 
criminal justice system which keeps us 
safe, ensures fairness and accuracy, 
and fulfills the promise of our constitu- 
tion for all people. This bill will take 
important steps to bring us closer to 
that goal and I urge all Senators to 
support this legislation. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the text of 
the bill was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

S. 3835 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘Effective 
Administration of Criminal Justice Act of 
2012”. 

SEC. 2. EFFECTIVE ADMINISTRATION OF CRIMI- 
NAL JUSTICE. 

(a) STRATEGIC PLANNING.—Section 502 of 
title I of the Omnibus Crime Control and 
Safe Streets Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 3752) is 
amended— 

(1) by inserting ‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—’’ before 
“To request a grant”; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

“(6) A comprehensive State-wide plan de- 
tailing how grants received under this sec- 
tion will be used to improve the administra- 
tion of the criminal justice system, which 
shall— 

“(A) be designed in consultation with local 
governments, and all segments of the crimi- 
nal justice system, including judges, pros- 
ecutors, law enforcement personnel, correc- 
tions personnel, and providers of indigent de- 
fense services, victim services, juvenile jus- 
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tice delinquency prevention programs, com- 
munity corrections, and reentry services; 

“(B) include a description of how the State 
will allocate funding within and among each 
of the uses described in subparagraphs (A) 
through (G) of section 501(a)(1); 

““(C) describe the process used by the State 
for gathering evidence-based data and devel- 
oping and using evidence-based and evidence- 
gathering approaches in support of funding 
decisions; and 

‘“(D) be updated every 5 years, with annual 
progress reports that— 

““(j) address changing circumstances in the 
State, if any; 

“Gi) describe how the State plans to adjust 
funding within and among each of the uses 
described in subparagraphs (A) through (G) 
of section 501(a)(1); 

“Gii) provide an ongoing assessment of 
need; 

“(iv) discuss the accomplishment of goals 
identified in any plan previously prepared 
under this paragraph; and 

“(v) reflect how the plan influenced fund- 
ing decisions in the previous year. 

“(b) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE.— 

“(1) STRATEGIC PLANNING.—Not later than 
90 days after the date of enactment of this 
subsection, the Attorney General shall begin 
to provide technical assistance to States and 
local governments requesting support to de- 
velop and implement the strategic plan re- 
quired under subsection (a)(6). 

“(2) PROTECTION OF CONSTITUTIONAL 
RIGHTS.—Not later than 90 days after the 
date of enactment of this subsection, the At- 
torney General shall begin to provide tech- 
nical assistance to States and local govern- 
ments, including any agent thereof with re- 
sponsibility for administration of justice, re- 
questing support to meet the obligations es- 
tablished by the Sixth Amendment to the 
Constitution of the United States, which 
shall include— 

“(A) public dissemination of practices, 
structures, or models for the administration 
of justice consistent with the requirements 
of the Sixth Amendment; and 

“(B) assistance with adopting and imple- 
menting a system for the administration of 
justice consistent with the requirements of 
the Sixth Amendment. 

“(3) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated 
$5,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2013 through 
2017 to carry out this subsection.”’. 

(b) PROTECTION OF CONSTITUTIONAL 
RIGHTS.— 

(1) UNLAWFUL CONDUCT.—It shall be unlaw- 
ful for any governmental authority, or any 
agent thereof, or any person acting on behalf 
of a governmental authority, to engage in a 
pattern or practice of conduct by officials or 
employees of any governmental agency with 
responsibility for the administration of jus- 
tice, including the administration of pro- 
grams or services that provide appointed 
counsel to indigent defendants, that deprives 
persons of their rights to assistance of coun- 
sel as protected under the Sixth Amendment 
and Fourteenth Amendment to the Constitu- 
tion of the United States. 

(2) CIVIL ACTION BY ATTORNEY GENERAL.— 
Whenever the Attorney General has reason- 
able cause to believe that a violation of para- 
graph (1) has occurred, the Attorney Gen- 
eral, for or in the name of the United States, 
may, in a civil action, obtain appropriate eq- 
uitable and declaratory relief to eliminate 
the pattern or practice. 

(3) EFFECTIVE DATE.—Paragraph (2) shall 
take effect 2 years after the date of enact- 
ment of this Act. 
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By Mr. INOUYE (for himself and 
Mrs. MURRAY): 

S. 3336. A bill to authorize the Sec- 
retary of Veterans Affairs to carry out 
a major medical facility project lease 
for a Department of Veterans Affairs 
outpatient clinic at Ewa Plain, Oahu, 
Hawaii, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs. 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I rise 
today to introduce an authorization 
measure for the Department of Vet- 
erans Affairs to Advance Leeward Out- 
patient Healthcare Access, ALOHA, 
lease in Ewa, HI, and to request the fa- 
cility be named after my dear friend 
and colleague Senator DANIEL K. 
AKAKA. 

The new facility will provide support 
to our proud veterans in the State of 
Hawaii who live in West Oahu. In addi- 
tion to serving the needs of our vet- 
erans, the facility will include a collo- 
cated clinic which will serve our mili- 
tary servicemen and women, and their 
families. Both the Departments of De- 
fense and Veterans Affairs, VA, will 
also be able to share ancillary and sup- 
port services. 

I believe naming this joint facility 
after Senator AKAKA is an appropriate 
and fitting way to honor his commit- 
ment to our military personnel and 
veterans throughout his years in Con- 
gress. AS a Member of the Armed Serv- 
ices Committee and the Chairman of 
the Subcommittee on Readiness, he 
worked to ensure the Armed Services 
met their obligation to ‘‘man, train, 
and equip.” As the Chairman of the 
Veterans Affairs Committee, Senator 
AKAKA also kept watch over and la- 
bored to improve the quality of care re- 
ceived by our brave men and women 
who completed their military service 
and entered into the VA system. 

I hope my colleagues will join me in 
saluting Senator AKAKA who worked on 
behalf of the people of the State of Ha- 
waii and this Nation to improve the 
quality of life and care of our military 
personnel and our veterans. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the text of 
the bill was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

S. 3336 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. AUTHORIZATION OF DANIEL 


KAHIKINA AKAKA DEPARTMENT OF 
VETERANS AFFAIRS CLINIC. 

(a) AUTHORIZATION OF FISCAL YEAR 2013 
MAJOR MEDICAL FACILITY LEASE.—The Sec- 
retary of Veterans Affairs may carry out a 
major medical facility lease for a Depart- 
ment of Veterans Affairs outpatient clinic at 
Ewa Plain, Oahu, Hawaii, in an amount not 
to exceed $16,453,300. 

(b) DESIGNATION.—The outpatient clinic de- 
scribed in subsection (a) shall after the date 
of the enactment of this Act be known and 
designated as the “Daniel Kahikina Akaka 
Department of Veterans Affairs Clinic”. 
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SUBMITTED RESOLUTIONS 


SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLU- 
TION 49—TO DIRECT THE JOINT 
COMMITTEE ON THE LIBRARY TO 
ACCEPT A STATUE DEPICTING 
FREDERICK DOUGLASS FROM 
THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
AND DISPLAY THE STATUE IN A 
SUITABLE LOCATION IN THE 
CAPITOL 


Mr. SCHUMER (for himself and Mr. 
DURBIN) submitted the following con- 
current resolution; which was referred 
to the Committee on Rules and Admin- 
istration: 

S. CoN. RES. 49 


Whereas Frederick Douglass, born Fred- 
erick Augustus Washington Bailey in Mary- 
land in 1818, escaped from slavery and be- 
came a leading writer, orator, and publisher, 
and one of the Nation’s most influential ad- 
vocates for abolitionism, women’s suffrage, 
and the equality of all people; 

Whereas the contributions of Frederick 
Douglass over many decades were crucial to 
the abolition of slavery, the passage of the 
13th, 14th, and 15th Amendments to the Con- 
stitution of the United States, the support 
for women’s suffrage, and the advancement 
of African Americans after the Civil War; 

Whereas after living in New Bedford, Mas- 
sachusetts, Frederick Douglass resided for 25 
years in Rochester, New York, where he pub- 
lished and edited ‘‘The North Star’’, the 
leading African-American newspaper in the 
United States, and other publications; 

Whereas self-educated, Frederick Douglass 
wrote several influential books, including 
his best-selling first autobiography, ‘‘Nar- 
rative of the Life of Frederick Douglass, an 
American Slave’’, published in 1845; 

Whereas Frederick Douglass worked tire- 
lessly for the emancipation of African-Amer- 
ican slaves, was a pivotal figure in Under- 
ground Railroad activities in Western New 
York, and was an inspiration to enslaved 
Americans who aspired to freedom; 

Whereas as a well-known speaker in great 
demand, Frederick Douglass traveled widely, 
visiting countries such as England and Ire- 
land, to spread the message of emancipation 
and equal rights; 

Whereas Frederick Douglass was the only 
African American to attend the Seneca Falls 
Convention, a women’s rights convention 
held in Seneca Falls, New York in 1848; 

Whereas during the Civil War, Frederick 
Douglass recruited African Americans to vol- 
unteer as soldiers for the Union Army, in- 
cluding 2 of his sons who served nobly in the 
Fifty-fourth Massachusetts Regiment; 

Whereas in 1872, Frederick Douglass moved 
to Washington, D.C., after a fire destroyed 
his home in Rochester, New York; 

Whereas Frederick Douglass was appointed 
as a United States Marshal in 1877 and was 
named Recorder of Deeds for the District of 
Columbia in 1881; 

Whereas Frederick Douglass became the 
first African American to receive a vote for 
nomination as President of the United 
States at a major party convention for the 
1888 Republican National Convention; 

Whereas from 1889 to 1891, Frederick Doug- 
lass served as minister-resident and consul- 
general to the Republic of Haiti; 

Whereas Frederick Douglass was recog- 
nized around the world as one of the most 
important political activists in the history 
of the United States; 
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Whereas Frederick Douglass died in 1895 in 
Washington, D.C. and is buried in Rochester, 
New York; 

Whereas the statues and busts in the Cap- 
itol depicting distinguished Americans num- 
ber more than 180 and include only 2 African 
Americans; 

Whereas that imbalance fails to show the 
historically significant contributions of Afri- 
can Americans to the United States; 

Whereas it is time to display in the Capitol 
the statues and busts of outstanding African 
Americans whose contributions to the Na- 
tion deserve that recognition; and 

Whereas Frederick Douglass’s achieve- 
ments and influence on the history of the 
United States merit recognition in the Cap- 
itol: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep- 
resentatives concurring), That— 

(1) not later than 2 years after the date on 
which this resolution is agreed to by both 
Houses of Congress, the Joint Committee on 
the Library shall accept from the District of 
Columbia the donation of a statue depicting 
Frederick Douglass, subject to the terms and 
conditions that the Joint Committee con- 
siders appropriate; 

(2) the Joint Committee shall place the 
statue in a suitable permanent location in 
the Capitol; and 

(3) all costs associated with the donation, 
including transportation of the statue to, 
and placement in, the Capitol, shall be paid 
by the District of Columbia. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I rise 
today to discuss a bill that would bring 
a statue depicting Fredrick Douglass 
to our Nation’s Capitol. The life and 
deeds of this great American need no 
introduction. He escaped the shackles 
of slavery to become a leading writer, 
orator, publisher, and a leader in the 
abolitionist struggle towards equality 
for all. Iam proud that Fredrick Doug- 
lass called Rochester, NY home for 25 
years. But others claim him as well. He 
was born into slavery in Maryland, and 
lived as a free adult in Massachusetts 
and, at the end of his life, in Wash- 
ington, DC. He died here in the Na- 
tion’s Capital and is buried in upstate 
New York. During his time in Roch- 
ester, he published the leading African 
American newspaper in the country. 
His influential best-selling autobiog- 
raphy, ‘‘Narrative of the Life of Fred- 
erick Douglass,” served as a rallying 
cry for the abolitionist movement and 
helped bring an end to that cruel insti- 
tution. It is therefore fitting that this 
Fredrick Douglass statue should find 
its home in the Capitol. 

The addition of this statue of Fred- 
erick Douglass to our Capitol is long 
overdue. It is important that the 
Americans depicted in portraiture and 
in sculpture in the Capitol reflect the 
true heritage of our Nation and the 
people who have helped to make it 
great. Today too few of our artworks 
depict the richness and diversity of 
great Americans. In fact, of more than 
180 statues and busts in the Capitol, 
only 2 are of African Americans. This 
resolution is a small step toward cor- 
recting that imbalance. The accept- 
ance of this Fredrick Douglass statue 
into our Capitol is appropriate both be- 
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cause of who Fredrick Douglass was as 
an American and because of who we all 
are as Americans. 


———— 


AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED AND 
PROPOSED 


SA 2461. Mr. REID proposed an amendment 
to the bill S. 3187, to amend the Federal 
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act to revise and 
extend the user-fee programs for prescription 
drugs and medical devices, to establish user- 
fee programs for generic drugs and 
biosimilars, and for other purposes. 

SA 2462. Mr. REID proposed an amendment 
to amendment SA 2461 proposed by Mr. REID 
to the bill S. 3187, supra. 

SA 2463. Mr. REID proposed an amendment 
to the bill S. 3187, supra. 

SA 2464. Mr. REID proposed an amendment 
to amendment SA 2463 proposed by Mr. REID 
to the bill S. 3187, supra. 

SA 2465. Mr. REID proposed an amendment 
to amendment SA 2464 proposed by Mr. REID 
to the amendment SA 2463 proposed by Mr. 
REID to the bill S. 3187, supra. 

SA 2466. Mr. REID (for Ms. COLLINS) pro- 
posed an amendment to the resolution S. 
Res. 471, commending the efforts of the 
women of the American Red Cross 
Clubmobiles for exemplary service during 
the Second World War. 

SA 2467. Mr. PORTMAN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 1940, to amend the National 
Flood Insurance Act of 1968, to restore the fi- 
nancial solvency of the flood insurance fund, 
and for other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table. 


EE 


TEXT OF AMENDMENTS 
SA 2461. Mr. REID proposed an 
amendment to the bill S. 3187, to 


amend the Federal Food, Drug, and 
Cosmetic Act to revise and extend the 
user-fee programs for prescription 
drugs and medical devices, to establish 
user-fee programs for generic drugs and 
biosimilars, and for other purposes; as 
follows: 

At the end, add the following new section: 
SEC... 

This Act shall become effective 5 days 
after enactment. 


SA 2462. Mr. REID proposed an 
amendment to amendment SA 2461 pro- 
posed by Mr. REID to the bill S. 3187, to 
amend the Federal Food, Drug, and 
Cosmetic Act to revise and extend the 
user-fee programs for prescription 
drugs and medical devices, to establish 
user-fee programs for generic drugs and 
biosimilars, and for other purposes; as 
follows: 

In the amendment, strike ‘‘5 days” and in- 
sert ‘‘4 days”. 


SA 2463. Mr. REID proposed an 
amendment to the bill S. 3187, to 
amend the Federal Food, Drug, and 
Cosmetic Act to revise and extend the 
user-fee programs for prescription 
drugs and medical devices, to establish 
user-fee programs for generic drugs and 
biosimilars, and for other purposes; as 
follows: 

At the end, add the following new section: 
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SEC. č 
This Act shall become effective 3 days 
after enactment. 


SA 2464. Mr. REID proposed an 
amendment to amendment SA 2463 pro- 
posed by Mr. REID to the bill S. 3187, to 
amend the Federal Food, Drug, and 
Cosmetic Act to revise and extend the 
user-fee programs for prescription 
drugs and medical devices, to establish 
user-fee programs for generic drugs and 
biosimilars, and for other purposes; as 
follows: 

In the amendment, strike “3 days” and in- 
sert “2 days”. 


SA 2465. Mr. REID proposed an 
amendment to amendment SA 2464 pro- 
posed by Mr. REID to the amendment 
SA 2463 proposed by Mr. REID to the 
bill S. 3187, to amend the Federal Food, 
Drug, and Cosmetic Act to revise and 
extend the user-fee programs for pre- 
scription drugs and medical devices, to 
establish user-fee programs for generic 
drugs and biosimilars, and for other 
purposes; as follows: 

In the amendment, strike “2 days” and in- 
sert “1 day”. 


SA 2466. Mr. REID (for Ms. COLLINS) 
proposed an amendment to the resolu- 
tion S. Res. 471, commending the ef- 
forts of the women of the American 
Red Cross Clubmobiles for exemplary 
service during the Second World War; 
as follows: 


In the preamble, strike the third whereas 
clause through the sixth whereas clause and 
insert the following: 

Whereas thousands of young women, from 
every State in the United States, volun- 
teered to serve in the Clubmobiles, and were 
chosen after a rigorous interview process; 

Whereas, between July and August 1944, 
less than 1 month after the invasion of Nor- 
mandy, France, 80 Clubmobiles and 320 
American Red Cross volunteers crossed the 
English Channel and began providing coffee, 
doughnuts, and a friendly smile to service- 
men fighting on the front lines; 

Whereas the Clubmobile volunteers saw 
service across Europe in France, Belgium, 
Italy, Luxembourg, and Germany, and later 
in the Far East, touching the lives of hun- 
dreds of thousands of United States service- 
men until victory was achieved; 


SA 2467. Mr. PORTMAN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1940, to amend the 
National Flood Insurance Act of 1968, 
to restore the financial solvency of the 
flood insurance fund, and for other pur- 
poses; which was ordered to lie on the 
table; as follows: 

At the end of title I, add the following: 

SEC. _ . USE OF CERTAIN PROPERTY FOR THE 
CONSTRUCTION OF PORTIONS OF A 
FLOOD CONTROL LEVEE. 

(a) AUTHORIZATION.—Notwithstanding sec- 
tion 404(b)(2)(B) of the Robert T. Stafford 
Disaster Relief and Emergency Assistance 
Act (42 U.S.C. 5170c(b)(2)(B)), Lot 1 of the 
Morning Heights Subdivision, Lot 2 and PT 
ST of the Morning Heights Subdivision, Lot 
land PT ST of the Bayless Addition, and Lot 
24 of the Bayless Addition in Findlay, Ohio, 
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shall be available for the construction and 
operation of portions of a flood control levee 
if the Chief of Engineers completes a feasi- 
bility study that indicates that the construc- 
tion and operation is the most appropriate 
and cost-effective flood risk management 
project for the area. 

(b) USE OF PROPERTY.—Any portion of the 
property described in subsection (a) that is 
not used for the construction and operation 
of a flood control levee under subsection (a) 
shall remain deeded as open space in per- 
petuity, in accordance with section 
404(b)(2)(B) of the Robert T. Stafford Disaster 
Relief and Emergency Assistance Act (42 
U.S.C. 5170c(b)(2)(B)). 


ES 


AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 
MEET 


COMMITTEE ON BANKING, HOUSING, AND URBAN 
AFFAIRS 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs be authorized to meet 
during the session of the Senate on 
June 21, 2012, at 10 a.m., to conduct a 
committee hearing entitled ‘‘Perspec- 
tives on Money Market Mutual Fund 
Reforms.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE, SCIENCE, AND 

TRANSPORTATION 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation be authorized to meet 
during the session of the Senate on 
June 21, 2012, at 10 a.m. in room 253 of 
the Russell Senate Office Building. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC 

WORKS 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on Environment and Public 
Works be authorized to meet during 
the session of the Senate on June 21, 
2012. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON FINANCE 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on Finance be authorized to 
meet during the session of the Senate 
on June 21, 2012, at 9:45 a.m., in room 
SD-215 of the Dirksen Senate Office 
Building, to conduct a hearing entitled 
“Russia’s WTO Accession—Administra- 
tion’s Views on the Implications for 
the United States.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Relations be author- 
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate on June 21, 2012, at 10 a.m., to 
hold a hearing entitled ‘‘Implementa- 
tion of the New START Treaty, and 
Related Matters.”’ 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
COMMITTEE ON HEALTH, EDUCATION, LABOR, 
AND PENSIONS 
Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on Health, Education, Labor, 
and Pensions be authorized to meet, 
during the session of the Senate, to 
conduct a hearing entitled ‘‘Olmstead 
Enforcement Update: Using the ADA to 
Promote Community Integration” on 
June 21, 2012, at 10 a.m., in room 430 of 
the Dirksen Senate Office Building. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
COMMITTEE ON HOMELAND SECURITY AND 
GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on Homeland Security and Gov- 
ernmental Affairs be authorized to 
meet during the session of the Senate 

on June 21, 2012, at 10 a.m. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary be authorized 
to meet during the session of the Sen- 
ate on June 21, 2012, at 10 a.m., in SD- 

226 of the Dirksen Senate Office Build- 

ing, to conduct an executive business 

meeting. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE 
Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Select 

Committee on Intelligence be author- 

ized to meet during the session of the 

Senate on June 21, 2012, at 2:30 p.m. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON ANTITRUST, COMPETITION 

POLICY AND CONSUMER RIGHTS 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary, Sub- 
committee on Antitrust, Competition 

Policy, and Consumer Rights, be au- 

thorized to meet during the session of 

the Senate on June 21, 2012, at 1:30 

p.m., in room SD-226 of the Dirksen 

Senate Office Building, to conduct a 

hearing entitled ‘‘The Universal Music 

Group/EMI Merger and the Future of 

Online Music.”’ 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON OVERSIGHT OF GOVERNMENT 
MANAGEMENT, THE FEDERAL WORKFORCE, 
AND THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Com- 

mittee on Homeland Security and Gov- 
ernmental Affairs’ Subcommittee on 

Oversight of Government Management, 

the Federal Workforce, and the Dis- 

trict of Columbia be authorized to 
meet during the session of the Senate 
on June 21, 2012, at 2:30 p.m. to conduct 

a hearing entitled, ‘‘Security Clearance 
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Reform: Sustaining Progress for the 
Future.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON PERSONNEL 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Sub- 
committee on Personnel of the Com- 
mittee on Armed Services be author- 
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate on June 21, 2012, at 2:30 p.m. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


EE 


UNANIMOUS CONSENT 
AGREEMENT—S. 1940 


Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that on Monday, June 
25, at a time to be determined by the 
majority leader, after consultation 
with the Republican leader, but no 
later than 5:30 p.m., the motion to pro- 
ceed to S. 1940 be agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


-Á 


UNANIMOUS CONSENT AGREE- 
MENT—EXECUTIVE CALENDAR 


Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that notwithstanding 
rule XXII, on Tuesday, June 26, 2012, at 
11:30 a.m., the Senate proceed to execu- 
tive session to consider the following 
nomination: Calendar No. 652; that 
there be 30 minutes for debate equally 
divided in the usual form; that upon 
the use or yielding back of time, the 
Senate proceed to vote without inter- 
vening action or debate on the nomina- 
tion; that the motion to reconsider be 
considered made and laid upon the 
table, with no intervening action or de- 
bate; that no further motions to be in 
order; that any related statements be 
printed in the RECORD; and that Presi- 
dent Obama be immediately notified of 
the Senate’s action and the Senate 
then resume legislative session. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


—— 


EXECUTIVE SESSION 


EXECUTIVE CALENDAR 


Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the Senate proceed 
to executive session to consider the fol- 
lowing nominations: Calendar Nos. 779, 
780, 781, 782, 783, 784, 785, 786, 787, 788, 
789, 790, 791, 792, 793, 794, 795, 796, 797, 
798, 799, 800, 801, 802, 803, 804, 805, 806, 
807, 808, 809, 810, 811, 812, 813, 814, 815, 
816, 817, and all nominations placed on 
the Secretary’s desk in the Air Force, 
Army, Foreign Service, Marine Corps, 
and Navy; that the nominations be 
confirmed en bloc; that the motions to 
reconsider be made and laid upon the 
table with no intervening action or de- 
bate; that no further motions be in 
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order to any of the nominations; that 
any related statements be printed in 
the RECORD; that President Obama be 
immediately notified of the Senate’s 
action; and that the Senate then re- 
sume legislative session. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The nominations, considered and 
confirmed, are as follows: 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

William B. Pollard, III, of New York, to be 
a Judge of the United States Court of Mili- 
tary Commission Review. 

Scott L. Silliman, of North Carolina, to be 
a Judge of the United States Court of Mili- 
tary Commission Review. 

IN THE AIR FORCE 

The following named officer for appoint- 
ment in the United States Air Force to the 
grade indicated while assigned to a position 
of importance and responsibility under title 
10, U.S.C., section 601: 

To be Lieutenant General 
Lt. Gen. Michael R. Moeller 

The following named officer for appoint- 
ment in the United States Air Force to the 
grade indicated while assigned to a position 
of importance and responsibility under title 
10, U.S.C., section 601: 

To be Lieutenant General 
Lt. Gen. Mark F. Ramsay 

The following named officer for appoint- 
ment as the Surgeon General of the Air 
Force and appointment to the grade indi- 
cated while assigned to a position of impor- 
tance and responsibility under title 10, 
U.S.C., sections 8036 and 601: 

To be Lieutenant General 
Maj. Gen. Thomas W. Travis 

The following named officer for appoint- 
ment in the United States Air Force to the 
grade indicated while assigned to a position 
of importance and responsibility under title 
10, U.S.C., section 601: 

To be Lieutenant General 
Maj. Gen. Darren W. McDew 

The following named officer for appoint- 
ment in the United States Air Force to the 
grade indicated while assigned to a position 
of importance and responsibility under title 
10, U.S.C., section 601: 

To be Lieutenant General 
Lt. Gen. Stanley T. Kresge 
IN THE ARMY 

The following named officer for appoint- 
ment in the United States Army to the grade 
indicated under title 10, U.S.C., section 624: 

To be Major General 
Brigadier General Edward M. Reeder, Jr. 

The following named officer for appoint- 
ment in the United States Army to the grade 
indicated while assigned to a position of im- 
portance and responsibility under title 10, 
U.S.C., section 601: 

To be Lieutenant General 
Lt. Gen. John F. Mulholland, Jr. 

The following named officer for appoint- 
ment in the United States Army to the grade 
indicated while assigned to a position of im- 
portance and responsibility under title 10, 
U.S.C., section 601: 

To be Lieutenant General 
Maj. Gen. William B. Garrett, III 


The following named officer for appoint- 
ment in the United States Army to the grade 


June 21, 2012 


indicated while assigned to a position of im- 
portance and responsibility under title 10, 
U.S.C., section 601: 

To be Lieutenant General 
Lt. Gen. Howard B. Bromberg 

The following named officer for appoint- 
ment in the United States Army to the grade 
indicated while assigned to a position of im- 
portance and responsibility under title 10, 
U.S.C., section 601: 

To be Lieutenant General 
Maj. Gen. James L. Huggins, Jr. 

The following Army National Guard of the 
United States officer for appointment in the 
Reserve of the Army to the grade indicated 
under title 10, U.S.C., sections 12203 and 
12211: 

To be Brigadier General 
Col. Barry D. Keeling 

The following Army National Guard of the 
United States officer for appointment in the 
Reserve of the Army to the grade indicated 
under title 10, U.S.C., sections 12203 and 
12211: 

To be Brigadier General 
Col. Joseph E. Rooney 
IN THE NAVY 

The following named officer for appoint- 
ment in the United States Navy Reserve to 
the grade indicated under title 10, U.S.C., 
section 12203: 

To be Rear Admiral (lower half) 
Capt. Janet R. Donovan 

The following named officer for appoint- 
ment in the United States Navy Reserve to 
the grade indicated under title 10, U.S.C., 
section 12203: 

To be Rear Admiral (lower half) 
Capt. Barbara W. Sweredoski 

The following named officer for appoint- 
ment in the United States Navy Reserve to 
the grade indicated under title 10, U.S.C., 
section 12203: 

To be Rear Admiral (lower half) 
Capt. Kirby D. Miller 

The following named officers for appoint- 
ment in the United States Navy Reserve to 
the grade indicated under title 10, U.S.C., 
section 12203: 

To be Rear Admiral (lower half) 
Captain Michael J. Dumont 
Captain Robert L. Greene 
Captain Lawrence B. Jackson 
Captain Scott B.J. Jerabek 

The following named officer for appoint- 
ment in the United States Navy to the grade 
indicated under title 10, U.S.C., section 624: 

To be Rear Admiral 
Rear Adm. (lh) Clinton F. Faison, III 

The following named officer for appoint- 
ment in the United States Navy to the grade 
indicated under title 10, U.S.C., section 624: 

To be Rear Admiral 
Rear Adm. (1h) Jonathan A. Yuen 

The following named officer for appoint- 
ment in the United States Navy to the grade 
indicated under title 10, U.S.C., section 624: 

To be Rear Admiral 


Rear Adm. (lh) Katherine L. Gregory 
Rear Adm. (lh) Kevin R. Slates 
The following named officers for appoint- 
ment in the United States Navy Reserve to 
the grade indicated under title 10, U.S.C., 
section 12203: 
To be Rear Admiral 


Rear Adm. (h) Sandy L. Daniels 


June 21, 2012 


Rear Adm. (lh) John E. Jolliffe 
Rear Adm. (1h) Christopher J. Paul 


The following named officer for appoint- 
ment in the United States Navy Reserve to 
the grade indicated under title 10, U.S.C., 
section 12203: 


To be Rear Admiral 
Rear Adm. (lh) Bruce A. Doll 


The following named officer for appoint- 
ment in the United States Navy Reserve to 
the grade indicated under title 10, U.S.C., 
section 12203: 


To be Rear Admiral 
Rear Adm. (lh) David G. Russell 


The following named officer for appoint- 
ment in the United States Navy to the grade 
indicated under title 10, U.S.C., section 624: 


To be Rear Admiral 
Rear Adm. (lh) Elizabeth L. Train 
The following named officer for appoint- 
ment in the United States Navy to the grade 
indicated under title 10, U.S.C., section 624: 
To be Rear Admiral 
Rear Adm. (lh) Richard D. Berkey 
The following named officer for appoint- 
ment in the United States Navy to the grade 
indicated under title 10, U.S.C., section 624: 
To be Rear Admiral (lower half) 
Capt. Douglas G. Morton 
The following named officer for appoint- 
ment in the United States Navy to the grade 
indicated under title 10, U.S.C., section 624: 
To be Rear Admiral (lower half) 
Capt. Terry J. Moulton 
The following named officers for appoint- 
ment in the United States Navy to the grade 
indicated under title 10, U.S.C., section 624: 
To be Rear Admiral (lower half) 
Capt. David R. Pimpo 
Capt. Donald L. Singleton 
The following named officer for appoint- 
ment in the United States Navy to the grade 
indicated under title 10, U.S.C., section 624: 
To be Rear Admiral (lower half) 
Capt. Paul A. Sohl 
The following named officer for appoint- 
ment in the United States Navy to the grade 
indicated under title 10, U.S.C., section 624: 
To be Rear Admiral (lower half) 
Capt. Bruce F. Loveless 
The following named officers for appoint- 
ment in the United States Navy to the grade 
indicated under title 10, U.S.C., section 624: 
To be Rear Admiral (lower half) 
Capt. Brian K. Antonio 
Capt. Luther B. Fuller, III 
The following named United States Navy 
Reserve officer for appointment as the Chief 
of Navy Reserve and appointment to the 
grade indicated while assigned to a position 
of importance and responsibility under title 
10, U.S.C., sections 601 and 5143: 
To be Vice Admiral 
Rear Adm. Robin R. Braun 
The following named officer for appoint- 
ment in the United States Navy to the grade 
indicated while assigned to a position of im- 
portance and responsibility under title 10, 
U.S.C., section 601: 
To be Vice Admiral 
Rear Adm. Paul J. Bushong 
The following named officer for appoint- 
ment as Deputy Judge Advocate General of 
the Navy and for appointment to the grade 
indicated under title 10, U.S.C., section 5149: 
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To be Rear Admiral 
Rear Adm. (lh) James W. Crawford, III 
The following named officer for appoint- 
ment to the grade indicated in the United 
States Navy and for appointment as the 
Judge Advocate General of the Navy under 
title 10, U.S.C., section 5148: 
To be Vice Admiral 
Rear Adm. Nanette M. DeRenzi 
The following named officer for appoint- 
ment in the United States Navy to the grade 
indicated while assigned to a position of im- 
portance and responsibility under title 10, 
U.S.C., section 601: 
To be Vice Admiral 
Rear Adm. Michael J. Connor 
IN THE MARINE CORPS 
The following named officers for appoint- 
ment in the United States Marine Corps to 
the grade indicated under title 10, U.S.C., 
section 624: 
To be Brigadier General 
Colonel Edward D. Banta 
Colonel Matthew G. Glavy 
Colonel William F. Mullen, III 
Colonel Gregg P. Olson 
Colonel James S. O’Meara 
Colonel Eric M. Smith 
The following named officer for appoint- 
ment to the grade of lieutenant general in 
the United States Marine Corps while as- 
signed to a position of importance and re- 
sponsibility under title 10, U.S.C., section 
601: 
To be Lieutenant General 
Maj. Gen. (Select) William M. Faulkner 
NOMINATIONS PLACED ON THE SECRETARY’S 
DESK 
IN THE AIR FORCE 


PN1738 AIR FORCE nominations (2) begin- 
ning Chance J. Henderson, and ending Jef- 
frey P. Tan, which nominations were re- 
ceived by the Senate and appeared in the 
Congressional Record of June 14, 2012. 

PN1739 AIR FORCE nominations (3) begin- 
ning JESSICA L. WEAVER, and ending 
JONELLE J. KNAPP, which nominations 
were received by the Senate and appeared in 
the Congressional Record of June 14, 2012. 

IN THE ARMY 

PN1721 ARMY nomination of Joseph F. 
Jarrard, which was received by the Senate 
and appeared in the Congressional Record of 
June 7, 2012. 

PN1722 ARMY nomination of Kevin J. 
Park, which was received by the Senate and 
appeared in the Congressional Record of 
June 7, 2012. 

PN1723 ARMY nomination of Charles R. 
Perry, which was received by the Senate and 
appeared in the Congressional Record of 
June 7, 2012. 

PN1724 ARMY nominations (12) beginning 
ANTHONY P. DIGIACOMO, II, and ending 
RICHARD D. WILSON, which nominations 
were received by the Senate and appeared in 
the Congressional Record of June 7, 2012. 

PN1740 ARMY nomination of Youngmi 
Cho, which was received by the Senate and 
appeared in the Congressional Record of 
June 14, 2012. 

PN1741 ARMY nomination of Richard M. 
Zygadlo, which was received by the Senate 
and appeared in the Congressional Record of 
June 14, 2012. 

PN1742 ARMY nomination of David H. 
Rittgers, which was received by the Senate 
and appeared in the Congressional Record of 
June 14, 2012. 

PN1748 ARMY nominations (2) beginning 
Eric S. Slater, and ending Marcus P. Wong, 
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which nominations were received by the Sen- 
ate and appeared in the Congressional 
Record of June 14, 2012. 

PN1744 ARMY nominations (2) beginning 
Gaston P. Bathalon, and ending Kevin C. 
Reilly, which nominations were received by 
the Senate and appeared in the Congres- 
sional Record of June 14, 2012. 

PN1745 ARMY nominations (3) beginning 
JERRY L. BRATU, JR., and ending AMOS P. 
PARKER, JR., which nominations were re- 
ceived by the Senate and appeared in the 
Congressional Record of June 14, 2012. 

PN1746 ARMY nominations (6) beginning 
BRETT W. ANDERSEN, and ending MI- 
CHAEL D. WHITED, JR., which nominations 
were received by the Senate and appeared in 
the Congressional Record of June 14, 2012. 

PN1747 ARMY nominations (7) beginning 
CASEY ROGERS, and ending SHARON A. 
SCHELL, which nominations were received 
by the Senate and appeared in the Congres- 
sional Record of June 14, 2012. 

PN1748 ARMY nominations (17) beginning 
DWAYNE C. BECHTOL, and ending D005682, 
which nominations were received by the Sen- 
ate and appeared in the Congressional 
Record of June 14, 2012. 

PN1749 ARMY nominations (17) beginning 
ARMANDO AGUILERA, JR., and ending 
DAVE ST JOHN, which nominations were re- 
ceived by the Senate and appeared in the 
Congressional Record of June 14, 2012. 

PN1750 ARMY nominations (19) beginning 
BRUCE J. BEECHER, and ending D004871, 
which nominations were received by the Sen- 
ate and appeared in the Congressional 
Record of June 14, 2012. 

PN1751 ARMY nominations (107) beginning 
RENEE D. ALFORD, and ending PJ 
ZAMORA, which nominations were received 
by the Senate and appeared in the Congres- 
sional Record of June 14, 2012. 

PN1752 ARMY nominations (119) beginning 
JUDE M. ABADIE, and ending D010155, which 
nominations were received by the Senate and 
appeared in the Congressional Record of 
June 14, 2012. 

PN1753 ARMY nominations (140) beginning 
BRIAN E. ABELL, and ending D010333, which 
nominations were received by the Senate and 
appeared in the Congressional Record of 
June 14, 2012. 

FOREIGN SERVICE 


PN1346 FOREIGN SERVICE nominations 
(9) beginning William M. Zarit, and ending 
Michael J. Richardson, which nominations 
were received by the Senate and appeared in 
the Congressional Record of February 2, 2012. 

PN1526 FOREIGN SERVICE nominations 
(3) beginning Jeffrey B. Justice, and ending 
Enrique G. Ortiz, which nominations were 
received by the Senate and appeared in the 
Congressional Record of April 18, 2012. 

PN1564 FOREIGN SERVICE nominations 
(162) beginning Michael C. Aho, and ending 
Michael L. Yoder, which nominations were 
received by the Senate and appeared in the 
Congressional Record of April 26, 2012. 

PN1678 FOREIGN SERVICE nominations 
(89) beginning Alboino Lungobardo Deulus, 
and ending Bradley Alan Freden, which 
nominations were received by the Senate and 
appeared in the Congressional Record of May 
15, 2012. 

IN THE MARINE CORPS 


PN1300 MARINE CORPS nominations (129) 
beginning EDUARDO A. ABISELLAN, and 
ending WILLIAM E. ZAMAGNI, JR., which 
nominations were received by the Senate and 
appeared in the Congressional Record of Jan- 
uary 31, 2012. 

PN1301 MARINE CORPS nominations (677) 
beginning OMAR A. ADAME, and ending 
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CHRISTINA F. ZIMMERMAN, which nomi- 
nations were received by the Senate and ap- 
peared in the Congressional Record of Janu- 
ary 31, 2012. 

IN THE NAVY 


PN1601 NAVY nominations (6) beginning 
JENNIFFER D. GUNDAYAO, and ending 
DONALD R. WILKINSON, which nomina- 
tions were received by the Senate and ap- 
peared in the Congressional Record of May 
10, 2012. 

PN1602 NAVY nominations (173) beginning 
DAVID A. ADAMS, and ending JOHN J. 
ZERR, II, which nominations were received 
by the Senate and appeared in the Congres- 
sional Record of May 10, 2012. 

PN1603 NAVY nominations (3) beginning 
MARK D. LARABEH, and ending RICHARD 
J. WATKINS, JR., which nominations were 
received by the Senate and appeared in the 
Congressional Record of May 10, 2012. 

PN1604 NAVY nominations (14) beginning 
GREGORY D. BURTON, and ending JOSEPH 
M. TUITE, which nominations were received 
by the Senate and appeared in the Congres- 
sional Record of May 10, 2012. 

PN1605 NAVY nominations (11) beginning 
MICHAEL N. ABREU, and ending SCOTT D. 
TINGLE, which nominations were received 
by the Senate and appeared in the Congres- 
sional Record of May 10, 2012. 

PN1606 NAVY nominations (3) beginning 
TRENT R. DEMOSS, and ending CHARLES 
K. NIXON, which nominations were received 
by the Senate and appeared in the Congres- 
sional Record of May 10, 2012. 

PN1607 NAVY nominations (94) beginning 
ROGER L. ACEBO, and ending JEFFREY D. 
WILSON, which nominations were received 
by the Senate and appeared in the Congres- 
sional Record of May 10, 2012. 

PN1608 NAVY nominations (14) beginning 
THOMAS F. BOLICH, JR., and ending DON- 
ALD R. XIQUES, which nominations were re- 
ceived by the Senate and appeared in the 
Congressional Record of May 10, 2012. 

PN1609 NAVY nominations (8) beginning 
RAYMOND I. BRUTTOMESSO, and ending 
MARK R. SANDS, which nominations were 
received by the Senate and appeared in the 
Congressional Record of May 10, 2012. 

PN1610 NAVY nominations (3) beginning 
WILLIAM A. BAAS, and ending JAMES E. 
PUCKETT, II, which nominations were re- 
ceived by the Senate and appeared in the 
Congressional Record of May 10, 2012. 

PN1611 NAVY nominations (8) beginning 
THOMAS J. AMIS, and ending SUEANN K. 
SCHORR, which nominations were received 
by the Senate and appeared in the Congres- 
sional Record of May 10, 2012. 

PN1612 NAVY nominations (2) beginning 
JEFFERSON W. ADAMS, and ending ROB- 
ERT B. SMITH, which nominations were re- 
ceived by the Senate and appeared in the 
Congressional Record of May 10, 2012. 

PN1613 NAVY nominations (2) beginning 
ROBERT W. MULAC, and ending WILLIAM 
K. SALVIN, which nominations were re- 
ceived by the Senate and appeared in the 
Congressional Record of May 10, 2012. 

PN1614 NAVY nominations (2) beginning 
COLETTE E. KOKRON, and ending CURTIS 
L. MICHEL, which nominations were re- 
ceived by the Senate and appeared in the 
Congressional Record of May 10, 2012. 

PN1615 NAVY nominations (2) beginning 
TAWNYA J. RACOOSIN, and ending TODD 
D. WHITE, which nominations were received 
by the Senate and appeared in the Congres- 
sional Record of May 10, 2012. 

PN1616 NAVY nominations (2) beginning 
ELISABETH S. STEPHENS, and ending 
SHERYL L. TANNAHILL, which nomina- 
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tions were received by the Senate and ap- 
peared in the Congressional Record of May 
10, 2012. 

PN1617 NAVY nominations (8) beginning 
DONALD W. BOSCH, and ending THERESA 
M. STICE, which nominations were received 
by the Senate and appeared in the Congres- 
sional Record of May 10, 2012. 

PN1618 NAVY nominations (20) beginning 
DARREN E. ANDING, and ending STEVEN 
K. RENLY, which nominations were received 
by the Senate and appeared in the Congres- 
sional Record of May 10, 2012. 

PN1619 NAVY nominations (2) beginning 
JEFF A. DAVIS, and ending BRENDA K. 
MALONE, which nominations were received 
by the Senate and appeared in the Congres- 
sional Record of May 10, 2012. 

PN1620 NAVY nominations (14) beginning 
MARK R. ASUNCION, and ending PHILIP W. 
YU, which nominations were received by the 
Senate and appeared in the Congressional 
Record of May 10, 2012. 

PN1621 NAVY nominations (5) beginning 
MARC C. ECKARDT, and ending ROBERT W. 
WITZLEB, which nominations were received 
by the Senate and appeared in the Congres- 
sional Record of May 10, 2012. 

PN1622 NAVY nominations (5) beginning 
WILLIAM A. DODGE, JR., and ending AL- 
BERT M. MUSSELWHITE, which nomina- 
tions were received by the Senate and ap- 
peared in the Congressional Record of May 
10, 2012. 

PN1623 NAVY nominations (4) beginning 
ALLEN L. EDMISTON, and ending JAC- 
QUELINE V. MCELHANNON, which nomina- 
tions were received by the Senate and ap- 
peared in the Congressional Record of May 
10, 2012. 

PN1624 NAVY nominations (10) beginning 
JASON L. ANSLEY, and ending LOUIS T. 
UNREIN, which nominations were received 
by the Senate and appeared in the Congres- 
sional Record of May 10, 2012. 

PN1625 NAVY nominations (8) beginning 
GEORGE A. ALLMON, and ending TIMOTHY 
G. SPARKS, which nominations were re- 
ceived by the Senate and appeared in the 
Congressional Record of May 10, 2012. 

PN1629 NAVY nominations (18) beginning 
JOHN P. AYRES, and ending CLAY L. WILD, 
which nominations were received by the Sen- 
ate and appeared in the Congressional 
Record of May 10, 2012. 

PN1653 NAVY nomination of Glenn BE. 
Gaborko, Jr., which was received by the Sen- 
ate and appeared in the Congressional 
Record of May 14, 2012. 

PN1654 NAVY nomination of Roger L. 
Blank, which was received by the Senate and 
appeared in the Congressional Record of May 
14, 2012. 

PN1655 NAVY nominations (2) beginning 
MICHAEL C. BARBER, and ending DAVID G. 
ORAVEC, which nominations were received 
by the Senate and appeared in the Congres- 
sional Record of May 14, 2012. 

PN1656 NAVY nominations (2) beginning 
JOSEPH A. DAVIS, and ending SCOTT D. 
EBERWINE, which nominations were re- 
ceived by the Senate and appeared in the 
Congressional Record of May 14, 2012. 

PN1657 NAVY nominations (8) beginning 
DAVID H. DUTTLINGER, and ending 
DARCY I. WOLFE, which nominations were 
received by the Senate and appeared in the 
Congressional Record of May 14, 2012. 

PN1658 NAVY nominations (6) beginning 
FRANK J. BRAJEVIC, and ending DAVID E. 
WOOLSTON, which nominations were re- 
ceived by the Senate and appeared in the 
Congressional Record of May 14, 2012. 

PN1659 NAVY nominations (8) beginning 
LAUREN D. BALES, and ending DAVID A. 


June 21, 2012 


SERAFINI, which nominations were received 
by the Senate and appeared in the Congres- 
sional Record of May 14, 2012. 

PN1660 NAVY nominations (8) beginning 
CHRISTOPHER J. CORVO, and ending 
THOMAS J. WELSH, which nominations 
were received by the Senate and appeared in 
the Congressional Record of May 14, 2012. 

PN1661 NAVY nominations (10) beginning 
MARIA L. AGUAYO, and ending ANDREW J. 
SCHULMAN, which nominations were re- 
ceived by the Senate and appeared in the 
Congressional Record of May 14, 2012. 

PN1662 NAVY nominations (12) beginning 
DAVID O. BYNUM, and ending MELVIN H. 
UNDERWOOD, which nominations were re- 
ceived by the Senate and appeared in the 
Congressional Record of May 14, 2012. 

PN1663 NAVY nominations (13) beginning 
DOUGLAS J. COHEN, and ending KEVIN P. 
WHITMORE, which nominations were re- 
ceived by the Senate and appeared in the 
Congressional Record of May 14, 2012. 

PN1664 NAVY nominations (14) beginning 
RICHARD S. BARLAMENT, and ending 
JOHN S. SIBLEY, which nominations were 
received by the Senate and appeared in the 
Congressional Record of May 14, 2012. 

PN1665 NAVY nominations (14) beginning 
BRIAN E. BEHARRY, and ending DARREL 
G. VAUGHN, which nominations were re- 
ceived by the Senate and appeared in the 
Congressional Record of May 14, 2012. 

PN1666 NAVY nominations (16) beginning 
PATRICK J. BLAIR, and ending AARON D. 
WERBEL, which nominations were received 
by the Senate and appeared in the Congres- 
sional Record of May 14, 2012. 

PN1667 NAVY nominations (29) beginning 
JAMES T. ALBRITTON, and ending ROB- 
ERT L. WILLIAMS, JR., which nominations 
were received by the Senate and appeared in 
the Congressional Record of May 14, 2012. 

PN1668 NAVY nominations (17) beginning 
VERONICA G. ARMSTRONG, and ending 
MARIA A. YOUNG, which nominations were 
received by the Senate and appeared in the 
Congressional Record of May 14, 2012. 

PN1669 NAVY nominations (49) beginning 
JULIANN M. ALTHOFF, and ending JOHN 
WYLAND, which nominations were received 
by the Senate and appeared in the Congres- 
sional Record of May 14, 2012. 

PN1670 NAVY nominations (17) beginning 
CASEY S. ADAMS, and ending KAREN G. 
YOUNG, which nominations were received by 
the Senate and appeared in the Congres- 
sional Record of May 14, 2012. 

PN1686 NAVY nomination of Robert E. 
Bradshaw, which was received by the Senate 
and appeared in the Congressional Record of 
May 17, 2012. 

PN1725 NAVY nomination of Darren W. 
Murphy, which was received by the Senate 
and appeared in the Congressional Record of 
June 7, 2012. 

PN1754 NAVY nomination of Ling Ye, 
which was received by the Senate and ap- 
peared in the Congressional Record of June 
14, 2012. 

PN1755 NAVY nomination of Gregory E. 
Ringler, which was received by the Senate 
and appeared in the Congressional Record of 
June 14, 2012. 

PN1756 NAVY nominations (2) beginning 
CRAIG S. COLEMAN, and ending EDUARDO 
B. RIZO, which nominations were received 
by the Senate and appeared in the Congres- 
sional Record of June 14, 2012. 

PN1757 NAVY nominations (2) beginning 
PAUL D. GINKEL, and ending GABRIEL S. 
NILES, which nominations were received by 
the Senate and appeared in the Congres- 
sional Record of June 14, 2012. 


June 21, 2012 


PN1758 NAVY nominations (2) beginning 
MICHELE M. DAY, and ending DET R. 
SMITH, which nominations were received by 
the Senate and appeared in the Congres- 
sional Record of June 14, 2012. 

PN1759 NAVY nominations (9) beginning 
STEVE M. CURRY, and ending WILLIAM R. 
URBAN, which nominations were received by 
the Senate and appeared in the Congres- 
sional Record of June 14, 2012. 

PN1760 NAVY nominations (9) beginning 
AMY L. BLEIDORN, and ending MICAH A. 
WELTMER, which nominations were re- 
ceived by the Senate and appeared in the 
Congressional Record of June 14, 2012. 

PN1761 NAVY nominations (9) beginning 
MICHAEL J. BARRIERE, and ending MAT- 
THEW T. WILCOX, which nominations were 
received by the Senate and appeared in the 
Congressional Record of June 14, 2012. 

PN1762 NAVY nominations (14) beginning 
BRIAN M. BALLER, and ending MICHAEL J. 
SZCZERBINSKI, which nominations were re- 
ceived by the Senate and appeared in the 
Congressional Record of June 14, 2012. 

PN1763 NAVY nominations (17) beginning 
HEATH D. BOHLEN, and ending MATTHEW 
C. YOUNG, which nominations were received 
by the Senate and appeared in the Congres- 
sional Record of June 14, 2012. 

PN1764 NAVY nominations (17) beginning 
DERECK C. BROWN, and ending SHERRY W. 
WANGWHITE, which nominations were re- 
ceived by the Senate and appeared in the 
Congressional Record of June 14, 2012. 

PN1765 NAVY nominations (18) beginning 
MARC A. ARAGON, and ending ROBERT A. 
YEE, which nominations were received by 
the Senate and appeared in the Congres- 
sional Record of June 14, 2012. 

PN1766 NAVY nominations (28) beginning 
KEVIN J. BEHM, and ending EVAN P. 
WRIGHT, which nominations were received 
by the Senate and appeared in the Congres- 
sional Record of June 14, 2012. 

PN1767 NAVY nominations (33) beginning 
ERIK E. ANDERSON, and ending CHRIS- 
TOPHER G. WILLIAMS, which nominations 
were received by the Senate and appeared in 
the Congressional Record of June 14, 2012. 

PN1768 NAVY nominations (55) beginning 
RENE V. ABADESCO, and ending MARK W. 
YATES, which nominations were received by 
the Senate and appeared in the Congres- 
sional Record of June 14, 2012. 

PN1769 NAVY nominations (388) beginning 
DAVID J. ADAMS, and ending KEVIN P. 
ZAYAC, which nominations were received by 
the Senate and appeared in the Congres- 
sional Record of June 14, 2012. 

PN1770 NAVY nominations (5) beginning 
BRIAN P. BURROW, and ending CHRIS- 
TOPHER A. WEECH, which nominations 
were received by the Senate and appeared in 
the Congressional Record of June 14, 2012. 

PN1771 NAVY nominations (13) beginning 
DERRICK E. BLACKSTON, and ending 
DEREK A. VESTAL, which nominations 
were received by the Senate and appeared in 
the Congressional Record of June 14, 2012. 


— 


CHURCH PLAN INVESTMENT 
CLARIFICATION ACT 


Mr. REID. Mr. President, I now ask 
unanimous consent that the Banking 
Committee be discharged from further 
consideration of H.R. 33. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk 
will report the bill by title. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 
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A bill (H.R. 33) to amend the Securities Act 
of 1933 to specify when certain securities 
issued in connection with church plans are 
treated as exempted securities for purposes 
of that Act. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I appre- 
ciate the efforts of Chairman JOHNSON 
in making sure that our Nation’s reli- 
gious leaders are able to have expanded 
opportunities for their retirement 


plans, while also ensuring that we 
don’t create any unintended con- 
sequences. To remove any potential 


ambiguity, we want to make clear that 
H.R. 33 is intended to make clear that 
the offer and sale of a bank collective 
trust’s securities that are exempt from 
the Securities Act of 1933 if sold to em- 
ployee benefit plans described in Sec- 
tion 401 of the Internal Revenue Code, 
such as 401(k) plans, would not lose 
such exemption solely on the basis that 
such securities are sold to church plans 
described in 403(b)(9) of the Internal 
Revenue Code (church plans described 
in Section 401(a) of the Internal Rev- 
enue Code already receive such exemp- 
tive relief) or to plans that include 
self-employed ministers. H.R. 33 is not 
intended to expand the exemption to 
any interests, participations or securi- 
ties that are sold to a person other 
than such church plans and plans that 
include self-employed ministers. 

Mr. JOHNSON. I agree with Senator 
LEVIN’s statement. 

Mr. REID. I ask unanimous consent 
that the bill be read a third time and 
passed, the motion to reconsider be 
laid upon the table, with no inter- 
vening action or debate, and that any 
statements be printed in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The bill (H.R. 33) was ordered to a 
third reading, was read the third time, 
and passed. 


EE 
COMMENDING THE WOMEN OF THE 
AMERICAN RED CROSS 
CLUBMOBILES 


Mr. REID. I now ask unanimous con- 
sent that the Judiciary Committee be 
discharged from further consideration 
of and the Senate proceed to S. Res. 
471. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk 
will report the resolution by title. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

A resolution (S. Res. 471) commending the 
efforts of the women of the American Red 
Cross Clubmobiles for exemplary service dur- 
ing the Second World War. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the resolution. 

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I rise 
today to recognize the service of the 
women of the American Red Cross 
Clubmobiles. These brave young Amer- 
icans served our country with distinc- 
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tion overseas during the Second World 
War. 

During the War, the Red Cross was 
charged by the Armed Forces to pro- 
vide for the recreational welfare of the 
troops. Wherever there was a sizable 
group of American servicemen perma- 
nently assigned, the Red Cross estab- 
lished canteens, which provided a bit of 
respite from training for war and were 
tremendously popular. But the can- 
teens were fixed sites, and did not 
reach many of the combat troops garri- 
soned at small locations across the 
English countryside. 

In order to extend a taste of home to 
the troops, the Red Cross Commis- 
sioner for Great Britain, Harvey Gib- 
son, thought up the idea of the 
“Clubmobile,’’ a mobile kitchen set up 
in an old London bus. In late 1942, sev- 
eral of these Clubmobiles began oper- 
ating between dozens of bases around 
the country, serving coffee and dough- 
nuts to those preparing for D-day. 

Shortly after the beachhead at Nor- 
mandy was successfully secured, 80 
Clubmobiles and 320 volunteers crossed 
the English Channel to begin operating 
their mobile kitchens near the front 
lines. Each Clubmobile group, con- 
sisting of eight two-and-a-half ton 
trucks named for an American city or 
State, was attached to an Army Corps 
and moved with the unit’s support ele- 
ments, often going forward to provide 
the troops with American music, hot 
coffee, and doughnuts. Like every sol- 
dier, the Clubmobile women were in 
“for the duration.” By War’s end, the 
Clubmobiles were operating across Eu- 
rope, from southern Italy to northern 
Germany, and in the Far East from the 
jungles of Burma to the shores of 
Tokyo Bay. 

A visit from a Clubmobile was one of 
the most significant events for a young 
G.I. in combat far from home, and the 
women of the Clubmobiles, young 
women from every single State, acted 
as friends and sisters to the troops with 
whom they interacted. 

These women were trailblazers, every 
bit as much as the Navy’s Women Ac- 
cepted for Volunteer Emergency Serv- 
ice—WAVES—the Women’s Army 
Corps—WACS—and the Women 
Airforce Service Pilots—WASPS. They 
were young, independent, and patri- 
otic. They joined for a variety of rea- 
sons, some for adventure, some to serve 
in uniform as close to combat as they 
were then allowed, and some to honor 
the sacrifices of their own fathers, 
brothers, or friends. Every one of them 
was dedicated to their country, and 
volunteered for the Clubmobiles rather 
than an easier or safer job at home. 

The dangers of War were real. During 
the War, 52 Red Cross women lost their 
lives, some of them from the 
Clubmobiles. Their stories are those of 
a nation at war. 

Elizabeth Richardson joined the Red 
Cross in 1944 after graduating from Mil- 
waukee-Downer College and after a 
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brief career in advertising. She helped 
pilot the Clubmobile named Kansas 
City throughout England, Holland and 
France, listening to soldiers’ stories 
while cracking jokes and sharing her 
own. Two months after V-E Day, Liz’s 
plane crashed en route to Paris. Liz 
Richardson, dead at 27, now lies in- 
terred at the Normandy American 
Cemetery. Before she died, she said 
about her service, “I wouldn’t trade 
this for anything else.”’ 

Those sentiments are shared by Mar- 
garet ‘‘Margo’’ Hemingway Harrington 
of Rye, NH, one of the few surviving 
Clubmobile women. She said, “I just 
got itchy feet, and thought I should be 
doing something more.” 

The women of the Clubmobiles 
touched the lives of hundreds of thou- 
sands of U.S. servicemen. The Red 
Cross alone purchased enough flour to 
make 1.5 million doughnuts, most of 
which were served through the win- 
dows of a Clubmobile. 

To honor their memory, 70 years 
after they were established, Senator 
SHAHEEN and I, joined by 11 of our col- 
leagues, introduced Senate Resolution 
471, which commends the exemplary 
and courageous service of the 
Clubmobiles, honors those that lost 
their lives, calls upon historians to not 
let this important piece of American 
history be lost, and urges the Red Cross 
to publically commemorate their sto- 
ries. 

Honoring them now is critically im- 
portant, because only a very few of 
these women remain. Their stories are 
every bit as vibrant and important to 
our victory as those of the men who 
valiantly fought to defend our freedom. 
I urge every one of my colleagues to 
support this Resolution. 

Mr. REID. I ask unanimous consent 
that the resolution be agreed to; a Col- 
lins amendment to the preamble, which 
is at the desk, be agreed to; the pre- 
amble, as amended, be agreed to; and 
that the motion to reconsider be laid 
upon the table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The resolution (S. Res. 
agreed to. 

The amendment (No. 2466) was agreed 
to, as follows: 

In the preamble, strike the third whereas 
clause through the sixth whereas clause and 
insert the following: 

Whereas thousands of young women, from 
every State in the United States, volun- 
teered to serve in the Clubmobiles, and were 
chosen after a rigorous interview process; 

Whereas, between July and August 1944, 
less than 1 month after the invasion of Nor- 
mandy, France, 80 Clubmobiles and 320 
American Red Cross volunteers crossed the 
English Channel and began providing coffee, 
doughnuts, and a friendly smile to service- 
men fighting on the front lines; 

Whereas the Clubmobile volunteers saw 
service across Europe in France, Belgium, 
Italy, Luxembourg, and Germany, and later 
in the Far East, touching the lives of hun- 
dreds of thousands of United States service- 
men until victory was achieved; 
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The preamble, as was 
agreed to. 
The resolution, with its preamble, 
reads as follows: 
S. RES. 471 


Whereas, during the Second World War, the 
American Red Cross was charged by the 
United States Armed Forces with providing 
recreational services to the soldiers serving 
in the war; 

Whereas Harvey Gibson, the Red Cross 
Commissioner to Great Britain during the 
war, conceived of the Clubmobiles in 1942 as 
a means of providing hot coffee, fresh dough- 
nuts, and a vital connection to home to 
thousands of servicemen at dozens of air- 
fields, bases, and camps throughout Great 
Britain during the buildup to D-Day; 

Whereas thousands of young women, from 
every State in the United States, volun- 
teered to serve in the Clubmobiles, and were 
chosen after a rigorous interview process; 

Whereas, between July and August 1944, 
less than 1 month after the invasion of Nor- 
mandy, France, 80 Clubmobiles and 320 
American Red Cross volunteers crossed the 
English Channel and began providing coffee, 
doughnuts, and a friendly smile to service- 
men fighting on the front lines; 

Whereas the Clubmobile volunteers saw 
service across Europe in France, Belgium, 
Italy, Luxembourg, and Germany, and later 
in the Far East, touching the lives of hun- 
dreds of thousands of United States service- 
men until victory was achieved; 

Whereas a visit from a Clubmobile, which 
could serve gallons of coffee and hundreds of 
doughnuts every minute, was often the most 
significant morale boost available to service- 
men at war; 

Whereas 52 women of the American Red 
Cross, some of whom served on the 
Clubmobiles, perished during the war as a re- 
sult of their service; and 

Whereas 70 years have passed since the 
Clubmobiles were founded, and only a few 
women who served in the Clubmobiles re- 
main to share their stories: Now, therefore, 
be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 

(1) commends the exemplary and coura- 
geous service and sacrifice of each of the pa- 
triotic women of the United States who 
served in the American Red Cross 
Clubmobiles during the Second World War; 

(2) honors the Clubmobile women who lost 
their lives during the Second World War; 

(3) calls upon historians of the Second 
World War to recognize and describe the 
service of the Clubmobiles, and to not let 
this important piece of United States history 
be lost; and 

(4) urges the American Red Cross to pub- 
licly commemorate the stories of the 
Clubmobiles and the amazing women who 
served in them. 


amended, 


EE 


ORDERS FOR MONDAY, JUNE 25, 
2012 


Mr. REID. Finally, Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that when the 
Senate completes its business today, it 
adjourn until 2 p.m. on Monday, June 
25; that following the prayer and 
pledge, the Journal of proceedings be 
approved to date, the morning hour be 
deemed expired, and the time for the 
two leaders be reserved for their use 
later in the day; that the Senate re- 
sume consideration of the motion to 
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proceed to S. 1940, the flood insurance 
bill, postcloture; and that at 5:30 p.m., 
the Senate proceed to a cloture vote on 
the motion to concur in the House mes- 
sage to accompany S. 3187, the FDA 
bill, under the previous order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


EE 
PROGRAM 


Mr. REID. At 5:30 p.m. on Monday, 
there will be a rollcall vote on the mo- 
tion to invoke cloture on the motion to 
concur in the House message to accom- 
pany S. 3187, the FDA bill. 

It has been a long hard week. We 
have accomplished quite a bit. We have 
a lot more to do, but it has been one of 
our better weeks. 


EE 


ADJOURNMENT UNTIL MONDAY, 
JUNE 25, 2012, AT 2 P.M. 


Mr. REID. Mr. President, if there is 
no further business to come before the 
Senate, I ask unanimous consent that 
it adjourn under the previous order. 

There being no objection, the Senate, 
at 5:40 p.m., adjourned until Monday, 
June 25, 2012, at 2 p.m. 


EE 


CONFIRMATIONS 


Executive nominations confirmed by 
the Senate June 21, 2012: 
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 


WILLIAM B. POLLARD, III, OF NEW YORK, TO BE A 
JUDGE OF THE UNITED STATES COURT OF MILITARY 
COMMISSION REVIEW. 

SCOTT L. SILLIMAN, OF NORTH CAROLINA, TO BE A 
JUDGE OF THE UNITED STATES COURT OF MILITARY 
COMMISSION REVIEW. 


IN THE AIR FORCE 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES AIR FORCE TO THE GRADE INDI- 
CATED WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE 
AND RESPONSIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 
601: 


To be lieutenant general 


LT. GEN. MICHAEL R. MOELLER 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES AIR FORCE TO THE GRADE INDI- 
CATED WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE 
AND RESPONSIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 
601: 


To be lieutenant general 


LT. GEN. MARK F. RAMSAY 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
AS THE SURGEON GENERAL OF THE AIR FORCE AND AP- 
POINTMENT TO THE GRADE INDICATED WHILE ASSIGNED 
TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE AND RESPONSIBILITY 
UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTIONS 8036 AND 601: 


To be lieutenant general 


MAJ. GEN. THOMAS W. TRAVIS 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES AIR FORCE TO THE GRADE INDI- 
CATED WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE 
AND RESPONSIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 
601: 


To be lieutenant general 


MAJ. GEN. DARREN W. MCDEW 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES AIR FORCE TO THE GRADE INDI- 
CATED WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE 
AND RESPONSIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 
601: 


To be lieutenant general 
LT. GEN. STANLEY T. KRESGE 
IN THE ARMY 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES ARMY TO THE GRADE INDICATED 
UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 624: 


June 21, 2012 


To be major general 


BRIGADIER GENERAL EDWARD M. REEDER, JR. 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES ARMY TO THE GRADE INDICATED 
WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE AND 
RESPONSIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 601: 


To be lieutenant general 


LT. GEN. JOHN F. MULHOLLAND, JR. 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES ARMY TO THE GRADE INDICATED 
WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE AND 
RESPONSIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 601: 


To be lieutenant general 


MAJ. GEN. WILLIAM B. GARRETT III 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES ARMY TO THE GRADE INDICATED 
WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE AND 
RESPONSIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 601: 


To be lieutenant general 


LT. GEN. HOWARD B. BROMBERG 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES ARMY TO THE GRADE INDICATED 
WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE AND 
RESPONSIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 601: 


To be lieutenant general 


MAJ. GEN. JAMES L. HUGGINS, JR. 


THE FOLLOWING ARMY NATIONAL GUARD OF THE 
UNITED STATES OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT IN THE RE- 
SERVE OF THE ARMY TO THE GRADE INDICATED UNDER 
TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTIONS 12203 AND 12211: 


To be brigadier general 


COL. BARRY D. KEELING 


THE FOLLOWING ARMY NATIONAL GUARD OF THE 
UNITED STATES OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT IN THE RE- 
SERVE OF THE ARMY TO THE GRADE INDICATED UNDER 
TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTIONS 12203 AND 12211: 


To be brigadier general 
COL. JOSEPH E. ROONEY 
IN THE NAVY 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES NAVY RESERVE TO THE GRADE 
INDICATED UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 12203: 


To be rear admiral (lower half) 


CAPT. JANET R. DONOVAN 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES NAVY RESERVE TO THE GRADE 
INDICATED UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 12203: 


To be rear admiral (lower half) 


CAPT. BARBARA W. SWEREDOSKI 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES NAVY RESERVE TO THE GRADE 
INDICATED UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 12203: 


To be rear admiral (lower half) 


CAPT. KIRBY D. MILLER 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES NAVY RESERVE TO THE GRADE 
INDICATED UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 12203: 


To be rear admiral (lower half) 


CAPTAIN MICHAEL J. DUMONT 
CAPTAIN ROBERT L. GREENE 
CAPTAIN LAWRENCE B. JACKSON 
CAPTAIN SCOTT B. J. JERABEK 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES NAVY TO THE GRADE INDICATED 
UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 624: 


To be rear admiral 


REAR ADM. (LH) CLINTON F. FAISON III 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES NAVY TO THE GRADE INDICATED 
UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 624: 


To be rear admiral 


REAR ADM. (LH) JONATHAN A. YUEN 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES NAVY TO THE GRADE INDICATED 
UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 624: 


To be rear admiral 


REAR ADM. (LH) KATHERINE L. GREGORY 
REAR ADM. (LH) KEVIN R. SLATES 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES NAVY RESERVE TO THE GRADE 
INDICATED UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 12203: 


To be rear admiral 


REAR ADM. (LH) SANDY L. DANIELS 
REAR ADM. (LH) JOHN E. JOLLIFFE 
REAR ADM. (LH) CHRISTOPHER J. PAUL 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES NAVY RESERVE TO THE GRADE 
INDICATED UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 12203: 
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To be rear admiral 


REAR ADM. (LH) BRUCE A. DOLL 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES NAVY RESERVE TO THE GRADE 
INDICATED UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 12203: 


To be rear admiral 


REAR ADM. (LH) DAVID G. RUSSELL 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES NAVY TO THE GRADE INDICATED 
UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 624: 


To be rear admiral 


REAR ADM. (LH) ELIZABETH L. TRAIN 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES NAVY TO THE GRADE INDICATED 
UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 624: 


To be rear admiral 


REAR ADM. (LH) RICHARD D. BERKEY 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES NAVY TO THE GRADE INDICATED 
UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 624: 


To be rear admiral (lower half) 


CAPT. DOUGLAS G. MORTON 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES NAVY TO THE GRADE INDICATED 
UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 624: 


To be rear admiral (lower half) 


CAPT. TERRY J. MOULTON 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES NAVY TO THE GRADE INDICATED 
UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 624: 


To be rear admiral (lower half) 
CAPT. DAVID R. PIMPO 
CAPT. DONALD L. SINGLETON 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES NAVY TO THE GRADE INDICATED 
UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 624: 


To be rear admiral (lower half) 


CAPT. PAUL A. SOHL 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES NAVY TO THE GRADE INDICATED 
UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 624: 


To be rear admiral (lower half) 


CAPT. BRUCE F. LOVELESS 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES NAVY TO THE GRADE INDICATED 
UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 624: 


To be rear admiral (lower half) 
CAPT. BRIAN K. ANTONIO 
CAPT. LUTHER B. FULLER III 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED UNITED STATES NAVY RE- 
SERVE OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT AS THE CHIEF OF 
NAVY RESERVE AND APPOINTMENT TO THE GRADE INDI- 
CATED WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE 
AND RESPONSIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTIONS 
601 AND 5143: 


To be vice admiral 


REAR ADM. ROBIN R. BRAUN 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES NAVY TO THE GRADE INDICATED 
WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE AND 
RESPONSIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 601: 


To be vice admiral 


REAR ADM. PAUL J. BUSHONG 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
AS DEPUTY JUDGE ADVOCATE GENERAL OF THE NAVY 
AND FOR APPOINTMENT TO THE GRADE INDICATED 
UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 5149: 


To be rear admiral 


REAR ADM. (LH) JAMES W. CRAWFORD III 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE UNITED STATES NAVY 
AND FOR APPOINTMENT AS THE JUDGE ADVOCATE GEN- 
ERAL OF THE NAVY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 5148: 


To be vice admiral 


REAR ADM. NANETTE M. DERENZI 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES NAVY TO THE GRADE INDICATED 
WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE AND 
RESPONSIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 601: 


To be vice admiral 
REAR ADM. MICHAEL J. CONNOR 
IN THE MARINE CORPS 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES MARINE CORPS TO THE GRADE 
INDICATED UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 624: 


To be brigadier general 
COLONEL EDWARD D. BANTA 
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COLONEL MATTHEW G. GLAVY 
COLONEL WILLIAM F. MULLEN III 
COLONEL GREGG P. OLSON 
COLONEL JAMES 8. O’MEARA 
COLONEL ERIC M. SMITH 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
TO THE GRADE OF LIEUTENANT GENERAL IN THE 
UNITED STATES MARINE CORPS WHILE ASSIGNED TO A 
POSITION OF IMPORTANCE AND RESPONSIBILITY UNDER 
TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 601: 


To be lieutenant general 
MAJ. GEN. (SELECT) WILLIAM M. FAULKNER 
IN THE AIR FORCE 


AIR FORCE NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH CHANCE J. 
HENDERSON AND ENDING WITH JEFFREY P. TAN, WHICH 
NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND AP- 
PEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON JUNE 14, 
2012. 

AIR FORCE NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH JESSICA L. 
WEAVER AND ENDING WITH JONELLE J. KNAPP, WHICH 
NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND AP- 
PEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON JUNE 14, 
2012. 


IN THE ARMY 


ARMY NOMINATION OF JOSEPH F. JARRARD, TO BE 
COLONEL. 

ARMY NOMINATION OF KEVIN J. PARK, TO BE MAJOR. 

ARMY NOMINATION OF CHARLES R. PERRY, TO BE 
MAJOR. 

ARMY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH ANTHONY P. 
DIGIACOMO II AND ENDING WITH RICHARD D. WILSON, 
WHICH NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE 
AND APPEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON 
JUNE 7, 2012. 

ARMY NOMINATION OF YOUNGMI CHO, TO BE LIEUTEN- 
ANT COLONEL. 

ARMY NOMINATION OF RICHARD M. ZYGADLO, TO BE 
LIEUTENANT COLONEL. 

ARMY NOMINATION OF DAVID H. RITTGERS, TO BE 
MAJOR. 

ARMY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH ERIC S. SLATER 
AND ENDING WITH MARCUS P. WONG, WHICH NOMINA- 
TIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND APPEARED 
IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON JUNE 14, 2012. 

ARMY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH GASTON P. 
BATHALON AND ENDING WITH KEVIN C. REILLY, WHICH 
NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND AP- 
PEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON JUNE 14, 
2012. 

ARMY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH JERRY L. 
BRATU, JR. AND ENDING WITH AMOS P. PARKER, JR., 
WHICH NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE 
AND APPEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON 
JUNE 14, 2012. 

ARMY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH BRETT W. AN- 
DERSEN AND ENDING WITH MICHAEL D. WHITED, JR., 
WHICH NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE 
AND APPEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON 
JUNE 14, 2012. 

ARMY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH CASEY ROGERS 
AND ENDING WITH SHARON A. SCHELL, WHICH NOMINA- 
TIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND APPEARED 
IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON JUNE 14, 2012. 

ARMY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH DWAYNE C. 
BECHTOL AND ENDING WITH D005682, WHICH NOMINA- 
TIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND APPEARED 
IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON JUNE 14, 2012. 

ARMY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH ARMANDO 
AGUILERA, JR. AND ENDING WITH DAVE ST JOHN, WHICH 
NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND AP- 
PEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON JUNE 14, 
2012. 

ARMY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH BRUCE J. BEE- 
CHER AND ENDING WITH D004871, WHICH NOMINATIONS 
WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND APPEARED IN THE 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON JUNE 14, 2012. 

ARMY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH RENEE D. 
ALFORD AND ENDING WITH PJ ZAMORA, WHICH NOMINA- 
TIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND APPEARED 
IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON JUNE 14, 2012. 

ARMY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH JUDE M. ABADIE 
AND ENDING WITH D010155, WHICH NOMINATIONS WERE 
RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND APPEARED IN THE CON- 
GRESSIONAL RECORD ON JUNE 14, 2012. 

ARMY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH BRIAN E. ABELL 
AND ENDING WITH D010333, WHICH NOMINATIONS WERE 
RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND APPEARED IN THE CON- 
GRESSIONAL RECORD ON JUNE 14, 2012. 


IN THE MARINE CORPS 


MARINE CORPS NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH 
EDUARDO A. ABISELLAN AND ENDING WITH WILLIAM E. 
ZAMAGNI, JR., WHICH NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY 
THE SENATE AND APPEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD ON JANUARY 31, 2012 . 

MARINE CORPS NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH OMAR 
A. ADAME AND ENDING WITH CHRISTINA F. ZIMMERMAN, 
WHICH NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE 
AND APPEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON 
JANUARY 31, 2012. 


IN THE NAVY 


NAVY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH JENNIFFER D. 
GUNDAYAO AND ENDING WITH DONALD R. WILKINSON, 
WHICH NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE 
AND APPEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON 
MAY 10, 2012. 
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NAVY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH DAVID A. ADAMS 
AND ENDING WITH JOHN J. ZERR II, WHICH NOMINATIONS 
WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND APPEARED IN THE 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON MAY 10, 2012. 

NAVY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH MARK D. 
LARABEE AND ENDING WITH RICHARD J. WATKINS, JR., 
WHICH NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE 
AND APPEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON 
MAY 10, 2012. 

NAVY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH GREGORY D. 
BURTON AND ENDING WITH JOSEPH M. TUITE, WHICH 
NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND AP- 
PEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON MAY 10, 
2012. 

NAVY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH MICHAEL N. 
ABREU AND ENDING WITH SCOTT D. TINGLE, WHICH 
NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND AP- 
PEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON MAY 10, 
2012. 

NAVY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH TRENT R. 
DEMOSS AND ENDING WITH CHARLES K. NIXON, WHICH 
NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND AP- 
PEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON MAY 10, 
2012. 

NAVY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH ROGER L. ACEBO 
AND ENDING WITH JEFFREY D. WILSON, WHICH NOMINA- 
TIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND APPEARED 
IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON MAY 10, 2012. 

NAVY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH THOMAS F. 
BOLICH, JR. AND ENDING WITH DONALD R. XIQUES, 
WHICH NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE 
AND APPEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON 
MAY 10, 2012. 

NAVY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH RAYMOND I. 
BRUTTOMESSO AND ENDING WITH MARK R. SANDS, 
WHICH NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE 
AND APPEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON 
MAY 10, 2012. 

NAVY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH WILLIAM A. 
BAAS AND ENDING WITH JAMES E. PUCKETT II, WHICH 
NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND AP- 
PEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON MAY 10, 
2012. 

NAVY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH THOMAS J. AMIS 
AND ENDING WITH SUEANN K. SCHORR, WHICH NOMINA- 
TIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND APPEARED 
IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON MAY 10, 2012. 

NAVY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH JEFFERSON W. 
ADAMS AND ENDING WITH ROBERT B. SMITH, WHICH 
NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND AP- 
PEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON MAY 10, 
2012. 

NAVY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH ROBERT W. 
MULAC AND ENDING WITH WILLIAM K. SALVIN, WHICH 
NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND AP- 
PEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON MAY 10, 
2012. 

NAVY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH COLETTE E. 
KOKRON AND ENDING WITH CURTIS L. MICHEL, WHICH 
NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND AP- 
PEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON MAY 10, 
2012. 

NAVY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH TAWNYA J. 
RACOOSIN AND ENDING WITH TODD D. WHITE, WHICH 
NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND AP- 
PEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON MAY 10, 
2012. 

NAVY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH ELISABETH S. 
STEPHENS AND ENDING WITH SHERYL L. TANNAHILL, 
WHICH NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE 
AND APPEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON 
MAY 10, 2012. 

NAVY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH DONALD W. 
BOSCH AND ENDING WITH THERESA M. STICE, WHICH 
NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND AP- 
PEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON MAY 10, 
2012. 

NAVY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH DARREN E. 
ANDING AND ENDING WITH STEVEN K. RENLY, WHICH 
NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND AP- 
PEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON MAY 10, 
2012. 

NAVY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH JEFF A. DAVIS 
AND ENDING WITH BRENDA K. MALONE, WHICH NOMINA- 
TIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND APPEARED 
IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON MAY 10, 2012. 

NAVY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH MARK R. ASUN- 
CION AND ENDING WITH PHILIP W. YU, WHICH NOMINA- 
TIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND APPEARED 
IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON MAY 10, 2012. 

NAVY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH MARC C. 
ECKARDT AND ENDING WITH ROBERT W. WITZLEB, 
WHICH NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE 
AND APPEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON 
MAY 10, 2012. 

NAVY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH WILLIAM A. 
DODGE, JR. AND ENDING WITH ALBERT M. 
MUSSELWHITE, WHICH NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED 
BY THE SENATE AND APPEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD ON MAY 10, 2012. 

NAVY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH ALLEN L. 
EDMISTON AND ENDING WITH JACQUELINE V. 
MCELHANNON, WHICH NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY 
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THE SENATE AND APPEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD ON MAY 10, 2012. 

NAVY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH JASON L. 
ANSLEY AND ENDING WITH LOUIS T. UNREIN, WHICH 
NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND AP- 
PEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON MAY 10, 
2012. 

NAVY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH GEORGE A. 
ALLMON AND ENDING WITH TIMOTHY G. SPARKS, WHICH 
NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND AP- 
PEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON MAY 10, 
2012. 

NAVY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH JOHN P. AYRES 
AND ENDING WITH CLAY L. WILD, WHICH NOMINATIONS 
WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND APPEARED IN THE 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON MAY 10, 2012. 

NAVY NOMINATION OF GLENN E. GABORKO, JR., TO BE 
CAPTAIN. 

NAVY NOMINATION OF ROGER L. BLANK, TO BE CAP- 
TAIN. 

NAVY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH MICHAEL C. 
BARBER AND ENDING WITH DAVID G. ORAVEC, WHICH 
NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND AP- 
PEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON MAY 14, 
2012. 

NAVY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH JOSEPH A. 
DAVIS AND ENDING WITH SCOTT D. EBERWINE, WHICH 
NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND AP- 
PEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON MAY 14, 
2012. 

NAVY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH DAVID H. 
DUTTLINGER AND ENDING WITH DARCY I. WOLFE, WHICH 
NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND AP- 
PEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON MAY 14, 
2012. 

NAVY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH FRANK J. 
BRAJEVIC AND ENDING WITH DAVID E. WOOLSTON, 
WHICH NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE 
AND APPEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON 
MAY 14, 2012. 

NAVY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH LAUREN D. 
BALES AND ENDING WITH DAVID A. SERAFINI, WHICH 
NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND AP- 
PEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON MAY 14, 
2012. 

NAVY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH CHRISTOPHER J. 
CORVO AND ENDING WITH THOMAS J. WELSH, WHICH 
NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND AP- 
PEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON MAY 14, 
2012. 

NAVY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH MARIA L. 
AGUAYO AND ENDING WITH ANDREW J. SCHULMAN, 
WHICH NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE 
AND APPEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON 
MAY 14, 2012. 

NAVY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH DAVID 0. BYNUM 
AND ENDING WITH MELVIN H. UNDERWOOD, WHICH NOMI- 
NATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND AP- 
PEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON MAY 14, 
2012. 

NAVY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH DOUGLAS J. 
COHEN AND ENDING WITH KEVIN P. WHITMORE, WHICH 
NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND AP- 
PEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON MAY 14, 
2012. 

NAVY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH RICHARD S. 
BARLAMENT AND ENDING WITH JOHN S. SIBLEY, WHICH 
NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND AP- 
PEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON MAY 14, 
2012. 

NAVY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH BRIAN E. 
BEHARRY AND ENDING WITH DARREL G. VAUGHN, WHICH 
NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND AP- 
PEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON MAY 14, 
2012. 

NAVY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH PATRICK J. 
BLAIR AND ENDING WITH AARON D. WERBEL, WHICH 
NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND AP- 
PEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON MAY 14, 
2012. 

NAVY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH JAMES T. 
ALBRITTON AND ENDING WITH ROBERT L. WILLIAMS, 
JR., WHICH NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SEN- 
ATE AND APPEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
ON MAY 14, 2012. 

NAVY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH VERONICA G. 
ARMSTRONG AND ENDING WITH MARIA A. YOUNG, WHICH 
NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND AP- 
PEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON MAY 14, 
2012. 

NAVY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH JULIANN M. 
ALTHOFF AND ENDING WITH JOHN WYLAND, WHICH 
NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND AP- 
PEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON MAY 14, 
2012. 

NAVY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH CASEY S. ADAMS 
AND ENDING WITH KAREN G. YOUNG, WHICH NOMINA- 
TIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND APPEARED 
IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON MAY 14, 2012. 

NAVY NOMINATION OF ROBERT E. BRADSHAW, TO BE 
LIEUTENANT COMMANDER. 

NAVY NOMINATION OF DARREN W. MURPHY, TO BE 
LIEUTENANT COMMANDER. 
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NAVY NOMINATION OF LING YE, TO BE LIEUTENANT 
COMMANDER. 

NAVY NOMINATION OF GREGORY E. RINGLER, TO BE 
LIEUTENANT COMMANDER. 

NAVY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH CRAIG S. COLE- 
MAN AND ENDING WITH EDUARDO B. RIZO, WHICH NOMI- 
NATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND AP- 
PEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON JUNE 14, 
2012. 

NAVY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH PAUL D. GINKEL 
AND ENDING WITH GABRIEL S. NILES, WHICH NOMINA- 
TIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND APPEARED 
IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON JUNE 14, 2012. 

NAVY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH MICHELE M. DAY 
AND ENDING WITH DET R. SMITH, WHICH NOMINATIONS 
WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND APPEARED IN THE 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON JUNE 14, 2012. 

NAVY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH STEVE M. CURRY 
AND ENDING WITH WILLIAM R. URBAN, WHICH NOMINA- 
TIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND APPEARED 
IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON JUNE 14, 2012. 

NAVY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH AMY L. 
BLEIDORN AND ENDING WITH MICAH A. WELTMER, 
WHICH NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE 
AND APPEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON 
JUNE 14, 2012. 

NAVY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH MICHAEL J. 
BARRIERE AND ENDING WITH MATTHEW T. WILCOX, 
WHICH NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE 
AND APPEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON 
JUNE 14, 2012. 

NAVY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH BRIAN M. 
BALLER AND ENDING WITH MICHAEL J. SZCZERBINSKI, 
WHICH NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE 
AND APPEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON 
JUNE 14, 2012. 

NAVY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH HEATH D. 
BOHLEN AND ENDING WITH MATTHEW C. YOUNG, WHICH 
NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND AP- 
PEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON JUNE 14, 
2012. 

NAVY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH DERECK C. 
BROWN AND ENDING WITH SHERRY W. WANGWHITE, 
WHICH NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE 
AND APPEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON 
JUNE 14, 2012. 

NAVY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH MARC A. ARA- 
GON AND ENDING WITH ROBERT A. YEE, WHICH NOMINA- 
TIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND APPEARED 
IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON JUNE 14, 2012. 

NAVY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH KEVIN J. BEHM 
AND ENDING WITH EVAN P. WRIGHT, WHICH NOMINA- 
TIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND APPEARED 
IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON JUNE 14, 2012. 

NAVY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH ERIK E. ANDER- 
SON AND ENDING WITH CHRISTOPHER G. WILLIAMS, 
WHICH NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE 
AND APPEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON 
JUNE 14, 2012. 

NAVY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH RENE V. 
ABADESCO AND ENDING WITH MARK W. YATES, WHICH 
NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND AP- 
PEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON JUNE 14, 
2012. 

NAVY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH DAVID J. ADAMS 
AND ENDING WITH KEVIN P. ZAYAC, WHICH NOMINA- 
TIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND APPEARED 
IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON JUNE 14, 2012. 

NAVY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH BRIAN P. BUR- 
ROW AND ENDING WITH CHRISTOPHER A. WEECH, WHICH 
NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND AP- 
PEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON JUNE 14, 
2012. 

NAVY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH DERRICK E. 
BLACKSTON AND ENDING WITH DEREK A. VESTAL, 
WHICH NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE 
AND APPEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON 
JUNE 14, 2012. 


FOREIGN SERVICE 


FOREIGN SERVICE NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH 
WILLIAM M. ZARIT AND ENDING WITH MICHAEL J. RICH- 
ARDSON, WHICH NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE 
SENATE AND APPEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD ON FEBRUARY 2, 2012. 

FOREIGN SERVICE NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH 
JEFFREY B. JUSTICE AND ENDING WITH ENRIQUE G. 
ORTIZ, WHICH NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE 
SENATE AND APPEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD ON APRIL 18, 2012. 

FOREIGN SERVICE NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH MI- 
CHAEL C. AHO AND ENDING WITH MICHAEL L. YODER, 
WHICH NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE 
AND APPEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON 
APRIL 26, 2012. 

FOREIGN SERVICE NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH 
ALBOINO LUNGOBARDO DEULUS AND ENDING WITH 
BRADLEY ALAN FREDEN, WHICH NOMINATIONS WERE 
RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND APPEARED IN THE CON- 
GRESSIONAL RECORD ON MAY 15, 2012. 
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HONORING THE 125TH ANNIVER- 
SARY OF THE UNITED WAY 


HON. DAVID LOEBSACK 


OF IOWA 


IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Thursday, June 21, 2012 


Mr. LOEBSACK. Mr. Speaker, | rise today 
to recognize the 125th Anniversary of the 
United Way. 


In 1887 in Denver, Colorado, a local 
woman, a priest, two ministers and a rabbi 
came together to work to solve the poverty 
facing their community. The first United Way 
formed a network of organizations to support 
local charities as well as to coordinate relief 
services, counsel and refer clients to cooper- 
ating agencies, and make emergency assist- 
ance grants to those most in need. The group 
of networks rose from humble beginnings and 
became the United Way, a united movement 
committed to improving communities around 
the world. 


What they began 125 years ago now com- 
prises nearly 1,800 community-based United 
Ways in 41 countries and territories. Today 
the United Way is the world’s largest privately- 
sponsored nonprofit. 


Today, United Way continues the spirit of 
service to move toward a world where all indi- 
viduals and families achieve their human po- 
tential through education, income stability and 
healthy lives. Every year the United Way 
raises nearly $5 billion dollars for the simple 
purpose to advance the common good. Work- 
ing collaboratively, the United Way brings to- 
gether the actions of millions of individuals to 
resolve pressing community issues. As a 
worldwide organization, it is remarkable how 
effective the United Way is at targeting local 
initiatives and bringing tangible services to our 
communities. 


We must also attribute 125 years of United 
Way’s success to the imaginative, passionate 
group of leaders, community volunteers, and 
partners on the local and state level. Today, 
United Ways in lowa’s 2nd District are working 
diligently to ensure the scope and depth of 
United Way’s vision is applied to the specific 
needs of individuals and local charities in our 
community. United Way of East Central lowa, 
United Way of Johnson County, Inc., United 
Way of Wapello County, and Burlington/W. 
Burlington Area United Way continue to give, 
advocate, and volunteer to help people in 
need. On United Way’s 125th Anniversary, we 
commend our local United Ways’ commitment 
and contributions that effectively make a dif- 
ference every day in our community. 


IN RECOGNITION OF THE 100TH AN- 
NIVERSARY OF THE CALIFORNIA 
FLOWER MARKET 


HON. JACKIE SPEIER 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, June 21, 2012 


Ms. SPEIER. Mr. Speaker, | rise to honor 
the 100th Anniversary of a place filled with vi- 
brant colors, tantalizing fragrances, delicate 
shapes and magic—the California Flower Mar- 
ket in San Francisco. The market is flowers 
galore and it’s impossible to be there without 
feeling uplifted. I'm a proud and frequent cus- 
tomer at this special place that is also a great 
boost to our local economy. 

The California Flower Market, spanning a 
block between 5th and 6th Streets on Brannan 
Street, was established by Japanese-Amer- 
ican flower growers a century ago. The grow- 
ers needed a place to sell their products and 
founded one of the first Japanese-American 
corporations in California to do so. The pio- 
neering Issei—the first Japanese immigrants 
to North America, South America and Aus- 
tralia—honed their growing and flower arrang- 
ing skills and made significant contributions to 
the development of the community. 

Today, over 50 vendors sell their flowers to 
4,000 trade buyers, which include retailers, 
whole sellers, party planners and interior 
decorators, and to the public directly. The 
California Flower Market is an oasis in the 
South of Market area of San Francisco. | per- 
sonally welcome any opportunity | have to 
stroll through the market and pick out a per- 
fectly grown Phalaenopsis, a blossom-covered 
Christmas cactus or an Ikebana arrangement. 

But history wasn’t always bright at the Cali- 
fornia Flower Market. During the shameful era 
of World War Ils internment of Japanese- 
Americans, flower markets throughout Cali- 
fornia went from Japanese control to non-Jap- 
anese control in a matter of months. 

The United States sent 120,000 people of 
Japanese ancestry to internment camps along 
the Pacific Coast. Most of them were Amer- 
ican-born citizens and hard-working, law-abid- 
ing people. The majority of them remained si- 
lent about their experiences in the camps and 
later picked up the pieces of their broken lives 
and built new communities. The flower grow- 
ers were among them. While in the camps, 
the flower growers association worked hard to 
remain organized and give growers hope for 
the future. In the 1950’s Japanese-Americans 
rebuilt their prominence in the floricultural in- 
dustry. 

Mr. Speaker, | ask the House of Represent- 
atives to rise with me to honor the California 
Flower Market on its 100th Anniversary. It is a 
symbol of lasting and resilient beauty that can- 
not be suppressed, only enjoyed. 


HONORING KENDRA HAYWOOD 


HON. BENNIE G. THOMPSON 


OF MISSISSIPPI 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, June 21, 2012 


Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr. Speak- 
er, | rise today to honor a remarkable valedic- 
torian, Ms. Kendra Haywood. Kendra is the 
daughter of Mr. Kenneth Haywood Sr. and 
Mrs. Jacklon Haywood and resides in Shelby, 
Mississippi. Kendra is a member of Zion 
Grove Missionary Baptist Church where she 
serves as the Sunday School Secretary and 
volunteers with various auxiliaries in the 
church. She is a senior at Broad Street High 
School in Shelby, Mississippi and graduated 
on May 26, 2012. 

Kendra acknowledged early on that it would 
take self-discipline and motivation to achieve 
her academic goals. So during the last three 
semesters of high school, she participated in 
Coahoma Community College Dual Enrollment 
Program, which allowed her to take college 
courses while still in high school. 


Ms. Haywood is co-founder of Students In- 
volved in Community Change (SICC), an orga- 
nization that strives for both community and 
educational excellence. Students work with 
citizens in their community on beautification 
projects, hosting weekly community discus- 
sions to address littering, drug use, gang ac- 
tivity and the importance of community in- 
volvement. 

Ms. Haywood’s sense of obligation to im- 
prove her community and educational opportu- 
nities for others led her to tutor her peers after 
school. Her philosophy is, “knowledge is 
power and the more you know the more 
power you have.” She participates in various 
school activities including the Alpha Kappa 
Alpha Bolivar County Community Humanity In- 
volvement Club, Coahoma Community College 
Tri-County Workforce Job Shadowing Pro- 
gram, and other civic organizations. 


After completing her Bachelor of Science 
degree, Kendra has plans to pursue a profes- 
sional degree in Clinical Psychology at Colo- 
rado College in Colorado Springs, Colorado. 
Ms. Haywood has expressed a desire to be- 
come part of Teach for America as a way of 
giving back to a rural community and inspiring 
youth, because Teach for America has had a 
profound impact in her education. 


Ms. Kendra Haywood has three siblings, 
Kenneth Jr., Darrius, and Jarvis. She says 
they, along with her parents, had a positive 
impact on her desire to reach for the stars in 
life. 

Mr. Speaker, | ask my colleagues to join me 
in recognizing Ms. Kendra Haywood as the 
valedictorian of Broad Street High School 
Class of 2012. 


@ This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor. 


Matter set in this typeface indicates words inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor. 
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IN HONOR OF THE CONEJO VAL- 
LEY CHAPTER OF MILITARY 
ORDER OF THE WORLD WARS, 
THE SGT. MICHAEL A. 
DIRAIMONDO CHAPTER OF MILI- 
TARY ORDER OF THE PURPLE 
HEART, AND THE RED, WHITE 
AND BLUE BALL 


HON. ELTON GALLEGLY 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, June 21, 2012 


Mr. GALLEGLY. Mr. Speaker, | rise in honor 
of the Conejo Valley Chapter of Military Order 
of the World Wars, the Sgt. Michael A. 
DiRaimondo Chapter of Military Order of the 
Purple Heart, and the Red, White and Blue 
Ball. 

For 27 years, the Military Order of the World 
Wars has presented its Red, White and Blue 
Ball to perpetuate the spirit of patriotism. This 
year, the Conejo Valley Chapter is joined by 
the Sgt. Michael A. DiRaimondo Chapter of 
Military Order of the Purple Heart. Army Sgt. 
DiRaimondo was Ventura County’s first cas- 
ualty in Operation Iraqi Freedom. He was 22 
years old. 

| did not know Michael, but | have become 
close friends with his exceptional family. 

Each year, the Ball honors an individual 
who has demonstrated exceptional patriotism 
and who has made significant contributions to 
the community. 

The U.S. Navy will be honored at this Satur- 
day’s event. This is the 50th anniversary of 
the founding of the Navy SEALs and Captain 
Jason Ehret, USN SEAL, will be the honorary 
chair. The 2012 Patriotic Citizen of the Year is 
Colonel John Fer, who served in the U.S. Air 
Force for 28 years. 

It is fitting that the Ball will be held at the 
Ronald Reagan Presidential Library. It will 
start with an open reception followed by a for- 
mal opening ceremony. Dinner, dancing to 
music of the Harry Selvin Band, and silent and 
live auctions will round out the evening. 

It is a festive affair, with military personnel— 
active, reserve and retired—wearing dress uni- 
forms. Civilian men wear dark suits or tuxedos 
and civilian women wear formal or cocktail 
dresses. 

Auction proceeds will support activities such 
as Ventura County and Thousand Oaks Vet- 
erans Day ceremonies, Conejo Valley Memo- 
rial Day ceremony, Thousand Oaks Youth 
Leadership Conference, Junior ROTC awards, 
and Boy Scout and Girl Scout troops. 

Mr. Speaker, | attended the first Red, White 
and Blue Ball 27 years ago and am proud to 
have been presented the Gold Patrick Henry 
Award at the 1989 Ball. 

| am leaving Congress at the end of this 
session, which will change my relationship 
with the Military Order of the World Wars and 
the Sgt. Michael A. DiRaimondo Chapter. | am 
confident, however, that the relationship will 
remain strong and grow in the coming years. 

| am equally confident that my colleagues 
join me now in honoring the Conejo Valley 
Chapter of Military Order of the World Wars, 
the Sgt. Michael A. DiRaimondo Chapter of 
Military Order of the Purple Heart, Captain 
Jason Ehret, the U.S. Navy SEALs, and the 
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Ball’s 2012 Patriotic Citizen of the Year, Colo- 
nel John Fer. Thank you all for your service. 


IN RECOGNITION OF THE CITY OF 
SAN MATEO’S ADOPTION A COM- 
PANY, 1ST BATTALION, 327TH IN- 
FANTRY REGIMENT, 1ST BRI- 
GADE, 101ST AIRBORNE DIVISION. 


HON. JACKIE SPEIER 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, June 21, 2012 


Ms. SPEIER. Mr. Speaker, | rise to honor 
the City of San Mateo for its adoption in 1968 
of A Company, 1st Battalion, 327th Infantry 
Regiment, 1st Brigade, 101st Airborne Divi- 
sion. 

In 1967 a soldier in Vietnam named Sgt. 
Joe Artavia wrote a letter to his sister, Linda, 
asking her to convince the City of San Mateo 
to adopt his company. He thought an adoption 
would lift troop morale “as high as the sky.” 
Linda rallied the community to support her 
brother and his comrades. Within three 
months the San Mateo City Council passed a 
resolution to adopt the company. 

Tragically, Artavia was killed three weeks 
later rescuing a fellow soldier, and the people 
of San Mateo joined together in mourning. 
Artavia’s death solidified San Mateo’s commit- 
ment to its adopted company and, in fact, in 
1972 San Mateo was the only city in the 
United States to hold an official homecoming 
parade honoring Vietnam veterans. 

Since that time the city has continuously 
supported A Company, 1st Battalion, 327th In- 
fantry Regiment, 1st Brigade, 101st Airborne 
Division, visiting them in peacetime, estab- 
lishing pen-pals and sending care packages. 
The city has served as a model for other 
towns, cities or counties to adopt individual 
military units throughout the country. 

San Mateo’s adopted company has recently 
returned from a 12-month tour of duty in Af- 
ghanistan and will be redeployed for a third 
tour. In commemoration of the 40th anniver- 
sary of the welcome-home parade for the vet- 
erans returning to San Mateo, the city is hold- 
ing another welcome home parade and fes- 
tival to honor past and present soldiers of the 
101st Airborne Division who have put their 
lives on the line for our country. 

Mr. Speaker, | ask that the House of Rep- 
resentatives join me in honoring the city of 
San Mateo for supporting A Company, 1st 
Battalion, 327th Infantry Regiment, 1st Bri- 
gade, 101st Airborne Division and its brave 
men and women who filled it ranks, especially 
those who gave their lives for our freedom. 


ES 


IN RECOGNITION OF THE 
MUSCOGEE RETIRED EDUCATORS 
ASSOCIATON 


HON. SANFORD D. BISHOP, JR. 


OF GEORGIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Thursday, June 21, 2012 


Mr. BISHOP of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to salute the members and supporters 
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of the Muscogee Retired Educators Associa- 
tion (MREA) as they commemorate its 50th 
anniversary this year. A celebration luncheon 
will be held on Friday, June 22, 2012 at 11:30 
a.m. at the Columbus Convention and Trade 
Center in Columbus, Georgia. 

MREA was established as the Muscogee 
Retired Teachers Association (MRTA) in 1962 
when Mr. Boyd B. Littlejohn and a small group 
of other retired Muscogee teachers decided to 
organize themselves in order to better attend 
to the needs and concerns of retired teachers 
in the area. Mr. Littlejohn, a retired principal 
who served St. Elmo, Clubview, and 
Mcllhenney schools, became the first presi- 
dent before going on to serve as president of 
GRTA from 1965-1967. 

In its early existence, members of MRTA 
would meet in their homes or in churches. Ms. 
Ruth Plumb and Mrs. Rex Lavender served as 
presidents until MRTA became inactive for a 
short period. In 1972, J. Zeb Morris, retired 
principal of Waverly Terrace and jazz pianist, 
became president. After this, MRTA began to 
grow in membership and was able to improve 
its service to retired teachers. 

Throughout the years, the association has 
been led by distinguished retired educators 
such as Lucile David, Lyda Hanna, Nathan 
Hunter, Brice Carson, Jack Shepard, Laura 
Haygood, L.B. Hickson, Sumter Blackmon, 
John Little, O'Neal Hendricks, Kathryn Hunt, 
Esto Smith, Anita B. Walters, Dr. Jeanette 
Marshal and its current president, Diane Boss, 
among others. 

Mr. Nathan Hunter also served as GRTA 
President from 1979-1980 and Mrs. Lucile 
Hunter, his widow and an MRTA member, pre- 
sented his GRTA gavel to the MREA. The 
gavel is a treasured keepsake and is passed 
on to each succeeding MREA president. 

In 1998, the GRTA changed its name to the 
Georgia Retired Educators Association to in- 
clude all those who work in the field of edu- 
cation and are under the Teacher Retirement 
System of Georgia. MRTA followed suit, 
changing its name to the Muscogee Retired 
Educators Association (MREA), as it is called 
today. 

In addition to having served as teachers, 
mentors, and role models throughout their ca- 
reer, members of MREA continue to serve the 
community in retirement by volunteering their 
time to help out at schools, churches, hos- 
pitals, nursing homes, museums, libraries, 
health screening venues and other places. A 
number of members also volunteered at the 
1996 Summer Olympics in Columbus for fast 
pitch baseball. 

In past years, MREA has consistently been 
presented with competitive | Membership 
awards from GREA. Also, MREA strives to 
help active teachers by awarding scholarships 
to those seeking graduate degrees. 

Mr. Speaker, | ask that my colleagues join 
me in applauding the exceptional efforts of the 
Muscogee Retired Educators Association for 
all they have done and will continue to do to 
address the needs of our retired educators. 
Not only did MREA members provide a great 
service during their careers teaching our 
young people, but they have continued that 
legacy of service in the community in retire- 
ment and for that, | thank each and every one 
of them. 
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IN RECOGNITION OF RAPHAEL 
KAUFFMANN 


HON. JACKIE SPEIER 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, June 21, 2012 


Ms. SPEIER. Mr. Speaker, | rise to honor 
Raphael Kauffmann, an outstanding teacher 
who serves as a role model for students and 
teachers alike. It is only fitting that he has 
been named San Mateo County Teacher of 
the Year. 


Mr. Kauffmann graduated Cum Laude from 
San Francisco State University where he 
earned a Bachelor of Arts degree in Broadcast 
and Electronic Communications in 1995. Since 
2005, Mr. Kauffmann has taught at Carlmont 
High School in Belmont. He was promoted to 
Chair of the English Department in 2009. He 
is a member of the National Education Asso- 
ciation, the National Council of Teachers of 
English and he won a PTSA Award of Excel- 
lence in 2010. 


Under Mr. Kauffman’s leadership Carlmont 
High School adopted the Expository Reading 
and Writing Course, a school-wide reading 
and writing program. The program sparked a 
fruitful collaboration among the teachers within 
his department. The program helps prepare 
students for college and advances students’ 
writing skills. 

Mr. Kauffmann did not always know he 
wanted to teach. Starting at age 12 or 13, he 
was most passionate about music. He played 
bass in his high school band and also started 
a band with friends. In college he learned 
audio production, which helped him apply his 
passion for music to his professional life. His 
dynamic career has spanned the music, re- 
cording and software industries. 


These experiences taught him the skills and 
qualities necessary for survival in the profes- 
sional world. They also taught him that he 
could meld together academic, professional 
and creative interests while navigating a ca- 
reer path. He brings these lessons into the 
classroom and offers his students a broad per- 
spective. 

Instead of creating an authoritarian atmos- 
phere, he makes students his partners in the 
process of learning. He promotes an environ- 
ment of mutual respect and uses his musical 
background to connect with at-risk youths. He 
uses music as a tool to communicate with 
young people who the educational system has 
left behind. For example, when Mr. Kauffmann 
met one student who was nearly ready to drop 
out of high school, Mr. Kauffmann connected 
with this young man about music, took him 
under his wing and helped him graduate on 
time. 

Mr. Kauffmann is a devoted husband and 
father; he is married to Chandra Kauffmann 
and they have a son, Rami. 


Mr. Speaker, | ask this body to rise with me 
to honor the outstanding service of Raphael 
Kauffmann to the residents of San Mateo 
County. For many more years to come he will 
serve as an inspiration for other teachers, and 
a beacon for his students. 
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INTRODUCING LEGISLATION CELE- 
BRATING 40TH ANNIVERSARY OF 
TITLE IX LEGISLATION 


HON. LOUISE McINTOSH SLAUGHTER 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, June 21, 2012 


Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, | rise today 
to introduce a resolution recognizing the 40th 
anniversary of the momentous Title IX legisla- 
tion. Forty years ago, on June 23, 1972, it was 
established that educational institutions receiv- 
ing federal funding were barred from discrimi- 
nating against anyone on the basis of sex. 
That decision applied to student admissions, 
recruitment, scholarship awards and tuition as- 
sistance, housing, access to courses and 
other academic offerings, counseling, financial 
assistance, employment assistance to stu- 
dents, health and insurance benefits and serv- 
ices, athletics, and all aspects of education-re- 
lated employment. 

This landmark legislation led to gains for 
women in all fields, from academics to busi- 
ness to science and technology. The law is 
probably most well known for its impact on 
women in athletics. Since Title IX was en- 
acted, the number of women competing in col- 
lege sports has soared by more than 600 per- 
cent, and the number of high school girls com- 
peting in sports has increased by over 1,000 
percent. 

This is important because we know from 
scientific research that student athletes grad- 
uate at higher rates, perform better in school 
and are less likely to use drugs and alcohol, 
smoke, or develop mental illness or obesity 
later in life. Furthermore, | have heard from 
countless female athletes, like Olympic gym- 
nast Dominique Dawes, that without athletic 
scholarships made possible by Title IX, they 
simply would not have been able to attend col- 
lege. Imagine the vast intellectual, cultural and 
athletic opportunities that would have been 
lost to these young women had they not been 
able to pursue their goals of furthering their 
education. 

In the years since the law was passed, we 
have had to fight for improvements to the leg- 
islation and fight against other attempts to 
weaken it. In 2003, | led a hearing in the 
basement of this very Capitol building when 
Title IX was being threatened by Commission 
for Opportunity in Athletic recommendations 
that ignored the continuing lack of participation 
opportunities and funding that women’s and 
girls’ athletics were facing. | clearly recall 
watching a line of little girls in their soccer uni- 
forms enter the room accompanied by their fa- 
thers. These dads spoke eloquently about the 
importance of coaching their daughters in 
sports, and how it meant just as much to them 
as coaching their sons. Although bad policy 
was enacted that limited the effectiveness of 
Title IX, | am proud to say we were able to re- 
verse significant parts of that in 2010. 

The fight for fairness continues. Today we 
still face disparities in opportunities for girls in 
sports, particularly at the high school level. 
Girls make up half of the high school popu- 
lation, yet receive only 41 percent of all ath- 
letic participation opportunities. This translates 
to 1.3 million fewer opportunities for young 
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women to play high school sports than young 
men. Worse yet, this gap is actually increas- 
ing. 

How is it that one law can have such a dra- 
matic impact at one age level and yet be less 
successful for our young women who are just 
four years younger? The answer can be found 
in public transparency and accountability. As 
is true elsewhere in life, sunshine can be the 
best of disinfectants. 

At the collegiate level, colleges and univer- 
sities are required to publicly account for how 
their athletic opportunities, resources, and dol- 
lars are allocated among male and female ath- 
letes. No such transparency requirements are 
found at the high school level. Not surpris- 
ingly, where there is no public accountability, 
there is a growing gap in athletic opportunities 
for young student-athletes. 

Currently, high schools are required to sub- 
mit annual reports of their athletic participation 
numbers by sport and gender to their state 
high school athletic associations. Additionally, 
school bookkeepers already keep records of 
all school expenditures—including those made 
within the athletic department. Despite doing 
all the work of collecting this data, none of it 
is required to be made public. 

To make a simple, but profound, change to 
high school reporting requirements, | have au- 
thored H.R. 458, the High School Athletics 
and Accountability Act. This bill would require 
high schools to make public vital data on the 
participation of girls in high school sports. 
Schools already collect this data. Making the 
information public would be a small change for 
school administrators—estimates are that it 
would take just three to six hours of time once 
a year to produce a report—and would have 
a huge impact on the opportunities available 
to our young girls. 

As we celebrate the anniversary of the pas- 
sage of this landmark legislation, we must re- 
commit ourselves to continuing the fight for 
equity for women and girls. | ask my col- 
leagues to commemorate the 40th anniversary 
of Title IX with me, and pledge to keep press- 
ing forward until opportunities are equal for all. 


—— 


IN RECOGNITION OF ROGER 
ANDREY 


HON. JACKIE SPEIER 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, June 21, 2012 


Ms. SPEIER. Mr. Speaker, | rise to honor 
Officer Robert Andrey for his 27 years of serv- 
ice at the Burlingame Police Department. 

Officer Andrey joined the Burlingame Police 
Department in 1984 and has served in a vari- 
ety of capacities, such as patrol officer, field 
training officer, police inspector and evidence 
technician. In each role he demonstrated in- 
tegrity, professionalism and honor. He has 
been recognized for his effectiveness in DUI 
enforcement and his compassion for donating 
stuffed animals to children in the Mills Penin- 
sula Hospital Emergency Room. 

Officer Andrey is an outstanding detective 
who is skilled in solving fraud cases. His se- 
cret to success is that he takes time to listen 
and pays attention to details. He says he was 
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taught to “never leave a call unless you feel 
comfortable leaving.” For example, he re- 
sponded to a call from Child Protective Serv- 
ices and arrived at a Burlingame home on a 
hot summer day. The young girl answering the 
door was wearing a long-sleeved heavy 
sweater. Officer Andrey spent some 20 min- 
utes talking to her and gaining her trust until 
she eventually told him that she had been cut- 
ting herself. Due to his keen observations, the 
girl received help. He humbly adds that being 
a police officer is not rocket science, it’s about 
developing relationships and trust with people. 

Before | ever met Officer Andrey, | heard 
about him in the early 90s when he recovered 
construction materials from local pawnshops 
that had been stolen from my brother. A few 
years later | had my own—and very memo- 
rable—encounter with him. While | was in the 
California State Senate, | reported a sus- 
picious envelope under my car’s windshield 
wiper and he responded to the call. This inci- 
dent put him in the “entirely uncomfortable” 
situation where he had to take my fingerprints. 

Robert Andrey was born in Milwaukee, Wis- 
consin and went to Allis Central High School. 
He earned his B.A. in marketing management 
from Milton College in Wisconsin. He moved 
to the Bay Area in 1982. 

In his well-deserved retirement, he is look- 
ing forward to spending more time with his 
wife Lona, family, friends and their two dogs. 

Mr. Speaker, | ask this body to rise with me 
to honor the outstanding service of Officer 
Robert Andrey to the people of Burlingame. 
For almost three decades, he made our com- 
munity a safer and better place every single 
day. He will be deeply missed by his col- 
leagues and residents alike. 


a 


HONORING THE LIFE OF DR. 
EDWARD ROBINSON 


HON. ROBERT A. BRADY 


OF PENNSYLVANIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, June 21, 2012 


Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania. Mr. Speaker, | 
rise today to honor the life of Dr. Edward Rob- 
inson. Born and raised in Philadelphia, Dr. 
Robinson dedicated his life to the welfare of 
people in Philadelphia and will be sorely 
missed. 

Dr. Robinson was a true renaissance man 
as he excelled as an attorney, entrepreneur, 
educator and mentor. His accomplishments 
are not limited to a position as the first African 
American on the board of directors of the Fed- 
eral Reserve Bank of Philadelphia. Addition- 
ally, Dr. Robinson served as the Executive 
Deputy Secretary of Pennsylvania and the As- 
sistant Managing Director of Philadelphia. 

Dr. Robinson’s most esteemed work were 
his efforts on behalf of Africans and African 
Americans for minority rights and inclusion. He 
spearheaded the African Genesis Science 
Curriculum which was adopted in schools 
throughout the Philadelphia School System. 
Dr. Robinson’s cultural influence and scholar- 
ship will not be forgotten. 

| ask that you and my other distinguished 
colleagues join me to honor the life of Dr. Ed- 
ward Robinson. He was committed to enrich- 
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ing the lives of Philadelphians as a teacher, 
mentor and activist. Dr. Robinson’s selfless 
dedication to others leaves a legacy that will 
continue to uplift and inspire others for years 
to come. 


HONORING JALISA ALLEN 


HON. BENNIE G. THOMPSON 


OF MISSISSIPPI 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, June 21, 2012 


Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr. Speak- 
er, | rise to honor a remarkable young woman 
Ms. Jalisa Allen, the 2012 Salutatorian at 
Coahoma Agricultural High School. 

Jalisa is the daughter of Janette Allen, and 
has two siblings. Together they proudly reside 
in Friars Point, Mississippi. She is a senior at 
Coahoma Agricultural High School. At the age 
of seven, Jalisa decided that she was going to 
get the best education possible. While pur- 
suing this goal, she has achieved the award of 
being placed on both the Principal List and the 
Superintendent List. Jalisa is also active in 
many school organizations such as, Future 
Business Leaders of America, Math Club, 
Science Club, and Youth Leadership. 

Jalisa plans to attend the University of Mis- 
sissippi in Oxford and become an Anesthesiol- 
ogist. After obtaining a degree, Jalisa intends 
to use her education to help her local commu- 
nity in Friars Point. 

Mr. Speaker, | ask our colleagues to join me 
in recognizing Ms. Jalisa Allen, Coahoma Agri- 
cultural High School Salutatorian of the Class 
of 2012. 


EE 


IN RECOGNITION OF THE LATE 
LANTY MOLLOY, SR. 


HON. JACKIE SPEIER 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, June 21, 2012 


Ms. SPEIER. Mr. Speaker, | rise to honor 
the late Lanty Molloy, Sr. who passed away 
June 12, 2012 in South San Francisco at the 
age of 79. Mr. Molloy leaves behind a legacy 
as an extraordinary family and business man. 

Mr. Molloy is survived by his beloved wife of 
51 years, Blanid Doyle, seven of their eight 
children, three of his five siblings and 19 
grandchildren. 

He was born in San Francisco in 1932 as 
the son of Frank Molloy of Ardara, County 
Donegal in Ireland, and Martha Loftus of San 
Francisco. His father Frank Molloy came to 
the United States in 1901 as a 18-year-old 
who pursued—and realized—the American 
dream. After spending a few years in the Pa- 
cific Northwest, Frank came to California 
shortly after the big earthquake in 1906. He 
tended bar in San Francisco and in 1909 
opened his first pub, “Molloy’s” on Lafayette 
Street. In 1927, he relocated Molloy’s to a 
building he bought in Colma and started the 
family history of three generations of tavern 
owners. 

Lanty Molloy attended Our Lady of Per- 
petual Help in Daly City and graduated from 
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Saint Ignatius High School in San Francisco in 
1950. He served in the U.S. Army as an MP. 
While stationed in Germany he made many 
lifelong friends and developed a love for his- 
tory. 

In 1955, Frank turned the bar over to Lanty, 
his youngest son. He and Blanid raised their 
family in South San Francisco and at age 21, 
their youngest son Owen started tending bar 
at Molloy’s. Owen picked up the family tradi- 
tion and to this day is managing the tavern. 

Located in Colma, Molloy’s has seen thou- 
sands of patrons toasting those who passed 
away. Posted on the wall is a fitting quote 
from the Irish Herald which reads: “Though 
the Molloy’s dwell in the valley of death, at the 
very gates of the marble orchard, the lights 
are always twinkling in the window and a 
steady stream of black clad mourners duck in 
for a soothing pint after bearing the drunken 
cousin or the elder aunt. You should drop by 
and get your drink too and get to know Lanty, 
Owen and the bar.” 

Lanty is now the one to be toasted and re- 
membered at this landmark in Colma. He was 
the second generation in a family tradition that 
| hope will live on for many more generations 
to come. 

Mr. Speaker, | ask the House of Represent- 
atives to rise with me to honor the memory of 
Lanty Molloy for the love for his family and 
friends and his lasting contributions to our 
community. 


EEE 


IN HONOR OF KEITH RUNYON’S 
ACCOMPLISHED CAREER IN KEN- 
TUCKY 


HON. BEN CHANDLER 


OF KENTUCKY 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, June 21, 2012 


Mr. CHANDLER. Mr. Speaker, | rise today 
to honor the career of one of Kentucky’s most 
distinguished and long serving journalists, 
Keith Runyon. Mr. Runyon retired from the 
Louisville Courier-Journal after 43 years this 
last April, and it is an understatement to say 
that Kentucky will miss this giant in the jour- 
nalism field. 

A lifelong resident of Louisville, Keith Run- 
yon joined the Courier-Journal at the age of 
18 while he was a student at the University of 
Louisville. His relationship with the Bingham 
family left an indelible impression on his ca- 
reer, and | know Keith is proud to be the last 
serving member of the Bingham-era editorial 
board. From his early days as an obituary writ- 
er, Keith worked his way through the ranks of 
the paper before quickly joining the editorial 
board in 1977. Always seeking a greater chal- 
lenge, he also started attending the University 
of Louisville Brandeis School of Law the same 
year and later became the editor of the Cou- 
rier-Journal’s book page in addition to his edi- 
torial page responsibilities. 

Whether tackling education reform or tax 
referendums, Keith’s judgment and talent 
shaped the editorial board for more than 40 
years. Throughout his esteemed career, Keith 
has received many awards and accolades but 
perhaps none as impressive as his most re- 
cent. This spring, he received the Society of 
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Professional Journalists’ gold medal, one of 
the most prestigious honors for editorial writing 
in the country, for his work on the proposed 
merger of the University of Louisville hospital. 
A proud graduate of Leadership Louisville, 
he is a vibrant participant in the great issues 
confronting all of Kentucky. He constantly 
strives to promote equal rights for all and to 
advance the progressive principles of the New 
Deal, the New Frontier, and Great Society. 
Long after his retirement, the work he did both 
in and outside of the newsroom will continue 
to have an impact on Louisville and all of Ken- 
tucky. Keith Runyon leaves big shoes to fill at 
the Louisville Courier-Journal, and | wish him, 
his wife Meme, and his family the best in their 
future endeavors. | congratulate him on his 
stellar career and thank him for all he has 
done for the Commonwealth of Kentucky. 


HONORING COL. GREGORY DRAGOO 
HON. JAMES P. MORAN 


OF VIRGINIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, June 21, 2012 


Mr. MORAN. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
honor and acknowledge Colonel Gregory F. 
Dragoo upon his retirement after having 
served this great Nation for 29 years. Colonel 
Dragoo most recently served in the Office of 
the Secretary of Defense, Special Access Pro- 
gram Central Office, responsible for the DOD 
coordination of programs assigned to the Air 
Force. 

In 1983, Colonel Dragoo received his Sec- 
ond Lieutenant commission from the Officer 
Training School at Lackland AFB, TX. He 
completed his undergraduate navigator train- 
ing and was assigned to B-—52Gs at the 46th 
Bomb Squadron in North Dakota in 1985. 

After being selected a part of the initial 
cadre of aircrew selected to fly the B—1, Colo- 
nel Dragoo was selected in 1989, as the first 
B-1 Weapon Systems Officer to attend the 
USAF Test Pilot School at Edwards AFB, CA. 

Following his first flight test tour in the 419th 
Test Squadron, Colonel Dragoo returned in 
1993, to the Test Pilot School as an instructor. 
From there, he spent the next two years in the 
B-1 and Tri-Service Standoff Attack Missile 
Program Offices at Wright-Patterson, OH fol- 
lowed by a year at Air Command and Staff 
College (ACSC) at Maxwell AFB, AL. 

In 1996, Colonel Dragoo returned to 
Edwards AFB as Operations Officer of the 
419th Flight Test Squadron. There, he was 
dual-qualified in the B-52 and B-1 and re- 
sponsible for all B-52, B-1, and B-2 Flight 
Test operations. 

Colonel Dragoo was next assigned in 2000 
to the Pentagon as the Headquarters Air 
Force Plans and Programs bomber pro- 
grammer responsible for programming the 
budget and force structure of the B-52, B-1, 
B-2, and Unmanned Combat Air Vehicles. In 
2003, Colonel Dragoo attended the Air War 
College at Maxwell AFB, AL, and upon grad- 
uation was assigned as the Deputy Director 
and then Director of the Weapons Division of 
the Secretariat of the Air Force Capability Di- 
rectorate responsible for coordinating the pro- 
grammatic issues of all Air Force weapons ac- 
quisition programs. 
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In 2006, Colonel Dragoo was selected to 
command the Air Combat Command's Elec- 
tronic Warfare Group at Eglin AFB, FL. This 
450-person group was responsible for deliv- 
ering and evaluating electronic warfare soft- 
ware for the entire Combat Air Force. 

Following his command assignment, Colonel 
Dragoo was assigned to the Pentagon as 
Deputy Director of the Secretariat of the Air 
Force Special Programs Directorate where he 
served until assuming his current position in 
the Office of the Secretary of Defense Special 
Programs office. In conjunction with his per- 
manent assignments, Colonel Dragoo de- 
ployed in 2001 as Chief of Staff, Combined Air 
Operations Center, J-3, Prince Sultan Air 
Base Saudi Arabia; in 2004 as Air Liaison Offi- 
cer, C3 Plans, Multi-National Force-lraq, 
Baghdad; and in 2007 as Deputy Director and 
Chief of Staff, Combined Air Power Transition 
Force, Kabul, Afghanistan. 

Colonel Dragoo is married to the former Te- 
resa K. Wisner. They have two happily mar- 
ried children, three incredibly adorable grand- 
children, and will celebrate 31 years of mar- 
riage this year. 

Mr. Speaker, for the last 29 years, Colonel 
Dragoo has faithfully served our nation as a 
member of the U.S. Armed Forces. As he en- 
ters the next phase of his life with his beloved 
wife Teresa, their two children Melissa and 
husband Shawn, and Matthew and wife 
Lauren, and their three wonderful grand- 
children, Mackenzie, Carson, and Daisy, he 
leaves behind a legacy of dedication, integrity, 
excellence. 

Today, | ask my colleagues to join me in 
congratulating Colonel Gregory F. Dragoo 
upon his retirement and recognizing his years 
of loyal service to our community and country. 


EE 


RECOGNIZING THE HUMAN COST 
OF OPERATION ENDURING FREE- 
DOM 


HON. ZOE LOFGREN 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, June 21, 2012 


Ms. ZOE LOFGREN of California. Mr. 
Speaker, | rise today to recognize the human 
cost of the war in Afghanistan. Last Thursday, 
June 14th, Marine Corporal Taylor Baune, of 
Andover, Minnesota, was killed in Helmand 
Province, Afghanistan. He was 21 years old, 
and had married his high school sweetheart 
just three months ago. Corporal Baune was 
the 2000th American killed in support of Oper- 
ation Enduring Freedom. 

We often speak of the financial cost of the 
war in Afghanistan, which has grown to $289 
million per day. Although this is a staggering 
figure, the human cost of the war is beyond 
measure. 

Just last month, a young man from my dis- 
trict, Travis Morgado, was killed in Kandahar 
Province. Travis was an athlete who enjoyed 
basketball and football. He joined the Army 
after graduating from the University of Wash- 
ington with a degree in civil engineering, ex- 
pressing a desire to give back to his country. 
Second Lieutenant Morgado leaves behind his 
mother, Andrea, and stepfather, Dean Kessler, 
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his father, Joe, and stepmother, Nancy, as 
well as two younger brothers, a stepsister, and 
a stepbrother. He is remembered as a loving 
big brother, and a positive role model for his 
younger cousins. 

| would also like to recognize Marine Cor- 
poral Kevin Cueto of San Jose, who was killed 
in action nearly two years ago, on June 24, 
2010, in the Helmand Province of Afghanistan. 
He was 23 years old. Corporal Cueto grew up 
in San Jose, and later moved to Campbell to 
live with his father. At Westmont High School, 
Kevin served in the Reserve Officers Training 
Corps and was a member of the football, 
baseball, and wrestling teams. He was also in- 
volved with the debate team. After graduating 
from high school, determined to serve his 
country, Kevin enlisted in the Marines. Cor- 
poral Cueto served a tour in Iraq in 2009, be- 
fore being deployed to Afghanistan. Corporal 
Cueto has left behind his father, Phillip Cueto, 
his mother, Kelley Greenhaw, and a younger 
brother. 

Finally, many mourned the loss of Pat Till- 
man. Pat grew up in my district. He was a star 
football player at Leland High School in San 
Jose, and earned a scholarship to Arizona 
State University. He helped lead ASU to the 
Rose Bowl in 1997, and was selected as the 
team’s most valuable player as well as the 
Pac-10 Defensive Player of the Year. As a 
student, Pat also excelled, earning the Clyde 
B. Smith Academic Award, the Sporting News 
Honda Scholar-Athlete of the Year, and the 
Sun Angel Student Athlete of Year awards 
during his time at ASU. Pat was drafted by the 
Arizona Cardinals in 1998, and began a prom- 
ising career as a professional football player. 
However, when the United States invaded Af- 
ghanistan in 2001, Pat and his brother, Kevin, 
decided to enlist. Pat married his high school 
sweetheart, Marie, and became an Army 
Ranger, serving tours in both Iraq and Afghan- 
istan. Corporal Tillman was killed in Afghani- 
stan. He left behind his wife, Marie, his father, 
Patrick, his mother, Mary, and two younger 
brothers. 

| extend my sincerest gratitude to these 
brave young men and their families as we 
mark this solemn milestone. Two thousand 
American soldiers have paid the ultimate price 
in support of Operation Enduring Freedom. 
Countless others have suffered wounds, both 
physical and mental. The human cost of the 
war in Afghanistan has been immense, and | 
urge my colleagues to support a safe, imme- 
diate, and orderly withdrawal of our troops, 
and to ensure that our veterans, who have 
sacrificed so much, are given the care and 
benefits that they deserve. 


—— 


IN HONOR OF THE OLD MISSION 
CHURCH OF SAN JUAN BAUTISTA 


HON. SAM FARR 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, June 21, 2012 


Mr. FARR. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to rec- 
ognize the 200th Anniversary of the dedication 
of the “Mission of Music,” the Old Mission 
Church of San Juan Bautista. On June 23, 
2012 the Mission celebrates the anniversary of 
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its dedication and an unbroken succession of 
pastors since its founding by the Franciscan 
order in 1812. 

The Mission, the fifteenth and largest of 
California’s twenty-one missions, was estab- 
lished by the Franciscan friars and dedicated 
in 1797 by Father Fermin Francisco de 
Lasuén to its patron, St. John the Baptist. For 
the last two centuries, the Mission has served 
mass daily to parishioners and visitors, includ- 
ing the Amah Mutsun and other native Cali- 
fornia Indians who first inhabited the sur- 
rounding area. 

Today the Mission continues to function as 
an active parish within the Catholic Diocese of 
Monterey. The Mission has been included in 
the National Register of Historic Places and 
the California Historic Register. With three 
naves it is the largest and one of the tallest 
missions in California. It also features the only 
Spanish Plaza in its original configuration re- 
maining in California. 

The bi-centennial dedication of the Mission 
honors the influence of Native American, 
Spanish, Mexican, and American settler influ- 
ence on the California Central Coast. The 
200th Anniversary will be marked with a spec- 
tacular fiesta and procession from the Mission 
to downtown San Juan Bautista. Funds 
earned from the celebrations will go toward 
unearthing a newly discovered chapel site in 
the area as well as for maintenance and res- 
toration of the Mission basilica and its associ- 
ated buildings. 

Mr. Speaker, | know that | am not alone in 
recognizing the continuous work of the mis- 
sion church in supporting the community of 
San Juan Bautista, including its role as a sig- 
nificant visitor destination in the region. For all 
the Mission has managed to contribute to the 
community and for all that it will undoubtedly 
continue to do | extend my most sincere 
thanks to it and wish it the best as it moves 
into a third century of service to the commu- 
nity of San Juan Bautista. 


ee 


U.S. SHOULD REMAIN OPTIMISTIC 
FOR POLITICAL RECONCILIATION 
IN THAILAND 


HON. TED POE 


OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, June 21, 2012 


Mr. POE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, the events 
over the past six years in Thailand have left 
the country deeply divided. A military coup 
overthrew an elected government in 2006. 
Violent protests demanding new elections in 
2010 led to the deaths of at least 90 people. 
Rich and poor, military and civilian, politician 
and voter—all have had differences over the 
years. 

But, the newly elected party of Prime Min- 
ister Yingluck Shinawatra promised to bridge 
those divides and lead Thailand towards a 
more stable and democratic future. For this 
country to move forward towards a more free 
and fair society, its leaders must push for po- 
litical reconciliation between differing parties 
despite any opposition it may face today. The 
Thailand legislature is currently working its 
way through a political reconciliation bill. As it 
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continues this process, the United States 
should be encouraged and hopeful in our 
ally path to democracy and reconciliation. 
And that’s just the way it is. 


— 


INTRODUCING THE “SYRIA NON- 
INTERVENTION ACT OF 2012” 


HON. RON PAUL 


OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, June 21, 2012 


Mr. PAUL. Mr. Speaker, the Administration 
is marching toward another war in the Middle 
East, this time against Syria. As with the presi- 
dent’s war against Libya, Congress has been 
frozen out of the process. The Constitution, 
which grants Congress and only Congress the 
authority to declare war, is once again being 
completely ignored. 


The push for a U.S. attack on Syria makes 
no sense, is not in our interest, and will likely 
make matters worse. Yet the Administration, 
after transferring equipment to the Syrian 
rebels and facilitating the shipment of weap- 
ons from Saudi Arabia and the Gulf States, 
has indicated that its plans for an actual inva- 
sion are complete. 


This week there are even press reports that 
the Central Intelligence Agency is distributing 
assault rifles, anti-tank rocket launchers, and 
other ammunition to the Syrian opposition. 
These are acts of war by the United States 
government. But where is the authority for the 
president to commit acts of war against Syria? 
There is no authority. The president is acting 
on his own. 


Today we are introducing legislation to pre- 
vent the administration from accelerating its 
plan to overthrow the Syrian government by 
assisting rebel forces that even the administra- 
tion admits include violent Islamic extremists. 


The bill is simple. It states that absent a 
Congressional declaration of war on Syria: 


“No funds available to the Department of 
Defense or an element of the intelligence 
community may be obligated or expended for 
the purpose or which would have the effect of 
supporting, directly or indirectly, military or 
paramilitary operations in Syria by any nation, 
group, organization, movement, or individual.” 

This legislation is modeled after the famous 
Boland Amendments of the early 1980s that 
were designed to limit the president’s assist- 
ance to the Contras in their attempt to over- 
throw the government of Nicaragua. Congress 
has an obligation to exercise oversight of the 
president's foreign policy actions and to pro- 
tect its constitutional prerogatives. This legisla- 
tion will achieve both important functions. 


Mr. Speaker, the last thing this country 
needs is yet another war particularly in the 
Middle East. Even worse is the president once 
again ignoring the Legislative Branch and 
going to war on his own. | hope my colleagues 
will join me in standing up for our Constitu- 
tional authority and resisting what will be an- 
other disastrous war in the Middle East. 


June 21, 2012 
IN HONOR OF ANTHONY COSTA 


HON. SAM FARR 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, June 21, 2012 


Mr. FARR. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
honor Anthony Costa on the occasion of his 
recognition by the Grower Shipper Association 
with its prestigious E.E. “Gene” Harden Award 
for Lifetime Achievement in Central Coast Ag- 
riculture. The Ag Leadership Award is pre- 
sented to the individual, company, group, as- 
sociation, or agency that has made a signifi- 
cant contribution to the agricultural community 
in the Salinas Valley. 


Anthony Costa, or Tony, as he is known by 
most, was born in Wakefield Massachusetts 
and is the oldest of seven children. He came 
to California on a train with his aunt and uncle 
when he was eleven years old, settling in the 
San Joaquin Valley town of Los Banos. He 
graduated high school in 1946, and later 
served our nation in the U.S. Army during the 
Korean War. After leaving the service, he 
found his way to Salinas, California, where he 
met and married Salinas Valley native Elsie 
Bassi. Elsie was born and raised in the 
Soledad Mission District, graduated from San 
Jose State University, and was a school 
teacher. 


In 1956, the young Costa couple began 
farming on a ranch outside of Soledad. As 
their family grew, so did their farming oper- 
ation. For over fifty-six years, the Costa Family 
has dedicated itself to being quality growers of 
more than twenty different vegetable row 
crops in the Salinas Valley. Their original 
small operation has grown to encompass stra- 
tegically owned and leased ground up and 
down the Salinas Valley. The family also runs 
year-round harvest operations, field-to-cooler 
trucking, joint ventures in Huron, Yuma and 
Imperial Valley crops, and partnership inter- 
ests in cooling and processing operations. 
Their farming operation has been a key sup- 
plier to several shippers and processors in the 
area for many years. 


The Costa Family Farms is a family farm in 
every sense of the word. And while the award 
singles out Tony for recognition, it is really a 
recognition of the whole Costa family. The 
family continues to farm the original ranch 
which they leased for many years. Their busi- 
ness now involves three generations of family 
members including their children David, Mi- 
chael, Diane, and JoAnn, who are joined by 
their grandchildren Colby Rubbo and Peter 
Dossche. Several other grandchildren are pur- 
suing agricultural degrees. They have built a 
remarkable operation that bridges the old 
produce world of trust and handshakes and 
the new modern world of food safety and 
product traceability. 


Mr. Speaker, | know that | speak for the 
whole House in offering Tony and Elsie Costa 
and their whole family our heartfelt congratula- 
tions on their recognition by the well deserved 
honor of E.E. “Gene” Harden Award for Life- 
time Achievement in Central Coast Agriculture. 


June 21, 2012 


IN HONOR OF NATIONAL MARINE 
WEEK 


HON. DENNIS J. KUCINICH 


OF OHIO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, June 21, 2012 


Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in 
honor of National Marine Week so that we 
may join in a celebration of the individuals 
who dedicate themselves to the service and 
defense of this great country. 

Each year a city is chosen to host National 
Marine Week and to serve as a venue to 
showcase the achievements of our most elite 
service members. This year Cleveland, Ohio 
was chosen to bring together technology, his- 
tory, Marines and the public they serve. Cleve- 
land is a fitting location as currently more than 
9,000 active duty or reserve Marines hail from 
the state of Ohio. By highlighting the commu- 
nity, country and Corps, National Marine Week 
is both an educational and civic event which 
fosters awareness and connection between 
the military and civilian communities. 

A week including Marine sporting events, 
speakers, and bands demonstrates the wide 
array of talents which fuel the Corps forces 
both at home and abroad. Various demonstra- 
tions will showcase the Expeditionary Forces 
in Readiness. The week is a unique exchange 
of thanks and respect for soldier and citizen 
alike. By remembering the sacrifices of the 
past, as well as the missions which continue 
to require our forces in the future, National 
Marine Week is a sign of the gratitude and 
honor which these heroes deserve. 

Mr. Speaker and Colleagues please join me 
in honoring National Marine Week 2012 to 
show our appreciation to those who give so 
much in service to their country. 


IN RECOGNITION OF THE 125TH AN- 
NIVERSARY OF THE UNITED 
WAY 


HON. MIKE ROGERS 


OF ALABAMA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, June 21, 2012 


Mr. ROGERS of Alabama. Mr. Speaker, | 
ask for the House’s attention today to recog- 
nize a special organization that is near and 
dear to me, The United Way. 

The United Way Worldwide is the leadership 
and support organization for the network of 
nearly 1,800 community-based United Ways in 
45 countries and territories. In East Alabama, 
we are home to three different United Way lo- 
cations—The United Way of Lee County, The 
River Region United Way and The United Way 
of East Central Alabama. 

United Way focuses on helping people 
reach their full potential in education, income 
and health while also encouraging vol- 
unteerism and service. June 21st is United 
Way’s Day of Action and June 28th is the offi- 
cial United Way Founders Day. 

The United Way of East Central Alabama, in 
particular, is a special organization to me be- 
cause | had the honor of working there from 
1982 to 1986 as the Director of their Dis- 
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located Worker Program. | saw and partici- 
pated first-hand in the organization’s efforts to 
help laid-off workers go back to school for re- 
training. 

Mr. Speaker, | offer my congratulations to 
this organization that has touched so many 
lives and offer a very happy 125th anniver- 
sary. 


A TRIBUTE TO JOHN BURROUGHS 
HIGH SCHOOL JUNIOR STATE OF 
AMERICA CHAPTER 


HON. ADAM B. SCHIFF 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, June 21, 2012 


Mr. SCHIFF. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
congratulate the John Burroughs High School 
Junior State of America Chapter (JBHS JSA), 
from Burbank, California, upon being an- 
nounced as the winner of the fifth annual Na- 
tional Civic Impact Award. 

The concept for the Junior State was envi- 
sioned in the 1930s by Professor E.A. Rogers, 
who strongly believed that teaching youth the 
fundamentals of good government is one of 
the central needs of a democracy. When he 
introduced this idea to his students, a rec- 
ommendation for a junior government was 
proposed by a student, where students would 
not only learn about democracy, but practice it 
as well. Formerly known as the Junior States- 
men of America, this project has spread to 
many high schools in California and across 
the nation. Since its inception, over 500,000 
students have gained the skills and knowledge 
essential to be informed and active citizens 
and leaders. 

Today, the Junior State of America (JSA) 
and the Junior Statesmen Foundation, strive 
to prepare and educate high school students 
for continuing involvement and participation in 
a democratic society. It encourages students 
to advocate their personal opinions, develop 
respect for opinions that oppose their own, 
think critically, and exchange ideas through 
problem solving, talks and debates. This expe- 
rience also allows students to understand the 
responsibilities and challenges of leadership. 

Every year, the top JSA chapters from 
across the U.S. compete for the National Civic 
Impact Award. This award is presented to the 
JSA chapter that makes the most prevalent 
impact at their school, by raising the degree of 
civic engagement and awareness. Ten final- 
ists, who had all been announced winners of 
the “Chapter of the Year” award in their re- 
spective regions, advanced to be considered 
for the National Civic Impact Award. A panel 
of judges reviewed the materials the finalists 
had submitted, and announced John Bur- 
roughs High School as this year’s winner. In 
addition to this prestigious title, the JBHS JSA 
will receive a grant towards maintaining the 
school’s civic engagement programs, a sti- 
pend reward for the Teacher/Advisor as well 
as a plaque highlighting their achievement. 
The JBHS JSA is also incredibly active in their 
school and community. They have raised 
money for the Ronald McDonald House Char- 
ity, attended City Council and School Board 
meetings and hosted guest speakers. 


9707 


| applaud the student participants and all the 
supporters of JSA for your unwavering com- 
mitment to civic engagement, and | ask all 
Members to join me in congratulating the 
JBHS JSA Chapter for their noteworthy 
achievement. 


CANDLES HOLOCAUST MUSEUM 


HON. LARRY BUCSHON 


OF INDIANA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, June 21, 2012 


Mr. BUCSHON. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
call attention to the CANDLES Holocaust Mu- 
seum and Education Center located in Terre 
Haute, Indiana. 

CANDLES is the only Holocaust Museum 
located in the State of Indiana, the only Holo- 
caust Museum in the world focusing on for- 
giveness, and the only one focusing on the 
stories of twin children who were used as sub- 
jects in medical experimentation at Auschwitz. 
CANDLES is an acronym for Children of 
Auschwitz Nazi Deadly Lab Experiments Sur- 
vivors. 

The mission of CANDLES centers on the 
elimination of hatred and prejudice from our 
world. The Museum was founded in 1995 by 
Eva Mozes Kor who, as a twin, survived the 
genetic experiments of Dr. Josef Mengele in 
the Auschwitz Concentration Camp. 

| was honored to be invited to tour CAN- 
DLES earlier this year and to meet Eva Mozes 
Kor and her husband, Mickey Kor. Their mov- 
ing account of their experiences during the 
Holocaust and their willingness to forgive 
make their stories truly remarkable. | encour- 
age all Hoosier and anyone who has the op- 
portunity to visit CANDLES and to learn from 
Eva’s powerful message of forgiveness. 


—— EE 


TRIBUTE TO SHIRLEY MACLAINE 


HON. DENNIS J. KUCINICH 


OF OHIO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, June 21, 2012 


Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, on Thursday, 
June 7th, 2012, the American Film Institute 
bestowed its prestigious 40th Lifetime 
Achievement Award upon actress Shirley 
MacLaine. | was privileged to speak at the 
event in tribute to my dear friend. | submit my 
remarks for the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD: 


“I met Shirley MacLaine 33 years ago, 
with Congresswoman Bella Abzug at Elaine’s 
Restaurant in New York City, the beginning 
of a magical friendship. She is my daughter 
Jackie’s godmother. Seven years ago Shirley 
officiated at Elizabeth’s and my wedding. 

The Shirley MacLaine I know has an un- 
common intellectual curiosity, borne of a 
courageous approach to life. She has the ca- 
pacity, in an instant, to go very deep into 
human experience, into the cosmos, into her- 
self. Her gift to her friends is her ceaseless 
call for authenticity, the challenge to take 
off the mask, and compassion for those who 
journey towards the inner truth. 

“The poet, Walt Whitman, may have an- 
ticipated Shirley when he wrote “I contain 
multitudes.” Shirley brings an extraordinary 
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emotional coloration to the Art of Life and 
to the performing arts that is so vivid that 
she has the ability to light up a character, 
light up stage and screen and light up our 
lives. 

“In a world where most people play it safe, 
Shirley pushes the envelope, to pierce the 
veil which covers reality itself, to explore 
and to guide us to other dimensions. She has 
lived a life out on the limb, picking apples 
that most would fear to reach, and tonight. 
Shirley, you are harvesting an orchard.” 


Mr. Speaker, | ask that you and my col- 
leagues join me in celebrating Shirley 
MacLaine’s extraordinary career and her at- 
tainment of the AFI’s 40th Lifetime Achieve- 
ment Award. 


HONORING THE UNITED STATES 
ARMY MISSION AT TOBYHANNA 


HON. TOM MARINO 


OF PENNSYLVANIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, June 21, 2012 


Mr. MARINO. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in 
honor of the U.S. Army Mission at Tobyhanna 
Army Depot in Tobyhanna, Pennsylvania, on 
the occasion of their 100th year of service to 
our nation. 

Originally used as an artillery training field, 
Tobyhanna Army Depot has housed the 
United States Army since 1912. The current 
supply depot was built in 1953 and has served 
the U.S. Army ever since. 

In its 100-year history, the U.S. Army has 
found numerous uses for the Army Depot as 
a Civilian Conservation Corps camp, tank and 
ambulance center for World War I, prisoner-of- 
war camp during World War Il, and storage 
point for gliders used in the D-Day landings at 
Normandy in 1944. 

Tobyhanna Army Depot itself has been a 
leader in the design, manufacture, and repair 
of many integral and state of the art U.S. 
Army systems and tools for nearly 60 years. 
Currently, it is the largest, full-service elec- 
tronics maintenance facility within the Depart- 
ment of Defense. 

Tobyhanna serves not only the U.S. Army 
but also the people of northeastern Pennsyl- 
vania by providing the single largest number 
of jobs and employment in the region. 

Mr. Speaker, | rise today to honor the U.S. 
Army Mission at Tobyhanna Army Depot, and 
ask my colleagues to join me in praising their 
commitment to country and community. 


HONORING EMILY E. RANDLE 


HON. BENNIE G. THOMPSON 


OF MISSISSIPPI 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, June 21, 2012 


Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr. Speak- 
er, | rise today to honor Emily E. Randle. 
Emily is Raymond High School’s Valedictorian 
at Raymond High School for the Class of 
2012. She is the daughter of David and Ruth 
Randle of Utica, Mississippi. 

Ms. Emily Randle has a 4.2 GPA and is en- 
rolled in both advanced performance and ac- 
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celerated classes. She has appeared numer- 
ous times on the Principal’s List while in high 
school. Emily is also involved in extra-cur- 
ricular activities. She is the President of the 
Senior Class, a member of the Beta Club, and 
a member of the Student Council. 

Emily is very serious about continuing her 
education and has received several academic 
scholarships from colleges and universities in 
the United States. She has also been selected 
as a National Achievement Scholarship Final- 
ist, Clinton Alumni Chapter Scholarship Recipi- 
ent, Rho Lambda Omega Alpha Kappa Alpha 
Scholarship Recipient, 2012 MS Scholars 
Award, and Outstanding Young Citizen for the 
Loyal Order of the Elks 2011. 

Emily is also actively involved in extra- 
curricular activities such as, playing the trum- 
pet in the Raymond High School Band, serv- 
ing as the drum major for the 2011-2012 
school year, and participating in both the Mid- 
South Honor Band for 2011 and the Capital 
District Honor Band. Emily is also a member 
of the Young People’s Department at her 
church, Pearl Street AME Church. 

After high school, Emily plans to attend 
Duke University in Durham, North Carolina. 
She intends to pursue a career in Intelligence 
Securities with hopes of becoming a research 
analyst for the Central Intelligence Agency, 
Federal Bureau of Investigations or the Na- 
tional Security Agency. 

Mr. Speaker, | ask our colleagues to join me 
in honoring Ms. Emily E. Randle, Valedictorian 
of Raymond High School Class of 2012. 


a 


IN HONOR OF AIRMAN 1ST CLASS 
OWENS 


HON. MIKE ROSS 


OF ARKANSAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, June 21, 2012 


Mr. ROSS of Arkansas. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to honor a true patriot who died in serv- 
ice to this great country. On February 17, 
2011, Airman ist Class Corey C. Owens, 
USAF, died of a non-combat related incident 
at Al Asad Air Base in Iraq in support of Oper- 
ation New Dawn. 

Airman 1st Class Owens, 26, of San Anto- 
nio, Texas, was assigned to the 47th Security 
Forces Squadron, Laughlin Air Force Base, 
Texas, and was on his second deployment to 
southwest Asia. His father resides in Story, Ar- 
kansas. 

Although | never had the honor of meeting 
Airman 1st Class Owens, it is clear by the out- 
pouring of praise from his colleagues, friends, 
and family that he was well liked and well re- 
spected by all who knew him. In fact, local 
news reported that when Laughlin Air Base 
held a memorial service on Feb. 28, they had 
trouble finding a space large enough. 

Airman 1st Class Owens is survived by his 
current wife, Misty Owens; his two daughters, 
Xiya and Xoe Owens from his first marriage; 
his father, Steve Owens of Story, Ark.; his 
mother, Chris Owens of Springfield, Ill.; two 
sisters, Ann Kusterbeck of Princeton, Tex., 
and Sandra Owens of Springfield, Ill.; two un- 
cles, two aunts, two nieces, one nephew and 
several cousins. 
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When we think of true heroes, we think of 
brave Americans like Airman 1st Class Owens 
who risk everything to defend freedom and 
serve this great county. We will always be 
grateful for his selfless sacrifice and he will be 
deeply missed by all who knew him. My 
thoughts and prayers go out to his parents 
and the rest of his family and friends during 
this very difficult time. We are who we are as 
a nation because of patriots like Airman 1st 
Class Owens. 

Today, | ask all Members of Congress to 
join me as we honor the life of Airman 1st 
Class Corey Owens and his legacy, as well as 
each man and woman in our Armed Forces, 
and all of those in harm’s way supporting their 
efforts, who give the ultimate sacrifice in serv- 
ice to this great country. We owe them our 
eternal gratitude. 


——— 


TRIBUTE TO WILLIAM A. 
KRUPMAN 


HON. NITA M. LOWEY 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, June 21, 2012 


Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
pay tribute to William A. Krupman of Pur- 
chase, NY, who is being honored for his dedi- 
cation to at-risk youth and their families upon 
his retirement as Chair of the Children’s Vil- 
lage, a New York-based multi-service, not-for- 
profit agency. 

Mr. Krupman was elected to the Board of 
the Children’s Village in 1974. In 2004, he was 
elected as Chair of the Board. Through his 
tireless efforts as Trustee and eventually 
Board Chair, Mr. Krupman helped the Chil- 
dren’s Village to become a leader in the child 
welfare and juvenile justice fields. He also 
successfully created nationally recognized, 
evidence-based models of care that lead to 
real social impact. 

During his almost four decades on the Chil- 
dren’s Village Board, Mr. Krupman has pro- 
vided guidance to approximately 10,000 chil- 
dren and their families. He has not only moti- 
vated guardians to lead by example and teach 
their children the importance of social, edu- 
cational, and economic skills, but has also 
provided guidance to orphans, an especially 
vulnerable group. The Children’s Village’s 
Dobbs Ferry campus includes long-term resi- 
dential treatment programs, a short-term crisis 
intervention center, temporary placement for 
youth awaiting a court disposition, and a pub- 
lic school that educates all of these children 
as well as day students from around the re- 
gion. The Children’s Village also has offices in 
Harlem and the Bronx and program sites 
around Westchester County. 

Mr. Krupman’s work has also had a pro- 
found impact abroad. Through his commitment 
and strong will, Mr. Krupman has succeeded 
in expanding literacy programs around the 
globe. In 2009, at the invitation of the Govern- 
ment of Iraq, Mr. Krupman traveled to the 
country as part of the Children’s Village dele- 
gation to help train NGO’s working with or- 
phans. In Iraq, Mr. Krupman, along with a 
team of professionals, assessed the needs of 
the locals and offered suggestions on how to 
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apply local feedback into the curriculum to en- 
sure that the needs of Iraqi families and chil- 
dren were being met. The information they 
gathered helped Iraq’s non-government serv- 
ice organizations develop programs for family 
foster care homes, social workers, and short- 
term crisis stabilization facilities similar to the 
one run by the Children’s Village. Additionally, 
they established a team of Iraqi social service 
leaders to continue and develop the out- 
standing work started by Mr. Krupman and the 
team. 

Mr. Krupman currently serves as Chief Advi- 
sor to Litworld, an organization that strives to 
make the dream of world-wide literacy for chil- 
dren a reality. LitWorld teams work with teach- 
ers, community members, parents, and chil- 
dren to establish communities that will grow 
and expand to harbor literacy leaders. Re- 
cently, Mr. Krupman traveled to several Afri- 
can countries, including Kenya and Rwanda, 
bringing with him his enthusiasm and energy 
to share the gift of literacy with children by 
reading to them. 

Mr. Krupman’s many outstanding achieve- 
ments in providing assistance to children and 
youth, both here and around the world, are in- 
spirational. | urge you to join me in honoring 
William A. Krupman. 


HONORING DEBORAH J. MAGGS 
HON. TOM MARINO 


OF PENNSYLVANIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, June 21, 2012 


Mr. MARINO. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in 
honor of my constituent, Deborah J. Maggs, 
on the occasion of her retirement. 

Deborah was hired in May of 1975 as a 
Caseworker 2 for the Lycoming County Chil- 
dren and Youth Services. She has served for 
37 consecutive years, 34 of which were full 
time. She worked part time for three years 
from 1979 to 1982 in order to raise her two 
children. 

In 1985, she was promoted to Casework 
Supervisor 1 in the General Protective Serv- 
ices Unit, a unit she led until 2005. Deborah’s 
extensive training, experience and skills 
helped her develop expertise in the area of 
Child Protective Service investigation. 

In 2005, Deborah was instrumental in the 
development, implementation, and supervision 
of the County’s Integrated Assessment Units, 
composed of caseworkers cross-trained to 
perform Child Protective Services, General 
Protective Services and Mental Health As- 
sessments. 

Throughout her career, Deborah has super- 
vised and mentored over 30 staff, many of 
whom have gone on to become supervisors 
themselves. 

Deborah has dedicated a significant part of 
her life to service casework, having either su- 
pervised or conducted over 21,000 investiga- 
tions and assessments protecting the health, 
safety and wellbeing of well over 38,000 chil- 
dren. In 2010 she was recognized with the 
“Excellence in Human Services” award as 
nominated and selected by her staff and 
peers. 

Mr. Speaker, | rise today to honor Deborah 
J. Maggs, and ask my colleagues to join me 
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in praising her commitment to Pennsylvania’s 
10th Congressional District. 


H.R. 1756, THE NATIONAL OILHEAT 
RESEARCH ALLIANCE REAU- 
THORIZATION ACT OF 2011 


HON. CHARLES F. BASS 


OF NEW HAMPSHIRE 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, June 21, 2012 


Mr. BASS of New Hampshire. Mr. Speaker, 
as this Congress debates measures to ad- 
dress our nation’s energy independence, eco- 
nomic growth, and job creation, | rise in strong 
support of the National Oilheat Research Alli- 
ance Reauthorization Act of 2011 (H.R. 1756). 

Oilheat safely and efficiently heats 9.5 mil- 
lion American households, keeping an esti- 
mated 24.5 million individuals comfortable 
when the temperature drops. As the American 
cost of living continues to rise, vital advances 
in this industry can save consumers money. 
With the goal of improving heating efficiency 
and technology, we have introduced H.R. 
1756, legislation to reauthorize this vital pro- 
gram and have the support of 70 bipartisan 
and geographically diverse cosponsors. 

Since its inception in 2001, the National 
Oilheat Research Alliance (NORA) has made 
significant progress in improving the efficiency 
and reliability of oilheating equipment, thus 
lowering costs to consumers and reducing the 
use of oil. NORA is a collaborative program 
established by the oilheat industry aiming to 
strengthen the industry by improving education 
and training for employees, providing informa- 
tion to customers, and developing new prod- 
ucts for consumers. From an ecological stand- 
point, NORA is working on the development of 
sustainable biofuels as part of heating oil, and 
improving emissions controlling technology. 

NORA is funded by a fee of 2/10th of 0.01 
cent per gallon paid for by oilheat distributors 
only if 85% of the industry agrees that it is 
wanted. This fee does not affect consumers, 
but rather is an initiative by members of the in- 
dustry to improve their product and save cus- 
tomers money. 

Since the authorization of NORA the indus- 
try has: 

Improved residential oilheat efficiency by 30 
percent or 120 gallons per home. Based on 
the U.S. average heating oil price in the 2009/ 
2010 winter season, the volume reduction 
over this period has reduced oilheat con- 
sumer’s energy costs by about $335 per 
household at a cost of $7.50 per household 
heated with oil. 

Reduced foreign oil imports by 185,000 bar- 
rels per day. 

Reduced CO: emissions by 30 million tons. 

The adoption of NORA’s best practices re- 
sulted in reduced claims and less severity for 
industry participants. This yielded a significant 
reduction in the cost of insurance for compa- 
nies. For a typical company utilizing NORA’s 
best practices, insurance costs per customer 
will be reduced by 1.0 cent per gallon. 

The authorization of NORA merely provides 
the mechanism for the oilheat industry, should 
they choose to work cooperatively, develop 
programs, and ensure that solutions are found 
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systematically and resourcefully. By reauthor- 
izing NORA, we will help ensure the continu- 
ation of research that has helped lower con- 
sumer costs and improved heating efficiency. 


Mr. Speaker, | would like to thank my col- 
leagues and the staff on the Energy and Com- 
merce Committee for the work they have done 
on this legislation and urge its consideration 
and passage. 


EE 


IN RECOGNITION OF A SAFE 
PLACE 


HON. WILLIAM R. KEATING 


OF MASSACHUSETTS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, June 21, 2012 


Mr. KEATING. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
recognize A Safe Place, its Board of Trustees, 
its counselors, and its volunteers as the orga- 
nization celebrates its milestone of twenty-five 
years of service to the community. 


A Safe Place is an organization on Nan- 
tucket that helps survivors of domestic vio- 
lence and sexual assault as they start over 
and rebuild their lives. They were founded in 
1987 by five members of the Nantucket Wom- 
en’s Bar Association and, since then, have 
continued to provide free and confidential 
services to these survivors. Over the years, 
the organization’s outreach has expanded to 
also include specialized assistance to children 
whose lives have been affected by violence in 
the home. 


Today, A Safe Place provides a 24-hour 
hotline that people can call when they are in 
immediate need of assistance, and its coun- 
selors often will meet with survivors in the 
local hospital or police station as soon as the 
need arises. It has even organized a network 
of “safe houses” on the island through its 
Safe Home initiative, a program through which 
volunteers offer emergency accommodation in 
their own homes to those leaving an abusive 
situation. The organization provides assistance 
with relocation as survivors work to rebuild 
their lives. When a survivor must confront her 
abuser in court, a counselor from A Safe 
Place is often right by her side. A Safe Place 
offers comfort and assistance to hundreds of 
people each year, and it is considered to be 
an invaluable service to the Nantucket com- 
munity by local law enforcement and 
healthcare providers. 


Mr. Speaker, it brings me great pride to 
honor A Safe Place, its Board of Trustees, its 
counselors and its volunteers as the organiza- 
tion celebrates twenty-five years of service. | 
urge my colleagues to join me in recognizing 
the importance of this organization to the Nan- 
tucket community and its significance to those 
whose lives have been changed by its sup- 
port. 
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RECOGNIZING THE STATE OF OHIO 
IN CARING FOR OLDER AMERI- 
CANS 


HON. PATRICK J. TIBERI 


OF OHIO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, June 21, 2012 


Mr. TIBERI. Mr. Speaker, as we work to re- 
evaluate our country’s health care delivery and 
payment system, | rise in recognition of the 
great success my home state of Ohio has had 
in caring for our senior citizens. Ohio Gov- 
ernor John Kasich realized not only the cost 
savings but also the quality of care that could 
be achieved through caring for seniors in their 
own homes. He dramatically increased the 
availability of home health services for Ohio’s 
senior populations, and according to the Ohio 
Department on Aging, the state will save an 
additional $300 million per year by 2020 be- 
cause of that decision. 

When seniors are paying their own room 
and board, sleeping in their own beds, and 
doing their own laundry and cooking, they end 
up having more personal investment in their 
own health care decisions—covering costs 
that taxpayers would otherwise pay in in- 
creased Medicare and Medicaid spending. 
Giving seniors, and all Americans, more con- 
trol over their medical choices and health care 
dollars will help promote high-quality, cost-ef- 
fective health care. 

Last month was Older Americans Month, 
and this year’s theme was Never Too Old To 
Play. Older Americans were encouraged “to 
stay engaged, active and involved in their own 
lives and in their communities.” What better 
way for seniors to do this than to receive 
needed care in the comfort of their own 
homes? | applaud the state of Ohio for the 
quality and cost-effective care we are offering 
our senior citizens and encourage the federal 
government to do the same. 


ES 


CONGRATULATING USCG CAPTAIN 
STEVE POULIN ON PROMOTION 
TO REAR ADMIRAL 


HON. JO BONNER 


OF ALABAMA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, June 21, 2012 


Mr. BONNER. Mr. Speaker, | rise to offer 
congratulations to USCG Captain Steve Poulin 
for his much-deserved promotion on June 25, 
2012, to the rank of Rear Admiral. His unwav- 
ering dedication to duty, combined with his im- 
peccable service record, is a credit to the 
United States Coast Guard. 

For the people of the Gulf Coast, Captain 
Poulin has been a good friend and protector of 
our shores as Commander of Coast Guard 
Sector Mobile, Alabama, from 2009 to 2010. 

During his command of Sector Mobile, Cap- 
tain Poulin demonstrated a level of profes- 
sionalism in keeping with the finest traditions 
of the Coast Guard. He was not only the lead- 
er of one of the largest operations in the 
Coast Guard but also a visible and respected 
member of our community. 

Prior to assuming the command of Sector 
Mobile, he served in Mobile during earlier as- 
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signments as Deputy Commander, from 2007 
to 2009, and as Law Enforcement Officer and 
Assistant Operations Officer from 1986 to 
1989. 

On July 9, 2010, Captain Poulin left the 
command of the USGC station in Mobile to 
assume sole duties as local incident com- 
mander for the Unified Command. In this ca- 
pacity, Captain Poulin marshaled Coast Guard 
resources in the federal response to the Deep- 
water Horizon oil spill which threatened our 
coastline for much of 2010. 

Captain Poulin’s extensive service record 
also includes assignments as Deputy Com- 
mander of the Coast Guard Group Galveston, 
Texas, from 1996 to 1999, and Special Ad- 
viser for Border and Transportation Security 
for Vice President Richard Cheney from 2005 
to 2007. From 2003 to 2005, he was Coast 
Guard liaison to the State Department’s Office 
of Oceans Affairs. He also served as Legal 
Counsel for the Coast Guard’s Port Security 
Director from 2002 to 2003, and Legislative 
Counsel in the Coast Guard’s Office of Con- 
gressional Affairs from 1999 to 2001. 

A 1984 graduate of the U.S. Coast Guard 
Academy, Captain Poulin was awarded his 
Juris Doctor, magna cum laude, from the 
Miami School of Law in 1992. 

After leaving the Gulf Coast, Captain Poulin 
assumed the position as the Coast Guard’s di- 
rector of Congressional Affairs in Washington, 
DC. He currently serves as the Coast Guard’s 
Maritime and International Law Office Chief. 

Mr. Speaker, on behalf of the people of 
South Alabama, | wish to congratulate Rear 
Admiral Poulin on his promotion. | also would 
like to extend my very best wishes to his love- 
ly wife, Sherry, and their two children, Steven 
and Erin. 


EE 


TRIBUTE TO MS. SUZANNE GOSS 


HON. ANDER CRENSHAW 


OF FLORIDA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, June 21, 2012 


Mr. CRENSHAW. Mr. Speaker, | wish to 
congratulate Ms. Suzanne Goss, Government 
Relations Specialist for JEA (Electric, Water & 
Sewer) on her recent election as the new 
President of the National Association of Clean 
Water Agencies, NACWA. 

Ms. Goss is an accomplished leader and 
committed environmental steward who plays a 
prominent role in seeking a sound direction for 
the implementation of the Clean Water Act. 
Throughout her career in the water industry, 
Ms. Goss has exemplified what it means to be 
a public servant. Ms. Goss will continue to en- 
sure that Florida’s, and the Nation’s, clean 
water agencies are sustainable, that the envi- 
ronment continues to improve, and that public 
health is protected. 

At JEA, Ms. Goss works for an advanced 
publicly owned water, electric, and sewer util- 
ity, providing invaluable services to approxi- 
mately 420,000 people in Northeast Florida. 
Ms. Goss effectively engages in complex state 
and federal legislative and regulatory issues 
involving wastewater and drinking water with 
an in-depth knowledge of the affordability con- 
cerns of her community and the need for a 
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partnership between all levels of government. 
She also manages JEA’s Grant Program. 

A member of NACWA’s Board of Directors 
since 2007, Ms. Goss has served as the orga- 
nization’s Secretary, Treasurer, and Vice 
President, and has been a member of many 
NACWA committees and workgroups. She has 
played a leading role in NACWA’s 
pretreatment program and is also one of the 
drivers behind the organization’s funding ef- 
forts. In 2005 she received the Presidents 
Award for her work as Vice Chair of the Clean 
Water Funding Task Force. 

In addition to her work with NACWA, Ms. 
Goss is an active member of local, regional, 
state and national professional organizations. 
These include the American Water Works As- 
sociation, the New Water Supply Coalition, the 
Florida Municipal Energy Association, the Flor- 
ida Water Environment Association, the Flor- 
ida Energy Coordinating Group, the Pinellas 
County Sewer System and the Advisory Coun- 
cil on Environmental Policy and Technology 
Sustainable Infrastructure. 

Ms. Goss has selflessly shared her time, 
passion, energy and ideas to carry out the ob- 
jectives of the Clean Water Act. 

It is my sincere pleasure to congratulate Su- 
zanne Goss on becoming President of 
NACWA. | am certain her actions will ensure 
continued water quality progress for the Jack- 
sonville area, the State of Florida and the Na- 
tion. 


a 


IN HONOR OF CORPORAL BERNARD 
P. CORPUZ 


HON. SAM FARR 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, June 21, 2012 


Mr. FARR. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to cele- 
brate the life of Corporal Bernard P. Corpuz, 
and to join the U.S. Army in recognizing his 
service to our nation by dedicating the mili- 
tary’s newest language training facility in his 
honor. Corporal Corpuz was a native to Cali- 
fornia’s Central Coast, and represented his 
community with pride during his service in the 
Army. He was killed in action in Ghazni, Af- 
ghanistan, on June 11, 2006 in support of Op- 
eration Enduring Freedom. 

Bernard Corpuz was born on August 16, 
1977, and grew up near Watsonville, Cali- 
fornia. He graduated from Palma High School 
and attended Hartnell College, both in Salinas, 
California. In July 2004, Corpuz joined the 
U.S. Army. After completing basic training, he 
was sent back to California’s Central Coast to 
study at the Defense Language Institute For- 
eign Language Center (DLI) in Monterey, Cali- 
fornia. DLI is the nation’s largest and most rig- 
orous language education center. Corpuz 
completed a rigorous six-month French basic 
course and graduated on April 28, 2005. His 
instructors at DLI described him as an ex- 
tremely dedicated student of French, who 
studied the language with passion and read 
French literary and religious books with zeal. 

Following DLI, Corpuz trained as an Army 
interrogator. In December 2005, he deployed 
with the 303rd Military Intelligence Battalion, 
part of the 504th Military Intelligence Brigade, 
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to Afghanistan. On June 11, 2006, Corporal 
Corpuz was fatally wounded when an impro- 
vised explosive device detonated while he 
traveled in a convoy of vehicles conducting a 
village assessment. He died in the arms of a 
Catholic chaplain at the age of 28. 

Our nation’s need for military linguists has 
grown dramatically in the wake of the Sep- 
tember 11, 2001 attacks. DLI has grown in an 
equally dramatic way to meet this demand. 
Congress and the Department of Defense 
have helped by funding the expansion and 
modernization of DLI’s teaching facilities. The 
newest facility, a 47,000 square foot state of 
the art building will be formally dedicated and 
named in honor of Corporal Corpuz on Friday, 
June 22, 2012. The new Corpuz Hall will 
house DLI’s Multi-Language School, which 
educates students in the critical languages of 
Dari, Pashto, Urdu, Uzbek, Punjabi, Turkish, 
and Hindi. Every time these future military lin- 
guists enter the building they will be reminded 
of the passion and determination Corporal 
Corpuz brought to the classroom and to his 
service to our nation. 

Mr. Speaker, | know | speak on behalf of 
the entire House, in expressing our nation’s 
gratitude to Corporal Bernard P. Corpuz. Also, 
may his mother, Peggy Corpuz, seek comfort 
in knowing her son’s name is a beacon for 
higher learning and national service. 


ES 


RECOGNIZING THE 100TH ANNIVER- 
SARY OF BALLY BOROUGH 


HON. JIM GERLACH 


OF PENNSYLVANIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, June 21, 2012 


Mr. GERLACH. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
congratulate Bally Borough, Berks County, 
Pennsylvania on its 100th anniversary. 

While the Borough of Bally was incorporated 
in 1912, it has a rich history that stretches 
back to before the American Revolution when 
present-day Bally was known as 
Goshenhoppen in Philadelphia County. The 
original settlers enjoyed generally peaceable 
relations with the Indians and worked hard to 
ensure the survival of their frontier settlement. 

After 1855, the town was re-named 
Churchville, Washington Township, due to the 
prominence of the Catholic and Mennonite 
churches that had been in the area since the 
18th century. After the death of Father Bally, 
the Catholic priest in the village, a post office 
was established in Churchville in 1883 and 
named for the revered priest. The name of the 
village was eventually changed to correspond 
with that of the post office and, in 1912, was 
incorporated as the Borough of Bally. 

Over the years, Bally has grown from a few 
families in a small frontier town to a vibrant 
borough of over 1,090 people and 430 house- 
holds. In times of war, the citizens of Bally 
have always heeded their country’s call, and 
are commemorated by the war memorial dedi- 
cated to their service. The Borough of Bally 
has been home to many industrial concerns 
including the Great American Knitting Mill, 
Bally Case and Cooler, Bally Pants Factory, 
Bally Ribbon Mills, and Bally Block Company. 
Throughout its rich history, Bally Borough and 
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its citizens have made great contributions to 
the quality of the economic and social life of 
Berks County and the region. 

Mr. Speaker, | ask that my colleagues join 
me today in congratulating Bally Borough and 
its storied history on the occasion of its 100th 
anniversary and to extend best wishes for the 
Borough’s continued longevity. 


MYPIE INC. 


HON. ED PERLMUTTER 


OF COLORADO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, June 21, 2012 


Mr. PERLMUTTER. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to recognize and applaud Katherine 
Anne Crouse and Peter Crouse, owners of 
myPie Inc., for receiving the Golden Rotary 
Ethics in Business Award. 

myPie opened in 2010 with Katherine deliv- 
ering pizzas subway style via her bicycle, 
which she rides to and from work every day. 
myPie is the first delivery service in the U.S to 
sell pizzas in a subway sandwich style. This 
entrepreneurial eye carries forth in their com- 
munity outreach as well. 

myPie initiated the 31.4% day where it 
awards 31.4% of all sales to local charitable 
organizations and schools. So far myPie has 
donated more than $3,000 to Wheat Ridge 
High School and Middle School, the Action 
Center of Jefferson County, 40 West Arts in 
Lakewood, and Wheat Ridge 20/20. 

myPie is a model for outstanding ethics in 
business. It is an example for all businesses 
in America to emulate. 

| extend my deepest congratulations to 
Katherine Anne Crouse and Peter Crouse for 
their well deserved recognition by the Rotary 
of Golden. | have no doubt Katherine and 
Peter will exhibit the same dedication and 
character in all their future accomplishments. 


EEE 


INTRODUCTION OF LEGISLATION 
THAT WILL ENSURE THAT FED- 
ERAL MONEY GRANTED TO 
STATE AND LOCAL LAW EN- 
FORCEMENT IS USED FOR ITS 
INTENDED PURPOSE 


HON. YVETTE D. CLARKE 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, June 21, 2012 


Ms. CLARKE of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
today | introduce legislation that will ensure 
that federal money granted to state and local 
law enforcement is used for its intended pur- 
pose, and not in violation of our constitutional 
right to equal protection. As a member of the 
House Committee on Homeland Security, | am 
proud of the service we provide to the Amer- 
ican people. Through the Department of 
Homeland Security, over $35 billion in federal 
funds have been granted to local and state 
governments for counterterrorism programs 
that have kept our homeland safe since 9/11. 

Unfortunately, not every dime of federally 
granted money has been used wisely. Trou- 
bling reports demonstrate that DHS grants 


9711 


have been used to fund biased training activi- 
ties that are inaccurate, surveillance programs 
that target members of neighborhoods simply 
because of their religion, and other activities 
that are overbroad and compromise our secu- 
rity. Aside from being unconstitutional, these 
programs fail to narrowly target individuals that 
are actual security threats. 

Accordingly, | urge my colleagues to support 
this legislation that secures our homeland, 
while maintaining the integrity of federal 
grants. This legislation will require that DHS 
counterterrorism grants are used to fund train- 
ing programs developed by the Department of 
Homeland Security, or training programs that 
are pre-approved by the Department’s Office 
of Civil Rights and Civil Liberties and its Pri- 
vacy Office. Additionally, the bill will require 
that the Department's Inspector General regu- 
larly review DHS funded programs to ensure 
that they are not used to support civil rights 
violations, including racial, ethnic, and reli- 
gious profiling. 

Mr. Speaker, we all know the often quoted 
statement from Ben Franklin, one of the au- 
thors of the Constitution, that “anyone who 
trades liberty for security deserves neither lib- 
erty nor security.” Today, we need both secu- 
rity and liberty, and can ill-afford to sacrifice 
either. These two concepts—security and lib- 
erty—are national interests that work hand-in- 
hand; when one is dismissed, the other is in- 
herently discarded. This legislation is as much 
about the liberty of a few, as it is about the se- 
curity of this whole nation. 

| hope my colleagues join my effort to re- 
store the integrity of taxpayers’ dollars; let us 
provide the appropriate tools to law enforce- 
ment so that they may secure our homeland 
well; nevertheless, let us also protect the 
American people from unreasonable govern- 
ment treatment by enacting this legislation. 


EE 


COMMEMORATING THE 350TH ANNI- 
VERSARY OF ST. FRANCIS XA- 
VIER CATHOLIC CHURCH IN 
MARYLAND 


HON. JERRY LEWIS 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, June 21, 2012 


Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to both salute a former staffer who now 
works for a boss more powerful than any 
Member of Congress and to celebrate a feat 
of incredible longevity at his new workplace. 

| was honored to employ Brian Sanderfoot, 
from Appleton, Wisconsin, for many years. He 
represented the highest values we in Con- 
gress want to provide: courtesy, commitment, 
and a dedication to public service. 

A devout Catholic, Brian left Congress to 
pursue his true calling in the priesthood. After 
studying both at D.C.’s Catholic University and 
in Rome, Brian became Father Sanderfoot 
and entered a new phase of service. 

Father Sanderfoot settled in the Arch- 
diocese of Washington which is home to over 
600,000 Catholics living in Washington, DC, 
and five Maryland counties. He now ministers 
at Maryland’s St. Francis Xavier parish and is 
making a real difference in the lives of his 
congregation. 
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In a nation that commemorates the 25th or 
50th anniversary of an event, Father 
Sanderfoot’s parish has a special distinction. It 
recently celebrated its 350th anniversary, mak- 
ing it the oldest Catholic parish in America. 

In anticipation of this milestone, Father 
Sanderfoot initiated two historical discovery 
projects. The first was a thorough survey of 
the cemetery at the parish’s Newtowne Neck 
Church to map and index the graves. The sec- 
ond project was an archeological dig to dis- 
cover the location of the original chapel. 

St. Francis Xaviers parish has been a silent 
witness to a new country coming into being, 
its expansion across a continent, a civil war 
that pitted brother against brother, the strength 
of a people tested by the Great Depression 
and world wars, and the rise of a superpower. 
It has been the site of countless baptisms, 
weddings, funerals, masses, and homilies. For 
three and a half centuries, this parish has 
been the place where faith was nurtured, re- 
newed, and embraced. 

It is a privilege to consider Father Brian 
Sanderfoot a part of the extended Lewis fam- 
ily. | celebrate his new life and his lasting faith. 
Let us honor the durability of St. Francis Xavi- 
er's parish, which has been a steadfast source 
of identity and a pillar of stability for all Catho- 
lics in the area. 


JEAN KIRSHNER 
HON. ED PERLMUTTER 


OF COLORADO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, June 21, 2012 


Mr. PERLMUTTER. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to recognize and applaud Jean Kirshner, 
co-founder of the Belize Education Project, for 
receiving the Golden Rotary Ethics in Busi- 
ness Award. 

The Belize Education Project is responsible 
for bringing thousands of books and supplies 
to students and teachers in Belize, as well as 
delivering teacher training to Belize educators 
in Belize and here in Colorado. 

Utilizing five focuses of the “lifting lives 
through literacy project’, reading with stu- 
dents, teacher education, family literacy, 
school supplies and scholarships for both pri- 
mary and high school students, the Belize 
Education Project has been able to reach sev- 
eral of their goals. 

Since 2007, an education team has traveled 
annually to Belize to work with teachers, stu- 
dents and families. In addition, a group of edu- 
cators from Belize are hosted in Colorado to 
learn from instruction in Colorado classrooms. 

| congratulate Jean Kishner for her leader- 
ship, and all the individuals of the Belize Edu- 
cation Project for making our world a better 
place to live. 


THE LITTLE ROCK DIFFERENCE 
HON. TIM GRIFFIN 


OF ARKANSAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, June 21, 2012 


Mr. GRIFFIN of Arkansas. Mr. Speaker, | 
rise today to recognize Little Rock Air Force 
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Base (LRAFB) and the LRAFB Community 
Council, both of which are located in central 
Arkansas, which | represent. 

This week, the Community Council was pre- 
sented with the Abilene Trophy, which recog- 
nizes the community that provides the “finest 
support” to an Air Mobility Command unit. 

This is the second time the LRAFB Commu- 
nity Council has received this award, and it’s 
truly a testament to their dedication to military 
families, to their community, and to their na- 
tion. 

LRAFB has always enjoyed the support of 
the surrounding community. In fact, LRAFB 
was founded in 1952 when community leaders 
raised $1 million to buy property from more 
than 150 private landowners and donated the 
property to the U.S. Air Force to create 
LRAFB. 

In 2011, when LRAFB was hit by a tornado, 
the community responded by adopting af- 
fected families. Two weeks later, LRAFB was 
similarly responsive, assisting local families af- 
fected by flooding. 

This supportive and cooperative relationship 
goes beyond just “neighbors helping neigh- 
bors.” Last year, LRAFB’s Joint Education 
Center became a first-of-its-kind partnership 
between the City of Jacksonville and LRAFB, 
and, to fund this project, the residents of Jack- 
sonville voted to tax themselves to raise $5 
million to put toward the overall project. 

The relationship between LRAFB and the 
community is unique, and, together, they are 
one team and responsive to the needs of each 
other. They serve as examples of excellence. 
This is how LRAFB and the Community Coun- 
cil differentiate themselves from other commu- 
nities with air bases and what led to the cre- 
ation of “The Little Rock Difference.” 

“The Little Rock Difference” initiative was 
unveiled this week by the Community Council. 
It establishes the characteristics of the rela- 
tionship between LRAFB and the local com- 
munity, and it is based on the LRAFB mantra 
“Rock & Role.” 

“Rock” is for “The Rock,” which is the nick- 
name of LRAFB and how the community af- 
fectionately refers to LRAFB. “Role” is for the 
guiding principles of “ROLE”—‘“Responsive,” 
“One Team,” “Leading,” and “Excellence’— 
which the LRAFB community and the local 
community embody. 

| congratulate the LRAFB leadership and 
the members of the Community Council for 
their dedication in creating and implementing 
“The Little Rock Difference” and for their on- 
going efforts fostering strong and positive rela- 
tions between the people of Arkansas and the 
men and women who protect our country. 

| am proud to be a part of such a fine group 
of men and women dedicated to their nation 
and to their community, and | congratulate 
them on their success. 


HONORING PROSPECT HILL 


HON. BENNIE G. THOMPSON 


OF MISSISSIPPI 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, June 21, 2012 


Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr. Speak- 
er, | rise today to honor a historic landmark in 
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Jefferson County, Prospect Hill. Prospect Hill 
served as the catalyst for freed-slaves to im- 
migrate to a colony known as “Mississippi in 
Africa”. Prospect Hill represents a small, but 
important part of American history. This land- 
mark, rich in history, contributed extensively to 
the dispersal of African Americans to Africa. 

Prospect Hill was originally founded by Rev- 
olutionary War veteran, Issac Rose; in his will 
he provided funds that would allow freed- 
slaves to immigrate to the region of Liberia 
known as “Mississippi in Africa”. Although this 
sparked turmoil in Jefferson County, this ac- 
tion eventually led to the successful immigra- 
tion of free-slaves to Liberia in the 1830's. 

Prospect Hill has long served as a portion of 
the past that reflects on the abundant history 
of the South. Its memory recalls the presence 
of hope and determination that was incessant 
during the 19th century. As a prominent land- 
mark, Prospect Hill conserves a crucial piece 
of American history. 

In 2011, Prospect Hill was included on Mis- 
sissippi’s list of the Ten Most Endangered His- 
toric Places. As a result, The Archaeological 
Conservancy acquired Prospect Hill to conduct 
research for educational purposes and preser- 
vation efforts. Today Prospect Hill continues to 
undergo renovation by The Archaeological 
Conservancy, in an attempt to restore an im- 
portant element of American history. 

Mr. Speaker, | ask our colleagues to join me 
in recognizing Prospect Hill as an important 
Historical Site in Jefferson County, Mississippi. 


ee 


COMMENDING MONTFORD POINT 
MARINES AND SON OF CIVIL 
WAR VETERAN 


HON. G. K. BUTTERFIELD 


OF NORTH CAROLINA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, June 21, 2012 


Mr. BUTTERFIELD. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to honor two American trailblazers from 
North Carolina’s First Congressional District: 
Montford Marine veterans Johnny Thompskins 
and the recently deceased Joe Cobbs. | would 
also like to recognize the son of a Civil War 
veteran, Luke Martin, Jr. 

Mr. Speaker, Thompskins, Cobbs, and Mar- 
tin will be honored by the Christian Community 
Charity Workers (CCCW) Inc., on June 24 at 
the Flame Banquet Center in New Bern, North 
Carolina. 

Mr. Speaker, recruiting for the “Montford 
Marines” began on June 1, 1942, following 
public pressure on President Franklin D. Roo- 
sevelt by Black leaders to issue Executive 
Order 8802, which barred government agen- 
cies and federal contractors from employment 
discrimination on the basis of race, creed, 
color or national origin. The order also re- 
quired all of the U.S. Armed Services, includ- 
ing the United States Marine Corps, to recruit 
and enlist African Americans. Despite an era 
thick with racial discrimination, Black recruits 
lined up by the thousands to defend the free- 
doms of people abroad, while still being de- 
nied basic unalienable rights at home. 

Among the inaugural class of Black 
Montford Marines were Johnny Thompskins 
and the late Joe Cobbs. Thompskins, a man 
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of small stature but enormous courage; and 
Cobbs, who developed a strong work ethic 
while working his family’s farmland, received 
basic training at the segregated Camp 
Montford Point in North Carolina because no 
Black recruit was allowed to enter the main 
base of nearby Camp Lejeune unless accom- 
panied by a white Marine. 

Nevertheless, these two men were unafraid 
by the onslaught of World War II. They under- 
stood that victory in war was only achievable 
with the talent of its Black citizens. As a result, 
these men served their country with distinc- 
tion, charted uncharted territory, and set the 
bar for exemplary African American service- 
men. 

Mr. Speaker, on a similar note, at 94 years 
old, Luke Martin, Jr. is widely known around 
the state of North Carolina as one of a few liv- 
ing children of Civil War veterans. His father, 
Luke Martin, Sr. was a slave in Hertford Coun- 
ty when he bravely joined the Union Army to 
fight for the freedoms of his loved ones. 

Due to his father’s efforts to help gain civil 
rights for Blacks, Martin Jr. was able to be- 
come a distinguished mason who has earned 
enormous respect for building several struc- 
tures across Craven County. 

Today, Thompskins and Martin both reside 
in New Bern. Cobbs also lived there until his 
passing in May. 

Mr. Speaker, | ask the entire U.S. House of 
Representatives to join me in recognizing 
these men, who will forever remain a corner- 
stone in American history. 


HONORING MATTHEW LEVIN 
HON. THEODORE E. DEUTCH 


OF FLORIDA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, June 21, 2012 


Mr. DEUTCH. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in 
celebration of my friend Matthew Levin, the 
Southeastern States Director of the American 
Israel Public Affairs Committee (AIPAC). Matt 
has shown outstanding leadership in the de- 
velopment and coordination of AIPAC’s polit- 
ical and grassroots objectives. It is an honor to 
commemorate his years of dedicated service 
in strengthening the United States’ relationship 
with our great ally Israel. 

A native of South Florida, Matt graduated 
with a Bachelor of Arts in political science 
from the University of South Florida in Tampa. 
He first joined the Washington, DC, office of 
AIPAC in 1987, where he served as a Field 
Organizer for pro-Israel communities through- 
out the United States. Matt traveled exten- 
sively throughout the Northeast, Midwest and 
Southwest to speak about the importance of 
the United States-Israel relationship and en- 
courage citizen involvement in the American 
political process. From this wealth of experi- 
ence, Matt has gained an extensive back- 
ground in politics and foreign policy. 

Matt’s impact in the Jewish community of 
South Florida and the United States extends 
beyond his work with AIPAC. For six years, 
Matt served in BBYO, one of the world’s lead- 
ing Jewish organizations, where he dem- 
onstrated his passion for convening and con- 
necting Jewish teenagers of all backgrounds, 


EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS, Vol. 158, Pt. 7 


while motivating them to make a difference in 
the world. In 1981, Matt rose to become the 
Gold Coast Council President of BBYO. 

It is an honor to congratulate Matt, his wife 
Danielle and their sons Jakob, Cooper and 
Noah, as they celebrate Matt’s outstanding 
work and leadership. Matt Levin has dedicated 
25 years to strengthening the U.S.-lsrael rela- 
tionship, a commitment he and | both share. | 
applaud his efforts and look forward to work- 
ing with him to strengthen our community at 
home and throughout the world in the years to 
come. 


ee 


INTRODUCING THE WILD OLYM- 
PICS WILDERNESS AND SCENIC 
RIVER ACT OF 2012 


HON. NORMAN D. DICKS 


OF WASHINGTON 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, June 21, 2012 


Mr. DICKS. Mr. Speaker, today | am proud 
to be introducing the Wild Olympics Wilder- 
ness & Wild and Scenic River Act of 2012, 
which will provide critical protection of key for- 
ested areas and rivers in the State of Wash- 
ington. This bill, a result of more than two 
years of work by my staff and the staff of 
Washington Senator PATTY MURRAY, is a con- 
sensus effort that adds critical protection for 
sources of clean drinking water and preserves 
critical salmon and steelhead habitat. It cre- 
ates more than 126,000 acres of new wilder- 
ness on the Olympic National Forest and des- 
ignates 19 new Wild and Scenic Rivers and 
their tributaries in the National Forest, in 
Olympic National Park and on Washington De- 
partment of Natural Resources land. 

| am particularly proud that the final version 
of this bill that is being introduced today has 
evolved through a long consultative process 
that included extensive local community input 
from Tribes, conservation groups, timber com- 
munities, business leaders, shellfish growers, 
farmers, local elected officials, hunters, an- 
glers, mountain bikers, hikers, federal and 
state land managers and the general public. 
The result, in my judgment, is a common 
sense solution that offers permanent protec- 
tion to some of the most spectacular of the 
Olympic Peninsula’s public lands—without 
having a significant impact on timber jobs or 
recreational access. 

In our great state of Washington, Mr. 
Speaker, we cherish the ability of our citizens 
to have access to the natural beauty of our re- 
gion, especially areas that remain pristine and 
undisturbed. Our challenge as leaders of a 
growing population has been to assure that 
the most sensitive of these areas are pro- 
tected from development so that future gen- 
erations—our kids and their kids—have the 
same ability that we have had to see the mag- 
nificent vistas and enjoy the benefits of a 
clean environment. The Wild Olympics Wilder- 
ness & Wild and Scenic River Act of 2012 rep- 
resents an important incremental step in as- 
suring the protection of additional roadless 
areas in Washington, and | will be working 
with my colleagues on the Natural Resources 
Committee to urge timely consideration of this 
legislation. 
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JUDY DENISON 


HON. ED PERLMUTTER 


OF COLORADO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, June 21, 2012 


Mr. PERLMUTTER. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to congratulate and applaud my friend 
and talented singer Judy Denison for receiving 
the Living Landmark Award. 

The Living Landmark Award is presented by 
the Golden Landmarks Association, a non- 
profit organization whose focus is to preserve 
historic places and educate people about the 
wonderful history the City of Golden has to 
offer. 

Judy Denison relocated to Golden in 1988 
because she loves the peaceful nature of 
Golden and the small town feel. She was the 
co-founder of Save the Mesas and an orga- 
nizer for the Mesa Music Festival. Judy’s in- 
volvement in Citizens Involved in Northwest 
Quadrant (CINQ) lead to the establishment of 
the Golden Newsletter, which reaches out to 
nearly 1,000 Golden citizens each week. The 
newsletter discusses environmental and cul- 
tural news and its mission is to preserve the 
clean mountain air and the ambiance of Gold- 
en. 

Judy’s accomplishments are many. After a 
medical mission to Belize, Judy set up the 
Belize Education Project to send teachers to 
Belize and provide books and scholarships to 
underprivileged students. She is a member of 
the Golden Rotary Club and meets with teen- 
age girls in the community to discuss life and 
ethics. Furthering her youth outreach, Judy or- 
ganized the Golden Community Choirs, which 
is now in its twelfth season. 

Judy Denison is a true “Golden” citizen in 
every sense of the word. She has been a 
champion in the community and | am honored 
to congratulate her on this well deserved rec- 
ognition by the Golden Landmarks Associa- 
tion. Thank you for making our community a 
proud place for all Coloradans. 


RECOGNIZING ILIR ZHERKA 
HON. ELEANOR HOLMES NORTON 


OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, June 21, 2012 


Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
ask the House of Representatives to join me 
in recognizing llir Zherka, Executive Director of 
DC Vote, who has been the outstanding lead- 
er of District of Columbia residents in the fight 
for equal citizenship rights in our country. Ilir 
will celebrate his tenth anniversary as Execu- 
tive Director of DC Vote on June 24, 2012. llir 
has built DC Vote in membership and in the 
use of a wide assortment of sophisticated tac- 
tics and approaches. Under llirs leadership, 
DC Vote has sustained itself for 10 years with- 
out interruption, thus ensuring the sustain- 
ability of a citizen’s movement here for the first 
time in decades. Ilir has been the major tacti- 
cian of the movement, skillfully using ap- 
proaches as varied as polling, lobbying, and 
civil disobedience. 

Most recently, Ilir was the architect of un- 
precedented civil disobedience on the streets 
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in front of the Senate and the White House 
last year, after Congress reimposed anti- 
home-rule riders on the D.C. appropriations 
bill, and after the District government barely 
avoided being shut down because of a federal 
budget fight in which the city was not involved. 
lirs own arrest was emblematic of the coura- 
geous leadership that he has given the move- 
ment. 

llir’'s earlier leadership in the fight of D.C. 
residents for a full vote in the House brought 
the city the closest to success in its history. Ilir 
brought a wide variety of approaches to the 
voting rights struggle with mounting success. 
His valuable work behind the scenes in estab- 
lishing contacts to help remove an amendment 
that tied passage of the D.C. House Voting 
Rights Act (DCVRA) to the elimination of the 
city’s gun safety laws is not well known. Years 
of diligent and systematic work brought pas- 
sage of the DCVRA in the House and Senate, 
only to be undercut by the dangerous gun 
amendment. This disappointment after many 
years of hard work would have caused many 
to move on. However, on the heels of the set- 
back for voting rights, Ilir immediately turned 
to leading a new fight for D.C. budget auton- 
omy and building an expanded national coali- 
tion to protect the District's home rule from an 
unprecedented series of attacks. 

lirs aggressive creativity in building DC 
Vote has been matched by personal modesty, 
rare in a leader of a movement. Most who 
have worked with Ilir have been unaware that 
he was brought to this country as a child in an 
immigrant family from Montenegro, fleeing eth- 
nic tension with Albanians. He rose from an 
underprivileged childhood in the South Bronx 
to attend college at Cornell University and law 
school at the University of Virginia. llir's work 
for justice before and during his leadership of 
DC Vote was chronicled in an April 2012 arti- 
cle in Washingtonian magazine, entitled “Tak- 
ing It to the Street.” | ask for unanimous con- 
sent to place the article in the RECORD. 

Mr. Speaker, for 10 years, llir Zherka has 
been leading the fight for equal rights for the 
residents of the District of Columbia, within 
view of the U.S. Capitol. Ilir has visited the of- 
fices of many Members. His leadership has 
been in the great tradition of citizens who 
have petitioned for their rights and engaged in 
citizen action, including time-honored civil dis- 
obedience. | ask the House to join me in com- 
mending llir Zherka for his outstanding leader- 
ship of the movement for equal citizenship 
rights for the more than 600,000 Americans 
who live in the Nation’s capital. 

TAKING IT TO THE STREET 
(By Ariel Sabar) 

The Headquarters of DC Vote have a lived- 
in feel, with scuffed blue carpets and hall- 
ways lined with stacks of cardboard boxes. 
The walls are a bricolage of candid photos 
from protests and posters from the group’s 
well-known ad campaigns (I AM DC, I DE- 
MAND THE VOTE). When I first visited last 
summer, a couple of rumpled dress shirts 
hung over the backs of chairs in the office 
bullpen. A staffer apologized, saying they’d 
been tossed there by interns who had 
changed into T-shirts before going out to 
leaflet. 

The corner office of DC Vote’s executive 
director, Ilir Zherka, was so tidy by compari- 
son that I asked whether he’d cleaned up for 
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my visit. There was a stand for his leader- 
ship awards, a single mounted news article, 
an impeccably trimmed ficus. Zherka said 
the slim pile of papers on his desk was a bit 
thicker than usual: “I don’t like clutter. It 
prevents me from freeing up my mind to 
work.” 

A diagram tacked to the inside of his door 
added to the picture of Zherka as the cool 
tactician bringing discipline to the District’s 
long and messy struggle for full democratic 
rights. The nation’s capital has more resi- 
dents than Wyoming—but no vote in Con- 
gress, which has the power to overrule the 
District’s leaders on local matters. 

The hand-drawn diagram, of X’s and O’s 
yoked by arcing lines, looked like a page 
from a coach’s playbook. Inside the biggest 
loop was a list of what Zherka said were ‘‘op- 
ponents or problems.” These included Power 
of Elites, Ignorance, NRA, Republicans, Blue 
Dog Dems, Pseudo Strict Constructionists. 
The list had the gravity of a voting-rights 
Ten Plagues. 

The diagram, Zherka explained, was a 
postmortem inked after one of the move- 
ment’s most spectacular defeats. Legislation 
that DC Vote had spent seven years fighting 
for—and that had won historic votes in both 
the House and the Senate—came to an ugly 
end in the spring of 2010, the victim of a frac- 
tured city leadership and of deft politicking 
by the national gun-rights lobby. The DC 
Voting Rights Act would have expanded the 
US House of Representatives by two seats. 
One would have gone to DC, whose residents 
are overwhelmingly Democratic, the other to 
Utah, a Republican-leaning state that had 
failed by a whisker to win a fourth House 
seat through the 2000 census. 

In trying to regroup, Zherka—a tall 46- 
year-old man with narrow features, a loping 
gait, and a salt-and-pepper goatee—had orga- 
nized a series of meetings to pick through 
the wreckage. The movement needed to 
pivot, to find a new way forward. At the 
front of everyone’s mind was the one-word 
question scrawled in big red letters at the 
top of the diagram: How? 

As Zherka came to see it, the ‘‘inside 
game’’—of lobbying Congress, of quiet meet- 
ings with elites—had to give way to some- 
thing more aggressive. The District had to 
make Congress and the White House pay a 
higher price for denying greater self-rule to 
the 600,000 residents of the nation’s capital. 

“Part of our strategy is to push this fight 
to the point where Americans weigh in in 
large numbers,” Zherka told me. “That’s the 
way the civil-rights movement worked, when 
people from the North called their congress- 
men and said, ‘Stop those dogs, turn off 
those water hoses.’”’ 

We left Zherka’s office and walked to the 
small break room. Among the photos on the 
wall was one of Zherka wrapped in a TAX- 
ATION WITHOUT REPRESENTATION flag 
and pointing skyward with his right hand. 
The gesture managed to evoke both the Stat- 
ue of Liberty and Moses. 

Zherka said that the day after Barack 
Obama won the presidency, he taped the 
Washington Post’s front page to the same 
wall. It was a totem to the man who was sup- 
posed to be the movement’s redeemer; the 
man who had backed the voting-rights bill as 
a US senator, who ate at Ben’s Chili Bowl, 
who played basketball with then-DC mayor 
Adrian Fenty and won Fenty’s endorsement 
in the Democratic primary; the man, an Af- 
rican-American, who said he saw this his- 
torically black city on the Potomac as some- 
thing more than a seat of federal power. 

That now felt like a long time ago. Last 
spring, Zherka removed the Election Day 
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front page and replaced it with one more at- 
tuned to the times. Its centerpiece was a 
photograph of current DC mayor Vincent 
Gray being handcuffed by the Capitol Police 
on April 11 of last year, a day when 41 people, 
including Zherka, the mayor, and six DC 
Council members, were arrested in the move- 
ment’s largest act of civil disobedience in 
decades. The arrests made headlines around 
the world. 

The television cameras, the turnout among 
local leaders, and the location—a tightly 
policed street near the Capitol—gave the ap- 
pearance of significant advance planning. 
But Zherka had put the entire demonstra- 
tion together in about 48 hours. The catalyst 
was news that President Obama had agreed 
to a Republican-sought ban on locally funded 
abortions in DC in a last-minute deal to 
avert a federal-government shutdown. 
“John, I will give you DC abortion,” Obama 
had told GOP House speaker John Boehner, 
according to a Washington Post article re- 
constructing the negotiations. 

From his iPhone that weekend, Zherka 
sent an e-mail summoning his staff to a 10 
AM conference call. This latest attack on 
self-governance demanded a response, he 
said. They would need to e-mail supporters, 
contact the media, work Facebook and Twit- 
ter, and get permits from the Capitol Police. 
Zherka and his deputies would need to track 
down Mayor Gray and the council over the 
weekend and urge them to attend. In less 
than three hours, an e-mail to supporters an- 
nounced a 5 PM demonstration that Monday, 
at Constitution Avenue and Second Street, 
Northeast. 

Zherka’s plan was to have speeches and 
then lead perhaps a half dozen protesters 
into the street, blocking traffic and refusing 
police orders to move. Zherka suspected that 
Obama’s concession would inflame DC lead- 
ers, particularly those who had worked to 
elect him. But how many were willing to be 
thrown into the back of a police van? Zherka 
had run into Mayor Gray at a social function 
the night before, but Gray had been noncom- 
mittal. 

The next day, after the speeches, Zherka 
was the first to defy Capitol Police and set 
foot in the busy street. To his relief, Gray 
was right behind him. 

When I caught up with him not long after- 
ward, Zherka told me that the 41 arrests 
were a “huge turning point.” But a year 
later, the movement’s prospects seem any- 
thing but clear. 

If Eleanor Holmes Norton—DC’s nonvoting 
member of Congress—and a string of the 
city’s mayors have been the public face of 
the fight for greater self-rule in the District, 
Zherka is its chief strategist and organizer. 
He is in many ways the movement’s Zelig, a 
shape-shifter as comfortable testifying be- 
fore Congress as he is leading chants through 
a bullhorn. 

His own obscurity belies the influence of 
the nonpartisan advocacy group he turned 
from a once-flailing nonprofit into a many- 
tentacled powerhouse. Before its advent, 
Norton says, she often felt like ‘‘a talking 
head with nobody, meaning a body of citi- 
zens to back her up.” 

When he isn’t emceeing rallies, Zherka is 
either on the Hill or at DC Vote, in Dupont 
Circle, where he morphs into a methodical 
puzzle-solver. At their Monday meetings, his 
half dozen staffers turn in reports of their 
activities over the past week, with a break- 
down of successes and failures. Zherka uses 
the reports as real-time intelligence—a 
“dashboard,” as one of his deputies puts it— 
to identify trends and new lines of attack. 


June 21, 2012 


In the halls of Congress, Zherka has a rep- 
utation for relentlessness. When a hard- 
fought 2007 voting-rights bill fell three votes 
short in the Senate, Zherka ‘‘was absolutely 
the first person who said, ‘We have to get 
back on the horse. We have to get moving 
again. What are we doing? Who are we tar- 
geting?” says Deborah Parkinson, then a 
senior staffer on the Senate committee with 
District oversight. “Just when you’re tired 
and ready to take a break for 24 hours, he 
was right there saying, ‘What are we going 
to do to make sure we get three votes for 
next time?” 

I accompanied Zherka one morning to a 
seminar he was leading for staffers from 
other nonprofits. The course was based on a 
how-to advocacy book Zherka is writing. Its 
chapter titles have the ring of both a battle- 
field manual and a self-help guide—Recruit 
the Right Champions; Communicate at All 
Times in All Directions; You Lose Until You 
Win. 

The seminar was in a guesthouse at the 
villa-style DC home of Daniel Solomon, a 
philanthropist who helped found DC Vote. 
Zherka started with a lesson on issue-fram- 
ing: why ‘‘marriage equality” is a better 
phrase than ‘‘gay marriage,” why ‘‘climate 
change” is more likely to get a politician’s 
ear than ‘‘global warming.” 

He gave an example from his own move- 
ment: ‘‘When someone says ‘statehood,’ peo- 
ple will ask, ‘Well, where’s the building 
going to be? Who’s going to be the governor?’ 
When you frame it as ‘DC voting rights,’ 
which is essentially the same thing, people 
will say, ‘Oh, it’s what everyone else has.’’’ 

During a break, Zherka and I stepped onto 
the patio. ‘‘When I was in college,” he said, 
“I took one of those tests that’s supposed to 
tell you what career to go into.” It was some 
150 questions but offered less clarity than 
he’d hoped. ‘‘I remember the results were 
actor, politician, professor, and military offi- 
cer.” 

When DC Vote hired Zherka as its execu- 
tive director a decade ago, it needed—and 
got—all four. 

A group of civic leaders and philan- 
thropists established DC Vote in 1998 to 
rouse public support for the plaintiffs in 
Alexander v. Daley. The civil suit grew out 
of a legal theory that Jamin Raskin—a star 
professor at American University and now 
also a Maryland state senator—had laid out 
in a Harvard law journal. A group of 57 resi- 
dents, joined by the DC government, argued 
that their lack of full congressional rep- 
resentation violated what Raskin said were 
equal-protection and due-process rights to 
“one person/one vote without regard to geo- 
graphic residence.” 

DC Vote’s founders saw in the suit new 
hope for a struggle winding back 200 years. 
The District was founded in 1790 on land 
ceded by Maryland and Virginia. A year after 
Congress moved to the new capital in 1800, 
lawmakers stripped residents of their ability 
to vote for Congress and President. When 
Philadelphia had been the capital, the Penn- 
sylvania governor had refused to protect 
Congress from a mob of angry soldiers. Never 
again, Congress felt, should the seat of fed- 
eral power be subject to the whims of local 
politicians. 

Washingtonians raised an outcry. They 
paid federal taxes and fought wars but were 
denied the very democracy the United States 
had just fought Great Britain to win. Yet for 
the next 160 years, little changed. 

Over the decades, resistance to self-rule 
took on more cynical dimensions. For many 
in Congress, DC was simply too liberal and 
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too black. A history of local corruption 
didn’t help, though whether the District’s 
scandals were any worse than those in Con- 
gress or in the states remains a fair ques- 
tion. 

It wasn’t until 1961, with the 28rd Amend- 
ment, that Washingtonians won the right to 
vote in presidential elections. In 1970, the 
District was granted a nonvoting delegate in 
the House. Three years later, Congress let 
DC residents elect a mayor and 13-member 
council. Though the so-called Home Rule Act 
was a giant leap, Congress retained the 
power to review the city’s budget and all 
acts of the council. 

The momentum the District had drawn 
from the broader civil-rights movement in 
the 1960s and ’70s fizzled amid the violence 
and corruption of the 1980s and ’90s. After 
then-mayor Marion Barry’s arrest in a 
crack-cocaine sting, public animus toward 
the city crested. ‘‘The whole idea of making 
this little pissant city into a state is ludi- 
crous, something like a fly landing on an ele- 
phant’s rump and contemplating rape,” the 
Philadelphia Inquirer’s David Boldt wrote in 
a 1993 editorial. 

By October 2000, Anthony Williams—first 
as DC’s chief financial officer, then as 
mayor—had shored up the District’s finances 
and made friends in Congress. But the civil 
suit hit a wall. The Supreme Court upheld a 
lower-court ruling that under the Constitu- 
tion only ‘‘the People of the several States” 
could choose members of Congress, and DC 
was not a state. The lower court had recog- 
nized the ‘‘inequity’’ but said only Congress 
could fix it. 

By 2002, DC Vote was adrift and nearly 
bankrupt. Yet Daniel Solomon and another 
founder, Joe Sternlieb, came to see the legal 
defeat as an argument for the group’s re- 
vival. As they looked back at the history of 
the struggle, they noticed a lack of con- 
tinuity. Leaders came and went; passions 
burned and cooled. 

“There were these episodic moments of 
great interest but nothing continuing, noth- 
ing being built,” Solomon—whose grand- 
father cofounded the Giant Food super- 
market chain—told me. “As a philan- 
thropist, I saw—we all saw—the importance 
of building a structure that could keep push- 
ing the issue forward, even and especially in 
the lean times.” 

Board members recognized that DC Vote’s 
survival—and perhaps the movement’s—de- 
pended on its next choice of leader. 

Ilir Zherka was born in 1965 in Montenegro, 
then part of socialist Yugoslavia. His grand- 
parents were farmers who had fought against 
the Italian and German occupation of Alba- 
nia during World War II. Disease and the rav- 
ages of war claimed the lives of all but one 
of their seven children—Zherka’s father, 
Ahmet. 

After the war, Zherka’s grandfather 
clashed with Albania’s new Communist lead- 
ers and fled with the family to Montenegro. 
(Zherka’s parents are Muslim, though 
Zherka now goes with his family to a Uni- 
tarian congregation.) In their small town, 
Ahmet, charismatic and handsome, earned a 
reputation as an agitator against police har- 
assment of Albanians. “My dad was very 
brash, very nationalistic, very unafraid,” 
Zherka says. 

But after taking part in an ethnic brawl 
one day, Ahmet feared for his family. They 
borrowed money from neighbors and landed 
in New York in May 1968, when Zherka was 
2A. 

Eleven people—Zherka and his six siblings, 
their parents and grandparents—squeezed 
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into a three-bedroom apartment in the 
South Bronx. His father worked as a janitor 
and elevator operator by day; his mother 
cleaned offices at night. Zherka remembers 
feeling humiliated when his mother paid for 
groceries with food stamps. 

When Marshal Tito or some other Yugoslav 
official visited the United Nations, Ahmet 
hauled his children there in his Pinto station 
wagon and helped lead hundreds of fellow Al- 
banian-Americans in protest. ‘‘We, the kids, 
would march in circles and would be holding 
signs and shouting out chants,” Zherka says. 

By the time Zherka was a teenager, in the 
late 1970s, the South Bronx was a wasteland 
of poverty, racial tension, and violence. His 
older brothers ran in a tough circle, and sev- 
eral dropped out of high school. 

For awhile, Zherka stayed out of trouble. 
He got a black belt in karate by sixth grade 
and started rap and breakdancing groups. In 
the schoolyards on Friday and Saturday 
nights, Zherka—as MC Rockwell or Il Rock— 
would join the crews who set up turntables 
and performed for the neighborhood. 

When the family moved to a slightly bet- 
ter-off neighborhood in the North Bronx, 
Zherka fell in with a gang of Albanian teen- 
agers who robbed houses, sold drugs, and 
rumbled. Zherka had to repeat ninth grade. 
When he transferred to Christopher Colum- 
bus High School, the principal noticed the 
disparity between his high test scores and 
his low grades and warned him to get his act 
together. The message struck at the right 
time. One of Zherka’s friends was imprisoned 
for burglary; another was found dead in a 
river, in what neighbors suspected was a 
homicide. 

It was during an 1lth-grade government 
class that he felt a calling for public service. 
By his senior year, he was a good enough 
public speaker that teachers picked him to 
give ‘‘scared straight” talks to freshmen and 
to testify against budget cuts before the 
board of education. 

With the help of a state program for under- 
privileged students, Zherka won a full schol- 
arship to Fordham University. He drew 
straight A’s his freshman year and trans- 
ferred to Cornell. 

The leap from the Bronx’s mean streets to 
the Ivy league necessitated a costume 
change: ‘‘I went out and bought three sweat- 
ers and a bunch of button-down shirts.” He 
joined the debate team and was elected 
president of the Cornell Democrats. He in- 
terned in the office of New York senator 
Daniel Patrick Moynihan and graduated 
from Cornell with distinction and the 
school’s John F. Kennedy Memorial Award 
for public service. 

Back in the Bronx, Zherka’s success be- 
came a source of pride. Among former class- 
mates, Il Rock had become Political II. 

During his second year at the University of 
Virginia School of Law, he met Linda 
Kinney, a third-year student from Southern 
California, who would become his wife. They 
bought a condo in DC’s Cleveland Park in 
1994, and Zherka landed a job as a legislative 
aide to longtime California congressman 
George Miller, a liberal from San Francisco. 

The night before a major hearing, Zherka 
helped labor activist Charles Kernaghan pre- 
pare testimony accusing the manufacturer of 
a Kathie Lee Gifford clothing line sold at 
Walmart of forcing underage workers into 
long shifts at Honduran sweatshops. “I had 
no idea it would be one of the sparks that 
would set off dramatic changes within the 
garment industry worldwide,” Zherka says. 

Despite a precocious start on the Hill, 
Zherka’s past tugged at him. The 1995 Day- 
ton Accords settling the conflicts between 
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former Yugoslav Republics left unresolved 
the status of Kosovo, a predominantly Alba- 
nian province of Serbia chafing under the 
brutal rule of Slobodan Milosevic. 

Albanians in the United States turned to 
Washington for help. Joe DioGuardi, a 
Bronx-born Republican former congressman 
from New York with a big personality, had 
founded the Albanian American Civic League 
in 1989. But DioGuardi was seen as part of 
the old guard. Zherka felt he could do better. 
In 1996, while still working for Miller, he 
raised money from Albanian-American busi- 
ness owners to form a rival organization, the 
National Albanian American Council. 

“It was a huge rift,” says Avni Mustafaj, 
who grew up with Zherka in the Bronx and 
became NAAC’s executive director. ‘‘They’re 
looking at Ilir Zherka and me and saying, 
‘We know your grandfather and father—what 
are you doing?’ ” 

For a few years, Zherka tried to keep an 
oar in establishment Washington. He was 
tapped as national director of ethnic out- 
reach for President Clinton’s 1996 reelection 
campaign and left Miller’s office for a job as 
a senior legislative aide to Labor Secretary 
Alexis Herman. 

But by 1998, Zherka’s thoughts had again 
turned homeward. Milosevic had launched a 
violent campaign that forced hundreds of 
thousands of Kosovar Albanians from their 
homes. “I picked up the Washington Post 
and read a story about an entire family that 
had been wiped out, including a toddler 
whose throat had been slit,” Zherka says. “I 
remember thinking to myself, ‘The person 
who killed this girl had to be holding her.’ I 
remember going home to my wife and say- 
ing, ‘I can’t work, I can’t do my job.’ So she 
said, ‘You have to go to NAAC.” 

As the Kosovo crisis deepened, Zherka be- 
came the go-to American spokesman not just 
for Albanian-Americans but also, it seemed, 
for Albanians in Kosovo. In 1999 and 2000, he 
testified before the House International Re- 
lations Committee, was quoted in the New 
York Times, and wrote op-eds in the Wash- 
ington Post, pressing for Western military 
intervention. As a NATO bombing campaign 
got under way that March, Zherka sparred 
with Oliver North and Sean Hannity on TV 
and warned, on CNN, that ‘‘acts of genocide 
are being committed in the heart of Europe.”’ 

Zherka led an NAAC delegation to a White 
House meeting with President Clinton to 
press, unsuccessfully, for a ground invasion. 
NATO’s bombing campaign ended in June 
1999 with Milosevic’s capitulation. When 
Zherka visited the Albanian capital of 
Tirana, people stopped him in the streets for 
photos and autographs. 

But the long hours and days on the road 
were taking a toll. His son, Alek, had been 
born in 1997 and a daughter, Hana, three 
years later. By 2002, the wars were over and 
NAAC was shifting into a new phase. Zherka 
was ready for a job closer to home. 

As DC Vote’s board sifted through résumés 
in 2002, it came up with only one strike 
against Zherka: He lived in Bethesda. (He 
and Linda had left their Cleveland Park 
condo for a larger home just over the Mary- 
land line in 1999.) In the end, qualifications 
trumped residence. 

Zherka turned down an offer from a law 
firm for what he suspected would be a gruel- 
ing fight. A member of Congress he knew 
from his work on Kosovo questioned his san- 
ity “Man, Ilir, DC Vote?” Zherka recalls the 
congressman saying. ‘‘Hither you’re really 
smart because you’ll have this job for life or 
you’re really stupid because you actually 
think you can win this.”’ 


EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS, Vol. 158, Pt. 7 


I asked Zherka how he responded. 

“T said, ‘I’m stupid enough to think I can 
win.’”’ 

A few months into the job, Zherka went to 
see Congressman David Bonior, a Democrat 
from Michigan, which has a large Albanian 
population. ‘‘Ilir, you’ve got to give your op- 
ponents something they want,” Bonior said, 
according to Zherka. ‘‘Your argument can’t 
be ‘Do this because it’s the right thing.’ You 
actually need to give them something that 
they want.” 

But what, Zherka wondered, did backers of 
DC voting rights have to trade? 

In 2003, Congressman Tom Davis, a Vir- 
ginia Republican, offered an answer: a GOP 
seat for Utah. Davis chaired the House com- 
mittee with District oversight and was pop- 
ular in his party. In making his case in an 
interview with radio host Kojo Nnamdi, 
Davis had used all the right words: ‘‘It’s hard 
to make a straight-faced argument that the 
capital of the free world shouldn’t have a 
vote in Congress.”’ 

But DC’s Eleanor Holmes Norton and other 
Democrats in Congress were skeptical. Davis 
had just finished a four-year stint as chair of 
the National Republican Congressional Com- 
mittee, charged with electing GOP can- 
didates to Congress. What good-faith reason 
could he have for offering a heavily Demo- 
cratic enclave a voting seat in the House? 
Statehood advocates also lined up in opposi- 
tion, because the proposal did nothing about 
DC’s lack of representation in the Senate. 

Zherka, however, saw in Davis the sort of 
champion who could rewire the GOP’s oppo- 
sition to DC voting rights. In 2004, Zherka 
and a group of leaders from DC Vote’s coali- 
tion told Davis that if he put in actual legis- 
lation, they would back him. 

I asked Zherka if it was awkward to get be- 
hind a proposal then opposed by Norton. 

“Absolutely, it was a little awkward,” 
Zherka said. ‘‘All of us recognized that Con- 
gresswoman Norton’s leadership on the issue 
was significant and it would be hard for us to 
move too far forward without her support. At 
the same time, we all concluded within our 
organization that this compromise was the 
best opportunity to actually achieve rep- 
resentation.” 

A few minutes later, Zherka added, ‘‘I’ve 
always been a big fan of the adage that you 
can’t just keep doing the same thing over 
and over again.” 

After arriving at DC Vote, Zherka pleaded 
the organization’s case to Washington foun- 
dations and soon quadrupled DC Vote’s budg- 
et, to $1.7 million. Republicans in Congress 
had barred the District from using public 
money to lobby for voting rights. Zherka ob- 
tained a pro bono legal opinion arguing that 
the ban placed no such restrictions on fund- 
ing for voting-rights education. He gave the 
opinion to Mayor Anthony Williams, who in 
2006 authorized the first of several half-mil- 
lion-dollar grants to DC Vote. 

For DC Vote to be effective, Zherka felt, 
Americans outside DC—Americans who had a 
vote in Congress—needed to get involved. He 
and his staff visited national organizations 
to argue that they, too, had a stake in DC’s 
plight. Common Cause, the National Bar As- 
sociation, and the United Auto Workers, 
among a diverse group of others, joined its 
coalition, lending their moral weight, lob- 
bying muscle, and hundreds of thousands of 
grassroots members who could be called on 
to write or phone their representatives on 
Capitol Hill. 

Zherka went after hostile or wavering Con- 
gress members in their own districts. When 
GOP senator John Ensign of Nevada sought 
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to undermine the DC voting-rights act in 
2009, DC Vote launched Internet ads on 
websites in his home state. “Senator Ensign 
is focused on DC’s affairs .. . and his own— 
where does Nevada fit in?” one read, alluding 
to Ensign’s admission of an extramarital li- 
aison with a former staffer. 

The group got hundreds of residents to 
burn copies of their federal income-tax re- 
turns in Farragut Square in a ‘‘Bonfire of the 
1040s.” It handed out tea bags labeled End 
Taxation Without Representation at Glenn 
Beck’s 2010 rally on the Mall and festooned 
lawns across Capitol Hill with signs reading 
Congress: Don’t Tread on DC! One of its most 
eye-catching ads depicted two firemen, one 
in Maryland and one in DC. “Both will save 
your life,” it said. “Only ONE has a vote in 
Congress.”’ 

Davis remembers Zherka during negotia- 
tions as an understated pragmatist. With DC 
Vote, he says, ‘‘we finally had a group that 
wasn’t going to be partisan about it. They 
just wanted to get the job done.” 

Davis introduced the DC Fairness in Rep- 
resentation Act in 2004, and DC Vote went to 
work, writing editorials and mounting public 
spectacles. As the bill gained traction, Nor- 
ton and leading Democrats expressed more 
support. 

In April 2007, DC Vote organized the big- 
gest voting-rights demonstrations in a gen- 
eration. Mayor Adrian Fenty and thousands 
of residents marched from the Wilson Build- 
ing to the Capitol. Less than a week later, 
the bill cleared the House 241 to 177, with 22 
Republicans in favor. But in the Senate it 
came up three votes short. 

Heartbroken supporters turned to the 2008 
elections. Obama’s ascension to the White 
House and the Democratic takeover of Con- 
gress infused the movement with a new opti- 
mism. “ʻI really can’t think of a scenario by 
which we could fail,” Norton told the Wash- 
ington Post just after the election. 

Privately, though, Zherka warned advo- 
cates to take nothing for granted. Davis had 
retired from the House, which would make it 
harder to recruit Republicans. And Utah was 
just a few years from winning a new seat 
anyway through the 2010 census. 

Very early on, Obama’s willingness to ex- 
pend political capital on the issue appeared 
brittle. A few days before his inauguration, 
Obama told the Post’s editorial board that 
he backed a House seat for the District. ‘‘But 
this takes on a partisan flavor,” he said, 
“and, you know, right now I think our legis- 
lative agenda’s chock-full.” Unlike President 
Clinton—and like George W. Bush—Obama 
declined to adorn the presidential limousine 
with Taxation Without Representation li- 
cense plates. 

In February 2009, the former Davis bill— 
now called the DC House Voting Rights 
Act—made it to the Senate floor, a first for 
DC voting rights in more than three decades, 
and passed on a largely party-line vote of 61 
to 37. 

The euphoria was again short-lived. Sen- 
ator Ensign had slipped in an amendment 
eviscerating the city’s gun-control laws. 
Zherka says that in the run-up to the Senate 
vote, advocates had mistakenly assumed 
that Majority Leader Harry Reid, a Nevada 
Democrat, would oppose the gun amend- 
ment. But Reid was facing his toughest re- 
election fight ever. As a centrist from a gun- 
friendly state, he couldn’t afford an unfavor- 
able rating from the National Rifle Associa- 
tion. “Not only did he vote for it,” Zherka 
says, ‘‘but he gave Democrats’’—particularly 
moderates from conservative Midwestern 
states—‘‘a green light to vote for it, so ev- 
eryone piled on.” 
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As the bill moved to the House, the NRA 
made clear that it was putting everything on 
the line. To fend off a parliamentary move to 
bar all amendments to the House bill, the 
pro-gun lobby took the unusual step of 
threatening to ‘‘score’’ the vote on any such 
tactic; a vote to disallow amendments would 
count as anti-gun on lawmakers’ political 
scorecards. 

Despite months of lobbying, Zherka and 
Norton couldn’t come up with enough votes 
from conservative Democrats, many facing 
reelection battles, to tilt the scales. 

Congress effectively gave Washingtonians 
an ultimatum: You can have your vote, but 
only if you give up your gun laws. 

Among voting-rights advocates, the choice 
touched off a bruising debate. In one camp 
were purists outraged at the hypocrisy of 
having to surrender power in order to get it. 
In the other camp were pragmatists who 
glimpsed a now-or-never chance. Everyone 
knew the clock was ticking toward the mid- 
term congressional elections, which were 
likely to cost Democrats a crippling number 
of seats. 

A gloom fell over the offices of DC Vote. 
“Morale was very, very low,” Zherka says. 
“The economy was tanking. A number of our 
big donors either walked away or reduced 
their donations. We had to let people go.” 
Zherka was also grappling with a string of 
personal losses. From 2002 to 2009, three of 
his siblings—all in their forties—died in a 
cruel streak of sudden illnesses. 

For a short while, it looked as if the Dill 
giving DC and Utah House seats might pass. 
In April 2010, Norton, who had assailed the 
gun amendment the previous year, said she 
would grudgingly accept it. House majority 
leader Steny Hoyer, a Maryland Democrat, 
vowed to move the measure to the House 
floor. Zherka threw his organization’s 
weight behind Norton. 

But on April 16, the New York Times edito- 
rialized against any deal that scuttled the 
District’s gun laws, calling it ‘‘extortion.’’ 
The Washington Post’s editorial page fol- 
lowed suit two days later. Support on the DC 
Council was cratering. Mayor Fenty had 
backed Norton’s change of heart, saying the 
city could undo the gun measure later. But 
it was an election year, and his chief rival, 
then-council chairman Vincent Gray, tacked 
in the other direction; Gray said he wouldn’t 
sacrifice public safety, and the council lined 
up behind him. 

Meanwhile, liberal Democrats in the Sen- 
ate were threatening a filibuster of any bill 
with the gun amendment. DC Vote couldn’t 
hold its own coalition together. Two of its 
partners—the Coalition to Stop Gun Vio- 
lence and the League of Women Voters— 
broke with the group over its support for the 
Norton strategy. 

Then Norton reversed herself again. In a 
press release, she said that after seeing 
“egregious changes” in the House gun lan- 
guage—allowing the open carrying of fire- 
arms—she could no longer go forward. 

The 180s left DC Vote battered. And yet 
when the legislation finally died, it was less 
disappointment than relief that Zherka says 
washed over him. Whether or not the bill 
with the gun amendment had passed—which 
was far from certain—it risked so dividing 
city officials, advocates, and lawmakers that 
further progress on voting rights and home 
rule might well have stalled for years. 

In a series of sometimes emotional meet- 
ings in the summer and fall of 2010, DC 
Vote’s staff, board, and coalition members 
sifted through the rubble. Out of that soul- 
searching came the shift from an ‘‘inside 
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game” to an ‘“‘outside game”: civil disobe- 
dience aimed at embarrassing congressional 
leaders and the President and winning na- 
tional sympathy. 

“One of the lessons we learned from the 
fight was that we need to increase the inten- 
sity of support from our allies,” Zherka says. 
“Whether it’s Reid or Obama, when given a 
choice between the District and their own 
political fortunes, they’ll choose their own 
political fortunes.” 

In February 2011, Zherka and a group of ac- 
tivists stood up at a House subcommittee 
hearing in protest with red gags in their 
mouths. A week later, Zherka led a few 
dozen protesters in a demonstration outside 
House speaker John Boehner’s Capitol Hill 
apartment. Zherka accused Boehner of hy- 
pocrisy for intruding in DC’s affairs while si- 
multaneously backing Tea Party calls for 
small government. 

Since the start of DC Vote’s Demand De- 
mocracy campaign, some 76 people have been 
arrested—two of them twice. 

Zherka believes that for the campaign to 
succeed, Mayor Gray and other local officials 
need to take more of a lead. But Gray, coun- 
cil chairman Kwame Brown, and other Dis- 
trict officials have been embroiled in scan- 
dals that could complicate their case for 
greater independence. 

On The Kojo Nnamdi Show last May, Gray 
said he saw his arrest as ‘‘reigniting’’ the 
movement but downplayed the likelihood of 
a reprise. ‘‘What we’ve got to see,” Gray 
said, ‘“‘is really a much broader commitment 
on the part of the 600,000 people who live in 
this city.” 

Critics say Zherica has pursued too narrow 
a strategy and that his success has sidelined 
other voting-rights groups. Stand Up! for De- 
mocracy in DC, a volunteer group pressing 
for full statehood, was founded in 1997, a year 
before DC Vote. Anise Jenkins, its president 
and cofounder, labeled the Utah compromise 
a ‘single vote” strategy because it did noth- 
ing about Senate representation or state- 
hood. 

Mark Plotkin, the Fox 5 political analyst 
and former WTOP commentator, is a fan of 
neither Zherka nor Norton. ‘‘Cairo, Syria— 
people are willing to lay down lives,” he 
says. ‘‘And here our response is DC Vote? A 
tepid, timid, timorous, establishment orga- 
nization that doesn’t want to offend anybody 
and, worse, is an appendage to Eleanor 
Holmes Norton.”’ 

When four Occupy DC protesters went on a 
hunger strike for District voting rights in 
December, Zherka issued a statement prais- 
ing their ‘‘courage and conviction”? but 
didn’t explicitly endorse the action. 

At recent rallies, I heard young Washing- 
tonians express a willingness to ‘‘shut the 
city down,” perhaps by blocking major road- 
ways from Maryland and Virginia. 

I asked Zherka whether DC Vote would en- 
dorse such tactics. ‘‘Virginia and Maryland 
people are family, friends, neighbors,” he 
told me. ‘‘There’s no reason to inconvenience 
and punish them.” 

Protests, Zherka said, ‘‘have to be tightly 
tied to injustice and the people perpetuating 
it.” Hence the demonstrations outside the 
Capitol and White House, which offer not 
just the iconography of those buildings but 
the sight of federal police—not city ones— 
carting away District residents. 

The street protests seem to have chastened 
some in Congress. GOP threats last year to 
ban the District’s needle-exchange program, 
undo its gay-marriage law, and permit con- 
cealed firearms were all thwarted, some- 
times by other Republicans. 
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In November, Congressman Darrell Issa, 
the powerful GOP chairman of the House 
Oversight and Government Reform Com- 
mittee, drafted a bill to let the District 
spend its money without congressional ap- 
proval, a right local officials have long 
sought. (DC Vote is opposing the Issa meas- 
ure for now because a provision would bar lo- 
cally funded abortions. But Issa has signaled 
he is open to finding a resolution.) 

In February, Obama released a 2013 budget 
request that promised to ‘‘work with Con- 
gress and the Mayor to pass legislation to 
amend the D.C. Home Rule Act to provide 
the District with local budget autonomy.” 

But first he has to be reelected. ‘‘Right 
now we have a President who isn’t willing to 
expend a lot of political capital but will sign 
anything that we get to him,” Zherka says. 
If a Republican wins in November, ‘‘all of our 
calculus will change,” with public protests 
playing an even greater role than they do 
now. 

DC has grown whiter in recent years, with 
census figures last year showing blacks los- 
ing their historic majority. If race had been 
a subtext of congressional opposition to vot- 
ing rights, I asked Zherka, shouldn’t those 
demographic shifts, however cynically, alter 
the political math? 

Zherka told me that they had not. The Dis- 
trict remains a place that lets gay people 
marry, permits medical marijuana, and 
funds abortion for poor women. The city’s 
liberal politics is in some ways the move- 
ment’s most intractable handicap. 

“If DC for some reason became more Re- 
publican,” Zherka says, ‘‘absolutely there 
would be a different perspective”? in Con- 
gress. 

Last May 11, a month after Mayor Gray 
was arrested, DC Vote hosted another rally. 
It was at Upper Senate Park, a leafy trape- 
zoid across from the Capitol. 

As supporters gathered by a table piled 
with T-shirts and bumper stickers, Zherka, 
in a gray suit and yellow tie, shook hands 
with the assurance of a seasoned politician. 
A woman had brought two young boys, and 
Zherka patted them on the head. ‘‘Ah, look 
at these protesters,” he said approvingly. 
When an aide identified an older man in a 
blazer and penny loafers as ‘‘our most loyal 
online donor,” Zherka unfastened a DC Vote 
pin from his lapel and pinned it on the do- 
nor’s. 

After the speeches, the Capitol Police ar- 
rested eight activists who had blocked a few 
lanes of traffic and refused to move. 

But soon the crowds and police vans were 
gone. Zherka was eager to get home to Be- 
thesda. His son had a series of exit inter- 
views at Westland Middle School, from 
which he was graduating. His daughter, a 
fifth-grader at Westbrook Elementary, was 
recovering from a stomach bug. He also 
wanted to catch up with his wife—a lawyer 
with the Motion Picture Association of 
America—about a house they were remod- 
eling in Chevy Chase. (They moved in No- 
vember.) 

Just when it seemed everyone had left, a 
young man in shorts and a soccer shirt 
pulled up on a ten-speed. ‘‘Are you with this 
group?” he asked. 

“I’m the director,” Zherka said. 

The man told him he wanted to get in- 
volved but had questions: Why did the city’s 
website give the impression that the move- 
ment was divided, listing not just DC Vote 
but two other organizations? If the District’s 
population was half black, why were pro- 
testers today mostly white? 

After Zherka’s long day, I wasn’t sure how 
much patience he’d have with a halfhearted 
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supporter who had missed much of the rally 
for a soccer game on the Mall. But Zherka 
gave no air of hurry. The movement was less 
divided than the website suggested, he said, 
and many African-Americans have turned 
out at other rallies. 

“‘Come help us organize and help us get out 
the word—do we have your info?” Zherka 
said, handing him a card as the sun set be- 
hind them. “Shoot me an e-mail. We need a 
lot of foot soldiers out here.” 


MEG VAN NESS 


HON. ED PERLMUTTER 


OF COLORADO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, June 21, 2012 


Mr. PERLMUTTER. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to congratulate and applaud Meg Van 
Ness for receiving the Living Landmarks 
Award. 

The Living Landmark Award is presented by 
the Golden Landmarks Association, a non- 
profit organization which works to preserve 
historic places and educated people about the 
wonderful history the Golden area has to offer. 
Meg has been a champion in preserving and 
promoting the historical integrity of Golden. 

Meg Van Ness has had a passion for ar- 
chaeology since high school. She attended the 
University of Missouri and later the University 
of Northern Arizona where she received her 
Master’s in Archaeology. In 1990, six years 
after she moved to Golden, Meg was ap- 
pointed to the Golden Historic Preservation 
Board and remained on the board for ten 
years. 

In 2000, Meg joined the Golden Planning 
Commission and worked with the community 
to keep Golden special. Meg worked for 16 
years as an archaeological consultant, another 
16 years with the Colorado Office of Archae- 
ology and Historic Preservation, and is cur- 
rently the Regional Historic Preservation Offi- 
cer for the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. She 
continues to serve on various outreach pro- 
grams and committees in Golden. 

| am honored to congratulate Meg Van Ness 
on this well deserved recognition by the Gold- 
en Landmarks Association. We all thank her 
for her advocacy for the Golden community. 


HONORING JESSICA THOMPSON 


HON. BENNIE G. THOMPSON 


OF MISSISSIPPI 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, June 21, 2012 


Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr. Speak- 
er, | rise today to honor a very astute young 
woman from the Second Congressional Dis- 
trict, Ms. Jessica Thompson. She has been 
bestowed the distinction of Salutatorian for the 
Class of 2012 of Charleston High School in 
Charleston, Mississippi. 

Jessica is an extremely hard worker, and is 
devoted to academics. She has maintained a 
position on the Superintendent and Principal 
Lists throughout high school. In addition to 
honoring her academic responsibilities, Jes- 
sica has also remained dedicated to her extra- 
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curricular activities. She has served as the 
captain of the cheerleading squad, a member 
of the science club, the Student Council 
Treasurer, a member of the Future Christian 
Athletes organization, a National Honor Soci- 
ety member, and as an usher at St. Paul 
C.M.E. Church. 

Jessica will be attending the University of 
Southern Mississippi as a Lucky-Day Scholar 
this fall, and plans to major in Kinesiotherapy. 
After obtaining a bachelor degree in 
Kinesiotherapy, she plans to become a phys- 
ical therapist. Jessica does not take her edu- 
cation for granted, because she knows that an 
education is essential to her hopes of fulfilling 
her dreams. Jessica gives the credit of her 
achievements to her parents, Ms. Lisa Thomp- 
son and the late Thomas Thompson, and her 
twin sister, Eboni, because their support has 
shaped her into the young woman that she is 
today. 

Mr. Speaker, | ask our colleagues to join me 
in recognizing Ms. Jessica Thompson for her 
unwavering dedication to education, and striv- 
ing to improve not only her life but the lives of 
others. 


EE 


TRINITY EPISCOPAL CHURCH 250TH 
ANNIVERSARY CELEBRATION 
AND WAR OF 1812 COMMEMORA- 
TION 


HON. ROBERT C. “BOBBY” SCOTT 


OF VIRGINIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, June 21, 2012 


Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to congratulate a storied institution of 
faith in Virginia’s Third Congressional District. 
This year, Trinity Episcopal Church in Ports- 
mouth, Virginia is celebrating its 250th anni- 
versary, and | would like to take a moment to 
reflect on the history of this esteemed church 
and its contributions to the greater Hampton 
Roads community. 

The story of Trinity Episcopal Church begins 
in 1752 with William Crawford, the founder of 
Portsmouth, when he designated space at the 
intersection of High and Court Streets for a 
parish church. Between 1761 and 1762, the 
Vestry of Trinity Church was formed. Rev- 
erend Charles Smith served as the first parish 
priest. 

During the American Revolution, the church 
was used by the British garrison, and Trinity’s 
old church bell was cracked celebrating Gen- 
eral Cornwallis’ surrender. During the War of 
1812, Captain Arthur Emmerson Ill, a lay lead- 
er in the congregation, was instrumental in the 
American victory at the Battle of Craney Is- 
land. During the Civil War, the crew of the 
ironclad C.S.S. Virginia—commonly called the 
Merrimac—worshipped at Trinity before board- 
ing the ship to fight in the first battle of the 
ironclads against the Union ship, U.S.S. Mon- 
itor. 

Over the years, Trinity continued to grow 
and expand, and its congregation felt a great 
sense of community responsibility, contributing 
to the well-being of the City of Portsmouth, 
surrounding neighborhoods and area church- 
es. In the 1890s, Trinity founded the King’s 
Daughters Hospital, which later became Ports- 
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mouth General Hospital. In the 1960s, under 
its noted Rector, the Rev. C. Charles Vaché, 
the congregation was active in the civil rights 
movement and endorsed the equality of all 
persons. Its members support organizations 
such as Portsmouth Volunteers for the Home- 
less, Oasis Social Ministry Center, and other 
social agencies, providing breakfasts, dinners, 
overnight accommodations, and financial sup- 
port to those in need. Trinity is best known for 
its Annual Children’s Christmas Shoppe, 
where hundreds of children, guided by mem- 
bers of the parish and community disguised as 
“elves,” can do their own shopping for loved 
ones. The Episcopal Church Women and the 
Brotherhood of Trinity take on additional local, 
national and even international community 
service projects of their own. 

Yet another longstanding Trinity tradition 
worthy of note is its music. Mentions of organ- 
ists and accompanying choirs date back to 
1823. Instruments housed at Trinity are re- 
vered as representative early-American works 
by their crafters. The choir has received ac- 
claim dating back to the 1860s, when the Rt. 
Rev. John Johns, Bishop of Virginia, called the 
Trinity Choir “the best in the diocese.” Today, 
the Trinity Music Series features local musical 
ensembles and world-renowned artists, work- 
ing with the Virginia Arts Festival and other 
community organizations to provide quality 
music services, recitals and concerts to the 
public free of charge. 

As Trinity Episcopal Church gathers to cele- 
brate this historic milestone, the church can 
truly remember its past, celebrate its present, 
and focus on its future. | would like to con- 
gratulate Rev. John R. Throop, D. Min., and 
all of the members of the Trinity Episcopal 
Church on the occasion of their 250th Anniver- 
sary. | wish them many more years of dedi- 
cated service to the community. 


IN TRIBUTE TO RON PLOTKIN 
HON. ELTON GALLEGLY 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, June 21, 2012 


Mr. GALLEGLY. Mr. Speaker, | rise in trib- 
ute to a constituent and friend, Ron Plotkin, 
who will be rightfully honored this weekend by 
the Republican Jewish Coalition at its 2012 
RJC Summer Bash. 

An ardent Zionist and member of the Re- 
publican Jewish Coalition’s Board of Directors, 
Ron has committed himself to educating the 
voting public and supporting Republican can- 
didates who understand the unique relation- 
ship between Israel, the only democracy in the 
Middle East, and the United States. 

In addition, Ron is a highly successful Los 
Angeles-based international business execu- 
tive and philanthropist who has made his mark 
in corporate marketing and advertising. As a 
partner and Chief Operating Officer of TMP 
Worldwide, he was instrumental in building the 
company into the world’s largest “yellow 
pages” advertising agency. 

The next global move was to cofound and 
develop the largest jobs website on the Inter- 
net, Monster.com. He is now Chief Executive 
Officer of Directional Marketing at Monster 
Worldwide. 
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Ron is an active investor in small tech- 
nology start-up companies based on unique 
concepts that have the potential to be cutting- 
edge ground-breakers in very competitive 
fields. 

His career in Yellow Pages began in 1975 
with the L.M. Berry Co. where he held a num- 
ber of positions that progressed to sales man- 
agement at its headquarters in Dayton, Ohio. 
In 1986, he became an equity partner in CPC 
(Communications Planning Corporation) and 
shortly afterward, he entered into a partner- 
ship arrangement with TMP Worldwide, and 
Officially joined the company on July 1, 1988. 

He is also an Executive Advisory Board 
Member of the Cabrillo Music Theatre, Inc. 
and a Board Member of the Association of Di- 
rectory Marketing, Inc. 

Mr. Speaker, I’m sure my colleagues join 
the Republican Jewish Coalition and me in 
honoring Ron for his tireless efforts on behalf 
of democracy both here at home and with our 
strong ally Israel. 


Ee 


IN RECOGNITION OF THE CITY OF 
HILLSBOROUGH’S ADOPTION OF 
H&H COMPANY, 1ST BATTALION, 
827TH INFANTRY REGIMENT, 1ST 
BRIGADE, 101ST AIRBORNE DIVI- 
SION 


HON. JACKIE SPEIER 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, June 21, 2012 


Ms. SPEIR. Mr. Speaker, | rise to honor the 
City of Hillsborough for its adoption in 2007 of 
H&H Company, 1st Battalion, 327th Infantry 
Regiment, 1st Brigade, 101st Airborne Divi- 
sion. 

In 1967 a soldier in Vietnam named Sgt. 
Joe Artavia wrote a letter to his sister, Linda 
Patterson, asking her to convince the City of 
San Mateo to adopt his company. He thought 
an adoption would lift troop morale “as high as 
the sky.” Patterson rallied the community to 
support her brother and his comrades. Within 
three months the San Mateo City Council 
passed a resolution to adopt the company. 

Tragically, Artavia was killed three weeks 
later rescuing a fellow soldier, and the people 
of San Mateo joined together in mourning. 
Artavia’s death solidified San Mateo’s commit- 
ment to its adopted company and, in fact, in 
1972 San Mateo was the only city in the 
United States to hold an official homecoming 
parade honoring Vietnam veterans. 

Working with Patterson and the city of Bur- 
lingame, Hillsborough adopted its own com- 
pany of the 101st Airborne Division in 2007. 
Since that time the city has continuously sup- 
ported the H&H Company, 1st Battalion, 327th 
Infantry Regiment, 1st Brigade, 101st Airborne 
Division, sending care packages, writing let- 
ters and supporting the families of soldiers 
who are deployed. 

In a few months Hillsborough’s adopted 
company will be re-deployed for another tour 
in Afghanistan. In commemoration of the 40th 
anniversary of the original welcoming-home 
parade, a new parade and festival are being 
held to honor past and present soldiers of the 
1st Brigade Combat Team, 101st Airborne Di- 
vision (Air Assault). 
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Mr. Speaker, | ask that the House of Rep- 
resentatives join me in honoring the city of 
Hillsborough for supporting HHC 1st Brigade 
Combat Team 101st Airborne Division (Air As- 
sault) and its brave men and women who fill 
its ranks, especially those who gave their lives 
for our freedom. 


YIMI SERRANO 


HON. ED PERLMUTTER 


OF COLORADO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, June 21, 2012 


Mr. PERLMUTTER. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to recognize and applaud Yimi Serrano 
for receiving the Arvada Wheat Ridge Service 
Ambassadors for Youth award. Yimi Serrano 
is an 11th grader at Jefferson Senior High and 
received this award because his determination 
and hard work have allowed him to overcome 
adversities. 

The dedication demonstrated by Yimi 
Serrano is exemplary of the type of achieve- 
ment that can be attained with hard work and 
perseverance. It is essential students at all 
levels strive to make the most of their edu- 
cation and develop a work ethic which will 
guide them for the rest of their lives. 

| extend my deepest congratulations to Yimi 
Serrano for winning the Arvada Wheat Ridge 
Service Ambassadors for Youth award. | have 
no doubt he will exhibit the same dedication 
and character in all his future accomplish- 
ments. 


TRIBUTE TO FRANK HALL 


HON. KEN CALVERT 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, June 21, 2012 


Mr. CALVERT. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
honor and pay tribute to a good friend of mine, 
Frank Hall. Frank passed away June 15, 2012 
in Norco, CA. A resident of Norco, CA, for 35 
years, he was a pillar of the community and 
he will be deeply missed. 

Frank was born March 2, 1938 in Los Ange- 
les. He grew up in Newport Beach, graduating 
from Newport Harbor High School and Orange 
Coast College, with additional studies at Pa- 
cific State University and Riverside Community 
College. As a youth, he worked for his uncle 
renting boats. Frank served the County of Or- 
ange from 1959 to 1995 in the General Serv- 
ices and Environmental Management agencies 
in the field of Right-of-Way Engineering, Prop- 
erty Management and Facilities Planning, and 
served honorably in the United States Naval 
Air Reserve as flight crew on anti-submarine 
aircraft from 1961 to 1969. 

After retiring from the County of Orange, he 
became involved with Norco city government, 
serving as a City Councilman for 12 years and 
Mayor for 8 years. Frank was a visionary in 
Norco; he maintained the community’s rural 
spirit while encouraging commercial and busi- 
ness development in the Inland region. As a 
Councilman, he held several appointed posi- 
tions, including Riverside Transit Agency, 
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RTA, where he was Chairman in 2007; River- 
side County Transportation Commission, 
RCTC, Commissioner; Western Riverside 
Council of Governments where he was Chair- 
man in 2001-2; Member of the Military Affairs 
Committee for the Norco-Corona Area, which 
was successful in retaining the Naval Surface 
Warfare Center in Norco; and Member of the 
City of Norco Economic Development Advisory 
Council, among many others. At the time of 
his death, he had been appointed by Super- 
visor John Tavaglione as an additional alter- 
nate to Riverside Transit Agency and the RTA 
Transportation-NOW coalition. 

It is hard to imagine that Frank would have 
any free time on his hands yet he always 
found time for his community. He was a mem- 
ber of many local and regional organizations, 
including the Citizens Advisory Group at the 
Norco College, the Death Valley 49ers Asso- 
ciation, the Pacific Crest Trail Association, the 
Norco High School Agricultural Advisory Com- 
mittee, and the California State Parks Founda- 
tion. He was active in the Corona-Norco 
YMCA and was President at the time of his 
death. Local clubs he belonged to were Norco 
Lions Club, Residents of Norco Urging Protec- 
tion of Rural and Animal Keeping Lifestyle, 
RURAL, American Legion Post 328, Norco 
Historical Society, Norco Regional Conser- 
vancy, Saddle Sore Riders, Riverside Rec- 
reational Trails, and Norco Senior Citizens and 
Pet Relief Fund. A longtime horse lover, Frank 
belonged to a number of equestrian sports or- 
ganizations. He was a life member of Eques- 
trian Trails, Inc., the California Horseman’s As- 
sociation, and the Norco Horseman’s Associa- 
tion, which he founded and served in for 18 
years as President in 1991 and Treasurer 
from 1992 to 2012. 

Frank is survived by his wife of 37 years 
Sharon; son Steve (Brenda) Hall, son William 
(Kate) Hall, and son Robert (Robin) Hall; six 
granddaughters, Kristin Hicks, Ashley Hall, 
Heather Hall, Holly Hall, Vanessa Hall and 
Lauren Hall, as well as two great-grand- 
daughters Joie Lynn and Abbylynn. Frank is 
also survived by brother Howard (Kathleen) 
Hall. 

On Friday, June 22, 2012, a memorial serv- 
ice celebrating Frank’s extraordinary life will 
be held. Frank will always be remembered for 
his incredible work ethic, generosity, contribu- 
tions to the community and love of family. His 
dedication to his family, work, and community 
are a testament to a life lived well and a leg- 
acy that will continue. | extend my condo- 
lences to Frank’s family and friends; although 
Frank may be gone, the light and goodness 
he brought to the world remain and will never 
be forgotten. 


EE 


IN MEMORIAM AND REMEM- 
BRANCE OF FIRST SERGEANT 
ACKEEM PAUL GREEN 369TH 
HARLEM HELLFIGHTERS—HAR- 
LEM YOUTH MARINES, INC. 


HON. CHARLES B. RANGEL 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, June 21, 2012 


Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, it is with great 
sadness that | rise today to share the news of 
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a devastating loss to Harlem and the greater 
New York City community. We joined with 
many family members and friends at Memorial 
Baptist Church to celebrate the life of Harlem 
Youth Marine Cadet First Sergeant, Ackeem 
Paul Green, who passed away Sunday, June 
3, 2012, from a fatal gunshot wound. 

On behalf of our beloved Village of Harlem, 
my wife Alma and | want to extend our most 
sincere and heartfelt sympathy, support, and 
love to my beloved friend, Col. Gregory E. 
Collins, and the entire family of the First Ser- 
geant Ackeem Paul Green. At the age of 25 
he was indeed a promising young man con- 
tinuing the honorable legacy of his father to 
better not only himself, but his fellow peers as 
well. 

Extraordinary young men like Ackeem are a 
rare commodity in this world and serve a high- 
er purpose in making it a better place. First 
Sergeant Ackeem Paul Green lost his life on 
the urban battlefield, from gun violence right 
here at home, while enjoying a game of bas- 
ketball with friends on a Sunday afternoon. 
First Sergeant Green was shot in the back by 
an illegal gun in the hands of a misguided 
youth. Gun violence has taken the lives of so 
many of our promising youth and it has taken 
over every urban neighborhood in the United 
States of America. 

Every time | hear the news that one of our 
young sons, daughters, fathers, mothers, hus- 
bands and wives are struck down by illegal 
guns in the wrong hands of our misguided 
people—it pains my heart with anger. What 
makes this very difficult for me is that it has 
taken the life of a young man whose very 
focus in life was to mentor his peers and oth- 
ers to provide them with a positive direction 
through the principles and leadership of the 
Harlem Youth Marines and with the values 
and courage of the United States Marine 
Corp. 

Since the age of 15 Ackeem has committed 
a tremendous amount of time and effort to the 
Harlem Youth Marine Cadets (HYMC). Once 
Ackeem reached the age limit to serve as a 
cadet, he remained dedicated and continued 
to serve the organization through volunteer 
work. He took mentored young cadets, served 
as a positive influence in the community, and 
was a much needed role model to many of 
our youth both in and outside of HYCM. 

The Harlem Youth Marines, Inc. (HYCM) 
provides instruction in military grooming and 
development to students willing and eager to 
learn. This program has supported the youth 
in my district for over 30 years with an empha- 
sis on youth development through education 
and discipline. They also provide cadets with 
the opportunity to engage in basic military skill 
training activities such as rappelling, marks- 
manship, and weapons safety. The children of 
Harlem have thoroughly benefited from this 
program through the development of body, 
mind, and spirit. Ackeem was a remarkable 
testament of their success. 

Mr. Speaker, | know that we, the Village of 
Harlem, will honor Ackeem’s life by ensuring 
that its young infant son, Ackeem Paul Green, 
Jr., honorable legacy remains alive. We must 
bring a realistic end to gun violence because 
it is destroying the lives of our children, fami- 
lies and communities. | ask that you and my 
colleagues join me in honoring this ambitious 
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young man and an impassioned mentor 
whose legacy shall be far remembered and 
everlasting. 


EEE 


HONORING PRESIDENT TED 
MARTINEZ, JR. 


HON. LINDA T. SANCHEZ 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, June 21, 2012 


Ms. LINDA T. SANCHEZ of California. Mr. 
Speaker, | rise today to recognize Dr. Ted 
Martinez, Jr. as the eighth Superintendent/ 
President of Rio Hondo College. A Texas na- 
tive, Dr. Martinez has dedicated himself to 
education and been a strong role model for 
Latinos in academia. 

Dr. Martinez has worked throughout his ca- 
reer to insure that all students have access to 
quality higher education. In his capacity as Su- 
perintendent/President of Rio Hondo College 
he has been committed to maintaining fiscal 
stability while enabling student success, high- 
level learning outcomes, and the completion of 
the $245 million building program. His leader- 
ship provided a new platform for Rio Hondo 
College to utilize its resources in partnering 
with community and business leaders. 

While at Rio Hondo College, he established 
a community advisory committee that includes 
local school and government officials, service 
agencies, religious groups, small businesses 
and veteran’s groups. Our community is espe- 
cially grateful for the strong and vibrant Mathe- 
matics, Engineering, Science, Achievement 
(MESA) program and outstanding Veterans 
Service Center that were established under 
his watch at Rio Hondo College. In 2010, 
Under Dr. Martinez’ leadership, in 2010 Rio 
Hondo College launched the award-winning 
South Whittier Educational Center (SWEC) 
partnership that provides students from under- 
served areas with a historically low college at- 
tendance a real pipeline to college. 

Dr. Martinez’s commitment to education has 
not gone unnoticed. Among many other hon- 
ors and awards, Ted has been distinctly hon- 
ored with the Outstanding President Award 
from the California Community College Coun- 
cil for Staff Development, the District 6 Pace- 
setter of the Year Award from the National 
Council for Marketing and Public Relations, 
and the Phi Theta Kappa Alumni Key Award 
from the International Honorary Society for 
students in two-year colleges. 


AARON TATE 


HON. ED PERLMUTTER 


OF COLORADO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, June 21, 2012 


Mr. PERLMUTTER. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to recognize and applaud Aaron Tate for 
receiving the 2012 Amgen Foundation’s 
Teacher of the Year Award. 

This award is designed to recognize and 
honor extraordinary science teachers at the 
K-12 level who significantly impact their stu- 
dents through exemplary science teaching and 
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who achieve demonstrated results in student 
learning in communities where Amgen oper- 
ates. 

Mr. Tate has been a middle-school science 
educator for nearly ten years at Bromley East 
Charter School in Brighton, CO. His classroom 
experiences include developing and imple- 
menting 7th grade science and S.T.E.M. elec- 
tive courses, sponsoring chess, middle school 
science, and LEGO clubs, and overseeing the 
7th grade science fair. Aaron Tate’s commit- 
ment to teaching science is commendable. 

In addition to his time in the classroom, 
Aaron is a member of the National Science 
Teachers Association (NSTA) and Kappa 
Delta Pi, the International Honor Society in 
Education, where he stays abreast of the new- 
est researched-based best practices in 
science education. 

| extend my deepest congratulations to 
Aaron Tate for this well deserved recognition 
by the Amgen Foundation. Thank you for your 
dedication to the future of science in our 
classrooms and your commitment to the com- 
munity. 


HONORING SABRINA SMITH 
HON. BENNIE G. THOMPSON 


OF MISSISSIPPI 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, June 21, 2012 


Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr. Speak- 
er, | rise to honor a remarkable young woman, 
Sabrina Smith, a recent graduate at Madison 
Shannon Palmer High School in Marks, Mis- 
sissippi. Sabrina is the proud daughter of 
Sharon Smith and they reside in Lambert, Mis- 
sissippi. 

Her teachers consider her to be an ideal 
student because of her honesty, respectful be- 
havior, and hard work. Sabrina is a recipient 
of numerous awards including the Honor Roll, 
Principal List, Superintendent List, Perfect At- 
tendance, and special recognition from her 
teachers for making the highest grades in their 
classes. Her class work has always exhibited 
the highest standard of excellence. Every day 
she works to better herself in school, as well 
as in everything she undertakes because she 
understands a good education leads to suc- 
cess. 

Sabrina has always been involved in extra- 
curricular activities. She is a former member of 
the Madison Shannon Palmer High School 
Choir, a member of the Student Council, 
Treasurer for the Sophomore Class of 2010, 
and Secretary for the Junior Class of 2011. 
Sabrina is also a member of the National Beta 
Club where she regularly participates in its 
book drives. She is a dedicated supporter of 
community service. Sabrina wanted to get an 
early start on her career aspirations, so she 
volunteered to participate in the Quitman 
County School District Job Shadow Program. 
Through this program, Sabrina learned valu- 
able hands-on professional skills such as 
punctuality, the principles of business attire 
and good grooming, problem solving, oral 
communication, team spirit and compromise, 
and responsibility. She believes that these are 
some of the skills that are necessary for her 
to be successful in both her career and her 
life. 
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Mr. Speaker, | ask our colleagues to join me 
in recognizing Ms. Sabrina Smith as Valedic- 
torian of Madison Shannon Palmer High 
School’s Class of 2012. 


WILFREDO HUERTA 


HON. ED PERLMUTTER 


OF COLORADO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, June 21, 2012 


Mr. PERLMUTTER. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to recognize and applaud Wilfredo 
Huerta for receiving the Arvada Wheat Ridge 
Service Ambassadors for Youth award. 
Wilfredo Huerta is a 12th grader at Jefferson 
Senior High and received this award because 
his determination and hard work have allowed 
him to overcome adversities. 

The dedication demonstrated by Wilfredo 
Huerta is exemplary of the type of achieve- 
ment that can be attained with hard work and 
perseverance. It is essential students at all 
levels strive to make the most of their edu- 
cation and develop a work ethic which will 
guide them for the rest of their lives. 

| extend my deepest congratulations to 
Wilfredo Huerta for winning the Arvada Wheat 
Ridge Service Ambassadors for Youth award. 
| have no doubt he will exhibit the same dedi- 
cation and character in all his future accom- 
plishments. 


a 


HONORING STANLEY HOWELL 
HALL 


HON. BARBARA LEE 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, June 21, 2012 


Ms. LEE of California. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to honor the exceptional life of Mr. Stan- 
ley Howell Hall. “Stan,” as he liked to be 
called, was a trailblazing public servant who 
had the distinction of serving as one of the 
first African-American City Managers in the 
State of California. Known as a hard-working 
and talented colleague, a visionary consultant 
and a man of great faith, Mr. Hall has left an 
indelible mark on Bay Area communities. With 
his passing on May 31, 2012, we look to Stan 
Hall’s public legacy and the outstanding qual- 
ity of his life’s work. 

Born on June 11, 1946 to William and Hazel 
Hall, Stan was the sixth child of a family of 
eight children. He was named Outstanding 
Young Man of America twice by the U.S. Jr. 
Chamber of Commerce and was a high school 
honors graduate. Earning his bachelor’s in 
History at San Francisco State University and 
a masters degree in Public Administration 
from Golden Gate University, Mr. Hall ac- 
quired a breadth of civic knowledge that he 
would use throughout his career. He settled in 
Richmond, California, working as the Adminis- 
trative Assistant to the City Manager. Eight 
years later, he became the first African-Amer- 
ican City Manager in Seaside, California. He 
did all of this by the young age of 32. 

In addition to career milestones serving as 
Director of Governmental Affairs for the Port of 


EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS, Vol. 158, Pt. 7 


Oakland, as well as City Manager for both 
East Palo Alto and Hollister, California, Mr. 
Hall became a sought-after consultant. He 
founded the government advocacy and con- 
sulting business, American Service Associ- 
ates, which aided local community develop- 
ment through expertise in transportation, park- 
ing and project management. 

Mr. Hall was also keenly committed to com- 
munity leadership. Among his numerous acco- 
lades and associations, he was a three-term 
President and CEO of the Bay Area Urban 
League, as well as Principal Officer of West 
Coast Infrastructure for Amtrak. He had the 
distinction of being honored by the Congres- 
sional Black Caucus in Washington, DC and 
received awards from the Harbon Publishing 
Co. and the Gillette Co. for Achievement in 
Business and Professional Excellence. His 
awards from Members of Congress, the State 
Assembly and the State Senate speak to the 
quality of his prolific career. And most re- 
cently, he was recognized by the U.S. Depart- 
ment of the Treasury for Patriotic Service. 

Active in 100 Black Men of the Bay Area 
and Kappa Alpha Psi Fraternity, Mr. Hall was 
also a devoted church member. He served 
both Mt. Carmel Missionary Baptist Church in 
Richmond and Allen Temple Baptist Church, 
where he sang in the chorus and built a strong 
spiritual family. From his groundbreaking work 
in public service to his renowned work ethic, 
Mr. Hall never ceased to challenge himself. 
He was even an accomplished pianist. 

On a personal note, | will miss Stan’s 
smiles, his words of encouragement and his 
support. Stan held a very successful event for 
me at his home recently and he was as happy 
as | to be with long-time friends. He proudly 
showed me through his cozy house and he 
was especially delighted to show me his back- 
yard, with its beautiful fruit trees and grass. 
When | visited him in the hospital a few days 
before his passing, he smiled. In his own way, 
he communicated the depth of love for his 
friends and me—and | felt that he was at 
peace and ready to meet the Lord. | will miss 
him tremendously. 

Today, California’s 9th Congressional Dis- 
trict salutes and honors an outstanding indi- 
vidual and a stalwart community leader, Mr. 
Stanley Howell Hall. He was a respected col- 
league, a beloved brother and a dear friend 
who will be deeply missed by an extended 
group of loved ones. | offer my sincerest con- 
dolences to Stan’s surviving family and to the 
many friends and associates whose lives he 
touched over the course of his incredible life. 
May his soul rest in peace. 


ES 


LAKELAND COLLEGE CELEBRATES 
ITS 150TH ANNIVERSARY 


HON. THOMAS E. PETRI 


OF WISCONSIN 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, June 21, 2012 


Mr. PETRI. Mr. Speaker, | would like to con- 
gratulate Lakeland College for 150 years of 
service as an undergraduate institution of 
higher education. Lakeland College is a pri- 
vate four year liberal arts college related to the 
United Church of Christ located near She- 
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boygan, Wisconsin—which is in my congres- 
sional district. 

The college was founded in 1862 by a 
group of German immigrants to offer a tradi- 
tional seminary curriculum to the local commu- 
nity. Over the years, it began to host addi- 
tional courses and programs of study. The col- 
lege adopted the name “Lakeland” in 1956 
when the seminary program moved to Min- 
nesota. In 1991, Lakeland opened a second 
campus in Shinjuku, Japan, to accommodate 
students with international interests. 

Today, Lakeland College serves nearly 
4,000 students and offers an 18 to 1 student 
to faculty ratio. It offers more than thirty de- 
gree programs and four graduate programs in- 
cluding education, counseling, business ad- 
ministration, and theology. Lakeland hosts a 
multicultural student body with students from 
over 30 countries. 

Lakeland prides itself on its ability to foster 
an educational, covenantal, just, and global 
community, not only at its main campus near 
Sheboygan, but also at its campuses in Chip- 
pewa Falls, Fox Cities, Green Bay, Madison, 
Milwaukee, and Wisconsin Rapids. 

| have had the opportunity to visit the Col- 
lege on numerous occasions and commend 
retiring president Dr. Stephen Gould for his 42 
years of service to Lakeland. In 2002, | was 
honored to have had the opportunity to speak 
at Lakeland’s commencement ceremony. It is 
evident that the College instills strong commu- 
nity values in its students and alumni. 

Strong institutions help make strong com- 
munities, and the people of Wisconsin, espe- 
cially those in the Sheboygan area, are proud 
of the 150 years of service that Lakeland Col- 
lege has provided. To recognize this accom- 
plishment, Governor Walker has declared 
June 23 as Lakeland College Day, a well de- 
served honor. Over 1,000 alumni will return to 
campus to celebrate June 21-24. 

| extend my congratulations to Lakeland 
College on its 150th Anniversary and wish all 
its faculty, staff, students, and alumni contin- 
ued success in their endeavors. 
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RECOGNIZING THE “BROWARD IS 
GREATER THAN AIDS” CAM- 
PAIGN ON THE OCCASION OF NA- 
TIONAL HIV TESTING DAY 


HON. ALCEE L. HASTINGS 


OF FLORIDA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, June 21, 2012 


Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise today to recognize the “Broward is Great- 
er than AIDS” (Broward > AIDS) campaign, an 
initiative of the Broward County Health Depart- 
ment (BCHD) to raise public awareness of the 
importance of knowing your HIV status and 
getting tested. The launch of the Broward > 
AIDS campaign takes place as we observe 
the 18th Annual National HIV Testing Day on 
June 27, 2012, a joint initiative between the 
National Association of People With AIDS 
(NAPWA) and the Centers for Disease Control 
and Prevention (CDC) aimed at promoting HIV 
testing. 

While advances in antiretroviral treatment 
now allow people living with HIV/AIDS to have 
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longer, more productive lives than ever before, 
HIV continues to spread at a staggering rate. 
Nationwide, 1.2 million people in the United 
States are living with HIV/AIDS, and 50,000 
individuals become newly infected with the 
virus each year. Furthermore, more than one 
in five HIV-positive individuals are unaware 
that they are infected, which not only in- 
creases their risk for developing worse health 
outcomes but also the likelihood of transmit- 
ting the virus to others. 

Although HIV/AIDS knows no borders, race, 
or gender, it has taken a particularly dev- 
astating toll on South Florida and certain 
groups. Since 2008, Broward County has had 
the highest rate of HIV infection per-capita in 
the nation. Within the past year, new HIV in- 
fections rose by 25 percent while new cases 
of AIDS also increased significantly. In addi- 
tion, according to the BCHD, HIV/AIDS con- 
tinues to have a disparate impact on men who 
have sex with men (MSM) and black hetero- 
sexual women. 

HIV/AIDS can happen to anyone, but we 
have the power to stop HIV and create an 
AIDS-free generation. It all begins with getting 
tested for HIV to find out your status and 
using this knowledge to take better care of 
yourself, your loved ones, and your commu- 
nity. Equally important is also knowing the sta- 
tus of your partner. Regular HIV testing has 
been proven to save lives and reduce new in- 
fections. The Broward > AIDS campaign is a 
vital tool to educate individuals and the com- 
munity about the realities of HIV/AIDS, why 
they should get tested, and where testing is 
available. 

Through the Broward > AIDS campaign, the 
BCHD seeks to encourage and increase HIV 
testing to reduce the spread of the disease as 
well as the stigma associated with it. The un- 
fortunate fact remains that many individuals 
and communities do not talk about HIV/AIDS. 
We cannot hope to eliminate the stigma and 
reduce the spread of HIV/AIDS if we do not 
break the silence. HIV/AIDS is not just a per- 
sonal health issue, it is a community health 
issue and we all have a responsibility to do 
our part to protect our families, friends, and 
neighbors. 

Mr. Speaker, this National HIV Testing Day, 
| commend the Broward County Health De- 
partment and its comprehensive HIV/AIDS 
outreach campaign, Broward > AIDS, for work- 
ing to increase HIV testing and end stigma. 
Together with effective, evidence-based poli- 
cies that address barriers to HIV testing and 
access to treatment and care, we know that 
we can overcome HIV/AIDS. 


COLORADO RAILROAD MUSEUM 


HON. ED PERLMUTTER 


OF COLORADO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, June 21, 2012 


Mr. PERLMUTTER. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to congratulate and applaud the Colo- 
rado Railroad Museum for receiving the Living 
Landmark Award. 

The Living Landmark Award is presented by 
the Golden Landmarks Association, a non- 
profit organization which works to preserve 
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historic places and educate people about the 
wonderful history the Golden area has to offer. 

The Colorado Railroad Museum has pro- 
vided an interesting and colorful history of rail- 
roading unique to the Western United States. 
Railroads have been instrumental in Colo- 
rado’s history by encouraging the economy, 
migration, and culture to flourish. In 1959, 
Robert W. Richardson and Cornelius W. 
Hauck opened the Colorado Railroad Museum 
in Golden. 

The museum houses the largest repository 
for Colorado’s railroad history and nearly 
100,000 people visit the museum every year. 
In the late 90’s the museum added a climate- 
controlled library to house books, photo- 
graphs, and corporate records and added an 
authentic roundhouse and turntable to restore 
and maintain the historic equipment. To instill 
in today’s youth a love for trains and railroads, 
The Colorado Railroad Museum offers train 
rides every weekend and hosts the Thomas 
the Tank Engine event every year. 

The Colorado Railroad Museum is ranked 
among the top 25 Denver area historical and 
cultural attractions and has been recognized 
by the Smithsonian Institute, American Asso- 
ciation of State and Local History, and Colo- 
rado Historical Society for its work preserving 
railroad history in the Rocky Mountains. 

| am honored to congratulate the Colorado 
Railroad Museum; | know they will work to 
provide an understanding and passion of rail- 
roads for future generations. 
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A TRIBUTE TO COLONEL MICHEL 
RUSSELL 


HON. BRETT GUTHRIE 


OF KENTUCKY 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, June 21, 2012 


Mr. GUTHRIE. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
honor Colonel Michel Russell, on the occasion 
of his return home from duty in Afghanistan. 

In his role as a United States Army Brigade 
Commander, Mr. Russell was uniquely re- 
sponsible for over 50,000 United States Army 
Soldiers, Department of Army Civilians and 
contractors from private industry, a command 
of equivalent size to an entire Army Corps. 

Colonel Russell was commander of the 
401st Army Field Support Brigade (AFSB) dur- 
ing a unique period in time. As a result of the 
Presidential directed drawdown of military 
forces in Afghanistan, Colonel Russell was re- 
sponsible for ensuring the redeployment of 
equipment in addition to the 401st AFSB’s tra- 
ditional functions of sustaining theater forces 
with quality of life products such as food, 
warfighting equipment such as MRAPS, and 
developing and fielding emerging technologies 
to increase force protection and quality of life 
for soldiers. 

Colonel Russell and his team of soldiers, 
Department of the Army Civilians and private 
industry contractors created from scratch the 
Afghanistan redeployment process. This proc- 
ess is responsible for maintaining, repairing, 
and removing thousands of pieces of equip- 
ment out of Afghanistan and back to the Con- 
tinental United States or other locations where 
United States Forces are stationed. 
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Colonel Russell and his team serve as the 
“Face to the Field” for the United States Army 
Materiel Command, the United States Army 
Sustainment Command and the 3rd Expedi- 
tionary Sustainment Command, providing all 
war fighters the equipment they need in the 
Afghanistan Theater to fight America’s en- 
emies who harbor ill-will toward freedom. 


| ask my colleagues to join me today in hon- 
oring Colonel Michel Russell for his steadfast 
commitment to the U.S. Army, his fellow sol- 
diers, and his nation. We owe our freedom to 
men like Colonel Russell, whose devotion to 
our nation will forever be remembered and ap- 
preciated. 


——— 
RECOGNIZING DR. RICHARD 
CROWE ASTRONOMER-IN-RESI- 
DENCE, IMILOA ASTRONOMY 
CENTER OF HAWAII, AND CO- 
FOUNDER, ASTRONOMER PRO- 


GRAM—UNIVERSITY OF HAWAII 
AT HILO 


HON. MAZIE K. HIRONO 


OF HAWAII 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, June 21, 2012 


Ms. HIRONO. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
honor Dr. Richard A. Crowe of Hilo, Hawaii— 
an extraordinary man whose loss is deeply 
felt. For the past few decades, Dr. Crowe’s 
leadership in the fields of astronomy and 
physics and his profound love of teaching has 
influenced generations of islanders throughout 
East Hawaii and our island state. 


Dr. Crowe was a vital part of the University 
of Hawaii at Hilo: the co-founder of the astron- 
omy program and the Astronomer-Iin-Resi- 
dence at the Imiloa Astronomy Center of Ha- 
waii, which is affiliated with the university. A 
beloved professor, Dr. Crowe inspired many to 
follow in his footsteps and pursue careers in 
astronomy. 


Dr. Crowe also shared his passion for as- 
tronomy with Hawaii Islands younger stu- 
dents. His portable planetarium could be found 
in public school classrooms throughout Hilo, 
helping Dr. Crowe to get students excited 
about astronomy. 


He was committed to community and public 
service—participating in the Hawaii County 
Band, the Kanilehua Chorale, and the local ro- 
tary club. 


We remember and honor Dr. Crowe, and | 
join with his family, friends, colleagues, and 
students in giving thanks for his life of service 
and inspiration. 


His greatest legacy continues to be the 
many who have discovered their own love for 
the stars and galaxies above us through his 
influence. Dr. Crowe and his teachings will 
never be forgotten. 


Mahalo nui loa (thank you very much). 
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HONORING THE LADYWOOD 
BLAZERS 


HON. THADDEUS G. McCOTTER 


OF MICHIGAN 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, June 21, 2012 


Mr. MCCOTTER. Mr. Speaker, today | rise 
to acknowledge the Ladywood Blazers, Michi- 
gan High Athletic Association Division Il Soft- 
ball Champions, from my hometown of Livonia 
upon winning their first state title. 

Led by Head Coach Scott Combs, the Blaz- 
ers won the Central Division of the Catholic 
High School League and went on to defeat 
Farmington Hills Mercy to earn the CHSL A- 
B Division championship. 

Ladywood came out swinging in their open- 
ing round of district play, overpowering Livonia 
Clarenceville, 17-0. The Blazers eliminated 
Dearborn Divine Child, 4—0, in the District 58 
final and advanced to regional competition. 
First round opponent Detroit Kettering forfeited 
but the down time did not affect the Blazers as 
they erased Center Line, 13-0 and claimed 
the Region 15 title. Advancing to quarterfinal 
action, Ladywood defeated St. Clair, 4-2 and 
then tamed the Wildcats of Wayland Union by 
an identical 4-2 score in the semi-final round 
to earn a berth in the state final. 

The Blazers had been in the state final in 
2009, losing a heartbreaker to Niles. It was a 
long ride home from Battle Creek as runners- 
up. This time Ladywood wouldn’t be denied as 
they shutout Saginaw Swan Valley, 4—0 and 
hoisted the Division II State Championship 
Softball trophy on June 16, 2012 to close out 
a stellar 39-3 season. 

Mr. Speaker, the Ladywood Blazers and 
Head Coach Scott Combs, having compiled 
an impressive 170-31 record over the last 5 
years, deserve to be recognized for their de- 
termination, achievement, and spirit. | ask my 
colleagues to join me in congratulating the 
Ladywood Blazers for obtaining this spectac- 
ular title and honoring their devotion to our 
community and country. 


VIRGINIA LARSON 
HON. ED PERLMUTTER 


OF COLORADO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, June 21, 2012 


Mr. PERLMUTTER. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to recognize and applaud Virginia Lar- 
son for receiving the Arvada Wheat Ridge 
Service Ambassadors for Youth award. Vir- 
ginia Larson is an 8th grader at Moore Middle 
School and received this award because her 
determination and hard work have allowed her 
to overcome adversities. 

The dedication demonstrated by Virginia 
Larson is exemplary of the type of achieve- 
ment that can be attained with hard work and 
perseverance. It is essential students at all 
levels strive to make the most of their edu- 
cation and develop a work ethic which will 
guide them for the rest of their lives. 

| extend my deepest congratulations to Vir- 
ginia Larson for winning the Arvada Wheat 
Ridge Service Ambassadors for Youth award. 
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| have no doubt she will exhibit the same dedi- 
cation and character in all her future accom- 
plishments. 
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IN HONOR AND RECOGNITION OF 
JACKIE JENKINS 


HON. LORETTA SANCHEZ 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, June 21, 2012 


Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of California. Mr. 
Speaker, | rise to honor and recognize Jackie 
Jenkins of Westminster, California, who was 
recently selected as one of the California 
School Employees Association’s (CSEA) top 
five Members of the Year. She will receive the 
award at the 86th Annual CSEA conference 
later this year. 

Mrs. Jenkins has served the Westminster 
School District for over 25 years as a parent, 
through the PTA, in many classified positions, 
and currently as the School Office Manager at 
the largest elementary school in the district. 

Throughout her career, Mrs. Jenkins has ex- 
emplified professional service to parents, stu- 
dents, and staff. Not only does she expertly 
manage the school’s office, but she is a men- 
tor to others and her high standards of service 
are an example for other classified employees 
in the school district. 

Mrs. Jenkins also consistently brings out the 
best in each and every student. She listens to 
them read, encourages to them to be better 
classmates, and even helps students carefully 
place their first lost tooth in a special con- 
tainer. It's clear to everyone she encounters 
that Mrs. Jenkins is a sensitive and caring 
confidant to all. 

In addition to being a consummate office 
manager, Mrs. Jenkins serves as the CSEA 
President. In this role, she has motivated oth- 
ers to serve in CSEA and built the capacity of 
the organization so it can continue to ensure 
the success of every student in the school dis- 
trict. 

According to her school principal, Linda 
Reed, and her many supportive colleagues at 
the Westminster School District, Mrs. Jenkins 
is a positive person that has a great sense of 
humor, and always encourages everyone to 
be the best they can be. 

Mr. Speaker, | know my colleagues will join 
me in congratulating Mrs. Jenkins on this 
award and thank her for her humble service 
and dedication to ensuring that our children 
receive a rich and rewarding education. 
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HONORING THE MORRIS COUNTY 
LIBRARY ON THEIR 90TH ANNI- 
VERSARY 


HON. RODNEY P. FRELINGHUYSEN 


OF NEW JERSEY 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, June 21, 2012 


Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to honor the Morris County Library lo- 
cated in the Township of Whippany, Morris 
County, New Jersey who are celebrating their 
90th anniversary. 
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The staff of the Morris County Library 
(MCL), through their dedicated hard work, has 
made the library a vibrant source of pride and 
activity for the local community. Following the 
passage of a bill in 1921 by the New Jersey 
Legislature to establish county libraries, the 
Morris County Library was formed in 1921 by 
a public vote. With over 10,000 books 
catalogued and a new book car to help their 
books reach the public, the library opened its 
doors in Morristown in 1922 to serve Morris 
County. 


The MCL continued to grow in its early 
years and by 1927 established a children’s 
book section, which by the end of the year, 
saw every book in circulation checked out. 
The MCL also opened its resources to the 
local community with donations of books to 
the State Hospital at Morris Plains, Civilian 
Conservation Corps and the Morris County 
Jail. The MCL played a significant role in our 
nation’s defense during World War Il by be- 
coming a federal depository for government 
publications, as well as boasting a large col- 
lection of books on U.S. defense. 


The MCL grew with the times, instituting an 
automated book catalog and circulation sys- 
tem in 1970 and a completely computerized 
catalog in 1987. This growth meant that a new 
building was required to contain the resources 
and accommodate the future growth of this 
Morris County institution. An architectural plan 
for a new library was unveiled in 1991 and by 
2001 the new Morris County Library building in 
Whippany was dedicated. The new library 
contained group study rooms and public meet- 
ing rooms which instantly received high de- 
mand from the public. Their computer rooms 
also were capable of hosting training courses 
on a wide variety of subjects. 


Today, the Morris County Library serves 
487,000 people with their collection of over 
247,000 books and sees 521,000 borrows per 
year. In 2011 alone, their reference desk an- 
swered 63,815 questions, several for my of- 
fice! The meeting rooms of the library have 
also seen significant use hosting thousands of 
meetings a year. The MCL continues to part- 
ner with community organizations such as the 
AARP, Carol G. Simon Cancer Center and the 
U.S. Veteran’s Administration. The MCL has 
seen a number of awards during its history, in- 
cluding the NJ Library Association Swartzburg 
Preservation Award and Librarian of the Year 
from the New York Times. 


The significant resources held in the library 
and these community partnerships would not 
be possible if not for the commitment shown 
by the staff of the Library. Their work on be- 
half of literacy and their community has made 
the Morris County Library a vital institution in 
Morris County and New Jersey. 


Mr. Speaker, | ask you and my colleagues 
to join me in congratulating the staff of the 
Morris County Library as they celebrate their 
90th anniversary. 
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HEALTH CARE COST REDUCTION 
ACT OF 2012 


HON. CHRISTOPHER S. MURPHY 


OF CONNECTICUT 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, June 21, 2012 


Mr. MURPHY of Connecticut. Mr. Speaker, 
| rise today to recognize the value of the med- 
ical device industry in my State and our nation 
as a whole. This industry is working on some 
of the most exciting and cutting-edge tech- 
nologies in the entire health care sector and 
has changed the lives of millions of Ameri- 
cans. 

According to estimates, the medical device 
industry employs approximately 430,000 na- 
tionwide. My State is fortunate to have a vi- 
brant medical device industry with nearly 
8,000 individuals directly employed at compa- 
nies, such as BD and Covidien. These compa- 
nies also support approximately 12,000 more 
in-direct jobs in my home state. Beyond pro- 
viding quality, high-paying jobs, these busi- 
nesses are responsible corporate citizens who 
are trying to enhance the communities where 
they are located and the people who live 
there. For example, employees at BD’s plant 
in Canaan, Connecticut—which recently cele- 
brated its 50th anniversary—have served as 
mentors to the Housatonic Valley Regional 
High School and have contributed generously 
to the United Way and other local charities. In 
line with a growing body of evidence on the 
positive impact bariatric surgery can have on 
diabetics, Covidien has worked with American 
Diabetes Association to fund new research on 
this potentially life-changing procedure. 

Unfortunately, when the House recently con- 
sidered the Health Care Cost Reduction Act of 
2012 (H.R. 436), the majority included an off- 
set that, according to the Joint Committee on 
Taxation, would result in 350,000 fewer Ameri- 
cans receiving health care coverage. As part 
of the Affordable Care Act, the Federal Gov- 
ernment is set to provide millions of Ameri- 
cans with premium tax credits for the pur- 
chase of health insurance. This will not only 
increase rates of coverage but will also lead to 
lower overall health costs since more people 
are insured. The offset that was included in 
H.R. 436, known as the “true-up” provision, 
would have subjected these individuals to 
large repayment amounts if for some reason 
their income levels increased from the time 
that they were actually receiving coverage to 
the time they filed their taxes the following 
year. This could come as a result of the indi- 
vidual or spouse starting a new job or return- 
ing to work after school. While | could not sup- 
port this legislation, | understand the need to 
reduce the medical device industry’s burden in 
paying for health care reform. 

Mr. Speaker, | believe that we can all agree 
that to maintain our position as the world lead- 
er in biotechnology, the United States needs 
to foster innovation and growth within our 
health care industries. | am proud that | rep- 
resent a number of those companies and 
hope that we will find bipartisan solutions to 
create an environment where they will con- 
tinue to succeed and develop new break- 
through therapies. 
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IN TRIBUTE TO DR. DONALD 
ZIMRING 


HON. ELTON GALLEGLY 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, June 21, 2012 


Mr. GALLEGLY. Mr. Speaker, | rise in trib- 
ute to Dr. Donald Zimring, who is retiring from 
the Las Virgenes Unified School District in 
Calabasas, California, to become head of 
school for Brandeis Hillel schools in San Fran- 
cisco and San Rafael. 


| have known Don since | served on the 
Simi Valley City Council and he covered the 
meetings as a journalist. Fortunately, he found 
a more respectable line of work when he 
joined the Las Virgenes School District as its 
public information officer in 1979. 


From there, Don became a middle school 
teacher, school principal, assistant super- 
intendent of business services, deputy super- 
intendent, and finally superintendent on July 2, 
2007. 


He is credited with bringing the first Spanish 
immersion program to the district, instituting a 
community service requirement for graduation, 
increasing technology in the classroom, add- 
ing high school performance arts centers, and 
renovating and expanding Lindero Canyon 
Middle School, where he began his teaching 
career. 


Although Don left the classroom early in his 
career, he never left the kids. For 35 years, he 
has taken a group of eighth graders to Wash- 
ington, D.C., over spring break. Don believes 
very deeply that students should know first- 
hand how their government works. 


That belief stems from an earlier career be- 
fore the call to teaching caught up with him. 
Don traveled the world as an administrative 
coordinator for the Los Angeles World Affairs 
Council and had a front-row seat to the deci- 
sion-making processes of Secretaries of State, 
presidents, princes and kings. 


But it was education that became his life. 
Don credits Bernard Cohen, his seventh- and 
eighth-grade teacher at Walter Reed Junior 
High in North Hollywood, for sparking his inter- 
est in teaching. 


“Most kids get one teacher who ignited that 
spark and made learning exciting,” Don told a 
local paper when he was named super- 
intendent. “There wasn’t one person who 
didn’t respect him and look up to him. | 
thought that was cool.” 


Mr. Speaker, I’m sure many a Las Virgenes 
student has looked up to Dr. Donald Zimring 
and thought he was cool, too. | am equally 
sure my colleagues join me in thanking Don 
for his 37 years of professional service to Las 
Virgenes Unified School District and in wishing 
him the best in his new role at Brandeis Hillel. 
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IN RECOGNITION OF THE CITY OF 
BURLINGAME’S ADOPTION OF B 
COMPANY, 1ST BATTALION, 327TH 
INFANTRY REGIMENT, 1ST BRI- 
GADE, 101ST AIRBORNE DIVISION 


HON. JACKIE SPEIER 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, June 21, 2012 


Ms. SPEIER. Mr. Speaker, | rise to honor 
the city of Burlingame for its adoption in 2007 
of B Company, 1st Battalion, 327th Infantry 
Regiment, 1st Brigade, 101st Airborne Divi- 
sion. 

In 1967 a soldier in Vietnam named Sgt. 
Joe Artavia wrote a letter to his sister, Linda 
Patterson, asking her to convince the city of 
San Mateo to adopt his company. He thought 
an adoption would lift troop morale “as high as 
the sky.” Patterson rallied the community to 
support her brother and his comrades. Within 
three months the San Mateo City Council 
passed a resolution to adopt the company. 

Tragically, Artavia was killed three weeks 
later rescuing a fellow soldier, and the people 
of San Mateo joined together in mourning. 
Artavia’s death solidified San Mateo’s commit- 
ment to its adopted company and, in fact, in 
1972 San Mateo was the only city in the 
United States to hold an official homecoming 
parade honoring Vietnam veterans. 

Working with Patterson, the city of Bur- 
lingame adopted its own company of the 101st 
Airborne Division in 2003. Since that time the 
city has continuously supported B Company, 
1st Battalion, 327th Infantry Regiment, 1st Bri- 
gade, 101st Airborne Division, visiting them in 
peacetime, establishing pen-pals and sending 
care packages. 

In a few months Burlingame’s adopted com- 
pany will be re-deployed for another tour in Af- 
ghanistan. In commemoration of the 40th anni- 
versary of the original welcoming-home pa- 
rade, a new parade and festival will be held to 
honor past and present soldiers of the 1st Bri- 
gade Combat Team, 101st Airborne Division 
(Air Assault). 

Mr. Speaker, | ask that the House of Rep- 
resentatives join me in honoring the city of 
Burlingame for supporting B Company, 1st 
Battalion, 327th Infantry Regiment, 1st Bri- 
gade, 101st Airborne Division and its brave 
men and women who fill its ranks, especially 
those who gave their lives for our freedom. 
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OUR UNCONSCIONABLE NATIONAL 
DEBT 


HON. MIKE COFFMAN 


OF COLORADO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, June 21, 2012 


Mr. COFFMAN of Colorado. Mr. Speaker, 
on January 20, 2009, the day President 
Obama took office, the national debt was 
$10,626,877,048,913.08. 

Today, it is $15,777,954,587,181.97. We’ve 
added $5,151,077,538,268.89 to our debt in 
just over 3 years. This is debt our nation, our 
economy, and our children could have avoided 
with a balanced budget amendment. 


June 21, 2012 


On this day in 1788, the Constitution of the 
United States went into effect when New 
Hampshire became the ninth state to ratify it. 
The Constitution, which strove to form a more 
perfect Union and promote the general Wel- 
fare, is being crushed by the weight of our na- 
tional debt. 


EE 


25TH ANNIVERSARY OF THE NA- 
TIONAL AIR TRAFFIC CONTROL- 
LERS ASSOCIATION (NATCA) 


HON. JERRY F. COSTELLO 


OF ILLINOIS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, June 21, 2012 


Mr. COSTELLO. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
recognize the 25th anniversary of the National 
Air Traffic Controllers Association (NATCA). 

Since its establishment in 1987, NATCA has 
been a fierce advocate for its members and 
has been a strong proponent for aviation jobs, 
continuously working for improved working 
conditions and opportunities in the field for 
over 20,000 controllers, engineers and other 
safety professionals. 

It is no easy task to manage the most com- 
plex airspace system in the world, but with dili- 
gent professionalism and outstanding quality, 
NATCA has been working for a quarter of a 
century to keep us all protected. It is because 
of their unwavering commitment to aviation 
safety that over 700 million passengers a year 
arrive safely at their destinations. 

| congratulate all the professionals at 
NATCA for their 25 years of hard work. We 
look forward to many more years of safety in 
the skies. 


rE 


IN RECOGNITION OF THE GIRL 
SCOUTS HEART OF CENTRAL 
CALIFORNIA AND THE 100TH AN- 
NIVERSARY OF THE GIRL 
SCOUTS OF THE UNITED STATES 
OF AMERICA 


HON. DORIS 0. MATSUI 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, June 21, 2012 


Ms. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in 
recognition of the Girl Scouts Heart of Central 
California and the Girl Scouts of the United 
States of America as they celebrate their 
100th anniversary. As Girl Scouts across the 
country and those in Sacramento gather to 
celebrate this remarkable milestone, | ask all 
my colleagues to join me in honoring the Girl 
Scouts’ important role nationally and in the 
Sacramento community. 

The Girl Scouts began under the guidance 
of Juliette Gordon Low who founded the orga- 
nization with a handful of girls seeking new 
experiences and opportunities in their commu- 
nities. Over the last century they have grown 
to a membership of over 3.2 million girls and 
adults, including nearly 29,000 girls and 
11,000 adult volunteers in Sacramento and 
Central California. 

Over the last one hundred years, the Girl 
Scouts of the United States of America has 
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provided many services to their scouts’ com- 
munities and to this country. During World 
War I, the Girl Scouts sold war bonds to help 
fund the war effort; the Great Depression saw 
them running food drives and volunteering in 
hospitals; they grew Victory Gardens during 
World War Il; they supported the civil rights 
movement in the 1960s; and after the terrorist 
attacks on September 11, 2001, they reached 
out to a shaken America with special services 
to the community and for first responders. 


With the help of parent volunteers and other 
adults giving their time and effort to the orga- 
nization, the Girl Scouts have been able to 
grow and continue their legacy as a resource 
for our daughters, nieces, and grand- 
daughters. They cultivate service, character, 
appreciation for diversity, and confidence in 
young girls, fostering new generations of fe- 
male leaders. The Girl Scouts Heart of Central 
California provides programs that include ac- 
tivities encouraging girls to explore careers in 
the STEM fields—science, technology, engi- 
neering and math; an outreach program for 
girls in underserved rural and urban areas; 
and a Latino initiative reaching out to encour- 
age first-generation Spanish-speaking women 
to serve as Girl Scout leaders. 


Mr. Speaker, | am honored to pay tribute to 
the Girl Scouts Heart of Central California and 
the Girl Scouts of the United States of Amer- 
ica on its 100th anniversary. | am confident 
that the Girl Scouts will continue to affect posi- 
tive change and help inspire girls across the 
nation. | ask all my colleagues to join me in 
honoring the Girl Scouts of the United States 
of America and their outstanding service to 
our country. 


ES 


ZACHARY NIELSON 


HON. ED PERLMUTTER 


OF COLORADO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, June 21, 2012 


Mr. PERLMUTTER. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to recognize and applaud Zachary Niel- 
son for receiving the Arvada Wheat Ridge 
Service Ambassadors for Youth award. 
Zachary Nielson is an 8th grader at Moore 
Middle School and received this award be- 
cause his determination and hard work have 
allowed him to overcome adversities. 


The dedication demonstrated by Zachary 
Nielson is exemplary of the type of achieve- 
ment that can be attained with hard work and 
perseverance. It is essential students at all 
levels strive to make the most of their edu- 
cation and develop a work ethic which will 
guide them for the rest of their lives. 


| extend my deepest congratulations to 
Zachary Nielson for winning the Arvada Wheat 
Ridge Service Ambassadors for Youth award. 
| have no doubt he will exhibit the same dedi- 
cation and character in all his future accom- 
plishments. 
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CONGRATULATING THE UNIVER- 
SITY OF WASHINGTON HUSKIES 
MEN’S CREW TEAM ON WINNING 


THE 110TH INTERCOLLEGIATE 
ROWING ASSOCIATION CHAM- 
PIONSHIPS 


HON. JIM McDERMOTT 


OF WASHINGTON 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, June 21, 2012 


Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, | rise today 
to congratulate the University of Washington 
Men’s Crew Team for winning the 110th Inter- 
collegiate Rowing Association Championships 
(IRAs) on June 2, 2012. 

From the moment that they began their 
grueling training, the University of Washington 
Huskies exemplified sportsmanship, 
athleticism and perseverance. Their discipline 
was rewarded when the Huskies won all five 
events at the IRAs—the first time in IRA his- 
tory that a single program has swept five 
races. This victory marks the first time in more 
than 70 years that the Huskies have won con- 
secutive national titles, and it finishes a sea- 
son where the Huskies won every race in 
which they competed. 

The Men’s Varsity Eight—Sam Ojserkis, 
Dusan Milovanovic, Alex Bunkers, Ryan 
Schroeder, Mijo Rudelj, Sebastian Peter, Sam 
Dommer, A.J. Brooks, and Robert Munn—eas- 
ily surpassed the standing record for the IRA 
championship. In fact, every Husky boat also 
set a championship record on their way to vic- 
tory. 

As we celebrate the long tradition of crew at 
the University of Washington, | want to com- 
mend Coach Michael Callahan, and all of the 
talented athletes of the Husky Men’s Varsity 
Crew Team for their truly historic season. | 
wish them continued success in the future. 


ee 


HONORING MAUREEN WIGGINS 
SHOEMAKER 


HON. BENNIE G. THOMPSON 


OF MISSISSIPPI 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, June 21, 2012 


Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr. Speak- 
er, | rise today to honor an advocate of lit- 
eracy and research communications, Mrs. 
Maureen Wiggins Shoemaker. 

Mrs. Shoemaker was born in Sumner, Mis- 
sissippi. She attended R. H. Bearden Elemen- 
tary School (formerly West District High 
School), and graduated from West 
Tallahatchie High School in 1974. She has re- 
ceived degrees from Coahoma Jr. College, 
Jackson State University, and also received a 
Master’s in Elementary Education from Mis- 
sissippi Valley University. 

Mrs. Shoemaker’s passion for literacy led 
her to continue her studies in Library Science 
at Southern University in Louisiana. Mrs. 
Shoemaker has served R. H. Bearden Ele- 
mentary School and West Tallahatchie High 
School faithfully through her efforts to ren- 
ovate and improve the technology sustain- 
ability in both libraries. 

Mrs. Shoemaker has been an asset to the 
West Tallahatchie School District, due to her 
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ability to recognize and address the dire 
needs of the students in the Tallahatchie 
School District. In addition, she has remained 
active in her community working with the 
Tallahatchie County Correctional Facility and 
Supporting Partnerships to Assure Ready Kids 
of Mississippi (SPARK). Through these part- 
nerships, Mrs. Shoemaker has been able to 
spread her passion for literacy among sup- 
porters of all ages. 

Mr. Speaker, | ask our colleagues to join me 
in recognizing Mrs. Maureen Wiggins Shoe- 
maker for her continued efforts to support lit- 
eracy in the State of Mississippi. 


TRIBUTE TO RONALD BLOCKER 
HON. CORRINE BROWN 


OF FLORIDA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, June 21, 2012 


Ms. BROWN of Florida. Mr. Speaker, on be- 
half of the constituents of the Third Congres- 
sional District of Florida and myself, | rise now 
to offer tribute to the career and success of 
my friend, Mr. Ronald Blocker, who served as 
the Superintendent for Orange County Public 
Schools for the past 12 years. A visionary and 
scholar, Mr. Ronald Blocker is a true leader of 
the Central Florida Community, and the great 
State of Florida. 

We are encouraged by Mr. Blockers ac- 
complishments while serving as the super- 
intendent since July 2000; it was under his 
leadership that the graduation rate in Orange 
County, Florida, is at the highest level it has 
ever been with the dropout rate at the lowest. 
A man dedicated to education, Ronald Blocker 
earned degrees in educational leadership and 
counselor education from the University of 
Florida. He worked as a school psychologist 
and principal. As the district’s first black super- 
intendent, Mr. Blocker made a name for him- 
self and in 2011 he was named Florida Super- 
intendent of the Year by the Florida Associa- 
tion of District Superintendents. 

Mr. Blocker has received many accolades 
and honors including the John M. Tiedtke Life- 
time Achievement Award from United Arts of 
Central Florida; he was named the District 
Reading Leader of the Year by the Florida De- 
partment of Education’s Just Read, Florida! 
Division; named the Florida Art Education As- 
sociation’s Superintendent of the Year; and re- 
ceived the Florida Superintendent's Award for 
Volunteer/Community Involvement. Recipient 
of the Chairman’s Award from the Metro Or- 
lando Economic Development Commission, 
Mr. Blocker has made a lasting contribution to 
the economy of Orange County. His influence 
in the Central Florida community has not gone 
unnoticed either; he was ranked eight on a list 
of the 50 most powerful people in Central Flor- 
ida and among the top 25 most powerful by a 
panel of community leaders. 

He served as the President of the Florida 
Association of District School Superintendents; 
a member of the American Association of 
School Administrators; Florida Association of 
School Administrators, and the Council of 
Great City Schools. 

Described as an “advocate of children”, and 
“a teachers superintendent”, Mr. Blocker was 
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able to build new schools, and replace and 
upgrade 128 older facilities. With 33 new 
schools opened under his guidance and 62 re- 
placed or restored, Mr. Blocker reduced over- 
crowding and removed 1,000 portable class- 
rooms and raised the Orange County School 
District to an “A” Rating 3 years in a row. 

Recently by virtue of Orange County and 
the School Board, he has been honored with 
the renaming of the Orange County Public 
School building to the “Ronald Blocker Edu- 
cational Leadership Center.” Mr. Blocker has 
worked to ensure healthy revenue that will 
continue to preserve the quality of education 
that the Third Congressional District and Cen- 
tral Florida Community deserves and needs, 
with his high expectations for employees and 
students. Mr. Blocker’s theme of “One Vision, 
One Voice,” is a message we can all truly 
stand by. 


PERSONAL EXPLANATION 


HON. ROBERT T. SCHILLING 


OF ILLINOIS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, June 21, 2012 


Mr. SCHILLING. Mr. Speaker, on Monday, 
June 18, 2012, | attended a visitation in the 
17th District of Illinois and was unable to cast 
my vote for rollcall Nos. 379 and 380. 

Had | been present, | would have voted 
“yea” on the bill by Senator MIKE LEE, S. 684, 
to provide for the conveyance of certain par- 
cels of land to the town of Alta, Utah, which 
passed by an overwhelming bipartisan vote of 
383-3. 

| would also have voted “yea” on the bill by 
Senator CARL LEVIN, S. 404, to provide for the 
conveyance of certain parcels of land to the 
town of Alta, Utah, which also passed by an 
overwhelmingly bipartisan vote of 380-0. 


EE 


HONORING THE 125TH ANNIVER- 
SARY OF THE CHARTERING OF 
THE BOROUGH OF SOUDERTON 


HON. CHARLES W. DENT 


OF PENNSYLVANIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, June 21, 2012 


Mr. DENT. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
honor the 125th Anniversary of the chartering 
of the borough of Souderton, Pennsylvania 
and to pay tribute to the many contributions its 
inhabitants have made to the cultural fabric of 
eastern Pennsylvania. 

Charted in 1887, Souderton’s rich history 
actually began when the first inhabitants, the 
Lenni-Lenape or the Delaware Indians settled 
the area. They were some of the first native 
peoples to come in contact with Europeans in 
the early 1600’s. The land that today com- 
prises Souderton was originally purchased by 
William Penn from the Lenape. The first wave 
of European settlers were Welsh immigrants 
who gave Souderton the name of Welshtown. 
They were followed by German Mennonites in 
the early 1700’s and by 1750 they would oc- 
cupy most of the land. Some claim Souderton 
got its name from one of its early settlers, 
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Henry O. Souder, but in fact the North Penn 
railroad company gave the location its name in 
1863 to differentiate between the borough and 
the village of Soudersburg in Lancaster Coun- 
ty. 
While established as primarily an agricul- 
tural community, the railroad’s arrival in 1857 
encouraged rapid growth in the community. 
Textile and cigar factories brought prosperity 
and new populations to the borough. The bor- 
ough’s initial bank, Univest Corp. of Pennsyl- 
vania, was established in 1876 and remains 
an active and vital part of the community 
today. 

When it was charted as a borough in 1877, 
Souderton had a population of 600 people. In 
1879, the first church in the community, the 
Souderton Mennonite Meetinghouse, opened 
on Christmas Day, and the first school in 
Souderton opened its doors that following 
year. The population had tripled by 1910. Citi- 
zens were able to access the nearby bustling 
city of Philadelphia via railroad on the North 
Penn lines, while the nearby community of 
Perkasie was connected by the Liberty Bell 
Trolley service. The first automobile arrived in 
town on May 1st, 1903, and residents soon 
began enjoying pleasant rides down Main 
Street, formerly known as Possum Lane. The 
borough’s population doubled again by 1940. 
Following World War Il, the demand for ex- 
pensive labor in the textile industry declined 
but the community remained vibrant. Today, 
Souderton is mostly a quiet, family-oriented 
residential community. 

To commemorate their 125th Anniversary, 
Souderton borough is hosting a year-long 
celebration that has included a community 
clean up day, a parade and fireworks show, 
historical trolley tours, and a memorial picnic. 

Mr. Speaker, | ask that my colleagues join 
me today in recognizing the 125th Anniversary 
of the Borough of Souderton, Pennsylvania. 


EE 


IN HONOR OF MR. BLAISE J. 
DURANTE, DEPUTY ASSISTANT 
SECRETARY FOR ACQUISITION 
INTEGRATION, OFFICE OF THE 
ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE 
AIR FORCE FOR ACQUISITION 


HON. C. W. BILL YOUNG 


OF FLORIDA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, June 21, 2012 


Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker, on the 
occasion of his retirement, | want to take this 
opportunity to honor Mr. Blaise J. Durante for 
his 45 years of dedicated service to our coun- 
try. In his most recent assignment, he served 
as the Deputy Assistant Secretary for Acquisi- 
tion Integration, in the Office of the Assistant 
Secretary of the Air Force for Acquisition. In 
this role, Mr. Durante oversaw the integration 
of Air Force research, development and acqui- 
sition budget formulation and execution, and 
directed streamlined management team activi- 
ties, including acquisition reform and reduction 
in total ownership cost efforts. Mr. Durante di- 
rected the development of acquisition policy 
and served as the Chief Financial Officer for 
the Air Force modernization accounts, man- 
aging all acquisition reporting systems along 
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with the Air Force’s international research, de- 
velopment and analysis programs. In over four 
decades of active duty military and civil serv- 
ice, he has held numerous director positions, 
leading both Air Force acquisition plans and 
policy, and joint service programs. Mr. Durante 
retired from the Air Force at the rank of Colo- 
nel in May 1992 after 25 years of active duty 
and was appointed to the Senior Executive 
Service in 1992. A native of Everett, Massa- 
chusetts, Mr. Durante began his career in the 
Air Force in 1966 after receiving his commis- 
sion through the Officer Training School and 
graduating from Northeastern University. His 
active duty career included assignments to the 
Air Force Aero Propulsion Laboratory, Air 
Force Systems Command, Electronic Systems 
Command, and Headquarters, United States 
Air Force. 

Success has followed Mr. Durante through- 
out his career, and he is known as the Air 
Force’s premier troubleshooter for acquisition 
challenges. As just one example, when the 
Department of Defense cancelled the Tri-Serv- 
ice Standoff Attack Missile program in 1995 
and the contractor subsequently filed a $1.3 
billion contractor claim, the Air Force hand- 
picked Mr. Durante to lead a tiger team that 
aided the General Counsel’s office in eventu- 
ally reaching an extremely favorable $58.5 mil- 
lion settlement. 

Mr. Durante has held his most recent post 
since 1994, during which time he has had a 
significant impact on Air Force acquisition 
processes and execution. His Directorate was 
responsible for integrating the Air Force’s $40 
billion annual Air Force modernization budget, 
which accounted for nearly 30 percent of the 
total Air Force budget. In this role, he mon- 
itored performance of the Air Force’s 400 plus 
program portfolio to achieve maximum effi- 
ciency for limited funding. In fiscal year 2011 
alone, he executed over 255 actions valued at 
$2.195 billion to fully fund priorities and sup- 
port our ongoing Overseas Contingency Oper- 
ations. 

For over four decades, Mr. Durante has 
been a passionate advocate for the develop- 
ment of a professional and competent acquisi- 
tion force. Countless leaders today call him, 
“Mentor”. He partnered with the Defense Ac- 
quisition University to better train program 
managers and led his team to develop a com- 
prehensive Career Field Education and Train- 
ing Plan that provided a roadmap for our 
young men and women to develop into the 
knowledgeable leaders of tomorrow. In 2008, 
he correctly identified a significant gap in lead- 
ership training for entry and intermediate level 
program office personnel, and launched the 
Acquisition Leadership Challenge Program. 
Since its inception, this program has grad- 
uated over 4000 Air Force acquisition leaders, 
and provided them with critical leadership 
training previously only available to senior 
managers. As further evidence of his dedica- 
tion to professional development, Mr. Durante 
is a founding member of the Aerospace and 
Defense Advisory Board for the College of 
Business Administration at the University of 
Tennessee. He has since inspired the creation 
of the nation’s only Executive Master of Busi- 
ness Administration program designed for 
aerospace and defense professionals, and 
sponsored over 48 military and civilian Airmen 
for this unique program. 
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Mr. Durante is also known for his dedicated 
championing of continuous process improve- 
ment (otherwise known as CPI). Over the past 
few years, he served as lead for several initia- 
tives under the Secretary of the Air Force’s 
“Acquisition Improvement Plan” and “CPI 
2.0”. He successfully filled civilian acquisition 
vacancies across the Air Force, increased ci- 
vilian and military authorizations, balanced the 
mix of General Officers and Senior Execu- 
tives, and provided 30 percent more training 
opportunities for acquisition personnel. To sta- 
bilize the acquisition budget and instill financial 
discipline in acquisition programs, Mr. Durante 
directed a significant increase in cost esti- 
mating confidence levels and established real- 
istic baselines for cost, schedule and perform- 
ance. He directed the analysis of contractor 
overhead rates and tied contractor profits di- 
rectly to their performance. He worked directly 
with a number of industry partners to refine 
accounting and reporting processes to im- 
prove accuracy and reduce long-term costs to 
the government. Under CPI 2.0, he also sim- 
plified cumbersome bureaucracy and reduced 
oversight to provide acquisition programs 
more stability. 

Finally, Mr. Speaker, | would like to draw 
your attention to Mr. Durante’s dedication to 
success in our overseas conflicts. He person- 
ally drove the creation of the Iraqi and Afghan 
Transportation Networks as a method of ad- 
vancing Counterinsurgency Operations, while 
minimizing the exposure of our troops to road- 
side bombs. This unique endeavor established 
a consortium of tribally owned and operated 
transportation companies that collectively pro- 
vide secure, dependable transportation serv- 
ices throughout hostile territories. This method 
was used in both Iraq and Afghanistan, and 
the program is estimated to have taken 3.5 
soldiers and 2.5 gun vehicles off the road for 
every 10 Network trucks in service. This is 
truly an amazing success and deserves proper 
recognition. 

Mr. Speaker, Mr. Durante leaves a legacy of 
integrity, innovation, and dedication to those 
who serve. | ask that my colleagues join me 
in expressing our sincere appreciation to Mr. 
Durante for his outstanding service to this 
great Nation and the United States Air Force. 
His exemplary character and selfless service 
have resulted in a career of which he and his 
family can be very proud. | wish them the very 
best as they face new challenges in the com- 
ing years. Mr. Durante consistently conducted 
himself in a professional manner, which 
brought great credit upon himself and the 
United States Air Force. | know my fellow 
Members of the Senate will join me in thank- 
ing him for his commitment to this Nation and 
in wishing him all the best in the future. 


TOBYHANNA ARMY DEPOT 
HON. LOU BARLETTA 


OF PENNSYLVANIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Thursday, June 21, 2012 

Mr. BARLETTA. Mr. Speaker, | rise to honor 
the Tobyhanna Army Depot, which will cele- 
brate its 100th anniversary on June 23, 2012. 

In the summer of 1912, the Army arrived in 
Tobyhanna, PA and established a temporary 
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artillery training camp under Major Charles P. 
Summerall, Commander of the 3rd Field Artil- 
lery at Fort Myer, Virginia. Based on the 
camp’s success, Congress authorized the 
Army to purchase land to create a permanent 
camp in 1913. Since then, it has been a mili- 
tary testing facility, a prisoner-of-war camp, 
and, since 1953, an Army facility that repairs 
communications equipment for all branches of 
the military. 

Today, Tobyhanna Army Depot is the larg- 
est full-service electronics maintenance facility 
in the U.S. Department of Defense. With a re- 
gional economic impact of an estimated $4.4 
billion and more than 5,400 employees, 
Tobyharma Army Depot is Northeastern Penn- 
sylvania’s largest employer. Its presence alone 
creates 19,300 regional jobs. In addition, 
Tobyhanna Army Depot employs an additional 
300 personnel who permanently work at “for- 
ward repair activities,” supporting our military 
personnel around the globe. 

Tobyhanna Army Depot is the Department 
of Defense’s recognized leader in the areas of 
automated test equipment, systems integration 
and downsizing of electronics systems. The 
Army has designated Tobyhanna as its Center 
of Industrial and Technical Excellence for 
Command, Control, Communications, Com- 
puters, Intelligence, Surveillance, and Recon- 
naissance (C4ISR), and Electronics, Avionics 
and Missile Guidance and Control. The Air 
Force has designated Tobyhanna as its Tech- 
nical Source of Repair for command, control, 
communications, and intelligence systems. 

Mr. Speaker, for the last 100 years, the 
Tobyhanna Army Depot has been an incred- 
ible asset for Northeastern Pennsylvania and 
the United States. Therefore, | commend all 
those personnel—military and civilian—who 
have faithfully served our community and our 
country while stationed at the Tobyhanna 
Army Depot. 


EE 


A TRIBUTE TO THE LIFE OF RUTH 
KISAKO KAMEI 


HON. ANNA G. ESHOO 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, June 21, 2012 


Ms. ESHOO. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
honor Ruth Kisako Kamei, a 50 year resident 
of Mountain View, California, who died at the 
age of 91. She was a loving wife, a devoted 
mother, a doting grandmother, a beloved sis- 
ter, and a community leader. 

Ruth Kamei was born in Mayfield, California, 
on September 20, 1920 to Niro Nishimoto and 
Kisaye Murakami. She was a graduate of Fre- 
mont High School in Sunnyvale, California. 
Before World War Il, Ruth met and married 
her husband of 70 years, Kenzo. During the 
war, Ruth was interned in Heart Mountain, 
Wyoming where she worked in the camp cafe- 
teria. Once the war was over, Ruth and Kenzo 
settled in Mountain View, California and found- 
ed Kamei Nursery, specializing in cut flowers. 

Ruth was a very active member of the 
Mountain View Buddhist Temple, participating 
in the Buddhist Women’s Association and a 
member of the original Temple Choir. She was 
also a member of the Ikenobo School of 
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Ikebana. She also enjoyed gardening, Japa- 
nese cooking and needlework. 

Ruth is survived by her husband, Kenzo, 
her sister Mary Sasaki, her son Kenneth, and 
daughters Eileen and husband Robert Eng, 
Judy and husband Steve Inamori, grand- 
children Ami, Ellen and Jonathan Kamei, 
Emily Eng Holbrook, Laura Eng Derdenger 
and Julia Eng, Bradley, Gregory and Kathryn 
Inamori, and numerous nieces and nephews. 
She was preceded in death by her brother 
Yoshio Nishimoto, and sisters Nobuko Kurotori 
and Grace Kashima. 

Mr. Speaker, | ask my colleagues to join me 
in celebrating the life and accomplishments of 
Ruth Kamei and offering our deepest condo- 
lences to her family. 
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IN RECOGNITION OF THE 1ST BRI- 
GADE COMBAT TEAM, 101ST AIR- 
BORNE DIVISION (AIR ASSAULT) 


HON. JACKIE SPEIER 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, June 21, 2012 


Ms. SPEIER. Mr. Speaker, | rise to honor 
the 1st Brigade Combat Team, 101st Airborne 
Division (Air Assault), also known as the Bas- 
togne Brigade Combat Team. This brief recita- 
tion of the history of these soldiers barely 
does them justice. 

The Bastogne Brigade Combat Team fought 
in World War | and it was the first American 
expeditionary force to penetrate the Hinden- 
burg Line, a vast system of defenses built by 
the Germans in northeastern France. Among 
many historic contributions during World War 
ll, the Bastogne Brigade Combat Team played 
a vital role in Operation Overlord in 1944, the 
largest seaborne invasion in history. Later that 
year, they were part of the airborne invasion 
of Holland and secured control of supply 
routes and bridges in the German-occupied 
Netherlands. 

In 1964, the 1st Brigade Combat Team, 
101st Airborne Division was deployed to Viet- 
nam and participated in more than 40 combat 
operations and fought for seven consecutive 
years without respite. 

In 1991, they again played a vital role as 
part of the largest helicopter air-assault mis- 
sion in military history during Operation Desert 
Storm. They have since taken part in peace- 
keeping operations throughout the world. In 
Iraq, they played a central role in Operation 
Iraqi Freedom, and in 2007, they were sent to 
the city of Tikrit, a safe haven for terrorist or- 
ganizations. 

In 2010 they were deployed to some of the 
most violent territories in Afghanistan and suc- 
cessfully carried out missions that prevented 
insurgents from carrying out violent acts 
against civilians and military targets. The sol- 
diers of the Bastogne Brigade Combat Team 
will soon be re-deployed to Afghanistan where 
they will continue performing with valor, risking 
their lives to help make our own country more 
secure. Many of them will be on the front 
lines, doing foot patrols, creating security and 
interacting with Afghan civilians. 

Mr. Speaker, | ask that the House of Rep- 
resentatives join me in honoring the brave sol- 
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diers of the 1st Brigade Combat Team, 101st 
Airborne Division (Air Assault), especially 
those who gave their lives for our freedom. 


EE 
IN RECOGNITION OF DR. RAY 
BRASWELL, SUPERINTENDENT 


OF THE DENTON INDEPENDENT 
SCHOOL DISTRICT 


HON. MICHAEL C. BURGESS 


OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, June 21, 2012 


Mr. BURGESS. Mr. Speaker, today | rise to 
recognize the leadership of Dr. Ray Braswell 
as Superintendent of the Denton Independent 
School District (DISD) for the last 14 years. 
After 33 years of distinguished service with 
Denton ISD, he is retiring. 

Dr. Braswell has led the transformation of 
Denton ISD from a small school system to a 
large district with progressive and dynamic in- 
structional programs. The population of the 
district more than doubled and has also added 
20 schools and four other facilities. 

Braswell was named one of the Top Five 
Superintendents in Texas in 2003 and 2009. 
During his tenure as superintendent, account- 
ability test scores have improved every year 
and Denton ISD has twice attained the pres- 
tigious recognized status from the Texas Edu- 
cation Agency. One of Dr. Braswell’s proudest 
accomplishments was the opening of the Ad- 
vanced Technology Complex for the juniors 
and seniors of Denton ISD in 2006. This com- 
plex has afforded over 3,000 students the op- 
portunity to attain certifications, technical skills, 
and credit for college level courses in such 
varied fields as health occupations, media 
technology and cosmetology. 

In 1979, Dr. Braswell began his long career 
with the Denton ISD. He served as an interim 
superintendent and associate superintendent 
before being named superintendent in 1998. 
Dr. Braswell had been the executive director 
for policy, planning and evaluation, executive 
director of research and development and di- 
rector of secondary education. He also served 
as associate principal and assistant principal 
at Denton High School. Dr. Braswell’s sincere 
compassion and strong rapport with his staff 
and students has helped him build and main- 
tain strong partnerships within the district. 

On behalf of the Denton Independent 
School District, faculty members, students, 
family and friends, | would like to congratulate 
Dr. Ray Braswell on his many years of public 
service, his accomplishments, and his commit- 
ment to Denton ISD. | am honored to rep- 
resent Denton ISD and the 26th District in the 
U.S. House of Representatives. 


TRIBUTE TO JOHN SCHATZ 


HON. KEN CALVERT 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Thursday, June 21, 2012 


Mr. CALVERT. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
honor and pay tribute to an individual whose 
dedication and contributions to the community 
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of Orange County, California are exceptional. 
Orange County has been fortunate to have dy- 
namic and dedicated community leaders who 
willingly and unselfishly give their time and tal- 
ent to make their communities a better place 
to live and work. John Schatz is one of these 
individuals. On Friday, June 29, 2012, Schatz 
will end his tenure as the General Manager of 
the Santa Margarita Water District (SMWD) 
after 35 years of service to the community. 

Schatz graduated from the University of 
Redlands with a Bachelor of Science Degree 
in Business Administration and received a 
Juris Doctor from Western State University 
College of Law in Fullerton in 1989. In 1998 
Schatz was appointed by the State Legislature 
to the Commission on Local Governance for 
the 21st Century. From 2000 to 2004, he 
served as an instructor on “Water Policy in 
Southern California” at the University of Cali- 
fornia at Irvine. He was also a member of As- 
sociation of California Water Agency’s State 
Legislative Committee for several years. 

Prior to becoming General Manager of 
Santa Margarita Water District, Schatz was 
the General Manager of Jurupa Community 
Services District (JCSD) in western Riverside 
County from 1984 to 1994. Before joining 
JCSD, he worked in a variety of positions, in- 
cluding Administrative Manager, for the Ran- 
cho California Water District in Temecula from 
1977 to 1984. 

At SMWD, Schatz established a culture of 
efficiency. Among his accomplishments were 
doubling the number of connections while re- 
ducing staffing from 163 to 122 employees by 
emphasizing cross-training and expanding the 
use of technology. During his tenure, Schatz 
helped keep SMWD’s services affordable by 
holding the line on rate increases while finding 
cost-saving solutions. In the last 15 years, the 
District has raised rates only twice and de- 
creased its rates six times. It has reaped an 
additional $1 million in annual revenues and 
saved ratepayers $6.9 million. Under Mr. 
Schatz’s leadership, SMWD recently partnered 
with four other water agencies to complete the 
$54 million Upper Chiquita Reservoir, creating 
the largest domestic water reservoir built in 
south Orange County in 45 years while help- 
ing to preserve the county’s open space. 

In light of all John Schatz has done for the 
community of Orange County, it is only fitting 
that he be honored for his many years of dedi- 
cated service. John Schatz’s tireless passion 
for conservation and public service has con- 
tributed immensely to the betterment of our 
community and | am proud to call him a fellow 
community member, American and friend. | 
know that many community members are 
grateful for his service and salute him as he 
retires. 


EE 
EMPOWERING LOCAL PARTNERS 


TO PREVENT TERRORISM ACT 
OF 2012 


HON. YVETTE D. CLARKE 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, June 21, 2012 


Ms. CLARKE of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
this bill, the Empowering Local Partners To 
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Prevent Terrorism Act of 2012, is enacted pur- 
suant to the power granted to Congress under 
Article | of the United States Constitution and 
its subsequent amendments, and further clari- 
fied and interpreted by the Supreme Court of 
the United States. 


ee 


IN HONOR OF MRS. CAROLYN 
HENRY OF THOMASVILLE, GEOR- 
GIA 


HON. SANFORD D. BISHOP, JR. 


OF GEORGIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, June 21, 2012 


Mr. BISHOP of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, it is 
my honor to extend my personal congratula- 
tions to Mrs. Carolyn Henry, a beloved citizen 
of Thomasville, Georgia, who will be cele- 
brating her 31st year as the Minister of Music 
and 51st year as a member of the First Mis- 
sionary Baptist Church in Thomasville, Geor- 
gia. On June 23, 2012, Mrs. Henry’s relatives, 
friends, colleagues and church family will pay 
tribute to her for her outstanding musical stew- 
ardship and years of dedicated service at First 
Missionary Baptist Church. 

Mrs. Henry is a graduate of Fort Valley 
State University where she received her bach- 
elors degree in Music Education. Following 
her graduation from Fort Valley State Univer- 
sity, Mrs. Henry enrolled in Valdosta State 
University where she would receive her mas- 
ters degree in Music Education. She attended 
the University of Georgia for advanced studies 
in Vocal Pedagogy and received training in 
Choral Conducting from renowned conductors 
Rodney Eichenberger and Dr. Andre Thomas 
of Florida State University. 

As an advocate for quality education and 
sound musical training for our nation’s school 
children, Mrs. Henry served as a public school 
music teacher for 37 years in both Thomas 
County and Berrien County, Georgia. Over the 
course of her teaching career, Mrs. Henry also 
served as the Director of the Community Choir 
at Thomas University and as an Adjunct Music 
Instructor at Georgia Southwestern University. 

To go along with her many academic and 
music education accomplishments, Mrs. Henry 
has received acclaim as a vocalist and music 
administrator. She is an original member of 
the world renowned Georgia Mass Choir and 
she was selected as one of the choir mem- 
bers to perform in the movie, “The Preacher's 
Wife,” starring Whitney Houston and Denzel 
Washington. 

Currently, Mrs. Henry is the Founder and 
Artistic Director of the C.H.A.R.M. School, a 
private music studio for voice and piano stu- 
dents in Thomasville, Georgia. This studio 
serves as a preeminent training center for fu- 
ture musicians and artist performers. In con- 
junction with her musical commitments at the 
C.H.A.R.M. School and at First Missionary 
Baptist Church, Mrs. Henry also serves as the 
Music Director of Bethany Congregational 
Church in Thomasville, Georgia. 
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Mr. Speaker, | ask my colleagues to join me 
in paying tribute to Mrs. Carolyn Henry, a be- 
loved educator, magnificent vocalist and out- 
standing role model, as she and her loved 
ones celebrate her many years of musical 
achievement and dedicated community service 
on behalf of First Missionary Baptist Church 
and the Thomas County, Georgia community. 

Enjoy your anniversary celebration Mrs. 
Henry. May God continue to bless you and 
may you have many, many more years of mu- 
sical excellence. 


HONORING RICKY DIXON 
HON. BENNIE G. THOMPSON 


OF MISSISSIPPI 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, June 21, 2012 


Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr. Speak- 
er, | rise to honor a remarkable gentleman, 
Ricky Dixon. He was born April 7, 1994, in 
Greenville, Mississippi. He is the proud son of 
Ms. Hevonne Dixon and Mr. Collis Grisby. 

Ricky’s mother has truly been an inspiration 
to him. While raising Ricky, she obtained her 
college degree while also working a full time 
job. It was this example that inspired Ricky to 
always strive for greatness regardless of his 
circumstances. 

Ricky is very competitive and a high aca- 
demic achiever; his test score on the Algebra 
| state exam for the State of Mississippi sub- 
ject area test ranked him in the top ten per- 
centile among high school students in the 
State of Mississippi. The following year he 
was inducted into the National Honor Society. 

In 2010, Ricky began his junior year in high 
school at Rosa Fort High School. During this 
time, he had the privilege of traveling to 
Washington, DC, to attend the Al Neuharth 
Free Spirit Journalism Conference. This expe- 
rience broadened Ricky’s knowledge and 
opened his eyes to what the world has to offer 
in terms of career opportunities. However, al- 
though Ricky knows that his education can 
offer him opportunities around the country, he 
wants to return to Rosa Fort and teach Alge- 
bra | so other students can go anywhere and 
be successful. 

Mr. Speaker, | ask our colleagues to join me 
in recognizing Mr. Ricky Dixon as the Salu- 
tatorian of Rosa Fort High School's Class of 
2012. 


EE 


RECOGNITION OF THE 70TH ANNI- 
VERSARY OF THE EVACUATION 
AND INTERNMENT OF JAPANESE 
AMERICANS 


HON. JACKIE SPEIER 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Thursday, June 21, 2012 


Ms. SPEIER. Mr. Speaker, | rise to com- 
memorate the 70th Anniversary of the evacu- 
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ation and internment of Japanese-Americans 
during World War Il. 


The philosopher George Santayana once 
said: “Those who cannot remember the past 
are condemned to repeat it.” Yet, during war- 
time, our nation repeatedly sacrifices civil lib- 
erties to appease unwarranted fears. As the 
United States fought against tyranny abroad, 
our government detained American citizens of 
Japanese descent, solely because of their 
race. 


In 1942 Franklin Delano Roosevelt signed 
Executive Order 9066, calling for the exclusion 
and internment of all Japanese Americans on 
the West Coast. Kiyo Yoshimura was one of 
the people interned. In 1942 government offi- 
cials ordered Yoshimura and her family to 
board a bus, without telling them where it 
would take them. 


They arrived at Tanforan, a horse stable, 
where they would live for about six months be- 
fore being shipped off to a more permanent in- 
ternment camp in Utah. At Tanforan they lived 
behind barbed wire, smelling the manure from 
the horses that had previously inhabited the 
same space. They were denied the dignity of 
privacy as they bathed or used the bathroom 
in public latrines. They were treated like en- 
emies of the state and debased like animals. 


The United States government interned 
8,000 families at Tanforan, and 120,000 peo- 
ple of Japanese ancestry were sent to intern- 
ment camps along the Pacific Coast. These 
Japanese-Americans were hardworking, law- 
abiding people. Some of them served in the 
military and fought in Europe. 


Most Japanese Americans chose to remain 
silent about their experiences at internment 
camps, but it had a lasting impact on them. 
The government took their homes and their 
possessions. They had to find new jobs, build 
new communities and pick up the pieces of 
their broken lives. 


In 1988 Ronald Reagan signed legislation 
apologizing for the internment of Japanese 
Americans. The law stated that government 
actions were based on race, prejudice, war 
hysteria and a failure of political leadership. 
Japanese Americans received reparations. 


Mr. Speaker, | ask that the House of Rep- 
resentatives join me in commemorating the in- 
ternment of Japanese Americans during World 
War II. During this dark period of our nation’s 
history fear eclipsed freedom and as national 
leaders, it is our duty to ensure that this never 
happens again. 
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Monday, June 25, 2012 


The House met at 2 p.m. and was 
called to order by the Speaker pro tem- 
pore (Mr. HARRIS). 


a 


DESIGNATION OF THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be- 
fore the House the following commu- 
nication from the Speaker: 

WASHINGTON, DC, 
June 25, 2012. 

I hereby appoint the Honorable ANDY HAR- 
RIS to act as Speaker pro tempore on this 
day. 

JOHN A. BOEHNER, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 


Ee 


PRAYER 


Reverend Aaron Damiani, Church of 
the Resurrection, Washington, D.C., of- 
fered the following prayer: 

Almighty God, we thank You for es- 
tablishing the vocation of public serv- 
ice. On behalf of the men and women of 
this body, we ask for Your grace to 
carry out their work without parti- 
ality. May they exercise their author- 
ity with wisdom, so that our country 
may be governed in the way of peace. 

Grant each Member of Congress a 
concern for a rightly ordered public 
life, so that justice may roll down like 
waters, and righteousness like an ever- 
flowing stream. Strengthen the bonds 
of trust among the elected officials 
gathered here, and the ones serving 
throughout this great land. May hon- 
esty and goodwill define their common 
labor. 

O God, our help in ages past, do not 
let our country be overcome by evil, 
but let us overcome evil with good. In 
the name of the Father and the Son 
and the Holy Spirit, amen. 


EE 
THE JOURNAL 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair has examined the Journal of the 
last day’s proceedings and announces 
to the House his approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour- 
nal stands approved. 


EE 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair will lead the House in the Pledge 
of Allegiance. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore led the 
Pledge of Allegiance as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub- 
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 


COMMUNICATION FROM THE 
CLERK OF THE HOUSE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be- 
fore the House the following commu- 
nication from the Clerk of the House of 
Representatives: 

OFFICE OF THE CLERK, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, DC, June 21, 2012. 
Hon. JOHN A. BOEHNER, 
The Speaker, House of Representatives, Wash- 
ington, DC. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: Pursuant to the per- 
mission granted in Clause 2(h) of Rule II of 
the Rules of the U.S. House of Representa- 
tives, the Clerk received the following mes- 
sage from the Secretary of the Senate on 
June 21, 2012 at 5:46 p.m.: 

That the Senate passed H.R. 33. 

With best wishes, I am 

Sincerely, 
KAREN L. HAAS. 


EE 


RESIGNATION AS MEMBER OF 
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES 


The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be- 
fore the House the following resigna- 
tion as a member of the Committee on 
Armed Services: 

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, DC, June 22, 2012. 
Hon. JOHN BOEHNER, 
Speaker of the House, The Capitol, Washington, 
DC. 

DEAR SPEAKER BOEHNER: I am writing to 
inform you that I am taking a leave of ab- 
sence from the House Armed Services Com- 
mittee, effective immediately. 

Should you have any questions or con- 
cerns, please contact my Chief of Staff, Ms. 
Tara Oursler. 

Sincerely, 
C.A. DUTCH RUPPERSBERGER, 
Member of Congress. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the resignation is accepted. 

There was no objection. 


EE 


ADJOURNMENT 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the House stands adjourned 
until noon tomorrow for morning-hour 
debate. 

There was no objection. 

Accordingly (at 2 o’clock and 3 min- 
utes p.m.), under its previous order, the 
House adjourned until tomorrow, Tues- 
day, June 26, 2012, at noon. 


EE 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 


Under clause 2 of rule XIV, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 


This symbol represents the time of day during the House proceedings, e.g., 


6575. A letter from the Congressional Re- 
view Coordinator, Department of Agri- 
culture, transmitting the Department’s final 
rule — Horse Protection Act; Requiring 
Horse Industry Organizations To Assess and 
Enforce Minimum Penalties for Violations 
[Docket No.: APHIS-2011-0030] (RIN: 0579- 
AD48) received June 12, 2012, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ag- 
riculture. 

6576. A letter from the Acting Congres- 
sional Review Coordinator, Department of 
Agriculture, transmitting the Department’s 
final rule — Asian Longhorned Beetle; Quar- 
antined Areas in Massachusetts, Ohio, and 
New York [Docket No.: APHIS-2012-0003] re- 
ceived June 4, 2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Agri- 
culture. 

6577. A letter from the Director, Regu- 
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen- 
cy’s final rule — Fenamidone; Pesticide Tol- 
erance; Technical Amendment [EPA-HQ- 
OPP-2006-0848; FRL-9351-5] received June 1, 
2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Agriculture. 

6578. A letter from the Director, Defense 
Procurement and Acquisition Policy, De- 
partment of Defense, transmitting the De- 
partment’s final rule — Defense Federal Ac- 
quisition Regulation Supplement; Title 41 
Positive Law Codification-Further Imple- 
mentation (DFARS Case 2012-D003) (RIN: 
0750-AH55) received June 8, 2012, pursuant to 
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

6579. A letter from the Director, Defense 
Procurement and Acquisition Policy, De- 
partment of Defense, transmitting the De- 
partment’s final rule — Defense Federal Ac- 
quisition Regulation Supplement; Contrac- 
tors Performing Private Security Functions 
(DFARS Case 2011-D023) (RIN: 0750-AH28) re- 
ceived July 6, 2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

6580. A letter from the Director, Depart- 
ment of Defense, transmitting the Depart- 
ment’s twenty-second annual report for the 
Pentagon Renovation and Construction Pro- 
gram Office (PENREN), pursuant to 10 U.S.C. 
2674; to the Committee on Armed Services. 

6581. A letter from the Under Secretary, 
Department of Defense, transmitting certifi- 
cation that the EP-3E Airborne Reconnais- 
sance Integrated Electronic System and the 
Special Projects Aircraft platforms meet all 
current requirements; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

6582. A letter from the Adjutant General, 
Veterans of Foreign Wars of the U.S., trans- 
mitting proceedings of the 112th National 
Convention of the Veterans of Foreign Wars 
of the United States, held in San Antonio, 
Texas, August 28 — September 1, 2011, pursu- 
ant to 36 U.S.C. 118 and 44 U.S.C. 1332; (H. 
Doc. No. 112—115); to the Committee on Vet- 
erans’ Affairs and ordered to be printed. 

6583. A letter from the Chief Counsel, De- 
partment of Homeland Security, transmit- 
ting the Department’s final rule — Final 
Flood Elevation Determinations (Fremont 
County, Colorado et al.) [Docket ID: FEMA- 
2012-0003] received May 29, 2012, pursuant to 5 
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U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Fi- 
nancial Services. 

6584. A letter from the Chief Counsel, De- 
partment of Homeland Security, transmit- 
ting the Department’s final rule — Suspen- 
sion of Community Eligibility (Township of 
Annville, Lebanon County, Pennsylvania, et 
al) [Docket ID: FEMA-2012-0003] [Internal 
Agency Docket No.: FEMA-82381] received 
May 29, 2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Financial 
Services. 

6585. A letter from the Acting Assistant 
General Counsel for Regulatory Affairs, Con- 
sumer Product Safety Commission, trans- 
mitting the Commission’s final rule — Safe- 
ty Standard for Portable Bed Rails: Final 
Rule [CPSC Docket No.: CPSC-2011-0019] re- 
ceived May 31, 2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

6586. A letter from the Acting Assistant 
General Counsel for Regulatory Affairs, Con- 
sumer Product Safety Commission, trans- 
mitting the Commission’s final rule — Re- 
quirements for Consumer Registration of Du- 
rable Infant or Toddler Products received 
May 31, 2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

6587. A letter from the Acting Assistant 
General Counsel for Regulatory Affairs, Con- 
sumer Product Safety Commission, trans- 
mitting the Commission’s final rule — 
Standard for All-Terrain Vehicles [CPSC 
Docket No.: CPSC-2011-0047] received May 31, 
2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

6588. A letter from the Secretaries, Depart- 
ment of Agriculture and Department of 
Health and Human Services, transmitting 
Report to Congress on Thefts, Losses, or Re- 
leases of Select Agents and Toxins For Cal- 
endar Year 2011; to the Committee on Energy 
and Commerce. 

6589. A letter from the Secretary, Depart- 
ment of Energy, transmitting Management 
of Nuclear Construction Projects that Ex- 
ceed $1 Billion: Impact on Nuclear Safety 
Culture; to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

6590. A letter from the Associate General 
Counsel for Legislation, and Regulation and 
Energy Efficiency, Department of Energy, 
transmitting the Department’s final rule — 
Energy Conservation Program: Energy Con- 
servation Standards for Residential Dish- 
washers [Docket Number: EERE-2011-BT- 
STD-0060] (RIN: 1940-AC64) received May 30, 
2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

6591. A letter from the Secretary, Depart- 
ment of Health and Human Services, trans- 
mitting the second progress report of the im- 
plementation of Section 3507 of the Patient 
Protection and Affordable Care Act of 2010; 
to the Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

6592. A letter from the Secretary, Depart- 
ment of Health and Human Services, trans- 
mitting sixth quarterly report on Progress 
Toward Promulgating Final Regulations for 
the Menu and Vending Machine Labeling 
Provisions of the Patient Protection and Af- 
fordable Care Act of 2010; to the Committee 
on Energy and Commerce. 

6593. A letter from the Secretary, Depart- 
ment of Health and Human Services, trans- 
mitting the annual financial report to Con- 
gress required by the Medical Device User 
Fee and Modernization Act of 2002 
(MDUFMA), covering FY 2012; to the Com- 
mittee on Energy and Commerce. 

6594. A letter from the Director, Regula- 
tions Policy and Management Staff, Depart- 
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ment of Health and Human Services, trans- 
mitting the Department’s final rule — 
Amendments to Sterility Test Requirements 
for Biological Products; Correction [Docket 
No.: FDA-2011-N-0080] (RIN: 0910-AG16) re- 
ceived June 4, 2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

6595. A letter from the Director, Regu- 
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen- 
cy’s final rule — Approval and Promulgation 
of Air Quality Implementation Plans; Illi- 
nois; Consumer Products and AIM Rules 
[EPA-R05-OAR-2010-0394; FRL-9663-1] re- 
ceived June 1, 2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

6596. A letter from the Director, Regu- 
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen- 
cy’s final rule — Regional Haze: Revisions to 
Provisions Governing Alternatives to 
Source-Specific Best Available Retrofit 
Technology (BART) Determinations, Lim- 
ited SIP Disapprovals, and Federal Imple- 
mentation Plans [EPA-HQ-OAR-2011-0729; 
FRL-9672-9] (RIN: 2060-AR05) received June 1, 
2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

6597. A letter from the Director, Regu- 
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen- 
cy’s final rule — Revisions to the California 
State Implementation Plan, South Coast Air 
Quality Management District [EPA-R09- 
OAR-2012-0236; FRL-9670-8] received June 1, 
2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

6598. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Congressional Affairs, Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission, transmitting the Commission’s 
final rule — Monitoring the Effectiveness of 
Maintenance At Nuclear Power Plants Regu- 
latory Guide 1.160 received May 29, 2012, pur- 
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com- 
mittee on Energy and Commerce. 

6599. A letter from the Assistant Secretary, 
Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting a six-month periodic report on 
the national emergency with respect to the 
proliferation of weapons of mass destruction 
that was declared in Executive Order 12938 of 
November 14, 1994, and continued by the 
President each year, most recently on No- 
vember 9, 2011; to the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs. 

6600. A letter from the Assistant Secretary, 
Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting the Department’s report on 
progress toward a negotiated solution of the 
Cyprus question covering the period Feb- 
ruary 1, 2012 through March 31, 2012; to the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

6601. A communication from the President 
of the United States, transmitting notifica- 
tion that the national emergency declared 
with respect to the Western Balkans is to 
continue in effect beyond June 26, 2012, pur- 
suant to 50 U.S.C. 1622(d); (H. Doc. No. 112— 
118); to the Committee on Foreign Affairs 
and ordered to be printed. 

6602. A letter from the Administrator, 
Agency for International Development, 
transmitting the Agency’s semiannual re- 
port from the office of the Inspector General 
for the period ending March 31, 2012, pursu- 
ant to 5 U.S.C. app. (Insp. Gen. Act) section 
5(b); to the Committee on Oversight and 
Government Reform. 

6603. A letter from the Presiding Governor, 
Broadcasting Board of Governors, transmit- 
ting the Board’s semiannual report from the 
office of the Inspector General for the period 
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October 1, 2011 through March 31, 2012; to the 
Committee on Oversight and Government 
Reform. 

6604. A letter from the Secretary, Depart- 
ment of Health and Human Services, trans- 
mitting the semiannual report on the activi- 
ties of the Office of Inspector General for the 
period ending March 31, 2012, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. app. (Insp. Gen. Act), section 5(b); to 
the Committee on Oversight and Govern- 
ment Reform. 

6605. A letter from the Director, Congres- 
sional Affairs, Federal Election Commission, 
transmitting the Commission’s semiannual 
report from the office of the Inspector Gen- 
eral for the period October 1, 2011 through 
March 31, 2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. app. 
(Insp. Gen. Act), section 5(b); to the Com- 
mittee on Oversight and Government Re- 
form. 

6606. A letter from the Chairman, Postal 
Service, transmitting the Semiannual Re- 
port of the Inspector General for the period 
of October 1, 2011 through March 31, 2012, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. app. (Insp. Gen. Act), 
section 5(b); to the Committee on Oversight 
and Government Reform. 

6607. A letter from the Sr. VP and Chief Fi- 
nancial Officer, Potomac Electric Power 
Company, transmitting the Balance Sheet of 
Potomac Electric Power Company as of De- 
cember 31, 2011, pursuant to D.C. Code Ann. 
34-1113 (2001); to the Committee on Oversight 
and Government Reform. 

6608. A letter from the Deputy Assistant 
Secretary — Land and Minerals Manage- 
ment, Department of the Interior, transmit- 
ting the Department’s final rule — Produc- 
tion Measurement Documents Incorporated 
by Reference; Correction [Docket ID: BSEE- 
2012-0003] (RIN: 1014-AA01) received May 31, 
2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Natural Resources. 

6609. A letter from the Clerk of the House 
of Representatives, transmitting annual 
compilation of financial disclosure state- 
ments of the members of the Office of Con- 
gressional Ethics, pursuant to Rule XXVI, 
clause 3, of the House Rules; (H. Doc. No. 
112—116); to the Committee on Rules and or- 
dered to be printed. 

6610. A letter from the Clerk of the House 
of Representatives, transmitting the annual 
compilation of personal financial disclosure 
statements and amendments thereto filed 
with the Clerk of the House of Representa- 
tives; (H. Doc. No. 112—117); to the Com- 
mittee on Rules and ordered to be printed. 

6611. A letter from the Director of Regula- 
tion Policy and Management, Office of the 
General Counsel, Department of Veterans Af- 
fairs, transmitting the Department’s final 
rule — Servicemembers’ Group Life Insur- 
ance Traumatic Injury Protection Program 
— Genitourinary Losses (RIN: 2900-A020) re- 
ceived May 31, 2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Veterans’ 
Affairs. 

6612. A letter from the Chief, Border Secu- 
rity Regulations Branch, Department of 
Homeland Security, transmitting the De- 
partment’s final rule — Extension of Import 
Restrictions Imposed on Archaeological and 
Ethnological Materials From Peru (RIN: 
1515-AD89) received June 4, 2012, pursuant to 
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

6613. A letter from the Assistant Secretary, 
Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting a report concerning the exten- 
sion of waiver authority for Turkmenistan, 
pursuant to Public Law 98-618, section 
402(d)(1) and 409; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 


9732 


6614. A letter from the Chief, Publications 
and Regulations, Internal Revenue Service, 
transmitting the Service’s final rule — Rev- 
enue Ruling: Discharge of Partnership Ex- 
cess Nonrecourse Indebtedness (Rev. Rul. 
2012-14) received May 29, 2012, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

6615. A letter from the Chief, Publications 
and Regulations, Internal Revenue Service, 
transmitting the Service’s final rule — Ex- 
tension of Interim Guidance on Modification 
of Section 833 Treatment of Certain Health 
Organizations [Notice 2012-37] received May 
29, 2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

6616. A letter from the Secretary, Depart- 
ment of Energy, transmitting Naval Petro- 
leum Reserves Annual Report of Operations 
for Fiscal Year 2011; jointly to the Commit- 
tees on Armed Services and Energy and Com- 
merce. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 


[Following report was filed on June 22, 2012] 


Mr. ISSA: Recommending that the House 
of Representatives find Eric H. Holder, Jr., 
Attorney General, U.S. Department of Jus- 
tice, in Contempt of Congress for Refusal to 
Comply with a Subpoena Duly Issued by the 
Committee on Oversight and Government 
Reform (Rept. 112-546). Referred to the House 
Calendar. 


[Submitted June 25, 2012] 


Mr. MILLER of Florida: Committee on 
Veterans’ Affairs. Third Quarter Report of 
the Activities of the Committee on Veterans’ 
Affairs During the 112th Congress (Rept. 112- 
547). Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. SMITH of Texas: Committee on the Ju- 
diciary. H.R. 4018. A bill to improve the Pub- 
lic Safety Officers’ Benefits Program; with 
an amendment (Rept. 112-548). Referred to 
the Committee of the Whole House on the 
state of the Union. 

Mr. SMITH of Texas: Committee on the Ju- 
diciary. H.R. 4223. A bill to amend title 18, 
United States Code, to prohibit theft of med- 
ical products, and for other purposes; with an 
amendment (Rept. 112-549). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House on the state 
of the Union. 
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PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XII, public 
bills and resolutions of the following 
titles were introduced and severally re- 
ferred, as follows: 


By Mr. PEARCE (for himself, Mr. HEIN- 
RICH, and Mr. LUJAN): 

H.R. 6017. A bill to authorize the Adminis- 
trator of the Federal Emergency Manage- 
ment Agency to waive the 30-day waiting pe- 
riod for flood insurance policies purchased 
for private properties affected by wildfire on 
Federal lands; to the Committee on Finan- 
cial Services. 

By Mr. CLEAVER (for himself, Mr. 
CLAY, Mr. CARNAHAN, Mrs. HARTZLER, 
and Mr. LUETKEMEYER): 

H. Res. 701. A resolution recognizing the 
teams and players of the Negro Baseball 
Leagues for their achievements, dedication, 
sacrifices, and contributions to both baseball 
and the Nation; to the Committee on Nat- 
ural Resources. 

By Mr. CLEAVER (for himself, Mr. 
CLAY, Mr. CARNAHAN, Mrs. HARTZLER, 
and Mr. LUETKEMEYER): 

H. Res. 702. A resolution recognizing Major 
League Baseball as an important part of the 
cultural history of American society, cele- 
brating the 2012 Major League Baseball All- 
Star Game, and honoring Kansas City, Mis- 
souri, as the host city of the 83rd All-Star 
Game; to the Committee on Oversight and 
Government Reform. 


EE 


CONSTITUTIONAL AUTHORITY 
STATEMENT 


Pursuant to clause 7 of rule XII of 
the Rules of the House of Representa- 
tives, the following statements are sub- 
mitted regarding the specific powers 
granted to Congress in the Constitu- 
tion to enact the accompanying bill or 
joint resolution. 

By Mr. PEARCE: 

H.R. 6017. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article 1, Section 8, Clause 3 of the Con- 
stitution of the United States grants Con- 
gress the power to enact this law. 


EE 


ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 


Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors 
were added to public bills and resolu- 
tions as follows: 


H.R. 178: Mr. GRIFFITH of Virginia, Mr. 
CooPER, and Mrs. BLACKBURN. 
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H.R. 181: Mr. ROONEY and Mr. TONKO. 
H.R. 186: Mrs. EMERSON. 
. 1063: Mr. DENT and Mr. CROWLEY. 
. 1325: Mr. MCDERMOTT. 
. 1882: Mrs. EMERSON. 
. 1489: Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. 
2077: Mr. SENSENBRENNER and Mr. 


. 2267: Mrs. MCMORRIS RODGERS. 

. 2775: Mr. CLEAVER. 

. 2861: Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. 

. 2978: Mr. SCALISE. 

. 3352: Mr. LOEBSACK. 

. 8861: Mr. CAMP, Mr. CLARKE of Michi- 
gan, and Mr. HUIZENGA of Michigan. 

H.R. 4018: Mr. HINCHEY. 

H.R. 4066: Mr. WALDEN. 

H.R. 4070: Mr. MICA. 

H.R. 4124: Mr. HINCHEY. 

H.R. 4367: Mr. MCHENRY, Mr. SMITH of Ne- 
braska, Mr. ROYCE, Mr. PETRI, Mr. SHIMKUS, 
Ms. CHU, and Mr. SENSENBRENNER. 

. 5707: Mr. BLUMENAUER. 

. 5738: Mr. KILDEE. 

. 5893: Mr. KING of New York. 

. 5942: Mrs. BLACKBURN. 

-R. 5953: Mr. GOSAR and Mr. ALEXANDER. 

H. Res. 623: Mr. DOLD, Mr. SCOTT of South 
Carolina, and Mr. TIPTON. 

H. Res. 693: Mr. KUCINICH and Ms. 
WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. 


SE 


AMENDMENTS 


Under clause 8 of rule XVIII, pro- 
posed amendments were submitted as 
follows: 

H.R. 5972 
OFFERED By: MR. NADLER 


AMENDMENT No. 1: Page 71, line 19, after 
the dollar amount insert ‘(reduced by 
$2,000,000)”. 

Page 72, line 20, after the dollar amount in- 
sert ‘(reduced by $2,000,000)”. 

Page 88, line 23, after the dollar amount in- 
sert ‘‘(increased by $2,000,000)”. 


H.R. 5972 
OFFERED BY: MR. NADLER 


AMENDMENT No. 2: Page 75, line 7, after the 
dollar amount, insert ‘‘(increased by 
$257,000,000)’’. 

Page 75, line 14, after the dollar amount, 
insert ‘‘(increased by $257,000,000)’’. 

Page 104, line 12, after the dollar amount, 
insert ‘‘(reduced by $71,500,000)”. 

Page 104, line 13, after the dollar amount, 
insert ‘‘(reduced by $71,500,000)”. 

Page 110, line 9, after the dollar amount, 
insert ‘‘(reduced by $135,500,000)’’. 

Page 111, line 21, after the dollar amount, 
insert ‘‘(reduced by $50,000,000)”. 


June 25, 2012 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE, Vol. 158, Pt. 7 


9733 


SENATE—Monday, June 25, 2012 


The Senate met at 2 p.m. and was 
called to order by the Honorable CHRIS- 
TOPHER A. COONS, a Senator from the 
State of Delaware. 


PRAYER 


The Chaplain, Dr. Barry C. Black, of- 
fered the following prayer: 

Let us pray. 

Eternal Spirit, we are overwhelmed 
by Your majesty and grateful for Your 
indescribable love. But we are also 
overwhelmed by our inadequacies, our 
failures, and our sins. Lord, forgive us 
for the misusing of the talents and 
abilities You have given us. Help us to 
cut through our preoccupation with 
ourselves and become more fully in- 
volved in fulfilling Your purposes. 

Today, set the hearts of our Senators 
upon new paths as they acknowledge 
that no true peace is possible outside of 
Your will. Guide them to produce cre- 
ative legislation that will fulfill Your 
will on Earth. 

We pray in Your sacred Name. Amen. 


EE 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 


The Honorable CHRISTOPHER A. COONS 
led the Pledge of Allegiance, as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub- 
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 


EE 


APPOINTMENT OF ACTING 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will please read a communication 
to the Senate from the President pro 
tempore (Mr. INOUYE). 

The legislative clerk read the fol- 
lowing letter: 

U.S. SENATE, 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 
Washington, DC, June 25, 2012. 
To the Senate: 

Under the provisions of rule I, paragraph 3, 
of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby 
appoint the Honorable CHRISTOPHER A. 
Coons, a Senator from the State of Dela- 
ware, to perform the duties of the Chair. 

DANIEL K. INOUYE, 
President pro tempore. 

Mr. COONS thereupon assumed the 

chair as Acting President pro tempore. 


-o 


RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY 
LEADER 


The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 


pore. The majority leader is recog- 
nized. 
— 
SCHEDULE 


Mr. REID. Mr. President, we are now 
considering the motion to proceed to 


the flood insurance bill postcloture. We 
will begin consideration of that bill 
today. At 5:30, there will be a cloture 
vote on the motion to concur in the 
House message with respect to S. 3187, 
which is the Food and Drug Adminis- 
tration bill. This is an extremely im- 
portant bill. Work has been completed 
on that. We should be OK tonight and 
have that as something we look to as 
having accomplished this week. 

We also need to complete work on 
student loans, flood insurance, and 
transportation this week. We have lots 
to do and a very short time to do it. 


EE 
IMMIGRATION REFORM 


Mr. REID. Mr. President, today the 
Supreme Court correctly struck down 
the vast majority of the mean-spirited 
Arizona law; that is, of course, the im- 
migration law. While I agree with the 
Court’s decision to invalidate three 
troubling provisions of Arizona’s 
flawed law, there are actually four pro- 
visions. Three were declared unconsti- 
tutional, one was upheld. 

I am concerned about the section 
they upheld. I am surprised they did, 
but they did. The Justices upheld a 
measure that allows police to conduct 
immigration checks on anyone they 
suspect of being in the country ille- 
gally, even if their only evidence is an 
accent or maybe the color of their 
skin. 

Allowing Arizona to keep its ‘‘papers 
please” system of immigration checks 
invites racial profiling. It gives Ari- 
zona officials free rein to detain any- 
one they suspect of being in Arizona 
without documentation. 

As long as this provision remains, in- 
nocent American citizens are in danger 
of being detained by police unless they 
carry immigration papers with them at 
all times. However, it is reassuring 
that the Court left the door open to 
further court challenges of this un- 
sound provision. I say to the Presiding 
Officer and to anyone within the sound 
of my voice, someone with my skin 
color or yours, I do not think we are 
going to be carrying our immigration 
papers with us everyplace we go. 

But if someone is in Arizona and 
speaks with a little bit of an accent or 
their skin color is brown, they better 
have their papers with them. That is 
unfortunate. It is reassuring that the 
Court, though, left the door open to 
further court challenges of this very 
unsound provision. I am optimistic 
that once that portion of the law is im- 
plemented, it will be discarded. 

Laws that legalize discrimination are 
not compatible with laws and tradi- 


tions of equal rights. So it is disturbing 
that Mitt Romney has called the un- 
constitutional Arizona law a model for 
immigration reform. Anyone who 
thinks such an unconstitutional law 
should serve as a model for national re- 
form is clearly outside the main- 
stream. 

The U.S. Supreme Court agreed with 
that today. Today’s partial victory af- 
firms the Obama administration was 
right to challenge this awful law, and 
it is a reminder that the ultimate re- 
sponsibility for fixing our Nation’s bro- 
ken immigration system rests with 
Congress. 

Instead of allowing 50 States to have 
50 different enforcement mechanisms, 
we need a national solution that con- 
tinues to secure the border, punishes 
unscrupulous employers that exploit 
immigrants and undercut American 
wages, improves our dysfunctional 
legal immigration system, and requires 
the 11 million people who are undocu- 
mented to register with the govern- 
ment, pay fines and taxes, learn 
English, work, stay out of trouble, and 
go to the end of the line to legalize 
their status. 

Democrats are ready for this chal- 
lenge. We have been willing to craft a 
commonsense legal solution for a long 
time, one that is fair, tough, and prac- 
tical. As I have indicated, we have been 
ready to do this for years. We have 
tried on a few occasions. The problem 
now and has been, Republicans will not 
vote for immigration reform—simple 
as that. We have tried. 

The first step would be to pass the 
DREAM Act, which would create a 
pathway to citizenship for children 
brought to the country through no 
fault of their own. If upstanding young 
people stay out of trouble, work hard 
in high school, they should have a 
chance to serve their country in the 
military, go to college, and work to- 
ward citizenship. 

Unfortunately, Mitt Romney said he 
would veto that, the DREAM Act. 
President Obama, on the other hand, 
took decisive action in halting depor- 
tation of the DREAMers. His directive 
will protect 800,000 young people and 
focus law enforcement resources where 
they belong, on deporting criminals. 

As we all know, though, this is nota 
permanent solution. But President 
Obama’s decision to defer these depor- 
tations was necessary precisely be- 
cause Republicans have so far refused 
to work with Democrats on a solution. 
Congress must consider a long-term 
resolution to protect the DREAMers 
and tackle comprehensive immigration 


@ This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor. 
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reform that addresses all 11 million un- 
documented people living in this coun- 
try. 

But that will take cooperation from 
my Republican colleagues. That has 
not been forthcoming. This week, we 
have a lot to accomplish, and getting it 
all done before the July 4 holiday will 
also take cooperation. By Friday, the 
Senate must pass flood insurance that 
will allow millions of Americans to 
close on new homes or new properties. 
We must send to the President a bill to 
ease drug shortages. That is the FDA 
bill. We need to protect 3 millions jobs 
with an agreement on transportation 
legislation, and the deadline to stop 
student loan rates from doubling for 7 
million students looms at the end of 
this week as well. 

Iam putting my colleagues on notice 
that the Senate will stay as long as we 
have to, into the weekend if necessary, 
to complete this substantial workload. 
We hope there will be cooperation not 
only in this body but also in the House 
of Representatives. I alert everyone, we 
have a lot to do—extremely important 
pieces of legislation. We have to com- 
plete them before we leave this week. 


EE 


RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the leadership time 
is reserved. 


Ee 


FLOOD INSURANCE REFORM AND 
MODERNIZATION ACT—MOTION 
TO PROCEED 


The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Under the previous order, the 
Senate will resume consideration of 
the motion to proceed to S. 1940, which 
the clerk will report by title. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

Motion to proceed to Calendar No. 250, S. 
1940, a bill to amend the National Flood In- 
surance Act of 1968, to restore the financial 
solvency of the flood insurance fund, and for 
other purposes. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. I ask unanimous 
consent that the order for the quorum 
call be rescinded. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 

THE ECONOMY 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, since 
the victory of the Socialist candidate 
for the President of France, opponents 
of fiscal responsibility have found re- 
newed vigor for their pro-spending ide- 
ology—more stimulus, as we might call 
it here in this country. There is inter- 
est in this country also in more fiscal 
stimulus. 

The new French President talked 
about choosing growth over austerity. 
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Many liberal pundits and politicians on 
this side of the Atlantic have now 
begun to echo this call. When you put 
it that way, it barely sounds like a 
choice at all. The term ‘‘austerity’’ 
sounds so severe, but almost everybody 
agrees that economic growth is good. 

Just what is this austerity all about? 
In Europe, ‘‘austerity’’ is often used to 
describe an attempt to reduce budget 
deficits by reining in unsustainable 
spending. In this country, we more 
often talk about fiscal responsibility. 
For Europeans who have grown accus- 
tomed to generous social benefits, even 
modest reforms to government pro- 
grams are apparently cause to take to 
the streets and demonstrate. But for 
the millions of Americans who still be- 
lieve in limited government and who 
do not feel entitled to programs or ben- 
efits paid for by the earnings of others, 
there is nothing austere about govern- 
ment spending within its means. 

So then what about the other aspect 
of it—growth? The implication of the 
supposed choice between growth and 
austerity is that we must accept irre- 
sponsible levels of spending in order to 
have that economic growth. Obviously 
this is absurd. The politically conven- 
ient economic theory was summed up 
by Margaret Thatcher as, “The more 
you spend, the richer you get.” That 
doesn’t meet the commonsense test in 
the Midwest of America. It was the ra- 
tionale behind President Obama’s mas- 
sive $800 billion stimulus bill. The bill 
looked suspiciously like a grab bag of 
pent-up Democratic spending prior- 
ities, but we were told that all of this 
spending was necessary to keep unem- 
ployment below 8 percent. Of course, as 
we all know, unemployment soon 
soared well above 8 percent and has 
never dipped below 8 percent now more 
than 3 years later. 

I would say to all of those across the 
Atlantic in Europe calling for new 
stimulus spending: We tried it, and it 
didn’t work. Not only didn’t it work 
but it made things worse. All of that 
government spending crowded out pri- 
vate sector activity that would have 
helped the recovery and saddled our 
economy and our children with even 
more debt. Conversely, reining in gov- 
ernment spending will unleash the 
power of free enterprise to create 
wealth and grow our economy in ways 
no government central planner can 
ever accomplish. 

Despite the clear results of the most 
recent American experience with stim- 
ulus spending, liberal pundits are now 
blaming Europe’s current economic 
troubles on efforts to reduce govern- 
ment spending. They say that savage 
cuts by pro-austerity governments in 
countries such as Britain, France, and 
Spain have actually damaged their 
economies. So just how deep did these 
countries of Europe actually cut? 
Spain increased spending after the re- 
cession started, then implemented 
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some modest cuts but is still spending 
more than it did before the recession. 
Britain and France have continued to 
increase spending. So much for savage 
spending cuts. It defies common sense, 
but, as you know, in this town smaller 
increases in spending than previously 
planned can qualify somehow as a cut 
in spending. However, to most Ameri- 
cans, cutting spending actually means 
spending less than you were the year 
before. The fact that there have been 
no serious spending cuts in these sup- 
posedly pro-austerity countries is 
enough to dismiss the accusations that 
spending cuts are the cause of Europe’s 
current troubles. 

But there is another part of the story 
that is too often ignored: Governments 
that talk about the need to reduce defi- 
cits but are too timid to enact nec- 
essary spending cuts invariably turn to 
tax increases. For instance, since the 
recession started, Britain has raised 
the top marginal income tax rate as 
well as increased the capital gains tax, 
the national insurance tax, and the 
value-added tax. Spain has enacted 
hikes in personal income tax and prop- 
erty taxes and seems to be planning 
even more taxes. 

This year the Spanish Government is 
looking to address its deficit with a 
$19.2 billion package of spending reduc- 
tions paired with another $16 billion 
worth of tax increases. Of course, to us 
here in the United States, that sounds 
a lot like what Democrats have been 
calling a balanced approach. And so it 
is—just like giving a patient an equal 
dose of medicine and poison would be a 
balanced approach. However, across 
Europe there has been a lot more em- 
phasis on the poison of tax increases 
than on the medicine of spending cuts. 
In fact, while government spending 
across the entire European Union fell 
by just 2.6 billion euros between 2010 
and 2011, taxes rose by a staggering 235 
billion euros. 

So while critics of austerity are 
flatout wrong to blame the largely 
mythical spending cuts for Europe’s 
economic troubles, they may have 
stumbled onto something. To the ex- 
tent that austerity really means big 
tax increases rather than serious 
spending cuts, I think it identifies a 
big part of Europe’s fiscal and eco- 
nomic problems. 

These facts notwithstanding, if I 
couldn’t point to an example where 
economic growth resulted from spend- 
ing restraint, my arguments would 
ring hollow. I would sound like those 
radical intellectuals who still refuse to 
accept that Marxism has been totally 
discredited both morally and economi- 
cally by claiming that it has never 
truly been tried. However, what I am 
talking about has been tried. There are 
plenty of examples of where bold lead- 
ership to dramatically rein in govern- 
ment spending has resulted in eco- 
nomic growth. There is actually a 
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prime example right in Europe and in 
the euro area—Estonia. 

In response to the 2008 economic cri- 
sis, Estonia’s free enterprise-oriented 
government focused on real spending 
cuts, including major structural re- 
forms. Estonia cut private sector 
wages, raised the pension age, and re- 
formed health benefits. When it comes 
to taxes, Estonia already had a low flat 
tax and didn’t raise rates. While there 
was an increase in the value-added tax, 
the overwhelming emphasis was on 
spending cuts. As a result, the Esto- 
nian economy grew at 7.6 percent last 
year. And it happens that Estonia is 
the only country in the eurozone with 
an actual budget surplus, and the coun- 
try has a national debt that is only 6 
percent of GDP. Can you imagine that, 
a debt of only 6 percent of GDP? 

Moreover, Estonia had an especially 
deep hole to climb out of. The Estonian 
economy was devastated by the global 
financial crisis. It contracted by 18 per- 
cent, which is more than Greece. Nev- 
ertheless, Estonia’s economy is well on 
its way back to prerecession levels. 

I should add that in response to the 
spending cuts, Estonians didn’t riot in 
the streets. Instead, they reelected 
their government. 

Also, while Estonia is the most im- 
pressive example, a similar story also 
holds true for the other Baltic coun- 
tries of Latvia and Lithuania. Perhaps 
their unhappy experience of Soviet 
domination has made them extra skep- 
tical of big government solutions to 
problems. It is possible that the unique 
history of the Baltic countries makes 
it easier for them to break the spend- 
ing addiction, but that doesn’t mean it 
can’t be done here. In fact, I will give 
you an example that is much closer to 
home—Canada. 

In the 1990s Canada was facing the 
same problem the United States is 
now. It suffered a recession and had a 
looming debt crisis. The Canadian Gov- 
ernment’s response was to dramati- 
cally cut spending. Again, I am not 
talking about slowing the rate of 
growth but actual spending cuts. In 
just 2 years, starting in 1995, total non- 
interest spending fell 10 percent. Cana- 
dian federal spending as a share of GDP 
dropped from 22 percent in 1995 to 15 
percent 11 years later. Canada’s federal 
debt was at 68 percent of GDP in 1995 
and is down to just 34 percent today. 
Now a lesson for America: Compare 
that to our national debt, which is 
more than 70 percent of GDP. Like Es- 
tonia, the overwhelming emphasis in 
Canada was on spending cuts rather 
than tax increases. 

Moreover, these cuts included struc- 
tural reforms. Canada’s Government 
fixed its version of Social Security, 
which is the third rail of American pol- 
itics, as we say here. Unlike Social Se- 
curity, the Canadian pension plan is 
solvent for the foreseeable future. 
What is really interesting is that these 
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reforms were not implemented by some 
rightwing ideologues; these reforms 
were all implemented by the Canadian 
Liberal Party, which is a center-left 
party like America’s Democrats. 

However, when President Bush sug- 
gested fixing Social Security upon his 
reelection, the issue was relentlessly 
demagogued by Democrats in Congress. 
More recently, when PAUL RYAN un- 
veiled a plan to save Medicare, rather 
than present alternative ideas, liberal 
groups depicted him in political adver- 
tisements pushing grandmother off a 
cliff. 

If our Democrats had shown the same 
leadership the Canadian Liberals did, 
we would be in a lot better economic 
shape right now. Instead, what we get 
from the other side of the aisle are de- 
mands for more stimulus spending and 
head-in-the-sand denial about the im- 
pending bankruptcy of Medicare and 
Social Security. 

There are a lot of other examples 
where low taxes and spending restraint 
have led an economic recovery after a 
downturn. In fact, a 2009 paper by two 
Harvard economists, Alberto Alesina 
and Silvia Ardagna, reviewed 107 exam- 
ples of fiscal adjustments in industri- 
alized countries between 1970 and the 
year 2007. They found that, statis- 
tically, tax cuts are more likely to in- 
crease growth than spending. They also 
found that spending cuts without tax 
increases are more likely to reduce 
deficits and debt than increased taxes. 
The historical record is clear. We know 
what path leads to economic growth 
and prosperity. However, that is not an 
easy path to follow. 

Unlike the ‘have your cake and eat 
it too’’ philosophy that says more gov- 
ernment spending will somehow make 
us all richer, the real road to recovery 
requires real leadership and less spend- 
ing. 

Earlier in my comments I mentioned 
a statement by Margaret Thatcher’s 
contempt for stimulus ideology. When 
she took office, Britain was in deep 
debt and known as ‘“‘the sick man of 
Europe.” In fact, Britain had been 
forced to go to the IMF for a bailout 
and was regularly rocked by massive 
strikes. In many ways it was the 
Greece of the 1970s. When Thatcher 
began making the difficult decisions 
necessary to rescue the British econ- 
omy, many people, including some of 
her own party, pleaded for her to re- 
turn to the big spending policies of pre- 
vious British Governments. Her re- 
sponse is applicable to our country 
today as it was to Britain back then. I 
wish to quote Margaret Thatcher: 

If spending money like water was the an- 
swer to our country’s problems, we would 
have no problems now. If ever a nation has 
spent, spent, spent and spent again, ours has. 
Today that dream is over. All of that money 
has got us nowhere but it still has to come 
from somewhere. Those who urge us to relax 
the squeeze, to spend yet more money indis- 
criminately in the belief that it will help the 
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unemployed and the small businessman, are 
not being kind or compassionate or caring. 
They are not the friends of the unemployed 
or the small business. They are asking us to 
do again the very thing that caused the prob- 
lem in the first place. 

I leave with this proposition. Can 
Congress learn from the experiences of 
Estonia, Canada, and Britain’s Thatch- 
er? If we can, we can turn this U.S. 
economy around—and the economy and 
jobs are the issue of this Presidential 
campaign season. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. What is the pending 
business? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The motion to proceed to S. 1940. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I rise 
in support of voting for cloture on the 
bill and wish to speak for as much time 
as I may consume. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. The Senator is recognized. 

FOOD AND DRUG ADMINISTRATION SAFETY AND 
INNOVATION ACT 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, we 
have just exchanged some parliamen- 
tary lingo to essentially say we are 
going to vote shortly to see if we can 
pass the Food and Drug Administration 
Safety and Innovation Act, and do it 
without a filibuster. I hope we can vote 
for cloture—not to muzzle, not to have 
a gag rule, but so we can move expedi- 
tiously on this bill. 

Every single Member here should be 
proud of what we have accomplished in 
this FDA Safety and Innovation Act. 
We have accomplished three major ob- 
jectives: No. 1, if the legislation is 
passed—and it is a conference agree- 
ment between the House and the Sen- 
ate—we will be able to move pharma- 
ceuticals, biotech products, and med- 
ical devices into clinical practice faster 
while maintaining our ethical stand- 
ards around public safety. 

No. 2, we can demonstrate we can 
work together and we can govern. This 
is the result of the Senate working on 
both sides of the aisle. Now, with the 
House, through the conference report, 
we show we can work between the Sen- 
ate and the House. 

In this time of prickly politics and 
political posturing when more gets said 
than done, we can show we cannot only 
pass legislation but legislation that 
makes a difference in people’s lives. We 
will also show we can do it in a way 
that we will not only have a regulatory 
framework but something in which the 
businesses cooperated so we will have 
regulation without strangulation. We 
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will have regulation that acts in the 
interest of public safety but does not 
stifle, shackle, or impede good business 
practices. Wow. Isn’t this what we have 
been talking about? 

I am very proud of having been a 
member of the Health, Education, 
Labor, and Pensions Committee that 
worked on this bill. I am also very 
proud of the fact that FDA is in my 
State. In a nutshell, we are passing 
something called PDUFA and other 
UFAs. PDUFA stands for the Prescrip- 
tion Drug User Fee Act. There will be 
others that we will talk about which 
relate to bio user fees and medical de- 
vice user fees and generics. 

This bill was originally enacted in 
1992, and the reason for that was at 
that time there was an unduly long 
wait for patients to have access to new 
medicines and new medical devices. It 
often took close to 3 years to even re- 
view a drug application. So Congress 
went to work with then-President Bill 
Clinton to say where the pharmacy 
could agree that, first of all, they 
would pay user fees to support FDA’s 
drug review program. It is a true pub- 
lic-private partnership. When we look 
at the funding for FDA, the people who 
make pharmaceuticals, biotech, and 
medical devices pay 60 percent of the 
FDA budget. That is $712 million. The 
remainder comes from Federal appro- 
priations—40 percent, which is $473 mil- 
lion. So there is a partnership between 
those businesses that profit—and we 
want them to do so, without profit- 
eering—and, at the same time, govern- 
ment pays its share. 

Since 1992, this legislation has been 
an enormous success. More than 1,500 
new medicines have been approved, in- 
cluding treatments for cancer, infec- 
tious disease, and cardiovascular dis- 
ease. It has decreased review times 
from more than 3 years to 1 year and a 
few months now. 

In order to make sure we had the 
right perspective, we not only held ex- 
cellent hearings in the Senate, but I 
went out around my own State. Iam so 
proud of my State. We are the home of 
life sciences. We have NIH there, which 
does incredible basic research. We ac- 
tually have FDA, which reviews food 
safety and drug safety. At the same 
time, we are the home to a robust 
group of biotech companies. I wanted 
to listen to those biotech companies. 
When I went out, I said to them: Tell 
me how your government is helping 
you and tell me how your government 
is impeding you. Tell me where you 
want your government to get out of the 
way and where do you need a more 
muscular government. Well, we heard 
quite a bit from them. The first thing 
they told me is they need a Food and 
Drug Administration because when 
they are approved for public safety and 
efficacy in the United States of Amer- 
ica, they can sell their products any- 
where in the world. It often means 
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countries—small countries, countries 
of modest means with limited GDP 
that could never afford an FDA—know 
that if the United States of America 
says it is OK for their citizens, any 
other country in the world knows it is 
OK for theirs. So it is very good to be 
able to export these products with con- 
fidence and reliability. This is fan- 
tastic, in their minds. 

Second, they said they needed more 
help from FDA not only to expedite but 
they wanted better communication. 

They also needed to be able to 
incentivize development for those rare 
diseases we often hear about, where 
there are small markets but big invest- 
ments to achieve in it. They outlined 
the fact that they needed to be viewed 
not in an adversarial way but a col- 
laborative way. Well, thanks to busi- 
ness sitting down with FDA, and busi- 
ness sitting down with Members of 
Congress, we have been able to do ex- 
actly that. We have improved effi- 
ciency, predictability, the regulatory 
environment, and, at the same time, 
insisting on safety and efficacy. 

This is going to be great for patients. 
Millions of Americans rely on drugs 
and biologics and on medical devices. If 
we are going to improve health care 
and rein in the cost of health care, we 
have to use drugs, biotech products, 
and medical devices that improve lives 
and extend lives. 

If we fail to authorize this legisla- 
tion, we are going to be in big trouble. 
How are we going to be in big trouble? 
Well, first of all, we will have to give 
notice to FDA that there are going to 
be layoffs. That means we would have 
to send out notices in July telling 4,000 
people: Look, we know you are the best 
and the brightest and we want you to 
have integrity as well as regulatory 
sensibility and a great deal of sci- 
entific competence, but we couldn’t get 
our act together so you are going to be 
laid off. 

Hello. We want these people out 
there, helping America be able to pro- 
vide health care in a way that is safe 
and efficacious. 

Again, as I said, if we don’t act, thou- 
sands of FDA people will be laid off. It 
is not about government. If those peo- 
ple are laid off, it means the review 
process for every single drug that is 
now in the pipeline will come to a halt. 
So we are hurting patients, thousands 
of people who need new drugs; new 
ways of helping them, whether it is for 
that dread C word—cancer—or diabe- 
tes, which takes so much of our na- 
tional budget to manage chronic ill- 
ness. 

What about the breakthroughs on 
this epidemic of Alzheimer’s we have 
or autism? We need all the help we can 
develop. If America is going to con- 
tinue to be America the exceptional, 
we have to do an exceptionally good 
job of making sure we produce some of 
the newest and most reliable drugs, 
biotech, and medical devices. 
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This is why I think we have good leg- 
islation. Is it perfect? No. But is it 
pretty close to it for what business and 
government and providers—the doctors 
themselves—say we need? Absolutely. 

I urge my colleagues today, when we 
vote on this motion to proceed on clo- 
ture to have in mind—whether a col- 
league is a Democrat or a Republican— 
that we don’t make the perfect the 
enemy of the good; rather, we think of 
all those people to whom we talk every 
day. We talk to them at townhall 
meetings and out there with diners, 
and they say: You know, my little boy 
has leukemia; my mother has breast 
cancer; my dear father who stood up 
for me is facing the ravages of Alz- 
heimer’s. We need breakthroughs. We 
need help, then, for our private sector, 
so it can go global and create jobs in 
this country and well-being in other 
countries around the world. We have to 
be able to do it. 

I am also pleased this bill combats 
drug shortages, improves the safety of 
the drug supply chain, and makes per- 
manent those special considerations 
that require that children’s needs are 
being met with both medical devices 
and prescriptions, either in terms of 
dosage or that a device actually fits 
them. 

I wanted to come to the floor to lay 
this out. I am very proud of FDA, and 
I am very proud of the Congress, in- 
cluding Senator HARKIN and Senator 
ENZI, who pulled us together. We have 
the right legislative framework. Now 
let’s act and do it in a way we can all 
be proud of. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor, and I 
note the absence of a quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
TESTER.) Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 

FOOD AND DRUG ADMINISTRATION SAFETY AND 
INNOVATION ACT 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, after 
many months of bipartisan negotia- 
tion, I have high hopes that the Senate 
will vote very shortly to invoke cloture 
on the House message to accompany 
the Food and Drug Administration 
Safety and Innovation Act of 2012. 

I am pleased to report it is the prod- 
uct of excellent bipartisan collabora- 
tion on the Health, Education, Labor, 
and Pensions Committee, which I 
chair, and productive conversations 
with our colleagues in the House. The 
House passed the FDA Safety and Inno- 
vation Act unanimously last week. 
Now it is our turn to do our part. The 
backbone of this legislation is the user 
fee agreement that FDA has negotiated 
with industry. 

I might just add this bill passed this 
Chamber about 3 weeks ago on a vote 
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of 96 to 1. So it has strong bipartisan 
support. A sizeable part of FDA’s budg- 
et comes from user fees that industry 
agrees to pay to allow FDA to more 
quickly weekly review product applica- 
tions. We need to authorize FDA to im- 
plement those agreements if we want 
to keep FDA running at full steam, 
which is critical to preserving jobs at 
both the agency and in the industry 
and to ensuring that FDA has the re- 
sources to get safe medical products to 
patients quickly. 

I want to be clear. These agreements 
affect all of us by helping to maintain 
and create jobs in our home States. For 
example, in my State of Iowa, these 
agreements will support our bur- 
geoning bioscience sector which saw 
employment grow by 4.5 percent be- 
tween 2007 and 2008. The implementa- 
tion of these agreements will continue 
to foster biomedical innovation and job 
growth in all of our States. 

The bill before us reauthorizes the 
prescription drug user fee agreement 
and the medical device user fee agree- 
ment, both commonly known as 
PDUFA and MDUFA, which will con- 
tinue and improve the agency’s ability 
to speed market access to prescription 
drugs and medical devices while ensur- 
ing patient safety. 

I just might add that, again, upper- 
most, foremost, first is patient safety. 
That does not mean we cannot do 
things in a better manner, get products 
more readily available, speed up the 
process if we have the personnel and 
the equipment to do so. That is why 
this bill is so important. It provides 
that type of support so we can hire 
more people to make sure we get these 
products to patients quickly, but to 
make sure they are safe. 

The bill also authorizes a new generic 
drug user fee agreement which is ex- 
pected to slash review time to one- 
third of current levels, from 30 months 
to 10 months, drastically improving the 
speed with which generic products are 
made available to patients. The new 
generic user fee agreement will gen- 
erate significant savings for patients 
and our health care system. In the last 
decade alone, from 2001 to 2010, the use 
of generic drugs saved the U.S. health 
care system more than $931 billion. 
This agreement will ensure that we 
continue to see those savings and that 
patients have access to cheaper drugs 
when they need them. 

This bill also authorizes a new 
biosimilars user fee agreement which 
will further spur innovation by the ge- 
neric biologic industry. This chart 
shows again some of the savings we 
will get. The use of generic drugs has 
saved over $931 billion over the last 
decade, $158 billion just in 2010 alone. 
So we can see the better we are able to 
get generic drugs approved and in the 
pipeline—again, safely—the better off 
we are all going to be and more money 
that not only will we save as individ- 
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uals but our entire health care system 
will save. That is almost $1 trillion 
over the last 10 years. 

These agreements again, as I said, 
are vital to FDA’s ability to do its job, 
vital to the stability of the medical 
products industry, and most impor- 
tantly to the patients who are the pri- 
mary beneficiaries of this longstanding 
and valuable collaboration between 
FDA and the industry. 

After months of negotiation, FDA 
and the industry have crafted win-win 
agreements they stand behind. They 
are doing their job. Now it is time for 
us to do ours. 

It is absolutely imperative that we 
authorize these user fee agreements be- 
fore they expire. If we do not, FDA will 
lose 60 percent of its drug center budg- 
et and 20 percent of its device center 
budget. They will have to lay off nearly 
2,000 employees. That is why it is so 
critical for us to do this at this time. 

To be sure, the expiration does not 
happen until late this summer. But the 
FDA has told us if they do not get this 
reauthorization done, they will have to 
start sending out pink slips at the be- 
ginning of July. That is why it is so 
imperative for us to pass this legisla- 
tion this week and send it to the Presi- 
dent for his signature, so they will not 
have to go through that process of 
sending out pink slips. 

But we can see how important this is. 
If this were to happen, it would have 
devastating consequences for patients 
whose health and lives depend on new 
medical treatments. We cannot let that 
happen. That is why for more than a 
year I worked closely with my col- 
league, the ranking member of the 
HELP Committee, Senator ENZI, and 
other members of the HELP Com- 
mittee. Our aim has been to ensure 
that in addition to the user fee agree- 
ments, the other provisions in this leg- 
islation are also the product of con- 
sensus bipartisan policymaking. 

We have used bipartisan working 
groups and an open, transparent proc- 
ess to ensure that we had input from 
our members and the stakeholder com- 
munity at large throughout negotia- 
tions on the other titles of this bill. 
This is quite remarkable. We do not see 
much of it in this Congress these days. 
But we have had great cooperation 
from all members of our committee on 
both sides of the aisle. 

This legislation has benefited greatly 
from all of the diverse input: from Sen- 
ators, as I said, on both sides of the 
aisle, industry stakeholders, consumer 
groups, patient groups, and more re- 
cently from our colleagues in the 
House. The FDA Safety and Innovation 
Act is the result of concerted efforts to 
define our common interests, and these 
interests will directly benefit patients 
and the U.S. biomedical industry. 

As you can see from this chart, the 
bill modernizes FDA’s authority in sev- 
eral critical ways: It authorizes key 
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user fee agreements to ensure timely 
approval of medical products. It 
streamlines the device approval proc- 
ess. It modernizes FDA’s global drug 
supply chain authority, which is so im- 
portant. It spurs innovation and 
incentivizes drug development for life- 
threatening conditions. It reauthorizes 
and improves incentives for pediatric 
trials. It helps prevent and mitigate 
drug shortages, and it increases FDA’s 
accountability and transparency. So it 
addresses the broad array of critical 
issues that we face in today’s global 
economy. 

It is imperative that our regulatory 
system keep pace with and adapt to 
technological and scientific advances 
and that patient protection remains 
strong in this era of dynamic change. 
Keeping pace with the ever-changing 
biomedical landscape is precisely the 
aim of the FDA Safety and Innovation 
Act. This bill injects greater trans- 
parency into the device approval proc- 
ess. It bolsters FDA’s ability to help 
U.S. manufacturers create innovative 
and safe devices, while also enhancing 
FDA’s ability to determine how the de- 
vices perform in the real world and 
takes appropriate measures to protect 
patients. 

The bill also reauthorizes and im- 
proves incentives for pediatric trials. It 
creates incentives for the development 
of new antibiotics and authorizes new 
drug and device provisions to help ex- 
pedite the approval of important life- 
saving drugs and devices without sacri- 
ficing safety. 

In addition, the bill also helps ad- 
dress the national crisis prescription 
drug shortages. For the past several 
years, hospitals across the country and 
in my State of Iowa have experienced 
an increasing number of shortages of 
life-sustaining prescription drugs. 
These shortages directly threaten the 
public health by denying patients ac- 
cess to medications that are indispen- 
sable to their care. This bill requires 
all manufacturers of certain drugs to 
notify FDA if they expect a manufac- 
turing disruption that could lead to a 
shortage because if FDA is aware of a 
potential shortage early, then the 
agency can work with manufacturers 
and providers to find other ways to get 
patients the drugs they need. This bill 
also addresses drug shortages by ex- 
plicitly allowing FDA to expedite drug 
establishment inspections and applica- 
tion reviews when needed to help pre- 
vent or mitigate a shortage. It estab- 
lishes an FDA drug shortage task force 
to develop a strategic plan to address 
drug shortages and to improve commu- 
nication and outreach to stakeholders 
preparing for drug shortages. 

Another significant advance in the 
bill is the much needed modernization 
of the FDA’s authority to ensure the 
safety of drug products coming into the 
United States from abroad. This bill, 
No. 1, allows FDA to prioritize inspec- 
tions of both domestic and foreign 
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firms based on the risk they present to 
patient safety. It requires importers to 
demonstrate that certain high-risk 
drugs are safe and compliant before 
they can be imported into the United 
States. It requires manufacturer ac- 
countability and oversight of the qual- 
ity and compliance of their drug pro- 
ducers and suppliers. It enhances pen- 
alties for adulterating and counter- 
feiting drugs. It allows FDA to detain 
noncompliant drugs in U.S. commerce 
to prevent them from reaching pa- 
tients. It permits FDA to destroy cer- 
tain illegal drugs at the border instead 
of releasing them back into commerce. 
It clarifies FDA’s authority to address 
criminal conduct that occurs abroad 
and threatens the safety of U.S. con- 
sumers. 

An important point to remember 
about the importance of these safety 
provisions is that weaknesses in our 
pharmaceutical supply chain not only 
affect the health of American patients, 
they also affect the health of American 
businesses. U.S. companies that source 
and manufacture drugs in this country 
should not be placed at a competitive 
disadvantage by foreign firms that op- 
erate with less oversight and sell sub- 
standard ingredients into this country 
at reduced prices. This bill will help 
ensure that businesses operate on a 
level playing field by holding foreign 
actors to the same high standards as 
those in the United States. 

The last policy provision I will high- 
light is a mix of device and drug au- 
thorities that together can fairly be de- 
scribed as the most significant advance 
for patients of orphan and rare diseases 
since the Orphan Drug Act was passed 
nearly 30 years ago. 

In addition to the significant re- 
sources that will be devoted to rare dis- 
eases under the prescription drug user 
fee agreement itself, this bill, No. 1, ex- 
pands the accelerated approval path- 
way to therapies for rare and very rare 
diseases, and it instructs FDA to weigh 
the rarity of a disease as a factor in its 
approval process. 

Next, it directs resources to prom- 
ising therapies for unmet medical 
needs, which will receive the new 
“breakthrough” designation. 

Next, it requires FDA to consult with 
outside experts on rare diseases. 

Next, it focuses on pediatric rare dis- 
eases by requiring a strategic plan re- 
garding pediatric rare diseases and cre- 
ating a pilot program to incentivize 
new therapies for pediatric rare dis- 
eases. 

Next, it helps make devices for rare 
diseases more available by modernizing 
provisions relating to custom devices 
and making it easier for companies to 
make profits on devices for rare dis- 
ease. 

Lastly, it reforms the conflict of in- 
terest rules for advisory committees to 
make it easier for the FDA to fill pan- 
els, which will have particular impact 
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regarding rare diseases because those 
panels are sometimes very hard to fill. 

I am very proud of the advances this 
legislation represents for patients with 
orphan and rare diseases. 

Not only does the bill support the 
biomedical industry and help patients 
get the medical products they need, it 
also reduces the deficit. According to 
the nonpartisan Congressional Budget 
Office, this legislation will reduce the 
budget deficit by more than $311 mil- 
lion in the next decade. So what we 
have is not only good policy, but it is 
fiscally responsible by contributing to 
deficit reduction. 

As I have said, well over a year of 
diligent, bipartisan work has gone into 
the legislation before us today. Neither 
Democrats nor Republicans got every- 
thing they wanted in this bill. We 
sought out consensus measures. Where 
we could not achieve consensus, we did 
not allow our differences to distract us 
from the critically important goal of 
producing a bill everyone could sup- 
port. As a result, this is a true bipar- 
tisan bill, and it is broadly supported 
by the patient groups and industry. In 
fact, it has wide support from medical 
associations and also from consumer 
groups and manufacturers throughout 
the entire country—a broad base of 
support. In fact, it is unique because it 
has the full support of manufacturers, 
the pharmaceutical industry, the de- 
vice manufacturers, the FDA itself, 
and patients groups—people concerned 
about patient safety, cost, and avail- 
ability of drugs and devices. So it has 
a broad base of support. 

The FDA Safety and Innovation Act 
before us, which we will be voting on in 
a little while, authorizes the important 
FDA user fee agreements, and it mod- 
ernizes our regulatory system to en- 
sure safety and to foster innovation in 
the medical product industry. Our bi- 
partisan work has produced an excel- 
lent bill. We cannot allow unrelated 
partisan disagreements or Presi- 
dential-election-year politics to inter- 
fere or keep us from completing our 
job. 

I will say it again. We must pass this 
vital legislation now. It is critically 
important to the agency, to the indus- 
try and, most importantly, to patients 
that we get this done. Let’s come to- 
gether, Democrats and Republicans, to 
pass this legislation. Let’s have a re- 
sounding vote on cloture. Hopefully we 
won’t have to use the 30 hours and we 
can get to passage of the bill very rap- 
idly so that we can get it down to the 
President for his signature. 

With that, I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Utah. 

INVOKING THE LEAHY-THURMOND RULE 

Mr. LEE. Mr. President, I rise today 
to express my support for the minority 
leader’s decision to invoke the long- 
standing Senate tradition, known as 
the Leahy-Thurmond rule. Pursuant to 
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this tradition and precedent, the Sen- 
ate will cease confirming nominees to 
the Federal courts of appeals until 
after the Presidential election in No- 
vember. Many of my colleagues from 
the other side of the aisle have pre- 
viously affirmed the propriety of this 
rule and enforced its standard. For ex- 
ample, in the last year of the Bush ad- 
ministration, the majority leader 
noted that ‘‘in a Presidential election 
year, it is always very tough for 
judges. That is the way it has been for 
a long time, and that is why we have 
the Thurmond rule.” 

The chairman of the Judiciary Com- 
mittee, who has cited the Thurmond 
rule more frequently than any other 
Senator, has likewise stated that ‘“‘in a 
Presidential election year, after 
Spring, no judges go through except by 
the consent of the Republican and 
Democratic leaders.”’ 

Statements from several of my 
Democratic colleagues likewise con- 
firm that it is proper to invoke the 
Leahy-Thurmond rule at this point ina 
Presidential election year. In 2008, for 
example, one of my colleagues on the 
Judiciary Committee argued that for 
Federal appeals court nominees, once 
“it comes to June. . . generally every- 
thing stops in an election year.” In- 
deed, on June 12 of that same year, an- 
other Judiciary Committee colleague 
stated that the Senate was already 
“way past the time of the Thurmond 
rule.” 

History further confirms the pro- 
priety of invoking the Leahy-Thur- 
mond rule at this time. It is extremely 
rare for the Senate to confirm an ap- 
peals court nominee after June of a 
Presidential election year. In fact, it 
has happened only once in almost two 
decades, when in 2000 the Republican- 
controlled Senate confirmed one of 
President Clinton’s nominees. It is sim- 
ply not true, as comments from some 
of my colleagues have implied, that in 
recent Presidential election years we 
have confirmed appellate court nomi- 
nees in July, August, or September. 

Moreover, this year we have already 
confirmed five of President Obama’s 
Federal appeals court nominees. This, 
incidentally, is the same number of ap- 
peals court nominees the Senate con- 
firmed in 2008, the most recent Presi- 
dential election year on record. In 2004 
the Senate confirmed only four such 
nominees. Indeed, dating back over 100 
years, from President William Howard 
Taft to President Obama, the Senate 
has confirmed an average of just four 
appeals court nominees during Presi- 
dential election years. This year we 
have already exceeded the historical 
average and confirmed five of Presi- 
dent Obama’s appeals court nominees. 
There is no reason to depart further 
from the historical norm and confirm 
additional nominees. 

The suggestion by some that applica- 
tion of the Leahy-Thurmond rule some- 
how affects court vacancies deemed 


June 25, 2012 


“judicial emergencies”? is false, and 
recklessly so. Of the four judicial emer- 
gencies on the Federal court of appeals, 
President Obama has nominated only 
one individual, and because that nomi- 
nation was so recent, even absent the 
Leahy-Thurmond rule, that nominee 
would not be scheduled for a vote any- 
time soon. 

I also remind my colleagues that 
Democrats enforced the Leahy-Thur- 
mond rule in June 2008, during a time 
when there were twice as many judicial 
emergencies in the circuit courts as 
there are right now. Likewise, the 
overall vacancy rate on our circuit 
courts was much higher in June 2004 
when President Bush was in the final 
year of his term. Yet Democrats did 
not hesitate to block several qualified 
appellate court nominees in the 
months leading up to the 2004 Presi- 
dential election. 

Enforcement of the Leahy-Thurmond 
rule does not currently apply to dis- 
trict court nominees. This year the 
Senate has already confirmed 23 of 
President Obama’s district court nomi- 
nees—many more than were confirmed 
during comparable years during the 
President Bush and Clinton Presi- 
dencies. And we will continue to con- 
firm more qualified nominees. Applica- 
tion of the Leahy-Thurmond rule, be- 
ginning now, will thus not implicate 
any district court judicial emergencies. 

The urgency for such vacancies lies 
not in the Senate, which to this day 
has acted responsibly on nominees, but 
with President Obama, who to this day 
has failed to nominate individuals for 
many of these seats. 

There are, I add, other good reasons 
in addition to tradition and historical 
precedent to enforce the Leahy-Thur- 
mond rule now rather than waiting 
longer to do so. Doing so now prevents 
a particular President from packing 
the courts at the end of his term by ap- 
pointing influential, life-tenured appel- 
late court judges whose service will 
span numerous other Presidential ad- 
ministrations. 

The Leahy-Thurmond rule also en- 
sures that Presidential politics during 
an election season will not overshadow 
or interfere with the Senate’s advice 
and consent role on such judicial nomi- 
nees. 

The last point bears special empha- 
sis. The Constitution assigns to the 
Senate the right and the duty to advise 
and consent to the President’s judicial 
and executive branch nominees. It is 
essential for the Constitution’s separa- 
tion of powers that the Senate protect 
its necessary and legitimate role in the 
nominations process against encroach- 
ment by the executive branch of gov- 
ernment. 

Earlier this year, we witnessed a 
troubling demonstration of what can 
happen when the President violates the 
Constitution’s separation of powers 
and tramples on the Senate’s rightful 
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prerogatives in the advise and consent 
process. On January 4, 2012, at a time 
when the Senate was conducting brief 
sessions approximately every 72 hours, 
President Obama nonetheless bypassed 
the Senate and unilaterally appointed 
four significant executive branch nomi- 
nees. By asserting the power to make 
recess appointments, even when the 
Senate—according to its own rules— 
was not in recess, the President simply 
ignored the Senate’s legitimate con- 
stitutional right to advise and consent 
to nominees made by the President. 

President Obama’s unconstitutional 
appointments cut to the very heart of 
our Constitution’s separation of powers 
and the institutional prerogatives that 
rightfully belong right here, in this 
body. Accordingly, since the time of 
those appointments, I have sought to 
protect the Senate’s interests by op- 
posing President Obama’s judicial 
nominees. I have made clear I would do 
the same were a Republican President 
to make similarly unconstitutional ap- 
pointments under the recess appoint- 
ments clause. 

As the chairman of the Senate Judi- 
ciary Committee noted at a recent Ju- 
diciary Committee hearing, I have 
stated my concern with President 
Obama’s unconstitutional recess ap- 
pointments very clearly, but I have 
also been, in his words, extremely re- 
sponsible in my opposition and have 
not hindered the work of the Senate. In 
light of President Obama’s unconstitu- 
tional appointments, it is all the more 
proper we invoke the Leahy-Thurmond 
rule now. 

I agree with the ranking member of 
the Senate Judiciary Committee that 
we should have invoked that rule back 
in January, at the time of the uncon- 
stitutional appointments. By enforcing 
the Leahy-Thurmond rule now, we will 
demonstrate for the historical record 
the Senate did not acquiesce in Presi- 
dent Obama’s unconstitutional recess 
appointments and, instead, took action 
to protect the Senate’s institutional 
prerogatives. When we have done so, I 
will again be in a position to vote in 
favor of qualified consensus District 
Court nominees. 

But I will always remain vigilant in 
seeking to protect the Senate against 
unconstitutional encroachment by the 
executive branch. As Members of this 
body, we have an institutional respon- 
sibility to safeguard the Senate’s es- 
sential advise and consent role and to 
confirm only those nominees who are 
properly qualified to serve in the posi- 
tions for which they have been right- 
fully nominated. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Illinois. 

ARIZONA IMMIGRATION DECISION 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, today, 
the U.S. Supreme Court announced its 
decision on S.B. 1070—the controversial 
Arizona immigration law. The Court— 
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including conservative Justices An- 
thony Kennedy and John Roberts— 
agreed with the Obama administration 
that a State cannot set up its own im- 
migration enforcement system. 

As a result, the Supreme Court 
struck down several parts of the Ari- 
zona law, including the provision that 
would have made it a crime in Arizona 
to be an undocumented immigrant and 
the provision that would have required 
legal immigrants to carry documents 
proving their legal status at all times. 

The Supreme Court is right. States 
do not have the right, under the Con- 
stitution, to enact immigration laws 
that contradict Federal law. Many of 
my colleagues on the other side of the 
aisle strongly criticized the Obama ad- 
ministration for even challenging the 
Arizona immigration law. There was 
even an amendment offered to try to 
block the Justice Department from 
pursuing the litigation brought to the 
Supreme Court. Fortunately, the vast 
majority of Democrats, joined by two 
Republicans—Senators JOHANNS and 
Voinovich—blocked that amendment. 

Now the Supreme Court—including 
Chief Justice Roberts and Justice Ken- 
nedy—has sided with the Obama ad- 
ministration in holding the vast major- 
ity of the Arizona law unconstitu- 
tional. 

I am troubled the Supreme Court 
upheld one of the provisions in that 
law in Arizona—section 2(B)—which re- 
quires Arizona police officers to check 
the immigration status of suspected 
undocumented immigrants. But it is 
important to understand the Court’s 
decision on that section is a narrow 
one. The only question for the Court 
was whether that section—2(B)—was 
preempted by Federal immigration 
law. The Court said it is open to future 
challenges once the law goes into ef- 
fect, and this provision may still be 
held unconstitutional, as the other pro- 
visions in the Arizona law. 

According to law enforcement ex- 
perts, section 2(B) is likely to encour- 
age profiling, which would violate the 
Equal Protection Clause of the 14th 
amendment to the Constitution. Spe- 
cifically, section 2(B) requires police 
officers to check the immigration sta- 
tus of any individual with whom they 
have lawful contact if they have ‘‘rea- 
sonable suspicion” the person is an un- 
documented immigrant. 

What is the basis for a reasonable 
suspicion the person they pull over is, 
in fact, an undocumented immigrant? 
The guidance on the law issued in the 
State of Arizona says police officers 
should consider things such as how a 
person is dressed or their ability to 
communicate in English. 

Earlier this year, I held a hearing on 
racial profiling in the Judiciary’s Sub- 
committee on the Constitution, Civil 
Rights and Human Rights. It was the 
first hearing on racial profiling since 
before 9/11. One of the witnesses at my 
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hearing was Ron Davis. He is the chief 
of police in East Palo Alto, CA, and 
Chief Davis, along with 16 other law en- 
forcement officials and the Major Cit- 
ies Chiefs of Police Association, filed a 
brief in the Arizona case. In their brief, 
the police chiefs say: 

The statutory standard of ‘‘reasonable sus- 
picion’’ of unlawful presence in the United 
States will as a practical matter produce a 
focus on minorities, and specifically Latinos. 

Two former Arizona attorneys gen- 
eral, joined by 42 other former State 
attorneys general, filed an amicus brief 
in the Arizona case, and they said ‘‘ap- 
plication of the law requires racial 
profiling.” I agree with these law en- 
forcement experts. I am confident sec- 
tion 2(B) will eventually be struck 
down as the other provisions of the Ar- 
izona law were. 

The Arizona law is the wrong ap- 
proach for America. It is amazing to 
me how this Nation of immigrants, in 
which we are all part of the family, has 
struggled for so long to deal with the 
whole issue of immigration. I think it 
is wrong to treat people as criminals 
simply because of their immigration 
status, and it is not right to make 
criminals of people who literally go to 
work every day, cooking our food, 
cleaning our rooms, and caring for our 
children in day care centers or caring 
for our parents and grandparents in 
nursing homes. 

Here is the reality: Treating immi- 
grants as criminals will not help com- 
bat illegal immigration. Law enforce- 
ment doesn’t have the time or the re- 
sources to prosecute and incarcerate 
every undocumented immigrant among 
the 10 million or 11 million in this 
country. Making undocumented immi- 
grants into criminals simply drives 
them into the shadows. That is why the 
Arizona Association of Chiefs of Police 
opposes the Arizona law considered by 
the Court today. They say it will make 
it more difficult for them to make Ari- 
zona a safe place. Immigrants are less 
likely to cooperate with the police if 
they fear they are going to get arrested 
for even trying to help. 

Instead of measures that harm law 
enforcement and promote racial 
profiling, such as the Arizona immigra- 
tion law, we need practical solutions to 
fix a broken immigration system. That 
case was before the Supreme Court. 
The Court made its decision today be- 
cause this body—the Senate and the 
House—have failed to accept their re- 
sponsibility. We have a responsibility, 
if, in fact, immigration is a Federal 
issue, for a Federal response, and we 
failed. 

The first step we should take in pass- 
ing comprehensive immigration reform 
is to pass the DREAM Act—legislation 
that would allow a select group of im- 
migrant students who grew up in this 
country to earn citizenship either by 
attending college or serving in the 
military. 
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Russell Pearce is the author of the 
Arizona immigration law. He had this 
to say about the DREAM Act: 

The DREAM Act is one of the greatest leg- 
islative threats to America’s sovereignty, 
national security and economic future. 

I see it differently and so do many 
others, including GEN Colin Powell 
and former Defense Secretary Robert 
Gates. They support the DREAM Act 
because it would make America a 
stronger country by giving these tal- 
ented immigrants the chance to serve 
in the military and contribute to the 
future of America. 

The best way to understand the prob- 
lems with the Arizona immigration law 
and the need for the DREAM Act and 
comprehensive immigration law is to 
hear the stories of some of the immi- 
grant students who would be eligible 
for the DREAM Act. They call them- 
selves DREAMers. Almost every week 
in the session I come to the floor of the 
Senate to tell the story of one of these 
young people. Over the years I have 
told stories of several DREAMers from 
the State of Arizona. Under the Ari- 
zona law, these young people would be 
targets for prosecution and incarcer- 
ation. Under the DREAM Act, they 
would be future citizens who could 
make America and Arizona stronger. 

Today, I wish to introduce one of 
them from Arizona. Her name is Angel- 
ica Hernandez. She was brought to 
Phoenix, AZ, when she was 9 years old. 
She started school in the fourth grade, 
and by the time she reached the sixth 
grade, Angelica no longer took English 
as a second language. She was pro- 
ficient in the language of English. 

At Carl Hayden High School in Phoe- 
nix, AZ, Angelica served in Junior 
ROTC and was president of the Na- 
tional Honor Society. She became a 
dedicated member of the school’s ro- 
botics club, where she found her true 
love, engineering. 

Angelica graduated from high school 
with a 4.5 GPA and in 2007 was named 
Outstanding Young Woman of the Year 
for district 7 in Phoenix. Last year, An- 
gelica Hernandez graduated from Ari- 
zona State University—we can see her 
holding her graduation certificate—as 
the outstanding senior in the Mechan- 
ical Engineering Department, with a 
4.1 GPA. 

Under the Arizona immigration law, 
Angelica Hernandez would be a target 
for prosecution and incarceration. 
Under the DREAM Act, she would be a 
future citizen and engineer who could 
contribute her talents to making this a 
better country. What a choice: to take 
this woman, who has spent virtually 
her entire life, as she remembers it, in 
America, attending our schools, excel- 
ling in those schools, being acknowl- 
edged as one of the better students so 
her ambition takes her to a great uni- 
versity, Arizona State University, 
where she graduated at the top of her 
class in mechanical engineering and, 
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some would say, tell her now she must 
leave America, I think is wrong. Angel- 
ica Hernandez, and people like her, will 
make this a better country. Unlike the 
Arizona immigration law, the DREAM 
Act is a practical solution to a broken 
immigration system. The Arizona law 
would harm law enforcement and en- 
courage profiling. The DREAM Act 
would make America stronger. 


President Obama understands this. 
That is why he challenged the Arizona 
law, taking the case to the Supreme 
Court. That is why earlier this month I 
saluted the President for announcing 
his administration will no longer de- 
port people, such as Angelica Her- 
nandez, who would be eligible for the 
DREAM Act. I strongly support Presi- 
dent Obama’s courage and his decision. 
It is one of the most historic, humani- 
tarian moments of our time. His deci- 
sion will give these young immigrants 
the chance to finally come out of the 
shadows and be part of the only coun- 
try they have ever called home. It was 
the right thing to do. 


These students didn’t make the deci- 
sion to come to this country. Angelica 
was brought here at the age of 9, and it 
is not the American way to punish 
children for the wrongdoing of their 
parents. President Obama’s new depor- 
tation policy will make America better 
by giving these talented immigrants 
the chance to contribute. 


Studies have found DREAM Act stu- 
dents will literally boost the American 
economy during their working lives. 
This policy is also clearly legal. 
Throughout our history, the govern- 
ment has decided who to prosecute and 
who not to prosecute based on law en- 
forcement priorities and availability 
resources. Past administrations of both 
political parties have used their au- 
thority to stop deportation of low-pri- 
ority cases. The courts have recognized 
that. 


Listen to what the Supreme Court 
said today in the Arizona immigration 
law case: 


A principal feature of the removal system 
is the broad discretion exercised by immigra- 
tion officials. . . . Discretion in the enforce- 
ment of immigration law embraces imme- 
diate human concerns. 


The President’s plan is smart and re- 
alistic. The Department of Homeland 
Security has to set priorities. It is not 
amnesty; it is simply a decision to 
focus limited government resources on 
those who have committed serious 
crimes and are a threat to public safe- 
ty, not the DREAM Act students. 


Compare President Obama’s approach 
with the Presidential candidate from 
another party who said the Arizona law 
was a ‘‘model’’ for the rest of America. 
That other Presidential party can- 
didate has promised that if he is elect- 
ed President he will veto the DREAM 
Act. He has refused to say whether he 
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would even maintain or rescind Presi- 
dent Obama’s order banning the depor- 
tation of DREAM Act students. That is 
the wrong approach for America. 

The administration’s new policy on 
the DREAM Act is only temporary. I 
understand that. The burden is still on 
us in the Senate and the House to do 
something about the many thousands 
of students across America, just like 
this dynamic young lady in Arizona, 
who simply want a chance to be a part 
of America and its future. Our first 
step: Pass the DREAM Act. Do it and 
do it now. 

Justice Kennedy wrote in his opinion 
today: 

The history of the United States is in part 
made of the stories, talents, and lasting con- 
tributions of those who crossed oceans and 
deserts to come here. 

Justice Kennedy is right. Congress 
should reform our immigration laws so 
we can once again welcome those who 
cross oceans and deserts to revitalize 
and strengthen this Nation of immi- 
grants. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Arizona. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I came 
to the floor to discuss another issue. 
But since my friend from Illinois, with 
whom I share many of his comments, I 
have to comment. The fact is that the 
irony of the Supreme Court decision 
today said it is a Federal responsibility 
to ensure our borders and not the 
States’ responsibility. The State of Ar- 
izona acted because the Federal Gov- 
ernment wouldn’t act, because our bor- 
ders were broken, because the people in 
the southern part of our State were liv- 
ing in fear, because a rancher was 
killed by someone who had crossed our 
border illegally, because people are on 
mountaintops today guiding drug run- 
ners across our border into Arizona 
with drugs ending up in Phoenix, AZ, 
and distributed all over this Nation, 
$887 million wasted on a contract for a 
virtual fence. 

Coyotes bring these people across and 
then treat them in the most abomi- 
nable fashion, where they are put into 
drop houses and kept in the worst 
kinds of conditions and held for ran- 
som. 

Because the Federal Government 
would not secure our borders, the State 
of Arizona believed they had to act be- 
cause people in the southern part of 
our State and even other parts of our 
State were living in fear. They are liv- 
ing in fear because of the drug dealers 
who are coming across, because of the 
coyotes who are mistreating the people 
they were bringing. 

Of course we want to address the 
issue of children who weren’t born 
here. But we also have an obligation to 
have our borders secured. I repeat— 
today, I say to my friend from Illi- 
nois—there are people sitting on moun- 
taintops hired by the drug cartels who 
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are guiding the drug runners across our 
borders and up to Phoenix. You can ask 
the DEA. These drugs are then distrib- 
uted throughout the country from 
Phoenix, AZ. People are murdered, and 
the violence on the other side of the 
border threatens every day to spill over 
to our side of the border. So I hope, as 
a result of this decision, the adminis- 
tration will get serious about actually 
securing our border. Every expert 
agrees that because of the work that 
has been done in California and Texas 
it has funneled through the State of 
Arizona. 

Have there been improvements? Of 
course there have been improvements. 
Is it still going on? As long as we have 
guides sitting on mountaintops guiding 
drug dealers, we haven’t got a secure 
border. That is what the people of Ari- 
zona not only want but they also de- 
serve. 

By the way, Mitt Romney agrees that 
we have to address this issue in a com- 
prehensive fashion as well as concern 
about the plight of the children who 
are brought here illegally. But I would 
also point out to my friend that part of 
the DREAM Act, as proposed by the 
Senator from Illinois, is 2 years’ serv- 
ice in the military. We don’t sign peo- 
ple up for 2 years. Average citizens, in 
order to get on a path to a green card 
and citizenship, sign up for 4 years. 
That is just one of the areas that need 
to be worked out. 

So there will be a lot of conversation 
about this. But I believe people who 
live inside of our country—no matter 
whether it is in Arizona or Illinois—de- 
serve the right to live in a safe envi- 
ronment. The people who live in the 
southern part of our State do not have 
that. 

So I hope we can get our borders se- 
cure and we can move forward with 
comprehensive immigration. 

By the way, then-Senator Obama was 
one of the key reasons it failed because 
he wanted to sunset the guest worker 
program. That is a fact, and you can 
look it up, I say to my friend from Illi- 
nois. Although it was killed by people 
on this side, it was also a broken prom- 
ise on the part of then-Senator Obama 
who assured Senator Kennedy and me 
that he wouldn’t vote for an amend- 
ment that would impair the progress of 
comprehensive reform at that time. 

I look forward to having further dis- 
cussions with the Senator from Illinois 
as we move forward—sooner or later— 
with comprehensive immigration re- 
form, which is absolutely needed. But 
we also have to ensure the security of 
all of our citizens and stop the flow of 
drugs across our southern border, 
which is killing our young Americans. 

By the way, I would say to the Sen- 
ator from Illinois, the price of an ounce 
of cocaine on the streets of Chicago 
today is not one less penny higher than 
it was 10 years ago, which means we 
are not restricting the flow of drugs 
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coming into our country. As we all 
know, the majority of it comes across 
from our southern border. 

Finally, I would remind my friend 
from Illinois that then-Senator Obama 
promised in the campaign of 2008 that 
immigration reform would be his first 
priority. The Senator had 60 votes over 
here and an overwhelming majority in 
the House of Representatives in the 
first 2 years of the Obama administra- 
tion. I never saw a proposal come to 
the Senate for comprehensive immigra- 
tion reform. Now, the DREAM Act did. 
Comprehensive immigration reform? 
No. That is what then-Senator Obama 
promised. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent for a colloquy between myself and 
the Senator from Illinois. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from Illinois. 

Mr. DURBIN. Let me say, the Sen- 
ator from Arizona is my friend, and 
there are many things we have worked 
on together, and I respect him very 
much. He knows, as I do, when the 
DREAM Act was called, we thought the 
introductory may be the easiest part of 
immigration reform. It was stopped by 
a Republican filibuster. 

Mr. McCAIN. I don’t dispute that 
point, I say to my friend from Illinois. 
There was no comprehensive immigra- 
tion reform proposal that came over 
from the White House or from the 
Democrats, aS was promised by then- 
Senator Obama when running for the 
Presidency. That is a fact. 

Mr. DURBIN. I would say to the Sen- 
ator from Arizona, as part of this col- 
loquy, we thought that would be the 
first step. We couldn’t get past the first 
step because of the Republican fili- 
buster. 

Mr. McCAIN. I wish that when then- 
Senator Obama was running for Presi- 
dent he would have said: But first I am 
coming over with the DREAM Act. He 
didn’t. He said: My first act will be 
comprehensive immigration reform. 

I was invited over to the White House 
in 2009. We talked about comprehensive 
immigration reform and I said: I will 
await a proposal from the administra- 
tion on comprehensive immigration re- 
form. My phone never rang. 

Mr. DURBIN. I say to the Senator 
from Arizona, perhaps the day will 
come in our lifetime when we can see 
that, and you and I can work on it to- 
gether again as we once did before. I 
would look forward to that. 

Mr. McCAIN. I look forward to it, 
and I want to say there has been no 
more passionate advocate in the Sen- 
ate than the Senator from Illinois. I re- 
spect him and admire him for his com- 
passion and his concern about young 
people whose lives, as he very well de- 
scribed, need to have some kind of as- 
surance for their future since it is 
clearly a compelling humanitarian sit- 
uation. I thank my friend from Illinois. 
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HEALTH CARE RULING 
Mr. President, later this week the 
Supreme Court will issue its ruling on 
the health care bill, designed and nego- 
tiated by the White House and rammed 
through Congress during President 
Obama’s first year in office when the 
economy was near its weakest. 

Instead of focusing on recovery and 
persistent unemployment, the Presi- 
dent and the Democratic majorities 
controlling Congress squandered the 
opportunity and forced the unpopular 
and potentially unconstitutional legis- 
lation on the American people. 

Today we are voting on final passage 
on the reconciled FDA user fee bill. 
During Senate consideration of this 
bill I offered an amendment to allow 
safe drug importation from legitimate 
Canadian pharmacies. But the pharma- 
ceutical industry spread misleading 
and inaccurate information about the 
amendment, as they have done time 
and a time again. As I said then, there 
is no greater example of the influence 
of special interests on this body than 
the failure to enact an amendment 
that would have allowed drugs from le- 
gitimate Canadian pharmacies so peo- 
ple could purchase their much needed 
medication at sometimes half the cost 
of what it is in the United States of 
America. I am embarrassed to this day 
that nine of my Republican colleagues 
also voted against it. 

I don’t know if there was a sweet- 
heart deal to protect PhRMA at the ex- 
pense of American patients from the 
vote on my amendment. But we do 
know that PhRMA was protected by 
the White House and Senate Democrats 
from provisions they didn’t like in 
ObamaCare only after they offered up 
advertising in exchange for more ac- 
commodating policies. 

From a recent House Energy and 
Commerce Committee investigation, it 
is now confirmed that PhRMA orches- 
trated a grand deal with the White 
House and Senate Democrats to oppose 
importation and other policies. I might 
point out then-Senator Obama sup- 
ported drug importation. 

This is how the New York Times de- 
scribed the deal that was done in ex- 
change for reportedly $150 million in 
advertising to support ObamaCare, 
June 8, 2012: 

After weeks of quiet talks, drug industry 
lobbyists were growing nervous. If they were 
to cut a deal with the White House on over- 
hauling health care, they needed to be sure 
President Obama would stop a proposal by 
his liberal allies intended to bring down 
medicine prices. 

On June 3, 2009, one of the lobbyists e- 
mailed Nancy-Ann DeParle, the president’s 
top health care adviser. Ms. DeParle sent a 
message back reassuring the lobbyists. Al- 
though Mr. Obama was overseas, she wrote, 
she and other top officials had ‘‘made a deci- 
sion, based on how constructive you guys 
have been, to oppose importation on the 
bill.” Just like that, Mr. Obama’s staff aban- 
doned his support for the reimportation of 
prescription medicines at lower prices and 
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with it solidified a growing compact with an 
industry he had vilified on the campaign 
trail the year before. 

A president who had promised to air nego- 
tiations on C-SPAN cut a closed-door deal 
with the powerful pharmaceutical lobby, sig- 
nifying to some disillusioned liberal sup- 
porters a loss of innocence, or perhaps even 
the triumph of cynicism. 

Still, what distinguishes the Obama-indus- 
try deal is that he had so strongly rejected 
that very sort of business as usual. 


Ironically, candidate Obama sang a 
very different tune on the campaign 
trail in 2008: 

You know, I don’t want to learn how to 
play the game better. I want to put an end to 
the game playing. 

Now, PhRMA is the lobbying group 
for the pharmaceutical industry. The 
New York Times article continued: 

The e-mails, which the House committee 
obtained from PhRMA and other groups, doc- 
ument a tumultuous negotiation, at times 
transactional... . 

In the end, the White House got the sup- 
port it needed to pass its broader priority, 
but industry emerged satisfied as well. ‘‘We 
got a deal,” wrote Bryant Hall, then senior 
vice president of the pharmaceutical group. 

In July, the White House made clear that 
it wanted supportive ads using the same 
characters the industry used to defeat Mr. 
Clinton’s proposal 15 years earlier. “Rahm 
asked for Harry and Louise ads thru third 
party,” Mr. Hall wrote.” 

Talks came close to breaking down several 
times. In May, the White House was upset 
that the industry had not signed onto a joint 
statement. One industry official wrote that 
they should sign: ‘‘Rahm is already furious. 
The ire will be turned on us.” 

The e-mails also detail extensive and 
direct negotiations with PhRMA, its 
drug company members, the American 
Medical Association, AARP, the Amer- 
ican Hospital Association, unions, and 
many more. Members of the alliance 
all participated because they thought 
they were getting something more val- 
uable—revenue to their organization or 
membership because the Federal Gov- 
ernment was going to force everyone 
into some form of government-designed 
health insurance coverage—than what 
they were going to have to spend on ad- 
vertising to support the legislation. 
Some reports have the PhRMA adver- 
tising commitment as high as $150 mil- 
lion, spread out through direct adver- 
tising in certain important States and 
among groups created to sound like 
they were looking out for patients or 
to tout the economic benefits of 
ObamaCare. 

On June 11, 2012, the Wall Street 
Journal described the e-mails about 
the 2009 negotiations: 

The joint venture was forged in secret in 
spring of 2009 amid an uneasy mix of menace 
and opportunism. The drug makers worried 
that health-care reform would revert to the 
liberal default of price controls and drug re- 
importation that Mr. Obama campaigned on, 
but they also understood that a new entitle- 
ment could be a windfall as taxpayers bought 
more of their products... . 

Initially, the Obamateers and Senate Fi- 
nance Chairman Max Baucus asked for $100 
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billion, 90% of it from mandatory “rebates” 
through the Medicare prescription drug ben- 
efit like those that are imposed in Medicaid. 
The drug makers wheedled them down to $80 
billion by offsetting cost-sharing for seniors 
on Medicare, in an explicit quid pro quo for 
protection against such rebates and re-im- 
portation. 

“Terms were reached in June. . .lead 
PhRMA negotiator Bryant Hall wrote on 
June 12 that Mr. Obama ‘‘knows personally 
about our deal and is pushing no agenda.” 

But Energy and Commerce Chairman 
Henry Waxman then announced that he was 
pocketing PhRMA’s concessions and de- 
manding more, including re-importation. We 
wrote about the double-cross in a July 16, 
2009 editorial called ‘‘Big Pharma Gets 
Played,” noting that Mr. Tauzin’s ‘‘cor- 
porate clients and their shareholders may 
soon pay for his attempt to get cozy with 
ObamaCare.”’ 

Mr. Hall forwarded the piece to Ms. 
DeParle with the subject line, ‘‘This sucks.” 
The White House rode to the rescue. In Sep- 
tember Mr. Hall informed Mr. Kindler that 
deputy White House chief of staff Jim 
Messina ‘‘is working on some very explicit 
language on importation to kill it in health 
care reform. This has to stay quiet.” 

“PhRMA more than repaid the favor, with 
a $150 million advertising campaign coordi- 
nated with the White House political shop. 
As one of Mr. Hall’s deputies put it earlier in 
the minutes of a meeting when the deal was 
being negotiated, ‘‘The WHdesignated folks 

. would like us to start to define what 
*consensus health care reform’ means, and 
what it might include. ... They definitely 
want us in the game and on the same side.”’ 

More on the ‘‘WH-designated folks 
...’ in a moment. The June 11 WSJ 
editorial continued: 

In particular, the drug lobby would spend 
$70 million on two 501(c)(4) front groups 
called Healthy Economy Now and Americans 
for Stable Quality Care. In July, Mr. Hall 
wrote that ‘‘Rahm asked for Harry and Lou- 
ise ads thru third party. We’ve already con- 
tacted the agent. 

Other groups like the AMA were also 
willing to commit their membership 
dollars to advertising in support of the 
legislation in exchange for their policy 
priorities. According to the Wall Street 
Journal: 

“At least PhRM/I deserves backhanded 
credit for the competence of its political 
operatives—unlike, say, the American Med- 
ical Association. A thread running through 
the emails is a hapless AMA lobbyist impor- 
tuning Ms. DeParle and Mr. Messina for face- 
to-face meetings to discuss reforming the 
Medicare physician payment formula. The 
AMA supported ObamaCare in return for this 
“doc fix,” which it never got. 

“We are running out of time,” this lob- 
byist, Richard Deem, writes in October 2009. 
How can he ‘tell my colleagues at AMA 
headquarters to proceed with $2m TV buy” 
without a permanent fix? The question an- 
swers itself: It was only $2 million.” 

The emails uncovered by the House 
committee also describe potentially se- 
rious conflicts of interest for senior 
White House staff, their former busi- 
nesses, who was really writing the leg- 
islation—the White House, Congress or 
affected industries—and questions 
about the appearance of the White 
House staff orchestrating the outside 
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advertising campaign. On June 21, 2012 
the Wall Street Journal further re- 
ported on the 2009 secret deals: 

STRASSEL: AXELROD’S OBAMACARE DOLLARS 

(By Kimberly A. Strassel) 

Rewind to 2009. The fight over ObamaCare 
is raging, and a few news outlets report that 
something looks ethically rotten in the 
White House. An outside group funded by in- 
dustry is paying the former firm of senior 
presidential adviser David Axelrod to run ads 
in favor of the bill. That firm, AKPD Mes- 
sage and Media, still owes Mr. Axelrod 
money and employs his son. 

The story quickly died, but emails recently 
released by the House Energy and Commerce 
Committee ought to resurrect it. The emails 
suggest the White House was intimately in- 
volved both in creating this lobby and hiring 
Mr. Axelrod’s firm—which is as big an eth- 
ical no-no as it gets. 

Mr. Axelrod—who left the White House last 
year—started AKPD in 1985. Mr. Axelrod 
moved to the White House in 2009 and agreed 
to have AKPD buy him out for $2 million. 
But AKPD chose to pay Mr. Axelrod in an- 
nual installments—even as he worked in the 
West Wing. 

The White House and industry were work- 
ing hand-in-glove to pass ObamaCare in 2009, 
and among the vehicles supplying ad support 
was an outfit named Healthy Economy Now 
(HEN). 

House emails show HEN was in fact born at 
an April 15, 2009 meeting arranged by then- 
White House aide Jim Messina and a chief of 
staff for Democratic Sen. Max Baucus. The 
two politicos met at the Democratic Senato- 
rial Campaign Committee (DSCC) and in- 
vited representatives of business and labor. 

The call was from Nick Baldick, a Demo- 
cratic consultant who had worked on the 
Obama campaign and for the DSCC. Mr. 
Baldick started HEN. The only job of 
PhRMA and others was to fund it. 

Meanwhile, Mr. Axelrod’s old firm was 
hired to run the ads promoting ObamaCare. 
At the time, a HEN spokesman said HEN had 
done the hiring. But the emails suggest oth- 
erwise. In email after email, the contributors 
to HEN refer to four men as the ‘‘White 
House” team running health care. 

In one email, PhRMA consultant Steve 
McMahon calls these four the ‘‘WH-des- 
ignated folks.” He explains to colleagues 
that Messrs. Grossman, Grisolano and Del 
Cecato ‘‘are very close to Axelrod,” and that 
“they have been put in charge of the cam- 
paign to pass health reform.” 

A 2009 PhRMA memo also makes clear that 
AKPD had been chosen before PhRMA joined 
HEN. It’s also clear that some contributors 
didn’t like the conflict of interest. When, in 
July 2009, a media outlet prepared to report 
AKPD’s hiring, a PhRMA participant said: 
“This is a big problem.” Mr. Baldick advises: 
“just say, AKPD is not working for 
PhRMA.” AKPD and another firm, GMMB, 
would handle $12 million in ad business from 
HEN and work for a successor 501(c)4. 

A basic rule of White House ethics is to 
avoid even the appearance of self-dealing or 
nepotism. Could you imagine the press fren- 
zy if Karl Rove had done the same after he 
joined the White House? 

Until the White House explains all this, 
voters can fairly conclude that the Presi- 
dent’s political team took their Chicago 
brand of ethics into the White House.” 


Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to have printed in the RECORD a 
New York Times article, June 8, 2012; a 
Wall Street Journal article, June 11, 
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2012; and June 21 Wall Street Journal 
editorial, and the memos about the e- 
mails associated with this report. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 


May 16, 2012. 
To: Energy and Commerce Committee Re- 
publican Members 

From: Subcommittee on Oversight and In- 
vestigations Majority Staff 

Investigation Update: 
Obamacare Negotiations 
From: Messina, Jim 
Sent: Friday, January 15, 2010 6:04 PM 
To: Bryant Hall 
Subject: FW: TAUZIN EMAIL 
What the hell? This wasn’t part of our deal. 

OVERVIEW 


The purpose of this memorandum is to up- 
date Republican Members on the Energy and 
Commerce Committee on the Committee’s 
ongoing investigation into the potential 
agreements made by the White House and 
health care industry stakeholders prior to 
passage of the Patient Protection and Af- 
fordable Care Act (PPACA). As reported on 
April 17, 2012, the Committee’s investigation 
is attempting to answer the following ques- 
tions: 

Were ‘‘deals’’ made between the Adminis- 
tration and outside stakeholders that ex- 
changed specific policy outcomes for public 
support of the law? 

Who made these deals, and to what extent 
was Congress excluded? 

What specifically was negotiated by the 
White House and these outside interests? 
What policies are now law as a result of 
these negotiations, and what did the White 
House obtain in exchange? 

This investigation has produced further in- 
formation regarding the substance of the 
“deal” between the White House and the 
Pharmaceutical Manufacturers of America 
(PhRMA), the details of which have never 
been fully disclosed to the public. Further, 
based on email exchanges and other primary 
source material, it appears that deal was 
reached not solely between PhRMA and the 
United States Senate Finance Committee, 
but that top personnel in the White House 
were involved in negotiating and approving 
this deal. The following update is based on 
internal records obtained from outside 
stakeholders who engaged in negotiations 
outside the public’s view during the develop- 
ment and passage of PPACA. 

I. WAS THERE A DEAL? 


The existence of an agreement or series of 
agreements between powerful health care in- 
dustry stakeholders and the authors of 
PPACA is a widely known—albeit poorly un- 
derstood—aspect of the health care law. 
Media accounts dating back to 2009 specu- 
lated on the existence and details of such 
deals leading up to the law’s enactment. 
However, those accounts have lacked con- 
crete evidence of exactly what policies the 
White House accepted or rejected as part of 
these agreements, and what the interest 
groups delivered in return. Moreover, media 
accounts and public statements from policy- 
makers at the time were often conflicting or 
incomplete, failing to provide a clear picture 
to the American people about how this law 
was being written, and by whom. 

For example, while President Obama re- 
ferred to the agreement in June 2009, reports 
at the time also indicated that ‘‘many de- 
tails of the ... deal remained unclear.” A 
month later, The Wall Street Journal re- 
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ported that House Democrats had been told 
that the Administration ‘‘doesn’t feel 
bound” by the agreement. Because of in- 
creased pressure from the Hill to scuttle the 
agreement, eventually the White House at- 
tempted to publicly support the deal in early 
August when The New York Times reported 
that the drug industry ‘‘. . . successfully de- 
manded that the White House explicitly ac- 
knowledge for the first time it had com- 
mitted to protect drug makers... .’’ Yet, a 
week later reports still indicated that 
“[s]ince mid-July, the White House and the 
drug industry’s lobby, PhRMA, have denied 
any specific agreement... .”’ 

This investigation has confirmed the exist- 
ence of a deal between the White House and 
PhRMA that explicitly bound both parties to 
certain commitments. As the email ex- 
change at the top of this memorandum dem- 
onstrates, the deal was so clearly understood 
to be binding that White House Deputy Chief 
of Staff Jim Messina made direct contact 
with PhRMA’s chief lobbyist for the negotia- 
tions regarding the deal to express his dis- 
pleasure with an apparent violation of the 
agreement more than two months before the 
legislation was given final approval by Con- 
gress. 

Il. WHY DID THE WHITE HOUSE HIDE ITS 
INVOLVEMENT? 

On June 20, 2009, the White House issued a 
296-word statement from President Obama 
announcing an agreement between the na- 
tion’s pharmaceutical companies and the 
Senate. The statement makes no mention of 
White House involvement. 

The investigation has determined that the 
White House, primarily through the Office of 
Health Reform Director Nancy Ann DeParle 
and Messina, with involvement from Chief of 
Staff Rahm Emmanuel, was actively engaged 
in these negotiations while the role of Con- 
gress was limited. For example, three days 
before the June 20 statement, the head of 
PhRMA promised Messina, ‘‘we will deliver a 
final yes to you by morning.” Meanwhile, 
Ms. DeParle all but confirmed that half of 
the Legislative Branch was shut out in an 
email to a PhRMA representative: ‘‘I think 
we should have included the House in the 
discussions, but maybe we never would have 
gotten anywhere if we had.” 

Given these facts, it is unclear why the 
White House did not fully disclose its in- 
volvement with outside stakeholders in the 
development of the legislation. Their efforts 
are particularly surprising given the Presi- 
dent’s repeated promises of transparency. 

After this Committee initiated its inves- 
tigation into the potential promises or 
agreements made between PhRMA, labor 
unions, insurers, medical associations, and 
other trade and advocacy organizations, the 
White House derided the Committee’s re- 
quest for basic information about its legisla- 
tive efforts as ‘‘vast and expensive.” The 
White House refused to produce any of the 
requested documents and only produced to 
the Committee a list of meetings based on 
“calendar entries and other readily available 
information.” These calendar entries do not 
provide information on the attendees or de- 
tails of discussion. For example, the calendar 
provided by the White House identifies a 
July 7, 2009, event as follows: ‘‘Meeting with 
PhRMA representatives.” No further infor- 
mation is provided. This investigation, how- 
ever, has revealed that this was not only a 
meeting between representatives of PhRMA 
and top White House aides; it was the crit- 
ical meeting to solidify the deal. As a 
PhRMA representative said at the time: ‘‘It’s 
just to go over the principal elements of the 
deal w[ith] Rahm, Messina and DeParle. ” 
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Ill. WHAT DID THE WHITE HOUSE PROMISE TO DO? 
Even news stories that indicated that 
there was a potential agreement with the 
pharmaceutical industry could not report 
the entirety of the agreement. The August 
New York Times story that reported White 
House acknowledgment of the deal ‘‘for the 
first time” could not report any specifics 
“beyond an agreed-upon $80 billion” in cost 
savings. This investigation will show that 
the agreement between the White House and 
the pharmaceutical industry was much more 
explicit. In the coming weeks the Committee 
intends to show what the White House 
agreed to do as part of its deal with the phar- 
maceutical industry and how the full details 
of this agreement were kept from both the 
public and the House of Representatives. 
After two years, the health care law has 
failed to lower costs while only increasing 
its unpopularity with the public. According 
to a PhRMA official: ‘‘[W]e got a good deal.” 
The important question to answer is what 
did the White House get in return. 
May 381, 2012. 
To: Energy and Commerce Committee Re- 
publican Members 
From: Majority Staff 
Re Investigation Update: 
Obamacare Negotiations 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 


The White House negotiated a deal with 
the Pharmaceutical Research and Manufac- 
turers of America (PhRMA) in mid-June 2009. 
After attempting to secure a commitment 
from the industry for $100 billion in payment 
cuts, eventually the White House settled for 
approximately $80 billion in payment reduc- 
tions through expanded and increased Med- 
icaid rebates and a new health reform fee. 
PhRMA also had direct input into the actual 
legislative policies that produced the $80 bil- 
lion, including the proposal for closing the 
Part D doughnut hole. 

Under the deal, ‘‘the White House and Sen- 
ator Baucus agreed” that neither price con- 
trols nor a government-run Medicare Part D 
plan would become law, the White House 
would oppose price controls on dual eligible 
beneficiaries, and that savings from a follow- 
on biologics proposal would be applied to the 
total $80 billion commitment. 

White House Office of Health Reform Di- 
rector Nancy-Ann DeParle told PhRMA’s 
chief lobbyist for negotiating the deal that 
the White House would oppose new drug im- 
portation policies because of ‘how construc- 
tive’ PhRMA had been. According to 
PhRMA’s lobbyist, White House Deputy 
Chief of Staff Jim Messina told him that the 
“WH is working on some very explicit lan- 
guage on importation to kill it in health re- 
form.” 

According to internal e-mails, PhRMA’s 
chief lobbyist believed the White House 
eventually cut a deal with the pharma- 
ceutical industry during the week of June 20, 
2009, because the White House had suffered a 
bad week politically. 

Despite countless promises of televised ne- 
gotiations and transparent government, the 
White House met in private with PhRMA 
representatives and drug company CEOs in 
July 2009, ‘‘to look the other side in the eye 
and shake their hand on whatever deal we 
work out.” 

The White House was not above threat- 
ening PhRMA to get its way. According to 
PhRMA’s chief lobbyist, the White House 
was going to have President Obama call for 
rebating all of Medicare Part D, a policy 
PhRMA staunchly opposed, in his Weekly 
Radio Address unless PhRMA cut a deal with 
the White House to support health reform. 
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JUNE 8, 2012. 
To: Energy and Commerce Committee Re- 
publican Members 
From: Majority Staff 
Re: Investigation Update: 
Obamacare Negotiations 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

As part of its agreement with the White 
House, the Pharmaceutical Research and 
Manufacturers of America (PhRMA) needed 
to undertake a “significant public cam- 
paign.” PhRMA was willing to spend as 
much as $150 million on advertising, with 
nearly $70 million spent on two 501(c)(4) 
groups that could spend unlimited corporate 
money with little public disclosure: Healthy 
Economy Now and Americans for Stable 
Quality Care. 

Healthy Economy Now was created after a 
meeting at the Democratic Senatorial Cam- 
paign Committee (DSCC) organized in part 
by White House Deputy Chief of Staff Jim 
Messina. Participants were told that the 
White House wanted to see ads linking the 
poor economy to the need for health care 
legislation, with one attendee remarking 
that ‘‘given who is behind this ask” their 
group should support the effort. 

In early June 2009, PhRMA representatives 
met with ‘‘the team that is working with the 
White House on health care reform” to learn 
about White House messaging and “how our 
effort can be consistent with that.’’ The 
team was a who’s who of Democratic strate- 
gists that included a previous head of the 
DSCC; the producer of the 2008 Democratic 
National Convention; and two partners at 
AKPD Message and Media, the advertising 
firm founded by then Senior Advisor to the 
President David Axelrod. 

When PhRMA’s representative indicated 
that PhRMA was not prepared to run adver- 
tisements before seeing how the health care 
legislation developed, the White House team 
specifically referred to a meeting the 
PhRMA CEOs had with Jim Messina the day 
before and to White House efforts on drug 
importation policy which had been commu- 
nicated to PhRMA’s chief lobbyist that day. 

PhRMA’s chief lobbyist reported that 
White House Chief of Staff Rahm Emanuel 
asked for “Harry and Louise ads thru third 
party” on July 7, 2009, the same day White 
House officials met with PhRMA CEOs. 
PhRMA aired the ad a week later. 

Public revelations about the hiring of po- 
litical firms close to the White House were 
perceived to be a “big problem.’’ Presum- 
ably, because the firms producing and plac- 
ing some of PhRMA’s advertising, including 
the advertising through both Healthy Econ- 
omy Now and Americans for Stable Quality 
Care, had also received over $340 million to 
handle advertising for President Obama’s 
2008 election campaign. 

The White House attempted to steer the 
advertising and advocacy tactics of a number 
of organizations, including the AFL-CIO and 
AARP. 
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[From the Wall Street Journal, June 11, 2012] 
OBAMACARE’S SECRET HISTORY—HoWw A 
PFIZER CEO AND BIG PHARMA COLLUDED 
WITH THE WHITE HOUSE AT THE PUBLIC’S 

EXPENSE. 

On Friday House Republicans released 
more documents that expose the collusion 
between the health-care industry and the 
White House that produced ObamaCare, and 
what a story of crony capitalism it is. If the 
trove of emails proves anything, it’s that the 
Tea Party isn’t angry enough. 

Over the last year, the Energy and Com- 
merce Committee has taken Nancy Pelosi’s 
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advice to see what’s in the Affordable Care 
Act and how it passed. The White House re- 
fused to cooperate beyond printing out old 
press releases, but a dozen trade groups 
turned over thousands of emails and other 
files. A particular focus is the drug lobby, 
President Obama’s most loyal corporate ally 
in 2009 and 2010. 

The business refrain in those days was that 
if you’re not at the table, you’re on the 
menu. But it turns out Big Pharma was also 
serving as head chef, matre d’hotel and dish- 
washer. Though some parts of the story have 
been reported before, the emails make clear 
that ObamaCare might never have passed 
without the drug companies. Thank you, 
Pfizer. 

The joint venture was forged in secret in 
spring 2009 amid an uneasy mix of menace 
and opportunism. The drug makers worried 
that health-care reform would revert to the 
liberal default of price controls and drug re- 
importation that Mr. Obama campaigned on, 
but they also understood that a new entitle- 
ment could be a windfall as taxpayers bought 
more of their products. The White House 
wanted industry financial help and knew 
that determined business opposition could 
tank the bill. 

Initially, the Obamateers and Senate Fi- 
nance Chairman Max Baucus asked for $100 
billion, 90% of it from mandatory “rebates” 
through the Medicare prescription drug ben- 
efit like those that are imposed in Medicaid. 
The drug makers wheedled them down to $80 
billion by offsetting cost-sharing for seniors 
on Medicare, in an explicit quid pro quo for 
protection against such rebates and re-im- 
portation. As Pfizer’s then-CEO Jeff Kindler 
put it, “our key deal points. . . are, to some 
extent, as important as the total dollars.” 
Mr. Kindler played a more influential role 
than we understood before, as the emails 
show. 

Thus began a close if sometimes dysfunc- 
tional relationship with the Pharmaceutical 
Research and Manufacturers of America, or 
PhRMA, as led by Billy Tauzin, the Lou- 
isiana Democrat turned Republican turned 
lobbyist. As a White House staffer put it in 
May 2009, ‘‘Rahm’s calling Nancy-Ann and 
knows Billy is going to talk to Nancy-Ann 
tonight. Rahm will make it clear that 
PhRMA needs a direct line of communica- 
tion, separate and apart from any coalition.” 
Nancy-Ann is Nancy-Ann DeParle, the White 
House health reform director, and Rahm is, 
of course, Rahm. 

Terms were reached in June. Mr. Kindler’s 
chief of staff wrote a memo to her industry 
colleagues explaining that ‘‘Jeff would ob- 
ject to me telling you that his communica- 
tion skills and breadth of knowledge on the 
issues was very helpful in keeping the meet- 
ing productive.” Soon the White House 
leaked the details to show that reform was 
making health-care progress, and lead 
PhRMA negotiator Bryant Hall wrote on 
June 12 that Mr. Obama ‘“‘knows personally 
about our deal and is pushing no agenda.” 

But Energy and Commerce Chairman 
Henry Waxman then announced that he was 
pocketing PhRMA’s concessions and de- 
manding more, including re-importation. We 
wrote about the double-cross in a July 16, 
2009 editorial called ‘‘Big Pharma Gets 
Played,” noting that Mr. Tauzin’s ‘‘cor- 
porate clients and their shareholders may 
soon pay for his attempt to get cozy with 
ObamaCare.”’ 

Mr. Hall forwarded the piece to Ms. 
DeParle with the subject line, ‘This sucks.” 
The duo commiserated about how unreason- 
able House Democrats are, unlike Mr. Bau- 
cus and the Senators. The full exchange is 
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among the excerpts from the emails printed 
nearby. 

Then New York Times reporter Duff Wil- 
son wrote to a PhRMA spokesman, ‘“‘Tony, 
you see the WSJ editorial, ‘Big Pharma Gets 
Played’? I’m doing a story along that line for 
Monday.” The drug dealers had a problem. 

The White House rode to the rescue. In 
September Mr. Hall informed Mr. Kindler 
that deputy White House chief of staff Jim 
Messina ‘“‘is working on some very explicit 
language on importation to kill it in health 
care reform. This has to stay quiet.” 

PhRMA more than repaid the favor, with a 
$150 million advertising campaign coordi- 
nated with the White House political shop. 
As one of Mr. Hall’s deputies put it earlier in 
the minutes of a meeting when the deal was 
being negotiated, “The WH-designated folks 

. would like us to start to define what 
‘consensus health care reform’ means, and 
what it might include. ... They definitely 
want us in the game and on the same side.” 

In particular, the drug lobby would spend 
$70 million on two 501(c)(4) front groups 
called Healthy Economy Now and Americans 
for Stable Quality Care. In July, Mr. Hall 
wrote that ‘‘Rahm asked for Harry and Lou- 
ise ads thru third party. We’ve already con- 
tacted the agent.” 

Mr. Messina—known as ‘‘the fixer’’ in the 
West Wing—asked on December 15, 2009, 
“Can we get immediate robo calls in Ne- 
braska urging Nelson to vote for cloture?” 
Ben Nelson was the last Democratic holdout 
toward the Senate’s 60-vote threshold, and, 
as Mr. Messina wrote, ‘‘We are at 59, we have 
to have him.” They got him. 

At least PhRMA deserves backhanded cred- 
it for the competence of its political 
operatives—unlike, say, the American Med- 
ical Association. A thread running through 
the emails is a hapless AMA lobbyist impor- 
tuning Ms. DeParle and Mr. Messina for face- 
to-face meetings to discuss reforming the 
Medicare physician payment formula. The 
AMA supported ObamaCare in return for this 
“doc fix,” which it never got. 

“We are running out of time,” this lob- 
byist, Richard Deem, writes in October 2009. 
How can he ‘tell my colleagues at AMA 
headquarters to proceed with $2m TV buy” 
without a permanent fix? The question an- 
swers itself: It was only $2 million. 

Mr. Waxman recently put out a rebuttal 
memo dismissing these email revelations as 
routine, ‘‘exactly what Presidents have al- 
ways done to enact major legislation.” 
Which is precisely the point—the normality 
is the scandal. In 2003 PhRMA took a similar 
road trip with the Bush Republicans to cre- 
ate the Medicare drug benefit. That effort in- 
cluded building public support by heavily 
funding a shell outfit called Citizens for a 
Better Medicare. 

Of course Democrats claim to be above this 
kind of merger of private profits and polit- 
ical power, as Mr. Obama did as a candidate. 
“The pharmaceutical industry wrote into 
the prescription drug plan that Medicare 
could not negotiate with drug companies,”’ 
he said in 2008. ‘‘And you know what? The 
chairman of the committee who pushed the 
law through’’—that would be Mr. Tauzin— 
“went to work for the pharmaceutical indus- 
try making $2 million a year.” 

Outrage over this kind of cronyism is what 
animates the Tea Party and Occupy Wall 
Street, whose members aren’t powerful 
enough to get special dispensations from the 
government—or even a fair hearing from 
their putative representatives. 

In one email, an AARP lobbyist writes the 
White House to say ‘‘We really need to talk,”’ 
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noting that calls from seniors are running 14 
to one against ObamaCare. But she isn’t call- 
ing to say that AARP is withdrawing sup- 
port—only that the White House needs to ad- 
just its messaging. This is how a bill passes 
over the objections of most Americans. 

The lesson for Republicans if they do end 
up running the country next year is that 
their job is to restore the free and fair mar- 
ket that creates broad-based economic 
growth. The temptation will be to return for 
the sake of power to the methods of Tom 
DeLay and Jack Abramoff. If they do, voters 
will return the GOP to private life as surely 
as they did the Democrats in 2010. 

The warning to business is also funda- 
mental. Crony capitalism undermines public 
trust in capitalism itself and risks blowback 
that erodes the free market that private 
companies need to prosper and that underlies 
the productivity and competitiveness of the 
U.S. economy. The political benefits of cro- 
nyism are inherently temporary, but the 
damage it does is far more lasting. 

As for Big Pharma, the lobby ultimately 
staved off Mr. Waxman’s revolt and avoided 
some truly harmful drug policies—for now. 
But over the long term their products are far 
more vulnerable to the command-and-con- 
trol central planning that will erode medical 
innovation, and their $80 billion fillip is 
merely the teaser rate. 

Mr. Kindler resigned from Pfizer in Decem- 
ber 2010 under pressure from directors, its 
stock having lost 35% of its value since he 
became CHO. Mr. Tauzin left PhRMA in Feb- 
ruary 2010, with the Affordable Care Act a 
month from passage. 

The truth is that this destructive legisla- 
tion wasn’t inevitable and far better reforms 
were possible. They still are, though they 
might have gained more traction in 2009 and 
2010 with the right support. The miracle is 
that, despite this collusion of big govern- 
ment and big business, ObamaCare has re- 
ceived the public scorn that it deserves. 

[From the New York Times, June 8, 2012] 

LOBBY E-MAILS SHOW DEPTH OF OBAMA TIES 
TO DRUG INDUSTRY 
(By Peter Baker) 

WASHINGTON.—After weeks of quiet talks, 
drug industry lobbyists were growing nerv- 
ous. If they were to cut a deal with the White 
House on overhauling health care, they need- 
ed to be sure President Obama would stop a 
proposal by his liberal allies intended to 
bring down medicine prices. 

On June 3, 2009, one of the lobbyists e- 
mailed Nancy-Ann DeParle, the president’s 
top health care adviser. Ms. DeParle sent a 
message back reassuring the lobbyist. Al- 
though Mr. Obama was overseas, she wrote, 
she and other top officials had ‘‘made deci- 
sion, based on how constructive you guys 
have been, to oppose importation on the 
bill.” 

Just like that, Mr. Obama’s staff aban- 
doned his support for the reimportation of 
prescription medicines at lower prices and 
with it solidified a growing compact with an 
industry he had vilified on the campaign 
trail the year before. Central to Mr. Obama’s 
drive to overhaul the nation’s health care 
system was an unlikely collaboration with 
the pharmaceutical industry that forced un- 
appealing trade-offs. 

The e-mail exchange that day three years 
ago was among a cache of messages obtained 
from the industry and released in recent 
weeks by House Republicans—including a 
new batch put out on Friday morning detail- 
ing the industry’s advertising campaign in 
favor of Mr. Obama’s proposal. The broad 
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contours of the president’s dealings with the 
drug industry were known in 2009 but the 
newly public e-mails open a window into the 
compromises underlying a health care over- 
haul now awaiting the judgment of the Su- 
preme Court. 

Mr. Obama’s deal-making in 2009 rep- 
resented a pivotal moment in his young pres- 
idency, a juncture where the heady idealism 
of the campaign trail collided with the 
messy reality of Washington policymaking. 
A president who had promised to air negotia- 
tions on C-Span cut a closed-door deal with 
the powerful pharmaceutical lobby, signi- 
fying to some disillusioned liberal supporters 
a loss of innocence, or perhaps even the tri- 
umph of cynicism. 

But if it was a Faustian bargain for the 
president, it was one he deemed necessary to 
forestall industry opposition that had 
thwarted efforts to cover the uninsured for 
generations. Without the deal, in which the 
industry agreed to provide $80 billion for 
health reform in exchange for protection 
from policies that would cost more, Mr. 
Obama and Democratic allies calculated he 
might get nowhere. 

“There was no way we had the votes in ei- 
ther the House or the Senate if PhRMA was 
opposed—period,” said a senior Democratic 
official involved in the talks, referring to the 
Pharmaceutical Research and Manufacturers 
of America, the drug industry trade group. 

Republicans see the deal as hypocritical. 
“He said it was going to be the most open 
and honest and transparent administration 
ever and lobbyists won’t be drafting the 
bills,” said Representative Michael C. Bur- 
gess of Texas, one of the Republicans on the 
House Energy and Commerce subcommittee 
that is examining the deal. “Then when it 
came time, the door closed, the lobbyists 
came in and the bills were written.” 

Some of the liberals bothered by the deal- 
making in 2009 now find the Republican criti- 
cism hard to take given the party’s long- 
standing ties to the pharmaceutical indus- 
try. 

“Republicans trumpeting these e-mails is 
like a fox complaining someone else raided 
the chicken coop,” said Robert Reich, the 
former labor secretary under President Bill 
Clinton. ‘‘Sad to say, it’s called politics in an 
era when big corporations have an effective 
veto over major legislation affecting them 
and when the G.O.P. is usually the bene- 
ficiary. In this instance, the G.O.P. was out- 
foxed. Who are they to complain?” 

Dan Pfeiffer, the White House communica- 
tions director, said the collaboration with 
industry was in keeping with the president’s 
promise to build consensus. 

“Throughout his campaign, President 
Obama was clear that he would bring every 
stakeholder to the table in order to pass 
health reform, even longtime opponents like 
the pharmaceutical industry,” Mr. Pfeiffer 
said. ‘‘He understood correctly that the un- 
willingness to work with people on both 
sides of the issue was one of the reasons why 
it took a century to pass health reform.” 

In a statement, PhRMA said that its inter- 
actions with Mr. Obama’s White House were 
part of its mission to ‘‘ensure patient ac- 
cess” to quality medicine and to advance 
medical progress. 

“Before, during and since the health care 
debate, PhRMA engaged with Congress and 
the administration to advance these prior- 
ities,” said Matthew Bennett, the group’s 
senior vice president. 

Representative Henry Waxman of Cali- 
fornia, the top Democrat on the House com- 
mittee and one of those who balked at Mr. 
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Obama’s deal in 2009, now defends it as tradi- 
tional Washington lawmaking. 

“Presidents have routinely sought the sup- 
port and lobbying clout of private industry 
in passing major legislation,” Mr. Waxman’s 
committee staff said in a memo released in 
response to the e-mails. ‘‘President Obama’s 
actions, for example, are no different than 
those of President Lyndon B. Johnson in en- 
acting Medicare in 1965 or President George 
W. Bush in expanding Medicare to add a pre- 
scription drug benefit in 2003.” 

Still, what distinguishes the Obama-indus- 
try deal is that he had so strongly rejected 
that very sort of business as usual. During 
his campaign for president, he specifically 
singled out the power of the pharmaceutical 
industry and its chief lobbyist, former Rep- 
resentative Billy Tauzin, a Democrat-turned- 
Republican from Louisiana, as examples of 
what he wanted to change. 

“The pharmaceutical industry wrote into 
the prescription drug plan that Medicare 
could not negotiate with drug companies,”’ 
Mr. Obama said in a campaign advertise- 
ment, referring to Mr. Bush’s 2003 legisla- 
tion. ‘‘And you know what? The chairman of 
the committee who pushed the law through 
went to work for the pharmaceutical indus- 
try making $2 million a year. 

“Imagine that,’ Mr. Obama continued. 
“That’s an example of the same old game 
playing in Washington. You know, I don’t 
want to learn how to play the game better. 
I want to put an end to the game playing.” 

After arriving at the White House, though, 
he and his advisers soon determined that one 
reason Mr. Clinton had failed to pass health 
care reform was the resilient opposition of 
industry. Led by Rahm Emanuel, his chief of 
staff and a former House leader, and Jim 
Messina, his deputy, White House officials 
set out to change that dynamic. 

The e-mails, which the House committee 
obtained from PhRMA and other groups 
after the White House declined to provide 
correspondence, document a tumultuous ne- 
gotiation, at times transactional, at others 
prickly. Each side suspected the other of be- 
traying trust and operating in bad faith. 

The White House depicted in the message 
traffic comes across as deeply involved in 
the give-and-take, and not averse to pressure 
tactics, including having Mr. Obama publicly 
assail the industry unless it gave in on key 
points. In the end, the White House got the 
support it needed to pass its broader pri- 
ority, but industry emerged satisfied as well. 
“We got a good deal,’’ wrote Bryant Hall, 
then senior vice president of the pharma- 
ceutical group. 

Mr. Bryant, now head of his own firm, de- 
clined to comment. So did Mr. Emanuel, now 
mayor of Chicago; Mr. Messina, now the 
president’s campaign manager; and Ms. 
DeParle, now a White House deputy chief of 
staff. Mr. Tauzin, who has left his post as the 
industry’s lobbyist, did not respond to mes- 
sages. 

The latest e-mails released on Friday un- 
derscore the detailed discussions the two 
sides had about an advertising campaign sup- 
porting Mr. Obama’s health overhaul.‘‘They 
plan to hit up the ‘bad guys’ for most of the 
$,” a union official wrote after an April 
meeting with Mr. Messina and Senate Demo- 
cratic aides. “They want us to just put in 
enough to be able to put our names in it—he 
is thinking @100K.”’ 

In July, the White House made clear that 
it wanted supportive ads using the same 
characters the industry used to defeat Mr. 
Clinton’s proposal 15 years earlier. ‘‘Rahm 
asked for Harry and Louise ads thru third 
party,” Mr. Hall wrote. 
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Industry and Democratic officials said pri- 
vately that the advertising campaign was an 
outgrowth of the fundamental deal, not the 
goal of it. The industry traditionally adver- 
tises in favor of legislation it supports. 

Hither way, talks came close to breaking 
down several times. In May, the White House 
was upset that the industry had not signed 
onto a joint statement. One industry official 
wrote that they should sign: ‘‘Rahm is al- 
ready furious. The ire will be turned on us.” 

By June, it came to a head again. ‘‘Barack 
Obama is going to announce in his Saturday 
radio address support for rebating all of D 
unless we come to a deal,” Mr. Hall wrote, 
referring to a change in Medicare Part D 
that would cost the industry. 

In the end, the two sides averted the public 
confrontation and negotiated down to $80 bil- 
lion from $100 billion. But the industry be- 
lieved the White House was rushing an an- 
nouncement to deflect political criticism. 

“It’s pretty clear that the administration 
has had a horrible week on health care re- 
form, and we are now getting jammed to 
make this announcement so the story takes 
a positive turn before the Sunday talk shows 
beat up on Congress and the White House,” 
wrote Ken Johnson, a senior vice president 
of the pharmaceutical organization. 

In the end, House Democrats imposed some 
additional costs on the industry that by one 
estimate pushed the cost above $100 billion, 
but the more sweeping policies the firms 
wanted to avoid remained out of the legisla- 
tion. Mr. Obama signed the bill in March. He 
had the victory he wanted. 

[From the Wall Street Journal, June 22, 2012] 
STRASSEL: AXELROD’S OBAMACARE DOLLARS 
(By Kimberley A. Strassel) 

Emails suggest the White House pushed 
business to the presidential adviser’s former 
firm to sell the health-care law. 

Rewind to 2009. The fight over ObamaCare 
is raging, and a few news outlets report that 
something looks ethically rotten in the 
White House. An outside group funded by in- 
dustry is paying the former firm of senior 
presidential adviser David Axelrod to run ads 
in favor of the bill. That firm, AKPD Mes- 
sage and Media, still owes Mr. Axelrod 
money and employs his son. 

The story quickly died, but emails recently 
released by the House Energy and Commerce 
Committee ought to resurrect it. The emails 
suggest the White House was intimately in- 
volved both in creating this lobby and hiring 
Mr. Axelrod’s firm—which is as big an eth- 
ical no-no as it gets. 

Mr. Axelrod—who left the White House last 
year—started AKPD in 1985. The firm earned 
millions helping run Barack Obama’s 2008 
campaign. Mr. Axelrod moved to the White 
House in 2009 and agreed to have AKPD buy 
him out for $2 million. But AKPD chose to 
pay Mr. Axelrod in annual installments— 
even as he worked in the West Wing. This 
agreement somehow passed muster with the 
Office of Government Ethics, though the sit- 
uation at the very least should have walled 
off AKPD from working on White-House pri- 
orities. 

It didn’t. The White House and industry 
were working  hand-in-glove to pass 
ObamaCare in 2009, and among the vehicles 
supplying ad support was an outfit named 
Healthy Economy Now (HEN). News stories 
at the time described this as a ‘‘coalition”’ 
that included the Pharmaceutical Research 
and Manufacturers of America (PhRMA), the 
American Medical Association, and labor 
groups—suggesting these entities had start- 
ed and controlled it. 
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House emails show HEN was in fact born at 
an April 15, 2009 meeting arranged by then- 
White House aide Jim Messina and a chief of 
staff for Democratic Sen. Max Baucus. The 
two politicos met at the Democratic Senato- 
rial Campaign Committee (DSCC) and in- 
vited representatives of business and labor. 

A Service Employees International Union 
attendee sent an email to colleagues noting 
she’d been invited by the Baucus staffer, ex- 
plaining: ‘‘Also present was Jim Messina. 
. . . They basically want to see adds linking 
HC reform to the economy ... there were 
not a lot of details, but we were told that we 
would be getting a phone call. Well that call 
came today.” 

The call was from Nick Baldick, a Demo- 
cratic consultant who had worked on the 
Obama campaign and for the DSCC. Mr. 
Baldick started HEN. The only job of 
PhRMA and others was to fund it. 

Meanwhile, Mr. Axelrod’s old firm was 
hired to run the ads promoting ObamaCare. 
At the time, a HEN spokesman said HEN had 
done the hiring. But the emails suggest oth- 
erwise. In email after email, the contributors 
to HEN refer to four men as the ‘‘White 
House” team running health care. They in- 
cluded John Del Cecato and Larry Grisolano 
(partners at AKPD), as well as Andy Gross- 
man (who once ran the DSCC) and Erik 
Smith, who had been a paid adviser to the 
Obama presidential campaign. 

In one email, PhRMA consultant Steve 
McMahon calls these four the ‘‘WH-des- 
ignated folks.” He explains to colleagues 
that Messrs. Grossman, Grisolano and Del 
Cecato ‘‘are very close to Axelrod,” and that 
“they have been put in charge of the cam- 
paign to pass health reform.’’ Ron Pollack, 
whose Families USA was part of the HEN co- 
alition, explained to colleagues that ‘‘the 
team that is working with the White House 
on health-care reform. [Grossman, 
Smith, Del Cecato, Grisolano] would 
like to get together with us.” This would 
provide ‘‘guidance from the White House 
about their messaging.”’ 

According to White House visitor logs, Mr. 
Smith had 28 appointments scheduled be- 
tween May and August—17 made through Mr. 
Messina or his assistant. Mr. Grossman ap- 
pears in the logs at least 19 times. Messrs. 
Del Cecato and Grisolano of AKPD also vis- 
ited in the spring and summer, at least twice 
with Mr. Axelrod, who was deep in the 
health-care fight. 

A 2009 PhRMA memo also makes clear that 
AKPD had been chosen before PhRMA joined 
HEN. It’s also clear that some contributors 
didn’t like the conflict of interest. When, in 
July 2009, a media outlet prepared to report 
AKPD’s hiring, a PhRMA participant said: 
“This is a big problem.” Mr. Baldick advises: 
“just say, AKPD is not working for 
PhRMA.” AKPD and another firm, GMMB, 
would handle $12 million in ad business from 
HEN and work for a successor 501(c)4. 

A basic rule of White House ethics is to 
avoid even the appearance of self-dealing or 
nepotism. If Mr. Axelrod or his West Wing 
chums pushed political business toward Mr. 
Axelrod’s former firm, they contributed to 
his son’s salary as well as to the ability of 
the firm to pay Mr. Axelrod what it still 
owed him. Could you imagine the press fren- 
zy if Karl Rove had done the same after he 
joined the White House? 

Messrs. Axelrod and Messina are now in 
Chicago running Mr. Obama’s campaign. Mr. 
Axelrod, the White House and a partner for 
AKPD didn’t respond to requests for com- 
ment on their role in HEN, the tapping of 
Mr. Baldick, and the redolent hiring of 
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AKPD. Until the White House explains all 
this, voters can fairly conclude that the 
President’s political team took their Chi- 
cago brand of ethics into the White House. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I know 
my other colleagues are waiting to 
speak, but last month when we voted 
down this amendment to allow drug re- 
importation from pharmacies that are 
accredited by both the Canadian and 
American Governments, my statement 
was, and I will repeat it: 

In a normal world, this would probably re- 
quire a voice vote. But what we are about to 
see is the incredible influence of the special 
interests, particularly PhRMA, here in 
Washington. 

What you are about to see [as I predicted 
just before the vote] is the reason for the 
cynicism the American people have about 
the way we do business in Washington. 
PhRMA—one of the most powerful lobbies in 
Washington—will exert its influence again at 
the expense of average low-income Ameri- 
cans who will, again, have to choose between 
medication and eating. 

In response the Senator from New 
Jersey said, in opposition to my 
amendment: 

It is not the special interests that have 
caused the Senate countless times to reject 
this policy..... 

This is about the health and security of the 
American people. That is why time after 
time the Senate has rejected it. It is why it 
should be rejected once again. 

He was correct. It was rejected. The 
American people were rejected in favor 
of one of the most powerful special in- 
terest lobbies in Washington and it isa 
shame. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
MANCHIN). The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


ES 


FLOOD INSURANCE REFORM AND 
MODERNIZATION ACT 


Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the remaining time 
postcloture be yielded back and the 
Senate adopt the motion to proceed to 
S. 1940. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the bill by title. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The bill (S. 1940) to amend the National 
Flood Insurance Act of 1968, to restore the fi- 
nancial solvency of the flood insurance fund, 
and for other purposes. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I was com- 
ing here today to propound a unani- 
mous consent request on this most im- 
portant piece of legislation dealing 
with flood insurance, but after having 
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had some discussions with various peo- 
ple, at this time it would not be of any 
benefit. There is no need for me to 
stand and ask unanimous consent when 
I know it is not going to go anyplace. 

So we are going to move this forward 
a little bit, and hopefully with this we 
can move toward completing this bill 
at a very early time. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2468 
(Purpose: In the nature of a substitute.) 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, on behalf of 
Senator JOHNSON of South Dakota and 
Senator SHELBY, I have a substitute 
amendment at the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. REID], for 
Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota, for himself 
and Mr. SHELBY, proposes an amendment 
numbered 2468. 

(The amendment is printed in today’s 
RECORD under ‘‘Text of Amendments.”’’) 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask for 
the yeas and nays on that amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec- 
ond. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2469 TO AMENDMENT NO. 2468 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, on behalf of 
Senator PRYOR, there is a first-degree 
amendment at the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. REID], for 
Mr. PRYOR, for himself and Mr. HOEVEN, pro- 
poses an amendment numbered 2469 to 
amendment No. 2468. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To require the Government Ac- 

countability Office to study the effect of 
applying the mandatory purchase require- 
ments to areas of residual risk, and to re- 
quire the Administrator to study vol- 
untary community-based flood insurance 
options) 

Strike section 107 and insert the following: 
SEC. 107. AREAS OF RESIDUAL RISK. 

(a) AREAS OF RESIDUAL RISK.— 

(1) DEFINITION.—Not later than 18 months 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Administrator, in consultation with the 
Technical Mapping Advisory Council estab- 
lished under section 117, shall establish a def- 
inition of the term ‘‘area of residual risk”, 
for purposes of the National Flood Insurance 
Program, that is limited to areas that are 
not areas having special flood hazards. 

(2) THIS SECTION.—In this section, the term 
“area of residual risk” has the meaning es- 
tablished by the Administrator under para- 
graph (1). 

(b) STUDY AND REPORT ON MANDATORY PUR- 
CHASE REQUIREMENTS IN AREAS OF RESIDUAL 
RISK.— 

(1) STUDY.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—The Comptroller General 
of the United States shall conduct a study 
assessing the potential impact and effective- 
ness of applying the mandatory purchase re- 
quirements under sections 102 and 202 of the 


9747 


Flood Disaster Protection Act of 1973 (42 
U.S.C. 4012a and 4106) to properties located in 
areas of residual risk. 

(B) AREAS OF STUDY.—In carrying out the 
study required under subparagraph (A), the 
Comptroller General shall evaluate— 

(i) the regulatory, financial, and economic 
impact of applying the mandatory purchase 
requirements described in subparagraph (A) 
to areas of residual risk on— 

(I) the costs of homeownership; 

(II) the actuarial soundness of the National 
Flood Insurance Program; 

(III) the Federal Emergency Management 
Agency; 

(IV) communities located in areas of resid- 
ual risk; 

(V) insurance companies participating in 
the National Flood Insurance Program; and 

(VI) the Disaster Relief Fund; 

(ii) the effectiveness of the mandatory pur- 
chase requirements in protecting— 

(I) homeowners and taxpayers 
United States from financial loss; and 

(II) the financial soundness of the National 
Flood Insurance Program; 

(iii) the impact on lenders of complying 
with or enforcing the mandatory purchase 
requirements; 

(iv) the methodology that the Adminis- 
trator uses to adequately estimate the vary- 
ing levels of residual risk behind levees and 
other flood control structures; and 

(v) the extent to which the risk premium 
rates under the National Flood Insurance 
Program for property in the areas of residual 
risk behind levees adequately account for— 

(I) the design of the levees; 

(II) the soundness of the levees; 

(III) the hydrography of the areas of resid- 
ual risk; and 

(IV) any historical flooding in the areas of 
residual risk. 

(2) REPORTS.— 

(A) INITIAL REPORT.—Not later than 12 
months after the date on which the Adminis- 
trator establishes a definition of the term 
“area of residual risk’’ under subsection 
(a)(1), the Comptroller General shall submit 
to Congress a report that— 

(i) contains the results of the study re- 
quired under paragraph (1); and 

(ii) provides recommendations to the Ad- 
ministrator on improvements that may re- 
sult in more accurate estimates of varying 
levels of residual risk behind levees and 
other flood control structures. 

(B) UPDATED REPORT.—Not later than 5 
years after the date on which the Comp- 
troller General submits the report under sub- 
paragraph (A), the Comptroller General 
shall— 

(i) update the study conducted under para- 
graph (1); and 

(ii) submit to Congress an updated report 
that— 

(I) contains the results of the updated 
study required under clause (i); and 

(II) provides recommendations to the Ad- 
ministrator on improvements that may re- 
sult in more accurate estimates of varying 
levels of residual risk behind levees and 
other flood control structures. 

(3) ADJUSTMENT OF METHODOLOGIES.—The 
Administrator shall, to the extent prac- 
ticable, adjust the methodologies used to es- 
timate the varying levels of residual risk be- 
hind levees and other flood control struc- 
tures based on the recommendations sub- 
mitted by the Comptroller General under 
subparagraphs (A)(ii) and (B)(ii)(I]). 

(c) STUDY OF VOLUNTARY COMMUNITY-BASED 
FLOOD INSURANCE OPTIONS.— 

(1) STuDY.— 


in the 
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(A) STUDY REQUIRED.—The Administrator 
shall conduct a study to assess options, 
methods, and strategies for making available 
voluntary community-based flood insurance 
policies through the National Flood Insur- 
ance Program. 

(B) CONSIDERATIONS.—The study conducted 
under subparagraph (A) shall — 

(i) take into consideration and analyze how 
voluntary community-based flood insurance 
policies— 

(I) would affect communities having vary- 
ing economic bases, geographic locations, 
flood hazard characteristics or classifica- 
tions, and flood management approaches; 
and 

(II) could satisfy the applicable require- 
ments under section 102 of the Flood Dis- 
aster Protection Act of 1973 (42 U.S.C. 4012a); 
and 

(ii) evaluate the advisability of making 
available voluntary community-based flood 
insurance policies to communities, subdivi- 
sions of communities, and areas of residual 
risk. 

(C) CONSULTATION.—In conducting the 
study required under subparagraph (A), the 
Administrator may consult with the Comp- 
troller General of the United States, as the 
Administrator determines is appropriate. 

(2) REPORT BY THE ADMINISTRATOR.— 

(A) REPORT REQUIRED.—Not later than 18 
months after the date of enactment of this 
Act, the Administrator shall submit to the 
Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban 
Affairs of the Senate and the Committee on 
Financial Services of the House of Rep- 
resentatives a report that contains the re- 
sults and conclusions of the study conducted 
under paragraph (1). 

(B) CONTENTS.—The report submitted 
under subparagraph (A) shall include rec- 
ommendations for— 

(i) the best manner to incorporate vol- 
untary community-based flood insurance 
policies into the National Flood Insurance 
Program; and 

(ii) a strategy to implement voluntary 
community-based flood insurance policies 
that would encourage communities to under- 
take flood mitigation activities, including 
the construction, reconstruction, or im- 
provement of levees, dams, or other flood 
control structures. 

(3) REPORT BY COMPTROLLER GENERAL.—Not 
later than 6 months after the date on which 
the Administrator submits the report re- 
quired under paragraph (2), the Comptroller 
General of the United States shall— 

(A) review the report submitted by the Ad- 
ministrator; and 

(B) submit to the Committee on Banking, 
Housing, and Urban Affairs of the Senate and 
the Committee on Financial Services of the 
House of Representatives a report that con- 
tains— 

(i) an analysis of the report submitted by 
the Administrator; 

(ii) any comments or recommendations of 
the Comptroller General relating to the re- 
port submitted by the Administrator; and 

(iii) any other recommendations of the 
Comptroller General relating to community- 
based flood insurance policies. 


Mr. REID. I ask for the yeas and nays 
on that amendment. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 


There appears to be a sufficient sec- 
ond. 


The yeas and nays were ordered. 
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AMENDMENT NO. 2470 TO AMENDMENT NO. 2469 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I have a 
second-degree amendment, which is 
also at the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. REID] pro- 
poses an amendment numbered 2470 to 
amendment No. 2469. 

The amendment is as follows: 

At the end, add the following new section: 
SEC... 

This Act shall become effective 7 days 
after enactment. 


AMENDMENT NO. 2471 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I have an 
amendment at the desk to the lan- 
guage proposed to be stricken. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. REID] pro- 
poses amendment numbered 2471 to the lan- 
guage proposed to be stricken by amendment 
No. 2468. 

The amendment is as follows: 

At the end, add the following new section: 
SEC... 

This title shall become effective 5 days 
after enactment. 

Mr. REID. I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec- 
ond. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2472 TO AMENDMENT NO. 2471 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I have a 
second-degree amendment at the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. REID] pro- 
poses an amendment numbered 2472 to 
amendment No. 2471. 

The amendment is as follows: 

In the amendment, strike ‘‘5 days” and in- 
sert ‘‘4 days”. 

MOTION TO RECOMMIT WITH AMENDMENT NO. 2473 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I have a 
motion to recommit the bill with in- 
structions, which is also at the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. REID] moves 
to recommit the bill, S. 1940, to the Com- 
mittee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Af- 
fairs with instructions to report back forth- 
with with an amendment numbered 2473. 

The amendment is as follows: 

At the end, add the following new section: 
SEC... 

This Act shall become effective 3 days 
after enactment. 

Mr. REID. I ask for the yeas and nays 
on that motion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 
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There appears to be a sufficient sec- 
ond. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2474 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I have an 
amendment to the instructions at the 
desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. REID] pro- 
poses an amendment numbered 2474 to the 
instructions of the motion to recommit S. 
1940. 

The amendment is as follows: 

In the amendment, strike “3 days” and in- 
sert ‘‘2 days”. 

Mr. REID. I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec- 
ond. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2475 TO AMENDMENT NO. 2474 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I have a 
second-degree amendment at the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. REID] pro- 
poses an amendment numbered 2475 to 
amendment No. 2474. 

The amendment is as follows: 

In the amendment, strike “2 days” and in- 
sert “1 day”. 


—— 


SMALL BUSINESS JOBS AND TAX 
RELIEF ACT—MOTION TO PROCEED 


Mr. REID. Mr. President, I now move 
to proceed to Calendar No. 341, S. 2287. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the motion. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

Motion to proceed to Calendar No. 341, S. 
2237, a bill to provide a temporary income 
tax credit for increased payroll and extend 
bonus depreciation for an additional year, 
and for other purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Montana. 

FLOOD INSURANCE 

Mr. TESTER. Mr. President, I rise in 
support of a bill we will take up soon 
to reauthorize the Flood Insurance 
Program. Nine months ago the Senate 
Banking Committee passed long-term 
flood insurance reauthorization with 
overwhelming bipartisan support. Five 
months ago Senator VITTER and I, 
along with 39 Members of this body, 
wrote our leadership urging that the 
bill be brought to the floor, but today, 
this week, we will finally consider this 
much needed piece of legislation, and I 
thank Senator REID for his willingness 
to bring it to the Senate floor. 

I want to first and foremost thank 
Chairman JOHNSON and Ranking Mem- 
ber SHELBY for their excellent work in 
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drafting this bill. I commend them for 
their efforts to build consensus on this 
important piece of legislation. 

I thank my colleague Senator VITTER 
for his leadership and partnership in 
working with me to help influence this 
bill in a way that reflects broad bipar- 
tisan support. Together we added a 
number of provisions to improve the 
initial draft. These provisions include 
one that addresses a critical issue in 
my State. 

When this bill is passed, the Army 
Corps of Engineers and FEMA will fi- 
nally have to work together to develop 
common standards that will allow ex- 
isting Corps levee inspections to meet 
FEMA certification criteria. 

We also lengthened the phase-in pe- 
riod for homeowners who must pur- 
chase flood insurance for the first time 
as a result of being mapped into a 
floodplain, so that as changes to the 
maps occur, folks are not forced imme- 
diately into high-priced premiums. 

This bill takes important steps to 
more closely align risks with pre- 
miums. It makes changes to protect 
taxpayers, and it puts the program on 
a more solid financial ground. 

The House and Senate have never 
produced two flood insurance bills as 
closely aligned as the bills we have be- 
fore us, and I am not sure we have ever 
had the same strong broad support we 
have now from homeowners, realtors, 
insurers, state insurance regulators, 
and environmental groups. That is a 
real testament to my colleagues on the 
Banking Committee, and I look for- 
ward to finally sending a long-term re- 
authorization and reform bill to the 
President’s desk for his signature. 

Unfortunately, we have seen the con- 
sequences of reauthorizing this pro- 
gram on a short-term basis, and we 
have seen the consequences of letting 
this program lapse. We have been down 
that road before and have seen how un- 
productive and destructive lapses can 
be. Past lapses in the program created 
uncertainty for homeowners and cre- 
ated significant burdens for those par- 
ticipating in the Flood Insurance Pro- 
gram. When the program lapsed in 2010, 
about 1,400 home sales were canceled 
each day during those 53 days the pro- 
gram lapsed. At a time when the hous- 
ing market is still fragile, this is some- 
thing we cannot afford. 

For me this is an issue that hits 
home. The unprecedented flooding in 
the Missouri River basin last year, 
which affected folks throughout cen- 
tral and eastern Montana, particularly 
in Musselshell and Carbon Counties, 
clearly demonstrates the need for reau- 
thorization and for reforms to ensure 
that levees are certified properly and 
efficiently. 

I also care deeply about this program 
because in addition to protecting Mon- 
tana homeowners, there are jobs tied 
directly to the Flood Insurance Pro- 
gram. In Kalispell, MT, two of the na- 
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tional servicing organizations employ 
over 500 people—jobs that could be put 
in jeopardy without a long-term agree- 
ment. 

We must offer Americans certainty 
in the face of risk. Now, at long last, 
comprehensive, bipartisan, long-term 
reauthorization of the National Flood 
Insurance Program is within reach. 
Let’s quickly act to provide security 
and piece of mind to the 6 million 
Americans who rely on the National 
Flood Insurance Program. 

I yield the floor and suggest the ab- 
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


n 


FOOD AND DRUG ADMINISTRATION 
SAFETY AND INNOVATION ACT 


CLOTURE MOTION 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order and pursuant to rule 
XXII, the Chair lays before the Senate 
the pending cloture motion, which the 
clerk will state. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

CLOTURE MOTION 

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord- 
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, hereby move 
to bring to a close debate on the Reid motion 
to concur in the House amendment to S. 3187, 
the FDA Safety and Innovation Act. 

Harry Reid, Tom Harkin, Sheldon White- 
house, Kent Conrad, Jack Reed, Chris- 
topher A. Coons, Mark Begich, John F. 
Kerry, Charles E. Schumer, Barbara A. 
Mikulski, Benjamin L. Cardin, Robert 
Menendez, Joseph I. Lieberman, Mary 
L. Landrieu, Richard Blumenthal, 
Patty Murray, Tom Carper. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. By unan- 
imous consent, the mandatory quorum 
call has been waived. 

The question is, Is it the sense of the 
Senate that debate on the motion to 
concur in the House amendment to S. 
3187, a bill to amend the Federal Food, 
Drug, and Cosmetic Act to revise and 
extend the user-fee programs for pre- 
scription drugs and medical devices, to 
establish user-fee programs for generic 
drugs and biosimilars, and for other 
purposes, shall be brought to a close? 

The yeas and nays are mandatory 
under the rule. 

The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the 
Senator from New Hampshire (Mrs. 
SHAHEEN) and the Senator from Colo- 
rado (Mr. UDALL) are necessarily ab- 
sent. 

Mr. THUNE. The following Senators 
are necessarily absent: the Senator 
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from Oklahoma (Mr. COBURN), the Sen- 
ator from Utah (Mr. HATCH), the Sen- 
ator from Illinois (Mr. KIRK), the Sen- 
ator from Arizona (Mr. KYL), the Sen- 
ator from Alaska (Ms. MURKOWSKI), and 
the Senator from Florida (Mr. RUBIO). 

Further, if present and voting, the 
Senator from Utah (Mr. HATCH) would 
have voted “yea.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 
HAGAN). Are there any other Senators 
in the Chamber desiring to vote? 

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 89, 
nays 3, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 166 Leg.] 


YEAS—89 

Akaka Feinstein Menendez 
Alexander Franken Merkley 
Ayotte Gillibrand Mikulski 
Barrasso Graham Moran 
Baucus Grassley Murray 
Begich Hagan Nelson (NE) 
Bennet Harkin Nelson (FL) 
Bingaman Heller Portman 
Blumenthal Hoeven Pryor 
Blunt Hutchison Reed 
Boozman Inhofe Reid 
Boxer Inouye Risch 
Brown (MA) Isakson 7 
Brown (OH) Johanns Roberts 

Rockefeller 
Cantwell Johnson (SD) 
Cardin Johnson (WI) Schumer 
Carper Kerry Sessions 
Casey Klobuchar Shelby 
Chambliss Kohl Snowe 
Coats Landrieu Stabenow 
Cochran Lautenberg Tester 
Collins Leahy Thune 
Conrad Lee Toomey 
Coons Levin Udall (NM) 
Corker Lieberman Vitter 
Cornyn Lugar Warner 
Crapo Manchin Webb 
DeMint McCain Whitehouse 
Durbin McCaskill Wicker 
Enzi McConnell Wyden 

NAYS—3 
Burr Paul Sanders 
NOT VOTING—8 

Coburn Kyl Shaheen 
Hatch Murkowski Udall (CO) 
Kirk Rubio 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this 
vote, the yeas are 89, the nays are 3. 
Three-fifths of the Senators duly cho- 
sen and sworn having voted in the af- 
firmative, the motion is agreed to. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, 2 
years ago a constituent of mine named 
David Rozga committed suicide shortly 
after smoking a product called K2—a 
synthetic form of marijuana. 

A week before he passed away David 
had graduated from Indianola High 
School. 

He was looking forward to attending 
my alma mater, the University of 
Northern Iowa, that fall. 

David and his friends spent the week 
after graduation going to parties and 
celebrating their achievements. 

Some of David’s friends heard about 
K2 from some other friends who were 
home from college. 

They were told that if you smoked 
this product like marijuana you could 
get a high. 

David and his friends were about to 
go to a concert and thought smoking 
K2 before would be nothing but harm- 
less fun. 


9750 


However, shortly after smoking K2, 
David became highly agitated and ter- 
rified. 

His friends tried to calm him down 
and once he appeared calmer he de- 
cided to go home instead of going out 
with them. 

Tragically, David took his own life 
shortly after returning home—only 
about 90 minutes after smoking K2 for 
the first time. 

The only chemicals in his system at 
the time of his death were those that 
comprised K2. 

David’s tragic death is one of the 
first in what has been a rapidly grow- 
ing drug abuse trend. 

In the past 2 years, the availability 
and popularity of synthetic drugs like 
K2, Spice, Bath Salts, and 2C-E has ex- 
ploded. 

These drugs are labeled and disguised 
as legitimate products to circumvent 
the law. 

They are easily purchased online, at 
gas stations, in shopping malls and in 
other novelty stores. 

Poison control centers and emer- 
gency rooms around the country are 
reporting skyrocketing cases of calls 
and visits resulting from synthetic 
drug use. 

The physical effects associated with 
this use include increased agitation, 
elevated heart rate and blood pressure, 
hallucinations, and seizures. 

A number of people across the coun- 
try have acted violently while under 
the influence of the drug, dying or in- 
juring themselves and others. 

Just a few weeks ago a man in 
Miami, Florida attacked a homeless 
man and ate nearly half his face before 
police had to shoot him to stop him. 

Two weeks ago, police in upstate New 
York tazered a woman who was chok- 
ing her 3-year-old son after smoking 
bath salts. 

These ongoing and mounting trage- 
dies underscore the fact that Congress 
must take action to stop these drugs 
from causing further damage to our so- 
ciety. 

I introduced the David Mitchell 
Rozga Act a year ago last March to ban 
the drugs that comprised K2. 

My colleagues Senators SCHUMER, 
KLOBUCHAR, and PORTMAN have also 
joined me to ban synthetic drugs in- 
cluding bath salts and 2-CE com- 
pounds. 

Today our separate bills are included 
as part of the House and Senate agree- 
ment on the FDA User Fee bill we will 
be voting on shortly. 

I thank all who have worked very 
hard to get my bill, as well as the other 
bills banning synthetic drugs, through 
Congress. 

I especially want to thank Mike and 
Jan Rozga and their family for their 
tireless efforts to prevent more tragedy 
from befalling other families. 

This legislation will drastically help 
to remove these poisons from the store 
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shelves and protect our children from 
becoming more victims. I urge my col- 
leagues to support cloture on this bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Connecticut. 

NOMINATION OF DONNA MURPHY 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Madam President, 
I thank my friend and colleague from 
Washington, Senator MURRAY, for 
yielding to me for a moment to make a 
unanimous consent request regarding 
the nomination of Donna Murphy of 
the District of Columbia to be an asso- 
ciate judge on the DC Superior Court. 

This nomination was favorably re- 
ported by the Homeland Security and 
Governmental Affairs Committee on 
June 29, 2011. That is almost 1 year ago. 
For that year, this nomination has 
been stopped from a vote. I come to the 
floor today to say it is time for this to 
stop. 

In fairness to this able nominee, she 
deserves an up-or-down vote. She would 
bring a wealth of talent and experience 
to the job. 

Donna Murphy has been a career at- 
torney in the Department of Justice 
for four administrations—two Demo- 
cratic and two Republican—and has re- 
ceived strong support from senior offi- 
cials for whom she worked in each one 
of those administrations. 

John Dunne, the Assistant Attorney 
General for Civil Rights under Presi- 
dent George H.W. Bush praised Ms. 
Murphy as ‘extremely smart, hard- 
working, and fair-minded.” 

Bill Lee, the Assistant Attorney Gen- 
eral for Civil Rights under President 
Clinton recalls Ms. Murphy as ‘‘one of 
the best lawyers in the Division who 
was known for her fairness, integrity, 
smarts, legal skills, dedication and ex- 
ceedingly hard work.’’ 

Wan J. Kim, the Deputy Assistant 
Attorney General and Assistant Attor- 
ney General for Civil Rights under 
President George W. Bush rec- 
ommended Ms. Murphy for the D.C. Su- 
perior Court believing that she pos- 
sessed the qualities he has seen in ex- 
emplary jurists. Under Mr. Kim, Donna 
Murphy received the division’s highest 
award in 2007, the John Doar Award for 
Excellence and Dedication, an award 
that was established under the first 
Bush administration. 

So there is no rational reason at all 
to continue to deny this nominee an up 
or down vote. 

A native of Norristown, PA, Ms. Mur- 
phy fell in love with Washington, DC 
during a visit when she was just 12 
years old. She moved here to attend 
college at American University, where 
she received her Bachelor of Science in 
Political Science in 1986. 

From American University, she went 
to Yale Law School—a decision I natu- 
rally admire—and received her law de- 
gree in 1989. 

Since October 1990, she has worked 
for the Justice Department’s Civil 
Rights Division on a variety of cases, 
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including voting rights, discrimination 

in credit, housing and public accom- 

modations, and allegations of police 
misconduct. 

It is her work on these police cases 
that has brought about some criticism, 
but not much. 

Both prior to the Committee’s ap- 
proval of Ms. Murphy’s nomination and 
afterwards, Committee staff inves- 
tigated the criticism and found no evi- 
dence to support the charge that she 
would be negative to police. 

In fact, we have received letters of 
support for Ms. Murphy from leading 
police officials, including one group in 
Los Angeles, CA, for her work in nego- 
tiating and implementing consent de- 
crees regarding allegations that the 
Los Angeles Police Department had 
been systematically violating people’s 
civil rights. 

The Committee received a letter 
from Gerald Chaleff, the Special As- 
sistant for Constitutional Policing for 
the LAPD who negotiated the consent 
decree between the LAPD and Depart- 
ment of Justice. Mr. Chaleff wrote that 
during negotiation and implementa- 
tion of the consent decree Ms. Murphy 
earned the respect and admiration of 
LAPD personnel with whom she dealt. 
Mr. Chaleff also notes that contrary to 
the vague and unsubstantiated allega- 
tions made against her, Ms. Murphy at 
all times acted honorably, ethically, 
and intelligently. 

We have similar letters from law en- 
forcement officials praising her work 
negotiating similar consent decrees 
with the Pittsburgh Bureau of Police, 
the city of Steubenville, OH, and the 
New Jersey State Police. 

It is past time the Senate approve 
this nomination and send this qualified 
nominee to the bench and let her serve 
the city that has been her home for 
more than 20 years. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that these letters, as well as the 
letters from former Justice Depart- 
ment officials that I cited earlier, be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE, 
CIVIL RIGHTS DIVISION, 
Washington, DC, August 24, 2011. 

Hon. JOSEPH LIEBERMAN, 

Chairman, Senate Homeland Security and Gov- 
ernmental Affairs Committee, Washington, 
DC. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: I write this letter to 
strongly recommend Donna Murphy to the 
Superior Court of Washington, DC. I started 
in the Civil Rights Division at the Depart- 
ment of Justice as an Honors Program hire 
in 1989, where I served as a prosecutor in the 
Criminal Section. I have also served as Dep- 
uty Assistant Attorney General in the Divi- 
sion, and I now have the privilege of serving 
as the Assistant Attorney General. During 
this extensive experience working in the Di- 
vision, I have had the pleasure of working 
with Ms. Murphy, who joined the Division in 
1990, shortly after I was hired. 


June 25, 2012 


Ms. Murphy has also held a variety of posi- 
tions during her tenure in the Civil Rights 
Division, including serving as both a trial at- 
torney and also as a manager. Although she 
began in the Voting Section, she has also 
served in the Special Litigation Section and 
the Housing and Civil Enforcement Section. 
The breadth and depth of her experience in 
the Division enforcing many of our nation’s 
most cherished civil rights laws is nearly un- 
paralleled. While working with her over the 
last two decades, I have witnessed her profes- 
sionalism, intellect, and extraordinary judg- 
ment at work. Ms. Murphy treats everyone 
with respect, and has shown uncommon 
abilities as a leader. Her tactical and analyt- 
ical legal skills have allowed her to quickly 
master new, and complex, areas of the law. 
The breadth of her experience across three 
different Sections of the Division illustrates 
her extraordinary abilities in this regard. 

Her commitment to the Department of 
Justice and to the enforcement of our na- 
tion’s promise of equal opportunity has been 
apparent to me from the beginning of my ex- 
periences working with her, and it has been 
apparent to the leadership of the Division in 
both Democratic and Republican administra- 
tions. For example, in 2007, she received the 
Division’s John Doar Award, which is the Di- 
vision’s highest overall award. She has also 
received the Division’s highest litigation 
award, the Walter W. Barnett Award, in 1995. 
In addition, Ms. Murphy has consistently re- 
ceived performance awards recognizing her 
outstanding contributions to the Division’s 
work. 

When I returned to the Civil Rights Divi- 
sion in October 2009, I was pleased to find 
that Ms. Murphy had remained in the Divi- 
sion, as I knew she was someone I could rely 
upon in helping to ensure full and fair en- 
forcement of civil rights laws. I have the 
highest regard for her abilities and know her 
to be a person of great character. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you 
have any questions about my experience 
working with Ms. Murphy. 

Sincerely, 
THOMAS E. PEREZ, 
Assistant Attorney General. 
Los ANGELES POLICE DEPARTMENT, 
Los Angeles, California, July 14, 2011. 
Re Donna M. Murphy. 


Hon. JOSEPH I. LIEBERMAN, Chairman, 

Senate Homeland Security and Governmental 
Affairs Committee, Dirksen Senate Office 
Building, Washington, DC. 

Hon. SUSAN M. COLLINS, Ranking Member, 

Senate Homeland Security and Governmental 
Affairs Committee, Dirksen Senate Office 
Building Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATORS LIEBERMAN AND COLLINS: I 
write in strong support of the nomination of 
Donna M. Murphy to the Superior Court of 
Washington, D.C. I am a senior police execu- 
tive in the Los Angeles Police Department 
(LAPD). I had a substantial number of deal- 
ings with Ms. Murphy in her capacity as 
Deputy Chief of the Special Litigation Sec- 
tion of the Civil Rights Division of the 
United States Department of Justice (DOJ) 
in connection with negotiation and imple- 
mentation of a Consent Decree with the 
LAPD and the City of Los Angeles, relating 
to the conduct and operation of the police 
department. Ms. Murphy’s and the DOJ ob- 
jective was to improve the LAPD and she at 
all times acted honorably, ethically, and in- 
telligently. She never exhibited prejudice or 
bias or rigidity of position. As a lawyer, I 
can ensure you that Ms. Murphy will have an 
exemplary judicial temperament, is highly 
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intelligent, and will render equal justice to 
all, without bias or favor. Her decisions will 
be firmly based in the law and will be seen 
by all sides as fair and just. 

I was President of the Los Angeles Board 
of Police Commissioners and a member of 
the team that conducted the negotiations 
with DOJ. These negotiations took six 
months during which Ms. Murphy conducted 
herself with professionalism and in the man- 
ner that all attorneys should when in a simi- 
lar situation. After the negotiations con- 
cluded and the decree approved by the court, 
I returned to private practice. When William 
Bratton was appointed Chief of the Los An- 
geles Police Department (Department), he 
requested that I join the Department and as- 
sist in the Department’s compliance with the 
decree. In that capacity I had the oppor- 
tunity to observe the conduct of Ms. Murphy 
and again found her to be professional, intel- 
ligent and fair. It has been suggested that 
because Ms. Murphy worked in the Special 
Litigation Section, she is somehow biased 
against the police. Throughout the Consent 
Decree negotiations and implementation, 
she manifested a clear understanding of the 
issues facing the LAPD and, where possible, 
she suggested resolutions that demonstrated 
her understanding of the job of the police 
and the pressures facing the officers per- 
forming their duties and never exhibited any 
indication of prejudice against police officers 
or the Department. She earned the respect 
and admiration of the LAPD personnel with 
whom she dealt. As the LAPD’s executive in 
charge of implementation of the Consent De- 
cree, I can assure that as difficult as it was, 
Ms. Murphy never did anything to cause any- 
one to feel anyway other than that she was 
fair and only trying to assist. 

The Consent Decree was negotiated in per- 
fect good faith by the Special Litigation Sec- 
tion and that the goals and intentions of the 
Consent Decree were in no way a reflection 
of anti-police bias. Indeed, the Decree aug- 
mented police professionalism, promoted of- 
ficer safety, helped to restore public trust 
and confidence, and made the LAPD an even 
stronger law enforcement agency. 

Please let me know if you have any ques- 
tions about the foregoing. I am available at 
(213) 486-8730. 

Very truly yours, 

CHARLIE BECK, 

Chief of Police. 
GERALD L. CHALEFF, 

Special Assistant for Constitutional Policing. 

LEWIS, FEINBERG, LEE, 

RENAKER & JACKSON, P.C., 

Oakland, California, October 28, 2011. 

Re Nomination of Ms. Donna Murphy to the 
D.C. Superior Court. 


Hon. JOSEPH LIEBERMAN, Chairman, 

Senate Homeland security and Governmental 
Affairs Committee, 

U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 

Hon. SUSAN COLLINS, Ranking Member, 

Senate Homeland Security and Governmental 
Affairs Committee, 

U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 

DEAR CHAIRMAN LIEBERMAN AND RANKING 
MEMBER COLLINS: I write in support of the 
nomination of Ms. Donna Murphy to be a 
judge of the Superior Court of the District of 
Columbia. I was Assistant Attorney General 
for Civil Rights from the end of 1997 to the 
beginning of 2001 where I became familiar 
with the work of Ms. Murphy who was an at- 
torney in the Voting Rights and the Special 
Litigation Sections, two Sections that en- 
force important civil rights protections. 
After my time, I understand Ms. Murphy 
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worked in the Housing and General Litiga- 
tion Section, another high profile Section. 


I recall Ms. Murphy as one of the best law- 
yers in the Division who was known for her 
fairness, integrity, smarts, legal skills, dedi- 
cation, and exceedingly hard work. Ms. Mur- 
phy was recognized for her skills and abili- 
ties by being assigned some of the most sig- 
nificant and sensitive investigations and 
cases and for being assigned managerial du- 
ties supervising teams of other lawyers. I 
particularly remember her excellent work in 
supervising a team of lawyers who prepared 
and filed a police misconduct case against 
the Los Angeles Police Department. Back 
then the LAPD was a police department rife 
with problems that resulted in harm to mi- 
nority communities as well as lack of law 
enforcement for those communities. Today 
the LAPD is appropriately lauded as a de- 
partment that deals with minority commu- 
nities with sensitivity and fairness. Much of 
the credit for the dramatic difference is at- 
tributable to the role played by the Division 
in the case that Ms. Murphy had so much to 
do with both in its beginnings, the negotia- 
tion of a pioneering consent decree and the 
implementation of the decree with LAPD 
leaders. 


Iam happy to join predecessors and succes- 
sors as former Assistant Attorneys General 
for Civil Rights from several different Ad- 
ministrations who have joined together to 
support Ms. Murphy’s nomination. 


If I can be helpful to the Committee, please 
feel free to call me. 
Sincerely, 
BILL LANN LEE. 


WHITEMAN OSTERMAN & HANNA LLP, 
Albany, New York, October 7, 2011. 
Re Nomination of Donna Murphy to the Su- 
perior Court of the District of Columbia. 


Hon. JOSEPH LIEBERMAN, Chairman, 

Senate Homeland Security and Governmental 
Affairs Committee, 

U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 

Hon. SUSAN COLLINS, Ranking Member, 

Senate Homeland Security and Governmental 
Affairs Committee, 

U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 


DEAR CHAIRMAN LIEBERMAN AND SENATOR 
COLLINS: I write to support the nomination 
of Ms. Donna Murphy to be a Judge on the 
Superior Court of the District of Columbia. 
From 1990 until 1993 I worked with Ms. Mur- 
phy in the Civil Rights Division of the U.S. 
Department of Justice where I served as As- 
sistant Attorney General of the Division. 
During that time, Ms. Murphy was an attor- 
ney in the Voting Rights Section and I met 
regularly with her, reviewing a number of 
her reports and recommendations concerning 
very complex and sensitive pre-clearance ap- 
plications pursuant to Section 5 of the Vot- 
ing Rights Act. 


From those personal interactions, I be- 
came very impressed by her legal intellect 
and her knowledge and commitment to the 
Division’s mission and work. She is ex- 
tremely smart, hardworking and fair-mind- 
ed. 


In 2007, for her significant contributions to 
the work of the Division, Ms. Murphy re- 
ceived the Division’s highest award—the 
John Doar Award for Excellence and Dedica- 
tion. When, as Assistant Attorney General, I 
initiated that award, I had in mind a recipi- 
ent with qualities which Ms. Murphy has 
faithfully demonstrated in the various as- 
signments she has discharged with distinc- 
tion. 
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I strongly recommend your confirmation 
of her nomination and, if I can be of any as- 
sistance, would welcome your request. 

Respectfully, 
JOHN R. DUNNE. 


AUGUST 21, 2011. 
Re: Donna M. Murphy. 


Hon. JOSEPH I. LIEBERMAN, 

Chairman, U.S. Senate Homeland Security and 
Governmental Affairs Committee, 

Washington, DC. 

Hon. SUSAN M. COLLINS, 

Ranking Member, U.S. Senate Homeland Secu- 
rity and Governmental Affairs Committee, 

Washington, DC. 

I am pleased to write this letter in support 
of the nomination of Donna M. Murphy to 
the Superior Court of Washington, D.C. Iam 
a retired police chief and a Past President of 
the International Association of Chiefs of 
Police. Since 1998 I have been working with 
the Special Litigation Section of the Civil 
Rights Division of the United States Depart- 
ment of Justice (DOJ) in a variety of capac- 
ities dealing with police practices and re- 
form. It was during one such assignment 
that I met and worked with Donna Murphy. 

In 1997, the U.S. DOJ and the City of Steu- 
benville, Ohio entered in to a Consent Decree 
regarding police practices. I was appointed 
as an agent of the Federal Court to audit 
compliance with the Decree. As one can 
imagine, even though the Decree was nego- 
tiated and agreed upon by the parties (the 
City and DOJ) there was considerable insti- 
tutional resistance to the changes in police 
practices outlined in its several require- 
ments. Donna Murphy was the supervisor 
overseeing line attorneys assigned this mat- 
ter during the period 2000-03, which was a 
time when there was heightened resistance 
to the Decree requirements since the easier 
tasks had been accomplished and we were 
moving into an area of serious substantive 
change. 

There is little doubt that the persistence 
and leadership of Donna Murphy; moreover 
her patience and understanding of the issues 
and obstacles of concern to the City, and to 
the members of the Police Department, were 
the basis for much of the progress made with 
Decree compliance during her tenure. She 
consistently sought information to insure 
she had a clear understanding of the organi- 
zational and operational difficulties faced by 
the police and in my opinion, made decisions 
that were professional and fair to all con- 
cerned. Accordingly, I am pleased to add my 
support for her appointment to the Superior 
Court of Washington, D.C. 

Please let me know if you have any ques- 
tions regarding this information. 

Very truly yours, 
CHARLES D. REYNOLDS, 
Police Practices Consultant. 
BLACKS IN LAW ENFORCEMENT 
oF AMERICA, 
Washington, DC, September 26, 2011. 
Re Ms. Donna M. Murphy. 


Hon. JOSEPH I. LIEBERMAN, 

Chairman, U.S. Senate Homeland Security and 
Governmental Affairs Committee, Wash- 
ington, D.C. 20510 

Hon. SUSAN M. COLLINS, 

Ranking Member, U.S. Senate Homeland Secu- 
rity and Governmental Affairs Committee, 
Washington, DC. 

I am pleased to offer this letter in support 
of the nomination of Ms. Donna M. Murphy 
to the Superior Court of Washington, D.C. I 
am a retired D.C. Metropolitan Police Officer 
and retired Executive Director of the Na- 
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tional Black Police Association (NBPA). The 
NBPA is an advocacy organization estab- 
lished to work on behalf of African Ameri- 
cans in Law Enforcement involving the pre- 
vention and intervention of police abuse and 
misconduct as well as other criminal justice 
policies and practices that have a negative 
impact on people and communities of color. 

After the establishment of the Special 
Litigation Section of the Civil Rights Divi- 
sion, the organization began to work very 
closely with the section and its staff attor- 
neys. Ms. Murphy was assigned to work with 
a variety of cases involving the investigation 
of police practices in cities that the NBPA 
had brought to the attention of the Depart- 
ment of Justice. 

Ms. Donna M. Murphy and her staff worked 
during that time against a great deal of re- 
sistance to the necessary changes needed for 
our nations police departments which most 
were the results of court ordered consent de- 
cree. The National Black Police Association 
was honored to work with Ms. Murphy and 
found her very dedicated to the creation of 
fairness and justice for all involved the con- 
sent decree compliance. 

So, as a result of the positive and produc- 
tive relationships created during my tenure 
as Executive Director of the National Black 
Police Association, I am please to add my 
support to the nomination of Donna M. Mur- 
phy to the Superior Court of Washington, 
D.C. 

Please let me know if there any additional 
questions regarding this correspondence. 

Sincerely, 
RONALD E. HAMPTON, 
Director. 
UNANIMOUS CONSENT REQUEST 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Madam President, 
I ask unanimous consent that at a time 
to be determined by the majority lead- 
er, in consultation with the Republican 
leader, the Senate proceed to executive 
session to consider the following nomi- 
nations: Calendar No. 231; that there be 
2 hours for debate equally divided in 
the usual form; that upon the use or 
yielding back of time, the Senate pro- 
ceed to a vote without intervening ac- 
tion or debate on Calendar No. 231; that 
the motion to reconsider be considered 
made and laid upon the table, with no 
intervening action or debate; that no 
further motions be in order, that any 
related statements be printed in the 
RECORD, that the President be imme- 
diately notified of the Senate’s action, 
and the Senate then resume legislative 
session. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Madam President, 
Senator DEMINT has some concerns 
about this nomination. Therefore, at 
his request, I object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec- 
tion is heard. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Madam President, 
I am going to keep returning to the 
floor of the Senate in fairness on this 
nomination. She is such a deserving 
nominee and at least deserves a vote up 
or down. 

I yield the floor. 

Mrs. MURRAY. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that following 
my remarks, the Senator from Ohio, 
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Mr. BROWN, be recognized, and fol- 
lowing that, Senator WHITEHOUSE be 
recognized. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Washington is recognized. 

(The remarks of Mrs. MURRAY per- 
taining to the introduction of S. 3340 
are located in today’s RECORD under 
“Statements on Introduced Bills and 
Joint Resolutions.’’) 

THE HIGHWAY BILL 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Madam Presi- 
dent, I come to the floor this evening 
to discuss the bipartisan transpor- 
tation jobs bill that has been lingering 
since March 14. March 14 was pretty 
early in the construction season. If the 
House had moved as quickly as they 
should have, if the House were not, ap- 
parently, held hostage by some tea 
party members who think transpor- 
tation should be a State issue and the 
Federal Government shouldn’t be in- 
volved, there would have been so many 
more jobs created in the Presiding Offi- 
cer’s State of North Carolina and in 
Ohio and elsewhere. Those tea party 
members should think about President 
Eisenhower’s legacy when they talk 
about transportation being a State and 
not a Federal issue. 

The Senate passed this job-creating 
economic development bill more than 
100 days ago, but this historically bi- 
partisan highway bill remains stalled. 
We know investments in infrastructure 
mean jobs directly. We know invest- 
ments in infrastructure mean economic 
development in the future. President 
Eisenhower and Congress established 
the Interstate Highway System not too 
many years after I was born, in the 
1950s. A generation of Americans was 
set to work carving freeways, paving 
new roads, building bridges and tunnels 
across our great country that allowed 
people and products to travel across 
the 48 States. 

In the 1950s, the 1960s, the 1970s, and 
the 1980s, we had an infrastructure 
which was the envy of the world—an 
infrastructure the likes of which the 
world had never seen. Since then, we 
have not done quite so well. Our Nation 
used our postwar infrastructure boom 
to become an economic superpower, 
similar to how the GI bill helps mil- 
lions of families who take advantage of 
it—soldiers, veterans, and families— 
yet at the same time creating pros- 
perity for the whole country. Infra- 
structure building helps those men and 
women who are actually doing the con- 
struction, doing the work on the high- 
ways and bridges and water and sewer 
systems, but it also helps the compa- 
nies and the workers who are manufac- 
turing the steel and the concrete and 
the glass that goes into infrastructure, 
and it also helps the prosperity of soci- 
ety as a whole. 

A truck leaving Toledo, OH, could be 
in Miami, FL, in less than a day. A 
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family could drive from one corner of 
Ohio—from Conneaut, the county my 
wife was born in—to North Bend on the 
other end of the State in several hours 
instead of a whole day. 

We know infrastructure investments 
are forward thinking, with payoffs that 
last for decades, yet also benefit our 
Nation—our small businesses, our 
workers—both today and for genera- 
tions to come. So it is unacceptable 
that at a time of still too high unem- 
ployment—even though the unemploy- 
ment rate in my State has dropped be- 
tween 2 and 3 percent in the last 3 
years, it is still too high—Washington 
politicians, for whatever reason, con- 
tinue to block progress on this bill. 

No one in this Congress should be 
proud of the condition of our roads or 
the safety of our bridges. No one in this 
Congress should be proud of the fact 
the world’s newest airports and most 
modern train stations are not in the 
United States of America, as they were 
in the 1950s, 1960s, the 1970s, and the 
1980s. They are being built overseas. No 
one in this Congress should be proud of 
creating new hurdles to progress, of ob- 
struction, when the need is so great for 
us to create new jobs. 

Historically, infrastructure has been 
a bipartisan issue. There is no so such 
thing as a Democratic or Republican 
bridge. The most recent extension is 
slated to expire Saturday at midnight. 
We can’t afford to keep passing short- 
term extensions. We need to think 
about consequences for businesses that 
plan for the long term. Because Con- 
gress keeps passing inch-by-inch, 
month-by-month extensions, busi- 
nesses can’t plan, workers can’t plan, 
State departments of transportation 
can’t plan. It hurts the contractor, who 
is unsure whether she will have the 
funds to buy a new bulldozer; the crane 
operator, who is unsure of where his 
next job will be; and it hurts the small 
business owner who sells aggregate to 
the construction industry. We cannot 
afford to keep passing the buck with 
these short-term extensions and dis- 
rupting the ability of businesses to 
plan for the future. 

This past weekend I visited El Meson 
Restaurante, a family-owned res- 
taurant located near the I-75 mod- 
ernization project in West Carrollton 
in Montgomery County, OH, in south- 
west Ohio, near Dayton. I spoke with 
the owner Bill Castro. I asked him: 
What happens if the bill expires and 
this project is delayed? He tells me 
that construction surrounding the res- 
taurant has already cut into El 
Meson’s profits. I have eaten at that 
restaurant three or four times. It has 
always been crowded. The food is good, 
the hospitality is great, and the owners 
are friendly and embracing. It is a 
great place. But because of this delay— 
which happens from time to time, I un- 
derstand, and should—he has had to 
scale back his own salary, rather than 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE, Vol. 158, Pt. 7 


lower his workers’ wages and reduce 
the staff. He knows this is good for 
Montgomery County, for Dayton, and 
for the Miami Valley, but it is clear if 
this project gets delayed it will do seri- 
ous damage to his restaurant and to 
the other small businesses in the area. 

It is clear business owners in my 
State are doing their jobs. It is time 
the House of Representatives does its 
job and works with us to pass this 
highway bill, then get it back to the 
Senate and the House so we can vote 
on it. We know what is at stake: Jobs 
created by infrastructure investments 
are almost always good-paying middle- 
class jobs. Whether they are the con- 
struction jobs or the manufacturing 
jobs producing the products that go 
into the construction, these jobs typi- 
cally provide workers with health care 
and retirement benefits and are the 
kinds of jobs our neighbors need to cre- 
ate a strong middle class. These jobs 
enable people to buy a home, to save 
for their children’s college education, 
and plan for the future. 

These investments not only create 
construction jobs, they improve our 
Nation’s economic efficiency, obvi- 
ously creating more prosperity. This 
bill is about rebuilding our infrastruc- 
ture as much as it is about rebuilding 
our middle class. It is time for Con- 
gress to pass the highway bill. There is 
simply too much at stake not to. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Madam Presi- 
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the 
order for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SUPREME COURT DECISIONS 

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Madam Presi- 
dent, this is the week for the Supreme 
Court to release opinions from dozens 
of cases that it has been considering 
over the past term. In most of these 
important cases, the Court followed its 
usual practice of allowing the parties 
to file detailed legal briefs and to 
present oral arguments to make their 
side of the case before the Court 
reached its decision. In one case, how- 
ever, it decided an issue vital to the on- 
going function of our democracy, and it 
decided that case without even allow- 
ing the parties the opportunity to 
write legal briefs on the merits and to 
argue their case before the Court. 

In the Montana case, American Tra- 
dition Partnership v. Bullock, the 
Court’s five-man conservative bloc 
doubled down on a historic error they 
made 2 years ago in Citizens United. 
Citizens United, I am confident, will 
mark one of the lowest points in the 
Supreme Court’s history. 

The case will ultimately stand along- 
side Lochner v. New York and other 
such decisions in the Supreme Court 
gallery of horrible decisions. 
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A telltale of these horrible court de- 
cisions is that they create rights of the 
powerful against the powerless, turning 
the very concept of ‘‘rights’’ inside out. 
Ordinarily, a right is something that 
stands against power. That is why it is 
carved out as a right; it is because it 
offends against the power structure, 
and yet we value it and we defend it. 
And our courts have as their very pur- 
pose in our system of government the 
purpose to be the guardians of those 
rights, the guardians of those rights 
against whatever the structure of 
power is in our society. That is why we 
give judges long or lifetime tenure. 
That is why conflicts of interest in the 
judiciary are so particularly con- 
cerning. That is why some decisions we 
take away from officialdom entirely 
and give them to a jury of our peers. 
That is why it is a crime to tamper 
with a jury. We do all of those because 
we want courtrooms insulated from 
power so that courts can do the essen- 
tial work of protecting rights against 
the predations of power. 

Look at the Lochner decision, for in- 
stance, and see how that Court turned 
the whole question of rights inside out. 
Seeking to defend the prevailing eco- 
nomic power structure, the Supreme 
Court held that bakers had a constitu- 
tional right—under a theory of freedom 
to contract—to agree to work whatever 
hours their employers wanted to make 
them work, without overtime, without 
rest, a right on the part of the bakers 
to enter into a contract where their 
employers could tell them they could 
make them work whatever they want- 
ed. Looking back now, that seems al- 
most silly, but if you were a judge af- 
filiated with an economic structure 
that saw workers as essentially dispos- 
able, this question of workers’ rights to 
work reasonable hours seems, well, un- 
reasonable. And the Lochner decision 
justifiably lies on the junk pile of judi- 
cial history, a broken monument to the 
prejudice and error of that Court. 

Citizens United and now the Montana 
decision join this gallery of judicial 
horribles. Here, the right they turned 
inside out is the right of free speech, 
and the power structure served is the 
vast and unprecedented corporate 
power structure that exists today. 

Under Citizens United, under this in- 
side-out right they have created, you 
now enjoy the free speech right to hear 
as much corporate speech as they want 
to bombard you with. If you are a reg- 
ular human, you are on your own. If 
you are a CEO, you can access your 
corporate treasury to drown out the 
voices of all of your workers. If you are 
a massive multinational corporation or 
if you are a billionaire or a multi- 
billionaire, you now have a right to 
dominate the paid media airwaves, and 
we have the free speech right to have 
to listen to all of that. 

At least if you are a billionaire, you 
are still a human being. And I don’t 


9754 


say this judgmentally; this is a legal 
fact. If you are a corporation, you have 
no soul, you have no conscience, you 
have no altruism. You have none of the 
characteristics that are special to hu- 
mankind. You are a legal fiction. You 
are a financial mechanism created for 
the massing and the efficient use of 
capital. In the economic sphere, the 
value of that corporate structure is im- 
mense, there is no doubt about it. It 
has provided great value to our society. 
But in the political sphere, it is dan- 
gerous. But for these five Justices who 
constantly support corporate interests, 
to protect the power that comes from 
being able to provide or promise or 
threaten massive anonymous expendi- 
tures on political attack ads, well, that 
is just how you see the world. 

One day the Citizens United decision 
will lie next to Lochner on the junk 
pile of judicial error and prejudice. 
There is too much wrong with it for it 
ultimately to survive. But, sadly, 
today is not that day, and the five con- 
servative Justices have chosen, instead 
of correcting their error, to double- 
down on it. 

The central and deeply flawed 
premise of Citizens United was the con- 
servative majority’s declaration that 
vast corporate independent expendi- 
tures ‘‘do not give rise to corruption or 
the appearance of corruption.” They 
had no record on which to make that 
decision. None had ever run in an elec- 
tion before. They had no basis for mak- 
ing that decision, but that was the dec- 
laration they issued. 

First, whether independent expendi- 
tures by corporations pose dangers of 
corruption or dangers of the appear- 
ance of corruption is a factual question 
that depends on the actual workings of 
the electoral system. Supreme courts 
aren’t supposed to make findings of 
fact. So one of the first errors in the 
Citizens United decision was that they 
drove off the road of proper judicial 
procedure, across the rumble strip, and 
they started making findings of fact— 
and they did so in a very dangerous 
way. 

The peculiar way the conservative 
Justices brought the Citizens United 
question before the Court deprived the 
Court of any opportunity to consider a 
record. Ordinarily, the Supreme Court 
has a record that comes up to it from 
the court decisions below. But, as my 
colleagues may recall, the parties in 
Citizens United did not ask the Court 
to consider the constitutionality of 
limiting corporate independent expend- 
itures. That was not addressed below. 
What happened is that the conservative 
Supreme Court Justices took it upon 
themselves to ask a new question and 
to answer that question they them- 
selves had asked. In doing it this way, 
the Justices simply declared, with no 
factual basis, that massive, inde- 
pendent corporate expenditures posed 
no risk of corruption to our elections. 
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They were wrong, as is obvious to most 
people. 

The case the Court decided today, 
American Tradition Partnership, cre- 
ated an opportunity for the Court to 
have dug itself out from the colossal 
mistake it made in Citizens United. It 
is an interesting background in com- 
parison to Citizens United because the 
case came out of Montana, where there 
is an extensive record within the State 
of Montana of historical evidence of 
immense corruption created in that 
State by corporate influence and cor- 
porate campaign money dating all the 
way back to the copper barons who 
bought and sold Montana State govern- 
ment in the bad old days. The Montana 
court also found substantial evidence 
that Montana voters believe that cor- 
porate election expenditures lead to 
corruption and that this belief has con- 
tributed in Montana to widespread cyn- 
icism and low voter turnout. Those 
were findings of fact based on an actual 
record, and the Montana Supreme 
Court carefully reviewed those findings 
of fact. That is what it is supposed to 
do—not make findings of fact but re- 
view them. The Montana court con- 
cluded that the State had a compelling 
interest justifying the law based on the 
evidence in the record. 

The corporations then came in and 
asked the U.S. Supreme Court to over- 
rule the Montana Supreme Court’s de- 
cision, arguing that it was inconsistent 
with Citizens United. At that point, I 
joined with Senator JOHN MCCAIN, who 
has long been a national leader on cam- 
paign finance issues, in filing a bipar- 
tisan amicus brief with the Supreme 
Court. In our brief, Senator McCAIN 
and I challenged that central premise 
in Citizens United—that phony premise 
about the corrupting potential of out- 
side political expenditures being non- 
existent. The extensive factual record 
developed in Montana and the facts 
that have developed since Citizens 
United on the ground nationally pro- 
vided the Court with plenty of evi- 
dence—evidence that it lacked because 
of the way it had approached Citizens 
United. 

Our brief showed that Citizens United 
stood on a pair of false and flawed fac- 
tual assumptions about our elections. 
First, the Citizens United decision as- 
sumed that outside political expendi- 
tures were going to be independent, 
that they were not going to be coordi- 
nated with political campaigns. Sec- 
ond, the Citizens United majority as- 
sumed that there would be disclosure 
of what special interests were paying 
for the ads. Both of these assumptions 
are demonstrably wrong. The ongoing 
Presidential and congressional races 
reveal close coordination between cam- 
paigns and these so-called independent 
expenditures. Wealthy donors, who 
have maxed out their contributions to 
the candidate, now can use candidate- 
specific super PACs as convenient prox- 


June 25, 2012 


ies to make the functional equivalent 
of excess campaign contributions. 
Campaigns and their super PACs have 
closely connected staff, they have 
shared consultants, they openly coordi- 
nate on fundraising, and they work to- 
gether on advertising, with super PACs 
acting, actually, as the successful sur- 
rogates for the candidates in States 
where the candidate has made few ap- 
pearances or spent little money on ad- 
vertising. Indeed, in the Republican 
Presidential primary a candidate-spe- 
cific super PAC for Senator Santorum 
spent millions and won the Minnesota 
primary for Senator Santorum when 
the candidate himself had no money to 
spend. 

These vast expenditures are not just 
coordinated closely with candidates 
and campaigns, they are anonymous, 
with the special interests behind the 
ads keeping themselves secret from the 
American public. As everybody in this 
Chamber and every American who has 
a television set knows, the decision in 
Citizens United opened the floodgates 
to unlimited corporate and special in- 
terest money pouring into our elec- 
tions. Using phony shell corporations, 
501(c) organizations, and super PACs, 
outside groups can now spend—or, im- 
portantly, they can credibly threaten 
to spend because that can have a big ef- 
fect in politics—overwhelming 
amounts of money in support of or 
against a candidate without any pub- 
licly disclosed paper trail. 

Although the secretive interests be- 
hind the anonymous spending may be 
hidden from voters, they may be hid- 
den from regulators, they may be hid- 
den from prosecutors, they may be hid- 
den from the media, they will not be 
hidden from the candidate. They will 
be well known to the candidate. That 
alone allows for an undetectable quid 
pro quo corruption, as the wealthy out- 
side interests can award a candidate 
with massive, anonymous spending. 

Worse than that is a type of corrup- 
tion I touched on a moment ago when 
I talked about threats—a corruption 
made possible by the Citizens United 
decision that went completely uncon- 
sidered by the U.S. Supreme Court. 
They never even mentioned it. That is 
the ability to threaten large and secret 
expenditures without actually having 
to make them. A candidate could be 
quietly warned that if they don’t take 
the right position on this issue, if they 
don’t vote right when the amendment 
or the bill comes up, they will be pun- 
ished with a large expenditure against 
them. 

Now, how is that a threat under Citi- 
zens United? Before Citizens United, if 
a corporation wanted to threaten a pol- 
itician, the threat would mean a $5,000 
PAC contribution to the politician’s 
opponent. It would mean maybe some 
fundraising and bundling by the cor- 
porate executives and by the corporate 
lobbyists. I suppose that is something a 
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candidate wouldn’t necessarily want, 
but it is not a very big deal. It happens 
all the time. And I don’t think it 
throws much weight around here. 

Today, after Citizens United, the 
threat isn’t of $5,000 and a couple of 
fundraisers, the threat is of unlimited, 
anonymous corporate spending against 
you—enough to defeat or elect a can- 
didate. And if this threat succeeds, the 
real danger is that there is no record 
whatsoever of the corrupt deal for reg- 
ulators, prosecutors, and media outlets 
to track. 

Sherlock Holmes famously talked in 
one of his decisions about the dog that 
didn’t bark. In political corruption, we 
need to be concerned about the ad that 
didn’t run—the ad that didn’t run be- 
cause the politician obediently did 
what he or she was told. 

The brief Senator MCCAIN and I au- 
thored laid all of this before the Court. 
We documented the close coordination 
between campaigns and this so-called 
independent spending. We detailed the 
tangled web of corporate 501(c) and 
super PAC relationships that allow 
wealthy interests, special interests, to 
hide their spending from the public, 
and we explained the various ways 
these forms of coordinated identity 
laundering by special interests create 
the real threat of quid pro quo corrup- 
tion. As we said in our brief, ‘‘The cam- 
paign finance system assumed by Citi- 
zens United is no longer a reality, if it 
ever was.” And, frankly, I don’t think 
it ever was. 

Confronted with the actual facts on 
the ground in Montana and nationally, 
the Supreme Court’s conservatives de- 
cided they were going to ignore the evi- 
dence. There is a blindfold on Lady 
Justice. But the blindfold on Lady Jus- 
tice as she holds her scales aloft is sup- 
posed to be blindness to the parties 
who are before her. It is supposed to be 
blindness to what the interests are. It 
is not supposed to be a considered and 
deliberate blindness to the evidence 
and the facts. But in this case, that is 
the blindness the Supreme Court has 
deliberately imposed on itself—or at 
least the five conservative Justices 
have. 

This conservative bloc has decided to 
perpetuate the error of Citizens United 
without considering the facts. Montana 
will not have an opportunity to file 
briefs on the merits, explaining the im- 
portance of its laws to protect against 
the corruption that is its historic expe- 
rience. The attorney general of Mon- 
tana will not have the opportunity to 
stand before the Justices to defend his 
State’s law. Once again, the Court has 
kept from itself any relevant record 
that might present uncomfortable 
facts. 

In Citizens United, the conservative 
Justices asked themselves to decide a 
major constitutional case without any 
lower court record. And now that they 
have a fully developed lower court 
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record to proceed on that happens to 
show how wrong they were, they have 
no interest in even looking at that 
record. 

We need to act now to fix our broken 
campaign finance system. The Su- 
preme Court had the chance to correct 
its error. These five conservative Jus- 
tices refused to correct their error. 
They doubled down on their error. 
They have ignored the evidence of their 
error that we all see around us, so we 
cannot wait. We know why they are 
doing it. We know what is going on. We 
know it is not going to happen from 
this Supreme Court, not from those 
five Justices, so we need to fix this on 
our own. Americans of all political 
stripes, whether you are an occupier or 
tea party, they are disgusted by the in- 
fluence of unlimited and anonymous 
corporate cash pouring into our elec- 
tions, and by campaigns that succeed 
or that fail depending on how many bil- 
lionaires support the candidate. 

More and more, people in my home 
State of Rhode Island and around the 
country believe their government re- 
sponds only to wealthy special inter- 
ests. They see jobs disappear and wages 
stagnate and bailouts and special deals 
for the big guys and they lose faith 
that elected officials here in Wash- 
ington are listening to them. 

(Mr. MERKLEY assumed the Chair.) 

For now we are left with one weapon 
in the fight against the overwhelming 
tide of secret special interest money, 
and that one weapon is disclosure. Let 
the sun shine in. At least let the Amer- 
ican public know who is behind these 
massive expenditures. 

Earlier this year I introduced the 
DISCLOSE Act of 2012. I had immense 
help from the Presiding Officer, Sen- 
ator MERKLEY, in doing that work. We 
call it DISCLOSE 2.0. This legislation 
will shine a bright light on all of this 
spending by these powerful special in- 
terests. 

With this legislation, which now has 
44 Senators cosponsoring it, every cit- 
izen will know who is spending these 
great sums of money to get their can- 
didates elected and to influence our 
elections. Passing this law would begin 
to remove the dark cloud of unlimited 
secret money that the Supreme Court 
has cast over our American elections. 

The DISCLOSE Act includes a nar- 
row and reasonable set of provisions. 
We have trimmed it down so that it 
should have wide support from Demo- 
crats and Republicans. A great number 
of my Republican colleagues in this 
body are on record that disclosure and 
transparency are essential in campaign 
finance, so we have made every effort 
to craft an effective and a fair proposal 
while imposing the least possible bur- 
den on the covered organizations. 

As Trevor Potter, a Republican, 
former Chairman of the Federal Elec- 
tion Commission, said in a statement 
submitted to the Rules Committee: 
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Disclose 2.0 is ‘‘appropriately targeted, 
narrowly tailored, clearly constitu- 
tional and desperately needed.”’ 

The same cannot be said for the con- 
servative majority’s holding in Citizens 
United, echoed again today in Amer- 
ican Tradition Partnership. The con- 
servative Justices’ desire to maintain 
their error and to keep the corporate 
money flowing represents a sad, sad 
day in the history of the Court. It will, 
as I said earlier, one day be corrected. 
One day, Citizens United will lie next 
to Lochner v. New York and other deci- 
sions that have disgraced the Court in 
the past on the junk heap of judicial 
history. But until that day, it is up to 
all of us to work together to restore 
control of our elections, to restore con- 
trol of our democracy, to put it back in 
the hands of the American people, to 
assure that we continue a government 
of the people, by the people, and for the 
people—not a government of the big 
corporations, by the big corporations, 
and for the big corporations. 

I yield the floor. 


Ee 


MORNING BUSINESS 


Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Mr. President, I 
will take a moment to go through the 
closing script, and in doing so I ask 
unanimous consent the Senate proceed 
to a period of morning business, with 
Senators permitted to speak for up to 
10 minutes each. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


TRIBUTE TO TSA DEPUTY 
ADMINISTRATOR GALE ROSSIDES 


Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, 
today I wish to pay tribute to a dedi- 
cated public servant, a talented admin- 
istrator, and a tireless warrior for 
homeland security. Transportation Se- 
curity Administration Deputy Admin- 
istrator and Chief Operating Officer 
Gale Rossides is retiring at the end of 
the month, and her departure will be a 
significant loss not just for TSA and 
the Department of Homeland Security 
but for the American people, whom she 
has served so well throughout her 34- 
year career in the public sector. 

As Chairman of the Homeland Secu- 
rity and Governmental Affairs Com- 
mittee, I came to understand the cen- 
tral role Ms. Rossides played at TSA. 
In appearances before the Committee, 
she impressed me as a Knowledgeable 
and experienced manager whose dedica- 
tion to the agency helped TSA stay on 
track through a difficult and chaotic 
startup and develop into a more ma- 
ture agency as the years progressed. 

Ms. Rossides’ institutional memory, 
alone, will be irreplaceable. She was 
one of the original six executives hired 
to build TSA from the ground up in 
2001, and in his book ‘After: How 
American Confronted the September 12 
Era,” Steven Brill wrote that ‘‘no mat- 
ter what was added to her plate, or 
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what she reached out for to put on it 
herself, she seemed to take it in 
stride.” Despite the grueling 13-hour 
days and 6-day weeks, Ms. Rossides 
stayed at TSA for 10 years—with a 1- 
year hiatus as senior advisor to the 
Under Secretary for Management at 
DHS. I think it is fair to say that today 
she is one of the department’s most re- 
spected senior executives. 

Ms. Rossides brought critical man- 
agement experience to the nascent 
TSA. In the tense period after Sep- 
tember 11, 2001, she led the team of 
government and private sector officials 
that trained and certified more than 
50,000 screeners in less than 6 months— 
the largest public mobilization since 
World War II. She oversaw the debut of 
TSA’s federalized screening force at 
Baltimore Washington Airport. And 
she led the effort to develop and imple- 
ment screener technical training and 
certification standards. 

Throughout her TSA tenure, Ms. 
Rossides has fostered collaborative 
partnerships with stakeholders; pushed 
for more intelligence sharing; created 
leadership development programs; and 
developed innovative workforce pro- 
grams to encourage communication 
and conflict management. Under her 
watch, TSA reduced its employee in- 
jury and attrition rates and raised em- 
ployee morale through innovative solu- 
tions like providing benefits to part 
time personnel. 

Ms. Rossides moved steadily up the 
management ladder during her tenure 
at TSA. She has served as the Asso- 
ciate Administrator/Chief Support Sys- 
tems Officer, been a Senior Advisor to 
the Deputy Secretary and the Under 
Secretary for Management at DHS, and 
in 2007 she was appointed acting Dep- 
uty Administrator, a position that be- 
came permanent in January 2008. She 
has held that position longer than any 
other in the agency’s history. 

From 2009 to January 2010, she served 
as Acting TSA Administrator. As such, 
she oversaw the implementation of Se- 
cure Flight and introduced other key 
security programs, including measures 
implemented to detect and deter im- 
proved explosives devices that could be 
concealed on terrorists, in the after- 
math of the attempted Christmas Day 
terrorist attack. 

This career arc more than justifies 
Steven Brill’s description of her in his 
book as ‘‘an incurable workaholic” who 
would ‘run over or cleverly sidestep al- 
most any obstacle to get to the goal.” 
It is a tribute to her character that she 
remained universally well-liked while 
doing so. 

Before she was hand-picked to help 
launch TSA, Ms. Rossides had worked 
at the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, and 
Firearms, within the Justice Depart- 
ment, for 23 years, where she started as 
an administrative assistant. She was 
co-chair of a blue ribbon panel to over- 
haul ATF after the 1993 siege of the 
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Branch Davidian ranch in Waco, TX. 
For 8 years, she served as the first as- 
sistant director, in charge of all law 
enforcement, investigative, regulatory, 
and leadership training at ATF—the 
first woman to hold such a significant 
post at the bureau. And she was a 
member of the Board of Directors of 
the Federal Law Enforcement Training 
Center for 6 years. 

The American people have been for- 
tunate that Ms. Rossides has given 
much of her life to the Federal Govern- 
ment. We are certainly better off be- 
cause of it. 


-a 


AGRICULTURE REFORM, FOOD, 
AND JOBS ACT 


Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I could 
not support Senate passage of S. 3240, 
the ‘‘2012 Farm Bill.” CBO estimates 
the Senate’s Farm Bill will consume a 
colossal amount of taxpayer dollars— 
at least $966 billion over 10 years. While 
I agree that we need nutrition pro- 
grams to assist low-income families as 
well as programs to ensure farmers re- 
ceive a fair return on their labors, the 
fact remains we are living in an era of 
crushing national debt and runaway 
government spending. Ultimately, the 
American people, both farmers and 
consumers, lose under this bill. 

Farm Bill programs are ripe for re- 
form. Unfortunately, we rejected 
amendments to fix USDA’s sugar pro- 
grams which cost American consumers 
$3 billion annually in artificially high 
sugar prices. We created several new 
so-called ‘‘shallow-loss’’ subsidy pro- 
grams, which could balloon to $14 bil- 
lion each year if crop prices drop from 
today’s record high levels and return to 
average prices. We implemented a new 
$3 billion cotton program that may ex- 
acerbate our ongoing trade dispute at 
the World Trade Organization. We 
could have eliminated the outdated 
mohair subsidies, but didn’t, and 
wound up creating several new and un- 
necessary subsidy programs for prod- 
ucts like popcorn and maple syrup. 
We’ve made some progress on imposing 
stricter payment limits on subsidies 
and we eliminated wasteful and dupli- 
cative USDA programs like the Catfish 
Inspection Office. Unfortunately, much 
more remains to be fixed in the Sen- 
ate’s farm bill before I could support it. 


EEE 


ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 


TRIBUTE TO IKE LIBBY 


e Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, today I 
wish to recognize Mr. Ike Libby, who, 
with his company Hometown Energy, 
has worked tirelessly to ease the bur- 
dens of rising home heating costs for 
the people of my home State. 

Founded in 2004 by Ike Libby and 
Gene Ellis, who handles the business 
aspects of the company and owns a va- 
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riety store next door, Hometown En- 
ergy of Dixfield, ME, supplies heating 
oil to a region that knows just how 
cold winter can be. With seven employ- 
ees, Hometown Energy is a quintessen- 
tial local small business. Known for its 
long, harsh winter season, Maine’s 
heating oil providers not only sell a 
product, they serve as barrier between 
Mainers and the biting cold. 

Relationships and care are at the 
heart of the Hometown Energy service 
structure, where, in true neighborly 
spirit, it is more crucial to ensure that 
customers are taken care of than to ad- 
here to a stringent payment plan. 
Hometown Energy will often waive 
service fees and structure payments to 
give as much leeway as possible during 
the coldest months when resources are 
at a premium and ability to pay the 
high costs of energy may be scarce. It 
is this devotion to a customer-first phi- 
losophy that embodies the entrepre- 
neurial spirit of Maine small busi- 
nesses. The flexibility and under- 
standing exhibited by Hometown En- 
ergy has proven vital to many in these 
difficult economic times. 

Hometown Energy’s efforts to assist 
Mainers was given national attention 
this year when they were featured by 
the New York Times article ‘‘In Fuel 
Oil Country, Cold That Cuts To The 
Heart,” which detailed the difficulties 
of home heating during the trying 
northern winters. Since the article ran, 
donations have been pouring in to 
Hometown Energy to assist in covering 
the costs of heating oil. More than 
$250,000 in donations have been sent by 
contributors from around the world. 
The kindhearted response and outreach 
has been so great that Hometown En- 
ergy has developed a Web site specifi- 
cally dedicated to receiving these con- 
tributions. 

For his immeasurable compassion 
and commitment to serving the people 
of his community, Mr. Libby has been 
recently recognized by Dixfield’s Board 
of Selectmen as Dixfield’s Distin- 
guished Citizen for 2012. There can be 
no doubt that this honor is well-de- 
served by Mr. Libby, who has gener- 
ously given his time, energy, and very 
self. Through his efforts, he has pro- 
foundly touched the lives of so many in 
his community. 

Congratulations to Ike Libby on 
being named Dixfield’s Distinguished 
Citizen for 2012. Mr. Libby and every- 
one at Hometown Energy’s kindness 
and selfless dedication to assisting the 
most vulnerable truly warms my heart. 
I extend my most sincere gratitude for 
their steadfast service and offer them 
my best wishes for continued success.e 


Í  — 
TRIBUTE TO KEN DUNLAP 
e Mr. MORAN. Mr. President, today I 
wish to remember a man who had sig- 


nificant impact on the lives of hun- 
dreds, maybe thousands of Kansans. 
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Kansans very rarely live idle lives. 
We are an active hard-working State, 
always in motion, quick to rise to a 
challenge. The bigger the obstacle, the 
faster a Kansan will be there to remove 
it. Our Founders seemed to know that 
would be the case when they chose for 
our State motto, ‘‘ad astra ad 
aspera’’—‘‘to the stars through difficul- 
ties.” Kenneth Orville Dunlap, who 
grew up and lived in and around Wich- 
ita, KS, lived up to the motto. 

A little less than 40 years ago, this 
Nation made a commitment to disabled 
children—or ‘‘differently able” as Ken 
liked to say—that we were going to 
provide them the best possible edu- 
cation in the least restrictive environ- 
ment. Some people saw that commit- 
ment as an obstacle. Ken saw that 
commitment as an opportunity to help 
people live fuller lives. 

Ken had been a teacher and coach in 
Kansas public schools for a couple of 
years when he decided to fully commit 
himself to special education. In the 
early 1970s, Ken established Wichita 
Public Schools’ first Adaptive Physical 
Education curriculum at Levy Special 
Education Center. He went on to teach 
special education for 18 years at Wich- 
ita East High School, where he devel- 
oped the first community-based in- 
struction program, assisting special 
students with job readiness and place- 
ment. 

Some folks might have looked at 
those accomplishments and called 
themselves a success. Ken, however, 
wasn’t done yet. He went on to serve as 
a special education coordinator for the 
Wichita School District for 5 years and 
as principal of three special education 
programs at Starkey, Ketch, and 
Heartspring. 

Still not finished, in 1996, Ken estab- 
lished one of the most innovative spe- 
cial education programs in the coun- 
try—the Chisholm Life Skills Center. 
Ken had a vision for a school that 
would serve the community of Wichita, 
and at the same time teach its stu- 
dents the skills they would need to live 
independently. Chisholm students care 
for the yards of area seniors on their 
way to full-time paid jobs with land- 
scaping companies. Students cook in 
the school cafeteria on their way to a 
career in food service. The school itself 
contracts with local businesses like 
Cessna/Textron Aviation, Intrust Bank 
and the United Way and students go on 
to work at several of those businesses. 
Chisholm is more than just a school; it 
is a bridge for ‘‘differently able” kids 
from education to the workforce and 
community. The staff, faculty and par- 
ents still strive for every student at 
Chisholm to be fully equipped with the 
skills needed upon graduation to live 
the most independent life possible in 
the local community. 

In 1999, a Kansas storm put a dif- 
ferent obstacle in Ken’s way, when a 
deadly tornado ripped the roof off of 
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Chisholm. Again, Ken saw the oppor- 
tunity, transitioning from his role as 
educator and administrator to fore- 
man. While most educators were enjoy- 
ing their summer vacation, Ken was 
overseeing the cleanup and rebuilding 
of the school. He rallied the whole com- 
munity. Teachers, parents and alumni 
all pitched in, clearing debris, cleaning 
and rebuilding Chisholm. The school 
today stands as a testament to Ken’s 
leadership and the whole community’s 
persistence. 

And, just as Ken’s commitment to 
his school didn’t end with the school 
year, his commitment to special edu- 
cation didn’t end in the schoolyard. 
Ken and his wife Jan devoted countless 
hours to volunteering with the Special 
Olympics. They took students on an- 
nual camping trips and chaperoned the 
Chisholm Prom each year. They went 
to students’ weddings and attended 
their funerals. Even after he retired 
from his 37 years in public education, 
Ken continued to serve on the Sedg- 
wick County Physical & Develop- 
mental Disabilities Advisory Board. 

For the last year, Ken has battled 
lung cancer and on Saturday, sur- 
rounded by his family, he took his last 
breath. This remarkable man’s life was 
celebrated and remembered this week 
by family, friends, colleagues and 
former students. During the visitation 
on Tuesday at the funeral home, one of 
the last people to pay their respects to 
Ken was a former student. This young 
man shared with Ken’s family that he 
had caused a lot of trouble to Ken when 
he was a student. Before he left, he 
walked over to the casket and put his 
hand on Ken’s shoulder. He said sim- 
ply, “Thank you for everything, Mr. 
Dunlap,” and turned to leave. Then he 
stopped. He asked Jan if he could leave 
something behind. Pulling a Special 
Olympics Medal from his pocket, he 
laid it on Ken’s chest, thanked him 
again and left. 

We will never know how many lives 
Ken touched nor the full impact he 
made—but he leaves behind a great leg- 
acy and his life stands as an example to 
us all. His dedication to others is a 
powerful reminder of what is most im- 
portant in life—the people around us. 
May we learn from Ken’s example and 
make a lasting difference in the lives 
of others.e 


EE 


75TH ANNIVERSARY OF REPTILE 
GARDENS 


e Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota. Mr. 
President, today I wish to recognize a 
very important South Dakota business 
and visitor attraction that is observing 
its 75th anniversary this year. Reptile 
Gardens has been a main focal point for 
Black Hills area residents and the tour- 
ing general public since 1937. 

It all began in 1935 when 19-year-old 
Earl Brockelsby discovered people’s in- 
terest in snakes. As a young tour guide 
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at a local Rapid City attraction, this 
fearless snake enthusiast would often 
end his tours by removing his hat and 
revealing a live rattlesnake coiled on 
top of his head. 

With the help of some friends, Earl 
built an 18-by-24-foot building at the 
top of a long hill outside of Rapid City 
and put a handful of specimens on dis- 
play. Even then, the young entre- 
preneur knew the vital importance of 
location, location, location, as back in 
the 1930s cars would often overheat as 
they reached the top of a long hill. 
Earl’s idea was to have the cars stop in 
Reptile Gardens’ parking lot to cool 
their radiators and maybe stay to see 
the gardens. 

Admission when the doors opened on 
June 3, 1937, was 10 cents for adults and 
5 cents for children. That first day of 
operation, Black Hills Reptile Gardens 
took in $3.85. For the next 2 days, no 
one visited, and on the following 2 
days, the attraction took in only 40 
cents and 50 cents respectively. Fortu- 
nately, business would improve quick- 
ly, and by 1941 the business had 15 em- 
ployees and was showing a profit. 
Today, over a quarter million people 
visit Reptile Gardens each year. 

Brockelsby was an acute business- 
man and one of the true tourism pio- 
neers of South Dakota. He was also 
quite the practical joker. One of the 
many interesting stories prepared by 
Joe Maierhauser of Reptile Gardens in- 
cludes Earl propping open the mouth of 
a dead alligator with the Sunday news- 
paper inside and setting it outside a 
friend’s home. That friend happened to 
be the publisher of the Rapid City 
Journal. 

The attraction would go through a 
move in 1965 with the construction of a 
new highway and a modernization that 
would give visitors the rare oppor- 
tunity to walk amongst free-roaming 
reptiles and birds. It was one of the 
first such exhibits in the United 
States. 

Over the many decades, Earl would 
become well known for his many trips 
to obtain various specimens to show- 
case at his attraction. From a one-man 
show in 1937, Reptile Gardens has ex- 
panded into a world-renowned team of 
animal specialists and conservation- 
ists. Their goal is to educate the public 
about important environmental issues 
and work closely with facilities world- 
wide on the preservation and care of 
rare specimens, not to mention edu- 
cating school-aged children and the 
visiting public about various species 
and how they influence our world. 

From crocodiles and alligators, liz- 
ards, snakes and spiders, birds, flowers 
and tortoises, Reptile Gardens offers a 
truly educational and entertaining ex- 
perience. Decades of visitors can recall 
the facility’s mascot Methuselah, a 
giant Galapagos tortoise that was 
brought to the facility in 1954 and 
passed away last summer, as well as 
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Mac the Scarlet Macaw, who had been 
at the facility since the mid-1950s and 
could recite most of the 20-minute 
snake show word for word. 

Reptile Gardens has a worldwide rep- 
utation amongst visitors as well as 
among animal specialists. In addition 
to the various shows and specimens on 
site that entertain, educate, and in- 
form people of all ages, their workers 
provide important research and preser- 
vation of numerous rare species. 

Reptile Gardens continues to be oper- 
ated by the Brockelsby family, main- 
taining the attraction as one of the 
must-see sites among the touring pub- 
lic in South Dakota. 

I congratulate and commend the 
Brockelsby family for their many years 
of service to the Black Hills and to 
South Dakota, as well as to the many 
workers and specialists who have 
worked there over the past 75 years. 
Sons John and Jeff Brockelsby and 
daughters Judee Oldham and Janet Ja- 
cobs have preserved the legacy of Earl 
and Maude Brockelsby with eye-pop- 
ping displays, hands-on exhibits, and 
shows with a flair for the dramatic, all 
the while educating visitors on the im- 
portance of preservation and care of 
various species. I know Reptile Gar- 
dens will continue to be one of the 
most popular visitor attractions in 
South Dakota for many years to come, 
and I applaud the Brockelsby family 
for their lasting contributions to tour- 
ism, education, and species preserva- 
tion.e 


ee 


NATIONAL CANCER RESEARCH 
MONTH 


e Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. President, 
we recognized May as National Cancer 
Research Month. This year, more than 
1.6 million Americans will receive a 
cancer diagnosis and more than half a 
million Americans will lose their bat- 
tle with cancer. However, due to the 
discoveries made by cancer research- 
ers, people are living with cancer 
longer and, increasingly, are beating it. 

Cancer researchers—world-class sci- 
entists and clinicians—are making in- 
valuable contributions to our health 
care knowledge. The National Institute 
of Health, NIH, and the National Can- 
cer Institute, NCI, are the leading 
funders and conductors of biomedical 
research in the world—including cancer 
research. According to Families USA, 
approximately seven jobs are created 
per research grant and each dollar of 
NIH grant money generates about $2.21 
of new business activity. 

In fiscal year 2011, Ohio scientists 
and physicians attracted more than 
$710 million in grant funding, including 
$104 million dedicated to cancer re- 
search. 

Ohio is on the cutting edge of cancer 
research thanks to world renowned 
medical institutions, including Ohio’s 
two NCI-designated cancer centers: the 
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Case Comprehensive Cancer Center, 
and the Ohio State University Com- 
prehensive Cancer Center—the James 
Cancer Hospital and Solove Research 
Institute. 

The Case Comprehensive Cancer Cen- 
ter, CCC, brings together the cancer re- 
search efforts at Case Western Reserve 
University, University Hospitals Case 
Medical Center, and the Cleveland 
Clinic. Through this collaboration, the 
brightest minds at Case, University 
Hospital, and the Cleveland Clinic 
partner on cutting-edge cancer re- 
search bringing together more than 300 
scientists and physicians to work on 
research projects supported by more 
than $100 million in annual funding. 

Case CCC also was awarded a Special- 
ized Programs of Research Excellence, 
SPORE, grant—to promote 
translational cancer research. 

The Case SPORE grant will allow 
Case to research gastrointestinal, GI, 
cancers. GI cancers are a leading cause 
of cancer deaths in men and women as 
well as disproportionately affect Afri- 
can Americans. African Americans are 
more likely to have—and die—from 
colon cancer. Additionally, the onset of 
colon cancer occurs at an earlier age 
for African Americans. Of the four 
projects that would be funded by the 
Case GI SPORE, several include a re- 
search emphasis on colon cancer in Af- 
rican Americans. 

Case is also the lead center for the 
Barrett’s Esophagus Research Net- 
work. This multiple center network al- 
lows for collaboration to develop a bet- 
ter understanding of Barrett’s esoph- 
agus disorder and its correlation with 
esophageal cancer. 

The Ohio State University Com- 
prehensive Cancer Center, also referred 
to as “the James,” was the Midwest’s 
first fully dedicated cancer hospital 
and research institute. 

The James researchers are drawn 
from 12 of Ohio State’s 18 colleges to 
collaborate and study ways to prevent 
and treat cancer, including the ways 
genetics influences cancer development 
and how targeted therapies based on 
molecular genetics can promote treat- 
ment. 

Research at the James has expanded 
our knowledge and understanding of 
cancer treatment. Researchers at the 
James found that 1 in 35 people with 
colon cancer carry a genetic disease 
called Lynch syndrome. Of the patients 
who had this gene mutation, each had 
on average three family members with 
the mutation. 

Thanks to the outstanding research 
conducted by the James, the early de- 
tection of the mutation means that 
through regular colonoscopies, people 
with Lynch syndrome will never de- 
velop colon cancer. This is remark- 
able— through genetic advances, peo- 
ple can beat cancer before it starts. 

OSU scientists are also developing a 
medicated patch that releases a can- 


June 25, 2012 


cer-preventing drug onto precancerous 
oral lesions. 

Other scientists are conducting clin- 
ical trials for new drugs to treat pa- 
tients with advanced or recurring 
breast, colon, lung, or prostate cancer. 
These drugs may offer new hope to pa- 
tients who have exhausted most—if not 
all—existing therapeutic options. 

The James and the Ohio State 
Wexner Medical Center is expanding its 
cancer research as the result of a $100 
million grant made available from the 
health care reform legislation. 

The funding has spurred the largest 
construction project in university his- 
tory, which will expand the Wexner 
Medical Center, including the James 
Cancer Hospital and Solove Research 
Institute. Slated to be completed by 
2014, the expansion includes a new can- 
cer hospital, critical care tower, out- 
patient center, research laboratories, 
and classrooms—all designed to ad- 
vance the medical center’s mission to 
improve people’s lives through innova- 
tion in patient care, education, and re- 
search. 

This project put more than _ 5,000 
Ohioans to work constructing the facil- 
ity and is expected to create 10,000 full- 
time jobs by 2014. 

The University of Cincinnati Cancer 
Institute is another Ohio institution 
making strides in combating cancer. 

UC’s Division of Experimental Hema- 
tology and Cancer Biology is 
partnering with the Cancer and Blood 
Diseases Institute at Cincinnati Chil- 
dren’s Hospital to explore gene therapy 
for the treatment of pediatric cancers 
and blood disorders. 

I applaud the groundbreaking work 
conducted every day in Ohio and across 
the country to increase prevention, im- 
prove treatment, and extend life- 
expectancies—for all constituencies. 

Even though National Cancer Re- 
search Month has come to an end, I 
urge my Senate colleagues to continue 
to support cancer research. While re- 
searchers have made incredible strides 
in cancer research, only a mere 5 per- 
cent of Americans with pancreatic and 
other cancers have a 5-year survival 
rate. Now is the time to strengthen the 
investment in the revolutionary work 
of cancer researchers across the coun- 
try.e 


EE 
TRIBUTE TO YOUNG COLORADANS 


e Mr. BENNET. Mr. President, today I 
wish to honor two young heroes from 
Colorado who received 9-1-1 for Kids’ 
Medal of Honor this week. The medal is 
bestowed upon young people who dis- 
tinguish themselves by calling 911 in 
an emergency and help to save some- 
one’s life or report a crime. An award 
is also presented to the dispatcher who 
processed the call and provided the ap- 
propriate emergency response. 

Last year, 7-year-old Alisha Fetz and 
12-year-old Matthew Diaz, both of 
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Thornton, each found themselves in 
difficult situations in which they need- 
ed to protect their family members. 

Alisha called 911 on June 1, 2011 when 
her mother was having difficulty 
breathing. Alisha answered dispatcher 
Ashley Bettschen’s questions clearly 
and calmly, even providing her moth- 
er’s cell phone number and information 
on her mother’s medical condition. 
Following all of dispatcher Bettschen’s 
instructions, Alisha ensured that her 
mother was treated quickly and effi- 
ciently. 

On August 15, 2011, Matthew called 
911 while his house was being burglar- 
ized. He locked himself and his younger 
sister in a bathroom and managed to 
whisper answers to Dispatcher Rhonda 
Halsey in a calm and clear manner. Be- 
cause of his great descriptions of both 
the burglars and their vehicle, the sus- 
pects were apprehended only minutes 
later. The burglars were both prior 
convicted felons, and several other 
open cases were cleared because of 
Matthew’s call. 

Both of these kids knew exactly what 
to do. They didn’t panic, and they 
helped ensure the safety of their family 
members through their actions. They 
and the dispatchers who helped them 
serve as a great example of how impor- 
tant it is for kids to know what to do 
when trouble arises. 

The organization, 9-1-1 for Kids, is 
working to ensure that kids of all ages 
understand the importance and proper 
use of 911. It does so by raising aware- 
ness through conferences, media out- 
reach, training activities, school 
events, and by highlighting the stories 
of kids like Alisha and Matthew. 

I join all Coloradans in offering our 
gratitude to dispatchers Ashley 
Bettschen and Rhonda Halsey for their 
service to their communities and con- 
gratulating Alisha and Matthew for 
this award as well as their bravery and 
ability to remain calm in the face of an 
emergency.® 


EE 
TRIBUTE TO PAUL L. PARETS 


e Mr. CARPER. Mr. President, I rise 
today on behalf of Senator CHRIS 
Coons, Congressman JOHN CARNEY and 
myself in recognition of Mr. Paul L. 
Parets upon his retirement from 36 
years of exemplary service at A.I. du- 
Pont High School as a nationally-rec- 
ognized high school band director and 
46 years as a music educator. His en- 
thusiasm and leadership over the years 
has won him the respect of educators, 
musicians, community leaders, co- 
workers and students alike, and his 
passion for teaching music has inspired 
generations of Delawareans. 

Growing up in Michigan, Paul Parets 
was not raised in a musical family. In 
fact, his parents expected Paul to be- 
come a doctor. But Paul had a keen in- 
terest in music from an early age, and 
once he joined the band in his grade 
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school, he was hooked. Following his 
graduation from Melvindale High 
School in Melvindale, MI, Paul re- 
ceived a Bachelor’s of Music Education 
from Central Michigan University and 
continued his graduate education at 
the University of Michigan and the 
University of Maryland. For the first 10 
years of his career, Paul led the band 
at Croswell-Lexington High School in 
Michigan. Fortunately for those of us 
in the First State, though, he moved to 
Delaware in 1976 and became the Band 
Director at A.I. duPont High School in 
Greenville. There, over the course of 
the next 4 decades, Paul developed one 
of the foremost high school band pro- 
grams in the country. 

Under Paul’s leadership, band mem- 
bership rose from 90 students to well 
over 300, and from one band sprouted 
five: the Freshman Band, Symphonic 
Band, Jazz Band, the Symphonic Wind 
Ensemble and The Tiger Marching 
Band. 

Paul’s unique approach to music edu- 
cation has made the A.I. duPont band 
program a standout in Delaware and in 
America. Through a _ student-elected 
executive board for the band, stu- 
dents—not teachers—are empowered to 
make major decisions about music and 
band activities. By allowing students 
to decide the arrangements they would 
like to perform, the drills they want to 
execute or the trips they want to take, 
Paul gave his band members an impor- 
tant opportunity to learn how to lead, 
to make decisions and to become bet- 
ter musicians. Paul’s approach also ex- 
panded the prospect of band member- 
ship to every student—from novices to 
the classically-trained, from football 
players to after-school waiters—giving 
all Tigers exposure to the power of 
music. 

Paul once said in an interview with 
School Band & Orchestra Magazine 
that he has two objectives as a band di- 
rector. The first is to make sure his 
students play ‘some great music by 
some great composers.” The second is 
that the students recognize that ‘‘there 
is only one purpose for music, and that 
is to thrill people. Nobody listens to 
music that doesn’t do something to 
them emotionally.’’ And for the past 36 
years, our State—and the world—has 
been thrilled by Paul Parets and his 
A.I. Tigers. 

Beyond A.I. duPont and Delaware, 
the rest of our Nation—and other coun- 
tries beyond our borders—began taking 
notice of Paul Parets and his talented 
musicians at A.I. duPont years ago. 
Since 1989, his bands have received first 
place awards in almost every category 
of every festival competition they have 
entered. Paul is the only band director, 
and his Tiger Marching Band is the 
only high school band outside Cali- 
fornia, ever to be invited to the Pasa- 
dena Tournament of Roses Parade an 
unprecedented five times: 1990, 1995, 
1999, 2004, and 2008. The Tigers have ap- 
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peared in the Orange Bowl twice, the 
Macy’s Thanksgiving Day Parade, the 
Hall of Fame Bowl, the Fiesta Bowl 
twice, the 6ABC Thanksgiving Day Pa- 
rade in Philadelphia every year since 
1987 and the inaugurations of three 
U.S. Presidents, the most recent being 
Barack Obama. 

Internationally, Paul’s Tigers have 
represented the First State with honor 
at the London New Year’s Day Parade 
seven times, the Rome New Year’s day 
Parade twice, the St. Patrick’s Day Pa- 
rade in Dublin 4 times, and played for 
two of the world’s most recognizable 
figures: Queen Elizabeth in London and 
Pope Benedict in St. Peter’s Square. 
The talents of his bands have filled the 
music halls and legendary stages of the 
Ireland National Concert Hall and The 
Royal Albert Hall in London. 

Paul was named Delaware Teacher of 
the Year in 1987 and was a recipient of 
the Ruth M. Jewell Outstanding Music 
Educator Award from the Music Edu- 
cator’s National Conference at Indian- 
apolis in 1988. In 1989, my friend and 
former colleague, then-Governor Mike 
Castle, conferred on Paul the Order of 
the First State, as well. While Paul’s 
accolades have made him legendary in 
the sphere of public education, his leg- 
acy will undoubtedly remain with the 
thousands of students—many of whom 
are second generation Tigers—that he 
has taught in his nearly 50-year career. 

It is not hard to see the span of influ- 
ence Paul has had on his students, who 
are now scattered across the globe. He 
has nearly 2,000 Facebook friends, 
mainly made up of past and current 
students. A quick Internet search of 
his name will turn up blog post after 
blog post of former students stating 
that Paul—or ‘‘Mr. Parets’’—‘‘changed 
my life,” ‘‘made a difference,” and that 
A.I. will ‘‘never be the same’’ without 
him. I think all of us who have experi- 
enced the thrills of any of the A.I. du- 
Pont bands echo these sentiments. As 
they say at A.I., “You cannot hide that 
Tiger Pride,” and I know I share that 
feeling of pride every time I turn on 
my TV and see the A.I. duPont Tigers 
marching down the streets of Pasa- 
dena, London or New York. Up and 
down Delaware, we certainly can’t hide 
our overwhelming pride for Paul 
Parets, nor will we be able to hide our 
heartbreak when he is not on the direc- 
tor’s podium this fall. 

Upon Paul’s retirement, he will leave 
behind a legacy that is a testament to 
the importance of music in public edu- 
cation and the pure joy—and thrill—of 
music. His lessons inside and outside of 
the classroom will remain with his stu- 
dents, our community, and with future 
generations of A.I. duPont band mem- 
bers. I thank him for his contribution 
to music education and for his commit- 
ment to public service through years as 
an elected member to the Delaware 
City Council. I also thank him for the 
pride he has brought to the First State 
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and for the generations of musicians he 
has nurtured—a gift that will give time 
and time again. I wish him, his chil- 
dren, Tim and Meredith, and two 
grandchildren, Aaron and Abigail, and 
the rest of his family only the very 
best in all that lies ahead for each of 
them. As we say in the Navy, ‘‘Bravo 
Zulu!” to Paul Parets. You are one of a 
kind, and we are blessed to have known 
you all of these years.e 


a 


TRIBUTE TO SCOTT BLANCHARD 


e Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, today I 
recognize Scott Blanchard, an intern in 
my Washington, DC, office, for all of 
the hard work he has done for me, my 
staff, and the State of South Dakota 
over the past several weeks. 

Scott is a graduate of Aberdeen Cen- 
tral High School in Aberdeen, SD. Cur- 
rently, he is attending Northern State 
University, where he is majoring in po- 
litical science. He is a hard worker who 
has been dedicated to getting the most 
out of his internship experience. 

I extend my sincere thanks and ap- 
preciation to Scott for all of the fine 
work he has done and wish him contin- 
ued success in the years to come.@ 


Ee 


TRIBUTE TO SHILOH DAY 


e Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, today I 
recognize Shiloh Day, an intern in my 
Rapid City, SD, office, for all of the 
hard work she has done for me, my 
staff, and the State of South Dakota 
over the past couple of months. 

Shiloh is a graduate of Highmore 
High School in Highmore, SD. Cur- 
rently, she is attending the University 
of South Dakota, where she is majoring 
in political science. She is a hard work- 
er who has been dedicated to getting 
the most out of her internship experi- 
ence. 

I extend my sincere thanks and ap- 
preciation to Shiloh for all of the fine 
work she has done and wish her contin- 
ued success in the years to come.@ 


ee 


TRIBUTE TO KELLY HERRMANN 


e Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, today I 
wish to recognize Kelly Herrmann, an 
intern in my Sioux Falls, SD, office, 
for all of the hard work she has done 
for me, my staff, and the State of 
South Dakota over the past several 
weeks. 

Kelly is a graduate of Stevens High 
School in Rapid City, SD. Currently, 
she is attending South Dakota State 
University, where she is majoring in 
political science. She is a hard worker 
who has been dedicated to getting the 
most out of her internship experience. 

I would like to extend my sincere 
thanks and appreciation to Kelly for 
all of the fine work she has done and 
wish her continued success in the years 
to come.e 
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TRIBUTE TO REBECCA REITER 


e Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, today I 
recognize Rebecca Reiter, an intern in 
my Washington, DC, office, for all of 
the hard work she has done for me, my 
staff, and the State of South Dakota 
over the past several weeks. 

Rebecca is a graduate of Watertown 
High School in Watertown, SD. Cur- 
rently, she is attending the University 
of South Dakota, where she is majoring 
in political science and criminal jus- 
tice. She is a hard worker who has been 
dedicated to getting the most out of 
her internship experience. 

I extend my sincere thanks and ap- 
preciation to Rebecca for all of the fine 
work she has done and wish her contin- 
ued success in the years to come.@ 


EE 


TRIBUTE TO KEVIN ROBB 


e Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, today I 
recognize Kevin Robb, an intern in my 
Washington, DC, office, for all of the 
hard work he has done for me, my 
staff, and the State of South Dakota 
over the past several weeks. 

Kevin is a graduate of St. Thomas 
More High School in Rapid City, SD. 
Currently, he is attending the Univer- 
sity of South Dakota, where he is ma- 
joring in political science and philos- 
ophy. He is a hard worker who has been 
dedicated to getting the most out of 
his internship experience. 

I extend my sincere thanks and ap- 
preciation to Kevin for all of the fine 
work he has done and wish him contin- 
ued success in the years to come.@ 


ee 


TRIBUTE TO SHELBY SCHOON 


e Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, today I 
recognize Shelby Schoon, an intern in 
my Washington, DC, office, for all of 
the hard work she has done for me, my 
staff, and the State of South Dakota 
over the past several weeks. 

Shelby was home schooled and is a 
native of Brandon, SD. Currently, she 
is a graduate of Northwestern College 
where she majored in business adminis- 
tration and biology health profes- 
sionals. She is a hard worker who has 
been dedicated to getting the most out 
of her internship experience. 

I extend my sincere thanks and ap- 
preciation to Shelby for all of the fine 
work she has done and wish her contin- 
ued success in the years to come.@ 


EE 


MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 

Messages from the President of the 
United States were communicated to 
the Senate by Mr. Pate, one of his sec- 
retaries. 


EE 


EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 


As in executive session the Presiding 
Officer laid before the Senate messages 
from the President of the United 
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States submitting sundry nominations 
which were referred to the appropriate 
committees. 

(The messages received today are 
printed at the end of the Senate pro- 
ceedings.) 


EE 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 


At 3:11 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mr. Novotny, one of its reading clerks, 
announced that the House has passed 
the following bill, in which it requests 
the concurrence of the Senate: 

H.R. 4480. An act to provide for the devel- 
opment of a plan to increase oil and gas ex- 
ploration, development, and production 
under oil and gas leases of Federal lands 
under the jurisdiction of the Secretary of 
Agriculture, the Secretary of Energy, the 
Secretary of the Interior, and the Secretary 
of Defense in response to a drawdown of pe- 
troleum reserves from the Strategic Petro- 
leum Reserve. 


EE 


MEASURES REFERRED 


The following bill was read the first 
and the second times by unanimous 
consent, and referred as indicated: 

H.R. 4480. An act to provide for the devel- 
opment of a plan to increase oil and gas ex- 
ploration, development, and production 
under oil and gas leases of Federal lands 
under the jurisdiction of the Secretary of 
Agriculture, the Secretary of Energy, the 
Secretary of the Interior, and the Secretary 
of Defense in response to a drawdown of pe- 
troleum reserves from the Strategic Petro- 
leum Reserve; to the Committee on Energy 
and Natural Resources. 


ee 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 


The following reports of committees 
were submitted: 

By Mr. LIEBERMAN, from the Committee 
on Homeland Security and Governmental Af- 
fairs, with an amendment: 

S. 1379. A bill to amend title 11, District of 
Columbia Official Code, to revise certain ad- 
ministrative authorities of the District of 
Columbia courts, and to authorize the Dis- 
trict of Columbia Public Defender Service to 
provide professional liability insurance for 
officers and employees of the Service for 
claims relating to services furnished within 
the scope of employment with the Service 
(Rept. No. 112-178). 


EE 


INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 


The following bills and joint resolu- 
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second times by unanimous con- 
sent, and referred as indicated: 

By Mr. PAUL: 

S. 3337. A bill to amend title XVIII of the 
Social Security Act to provide for the elimi- 
nation of the Medicare sustainable growth 
rate (SGR) formula to ensure access to phy- 
sicians’ services for Medicare beneficiaries; 
to the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. ENZI (for himself, Mr. HARKIN, 
and Mr. WICKER): 
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S. 3338. A bill to amend the Public Health 
Service Act and title XVIII of the Social Se- 
curity Act to make the provision of tech- 
nical services for medical imaging examina- 
tions and radiation therapy treatments 
safer, more accurate, and less costly; to the 
Committee on Health, Education, Labor, and 
Pensions. 

By Mr. LAUTENBERG: 

S. 3339. A bill to allow certain Indonesian 
citizens to file a motion to reopen their asy- 
lum claims; to the Committee on the Judici- 
ary. 

By Mrs. MURRAY: 

S. 3340. A bill to improve and enhance the 
programs and activities of the Department of 
Defense and the Department of Veterans Af- 
fairs regarding suicide prevention and resil- 
ience and behavioral health disorders for 
members of the Armed Forces and veterans, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Veterans’ Affairs. 


—— 


SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND 
SENATE RESOLUTIONS 


The following concurrent resolutions 
and Senate resolutions were read, and 
referred (or acted upon), as indicated: 

By Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota (for 
himself and Mr. KIRK): 

S. Res. 503. A resolution designating June 
2012 as ‘‘National Aphasia Awareness Month” 
and supporting efforts to increase awareness 
of aphasia; considered and agreed to. 

By Mrs. GILLIBRAND (for herself, Mr. 
RUBIO, Mr. BLUMENTHAL, Mr. KIRK, 
Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. MENENDEZ, Mr. 
INHOFE, Mr. KOHL, Mr. RISCH, Mr. 
LIEBERMAN, Mr. BROWN of Massachu- 
setts, Mr. WYDEN, Mrs. BOXER, Mr. 
CARDIN, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. LEVIN, Mr. 
BEGICH, Ms. SNOWE, Mr. BROWN of 
Ohio, Mr. MORAN, Mrs. HUTCHISON, 
Mr. NELSON of Florida, Mr. GRASS- 
LEY, Mr. LEE, Ms. LANDRIEU, Mr. 
BARRASSO, Ms. STABENOW, Mr. DUR- 
BIN, Mr. BLUNT, Mrs. FEINSTEIN, Ms. 
AYOTTE, Mr. ROBERTS, Mr. CASEY, 
and Mr. BOOZMAN): 

S. Res. 504. A resolution expressing support 
for the International Olympic Committee to 
recognize with a minute of silence at the 2012 
Olympics Opening Ceremony the athletes 
and others killed at the 1972 Munich Olym- 
pics; considered and agreed to. 


ee 


ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 


S. 697 

At the request of Mr. CASEy, the 
name of the Senator from New Jersey 
(Mr. MENENDEZ) was added as a cospon- 
sor of S. 697, a bill to amend the Inter- 
nal Revenue Code of 1986 to allow a 
credit against income tax for amounts 
paid by a spouse of a member of the 
Armed Services for a new State license 
or certification required by reason of a 
permanent change in the duty station 
of such member to another State. 

S. 703 

At the request of Mr. BARRASSO, the 
name of the Senator from New Mexico 
(Mr. BINGAMAN) was added as a cospon- 
sor of S. 703, a bill to amend the Long- 
Term Leasing Act, and for other pur- 
poses. 

S. 1299 

At the request of Mr. MORAN, the 

name of the Senator from North Caro- 
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lina (Mrs. HAGAN) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 1299, a bill to require the 
Secretary of the Treasury to mint 
coins in commemoration of the centen- 
nial of the establishment of Lions 
Clubs International. 
S. 1616 
At the request of Mr. MENENDEZ, the 
name of the Senator from Connecticut 
(Mr. LIEBERMAN) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 1616, a bill to amend the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to ex- 
empt certain stock of real estate in- 
vestment trusts from the tax on for- 
eign investments in United States real 
property interests, and for other pur- 
poses. 
S. 1744 
At the request of Ms. KLOBUCHAR, the 
name of the Senator from Texas (Mr. 
CORNYN) was added as a cosponsor of 8. 
1744, a bill to provide funding for State 
courts to assess and improve the han- 
dling of proceedings relating to adult 
guardianship and conservatorship, to 
authorize the Attorney General to 
carry out a pilot program for the con- 
duct of background checks on individ- 
uals to be appointed as guardians or 
conservators, and to promote the wide- 
spread adoption of information tech- 
nology to better monitor, report, and 
audit conservatorships of protected 
persons. 
S. 1806 
At the request of Mrs. BOXER, the 
names of the Senator from Delaware 
(Mr. Coons) and the Senator from 
Maryland (Ms. MIKULSKI) were added as 
cosponsors of S. 1806, a bill to amend 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to 
allow taxpayers to designate overpay- 
ments of tax as contributions to the 
homeless veterans assistance fund. 
S. 1929 
At the request of Mr. BLUMENTHAL, 
the names of the Senator from Hawaii 
(Mr. AKAKA), the Senator from New 
Hampshire (Ms. AYOTTE), the Senator 
from Colorado (Mr. BENNET), the Sen- 
ator from Georgia (Mr. CHAMBLISS), the 
Senator from Minnesota (Mr. 
FRANKEN), the Senator from South 
Carolina (Mr. GRAHAM), the Senator 
from North Carolina (Mrs. HAGAN), the 
Senator from New Jersey (Mr. LAUTEN- 
BERG), the Senator from Michigan (Mr. 
LEVIN), the Senator from West Virginia 
(Mr. MANCHIN), the Senator from 
Vermont (Mr. SANDERS) and the Sen- 
ator from New Hampshire (Mrs. SHA- 
HEEN) were added as cosponsors of S. 
1929, a bill to require the Secretary of 
the Treasury to mint coins in com- 
memoration of Mark Twain. 
S. 1956 
At the request of Mr. THUNE, the 
name of the Senator from Kansas (Mr. 
ROBERTS) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 1956, a bill to prohibit operators of 
civil aircraft of the United States from 
participating in the European Union’s 
emissions trading scheme, and for 
other purposes. 
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S. 2103 
At the request of Mr. LEE, the name 
of the Senator from Oklahoma (Mr. 
INHOFE) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
2103, a bill to amend title 18, United 
States Code, to protect pain-capable 
unborn children in the District of Co- 
lumbia, and for other purposes. 
S. 2189 
At the request of Mr. HARKIN, the 
name of the Senator from Massachu- 
setts (Mr. BROWN) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 2189, a bill to amend the 
Age Discrimination in Employment 
Act of 1967 and other laws to clarify ap- 
propriate standards for Federal anti- 
discrimination and _ antiretaliation 
claims, and for other purposes. 
S. 2239 
At the request of Mr. NELSON of Flor- 
ida, the names of the Senator from 
Maryland (Ms. MIKULSKI) and the Sen- 
ator from Alaska (Mr. BEGICH) were 
added as cosponsors of S. 2239, a bill to 
direct the head of each agency to treat 
relevant military training as sufficient 
to satisfy training or certification re- 
quirements for Federal licenses. 
S. 2250 
At the request of Ms. STABENOW, the 
names of the Senator from Rhode Is- 
land (Mr. WHITEHOUSE), the Senator 
from Vermont (Mr. SANDERS) and the 
Senator from Massachusetts (Mr. 
BROWN) were added as cosponsors of S. 
2250, a bill to prevent homeowners from 
being forced to pay taxes on forgiven 
mortgage loan debt. 
S. 2342 
At the request of Mr. TESTER, the 
name of the Senator from New Jersey 
(Mr. MENENDEZ) was added as a cospon- 
sor of S. 2342, a bill to reform the Na- 
tional Association of Registered 
Agents and Brokers, and for other pur- 
poses. 
S. 2347 
At the request of Mr. CARDIN, the 
name of the Senator from Minnesota 
(Ms. KLOBUCHAR) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 2347, a bill to amend title 
XVIII of the Social Security Act to en- 
sure the continued access of Medicare 


beneficiaries to diagnostic imaging 
services. 
S. 2371 
At the request of Mr. RUBIO, the 


name of the Senator from North Da- 
kota (Mr. HOEVEN) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 2371, a bill to amend the 
National Labor Relations Act to per- 
mit employers to pay higher wages to 
their employees. 
S. 2620 

At the request of Mr. GRASSLEY, the 
name of the Senator from Maine (Ms. 
COLLINS) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
2620, a bill to amend title XVIII of the 
Social Security Act to provide for an 
extension of the Medicare-dependent 
hospital (MDH) program and the in- 
creased payments under the Medicare 
low-volume hospital program. 
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S. 3204 
At the request of Mr. JOHANNS, the 
name of the Senator from Oregon (Mr. 
WYDEN) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
3204, a bill to address fee disclosure re- 
quirements under the Electronic Fund 
Transfer Act, and for other purposes. 
S. 3221 
At the request of Mr. RUBIO, the 
name of the Senator from North Da- 
kota (Mr. HOEVEN) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 3221, a bill to amend the 
National Labor Relations Act to per- 
mit employers to pay higher wages to 
their employees. 
S. 3237 
At the request of Mr. WHITEHOUSE, 
the names of the Senator from New 
Jersey (Mr. MENENDEZ) and the Sen- 
ator from Alaska (Mr. BEGICH) were 
added as cosponsors of S. 3237, a bill to 
provide for the establishment of a 
Commission to Accelerate the End of 
Breast Cancer. 
S. 3263 
At the request of Mrs. BOXER, the 
name of the Senator from New York 
(Mr. SCHUMER) was added as a cospon- 
sor of S. 3263, a bill to require the Sec- 
retary of Transportation to modify the 
final rule relating to flightcrew mem- 
ber duty and rest requirements for pas- 
senger operations of air carriers to 
apply to all-cargo operations of air car- 
riers, and for other purposes. 
S. 3274 
At the request of Mr. KERRY, the 
name of the Senator from Missouri 
(Mr. BLUNT) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 3274, a bill to direct the Secretary 
of Commerce, in coordination with the 
heads of other relevant Federal depart- 
ments and agencies, to produce a re- 
port on enhancing the competitiveness 
of the United States in attracting for- 
eign direct investment, and for other 
purposes. 
S. 3308 
At the request of Mr. HELLER, the 
name of the Senator from Massachu- 
setts (Mr. BROWN) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 3308, a bill to amend title 
38, United States Code, to improve the 
furnishing of benefits for homeless vet- 
erans who are women or who have de- 
pendents, and for other purposes. 
S. 3318 
At the request of Mrs. BOXER, the 
name of the Senator from South Da- 
kota (Mr. JOHNSON) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 3318, a bill to amend title 
38, United States Code, to prohibit the 
use of the phrases GI Bill and Post-9/11 
GI Bill to give a false impression of ap- 
proval or endorsement by the Depart- 
ment of Veterans Affairs, and for other 
purposes. 
S. 3322 
At the request of Mr. BROWN of Ohio, 
the name of the Senator from Min- 
nesota (Ms. KLOBUCHAR) was added as a 
cosponsor of S. 3322, a bill to strength- 
en enforcement and clarify certain pro- 
visions of the Servicemembers Civil 
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Relief Act, the Uniformed and Overseas 
Citizens Absentee Voting Act, and 
chapter 48 of title 38, United States 
Code, and to reconcile, restore, clarify, 
and conform similar provisions in 
other related civil rights statutes, and 
for other purposes. 
S. 3326 
At the request of Mr. Baucus, the 
names of the Senator from Massachu- 
setts (Mr. KERRY), the Senator from 
Mississippi (Mr. WICKER) and the Sen- 
ator from California (Mrs. FEINSTEIN) 
were added as cosponsors of S. 3326, a 
bill to amend the African Growth and 
Opportunity Act to extend the third- 
country fabric program and to add 
South Sudan to the list of countries el- 
igible for designation under that Act, 
to make technical corrections to the 
Harmonized Tariff Schedule of the 
United States relating to the textile 
and apparel rules of origin for the Do- 
minican Republic-Central America- 
United States Free Trade Agreement, 
to approve the renewal of import re- 
strictions contained in the Burmese 
Freedom and Democracy Act of 2003, 
and for other purposes. 
S. 3328 
At the request of Mr. LAUTENBERG, 
the name of the Senator from Hawaii 
(Mr. INOUYE) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 3328, a bill to provide grants for 
juvenile mentoring. 
S.J. RES. 45 
At the request of Mrs. HUTCHISON, the 
name of the Senator from Arkansas 
(Mr. PRYOR) was added as a cosponsor 
of S.J. Res. 45, a joint resolution 
amending title 36, United States Code, 
to designate June 19 as ‘‘Juneteenth 
Independence Day”. 
S. CON. RES. 48 
At the request of Mr. LEAHY, the 
name of the Senator from Ohio (Mr. 
BROWN) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
Con. Res. 48, a concurrent resolution 
recognizing 375 years of service of the 
National Guard and affirming congres- 
sional support for a permanent Oper- 
ational Reserve as a component of the 
Armed Forces. 
S. RES. 489 
At the request of Mr. JOHANNS, his 
name was added as a cosponsor of S. 
Res. 489, a resolution expressing the 
sense of the Senate on the appointment 
by the Attorney General of an outside 
special counsel to investigate certain 
recent leaks of apparently classified 
and highly sensitive information on 
United States military and intelligence 
plans, programs, and operations. 
S. RES. 490 
At the request of Mrs. BOXER, the 
name of the Senator from Connecticut 
(Mr. BLUMENTHAL) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. Res. 490, a resolution des- 
ignating the week of September 16, 
2012, as ‘‘Mitochondrial Disease Aware- 
ness Week”, reaffirming the impor- 
tance of an enhanced and coordinated 
research effort on mitochondrial dis- 
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eases, and commending the National 
Institutes of Health for its efforts to 


improve the understanding of 
mitochondrial diseases. 
S. RES. 494 


At the request of Mr. CORNYN, the 
name of the Senator from Arkansas 
(Mr. BOOZMAN) was added as a cospon- 
sor of S. Res. 494, a resolution con- 
demning the Government of the Rus- 
sian Federation for providing weapons 
to the regime of President Bashar al- 
Assad of Syria. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2310 

At the request of Mr. SANDERS, the 
name of the Senator from Alaska (Mr. 
BEGICH) was added as a cosponsor of 
amendment No. 2310 proposed to S. 
3240, an original bill to reauthorize ag- 
ricultural programs through 2017, and 
for other purposes. 


EE 


STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 


By Mrs. MURRAY: 

S. 3340. A bill to improve and enhance 
the programs and activities of the De- 
partment of Defense and the Depart- 
ment of Veterans Affairs regarding sui- 
cide prevention and resilience and be- 
havioral health disorders for members 
of the Armed Forces and veterans, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee 
on Veterans’ Affairs. 

Mrs. MURRAY. Madam President, 
last February, in my office in Seattle, 
I sat down with an Iraq and Afghani- 
stan war veteran named Stephen Davis 
and his wife Kim. Stephen and Kim 
were there to talk to me about their 
experiences since he returned home and 
about the invisible wounds of war they 
were struggling with together every 
single day. 

At the meeting Kim did most of the 
talking. She told me about the night- 
mares. She told me about the lack of 
sleep. She talked about the confusion 
and the anxiety that was now a con- 
stant in their lives. But it was the way 
she summed up her experience since 
Stephen returned home that struck me 
hardest. 

She said her husband still hadn’t re- 
turned home. She said the husband she 
had been married to for nearly two dec- 
ades—although he was sitting directly 
next to her—was still not back from 
the war. 

Do you know what? Despite the fact 
that we often refer to these wounds as 
invisible, you could see it. When it 
came time for Stephen to describe to 
me his experiences, he shook as he ex- 
plained how difficult the transition 
home has been for him, his wife, and 
for their family. 

The Davis family’s story is no dif- 
ferent than what thousands of other 
families have faced. But their story 
does have a tragic and frustrating 
twist. You see, Sergeant Davis knew 
when he returned home that he had a 
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problem with post-traumatic stress, 
and he was courageous enough to reach 
out for help. He sought care and he was 
diagnosed with PTSD. 

But just a few months later, after a 
visit to Madigan Army Medical Base in 
my State of Washington, he was told 
something that shocked and appalled 
him and his wife. After just a 10- 
minute meeting and a written ques- 
tionnaire, Sergeant Davis was told he 
was exaggerating his symptoms and he 
didn’t have PTSD. He was told, in ef- 
fect, that despite serving in two war 
zones, despite being involved in three 
separate IED incidents, and despite his 
repeated deployments, he was making 
it all up. 

He was then sent home with a diag- 
nosis of adjustment disorder and told 
his disability rating would be lowered 
and that the benefits he and his family 
would receive would ultimately be di- 
minished. If this sounds like an iso- 
lated, shocking incident, here is some- 
thing you will find even more shock- 
ing. Sergeant Davis was one of literally 
hundreds of patients at that Army hos- 
pital who were told the exact same 
thing. 

Soldiers who had been diagnosed with 
PTSD—not just once but several 
times—had their diagnosis taken away. 
In many instances these soldiers were 
told they were embellishing or even 
outright lying about their symptoms. 
In fact, so many soldiers were being ac- 
cused of making up symptoms by doc- 
tors at that hospital I began to get let- 
ters and phone calls from them to my 
office. 

Soon after that, documents came to 
light showing that the doctors diag- 
nosing these soldiers were being en- 
couraged to consider not just the best 
diagnosis for their patients but also 
the cost of care. These revelations have 
led to a series of internal investiga- 
tions that are still underway today. 
Even more important, they have led to 
these soldiers now, thankfully, being 
reevaluated, and today hundreds of 
these soldiers, including Sergeant 
Davis, have had their proper PTSD di- 
agnosis restored. 

This, too, could be viewed as an iso- 
lated incident. In fact, when I first 
raised concerns, the problems we saw 
at Madigan could be happening at 
other bases across the country, that is 
exactly what I was told—it was an iso- 
lated incident at one base, at one hos- 
pital. But I knew better. 

I remembered back to this Salon ar- 
ticle that ran a few years ago. In that 
article, a doctor from Fort Carson in 
Colorado talked about how he was 
“under a lot of pressure to not diag- 
nose PTSD.” 

It went on to quote a former Army 
psychologist named David Rudd, who 
said: 

Each diagnosis is an acknowledgement 
that psychiatric casualties are a huge price 
tag of this war. It is easiest to dismiss these 
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casualties because you can’t see the wounds. 
If they change the diagnosis, they can dis- 
miss you at a substantially decreased rate. 

Madam President, I also had my own 
staff launch an investigation into how 
the military and the VA were diag- 
nosing mental health conditions at 
other bases across our country, and I 
was very troubled by what I found. 

It became clear that there were other 
cases where doctors accused soldiers of 
exaggerating symptoms without any 
documentation of appropriate inter- 
view techniques. They encountered in- 
adequate VA medical examinations, es- 
pecially in relation to traumatic brain 
injury. They found that many VA rat- 
ing decisions contained errors, which 
in some cases complicated the level of 
benefits that veterans should have re- 
ceived. 

Now, to their credit, the Army did 
not run and hide as the questions about 
other bases continued to mount. In 
fact, they have now taken two impor- 
tant steps. First, in April, they issued 
a new policy for diagnosing PTSD that 
criticized the methods being used at 
Madigan and pointed out to health offi- 
cials throughout the entire system 
that it was unlikely that soldiers were 
faking these symptoms. Then, in May, 
the Army went further and announced 
they would review all mental health di- 
agnoses across the country dating back 
to 2001. That, in turn, has led Secretary 
Panetta to announce just last week 
that all branches of the military are 
now going to undergo a similar review. 

Without question, these are historic 
steps in our efforts to right a decade of 
inconsistencies in how the invisible 
wounds of war have been evaluated. 
Servicemembers, veterans, and their 
families should never have to wade 
through an unending bureaucratic 
process. Because of this outcry from 
veterans and servicemembers alike, the 
Pentagon now has an extraordinary op- 
portunity to go back and correct the 
mistakes of the past. 

We have to make sure these mistakes 
are never repeated. We still need to 
fundamentally change a system that 
Secretary Panetta admitted to me last 
week has “huge gaps” in it. 

That is why I am here this evening. 
Today, I am introducing the Mental 
Health ACCESS Act of 2012. It is a bill 
that seeks to make improvements to 
make sure that those who have served 
have access to consistent, quality be- 
havioral health care. 

It is a bill that strengthens oversight 
of military mental health care and im- 
proves the integrated disability evalua- 
tion system on which we rely. As any- 
one who understands these issues 
knows well, this is not an easy task. 
The mental health care, suicide pre- 
vention, and counseling programs we 
provide our servicemembers are spread 
throughout this entire Department of 
Defense and the VA. Too often they are 
entangled in a web of bureaucracy and, 
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frankly, too often this makes them dif- 
ficult to address in legislation. 

In crafting this bill I identified crit- 
ical changes that need to be made at 
both the Department of Defense and 
the VA, and I set up a checklist of leg- 
islative changes needed to do just that. 
Some provisions in the bill will likely 
be addressed in my Veterans Com- 
mittee. Others will need to be ad- 
dressed through Defense bills and work 
with the chairs of those committees. 
But all of these provisions are critical, 
and today I want to share with you 
some of the most important ones. 

High atop the list of changes this bill 
makes is addressing military suicides 
which, as we all know, is an epidemic 
that now outpaces combat deaths in 
this country. My bill will require the 
Pentagon to create comprehensive 
standardized suicide prevention pro- 
grams. It would also require the De- 
partment to better oversee mental 
health services for servicemembers. 

It will expand eligibility for a variety 
of VA mental health services to family 
members so we can help families and 
spouses to cope with the stress of de- 
ployment and strengthen the support 
network that is critical to servicemem- 
bers who are returning from deploy- 
ment. 

Third, my bill will improve training 
and education for our health care pro- 
viders. Oftentimes our servicemembers 
seek out help from chaplains, medics, 
or others who may be unprepared to 
offer counseling. This bill will help pre- 
pare them through continuing edu- 
cation programs. 

Fourth, my bill will create more 
peer-to-peer counseling opportunities. 
It would do it by requiring VA to offer 
peer support services at all medical 
centers and by supporting opportuni- 
ties to train vets to provide peer serv- 
ices. 

Finally, this bill will require VA to 
establish accurate and reliable meas- 
ures for mental health services. This 
will help ensure that the VA under- 
stands the problems they face so that 
veterans can get into the care we know 
they can provide. 

All of these are critical steps at a 
pivotal time, because the truth is, 
right now the Department of Defense 
and the VA are losing the battle 
against the mental and _ behavioral 
wounds of these wars. 

To see that, you don’t need to look 
any farther than the tragic fact that 
already this year over 150 active-duty 
servicemembers have taken their own 
lives or the fact that one veteran com- 
mits suicide in this country every 80 
minutes. And while we all know there 
are a number of factors that contribute 
to suicide—repeated deployments, lack 
of employment security, isolation in 
their communities, and difficulty 
transitioning back to their families— 
not having access to quality and time- 
ly mental health care is vital. 


9764 


When our veterans cannot get the 
care they need, they often self-medi- 
cate. When they wait endlessly for a 
proper diagnosis, they lose hope. Last 
year at this time, I held a hearing in 
my veterans committee on the mental 
health disability system this bill seeks 
to strengthen, and I heard two stories 
that illustrate that despair. 

Andrea Sawyer, the wife of Army 
SGT Lloyd Sawyer, testified about her 
husband, who is an Iraq veteran and 
spent years searching for care. To- 
gether, they hit barriers and they hit 
redtape so often that at one point, she 
said, he held a knife to his throat in 
front of both her and an Army psychia- 
trist before being talked out of it. 

Later, in that very same hearing, 
Daniel Williams, an Iraq combat vet- 
eran, testified about how his struggle 
to find care led him to stick the gun in 
his mouth while his wife begged him to 
stop, only to see his gun misfire. 

Those are the stories that define this 
problem. These are men and women we 
must be there for. They have served 
and sacrificed and done everything this 
country has asked of them. They have 
left their families, left their homes. 
They have served multiple times and 
protected our Nation’s interests at 
home and abroad. This bill will make a 
difference for them, but we have to 
make these changes now. 

Today I am asking Members of the 
Senate from both sides of the aisle to 
please join me in this effort. We owe 
our veterans a medical evaluation sys- 
tem that treats them fairly, that gives 
them the proper diagnosis, and that 
provides access to the mental health 
care they have earned and they de- 
serve. We need to join together to get 
this legislation passed, and I ask every 
Member of the Senate to help me get 
this through. It is critical, as thou- 
sands of men and women come home 
today and thousands of them are wait- 
ing on care. 

Madam President, I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Ohio. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Madam Presi- 
dent, let me begin by thanking the 
chair of the Senate veterans com- 
mittee for her incredible leadership on 
one of the most tragic issues of our 
times—the suicide rate among active- 
duty personnel in our Armed Forces, 
and especially among veterans. 

Last week I spoke to the Disabled 
American Veterans in Columbus. I hear 
these same issues all the time, particu- 
larly among men and women who are 
sent for their second, third, fourth, and 
fifth deployments. One veteran, active 
in the DAV, told me about an Ohio sol- 
dier who has had a seventh deploy- 
ment. That is not what we should be 
doing, and so I appreciate Senator 
MURRAY’s leadership. 

I am a member of that committee— 
the first Ohioan to ever serve on the 
veterans committee for a full term— 
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and I am on this committee because of 
these problems. So I am thankful for 
the leadership we have on that com- 
mittee and for what Senator MURRAY 
has done. 

I remember when I was presiding 
some years ago, and she was talking on 
the Senate Floor about her dad, who is 
a veteran, and I know that is a big part 
of why she does what she does. 

I thank the Senator from Washington 
State. 
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SUBMITTED RESOLUTIONS 


SENATE RESOLUTION 503—DESIG- 
NATING JUNE 2012 AS “NATIONAL 
APHASIA AWARENESS MONTH” 
AND SUPPORTING EFFORTS TO 
INCREASE AWARENESS OF 
APHASIA 


Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota (for 
himself and Mr. KIRK) submitted the 
following resolution; which was consid- 
ered and agreed to: 

S. REs. 503 


Whereas aphasia is a communication im- 
pairment caused by brain damage that typi- 
cally results from a stroke; 

Whereas aphasia can also occur with other 
neurological disorders, such as a brain 
tumor; 

Whereas many people with aphasia also 
have weakness or paralysis in the right leg 
and right arm, usually due to damage to the 
left hemisphere of the brain, which controls 
language and movement on the right side of 
the body; 

Whereas the effects of aphasia may include 
a loss of, or reduction in, the ability to 
speak, comprehend, read, and write, but the 
intelligence of a person with aphasia re- 
mains intact; 

Whereas, according to the National Insti- 
tute of Neurological Disorders and Stroke 
(referred to in this preamble as the 
“NINDS’’), strokes are the _ third-leading 
cause of death in the United States, ranking 
behind heart disease and cancer; 

Whereas strokes are a leading cause of se- 
rious, long-term disability in the United 
States; 

Whereas the NINDS estimates that there 
are approximately 5,000,000 stroke survivors 
in the United States; 

Whereas the NINDS estimates that people 
in the United States suffer approximately 
750,000 strokes per year, with about % of the 
strokes resulting in aphasia; 

Whereas, according to the NINDS, aphasia 
affects at least 1,000,000 people in the United 
States; 

Whereas the NINDS estimates that more 
than 200,000 people in the United States ac- 
quire aphasia each year; 

Whereas the people of the United States 
should strive to learn more about aphasia 
and to promote research, rehabilitation, and 
support services for people with aphasia and 
aphasia caregivers throughout the United 
States; and 

Whereas people with aphasia and their 
caregivers envision a world that recognizes 
the ‘“‘silent’’ disability of aphasia and pro- 
vides opportunity and fulfillment for people 
affected by aphasia: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 

(1) designates June 2012 as ‘‘National Apha- 
sia Awareness Month”’; 
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(2) supports efforts to increase awareness 
of aphasia; 

(3) recognizes that strokes, a primary 
cause of aphasia, are the third-largest cause 
of death and disability in the United States; 

(4) acknowledges that aphasia deserves 
more attention and study to find new solu- 
tions for people experiencing aphasia and 
their caregivers; 

(5) supports efforts to make the voices of 
people with aphasia heard, because people 
with aphasia are often unable to commu- 
nicate with others; and 

(6) encourages all people in the United 
States to observe National Aphasia Aware- 
ness Month with appropriate events and ac- 
tivities. 
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SENATE RESOLUTION 504—EX- 
PRESSING SUPPORT FOR THE 
INTERNATIONAL OLYMPIC COM- 
MITTEE TO RECOGNIZE WITH A 
MINUTE OF SILENCE AT THE 2012 
OLYMPICS OPENING CEREMONY 
THE ATHLETES AND OTHERS 
KILLED AT THE 1972 MUNICH 
OLYMPICS 


Mrs. GILLIBRAND (for herself, Mr. 
RUBIO, Mr. BLUMENTHAL, Mr. KIRK, Mr. 
SCHUMER, Mr. MENENDEZ, Mr. INHOFE, 
Mr. KOHL, Mr. RISCH, Mr. LIEBERMAN, 
Mr. BROWN of Massachusetts, Mr. 
WYDEN, Mrs. BOXER, Mr. CARDIN, Ms. 
MIKULSKI, Mr. LEVIN, Mr. BEGICH, Ms. 
SNOWE, Mr. BROWN of Ohio, Mr. MORAN, 
Mrs. HUTCHISON, Mr. NELSON of Florida, 
Mr. GRASSLEY, Mr. LEE, Ms. LANDRIEU, 
Mr. BARRASSO, Ms. STABENOW, Mr. 
DURBIN, Mr. BLUNT, Mrs. FEINSTEIN, 
Ms. AYOTTE, Mr. ROBERTS, Mr. CASEY, 
and Mr. BOOZMAN) submitted the fol- 
lowing resolution; which was consid- 
ered and agreed to: 

S. RES. 504 


Whereas, in September 1972, in the midst of 
the Munich Olympics, the core spirit of the 
Olympics was violated when members of the 
Black September Palestinian terrorist group 
murdered eleven members of the Israeli 
Olympic Team consisting of athletes, coach- 
es, and referees; 

Whereas one West German police officer 
was also killed in the terrorist attack; 

Whereas the international community was 
deeply touched by the brutal murders at the 
Munich Olympics and memorials have been 
placed around the world, including in Rock- 
land County, New York, United States; Man- 
chester, United Kingdom; Tel Aviv, Israel; 
and Munich, Germany; 

Whereas the International Olympic Com- 
mittee has an obligation and the ability to 
fully and publicly promote the ideals em- 
bodied in the Olympic Charter, which states, 
“The goal of Olympism is to place sport at 
the service of the harmonious development 
of humankind, with a view to promoting a 
peaceful society concerned with the preser- 
vation of human dignity.’’ 

Whereas no opening ceremonies of any 
Olympics since 1972 have marked an official 
recognition of the terrorist attack that bru- 
tally betrayed the vision of the Olympic 
Games; and 

Whereas the London Olympic Games in 
2012 will mark four decades since this act of 
terror took place without a full and public 
commemoration of the gravity of this tragic 
event for all Olympians and all humankind: 
Now, therefore, be it 


June 25, 2012 


Resolved, That the Senate— 

(1) should observe a minute of silence to 
commemorate the 40th anniversary of the 
1972 Munich Olympics terrorist attack and 
remember those who lost their lives; 

(2) urges the International Olympic Com- 
mittee to take the opportunity afforded by 
the 40th anniversary of the 1972 Munich 
Olympics terrorist attack to remind the 
world that the Olympics were established to 
send a message of hope and peace through 
sport and athletic competition; and 

(3) urges the International Olympic Com- 
mittee to recognize with a minute of silence 
at the 2012 Olympics Opening Ceremony 
those who lost their lives at the 1972 Munich 
Olympics in an effort to reject and repudiate 
terrorism as antithetical to the Olympic 
goal of peaceful competition. 
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AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED AND 
PROPOSED 


SA 2468. Mr. REID (for Mr. JOHNSON of 
South Dakota (for himself and Mr. SHELBY)) 
proposed an amendment to the bill S. 1940, to 
amend the National Flood Insurance Act of 
1968, to restore the financial solvency of the 
flood insurance fund, and for other purposes. 

SA 2469. Mr. REID (for Mr. PRYOR (for him- 
self and Mr. HOEVEN)) proposed an amend- 
ment to amendment SA 2468 proposed by Mr. 
REID (for Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota (for 
himself and Mr. SHELBY)) to the bill S. 1940, 
supra. 

SA 2470. Mr. REID proposed an amendment 
to amendment SA 2469 proposed by Mr. REID 
(for Mr. PRYOR (for himself and Mr. HOEVEN)) 
to the amendment SA 2468 proposed by Mr. 
REID (for Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota (for 
himself and Mr. SHELBY)) to the bill S. 1940, 
supra. 

SA 2471. Mr. REID proposed an amendment 
to the bill S. 1940, supra. 

SA 2472. Mr. REID proposed an amendment 
to amendment SA 2471 proposed by Mr. REID 
to the bill S. 1940, supra. 

SA 2473. Mr. REID proposed an amendment 
to the bill S. 1940, supra. 

SA 2474. Mr. REID proposed an amendment 
to amendment SA 2473 proposed by Mr. REID 
to the bill S. 1940, supra. 

SA 2475. Mr. REID proposed an amendment 
to amendment SA 2474 proposed by Mr. REID 
to the amendment SA 2473 proposed by Mr. 
REID to the bill S. 1940, supra. 

SA 2476. Mr. LEE submitted an amendment 
intended to be proposed by him to the bill S. 
1940, supra; which was ordered to lie on the 
table. 

SA 2477. Mr. MERKLEY (for himself and 
Ms. LANDRIEU) submitted an amendment in- 
tended to be proposed by him to the bill S. 
1940, supra; which was ordered to lie on the 
table. 

SA 2478. Mr. MERKLEY (for himself and 
Mrs. BOXER) submitted an amendment in- 
tended to be proposed by him to the bill S. 
1940, supra; which was ordered to lie on the 
table. 

SA 2479. Mr. PAUL submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 1940, supra; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 
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TEXT OF AMENDMENTS 


SA 2468. Mr. REID (for Mr. JOHNSON 
of South Dakota (for himself and Mr. 
SHELBY)) proposed an amendment to 
the bill S. 1940, to amend the National 
Flood Insurance Act of 1968, to restore 
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the financial solvency to the flood in- 
surance fund, and for other purposes; 
as follows: 


Strike all after the enacting clause and in- 
sert the following: 

SECTION 1. TABLE OF CONTENTS. 

The table of contents for this Act is as fol- 
lows: 

Sec. 1. Table of contents. 

TITLE I—FLOOD INSURANCE REFORM 
AND MODERNIZATION 

Short title. 

Findings. 

Definitions. 

Extension of National Flood Insur- 
ance Program. 

Availability of insurance for multi- 
family properties. 

Reform of premium rate structure. 

Areas of residual risk. 

Premium adjustment. 

State chartered financial institu- 
tions. 

Enforcement. 

Escrow of flood 
ments. 

Minimum deductibles for claims 
under the National Flood Insur- 
ance Program. 

Considerations in determining 
chargeable premium rates. 

Reserve fund. 

Repayment plan for borrowing au- 
thority. 

Payment of condominium claims. 

Technical mapping advisory coun- 
cil. 

National flood mapping program. 

Scope of appeals. 

Scientific Resolution Panel. 

Removal of limitation on State 
contributions for updating 
flood maps. 

Coordination. 

Interagency coordination study. 

Nonmandatory participation. 

Notice of flood insurance avail- 
ability under RESPA. 

Participation in State disaster 
claims mediation programs. 

Additional authority of FEMA to 
collect information on claims 
payments. 

Oversight and expense reimburse- 
ments of insurance companies. 

Mitigation. 

Flood Protection Structure Accred- 
itation Task Force. 

Flood in progress determinations. 
Clarification of residential and 
commercial coverage limits. 

Local data requirement. 

Eligibility for flood insurance for 
persons residing in commu- 
nities that have made adequate 
progress on the construction, 
reconstruction, or improvement 
of a flood protection system. 

Studies and reports. 

Reinsurance. 

GAO study on business interruption 
and additional living expenses 
coverages. 

Policy disclosures. 

Report on inclusion of building 
codes in floodplain manage- 
ment criteria. 

Study of participation and afford- 
ability for certain policy- 
holders. 

Study and report concerning the 
participation of Indian tribes 
and members of Indian tribes in 
the National Flood Insurance 
Program. 
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Sec. 142. Technical corrections. 
Sec. 143. Private flood insurance policies. 
TITLE II—COMMISSION ON NATURAL CA- 

TASTROPHE RISK MANAGEMENT AND 

INSURANCE 
Sec. 201. Short title. 

Sec. 202. Findings. 

Sec. 203. Establishment. 

Sec. 204. Membership. 

Sec. 205. Duties of the commission. 

Sec. 206. Report. 

Sec. 207. Powers of the commission. 

Sec. 208. Commission personnel matters. 
Sec. 209. Termination. 

Sec. 210. Authorization of appropriations. 

TITLE ITI—ALTERNATIVE LOSS 

ALLOCATION 
. 301. Short title. 
. 302. Assessing and modeling named 
storms over coastal States. 
. 303. Alternative loss allocation system 
for indeterminate claims. 

TITLE I—FLOOD INSURANCE REFORM 

AND MODERNIZATION 
SEC. 101. SHORT TITLE. 

This title may be cited as the “Flood In- 
surance Reform and Modernization Act of 
2012”. 

SEC. 102. FINDINGS. 

Congress finds that— 

(1) the flood insurance claims resulting 
from the hurricane season of 2005 exceeded 
all previous claims paid by the National 
Flood Insurance Program; 

(2) in order to pay the legitimate claims of 
policyholders from the hurricane season of 
2005, the Federal Emergency Management 
Agency has borrowed $19,000,000,000 from the 
Treasury; 

(3) the interest alone on this debt has been 
as high as $800,000,000 annually, and that the 
Federal Emergency Management Agency has 
indicated that it will be unable to pay back 
this debt; 

(4) the flood insurance program must be 
strengthened to ensure it can pay future 
claims; 

(5) while flood insurance is mandatory in 
the 100-year floodplain, substantial flooding 
occurs outside of existing special flood haz- 
ard areas; 

(6) events throughout the country involv- 
ing areas behind flood control structures, 
known as ‘“‘residual risk” areas, have pro- 
duced catastrophic losses; 

(T) although such flood control structures 
produce an added element of safety and 
therefore lessen the probability that a dis- 
aster will occur, they are nevertheless sus- 
ceptible to catastrophic loss, even though 
such areas at one time were not included 
within the 100-year floodplain; and 

(8) voluntary participation in the National 
Flood Insurance Program has been minimal 
and many families residing outside the 100- 
year floodplain remain unaware of the poten- 
tial risk to their lives and property. 
SEC. 103. DEFINITIONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—In this title, 
lowing definitions shall apply: 

(1) 100-YEAR FLOODPLAIN.—The term ‘‘100- 
year floodplain” means that area which is 
subject to inundation from a flood having a 
l-percent chance of being equaled or exceed- 
ed in any given year. 

(2) 500-YEAR FLOODPLAIN.—The term ‘‘500- 
year floodplain” means that area which is 
subject to inundation from a flood having a 
0.2-percent chance of being equaled or ex- 
ceeded in any given year. 

(8) ADMINISTRATOR.—The term ‘‘Adminis- 
trator” means the Administrator of the Fed- 
eral Emergency Management Agency. 
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(4) NATIONAL FLOOD INSURANCE PROGRAM.— 
The term ‘‘National Flood Insurance Pro- 
gram” means the program established under 
the National Flood Insurance Act of 1968 (42 
U.S.C. 4011 et seq.). 

(5) WRITE YOUR OWN.—The term ‘‘Write 
Your Own” means the cooperative under- 
taking between the insurance industry and 
the Federal Insurance Administration which 
allows participating property and casualty 
insurance companies to write and service 
standard flood insurance policies. 

(b) COMMON TERMINOLOGY.—Except as oth- 
erwise provided in this title, any terms used 
in this title shall have the meaning given to 
such terms under section 1370 of the National 
Flood Insurance Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 4121). 
SEC. 104. EXTENSION OF NATIONAL FLOOD IN- 

SURANCE PROGRAM. 

(a) FINANCING.—Section 1809(a) of the Na- 
tional Flood Insurance Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 
4016(a)) is amended by striking ‘‘July 31, 
2012” and inserting ‘‘September 30, 2017”. 

(b) PROGRAM EXPIRATION.—Section 1319 of 
the National Flood Insurance Act of 1968 (42 
U.S.C. 4026) is amended by striking ‘‘July 31, 
2012” and inserting ‘‘September 30, 2017”. 
SEC. 105. AVAILABILITY OF INSURANCE FOR 

MULTIFAMILY PROPERTIES. 

Section 1305 of the National Flood Insur- 
ance Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 4012) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (b)(2)(A), by inserting 
“not described in subsection (a) or (d)’’ after 
“properties”; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

“(d) AVAILABILITY OF INSURANCE FOR MUL- 
TIFAMILY PROPERTIES.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator shall 
make flood insurance available to cover resi- 
dential properties of 5 or more residences. 
Notwithstanding any other provision of law, 
the maximum coverage amount that the Ad- 
ministrator may make available under this 
subsection to such residential properties 
shall be equal to the coverage amount made 
available to commercial properties. 

‘(2) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in 
this subsection shall be construed to limit 
the ability of individuals residing in residen- 
tial properties of 5 or more residences to ob- 
tain insurance for the contents and personal 
articles located in such residences.”’. 
SEC. 106. REFORM OF PREMIUM RATE 

TURE. 

(a) TO EXCLUDE CERTAIN PROPERTIES FROM 
RECEIVING SUBSIDIZED PREMIUM RATES.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 1307 of the Na- 
tional Flood Insurance Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 
4014) is amended— 

(A) in subsection (a)(2), by striking ‘‘for 
any residential property which is not the pri- 
mary residence of an individual; and” and in- 
serting the following: ‘‘for— 

“(A) any residential property which is not 
the primary residence of an individual; 

‘“(B) any severe repetitive loss property; 

“(C) any property that has incurred flood- 
related damage in which the cumulative 
amounts of payments under this title 
equaled or exceeded the fair market value of 
such property; 

‘“(D) any business property; or 

“(E) any property which on or after the 
date of enactment of the Flood Insurance Re- 
form and Modernization Act of 2012 has expe- 
rienced or sustained— 

“(i) substantial damage exceeding 50 per- 
cent of the fair market value of such prop- 
erty; or 

“(ii) substantial improvement exceeding 30 
percent of the fair market value of such 
property; and’’; and 

(B) by adding at the end the following: 

“(g) NO EXTENSION OF SUBSIDY TO NEW 
POLICIES OR LAPSED POLICIES.—The Adminis- 
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trator shall not provide flood insurance to 
prospective insureds at rates less than those 
estimated under subsection (a)(1), as re- 
quired by paragraph (2) of that subsection, 
for— 

“(1) any property not insured by the flood 
insurance program as of the date of enact- 
ment of the Flood Insurance Reform and 
Modernization Act of 2012; 

(2) any policy under the flood insurance 
program that has lapsed in coverage, as a re- 
sult of the deliberate choice of the holder of 
such policy; or 

““(3) any prospective insured who refuses to 
accept any offer for mitigation assistance by 
the Administrator (including an offer to re- 
locate), including an offer of mitigation as- 
sistance— 

“(A) following a major disaster, as defined 
in section 102 of the Robert T. Stafford Dis- 
aster Relief and Emergency Assistance Act 
(42 U.S.C. 5122); or 

‘“(B) in connection with— 

““(i) a repetitive loss property; or 

““(ji) a severe repetitive loss property. 

‘“(h) DEFINITION.—In this section, the term 
‘severe repetitive loss property’ has the fol- 
lowing meaning: 

“(1) SINGLE-FAMILY PROPERTIES.—In the 
case of a property consisting of 1 to 4 resi- 
dences, such term means a property that— 

“(A) is covered under a contract for flood 
insurance made available under this title; 
and 

‘“(B) has incurred flood-related damage— 

“(i) for which 4 or more separate claims 
payments have been made under flood insur- 
ance coverage under this chapter, with the 
amount of each such claim exceeding $5,000, 
and with the cumulative amount of such 
claims payments exceeding $20,000; or 

“Gi) for which at least 2 separate claims 
payments have been made under such cov- 
erage, with the cumulative amount of such 
claims exceeding the value of the property. 

‘(2) MULTIFAMILY PROPERTIES.—In the case 
of a property consisting of 5 or more resi- 
dences, such term shall have such meaning 
as the Director shall by regulation provide.”’. 

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by paragraph (1) shall become effective 
90 days after the date of enactment of this 
Act. 

(b) ESTIMATES OF PREMIUM RATES.—Sec- 
tion 1307(a)(1)(B) of the National Flood Insur- 
ance Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 4014(a)(1)(B)) is 
amended— 

(1) in clause (ii), by striking ‘‘and’’ at the 
end; 

(2) in clause (iii), by adding ‘‘and’’ at the 
end; and 

(3) by inserting after clause (iii) the fol- 
lowing: 

““(iv) all costs, as prescribed by principles 
and standards of practice in ratemaking 
adopted by the American Academy of Actu- 
aries and the Casualty Actuarial Society, in- 
cluding— 

“(T) an estimate of the expected value of 
future costs, 

‘“(ID) all costs associated with the transfer 
of risk, and 

“(TIT) the costs associated with an indi- 
vidual risk transfer with respect to risk 
classes, as defined by the Administrator,’’. 

(c) INCREASE IN ANNUAL LIMITATION ON PRE- 
MIUM INCREASES.—Section 1308(e) of the Na- 
tional Flood Insurance Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 
4015(e)) is amended— 

(1) in the matter preceding paragraph (1)— 

(A) by striking ‘‘or (3)’’; and 

(B) by inserting ‘‘any properties” 
“under this title for’’; 

(2) in paragraph (1)— 
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(A) by striking ‘‘any properties within any 
single” and inserting ‘‘within any single”; 
and 

(B) by striking ‘‘10 percent” and inserting 
“15 percent”; and 

(3) by striking paragraph (2) and inserting 
the following: 

‘“(2) described in subparagraphs (A) 
through (E) of section 1807(a)(2) shall be in- 
creased by 25 percent each year, until the av- 
erage risk premium rate for such properties 
is equal to the average of the risk premium 
rates for properties described under para- 
graph (1).”. 

(d) PREMIUM PAYMENT FLEXIBILITY FOR 
NEW AND EXISTING POLICYHOLDERS.—Section 
1808 of the National Flood Insurance Act of 
1968 (42 U.S.C. 4015) is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 

‘“(¢) FREQUENCY OF PREMIUM COLLECTION.— 
With respect to any chargeable premium 
rate prescribed under this section, the Ad- 
ministrator shall provide policyholders that 
are not required to escrow their premiums 
and fees for flood insurance as set forth 
under section 102 of the Flood Disaster Pro- 
tection Act of 1973 (42 U.S.C. 4012a) with the 
option of paying their premiums either an- 
nually or in more frequent installments.”’. 

(e) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in 
this section or the amendments made by this 
section may be construed to affect the re- 
quirement under section 2(c) of the Act enti- 
tled “An Act to extend the National Flood 
Insurance Program, and for other purposes’’, 
approved May 31, 2012 (Public Law 112-123), 
that the first increase in chargeable risk pre- 
mium rates for residential properties which 
are not the primary residence of an indi- 
vidual take effect on July 1, 2012. 


SEC. 107. AREAS OF RESIDUAL RISK. 


(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter III of the Na- 
tional Flood Insurance Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 
4101 et seq.) is amended by adding at the end 
the following: 


“SEC. 1368. AREAS OF RESIDUAL RISK. 


“(a) DEFINITIONS.— 

‘(1) AREA OF RESIDUAL RISK.—Not later 
than 18 months after the date of enactment 
of the Flood Insurance Reform and Mod- 
ernization Act of 2012, the Administrator 
shall establish a definition of the term ‘area 
of residual risk’ for purposes of the national 
flood insurance program that is limited to 
areas that— 

“(A) the Administrator determines are lo- 
cated— 

“(i) behind a levee or near a dam or other 
flood control structure; and 

“(ii) in an unimpeded 100-year floodplain; 
and 

‘“(B) are not areas having special flood haz- 
ards. 

““(2) OTHER DEFINITIONS.—In this section— 

“(A) the term ‘hydrographic subdivision’ 
means a subdivision of an area of residual 
risk that is determined based on unique hy- 
drographic characteristics; and 

‘“(B) the term ‘unimpeded 100-year flood- 
plain’ means that area which, if no levee, 
dam, or other flood control structure were 
present, would be subject to inundation from 
a flood having a 1-percent chance of being 
equaled or exceeded in any given year. 

‘(b) TREATMENT OF AREAS OF RESIDUAL 
RISK.—Except as otherwise provided in this 
section, this title, the Flood Disaster Protec- 
tion Act of 1973 (42 U.S.C. 4002 et seq.), and 
the Flood Insurance Reform and Moderniza- 
tion Act of 2012 shall apply to an area of re- 
sidual risk as if it were an area having spe- 
cial flood hazards. 
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‘“(¢) EXEMPTION FROM FLOODPLAIN MANAGE- 
MENT REQUIREMENTS.—A State or local gov- 
ernment with jurisdiction of an area of resid- 
ual risk (or subdivision thereof) shall not be 
required to adopt land use and control meas- 
ures in the area of residual risk (or subdivi- 
sion thereof) that are consistent with the 
comprehensive criteria for land management 
and use developed by the Administrator 
under section 1361. 

‘(d) PRICING IN AREAS OF RESIDUAL RISK.— 
In carrying out section 102 of the Flood Dis- 
aster Protection Act of 1973 (42 U.S.C. 4012a), 
the Administrator shall ensure that the risk 
premium rate for flood insurance policies for 
a hydrographic subdivision does not exceed a 
rate that adequately reflects— 

“(1) the level of flood protection provided 
to the hydrographic subdivision by any 
levee, dam, or other flood control structure, 
regardless of the certification status of the 
flood control structure; and 

“(2) any historical flooding event in the 
area. 

“(e) WAIVER OF MANDATORY PURCHASE RE- 
QUIREMENTS FOR DE MINIMIS RISK.—The re- 
quirements under sections 102 and 202 of the 
Flood Disaster Protection Act of 1973 (42 
U.S.C. 4012a and 4106) shall not apply to any 
property in an area of residual risk for which 
the risk premium, as established in accord- 
ance with subsection (d), is less than the 
equivalent of $1 per day, as determined by 
the Administrator. 

“(f) DECERTIFICATION.—Upon decertifica- 
tion of any levee, dam, or flood control 
structure under the jurisdiction of the 
United States Army Corps of Engineers, the 
Chief of Engineers shall immediately provide 
notice to the Administrator.” . 

(b) DEFINITION.—In this section, the term 
“area of residual risk” has the meaning 
given that term under section 1868 of the Na- 
tional Flood Insurance Act of 1968, as added 
by this section. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE FOR MANDATORY PUR- 
CHASE REQUIREMENT.—The requirements 
under sections 102 and 202 of the Flood Dis- 
aster Protection Act of 1973 (42 U.S.C. 4012a 
and 4106) shall not apply to any area of resid- 
ual risk, until— 

(1) the Administrator submits to Congress 
a certification that the Administrator has 
completed a study of levels of flood risk that 
provides adequate methodologies for the Ad- 
ministrator to estimate varying levels of 
flood risk for areas of residual risk; 

(2) the mapping of all areas of residual risk 
in the United States that are essential in 
order to administer the National Flood In- 
surance Program, as required under section 
118 of this Act, is in the maintenance phase; 
and 

(8) in the case of areas of residual risk be- 
hind levees, the Administrator submits to 
Congress a certification that the Adminis- 
trator is able to adequately estimate varying 
levels of residual risk behind levees based 
on— 

(A) the design of the levees; 

(B) the soundness of the levees; 

(C) the hydrography of the areas of resid- 
ual risk; and 

(D) appropriate consideration of historical 
flooding events in the areas of residual risk. 

(d) STUDY AND REPORT ON MANDATORY PUR- 
CHASE REQUIREMENTS IN RESIDUAL RISK 
AREAS.— 

(1) STUDY.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—The Comptroller General 
of the United States shall conduct a study 
assessing the impact and effectiveness of ap- 
plying the mandatory purchase requirements 
under sections 102 and 202 of the Flood Dis- 
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aster Protection Act of 1973 (42 U.S.C. 4012a 
and 4106) to properties located in areas of re- 
sidual risk. 

(B) AREAS OF STUDY.—In carrying out the 
study required under subparagraph (A), the 
Comptroller General shall evaluate— 

(i) the regulatory, financial, and economic 
impact of applying the mandatory purchase 
requirements described in subparagraph (A) 
to areas of residual risk on— 

(I) the costs of homeownership; 

(II) the actuarial soundness of the National 
Flood Insurance Program; 

(III) the Federal Emergency Management 
Agency; 

(IV) communities located in areas of resid- 
ual risk; 

(V) insurance companies participating in 
the National Flood Insurance Program; and 

(VI) the Disaster Relief Fund; 

(ii) the effectiveness of the mandatory pur- 
chase requirements in protecting— 

(I) homeowners and taxpayers 
United States from financial loss; and 

(II) the financial soundness of the National 
Flood Insurance Program; 

(iii) the impact on lenders of complying 
with or enforcing the mandatory purchase 
requirements; 

(iv) the methodology that the Adminis- 
trator uses to adequately estimate the vary- 
ing levels of residual risk behind levees and 
other flood control structures; and 

(v) the extent to which the risk premium 
rates under the National Flood Insurance 
Program for property in the areas of residual 
risk behind levees adequately account for— 

(I) the design of the levees; 

(II) the soundness of the levees; 

(III) the hydrography of the areas of resid- 
ual risk; and 

(IV) any historical flooding in the areas of 
residual risk. 

(2) REPORTS.— 

(A) INITIAL REPORT.—Not later than 12 
months after the effective date described in 
subsection (c), the Comptroller General shall 
submit to Congress a report that— 

(i) contains the results of the study re- 
quired under paragraph (1); and 

(ii) provides recommendations to the Ad- 
ministrator on improvements that may re- 
sult in more accurate estimates of varying 
levels of residual risk behind levees and 
other flood control structures. 

(B) UPDATED REPORT.—Not later than 5 
years after the date on which the Comp- 
troller General submits the report under sub- 
paragraph (A), the Comptroller General 
shall— 

(i) update the study conducted under para- 
graph (1); and 

(ii) submit to Congress an updated report 
that— 

(I) contains the results of the updated 
study required under clause (i); and 

(II) provides recommendations to the Ad- 
ministrator on improvements that may re- 
sult in more accurate estimates of varying 
levels of residual risk behind levees and 
other flood control structures. 

(3) ADJUSTMENT OF METHODOLOGIES.—The 
Administrator shall, to the extent prac- 
ticable, adjust the methodologies used to es- 
timate the varying levels of residual risk be- 
hind levees and other flood control struc- 
tures based on the recommendations sub- 
mitted by the Comptroller General under 
subparagraphs (A)(ii) and (B)(ii)dD). 

(e) STUDY OF VOLUNTARY COMMUNITY-BASED 
FLOOD INSURANCE OPTIONS.— 

(1) STUDY.— 

(A) STUDY REQUIRED.—The Administrator 
shall conduct a study to assess options, 
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methods, and strategies for making available 
voluntary community-based flood insurance 
policies through the National Flood Insur- 
ance Program. 

(B) CONSIDERATIONS.—The study conducted 
under subparagraph (A) shall — 

(i) take into consideration and analyze how 
voluntary community-based flood insurance 
policies— 

(I) would affect communities having vary- 
ing economic bases, geographic locations, 
flood hazard characteristics or classifica- 
tions, and flood management approaches; 
and 

(II) could satisfy the applicable require- 
ments under section 102 of the Flood Dis- 
aster Protection Act of 1973 (42 U.S.C. 4012a); 
and 

(ii) evaluate the advisability of making 
available voluntary community-based flood 
insurance policies to communities, subdivi- 
sions of communities, and areas of residual 
risk. 

(C) CONSULTATION.—In conducting the 
study required under subparagraph (A), the 
Administrator may consult with the Comp- 
troller General of the United States, as the 
Administrator determines is appropriate. 

(2) REPORT BY THE ADMINISTRATOR.— 

(A) REPORT REQUIRED.—Not later than 18 
months after the date of enactment of this 
Act, the Administrator shall submit to the 
Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban 
Affairs of the Senate and the Committee on 
Financial Services of the House of Rep- 
resentatives a report that contains the re- 
sults and conclusions of the study conducted 
under paragraph (1). 

(B) CONTENTS.—The report submitted 
under subparagraph (A) shall include rec- 
ommendations for— 

(i) the best manner to incorporate vol- 
untary community-based flood insurance 
policies into the National Flood Insurance 
Program; and 

(ii) a strategy to implement voluntary 
community-based flood insurance policies 
that would encourage communities to under- 
take flood mitigation activities, including 
the construction, reconstruction, or im- 
provement of levees, dams, or other flood 
control structures. 

(3) REPORT BY COMPTROLLER GENERAL.—Not 
later than 6 months after the date on which 
the Administrator submits the report re- 
quired under paragraph (2), the Comptroller 
General of the United States shall— 

(A) review the report submitted by the Ad- 
ministrator; and 

(B) submit to the Committee on Banking, 
Housing, and Urban Affairs of the Senate and 
the Committee on Financial Services of the 
House of Representatives a report that con- 
tains— 

(i) an analysis of the report submitted by 
the Administrator; 

(ii) any comments or recommendations of 
the Comptroller General relating to the re- 
port submitted by the Administrator; and 

(iii) any other recommendations of the 
Comptroller General relating to community- 
based flood insurance policies. 

SEC. 108. PREMIUM ADJUSTMENT. 

Section 1308 of the National Flood Insur- 
ance Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 4015), as amended 
by section 106, is further amended by adding 
at the end the following: 

‘“(h) PREMIUM ADJUSTMENT TO REFLECT 
CURRENT RISK OF FLOOD.—Notwithstanding 
subsection (f), upon the effective date of any 
revised or updated flood insurance rate map 
under this Act, the Flood Disaster Protec- 
tion Act of 1973, or the Flood Insurance Re- 
form and Modernization Act of 2012, any 
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property located in an area that is partici- 
pating in the national flood insurance pro- 
gram shall have the risk premium rate 
charged for flood insurance on such property 
adjusted to accurately reflect the current 
risk of flood to such property, subject to any 
other provision of this Act. Any increase in 
the risk premium rate charged for flood in- 
surance on any property that is covered by a 
flood insurance policy on the effective date 
of such an update that is a result of such up- 
dating shall be phased in over a 4-year pe- 
riod, at the rate of 40 percent for the first 
year following such effective date and 20 per- 
cent for each of the second, third, and fourth 
years following such effective date. In the 
case of any area that was not previously des- 
ignated as an area having special flood haz- 
ards and that, pursuant to any issuance, re- 
vision, updating, or other change in a flood 
insurance map, becomes designated as such 
an area, the chargeable risk premium rate 
for flood insurance under this title that is 
purchased on or after the date of enactment 
of this subsection with respect to any prop- 
erty that is located within such area shall be 
phased in over a 4-year period, at the rate of 
40 percent for the first year following the ef- 
fective date of such issuance, revision, up- 
dating, or change and 20 percent for each of 
the second, third, and fourth years following 
such effective date.’’. 


SEC. 109. STATE CHARTERED FINANCIAL INSTI- 
TUTIONS. 


Section 1805(c) of the National Flood Insur- 
ance Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 4012(c)) is amend- 
ed— 

(1) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘, and” and 
inserting a semicolon; 

(2) in paragraph (2), by striking the period 
at the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’; 

(3) by redesignating paragraphs (1) and (2) 
as subparagraphs (A) and (B), respectively; 

(4) by inserting after subparagraph (B), as 
so redesignated, the following: 

“(C) given satisfactory assurance that by 
the date that is 6 months after the date of 
enactment of the Flood Insurance Reform 
and Modernization Act of 2012, State lending 
institutions, as defined in section 3 of the 
Flood Disaster Protection Act of 1973 (42 
U.S.C. 4003), shall be subject to regulations 
by that State that are consistent with the 
requirements of section 102 of the Flood Dis- 
aster Protection Act of 1973 (42 U.S.C. 
4012a).”’; 

(5) in the matter preceding subparagraph 
(A), as so redesignated, by striking ‘‘The Di- 
rector” and inserting the following: 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator”; and 

(6) by adding at the end the following: 

‘*(2) SHORT-TERM WAIVERS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator may, 
upon the request of a State, not later than 6 
months after the date of enactment of this 
paragraph, grant a temporary waiver of the 
requirements under paragraph (1)(C) with re- 
spect to a State entity for lending regula- 
tion, as defined in section 3 of the Flood Dis- 
aster Protection Act of 1978, that does not 
have the authority under State law to com- 
ply with paragraph (1)(C). 

‘“(B) CONSIDERATIONS.—In determining the 
length of time a waiver under subparagraph 
(A) will be in effect, the Administrator shall 
consider the time anticipated for— 

“(i) the State to enact a law to grant the 
authority necessary to comply with para- 
graph (1)(C); and 

“(ii) the State entity for lending regula- 
tion to issue regulations necessary to com- 
ply with paragraph (1)(C).’’. 
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SEC. 110. ENFORCEMENT. 

Section 102(f)(5) of the Flood Disaster Pro- 
tection Act of 1973 (42 U.S.C. 4012a(f)(5)) is 
amended— 

(1) in the first sentence, by striking ‘‘$350’’ 
and inserting ‘‘$2,000”; and 

(2) by striking the second sentence. 

SEC. 111. ESCROW OF FLOOD INSURANCE PAY- 
MENTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.— 

(1) DEFINITIONS.—Section 3 of the Flood 
Disaster Protection Act of 1973 (42 U.S.C. 
4003) is amended— 

(A) in paragraph (10), by striking “and” at 
the end; 

(B) in paragraph (11), by striking the pe- 
riod at the end and inserting a semicolon; 
and 

(C) by adding at the end the following: 

(12) ‘State entity for lending regulation’ 
means the State entity or agency with pri- 
mary responsibility for the supervision or 
regulation of State lending institutions in a 
State; and 

“*(13) ‘State lending institution’ means any 
bank, savings and loan association, credit 
union, farm credit bank, production credit 
association, or similar lending institution 
subject to the supervision or regulation of a 
State entity for lending regulation.’’. 

(2) ESCROW REQUIREMENTS.—Paragraph (1) 
of section 102(d) of the Flood Disaster Pro- 
tection Act of 1973 (42 U.S.C. 4012a(d)) is 
amended to read as follows: 

“(1) REGULATED LENDING INSTITUTIONS AND 
STATE LENDING INSTITUTIONS.— 

‘“(A) FEDERAL ENTITIES RESPONSIBLE FOR 
LENDING REGULATIONS.—Each Federal entity 
for lending regulation (after consultation 
and coordination with the Federal Financial 
Institutions Examination Council) shall, by 
regulation, direct that all premiums and fees 
for flood insurance under the National Flood 
Insurance Act of 1968, for improved real es- 
tate or a mobile home, shall be paid to the 
regulated lending institution or servicer for 
any loan secured by the improved real estate 
or mobile home, with the same frequency as 
payments on the loan are made, for the dura- 
tion of the loan. Except as provided in sub- 
paragraph (C), upon receipt of any premiums 
or fees, the regulated lending institution or 
servicer shall deposit such premiums and 
fees in an escrow account on behalf of the 
borrower. Upon receipt of a notice from the 
Administrator or the provider of the flood 
insurance that insurance premiums are due, 
the premiums deposited in the escrow ac- 
count shall be paid to the provider of the 
flood insurance. 

‘“(B) STATE ENTITIES RESPONSIBLE FOR 
LENDING REGULATIONS.—In order to continue 
to participate in the flood insurance pro- 
gram, each State shall direct that its State 
entity for lending regulation require that 
premiums and fees for flood insurance under 
the National Flood Insurance Act of 1968, for 
improved real estate or a mobile home shall 
be paid to the State lending institution or 
servicer for any loan secured by the im- 
proved real estate or mobile home, with the 
same frequency as payments on the loan are 
made, for the duration of the loan. Except as 
provided in subparagraph (C), upon receipt of 
any premiums or fees, the State lending in- 
stitution or servicer shall deposit such pre- 
miums and fees in an escrow account on be- 
half of the borrower. Upon receipt of a notice 
from the Administrator or the provider of 
the flood insurance that insurance premiums 
are due, the premiums deposited in the es- 
crow account shall be paid to the provider of 
the flood insurance. 

“(C) LIMITATION.—Except as may be re- 
quired under applicable State law, neither a 
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Federal entity for lending regulation nor a 
State entity for lending regulation may di- 
rect or require a regulated lending institu- 
tion or State lending institution to deposit 
premiums or fees for flood insurance under 
the National Flood Insurance Act of 1968 in 
an escrow account on behalf of a borrower 
under subparagraph (A) or (B), if— 

“(i) the regulated lending institution or 
State lending institution has total assets of 
less than $1,000,000,000; and 

“(ii) on or before the date of enactment of 
the Flood Insurance Reform and Moderniza- 
tion Act of 2012, the regulated lending insti- 
tution or State lending institution— 

“(I) in the case of a loan secured by resi- 
dential improved real estate or a mobile 
home, was not required under Federal or 
State law to deposit taxes, insurance pre- 
miums, fees, or any other charges in an es- 
crow account for the entire term of the loan; 
and 

“(IT) did not have a policy of consistently 
and uniformly requiring the deposit of taxes, 
insurance premiums, fees, or any other 
charges in an escrow account for loans se- 
cured by residential improved real estate or 
a mobile home.’’. 

(b) APPLICABILITY.—The amendment made 
by subsection (a)(2) shall apply to any mort- 
gage outstanding or entered into on or after 
the expiration of the 2-year period beginning 
on the date of enactment of this Act. 

SEC. 112. MINIMUM DEDUCTIBLES FOR CLAIMS 
UNDER THE NATIONAL FLOOD IN- 
SURANCE PROGRAM. 

Section 1312 of the National Flood Insur- 
ance Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 4019) is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘The Director is” and in- 
serting the following: 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator is”; 
and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

“(b) MINIMUM ANNUAL DEDUCTIBLE.— 

“(1) PRE-FIRM PROPERTIES.—For any struc- 
ture which is covered by flood insurance 
under this title, and on which construction 
or substantial improvement occurred on or 
before December 31, 1974, or before the effec- 
tive date of an initial flood insurance rate 
map published by the Administrator under 
section 1360 for the area in which such struc- 
ture is located, the minimum annual deduct- 
ible for damage to such structure shall be— 

“(A) $1,500, if the flood insurance coverage 
for such structure covers loss of, or physical 
damage to, such structure in an amount 
equal to or less than $100,000; and 

‘(B) $2,000, if the flood insurance coverage 
for such structure covers loss of, or physical 
damage to, such structure in an amount 
greater than $100,000. 

‘(2)  POST-FIRM PROPERTIES.—For any 
structure which is covered by flood insur- 
ance under this title, and on which construc- 
tion or substantial improvement occurred 
after December 31, 1974, or after the effective 
date of an initial flood insurance rate map 
published by the Administrator under sec- 
tion 1360 for the area in which such structure 
is located, the minimum annual deductible 
for damage to such structure shall be— 

“(A) $1,000, if the flood insurance coverage 
for such structure covers loss of, or physical 
damage to, such structure in an amount 
equal to or less than $100,000; and 

‘(B) $1,250, if the flood insurance coverage 
for such structure covers loss of, or physical 
damage to, such structure in an amount 
greater than $100,000.’’. 

SEC. 113. CONSIDERATIONS IN DETERMINING 
CHARGEABLE PREMIUM RATES. 

Section 1308 of the National Flood Insur- 
ance Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 4015), as amended 
by this Act, is amended— 
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(1) in subsection (a), by striking ‘‘, after 
consultation with’? and all that follows 
through ‘‘by regulation” and inserting ‘‘pre- 
scribe, after providing notice”; 

(2) in subsection (b)— 

(A) in paragraph (1), by striking the period 
at the end and inserting a semicolon; 

(B) in paragraph (2), by striking the 
comma at the end and inserting a semicolon; 

(C) in paragraph (3), by striking “, and” 
and inserting a semicolon; 

(D) in paragraph (4), by striking the period 
at the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 

(E) by adding at the end the following: 

‘“(5) adequate, on the basis of accepted ac- 
tuarial principles, to cover the average his- 
torical loss year obligations incurred by the 
National Flood Insurance Fund.’’; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 

“(i) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—For purposes 
of this section, the calculation of an ‘average 
historical loss year’— 

‘“(1) includes catastrophic loss years; and 

‘“(2) shall be computed in accordance with 
generally accepted actuarial principles.’’. 
SEC. 114. RESERVE FUND. 

Chapter I of the National Flood Insurance 
Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 4011 et seq.) is amended 
by inserting after section 1310 (42 U.S.C. 4017) 
the following: 

“SEC. 1310A. RESERVE FUND. 

“(a) ESTABLISHMENT OF RESERVE FUND.—In 
carrying out the flood insurance program au- 
thorized by this chapter, the Administrator 
shall establish in the Treasury of the United 
States a National Flood Insurance Reserve 
Fund (in this section referred to as the ‘Re- 
serve Fund’) which shall— 

“(1) be an account separate from any other 
accounts or funds available to the Adminis- 
trator; and 

‘“(2) be available for meeting the expected 
future obligations of the flood insurance pro- 
gram. 

‘“(>) RESERVE RATIO.—Subject to the phase- 
in requirements under subsection (d), the Re- 
serve Fund shall maintain a balance equal 
to— 

“(1) 1 percent of the sum of the total po- 
tential loss exposure of all outstanding flood 
insurance policies in force in the prior fiscal 
year; or 

‘(2) such higher percentage as the Admin- 
istrator determines to be appropriate, taking 
into consideration any circumstance that 
may raise a significant risk of substantial 
future losses to the Reserve Fund. 

‘(c) MAINTENANCE OF RESERVE RATIO.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator shall 
have the authority to establish, increase, or 
decrease the amount of aggregate annual in- 
surance premiums to be collected for any fis- 
cal year necessary— 

“(A) to maintain the reserve ratio required 
under subsection (b); and 

“(B) to achieve such reserve ratio, if the 
actual balance of such reserve is below the 
amount required under subsection (b). 

‘(2) CONSIDERATIONS.—In exercising the au- 
thority granted under paragraph (1), the Ad- 
ministrator shall consider— 

“(A) the expected operating expenses of the 
Reserve Fund; 

‘“(B) the insurance loss expenditures under 
the flood insurance program; 

“(C) any investment income generated 
under the flood insurance program; and 

“(D) any other factor that the Adminis- 
trator determines appropriate. 

‘(3) LIMITATIONS.—In exercising the au- 
thority granted under paragraph (1), the Ad- 
ministrator shall be subject to all other pro- 
visions of this Act, including any provisions 
relating to chargeable premium rates or an- 
nual increases of such rates. 
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“(d) PHASE-IN REQUIREMENTS.—The phase- 
in requirements under this subsection are as 
follows: 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Beginning in fiscal year 
2013 and not ending until the fiscal year in 
which the ratio required under subsection (b) 
is achieved, in each such fiscal year the Ad- 
ministrator shall place in the Reserve Fund 
an amount equal to not less than 7.5 percent 
of the reserve ratio required under sub- 
section (b). 

‘“(2) AMOUNT SATISFIED.—AS soon as the 
ratio required under subsection (b) is 
achieved, and except as provided in para- 
graph (3), the Administrator shall not be re- 
quired to set aside any amounts for the Re- 
serve Fund. 

‘“(3) EXCEPTION.—If at any time after the 
ratio required under subsection (b) is 
achieved, the Reserve Fund falls below the 
required ratio under subsection (b), the Ad- 
ministrator shall place in the Reserve Fund 
for that fiscal year an amount equal to not 
less than 7.5 percent of the reserve ratio re- 
quired under subsection (b). 

‘(e) LIMITATION ON RESERVE RATIO.—In any 
given fiscal year, if the Administrator deter- 
mines that the reserve ratio required under 
subsection (b) cannot be achieved, the Ad- 
ministrator shall submit a report to Con- 
gress that— 

“(1) describes and details the specific con- 
cerns of the Administrator regarding the 
consequences of the reserve ratio not being 
achieved; 

“(2) demonstrates how such consequences 
would harm the long-term financial sound- 
ness of the flood insurance program; and 

‘“(3) indicates the maximum attainable re- 
serve ratio for that particular fiscal year.’’. 
SEC. 115. REPAYMENT PLAN FOR BORROWING 

AUTHORITY. 

Section 1309 of the National Flood Insur- 
ance Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 4016) is amended 
by adding at the end the following: 

““(c) Upon the exercise of the authority es- 
tablished under subsection (a), the Adminis- 
trator shall transmit a schedule for repay- 
ment of such amounts to— 

“(1) the Secretary of the Treasury; 

“(2) the Committee on Banking, Housing, 
and Urban Affairs of the Senate; and 

(3) the Committee on Financial Services 
of the House of Representatives. 

“(d) In connection with any funds bor- 
rowed by the Administrator under the au- 
thority established in subsection (a), the Ad- 
ministrator, beginning 6 months after the 
date on which such funds are borrowed, and 
continuing every 6 months thereafter until 
such borrowed funds are fully repaid, shall 
submit a report on the progress of such re- 
payment to— 

“(1) the Secretary of the Treasury; 

“(2) the Committee on Banking, Housing, 
and Urban Affairs of the Senate; and 

“(3) the Committee on Financial Services 
of the House of Representatives.’’. 

SEC. 116. PAYMENT OF CONDOMINIUM CLAIMS. 

Section 1312 of the National Flood Insur- 
ance Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 4019), as amended 
by section 112, is amended by adding at the 
end the following: 

‘“(c) PAYMENT OF CLAIMS TO CONDOMINIUM 
OWNERS.—The Administrator may not deny 
payment for any damage to or loss of prop- 
erty which is covered by flood insurance to 
condominium owners who purchased such 
flood insurance separate and apart from the 
flood insurance purchased by the condo- 
minium association in which such owner is a 
member, based solely, or in any part, on the 
flood insurance coverage of the condo- 
minium association or others on the overall 
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property owned by the condominium associa- 

tion.’’. 

SEC. 117. TECHNICAL MAPPING ADVISORY COUN- 
CIL. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is established a 
council to be known as the Technical Map- 
ping Advisory Council (in this section re- 
ferred to as the ‘‘Council’’). 

(b) MEMBERSHIP.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Council shall consist 
of— 

(A) the Administrator (or the designee 
thereof); 

(B) the Secretary of the Interior (or the 
designee thereof); 

(C) the Secretary of Agriculture (or the 
designee thereof); 

(D) the Under Secretary of Commerce for 
Oceans and Atmosphere (or the designee 
thereof); and 

(E) 14 additional members appointed by the 
Administrator or the designee of the Admin- 
istrator, who shall be— 

(i) a member of a recognized professional 
surveying association or organization; 

(ii) a member of a recognized professional 
mapping association or organization; 

(iii) a member of a recognized professional 
engineering association or organization; 

(iv) a member of a recognized professional 
association or organization representing 
flood hazard determination firms; 

(v) a representative of the United States 
Geological Survey; 

(vi) a representative of a recognized profes- 
sional association or organization rep- 
resenting State geographic information; 

(vii) a representative of State national 
flood insurance coordination offices; 

(viii) a representative of the Corps of Engi- 
neers; 

(ix) a member of a recognized regional 
flood and storm water management organi- 
zation; 

(x) a representative of a State agency that 
has entered into a cooperating technical 
partnership with the Administrator and has 
demonstrated the capability to produce flood 
insurance rate maps; 

(xi) a representative of a local government 
agency that has entered into a cooperating 
technical partnership with the Adminis- 
trator and has demonstrated the capability 
to produce flood insurance rate maps; 

(xii) a member of a recognized floodplain 
management association or organization; 

(xiii) a member of a recognized risk man- 
agement association or organization; and 

(xiv) a State mitigation officer. 

(2) QUALIFICATIONS.—Members of the Coun- 
cil shall be appointed based on their dem- 
onstrated knowledge and competence regard- 
ing surveying, cartography, remote sensing, 
geographic information systems, or the tech- 
nical aspects of preparing and using flood in- 
surance rate maps. 

(c) DUTIES.—The Council shall— 

(1) recommend to the Administrator how 
to improve in a cost-effective manner the— 

(A) accuracy, general quality, ease of use, 
and distribution and dissemination of flood 
insurance rate maps and risk data; and 

(B) performance metrics and milestones re- 
quired to effectively and efficiently map 
flood risk areas in the United States; 

(2) recommend to the Administrator map- 
ping standards and guidelines for— 

(A) flood insurance rate maps; and 

(B) data accuracy, data quality, data cur- 
rency, and data eligibility; 

(3) recommend to the Administrator how 
to maintain, on an ongoing basis, flood in- 
surance rate maps and flood risk identifica- 
tion; 
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(4) recommend procedures for delegating 
mapping activities to State and local map- 
ping partners; 

(5) recommend to the Administrator and 
other Federal agencies participating in the 
Council— 

(A) methods for improving interagency and 
intergovernmental coordination on flood 
mapping and flood risk determination; and 

(B) a funding strategy to leverage and co- 
ordinate budgets and expenditures across 
Federal agencies; and 

(6) submit an annual report to the Admin- 
istrator that contains— 

(A) a description of the activities of the 
Council; 

(B) an evaluation of the status and per- 
formance of flood insurance rate maps and 
mapping activities to revise and update flood 
insurance rate maps, as required under sec- 
tion 118; and 

(C) a summary of recommendations made 
by the Council to the Administrator. 

(d) FUTURE CONDITIONS RISK ASSESSMENT 
AND MODELING REPORT.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Council shall consult 
with scientists and technical experts, other 
Federal agencies, States, and local commu- 
nities to— 

(A) develop recommendations on how to— 

(i) ensure that flood insurance rate maps 
incorporate the best available climate 
science to assess flood risks; and 

(ii) ensure that the Federal Emergency 
Management Agency uses the best available 
methodology to consider the impact of— 

(I) the rise in the sea level; and 

(II) future development on flood risk; and 

(B) not later than 1 year after the date of 
enactment of this Act, prepare written rec- 
ommendations in a future conditions risk as- 
sessment and modeling report and to submit 
such recommendations to the Administrator. 

(2) RESPONSIBILITY OF THE ADMINIS- 
TRATOR.—The Administrator, as part of the 
ongoing program to review and update Na- 
tional Flood Insurance Program rate maps 
under section 118, shall incorporate any fu- 
ture risk assessment submitted under para- 
graph (1)(B) in any such revision or update. 

(e) CHAIRPERSON.—The members of the 
Council shall elect 1 member to serve as the 
chairperson of the Council (in this section 
referred to as the ‘‘Chairperson’’). 

(f) COORDINATION.—To ensure that the 
Council’s recommendations are consistent, 
to the maximum extent practicable, with na- 
tional digital spatial data collection and 
management standards, the Chairperson 
shall consult with the Chairperson of the 
Federal Geographic Data Committee (estab- 
lished pursuant to Office of Management and 
Budget Circular A-16). 

(g) COMPENSATION.—Members of the Coun- 
cil shall receive no additional compensation 
by reason of their service on the Council. 

(h) MEETINGS AND ACTIONS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Council shall meet 
not less frequently than twice each year at 
the request of the Chairperson or a majority 
of its members, and may take action by a 
vote of the majority of the members. 

(2) INITIAL MEETING.—The Administrator, 
or a person designated by the Administrator, 
shall request and coordinate the initial 
meeting of the Council. 

(i) OFFICERS.—The Chairperson may ap- 
point officers to assist in carrying out the 
duties of the Council under subsection (c). 

(j) STAFF.— 

(1) STAFF OF FEMA.—Upon the request of 
the Chairperson, the Administrator may de- 
tail, on a nonreimbursable basis, personnel 
of the Federal Emergency Management 
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Agency to assist the Council in carrying out 
its duties. 

(2) STAFF OF OTHER FEDERAL AGENCIES.— 
Upon request of the Chairperson, any other 
Federal agency that is a member of the 
Council may detail, on a nonreimbursable 
basis, personnel to assist the Council in car- 
rying out its duties. 

(k) POWERS.—In carrying out this section, 
the Council may hold hearings, receive evi- 
dence and assistance, provide information, 
and conduct research, as it considers appro- 
priate. 

(1) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—The Adminis- 
trator, on an annual basis, shall report to 
the Committee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs of the Senate, the Committee 
on Financial Services of the House of Rep- 
resentatives, and the Office of Management 
and Budget on the— 

(1) recommendations made by the Council; 

(2) actions taken by the Federal Emer- 
gency Management Agency to address such 
recommendations to improve flood insurance 
rate maps and flood risk data; and 

(3) any recommendations made by the 
Council that have been deferred or not acted 
upon, together with an explanatory state- 
ment. 

SEC. 118. NATIONAL FLOOD MAPPING PROGRAM. 

(a) REVIEWING, UPDATING, AND MAINTAINING 
MaAps.—The Administrator, in coordination 
with the Technical Mapping Advisory Coun- 
cil established under section 117, shall estab- 
lish an ongoing program under which the Ad- 
ministrator shall review, update, and main- 
tain National Flood Insurance Program rate 
maps in accordance with this section. 

(b) MAPPING.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—In carrying out the pro- 
gram established under subsection (a), the 
Administrator shall— 

(A) identify, review, update, maintain, and 
publish National Flood Insurance Program 
rate maps with respect to— 

(i) all populated areas and areas of possible 
population growth located within the 100- 
year floodplain; 

(ii) all populated areas and areas of pos- 
sible population growth located within the 
500-year floodplain; 

(iii) areas of residual risk, including areas 
that are protected by levees, dams, and other 
flood control structures; 

(iv) areas that could be inundated as a re- 
sult of the failure of a levee, dam, or other 
flood control structure; and 

(v) the level of protection provided by flood 
control structures; 

(B) establish or update flood-risk zone data 
in all such areas, and make estimates with 
respect to the rates of probable flood caused 
loss for the various flood risk zones for each 
such area; and 

(C) use, in identifying, reviewing, updating, 
maintaining, or publishing any National 
Flood Insurance Program rate map required 
under this section or under the National 
Flood Insurance Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 4011 et 
seq.), the most accurate topography and ele- 
vation data available. 

(2) MAPPING ELEMENTS.—EHach map updated 
under this section shall— 

(A) assess the accuracy of current ground 
elevation data used for hydrologic and hy- 
draulic modeling of flooding sources and 
mapping of the flood hazard and wherever 
necessary acquire new ground elevation data 
utilizing the most up-to-date geospatial 
technologies in accordance with guidelines 
and specifications of the Federal Emergency 
Management Agency; and 

(B) develop National Flood Insurance Pro- 
gram flood data on a watershed basis— 
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(i) to provide the most technically effec- 
tive and efficient studies and hydrologic and 
hydraulic modeling; and 

(ii) to eliminate, to the maximum extent 
possible, discrepancies in base flood ele- 
vations between adjacent political subdivi- 
sions. 

(3) OTHER INCLUSIONS.—In updating maps 
under this section, the Administrator shall 
include— 

(A) any relevant information on coastal in- 
undation from— 

(i) an applicable inundation map of the 
Corps of Engineers; and 

(ii) data of the National Oceanic and At- 
mospheric Administration relating to storm 
surge modeling; 

(B) any relevant information of the United 
States Geological Survey on stream flows, 
watershed characteristics, and topography 
that is useful in the identification of flood 
hazard areas, as determined by the Adminis- 
trator; 

(C) any relevant information on land sub- 
sidence, coastal erosion areas, and other 
flood-related hazards; 

(D) any relevant information or data of the 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Adminis- 
tration and the United States Geological 
Survey relating to the best available climate 
science and the potential for future inunda- 
tion from sea level rise, increased precipita- 
tion, and increased intensity of hurricanes 
due to global warming; and 

(E) any other relevant information as may 
be recommended by the Technical Mapping 
Advisory Committee. 

(c) STANDARDS.—In updating and maintain- 
ing maps under this section, the Adminis- 
trator shall— 

(1) establish standards to— 

(A) ensure that maps are adequate for— 

(i) flood risk determinations; and 

(ii) use by State and local governments in 
managing development to reduce the risk of 
flooding; and 

(B) facilitate identification and use of con- 
sistent methods of data collection and anal- 
ysis by the Administrator, in conjunction 
with State and local governments, in devel- 
oping maps for communities with similar 
flood risks, as determined by the Adminis- 
trator; and 

(2) publish maps in a format that is— 

(A) digital geospatial data compliant; 

(B) compliant with the open publishing and 
data exchange standards established by the 
Open Geospatial Consortium; and 

(C) aligned with official data defined by 
the National Geodetic Survey. 

(d) COMMUNICATION AND OUTREACH.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator shall— 

(A) work to enhance communication and 
outreach to States, local communities, and 
property owners about the effects— 

(i) of any potential changes to National 
Flood Insurance Program rate maps that 
may result from the mapping program re- 
quired under this section; and 

(ii) that any such changes may have on 
flood insurance purchase requirements; and 

(B) engage with local communities to en- 
hance communication and outreach to the 
residents of such communities on the mat- 
ters described under subparagraph (A). 

(2) REQUIRED ACTIVITIES.—The communica- 
tion and outreach activities required under 
paragraph (1) shall include— 

(A) notifying property owners when their 
properties become included in, or when they 
are excluded from, an area covered by the 
mandatory flood insurance purchase require- 
ment under section 102 of the Flood Disaster 
Protection Act of 1973 (42 U.S.C. 4012a); 
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(B) educating property owners regarding 
the flood risk and reduction of this risk in 
their community, including the continued 
flood risks to areas that are no longer sub- 
ject to the flood insurance mandatory pur- 
chase requirement; 

(C) educating property owners regarding 
the benefits and costs of maintaining or ac- 
quiring flood insurance, including, where ap- 
plicable, lower-cost preferred risk policies 
under the National Flood Insurance Act of 
1968 (42 U.S.C. 4011 et seq.) for such prop- 
erties and the contents of such properties; 

(D) educating property owners about flood 
map revisions and the process available to 
such owners to appeal proposed changes in 
flood elevations through their community; 
and 

(E) encouraging property owners to main- 
tain or acquire flood insurance coverage. 

(e) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to the 
Administrator to carry out this section 
$400,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2013 
through 2017. 

SEC. 119. SCOPE OF APPEALS. 

Section 1363 of the National Flood Insur- 
ance Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 4104) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)— 

(A) by inserting ‘‘and designating areas 
having special flood hazards” after ‘‘flood 
elevations”; and 

(B) by striking ‘‘such determinations” and 
inserting ‘‘such determinations and designa- 
tions”; and 

(2) in subsection (b)— 

(A) in the first sentence, by inserting ‘‘and 
designations of areas having special flood 
hazards” after ‘‘flood elevation determina- 
tions”; and 

(B) by amending the third sentence to read 
as follows: ‘‘The sole grounds for appeal shall 
be the possession of knowledge or informa- 
tion indicating that (1) the elevations being 
proposed by the Administrator with respect 
to an identified area having special flood 
hazards are scientifically or technically in- 
correct, or (2) the designation of an identi- 
fied special flood hazard area is scientifically 
or technically incorrect.’’. 

SEC. 120. SCIENTIFIC RESOLUTION PANEL. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—Chapter III of the Na- 
tional Flood Insurance Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 
4101 et seq.) is amended by inserting after 
section 1363 (42 U.S.C. 4104) the following: 
“SEC. 1363A. SCIENTIFIC RESOLUTION PANEL. 

“(a) AVAILABILITY.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Pursuant to the author- 
ity provided under section 1363(e), the Ad- 
ministrator shall make available an inde- 
pendent review panel, to be known as the 
Scientific Resolution Panel, to any commu- 
nity— 

“(A) that has— 

“(i) filed a timely map appeal in accord- 
ance with section 1363; 

“(ii) completed 60 days of consultation 
with the Federal Emergency Management 
Agency on the appeal; and 

“(iii) not allowed more than 120 days, or 
such longer period as may be provided by the 
Administrator by waiver, to pass since the 
end of the appeal period; or 

“(B) that has received an unsatisfactory 
ruling under the map revision process estab- 
lished pursuant to section 1360(f). 

‘(2) APPEALS BY OWNERS AND LESSEES.—If a 
community and an owner or lessee of real 
property within the community appeal a pro- 
posed determination of a flood elevation 
under section 1363(b), upon the request of the 
community— 

“(A) the owner or lessee shall submit sci- 
entific and technical data relating to the ap- 
peals to the Scientific Resolution Panel; and 
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‘“(B) the Scientific Resolution Panel shall 
make a determination with respect to the 
appeals in accordance with subsection (c). 

“(3) DEFINITION.—For purposes of para- 
graph (1)(B), an ‘unsatisfactory ruling’ 
means that a community— 

“(A) received a revised Flood Insurance 
Rate Map from the Federal Emergency Man- 
agement Agency, via a Letter of Final Deter- 
mination, after September 30, 2008, and prior 
to the date of enactment of this section; 

‘“(B) has subsequently applied for a Letter 
of Map Revision or Physical Map Revision 
with the Federal Emergency Management 
Agency; and 

“(C) has received an unfavorable ruling on 
their request for a map revision. 

‘“(b) MEMBERSHIP.—The Scientific Resolu- 
tion Panel made available under subsection 
(a) shall consist of 5 members with expertise 
that relates to the creation and study of 
flood hazard maps and flood insurance. The 
Scientific Resolution Panel may include rep- 
resentatives from Federal agencies not in- 
volved in the mapping study in question and 
from other impartial experts. Employees of 
the Federal Emergency Management Agency 
may not serve on the Scientific Resolution 
Panel. 

‘(c) DETERMINATION.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Following deliberations, 
and not later than 90 days after its forma- 
tion, the Scientific Resolution Panel shall 
issue a determination of resolution of the 
dispute. Such determination shall set forth 
recommendations for the base flood ele- 
vation determination or the designation of 
an area having special flood hazards that 
shall be reflected in the Flood Insurance 
Rate Maps. 

““(2) BASIS.—The determination of the Sci- 
entific Resolution Panel shall be based on— 

“(A) data previously provided to the Ad- 
ministrator by the community, and, in the 
case of a dispute submitted under subsection 
(a)(2), an owner or lessee of real property in 
the community; and 

‘“(B) data provided by the Administrator. 

‘“(3) NO ALTERNATIVE DETERMINATIONS PER- 
MISSIBLE.—The Scientific Resolution Panel— 

“(A) shall provide a determination of reso- 
lution of a dispute that— 

“(i) is either in favor of the Administrator 
or in favor of the community on each dis- 
tinct element of the dispute; or 

“Gi) in the case of a dispute submitted 
under subsection (a)(2), is in favor of the Ad- 
ministrator, in favor of the community, or in 
favor of the owner or lessee of real property 
in the community on each distinct element 
of the dispute; and 

“(B) may not offer as a resolution any 
other alternative determination. 

‘*(4) EFFECT OF DETERMINATION.— 

“(A) BINDING.—The recommendations of 
the Scientific Resolution Panel shall be 
binding on all appellants and not subject to 
further judicial review unless the Adminis- 
trator determines that implementing the de- 
termination of the panel would— 

““(i) pose a significant threat due to failure 
to identify a substantial risk of special flood 
hazards; or 

“Gi) violate applicable law. 

‘“(B) WRITTEN JUSTIFICATION NOT TO EN- 
FORCE.—If the Administrator elects not to 
implement the determination of the Sci- 
entific Resolution Panel pursuant to sub- 
paragraph (A), then not later than 60 days 
after the issuance of the determination, the 
Administrator shall issue a written justifica- 
tion explaining such election. 

‘“(C) APPEAL OF DETERMINATION NOT TO EN- 
FORCE.—If the Administrator elects not to 
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implement the determination of the Sci- 
entific Resolution Panel pursuant to sub- 
paragraph (A), the community may appeal 
the determination of the Administrator as 
provided for under section 1363(g). 

“(d) MAPS USED FOR INSURANCE AND MAN- 
DATORY PURCHASE REQUIREMENTS.—With re- 
spect to any community that has a dispute 
that is being considered by the Scientific 
Resolution Panel formed pursuant to this 
subsection, the Federal Emergency Manage- 
ment Agency shall ensure that for each such 
community that— 

“(1) the Flood Insurance Rate Map de- 
scribed in the most recently issued Letter of 
Final Determination shall be in force and ef- 
fect with respect to such community; and 

“(2) flood insurance shall continue to be 
made available to the property owners and 
residents of the participating community.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 

(1) ADMINISTRATIVE REVIEW.—Section 
1363(e) of the National Flood Insurance Act 
of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 4104(e)) is amended, in the 
second sentence, by striking ‘‘an inde- 
pendent scientific body or appropriate Fed- 
eral agency for advice” and inserting ‘‘the 
Scientific Resolution Panel provided for in 
section 1363A’’. 

(2) JUDICIAL REVIEW.—The first sentence of 
section 1363(g) of the National Flood Insur- 
ance Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 4104(g)) is amended 
by striking “Any appellant” and inserting 
“Except as provided in section 1363A, any ap- 
pellant”. 

SEC. 121. REMOVAL OF LIMITATION ON STATE 
CONTRIBUTIONS FOR UPDATING 
FLOOD MAPS. 

Section 1360(£)(2) of the National Flood In- 
surance Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 4101(f)(2)) is 
amended by striking ‘‘, but which may not 
exceed 50 percent of the cost of carrying out 
the requested revision or update’’. 

SEC. 122. COORDINATION. 

(a) INTERAGENCY BUDGET CROSSCUT AND Co- 
ORDINATION REPORT.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Home- 
land Security, the Administrator, the Direc- 
tor of the Office of Management and Budget, 
and the heads of each Federal department or 
agency carrying out activities under sections 
117 and 118 shall work together to ensure 
that flood risk determination data and 
geospatial data are shared among Federal 
agencies in order to coordinate the efforts of 
the Nation to reduce its vulnerability to 
flooding hazards. 

(2) REPORT.—Not later than 30 days after 
the submission of the budget of the United 
States Government by the President to Con- 
gress, the Director of the Office of Manage- 
ment and Budget, in coordination with the 
Federal Emergency Management Agency, 
the United States Geological Survey, the Na- 
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra- 
tion, the Corps of Engineers, and other Fed- 
eral agencies, as appropriate, shall submit to 
the appropriate authorizing and appro- 
priating committees of the Senate and the 
House of Representatives an interagency 
budget crosscut and coordination report, cer- 
tified by the Secretary or head of each such 
agency, that— 

(A) contains an interagency budget cross- 
cut report that displays relevant sections of 
the budget proposed for each of the Federal 
agencies working on flood risk determina- 
tion data and digital elevation models, in- 
cluding any planned interagency or intra- 
agency transfers; and 

(B) describes how the efforts aligned with 
such sections complement one another. 

(b) DUTIES OF THE ADMINISTRATOR.—In car- 
rying out sections 117 and 118, the Adminis- 
trator shall— 
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(1) participate, pursuant to section 216 of 
the E-Government Act of 2002 (44 U.S.C. 3501 
note), in the establishment of such standards 
and common protocols as are necessary to 
assure the interoperability of geospatial data 
for all users of such information; 

(2) coordinate with, seek assistance and co- 
operation of, and provide a liaison to the 
Federal Geographic Data Committee pursu- 
ant to the Office of Management and Budget 
Circular A-16 and Executive Order 12906 (43 
U.S.C. 1457 note; relating to the National 
Spatial Data Infrastructure) for the imple- 
mentation of and compliance with such 
standards; 

(3) integrate with, leverage, and coordinate 
funding of, to the maximum extent prac- 
ticable, the current flood mapping activities 
of each unit of State and local government; 

(4) integrate with, leverage, and coordi- 
nate, to the maximum extent practicable, 
the current geospatial activities of other 
Federal agencies and units of State and local 
government; and 

(5) develop a funding strategy to leverage 
and coordinate budgets and expenditures, 
and to maintain or establish joint funding 
and other agreement mechanisms with other 
Federal agencies and units of State and local 
government to share in the collection and 
utilization of geospatial data among all gov- 
ernmental users. 

SEC. 123. INTERAGENCY COORDINATION STUDY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator shall 
enter into a contract with the National 
Academy of Public Administration to con- 
duct a study on how the Federal Emergency 
Management Agency— 

(1) should improve interagency and inter- 
governmental coordination on flood map- 
ping, including a funding strategy to lever- 
age and coordinate budgets and expendi- 
tures; and 

(2) can establish joint funding mechanisms 
with other Federal agencies and units of 
State and local government to share the col- 
lection and utilization of data among all 
governmental users. 

(b) TIMING.—A contract entered into under 
subsection (a) shall require that, not later 
than 180 days after the date of enactment of 
this title, the National Academy of Public 
Administration shall report the findings of 
the study required under subsection (a) to— 

(1) the Committee on Banking, Housing, 
and Urban Affairs of the Senate; 

(2) the Committee on Financial Services of 
the House of Representatives; 

(3) the Committee on Appropriations of the 
Senate; and 

(4) the Committee on Appropriations of the 
House of Representatives. 

SEC. 124. NONMANDATORY PARTICIPATION. 

(a) NONMANDATORY PARTICIPATION IN NA- 
TIONAL FLOOD INSURANCE PROGRAM FOR 500- 
YEAR FLOODPLAIN.—Any area that is within 
the 500-year floodplain and is not an area 
having special flood hazards shall not be sub- 
ject to the mandatory purchase require- 
ments of sections 102 or 202 of the Flood Dis- 
aster Protection Act of 1973 (42 U.S.C. 4012a 
and 4106). 

(b) NOTICE.— 

(1) BY ADMINISTRATOR.—In carrying out the 
National Flood Insurance Program, the Ad- 
ministrator shall provide notice to any com- 
munity located in an area that is within the 
500-year floodplain and is not an area having 
special flood hazards. 

(2) TIMING OF NOTICE.—The notice required 
under paragraph (1) shall be made not later 
than 6 months after the date of completion 
of the initial mapping of the 500-year flood- 
plain, as required under section 118. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE, Vol. 158, Pt. 7 


(3) LENDER REQUIRED NOTICE.— 

(A) REGULATED LENDING INSTITUTIONS.— 

(i) FEDERAL LENDING INSTITUTIONS.—Each 
Federal entity for lending regulation (after 
consultation and coordination with the Fed- 
eral Financial Institutions Examination 
Council) shall, by regulation, require regu- 
lated lending institutions, as a condition of 
making, increasing, extending, or renewing 
any loan secured by property located in an 
area that is within the 500-year floodplain 
and is not an area having special flood haz- 
ards, to notify the purchaser or lessee (or ob- 
tain satisfactory assurances that the seller 
or lessor has notified the purchaser or lessee) 
and the servicer of the loan that such prop- 
erty is located in an area that is within the 
500-year floodplain, in a manner that is con- 
sistent with, and substantially identical to, 
the notice required under section 1864(a)(1) of 
the National Flood Insurance Act of 1968 (42 
U.S.C. 4104a(a)(1)). 

(ii) STATE LENDING INSTITUTIONS.—In order 
to continue to participate in the flood insur- 
ance program, each State shall direct that 
its State entity for lending regulation re- 
quire State lending institutions (as such 
terms are defined in section 3 of the Flood 
Disaster Protection Act of 1973 (42 U.S.C. 
4003)), as a condition of making, increasing, 
extending, or renewing any loan secured by 
property located in an area that is within 
the 500-year floodplain and is not an area 
having special flood hazards, to notify the 
purchaser or lessee (or obtain satisfactory 
assurances that the seller or lessor has noti- 
fied the purchaser or lessee) and the servicer 
of the loan that such property is located in 
an area that is within the 500-year flood- 
plain, in a manner that is consistent with, 
and substantially identical to, the notice re- 
quired under section 1364(a)(1) of the Na- 
tional Flood Insurance Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 
4104a(a)(1)). 

(B) FEDERAL AND STATE AGENCY LENDERS.— 

(i) FEDERAL AGENCY LENDERS.—Each Fed- 
eral agency lender shall, by regulation, re- 
quire notification in the same manner as 
provided under subparagraph (A) with re- 
spect to any loan that is made by a Federal 
agency lender and secured by property lo- 
cated in an area that is within the 500-year 
floodplain and is not an area having special 
flood hazards. 

(ii) STATE AGENCY LENDERS.—In order to 
continue to participate in the flood insur- 
ance program, each State shall require any 
State agency lender to provide notification 
in the same manner as provided under sub- 
paragraph (A) with respect to any loan that 
is made by the State agency lender and se- 
cured by property located in an area that is 
within the 500-year floodplain and is not an 
area having special flood hazards. 

(C) PENALTY FOR NONCOMPLIANCE.—Any 
regulated lending institution or Federal or 
State agency lender that fails to comply 
with the notice requirements established by 
this paragraph shall be subject to the pen- 
alties prescribed under section 102(f)(5) of the 
Flood Disaster Protection Act of 1973 (42 
U.S.C. 4012a(f)(5)). 

SEC. 125. NOTICE OF FLOOD INSURANCE AVAIL- 
ABILITY UNDER RESPA. 

Section 5(b) of the Real Estate Settlement 
Procedures Act of 1974 (12 U.S.C. 2604(b)), as 
amended by section 1450 of the Dodd-Frank 
Wall Street Reform and Consumer Protec- 
tion Act (Public Law 111-203; 124 Stat. 2174), 
is amended by adding at the end the fol- 
lowing: 

“(14) An explanation of flood insurance and 
the availability of flood insurance under the 
National Flood Insurance Program, whether 
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or not the real estate is located in an area 

having special flood hazards.’’. 

SEC. 126. PARTICIPATION IN STATE DISASTER 
CLAIMS MEDIATION PROGRAMS. 

Chapter I of the National Flood Insurance 
Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 4011 et seq.) is amended 
by inserting after section 1313 (42 U.S.C. 4020) 
the following: 

“SEC. 1314. PARTICIPATION IN STATE DISASTER 
CLAIMS MEDIATION PROGRAMS. 

‘“(a) REQUIREMENT TO PARTICIPATE.—In the 
case of the occurrence of a major disaster, as 
defined in section 102 of the Robert T. Staf- 
ford Disaster Relief and Emergency Assist- 
ance Act (42 U.S.C. 5122), that may have re- 
sulted in flood damage covered under the na- 
tional flood insurance program established 
under this title and other personal lines resi- 
dential property insurance coverage offered 
by a State regulated insurer, upon a request 
made by the insurance commissioner of a 
State (or such other official responsible for 
regulating the business of insurance in the 
State) for the participation of representa- 
tives of the Administrator in a program 
sponsored by such State for nonbinding me- 
diation of insurance claims resulting from a 
major disaster, the Administrator shall 
cause representatives of the national flood 
insurance program to participate in such a 
State program where claims under the na- 
tional flood insurance program are involved 
to expedite settlement of flood damage 
claims resulting from such disaster. 

‘(b) EXTENT OF PARTICIPATION.—In satis- 
fying the requirements of subsection (a), the 
Administrator shall require that each rep- 
resentative of the Administrator— 

“(1) be certified for purposes of the na- 
tional flood insurance program to settle 
claims against such program resulting from 
such disaster in amounts up to the limits of 
policies under such program; 

“(2) attend State-sponsored mediation 
meetings regarding flood insurance claims 
resulting from such disaster at such times 
and places as may be arranged by the State; 

‘“(3) participate in good-faith negotiations 
toward the settlement of such claims with 
policyholders of coverage made available 
under the national flood insurance program; 
and 

“(4) finalize the settlement of such claims 
on behalf of the national flood insurance pro- 
gram with such policyholders. 

‘“(¢) COORDINATION.—Representatives of the 
Administrator shall at all times coordinate 
their activities with insurance officials of 
the State and representatives of insurers for 
the purposes of consolidating and expediting 
settlement of claims under the national 
flood insurance program resulting from such 
disaster. 

‘(d) QUALIFICATIONS OF MEDIATORS.—Each 
State mediator participating in State-spon- 
sored mediation under this section shall be— 

“(1)(A) a member in good standing of the 
State bar in the State in which the medi- 
ation is to occur with at least 2 years of 
practical experience; and 

“(B) an active member of such bar for at 
least 1 year prior to the year in which such 
mediator’s participation is sought; or 

“(2) a retired trial judge from any United 
States jurisdiction who was a member in 
good standing of the bar in the State in 
which the judge presided for at least 5 years 
prior to the year in which such mediator’s 
participation is sought. 

“(e) MEDIATION PROCEEDINGS AND Docu- 
MENTS PRIVILEGED.—As a condition of par- 
ticipation, all statements made and docu- 
ments produced pursuant to State-sponsored 
mediation involving representatives of the 
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Administrator shall be deemed privileged 
and confidential settlement negotiations 
made in anticipation of litigation. 

‘(f) LIABILITY, RIGHTS, OR OBLIGATIONS NOT 
AFFECTED.—Participation in State-sponsored 
mediation, as described in this section does 
not— 

“(1) affect or expand the liability of any 
party in contract or in tort; or 

“(2) affect the rights or obligations of the 
parties, as established— 

“(A) in any regulation issued by the Ad- 
ministrator, including any regulation relat- 
ing to a standard flood insurance policy; 

“(B) under this title; and 

“(C) under any other provision of Federal 
law. 

‘(g) EXCLUSIVE FEDERAL JURISDICTION.— 
Participation in State-sponsored mediation 
shall not alter, change, or modify the origi- 
nal exclusive jurisdiction of United States 
courts, as set forth in this title. 

“(h) COST LIMITATION.—Nothing in this sec- 
tion shall be construed to require the Admin- 
istrator or a representative of the Adminis- 
trator to pay additional mediation fees relat- 
ing to flood insurance claims associated with 
a State-sponsored mediation program in 
which such representative of the Adminis- 
trator participates. 

“(i) EXCEPTION.—In the case of the occur- 
rence of a major disaster that results in 
flood damage claims under the national flood 
insurance program and that does not result 
in any loss covered by a personal lines resi- 
dential property insurance policy— 

“(1) this section shall not apply; and 

‘(2) the provisions of the standard flood in- 
surance policy under the national flood in- 
surance program and the appeals process es- 
tablished under section 205 of the Bunning- 
Bereuter-Blumenauer Flood Insurance Re- 
form Act of 2004 (42 U.S.C. 4011 note) and the 
regulations issued pursuant to such section 
shall apply exclusively. 

‘(j) REPRESENTATIVES OF THE ADMINIS- 
TRATOR.—For purposes of this section, the 
term ‘representatives of the Administrator’ 
means representatives of the national flood 
insurance program who participate in the ap- 
peals process established under section 205 of 
the Bunning-Bereuter-Blumenauer Flood In- 
surance Reform Act of 2004 (42 U.S.C. 4011 
note).’’. 

SEC. 127. ADDITIONAL AUTHORITY OF FEMA TO 
COLLECT INFORMATION ON CLAIMS 
PAYMENTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator shall 
collect, from property and casualty insur- 
ance companies that are authorized by the 
Administrator to participate in the Write 
Your Own program, any information and 
data needed to determine the accuracy of the 
resolution of flood claims filed on any prop- 
erty insured with a standard flood insurance 
policy obtained under the program that was 
subject to a flood. 

(b) TYPE OF INFORMATION TO BE CoL- 
LECTED.—The information and data to be col- 
lected under subsection (a) may include— 

(1) any adjuster estimates made as a result 
of flood damage, and if the insurance com- 
pany also insures the property for wind dam- 
age— 

(A) any adjuster estimates for both wind 
and flood damage; 

(B) the amount paid to the property owner 
for wind and flood claims; and 

(C) the total amount paid to the policy- 
holder for damages as a result of the event 
that caused the flooding and other losses; 

(2) any amounts paid to the policyholder 
by the insurance company for damages to 
the insured property other than flood dam- 
ages; and 
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(3) the total amount paid to the policy- 
holder by the insurance company for all 
damages incurred to the insured property as 
a result of the flood. 

SEC. 128. OVERSIGHT AND EXPENSE REIMBURSE- 
MENTS OF INSURANCE COMPANIES. 

(a) SUBMISSION OF BIENNIAL REPORTS.— 

(1) TO THE ADMINISTRATOR.—Not later than 
20 days after the date of enactment of this 
Act, each property and casualty insurance 
company participating in the Write Your 
Own program shall submit to the Adminis- 
trator any biennial report required by the 
Federal Emergency Management Agency to 
be prepared in the prior 5 years by such com- 
pany. 

(2) To GAO.—Not later than 10 days after 
the submission of the biennial reports under 
paragraph (1), the Administrator shall sub- 
mit all such reports to the Comptroller Gen- 
eral of the United States. 

(3) NOTICE TO CONGRESS OF FAILURE TO COM- 
PLY.—The Administrator shall notify and re- 
port to the Committee on Banking, Housing, 
and Urban Affairs of the Senate and the 
Committee on Financial Services of the 
House of Representatives on any property 
and casualty insurance company partici- 
pating in the Write Your Own program that 
failed to submit its biennial reports as re- 
quired under paragraph (1). 

(4) FAILURE TO COMPLY.—A property and 
casualty insurance company participating in 
the Write Your Own program which fails to 
comply with the reporting requirement 
under this subsection or the requirement 
under section 62.23(j)(1) of title 44, Code of 
Federal Regulations (relating to biennial 
audit of the flood insurance financial state- 
ments) shall be subject to a civil penalty in 
an amount equal to $1,000 per day for each 
day that the company remains in noncompli- 
ance with either such requirement. 

(b) METHODOLOGY TO DETERMINE REIM- 
BURSED EXPENSES.—Not later than 180 days 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Administrator shall develop a methodology 
for determining the appropriate amounts 
that property and casualty insurance compa- 
nies participating in the Write Your Own 
program should be reimbursed for selling, 
writing, and servicing flood insurance poli- 
cies and adjusting flood insurance claims on 
behalf of the National Flood Insurance Pro- 
gram. The methodology shall be developed 
using actual expense data for the flood insur- 
ance line and can be derived from— 

(1) flood insurance expense data produced 
by the property and casualty insurance com- 
panies; 

(2) flood insurance expense data collected 
by the National Association of Insurance 
Commissioners; or 

(3) a combination of the methodologies de- 
scribed in paragraphs (1) and (2). 

(c) SUBMISSION OF EXPENSE REPORTS.—To 
develop the methodology established under 
subsection (b), the Administrator may re- 
quire each property and casualty insurance 
company participating in the Write Your 
Own program to submit a report to the Ad- 
ministrator, in a format determined by the 
Administrator and within 60 days of the re- 
quest, that details the expense levels of each 
such company for selling, writing, and serv- 
icing standard flood insurance policies and 
adjusting and servicing claims. 

(d) FEMA RULEMAKING ON REIMBURSEMENT 
OF EXPENSES UNDER THE WRITE YOUR OWN 
PROGRAM.—Not later than 12 months after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Ad- 
ministrator shall issue a rule to formulate 
revised expense reimbursements to property 
and casualty insurance companies partici- 
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pating in the Write Your Own program for 
their expenses (including their operating and 
administrative expenses for adjustment of 
claims) in selling, writing, and servicing 
standard flood insurance policies, including 
how such companies shall be reimbursed in 
both catastrophic and  noncatastrophic 
years. Such reimbursements shall be struc- 
tured to ensure reimbursements track the 
actual expenses, including standard business 
costs and operating expenses, of such compa- 
nies as closely as practicably possible. 

(e) REPORT OF THE ADMINISTRATOR.—Not 
later than 60 days after the effective date of 
the final rule issued pursuant to subsection 
(d), the Administrator shall submit to the 
Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban 
Affairs of the Senate and the Committee on 
Financial Services of the House of Rep- 
resentatives a report containing— 

(1) the specific rationale and purposes of 
such rule; 

(2) the reasons for the adoption of the poli- 
cies contained in such rule; and 

(3) the degree to which such rule accu- 
rately represents the true operating costs 
and expenses of property and casualty insur- 
ance companies participating in the Write 
Your Own program. 

(f) GAO STUDY AND REPORT ON EXPENSES OF 
WRITE YOUR OWN PROGRAM.— 

(1) Stupy.—Not later than 180 days after 
the effective date of the final rule issued pur- 
suant to subsection (d), the Comptroller Gen- 
eral of the United States shall— 

(A) conduct a study on the efficacy, ade- 
quacy, and sufficiency of the final rules 
issued pursuant to subsection (d); and 

(B) report to the Committee on Banking, 
Housing, and Urban Affairs of the Senate and 
the Committee on Financial Services of the 
House of Representatives on the findings of 
the study conducted under subparagraph (A). 

(2) GAO AUTHORITY.—In conducting the 
study and report required under paragraph 
(1), the Comptroller General— 

(A) may use any previous findings, studies, 
or reports that the Comptroller General pre- 
viously completed on the Write Your Own 
program; 

(B) shall determine if— 

(i) the final rule issued pursuant to sub- 
section (d) allows the Federal Emergency 
Management Agency to access adequate in- 
formation regarding the actual expenses of 
property and casualty insurance companies 
participating in the Write Your Own pro- 
gram; and 

(ii) the actual reimbursements paid out 
under the final rule issued pursuant to sub- 
section (d) accurately reflect the expenses 
reported by property and casualty insurance 
companies participating in the Write Your 
Own program, including the standard busi- 
ness costs and operating expenses of such 
companies; and 

(C) shall analyze the effect of the final rule 
issued pursuant to subsection (d) on the level 
of participation of property and casualty in- 
surers in the Write Your Own program. 


SEC. 129. MITIGATION. 


(a) MITIGATION ASSISTANCE GRANTS.—Sec- 
tion 1866 of the National Flood Insurance Act 
of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 4104c) is amended— 

(1) by striking subsections (b), (d), (£), (g), 
(h), (K), and (m); 

(2) by redesignating subsections (c), (e), (i), 
and (j) as subsections (b), (c), (e), and (f), re- 
spectively; 

(3) in subsection (a), by striking the last 
sentence and inserting the following: ‘‘Such 
financial assistance shall be made avail- 
able— 
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“(1) to States and communities in the form 
of grants under this section for carrying out 
mitigation activities; 

“(2) to States and communities in the form 
of grants under this section for carrying out 
mitigation activities that reduce flood dam- 
age to severe repetitive loss structures; and 

“(3) to property owners in the form of di- 
rect grants under this section for carrying 
out mitigation activities that reduce flood 
damage to individual structures for which 2 
or more claim payments for losses have been 
made under flood insurance coverage under 
this title if the Administrator, after con- 
sultation with the State and community, de- 
termines that neither the State nor commu- 
nity in which such a structure is located has 
the capacity to manage such grants.”’; 

(4) in subsection (b), as so redesignated, in 
the first sentence— 

(A) by striking ‘‘and provides protection 
against” and inserting ‘‘provides for reduc- 
tion of”; and 

(B) by inserting before the period at the 
end the following: ‘‘, and may be included in 
a multihazard mitigation plan”; 

(5) in subsection (c), as so redesignated— 

(A) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘(1) USE 
OF AMOUNTS.—”’ and all that follows through 
the end of the first sentence and inserting 
the following: 

“(1) REQUIREMENT OF CONSISTENCY WITH AP- 
PROVED MITIGATION PLAN.—Amounts provided 
under this section may be used only for miti- 
gation activities that are consistent with 
mitigation plans that are approved by the 
Administrator and identified under para- 
graph (4).”’; 

(B) by striking paragraphs (2), (3), and (4) 
and inserting the following new paragraphs: 

‘(2) REQUIREMENTS OF TECHNICAL FEASI- 
BILITY, COST EFFECTIVENESS, AND INTEREST OF 
NFIF.—The Administrator may approve only 
mitigation activities that the Administrator 
determines are technically feasible and cost 
effective and in the interest of, and represent 
savings to, the National Flood Insurance 
Fund. In making such determinations, the 
Administrator shall take into consideration 
recognized ancillary benefits. 

‘(3) PRIORITY FOR MITIGATION ASSISTANCE.— 
In providing grants under this section for 
mitigation activities, the Administrator 
shall give priority for funding to activities 
that the Administrator determines will re- 
sult in the greatest savings to the National 
Flood Insurance Fund, including activities 
for— 

“(A) severe repetitive loss structures; 

‘“(B) repetitive loss structures; and 

“(C) other subsets of structures as the Ad- 
ministrator may establish.’’; 

(C) by redesignating paragraph (5) as para- 
graph (4); 

(D) in paragraph (4), as so redesignated— 

(i) in the matter preceding subparagraph 
(A), by striking ‘‘The Director” and all that 
follows through ‘‘Such activities may” and 
inserting ‘‘Eligible activities under a mitiga- 
tion plan may”; 

(ii) by striking subparagraphs (E) and (H); 

(iii) by redesignating subparagraphs (D), 
(F), and (G) as subparagraphs (E), (G), and 
(H), respectively; 

(iv) by inserting after subparagraph (C) the 
following new subparagraph: 

‘(D) elevation, relocation, or floodproofing 
of utilities (including equipment that serves 
structures);’’; 

(v) by inserting after subparagraph (E), as 
so redesignated, the following new subpara- 
graph: 

‘(F) the development or update of mitiga- 
tion plans by a State or community which 
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meet the planning criteria established by the 
Administrator, except that the amount from 
grants under this section that may be used 
under this subparagraph may not exceed 
$50,000 for any mitigation plan of a State or 
$25,000 for any mitigation plan of a commu- 
nity;”; 

(vi) in subparagraph (H); as so redesig- 
nated, by striking “and” at the end; and 

(vii) by adding at the end the following 
new subparagraphs: 

“(D other mitigation activities not de- 
scribed in subparagraphs (A) through (G) or 
the regulations issued under subparagraph 
(H), that are described in the mitigation plan 
of a State or community; and 

“(J) without regard to the requirements 
under paragraphs (1) and (2) of subsection (d), 
and if the State applied for and was awarded 
at least $1,000,000 in grants available under 
this section in the prior fiscal year, tech- 
nical assistance to communities to identify 
eligible activities, to develop grant applica- 
tions, and to implement grants awarded 
under this section, not to exceed $50,000 to 
any 1 State in any fiscal year.’’; 

(E) by adding at the end the following new 
paragraph: 

“(5) ELIGIBILITY OF DEMOLITION AND RE- 
BUILDING OF PROPERTIES.—The Administrator 
shall consider as an eligible activity the 
demolition and rebuilding of properties to at 
least base flood elevation or greater, if re- 
quired by the Administrator or if required by 
any State regulation or local ordinance, and 
in accordance with criteria established by 
the Administrator.’’; and 

(6) by inserting after subsection (c), as so 
redesignated, the following new subsection: 


“(d) MATCHING REQUIREMENT.—The Admin- 
istrator may provide grants for eligible miti- 
gation activities as follows: 

“(1) SEVERE REPETITIVE LOSS STRUC- 
TURES.—In the case of mitigation activities 
to severe repetitive loss structures, in an 
amount up to 100 percent of all eligible costs. 

‘(2) REPETITIVE LOSS STRUCTURES.—In the 
case of mitigation activities to repetitive 
loss structures, in an amount up to 90 per- 
cent of all eligible costs. 

‘(3) OTHER MITIGATION ACTIVITIES.—In the 
case of all other mitigation activities, in an 
amount up to 75 percent of all eligible 
costs.”’; 

(7) in subsection (e)(2), as so redesignated— 

(A) by striking ‘‘certified under subsection 
(g)? and inserting “required under sub- 
section (d)’’; and 

(B) by striking ‘“‘3 times the amount” and 
inserting “the amount’’; 

(8) in subsection (f), as so redesignated, by 
striking ‘“‘Riegle Community Development 
and Regulatory Improvement Act of 1994” 
and inserting ‘‘Flood Insurance Reform and 
Modernization Act of 2012”; and 

(9) by adding at the end the following new 
subsections: 


‘(g) FAILURE TO MAKE GRANT AWARD WITH- 
IN 5 YEARS.—For any application for a grant 
under this section for which the Adminis- 
trator fails to make a grant award within 5 
years of the date of the application, the 
grant application shall be considered to be 
denied and any funding amounts allocated 
for such grant applications shall remain in 
the National Flood Mitigation Fund under 
section 1367 of this title and shall be made 
available for grants under this section. 


‘‘(h) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sec- 
tion, the following definitions shall apply: 

“(1) COMMUNITY.—The term ‘community’ 
means— 

“(A) a political subdivision that— 


June 25, 2012 


“(i) has zoning and building code jurisdic- 
tion over a particular area having special 
flood hazards; and 

“(ii) is participating in the national flood 
insurance program; or 

‘(B) a political subdivision of a State, or 
other authority, that is designated by polit- 
ical subdivisions, all of which meet the re- 
quirements of subparagraph (A), to admin- 
ister grants for mitigation activities for such 
political subdivisions. 

‘“(2) REPETITIVE LOSS STRUCTURE.—The 
term ‘repetitive loss structure’ has the 
meaning given such term in section 1370. 

‘(3) SEVERE REPETITIVE LOSS STRUCTURE.— 
The term ‘severe repetitive loss structure’ 
means a structure that— 

“(A) is covered under a contract for flood 
insurance made available under this title; 
and 

“(B) has incurred flood-related damage— 

“(i) for which 4 or more separate claims 
payments have been made under flood insur- 
ance coverage under this title, with the 
amount of each such claim exceeding $5,000, 
and with the cumulative amount of such 
claims payments exceeding $20,000; or 

“(ii) for which at least 2 separate claims 
payments have been made under such cov- 
erage, with the cumulative amount of such 
claims exceeding the value of the insured 
structure.’’. 

(b) ELIMINATION OF GRANTS PROGRAM FOR 
REPETITIVE INSURANCE CLAIMS PROPERTIES.— 
Chapter I of the National Flood Insurance 
Act of 1968 is amended by striking section 
1823 (42 U.S.C. 4030). 

(c) ELIMINATION OF PILOT PROGRAM FOR 
MITIGATION OF SEVERE REPETITIVE LOSS 
PROPERTIES.—Chapter III of the National 
Flood Insurance Act of 1968 is amended by 
striking section 1361A (42 U.S.C. 4102a). 

(d) NATIONAL FLOOD INSURANCE FUND.— 
Section 1310(a) of the National Flood Insur- 
ance Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 4017(a)) is amend- 
ed— 

(1) in paragraph (6), by inserting ‘‘and’’ 
after the semicolon; 

(2) in paragraph (7), by striking the semi- 
colon and inserting a period; and 

(3) by striking paragraphs (8) and (9). 

(e) NATIONAL FLOOD MITIGATION FUND.— 
Section 1867 of the National Flood Insurance 
Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 4104d) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (b)— 

(A) by striking paragraph (1) and inserting 
the following new paragraph: 

“(1) in each fiscal year, amounts from the 
National Flood Insurance Fund not to exceed 
$90,000,000 and to remain available until ex- 
pended, of which— 

“(A) not more than $40,000,000 shall be 
available pursuant to subsection (a) of this 
section for assistance described in section 
1366(a)(1); 

‘(B) not more than $40,000,000 shall be 
available pursuant to subsection (a) of this 
section for assistance described in section 
1366(a)(2); and 

“(C) not more than $10,000,000 shall be 
available pursuant to subsection (a) of this 
section for assistance described in section 
1366(a)(8);’’; and 

(B) in paragraph (3), by striking ‘‘section 
1366(i)’’ and inserting ‘‘section 1366(e)’’; 

(2) in subsection (c), by striking ‘‘sections 
1366 and 1323” and inserting ‘‘section 1366”; 

(3) by redesignating subsections (d) and (e) 
as subsections (f) and (g), respectively; and 

(4) by inserting after subsection (c) the fol- 
lowing new subsections: 

‘(d) PROHIBITION ON OFFSETTING COLLEC- 
TIONS.—Notwithstanding any other provision 
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of this title, amounts made available pursu- 
ant to this section shall not be subject to off- 
setting collections through premium rates 
for flood insurance coverage under this title. 

“(e) CONTINUED AVAILABILITY AND RE- 
ALLOCATION.—Any amounts made available 
pursuant to subparagraph (A), (B), or (C) of 
subsection (b)(1) that are not used in any fis- 
cal year shall continue to be available for 
the purposes specified in the subparagraph of 
subsection (b)(1) pursuant to which such 
amounts were made available, unless the Ad- 
ministrator determines that reallocation of 
such unused amounts to meet demonstrated 
need for other mitigation activities under 
section 1866 is in the best interest of the Na- 
tional Flood Insurance Fund.’’. 

(£) INCREASED COST OF COMPLIANCE Cov- 
ERAGE.—Section 1304(b)(4) of the National 
Flood Insurance Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 
4011(b)(4)) is amended— 

(1) by striking subparagraph (B); and 

(2) by redesignating subparagraphs (C), (D), 
and (E) as subparagraphs (B), (C), and (D), re- 
spectively. 

SEC. 130. FLOOD PROTECTION STRUCTURE AC- 
CREDITATION TASK FORCE. 

(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section— 

(1) the term ‘‘flood protection structure ac- 
creditation requirements”? means the re- 
quirements established under section 65.10 of 
title 44, Code of Federal Regulations, for 
levee systems to be recognized on maps cre- 
ated for purposes of the National Flood In- 
surance Program; 

(2) the term ‘‘National Committee on 
Levee Safety” means the Committee on 
Levee Safety established under section 9003 
of the National Levee Safety Act of 2007 (83 
U.S.C. 3302); and 

(3) the term ‘‘task force” means the Flood 
Protection Structure Accreditation Task 
Force established under subsection (b). 

(b) ESTABLISHMENT.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator and 
the Secretary of the Army, acting through 
the Chief of Engineers, in cooperation with 
the National Committee on Levee Safety, 
shall jointly establish a Flood Protection 
Structure Accreditation Task Force. 

(2) DUTIES.— 

(A) DEVELOPING PROCESS.—The task force 
shall develop a process to better align the in- 
formation and data collected by or for the 
Corps of Engineers under the Inspection of 
Completed Works Program with the flood 
protection structure accreditation require- 
ments so that— 

(i) information and data collected for ei- 
ther purpose can be used interchangeably; 
and 

(ii) information and data collected by or 
for the Corps of Engineers under the Inspec- 
tion of Completed Works Program is suffi- 
cient to satisfy the flood protection struc- 
ture accreditation requirements. 

(B) GATHERING RECOMMENDATIONS.—The 
task force shall gather, and consider in the 
process developed under subparagraph (A), 
recommendations from interested persons in 
each region relating to the information, 
data, and accreditation requirements de- 
scribed in subparagraph (A). 

(3) CONSIDERATIONS.—In developing the 
process under paragraph (2), the task force 
shall consider changes to— 

(A) the information and data collected by 
or for the Corps of Engineers under the In- 
spection of Completed Works Program; and 

(B) the flood protection structure accredi- 
tation requirements. 

(4) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in this 
section shall be construed to require a reduc- 
tion in the level of public safety and flood 
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control provided by accredited levees, as de- 
termined by the Administrator for purposes 
of this section. 

(c) IMPLEMENTATION.—The Administrator 
and the Secretary of the Army, acting 
through the Chief of Engineers, shall imple- 
ment the process developed by the task force 
under subsection (b). 

(d) REPORTS.—The Administrator and the 
Secretary of the Army, acting through the 
Chief of Engineers, in cooperation with the 
National Committee on Levee Safety, shall 
jointly submit to the Committee on Bank- 
ing, Housing, and Urban Affairs and the 
Committee on Environment and Public 
Works of the Senate and the Committee on 
Financial Services, the Committee on Trans- 
portation and Infrastructure, and the Com- 
mittee on Natural Resources of the House of 
Representatives reports concerning the ac- 
tivities of the task force and the implemen- 
tation of the process developed by the task 
force under subsection (b), including— 

(1) an interim report, not later than 180 
days after the date of enactment of this Act; 
and 

(2) a final report, not later than 1 year 
after the date of enactment of this Act. 

(e) TERMINATION.—The task force shall ter- 
minate on the date of submission of the re- 
port under subsection (d)(2). 


SEC. 131. FLOOD IN PROGRESS DETERMINA- 
TIONS. 
(a) REPORT.— 


(1) REvIEW.—The Administrator shall re- 
view— 

(A) the processes and procedures for deter- 
mining that a flood event has commenced or 
is in progress for purposes of flood insurance 
coverage made available under the National 
Flood Insurance Program; 

(B) the processes and procedures for pro- 
viding public notification that such a flood 
event has commenced or is in progress; 

(C) the processes and procedures regarding 
the timing of public notification of flood in- 
surance requirements and availability; and 

(D) the effects and implications that 
weather conditions, including rainfall, snow- 
fall, projected snowmelt, existing water lev- 
els, and other conditions, have on the deter- 
mination that a flood event has commenced 
or is in progress. 

(2) REPORT.—Not later than 6 months after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Ad- 
ministrator shall submit a report to Con- 
gress that describes— 

(A) the results and conclusions of the re- 
view under paragraph (1); and 

(B) any actions taken, or proposed actions 
to be taken, by the Administrator to provide 
for more precise and technical processes and 
procedures for determining that a flood 
event has commenced or is in progress. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE OF POLICIES COVERING 
PROPERTIES AFFECTED BY FLOODING OF THE 
MISSOURI RIVER IN 2011.— 

(1) ELIGIBLE COVERAGE.—For purposes of 
this subsection, the term ‘‘eligible coverage” 
means coverage under a new contract for 
flood insurance coverage under the National 
Flood Insurance Program, or a modification 
to coverage under an existing flood insur- 
ance contract, for property damaged by the 
flooding of the Missouri River that com- 
menced on June 1, 2011, that was purchased 
or made during the period beginning May 1, 
2011, and ending June 6, 2011. 

(2) EFFECTIVE DATES.—Notwithstanding 
section 1306(c) of the National Flood Insur- 
ance Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 4013(c)), or any 
other provision of law, any eligible coverage 
shall— 

(A) be deemed to take effect on the date 
that is 30 days after the date on which all ob- 
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ligations for the eligible coverage (including 
completion of the application and payment 
of any initial premiums owed) are satisfac- 
torily completed; and 

(B) cover damage to property occurring 
after the effective date described in subpara- 
graph (A) that resulted from the flooding of 
the Missouri River that commenced on June 
1, 2011, if the property did not suffer damage 
or loss as a result of such flooding before the 
effective date described in subparagraph (A). 
SEC. 132. CLARIFICATION OF RESIDENTIAL AND 

COMMERCIAL COVERAGE LIMITS. 

Section 1306(b) of the National Flood Insur- 
ance Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 4013(b)) is amend- 
ed— 

(1) in paragraph (2)— 

(A) by striking ‘‘in the case of any residen- 
tial property” and inserting ‘‘in the case of 
any residential building designed for the oc- 
cupancy of from 1 to 4 families”; and 

(B) by striking ‘‘shall be made available to 
every insured upon renewal and every appli- 
cant for insurance so as to enable such in- 
sured or applicant to receive coverage up to 
a total amount (including such limits speci- 
fied in paragraph (1)(A)(i)) of $250,000” and 
inserting ‘‘shall be made available, with re- 
spect to any single such building, up to an 
aggregate liability (including such limits 
specified in paragraph (1)(A)(i)) of $250,000”; 
and 

(2) in paragraph (4)— 

(A) by striking ‘‘in the case of any nonresi- 
dential property, including churches,” and 
inserting ‘‘in the case of any nonresidential 
building, including a church,”’’; and 

(B) by striking ‘‘shall be made available to 
every insured upon renewal and every appli- 
cant for insurance, in respect to any single 
structure, up to a total amount (including 
such limit specified in subparagraph (B) or 
(C) of paragraph (1), as applicable) of $500,000 
for each structure and $500,000 for any con- 
tents related to each structure” and insert- 
ing “shall be made available with respect to 
any single such building, up to an aggregate 
liability (including such limits specified in 
subparagraph (B) or (C) of paragraph (1), as 
applicable) of $500,000, and coverage shall be 
made available up to a total of $500,000 ag- 
gregate liability for contents owned by the 
building owner and $500,000 aggregate liabil- 
ity for each unit within the building for con- 
tents owned by the tenant”. 


SEC. 133. LOCAL DATA REQUIREMENT. 


(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of this title, no area or com- 
munity participating in the National Flood 
Insurance Program that is or includes a com- 
munity that is identified by the Adminis- 
trator as Community Identification Number 
360467 and impacted by the Jamaica Bay 
flooding source or identified by the Adminis- 
trator as Community Identification Number 
360495 may be or become designated as an 
area having special flood hazards for pur- 
poses of the National Flood Insurance Pro- 
gram, unless the designation is made on the 
basis of— 

(1) flood hazard analyses of hydrologic, hy- 
draulic, or coastal flood hazards that have 
been properly calibrated and validated, and 
are specific and directly relevant to the geo- 
graphic area being studied; and 

(2) ground elevation information of suffi- 
cient accuracy and precision to meet the 
guidelines of the Administration for accu- 
racy at the 95 percent confidence level. 

(b) REMAPPING.— 

(1) REMAPPING REQUIRED.—If the Adminis- 
trator determines that an area described in 
subsection (a) has been designated as an area 
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of special flood hazard on the basis of infor- 
mation that does not comply with the re- 
quirements under subsection (a), the Admin- 
istrator shall revise and update any National 
Flood Insurance Program rate map for the 
area— 

(A) using information that complies with 
the requirements under subsection (a); and 

(B) in accordance with the procedures es- 
tablished under section 1363 of the National 
Flood Insurance Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 4104) 
for flood elevation determinations. 

(2) INTERIM PERIOD.—A National Flood In- 
surance Program rate map in effect on the 
date of enactment of this Act for an area for 
which the Administrator has made a deter- 
mination under paragraph (1) shall continue 
in effect with respect to the area during the 
period— 

(A) beginning on the date of enactment of 
this Act; and 

(B) ending on the date on which the Ad- 
ministrator determines that the require- 
ments under section 1363 of the National 
Flood Insurance Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 4104) 
for flood elevation determinations have been 
met with respect to a revision and update 
under paragraph (1) of a National Flood In- 
surance Program rate map for the area. 

(8) DEADLINE.—The Administrator shall 
issue a preliminary National Flood Insur- 
ance Program rate map resulting from a re- 
vision and update required under paragraph 
(1) not later than 1 year after the date of en- 
actment of this Act. 

(4) RISK PREMIUM RATE CLARIFICATION.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—If a revision and update 
required under paragraph (1) results in a re- 
duction in the risk premium rate for a prop- 
erty in an area for which the Administrator 
has made a determination under paragraph 
(1), the Administrator shall— 

(i) calculate the difference between the re- 
duced risk premium rate and the risk pre- 
mium rate paid by a policyholder with re- 
spect to the property during the period— 

(I) beginning on the date on which the Na- 
tional Flood Insurance Program rate map in 
effect for the area on the date of enactment 
of this Act took effect; and 

(II) ending on the date on which the re- 
vised or updated National Flood Insurance 
Program rate map takes effect; and 

(ii) reimburse the policyholder an amount 
equal to such difference. 

(B) FUNDING.—Notwithstanding section 
1310 of the National Flood Insurance Act of 
1968 (42 U.S.C. 4017), there shall be available 
to the Administrator from premiums depos- 
ited in the National Flood Insurance Fund 
pursuant to subsection (d) of such section 
1310, of amounts not otherwise obligated, the 
amount necessary to carry out this para- 
graph. 

(c) TERMINATION.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
paragraph (2), this section shall cease to 
have effect on the effective date of a Na- 
tional Flood Insurance Program rate map re- 
vised and updated under subsection (b)(1). 

(2)  REIMBURSEMENTS.—Subsection (b)(4) 
shall cease to have effect on the date on 
which the Administrator has made all reim- 
bursements required under subsection (b)(4). 
SEC. 134. ELIGIBILITY FOR FLOOD INSURANCE 

FOR PERSONS RESIDING IN COMMU- 
NITIES THAT HAVE MADE ADEQUATE 
PROGRESS ON THE CONSTRUCTION, 
RECONSTRUCTION, OR IMPROVE- 
MENT OF A FLOOD PROTECTION 
SYSTEM. 

(a) ELIGIBILITY FOR FLOOD INSURANCE Cov- 
ERAGE.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law (including section 
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1307(e) of the National Flood Insurance Act 
of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 4014(e))), a person residing 
in a community that the Administrator de- 
termines has made adequate progress on the 
reconstruction or improvement of a flood 
protection system that will afford flood pro- 
tection for a 100-year floodplain (without re- 
gard to the level of Federal funding of or par- 
ticipation in the construction, reconstruc- 
tion, or improvement), shall be eligible for 
flood insurance coverage under the National 
Flood Insurance Program— 

(A) if the person resides in a community 
that is a participant in the National Flood 
Insurance Program; and 

(B) at a risk premium rate that does not 
exceed the risk premium rate that would be 
chargeable if the flood protection system 
had been completed. 

(2) ADEQUATE PROGRESS.— 

(A) RECONSTRUCTION OR IMPROVEMENT.—For 
purposes of paragraph (1), the Administrator 
shall determine that a community has made 
adequate progress on the reconstruction or 
improvement of a flood protection system 
if— 

(i) 100 percent of the project cost has been 
authorized; 

(ii) not less than 60 percent of the project 
cost has been secured or appropriated; 

(iii) not less than 50 percent of the flood 
protection system has been assessed as being 
without deficiencies; and 

(iv) the reconstruction or improvement has 
a project schedule that does not exceed 5 
years, beginning on the date on which the re- 
construction or construction of the improve- 
ment commences. 

(B) CONSIDERATIONS.—In determining 
whether a flood protection system has been 
assessed as being without deficiencies, the 
Administrator shall consider the require- 
ments under section 65.10 of chapter 44, Code 
of Federal Regulations, or any successor 
thereto. 

(b) TERMINATION OF ELIGIBILITY.— 

(1) ADEQUATE CONTINUING PROGRESS.—The 
Administrator shall issue rules to establish a 
method of determining whether a commu- 
nity has made adequate continuing progress 
on the reconstruction or improvement of a 
flood protection system that includes— 

(A) a requirement that the Administrator 
shall— 

(i) consult with the owner of the flood pro- 
tection system— 

(I) 6 months after the date of a determina- 
tion under subsection (a); 

(II) 18 months after the date of a deter- 
mination under subsection (a); and 

(III) 36 months after the date of a deter- 
mination under subsection (a); and 

(ii) after each consultation under clause 
(i), determine whether the reconstruction or 
improvement is reasonably likely to be com- 
pleted in accordance with the project sched- 
ule described in subsection (a)(2)(A)(iv); and 

(B) a requirement that, if the Adminis- 
trator makes a determination under sub- 
paragraph (A)(ii) that reconstruction or im- 
provement is not reasonably likely to be 
completed in accordance with the project 
schedule, the Administrator shall— 

(i) not later than 30 days after the date of 
the determination, notify the owner of the 
flood protection system of the determination 
and provide the rationale and evidence for 
the determination; and 

(ii) provide the owner of the flood protec- 
tion system the opportunity to appeal the 
determination. 

(2) TERMINATION.—The Administrator shall 
terminate the eligibility for flood insurance 
coverage under the National Flood Insurance 
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Program of persons residing in a community 
with respect to which the Administrator 
made a determination under subsection (a) 
if— 

(A) the Administrator determines that the 
community has not made adequate con- 
tinuing progress; or 

(B) on the date that is 5 years after the 
date on which the reconstruction or con- 
struction of the improvement commences, 
the project has not been completed. 

(3) WAIVER.—A person whose eligibility 
would otherwise be terminated under para- 
graph (2)(B) shall continue to be eligible to 
purchase flood insurance coverage described 
in subsection (a) if the Administrator deter- 
mines— 

(A) the community has made adequate con- 
tinuing progress on the reconstruction or 
improvement of a flood protection system; 
and 

(B) there is a reasonable expectation that 
the reconstruction or improvement of the 
flood protection system will be completed 
not later than 1 year after the date of the de- 
termination under this paragraph. 

(4) RISK PREMIUM RATE.—If the Adminis- 
trator terminates the eligibility of persons 
residing in a community to purchase flood 
insurance coverage described in subsection 
(a), the Administrator shall establish an ap- 
propriate risk premium rate for flood insur- 
ance coverage under the National Flood In- 
surance Program for persons residing in the 
community that purchased flood insurance 
coverage before the date on which the termi- 
nation of eligibility takes effect, taking into 
consideration the then-current state of the 
flood protection system. 

SEC. 135. STUDIES AND REPORTS. 

(a) REPORT ON EXPANDING THE NATIONAL 
FLOOD INSURANCE PROGRAM.—Not later than 
1 year after the date of enactment of this 
Act, the Comptroller General of the United 
States shall conduct a study and submit a 
report to the Committee on Banking, Hous- 
ing, and Urban Affairs of the Senate and the 
Committee on Financial Services of the 
House of Representatives, on— 

(1) the number of flood insurance policy 
holders currently insuring— 

(A) a residential structure up to the max- 
imum available coverage amount, as estab- 
lished in section 61.6 of title 44, Code of Fed- 
eral Regulations, of— 

(i) $250,000 for the structure; and 

(ii) $100,000 for the contents of such struc- 
ture; or 

(B) a commercial structure up to the max- 
imum available coverage amount, as estab- 
lished in section 61.6 of title 44, Code of Fed- 
eral Regulations, of $500,000; 

(2) the increased losses the National Flood 
Insurance Program would have sustained 
during the 2004 and 2005 hurricane season if 
the National Flood Insurance Program had 
insured all policyholders up to the maximum 
conforming loan limit for fiscal year 2006 of 
$417,000, as established under section 302(b)(2) 
of the Federal National Mortgage Associa- 
tion Charter Act (12 U.S.C. 1717(b)(2)); 

(3) the availability in the private market- 
place of flood insurance coverage in amounts 
that exceed the current limits of coverage 
amounts established in section 61.6 of title 
44, Code of Federal Regulations; and 

(4) what effect, if any— 

(A) raising the current limits of coverage 
amounts established in section 61.6 of title 
44, Code of Federal Regulations, would have 
on the ability of private insurers to continue 
providing flood insurance coverage; and 

(B) reducing the current limits of coverage 
amounts established in section 61.6 of title 
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44, Code of Federal Regulations, would have 
on the ability of private insurers to provide 
sufficient flood insurance coverage to effec- 
tively replace the current level of flood in- 
surance coverage being provided under the 
National Flood Insurance Program. 

(b) REPORT OF THE ADMINISTRATOR ON AC- 
TIVITIES UNDER THE NATIONAL FLOOD INSUR- 
ANCE PROGRAM.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator shall, 
on an annual basis, submit a full report on 
the operations, activities, budget, receipts, 
and expenditures of the National Flood In- 
surance Program for the preceding 12-month 
period to the Committee on Banking, Hous- 
ing, and Urban Affairs of the Senate and the 
Committee on Financial Services of the 
House of Representatives. 

(2) TIMING.—Each report required under 
paragraph (1) shall be submitted to the com- 
mittees described in paragraph (1) not later 
than 3 months following the end of each fis- 
cal year. 

(3) CONTENTS.—Each report required under 
paragraph (1) shall include— 

(A) the current financial condition and in- 
come statement of the National Flood Insur- 
ance Fund established under section 1310 of 
the National Flood Insurance Act of 1968 (42 
U.S.C. 4017), including— 

(i) premiums paid into such Fund; 

(ii) policy claims against such Fund; and 

(iii) expenses in administering such Fund; 

(B) the number and face value of all poli- 
cies issued under the National Flood Insur- 
ance Program that are in force; 

(C) a description and summary of the 
losses attributable to repetitive loss struc- 
tures; 

(D) a description and summary of all losses 
incurred by the National Flood Insurance 
Program due to— 

(i) hurricane related damage; and 

(ii) nonhurricane related damage; 

(E) the amounts made available by the Ad- 
ministrator for mitigation assistance under 
section 1366(c)(4) of the National Flood Insur- 
ance Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 4104c(c)(4)), as so 
redesignated by this Act, for the purchase of 
properties substantially damaged by flood 
for that fiscal year, and the actual number of 
flood damaged properties purchased and the 
total cost expended to purchase such prop- 
erties; 

(F) the estimate of the Administrator as to 
the average historical loss year, and the 
basis for that estimate; 

(G) the estimate of the Administrator as to 
the maximum amount of claims that the Na- 
tional Flood Insurance Program would have 
to expend in the event of a catastrophic 
year; 

(H) the average— 

(i) amount of insurance carried per flood 
insurance policy; 

(ii) premium per flood insurance policy; 
and 

(iii) loss per flood insurance policy; and 

(I) the number of claims involving damages 
in excess of the maximum amount of flood 
insurance available under the National Flood 
Insurance Program and the sum of the 
amount of all damages in excess of such 
amount. 

(c) GAO STUDY ON PRE-FIRM _ STRUC- 
TURES.—Not later than 1 year after the date 
of enactment of this Act, the Comptroller 
General of the United States shall conduct a 
study and submit a report to the Committee 
on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs of 
the Senate and the Committee on Financial 
Services of the House of Representatives, on 
the— 

(1) composition of the remaining pre-FIRM 
structures that are explicitly receiving dis- 
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counted premium rates under section 1307 of 
the National Flood Insurance Act of 1968 (42 
U.S.C. 4014), including the historical basis for 
the receipt of such subsidy and the extent to 
which pre-FIRM structures are currently 
owned by the same owners of the property at 
the time of the original National Flood In- 
surance Program rate map; 

(2) number and fair market value of such 
structures; 

(3) respective income level of the owners of 
such structures; 

(4) number of times each such structure 
has been sold since 1968, including specific 
dates, sales price, and any other information 
the Secretary determines appropriate; 

(5) total losses incurred by such structures 
since the establishment of the National 
Flood Insurance Program compared to the 
total losses incurred by all structures that 
are charged a nondiscounted premium rate; 

(6) total cost of foregone premiums since 
the establishment of the National Flood In- 
surance Program, as a result of the subsidies 
provided to such structures; 

(7) annual cost as a result of the subsidies 
provided to such structures; 

(8) the premium income collected and the 
losses incurred by the National Flood Insur- 
ance Program as a result of such explicitly 
subsidized structures compared to the pre- 
mium income collected and the losses in- 
curred by such Program as a result of struc- 
tures that are charged a nondiscounted pre- 
mium rate, on a State-by-State basis; and 

(9) the options for eliminating the subsidy 
to such structures. 

(da) GAO REVIEW OF FEMA CONTRACTORS.— 
The Comptroller General of the United 
States, in conjunction with the Office of the 
Inspector General of the Department of 
Homeland Security, shall— 

(1) conduct a review of the 3 largest con- 
tractors the Administrator uses in admin- 
istering the National Flood Insurance Pro- 
gram; and 

(2) not later than 18 months after the date 
of enactment of this Act, submit a report on 
the findings of such review to the Adminis- 
trator, the Committee on Banking, Housing, 
and Urban Affairs of the Senate, and the 
Committee on Financial Services of the 
House of Representatives. 

SEC. 136. REINSURANCE. 

(a) REINSURANCE ASSESSMENT.— 

(1) PRIVATE MARKET PRICING ASSESSMENT.— 
Not later than 12 months after the date of 
enactment of this Act, the Administrator 
shall submit to Congress a report that— 

(A) assesses the capacity of the private re- 
insurance, capital, and financial markets to 
assist communities, on a voluntary basis, in 
managing the full range of financial risks as- 
sociated with flooding by requesting pro- 
posals to assume a portion of the insurance 
risk of the National Flood Insurance Pro- 
gram; 

(B) describes any responses to the request 
for proposals under subparagraph (A); 

(C) assesses whether the rates and terms 
contained in any proposals received by the 
Administrator are— 

(i) reasonable and appropriate; and 

(ii) in an amount sufficient to maintain 
the ability of the National Flood Insurance 
Program to pay claims; 

(D) describes the extent to which carrying 
out the proposals received by the Adminis- 
trator would minimize the likelihood that 
the Administrator would use the borrowing 
authority under section 1309 of the National 
Flood Insurance Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 4016); 

(E) describes fluctuations in historical re- 
insurance rates; and 
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(F) includes an economic cost-benefit anal- 
ysis of the impact on the National Flood In- 
surance Program if the Administrator were 
to exercise the authority under section 
1335(a)(2) of the National Flood Insurance 
Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 4055(a)(2)), as added by 
this section, to secure reinsurance of cov- 
erage provided by the National Flood Insur- 
ance Program from the private market. 

(2) PROTOCOL FOR RELEASE OF DATA.—The 
Administrator shall develop a protocol, in- 
cluding adequate privacy protections, to pro- 
vide for the release of data sufficient to con- 
duct the assessment required under para- 
graph (1). 

(b) REINSURANCE.—The National Flood In- 
surance Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 4001 et seq.) is 
amended— 

(1) in section 1331(a)(2) (42 U.S.C. 4051(a)(2)), 
by inserting ‘‘, including as reinsurance of 
coverage provided by the flood insurance 
program” before ‘‘, on such terms’’; 

(2) in section 1332(c)(2) (42 U.S.C. 4052(c)(2)), 
by inserting ‘‘or reinsurance” after ‘‘flood 
insurance coverage”; 

(3) in section 1335(a) (42 U.S.C. 4055(a))— 

(A) by striking ‘‘The Director” and insert- 
ing the following: 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator”; and 

(B) by adding at the end the following: 

‘(2) PRIVATE REINSURANCE.—The Adminis- 
trator is authorized to secure reinsurance of 
coverage provided by the flood insurance 
program from the private market at rates 
and on terms determined by the Adminis- 
trator to be reasonable and appropriate, in 
an amount sufficient to maintain the ability 
of the program to pay claims.’’; 

(4) in section 1346(a) (42 U.S.C. 4082(a))— 

(A) in the matter preceding paragraph (1), 
by inserting after ‘‘for the purpose of”? the 
following: ‘‘securing reinsurance of insur- 
ance coverage provided by the program or for 
the purpose of”; 

(B) in paragraph (1)— 

(i) by striking ‘‘estimating’’ and inserting 
“Estimating”; and 

(ii) by striking the semicolon at the end 
and inserting a period; 

(C) in paragraph (2)— 

(i) by striking ‘‘receiving’’ and inserting 
“Receiving”; and 

(ii) by striking the semicolon at the end 
and inserting a period; 

(D) in paragraph (3)— 


(i) by striking ‘‘making’’ and inserting 
“Making”; and 

(ii) by striking ‘‘‘; and’’’ and inserting a 
period; 

(E) by redesignating paragraph (4) as para- 
graph (5); 


(F) in paragraph (5), as so redesignated, by 
striking ‘‘otherwise’’ and inserting ‘‘Other- 
wise’’; and 

(G) by inserting after paragraph (3) the fol- 
lowing new paragraph: 

“(4) Placing reinsurance coverage on insur- 
ance provided by such program.’’; and 

(5) in section 1370(a)(3) (42 U.S.C. 4121(a)(3)), 
by striking ‘‘include any” and all that fol- 
lows and inserting the following: ‘‘include 
any organization or person that is author- 
ized to engage in the business of insurance 
under the laws of any State, subject to the 
reporting requirements of the Securities Ex- 
change Act of 1934 pursuant to section 13(a) 
or 15(d) of such Act (15 U.S.C. 78m(a) and 
780(d)), or authorized by the Administrator 
to assume reinsurance on risks insured by 
the flood insurance program;’’. 

(c) ASSESSMENT OF CLAIMS-PAYING ABIL- 
ITY.— 

(1) ASSESSMENT.— 

(A) ASSESSMENT REQUIRED.— 
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(i) IN GENERAL.—Not later than September 
30 of each year, the Administrator shall con- 
duct an assessment of the ability of the Na- 
tional Flood Insurance Program to pay 
claims. 

(ii) PRIVATE MARKET REINSURANCE.—The as- 
sessment under this paragraph for any year 
in which the Administrator exercises the au- 
thority under section 1835(a)(2) of the Na- 
tional Flood Insurance Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 
4055(a)(2)), as added by this section, to secure 
reinsurance of coverage provided by the Na- 
tional Flood Insurance Program from the 
private market shall include information re- 
lating the use of private sector reinsurance 
and reinsurance equivalents by the Adminis- 
trator, whether or not the Administrator 
used the borrowing authority under section 
1309 of the National Flood Insurance Act of 
1968 (42 U.S.C. 4016). 

(iii) FIRST ASSESSMENT.—The Adminis- 
trator shall conduct the first assessment re- 
quired under this paragraph not later than 
September 30, 2012. 

(B) CONSIDERATIONS.—In conducting an as- 
sessment under subparagraph (A), the Ad- 
ministrator shall take into consideration re- 
gional concentrations of coverage written by 
the National Flood Insurance Program, peak 
flood zones, and relevant mitigation meas- 
ures. 

(2) ANNUAL REPORT OF THE ADMINISTRATOR 
OF ACTIVITIES UNDER THE NATIONAL FLOOD IN- 
SURANCE PROGRAM.—The Administrator 
shall— 

(A) include the results of each assessment 
in the report required under section 1385(b); 
and 

(B) not later than 30 days after the date on 
which the Administrator completes an as- 
sessment required under paragraph (1), make 
the results of the assessment available to the 
public. 

SEC. 137. GAO STUDY ON BUSINESS INTERRUP- 
TION AND ADDITIONAL LIVING EX- 
PENSES COVERAGES. 

(a) STupDy.—The Comptroller General of 
the United States shall conduct a study con- 
cerning— 

(1) the availability of additional living ex- 
penses and business interruption coverage in 
the private marketplace for flood insurance; 

(2) the feasibility of allowing the National 
Flood Insurance Program to offer such cov- 
erage at the option of the consumer; 

(3) the estimated cost to consumers if the 
National Flood Insurance Program priced 
such optional coverage at true actuarial 
rates; 

(4) the impact such optional coverage 
would have on consumer participation in the 
National Flood Insurance Program; and 

(5) the fiscal impact such optional cov- 
erage would have upon the National Flood 
Insurance Fund if such optional coverage 
were included in the National Flood Insur- 
ance Program, as described in paragraph (2), 
at the price described in paragraph (3). 

(b) REPORT.—Not later than 1 year after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Comp- 
troller General shall submit to the Com- 
mittee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Af- 
fairs of the Senate and the Committee on Fi- 
nancial Services of the House of Representa- 
tives a report containing the results of the 
study under subsection (a). 

SEC. 138. POLICY DISCLOSURES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, in addition to any 
other disclosures that may be required, each 
policy under the National Flood Insurance 
Program shall state all conditions, exclu- 
sions, and other limitations pertaining to 
coverage under the subject policy, regardless 
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of the underlying insurance product, in plain 
English, in boldface type, and in a font size 
that is twice the size of the text of the body 
of the policy. 

(b) VIOLATIONS.—The Administrator may 
impose a civil penalty of not more than 
$50,000 on any person that fails to comply 
with subsection (a). 

SEC. 139. REPORT ON INCLUSION OF BUILDING 
CODES IN FLOODPLAIN MANAGE- 
MENT CRITERIA. 

Not later than 6 months after the date of 
enactment of this Act, the Administrator of 
the Federal Emergency Management Agency 
shall conduct a study and submit a report to 
the Committee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs of the Senate and the Com- 
mittee on Financial Services of the House of 
Representatives regarding the impact, effec- 
tiveness, and feasibility of amending section 
1361 of the National Flood Insurance Act of 
1968 (42 U.S.C. 4102) to include widely used 
and nationally recognized building codes as 
part of the floodplain management criteria 
developed under such section, and shall de- 
termine— 

(1) the regulatory, financial, and economic 
impacts of such a building code requirement 
on homeowners, States and local commu- 
nities, local land use policies, and the Fed- 
eral Emergency Management Agency; 

(2) the resources required of State and 
local communities to administer and enforce 
such a building code requirement; 

(8) the effectiveness of such a building code 
requirement in reducing flood-related dam- 
age to buildings and contents; 

(4) the impact of such a building code re- 
quirement on the actuarial soundness of the 
National Flood Insurance Program; 

(5) the effectiveness of nationally recog- 
nized codes in allowing innovative materials 
and systems for flood-resistant construction; 

(6) the feasibility and effectiveness of pro- 
viding an incentive in lower premium rates 
for flood insurance coverage under such Act 
for structures meeting whichever of such 
widely used and nationally recognized build- 
ing codes or any applicable local building 
codes provides greater protection from flood 
damage; 

(7) the impact of such a building code re- 
quirement on rural communities with dif- 
ferent building code challenges than urban 
communities; and 

(8) the impact of such a building code re- 
quirement on Indian reservations. 

SEC. 140. STUDY OF PARTICIPATION AND AF- 
FORDABILITY FOR CERTAIN POLICY- 
HOLDERS. 

(a) FEMA StTupy.—The 
shall conduct a study of— 

(1) methods to encourage and maintain 
participation in the National Flood Insur- 
ance Program; 

(2) methods to educate consumers about 
the National Flood Insurance Program and 
the flood risk associated with their property; 

(8) methods for establishing an afford- 
ability framework for the National Flood In- 
surance Program, including methods to aid 
individuals to afford risk-based premiums 
under the National Flood Insurance Program 
through targeted assistance rather than gen- 
erally subsidized rates, including means- 
tested vouchers; and 

(4) the implications for the National Flood 
Insurance Program and the Federal budget 
of using each such method. 

(b) NATIONAL ACADEMY OF SCIENCES ECO- 
NOMIC ANALYSIS.—To inform the Adminis- 
trator in the conduct of the study under sub- 
section (a), the Administrator shall enter 
into a contract under which the National 
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Academy of Sciences, in consultation with 
the Comptroller General of the United 
States, shall conduct and submit to the Ad- 
ministrator an economic analysis of the 
costs and benefits to the Federal Govern- 
ment of a flood insurance program with full 
risk-based premiums, combined with means- 
tested Federal assistance to aid individuals 
who cannot afford coverage, through an in- 
surance voucher program. The analysis shall 
compare the costs of a program of risk-based 
rates and means-tested assistance to the cur- 
rent system of subsidized flood insurance 
rates and federally funded disaster relief for 
people without coverage. 

(c) REPORT.—Not later than 270 days after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Ad- 
ministrator shall submit to the Committee 
on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs of 
the Senate and the Committee on Financial 
Services of the House of Representatives a 
report that contains the results of the study 
and analysis under this section. 

(d) FUNDING.—Notwithstanding section 1310 
of the National Flood Insurance Act of 1968 
(42 U.S.C. 4017), there shall be available to 
the Administrator from the National Flood 
Insurance Fund, of amounts not otherwise 
obligated, not more than $750,000 to carry 
out this section. 

SEC. 141. STUDY AND REPORT CONCERNING THE 
PARTICIPATION OF INDIAN TRIBES 
AND MEMBERS OF INDIAN TRIBES IN 
THE NATIONAL FLOOD INSURANCE 
PROGRAM. 

(a) DEFINITION.—In this section, the term 
“Indian tribe” has the meaning given that 
term in section 4 of the Indian Self-Deter- 
mination and Education Assistance Act (25 
U.S.C. 450b). 

(b) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that partici- 
pation by Indian tribes in the National Flood 
Insurance Program is low. Only 45 of 565 In- 
dian tribes participate in the National Flood 
Insurance Program. 

(c) STUDY.—The Comptroller General of the 
United States, in coordination and consulta- 
tion with Indian tribes and members of In- 
dian tribes throughout the United States, 
shall carry out a study that examines— 

(1) the factors contributing to the current 
rates of participation by Indian tribes and 
members of Indian tribes in the National 
Flood Insurance Program; and 

(2) methods of encouraging participation 
by Indian tribes and members of Indian 
tribes in the National Flood Insurance Pro- 
gram. 

(d) REPORT.—Not later than 6 months after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Comp- 
troller General shall submit to Congress a 
report that— 

(1) contains the results of the study carried 
out under subsection (c); 

(2) describes the steps that the Adminis- 
trator should take to increase awareness and 
encourage participation by Indian tribes and 
members of Indian tribes in the National 
Flood Insurance Program; and 

(8) identifies any legislative changes that 
would encourage participation by Indian 
tribes and members of Indian tribes in the 
National Flood Insurance Program. 

SEC. 142. TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS. 

(a) FLOOD DISASTER PROTECTION ACT OF 
1973.—The Flood Disaster Protection Act of 
1973 (42 U.S.C. 4002 et seq.) is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘Director’’ each place that 
term appears, except in section 102(f)(3) (42 
U.S.C. 4012a(f)(3)), and inserting ‘‘Adminis- 
trator”; and 

(2) in section 201(b) (42 U.S.C. 4105(b)), by 
striking ‘‘Director’s’’ and inserting ‘‘Admin- 
istrator’s’ 
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(b) NATIONAL FLOOD INSURANCE ACT OF 
1968.—The National Flood Insurance Act of 
1968 (42 U.S.C. 4001 et seq.) is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘Director’’ each place that 
term appears and inserting ‘‘Administrator’’; 

(2) in section 1363 (42 U.S.C. 4104), by strik- 
ing ‘‘Director’s’’ each place that term ap- 
pears and inserting ‘‘Administrator’s’’; and 

(3) in section 1370(a)(9) (42 U.S.C. 4121(a)(9)), 
by striking ‘‘the Office of Thrift Super- 
vision,’’. 

(c) FEDERAL FLOOD INSURANCE ACT OF 
1956.—Section 15(e) of the Federal Flood In- 
surance Act of 1956 (42 U.S.C. 2414(e)) is 
amended by striking ‘‘Director’’ each place 
that term appears and inserting ‘‘Adminis- 
trator”. 

SEC. 143. PRIVATE FLOOD INSURANCE POLICIES. 

(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section the fol- 
lowing definitions shall apply: 

(1) GUIDELINES.—The term “Guidelines” 
means the Mandatory Purchase of Flood In- 
surance Guidelines issued by the Adminis- 
trator. 

(2) STATE ENTITY FOR LENDING REGULA- 
TION.—The term ‘‘State entity for lending 
regulation” means, with respect to a State, 
the entity or agency with primary responsi- 
bility for the supervision of lending institu- 
tions chartered by the State and not insured 
by the Federal Deposit Insurance Corpora- 
tion or the National Credit Union Adminis- 
tration. 

(b) AMENDMENTS REQUIRED.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 120 days 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Administrator shall amend the Guidelines to 
clarify that a lender or a lending institution 
chartered by a State and not insured by the 
Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation or 
the National Credit Union Administration 
may accept a private primary flood insur- 
ance policy in lieu of a National Flood Insur- 
ance Program flood policy to satisfy the 
mandatory purchase requirements under sec- 
tion 102 of the Flood Disaster Protection Act 
of 1973 (42 U.S.C. 4012a), if the private pri- 
mary flood insurance policy— 

(A) is available for sale under the laws of 
the State in which the private primary flood 
insurance policy is to be written; 

(B) meets the minimum requirements for 
flood insurance coverage under subsections 
(a) and (b) of such section 102; and 

(C) meets any applicable Federal regula- 
tions. 

(2) STATE LAW CONSIDERATIONS.—Neither 
the Guidelines nor the amendments made 
under paragraph (1) shall preempt any State 
insurance law, regulation, or guidance. 

(c) NOTIFICATION.— 

(1) TO FEDERAL AND STATE ENTITIES FOR 
LENDING REGULATION.—Not later than 30 days 
after the date on which the Administrator 
amends the Guidelines under subsection (b), 
the Administrator shall notify the Federal 
entities for lending regulation and the State 
entities for lending regulation of the amend- 
ment, in order to encourage the acceptance 
of private primary flood insurance in lieu of 
a National Flood Insurance Program flood 
policy to satisfy the mandatory purchase re- 
quirements under section 102 of the Flood 
Disaster Protection Act of 1973 (42 U.S.C. 
4012a). 

(2) TO LENDERS.—The Administrator and 
each Federal entity for lending regulation 
shall include the notification required under 
paragraph (1) in any edition of a publication 
that the Administrator or Federal entity for 
lending regulation provides to lenders that is 
published after the date of enactment of this 
Act. 

(d) TRAINING.—Not later than 60 days after 
the date on which the Administrator makes 
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the notification under subsection (c), the 
Federal entities for lending regulation shall 
train each employee having responsibility 
for compliance audits to implement the 
amendments to the Guidelines under sub- 
section (b). 


TITLE II—COMMISSION ON NATURAL CA- 
TASTROPHE RISK MANAGEMENT AND 
INSURANCE 

SEC. 201. SHORT TITLE. 

This title may be cited as the ‘‘Commis- 
sion on Natural Catastrophe Risk Manage- 
ment and Insurance Act of 2012”. 

SEC. 202. FINDINGS. 

Congress finds that— 

(1) Hurricanes Katrina, Rita, and Wilma, 
which struck the United States in 2005, 
caused, by some estimates, in excess of 
$200,000,000,000 in total economic losses; 

(2) many meteorologists predict that the 
United States is in a period of increased hur- 
ricane activity; 

(8) the Federal Government and State gov- 
ernments have provided billions of dollars to 
pay for losses from natural catastrophes, in- 


cluding hurricanes, earthquakes, volcanic 
eruptions, tsunamis, tornados, flooding, 
wildfires, droughts, and other natural catas- 
trophes; 


(4) many Americans are finding it increas- 
ingly difficult to obtain and afford property 
and casualty insurance coverage; 

(5) some insurers are not renewing insur- 
ance policies, are excluding certain risks, 
such as wind damage, and are increasing 
rates and deductibles in some markets; 

(6) the inability of property and business 
owners in vulnerable areas to obtain and af- 
ford property and casualty insurance cov- 
erage endangers the national economy and 
public health and safety; 

(7) almost every State in the United States 
is at risk of a natural catastrophe, including 
hurricanes, earthquakes, volcanic eruptions, 
tsunamis, tornados, flooding, wildfires, 
droughts, and other natural catastrophes; 

(8) building codes and land use regulations 
play an indispensable role in managing ca- 
tastrophe risks, by preventing building in 
high risk areas and ensuring that appro- 
priate mitigation efforts are completed 
where building has taken place; 

(9) several proposals have been introduced 
in Congress to address the affordability and 
availability of natural catastrophe insurance 
across the United States, but there is no con- 
sensus on what, if any, role the Federal Gov- 
ernment should play; and 

(10) an efficient and effective approach to 
assessing natural catastrophe risk manage- 
ment and insurance is to establish a non- 
partisan commission to study the manage- 
ment of natural catastrophe risk, and to re- 
quire such commission to timely report to 
Congress on its findings. 

SEC. 203. ESTABLISHMENT. 


There is established a nonpartisan Com- 
mission on Natural Catastrophe Risk Man- 
agement and Insurance (in this title referred 
to as the ‘‘Commission’’). 

SEC. 204. MEMBERSHIP. 

(a) APPOINTMENT.—The Commission shall 
be composed of 16 members, of whom— 

(1) 2 members shall be appointed by the 
majority leader of the Senate; 

(2) 2 members shall be appointed by the mi- 
nority leader of the Senate; 

(3) 2 members shall be appointed by the 
Speaker of the House of Representatives; 

(4) 2 members shall be appointed by the mi- 
nority leader of the House of Representa- 
tives; 
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(5) 2 members shall be appointed by the 
Chairman of the Committee on Banking, 
Housing, and Urban Affairs of the Senate; 

(6) 2 members shall be appointed by the 
Ranking Member of the Committee on Bank- 
ing, Housing, and Urban Affairs of the Sen- 
ate; 

(7) 2 members shall be appointed by the 
Chairman of the Committee on Financial 
Services of the House of Representatives; 
and 

(8) 2 members shall be appointed by the 
Ranking Member of the Committee on Fi- 
nancial Services of the House of Representa- 
tives. 

(b) QUALIFICATION OF MEMBERS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Members of the Commis- 
sion shall be appointed under subsection (a) 
from among persons who— 

(A) have expertise in insurance, reinsur- 
ance, insurance regulation, policyholder con- 
cerns, emergency management, risk manage- 
ment, public finance, financial markets, ac- 
tuarial analysis, flood mapping and plan- 
ning, structural engineering, building stand- 
ards, land use planning, natural catas- 
trophes, meteorology, seismology, environ- 
mental issues, or other pertinent qualifica- 
tions or experience; and 

(B) are not officers or employees of the 
United States Government or of any State or 
local government. 

(2) DIVERSITY.—In making appointments to 
the Commission— 

(A) every effort shall be made to ensure 
that the members are representative of a 
broad cross section of perspectives within 
the United States; and 

(B) each member of Congress described in 
subsection (a) shall appoint not more than 1 
person from any single primary area of ex- 
pertise described in paragraph (1)(A) of this 
subsection. 

(c) PERIOD OF APPOINTMENT.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Each member of the Com- 
mission shall be appointed for the duration 
of the Commission. 

(2) VACANCIES.—A vacancy on the Commis- 
sion shall not affect its powers, but shall be 
filled in the same manner as the original ap- 
pointment. 

(d) QUORUM.— 

(1) MAJORITY.—A majority of the members 
of the Commission shall constitute a 
quorum, but a lesser number, as determined 
by the Commission, may hold hearings. 

(2) APPROVAL ACTIONS.—All recommenda- 
tions and reports of the Commission required 
by this title shall be approved only by a ma- 
jority vote of all of the members of the Com- 
mission. 

(e) CHAIRPERSON.—The Commission shall, 
by majority vote of all of the members, se- 
lect 1 member to serve as the Chairperson of 
the Commission (in this title referred to as 
the ‘‘Chairperson’’). 

(f) MEETINGS.—The Commission shall meet 
at the call of its Chairperson or a majority of 
the members. 

SEC. 205. DUTIES OF THE COMMISSION. 

The Commission shall examine the risks 
posed to the United States by natural catas- 
trophes, and means for mitigating those 
risks and for paying for losses caused by nat- 
ural catastrophes, including assessing— 

(1) the condition of the property and cas- 
ualty insurance and reinsurance markets 
prior to and in the aftermath of Hurricanes 
Katrina, Rita, and Wilma in 2005, and the 4 
major hurricanes that struck the United 
States in 2004; 

(2) the current condition of, as well as the 
outlook for, the availability and afford- 
ability of insurance in all regions of the 
country; 
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(3) the current ability of States, commu- 
nities, and individuals to mitigate their nat- 
ural catastrophe risks, including the afford- 
ability and feasibility of such activities; 

(4) the ongoing exposure of the United 
States to natural catastrophes, including 
hurricanes, earthquakes, volcanic eruptions, 
tsunamis, tornados, flooding, wildfires, 
droughts, and other natural catastrophes; 

(5) the catastrophic insurance and reinsur- 
ance markets and the relevant practices in 
providing insurance protection to different 
sectors of the American population; 

(6) implementation of a catastrophic insur- 
ance system that can resolve key obstacles 
currently impeding broader implementation 
of catastrophic risk management and financ- 
ing with insurance; 

(7) the financial feasibility and sustain- 
ability of a national, regional, or other pool- 
ing mechanism designed to provide adequate 
insurance coverage and increased under- 
writing capacity to insurers and reinsurers, 
including private-public partnerships to in- 
crease insurance capacity in constrained 
markets; 

(8) methods to promote public or private 
insurance policies to reduce losses caused by 
natural catastrophes in the uninsured sec- 
tors of the American population; 

(9) approaches for implementing a public 
or private insurance scheme for low-income 
communities, in order to promote risk re- 
duction and insurance coverage in such com- 
munities; 

(10) the impact of Federal and State laws, 
regulations, and policies (including rate reg- 
ulation, market access requirements, rein- 
surance regulations, accounting and tax poli- 
cies, State residual markets, and State ca- 
tastrophe funds) on— 

(A) the affordability and availability of ca- 
tastrophe insurance; 

(B) the capacity of the private insurance 
market to cover losses inflicted by natural 
catastrophes; 

(C) the commercial and residential devel- 
opment of high-risk areas; and 

(D) the costs of natural catastrophes to 
Federal and State taxpayers; 

(11) the present and long-term financial 
condition of State residual markets and ca- 
tastrophe funds in high-risk regions, includ- 
ing the likelihood of insolvency following a 
natural catastrophe, the concentration of 
risks within such funds, the reliance on post- 
event assessments and State funding, and 
the adequacy of rates; 

(12) the role that innovation in financial 
services could play in improving the afford- 
ability and availability of natural catas- 
trophe insurance, specifically addressing 
measures that would foster the development 
of financial products designed to cover nat- 
ural catastrophe risk, such as risk-linked se- 
curities; 

(18) the need for strengthened land use reg- 
ulations and building codes in States at high 
risk for natural catastrophes, and methods 
to strengthen the risk assessment and en- 
forcement of structural mitigation and vul- 
nerability reduction measures, such as zon- 
ing and building code compliance; 

(14) the benefits and costs of proposed Fed- 
eral natural catastrophe insurance programs 
(including the Federal Government’s provi- 
sion of reinsurance to State catastrophe 
funds, private insurers, or other entities), 
specifically addressing the costs to tax- 
payers, tax equity considerations, and the 
record of other government insurance pro- 
grams (particularly with regard to charging 
actuarially sound prices); 

(15) the ability of the United States private 
insurance market— 
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(A) to cover insured losses caused by nat- 
ural catastrophes, including an estimate of 
the maximum amount of insured losses that 
could be sustained during a single year and 
the probability of natural catastrophes oc- 
curring in a single year that would inflict 
more insured losses than the United States 
insurance and reinsurance markets could 
sustain; and 

(B) to recover after covering substantial 
insured losses caused by natural catas- 
trophes; 

(16) the impact that demographic trends 
could have on the amount of insured losses 
inflicted by future natural catastrophes; 

(17) the appropriate role, if any, for the 
Federal Government in stabilizing the prop- 
erty and casualty insurance and reinsurance 
markets; and 

(18) the role of the Federal, State, and 
local governments in providing incentives 
for feasible risk mitigation efforts. 

SEC. 206. REPORT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 9 months 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Commission shall submit to the Committee 
on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs of 
the Senate and the Committee on Financial 
Services of the House of Representatives a 
final report containing— 

(1) a detailed statement of the findings and 
assessments conducted by the Commission 
pursuant to section 205; and 

(2) any recommendations for legislative, 
regulatory, administrative, or other actions 
at the Federal, State, or local levels that the 
Commission considers appropriate, in ac- 
cordance with the requirements of section 
205. 

(b) EXTENSION OF TIME.—The Commission 
may request Congress to extend the period of 
time for the submission of the report re- 
quired under subsection (a) for an additional 
3 months. 

SEC. 207. POWERS OF THE COMMISSION. 

(a) MEETINGS; HEARINGS.—The Commission 
may hold such hearings, sit and act at such 
times and places, take such testimony, and 
receive such evidence as the Commission 
considers necessary to carry out the pur- 
poses of this title. Members may attend 
meetings of the Commission and vote in per- 
son, via telephone conference, or via video 
conference. 

(b) AUTHORITY OF MEMBERS OR AGENTS OF 
THE COMMISSION.—Any member or agent of 
the Commission may, if authorized by a vote 
of the Commission, take any action which 
the Commission is authorized to take by this 
title. 

(c) OBTAINING OFFICIAL DATA.— 

(1) AUTHORITY.—Notwithstanding any pro- 
vision of section 552a of title 5, United States 
Code, the Commission may secure directly 
from any department or agency of the 
United States any information necessary to 
enable the Commission to carry out this 
title. 

(2) PROCEDURE.—Upon the request of the 
Chairperson, the head of such department or 
agency shall furnish to the Commission the 
information requested. 

(d) POSTAL SERVICES.—The Commission 
may use the United States mails in the same 
manner and under the same conditions as 
other departments and agencies of the Fed- 
eral Government. 

(e) ADMINISTRATIVE SUPPORT SERVICES.— 
Upon the request of the Commission, the Ad- 
ministrator of General Services shall provide 
to the Commission, on a reimbursable basis, 
any administrative support services nec- 
essary for the Commission to carry out its 
responsibilities under this title. 
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(f) ACCEPTANCE OF GIFTS.—The Commission 
may accept, hold, administer, and utilize 
gifts, donations, and bequests of property, 
both real and personal, for the purposes of 
aiding or facilitating the work of the Com- 
mission. The Commission shall issue inter- 
nal guidelines governing the receipt of dona- 
tions of services or property. 

(g) VOLUNTEER SERVICES.—Notwith- 
standing the provisions of section 1342 of 
title 31, United States Code, the Commission 
may accept and utilize the services of volun- 
teers serving without compensation. The 
Commission may reimburse such volunteers 
for local travel and office supplies, and for 
other travel expenses, including per diem in 
lieu of subsistence, as authorized by section 
5703 of title 5, United States Code. 

(h) FEDERAL PROPERTY AND ADMINISTRA- 
TIVE SERVICES ACT OF 1949.—Subject to the 
Federal Property and Administrative Serv- 
ices Act of 1949, the Commission may enter 
into contracts with Federal and State agen- 
cies, private firms, institutions, and individ- 
uals for the conduct of activities necessary 
to the discharge of its duties and responsibil- 
ities. 

(i) LIMITATION ON CONTRACTS.—A contract 
or other legal agreement entered into by the 
Commission may not extend beyond the date 
of the termination of the Commission. 

SEC. 208. COMMISSION PERSONNEL MATTERS. 

(a) TRAVEL EXPENSES.—The members of 
the Commission shall be allowed travel ex- 
penses, including per diem in lieu of subsist- 
ence, at rates authorized for employees of 
agencies under subchapter I of chapter 57 of 
title 5, United States Code, while away from 
their homes or regular places of business in 
the performance of services for the Commis- 
sion. 

(b) SUBCOMMITTEES.—The Commission may 
establish subcommittees and appoint mem- 
bers of the Commission to such subcommit- 
tees as the Commission considers appro- 
priate. 

(c) STAFF.—Subject to such policies as the 
Commission may prescribe, the Chairperson 
may appoint and fix the pay of such addi- 
tional personnel as the Chairperson con- 
siders appropriate to carry out the duties of 
the Commission. The Commission shall con- 
firm the appointment of the executive direc- 
tor by majority vote of all of the members of 
the Commission. 

(d) APPLICABILITY OF CERTAIN CIVIL SERV- 
ICE LAws.—Staff of the Commission may be— 

(1) appointed without regard to the provi- 
sions of title 5, United States Code, gov- 
erning appointments in the competitive 
service; and 

(2) paid without regard to the provisions of 
chapter 51 and subchapter III of chapter 53 of 
that title relating to classification and Gen- 
eral Schedule pay rates, except that an indi- 
vidual so appointed may not receive pay in 
excess of the annual rate of basic pay pre- 
scribed for GS-15 of the General Schedule 
under section 5332 of that title. 

(e) EXPERTS AND CONSULTANTS.—In car- 
rying out its objectives, the Commission 
may procure temporary and intermittent 
services of consultants and experts under 
section 3109(b) of title 5, United States Code, 
at rates for individuals which do not exceed 
the daily equivalent of the annual rate of 
basic pay prescribed for GS-15 of the General 
Schedule under section 5332 of that title. 

(f) DETAIL OF GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES.— 
Upon request of the Chairperson, any Fed- 
eral Government employee may be detailed 
to the Commission to assist in carrying out 
the duties of the Commission— 

(1) on a reimbursable basis; and 
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(2) such detail shall be without interrup- 
tion or loss of civil service status or privi- 
lege. 

SEC. 209. TERMINATION. 

The Commission shall terminate 90 days 
after the date on which the Commission sub- 
mits its report under section 206. 

SEC. 210. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

There are authorized to be appropriated to 
the Commission, such sums as may be nec- 
essary to carry out this title, to remain 
available until expended. 

TITLE ITI—ALTERNATIVE LOSS 
ALLOCATION 
SEC. 301. SHORT TITLE. 

This title may be cited as the ‘‘Consumer 
Option for an Alternative System to Allo- 
cate Losses Act of 2012” or the “COASTAL 
Act of 2012”. 

SEC. 302. ASSESSING AND MODELING NAMED 
STORMS OVER COASTAL STATES. 

Subtitle C of title XII of the Omnibus Pub- 
lic Land Management Act of 2009 (33 U.S.C. 
3601 et seq.) (also known as the ‘‘Integrated 
Coastal and Ocean Observation System Act 
of 2009”) is amended by adding at the end the 
following: 

“SEC. 12312. ASSESSING AND MODELING NAMED 
STORMS OVER COASTAL STATES. 

“(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 

‘(TY COASTAL FORMULA.— The term 
‘COASTAL Formula’ has the meaning given 
the term in section 1337(a) of the National 
Flood Insurance Act of 1968. 

“(2) COASTAL STATE.—The term ‘coastal 
State’ has the meaning given the term 
‘coastal state’ in section 304 of the Coastal 
Zone Management Act of 1972 (16 U.S.C. 
1453). 

“(3) COASTAL WATERS.—The term ‘coastal 
waters’ has the meaning given the term in 
such section. 

“(4) COVERED DATA.—The term ‘covered 
data’ means, with respect to a named storm 
identified by the Administrator under sub- 
section (b)(2)(A), empirical data that are— 

“(A) collected before, during, or after such 
storm; and 

“(B) necessary to determine magnitude 
and timing of wind speeds, rainfall, the baro- 
metric pressure, river flows, the extent, 
height, and timing of storm surge, topo- 
graphic and bathymetric data, and other 
measures required to accurately model and 
assess damage from such storm. 

‘‘(5) INDETERMINATE LOSS.—The term ‘inde- 
terminate loss’ has the meaning given the 
term in section 1837(a) of the National Flood 
Insurance Act of 1968. 

“(6) NAMED STORM.—The term ‘named 
storm’ means any organized weather system 
with a defined surface circulation and max- 
imum winds of at least 39 miles per hour 
which the National Hurricane Center of the 
United States National Weather Service 
names as a tropical storm or a hurricane. 

‘(7) NAMED STORM EVENT MODEL.—The term 
‘Named Storm Event Model’ means the offi- 
cial meteorological and oceanographic com- 
puterized model, developed by the Adminis- 
trator under subsection (b)(1)(A), which uti- 
lizes covered data to replicate the mag- 
nitude, timing, and spatial variations of 
winds, rainfall, and storm surges associated 
with named storms that threaten any por- 
tion of a coastal State. 

‘(8) PARTICIPANT.—The term ‘participant’ 
means a Federal, State, or private entity 
that chooses to cooperate with the Adminis- 
trator in carrying out the provisions of this 
section by collecting, contributing, and 
maintaining covered data. 

‘(9) POST-STORM ASSESSMENT.—The term 
‘post-storm assessment’ means a scientific 
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assessment produced and certified by the Ad- 
ministrator to determine the magnitude, 
timing, and spatial variations of winds, rain- 
fall, and storm surges associated with a spe- 
cific named storm to be used in the COAST- 
AL Formula. 

(10) STATE.—The term ‘State’ means a 
State of the United States, the District of 
Columbia, the Commonwealth of Puerto 
Rico, and any other territory or possession 
of the United States. 

‘“(b) NAMED STORM EVENT MODEL AND 
POST-STORM ASSESSMENT.— 

“(1) ESTABLISHMENT OF NAMED 
EVENT MODEL.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 540 days 
after the date of the enactment of the Con- 
sumer Option for an Alternative System to 
Allocate Losses Act of 2012, the Adminis- 
trator shall develop by regulation the Named 
Storm Event Model. 

“(B) ACCURACY.—The Named Storm Event 
Model shall be designed to generate post- 
storm assessments, as provided in paragraph 
(2), that have a degree of accuracy of not less 
than 90 percent for every indeterminate loss 
for which a post-storm assessment is uti- 
lized. 

“(2) POST-STORM ASSESSMENT.— 

‘“(A) IDENTIFICATION OF NAMED STORMS 
THREATENING COASTAL STATES.—After the es- 
tablishment of the COASTAL Formula, the 
Administrator shall, in consultation with 
the Secretary of Homeland Security, iden- 
tify named storms that may reasonably con- 
stitute a threat to any portion of a coastal 
State. 

“(B) POST-STORM ASSESSMENT REQUIRED.— 
Upon identification of a named storm under 
subparagraph (A), the Administrator shall 
develop a post-storm assessment for such 
named storm using the Named Storm Event 
Model and covered data collected for such 
named storm pursuant to the protocol estab- 
lished under subsection (c)(1). 

“(C) SUBMITTAL OF POST-STORM ASSESS- 
MENT.—Not later than 90 days after an iden- 
tification of a named storm is made under 
subparagraph (A), the Administrator shall 
submit to the Secretary of Homeland Secu- 
rity the post-storm assessment developed for 
such storm under subparagraph (B). 

(8) AccURACY.—The Administrator shall 
ensure, to the greatest extent practicable, 
that each post-storm assessment developed 
under paragraph (2) has a degree of accuracy 
of not less than 90 percent. 

““(4) CERTIFICATION.—For each post-storm 
assessment carried out under paragraph (2), 
the Administrator shall— 

“(A) certify the degree of accuracy for such 
assessment, including specific reference to 
any segments or geographic areas for which 
the assessment is less than 90 percent accu- 
rate; and 

“(B) report such certification to the Sec- 
retary of Homeland Security for the pur- 
poses of use with indeterminate loss claims 
under section 1337 of the National Flood In- 
surance Act of 1968. 

“(5) FINALITY OF DETERMINATIONS.—A cer- 
tification of the degree of accuracy of a post- 
storm assessment under this subsection by 
the Administrator shall be final and shall 
not be subject to judicial review. 

“(6) AVAILABILITY.—The Administrator 
shall make available to the public the 
Named Storm Event Model and any post- 
storm assessment developed under this sub- 
section. 

‘“(c) ESTABLISHMENT OF A PROTOCOL FOR 
POST-STORM ASSESSMENT.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 540 days 
after the date of the enactment of the Con- 
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sumer Option for an Alternative System to 
Allocate Losses Act of 2012, the Adminis- 
trator shall establish a protocol, based on 
the plan submitted under subsection (d)(3), 
to collect and assemble all covered data re- 
quired by the Administrator to produce post- 
storm assessments required by subsection 
(b), including assembling data collected by 
participants and stored in the database es- 
tablished under subsection (f) and from such 
other sources as the Administrator considers 
appropriate. 

‘(2) ACQUISITION OF SENSORS AND STRUC- 
TURES.—If the Administrator is unable to use 
a public or private asset to obtain covered 
data as part of the protocol established 
under paragraph (1), the Administrator may 
acquire such sensors and structures for the 
placement of sensors as may be necessary to 
obtain such data. 

‘(3) USE OF FEDERAL ASSETS.—If the pro- 
tocol requires placement of a sensor to de- 
velop assessments pursuant to subsection 
(b), the Administrator shall, to the extent 
practicable, use Federal assets for the place- 
ment of such sensors. 

‘*(4) USE OF ACQUIRED STRUCTURES.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—If the Administrator ac- 
quires a structure for the placement of a sen- 
sor for purposes of such protocol, the Admin- 
istrator shall to the extent practical permit 
other public and private entities to place 
sensors on such structure to collect— 

“(i) meteorological data; 

“(ii) national security-related data; 

“(iii) navigation-related data; 

‘“(iv) hydrographic data; or 

“(v) such other data as the Administrator 
considers appropriate. 

‘(B) RECEIPT OF CONSIDERATION.—The Ad- 
ministrator may receive consideration for 
the placement of a sensor on a structure 
under subparagraph (A). 

‘(C) IN-KIND CONSIDERATION.—Consider- 
ation received under subparagraph (B) may 
be received in-kind. 

‘(D) USE OF CONSIDERATION.—To the extent 
practicable, consideration received under 
subparagraph (B) shall be used for the main- 
tenance of sensors used to collect covered 
data. 

‘(5) COORDINATED DEPLOYMENTS AND DATA 
COLLECTION PRACTICES.—The Administrator 
shall, in consultation with the Office of the 
Federal Coordinator for Meteorology, coordi- 
nate the deployment of sensors as part of the 
protocol established under paragraph (1) and 
related data collection carried out by Fed- 
eral, State, academic, and private entities 
who choose to cooperate with the Adminis- 
trator in carrying out this subsection. 

‘(6) PRIORITY ACQUISITION AND DEPLOY- 
MENT.—The Administrator shall give priority 
in the acquisition for and deployment of sen- 
sors under the protocol required by para- 
graph (1) to areas of coastal States that have 
the highest risk of being harmed by named 
storms. 

‘(d) ASSESSMENT OF SYSTEMS AND EFFORTS 
TO COLLECT COVERED DATA.— 

“(1) IDENTIFICATION OF SYSTEMS AND EF- 
FORTS TO COLLECT COVERED DATA.—Not later 
than 180 days after the date of the enactment 
of the Consumer Option for an Alternative 
System to Allocate Losses Act of 2012, the 
Administrator shall, in consultation with 
the Office of the Federal Coordinator for Me- 
teorology— 

“(A) carry out a survey to identify all Fed- 
eral and State efforts and systems that are 
capable of collecting covered data; and 

‘(B) consult with private and academic 
sector entities to identify domestic private 
and academic systems that are capable of 
collecting covered data. 
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‘(2) IDENTIFICATION OF GAPS.—The Admin- 
istrator shall, in consultation with the Office 
of the Federal Coordinator for Meteorology 
and individuals and entities consulted under 
subsection (e)(3), assess the systems identi- 
fied under paragraph (1) and identify which 
systems meet the needs of the National Oce- 
anic and Atmospheric Administration for the 
collection of covered data, including with re- 
spect to the accuracy requirement for post- 
storm assessment under subsection (b)(3). 

(3) PLAN.—Not later than 270 days after 
the date of the enactment of the Consumer 
Option for an Alternative System to Allo- 
cate Losses Act of 2012, the Administrator 
shall, in consultation with the Office of the 
Federal Coordinator for Meteorology, submit 
to Congress a plan for the collection of cov- 
ered data necessary to develop the Named 
Storm Event Model and post-storm assess- 
ment required by subsection (b) that address- 
es any gaps identified in paragraph (2). 

‘(e) COORDINATION OF COVERED DATA COL- 
LECTION AND MAINTENANCE BY PARTICI- 
PANTS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator shall, 
in consultation with the Office of the Fed- 
eral Coordinator for Meteorology, coordinate 
the collection and maintenance of covered 
data by participants under this section— 

“(A) to streamline the process of collecting 
covered data in accordance with the protocol 
established under subsection (c)(1); and 

‘(B) to maintain transparency of such 
process and the database established under 
subsection (f). 

‘(2) SHARING INFORMATION.—The Adminis- 
trator shall establish a process for sharing 
among participants information relevant to 
collecting and using covered data for— 

“(A) academic research; 

‘“(B) private sector use; 

‘“(C) public outreach; and 

‘(D) such other purposes as the Adminis- 
trator considers appropriate. 

‘(83) CONSULTATION.—In carrying out para- 
graphs (1) and (2), the Administrator shall 
consult with the following: 

“(A) The Commanding General of the 
United States Army Corps of Engineers. 

“(B) The Administrator of the Federal 
Emergency Management Agency. 

“(C) The Commandant of the Coast Guard. 

“(D) The Director of the United States Ge- 
ological Survey. 

“(E) The Office of the Federal Coordinator 
for Meteorology. 

“(F) The Director of the National Science 
Foundation. 

“(G) The Administrator of the National 
Aeronautics and Space Administration. 

“(H) Such public, private, and academic 
sector entities as the Administrator con- 
siders appropriate for purposes of carrying 
out the provisions of this section. 

“(f) ESTABLISHMENT OF COASTAL WIND AND 
WATER EVENT DATABASE.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 1 year 
after the date of the enactment of the Con- 
sumer Option for an Alternative System to 
Allocate Losses Act of 2012, the Adminis- 
trator shall establish a database for the col- 
lection and compilation of covered data— 

“(A) to support the protocol established 
under subsection (c)(1); and 

‘(B) for the purposes listed in subsection 
(e)(2). 

‘(2) DESIGNATION.—The database estab- 
lished under paragraph (1) shall be known as 
the ‘Coastal Wind and Water Event Data- 
base’. 

‘(g@) COMPTROLLER GENERAL STuDY.—Not 
later than 1 year after the date of the enact- 
ment of the Consumer Option for an Alter- 
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native System to Allocate Losses Act of 2012, 
the Comptroller General of the United States 
shall— 

“(1) complete an audit of Federal efforts to 
collect covered data for purposes of the Con- 
sumer Option for an Alternative System to 
Allocate Losses Act of 2012, which audit 
shall— 

“(A) examine duplicated Federal efforts to 
collect covered data; and 

“(B) determine the cost effectiveness of 
such efforts; and 

‘“(2) submit to the Committee on Banking, 
Housing, and Urban Affairs and the Com- 
merce, Science, and Transportation of the 
Senate and the Committee on Financial 
Services and the Committee on Science, 
Space, and Technology of the House of Rep- 
resentatives a report on the findings of the 
Comptroller General with respect to the 
audit completed under paragraph (1).’’. 

SEC. 303. ALTERNATIVE LOSS ALLOCATION SYS- 
TEM FOR INDETERMINATE CLAIMS. 

Part A of chapter II of the National Flood 
Insurance Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 4051 et seq.) 
is amended by adding at the end the fol- 
lowing: 

“SEC. 1337. ALTERNATIVE LOSS ALLOCATION SYS- 
TEM FOR INDETERMINATE CLAIMS. 

“(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 

“(1) ADMINISTRATOR.—The term ‘Adminis- 
trator’ means the Administrator of the Fed- 
eral Emergency Management Agency. 

“*(2) COASTAL FORMULA.—The term 
‘COASTAL Formula’ means the formula es- 
tablished under subsection (b). 

(3) COASTAL STATE.—The term ‘coastal 
State’ has the meaning given the term 
‘coastal state’ in section 304 of the Coastal 
Zone Management Act of 1972 (16 U.S.C. 
1453). 

‘(4) INDETERMINATE LOSS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘indetermi- 
nate loss’ means, as determined by an insur- 
ance claims adjuster certified under the na- 
tional flood insurance program and in con- 
sultation with an engineer as appropriate, a 
loss resulting from physical damage to, or 
loss of, property located in any coastal State 
arising from the combined perils of flood and 
wind associated with a named storm. 

“(B) REQUIREMENTS.—An insurance claims 
adjuster certified under the national flood 
insurance program shall only determine that 
a loss is an indeterminate loss if the claims 
adjuster determines that— 

“(G) no material remnant of physical build- 
ings or man-made structures remain except 
building foundations for the specific prop- 
erty for which the claim is made; and 

“(ii) there is insufficient or no tangible 
evidence created, yielded, or otherwise left 
behind of the specific property for which the 
claim is made as a result of the named 
storm. 

“(5) NAMED STORM.—The term ‘named 
storm’ means any organized weather system 
with a defined surface circulation and max- 
imum winds of not less than 39 miles per 
hour which the National Hurricane Center of 
the United States National Weather Service 
names as a tropical storm or a hurricane. 

‘“(6) POST-STORM ASSESSMENT.—The term 
‘post-storm assessment’ means the post- 
storm assessment developed under section 
12312(b) of the Omnibus Public Land Manage- 
ment Act of 2009. 

“(7) STATE.—The term ‘State’ means a 
State of the United States, the District of 
Columbia, the Commonwealth of Puerto 
Rico, and any other territory or possession 
of the United States. 

“(8) SECRETARY.—The term ‘Secretary’ 
means the Secretary of Homeland Security. 
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‘(9) STANDARD INSURANCE POLICY.—The 
term ‘standard insurance policy’ means any 
insurance policy issued under the national 
flood insurance program that covers loss or 
damage to property resulting from water 
peril. 

(10) PROPERTY.—The term ‘property’ 
means real or personal property that is in- 
sured under a standard insurance policy for 
loss or damage to structure or contents. 

“(11) UNDER SECRETARY.—The term ‘Under 
Secretary? means the Under Secretary of 
Commerce for Oceans and Atmosphere, in 
the Under Secretary’s capacity as Adminis- 
trator of the National Oceanic and Atmos- 
pheric Administration. 

‘(b) ESTABLISHMENT OF FLOOD Loss ALLO- 
CATION FORMULA FOR INDETERMINATE 
CLAIMS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 180 days 
after the date on which the protocol is estab- 
lished under section 12312(c)(1) of the Omni- 
bus Public Land Management Act of 2009, the 
Secretary, acting through the Administrator 
and in consultation with the Under Sec- 
retary, shall establish by rule a standard for- 
mula to determine and allocate wind losses 
and flood losses for claims involving indeter- 
minate losses. 

“(2) CONTENTS.—The standard formula es- 
tablished under paragraph (1) shall— 

‘(A) incorporate data available from the 
Coastal Wind and Water Event Database es- 
tablished under section 12312(f) of the Omni- 
bus Public Land Management Act of 2009; 

‘“(B) use relevant data provided on the Na- 
tional Flood Insurance Program Elevation 
Certificate for each indeterminate loss for 
which the formula is used; 

“(C) consider any sufficient and credible 
evidence, approved by the Administrator, of 
the pre-event condition of a specific prop- 
erty, including the findings of any policy- 
holder or insurance claims adjuster in con- 
nection with the indeterminate loss to that 
specific property; 

“(D) include other measures, as the Admin- 
istrator considers appropriate, required to 
determine and allocate by mathematical for- 
mula the property damage caused by flood or 
storm surge associated with a named storm; 
and 

“(E) subject to paragraph (8), for each inde- 
terminate loss, use the post-storm assess- 
ment to allocate water damage (flood or 
storm surge) associated with a named storm. 

‘(3) DEGREE OF ACCURACY REQUIRED.—The 
standard formula established under para- 
graph (1) shall specify that the Adminis- 
trator may only use the post-storm assess- 
ment for purposes of the formula if the 
Under Secretary certifies that the post- 
storm assessment has a degree of accuracy of 
not less than 90 percent in connection with 
the specific indeterminate loss for which the 
assessment and formula are used. 

‘(c) AUTHORIZED USE OF POST-STORM AS- 
SESSMENT AND COASTAL FORMULA.— 

‘“(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (3), 
the Administrator may use the post-storm 
assessment and the COASTAL Formula to— 

“(A) review flood loss payments for inde- 
terminate losses, including as part of the 
quality assurance reinspection program of 
the Federal Emergency Management Agency 
for claims under the national flood insurance 
program and any other process approved by 
the Administrator to review and validate 
payments under the national flood insurance 
program for indeterminate losses following a 
named storm; and 

“(B) assist the national flood insurance 
program to— 

“(i) properly cover qualified flood loss for 
claims for indeterminate losses; and 
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“(ii) avoid paying for any loss or damage 
to property caused by any peril (including 
wind), other than flood or storm surge, that 
is not covered under a standard policy under 
the national flood insurance program. 

‘(2) FEDERAL DISASTER DECLARATION.—Sub- 
ject to paragraph (3), in order to expedite 
claims and reduce costs to the national flood 
insurance program, following any major dis- 
aster declared by the President under section 
401 of the Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief 
and Emergency Assistance Act (42 U.S.C. 
5170) relating to a named storm in a coastal 
State, the Administrator may use the 
COASTAL Formula to determine and pay for 
any flood loss covered under a standard in- 
surance policy under the national flood in- 
surance program, if the loss is an indetermi- 
nate loss. 

‘(3) NATIONAL ACADEMY OF SCIENCES EVAL- 
UATION.— 

‘(A) EVALUATION REQUIRED.— 

“(i) EVALUATION.—Upon the issuance of the 
rule establishing the COASTAL Formula, 
and each time the Administrator modifies 
the COASTAL Formula, the National Acad- 
emy of Sciences shall— 

‘““T) evaluate the expected financial impact 
on the national flood insurance program of 
the use of the COASTAL Formula as so es- 
tablished or modified; and 

“(ID) evaluate the validity of the scientific 
assumptions upon which the formula is based 
and determine whether the COASTAL for- 
mula can achieve a degree of accuracy of not 
less than 90 percent in allocating flood losses 
for indeterminate losses. 

“(ii) REPORT.—The National Academy of 
Sciences shall submit a report containing 
the results of each evaluation under clause 
(i) to the Administrator, the Committee on 
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs and the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation of the Senate, and the Com- 
mittee on Financial Services and the Com- 
mittee on Science, Space, and Technology of 
the House of Representatives. 

‘(B) EFFECTIVE DATE AND APPLICABILITY.— 

“(i) EFFECTIVE DATE.—Paragraphs (1) and 
(2) of this subsection shall not take effect 
unless the report under subparagraph (A) re- 
lating to the establishment of the COASTAL 
Formula concludes that the use of the 
COASTAL Formula for purposes of para- 
graph (1) and (2) would not have an adverse 
financial impact on the national flood insur- 
ance program and that the COASTAL For- 
mula is based on valid scientific assumptions 
that would allow a degree of accuracy of not 
less than 90 percent to be achieved in allo- 
cating flood losses for indeterminate losses. 

‘“(ii) EFFECT OF MODIFICATIONS.—Unless the 
report under subparagraph (A) relating to a 
modification of the COASTAL Formula con- 
cludes that the use of the COASTAL For- 
mula, as so modified, for purposes of para- 
graphs (1) and (2) would not have an adverse 
financial impact on the national flood insur- 
ance program and that the COASTAL For- 
mula is based on valid scientific assumptions 
that would allow a degree of accuracy of not 
less than 90 percent to be achieved in allo- 
cating flood losses for indeterminate losses 
the Administrator may not use the COAST- 
AL Formula, as so modified, for purposes of 
paragraphs (1) and (2). 

“(C) FUNDING.—Notwithstanding section 
1310 of the National Flood Insurance Act of 
1968 (42 U.S.C. 4017), there shall be available 
to the Administrator from the National 
Flood Insurance Fund, of amounts not other- 
wise obligated, not more than $750,000 to 
carry out this paragraph. 

‘(d) DISCLOSURE OF COASTAL FORMULA.— 
Not later than 30 days after the date on 
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which a post-storm assessment is submitted 
to the Secretary under section 12312(b)(2)(C) 
of the Omnibus Public Land Management 
Act of 2009, for each indeterminate loss for 
which the COASTAL Formula is used pursu- 
ant to subsection (c)(2), the Administrator 
shall disclose to the policyholder that makes 
a claim relating to the indeterminate loss— 

“(1) that the Administrator used the 
COASTAL Formula with respect to the inde- 
terminate loss; and 

“(2) a summary of the results of the use of 
the COASTAL Formula. 

‘“(e) CONSULTATION.—In carrying out sub- 
sections (b) and (c), the Secretary shall con- 
sult with— 

“(1) the Under Secretary for Oceans and 
Atmosphere; 

‘“(2) the Director of the National Institute 
of Standards and Technology; 

(3) the Chief of Engineers of the United 
States Army Corps of Engineers; 

‘“(4) the Director of the United States Geo- 
logical Survey; 

‘“(5) the Office of the Federal Coordinator 
for Meteorology; 

(6) State insurance regulators of coastal 
States; and 

““(7) such public, private, and academic sec- 
tor entities as the Secretary considers appro- 
priate for purposes of carrying out such sub- 
sections. 

““(f) RECORDKEEPING.—Each consideration 
and measure the Administrator determines 
necessary to carry out subsection (b) may be 
required, with advanced approval of the Ad- 
ministrator, to be provided for on the Na- 
tional Flood Insurance Program Elevation 
Certificate, or maintained otherwise on 
record if approved by the Administrator, for 
any property that qualifies for the COAST- 
AL Formula under subsection (c). 

“(¢) CIVIL PENALTY.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—If an insurance claims 
adjuster knowingly and willfully makes a 
false or inaccurate determination relating to 
an indeterminate loss, the Administrator 
may, after notice and opportunity for hear- 
ing, impose on the insurance claims adjuster 
a civil penalty of not more than $1,000. 

‘(2) DEPOSIT.—Notwithstanding section 
3302 of title 31, United States Code, or any 
other law relating to the crediting of money, 
the Administrator shall deposit in the Na- 
tional Flood Insurance Fund any amounts 
received under this subsection, which shall 
remain available until expended and be 
available to the Administrator for purposes 
authorized for the National Flood Insurance 
Fund without further appropriation. 

“(h) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in 
this subsection shall be construed to require 
the Administrator to make any payment 
under the national flood insurance program, 
or an insurance company to make any pay- 
ment, for an indeterminate loss based upon 
post-storm assessment or the COASTAL For- 
mula. 

“(i) APPLICABILITY.—Subsection (c) shall 
apply with respect to an indeterminate loss 
associated with a named storm that occurs 
after the date on which the Administrator 
issues the rule establishing the COASTAL 
Formula under subsection (b). 

“(j) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in 
this subsection shall be construed to negate, 
set aside, or void any policy limit, including 
any loss limitation, set forth in a standard 
insurance policy.’’. 


SA 2469. Mr. REID (for Mr. PRYOR 
(for himself and Mr. HOEVEN)) proposed 
an amendment to amendment SA 2468 
proposed by Mr. REID (for Mr. JOHNSON 
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of South Dakota (for himself and Mr. 
SHELBY)) to the bill S. 1940, to amend 
the National Flood Insurance Act of 
1968, to restore the financial solvency 
of the flood insurance fund, and for 
other purposes; as follows: 

Strike section 107 and insert the following: 
SEC. 107. AREAS OF RESIDUAL RISK. 

(a) AREAS OF RESIDUAL RISK.— 

(1) DEFINITION.—Not later than 18 months 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Administrator, in consultation with the 
Technical Mapping Advisory Council estab- 
lished under section 117, shall establish a def- 
inition of the term ‘‘area of residual risk”, 
for purposes of the National Flood Insurance 
Program, that is limited to areas that are 
not areas having special flood hazards. 

(2) THIS SECTION.—In this section, the term 
“area of residual risk” has the meaning es- 
tablished by the Administrator under para- 
graph (1). 

(b) STUDY AND REPORT ON MANDATORY PUR- 
CHASE REQUIREMENTS IN AREAS OF RESIDUAL 
RISK.— 

(1) STUDY.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—The Comptroller General 
of the United States shall conduct a study 
assessing the potential impact and effective- 
ness of applying the mandatory purchase re- 
quirements under sections 102 and 202 of the 
Flood Disaster Protection Act of 1973 (42 
U.S.C. 4012a and 4106) to properties located in 
areas of residual risk. 

(B) AREAS OF STUDY.—In carrying out the 
study required under subparagraph (A), the 
Comptroller General shall evaluate— 

(i) the regulatory, financial, and economic 
impact of applying the mandatory purchase 
requirements described in subparagraph (A) 
to areas of residual risk on— 

(I) the costs of homeownership; 

(II) the actuarial soundness of the National 
Flood Insurance Program; 

(III) the Federal Emergency Management 
Agency; 

(IV) communities located in areas of resid- 
ual risk; 

(V) insurance companies participating in 
the National Flood Insurance Program; and 

(VI) the Disaster Relief Fund; 

(ii) the effectiveness of the mandatory pur- 
chase requirements in protecting— 

(I) homeowners and taxpayers 
United States from financial loss; and 

(II) the financial soundness of the National 
Flood Insurance Program; 

(iii) the impact on lenders of complying 
with or enforcing the mandatory purchase 
requirements; 

(iv) the methodology that the Adminis- 
trator uses to adequately estimate the vary- 
ing levels of residual risk behind levees and 
other flood control structures; and 

(v) the extent to which the risk premium 
rates under the National Flood Insurance 
Program for property in the areas of residual 
risk behind levees adequately account for— 

(I) the design of the levees; 

(II) the soundness of the levees; 

(III) the hydrography of the areas of resid- 
ual risk; and 

(IV) any historical flooding in the areas of 
residual risk. 

(2) REPORTS.— 

(A) INITIAL REPORT.—Not later than 12 
months after the date on which the Adminis- 
trator establishes a definition of the term 
“area of residual risk” under subsection 
(a)(1), the Comptroller General shall submit 
to Congress a report that— 

(i) contains the results of the study re- 
quired under paragraph (1); and 
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(ii) provides recommendations to the Ad- 
ministrator on improvements that may re- 
sult in more accurate estimates of varying 
levels of residual risk behind levees and 
other flood control structures. 

(B) UPDATED REPORT.—Not later than 5 
years after the date on which the Comp- 
troller General submits the report under sub- 
paragraph (A), the Comptroller General 
shall— 

(i) update the study conducted under para- 
graph (1); and 

(ii) submit to Congress an updated report 
that— 

(I) contains the results of the updated 
study required under clause (i); and 

(II) provides recommendations to the Ad- 
ministrator on improvements that may re- 
sult in more accurate estimates of varying 
levels of residual risk behind levees and 
other flood control structures. 

(3) ADJUSTMENT OF METHODOLOGIES.—The 
Administrator shall, to the extent prac- 
ticable, adjust the methodologies used to es- 
timate the varying levels of residual risk be- 
hind levees and other flood control struc- 
tures based on the recommendations sub- 
mitted by the Comptroller General under 
subparagraphs (A)(ii) and (B)(ii)(II). 

(c) STUDY OF VOLUNTARY COMMUNITY-BASED 
FLOOD INSURANCE OPTIONS.— 

(1) STuDY.— 

(A) STUDY REQUIRED.—The Administrator 
shall conduct a study to assess options, 
methods, and strategies for making available 
voluntary community-based flood insurance 
policies through the National Flood Insur- 
ance Program. 

(B) CONSIDERATIONS.—The study conducted 
under subparagraph (A) shall— 

(i) take into consideration and analyze how 
voluntary community-based flood insurance 
policies— 

(I) would affect communities having vary- 
ing economic bases, geographic locations, 
flood hazard characteristics or classifica- 
tions, and flood management approaches; 
and 

(II) could satisfy the applicable require- 
ments under section 102 of the Flood Dis- 
aster Protection Act of 1973 (42 U.S.C. 4012a); 
and 

(ii) evaluate the advisability of making 
available voluntary community-based flood 
insurance policies to communities, subdivi- 
sions of communities, and areas of residual 
risk. 

(C) CONSULTATION.—In conducting the 
study required under subparagraph (A), the 
Administrator may consult with the Comp- 
troller General of the United States, as the 
Administrator determines is appropriate. 

(2) REPORT BY THE ADMINISTRATOR.— 

(A) REPORT REQUIRED.—Not later than 18 
months after the date of enactment of this 
Act, the Administrator shall submit to the 
Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban 
Affairs of the Senate and the Committee on 
Financial Services of the House of Rep- 
resentatives a report that contains the re- 
sults and conclusions of the study conducted 
under paragraph (1). 

(B) CONTENTS.—The report submitted 
under subparagraph (A) shall include rec- 
ommendations for— 

(i) the best manner to incorporate vol- 
untary community-based flood insurance 
policies into the National Flood Insurance 
Program; and 

(ii) a strategy to implement voluntary 
community-based flood insurance policies 
that would encourage communities to under- 
take flood mitigation activities, including 
the construction, reconstruction, or im- 
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provement of levees, dams, or other flood 
control structures. 

(3) REPORT BY COMPTROLLER GENERAL.—Not 
later than 6 months after the date on which 
the Administrator submits the report re- 
quired under paragraph (2), the Comptroller 
General of the United States shall— 

(A) review the report submitted by the Ad- 
ministrator; and 

(B) submit to the Committee on Banking, 
Housing, and Urban Affairs of the Senate and 
the Committee on Financial Services of the 
House of Representatives a report that con- 
tains— 

(i) an analysis of the report submitted by 
the Administrator; 

(ii) any comments or recommendations of 
the Comptroller General relating to the re- 
port submitted by the Administrator; and 

(iii) any other recommendations of the 
Comptroller General relating to community- 
based flood insurance policies. 


SA 2470. Mr. REID proposed an 
amendment to amendment SA 2469 pro- 
posed by Mr. REID (for Mr. PRYOR (for 
himself and Mr. HOEVEN)) to the 
amendment SA 2468 proposed by Mr. 
REID (for Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota 
(for himself and Mr. SHELBY)) to the 
bill S. 1940, to amend the National 
Flood Insurance Act of 1968, to restore 
the financial solvency of the flood in- 
surance fund, and for other purposes; 
as follows: 

At the end, add the following new section: 
SEC... 

This Act shall become effective 7 days 
after enactment. 


SA 2471. Mr. REID proposed an 
amendment to the bill S. 1940, to 
amend the National Flood Insurance 
Act of 1968, to restore the financial sol- 
vency of the flood insurance fund, and 
for other purposes; as follows: 

At the end, add the following new section: 
SEC. Žž . 

This title shall become effective 5 days 
after enactment. 


SA 2472. Mr. REID proposed an 
amendment to the amendment SA 2471 
proposed by Mr. REID to the bill S. 1940, 
to amend the National Flood Insurance 
Act of 1968, to restore the financial sol- 
vency of the flood insurance fund, and 
for other purposes; as follows: 

In the amendment, strike ‘‘5 days” and in- 
sert ‘‘4 days”. 


SA 2473. Mr. REID proposed an 
amendment to the bill S. 1940, to 
amend the National Flood Insurance 
Act of 1968, to restore the financial sol- 
vency of the flood insurance fund, and 
for other purposes; as follows: 

At the end, add the following new section: 
SEC... 

This Act shall become effective 3 days 
after enactment. 


SA 2474. Mr. REID proposed an 
amendment to amendment SA 2473 pro- 
posed by Mr. REID to the bill S. 1940, to 
amend the National Flood Insurance 
Act of 1968, to restore the financial sol- 
vency of the flood insurance fund, and 
for other purposes; as follows: 
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In the amendment, strike “3 days” and in- 
sert ‘‘2 days’’. 


SA 2475. Mr. REID proposed an 
amendment to amendment SA 2474 pro- 
posed by Mr. REID to the amendment 
SA 2473 proposed by Mr. REID to the 
bill S. 1940, to amend the National 
Flood Insurance Act of 1968, to restore 
the financial solvency of the flood in- 
surance fund, and for other purposes; 
as follows: 

In the amendment, strike “2 days” and in- 
sert “1 day”. 


SA 2476. Mr. LEE submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1940, to amend the 
National Flood Insurance Act of 1968, 
to restore the financial solvency of the 
flood insurance fund, and for other pur- 
poses; which was ordered to lie on the 
table; as follows: 

At the end of title I, add the following: 

SEC. 1 _ _. PRIORITIZATION OF PRIVATE FLOOD 
INSURANCE. 

Section 1304 of the National Flood Insur- 
ance Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 4011), as amended 
by this Act, is amended by adding at the end 
the following: 

‘(d) PRIORITIZATION OF PRIVATE FLOOD IN- 
SURANCE.— 

“(1) DEFINITIONS.—In this subsection— 

“(A) the term ‘private flood insurance’— 

“(i) means a contract for flood insurance 
coverage allowed for sale under the laws of 
any State; and 

“(ii) does not include flood insurance pro- 
vided or funded under any program of the 
Federal Emergency Management Agency, in- 
cluding the national flood insurance pro- 
gram; and 

“(B) the term ‘State insurance regulator’ 
has the meaning given the term in section 
313(r) of title 31, United States Code. 

‘“(2) MINIMUM STANDARDS FOR PRIVATE 
FLOOD INSURANCE.— 

‘(A) STATE-SPECIFIC STANDARDS.—For pur- 
poses of this subsection, a State insurance 
regulator may establish minimum standards 
for private flood insurance in the State that 
take into account price, scope of coverage, 
and any other factors that the State insur- 
ance regulator determines are appropriate. 

‘(B) DEFAULT STANDARDS.—The Adminis- 
trator shall establish minimum standards for 
private flood insurance that take into ac- 
count price, scope of coverage, and any other 
factors that the Administrator determines 
are appropriate for States in which the State 
insurance regulator does not establish min- 
imum standards under subparagraph (A). 

‘(8) PRIORITIZATION OF PRIVATE FLOOD IN- 
SURANCE.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, the Administrator 
may not provide flood insurance under the 
national flood insurance program to a person 
for real property or personal property unless 
the person demonstrates that there is no pri- 
vate flood insurance available for the prop- 
erty that meets— 

“(i) the standards established under para- 
graph (2)(A) for the State in which the prop- 
erty is located; or 

“(ii) if standards have not been established 
under paragraph (2)(A) for the State in which 
the property is located, the standards estab- 
lished under paragraph (2)(B). 

‘(B) DEMONSTRATION OF LACK OF PRIVATE 
FLOOD INSURANCE.—The Administrator shall 
establish a procedure by which a person 


June 25, 2012 


seeking to purchase flood insurance under 
the national flood insurance program for real 
property or personal property may dem- 
onstrate that there is no private flood insur- 
ance available for the property that meets 
the applicable standards established under 
paragraph (2).’’. 


SA 2477. Mr. MERKLEY (for himself 
and Ms. LANDRIEU) submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1940, to amend the 
National Flood Insurance Act of 1968, 
to restore the financial solvency of the 
flood insurance fund, and for other pur- 
poses; which was ordered to lie on the 
table; as follows: 

At the end of title I, add the following: 

SEC. 1 _. LEVEE SYSTEMS; FLOOD CONTROL 
STRUCTURES. 

(a) CERTIFICATION OF FLOOD CONTROL 
STRUCTURES BY CORPS OF ENGINEERS.—Sec- 
tion 211 of the Water Resources Development 
Act of 2000 (31 U.S.C. 6505 note) is amended 
by adding at the end the following: 

‘(f) CERTIFICATION OR EVALUATION OF 
LEVEE SYSTEMS.—Notwithstanding sub- 
sections (b) and (c), the Corps may provide 
specialized or technical services to a State 
or local government under section 6505 of 
title 31, United States Code, relating to the 
certification or evaluation of a levee system 
for purposes of the National Flood Insurance 
Program if— 

“(1) the chief executive of the State or 
local government submits to the Secretary a 
written request— 

“(A) that describes the scope of the serv- 
ices to be performed; and 

“(B) in which the chief executive of the 
State or local government agrees to reim- 
burse the Corps for all costs associated with 
the performance of the services; and 

“(2) the Secretary ensures that the re- 
quirements under paragraph (1) are met with 
regard to any request for services submitted 
under paragraph (1) before the Secretary en- 
ters into an agreement to perform the serv- 
ices.’’. 

(b) ACTUAL PROTECTION PROVIDED BY FLOOD 
CONTROL STRUCTURES.—Section 1860 of the 
National Flood Insurance Act of 1968 (42 
U.S.C. 4101) is amended by adding at the end 
the following: 

‘(k) ACTUAL PROTECTION PROVIDED BY 
FLOOD CONTROL STRUCTURES.—The Adminis- 
trator may not issue a flood insurance rate 
map or an update to a flood insurance rate 
map for an area unless the flood insurance 
rate map or update adequately reflects the 
protection provided by any levee, dam, or 
other flood control structure in the area.’’. 


SA 2478. Mr. MERKLEY (for himself 
and Mrs. BOXER) submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 1940, to amend the Na- 
tional Flood Insurance Act of 1968, to 
restore the financial solvency of the 
flood insurance fund, and for other pur- 
poses; which was ordered to lie on the 
table; as follows: 

On page 15, strike line 20 and insert the fol- 
lowing: 

‘“(f) EXEMPTION FROM MANDATORY PUR- 
CHASE REQUIREMENT FOR PRE-REFORM HOME- 
OWNERS.—The requirements under sections 
102 and 202 of the Flood Disaster Protection 
Act of 1973 (42 U.S.C. 4012a and 4106) shall not 
apply with respect to a residential property 
located in an area of residual risk until the 
date on which ownership of the property 
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changes for the first time after the date on 
which such requirements begin to apply to 
areas of residual risk, as determined under 
section 107(c) of the Flood Insurance Reform 
and Modernization Act of 2012. 

“(g) DECERTIFICATION.—Upon decertifica- 
tion of any 


SA 2479. Mr. PAUL submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1940, to amend the 
National Flood Insurance Act of 1968, 
to restore the financial solvency of the 
flood insurance fund, and for other pur- 
poses; which was ordered to lie on the 
table; as follows: 


At the appropriate place, insert the fol- 
lowing: 

SEC. |. LIFE AT CONCEPTION ACT. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This section may be 
cited as the “Life at Conception Act”. 

(b) RIGHT TO LIFE.—To implement equal 
protection for the right to life of each born 
and preborn human person, and pursuant to 
the duty and authority of the Congress, in- 
cluding Congress’ power under article I, sec- 
tion 8, to make necessary and proper laws, 
and Congress’ power under section 5 of the 
14th article of amendment to the Constitu- 
tion of the United States, the Congress here- 
by declares that the right to life guaranteed 
by the Constitution is vested in each human 
being. 

(c) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sec- 
tion: 

(1) HUMAN PERSON; HUMAN BEING.—The 
terms “human person” and “human being” 
include each and every member of the spe- 
cies homo sapiens at all stages of life, in- 
cluding, but not limited to, the moment of 
fertilization, cloning, and other moment at 
which an individual member of the human 
species comes into being. 

(2) STATE.—The term ‘‘State’’ used in the 
14th article of amendment to the Constitu- 
tion of the United States and other applica- 
ble provisions of the Constitution includes 
the District of Columbia, the Commonwealth 
of Puerto Rico, and each other territory or 
possession of the United States. 


EE 


NOTICE OF HEARING 


COMMITTEE ON INDIAN AFFAIRS 


Mr. AKAKA. Mr. President, I would 
like to announce that the Committee 
on Indian Affairs will meet during the 
session of the Senate on June 28, 2012, 
in room SD-628 of the Dirksen Senate 
Office Building, at 2:15 p.m., to conduct 
a business meeting to consider the fol- 
lowing: 

H.R. 448, To provide for the conveyance of 
certain property from the United States to 
the Maniilaq Association located in 
Kotzebue, Alaska; H.R. 1560, To amend the 
Ysleta del Sur Pueblo and Alabama and 
Coushatta Indian Tribes of Texas Restora- 
tion Act to allow the Ysleta del Sur Pueblo 
Tribe to determine blood quantum require- 
ment for membership in that tribe; H.R. 1272, 
To provide for the use and distribution of the 
funds awarded to the Minnesota Chippewa 
Tribe, et al, by the United States Court of 
Federal Claims in Docket Numbers 19 and 
188, and for other purposes; S. 134, A bill to 
authorize the Mescalero Apache Tribe to 
lease adjudicated water rights; S. 1065, A bill 
to settle land claims within the Fort Hall 
Reservation; S. 2389, A bill to deem the sub- 
mission of certain claims to an Indian 


9785 


Health Service contracting officer as timely; 
and S. 3193, A bill to make technical correc- 
tions to the legal description of certain land 
to be held in trust for the Barona Band of 
Mission Indians, and for other purposes. 


Those wishing additional information 
may contact the Indian Affairs Com- 
mittee at (202) 224-2251. 


a 


PRIVILEGES OF THE FLOOR 


Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that Bill 
McConogha, Lindsey Love, Bryan 
Rodriguez, and Tiffany Monreal of my 
staff be granted floor privileges for the 
duration of today’s proceedings. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


eS 


AGRICULTURE REFORM, FOOD, 
AND JOBS ACT OF 2012 


On Thursday, June 21, 2012, the Sen- 
ate passed S. 3240, as amended, as fol- 
lows: 


S. 3240 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—This Act may be cited as 
the ‘‘Agriculture Reform, Food, and Jobs Act 
of 2012”. 

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con- 
tents for this Act is as follows: 

Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents. 
Sec. 2. Definition of Secretary. 
TITLE I—-COMMODITY PROGRAMS 
Subtitle A—Repeals and Reforms 
. 1101. Repeal of direct payments. 
. 1102. Repeal of counter-cyclical pay- 
ments. 
Repeal of average crop revenue 
election program. 
Definitions. 
Agriculture risk coverage. 
Producer agreement required as 
condition of provision of pay- 
ments. 
Period of effectiveness. 
Adjusted gross income limitation 
for conservation programs. 
Subtitle B—Marketing Assistance Loans and 
Loan Deficiency Payments 
Sec. 1201. Availability of nonrecourse mar- 
keting assistance loans for loan 
commodities. 
Loan rates for nonrecourse mar- 
keting assistance loans. 
Term of loans. 
Repayment of loans. 
Loan deficiency payments. 
Payments in lieu of loan defi- 
ciency payments for grazed 
acreage. 
Special marketing loan provisions 
for upland cotton. 
Special competitive provisions for 
extra long staple cotton. 
Availability of recourse loans for 
high moisture feed grains and 
seed cotton. 
Adjustments of loans. 
Subtitle C—Sugar 
Sugar program. 
Subtitle D—Dairy 
PART I—DAIRY PRODUCTION MARGIN PROTEC- 
TION AND DAIRY MARKET STABILIZATION 
PROGRAMS 


Sec. 1401. Definitions. 


. 1108. 


1104. 
1105. 
1106. 


Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 


1107. 
1108. 


Sec. 
Sec. 


. 1202. 
. 1203. 
. 1204. 
. 1205. 
. 1206. 
. 1207. 
. 1208. 


. 1209. 


. 1210. 


Sec. 1301. 
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Sec. 1402. Calculation of average feed cost 
and actual dairy production 
margins. 

SUBPART A—DAIRY PRODUCTION MARGIN 
PROTECTION PROGRAM 


Sec. 1411. Establishment of dairy production 
margin protection program. 

Sec. 1412. Participation of dairy operations 
in production margin protec- 
tion program. 


Sec. 1413. Production history of partici- 
pating dairy operations. 

Sec. 1414. Basic production margin protec- 
tion. 

Sec. 1415. Supplemental production margin 
protection. 

Sec. 1416. Effect of failure to pay adminis- 


tration fees or premiums. 


SUBPART B—DAIRY MARKET STABILIZATION 
PROGRAM 


Sec. 1481. Establishment of dairy market 
stabilization program. 

Threshold for implementation and 
reduction in dairy payments. 

Milk marketings information. 

Calculation and collection of re- 
duced dairy operation pay- 
ments. 

Remitting funds to the Secretary 
and use of funds. 

Suspension of reduced payment re- 
quirement. 

Enforcement. 

1438. Audit requirements. 

1439. Study; report. 
SUBPART C—ADMINISTRATION 


Sec. 1451. Duration. 
Sec. 1452. Administration and enforcement. 
PART II—DaAIRY MARKET TRANSPARENCY 
Sec. 1461. Dairy product mandatory report- 
ing. 

Sec. 1462. Federal milk marketing order in- 
formation. 

PART III—REPEAL OR REAUTHORIZATION OF 
OTHER DAIRY-RELATED PROVISIONS 

Sec. 1471. Repeal of dairy product price sup- 
port and milk income loss con- 
tract programs. 


Sec. 1432. 


1433. 
1434. 


Sec. 
Sec. 


Sec. 1435. 


Sec. 1436. 


Sec. 1437. 
Sec. 
Sec. 


Sec. 1472. Repeal of dairy export incentive 
program. 

Sec. 1473. Extension of dairy forward pricing 
program. 

Sec. 1474. Extension of dairy indemnity pro- 
gram. 

Sec. 1475. Extension of dairy promotion and 
research program. 

Sec. 1476. Extension of Federal Milk Mar- 
keting Order Review Commis- 
sion. 

PART IV—FEDERAL MILK MARKETING ORDER 


REFORM 
Sec. 1481. Federal milk marketing orders. 
PART V—EFFECTIVE DATE 
Sec. 1491. Effective date. 


Subtitle E—Supplemental Agricultural 
Disaster Assistance Programs 
Sec. 1501. Supplemental agricultural 
aster assistance programs. 
Subtitle F—Administration 


dis- 


Sec. 1601. Administration generally. 

Sec. 1602. Suspension of permanent price 
support authority. 

Sec. 1603. Payment limitations. 

Sec. 1604. Payments limited to active farm- 
ers. 

Sec. 1605. Adjusted gross income limitation. 

Sec. 1606. Geographically disadvantaged 
farmers and ranchers. 

Sec. 1607. Personal liability of producers for 


deficiencies. 
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Sec. 1608. Prevention of deceased individuals 
receiving payments under farm 
commodity programs. 

Appeals. 

Technical corrections. 

Assignment of payments. 

Tracking of benefits. 

1613. Signature authority. 

1614. Implementation. 

TITLE II—CONSERVATION 
Subtitle A—Conservation Reserve Program 
Sec. 2001. Extension and enrollment require- 
ments of conservation reserve 

program. 

Farmable wetland program. 

Duties of owners and operators. 

Duties of the Secretary. 

Payments. 

Contract requirements. 

Conversion of land subject to con- 
tract to other conserving uses. 

Sec. 2008. Effective date. 


Subtitle B—Conservation Stewardship 
Program 


Sec. 2101. Conservation stewardship 
gram. 


Subtitle C—Environmental Quality 
Incentives Program 


Purposes. 

Definitions. 

Establishment 
tion. 

Evaluation of applications. 

Duties of producers. 

Limitation on payments. 

Conservation innovation grants 
and payments. 

Sec. 2208. Effective date. 


Subtitle D—Agricultural Conservation 
Easement Program 


Sec. 2301. Agricultural Conservation Ease- 
ment Program. 


Subtitle E—Regional Conservation 
Partnership Program 


Sec. 2401. Regional Conservation Partner- 
ship Program. 


Subtitle F—Other Conservation Programs 


Sec. 2501. Conservation of private grazing 
land. 

Grassroots source water protec- 
tion program. 

Voluntary public access and habi- 
tat incentive program. 

Agriculture conservation experi- 
enced services program. 

Small watershed rehabilitation 
program. 

Sec. 2506. Terminal lakes assistance. 


Subtitle G—Funding and Administration 


1609. 
1610. 
1611. 
1612. 


Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 


2002. 
2003. 
2004. 
2005. 
2006. 
2007. 


Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 


pro- 


2201. 
2202. 
2203. 


Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. and administra- 
2204. 
2205. 
2206. 
2207. 


Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 


Sec. 2502. 


Sec. 2503. 


Sec. 2504. 


Sec. 2505. 


Sec. 2601. Funding. 

Sec. 2602. Technical assistance. 

Sec. 2603. Regional equity. 

Sec. 2604. Reservation of funds to provide as- 
sistance to certain farmers or 
ranchers for conservation ac- 
cess. 

Sec. 2605. Annual report on program enroll- 
ments and assistance. 

Sec. 2606. Administrative requirements for 
conservation programs. 

Sec. 2607. Rulemaking authority. 

Sec. 2608. Standards for State technical 
committees. 

Sec. 2609. Highly erodible land and wetland 


conservation for crop insur- 


ance. 
Subtitle H—Repeal of Superseded Program 
Authorities and Transitional Provisions 
Sec. 2701. Comprehensive conservation en- 
hancement program. 
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Sec. 2702. Emergency forestry conservation 
reserve program. 

Sec. 2703. Wetlands reserve program. 

Sec. 2704. Farmland protection program and 
farm viability program. 

Sec. 2705. Grassland reserve program. 

Sec. 2706. Agricultural water enhancement 
program. 

Sec. 2707. Wildlife habitat incentive pro- 
gram. 

Sec. 2708. Great Lakes basin program. 

Sec. 2709. Chesapeake Bay watershed pro- 
gram. 

Sec. 2710. Cooperative conservation partner- 
ship initiative. 

Sec. 2711. Environmental easement program. 

Sec. 2712. Technical amendments. 

TITLE IlTI—TRADE 
Subtitle A—Food for Peace Act 

Sec. 3001. Set-aside for support for organiza- 
tions through which non- 
emergency assistance is pro- 
vided. 

Sec. 3002. Food aid quality. 

Sec. 3003. Minimum levels of assistance. 

Sec. 3004. Reauthorization of Food Aid Con- 
sultative Group. 

Sec. 3005. Oversight, monitoring, and eval- 
uation of Food for Peace Act 
programs. 

Sec. 3006. Assistance for stockpiling and 
rapid transportation, delivery, 
and distribution of shelf-stable 
prepackaged foods. 

Sec. 3007. Limitation on total volume of 
commodities monetized. 

Sec. 3008. Flexibility. 

Sec. 3009. Procurement, transportation, 
testing, and storage of agricul- 
tural commodities for 
prepositioning in the United 
States and foreign countries. 

Sec. 3010. Deadline for agreements to fi- 
nance sales or to provide other 
assistance. 

Sec. 3011. Minimum level of nonemergency 
food assistance. 

Sec. 3012. Coordination of foreign assistance 
programs report. 

Sec. 3013. Micronutrient fortification pro- 
grams. 

Sec. 3014. John Ogonowski and Doug Bereu- 


ter Farmer-to-Farmer Pro- 
gram. 
Sec. 3015. Prohibition on assistance for 


North Korea. 

Subtitle B—Agricultural Trade Act of 1978 
Sec. 3101. Export credit guarantee programs. 
Sec. 3102. Funding for market access pro- 

gram. 

Sec. 3103. Foreign market development co- 

operator program. 

Subtitle C—Other Agricultural Trade Laws 
Sec. 3201. Food for Progress Act of 1985. 

Sec. 3202. Bill Emerson Humanitarian Trust. 
Sec. 3203. Promotion of agricultural exports 
to emerging markets. 

. 3204. McGovern-Dole International 
Food for Education and Child 
Nutrition Program. 

. 3205. Technical assistance for specialty 
crops. 

Sec. 3206. Global Crop Diversity Trust. 

Sec. 3207. Local and regional food aid pro- 
curement projects. 

. 3208. Donald Payne Horn of Africa food 
resilience program. 

. 3209. Agricultural trade enhancement 
study. 

TITLE IV—NUTRITION 


Subtitle A—Supplemental Nutrition 
Assistance Program 
Sec. 4001. Food distribution program on In- 
dian reservations. 
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Sec. 4002. Standard utility allowances based 
on the receipt of energy assist- 
ance payments. 

Eligibility disqualifications. 

Ending supplemental nutrition as- 
sistance program benefits for 
lottery or gambling winners. 

Retail food stores. 

Improving security of food assist- 
ance. 

Technology modernization for re- 
tail food stores. 

Use of benefits for purchase of 
community-supported agri- 
culture share. 

Restaurant meals program. 

Quality control error rate deter- 
mination. 

Performance bonus payments. 

Authorization of appropriations. 

Assistance for community food 
projects. 

Emergency food assistance. 

Nutrition education. 

Retail food store and recipient 
trafficking. 

Technical and conforming amend- 
ments. 


Subtitle B—Commodity Distribution 
Programs 


Commodity distribution program. 

Commodity supplemental food 
program. 

Distribution of surplus commod- 
ities to special nutrition 
projects. 

Technical and conforming amend- 
ments. 


Subtitle C—Miscellaneous 


4201. Purchase of fresh fruits and vege- 
tables for distribution to 
schools and service institu- 
tions. 

Seniors farmers’ market nutrition 
program. 

Nutrition information and aware- 
ness pilot program. 

Whole grain products. 

Hunger-free communities. 

Healthy Food Financing Initia- 
tive. 

Pulse crop products. 

Dietary Guidelines for Americans. 

Purchases of locally produced 
foods. 

TITLE V—CREDIT 

Subtitle A—Farmer Loans, Servicing, and 
Other Assistance Under the Consolidated 
Farm and Rural Development Act 

Sec. 5001. Farmer loans, servicing, and other 
assistance under the Consoli- 
dated Farm and Rural Develop- 
ment Act. 

Subtitle B—Miscellaneous 


Sec. 5101. State agricultural mediation pro- 
grams. 

Sec. 5102. Loans to purchasers of highly 
fractionated land. 

Sec. 5103. Removal of duplicative appraisals. 


TITLE VI—RURAL DEVELOPMENT 


Subtitle A—Reorganization of the Consoli- 
dated Farm and Rural Development Act 
Sec. 6001. Reorganization of the Consoli- 
dated Farm and Rural Develop- 
ment Act. 

Sec. 6002. Conforming amendments. 

Subtitle B—Rural Electrification 

Sec. 6101. Definition of rural area. 

Sec. 6102. Guarantees for bonds and notes 
issued for electrification or 
telephone purposes. 


4003. 
4004. 


Sec. 
Sec. 


4005. 
4006. 


Sec. 
Sec. 


Sec. 4007. 


Sec. 4008. 


4009. 
4010. 


Sec. 
Sec. 


4011. 
4012. 
4013. 


Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 


4014. 
4015. 
4016. 


Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 


Sec. 4017. 


4101. 
4102. 


Sec. 
Sec. 


Sec. 4103. 


Sec. 4104. 


Sec. 


Sec. 4202. 


Sec. 4203. 
4204. 
4205. 
4206. 


Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 


4207. 
4208. 
4209. 


Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 
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Sec. 6103. Expansion of 911 access. 

Sec. 6104. Access to broadband telecommuni- 
cations services in rural areas. 

Subtitle C—Miscellaneous 

Sec. 6201. Distance learning and telemedi- 
cine. 

Sec. 6202. Rural energy savings program. 

Sec. 6203. Funding of pending rural develop- 
ment loan and grant applica- 


tions. 

Sec. 6204. Study of rural transportation 
issues. 

Sec. 6205. Agricultural transportation pol- 
icy. 


TITLE VII—RESEARCH, EXTENSION, AND 
RELATED MATTERS 


Subtitle A—National Agricultural Research, 
Extension, and Teaching Policy Act of 1977 


Sec. 7101. National Agricultural Research, 
Extension, Education, and Eco- 
nomics Advisory Board. 

Specialty crop committee. 

Veterinary services grant pro- 
gram. 

Grants and fellowships for food 
and agriculture sciences edu- 
cation. 

Agricultural and food policy re- 
search centers. 

Education grants to Alaska Native 
serving institutions and Native 
Hawaiian serving institutions. 

Nutrition education program. 

Continuing animal health and dis- 
ease research programs. 

Grants to upgrade agricultural 
and food sciences facilities at 
1890 land-grant colleges, includ- 
ing Tuskegee University. 

Grants to upgrade agricultural 
and food sciences facilities and 
equipment at insular area land- 
grant institutions. 

Hispanic-serving institutions. 

Competitive grants for inter- 
national agricultural science 
and education programs. 

University research. 

Extension service. 

Supplemental and 
crops. 

Capacity building grants 
NLGCA institutions. 

Aquaculture assistance programs. 

Rangeland research programs. 

Special authorization for biosecu- 
rity planning and response. 

Distance education and resident 
instruction grants program for 
insular area institutions of 
higher education. 


Subtitle B—Food, Agriculture, Conservation, 
and Trade Act of 1990 


Best utilization of biological ap- 
plications. 

Integrated management systems. 

Sustainable agriculture tech- 
nology development and trans- 
fer program. 

National training program. 

National Genetics Resources Pro- 
gram. 

National Agricultural Weather In- 
formation System. 

High-priority research and exten- 
sion initiatives. 

Organic agriculture research and 
extension initiative. 

Farm business management. 

Regional centers of excellence. 

Assistive technology program for 
farmers with disabilities. 

National rural information center 
clearinghouse. 


7102. 
7103. 


Sec. 
Sec. 


Sec. 7104. 


Sec. 7105. 


Sec. 7106. 


7107. 
7108. 


Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 7109. 


Sec. 7110. 


7111. 
7112. 


Sec. 
Sec. 


7113. 
7114. 
7115. 


Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. alternative 


Sec. 7116. for 
7117. 
7118. 


7119. 


Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 


Sec. 7120. 


Sec. 7201. 


7202. 
7203. 


Sec. 
Sec. 


7204. 
7205. 


Sec. 
Sec. 


Sec. 7206. 


Sec. 7207. 


Sec. 7208. 
Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 


7209. 
7210. 
7211. 


Sec. 7212. 
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Subtitle C—Agricultural Research, 
Extension, and Education Reform Act of 1998 


Sec. 7301. Relevance and merit of agricul- 
tural research, extension, and 
education funded by the De- 
partment. 

Integrated research, 
and extension 
grants program. 

Support for research regarding 
diseases of wheat, triticale, and 
barley caused by Fusarium 
graminearum or by Tilletia 
indica. 

Grants for youth organizations. 

Specialty crop research initiative. 

Food animal residue avoidance 
database program. 

Office of pest management policy. 

Authorization of regional inte- 
grated pest management cen- 
ters. 

Subtitle D—Other Laws 


Critical Agricultural 
Act. 

Equity in Educational Land-Grant 
Status Act of 1994. 

Research Facilities Act. 

Competitive, Special, and Facili- 

ties Research Grant Act. 

Enhanced use lease authority pilot 

program under Department of 
Agriculture Reorganization Act 
of 1994. 
Renewable Resources 
Act of 1978. 
National Aquaculture Act of 1980. 
Beginning farmer and rancher de- 
velopment program under Farm 
Security and Rural Investment 
Act of 2002. 
Subtitle E—Food, Conservation, and Energy 
Act of 2008 
PART I—AGRICULTURAL SECURITY 

Sec. 7501. Agricultural biosecurity commu- 
nication center. 

. 7502. Assistance to build local capacity 
in agricultural biosecurity 
planning, preparation, and re- 
sponse. 

. 7508. Research and development of agri- 
cultural countermeasures. 

. 7504. Agricultural biosecurity 

program. 

PART II—MISCELLANEOUS 


. 7511. Grazinglands research laboratory. 

. 7512. Budget submission and funding. 

. 7518. Natural products research pro- 
gram. 

. 7514. Sun grant program. 

Subtitle F—Miscellaneous 

. 7601. Foundation for Food and Agri- 
culture Research. 

. 7602. Objective and scholarly agricul- 
tural and food law research and 
information. 

TITLE VIII—FORESTRY 


Subtitle A—Repeal of Certain Forestry 
Programs 


land enhancement pro- 


. 7302. education, 


competitive 


. 7303. 


. 7304. 
. 7305. 
. 7306. 


. 7307. 
. 7308. 


. 7401. Materials 


. 7402. 


. 7403. 
. 7404. 


. 7405. 


. 7406. Extension 
. 7407. 
. 7408. 


grant 


Sec. 8001. Forest 
gram. 

Watershed forestry assistance pro- 
gram. 

Expired cooperative national for- 
est products marketing pro- 
gram. 

Hispanic-serving institution agri- 
cultural land national re- 
sources leadership program. 

Tribal watershed forestry assist- 
ance program. 


Sec. 8002. 


Sec. 8003. 


Sec. 8004. 


Sec. 8005. 
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Subtitle B—Reauthorization of Cooperative 
Forestry Assistance Act of 1978 Programs 


Sec. 8101. State-wide assessment and strate- 
gies for forest resources. 

Forest stewardship program. 

Forest Legacy Program. 

Community forest and open space 
conservation program. 

Urban and community forestry as- 
sistance. 

Subtitle C—Reauthorization of Other 

Forestry-related Laws 


Rural revitalization technologies. 
Office of International Forestry. 
Insect infestations and related dis- 
eases. 
Stewardship end 
tracting projects. 
Sec. 8205. Healthy forests reserve program. 
Subtitle D—Miscellaneous Provisions 


Sec. 8301. McIntire-Stennis Cooperative For- 
estry Act. 

Sec. 8302. Revision of strategic plan for for- 
est inventory and analysis. 


TITLE IX—ENERGY 


8102. 
8103. 
8104. 


Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 


Sec. 8105. 


8201. 
8202. 
8203. 


Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 
result con- 


Sec. 8204. 


Sec. 9001. Definition of renewable chemical. 

Sec. 9002. Biobased markets program. 

Sec. 9003. Biorefinery, renewable chemical, 
and biobased product manufac- 
turing assistance. 

Sec. 9004. Repeal of repowering assistance 
program and transfer of re- 
maining funds. 

Sec. 9005. Bioenergy program for advanced 
biofuels. 

Sec. 9006. Biodiesel fuel education program. 

Sec. 9007. Rural Energy for America Pro- 
gram. 

Sec. 9008. Biomass research and develop- 
ment. 

Sec. 9009. Feedstock flexibility program for 
bioenergy producers. 

Sec. 9010. Biomass Crop Assistance Program. 

Sec. 9011. Repeal of forest biomass for en- 
ergy. 

Sec. 9012. Community wood energy program. 

Sec. 9013. Repeal of renewable fertilizer 
study. 

TITLE X—HORTICULTURE 

Sec. 10001. Specialty crops market news al- 
location. 

Sec. 10002. Repeal of grant program to im- 
prove movement of specialty 
crops. 

Sec. 10003. Farmers market and local food 
promotion program. 

Sec. 10004. Study on local food production 
and program evaluation. 

Sec. 10005. Organic agriculture. 

Sec. 10006. Food safety education initiatives. 

Sec. 10007. Coordinated plant management 
program. 

Sec. 10008. Specialty crop block grants. 

Sec. 10009. Recordkeeping, investigations, 
and enforcement. 

Sec. 10010. Report on honey. 

Sec. 10011. Effective date. 

TITLE XI—CROP INSURANCE 

Sec. 11001. Supplemental coverage option. 

Sec. 11002. Premium amounts for cata- 
strophic risk protection. 

Sec. 11003. Permanent enterprise unit. 

Sec. 11004. Enterprise units for irrigated and 
nonirrigated crops. 

Sec. 11005. Data collection. 

Sec. 11006. Adjustment in actual production 
history to establish insurable 
yields. 

Sec. 11007. Submission and review of poli- 
cies. 

Sec. 11008. Board review and approval. 

Sec. 11009. Consultation. 
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Sec. 11010. Budget limitations on renegoti- 
ation of the standard reinsur- 
ance agreement. 

Stacked income protection plan 
for producers of upland cotton. 

Peanut revenue crop insurance. 

Authority to correct errors. 

Implementation. 

Approval of costs for research 
and development. 

Whole farm risk management in- 
surance. 

Study of food safety insurance. 

Crop insurance for livestock. 

Margin coverage for catfish. 

Poultry business disruption in- 
surance policy. 

Crop insurance for organic crops. 

Research and development. 

Pilot programs. 

Index-based weather 
pilot program. 

Enhancing producer 
through farm 
benchmarking. 

Beginning farmer and rancher 
provisions. 

Agricultural management assist- 
ance, risk management edu- 
cation, and organic certifi- 
cation cost share assistance. 

Crop production on native sod. 

Technical amendments. 

Greater accessibility for crop in- 
surance. 

GAO crop insurance fraud report. 

Limitation on premium subsidy 
based on average adjusted gross 
income. 


TITLE XII—MISCELLANEOUS 


Subtitle A—Socially Disadvantaged 
Producers and Limited Resource Producers 


Sec. 12001. Outreach and assistance for so- 
cially disadvantaged farmers 
and ranchers and veteran farm- 
ers and ranchers. 

Office of Advocacy and Outreach. 


Subtitle B—Livestock 


Wildlife reservoir zoonotic dis- 
ease initiative. 

Trichinae certification program. 

National Aquatic Animal Health 
Plan. 

Sheep production and marketing 
grant program. 

Feral swine eradication pilot pro- 
gram. 

Subtitle C—Other Miscellaneous Provisions 


Sec. 12201. Military veterans agricultural li- 
aison. 

Information gathering. 

Grants to improve supply, sta- 
bility, safety, and training of 
agricultural labor force. 

Noninsured crop assistance pro- 
gram. 

Regional economic and 
structure development. 

Canada geese removal. 

Office of Tribal Relations. 

Repeal of duplicative program. 

Sense of the Senate. 

Acer Access and Development 
Program. 

Definition of rural area for pur- 
poses of the Housing Act of 
1949. 

Animal welfare. 

Prohibition on attending an ani- 
mal fight or causing a minor to 
attend an animal fight; enforce- 
ment of animal fighting provi- 
sions. 


Sec. 11011. 
11012. 
11013. 
11014. 
11015. 


Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 11016. 
Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 


11017. 
11018. 
11019. 
11020. 


11021. 
11022. 
11023. 
11024. 


Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. insurance 


Sec. 11025. self-help 


financial 


Sec. 11026. 


Sec. 11027. 


11028. 
11029. 
11030. 


Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 


11031. 
11032. 


Sec. 
Sec. 


Sec. 12002. 


Sec. 12101. 


12102. 
12108. 


Sec. 
Sec. 


Sec. 12104. 


Sec. 12105. 


Sec. 12202. 
Sec. 12208. 


Sec. 12204. 


Sec. 12205. infra- 
12206. 
12207. 
12208. 
12209. 
12210. 


Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 


Sec. 12211. 


12212. 
12213. 


Sec. 
Sec. 


June 25, 2012 


Sec. 12214. Prohibiting use of presidential 
election campaign funds for 
party conventions. 

Sec. 12215. Reports on effects of defense and 
nondefense budget sequestra- 
tion. 

SEC. 2. DEFINITION OF SECRETARY. 

In this Act, the term ‘‘Secretary’’ means 
the Secretary of Agriculture. 

TITLE I—COMMODITY PROGRAMS 
Subtitle A—Repeals and Reforms 

SEC. 1101. REPEAL OF DIRECT PAYMENTS. 

(a) REPEAL.—Sections 1103 and 1303 of the 
Food, Conservation, and Energy Act of 2008 
(7 U.S.C. 8718, 8753) are repealed. 

(b) CONTINUED APPLICATION FOR 2012 CROP 
YEAR.—Sections 1103 and 1803 of the Food, 
Conservation, and Energy Act of 2008 (7 
U.S.C. 8718, 8753), as in effect on the day be- 
fore the date of enactment of this Act, shall 
continue to apply through the 2012 crop year 
with respect to all covered commodities (as 
defined in section 1001 of that Act (7 U.S.C. 
8702)) (except pulse crops) and peanuts on a 
farm. 

SEC. 1102. REPEAL OF COUNTER-CYCLICAL PAY- 

MENTS. 

(a) REPEAL.—Sections 1104 and 1304 of the 
Food, Conservation, and Energy Act of 2008 
(7 U.S.C. 8714, 8754) are repealed. 

(b) CONTINUED APPLICATION FOR 2012 CROP 
YEAR.—Sections 1104 and 1304 of the Food, 
Conservation, and Energy Act of 2008 (7 
U.S.C. 8714, 8754), as in effect on the day be- 
fore the date of enactment of this Act, shall 
continue to apply through the 2012 crop year 
with respect to all covered commodities (as 
defined in section 1001 of that Act (7 U.S.C. 
8702)) and peanuts on a farm. 

SEC. 1103. REPEAL OF AVERAGE CROP REVENUE 

ELECTION PROGRAM. 

(a) REPEAL.—Section 1105 of the Food, Con- 
servation, and Energy Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 
8715) is repealed. 

(b) CONTINUED APPLICATION FOR 2012 CROP 
YEAR.—Section 1105 of the Food, Conserva- 
tion, and Energy Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 8715), 
as in effect on the day before the date of en- 
actment of this Act, shall continue to apply 
through the 2012 crop year with respect to all 
covered commodities (as defined in section 
1001 of that Act (7 U.S.C. 8702)) and peanuts 
on a farm for which the irrevocable election 
under section 1105 of that Act is made before 
the date of enactment of this Act. 

SEC. 1104. DEFINITIONS. 

In this subtitle, subtitle B, and subtitle F: 

(1) ACTUAL CROP REVENUE.—The term ‘‘ac- 
tual crop revenue’’, with respect to a covered 
commodity for a crop year, means the 
amount determined by the Secretary under 
section 1105(c)(8). 

(2) AGRICULTURE RISK COVERAGE GUAR- 
ANTEE.—The term ‘‘agriculture risk coverage 
guarantee’’, with respect to a covered com- 
modity for a crop year, means the amount 
determined by the Secretary under section 
1105(c)(4). 

(3) AGRICULTURE RISK COVERAGE PAYMENT.— 
The term ‘‘agriculture risk coverage pay- 
ment’? means a payment under section 
1105(c). 

(4) AVERAGE INDIVIDUAL YIELD.—The term 
“average individual yield’? means the yield 
reported by a producer for purposes of sub- 
title A of the Federal Crop Insurance Act (7 
U.S.C. 1501 et seq.), to the maximum extent 
practicable. 

(5) COUNTY COVERAGE.—For the purposes of 
agriculture risk coverage under section 1105, 
the term ‘‘county coverage” means coverage 
determined using the total quantity of all 
acreage in a county of the covered com- 
modity that is planted or prevented from 
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being planted for harvest by a producer with 
the yield determined by the average county 
yield described in subsection (c) of that sec- 
tion. 

(6) COVERED COMMODITY .— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘‘covered com- 
modity’’ means wheat, corn, grain sorghum, 
barley, oats, long grain rice, medium grain 
rice, pulse crops, soybeans, other oilseeds, 
and peanuts. 

(B) POPCORN.—The Secretary— 

(i) shall study the feasibility of including 
popcorn as a covered commodity by 2014; and 

(ii) if the Secretary determines it to be fea- 
sible, shall designate popcorn as a covered 
commodity. 

(7) ELIGIBLE ACRES.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
subparagraphs (B) through (D), the term ‘‘el- 
igible acres” means all acres planted or pre- 
vented from being planted to all covered 
commodities on a farm in any crop year. 

(B) MAXIMUM.—Except as provided in (C), 
the total quantity of eligible acres on a farm 
determined under subparagraph (A) shall not 
exceed the average total acres planted or 
prevented from being planted to covered 
commodities and upland cotton on the farm 
for the 2009 through 2012 crop years, as deter- 
mined by the Secretary. 

(C) ADJUSTMENT.—The Secretary shall pro- 
vide for an adjustment, as appropriate, in 
the eligible acres for covered commodities 
for a farm if any of the following cir- 
cumstances occurs: 

(i) If a conservation reserve contract for a 
farm in a county entered into under section 
1231 of the Food Security Act of 1985 (16 
U.S.C. 3831) expires or is voluntarily termi- 
nated or cropland is released from coverage 
under a conservation reserve contract, the 
Secretary shall provide for an adjustment, as 
appropriate, in the eligible acres for the 
farm to a total quantity that is the higher 
of— 

(I) the total base acreage for the farm, less 
any upland cotton base acreage, that was 
suspended during the conservation reserve 
contract; or 

(II) the product obtained by multiplying— 

(aa) the average proportion that— 

(AA) the total number of acres planted to 
covered commodities and upland cotton in 
the county for crop years 2009 through 2012; 
bears to 

(BB) the total number of all acres of cov- 
ered commodities, grassland, and upland cot- 
ton acres in the county for the same crop 
years; by 

(bb) the total acres for which coverage has 
expired, voluntarily terminated, or been re- 
leased under the conservation reserve con- 
tract. 

(ii) The producer has eligible oilseed acre- 
age as the result of the Secretary desig- 
nating additional oilseeds, which shall be de- 
termined in the same manner as eligible oil- 
seed acreage under section 1101(a)(1)(D) of 
the Food, Conservation, and Energy Act of 
2008 (7 U.S.C. 8711(a)(1)(D)). 

(iii) The producer has any acreage not 
cropped during the 2009 through 2012 crop 
years, but placed into an established rota- 
tion practice for the purposes of enriching 
land or conserving moisture for subsequent 
crop years, including summer fallow, as de- 
termined by the Secretary. 

(D) EXCLUSION.—The term ‘eligible acres” 
does not include any crop subsequently 
planted during the same crop year on the 
same land for which the first crop is eligible 
for payments under this subtitle, unless the 
crop was planted in an area approved for 
double cropping, as determined by the Sec- 
retary. 
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(8) EXTRA LONG STAPLE COTTON.—The term 
“extra long staple cotton’? means cotton 
that— 

(A) is produced from pure strain varieties 
of the Barbadense species or any hybrid of 
the species, or other similar types of extra 
long staple cotton, designated by the Sec- 
retary, having characteristics needed for 
various end uses for which United States up- 
land cotton is not suitable and grown in irri- 
gated cotton-growing regions of the United 
States designated by the Secretary or other 
areas designated by the Secretary as suitable 
for the production of the varieties or types; 
and 

(B) is ginned on a roller-type gin or, if au- 
thorized by the Secretary, ginned on another 
type gin for experimental purposes. 

(9) INDIVIDUAL COVERAGE.—For purposes of 
agriculture risk coverage under section 1105, 
the term ‘individual coverage” means cov- 
erage determined using the total quantity of 
all acreage in a county of the covered com- 
modity that is planted or prevented from 
being planted for harvest by a producer with 
the yield determined by the average indi- 
vidual yield of the producer described in sub- 
section (c) of that section. 

(10) MEDIUM GRAIN RICE.—The term ‘‘me- 
dium grain rice” includes short grain rice. 

(11) MIDSEASON PRICE.—The term 
‘midseason price”? means the applicable na- 
tional average market price received by pro- 
ducers for the first 5 months of the applica- 
ble marketing year, as determined by the 
Secretary. 

(12) OTHER OILSEED.—The term ‘‘other oil- 
seed? means a crop of sunflower seed, 
rapeseed, canola, safflower, flaxseed, mus- 
tard seed, crambe, sesame seed, or any oil- 
seed designated by the Secretary. 

(13) PRODUCER.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘‘producer’’ 
means an owner, operator, landlord, tenant, 
or sharecropper that shares in the risk of 
producing a crop and is entitled to share in 
the crop available for marketing from the 
farm, or would have shared had the crop been 
produced. 

(B) HYBRID SEED.—In determining whether 
a grower of hybrid seed is a producer, the 
Secretary shall— 

(i) not take into consideration the exist- 
ence of a hybrid seed contract; and 

(ii) ensure that program requirements do 
not adversely affect the ability of the grower 
to receive a payment under this title. 

(14) PULSE CROP.—The term ‘“‘pulse crop” 
means dry peas, lentils, small chickpeas, and 
large chickpeas. 

(15) STATE.—The term ‘‘State’’ means— 

(A) a State; 

(B) the District of Columbia; 

(C) the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico; and 

(D) any other territory or possession of the 
United States. 

(16) TRANSITIONAL YIELD.—The term ‘‘tran- 
sitional yield”? has the meaning given the 
term in section 502(b) of the Federal Crop In- 
surance Act (7 U.S.C. 1502(b)). 

(17) UNITED STATES.—The term ‘‘United 
States’’, when used in a geographical sense, 
means all of the States. 

(18) UNITED STATES PREMIUM FACTOR.—The 
term “United States Premium Factor” 
means the percentage by which the dif- 
ference in the United States loan schedule 
premiums for Strict Middling (SM) 14-inch 
upland cotton and for Middling (M) 1%%2-inch 
upland cotton exceeds the difference in the 
applicable premiums for comparable inter- 
national qualities. 
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SEC. 1105. AGRICULTURE RISK COVERAGE. 

(a) PAYMENTS REQUIRED.—If the Secretary 
determines that payments are required 
under subsection (c), the Secretary shall 
make payments for each covered commodity 
available to producers in accordance with 
this section. 

(b) COVERAGE ELECTION.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—For the period of crop 
years 2013 through 2017, the producers shall 
make a 1-time, irrevocable election to re- 
ceive— 

(A) individual coverage under this section, 
as determined by the Secretary; or 

(B) in the case of a county with sufficient 
data (as determined by the Secretary), coun- 
ty coverage under this section. 

(2) EFFECT OF ELECTION.—The election 
made under paragraph (1) shall be binding on 
the producers making the election, regard- 
less of covered commodities planted, and ap- 
plicable to all acres under the operational 
control of the producers, in a manner that— 

(A) acres brought under the operational 
control of the producers after the election 
are included; and 

(B) acres no longer under the operational 
control of the producers after the election 
are no longer subject to the election of the 
producers but become subject to the election 
of the subsequent producers. 

(3) DUTIES OF THE SECRETARY.—The Sec- 
retary shall ensure that producers are pre- 
cluded from taking any action, including re- 
constitution, transfer, or other similar ac- 
tion, that would have the effect of altering 
or reversing the election made under para- 
graph (1). 

(c) AGRICULTURE RISK COVERAGE.— 

(1) PAYMENTS.—The Secretary shall make 
agriculture risk coverage payments avail- 
able under this subsection for each of the 
2013 through 2017 crop years if the Secretary 
determines that— 

(A) the actual crop revenue for the crop 
year for the covered commodity; is less than 

(B) the agriculture risk coverage guarantee 
for the crop year for the covered commodity. 

(2) TIME FOR PAYMENTS.—If the Secretary 
determines under this subsection that agri- 
culture risk coverage payments are required 
to be made for the covered commodity, the 
agriculture risk coverage payments shall be 
made as soon as practicable thereafter. 

(3) ACTUAL CROP REVENUE.—The amount of 
the actual crop revenue for a crop year of a 
covered commodity shall be equal to the 
product obtained by multiplying— 

(A)G) in the case of individual coverage, 
the actual average individual yield for the 
covered commodity, as determined by the 
Secretary; or 

(ii) in the case of county coverage, the ac- 
tual average yield for the county for the cov- 
ered commodity, as determined by the Sec- 
retary; and 

(B) the higher of— 

(i) the midseason price; or 

(ii) if applicable, the national marketing 
assistance loan rate for the covered com- 
modity under subtitle B. 

(4) AGRICULTURE RISK COVERAGE GUAR- 
ANTEE.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—The agriculture risk cov- 
erage guarantee for a crop year for a covered 
commodity shall equal 89 percent of the 
benchmark revenue. 

(B) BENCHMARK REVENUE.— 

(i) IN GENERAL.—The benchmark revenue 
shall be the product obtained by multi- 
plying— 

(I)(aa) in the case of individual coverage, 
subject to clause (ii), the average individual 
yield, as determined by the Secretary, for 
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the most recent 5 crop years, excluding each 
of the crop years with the highest and lowest 
yields; or 

(bb) in the case of county coverage, the av- 
erage county yield, as determined by the 
Secretary, for the most recent 5 crop years, 
excluding each of the crop years with the 
highest and lowest yields; and 

(II) subject to clause (iii), the average na- 
tional marketing year average price for the 
most recent 5 crop years, excluding each of 
the crop years with the highest and lowest 
prices. 

(ii) USE OF TRANSITIONAL YIELDS.—If the 
yield determined under clause (i)(I)(aa)— 

(I) for the 2012 crop year or any prior crop 
year, is less than 60 percent of the applicable 
transitional yield, the Secretary shall use 60 
percent of the applicable transitional yield 
for that crop year; and 

(II) for the 2013 crop year and any subse- 
quent crop year, is less than 70 percent of the 
applicable transitional yield, the Secretary 
shall use 70 percent of the applicable transi- 
tional yield for that crop year. 

(iii) SPECIAL RULE FOR RICE AND PEANUTS.— 
If the national marketing year average price 
under clause (i)(II) for any of the applicable 
crop years is lower than the price for the 
covered commodity listed below, the Sec- 
retary shall use the following price for that 
crop year: 

(I) For long grain rice, $13.00 per hundred- 
weight. 

(II) For medium grain rice, $13.00 per hun- 
dredweight. 

(III) For peanuts, $530.00 per ton. 

(5) PAYMENT RATE.—The payment rate for 
each covered commodity shall be equal to 
the lesser of— 

(A) the amount that— 

(i) the agriculture risk coverage guarantee 
for the covered commodity; exceeds 

(ii) the actual crop revenue for the crop 
year of the covered commodity; or 

(B) 10 percent of the benchmark revenue 
for the crop year of the covered commodity. 

(6) PAYMENT AMOUNT.—If agriculture risk 
coverage payments under this subsection are 
required to be paid for any of the 2013 
through 2017 crop years of a covered com- 
modity, the amount of the agriculture risk 
coverage payment for the crop year shall be 
equal to the product obtained by multi- 
plying— 

(A) the payment rate under paragraph (5); 
and 

(B)(i) in the case of individual coverage the 
sum of— 

(I) 65 percent of the planted eligible acres 
of the covered commodity; and 

(II) 45 percent of the eligible acres that 
were prevented from being planted to the 
covered commodity; or 

(ii) in the case of county coverage— 

(I) 80 percent of the planted eligible acres 
of the covered commodity; and 

(II) 45 percent of the eligible acres that 
were prevented from being planted to the 
covered commodity. 

(7) DUTIES OF THE SECRETARY.—In carrying 
out the program under this subsection, the 
Secretary shall— 

(A) to the maximum extent practicable, 
use all available information and analysis to 
check for anomalies in the determination of 
payments under the program; 

(B) to the maximum extent practicable, 
calculate a separate actual crop revenue and 
agriculture risk coverage guarantee for irri- 
gated and nonirrigated covered commodities; 

(C) differentiate by type or class the na- 
tional average price of— 

(i) sunflower seeds; 
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(ii) barley, using malting barley values; 
and 

(iii) wheat; and 

(D) assign a yield for each acre planted or 
prevented from being planted for the crop 
year for the covered commodity on the basis 
of the yield history of representative farms 
in the State, region, or crop reporting dis- 
trict, as determined by the Secretary, if the 
Secretary cannot establish the yield as de- 
termined under paragraph (8)(A)(ii) or 
(4X(B)G) or if the yield determined under 
paragraph (3)(A)(ii) or (4) is an unrepresenta- 
tive average yield for the covered com- 
modity as determined by the Secretary. 

SEC. 1106. PRODUCER AGREEMENT REQUIRED AS 
CONDITION OF PROVISION OF PAY- 
MENTS. 

(a) COMPLIANCE WITH CERTAIN 
MENTS.— 

(1) REQUIREMENTS.—Before the producers 
on a farm may receive agriculture risk cov- 
erage payments, the producers shall agree, 
during the crop year for which the payments 
are made and in exchange for the payments— 

(A) to comply with applicable conservation 
requirements under subtitle B of title XII of 
the Food Security Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3811 
et seq.); 

(B) to comply with applicable wetland pro- 
tection requirements under subtitle C of 
title XII of that Act (16 U.S.C. 3821 et seq.); 

(C) to use the land on the farm for an agri- 
cultural or conserving use in a quantity 
equal to the attributable eligible acres of the 
farm, and not for a nonagricultural commer- 
cial, industrial, or residential use, as deter- 
mined by the Secretary; and 

(D) to effectively control noxious weeds 
and otherwise maintain the land in accord- 
ance with sound agricultural practices, as 
determined by the Secretary, if the agricul- 
tural or conserving use involves the noncul- 
tivation of any portion of the land referred 
to in subparagraph (C). 

(2) COMPLIANCE.—The Secretary may issue 
such rules as the Secretary considers nec- 
essary to ensure producer compliance with 
the requirements of paragraph (1). 

(3) MODIFICATION.—At the request of the 
transferee or owner, the Secretary may mod- 
ify the requirements of this subsection if the 
modifications are consistent with the objec- 
tives of this subsection, as determined by the 
Secretary. 

(b) TRANSFER OR CHANGE OF INTEREST IN 
FARM.— 

(1) TERMINATION.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
paragraph (2), a transfer of (or change in) the 
interest of the producers on a farm for which 
agriculture risk coverage payments are 
made shall result in the termination of the 
agriculture risk coverage payments, unless 
the transferee or owner of the acreage agrees 
to assume all obligations under subsection 
(a). 

(B) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The termination 
shall take effect on the date determined by 
the Secretary. 

(2) EXCEPTION.—If a producer entitled to an 
agriculture risk coverage payment dies, be- 
comes incompetent, or is otherwise unable to 
receive the payment, the Secretary shall 
make the payment, in accordance with rules 
issued by the Secretary. 

(c) REPORTS.— 

(1) ACREAGE REPORTS.—AS a condition on 
the receipt of any benefits under this sub- 
title or subtitle B, the Secretary shall re- 
quire producers on a farm to submit to the 
Secretary annual acreage reports with re- 
spect to all cropland on the farm. 

(2) PRODUCTION REPORTS.—As a condition 
on the receipt of any benefits under section 
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1105, the Secretary shall require producers 
on a farm to submit to the Secretary annual 
production reports with respect to all cov- 
ered commodities produced on the farm. 

(3) PENALTIES.—No penalty with respect to 
benefits under this subtitle or subtitle B 
shall be assessed against the producers on a 
farm for an inaccurate acreage or production 
report unless the producers on the farm 
knowingly and willfully falsified the acreage 
or production report. 

(4) DATA REPORTING.—To the maximum ex- 
tent practicable, the Secretary shall use 
data reported by the producer pursuant to 
requirements under the Federal Crop Insur- 
ance Act (7 U.S.C. 1501 et seq.) to meet the 
obligations described in paragraphs (1) and 
(2), without additional submissions to the 
Department. 

(d) TENANTS AND SHARECROPPERS.—In car- 
rying out this subtitle, the Secretary shall 
provide adequate safeguards to protect the 
interests of tenants and sharecroppers. 

SEC. 1107. PERIOD OF EFFECTIVENESS. 

Sections 1104 through 1106 shall be effec- 
tive beginning with the 2018 crop year of 
each covered commodity through the 2017 
crop year. 

SEC. 1108. ADJUSTED GROSS INCOME LIMITA- 
TION FOR CONSERVATION PRO- 
GRAMS. 

Section 1001D(b)(2)(A) of the Food Security 
Act of 1985 (7 U.S.C. 1308-8a(b)(2)(A)) is 
amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘LIMITs.—”’ and all that fol- 
lows through ‘‘clause (ii), and inserting 
‘‘LIMITS.—Notwithstanding any other provi- 
sion of law,’’; and 

(2) by striking clause (ii). 

Subtitle B—Marketing Assistance Loans and 
Loan Deficiency Payments 
SEC. 1201. AVAILABILITY OF NONRECOURSE MAR- 
KETING ASSISTANCE LOANS FOR 
LOAN COMMODITIES. 

(a) DEFINITION OF LOAN COMMODITY.—In 
this subtitle, the term ‘‘loan commodity” 
means wheat, corn, grain sorghum, barley, 
oats, upland cotton, extra long staple cotton, 
long grain rice, medium grain rice, peanuts, 
soybeans, other oilseeds, graded wool, non- 
graded wool, mohair, honey, dry peas, len- 
tils, small chickpeas, and large chickpeas. 

(b) NONRECOURSE LOANS AVAILABLE.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—For each of the 2013 
through 2017 crops of each loan commodity, 
the Secretary shall make available to pro- 
ducers on a farm nonrecourse marketing as- 
sistance loans for loan commodities pro- 
duced on the farm. 

(2) TERMS AND CONDITIONS.—The marketing 
assistance loans shall be made under terms 
and conditions that are prescribed by the 
Secretary and at the loan rate established 
under section 1202 for the loan commodity. 

(c) ELIGIBLE PRODUCTION.—The producers 
on a farm shall be eligible for a marketing 
assistance loan under subsection (b) for any 
quantity of a loan commodity produced on 
the farm. 

(d) COMPLIANCE WITH CONSERVATION AND 
WETLANDS REQUIREMENTS.— 

(1) REQUIREMENTS.—Before the producers 
on a farm may receive a marketing assist- 
ance loan or any other payment or benefit 
under this subtitle, the producers shall 
agree, for the crop year for which the pay- 
ments are made and in exchange for the pay- 
ments— 

(A) to comply with applicable conservation 
requirements under subtitle B of title XII of 
the Food Security Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3811 
et seq.); 

(B) to comply with applicable wetland pro- 
tection requirements under subtitle C of 
title XII of that Act (16 U.S.C. 3821 et seq.); 
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(C) to use the land on the farm for an agri- 
cultural or conserving use in a quantity 
equal to the attributable eligible acres of the 
farm, and not for a nonagricultural commer- 
cial, industrial, or residential use, as deter- 
mined by the Secretary; and 

(D) to effectively control noxious weeds 
and otherwise maintain the land in accord- 
ance with sound agricultural practices, as 
determined by the Secretary, if the agricul- 
tural or conserving use involves the noncul- 
tivation of any portion of the land referred 
to in subparagraph (C). 

(2) COMPLIANCE.—The Secretary may issue 
such rules as the Secretary considers nec- 
essary to ensure producer compliance with 
paragraph (1). 

(3) MODIFICATION.—At the request of a 
transferee or owner, the Secretary may mod- 
ify the requirements of this subsection if the 
modifications are consistent with the pur- 
poses of this subsection, as determined by 
the Secretary. 

(e) SPECIAL RULES FOR PEANUTS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—This subsection shall 
apply only to producers of peanuts. 

(2) OPTIONS FOR OBTAINING LOAN.—A mar- 
keting assistance loan under this section, 
and loan deficiency payments under section 
1205, may be obtained at the option of the 
producers on a farm through— 

(A) a designated marketing association or 
marketing cooperative of producers that is 
approved by the Secretary; or 

(B) the Farm Service Agency. 

(3) STORAGE OF LOAN PEANUTS.—AS a condi- 
tion on the approval by the Secretary of an 
individual or entity to provide storage for 
peanuts for which a marketing assistance 
loan is made under this section, the indi- 
vidual or entity shall agree— 

(A) to provide the storage on a nondiscrim- 
inatory basis; and 

(B) to comply with such additional require- 
ments as the Secretary considers appropriate 
to accomplish the purposes of this section 
and promote fairness in the administration 
of the benefits of this section. 

(4) STORAGE, HANDLING, AND ASSOCIATED 
cosTs.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—To ensure proper storage 
of peanuts for which a loan is made under 
this section, the Secretary shall pay han- 
dling and other associated costs (other than 
storage costs) incurred at the time at which 
the peanuts are placed under loan, as deter- 
mined by the Secretary. 

(B) REDEMPTION AND FORFEITURE.—The 
Secretary shall— 

(i) require the repayment of handling and 
other associated costs paid under subpara- 
graph (A) for all peanuts pledged as collat- 
eral for a loan that is redeemed under this 
section; and 

(ii) pay storage, handling, and other associ- 
ated costs for all peanuts pledged as collat- 
eral that are forfeited under this section. 

(5) MARKETING.—A marketing association 
or cooperative may market peanuts for 
which a loan is made under this section in 
any manner that conforms to consumer 
needs, including the separation of peanuts by 
type and quality. 

(6) REIMBURSABLE AGREEMENTS AND PAY- 
MENT OF ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES.—The 
Secretary may implement any reimbursable 
agreements or provide for the payment of ad- 
ministrative expenses under this subsection 
only in a manner that is consistent with 
those activities in regard to other loan com- 
modities. 

SEC. 1202. LOAN RATES FOR NONRECOURSE MAR- 
KETING ASSISTANCE LOANS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of each of 

the 2018 through 2017 crop years, the loan 
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rate for a marketing assistance loan under 
section 1201 for a loan commodity shall be 
equal to the following: 

(1) In the case of wheat, $2.94 per bushel. 

(2) In the case of corn, $1.95 per bushel. 

(3) In the case of grain sorghum, $1.95 per 
bushel. 

(4) In the case of barley, $1.95 per bushel. 

(5) In the case of oats, $1.39 per bushel. 

(6) In the case of base quality of upland 
cotton, for the 2018 and each subsequent crop 
year, the simple average of the adjusted pre- 
vailing world price for the 2 immediately 
preceding marketing years, as determined by 
the Secretary and announced October 1 pre- 
ceding the next domestic plantings, but in no 
case less than $0.47 per pound or more than 
$0.52 per pound. 

(7) In the case of extra long staple cotton, 
$0.7977 per pound. 

(8) In the case of long grain rice, $6.50 per 
hundredweight. 

(9) In the case of medium grain rice, $6.50 
per hundredweight. 

(10) In the case of soybeans, $5.00 per bush- 
el. 

(11) In the case of other oilseeds, $10.09 per 
hundredweight for each of the following 
kinds of oilseeds: 

(A) Sunflower seed. 

(B) Rapeseed. 

(C) Canola. 

(D) Safflower. 

(E) Flaxseed. 

(F) Mustard seed. 

(G) Crambe. 

(H) Sesame seed. 

(I) Other oilseeds designated by the Sec- 
retary. 

(12) In the case of dry peas, $5.40 per hun- 
dredweight. 

(18) In the case of lentils, $11.28 per hun- 
dredweight. 

(14) In the case of small chickpeas, $7.43 per 
hundredweight. 

(15) In the case of large chickpeas, $11.28 
per hundredweight. 

(16) In the case of graded wool, $1.15 per 
pound. 

(17) In the case of nongraded wool, $0.40 per 
pound. 

(18) In the case of mohair, $4.20 per pound. 

(19) In the case of honey, $0.69 per pound. 

(20) In the case of peanuts, $355 per ton. 

(b) SINGLE CoUNTY LOAN RATE FOR OTHER 
OILSEEDS.—The Secretary shall establish a 
single loan rate in each county for each kind 
of other oilseeds described in subsection 
(a)(11). 

SEC. 1203. TERM OF LOANS. 

(a) TERM OF LOAN.—In the case of each 
loan commodity, a marketing assistance 
loan under section 1201 shall have a term of 
9 months beginning on the first day of the 
first month after the month in which the 
loan is made. 

(b) EXTENSIONS PROHIBITED.—The Sec- 
retary may not extend the term of a mar- 
keting assistance loan for any loan com- 
modity. 

SEC. 1204. REPAYMENT OF LOANS. 

(a) GENERAL RULE.—The Secretary shall 
permit the producers on a farm to repay a 
marketing assistance loan under section 1201 
for a loan commodity (other than upland 
cotton, long grain rice, medium grain rice, 
extra long staple cotton, peanuts and confec- 
tionery and each other kind of sunflower 
seed (other than oil sunflower seed)) at a 
rate that is the lesser of— 

(1) the loan rate established for the com- 
modity under section 1202, plus interest (de- 
termined in accordance with section 163 of 
the Federal Agriculture Improvement and 
Reform Act of 1996 (7 U.S.C. 7288)); 
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(2) a rate (as determined by the Secretary) 
that— 

(A) is calculated based on average market 
prices for the loan commodity during the 
preceding 30-day period; and 

(B) will minimize discrepancies in mar- 
keting loan benefits across State boundaries 
and across county boundaries; or 

(3) a rate that the Secretary may develop 
using alternative methods for calculating a 
repayment rate for a loan commodity that 
the Secretary determines will— 

(A) minimize potential loan forfeitures; 

(B) minimize the accumulation of stocks of 
the commodity by the Federal Government; 

(C) minimize the cost incurred by the Fed- 
eral Government in storing the commodity; 

(D) allow the commodity produced in the 
United States to be marketed freely and 
competitively, both domestically and inter- 
nationally; and 

(EZ) minimize discrepancies in marketing 
loan benefits across State boundaries and 
across county boundaries. 

(b) REPAYMENT RATES FOR UPLAND COTTON, 
LONG GRAIN RICE, AND MEDIUM GRAIN RICE.— 
The Secretary shall permit producers to 
repay a marketing assistance loan under sec- 
tion 1201 for upland cotton, long grain rice, 
and medium grain rice at a rate that is the 
lesser of— 

(1) the loan rate established for the com- 
modity under section 1202, plus interest (de- 
termined in accordance with section 163 of 
the Federal Agriculture Improvement and 
Reform Act of 1996 (7 U.S.C. 7283)); or 

(2) the prevailing world market price for 
the commodity, as determined and adjusted 
by the Secretary in accordance with this sec- 
tion. 

(c) REPAYMENT RATES FOR EXTRA LONG 
STAPLE COTTON.—Repayment of a marketing 
assistance loan for extra long staple cotton 
shall be at the loan rate established for the 
commodity under section 1202, plus interest 
(determined in accordance with section 163 of 
the Federal Agriculture Improvement and 
Reform Act of 1996 (7 U.S.C. 7283)). 

(d) PREVAILING WORLD MARKET PRICE.—For 
purposes of this section and section 1207, the 
Secretary shall prescribe by regulation— 

(1) a formula to determine the prevailing 
world market price for each of upland cot- 
ton, long grain rice, and medium grain rice; 
and 

(2) a mechanism by which the Secretary 
shall announce periodically those prevailing 
world market prices. 

(e) ADJUSTMENT OF PREVAILING WORLD 
MARKET PRICE FOR UPLAND COTTON, LONG 
GRAIN RICE, AND MEDIUM GRAIN RICE.— 

(1) RicE.—The prevailing world market 
price for long grain rice and medium grain 
rice determined under subsection (d) shall be 
adjusted to United States quality and loca- 
tion. 

(2) CoTTON.—The prevailing world market 
price for upland cotton determined under 
subsection (d)— 

(A) shall be adjusted to United States qual- 
ity and location, with the adjustment to in- 
clude— 

(i) a reduction equal to any United States 
Premium Factor for upland cotton of a qual- 
ity higher than Middling (M) 1%2-inch; and 

(ii) the average costs to market the com- 
modity, including average transportation 
costs, as determined by the Secretary; and 

(B) may be further adjusted, during the pe- 
riod beginning on the date of enactment of 
this Act and ending on July 31, 2018, if the 
Secretary determines the adjustment is nec- 
essary— 

(i) to minimize potential loan forfeitures; 
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(ii) to minimize the accumulation of 
stocks of upland cotton by the Federal Gov- 
ernment; 

(iii) to ensure that upland cotton produced 
in the United States can be marketed freely 
and competitively, both domestically and 
internationally; and 

(iv) to ensure an appropriate transition be- 
tween current-crop and forward-crop price 
quotations, except that the Secretary may 
use forward-crop price quotations prior to 
July 31 of a marketing year only if— 

(I) there are insufficient current-crop price 
quotations; and 

(II) the forward-crop price quotation is the 
lowest such quotation available. 

(3) GUIDELINES FOR ADDITIONAL ADJUST- 
MENTS.—In making adjustments under this 
subsection, the Secretary shall establish a 
mechanism for determining and announcing 
the adjustments in order to avoid undue dis- 
ruption in the United States market. 

(f) REPAYMENT RATES FOR CONFECTIONERY 
AND OTHER KINDS OF SUNFLOWER SEEDS.—The 
Secretary shall permit the producers on a 
farm to repay a marketing assistance loan 
under section 1201 for confectionery and each 
other kind of sunflower seed (other than oil 
sunflower seed) at a rate that is the lesser 
of— 

(1) the loan rate established for the com- 
modity under section 1202, plus interest (de- 
termined in accordance with section 163 of 
the Federal Agriculture Improvement and 
Reform Act of 1996 (7 U.S.C. 7283)); or 

(2) the repayment rate established for oil 
sunflower seed. 

(g) PAYMENT OF COTTON STORAGE COSTS.— 
Effective for each of the 2013 through 2017 
crop years, the Secretary shall make cotton 
storage payments available in the same 
manner, and at the same rates as the Sec- 
retary provided storage payments for the 
2006 crop of cotton, except that the rates 
shall be reduced by 20 percent. 

(h) REPAYMENT RATE FOR PEANUTS.—The 
Secretary shall permit producers on a farm 
to repay a marketing assistance loan for pea- 
nuts under subsection (a) at a rate that is 
the lesser of— 

(1) the loan rate established for peanuts 
under subsection (b), plus interest (deter- 
mined in accordance with section 163 of the 
Federal Agriculture Improvement and Re- 
form Act of 1996 (7 U.S.C. 7283)); or 

(2) a rate that the Secretary determines 
will— 

(A) minimize potential loan forfeitures; 

(B) minimize the accumulation of stocks of 
peanuts by the Federal Government; 

(C) minimize the cost incurred by the Fed- 
eral Government in storing peanuts; and 

(D) allow peanuts produced in the United 
States to be marketed freely and competi- 
tively, both domestically and internation- 
ally. 

(i) AUTHORITY TO TEMPORARILY ADJUST RE- 
PAYMENT RATES.— 

(1) ADJUSTMENT AUTHORITY.—In the event 
of a severe disruption to marketing, trans- 
portation, or related infrastructure, the Sec- 
retary may modify the repayment rate oth- 
erwise applicable under this section for mar- 
keting assistance loans under section 1201 for 
a loan commodity. 

(2) DURATION.—Any adjustment made 
under paragraph (1) in the repayment rate 
for marketing assistance loans for a loan 
commodity shall be in effect on a short-term 
and temporary basis, as determined by the 
Secretary. 

SEC. 1205. LOAN DEFICIENCY PAYMENTS. 

(a) AVAILABILITY OF LOAN DEFICIENCY PAY- 

MENTS.— 
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(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in sub- 
section (d), the Secretary may make loan de- 
ficiency payments available to producers on 
a farm that, although eligible to obtain a 
marketing assistance loan under section 1201 
with respect to a loan commodity, agree to 
forgo obtaining the loan for the commodity 
in return for loan deficiency payments under 
this section. 

(2) UNSHORN PELTS, HAY, AND SILAGE.— 

(A) MARKETING ASSISTANCE LOANS.—Sub- 
ject to subparagraph (B), nongraded wool in 
the form of unshorn pelts and hay and silage 
derived from a loan commodity are not eligi- 
ble for a marketing assistance loan under 
section 1201. 

(B) LOAN DEFICIENCY PAYMENT.—Effective 
for the 2018 through 2017 crop years, the Sec- 
retary may make loan deficiency payments 
available under this section to producers on 
a farm that produce unshorn pelts or hay and 
silage derived from a loan commodity. 

(b) COMPUTATION.—A loan deficiency pay- 
ment for a loan commodity or commodity 
referred to in subsection (a)(2) shall be equal 
to the product obtained by multiplying— 

(1) the payment rate determined under sub- 
section (c) for the commodity; by 

(2) the quantity of the commodity pro- 
duced by the eligible producers, excluding 
any quantity for which the producers obtain 
a marketing assistance loan under section 
1201. 

(c) PAYMENT RATE.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—In the case of a loan com- 
modity, the payment rate shall be the 
amount by which— 

(A) the loan rate established under section 
1202 for the loan commodity; exceeds 

(B) the rate at which a marketing assist- 
ance loan for the loan commodity may be re- 
paid under section 1204. 

(2) UNSHORN PELTS.—In the case of unshorn 
pelts, the payment rate shall be the amount 
by which— 

(A) the loan rate established under section 
1202 for ungraded wool; exceeds 

(B) the rate at which a marketing assist- 
ance loan for ungraded wool may be repaid 
under section 1204. 

(3) HAY AND SILAGE.—In the case of hay or 
silage derived from a loan commodity, the 
payment rate shall be the amount by 
which— 

(A) the loan rate established under section 
1202 for the loan commodity from which the 
hay or silage is derived; exceeds 

(B) the rate at which a marketing assist- 
ance loan for the loan commodity may be re- 
paid under section 1204. 

(d) EXCEPTION FOR EXTRA LONG STAPLE 
CoTTon.—This section shall not apply with 
respect to extra long staple cotton. 

(e) EFFECTIVE DATE FOR PAYMENT RATE DE- 
TERMINATION.—The Secretary shall deter- 
mine the amount of the loan deficiency pay- 
ment to be made under this section to the 
producers on a farm with respect to a quan- 
tity of a loan commodity or commodity re- 
ferred to in subsection (a)(2) using the pay- 
ment rate in effect under subsection (c) as of 
the date the producers request the payment. 
SEC. 1206. PAYMENTS IN LIEU OF LOAN DEFI- 

CIENCY PAYMENTS FOR GRAZED 
ACREAGE. 

(a) ELIGIBLE PRODUCERS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Effective for the 2013 
through 2017 crop years, in the case of a pro- 
ducer that would be eligible for a loan defi- 
ciency payment under section 1205 for wheat, 
barley, or oats, but that elects to use acre- 
age planted to the wheat, barley, or oats for 
the grazing of livestock, the Secretary shall 
make a payment to the producer under this 
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section if the producer enters into an agree- 
ment with the Secretary to forgo any other 
harvesting of the wheat, barley, or oats on 
that acreage. 

(2) GRAZING OF TRITICALE ACREAGE.—Effec- 
tive for the 2018 through 2017 crop years, 
with respect to a producer on a farm that 
uses acreage planted to triticale for the graz- 
ing of livestock, the Secretary shall make a 
payment to the producer under this section 
if the producer enters into an agreement 
with the Secretary to forgo any other har- 
vesting of triticale on that acreage. 

(b) PAYMENT AMOUNT.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The amount of a payment 
made under this section to a producer on a 
farm described in subsection (a)(1) shall be 
equal to the amount determined by multi- 
plying— 

(A) the loan deficiency payment rate deter- 
mined under section 1205(c) in effect, as of 
the date of the agreement, for the county in 
which the farm is located; by 

(B) the payment quantity determined by 
multiplying— 

(i) the quantity of the grazed acreage on 
the farm with respect to which the producer 
elects to forgo harvesting of wheat, barley, 
or oats; and 

(ii)(1) the yield in effect for the calculation 
of agriculture risk coverage payments under 
subtitle A with respect to that loan com- 
modity on the farm; or 

(II) in the case of a farm without a pay- 
ment yield for that loan commodity, an ap- 
propriate yield established by the Secretary. 

(2) GRAZING OF TRITICALE ACREAGE.—The 
amount of a payment made under this sec- 
tion to a producer on a farm described in 
subsection (a)(2) shall be equal to the 
amount determined by multiplying— 

(A) the loan deficiency payment rate deter- 
mined under section 1205(c) in effect for 
wheat, as of the date of the agreement, for 
the county in which the farm is located; by 

(B) the payment quantity determined by 
multiplying— 

(i) the quantity of the grazed acreage on 
the farm with respect to which the producer 
elects to forgo harvesting of triticale; and 

(ii)(1) the yield in effect for the calculation 
of agriculture risk coverage payments under 
subtitle A with respect to wheat on the farm; 
or 

(II) in the case of a farm without a pay- 
ment yield for wheat, an appropriate yield 
established by the Secretary in a manner 
consistent with section 1102 of the Food, 
Conservation, and Energy Act of 2008 (7 
U.S.C. 8712). 

(c) TIME, MANNER, AND AVAILABILITY OF 
PAYMENT.— 

(1) TIME AND MANNER.—A payment under 
this section shall be made at the same time 
and in the same manner as loan deficiency 
payments are made under section 1205. 

(2) AVAILABILITY .— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall es- 
tablish an availability period for the pay- 
ments authorized by this section. 

(B) CERTAIN COMMODITIES.—In the case of 
wheat, barley, and oats, the availability pe- 
riod shall be consistent with the availability 
period for the commodity established by the 
Secretary for marketing assistance loans au- 
thorized by this subtitle. 

(d) PROHIBITION ON CROP INSURANCE INDEM- 
NITY OR NONINSURED CROP ASSISTANCE.—A 
2013 through 2017 crop of wheat, barley, oats, 
or triticale planted on acreage that a pro- 
ducer elects, in the agreement required by 
subsection (a), to use for the grazing of live- 
stock in lieu of any other harvesting of the 
crop shall not be eligible for an indemnity 
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under a policy or plan of insurance author- 
ized under the Federal Crop Insurance Act (7 
U.S.C. 1501 et seq.) or noninsured crop assist- 
ance under section 196 of the Federal Agri- 
culture Improvement and Reform Act of 1996 
(7 U.S.C. 7333). 

SEC. 1207. SPECIAL MARKETING LOAN PROVI- 

SIONS FOR UPLAND COTTON. 

(a) SPECIAL IMPORT QUOTA.— 

(1) DEFINITION OF SPECIAL IMPORT QUOTA.— 
In this subsection, the term ‘‘special import 
quota’’ means a quantity of imports that is 
not subject to the over-quota tariff rate of a 
tariff-rate quota. 

(2) ESTABLISHMENT.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—The President shall carry 
out an import quota program during the pe- 
riod beginning on August 1, 2018, and ending 
on July 31, 2018, as provided in this sub- 
section. 

(B) PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS.—Whenever 
the Secretary determines and announces 
that for any consecutive 4-week period, the 
Friday through Thursday average price 
quotation for the lowest-priced United 
States growth, as quoted for Middling (M) 
1%42-inch cotton, delivered to a definable and 
significant international market, as deter- 
mined by the Secretary, exceeds the pre- 
vailing world market price, there shall im- 
mediately be in effect a special import 
quota. 

(3) QUANTITY.—The quota shall be equal to 
the consumption during a 1-week period of 
cotton by domestic mills at the seasonally 
adjusted average rate of the most recent 3 
months for which official data of the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture or other data are avail- 
able. 

(4) APPLICATION.—The quota shall apply to 
upland cotton purchased not later than 90 
days after the date of the Secretary’s an- 
nouncement under paragraph (2) and entered 
into the United States not later than 180 
days after that date. 

(5) OVERLAP.—A special quota period may 
be established that overlaps any existing 
quota period if required by paragraph (2), ex- 
cept that a special quota period may not be 
established under this subsection if a quota 
period has been established under subsection 
(b). 

(6) PREFERENTIAL TARIFF TREATMENT.—The 
quantity under a special import quota shall 
be considered to be an in-quota quantity for 
purposes of— 

(A) section 213(d) of the Caribbean Basin 
Economic Recovery Act (19 U.S.C. 2703(d)); 

(B) section 204 of the Andean Trade Pref- 
erence Act (19 U.S.C. 3203); 

(C) section 503(d) of the Trade Act of 1974 
(19 U.S.C. 2463(d)); and 

(D) General Note 3(a)(iv) to the Har- 
monized Tariff Schedule. 

(7) LIMITATION.—The quantity of cotton en- 
tered into the United States during any mar- 
keting year under the special import quota 
established under this subsection may not 
exceed the equivalent of 10 week’s consump- 
tion of upland cotton by domestic mills at 
the seasonally adjusted average rate of the 3 
months immediately preceding the first spe- 
cial import quota established in any mar- 
keting year. 

(b) LIMITED GLOBAL IMPORT QUOTA FOR UP- 
LAND COTTON.— 

(1) DEFINITIONS.—In this subsection: 

(A) DEMAND.—The term ‘‘demand’’ means— 

(i) the average seasonally adjusted annual 
rate of domestic mill consumption of cotton 
during the most recent 3 months for which 
official data of the Department of Agri- 
culture (as determined by the Secretary) are 
available; and 
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(ii) the larger of— 

(I) average exports of upland cotton during 
the preceding 6 marketing years; or 

(II) cumulative exports of upland cotton 
plus outstanding export sales for the mar- 
keting year in which the quota is estab- 
lished. 

(B) LIMITED GLOBAL IMPORT QUOTA.—The 
term “limited global import quota’ means a 
quantity of imports that is not subject to the 
over-quota tariff rate of a tariff-rate quota. 

(C) SUPPLY.—The term ‘‘supply’’ means, 
using the latest official data of the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture— 

(i) the carryover of upland cotton at the 
beginning of the marketing year (adjusted to 
480-pound bales) in which the quota is estab- 
lished; 

(ii) production of the current crop; and 

(iii) imports to the latest date available 
during the marketing year. 

(2) PROGRAM.—The President shall carry 
out an import quota program that provides 
that whenever the Secretary determines and 
announces that the average price of the base 
quality of upland cotton, as determined by 
the Secretary, in the designated spot mar- 
kets for a month exceeded 130 percent of the 
average price of the quality of cotton in the 
markets for the preceding 36 months, not- 
withstanding any other provision of law, 
there shall immediately be in effect a lim- 
ited global import quota subject to the fol- 
lowing conditions: 

(A) QUANTITY.—The quantity of the quota 
shall be equal to 21 days of domestic mill 
consumption of upland cotton at the season- 
ally adjusted average rate of the most recent 
3 months for which official data of the De- 
partment of Agriculture are available or as 
estimated by the Secretary. 

(B) QUANTITY IF PRIOR QUOTA.—If a quota 
has been established under this subsection 
during the preceding 12 months, the quantity 
of the quota next established under this sub- 
section shall be the smaller of 21 days of do- 
mestic mill consumption calculated under 
subparagraph (A) or the quantity required to 
increase the supply to 130 percent of the de- 
mand. 

(C) PREFERENTIAL TARIFF TREATMENT.—The 
quantity under a limited global import quota 
shall be considered to be an in-quota quan- 
tity for purposes of— 

(i) section 213(d) of the Caribbean Basin 
Economic Recovery Act (19 U.S.C. 2703(d)); 

(ii) section 204 of the Andean Trade Pref- 
erence Act (19 U.S.C. 3203); 

(iii) section 503(d) of the Trade Act of 1974 
(19 U.S.C. 2463(d)); and 

(iv) General Note 3(a)(iv) to the Har- 
monized Tariff Schedule. 

(D) QUOTA ENTRY PERIOD.—When a quota is 
established under this subsection, cotton 
may be entered under the quota during the 
90-day period beginning on the date the 
quota is established by the Secretary. 

(3) NO OVERLAP.—Notwithstanding para- 
graph (2), a quota period may not be estab- 
lished that overlaps an existing quota period 
or a special quota period established under 
subsection (a). 

(c) ECONOMIC ADJUSTMENT ASSISTANCE TO 
USERS OF UPLAND COTTON.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2), 
the Secretary shall, on a monthly basis, 
make economic adjustment assistance avail- 
able to domestic users of upland cotton in 
the form of payments for all documented use 
of that upland cotton during the previous 
monthly period regardless of the origin of 
the upland cotton. 

(2) VALUE OF ASSISTANCE.—Effective begin- 
ning on August 1, 2012, the value of the as- 
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sistance provided under paragraph (1) shall 
be 3 cents per pound. 

(3) ALLOWABLE PURPOSES.—Economic ad- 
justment assistance under this subsection 
shall be made available only to domestic 
users of upland cotton that certify that the 
assistance shall be used only to acquire, con- 
struct, install, modernize, develop, convert, 
or expand land, plant, buildings, equipment, 
facilities, or machinery. 

(4) REVIEW OR AUDIT.—The Secretary may 
conduct such review or audit of the records 
of a domestic user under this subsection as 
the Secretary determines necessary to carry 
out this subsection. 

(5) IMPROPER USE OF ASSISTANCE.—If the 
Secretary determines, after a review or audit 
of the records of the domestic user, that eco- 
nomic adjustment assistance under this sub- 
section was not used for the purposes speci- 
fied in paragraph (3), the domestic user shall 
be— 

(A) liable for the repayment of the assist- 
ance to the Secretary, plus interest, as de- 
termined by the Secretary; and 

(B) ineligible to receive assistance under 
this subsection for a period of 1 year fol- 
lowing the determination of the Secretary. 
SEC. 1208. SPECIAL COMPETITIVE PROVISIONS 

FOR EXTRA LONG STAPLE COTTON. 

(a) COMPETITIVENESS PROGRAM.—Notwith- 
standing any other provision of law, during 
the period beginning on the date of enact- 
ment of this Act through July 31, 2018, the 
Secretary shall carry out a program— 

(1) to maintain and expand the domestic 
use of extra long staple cotton produced in 
the United States; 

(2) to increase exports of extra long staple 
cotton produced in the United States; and 

(3) to ensure that extra long staple cotton 
produced in the United States remains com- 
petitive in world markets. 

(b) PAYMENTS UNDER PROGRAM; TRIGGER.— 
Under the program, the Secretary shall 
make payments available under this section 
whenever— 

(1) for a consecutive 4-week period, the 
world market price for the lowest priced 
competing growth of extra long staple cotton 
(adjusted to United States quality and loca- 
tion and for other factors affecting the com- 
petitiveness of such cotton), as determined 
by the Secretary, is below the prevailing 
United States price for a competing growth 
of extra long staple cotton; and 

(2) the lowest priced competing growth of 
extra long staple cotton (adjusted to United 
States quality and location and for other 
factors affecting the competitiveness of such 
cotton), as determined by the Secretary, is 
less than 134 percent of the loan rate for 
extra long staple cotton. 

(c) ELIGIBLE RECIPIENTS.—The Secretary 
shall make payments available under this 
section to domestic users of extra long staple 
cotton produced in the United States and ex- 
porters of extra long staple cotton produced 
in the United States that enter into an 
agreement with the Commodity Credit Cor- 
poration to participate in the program under 
this section. 

(d) PAYMENT AMOUNT.—Payments under 
this section shall be based on the amount of 
the difference in the prices referred to in 
subsection (b)(1) during the fourth week of 
the consecutive 4-week period multiplied by 
the amount of documented purchases by do- 
mestic users and sales for export by export- 
ers made in the week following such a con- 
secutive 4-week period. 

SEC. 1209. AVAILABILITY OF RECOURSE LOANS 
FOR HIGH MOISTURE FEED GRAINS 
AND SEED COTTON. 
(a) HIGH MOISTURE FEED GRAINS.— 
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(1) DEFINITION OF HIGH MOISTURE STATE.—In 
this subsection, the term ‘‘high moisture 
state’? means corn or grain sorghum having 
a moisture content in excess of Commodity 
Credit Corporation standards for marketing 
assistance loans made by the Secretary 
under section 1201. 

(2) RECOURSE LOANS AVAILABLE.—For each 
of the 2013 through 2017 crops of corn and 
grain sorghum, the Secretary shall make 
available recourse loans, as determined by 
the Secretary, to producers on a farm that— 

(A) normally harvest all or a portion of 
their crop of corn or grain sorghum in a high 
moisture state; 

(B) present— 

(i) certified scale tickets from an in- 
spected, certified commercial scale, includ- 
ing a licensed warehouse, feedlot, feed mill, 
distillery, or other similar entity approved 
by the Secretary, pursuant to regulations 
issued by the Secretary; or 

(ii) field or other physical measurements of 
the standing or stored crop in regions of the 
United States, as determined by the Sec- 
retary, that do not have certified commer- 
cial scales from which certified scale tickets 
may be obtained within reasonable prox- 
imity of harvest operation; 

(C) certify that the producers on the farm 
were the owners of the feed grain at the time 
of delivery to, and that the quantity to be 
placed under loan under this subsection was 
in fact harvested on the farm and delivered 
to, a feedlot, feed mill, or commercial or on- 
farm high-moisture storage facility, or to a 
facility maintained by the users of corn and 
grain sorghum in a high moisture state; and 

(D) comply with deadlines established by 
the Secretary for harvesting the corn or 
grain sorghum and submit applications for 
loans under this subsection within deadlines 
established by the Secretary. 

(3) ELIGIBILITY OF ACQUIRED FEED GRAINS.— 
A loan under this subsection shall be made 
on a quantity of corn or grain sorghum of 
the same crop acquired by the producer 
equivalent to a quantity determined by mul- 
tiplying— 

(A) the acreage of the corn or grain sor- 
ghum in a high moisture state harvested on 
the farm of the producer; by 

(B) the lower of the actual average yield 
used to make payments under subtitle A or 
the actual yield on a field, as determined by 
the Secretary, that is similar to the field 
from which the corn or grain sorghum was 
obtained. 

(b) RECOURSE LOANS AVAILABLE FOR SEED 
CoTTon.—For each of the 2018 through 2017 
crops of upland cotton and extra long staple 
cotton, the Secretary shall make available 
recourse seed cotton loans, as determined by 
the Secretary, on any production. 

(c) REPAYMENT RATES.—Repayment of a re- 
course loan made under this section shall be 
at the loan rate established for the com- 
modity by the Secretary, plus interest (de- 
termined in accordance with section 163 of 
the Federal Agriculture Improvement and 
Reform Act of 1996 (7 U.S.C. 7283)). 

SEC. 1210. ADJUSTMENTS OF LOANS. 

(a) ADJUSTMENT AUTHORITY.—Subject to 
subsection (e), the Secretary may make ap- 
propriate adjustments in the loan rates for 
any loan commodity (other than cotton) for 
differences in grade, type, quality, location, 
and other factors. 

(b) MANNER OF ADJUSTMENT.—The adjust- 
ments under subsection (a) shall, to the max- 
imum extent practicable, be made in such a 
manner that the average loan level for the 
commodity will, on the basis of the antici- 
pated incidence of the factors, be equal to 
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the level of support determined in accord- 
ance with this subtitle and subtitles C 
through E. 

(c) ADJUSTMENT ON COUNTY BASIS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may estab- 
lish loan rates for a crop for producers in in- 
dividual counties in a manner that results in 
the lowest loan rate being 95 percent of the 
national average loan rate, if those loan 
rates do not result in an increase in outlays. 

(2) PROHIBITION.—Adjustments under this 
subsection shall not result in an increase in 
the national average loan rate for any year. 

(d) ADJUSTMENT IN LOAN RATE FOR COT- 
TON.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may make 
appropriate adjustments in the loan rate for 
cotton for differences in quality factors. 

(2) REVISIONS TO QUALITY ADJUSTMENTS FOR 
UPLAND COTTON.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 180 days 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary shall implement revisions in the 
administration of the marketing assistance 
loan program for upland cotton to more ac- 
curately and efficiently reflect market val- 
ues for upland cotton. 

(B) MANDATORY REVISIONS.—Revisions 
under subparagraph (A) shall include— 

(i) the elimination of warehouse location 
differentials; 

(ii) the establishment of differentials for 
the various quality factors and staple 
lengths of cotton based on a 3-year, weighted 
moving average of the weighted designated 
spot market regions, as determined by re- 
gional production; 

(iii) the elimination of any artificial split 
in the premium or discount between upland 
cotton with a 32 or 33 staple length due to 
micronaire; and 

(iv) a mechanism to ensure that no pre- 
mium or discount is established that exceeds 
the premium or discount associated with a 
leaf grade that is 1 better than the applicable 
color grade. 

(C) DISCRETIONARY REVISIONS.—Revisions 
under subparagraph (A) may include— 

(i) the use of non-spot market price data, 
in addition to spot market price data, that 
would enhance the accuracy of the price in- 
formation used in determining quality ad- 
justments under this subsection; 

(ii) adjustments in the premiums or dis- 
counts associated with upland cotton with a 
staple length of 33 or above due to 
micronaire with the goal of eliminating any 
unnecessary artificial splits in the calcula- 
tions of the premiums or discounts; and 

(iii) such other adjustments as the Sec- 
retary determines appropriate, after con- 
sultations conducted in accordance with 
paragraph (3). 

(3) CONSULTATION WITH PRIVATE SECTOR.— 

(A) PRIOR TO REVISION.—In making adjust- 
ments to the loan rate for cotton (including 
any review of the adjustments) as provided 
in this subsection, the Secretary shall con- 
sult with representatives of the United 
States cotton industry. 

(B) INAPPLICABILITY OF FEDERAL ADVISORY 
COMMITTEE ACT.—The Federal Advisory Com- 
mittee Act (5 U.S.C. App.) shall not apply to 
consultations under this subsection. 

(4) REVIEW OF ADJUSTMENTS.—The Sec- 
retary may review the operation of the up- 
land cotton quality adjustments imple- 
mented pursuant to this subsection and may 
make further revisions to the administration 
of the loan program for upland cotton, by— 

(A) revoking or revising any actions taken 
under paragraph (2)(B); or 

(B) revoking or revising any actions taken 
or authorized to be taken under paragraph 
(2)(C). 
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(e) RicE.—The Secretary shall not make 
adjustments in the loan rates for long grain 
rice and medium grain rice, except for dif- 
ferences in grade and quality (including mill- 
ing yields). 

Subtitle C—Sugar 
SEC. 1301. SUGAR PROGRAM. 

(a) CONTINUATION OF CURRENT PROGRAM 
AND LOAN RATES.— 

(1) SUGARCANE.—Section 156(a)(5) of the 
Federal Agriculture Improvement and Re- 
form Act of 1996 (7 U.S.C. 7272(a)(5)) is 
amended by striking ‘‘the 2012 crop year” 
and inserting ‘‘each of the 2012 through 2017 
crop years”. 

(2) SUGAR BEETS.—Section 156(b)(2) of the 
Federal Agriculture Improvement and Re- 
form Act of 1996 (7 U.S.C. 7272(b)(2)) is 
amended by striking ‘2012’? and inserting 
2017? *. 

(3) EFFECTIVE PERIOD.—Section 156(i) of the 
Federal Agriculture Improvement and Re- 
form Act of 1996 (7 U.S.C. 7272(i)) is amended 
by striking ‘‘2012” and inserting ‘‘2017’’. 

(b) FLEXIBLE MARKETING ALLOTMENTS FOR 
SUGAR.— 

(1) SUGAR ESTIMATES.—Section 359b(a)(1) of 
the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 (7 
U.S.C. 1359bb(a)(1)) is amended by striking 
**2012’’ and inserting ‘‘2017’’. 

(2) SUGAR IMPORT QUOTA ADJUSTMENT 
DATE.—Section 359k(b) of the Agricultural 
Adjustment Act of 1938 (7 U.S.C. 1859kk(b)) is 
amended— 

(A) by striking ‘‘APRIL 1” each place it ap- 
pears and inserting ‘‘FEBRUARY 1”; and 

(B) by striking ‘‘April 1” each place it ap- 
pears and inserting ‘‘February 1”. 

(3) EFFECTIVE PERIOD.—Section 359l(a) of 
the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 (7 
U.S.C. 18591l(a)) is amended by striking 
“2012”? and inserting ‘‘2017’’. 

Subtitle D—Dairy 
PART I—DAIRY PRODUCTION MARGIN 

PROTECTION AND DAIRY MARKET STA- 

BILIZATION PROGRAMS 
SEC. 1401. DEFINITIONS. 

In this part: 

(1) ACTUAL DAIRY PRODUCTION MARGIN.—The 
term ‘‘actual dairy production margin” 
means the difference between the all-milk 
price and the average feed cost, as calculated 
under section 1402. 

(2) ALL-MILK PRICE.—The term ‘‘all-milk 
price” means the average price received, per 
hundredweight of milk, by dairy operations 
for all milk sold to plants and dealers in the 
United States, as determined by the Sec- 
retary. 

(3) ANNUAL PRODUCTION HISTORY.—The term 
“annual production history” means the pro- 
duction history determined for a partici- 
pating dairy operation under section 1413(b) 
whenever the participating dairy operation 
purchases supplemental production margin 
protection. 

(4) AVERAGE FEED COsT.—The term ‘‘aver- 
age feed cost” means the average cost of feed 
used by a dairy operation to produce a hun- 
dredweight of milk, determined under sec- 
tion 1402 using the sum of the following: 

(A) The product determined by multiplying 
1.0728 by the price of corn per bushel. 

(B) The product determined by multiplying 
0.00735 by the price of soybean meal per ton. 

(C) The product determined by multiplying 
0.0187 by the price of alfalfa hay per ton. 

(5) BASIC PRODUCTION HISTORY.—The term 
“basic production history” means the pro- 
duction history determined for a partici- 
pating dairy operation under section 14138(a) 
for provision of basic production margin pro- 
tection. 
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(6) CONSECUTIVE 2-MONTH PERIOD.—The 
term ‘‘consecutive 2-month period” refers to 
the 2-month period consisting of the months 
of January and February, March and April, 
May and June, July and August, September 
and October, or November and December, re- 
spectively. 

(7) DAIRY OPERATION.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘“‘dairy oper- 
ation”? means, as determined by the Sec- 
retary, 1 or more dairy producers that 
produce and market milk as a single dairy 
operation in which each dairy producer— 

(i) shares in the pooling of resources and a 
common ownership structure; 

(ii) is at risk in the production of milk on 
the dairy operation; and 

(iii) contributes land, labor, management, 
equipment, or capital to the dairy operation. 

(B) ADDITIONAL OWNERSHIP STRUCTURES.— 
The Secretary shall determine additional 
ownership structures to be covered by the 
definition of dairy operation. 

(8) HANDLER.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—The term “handler” 
means the initial individual or entity mak- 
ing payment to a dairy operation for milk 
produced in the United States and marketed 
for commercial use. 

(B) PRODUCER-HANDLER.—The term in- 
cludes a ‘‘producer-handler’’ when the pro- 
ducer satisfies the definition in subpara- 
graph (A). 

(9) PARTICIPATING DAIRY OPERATION.—The 
term ‘‘participating dairy operation’’ means 
a dairy operation that— 

(A) signs up under section 1412 to partici- 
pate in the production margin protection 
program under subpart A; and 

(B) as a result, also participates in the sta- 
bilization program under subpart B. 

(10) PRODUCTION MARGIN PROTECTION PRO- 
GRAM.—The term ‘‘production margin protec- 
tion program” means the dairy production 
margin protection program required by sub- 
part A. 

(11) SECRETARY.—The term “Secretary” 
means the Secretary of Agriculture. 

(12) STABILIZATION PROGRAM.—The term 
“stabilization program’’ means the dairy 
market stabilization program required by 
subpart B for all participating dairy oper- 
ations. 

(18) STABILIZATION PROGRAM BASE.—The 
term ‘‘stabilization program base”, with re- 
spect to a participating dairy operation, 
means the stabilization program base cal- 
culated for the participating dairy operation 
under section 1481(b). 

(14) UNITED STATES.—The term ‘‘United 
States’’, in a geographical sense, means the 
50 States, the District of Columbia, Amer- 
ican Samoa, Guam, the Commonwealth of 
the Northern Mariana Islands, the Common- 
wealth of Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands of 
the United States, and any other territory or 
possession of the United States. 

SEC. 1402. CALCULATION OF AVERAGE FEED 
COST AND ACTUAL DAIRY PRODUC- 
TION MARGINS. 

(a) CALCULATION OF AVERAGE FEED CosT.— 
The Secretary shall calculate the national 
average feed cost for each month using the 
following data: 

(1) The price of corn for a month shall be 
the price received during that month by 
farmers in the United States for corn, as re- 
ported in the monthly Agricultural Prices 
report by the Secretary. 

(2) The price of soybean meal for a month 
shall be the central Illinois price for soybean 
meal, as reported in the Market News- 
Monthly Soybean Meal Price Report by the 
Secretary. 
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(3) The price of alfalfa hay for a month 
shall be the price received during that month 
by farmers in the United States for alfalfa 
hay, as reported in the monthly Agricultural 
Prices report by the Secretary. 

(b) CALCULATION OF ACTUAL DAIRY PRODUC- 
TION MARGINS.— 

(1) PRODUCTION MARGIN PROTECTION PRO- 
GRAM.—For use in the production margin 
protection program under subpart A, the 
Secretary shall calculate the actual dairy 
production margin for each consecutive 2- 
month period by subtracting— 

(A) the average feed cost for that consecu- 
tive 2-month period, determined in accord- 
ance with subsection (a); from 

(B) the all-milk price for that consecutive 
2-month period. 

(2) STABILIZATION PROGRAM.—For use in the 
stabilization program under subpart B, the 
Secretary shall calculate each month the ac- 
tual dairy production margin for the pre- 
ceding month by subtracting— 

(A) the average feed cost for that preceding 
month, determined in accordance with sub- 
section (a); from 

(B) the all-milk price for that preceding 
month. 

(3) TIME FOR CALCULATIONS.—The calcula- 
tions required by paragraphs (1) and (2) shall 
be made as soon as practicable using the full 
month price of the applicable reference 
month. 

Subpart A—Dairy Production Margin 
Protection Program 
SEC. 1411. ESTABLISHMENT OF DAIRY PRODUC- 
TION MARGIN PROTECTION PRO- 
GRAM. 

Effective not later than 120 days after the 
effective date of this subtitle, the Secretary 
shall establish and administer a dairy pro- 
duction margin protection program under 
which participating dairy operations are 
paid— 

(1) basic production margin protection pro- 
gram payments under section 1414 when ac- 
tual dairy production margins are less than 
the threshold levels for such payments; and 

(2) supplemental production margin pro- 
tection program payments under section 1415 
if purchased by a participating dairy oper- 
ation. 
SEC. 1412. PARTICIPATION OF DAIRY OPER- 

ATIONS IN PRODUCTION MARGIN 
PROTECTION PROGRAM. 

(a) ELIGIBILITY.—All dairy operations in 
the United States shall be eligible to partici- 
pate in the production margin protection 
program, except that a participating dairy 
operation shall be required to register with 
the Secretary before the participating dairy 
operation may receive— 

(1) basic production margin protection pro- 
gram payments under section 1414; and 

(2) if the participating dairy operation pur- 
chases supplemental production margin pro- 
tection under section 1415, supplemental pro- 
duction margin protection program pay- 
ments under such section. 

(b) REGISTRATION PROCESS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall speci- 
fy the manner and form by which a partici- 
pating dairy operation may register to par- 
ticipate in the production margin protection 
program. 

(2) TREATMENT OF MULTIPRODUCER DAIRY 
OPERATIONS.—If a participating dairy oper- 
ation is operated by more than 1 dairy pro- 
ducer, all of the dairy producers of the par- 
ticipating dairy operation shall be treated as 
a single dairy operation for purposes of— 

(A) registration to receive basic production 
margin protection and election to purchase 
supplemental production margin protection; 
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(B) payment of the participation fee under 
subsection (d) and producer premiums under 
section 1415; and 

(C) participation in the stabilization pro- 
gram under subtitle B. 

(3) TREATMENT OF PRODUCERS WITH MUL- 
TIPLE DAIRY OPERATIONS.—If a dairy producer 
operates 2 or more dairy operations, each 
dairy operation of the producer shall sepa- 
rately register to receive basic production 
margin protection and purchase supple- 
mental production margin protection and 
only those dairy operations so registered 
shall be covered by the stabilization pro- 
gram. 

(c) TIME FOR REGISTRATION.— 

(1) EXISTING DAIRY OPERATIONS.—During 
the 15-month period beginning on the date of 
the initiation of the registration period for 
the production margin protection program, a 
dairy operation that is actively engaged as 
of such date may register with the Sec- 
retary— 

(A) to receive basic production margin pro- 
tection; and 

(B) if the dairy operation elects, to pur- 
chase supplemental production margin pro- 
tection. 

(2) NEW ENTRANTS.—A dairy producer that 
has no existing interest in a dairy operation 
as of the date of the initiation of the reg- 
istration period for the production margin 
protection program, but that, after such 
date, establishes a new dairy operation, may 
register with the Secretary during the l-year 
period beginning on the date on which the 
dairy operation first markets milk commer- 
cially— 

(A) to receive basic production margin pro- 
tection; and 

(B) if the dairy operation elects, to pur- 
chase supplemental production margin pro- 
tection. 

(d) TRANSITION FROM MILC TO PRODUCTION 
MARGIN PROTECTION.— 

(1) DEFINITION OF TRANSITION PERIOD.—In 
this subsection, the term ‘“‘transition period” 
means the period during which the milk in- 
come loss program established under section 
1506 of the Food, Conservation, and Energy 
Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 8773) and the production 
margin protection program under this sub- 
title are both in existence. 

(2) NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY.—Not later 
than 30 days after the date of enactment of 
this Act, the Secretary shall publish a notice 
in the Federal Register to inform dairy oper- 
ations of the availability of basic production 
margin protection and supplemental produc- 
tion margin protection, including the terms 
of the protection and information about the 
option of dairy operations during the transi- 
tion period to make an election described in 
paragraph (3). 

(3) ELECTION.—Except as provided in para- 
graph (4), a dairy operation may elect to par- 
ticipate in either the milk income loss pro- 
gram established under section 1506 of the 
Food, Conservation, and Energy Act of 2008 
(7 U.S.C. 8773) or the production margin pro- 
tection program under this subtitle for the 
duration of the transition period. 

(4) TRANSFER TO PRODUCTION MARGIN PRO- 
TECTION.—A dairy operation that elects to 
participate in the milk income loss program 
established under section 1506 of the Food, 
Conservation, and Energy Act of 2008 (7 
U.S.C. 8773) during the transition period 
may, at any time, make a permanent trans- 
fer to the production margin protection pro- 
gram. 

(e) ADMINISTRATION FEE.— 

(1) ADMINISTRATION FEE REQUIRED.—Except 
as provided in paragraph (5), a participating 
dairy operation shall— 
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(A) pay an administration fee under this 
subsection to register to participate in the 
production margin protection program; and 

(B) pay the administration fee annually 
thereafter to continue to participate in the 
production margin protection program. 

(2) FEE AMOUNT.—The administration fee 
for a participating dairy operation for a cal- 
endar year shall be based on the pounds of 
milk (in millions) marketed by the partici- 
pating dairy operation in the previous cal- 
endar year, as follows: 


less than 1 $100 
1to5 $250 

more than 5 to 10 $350 
more than 10 to 40 $1,000 
more than 40 $2,500 
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(B) An estimate of the actual milk mar- 
ketings of the participating dairy operation 
based on the herd size of the participating 
dairy operation relative to the national roll- 
ing herd average data published by the Sec- 
retary. 

(4) NO CHANGE IN PRODUCTION HISTORY FOR 
BASIC PRODUCTION MARGIN PROTECTION.—Once 
the basic production history of a partici- 
pating dairy operation is determined under 
paragraph (2) or (8), the basic production his- 
tory shall not be subsequently changed for 
purposes of determining the amount of any 
basic production margin protection pay- 
ments for the participating dairy operation 
made under section 1414. 

(b) ANNUAL PRODUCTION HISTORY FOR SUP- 
PLEMENTAL PRODUCTION MARGIN PROTEC- 


(8) DEPOSIT OF FEES.—AI1] administration 
fees collected under this subsection shall be 
credited to the fund or account used to cover 
the costs incurred to administer the produc- 
tion margin protection program and the sta- 
bilization program and shall be available to 
the Secretary, without further appropriation 
and until expended, for use or transfer as 
provided in paragraph (4). 

(4) USE OF FEES.—The Secretary shall use 
administration fees collected under this sub- 
section— 

(A) to cover administrative costs of the 
production margin protection program and 
stabilization program; and 

(B) to cover costs of the Department of Ag- 
riculture relating to reporting of dairy mar- 
ket news, carrying out the amendments 
made by section 1476, and carrying out sec- 
tion 273 of the Agricultural Marketing Act of 
1946 (7 U.S.C. 1687b)), to the extent funds re- 
main available after operation of subpara- 
graph (A). 

(5) WAIVER.—The Secretary shall waive or 
reduce the administration fee required under 
paragraph (1) in the case of a limited-re- 
source dairy operation, as defined by the 
Secretary. 

(f) LIMITATION.—A dairy operation may 
only participate in the production margin 
protection program or the livestock gross 
margin for dairy program under the Federal 
Crop Insurance Act (7 U.S.C. 1501 et seq.), but 
not both. 

SEC. 1413. PRODUCTION HISTORY OF PARTICI- 
PATING DAIRY OPERATIONS. 

(a) PRODUCTION HISTORY FOR BASIC PRODUC- 
TION MARGIN PROTECTION.— 

(1) DETERMINATION REQUIRED.—For pur- 
poses of providing basic production margin 
protection, the Secretary shall determine 
the basic production history of a partici- 
pating dairy operation. 

(2) CALCULATION.—Except as provided in 
paragraph (3), the basic production history of 
a participating dairy operation for basic pro- 
duction margin protection is equal to the 
highest annual milk marketings of the par- 
ticipating dairy operation during any 1 of 
the 3 calendar years immediately preceding 
the calendar year in which the participating 
dairy operation first signed up to participate 
in the production margin protection pro- 
gram. 

(3) ELECTION BY NEW DAIRY OPERATIONS.—In 
the case of a participating dairy operation 
that has been in operation for less than a 
year, the participating dairy operation shall 
elect 1 of the following methods for the Sec- 
retary to determine the basic production his- 
tory of the participating dairy operation: 

(A) The volume of the actual milk mar- 
ketings for the months the participating 
dairy operation has been in operation extrap- 
olated to a yearly amount. 


TION. 

(1) DETERMINATION REQUIRED.—For pur- 
poses of providing supplemental production 
margin protection for a participating dairy 
operation that purchases supplemental pro- 
duction margin protection for a year under 
section 1415, the Secretary shall determine 
the annual production history of the partici- 
pating dairy operation under paragraph (2). 

(2) CALCULATION.—The annual production 
history of a participating dairy operation for 
a year is equal to the actual milk mar- 
ketings of the participating dairy operation 
during the preceding calendar year. 

(3) NEW DAIRY OPERATIONS.—Subsection 
(a)(3) shall apply with respect to determining 
the annual production history of a partici- 
pating dairy operation that has been in oper- 
ation for less than a year. 

(c) REQUIRED INFORMATION.—A partici- 
pating dairy operation shall provide all in- 
formation that the Secretary may require in 
order to establish— 

(1) the basic production history of the par- 
ticipating dairy operation under subsection 
(a); and 

(2) the production history of the partici- 
pating dairy operation whenever the partici- 
pating dairy operation purchases supple- 
mental production margin protection under 
section 1415. 

(d) TRANSFER OF PRODUCTION HISTORIES.— 

(1) TRANSFER BY SALE OR LEASE.—In pro- 
mulgating the rules to initiate the produc- 
tion margin protection program, the Sec- 
retary shall specify the conditions under 
which and the manner by which the produc- 
tion history of a participating dairy oper- 
ation may be transferred by sale or lease. 

(2) COVERAGE LEVEL.— 

(A) BASIC PRODUCTION MARGIN PROTEC- 
TION.—A purchaser or lessee to whom the 
Secretary transfers a basic production his- 
tory under this subsection shall not obtain a 
different level of basic production margin 
protection than the basic production margin 
protection coverage held by the seller or les- 
sor from whom the transfer was obtained. 

(B) SUPPLEMENTAL PRODUCTION MARGIN 
PROTECTION.—A purchaser or lessee to whom 
the Secretary transfers an annual production 
history under this subsection shall not ob- 
tain a different level of supplemental produc- 
tion margin protection coverage than the 
supplemental production margin protection 
coverage in effect for the seller or lessor 
from whom the transfer was obtained for the 
calendar year in which the transfer was 
made. 

(e) MOVEMENT AND TRANSFER OF PRODUC- 
TION HISTORY.— 

(1) MOVEMENT AND TRANSFER AUTHORIZED.— 
Subject to paragraph (2), if a participating 
dairy operation moves from 1 location to an- 
other location, the participating dairy oper- 
ation may transfer the basic production his- 
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tory and annual production history associ- 
ated with the participating dairy operation. 

(2) NOTIFICATION REQUIREMENT.—A partici- 
pating dairy operation shall notify the Sec- 
retary of any move of a participating dairy 
operation under paragraph (1). 

(3) SUBSEQUENT OCCUPATION OF VACATED LO- 
CATION.—A party subsequently occupying a 
participating dairy operation location va- 
cated as described in paragraph (1) shall have 
no interest in the basic production history or 
annual production history previously associ- 
ated with the participating dairy operation 
at such location. 

SEC. 1414. BASIC PRODUCTION MARGIN PROTEC- 
TION. 

(a) PAYMENT THRESHOLD.—The Secretary 
shall make a payment to participating dairy 
operations in accordance with subsection (b) 
whenever the average actual dairy produc- 
tion margin for a consecutive 2-month period 
is less than $4.00 per hundredweight of milk. 

(b) BASIC PRODUCTION MARGIN PROTECTION 
PAYMENT.—The basic production margin pro- 
tection payment for a participating dairy op- 
eration for a consecutive 2-month period 
shall be equal to the product obtained by 
multiplying— 

(1) the difference between the average ac- 
tual dairy production margin for the con- 
secutive 2-month period and $4.00, except 
that, if the difference is more than $4.00, the 
Secretary shall use $4.00; by 

(2) the lesser of— 

(A) 80 percent of the production history of 
the participating dairy operation, divided by 
6; or 

(B) the actual quantity of milk marketed 
by the participating dairy operation during 
the consecutive 2-month period. 

SEC. 1415. SUPPLEMENTAL PRODUCTION MARGIN 
PROTECTION. 

(a) ELECTION OF SUPPLEMENTAL PRODUC- 
TION MARGIN PROTECTION.—A participating 
dairy operation may annually purchase sup- 
plemental production margin protection to 
protect, during the calendar year for which 
purchased, a higher level of the income of a 
participating dairy operation than the in- 
come level guaranteed by basic production 
margin protection under section 1414. 

(b) SELECTION OF PAYMENT THRESHOLD.—A 
participating dairy operation purchasing 
supplemental production margin protection 
for a year shall elect a coverage level that is 
higher, in any increment of $0.50, than the 
payment threshold for basic production mar- 
gin protection specified in section 1414(a), 
but not to exceed $8.00. 

(c) COVERAGE PERCENTAGE.—A partici- 
pating dairy operation purchasing supple- 
mental production margin protection for a 
year shall elect a percentage of coverage 
equal to not more than 90 percent, nor less 
than 25 percent, of the annual production 
history of the participating dairy operation. 

(d) PREMIUMS FOR SUPPLEMENTAL PRODUC- 
TION MARGIN PROTECTION.— 

(1) PREMIUMS REQUIRED.—A participating 
dairy operation that purchases supplemental 
production margin protection shall pay an 
annual premium equal to the product ob- 
tained by multiplying— 

(A) the coverage percentage elected by the 
participating dairy operation under sub- 
section (c); 

(B) the annual production history of the 
participating dairy operation; and 

(C) the premium per hundredweight of 
milk, as specified in the applicable table 
under paragraph (2) or (3). 

(2) PREMIUM PER HUNDREDWEIGHT FOR FIRST 
4 MILLION POUNDS OF PRODUCTION.—For the 
first 4,000,000 pounds of milk marketings in- 
cluded in the annual production history of a 
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participating dairy operation, the premium 
per hundredweight corresponding to each 
coverage level specified in the following 
table is as follows: 


$4.50 $0.01 
$5.00 $0.02 
$5.50 $0.035 
$6.00 $0.045 
$6.50 $0.09 
$7.00 $0.40 
$7.50 $0.60 
$8.00 $0.95 


(3) PREMIUM PER HUNDREDWEIGHT FOR PRO- 
DUCTION IN EXCESS OF 4 MILLION POUNDS.—For 
milk marketings in excess of 4,000,000 pounds 
included in the annual production history of 
a participating dairy operation, the premium 
per hundredweight corresponding to each 
coverage level is as follows: 


$4.50 $0.02 
$5.00 $0.04 
$5.50 $0.10 
$6.00 $0.15 
$6.50 $0.29 
$7.00 $0.62 
$7.50 $0.83 
$8.00 $1.06 


(4) TIME FOR PAYMENT.—In promulgating 
the rules to initiate the production margin 
protection program, the Secretary shall pro- 
vide more than 1 method by which a partici- 
pating dairy operation that purchases sup- 
plemental production margin protection for 
a calendar year may pay the premium under 
this subsection for that year in any manner 
that maximizes participating dairy oper- 
ation payment flexibility and program integ- 
rity. 

(e) PREMIUM OBLIGATIONS.— 

(1) PRO-RATION OF PREMIUM FOR NEW DAIRY 
OPERATIONS.—A_ participating dairy oper- 
ation described in section 1412(c)(2) that pur- 
chases supplemental production margin pro- 
tection for a calendar year after the start of 
the calendar year shall pay a pro-rated pre- 
mium for that calendar year based on the 
portion of the calendar year for which the 
participating dairy operation purchases the 
coverage. 

(2) LEGAL OBLIGATION.—A participating 
dairy operation that purchases supplemental 
production margin protection for a calendar 
year shall be legally obligated to pay the ap- 
plicable premium for that calendar year, ex- 
cept that the Secretary may waive that obli- 
gation, under terms and conditions deter- 
mined by the Secretary, for 1 or more pro- 
ducers in any participating dairy operation 
in the case of death, retirement, permanent 
dissolution of a participating dairy oper- 
ation, or other circumstances as the Sec- 
retary considers appropriate to ensure the 
integrity of the program. 

(f) SUPPLEMENTAL PAYMENT THRESHOLD.—A 
participating dairy operation with supple- 
mental production margin protection shall 
receive a supplemental production margin 
protection payment whenever the average 
actual dairy production margin for a con- 
secutive 2-month period is less than the cov- 
erage level threshold selected by the partici- 
pating dairy operation under subsection (b). 

(g) SUPPLEMENTAL PRODUCTION MARGIN 
PROTECTION PAYMENTS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The supplemental produc- 
tion margin protection payment for a par- 
ticipating dairy operation is in addition to 
the basic production margin protection pay- 
ment. 
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(2) AMOUNT OF PAYMENT.—The _§ supple- 
mental production margin protection pay- 
ment for the participating dairy operation 
shall be determined as follows: 

(A) The Secretary shall calculate the dif- 
ference between the coverage level threshold 
selected by the participating dairy operation 
under subsection (b) and the greater of— 

(i) the average actual dairy production 
margin for the consecutive 2-month period; 
or 

(ii) $4.00. 

(B) The amount determined under subpara- 
graph (A) shall be multiplied by the percent- 
age selected by the participating dairy oper- 
ation under subsection (c) and by the lesser 
of the following: 

(i) The annual production history of the 
participating dairy operation, divided by 6. 

(ii) The actual amount of milk marketed 
by the participating dairy operation during 
the consecutive 2-month period. 

SEC. 1416. EFFECT OF FAILURE TO PAY ADMINIS- 
TRATION FEES OR PREMIUMS. 

(a) LOSS OF BENEFITS.—A participating 
dairy operation that fails to pay the required 
administration fee under section 1412 or is in 
arrears on premium payments for supple- 
mental production margin protection under 
section 1415— 

(1) remains legally obligated to pay the ad- 
ministration fee or premiums, as the case 
may be; and 

(2) may not receive basic production mar- 
gin protection payments or supplemental 
production margin protection payments 
until the fees or premiums are fully paid. 

(b) ENFORCEMENT.—The Secretary may 
take such action as necessary to collect ad- 
ministration fees and premium payments for 
supplemental production margin protection. 

Subpart B—Dairy Market Stabilization 
Program 
SEC. 1431. ESTABLISHMENT OF DAIRY MARKET 
STABILIZATION PROGRAM. 

(a) PROGRAM REQUIRED; PURPOSE.—Effec- 
tive not later than 120 days after the effec- 
tive date of this subtitle, the Secretary shall 
establish and administer a dairy market sta- 
bilization program applicable to partici- 
pating dairy operations for the purpose of as- 
sisting in balancing the supply of milk with 
demand when participating dairy operations 
are experiencing low or negative operating 
margins. 

(b) ELECTION OF STABILIZATION PROGRAM 
BASE CALCULATION METHOD.— 

(1) ELECTION.—When a dairy operation 
signs up under section 1412 to participate in 
the production margin protection program, 
the dairy operation shall inform the Sec- 
retary of the method by which the stabiliza- 
tion program base for the participating dairy 
operation will be calculated under paragraph 
(3). 

(2) CHANGE IN CALCULATION METHOD.—A par- 
ticipating dairy operation may change the 
stabilization program base calculation meth- 
od to be used for a calendar year by noti- 
fying the Secretary of the change not later 
than a date determined by the Secretary. 

(3) CALCULATION METHODS.—A participating 
dairy operation may elect either of the fol- 
lowing methods for calculation of the sta- 
bilization program base for the participating 
dairy operation: 

(A) The volume of the average monthly 
milk marketings of the participating dairy 
operation for the 3 months immediately pre- 
ceding the announcement by the Secretary 
that the stabilization program will become 
effective. 

(B) The volume of the monthly milk mar- 
ketings of the participating dairy operation 
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for the same month in the preceding year as 

the month for which the Secretary has an- 

nounced the stabilization program will be- 

come effective. 

SEC. 1432. THRESHOLD FOR IMPLEMENTATION 
AND REDUCTION IN DAIRY PAY- 
MENTS. 

(a) WHEN STABILIZATION PROGRAM RE- 
QUIRED.—Except as provided in subsection 
(b), the Secretary shall announce that the 
stabilization program is in effect and order 
reduced payments by handlers to partici- 
pating dairy operations that exceed the ap- 
plicable percentage of the participating 
dairy operation’s stabilization program base 
whenever— 

(1) the actual dairy production margin has 
been $6.00 or less per hundredweight of milk 
for each of the immediately preceding 2 
months; or 

(2) the actual dairy production margin has 
been $4.00 or less per hundredweight of milk 
for the immediately preceding month. 

(b) EXCEPTION.—If any of the conditions de- 
scribed in section 1486(b) have been met dur- 
ing the 2-month period immediately pre- 
ceding the month in which the announce- 
ment under subsection (a) would otherwise 
be made by the Secretary in the absence of 
this exception, the Secretary shall— 

(1) suspend the stabilization program; 

(2) refrain from making the announcement 
under subsection (a) to implement order the 
stabilization payment; or 

(3) order reduced payments. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE FOR IMPLEMENTATION 
OF PAYMENT REDUCTIONS.—Reductions in 
dairy payments shall commence beginning 
on the first day of the month immediately 
following the date of the announcement by 
the Secretary under subsection (a). 

SEC. 1433. MILK MARKETINGS INFORMATION. 

(a) COLLECTION OF MILK MARKETING 
DATA.—The Secretary shall establish, by reg- 
ulation, a process to collect from partici- 
pating dairy operations and handlers such 
information that the Secretary considers 
necessary for each month during which the 
stabilization program is in effect. 

(b) REDUCE REGULATORY BURDEN.—When 
implementing the process under subsection 
(a), the Secretary shall minimize the regu- 
latory burden on participating dairy oper- 
ations and handlers. 

SEC. 1434. CALCULATION AND COLLECTION OF 
REDUCED DAIRY OPERATION PAY- 
MENTS. 

(a) REDUCED PARTICIPATING DAIRY OPER- 
ATION PAYMENTS REQUIRED.—During any 
month in which payment reductions are in 
effect under the stabilization program, each 
handler shall reduce payments to each par- 
ticipating dairy operation from whom the 
handler receives milk. 

(b) REDUCTIONS BASED ON ACTUAL DAIRY 
PRODUCTION MARGIN.— 

(1) REDUCTION REQUIREMENT 1.—If the Sec- 
retary determines that the average actual 
dairy production margin has been less than 
$6.00 but greater than $5.00 per hundred- 
weight of milk for 2 consecutive months, the 
handler shall make payments to a partici- 
pating dairy operation for a month based on 
the greater of the following: 

(A) 98 percent of the stabilization program 
base of the participating dairy operation. 

(B) 94 percent of the marketings of milk 
for the month by the participating dairy op- 
eration. 

(2) REDUCTION REQUIREMENT 2.—If the Sec- 
retary determines that the average actual 
dairy production margin has been less than 
$5.00 but greater than $4.00 for 2 consecutive 
months, the handler shall make payments to 
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a participating dairy operation for a month 
based on the greater of the following: 

(A) 97 percent of the stabilization program 
base of the participating dairy operation. 

(B) 93 percent of the marketings of milk 
for the month by the participating dairy op- 
eration. 

(3) REDUCTION REQUIREMENT 3.—If the Sec- 
retary determines that the average actual 
dairy production margin has been $4.00 or 
less for any 1 month, the handler shall make 
payments to a participating dairy operation 
for a month based on the greater of the fol- 
lowing: 

(A) 96 percent of the stabilization program 
base of the participating dairy operation. 

(B) 92 percent of the marketings of milk 
for the month by the participating dairy op- 
eration. 

(c) CONTINUATION OF REDUCTIONS.—The 
largest level of payment reduction required 
under paragraph (1), (2), or (8) of subsection 
(b) shall be continued for each month until 
the Secretary suspends the stabilization pro- 
gram and terminates payment reductions in 
accordance with section 1436. 

(d) PAYMENT REDUCTION EXCEPTION.—Not- 
withstanding any preceding subsection of 
this section, a handler shall make no pay- 
ment reductions for a participating dairy op- 
eration for a month if the participating 
dairy operation’s milk marketings for the 
month are equal to or less than the percent- 
age of the stabilization program base appli- 
cable to the participating dairy operation 
under paragraph (1), (2), or (8) of subsection 
(b). 
SEC. 1435. REMITTING FUNDS TO THE SEC- 

RETARY AND USE OF FUNDS. 

(a) REMITTING FUNDS.—As soon as prac- 
ticable after the end of each month during 
which payment reductions are in effect 
under the stabilization program, each han- 
dler shall remit to the Secretary an amount 
equal to the amount by which payments to 
participating dairy operations are reduced 
by the handler under section 1434. 

(b) DEPOSIT OF REMITTED FUNDS.—AI1 funds 
received under subsection (a) shall be avail- 
able to the Secretary, without further appro- 
priation and until expended, for use or trans- 
fer as provided in subsection (c). 

(c) USE OF FUNDS.— 

(1) AVAILABILITY FOR CERTAIN COMMODITY 
DONATIONS.—Not later than 90 days after the 
funds described in subsection (a) are due as 
determined by the Secretary, the Secretary 
shall obligate the funds for the purpose of— 

(A) purchasing dairy products for donation 
to food banks and other programs that the 
Secretary determines appropriate; and 

(B) expanding consumption and building 
demand for dairy products. 

(2) NO DUPLICATION OF EFFORT.—The Sec- 
retary shall ensure that expenditures under 
paragraph (1) are compatible with, and do 
not duplicate, programs supported by the 
dairy research and promotion activities con- 
ducted under the Dairy Production Stabiliza- 
tion Act of 1983 (7 U.S.C. 4501 et seq.). 

(3) ACCOUNTING.—The Secretary shall keep 
an accurate account of all funds expended 
under paragraph (1). 

(d) ANNUAL REPORT.—Not later than De- 
cember 31 of each year that the stabilization 
program is in effect, the Secretary shall sub- 
mit to the Committee on Agriculture of the 
House of Representatives and the Committee 
on Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry of 
the Senate a report that provides an accu- 
rate accounting of— 

(1) the funds received by the Secretary dur- 
ing the preceding fiscal year under sub- 
section (a); 
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(2) all expenditures made by the Secretary 
under subsection (b) during the preceding fis- 
cal year; and 

(8) the impact of the stabilization program 
on dairy markets. 

(e) ENFORCEMENT.—If a participating dairy 
operation or handler fails to remit or collect 
the amounts by which payments to partici- 
pating dairy operations are reduced under 
section 1434, the participating dairy oper- 
ation or handler responsible for the failure 
shall be liable to the Secretary for the 
amount that should have been remitted or 
collected, plus interest. In addition to the 
enforcement authorities available under sec- 
tion 1437, the Secretary may enforce this 
subsection in the courts of the United 
States. 

SEC. 1436. SUSPENSION OF REDUCED PAYMENT 
REQUIREMENT. 

(a) DETERMINATION OF PRICES.—For pur- 
poses of this section: 

(1) The price in the United States for ched- 
dar cheese and nonfat dry milk shall be de- 
termined by the Secretary. 

(2) The world price of cheddar cheese and 
skim milk powder shall be determined by the 
Secretary. 

(b) SUSPENSION THRESHOLDS.—The sta- 
bilization program shall be suspended or the 
Secretary shall refrain from making the an- 
nouncement under section 1432(a) if the Sec- 
retary determines that— 

(1) the actual dairy production margin is 
greater than $6.00 per hundredweight of milk 
for 2 consecutive months; 

(2) the actual dairy production margin is 
equal to or less than $6.00 (but greater than 
$5.00) for 2 consecutive months, and during 
the same 2 consecutive months— 

(A) the price in the United States for ched- 
dar cheese is equal to or greater than the 
world price of cheddar cheese; or 

(B) the price in the United States for non- 
fat dry milk is equal to or greater than the 
world price of skim milk powder; 

(8) the actual dairy production margin is 
equal to or less than $5.00 (but greater than 
$4.00) for 2 consecutive months, and during 
the same 2 consecutive months— 

(A) the price in the United States for ched- 
dar cheese is more than 5 percent above the 
world price of cheddar cheese; or 

(B) the price in the United States for non- 
fat dry milk is more than 5 percent above 
the world price of skim milk powder; or 

(4) the actual dairy production margin is 
equal to or less than $4.00 for 2 consecutive 
months, and during the same 2 consecutive 
months— 

(A) the price in the United States for ched- 
dar cheese is more than 7 percent above the 
world price of cheddar cheese; or 

(B) the price in the United States for non- 
fat dry milk is more than 7 percent above 
the world price of skim milk powder. 

(c) IMPLEMENTATION BY HANDLERS.—Effec- 
tive on the day after the date of the an- 
nouncement by the Secretary under sub- 
section (b) of the suspension of the stabiliza- 
tion program, the handler shall cease reduc- 
ing payments to participating dairy oper- 
ations under the stabilization program. 

(d) CONDITION ON RESUMPTION OF STABILIZA- 
TION PROGRAM.—Upon the announcement by 
the Secretary under subsection (b) that the 
stabilization program has been suspended, 
the stabilization program may not be imple- 
mented again until, at the earliest— 

(1) 2 months have passed, beginning on the 
first day of the month immediately fol- 
lowing the announcement by the Secretary; 
and 

(2) the conditions of section 1432(a) are 
again met. 
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SEC. 1437. ENFORCEMENT. 

(a) UNLAWFUL AcT.—It shall be unlawful 
and a violation of the this subpart for any 
person subject to the stabilization program 
to willfully fail or refuse to provide, or delay 
the timely reporting of, accurate informa- 
tion and remittance of funds to the Sec- 
retary in accordance with this subpart. 

(b) ORDER.—After providing notice and op- 
portunity for a hearing to an affected person, 
the Secretary may issue an order against 
any person to cease and desist from con- 
tinuing any violation of this subpart. 

(c) APPEAL.—An order of the Secretary 
under subsection (b) shall be final and con- 
clusive unless an affected person files an ap- 
peal of the order of the Secretary in United 
States district court not later than 30 days 
after the date of the issuance of the order. A 
finding of the Secretary in the order shall be 
set aside only if the finding is not supported 
by substantial evidence. 

(d) NONCOMPLIANCE WITH ORDER.—If a per- 
son subject to this subpart fails to obey an 
order issued under subsection (b) after the 
order has become final and unappealable, or 
after the appropriate United States district 
court has entered a final judgment in favor 
of the Secretary, the United States may 
apply to the appropriate United States dis- 
trict court for enforcement of the order. If 
the court determines that the order was law- 
fully made and duly served and that the per- 
son violated the order, the court shall en- 
force the order. 

SEC. 1438. AUDIT REQUIREMENTS. 

(a) AUDITS OF DAIRY OPERATION AND HAN- 
DLER COMPLIANCE.— 

(1) AUDITS AUTHORIZED.—If determined by 
the Secretary to be necessary to ensure com- 
pliance by participating dairy operations and 
handlers with the stabilization program, the 
Secretary may conduct periodic audits of 
participating dairy operations and handlers. 

(2) SAMPLE OF DAIRY OPERATIONS.—Any 
audit conducted under this subsection shall 
include, at a minimum, investigation of a 
statistically valid and random sample of par- 
ticipating dairy operations. 

(b) SUBMISSION OF RESULTS.—The Sec- 
retary shall submit the results of any audit 
conducted under subsection (a) to the Com- 
mittee on Agriculture of the House of Rep- 
resentatives and the Committee on Agri- 
culture, Nutrition, and Forestry of the Sen- 
ate and include such recommendations as 
the Secretary considers appropriate regard- 
ing the stabilization program. 

SEC. 1439. STUDY; REPORT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall di- 
rect the Office of the Chief Economist to 
conduct a study of the impacts of the pro- 
gram established under section 1481(a). 

(b) CONSIDERATIONS.—The study conducted 
under subsection (a) shall consider— 

(1) the economic impact of the program 
throughout the dairy product value chain, 
including the impact on producers, proc- 
essors, domestic customers, export cus- 
tomers, actual market growth and potential 
market growth, farms of different sizes, and 
different regions and States; and 

(2) the impact of the program on the com- 
petitiveness of the United States dairy in- 
dustry in international markets. 

(c) REPORT.—Not later than December 1, 
2016, the Office of the Chief Economist shall 
submit to the Committee on Agriculture of 
the House of Representatives and the Com- 
mittee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and For- 
estry of the Senate a report that describes 
the results of the study conducted under sub- 
section (a). 
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Subpart C—Administration 
SEC. 1451. DURATION. 

The production margin protection program 
and the stabilization program shall end on 
December 31, 2017. 

SEC. 1452. ADMINISTRATION AND ENFORCEMENT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall pro- 
mulgate regulations to address administra- 
tive and enforcement issues involved in car- 
rying out the production margin protection, 
supplemental production margin protection, 
and market stabilization programs. 


(b) RECONSTITUTION AND ELIGIBILITY 
ISSUES.— 
(1) RECONSTITUTION.—Using authorities 


under section 1001(f) and 1001B of the Food 
Security Act of 1985 (7 U.S.C. 1808(f), 1308-2), 
the Secretary shall promulgate regulations 
to prohibit a dairy producer from reconsti- 
tuting a dairy operation for the sole purpose 
of the dairy producer— 

(A) receiving basic margin protection; 

(B) purchasing supplemental margin pro- 
tection; or 

(C) avoiding participation in the market 
stabilization program. 

(2) ELIGIBILITY ISSUES.—Using authorities 
under section 1001(f) and 1001B of the Food 
Security Act of 1985 (7 U.S.C. 1808(f), 1308-2), 
the Secretary shall promulgate regulations— 

(A) to prohibit a scheme or device; 

(B) to provide for equitable relief; and 

(C) to provide for other issues affecting eli- 
gibility and liability issues. 

(3) ADMINISTRATIVE APPEALS.—Using au- 
thorities under section 1001(h) of the Food 
Security Act of 1985 (7 U.S.C. 1808(h)) and 
subtitle H of the Department of Agriculture 
Reorganization Act (7 U.S.C. 6991 et seq.), the 
Secretary shall promulgate regulations to 
provide for administrative appeals of deci- 
sions of the Secretary that are adverse to 
participants of the programs described in 
subsection (a). 

PART II—DAIRY MARKET TRANSPARENCY 
SEC. 1461. DAIRY PRODUCT MANDATORY RE- 
PORTING. 

(a) DEFINITIONS.—Section 272(1)(A) of the 
Agricultural Marketing Act of 1946 (7 U.S.C. 
1637a(1)(A)) is amended by inserting ‘‘, or any 
other products that may significantly aid 
price discovery in the dairy markets, as de- 
termined by the Secretary” after ‘‘of 1987”. 

(b) MANDATORY REPORTING FOR DAIRY 
PrRopucTs.—Section 273(b) of the Agricul- 
tural Marketing Act of 1946 (7 U.S.C. 
1637b(b)) is amended— 

(1) by striking paragraph (1) and inserting 
the following new paragraph: 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—In establishing the pro- 
gram, the Secretary shall only— 

“(A)G) subject to the conditions described 
in paragraph (2), require each manufacturer 
to report to the Secretary, more frequently 
than once per month, information con- 
cerning the price, quantity, and moisture 
content of dairy products sold by the manu- 
facturer and any other product characteris- 
tics that may significantly aid price dis- 
covery in the dairy markets, as determined 
by the Secretary; and 

“(ii) modify the format used to provide the 
information on the day before the date of en- 
actment of this subtitle to ensure that the 
information can be readily understood by 
market participants; and 

‘“(B) require each manufacturer and other 
person storing dairy products (including 
dairy products in cold storage) to report to 
the Secretary, more frequently than once per 
month, information on the quantity of dairy 
products stored.’’; and 

(2) in paragraph (2), by inserting ‘‘or those 
that may significantly aid price discovery in 
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the dairy markets” after ‘‘Federal milk mar- 

keting order” each place it appears in sub- 

paragraphs (A), (B), and (C). 

SEC. 1462. FEDERAL MILK MARKETING ORDER IN- 
FORMATION. 

(a) INFORMATION CLEARINGHOUSE.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall, on 
behalf of each milk marketing order issued 
under the Agricultural Adjustment Act (7 
U.S.C. 601 et seq.), reenacted with amend- 
ments by the Agricultural Marketing Agree- 
ment Act of 1987, establish an information 
clearinghouse for the purposes of educating 
the public about the Federal milk marketing 
order system and any marketing order 
referenda, including proposal information 
and timelines that shall be kept current and 
updated as information becomes available. 

(2) REQUIREMENTS.—Information under 
paragraph (1) shall include— 

(A) information on procedures by which co- 
operatives vote; 

(B) if applicable, information on the man- 
ner by which producers may cast an indi- 
vidual ballot; 

(C) in applicable, instructions on the man- 
ner in which to vote online; 

(D) due dates for each specific referendum; 

(E) the text of each referendum question 
under consideration; 

(F) a description in plain language of the 
question; 

(G) any relevant background information 
to the question; and 

(H) any other information that increases 
Federal milk marketing order transparency. 

(b) NOTIFICATION LIST FOR UPCOMING REF- 
ERENDUM.—Each Federal milk marketing 
order shall— 

(1) make available the information de- 
scribed in subsection (b) through an Internet 
site; and 

(2) publicize the information in major agri- 
culture and dairy-specific publications on 
upcoming referenda. 

(c) STUDY.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall con- 
duct a study of the feasibility of establishing 
2 classes of milk, a fluid class and a manu- 
facturing class, to replace the 4-class system 
in effect on the date of enactment of this Act 
in administering Federal milk marketing or- 
ders. 

(2) FEDERAL MILK MARKET ORDER REVIEW 
COMMISSION.—The Secretary may elect to use 
the Federal Milk Market Order Review Com- 
mission established under section 1509(a) of 
the Food, Conservation, and Energy Act of 
2008 (Public Law 110-246; 122 Stat. 1726), or 
documents of the Commission, to conduct all 
or part of the study. 

(3) REPORT.—Not later than 180 days after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Sec- 
retary shall submit to the Committee on Ag- 
riculture of the House of Representatives 
and the Committee on Agriculture, Nutri- 
tion, and Forestry of the Senate a report 
that describes the results of the study re- 
quired under this subsection, including any 
recommendations. 

PART ITI—REPEAL OR REAUTHORIZATION 
OF OTHER DAIRY-RELATED PROVISIONS 
SEC. 1471. REPEAL OF DAIRY PRODUCT PRICE 
SUPPORT AND MILK INCOME LOSS 

CONTRACT PROGRAMS. 

(a) REPEAL OF DAIRY PRODUCT PRICE SUP- 
PORT PROGRAM.—Section 1501 of the Food, 
Conservation, and Energy Act of 2008 (7 
U.S.C. 8771) is repealed. 

(b) REPEAL OF MILK INCOME LOSS CONTRACT 
PROGRAM.— 

(1) PAYMENTS UNDER MILK INCOME LOSS CON- 
TRACT PROGRAM.—Section 1506(c)(3) of the 
Food, Conservation, and Energy Act of 2008 
(7 U.S.C. 8773(c)(8)) is amended— 
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(A) in subparagraph (A), by inserting 
“and” after the semicolon; 

(B) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘‘Au- 
gust 31, 2012, 45 percent; and” and inserting 
“June 30, 2013, 45 percent.’’; and 

(C) by striking subparagraph (C). 

(2) EXTENSION.—Section 1506(h)(1) of the 
Food, Conservation, and Energy Act of 2008 
(7 U.S.C. 8773(h)(1)) is amended by striking 
“September 30, 2012” and inserting ‘‘June 30, 
2013”. 

(3) REPEAL.—Effective July 1, 2013, section 
1506 of the Food, Conservation, and Energy 
Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 8773) is repealed. 

SEC. 1472. REPEAL OF DAIRY EXPORT INCENTIVE 
PROGRAM. 

(a) REPEAL.—Section 153 of the Food Secu- 
rity Act of 1985 (15 U.S.C. 713a-14) is repealed. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section 
902(2) of the Trade Sanctions Reform and Ex- 
port Enhancement Act of 2000 (22 U.S.C. 
7201(2)) is amended— 

(1) by striking subparagraph (D); and 

(2) by redesignating subparagraphs (E) and 
(F) as subparagraphs (D) and (E), respec- 
tively. 

SEC. 1473. EXTENSION OF DAIRY FORWARD PRIC- 
ING PROGRAM. 

Section 1502(e) of the Food, Conservation, 
and Energy Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 8772(e)) is 
amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘2012” and 
inserting ‘‘2017’’; and 

(2) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘2015” and 
inserting ‘‘2020’’. 

SEC. 1474. EXTENSION 
PROGRAM. 

Section 3 of Public Law 90-484 (7 U.S.C. 
4501) is amended by striking ‘‘2012” and in- 
serting ‘‘2017’’. 

SEC. 1475. EXTENSION OF DAIRY PROMOTION 
AND RESEARCH PROGRAM. 

Section 118(e)(2) of the Dairy Production 
Stabilization Act of 1983 (7 U.S.C. 4504(e)(2)) 
is amended by striking ‘‘2012’’ and inserting 
“2017”. 

SEC. 1476. EXTENSION OF FEDERAL MILK MAR- 
KETING ORDER REVIEW COMMIS- 
SION. 

Section 1509(a) of the Food, Conservation, 
and Energy Act of 2008 (Public Law 110-246; 
122 Stat. 1726) is amended by inserting ‘‘or 
other funds” after ‘‘Subject to the avail- 
ability of appropriations”. 

PART IV—FEDERAL MILK MARKETING 

ORDER REFORM 
SEC. 1481. FEDERAL MILK MARKETING ORDERS. 

(a) AMENDMENTS.—The Secretary shall pro- 
vide an analysis on the effects of amending 
each Federal milk marketing order issued 
under section 8c of the Agricultural Adjust- 
ment Act (7 U.S.C. 608c), reenacted with 
amendments by the Agricultural Marketing 
Agreement Act of 1937 (in this part referred 
to as a ‘‘milk marketing order”), as required 
by this section. 

(b) USE OF END-PRODUCT PRICE FOR- 
MULAS.—In carrying out subsection (a), the 
Secretary shall— 

(1) consider replacing the use of end-prod- 
uct price formulas with other pricing alter- 
natives; and 

(2) submit to the Committee on Agri- 
culture of the House of Representatives and 
the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, 
and Forestry of the Senate a report describ- 
ing the findings of the Secretary on the im- 
pact of the action considered under para- 
graph (1). 

PART V—EFFECTIVE DATE 
SEC. 1491. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

Except as otherwise provided in this sub- 

title, this subtitle and the amendments made 
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by this subtitle take effect on October 1, 
2012. 


Subtitle E—Supplemental Agricultural 
Disaster Assistance Programs 


SEC. 1501. SUPPLEMENTAL AGRICULTURAL DIS- 
ASTER ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS. 

(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 

(1) ELIGIBLE PRODUCER ON A FARM.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘‘eligible pro- 
ducer on a farm” means an individual or en- 
tity described in subparagraph (B) that, as 
determined by the Secretary, assumes the 
production and market risks associated with 
the agricultural production of crops or live- 
stock. 

(B) DESCRIPTION.—An individual or entity 
referred to in subparagraph (A) is— 

(i) a citizen of the United States; 

(ii) a resident alien; 

(iii) a partnership of citizens of the United 
States; or 

(iv) a corporation, limited liability cor- 
poration, or other farm organizational struc- 
ture organized under State law. 

(2) FARM.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘‘farm’’ means, 
in relation to an eligible producer on a farm, 
the total of all crop acreage in all counties 
that is planted or intended to be planted for 
harvest, for sale, or on-farm livestock feed- 
ing (including native grassland intended for 
haying) by the eligible producer. 

(B) AQUACULTURE.—In the case of aqua- 
culture, the term “farm” means, in relation 
to an eligible producer on a farm, all fish 
being produced in all counties that are in- 
tended to be harvested for sale by the eligi- 
ble producer. 

(C) HONEY.—In the case of honey, the term 
“farm” means, in relation to an eligible pro- 
ducer on a farm, all bees and beehives in all 
counties that are intended to be harvested 
for a honey crop for sale by the eligible pro- 
ducer. 

(3) FARM-RAISED FISH.—The term ‘‘farm- 
raised fish” means any aquatic species that 
is propagated and reared in a controlled en- 
vironment. 

(4) LIVESTOCK.—The term ‘‘livestock”’ in- 
cludes— 

(A) cattle (including dairy cattle); 

(B) bison; 

(C) poultry; 

(D) sheep; 

(E) swine; 

(F) horses; and 

(G) other livestock, as determined by the 
Secretary. 

(b) LIVESTOCK INDEMNITY PAYMENTS.— 

(1) PAYMENTS.—For each of fiscal years 
2012 through 2017, the Secretary shall use 
such sums as are necessary of the funds of 
the Commodity Credit Corporation to make 
livestock indemnity payments to eligible 
producers on farms that have incurred live- 
stock death losses in excess of the normal 
mortality, as determined by the Secretary, 
due to— 

(A) attacks by animals reintroduced into 
the wild by the Federal Government or pro- 
tected by Federal law, including wolves; or 

(B) adverse weather, as determined by the 
Secretary, during the calendar year, includ- 
ing losses due to hurricanes, floods, bliz- 
zards, disease, wildfires, extreme heat, and 
extreme cold. 

(2) PAYMENT RATES.—Indemnity payments 
to an eligible producer on a farm under para- 
graph (1) shall be made at a rate of 65 per- 
cent of the market value of the applicable 
livestock on the day before the date of death 
of the livestock, as determined by the Sec- 
retary. 
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(3) SPECIAL RULE FOR PAYMENTS MADE DUE 
TO DISEASE.—The Secretary shall ensure that 
payments made to an eligible producer under 
paragraph (1) are not made for the same live- 
stock losses for which compensation is pro- 
vided pursuant to section 10407(d) of the Ani- 
mal Health Protection Act (7 U.S.C. 8306(d)). 

(c) LIVESTOCK FORAGE DISASTER PRO- 
GRAM.— 

(1) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is established a 
livestock forage disaster program to provide 
1 source for livestock forage disaster assist- 
ance for weather-related forage losses, as de- 
termined by the Secretary, by combining— 

(A) the livestock forage assistance func- 
tions of— 

(i) the noninsured crop disaster assistance 
program established by section 196 of the 
Federal Agriculture Improvement and Re- 
form Act of 1996 (7 U.S.C. 7333); and 

(ii) the emergency assistance for livestock, 
honey bees, and farm-raised fish program 
under section 531(e) of the Federal Crop In- 
surance Act (7 U.S.C. 1531(e)) (as in existence 
on the day before the date of enactment of 
this Act); and 

(B) the livestock forage disaster program 
under section 531(d) of the Federal Crop In- 
surance Act (7 U.S.C. 1531(d)) (as in existence 
on the day before the date of enactment of 
this Act). 

(2) DEFINITIONS.—In this subsection: 

(A) COVERED LIVESTOCK.— 

(i) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
clause (ii), the term ‘‘covered livestock” 
means livestock of an eligible livestock pro- 
ducer that, during the 60 days prior to the 
beginning date of an eligible forage loss, as 
determined by the Secretary, the eligible 
livestock producer— 

(I) owned; 

(II) leased; 

(III) purchased; 

(IV) entered into a contract to purchase; 

(V) was a contract grower; or 

(VI) sold or otherwise disposed of due to an 
eligible forage loss during— 

(aa) the current production year; or 

(bb) subject to paragraph (4)(B)(ii), 1 or 
both of the 2 production years immediately 
preceding the current production year. 

(ii) EXCLUSION.—The term ‘‘covered live- 
stock” does not include livestock that were 
or would have been in a feedlot, on the begin- 
ning date of the eligible forage loss, as a part 
of the normal business operation of the eligi- 
ble livestock producer, as determined by the 
Secretary. 

(B) DROUGHT MONITOR.—The term ‘‘drought 
monitor’? means a system for classifying 
drought severity according to a range of ab- 
normally dry to exceptional drought, as de- 
fined by the Secretary. 

(C) ELIGIBLE FORAGE LOSS.—The term “‘eli- 
gible forage loss’? means 1 or more forage 
losses that occur due to weather-related con- 
ditions, including drought, flood, blizzard, 
hail, excessive moisture, hurricane, and fire, 
occurring during the normal grazing period, 
as determined by the Secretary, if the for- 
age— 

(i) is grown on land that is native or im- 
proved pastureland with permanent vegeta- 
tive cover; or 

(ii) is a crop planted specifically for the 
purpose of providing grazing for covered live- 
stock of an eligible livestock producer. 

(D) ELIGIBLE LIVESTOCK PRODUCER.— 

(i) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘‘eligible live- 
stock producer” means an eligible producer 
on a farm that— 

(I) is an owner, cash or share lessee, or con- 
tract grower of covered livestock that pro- 
vides the pastureland or grazing land, includ- 
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ing cash-leased pastureland or grazing land, 
for the covered livestock; 

(II) provides the pastureland or grazing 
land for covered livestock, including cash- 
leased pastureland or grazing land that is 
physically located in a county affected by an 
eligible forage loss; 

(III) certifies the eligible forage loss; and 

(IV) meets all other eligibility require- 
ments established under this subsection. 

(ii) EXCLUSION.—The term ‘‘eligible live- 
stock producer” does not include an owner, 
cash or share lessee, or contract grower of 
livestock that rents or leases pastureland or 
grazing land owned by another person on a 
rate-of-gain basis. 

(E) NORMAL CARRYING CAPACITY.—The term 
‘normal carrying capacity”, with respect to 
each type of grazing land or pastureland in a 
county, means the normal carrying capacity, 
as determined under paragraph (4)(D)(i), that 
would be expected from the grazing land or 
pastureland for livestock during the normal 
grazing period, in the absence of an eligible 
forage loss that diminishes the production of 
the grazing land or pastureland. 

(F) NORMAL GRAZING PERIOD.—The term 
‘normal grazing period’’, with respect to a 
county, means the normal grazing period 
during the calendar year for the county, as 
determined under paragraph (4)(D)(i). 

(3) PROGRAM.—For each of fiscal years 2012 
through 2017, the Secretary shall use such 
sums as are necessary of the funds of the 
Commodity Credit Corporation to provide 
compensation under paragraphs (4) through 
(6), as determined by the Secretary for eligi- 
ble forage losses affecting covered livestock 
of eligible livestock producers. 

(4) ASSISTANCE FOR ELIGIBLE FORAGE LOSSES 
DUE TO DROUGHT CONDITIONS.— 

(A) ELIGIBLE FORAGE LOSSES.— 

(i) IN GENERAL.—An eligible livestock pro- 
ducer of covered livestock may receive as- 
sistance under this paragraph for eligible 
forage losses that occur due to drought on 
land that— 

(I) is native or improved pastureland with 
permanent vegetative cover; or 

(II) is planted to a crop planted specifically 
for the purpose of providing grazing for cov- 
ered livestock. 

(ii) EXCLUSIONS.—An eligible livestock pro- 
ducer may not receive assistance under this 
paragraph for eligible forage losses that 
occur on land used for haying or grazing 
under the conservation reserve program es- 
tablished under subchapter B of chapter 1 of 
subtitle D of title XII of the Food Security 
Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3831 et seq.), unless the 
land is grassland eligible for the conserva- 
tion reserve program under section 1231(d)(2) 
of the Food Security Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 
3831(d)(2)) (as amended by section 2001 of this 
Act). 

(B) MONTHLY PAYMENT RATE.— 

(i) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
clause (ii), the payment rate for assistance 
for 1 month under this paragraph shall, in 
the case of drought, be equal to 60 percent of 
the lesser of— 

(I) the monthly feed cost for all covered 
livestock owned or leased by the eligible 
livestock producer, as determined under sub- 
paragraph (C); or 

(II) the monthly feed cost calculated by 
using the normal carrying capacity of the el- 
igible grazing land of the eligible livestock 
producer. 

(ii) PARTIAL COMPENSATION.—In the case of 
an eligible livestock producer that sold or 
otherwise disposed of covered livestock due 
to drought conditions in 1 or both of the 2 
production years immediately preceding the 
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current production year, as determined by 
the Secretary, the payment rate shall be 80 
percent of the payment rate otherwise cal- 
culated in accordance with clause (i). 

(C) MONTHLY FEED COST.— 

(i) IN GENERAL.—The monthly feed cost 
shall equal the product obtained by multi- 
plying— 

(I) 30 days; 

(II) a payment quantity that is equal to 
the feed grain equivalent, as determined 
under clause (ii); and 

(III) a payment rate that is equal to the 
corn price per pound, as determined under 
clause (iii). 

(ii) FEED GRAIN EQUIVALENT.—For purposes 
of clause (i)(II), the feed grain equivalent 
shall equal— 

(I) in the case of an adult beef cow, 15.7 
pounds of corn per day; or 

(II) in the case of any other type of weight 
of livestock, an amount determined by the 
Secretary that represents the average num- 
ber of pounds of corn per day necessary to 
feed the livestock. 

(iii) CORN PRICE PER POUND.—For purposes 
of clause (i)(III), the corn price per pound 
shall equal the quotient obtained by divid- 
ing— 

(I) the higher of— 

(aa) the national average corn price per 
bushel for the 12-month period immediately 
preceding March 1 of the year for which the 
disaster assistance is calculated; or 

(bb) the national average corn price per 
bushel for the 24-month period immediately 
preceding that March 1; by 

(II) 56. 

(D) NORMAL GRAZING PERIOD AND DROUGHT 
MONITOR INTENSITY.— 

(i) FSA COUNTY COMMITTEE DETERMINA- 
TIONS.— 

(I) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall deter- 
mine the normal carrying capacity and nor- 
mal grazing period for each type of grazing 
land or pastureland in the county served by 
the applicable Farm Service Agency com- 
mittee. 

(II) CHANGES.—No change to the normal 
carrying capacity or normal grazing period 
established for a county under subclause (I) 
shall be made unless the change is requested 
by the appropriate State and county Farm 
Service Agency committees. 

(ii) DROUGHT INTENSITY.— 

(I) D2.—An eligible livestock producer that 
owns or leases grazing land or pastureland 
that is physically located in a county that is 
rated by the U.S. Drought Monitor as having 
a D2 (severe drought) intensity in any area 
of the county for at least 8 consecutive 
weeks during the normal grazing period for 
the county, as determined by the Secretary, 
shall be eligible to receive assistance under 
this paragraph in an amount equal to 1 
monthly payment using the monthly pay- 
ment rate determined under subparagraph 
(B). 

(II) D3s.—An eligible livestock producer 
that owns or leases grazing land or 
pastureland that is physically located in a 
county that is rated by the U.S. Drought 
Monitor as having at least a D3 (extreme 
drought) intensity in any area of the county 
at any time during the normal grazing pe- 
riod for the county, as determined by the 
Secretary, shall be eligible to receive assist- 
ance under this paragraph— 

(aa) in an amount equal to 3 monthly pay- 
ments using the monthly payment rate de- 
termined under subparagraph (B); 

(bb) if the county is rated as having a D3 
(extreme drought) intensity in any area of 
the county for at least 4 weeks during the 
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normal grazing period for the county, or is 
rated as having a D4 (exceptional drought) 
intensity in any area of the county at any 
time during the normal grazing period, in an 
amount equal to 4 monthly payments using 
the monthly payment rate determined under 
subparagraph (B); or 

(cc) if the county is rated as having a D4 
(exceptional drought) intensity in any area 
of the county for at least 4 weeks during the 
normal grazing period, in an amount equal 
to 5 monthly payments using the monthly 
rate determined under subparagraph (B). 

(iii) ANNUAL PAYMENT BASED ON DROUGHT 
CONDITIONS DETERMINED BY MEANS OTHER 
THAN THE U.S. DROUGHT MONITOR.— 

(I) IN GENERAL.—An eligible livestock pro- 
ducer that owns grazing land or pastureland 
that is physically located in a county that 
has experienced on average, over the pre- 
ceding calendar year, precipitation levels 
that are 50 percent or more below normal 
levels, according to sufficient documentation 
as determined by the Secretary, may be eli- 
gible, subject to a determination by the Sec- 
retary, to receive assistance under this para- 
graph in an amount equal to not more than 
1 monthly payment using the monthly pay- 
ment rate under subparagraph (B). 

(II) NO DUPLICATE PAYMENT.—A producer 
may not receive a payment under both 
clause (ii) and this clause. 

(5) ASSISTANCE FOR LOSSES DUE TO FIRE ON 
PUBLIC MANAGED LAND.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—An eligible livestock pro- 
ducer may receive assistance under this 
paragraph only if— 

(i) the eligible forage losses occur on 
rangeland that is managed by a Federal 
agency; and 

(ii) the eligible livestock producer is pro- 
hibited by the Federal agency from grazing 
the normal permitted livestock on the man- 
aged rangeland due to a fire. 

(B) PAYMENT RATE.—The payment rate for 
assistance under this paragraph shall be 
equal to 50 percent of the monthly feed cost 
for the total number of livestock covered by 
the Federal lease of the eligible livestock 
producer, as determined under paragraph 
(4)(C). 

(C) PAYMENT DURATION.— 

(i) IN GENERAL.—Subject to clause (ii), an 
eligible livestock producer shall be eligible 
to receive assistance under this paragraph 
for the period— 

(I) beginning on the date on which the Fed- 
eral agency excludes the eligible livestock 
producer from using the managed rangeland 
for grazing; and 

(II) ending on the last day of the Federal 
lease of the eligible livestock producer. 

(ii) LIMITATION.—An eligible livestock pro- 
ducer may only receive assistance under this 
paragraph for losses that occur on not more 
than 180 days per year. 

(6) ASSISTANCE FOR ELIGIBLE FORAGE LOSSES 
DUE TO OTHER THAN DROUGHT OR FIRE.— 

(A) ELIGIBLE FORAGE LOSSES.— 

(i) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subparagraph 
(B), an eligible livestock producer of covered 
livestock may receive assistance under this 
paragraph for eligible forage losses that 
occur due to weather-related conditions 
other than drought or fire on land that— 

(I) is native or improved pastureland with 
permanent vegetative cover; or 

(II) is planted to a crop planted specifically 
for the purpose of providing grazing for cov- 
ered livestock. 

(ii) EXCLUSIONS.—An eligible livestock pro- 
ducer may not receive assistance under this 
paragraph for eligible forage losses that 
occur on land used for haying or grazing 
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under the conservation reserve program es- 
tablished under subchapter B of chapter 1 of 
subtitle D of title XII of the Food Security 
Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3831 et seq.), unless the 
land is grassland eligible for the conserva- 
tion reserve program under section 1231(d)(2) 
of the Food Security Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 
3831(d)(2)) (as amended by section 2001 of this 
Act). 

(B) PAYMENTS 
LOSSES.— 

(i) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall pro- 
vide assistance under this paragraph to an 
eligible livestock producer for eligible forage 
losses that occur due to weather-related con- 
ditions other than— 

(I) drought under paragraph (4); and 

(II) fire on public managed land under 
paragraph (5). 

(ii) TERMS AND CONDITIONS.—The Secretary 
shall establish terms and conditions for as- 
sistance under this paragraph that are con- 
sistent with the terms and conditions for as- 
sistance under this subsection. 

(7) NO DUPLICATIVE PAYMENTS.—An eligible 
livestock producer may elect to receive as- 
sistance for eligible forage losses under ei- 
ther paragraph (4), (5), or (6), if applicable, 
but may not receive assistance under more 
than 1 of those paragraphs for the same loss, 
as determined by the Secretary. 

(8) DETERMINATIONS BY SECRETARY.—A de- 
termination made by the Secretary under 
this subsection shall be final and conclusive. 

(d) EMERGENCY ASSISTANCE FOR LIVESTOCK, 
HONEY BEES, AND FARM-RAISED FISH.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—For each of fiscal years 
2012 through 2017, the Secretary shall use not 
more than $5,000,000 of the funds of the Com- 
modity Credit Corporation to provide emer- 
gency relief to eligible producers of live- 
stock, honey bees, and farm-raised fish to aid 
in the reduction of losses due to disease, ad- 
verse weather, or other conditions, such as 
blizzards and wildfires, as determined by the 
Secretary, that are not covered under sub- 
section (b) or (c). 

(2) USE OF FUNDS.—Funds made available 
under this subsection shall be used to reduce 
losses caused by feed or water shortages, dis- 
ease, or other factors as determined by the 
Secretary. 

(3) AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS.—Any funds 
made available under this subsection shall 
remain available until expended. 

(e) TREE ASSISTANCE PROGRAM.— 

(1) DEFINITIONS.—In this subsection: 

(A) ELIGIBLE ORCHARDIST.—The term ‘“‘eli- 
gible orchardist’’ means a person that pro- 
duces annual crops from trees for commer- 
cial purposes. 

(B) NATURAL DISASTER.—The term ‘‘natural 
disaster” means plant disease, insect infesta- 
tion, drought, fire, freeze, flood, earthquake, 
lightning, or other occurrence, as deter- 
mined by the Secretary. 

(C) NURSERY TREE GROWER.—The term 
‘nursery tree grower” means a person who 
produces nursery, ornamental, fruit, nut, or 
Christmas trees for commercial sale, as de- 
termined by the Secretary. 

(D) TREE.—The term ‘‘tree’’ 
tree, bush, and vine. 

(2) ELIGIBILITY .— 

(A) Loss.—Subject to subparagraph (B), for 
each of fiscal years 2012 through 2017, the 
Secretary shall use such sums as are nec- 
essary of the funds of the Commodity Credit 
Corporation to provide assistance— 

(i) under paragraph (3) to eligible orchard- 
ists and nursery tree growers that planted 
trees for commercial purposes but lost the 
trees as a result of a natural disaster, as de- 
termined by the Secretary; and 
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(ii) under paragraph (8)(B) to eligible or- 
chardists and nursery tree growers that have 
a production history for commercial pur- 
poses on planted or existing trees but lost 
the trees as a result of a natural disaster, as 
determined by the Secretary. 

(B) LIMITATION.—An eligible orchardist or 
nursery tree grower shall qualify for assist- 
ance under subparagraph (A) only if the tree 
mortality of the eligible orchardist or nurs- 
ery tree grower, as a result of damaging 
weather or related condition, exceeds 15 per- 
cent (adjusted for normal mortality). 

(3) ASSISTANCE.—Subject to paragraph (4), 
the assistance provided by the Secretary to 
eligible orchardists and nursery tree growers 
for losses described in paragraph (2) shall 
consist of— 

(AXi) reimbursement of 65 percent of the 
cost of replanting trees lost due to a natural 
disaster, as determined by the Secretary, in 
excess of 15 percent mortality (adjusted for 
normal mortality); or 

(ii) at the option of the Secretary, suffi- 
cient seedlings to reestablish a stand; and 

(B) reimbursement of 50 percent of the cost 
of pruning, removal, and other costs incurred 
by an eligible orchardist or nursery tree 
grower to salvage existing trees or, in the 
case of tree mortality, to prepare the land to 
replant trees as a result of damage or tree 
mortality due to a natural disaster, as deter- 
mined by the Secretary, in excess of 15 per- 
cent damage or mortality (adjusted for nor- 
mal tree damage and mortality). 

(4) LIMITATIONS ON ASSISTANCE.— 

(A) DEFINITIONS OF LEGAL ENTITY AND PER- 
son.—In this paragraph, the terms ‘‘legal en- 
tity” and ‘‘person’’ have the meaning given 
those terms in section 1001(a) of the Food Se- 
curity Act of 1985 (7 U.S.C. 1808(a)). 

(B) AMOUNT.—The total amount of pay- 
ments received, directly or indirectly, by a 
person or legal entity (excluding a joint ven- 
ture or general partnership) under this sub- 
section may not exceed $100,000 for any crop 
year, or an equivalent value in tree seed- 
lings. 

(C) ACRES.—The total quantity of acres 
planted to trees or tree seedlings for which a 
person or legal entity shall be entitled to re- 
ceive payments under this subsection may 
not exceed 500 acres. 

(f) PAYMENTS.— 

(1) PAYMENT LIMITATIONS.— 

(A) DEFINITIONS OF LEGAL ENTITY AND PER- 
SoN.—In this subsection, the terms ‘‘legal en- 
tity” and ‘‘person’’ have the meanings given 
those terms in section 1001(a) of the Food Se- 
curity Act of 1985 (7 U.S.C. 1808(a)). 

(B) AMOUNT.—The total amount of disaster 
assistance payments received, directly or in- 
directly, by a person or legal entity (exclud- 
ing a joint venture or general partnership) 
under this section (excluding payments re- 
ceived under subsection (e)) may not exceed 
$100,000 for any crop year. 

(C) DIRECT ATTRIBUTION.—Subsections (d) 
and (e) of section 1001 of the Food Security 
Act of 1985 (7 U.S.C. 1308) or any successor 
provisions relating to direct attribution 
shall apply with respect to assistance pro- 
vided under this section. 

(2) PAYMENT DELIVERY.—The Secretary 
shall make payments under this section 
after October 1, 2018, for losses incurred in 
the 2012 and 2013 fiscal years, and as soon as 
practicable for losses incurred in any year 
thereafter. 


Subtitle F—Administration 
SEC. 1601. ADMINISTRATION GENERALLY. 


(a) USE OF COMMODITY CREDIT CORPORA- 
TION.—The Secretary shall use the funds, fa- 
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cilities, and authorities of the Commodity 
Credit Corporation to carry out this title. 

(b) DETERMINATIONS BY SECRETARY.—A de- 
termination made by the Secretary under 
this title shall be final and conclusive. 

(c) REGULATIONS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as otherwise pro- 
vided in this subsection, not later than 90 
days after the date of enactment of this Act, 
the Secretary and the Commodity Credit 
Corporation, as appropriate, shall promul- 
gate such regulations as are necessary to im- 
plement this title and the amendments made 
by this title. 

(2) PROCEDURE.—The promulgation of the 
regulations and administration of this title 
and the amendments made by this title and 
sections 11001 and 11011 of this Act shall be 
made without regard to— 

(A) the notice and comment provisions of 
section 553 of title 5, United States Code; 

(B) chapter 35 of title 44, United States 
Code (commonly known as the ‘‘Paperwork 
Reduction Act’’); and 

(C) the Statement of Policy of the Sec- 
retary of Agriculture effective July 24, 1971 
(86 Fed. Reg. 13804), relating to notices of 
proposed rulemaking and public participa- 
tion in rulemaking. 

(3) CONGRESSIONAL REVIEW OF AGENCY RULE- 
MAKING.—In carrying out this subsection, the 
Secretary shall use the authority provided 
under section 808 of title 5, United States 
Code. 

(d) ADJUSTMENT AUTHORITY RELATED TO 
TRADE AGREEMENTS COMPLIANCE.— 

(1) REQUIRED DETERMINATION; ADJUST- 
MENT.—If the Secretary determines that ex- 
penditures under this title that are subject 
to the total allowable domestic support lev- 
els under the Uruguay Round Agreements (as 
defined in section 2 of the Uruguay Round 
Agreements Act (19 U.S.C. 3501)) will exceed 
the allowable levels for any applicable re- 
porting period, the Secretary shall, to the 
maximum extent practicable, make adjust- 
ments in the amount of the expenditures 
during that period to ensure that the expend- 
itures do not exceed the allowable levels. 

(2) CONGRESSIONAL NOTIFICATION.—Before 
making any adjustment under paragraph (1), 
the Secretary shall submit to the Committee 
on Agriculture of the House of Representa- 
tives and the Committee on Agriculture, Nu- 
trition, and Forestry of the Senate a report 
describing the determination made under 
that paragraph and the extent of the adjust- 
ment to be made. 

SEC. 1602. SUSPENSION OF PERMANENT PRICE 
SUPPORT AUTHORITY. 

(a) AGRICULTURAL ADJUSTMENT ACT OF 
1938.—The following provisions of the Agri- 
cultural Adjustment Act of 1938 shall not be 
applicable to the 2013 through 2017 crops of 
covered commodities (as defined in section 
1104), cotton, and sugar and shall not be ap- 
plicable to milk during the period beginning 
on the date of enactment of this Act through 
December 31, 2017: 

(1) Parts II through V of subtitle B of title 
III (7 U.S.C. 1326 et seq.). 

(2) In the case of upland cotton, section 377 
(7 U.S.C. 1877). 

(3) Subtitle D of title III (7 U.S.C. 1379a et 
seq.). 

(4) Title IV (7 U.S.C. 1401 et seq.). 

(b) AGRICULTURAL ACT OF 1949.—The fol- 
lowing provisions of the Agricultural Act of 
1949 shall not be applicable to the 20138 
through 2017 crops of covered commodities 
(as defined in section 1104), cotton, and sugar 
and shall not be applicable to milk during 
the period beginning on the date of enact- 
ment of this Act and through December 31, 
2017: 
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(1) Section 101 (7 U.S.C. 1441). 

(2) Section 103(a) (7 U.S.C. 1444(a)). 

(3) Section 105 (7 U.S.C. 1444b). 

(4) Section 107 (7 U.S.C. 1445a). 

(5) Section 110 (7 U.S.C. 1445e). 

(6) Section 112 (7 U.S.C. 1445g). 

(7) Section 115 (7 U.S.C. 1445k). 

(8) Section 201 (7 U.S.C. 1446). 

(9) Title III (7 U.S.C. 1447 et seq.). 

(10) Title IV (7 U.S.C. 1421 et seq.), other 
than sections 404, 412, and 416 (7 U.S.C. 1424, 
1429, and 1481). 

(11) Title V (7 U.S.C. 1461 et seq.). 

(12) Title VI (7 U.S.C. 1471 et seq.). 

(c) SUSPENSION OF CERTAIN QUOTA PROVI- 
SIONS.—The joint resolution entitled “A 
joint resolution relating to corn and wheat 
marketing quotas under the Agricultural Ad- 
justment Act of 1938, as amended’’, approved 
May 26, 1941 (7 U.S.C. 1330 and 1340), shall not 
be applicable to the crops of wheat planted 
for harvest in the calendar years 2013 
through 2017. 

SEC. 1603. PAYMENT LIMITATIONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 1001 of the Food 
Security Act of 1985 (7 U.S.C. 1308) is amend- 
ed by striking subsections (b) and (c) and in- 
serting the following: 

‘(b) LIMITATION ON PAYMENTS FOR PEANUTS 
AND OTHER COVERED COMMODITIES.—The 
total amount of payments received, directly 
or indirectly, by a person or legal entity (ex- 
cept a joint venture or general partnership) 
for any crop year under title I of subtitle A 
of the Agriculture Reform, Food, and Jobs 
Act of 2012 for— 

“(1) peanuts may not exceed $50,000; and 

“(2) 1 or more other covered commodities 
may not exceed $50,000.’’. 

(b) LIMITATION ON MARKETING LOAN GAINS 
AND LOAN DEFICIENCY PAYMENTS FOR PEA- 
NUTS AND OTHER COVERED COMMODITIES.— 
Section 1001 of the Food Security Act of 1985 
(7 U.S.C. 1308) is amended by striking sub- 
section (d) and inserting the following: 

‘(d) LIMITATION ON MARKETING LOAN GAINS 
AND LOAN DEFICIENCY PAYMENTS FOR PEA- 
NUTS AND OTHER COVERED COMMODITIES.—The 
total amount of marketing loan gains and 
loan deficiency payments received, directly 
or indirectly, by a person or legal entity (ex- 
cept a joint venture or general partnership) 
for any crop year under subtitle B of the Ag- 
riculture Reform, Food, and Jobs Act of 2012 
(or a successor provision) for— 

“(1) peanuts may not exceed $75,000; and 

“(2) 1 or more other covered commodities 
may not exceed $75,000.’’. 

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 

(1) Section 1001 of the Food Security Act of 
1985 (7 U.S.C. 1808) is amended— 

(A) in subsection (a)(1), by striking ‘‘sec- 
tion 1001 of the Food, Conservation, and En- 
ergy Act of 2008’’ and inserting ‘‘section 1104 
of the Agriculture Reform, Food, and Jobs 
Act of 2012”’; 

(B) in subsection (d), by inserting ‘‘or title 
I of the Agriculture Reform, Food, and Jobs 
Act of 2012” before the period at the end; 

(C) in subsection (e)— 

(i) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘sub- 
sections (b) and (c) and a program described 
in paragraphs (1)(C)’’ and inserting ‘‘sub- 
section (b) and a program described in para- 
graph (1)(B)’’; and 

(ii) in paragraph (3)(B), by striking ‘‘sub- 
sections (b) and (c)? each place it appears 
and inserting ‘‘subsection (b)’’; 

(D) in subsection (f)— 

(i) by striking ‘‘or title XII” each place it 
appears in paragraphs (5)(A) and (6)(A) and 
inserting ‘‘, title I of the Agriculture Re- 
form, Food, and Jobs Act of 2012, or title 
XII’; 
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(ii) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘Sub- 
sections (b) and (c)? and inserting ‘‘Sub- 
section (b)’’; 

(iii) in paragraph (4)(B), by striking ‘‘sub- 
section (b) or (c)’’ and inserting ‘‘subsection 
(b)”’; 

(iv) in paragraph (5)— 

(I) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘sub- 
section (d)? and inserting ‘‘subsection (c)’’; 
and 

(II) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘‘sub- 
section (b), (c), or (d)? and inserting ‘‘sub- 
section (b) or (c)’’; and 

(v) in paragraph (6)— 

(I) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘sub- 
section (d), except as provided in subsection 
(g) and inserting ‘‘subsection (c), except as 
provided in subsection (f)’’; and 

(II) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘‘sub- 
sections (b), (c), and (d)’’ and inserting ‘‘sub- 
sections (b) and (c)”’; 

(E) in subsection (g)— 

(i) in paragraph (1)— 

(I) bv striking ‘‘subsection (f)(6)(A)’”? and 
inserting ‘‘subsection (e)(6)(A)’’ and 

(II) by striking ‘‘subsection (b) or (c)? and 
inserting ‘‘subsection (b)’’; and 

(ii) in paragraph (2)(A), by striking ‘‘sub- 


sections (b) and (c)? and inserting ‘‘sub- 
section (b)’’; and 

(F) by redesignating subsections (d) 
through (h) as subsections (c) through (g), re- 
spectively. 


(2) Section 1001A of the Food Security Act 
of 1985 (7 U.S.C. 1308-1) is amended— 

(A) in subsection (a), by striking 
sections (b) and (c)? and inserting 
section (b)’’; and 

(B) in subsection (b)(1), by striking ‘‘sub- 
section (b) or (c)’’ and inserting ‘‘subsection 
M)”. 

(3) Section 1001B(a) of the Food Security 
Act of 1985 (7 U.S.C. 1308-2(a)) is amended in 
the matter preceding paragraph (1) by strik- 
ing ‘“‘subsections (b) and (c)? and inserting 
“subsection (b)’’. 

(4) Section 1001C(a) of the Food Security 
Act of 1985 (7 U.S.C. 1808-3(a)) is amended by 
inserting ‘‘title I of the Agriculture Reform, 
Food, and Jobs Act of 2012,” after ‘‘2008,”’. 

(d) APPLICATION.—The amendments made 
by this section shall apply beginning with 
the 2013 crop year. 

SEC. 1604. PAYMENTS LIMITED TO ACTIVE FARM- 
ERS. 

Section 1001A of the Food Security Act of 
1985 (7 U.S.C. 1808-1) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (b)(2)— 

(A) by striking ‘‘or active personal man- 
agement” each place it appears in subpara- 
graphs (A)(i)(II and (B)(ii); and 

(B) in subparagraph (C), by striking ‘‘, as 
applied to the legal entity, are met by the 
legal entity, the partners or members mak- 
ing a significant contribution of personal 
labor or active personal management” and 
inserting ‘‘are met by partners or members 
making a significant contribution of per- 
sonal labor, those partners or members”; and 

(2) in subsection (c)— 

(A) in paragraph (1)— 

(i) by striking subparagraph (A) and insert- 
ing the following: 

“(A) the landowner share-rents the land at 
a rate that is usual and customary;”’; 

(ii) in subparagraph (B), by striking the pe- 
riod at the end and inserting ‘‘; and”; and 

(iii) by adding at the end the following: 

‘“(C) the share of the payments received by 
the landowner is commensurate with the 
share of the crop or income received as 
rent.”’; 

(B) in paragraph (2)(A), by striking ‘‘active 
personal management or’’; 
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(C) in paragraph (5)— 

(i) by striking ‘(5)’ and all that follows 
through ‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—A person” and in- 
serting the following: 

‘(5) CUSTOM FARMING SERVICES.—A per- 
son”’; 

(ii) by inserting ‘under usual and cus- 
tomary terms” after ‘‘services’’; and 

(iii) by striking subparagraph (B); and 

(D) by adding at the end the following: 

““(7) FARM MANAGERS.—A person who other- 
wise meets the requirements of this sub- 
section other than (b)(2)(A)(i)(II) shall be 
considered to be actively engaged in farm- 
ing, as determined by the Secretary, with re- 
spect to the farming operation, including a 
farming operation that is a sole proprietor- 
ship, a legal entity such as a joint venture or 
general partnership, or a legal entity such as 
a corporation or limited partnership, if the 
person— 

“(A) makes a significant contribution of 
management to the farming operation nec- 
essary for the farming operation, taking into 
account— 

““(i) the size and complexity of the farming 
operation; and 

“Gi) the management requirements nor- 
mally and customarily required by similar 
farming operations; 

‘“(B) is the only person in the farming oper- 
ation qualifying as actively engaged in farm- 
ing; 

“(C) does not use the management con- 
tribution under this paragraph to qualify as 
actively engaged in more than 1 farming op- 
eration; and 

“(D) manages a farm operation that does 
not substantially share equipment, labor, or 
management with persons or legal entities 
that with the person collectively receive, di- 
rectly or indirectly, an amount equal to 
more than the applicable limits under sec- 
tion 1001(b).’’. 

SEC. 1605. ADJUSTED GROSS INCOME LIMITA- 
TION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 1001D(b)) of the 
Food Security Act of 1985 (7 U.S.C. 1308- 
3a(b)) is amended by striking paragraph (1) 
and inserting the following: 

‘“(1) COMMODITY PROGRAMS.— 

“(A) LIMITATION.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, a person or legal enti- 
ty shall not be eligible to receive any benefit 
described in subparagraph (B) during a crop, 
fiscal or program year, as appropriate, if the 
average adjusted gross income (or com- 
parable measure over the 3 taxable years pre- 
ceding the most immediately preceding com- 
plete taxable year, as determined by the Sec- 
retary) of the person or legal entity exceeds 
$750,000. 

‘‘(B) COVERED BENEFITS.—Subparagraph (A) 
applies with respect to the following: 

“G) A payment under section 1105 of the 
Agriculture Reform, Food, and Jobs Act of 
2012. 

“Gi) A marketing loan gain or loan defi- 
ciency payment under subtitle B of title I of 
the Agriculture Reform, Food, and Jobs Act 
of 2012. 

“Gii) A payment under subtitle E of the 
Agriculture Reform, Food, and Jobs Act of 
2012.’’. 

“(iv) A payment under section 196 of the 
Federal Agriculture Improvement and Re- 
form Act of 1996 (7 U.S.C. 7333).’’. 

(b) APPLICATION.—The amendments made 
by this section shall apply beginning with 
the 2018 crop year. 

SEC. 1606. GEOGRAPHICALLY DISADVANTAGED 
FARMERS AND RANCHERS. 

Section 1621(d) of the Food, Conservation, 

and Energy Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 8792(d)) is 
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amended by striking ‘2012’? and inserting 

*2017’’. 

SEC. 1607. PERSONAL LIABILITY OF PRODUCERS 
FOR DEFICIENCIES. 


Section 164 of the Federal Agriculture Im- 
provement and Reform Act of 1996 (7 U.S.C. 
7284) is amended by striking ‘‘and title I of 
the Food, Conservation, and Energy Act of 
2008’? each place it appears and inserting 
“title I of the Food, Conservation, and En- 
ergy Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 8702 et seq.), and 
title I of the Agriculture Reform, Food, and 
Jobs Act of 2012”. 

SEC. 1608. PREVENTION OF DECEASED INDIVID- 
UALS RECEIVING PAYMENTS UNDER 
FARM COMMODITY PROGRAMS. 

(a) RECONCILIATION.—At least twice each 
year, the Secretary shall reconcile social se- 
curity numbers of all individuals who receive 
payments under this title, whether directly 
or indirectly, with the Commissioner of So- 
cial Security to determine if the individuals 
are alive. 

(b) PRECLUSION.—The Secretary shall pre- 
clude the issuance of payments to, and on be- 
half of, deceased individuals that were not 
eligible for payments. 

SEC. 1609. APPEALS. 

(a) DIRECTION, CONTROL, AND SUPPORT.— 
Section 272 of the Department of Agriculture 
Reorganization Act of 1994 (7 U.S.C. 6992) is 
amended by striking subsection (c) and in- 
serting the following: 

‘*(c) DIRECTION, CONTROL, AND SUPPORT.— 

‘*(1) DIRECTION AND CONTROL.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
paragraph (2), the Director shall be free from 
the direction and control of any person other 
than the Secretary or the Deputy Secretary 
of Agriculture. 

‘(B) ADMINISTRATIVE SUPPORT.—The Divi- 
sion shall not receive administrative support 
(except on a reimbursable basis) from any 
agency other than the Office of the Sec- 
retary. 

‘*“(C) PROHIBITION ON DELEGATION.—The Sec- 
retary may not delegate to any other officer 
or employee of the Department, other than 
the Deputy Secretary of Agriculture or the 
Director, the authority of the Secretary with 
respect to the Division. 

“(2) EXCEPTION.—The Assistant Secretary 
for Administration is authorized to inves- 
tigate, enforce, and implement the provi- 
sions in law, Executive order, or regulations 
that relate in general to competitive and ex- 
cepted service positions and employment 
within the Division, including the position of 
Director, and such authority may be further 
delegated to subordinate officials.’’. 

(b) DETERMINATION OF APPEALABILITY OF 
AGENCY DECISIONS.—Section 272 of the De- 
partment of Agriculture Reorganization Act 
of 1994 (7 U.S.C. 6992) is amended by striking 
subsection (d) and inserting the following: 

‘(d) DETERMINATION OF APPEALABILITY OF 
AGENCY DECISIONS.— 

‘(1) DEFINITION OF A MATTER OF GENERAL 
APPLICABILITY.—In this subsection, the term 
‘a matter of general applicability’ means a 
matter that challenges the merits or author- 
ity of a rule, procedure, local or national 
program practice, or determination of an 
agency that applies, or can apply, to more 
than 1 interested party as opposed to the 
particular application of the rule, procedure, 
or practice to a specific set of facts or the 
facts themselves as the facts apply to 1 par- 
ticular interested party. 

‘*(2) MATTERS NOT SUBJECT TO APPEAL.—The 
Division may not hear appeals— 

“(A) unless the determination of the agen- 
cy is adverse to the appellant; 

‘(B) that involve matters of general appli- 
cability; and 
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‘“(C) that involve requests for equitable re- 
lief unless the equitable relief has been de- 
nied by the agency. 

‘*(3) EQUITABLE RELIEF.— 

‘(A) IN GENERAL.—An appeal requesting eq- 
uitable relief may not be granted by the Di- 
rector to an appellant unless, using the rules 
and practices that the agency applies to 
itself, the agency could in fact have granted 
the relief because the appellant acted in 
good faith, but failed to fully comply with 
the requirement of the rule or practice of the 
agency. 

“(B) REMAND.—If it cannot be determined 
whether the agency would have granted equi- 
table relief because the appellant acted in 
good faith, but failed to comply with the rule 
or practice of the agency, the matter shall be 
remanded to the agency for further consider- 
ation. 

‘(4) DETERMINATION OF APPEALABILITY.—If 
an officer, employee, or committee of an 
agency determines that a decision is not ap- 
pealable and a participant appeals the deci- 
sion to the Director, the Director shall de- 
termine whether the decision is adverse to 
the individual participant and appealable or 
is a matter of general applicability and not 
subject to appeal. 

‘“(5) APPEALABILITY OF DETERMINATION.— 
The determination of the Director as to 
whether a decision is appealable is final.’’. 

(c) EQUITABLE RELIEF.—Section 278 of the 
Department of Agriculture Reorganization 
Act of 1994 (7 U.S.C. 6998) is amended by 
striking subsection (d). 

(d) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 
296(b) of the Department of Agriculture Re- 
organization Act of 1994 (7 U.S.C. 7014(b)) is 
amended— 

(1) in paragraph (6)(C), by striking ‘‘or’’ at 
the end; 

(2) in paragraph (7), by striking the period 
at the end and inserting ‘‘; or”; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 

“(8) the authority of the Secretary to 
carry out amendments to sections 272 and 278 
made by the Agriculture Reform, Food, and 
Jobs Act of 2012.’’. 

SEC. 1610. TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS. 

(a) Section 359f(c)(1)(B) of the Agricultural 
Adjustment Act of 1938 (7 U.S.C. 
1859ff(c)(1)(B)) is amended by adding a period 
at the end. 

(b)(1) Section 1603(g) of the Food, Conserva- 
tion, and Energy Act of 2008 (Public Law 110- 
246; 122 Stat. 1739) is amended in paragraphs 
(2) through (6) and the amendments made by 
those paragraphs by striking ‘‘1703(a)’’ each 
place it appears and inserting ‘‘1603(a)’’. 

(2) This subsection and the amendments 
made by this subsection take effect as if in- 
cluded in the Food, Conservation, and En- 
ergy Act of 2008 (Public Law 110-246; 122 Stat. 
1651). 

SEC. 1611. ASSIGNMENT OF PAYMENTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The provisions of section 
8(¢) of the Soil Conservation and Domestic 
Allotment Act (16 U.S.C. 590h(g)), relating to 
assignment of payments, shall apply to pay- 
ments made under this title. 

(b) NoTICE.—The producer making the as- 
signment, or the assignee, shall provide the 
Secretary with notice, in such manner as the 
Secretary may require, of any assignment 
made under this section. 

SEC. 1612. TRACKING OF BENEFITS. 

As soon as practicable after the date of en- 
actment of this Act, the Secretary may 
track the benefits provided, directly or indi- 
rectly, to individuals and entities under ti- 
tles I and II and the amendments made by 
those titles. 
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SEC. 1613. SIGNATURE AUTHORITY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—In carrying out this title 
and title II and amendments made by those 
titles, if the Secretary approves a document, 
the Secretary shall not subsequently deter- 
mine the document is inadequate or invalid 
because of the lack of authority of any per- 
son signing the document on behalf of the 
applicant or any other individual, entity, 
general partnership, or joint venture, or the 
documents relied upon were determined in- 
adequate or invalid, unless the person sign- 
ing the program document knowingly and 
willfully falsified the evidence of signature 
authority or a signature. 

(b) AFFIRMATION.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Nothing in this section 
prohibits the Secretary from asking a proper 
party to affirm any document that otherwise 
would be considered approved under sub- 
section (a). 

(2) NO RETROACTIVE EFFECT.—A denial of 
benefits based on a lack of affirmation under 
paragraph (1) shall not be retroactive with 
respect to third-party producers who were 
not the subject of the erroneous representa- 
tion of authority, if the third-party pro- 
ducers— 

(A) relied on the prior approval by the Sec- 
retary of the documents in good faith; and 

(B) substantively complied with all pro- 
gram requirements. 

SEC. 1614. IMPLEMENTATION. 

(a) STREAMLINING.—In implementing this 
title, the Secretary shall, to the maximum 
extent practicable— 

(1) seek to reduce administrative burdens 
and costs to producers by streamlining and 
reducing paperwork, forms, and other admin- 
istrative requirements; 

(2) improve coordination, information 
sharing, and administrative work with the 
Risk Management Agency and the Natural 
Resources Conservation Service; and 

(8) take advantage of new technologies to 
enhance efficiency and effectiveness of pro- 
gram delivery to producers. 

(b) IMPLEMENTATION.—On October 1, 2013, 
the Secretary shall make available to the 
Farm Service Agency to carry out this title 
$100,000,000. 

TITLE II—CONSERVATION 

Subtitle A—Conservation Reserve Program 

SEC. 2001. EXTENSION AND ENROLLMENT RE- 
QUIREMENTS OF CONSERVATION 
RESERVE PROGRAM. 

(a) EXTENSION.—Section 1231(a) of the Food 
Security Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3881(a)) is 
amended by striking ‘‘2012’’ and inserting 
“2017”. 

(b) ELIGIBLE LAND.—Section 1231(b) of the 
Food Security Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3831(b)) 
is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1)(B), by striking ‘‘the 
date of enactment of the Food, Conservation, 
and Energy Act of 2008” and inserting ‘‘the 
date of enactment of the Agriculture Re- 
form, Food, and Jobs Act of 2012”; 

(2) by striking paragraph (2) and redesig- 
nating paragraph (3) as paragraph (2); 

(3) by inserting before paragraph (4) the 
following: 

“*(3) grassland that— 

“(A) contains forbs or shrubland (including 
improved rangeland and pastureland) for 
which grazing is the predominant use; 

“(B) is located in an area historically 
dominated by grassland; and 

“(C) could provide habitat for animal and 
plant populations of significant ecological 
value if the land is retained in its current 
use or restored to a natural condition;’’; 

(4) in paragraph (4)(C), by striking 
“filterstrips devoted to trees or shrubs” and 
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inserting ‘‘filterstrips and riparian buffers 
devoted to trees, shrubs, or grasses”; and 

(5) by striking paragraph (5) and inserting 
the following: 

‘“(5) the portion of land in a field not en- 
rolled in the conservation reserve in a case 
in which— 

“(A) more than 50 percent of the land in 
the field is enrolled as a buffer or filterstrip 
or more than 75 percent of the land in the 
field is enrolled in a practice other than as a 
buffer or filterstrip; and 

“(B) the remainder of the field is— 

“(i) infeasible to farm; and 

“(ii) enrolled at regular rental rates.’’. 

(c) PLANTING STATUS OF CERTAIN LAND.— 
Section 1281(c) of the Food Security Act of 
1985 (16 U.S.C. 3831(c)) is amended by striking 
“if” and all that follows through the period 
at the end and inserting ‘‘if, during the crop 
year, the land was devoted to a conserving 
use.’’. 

(d) ENROLLMENT.—Section 1231 of the Food 
Security Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3831) is amend- 
ed by striking subsection (d) and inserting 
the following: 

“(d) ENROLLMENT.— 

‘(1) MAXIMUM ACREAGE ENROLLED.—The 
Secretary may maintain in the conservation 
reserve at any 1 time during— 


‘(A) fiscal year 2012, no more than 
32,000,000 acres; 

‘(B) fiscal year 2013, no more than 
30,000,000 acres; 

‘(C) fiscal year 2014, no more than 
27,500,000 acres; 

“(D) fiscal year 2015, no more than 
26,500,000 acres; 

“(E) fiscal year 2016, no more than 
25,500,000 acres; and 

‘(F) fiscal year 2017, no more than 


25,000,000 acres. 

‘(2) GRASSLAND.— 

“(A) LIMITATION.—For purposes of applying 
the limitations in paragraph (1), no more 
than 1,500,000 acres of the land described in 
subsection (b)(3) may be enrolled in the pro- 
gram at any 1 time during the 2018 through 
2017 fiscal years. 

“(B) PRIORITY.—In enrolling acres under 
subparagraph (A), the Secretary may give 
priority to land with expiring conservation 
reserve program contracts. 

“(C) METHOD OF ENROLLMENT.—In enrolling 
acres under subparagraph (A), the Secretary 
shall make the program available to owners 
or operators of eligible land at least once 
during each fiscal year.’’. 

(e) DURATION OF CONTRACT.—Section 12381(e) 
of the Food Security Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 
3831(e)) is amended by striking paragraphs (2) 
and (3) and inserting the following: 

‘(2) SPECIAL RULE FOR CERTAIN LAND.—In 
the case of land devoted to hardwood trees, 
shelterbelts, windbreaks, or wildlife cor- 
ridors under a contract entered into under 
this subchapter, the owner or operator of the 
land may, within the limitations prescribed 
under this section, specify the duration of 
the contract.’’. 

(f) CONSERVATION PRIORITY AREAS.—Sec- 
tion 1231(f) of the Food Security Act of 1985 
(16 U.S.C. 3831(f)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘watershed 
areas of the Chesapeake Bay Region, the 
Great Lakes Region, the Long Island Sound 
Region, and other”; 

(2) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘WATER- 
SHEDS.—Watersheds”’ and inserting 
““AREAS.—Areas’’; and 

(3) in paragraph (3), by striking ‘‘a water- 
shed’s designation—’’ and all that follows 
through the period at the end and inserting 
“an area’s designation if the Secretary finds 
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that the area no longer contains actual and 
significant adverse water quality or habitat 
impacts related to agricultural production 
activities.’’. 

SEC. 2002. FARMABLE WETLAND PROGRAM. 

(a) EXTENSION.—Section 1231B(a)(1) of the 
Food Security Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 
3831b(a)(1)) is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘2012’’ and inserting ‘‘2017”’; 
and 

(2) by striking ‘‘a program” and inserting 
“a farmable wetland program”. 

(b) ELIGIBLE ACREAGE.—Section 
1231B(b)(1)(B) of the Food Security Act of 
1985 (16 U.S.C. 3831b(b)(1)(B)) is amended by 
striking ‘‘flow from a row crop agriculture 
drainage system” and inserting ‘‘surface and 
subsurface flow from row crop agricultural 
production”. 

(c) CLERICAL AMENDMENTS.—Section 1231B 
of the Food Security Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 
3831b) is amended— 

(1) by striking the heading and inserting 
the following: 

“SEC. 1231B. FARMABLE WETLAND PROGRAM.”; 
and 

(2) in subsection (f)(2), by striking ‘‘section 
1234(c)(2)(B)”’ and inserting “section 
1234(c)(2)(A)(ii)’’. 

SEC. 2003. DUTIES OF OWNERS AND OPERATORS. 

(a) LIMITATION ON HARVESTING, GRAZING OR 
COMMERCIAL USE OF FORAGE.—Section 
1232(a)(8) of the Food Security Act of 1985 (16 
U.S.C. 3832(a)(8)) is amended by striking ‘‘ex- 
cept that”? and all that follows through the 
semicolon at the end of the paragraph and 
inserting ‘‘except as provided in section 
1233(b);’’. 

(b) CONSERVATION PLAN REQUIREMENTS.— 
Section 1232 of the Food Security Act of 1985 
(16 U.S.C. 3832) is amended by striking sub- 
section (b) and inserting the following: 

‘“(b) CONSERVATION PLANS.—The plan re- 
ferred to in subsection (a)(1) shall set forth— 

“(1) the conservation measures and prac- 
tices to be carried out by the owner or oper- 
ator during the term of the contract; and 

(2) the commercial use, if any, to be per- 
mitted on the land during the term.”’. 

(c) RENTAL PAYMENT REDUCTION.—Section 
1232 of the Food Security Act of 1985 (16 
U.S.C. 3832) is amended by striking sub- 
section (d). 

SEC. 2004. DUTIES OF THE SECRETARY. 

Section 1233 of the Food Security Act of 
1985 (16 U.S.C. 3833) is amended to read as fol- 
lows: 

“SEC. 1233. DUTIES OF THE SECRETARY. 

‘“(a) COST-SHARE AND RENTAL PAYMENTS.— 
In return for a contract entered into by an 
owner or operator, the Secretary shall— 

“(1) share the cost of carrying out the con- 
servation measures and practices set forth in 
the contract for which the Secretary deter- 
mines that cost sharing is appropriate and in 
the public interest; and 

‘(2) for a period of years not in excess of 
the term of the contract, pay an annual rent- 
al payment in an amount necessary to com- 
pensate for— 

“(A) the conversion of highly erodible 
cropland or other eligible land normally de- 
voted to the production of an agricultural 
commodity on a farm or ranch to a less in- 
tensive use; 

‘(B) the retirement of any cropland base 
and allotment history that the owner or op- 
erator agrees to retire permanently; and 

‘“(C) the development and management of 
grassland for multiple natural resource con- 
servation benefits, including soil, water, air, 
and wildlife. 

‘*(b) SPECIFIED ACTIVITIES PERMITTED.—The 
Secretary shall permit certain activities or 
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commercial uses of land that is subject to 
the contract if those activities or uses are 
consistent with a plan approved by the Sec- 
retary and include— 

“(1) harvesting, grazing, or other commer- 
cial use of the forage in response to drought, 
flooding, or other emergency without any re- 
duction in the rental rate; 

“(2) grazing by livestock of a beginning 
farmer or rancher without any reduction in 
the rental rate, if the grazing is— 

“(A) consistent with the conservation of 
soil, water quality, and wildlife habitat (in- 
cluding habitat during the primary nesting 
season for critical birds in the area); and 

““(B) described in subparagraph (B) or (C) of 
paragraph (3); 

“(3) consistent with the conservation of 
soil, water quality, and wildlife habitat (in- 
cluding habitat during the primary nesting 
season for critical birds in the area) and in 
exchange for a reduction of not less than 25 
percent in the annual rental rate for the 
acres covered by the authorized activity— 

“(A) managed harvesting and other com- 
mercial use (including the managed har- 
vesting of biomass), except that in permit- 
ting those activities the Secretary, in co- 
ordination with the State technical com- 
mittee— 

“G) shall develop appropriate vegetation 
management requirements; and 

“Gi) shall identify periods during which 
the activities may be conducted, such that 
the frequency is at least once every 5 years 
but not more than once every 3 years; 

“(B) prescribed grazing for the control of 
invasive species, which may be conducted 
annually; 

“(C) routine grazing, except that in per- 
mitting routine grazing, the Secretary, in 
coordination with the State technical com- 
mittee— 

“G) shall develop appropriate vegetation 
management requirements and stocking 
rates for the land that are suitable for con- 
tinued routine grazing; and 

“Gi) shall identify the periods during 
which routine grazing may be conducted, 
such that the frequency is not more than 
once every 2 years, taking into consideration 
regional differences such as— 

“(I) climate, soil type, and natural re- 
sources; 

“(ID) the number of years that should be re- 
quired between routine grazing activities; 
and 

“(TIT) how often during a year in which 
routine grazing is permitted that routine 
grazing should be allowed to occur; and 

“(D) the installation of wind turbines and 
associated access, except that in permitting 
the installation of wind turbines, the Sec- 
retary shall determine the number and loca- 
tion of wind turbines that may be installed, 
taking into account— 

““(i) the location, size, and other physical 
characteristics of the land; 

“(ii) the extent to which the land contains 
threatened or endangered wildlife and wild- 
life habitat; and 

“(ii) the purposes of the conservation re- 
serve program under this subchapter; and 

‘“(4) the intermittent and seasonal use of 
vegetative buffer practices incidental to ag- 
ricultural production on land adjacent to the 
buffer such that the permitted use does not 
destroy the permanent vegetative cover. 

“(c) AUTHORIZED ACTIVITIES ON GRASS- 
LAND.—Notwithstanding section 1232(a)(8), 
for eligible land described in section 
1231(b)(3), the Secretary shall permit the fol- 
lowing activities: 

“(1) Common grazing practices, including 
maintenance and necessary cultural prac- 
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tices, on the land in a manner that is con- 
sistent with maintaining the viability of 
grassland, forb, and shrub species appro- 
priate to that locality. 

“(2) Haying, mowing, or harvesting for 
seed production, subject to appropriate re- 
strictions during the primary nesting season 
for critical birds in the area. 

‘(3) Fire presuppression, rehabilitation, 
and construction of fire breaks. 

“(4) Grazing-related activities, 
fencing and livestock watering. 

‘*“(d) RESOURCE CONSERVING USE.— 

‘1) IN GENERAL.—Beginning on the date 
that is 1 year before the date of termination 
of a contract under the program, the Sec- 
retary shall allow an owner or operator to 
make conservation and land improvements 
that facilitate maintaining protection of 
highly erodible land after expiration of the 
contract. 

(2) CONSERVATION PLAN.—The Secretary 
shall require an owner or operator carrying 
out the activities described in paragraph (1) 
to develop and implement a conservation 
plan. 

‘(3) REENROLLMENT PROHIBITED.—Land al- 
tered under paragraph (1) may not be re- 
enrolled in the conservation reserve program 
for 5 years. 

“(4) PAYMENT.—The Secretary shall pro- 
vide an annual payment that is reduced in an 
amount commensurate with any income or 
other compensation received as a result of 
the activities carried out under paragraph 


such as 


D 
SEC. 2005. PAYMENTS. 

(a) TREES, WINDBREAKS, SHELTERBELTS, 
AND WILDLIFE CORRIDORS.—Section 


1234(b)(3)(A) of the Food Security Act of 1985 
(16 U.S.C. 3884(b)(3)(A)) is amended— 

(1) in clause (i), by inserting ‘‘and’’ after 
the semicolon; 

(2) by striking clause (ii); and 

(3) by redesignating clause (iii) as clause 


(ii). 

(b) INCENTIVES.—Section 1234(b)(3)(B) of the 
Food Security Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 
3834(b)(3)(B)) is amended— 

(1) in clause (i), by inserting ‘‘, practices to 
improve the condition of resources on the 
land,” after ‘‘operator)’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

“(iii) INCENTIVES.—In making rental pay- 
ments to an owner or operator of land de- 
scribed in subparagraph (A), the Secretary 
may provide incentive payments sufficient 
to encourage proper thinning and practices 
to improve the condition of resources on the 
land.’’. 

(c) ANNUAL RENTAL PAYMENTS.—Section 
1234(c) of the Food Security Act of 1985 (16 
U.S.C. 3834(c)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1), by inserting ‘‘and 
other eligible land” after “highly erodible 
cropland” both places it appears; 

(2) by striking paragraph (2) and inserting 
the following: 

‘(2) METHODS OF DETERMINATION.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The amounts payable to 
owners or operators in the form of rental 
payments under contracts entered into under 
this subchapter may _ be determined 
through— 

“(i) the submission of bids for such con- 
tracts by owners and operators in such man- 
ner as the Secretary may prescribe; or 

“(ii) such other means as the Secretary de- 
termines are appropriate. 

“(B) GRASSLAND.—In the case of eligible 
land described in section 1231(b)(8), the Sec- 
retary shall make annual payments in an 
amount that is not more than 75 percent of 
the grazing value of the land covered by the 
contract.’’; and 
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(3) in paragraph (5)(A)— 

(A) by striking ‘‘The Secretary” and in- 
serting the following: 

“(i) SURVEY.—The Secretary”; and 

(B) by adding at the end the following: 

“(ii) USE.—The Secretary may use the sur- 
vey of dryland cash rental rates described in 
clause (i) as a factor in determining rental 
rates under this section as the Secretary de- 
termines appropriate.’’. 

(d) PAYMENT SCHEDULE.—Section 1234 of 
the Food Security Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3834) 
is amended by striking subsection (d) and in- 
serting the following: 

‘(d) PAYMENT SCHEDULE.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as otherwise pro- 
vided in this section, payments under this 
subchapter shall be made in cash in such 
amount and on such time schedule as is 
agreed on and specified in the contract. 

“(2) SOURCE.—Payments under this sub- 
chapter shall be made using the funds of the 
Commodity Credit Corporation. 

(3) ADVANCE PAYMENT.—Payments under 
this subchapter may be made in advance of 
determination of performance.”’. 

(e) PAYMENT LIMITATION.—Section 1234(f) of 
the Food Security Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 
3834(f)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘, includ- 
ing rental payments made in the form of in- 
kind commodities,’’; 

(2) by striking paragraph (3); and 

(3) by redesignating paragraph (4) as para- 
graph (2). 

SEC. 2006. CONTRACT REQUIREMENTS. 

Section 1235(f) of the Food Security Act of 
1985 (16 U.S.C. 3835(f)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1)— 

(A) in the matter preceding subparagraph 
(A), by striking ‘‘DUTIES’’ and all that fol- 
lows through ‘‘a beginning farmer” and in- 
serting ‘‘TRANSITION TO COVERED FARMER OR 
RANCHER.—In the case of a contract modi- 
fication approved in order to facilitate the 
transfer of land subject to a contract from a 
retired farmer or rancher to a beginning 
farmer”; 

(B) in subparagraph (D), by striking ‘‘the 
farmer or rancher” and inserting “the cov- 
ered farmer or rancher”; and 

(C) in subparagraph (E), by striking ‘‘sec- 
tion 1001A(b)(3)(B)”’ and inserting ‘‘section 
1001”; and 

(2) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘require- 
ment of section 1231(h)(4)(B)” and inserting 
“option provided under section 
1234(c)(2)(A)(ii)’’. 

SEC. 2007. CONVERSION OF LAND SUBJECT TO 
CONTRACT TO OTHER CONSERVING 
USES. 

Section 1235A of the Food Security Act of 
1985 (16 U.S.C. 3835a) is repealed. 

SEC. 2008. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The amendments made by 
this title shall take effect on October 1, 2012, 
except, the amendment made by section 
2001(d), which shall take effect on the date of 
enactment of this Act. 

(b) EFFECT ON EXISTING CONTRACTS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
paragraph (2), the amendments made by this 
title shall not affect the validity or terms of 
any contract entered into by the Secretary 
of Agriculture under subchapter B of chapter 
1 of subtitle D of title XII of the Food Secu- 
rity Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3831 et seq.) before 
October 1, 2012, or any payments required to 
be made in connection with the contract. 

(2) UPDATING OF EXISTING CONTRACTS.—The 
Secretary shall permit an owner or operator 
with a contract entered into under sub- 
chapter B of chapter 1 of subtitle D of title 
XII of the Food Security Act of 1985 (16 
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U.S.C. 3831 et seq.) before October 1, 2012, to 
update the contract to reflect the activities 
and uses of land under contract permitted 
under the terms and conditions of para- 
graphs (1) and (2) of section 1233(b) of that 
Act (as amended by section 2004). 
Subtitle B—Conservation Stewardship 
Program 
SEC. 2101. CONSERVATION STEWARDSHIP PRO- 
GRAM. 

(a) REVISION OF CURRENT PROGRAM.—Sub- 
chapter B of chapter 2 of subtitle D of title 
XII of the Food Security Act of 1985 (16 
U.S.C. 3838d et seq.) is amended to read as 
follows: 

“Subchapter B—Conservation Stewardship 

Program 
“SEC. 1238D. DEFINITIONS. 

“In this subchapter: 

“(1) AGRICULTURAL OPERATION.—The term 
‘agricultural operation’ means all eligible 
land, whether or not contiguous, that is— 

“(A) under the effective control of a pro- 
ducer at the time the producer enters into a 
contract under the program; and 

““(B) operated with equipment, labor, man- 
agement, and production or cultivation prac- 
tices that are substantially separate from 
other agricultural operations, as determined 
by the Secretary. 

‘(2) CONSERVATION ACTIVITIES.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘conservation 
activities’ means conservation systems, 
practices, or management measures. 

“*(B) INCLUSIONS.—The term ‘conservation 
activities’ includes— 

‘“(i) structural measures, vegetative meas- 
ures, and land management measures, in- 
cluding agriculture drainage management 
systems, as determined by the Secretary; 
and 

“(i) planning needed to address a priority 
resource concern. 

“(3) CONSERVATION STEWARDSHIP PLAN.— 
The term ‘conservation stewardship plan’ 
means a plan that— 

“(A) identifies and inventories priority re- 
source concerns; 

‘“(B) establishes benchmark data and con- 
servation objectives; 

““(C) describes conservation activities to be 
implemented, managed, or improved; and 

“(D) includes a schedule and evaluation 
plan for the planning, installation, and man- 
agement of the new and existing conserva- 
tion activities. 

“(4) ELIGIBLE LAND.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘eligible land’ 
means— 

“() private and tribal land on which agri- 
cultural commodities, livestock, or forest-re- 
lated products are produced; and 

“(ii) land associated with the land de- 
scribed in clause (i) on which priority re- 
source concerns could be addressed through a 
contract under the program. 

‘“(B) INCLUSIONS.—The term ‘eligible land’ 
includes— 

““() cropland; 

“(ii) grassland; 

“(jii) rangeland; 

“(iv) pastureland; 

““(v) nonindustrial private forest land; and 

“(vi) other agricultural land (including 
cropped woodland, marshes, and agricultural 
land used for the production of livestock), as 
determined by the Secretary. 

‘“(5) PRIORITY RESOURCE CONCERN.—The 
term ‘priority resource concern’ means a 
natural resource concern or problem, as de- 
termined by the Secretary, that— 

“(A) is identified at the national, State or 
local level, as a priority for a particular area 
of the State; 
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‘“(B) represents a significant concern in a 
State or region; and 

“(C) is likely to be addressed successfully 
through the implementation of conservation 
activities under this program. 

‘(6) PROGRAM.—The term ‘program’ means 
the conservation stewardship program estab- 
lished by this subchapter. 

“(7) STEWARDSHIP THRESHOLD.—The term 
‘stewardship threshold’ means the level of 
management required, as determined by the 
Secretary, to conserve and improve the qual- 
ity and condition of a natural resource. 


“SEC. 1238E. CONSERVATION STEWARDSHIP PRO- 


“(a) ESTABLISHMENT AND PURPOSE.—During 
each of fiscal years 2013 through 2017, the 
Secretary shall carry out a conservation 
stewardship program to encourage producers 
to address priority resource concerns and im- 
prove and conserve the quality and condition 
of natural resources in a comprehensive 
manner— 

“(1) by undertaking additional conserva- 
tion activities; and 

‘(2) by improving, maintaining, and man- 
aging existing conservation activities. 

‘*(b) EXCLUSIONS.— 

“(1) LAND ENROLLED IN OTHER CONSERVA- 
TION PROGRAMS.—Subject to paragraph (2), 
the following land (even if covered by the 
definition of eligible land) is not eligible for 
enrollment in the program: 

“(A) Land enrolled in the conservation re- 
serve program. 

“(B) Land enrolled in the Agricultural 
Conservation Easement Program in a wet- 
land easement. 

“(C) Land enrolled in the conservation se- 
curity program. 

‘(2) CONVERSION TO CROPLAND.—Eligible 
land used for crop production after October 
1, 2012, that had not been planted, considered 
to be planted, or devoted to crop production 
for at least 4 of the 6 years preceding that 
date shall not be the basis for any payment 
under the program, unless the land does not 
meet the requirement because— 

“(A) the land had previously been enrolled 
in the conservation reserve program; 

“(B) the land has been maintained using 
long-term crop rotation practices, as deter- 
mined by the Secretary; or 

“(C) the land is incidental land needed for 
efficient operation of the farm or ranch, as 
determined by the Secretary. 

“SEC. 1238F. STEWARDSHIP CONTRACTS. 


‘“(a) SUBMISSION OF CONTRACT OFFERS.—To 
be eligible to participate in the conservation 
stewardship program, a producer shall sub- 
mit a contract offer for the agricultural op- 
eration that— 

“(1) demonstrates to the satisfaction of the 
Secretary that the producer, at the time of 
the contract offer, is meeting the steward- 
ship threshold for at least 2 priority resource 
concerns; and 

“(2) would, at a minimum, meet or exceed 
the stewardship threshold for at least 1 addi- 
tional priority resource concern by the end 
of the stewardship contract by— 

‘(A) installing and adopting additional 
conservation activities; and 

‘(B) improving, maintaining, and man- 
aging existing conservation activities on the 
agricultural operation in a manner that in- 
creases or extends the conservation benefits 
in place at the time the contract offer is ac- 
cepted by the Secretary. 

‘(b) EVALUATION OF CONTRACT OFFERS.— 

“(1) RANKING OF APPLICATIONS.—In evalu- 
ating contract offers the Secretary shall 
rank applications based on— 
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“(A) the level of conservation treatment 
on all applicable priority resource concerns 
at the time of application; 

‘(B) the degree to which the proposed con- 
servation activities effectively increase con- 
servation performance; 

“(C) the number of applicable priority re- 
source concerns proposed to be treated to 
meet or exceed the stewardship threshold by 
the end of the contract; 

‘“(D) the extent to which other priority re- 
source concerns will be addressed to meet or 
exceed the stewardship threshold by the end 
of the contract period; 

“(E) the extent to which the actual and an- 
ticipated conservation benefits from the con- 
tract are provided at the least cost relative 
to other similarly beneficial contract offers; 
and 

‘“(F) the extent to which priority resource 
concerns will be addressed when 
transitioning from the conservation reserve 
program to agricultural production. 

‘(2) PROHIBITION.—The Secretary may not 
assign a higher priority to any application 
because the applicant is willing to accept a 
lower payment than the applicant would oth- 
erwise be eligible to receive. 

‘(3) ADDITIONAL CRITERIA.—The Secretary 
may develop and use such additional criteria 
that the Secretary determines are necessary 
to ensure that national, State, and local pri- 
ority resource concerns are effectively ad- 
dressed. 

‘(c) ENTERING INTO CONTRACTS.—After a 
determination that a producer is eligible for 
the program under subsection (a), and a de- 
termination that the contract offer ranks 
sufficiently high under the evaluation cri- 
teria under subsection (b), the Secretary 
shall enter into a conservation stewardship 
contract with the producer to enroll the eli- 
gible land to be covered by the contract. 

‘*(d) CONTRACT PROVISIONS.— 

‘“(1) TERM.—A conservation stewardship 
contract shall be for a term of 5 years. 

(2) REQUIRED PROVISIONS.—The conserva- 
tion stewardship contract of a producer 
shall— 

“(A) state the amount of the payment the 
Secretary agrees to make to the producer for 
each year of the conservation stewardship 
contract under section 1238G(d); 

“(B) require the producer— 

“(i) to implement a conservation steward- 
ship plan that describes the program pur- 
poses to be achieved through 1 or more con- 
servation activities; 

“(ii) to maintain and supply information 
as required by the Secretary to determine 
compliance with the conservation steward- 
ship plan and any other requirements of the 
program; and 

“(iii) not to conduct any activities on the 
agricultural operation that would tend to de- 
feat the purposes of the program; 

‘“(C) permit all economic uses of the eligi- 
ble land that— 

“(i) maintain the agricultural nature of 
the land; and 

“(ii) are consistent with the conservation 
purposes of the conservation stewardship 
contract; 

‘(D) include a provision to ensure that a 
producer shall not be considered in violation 
of the contract for failure to comply with 
the contract due to circumstances beyond 
the control of the producer, including a dis- 
aster or related condition, as determined by 
the Secretary; 

“(E) include provisions where upon the vio- 
lation of a term or condition of the contract 
at any time the producer has control of the 
land— 
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“(i) if the Secretary determines that the 
violation warrants termination of the con- 
tract— 

“(I) to forfeit all rights to receive pay- 
ments under the contract; and 

‘(II) to refund all or a portion of the pay- 
ments received by the producer under the 
contract, including any interest on the pay- 
ments, as determined by the Secretary; or 

“(ii) if the Secretary determines that the 
violation does not warrant termination of 
the contract, to refund or accept adjust- 
ments to the payments provided to the pro- 
ducer, as the Secretary determines to be ap- 
propriate; 

“(F) include provisions in accordance with 
paragraphs (3) and (4) of this section; and 

“(G) include any additional provisions the 
Secretary determines are necessary to carry 
out the program. 

“(8) CHANGE OF INTEREST IN LAND SUBJECT 
TO A CONTRACT.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—At the time of applica- 
tion, a producer shall have control of the eli- 
gible land to be enrolled in the program. Ex- 
cept as provided in subparagraph (B), a 
change in the interest of a producer in eligi- 
ble land covered by a contract under the pro- 
gram shall result in the termination of the 
contract with regard to that land. 

“(B) TRANSFER OF DUTIES AND RIGHTS.— 
Subparagraph (A) shall not apply if— 

““(i) within a reasonable period of time (as 
determined by the Secretary) after the date 
of the change in the interest in all or a por- 
tion of the land covered by a contract under 
the program, the transferee of the land pro- 
vides written notice to the Secretary that 
duties and rights under the contract have 
been transferred to, and assumed by, the 
transferee for the portion of the land trans- 
ferred; 

“(ii) the transferee meets the eligibility re- 
quirements of the program; and 

“(ii) the Secretary approves the transfer 
of all duties and rights under the contract. 

‘*(4) MODIFICATION AND TERMINATION OF CON- 
TRACTS.— 

“(A) VOLUNTARY MODIFICATION OR TERMI- 
NATION.—The Secretary may modify or ter- 
minate a contract with a producer if— 

““(j) the producer agrees to the modifica- 
tion or termination; and 

“Gi) the Secretary determines that the 
modification or termination is in the public 
interest. 

“(B) INVOLUNTARY TERMINATION.—The Sec- 
retary may terminate a contract if the Sec- 
retary determines that the producer violated 
the contract. 

“(5) REPAYMENT.—If a contract is termi- 
nated, the Secretary may, consistent with 
the purposes of the program— 

“(A) allow the producer to retain payments 
already received under the contract; or 

“(B) require repayment, in whole or in 
part, of payments received and assess liq- 
uidated damages. 

“(e) CONTRACT RENEWAL.—At the end of the 
initial 5-year contract period, the Secretary 
may allow the producer to renew the con- 
tract for 1 additional 5-year period if the pro- 
ducer— 

“(1) demonstrates compliance with the 
terms of the existing contract; 

“(2) agrees to adopt and continue to inte- 
grate conservation activities across the en- 
tire agricultural operation as determined by 
the Secretary; and 

““(8) agrees, at a minimum, to meet or ex- 
ceed the stewardship threshold for at least 2 
additional priority resource concerns on the 
agricultural operation by the end of the con- 
tract period. 


9807 


“SEC. 1238G. DUTIES OF THE SECRETARY. 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—To achieve the conserva- 
tion goals of a contract under the conserva- 
tion stewardship program, the Secretary 
shall— 

“(1) make the program available to eligible 
producers on a continuous enrollment basis 
with 1 or more ranking periods, 1 of which 
shall occur in the first quarter of each fiscal 
year; 

‘(2) identify not less than 5 priority re- 
source concerns in a particular watershed or 
other appropriate region or area within a 
State; and 

“(3) establish a science-based stewardship 
threshold for each priority resource concern 
identified under subparagraph (2). 

‘“(b) ALLOCATION TO STATES.—The Sec- 
retary shall allocate acres to States for en- 
rollment, based— 

“(1) primarily on each State’s proportion 
of eligible land to the total acreage of eligi- 
ble land in all States; and 

“(2) also on consideration of— 

“(A) the extent and magnitude of the con- 
servation needs associated with agricultural 
production in each State; 

‘(B) the degree to which implementation 
of the program in the State is, or will be, ef- 
fective in helping producers address those 
needs; and 

“(C) other considerations to achieve equi- 
table geographic distribution of funds, as de- 
termined by the Secretary. 

‘“(c) ACREAGE ENROLLMENT LIMITATION.— 
During the period beginning on October 1, 
2012, and ending on September 30, 2021, the 
Secretary shall, to the maximum extent 
practicable— 

“(1) enroll in the program an additional 
10,348,000 acres for each fiscal year; and 

“(2) manage the program to achieve a na- 
tional average rate of $18 per acre, which 
shall include the costs of all financial assist- 
ance, technical assistance, and any other ex- 
penses associated with enrollment or partici- 
pation in the program. 

“(d) CONSERVATION STEWARDSHIP PAY- 
MENTS.— 

“(1) AVAILABILITY OF PAYMENTS.—The Sec- 
retary shall provide annual payments under 
the program to compensate the producer 
for— 

‘(A) installing and adopting additional 
conservation activities; and 

‘(B) improving, maintaining, and man- 
aging conservation activities in place at the 
operation of the producer at the time the 
contract offer is accepted by the Secretary. 

‘(2) PAYMENT AMOUNT.—The amount of the 
conservation stewardship annual payment 
shall be determined by the Secretary and 
based, to the maximum extent practicable, 
on the following factors: 

“(A) Costs incurred by the producer associ- 
ated with planning, design, materials, instal- 
lation, labor, management, maintenance, or 
training. 

‘“(B) Income forgone by the producer. 

‘“(C) Expected conservation benefits. 

‘(D) The extent to which priority resource 
concerns will be addressed through the in- 
stallation and adoption of conservation ac- 
tivities on the agricultural operation. 

“(E) The level of stewardship in place at 
the time of application and maintained over 
the term of the contract. 

“(F) The degree to which the conservation 
activities will be integrated across the entire 
agricultural operation for all applicable pri- 
ority resource concerns over the term of the 
contract. 

“(G) Such other factors as determined by 
the Secretary. 
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““(3) EXCLUSIONS.—A payment to a producer 
under this subsection shall not be provided 
for— 

“(A) the design, construction, or mainte- 
nance of animal waste storage or treatment 
facilities or associated waste transport or 
transfer devices for animal feeding oper- 
ations; or 

“(B) conservation activities for which 
there is no cost incurred or income forgone 
to the producer. 

‘(4) DELIVERY OF PAYMENTS.—In making 
stewardship payments, the Secretary shall, 
to the extent practicable— 

‘(A) prorate conservation performance 
over the term of the contract so as to accom- 
modate, to the extent practicable, producers 
earning equal annual stewardship payments 
in each fiscal year; and 

‘(B) make stewardship payments as soon 
as practicable after October 1 of each fiscal 
year for activities carried out in the previous 
fiscal year. 

‘(e) SUPPLEMENTAL PAYMENTS FOR RE- 
SOURCE-CONSERVING CROP ROTATIONS.— 

“(1) AVAILABILITY OF PAYMENTS.—The Sec- 
retary shall provide additional payments to 
producers that, in participating in the pro- 
gram, agree to adopt resource-conserving 
crop rotations to achieve beneficial crop ro- 
tations as appropriate for the eligible land of 
the producers. 

‘(2) BENEFICIAL CROP ROTATIONS.—The Sec- 
retary shall determine whether a resource- 
conserving crop rotation is a beneficial crop 
rotation eligible for additional payments 
under paragraph (1), based on whether the re- 
source-conserving crop rotation is designed 
to provide natural resource conservation and 
production benefits. 

“(3) ELIGIBILITY.—To be eligible to receive 
a payment described in paragraph (1), a pro- 
ducer shall agree to adopt and maintain the 
resource-conserving crop rotations for the 
term of the contract. 

‘(4) RESOURCE-CONSERVING CROP ROTA- 
TION.—In this subsection, the term ‘resource- 
conserving crop rotation’ means a crop rota- 
tion that— 

“(A) includes at least 1 resource conserving 
crop (as defined by the Secretary); 

“(B) reduces erosion; 

‘“(C) improves soil fertility and tilth; 

‘“(D) interrupts pest cycles; and 

‘“(E) in applicable areas, reduces depletion 
of soil moisture or otherwise reduces the 
need for irrigation. 

“(f) PAYMENT LIMITATIONS.—A person or 
legal entity may not receive, directly or in- 
directly, payments under the program that, 
in the aggregate, exceed $200,000 under all 
contracts entered into during fiscal years 
2013 through 2017, excluding funding arrange- 
ments with Indian tribes, regardless of the 
number of contracts entered into under the 
program by the person or legal entity. 

‘(¢) SPECIALTY CROP AND ORGANIC PRO- 
DUCERS.—The Secretary shall ensure that 
outreach and technical assistance are avail- 
able, and program specifications are appro- 
priate to enable specialty crop and organic 
producers to participate in the program. 

‘(h) COORDINATION WITH ORGANIC CERTIFI- 
CATION.—The Secretary shall establish a 
transparent means by which producers may 
initiate organic certification under the Or- 
ganic Foods Production Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 
6501 et seq.) while participating in a contract 
under the program. 

“(i) REGULATIONS.—The Secretary shall 
promulgate regulations that— 

“(1) prescribe such other rules as the Sec- 
retary determines to be necessary to ensure 
a fair and reasonable application of the limi- 
tations established under subsection (f); and 
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(2) otherwise enable the Secretary to 
carry out the program.’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by this section shall take effect on Oc- 
tober 1, 2012. 

(c) EFFECT ON EXISTING CONTRACTS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The amendment made by 
this section shall not affect the validity or 
terms of any contract entered into by the 
Secretary of Agriculture under subchapter B 
of chapter 2 of subtitle D of title XII of the 
Food Security Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3838d et 
seq.) before October 1, 2012, or any payments 
required to be made in connection with the 
contract. 

(2) CONSERVATION STEWARDSHIP PROGRAM.— 
Funds made available under section 
1241(a)(4) of the Food Security Act of 1985 (16 
U.S.C. 3841(a)(4)) (as amended by section 
2601(a)) may be used to administer and make 
payments to program participants enrolled 
into contracts during any of fiscal years 2009 
through 2012. 


Subtitle C—Environmental Quality 
Incentives Program 
SEC. 2201. PURPOSES. 

Section 1240 of the Food Security Act of 
1985 (16 U.S.C. 3839aa) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (3)— 

(A) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘and’’ 
at the end; 

(B) by redesignating subparagraph (B) as 
subparagraph (C) and, in such subparagraph, 
by inserting “and” after the semicolon; and 

(C) by inserting after subparagraph (A) the 
following: 

“(B) develop and improve wildlife habitat; 
and”’; 

(2) in paragraph (4), by striking ‘‘; and” and 
inserting a period; and 

(8) by striking paragraph (5). 

SEC. 2202. DEFINITIONS. 

Section 1240A of the Food Security Act of 
1985 (16 U.S.C. 3839aa-1) is amended— 

(1) by striking paragraph (2) and redesig- 
nating paragraphs (8) through (6) as para- 
graphs (2) through (5), respectively; and 

(2) in paragraph (2) (as so redesignated), by 
inserting ‘‘established under the Organic 
Foods Production Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 6501 et 
seq.)’’ after ‘‘national organic program”. 

SEC. 2203. ESTABLISHMENT AND ADMINISTRA- 
TION. 

Section 1240B of the Food Security Act of 
1985 (16 U.S.C. 3839aa-2) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a), by striking ‘‘2014’’ and 
inserting ‘‘2017’’; 

(2) in subsection (b), by striking paragraph 
(2) and inserting the following: 

““(2) TERM.—A contract under the program 
shall have a term that does not exceed 10 
years.”’; 

(3) in subsection (d)— 

(A) in paragraph (3), by striking subpara- 
graphs (A) through (G) and inserting the fol- 
lowing: 

“(A) soil health; 

“(B) water quality and quantity improve- 
ment; 

“(C) nutrient management; 

“(D) pest management; 

‘“(E) air quality improvement; 

“(F) wildlife habitat development, includ- 
ing pollinator habitat; 

“(G) invasive species management; or 

(H) other resource issues of regional or 
national significance, as determined by the 
Secretary.’’; and 

(B) in paragraph (4)— 

(i) in subparagraph (A) in the matter pre- 
ceding clause (i), by inserting ‘‘, veteran 
farmer or rancher (as defined in section 
2501(e) of the Food, Agriculture, Conserva- 
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tion, and Trade Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 
2279(e))),’’ before “or a beginning farmer or 
rancher’’; and 

(ii) by striking subparagraph (B) and in- 
serting the following: 

‘(B) ADVANCE PAYMENTS.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—Not more than 30 percent 
of the amount determined under subpara- 
graph (A) may be provided in advance for the 
purpose of purchasing materials or con- 
tracting. 

“(ii) RETURN OF FUNDS.—If funds provided 
in advance are not expended during the 90- 
day period beginning on the date of receipt 
of the funds, the funds shall be returned 
within a reasonable time frame, as deter- 
mined by the Secretary.”’; 

(4) by striking subsection (f) and inserting 
the following: 

“(f) ALLOCATION OF FUNDING.— 

“(1) LIVESTOCK.—For each of fiscal years 
2013 through 2017, at least 60 percent of the 
funds made available for payments under the 
program shall be targeted at practices relat- 
ing to livestock production. 

(2) WILDLIFE HABITAT.—For each of fiscal 
years 2013 through 2017, at least 5 percent of 
the funds made available for payments under 
the program shall be targeted at practices 
benefitting wildlife habitat under subsection 
(8).”; and 

(5) by striking subsection (g) and inserting 
the following: 

‘(¢) WILDLIFE HABITAT INCENTIVE PRAC- 
TICE.—The Secretary shall provide payments 
under the program for conservation practices 
that support the restoration, development, 
and improvement of wildlife habitat on eligi- 
ble land, including— 

“(1) upland wildlife habitat; 

“(2) wetland wildlife habitat; 

‘(3) habitat for threatened and endangered 
species; 

“(4) fish habitat; 

‘“(5) habitat on pivot corners and other ir- 
regular areas of a field; and 

(6) other types of wildlife habitat, as de- 
termined by the Secretary.’’. 

SEC. 2204. EVALUATION OF APPLICATIONS. 

Section 1240C(b) of the Food Security Act 
of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3839aa-3(b)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘environ- 
mental’’ and inserting ‘‘conservation’’; and 

(2) in paragraph (3), by striking ‘‘purpose of 
the environmental quality incentives pro- 
gram specified in section 1240(1)”’ and insert- 
ing ‘‘purposes of the program”. 

SEC. 2205. DUTIES OF PRODUCERS. 

Section 1240D(2) of the Food Security Act 
of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3839aa—4(2)) is amended by 
striking ‘‘farm, ranch, or forest” and insert- 
ing ‘‘enrolled’’. 

SEC. 2206. LIMITATION ON PAYMENTS. 

Section 1240G of the Food Security Act of 
1985 (16 U.S.C. 3839aa-7) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)— 

(A) by striking “‘by the person or entity 
during any six-year period,” and inserting 
“during fiscal years 2013 through 2017”; and 

(B) by striking ‘‘federally recognized’’ and 
all that follows through the period and in- 
serting “Indian tribes under section 1244(1).’’; 
and 

(2) in subsection (b)(2), by striking ‘‘any 
six-year period” and inserting ‘‘fiscal years 
2018 through 2017”. 

SEC. 2207. CONSERVATION INNOVATION GRANTS 
AND PAYMENTS. 

Section 1240H of the Food Security Act of 
1985 (16 U.S.C. 3839aa-8) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (b)(2), by striking ‘‘2012’’ 
and inserting ‘‘2017’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

‘(c) REPORTING.—Not later than December 
31, 2013, and every 2 years thereafter, the 
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Secretary shall submit to the Committee on 
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry of the 
Senate and the Committee on Agriculture of 
the House of Representatives a report on the 
status of projects funded under this section, 
including— 

“(1) funding awarded; 

‘(2) project results; and 

‘(8) incorporation of project findings, such 
as new technology and innovative ap- 
proaches, into the conservation efforts im- 
plemented by the Secretary.’’. 

SEC. 2208. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The amendments made by 
this title shall take effect on October 1, 2012. 

(b) EFFECT ON EXISTING CONTRACTS.—The 
amendments made by this title shall not af- 
fect the validity or terms of any contract en- 
tered into by the Secretary of Agriculture 
under chapter 4 of subtitle D of title XII of 
the Food Security Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 
3839aa et seq.) before October 1, 2012, or any 
payments required to be made in connection 
with the contract. 

Subtitle D—Agricultural Conservation 
Easement Program 
SEC. 2301. AGRICULTURAL CONSERVATION EASE- 
MENT PROGRAM. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—Title XII of the Food 
Security Act of 1985 is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 

“Subtitle H—Agricultural Conservation 
Easement Program 
“SEC. 1265. ESTABLISHMENT AND PURPOSES. 

“(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Secretary shall 
establish an Agricultural Conservation Ease- 
ment Program for the conservation of eligi- 
ble land and natural resources through ease- 
ments or other interests in land. 

‘“(b) PURPOSES.—The purposes of the pro- 
gram are to— 

“(1) combine the purposes and coordinate 
the functions of the wetlands reserve pro- 
gram established under section 1287, the 
grassland reserve program established under 
section 1238N, and the farmland protection 
program established under section 1238]; 

‘(2) restore, protect, and enhance wetland 
on eligible land; 

‘(3) protect the agricultural use, viability, 
and related conservation values of eligible 
land by limiting nonagricultural uses of that 
land; and 

“(4) protect grazing uses and related con- 
servation values by restoring and conserving 
eligible land. 

“SEC. 1265A. DEFINITIONS. 

‘In this subtitle: 

“(1) AGRICULTURAL LAND EASEMENT.—The 
term ‘agricultural land easement’ means an 
easement or other interest in eligible land 
that— 

“(A) is conveyed for the purposes of pro- 
tecting natural resources and the agricul- 
tural nature of the land, and of promoting 
agricultural viability for future generations; 
and 

‘(B) permits the landowner the right to 
continue agricultural production and related 
uses subject to an agricultural land ease- 
ment plan. 

‘(2) ELIGIBLE ENTITY.—The term ‘eligible 
entity’ means— 

“(A) an agency of State or local govern- 
ment or an Indian tribe (including farmland 
protection board or land resource council es- 
tablished under State law); or 

“(B) an organization that is— 

“(i) organized for, and at all times since 
the formation of the organization has been 
operated principally for, 1 or more of the 
conservation purposes specified in clause (i), 
(ii), (iii), or (iv) of section 170(h)(4)(A) of the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986; 
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“(ii) an organization described in section 
501(c)(3) of that Code that is exempt from 
taxation under section 501(a) of that Code; or 

“(iii) described in— 

“(I) paragraph (1) or (2) of section 509(a) of 
that Code; or 

“(IT) section 509(a)(3) of that Code and is 
controlled by an organization described in 
section 509(a)(2) of that Code. 

‘“(3) ELIGIBLE LAND.—The term ‘eligible 
land’ means private or tribal land that is— 

“(A) in the case of an agricultural land 
easement, agricultural land, including land 
on a farm or ranch— 

“() that is subject to a pending offer for 
purchase from an eligible entity; 

“Gi) that— 

“(I) has prime, unique, or other productive 
soil; 

‘“(ID) contains historical or archaeological 
resources; or 

““(III) the protection of which will further a 
State or local policy consistent with the pur- 
poses of the program; and 

“(iii) that is— 

“(I) cropland; 

“(ID) rangeland; 

‘(III grassland or land that contains forbs, 
or shrubland for which grazing is the pre- 
dominant use; 

“(IV) pastureland; or 

“(V) nonindustrial private forest land that 
contributes to the economic viability of an 
offered parcel or serves as a buffer to protect 
such land from development; 

‘“(B) in the case of a wetland easement, a 
wetland or related area, including— 

“(i) farmed or converted wetland, together 
with the adjacent land that is functionally 
dependent on that land if the Secretary de- 
termines it— 

““(T) is likely to be successfully restored in 
a cost effective manner; and 

“(ID will maximize the wildlife benefits 
and wetland functions and values as deter- 
mined by the Secretary in consultation with 
the Secretary of the Interior at the local 
level; 

“(i) cropland or grassland that was used 
for agricultural production prior to flooding 
from the natural overflow of a closed basin 
lake or pothole, as determined by the Sec- 
retary, together (where practicable) with the 
adjacent land that is functionally dependent 
on the cropland or grassland; 

“Gii) farmed wetland and adjoining land 
that— 

‘“(I) is enrolled in the conservation reserve 
program; 

“(ID) has the highest wetland functions and 
values; and 

“(II) is likely to return to production 
after the land leaves the conservation re- 
serve program; 

“(iv) riparian areas that link wetland that 
is protected by easements or some other de- 
vice that achieves the same purpose as an 
easement; or 

“(v) other wetland of an owner that would 
not otherwise be eligible if the Secretary de- 
termines that the inclusion of such wetland 
in such easement would significantly add to 
the functional value of the easement; and 

“(C) in the case of both an agricultural 
land easement or wetland easement, other 
land that is incidental to eligible land if the 
Secretary determines that it is necessary for 
the efficient administration of the ease- 
ments under this program. 

“*(4) PROGRAM.—The term ‘program’ means 
the Agricultural Conservation Easement 
Program established by this subtitle. 

‘“(5) WETLAND EASEMENT.—The term ‘wet- 
land easement’ means a reserved interest in 
eligible land that— 
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“(A) is defined and delineated in a deed; 
and 

‘“(B) stipulates— 

“(i) the rights, title, and interests in land 
conveyed to the Secretary; and 

“(ii) the rights, title, and interests in land 
that are reserved to the landowner. 

“SEC. 1265B. AGRICULTURAL LAND EASEMENTS. 

“(a) AVAILABILITY OF ASSISTANCE.—The 
Secretary shall facilitate and provide fund- 
ing for— 

“(1) the purchase by eligible entities of ag- 
ricultural land easements and other inter- 
ests in eligible land; and 

‘(2) technical assistance to provide for the 
conservation of natural resources pursuant 
to an agricultural land easement plan. 

‘*(b) COST-SHARE ASSISTANCE.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall pro- 
vide cost-share assistance to eligible entities 
for purchasing agricultural land easements 
to protect the agricultural use, including 
grazing, and related conservation values of 
eligible land. 

‘*(2) SCOPE OF ASSISTANCE AVAILABLE.— 

‘(A) FEDERAL SHARE.—Subject to subpara- 
graph (C), an agreement described in para- 
graph (4) shall provide for a Federal share de- 
termined by the Secretary of an amount not 
to exceed 50 percent of the fair market value 
of the agricultural land easement or other 
interest in land, as determined by the Sec- 
retary using— 

“(i) the Uniform Standards of Professional 
Appraisal Practices; 

“(ii) an area-wide market analysis or sur- 
vey; or 

‘“(iii) another industry approved method. 

‘*(B) NON-FEDERAL SHARE.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subparagraph 
(C), under the agreement, the eligible entity 
shall provide a share that is at least equiva- 
lent to that provided by the Secretary. 

‘“(ii) SOURCE OF CONTRIBUTION.—An eligible 
entity may include as part of its share a 
charitable donation or qualified conserva- 
tion contribution (as defined by section 
170(h) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986) 
from the private landowner if the eligible en- 
tity contributes its own cash resources in an 
amount that is at least 50 percent of the 
amount contributed by the Secretary. 

“(C) WAIVER AUTHORITY.—In the case of 
grassland of special environmental signifi- 
cance, as determined by the Secretary, the 
Secretary may provide up to 75 percent of 
the fair market value of the agricultural 
land easement. 

‘(3) EVALUATION AND RANKING OF APPLICA- 
TIONS.— 

“(A) CRITERIA.—The Secretary shall estab- 
lish evaluation and ranking criteria to maxi- 
mize the benefit of Federal investment under 
the program. 

“(B) CONSIDERATIONS.—In establishing the 
criteria, the Secretary shall emphasize sup- 
port for— 

“(i) protecting agricultural uses and re- 
lated conservation values of the land; and 

“(ii) maximizing the protection of areas 
devoted to agricultural use. 

““(C) BIDDING DOWN.—If the Secretary deter- 
mines that 2 or more applications for cost- 
share assistance are comparable in achieving 
the purpose of the program, the Secretary 
shall not assign a higher priority to any of 
those applications solely on the basis of less- 
er cost to the program. 

‘(4) AGREEMENTS WITH ELIGIBLE ENTITIES.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall 
enter into agreements with eligible entities 
to stipulate the terms and conditions under 
which the eligible entity is permitted to use 
cost-share assistance provided under this 
section. 
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‘(B) LENGTH OF AGREEMENTS.—An agree- 
ment shall be for a term that is— 

“(i) in the case of an eligible entity cer- 
tified under the process described in para- 
graph (5), a minimum of 5 years; and 

“(ii) for all other eligible entities, at least 
3, but not more than 5 years. 

‘“(C) MINIMUM TERMS AND CONDITIONS.—An 
eligible entity shall be authorized to use its 
own terms and conditions for agricultural 
land easements so long as the Secretary de- 
termines such terms and conditions— 

“(i) are consistent with the purposes of the 
program; 

“(ii) are permanent or for the maximum 
duration allowed under applicable State law; 

“(iii) permit effective enforcement of the 
conservation purposes of such easements, in- 
cluding appropriate restrictions depending 
on the purposes for which the easement is 
acquired; 

“(iv) include a right of enforcement for the 
Secretary if terms of the easement are not 
enforced by the holder of the easement; 

““(v) subject the land purchased to an agri- 
cultural land easement plan that— 

‘“T) describes the activities which promote 
the long-term viability of the land to meet 
the purposes for which the easement was ac- 
quired; 

“(IT) requires the management of grassland 
according to a grassland management plan; 
and 

‘(III) includes a conservation plan, where 
appropriate, and requires, at the option of 
the Secretary, the conversion of highly erod- 
ible cropland to less intensive uses; and 

‘“(vi) include a limit on the impervious sur- 
faces to be allowed that is consistent with 
the agricultural activities to be conducted. 

“(D) SUBSTITUTION OF QUALIFIED 
PROJECTS.—An agreement shall allow, upon 
mutual agreement of the parties, substi- 
tution of qualified projects that are identi- 
fied at the time of the proposed substitution. 

“(E) EFFECT OF VIOLATION.—If a violation 
occurs of a term or condition of an agree- 
ment under this subsection— 

“(i) the agreement may be terminated; and 

“(ii) the Secretary may require the eligible 
entity to refund all or part of any payments 
received by the entity under the program, 
with interest on the payments as determined 
appropriate by the Secretary. 

‘*(5) CERTIFICATION OF ELIGIBLE ENTITIES.— 

‘(A) CERTIFICATION PROCESS.—The Sec- 
retary shall establish a process under which 
the Secretary may— 

“(i) directly certify eligible entities that 
meet established criteria; 

“(ii) enter into long-term agreements with 
certified eligible entities; and 

“(iii) accept proposals for cost-share as- 
sistance for the purchase of agricultural land 
easements throughout the duration of such 
agreements. 

‘(B) CERTIFICATION CRITERIA.—In order to 
be certified, an eligible entity shall dem- 
onstrate to the Secretary that the entity 
will maintain, at a minimum, for the dura- 
tion of the agreement— 

“(i) a plan for administering easements 
that is consistent with the purpose of this 
subtitle; 

“(ii) the capacity and resources to monitor 
and enforce agricultural land easements; and 
‘(iii) policies and procedures to ensure— 

“(I) the long-term integrity of agricultural 
land easements on eligible land; 

“(IT) timely completion of acquisitions of 
easements; and 

“(III) timely and complete evaluation and 
reporting to the Secretary on the use of 
funds provided under the program. 
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‘“(C) REVIEW AND REVISION.— 

“G) REVIEW.—The Secretary shall conduct 
a review of eligible entities certified under 
subparagraph (A) every 3 years to ensure 
that such entities are meeting the criteria 
established under subparagraph (B). 

“(ii) REVOCATION.—If the Secretary finds 
that the certified entity no longer meets the 
criteria established under subparagraph (B), 
the Secretary may— 

“(I) allow the certified entity a specified 
period of time, at a minimum 180 days, in 
which to take such actions as may be nec- 
essary to meet the criteria; and 

‘(ID) revoke the certification of the entity, 
if after the specified period of time, the cer- 
tified entity does not meet such criteria. 

‘“(c) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE.—The Sec- 
retary may provide technical assistance, if 
requested, to assist in— 

“(1) compliance with the terms and condi- 
tions of easements; and 

“(2) implementation of an agricultural 
land easement plan. 

“SEC. 1265C. WETLAND EASEMENTS. 

“(a) AVAILABILITY OF ASSISTANCE.—The 
Secretary shall provide assistance to owners 
of eligible land to restore, protect, and en- 
hance wetland through— 

“(1) easements and related wetland ease- 
ment plans; and 

‘(2) technical assistance. 

“(b) EHASEMENTS.— 

“1) METHOD OF ENROLLMENT.—The Sec- 
retary shall enroll eligible land through the 
use of— 

“(A) 30-year easements; 

““(B) permanent easements; 

“(C) easements for the maximum duration 
allowed under applicable State laws; or 

‘“(D) as an option for Indian tribes only, 30- 
year contracts. 

‘(2) LIMITATIONS.— 

“(A) INELIGIBLE LAND.—The Secretary may 
not acquire easements on— 

“(i) land established to trees under the 
conservation reserve program, except in 
cases where the Secretary determines it 
would further the purposes of the program; 
and 

“(ii) farmed wetland or converted wetland 
where the conversion was not commenced 
prior to December 23, 1985. 

‘“(B) CHANGES IN OWNERSHIP.—No easement 
shall be created on land that has changed 
ownership during the preceding 24-month pe- 
riod unless— 

“G) the new ownership was acquired by 
will or succession as a result of the death of 
the previous owner; 

“i)(I) the ownership change occurred be- 
cause of foreclosure on the land; and 

“(ID immediately before the foreclosure, 
the owner of the land exercises a right of re- 
demption from the mortgage holder in ac- 
cordance with State law; or 

“(iii) the Secretary determines that the 
land was acquired under circumstances that 
give adequate assurances that such land was 
not acquired for the purposes of placing it in 
the program. 

“(8) EVALUATION AND RANKING OF OFFERS.— 

“(A) CRITERIA.—The Secretary shall estab- 
lish evaluation and ranking criteria to maxi- 
mize the benefit of Federal investment under 
the program. 

‘*(B) CONSIDERATIONS.—When evaluating of- 
fers from landowners, the Secretary may 
consider— 

‘“(i) the conservation benefits of obtaining 
an easement or 30-year contract, including 
the potential environmental benefits if the 
land was removed from agricultural produc- 
tion; 
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“(ii) the cost-effectiveness of each ease- 
ment or 30-year contract, so as to maximize 
the environmental benefits per dollar ex- 
pended; 

“(iii) whether the landowner or another 
person is offering to contribute financially 
to the cost of the easement or 30-year con- 
tract to leverage Federal funds; and 

“(iv) such other factors as the Secretary 
determines are necessary to carry out the 
purposes of the program. 

“(C) PRIORITY.—The Secretary shall place 
priority on acquiring easements based on the 
value of the easement for protecting and en- 
hancing habitat for migratory birds and 
other wildlife. 

‘(4) AGREEMENT.—To be eligible to place 
eligible land into the program through a 
wetland easement, the owner of such land 
shall enter into an agreement with the Sec- 
retary to— 

“(A) grant an easement on such land to the 
Secretary; 

‘(B) authorize the implementation of a 
wetland easement plan; 

“(C) create and record an appropriate deed 
restriction in accordance with applicable 
State law to reflect the easement agreed to; 

‘(D) provide a written statement of con- 
sent to such easement signed by those hold- 
ing a security interest in the land; 

“(E) comply with the terms and conditions 
of the easement and any related agreements; 
and 

‘“(F) permanently retire any existing crop- 
land base and allotment history for the land 
on which the easement has been obtained. 

‘(5) TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF EASEMENT.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—A wetland easement 
shall include terms and conditions that— 

“(i) permit— 

‘““T) repairs, improvements, and inspections 
on the land that are necessary to maintain 
existing public drainage systems; and 

‘(II) owners to control public access on the 
easement areas while identifying access 
routes to be used for restoration activities 
and management and easement monitoring; 

‘“(ii) prohibit— 

“(I) the alteration of wildlife habitat and 
other natural features of such land, unless 
specifically authorized by the Secretary; 

“(IT) the spraying of such land with chemi- 
cals or the mowing of such land, except 
where such spraying or mowing is authorized 
by the Secretary or is necessary— 

“(aa) to comply with Federal or State nox- 
ious weed control laws; 

‘“(bb) to comply with a Federal or State 
emergency pest treatment program; or 

“(cc) to meet habitat needs of specific 
wildlife species; 

“(JIT) any activities to be carried out on 
the owner’s or successor’s land that is imme- 
diately adjacent to, and functionally related 
to, the land that is subject to the easement 
if such activities will alter, degrade, or oth- 
erwise diminish the functional value of the 
eligible land; and 

‘“(IV) the adoption of any other practice 
that would tend to defeat the purposes of the 
program, as determined by the Secretary; 

“(iii) provide for the efficient and effective 
establishment of wetland functions and val- 
ues; and 

“(iv) include such additional provisions as 
the Secretary determines are desirable to 
carry out the program or facilitate the prac- 
tical administration thereof. 

“(B) VIOLATION.—On the violation of the 
terms or conditions of the easement, the 
easement shall remain in force and the Sec- 
retary may require the owner to refund all 
or part of any payments received by the 
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owner under the program, together with in- 
terest thereon as determined appropriate by 
the Secretary. 

‘“(C) COMPATIBLE USES.—Land subject to a 
wetland easement may be used for compat- 
ible economic uses, including such activities 
as hunting and fishing, managed timber har- 
vest, or periodic haying or grazing, if such 
use is specifically permitted by the wetland 
easement plan and is consistent with the 
long-term protection and enhancement of 
the wetland resources for which the ease- 
ment was established. 

‘(D) RESERVATION OF GRAZING RIGHTS.—The 
Secretary may include in the terms and con- 
ditions of an easement a provision under 
which the owner reserves grazing rights if— 

“(i) the Secretary determines that the res- 
ervation and use of the grazing rights— 

“(D is compatible with the land subject to 
the easement; 

“(JI) is consistent with the historical nat- 
ural uses of the land and long-term protec- 
tion and enhancement goals for which the 
easement was established; and 

“(III) complies with the wetland easement 
plan; and 

“(ii) the agreement provides for a commen- 
surate reduction in the easement payment to 
account for the grazing value, as determined 
by the Secretary. 

‘“(E) APPLICATION.—The relevant provisions 
of this paragraph shall also apply to a 30- 
year contract. 

‘*(6) COMPENSATION.— 

‘(A) DETERMINATION.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall pay 
as compensation for a permanent easement 
acquired an amount necessary to encourage 
enrollment in the program based on the low- 
est of— 

“(I) the fair market value of the land, as 
determined by the Secretary, using the Uni- 
form Standards of Professional Appraisal 
Practices or an area-wide market analysis or 
survey; 

“(IT) the amount corresponding to a geo- 
graphical cap, as determined by the Sec- 
retary in regulations; or 

“(JIT) the offer made by the landowner. 

“(ii) OTHER.—Compensation for a 30-year 
contract or 30-year easement shall be not 
less than 50 percent, but not more than 75 
percent, of the compensation that would be 
paid for a permanent easement. 

‘(B) FORM OF PAYMENT.—Compensation 
shall be provided by the Secretary in the 
form of a cash payment, in an amount deter- 
mined under subparagraph (A). 

‘(C) PAYMENT SCHEDULE.— 

“(i) EASEMENTS VALUED AT LESS THAN 
$500,000.—For easements valued at $500,000 or 
less, the Secretary may provide easement 
payments in not more than 10 annual pay- 
ments. 

“(ii) EASEMENTS VALUED AT MORE THAN 
$500,000.—For easements valued at more than 
$500,000, the Secretary may provide easement 
payments in at least 5, but not more than 10 
annual payments, except that, if the Sec- 
retary determines it would further the pur- 
poses of the program, the Secretary may 
make a lump sum payment for such an ease- 
ment. 

‘(c) EASEMENT RESTORATION.— 

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall pro- 
vide financial assistance to carry out the es- 
tablishment of conservation measures and 
practices and protect wetland functions and 
values, including necessary maintenance ac- 
tivities, as set forth in a wetland easement 
plan. 

‘(2) PAYMENTS.—The Secretary shall— 

“(A) in the case of a permanent easement, 
pay an amount that is not less than 75 per- 
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cent, but not more than 100 percent, of the 
eligible costs; and 

‘“(B) in the case of a 30-year contract or 30- 
year easement, pay an amount that is not 
less than 50 percent, but not more than 75 
percent, of the eligible costs. 

““(d) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall as- 
sist owners in complying with the terms and 
conditions of easements and 30-year con- 
tracts. 

‘(2) CONTRACTS OR AGREEMENTS.—The Sec- 
retary may enter into 1 or more contracts 
with private entities or agreements with a 
State, non-governmental organization, or In- 
dian tribe to carry out necessary restora- 
tion, enhancement or maintenance of an 
easement if the Secretary determines that 
the contract or agreement will advance the 
purposes of the program. 

‘“(e) WETLAND ENHANCEMENT OPTION.—The 
Secretary may enter into 1 or more agree- 
ments with a State (including a political 
subdivision or agency of a State), nongovern- 
mental organization, or Indian tribe to carry 
out a special wetland enhancement option 
that the Secretary determines would ad- 
vance the purposes of the program. 

““(f) ADMINISTRATION.— 

“(1) WETLAND EASEMENT PLAN.—The Sec- 
retary shall develop a wetland easement plan 
for eligible land subject to a wetland ease- 
ment, which will include the practices and 
activities necessary to restore, protect, en- 
hance, and maintain the enrolled land. 

‘“(2) DELEGATION OF EASEMENT ADMINISTRA- 
TION.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may dele- 
gate any of the easement management, mon- 
itoring, and enforcement responsibilities of 
the Secretary to other Federal or State 
agencies that have the appropriate author- 
ity, expertise and resources necessary to 
carry out such delegated responsibilities or 
to other conservation organizations if the 
Secretary determines the organization has 
similar expertise and resources. 

“(B) LIMITATION.—The Secretary shall not 
delegate any of the monitoring or enforce- 
ment responsibilities under the program to 
conservation organizations. 

“*(3) PAYMENTS.— 

“(A) TIMING OF PAYMENTS.—The Secretary 
shall provide payment for obligations in- 
curred by the Secretary under this section— 

“G) with respect to any easement restora- 
tion obligation as soon as possible after the 
obligation is incurred; and 

“Gi) with respect to any annual easement 
payment obligation incurred by the Sec- 
retary as soon as possible after October 1 of 
each calendar year. 

“(B) PAYMENTS TO OTHERS.—If an owner 
who is entitled to a payment dies, becomes 
incompetent, is otherwise unable to receive 
such payment, or is succeeded by another 
person or entity who renders or completes 
the required performance, the Secretary 
shall make such payment, in accordance 
with regulations prescribed by the Secretary 
and without regard to any other provision of 
law, in such manner as the Secretary deter- 
mines is fair and reasonable in light of all of 
the circumstances. 

“SEC. 1265D. ADMINISTRATION. 

“(a) INELIGIBLE LAND.—The Secretary may 
not acquire an easement under the program 
on— 

“(1) land owned by an agency of the United 
States, other than land held in trust for In- 
dian tribes; 

‘“(2) land owned in fee title by a State, in- 
cluding an agency or a subdivision of a 
State, or a unit of local government; 


9811 


““(3) land subject to an easement or deed re- 
striction which, as determined by the Sec- 
retary, provides similar protection as would 
be provided by enrollment in the program; 
and 

“(4) land where the purposes of the pro- 
gram would be undermined due to on-site or 
off-site conditions, such as risk of hazardous 
substances, proposed or existing rights of 
way, infrastructure development, or adjacent 
land uses. 

‘(b) PRIORITY.—In evaluating applications 
under the program, the Secretary may give 
priority to land that is currently enrolled in 
the conservation reserve program in a con- 
tract that is set to expire within 1 year and— 

“(1) in the case of an agricultural land 
easement, is grassland that would benefit 
from protection under a long-term easement; 
and 

“(2) in the case of a wetland easement, is a 
wetland or related area with the highest 
functions and values and is likely to return 
to production after the land leaves the con- 
servation reserve program. 

‘“(¢) SUBORDINATION, EXCHANGE, MODIFICA- 
TION, AND TERMINATION.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may sub- 
ordinate, exchange, terminate, or modify 
any interest in land, or portion of such inter- 
est, administered by the Secretary, either di- 
rectly or on behalf of the Commodity Credit 
Corporation under the program when the 
Secretary determines that— 

“(A) it is in the Federal Government’s in- 
terest to subordinate, exchange, modify or 
terminate the interest in land; 

“(B) the subordination, exchange, 
fication, or termination action— 

“(i) will address a compelling public need 
for which there is no practicable alternative, 
or 

“(ii) such action will further the practical 
administration of the program; and 

“(C) the subordination, exchange, modi- 
fication, or termination action will result in 
comparable conservation value and equiva- 
lent or greater economic value to the United 
States. 

(2) CONSULTATION.—The Secretary shall 
work with the current owner, and eligible 
entity if applicable, to address any subordi- 
nation, exchange, termination, or modifica- 
tion of the interest, or portion of such inter- 
est in land. 

‘(8) NOTICE.—At least 90 days before taking 
any termination action described in para- 
graph (1), the Secretary shall provide written 
notice of such action to the Committee on 
Agriculture of the House of Representatives 
and the Committee on Agriculture, Nutri- 
tion, and Forestry of the Senate. 

‘“(d) LAND ENROLLED IN OTHER PROGRAMS.— 

‘*(1) CONSERVATION RESERVE PROGRAM.—The 
Secretary may terminate or modify an exist- 
ing contract entered into under section 
1231(a) if eligible land that is subject to such 
contract is transferred into the program. 

‘(2) OTHER.—Land enrolled in the wetlands 
reserve program, grassland reserve program, 
or farmland protection program shall be con- 
sidered enrolled in this program. 

“(e) ALLOCATION OF FUNDS FOR AGRICUL- 
TURAL LAND EASEMENTS.—Of the funds made 
available under section 1241 to carry out the 
program for a fiscal year, the Secretary 
shall, to the extent practicable, use no less 
than 40 percent for agricultural land ease- 
ments.’’. 

(b) COMPLIANCE WITH CERTAIN REQUIRE- 
MENTS.—Before an eligible entity or owner of 
eligible land may receive assistance under 
subtitle H of title XII of the Food Security 
Act of 1985, the eligible entity or person shall 
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agree, during the crop year for which the as- 
sistance is provided and in exchange for the 
assistance— 

(1) to comply with applicable conservation 
requirements under subtitle B of title XII of 
that Act (16 U.S.C. 3811 et seq.); and 

(2) to comply with applicable wetland pro- 
tection requirements under subtitle C of 
title XII of that Act (16 U.S.C. 3821 et seq.). 

(c) CROSS REFERENCE.—Section 1244 of the 
Food Security Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3844) is 
amended— 

(1) in subsection (c)— 

(A) in paragraph (1)— 

(i) by inserting ‘‘and’’ at the end of sub- 
paragraph (A); 

(ii) by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of sub- 
paragraph (B); and 

(iii) by striking subparagraph (C); 

(B) by redesignating paragraph (2) as para- 
graph (3); and 

(C) by inserting after paragraph (1) the fol- 
lowing: 

“(2) the Agricultural Conservation Ease- 
ment Program established under subtitle H; 
and”; and 

(2) in subsection (f)— 

(A) in paragraph (1)— 

(i) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘pro- 
grams administered under subchapters B and 
C of chapter 1 of subtitle D” and inserting 
“conservation reserve program established 
under subchapter B of chapter 1 of subtitle D 
and the Agricultural Conservation Easement 
Program under subtitle H using wetland 
easements under section 12650”; and 

(ii) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘‘sub- 
chapter C of chapter 1 of subtitle D” and in- 
serting ‘‘the Agricultural Conservation Ease- 
ment Program under subtitle H using wet- 
land easements under section 1265C’’; and 

(B) in paragraph (4), by striking ‘‘sub- 
chapter C” and inserting ‘‘subchapter B”. 

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall take effect on Oc- 
tober 1, 2012. 

Subtitle E—Regional Conservation 
Partnership Program 
SEC. 2401. REGIONAL CONSERVATION PARTNER- 
SHIP PROGRAM. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Title XII of the Food Se- 
curity Act of 1985 is amended by inserting 
after subtitle H (as added by section 2301) the 
following: 

“Subtitle I—Regional Conservation 
Partnership Program 
“SEC. 1271. ESTABLISHMENT AND PURPOSES. 

“(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Secretary shall 
establish a Regional Conservation Partner- 
ship Program to implement eligible activi- 
ties through— 

“(1) partnership agreements with eligible 
partners; and 

‘(2) contracts with producers. 

‘“(b) PURPOSES.—The purposes of the pro- 
gram are— 

“(1) to combine the purposes and coordi- 
nate the functions of— 

“(A) the agricultural water enhancement 
program established under section 1240I; 

‘(B) the Chesapeake Bay watershed pro- 
gram established under section 1240Q; 

‘(C) the cooperative conservation partner- 
ship initiative established under section 1243; 
and 

‘(D) the Great Lakes basin program for 
soil erosion and sediment control established 
under section 1240P;. 

“(2) to further the conservation, restora- 
tion, and sustainable use of soil, water, wild- 
life, and related natural resources on a re- 
gional or watershed scale; and 

(3) to encourage partners to cooperate 
with producers in— 
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“(A) meeting or avoiding the need for na- 
tional, State, and local natural resource reg- 
ulatory requirements related to production; 
and 

“(B) implementing projects that will result 
in the installation and maintenance of eligi- 
ble activities that affect multiple agricul- 
tural or nonindustrial private forest oper- 
ations on a local, regional, State, or multi- 
State basis. 

“SEC. 1271A. DEFINITIONS. 

“In this subtitle: 

‘“(1) COVERED PROGRAMS.—The term ‘cov- 
ered programs’ means— 

“(A) the agricultural conservation ease- 
ment program; 

“(B) the environmental quality incentives 
program; and 

“(C) the conservation stewardship pro- 
gram. 

‘(2) ELIGIBLE ACTIVITY.—The term ‘eligible 
activity’ means any of the following con- 
servation activities when delivered through 
a covered program: 

“(A) Water quality restoration or enhance- 
ment projects, including nutrient manage- 
ment and sediment reduction. 

“(B) Water quantity conservation, restora- 
tion, or enhancement projects relating to 
surface water and groundwater resources, in- 
cluding— 

“(i) the conversion of irrigated cropland to 
the production of less water-intensive agri- 
cultural commodities or dryland farming; 
and 

“Gi) irrigation system improvement and 
irrigation efficiency enhancement. 

“(C) Drought mitigation. 

‘“(D) Flood prevention. 

(E) Water retention. 

“(F) Habitat conservation, restoration, and 
enhancement. 

““(G) Erosion control. 

““(H) Other related activities that the Sec- 
retary determines will help achieve con- 
servation benefits. 

“(8) ELIGIBLE PARTNER.—The term ‘eligible 
partner’ means any of the following: 

“(A) An agricultural or silvicultural pro- 
ducer association or other group of pro- 
ducers. 

“(B) A State or unit of local government. 

‘“(C) An Indian tribe. 

“(D) A farmer cooperative. 

‘“(E) An institution of higher education. 

“(F) An organization with an established 
history of working cooperatively with pro- 
ducers on agricultural land, as determined 
by the Secretary, to address— 

“(i) local conservation priorities related to 
agricultural production, wildlife habitat de- 
velopment, and nonindustrial private forest 
land management; or 

‘“(ii) critical watershed-scale soil erosion, 
water quality, sediment reduction, or other 
natural resource concerns. 

‘“(4) PARTNERSHIP AGREEMENT.—The term 
‘partnership agreement’ means an agreement 
between the Secretary and an eligible part- 
ner. 

“(5) PROGRAM.—The term ‘program’ means 
the Regional Conservation Partnership Pro- 
gram established by this subtitle. 

“SEC. 1271B. REGIONAL CONSERVATION PART- 
NERSHIPS. 

‘“(a) PARTNERSHIP AGREEMENTS AUTHOR- 
IZED.—The Secretary may enter into a part- 
nership agreement with an eligible partner 
to implement a project that will assist pro- 
ducers with installing and maintaining an el- 
igible activity. 

“(b) LENGTH.—A partnership agreement 
shall be for a period not to exceed 5 years, 
except that the Secretary may extend the 
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agreement 1 time for up to 12 months when 
an extension is necessary to meet the objec- 
tives of the program. 

‘*(¢) DUTIES OF PARTNERS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Under a partnership 
agreement, the eligible partner shall— 

“(A) define the scope of a project, includ- 
ing— 

“(i) the eligible activities to be imple- 
mented; 

“(ii) the potential agricultural or non- 
industrial private forest operations affected; 

“(iii) the local, State, multi-State or other 
geographic area covered; and 

“(iv) the planning, outreach, implementa- 
tion and assessment to be conducted; 

“(B) conduct outreach and education to 
producers for potential participation in the 
project; 

“(C) at the request of a producer, act on 
behalf of a producer participating in the 
project in applying for assistance under sec- 
tion 1271C; 

“(D) leverage financial or technical assist- 
ance provided by the Secretary with addi- 
tional funds to help achieve the project ob- 
jectives; 

“(E) conduct an assessment of the project’s 
effects; and 

‘(F) at the conclusion of the project, re- 
port to the Secretary on its results and funds 
leveraged. 

‘(2) CONTRIBUTION.—A partner shall pro- 
vide a significant portion of the overall costs 
of the scope of the project as determined by 
the Secretary. 

‘(d) APPLICATIONS.— 

‘(1) COMPETITIVE PROCESS.—The Secretary 
shall conduct a competitive process to select 
applications for partnership agreements and 
may assess and rank applications with simi- 
lar conservation purposes as a group. 

“(2) CRITERIA USED.—In carrying out the 
process described in paragraph (1), the Sec- 
retary shall make public the criteria used in 
evaluating applications. 

‘(3) CONTENT.—An application to the Sec- 
retary shall include a description of— 

“(A) the scope of the project as described 
in subsection (c)(1)(A); 

‘(B) the plan for monitoring, evaluating, 
and reporting on progress made towards 
achieving the project’s objectives; 

‘(C) the program resources requested for 
the project, including the covered programs 
to be used and estimated funding needed 
from the Secretary; 

‘(D) the partners collaborating to achieve 
project objectives, including their roles, re- 
sponsibilities, capabilities, and financial 
contribution; and 

“(E) any other elements the Secretary con- 
siders necessary to adequately evaluate and 
competitively select applications for funding 
under the program. 

‘*(4) APPLICATION SELECTION.— 

‘(A) PRIORITY TO CERTAIN APPLICATIONS.— 
The Secretary shall give a higher priority to 
applications that— 

“(i) assist producers in meeting or avoiding 
the need for a natural resource regulatory 
requirement; 

“(ii) significantly leverage non-Federal fi- 
nancial and technical resources and coordi- 
nate with other local, State, regional, or na- 
tional efforts; 

“(iii) deliver high percentages of applied 
conservation to address conservation prior- 
ities or local, State, regional, or national 
conservation initiatives; or 

“(iv) provide innovation in conservation 
methods and delivery, including outcome- 
based performance measures and methods. 

“(B) OTHER APPLICATIONS.—The Secretary 
may give priority to applications that— 
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“(i) have a high percentage of producers in 
the area to be covered by the agreement; or 
“(ii) meet other factors that are important 
for achieving the purposes of the program, as 
determined by the Secretary. 
“SEC. 1271C. ASSISTANCE TO PRODUCERS. 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall 
enter into contracts to provide financial and 
technical assistance to— 

“(1) producers participating in a project 
with an eligible partner as described in sec- 
tion 1271B; or 

‘“(2) producers that fit within the scope of 
a project described in section 1271B or a crit- 
ical conservation area designated pursuant 
to section 1271F, but who are seeking to im- 
plement an eligible activity independent of a 
partner. 

‘*(b) TERMS AND CONDITIONS.— 

‘*(1) CONSISTENCY WITH PROGRAM RULES.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
subparagraph (B), the Secretary shall ensure 
that the terms and conditions of a contract 
under this section are consistent with the 
applicable rules of the covered programs to 
be used as part of the project, as described in 
the application under section 1271B(d)(3)(C). 

‘“(B) ADJUSTMENTS.—Except for statutory 
program requirements governing appeals, 
payment limitations, and conservation com- 
pliance, the Secretary may adjust the discre- 
tionary program rules of a covered pro- 
gram— 

“(i) to provide a simplified application and 
evaluation process; and 

“(ii) to better reflect unique local cir- 
cumstances and purposes if the Secretary de- 
termines such adjustments are necessary to 
achieve the purposes of the program. 

‘(2) ALTERNATIVE FUNDING ARRANGE- 
MENTS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—For the purposes of pro- 
viding assistance for land described in sub- 
section (a) and section 1271F, the Secretary 
may enter into alternative funding arrange- 
ments with a multistate water resource 
agency or authority if— 

“(i) the Secretary determines that the 
goals and objectives of the program will be 
met by the alternative funding arrange- 
ments; 

“(ii) the agency or authority certifies that 
the limitations established under this sec- 
tion on agreements with individual pro- 
ducers will not be exceeded; and 

“(iii) all participating producers meet ap- 
plicable payment eligibility provisions. 

“(B) CONDITIONS.—As a condition on re- 
ceipt of funding under subparagraph (A), the 
multistate water resource agency or author- 
ity shall agree— 

“(i) to submit an annual independent audit 
to the Secretary that describes the use of 
funds under this paragraph; 

“(ii) to provide any data necessary for the 
Secretary to issue a report on the use of 
funds under this paragraph; and 

“(iii) not to use any funds for administra- 
tion or contracting with another entity. 

““(C) LIMITATION.—The Secretary may enter 
into not more than 10 alternative funding ar- 
rangements under this paragraph. 

‘(c) PAYMENTS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—In accordance with stat- 
utory requirements of the covered programs 
involved, the Secretary may make payments 
to a producer in an amount determined by 
the Secretary to be necessary to achieve the 
purposes of the program. 

‘(2) PAYMENTS TO CERTAIN PRODUCERS.— 
The Secretary may provide payments for a 
period of 5 years— 

“(A) to producers participating in a project 
that addresses water quantity concerns and 
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in an amount sufficient to encourage conver- 
sion from irrigated to dryland farming; and 

““(B) to producers participating in a project 
that addresses water quality concerns and in 
an amount sufficient to encourage adoption 
of conservation practices and systems that 
improve nutrient management. 

““(3) WAIVER AUTHORITY.—To assist in the 
implementation of the program, the Sec- 
retary may waive the applicability of the 
limitation in section 1001D(b)(2) of this Act 
for participating producers if the Secretary 
determines that the waiver is necessary to 
fulfill the objectives of the program. 

“SEC. 1271D. FUNDING. 

“(a) AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS.—The Sec- 
retary shall use $100,000,000 of the funds of 
the Commodity Credit Corporation for each 
of fiscal years 2013 through 2017 to carry out 
the program established under this subtitle. 

‘“(b) DURATION OF AVAILABILITY.—Funds 
made available under subsection (a) shall re- 
main available until expended. 

“(¢) ADDITIONAL FUNDING AND ACRES.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—In addition to the funds 
made available under subsection (a), the Sec- 
retary shall reserve 8 percent of the funds 
and acres made available for a covered pro- 
gram for each of fiscal years 2013 through 
2017 in order to ensure additional resources 
are available to carry out this program. 

‘(2) UNUSED FUNDS AND ACRES.—Any funds 
or acres reserved under paragraph (1) for a 
fiscal year from a covered program that are 
not obligated under this program by April 1 
of that fiscal year shall be returned for use 
under the covered program. 

“(d) ALLOCATION OF FUNDING.—Of the funds 
and acres made available for the program 
under subsections (a) and (c), the Secretary 
shall allocate— 

“(1) 25 percent of the funds and acres to 
projects based on a State competitive proc- 
ess administered by the State conserva- 
tionist, with the advice of the State tech- 
nical committee; 

“(2) 40 percent of the funds and acres to 
projects based on a national competitive 
process to be established by the Secretary; 
and 

(3) 35 percent of the funds and acres to 
projects for the critical conservation areas 
designated in section 1271F. 

“(e) LIMITATION ON ADMINISTRATIVE EX- 
PENSES.—None of the funds made available 
under the program may be used to pay for 
the administrative expenses of partners. 
“SEC. 1271E. ADMINISTRATION. 

‘“(a) DISCLOSURE.—In addition to the cri- 
teria used in evaluating applications as de- 
scribed in section 1271B(d)(2), the Secretary 
shall make publicly available information on 
projects selected through the competitive 
process described in section 1271B(d)(1). 

‘(b) REPORTING.—Not later than December 
31, 2013, and for every 2 years thereafter, the 
Secretary shall submit to the Committee on 
Agriculture of the House of Representatives 
and the Committee on Agriculture, Nutri- 
tion, and Forestry of the Senate a report on 
the status of projects funded under the pro- 
gram, including— 

“(1) the number and types of partners and 
producers participating in the partnership 
agreements selected; 

“(2) the number of producers receiving as- 
sistance; 

““(3) total funding committed to projects, 
including Federal and non-Federal resources; 
and 

“(4) a description of how the funds under 
section 1271C(b)(8) are being administered, 
including— 

“(A) any oversight mechanisms that the 
Secretary has implemented; 
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‘“(B) the process through which the Sec- 
retary is resolving appeals by program par- 
ticipants; and 

“(C) the means by which the Secretary is 
tracking adherence to any applicable provi- 
sions for payment eligibility. 

“SEC. 1271F. CRITICAL CONSERVATION AREAS. 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—When administering the 
funding described in section 1271D(d)(3), the 
Secretary shall select applications for part- 
nership agreements and producer contracts 
within designated critical conservation 
areas. 

“(b) CRITICAL CONSERVATION AREA DES- 
IGNATIONS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall des- 
ignate up to 6 geographical areas as critical 
conservation areas based on the degree to 
which an area— 

“(A) includes multiple States with signifi- 
cant agricultural production; 

“(B) is covered by an existing regional, 
State, binational, or multistate agreement 
or plan that has established objectives, goals 
and work plans and is adopted by a Federal, 
State, or regional authority; 

“(C) has water quality concerns, including 
concerns for reducing erosion, promoting 
sediment control, and addressing nutrient 
management activities affecting large bodies 
of water of regional, national, or inter- 
national significance; 

‘(D) has water quantity concerns, includ- 
ing— 

“(i) concerns for groundwater, surface 
water, aquifer, or other water sources; or 

“(ii) a need to promote water retention and 
flood prevention; or 

“(E) is subject to regulatory requirements 
that could reduce the economic scope of ag- 
ricultural operations within the area. 

“(2) EXPIRATION.—Critical conservation 
area designations under this section shall ex- 
pire after 5 years, subject to redesignation, 
except that the Secretary may withdraw des- 
ignation from an area if the Secretary finds 
the area no longer meets the conditions de- 
scribed in paragraph (1). 

“(c) ADMINISTRATION.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
paragraph (2), the Secretary shall administer 
any partnership agreement or producer con- 
tract under this section in a manner that is 
consistent with the terms of the program. 

‘(2) RELATIONSHIP TO EXISTING ACTIVITY.— 
The Secretary shall, to the maximum extent 
practicable, ensure that eligible activities 
carried out in critical conservation areas 
designated under this section complement 
and are consistent with other Federal and 
State programs and water quality and quan- 
tity strategies.’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by this section shall take effect on Oc- 
tober 1, 2012. 

Subtitle F—Other Conservation Programs 
SEC. 2501. CONSERVATION OF PRIVATE GRAZING 

LAND. 

Section 1240M(e) of the Food Security Act 
of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3839bb(e)) is amended in- 
serting ‘‘and $30,000,000 for each of fiscal 
years 2018 through 2017” before the period at 
the end. 
SEC. 2502. GRASSROOTS SOURCE WATER PRO- 
TECTION PROGRAM. 

Section 12400(b) of the Food Security Act 
of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 38389bb-2(b)) is amended by 
inserting ‘‘and $15,000,000 for each of fiscal 
years 2013 through 2017” before the period at 
the end. 

SEC. 2503. VOLUNTARY PUBLIC ACCESS AND 
HABITAT INCENTIVE PROGRAM. 

(a) FUNDING.—Section 1240R(f) of the Food 

Security Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3839bb-5(f)) is 
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amended by inserting ‘‘and $40,000,000 for the 
period of fiscal years 2013 through 2017” be- 
fore the period at the end . 

(b) REPORT ON PROGRAM EFFECTIVENESS.— 
Not later than 2 years after the date of en- 
actment of this Act, the Secretary of Agri- 
culture shall submit to the Committee on 
Agriculture of the House of Representatives 
and the Committee on Agriculture, Nutri- 
tion, and Forestry of the Senate a report 
evaluating the effectiveness of the voluntary 
public access and habitat incentive program 
established by section 1240R of the Food Se- 
curity Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3839bb-5), includ- 
ing— 

(1) identifying cooperating agencies; 

(2) identifying the number of land holdings 
and total acres enrolled by State; 

(3) evaluating the extent of improved ac- 
cess on eligible land, improved wildlife habi- 
tat, and related economic benefits; and 

(4) any other relevant information and 
data relating to the program that would be 
helpful to such Committees. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by this section shall take effect on Oc- 
tober 1, 2012. 

SEC. 2504. AGRICULTURE CONSERVATION EXPE- 
RIENCED SERVICES PROGRAM. 

(a) FUNDING.—Section 1252 of the Food Se- 
curity Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3851) is amended 
by striking subsection (c) and inserting the 
following: 

‘*(c) FUNDING.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may carry 
out the ACES program using funds made 
available to carry out each program under 
this title. 

“(2) EXCLUSION.—Funds made available to 
carry out the conservation reserve program 
may not be used to carry out the ACES pro- 
gram.’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by this section shall take effect on Oc- 
tober 1, 2012. 

SEC. 2505. SMALL WATERSHED REHABILITATION 
PROGRAM. 

Section 14(h)(2)(E) of the Watershed Pro- 
tection and Flood Prevention Act (16 U.S.C. 
1012(h)(2)(E)) is amended by striking ‘‘2012”’ 
and inserting ‘‘2017’’. 

SEC. 2506. TERMINAL LAKES ASSISTANCE. 

Section 2507 of the Food, Security, and 
Rural Investment Act of 2002 (48 U.S.C. 2211 
note; Public Law 107-171) is amended to read 
as follows: 

“SEC. 2507. TERMINAL LAKES ASSISTANCE. 

“(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 

“(1) ELIGIBLE LAND.—The term ‘eligible 
land’ means privately owned agricultural 
land (including land in which a State has a 
property interest as a result of state water 
law)— 

“(A) that a landowner voluntarily agrees 
to sell to a State; and 

“(B) which— 

“(i)(1) is ineligible for enrollment as a wet- 
land easement established under the Agricul- 
tural Conservation Easement Program under 
subtitle H of the Food Security Act of 1985; 

“(ID is flooded to— 

“(aa) an average depth of at least 6.5 feet; 
or 

“(bb) a level below which the State deter- 
mines the management of the water level is 
beyond the control of the State or land- 
owner; or 

“(III) is inaccessible for agricultural use 
due to the flooding of adjoining property 
(such as islands of agricultural land created 
by flooding); 

“(i) is located within a watershed with 
water rights available for lease or purchase; 
and 
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‘“(iii) has been used during at least 5 of the 
immediately preceding 30 years— 

“(I) to produce crops or hay; or 

““(IT) as livestock pasture or grazing. 

“(2) PROGRAM.—The term ‘program’ means 
the voluntary land purchase program estab- 
lished under this section. 

“(3) TERMINAL LAKE.—The term ‘terminal 
lake’ means a lake and its associated ripar- 
ian and watershed resources that is— 

“(A) considered flooded because there is no 
natural outlet for water accumulating in the 
lake or the associated riparian area such 
that the watershed and surrounding land is 
consistently flooded; or 

‘“(B) considered terminal because it has no 
natural outlet and is at risk due to a history 
of consistent Federal assistance to address 
critical resource conditions, including insuf- 
ficient water available to meet the needs of 
the lake, general uses, and water rights. 

“(b) ASSISTANCE.—The Secretary shall— 

“(1) provide grants under subsection (c) for 
the purchase of eligible land impacted by a 
terminal lake described in subsection 
(a)(3)(A); and 

‘“(2) provide funds to the Secretary of the 
Interior pursuant to subsection (e)(2) with 
assistance in accordance with subsection (d) 
for terminal lakes described in subsection 
(a)(3)(B). 

‘“(c) LAND PURCHASE GRANTS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Using funds provided 
under subsection (e)(1), the Secretary shall 
make available land purchase grants to 
States for the purchase of eligible land in ac- 
cordance with this subsection. 

‘‘(2) IMPLEMENTATION.— 

“(A) AMOUNT.—A land purchase grant shall 
be in an amount not to exceed the lesser of— 

“(i) 50 percent of the total purchase price 
per acre of the eligible land; or 

**(ji)(1) in the case of eligible land that was 
used to produce crops or hay, $400 per acre; 
and 

‘“(ID) in the case of eligible land that was 
pasture or grazing land, $200 per acre. 

‘“(B) DETERMINATION OF PURCHASE PRICE.— 
A State purchasing eligible land with a land 
purchase grant shall ensure, to the max- 
imum extent practicable, that the purchase 
price of such land reflects the value, if any, 
of other encumbrances on the eligible land to 
be purchased, including easements and min- 
eral rights. 

“(C) COST-SHARE REQUIRED.—To be eligible 
to receive a land purchase grant, a State 
shall provide matching non-Federal funds in 
an amount equal to 50 percent of the amount 
described in subparagraph (A), including ad- 
ditional non-Federal funds. 

“(D) CONDITIONS.—To receive a land pur- 
chase grant, a State shall agree— 

“() to ensure that any eligible land pur- 
chased is— 

“(I) conveyed in fee simple to the State; 
and 

““(TT) free from mortgages or other liens at 
the time title is transferred; 

“Gi) to maintain ownership of the eligible 
land in perpetuity; 

“Gii) to pay (from funds other than grant 
dollars awarded) any costs associated with 
the purchase of eligible land under this sec- 
tion, including surveys and legal fees; and 

““(iv) to keep eligible land in a conserving 
use, as defined by the Secretary. 

‘“(E) LOSS OF FEDERAL BENEFITS.—Eligible 
land purchased with a grant under this sec- 
tion shall lose eligibility for any benefits 
under other Federal programs, including— 

‘“(i) benefits under title XII of the Food Se- 
curity Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3801 et seq.); 

“(i) benefits under the Federal Crop Insur- 
ance Act (7 U.S.C. 1501 et seq.); and 
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“(iii) covered benefits described in section 
1001D(b) of the Food Security Act of 1985 (7 
U.S.C. 1308-3a). 

“(F) PROHIBITION.—Any Federal rights or 
benefits associated with eligible land prior 
to purchase by a State may not be trans- 
ferred to any other land or person in antici- 
pation of or as a result of such purchase. 

‘(d) WATER ASSISTANCE.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of the In- 
terior, acting through the Commissioner of 
Reclamation, may use the funds described in 
subsection (e)(2) to administer and provide 
financial assistance to carry out this sub- 
section to provide water and assistance to a 
terminal lake described in subsection 
(a)(8)(B) through willing sellers or willing 
participants only— 

“(A) to lease water; 

‘“(B) to purchase land, water appurtenant 
to the land, and related interests; and 

‘(C) to carry out research, support and 
conservation activities for associated fish, 
wildlife, plant, and habitat resources.” 

‘(2) EXCLUSIONS.—The Secretary of the In- 
terior may not use this subsection to deliver 
assistance to the Great Salt Lake in Utah, 
lakes that are considered dry lakes, or other 
lakes that do not meet the purposes of this 
section, as determined by the Secretary of 
the Interior. 

‘*(3) TRANSITIONAL PROVISION.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of this section, any funds 
made available before the date of enactment 
of the Agriculture Reform, Food, and Jobs 
Act of 2012 under a provision of law described 
in subparagraph (B) shall remain available 
using the provisions of law (including regula- 
tions) in effect on the day before the date of 
enactment of that Act. 

‘(B) DESCRIBED LAWS.—The provisions of 
law described in this section are— 

“(i) section 2507 of the Farm Security and 
Rural Investment Act of 2002 (48 U.S.C. 2211 
note; Public Law 107-171) (as in effect on the 
day before the date of enactment of the Agri- 
culture Reform, Food, and Jobs Act of 2012); 

“(ii) section 207 of the Energy and Water 
Development Appropriations Act, 2003 (Pub- 
lic Law 108-7; 117 Stat. 146); 

“(iii) section 208 of the Energy and Water 
Development Appropriations Act, 2006 (Pub- 
lic Law 109-103; 119 Stat. 2268, 123 Stat. 2856); 
and 

“(iv) section 208 of the Energy and Water 
Development and Related Agencies Appro- 
priations Act, 2010 (Public Law 111-85; 123 
Stat. 2858, 123 Stat. 2967, 125 Stat. 867). 

“(e) FUNDING.— 

‘(1) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to the 
Secretary to carry out subsection (c) 
$25,000,000, to remain available until ex- 
pended. 

‘(2) COMMODITY CREDIT CORPORATION.—AS 
soon as practicable after the date of enact- 
ment of the Agriculture Reform, Food, and 
Jobs Act of 2012, the Secretary shall transfer 
to the Bureau of Reclamation Water and Re- 
lated Resources Account $150,000,000 from the 
funds of the Commodity Credit Corporation 
to carry out subsection (d), to remain avail- 
able until expended.’’. 

Subtitle G—Funding and Administration 
SEC. 2601. FUNDING. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 1241 of the Food 
Security Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3841) is amend- 
ed by striking subsection (a) and inserting 
the following: 

“(a) ANNUAL FUNDING.—For each of fiscal 
years 2013 through 2017, the Secretary shall 
use the funds, facilities, and authorities of 
the Commodity Credit Corporation to carry 
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out the following programs under this title 
(including the provision of technical assist- 
ance): 

“(1) The conservation reserve program 
under subchapter B of chapter 1 of subtitle 
D, including, to the maximum extent prac- 
ticable— 

“(A) $10,000,000 for the period of fiscal 
years 2013 through 2017 to provide payments 
under paragraph (3) of section 1234(b) in con- 
nection with thinning activities conducted 
on land described in subparagraph (B)(iii) of 
that paragraph; and 

““(B) $50,000,000 for the period of fiscal years 
2013 through 2017 to carry out section 1235(f) 
to facilitate the transfer of land subject to 
contracts from retired or retiring owners and 
operators to beginning farmers or ranchers 
and socially disadvantaged farmers or ranch- 
ers. 

“(2) The Agricultural Conservation Ease- 
ment Program under subtitle H using to the 
maximum extent practicable— 

‘“(A) $223,000,000 for fiscal year 2013; 

‘“(B) $702,000,000 for fiscal year 2014; 

““(C) $500,000,000 for fiscal year 2015; 

““(D) $525,000,000 for fiscal year 2016; and 

‘(E) $250,000,000 for fiscal year 2017. 

“(3) The conservation security program 
under subchapter A of chapter 2 of subtitle 
D, using such sums as are necessary to ad- 
minister contracts entered into before Sep- 
tember 30, 2008. 

‘(4) The conservation stewardship program 
under subchapter B of chapter 2 of subtitle 
D. 

‘“(5) The environmental quality incentives 
program under chapter 4 of subtitle D, using, 
to the maximum extent practicable— 

‘(A) $1,455,000,000 for fiscal year 2013; 

““(B) $1,645,000,000 for fiscal year 2014; and 

“(C) $1,650,000,000 for each of fiscal years 
2015 through 2017.”’. 

(b) GUARANTEED AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS.— 
Section 1241 of the Food Security Act of 1985 
(16 U.S.C. 3841) is amended— 

(1) by = redesignating subsections (b) 
through (h) as subsections (c) through (i), re- 
spectively; and 

(2) by inserting after subsection (a) the fol- 
lowing: 

“(b) AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS.—Amounts 
made available by subsection (a) shall be 
used by the Secretary to carry out the pro- 
grams specified in such subsection for fiscal 
years 2013 through 2017 and shall remain 
available until expended. Amounts made 
available for the programs specified in such 
subsection during a fiscal year through 
modifications, cancellations, terminations, 
and other related administrative actions and 
not obligated in that fiscal year shall remain 
available for obligation during subsequent 
fiscal years, but shall reduce the amount of 
additional funds made available in the subse- 
quent fiscal year by an amount equal to the 
amount remaining unobligated.’’. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall take effect on Oc- 
tober 1, 2012. 

SEC. 2602. TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE. 

Section 1241 of the Food Security Act of 
1985 (16 U.S.C. 3841) is amended by striking 
subsection (c) (as redesignated by section 
2601(b)(1)) and inserting the following: 

‘“(c) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE.— 

“(1) AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS.—Commodity 
Credit Corporation funds made available for 
a fiscal year for each of the programs speci- 
fied in subsection (a)— 

“(A) shall be available for the provision of 
technical assistance for the programs for 
which funds are made available as necessary 
to implement the programs effectively; and 
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“(B) shall not be available for the provi- 
sion of technical assistance for conservation 
programs specified in subsection (a) other 
than the program for which the funds were 
made available. 

“(2) REPORT.—Not later than December 31, 
2012, the Secretary shall submit (and update 
as necessary in subsequent years) to the 
Committee on Agriculture of the House of 
Representatives and the Committee on Agri- 
culture, Nutrition, and Forestry of the Sen- 
ate a report— 

“(A) detailing the amount of technical as- 
sistance funds requested and apportioned in 
each program specified in subsection (a) dur- 
ing the preceding fiscal year; and 

“(B) any other data relating to this provi- 
sion that would be helpful to such Commit- 
tees.’’. 

SEC. 2603. REGIONAL EQUITY. 

Section 1241 of the Food Security Act of 
1985 (16 U.S.C. 3841) is amended by striking 
subsection (e) (as redesignated by section 
2601(b)(1)) and inserting the following: 

‘“(e) REGIONAL EQUITY.— 

‘“(1) EQUITABLE DISTRIBUTION.—When deter- 
mining funding allocations each fiscal year, 
the Secretary shall, after considering avail- 
able funding and program demand in each 
State, provide a distribution of funds for 
conservation programs under subtitle D (ex- 
cluding the conservation reserve program 
under subchapter B of chapter 1), subtitle H 
(excluding wetland easements under section 
1265C), and subtitle I to ensure equitable pro- 
gram participation proportional to historical 
funding allocations and usage by all States. 

**(2) MINIMUM PERCENTAGE.—In determining 
the specific funding allocations under para- 
graph (1), the Secretary shall— 

“(A) ensure that during the first quarter of 
each fiscal year each State has the oppor- 
tunity to establish that the State can use an 
aggregate allocation amount of at least 0.6 
percent of the funds made available for those 
conservation programs; and 

‘“(B) for each State that can so establish, 
provide an aggregate amount of at least 0.6 
percent of the funds made available for those 
conservation programs.’’. 

SEC. 2604. RESERVATION OF FUNDS TO PROVIDE 
ASSISTANCE TO CERTAIN FARMERS 
OR RANCHERS FOR CONSERVATION 
ACCESS. 

Subsection (h) of section 1241 of the Food 
Security Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3841) (as redes- 
ignated by section 2601(b)(1)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1) by striking ‘‘2012’”? and 
inserting ‘‘2017’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

““(4) PREFERENCE.—In providing assistance 
under paragraph (1), the Secretary shall give 
preference to a veteran farmer or rancher (as 
defined in section 2501(e) of the Food, Agri- 
culture, Conservation, and Trade Act of 1990 
(7 U.S.C. 2279(e))) that qualifies under sub- 
paragraph (A) or (B) of paragraph (1).’’. 

SEC. 2605. ANNUAL REPORT ON PROGRAM EN- 
ROLLMENTS AND ASSISTANCE. 

Subsection (i) of section 1241 of the Food 
Security Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3841) (as redes- 
ignated by section 2601(b)(1)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘wetlands 
reserve program” and inserting ‘‘agricul- 
tural conservation easement program’’; 

(2) by striking paragraphs (2) and (3) and 
redesignating paragraphs (4), (5), and (6) as 
paragraphs (2), (3), and (4), respectively; 

(3) in paragraph (3) (as so redesignated)— 

(A) by striking ‘‘agricultural water en- 
hancement program” and inserting ‘‘regional 
conservation partnership program’’; and 

(B) by striking ‘“‘section 1240I(g)’’ and in- 
serting ‘‘section 1271C(c)(3)’’; and 
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(4) by adding at the end the following: 

“(5) Payments made under the conserva- 
tion stewardship program. 

“(6) Waivers granted by the Secretary 
under section 1265B(b)(2)(C).’’. 

SEC. 2606. ADMINISTRATIVE REQUIREMENTS FOR 
CONSERVATION PROGRAMS. 

Section 1244 of the Food Security Act of 
1985 (16 U.S.C. 3844) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)(2), by adding at the 
end the following: 

“(E) Veteran farmers or ranchers (as de- 
fined in section 2501(e) of the Food, Agri- 
culture, Conservation, and Trade Act of 1990 
(7 U.S.C. 2279(e))).”; 

(2) in subsection (d), by inserting ‘‘, H, and 
IT” before the period at the end; 

(3) in subsection (f)— 

(A) in paragraph (1)(B), by striking ‘‘coun- 
try” and inserting “county”; and 

(B) in paragraph (3), by striking ‘‘sub- 
section (c)(2)(B) or (f)(4)”’ and inserting ‘‘sub- 
section (c)(2)(A)(ii) or (f)(2)’’; 

(4) by striking subsection (i) and inserting 
the following: 

“(i) CONSERVATION APPLICATION PROCESS.— 

‘“(1) INITIAL APPLICATION.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 1 year 
after the date of enactment of this sub- 
section, the Secretary shall establish a sin- 
gle, simplified application for eligible enti- 
ties to use in initially requesting assistance 
under any conservation program adminis- 
tered by the Secretary (referred to in this 
subsection as the ‘initial application’). 

“(B) REQUIREMENTS.—To the maximum ex- 
tent practicable, the Secretary shall ensure 
that— 

“(i) a conservation program applicant is 
not required to provide information that is 
duplicative of information or resources al- 
ready available to the Secretary for that ap- 
plicant and the specific operation of the ap- 
plicant; and 

“(ii) the initial application process is 
streamlined to minimize complexity and re- 
dundancy. 

‘(2) REVIEW OF APPLICATION PROCESS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 1 year 
after the date of enactment of this sub- 
section, the Secretary shall review the appli- 
cation process for each conservation pro- 
gram administered by the Secretary, includ- 
ing the forms and processes used to receive 
assistance requests from eligible program 
participants. 

“(B) REQUIREMENTS.—In carrying out the 
review, the Secretary shall determine what 
information the participant is required to 
submit during the application process, in- 
cluding— 

“(i) identification information for the ap- 
plicant; 

“(ii) identification and location informa- 
tion for the land parcel or tract of concern; 

“(iii) a general statement of the need or re- 
source concern of the applicant for the land 
parcel or tract; and 

“(iv) the minimum amount of other infor- 
mation the Secretary considers to be essen- 
tial for the applicant to provide personally. 

‘*(3) REVISION AND STREAMLINE.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 1 year 
after the date of enactment of this sub- 
section, the Secretary shall carry out a revi- 
sion of the application forms and processes 
for each conservation program administered 
by the Secretary to enable use of informa- 
tion technology to incorporate appropriate 
data and information concerning the con- 
servation needs and solutions appropriate for 
the land area identified by the applicant. 

“(B) GOAL.—The goal of the revision shall 
be to streamline the application process to 
minimize the burden placed on applicants. 
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‘*(4) CONSERVATION PROGRAM APPLICATION.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Once the needs of an ap- 
plicant have been adequately assessed by the 
Secretary, or a third party provider under 
section 1242, based on the initial application, 
in order to determine the 1 or more programs 
under this title that best match the needs of 
the applicant, with the approval of the appli- 
cant, the Secretary may convert the initial 
application into the specific application for 
assistance for the relevant conservation pro- 
gram. 

‘(B) SECRETARIAL BURDEN.—To the max- 
imum extent practicable, the Secretary 
shall— 

“(i) complete the specific application for 
conservation program assistance for each ap- 
plicant; and 

“(ii) request only that specific further in- 
formation from the applicant that is not al- 
ready available to the Secretary. 

‘(5) IMPLEMENTATION AND NOTIFICATION.— 
Not later than 1 year after the date of enact- 
ment of this subsection, the Secretary shall 
submit to the Committee on Agriculture of 
the House of Representatives and the Com- 
mittee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and For- 
estry of the Senate written notification that 
the Secretary has fulfilled the requirements 
of this subsection.’’; and 

(5) by adding at the end the following: 

‘(j) IMPROVED ADMINISTRATIVE EFFICIENCY 
AND EFFECTIVENESS.—In administrating a 
conservation program under this title, the 
Secretary shall, to the maximum extent 
practicable— 

“(1) seek to reduce administrative burdens 
and costs to producers by streamlining con- 
servation planning and program resources; 
and 

“(2) take advantage of new technologies to 
enhance efficiency and effectiveness. 

“(k) RELATION TO OTHER PAYMENTS.—Any 
payment received by an owner or operator 
under this title, including an easement pay- 
ment or rental payment, shall be in addition 
to, and not affect, the total amount of pay- 
ments that the owner or operator is other- 
wise eligible to receive under any of the fol- 
lowing: 

“(1) This Act. 

“(2) The Agricultural Act of 1949 (7 U.S.C. 
1421 et seq.). 

“(3) The Agriculture Reform, Food, and 
Jobs Act of 2012. 

“(4) Any law that succeeds a law specified 
in paragraph (1), (2), or (8). 

‘(1) FUNDING FOR INDIAN TRIBES.—In car- 
rying out the conservation stewardship pro- 
gram under subchapter B of chapter 2 of sub- 
title D and the environmental quality incen- 
tives program under chapter 4 of subtitle D, 
the Secretary may enter into alternative 
funding arrangements with Indian tribes if 
the Secretary determines that the goals and 
objectives of the programs will be met by 
such arrangements, and that statutory limi- 
tations regarding contracts with individual 
producers will not be exceeded by any Tribal 
member.”’’. 

SEC. 2607. RULEMAKING AUTHORITY. 

Subtitle E of title XII of the Food Security 
Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3841 et seq.) is amended 
by adding at the end the following: 

“SEC. 1246. REGULATIONS. 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall pro- 
mulgate such regulations as are necessary to 
implement programs under this title, includ- 
ing such regulations as the Secretary deter- 
mines to be necessary to ensure a fair and 
reasonable application of the limitations es- 
tablished under section 1244(f). 

(b) RULEMAKING PROCEDURE.—The pro- 
mulgation of regulations and administration 
of programs under this title— 
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“(1) shall be carried out without regard 
to— 

“(A) the Statement of Policy of the Sec- 
retary effective July 24, 1971 (86 Fed. Reg. 
18804), relating to notices of proposed rule- 
making and public participation in rule- 
making; and 

“(B) chapter 35 of title 44, United States 
Code (commonly known as the Paperwork 
Reduction Act); and 

‘“(2) shall be made as an interim rule effec- 
tive on publication with an opportunity for 
notice and comment. 

‘“(c) CONGRESSIONAL REVIEW OF AGENCY 
RULEMAKING.—In promulgating regulations 
under this section, the Secretary shall use 
the authority provided under section 808 of 
title 5, United States Code.’’. 

SEC. 2608. STANDARDS FOR STATE TECHNICAL 
COMMITTEES. 

Section 1261(b) of the Food Security Act of 
1985 (16 U.S.C. 3861(b)) is amended by striking 
“Not later than 180 days after the date of en- 
actment of the Food, Conservation, and En- 
ergy Act of 2008, the Secretary shall de- 
velop”? and inserting ‘‘The Secretary shall 
review and update as necessary”. 

SEC. 2609. HIGHLY ERODIBLE LAND AND WET- 
LAND CONSERVATION FOR CROP IN- 
SURANCE. 

(a) HIGHLY ERODIBLE LAND PROGRAM INELI- 
GIBILITY.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 1211(a)(1) of the 
Food Security Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 
3811(a)(1)) is amended— 

(A) in subparagraph (C), by striking “or” 
at the end; 

(B) in subparagraph (D), by adding ‘‘or’’ at 
the end; and 

(C) by adding at the end the following: 

“(E) any portion of premium paid by the 
Federal Crop Insurance Corporation for a 
plan or policy of insurance under the Federal 
Crop Insurance Act (7 U.S.C. 1501 et seq.);’’. 

(2) EXEMPTIONS.—Section 1212(a)(2) of the 
Food Security Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 
3812(a)(2)) is amended— 

(A) in the first sentence, by striking ‘‘(2) 
If,” and inserting the following: 

‘(2) ELIGIBILITY BASED ON COMPLIANCE WITH 
CONSERVATION PLAN.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—If,”’; 

(B) in the second sentence, by striking ‘‘In 
carrying” and inserting the following: 

‘“(B) MINIMIZATION OF DOCUMENTATION.—In 
carrying”; and 

(C) by adding at the end the following: 

““(C) CROP INSURANCE.—In the case of pay- 
ments that are subject to section 1211 for the 
first time due to the amendment made by 
section 2609(a) of the Agriculture Reform, 
Food, and Jobs Act of 2012, any person who 
produces an agricultural commodity on the 
land that is the basis of the payments shall 
have until January 1 of the fifth year after 
the date on which the payments became sub- 
ject to section 1211 to develop and comply 
with an approved conservation plan.’’. 

(b) WETLAND CONSERVATION PROGRAM IN- 
ELIGIBILITY.—Section 1221(b) of the Food Se- 
curity Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3821) is amended 
by adding at the end the following: 

“(4) Any portion of premium paid by the 
Federal Crop Insurance Corporation for a 
plan or policy of insurance under the Federal 
Crop Insurance Act (7 U.S.C. 1501 et seq.).’’. 


Subtitle H—Repeal of Superseded Program 
Authorities and Transitional Provisions 


SEC. 2701. COMPREHENSIVE CONSERVATION EN- 
HANCEMENT PROGRAM. 
Section 1230 of the Food Security Act of 
1985 (16 U.S.C. 3830) is repealed. 
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EMERGENCY FORESTRY CONSERVA- 
TION RESERVE PROGRAM. 

(a) REPEAL.—Section 1231A of the Food Se- 
curity Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 383la) is re- 
pealed. 

(b) TRANSITIONAL PROVISIONS.— 

(1) EFFECT ON EXISTING CONTRACTS.—The 
amendment made by this section shall not 
affect the validity or terms of any contract 
entered into by the Secretary of Agriculture 
under section 1231A of the Food Security Act 
of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3831a) before October 1, 2012, 
or any payments required to be made in con- 
nection with the contract. 

(2) FUNDING.—The Secretary may use funds 
made available to carry out the conservation 
reserve program under subchapter B of chap- 
ter 1 of subtitle D of title XII of the Food Se- 
curity Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3831 et seq.) to 
continue to carry out contracts referred to 
in paragraph (1) using the provisions of law 
and regulation applicable to such contracts 
as in existence on September 30, 2012. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by this section shall take effect on Oc- 
tober 1, 2012. 

SEC. 2703. WETLANDS RESERVE PROGRAM. 

(a) REPEAL.—Subchapter C of chapter 1 of 
subtitle D of title XII of the Food Security 
Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3837 et seq.) is repealed. 

(b) TRANSITIONAL PROVISIONS.— 

(1) EFFECT ON EXISTING CONTRACTS AND 
EASEMENTS.—The amendment made by this 
section shall not affect the validity or terms 
of any contract or easement entered into by 
the Secretary of Agriculture under sub- 
chapter C of chapter 1 of subtitle D of title 
XII of the Food Security Act of 1985 (16 
U.S.C. 3837 et seq.) before October 1, 2012, or 
any payments required to be made in connec- 
tion with the contract or easement. 

(2) FUNDING.— 

(A) USE OF PRIOR YEAR FUNDS.—Notwith- 
standing the repeal of subchapter C of chap- 
ter 1 of subtitle D of title XII of the Food Se- 
curity Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3837 et seq.), any 
funds made available from the Commodity 
Credit Corporation to carry out the wetlands 
reserve program under that subchapter for 
fiscal years 2009 through 2012 shall be made 
available to carry out contracts or ease- 
ments referred to in paragraph (1) that were 
entered into prior to October 1, 2012 (includ- 
ing the provision of technical assistance), 
provided that no such contract or easement 
is modified so as to increase the amount of 
the payment received. 

(B) OTHER.—The Secretary may use funds 
made available to carry out the agricultural 
conservation easement program under sub- 
title H of title XII of the Food Security Act 
of 1985, as added by section 2301 of this Act, 
to continue to carry out contracts and ease- 
ments referred to in paragraph (1) using the 
provisions of law and regulation applicable 
to such contracts and easements as in exist- 
ence on September 30, 2012. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by this section shall take effect on Oc- 
tober 1, 2012. 

SEC. 2704. FARMLAND PROTECTION PROGRAM 
AND FARM VIABILITY PROGRAM. 

(a) REPEAL.—Subchapter C of chapter 2 of 
subtitle D of title XII of the Food Security 
Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3838h et seq.) is re- 
pealed. 

(b) TRANSITIONAL PROVISIONS.— 

(1) EFFECT ON EXISTING AGREEMENTS AND 
EASEMENTS.—The amendment made by this 
section shall not affect the validity or terms 
of any agreement or easement entered into 
by the Secretary of Agriculture under sub- 
chapter C of chapter 2 of subtitle D of title 
XII of the Food Security Act of 1985 (16 
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U.S.C. 3838h et seq.) before October 1, 2012, or 
any payments required to be made in connec- 
tion with the agreement or easement. 

(2) FUNDING.— 

(A) USE OF PRIOR YEAR FUNDS.—Notwith- 
standing the repeal of subchapter C of chap- 
ter 2 of subtitle D of title XII of the Food Se- 
curity Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3838h et seq.), 
any funds made available from the Com- 
modity Credit Corporation to carry out the 
farmland protection program under that sub- 
chapter for fiscal years 2009 through 2012 
shall be made available to carry out agree- 
ments and easements referred to in para- 
graph (1) that were entered into prior to Oc- 
tober 1, 2012 (including the provision of tech- 
nical assistance). 

(B) OTHER.—On exhaustion of funds made 
available under subparagraph (A), the Sec- 
retary may use funds made available to 
carry out the agricultural conservation ease- 
ment program under subtitle H of title XII of 
the Food Security Act of 1985, as added by 
section 2301 of this Act, to continue to carry 
out agreements and easements referred to in 
paragraph (1) using the provisions of law and 
regulation applicable to such agreements 
and easement as in existence on September 
30, 2012. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by this section shall take effect on Oc- 
tober 1, 2012. 

SEC. 2705. GRASSLAND RESERVE PROGRAM. 

(a) REPEAL.—Subchapter D of chapter 2 of 
subtitle D of title XII of the Food Security 
Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3838n et seq.) is re- 
pealed. 

(b) TRANSITIONAL PROVISIONS.— 

(1) EFFECT ON EXISTING CONTRACTS, AGREE- 
MENTS, AND EASEMENTS.—The amendment 
made by this section shall not affect the va- 
lidity or terms of any contract, agreement, 
or easement entered into by the Secretary of 
Agriculture under subchapter D of chapter 2 
of subtitle D of title XII of the Food Security 
Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3838n et seq.) before Oc- 
tober 1, 2012, or any payments required to be 
made in connection with the contract, agree- 
ment, or easement. 

(2) FUNDING.— 

(A) USE OF PRIOR YEAR FUNDS.—Notwith- 
standing the repeal of subchapter D of chap- 
ter 2 of subtitle D of title XII of the Food Se- 
curity Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3838n et seq.), 
any funds made available from the Com- 
modity Credit Corporation to carry out the 
grassland reserve program under that sub- 
chapter for fiscal years 2009 through 2012 
shall be made available to carry out con- 
tracts, agreements, or easements referred to 
in paragraph (1) that were entered into prior 
to October 1, 2012 (including the provision of 
technical assistance), provided that no such 
contract, agreement, or easement is modi- 
fied so as to increase the amount of the pay- 
ment received. 

(B) OTHER.—The Secretary may use funds 
made available to carry out the agricultural 
conservation easement program under sub- 
title H of title XII of the Food Security Act 
of 1985, as added by section 2301 of this Act, 
to continue to carry out contracts, agree- 
ments, and easements referred to in para- 
graph (1) using the provisions of law and reg- 
ulation applicable to such contracts, agree- 
ments, and easements as in existence on Sep- 
tember 30, 2012. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by this section shall take effect on Oc- 
tober 1, 2012. 

SEC. 2706. AGRICULTURAL WATER ENHANCE- 
MENT PROGRAM. 

(a) REPEAL.—Section 1240I of the Food Se- 
curity Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3839aa-9) is re- 
pealed. 
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(b) TRANSITIONAL PROVISIONS.— 

(1) EFFECT ON EXISTING CONTRACTS AND 
AGREEMENTS.—The amendment made by this 
section shall not affect the validity or terms 
of any contract or agreement entered into by 
the Secretary of Agriculture under section 
1240I of the Food Security Act of 1985 (16 
U.S.C. 3839aa-9) before October 1, 2012, or any 
payments required to be made in connection 
with the contract or agreement. 

(2) FUNDING.— 

(A) USE OF PRIOR YEAR FUNDS.—Notwith- 
standing the repeal of section 1240I of the 
Food Security Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3839aa— 
9), any funds made available from the Com- 
modity Credit Corporation to carry out the 
agricultural water enhancement program 
under that section for fiscal years 2009 
through 2012 shall be made available to carry 
out contracts and agreements referred to in 
paragraph (1) that were entered into prior to 
October 1, 2012 (including the provision of 
technical assistance). 

(B) OTHER.—On exhaustion of funds made 
available under subparagraph (A), the Sec- 
retary may use funds made available to 
carry out the regional conservation partner- 
ships program under subtitle I of title XII of 
the Food Security Act of 1985, as added by 
section 2401 of this Act, to continue to carry 
out contracts and agreements referred to in 
paragraph (1) using the provisions of law and 
regulation applicable to such contracts and 
agreements as in existence on September 30, 
2012. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by this section shall take effect on Oc- 
tober 1, 2012. 

SEC. 2707. WILDLIFE HABITAT INCENTIVE PRO- 
GRAM. 

(a) REPEAL.—Section 1240N of the Food Se- 
curity Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3839bb-1) is re- 
pealed. 

(b) TRANSITIONAL PROVISIONS.— 

(1) EFFECT ON EXISTING CONTRACTS.—The 
amendment made by this section shall not 
affect the validity or terms of any contract 
entered into by the Secretary of Agriculture 
under section 1240N of the Food Security Act 
of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3839bb-1) before October 1, 
2012, or any payments required to be made in 
connection with the contract. 

(2) FUNDING.— 

(A) USE OF PRIOR YEAR FUNDS.—Notwith- 
standing the repeal of section 1240N of the 
Food Security Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3839bb- 
1), any funds made available from the Com- 
modity Credit Corporation to carry out the 
wildlife habitat incentive program under 
that section for fiscal years 2009 through 2012 
shall be made available to carry out con- 
tracts referred to in paragraph (1) which 
were entered into prior to October 1, 2012 (in- 
cluding the provision of technical assist- 
ance). 

(B) OTHER.—On exhaustion of funds made 
available under subparagraph (A), the Sec- 
retary may use funds made available to 
carry out the environmental quality incen- 
tives program under chapter 4 of subtitle D 
of title XII of the Food Security Act of 1985 
(16 U.S.C. 3839aa et seq.) to continue to carry 
out contracts referred to in paragraph (1) 
using the provisions of law and regulation 
applicable to such contracts as in existence 
on September 30, 2012. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by this section shall take effect on Oc- 
tober 1, 2012. 

SEC. 2708. GREAT LAKES BASIN PROGRAM. 


(a) REPEAL.—Section 1240P of the Food Se- 
curity Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3839bb-3) is re- 
pealed. 
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(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by this section shall take effect on Oc- 
tober 1, 2012. 

SEC. 2709. CHESAPEAKE BAY WATERSHED PRO- 
GRAM. 


(a) REPEAL.—Section 1240Q of the Food Se- 
curity Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3839bb-4) is re- 
pealed. 

(b) TRANSITIONAL PROVISIONS.— 

(1) EFFECT ON EXISTING CONTRACTS, AGREE- 
MENTS, AND EASEMENTS.—The amendment 
made by this section shall not affect the va- 
lidity or terms of any contract, agreement, 
or easement entered into by the Secretary of 
Agriculture under section 1240Q of the Food 
Security Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3839bb-4) be- 
fore October 1, 2012, or any payments re- 
quired to be made in connection with the 
contract, agreement, or easement. 

(2) FUNDING.— 

(A) USE OF PRIOR YEAR FUNDS.—Notwith- 
standing the repeal of section 1240Q of the 
Food Security Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3839bb- 
4), any funds made available from the Com- 
modity Credit Corporation to carry out the 
Chesapeake Bay watershed program under 
that section for fiscal years 2009 through 2012 
shall be made available to carry out con- 
tracts, agreements, and easements referred 
to in paragraph (1) that were entered into 
prior to October 1, 2012 (including the provi- 
sion of technical assistance). 

(B) OTHER.—The Secretary may use funds 
made available to carry out the regional con- 
servation partnerships program under sub- 
title I of title XII of the Food Security Act 
of 1985, as added by section 2401 of this Act, 
to continue to carry out contracts, agree- 
ments, and easements referred to in para- 
graph (1) using the provisions of law and reg- 
ulation applicable to such contracts, agree- 
ments, and easements as in existence on Sep- 
tember 30, 2012. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by this section shall take effect on Oc- 
tober 1, 2012. 

SEC. 2710. COOPERATIVE CONSERVATION PART- 
NERSHIP INITIATIVE. 

(a) REPEAL.—Section 1248 of the Food Se- 
curity Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3843) is repealed. 

(b) TRANSITIONAL PROVISIONS.— 

(1) EFFECT ON EXISTING CONTRACTS AND 
AGREEMENTS.—The amendment made by this 
section shall not affect the validity or terms 
of any contract or agreement entered into by 
the Secretary of Agriculture under section 
1248 of the Food Security Act of 1985 (16 
U.S.C. 3843) before October 1, 2012, or any 
payments required to be made in connection 
with the contract or agreement. 

(2) FUNDING.— 

(A) USE OF PRIOR YEAR FUNDS.—Notwith- 
standing the repeal of section 1243 of the 
Food Security Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3848), 
any funds made available from the Com- 
modity Credit Corporation to carry out the 
cooperative conservation partnership initia- 
tive under that section for fiscal years 2009 
through 2012 shall be made available to carry 
out contracts and agreements referred to in 
paragraph (1) that were entered into prior to 
October 1, 2012 (including the provision of 
technical assistance). 

(B) OTHER.—On exhaustion of funds made 
available under subparagraph (A), the Sec- 
retary may use funds made available to 
carry out the regional conservation partner- 
ships program under subtitle I of title XII of 
the Food Security Act of 1985, as added by 
section 2401 of this Act, to continue to carry 
out contracts and agreements referred to in 
paragraph (1) using the provisions of law and 
regulation applicable to such contracts and 
agreements as in existence on September 30, 
2012. 
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(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by this section shall take effect on Oc- 
tober 1, 2012. 

SEC. 2711. ENVIRONMENTAL EASEMENT PRO- 
GRAM. 

Chapter 3 of subtitle D of title XII of the 
Food Security Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3839 et 
seq.) is repealed. 

SEC. 2712. TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS. 

(a) Section 1201(a) of the Food Security Act 
of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3801(a)) is amended in the 
matter preceding paragraph (1) by striking 
“E” and inserting ‘‘I’’. 

(b) Section 1211(a) of the Food Security Act 
of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3811(a)) is amended by strik- 
ing ‘‘predominate’’ each place it appears and 
inserting ‘“‘predominant’’. 

(c) Section 1242(i) of the Food Security Act 
of 1985(16 U.S.C. 3842(i)) is amended in the 
subsection heading by striking ‘‘SPECIALITY’’ 
and inserting ‘‘SPECIALTY’’. 

TITLE ITI—TRADE 
Subtitle A—Food for Peace Act 
SEC. 3001. SET-ASIDE FOR SUPPORT FOR ORGANI- 
ZATIONS THROUGH WHICH NON- 
EMERGENCY ASSISTANCE IS PRO- 
VIDED. 

Effective October 1, 2012, section 202(e)(1) of 
the Food for Peace Act (7 U.S.C. 1722(e)(1)) is 
amended— 

(1) in the matter preceding subparagraph 
(A), by striking ‘‘18 percent” and inserting 
“15 percent”; and 

(2) in subparagraph (A), by striking “new” 
and inserting ‘‘and enhancing”. 

SEC. 3002. FOOD AID QUALITY. 

Section 202(h) of the Food for Peace Act (7 
U.S.C. 1722(h)) is amended— 

(1) by striking paragraph (1) and inserting 
the following: 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator shall 
use funds made available for fiscal year 2013 
and subsequent fiscal years to carry out this 
title— 

“(A) to assess the types and quality of ag- 
ricultural commodities and products donated 
for food aid; 

‘“(B) to adjust products and formulations, 
including potential introduction of new 
fortificants and products, as necessary to 
cost-effectively meet nutrient needs of tar- 
get populations; 

“(C) to test prototypes; 

‘(D) to adopt new specifications or im- 
prove existing specifications for micro- 
nutrient fortified food aid products, based on 
the latest developments in food and nutri- 
tion science, and in coordination with other 
international partners; 

‘“(E) to develop new program guidance to 
facilitate improved matching of products to 
purposes having nutritional intent, in co- 
ordination with other international part- 
ners; 

‘“(F) to develop improved guidance for im- 
plementing partners on how to address nutri- 
tional deficiencies that emerge among re- 
cipients for whom food assistance is the sole 
source of diet in emergency programs that 
extend beyond 1 year, in coordination with 
other international partners; and 

‘(G) to evaluate, in appropriate settings 
and as necessary, the performance and cost- 
effectiveness of new or modified specialized 
food products and program approaches de- 
signed to meet the nutritional needs of the 
most vulnerable groups, such as pregnant 
and lactating mothers, and children under 
the age of 5.”; and 

(2) in paragraph (8), by striking ‘‘2011” and 
inserting ‘‘2017’’. 

SEC. 3003. MINIMUM LEVELS OF ASSISTANCE. 

Section 204(a) of the Food for Peace Act (7 
U.S.C. 1724(a)) is amended— 
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(1) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘2012”’ and 
inserting ‘‘2017’’; and 

(2) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘2012”’ and 
inserting ‘‘2017’’. 

SEC. 3004. REAUTHORIZATION OF FOOD AID CON- 
SULTATIVE GROUP. 

Section 205(f) of the Food for Peace Act (7 
U.S.C. 1725(f)) is amended by striking ‘‘2012”’ 
and inserting ‘‘2017’’. 

SEC. 3005. OVERSIGHT, MONITORING, AND EVAL- 
UATION OF FOOD FOR PEACE ACT 
PROGRAMS. 

Section 207(f) of the Food for Peace Act (7 
U.S.C. 1726a(f)) is amended— 

(1) by striking paragraph (4) and redesig- 
nating paragraphs (5) and (6) as paragraphs 
(4) and (5), respectively; and 

(2) in subparagraph (A) of paragraph (5) (as 
so redesignated)— 

(A) by striking ‘‘2012”’ and inserting ‘‘2017’’; 
and 

(B) by striking ‘‘during fiscal year 2009” 
and inserting ‘‘during the period of fiscal 
years 2013 through 2017”. 

SEC. 3006. ASSISTANCE FOR STOCKPILING AND 
RAPID TRANSPORTATION, DELIV- 
ERY, AND DISTRIBUTION OF SHELF- 
STABLE PREPACKAGED FOODS. 

Section 208(f) of the Food for Peace Act (7 
U.S.C. 1726b(f)) is amended by striking ‘‘2012” 
and inserting ‘‘2017’’. 

SEC. 3007. LIMITATION ON TOTAL VOLUME OF 
COMMODITIES MONETIZED. 

Section 403 of the Food for Peace Act (7 
U.S.C. 1733) is amended by adding at the end 
the following: 

‘“(m) LIMITATION ON MONETIZATION OF COM- 
MODITIES.— 

“(1) LIMITATION.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Unless the Adminis- 
trator grants a waiver under paragraph (2), 
no commodity may be made available under 
this Act unless the rate of return for the 
commodity (as determined under subpara- 
graph (B)) is at least 70 percent. 

“(B) RATE OF RETURN.—For purposes of 
subparagraph (A), the rate of return shall be 
equal to the proportion that— 

““(i) the proceeds the implementing part- 
ners generate through monetization; bears to 

‘“(ii) the cost to the Federal Government to 
procure and ship the commodities to a re- 
cipient country for monetization. 

“(2) WAIVER AUTHORITY.—The Adminis- 
trator may waive the application of the limi- 
tation in paragraph (1) with regard to a com- 
modity for a recipient country if the Admin- 
istrator determines that it is necessary to 
achieve the purposes of this Act in the re- 
cipient country. 

(3) REPORT.—Not later than 90 days after 
a waiver is granted under paragraph (2), the 
Administrator shall prepare, publish in the 
Federal Register, and submit to the Commit- 
tees on Foreign Affairs, Agriculture, and Ap- 
propriations of the House of Representatives, 
and the Committees on Appropriations, For- 
eign Relations, and Agriculture, Nutrition, 
and Forestry of the Senate a report that— 

“(A) contains the reasons for granting the 
waiver and the actual rate of return for the 
commodity; and 

‘“(B) includes for the commodity the costs 
of bagging or further processing, ocean 
transportation, inland transportation in the 
recipient country, storage costs, and any 
other information that the Administrator 
determines to be necessary.’’. 

SEC. 3008. FLEXIBILITY. 

Section 406 of the Food for Peace Act (7 
U.S.C. 1736) is amended— 

(1) by redesignating subsections (c) and (d) 
as subsections (d) and (e), respectively; and 

(2) by inserting after subsection (b) the fol- 
lowing: 
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“(c) FLEXIBILITY.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law and as necessary to 
achieve the purposes of this Act, funds avail- 
able under this Act may be used to pay the 
costs of up to 20 percent of activities con- 
ducted in recipient countries by nonprofit 
voluntary organizations, cooperatives, or 
intergovernmental agencies or organiza- 
tions.’’. 

SEC. 3009. PROCUREMENT, TRANSPORTATION, 
TESTING, AND STORAGE OF AGRI- 
CULTURAL COMMODITIES FOR 
PREPOSITIONING IN THE UNITED 
STATES AND FOREIGN COUNTRIES. 

Section 407 of the Food for Peace Act (7 
U.S.C. 1736a) is amended— 

(1) in subparagraph (c)(4)(A)— 

(A) by striking ‘‘2012’’ and inserting ‘2017; 
and 

(B) by striking ‘‘for each such fiscal year 
not more than $10,000,000 of such funds” and 
inserting ‘‘for each of fiscal years 2001 
through 2012 not more than $10,000,000 of 
such funds and for each of fiscal years 2013 
through 2017 not more than $15,000,000 of 
such funds”; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

‘(¢) FUNDING FOR TESTING OF FOOD AID 
SHIPMENTS.—Funds made available for agri- 
cultural products acquired under this Act 
and section 3107 of the Farm Security and 
Rural Investment Act of 2002 (7 U.S.C. 17360- 
1) may be used to pay for the testing of those 
agricultural products.”’. 

SEC. 3010. DEADLINE FOR AGREEMENTS TO FI- 
NANCE SALES OR TO PROVIDE 
OTHER ASSISTANCE. 

Section 408 of the Food for Peace Act (7 
U.S.C. 1736b) is amended by striking ‘‘2012”’ 
and inserting ‘‘2017’’. 

SEC. 3011. MINIMUM LEVEL OF NONEMERGENCY 
FOOD ASSISTANCE. 

Section 412 of the Food for Peace Act (7 
U.S.C. 1786f) is amended by striking sub- 
section (e) and inserting the following: 

“(e) MINIMUM LEVEL OF NONEMERGENCY 
FOOD ASSISTANCE.— 

‘“(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2), 
of the amounts made available to carry out 
emergency and nonemergency food assist- 
ance programs under title II, not less than 20 
nor more than 30 percent for each of fiscal 
years 2018 through 2017 shall be expended for 
nonemergency food assistance programs 
under title II. 

“(2) MINIMUM LEVEL.—The amount made 
available to carry out nonemergency food as- 
sistance programs under title II shall not be 
less than $275,000,000 for any fiscal year.’’. 
SEC. 3012. COORDINATION OF FOREIGN ASSIST- 

ANCE PROGRAMS REPORT. 

Section 413 of the Food for Peace Act (7 
U.S.C. 1736(g)) is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—To the 
maximum” and inserting “To the max- 
imum”; and 

(2) by striking subsection (b). 

SEC. 3013. MICRONUTRIENT FORTIFICATION PRO- 
GRAMS. 

(a) ELIMINATION OF OBSOLETE REFERENCE 
To STuDY.—Section 415(a)(2)(B) of the Food 
for Peace Act (7 U.S.C. 1736g-2(a)(2)(B)) is 
amended by striking ‘‘, using recommenda- 
tions” and all that follows through ‘‘quality 
enhancements”. 

(b) EXTENSION.—Section 415(c) of the Food 
for Peace Act (7 U.S.C. 1736g-2(c)) is amended 
by striking ‘‘2012” and inserting ‘‘2017’’. 

SEC. 3014. JOHN OGONOWSKI AND DOUG BEREU- 
TER FARMER-TO-FARMER PROGRAM. 

Section 501 of the Food for Peace Act (7 
U.S.C. 1737) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (d)— 

(A) by striking ‘‘0.5 percent” and inserting 
‘0.6 percent”; and 
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(B) by striking ‘‘2012’’ and inserting ‘2017; 
and 

(2) in subsection (e)(1), by striking ‘‘2012”’ 
and inserting ‘‘2017’’. 

SEC. 3015. PROHIBITION ON ASSISTANCE FOR 
NORTH KOREA. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—No amounts may be obli- 
gated or expended to provide assistance 
under title II of the Food for Peace Act (7 
U.S.C. 1721 et seq.) to the Democratic Peo- 
ple’s Republic of Korea. 

(b) NATIONAL INTEREST WAIVER.—The 
President may waive subsection (a) if the 
President determines and certifies to the 
Committees on Agriculture, Nutrition, and 
Forestry and Foreign Relations of the Sen- 
ate and the Committees on Agriculture and 
Foreign Affairs of the House of Representa- 
tives that the waiver is in the national inter- 
est of the United States. 

Subtitle B—Agricultural Trade Act of 1978 
SEC. 3101. EXPORT CREDIT GUARANTEE PRO- 

GRAMS. 

Section 211 of the Agricultural Trade Act 
of 1978 (7 U.S.C. 5641) is amended by striking 
subsection (b) and inserting the following: 

“(b) EXPORT CREDIT GUARANTEE PRO- 
GRAMS.—The Commodity Credit Corporation 
shall make available for each of fiscal years 
2013 through 2017 credit guarantees under 
section 202(a) in an amount equal to not 
more than $4,500,000,000 in credit guaran- 
tees.’’. 

SEC. 3102. FUNDING FOR MARKET ACCESS PRO- 
GRAM. 

Section 211(c)(1)(A) of the Agricultural 

Trade Act of 1978 (7 U.S.C. 5641(c)(1)(A)) is 


amended by striking ‘2012’? and inserting 
“2017”. 
SEC. 3103. FOREIGN MARKET DEVELOPMENT CO- 


OPERATOR PROGRAM. 

Section 703(a) of the Agricultural Trade 
Act of 1978 (7 U.S.C. 5723(a)) is amended by 
striking ‘‘2012”’ and inserting ‘‘2017’’. 

Subtitle C—Other Agricultural Trade Laws 
SEC. 3201. FOOD FOR PROGRESS ACT OF 1985. 

(a) EXTENSION.—The Food for Progress Act 
of 1985 (7 U.S.C. 17360) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (f)(8), by striking ‘‘2012’’ 
and inserting ‘‘2017’’; 

(2) in subsection (g), by striking ‘‘2012’’ and 
inserting ‘‘2017”’; 

(3) in subsection (k), by striking ‘‘2012” and 
inserting ‘‘2017’’; and 

(4) in subsection (1)(1), by striking ‘‘2012”’ 
and inserting ‘‘2017’’. 

(b) REPEAL OF COMPLETED PROJECT.—Sub- 
section (f) of the Food for Progress Act of 
1985 (7 U.S.C. 17360) is amended by striking 
paragraph (6). 

(c) FLEXIBILITY.—The Food for Progress 
Act of 1985 (7 U.S.C. 17360) is amended in sub- 
section (1) by adding at the end the fol- 
lowing: 

“(5)  FLEXIBILITY.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law and as necessary to 
achieve the purposes of this Act, funds avail- 
able under this Act may be used to pay the 
costs of up to 20 percent of activities con- 
ducted in recipient countries by nonprofit 
voluntary organizations, cooperatives, or 
intergovernmental agencies or organiza- 
tions.’’. 

(d) LIMITATION ON TOTAL VOLUME OF COM- 
MODITIES MONETIZED.—The Food for Progress 
Act of 1985 (7 U.S.C. 17360) is amended by 
adding at the end the following: 

‘(p) LIMITATION ON MONETIZATION OF COM- 
MODITIES.— 

“(1) LIMITATION.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Unless the Secretary 
grants a waiver under paragraph (2), no eligi- 
ble commodity may be made available under 
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this section unless the rate of return for the 

eligible commodity (as determined under 

subparagraph (B)) is at least 70 percent. 

“(B) RATE OF RETURN.—For purposes of 
subparagraph (A), the rate of return shall be 
equal to the proportion that— 

““(i) the proceeds the implementing part- 
ners generate through monetization; bears to 

‘“(ii) the cost to the Federal Government to 
procure and ship the eligible commodities to 
a recipient country for monetization. 

‘“(2) WAIVER AUTHORITY.—The Secretary 
may waive the application of the limitation 
in paragraph (1) with regard to an eligible 
commodity for a recipient country if the 
Secretary determines that it is necessary to 
achieve the purposes of this Act in the re- 
cipient country. 

(3) REPORT.—Not later than 90 days after 
a waiver is granted under paragraph (2), the 
Secretary shall prepare, publish in the Fed- 
eral Register, and submit to the Committees 
on Foreign Affairs, Agriculture, and Appro- 
priations of the House of Representatives, 
and the Committees on Appropriations, For- 
eign Relations, and Agriculture, Nutrition, 
and Forestry of the Senate a report that— 

“(A) contains the reasons for granting the 
waiver and the actual rate of return for the 
eligible commodity; and 

‘“(B) includes for the commodity the costs 
of bagging or further processing, ocean 
transportation, inland transportation in the 
recipient country, storage costs, and any 
other information that the Secretary deter- 
mines to be necessary.’’. 

SEC. 3202. BILL EMERSON HUMANITARIAN 
TRUST. 

Section 302 of the Bill Emerson Humani- 
tarian Trust Act (7 U.S.C. 1786f-1) is amend- 
ed— 

(1) in subsection (b)(2)(B)(i), by striking 
‘2012? both places it appears and inserting 
“2017”; and 

(2) in subsection (h), by striking ‘‘2012” 
both places it appears and inserting ‘‘2017’’. 
SEC. 3203. PROMOTION OF AGRICULTURAL EX- 

PORTS TO EMERGING MARKETS. 

(a) DIRECT CREDITS OR EXPORT CREDIT 
GUARANTEES.—Section 1542(a) of the Food, 
Agriculture, Conservation, and Trade Act of 
1990 (Public Law 101-624; 7 U.S.C. 5622 note) is 
amended by striking ‘‘2012’’ and inserting 
“2017”. 

(b) DEVELOPMENT OF AGRICULTURAL SYs- 
TEMS.—Section 1542(d)(1)(A)(i) of the Food, 
Agriculture, Conservation, and Trade Act of 
1990 (Public Law 101-624; 7 U.S.C. 5622 note) is 
amended by striking ‘‘2012’’ and inserting 
“2017”. 

SEC. 3204. MCGOVERN-DOLE INTERNATIONAL 
FOOD FOR EDUCATION AND CHILD 
NUTRITION PROGRAM. 

(a) REAUTHORIZATION.—Section 3107(1)(2) of 
the Farm Security and Rural Investment 
Act of 2002 (7 U.S.C. 17360-1(1)(2)) is amended 
by striking ‘‘2012’’ and inserting ‘‘2017’’. 

(b) TECHNICAL CORRECTION.—Section 3107(d) 
of the Farm Security and Rural Investment 
Act of 2002 (7 U.S.C. 17360-1(d)) is amended by 
striking “to” in the matter preceding para- 
graph (1). 

SEC. 3205. TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE FOR SPE- 
CIALTY CROPS. 

(a) PURPOSE.—Section 3205(b) of the Farm 
Security and Rural Investment Act of 2002 (7 
U.S.C. 5680(b)) is amended by striking ‘‘re- 
lated barriers to trade” and inserting ‘‘tech- 
nical barriers to trade”. 

(b) FUNDING.—Section 3205(e)(2) of the 
Farm Security and Rural Investment Act of 
2002 (7 U.S.C. 5680(e)(2)) is amended— 

(1) by inserting “and” at the end of sub- 
paragraph (C); and 
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(2) by striking subparagraphs (D) and (E) 
and inserting the following new subpara- 
graph: 

‘(D) $9,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2011 
through 2017.’’. 

SEC. 3206. GLOBAL CROP DIVERSITY TRUST. 

Section 3202(c) of the Food, Conservation, 
and Energy Act of 2008 (Public Law 110-246; 
22 U.S.C. 2220a note) is amended by striking 
‘2008 through 2012’ and inserting ‘‘2013 
through 2017”. 

SEC. 3207. LOCAL AND REGIONAL FOOD AID PRO- 
CUREMENT PROJECTS. 

Section 3206 of the Food, Conservation, and 
Energy Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 1726c) is amend- 
ed— 

(1) in subsection (b)— 

(A) by striking ‘‘(b) STUDY; FIELD-BASED 
PROJECTS.—’’ and all that follows through 
‘*(2) FIELD-BASED PROJECTS.—’’ and inserting 
the following: 

‘“(b) FIELD-BASED PROJECTS.—”’; 

(B) by redesignating subparagraphs (A) and 
(B) as paragraphs (1) and (2), respectively, 
and indenting appropriately; 

(C) in paragraph (1) (as so redesignated), by 
striking ‘‘subparagraph (B)’’ and inserting 
“paragraph (2)’’; and 

(D) in paragraph (2) (as so redesignated), by 
striking ‘‘subparagraph (A)? and inserting 
“paragraph (1)’’; 

(2) in subsection (c)(1), by striking ‘‘sub- 
section (b)(2)° and inserting ‘‘subsection 
(b)”’; 

(3) by striking subsections (d), (£), and (g); 

(4) by redesignating subsection (e) as sub- 
section (d); 

(5) in subsection (d) (as so redesignated)— 

(A) in paragraph (2)— 

(i) by striking subparagraph (B); and 

(ii) in subparagraph (A)— 

(I) by striking ‘‘(A) APPLICATION.—”’ and all 
that follows through ‘“‘To be eligible” in 
clause (i) and inserting the following: 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—To be eligible”; 

(II) by redesignating clause (ii) as subpara- 
graph (B) and indenting appropriately; and 

(III) in subparagraph (B) (as so redesig- 
nated), by striking ‘‘clause (i)? and inserting 
“subparagraph (A)’’; and 

(B) by striking paragraph (4); and 

(6) by adding at the end the following: 

“(e) FUNDING.— 

‘(1) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section $40,000,000 for each of 
fiscal years 2013 through 2017. 

“(2) PREFERENCE.—In carrying out this sec- 
tion, the Secretary may give a preference to 
eligible organizations that have, or are 
working toward, projects under the McGov- 
ern-Dole International Food for Education 
and Child Nutrition Program established 
under section 3107 of the Farm Security and 
Rural Investment Act of 2002 (7 U.S.C. 17360- 
1). 

(3) REPORTING.—Each year, the Secretary 
shall submit to the appropriate committees 
of Congress a report that describes the use of 
funds under this section, including— 

‘(A) the impact of procurements and 
projects on— 

“(i) local and regional agricultural pro- 
ducers; and 

“(Gi) markets and consumers, 
low-income consumers; and 


including 


‘(B) implementation time frames and 
costs.”’. 
SEC. 3208. DONALD PAYNE HORN OF AFRICA 


FOOD RESILIENCE PROGRAM. 
(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
(1) ADMINISTRATOR.—The term ‘‘Adminis- 
trator” means the Administrator of the 
Agency for International Development. 
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(2) APPROPRIATE COMMITTEES OF CON- 
GRESS.—The term ‘‘appropriate committees 
of Congress” means— 

(A) the Committee on Agriculture, Nutri- 
tion, and Forestry of the Senate; 

(B) the Committee on Agriculture of the 
House of Representatives; 

(C) the Committee on Foreign Relations of 
the Senate; and 

(D) the Committee on Foreign Affairs of 
the House of Representatives. 

(3) ELIGIBLE ORGANIZATION.—The term ‘‘eli- 
gible organization”? means an organization 
that is— 

(A) a private voluntary organization or co- 
operative that is, to the extent practicable, 
registered with the Administrator; or 

(B) an intergovernmental organization, 
such as the World Food Program. 

(4) HORN OF AFRICA.—The term ‘‘Horn of 
Africa” means the countries of— 

(A) Ethiopia; 

(B) Somalia; 

(C) Kenya; 

(D) Djibouti; 

(E) Eritrea; 

(F) South Sudan; 

(G) Uganda; and 

(H) such other countries as the Adminis- 
trator determines to be appropriate after 
providing notification to the appropriate 
committees of Congress. 

(5) RESILIENCE.—The 
means— 

(A) the capacity to mitigate the negative 
impacts of crises (including natural disas- 
ters, conflicts, and economic shocks) in 
order to reduce loss of life and depletion of 
productive assets; 

(B) the capacity to respond effectively to 
crises, ensuring basic needs are met in a way 
that is integrated with long-term develop- 
ment efforts; and 

(C) the capacity to recover and rebuild 
after crises so that future shocks can be ab- 
sorbed with less need for ongoing external 
assistance. 

(b) PURPOSE.—The purpose of this section 
is to establish a pilot program to effectively 
integrate all United States-funded emer- 
gency and long-term development activities 
that aim to improve food security in the 
Horn of Africa, building resilience so as— 

(1) to reduce the impacts of future crises; 

(2) to enhance local capacity for emer- 
gency response; 

(3) to enhance sustainability of long-term 
development programs targeting poor and 
vulnerable households; and 

(4) to reduce the need for repeated costly 
emergency operations. 

(c) STUDY.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 30 days 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Administrator shall initiate a study of prior 
programs to support resilience in the Horn of 
Africa conducted by— 

(A) other donor countries; 

(B) private voluntary organizations; 

(C) the World Food Program of the United 
Nations; and 

(D) multilateral institutions, including the 
World Bank. 

(2) REQUIREMENTS.—The study shall— 

(A) include all programs implemented 
through the Agency for International Devel- 
opment, the Department of Agriculture, the 
Department of Treasury, the Millennium 
Challenge Corporation, the Peace Corps, and 
other relevant Federal agencies; 

(B) evaluate how well the programs de- 
scribed in subparagraph (A) work together to 
complement each other and leverage impacts 
across programs; 


term ‘‘resilience’’ 
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(C) include recommendations for how full 
integration of efforts can be achieved; and 

(D) evaluate the degree to which country- 
led development plans support programs that 
increase resilience, including review of the 
investments by each country in nutrition 
and safety nets. 

(3) REPORT.—Not later than 180 days after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Ad- 
ministrator shall submit to the appropriate 
committees of Congress a report containing 
the results of the study. 

(d) FIELD-BASED PROJECT GRANTS OR COOP- 
ERATIVE AGREEMENTS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator shall— 

(A) provide grants to, or enter into cooper- 
ative agreements with, eligible organizations 
to carry out field-based projects that build 
resilience in the Horn of Africa in accord- 
ance with this section; and 

(B) develop a project approval process to 
ensure full integration of efforts. 

(2) REQUIREMENTS OF ELIGIBLE ORGANIZA- 
TIONS.— 

(A) APPLICATION.—To be eligible to receive 
a grant from, or enter into a cooperative 
agreement with, the Administrator under 
this subsection, an eligible organization 
shall submit to the Administrator an appli- 
cation by such date, in such manner, and 
containing such information as the Adminis- 
trator may require. 

(B) COMPLETION REQUIREMENT.—To be eligi- 
ble to receive a grant from, or enter into a 
cooperative agreement with, the Adminis- 
trator under this subsection, an eligible or- 
ganization shall agree— 

(i) to collect, not later than September 30, 
2016, data containing the information re- 
quired under subsection (f)(2) relating to the 
field-based project funded through the grant 
or cooperative agreement; and 

(ii) to provide to the Administrator the 
data collected under clause (i). 

(3) REQUIREMENTS OF ADMINISTRATOR.— 

(A) PROJECT DIVERSITY.— 

(i) IN GENERAL.—Subject to clause (ii) and 
subparagraph (B), in selecting proposals for 
field-based projects to fund under this sec- 
tion, the Administrator shall select a diver- 
sity of projects, including projects located 
in— 

(I) areas most prone to repeated crises; 

(II) areas with effective existing resilience 
programs that can be scaled; and 

(III) areas in all countries of the Horn of 
Africa. 

(ii) PRIORITY.—In selecting proposals for 
field-based projects under clause (i), the Ad- 
ministrator shall ensure that the selected 
proposals are for field-based projects that— 

(I) effectively integrate emergency and 
long-term development programs to improve 
sustainability; 

(II) demonstrate the potential to reduce 
the need for future emergency assistance; 
and 

(III) build targeted productive safety nets, 
in coordination with host country govern- 
ments, through food for work, cash for work, 
and other proven program methodologies. 

(B) AVAILABILITY.—The Administrator 
shall not award a grant or cooperative agree- 
ment or approve a field-based project under 
this subsection until the date on which the 
Administrator promulgates regulations or 
issues guidelines under subsection (e). 

(e) REGULATIONS; GUIDELINES.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 180 days 
after the date of completion of the study 
under subsection (c), the Administrator shall 
promulgate regulations or issue guidelines to 
carry out field-based projects under this sec- 
tion. 
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(2) REQUIREMENTS.—In promulgating regu- 
lations or issuing guidelines under paragraph 
(1), the Administrator shall— 

(A) take into consideration the results of 
the study described in subsection (c); and 

(B) provide an opportunity for public re- 
view and comment. 

(f) REPORT.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than November 
1, 2016, the Administrator shall submit to the 
appropriate committees of Congress a report 
that— 

(A) addresses each factor described in para- 
graph (2); and 

(B) is conducted in accordance with this 
section. 

(2) REQUIRED FACTORS.—The report shall 
include baseline and end-of-project data that 
measures— 

(A) the prevalence of moderate and severe 
hunger so as to provide an accurate account- 
ing of project impact on household access to 
and consumption of food during every month 
of the year prior to data collection; 

(B) household ownership of and access to 
productive assets, including at a minimum 
land, livestock, homes, equipment, and other 
materials assets needed for income genera- 
tion; 

(C) household incomes, including informal 
sources of employment; and 

(D) the productive assets of women using 
the Women’s Empowerment in Agriculture 
Index. 

(3) PUBLIC ACCESS TO RECORDS AND RE- 
PORTS.—Not later than 90 days after the date 
on which the report is submitted under para- 
graph (1), the Administrator shall provide 
public access to the report. 

(g) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section $10,000,000 for each of 
fiscal years 2013 through 2017. 

SEC. 3209. AGRICULTURAL TRADE ENHANCE- 
MENT STUDY. 

(a) DEFINITION OF AGRICULTURE COMMIT- 
TEES AND SUBCOMMITTEES.—In this section, 
the term ‘‘agriculture committees and sub- 
committees”? means— 

(1) the Committee on Agriculture of the 
House of Representatives; 

(2) the Committee on Agriculture, Nutri- 
tion, and Forestry of the Senate; and 

(3) the subcommittees on agriculture, rural 
development, food and drug administration, 
and related agencies of the Committees on 
Appropriations of the House of Representa- 
tives and the Senate. 

(b) DEVELOPMENT.—The Secretary, in con- 
sultation with the agriculture committees 
and subcommittees, shall develop a study 
that takes into consideration a reorganiza- 
tion of international trade functions for im- 
ports and exports at the Department of Agri- 
culture. 

(c) IMPLEMENTATION.—In implementing the 
study under this section, the Secretary— 

(1) in recognition of the importance of ag- 
ricultural exports to the farm economy and 
the economy as a whole, may include a rec- 
ommendation for the establishment of an 
Under Secretary for Trade and Foreign Agri- 
cultural Affairs; 

(2) may take into consideration how the 
Under Secretary described in paragraph (1) 
would serve as a multiagency coordinator of 
sanitary and phytosanitary issues and non- 
tariff trade barriers in agriculture with re- 
spect to imports and exports of agricultural 
products; and 

(3) shall take into consideration all impli- 
cations of a reorganization described in sub- 
section (b) on domestic programs and oper- 
ations of the Department of Agriculture. 
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(d) REPORT.—Not later than 180 days after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Sec- 
retary shall submit to the agriculture com- 
mittees and subcommittees a report describ- 
ing the results of the study under this sec- 
tion. 


TITLE IV—NUTRITION 


Subtitle A—Supplemental Nutrition 
Assistance Program 


SEC. 4001. FOOD DISTRIBUTION PROGRAM ON IN- 
DIAN RESERVATIONS. 


Section 4(b)(6)(F) of the Food and Nutri- 
tion Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2018(b)(6)(F)) is 
amended by striking ‘2012’? and inserting 
“2017”. 


SEC. 4002. STANDARD UTILITY ALLOWANCES 
BASED ON THE RECEIPT OF ENERGY 
ASSISTANCE PAYMENTS. 


(a) STANDARD UTILITY ALLOWANCES IN THE 
SUPPLEMENTAL NUTRITION ASSISTANCE PRO- 
GRAM.—Section 5(e)(6)(C) of the Food and Nu- 
trition Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2014(e)(6)(C)) is 
amended— 

(1) in clause (i), by inserting ‘‘, subject to 
clause (iv)’’ after ‘‘Secretary’’; and 

(2) in clause (iv)(I), by striking ‘‘the house- 
hold still incurs’? and all that follows 
through the end of the subclause and insert- 
ing ‘‘the payment received by, or made on 
behalf of, the household exceeds $10 or a 
higher amount annually, as determined by 
the Secretary.’’. 


(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 
2605(f)(2)(A) of the Low-Income Home Energy 
Assistance Act of 1981 (42 U.S.C. 8624(f)(2)(A)) 
is amended by inserting before the semicolon 
at the end ‘‘, except that, for purposes of the 
supplemental nutrition assistance program 
established under the Food and Nutrition 
Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2011 et seq.), such pay- 
ments or allowances exceed $10 or a higher 
amount annually, as determined by the Sec- 
retary of Agriculture in accordance with sec- 
tion 5(e)(6)(C)(iv)) of that Act (7 U.S.C. 
2014(e)(6)(C)(iv)(1))”’. 

(c) EFFECTIVE 
DATE.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
paragraph (2), this section and the amend- 
ments made by this section shall take effect 
beginning on October 1, 2013, for all certifi- 
cation periods beginning after that date. 

(2) STATE OPTION TO DELAY IMPLEMENTATION 
FOR CURRENT RECIPIENTS.—A State may, at 
the option of the State, implement a policy 
that eliminates or minimizes the effect of 
the amendments made by this section for 
households that receive a standard utility al- 
lowance as of the date of enactment of this 
Act for not more than a 180-day period begin- 
ning on the date on which the amendments 
made by this section would otherwise affect 
the benefits received by a household. 


SEC. 4003. ELIGIBILITY DISQUALIFICATIONS. 


Section 6(e)(8)(B) of Food and Nutrition 
Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2015(e)(3)(B)) is amended 
by striking ‘‘section’’ and inserting the fol- 
lowing: ‘‘section, subject to the condition 
that the course or program of study— 

“(i) is part of a program of career and tech- 
nical education (as defined in section 3 of the 
Carl D. Perkins Career and Technical Edu- 
cation Act of 2006 (20 U.S.C. 2302)) that may 
be completed in not more than 4 years at an 
institution of higher education (as defined in 
section 102 of the Higher Education Act of 
1965 (20 U.S.C. 1002)); or 

“(ii) is limited to remedial courses, basic 
adult education, literacy, or English as a 
second language;’’. 


AND IMPLEMENTATION 
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SEC. 4004. ENDING SUPPLEMENTAL NUTRITION 
ASSISTANCE PROGRAM BENEFITS 
FOR LOTTERY OR GAMBLING WIN- 
NERS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 6 of the Food and 
Nutrition Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2015) is amend- 
ed by adding at the end the following: 

“(r) INELIGIBILITY FOR BENEFITS DUE TO RE- 
CEIPT OF SUBSTANTIAL LOTTERY OR GAMBLING 
WINNINGS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Any household in which 
a member receives substantial lottery or 
gambling winnings, as determined by the 
Secretary, shall lose eligibility for benefits 
immediately upon receipt of the winnings. 

‘(2) DURATION OF INELIGIBILITY.—A house- 
hold described in paragraph (1) shall remain 
ineligible for participation until the house- 
hold meets the allowable financial resources 
and income eligibility requirements under 
subsections (c), (d), (e), ®©, (g), G), Œ), 0), 
(m), and (n) of section 5. 

(3) AGREEMENTS.—As determined by the 
Secretary, each State agency, to the max- 
imum extent practicable, shall establish 
agreements with entities responsible for the 
regulation or sponsorship of gaming in the 
State to determine whether individuals par- 
ticipating in the supplemental nutrition as- 
sistance program have received substantial 
lottery or gambling winnings.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section 5(a) 
of the Food and Nutrition Act of 2008 (7 
U.S.C. 2014(a)) is amended in the second sen- 
tence by striking ‘“‘sections 6(b), 6(d)(2), and 
6(g)’’ and inserting ‘‘subsections (b), (d)(2), 
(g), and (r) of section 6”. 

SEC. 4005. RETAIL FOOD STORES. 

(a) DEFINITION OF RETAIL FOOD STORE.— 
Subsection (0)(1)(A) of section 3 of the Food 
and Nutrition Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2012) (as 
redesignated by section 4016(a)(4)) is amend- 
ed by striking ‘‘at least 2” and inserting ‘‘at 
least 3”. 

(b) ALTERNATIVE BENEFIT DELIVERY.—Sec- 
tion 7(f) of the Food and Nutrition Act of 
2008 (7 U.S.C. 2016(f)) is amended— 

(1) by striking paragraph (2) and inserting 
the following: 

‘‘(2) IMPOSITION OF COSTS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
subparagraph (B), the Secretary shall require 
participating retail food stores (including 
restaurants participating in a State option 
restaurant program intended to serve the el- 
derly, disabled, and homeless) to pay 100 per- 
cent of the costs of acquiring, and arrange 
for the implementation of, electronic benefit 
transfer point-of-sale equipment and sup- 
plies, including related services. 

““(B) EXEMPTIONS.—The Secretary may ex- 
empt from subparagraph (A)— 


“(j) farmers’ markets, military com- 
missaries, nonprofit food buying coopera- 
tives, and establishments, organizations, 


programs, or group living arrangements de- 
scribed in paragraphs (5), (7), and (8) of sec- 
tion 3(k); and 

“Gi) establishments described in para- 
graphs (3), (4), and (9) of section 3(k), other 
than restaurants participating in a State op- 
tion restaurant program.’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

‘(4) TERMINATION OF MANUAL VOUCHERS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Effective beginning on 
the date of enactment of this paragraph, ex- 
cept as provided in subparagraph (B), no 
State shall issue manual vouchers to a 
household that receives supplemental nutri- 
tion assistance under this Act or allow retail 
food stores to accept manual vouchers as 
payment, unless the Secretary determines 
that the manual vouchers are necessary, 
such as in the event of an electronic benefit 
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transfer system failure or a disaster situa- 
tion. 

“(B) EXEMPTIONS.—The Secretary may ex- 
empt categories of retail food stores or indi- 
vidual retail food stores from subparagraph 
(A) based on criteria established by the Sec- 
retary. 

‘(5) UNIQUE IDENTIFICATION NUMBER RE- 
QUIRED.—The Secretary shall require all par- 
ties providing electronic benefit transfer 
services to provide for and maintain unique 
terminal identification number information 
through the supplemental nutrition assist- 
ance program electronic benefit transfer 
transaction routing system.’’. 

(c) ELECTRONIC BENEFIT TRANSFERS.—Sec- 
tion 7(h)(3)(B) of the Food and Nutrition Act 
of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2016(h)(8)(B)) is amended by 
striking ‘“‘is operational—’’ and all that fol- 
lows through ‘‘(ii) in the case of other par- 
ticipating stores,” and inserting ‘‘is oper- 
ational’’. 

(d) APPROVAL OF RETAIL FOOD STORES AND 
WHOLESALE FOOD CONCERNS.—Section 9 of 
the Food and Nutrition Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 
2018) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)— 

(A) in the second sentence of paragraph 
(a)(1), by striking ‘‘; and (C)? and inserting 
“:; (C) whether the applicant is located in an 
area with significantly limited access to 
food; and (D)’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

‘(4) RETAIL FOOD STORES WITH SIGNIFICANT 
SALES OF EXCEPTED ITEMS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—No retail food store for 
which at least 45 percent of the total sales of 
the retail food store is from the sale of ex- 
cepted items described in section 3(k)(1) may 
be authorized to accept and redeem benefits 
unless the Secretary determines that the 
participation of the retail food store is re- 
quired for the effective and efficient oper- 
ation of the supplemental nutrition assist- 
ance program. 

‘(B) APPLICATION.—Subparagraph (A) shall 
be effective— 

“(i) in the case of retail food stores apply- 
ing to be authorized for the first time, begin- 
ning on the date that is 1 year after the date 
of enactment of this paragraph; and 

“(ii) in the case of retail food stores par- 
ticipating in the program on the date of en- 
actment of this paragraph, during periodic 
reauthorization in accordance with para- 
graph (2)(A).’’; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 

“(g) EBT SERVICE REQUIREMENT.—An ap- 
proved retail food store shall provide ade- 
quate EBT service as described in section 
7(h)(3)(B).”’. 

SEC. 4006. IMPROVING SECURITY OF FOOD AS- 
SISTANCE. 

Section 7(h)(8) of the Food and Nutrition 
Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2016(h)(8)) is amended— 

(1) by striking the paragraph heading and 
inserting ‘‘REPLACEMENT OF CARDS.—”’; 

(2) by striking “A State” and inserting the 
following: 

“(A) FEES.—A State”; and 

(3) by adding after subparagraph (A) (as so 
designated by paragraph (2)) the following: 

‘*(B) PURPOSEFUL LOSS OF CARDS.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—Subject to terms and 
conditions established by the Secretary in 
accordance with clause (ii), if a household 
makes excessive requests for replacement of 
the electronic benefit transfer card of the 
household, the Secretary may require a 
State agency to decline to issue a replace- 
ment card to the household unless the house- 
hold, upon request of the State agency, pro- 
vides an explanation for the loss of the card. 
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“(ii) REQUIREMENTS.—The terms and condi- 
tions established by the Secretary shall pro- 
vide that— 

“(D) the household be given the oppor- 
tunity to provide the requested explanation 
and meet the requirements under this para- 
graph promptly; 

“(ID after an excessive number of lost 
cards, the head of the household shall be re- 
quired to review program rights and respon- 
sibilities with State agency personnel au- 
thorized to make determinations under sec- 
tion 5(a); and 

“(JIT) any action taken, including actions 
required under section 6(b)(2), other than the 
withholding of the electronic benefit trans- 
fer card until an explanation described in 
subclause (I) is provided, shall be consistent 
with the due process protections under sec- 
tion 6(b) or 11(e)(10), as appropriate. 

“(C) PROTECTING VULNERABLE PERSONS.—In 
implementing this paragraph, a State agency 
shall act to protect homeless persons, per- 
sons with disabilities, victims of crimes, and 
other vulnerable persons who lose electronic 
benefit transfer cards but are not inten- 
tionally committing fraud. 

‘(D) EFFECT ON ELIGIBILITY.—While a State 
may decline to issue an electronic benefits 
transfer card until a household satisfies the 
requirements under this paragraph, nothing 
in this paragraph shall be considered a denial 
of, or limitation on, the eligibility for bene- 
fits under section 5.”. 

SEC. 4007. TECHNOLOGY MODERNIZATION FOR 
RETAIL FOOD STORES. 

(a) MOBILE TECHNOLOGIES.—Section 7(h) of 
the Food and Nutrition Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 
2016(h)) (as amended by section 4016(e)) is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

‘*(14) MOBILE TECHNOLOGIES.— 

‘“(A) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subparagraph 
(B), the Secretary shall approve retail food 
stores to redeem benefits through electronic 
means other than wired point of sale devices 
for electronic benefit transfer transactions, 
if the retail food stores— 

“(i) establish recipient protections regard- 
ing privacy, ease of use, access, and support 
similar to the protections provided for trans- 
actions made in retail food stores; 

“(ii) bear the costs of obtaining, installing, 
and maintaining mobile technologies, in- 
cluding mechanisms needed to process EBT 
cards and transaction fees; 

“(iii) demonstrate the foods purchased 
with benefits issued under this section 
through mobile technologies are purchased 
at a price not higher than the price of the 
same food purchased by other methods used 
by the retail food store, as determined by the 
Secretary; 

“(iv) provide adequate documentation for 
each authorized transaction, as determined 
by the Secretary; and 

“(v) meet other criteria as established by 
the Secretary. 

‘(B) DEMONSTRATION PROJECT ON ACCEPT- 
ANCE OF BENEFITS OF MOBILE TRANSACTIONS.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—Before authorizing im- 
plementation of subparagraph (A) in all 
States, the Secretary shall pilot the use of 
mobile technologies determined by the Sec- 
retary to be appropriate to test the feasi- 
bility and implications for program integ- 
rity, by allowing retail food stores to accept 
benefits from recipients of supplemental nu- 
trition assistance through mobile trans- 
actions. 

‘“(ii) DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS.—To be eli- 
gible to participate in a demonstration 
project under clause (i), a retail food store 
shall submit to the Secretary for approval a 
plan that includes— 
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“(I) a description of the technology; 

‘“(IID) the manner by which the retail food 
store will provide proof of the transaction to 
households; 

“(IIT) the provision of data to the Sec- 
retary, consistent with requirements estab- 
lished by the Secretary, in a manner that al- 
lows the Secretary to evaluate the impact of 
the demonstration on participant access, 
ease of use, and program integrity; and 

(IV) such other criteria as the Secretary 
may require. 

“Gii) DATE OF COMPLETION.—The dem- 
onstration projects under this subparagraph 
shall be completed and final reports sub- 
mitted to the Secretary by not later than 
July 1, 2015. 

‘“(C) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—The Secretary 
shall— 

“G) by not later than January 1, 2016, au- 
thorize implementation of subparagraph (A) 
in all States, unless the Secretary makes a 
finding, based on the data provided under 
subparagraph (B), that implementation in all 
States is not in the best interest of the sup- 
plemental nutrition assistance program; and 

“(i) if the determination made in clause 
(i) is not to implement subparagraph (A) in 
all States, submit a report to the Committee 
on Agriculture of the House of Representa- 
tives and the Committee on Agriculture, Nu- 
trition, and Forestry of the Senate that in- 
cludes the basis of the finding.’’. 

(b) ACCEPTANCE OF BENEFITS THROUGH ON- 
LINE TRANSACTIONS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 7 of the Food and 
Nutrition Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2016) is amend- 
ed by adding at the end the following: 

“(k) OPTION TO ACCEPT PROGRAM BENEFITS 
THROUGH ON-LINE TRANSACTIONS.— 

““(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (4), 
the Secretary shall approve retail food stores 
to accept benefits from recipients of supple- 
mental nutrition assistance through on-line 
transactions. 

‘(2) REQUIREMENTS TO ACCEPT BENEFITS.—A 
retail food store seeking to accept benefits 
from recipients of supplemental nutrition as- 
sistance through on-line transactions shall— 

“(A) establish recipient protections regard- 
ing privacy, ease of use, access, and support 
similar to the protections provided for trans- 
actions made in retail food stores; 

‘“(B) ensure benefits are not used to pay de- 
livery, ordering, convenience, or other fees 
or charges; 

“(C) clearly notify participating house- 
holds at the time a food order is placed— 

“(i) of any delivery, ordering, convenience, 
or other fee or charge associated with the 
food purchase; and 

“Gi) that any such fee cannot be paid with 
benefits provided under this Act; 

“(D) ensure the security of on-line trans- 
actions by using the most effective tech- 
nology available that the Secretary con- 
siders appropriate and cost-effective and 
that is comparable to the security of trans- 
actions at retail food stores; and 

“(E) meet other criteria as established by 
the Secretary. 

“(8) STATE AGENCY ACTION.—Each State 
agency shall ensure that recipients of supple- 
mental nutrition assistance can use benefits 
on-line as described in this subsection as ap- 
propriate. 

“(4) DEMONSTRATION PROJECT ON ACCEPT- 
ANCE OF BENEFITS THROUGH ON-LINE TRANS- 
ACTIONS.— 

‘*(A) IN GENERAL.—Before the Secretary au- 
thorizes implementation of paragraph (1) in 
all States, the Secretary shall carry out a 
number of demonstration projects as deter- 
mined by the Secretary to test the feasi- 
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bility of allowing retail food stores to accept 
benefits through on-line transactions. 

‘(B) DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS.—To be eli- 
gible to participate in a demonstration 
project under subparagraph (A), a retail food 
store shall submit to the Secretary for ap- 
proval a plan that includes— 

“(i) a method of ensuring that benefits 
may be used to purchase only eligible items 
under this Act; 

“(ii) a description of the method of edu- 
cating participant households about the 
availability and operation of on-line pur- 
chasing; 

“(iii) adequate testing of the on-line pur- 
chasing option prior to implementation; 

‘““iv) the provision of data as requested by 
the Secretary for purposes of analyzing the 
impact of the project on participant access, 
ease of use, and program integrity; 

‘“(v) reports on progress, challenges, and 
results, as determined by the Secretary; and 

“(vi) such other criteria, including secu- 
rity criteria, as established by the Secretary. 

““(C) DATE OF COMPLETION.—The demonstra- 
tion projects under this paragraph shall be 
completed and final reports submitted to the 
Secretary by not later than July 1, 2015. 

“(5) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—The Secretary 
shall— 

“(A) by not later than January 1, 2016, au- 
thorize implementation of paragraph (1) in 
all States, unless the Secretary makes a 
finding, based on the data provided under 
paragraph (4), that implementation in all 
States is not in the best interest of the sup- 
plemental nutrition assistance program; and 

‘(B) if the determination made in subpara- 
graph (A) is not to implement in all States, 
submit a report to the Committee on Agri- 
culture of the House of Representatives and 
the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, 
and Forestry of the Senate that includes the 
basis of the finding.’’. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 

(A) Section 7(b) of the Food and Nutrition 
Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2016(b)) is amended by 
striking ‘‘purchase food in retail food stores” 
and inserting ‘‘purchase food from retail food 
stores”. 

(B) Section 10 of the Food and Nutrition 
Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2019) is amended in the 
first sentence by inserting ‘‘retail food stores 
authorized to accept and redeem benefits 
through on-line transactions shall be author- 
ized to accept benefits prior to the delivery 
of food if the delivery occurs within a rea- 
sonable time of the purchase, as determined 
by the Secretary,’ after ‘‘food so pur- 
chased,’’. 

(c) SAVINGS CLAUSE.—Nothing in this sec- 
tion or an amendment made by this section 
alter any requirements of the Food and Nu- 
trition Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2011 et seq.) un- 
less specifically authorized in this section or 
an amendment made by this section. 

SEC. 4008. USE OF BENEFITS FOR PURCHASE OF 
COMMUNITY-SUPPORTED AGRI- 
CULTURE SHARE. 

Section 10 of the Food and Nutrition Act of 
2008 (7 U.S.C. 2019) (as amended by section 
4007(b)(2)(B)) is amended in the first sentence 
by inserting ‘‘agricultural producers who 
market agricultural products directly to 
consumers shall be authorized to redeem 
benefits for the initial cost of the purchase 
of a community-supported agriculture share 
for an appropriate time in advance of food 
delivery as determined by the Secretary,” 
after ‘‘as determined by the Secretary,’’. 

SEC. 4009. RESTAURANT MEALS PROGRAM. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 11(e) of the Food 
and Nutrition Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2020(e)) is 
amended— 
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(1) in paragraph (22), by striking ‘‘and’’ at 
the end; 

(2) in paragraph (23), by striking the period 
at the end of subparagraph (C) and inserting 
<“; and”; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 

‘(24) if the State elects to carry out a pro- 
gram to contract with private establish- 
ments to offer meals at concessional prices, 
as described in paragraphs 3, 4, and 9 of sec- 
tion 3(k)— 

“(A) the plans of the State agency for oper- 
ating the program, including— 

“(i) documentation of a need that eligible 
homeless, elderly, and disabled clients are 
underserved in a particular geographic area; 

“(ii) the manner by which the State agen- 
cy will limit participation to only those pri- 
vate establishments that the State deter- 
mines necessary to meet the need identified 
in clause (i); and 

“(iii) any other conditions the Secretary 
may prescribe, such as the level of security 
necessary to ensure that only eligible recipi- 
ents participate in the program; and 

‘“(B) a report by the State agency to the 
Secretary annually, the schedule of which 
shall be established by the Secretary, that 
includes— 

“(i) the number of households and indi- 
vidual recipients authorized to participate in 
the program, including any information on 
whether the individual recipient is elderly, 
disabled, or homeless; and 

“(ii) an assessment of whether the program 
is meeting an established need, as docu- 
mented under subparagraph (A)(i).’’. 

(b) APPROVAL OF RETAIL FOOD STORES AND 
WHOLESALE FOOD CONCERNS.—Section 9 of 
the Food and Nutrition Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 
2018) (as amended by section 4005(d)(3)) is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

‘(h) PRIVATE ESTABLISHMENTS.— 

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2), 
no private establishment that contracts with 
a State agency to offer meals at concessional 
prices as described in paragraphs 3, 4, and 9 
of section 3(k) may be authorized to accept 
and redeem benefits unless the Secretary de- 
termines that the participation of the pri- 
vate establishment is required to meet a doc- 
umented need in accordance with section 
11(e)(24). 

‘(2) EXISTING CONTRACTS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—If, on the day before the 
date of enactment of this subsection, a State 
has entered into a contract with a private es- 
tablishment described in paragraph (1) and 
the Secretary has not determined that the 
participation of the private establishment is 
necessary to meet a documented need in ac- 
cordance with section 11(e)(24), the Secretary 
shall allow the operation of the private es- 
tablishment to continue without that deter- 
mination of need for a period not to exceed 
180 days from the date on which the Sec- 
retary establishes determination criteria, by 
regulation, under section 11(e)(24). 

‘(B) JUSTIFICATION.—If the Secretary 
makes a determination to terminate a con- 
tract with a private establishment that is in 
effect on the date of enactment of this sub- 
section, the Secretary shall provide jus- 
tification to the State in which the private 
establishment is located for that termi- 
nation. 

(3) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—Not later than 
90 days after September 30, 2018, and 90 days 
after the last day of each fiscal year there- 
after, the Secretary shall report to the Com- 
mittee on Agriculture of the House of Rep- 
resentatives and the Committee on Agri- 
culture, Nutrition, and Forestry of the Sen- 
ate on the effectiveness of a program under 
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this subsection using any information re- 
ceived from States under section 11(e)(24) as 
well as any other information the Secretary 
may have relating to the manner in which 
benefits are used.”’. 

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section 
3(k) of the Food and Nutrition Act of 2008 (7 
U.S.C. 2012(k)) is amended by inserting ‘‘sub- 
ject to section 9h)’ after ‘‘concessional 
prices” each place it appears. 

SEC. 4010. QUALITY CONTROL ERROR RATE DE- 
TERMINATION. 

Section 16(c) of the Food and Nutrition Act 
of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2025(c)) is amended by adding 
at the end the following: 

(10) TOLERANCE LEVEL.—For the purposes 
of this subsection, the Secretary shall set 
the tolerance level for excluding small errors 
at $25.”’. 

SEC. 4011. PERFORMANCE BONUS PAYMENTS. 

Section 16(d) of the Food and Nutrition Act 
of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2025(d)) is amended by adding 
at the end the following: 

“(5) USE OF PERFORMANCE BONUS PAY- 
MENTS.—A State agency may use a perform- 
ance bonus payment received under this sub- 
section only to carry out the program estab- 
lished under this Act, including investments 
in— 

“(A) technology; 

“(B) improvements in administration and 
distribution; and 

“(C) actions to prevent fraud, waste, and 
abuse.’’. 

SEC. 4012. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

Section 18(a)(1) of the Food and Nutrition 
Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2027(a)(1)) is amended in 
the first sentence by striking ‘‘2012’’ and in- 
serting ‘‘2017’’. 

SEC. 4013. ASSISTANCE FOR COMMUNITY FOOD 
PROJECTS. 

Section 25 of the Food and Nutrition Act of 
2008 (7 U.S.C. 2034) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)(1)(B)(ii)— 

(A) by striking subclause (I); and 

(B) by redesignating subclauses (II) and 
(III) as subclauses (I) and (II), respectively; 
and 

(2) in subsection (b), by adding at the end 
the following: 

“(3) FUNDING.— 

‘“(A) IN GENERAL.—Out of any funds in the 
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, the 
Secretary of the Treasury shall transfer to 
the Secretary to carry out this section not 
less than $5,000,000 for fiscal year 2013 and 
each fiscal year thereafter. 

“(B) RECEIPT AND ACCEPTANCE.—The Sec- 
retary shall be entitled to receive, shall ac- 
cept, and shall use to carry out this section 
the funds transferred under subparagraph 
(A), without further appropriation. 

“(C) MAINTENANCE OF FUNDING.—The fund- 
ing provided under subparagraph (A) shall 
supplement (and not supplant) other Federal 
funding made available to the Secretary to 
carry out this section.’’. 

SEC. 4014. EMERGENCY FOOD ASSISTANCE. 

(a) PURCHASE OF COMMODITIES.—Section 
27(a) of the Food and Nutrition Act of 2008 (7 
U.S.C. 2036(a)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘2008 
through 2012’? and inserting ‘‘2012 through 
2017”; 

(2) by striking paragraph (2) and inserting 
the following: 

‘“(2) AMOUNTS.—The Secretary shall use to 
carry out paragraph (1)— 

“(A) for fiscal year 2012, $260,250,000; and 

“(B) for each subsequent fiscal year, the 
dollar amount of commodities specified in 
subparagraph (A) adjusted by the percentage 
by which the thrifty food plan has been ad- 
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justed under section 3(u)(4) between June 30, 
2012, and June 30 of the immediately pre- 
ceding fiscal year, and subsequently in- 
creased by— 

“(i) for fiscal year 2013, $28,000,000; 

““(ii) for fiscal year 2014, $44,000,000; 

““(iii) for fiscal year 2015, $24,000,000; 

‘(iv) for fiscal year 2016, $18,000,000; and 

‘““(v) for fiscal year 2017 and each fiscal year 
thereafter, $10,000,000.’’; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 

‘(3) FUNDS AVAILABILITY.—For purposes of 
the funds described in this subsection, the 
Secretary shall— 

“(A) make the funds available for 2 fiscal 
years; and 

‘“(B) allow States to carry over unexpended 
balances to the next fiscal year pursuant to 
such terms and conditions as are determined 
by the Secretary.’’. 

(b) EMERGENCY FOOD PROGRAM INFRASTRUC- 
TURE GRANTS.—Section 209(d) of the Emer- 
gency Food Assistance Act of 1983 (7 U.S.C. 
75lla(d)) is amended by striking ‘‘2012” and 
inserting ‘‘2017’’. 

SEC. 4015. NUTRITION EDUCATION. 

Section 28(b) of the Food and Nutrition Act 
of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2036a(b)) is amended by in- 
serting ‘‘and physical activity”? after 
“healthy food choices”. 

SEC. 4016. RETAIL FOOD STORE AND RECIPIENT 
TRAFFICKING. 

The Food and Nutrition Act of 2008 (7 
U.S.C. 2011 et seq.) is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 

“SEC. 29. RETAIL FOOD STORE AND RECIPIENT 
TRAFFICKING. 

‘“(a) PURPOSE.—The purpose of this section 
is to provide the Department of Agriculture 
with additional resources to prevent traf- 
ficking in violation of this Act by strength- 
ening recipient and retail food store program 
integrity. 

‘(b) USE OF FUNDS.—Additional funds are 
provided under this section to supplement 
the retail food store and recipient integrity 
activities of the Department. 

‘“(¢) FUNDING.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Out of any funds in the 
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, the 
Secretary of the Treasury shall transfer to 
the Secretary to carry out this section not 
less than $18,500,000 for fiscal year 2013 and 
each fiscal year thereafter. 

‘(2) RECEIPT AND ACCEPTANCE.—The Sec- 
retary shall be entitled to receive, shall ac- 
cept, and shall use to carry out this section 
the funds transferred under paragraph (1), 
without further appropriation. 

“(8) MAINTENANCE OF FUNDING.—The fund- 
ing provided under paragraph (1) shall sup- 
plement (and not supplant) other Federal 
funding for programs carried out under this 
Act.”. 
SEC. 4017. TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING 
AMENDMENTS. 

(a) Section 3 of the Food and Nutrition Act 
of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2012) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (g), by striking ‘‘coupon,” 
and inserting ‘‘coupon”’; 


(2) in subsection (k)(7), by striking ‘‘or 
are” and inserting ‘‘and’’; 

(3) by striking subsection (1); 

(4) by redesignating subsections (m) 


through (t) as subsections (1) through (s), re- 
spectively; and 

(5) by inserting after subsection (s) (as so 
redesignated) the following: 

“(t) ‘Supplemental nutrition assistance 
program’ means the program operated pursu- 
ant to this Act.’’. 

(b) Section 4(a) of the Food and Nutrition 
Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2013(a)) is amended in 
the last sentence by striking ‘‘benefits’’ and 
inserting ‘‘Benefits’’. 
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(c) Section 5 of the Food and Nutrition Act 
of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2014) is amended— 

(1) in the last sentence of subsection 
(i)(2)(D), by striking ‘‘section 18(b)(2)” and 
inserting ‘‘section 13(b)’’; and 

(2) in subsection (k)(4)(A), by striking 
“paragraph (2)(H)’’ and inserting ‘‘paragraph 
(2)(G)”’. 

(d) Section 6(d)(4) of the Food and Nutri- 
tion Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2015(d)(4)) is amend- 
ed in subparagraphs (B)(vii) and (F)(iii) by 
indenting both clauses appropriately. 

(e) Section 7(h) of the Food and Nutrition 
Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2016(h)) is amended by 
redesignating the second paragraph (12) (re- 
lating to interchange fees) as paragraph (13). 

(f) Section 9(a) of the Food and Nutrition 
Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2018(a)) is amended by 
indenting paragraph (3) appropriately. 

(g) Section 12 of the Food and Nutrition 
Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2021) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (b)(3)(C), by striking 
“civil money penalties” and inserting ‘‘civil 
penalties”; and 

(2) in subsection (g)(1), by striking ‘‘(7 
U.S.C. 1786)’ and inserting ‘‘(42 U.S.C. 1786)”. 

(h) Section 15(b)(1) of the Food and Nutri- 
tion Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2024(b)(1)) is amend- 
ed in the first sentence by striking ‘‘an ben- 
efit” and inserting ‘‘a benefit”. 

(i) Section 16(a) of the Food and Nutrition 
Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2025(a)) is amended in 
the proviso following paragraph (8) by strik- 
ing ‘‘as amended.’’. 

(j) Section 18(e) of the Food and Nutrition 
Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2027(e)) is amended in 
the first sentence by striking ‘‘sections 7(f)’’ 
and inserting ‘‘section 7(f)’’. 

(k) Section 22(b)(10)(B)(i) of the Food and 
Nutrition Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 
2031(b)(10)(B)(i)) is amended in the last sen- 
tence by striking ‘‘Food benefits” and insert- 
ing ‘‘Benefits’’. 

(1) Section 26(f)(3)(C) of the Food and Nu- 
trition Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2035(f)(8)(C)) is 
amended by striking ‘‘subsection’’ and in- 
serting ‘‘subsections’’. 

(m) Section 27(a)(1) of the Food and Nutri- 
tion Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2036(a)(1)) is amend- 
ed by striking ‘‘(Public Law 98-8; 7 U.S.C. 
612c note)” and inserting ‘‘(7 U.S.C. 7515)”. 

(n) Section 509 of the Older Americans Act 
of 1965 (42 U.S.C. 3056g) is amended in the 
section heading by striking ‘“‘FOOD STAMP 
PROGRAMS” and inserting ‘‘SUPPLE- 
MENTAL NUTRITION ASSISTANCE PRO- 
GRAMS”. 

(0) Section 4115(c)(2)(H) of the Food, Con- 
servation, and Energy Act of 2008 (Public 
Law 110-246; 122 Stat. 1871) is amended by 
striking ‘‘531” and inserting ‘‘454’’. 

Subtitle B—Commodity Distribution 
Programs 
SEC. 4101. COMMODITY DISTRIBUTION PROGRAM. 

Section 4(a) of the Agriculture and Con- 
sumer Protection Act of 1973 (7 U.S.C. 612c 
note; Public Law 93-86) is amended in the 
first sentence by striking ‘‘2012’’ and insert- 
ing ‘‘2017”’. 

SEC. 4102. COMMODITY SUPPLEMENTAL FOOD 
PROGRAM. 

Section 5 of the Agriculture and Consumer 
Protection Act of 1973 (7 U.S.C. 612c note; 
Public Law 93-86) is amended— 

(1) in paragraphs (1) and (2)(B) of sub- 
section (a), by striking ‘‘2012’’ each place it 
appears and inserting ‘‘2017”’; 

(2) in the first sentence of subsection (d)(2), 
by striking ‘‘2012’’ and inserting ‘‘2017”’; 

(3) by striking subsection (g) and inserting 
the following: 

‘“(g¢) HELIGIBILITY.—Except as provided in 
subsection (m), the States shall only provide 
assistance under the commodity supple- 
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mental food program to low-income persons 
aged 60 and older.’’; and 

(4) by adding at the end the following: 

“(m) PHASE-OUT.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, an individual who re- 
ceives assistance under the commodity sup- 
plemental food program on the day before 
the date of enactment of this subsection 
shall continue to receive that assistance 
until the date on which the individual is no 
longer eligible for assistance under the eligi- 
bility requirements for the program in effect 
on the day before the date of enactment of 
this subsection.’’. 

SEC. 4103. DISTRIBUTION OF SURPLUS COMMOD- 
ITIES TO SPECIAL NUTRITION 
PROJECTS. 

Section 1114(a)(2)(A) of the Agriculture and 
Food Act of 1981 (7 U.S.C. 148le(2)(A)) is 
amended in the first sentence by striking 
“2012” and inserting ‘‘2017’’. 

SEC. 4104. TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING 
AMENDMENTS. 

Section 3 of the Commodity Distribution 
Reform Act and WIC Amendments of 1987 (7 
U.S.C. 612c note; Public Law 100-237) is 
amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)— 

(A) in paragraph (2), by striking subpara- 
graph (B) and inserting the following: 

““(B) the program established under section 
4(b) of the Food and Nutrition Act of 2008 (7 
U.S.C. 2013(b));’’; and 

(B) in paragraph (3)(D), by striking ‘‘the 
Committee on Education and Labor” and in- 
serting “the Committee on Education and 
the Workforce’’; 

(2) in subsection (b)(1)(A)(ii), by striking 
“section 32 of the Agricultural Adjustment 
Act (7 U.S.C. 601 et seq.) and inserting ‘‘sec- 
tion 32 of the Act of August 24, 1935 (7 U.S.C. 
612c)”; 

(3) in subsection (e)(1)(D)(iii), by striking 
subclause (II) and inserting the following: 

“(II the program established under section 
4(b) of the Food and Nutrition Act of 2008 (7 
U.S.C. 2013(b));’’; and 

(4) in subsection (k), by striking ‘‘the Com- 
mittee on Education and Labor” and insert- 
ing “the Committee on Education and the 
Workforce”. 

Subtitle C—Miscellaneous 
SEC. 4201. PURCHASE OF FRESH FRUITS AND 
VEGETABLES FOR DISTRIBUTION TO 
SCHOOLS AND SERVICE INSTITU- 
TIONS. 

Section 10603(b) of the Farm Security and 
Rural Investment Act of 2002 (7 U.S.C. 612c- 
4(b)) is amended by striking ‘‘2012” and in- 
serting ‘‘2017’’. 

SEC. 4202. SENIORS FARMERS’ MARKET NUTRI- 
TION PROGRAM. 

Section 4402(a) of the Farm Security and 
Rural Investment Act of 2002 (7 U.S.C. 
3007(a)) is amended by striking ‘‘2012” and in- 
serting ‘‘2017’’. 

SEC. 4203. NUTRITION INFORMATION AND 
AWARENESS PILOT PROGRAM. 

Section 4403 of the Farm Security and 
Rural Investment Act of 2002 (7 U.S.C. 3171 
note; Public Law 107-171) is repealed. 

SEC. 4204. WHOLE GRAIN PRODUCTS. 

Section 4305 of the Food, Conservation, and 
Energy Act of 2008 (42 U.S.C. 1755a) is amend- 
ed— 

(1) in subsection (a), by striking ‘‘2005’’ and 
inserting ‘‘2010’’; 

(2) in subsection (d), by striking ‘‘2011’’ and 
inserting ‘‘2015’’; 

(8) in subsection (e), by striking ‘‘Labor of 
the House of Representative” and inserting 
“the Workforce of the House of Representa- 
tives”; and 

(4) by adding at the end the following: 
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““(f) FUNDING.— 

““(1) IN GENERAL.—On October 1, 2013, out of 
any funds in the Treasury not otherwise ap- 
propriated, the Secretary of the Treasury 
shall transfer to the Secretary to carry out 
this section $10,000,000 for the period of fiscal 
years 2014 through 2015. 

‘(2) RECEIPT AND ACCEPTANCE.—The Sec- 
retary shall be entitled to receive, shall ac- 
cept, and shall use to carry out this section 
the funds transferred under paragraph (1), 
without further appropriation. 

‘(3) MAINTENANCE OF FUNDING.—The fund- 
ing provided under paragraph (1) shall sup- 
plement (and not supplant) other Federal 
funding (including funds made available 
under section 32 of the Act of August 24, 1935 
(7 U.S.C. 612c)) for programs carried out 
under— 

“(A) the Richard B. Russell National 
School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 1751 et seq.), ex- 
cept for section 19 of that Act (42 U.S.C. 
1769a); 

“(B) the Emergency Food Assistance Act 
of 1983 (7 U.S.C. 7501 et seq.); and 

“(C) section 27 of the Food and Nutrition 
Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2036).”. 

SEC. 4205. HUNGER-FREE COMMUNITIES. 

Section 4405 of the Food, Conservation, and 
Energy Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 7517) is amend- 
ed— 

(1) in subsection (a)— 

(A) by striking paragraph (1) and inserting 
the following: 

“(1) ELIGIBLE ENTITY.— 

‘(A) COLLABORATIVE GRANTS.—In sub- 
section (b), the term ‘eligible entity’ means 
a public food program service provider or 
nonprofit organization, including an emer- 
gency feeding organization, that has collabo- 
rated or will collaborate with 1 or more local 
partner organizations to achieve at least 1 
hunger-free communities goal. 

“(B) INCENTIVE GRANTS.—In subsection (c), 
the term ‘eligible entity’ means a nonprofit 
organization (including an emergency feed- 
ing organization), an agricultural coopera- 
tive, producer network or association, com- 
munity health organization, public benefit 
corporation, economic development corpora- 
tion, farmers’ market, community-supported 
agriculture program, buying club, supple- 
mental nutrition assistance program retail 
food store, a State, local, or tribal agency, 
and any other entity the Secretary des- 
ignates.’’; 

(B) by adding at the end the following: 

“(4) SUPPLEMENTAL NUTRITION ASSISTANCE 
PROGRAM.—The term ‘supplemental nutrition 
assistance program’ means the supplemental 
nutrition assistance program established 
under the Food and Nutrition Act of 2008 (7 
U.S.C. 2011 et seq.). 

‘((5) UNDERSERVED COMMUNITY.—The term 
‘underserved community’ has the meaning 
given the term in section 25 of the Food and 
Nutrition Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2034).”’; 

(2) in subsection (b)(1)(A), by striking ‘‘not 
more than 50 percent of any funds made 
available under subsection (e)’’ and inserting 
“funds made available under subsection 
(d)(1)”’; and 

(3) by striking subsections (c), (d), and (e) 
and inserting the following: 

‘(c) HUNGER-FREE COMMUNITIES INCENTIVE 
GRANTS.— 

“(1) AUTHORIZATION.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—In each of the years 
specified in subsection (d), the Secretary 
shall make grants to eligible entities in ac- 
cordance with paragraph (2). 

‘(B) FEDERAL SHARE.—The Federal share of 
the cost of carrying out an activity under 
this subsection shall not exceed 50 percent of 
the total cost of the activity. 
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‘(C) NON-FEDERAL SHARE.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—The non-Federal share of 
the cost of an activity under this subsection 
may be provided— 

“(I) in cash or in-kind contributions as de- 
termined by the Secretary, including facili- 
ties, equipment, or services; and 

“(ID by a State or local government or a 
private source. 

‘“(ii) LIMITATION.—In the case of a for-prof- 
it entity, the non-Federal share described in 
clause (i) shall not include services of an em- 
ployee, including salaries paid or expenses 
covered by the employer. 

‘*(2) CRITERIA.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of this sub- 
section, an eligible entity is a governmental 
agency or nonprofit organization that— 

“(i) meets the application criteria set forth 
by the Secretary; and 

“(ii) proposes a project that, at a min- 
imum— 

‘““T) has the support of the State agency; 

“(IT) would increase the purchase of fruits 
and vegetables by low-income consumers 
participating in the supplemental nutrition 
assistance program by providing incentives 
at the point of purchase; 

“(III) agrees to participate in the evalua- 
tion described in paragraph (4); 

“(IV) ensures that the same terms and con- 
ditions apply to purchases made by individ- 
uals with benefits issued under this Act and 
incentives provided for in this subsection as 
apply to purchases made by individuals who 
are not members of households receiving 
benefits, such as provided for in section 
278.2(b) of title 7, Code of Federal Regula- 
tions (or a successor regulation); and 

“(V) includes effective and efficient tech- 
nologies for benefit redemption systems that 
may be replicated in other for States and 
communities. 

“(B) PRIORITY.—In awarding grants under 
this section, the Secretary shall give pri- 
ority to projects that— 

“(i) maximize the share of funds used for 
direct incentives to participants; 

“(ii) use direct-to-consumer sales mar- 
keting; 

“(iii) demonstrate a track record of design- 
ing and implementing successful nutrition 
incentive programs that connect low-income 
consumers and agricultural producers; 

‘““(iv) provide locally or regionally produced 
fruits and vegetables; 

“(v) are located in underserved commu- 
nities; or 

“(vi) address other criteria as established 
by the Secretary. 

(3) APPLICABILITY .— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The value of any benefit 
provided to a participant in any activity 
funded under this subsection shall not be 
considered income or resources for any pur- 
pose under any Federal, State, or local law. 

‘(B) PROHIBITION ON COLLECTION OF SALES 
TAXES.—Each State shall ensure that no 
State or local tax is collected on a purchase 
of food under this subsection. 

‘(C) NO LIMITATION ON BENEFITS.—A grant 
made available under this subsection shall 
not be used to carry out any project that 
limits the use of benefits under the Food and 
Nutrition Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2011 et seq.) or 
any other Federal nutrition law. 

“(D) HOUSEHOLD ALLOTMENT.—Assistance 
provided under this subsection to households 
receiving benefits under the supplemental 
nutrition assistance program shall not— 

“(i) be considered part of the supplemental 
nutrition assistance program benefits of the 
household; or 
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“(i) be used in the collection or disposi- 
tion of claims under section 13 of the Food 
and Nutrition Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2022). 

“(4) EVALUATION.— 

“(A) INDEPENDENT EVALUATION.—The Sec- 
retary shall provide for an independent eval- 
uation of projects selected under this sub- 
section that measures the impact of each 
project on— 

“() improving the nutrition and health 
status of participating households receiving 
incentives under this subsection; and 

“Gi) increasing fruit and vegetable pur- 
chases in participating households. 

““(B) REQUIREMENT.—The independent eval- 
uation under subparagraph (A) shall use rig- 
orous methodologies capable of producing 
scientifically valid information regarding 
the effectiveness of a project. 

““(C) CosTs.—The Secretary may use funds 
not to exceed 10 percent of the funding pro- 
vided to carry out this section to pay costs 
associated with administering, monitoring, 
and evaluating each project. 

“(d) FUNDING.— 

“(1) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out subsection (b) $5,000,000 for each of 
fiscal years 2013 through 2017. 

‘(2) MANDATORY FUNDING.—Of the funds of 
the Commodity Credit Corporation, the Sec- 
retary shall use to carry out subsection (c)— 

“(A) $15,000,000 for fiscal year 2013; 

“*“(B) $20,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2014 
through 2016; and 

““(C) $25,000,000 for fiscal year 2017.’’. 

SEC. 4206. HEALTHY FOOD FINANCING INITIA- 
TIVE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subtitle D of title II of 
the Department of Agriculture Reorganiza- 
tion Act of 1994 (7 U.S.C. 6951 et seq.) is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 
“SEC. 242. HEALTHY FOOD FINANCING INITIA- 

TIVE. 

‘“(a) PURPOSE.—The purpose of this section 
is to enhance the authorities of the Sec- 
retary to support efforts to provide access to 
healthy food by establishing an initiative to 
improve access to healthy foods in under- 
served areas, to create and preserve quality 
jobs, and to revitalize low-income commu- 
nities by providing loans and grants to eligi- 
ble fresh, healthy food retailers to overcome 
the higher costs and initial barriers to entry 
in underserved areas. 

(b) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 

“(1) COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT FINANCIAL 
INSTITUTION.—The term ‘community develop- 
ment financial institution’ has the meaning 
given the term in section 103 of the Commu- 
nity Development Banking and Financial In- 
stitutions Act of 1994 (12 U.S.C. 4702). 

‘“(2) INITIATIVE.—The term ‘Initiative’ 
means the Healthy Food Financing Initia- 
tive established under subsection (c)(1). 

“(3) NATIONAL FUND MANAGER.—The term 
‘national fund manager’ means a community 
development financial institution that is— 

“(A) in existence on the date of enactment 
of this section; and 

“(B) certified by the Community Develop- 
ment Financial Institution Fund of the De- 
partment of Treasury to manage the Initia- 
tive for purposes of— 

““(i) raising private capital; 

“(i) providing financial and technical as- 
sistance to partnerships; and 

“Gii) funding eligible projects to attract 
fresh, healthy food retailers to underserved 
areas, in accordance with this section. 

“*(4) PARTNERSHIP.—The term ‘partnership’ 
means a regional, State, or local public-pri- 
vate partnership that— 

“(A) is organized to improve access to 
fresh, healthy foods; 
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‘“(B) provides financial and technical as- 
sistance to eligible projects; and 

“(C) meets such other criteria as the Sec- 
retary may establish. 

‘“(5) PERISHABLE FOOD.—The term ‘perish- 
able food’ means a staple food that is fresh, 
refrigerated, or frozen. 

“(6) QUALITY JOB.—The term ‘quality job’ 
means a job that provides wages and other 
benefits comparable to, or better than, simi- 
lar positions in existing businesses of similar 
size in similar local economies. 

‘(7) STAPLE FOOD.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘staple food’ 
means food that is a basic dietary item. 

‘(B) INCLUSIONS.—The term ‘staple food’ 
includes— 

“(i) bread; 

“dp flour; 

“(iii) fruits; 

“(iv) vegetables; and 

“(v) meat. 

‘*(c) INITIATIVE.— 

“(1) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Secretary shall 
establish an initiative to achieve the purpose 
described in subsection (a) in accordance 
with this subsection. 

‘*(2) IMPLEMENTATION.— 

‘*(A) IN GENERAL.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—In carrying out the Ini- 
tiative, the Secretary shall provide funding 
to entities with eligible projects, as de- 
scribed in subparagraph (B), subject to the 
priorities described in subparagraph (C). 

“(ii) USE OF FUNDS.—Funds provided to an 
entity pursuant to clause (i) shall be used— 

“(I) to create revolving loan pools of cap- 
ital or other products to provide loans to fi- 
nance eligible projects or partnerships; 

‘(II) to provide grants for eligible projects 
or partnerships; 

“(III) to provide technical assistance to 
funded projects and entities seeking Initia- 
tive funding; and 

‘“(IV) to cover administrative expenses of 
the national fund manager in an amount not 
to exceed 10 percent of the Federal funds pro- 
vided. 

‘(B) ELIGIBLE PROJECTS.—Subject to the 
approval of the Secretary, the national fund 
manager shall establish eligibility criteria 
for projects under the Initiative, which shall 
include the existence or planned execution of 
agreements— 

“(i) to expand or preserve the availability 
of staple foods in underserved areas with 
moderate- and low-income populations by 
maintaining or increasing the number of re- 
tail outlets that offer an assortment of per- 
ishable food and staple food items, as deter- 
mined by the Secretary, in those areas; and 

“(ii) to accept benefits under the supple- 
mental nutrition assistance program estab- 
lished under the Food and Nutrition Act of 
2008 (7 U.S.C. 2011 et seq.). 

“(C) PRIORITIES.—In carrying out the Ini- 
tiative, priority shall be given to projects 
that— 

“(i) are located in severely distressed low- 
income communities, as defined by the Com- 
munity Development Financial Institutions 
Fund of the Department of Treasury; and 

“(ii) include 1 or more of the following 
characteristics: 

“(I) The project will create or retain qual- 
ity jobs for low-income residents in the com- 
munity. 

“(II) The project supports regional food 
systems and locally grown foods, to the max- 
imum extent practicable. 

‘(III) In areas served by public transit, the 
project is accessible by public transit. 

‘“(IV) The project involves women- or mi- 
nority-owned businesses. 
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‘(V) The project receives funding from 
other sources, including other Federal agen- 
cies. 

‘(VI) The project otherwise advances the 
purpose of this section, as determined by the 
Secretary. 

‘(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to the 
Secretary to carry out this section 
$125,000,000, to remain available until ex- 
pended.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 
296(b) of the Department of Agriculture Re- 
organization Act of 1994 (7 U.S.C. 7014(b)) (as 
amended by section 1609(d)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (7), by striking ‘‘or’’ at the 
end; 

(2) in paragraph (8), by striking the period 
at the end and inserting ‘‘; or”; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 

“(9) the authority of the Secretary to es- 
tablish and carry out the Health Food Fi- 
nancing Initiative under section 242.’’. 

SEC. 4207. PULSE CROP PRODUCTS. 

(a) PURPOSE.—The purpose of this section 
is to encourage greater awareness and inter- 
est in the number and variety of pulse crop 
products available to schoolchildren, as rec- 
ommended by the most recent Dietary 
Guidelines for Americans published under 
section 301 of the National Nutrition Moni- 
toring and Related Research Act of 1990 (7 
U.S.C. 5341). 

(b) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 

(1) ELIGIBLE PULSE CROP.—The term “‘eligi- 
ble pulse crop”? means dry beans, dry peas, 
lentils, and chickpeas. 

(2) PULSE CROP PRODUCT.—The term ‘‘pulse 
crop product” means a food product derived 
in whole or in part from an eligible pulse 
crop. 

(c) PURCHASE OF PULSE CROPS AND PULSE 
CROP PRODUCTS.—In addition to the com- 
modities delivered under section 6 of the 
Richard B. Russell National School Lunch 
Act (42 U.S.C. 1755), the Secretary shall pur- 
chase eligible pulse crops and pulse crop 
products for use in— 

(1) the school lunch program established 
under the Richard B. Russell National 
School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 1751 et seq.); and 

(2) the school breakfast program estab- 
lished by section 4 of the Child Nutrition Act 
of 1966 (42 U.S.C. 1773). 

(da) EVALUATION.—Not later than Sep- 
tember 30, 2016, the Secretary shall conduct 
an evaluation of the activities conducted 
under subsection (c), including— 

(1) an evaluation of whether children par- 
ticipating in the school lunch and breakfast 
programs described in subsection (c) in- 
creased overall consumption of eligible pulse 
crops as a result of the activities; 

(2) an evaluation of which eligible pulse 
crops and pulse crop products are most ac- 
ceptable for use in the school lunch and 
breakfast programs; 

(3) any recommendations of the Secretary 
regarding the integration of the use of pulse 
crop products in carrying out the school 
lunch and breakfast programs; 

(4) an evaluation of any change in the nu- 
trient composition in the school lunch and 
breakfast programs due to the activities; and 

(5) an evaluation of any other outcomes de- 
termined to be appropriate by the Secretary. 

(e) REPORT.—As soon as practicable after 
the completion of the evaluation under sub- 
section (d), the Secretary shall submit to the 
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and 
Forestry of the Senate and the Committee 
on Education and the Workforce of the 
House of Representative a report describing 
the results of the evaluation. 
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(f) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section $10,000,000, to remain 
available until expended. 

SEC. 4208. DIETARY GUIDELINES FOR AMERI- 
CANS. 

Section 301(a) of the National Nutrition 
Monitoring and Related Research Act of 1990 
(7 U.S.C. 5341(a)) is amended by adding at the 
end the following: 

“(3) PREGNANT WOMEN AND YOUNG CHIL- 
DREN.—Not later than the 2020 report and in 
each report thereafter, the Secretaries shall 
include national nutritional and dietary in- 
formation and guidelines for pregnant 
women and children from birth until the age 
of 2.”. 

SEC. 4209. PURCHASES OF LOCALLY PRODUCED 
FOODS. 

Section 9(j) of the Richard B. Russell Na- 
tional School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 1758(j)) is 
amended— 

(1) by redesignating paragraphs (1) through 
(3) as subparagraphs (A) through (C), respec- 
tively, and indenting the subparagraphs ap- 
propriately; 

(2) by striking ‘‘The Secretary” and insert- 
ing the following: 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary”; 

(3) in paragraph (1) (as so redesignated)— 

(A) in subparagraph (B)— 

(i) by striking ‘‘paragraph (1) of the policy 
described in that paragraph and paragraph 
(3)? and inserting ‘‘subparagraph (A) of the 
policy described in that subparagraph and 
subparagraph (C)’’; and 

(ii) by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end; 

(B) in subparagraph (C), by striking the pe- 
riod at the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 

(C) by adding at the end the following: 

“(D) not later than 1 year after the date of 
enactment of this subparagraph, in accord- 
ance with paragraphs (2) and (3), conduct not 
fewer than 5 demonstration projects through 
school food authorities receiving funds under 
this Act and the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 
(42 U.S.C. 1771 et seq.) to facilitate the pur- 
chase of unprocessed and minimally proc- 
essed locally grown and locally raised agri- 
cultural products.’’; and 

(4) by adding at the end the following: 

‘(2) SELECTION.—In conducting demonstra- 
tion projects under paragraph (1)(D), the Sec- 
retary shall ensure that at least 1 project is 
located in a State in each of— 

“(A) the Pacific Northwest Region; 

“(B) the Northeast Region; 

““(C) the Western Region; 

“(D) the Midwest Region; and 

(E) the Southern Region. 

““(3) PRIORITY.—In selecting States for par- 
ticipation in the demonstration projects 
under paragraph (2), the Secretary shall 
prioritize applications based on— 

“(A) the quantity and variety of growers of 
local fruits and vegetables in the State; 

‘“(B) the demonstrated commitment of the 
State to farm-to-school efforts, as evidenced 
by prior efforts to increase and promote 
farm-to- school programs in the State; and 

“(C) whether the State contains a suffi- 
cient quantity of school districts of varying 
population sizes and geographical loca- 
tions.’’. 

TITLE V—CREDIT 
Subtitle A—Farmer Loans, Servicing, and 

Other Assistance Under the Consolidated 

Farm and Rural Development Act 
SEC. 5001. FARMER LOANS, SERVICING, AND 

OTHER ASSISTANCE UNDER THE 
CONSOLIDATED FARM AND RURAL 
DEVELOPMENT ACT. 

The Consolidated Farm and Rural Develop- 

ment Act (as amended by section 6001) is 
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amended by inserting after section 3002 the 
following: 


“Subtitle A—Farmer Loans, Servicing, and 
Other Assistance 


“CHAPTER 1—FARM OWNERSHIP LOANS 
“SEC. 3101. FARM OWNERSHIP LOANS. 


“(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may 
make or guarantee a farm ownership loan 
under this chapter to an eligible farmer. 


‘(b) ELIGIBILITY.—A farmer shall be eligi- 
ble under subsection (a) only— 

“(1) if the farmer, or, in the case of an enti- 
ty, 1 or more individuals holding a majority 
interest in the farmer— 

“(A) is a citizen of the United States; and 

“(B) in the case of a direct loan, has train- 
ing or farming experience that the Secretary 
determines is sufficient to ensure a reason- 
able prospect of success in the farming oper- 
ation proposed by the farmer; 

“(2)(A) in the case of a farmer that is an 
individual, if the farmer is or proposes to be- 
come an owner and operator of a farm that 
is not larger than a family farm; or 

‘“(B) in the case of a lessee-operator of a 
farm located in the State of Hawaii, if the 
Secretary determines that— 

“(i) the farm is not larger than a family 
farm; 

“(ii) the farm cannot be acquired in fee 
simple by the lessee-operator; 

“(iii) adequate security is provided for the 
loan with respect to the farm for which the 
lessee-operator applies under this chapter; 
and 

‘““(iv) there is a reasonable probability of 
accomplishing the objectives and repayment 
of the loan; 

‘(3) in the case of a farmer that is a coop- 
erative, corporation, partnership, trust, lim- 
ited liability company, joint operation, or 
such other legal entity as the Secretary de- 
termines to be appropriate, with respect to 
the entity and each farm in which the entity 
has an ownership or operator interest— 

“(A) if— 

“(i) a majority interest is held by individ- 
uals who are related by blood or marriage, as 
defined by the Secretary; 

‘“(ii) all of the individuals are or propose to 
become owners or operators of a farm that is 
not larger than a family farm; and 

“(iii) at least 1 of the individuals is or pro- 
poses to become an operator of the farm; or 

“(B) if— 

“(i) the entire interest is held by individ- 
uals who are related by blood or marriage, as 
defined by the Secretary; 

“(ii) all of the individuals are or propose to 
become farm operators; and 

“(iii) the ownership interest of each indi- 
vidual separately constitutes not larger than 
a family farm, even if the ownership inter- 
ests of the individuals collectively con- 
stitute larger than a family farm; 

“(4) in the case of an entity that is, or will 
become within a reasonable period of time, 
as determined by the Secretary, only the op- 
erator of a family farm, if the 1 or more indi- 
viduals who are the owners of the family 
farm own— 

“(A) a percentage of the family farm that 
exceeds 50 percent; or 

‘(B) such other percentage as the Sec- 
retary determines to be appropriate; 

‘“(5) in the case of an operator described in 
paragraph (3) that is owned, in whole or in 
part, by 1 or more other entities, if each of 
the individuals that have a direct or indirect 
ownership interest in such other entities 
also have a direct ownership interest in the 
entity applying as an individual; and 
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“(6) if the farmer and each individual that 
holds a majority interest in the farmer is un- 
able to obtain credit elsewhere. 

‘*(c) DIRECT LOANS.— 

‘“(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2), 
the Secretary may make a direct loan under 
this chapter only to a farmer who has par- 
ticipated in business operations of a farm for 
not less than 3 years (or has other acceptable 
experience for a period of time determined 
by the Secretary) and— 

“(A) is a qualified beginning farmer; 

‘(B) has not received a previous direct 
farm ownership loan made under this chap- 
ter; or 

“(C) has not received a direct farm owner- 
ship loan under this chapter more than 10 
years before the date on which the new loan 
would be made. 

‘(2) YOUTH LOANS.—The operation of an en- 
terprise by a youth under section 3201(d) 
shall not be considered the operation of a 
farm for purposes of paragraph (1). 

“SEC. 3102. PURPOSES OF LOANS. 

‘*“(a) ALLOWED PURPOSES.— 

“(1) DIRECT LOANS.—A farmer may use a di- 
rect loan made under this chapter only— 

“(A) to acquire or enlarge a farm; 

‘(B) to make capital improvements to a 
farm; 

“(C) to pay loan closing costs related to ac- 
quiring, enlarging, or improving a farm; 

‘“(D) to pay for activities to promote soil 
and water conservation and protection de- 
scribed in section 3103 on a farm; or 

‘“(E) to refinance a temporary bridge loan 
made by a commercial or cooperative lender 
to a farmer for the acquisition of land for a 
farm, if— 

“(i) the Secretary approved an application 
for a direct farm ownership loan to the farm- 
er for acquisition of the land; and 

“(ii) funds for direct farm ownership loans 
under section 3201(a) were not available at 
the time at which the application was ap- 
proved. 

‘(2) GUARANTEED LOANS.—A farmer may 
use a loan guaranteed under this chapter 
only— 

“(A) to acquire or enlarge a farm; 

‘“(B) to make capital improvements to a 
farm; 

‘“(C) to pay loan closing costs related to ac- 
quiring, enlarging, or improving a farm; 

‘(D) to pay for activities to promote soil 
and water conservation and protection de- 
scribed in section 3103 on a farm; or 

“(E) to refinance indebtedness. 

“(b) PREFERENCES.—In making or guaran- 
teeing a loan under this chapter for purchase 
of a farm, the Secretary shall give preference 
to a person who— 

“(1) has a dependent family; 

‘“(2) to the extent practicable, is able to 
make an initial down payment on the farm; 
or 

“(3) is an owner of livestock or farm equip- 
ment that is necessary to successfully carry 
out farming operations. 

‘(c) HAZARD INSURANCE REQUIREMENT.— 
The Secretary may not make a loan to a 
farmer under this chapter unless the farmer 
has, or agrees to obtain, hazard insurance on 
any real property to be acquired or improved 
with the loan. 

“SEC. 3103. CONSERVATION LOAN AND LOAN 
GUARANTEE PROGRAM. 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may 
make or guarantee qualified conservation 
loans to eligible borrowers under this sec- 
tion. 

“(b) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 

“(1) CONSERVATION PLAN.—The term ‘con- 
servation plan’ means a plan, approved by 
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the Secretary, that, for a farming operation, 
identifies the conservation activities that 
will be addressed with loan funds provided 
under this section, including— 

“(A) the installation of conservation struc- 
tures to address soil, water, and related re- 
sources; 

‘“(B) the establishment of forest cover for 
sustained yield timber management, erosion 
control, or shelter belt purposes; 

“(C) the installation of water conservation 
measures; 

‘“(D) the installation of waste management 
systems; 

“(E) the establishment or improvement of 
permanent pasture; 

“(F) compliance with section 1212 of the 
Food Security Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3812); 
and 

“(G) other purposes consistent with the 
plan, including the adoption of any other 
emerging or existing conservation practices, 
techniques, or technologies approved by the 
Secretary. 

‘“(2) QUALIFIED CONSERVATION LOAN.—The 
term ‘qualified conservation loan’ means a 
loan, the proceeds of which are used to cover 
the costs to the borrower of carrying out a 
qualified conservation project. 

“(3) QUALIFIED CONSERVATION PROJECT.— 
The term ‘qualified conservation project’ 
means conservation measures that address 
provisions of a conservation plan of the eligi- 
ble borrower. 

‘(c) ELIGIBILITY.— 

**(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may make 
or guarantee loans to farmers. 

(2) REQUIREMENTS.—To be eligible for a 
loan under this section, applicants shall 
meet the citizenship and training and experi- 
ence requirements of section 3101(b). 

‘“(d) PRIORITY.—In making or guaranteeing 
loans under this section, the Secretary shall 
give priority to— 

“(1) qualified beginning farmers and so- 
cially disadvantaged farmers; 

**(2) owners or tenants who use the loans to 
convert to sustainable or organic agricul- 
tural production systems; and 

““(3) producers who use the loans to build 
conservation structures or establish con- 
servation practices to comply with section 
1212 of the Food Security Act of 1985 (16 
U.S.C. 3812). 

‘“(e) LIMITATIONS APPLICABLE TO LOAN 
GUARANTEES.—The portion of a loan that the 
Secretary may guarantee under this section 
shall not exceed 75 percent of the principal 
amount of the loan. 

‘“(f) ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS.—The Sec- 
retary shall ensure, to the maximum extent 
practicable, that loans made or guaranteed 
under this section are distributed across di- 
verse geographic regions. 

‘“(g) CREDIT ELIGIBILITY.—The provisions of 
paragraphs (1) and (8) of section 3406(a) shall 
not apply to loans made or guaranteed under 
this section. 

‘(h) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
For each of fiscal years 2012 through 2017, 
there are authorized to be appropriated to 
the Secretary such sums as are necessary to 
carry out this section. 

“SEC. 3104. LOAN MAXIMUMS. 

‘“(a) MAXIMUM.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall 
make or guarantee no loan under sections 
8101, 3102, 3103, 3106, and 3107 that would 
cause the unpaid indebtedness under those 
sections of any 1 borrower to exceed the less- 
er of— 

“(A) the value of the farm or other secu- 
rity, or 

‘“(B)(i) in the case of a loan made by the 
Secretary, $300,000; or 
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“(ii) in the case of a loan guaranteed by 
the Secretary, $700,000 (as modified under 
paragraph (2)). 

‘(2) MODIFICATION.—The amount specified 
in paragraph (1)(B)(ii) shall be— 

“(A) increased, beginning with fiscal year 
2000, by the inflation percentage applicable 
to the fiscal year in which the loan is guar- 
anteed; and 

‘“(B) reduced by the amount of any unpaid 
indebtedness of the borrower on loans under 
chapter 2 that are guaranteed by the Sec- 
retary. 

‘(b) DETERMINATION OF VALUE.—In deter- 
mining the value of the farm, the Secretary 
shall consider appraisals made by competent 
appraisers under rules established by the 
Secretary. 

‘“(c) INFLATION PERCENTAGE.—For purposes 
of this section, the inflation percentage ap- 
plicable to a fiscal year is the percentage (if 
any) by which— 

“(1) the average of the Prices Paid By 
Farmers Index (as compiled by the National 
Agricultural Statistics Service of the De- 
partment) for the 12-month period ending on 
August 31 of the immediately preceding fis- 
cal year; exceeds 

“(2) the average of that index (as so de- 
fined) for the 12-month period ending on Au- 
gust 31, 1996. 

“SEC. 3105. REPAYMENT REQUIREMENTS FOR 
FARM OWNERSHIP LOANS. 

‘(a) PERIOD FOR REPAYMENT.—The period 
for repayment of a loan under this chapter 
shall not exceed 40 years. 

‘*(b) INTEREST RATES.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as otherwise pro- 
vided in this title, the interest rate on a loan 
under this chapter shall be determined by 
the Secretary at a rate— 

“(A) not to exceed the sum obtained by 
adding— 

“(i) the current average market yield on 
outstanding marketable obligations of the 
United States with remaining periods to ma- 
turity comparable to the average maturity 
of the loan; and 

“(ii) an amount not to exceed 1 percent, as 
determined by the Secretary; and 

‘“(B) adjusted to the nearest % of 1 percent. 

‘(2) LOW INCOME FARM OWNERSHIP LOANS.— 
Except as provided in paragraph (3), the in- 
terest rate on a loan (other than a guaran- 
teed loan) under section 3106 shall be deter- 
mined by the Secretary at a rate that is— 

“(A) not greater than the sum obtained by 
adding— 

“(i) an amount that does not exceed % of 
the current average market yield on out- 
standing marketable obligations of the 
United States with maturities of 5 years; and 

“(ii) an amount not to exceed 1 percent per 
year, as the Secretary determines is appro- 
priate; and 

‘(B) not less than 5 percent per year. 

‘(3) JOINT FINANCING ARRANGEMENT.—If a 
direct farm ownership loan is made under 
this chapter as part of a joint financing ar- 
rangement and the amount of the direct 
farm ownership loan does not exceed 50 per- 
cent of the total principal amount financed 
under the arrangement, the interest rate on 
the direct farm ownership loan shall be at 
least 4 percent annually. 

“(4) GUARANTEED LOANS.—The interest rate 
on a loan made under this chapter as a guar- 
anteed loan shall be such rate as may be 
agreed on by the borrower and the lender, 
but not in excess of any rate determined by 
the Secretary. 

“(c) PAYMENT OF CHARGES.—A borrower of 
a loan made or guaranteed under this chap- 
ter shall pay such fees and other charges as 
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the Secretary may require, and prepay to the 
Secretary such taxes and insurance as the 
Secretary may require, on such terms and 
conditions as the Secretary may prescribe. 

‘“(d) SECURITY.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall take 
as security for an obligation entered into in 
connection with a loan, a mortgage on a 
farm with respect to which the loan is made 
or such other security as the Secretary may 
require. 

‘(2) LIENS TO UNITED STATES.—An instru- 
ment for security under paragraph (1) may 
constitute a lien running to the United 
States notwithstanding the fact that the 
note for the security may be held by a lender 
other than the United States. 

“(3) MULTIPLE LOANS.—A borrower may use 
the same collateral to secure 2 or more loans 
made or guaranteed under this chapter, ex- 
cept that the outstanding amount of the 
loans may not exceed the total value of the 
collateral. 

‘(e) MINERAL RIGHTS AS COLLATERAL.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—In the case of a farm 
ownership loan made after December 23, 1985, 
unless appraised values of the rights to oil, 
gas, or other minerals are specifically in- 
cluded as part of the appraised value of col- 
lateral securing the loan, the rights to oil, 
gas, or other minerals located under the 
property shall not be considered part of the 
collateral securing the loan. 

‘(2) COMPENSATORY PAYMENTS.—Nothing in 
this subsection prevents the inclusion of, as 
part of the collateral securing the loan, any 
payment or other compensation the bor- 
rower may receive for damages to the sur- 
face of the collateral real estate resulting 
from the exploration for or recovery of min- 
erals. 

‘(f) ADDITIONAL COLLATERAL.—The Sec- 
retary may not— 

“(1) require any borrower to provide addi- 
tional collateral to secure a farmer program 
loan made or guaranteed under this subtitle, 
if the borrower is current in the payment of 
principal and interest on the loan; or 

“(2) bring any action to foreclose, or other- 
wise liquidate, the loan as a result of the 
failure of a borrower to provide additional 
collateral to secure the loan, if the borrower 
was current in the payment of principal and 
interest on the loan at the time the addi- 
tional collateral was requested. 

“SEC. 3106. LIMITED-RESOURCE LOANS. 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may 
make or guarantee a limited-resource loan 
for any of the purposes specified in sections 
3102(a) or 3103(a) to a farmer in the United 
States who— 

“(1) in the case of an entity, all members, 
stockholders, or partners are eligible under 
section 3101(b); 

“(2) has a low income; and 

“(3) demonstrates a need to maximize the 
income of the farmer from farming oper- 
ations. 

“(b) INSTALLMENTS.—A loan made or guar- 
anteed under this section shall be repayable 
in such installments as the Secretary deter- 
mines will provide for reduced payments dur- 
ing the initial repayment period of the loan 
and larger payments during the remainder of 
the repayment period of the loan. 

‘“(c) INTEREST RATES.—Except as provided 
in section 3105(b)(3) and in section 3204(b)(3), 
the interest rate on loans (other than guar- 
anteed loans) under this section shall not 
be— 

“(1) greater than the sum obtained by add- 
ing— 

“(A) an amount that does not exceed % of 
the current average market yield on out- 
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standing marketable obligations of the 
United States with maturities of 5 years; and 

“(B) an amount not exceeding 1 percent per 
year, as the Secretary determines is appro- 
priate; or 

“*(2) less than 5 percent per year. 

“SEC. 3107. DOWNPAYMENT LOAN PROGRAM. 

““(a) IN GENERAL.— 

“1) ESTABLISHMENT.—Notwithstanding 
any other provision of this chapter, the Sec- 
retary shall establish, under the farm owner- 
ship loan program established under this 
chapter, a program under which loans shall 
be made under this section to a qualified be- 
ginning farmer or a socially disadvantaged 
farmer for a downpayment on a farm owner- 
ship loan. 

‘(2) COORDINATION.—The Secretary shall be 
the primary coordinator of credit super- 
vision for the downpayment loan program es- 
tablished under this section, in consultation 
with a commercial or cooperative lender 
and, if applicable, a contracting credit coun- 
seling service selected under section 3420(c). 

“(b) LOAN TERMS.— 

“(1) PRINCIPAL.—Each loan made under 
this section shall be in an amount that does 
not exceed 45 percent of the lesser of— 

“(A) the purchase price of the farm to be 
acquired; 

‘“(B) the appraised value of the farm to be 
acquired; or 

““(C) $667,000. 

‘(2) INTEREST RATE.—The interest rate on 
any loan made by the Secretary under this 
section shall be a rate equal to the greater 
of— 

“(A) the difference between— 

““(i) 4 percent; and 

“Gi) the interest rate for farm ownership 
loans under this chapter; or 

““(B) 1.5 percent. 

‘(3) DURATION.—Each loan under this sec- 
tion shall be made for a period of 20 years or 
less, at the option of the borrower. 

“*(4) REPAYMENT.—Each borrower of a loan 
under this section shall repay the loan to the 
Secretary in equal annual installments. 

‘(5) NATURE OF RETAINED SECURITY INTER- 
EST.—The Secretary shall retain an interest 
in each farm acquired with a loan made 
under this section that shall— 

“(A) be secured by the farm; 

‘“(B) be junior only to such interests in the 
farm as may be conveyed at the time of ac- 
quisition to the person (including a lender) 
from whom the borrower obtained a loan 
used to acquire the farm; and 

“(C) require the borrower to obtain the 
permission of the Secretary before the bor- 
rower may grant an additional security in- 
terest in the farm. 

“(c) LIMITATIONS.— 

“(1) BORROWERS REQUIRED TO MAKE MIN- 
IMUM DOWN PAYMENT.—The Secretary shall 
not make a loan under this section to any 
borrower with respect to a farm if the con- 
tribution of the borrower to the down pay- 
ment on the farm will be less than 5 percent 
of the purchase price of the farm. 

‘(2) PROHIBITED TYPES OF FINANCING.—The 
Secretary shall not make a loan under this 
section with respect to a farm if the farm is 
to be acquired with other financing that con- 
tains any of the following conditions: 

“(A) The financing is to be amortized over 
a period of less than 30 years. 

“(B) A balloon payment will be due on the 
financing during the 20-year period begin- 
ning on the date on which the loan is to be 
made by the Secretary. 

‘“(d) ADMINISTRATION.—In carrying out this 
section, the Secretary shall, to the max- 
imum extent practicable— 
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“(1) facilitate the transfer of farms from 
retiring farmers to persons eligible for in- 
sured loans under this subtitle; 

‘“(2) make efforts to widely publicize the 
availability of loans under this section 
among— 

“(A) potentially eligible recipients of the 
loans; 

“(B) retiring farmers; and 

‘(C) applicants for farm ownership loans 
under this chapter; 

“(3) encourage retiring farmers to assist in 
the sale of their farms to qualified beginning 
farmers and socially disadvantaged farmers 
providing seller financing; 

“(4) coordinate the loan program estab- 
lished by this section with State programs 
that provide farm ownership or operating 
loans for beginning farmers or socially dis- 
advantaged farmers; and 

‘“(5) establish annual performance goals to 
promote the use of the down payment loan 
program and other joint financing arrange- 
ments as the preferred choice for direct real 
estate loans made by any lender to a quali- 
fied beginning farmer or socially disadvan- 
taged farmer. 

“SEC. 3108. BEGINNING FARMER AND SOCIALLY 
DISADVANTAGED FARMER CON- 
TRACT LAND SALES PROGRAM. 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall, in 
accordance with this section, guarantee a 
loan made by a private seller of a farm to a 
qualified beginning farmer or socially dis- 
advantaged farmer on a contract land sales 
basis. 

“(b) ELIGIBILITY.—To be eligible for a loan 
guarantee under subsection (a)— 

“(1) the qualified beginning farmer or so- 
cially disadvantaged farmer shall— 

“(A) on the date the contract land sale 
that is subject of the loan is complete, own 
and operate the farm that is the subject of 
the contract land sale; 

“(B) have a credit history that— 

“(i) includes a record of satisfactory debt 
repayment, as determined by the Secretary; 
and 

“(ii) is acceptable to the Secretary; and 

“(C) demonstrate to the Secretary that the 
farmer is unable to obtain sufficient credit 
without a guarantee to finance any actual 
need of the farmer at a reasonable rate or 
term; and 

‘(2) the loan shall meet applicable under- 
writing criteria, as determined by the Sec- 
retary. 

“(c) LIMITATIONS.—The Secretary shall not 
provide a loan guarantee under subsection 
(a) if— 

“(1) the contribution of the qualified be- 
ginning farmer or socially disadvantaged 
farmer to the down payment for the farm 
that is the subject of the contract land sale 
would be less than 5 percent of the purchase 
price of the farm; or 

‘“(2) the purchase price or the appraisal 
value of the farm that is the subject of the 
contract land sale is greater than $500,000. 

“(d) PERIOD OF GUARANTEE.—A loan guar- 
antee under this section shall be in effect for 
the 10-year period beginning on the date on 
which the guarantee is provided. 

‘(e) GUARANTEE PLAN.— 

‘(1) SELECTION OF PLAN.—A private seller 
of a farm who makes a loan guaranteed by 
the Secretary under subsection (a) may se- 
lect— 

“(A) a prompt payment guarantee plan, 
which shall cover— 

“(i) 3 amortized annual installments; or 

“(i) an amount equal to 3 annual install- 
ments (including an amount equal to the 
total cost of any tax and insurance incurred 
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during the period covered by the annual in- 
stallments); or 

‘(B) a standard guarantee plan, which 
shall cover an amount equal to 90 percent of 
the outstanding principal of the loan. 

‘(2) ELIGIBILITY FOR STANDARD GUARANTEE 
PLAN.—To be eligible for a standard guar- 
antee plan referred to in paragraph (1)(B), a 
private seller shall— 

‘(A) secure a commercial lending institu- 
tion or similar entity, as determined by the 
Secretary, to serve as an escrow agent; or 

‘*(B) in cooperation with the farmer, use an 
appropriate alternate arrangement, as deter- 
mined by the Secretary. 

“CHAPTER 2—OPERATING LOANS 
“SEC. 3201. OPERATING LOANS. 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may 
make or guarantee an operating loan under 
this chapter to an eligible farmer in the 
United States. 

“(b) ELIGIBILITY.—A farmer shall be eligi- 
ble under subsection (a) only— 

“(1) if the farmer, or an individual holding 
a majority interest in the farmer— 

“(A) is a citizen of the United States; and 

‘(B) has training or farming experience 
that the Secretary determines is sufficient 
to ensure a reasonable prospect of success in 
the farming operation proposed by the farm- 
er; 

“(2) in the case of a farmer that is an indi- 
vidual, if the farmer is or proposes to become 
an operator of a farm that is not larger than 
a family farm; 

“(3) in the case of a farmer that is a coop- 
erative, corporation, partnership, trust, lim- 
ited liability company, joint operation, or 
other such legal entity as the Secretary de- 
termines to be appropriate, with respect to 
the entity and each farm in which the entity 
has an ownership or operator interest— 

“(A) if— 

“(i) a majority interest is held by individ- 
uals who are related by blood or marriage, as 
defined by the Secretary; 

“(ii) all of the individuals are or propose to 
become owners or operators of a farm that is 
not larger than a family farm; and 

“(iii) at least 1 of the individuals is or pro- 
poses to become an operator of the farm; or 

‘(B) if— 

“(i) the entire interest is held by individ- 
uals who are related by blood or marriage, as 
defined by the Secretary; 

“(ii) all of the individuals are or propose to 
become farm operators; and 

“(iii) the ownership interest of each indi- 
vidual separately constitutes not larger than 
a family farm, even if the ownership inter- 
ests of the individuals collectively con- 
stitute larger than a family farm; 

‘“(4) in the case of an operator described in 
paragraph (3) that is owned, in whole or in 
part by 1 or more other entities, if not less 
than 75 percent of the ownership interests of 
each other entity is owned directly or indi- 
rectly by 1 or more individuals who own the 
family farm; and 

“(5) if the farmer and each individual that 
holds a majority interest in the farmer is un- 
able to obtain credit elsewhere. 

‘*(c) DIRECT LOANS.— 

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (8), 
the Secretary may make a direct loan under 
this chapter only to a farmer who— 

“(A) is a qualified beginning farmer; 

‘“(B) has not received a previous direct op- 
erating loan made under this chapter; or 

“(C) has not received a direct operating 
loan made under this chapter for a total of 7 
years, less 1 year for every 3 consecutive 
years the farmer did not receive a direct op- 
erating loan after the year in which the bor- 
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rower initially received a direct operating 
loan under this chapter, as determined by 
the Secretary. 

““(2) YOUTH LOANS.—In this subsection, the 
term ‘direct operating loan’ shall not include 
a loan made to a youth under subsection (d). 

“(3) TRANSITION RULE.—If, as of April 4, 
1996, a farmer has received a direct operating 
loan under this chapter during each of 4 or 
more previous years, the borrower shall be 
eligible to receive a direct operating loan 
under this chapter during 3 additional years 
after April 4, 1996. 

“*(4) WAIVERS.— 

“(A) FARM OPERATIONS ON TRIBAL LAND.— 
The Secretary shall waive the limitation 
under paragraph (1)(C) or (3) for a direct loan 
made under this chapter to a farmer whose 
farm land is subject to the jurisdiction of an 
Indian tribe and whose loan is secured by 1 
or more security instruments that are sub- 
ject to the jurisdiction of an Indian tribe if 
the Secretary determines that commercial 
credit is not generally available for such 
farm operations. 

‘“(B) OTHER FARM OPERATIONS.—On a case- 
by-case determination not subject to admin- 
istrative appeal, the Secretary may grant a 
borrower a waiver, 1 time only for a period of 
2 years, of the limitation under paragraph 
(1)(C) or (3) for a direct operating loan if the 
borrower demonstrates to the satisfaction of 
the Secretary that— 

“(i) the borrower has a viable farm oper- 
ation; 

“(i) the borrower applied for commercial 
credit from at least 2 commercial lenders; 

“(iii) the borrower was unable to obtain a 
commercial loan (including a loan guaran- 
teed by the Secretary); and 

‘“(iv) the borrower successfully has com- 
pleted, or will complete within 1 year, bor- 
rower training under section 3419 (from 
which requirement the Secretary shall not 
grant a waiver under section 3419(f)). 

““(d) YOUTH LOANS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding sub- 
section (b), except for citizenship and credit 
requirements, a loan may be made under this 
chapter to a youth who is a rural resident to 
enable the youth to operate an enterprise in 
connection with the participation in a youth 
organization, as determined by the Sec- 
retary. 

‘“(2) FULL PERSONAL LIABILITY.—A youth 
receiving a loan under this subsection who 
executes a promissory note for the loan shall 
incur full personal liability for the indebted- 
ness evidenced by the note, in accordance 
with the terms of the note, free of any dis- 
ability of minority. 

“*(3) COSIGNER.—The Secretary may accept 
the personal liability of a cosigner of a prom- 
issory note for a loan under this subsection, 
in addition to the personal liability of the 
youth borrower. 

“(4) YOUTH ENTERPRISES NOT FARMING.— 
The operation of an enterprise by a youth 
under this subsection shall not be considered 
the operation of a farm under this subtitle. 

‘“(e) PILOT LOAN PROGRAM TO SUPPORT 
HEALTHY FOODS FOR THE HUNGRY.— 

“(1) DEFINITION OF GLEANER.—In this sub- 
section, the term ‘gleaner’ means an entity 
that— 

“(A) collects edible, surplus food that 
would be thrown away and distributes the 
food to agencies or nonprofit organizations 
that feed the hungry; or 

“(B) harvests for free distribution to the 
needy, or for donation to agencies or non- 
profit organizations for ultimate distribu- 
tion to the needy, an agricultural crop that 
has been donated by the owner of the crop. 
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‘“(2) PROGRAM.—Not later than 180 days 
after the date of enactment of this sub- 
section, the Secretary shall establish, within 
the operating loan program established 
under this chapter, a pilot program under 
which the Secretary makes loans available 
to eligible entities to assist the entities in 
providing food to the hungry. 

“(3) ELIGIBILITY.—In addition to any other 
person eligible under the terms and condi- 
tions of the operating loan program estab- 
lished under this chapter, gleaners shall be 
eligible to receive loans under this sub- 
section. 

‘**(4) LOAN AMOUNT.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Each loan issued under 
the program shall be in an amount of not 
less than $500 and not more than $5,000. 

“(B) REDISTRIBUTION.—If the eligible re- 
cipients in a State do not use the full alloca- 
tion of loans that are available to eligible re- 
cipients in the State under this subsection, 
the Secretary may use any unused amounts 
to make loans available to eligible entities 
in other States in accordance with this sub- 
section. 

‘*(5) LOAN PROCESSING.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall 
process any loan application submitted 
under the program not later than 30 days 
after the date on which the application was 
submitted. 

‘(B) EXPEDITING APPLICATIONS.—The Sec- 
retary shall take any measure the Secretary 
determines necessary to expedite any appli- 
cation submitted under the program. 

‘(6) PAPERWORK REDUCTION.—The Sec- 
retary shall take measures to reduce any pa- 
perwork requirements for loans under the 
program. 

“(7) PROGRAM INTEGRITY.—The Secretary 
shall take such actions as are necessary to 
ensure the integrity of the program estab- 
lished under this subsection. 

“(8) MAXIMUM AMOUNT.—Of funds that are 
made available to carry out this chapter, the 
Secretary shall use to carry out this sub- 
section a total amount of not more than 
$500,000. 

‘(9) REPORT.—Not later than 180 days after 
the maximum amount of funds are used to 
carry out this subsection under paragraph 
(8), the Secretary shall submit to the Com- 
mittee on Agriculture of the House of Rep- 
resentatives and the Committee on Agri- 
culture, Nutrition, and Forestry of the Sen- 
ate a report that describes the results of the 
pilot program and the feasibility of expand- 
ing the program. 


“SEC. 3202. PURPOSES OF LOANS. 


“(a) DIRECT LOANS.—A direct loan may be 
made under this chapter only— 

“(1) to pay the costs incident to reorga- 
nizing a farm for more profitable operation; 

‘(2) to purchase livestock, poultry, or farm 
equipment; 

‘(3) to purchase feed, seed, fertilizer, insec- 
ticide, or farm supplies, or to meet other es- 
sential farm operating expenses, including 
cash rent; 

‘“(4) to finance land or water development, 
use, or conservation; 

‘(5) to pay loan closing costs; 

“(6) to assist a farmer in changing the 
equipment, facilities, or methods of oper- 
ation of a farm to comply with a standard 
promulgated under section 6 of the Occupa- 
tional Safety and Health Act of 1970 (29 
U.S.C. 655) or a standard adopted by a State 
under a plan approved under section 18 of 
that Act (29 U.S.C. 667), if the Secretary de- 
termines that without assistance under this 
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paragraph the farmer is likely to suffer sub- 
stantial economic injury in complying with 
the standard; 

“(7) to train a limited-resource borrower 
receiving a loan under section 3106 in main- 
taining records of farming operations; 

‘(8) to train a borrower under section 3419; 

“(9) to refinance the indebtedness of a bor- 
rower, if the borrower— 

“(A) has refinanced a loan under this chap- 
ter not more than 4 times previously; and 

“(B)(i) is a direct loan borrower under this 
title at the time of the refinancing and has 
suffered a qualifying loss because of a nat- 
ural or major disaster or emergency; or 

‘“(ii) is refinancing a debt obtained from a 
creditor other than the Secretary; or 

“(10) to provide other farm or home needs, 
including family subsistence. 

“(b) GUARANTEED LOANS.—A loan may be 
guaranteed under this chapter only— 

“(1) to pay the costs incident to reorga- 
nizing a farm for more profitable operation; 

‘(2) to purchase livestock, poultry, or farm 
equipment; 

‘(3) to purchase feed, seed, fertilizer, insec- 
ticide, or farm supplies, or to meet other es- 
sential farm operating expenses, including 
cash rent; 

“(4) to finance land or water development, 
use, or conservation; 

“*(5) to refinance indebtedness; 

‘(6) to pay loan closing costs; 

“(7) to assist a farmer in changing the 
equipment, facilities, or methods of oper- 
ation of a farm to comply with a standard 
promulgated under section 6 of the Occupa- 
tional Safety and Health Act of 1970 (29 
U.S.C. 655) or a standard adopted by a State 
under a plan approved under section 18 of 
that Act (29 U.S.C. 667), if the Secretary de- 
termines that without assistance under this 
paragraph the farmer is likely to suffer sub- 
stantial economic injury due to compliance 
with the standard; 

“(8) to train a borrower under section 3419; 
or 

“9) to provide other farm or home needs, 
including family subsistence. 

“(c) HAZARD INSURANCE REQUIREMENT.— 
The Secretary may not make a loan to a 
farmer under this chapter unless the farmer 
has, or agrees to obtain, hazard insurance on 
the property to be acquired with the loan. 

‘(d) PRIVATE RESERVE.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of this title, the Secretary 
may reserve a portion of any loan made 
under this chapter to be placed in an unsu- 
pervised bank account that may be used at 
the discretion of the borrower for the basic 
family needs of the borrower and the imme- 
diate family of the borrower. 

‘(2) LIMIT ON SIZE OF THE RESERVE.—The 
size of the reserve shall not exceed the lesser 
of— 

“(A) 10 percent of the loan; 

“(B) $5,000; or 

‘“(C) the amount needed to provide for the 
basic family needs of the borrower and the 
immediate family of the borrower for 3 cal- 
endar months. 


“SEC. 3203. RESTRICTIONS ON LOANS. 


“(a) REQUIREMENTS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may not 
make or guarantee a loan under this chap- 
ter— 

“(A) that would cause the total principal 
indebtedness outstanding at any 1 time for 
loans made under this chapter to any 1 bor- 
rower to exceed— 

““(i)(I) in the case of a loan made by the 
Secretary, $300,000; or 
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“(ID) in the case of a loan guaranteed by 
the Secretary, $700,000 (as modified under 
paragraph (2)); or 

“(B) for the purchasing or leasing of land 
other than for cash rent, or for carrying on 
a land leasing or land purchasing program. 

‘“(2) MODIFICATION.—The amount specified 
in paragraph (1)(A)(ii) shall be— 

“(A) increased, beginning with fiscal year 
2000, by the inflation percentage applicable 
to the fiscal year in which the loan is guar- 
anteed; and 

““(B) reduced by the unpaid indebtedness of 
the borrower on loans under sections speci- 
fied in section 3104 that are guaranteed by 
the Secretary. 

‘“(b) INFLATION PERCENTAGE.—For purposes 
of this section, the inflation percentage ap- 
plicable to a fiscal year is the percentage (if 
any) by which— 

“(1) the average of the Prices Paid By 
Farmers Index (as compiled by the National 
Agricultural Statistics Service of the De- 
partment) for the 12-month period ending on 
August 31 of the immediately preceding fis- 
cal year; exceeds 

“(2) the average of that index (as so de- 
fined) for the 12-month period ending on Au- 
gust 31, 1996. 

“SEC. 3204. TERMS OF LOANS. 

“(a) PERSONAL LIABILITY.—A borrower of a 
loan made under this chapter shall secure 
the loan with the full personal liability of 
the borrower and such other security as the 
Secretary may prescribe. 

“(b) INTEREST RATES.— 

“(1) MAXIMUM RATE.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
paragraphs (2) and (3), the interest rate on a 
loan made under this chapter (other than a 
guaranteed loan) shall be determined by the 
Secretary at a rate not to exceed the sum ob- 
tained by adding— 

“(i) the current average market yield on 
outstanding marketable obligations of the 
United States with remaining periods to ma- 
turity comparable to the average maturity 
of the loan; and 

‘“(ii) an additional charge not to exceed 1 
percent, as determined by the Secretary. 

“(B) ADJUSTMENT.—The sum obtained 
under subparagraph (A) shall be adjusted to 
the nearest % of 1 percent. 

““(2) GUARANTEED LOAN.—The interest rate 
on a guaranteed loan made under this chap- 
ter shall be such rate as may be agreed on by 
the borrower and the lender, but may not ex- 
ceed any rate prescribed by the Secretary. 

“*(3) LOW INCOME LOAN.—The interest rate 
on a direct loan made under this chapter to 
a low-income, limited-resource borrower 
shall be determined by the Secretary at a 
rate that is not— 

“(A) greater than the sum obtained by add- 
ing— 

“G) an amount that does not exceed % of 
the current average market yield on out- 
standing marketable obligations of the 
United States with a maturity of 5 years; 
and 

“Gi) an amount not to exceed 1 percent per 
year, as the Secretary determines is appro- 
priate; or 

““(B) less than 5 percent per year. 

“(c) PERIOD FOR REPAYMENT.—The period 
for repayment of a loan made under this 
chapter may not exceed 7 years. 

“(d) LINE-OF-CREDIT LOANS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—A loan made or guaran- 
teed by the Secretary under this chapter 
may be in the form of a line-of-credit loan. 

“(2) TERM.—A_ line-of-credit loan under 
paragraph (1) shall terminate not later than 
5 years after the date that the loan is made 
or guaranteed. 
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‘(3) ELIGIBILITY.—For purposes of deter- 
mining eligibility for an operating loan 
under this chapter, each year during which a 
farmer takes an advance or draws on a line- 
of-credit loan the farmer shall be considered 
as having received an operating loan for 1 
year. 

‘(4) TERMINATION OF DELINQUENT LOANS.—If 
a borrower does not pay an installment on a 
line-of-credit loan on schedule, the borrower 
may not take an advance or draw on the 
line-of-credit, unless the Secretary deter- 
mines that— 

“(A) the failure of the borrower to pay on 
schedule was due to unusual conditions that 
the borrower could not control; and 

“(B) the borrower will reduce the line-of- 
credit balance to the scheduled level at the 
end of— 

“(i) the production cycle; or 

“(i) the marketing of the agricultural 
products of the borrower. 

‘(5) AGRICULTURAL COMMODITIES.—A line- 
of-credit loan may be used to finance the 
production or marketing of an agricultural 
commodity that is eligible for a price sup- 
port program of the Department. 


“CHAPTER 3—EMERGENCY LOANS 
“SEC. 3301. EMERGENCY LOANS. 


“(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall 
make or guarantee an emergency loan under 
this chapter to an eligible farmer (including 
a commercial fisherman) only to the extent 
and in such amounts as provided in advance 
in appropriation Acts. 

“(b) ELIGIBILITY.—An established farmer 
shall be eligible under subsection (a) only— 

“(1) if the farmer or an individual holding 
a majority interest in the farmer— 

“(A) is a citizen of the United States; and 

‘(B) has experience and resources that the 
Secretary determines are sufficient to en- 
sure a reasonable prospect of success in the 
farming operation proposed by the farmer; 

“(2) in the case of a farmer that is an indi- 
vidual, if the farmer is— 

“(A) in the case of a loan for a purpose 
under chapter 1, an owner, operator, or les- 
see-operator described in section 3101(b)(2); 
and 

‘“(B) in the case of a loan for a purpose 
under chapter 2, an operator of a farm that 
is not larger than a family farm; 

“(3) in the case of a farmer that is a coop- 
erative, corporation, partnership, trust, lim- 
ited liability company, joint operation, or 
such other legal entity as the Secretary de- 
termines to be appropriate, with respect to 
the entity and each farm in which the entity 
has an ownership or operator interest— 

“(A) if— 

“(i) a majority interest is held by individ- 
uals who are related by blood or marriage, as 
defined by the Secretary; 

“(ii) all of the individuals are or propose to 
become owners or operators of a farm that is 
not larger than a family farm; and 

“(iii) at least 1 of the individuals is or pro- 
poses to become an operator of the farm; or 

“(B) if— 

“(i) the entire interest is held by individ- 
uals who are related by blood or marriage, as 
defined by the Secretary; 

‘“(ii) all of the individuals are or propose to 
become farm operators; and 

“(iii) the ownership interest of each indi- 
vidual separately constitutes not larger than 
a family farm, even if the ownership inter- 
ests of the individuals collectively con- 
stitute larger than a family farm; 

“(4) if the entity is owned, in whole or in 
part, by 1 or more other entities and each in- 
dividual who is an owner of the family farm 
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involved has a direct or indirect ownership 
interest in each of the other entities; 

“(5) if the farmer and any individual that 
holds a majority interest in the farmer is un- 
able to obtain credit elsewhere; and 

“(6)(A) if the Secretary finds that the oper- 
ations of the farmer have been substantially 
affected by— 

“(i) a natural or major disaster or emer- 
gency designated by the President under the 
Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and Emer- 
gency Assistance Act (42 U.S.C. 5121 et seq.); 
or 

“(Gi) a quarantine imposed by the Sec- 
retary under the Plant Protection Act (7 
U.S.C. 7701 et seq.) or the Animal Health 
Protection Act (7 U.S.C. 8301 et seq.); or 

‘(B) if the farmer conducts farming oper- 
ations in a county or a county contiguous to 
a county in which the Secretary has found 
that farming operations have been substan- 
tially affected by a natural or major disaster 
or emergency. 

‘*(c) TIME FOR ACCEPTING AN APPLICATION.— 
The Secretary shall accept an application for 
a loan under this chapter from a farmer at 
any time during the 8-month period begin- 
ning on the date that— 

“(1) the Secretary determines that farming 
operations of the farmer have been substan- 
tially affected by— 

‘(A) a quarantine imposed by the Sec- 
retary under the Plant Protection Act (7 
U.S.C. 7701 et seq.) or the Animal Health 
Protection Act (7 U.S.C. 8301 et seq.); or 

“(B) a natural disaster; or 

‘“(2) the President makes a major disaster 
or emergency designation with respect to the 
affected county of the farmer referred to in 
subsection (b)(5)(B). 

‘(d) HAZARD INSURANCE REQUIREMENT.— 
The Secretary may not make a loan to a 
farmer under this chapter to cover a prop- 
erty loss unless the farmer had hazard insur- 
ance that insured the property at the time of 
the loss. 

“(e) FAMILY FARM.—The Secretary shall 
conduct the loan program under this chapter 
in a manner that will foster and encourage 
the family farm system of agriculture, con- 
sistent with the reaffirmation of policy and 
declaration of the intent of Congress con- 
tained in section 102(a) of the Food and Agri- 
culture Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 2266(a)). 

“SEC. 3302. PURPOSES OF LOANS. 

“Subject to the limitations on the 
amounts of loans provided in section 3303(a), 
a loan may be made or guaranteed under this 
chapter for— 

“(1) any purpose authorized for a loan 
under chapter 1 or 2; and 

‘(2) crop or livestock purposes that are— 

“(A) necessitated by a quarantine, natural 
disaster, major disaster, or emergency; and 

“(B) considered desirable by the farmer. 
“SEC. 3303. TERMS OF LOANS. 

“(a) MAXIMUM AMOUNT OF LOAN.—The Sec- 
retary may not make or guarantee a loan 
under this chapter to a borrower who has 
suffered a loss in an amount that— 

“(1) exceeds the actual loss caused by a dis- 
aster; or 

“(2) would cause the total indebtedness of 
the borrower under this chapter to exceed 
$500,000. 

‘“(b) INTEREST RATES.—Any portion of a 
loan under this chapter up to the amount of 
the actual loss suffered by a farmer caused 
by a disaster shall be at a rate prescribed by 
the Secretary, but not in excess of 8 percent 
per annum. 

‘(c) INTEREST SUBSIDIES FOR GUARANTEED 
LOANS.—In the case of a guaranteed loan 
under this chapter, the Secretary may pay 
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an interest subsidy to the lender for any por- 
tion of the loan up to the amount of the ac- 
tual loss suffered by a farmer caused by a 
disaster. 

“(d) TIME FOR REPAYMENT.— 

““(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2), 
a loan under this chapter shall be repayable 
at such times as the Secretary may deter- 
mine, considering the purpose of the loan 
and the nature and effect of the disaster, but 
not later than the maximum repayment pe- 
riod allowed for a loan for a similar purpose 
under chapters 1 and 2. 

‘“(2) EXTENDED REPAYMENT PERIOD.—The 
Secretary may, if the loan is for a purpose 
described in chapter 2 and the Secretary de- 
termines that the need of the loan applicant 
justifies the longer repayment period, make 
the loan repayable at the end of a period of 
more than 7 years, but not more than 20 
years. 

“(e) SECURITY FOR LOAN.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—A borrower of a loan 
made under this chapter shall secure the 
loan with the full personal liability of the 
borrower and such other security as the Sec- 
retary may prescribe. 

(2) ADEQUATE SECURITY.—Subject to para- 
graph (3), the Secretary may not make or 
guarantee a loan under this chapter unless 
the security for the loan is adequate to en- 
sure repayment of the loan. 

“(3) INADEQUATE SECURITY DUE TO DIS- 
ASTER.—If adequate security for a loan under 
this chapter is not available because of a dis- 
aster, the Secretary shall accept as security 
any collateral that is available if the Sec- 
retary is confident that the collateral and 
the repayment ability of the farmer are ade- 
quate security for the loan. 

“(4) VALUATION OF FARM ASSETS.—If a farm 
asset (including land, livestock, or equip- 
ment) is used as collateral to secure a loan 
applied for under this chapter and the gov- 
ernor of the State in which the farm is lo- 
cated requests assistance under this chapter 
or the Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and 
Emergency Assistance Act (42 U.S.C. 5121 et 
seq.) for the portion of the State in which 
the asset is located, the Secretary shall es- 
tablish the value of the asset as of the day 
before the occurrence of the natural or major 
disaster or emergency. 

“(f) REVIEW OF LOAN.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—In the case of a loan 
made, but not guaranteed, under section 
3301, the Secretary shall review the loan 3 
years after the loan is made, and every 2 
years thereafter for the term of the loan. 

‘“(2) TERMINATION OF FEDERAL ASSIST- 
ANCE.—If, based on a review under paragraph 
(1), the Secretary determines that the bor- 
rower is able to obtain a loan from a non- 
Federal source at reasonable rates and 
terms, the borrower shall, on request by the 
Secretary, apply for, and accept, a non-Fed- 
eral loan in a sufficient amount to repay the 
Secretary. 

“SEC. 3304. PRODUCTION LOSSES. 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall 
make or guarantee a loan under this chapter 
to an eligible farmer for production losses if 
a single enterprise that constitutes a basic 
part of the farming operation of the farmer 
has sustained at least a 30 percent loss in 
normal per acre or per animal production, or 
such lesser percentage as the Secretary may 
determine, as a result of a disaster. 

‘“(b) BASIS FOR PERCENTAGE.—A percentage 
loss under subsection (a) shall be based on 
the average monthly price in effect for the 
previous crop or calendar year, as appro- 
priate. 

‘“(c) AMOUNT OF LOAN.—A loan under sub- 
section (a) shall be in an amount that is 
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equal to 80 percent, or such greater percent- 
age as the Secretary may determine, of the 
total calculated actual production loss sus- 
tained by the farmer. 

“CHAPTER 4—GENERAL FARMER LOAN 

PROVISIONS 
“SEC. 3401. AGRICULTURAL CREDIT INSURANCE 
FUND. 

“The fund established pursuant to section 
ll(a) of the Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant 
Act (60 Stat. 1075, chapter 964) shall be 
known as the Agricultural Credit Insurance 
Fund (referred to in this section as the 
‘Fund’, unless the context otherwise re- 
quires) for the discharge of the obligations of 
the Secretary under agreements insuring 
loans under this subtitle and loans and mort- 
gages insured under prior authority. 

“SEC. 3402. GUARANTEED FARMER LOANS. 

‘“(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may pro- 
vide financial assistance to a borrower for a 
purpose provided in this subtitle by guaran- 
teeing a loan made by any Federal or State 
chartered bank, savings and loan associa- 
tion, cooperative lending agency, or other le- 
gally organized lending agency. 

“(b) INTEREST RATE.—The interest rate 
payable by a borrower on the portion of a 
guaranteed loan that is sold by a lender to 
the secondary market under this subtitle 
may be lower than the interest rate charged 
on the portion retained by the lender, but 
shall not exceed the average interest rate 
charged by the lender on loans made to farm 
borrowers. 

‘“(c) FEES.—In the case of a loan guarantee 
on a loan made by a commercial or coopera- 
tive lender related to a loan made by the 
Secretary under section 3107— 

“(1) the Secretary shall not charge a fee to 
any person (including a lender); and 

“(2) a lender may charge a loan origination 
and servicing fee in an amount not to exceed 
1 percent of the amount of the loan. 

‘(d) MAXIMUM GUARANTEE OF 90 PERCENT.— 
Except as provided in subsections (e) and (f), 
a loan guarantee under this subtitle shall be 
for not more than 90 percent of the principal 
and interest due on the loan. 

“(e) REFINANCED LOANS GUARANTEED AT 95 
PERCENT.—The Secretary shall guarantee 95 
percent of— 

“(1) in the case of a loan that solely refi- 
nances a direct loan made under this sub- 
title, the principal and interest due on the 
loan on the date of the refinancing; or 

“(2) in the case of a loan that is used for 
multiple purposes, the portion of the loan 
that refinances the principal and interest 
due on a direct loan made under this subtitle 
that is outstanding on the date the loan is 
guaranteed. 

‘“(f) BEGINNING FARMER LOANS GUARANTEED 
UP TO 95 PERCENT.—The Secretary may guar- 
antee not more than 95 percent of— 

“(1) a farm ownership loan for acquiring a 
farm to a borrower who is participating in 
the downpayment loan program under sec- 
tion 3107; or 

‘“(2) an operating loan to a borrower who is 
participating in the downpayment loan pro- 
gram under section 3107 that is made during 
the period that the borrower has a direct 
loan outstanding under chapter 1 for acquir- 
ing a farm. 

“(g) GUARANTEE OF LOANS MADE UNDER 
STATE BEGINNING FARMER PROGRAMS.—The 
Secretary may guarantee under this subtitle 
a loan made under a State beginning farmer 
program, including a loan financed by the 
net proceeds of a qualified small issue agri- 
cultural bond for land or property described 
in section 144(a)(12)(B)”ii) of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986. 
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“SEC. 3403. PROVISION OF INFORMATION TO BOR- 
ROWERS. 

“(a) APPROVAL NOTIFICATION.—The Sec- 
retary shall approve or disapprove an appli- 
cation for a loan or loan guarantee made 
under this subtitle, and notify the applicant 
of such action, not later than 60 days after 
the date on which the Secretary has received 
a complete application for the loan or loan 
guarantee. 

‘“(p) LIST OF LENDERS.—The Secretary 
shall make available to any farmer, on re- 
quest, a list of lenders in the area that par- 
ticipate in guaranteed farmer program loan 
programs established under this subtitle, and 
other lenders in the area that express a de- 
sire to participate in the programs and that 
request inclusion on the list. 

‘*(c) OTHER INFORMATION.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—On the request of a bor- 
rower, the Secretary shall make available to 
the borrower— 

“(A) a copy of each document signed by the 
borrower; 

‘(B) a copy of each appraisal performed 
with respect to the loan; and 

“(C) any document that the Secretary is 
required to provide to the borrower under 
any law in effect on the date of the request. 

‘(2) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Paragraph (1) 
shall not supersede any duty imposed on the 
Secretary by a law in effect on January 5, 
1988, unless the duty directly conflicts with a 
duty under paragraph (1). 

“SEC. 3404. NOTICE OF LOAN SERVICE PRO- 
GRAMS. 

““(a) REQUIREMENT.—The Secretary shall 
provide notice by certified mail to each bor- 
rower who is at least 90 days past due on the 
payment of principal or interest on a loan 
made under this subtitle. 

‘“(b) CONTENTS.—The notice required under 
subsection (a) shall— 

“(1) include a summary of all primary loan 
service programs, homestead retention pro- 
grams, debt settlement programs, and appeal 
procedures, including the eligibility criteria, 
and terms and conditions of the programs 
and procedures; 

“(2) include a summary of the manner in 
which the borrower may apply, and be con- 
sidered, for all such programs, except that 
the Secretary shall not require the borrower 
to select among the programs or waive any 
right to be considered for any program car- 
ried out by the Secretary; 

“(3) advise the borrower regarding all fil- 
ing requirements and any deadlines that 
must be met for requesting loan servicing; 

“(4) provide any relevant forms, including 
applicable response forms; 

‘“(5) advise the borrower that a copy of reg- 
ulations is available on request; and 

“(6) be designed to be readable and under- 
standable by the borrower. 

‘(c) CONTAINED IN REGULATIONS.—AII] no- 
tices required by this section shall be con- 
tained in the regulations issued to carry out 
this title. 

“(d) TIMING.—The notice described in sub- 
section (b) shall be provided— 

“(1) at the time an application is made for 
participation in a loan service program; 

(2) on written request of the borrower; 
and 

““(3) before the earliest of the date of— 

“(A) initiating any liquidation; 

‘“(B) requesting the conveyance of security 
property; 

“(C) accelerating the loan; 

‘“(D) repossessing property; 

‘“(E) foreclosing on property; or 

“(F) taking any other collection action. 

‘(e) CONSIDERATION OF BORROWERS FOR 
LOAN SERVICE PROGRAMS.— 
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“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall con- 
sider a farmer program loan borrower for all 
loan service programs if, not later than 60 
days after receipt of the notice described in 
subsection (b), the borrower requests the 
consideration in writing. 

(2) PRIORITY.—In considering a borrower 
for a loan service program, the Secretary 
shall place the highest priority on the pres- 
ervation of the farming operations of the 
borrower. 

“SEC. 3405. PLANTING AND PRODUCTION 
TORY GUIDELINES. 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall en- 
sure that appropriate procedures, including, 
to the extent practicable, onsite inspections, 
or use of county or State yield averages, are 
used in calculating future yields for an appli- 
cant for a loan, when an accurate projection 
cannot be made because the past production 
history of the farmer has been affected by a 
natural or major disaster or emergency. 

“(b) CALCULATION OF YIELDS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—For the purpose of aver- 
aging the past yields of the farm of a farmer 
over a period of crop years to calculate the 
future yield of the farm under this title, the 
Secretary shall permit the farmer to exclude 
the crop year with the lowest actual or coun- 
ty average yield for the farm from the cal- 
culation, if the farmer was affected by a nat- 
ural or major disaster or emergency during 
at least 2 of the crop years during the period. 

‘(2) AFFECTED BY A NATURAL OR MAJOR DIS- 
ASTER OR EMERGENCY.—A farmer was affected 
by a natural or major disaster or emergency 
under paragraph (1) if the Secretary finds 
that the farming operations of the farmer 
have been substantially affected by a natural 
or major disaster or emergency, including a 
farmer who has a qualifying loss but is not 
located in a designated or declared disaster 
area. 

‘(3) APPLICATION OF SUBSECTION.—This sub- 
section shall apply to any action taken by 
the Secretary that involves— 

“(A) a loan under chapter 1 or 2; and 

“(B) the yield of a farm of a farmer, includ- 
ing making a loan or loan guarantee, serv- 
icing a loan, or making a credit sale. 

“SEC. 3406. SPECIAL CONDITIONS AND LIMITA- 
TIONS ON LOANS. 

“(a) APPLICANT REQUIREMENTS.—In connec- 
tion with a loan made or guaranteed under 
this subtitle, the Secretary shall require— 

““(1) the applicant— 

“(A) to certify in writing that, and the 
Secretary shall determine whether, the ap- 
plicant is unable to obtain credit elsewhere; 
and 

“(B) to furnish an appropriate written fi- 
nancial statement; 

““(2) except for a guaranteed loan, an agree- 
ment by the borrower that if at any time it 
appears to the Secretary that the borrower 
may be able to obtain a loan from a produc- 
tion credit association, a Federal land bank, 
or other responsible cooperative or private 
credit source (or, in the case of a borrower 
under section 3106, the borrower may be able 
to obtain a loan under section 3101), at rea- 
sonable rates and terms for loans for similar 
purposes and periods of time, the borrower 
will, on request by the Secretary, apply for 
and accept the loan in a sufficient amount to 
repay the Secretary or the insured lender, or 
both, and to pay for any stock necessary to 
be purchased in a cooperative lending agency 
in connection with the loan; 

“(3) such provision for supervision of the 
operations of the borrower as the Secretary 
shall consider necessary to achieve the ob- 
jectives of the loan and protect the interests 
of the United States; and 
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“(4) the application of a person who is a 
veteran for a loan under chapter 1 or 2 to be 
given preference over a similar application 
from a person who is not a veteran if the ap- 
plications are on file in a county or area of- 
fice at the same time. 

‘*(b) AGENCY PROCESSING REQUIREMENTS.— 

“(1) NOTIFICATIONS.— 

(A) INCOMPLETE APPLICATION NOTIFICA- 
TION.—If an application for a loan or loan 
guarantee under this subtitle (other than an 
operating loan or loan guarantee) is incom- 
plete, the Secretary shall inform the appli- 
cant of the reasons the application is incom- 
plete not later than 20 days after the date on 
which the Secretary has received the appli- 
cation. 

“(B) OPERATING LOANS.— 

“(i) ADDITIONAL INFORMATION NEEDED.—Not 
later than 10 calendar days after the Sec- 
retary receives an application for an oper- 
ating loan or loan guarantee, the Secretary 
shall notify the applicant of any information 
required before a decision may be made on 
the application. 

‘(ii) INFORMATION NOT RECEIVED.—If, not 
later than 20 calendar days after the date a 
request is made pursuant to clause (i) with 
respect to an application, the Secretary has 
not received the information requested, the 
Secretary shall notify the applicant and the 
district office of the Farm Service Agency, 
in writing, of the outstanding information. 

‘(C) REQUEST INFORMATION.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—On receipt of an applica- 
tion, the Secretary shall request from other 
parties such information as may be needed in 
connection with the application. 

‘(ii) INFORMATION FROM AN AGENCY OF THE 
DEPARTMENT.—Not later than 15 calendar 
days after the date on which an agency of 
the Department receives a request for infor- 
mation made pursuant to subparagraph (A), 
the agency shall provide the Secretary with 
the requested information. 

‘(2) REPORT OF PENDING APPLICATIONS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—A county office shall no- 
tify the district office of the Farm Service 
Agency of each application for an operating 
loan or loan guarantee that is pending more 
than 45 days after receipt, and the reasons 
for which the application is pending. 

‘(B) ACTION ON PENDING APPLICATIONS.—A 
district office that receives a notice provided 
under subparagraph (A) with respect to an 
application shall immediately take steps to 
ensure that final action is taken on the ap- 
plication not later than 15 days after the 
date of the receipt of the notice. 

‘“(C) PENDING APPLICATION REPORT.—The 
district office shall report to the State office 
of the Farm Service Agency on each applica- 
tion for an operating loan or loan guarantee 
that is pending more than 45 days after re- 
ceipt, and the reasons for which the applica- 
tion is pending. 

‘(D) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—Each month, 
the Secretary shall notify the Committee on 
Agriculture of the House of Representatives 
and the Committee on Agriculture, Nutri- 
tion, and Forestry of the Senate, on a State- 
by-State basis, as to each application for an 
operating loan or loan guarantee on which 
final action had not been taken within 60 
calendar days after receipt by the Secretary, 
and the reasons for which final action had 
not been taken. 

‘(3) DISAPPROVALS.— 

‘“(A) IN GENERAL.—If an application for a 
loan or loan guarantee under this subtitle is 
disapproved by the Secretary, the Secretary 
shall state the reasons for the disapproval in 
the notice required under paragraph (1). 

‘(B) DISAPPROVAL DUE TO LACK OF FUNDS.— 
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“(i) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding para- 
graph (1), each application for a loan or loan 
guarantee under section 3601(e), or for a loan 
under section 3501(a) or 3502(a), that is to be 
disapproved by the Secretary solely because 
the Secretary lacks the funds necessary to 
make the loan or guarantee shall not be dis- 
approved but shall be placed in pending sta- 
tus. 

“(ii) RECONSIDERATION.—The Secretary 
shall retain each pending application and re- 
consider the application beginning on the 
date that sufficient funds become available. 

““(jii) NOTIFICATION.—Not later than 60 days 
after funds become available regarding each 
pending application, the Secretary shall no- 
tify the applicant of the approval or dis- 
approval of funding for the application. 

‘“(4) APPROVALS ON APPEAL.—If an applica- 
tion for a loan or loan guarantee under this 
subtitle is disapproved by the Secretary, but 
that action is subsequently reversed or re- 
vised as the result of an appeal within the 
Department or to the courts of the United 
States and the application is returned to the 
Secretary for further consideration, the Sec- 
retary shall act on the application and pro- 
vide the applicant with notice of the action 
not later than 15 days after the date of re- 
turn of the application to the Secretary. 

‘‘(5) PROVISION OF PROCEEDS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
subparagraph (B), if an application for an in- 
sured loan under this title is approved by the 
Secretary, the Secretary shall provide the 
loan proceeds to the applicant not later than 
15 days (or such longer period as the appli- 
cant may approve) after the application for 
the loan is approved by the Secretary. 

“(B) LACK OF FUNDS.—If the Secretary is 
unable to provide the loan proceeds to the 
applicant during the 15-day period described 
in subparagraph (A) because sufficient funds 
are not available to the Secretary for that 
purpose, the Secretary shall provide the loan 
proceeds to the applicant as soon as prac- 
ticable (but in no event later than 15 days 
unless the applicant agrees to a longer pe- 
riod) after sufficient funds for that purpose 
become available to the Secretary. 

“SEC. 3407. GRADUATION OF BORROWERS. 

“(a) GRADUATION OF SEASONED DIRECT 
LOAN BORROWERS TO THE LOAN GUARANTEE 
PROGRAM.— 

“(1) REVIEW OF LOANS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary, or a con- 
tracting third party, shall annually review 
under section 3420 the loans of each seasoned 
direct loan borrower. 

“(B) ASSISTANCE.—If, based on the review, 
it is determined that a borrower would be 
able to obtain a loan, guaranteed by the Sec- 
retary, from a commercial or cooperative 
lender at reasonable rates and terms for 
loans for similar purposes and periods of 
time, the Secretary shall assist the borrower 
in applying for the commercial or coopera- 
tive loan. 

‘*(2) PROSPECTUS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—In accordance with sec- 
tion 3422, the Secretary shall prepare a pro- 
spectus on each seasoned direct loan bor- 
rower determined eligible to obtain a guar- 
anteed loan. 

‘(B) REQUIREMENTS.—The prospectus shall 
contain a description of the amounts of the 
loan guarantee and interest assistance that 
the Secretary will provide to the seasoned 
direct loan borrower to enable the seasoned 
direct loan borrower to carry out a finan- 
cially viable farming plan if a guaranteed 
loan is made. 

‘*(3) VERIFICATION.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall pro- 
vide a prospectus of a seasoned direct loan 
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borrower to each approved lender whose 
lending area includes the location of the sea- 
soned direct loan borrower. 

“(B) NOTIFICATION.—The Secretary shall 
notify each borrower of a loan that a pro- 
spectus has been provided to a lender under 
subparagraph (A). 

“(C) CREDIT EXTENDED.—If the Secretary 
receives an offer from an approved lender to 
extend credit to the seasoned direct loan bor- 
rower under terms and conditions contained 
in the prospectus, the seasoned direct loan 
borrower shall not be eligible for a loan from 
the Secretary under chapter 1 or 2, except as 
otherwise provided in this section. 

‘(4) INSUFFICIENT ASSISTANCE OR OFFERS.— 
If the Secretary is unable to provide loan 
guarantees and, if necessary, interest assist- 
ance to the seasoned direct loan borrower 
under this section in amounts sufficient to 
enable the seasoned direct loan borrower to 
borrow from commercial sources the amount 
required to carry out a financially viable 
farming plan, or if the Secretary does not re- 
ceive an offer from an approved lender to ex- 
tend credit to a seasoned direct loan bor- 
rower under the terms and conditions con- 
tained in the prospectus, the Secretary shall 
make a loan to the seasoned direct loan bor- 
rower under chapter 1 or 2, whichever is ap- 
plicable. 

‘(5) INTEREST RATE REDUCTIONS.—To the 
extent necessary for the borrower to obtain 
a loan, guaranteed by the Secretary, from a 
commercial or cooperative lender, the Sec- 
retary shall provide interest rate reductions 
as provided for under section 3413. 

‘“(b) TRANSITION TO PRIVATE COMMERCIAL 
OR OTHER SOURCES OF CREDIT.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—In making an operating 
or ownership loan, the Secretary shall estab- 
lish a plan and promulgate regulations (in- 
cluding performance criteria) that promote 
the goal of transitioning borrowers to pri- 
vate commercial credit and other sources of 
credit in the shortest period of time prac- 
ticable. 

‘(2) COORDINATION.—In carrying out this 
section, the Secretary shall integrate and co- 
ordinate the transition policy described in 
subsection (a) with— 

“(A) the borrower training program estab- 
lished by section 3419; 

“(B) the loan assessment process estab- 
lished by section 3420; 

“(C) the supervised credit requirement es- 
tablished by section 3421; 

‘“(D) the market placement program estab- 
lished by section 3422; and 

“(E) other appropriate programs and au- 
thorities, as determined by the Secretary. 

‘“(c) GRADUATION OF BORROWERS WITH OP- 
ERATING LOANS OR GUARANTEES TO PRIVATE 
COMMERCIAL CREDIT.—The Secretary shall 
establish a plan, in coordination with activi- 
ties under sections 3419 through 3422, to en- 
courage each borrower with an outstanding 
loan under this chapter, or with respect to 
whom there is an outstanding guarantee 
under this chapter, to graduate to private 
commercial or other sources of credit. 
“SEC. 3408. DEBT ADJUSTMENT AND 

COUNSELING. 

“In carrying out this subtitle, the Sec- 
retary may— 

“(1) provide voluntary debt adjustment as- 
sistance between— 

“(A) farmers; and 

‘“(B) the creditors of the farmers; 

‘“(2) cooperate with State, territorial, and 
local agencies and committees engaged in 
the debt adjustment; and 

“*(3) give credit counseling. 

“SEC. 3409. SECURITY SERVICING. 

‘“(a) SALE OF PROPERTY.— 
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“(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to this sub- 
section and subsection (e)(1), the Secretary 
shall offer to sell real property that is ac- 
quired by the Secretary under this subtitle 
using the following order and method of sale: 

“(A) ADVERTISEMENT.—Not later than 15 
days after acquiring real property, the Sec- 
retary shall publicly advertise the property 
for sale. 

‘(B) QUALIFIED BEGINNING FARMER.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 75 days 
after acquiring real property, the Secretary 
shall offer to sell the property to a qualified 
beginning farmer or a socially disadvantaged 
farmer at current market value based on a 
current appraisal. 

‘“(ii) RANDOM SELECTION.—If more than 1 
qualified beginning farmer or socially dis- 
advantaged farmer offers to purchase the 
property, the Secretary shall select between 
the qualified applicants on a random basis. 

“(iii) APPEAL OF RANDOM SELECTION.—A 
random selection or denial by the Secretary 
of a qualified beginning farmer or a socially 
disadvantaged farmer for farm inventory 
property under this subparagraph shall be 
final and not administratively appealable. 

‘(C) PUBLIC SALE.—If no acceptable offer is 
received from a qualified beginning farmer 
or a socially disadvantaged farmer under 
subparagraph (B) not later than 135 days 
after acquiring the real property, the Sec- 
retary shall, not later than 30 days after the 
185-day period, sell the property after public 
notice at a public sale, and, if no acceptable 
bid is received, by negotiated sale, at the 
best price obtainable. 

‘‘(2) INTEREST.— 

‘“(A) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subparagraph 
(B), any conveyance of real property under 
this subsection shall include all of the inter- 
est of the United States in the property, in- 
cluding mineral rights. 

“(B) CONSERVATION.—The Secretary may 
for conservation purposes grant or sell an 
easement, restriction, development right, or 
similar legal right to real property to a 
State, a political subdivision of a State, or a 
private nonprofit organization separately 
from the underlying fee or other rights to 
the property owned by the United States. 

‘(3) OTHER LAW.—Subtitle I of title 40, 
United States Code, and title III of the Fed- 
eral Property and Administrative Services 
Act of 1949 (41 U.S.C. 251 et seq.) shall not 
apply to any exercise of authority under this 
subtitle. 

‘*(4) LEASE OF PROPERTY.— 

‘“(A) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subparagraph 
(B), the Secretary may not lease any real 
property acquired under this subtitle. 

‘((B) EXCEPTION.— 

“(i) QUALIFIED BEGINNING FARMER OR SO- 
CIALLY DISADVANTAGED FARMER.—The Sec- 
retary may lease or contract to sell to a 
qualified beginning farmer or a socially dis- 
advantaged farmer a farm acquired by the 
Secretary under this subtitle if the qualified 
beginning farmer qualifies for a credit sale 
or direct farm ownership loan under chapter 
1 but credit sale authority for loans or direct 
farm ownership loan funds, respectively, are 
not available. 

“(ii) TERM.—The term of a lease or con- 
tract to sell to a qualified beginning farmer 
or a socially disadvantaged farmer under 
clause (i) shall be until the earlier of— 

“(I) the date that is 18 months after the 
date of the lease or sale; or 

“(IT) the date that direct farm ownership 
loan funds or credit sale authority for loans 
becomes available to the qualified beginning 
farmer or socially disadvantaged farmer. 

“(iii) INCOME-PRODUCING CAPABILITY.—In 
determining the rental rate on real property 
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leased under this subparagraph, the Sec- 
retary shall consider the income-producing 
capability of the property during the term 
that the property is leased. 

‘(5) EXPEDITED DETERMINATION.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—On the request of an ap- 
plicant, not later than 30 days after denial of 
the application, the appropriate State direc- 
tor shall provide an expedited review and de- 
termination of whether the applicant is a 
qualified beginning farmer or a socially dis- 
advantaged farmer for the purpose of acquir- 
ing farm inventory property. 

“(B) APPEAL.—The determination of a 
State Director under subparagraph (A) shall 
be final and not administratively appealable. 

‘“(C) EFFECTS OF DETERMINATIONS.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall 
maintain statistical data on the number and 
results of determinations made under sub- 
paragraph (A) and the effect of the deter- 
minations on— 

“(D selling farm inventory property to 
qualified beginning farmers or socially dis- 
advantaged farmers; and 

“(II) disposing of real property in inven- 
tory. 

“(ii) NOTIFICATION.—The Secretary shall 
notify the Committee on Agriculture of the 
House of Representatives and the Committee 
on Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry of 
the Senate if the Secretary determines that 
the review process under subparagraph (A) is 
adversely affecting the selling of farm inven- 
tory property to qualified beginning farmers 
or socially disadvantaged farmers or the dis- 
posing of real property in inventory. 

‘(b) ROAD AND UTILITY EASEMENTS AND 
CONDEMNATIONS.—In the case of any real 
property administered under this subtitle, 
the Secretary may grant or sell easements or 
rights-of-way for roads, utilities, and other 
appurtenances that are not inconsistent with 
the public interest. 

‘*“(c) SALE OR LEASE OF FARMLAND.— 

‘(1) DISPOSITION OF REAL PROPERTY ON IN- 
DIAN RESERVATIONS.— 

‘(A) DEFINITION OF INDIAN RESERVATION.— 
In this paragraph, the term ‘Indian reserva- 
tion’ means— 

“(i) all land located within the limits of 
any Indian reservation under the jurisdiction 
of the United States, notwithstanding the 
issuance of any patent, and, including any 
right-of-way running through the reserva- 
tion; 

“(ii) trust or restricted land located within 
the boundaries of a former reservation of an 
Indian tribe in the State of Oklahoma; or 

“(iii) all Indian allotments the Indian ti- 
tles to which have not been extinguished if 
the allotments are subject to the jurisdiction 
of an Indian tribe. 

(B) DISPOSITION.—Except as provided in 
paragraph (3), the Secretary shall dispose of 
or administer the property as provided in 
this paragraph when— 

“(i) the Secretary acquires property under 
this subtitle that is located within an Indian 
reservation; and 

“(ii) the borrower-owner is the Indian tribe 
that has jurisdiction over the reservation in 
which the real property is located or the bor- 
rower-owner is a member of the Indian tribe; 

‘(C) PRIORITY.—Not later than 90 days 
after acquiring the property, the Secretary 
shall afford an opportunity to purchase or 
lease the real property in accordance with 
the order of priority established under sub- 
paragraph (D) to the Indian tribe having ju- 
risdiction over the Indian reservation within 
which the real property is located or, if no 
order of priority is established by the Indian 
tribe under subparagraph (D), in the fol- 
lowing order: 
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“(i) An Indian member of the Indian tribe 
that has jurisdiction over the reservation 
within which the real property is located. 

“Gi) An Indian corporate entity. 

“(ii) The Indian tribe. 

‘(D) REVISION OF PRIORITY AND RESTRICTION 
OF ELIGIBILITY.—The governing body of any 
Indian tribe having jurisdiction over an In- 
dian reservation may revise the order of pri- 
ority provided in subparagraph (C) under 
which land located within the reservation 
shall be offered for purchase or lease by the 
Secretary under subparagraph (C) and may 
restrict the eligibility for the purchase or 
lease to— 

“(i) persons who are members of the Indian 
tribe; 

“Gi) Indian corporate entities that are au- 
thorized by the Indian tribe to lease or pur- 
chase land within the boundaries of the res- 
ervation; or 

‘“(iii) the Indian tribe itself. 

“(E) TRANSFER OF PROPERTY TO SECRETARY 
OF THE INTERIOR.— 

‘“(i) IN GENERAL.—If real property described 
in subparagraph (B) is not purchased or 
leased under subparagraph (C) and the Indian 
tribe having jurisdiction over the reserva- 
tion within which the real property is lo- 
cated is unable to purchase or lease the real 
property, the Secretary shall transfer the 
real property to the Secretary of the Interior 
who shall administer the real property as if 
the real property were held in trust by the 
United States for the benefit of the Indian 
tribe. 

“Gi) USE OF RENTAL INCOME.—From the 
rental income derived from the lease of the 
transferred real property, and all other in- 
come generated from the transferred real 
property, the Secretary of the Interior shall 
pay the State, county, municipal, or other 
local taxes to which the transferred real 
property was subject at the time of acquisi- 
tion by the Secretary, until the earlier of— 

“(I) the expiration of the 4-year period be- 
ginning on the date on which the real prop- 
erty is so transferred; or 

““(TT) such time as the land is transferred 
into trust pursuant to subparagraph (H). 

“(F) RESPONSIBILITIES OF SECRETARIES.—If 
any real property is transferred to the Sec- 
retary of the Interior under subparagraph 
(E)— 

‘“(i) the Secretary of Agriculture shall have 
no further responsibility under this title 
for— 

‘“(D) collection of any amounts with regard 
to the farm program loan that had been se- 
cured by the real property; 

‘(ID any lien arising out of the loan trans- 
action; or 

“(IIT) repayment of any amount with re- 
gard to the loan transaction or lien to the 
Treasury of the United States; and 

“(i) the Secretary of the Interior shall 
succeed to all right, title, and interest of the 
Secretary of Agriculture in the real estate 
arising from the farm program loan trans- 
action, including the obligation to remit to 
the Treasury of the United States, in repay- 
ment of the original loan, the amounts pro- 
vided in subparagraph (G). 

““(G) USE OF INCOME.—After the payment of 
any taxes that are required to be paid under 
subparagraph (E)(ii), all remaining rental in- 
come derived from the lease of the real prop- 
erty transferred to the Secretary of the Inte- 
rior under subparagraph (E)(i), and all other 
income generated from the real property 
transferred to the Secretary of the Interior 
under that subparagraph, shall be deposited 
as miscellaneous receipts in the Treasury of 
the United States until the amount depos- 
ited is equal to the lesser of— 
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“(i) the amount of the outstanding lien of 
the United States against the real property, 
as of the date the real property was acquired 
by the Secretary; 

“(ii) the fair market value of the real prop- 
erty, as of the date of the transfer to the 
Secretary of the Interior; or 

“(iii) the capitalized value of the real prop- 
erty, as of the date of the transfer to the 
Secretary of the Interior. 

‘(H) HOLDING OF TITLE IN TRUST.—If the 
total amount that is required to be deposited 
under subparagraph (G) with respect to any 
real property has been deposited into the 
Treasury of the United States, title to the 
real property shall be held in trust by the 
United States for the benefit of the Indian 
tribe having jurisdiction over the Indian res- 
ervation within which the real property is 
located. 

“(I) PAYMENT OF REMAINING LIEN OR FAIR 
MARKET VALUE OF PROPERTY .— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any 
other subparagraph of this paragraph, the In- 
dian tribe having jurisdiction over the In- 
dian reservation within which the real prop- 
erty described in subparagraph (B) is located 
may, at any time after the real property has 
been transferred to the Secretary of the Inte- 
rior under subparagraph (E), offer to pay the 
remaining amount on the lien or the fair 
market value of the real property, whichever 
is less. 

“(i) EFFECT OF PAYMENT.—On payment of 
the amount, title to the real property shall 
be held by the United States in trust for the 
tribe and the trust or restricted land that 
has been acquired by the Secretary under 
foreclosure or voluntary transfer under a 
loan made or insured under this subtitle and 
transferred to an Indian person, entity, or 
tribe under this paragraph shall be consid- 
ered to have never lost trust or restricted 
status. 

‘(J) APPLICABILITY.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—This paragraph shall 
apply to all land in the land inventory estab- 
lished under this subtitle (as of November 28, 
1990) that was (immediately prior to the 
date) owned by an Indian borrower-owner de- 
scribed in subparagraph (B) and that is situ- 
ated within an Indian reservation, regardless 
of the date of foreclosure or acquisition by 
the Secretary. 

‘(ii) OPPORTUNITY TO PURCHASE OR LEASE.— 
The Secretary shall afford an opportunity to 
an Indian person, entity, or tribe to purchase 
or lease the real property as provided in sub- 
paragraph (C). 

“(ii) TRANSFER.—If the right is not exer- 
cised or no expression of intent to exercise 
the right is received within 180 days after 
November 28, 1990, the Secretary shall trans- 
fer the real property to the Secretary of the 
Interior as provided in subparagraph (E). 

‘(2) ADDITIONAL RIGHTS.—The rights pro- 
vided in this subsection shall be in addition 
to any right of first refusal under the law of 
the State in which the property is located. 

‘*(3) DISPOSITION OF REAL PROPERTY ON IN- 
DIAN RESERVATIONS AFTER PROCEDURES EX- 
HAUSTED.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall dis- 
pose of or administer real property described 
in paragraph (1)(B) only as provided in para- 
graph (1), as modified by this paragraph, if— 

“(i) the real property described in para- 
graph (1)(B) is located within an Indian res- 
ervation; 

“(ii) the borrower-owner is an Indian tribe 
that has jurisdiction over the reservation in 
which the real property is located or the bor- 
rower-owner is a member of an Indian tribe; 
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“(iii) the borrower-owner has obtained a 
loan made or guaranteed under this title; 
and 

“(iv) the borrower-owner and the Secretary 
have exhausted all of the procedures pro- 
vided for in this title to permit a borrower- 
owner to retain title to the real property, so 
that it is necessary for the borrower-owner 
to relinquish title. 

‘(B) NOTICE OF RIGHT TO CONVEY PROP- 
ERTY.—The Secretary shall provide the bor- 
rower-owner of real property that is de- 
scribed in subparagraph (A) with written no- 
tice of— 

“(i) the right of the borrower-owner to vol- 
untarily convey the real property to the Sec- 
retary; and 

“(ii) the fact that real property so con- 
veyed will be placed in the inventory of the 
Secretary. 

‘(C) NOTICE OF RIGHTS AND PROTECTIONS.— 
The Secretary shall provide the borrower- 
owner of the real property with written no- 
tice of the rights and protections provided 
under this title to the borrower-owner, and 
the Indian tribe that has jurisdiction over 
the reservation in which the real property is 
located, from foreclosure or liquidation of 
the real property, including written notice— 

“(i) of paragraph (1), this paragraph, and 
subsection (e)(3); 

“(ii) if the borrower-owner does not volun- 
tarily convey the real property to the Sec- 
retary, that— 

“(I) the Secretary may foreclose on the 
property; 

‘(II) in the event of foreclosure, the prop- 
erty will be offered for sale; 

“(III) the Secretary shall offer a bid for the 
property that is equal to the fair market 
value of the property or the outstanding 
principal and interest of the loan, whichever 
is higher; 

‘(IV) the property may be purchased by 
another party; and 

‘(V) if the property is purchased by an- 
other party, the property will not be placed 
in the inventory of the Secretary and the 
borrower-owner will forfeit the rights and 
protections provided under this title; and 

“(iii) of the opportunity of the borrower- 
owner to consult with the Indian tribe that 
has jurisdiction over the reservation in 
which the real property is located or counsel 
to determine if State or tribal law provides 
rights and protections that are more bene- 
ficial than the rights and protections pro- 
vided the borrower-owner under this title. 

‘(D) ACCEPTANCE OF VOLUNTARY CONVEY- 
ANCE.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
clause (ii), the Secretary shall accept the 
voluntary conveyance of real property de- 
scribed in subparagraph (A). 

“(ii) HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES.—If a haz- 
ardous substance (as defined in section 
101(14) of the Comprehensive Environmental 
Response, Compensation, and Liability Act 
of 1980 (42 U.S.C. 9601(14))) is located on the 
property and the Secretary takes remedial 
action to protect human health or the envi- 
ronment if the property is taken into inven- 
tory, the Secretary shall accept the vol- 
untary conveyance of the property only if 
the Secretary determines that the convey- 
ance is in the best interests of the Federal 
Government. 

‘(E) FORECLOSURE PROCEDURES.— 

“(i) NOTICE TO BORROWER.—If an Indian 
borrower-owner does not voluntarily convey 
to the Secretary real property described in 
subparagraph (A), not less than 30 days be- 
fore a foreclosure sale of the property, the 
Secretary shall provide the Indian borrower- 
owner with the option of— 
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“(I) requiring the Secretary to assign the 
loan and security instruments to the Sec- 
retary of the Interior, if the Secretary of the 
Interior agrees to an assignment releasing 
the Secretary of Agriculture from all further 
responsibility for collection of any amounts 
with regard to the loan secured by the real 
property; or 

“(II) requiring the Secretary to assign the 
loan and security instruments to the tribe 
having jurisdiction over the reservation in 
which the real property is located, if the 
tribe agrees to assume the loan under the 
terms specified in clause (iii). 

‘“(ii) NOTICE TO TRIBE.—If an Indian bor- 
rower-owner does not voluntarily convey to 
the Secretary real property described in sub- 
paragraph (A), not less than 30 days before a 
foreclosure sale of the property, the Sec- 
retary shall provide written notice to the In- 
dian tribe that has jurisdiction over the res- 
ervation in which the real property is lo- 
cated of— 

“(T) the sale; 

“(II) the fair market value of the property; 
and 

““(IIT) the requirements of this paragraph. 

“(Gii) ASSUMED LOANS.—If an Indian tribe 
assumes a loan under clause (i)— 

““(T) the Secretary shall not foreclose the 
loan because of any default that occurred 
prior to the date of the assumption; 

‘“(ID) the loan shall be for the lesser of the 
outstanding principal and interest of the 
loan or the fair market value of the prop- 
erty; and 

(III) the loan shall be treated as though 
the loan was made under Public Law 91-229 
(25 U.S.C. 488 et seq.). 

‘“(F) AMOUNT OF BID BY SECRETARY.— 

“() IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
clause (ii), at a foreclosure sale of real prop- 
erty described in subparagraph (A), the Sec- 
retary shall offer a bid for the property that 
is equal to the higher of— 

“(I) the fair market value of the property; 
or 

“(II) the outstanding principal and interest 
on the loan. 

“(ii) HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES.—If a haz- 
ardous substance (as defined in section 
101(14) of the Comprehensive Environmental 
Response, Compensation, and Liability Act 
of 1980 (42 U.S.C. 9601(14))) is located on the 
property and the Secretary takes remedial 
action to protect human health or the envi- 
ronment if the property is taken into inven- 
tory, clause (i) shall apply only if the Sec- 
retary determines that bidding is in the best 
interests of the Federal Government. 

‘“(4) DETRIMENTAL EFFECT ON VALUE OF 
AREA FARMLAND.—The Secretary shall not 
offer for sale or sell any farmland referred to 
in paragraphs (1) through (3) if placing the 
farmland on the market will have a detri- 
mental effect on the value of farmland in the 
area. 

‘(5) INSTALLMENT SALES AND MULTIPLE OP- 
ERATORS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may sell 
farmland administered under this title 
through an installment sale or similar device 
that contains such terms as the Secretary 
considers necessary to protect the invest- 
ment of the Federal Government in the land. 

“(B) SALE OF CONTRACT.—The Secretary 
may subsequently sell any contract entered 
into to carry out subparagraph (A). 

‘*(6) HIGHLY ERODIBLE LAND.—In the case of 
farmland administered under this title that 
is highly erodible land (as defined in section 
1201 of the Food Security Act of 1985 (16 
U.S.C. 3801)), the Secretary may require the 
use of specified conservation practices on the 
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land as a condition of the sale or lease of the 
land. 

“(7) NO EFFECT ON ACREAGE ALLOTMENTS, 
MARKETING QUOTAS, OR ACREAGE BASES.—Not- 
withstanding any other law, compliance by 
the Secretary with this subsection shall not 
cause any acreage allotment, marketing 
quota, or acreage base assigned to the prop- 
erty to lapse, terminate, be reduced, or oth- 
erwise be adversely affected. 

‘(8) NO PREEMPTION OF STATE LAW.—If a 
conflict exists between any provision of this 
subsection and any provision of the law of 
any State providing a right of first refusal to 
the owner of farmland or the operator of a 
farm before the sale or lease of land to any 
other person, the provision of State law shall 
prevail. 

‘(d) RELEASE OF NORMAL INCOME SECU- 
RITY.— 

“(1) DEFINITION OF NORMAL INCOME SECU- 
RITY.—In this subsection: 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
subparagraph (B), the term ‘normal income 
security’ means all security not considered 
basic security, including crops, livestock, 
poultry products, Farm Service Agency pay- 
ments and Commodity Credit Corporation 
payments, and other property covered by 
Farm Service Agency liens that is sold in 
conjunction with the operation of a farm or 
other business. 

“(B) EXCEPTIONS.—The term ‘normal in- 
come security’ does not include any equip- 
ment (including fixtures in States that have 
adopted the Uniform Commercial Code), or 
foundation herd or flock, that is— 

“(i) the basis of the farming or other oper- 
ation; and 

“(ii) the basic security for a farmer pro- 
gram loan. 

“(2) GENERAL RELEASE.—The Secretary 
shall release from the normal income secu- 
rity provided for a loan an amount sufficient 
to pay for the essential household and farm 
operating expenses of the borrower, until 
such time as the Secretary accelerates the 
loan. 

‘(3) NOTICE OF REPORTING REQUIREMENTS 
AND RIGHTS.—If a borrower is required to 
plan for or to report as to how proceeds from 
the sale of collateral property will be used, 
the Secretary shall notify the borrower of— 

“(A) the requirement; and 

“(B) the right to the release of funds under 
this subsection and the means by which a re- 
quest for the funds may be made. 

“(e) EASEMENTS ON INVENTORIED PROP- 
ERTY.— 

‘“(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2), 
in the disposal of real property under this 
section, the Secretary shall establish per- 
petual wetland conservation easements to 
protect and restore wetland or converted 
wetland that exists on inventoried property. 

(2) LIMITATION.—The Secretary shall not 
establish a wetland conservation easement 
on an inventoried property that— 

“(A) was cropland on the date the property 
entered the inventory of the Secretary; or 

“(B) was used for farming at any time dur- 
ing the period— 

“(i) beginning on the date that is 5 years 
before the property entered the inventory of 
the Secretary; and 

“(ii) ending on the date on which the prop- 
erty entered the inventory of the Secretary. 

“(3) NOTIFICATION.—The Secretary shall 
provide prior written notification to a bor- 
rower considering homestead retention that 
a wetland conservation easement may be 
placed on land for which the borrower is ne- 
gotiating a lease option. 

‘(4) APPRAISED VALUE.—The appraised 
value of the farm shall reflect the value of 


9836 


the land due to the placement of wetland 

conservation easements. 

“SEC. 3410. CONTRACTS ON LOAN SECURITY 
PROPERTIES. 

‘“(a) CONTRACTS ON LOAN SECURITY PROP- 
ERTIES.—Subject to subsection (b), the Sec- 
retary may enter into a contract related to 
real property for conservation, recreation, or 
wildlife purposes. 

“(b) LIMITATIONS.—The Secretary may 
enter into a contract under subsection (a) 
if— 

“(1) the property is wetland, upland, or 
highly erodible land; 

‘(2) the property is determined by the Sec- 
retary to be suitable for the purpose in- 
volved; and 

“(3)(A) the property secures a loan made 
under a law administered and held by the 
Secretary; and 

“(B) the contract would better enable a 
qualified borrower to repay the loan in a 
timely manner, as determined by the Sec- 
retary. 

‘(c) TERMS AND CONDITIONS.—The terms 
and conditions specified in a contract under 
subsection (a) shall— 

“(1) specify the purposes for which the real 
property may be used; 

“(2) identify any conservation measure to 
be taken, and any recreational and wildlife 
use to be allowed, with respect to the real 
property; and 

“(3) require the owner to permit the Sec- 
retary, and any person or governmental enti- 
ty designated by the Secretary, to have ac- 
cess to the real property for the purpose of 
monitoring compliance with the contract. 

‘(d) REDUCTION OR FORGIVENESS OF DEBT.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to this section, 
the Secretary may reduce or forgive the out- 
standing debt of a borrower— 

“(A) in the case of a borrower to whom the 
Secretary has made an outstanding loan 
under a law administered by the Secretary, 
by canceling that part of the aggregate 
amount of the outstanding loan that bears 
the same ratio to the aggregate amount as— 

“(i) the number of acres of the real prop- 
erty of the borrower that are subject to the 
contract; bears to 

“(ii) the aggregate number of acres secur- 
ing the loan; or 

‘“(B) in any other case, by treating as pre- 
paid that part of the principal amount of a 
new loan to the borrower issued and held by 
the Secretary under a law administered by 
the Secretary that bears the same ratio to 
the principal amount as— 

“(i) the number of acres of the real prop- 
erty of the borrower that are subject to the 
contract; bears to 

“(ii) the aggregate number of acres secur- 
ing the new loan. 

‘(2) MAXIMUM CANCELED AMOUNT.—The 
amount canceled or treated as prepaid under 
paragraph (1) shall not exceed— 

“(A) in the case of a delinquent loan, the 
greater of— 

“(i) the value of the land on which the con- 
tract is entered into; or 

“(ii) the difference between— 

“(I) the amount of the outstanding loan se- 
cured by the land; and 

“(JI) the value of the land; or 

‘“(B) in the case of a nondelinquent loan, 33 
percent of the amount of the loan secured by 
the land. 

‘(e) CONSULTATION WITH FISH AND WILD- 
LIFE SERVICE.—If the Secretary uses the au- 
thority provided by this section, the Sec- 
retary shall consult with the Director of the 
Fish and Wildlife Service for the purposes 
of— 
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“(1) selecting real property in which the 
Secretary may enter into a contract under 
this section; 

“(2) formulating the terms and conditions 
of the contract; and 

‘(3) enforcing the contract. 

“(f) HENFORCEMENT.—The Secretary, and 
any person or governmental entity des- 
ignated by the Secretary, may enforce a con- 
tract entered into by the Secretary under 
this section. 

“SEC. 3411. DEBT RESTRUCTURING AND LOAN 
SERVICING. 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall 
modify a delinquent farmer program loan 
made under this subtitle, or purchased from 
the lender or the Federal Deposit Insurance 
Corporation under section 3902, to the max- 
imum extent practicable— 

“(1) to avoid a loss to the Secretary on the 
loan, with priority consideration being 
placed on writing-down the loan principal 
and interest (subject to subsections (d) and 
(e)), and debt set-aside (subject to subsection 
(e)), to facilitate keeping the borrower on 
the farm, or otherwise through the use of 
primary loan service programs under this 
section; and 

‘“(2) to ensure that a borrower is able to 
continue farming operations. 

‘“(b) ELIGIBILITY.—To be eligible to obtain 
assistance under subsection (a)— 

“(1) the delinquency shall be due to a cir- 
cumstance beyond the control of the bor- 
rower, as defined in regulations issued by the 
Secretary, except that the regulations shall 
require that, if the value of the assets cal- 
culated under subsection (c)(2)(A)(ii) that 
may be realized through liquidation or other 
methods would produce enough income to 
make the delinquent loan current, the bor- 
rower shall not be eligible for assistance 
under subsection (a); 

**(2) the borrower shall have acted in good 
faith with the Secretary in connection with 
the loan as defined in regulations issued by 
the Secretary; 

“(3) the borrower shall present a prelimi- 
nary plan to the Secretary that contains rea- 
sonable assumptions that demonstrate that 
the borrower will be able— 

“(A) to meet the necessary family living 
and farm operating expenses of the borrower; 
and 

‘“(B) to service all debts of the borrower, 
including restructured loans; and 

‘“(4) the loan, if restructured, shall result 
in a net recovery to the Federal Govern- 
ment, during the term of the loan as restruc- 
tured, that would be more than or equal to 
the net recovery to the Federal Government 
from an involuntary liquidation or fore- 
closure on the property securing the loan. 

“(c) RESTRUCTURING DETERMINATIONS.— 

“(1) DETERMINATION OF NET RECOVERY.—In 
determining the net recovery from the invol- 
untary liquidation of a loan under this sec- 
tion, the Secretary shall calculate— 

“(A) the recovery value of the collateral 
securing the loan, in accordance with para- 
graph (2); and 

‘“(B) the value of the restructured loan, in 
accordance with paragraph (3). 

“(2) RECOVERY VALUE.—For the purpose of 
paragraph (1), the recovery value of the col- 
lateral securing the loan shall be based on 
the difference between— 

“(A)(i) the amount of the current appraised 
value of the interests of the borrower in the 
property securing the loan; and 

‘“(ii) the value of the interests of the bor- 
rower in all other assets that are— 

““(T) not essential for necessary family liv- 
ing expenses; 
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“(IT) not essential to the operation of the 
farm; and 

“(III) not exempt from judgment creditors 
or in a bankruptcy action under Federal or 
State law; 

“(B) the estimated administrative, attor- 
ney, and other expenses associated with the 
liquidation and disposition of the loan and 
collateral, including— 

“(i) the payment of prior liens; 

“(ii) taxes and assessments, depreciation, 
management costs, the yearly percentage de- 
crease or increase in the value of the prop- 
erty, and lost interest income, each cal- 
culated for the average holding period for 
the type of property involved; 

‘“(iii) resale expenses, such as repairs, com- 
missions, and advertising; and 

“(iv) other administrative and attorney 
costs; and 

“(C) the value, as determined by the Sec- 
retary, of any property not included in sub- 
paragraph (A)(i) if the property is specified 
in any security agreement with respect to 
the loan and the Secretary determines that 
the value of the property should be included 
for purposes of this section. 

‘*(3) VALUE OF THE RESTRUCTURED LOAN.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—For the purpose of para- 
graph (1), the value of the restructured loan 
shall be based on the present value of pay- 
ments that the borrower would make to the 
Federal Government if the terms of the loan 
were modified under any combination of pri- 
mary loan service programs to ensure that 
the borrower is able to meet the obligations 
and continue farming operations. 

‘(B) PRESENT VALUE.—For the purpose of 
calculating the present value referred to in 
subparagraph (A), the Secretary shall use a 
discount rate of not more than the current 
rate at the time of the calculation of 90-day 
Treasury bills. 

‘(C) CASH FLOW MARGIN.—For the purpose 
of assessing under subparagraph (A) the abil- 
ity of a borrower to meet debt obligations 
and continue farming operations, the Sec- 
retary shall assume that the borrower needs 
up to 110 percent of the amount indicated for 
payment of farm operating expenses, debt 
service obligations, and family living ex- 
penses. 

‘“(4) NOTIFICATION.—Not later than 90 days 
after receipt of a written request for restruc- 
turing from the borrower, the Secretary 
shall— 

“(A) make the calculations specified in 
paragraphs (2) and (3); 

“(B) notify the borrower in writing of the 
results of the calculations; and 

‘(C) provide documentation for the cal- 
culations. 

‘*(5) RESTRUCTURING OF LOANS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—If the value of a restruc- 
tured loan is greater than or equal to the re- 
covery value of the collateral securing the 
loan, not later than 45 days after notifying 
the borrower under paragraph (4), the Sec- 
retary shall offer to restructure the loan ob- 
ligations of the borrower under this subtitle 
through primary loan service programs that 
would enable the borrower to meet the obli- 
gations (as modified) under the loan and to 
continue the farming operations of the bor- 
rower. 

“(B) RESTRUCTURING.—If the borrower ac- 
cepts an offer under subparagraph (A), not 
later than 45 days after receipt of notice of 
acceptance, the Secretary shall restructure 
the loan accordingly. 

“(6) TERMINATION OF LOAN OBLIGATIONS.— 
The obligations of a borrower to the Sec- 
retary under a loan shall terminate if— 
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“(A) the borrower satisfies the require- 
ments of paragraphs (1) and (2) of subsection 
(b); 

“(B) the value of the restructured loan is 
less than the recovery value; and 

“(C) not later than 90 days after receipt of 
the notification described in paragraph 
(4)(B), the borrower pays (or obtains third- 
party financing to pay) the Secretary an 
amount equal to the current market value. 

‘*(7) NEGOTIATION OF APPRAISAL.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—In making a determina- 
tion concerning restructuring under this 
subsection, the Secretary, at the request of 
the borrower, shall enter into negotiations 
with the borrower concerning appraisals re- 
quired under this subsection. 

“(B) INDEPENDENT APPRAISAL.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—If the borrower, based on 
a separate current appraisal, objects to the 
decision of the Secretary regarding an ap- 
praisal, the borrower and the Secretary shall 
mutually agree, to the extent practicable, on 
an independent appraiser who shall conduct 
another appraisal of the property of the bor- 
rower. 

“(ii) VALUE OF FINAL APPRAISAL.—The av- 
erage of the 2 appraisals under clause (i) that 
are closest in value shall become the final 
appraisal under this paragraph. 

“(iii) COST OF APPRAISAL.—The borrower 
and the Secretary shall each pay % of the 
cost of any independent appraisal. 

‘(d) PRINCIPAL AND INTEREST WRITE- 
DOWN.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.— 

‘(A) PRIORITY CONSIDERATION.—In selecting 
the restructuring alternatives to be used in 
the case of a borrower who has requested re- 
structuring under this section, the Secretary 
shall give priority consideration to the use 
of a principal and interest write-down if 
other creditors of the borrower (other than 
any creditor who is fully collateralized) rep- 
resenting a substantial portion of the total 
debt of the borrower held by the creditors of 
the borrower, agree to participate in the de- 
velopment of the restructuring plan or agree 
to participate in a State mediation program. 

‘(B) FAILURE OF CREDITORS TO AGREE.— 
Failure of creditors to agree to participate in 
the restructuring plan or mediation program 
shall not preclude the use of a principal and 
interest write-down by the Secretary if the 
Secretary determines that restructuring re- 
sults in the least cost to the Secretary. 

‘(2) PARTICIPATION OF CREDITORS.—Before 
eliminating the option to use debt write- 
down in the case of a borrower, the Sec- 
retary shall make a reasonable effort to con- 
tact the creditors of the borrower, either di- 
rectly or through the borrower, and encour- 
age the creditors to participate with the Sec- 
retary in the development of a restructuring 
plan for the borrower. 

‘“(e) SHARED APPRECIATION 
MENTS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—As a condition of re- 
structuring a loan in accordance with this 
section, the borrower of the loan may be re- 
quired to enter into a shared appreciation ar- 
rangement that requires the repayment of 
amounts written off or set aside. 

‘“(2) TERMS.—A shared appreciation agree- 
ment shall— 

“(A) have a term not to exceed 10 years; 
and 

‘“(B) provide for recapture based on the dif- 
ference between the appraised values of the 
real security property at the time of restruc- 
turing and at the time of recapture. 

‘(3) PERCENTAGE OF RECAPTURE.—The 
amount of the appreciation to be recaptured 
by the Secretary shall be— 
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“(A) 75 percent of the appreciation in the 
value of the real security property if the re- 
capture occurs not later than 4 years after 
the date of restructuring; and 

““(B) 50 percent if the recapture occurs dur- 
ing the remainder of the term of the agree- 
ment. 

“(4) TIME OF RECAPTURE.—Recapture shall 
take place on the date that is the earliest 
of— 

“(A) the end of the term of the agreement; 

“(B) the conveyance of the real security 
property; 

““(C) the repayment of the loans; or 

‘“(D) the cessation of farming operations by 
the borrower. 

“(5) TRANSFER OF TITLE.—Transfer of title 
to the spouse of a borrower on the death of 
the borrower shall not be treated as a con- 
veyance for the purpose of paragraph (4). 

“(6) NOTICE OF RECAPTURE.—Not later than 
12 months before the end of the term of a 
shared appreciation arrangement, the Sec- 
retary shall notify the borrower involved of 
the provisions of the arrangement. 

“*(7) FINANCING OF RECAPTURE PAYMENT.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may am- 
ortize a recapture payment owed to the Sec- 
retary under this subsection. 

“(B) TERM.—The term of an amortization 
under this paragraph may not exceed 25 
years. 

“(C) INTEREST RATE.—The interest rate ap- 
plicable to an amortization under this para- 
graph may not exceed the rate applicable to 
a loan to reacquire homestead property less 
100 basis points. 

‘“(D) REAMORTIZATION.— 

‘“(i) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may mod- 
ify the amortization of a recapture payment 
referred to in subparagraph (A) of this para- 
graph on which a payment has become delin- 
quent if— 

“(T) the default is due to circumstances be- 
yond the control of the borrower; and 

“(TT) the borrower acted in good faith (as 
determined by the Secretary) in attempting 
to repay the recapture amount. 

‘(ii) LIMITATIONS.— 

“(ID) TERM OF REAMORTIZATION.—The term 
of a reamortization under this subparagraph 
may not exceed 25 years from the date of the 
original amortization agreement. 

“(II) NO REDUCTION OR PRINCIPAL OR UNPAID 
INTEREST DUE.—A reamortization of a recap- 
ture payment under this subparagraph may 
not provide for reducing the outstanding 
principal or unpaid interest due on the re- 
capture payment. 

“(f) INTEREST RATES.—Any loan for farm 
ownership purposes, farm operating pur- 
poses, or disaster emergency purposes, other 
than a guaranteed loan, that is deferred, con- 
solidated, rescheduled, or reamortized shall, 
notwithstanding any other provision of this 
subtitle, bear interest on the balance of the 
original loan and for the term of the original 
loan at a rate that is the lowest of— 

“(1) the rate of interest on the original 
loan; 

(2) the rate being charged by the Sec- 
retary for loans, other than guaranteed 
loans, of the same type at the time at which 
the borrower applies for a deferral, consoli- 
dation, rescheduling, or reamortization; or 

“(3) the rate being charged by the Sec- 
retary for loans, other than guaranteed 
loans, of the same type at the time of the de- 
ferral, consolidation, rescheduling, or re- 
amortization. 

“(g) PERIOD AND EFFECT.— 

“(1) PERIOD.—The Secretary may consoli- 
date or reschedule outstanding loans for pay- 
ment over a period not to exceed 7 years (or, 
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in the case of loans for farm operating pur- 
poses, 15 years) from the date of the consoli- 
dation or rescheduling. 

‘“(2) EFFECT.—The amount of unpaid prin- 
cipal and interest of the prior loans so con- 
solidated or rescheduled shall not create a 
new charge against any loan levels author- 
ized by law. 

‘“(h) PREREQUISITES TO FORECLOSURE OR 
LIQUIDATION.—No foreclosure or other simi- 
lar action shall be taken to liquidate any 
loan determined to be ineligible for restruc- 
turing by the Secretary under this section— 

“(1) until the borrower has been given the 
opportunity to appeal the decision; and 

‘“(2) if the borrower appeals, the appeals 
process has been completed, and a deter- 
mination has been made that the loan is in- 
eligible for restructuring. 

‘i) NOTICE OF INELIGIBILITY FOR RESTRUC- 
TURING.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—A notice of ineligibility 
for restructuring shall be sent to the bor- 
rower by registered or certified mail not 
later than 15 days after a determination of 
ineligibility. 

‘(2) CONTENTS.—The notice required under 
paragraph (1) shall contain— 

“(A) the determination and the reasons for 
the determination; 

‘“(B) the computations used to make the 
determination, including the calculation of 
the recovery value of the collateral securing 
the loan; and 

“(C) a statement of the right of the bor- 
rower to appeal the decision to the appeals 
division, and to appear before a hearing offi- 
cer. 

‘*(j) INDEPENDENT APPRAISALS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—An appeal may include a 
request by the borrower for an independent 
appraisal of any property securing the loan. 

‘“(2) PROCESS FOR APPRAISAL.—On a request 
under paragraph (1), the Secretary shall 
present the borrower with a list of 3 apprais- 
ers approved by the county supervisor, from 
which the borrower shall select an appraiser 
to conduct the appraisal. 

“(3) CosT.—The cost of an appraisal under 
this subsection shall be paid by the bor- 
rower. 

‘(4) RESULT.—The result of an appraisal 
under this subsection shall be considered in 
any final determination concerning the loan. 

‘(5) Copy.—A copy of any appraisal under 
this subsection shall be provided to the bor- 
rower. 

‘(k) PARTIAL LIQUIDATIONS.—If a partial 
liquidation of a delinquent loan is performed 
(with the prior consent of the Secretary) as 
part of loan servicing by a guaranteed lender 
under this title, the Secretary shall not re- 
quire full liquidation of the loan for the lend- 
er to be eligible to receive payment on 
losses. 

“(1) ONLY 1 WRITE-DOWN OR NET RECOVERY 
BUY-OUT PER BORROWER FOR A LOAN MADE 
AFTER JANUARY 6, 1988.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may pro- 
vide for each borrower not more than 1 
write-down or net recovery buy-out under 
this section with respect to all loans made to 
the borrower after January 6, 1988. 

‘(2) SPECIAL RULE.—For purposes of para- 
graph (1), the Secretary shall treat any loan 
made on or before January 6, 1988, with re- 
spect to which a restructuring, write-down, 
or net recovery buy-out is provided under 
this section after January 6, 1988, as a loan 
made after January 6, 1988. 

‘“(m) LIQUIDATION OF ASSETS.—The Sec- 
retary may not use the authority provided 
by this section to reduce or terminate any 
portion of the debt of the borrower that the 
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borrower could pay through the liquidation 
of assets (or through the payment of the loan 
value of the assets, if the loan value is great- 
er than the liquidation value) described in 
subsection (c)(2)(A)(ii). 

“(n) LIFETIME LIMITATION ON DEBT FOR- 
GIVENESS PER BORROWER.—The Secretary 
may provide each borrower not more than 
$300,000 in debt forgiveness under this sec- 
tion. 
“SEC. 3412. RELIEF FOR MOBILIZED MILITARY 
RESERVISTS FROM CERTAIN AGRI- 
CULTURAL LOAN OBLIGATIONS. 

“(a) DEFINITION OF MOBILIZED MILITARY RE- 
SERVIST.—In this section, the term ‘mobi- 
lized military reservist’ means an individual 
who— 

“(1) is on active duty under section 688, 
12301(a), 12301(g), 12302, 12304, 12306, or 12406, 
or chapter 15 of title 10, United States Code, 
or any other provision of law during a war or 
during a national emergency declared by the 
President or Congress, regardless of the loca- 
tion at which the active duty service is per- 
formed; or 

“(2) in the case of a member of the Na- 
tional Guard, is on full-time National Guard 
duty (as defined in section 101(d)(5) of title 
10, United States Code) under a call to active 
service authorized by the President or the 
Secretary of Defense for a period of more 
than 30 consecutive days under section 502(f) 
of title 32, United States Code, for purposes 
of responding to a national emergency de- 
clared by the President and supported by 
Federal funds. 

‘(_b) FORGIVENESS OF INTEREST PAYMENTS 
DUE WHILE BORROWER IS A MOBILIZED MILI- 
TARY RESERVIST.—Any requirement that a 
borrower of a direct loan made under this 
subtitle make any interest payment on the 
loan that would otherwise be required to be 
made while the borrower is a mobilized mili- 
tary reservist is rescinded. 

‘(c) DEFERRAL OF PRINCIPAL PAYMENTS 
DUE WHILE OR AFTER BORROWER IS A MOBI- 
LIZED MILITARY RESERVIST.—The due date of 
any payment of principal on a direct loan 
made to a borrower under this subtitle that 
would otherwise be required to be made 
while or after the borrower is a mobilized 
military reservist is deferred for a period 
equal in length to the period for which the 
borrower is a mobilized military reservist. 

‘(d) NONACCRUAL OF INTEREST.—Interest on 
a direct loan made to a borrower described in 
this section shall not accrue during the pe- 
riod the borrower is a mobilized military re- 
servist. 

‘“(e) BORROWER NOT CONSIDERED TO BE DE- 
LINQUENT OR RECEIVING DEBT FORGIVENESS.— 
Notwithstanding section 3425 or any other 
provision of this title, a borrower who re- 
ceives assistance under this section shall 
not, as a result of the assistance, be consid- 
ered to be delinquent or receiving debt for- 
giveness for purposes of receiving a direct or 
guaranteed loan under this subtitle. 

“SEC. 3413. INTEREST RATE REDUCTION PRO- 
GRAM. 

“(a) ESTABLISHMENT OF PROGRAM.—The 
Secretary shall establish and carry out in ac- 
cordance with this section an interest rate 
reduction program for any loan guaranteed 
under this subtitle. 

‘(b) ENTERING INTO CONTRACTS.—The Sec- 
retary shall enter into a contract with, and 
make payments to, an institution to reduce, 
during the term of the contract, the interest 
rate paid by the borrower on the guaranteed 
loan if— 

“(1) the borrower— 

“(A) is unable to obtain credit elsewhere; 

‘(B) is unable to make payments on the 
loan in a timely manner; and 
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“(C) during the 24-month period beginning 
on the date on which the contract is entered 
into, has a total estimated cash income, in- 
cluding all farm and nonfarm income, that 
will equal or exceed the total estimated cash 
expenses, including all farm and nonfarm ex- 
penses, to be incurred by the borrower dur- 
ing the period; and 

“(2) during the term of the contract, the 
lender reduces the annual rate of interest 
payable on the loan by a minimum percent- 
age specified in the contract. 

“(c) PAYMENTS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2), 
in return for a contract entered into by a 
lender under subsection (b) for the reduction 
of the interest rate paid on a loan, the Sec- 
retary shall make payments to the lender in 
an amount equal to not more than 100 per- 
cent of the cost of reducing the annual rate 
of interest payable on the loan. 

“(2) LIMITATION.—Payments under para- 
graph (1) may not exceed the cost of reducing 
the rate by more than 400 basis points. 

““(d) TERM.—The term of a contract entered 
into under this section to reduce the interest 
rate on a guaranteed loan may not exceed 
the outstanding term of the loan. 

“(e) CONDITION ON FORECLOSURE.—Notwith- 
standing any other law, any contract of 
guarantee on a farm loan entered into under 
this subtitle shall contain a condition that 
the lender of the loan may not initiate a 
foreclosure action on the loan until 60 days 
after a determination is made with respect 
to the eligibility of the borrower to partici- 
pate in the program established under this 
section. 

“SEC. 3414. HOMESTEAD PROPERTY. 

‘‘(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 

“(1) ADMINISTRATOR.—The term ‘Adminis- 
trator’ means the Administrator of the 
Small Business Administration. 

‘(2) BORROWER-OWNER.—The 
rower-owner’ means— 

“(A) a borrower-owner of a loan made or 
guaranteed by the Secretary or the Adminis- 
trator who meets the eligibility require- 
ments of subsection (c)(1); or 

‘“(B) in a case in which an owner of home- 
stead property pledged the property to se- 
cure the loan and the owner is different than 
the borrower, the owner. 

‘“(3) FARM PROGRAM LOAN.—The term ‘farm 
program loan’ means a loan made by the Ad- 
ministrator under the Small Business Act (15 
U.S.C. 631 et seq.) for any of the purposes au- 
thorized for loans under chapter 1 or 2. 

“(4) HOMESTEAD PROPERTY.—The 
‘homestead property’ means— 

“(A) the principal residence and adjoining 
property possessed and occupied by a bor- 
rower-owner, including a reasonable number 
of farm outbuildings located on the adjoin- 
ing land that are useful to any occupant of 
the homestead; and 

“(B) not more than 10 acres of adjoining 
land that is used to maintain the family of 
the borrower-owner. 

‘(b) RETENTION OF HOMESTEAD PROPERTY.— 

“*(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary or the Ad- 
ministrator shall, on application by a bor- 
rower-owner who meets the eligibility re- 
quirements of subsection (c)(1), permit the 
borrower-owner to retain possession and oc- 
cupancy of homestead property under the 
terms set forth, and until the action de- 
scribed in this section has been completed, 
if— 

“(A) the Secretary forecloses or takes into 
inventory property securing a loan made 
under this subtitle; 

‘“(B) the Administrator forecloses or takes 
into inventory property securing a farm pro- 
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gram loan made under the Small Business 
Act (15 U.S.C. 631 et seq.); or 

“(C) the borrower-owner of a loan made by 
the Secretary or the Administrator files a 
petition in bankruptcy that results in the 
conveyance of the homestead property to the 
Secretary or the Administrator, or agrees to 
voluntarily liquidate or convey the property 
in whole or in part. 

‘(2) PERIOD OF OCCUPANCY.—Subject to sub- 
section (c), the Secretary or the Adminis- 
trator shall not grant a period of occupancy 
of less than 3 nor more than 5 years. 


‘“(c) ELIGIBILITY.— 

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—To be eligible to occupy 
homestead property, a borrower-owner of a 
loan made by the Secretary or the Adminis- 
trator shall— 

“(A) apply for the occupancy not later 
than 30 days after the property is acquired 
by the Secretary or Administrator; 

‘(B) have received from farming oper- 
ations gross farm income that is reasonably 
commensurate with— 

“(i) the size and location of the farming 
unit of the borrower-owner; and 

“(ii) local agricultural conditions (includ- 
ing natural and economic conditions), during 
at least 2 calendar years of the 6-year period 
preceding the calendar year in which the ap- 
plication is made; 

“(C) have received from farming operations 
at least 60 percent of the gross annual in- 
come of the borrower-owner and any spouse 
of the borrower-owner during at least 2 cal- 
endar years of the 6-year period described in 
subparagraph (B); 

‘(D) have continuously occupied the home- 
stead property during the 6-year period de- 
scribed in subparagraph (B), except that the 
requirement of this subparagraph may be 
waived if a borrower-owner, due to cir- 
cumstances beyond the control of the bor- 
rower-owner, had to leave the homestead 
property for a period of time not to exceed 12 
months during the 6-year period; 

“(E) during the period of occupancy of the 
homestead property, pay a reasonable sum as 
rent for the property to the Secretary or the 
Administrator in an amount substantially 
equivalent to rents charged for similar resi- 
dential properties in the area in which the 
homestead property is located; 

‘“(F) during the period of the occupancy of 
the homestead property, maintain the prop- 
erty in good condition; and 

“(G) meet such other reasonable and nec- 
essary terms and conditions as the Secretary 
may require. 

‘((2) DEFINITION OF FARMING OPERATIONS.— 
In subparagraphs (B) and (C) of paragraph 
(1), the term ‘farming operations’ includes 
rent paid by a lessee of agricultural land dur- 
ing a period in which the borrower-owner, 
due to circumstances beyond the control of 
the borrower-owner, is unable to actively 
farm the land. 

‘(3) TERMINATION OF RIGHTS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of para- 
graph (1)(E), the failure of the borrower- 
owner to make a timely rental payment 
shall constitute cause for the termination of 
all rights of the borrower-owner to posses- 
sion and occupancy of the homestead prop- 
erty under this section. 

‘(B) PROCEDURE FOR TERMINATION.—In ef- 
fecting a termination under subparagraph 
(A), the Secretary shall— 

“(i) afford the borrower-owner or lessee the 
notice and hearing procedural rights de- 
scribed in subtitle H of the Department of 
Agriculture Reorganization Act of 1994 (7 
U.S.C. 6991 et seq.); and 
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“(ii) comply with any applicable State and 
local law governing eviction of a person from 
residential property. 

‘*(4) RIGHTS OF BORROWER-OWNER.— 

‘(A) PERIOD OF OCCUPANCY.—Subject to 
subsection (b)(2), the period of occupancy al- 
lowed the borrower-owner of homestead 
property under this section shall be the pe- 
riod requested in writing by the borrower- 
owner. 

‘(B) RIGHT TO REACQUIRE.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—During the period the 
borrower-owner occupies the homestead 
property, the borrower-owner shall have a 
right to reacquire the homestead property on 
such terms and conditions as the Secretary 
shall determine. 

“(ii) SOCIALLY DISADVANTAGED BORROWER- 
OWNER.—During the period of occupancy of a 
borrower-owner who is a socially disadvan- 
taged farmer, the borrower-owner or a mem- 
ber of the immediate family of the borrower- 
owner shall have a right of first refusal to re- 
acquire the homestead property on such 
terms and conditions as the Secretary shall 
determine. 

“iii) INDEPENDENT APPRAISAL.—The Sec- 
retary may not demand a payment for the 
homestead property that is in excess of the 
current market value of the homestead prop- 
erty as established by an independent ap- 
praisal. 

‘“(iv) CONDUCT OF APPRAISAL.—An inde- 
pendent appraisal under clause (iii) shall be 
conducted by an appraiser selected by the 
borrower-owner, or, in the case of a bor- 
rower-owner who is a socially disadvantaged 
farmer, the immediate family member of the 
borrower-owner, from a list of 3 appraisers 
approved by the county supervisor. 

‘*(6) TRANSFER OF RIGHTS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
subparagraph (B), no right of a borrower- 
owner under this section, and no agreement 
entered into between the borrower-owner 
and the Secretary for occupancy of the 
homestead property, shall be transferable or 
assignable by the borrower-owner or by oper- 
ation of law. 

‘(B) DEATH OR INCOMPETENCY.—In the case 
of death or incompetency of the borrower- 
owner, the right and agreement shall be 
transferable to a spouse of the borrower- 
owner if the spouse agrees to comply with 
any terms and conditions of the right or 
agreement. 

“(6) NOTIFICATION.—Not later than the date 
of acquisition of the property securing a loan 
made under this title, the Secretary shall 
notify the borrower-owner of the property of 
the availability of homestead protection 
rights under this section. 

“(d) END OF PERIOD OF OCCUPANCY.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—At the end of the period 
of occupancy allowed a _ borrower-owner 
under subsection (c), the Secretary or the 
Administrator shall grant to the borrower- 
owner a right of first refusal to reacquire the 
homestead property on such terms and con- 
ditions (which may include payment of prin- 
cipal in installments) as the Secretary or the 
Administrator shall determine. 

‘(2) TERMS AND CONDITIONS.—The terms 
and conditions granted under paragraph (1) 
may not be less favorable than those offered 
by the Secretary or Administrator or in- 
tended by the Secretary or Administrator to 
be offered to any other buyer. 

“(e) MAXIMUM PAYMENT OF PRINCIPAL.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—At the time a reacquisi- 
tion agreement is entered into, the Sec- 
retary or the Administrator may not demand 
a total payment of principal that is in excess 
of the value of the homestead property. 
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‘“(2) DETERMINATION OF VALUE.—To the 
maximum extent practicable, the value of 
the homestead property shall be determined 
by an independent appraisal made during the 
180 day period beginning on the date of re- 
ceipt of the application of the borrower- 
owner to retain possession and occupancy of 
the homestead property. 

““(f) TITLE NOT NEEDED To ENTER INTO CON- 
TRACTS.—The Secretary may enter into a 
contract authorized by this section before 
the Secretary acquires title to the home- 
stead property that is the subject of the con- 
tract. 

“(¢) STATE LAW PREVAILS.—In the event of 
a conflict between this section and a provi- 
sion of State law relating to the right of a 
borrower-owner to designate for separate 
sale or redeem part or all of the real prop- 
erty securing a loan foreclosed on by a lend- 
er to the borrower-owner, the provision of 
State law shall prevail. 

“SEC. 3415. TRANSFER OF INVENTORY LAND. 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subsection 
(b), the Secretary may transfer to a Federal 
or State agency, for conservation purposes, 
any real property, or interest in real prop- 
erty, administered by the Secretary under 
this subtitle— 

“(1) with respect to which the rights of all 
prior owners and operators have expired; 

““(2) that is eligible to be disposed of in ac- 
cordance with section 3409; and 

“(3) that— 

“(A) has marginal value for agricultural 
production; 

‘“(B) is environmentally sensitive; or 

““(C) has special management importance. 

“(b) CONDITIONS.—The Secretary may not 
transfer any property or interest in property 
under subsection (a) unless— 

“(1) at least 2 public notices are given of 
the transfer; 

““(2) if requested, at least 1 public meeting 
is held prior to the transfer; and 

“(3) the Governor and at least 1 elected 
county official of the State and county in 
which the property is located are consulted 
prior to the transfer. 

“SEC. 3416. TARGET PARTICIPATION RATES. 

‘“(a) ESTABLISHMENT.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall es- 
tablish annual target participation rates, on 
a county-wide basis, that shall ensure that 
members of socially disadvantaged groups 
shall— 

“(A) receive loans made or guaranteed 
under chapter 1; and 

‘“(B) have the opportunity to purchase or 
lease farmland acquired by the Secretary 
under this subtitle. 

‘“(2) GROUP POPULATION.—Except as pro- 
vided in paragraph (3), in establishing the 
target rates, the Secretary shall take into 
consideration— 

“(A) the portion of the population of the 
county made up of the socially disadvan- 
taged groups; and 

‘“(B) the availability of inventory farmland 
in the county. 

(3) GENDER.—In the case of gender, target 
participation rates shall take into consider- 
ation the number of current and potential 
socially disadvantaged farmers in a State in 
proportion to the total number of farmers in 
the State. 

‘“(b) RESERVATION AND ALLOCATION.— 

“(1) RESERVATION.—To the maximum ex- 
tent practicable, the Secretary shall reserve 
sufficient loan funds made available under 
chapter 1 for use by members of socially dis- 
advantaged groups identified under target 
participation rates established under sub- 
section (a). 
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“(2) ALLOCATION.—The Secretary shall al- 
locate the loans on the basis of the propor- 
tion of members of socially disadvantaged 
groups in a county and the availability of in- 
ventory farmland, with the greatest amount 
of loan funds being distributed in the county 
with the greatest proportion of socially dis- 
advantaged group members and the greatest 
quantity of available inventory farmland. 

‘(3) INDIAN RESERVATIONS.—In distributing 
loan funds in counties within the boundaries 
of an Indian reservation, the Secretary shall 
allocate the funds on a reservation-wide 
basis. 

“(c) OPERATING LOANS.— 

“(1) ESTABLISHMENT.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall es- 
tablish annual target participation rates 
that shall ensure that socially disadvantaged 
farmers receive loans made or guaranteed 
under chapter 2. 

“(B) CONSIDERATIONS.—In establishing the 
target rates, the Secretary shall consider the 
number of socially disadvantaged farmers in 
a State in proportion to the total number of 
farmers in the State. 

‘(2) RESERVATION AND ALLOCATION.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—To the maximum extent 
practicable, the Secretary shall reserve and 
allocate the proportion of the loan funds of 
each State made available under chapter 2 
that is equal to the target participation rate 
of the State for use by the socially disadvan- 
taged farmers in the State. 

“(B) DISTRIBUTION.—To the maximum ex- 
tent practicable, the Secretary shall dis- 
tribute the total loan funds reserved under 
subparagraph (A) on a _ county-by-county 
basis according to the number of socially dis- 
advantaged farmers in the county. 

‘(C) REALLOCATION OF UNUSED FUNDS.—Any 
funds reserved and allocated under this para- 
graph but not used within a State shall, to 
the extent necessary to satisfy pending ap- 
plications under this title, be available for 
use by socially disadvantaged farmers in 
other States, as determined by the Sec- 
retary, and any remaining funds shall be re- 
allocated within the State. 

‘“(d) REPORT.—The Secretary shall prepare 
and submit to the Committee on Agriculture 
of the House of Representatives and the 
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and 
Forestry of the Senate a report that de- 
scribes the annual target participation rates 
and the success in meeting the rates. 

‘(e) IMPLEMENTATION CONSISTENT WITH SU- 
PREME COURT HOLDING.—Not later than 180 
days after April 4, 1996, the Secretary shall 
ensure that the implementation of this sec- 
tion is consistent with the holding of the Su- 
preme Court in Adarand Constructors, Inc. v. 
Federico Pena, Secretary of Transportation, 
115 S. Ct. 2097 (1995). 

“SEC. 3417. COMPROMISE OR ADJUSTMENT OF 
DEBTS OR CLAIMS BY GUARANTEED 
LENDER. 

“(a) LOSS BY LENDER.—If the lender of a 
guaranteed farmer program loan takes any 
action described in section 3903(a)(4) with re- 
spect to the loan and the Secretary approves 
the action, for purposes of the guarantee, the 
lender shall be treated as having sustained a 
loss equal to the amount by which— 

“(1) the outstanding balance of the loan 
immediately before the action; exceeds 

“(2) the outstanding balance of the loan 
immediately after the action. 

‘(b) NET PRESENT VALUE OF LOAN.—The 
Secretary shall approve the taking of an ac- 
tion described in section 3903(a)(4) by the 
lender of a guaranteed farmer program loan 
with respect to the loan if the action reduces 
the net present value of the loan to an 
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amount equal to not less than the greater 
of— 

“(1) the greatest net present value of a 
loan the borrower could reasonably be ex- 
pected to repay; and 

“(2) the difference between— 

“(A) the greatest amount that the lender 
of the loan could reasonably expect to re- 
cover from the borrower through bank- 
ruptcy, or liquidation of the property secur- 
ing the loan; and 

“(B) all reasonable and necessary costs and 
expenses that the lender of the loan could 
reasonably expect to incur to preserve or dis- 
pose of the property (including all associated 
legal and property management costs) in the 
course of such a bankruptcy or liquidation. 

“(c) No LIMITATION ON AUTHORITY.—This 
section shall not limit the authority of the 
Secretary to enter into a shared appreciation 
arrangement with a borrower under section 
3411(e). 

“SEC. 3418. WAIVER OF MEDIATION RIGHTS BY 
BORROWERS. 

“The Secretary may not make or guar- 
antee any farmer program loan to a farm 
borrower on the condition that the borrower 
waive any right under the mediation pro- 
gram of any State. 

“SEC. 3419. BORROWER TRAINING. 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall con- 
tract to provide educational training to all 
borrowers of direct loans made under this 
subtitle in financial and farm management 
concepts associated with commercial farm- 
ing. 
““(b) CONTRACT.— 

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may con- 
tract with a State or private provider of 
farm management and credit counseling 
services (including a community college, the 
extension service of a State, a State depart- 
ment of agriculture, or a nonprofit organiza- 
tion) to carry out this section. 

“(2) CONSULTATION.—The Secretary may 
consult with the chief executive officer of a 
State concerning the identity of the con- 
tracting organization and the process for 
contracting. 

‘(c) ELIGIBILITY FOR LOANS.— 

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2), 
to be eligible to obtain a direct or guaran- 
teed loan under this subtitle, a borrower 
shall be required to obtain management as- 
sistance under this section, appropriate to 
the management ability of the borrower dur- 
ing the determination of eligibility for the 
loan. 

‘(2) LOAN CONDITIONS.—The need of a bor- 
rower who satisfies the criteria set out in 
section 3101(b)(1)(B) or 3201(b)(1)(B) for man- 
agement assistance under this section shall 
not be cause for denial of eligibility of the 
borrower for a direct or guaranteed loan 
under this subtitle. 

“(d) GUIDELINES AND CURRICULUM.—The 
Secretary shall issue regulations estab- 
lishing guidelines and curriculum for the 
borrower training program established under 
this section. 

“(e) PAYMENT.—A borrower— 

“(1) shall pay for training received under 
this section; and 

‘“(2) may use funds from operating loans 
made under chapter 2 to pay for the training. 

“(f) WAIVERS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may 
waive the requirements of this section for an 
individual borrower on a determination that 
the borrower demonstrates adequate knowl- 
edge in areas described in this section. 

‘(2) CRITERIA.—The Secretary shall estab- 
lish criteria providing for the application of 
paragraph (1) consistently in all counties na- 
tionwide. 
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“SEC. 3420. LOAN ASSESSMENTS. 

‘“(a) IN GENERAL.—After an applicant is de- 
termined to be eligible for assistance under 
this subtitle, the Secretary shall evaluate, in 
accordance with regulations issued by the 
Secretary, the farming plan and financial 
situation of each qualified farmer applicant. 

““(b) DETERMINATIONS.—In evaluating the 
farming plan and financial situation of an 
applicant under this section, the Secretary 
shall determine— 

“(1) the amount that the applicant needs 
to borrow to carry out the proposed farming 
plan; 

““(2) the rate of interest that the applicant 
would need to be able to cover expenses and 
build an adequate equity base; 

“*(3) the goals of the proposed farming plan 
of the applicant; 

““(4) the financial viability of the plan and 
any changes that are necessary to make the 
plan viable; and 

“(5) whether assistance is necessary under 
this title and, if so, the amount of the assist- 
ance. 

“(c) CONTRACT.—The Secretary may con- 
tract with a third party (including an entity 
that is eligible to provide borrower training 
under section 3419(b)) to conduct a loan as- 
sessment under this section. 

“(d) REVIEW OF LOANS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Loan assessments con- 
ducted under this section shall include bian- 
nual review of direct loans, and periodic re- 
view (as determined necessary by the Sec- 
retary) of guaranteed loans, made under this 
title to assess the progress of a borrower in 
meeting the goals for the farm operation. 

“(2) CONTRACTS.—The Secretary may con- 
tract with an entity that is eligible to pro- 
vide borrower training under section 3419(b) 
to conduct a loan review under paragraph (1). 

(3) PROBLEM ASSESSMENTS.—If a borrower 
is delinquent in payments on a direct or 
guaranteed loan made under this title, the 
Secretary or the contracting entity shall de- 
termine the cause of, and action necessary to 
correct, the delinquency. 

‘“(e) GUIDELINES.—The Secretary shall 
issue regulations providing guidelines for 
loan assessments conducted under this sec- 
tion. 

“SEC. 3421. SUPERVISED CREDIT. 

“The Secretary shall provide adequate 
training to employees of the Farm Service 
Agency on credit analysis and financial and 
farm management— 

“(1) to better acquaint the employees with 
what constitutes adequate financial data on 
which to base a direct or guaranteed loan ap- 
proval decision; and 

“(2) to ensure proper supervision of farmer 
program loans. 

“SEC. 3422. MARKET PLACEMENT. 

“The Secretary shall establish a market 
placement program for a qualified beginning 
farmer and any other borrower of farmer 
program loans that the Secretary believes 
has a reasonable chance of qualifying for 
commercial credit with a guarantee provided 
under this subtitle. 

“SEC. 3423. RECORDKEEPING OF LOANS BY GEN- 
DER OF BORROWER. 

“The Secretary shall classify, by gender, 
records of applicants for loans and loan guar- 
antees under this subtitle. 

“SEC. 3424. CROP INSURANCE REQUIREMENT. 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—As a condition of obtain- 
ing any benefit (including a direct loan, loan 
guarantee, or payment) described in sub- 
section (b), a borrower shall be required to 
obtain at least catastrophic risk protection 
insurance coverage under section 508 of the 
Federal Crop Insurance Act (7 U.S.C. 1508) for 
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the crop and crop year for which the benefit 
is sought, if the coverage is offered by the 
Federal Crop Insurance Corporation. 

“(b) APPLICABLE BENEFITS.—Subsection (a) 
shall apply to— 

“(1) a farm ownership loan under section 
3102; 

“(2) an operating loan under section 3202; 
and 

“(3) an emergency loan under section 3301. 
“SEC. 3425. LOAN AND LOAN SERVICING LIMITA- 

TIONS. 

“(a) DELINQUENT BORROWERS PROHIBITED 
FROM OBTAINING DIRECT OPERATING LOANS.— 
The Secretary may not make a direct oper- 
ating loan under chapter 2 to a borrower who 
is delinquent on any loan made or guaran- 
teed under this subtitle. 

‘(b) LOANS PROHIBITED FOR BORROWERS 
THAT HAVE RECEIVED DEBT FORGIVENESS.— 

“(1) PROHIBITIONS.—Except as provided in 
paragraph (2)— 

“(A) the Secretary may not make a loan 
under this subtitle to a borrower that has re- 
ceived debt forgiveness on a loan made or 
guaranteed under this subtitle; and 

“(B) the Secretary may not guarantee a 
loan under this subtitle to a borrower that 
has received— 

“(i) debt forgiveness after April 4, 1996, on 
a loan made or guaranteed under this sub- 
title; or 

“(ii) received debt forgiveness on more 
than 3 occasions on or before April 4, 1996. 

‘*(2) EXCEPTIONS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may 
make a direct or guaranteed farm operating 
loan for paying annual farm operating ex- 
penses of a borrower who— 

“(i) was restructured with a write-down 
under section 3411; 

“(ii) is current on payments under a con- 
firmed reorganization plan under chapters 1 
11, 12, or 18 of title 11 of the United States 
Code; or 

“(iii) received debt forgiveness on not more 
than 1 occasion resulting directly and pri- 
marily from a major disaster or emergency 
designated by the President on or after April 
4, 1996, under the Robert T. Stafford Disaster 
Relief and Emergency Assistance Act (42 
U.S.C. 5121 et seq.). 

“(B) EMERGENCY LOANS.—The Secretary 
may make an emergency loan under section 
3301 to a borrower that— 

“(i) on or before April 4, 1996, received not 
more than 1 debt forgiveness on a loan made 
or guaranteed under this subtitle; and 

“(ii) after April 4, 1996, has not received 
debt forgiveness on a loan made or guaran- 
teed under this subtitle. 

“(c) No MORE THAN 1 DEBT FORGIVENESS 
FOR A BORROWER ON A DIRECT LOAN.—The 
Secretary may not provide to a borrower 
debt forgiveness on a direct loan made under 
this subtitle if the borrower has received 
debt forgiveness on another direct loan made 
under this subtitle. 

“SEC. 3426. SHORT FORM CERTIFICATION OF 
FARM PROGRAM BORROWER COM- 
PLIANCE. 

“The Secretary shall develop and use a 
consolidated short form for farmer program 
loan borrowers to use in certifying compli- 
ance with any applicable provision of law 
(including a regulation) that serves as an eli- 
gibility prerequisite for a loan made under 
this subtitle. 


“SEC. 3427. UNDERWRITING FORMS AND STAND- 
‘DS. 


“In the administration of this subtitle, the 
Secretary shall, to the extent practicable, 
use underwriting forms, standards, practices, 
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and terminology similar to the forms, stand- 

ards, practices, and terminology used by 

lenders in the private sector. 

“SEC. 3428. BEGINNING FARMER INDIVIDUAL DE- 
VELOPMENT ACCOUNTS PILOT PRO- 
GRAM. 

“(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 

‘(1) DEMONSTRATION PROGRAM.—The term 
‘demonstration program’ means a dem- 
onstration program carried out by a quali- 
fied entity under the pilot program estab- 
lished in subsection (b)(1). 

‘(2) ELIGIBLE PARTICIPANT.—The term ‘eli- 
gible participant’ means a qualified begin- 
ning farmer that— 

“(A) lacks significant financial resources 
or assets; and 

“(B) has an income that is less than— 

“(i) 80 percent of the median income of the 
State in which the farmer resides; or 

““(ii) 200 percent of the most recent annual 
Federal Poverty Income Guidelines pub- 
lished by the Department of Health and 
Human Services for the State. 

‘(8) INDIVIDUAL DEVELOPMENT ACCOUNT.— 
The term ‘individual development account’ 
means a savings account described in sub- 
section (b)(4)(A). 

‘**(4) QUALIFIED ENTITY.— 

‘“(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘qualified en- 
tity’ means— 

“(i) 1 or more organizations— 

“(D) described in section 501(c)(3) of the In- 
ternal Revenue Code of 1986; and 

“(IT) exempt from taxation under section 
501(a) of such Code; or 

“(ii) a State, local, or tribal government 
submitting an application jointly with an or- 
ganization described in clause (i). 

‘(B) NO PROHIBITION ON COLLABORATION.— 
An organization described in subparagraph 
(A)(@i) may collaborate with a financial insti- 
tution or for-profit community development 
corporation to carry out the purposes of this 
section. 

‘(b) PILOT PROGRAM.— 

‘“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall es- 
tablish a pilot program to be known as the 
‘New Farmer Individual Development Ac- 
counts Pilot Program’ under which the Sec- 
retary shall work through qualified entities 
to establish demonstration programs— 

“(A) of at least 5 years in duration; and 

‘“(B) in at least 15 States. 

(2) COORDINATION.—The Secretary shall 
operate the pilot program through and in co- 
ordination with the farmer program loans of 
the Farm Service Agency. 

‘*(3) RESERVE FUNDS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—A qualified entity car- 
rying out a demonstration program under 
this section shall establish a reserve fund 
consisting of a non-Federal match of 50 per- 
cent of the total amount of the grant award- 
ed to the demonstration program under this 
section. 

‘(B) FEDERAL FUNDS.—After the qualified 
entity has deposited the non-Federal match- 
ing funds described in subparagraph (A) in 
the reserve fund, the Secretary shall provide 
the total amount of the grant awarded under 
this section to the demonstration program 
for deposit in the reserve fund. 

‘“(C) USE OF FUNDS.—Of the funds deposited 
under subparagraph (B) in the reserve fund 
established for a demonstration program, the 
qualified entity carrying out the demonstra- 
tion program— 

“(i) may use up to 10 percent for adminis- 
trative expenses; and 

“(ii) shall use the remainder in making 
matching awards described in paragraph 
(DBI). 

“(D) INTEREST.—Any interest earned on 
amounts in a reserve fund established under 
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subparagraph (A) may be used by the quali- 
fied entity as additional matching funds for, 
or to administer, the demonstration pro- 
gram. 

(E) GUIDANCE.—The Secretary shall issue 
guidance regarding the investment require- 
ments of reserve funds established under this 
paragraph. 

‘“(F) REVERSION.—On the date on which all 
funds remaining in any individual develop- 
ment account established by a qualified enti- 
ty have reverted under paragraph (5)(B)(ii) to 
the reserve fund established by the qualified 
entity, there shall revert to the Treasury of 
the United States a percentage of the 
amount (if any) in the reserve fund equal 
to— 

“(G) the amount of Federal funds deposited 
in the reserve fund under subparagraph (B) 
that were not used for administrative ex- 
penses; divided by 

“(i) the total amount of funds deposited in 
the reserve fund. 

‘(4) INDIVIDUAL DEVELOPMENT ACCOUNTS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—A qualified entity re- 
ceiving a grant under this section shall es- 
tablish and administer individual develop- 
ment accounts for eligible participants. 

‘(B) CONTRACT REQUIREMENTS.—To be eligi- 
ble to receive funds under this section from 
a qualified entity, an eligible participant 
shall enter into a contract with only 1 quali- 
fied entity under which— 

“(i) the eligible participant agrees— 

““(I) to deposit a certain amount of funds of 
the eligible participant in a personal savings 
account, as prescribed by the contractual 
agreement between the eligible participant 
and the qualified entity; 

“(IT) to use the funds described in sub- 
clause (I) only for 1 or more eligible expendi- 
tures described in paragraph (5)(A); and 

“(IIT) to complete financial training; and 

“(i) the qualified entity agrees— 

“(I) to deposit, not later than 1 month 
after an amount is deposited pursuant to 
clause (i)(1), at least a 100-percent, and up to 
a 200-percent, match of that amount into the 
individual development account established 
for the eligible participant; and 

““(II) with uses of funds proposed by the eli- 
gible participant. 

“(C) LIMITATION.— 

““(j) IN GENERAL.—A qualified entity admin- 
istering a demonstration program under this 
section may provide not more than $6,000 for 
each fiscal year in matching funds to the in- 
dividual development account established by 
the qualified entity for an eligible partici- 
pant. 

“(ii) TREATMENT OF AMOUNT.—An amount 
provided under clause (i) shall not be consid- 
ered to be a gift or loan for mortgage pur- 
poses. 

‘(5) ELIGIBLE EXPENDITURES.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—An eligible expenditure 
described in this subparagraph is an expendi- 
ture— 

“() to purchase farmland or make a down 
payment on an accepted purchase offer for 
farmland; 

“Gi) to make mortgage payments on farm- 
land purchased pursuant to clause (i), for up 
to 180 days after the date of the purchase; 

“(ii) to purchase breeding stock, fruit or 
nut trees, or trees to harvest for timber; and 

“(iv) for other similar expenditures, as de- 
termined by the Secretary. 

‘(B) TIMING.— 

“() IN GENERAL.—An eligible participant 
may make an eligible expenditure at any 
time during the 2-year period beginning on 
the date on which the last matching funds 
are provided under paragraph (4)(B)(ii)(I) to 
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the individual development account estab- 
lished for the eligible participant. 

“(ii) UNEXPENDED FUNDS.—At the end of 
the period described in clause (i), any funds 
remaining in an individual development ac- 
count established for an eligible participant 
shall revert to the reserve fund of the dem- 
onstration program under which the account 
was established. 

‘“(¢c) APPLICATIONS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—A qualified entity that 
seeks to carry out a demonstration program 
under this section may submit to the Sec- 
retary an application at such time, in such 
form, and containing such information as 
the Secretary may prescribe. 

“(2) CRITERIA.—In considering whether to 
approve an application to carry out a dem- 
onstration program under this section, the 
Secretary shall assess— 

“(A) the degree to which the demonstra- 
tion program described in the application is 
likely to aid eligible participants in success- 
fully pursuing new farming opportunities; 

‘(B) the experience and ability of the 
qualified entity to responsibly administer 
the demonstration program; 

“(C) the experience and ability of the 
qualified entity in recruiting, educating, and 
assisting eligible participants to increase 
economic independence and pursue or ad- 
vance farming opportunities; 

“(D) the aggregate amount of direct funds 
from non-Federal public sector and private 
sources that are formally committed to the 
demonstration program as matching con- 
tributions; 

“(E) the adequacy of the plan of the quali- 
fied entity to provide information relevant 
to an evaluation of the demonstration pro- 
gram; and 

“(F) such other factors as the Secretary 
considers to be appropriate. 

‘(3) PREFERENCES.—In considering an ap- 
plication to conduct a demonstration pro- 
gram under this section, the Secretary shall 
give preference to an application from a 
qualified entity that demonstrates— 

“(A) a track record of serving clients tar- 
geted by the program, including, as appro- 
priate, socially disadvantaged farmers; and 

‘“(B) expertise in dealing with financial 
management aspects of farming. 

“(4) APPROVAL.—Not later than 1 year after 
the date of enactment of this section, in ac- 
cordance with this section, the Secretary 
shall, on a competitive basis, approve such 
applications to conduct demonstration pro- 
grams as the Secretary considers appro- 
priate. 

“(5) TERM OF AUTHORITY.—If the Secretary 
approves an application to carry out a dem- 
onstration program, the Secretary shall au- 
thorize the applicant to carry out the project 
for a period of 5 years, plus an additional 2 
years to make eligible expenditures in ac- 
cordance with subsection (b)(5)(B). 

“(d) GRANT AUTHORITY.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall 
make a grant to a qualified entity author- 
ized to carry out a demonstration program 
under this section. 

‘(2) MAXIMUM AMOUNT OF GRANTS.—The ag- 
gregate amount of grant funds provided to a 
demonstration program carried out under 
this section shall not exceed $250,000. 

‘*(3) TIMING OF GRANT PAYMENTS.—The Sec- 
retary shall pay the amounts awarded under 
a grant made under this section— 

“(A) on the awarding of the grant; or 

‘(B) pursuant to such payment plan as the 
qualified entity may specify. 

‘“(e) REPORTS.— 

‘*(1) ANNUAL PROGRESS REPORTS.— 
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‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 60 days 
after the end of the calendar year in which 
the Secretary authorizes a qualified entity 
to carry out a demonstration program under 
this section, and annually thereafter until 
the conclusion of the demonstration pro- 
gram, the qualified entity shall prepare an 
annual report that includes, for the period 
covered by the report— 

“(i) an evaluation of the progress of the 
demonstration program; 

“(ii) information about the demonstration 
program, including the eligible participants 
and the individual development accounts 
that have been established; and 

“(iii) such other information as the Sec- 
retary may require. 

‘“(B) SUBMISSION OF REPORTS.—A qualified 
entity shall submit each report required 
under subparagraph (A) to the Secretary. 

‘(2) REPORTS BY THE SECRETARY.—Not later 
than 1 year after the date on which all dem- 
onstration programs under this section are 
concluded, the Secretary shall submit to 
Congress a final report that describes the re- 
sults and findings of all reports and evalua- 
tions carried out under this section. 

“(f) ANNUAL REVIEW.—The Secretary may 
conduct an annual review of the financial 
records of a qualified entity— 

“(1) to assess the financial soundness of 
the qualified entity; and 

“(2) to determine the use of grant funds 
made available to the qualified entity under 
this section. 

“(g) REGULATIONS.—In carrying out this 
section, the Secretary may promulgate regu- 
lations to ensure that the program includes 
provisions for— 

“(1) the termination of demonstration pro- 
grams; 

“(2) control of the reserve funds in the case 
of such a termination; 

“(3) transfer of demonstration programs to 
other qualified entities; and 

“(4) remissions from a reserve fund to the 
Secretary in a case in which a demonstration 
program is terminated without transfer to a 
new qualified entity. 

‘(h) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section $5,000,000 for each of 
fiscal years 2012 through 2017. 

“SEC. 3429. FARMER LOAN PILOT PROJECTS. 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may con- 
duct pilot projects of limited scope and dura- 
tion that are consistent with this subtitle to 
evaluate processes and techniques that may 
improve the efficiency and effectiveness of 
the programs carried out under this subtitle 

“(b) NOTIFICATION.—The Secretary shall— 

“(1) not less than 60 days before the date 
on which the Secretary initiates a pilot 
project under subsection (a), submit notice 
of the proposed pilot project to the Com- 
mittee on Agriculture of the House of Rep- 
resentatives and the Committee on Agri- 
culture, Nutrition, and Forestry of the Sen- 
ate; and 

“(2) consider any recommendations or 
feedback provided to the Secretary in re- 
sponse to the notice provided under para- 
graph (1). 

“SEC. 3430. PROHIBITION ON USE OF LOANS FOR 
CERTAIN PURPOSES. 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
subsections (b) and (c), the Secretary may 
not approve a loan under this subtitle to 
drain, dredge, fill, level, or otherwise manip- 
ulate a wetland (as defined in section 1201(a) 
of the Food Security Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 
3801(a))), or to engage in any activity that 
results in impairing or reducing the flow, 
circulation, or reach of water. 
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““(b) PRIOR ACTIVITY.—Subsection (a) does 
not apply in the case of— 

“(1) an activity related to the maintenance 
of a previously converted wetland; or 

“(2) an activity that had already com- 
menced before November 28, 1990. 

‘“(e) EXCEPTION.—This section shall not 
apply to a loan made or guaranteed under 
this subtitle for a utility line. 

“SEC. 3431. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIA- 
TIONS AND ALLOCATION OF FUNDS. 

‘“(a) AUTHORIZATION FOR LOANS.— 

“*(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may make 
or guarantee loans under chapters 1 and 2 
from the Agricultural Credit Insurance Fund 
for not more than $4,226,000,000 for each of 
fiscal years 2012 through 2017, of which, for 
each fiscal year— 

**(A) $1,200,000,000 shall be for direct loans, 
of which— 

“(i) $350,000,000 shall be for farm ownership 
loans; and 

“(ii) $850,000,000 shall be for operating 
loans; and 

““(B) $8,026,000,000 shall be for guaranteed 
loans, of which— 

“(i) $1,000,000,000 shall be for guarantees of 
farm ownership loans; and 

““(ii) $2,026,000,000 shall be for guarantees of 
operating loans. 

‘(2) BEGINNING FARMERS.— 

“(A) DIRECT LOANS.— 

“(i) FARM OWNERSHIP LOANS.— 

“(I) IN GENERAL.—Of the amounts made 
available under paragraph (1) for direct farm 
ownership loans, the Secretary shall reserve 
an amount that is not less than 75 percent of 
the total amount for qualified beginning 
farmers. 

“(II) DOWN PAYMENT LOANS; JOINT FINANC- 
ING ARRANGEMENTS.—Of the amounts re- 
served for a fiscal year under subclause (I), 
the Secretary shall reserve an amount not 
less than % of the amount for the down pay- 
ment loan program under section 3107 and 
joint financing arrangements under section 
3105 until April 1 of the fiscal year. 

“(ji) OPERATING LOANS.—Of the amounts 
made available under paragraph (1) for direct 
operating loans, the Secretary shall reserve 
for qualified beginning farmers for each of 
fiscal years 2012 through 2017, an amount 
that is not less than 50 percent of the total 
amount. 

“Gii) FUNDS RESERVED UNTIL SEPTEMBER 
1.—Except as provided in clause (i)(II), funds 
reserved for qualified beginning farmers 
under this subparagraph for a fiscal year 
shall be reserved only until September 1 of 
the fiscal year. 

‘“(B) GUARANTEED LOANS.— 

“(i) FARM OWNERSHIP LOANS.—Of the 
amounts made available under paragraph (1) 
for guarantees of farm ownership loans, the 
Secretary shall reserve an amount that is 
not less than 40 percent of the total amount 
for qualified beginning farmers. 

‘“(ii) OPERATING LOANS.—Of the amounts 
made available under paragraph (1) for guar- 
antees of operating loans, the Secretary 
shall reserve 40 percent for qualified begin- 
ning farmers. 

“Gii) FUNDS RESERVED UNTIL APRIL 1.— 
Funds reserved for qualified beginning farm- 
ers under this subparagraph for a fiscal year 
shall be reserved only until April 1 of the fis- 
cal year. 

“(C) RESERVED FUNDS FOR ALL QUALIFIED 
BEGINNING FARMERS.—If a qualified beginning 
farmer meets the eligibility criteria for re- 
ceiving a direct or guaranteed loan under 
section 3101, 3107, or 3201, the Secretary shall 
make or guarantee the loan if sufficient 
funds reserved under this paragraph are 
available to make or guarantee the loan. 
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‘(3) TRANSFER FOR DOWN PAYMENT LOANS.— 

‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subparagraph 
(B)— 

“(i) beginning on August 1 of each fiscal 
year, the Secretary shall use available un- 
subsidized guaranteed farm operating loan 
funds to provide direct farm ownership loans 
approved by the Secretary to qualified begin- 
ning farmers under the down payment loan 
program established under section 3107, if 
sufficient direct farm ownership loan funds 
are not otherwise available; and 

“(ii) beginning on September 1 of each fis- 
cal year, the Secretary shall use available 
unsubsidized guaranteed farm operating loan 
funds to provide direct farm ownership loans 
approved by the Secretary to qualified begin- 
ning farmers, if sufficient direct farm owner- 
ship loan funds are not otherwise available. 

“(B) LIMITATION.—The Secretary shall 
limit the transfer of funds under subpara- 
graph (A) so that all guaranteed farm oper- 
ating loans that have been approved, or will 
be approved, by the Secretary during the fis- 
cal year will be made to the extent of avail- 
able amounts. 

‘(4) TRANSFER FOR CREDIT SALES OF FARM 
INVENTORY PROPERTY.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subpara- 
graphs (B) and (C), beginning on September 1 
of each fiscal year, the Secretary may use 
available funds made available under chapter 
3 for the fiscal year to fund the credit sale of 
farm real estate in the inventory of the Sec- 
retary. 

‘“(B) SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATIONS.—The 
transfer authority provided under subpara- 
graph (A) shall not apply to any funds made 
available to the Secretary for any fiscal year 
under an Act making supplemental appro- 
priations. 

‘“(C) LIMITATION.—The Secretary shall 
limit the transfer of funds under subpara- 
graph (A) so that all emergency disaster 
loans that have been approved, or will be ap- 
proved, by the Secretary during the fiscal 
year will be made to the extent of available 
amounts. 

‘(5) AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS.—Funds made 
available to carry out this subtitle shall re- 
main available until expended. 

‘“(b) COST PROJECTIONS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall de- 
velop long-term cost projections for loan 
program authorizations required under sub- 
section (a). 

(2) ANALYSIS.—Each projection under 
paragraph (1) shall include analyses of— 

“(A) the long-term costs of the lending lev- 
els that the Secretary requests to be author- 
ized under subsection (a); and 

“(B) the long-term costs for increases in 
lending levels beyond those requested to be 
authorized, based on increments of $10,000,000 
or such other levels as the Secretary con- 
siders appropriate. 

‘(3) SUBMISSION TO CONGRESS.—The Sec- 
retary shall submit to the Committees on 
Agriculture and Appropriations of the House 
of Representatives and the Committees on 
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry and Ap- 
propriations of the Senate reports con- 
taining the long-term cost projections for 
the 3-year period beginning with fiscal year 
1983 and each 3-year period thereafter at the 
time the requests for authorizations for 
those periods are submitted to Congress. 

“(c) LOW-INCOME, LIMITED-RESOURCE BOR- 
ROWERS.— 

“(1) RESERVE.—Notwithstanding any other 
provision of law, not less than 25 percent of 
the loans for farm ownership purposes for 
each fiscal year under this subtitle shall be 
for low-income, limited-resource borrowers. 
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“(2) NOTIFICATION.—The Secretary shall 
provide notification to farm borrowers under 
this subtitle in the normal course of loan 
making and loan servicing operations, of the 
provisions of this subtitle relating to low-in- 
come, limited-resource borrowers and the 
procedures by which persons may apply for 
loans under the low-income, limited-resource 
borrower program.”’. 

Subtitle B—Miscellaneous 
SEC. 5101. STATE AGRICULTURAL MEDIATION 
PROGRAMS. 

Section 506 of the Agricultural Credit Act 
of 1987 (7 U.S.C. 5106) is amended by striking 
‘2015’? and inserting ‘‘2017’’. 

SEC. 5102. LOANS TO PURCHASERS OF HIGHLY 
FRACTIONATED LAND. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The first sentence of Pub- 
lic Law 91-229 (25 U.S.C. 488) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a), in the first sentence, 
by striking ‘‘loans from” and all that follows 
through ‘‘1929)’’ and inserting ‘‘direct loans 
in a manner consistent with direct loans pur- 
suant to chapter 4 of subtitle A of the Con- 
solidated Farm and Rural Development 
Act’; 

(2) in subsection (b)(1)— 

(A) by striking ‘‘pursuant to section 205(c) 
of the Indian Land Consolidation Act (25 
U.S.C. 2204(c))’’; and 

(B) by inserting ‘‘or to intermediaries in 
order to establish revolving loan funds for 
the purchase of highly fractionated land 
under that section” before the period at the 
end; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 

“(c) CONSULTATION REQUIRED.—In deter- 
mining regulations and procedures to define 
eligible purchasers of highly fractionated 
land under this section, the Secretary of Ag- 
riculture shall consult with the Secretary of 
the Interior.’’. 

SEC. 5103. REMOVAL OF DUPLICATIVE APPRAIS- 
ALS. 


Notwithstanding any other law (including 
regulations), in making loans under the first 
section of Public Law 91-229 (25 U.S.C. 488), 
borrowers who are Indian tribes, members of 
Indian tribes, or tribal corporations shall 
only be required to obtain 1 appraisal under 
an appraisal standard recognized as of the 
date of enactment of this Act by the Sec- 
retary or the Secretary of the Interior. 

TITLE VI—RURAL DEVELOPMENT 


Subtitle A—Reorganization of the Consoli- 
dated Farm and Rural Development Act 
SEC. 6001. REORGANIZATION OF THE CONSOLI- 
DATED FARM AND RURAL DEVELOP- 
MENT ACT. 

Title III of the Agricultural Act of 1961 (7 
U.S.C. 1921 et seq.) is amended to read as fol- 
lows: 

“TITLE I1I—AGRICULTURAL CREDIT 
“SEC. 3001. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS. 

“(a) SHORT TITLE.—This title may be cited 
as the ‘Consolidated Farm and Rural Devel- 
opment Act’. 

“(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of 
contents of this title is as follows: 

“TITLE III—-AGRICULTURAL CREDIT 


“Sec. 3001. Short title; table of contents. 
“Sec. 3002. Definitions. 
“Subtitle A—Farmer Loans, Servicing, and 
Other Assistance 


‘‘CHAPTER 1—FARM OWNERSHIP LOANS 


“Sec. 3101. Farm ownership loans. 

“Sec. 3102. Purposes of loans. 

“Sec. 3103. Conservation loan and loan guar- 
antee program. 

Loan maximums. 

Repayment requirements 
farm ownership loans. 


“Sec. 
“Sec. 


3104. 


3105. for 
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“Sec. 
“Sec. 
“Sec. 


3106. Limited-resource loans. 

3107. Downpayment loan program. 

3108. Beginning farmer and socially 
disadvantaged farmer contract 
land sales program. 

“CHAPTER 2—OPERATING LOANS 

3201. Operating loans. 

8202. Purposes of loans. 

8203. Restrictions on loans. 

3204. Terms of loans. 

‘‘CHAPTER 3—EMERGENCY LOANS 


3301. Emergency loans. 
3302. Purposes of loans. 
“Sec. 3303. Terms of loans. 
“Sec. 3304. Production losses. 
“CHAPTER 4—GENERAL FARMER LOAN 
PROVISIONS 


Agricultural Credit 
Fund. 

Guaranteed farmer loans. 

Provision of information to bor- 
rowers. 

Notice of loan service programs. 

Planting and production history 
guidelines. 

Special conditions and limita- 
tions on loans. 

Graduation of borrowers. 

Debt adjustment and credit coun- 
seling. 

Security servicing. 

Contracts on loan security prop- 
erties. 

Debt restructuring and loan serv- 
icing. 

Relief for mobilized military re- 
servists from certain agricul- 
tural loan obligations. 

Interest rate reduction program. 

Homestead property. 

Transfer of inventory land. 

Target participation rates. 

Compromise or adjustment of 
debts or claims by guaranteed 
lender. 

Waiver of mediation rights by 
borrowers. 

Borrower training. 

Loan assessments. 

Supervised credit. 

Market placement. 

Recordkeeping of loans by gender 
of borrower. 

Crop insurance requirement. 

Loan and loan servicing limita- 
tions. 

Short form certification of farm 
program borrower compliance. 
Underwriting forms and stand- 

ards. 

Beginning farmer individual de- 
velopment accounts pilot pro- 
gram. 

Farmer loan pilot projects. 

Prohibition on use of loans for 
certain purposes. 

Authorization of appropriations 
and allocation of funds. 

“Subtitle B—Rural Development 
‘‘CHAPTER 1—RURAL COMMUNITY PROGRAMS 

“Sec. 3501. Water and waste disposal loans, 

loan guarantees, and grants. 

“Sec. 3502. Community facilities loans, loan 

guarantees, and grants. 

“Sec. 3503. Health care services. 

‘CHAPTER 2—RURAL BUSINESS AND 
COOPERATIVE DEVELOPMENT 

“Sec. 3601. Business programs. 

“Sec. 8602. Rural business investment pro- 

gram. 

‘“CHAPTER 3—GENERAL RURAL DEVELOPMENT 

PROVISIONS 

“Sec. 8701. General provisions for loans and 

grants. 


“Sec. 
“Sec. 
“Sec. 
“Sec. 


“Sec. 
“Sec. 


“Sec. 3401. Insurance 
“Sec. 


“Sec. 


3402. 
3403. 


“Sec. 
“Sec. 


3404. 
3405. 
“Sec. 3406. 


“Sec. 
“Sec. 


3407. 
3408. 


“Sec. 
“Sec. 


3409. 
3410. 


“Sec. 3411. 


“Sec. 3412. 


“Sec. 
“Sec. 
“Sec. 
“Sec. 
“Sec. 


3413. 
3414. 
3415. 
3416. 
3417. 


“Sec. 3418. 
“Sec. 
“Sec. 
“Sec. 
“Sec. 
“Sec. 


3419. 
3420. 
3421. 
3422. 
3423. 


“Sec. 
“Sec. 


3424. 
3425. 
“Sec. 3426. 
“Sec. 3427. 


“Sec. 3428. 


“Sec. 
“Sec. 


3429. 
3430. 


“Sec. 3431. 
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“Sec. 3702. Strategic economic and commu- 
nity development. 

“Sec. 3703. Guaranteed rural development 
loans. 

“Sec. 3704. Rural Development Insurance 
Fund. 

“Sec. 3705. Rural economic area partnership 
zones. 

“Sec. 3706. Streamlining applications and 


improving accessibility of rural 
development programs. 


“Sec. 3707. State Rural Development Part- 
nership. 

‘‘CHAPTER 4—DELTA REGIONAL AUTHORITY 

“Sec. 3801. Definitions. 

“Sec. 3802. Delta Regional Authority. 

“Sec. 3803. Economic and community devel- 
opment grants. 

“Sec. 3804. Supplements to Federal grant 
programs. 

“Sec. 3805. Local development districts; cer- 
tification and administrative 
expenses. 

“Sec. 3806. Distressed counties and areas 
and nondistressed counties. 

“Sec. 3807. Development planning process. 

“Sec. 3808. Program development criteria. 

“Sec. 3809. Approval of development plans 
and projects. 

“Sec. 3810. Consent of States. 

“Sec. 3811. Records. 

“Sec. 3812. Annual report. 

“Sec. 3813. Authorization of appropriations. 

“Sec. 3814. Termination of authority. 


‘‘CHAPTER 5—NORTHERN GREAT PLAINS 
REGIONAL AUTHORITY 


Definitions. 

Northern Great Plains Regional 
Authority. 

Interstate cooperation for eco- 
nomic opportunity and effi- 
ciency. 

Economic and community devel- 
opment grants. 

Supplements to Federal grant 
programs. 

Multistate and local develop- 
ment districts and organiza- 
tions and Northern Great 
Plains Inc. 

Distressed counties and areas 
and nondistressed counties. 

Development planning process. 

Program development criteria. 

Approval of development plans 
and projects. 

Consent of States. 

Records. 

Annual report. 

3834. Authorization of appropriations. 

3835. Termination of authority. 


‘Subtitle C—General Provisions 


3901. Full faith and credit. 

3902. Purchase and sale of guaranteed 
portions of loans. 

Administration. 

Loan moratorium and policy on 
foreclosures. 

Oil and gas royalty payments on 
loans. 

Taxation. 

Conflicts of interest. 

Loan summary statements. 

Certified lenders program. 

Loans to resident aliens. 

Expedited clearing of title to in- 
ventory property. 

Transfer of land to Secretary. 

Competitive sourcing limita- 
tions. 

“Sec. 3914. Regulations. 

“SEC. 3002. DEFINITIONS. 
“In this title (unless the context otherwise 

requires): 


“Sec. 
“Sec. 


3821. 
3822. 


“Sec. 3823. 


“Sec. 3824. 


“Sec. 3825. 


“Sec. 3826. 


“Sec. 3827. 
“Sec. 
“Sec. 
“Sec. 


3828. 
3829. 
3830. 


“Sec. 
“Sec. 
“Sec. 
“Sec. 
“Sec. 


3831. 
3832. 
3833. 


“Sec. 
“Sec. 


“Sec. 
“Sec. 


3903. 
3904. 
“Sec. 3905. 
“Sec. 
“Sec. 
“Sec. 
“Sec. 
“Sec. 
“Sec. 


3906. 
3907. 
3908. 
3909. 
3910. 
3911. 


“Sec. 
“Sec. 


3912. 
3913. 
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‘(1) ABLE TO OBTAIN CREDIT ELSEWHERE.— 
The term ‘able to obtain credit elsewhere’ 
means able to obtain a loan from a produc- 
tion credit association, a Federal land bank, 
or other responsible cooperative or private 
credit source (or, in the case of a borrower 
under section 3106, the borrower may be able 
to obtain a loan under section 3101) at rea- 
sonable rates and terms, taking into consid- 
eration prevailing private and cooperative 
rates and terms in the community in or near 
which the applicant resides for loans for 
similar purposes and periods of time. 

‘(2) AGRICULTURAL CREDIT INSURANCE 
FUND.—The term ‘Agricultural Credit Insur- 
ance Fund’ means the fund established under 
section 3401. 

“(3) APPROVED LENDER.—The term ‘ap- 
proved lender’ means— 

“(A) a lender approved prior to October 28, 
1992, by the Secretary under the approved 
lender program established by exhibit A to 
subpart B of part 1980 of title 7, Code of Fed- 
eral Regulations (as in effect on January 1, 
1991); or 

‘“(B) a lender certified under section 3909. 

“(4)  AQUACULTURE.—The term  ‘aqua- 
culture’ means the culture or husbandry of 
aquatic animals or plants by private indus- 
try for commercial purposes, including the 
culture and growing of fish by private indus- 
try for the purpose of creating or aug- 
menting publicly owned and regulated stocks 
of fish. 

“(5) BEGINNING FARMER.—The term ‘begin- 
ning farmer’ has the meaning given the term 
by the Secretary. 

‘*(6) BORROWER.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
subparagraph (B), the term ‘borrower’ means 
an individual or entity who has an out- 
standing obligation to the Secretary under 
any loan made or guaranteed under this 
title, without regard to whether the loan has 
been accelerated. 

“(B) EXCLUSIONS.—The term ‘borrower’ 
does not include an individual or entity all 
of whose loans and accounts have been fore- 
closed on or liquidated, voluntarily or other- 
wise. 

‘(7) COUNTY COMMITTEE.—The term ‘county 
committee’ means the appropriate county 
committee established under section 8(b)(5) 
of the Soil Conservation and Domestic Allot- 
ment Act (16 U.S.C. 590h(b)(5)). 

‘*(8) DEBT FORGIVENESS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
subparagraph (B), the term ‘debt forgiveness’ 
means reducing or terminating a loan made 
or guaranteed under this title, in a manner 
that results in a loss to the Secretary, 
through— 

“(i) writing down or writing off a loan 
under section 3411; 

“(ii) compromising, adjusting, reducing, or 
charging-off a debt or claim under section 
3903; 

“(iii) paying a loss on a guaranteed loan 
under this title; or 

“(iv) discharging a debt as a result of 
bankruptcy. 

‘(B) LOAN RESTRUCTURING.—The term ‘debt 
forgiveness’ does not include consolidation, 
rescheduling, reamortization, or deferral. 

‘(9) DEPARTMENT.—The term ‘Department’ 
means the Department of Agriculture. 

‘(10) DIRECT LOAN.—The term ‘direct loan’ 
means a loan made by the Secretary from 
appropriated funds. 

“(11) ENTITY.—The term ‘entity’ means a 
corporation, farm cooperative, partnership, 
joint operation, governmental entity, or 
other legal organization, as determined by 
the Secretary. 
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“(12) FARM.—The term ‘farm’ means an op- 
eration involved in— 

“(A) the production of an agricultural 
commodity; 

‘“(B) ranching; or 

“(C) aquaculture. 

(13) FARMER.—The term ‘farmer’ means 
an individual or entity engaged primarily 
and directly in— 

“(A) the production of an agricultural 
commodity; 

‘“(B) ranching; or 

“(C) aquaculture. 

“(14) FARMER PROGRAM LOAN.—The term 
‘farmer program loan’ means— 

“(A) a farm ownership loan under section 
3101; 

“(B) a conservation loan under section 
3103; 

““(C) an operating loan under section 3201; 

“(D) an emergency loan under section 3301; 

“(E) an economic emergency loan under 
section 202 of the Emergency Agricultural 
Credit Adjustment Act of 1978 (7 U.S.C. prec. 
1961 note; Public Law 95-334); 

“(F) a loan for a farm service building 
under section 502 of the Housing Act of 1949 
(42 U.S.C. 1472); 

“(G) an economic opportunity loan under 
section 602 of the Economic Opportunity Act 
of 1964 (Public Law 88-452; 42 U.S.C. 2942 
note) (as it existed before the amendment 
made by section 683(a) of the Omnibus Budg- 
et Reconciliation Act of 1981 (Public Law 97- 
35; 95 Stat. 519)); 

“(H) a softwood timber loan under section 
608 of the Agricultural Programs Adjustment 
Act of 1984 (7 U.S.C. 1981 note; Public Law 98- 
258); or 

“(D) any other loan described in section 
343(a)(10) of this title (as it existed before the 
amendment made by section 2 of the Agri- 
culture Reform, Food, and Jobs Act of 2012) 
that is outstanding on the date of enactment 
of that Act. 

‘“(15) FARM SERVICE AGENCY.—The term 
‘Farm Service Agency’ means the offices of 
the Farm Service Agency to which the Sec- 
retary delegates responsibility to carry out 
this title. 

(16) GOVERNMENTAL ENTITY.—The term 
‘governmental entity’ means any agency of 
the United States, a State, or a unit of local 
government of a State, or subdivision there- 
of. 

“(17) GUARANTEE.—The term ‘guarantee’ 
means guaranteeing the payment of a loan 
originated, held, and serviced by a private fi- 
nancial agency, or lender, approved by the 
Secretary. 

‘“(18) HIGHLY ERODIBLE LAND.—The term 
‘highly erodible land’ has the meaning given 
the term in section 1201(a) of the Food Secu- 
rity Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3801(a)). 

‘“(19) HOMESTEAD RETENTION.—The term 
‘homestead retention’ means homestead re- 
tention as authorized under section 3414. 

(20) INDIAN TRIBE.—The term ‘Indian 
tribe’ means a Federal and State-recognized 
Indian tribe or other federally recognized In- 
dian tribal group (including a Tribal College 
or University, as defined in section 316(b) of 
the Higher Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 
1059c(b)). 

‘“(21) LOAN SERVICE PROGRAM.—The term 
‘loan service program’ means, with respect 
to a farmer program loan borrower, a pri- 
mary loan service program or a homestead 
retention program. 

‘*(22) NATURAL OR MAJOR DISASTER OR EMER- 
GENCY.—The term ‘natural or major disaster 
or emergency’ means— 

“(A) a disaster due to nonmanmade causes 
declared by the Secretary; or 
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‘(B) a major disaster or emergency des- 
ignated by the President under the Robert T. 
Stafford Disaster Relief and Emergency As- 
sistance Act (42 U.S.C. 5121 et seq.). 

‘(23) PRIMARY LOAN SERVICE PROGRAM.— 
The term ‘primary loan service program’ 
means, with respect to a farmer program 
loan— 

“(A) loan consolidation, rescheduling, or 
reamortization; 

“(B) interest rate reduction, including the 
use of the limited resource program; 

“(C) loan restructuring, including deferral, 
set aside, or writing down of the principal or 
accumulated interest charges, or both, of the 
loan; or 

“(D) any combination of actions described 
in subparagraphs (A), (B), and (C). 

‘(24) PRIME FARMLAND.—The term ‘prime 
farmland’ means prime farmland and unique 
farmland (as defined in subsections (a) and 
(b) of section 657.5 of title 7, Code of Federal 
Regulations (1980)). 

‘(25) PROJECT.—For purposes of section 
3501, the term ‘project’ includes a facility 
providing central service or a facility serv- 
ing an individual property, or both. 

‘(26) QUALIFIED BEGINNING FARMER.—The 
term ‘qualified beginning farmer’ means an 
applicant, regardless of whether the appli- 
cant is participating in a program under sec- 
tion 3107, who— 

“(A) is eligible for assistance under this 
title; 

‘“(B) has not operated a farm, or has oper- 
ated a farm for not more than 10 years; 

‘“(C) in the case of a cooperative, corpora- 
tion, partnership, or joint operation, has 
members, stockholders, partners, or joint op- 
erators who are all related to each other by 
blood or marriage; 

“(D) in the case of a farmer who is the 
owner and operator of a farm— 

“(i) in the case of a loan made to an indi- 
vidual, individually or with the immediate 
family of the applicant— 

‘(T) materially and substantially partici- 
pates in the operation of the farm; and 

“(IT) provides substantial day-to-day labor 
and management of the farm, consistent 
with the practices in the State or county in 
which the farm is located; or 

“(ii)(I) in the case of a loan made to a co- 
operative, corporation, partnership, or joint 
operation, has members, stockholders, part- 
ners, or joint operators who materially and 
substantially participate in the operation of 
the farm; and 

“(ID) in the case of a loan made to a cor- 
poration, has stockholders who all qualify 
individually as beginning farmers; 

‘“(E) in the case of an applicant seeking to 
become an owner and operator of a farm— 

“(i) in the case of a loan made to an indi- 
vidual, individually or with the immediate 
family of the applicant, will— 

“(D materially and substantially partici- 
pate in the operation of the farm; and 

“(II) provide substantial day-to-day labor 
and management of the farm, consistent 
with the practices in the State or county in 
which the farm is located; or 

“(ii)(I) in the case of a loan made to a co- 
operative, corporation, partnership, or joint 
operation, will have members, stockholders, 
partners, or joint operators who will materi- 
ally and substantially participate in the op- 
eration of the farm; and 

“(ID) in the case of a loan made to a cor- 
poration, has stockholders who will all qual- 
ify individually as beginning farmers; 

‘“(F) agrees to participate in such loan as- 
sessment, borrower training, and financial 
management programs as the Secretary may 
require; 
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““(G)(i) does not own farm land; or 

“(ii) directly or through interests in family 
farm corporations, owns farm land, the ag- 
gregate acreage of which does not exceed 30 
percent of the average acreage of the farms, 
as the case may be, in the county in which 
the farm operations of the applicant are lo- 
cated, as reported in the most recent census 
of agriculture taken in accordance with the 
Census of Agriculture Act of 1997 (7 U.S.C. 
2204¢ et seq.), except that this subparagraph 
shall not apply to a loan made or guaranteed 
under chapter 2 of subtitle A; and 

“(H) demonstrates that the available re- 
sources of the applicant and any spouse of 
the applicant are not sufficient to enable the 
applicant to farm on a viable scale. 

‘(27) RECREATIONAL PURPOSE.—For pur- 
poses of section 3410, the term ‘recreational 
purpose’ has the meaning provided by the 
Secretary, but shall include hunting. 

‘*(28) RURAL AND RURAL AREA.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Subject to any deter- 
mination made under subparagraph (B), the 
terms ‘rural’ and ‘rural area’ mean any area 
other than— 

“(i)a city or town that has a population of 
greater than 50,000 inhabitants; and 

“(ii) any urbanized area contiguous and ad- 
jacent to a city or town described in clause 
(i). 

‘(B) DETERMINATION OF AREAS RURAL IN 
CHARACTER.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—If part of an area de- 
scribed in subparagraph (A)(ii) was eligible 
under the definitions of the terms ‘rural’ and 
‘rural area’ in section 348 (as in effect on the 
day before the date of enactment of the Agri- 
culture Reform, Food, and Jobs Act of 2012) 
for community facility, water and waste dis- 
posal, and broadband programs, that area 
shall remain eligible unless the Secretary, 
acting through the Under Secretary for 
Rural Development (referred to in this sub- 
paragraph as the ‘Under Secretary’), deter- 
mines the area is no longer rural, based on 
the criteria described in clause (iii). 

“(ii) OTHER AREAS.—On petition of a unit 
of local government in an urbanized area de- 
scribed in subparagraph (A)(ii), or on the ini- 
tiative of the Under Secretary, the Under 
Secretary may determine that part of an 
area is rural, based on the criteria described 
in clause (iii). 

“(iii) CRITERIA.—_In making a determina- 
tion under clause (i), the Under Secretary 
shall consider— 

‘“(T) population density; 

“(JI) economic conditions, favoring a rural 
determination for areas facing— 

“(aa) chronic unemployment in excess of 
statewide averages; 

‘““pb) sudden loss of employment from nat- 
ural disaster or the loss of a significant em- 
ployer in the area; or 

“(cc) chronic poverty demonstrated at the 
census block or county level compared to 
statewide median household income; and 

“(IIT) commuting patterns, favoring a rural 
determination for areas that can dem- 
onstrate higher proportions of the popu- 
lation living and working in the area. 

“(iv) ADMINISTRATION.—In carrying out 
this subparagraph, the Under Secretary 
shall— 

“(I) not delegate the authority to carry 
out this subparagraph; 

“(ID not make a determination under 
clause (i) until the date that is 3 years after 
the date of enactment of the Agriculture Re- 
form, Food, and Jobs Act of 2012; 

‘(III) consult with the applicable rural de- 
velopment State or regional director of the 
Department and the Governor of the respec- 
tive State; 
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“(IV) provide an opportunity to appeal to 
the Under Secretary a determination made 
under this subparagraph; 

““(V) release to the public notice of a peti- 
tion filed or initiative of the Under Sec- 
retary under this subparagraph not later 
than 30 days after receipt of the petition or 
the commencement of the initiative, as ap- 
propriate; 

“(VI) make a determination under this 
subparagraph not less than 15 days, and not 
more than 60 days, after the release of the 
notice under subclause (V); and 

“(VID submit to the Committee on Agri- 
culture of the House of Representatives and 
the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, 
and Forestry of the Senate an annual report 
on actions taken to carry out this subpara- 
graph. 

“(v) HAWAII AND PUERTO RICO.—Notwith- 
standing any other provision of this sub- 
section, within the areas of the County of 
Honolulu, Hawaii, and the Commonwealth of 
Puerto Rico, the Under Secretary may des- 
ignate any part of the areas as a rural area 
if the Under Secretary determines that the 
part is not urban in character, other than 
any area included in the Honolulu Census 
Designated Place or the San Juan Census 
Designated Place. 

“(C) EXCLUSIONS.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of this paragraph, in deter- 
mining which census blocks in an urbanized 
area are not in a rural area (as defined in 
this paragraph), the Secretary shall exclude 
any cluster of census blocks that would oth- 
erwise be considered not in a rural area only 
because the cluster is adjacent to not more 
than 2 census blocks that are otherwise con- 
sidered not in a rural area under this para- 
graph. 

‘(29) SEASONED DIRECT LOAN BORROWER.— 
The term ‘seasoned direct loan borrower’ 
means a borrower who could reasonably be 
expected to qualify for commercial credit 
using criteria determined by the Secretary. 

“(30) SECRETARY.—The term ‘Secretary’ 
means the Secretary of Agriculture. 

‘(81) SOCIALLY DISADVANTAGED FARMER.— 
The term ‘socially disadvantaged farmer’ 
means a farmer who is a member of a so- 
cially disadvantaged group. 

*(82) SOCIALLY DISADVANTAGED GROUP.— 
The term ‘socially disadvantaged group’ 
means a group whose members have been 
subjected to racial, ethnic, or gender preju- 
dice because of the identity of the members 
as members of a group without regard to the 
individual qualities of the members. 

‘(33) SOLAR ENERGY.—The term ‘solar en- 
ergy’ means energy derived from sources 
(other than fossil fuels) and technologies in- 
cluded in the Federal Nonnuclear Energy Re- 
search and Development Act of 1974 (42 
U.S.C. 5901 et seq.). 

(34) STATE.—The term ‘State’ means— 

“(A) in this title (other than subtitle A), 
each of the 50 States, the Commonwealth of 
Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, Guam, 
American Samoa, the Commonwealth of the 
Northern Mariana Islands, the Republic of 
the Marshall Islands, the Federated States of 
Micronesia, and the Republic of Palau; and 

“(B) in subtitle A, each of the 50 States, 
the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the Vir- 
gin Islands, Guam, American Samoa, the 
Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Is- 
lands, and, to the extent the Secretary deter- 
mines it to be feasible and appropriate, the 
Republic of the Marshall Islands, the Fed- 
erated States of Micronesia, and the Repub- 
lic of Palau. 

“(35) STATE BEGINNING FARMER PROGRAM.— 
The term ‘State beginning farmer program’ 
means any program that is— 
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“(A) carried out by, or under contract 
with, a State; and 

‘(B) designed to assist qualified beginning 
farmers in obtaining the financial assistance 
necessary to enter agriculture and establish 
viable farming operations. 

‘(86) VETERAN.—The term ‘veteran’ has the 
meaning given the term in section 101 of 
title 38, United States Code. 

“(37) WETLAND.—The term ‘wetland’ has 
the meaning given the term in section 1201(a) 
of the Food Security Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 
3801(a)). 

“*(38) WILDLIFE.—The term ‘wildlife’ means 
fish or wildlife (as defined in section 2(a) of 
the Lacey Act Amendments of 1981 (16 U.S.C. 
3371(a))). 


“Subtitle B—Rural Development 


“CHAPTER 1—RURAL COMMUNITY 
PROGRAMS 


“SEC. 3501. WATER AND WASTE DISPOSAL LOANS, 
LOAN GUARANTEES, AND GRANTS. 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may 
make grants and loans and issue loan guar- 
antees (including a guarantee of a loan fi- 
nanced by the net proceeds of a bond de- 
scribed in section 142(a) of the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986) to eligible entities de- 
scribed in subsection (b) for projects in rural 
areas that primarily serve rural residents to 
provide for— 

“(1) the development, storage, treatment, 
purification, or distribution of water or the 
collection, treatment, or disposal of waste; 
and 

“(2) financial assistance and other aid in 
the planning of projects for purposes de- 
scribed in paragraph (1). 

“(b) ELIGIBLE ENTITIES.—Entities eligible 
for assistance described in subsection (a) 
are— 

“(1) associations (including corporations 
not operated for profit); 

(2) Indian tribes; 

‘(3) public and quasi-public agencies; and 

‘(4) in the case of a project to attach an in- 
dividual property in a rural area to a water 
system to alleviate a health risk, an indi- 
vidual. 

“(c) LOAN AND LOAN GUARANTEE REQUIRE- 
MENTS.—In connection with loans made or 
guaranteed under this section, the Secretary 
shall require the applicant— 

“(1) to certify in writing, and the Sec- 
retary shall determine, that the applicant is 
unable to obtain sufficient credit elsewhere 
to finance the actual needs of the applicant 
at reasonable rates and terms, taking into 
consideration prevailing private and cooper- 
ative rates and terms in the community in 
or near which the applicant resides for loans 
for similar purposes and periods of time; and 

‘(2) to furnish an appropriate written fi- 
nancial statement. 

‘(d) GRANT AMOUNTS.— 

“(1) MAXIMUM.—Except as otherwise pro- 
vided in this subsection, the amount of any 
grant made under this section shall not ex- 
ceed 75 percent of the development cost of 
the project for which the grant is provided. 

“(2) GRANT RATE.—The Secretary shall es- 
tablish the grant rate for each project in 
conformity with regulations issued by the 
Secretary that shall provide for a graduated 
scale of grant rates that establish higher 
rates for projects in communities that 
have— 

“(A) lower community population; 

“(B) higher rates of outmigration; and 

“(C) lower income levels. 

‘(3) LOCAL SHARE REQUIREMENTS.—Grants 
made under this section may be used to pay 
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the local share requirements of another Fed- 
eral grant-in-aid program to the extent per- 
mitted under the law providing for the 
grant-in-aid program. 

‘“(e) SPECIAL GRANTS.— 

‘(1) REVOLVING FUNDS FOR FINANCING 
WATER AND WASTEWATER PROJECTS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may 
make grants to qualified, nonprofit entities 
in rural areas to capitalize revolving funds 
for the purpose of providing financing to eli- 
gible entities for— 

“(i) predevelopment costs associated with 
proposed water and wastewater projects or 
with existing water and wastewater systems; 
and 

“(ii) short-term costs incurred for replace- 
ment equipment, small-scale extension serv- 
ices, or other small capital projects that are 
not part of the regular operations and main- 
tenance activities of existing water and 
wastewater systems. 

‘(B) MAXIMUM AMOUNT OF FINANCING.—The 
amount of financing made to an eligible en- 
tity under this paragraph shall not exceed— 

“(i) $100,000 for costs described in subpara- 
graph (A)(i); and 

‘(ii) $100,000 for costs described in subpara- 
graph (A)(ii). 

‘“(C) TERM.—The term of financing pro- 
vided to an eligible entity under this para- 
graph shall not exceed 10 years. 

“(D) ADMINISTRATION.—The Secretary shall 
limit the amount of grant funds that may be 
used by a grant recipient for administrative 
costs incurred under this paragraph. 

‘“(E) ANNUAL REPORT.—A nonprofit entity 
receiving a grant under this paragraph shall 
submit to the Secretary an annual report 
that describes the number and size of com- 
munities served and the type of financing 
provided. 

‘(F) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this paragraph $30,000,000 for each 
of fiscal years 2013 through 2017. 

‘(2) EMERGENCY AND IMMINENT COMMUNITY 
WATER ASSISTANCE PROGRAM.— 

‘“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall pro- 
vide grants in accordance with this para- 
graph to assist the residents of rural areas 
and small communities to secure adequate 
quantities of safe water— 

“(i) after a significant decline in the quan- 
tity or quality of water available from the 
water supplies of the rural areas and small 
communities, or when such a decline is im- 
minent; or 

“(ii) when repairs, partial replacement, or 
significant maintenance efforts on estab- 
lished water systems would remedy— 

‘““T) an acute or imminent shortage of qual- 
ity water; or 

“(ID a significant or imminent decline in 
the quantity or quality of water that is 
available. 

‘(B) PRIORITY.—In carrying out subpara- 
graph (A), the Secretary shall— 

“(i) give priority to projects described in 
subparagraph (A)(i); and 

“(ii) provide at least 70 percent of all 
grants under this paragraph to those 
projects. 

“(C) ELIGIBILITY.—To be eligible to obtain 
a grant under this paragraph, an applicant 
shall— 

“(i) be a public or private nonprofit entity; 
and 

“(ii) in the case of a grant made under sub- 
paragraph (A)(i), demonstrate to the Sec- 
retary that the decline referred to in that 
subparagraph occurred, or will occur, not 
later than 2 years after the date on which 
the application was filed for the grant. 
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“(D) USES.— 

‘“(i) IN GENERAL.—Grants made under this 
paragraph may be used— 

“(T) for waterline extensions from existing 
systems, laying of new waterlines, repairs, 
significant maintenance, digging of new 
wells, equipment replacement, and hook and 
tap fees; 

“(II) for any other appropriate purpose as- 
sociated with developing sources of, treating, 
storing, or distributing water; 

“(IIT) to assist communities in complying 
with the requirements of the Federal Water 
Pollution Control Act (83 U.S.C. 1251 et seq.) 
or the Safe Drinking Water Act (42 U.S.C. 
300f et seq.); and 

“(IV) to provide potable water to commu- 
nities through other means. 

‘(ii) JOINT PROPOSALS.— 

“(I) IN GENERAL.—Subject to the restric- 
tions in subparagraph (E), nothing in this 
paragraph precludes rural communities from 
submitting joint proposals for emergency 
water assistance. 

‘(II) CONSIDERATION OF RESTRICTIONS.—The 
restrictions in subparagraph (E) shall be con- 
sidered in the aggregate, depending on the 
number of communities involved. 

‘“(E) RESTRICTIONS.— 

“G) MAXIMUM INCOME.—No grant provided 
under this paragraph shall be used to assist 
any rural area or community that has a me- 
dian household income in excess of the State 
nonmetropolitan median household income 
according to the most recent decennial cen- 
sus of the United States. 

“Gi) SET-ASIDE FOR SMALLER COMMU- 
NITIES.—Not less than 50 percent of the funds 
allocated under this paragraph shall be allo- 
cated to rural communities with populations 
that do not exceed 3,000 inhabitants. 

“(F) MAXIMUM GRANTS.—Grants 
under this paragraph may not exceed— 

“(i) in the case of each grant made under 
subparagraph (A)(i), $500,000; and 

“(ii) in the case of each grant made under 
subparagraph (A)(ii), $150,000. 

“(G) FULL FUNDING.—Subject to subpara- 
graph (F), grants under this paragraph shall 
be made in an amount equal to 100 percent of 
the costs of the projects conducted under 
this paragraph. 

“(H) APPLICATION.— 

“(i) NATIONALLY COMPETITIVE APPLICATION 
PROCESS.— 

“(I) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall de- 
velop a nationally competitive application 
process to award grants under this para- 
graph. 

“(II) REQUIREMENTS.—The process shall in- 
clude criteria for evaluating applications, in- 
cluding population, median household in- 
come, and the severity of the decline, or im- 
minent decline, in the quantity or quality of 
water. 

“(ii) TIMING OF REVIEW OF APPLICATIONS.— 

‘(I) SIMPLIFIED APPLICATION.—The applica- 
tion process developed by the Secretary 
under clause (i) shall include a simplified ap- 
plication form that will permit expedited 
consideration of an application for a grant 
filed under this paragraph. 

“(II) PRIORITY REVIEW.—In processing ap- 
plications for any water or waste grant or 
loan authorized under this section, the Sec- 
retary shall afford priority processing to an 
application for a grant under this paragraph 
to the extent funds will be available for an 
award on the application at the conclusion of 
priority processing. 

“(III) TIMING.—The Secretary shall, to the 
maximum extent practicable, review and act 
on an application under this paragraph not 
later than 60 days after the date on which 
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the application is submitted to the Sec- 
retary. 

‘(T) FUNDING.— 

“(i) RESERVATION.— 

“(I) IN GENERAL.—For each fiscal year, not 
less than 3 nor more than 5 percent of the 
total amount made available to carry out 
this section for the fiscal year shall be re- 
served for grants under this paragraph. 

“(ID RELEASE.—Funds reserved under sub- 
clause (I) for a fiscal year shall be reserved 
only until July 1 of the fiscal year. 

‘(ii) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
In addition to funds made available under 
clause (i), there is authorized to be appro- 
priated to carry out this paragraph 
$35,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2013 
through 2017. 

‘(3) WATER AND WASTE FACILITY LOANS AND 
GRANTS TO ALLEVIATE HEALTH RISKS.— 

‘(A) DEFINITION OF COOPERATIVE.—In this 
paragraph, the term ‘cooperative’ means a 
cooperative formed specifically for the pur- 
pose of the installation, expansion, improve- 
ment, or operation of water supply or waste 
disposal facilities or systems. 

‘(B) LOANS AND GRANTS TO PERSONS OTHER 
THAN INDIVIDUALS.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall 
make or guarantee loans and make grants to 
provide for the conservation, development, 
use, and control of water (including the ex- 
tension or improvement of existing water 
supply systems) and the installation or im- 
provement of drainage or waste disposal fa- 
cilities and essential community facilities, 
including necessary related equipment, 
training, and technical assistance to— 

‘“T) rural water supply corporations, co- 
operatives, or similar entities; 

“(ID Indian tribes on Federal or State res- 
ervations and other federally recognized In- 
dian tribes; 

‘“(III) rural or native villages in the State 
of Alaska; 

“(IV) native tribal health consortiums; 

‘“(V) public agencies; and 

“(VI) Native Hawaiian Home Lands. 

“(ii) ELIGIBLE PROJECTS.—Loans and grants 
described in clause (i) shall be available only 
to provide the described water and waste fa- 
cilities and services to communities whose 
residents face significant health risks, as de- 
termined by the Secretary, due to the fact 
that a significant proportion of the residents 
of the community do not have access to, or 
are not served by, adequate affordable— 

‘“(T) water supply systems; or 

““(IT) waste disposal facilities. 

“iii) MATCHING REQUIREMENTS.—For enti- 
ties described under subclauses (III), (IV), or 
(V) of clause (i) to be eligible to receive a 
grant for water supply systems or waste dis- 
posal facilities, the State in which the 
project will occur shall provide 25 percent in 
matching funds from non-Federal sources. 

‘“(iv) CERTAIN AREAS TARGETED.— 

“(I) IN GENERAL.—Loans and grants under 
clause (i) shall be made only if the loan or 
grant funds will be used primarily to provide 
water or waste services, or both, to residents 
of a county or census area— 

“(aa) the per capita income of the resi- 
dents of which is not more than 70 percent of 
the national average per capita income, as 
determined by the Department of Commerce; 
and 

(bb) the unemployment rate of the resi- 
dents of which is not less than 125 percent of 
the national average unemployment rate, as 
determined by the Bureau of Labor Statis- 
tics. 

“(ID EXCEPTIONS.—Notwithstanding sub- 
clause (I), loans and grants under clause (i) 
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may also be made if the loan or grant funds 
will be used primarily to provide water or 
waste services, or both, to residents of— 

“(aa) a rural area that was recognized as a 
colonia as of October 1, 1989; or 

“(bb) an area described under subclause 
(II), (III), or (VI) of clause (i). 

‘(C) LOANS AND GRANTS TO INDIVIDUALS.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall 
make or guarantee loans and make grants to 
individuals who reside in a community de- 
scribed in subparagraph (B)(i) for the purpose 
of extending water supply and waste disposal 
systems, connecting the systems to the resi- 
dences of the individuals, or installing 
plumbing and fixtures within the residences 
of the individuals to facilitate the use of the 
water supply and waste disposal systems. 

“(ii) INTEREST.—Loans described in clause 
(i) shall be at a rate of interest no greater 
than the Federal Financing Bank rate on 
loans of a similar term at the time the loans 
are made. 

“iii) AMORTIZATION.—The repayment of 
loans described in clause (i) shall be amor- 
tized over the expected life of the water sup- 
ply or waste disposal system to which the 
residence of the borrower will be connected. 

‘(iv) MANNER IN WHICH LOANS AND GRANTS 
ARE TO BE MADE.—Loans and grants to indi- 
viduals under clause (i) shall be made— 

“(I) directly to the individuals by the Sec- 
retary; or 

“(ID) to the individuals through the rural 
water supply corporation, cooperative, or 
similar entity, or public agency, providing 
the water supply or waste disposal services, 
pursuant to regulations issued by the Sec- 
retary. 

“(D) PREFERENCE.—The Secretary shall 
give preference in the awarding of loans and 
grants under subparagraphs (B) and (C) to 
entities described in clause (i) of subpara- 
graph (B) that propose to provide water sup- 
ply or waste disposal services to the resi- 
dents of Indian reservations, rural or native 
villages in the State of Alaska, Native Ha- 
waiian Home Lands, and those rural subdivi- 
sions commonly referred to as colonias, that 
are characterized by substandard housing, 
inadequate roads and drainage, and a lack of 
adequate water or waste facilities. 

‘“(E) RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER AUTHORITY.— 
Notwithstanding any other provision of law, 
the head of any Federal agency may enter 
into interagency agreements with Federal, 
State, tribal, and other entities to share re- 
sources, including transferring and accepting 
funds, equipment, or other supplies, to carry 
out the activities described in this para- 
graph. 

‘(F) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated— 


“(i) for grants under this paragraph, 
$60,000,000 for each fiscal year; 
“(ii) for loans under this paragraph, 


$60,000,000 for each fiscal year; and 

“(iii) in addition to grants provided under 
clause (i), for grants under this section to 
benefit Indian tribes, $20,000,000 for each fis- 
cal year. 

‘(4) SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT GRANTS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may 
make grants to nonprofit organizations for 
the provision of regional technical assist- 
ance to local and regional governments and 
related agencies for the purpose of reducing 
or eliminating pollution of water resources 
and improving the planning and manage- 
ment of solid waste disposal facilities in 
rural areas. 

“(B) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE GRANT 
AMOUNTS.—Grants made under this para- 
graph for the provision of technical assist- 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE, Vol. 158, Pt. 7 


ance shall be made for 100 percent of the cost 
of the technical assistance. 

“(C) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this paragraph $10,000,000 for each 
of fiscal years 2013 through 2017 

“(5) RURAL WATER AND WASTEWATER TECH- 
NICAL ASSISTANCE AND TRAINING PROGRAMS.— 

“(A) GRANTS TO NONPROFITS.— 

““(j) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may make 
grants to nonprofit organizations to enable 
the organizations to provide to associations 
that provide water and wastewater services 
in rural areas technical assistance and train- 
ing— 

“(T) to identify, and evaluate alternative 
solutions to, problems relating to the obtain- 
ing, storage, treatment, purification, or dis- 
tribution of water or the collection, treat- 
ment, or disposal of waste in rural areas; 

“(II) to prepare applications to receive fi- 
nancial assistance for any purpose specified 
in subsection (a)(1) from any public or pri- 
vate source; and 

“(IIT) to improve the operation and main- 
tenance practices at any existing works for 
the storage, treatment, purification, or dis- 
tribution of water or the collection, treat- 
ment, or disposal of waste in rural areas. 

‘“(ii) SELECTION PRIORITY.—In selecting re- 
cipients of grants to be made under clause 
(i), the Secretary shall give priority to non- 
profit organizations that have experience in 
providing the technical assistance and train- 
ing described in clause (i) to associations 
serving rural areas in which— 

“(D residents have low income; and 

“(II) water supply systems or waste facili- 
ties are unhealthful. 

“Gii) FUNDING.— 

“(I) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
subclause (II), not less than 1 nor more than 
3 percent of any funds made available to 
carry out water and waste disposal projects 
described in subsection (a) for any fiscal year 
shall be reserved for grants under this para- 
graph. 

‘“(ID) EXCEPTION.—The minimum amount 
specified in subclause (I) shall not apply if 
the aggregate amount of grant funds re- 
quested by applications that qualify for 
grants received by the Secretary from eligi- 
ble nonprofit organizations for the fiscal 
year totals less than 1 percent of those funds. 

“(B) RURAL WATER AND WASTEWATER CIR- 
CUIT RIDER PROGRAM.— 

‘“(i) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall con- 
tinue a national rural water and wastewater 
circuit rider program that— 

“(T) is consistent with the activities and 
results of the program conducted before Jan- 
uary 1, 2012, as determined by the Secretary; 
and 

“(TT) received funding from the Secretary, 
acting through the Administrator of the 
Rural Utilities Service. 

‘(ii) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this subparagraph $25,000,000 for 
fiscal year 2013 and each fiscal year there- 
after. 

“(6) SEARCH PROGRAM.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may es- 
tablish a Special Evaluation Assistance for 
Rural Communities and Households 
(SEARCH) program to make predevelopment 
planning grants for feasibility studies, de- 
sign assistance, and technical assistance, to 
financially distressed communities in rural 
areas with populations of 2,500 or fewer in- 
habitants for water and waste disposal 
projects described in this section. 

“(B) TERMS.— 

“G) DOCUMENTATION.—With respect to 
grants made under this paragraph, the Sec- 
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retary shall require the lowest quantity of 
documentation practicable. 

“(i) MATCHING.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of this section, the Secretary 
may fund up to 100 percent of the eligible 
costs of grants provided under this para- 
graph, as determined by the Secretary. 

“(iii) FUNDING.—The Secretary may use 
not more than 4 percent of the total amount 
of funds made available for a fiscal year for 
water, waste disposal, and essential commu- 
nity facility activities under this chapter to 
carry out this paragraph. 

‘(C) RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER AUTHORITY.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—The funds and authori- 
ties provided under this paragraph are in ad- 
dition to any other funds or authorities the 
Secretary may have to carry out activities 
described in this section. 

“(ii) AUTHORIZED ACTIVITIES.—The Sec- 
retary may furnish financial assistance or 
other aid in planning projects for the pur- 
poses described in subparagraph (A). 


“(f) PRIORITY.—_In making grants and 
loans, and guaranteeing loans, for water, 
wastewater, and waste disposal projects 


under this section, the Secretary shall give 
priority consideration to projects that serve 
rural communities that, as determined by 
the Secretary— 

“(1) have a population of less than 5,500 
permanent residents; 

“(2) have a community water, wastewater, 
or waste disposal system that— 

“(A) is experiencing— 

“(j) an unanticipated reduction in the 
quality of water, the quantity of water, or 
the ability to deliver water; or 

“(ii) some other deterioration in the sup- 
ply of water to the community; 

‘(B) is not adequate to meet the needs of 
the community; and 

‘“(C) requires immediate corrective action; 

‘(3) are experiencing outmigration; 

‘“(4) have a high percentage of low-income 
residents; or 

“(5) are isolated from other significant 
population centers. 

“(g) CURTAILMENT OR LIMITATION OF SERV- 
ICE PROHIBITED.—The service provided or 
made available through any such association 
shall not be curtailed or limited by inclusion 
of the area served by such association within 
the boundaries of any municipal corporation 
or other public body, or by the granting of 
any private franchise for similar service 
within such area during the term of such 
loan; nor shall the happening of any such 
event be the basis of requiring such associa- 
tion to secure any franchise, license, or per- 
mit as a condition to continuing to serve the 
area served by the association at the time of 
the occurrence of such event. 

‘(h) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section such sums as are nec- 
essary. 
“SEC. 3502. COMMUNITY FACILITIES LOANS, 
LOAN GUARANTEES, AND GRANTS. 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may 
make grants and loans and issue loan guar- 
antees (including a guarantee of a loan fi- 
nanced by the net proceeds of a bond de- 
scribed in section 142(a) of the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986) to eligible entities de- 
scribed in subsection (b) for projects in rural 
areas that primarily serve rural residents to 
provide for— 

“(1) essential community facilities, includ- 
ing— 

“(A) necessary equipment; 

‘“(B) recreational developments; and 

“(2) financial assistance and other assist- 
ance in the planning of projects for purposes 
described in this section. 
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“(b) ELIGIBLE ENTITIES.—Entities eligible 
for assistance described in subsection (a) 
are— 

“(1) associations (including corporations 
not operated for profit); 

‘(2) Indian tribes (including groups of indi- 
viduals described in paragraph (4) of section 
815 of the Native American Programs Act of 
1974 (42 U.S.C. 2992c)); and 

‘(3) public and quasi-public agencies. 

“(c) LOAN AND LOAN GUARANTEE REQUIRE- 
MENTS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—In connection with loans 
made or guaranteed under this section, the 
Secretary shall require the applicant— 

“(A) to certify in writing, and the Sec- 
retary shall determine, that the applicant is 
unable to obtain sufficient credit elsewhere 
to finance the actual needs of the applicant; 
and 

‘(B) to furnish an appropriate written fi- 
nancial statement. 

‘(2) DEBT RESTRUCTURING AND LOAN SERV- 
ICING FOR COMMUNITY FACILITY LOANS.—The 
Secretary shall establish and implement a 
program that is similar to the program es- 
tablished under section 3411, except that the 
debt restructuring and loan servicing proce- 
dures shall apply to delinquent community 
facility program loans to a hospital or 
health care facility under subsection (a). 

‘(d) GRANT AMOUNTS.— 

“(1) MAXIMUM.—Except as otherwise pro- 
vided in this subsection, the amount of any 
grant made under this section shall not ex- 
ceed 75 percent of the development cost of 
the project for which the grant is provided. 

“(2) GRANT RATE.—The Secretary shall es- 
tablish the grant rate for each project in 
conformity with regulations issued by the 
Secretary that shall provide for a graduated 
scale of grant rates that establish higher 
rates for projects in communities that 
have— 

“(A) low community population; 

“(B) high rates of outmigration; and 

“(C) low income levels. 

“(3) LOCAL SHARE REQUIREMENTS.—Grants 
made under this section may be used to pay 
the local share requirements of another Fed- 
eral grant-in-aid program to the extent per- 
mitted under the law providing for the 
grant-in-aid program. 

“(e) PRIORITY.—In making grants and 
loans, and guaranteeing loans under this sec- 
tion, the Secretary shall give priority con- 
sideration to projects that serve rural com- 
munities that— 

“(1) have a population of less than 20,000 
permanent residents; 

‘(2) are experiencing outmigration; 

(3) have a high percentage of low-income 
residents; or 

“(4) are isolated from other significant 
population centers. 

““(f) TRIBAL COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may make 
grants to an entity that is a Tribal College 
or University (as defined in section 316(b) of 
the Higher Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 
1059c(b))) to provide the Federal share of the 
cost of developing specific Tribal College or 
University essential community facilities in 
rural areas. 

‘(2) FEDERAL SHARE.—The Secretary shall 
establish the maximum percentage of the 
cost of the project that may be covered by a 
grant under this subsection, except that the 
Secretary may not require non-Federal fi- 
nancial support in an amount that is greater 
than 5 percent of the total cost of the 
project. 

‘(8) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to 
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carry out this subsection $10,000,000 for each 
of fiscal years 2013 through 2017. 

“(¢) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE FOR COMMUNITY 
FACILITIES PROJECTS.— 

““(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2), 
the Secretary may use funds made available 
for community facilities programs author- 
ized under this section to provide technical 
assistance to applicants and participants for 
community facilities programs. 

‘“(2) FUNDING.—The Secretary may use not 
more than 3 percent of the amount of funds 
made available to participants for a fiscal 
year for a community facilities program to 
provide technical assistance described in 
paragraph (1). 

“(h) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section such sums as are nec- 
essary. 

“SEC. 3503. HEALTH CARE SERVICES. 

‘“(a) PURPOSE.—The purpose of this section 
is to address the continued unmet health 
needs in the Delta region through coopera- 
tion among health care professionals, insti- 
tutions of higher education, research institu- 
tions, and other individuals and entities in 
the region. 

“(b) DEFINITION OF ELIGIBLE ENTITY.—In 
this section, the term ‘eligible entity’ means 
a consortium of regional institutions of 
higher education, academic health and re- 
search institutes, and economic development 
entities located in the Delta region that 
have experience in addressing the health 
care issues in the region. 

“(c) GRANTS.—To carry out the purpose de- 
scribed in subsection (a), the Secretary may 
award a grant to an eligible entity for— 

““(1) the development of— 

‘“(A) health care services; 

““(B) health education programs; and 

““(C) health care job training programs; and 

““(2) the development and expansion of pub- 
lic health-related facilities in the Delta re- 
gion to address longstanding and unmet 
health needs of the region. 

“(d) USE.—As a condition of the receipt of 
the grant, the eligible entity shall use the 
grant to fund projects and activities de- 
scribed in subsection (c), based on input so- 
licited from local governments, public health 
care providers, and other entities in the 
Delta region. 

“(e) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to the 
Secretary to carry out this section $3,000,000 
for each of fiscal years 2018 through 2017. 

“CHAPTER 2—RURAL BUSINESS AND 
COOPERATIVE DEVELOPMENT 
“SEC. 3601. BUSINESS PROGRAMS. 

“(a) RURAL BUSINESS 
GRANTS.— 

**(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may make 
grants under this subsection to eligible enti- 
ties described in paragraph (2) in rural areas 
that primarily serve rural areas for purposes 
described in paragraph (3). 

“(2) ELIGIBLE ENTITIES.—The Secretary 
may make grants under this subsection to— 

“(A) governmental entities; 

‘“(B) Indian tribes; and 

““(C) nonprofit entities. 

‘(3) ELIGIBLE PURPOSES FOR GRANTS.—Eli- 
gible entities that receive grants under this 
subsection may use the grant funds for— 

‘“(A) business opportunity projects that— 

““(i) identify and analyze business opportu- 
nities; 

“Gi) identify, train, and provide technical 
assistance to existing or prospective rural 
entrepreneurs and managers; 

“(jii) assist in the establishment of new 
rural businesses and the maintenance of ex- 
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isting businesses, including through business 
support centers; 

“(iv) conduct regional, community, and 
local economic development planning and 
coordination, and leadership development; 
and 

“(v) establish centers for training, tech- 
nology, and trade that will provide training 
to rural businesses in the use of interactive 
communications technologies to develop 
international trade opportunities and mar- 
kets; and 

‘(B) projects that support the development 
of business enterprises that finance or facili- 
tate— 

“(i) the development of small and emerg- 
ing private business enterprise; 

“(ii) the establishment, expansion, and op- 
eration of rural distance learning networks; 

“(iii) the development of rural learning 
programs that provide educational instruc- 
tion or job training instruction related to 
potential employment or job advancement to 
adult students; and 

“(iv) the provision of technical assistance 
and training to rural communities for the 
purpose of improving passenger transpor- 
tation services or facilities. 

‘(4) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to the 
Secretary to carry out this subsection 
$65,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2013 
through 2017, to remain available until ex- 
pended. 

‘(b) VALUE-ADDED AGRICULTURAL PRO- 
DUCER GRANTS.— 

(1) DEFINITIONS.—In this subsection: 

‘(A) MID-TIER VALUE CHAIN.—The term 
‘mid-tier value chain’ means a local and re- 
gional supply network that links inde- 
pendent producers with businesses and co- 
operatives that market value-added agricul- 
tural products in a manner that— 

“(i) targets and strengthens the profit- 
ability and competitiveness of small- and 
medium-sized farms that are structured as 
family farms; and 

“(ii) obtains agreement from an eligible 
agricultural producer group, farmer coopera- 
tive, or majority-controlled producer-based 
business venture that is engaged in the value 
chain on a marketing strategy. 

“(B) PRODUCER.—The term 
means a farmer. 

‘(C) VALUE-ADDED AGRICULTURAL PROD- 
ucT.—The term ‘value-added agricultural 
product’ means any agricultural commodity 
or product— 

“(i) that— 

“(D) has undergone a change in physical 
state; 

“(IT) was produced in a manner that en- 
hances the value of the agricultural com- 
modity or product, as demonstrated through 
a business plan that shows the enhanced 
value, as determined by the Secretary; 

“(III) is physically segregated in a manner 
that results in the enhancement of the value 
of the agricultural commodity or product; 

“(IV) is a source of farm-based renewable 
energy, including E-85 fuel; or 

“(V) is aggregated and marketed as a lo- 
cally produced agricultural food product; and 

“(ii) for which, as a result of the change in 
physical state or the manner in which the 
agricultural commodity or product was pro- 
duced, marketed, or segregated— 

“(I) the customer base for the agricultural 
commodity or product is expanded; and 

“(IT) a greater portion of the revenue de- 
rived from the marketing, processing, or 
physical segregation of the agricultural com- 
modity or product is available to the pro- 
ducer of the commodity or product. 
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‘(2) GRANTS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may 
make grants under this subsection to— 

“(i) independent producers of value-added 
agricultural products; and 

“(ii) an agricultural producer group, farm- 
er cooperative, or majority-controlled pro- 
ducer-based business venture, as determined 
by the Secretary. 

‘(B) GRANTS TO A PRODUCER.—A grantee 
under subparagraph (A)(i) shall use the 
grant— 

“(i) to develop a business plan or perform 
a feasibility study to establish a viable mar- 
keting opportunity (including through mid- 
tier value chains) for value-added agricul- 
tural products; or 

“(ii) to provide capital to establish alli- 
ances or business ventures that allow the 
producer to better compete in domestic or 
international markets. 

‘(C) GRANTS TO AN AGRICULTURAL PRO- 
DUCER GROUP, COOPERATIVE OR PRODUCER- 
BASED BUSINESS VENTURE.—A grantee under 
subparagraph (A)(ii) shall use the grant— 

“(i) to develop a business plan for viable 
marketing opportunities in emerging mar- 
kets for a value-added agricultural product; 
or 

“(ii) to develop strategies that are in- 
tended to create marketing opportunities in 
emerging markets for the value-added agri- 
cultural product. 

“(D) AWARD SELECTION.— 

“(i) PRIORITY.—In awarding grants under 
this subsection, the Secretary shall give pri- 
ority to projects— 

(D) that contribute to increasing opportu- 
nities for operators of small- and medium- 
sized farms that are structured as family 
farms; or 

“(II) at least 1⁄4 of the recipients of which 
are beginning farmers or socially disadvan- 
taged farmers. 

“(ii) RANKING.—In evaluating and ranking 
proposals under this subsection, the Sec- 
retary shall provide substantial weight to 
the priorities described in clause (i). 

(E) AMOUNT OF GRANT.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—The total amount pro- 
vided to a grant recipient under this sub- 
section shall not exceed $500,000. 

“(ii) MAJORITY-CONTROLLED, PRODUCER- 
BASED BUSINESS VENTURES.—The total 
amount of all grants provided to majority- 
controlled, producer-based business ventures 
under this subsection for a fiscal year shall 
not exceed 10 percent of the amount of funds 
used to make all grants for the fiscal year 
under this subsection. 

“(F) TERM.—The term of a grant under this 
paragraph shall not exceed 3 years. 

‘“(G) SIMPLIFIED APPLICATION.—The Sec- 
retary shall offer a simplified application 
form and process for project proposals re- 
questing less than $50,000 under this sub- 
section. 

‘*(3) FUNDING.— 

‘(A) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this subsection $40,000,000 for each 
of fiscal years 2013 through 2017. 

‘(B) RESERVATION OF FUNDS FOR PROJECTS 
TO BENEFIT BEGINNING FARMERS, SOCIALLY 
DISADVANTAGED FARMERS, AND MID-TIER 
VALUE CHAINS.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall re- 
serve 10 percent of the amounts made avail- 
able for each fiscal year under this sub- 
section to fund projects that benefit begin- 
ning farmers or socially disadvantaged farm- 
ers. 

“(ii) MID-TIER VALUE CHAINS.—The Sec- 
retary shall reserve 10 percent of the 
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amounts made available for each fiscal year 
under this subsection to fund applications of 
eligible entities described in paragraph (2) 
that propose to develop mid-tier value 
chains. 

“(iii) UNOBLIGATED AMOUNTS.—Any 
amounts in the reserves for a fiscal year es- 
tablished under clauses (i) and (ii) that are 
not obligated by June 30 of the fiscal year 
shall be available to the Secretary to make 
grants under this subsection to eligible enti- 
ties in any State, as determined by the Sec- 
retary. 

‘“(C) MANDATORY FUNDING.—Of the funds of 
the Commodity Credit Corporation, the Sec- 
retary shall use to carry out this subsection 
$12,500,000 for each of fiscal years 2014 
through 2017, to remain available until ex- 
pended. 

“(c) RURAL COOPERATIVE DEVELOPMENT 
GRANTS.— 

‘*(1) DEFINITIONS.—In this subsection: 

‘“(A) NONPROFIT INSTITUTION.—The term 
‘nonprofit institution’ means any organiza- 
tion or institution, including an accredited 
institution of higher education, no part of 
the net earnings of which inures, or may 
lawfully inure, to the benefit of any private 
shareholder or individual. 

‘“(B) UNITED STATES.—The term 
States’ means— 

‘“(i) the several States; and 

“(i) the District of Columbia. 

(2) GRANTS.—The Secretary shall make 
grants under this subsection to nonprofit in- 
stitutions for the purpose of enabling the 
nonprofit institutions to establish and oper- 
ate centers for rural cooperative develop- 
ment. 

(3) GOALS.—The goals of a center funded 
under this subsection shall be to facilitate 
the creation of jobs in rural areas through 
the development of new rural cooperatives, 
value -added processing, and rural busi- 
nesses. 

“*(4) APPLICATION.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Any nonprofit institu- 
tion seeking a grant under paragraph (2) 
shall submit to the Secretary an application 
containing a plan for the establishment and 
operation by the institution of 1 or more 
centers for cooperative development. 

(B) REQUIREMENTS.—The Secretary may 
approve an application if the plan contains 
the following: 

““(j) A provision that substantiates that the 
center will effectively serve rural areas in 
the United States. 

“Gi) A provision that the primary objec- 
tive of the center will be to improve the eco- 
nomic condition of rural areas through coop- 
erative development. 

“Gii) A description of the activities that 
the center will carry out to accomplish the 
objective, which may include programs— 

“(I) for applied research and feasibility 
studies that may be useful to individuals, co- 
operatives, small businesses, and other simi- 
lar entities in rural areas served by the cen- 
ter; 

“(II) for the collection, interpretation, and 
dissemination of information that may be 
useful to individuals, cooperatives, small 
businesses, and other similar entities in 
rural areas served by the center; 

“(II) providing training and instruction 
for individuals, cooperatives, small busi- 
nesses, and other similar entities in rural 
areas served by the center; 

“(IV) providing loans and grants to indi- 
viduals, cooperatives, small businesses, and 
other similar entities in rural areas served 
by the center; 

“(V) providing technical assistance, re- 
search services, and advisory services to in- 
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dividuals, cooperatives, small businesses, 
and other similar entities in rural areas 
served by the center; and 

‘“(VI) providing for the coordination of 
services and sharing of information by the 
center. 

“(iv) A description of the contributions 
that the activities are likely to make to the 
improvement of the economic conditions of 
the rural areas for which the center will pro- 
vide services. 

“(v) Provisions that the center, in carrying 
out the activities, will seek, if appropriate, 
the advice, participation, expertise, and as- 
sistance of representatives of business, in- 
dustry, educational institutions, the Federal 
Government, and State and local govern- 
ments. 

“(vi) Provisions that the center will take 
all practicable steps to develop continuing 
sources of financial support for the center, 
particularly from sources in the private sec- 
tor. 

“(vii) Provisions for— 

‘“(JT) monitoring and evaluating the activi- 
ties by the nonprofit institution operating 
the center; and 

“(JI) accounting for funds received by the 
institution under this section. 

‘(5) AWARDING GRANTS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Grants made under 
paragraph (2) shall be made on a competitive 
basis. 

“(B) PREFERENCE.—In making grants under 
paragraph (2), the Secretary shall give pref- 
erence to grant applications providing for 
the establishment of centers for rural coop- 
erative development that— 

“(i) demonstrate a proven track record in 
carrying out activities to promote and assist 
the development of cooperatively and mutu- 
ally owned businesses; 

“(ii) demonstrate previous expertise in 
providing technical assistance in rural areas 
to promote and assist the development of co- 
operatively and mutually owned businesses; 

“(iii) demonstrate the ability to assist in 
the retention of businesses, facilitate the es- 
tablishment of cooperatives and new cooper- 
ative approaches, and generate employment 
opportunities that will improve the eco- 
nomic conditions of rural areas; 

“(iv) commit to providing technical assist- 
ance and other services to underserved and 
economically distressed areas in rural areas 
of the United States; 

“(v) demonstrate a commitment to— 

“(I) networking with and sharing the re- 
sults of the efforts of the center with other 
cooperative development centers and other 
organizations involved in rural economic de- 
velopment efforts; and 

“(II) developing multiorganization and 
multistate approaches to addressing the eco- 
nomic development and cooperative needs of 
rural areas; and 

“(vi) commit to providing a 25 percent 
matching contribution with private funds 
and in-kind contributions, except that the 
Secretary shall not require non-Federal fi- 
nancial support in an amount that is greater 
than 5 percent in the case of a 1994 institu- 
tion (as defined in section 532 of the Equity 
in Educational Land-Grant Status Act of 
1994 (7 U.S.C. 301 note; Public Law 103-882)). 

‘*(6) GRANT PERIOD.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—A grant awarded to a 
center that has received no prior funding 
under this subsection shall be made for a pe- 
riod of 1 year. 

‘“(B) MULTIYEAR GRANTS.—If the Secretary 
determines it to be in the best interest of the 
program, the Secretary shall award grants 
for a period of more than 1 year, but not 
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more than 3 years, to a center that has suc- 
cessfully met the requirements of paragraph 
(5)(B), as determined by the Secretary. 

‘(7) AUTHORITY TO EXTEND GRANT PERIOD.— 
The Secretary may extend for 1 additional 
12-month period the period during which a 
grantee may use a grant made under this 
subsection. 

‘(8) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE TO PREVENT EX- 
CESSIVE UNEMPLOYMENT OR UNDEREMPLOY- 
MENT.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—In carrying out this sub- 
section, the Secretary may provide technical 
assistance to alleviate or prevent conditions 
of excessive unemployment, underemploy- 
ment, outmigration, or low employment 
growth in economically distressed rural 
areas that the Secretary determines have a 
substantial need for the assistance. 

“(B) INCLUSIONS.—The assistance may in- 
clude planning and feasibility studies, man- 
agement and operational assistance, and 
studies evaluating the need for the develop- 
ment potential of projects that increase em- 
ployment and improve economic growth in 
the areas. 

‘(9) GRANTS TO DEFRAY ADMINISTRATIVE 
cosTs.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may 
make grants to defray not to exceed 75 per- 
cent of the costs incurred by organizations 
and public bodies to carry out projects for 
which grants or loans are made under this 
subsection. 

‘“(B) COST-SHARING.—For purposes of deter- 
mining the non-Federal share of the costs, 
the Secretary shall include contributions in 
cash and in kind, fairly evaluated, including 
premises, equipment, and services. 

‘(10) COOPERATIVE RESEARCH PROGRAM.— 
The Secretary shall offer to enter into a co- 
operative research agreement with 1 or more 
qualified academic institutions in each fiscal 
year to conduct research on the effects of all 
types of cooperatives on the national econ- 
omy. 

‘(11) ADDRESSING NEEDS OF MINORITY COM- 
MUNITIES.— 

‘(A) IN GENERAL.—If the total amount ap- 
propriated under paragraph (13) for a fiscal 
year exceeds $7,500,000, the Secretary shall 
reserve an amount equal to 20 percent of the 
total amount appropriated for grants for co- 
operative development centers, individual 
cooperatives, or groups of cooperatives— 

“(i) that serve socially disadvantaged 
groups; and 

“(i) a majority of the boards of directors 
or governing boards of which are comprised 
of individuals who are members of socially 
disadvantaged groups. 

‘(B) INSUFFICIENT APPLICATIONS.—To the 
extent there are insufficient applications to 
carry out subparagraph (A), the Secretary 
shall use the funds as otherwise authorized 
by this subsection. 

‘(12) INTERAGENCY WORKING GROUP.—Not 
later than 90 days after the date of enact- 
ment of the Agriculture Reform, Food, and 
Jobs Act of 2012, the Secretary shall coordi- 
nate and chair an interagency working group 
to foster cooperative development and en- 
sure coordination with Federal agencies and 
national and local cooperative organizations 
that have cooperative programs and inter- 
ests. 

‘(13) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this subsection $50,000,000 for each 
of fiscal years 2013 through 2017. 

“(d) APPROPRIATE TECHNOLOGY TRANSFER 
FOR RURAL AREAS PROGRAM.— 

‘(1) DEFINITION OF NATIONAL NONPROFIT AG- 
RICULTURAL ASSISTANCE INSTITUTION.—In this 
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subsection, the term ‘national nonprofit ag- 
ricultural assistance institution’ means an 
organization that— 

“(A) is described in section 501(c)(8) of the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 and exempt 
from taxation under 501(a) of that Code; 

“(B) has staff and offices in multiple re- 
gions of the United States; 

“(C) has experience and expertise in oper- 
ating national agricultural technical assist- 
ance programs; 

“(D) expands markets for the agricultural 
commodities produced by producers through 
the use of practices that enhance the envi- 
ronment, natural resource base, and quality 
of life; and 

‘“(E) improves the economic viability of ag- 
ricultural operations. 

(2) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Secretary shall 
establish a national appropriate technology 
transfer for rural areas program to assist ag- 
ricultural producers that are seeking infor- 
mation— 

“(A) to reduce input costs; 

‘“(B) to conserve energy resources; 

“(C) to diversify operations through new 
energy crops and energy generation facili- 
ties; and 

“(D) to expand markets for agricultural 
commodities produced by the producers by 
using practices that enhance the environ- 
ment, natural resource base, and quality of 
life. 

‘(3) IMPLEMENTATION.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall 
carry out the program under this subsection 
by making a grant to, or offering to enter 
into a cooperative agreement with, a na- 
tional nonprofit agricultural assistance in- 
stitution. 

“(B) GRANT AMOUNT.—A grant made, or co- 
operative agreement entered into, under sub- 
paragraph (A) shall provide 100 percent of the 
cost of providing information described in 
paragraph (2). 

‘(4) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this subsection $5,000,000 for each 
of fiscal years 2013 through 2017. 

‘“(e) BUSINESS AND INDUSTRY DIRECT AND 
GUARANTEED LOANS.— 

‘“(1) DEFINITION OF BUSINESS AND INDUSTRY 
LOAN.—In this section, the term ‘business 
and industry loan’ means a direct loan that 
is made, or a loan that is guaranteed, by the 
Secretary under this subsection. 

**(2) LOAN PURPOSES.—The Secretary may 
make business and industry loans to public, 
private, or cooperative organizations orga- 
nized for profit or nonprofit, private invest- 
ment funds that invest primarily in coopera- 
tive organizations, or to individuals— 

“(A) to improve, develop, or finance busi- 
ness, industry, and employment and improve 
the economic and environmental climate in 
rural communities, including pollution 
abatement and control; 

“(B) to conserve, develop, and use water 
for aquaculture purposes in rural areas; and 

“(C) to reduce the reliance on nonrenew- 
able energy resources by encouraging the de- 
velopment and construction of renewable en- 
ergy systems (including solar energy sys- 
tems, wind energy systems, and anaerobic 
digestors for the purpose of energy genera- 
tion), including the modification of existing 
systems, in rural areas. 

“(3) LOAN GUARANTEES FOR CERTAIN 
LOANS.—The Secretary may guarantee loans 
made under this subsection to finance the 
issuance of bonds for the projects described 
in paragraph (2). 

‘(4) MAXIMUM AMOUNT OF PRINCIPAL.— 

‘“(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as otherwise pro- 
vided in this paragraph, no loan may be 
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made or guaranteed under this subsection 
that exceeds $25,000,000 in principal amount. 

‘((B) LIMITATIONS ON LOAN GUARANTEES FOR 
COOPERATIVE ORGANIZATIONS.— 

“(i) PRINCIPAL AMOUNT.—Subject to clause 
(ii), the principal amount of a business and 
industry loan made to a cooperative organi- 
zation and guaranteed under this subsection 
shall not exceed $40,000,000. 

““(ii) USE.—To be eligible for a guarantee 
under this subsection for a business and in- 
dustry loan made to a cooperative organiza- 
tion, the principal amount of the loan in ex- 
cess of $25,000,000 shall be used to carry out 
a project that is in a rural area and— 

“(D) provides for the value-added proc- 
essing of agricultural commodities; or 

“(JI) significantly benefits 1 or more enti- 
ties eligible for assistance for the purposes 
described in paragraph (2), as determined by 
the Secretary. 

‘“(iii) APPLICATIONS.—If a cooperative orga- 
nization submits an application for a guar- 
antee under this paragraph, the Secretary 
shall make the determination whether to ap- 
prove the application, and the Secretary 
may not delegate this authority. 

“(iv) MAXIMUM AMOUNT.—The total amount 
of business and industry loans made to coop- 
erative organizations and guaranteed for a 
fiscal year under this subsection with prin- 
cipal amounts that are in excess of $25,000,000 
may not exceed 10 percent of the total 
amount of business and industry loans guar- 
anteed for the fiscal year under this sub- 
section. 

“(5) FEES.—The Secretary may assess a 1- 
time fee and an annual renewal fee for any 
guaranteed business and industry loan in an 
amount that does not exceed 3 percent of the 
guaranteed principal portion of the loan. 

‘“(6) INTANGIBLE ASSETS.—In determining 
whether a cooperative organization is eligi- 
ble for a guaranteed business and industry 
loan, the Secretary may consider the market 
value of a properly appraised brand name, 
patent, or trademark of the cooperative. 

““(7) LOAN APPRAISALS.—The Secretary may 
require that any appraisal made in connec- 
tion with a business and industry loan be 
conducted by a specialized appraiser that 
uses standards that are comparable to stand- 
ards used for similar purposes in the private 
sector, as determined by the Secretary. 

‘(8) LOAN GUARANTEES FOR THE PURCHASE 
OF COOPERATIVE STOCK.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may 
guarantee a business and industry loan to in- 
dividual farmers to purchase capital stock of 
a farmer cooperative established for the pur- 
pose of processing an agricultural com- 
modity. 

‘(B) PROCESSING CONTRACTS DURING INITIAL 
PERIOD.—A cooperative described in subpara- 
graph (A) for which a farmer receives a guar- 
antee to purchase stock under that subpara- 
graph may contract for services to process 
agricultural commodities or otherwise proc- 
ess value added for the period beginning on 
the date of the startup of the cooperative in 
order to provide adequate time for the plan- 
ning and construction of the processing facil- 
ity of the cooperative. 

‘(C) FINANCIAL INFORMATION.—Financial 
information required by the Secretary from 
a farmer as a condition of making a business 
and industry loan guarantee under this para- 
graph shall be provided in the manner gen- 
erally required by commercial agricultural 
lenders in the applicable area. 

‘(9) LOANS TO COOPERATIVES.— 

‘(A) ELIGIBILITY.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may make 
or guarantee a business and industry loan to 
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a cooperative organization that is 
headquartered in a metropolitan area if the 
loan is— 

‘““T) used for a project or venture described 
in paragraph (2) that is located in a rural 
area; or 

“(JI) a loan guarantee that meets the re- 
quirements of paragraph (10). 

“(ii) EQuITY.—The Secretary may guar- 
antee a loan made for the purchase of pre- 
ferred stock or similar equity issued by a co- 
operative organization or a fund that invests 
primarily in cooperative organizations, if 
the guarantee significantly benefits 1 or 
more entities eligible for assistance for the 
purposes described in paragraph (2)(A), as de- 
termined by the Secretary. 

“(B) REFINANCING.—A cooperative organi- 
zation that is eligible for a business and in- 
dustry loan shall be eligible to refinance an 
existing business and industry loan with a 
lender if— 

‘“(i) the cooperative organization— 

‘““T) is current and performing with respect 
to the existing loan; and 

‘“(II)(aa) is not, and has not been, in pay- 
ment default, with respect to the existing 
loan; or 

“(bb) has not converted any of the collat- 
eral with respect to the existing loan; and 

“(ii) there is adequate security or full col- 
lateral for the refinanced loan. 

(10) LOAN GUARANTEES IN NONRURAL 
AREAS.—The Secretary may guarantee a 
business and industry loan to a cooperative 
organization for a facility that is not located 
in a rural area if— 

“(A) the primary purpose of the loan guar- 
antee is for a facility to provide value-added 
processing for agricultural producers that 
are located within 80 miles of the facility; 

‘(B) the applicant demonstrates to the 
Secretary that the primary benefit of the 
loan guarantee will be to provide employ- 
ment for residents of a rural area; and 

“(C) the total amount of business and in- 
dustry loans guaranteed for a fiscal year 
under this paragraph does not exceed 10 per- 
cent of the business and industry loans guar- 
anteed for the fiscal year under this sub- 
section. 

**(11) LOCALLY OR REGIONALLY PRODUCED AG- 
RICULTURAL FOOD PRODUCTS.— 

‘“(A) DEFINITIONS.—In this paragraph: 

“(i) LOCALLY OR REGIONALLY PRODUCED AG- 
RICULTURAL FOOD PRODUCT.—The term ‘lo- 
cally or regionally produced agricultural 
food product’ means any agricultural food 
product that is raised, produced, and distrib- 
uted in— 

“(I) the locality or region in which the 
final product is marketed, so that the total 
distance that the product is transported is 
less than 400 miles from the origin of the 
product; or 

“(IT) the State in which the product is pro- 
duced. 

“(ii) UNDERSERVED COMMUNITY.—The term 
‘underserved community’ means a commu- 
nity (including an urban or rural community 
and an Indian tribal community) that, as de- 
termined by the Secretary, has— 

“(I) limited access to affordable, healthy 
foods, including fresh fruits and vegetables, 
in grocery retail stores or farmer-to-con- 
sumer direct markets; and 

“(ID) a high rate of hunger or food insecu- 
rity or a high poverty rate. 

‘(B) LOAN AND LOAN GUARANTEE PRO- 
GRAM.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall 
make or guarantee loans to individuals, co- 
operatives, cooperative organizations, busi- 
nesses, and other entities to establish and fa- 
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cilitate enterprises that process, distribute, 
aggregate, store, and market locally or re- 
gionally produced agricultural food products 
to support community development and farm 
income. 

“(ii) REQUIREMENT.—The recipient of a 
loan or loan guarantee under this paragraph 
shall include in an appropriate agreement 
with retail and institutional facilities to 
which the recipient sells locally or region- 
ally produced agricultural food products a 
requirement to inform consumers of the re- 
tail or institutional facilities that the con- 
sumers are purchasing or consuming locally 
or regionally produced agricultural food 
products. 

“(Gii) PRIORITY.—In making or guaran- 
teeing a loan under this paragraph, the Sec- 
retary shall give priority to projects that 
have components benefitting underserved 
communities. 

‘“(iv) REPORTS.—Not later than 2 years 
after the date of enactment of the Agri- 
culture Reform, Food, and Jobs Act of 2012 
and annually thereafter, the Secretary shall 
submit to the Committee on Agriculture of 
the House of Representatives and the Com- 
mittee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and For- 
estry of the Senate, and publish on the Inter- 
net, a report that describes projects carried 
out using loans or loan guarantees made 
under clause (i), including— 

“D summary information 
projects; 

‘“(II) the characteristics of the commu- 
nities served; and 

“(III) resulting benefits. 

‘“(v) RESERVATION OF FUNDS.—For each of 
fiscal years 2012 through 2017, the Secretary 
shall reserve not less than 5 percent of the 
total amount of funds made available to 
carry out this subsection to carry out this 
paragraph until April 1 of the fiscal year. 

““(vi) OUTREACH.—The Secretary shall de- 
velop and implement an outreach plan to 
publicize the availability of loans and loan 
guarantees under this paragraph, working 
closely with rural cooperative development 
centers, credit unions, community develop- 
ment financial institutions, regional eco- 
nomic development authorities, and other fi- 
nancial and economic development entities. 

‘(12) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this subsection $75,000,000 for each 
of fiscal years 2013 through 2017. 

“(f) RELENDING PROGRAMS.— 

“(1) INTERMEDIATE RELENDING PROGRAM.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may 
make or guarantee loans to eligible entities 
described in subparagraph (B) so that the eli- 
gible entities may relend the funds to indi- 
viduals and entities for the purposes de- 
scribed in subparagraph (C). 

“(B) ELIGIBLE ENTITIES.—Entities eligible 
for loans and loan guarantees described in 
subparagraph (A) are— 

“(i) public agencies; 

‘“(ii) Indian tribes; 

“(iii) cooperatives; and 

““(iv) nonprofit corporations. 

‘“(C) ELIGIBLE PURPOSES.—The proceeds 
from loans made or guaranteed by the Sec- 
retary pursuant to subparagraph (A) may be 
relent by eligible entities for projects that— 

“G) predominately serve communities in 
rural areas; and 

““(ji) as determined by the Secretary— 

“(I) promote community development; 

‘(ID establish new businesses; 

“(III) establish and support microlending 
programs; and 

“(IV) create or retain employment oppor- 
tunities. 
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‘(D) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this subsection $50,000,000 for each 
of fiscal years 2013 through 2017. 

‘(2) RURAL MICROENTREPRENEUR ASSIST- 
ANCE PROGRAM.— 

‘(A) DEFINITIONS.—In this paragraph: 

“i) MICROENTREPRENEUR.—The term 
‘microentrepreneur’ means an owner and op- 
erator, or prospective owner and operator, of 
a rural microenterprise who is unable to ob- 
tain sufficient training, technical assistance, 
or credit other than under this subsection, as 
determined by the Secretary. 

‘(ii) MICROENTERPRISE DEVELOPMENT ORGA- 
NIZATION.—The term ‘microenterprise devel- 
opment organization’ means an organization 
that is— 

“(I) a nonprofit entity; 

“(ID an Indian tribe, the tribal government 
of which certifies to the Secretary that— 

“(aa) no microenterprise development or- 
ganization serves the Indian tribe; and 

‘“(bb) no rural microentrepreneur assist- 
ance program exists under the jurisdiction of 
the Indian tribe; 

‘“(IIT) a public institution of higher edu- 
cation; or 

‘(IV) a collaboration of rural nonprofit en- 
tities serving a region or State, if 1 lead non- 
profit entity is the sole underwriter of all 
loans and is responsible for associated risks. 

“iii) MICROLOAN.—The term ‘microloan’ 
means a business loan of not more than 
$50,000 that is provided to a rural microen- 
terprise. 

“(iv) PROGRAM.—The term ‘program’ 
means the rural microentrepreneur assist- 
ance program established under subpara- 
graph (B). 

“(v) RURAL MICROENTERPRISE.—The term 
‘rural microenterprise’ means a business en- 
tity with not more than 10 full-time equiva- 
lent employees located in a rural area. 

“(vi) TRAINING.—The term ‘training’ means 
teaching broad business principles or general 
business skills in a group or public setting. 

“(vii) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE.—The term 
‘technical assistance’ means working with a 
business client in a 1-to-1 manner to provide 
business and financial management coun- 
seling, assist in the preparation of business 
or marketing plans, or provide other skills 
tailored to an individual microentrepreneur. 

‘(B) RURAL MICROENTREPRENEUR ASSIST- 
ANCE PROGRAM.— 

“(i) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Secretary shall 
establish a rural microentrepreneur assist- 
ance program to provide loans and grants to 
support microentrepreneurs in the develop- 
ment and ongoing success of rural micro- 
enterprises. 

“(ii) PURPOSE.—The purpose of the pro- 
gram is to provide microentrepreneurs 
with— 

“(I) the skills necessary to establish new 
rural microenterprises; and 

“(ID continuing technical and financial as- 
sistance related to the successful operation 
of rural microenterprises. 

“(iii) LOANS.— 

“(I) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall 
make loans to microenterprise development 
organizations for the purpose of providing 
fixed-interest rate microloans to microentre- 
preneurs for startup and growing rural 
microenterprises. 

“(II) LOAN TERMS.—A loan made by the 
Secretary to a microenterprise development 
organization under this subparagraph shall— 

“(aa) be for a term not to exceed 20 years; 
and 

“(bb) bear an annual interest rate of at 
least 1 percent. 
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‘“(III) LOAN LOSS RESERVE FUND.—The Sec- 
retary shall require each microenterprise de- 
velopment organization that receives a loan 
under this subparagraph to— 

“(aa) establish a loan loss reserve fund; 
and 

“(bb) maintain the reserve fund in an 
amount equal to at least 5 percent of the 
outstanding balance of such loans owed by 
the microenterprise development organiza- 
tion, until all obligations owed to the Sec- 
retary under this subparagraph are repaid. 

‘(IV) DEFERRAL OF INTEREST AND PRIN- 
CIPAL.—The Secretary may permit the defer- 
ral of payments on principal and interest due 
on a loan to a microenterprise development 
organization made under this paragraph for 
a 2-year period beginning on the date on 
which the loan is made. 

‘(iv) GRANTS TO SUPPORT RURAL MICROEN- 
TERPRISE DEVELOPMENT.— 

“(I) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall 
make grants to microenterprise development 
organizations— 

“(aa) to provide training and technical as- 
sistance, and other related services to rural 
microentrepreneurs; and 

‘““pb) to carry out such other projects and 
activities as the Secretary determines appro- 
priate to further the purposes of the pro- 
gram. 

“(JI) SELECTION.—In making grants under 
subclause (I), the Secretary shall— 

‘“(aa) place an emphasis on microenterprise 
development organizations that serve micro- 
entrepreneurs that are located in rural areas 
that have suffered significant outward mi- 
gration, as determined by the Secretary; and 

‘“(bb) ensure, to the maximum extent prac- 
ticable, that grant recipients include micro- 
enterprise development organizations of 
varying sizes and that serve racially and eth- 
nically diverse populations. 


“(v) GRANTS TO ASSIST MICROENTRE- 
PRENEURS.— 
“(I) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall 


make annual grants to microenterprise de- 
velopment organizations to provide tech- 
nical assistance to microentrepreneurs 
that— 

“(aa) received a loan from the microenter- 
prise development organization under sub- 
paragraph (B)(iii); or 

“(bb) are seeking a loan from the microen- 
terprise development organization under 
subparagraph (B)(iii). 

“(ID) MAXIMUM AMOUNT OF TECHNICAL AS- 
SISTANCE GRANT.—The maximum amount of a 
grant under this clause shall be in an 
amount equal to not more than 25 percent of 
the total outstanding balance of microloans 
made by the microenterprise development 
organization under clause (iii), as of the date 
the grant is awarded. 

‘“(vi) ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES.—Not more 
than 10 percent of a grant received by a mi- 
croenterprise development organization for a 
fiscal year under this subparagraph may be 
used to pay administrative expenses. 

“(C) ADMINISTRATION.— 

“(i) MATCHING REQUIREMENT.—As a condi- 
tion of any grant made under clauses (iv) and 
(v) of subparagraph (B), the Secretary shall 
require the microenterprise development or- 
ganization to match not less than 15 percent 
of the total amount of the grant in the form 
of matching funds (including community de- 
velopment block grants), indirect costs, or 
in-kind goods or services. 

“(ii) OVERSIGHT.—At a minimum, not later 
than December 1 of each fiscal year, a micro- 
enterprise development organization that re- 
ceives a loan or grant under this section 
shall provide to the Secretary such informa- 
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tion as the Secretary may require to ensure 
that assistance provided under this section is 
used for the purposes for which the loan or 
grant was made. 

‘“(D) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this paragraph $40,000,000 for each 
of fiscal years 2013 through 2017. 

‘“(E) MANDATORY FUNDING FOR FISCAL 
YEARS 2013 THROUGH 2017.—Of the funds of the 
Commodity Credit Corporation, the Sec- 
retary shall use to carry out this paragraph 
$3,750,000 for each of fiscal years 2014 through 
2017, to remain available until expended. 
“SEC. 3602. RURAL BUSINESS INVESTMENT PRO- 

GRAM. 

‘*(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 

“(1) ARTICLES.—The term ‘articles’ means 
articles of incorporation for an incorporated 
body or the functional equivalent or other 
similar documents specified by the Secretary 
for other business entities. 

‘(2) DEVELOPMENTAL VENTURE CAPITAL.— 
The term ‘developmental venture capital’ 
means capital in the form of equity capital 
investments in rural business investment 
companies with an objective of fostering eco- 
nomic development in rural areas. 

‘(3) EMPLOYEE WELFARE BENEFIT PLAN; PEN- 
SION PLAN.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The terms ‘employee 
welfare benefit plan’ and ‘pension plan’ have 
the meanings given the terms in section 3 of 
the Employee Retirement Income Security 
Act of 1974 (29 U.S.C. 1002). 

‘“(B) INCLUSIONS.—The terms ‘employee 
welfare benefit plan’ and ‘pension plan’ in- 
clude— 

“(i) public and private pension or retire- 
ment plans subject to this subtitle; and 

“Gi) similar plans not covered by this sub- 
title that have been established, and that are 
maintained, by the Federal Government or 
any State (including by a political subdivi- 
sion, agency, or instrumentality of the Fed- 
eral Government or a State) for the benefit 
of employees. 

“(4) EQUITY CAPITAL.—The term ‘equity 
capital’ means common or preferred stock or 
a similar instrument, including subordinated 
debt with equity features. 

“(5) LEVERAGE.—The term 
cludes— 

“(A) debentures purchased or guaranteed 
by the Secretary; 

“(B) participating securities purchased or 
guaranteed by the Secretary; and 

“(C) preferred securities outstanding as of 
the date of enactment of the Agriculture Re- 
form, Food, and Jobs Act of 2012. 

““(6) LICENSE.—The term ‘license’ means a 
license issued by the Secretary in accord- 
ance with in subsection (d)(5). 

“(7) LIMITED LIABILITY COMPANY.—The term 
‘limited liability company’ means a business 
entity that is organized and operating in ac- 
cordance with a State limited liability com- 
pany law approved by the Secretary. 

“(8) MEMBER.—The term ‘member’ means, 
with respect to a rural business investment 
company that is a limited liability company, 
a holder of an ownership interest, or a person 
otherwise admitted to membership in the 
limited liability company. 

‘“(9) OPERATIONAL ASSISTANCE.—The term 
‘operational assistance’ means management, 
marketing, and other technical assistance 
that assists a rural business concern with 
business development. 

‘“(10) PARTICIPATION AGREEMENT.—The term 
‘participation agreement’ means an agree- 
ment, between the Secretary and a rural 
business investment company granted final 
approval under subsection (d)(5), that re- 
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quires the rural business investment com- 
pany to make investments in smaller enter- 
prises in rural areas. 

(11) PRIVATE CAPITAL.— 

‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘private cap- 
ital’ means the total of— 

“()) the paid-in capital and paid-in sur- 
plus of a corporate rural business investment 
company; 

“(II) the contributed capital of the part- 
ners of a partnership rural business invest- 
ment company; or 

“(ITI) the equity investment of the mem- 
bers of a limited liability company rural 
business investment company; and 

“(ii) unfunded binding commitments from 
investors that meet criteria established by 
the Secretary to contribute capital to the 
rural business investment company, except 
that— 

“(I) unfunded commitments may be count- 
ed as private capital for purposes of approval 
by the Secretary of any request for leverage; 
but 

“(JI) leverage shall not be funded based on 
the commitments. 

‘(B) EXCLUSIONS.—The term ‘private cap- 
ital’ does not include— 

“(i) any funds borrowed by a rural business 
investment company from any source; 

“(Gi) any funds obtained through the 
issuance of leverage; or 

“(iii) any funds obtained directly or indi- 
rectly from the Federal Government or any 
State (including by a political subdivision, 
agency, or instrumentality of the Federal 
Government or a State), except for— 

“(I) funds obtained from the business reve- 
nues (excluding any governmental appropria- 
tion) of any Federally chartered or govern- 
ment-sponsored enterprise established prior 
to the date of enactment of the Agriculture 
Reform, Food, and Jobs Act of 2012; 

‘(II) funds invested by an employee welfare 
benefit plan or pension plan; and 

“(IIT) any qualified nonprivate funds (if the 
investors of the qualified nonprivate funds 
do not control, directly or indirectly, the 
management, board of directors, general 
partners, or members of the rural business 
investment company). 

“(12) QUALIFIED NONPRIVATE FUNDS.—The 
term ‘qualified nonprivate funds’ means 
any— 

“(A) funds directly or indirectly invested 
in any applicant or rural business invest- 
ment company on or before the date of en- 
actment of the Agriculture Reform, Food, 
and Jobs Act of 2012 by any Federal agency, 
other than the Department, under a provi- 
sion of law explicitly mandating the inclu- 
sion of those funds in the definition of the 
term ‘private capital’; and 

‘(B) funds invested in any applicant or 
rural business investment company by 1 or 
more entities of any State (including by a 
political subdivision, agency, or instrumen- 
tality of the State and including any guar- 
antee extended by those entities) in an ag- 
gregate amount that does not exceed 33 per- 
cent of the private capital of the applicant or 
rural business investment company. 

“(13) RURAL BUSINESS CONCERN.—The term 
‘rural business concern’ means— 

“(A) a public, private, or cooperative for- 
profit or nonprofit organization; 

‘(B) a for-profit or nonprofit business con- 
trolled by an Indian tribe; or 

“(C) any other person or entity that pri- 
marily operates in a rural area, as deter- 
mined by the Secretary. 

“(14) RURAL BUSINESS INVESTMENT COM- 
PANY.—The term ‘rural business investment 
company’ means a company that— 
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“(A) has been granted final approval by the 
Secretary under subsection (d)(5); and 

‘“(B) has entered into a participation agree- 
ment with the Secretary. 

“(15) SMALLER ENTERPRISE.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘smaller enter- 
prise’ means any rural business concern 
that, together with its affiliates— 

“(i) has— 

“(I) a net financial worth of not more than 
$6,000,000, as of the date on which assistance 
is provided under this section to the rural 
business concern; and 

“(IT) except as provided in subparagraph 
(B), an average net income for the 2-year pe- 
riod preceding the date on which assistance 
is provided under this section to the rural 
business concern, of not more than $2,000,000, 
after Federal income taxes (excluding any 
carryover losses); or 

“(ii) satisfies the standard industrial clas- 
sification size standards established by the 
Administrator of the Small Business Admin- 
istration for the industry in which the rural 
business concern is primarily engaged. 

‘(B) EXCEPTION.—For purposes of subpara- 
graph (A)(i)d]), if the rural business concern 
is not required by law to pay Federal income 
taxes at the enterprise level, but is required 
to pass income through to the shareholders, 
partners, beneficiaries, or other equitable 
owners of the business concern, the net in- 
come of the business concern shall be deter- 
mined by allowing a deduction in an amount 
equal to the total of— 

“(i) if the rural business concern is not re- 
quired by law to pay State (and local, if any) 
income taxes at the enterprise level, the 
product obtained by multiplying— 

“(I) the net income (determined without 
regard to this subparagraph); by 

“(ID the marginal State income tax rate 
(or by the combined State and local income 
tax rates, as applicable) that would have ap- 
plied if the business concern were a corpora- 
tion; and 

“(ii) the product obtained by multiplying— 

“(I) the net income (so determined) less 
any deduction for State (and local) income 
taxes calculated under clause (i); by 

“(ID) the marginal Federal income tax rate 
that would have applied if the rural business 
concern were a corporation. 

‘(b) PURPOSES.—The purposes of the Rural 
Business Investment Program established 
under this section are— 

“(1) to promote economic development and 
the creation of wealth and job opportunities 
in rural areas and among individuals living 
in those areas by encouraging developmental 
venture capital investments in smaller en- 
terprises primarily located in rural areas; 
and 

“(2) to establish a developmental venture 
capital program, with the mission of address- 
ing the unmet equity investment needs of 
small enterprises located in rural areas, by 
authorizing the Secretary— 

“(A) to enter into participation agree- 
ments with rural business investment com- 
panies; 

“(B) to guarantee debentures of rural busi- 
ness investment companies to enable each 
rural business investment company to make 
developmental venture capital investments 
in smaller enterprises in rural areas; and 

“(C) to make grants to rural business in- 
vestment companies, and to other entities, 
for the purpose of providing operational as- 
sistance to smaller enterprises financed, or 
expected to be financed, by rural business in- 
vestment companies. 

“(c) ESTABLISHMENT.—In accordance with 
this subtitle, the Secretary shall establish a 
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Rural Business Investment Program, under 
which the Secretary may— 

“(1) enter into participation agreements 
with companies granted final approval under 
subsection (d)(5) for the purposes described 
in subsection (b); 

(2) guarantee the debentures issued by 
rural business investment companies as pro- 
vided in subsection (e); and 

(3) make grants to rural business invest- 
ment companies, and to other entities, under 
subsection (h). 

“(d) SELECTION OF RURAL BUSINESS INVEST- 
MENT COMPANIES.— 

“(1) ELIGIBILITY.—A company shall be eli- 
gible to apply to participate, as a rural busi- 
ness investment company, in the program es- 
tablished under this section if— 

“(A) the company is a newly formed for- 
profit entity or a newly formed for-profit 
subsidiary of such an entity; 

‘“(B) the company has a management team 
with experience in community development 
financing or relevant venture capital financ- 
ing; and 

“(C) the company will invest in enterprises 
that will create wealth and job opportunities 
in rural areas, with an emphasis on smaller 
enterprises. 

‘“(2) APPLICATION.—To participate, as a 
rural business investment company, in the 
program established under this section, a 
company meeting the eligibility require- 
ments of paragraph (1) shall submit an appli- 
cation to the Secretary that includes— 

“(A) a business plan describing how the 
company intends to make successful devel- 
opmental venture capital investments in 
identified rural areas; 

‘“(B) information regarding the community 
development finance or relevant venture 
capital qualifications and general reputation 
of the management of the company; 

“(C) a description of how the company in- 
tends to work with community-based organi- 
zations and local entities (including local 
economic development companies, local 
lenders, and local investors) and to seek to 
address the unmet equity capital needs of 
the communities served; 

“(D) a proposal describing how the com- 
pany intends to use the grant funds provided 
under this section to provide operational as- 
sistance to smaller enterprises financed by 
the company, including information regard- 
ing whether the company intends to use li- 
censed professionals, as necessary, on the 
staff of the company or from an outside enti- 
ty; 

(E) with respect to binding commitments 
to be made to the company under this sec- 
tion, an estimate of the ratio of cash to in- 
kind contributions; 

“(F) a description of the criteria to be used 
to evaluate whether and to what extent the 
company meets the purposes of the program 
established under this section; 

“(G) information regarding the manage- 
ment and financial strength of any parent 
firm, affiliated firm, or any other firm essen- 
tial to the success of the business plan of the 
company; and 

“(H) such other information as the Sec- 
retary may require. 

“(3) STATUS.—Not later than 90 days after 
the initial receipt by the Secretary of an ap- 
plication under this subsection, the Sec- 
retary shall provide to the applicant a writ- 
ten report describing the status of the appli- 
cation and any requirements remaining for 
completion of the application. 

“(4) MATTERS CONSIDERED.—In reviewing 
and processing any application under this 
subsection, the Secretary shall— 
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“(A) determine whether— 

“(i) the applicant meets the requirements 
of paragraph (5); and 

“(ii) the management of the applicant is 
qualified and has the knowledge, experience, 
and capability necessary to comply with this 
section; 

“(B) take into consideration— 

“(i) the need for and availability of financ- 
ing for rural business concerns in the geo- 
graphic area in which the applicant is to 
commence business; 

“(ii) the general business reputation of the 
owners and management of the applicant; 
and 

“(iii) the probability of successful oper- 
ations of the applicant, including adequate 
profitability and financial soundness; and 

“(C) not take into consideration any pro- 
jected shortage or unavailability of grant 
funds or leverage. 

‘(5) APPROVAL; LICENSE.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
subparagraph (B), the Secretary may ap- 
prove an applicant to operate as a rural busi- 
ness investment company under this subtitle 
and license the applicant as a rural business 
investment company, if— 

“(i) the Secretary determines that the ap- 
plication satisfies the requirements of para- 
graph (2); 

“(ii) the area in which the rural business 
investment company is to conduct its oper- 
ations, and establishment of branch offices 
or agencies (if authorized by the articles), 
are approved by the Secretary; and 

“(iii) the applicant enters into a participa- 
tion agreement with the Secretary. 

“(B) CAPITAL REQUIREMENTS.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of this section, the Secretary 
may approve an applicant to operate as a 
rural business investment company under 
this section and designate the applicant as a 
rural business investment company, if the 
Secretary determines that the applicant— 

“(D) has private capital as determined by 
the Secretary; 

“(II) would otherwise be approved under 
this section, except that the applicant does 
not satisfy the requirements of subsection 
(1)(3); and 

‘“(IIT) has a viable business plan that— 

“(aa) reasonably projects profitable oper- 
ations; and 

“(bb) has a reasonable timetable for 
achieving a level of private capital that sat- 
isfies the requirements of subsection (i)(3). 

“(ii) LEVERAGE.—An applicant approved 
under clause (i) shall not be eligible to re- 
ceive leverage under this section until the 
applicant satisfies the requirements of sec- 
tion 3602(i)(3). 

“Gii) GRANTS.—An applicant approved 
under clause (i) shall be eligible for grants 
under subsection (h) in proportion to the pri- 
vate capital of the applicant, as determined 
by the Secretary. 

‘*(e) DEBENTURES.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may guar- 
antee the timely payment of principal and 
interest, as scheduled, on debentures issued 
by any rural business investment company. 

‘(2) TERMS AND CONDITIONS.—The Sec- 
retary may make guarantees under this sub- 
section on such terms and conditions as the 
Secretary considers appropriate, except that 
the term of any debenture guaranteed under 
this section shall not exceed 15 years. 

‘(3) FULL FAITH AND CREDIT OF THE UNITED 
STATES.—Section 3901 shall apply to any 
guarantee under this subsection. 

“(4) MAXIMUM GUARANTEE.—Under this sub- 
section, the Secretary may— 
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“(A) guarantee the debentures issued by a 
rural business investment company only to 
the extent that the total face amount of out- 
standing guaranteed debentures of the rural 
business investment company does not ex- 
ceed the lesser of— 

‘*(i) 300 percent of the private capital of the 
rural business investment company; or 

‘*(ii) $105,000,000; and 

‘(B) provide for the use of discounted de- 
bentures. 

‘(f) ISSUANCE AND GUARANTEE OF TRUST 
CERTIFICATES.— 

“(1) ISSUANCE.—The Secretary may issue 
trust certificates representing ownership of 
all or a fractional part of debentures issued 
by a rural business investment company and 
guaranteed by the Secretary under this sec- 
tion, if the certificates are based on and 
backed by a trust or pool approved by the 
Secretary and composed solely of guaranteed 
debentures. 

‘(2) GUARANTEE.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may, 
under such terms and conditions as the Sec- 
retary considers appropriate, guarantee the 
timely payment of the principal of and inter- 
est on trust certificates issued by the Sec- 
retary or agents of the Secretary for pur- 
poses of this subsection. 

‘(B) LIMITATION.—Each guarantee under 
this paragraph shall be limited to the extent 
of principal and interest on the guaranteed 
debentures that compose the trust or pool. 

‘(C) PREPAYMENT OR DEFAULT.— 

‘“(i) IN GENERAL.— 

‘(T) AUTHORITY TO PREPAY.—A debenture 
may be prepaid at any time without penalty. 

‘“(II) REDUCTION OF GUARANTEE.—Subject to 
subclause (I), if a debenture in a trust or pool 
is prepaid, or in the event of default of such 
a debenture, the guarantee of timely pay- 
ment of principal and interest on the trust 
certificates shall be reduced in proportion to 
the amount of principal and interest the pre- 
paid debenture represents in the trust or 
pool. 

‘“(ii) INTEREST.—Interest on prepaid or de- 
faulted debentures shall accrue and be guar- 
anteed by the Secretary only through the 
date of payment of the guarantee. 

“(ii) REDEMPTION.—At any time during 
the term of a trust certificate, the trust cer- 
tificate may be called for redemption due to 
prepayment or default of all debentures. 

‘(8) FULL FAITH AND CREDIT OF THE UNITED 
STATES.—Section 3901 shall apply to any 
guarantee of a trust certificate issued by the 
Secretary under this section. 

‘*(4) SUBROGATION AND OWNERSHIP RIGHTS.— 

‘“(A) SUBROGATION.—If the Secretary pays a 
claim under a guarantee issued under this 
section, the claim shall be subrogated fully 
to the rights satisfied by the payment. 

‘(B) OWNERSHIP RIGHTS.—No_ Federal, 
State, or local law shall preclude or limit the 
exercise by the Secretary of the ownership 
rights of the Secretary in a debenture resid- 
ing in a trust or pool against which 1 or more 
trust certificates are issued under this sub- 
section. 

‘(5) MANAGEMENT AND ADMINISTRATION.— 

“(A) REGISTRATION.—The Secretary shall 
provide for a central registration of all trust 
certificates issued under this subsection. 

‘(B) CREATION OF POOLS.—The Secretary 
may— 

“(i) maintain such commercial bank ac- 
counts or investments in obligations of the 
United States as may be necessary to facili- 
tate the creation of trusts or pools backed by 
debentures guaranteed under this subtitle; 
and 

“(ii) issue trust certificates to facilitate 
the creation of those trusts or pools. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE, Vol. 158, Pt. 7 


‘(C) FIDELITY BOND OR INSURANCE REQUIRE- 
MENT.—Any agent performing functions on 
behalf of the Secretary under this paragraph 
shall provide a fidelity bond or insurance in 
such amount as the Secretary considers to 
be necessary to fully protect the interests of 
the United States. 

‘“(D) REGULATION OF BROKERS AND DEAL- 
ERS.—The Secretary may regulate brokers 
and dealers in trust certificates issued under 
this subsection. 

“(E) ELECTRONIC REGISTRATION.—Nothing 
in this paragraph prohibits the use of a book- 
entry or other electronic form of registra- 
tion for trust certificates issued under this 
subsection. 

“(¢) FEES.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may 
charge a fee that does not exceed $500 with 
respect to any guarantee or grant issued 
under this section. 

“(2) TRUST CERTIFICATE.—Notwithstanding 
paragraph (1), the Secretary shall not collect 
a fee for any guarantee of a trust certificate 
under subsection (f), except that any agent 
of the Secretary may collect a fee that does 
not exceed $500 for the functions described in 
subsection (f)(5)(B). 

(3) LICENSE.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
subparagraph (C), the Secretary may pre- 
scribe fees to be paid by each applicant for a 
license to operate as a rural business invest- 
ment company under this section. 

‘“(B) USE OF AMOUNTS.—Fees 
under this paragraph— 

“(G) shall be deposited in the account for 
salaries and expenses of the Secretary; 

“Gi) are authorized to be appropriated 
solely to cover the costs of licensing exami- 
nations; and 

“Gii) shall— 

“(I) in the case of a license issued before 
the date of enactment of the Agriculture Re- 
form, Food, and Jobs Act of 2012, not exceed 
$500 for any fee collected under this para- 
graph; and 

‘“(ID) in the case of a license issued after 
the date of enactment of the Agriculture Re- 
form, Food, and Jobs Act of 2012, be a rate as 
determined by the Secretary. 

‘*(C) PROHIBITION ON COLLECTION OF CERTAIN 
FEES.—In the case of a license described in 
subparagraph (A) that was approved before 
July 1, 2007, the Secretary shall not collect 
any fees due on or after the date of enact- 
ment of the Agriculture Reform, Food, and 
Jobs Act of 2012. 

‘(h) OPERATIONAL ASSISTANCE GRANTS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—In accordance with this 
subsection, the Secretary may make grants 
to rural business investment companies and 
to other entities, as authorized by this sec- 
tion, to provide operational assistance to 
smaller enterprises financed, or expected to 
be financed, by the entities. 

(2) TERMS.—Grants made under this sub- 
section shall be made over a multiyear pe- 
riod (not to exceed 10 years) under such 
terms as the Secretary may require. 

(3) USE OF FUNDS.—The proceeds of a 
grant made under this subsection may be 
used by the rural business investment com- 
pany receiving the grant only to provide 
operational assistance in connection with an 
equity or prospective equity investment in a 
business located in a rural area. 

‘“(4) SUBMISSION OF PLANS.—A rural busi- 
ness investment company shall be eligible 
for a grant under this subsection only if the 
rural business investment company submits 
to the Secretary, in such form and manner 
as the Secretary may require, a plan for use 
of the grant. 


collected 


June 25, 2012 


‘(5) GRANT AMOUNT.— 

‘(A) RURAL BUSINESS INVESTMENT COMPA- 
NIES.—The amount of a grant made under 
this subsection to a rural business invest- 
ment company shall be equal to the lesser 
of— 

‘“(i) 10 percent of the private capital raised 
by the rural business investment company; 
or 

‘*(ii) $1,000,000. 

“(6) OTHER ENTITIES.—The amount of a 
grant made under this subsection to any en- 
tity other than a rural business investment 
company shall be equal to the resources (in 
cash or in kind) raised by the entity in ac- 
cordance with the requirements applicable 
to rural business investment companies 
under this section. 

“(i) RURAL BUSINESS INVESTMENT COMPA- 
NIES.— 

“(1) ORGANIZATION.—For purposes of this 
subsection, a rural business investment com- 
pany shall— 

“(A) be an incorporated body, a limited li- 
ability company, or a limited partnership or- 
ganized and chartered or otherwise existing 
under State law solely for the purpose of per- 
forming the functions and conducting the ac- 
tivities authorized by this section; and 

‘“(B)(i) if incorporated, have succession for 
a period of not less than 30 years unless ear- 
lier dissolved by the shareholders of the 
rural business investment company; and 

“(ii) if a limited partnership or a limited 
liability company, have succession for a pe- 
riod of not less than 10 years; and 

“(iii) possess the powers reasonably nec- 
essary to perform the functions and conduct 
the activities. 

“(2) ARTICLES.—The articles of any rural 
business investment company— 

“(A) shall specify in general terms— 

“(i) the purposes for which the rural busi- 
ness investment company is formed; 

“(ii) the name of the rural business invest- 
ment company; 

“(iii) the 1 or more areas in which the op- 
erations of the rural business investment 
company are to be carried out; 

‘“(iv) the place where the principal office of 
the rural business investment company is to 
be located; and 

“(v) the amount and classes of the shares 
of capital stock of the rural business invest- 
ment company; 

‘(B) may contain any other provisions con- 
sistent with this section that the rural busi- 
ness investment company may determine ap- 
propriate to adopt for the regulation of the 
business of the rural business investment 
company and the conduct of the affairs of 
the rural business investment company; and 

‘“(C) shall be subject to the approval of the 
Secretary. 

‘(3) CAPITAL REQUIREMENTS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Each rural business in- 
vestment company shall be required to meet 
the capital requirements as provided by the 
Secretary. 

‘(B) TIME FRAME.—Each rural business in- 
vestment company shall have a period of 2 
years to meet the capital requirements of 
this paragraph. 

“(C) ADEQUACY.—In addition to the re- 
quirements of subparagraph (A), the Sec- 
retary shall— 

“(i) determine whether the private capital 
of each rural business investment company 
is adequate to ensure a reasonable prospect 
that the rural business investment company 
will be operated soundly and profitably, and 
managed actively and prudently in accord- 
ance with the articles of the rural business 
investment company; 
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“(ii) determine that the rural business in- 
vestment company will be able to comply 
with the requirements of this section; 

“(iii) require that at least 75 percent of the 
capital of each rural business investment 
company is invested in rural business con- 
cerns; 

“(iv) ensure that the rural business invest- 
ment company is designed primarily to meet 
equity capital needs of the businesses in 
which the rural business investment com- 
pany invests and not to compete with tradi- 
tional small business financing by commer- 
cial lenders; and 

“(v) require that the rural business invest- 
ment company makes short-term non-equity 
investments of less than 5 years only to the 
extent necessary to preserve an existing in- 
vestment. 

‘(4) DIVERSIFICATION OF OWNERSHIP.—The 
Secretary shall ensure that the management 
of each rural business investment company 
licensed after the date of enactment of the 
Agriculture Reform, Food, and Jobs Act of 
2012 is sufficiently diversified from and unaf- 
filiated with the ownership of the rural busi- 
ness investment company so as to ensure 
independence and objectivity in the financial 
management and oversight of the invest- 
ments and operations of the rural business 
investment company. 

‘*(j) FINANCIAL INSTITUTION INVESTMENTS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as otherwise pro- 
vided in this subsection and notwithstanding 
any other provision of law, the following 
banks, associations, and institutions are eli- 
gible both to establish and invest in any 
rural business investment company or in any 
entity established to invest solely in rural 
business investment companies: 

“(A) Any bank or savings association the 
deposits of which are insured under the Fed- 
eral Deposit Insurance Act (12 U.S.C. 1811 et 
seq.), including an investment pool created 
entirely by such bank or savings association. 

“(B) Any Farm Credit System institution 
described in subsection 1.2(a) of the Farm 
Credit Act of 1971 (12 U.S.C. 2002(a)). 

(2) LIMITATION.—No bank, association, or 
institution described in paragraph (1) may 
make investments described in paragraph (1) 
that are greater than 5 percent of the capital 
and surplus of the bank, association, or in- 
stitution. 

‘*(3) LIMITATION ON RURAL BUSINESS INVEST- 
MENT COMPANIES CONTROLLED BY FARM CREDIT 
SYSTEM INSTITUTIONS.—If a Farm Credit Sys- 
tem institution described in section 1.2(a) of 
the Farm Credit Act of 1971 (12 U.S.C. 2002(a)) 
holds more than 25 percent of the shares of a 
rural business investment company, either 
alone or in conjunction with other System 
institutions (or affiliates), the rural business 
investment company shall not provide eq- 
uity investments in, or provide other finan- 
cial assistance to, entities that are not oth- 
erwise eligible to receive financing from the 
Farm Credit System under that Act (12 
U.S.C. 2001 et seq.). 

“(k) EXAMINATIONS.— 

‘1) IN GENERAL.—EHach rural business in- 
vestment company that participates in the 
program established under this section shall 
be subject to examinations made at the di- 
rection of the Secretary in accordance with 
this subsection. 

‘(2) ASSISTANCE OF PRIVATE SECTOR ENTI- 
TIES.—An examination under this subsection 
may be conducted with the assistance of a 
private sector entity that has the qualifica- 
tions and the expertise necessary to conduct 
such an examination. 

‘(3) COSTS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may as- 
sess the cost of an examination under this 
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section, including compensation of the ex- 
aminers, against the rural business invest- 
ment company examined. 

“(B) PAYMENT.—Any rural business invest- 
ment company against which the Secretary 
assesses costs under this subparagraph shall 
pay the costs. 

‘“(4) DEPOSIT OF FUNDS.—Funds collected 
under this subsection shall— 

“(A) be deposited in the account that in- 
curred the costs for carrying out this sub- 
section; 

‘“(B) be made available to the Secretary to 
carry out this subsection, without further 
appropriation; and 

“(C) remain available until expended. 

‘“(1) REPORTING REQUIREMENTS.— 

“(1) RURAL BUSINESS INVESTMENT COMPA- 
NIES.—Each entity that participates in a pro- 
gram established under this section shall 
provide to the Secretary such information as 
the Secretary may require, including— 

“(A) information relating to the measure- 
ment criteria that the entity proposed in the 
program application of the rural business in- 
vestment company; and 

‘“(B) in each case in which the entity under 
this section makes an investment in, or a 
loan or grant to, a business that is not lo- 
cated in a rural area, a report on the number 
and percentage of employees of the business 
who reside in those areas. 

‘(2) PUBLIC REPORTS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall pre- 
pare and make available to the public an an- 
nual report on the programs established 
under this section, including detailed infor- 
mation on— 

“(j) the number of rural business invest- 
ment companies licensed by the Secretary 
during the previous fiscal year; 

‘“(ii) the aggregate amount of leverage that 
rural business investment companies have 
received from the Federal Government dur- 
ing the previous fiscal year; 

“(ii) the aggregate number of each type of 
leveraged instruments used by rural business 
investment companies during the previous 
fiscal year and how each number compares 
to previous fiscal years; 

‘“(iv) the number of rural business invest- 
ment company licenses surrendered and the 
number of rural business investment compa- 
nies placed in liquidation during the pre- 
vious fiscal year, identifying the amount of 
leverage each rural business investment 
company has received from the Federal Gov- 
ernment and the type of leverage instru- 
ments each rural business investment com- 
pany has used; 

““(v) the amount of losses sustained by the 
Federal Government as a result of operations 
under this section during the previous fiscal 
year and an estimate of the total losses that 
the Federal Government can reasonably ex- 
pect to incur as a result of the operations 
during the current fiscal year; 

“(vi) actions taken by the Secretary to 
maximize recoupment of funds of the Federal 
Government expended to implement and ad- 
minister the Rural Business Investment Pro- 
gram under this section during the previous 
fiscal year and to ensure compliance with 
the requirements of this section (including 
regulations); 

“(vii) the amount of Federal Government 
leverage that each licensee received in the 
previous fiscal year and the types of leverage 
instruments each licensee used; 

“(viii) for each type of financing instru- 
ment, the sizes, types of geographic loca- 
tions, and other characteristics of the small 
business investment companies using the in- 
strument during the previous fiscal year, in- 
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cluding the extent to which the investment 
companies have used the leverage from each 
instrument to make loans or equity invest- 
ments in rural areas; and 

“(ix) the actions of the Secretary to carry 
out this section 

‘“(B) PROHIBITION.—In compiling the report 
required under subparagraph (A), the Sec- 
retary may not— 

“(i) compile the report in a manner that 
permits identification of any particular type 
of investment by an individual rural business 
investment company or small business con- 
cern in which a rural business investment 
company invests; or 

“(ii) release any information that is pro- 
hibited under section 1905 of title 18, United 
States Code. 

‘‘(m) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section $25,000,000 for the pe- 
riod of fiscal years 2008 through 2017.’’. 

“CHAPTER 3—GENERAL RURAL 
DEVELOPMENT PROVISIONS 
“SEC. 3701. GENERAL PROVISIONS FOR LOANS 
AND GRANTS. 

“(a) PERIOD FOR REPAYMENT.—Unless oth- 
erwise specifically provided for in this sub- 
title, the period for repayment of a loan 
under this subtitle shall not exceed 40 years. 

‘*(b) INTEREST RATES.— 

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as otherwise pro- 
vided in this title, the interest rate on a loan 
under this subtitle shall be determined by 
the Secretary at a rate— 

‘(A) not to exceed a sum obtained by add- 
ing— 

“(i) the current average market yield on 
outstanding marketable obligations of the 
United States with remaining periods to ma- 
turity comparable to the average maturity 
of the loan; and 

“(ii) an amount not to exceed 1 percent, as 
determined by the Secretary; and 

‘(B) adjusted to the nearest % of 1 percent. 

‘(2) WATER AND WASTE FACILITY LOANS AND 
COMMUNITY FACILITIES LOANS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any 
provision of State law limiting the rate or 
amount of interest that may be charged, 
taken, received, or reserved, except as pro- 
vided in subparagraph (C) and paragraph (5), 
the interest rate on a loan (other than a 
guaranteed loan) to a public body or non- 
profit association (including an Indian tribe) 
for a water or waste disposal facility or es- 
sential community facility shall be deter- 
mined by the Secretary at a rate not to ex- 
ceed— 

“(i) the current market yield on out- 
standing municipal obligations with remain- 
ing periods to maturity comparable to the 
average maturity for the loan, and adjusted 
to the nearest % of 1 percent; 

“(ii) 5 percent per year for a loan that is 
for the upgrading of a facility or construc- 
tion of a new facility as required to meet ap- 
plicable health or sanitary standards in— 

“(I) an area in which the median family in- 
come of the persons to be served by the facil- 
ity is below the poverty line (as defined in 
section 673 of the Community Services Block 
Grant Act (42 U.S.C. 9902)); and 

“(ID any areas the Secretary may des- 
ignate in which a significant percentage of 
the persons to be served by the facilities are 
low income persons, as determined by the 
Secretary; and 

“(iii) 7 percent per year for a loan for a fa- 
cility that does not qualify for the 5 percent 
per year interest rate prescribed in clause 
(ii) but that is located in an area in a State 
in which the median household income of the 
persons to be served by the facility does not 
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exceed 100 percent of the statewide non- 
metropolitan median household income for 
the State. 

‘(B) HEALTH CARE AND RELATED FACILI- 
TIES.—Notwithstanding subparagraph (A), 
the Secretary shall establish a rate for a 
loan for a health care or related facility that 
is— 

“(i) based solely on the income of the area 
to be served; and 

“(ii) otherwise consistent with subpara- 
graph (A). 

‘((C) INTEREST RATES FOR WATER AND WASTE 
DISPOSAL FACILITIES LOANS.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
clause (ii) and notwithstanding subparagraph 
(A), in the case of a direct loan for a water 
or waste disposal facility— 

“(I) in the case of a loan that would be sub- 
ject to the 5 percent interest rate limitation 
under subparagraph (A), the Secretary shall 
establish the interest rate at a rate that is 
equal to 60 percent of the current market 
yield for outstanding municipal obligations 
with remaining periods to maturity com- 
parable to the average maturity of the loan, 
adjusted to the nearest % of 1 percent; and 

“(ID) in the case of a loan that would be 
subject to the 7 percent limitation under 
subparagraph (A), the Secretary shall estab- 
lish the interest rate at a rate that is equal 
to 80 percent of the current market yield for 
outstanding municipal obligations with re- 
maining periods to maturity comparable to 
the average maturity of the loan, adjusted to 
the nearest % of 1 percent. 

““ii) EXCEPTION.—Clause (i) does not apply 
to a loan for a specific project that is the 
subject of a loan that has been approved, but 
not closed, as of the date of enactment of the 
Agriculture Reform, Food, and Jobs Act of 
2012. 

‘(3) INTEREST RATES ON BUSINESS AND 
OTHER LOANS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
paragraph (4), the interest rates on loans 
under sections 3501(a)(1) (other than guaran- 
teed loans and loans as described in para- 
graph (2)(A)) shall be as determined by the 
Secretary in accordance with subparagraph 
(B). 

“(B) MINIMUM RATE.—The interest rates de- 
scribed in subparagraph (A) shall be not less 
than the sum obtained by adding— 

“(i) such rates as determined by the Sec- 
retary of the Treasury taking into consider- 
ation the current average market yield on 
outstanding marketable obligations of the 
United States with remaining periods to ma- 
turity comparable to the average maturities 
of such loans, adjusted in the judgment of 
the Secretary of the Treasury to provide for 
rates comparable to the rates prevailing in 
the private market for similar loans and con- 
sidering the insurance by the Secretary of 
the loans; and 

“(ii) an additional charge, prescribed by 
the Secretary, to cover the losses of the Sec- 
retary and cost of administration, which 
shall be deposited in the Rural Development 
Insurance Fund, and further adjusted to the 
nearest 1% of 1 percent. 

‘*(4) INTEREST RATES ADJUSTMENTS.— 

“(A) ADJUSTMENTS.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of this subsection, in the 
case of loans (other than guaranteed loans) 
made or guaranteed under the authorities of 
this title specified in subparagraph (C) for 
activities that involve the use of prime farm- 
land, the interest rates shall be the interest 
rates otherwise applicable under this section 
increased by 2 percent per year. 

‘(B) PRIME FARMLAND.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—Wherever practicable, 
construction by a State, municipality, or 
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other political subdivision of local govern- 
ment that is supported by loans described in 
subparagraph (A) shall be placed on land 
that is not prime farmland, in order to pre- 
serve the maximum practicable quantity of 
prime farmlands for production of food and 
fiber. 

‘“(ii) INCREASED RATE.—In any case in 
which other options exist for the siting of 
construction described in clause (i) and the 
governmental authority still desires to carry 
out the construction on prime farmland, the 
2-percent interest rate increase provided by 
this paragraph shall apply, but that in- 
creased interest rate shall not apply where 
such other options do not exist. 

‘“(C) APPLICABLE AUTHORITIES.—The au- 
thorities referred to in subparagraph (A) 
are— 

““(i) the provisions of section 3502(a) relat- 
ing to loans for recreational developments 
and essential community facilities; 

“(i) section 3601(e)(2)(A); and 

“(ii) section 3601(c). 

‘“(c) PAYMENT OF CHARGES.—A borrower of 
a loan made or guaranteed under this sub- 
title shall pay such fees and other charges as 
the Secretary may require, and prepay to the 
Secretary such taxes and insurance as the 
Secretary may require, on such terms and 
conditions as the Secretary may prescribe. 

“(d) SECURITY.— 

“*(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall take 
as security for an obligation entered into in 
connection with a loan made under this sub- 
title such security as the Secretary may re- 
quire. 

“(2) LIENS TO UNITED STATES.—An instru- 
ment for security under paragraph (1) may 
constitute a lien running to the United 
States notwithstanding the fact that the 
note for the security may be held by a lender 
other than the United States. 

“(8) MULTIPLE LOANS.—A borrower may use 
the same collateral to secure 2 or more loans 
made or guaranteed under this subtitle, ex- 
cept that the outstanding amount of the 
loans may not exceed the total value of the 
collateral. 

‘“(e) LEGAL COUNSEL FOR SMALL LOANS.—In 
the case of a loan of less than $500,000 made 
or guaranteed under section 3501 that is evi- 
denced by a note or mortgage (as distin- 
guished from a bond issue), the borrower 
shall not be required to appoint bond counsel 
to review the legal validity of the loan if the 
Secretary has available legal counsel to per- 
form the review. 

“SEC. 3702. STRATEGIC ECONOMIC AND COMMU- 
NITY DEVELOPMENT. 

“(a) PRIORITY.—In the case of any rural de- 
velopment program authorized by this sub- 
title, the Secretary may give priority to ap- 
plications that are otherwise eligible and 
support strategic community and economic 
development plans on a multijurisdictional 
basis, as approved by the Secretary. 

“(b) EVALUATION.—In evaluating strategic 
applications, the Secretary shall give a high- 
er priority to strategic applications for a 
plan described in subsection (a) that dem- 
onstrate— 

“(1) the plan was developed through the 
collaboration of multiple stakeholders in the 
service area of the plan, including the par- 
ticipation of combinations of stakeholders 
such as State, local, and tribal governments, 
nonprofit institutions, institutions of higher 
education, and private entities; 

“(2) an understanding of the applicable re- 
gional resources that could support the plan, 


including natural resources, human re- 
sources, infrastructure, and financial re- 
sources; 
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“(3) investment from other Federal agen- 
cies; 

“(4) investment from philanthropic organi- 
zations; and 

‘“(5) clear objectives for the plan and the 
ability to establish measurable performance 
measures and to track progress toward meet- 
ing the objectives. 

“SEC. 3703. GUARANTEED RURAL DEVELOPMENT 
LOANS. 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may pro- 
vide financial assistance to a borrower for a 
purpose provided in this subtitle by guaran- 
teeing a loan made by any Federal or State 
chartered bank, savings and loan associa- 
tion, cooperative lending agency, or other le- 
gally organized lending agency. 

“(b) INTEREST RATE.—The interest rate 
payable by a borrower on the portion of a 
guaranteed loan that is sold by a lender to 
the secondary market under this subtitle 
may be lower than the interest rate charged 
on the portion retained by the lender. 

‘(c) MAXIMUM GUARANTEE OF 90 PERCENT.— 
Except as provided in subsections (d) and (e), 
a loan guarantee under this subtitle shall be 
for not more than 90 percent of the principal 
and interest due on the loan. 

‘(d) REFINANCED LOANS GUARANTEED AT 95 
PERCENT.—The Secretary shall guarantee 95 
percent of— 

“(1) in the case of a loan that solely refi- 
nances a direct loan made under this sub- 
title, the principal and interest due on the 
loan on the date of the refinancing; or 

“(2) in the case of a loan that is used for 
multiple purposes, the portion of the loan 
that refinances the principal and interest 
due on a direct loan made under this subtitle 
that is outstanding on the date on which the 
loan is guaranteed. 

‘(e) RISK OF Loss.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subsection 
(b), the Secretary may not make a loan 
under section 3501 or 3601 unless the Sec- 
retary determines that no other lender is 
willing to make the loan and assume 10 per- 
cent of the potential loss to be sustained 
from the loan. 

‘(2) EXCEPTION FOR NONPROFIT GROUPS.— 
Paragraph (1) shall not apply to a public 
body or nonprofit association, including an 
Indian tribe. 

“SEC. 3704. RURAL DEVELOPMENT INSURANCE 
FUND. 

“(a) DEFINITION OF RURAL DEVELOPMENT 
LOAN.—In this section, the term ‘rural devel- 
opment loan’ means a loan provided for by 
section 3501 or 3601. 

“(b) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is established 
in the Treasury of the United States a fund 
to be Known as the ‘Rural Development In- 
surance Fund’ that shall be used by the Sec- 
retary to discharge the obligations of the 
Secretary under contracts making or guar- 
anteeing rural development loans. 

“SEC. 3705. RURAL ECONOMIC AREA PARTNER- 
SHIP ZONES. 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may des- 
ignate additional areas as rural economic 
area partnership zones to be assisted under 
this chapter— 

“(1) through an open, competitive process; 
and 

‘(2) with priority given to rural areas— 

‘(A) with excessive unemployment or 
underemployment, a high percentage of low- 
income residents, or high rates of outmigra- 
tion, as determined by the Secretary; and 

“(B) that the Secretary determines have a 
substantial need for assistance. 

“(b) REQUIREMENTS.—The Secretary shall 
carry out those rural economic area partner- 
ship zones administratively in effect on the 
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date of enactment of the Agriculture Re- 
form, Food, and Jobs Act of 2012 in accord- 
ance with the terms and conditions con- 
tained in the memoranda of agreement en- 
tered into by the Secretary for the rural eco- 
nomic area partnership zones. 
“SEC. 3706. STREAMLINING APPLICATIONS AND 
IMPROVING ACCESSIBILITY OF 
RURAL DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS. 

“The Secretary shall expedite the process 
of creating user-friendly and accessible ap- 
plication forms and procedures prioritizing 
programs and applications at the individual 
level with an emphasis on utilizing current 
technology including online applications and 
submission processes. 

“SEC. 3707. STATE RURAL DEVELOPMENT PART- 
NERSHIP. 

“(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 

“(1) AGENCY WITH RURAL RESPONSIBIL- 
ITIES.—The term ‘agency with rural respon- 
sibilities’ means any executive agency (as 
defined in section 105 of title 5, United States 
Code) that implements a Federal law, or ad- 
ministers a program, targeted at or having a 
significant impact on rural areas. 

‘(2) PARTNERSHIP.—The term ‘Partnership’ 
means the State Rural Development Part- 
nership continued by subsection (b). 

‘(3) STATE RURAL DEVELOPMENT COUNCIL.— 
The term ‘State rural development council’ 
means a State rural development council 
that meets the requirements of subsection 
(c). 
‘“(b) PARTNERSHIP.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall sup- 
port the State Rural Development Partner- 
ship comprised of State rural development 
councils. 

‘(2) PURPOSES.—The purposes of the Part- 
nership are to empower and build the capac- 
ity of States, regions, and rural communities 
to design flexible and innovative responses 
to their rural development needs in a man- 
ner that maximizes collaborative public- and 
private-sector cooperation and minimizes 
regulatory redundancy. 

‘(3) COORDINATING PANEL.—A panel con- 
sisting of representatives of State rural de- 
velopment councils shall be established— 

“(A) to lead and coordinate the strategic 
operation and policies of the Partnership; 
and 

“(B) to facilitate effective communication 
among the members of the Partnership, in- 
cluding the sharing of best practices. 

‘(4) ROLE OF FEDERAL GOVERNMENT.—The 
role of the Federal Government in the Part- 
nership may be that of a partner and 
facilitator, with Federal agencies author- 
ized— 

“(A) to cooperate with States to imple- 
ment the Partnership; 

‘(B) to provide States with the technical 
and administrative support necessary to plan 
and implement tailored rural development 
strategies to meet local needs; 

“(C) to ensure that the head of each agency 
with rural responsibilities directs appro- 
priate field staff to participate fully with the 
State rural development council within the 
jurisdiction of the field staff; and 

‘“(D) to enter into cooperative agreements 
with, and to provide grants and other assist- 
ance to, State rural development councils. 

‘(c) STATE RURAL DEVELOPMENT COUN- 
CILS.— 

PIS ESTABLISHMENT.—Notwithstanding 
chapter 63 of title 31, United States Code, 
each State may elect to participate in the 
Partnership by entering into an agreement 
with the Secretary to recognize a State rural 
development council. 

‘“(2) COMPOSITION.—A State rural develop- 
ment council shall— 
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“(A) be composed of representatives of 
Federal, State, local, and tribal govern- 
ments, nonprofit organizations, regional or- 
ganizations, the private sector, and other en- 
tities committed to rural advancement; and 

“(B) have a nonpartisan and nondiscrim- 
inatory membership that— 

“() is broad and representative of the eco- 
nomic, social, and political diversity of the 
State; and 

“Gi) shall be responsible for the govern- 
ance and operations of the State rural devel- 
opment council. 

(3) DUTIES.—A State rural development 
council shall— 

“(A) facilitate collaboration among Fed- 
eral, State, local, and tribal governments 
and the private and nonprofit sectors in the 
planning and implementation of programs 
and policies that have an impact on rural 
areas of the State; 

‘“(B) monitor, report, and comment on poli- 
cies and programs that address, or fail to ad- 
dress, the needs of the rural areas of the 
State; 

“(C) as part of the Partnership, facilitate 
the development of strategies to reduce or 
eliminate conflicting or duplicative adminis- 
trative or regulatory requirements of Fed- 
eral, State, local, and tribal governments; 
and 

“(D)(i) provide to the Secretary an annual 
plan with goals and performance measures; 
and 

“(ii) submit to the Secretary an annual re- 
port on the progress of the State rural devel- 
opment council in meeting the goals and 
measures. 

‘“(4) FEDERAL PARTICIPATION 
RURAL DEVELOPMENT COUNCILS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—A State Director for 
Rural Development of the Department of Ag- 
riculture, other employees of the Depart- 
ment, and employees of other Federal agen- 
cies with rural responsibilities shall fully 
participate as voting members in the govern- 
ance and operations of State rural develop- 
ment councils (including activities related 
to grants, contracts, and other agreements 
in accordance with this section) on an equal 
basis with other members of the State rural 
development councils. 

“(B) CONFLICTS.—Participation by a Fed- 
eral employee in a State rural development 
council in accordance with this paragraph 
shall not constitute a violation of section 205 
or 208 of title 18, United States Code. 

‘“(d) ADMINISTRATIVE SUPPORT OF THE 
PARTNERSHIP.— 

‘“(1) DETAIL OF EMPLOYEES.— 

‘“(A) IN GENERAL.—In order to provide expe- 
rience in intergovernmental collaboration, 
the head of an agency with rural responsibil- 
ities that elects to participate in the Part- 
nership may, and is encouraged to, detail to 
the Secretary for the support of the Partner- 
ship 1 or more employees of the agency with 
rural responsibilities without reimburse- 
ment for a period of up to 1 year. 

‘“(B) CIVIL SERVICE STATUS.—The detail 
shall be without interruption or loss of civil 
service status or privilege. 

‘“(2) ADDITIONAL SUPPORT.—The Secretary 
may provide for any additional support staff 
to the Partnership as the Secretary deter- 
mines to be necessary to carry out the duties 
of the Partnership. 

(3) INTERMEDIARIES.—The Secretary may 
enter into a contract with a qualified inter- 
mediary under which the intermediary shall 
be responsible for providing administrative 
and technical assistance to a State rural de- 
velopment council, including administering 
the financial assistance available to the 
State rural development council. 
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‘(e) MATCHING REQUIREMENTS FOR STATE 
RURAL DEVELOPMENT COUNCILS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
paragraph (2), a State rural development 
council shall provide matching funds, or in- 
kind goods or services, to support the activi- 
ties of the State rural development council 
in an amount that is not less than 33 percent 
of the amount of Federal funds received from 
a Federal agency under subsection (f)(2). 

‘(2) EXCEPTIONS TO MATCHING REQUIREMENT 
FOR CERTAIN FEDERAL FUNDS.—Paragraph (1) 
shall not apply to funds, grants, funds pro- 
vided under contracts or cooperative agree- 
ments, gifts, contributions, or technical as- 
sistance received by a State rural develop- 
ment council from a Federal agency that are 
used— 

“(A) to support 1 or more specific program 
or project activities; or 

‘“(B) to reimburse the State rural develop- 
ment council for services provided to the 
Federal agency providing the funds, grants, 
funds provided under contracts or coopera- 
tive agreements, gifts, contributions, or 
technical assistance. 

“(3) DEPARTMENT’S SHARE.—The Secretary 
shall develop a plan to decrease, over time, 
the share of the Department of Agriculture 
of the cost of the core operations of State 
rural development councils. 

““(f) FUNDING.— 

‘(1) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section $5,000,000 for each of 
fiscal years 2013 through 2017. 

‘(2) FEDERAL AGENCIES.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law limiting the ability of 
an agency, along with other agencies, to pro- 
vide funds to a State rural development 
council in order to carry out the purposes of 
this section, a Federal agency may make 
grants, gifts, or contributions to, provide 
technical assistance to, or enter into con- 
tracts or cooperative agreements with, a 
State rural development council. 

“(B) ASSISTANCE.—Federal agencies are en- 
couraged to use funds made available for pro- 
grams that have an impact on rural areas to 
provide assistance to, and enter into con- 
tracts with, a State rural development coun- 
cil, as described in subparagraph (A). 

(3) CONTRIBUTIONS.—A State rural devel- 
opment council may accept private contribu- 
tions. 

‘(g) TERMINATION.—The authority provided 
under this section shall terminate on Sep- 
tember 30, 2017. 

“CHAPTER 4—DELTA REGIONAL 
AUTHORITY 
“SEC. 3801. DEFINITIONS. 

“In this chapter: 

“(1) AUTHORITY.—The term ‘Authority’ 
means the Delta Regional Authority estab- 
lished by section 3802. 

‘(2) FEDERAL GRANT PROGRAM.—The term 
‘Federal grant program’ means a Federal 
grant program to provide assistance in— 

“(A) acquiring or developing land; 

‘“(B) constructing or equipping a highway, 
road, bridge, or facility; or 

‘“(C) carrying out other economic develop- 
ment activities. 

(3) REGION.—The term ‘region’ means the 
Lower Mississippi (as defined in section 4 of 
the Delta Development Act (42 U.S.C. 3121 
note; Public Law 100-460)). 

“SEC. 3802. DELTA REGIONAL AUTHORITY. 

“(a) ESTABLISHMENT.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—There is established the 
Delta Regional Authority. 

(2) COMPOSITION.—The Authority shall be 
composed of— 
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“(A) a Federal member, to be appointed by 
the President, with the advice and consent of 
the Senate; and 

“(B) the Governor (or a designee of the 
Governor) of each State in the region that 
elects to participate in the Authority. 

(3) COCHAIRPERSONS.—The Authority shall 
be headed by— 

“(A) the Federal member, who shall serve 
as— 

“(i) the Federal cochairperson; and 

“(ii) a liaison between the Federal Govern- 
ment and the Authority; and 

‘“(B) a State cochairperson, who shall be— 

“(i) a Governor of a participating State in 
the region; and 

“(ii) elected by the State members for a 
term of not less than 1 year. 

(4) ALABAMA.—Notwithstanding any other 
provision of law, the State of Alabama shall 
be a full member of the Authority and shall 
be entitled to all rights and privileges that 
the membership affords to all other partici- 
pating States in the Authority. 

‘(b) ALTERNATE MEMBERS.— 

‘“(1) STATE ALTERNATES.—The State mem- 
ber of a participating State may have a sin- 
gle alternate, who shall be— 

“(A) a resident of that State; and 

‘(B) appointed by the Governor of the 
State. 

‘(2) ALTERNATE FEDERAL COCHAIRPERSON.— 
The President shall appoint an alternate 
Federal cochairperson. 

‘(3) QUORUM.—A State alternate shall not 
be counted toward the establishment of a 
quorum of the Authority in any instance in 
which a quorum of the State members is re- 
quired to be present. 

‘(4) DELEGATION OF POWER.—No power or 
responsibility of the Authority specified in 
paragraphs (2) and (8) of subsection (c), and 
no voting right of any Authority member, 
shall be delegated to any person— 

“(A) who is not an Authority member; or 

“(B) who is not entitled to vote in Author- 
ity meetings. 

““(c) VOTING.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—A decision by the Au- 
thority shall require a majority vote of the 
Authority (not including any member rep- 
resenting a State that is delinquent under 
subsection (g)(2)(C)) to be effective. 

‘(2) QUORUM.—A quorum of State members 
shall be required to be present for the Au- 
thority to make any policy decision, includ- 
ing— 

“(A) a modification or revision of an Au- 
thority policy decision; 

‘“(B) approval of a State or regional devel- 
opment plan; and 

“(C) any allocation of funds among the 
States. 

‘(3) PROJECT AND GRANT PROPOSALS.—The 
approval of project and grant proposals shall 
be— 

“(A) a responsibility of the Authority; and 

“(B) conducted in accordance with section 
3809. 

‘(4) VOTING BY ALTERNATE MEMBERS.—An 
alternate member shall vote in the case of 
the absence, death, disability, removal, or 
resignation of the Federal or State rep- 
resentative for which the alternate member 
is an alternate. 

“(d) DUTIES.—The Authority shall— 

‘“(1) develop, on a continuing basis, com- 
prehensive and coordinated plans and pro- 
grams to establish priorities and approve 
grants for the economic development of the 
region, giving due consideration to other 
Federal, State, and local planning and devel- 
opment activities in the region; 

‘“(2) review, and where appropriate amend, 
priorities in a development plan for the re- 
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gion (including 5-year regional outcome tar- 
gets); 

‘“(3) assess the needs and assets of the re- 
gion based on available research, demonstra- 
tions, investigations, assessments, and eval- 
uations of the region prepared by Federal, 
State, and local agencies, universities, local 
development districts, and other nonprofit 
groups; 

(4) formulate and recommend to the Gov- 
ernors and legislatures of States that par- 
ticipate in the Authority forms of interstate 
cooperation; 

‘“(5) work with State and local agencies in 
developing appropriate model legislation; 

““(6)(A) enhance the capacity of, and pro- 
vide support for, local development districts 
in the region; or 

‘“(B) if no local development district exists 
in an area in a participating State in the re- 
gion, foster the creation of a local develop- 
ment district; 

“(7) encourage private investment in in- 
dustrial, commercial, and other economic 
development projects in the region; and 

“(8) cooperate with and assist State gov- 
ernments with economic development pro- 
grams of participating States. 

‘“(e) ADMINISTRATION.—In carrying out sub- 
section (d), the Authority may— 

“(1) hold such hearings, sit and act at such 
times and places, take such testimony, re- 
ceive such evidence, and print or otherwise 
reproduce and distribute a description of the 
proceedings and reports on actions by the 
Authority as the Authority considers appro- 
priate; 

“(2) authorize, through the Federal or 
State cochairperson or any other member of 
the Authority designated by the Authority, 
the administration of oaths if the Authority 
determines that testimony should be taken 
or evidence received under oath; 

““(3) request from any Federal, State, or 
local department or agency such information 
as may be available to or procurable by the 
department or agency that may be of use to 
the Authority in carrying out duties of the 
Authority; 

“(4) adopt, amend, and repeal bylaws, 
rules, and regulations governing the conduct 
of Authority business and the performance of 
Authority duties; 

“(5) request the head of any Federal de- 
partment or agency to detail to the Author- 
ity such personnel as the Authority requires 
to carry out duties of the Authority, each 
such detail to be without loss of seniority, 
pay, or other employee status; 

““(6) request the head of any State depart- 
ment or agency or local government to de- 
tail to the Authority such personnel as the 
Authority requires to carry out duties of the 
Authority, each such detail to be without 
loss of seniority, pay, or other employee sta- 
tus; 

““(7) provide for coverage of Authority em- 
ployees in a suitable retirement and em- 
ployee benefit system by— 

“(A) making arrangements or entering 
into contracts with any participating State 
government; or 

“(B) otherwise providing retirement and 
other employee benefit coverage; 

““(8) accept, use, and dispose of gifts or do- 
nations of services or real, personal, tan- 
gible, or intangible property; 

“(9) enter into and perform such contracts, 
leases, cooperative agreements, or other 
transactions as are necessary to carry out 
Authority duties, including any contracts, 
leases, or cooperative agreements with— 

“(A) any department, agency, or instru- 
mentality of the United States; 
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‘“(B) any State (including a political sub- 
division, agency, or instrumentality of the 
State); or 

‘“(C) any person, firm, association, or cor- 
poration; and 

‘(10) establish and maintain a central of- 
fice and field offices at such locations as the 
Authority may select. 

“(f) FEDERAL AGENCY COOPERATION.—A 
Federal agency shall— 

““(1) cooperate with the Authority; and 

‘“(2) provide, on request of the Federal co- 
chairperson, appropriate assistance in car- 
rying out this chapter, in accordance with 
applicable Federal laws (including regula- 
tions). 

‘(¢) ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES.— 

‘“(1) IN GENERAL.—Administrative expenses 
of the Authority (except for the expenses of 
the Federal cochairperson, including ex- 
penses of the alternate and staff of the Fed- 
eral cochairperson, which shall be paid sole- 
ly by the Federal Government) shall be 
paid— 

“(A) by the Federal Government, in an 
amount equal to 50 percent of the adminis- 
trative expenses; and 

‘(B) by the States in the region partici- 
pating in the Authority, in an amount equal 
to 50 percent of the administrative expenses. 

‘(2) STATE SHARE.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The share of administra- 
tive expenses of the Authority to be paid by 
each State shall be determined by the Au- 
thority. 

‘(B) NO FEDERAL PARTICIPATION.—The Fed- 
eral cochairperson shall not participate or 
vote in any decision under subparagraph (A). 

“(C) DELINQUENT STATES.—If a State is de- 
linquent in payment of the State’s share of 
administrative expenses of the Authority 
under this subsection— 

“(i) no assistance under this chapter shall 
be furnished to the State (including assist- 
ance to a political subdivision or a resident 
of the State); and 

“(ii) no member of the Authority from the 
State shall participate or vote in any action 
by the Authority. 

‘(h) COMPENSATION.— 

‘((1) FEDERAL COCHAIRPERSON.—The Federal 
cochairperson shall be compensated by the 
Federal Government at level III of the Exec- 
utive Schedule in subchapter II of chapter 53 
of title 5, United States Code. 

‘(2) ALTERNATE FEDERAL COCHAIRPERSON.— 
The alternate Federal cochairperson— 

“(A) shall be compensated by the Federal 
Government at level V of the Executive 
Schedule described in paragraph (1); and 

“(B) when not actively serving as an alter- 
nate for the Federal cochairperson, shall per- 
form such functions and duties as are dele- 
gated by the Federal cochairperson. 

‘*(3) STATE MEMBERS AND ALTERNATES.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—A State shall com- 
pensate each member and alternate rep- 
resenting the State on the Authority at the 
rate established by law of the State. 

‘(B) NO ADDITIONAL COMPENSATION.—No 
State member or alternate member shall re- 
ceive any salary, or any contribution to or 
supplementation of salary from any source 
other than the State for services provided by 
the member or alternate to the Authority. 

‘*(4) DETAILED EMPLOYEES.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—No person detailed to 
serve the Authority under subsection (e)(6) 
shall receive any salary or any contribution 
to or supplementation of salary for services 
provided to the Authority from— 

“(i) any source other than the State, local, 
or intergovernmental department or agency 
from which the person was detailed; or 
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“(ii) the Authority. 

‘(B) VIOLATION.—Any person that violates 
this paragraph shall be fined not more than 
$5,000, imprisoned not more than 1 year, or 
both. 

“(C) APPLICABLE LAW.—The Federal co- 
chairperson, the alternate Federal cochair- 
person, and any Federal officer or employee 
detailed to duty on the Authority under sub- 
section (e)(5) shall not be subject to subpara- 
graph (A), but shall remain subject to sec- 
tions 202 through 209 of title 18, United 
States Code. 

‘*(5) ADDITIONAL PERSONNEL.— 

“(A) COMPENSATION.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—The Authority may ap- 
point and fix the compensation of an execu- 
tive director and such other personnel as are 
necessary to enable the Authority to carry 
out the duties of the Authority. 

“(ii) | EXCEPTION.—Compensation under 
clause (i) shall not exceed the maximum rate 
for the Senior Executive Service under sec- 
tion 5382 of title 5, United States Code, in- 
cluding any applicable locality-based com- 
parability payment that may be authorized 
under section 5304(h)(2)(C) of that title. 

“(B) EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR.—The executive 
director shall be responsible for— 

“(i) the carrying out of the administrative 
duties of the Authority; 

“(ii) direction of the Authority staff; and 

“(iii) such other duties as the Authority 
may assign. 

‘(C) NO FEDERAL EMPLOYEE STATUS.—No 
member, alternate, officer, or employee of 
the Authority (except the Federal cochair- 
person of the Authority, the alternate and 
staff for the Federal cochairperson, and any 
Federal employee detailed to the Authority 
under subsection (e)(5)) shall be considered 
to be a Federal employee for any purpose. 

“(i) CONFLICTS OF INTEREST.— 

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided under 
paragraph (2), no State member, alternate, 
officer, or employee of the Authority shall 
participate personally and substantially as a 
member, alternate, officer, or employee of 
the Authority, through decision, approval, 
disapproval, recommendation, the rendering 
of advice, investigation, or otherwise, in any 
proceeding, application, request for a ruling 
or other determination, contract, claim, con- 
troversy, or other matter in which, to 
knowledge of the member, alternate, officer, 
or employee, there is a financial interest of— 

“(A) the member, alternate, officer, or em- 
ployee; 

‘(B) the spouse, minor child, partner, or 
organization (other than a State or political 
subdivision of the State) of the member, al- 
ternate, officer, or employee, in which the 
member, alternate, officer, or employee is 
serving as officer, director, trustee, partner, 
or employee; or 

“(C) any person or organization with whom 
the member, alternate, officer, or employee 
is negotiating or has any arrangement con- 
cerning prospective employment. 

‘(2) DISCLOSURE.—Paragraph (1) shall not 
apply if the State member, alternate, officer, 
or employee— 

“(A) immediately advises the Authority of 
the nature and circumstances of the pro- 
ceeding, application, request for a ruling or 
other determination, contract, claim, con- 
troversy, or other particular matter pre- 
senting a potential conflict of interest; 

“(B) makes full disclosure of the financial 
interest; and 

‘(C) before the proceeding concerning the 
matter presenting the conflict of interest, 
receives a written determination by the Au- 
thority that the interest is not so substan- 
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tial as to be likely to affect the integrity of 
the services that the Authority may expect 
from the State member, alternate, officer, or 
employee. 

(3) VIOLATION.—Any person that violates 
this subsection shall be fined not more than 
$10,000, imprisoned not more than 2 years, or 
both. 

“(j) VALIDITY OF CONTRACTS, LOANS, AND 
GRANTS.—The Authority may declare void 
any contract, loan, or grant of or by the Au- 
thority in relation to which the Authority 
determines that there has been a violation of 
any provision under subsection (h)(4), sub- 
section (i), or sections 202 through 209 of title 
18, United States Code. 

“SEC. 3803. ECONOMIC AND COMMUNITY DEVEL- 
OPMENT GRANTS. 

‘“(a) IN GENERAL.—The Authority may ap- 
prove grants to States and public and non- 
profit entities for projects, approved in ac- 
cordance with section 3809— 

“(1) to develop the transportation infra- 
structure of the region for the purpose of fa- 
cilitating economic development in the re- 
gion (except that grants for this purpose 
may only be made to a State or local govern- 
ment); 

‘“(2) to assist the region in obtaining the 
job training, employment-related education, 
and business development (with an emphasis 
on entrepreneurship) that are needed to 
build and maintain strong local economies; 

““(3) to provide assistance to severely dis- 
tressed and underdeveloped areas that lack 
financial resources for improving basic pub- 
lic services; 

“(4) to provide assistance to severely dis- 
tressed and underdeveloped areas that lack 
financial resources for equipping industrial 
parks and related facilities; and 

“(5) to otherwise achieve the purposes of 
this chapter. 

“(p) FUNDING.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Funds for grants under 
subsection (a) may be provided— 

“(A) entirely from appropriations to carry 
out this section; 

“(B) in combination with funds available 
under another Federal or Federal grant pro- 
gram; or 

“(C) from any other source. 

‘“(2) PRIORITY OF FUNDING.—To best build 
the foundations for long-term economic de- 
velopment and to complement other Federal 
and State resources in the region, Federal 
funds available under this chapter shall be 
focused on the activities in the following 
order or priority: 

“(A) Basic public infrastructure in dis- 
tressed counties and isolated areas of dis- 
tress. 

“(B) Transportation infrastructure for the 
purpose of facilitating economic develop- 
ment in the region. 

“(C) Business development, with emphasis 
on entrepreneurship. 

“(D) Job training or employment-related 
education, with emphasis on use of existing 
public educational institutions located in 
the region. 

“SEC. 3804. SUPPLEMENTS TO FEDERAL GRANT 
PROGRAMS. 

“(a) FINDING.—Congress finds that certain 
States and local communities of the region, 
including local development districts, may 
be unable to take maximum advantage of 
Federal grant programs for which the States 
and communities are eligible because— 

“(1) the States or communities lack the 
economic resources to provide the required 
matching share; or 

‘“(2) there are insufficient funds available 
under the applicable Federal law authorizing 
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the Federal grant program to meet pressing 
needs of the region. 

‘(b) FEDERAL GRANT PROGRAM FUNDING.— 
Notwithstanding any provision of law lim- 
iting the Federal share, the areas eligible for 
assistance, or the authorizations of appro- 
priations of any Federal grant program, and 
in accordance with subsection (c), the Au- 
thority, with the approval of the Federal co- 
chairperson and with respect to a project to 
be carried out in the region— 

“(1) may increase the Federal share of the 
costs of a project under the Federal grant 
program to not more than 90 percent (except 
as provided in section 3806(b)); and 

“(2) shall use amounts made available to 
carry out this chapter to pay the increased 
Federal share. 

‘*(c) CERTIFICATIONS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—In the case of any 
project for which all or any portion of the 
basic Federal share of the costs of the 
project is proposed to be paid under this sec- 
tion, no Federal contribution shall be made 
until the Federal official administering the 
Federal law that authorizes the Federal 
grant program certifies that the project— 

“(A) meets (except as provided in sub- 
section (b)) the applicable requirements of 
the applicable Federal grant program; and 

‘“(B) could be approved for Federal con- 
tribution under the Federal grant program if 
funds were available under the law for the 
project. 

‘*(2) CERTIFICATION BY AUTHORITY.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The certifications and 
determinations required to be made by the 
Authority for approval of projects under this 
Act in accordance with section 3809 shall 
be— 

“(i) controlling; and 

““(ii) accepted by the Federal agencies. 

‘(B) ACCEPTANCE BY FEDERAL COCHAIR- 
PERSON.—In the case of any project described 
in paragraph (1), any finding, report, certifi- 
cation, or documentation required to be sub- 
mitted with respect to the project to the 
head of the department, agency, or instru- 
mentality of the Federal Government re- 
sponsible for the administration of the Fed- 
eral grant program under which the project 
is carried out shall be accepted by the Fed- 
eral cochairperson. 

“SEC. 3805. LOCAL DEVELOPMENT DISTRICTS; 
CERTIFICATION AND ADMINISTRA- 
TIVE EXPENSES. 

“(a) DEFINITION OF LOCAL DEVELOPMENT 
DISTRICT.—In this section, the term ‘local 
development district’ means an entity that— 

(1) is— 

“(A) a planning district in existence on the 
date of enactment of the Agriculture Re- 
form, Food, and Jobs Act of 2012 that is rec- 
ognized by the Secretary; or 

‘“(B) if an entity described in subparagraph 
(A) does not exist— 

“(i) organized and operated in a manner 
that ensures broad-based community partici- 
pation and an effective opportunity for other 
nonprofit groups to contribute to the devel- 
opment and implementation of programs in 
the region; 

“(ii) governed by a policy board with at 
least a simple majority of members con- 
sisting of elected officials or employees of a 
general purpose unit of local government 
who have been appointed to represent the 
government; 

“(iii) certified to the Authority as having a 
charter or authority that includes the eco- 
nomic development of counties or parts of 
counties or other political subdivisions with- 
in the region— 

“(I) by the Governor of each State in which 
the entity is located; or 
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“(ID) by the State officer designated by the 
appropriate State law to make the certifi- 
cation; and 

‘““(iv)(I) a nonprofit incorporated body orga- 
nized or chartered under the law of the State 
in which the entity is located; 

“(IT) a nonprofit agency or instrumentality 
of a State or local government; 

“(IIT) a public organization established be- 
fore December 21, 2000, under State law for 
creation of multi-jurisdictional, area-wide 
planning organizations; or 

‘(IV) a nonprofit association or combina- 
tion of bodies, agencies, and instrumental- 
ities described in subclauses (I) through (III); 
and 

“(2) has not, as certified by the Federal co- 
chairperson— 

“(A) inappropriately used Federal grant 
funds from any Federal source; or 

‘(B) appointed an officer who, during the 
period in which another entity inappropri- 
ately used Federal grant funds from any Fed- 
eral source, was an officer of the other enti- 
ty. 
‘(b) GRANTS TO LOCAL DEVELOPMENT DIS- 
TRICTS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Authority shall 
make grants for administrative expenses 
under this section. 

‘*(2) CONDITIONS FOR GRANTS.— 

“(A) MAXIMUM AMOUNT.—The amount of 
any grant awarded under paragraph (1) shall 
not exceed 80 percent of the administrative 
expenses of the local development district 
receiving the grant. 

‘(B) MAXIMUM PERIOD.—No grant described 
in paragraph (1) shall be awarded to a State 
agency certified as a local development dis- 
trict for a period greater than 3 years. 

“(C) LOCAL SHARE.—The contributions of a 
local development district for administrative 
expenses may be in cash or in kind, fairly 
evaluated, including space, equipment, and 
services. 

‘(¢) DUTIES OF LOCAL DEVELOPMENT DIS- 
TRICTS.—A local development district shall— 

“(1) operate as a lead organization serving 
multicounty areas in the region at the local 
level; and 

“(2) serve as a liaison between State and 
local governments, nonprofit organizations 
(including community-based groups and edu- 
cational institutions), the business commu- 
nity, and citizens that— 

“(A) are involved in multijurisdictional 
planning; 

‘(B) provide technical assistance to local 
jurisdictions and potential grantees; and 

“(C) provide leadership and civic develop- 
ment assistance. 

“SEC. 3806. DISTRESSED COUNTIES AND AREAS 
AND NONDISTRESSED COUNTIES. 

“(a) DESIGNATIONS.—Each year, the Au- 
thority, in accordance with such criteria as 
the Authority may establish, shall des- 
ignate— 

“(1) as distressed counties, counties in the 
region that are the most severely and per- 
sistently distressed and underdeveloped and 
have high rates of poverty or unemployment; 

“(2) aS nondistressed counties, counties in 
the region that are not designated as dis- 
tressed counties under paragraph (1); and 

“(3) as isolated areas of distress, areas lo- 
cated in nondistressed counties (as des- 
ignated under paragraph (2)) that have high 
rates of poverty or unemployment. 

‘(b) DISTRESSED COUNTIES.— 

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Authority shall allo- 
cate at least 75 percent of the appropriations 
made available under section 3813 for pro- 
grams and projects designed to serve the 
needs of distressed counties and isolated 
areas of distress in the region. 
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‘“(2) FUNDING LIMITATIONS.—The funding 
limitations under section 3804(b) shall not 
apply to a project providing transportation 
or basic public services to residents of 1 or 
more distressed counties or isolated areas of 
distress in the region. 

‘(c) NONDISTRESSED COUNTIES.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
this subsection, no funds shall be provided 
under this chapter for a project located in a 
county designated as a nondistressed county 
under subsection (a)(2). 

‘(2) EXCEPTIONS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The funding prohibition 
under paragraph (1) shall not apply to grants 
to fund the administrative expenses of local 
development districts under section 3805(b). 

‘(B) MULTICOUNTY PROJECTS.—The Author- 
ity may waive the application of the funding 
prohibition under paragraph (1) to a multi- 
county project that includes participation by 
a nondistressed county; or any other type of 
project if the Authority determines that the 
project could bring significant benefits to 
areas of the region outside a nondistressed 
county. 

“(C) ISOLATED AREAS OF DISTRESS.—For a 
designation of an isolated area of distress for 
assistance to be effective, the designation 
shall be supported— 

“(i) by the most recent Federal data avail- 
able; or 

“(ii) if no recent Federal data are avail- 
able, by the most recent data available 
through the government of the State in 
which the isolated area of distress is located. 

‘“(d) TRANSPORTATION AND BASIC PUBLIC IN- 
FRASTRUCTURE.—The Authority shall allo- 
cate at least 50 percent of any funds made 
available under section 3818 for transpor- 
tation and basic public infrastructure 
projects authorized under paragraphs (1) and 
(8) of section 3803(a). 

“SEC. 3807. DEVELOPMENT PLANNING PROCESS. 

‘“(a) STATE DEVELOPMENT PLAN.—In ac- 
cordance with policies established by the Au- 
thority, each State member shall submit a 
development plan for the area of the region 
represented by the State member. 

‘“(b) CONTENT OF PLAN.—A State develop- 
ment plan submitted under subsection (a) 
shall reflect the goals, objectives, and prior- 
ities identified in the regional development 
plan developed under section 3802(d)(2). 

“(¢) CONSULTATION WITH INTERESTED LOCAL 
PARTIES.—In carrying out the development 
planning process (including the selection of 
programs and projects for assistance), a 
State may— 

“(1) consult with— 

“(A) local development districts; and 

‘“(B) local units of government; and 

‘“(2) take into consideration the goals, ob- 
jectives, priorities, and recommendations of 
the entities described in paragraph (1). 

“(q) PUBLIC PARTICIPATION.— 

““(1) IN GENERAL.—The Authority and appli- 
cable State and local development districts 
shall encourage and assist, to the maximum 
extent practicable, public participation in 
the development, revision, and implementa- 
tion of all plans and programs under this 
chapter. 

(2) REGULATIONS.—The Authority shall 
develop guidelines for providing public par- 
ticipation described in paragraph (1), includ- 
ing public hearings. 

“SEC. 3808. PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT CRITERIA. 

‘“(a) IN GENERAL.—In considering programs 
and projects to be provided assistance under 
this chapter and in establishing a priority 
ranking of the requests for assistance pro- 
vided by the Authority, the Authority shall 
follow procedures that ensure, to the max- 
imum extent practicable, consideration of— 
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“(1) the relationship of the project or class 
of projects to overall regional development; 

‘(2) the per capita income and poverty and 
unemployment rates in an area; 

“(3) the financial resources available to 
the applicants for assistance seeking to 
carry out the project, with emphasis on en- 
suring that projects are adequately financed 
to maximize the probability of successful 
economic development; 

(4) the importance of the project or class 
of projects in relation to other projects or 
classes of projects that may be in competi- 
tion for the same funds; 

‘“(5) the prospects that the project for 
which assistance is sought will improve, on a 
continuing rather than a temporary basis, 
the opportunities for employment, the aver- 
age level of income, or the economic develop- 
ment of the area served by the project; and 

“(6) the extent to which the project design 
provides for detailed outcome measurements 
by which grant expenditures and the results 
of the expenditures may be evaluated. 

“(b) NO RELOCATION ASSISTANCE.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
paragraph (2), no financial assistance author- 
ized by this chapter shall be used to assist a 
person or entity in relocating from 1 area to 
another. 

‘(2) OUTSIDE BUSINESSES.—Financial assist- 
ance under this chapter may be used as oth- 
erwise authorized by this title to attract 
businesses from outside the region to the re- 
gion. 

‘(c) REDUCTION OF FUNDS.—Funds may be 
provided for a program or project in a State 
under this chapter only if the Authority de- 
termines that the level of Federal or State 
financial assistance provided under a law 
other than this chapter, for the same type of 
program or project in the same area of the 
State within the region, will not be reduced 
as a result of funds made available by this 
chapter. 

“SEC. 3809. APPROVAL OF DEVELOPMENT PLANS 
AND PROJECTS. 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—A State or regional de- 
velopment plan or any multistate sub- 
regional plan that is proposed for develop- 
ment under this chapter shall be reviewed 
and approved by the Authority. 

‘(b) EVALUATION BY STATE MEMBER.—An 
application for a grant or any other assist- 
ance for a project under this chapter shall be 
made through and evaluated for approval by 
the State member of the Authority rep- 
resenting the applicant. 

‘“(c) CERTIFICATION.—An application for a 
grant or other assistance for a project shall 
be approved only on certification by the 
State member that the application for the 
project— 

“(1) describes ways in which the project 
complies with any applicable State develop- 
ment plan; 

‘(2) meets applicable criteria under section 
3808; 

‘(3) provides adequate assurance that the 
proposed project will be properly adminis- 
tered, operated, and maintained; and 

“(4) otherwise meets the requirements of 
this chapter. 

‘(d) APPROVAL OF GRANT APPLICATIONS.— 
On certification by a State member of the 
Authority of an application for a grant or 
other assistance for a specific project under 
this section, an affirmative vote of the Au- 
thority under section 3802(c) shall be re- 
quired for approval of the application. 

“SEC. 3810. CONSENT OF STATES. 

“Nothing in this chapter requires any 
State to engage in or accept any program 
under this chapter without the consent of 
the State. 
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“SEC. 3811. RECORDS. 

‘*(a) RECORDS OF THE AUTHORITY.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Authority shall 
maintain accurate and complete records of 
all transactions and activities of the Author- 
ity. 

‘(2) AVAILABILITY.—AI] records of the Au- 
thority shall be available for audit and ex- 
amination by the Comptroller General of the 
United States and the Inspector General of 
the Department of Agriculture (including au- 
thorized representatives of the Comptroller 
General and the Inspector General of the De- 
partment of Agriculture). 

“(b) RECORDS OF RECIPIENTS OF FEDERAL 
ASSISTANCE.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—A recipient of Federal 
funds under this chapter shall, as required by 
the Authority, maintain accurate and com- 
plete records of transactions and activities 
financed with Federal funds and report on 
the transactions and activities to the Au- 
thority. 

‘“(2) AVAILABILITY.—AI1l records required 
under paragraph (1) shall be available for 
audit by the Comptroller General of the 
United States, the Inspector General of the 
Department of Agriculture, and the Author- 
ity (including authorized representatives of 
the Comptroller General, the Inspector Gen- 
eral of the Department of Agriculture, and 
the Authority). 

“SEC. 3812. ANNUAL REPORT. 

“Not later than 180 days after the end of 
each fiscal year, the Authority shall submit 
to the President and to Congress a report de- 
scribing the activities carried out under this 
chapter. 

“SEC. 3813. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIA- 
TIONS. 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—There is authorized to 
be appropriated to the Authority to carry 
out this chapter $30,000,000 for each of fiscal 
years 2012 through 2017, to remain available 
until expended. 

‘(_b) ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES.—Not more 
than 5 percent of the amount appropriated 
under subsection (a) for a fiscal year shall be 
used for administrative expenses of the Au- 
thority. 

“SEC. 3814. TERMINATION OF AUTHORITY. 

“This chapter and the authority provided 
under this chapter expire on October 1, 2017. 
“CHAPTER 5—NORTHERN GREAT PLAINS 

REGIONAL AUTHORITY 
“SEC. 3821. DEFINITIONS. 

“In this chapter: 

“(1) AUTHORITY.—The term ‘Authority’ 
means the Northern Great Plains Regional 
Authority established by section 3822. 

‘(2) FEDERAL GRANT PROGRAM.—The term 
‘Federal grant program’ means a Federal 
grant program to provide assistance in— 

‘(A) implementing the recommendations 
of the Northern Great Plains Rural Develop- 
ment Commission established by the North- 
ern Great Plains Rural Development Act (7 
U.S.C. 2661 note; Public Law 103-318); 

‘“(B) acquiring or developing land; 

‘“(C) constructing or equipping a highway, 
road, bridge, or facility; 

‘“(D) carrying out other economic develop- 
ment activities; or 

“(E) conducting research activities related 
to the activities described in subparagraphs 
(A) through (D). 

(3) REGION.—The term ‘region’ means the 
States of Iowa, Minnesota, Missouri (other 
than counties included in the Delta Regional 
Authority), Nebraska, North Dakota, and 
South Dakota. 

“SEC. 3822. NORTHERN GREAT PLAINS REGIONAL 
AUTHORITY. 
“(a) ESTABLISHMENT.— 
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““(1) IN GENERAL.—There is established the 
Northern Great Plains Regional Authority. 

**(2) COMPOSITION.—The Authority shall be 
composed of— 

“(A) a Federal member, to be appointed by 
the President, by and with the advice and 
consent of the Senate; 

“(B) the Governor (or a designee of the 
Governor) of each State in the region that 
elects to participate in the Authority; and 

“(C) a member of an Indian tribe, who shall 
be a chairperson of an Indian tribe in the re- 
gion or a designee of such a chairperson, to 
be appointed by the President, by and with 
the advice and consent of the Senate. 

‘(3) COCHAIRPERSONS.—The Authority shall 
be headed by— 

“(A) the Federal member, who shall serve 
as— 

““(i) the Federal cochairperson; and 

‘“(ii) a liaison between the Federal Govern- 
ment and the Authority; 

‘“(B) a State cochairperson, who shall be— 

“(G) a Governor of a participating State in 
the region; and 

“(ii) elected by the State members for a 
term of not less than 1 year; and 

“(C) the member of an Indian tribe, who 
shall serve as— 

“(i) the tribal cochairperson; and 

“(ii) a liaison between the governments of 
Indian tribes in the region and the Author- 
ity. 

“(4) FAILURE TO CONFIRM.— 

‘“(A) FEDERAL MEMBER.—Notwithstanding 
any other provision of this section, if a Fed- 
eral member described in paragraph (2)(A) 
has not been confirmed by the Senate by not 
later than 180 days after the date of enact- 
ment of the Agriculture Reform, Food, and 
Jobs Act of 2012, the Authority may organize 
and operate without the Federal member. 

“(B) TRIBAL COCHAIRPERSON.—In the case of 
the tribal cochairperson, if no tribal cochair- 
person is confirmed by the Senate, the re- 
gional authority shall consult and coordi- 
nate with the leaders of Indian tribes in the 
region concerning the activities of the Au- 
thority, as appropriate. 

“(b) ALTERNATE MEMBERS.— 

“(1) ALTERNATE FEDERAL COCHAIRPERSON.— 
The President shall appoint an alternate 
Federal cochairperson. 

“(2) STATE ALTERNATES.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The State member of a 
participating State may have a single alter- 
nate, who shall be— 

“(i) a resident of that State; and 

“Gi) appointed by the Governor of the 
State. 

“(B) QUORUM.—A State alternate member 
shall not be counted toward the establish- 
ment of a quorum of the members of the Au- 
thority in any case in which a quorum of the 
State members is required to be present. 

‘“(3) ALTERNATE TRIBAL COCHAIRPERSON.— 
The President shall appoint an alternate 
tribal cochairperson, by and with the advice 
and consent of the Senate. 

“(4) DELEGATION OF POWER.—No power or 
responsibility of the Authority specified in 
paragraphs (2) and (38) of subsection (c), and 
no voting right of any member of the Au- 
thority, shall be delegated to any person who 
is not— 

“(A) a member of the Authority; or 

“(B) entitled to vote in Authority meet- 
ings. 

“(c) VOTING.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—A decision by the Au- 
thority shall require a majority vote of the 
Authority (not including any member rep- 
resenting a State that is delinquent under 
subsection (g)(2)(D)) to be effective. 
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‘(2) QUORUM.—A quorum of State members 
shall be required to be present for the Au- 
thority to make any policy decision, includ- 
ing— 

“(A) a modification or revision of an Au- 
thority policy decision; 

‘“(B) approval of a State or regional devel- 
opment plan; and 

“(C) any allocation of funds among the 
States. 

‘(3) PROJECT AND GRANT PROPOSALS.—The 
approval of project and grant proposals shall 
be— 

“(A) a responsibility of the Authority; and 

“(B) conducted in accordance with section 
3830. 

‘(4) VOTING BY ALTERNATE MEMBERS.—An 
alternate member shall vote in the case of 
the absence, death, disability, removal, or 
resignation of the Federal, State, or Indian 
tribe member for whom the alternate mem- 
ber is an alternate. 

“(d) DuTIES.—The Authority shall— 

“(1) develop, on a continuing basis, com- 
prehensive and coordinated plans and pro- 
grams for multistate cooperation to advance 
the economic and social well-being of the re- 
gion and to approve grants for the economic 
development of the region, giving due con- 
sideration to other Federal, State, tribal, 
and local planning and development activi- 
ties in the region; 

“(2) review, and when appropriate amend, 
priorities in a development plan for the re- 
gion (including 5-year regional outcome tar- 
gets); 

“(3) assess the needs and assets of the re- 
gion based on available research, demonstra- 
tions, investigations, assessments, and eval- 
uations of the region prepared by Federal, 
State, tribal, and local agencies, univer- 
sities, regional and local development dis- 
tricts or organizations, and other nonprofit 
groups; 

“(4) formulate and recommend to the Gov- 
ernors and legislatures of States that par- 
ticipate in the Authority forms of interstate 
cooperation for— 

“(A) renewable energy development and 
transmission; 

‘“(B) transportation planning and economic 
development; 

“(C) information technology; 

“(D) movement of freight and individuals 
within the region; 

“(E) federally-funded research at institu- 
tions of higher education; and 

“(F) conservation land management; 

“(5) work with State, tribal, and local 
agencies in developing appropriate model 
legislation; 

‘“(6) enhance the capacity of, and provide 
support for, multistate development and re- 
search organizations, local development or- 
ganizations and districts, and resource con- 
servation districts in the region; 

‘“(7) encourage private investment in in- 
dustrial, commercial, renewable energy, and 
other economic development projects in the 
region; and 

“(8) cooperate with and assist State gov- 
ernments with economic development pro- 
grams of participating States. 

“(e) ADMINISTRATION.—In carrying out sub- 
section (d), the Authority may— 

“(1) hold such hearings, sit and act at such 
times and places, take such testimony, re- 
ceive such evidence, and print or otherwise 
reproduce and distribute a description of the 
proceedings and reports on actions by the 
Authority as the Authority considers appro- 
priate; 

‘“(2) authorize, through the Federal, State, 
or tribal cochairperson or any other member 
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of the Authority designated by the Author- 
ity, the administration of oaths if the Au- 
thority determines that testimony should be 
taken or evidence received under oath; 

“(3) request from any Federal, State, trib- 
al, or local agency such information as may 
be available to or procurable by the agency 
that may be of use to the Authority in car- 
rying out the duties of the Authority; 

“(4) adopt, amend, and repeal bylaws and 
rules governing the conduct of business and 
the performance of duties of the Authority; 

“(5) request the head of any Federal agen- 
cy to detail to the Authority such personnel 
as the Authority requires to carry out duties 
of the Authority, each such detail to be 
without loss of seniority, pay, or other em- 
ployee status; 

“(6) request the head of any State agency, 
tribal government, or local government to 
detail to the Authority such personnel as the 
Authority requires to carry out duties of the 
Authority, each such detail to be without 
loss of seniority, pay, or other employee sta- 
tus; 

‘(7) provide for coverage of Authority em- 
ployees in a suitable retirement and em- 
ployee benefit system by— 

“(A) making arrangements or entering 
into contracts with any participating State 
government or tribal government; or 

‘(B) otherwise providing retirement and 
other employee benefit coverage; 

“(8) accept, use, and dispose of gifts or do- 
nations of services or real, personal, tan- 
gible, or intangible property; 

‘(9) enter into and perform such contracts, 
leases, cooperative agreements, or other 
transactions as are necessary to carry out 
Authority duties, including any contracts, 
leases, or cooperative agreements with— 

‘(A) any department, agency, or instru- 
mentality of the United States; 

“(B) any State (including a political sub- 
division, agency, or instrumentality of the 
State); 

“(C) any Indian tribe in the region; or 

“(D) any person, firm, association, or cor- 
poration; and 

‘(10) establish and maintain a central of- 
fice and field offices at such locations as the 
Authority may select. 

“(f) FEDERAL AGENCY COOPERATION.—A 
Federal agency shall— 

““(1) cooperate with the Authority; and 

‘(2) provide, on request of a cochairperson, 
appropriate assistance in carrying out this 
chapter, in accordance with applicable Fed- 
eral laws (including regulations). 

‘(g) ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES.— 

“(1) FEDERAL SHARE.—The Federal share of 
the administrative expenses of the Authority 
shall be— 

‘(A) for each of fiscal years 2012 and 2013, 
100 percent; 

‘(B) for fiscal year 2014, 75 percent; and 

‘(C) for fiscal year 2015 and each fiscal 
year thereafter, 50 percent. 

‘(2) NON-FEDERAL SHARE.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The non-Federal share 
of the administrative expenses of the Au- 
thority shall be paid by non-Federal sources 
in the States that participate in the Author- 
ity. 

‘“(B) SHARE PAID BY EACH STATE.—The 
share of administrative expenses of the Au- 
thority to be paid by non-Federal sources in 
each State shall be determined by the Au- 
thority. 

‘(C) NO FEDERAL PARTICIPATION.—The Fed- 
eral cochairperson shall not participate or 
vote in any decision under subparagraph (B). 

‘(D) DELINQUENT STATES.—If a State is de- 
linquent in payment of the State’s share of 
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administrative expenses of the Authority 
under this subsection— 

““(i) no assistance under this chapter shall 
be provided to the State (including assist- 
ance to a political subdivision or a resident 
of the State); and 

‘“(ii) no member of the Authority from the 
State shall participate or vote in any action 
by the Authority. 

“(h) COMPENSATION.— 


“(1) FEDERAL AND TRIBAL  COCHAIR- 
PERSONS.—The Federal cochairperson and 
the tribal cochairperson shall be com- 


pensated by the Federal Government at the 
annual rate of basic pay prescribed for level 
III of the Executive Schedule in subchapter 
II of chapter 53 of title 5, United States Code. 

(2) ALTERNATE FEDERAL AND TRIBAL CO- 
CHAIRPERSONS.—The alternate Federal co- 
chairperson and the alternate tribal cochair- 
person— 

“(A) shall be compensated by the Federal 
Government at the annual rate of basic pay 
prescribed for level V of the Executive 
Schedule described in paragraph (1); and 

‘“(B) when not actively serving as an alter- 
nate, shall perform such functions and duties 
as are delegated by the Federal cochair- 
person or the tribal cochairperson, respec- 
tively. 

‘(3) STATE MEMBERS AND ALTERNATES.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—A State shall com- 
pensate each member and alternate rep- 
resenting the State on the Authority at the 
rate established by State law. 

“(B) NO ADDITIONAL COMPENSATION.—No 
State member or alternate member shall re- 
ceive any salary, or any contribution to or 
supplementation of salary from any source 
other than the State for services provided by 
the member or alternate member to the Au- 
thority. 

‘(4) DETAILED EMPLOYEES.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—No person detailed to 
serve the Authority under subsection (e)(6) 
shall receive any salary or any contribution 
to or supplementation of salary for services 
provided to the Authority from— 

“(i) any source other than the State, trib- 
al, local, or intergovernmental agency from 
which the person was detailed; or 

“Gi) the Authority. 

‘“(B) VIOLATION.—Any person that violates 
this paragraph shall be fined not more than 
$5,000, imprisoned not more than 1 year, or 
both. 

“(C) APPLICABLE LAW.—The Federal co- 
chairperson, the alternate Federal cochair- 
person, and any Federal officer or employee 
detailed to duty on the Authority under sub- 
section (e)(5) shall not be subject to subpara- 
graph (A), but shall remain subject to sec- 
tions 202 through 209 of title 18, United 
States Code. 

‘(5) ADDITIONAL PERSONNEL.— 

“(A) COMPENSATION.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—The Authority may ap- 
point and fix the compensation of an execu- 
tive director and such other personnel as are 
necessary to enable the Authority to carry 
out the duties of the Authority. 

“(ii) EXCEPTION.—Compensation under 
clause (i) shall not exceed the maximum rate 
for the Senior Executive Service under sec- 
tion 5382 of title 5, United States Code, in- 
cluding any applicable locality-based com- 
parability payment that may be authorized 
under section 5304(h)(2)(C) of that title. 

‘“(B) EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR.—The executive 
director shall be responsible for— 

““(j) the carrying out of the administrative 
duties of the Authority; 

“(ii) direction of the Authority staff; and 

‘“(iii) such other duties as the Authority 
may assign. 
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‘(C) NO FEDERAL EMPLOYEE STATUS.—No 
member, alternate, officer, or employee of 
the Authority (except the Federal cochair- 
person of the Authority, the alternate and 
staff for the Federal cochairperson, and any 
Federal employee detailed to the Authority 
under subsection (e)(5)) shall be considered 
to be a Federal employee for any purpose. 

‘“(i) CONFLICTS OF INTEREST.— 

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided under 
paragraph (2), no State member, Indian tribe 
member, State alternate, officer, or em- 
ployee of the Authority shall participate per- 
sonally and substantially as a member, al- 
ternate, officer, or employee of the Author- 
ity, through decision, approval, disapproval, 
recommendation, the rendering of advice, in- 
vestigation, or otherwise, in any proceeding, 
application, request for a ruling or other de- 
termination, contract, claim, controversy, or 
other matter in which, to knowledge of the 
member, alternate, officer, or employee, 
there is a financial interest of— 

“(A) the member, alternate, officer, or em- 
ployee; 

‘(B) the spouse, minor child, partner, or 
organization (other than a State or political 
subdivision of the State or the Indian tribe) 
of the member, alternate, officer, or em- 
ployee, in which the member, alternate, offi- 
cer, or employee is serving as officer, direc- 
tor, trustee, partner, or employee; or 

“(C) any person or organization with whom 
the member, alternate, officer, or employee 
is negotiating or has any arrangement con- 
cerning prospective employment. 

‘(2) DISCLOSURE.—Paragraph (1) shall not 
apply if the State member, Indian tribe 
member, alternate, officer, or employee— 

“(A) immediately advises the Authority of 
the nature and circumstances of the pro- 
ceeding, application, request for a ruling or 
other determination, contract, claim, con- 
troversy, or other particular matter pre- 
senting a potential conflict of interest; 

“(B) makes full disclosure of the financial 
interest; and 

‘(C) before the proceeding concerning the 
matter presenting the conflict of interest, 
receives a written determination by the Au- 
thority that the interest is not so substan- 
tial as to be likely to affect the integrity of 
the services that the Authority may expect 
from the State member, Indian tribe mem- 
ber, alternate, officer, or employee. 

‘(3) VIOLATION.—Any person that violates 
this subsection shall be fined not more than 
$10,000, imprisoned not more than 2 years, or 
both. 

“(j) VALIDITY OF CONTRACTS, LOANS, AND 
GRANTS.—The Authority may declare void 
any contract, loan, or grant of or by the Au- 
thority in relation to which the Authority 
determines that there has been a violation of 
any provision under subsection (h)(4) or sub- 
section (i) of this chapter, or sections 202 
through 209 of title 18, United States Code. 
“SEC. 3823. INTERSTATE COOPERATION FOR ECO- 

NOMIC OPPORTUNITY AND EFFI- 
CIENCY. 

‘“(a) IN GENERAL.—The Authority shall pro- 
vide assistance to States in developing re- 
gional plans to address multistate economic 
issues, including plans— 

“(1) to develop a regional transmission sys- 
tem for movement of renewable energy to 
markets outside the region; 

‘“(2) to address regional transportation 
concerns, including the establishment of a 
Northern Great Plains Regional Transpor- 
tation Working Group; 

(3) to encourage and support interstate 
collaboration on federally-funded research 
that is in the national interest; and 
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“(4) to establish a Regional Working Group 
on Agriculture Development and Transpor- 
tation. 

“(b) ECONOMIC ISSUES.—The multistate 
economic issues referred to in subsection (a) 
shall include— 

“(1) renewable energy development and 
transmission; 

‘(2) transportation planning and economic 
development; 

“(3) information technology; 

(4) movement of freight and individuals 
within the region; 

“(5) federally-funded research at institu- 
tions of higher education; and 

“(6) conservation land management. 

“SEC. 3824. ECONOMIC AND COMMUNITY DEVEL- 
OPMENT GRANTS. 

‘“(a) IN GENERAL.—The Authority may ap- 
prove grants to States, Indian tribes, local 
governments, and public and nonprofit orga- 
nizations for projects, approved in accord- 
ance with section 3830— 

“(1) to assist the region in obtaining the 
job training, employment-related education, 
and business development (with an emphasis 
on entrepreneurship) that are needed to 
build and maintain strong local economies; 

‘“(2) to develop the transportation, renew- 
able energy transmission, and telecommuni- 
cation infrastructure of the region for the 
purpose of facilitating economic develop- 
ment in the region (except that grants for 
this purpose may be made only to States, In- 
dian tribes, local governments, and nonprofit 
organizations); 

‘“(3) to provide assistance to severely dis- 
tressed and underdeveloped areas that lack 
financial resources for improving basic pub- 
lic services; 

“(4) to provide assistance to severely dis- 
tressed and underdeveloped areas that lack 
financial resources for equipping industrial 
parks and related facilities; and 

“(5) to otherwise achieve the purposes of 
this chapter. 

““(b) FUNDING.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Funds for grants under 
subsection (a) may be provided— 

“(A) entirely from appropriations to carry 
out this section; 

“(B) in combination with funds available 
under another Federal grant program; or 

“(C) from any other source. 

‘(2) PRIORITY OF FUNDING.—To best build 
the foundations for long-term economic de- 
velopment and to complement other Federal, 
State, and tribal resources in the region, 
Federal funds available under this chapter 
shall be focused on the following activities: 

‘(A) Basic public infrastructure in dis- 
tressed counties and isolated areas of dis- 
tress. 

‘(B) Transportation and telecommuni- 
cation infrastructure for the purpose of fa- 
cilitating economic development in the re- 
gion. 

‘(C) Business development, with emphasis 
on entrepreneurship. 

‘(D) Job training or employment-related 
education, with emphasis on use of existing 
public educational institutions located in 
the region. 

“SEC. 3825. SUPPLEMENTS TO FEDERAL GRANT 
PROGRAMS. 

“(a) FINDING.—Congress finds that certain 
States and local communities of the region 
may be unable to take maximum advantage 
of Federal grant programs for which the 
States and communities are eligible be- 
cause— 

“(1) the States and communities lack the 
economic resources to provide the required 
matching share; or 
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‘“(2) there are insufficient funds available 
under the applicable Federal law authorizing 
the Federal grant program to meet pressing 
needs of the region. 

“(b) FEDERAL GRANT PROGRAM FUNDING.— 
Notwithstanding any provision of law lim- 
iting the Federal share, the areas eligible for 
assistance, or the authorizations of appro- 
priations, under any Federal grant program, 
and in accordance with subsection (c), the 
Authority, with the approval of the Federal 
cochairperson and with respect to a project 
to be carried out in the region— 

“(1) may increase the Federal share of the 
costs of a project under any Federal grant 
program to not more than 90 percent (except 
as provided in section 3827(b)); and 

‘“(2) shall use amounts made available to 
carry out this chapter to pay the increased 
Federal share. 

“(c) CERTIFICATIONS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—In the case of any 
project for which all or any portion of the 
basic Federal share of the costs of the 
project is proposed to be paid under this sec- 
tion, no Federal contribution shall be made 
until the Federal official administering the 
Federal law that authorizes the Federal 
grant program certifies that the project— 

“(A) meets (except as provided in sub- 
section (b)) the applicable requirements of 
the applicable Federal grant program; and 

“(B) could be approved for Federal con- 
tribution under the Federal grant program if 
funds were available under the law for the 
project. 

‘‘(2) CERTIFICATION BY AUTHORITY.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The certifications and 
determinations required to be made by the 
Authority for approval of projects under this 
Act in accordance with section 3830 shall 
be— 

“(j) controlling; and 

““(i) accepted by the Federal agencies. 

‘“(B) ACCEPTANCE BY FEDERAL COCHAIR- 
PERSON.—In the case of any project described 
in paragraph (1), any finding, report, certifi- 
cation, or documentation required to be sub- 
mitted with respect to the project to the 
head of the department, agency, or instru- 
mentality of the Federal Government re- 
sponsible for the administration of the Fed- 
eral grant program under which the project 
is carried out shall be accepted by the Fed- 
eral cochairperson. 

“SEC. 3826. MULTISTATE AND LOCAL DEVELOP- 
MENT DISTRICTS AND ORGANIZA- 
TIONS AND NORTHERN GREAT 
PLAINS INC. 

‘“(a) DEFINITION OF MULTISTATE AND LOCAL 
DEVELOPMENT DISTRICT OR ORGANIZATION.— 
In this section, the term ‘multistate and 
local development district or organization’ 
means an entity— 

“(1) that— 

“(A) is a planning district that is recog- 
nized by the Economic Development Admin- 
istration of the Department of Commerce; or 

“(B) is— 

“(i) organized and operated in a manner 
that ensures broad-based community partici- 
pation and an effective opportunity for other 
nonprofit groups to contribute to the devel- 
opment and implementation of programs in 
the region; 

“Gi) a nonprofit incorporated body orga- 
nized or chartered under the law of the State 
in which the entity is located; 

“Gii) a nonprofit agency or instrumen- 
tality of a State or local government; 

“(iv) a public organization established be- 
fore the date of enactment of the Agriculture 
Reform, Food, and Jobs Act of 2012 under 
State law for creation of multijurisdictional, 
area-wide planning organizations; 
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“(v) a nonprofit agency or instrumentality 
of a State that was established for the pur- 
pose of assisting with multistate coopera- 
tion; or 

“(vi) a nonprofit association or combina- 
tion of bodies, agencies, and instrumental- 
ities described in clauses (ii) through (v); and 

“(2) that has not, as certified by the Au- 
thority (in consultation with the Federal co- 
chairperson or Secretary, as appropriate)— 

“(A) inappropriately used Federal grant 
funds from any Federal source; or 

‘(B) appointed an officer who, during the 
period in which another entity inappropri- 
ately used Federal grant funds from any Fed- 
eral source, was an officer of the other enti- 
ty. 
‘(b) GRANTS TO MULTISTATE, LOCAL, OR RE- 
GIONAL DEVELOPMENT DISTRICTS AND ORGANI- 
ZATIONS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Authority may 
make grants for administrative expenses 
under this section to multistate, local, and 
regional development districts and organiza- 
tions. 

‘*(2) CONDITIONS FOR GRANTS.— 

“(A) MAXIMUM AMOUNT.—The amount of 
any grant awarded under paragraph (1) shall 
not exceed 80 percent of the administrative 
expenses of the multistate, local, or regional 
development district or organization receiv- 
ing the grant. 

“(B) MAXIMUM PERIOD.—No grant described 
in paragraph (1) shall be awarded for a period 
of greater than 3 years. 

“(3) LOCAL SHARE.—The contributions of a 
multistate, local, or regional development 
district or organization for administrative 
expenses may be in cash or in kind, fairly 
evaluated, including space, equipment, and 
services. 

‘*(c) DUTIES.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
paragraph (2), a local development district 
shall operate as a lead organization serving 
multicounty areas in the region at the local 
level. 

“(2) DESIGNATION.—The Federal cochair- 
person may designate an Indian tribe or 
multijurisdictional organization to serve as 
a lead organization in such cases as the Fed- 
eral cochairperson or Secretary, as appro- 
priate, determines appropriate. 

‘“(d) NORTHERN GREAT PLAINS INc.—North- 
ern Great Plains Inc., a nonprofit corpora- 
tion incorporated in the State of Minnesota 
to implement the recommendations of the 
Northern Great Plains Rural Development 
Commission established by the Northern 
Great Plains Rural Development Act (7 
U.S.C. 2661 note; Public Law 103-318)— 

“(1) shall serve as an independent, primary 
resource for the Authority on issues of con- 
cern to the region; 

‘“(2) shall advise the Authority on develop- 
ment of international trade; 

“(3) may provide research, education, 
training, and other support to the Authority; 
and 

“(4) may carry out other activities on its 
own behalf or on behalf of other entities. 
“SEC. 3827. DISTRESSED COUNTIES AND AREAS 

AND NONDISTRESSED COUNTIES. 

“(a) DESIGNATIONS.—Each year, the Au- 
thority, in accordance with such criteria as 
the Authority may establish, shall des- 
ignate— 

“(1) as distressed counties, counties in the 
region that are the most severely and per- 
sistently distressed and underdeveloped and 
have high rates of poverty, unemployment, 
or outmigration; 

“(2) as nondistressed counties, counties in 
the region that are not designated as dis- 
tressed counties under paragraph (1); and 
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‘“(3) as isolated areas of distress, areas lo- 
cated in nondistressed counties (as des- 
ignated under paragraph (2)) that have high 
rates of poverty, unemployment, or out- 
migration. 

‘*(_b) DISTRESSED COUNTIES.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Authority shall allo- 
cate at least 50 percent of the appropriations 
made available under section 3834 for pro- 
grams and projects designed to serve the 
needs of distressed counties and isolated 
areas of distress in the region. 

‘(2) FUNDING LIMITATIONS.—The funding 
limitations under section 3825(b) shall not 
apply to a project to provide transportation 
or telecommunication or basic public serv- 
ices to residents of 1 or more distressed 
counties or isolated areas of distress in the 
region. 

‘(c) TRANSPORTATION, TELECOMMUNICATION, 
RENEWABLE ENERGY, AND BASIC PUBLIC IN- 
FRASTRUCTURE.—The Authority shall allo- 
cate at least 50 percent of any funds made 
available under section 3834 for transpor- 
tation, telecommunication, renewable en- 
ergy, and basic public infrastructure projects 
authorized under paragraphs (1) and (3) of 
section 3824(a). 

“SEC. 3828. DEVELOPMENT PLANNING PROCESS. 

‘(a) STATE DEVELOPMENT PLAN.—In ac- 
cordance with policies established by the Au- 
thority, each State member shall submit a 
development plan for the area of the region 
represented by the State member. 

‘“(b) CONTENT OF PLAN.—A State develop- 
ment plan submitted under subsection (a) 
shall reflect the goals, objectives, and prior- 
ities identified in the regional development 
plan developed under section 3823(d)(2). 

‘(¢) CONSULTATION WITH INTERESTED LOCAL 
PARTIES.—In carrying out the development 
planning process (including the selection of 
programs and projects for assistance), a 
State may— 

“(1) consult with— 

“(A) multistate, regional, and local devel- 
opment districts and organizations; and 

“(B) local units of government; and 

“(2) take into consideration the goals, ob- 
jectives, priorities, and recommendations of 
the entities described in paragraph (1). 

‘(d) PUBLIC PARTICIPATION.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Authority and appli- 
cable multistate, regional, and local develop- 
ment districts and organizations shall en- 
courage and assist, to the maximum extent 
practicable, public participation in the de- 
velopment, revision, and implementation of 
all plans and programs under this chapter. 

“(2) REGULATIONS.—The Authority shall 
develop guidelines for providing public par- 
ticipation described in paragraph (1), includ- 
ing public hearings. 

“SEC. 3829. PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT CRITERIA. 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—In considering programs 
and projects to be provided assistance under 
this chapter, and in establishing a priority 
ranking of the requests for assistance pro- 
vided to the Authority, the Authority shall 
follow procedures that ensure, to the max- 
imum extent practicable, consideration of— 

“(1) the relationship of the project or class 
of projects to overall multistate or regional 
development; 

‘(2) the per capita income and poverty and 
unemployment and outmigration rates in an 
area; 

“(3) the financial resources available to 
the applicants for assistance seeking to 
carry out the project, with emphasis on en- 
suring that projects are adequately financed 
to maximize the probability of successful 
economic development; 

(4) the importance of the project or class 
of projects in relation to other projects or 
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classes of projects that may be in competi- 
tion for the same funds; 

“(5) the prospects that the project for 
which assistance is sought will improve, on a 
continuing rather than a temporary basis, 
the opportunities for employment, the aver- 
age level of income, or the economic develop- 
ment of the area to be served by the project; 
and 

““(6) the extent to which the project design 
provides for detailed outcome measurements 
by which grant expenditures and the results 
of the expenditures may be evaluated. 

‘“(b) NO RELOCATION ASSISTANCE.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
paragraph (2), no financial assistance author- 
ized by this chapter shall be used to assist a 
person or entity in relocating from 1 area to 
another. 

‘*(2) OUTSIDE BUSINESSES.—Financial assist- 
ance under this chapter may be used as oth- 
erwise authorized by this title to attract 
businesses from outside the region to the re- 
gion. 

“*(¢) MAINTENANCE OF EFFORT.—Funds may 
be provided for a program or project in a 
State under this chapter only if the Author- 
ity determines that the level of Federal or 
State financial assistance provided under a 
law other than this chapter, for the same 
type of program or project in the same area 
of the State within the region, will not be re- 
duced as a result of funds made available by 
this chapter. 

“SEC. 3830. APPROVAL OF DEVELOPMENT PLANS 
AND PROJECTS. 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—A State or regional de- 
velopment plan or any multistate sub- 
regional plan that is proposed for develop- 
ment under this chapter shall be reviewed by 
the Authority. 

‘“(b) EVALUATION BY STATE MEMBER.—An 
application for a grant or any other assist- 
ance for a project under this chapter shall be 
made through and evaluated for approval by 
the State member of the Authority rep- 
resenting the applicant. 

““(c) CERTIFICATION.—An application for a 
grant or other assistance for a project shall 
be approved only on certification by the 
State member that the application for the 
project— 

“(1) describes ways in which the project 
complies with any applicable State develop- 
ment plan; 

‘“(2) meets applicable criteria under section 
3829; 

““(3) provides adequate assurance that the 
proposed project will be properly adminis- 
tered, operated, and maintained; and 

““(4) otherwise meets the requirements of 
this chapter. 

‘“(d) VOTES FOR DECISIONS.—On certifi- 
cation by a State member of the Authority 
of an application for a grant or other assist- 
ance for a specific project under this section, 
an affirmative vote of the Authority under 
section 3822(c) shall be required for approval 
of the application. 

“SEC. 3831. CONSENT OF STATES. 

“Nothing in this chapter requires any 
State to engage in or accept any program 
under this chapter without the consent of 
the State. 

“SEC. 3832. RECORDS. 

‘“(a) RECORDS OF THE AUTHORITY.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Authority shall 
maintain accurate and complete records of 
all transactions and activities of the Author- 
ity. 

‘“(2) AVAILABILITY.—AIl records of the Au- 
thority shall be available for audit and ex- 
amination by the Comptroller General of the 
United States and the Inspector General of 
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the Department of Agriculture (including au- 
thorized representatives of the Comptroller 
General and the Inspector General of the De- 
partment of Agriculture). 

‘(_b) RECORDS OF RECIPIENTS OF FEDERAL 
ASSISTANCE.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—A recipient of Federal 
funds under this chapter shall, as required by 
the Authority, maintain accurate and com- 
plete records of transactions and activities 
financed with Federal funds and report to 
the Authority on the transactions and ac- 
tivities to the Authority. 

‘“(2) AVAILABILITY.—AI1l records required 
under paragraph (1) shall be available for 
audit by the Comptroller General of the 
United States, the Inspector General of the 
Department of Agriculture, and the Author- 
ity (including authorized representatives of 
the Comptroller General, the Inspector Gen- 
eral of the Department of Agriculture, and 
the Authority). 

“(c) ANNUAL AUDIT.—The Inspector Gen- 
eral of the Department of Agriculture shall 
audit the activities, transactions, and 
records of the Authority on an annual basis. 
“SEC. 3833. ANNUAL REPORT. 

“Not later than 180 days after the end of 
each fiscal year, the Authority shall submit 
to the President and to Congress a report de- 
scribing the activities carried out under this 
chapter. 

“SEC. 3834. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIA- 
TIONS. 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—There is authorized to 
be appropriated to the Authority to carry 
out this chapter $30,000,000 for each of fiscal 
years 2012 through 2017, to remain available 
until expended. 

‘(b) ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES.—Not more 
than 5 percent of the amount appropriated 
under subsection (a) for a fiscal year shall be 
used for administrative expenses of the Au- 
thority. 

“(c) MINIMUM STATE SHARE OF GRANTS.— 
Notwithstanding any other provision of this 
chapter, for any fiscal year, the aggregate 
amount of grants received by a State and all 
persons or entities in the State under this 
chapter shall be not less than % of the prod- 
uct obtained by multiplying— 

“(1) the aggregate amount of grants under 
this chapter for the fiscal year; and 

“(2) the ratio that— 

“(A) the population of the State (as deter- 
mined by the Secretary of Commerce based 
on the most recent decennial census for 
which data are available); bears to 

‘(B) the population of the region (as so de- 
termined). 

“SEC. 3835. TERMINATION OF AUTHORITY. 

“The authority provided by this chapter 

terminates effective October 1, 2017. 
“Subtitle C—General Provisions 
“SEC. 3901. FULL FAITH AND CREDIT. 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—A contract of insurance 
or guarantee executed by the Secretary 
under this title shall be an obligation sup- 
ported by the full faith and credit of the 
United States. 

(b) CONTESTABILITY.—A contract of insur- 
ance or guarantee executed by the Secretary 
under this title shall be incontestable except 
for fraud or misrepresentation that the lend- 
er or any holder— 

“(1) has actual knowledge of at the time 
the contract of insurance or guarantee is ex- 
ecuted; or 

‘(2) participates in or condones. 

“SEC. 3902. PURCHASE AND SALE OF GUARAN- 
TEED PORTIONS OF LOANS. 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subsections 

(b) and (c), the Secretary may purchase, on 
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such terms and conditions as the Secretary 
considers appropriate, the guaranteed por- 
tion of a loan guaranteed under this title, if 
the Secretary determines that an adequate 
secondary market is not available in the pri- 
vate sector. 

“(b) MAXIMUM PAYMENT.—The Secretary 
may not pay for any guaranteed portion of a 
loan under subsection (a) in excess of an 
amount equal to the unpaid principal bal- 
ance and accrued interest on the guaranteed 
portion of the loan. 

“(c) SOURCES OF FUNDING.—The Secretary 
may use for the purchases— 

“(1) funds from the Rural Development In- 
surance Fund with respect to rural develop- 
ment loans (as defined in section 3704(a)); 
and 

“(2) funds from the Agricultural Credit In- 
surance Fund with respect to all other loans 
under this title. 

‘(d) SALE OF GUARANTEED LOANS.— 

“(1) SALES.— 

‘(A) REGULATION.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—The guaranteed portion 
of any loan made under this title may be 
sold by the lender, and by any subsequent 
holder, in accordance with such regulations 
governing the sales as the Secretary shall es- 
tablish, subject to clauses (ii) and (iii). 

‘(ii) FEES TO BE PAID IN FULL.—AI]1 fees due 
the Secretary with respect to a guaranteed 
loan shall be paid in full before any sale. 

‘ii) LOAN TO BE FULLY DISBURSED.—The 
loan shall be fully disbursed to the borrower 
before the sale. 

‘“(B) POST-SALE.—After a loan is sold in the 
secondary market, the lender shall— 

“(i) remain obligated under the guarantee 
agreement of the lender with the Secretary; 
and 

“(ii) continue to service the loan in accord- 
ance with the terms and conditions of that 
agreement. 

““(C) PROCEDURES.—The Secretary shall de- 
velop such procedures as are necessary for— 

“(i) the facilitation, administration, and 
promotion of secondary market operations; 
and 

“(ii) determining the increase of access of 
farmers to capital at reasonable rates and 
terms as a result of secondary market oper- 
ations. 

‘“(D) RIGHTS TO PREPAY.—This subsection 
does not impede or extinguish— 

“(i) the right of the borrower or the suc- 
cessor in interest to the borrower to prepay 
(in whole or in part) any loan made under 
this title; or 

“(ii) the rights of any party under any pro- 
vision of this title. 

‘*(2) ISSUE POOL CERTIFICATES.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may, di- 
rectly or through a market maker approved 
by the Secretary, issue pool certificates rep- 
resenting ownership of part or all of the 
guaranteed portion of any loan guaranteed 
by the Secretary under this title. 

‘“(B) APPROVAL.—Certificates under sub- 
paragraph (A) shall be based on and backed 
by a pool established or approved by the Sec- 
retary and composed solely of the entire 
guaranteed portion of the loans. 

“(C) GUARANTEE OF POOL.—On such terms 
and conditions as the Secretary considers ap- 
propriate, the Secretary may guarantee the 
timely payment of the principal and interest 
on pool certificates issued on behalf of the 
Secretary by approved market makers for 
purposes of this subsection. 

“(D) LIMITATIONS.—A guarantee under sub- 
paragraph (C) shall be limited to the extent 
of principal and interest on the guaranteed 
portions of loans that compose the pool. 
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‘“(E) PREPAYMENT.—If a loan in a pool is 
prepaid, either voluntarily or by reason of 
default, the guarantee of timely payment of 
principal and interest on the pool certifi- 
cates shall be reduced in proportion to the 
amount of principal and interest that the 
prepaid loan represents in the pool. 

“(F) INTEREST ACCRUAL.—Interest on pre- 
paid or defaulted loans shall accrue and be 
guaranteed by the Secretary only through 
the date of payment on the guarantee. 

““(G) REDEMPTION.—During the term of the 
pool certificate, the certificate may be called 
for redemption due to prepayment or default 
of all loans constituting the pool. 

“(H) FULL FAITH AND CREDIT.—The full 
faith and credit of the United States is 
pledged to the payment of all amounts that 
may be required to be paid under any guar- 
antee of the pool certificates issued by ap- 
proved market makers under this subsection. 

“(T) FEES.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall not 
collect any fee for any guarantee under this 
subsection. 

‘“(ii) SECRETARIAL FUNCTIONS.—Clause (i) 
does not preclude the Secretary from col- 
lecting a fee for the functions described in 
paragraph (3). 

“(J) DEFAULT.—Not later than 30 days 
after a borrower of a guaranteed loan is in 
default of any principal or interest payment 
due for 60 days or more, the Secretary 
shall— 

“(i) purchase the pool certificates rep- 
resenting ownership of the guaranteed por- 
tion of the loan; and 

“Gi) pay the registered holder of the cer- 
tificates an amount equal to the guaranteed 
portion of the loan represented by the cer- 
tificate. 

“(K) PAYMENT OF CLAIMS.—If the Secretary 
pays a claim under a guarantee issued under 
this subsection, the claim shall be sub- 
rogated fully to the rights satisfied by the 
payment, as may be provided by the Sec- 
retary. 

‘“(L) APPLICATION OF LAWS.—No State or 
local law, and no Federal law, shall preclude 
or limit the exercise by the Secretary of the 
ownership rights of the Secretary in the por- 
tions of loans constituting the pool against 
which the certificates are issued. 

‘(3) DUTIES OF THE SECRETARY .— 

‘“(A) IN GENERAL.—On the adoption of final 
rules and regulations, the Secretary shall— 

“(i) provide for the central collection of 
registration information from all partici- 
pating market makers for all loans and pool 
certificates sold under paragraphs (1) and (2), 
including, with respect to each original sale 
and any subsequent sale— 

“(I) identification of the interest rate paid 
by the borrower to the lender; 

‘(ID) the servicing fee of the lender; 

‘(III) disclosure of whether interest on the 
loan is at a fixed or variable rate; 

“(IV) identification of each purchaser of a 
pool certificate; 

“(V) the interest rate paid on the certifi- 
cate; and 

“(VI) such other information as the Sec- 
retary considers appropriate. 

“(ii) before any sale, require the seller (as 
defined in subparagraph (B) to disclose to 
each prospective purchaser of the portion of 
a loan guaranteed under this title and to 
each prospective purchaser of a pool certifi- 
cate issued under paragraph (2) information 
on the terms, conditions, and yield of such 
instrument; 

“(ii) provide for adequate custody of any 
pooled guaranteed loans; 

‘“(iv) take such actions as are necessary, in 
restructuring pools of the guaranteed por- 
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tion of loans, to minimize the estimated 
costs of paying claims under guarantees 
issued under this subsection; 

‘“(v) require each market maker— 

‘“T) to service all pools formed, and par- 
ticipations sold, by the market maker; and 

“(II) to provide the Secretary with infor- 
mation relating to the collection and dis- 
bursement of all periodic payments, prepay- 
ments, and default funds from lenders, to or 
from the reserve fund that the Secretary 
shall establish to enable the timely payment 
guarantee to be self-funding, and from all 
beneficial holders; and 

“(vi) regulate market makers in pool cer- 
tificates sold under this subsection. 

‘(B) DEFINITION OF SELLER.—For purposes 
of subparagraph (A)(ii), if the instrument 
being sold is a loan, the term ‘seller’ does 
not include— 

“(i) the person who made the loan; or 

“(ii) any person who sells 3 or fewer guar- 
anteed loans per year. 

‘(4) CONTRACT FOR SERVICES.—The Sec- 
retary may contract for goods and services 
to be used for the purposes of this subsection 
without regard to titles 5, 40, and 41, United 
States Code (including any regulations 
issued under those titles). 

“SEC. 3903. ADMINISTRATION. 

‘(a) POWERS OF SECRETARY.—The 
retary may— 

“(1)(A) administer the powers and duties of 
the Secretary through such national, area, 
State, or local offices and employees in the 
United States as the Secretary determines to 
be necessary; and 

“(B) authorize an office to serve an area 
composed of 2 or more States if the Sec- 
retary determines that the volume of busi- 
ness in the area is not sufficient to justify 
separate State offices; 

“(2)(A) accept and use voluntary and un- 
compensated services; and 

“(B) with the consent of the agency con- 
cerned, use the officers, employees, equip- 
ment, and information of any agency of the 
Federal Government, or of any State, terri- 
tory, or political subdivision; 

(3) subject to appropriations, make nec- 
essary expenditures for the purchase or hire 
of passenger vehicles, and such other facili- 
ties and services as the Secretary may from 
time to time find necessary for the proper 
administration of this title; 

“(4) subject to subsection (b), compromise, 
adjust, reduce, or charge-off debts or claims 
(including debts and claims arising from 
loan guarantees), and adjust, modify, subor- 
dinate, or release the terms of security in- 
struments, leases, contracts, and agreements 
entered into or administered by the Farm 
Service Agency, the Rural Utilities Service, 
the Rural Housing Service, the Rural Busi- 
ness-Cooperative Service, or successor agen- 
cies under this title, except for activities 
conducted under the Housing Act of 1949 (42 
U.S.C. 1441 et seq.); 

“(5) release mortgage and other contract 
liens if it appears that the mortgage and 
liens have no present or prospective value or 
that the enforcement of the mortgage and 
liens likely would be ineffectual or uneco- 
nomical; 

(6) obtain fidelity bonds protecting the 
Federal Government against fraud and dis- 
honesty of officers and employees of the 
Farm Service Agency, the Rural Utilities 
Service, the Rural Housing Service, or the 
Rural Business-Cooperative Service in lieu of 
faithful performance of duties bonds under 
section 14 of title 6, United States Code, but 
otherwise in accordance with the section; 

“(7) consent to— 
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“(A) long-term leases of facilities financed 
under this title notwithstanding the failure 
of the lessee to meet any of the requirements 
of this title if the long-term leases are nec- 
essary to ensure the continuation of services 
for which financing was extended to the les- 
sor; and 

‘(B) the transfer of property securing any 
loan or financed by any loan or grant made 
or guaranteed by the Farm Service Agency, 
the Rural Utilities Service, the Rural Hous- 
ing Service, or the Rural Business-Coopera- 
tive Service under this title, or any other 
law administered by the Secretary, on such 
terms as the Secretary considers necessary 
to carry out the purpose of the loan or grant 
or to protect the financial interest of the 
Federal Government, provided that the Sec- 
retary shall document the consent of the 
Secretary for the transfer of the property of 
a borrower in the file of the borrower; and 

“(8) notwithstanding that an area ceases, 
or has ceased, to be rural, in a rural area, or 
an eligible area, make loans and grants, and 
approve transfers and assumptions, under 
this title on the same basis as though the 
area still was rural in connection with prop- 
erty securing any loan made or guaranteed 
by the Secretary under this title or in con- 
nection with any property held by the Sec- 
retary under this title. 

“(b) LOAN ADJUSTMENTS.— 

“(1) NO LIQUIDATION OF PROPERTY.—The 
Secretary may not require liquidation of 
property securing any farmer program loan 
or acceleration of any payment required 
under any farmer program loan as a pre- 
requisite to initiating an action authorized 
under subsection (a). 

‘(2) RELEASE OF PERSONAL LIABILITY.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
subparagraph (B), the Secretary may release 
a borrower or other person obligated on a 
debt (other than debt incurred under the 
Housing Act of 1949 (42 U.S.C. 1441 et seq.)) 
from personal liability with or without pay- 
ment of any consideration at the time of the 
compromise, adjustment, reduction, or 
charge-off of any claim. 

‘(B) EXCEPTION.—No compromise, adjust- 
ment, reduction, or charge-off of any claim 
may be made or carried out after the claim 
has been referred to the Attorney General, 
unless the Attorney General approves. 

‘(3) RURAL ELECTRIFICATION SECURITY IN- 
STRUMENTS.—In the case of a security instru- 
ment entered into under the Rural Elec- 
trification Act of 1986 (7 U.S.C. 901 et seq.), 
the Secretary shall notify the Attorney Gen- 
eral of the intent of the Secretary to exer- 
cise the authority of the Secretary under 
paragraph (2). 

“(c) SIMPLIFIED APPLICATION FORMS FOR 
LOAN GUARANTEES.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall pro- 
vide to lenders a short, simplified applica- 
tion form for guarantees under this title of— 

‘(A) farmer program loans the principal 
amount of which is $125,000 or less; and 

“(B) business and industry guaranteed 
loans under section 3601(a)(2)(A) the prin- 
cipal amount of which is— 

“(i) in the case of a loan guarantee made 
during fiscal year 2002 or 2003, $400,000 or less; 
and 

“(ii) in the case of a loan guarantee made 
during any subsequent fiscal year— 

“(D) $400,000 or less; or 

“(ID if the Secretary determines that there 
is not a significant increased risk of a de- 
fault on the loan, $600,000 or less. 

‘(2) WATER AND WASTE DISPOSAL GRANTS 
AND LOANS.—The Secretary shall develop an 
application process that accelerates, to the 
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maximum extent practicable, the processing 
of applications for water and waste disposal 
grants or direct or guaranteed loans under 
section 3501(a)(1) the grant award amount or 
principal loan amount, respectively, of 
which is $300,000 or less. 

“*(3) ADMINISTRATION.—In developing an ap- 
plication under this subsection, the Sec- 
retary shall— 

“(A) consult with commercial and coopera- 
tive lenders; and 

‘“(B) ensure that— 

“(i) the form can be completed manually 
or electronically, at the option of the lender; 

“(ii) the form minimizes the documenta- 
tion required to accompany the form; 

“(ii) the cost of completing and processing 
the form is minimal; and 

“(iv) the form can be completed and proc- 
essed in an expeditious manner. 


“(d) USE OF ATTORNEYS FOR PROSECUTION 
OR DEFENSE OF CLAIMS.—The Secretary may 
use for the prosecution or defense of any 
claim or obligation described in subsection 
(a)(5) the Attorney General, the General 
Counsel of the Department, or a private at- 
torney who has entered into a contract with 
the Secretary. 


“(e) PRIVATE COLLECTION AGENCY.—The 
Secretary may use a private collection agen- 
cy to collect a claim or obligation described 
in subsection (a)(5). 


“(f) SECURITY SERVICING.— 

“*(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may— 

“(A) make advances, without regard to any 
loan or total indebtedness limitation, to pre- 
serve and protect the security for, or the lien 
or priority of the lien securing any loan or 
other indebtedness owing to or acquired by 
the Secretary under this title or under any 
other program administered by the Farm 
Service Agency, the Rural Utilities Service, 
the Rural Housing Service, or the Rural 
Business-Cooperative Service applicable pro- 
gram, as determined by the Secretary; and 

“(B)(i) bid for and purchase at any execu- 
tion, foreclosure, or other sale or otherwise 
acquire property on which the United States 
has a lien by reason of a judgment or execu- 
tion arising from, or that is pledged, mort- 
gaged, conveyed, attached, or levied on to se- 
cure the payment of, the indebtedness re- 
gardless of whether the property is subject 
to other liens; 

“Gi) accept title to any property so pur- 
chased or acquired; and 

“(ii) sell, manage, or otherwise dispose of 
the property in accordance with this sub- 
section. 

‘(2) OPERATION OR LEASE OF REALTY.—Ex- 
cept as provided in subsections (c) and (e), 
real property administered under this title 
may be operated or leased by the Secretary 
for such period as the Secretary may con- 
sider necessary to protect the investment of 
the Federal Government in the property. 


“(g) PAYMENTS TO LENDERS.— 

““(1) REQUIREMENT.—Not later than 90 days 
after a court of competent jurisdiction con- 
firms a plan of reorganization under chapter 
12 of title 11, United States Code, for any 
borrower to whom a lender has made a loan 
guaranteed under this title, the Secretary 
shall pay the lender an amount estimated by 
the Secretary to be equal to the loss in- 
curred by the lender for purposes of the guar- 
antee. 

‘“(2) PAYMENT TOWARD LOAN GUARANTEE.— 
Any amount paid to a lender under this sub- 
section with respect to a loan guaranteed 
under this title shall be treated as payment 
towards satisfaction of the loan guarantee. 
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“SEC. 3904. LOAN MORATORIUM AND POLICY ON 
FORECLOSURES. 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—In addition to any other 
authority that the Secretary may have to 
defer principal and interest and forgo fore- 
closure, the Secretary may permit, at the re- 
quest of the borrower, the deferral of prin- 
cipal and interest on any outstanding loan 
made or guaranteed by the Secretary under 
this title, or under any other law adminis- 
tered by the Farm Service Agency, the Rural 
Utilities Service, the Rural Housing Service, 
or the Rural Business-Cooperative Service, 
and may forgo foreclosure of the loan, for 
such period as the Secretary considers nec- 
essary on a showing by the borrower that, 
due to circumstances beyond the control of 
the borrower, the borrower is temporarily 
unable to continue making payments of the 
principal and interest when due without un- 
duly impairing the standard of living of the 
borrower. 

‘(b) INTEREST.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
paragraph (2), the Secretary may permit any 
loan deferred under this section to bear no 
interest during or after the deferral period. 

“(2) EXCEPTION.—If the security instru- 
ment securing the loan is foreclosed, such in- 
terest as is included in the purchase price at 
the foreclosure shall become part of the prin- 
cipal and draw interest from the date of fore- 
closure at the rate prescribed by law. 

“(c) MORATORIUM REGARDING CIVIL RIGHTS 
CLAIMS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as otherwise pro- 
vided in this subsection, effective beginning 
on May 22, 2008, there shall be in effect a 
moratorium, with respect to farmer program 
loans made under subtitle A, on all accelera- 
tion and foreclosure proceedings instituted 
by the Department against any farmer who— 

“(A) has pending against the Department a 
claim of program discrimination that is ac- 
cepted by the Department as valid; or 

‘(B) files a claim of program discrimina- 
tion that is accepted by the Department as 
valid. 

‘(2) WAIVER OF INTEREST AND OFFSETS.— 
During the period of the moratorium, the 
Secretary shall waive the accrual of interest 
and offsets on all farmer program loans made 
under subtitle A, B, or C for which loan ac- 
celeration or foreclosure proceedings have 
been suspended under paragraph (1). 

‘(3) TERMINATION OF MORATORIUM.—The 
moratorium shall terminate with respect to 
a claim of discrimination by a farmer on the 
earlier of— 

“(A) the date the Secretary resolves the 
claim; or 

‘(B) if the farmer appeals the decision of 
the Secretary on the claim to a court of 
competent jurisdiction, the date that the 
court renders a final decision on the claim. 

“(4) FAILURE TO PREVAIL.—If a farmer does 
not prevail on a claim of discrimination de- 
scribed in paragraph (1), the farmer shall be 
liable for any interest and offsets that ac- 
crued during the period that loan accelera- 
tion or foreclosure proceedings have been 
suspended under paragraph (1). 

“SEC. 3905. OIL AND GAS ROYALTY PAYMENTS ON 
LOANS. 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall per- 
mit a borrower of a loan made or guaranteed 
under this title to make a prospective pay- 
ment on the loan with proceeds from— 

“(1) the leasing of oil, gas, or other mineral 
rights to real property used to secure the 
loan; or 

“(2) the sale of oil, gas, or other minerals 
removed from real property used to secure 
the loan, if the value of the rights to the oil, 
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gas, or other minerals has not been used to 
secure the loan. 

“(b) APPLICABILITY.—Subsection (a) shall 
not apply to a borrower of a loan made or 
guaranteed under this title with respect to 
which a liquidation or foreclosure proceeding 
was pending on December 23, 1985. 

“SEC. 3906. TAXATION. 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
subsection (b), all property subject to a lien 
held by the United States or the title to 
which is acquired or held by the Secretary 
under this title (other than property used for 
administrative purposes) shall be subject to 
taxation by State, territory, district, and 
local political subdivisions in the same man- 
ner and to the same extent as other property 
is taxed. 

‘“(o) EXCEPTIONS.—No tax shall be imposed 
or collected as described in subsection (a) if 
the tax (whether as a tax on the instrument 
or in connection with conveying, transfer- 
ring, or recording the instrument) is based 
on— 

“(1) the value of any notes or mortgages or 
other lien instruments held by or transferred 
to the Secretary; 

“(2) any notes or lien instruments adminis- 
tered under this title that are made, as- 
signed, or held by a person otherwise liable 
for the tax; or 

“(3) the value of any property conveyed or 
transferred to the Secretary. 

‘(c) FAILURE TO PAY OR COLLECT TAX.— 
The failure to pay or collect a tax under sub- 
section (a) shall not— 

“(1) be a ground for— 

“(A) refusal to record or file an instru- 
ment; or 

‘(B) failure to provide notice; or 

‘(2) prevent the enforcement of the instru- 
ment in any Federal or State court. 

“SEC. 3907. CONFLICTS OF INTEREST. 

‘“(a) ACCEPTANCE OF CONSIDERATION PRO- 
HIBITED.—No officer, attorney, or other em- 
ployee of the Department shall, directly or 
indirectly, be the beneficiary of or receive 
any fee, commission, gift, or other consider- 
ation for or in connection with any trans- 
action or business under this title other than 
such salary, fee, or other compensation as 
the officer, attorney, or employee may re- 
ceive as the officer, attorney, or employee. 

‘*(b) ACQUISITION OF INTEREST IN LAND PRO- 
HIBITED.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
paragraph (2), no officer or employee of the 
Department who acts on or reviews an appli- 
cation made by any person under this title 
for a loan to purchase land may acquire, di- 
rectly or indirectly, any interest in the land 
for a period of 3 years after the date on 
which the action is taken or the review is 
made. 

‘(2) FORMER COUNTY COMMITTEE MEM- 
BERS.—Paragraph (1) shall not apply to a 
former member of a county committee on a 
determination by the Secretary, prior to the 
acquisition of the interest, that the former 
member acted in good faith when acting on 
or reviewing the application. 

‘“(c) CERTIFICATIONS ON LOANS TO FAMILY 
MEMBERS PROHIBITED.—No member of a 
county committee shall knowingly make or 
join in making any certification with respect 
to— 

“(1) a loan to purchase any land in which 
the member, or any person related to the 
member within the second degree of consan- 
guinity or affinity, has or may acquire any 
interest; or 

‘“(2) any applicant related to the member 
within the second degree of consanguinity or 
affinity. 
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““(d) PENALTIES.—Any person violating this 
section shall, on conviction of the violation, 
be punished by a fine of not more than $2,000 
or imprisonment for not more than 2 years, 
or both. 

“SEC. 3908. LOAN SUMMARY STATEMENTS. 

‘“(a) DEFINITION OF SUMMARY PERIOD.—In 
this section, the term ‘summary period’ 
means the period beginning on the date of 
issuance of the preceding loan summary 
statement and ending on the date of issuance 
of the current loan summary statement. 

‘“(b) ISSUANCE OF STATEMENTS.—On the re- 
quest of a borrower of a loan made (but not 
guaranteed) under this title, the Secretary 
shall issue to the borrower a loan summary 
statement that reflects the account activity 
during the summary period for each loan 
made under this title to the borrower, in- 
cluding— 

“(1) the outstanding amount of principal 
due on each loan at the beginning of the 
summary period; 

‘“(2) the interest rate charged on each loan; 

(3) the amount of payments made on, and 
the application of the payments to, each 
loan during the summary period and an ex- 
planation of the basis for the application of 
the payments; 

“(4) the amount of principal and interest 
due on each loan at the end of the summary 
period; 

“(5) the total amount of unpaid principal 
and interest on all loans at the end of the 
summary period; 

(6) any delinquency in the repayment of 
any loan; 

(7) a schedule of the amount and date of 
payments due on each loan; and 

“*(8) the procedure the borrower may use to 
obtain more information concerning the sta- 
tus of the loans. 

“SEC. 3909. CERTIFIED LENDERS PROGRAM. 

“‘(a) CERTIFIED LENDERS PROGRAM.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall es- 
tablish a program under which the Secretary 
shall guarantee loans under this title that 
are made by lending institutions certified by 
the Secretary. 

“(2) CERTIFICATION REQUIREMENTS.—The 
Secretary shall certify a lending institution 
that meets such criteria as the Secretary 
may prescribe in regulations, including the 
ability of the institution to properly make, 
service, and liquidate the loans of the insti- 
tution. 

‘(3) CONDITION OF CERTIFICATION.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—As a condition of the 
certification, the Secretary shall require the 
institution to undertake to service the loans 
guaranteed by the Secretary under this sec- 
tion, using standards that are not less strin- 
gent than generally accepted banking stand- 
ards concerning loan servicing employed by 
prudent commercial or cooperative lenders. 

“(B) MONITORING.—The Secretary shall, at 
least annually, monitor the performance of 
each certified lender to ensure that the con- 
ditions of the certification are being met. 

“(4) EFFECT OF CERTIFICATION.—Notwith- 
standing any other provision of law: 

“(A) AMOUNT OF LOAN GUARANTEE.—In the 
case of a loan made or guaranteed under sub- 
title A, the Secretary shall guarantee 80 per- 
cent of a loan made under this section by a 
certified lending institution as described in 
paragraph (1), subject to a determination 
that the borrower of the loan meets the eli- 
gibility requirements and such other criteria 
as may be applicable to loans guaranteed by 
the Secretary under other provisions of this 
title. 

“(B) CERTIFICATIONS BY LENDING INSTITU- 
TIONS.—In the case of loans to be guaranteed 
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by the Secretary under this section, the Sec- 
retary shall permit certified lending institu- 
tions to make appropriate certifications (as 
provided by regulations issued by the Sec- 
retary )— 

“(i) relating to issues such as creditworthi- 
ness, repayment ability, adequacy of collat- 
eral, and feasibility of farm operation; and 

“(ii) that the borrower is in compliance 
with all requirements of law, including regu- 
lations issued by the Secretary. 

‘(C) APPROVAL PROCESS.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall ap- 
prove or disapprove a guarantee not later 
than 14 days after the date that the lending 
institution applies to the Secretary for the 
guarantee. 

“(ii) DISAPPROVAL.—If the Secretary dis- 
approves the loan application during the 14- 
day period, the Secretary shall state, in 
writing, all of the reasons the application 
was disapproved. 

‘(5) RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER REQUIRE- 
MENTS.—Nothing in this section affects the 
responsibility of the Secretary to certify eli- 
gibility, review financial information, and 
otherwise assess an application. 

‘(b) PREFERRED CERTIFIED LENDERS PRO- 
GRAM.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall es- 
tablish a Preferred Certified Lenders Pro- 
gram for lenders under this title who estab- 
lish— 

“(A) knowledge of, and experience under, 
the program established under subsection 
(a); 

“(B) knowledge of the regulations con- 
cerning the guaranteed loan program; and 

‘(C) proficiency related to the certified 
lender program requirements. 

‘*(2) REVOCATION OF DESIGNATION.— 

‘“(A) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subparagraph 
(B), the designation of a lender as a Pre- 
ferred Certified Lender shall be revoked at 
any time— 

“(i) that the Secretary determines that the 
lender is not adhering to the rules and regu- 
lations applicable to the program; or 

“(ii) if the loss experiences of a Preferred 
Certified Lender are excessive as compared 
to other Preferred Certified Lenders. 

‘(B) EFFECT.—A suspension or revocation 
under subparagraph (A) shall not affect any 
outstanding guarantee. 

‘(3) CONDITION OF CERTIFICATION.—AS a 
condition of preferred certification, the Sec- 
retary shall require the institution to under- 
take to service the loans guaranteed by the 
Secretary under this subsection using gen- 
erally accepted banking standards con- 
cerning loan servicing employed by prudent 
commercial or cooperative lenders. 

“(4) MONITORING.—The Secretary shall, at 
least annually, monitor the performance of 
each Preferred Certified Lender to ensure 
that the conditions of certification are being 
met. 

‘(6) EFFECT OF PREFERRED LENDER CERTIFI- 
CATION.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, the Secretary shall— 

“(i) guarantee 80 percent of an approved 
loan made by a certified lending institution 
as described in this subsection, subject to a 
determination that the borrower meets the 
eligibility requirements or such other cri- 
teria as may be applicable to loans guaran- 
teed by the Secretary under other provisions 
of this title; 

“(ii) permit certified lending institutions— 

‘(T) to make all decisions, with respect to 
loans to be guaranteed by the Secretary 
under this subsection relating to credit wor- 
thiness, the closing, monitoring, collection 
and liquidation of loans; and 
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“(IT) to accept appropriate certifications, 
as provided by regulations issued by the Sec- 
retary, that the borrower is in compliance 
with all requirements of law or regulations 
promulgated by the Secretary; and 

“(iii) be considered to have guaranteed 80 
percent of a loan made by a preferred cer- 
tified lending institution as described in 
paragraph (1), if the Secretary fails to ap- 
prove or reject the application of such insti- 
tution within 14 calendar days after the date 
that the lending institution presented the 
application to the Secretary. 

“(B) REQUIREMENT.—If the Secretary re- 
jects an application under subparagraph 
(A)(@iii) during the 14-day period, the Sec- 
retary shall state, in writing, the reasons the 
application was rejected. 

‘(¢) ADMINISTRATION OF CERTIFIED LENDERS 
AND PREFERRED CERTIFIED LENDERS PRO- 
GRAMS.—The Secretary may administer the 
loan guarantee programs under subsections 
(a) and (b) through central offices estab- 
lished in States or in multi-State areas. 

“SEC. 3910. LOANS TO RESIDENT ALIENS. 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding the 
provisions of this title limiting the making 
of a loan to a citizen of the United States, 
the Secretary may make a loan under this 
title to an alien lawfully admitted to the 
United States for permanent residence under 
the Immigration and Nationality Act (8 
U.S.C. 1101 et seq.). 

‘*(b) REGULATIONS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—No loan may be made 
under this title to an alien referred to in sub- 
section (a) until the Secretary issues regula- 
tions establishing the terms and conditions 
under which the alien may receive the loan. 

“(2) REQUIREMENT.—The Secretary shall 
submit the regulations to the Committee on 
Agriculture of the House of Representatives 
and the Committee on Agriculture, Nutri- 
tion, and Forestry of the Senate at least 30 
days prior to the date on which the regula- 
tions are published in the Federal Register. 
“SEC. 3911. EXPEDITED CLEARING OF TITLE TO 

INVENTORY PROPERTY. 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may em- 
ploy local attorneys, on a case-by-case basis, 
to process all legal procedures necessary to 
clear the title to foreclosed properties in the 
inventory of the Department. 

“(b) COMPENSATION.—Attorneys shall be 
compensated at not more than the usual and 
customary charges of the attorneys for the 
work. 

“SEC. 3912. TRANSFER OF LAND TO SECRETARY. 

“The President may at any time, in the 
discretion of the President, transfer to the 
Secretary any right, interest, or title held by 
the United States in any land acquired in the 
program of national defense and no longer 
needed for that purpose that the President 
finds suitable for the purposes of this title, 
and the Secretary shall dispose of the trans- 
ferred land in the manner and subject to the 
terms and conditions of this title. 

“SEC. 3913. COMPETITIVE SOURCING LIMITA- 
TIONS. 

“The Secretary may not complete a study 
of, or enter into a contract with a private 
party to carry out, without specific author- 
ization in a subsequent Act of Congress, a 
competitive sourcing activity of the Sec- 
retary, including support personnel of the 
Department, relating to rural development 
or farmer program loans. 

“SEC. 3914. REGULATIONS. 

“The Secretary may issue such regula- 
tions, prescribe such terms and conditions 
for making or guaranteeing loans, security 
instruments, and agreements, except as oth- 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE, Vol. 158, Pt. 7 


erwise specified in this title, and make such 
delegations of authority as the Secretary 
considers necessary to carry out this title.’’. 
SEC. 6002. CONFORMING AMENDMENTS. 

(a) Section 17(c) of the Rural Electrifica- 
tion Act of 1936 (7 U.S.C. 917(c)) is amended 
by striking paragraph (1) and inserting the 
following: 

“(1) Subtitle B of the Consolidated Farm 
and Rural Development Act.’’. 

(b) Section 305(c)(2)(B)G)) of the Rural 
Electrification Act of 19386 (7 U.S.C. 
935(c)(2)(B)(i)(1)) is amended by striking ‘‘sec- 
tion 307(a)(3)(A) of the Consolidated Farm 
and Rural Development Act (7 U.S.C. 
1927(a)(8)(A))”’ and inserting “section 
3701(b)(2) of the Consolidated Farm and 
Rural Development Act’’. 

(c) Section 306F(a)(1) of the Rural Elec- 
trification Act of 1936 (7 U.S.C. 986f(a)(1)) is 
amended by striking subparagraph (B) and 
inserting the following: 

““(B) chapter 1 of subtitle B of the Consoli- 
dated Farm and Rural Development Act.”. 

(da) Section 2333(d) of the Food, Agri- 
culture, Conservation, and Trade Act of 1990 
(7 U.S.C. 950aaa—2(d)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (11), by adding “and” at 
the end; 

(2) by striking paragraph (12); and 

(3) by redesignating paragraph (13) as para- 
graph (12). 

(e) Section 601(b) of the Rural Electrifica- 
tion Act of 1936 (7 U.S.C. 950bb(b)) is amended 
by striking paragraph (8). 

(f) Section 602(5) of the Emergency Live- 
stock Feed Assistance Act of 1988 (7 U.S.C. 


1471(5)) is amended by striking ‘‘section 
355(e)(1)(D)(ii) of the Consolidated Farm and 
Rural Development Act (7 U.S.C. 
1985(e)(1)(D)(ii))””, and inserting ‘‘section 


3409(c)(1)(A) of the Consolidated Farm and 
Rural Development Act)”. 

(g) Section 508 of the Federal Crop Insur- 
ance Act (7 U.S.C. 1508) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (b)(7)(A), by striking ‘‘sec- 
tion 371 of the Consolidated Farm and Rural 
Development Act (7 U.S.C. 2008f)’’ and insert- 
ing ‘‘section 3424 of the Consolidated Farm 
and Rural Development Act’’; and 

(2) in subsection (n)(2), by striking ‘‘sub- 
title C of the Consolidated Farm and Rural 
Development Act (7 U.S.C. 1961 et seq.)’’? and 
inserting ‘‘chapter 3 of subtitle A of the Con- 
solidated Farm and Rural Development 
Act”. 

(h) Section 231(a) of the Agricultural Risk 
Protection Act of 2000 (7 U.S.C. 1632a(a)) is 
amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘section 
348(a) of the Consolidated Farm and Rural 
Development Act (7 U.S.C. 1991(a)) and in- 
serting ‘‘section 3002 of the Consolidated 
Farm and Rural Development Act”; and 

(2) in paragraph (4), by striking ‘‘section 
355(e) of the Consolidated Farm and Rural 
Development Act (7 U.S.C. 2003(e))’’ and in- 
serting ‘‘section 3002 of the Consolidated 
Farm and Rural Development Act”. 

(i) Section 14204(a) of the Food, Conserva- 
tion, and Energy Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2008q— 
1(a)) is amended by striking ‘‘an entity de- 
scribed in section 879C(a) of the Consolidated 
Farm and Rural Development Act (7 U.S.C. 
2008q(a))’? and inserting ‘‘an entity deter- 
mined by the Secretary”. 

(j) Section 607(c)(6) of the Rural Develop- 
ment Policy Act of 1972 (7 U.S.C. 2204b(c)(6)) 
is amended in the last sentence— 

(1) by striking ‘‘, and’’ and inserting ‘‘and 
any”; and 

(2) by striking ‘‘required under section 
306(a)(12) of the Consolidated Farm and 
Rural Development Act’’. 
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(k) Section 901(b) of the Agricultural Act 
of 1970 (7 U.S.C. 2204b-1(b)) is amended by 
striking ‘‘rural areas as defined in the pri- 
vate business enterprise exception in section 
306(a)(7) of the Consolidated Farmers Home 
Administration Act of 1961, as amended (7 
U.S.C. 1926)’ and inserting ‘‘rural areas, as 
defined in section 3002 of the Consolidated 
Farm and Rural Development Act”. 

(1) Section 14220 of the Food, Conservation, 
and Energy Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2206b) is 
amended by striking ‘‘section 348(a)(18)(A) of 
the Consolidated Farm and Rural Develop- 
ment Act)’’ and inserting ‘‘section 3002 of the 
Consolidated Farm and Rural Development 
Act)”. 

(m) Section 2501(c)(2)(D) of the Food, Agri- 
culture, Conservation, and Trade Act of 1990 
(7 U.S.C. 2279(c)(2)(D)) is amended by striking 
“sections 355(a)(1) and 355(c) of the Consoli- 
dated Farm and Rural Development Act (7 
U.S.C. 2003(a)(1))”” and inserting ‘‘paragraphs 
(1) and (3) of section 3416(a) of the Consoli- 
dated Farm and Rural Development Act”. 

(n) Section 2501A(b) of the Food, Agri- 
culture, Conservation, and Trade Act of 1990 
(7 U.S.C. 2279-1(b)) is amended by striking 
“section 355(e) of the Consolidated Farm and 
Rural Development Act (7 U.S.C. 2003(e))’’ 
and inserting ‘‘section 3002 of the Consoli- 
dated Farm and Rural Development Act”. 

(o) Section 7405(c)(8)(B) of the Farm Secu- 
rity and Rural Investment Act of 2002 (7 
U.S.C. 3319f(c)(8)(B)) is amended by striking 
“section 355(e) of the Consolidated Farm and 
Rural Development Act (7 U.S.C. 2003(e))” 
and inserting ‘‘section 3002 of the Consoli- 
dated Farm and Rural Development Act)”. 

(p) Section 1101(d)(2)(A) of the Food, Con- 
servation, and Energy Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 
8711(d)(2)(A)) is amended by striking ‘‘section 
355(e) of the Consolidated Farm and Rural 
Development Act (7 U.S.C. 2003(e)) and in- 
serting ‘‘section 3002 of the Consolidated 
Farm and Rural Development Act)”. 

(q) Section 1302(d)(2)(A) of the Food, Con- 
servation, and Energy Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 
8752(d)(2)(A)) is amended by striking ‘‘section 
355(e) of the Consolidated Farm and Rural 
Development Act (7 U.S.C. 2003(e)) and in- 
serting ‘‘section 3002 of the Consolidated 
Farm and Rural Development Act)”. 

(r) Section 2375(g) of the Food, Agriculture, 
Conservation, and Trade Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 
6613(g)) is amended by striking ‘‘section 
304(b), 306(a), or 310B(e) of the Consolidated 
Farm and Rural Development Act (7 U.S.C. 
1924(b), 1926(a), and 1932(e))’’ and inserting 
“subtitle B of the Consolidated Farm and 
Rural Development Act”. 

(s) Section 226B(a)(1) of the Department of 
Agriculture Reorganization Act of 1994 (7 
U.S.C. 6934(a)(1)) is amended by striking 
“section 343(a) of the Consolidated Farm and 
Rural Development Act (7 U.S.C. 1991(a))’’ 
and inserting ‘‘section 3002 of the Consoli- 
dated Farm and Rural Development Act”. 

(t) Section 196(i)(8)(B) of the Federal Agri- 
culture Improvement and Reform Act of 1996 
(7 U.S.C. 7383(i)(3)(B)) is amended by striking 
“subtitle C of the Consolidated Farm and 
Rural Development Act (7 U.S.C. 1961 et 
seq.)’? and inserting ‘‘chapter 3 of subtitle A 
of the Consolidated Farm and Rural Develop- 
ment Act’’. 

(u) Section 9009(a)(1) of the Farm Security 
and Rural Investment Act of 2002 (7 U.S.C. 
8109(a)(1)) is amended by striking ‘‘section 
343(a)(13)(A) of the Consolidated Farm and 
Rural Development Act (7 U.S.C. 
1991(a)(13)(A)))”? and inserting ‘‘section 3002 
of the Consolidated Farm and Rural Develop- 
ment Act’’. 

(v) Section 9011(c)(2)(B)(v) of the Farm Se- 
curity and Rural Investment Act of 2002 (7 
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U.S.C. 8111(c)(2)(B)(v)) is amended by strik- 
ing subclause (I) and inserting the following: 

“(I) beginning farmers (as defined in ac- 
cordance with section 3002 of the Consoli- 
dated Farm and Rural Development Act); 
or”. 

(w) Section 7(b)(2)(B) of the Small Business 
Act (15 U.S.C. 636(b)(2)(B)) is amended by 
striking ‘‘section 321 of the Consolidated 
Farm and Rural Development Act (7 U.S.C. 
1961)” and inserting ‘‘section 3301 of the Con- 
solidated Farm and Rural Development 
Act”. 

(x) Section 8(b)(5)(B)(@iii)(III)(bb) of the Soil 
Conservation and Domestic Allotment Act 
(16 U.S.C. 590h(b)(5)(B)(iii)MID(bb)) is amend- 
ed by striking ‘‘section 355(e)(1) of the Con- 
solidated Farm and Rural Development Act 
(7 U.S.C.A. § 2003(e)(1))”” and inserting ‘‘sec- 
tion 3002 of the Consolidated Farm and Rural 
Development Act)”. 

(y) Section 10(b)(3) of the Cooperative For- 
estry Assistance Act of 1978 (16 U.S.C. 
2106(b)(3)) is amended in the last sentence by 
striking ‘‘set out in the first clause of sec- 
tion 306(a)(7) of the Consolidated Farm and 
Rural Development Act? and inserting 
“given the term in section 3002 of the Con- 
solidated Farm and Rural Development 
Act”. 

(z) Section 1201(a)(2) of the Food Security 
Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3801(a)(2)) is amended 
by striking ‘‘section 348(a)(8) of the Consoli- 
dated Farm and Rural Development Act (7 
U.S.C. 1991(a)(8))”’ and inserting ‘‘section 3002 
of the Consolidated Farm and Rural Develop- 
ment Act’’. 

(aa) Section 1238(2) of the Food Security 
Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3838(2)) is amended by 
striking ‘‘section 348(a) of the Consolidated 
Farm and Rural Development Act (7 U.S.C. 
1991(a)) and inserting ‘‘section 3002 of the 
Consolidated Farm and Rural Development 
Act”. 

(bb) Section 5 of Public Law 91-229 (25 
U.S.C. 492) is amended by striking ‘‘section 
307(a)(8)(B) of the Consolidated Farmers 
Home Administration Act of 1961, as amend- 
ed, and to the provisions of subtitle D of that 
Act except sections 340, 341, 342, and 343” and 
inserting ‘‘3105(b)(2) of the Consolidated 
Farm and Rural Development Act”. 

(cc) Section 6(c) of Public Law 91-229 (25 
U.S.C. 493(c)) is amended by striking ‘‘sec- 
tion 333B of the Consolidated Farm and 
Rural Development Act (7 U.S.C. 1983b)’”’ and 
inserting ‘‘subtitle H of the Department of 
Agriculture Reorganization Act of 1994 (7 
U.S.C. 6991 et seq.)’’. 

(dd) Section 181(a)(2)(B)(ii) of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 is amended by striking 
“section 2009aa-l of title 7, United States 
Code” and inserting ‘‘section 3801 of the Con- 
solidated Farm and Rural Development 
Act”. 

(ee) Section 515(b)(3) of the Housing Act of 
1949 (42 U.S.C. 1485(b)(8)) is amended by strik- 
ing ‘‘all the provisions of section 309 and the 
second and third sentences of section 308 of 
the Consolidated Farmers Home Administra- 
tion Act of 1961, including the authority in 
section 309(f)(1) of that Act” and inserting 
‘section 3401 of the Consolidated Farm and 
Rural Development Act”. 

(ff) Section 517(b) of the Housing Act of 
1949 (42 U.S.C. 1487(b)) is amended in the 
third sentence by striking ‘‘(7 U.S.C. 1929)’’ 
and inserting ‘‘under section 3401 of the Con- 
solidated Farm and Rural Development 
Act”. 

(gg) Section 3(8) of the Public Works and 
Economic Development Act of 1965 (42 U.S.C. 
3122(8)) is amended— 

(1) by striking subparagraph (B) and insert- 
ing the following: 
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‘“(B) the Delta Regional Authority estab- 
lished under chapter 4 of subtitle B of the 
Consolidated Farm and Rural Development 
Act;”; and 

(2) by striking subparagraph (D) and in- 
serting the following: 

“(D) the Northern Great Plains Regional 
Authority established under chapter 5 of sub- 
title B of the Consolidated Farm and Rural 
Development Act.’’. 

(hh) Section 310(a) of the Robert T. Staf- 
ford Disaster Relief and Emergency Assist- 
ance Act (42 U.S.C. 5153(a)) is amended by 
striking paragraph (4) and inserting the fol- 
lowing: 

“(4) Chapter 1 of subtitle B of the Consoli- 
dated Farm and Rural Development Act.’’. 

(ii) Section 582(d)(1) of the National Flood 
Insurance Reform Act of 1994 (42 U.S.C. 
5154a(d)(1)) is amended by striking ‘‘section 
321(a) of the Consolidated Farm and Rural 
Development Act (7 U.S.C. 1961(a)) and in- 
serting ‘“‘section 3301(b) of the Consolidated 
Farm and Rural Development Act”. 

(jj) Section 213(c)(1) of the Biomass Energy 
and Alcohol Fuels Act of 1980 (42 U.S.C. 
8818(c)(1)) is amended in the first sentence by 
striking ‘‘section 309 of the Consolidated 
Farm and Rural Development Act or the 
Rural Development Insurance Fund in sec- 
tion 309A of such Act” and inserting ‘‘under 
section 3401 of the Consolidated Farm and 
Rural Development Act or the Rural Devel- 
opment Insurance Fund under section 3704 of 
that Act”. 

(kk) Section 1328(b)(2) of the Food Security 
Act of 1985 (Public Law 99-198; 7 U.S.C. 1932 
note) is amended— 

(1) in subparagraph (A), by inserting ‘‘and’’ 
at the end; 

(2) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘‘; and” 
at the end and inserting a period; and 

(3) by striking subparagraph (C). 

Subtitle B—Rural Electrification 

SEC. 6101. DEFINITION OF RURAL AREA. 

Section 13(3) of the Rural Electrification 
Act of 19386 (7 U.S.C. 913(A)) is amended by 
striking subparagraph (A) and inserting the 
following: 

“(A) any area described in section 
3002(28)(A)(i) of the Consolidated Farm and 
Rural Development Act; and’’. 

SEC. 6102. GUARANTEES FOR BONDS AND NOTES 
ISSUED FOR ELECTRIFICATION OR 
TELEPHONE PURPOSES. 

Section 318A(f) of the Rural Electrification 
Act of 1936 (7 U.S.C. 940c-1(f)) is amended by 
striking ‘‘2012’’ and inserting ‘‘2017’’. 

SEC. 6103. EXPANSION OF 911 ACCESS. 

Section 315(d) of the Rural Electrification 
Act of 1986 (7 U.S.C. 940e(d)) is amended by 
striking ‘‘2012’’ and inserting ‘‘2017’’. 

SEC. 6104. ACCESS TO BROADBAND TELE- 
COMMUNICATIONS SERVICES IN 
RURAL AREAS. 

Section 601 of the Rural Electrification Act 
of 1936 (7 U.S.C. 950bb) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a), by striking ‘‘loans 
and” and inserting ‘‘grants, loans, and’’; 

(2) in subsection (b), by striking paragraph 
(8) and inserting the following: 

(8) RURAL AREA.—The term ‘rural area’ 
means any area described in section 3002 of 
the Consolidated Farm and Rural Develop- 
ment Act.’’; 

(3) in subsection (c)— 

(A) in the subsection heading, by striking 
“LOANS AND” and inserting ‘‘GRANTS, LOANS, 
AND”; 

(B) in paragraph (1), by inserting ‘‘make 
grants and” after ‘‘Secretary shall’’; 

(C) by striking paragraph (2) and inserting 
the following: 

“(2) PRIORITY .— 
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“(A) IN GENERAL.—In making grants, loans, 
or loan guarantees under paragraph (1), the 
Secretary shall— 

“(i) establish not less than 2, and not more 
than 4, evaluation periods for each fiscal 
year to compare grant, loan, and loan guar- 
antee applications and to prioritize grants, 
loans, and loan guarantees to all or part of 
rural communities that do not have residen- 
tial broadband service that meets the min- 
imum acceptable level of broadband service 
established under subsection (e); 

“(ii) give the highest priority to applicants 
that offer to provide broadband service to 
the greatest proportion of unserved rural 
households or rural households that do not 
have residential broadband service that 
meets the minimum acceptable level of 
broadband service established under sub- 
section (e), as— 

“(I) certified by the affected community, 
city, county, or designee; or 

“(ID demonstrated on— 

‘(aa) the broadband map of the affected 
State if the map contains address-level data; 
or 

‘“(bb) the National Broadband Map if ad- 
dress-level data is unavailable; and 

“(iii) provide equal consideration to all 
qualified applicants, including those that 
have not previously received grants, loans, 
or loan guarantees under paragraph (1). 

‘(B) OTHER.—After giving priority to the 
applicants described in subparagraph (A), the 
Secretary shall then give priority to projects 
that serve rural communities— 

“(i) with a population of less than 20,000 
permanent residents; 

“(ii) experiencing outmigration; 

“(iii) with a high percentage of low-income 
residents; and 

“(iv) that are isolated from other signifi- 
cant population centers.’’; and 

(D) by adding at the end the following: 

‘(3) GRANT AMOUNTS.— 

“(A) ELIGIBILITY.—To be eligible for a 
grant under this section, the project that is 
the subject of the grant shall be carried out 
in a rural area. 

‘“(B) MAXIMUM.—Except as provided in sub- 
paragraph (D), the amount of any grant 
made under this section shall not exceed 50 
percent of the development costs of the 
project for which the grant is provided. 

“(C) GRANT RATE.—The Secretary shall es- 
tablish the grant rate for each project in ac- 
cordance with regulations issued by the Sec- 
retary that shall provide for a graduated 
scale of grant rates that establish higher 
rates for projects in communities that 
have— 

“(i) remote locations; 

“(ii) low community populations; 

“(iii) low income levels; 

‘““iv) developed the applications of the 
communities with the participation of com- 
binations of stakeholders, including— 

“(I) State, local, and tribal governments; 

“(IT) nonprofit institutions; 

“(JIT) institutions of higher education; 

‘“(IV) private entities; and 

‘“(V) philanthropic organizations; and 

“(v) targeted funding to provide the min- 
imum acceptable level of broadband service 
established under subsection (e) in all or part 
of an unserved community that is below that 
minimum acceptable level of broadband serv- 
ice. 

‘(D) SECRETARIAL AUTHORITY TO ADJUST.— 
The Secretary may make grants of up to 75 
percent of the development costs of the 
project for which the grant is provided to an 
eligible entity if the Secretary determines 
that the project serves a remote or low in- 
come area that does not have access to 
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broadband service from any provider of 
broadband service (including the appli- 
cant).’’; 

(4) in subsection (d)— 

(A) in paragraph (1)(A)— 

(i) in the matter preceding clause (i), by 


striking ‘‘loan or” and inserting ‘grant, 
loan, or”; 

(ii) by striking clause (i) and inserting the 
following: 


“(i) demonstrate the ability to furnish, im- 
prove in order to meet the minimum accept- 
able level of broadband service established 
under subsection (e), or extend broadband 
service to all or part of an unserved rural 
area or an area below the minimum accept- 
able level of broadband service established 
under subsection (e);’’; 

(iii) in clause (ii), by striking ‘‘a loan ap- 
plication” and inserting ‘‘an application’’; 
and 

(iv) in clause (iii)— 

(I) by striking ‘‘the loan application” and 
inserting ‘‘the application’’; and 

(II) by striking ‘‘proceeds from the loan 
made or guaranteed under this section are” 
and inserting ‘‘assistance under this section 
is”; 

(B) in paragraph (2)— 

(i) in subparagraph (A)— 

(I) in the matter preceding clause (i)— 

(aa) by striking ‘‘the proceeds of a loan 
made or guaranteed’’ and inserting ‘‘assist- 
ance”; and 

(bb) by striking ‘‘for the loan or loan guar- 
antee” and inserting ‘‘of the eligible entity”; 

(II) in clause (i), by striking ‘‘is offered 
broadband service by not more than 1 incum- 
bent service provider” and inserting ‘‘are 
unserved or have service levels below the 
minimum acceptable level of broadband serv- 
ice established under subsection (e)’’; and 

(IIT) in clause (ii), by striking ‘‘3’’ and in- 
serting ‘‘2”’; 

(ii) by striking subparagraph (B) and in- 
serting the following: 

‘(B) ADJUSTMENTS .— 

“(i) INCREASE.—The Secretary may in- 
crease the household percentage requirement 
under subparagraph (A)(i) if— 

“(D) more than 25 percent of the costs of 
the project are funded by grants made under 
this section; or 

‘“(II) the proposed service territory in- 
cludes 1 or more communities with a popu- 
lation in excess of 20,000. 

“(ii) REDUCTION.—The Secretary may re- 
duce the household percentage requirement 
under subparagraph (A)(i)— 

“(I) to not less than 15 percent, if the pro- 
posed service territory does not have a popu- 
lation in excess of 5,000 people; or 

“(IT) to not less than 18 percent, if the pro- 
posed service territory does not have a popu- 
lation in excess of 7,500 people.’’; and 

(iii) in subparagraph (C)— 

(I) in the subparagraph heading, by strik- 
ing ‘‘3’’ and inserting ‘‘2’’; and 

(II) in clause (i), by inserting ‘‘the min- 
imum acceptable level of broadband service 
established under subsection (e) in” after 
“service to”; 

(C) in paragraph (3)— 

(i) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘loan 
or” and inserting “grant, loan, or”; and 

(ii) in subparagraph (B), by adding at the 
end the following: 

$i) INFORMATION.—Information sub- 
mitted under this subparagraph shall be— 

“(I) certified by the affected community, 
city, county, or designee; and 

“(ID demonstrated on— 

‘“(aa) the broadband map of the affected 
State if the map contains address-level data; 
or 
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“(bb) the National Broadband Map if ad- 
dress-level data is unavailable.’’; 

(D) in paragraph (4)— 

(i) by striking ‘‘Subject to paragraph (1),”’ 
and inserting the following: 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (1) 
and subparagraph (B),’’; 

(ii) by striking ‘‘loan or” 
“grant, loan, or”; and 

(iii) by adding at the end the following: 

(B) PILOT PROGRAMS.—The Secretary may 
carry out pilot programs in conjunction with 
interested entities described in subparagraph 
(A) (which may be in partnership with other 
entities, as determined appropriate by the 
Secretary) to address areas that are 
unserved or have service levels below the 
minimum acceptable level of broadband serv- 
ice established under subsection (e).’’; 

(E) in paragraph (5)— 

(i) in the matter preceding subparagraph 
(A), by striking “loan or” and inserting 
“grant, loan, or”; and 

(ii) in subparagraph (C), by inserting ‘‘, and 
proportion relative to the service territory,” 
after ‘‘estimated number’’; 

(F) in paragraph (6), by striking ‘‘loan or” 
and inserting ‘‘grant, loan, or’’; 

(G) in paragraph (7), by striking ‘‘a loan 
application” and inserting ‘‘an application”; 
and 

(H) by adding at the end the following: 

“(8) TRANSPARENCY AND REPORTING.—The 
Secretary— 

“(A) shall require any entity receiving as- 
sistance under this section to submit quar- 
terly, in a format specified by the Secretary, 
a report that describes— 

‘“(i) the use by the entity of the assistance, 
including new equipment and capacity en- 
hancements that support high-speed 
broadband access for educational institu- 
tions, health care providers, and public safe- 
ty service providers (including the estimated 
number of end users who are currently using 
or forecasted to use the new or upgraded in- 
frastructure); and 

“Gi) the progress towards fulfilling the ob- 
jectives for which the assistance was grant- 
ed, including— 

‘(D) the number and location of residences 
and businesses that will receive new 
broadband service, existing network service 
improvements, and facility upgrades result- 
ing from the Federal assistance; 

““(II) the speed of broadband service; 

““(III) the price of broadband service; 

“(IV) any changes in broadband service 
adoption rates, including new subscribers 
generated from demand-side projects; and 

“(V) any other metrics the Secretary de- 
termines to be appropriate; 

“(B) shall maintain a fully searchable 
database, accessible on the Internet at no 
cost to the public, that contains, at a min- 
imum— 

“() a list of each entity that has applied 
for assistance under this section; 

“Gi) a description of each application, in- 
cluding the status of each application; 

‘“(iii) for each entity receiving assistance 
under this section— 

“(I) the name of the entity; 

“(II) the type of assistance being received; 

““(IIT) the purpose for which the entity is 
receiving the assistance; and 

“(IV) each quarterly report submitted 
under subparagraph (A); and 

“(iv) such other information as is suffi- 
cient to allow the public to understand and 
monitor assistance provided under this sec- 
tion; 

“(C) shall, in addition to other authority 
under applicable law, establish written pro- 
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cedures for all broadband programs adminis- 
tered by the Secretary that, to the max- 
imum extent practicable— 

“(i) recover funds from loan defaults; 

“(ii)(I) deobligate awards to grantees that 
demonstrate an insufficient level of perform- 
ance (including failure to meet build-out re- 
quirements, service quality issues, or other 
metrics determined by the Secretary) or 
wasteful or fraudulent spending; and 

(II) award those funds, on a competitive 
basis, to new or existing applicants con- 
sistent with this section; and 

“(iii) consolidate and minimize overlap 
among the programs; 

‘(D) with respect to an application for as- 
sistance under this section, shall— 

“(i) promptly post on the website of the 
Rural Utility Service— 

“(I) an announcement that identifies— 

“(aa) each applicant; 

‘“(pb) the amount and type of support re- 
quested by each applicant; and 

“(IT) a list of the census block groups or 
proposed service territory, in a manner spec- 
ified by the Secretary, that the applicant 
proposes to service; 

“(ii) provide not less than 15 days for 
broadband service providers to voluntarily 
submit information about the broadband 
services that the providers offer in the 
groups or tracts listed under clause (i)(II) so 
that the Secretary may assess whether the 
applications submitted meet the eligibility 
requirements under this section; and 

“(iii) if no broadband service provider sub- 
mits information under clause (ii), consider 
the number of providers in the group or tract 
to be established by reference to— 

“(I) the most current National Broadband 
Map of the National Telecommunications 
and Information Administration; or 

“(ID any other data regarding the avail- 
ability of broadband service that the Sec- 
retary may collect or obtain through reason- 
able efforts; and 

“(E) may establish additional reporting 
and information requirements for any recipi- 
ent of any assistance under this section so as 
to ensure compliance with this section.”’; 

(5) in subsection (e)— 

(A) by redesignating paragraph (2) as para- 
graph (3); and 

(B) by striking paragraph (1) and inserting 
the following: 

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2), 
for purposes of this section, the minimum 
acceptable level of broadband service for a 
rural area shall be at least— 

“(A) a 4Mbps downstream transmission 
capacity; and 

‘(B) a 1-Mbps upstream transmission ca- 
pacity. 

*(2) ADJUSTMENTS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—At least once every 2 
years, the Secretary shall review, and may 
adjust, the minimum acceptable level of 
broadband service established under para- 
graph (1) to ensure that high quality, cost-ef- 
fective broadband service is provided to rural 
areas over time. 

“(B) CONSIDERATIONS.—In making an ad- 
justment to the minimum acceptable level of 
broadband service under subparagraph (A), 
the Secretary may consider establishing dif- 
ferent transmission rates for fixed broadband 
service and mobile broadband service.’’; 

(6) in subsection (f), by striking ‘‘make a 
loan or loan guarantee” and inserting ‘‘pro- 
vide assistance”; 

(7) in subsection (g), by striking paragraph 
(2) and inserting the following: 

“(2) TERMS.—In determining the term and 
conditions of a loan or loan guarantee, the 
Secretary may— 
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“(A) consider whether the recipient would 
be serving an area that is unserved; and 

‘“(B) if the Secretary makes a determina- 
tion in the affirmative under subparagraph 
(A), establish a limited initial deferral period 
or comparable terms necessary to achieve 
the financial feasibility and long-term sus- 
tainability of the project.’’; 

(8) in subsection (j)— 

(A) in the matter preceding paragraph (1), 
by striking ‘‘loan and loan guarantee”’; 

(B) in paragraph (1)— 

(i) by inserting ‘‘grants and” after ‘‘num- 
ber of”; and 

(ii) by inserting ‘‘, including any loan 
terms or conditions for which the Secretary 
provided additional assistance to unserved 
areas” before the semicolon at the end; 

(C) in paragraph (2)— 

(i) in subparagraph (A), by striking “loan”; 
and 

(ii) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘‘loans 
and” and inserting ‘‘grants, loans, and’’; 

(D) in paragraph (3), by striking ‘‘loan’’; 

(E) in paragraph (5), by striking “and” at 
the end; 

(F) in paragraph (6), by striking the period 
at the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 

(G) by adding at the end the following: 

“(7) the overall progress towards fulfilling 
the goal of improving the quality of rural 
life by expanding rural broadband access, as 
demonstrated by metrics, including— 

“(A) the number of residences and busi- 
nesses receiving new broadband services; 

‘(B) network improvements, including fa- 
cility upgrades and equipment purchases; 

‘“(C) average broadband speeds and prices 
on a local and statewide basis; 

‘(D) any changes in broadband adoption 
rates; and 

“(E) any specific activities that increased 
high speed broadband access for educational 
institutions, health care providers. and pub- 
lic safety service providers.’’; and 

(9) by redesignating subsections (k) and (1) 
as subsections (1) and (m), respectively; 

(10) by inserting after subsection (j) the 
following: 

“(k) BROADBAND BUILDOUT DATA.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—AS a condition of receiv- 
ing a grant, loan, or loan guarantee under 
this section, a recipient of assistance shall 
provide to the Secretary address-level 
broadband buildout data that indicates the 
location of new broadband service that is 
being provided or upgraded within the serv- 
ice territory supported by the grant, loan, or 
loan guarantee— 

“(A) for purposes of inclusion in the semi- 
annual updates to the National Broadband 
Map that is managed by the National Tele- 
communications and Information Adminis- 
tration (referred to in this subsection as the 
‘Administration’); and 

‘“(B) not later than 30 days after the earlier 
of— 

“(i) the date of completion of any project 
milestone established by the Secretary; or 

‘“(ii) the date of completion of the project. 

‘(2) ADDRESS-LEVEL DATA.—Effective be- 
ginning on the date the Administration re- 
ceives data described in paragraph (1), the 
Administration shall use only address-level 
broadband buildout data for the National 
Broadband Map. 

‘*(3) CORRECTIONS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall sub- 
mit to the Administration any correction to 
the National Broadband Map that is based on 
the actual level of broadband coverage with- 
in the rural area, including any requests for 
a correction from an elected or economic de- 
velopment official. 
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‘“(B) INCORPORATION.—Not later than 30 
days after the date on which the Administra- 
tion receives a correction submitted under 
subparagraph (A), the Administration shall 
incorporate the correction into the National 
Broadband Map. 

“(C) USE.—If the Secretary has submitted 
a correction to the Administration under 
subparagraph (A), but the National 
Broadband Map has not been updated to re- 
flect the correct by the date on which the 
Secretary is making a grant or loan award 
decision under this section, the Secretary 
may use the correction submitted under that 
subparagraph for purposes of make the grant 
or loan award decision.’’; 

(11) subsection (1) (as redesignated by para- 
graph (9))— 

(A) in paragraph (1)— 

(i) by striking ‘‘$25,000,000’’ and inserting 
‘*$50,000,000’’; and 

(ii) by striking ‘‘2012’’ and inserting ‘‘2017’’; 
and 

(B) in paragraph (2)(A)— 

(i) in clause (i), by striking ‘‘and’’ at the 
end; 

(ii) in clause (ii), by striking the period at 
the end and inserting ‘‘; and”; and 

(iii) by adding at the end the following: 

“(ii) set aside at least 1 percent to be used 
for— 

(D) conducting oversight under this sec- 
tion; and 

“(I) implementing accountability meas- 
ures and related activities authorized under 
this section.’’; and 

(12) in subsection (m) (as redesignated by 
paragraph (9))— 

(A) by striking ‘‘loan or” and inserting 
“grant, loan, or”; and 

(B) by striking ‘‘2012’’ and inserting ‘‘2017’’. 

Subtitle C—Miscellaneous 
SEC. 6201. DISTANCE LEARNING AND TELEMEDI- 
CINE. 

(a) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
Section 2335A of the Food, Agriculture, Con- 
servation, and Trade Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 
950aaa-5) is amended by striking ‘‘2012” and 
inserting ‘‘2017’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 1(b) 
of Public Law 102-551 (7 U.S.C. 950aaa note) is 
amended by striking ‘‘2012’’ and inserting 
“2017”. 

SEC. 6202. RURAL ENERGY SAVINGS PROGRAM. 

Subtitle E of title VI of the Farm Security 
and Rural Investment Act of 2002 (Public 
Law 107-171; 116 Stat. 424) is amended by add- 
ing at the end the following: 

“SEC. 6407. RURAL ENERGY SAVINGS PROGRAM. 

‘“(a) PURPOSE.—The purpose of this section 
is to create jobs, promote rural development, 
and help rural families and small businesses 
achieve cost savings by providing loans to 
qualified consumers to implement durable 
cost-effective energy efficiency measures. 

“(b) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 

“(1) ELIGIBLE ENTITY.—The term ‘eligible 
entity’ means— 

“(A) any public power district, public util- 
ity district, or similar entity, or any electric 
cooperative described in section 501(c)(12) or 
1381(a)(2) of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986, that borrowed and repaid, prepaid, or is 
paying an electric loan made or guaranteed 
by the Rural Utilities Service (or any prede- 
cessor agency); 

“(B) any entity primarily owned or con- 
trolled by 1 or more entities described in 
subparagraph (A); or 

“(C) any other entity that is an eligible 
borrower of the Rural Utility Service, as de- 
termined under section 1710.101 of title 7, 
Code of Federal Regulations (or a successor 
regulation). 
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‘(2) ENERGY EFFICIENCY MEASURES.—The 
term ‘energy efficiency measures’ means, for 
or at property served by an eligible entity, 
structural improvements and investments in 
cost-effective, commercial technologies to 
increase energy efficiency. 

*(3) QUALIFIED CONSUMER.—The term 
‘qualified consumer’ means a consumer 
served by an eligible entity that has the abil- 
ity to repay a loan made under subsection 
(d), as determined by the eligible entity. 

“(4) SECRETARY.—The term ‘Secretary’ 
means the Secretary of Agriculture, acting 
through the Administrator of the Rural Util- 
ities Service. 

“(c) LOANS TO ELIGIBLE ENTITIES.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2), 
the Secretary shall make loans to eligible 
entities that agree to use the loan funds to 
make loans to qualified consumers for the 
purpose of implementing energy efficiency 
measures. 

‘*(2) REQUIREMENTS .— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—As a condition of receiv- 
ing a loan under this subsection, an eligible 
entity shall— 

“(i) establish a list of energy efficiency 
measures that is expected to decrease energy 
use or costs of qualified consumers; 

“(ii) prepare an implementation plan for 
use of the loan funds, including use of any 
interest to be received pursuant to sub- 
section (d)(1)(A); 

“(iii) provide for appropriate measurement 
and verification to ensure— 

“(I) the effectiveness of the energy effi- 
ciency loans made by the eligible entity; and 

“(ID that there is no conflict of interest in 
carrying out this section; and 

“(iv) demonstrate expertise in effective use 
of energy efficiency measures at an appro- 
priate scale. 

‘(B) REVISION OF LIST OF ENERGY EFFI- 
CIENCY MEASURES.—Subject to the approval 
of the Secretary, an eligible entity may up- 
date the list required under subparagraph 
(A)(Gi) to account for newly available effi- 
ciency technologies. 

‘(C) EXISTING ENERGY EFFICIENCY PRO- 
GRAMS.—An eligible entity that, at any time 
before the date that is 60 days after the date 
of enactment of this section, has established 
an energy efficiency program for qualified 
consumers may use an existing list of energy 
efficiency measures, implementation plan, or 
measurement and verification system of that 
program to satisfy the requirements of sub- 
paragraph (A) if the Secretary determines 
the list, plan, or systems are consistent with 
the purposes of this section. 

‘(3) NO INTEREST.—A loan under this sub- 
section shall bear no interest. 

‘“(4) REPAYMENT.—With respect to a loan 
under paragraph (1)— 

“(A) the term shall not exceed 20 years 
from the date on which the loan is closed; 
and 

‘“(B) except as provided in paragraph (6), 
the repayment of each advance shall be am- 
ortized for a period not to exceed 10 years. 

“(5) AMOUNT OF ADVANCES.—Any advance of 
loan funds to an eligible entity in any single 
year shall not exceed 50 percent of the ap- 
proved loan amount. 

‘(6) SPECIAL ADVANCE FOR START-UP ACTIVI- 
TIES.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—In order to assist an eli- 
gible entity in defraying the appropriate 
start-up costs (as determined by the Sec- 
retary) of establishing new programs or 
modifying existing programs to carry out 
subsection (d), the Secretary shall allow an 
eligible entity to request a special advance. 

“(B) AMOUNT.—No eligible entity may re- 
ceive a special advance under this paragraph 
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for an amount that is greater than 4 percent 
of the loan amount received by the eligible 
entity under paragraph (1). 

‘“(C) REPAYMENT.—Repayment of the spe- 
cial advance— 

“(i) shall be required during the 10-year pe- 
riod beginning on the date on which the spe- 
cial advance is made; and 

“(ii) at the election of the eligible entity, 
may be deferred to the end of the 10-year pe- 
riod. 

‘“(7)  LIMITATION.—All special advances 
shall be made under a loan described in para- 
graph (1) during the first 10 years of the term 
of the loan. 

“(d) LOANS TO QUALIFIED CONSUMERS.— 

“(1) TERMS OF LOANS.—Loans made by an 
eligible entity to qualified consumers using 
loan funds provided by the Secretary under 
subsection (c)— 

“(A) may bear interest, not to exceed 3 per- 
cent, to be used for purposes that include— 

“(i) to establish a loan loss reserve; and 

“(ii) to offset personnel and program costs 
of eligible entities to provide the loans; 

“(B) shall finance energy efficiency meas- 
ures for the purpose of decreasing energy 
usage or costs of the qualified consumer by 
an amount that ensures, to the maximum ex- 
tent practicable, that a loan term of not 
more than 10 years will not pose an undue fi- 
nancial burden on the qualified consumer, as 
determined by the eligible entity; 

‘“(C) shall not be used to fund purchases of, 
or modifications to, personal property unless 
the personal property is or becomes attached 
to real property (including a manufactured 
home) as a fixture; 

‘“(D) shall be repaid through charges added 
to the electric bill for the property for, or at 
which, energy efficiency measures are or will 
be implemented, on the condition that this 
requirement does not prohibit— 

“(i) the voluntary prepayment of a loan by 
the owner of the property; or 

“(ii) the use of any additional repayment 
mechanisms that are— 

“(D) demonstrated to have appropriate risk 
mitigation features, as determined by the el- 
igible entity; or 

“(IT) required if the qualified consumer is 
no longer a customer of the eligible entity; 
and 

“(E) shall require an energy audit by an el- 
igible entity to determine the impact of pro- 
posed energy efficiency measures on the en- 
ergy costs and consumption of the qualified 
consumer. 

“(2) CONTRACTORS.—In addition to any 
other qualified general contractor, eligible 
entities may serve as general contractors. 

‘(e) CONTRACT FOR MEASUREMENT AND 
VERIFICATION, TRAINING, AND TECHNICAL AS- 
SISTANCE.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 90 days 
after the date of enactment of this section, 
the Secretary— 

“(A) shall establish a plan for measure- 
ment and verification, training, and tech- 
nical assistance of the program; and 

“(B) may enter into 1 or more contracts 
with a qualified entity for the purposes of— 

£4) providing measurement and 
verification activities; and 

“(ii) developing a program to provide tech- 
nical assistance and training to the employ- 
ees of eligible entities to carry out this sec- 
tion. 

‘(2) USE OF SUBCONTRACTORS AUTHORIZED.— 
A qualified entity that enters into a contract 
under paragraph (1) may use subcontractors 
to assist the qualified entity in carrying out 
the contract. 

“£ FAST 
PROJECTS.— 


START DEMONSTRATION 
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“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall offer 
to enter into agreements with eligible enti- 
ties (or groups of eligible entities) that have 
energy efficiency programs described in sub- 
section (c)(2)(C) to establish an energy effi- 
ciency loan demonstration projects con- 
sistent with the purposes of this section. 

‘“(2) EVALUATION CRITERIA.—In determining 
which eligible entities to award loans under 
this section, the Secretary shall take into 
consideration eligible entities that— 

“(A) implement approaches to energy au- 
dits and investments in energy efficiency 
measures that yield measurable and predict- 
able savings; 

“(B) use measurement and verification 
processes to determine the effectiveness of 
energy efficiency loans made by eligible en- 
tities; 

“(C) include training for employees of eli- 
gible entities, including any contractors of 
such entities, to implement or oversee the 
activities described in subparagraphs (A) and 
(B); 

‘“(D) provide for the participation of a ma- 
jority of eligible entities in a State; 

‘“(E) reduce the need for generating capac- 
ity; 

““(F) provide efficiency loans to— 

‘“(i) in the case of a single eligible entity, 
not fewer than 20,000 consumers; or 

“Gi) in the case of a group of eligible enti- 
ties, not fewer than 80,000 consumers; and 

“(G) serve areas in which, as determined 
by the Secretary, a large percentage of con- 
sumers reside— 

“(i) in manufactured homes; or 

“(i) in housing units that are more than 50 
years old. 

“(3) DEADLINE FOR IMPLEMENTATION.—To 
the maximum extent practicable, the Sec- 
retary shall enter into agreements described 
in paragraph (1) by not later than 90 days 
after the date of enactment of this section. 

‘“(4) EFFECT ON AVAILABILITY OF LOANS NA- 
TIONALLY.—Nothing in this subsection shall 
delay the availability of loans to eligible en- 
tities on a national basis beginning not later 
than 180 days after the date of enactment of 
this section. 

‘“(5) ADDITIONAL DEMONSTRATION PROJECT 
AUTHORITY.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may con- 
duct demonstration projects in addition to 
the project required by paragraph (1). 

“(B) INAPPLICABILITY OF CERTAIN CRI- 
TERIA.—The additional demonstration 
projects may be carried out without regard 
to subparagraphs (D), (F), or (G) of para- 
graph (2). 

“(¢) ADDITIONAL AUTHORITY.—The author- 
ity provided in this section is in addition to 
any other authority of the Secretary to offer 
loans under any other law. 

“(h) EFFECTIVE PERIOD.—Subject to the 
availability of funds and except as otherwise 
provided in this section, the loans and other 
expenditures required to be made under this 
section shall be available until expended, 
with the Secretary authorized to make new 
loans as loans are repaid. 

“(i) REGULATIONS.— 

““(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as otherwise pro- 
vided in this subsection, not later than 180 
days after the date of enactment of this sec- 
tion, the Secretary shall promulgate such 
regulations as are necessary to implement 
this section. 

‘“(2) PROCEDURE.—The promulgation of the 
regulations and administration of this sec- 
tion shall be made without regard to— 

“(A) the Statement of Policy of the Sec- 
retary of Agriculture effective July 24, 1971 
(86 Fed. Reg. 13804), relating to notices of 
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proposed rulemaking and public participa- 
tion in rulemaking; and 

‘(B) chapter 35 of title 44, United States 
Code (commonly known as the ‘Paperwork 
Reduction Act’). 

‘(3) CONGRESSIONAL REVIEW OF AGENCY 
RULEMAKING.—In carrying out this section, 
the Secretary shall use the authority pro- 
vided under section 808 of title 5, United 
States Code. 

(4) INTERIM REGULATIONS.—Notwith- 
standing paragraphs (1) and (2), to the extent 
regulations are necessary to carry out any 
provision of this section, the Secretary shall 
implement such regulations through the pro- 
mulgation of an interim rule.’’. 

SEC. 6203. FUNDING OF PENDING RURAL DEVEL- 
OPMENT LOAN AND GRANT APPLI- 
CATIONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall use 
funds made available under subsection (b) to 
provide funds for applications that are pend- 
ing on the date of enactment of this Act in 
accordance with the terms and conditions of 
section 6029 of the Food, Conservation, and 
Energy Act of 2008 (Public Law 110-246; 122 
Stat. 1955). 

(b) FUNDING.—Notwithstanding any other 
provision of law, beginning in fiscal year 
2014, of the funds of the Commodity Credit 
Corporation, the Secretary shall use to carry 
out this section $50,000,000, to remain avail- 
able until expended. 

SEC. 6204. STUDY OF RURAL TRANSPORTATION 
ISSUES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary and the 
Secretary of Transportation shall jointly 
conduct a study of transportation issues re- 
garding the movement of agricultural prod- 
ucts, domestically produced renewable fuels, 
and domestically produced resources for the 
production of electricity for rural areas of 
the United States, and economic develop- 
ment in those areas. 

(b) INCLUSIONS.—The study shall include an 
examination of— 

(1) the importance of freight transpor- 
tation, including rail, truck, and barge, to— 

(A) the delivery of equipment, seed, fer- 
tilizer, and other products important to the 
development of agricultural commodities 
and products; 

(B) the movement of agricultural commod- 
ities and products to market; 

(C) the delivery of ethanol and other re- 
newable fuels; 

(D) the delivery of domestically produced 
resources for use in the generation of elec- 
tricity for rural areas; 

(E) the location of grain elevators, ethanol 
plants, and other facilities; 

(F) the development of manufacturing fa- 
cilities in rural areas; and 

(G) the vitality and economic development 
of rural communities; 

(2) the sufficiency in rural areas of trans- 
portation capacity, the sufficiency of com- 
petition in the transportation system, the 
reliability of transportation services, and 
the reasonableness of transportation rates; 

(8) the sufficiency of facility investment in 
rural areas necessary for efficient and cost- 
effective transportation; and 

(4) the accessibility to shippers in rural 
areas of Federal processes for the resolution 
of grievances arising within various trans- 
portation modes. 

(c) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—Not later than 1 
year after the date of enactment of this Act, 
the Secretary and the Secretary of Transpor- 
tation shall submit a report to Congress that 
contains the results of the study required 
under subsection (a). 
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(d) PERIODIC UPDATES.—The Secretary and 
the Secretary of Transportation shall pub- 
lish triennially an updated version of the 
study described in subsection (a). 

SEC. 6205. AGRICULTURAL TRANSPORTATION 
POLICY. 

Section 203 of the Agricultural Marketing 
Act of 1946 (7 U.S.C. 1622) is amended by 
striking subsection (j) and inserting the fol- 
lowing: 

“(j) POLICY DEVELOPMENT PROCEEDINGS.— 
The Secretary shall participate on behalf of 
the interests of agriculture and rural Amer- 
ica in all policy development proceedings or 
other proceedings of the Surface Transpor- 
tation Board that may establish freight rail 
transportation policy affecting agriculture 
and rural America.’’. 

TITLE VII—RESEARCH, EXTENSION, AND 

RELATED MATTERS 

Subtitle A—National Agricultural Research, 

Extension, and Teaching Policy Act of 1977 
SEC. 7101. NATIONAL AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH, 

EXTENSION, EDUCATION, AND ECO- 
NOMICS ADVISORY BOARD. 

(a) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
Section 1408(h) of the National Agricultural 
Research, Extension, and Teaching Policy 
Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 31238(h)) is amended by 
striking ‘‘2012”’ and inserting ‘‘2017’’. 

(b) DUTIES OF NATIONAL AGRICULTURAL RE- 
SEARCH, EXTENSION, EDUCATION, AND ECONOM- 
IcS ADVISORY BOARD.—Section 1408(c) of the 
National Agricultural Research, Extension, 
and Teaching Policy Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 
3123(c)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (3), by striking ‘‘and’’ at 
the end; 

(2) in paragraph (4)(C), by striking the pe- 
riod at the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 

‘“(5) consult with industry groups on agri- 
cultural research, extension, education, and 
economics, and make recommendations to 
the Secretary based on that consultation.’’. 
SEC. 7102. SPECIALTY CROP COMMITTEE. 

Section 1408A of the National Agricultural 
Research, Extension, and Teaching Policy 
Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 3128a) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (b)— 

(A) by striking ‘‘Individuals’’ and inserting 
the following: 

“(1) ELIGIBILITY.—Individuals’’; 

(B) by striking ‘‘Members’’ and inserting 
the following: 

(2) SERVICE.—Members”’; and 

(C) by adding at the end the following: 

(83) DIVERSITY.—Membership of the spe- 
cialty crops committee shall reflect diver- 
sity in the specialty crops represented.”’; 

(2) in subsection (c), by adding at the end 
the following: 

“(6) Analysis of alignment of specialty 
crop committee recommendations with spe- 
cialty crop research initiative grants award- 
ed under section 412(d) of the Agricultural 
Research, Extension, and Education Reform 
Act of 1998 (7 U.S.C. 7632).”’; 

(3) by redesignating subsections (d) and (e) 
as subsections (e) and (f), respectively; 

(4) by inserting after subsection (c) the fol- 
lowing: 

‘(d) CONSULTATION WITH SPECIALTY CROP 
INDUSTRY.—In studying the scope and effec- 
tiveness of programs under subsection (a), 
the specialty crops committee shall consult 
on an ongoing basis with diverse sectors of 
the specialty crop industry.’’; and 

(5) in subsection (f) (as redesignated by 
paragraph (8)), by striking ‘‘subsection (d)’’ 
and inserting ‘‘subsection (e)’’. 

SEC. 7103. VETERINARY SERVICES GRANT PRO- 
GRAM. 

The National Agricultural Research, Ex- 

tension, and Teaching Policy Act of 1977 is 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE, Vol. 158, Pt. 7 


amended by inserting after section 1415A (7 

U.S.C. 3151a) the following: 

“SEC. 1415B. VETERINARY SERVICES GRANT PRO- 
GRAM. 


‘‘(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 

“(1) QUALIFIED ENTITY.—The term ‘quali- 
fied entity’ means— 

“(A) a for-profit or nonprofit entity lo- 
cated in the United States that operates a 
veterinary clinic providing veterinary serv- 
ices— 

“(i) in a rural area, as defined in section 
348(a) of the Consolidated Farm and Rural 
Development Act (7 U.S.C. 1991(a)); and 

‘“(ii) in response to a veterinarian shortage 
situation; 

“(B) a State, national, allied, or regional 
veterinary organization or specialty board 
recognized by the American Veterinary Med- 
ical Association; 

““(C) a college or school of veterinary medi- 
cine accredited by the American Veterinary 
Medical Association; 

“(D) a university research foundation or 
veterinary medical foundation; 

‘“(E) a department of veterinary science or 
department of comparative medicine accred- 
ited by the Department of Education; 

“(F) a State agricultural experiment sta- 
tion; and 

“(G) a State, local, or tribal government 
agency. 

‘(2) VETERINARIAN SHORTAGE SITUATION.— 
The term ‘veterinarian shortage situation’ 
means a veterinarian shortage situation de- 
termined by the Secretary under section 
1415A(b). 

“(b) ESTABLISHMENT OF PROGRAM.— 

‘“(1) COMPETITIVE GRANTS.—The Secretary 
shall carry out a program to make competi- 
tive grants to qualified entities that carry 
out programs or activities described in para- 
graph (2) for the purpose of developing, im- 
plementing, and sustaining veterinary serv- 
ices. 

‘(2) ELIGIBILITY REQUIREMENTS.—To be eli- 
gible to receive a grant described in para- 
graph (1), a qualified entity shall carry out 
programs or activities that the Secretary de- 
termines will— 

“(A) substantially 
shortage situations; 

“(B) support or facilitate private veteri- 
nary practices engaged in public health ac- 
tivities; or 

“(C) support or facilitate the practices of 
veterinarians who are participating in or 
have successfully completed a service re- 
quirement under section 1415A(a)(2). 

“(c) AWARD PROCESSES AND 
ERENCES.— 

“(1) APPLICATION, EVALUATION, AND INPUT 
PROCESSES.—In administering the grant pro- 
gram under this section, the Secretary 
shall— 

“(A) use an appropriate application and 
evaluation process, as determined by the 
Secretary; and 

““(B) seek the input of interested persons. 

‘“(2) GRANT PREFERENCES.—In selecting re- 
cipients of grants to be used for any of the 
purposes described in paragraphs (2) through 
(6) of subsection (d), the Secretary shall give 
a preference to qualified entities that pro- 
vide documentation of coordination with 
other qualified entities, with respect to any 
such purpose. 

“(3) ADDITIONAL PREFERENCES.—In award- 
ing grants under this section, the Secretary 
may develop additional preferences by tak- 
ing into account the amount of funds avail- 
able for grants and the purposes for which 
the grant funds will be used. 

‘(4) APPLICABILITY OF OTHER PROVISIONS.— 
Sections 1413B, 1462(a), 1469(a)(3), 1469(c), and 


relieve veterinarian 


PREF- 


9873 


1470 apply to the administration of the grant 
program under this section. 

‘(d) USE OF GRANTS TO RELIEVE VETERI- 
NARIAN SHORTAGE SITUATIONS AND SUPPORT 
VETERINARY SERVICES.—A qualified entity 
may use funds provided by grants under this 
section to relieve veterinarian shortage situ- 
ations and support veterinary services for 
the following purposes: 

“(1) To assist veterinarians with estab- 
lishing or expanding practices for the pur- 
pose of— 

“(A) equipping veterinary offices; 

“(B) sharing in the reasonable overhead 
costs of the practices, as determined by the 
Secretary; or 

“(C) establishing mobile veterinary facili- 
ties in which a portion of the facilities will 
address education or extension needs. 

(2) To promote recruitment (including for 
programs in secondary schools), placement, 
and retention of veterinarians, veterinary 
technicians, students of veterinary medicine, 
and students of veterinary technology. 

“(3) To allow veterinary students, veteri- 
nary interns, externs, fellows, and residents, 
and veterinary technician students to cover 
expenses (other than the types of expenses 
described in 1415A(c)(5)) to attend training 
programs in food safety or food animal medi- 
cine. 

‘(4) To establish or expand accredited vet- 
erinary education programs (including fac- 
ulty recruitment and retention), veterinary 
residency and fellowship programs, or veteri- 
nary internship and externship programs 
carried out in coordination with accredited 
colleges of veterinary medicine. 

“(5) To assess veterinarian shortage situa- 
tions and the preparation of applications 
submitted to the Secretary for designation 
as a veterinarian shortage situation under 
section 1415A(b). 

‘“(6) To provide continuing education and 
extension, including veterinary telemedicine 
and other distance-based education, for vet- 
erinarians, veterinary technicians, and other 
health professionals needed to strengthen 
veterinary programs and enhance food safe- 
ty. 

‘“(e) SPECIAL REQUIREMENTS FOR CERTAIN 
GRANTS.— 

“(1) TERMS OF SERVICE REQUIREMENTS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Grants provided under 
this section for the purpose specified in sub- 
section (d)(1) shall be subject to an agree- 
ment between the Secretary and the grant 
recipient that includes a required term of 
service for the recipient, as established by 
the Secretary. 

“(B) CONSIDERATIONS.—In establishing a 
term of service under subparagraph (A), the 
Secretary shall consider only— 

“(i) the amount of the grant awarded; and 

‘“(ii) the specific purpose of the grant. 

‘(2) BREACH REMEDIES.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—An agreement under 
paragraph (1) shall provide remedies for any 
breach of the agreement by the grant recipi- 
ent, including repayment or partial repay- 
ment of the grant funds, with interest. 

“(B) WAIVER.—The Secretary may grant a 
wavier of the repayment obligation for 
breach of contract if the Secretary deter- 
mines that the grant recipient demonstrates 
extreme hardship or extreme need. 

‘(C) TREATMENT OF AMOUNTS RECOVERED.— 
Funds recovered under this paragraph shall— 

“(i) be credited to the account available to 
carry out this section; and 

“(ii) remain available until expended. 

‘“(f) COST-SHARING REQUIREMENTS.— 

“(1) RECIPIENT SHARE.—Subject to para- 
graph (2), to be eligible to receive a grant 
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under this section, a qualified entity shall 
provide matching non-Federal funds, either 
in cash or in-kind support, in an amount 
equal to not less than 25 percent of the Fed- 
eral funds provided by the grant. 

“(2) WAIVER.—The Secretary may estab- 
lish, by regulation, conditions under which 
the cost-sharing requirements of paragraph 
(1) may be reduced or waived. 

‘(¢) PROHIBITION ON USE OF GRANT FUNDS 
FOR CONSTRUCTION.—Funds made available 
for grants under this section may not be 
used— 

“(1) to construct a new building or facility; 
or 

‘“(2) to acquire, expand, remodel, or alter 
an existing building or facility, including 
site grading and improvement and architect 
fees. 


“(h) REGULATIONS.—Not later than 1 year 
after the date of enactment of this section, 
the Secretary shall promulgate regulations 
to carry out this section. 


‘(i) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to the 
Secretary to carry out this section $10,000,000 
for fiscal year 2013 and each fiscal year 
thereafter, to remain available until ex- 
pended.’’. 

SEC. 7104. GRANTS AND FELLOWSHIPS FOR FOOD 
AND AGRICULTURE SCIENCES EDU- 
CATION. 


Section 1417(m) of the National Agricul- 
tural Research, Extension, and Teaching 
Policy Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 8152(m)) is 
amended by striking ‘‘section $60,000,000” 
and all that follows and inserting the fol- 
lowing: ‘‘section— 

“(1) $60,000,000 for each of fiscal years 1990 
through 2012; and 

*(2) $40,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2013 
through 2017.”’. 


SEC. 7105. AGRICULTURAL AND FOOD POLICY RE- 
SEARCH CENTERS. 


Section 1419A of the National Agricultural 
Research, Extension, and Teaching Policy 
Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 3155) is amended— 

(1) in the section heading, by inserting 
‘AGRICULTURAL AND FOOD” before ‘‘POL- 
ICY”; 

(2) in subsection (a), in the matter pre- 
ceding paragraph (1)— 

(A) by striking ‘‘Secretary may” and in- 
serting ‘‘Secretary shall, acting through the 
Office of the Chief Economist,’’; and 

(B) by inserting ‘‘with a history of pro- 
viding unbiased, nonpartisan economic anal- 
ysis to Congress” after ‘‘subsection (b)’’; 

(3) in subsection (b), by striking ‘‘other re- 
search institutions’ and all that follows 
through ‘‘shall be eligible” and inserting 
“other public research institutions and orga- 
nizations shall be eligible’’; 

(4) in subsection (c)— 

(A) in the matter preceding paragraph (1), 
by inserting ‘‘, with preference given to pol- 
icy research centers having extensive data- 
bases, models, and demonstrated experience 
in providing Congress with agricultural mar- 
ket projections, rural development analysis, 
agricultural policy analysis, and baseline 
projections at the farm, multiregional, na- 
tional, and international levels,” after ‘‘with 
this section’’; and 

(B) in paragraph (2) by inserting ‘‘applied’’ 
after ‘‘theoretical’’; and 

(5) by striking subsection (d) and inserting 
the following: ‘‘ 

‘“(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section $5,000,000 for fiscal 
year 2012 and each fiscal year thereafter.’’. 
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SEC. 7106. EDUCATION GRANTS TO ALASKA NA- 
TIVE SERVING INSTITUTIONS AND 
NATIVE HAWAIIAN SERVING INSTI- 
TUTIONS. 

Section 1419B of the National Agricultural 
Research, Extension, and Teaching Policy 
Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 3156) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)— 

(A) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘(or 
grants without regard to any requirement 
for competition)’’; and 

(B) in paragraph (3), by striking ‘‘2012’ and 
inserting ‘‘2017’’; and 

(2) in subsection (b)(1), by striking ‘‘(or 
grants without regard to any requirement 
for competition)’’; and 

(3) in paragraph (8), by striking ‘‘2012”’ and 
inserting ‘‘2017’’. 

SEC. 7107. NUTRITION EDUCATION PROGRAM. 

Section 1425(f) of the National Agricultural 
Research, Extension, and Teaching Policy 
Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 3175(f)) is amended by 
striking ‘‘2012’’ and inserting ‘‘2017’’. 

SEC. 7108. CONTINUING ANIMAL HEALTH AND 
DISEASE RESEARCH PROGRAMS. 

Section 1433 of the National Agricultural 
Research, Extension, and Teaching Policy 
Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 3195) is amended by 
striking the section designation and heading 
and all that follows through subsection (a) 
and inserting the following: 

“SEC. 1433. APPROPRIATIONS FOR CONTINUING 
ANIMAL HEALTH AND DISEASE RE- 
SEARCH PROGRAMS. 

‘(a) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—There are authorized to 
be appropriated to support continuing ani- 
mal health and disease research programs at 
eligible institutions such sums as are nec- 
essary, but not to exceed $25,000,000 for each 
of fiscal years 1991 through 2017. 

‘“(2) USE OF FUNDS.—Funds made available 
under this section shall be used— 

“(A) to meet the expenses of conducting 
animal health and disease research, pub- 
lishing and disseminating the results of such 
research, and contributing to the retirement 
of employees subject to the Act of March 4, 
1940 (7 U.S.C. 331); 

“(B) for administrative planning and direc- 
tion; and 

“(C) to purchase equipment and supplies 
necessary for conducting research described 
in subparagraph (A).’’. 

SEC. 7109. GRANTS TO UPGRADE AGRICULTURAL 
AND FOOD SCIENCES FACILITIES AT 
1890 LAND-GRANT COLLEGES, IN- 
CLUDING TUSKEGEE UNIVERSITY. 

Section 1447(b) of the National Agricul- 
tural Research, Extension, and Teaching 
Policy Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 3222b(b)) is 
amended by striking ‘‘2012’’ and inserting 
“2017”. 

SEC. 7110. GRANTS TO UPGRADE AGRICULTURAL 
AND FOOD SCIENCES FACILITIES 
AND EQUIPMENT AT INSULAR AREA 
LAND-GRANT INSTITUTIONS. 

Section 1447B(d) of the National Agricul- 
tural Research, Extension, and Teaching 
Policy Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 3222b-2(d)) is 
amended by striking ‘‘2012’’ and inserting 
“2017”. 

SEC. 7111. HISPANIC-SERVING INSTITUTIONS. 

Section 1455(c) of the National Agricul- 
tural Research, Extension, and Teaching 
Policy Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 3241(c)) is amend- 
ed by striking ‘‘2012”’ and inserting ‘‘2017’’. 
SEC. 7112. COMPETITIVE GRANTS FOR INTER- 

NATIONAL AGRICULTURAL SCIENCE 
AND EDUCATION PROGRAMS. 

Section 1459A of the National Agricultural 
Research, Extension, and Teaching Policy 
Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 3292b) is amended by 
striking subsection (c) and inserting the fol- 
lowing: 
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‘(c) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section— 

“(1) such sums as are necessary for each of 
fiscal years 1999 through 2012; and 

‘(2) $5,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2013 
through 2017.”’. 

SEC. 7113. UNIVERSITY RESEARCH. 

Section 1463 of the National Agricultural 
Research, Extension, and Teaching Policy 
Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 3311) is amended in each 
of subsections (a) and (b) by striking ‘‘2012” 
each place it appears and inserting ‘‘2017’’. 
SEC. 7114. EXTENSION SERVICE. 

Section 1464 of the National Agricultural 
Research, Extension, and Teaching Policy 
Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 3312) is amended by 
striking ‘‘2012”’ and inserting ‘‘2017’’. 

SEC. 7115. SUPPLEMENTAL AND ALTERNATIVE 
CROPS. 

(a) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS AND 
TERMINATION.—Section 1473D of the National 
Agricultural Research, Extension, and 
Teaching Policy Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 3319d) is 
amended— 

(1) in subsection (a), by striking ‘‘2012’’ and 
inserting ‘‘2017’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

‘(e) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section— 

“(1) such sums as are necessary for fiscal 
year 2012; and 

‘(2) $1,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2013 
through 2017.”’. 

(b) COMPETITIVE GRANTS.—Section 
1473D(c)(1) of the National Agricultural Re- 
search, Extension, and Teaching Policy Act 
of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 3319d(c)(1)) is amended by 
striking ‘‘use such research funding, special 
or competitive grants, or other means, as the 
Secretary determines,” and inserting ‘‘make 
competitive grants’’. 

SEC. 7116. CAPACITY BUILDING GRANTS FOR 
NLGCA INSTITUTIONS. 

Section 1478F(b) of the National Agricul- 
tural Research, Extension, and Teaching 
Policy Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 3319i(b)) is 


amended by striking ‘2012’? and inserting 
“2017”. 
SEC. 7117. AQUACULTURE ASSISTANCE PRO- 


GRAMS. 

(a) COMPETITIVE GRANTS.—Section 1475(b) 
of the National Agricultural Research, Ex- 
tension, and Teaching Policy Act of 1977 (7 
U.S.C. 3322(b)) is amended in the matter pre- 
ceding paragraph (1) by inserting ‘‘competi- 
tive” before “grants”. 

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
Section 1477 of the National Agricultural Re- 
search, Extension, and Teaching Policy Act 
of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 3324) is amended to read as 
follows: 

“SEC. 1477. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIA- 
TIONS. 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—There are authorized to 
be appropriated to carry out this subtitle— 

“(1) $7,500,000 for each of fiscal years 1991 
through 2012; and 

‘(2) $5,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2013 
through 2017. 

“(b) PROHIBITION ON USE.—Funds made 
available under this section may not be used 
to acquire or construct a building.’’. 

SEC. 7118. RANGELAND RESEARCH PROGRAMS. 

Section 1483(a) of the National Agricul- 
tural Research, Extension, and Teaching 
Policy Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 3336(a)) is amend- 
ed by striking ‘‘subtitle’’ and all that follows 
and inserting the following: ‘‘subtitle— 

“(1) $10,000,000 for each of fiscal years 1991 
through 2012; and 

‘(2) $2,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2013 
through 2017.’’. 
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SEC. 7119. SPECIAL AUTHORIZATION FOR BIO- 
SECURITY PLANNING AND RE- 
SPONSE. 

Section 1484(a) of the National Agricul- 
tural Research, Extension, and Teaching 
Policy Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 3351(a)) is amend- 
ed by striking ‘‘response such sums as are 
necessary” and all that follows and inserting 
the following: ‘‘response— 

“(1) such sums as are necessary for each of 
fiscal years 2002 through 2012; and 

*“(2) $20,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2013 
through 2017.”’. 

SEC. 7120. DISTANCE EDUCATION AND RESIDENT 
INSTRUCTION GRANTS PROGRAM 
FOR INSULAR AREA INSTITUTIONS 
OF HIGHER EDUCATION. 

(a) DISTANCE EDUCATION GRANTS FOR INSU- 
LAR AREAS.— 

(1) COMPETITIVE GRANTS.—Section 1490(a) of 
the National Agricultural Research, Exten- 
sion, and Teaching Policy Act of 1977 (7 
U.S.C. 3362(a)) is amended by striking ‘‘or 
noncompetitive”. 

(2) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. — 
Section 1490(f) of the National Agricultural 
Research, Extension, and Teaching Policy 
Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 3362(£)) is amended by 
striking ‘‘section’’ and all that follows and 
inserting the following: ‘‘section— 

“(1) such sums as are necessary for each of 
fiscal years 2002 through 2012; and 

‘(2) $2,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2013 
through 2017.’’. 

(b) RESIDENT INSTRUCTION GRANTS FOR IN- 
SULAR AREAS.—Section 1491(c) of the Na- 
tional Agricultural Research, Extension, and 
Teaching Policy Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 3363(c)) 
is amended by striking ‘‘such sums as are 
necessary” and all that follows and inserting 
the following: ‘‘to carry out this section— 

“(1) such sums as are necessary for each of 
fiscal years 2002 through 2012; and 

‘(2) $2,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2013 
through 2017.”’. 

Subtitle B—Food, Agriculture, Conservation, 
and Trade Act of 1990 

SEC. 7201. BEST UTILIZATION OF BIOLOGICAL AP- 
PLICATIONS. 

Section 1624 of the Food, Agriculture, Con- 
servation, and Trade Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 
5814) is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘$40,000,000 for each fiscal 
year”; and 

(2) by inserting ‘‘$40,000,000 for each of fis- 
cal years 2012 through 2017” after ‘‘chapter’’. 
SEC. 7202. INTEGRATED MANAGEMENT SYSTEMS. 

Section 1627 of the Food, Agriculture, Con- 
servation, and Trade Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 
5821) is amended by striking subsection (d) 
and inserting the following: 

‘(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section through the National 
Institute of Food and Agriculture $20,000,000 
for each of fiscal years 2012 through 2017.’’. 
SEC. 7203. SUSTAINABLE AGRICULTURE TECH- 

NOLOGY DEVELOPMENT AND 
TRANSFER PROGRAM. 

Section 1628 of the Food, Agriculture, Con- 
servation, and Trade Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 
5831) is amended by striking subsection (f) 
and inserting the following: 

‘(f) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section such sums as are nec- 
essary for each of fiscal years 2012 through 
2017.”’. 

SEC. 7204. NATIONAL TRAINING PROGRAM. 

Section 1629 of the Food, Agriculture, Con- 
servation, and Trade Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 
5832) is amended by striking subsection (i) 
and inserting the following: 

‘(i) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE, Vol. 158, Pt. 7 


carry out the National Training Program 

$20,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2012 

through 2017.’’. 

SEC. 7205. NATIONAL GENETICS RESOURCES 
PROGRAM. 

Section 1635(b) of the Food, Agriculture, 
Conservation, and Trade Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 
5844(b)) is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘such funds as may be nec- 
essary”; and 

(2) by striking ‘‘subtitle’’ and all that fol- 
lows and inserting the following: ‘‘subtitle— 

“(1) such sums as are necessary for each of 
fiscal years 1991 through 2012; and 

**(2) $1,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2013 
through 2017.’’. 

SEC. 7206. NATIONAL AGRICULTURAL WEATHER 
INFORMATION SYSTEM. 

Section 1641(c) of the Food, Agriculture, 
Conservation, and Trade Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 
5855(c)) is amended by inserting ‘and 
$1,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2018 through 
2017” before the period at the end. 

SEC. 7207. HIGH-PRIORITY RESEARCH AND EX- 
TENSION INITIATIVES. 

Section 1672 of the Food, Agriculture, Con- 
servation, and Trade Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 
5925) is amended— 

(1) in the first sentence of subsection (a), 
by striking ‘‘subsections (e) through (i) of”; 

(2) in subsection (b)(2)— 

(A) by striking the first sentence and in- 
serting the following: 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—To facilitate the mak- 
ing of research and extension grants under 
subsection (d), the Secretary may appoint a 
task force to make recommendations to the 
Secretary.’’; and 

(B) in the second sentence, by striking 
“The Secretary may not incur costs in ex- 
cess of $1,000 for any fiscal year in connec- 
tion with each’’ and inserting the following: 

““(B) CosTs.—The Secretary may not incur 
costs in excess of $1,000 for any fiscal year in 
connection with a’’; 

(3) in subsection (e)— 

(A) by striking paragraphs (1) through (5), 
(7), (8), (11) through (39), (41) through (48), 
(47), (48), (51), and (52); 

(B) by redesignating paragraphs (6), (9), 
(10), (40), (44), (45), (46), (49), and (50) as para- 
graphs (1), (2), (3), (4), (5), (6), (7), (8), and (9), 
respectively; and 

(C) by adding at the end the following: 

“(10) CORN, SOYBEAN MEAL, CEREAL GRAINS, 
AND GRAIN BYPRODUCTS RESEARCH AND EXTEN- 
SION.—Research and extension grants may be 
made under this section for the purpose of 
carrying out or enhancing research to im- 
prove the digestibility, nutritional value, 
and efficiency of use of corn, soybean meal, 
cereal grains, and grain byproducts for the 
poultry and food animal production indus- 
tries.’’; 

(4) by striking subsections (f), (g), and (i); 

(5) by inserting after subsection (e) the fol- 
lowing: 

“(f) PULSE HEALTH INITIATIVE.— 

‘“(1) DEFINITIONS.—In this subsection; 

“(A) INITIATIVE.—The term ‘Initiative’ 
means the pulse health initiative established 
by paragraph (2). 

“(B) PULSE.—The term ‘pulse’ means dry 
beans, dry peas, lentils, and chickpeas or 
garbanzo beans. 

(2) ESTABLISHMENT.—Notwithstanding 
any other provision of law, during the period 
beginning on the date of enactment of the 
Agriculture Reform, Food, and Jobs Act of 
2012 and ending on September 30, 2017, the 
Secretary shall carry out a pulse crop health 
and extension initiative to address the crit- 
ical needs of the pulse crop industry by de- 
veloping and disseminating science-based 
tools and information, including— 
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“(A) research in health and nutrition, such 
as— 

“(i) identifying global dietary patterns of 
pulse crops in relation to population health; 

“(ii) researching pulse crop diets and the 
ability of the diets to reduce obesity and as- 
sociated chronic disease (including cardio- 
vascular disease, type 2 diabetes, and can- 
cer); and 

“(iii) identifying the underlying mecha- 
nisms of the health benefits of pulse crop 
consumption (including disease biomarkers, 
bioactive components, and relevant plant ge- 
netic components to enhance the health pro- 
moting value of pulse crops); 

“(B) research in functionality, such as— 

“(i) improving the functional properties of 
pulse crops and pulse fractions; 

“(ii) developing new and innovative tech- 
nologies to improve pulse crops as an ingre- 
dient in food products; and 

“(iii) developing nutrient-dense food prod- 
uct solutions to ameliorate chronic disease 
and enhance food security worldwide; 

“(C) research in sustainability to enhance 
global food security, such as— 

“(i) plant breeding, genetics and genomics 
to improve productivity, nutrient density, 
and phytonutrient content for a growing 
world population; 

“(ii) pest and disease management, includ- 
ing resistance to pests and diseases resulting 
in reduced application management strate- 
gies; and 

“(iii) improving nitrogen fixation to re- 
duce the carbon and energy footprint of agri- 
culture; 

‘(D) optimizing pulse cropping systems to 
reduce water usage; and 

“(E) education and technical service, such 
as— 

“(i) providing technical expertise to help 
food companies include nutrient-dense pulse 
crops in innovative and healthy foods; and 

“(ii) establishing an educational program 
to encourage the consumption and produc- 
tion of pulse crops in the United States and 
other countries. 

“(3) ELIGIBLE ENTITIES.—The Secretary 
may carry out the Initiative through— 

“(A) Federal agencies, including the Agri- 
cultural Research Service and the National 
Institute of Food and Agriculture; 

“(B) National Laboratories; 

“(C) institutions of higher education; 

“(D) research institutions or organiza- 
tions; 

‘“(E) private organizations or corporations; 

‘(F) State agricultural experiment sta- 
tions; 

“(G) individuals; or 

‘“(H) groups consisting of 2 or more entities 
or individuals described in subparagraphs (A) 
through (G). 

‘*(4) RESEARCH PROJECT GRANTS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—In carrying out this sub- 
section, the Secretary shall award grants on 
a competitive basis. 

‘(B) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall— 

“(i) seek and accept proposals for grants; 

“(ii) determine the relevance and merit of 
proposals through a system of peer review, in 
consultation with the pulse crop industry; 
and 

“(ii) award grants on the basis of merit, 
quality, and relevance. 

“(C) PRIORITIES.—In making grants under 
this subsection, the Secretary shall provide a 
higher priority to projects that— 

“(i) are multistate, multiinstitutional, and 
multidisciplinary; and 

“(ii) include explicit mechanisms to com- 
municate results to the pulse crop industry 
and the public. 
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‘(5) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this subsection $25,000,000 for each 
of fiscal years 2013 through 2017. 


‘(¢) TRAINING COORDINATION FOR FOOD AND 
AGRICULTURE PROTECTION.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall 
make grants and enter into contracts or co- 
operative agreements with eligible entities 
described in paragraph (2) for the purposes of 
establishing a Comprehensive Food Safety 
Training Network. 

(2) ELIGIBILITY.— 

‘“(A) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of this sub- 
section, an eligible entity is a multiinstitu- 
tional consortium that includes— 

“(i) a nonprofit institution that provides 
administering food protection training; and 

“(ii) 1 or more training centers in institu- 
tions of higher education that have dem- 
onstrated expertise in developing and deliv- 
ering community-based training in food and 
agricultural safety and defense. 

‘“(B) REQUIREMENTS.—To ensure that co- 
ordination and administration is provided 
across all the disciplines and provide com- 
prehensive food protection training, the Sec- 
retary may only consider an entire consor- 
tium collectively rather than on an institu- 
tion-by-institution basis. 

“(C) MEMBERSHIP.—An eligible entity may 
alter the consortium membership to meet 
specific training expertise needs. 

‘(3) DUTIES OF ELIGIBLE ENTITY.—AS a con- 
dition of the receipt of assistance under this 
subsection, an eligible entity, in cooperation 
with the Secretary, shall establish and main- 
tain the network for an internationally inte- 
grated training system to enhance protec- 
tion of the United States food supply, includ- 
ing, at a minimum— 

“(A) developing curricula and a training 
network to provide basic, technical, manage- 
ment, and leadership training to regulatory 
and public health officials, producers, proc- 
essors, and other agrifood businesses; 

“(B) serving as the hub for the administra- 
tion of an open training network; 

‘“(C) implementing standards to ensure the 
delivery of quality training through a na- 
tional curricula; 

“(D) building and overseeing a nationally 
recognized instructor cadre to ensure the 
availability of highly qualified instructors; 

“(E) reviewing training proposed through 
the National Institute of Food and Agri- 
culture and other relevant Federal agencies 
that report to the Secretary on the quality 
and content of proposed and existing courses; 

“(F) assisting Federal agencies in the im- 
plementation of food protection training re- 
quirements including requirements con- 
tained in the Agriculture Reform, Food, and 
Jobs Act of 2012, the FDA Food Safety Mod- 
ernization Act (Public Law 111-353; 124 Stat. 
3885), and amendments made by those Acts; 
and 

‘(G) performing evaluation and outcome- 
based studies to provide to the Secretary 
feedback on the effectiveness and impact of 
training and metrics on jurisdictions and 
sectors within the food safety system. 

‘(4) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section $20,000,000 for each of 
fiscal years 2018 through 2017, to remain 
available until expended.’’; 

(6) in subsection (h), by striking ‘‘2012”’ 
each place it appears and inserting ‘‘2017’’; 

(7) by redesignating subsection (j) as sub- 
section (i); and 

(8) in subsection (i) (as so redesignated), by 
striking ‘‘2012’’ and inserting ‘‘2017’’. 
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SEC. 7208. ORGANIC AGRICULTURE RESEARCH 
AND EXTENSION INITIATIVE. 

Section 1672B of the Food, Agriculture, 
Conservation, and Trade Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 
5925b) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)— 

(A) in the matter preceding paragraph (1), 
by inserting ‘‘, education,” after ‘‘support re- 
search’’; 

(B) in paragraph (1), by inserting ‘‘and im- 
provement” after ‘‘development”’; 

(C) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘to pro- 
ducers and processors who use organic meth- 
ods” and inserting ‘‘of organic agricultural 
production and methods to producers, proc- 
essors, and rural communities”; 

(D) in paragraph (5), by inserting ‘‘and re- 
searching solutions to” after ‘‘identifying’’; 
and 

(E) in paragraph (6), by striking ‘‘and mar- 
keting” and inserting ‘‘, marketing, and food 
safety”; 

(2) by striking subsection (e); 

(3) by redesignating subsection (f) as sub- 
section (e); and 

(4) in subsection (e) (as so redesignated)— 

(A) in paragraph (1)— 

(i) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘“ʻand” 
at the end; 

(ii) in subparagraph (B), by striking the pe- 
riod at the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 

(iii) by adding at the end the following: 

““(C) $16,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2013 
through 2017.’’; and 

(B) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘2012’’ and 
inserting ‘‘2017’’. 

SEC. 7209. FARM BUSINESS MANAGEMENT. 

Section 1672D(d) of the Food, Agriculture, 
Conservation, and Trade Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 
5925f(d)) is amended by striking ‘‘such sums 
as are necessary to carry out this section.” 
and inserting the following: ‘‘to carry out 
this section— 

“(1) such sums as are necessary for fiscal 
year 2012; and 

**(2) $5,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2013 
through 2017.’’. 

SEC. 7210. REGIONAL CENTERS OF EXCELLENCE. 

Subtitle H of the Food, Agriculture, Con- 
servation, and Trade Act of 1990 is amended 
by inserting after section 1672D (7 U.S.C. 
5925) the following: 

“SEC. 1673. REGIONAL CENTERS OF EXCELLENCE. 

“(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Secretary may 
prioritize regional centers of excellence es- 
tablished for specific agricultural commod- 
ities for the receipt of funding. 

‘‘(b) COMPOSITION.—A regional center of ex- 
cellence shall be composed of 1 or more col- 
leges and universities (including land-grant 
institutions, schools of forestry, schools of 
veterinary medicine, or NLGCA Institutions 
(as defined in section 1404 of the National 
Agricultural Research, Extension, and 
Teaching Policy Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 3103))) 
that provide financial support to the re- 
gional center of excellence. 

“(c) CRITERIA FOR REGIONAL CENTERS OF 
EXCELLENCE.—The criteria for consideration 
to be a regional center of excellence shall in- 
clude efforts— 

‘“(1) to ensure coordination and cost-effec- 
tiveness by reducing unnecessarily duplica- 
tive efforts regarding research, teaching, and 
extension; 

(2) to leverage available resources by 
using public/private partnerships among ag- 
ricultural industry groups, institutions of 
higher education, and the Federal Govern- 
ment; 

(3) to implement teaching initiatives to 
increase awareness and effectively dissemi- 
nate solutions to target audiences through 
extension activities; 
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“(4) to increase the economic returns to 
rural communities by identifying, attract- 
ing, and directing funds to high-priority ag- 
ricultural issues; and 

‘“(5) to improve teaching capacity and in- 
frastructure at colleges and universities (in- 
cluding land-grant institutions, schools of 
forestry, and schools of veterinary medicine, 
and NLGCA Institutions). 

‘(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section $10,000,000 for each of 
fiscal years 2013 through 2017.’’. 

SEC. 7211. ASSISTIVE TECHNOLOGY PROGRAM 
FOR FARMERS WITH DISABILITIES. 

Section 1680(c)(1) of the Food, Agriculture, 
Conservation, and Trade Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 
5933(c)(1)) is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘is’’ 
and 

(2) by striking ‘‘section’”’ and all that fol- 
lows and inserting the following: ‘‘section— 

“(A) $6,000,000 for each of fiscal years 1999 
through 2012; and 

“(B) $5,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2013 
through 2017.”’. 

SEC. 7212. NATIONAL RURAL INFORMATION CEN- 
TER CLEARINGHOUSE. 

Section 2881(e) of the Food, Agriculture, 
Conservation, and Trade Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 
3125b(e)) is amended by striking ‘‘2012” and 
inserting ‘‘2017’’. 

Subtitle C—Agricultural Research, Extension, 
and Education Reform Act of 1998 
SEC. 7301. RELEVANCE AND MERIT OF AGRICUL- 
TURAL RESEARCH, EXTENSION, AND 
EDUCATION FUNDED BY THE DE- 
PARTMENT. 

Section 108(a)(2) of the Agricultural Re- 
search, Extension, and Education Reform 
Act of 1998 (7 U.S.C. 7618(a)(2)) is amended— 

(1) by striking the paragraph designation 
and heading and inserting the following: 

“(2) RELEVANCE AND MERIT REVIEW OF RE- 
SEARCH, EXTENSION, AND EDUCATION GRANTS.— 


and inserting ‘‘are’’; 


(2) in subparagraph (A)— 

(A) by inserting ‘‘relevance and” before 
“merit’’; and 

(B) by striking ‘‘extension or education’’ 
and inserting, ‘‘research, extension, or edu- 
cation’’; and 

(3) in subparagraph (B) by inserting ‘‘on a 
continuous basis” after ‘‘procedures’’. 

SEC. 7302. INTEGRATED RESEARCH, EDUCATION, 
AND EXTENSION COMPETITIVE 
GRANTS PROGRAM. 

Section 406(f) of the Agricultural Research, 
Extension, and Education Reform Act of 1998 
(7 U.S.C. 7626(f)) is amended by striking 
‘2012” and inserting ‘‘2017’’. 

SEC. 7303. SUPPORT FOR RESEARCH REGARDING 
DISEASES OF WHEAT, TRITICALE, 
AND BARLEY CAUSED BY FUSARIUM 
GRAMINEARUM OR BY _ TILLETIA 
INDICA. 

Section 408(e) of the Agricultural Re- 
search, Extension, and Education Reform 
Act of 1998 (7 U.S.C. 7628(e)) is amended by 
striking ‘‘such sums as may be necessary for 
each of fiscal years 1999 through 2012” and in- 
serting ‘$10,000,000 for each of fiscal years 
2013 through 2017”. 

SEC. 7304. GRANTS FOR YOUTH ORGANIZATIONS. 

Section 410(d) of the Agricultural Re- 
search, Extension, and Education Reform 
Act of 1998 (7 U.S.C. 7630(d)) is amended by 
striking ‘‘section such sums as are nec- 
essary” and all that follows and inserting 
the following: ‘‘section— 

“(1) such sums as are necessary for each of 
fiscal years 2008 through 2012; and 

‘(2) $3,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2013 
through 2017.”’. 
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SEC. 7305. SPECIALTY CROP RESEARCH INITIA- 
TIVE. 

Section 412 of the Agricultural Research, 
Extension, and Education Reform Act of 1998 
(7 U.S.C. 7632) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (b)(3), by inserting ‘‘han- 
dling and processing,” after ‘‘production effi- 
ciency,”’; 

(2) in subsection (e)— 

(A) in paragraph (1)— 

(i) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘‘and’’ 
at the end; 

(ii) in subparagraph (C), by striking the pe- 
riod at the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 

(iii) by inserting after subparagraph (C) the 
following: 

‘(D) consult with the specialty crops com- 
mittee authorized under section 1408A of the 
National Agricultural Research, Extension, 
and Teaching Policy Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 
3123a) during the peer and merit review proc- 
ess.’’; and 

(B) in paragraph (3), by striking ‘‘non-Fed- 
eral” and all that follows through the end of 
the paragraph and inserting ‘‘other sources 
in an amount that is at least equal to the 
amount provided by a grant received under 
this section.’’; and 

(3) in subsection (h)— 

(A) in paragraph (1)— 

(i) by striking ‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Of the 
funds” and inserting the following: 

‘(1) MANDATORY FUNDING.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Of the funds’’; and 

(ii) by adding at the end the following: 

‘(B) SUBSEQUENT FUNDING.—Of the funds of 
the Commodity Credit Corporation, the Sec- 
retary shall make available to carry out this 
section— 

‘‘(i) $25,000,000 for fiscal year 2013; 

““(ii) $30,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2014 
and 2015; 

““(jii) $65,000,000 for fiscal year 2016; and 

““(iv) $50,000,000 for fiscal year 2017 and each 
fiscal year thereafter.’’; and 

(B) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘2012’’ and 
inserting ‘‘2017’’. 

SEC. 7306. FOOD ANIMAL RESIDUE AVOIDANCE 
DATABASE PROGRAM. 

Section 604(e) of the Agricultural Re- 
search, Extension, and Education Reform 
Act of 1998 (7 U.S.C. 7642(e)) is amended by 
striking ‘‘2012”’ and inserting ‘‘2017’’. 

SEC. 7307. OFFICE OF PEST MANAGEMENT POL- 
ICY. 

Section 614(f) of the Agricultural Research, 
Extension, and Education Reform Act of 1998 
(7 U.S.C. 7653(f)) is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘such sums as are nec- 
essary”; and 

(2) by striking ‘‘section’”’ and all that fol- 
lows and inserting the following: ‘‘section— 

“(1) such sums as are necessary for each of 
fiscal years 1999 through 2012; and 

‘(2) $3,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2013 
through 2017.’’. 

SEC. 7308. AUTHORIZATION OF REGIONAL INTE- 
GRATED PEST MANAGEMENT CEN- 
TERS. 

Subtitle B of title VI of the Agricultural 
Research, Extension, and Education Reform 
Act of 1998 (7 U.S.C. 7651 et seq.) is amended 
by adding at the end the following: 

“SEC. 621. AUTHORIZATION OF REGIONAL INTE- 
GRATED PEST MANAGEMENT CEN- 
TERS. 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—There are established 4 
regional integrated pest management cen- 
ters (referred to in this section as the ‘Cen- 
ters’), which shall be located at such specific 
locations in the north central, northeastern, 
southern, and western regions of the United 
States as the Secretary shall specify. 

(b) PURPOSES.—The purposes of the Cen- 
ters shall be— 
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“(1) to strengthen the connection of the 
Department with production agriculture, re- 
search, and extension programs, and agricul- 
tural stakeholders throughout the United 
States; 

‘“(2) to increase the effectiveness of pro- 
viding pest management solutions for the 
private and public sectors; 

(3) to quickly respond to information 
needs of the public and private sectors; and 

“(4) to improve communication among the 
relevant stakeholders. 

“(¢) DUTIES.—In meeting the purposes de- 
scribed in subsection (b) and otherwise car- 
rying out this section, the Centers shall— 

“(1) develop regional strategies to address 
pest management needs; 

““(2) assist the Department and partner in- 
stitutions of the Department in identifying, 
prioritizing, and coordinating a national pest 
management research, extension, and edu- 
cation program implemented on a regional 
basis; 

““(3) establish a national pest management 
communication network that includes— 

“(A) the agencies of the Department and 
other government agencies; 

“(B) scientists at institutions of higher 
education; and 

““(C) stakeholders focusing on pest manage- 
ment issues; 

“(4) serve as regional hubs responsible for 
ensuring efficient access to pest manage- 
ment expertise and data available through 
institutions of higher education; and 

“(5) on behalf of the Department, manage 
grants that can be most effectively and effi- 
ciently delivered at the regional level, as de- 
termined by the Secretary.’’. 

Subtitle D—Other Laws 
SEC. 7401. CRITICAL AGRICULTURAL MATERIALS 
ACT. 

Section 16(a) of the Critical Agricultural 
Materials Act (7 U.S.C. 178n(a)) is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘such sums as are nec- 
essary”; and 

(2) by striking “Act” and all that follows 
and inserting the following: ‘‘Act— 

“(1) such sums as are necessary for each of 
fiscal years 1991 through 2012; and 

**(2) $2,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2013 
through 2017.’’. 

SEC. 7402. EQUITY IN EDUCATIONAL LAND- 
GRANT STATUS ACT OF 1994. 

(a) DEFINITION OF 1994 INSTITUTIONS.—Sec- 
tion 532 of the Equity in Educational Land- 
Grant Status Act of 1994 (7 U.S.C. 301 note; 
Public Law 103-382) is amended to read as 
follows: 

“SEC. 532. DEFINITION OF 1994 INSTITUTIONS. 

“In this part, the term ‘1994 Institutions’ 
means any 1 of the following: 

“(1) Aaniiih Nakoda College. 

“(2) Bay Mills Community College. 

(3) Blackfeet Community College. 

(4) Cankdeska Cikana Community Col- 
lege. 

**(5) Chief Dull Knife Memorial College. 

“*(6) College of Menominee Nation. 

“*(7) College of the Muscogee Nation. 

“*(8) Comanche Nation College. 

(9) D-Q University. 

“*(10) Dine College. 

“(11) Fond du Lac Tribal and Community 
College. 

**(12) Fort Berthold Community College. 

(13) Fort Peck Community College. 

**(14) Haskell Indian Nations University. 

“*(15) Ilisagvik College. 

“(16) Institute of American Indian and 
Alaska Native Culture and Arts Develop- 
ment. 

“(17) Keweenaw Bay Ojibwa Community 
College. 
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“(18) Lac Courte Oreilles Ojibwa Commu- 
nity College. 

“(19) Leech Lake Tribal College. 

‘(20) Little Big Horn College. 

(21) Little Priest Tribal College. 

‘(22) Navajo Technical College. 

“(23) Nebraska Indian Community College. 

(24) Northwest Indian College. 

“(25) Oglala Lakota College. 

‘(26) Saginaw Chippewa Tribal College. 

“(27) Salish Kootenai College. 

‘(28) Sinte Gleska University. 

‘(29) Sisseton Wahpeton College. 

‘(80) Sitting Bull College. 

“(31) Southwestern Indian Polytechnic In- 
stitute. 

**(32) Stone Child College. 

(33) Tohono O’odham Community College. 

‘(84) Turtle Mountain Community College. 

(35) United Tribes Technical College. 

(36) White Earth Tribal and Community 
College.’’. 


(b) ENDOWMENT FOR 1994 INSTITUTIONS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 533 of the Equity 
in Educational Land-Grant Status Act of 
1994 (7 U.S.C. 301 note; Public Law 103-382) is 
amended— 

(A) in subsection (a)(2)(A)(ii), by striking 
“of such Act as added by section 534(b)(1) of 
this part?” and inserting ‘‘of that Act (7 
U.S.C. 348(b)(3)) and for programs for chil- 
dren, youth, and families at risk and for Fed- 
erally recognized tribes implemented under 
section 3(d) of that Act (7 U.S.C. 348(d))’’; and 

(B) in subsection (b), in the first sentence 
by striking ‘‘2012”’ and inserting ‘‘2017’’. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 3(d) 
of the Smith-Lever Act (7 U.S.C. 348(d)) is 
amended in the second sentence by inserting 
“and, in the case of programs for children, 
youth, and families at risk and for Federally 
recognized tribes, the 1994 Institutions (as 
defined in section 532 of the Equity in Edu- 
cational Land-Grant Status Act of 1994 (7 
U.S.C. 301 note; Public Law 103-382)),’’ before 
‘““may compete for”. 


(c) INSTITUTIONAL CAPACITY BUILDING 
GRANTS.—Section 535 of the Equity in Edu- 
cational Land-Grant Status Act of 1994 (7 
U.S.C. 301 note; Public Law 103-382) is 
amended by striking ‘‘2012’’ each place it ap- 
pears in subsections (b)(1) and (c) and insert- 
ing ‘‘2017’’. 


(d) RESEARCH GRANTS.— 

(1) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
Section 536(c) of the Equity in Educational 
Land-Grant Status Act of 1994 (7 U.S.C. 301 
note; Public Law 103-882) is amended in the 
first sentence by striking ‘‘2012’’ and insert- 
ing ‘‘2017”’. 

(2) RESEARCH GRANT REQUIREMENTS.—Sec- 
tion 536(b) of the Equity in Educational 
Land-Grant Status Act of 1994 (7 U.S.C. 301 
note; Public Law 103-382) is amended by 
striking ‘‘with at least 1 other land-grant 
college or university” and all that follows 
and inserting the following: ‘‘with— 

“(1) the Agricultural Research Service of 
the Department of Agriculture; or 

“(2) at least 1— 

“(A) other land-grant college or university 
(exclusive of another 1994 Institution); 

“(B) non-land-grant college of agriculture 
(as defined in section 1404 of the National 
Agricultural Research, Extension, and 
Teaching Policy Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 3103)); 
or 

‘(C) cooperating forestry school (as de- 
fined in that section).’’. 


(e) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 


made by subsections (a), (b), and (d)(2) take 
effect on October 1, 2012. 
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SEC. 7403. RESEARCH FACILITIES ACT. 

Section 6(a) of the Research Facilities Act 
(7 U.S.C. 390d(a)) is amended by striking 
“2012”? and inserting ‘‘2017’’. 

SEC. 7404. COMPETITIVE, SPECIAL, AND FACILI- 
TIES RESEARCH GRANT ACT. 

Section 2 of the Competitive, Special, and 
Facilities Research Grant Act (7 U.S.C. 450i) 
is amended— 

(1) in subsection (b)(11)(A), in the matter 
preceding clause (i), by striking ‘‘2012’’ and 
inserting ‘‘2017’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

“(1) STREAMLINING GRANT APPLICATION 
PROCESS.—Not later than 1 year after the 
date of enactment of this subsection, the 
Secretary shall submit to Congress a report 
that includes— 

“(1) an analysis of barriers that exist in 
the competitive grants process administered 
by the National Institute of Food and Agri- 
culture that prevent eligible institutions and 
organizations with limited institutional ca- 
pacity from successfully applying and com- 
peting for competitive grants; and 

‘“(2) specific recommendations for future 
steps that the Department can take to 
streamline the competitive grants applica- 
tion process so as to remove the barriers and 
increase the success rates of applicants de- 
scribed in paragraph (1).’’. 

SEC. 7405. ENHANCED USE LEASE AUTHORITY 
PILOT PROGRAM UNDER DEPART- 
MENT OF AGRICULTURE REORGA- 
NIZATION ACT OF 1994. 

Section 308(b)(6) of the Department of Ag- 
riculture Reorganization Act of 1994 (7 U.S.C. 
3125a note; Public Law 103-354) is amended by 
striking subparagraph (A) and inserting the 
following: 

“(A) on September 30, 2017; or”. 

SEC. 7406. RENEWABLE RESOURCES EXTENSION 
ACT OF 1978. 

(a) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
Section 6 of the Renewable Resources Exten- 
sion Act of 1978 (16 U.S.C. 1675) is amended in 
the first sentence by striking ‘‘2012’’ and in- 
serting ‘‘2017’’. 

(b) TERMINATION DATE.—Section 8 of the 
Renewable Resources Extension Act of 1978 
(16 U.S.C. 1671 note; Public Law 95-306) is 
amended by striking ‘2012’? and inserting 
“2017”. 

SEC. 7407. NATIONAL AQUACULTURE ACT OF 1980. 

Section 10 of the National Aquaculture Act 
of 1980 (16 U.S.C. 2809) is amended by striking 
‘2012? each place it appears and inserting 
“2017”. 

SEC. 7408. BEGINNING FARMER AND RANCHER 
DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM UNDER 
FARM SECURITY AND RURAL IN- 
VESTMENT ACT OF 2002. 

Section 7405 of the Farm Security and 
Rural Investment Act of 2002 (7 U.S.C. 3319f) 
is amended— 

(1) in subsection (c)(8)— 

(A) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘‘and’’ 
at the end; 

(B) in subparagraph (C), by striking the pe- 
riod at the end and inserting ‘‘; and”; and 

(C) by adding at the end the following: 

“(D) beginning farmers and ranchers who 
are veterans (as defined in section 101 of title 
38, United States Code).’’; and 

(2) by redesignating subsection (h) as sub- 
section (i); 

(3) by inserting after subsection (g) the fol- 
lowing: 

‘“(h) STATE GRANTS.— 

‘(1) DEFINITION OF ELIGIBLE ENTITY.—In 
this subsection, the term ‘eligible entity’ 
means— 

“(A) an agency of a State or political sub- 
division of a State; 
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“(B) a national, State, or regional organi- 
zation of agricultural producers; and 

“(C) any other entity determined appro- 
priate by the Secretary. 

“(2) GRANTS.—The Secretary shall use such 
sums as are necessary of funds made avail- 
able to carry out this section for each fiscal 
year under subsection (i) to make grants to 
States, on a competitive basis, which States 
shall use the grants to make grants to eligi- 
ble entities to establish and improve farm 
safety programs at the local level.’’; and 

(4) in subsection (i) (as redesignated by 
paragraph (2))— 

(A) in paragraph (1)— 

(i) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘and’”’ 
at the end; 

(ii) in subparagraph (B), by striking the pe- 
riod at the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 

(iii) by adding at the end the following: 

““(C) $17,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2013 
through 2017, to remain available until ex- 
pended.’’; and 

(B) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘2012” and 
inserting ‘‘2017’’. 

Subtitle E—Food, Conservation, and Energy 
Act of 2008 
PART I—AGRICULTURAL SECURITY 
SEC. 7501. AGRICULTURAL BIOSECURITY COMMU- 
NICATION CENTER. 

Section 14112 of the Food, Conservation, 
and Energy Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 8912) is 
amended by striking subsection (c) and in- 
serting the following: 

“(c) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section— 

“(1) such sums as are necessary for each of 
fiscal years 2008 through 2012; and 

**(2) $2,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2013 
through 2017.’’. 

SEC. 7502. ASSISTANCE TO BUILD LOCAL CAPAC- 
ITY IN AGRICULTURAL BIOSECURITY 
PLANNING, PREPARATION, AND RE- 
SPONSE. 

Section 14118 of the Food, Conservation, 
and Energy Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 8913) is 
amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)(2)— 

(A) by striking ‘‘such sums as may be nec- 
essary”; and 

(B) by striking ‘‘subsection’’ and all that 
follows and inserting the following: ‘‘sub- 
section— 

“(1) such sums as are necessary for each of 
fiscal years 2008 through 2012; and 

**(2) $15,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2013 
through 2017.’’; and 

(2) in subsection (b)(2), by striking ‘‘is au- 
thorized to be appropriated to carry out this 
subsection” and all that follows and insert- 
ing the following: ‘‘are authorized to be ap- 
propriated to carry out this subsection— 

“(1) $25,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2008 
through 2012; and 

“*(2) $15,000,000 for each of 
through 2017.’’. 

SEC. 7503. RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT OF AG- 
RICULTURAL COUNTERMEASURES. 

Section 14121(b) of the Food, Conservation, 
and Energy Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 8921(b)) is 
amended by striking ‘‘is authorized to be ap- 
propriated to carry out this section” and all 
that follows and inserting the following: 
“are authorized to be appropriated to carry 
out this section— 

“(1) $50,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2008 
through 2012; and 

**(2) $15,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2013 
through 2017.’’. 

SEC. 7504. AGRICULTURAL BIOSECURITY GRANT 
PROGRAM. 

Section 14122(e) of the Food, Conservation, 
and Energy Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 8922(e)) is 
amended— 


fiscal years 2013 
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(1) by striking ‘‘such sums as are nec- 
essary”; and 

(2) by striking ‘‘section’”’ and all that fol- 
lows and inserting the following: ‘‘section— 

“(1) such sums as are necessary for each of 
fiscal years 2008 through 2012, to remain 
available until expended; and 

‘(2) $5,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2013 
through 2017, to remain available until ex- 
pended.’’. 

PART II—MISCELLANEOUS 
7511. GRAZINGLANDS RESEARCH LABORA- 
TORY. 

Section 7502 of the Food, Conservation, and 
Energy Act of 2008 (Public Law 110-246; 112 
Stat. 2019) is amended by striking ‘‘for the 5- 
year period beginning on the date of enact- 
ment of this Act” and inserting ‘‘until Sep- 
tember 30, 2017”. 

SEC. 7512. BUDGET SUBMISSION AND FUNDING. 

Section 7506 of the Food, Conservation, and 
Energy Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 7614c) is amend- 
ed— 

(1) in subsection (a)— 

(A) by striking ‘‘(a) DEFINITION OF COM- 
PETITIVE PROGRAMS.—In this section, the 
term”; and inserting the following: 

“(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 

‘(1) COMPETITIVE PROGRAMS.—The term”’; 
and 

(B) by adding at the end the following: 

‘(2) COVERED PROGRAM.—The term ‘covered 
program’ means— 

“(A) each research program carried out by 
the Agricultural Research Service or the 
Economic Research Service for which annual 
appropriations are requested in the annual 
budget submission of the President; and 

‘“(B) each competitive program (as defined 
in section 251(f)(1) of the Department of Agri- 
culture Reorganization Act of 1994 (7 U.S.C. 
6971(f)(1))) carried out by the National Insti- 
tute of Food and Agriculture for which an- 
nual appropriations are requested in the an- 
nual budget submission of the President. 

“(3) REQUEST FOR AWARDS.—The term ‘re- 
quest for awards’ means a funding announce- 
ment published by the National Institute of 
Food and Agriculture that provides detailed 
information on funding opportunities at the 
Institute, including the purpose, eligibility, 
restriction, focus areas, evaluation criteria, 
regulatory information, and instructions on 
how to apply for such opportunities.’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

‘(e) ADDITIONAL PRESIDENTIAL BUDGET 
SUBMISSION REQUIREMENT.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Each year, the President 
shall submit to Congress, together with the 
annual budget submission of the President, 
the information described in paragraph (2) 
for each funding request for a covered pro- 
gram. 

‘(2) INFORMATION DESCRIBED.—The infor- 
mation described in this paragraph in- 
cludes— 

“(A) baseline information, including with 
respect to each covered program— 

“(i) the funding level for the program for 
the fiscal year preceding the year the annual 
budget submission of the President is sub- 
mitted; 

“(ii) the funding level requested in the an- 
nual budget submission of the President, in- 
cluding any increase or decrease in the fund- 
ing level; and 

“(iii) an explanation justifying any change 
from the funding level specified in clause (i) 
to the level specified in clause (ii); 

‘(B) with respect to each covered program 
that is carried out by the Economic Re- 
search Service or the Agricultural Research 
Service, the location and staff years of the 
program; 
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‘“(C) the proposed funding levels to be allo- 
cated to, and the expected publication date, 
scope, and allocation level for, each request 
for awards to be published under— 

“(i) each priority area specified in section 
2(b)(2) of the Competitive, Special, and Fa- 
cilities Research Grant Act (7 U.S.C. 
450i(b)(2)); 

“(ii) each research and extension project 
carried out under section 1621(a) of the Food, 
Agriculture, Conservation, and Trade Act of 
1990 (7 U.S.C. 5811(a)); 

“(ii) each grant awarded under section 
1672B(a) of the Food, Agriculture, Conserva- 
tion, and Trade Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 5925b(a)); 

“(iv) each grant awarded under section 
412(b) of the Agricultural Research, Exten- 
sion, and Education Reform Act of 1998 (7 
U.S.C. 7632(b)); and 

“(v) each grant awarded under 7405(c)(1) of 
the Farm Security and Rural Investment 
Act of 2002 (7 U.S.C. 3319f(c)(1)); or 

‘(D) any other information the Secretary 
determines will increase congressional over- 
sight with respect to covered programs. 

(3) PROHIBITION.—Unless the President 
submits the information described in para- 
graph (2)(C) for a fiscal year, the President 
may not carry out any program during the 
fiscal year that is authorized under— 

“(A) section 2(b) of the Competitive, Spe- 
cial, and Facilities Research Grant Act (7 
U.S.C. 450i(b)); 

“(B) section 1621 of the Food, Agriculture, 
Conservation, and Trade Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 
5811); 

“(C) section 1672B of the Food, Agriculture, 
Conservation, and Trade Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 
5925b); 

“(D) section 411 of the Agricultural Re- 
search, Extension, and Education Reform 
Act of 1998 (7 U.S.C. 7631); or 

‘“(E) section 7405 of the Farm Security and 
Rural Investment Act of 2002 (7 U.S.C. 3319f). 

‘(f) REPORT OF THE SECRETARY OF AGRI- 
CULTURE.—Each year on a date that is not 
later than the date on which the President 
submits the annual budget submission, the 
Secretary shall submit to Congress a report 
containing a description of the agricultural 
research, extension, and education activities 
carried out by the Federal Government dur- 
ing the fiscal year that immediately pre- 
cedes the year for which the report is sub- 
mitted, including— 

“(1) a review of the extent to which those 
activities— 

“(A) are duplicative or overlap within the 
Department of Agriculture; or 

“(B) are similar to activities carried out 
by— 

“(i) other Federal agencies; 

“(ii) the States (including the District of 
Columbia, the Commonwealth of Puerto 
Rico and other territories or possessions of 
the United States); 

“(iii) institutions of higher education (as 
defined in section 101 of the Higher Edu- 
cation Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1001)); or 

“(iv) the private sector; and 

‘“(2) for each report submitted under this 
section on or after January 1, 2013, a 5-year 
projection of national priorities with respect 
to agricultural research, extension, and edu- 
cation, taking into account both domestic 
and international needs.”’. 

SEC. 7513. NATURAL PRODUCTS RESEARCH PRO- 
GRAM. 


Section 7525 of the Food, Conservation, and 
Energy Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 5937) is amended 
by striking subsection (e) and inserting the 
following: 

‘(e) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to 
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carry out this section $7,000,000 for each of 
fiscal years 2013 through 2017.’’. 
SEC. 7514. SUN GRANT PROGRAM. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 7526 of the Food, 
Conservation, and Energy Act of 2008 (7 
U.S.C. 8114) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)(4)(B), by striking ‘‘the 
Department of Energy” and inserting ‘‘other 
appropriate Federal agencies (as determined 
by the Secretary)”; 

(2) in subsection (b)(1)— 

(A) in subparagraph (A), by striking “at 
South Dakota State University”; 

(B) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘‘at 
the University of Tennessee at Knoxville’’; 

(C) in subparagraph (C), by striking ‘‘at 
Oklahoma State University”; 

(D) in subparagraph (D), by striking ‘‘at 
Oregon State University”; 

(E) in subparagraph (E), by striking ‘‘at 
Cornell University”; and 


(F) in subparagraph (F), by striking ‘‘at 
the University of Hawaii”; 

(3) in subsection (c)(1)— 

(A) in subparagraph (B), by striking 


“multistate”? and all that follows through 
“technology implementation’’ and inserting 
“integrated, multistate research, extension, 
and education programs on technology devel- 
opment and technology implementation”’; 

(B) by striking subparagraph (C); and 

(C) by redesignating subparagraph (D) as 
subparagraph (C); 

(4) in subsection (d)— 

(A) in paragraph (1)— 

(i) by striking ‘‘gasification’’ and inserting 
“bioproducts”; and 

(ii) by striking “the Department of En- 
ergy” and inserting ‘‘other appropriate Fed- 
eral agencies”; 

(B) by striking paragraph (2); 

(C) by redesignating paragraphs (3) and (4) 
as paragraphs (2) and (3), respectively; and 

(D) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘in ac- 
cordance with paragraph (2)’’; and 

(5) in subsection (g), by striking ‘‘2012”’ and 
inserting ‘‘2017’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section 
7526(f) of the Food, Conservation, and Energy 
Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 8114(f)) is amended— 


(1) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘sub- 
section (c)(1)(D)(i)”? and inserting ‘‘sub- 
section (c)(1)(C)(i)’’; and 

(2) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘sub- 
section (d)(1)’? and inserting ‘‘subsection 


a”. 
Subtitle F—Miscellaneous 
SEC. 7601. FOUNDATION FOR FOOD AND AGRI- 
CULTURE RESEARCH. 

(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 

(1) BoARD.—The term “Board”? means the 
Board of Directors described in subsection 
(e). 

(2) DEPARTMENT.—The term “Department” 
means the Department of Agriculture. 

(3) FOUNDATION.—The term “Foundation” 
means the Foundation for Food and Agri- 
culture Research established under sub- 
section (b). 

(4) SECRETARY.—The term “Secretary” 
means the Secretary of Agriculture. 

(b) ESTABLISHMENT.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall estab- 
lish a nonprofit corporation to be known as 
the “Foundation for Food and Agriculture 
Research”. 

(2) STATUS.—The Foundation shall not be 
an agency or instrumentality of the United 
States Government. 

(c) PURPOSES.—The purposes of the Foun- 
dation shall be— 

(1) to advance the research mission of the 
Department by supporting agricultural re- 
search activities focused on addressing key 
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problems of national and international sig- 
nificance including— 

(A) plant health, production, and plant 
products; 

(B) animal health, production, and prod- 
ucts; 

(C) food safety, nutrition, and health; 

(D) renewable energy, natural resources, 
and the environment; 

(E) agricultural and food security; 

(F) agriculture systems and technology; 
and 

(G) agriculture economics and rural com- 
munities; and 

(2) to foster collaboration with agricul- 
tural researchers from the Federal Govern- 
ment, institutions of higher education, in- 
dustry, and nonprofit organizations. 

(d) DUTIES.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Foundation shall— 

(A) award grants to, or enter into con- 
tracts, memoranda of understanding, or co- 
operative agreements with, scientists and 
entities, which may include agricultural re- 
search agencies in the Department, univer- 
sity consortia, public-private partnerships, 
institutions of higher education, nonprofit 
organizations, and industry, to efficiently 
and effectively advance the goals and prior- 
ities of the Foundation; 

(B) in consultation with the Secretary— 

(i) identify existing and proposed Federal 
intramural and extramural research and de- 
velopment programs relating to the purposes 
of the Foundation described in subsection 
(c); and 

(ii) coordinate Foundation activities with 
those programs so as to minimize duplica- 
tion of existing efforts; 

(C) identify unmet and emerging agricul- 
tural research needs after reviewing the 
Roadmap for Agricultural Research, Edu- 
cation and Extension as required by section 
7504 of the Food, Conservation, and Energy 
Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 7614a); 

(D) facilitate technology transfer and re- 
lease of information and data gathered from 
the activities of the Foundation to the agri- 
cultural research community; 

(EZ) promote and encourage the develop- 
ment of the next generation of agricultural 
research scientists; and 

(F) carry out such other activities as the 
Board determines to be consistent with the 
purposes of the Foundation. 

(2) AUTHORITY.—Subject to paragraph (8), 
the Foundation shall be the sole entity re- 
sponsible for carrying out the duties enumer- 
ated in this subsection. 

(3) RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER ACTIVITIES.— 
The activities described in paragraph (1) 
shall be supplemental to any other activities 
at the Department and shall not preempt 
any authority or responsibility of the De- 
partment under another provision of law. 

(e) BOARD OF DIRECTORS.— 

(1) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Foundation shall 
be governed by a Board of Directors. 

(2) COMPOSITION.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—The Board shall be com- 
posed of appointed and ex-officio, nonvoting 
members. 

(B) EX-OFFICIO MEMBERS.—The ex-officio 
members of the Board shall be the following 
individuals or designees: 

(i) The Secretary. 

(ii) The Under Secretary of Agriculture for 
Research, Education, and Economics. 

(iii) The Administrator of the Agricultural 
Research Service. 

(iv) The Director of the National Institute 
of Food and Agriculture. 

(v) The Director of the National Science 
Foundation. 
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(C) APPOINTED MEMBERS.— 

(i) IN GENERAL.—The ex-officio members of 
the Board under subparagraph (B) shall, by 
majority vote, appoint to the Board 15 indi- 
viduals, of whom— 

(I) 8 shall be selected from a list of can- 
didates to be provided by the National Acad- 
emy of Sciences; and 

(II) 7 shall be selected from lists of can- 
didates provided by industry. 

(ii) REQUIREMENTS.— 

(I) EXPERTISE.—The ex-officio members 
shall ensure that a majority of the members 
of the Board have actual experience in agri- 
cultural research and, to the extent prac- 
ticable, represent diverse sectors of agri- 
culture. 

(II) LIMITATION.—No employee of the Fed- 
eral Government may serve as an appointed 
member of the Board under this subpara- 
graph. 

(III) NOT FEDERAL EMPLOYMENT.—Appoint- 
ment to the Board under this subparagraph 
shall not constitute Federal employment. 

(iii) AUTHORITY.—AI1] appointed members of 
the Board shall be voting members. 

(D) CHAIR.—The Board shall, from among 
the members of the Board, designate an indi- 
vidual to serve as Chair of the Board. 

(3) INITIAL MEETING.—Not later than 60 
days after the date of enactment of this Act, 
the Secretary shall convene a meeting of the 
ex-officio members of the Board— 

(A) to incorporate the Foundation; and 

(B) to appoint the members of the Board in 
accordance with paragraph (2)(C)(i). 

(4) DUTIES.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—The Board shall— 

(i) establish bylaws for the Foundation 
that, at a minimum, include— 

(I) policies for the selection of future 
Board members, officers, employees, agents, 
and contractors of the Foundation; 

(II) policies, including ethical standards, 
for— 

(aa) the acceptance, solicitation, and dis- 
position of donations and grants to the 
Foundation; and 

(bb) the disposition of assets of the Foun- 
dation, including appropriate limits on the 
ability of donors to designate, by stipulation 
or restriction, the use or recipient of donated 
funds; 

(III) policies that would subject all em- 
ployees, fellows, trainees, and other agents 
of the Foundation (including members of the 
Board) to the conflict of interest standards 
under section 208 of title 18, United States 
Code; 

(IV) policies for writing, editing, printing, 
publishing, and vending of books and other 
materials; 

(V) policies for the conduct of the general 
operations of the Foundation, including a 
cap on administrative expenses for recipients 
of a grant, contract, or cooperative agree- 
ment from the Foundation; and 

(VI) specific duties for the Executive Di- 
rector; 

(ii) prioritize and provide overall direction 
for the activities of the Foundation; 

(iii) evaluate the performance of the Exec- 
utive Director; and 

(iv) carry out any other necessary activi- 
ties regarding the Foundation. 

(B) ESTABLISHMENT OF BYLAWS.—In estab- 
lishing bylaws under subparagraph (A)(i), the 
Board shall ensure that the bylaws do not— 

(i) reflect unfavorably on the ability of the 
Foundation to carry out the duties of the 
Foundation in a fair and objective manner; 
or 

(ii) compromise, or appear to compromise, 
the integrity of any governmental agency or 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE, Vol. 158, Pt. 7 


program, or any officer or employee em- 
ployed by or involved in a governmental 
agency or program. 

(5) TERMS AND VACANCIES.— 

(A) TERMS.— 

(i) IN GENERAL.—The term of each member 
of the Board appointed under paragraph 
(2)(C) shall be 5 years. 

(ii) PARTIAL TERMS.—If a member of the 
Board does not serve the full term applicable 
under clause (i), the individual appointed to 
fill the resulting vacancy shall be appointed 
for the remainder of the term of the prede- 
cessor of the individual. 

(iii) TRANSITION.—A member of the Board 
may continue to serve after the expiration of 
the term of the member until a successor is 
appointed. 

(B) VACANCIES.—Any vacancy in the mem- 
bership of the Board shall be filled in the 
manner in which the original position was 
made and shall not affect the power of the 
remaining members to execute the duties of 
the Board. 

(6) COMPENSATION.—Members of the Board 
may not receive compensation for service on 
the Board but may be reimbursed for travel, 
subsistence, and other necessary expenses in- 
curred in carrying out the duties of the 
Board. 

(7) MEETINGS AND QUORUM.—A majority of 
the members of the Board shall constitute a 
quorum for purposes of conducting business 
of the Board. 

(f) ADMINISTRATION.— 

(1) EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—The Board shall hire an 
Executive Director who shall carry out such 
duties and responsibilities as the Board may 
prescribe. 

(B) SERVICE.—The Executive Director shall 
serve at the pleasure of the Board. 

(2) ADMINISTRATIVE POWERS.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—In carrying out this sec- 
tion, the Board, acting through the Execu- 
tive Director, may— 

(i) adopt, alter, and use a corporate seal, 
which shall be judicially noticed; 

(ii) hire, promote, compensate, and dis- 
charge 1 or more officers, employees, and 
agents, as may be necessary, and define the 
duties of the officers, employees, and agents; 

(iii) solicit and accept any funds, gifts, 
grants, devises, or bequests of real or per- 
sonal property made to the Foundation, in- 
cluding such support from private entities; 

(iv) prescribe the manner in which— 

(I) real or personal property of the Founda- 
tion is acquired, held, and transferred; 

(II) general operations of the Foundation 
are to be conducted; and 

(III) the privileges granted to the Board by 
law are exercised and enjoyed; 

(v) with the consent of the applicable exec- 
utive department or independent agency, use 
the information, services, and facilities of 
the department or agency in carrying out 
this section; 

(vi) enter into contracts with public and 
private organizations for the writing, edit- 
ing, printing, and publishing of books and 
other material; 

(vii) hold, administer, invest, and spend 
any gift, devise, or bequest of real or per- 
sonal property made to the Foundation; 

(viii) enter into such contracts, leases, co- 
operative agreements, and other trans- 
actions as the Board considers appropriate to 
conduct the activities of the Foundation; 

(ix) modify or consent to the modification 
of any contract or agreement to which the 
Foundation is a party or in which the Foun- 
dation has an interest; 

(x) take such action as may be necessary 
to obtain patents and licenses for devices 
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and procedures developed by the Foundation 
and employees of the Foundation; 

(xi) sue and be sued in the corporate name 
of the Foundation, and complain and defend 
in courts of competent jurisdiction; 

(xii) appoint other groups of advisors as 
may be determined necessary to carry out 
the functions of the Foundation; and 

(xiii) exercise such other incidental powers 
as are necessary to carry out the duties and 
functions of the Foundation in accordance 
with this section 

(B) LIMITATION.—No appointed member of 
the Board or officer or employee of the Foun- 
dation or of any program established by the 
Foundation (other than ex-officio members 
of the Board) shall exercise administrative 
control over any Federal employee 

(3) RECORDS.— 

(A) AUDITS.—The Foundation shall— 

(i) provide for annual audits of the finan- 
cial condition of the Foundation; and 

(ii) make the audits, and all other records, 
documents, and other papers of the Founda- 
tion, available to the Secretary and the 
Comptroller General of the United States for 
examination or audit. 

(B) REPORTS.— 

(i) ANNUAL REPORT ON FOUNDATION.— 

(I) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 5 months 
following the end of each fiscal year, the 
Foundation shall publish a report for the 
preceding fiscal year that includes— 

(aa) a description of Foundation activities, 
including accomplishments; and 

(bb) a comprehensive statement of the op- 
erations and financial condition of the Foun- 
dation. 

(II) FINANCIAL CONDITION.—Each report 
under subclause (I) shall include a descrip- 
tion of all gifts or grants to the Foundation 
of real or personal property or money, which 
shall include— 

(aa) the source of the gifts or grants; and 

(bb) any restrictions on the purposes for 
which the gift or grant may be used. 

(IIT) AVAILABILITY.—The Foundation 
shall— 

(aa) make copies of each report submitted 
under subclause (I) available for public in- 
spection; and 

(bb) on request, provide a copy of the re- 
port to any individual. 

(IV) PUBLIC MEETING.—The Board shall 
hold an annual public meeting to summarize 
the activities of the Foundation. 

(ii) GRANT REPORTING.—Any recipient of a 
grant under subsection (d)(1)(A) shall provide 
the Foundation with a report at the conclu- 
sion of any research or studies conducted the 
describes the results of the research or stud- 
ies, including any data generated. 

(4) INTEGRITY.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—To ensure integrity in 
the operations of the Foundation, the Board 
shall develop and enforce procedures relating 
to standards of conduct, financial disclosure 
statements, conflict of interest (including 
recusal and waiver rules), audits, and any 
other matters determined appropriate by the 
Board. 

(B) FINANCIAL CONFLICTS OF INTEREST.— 
Any individual who is an officer, employee, 
or member of the Board is prohibited from 
any participation in deliberations by the 
Foundation of a matter that would directly 
or predictably affect any financial interest 
of— 

(i) the individual; 

(ii) a relative (as defined in section 109 of 
the Ethics in Government Act of 1978 (5 
U.S.C. App.)) of that individual; or 

(iii) a business organization or other entity 
in which the individual has an interest, in- 
cluding an organization or other entity with 
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which the individual is negotiating employ- 
ment. 

(5) INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY.—The Board 
shall adopt written standards to govern own- 
ership of any intellectual property rights de- 
rived from the collaborative efforts of the 
Foundation. 

(6) LIABILITY.—The United States shall not 
be liable for any debts, defaults, acts, or 
omissions of the Foundation nor shall the 
full faith and credit of the United States ex- 
tend to any obligations of the Foundation. 

(g) FUNDS.— 

(1) MANDATORY FUNDING.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—On October 1, 2012, of the 
funds of the Commodity Credit Corporation, 
the Secretary shall transfer to the Founda- 
tion to carry out this section $100,000,000, to 
remain available until expended under the 
conditions described in subparagraph (B). 

(B) CONDITIONS ON EXPENDITURE.—The 
Foundation may use the funds made avail- 
able under subparagraph (A) to carry out the 
purposes of the Foundation only to the ex- 
tent that the Foundation secures an equal 
amount of non-Federal matching funds for 
each expenditure. 

(C) PROHIBITION ON CONSTRUCTION.—None of 
the funds made available under subparagraph 
(A) may be used for construction. 

(2) SEPARATION OF FUNDS.—The Executive 
Director shall ensure that any funds received 
under paragraph (1) are held in separate ac- 
counts from funds received from nongovern- 
mental entities as described in subsection 
(f)(2)(A)Gii). 

SEC. 7602. OBJECTIVE AND SCHOLARLY AGRI- 
CULTURAL AND FOOD LAW RE- 
SEARCH AND INFORMATION. 

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that— 

(1) the farms, ranches, and forests of the 
United States are impacted by a complex and 
rapidly evolving web of international, Fed- 
eral, State, and local laws (including regula- 
tions); 

(2) objective, scholarly, and authoritative 
agricultural and food law research and infor- 
mation helps the farm, ranch, and forestry 
community contribute to the strength of the 
United States through improved conserva- 
tion, environmental protection, job creation, 
economic development, renewable energy 
production, outdoor recreational opportuni- 
ties, and increased local and regional sup- 
plies of food, fiber, and fuel; and 

(3) the vast agricultural community of the 
United States, including farmers, ranchers, 
foresters, attorneys, policymakers, and ex- 
tension personnel, need access to agricul- 
tural and food law research and information 
provided by an objective, scholarly, and neu- 
tral source. 

(b) PARTNERSHIPS.—The Secretary, acting 
through the National Agricultural Library, 
shall support the dissemination of objective, 
scholarly, and authoritative agricultural and 
food law research and information by enter- 
ing into partnerships with institutions of 
higher education that have expertise in agri- 
cultural and food law research and informa- 
tion. 

(c) RESTRICTION.—For each fiscal year, the 
Secretary shall use not more than $1,000,000 
of the amounts made available to the Na- 
tional Agricultural Library to carry out this 
section. 

TITLE VIII—FORESTRY 


Subtitle A—Repeal of Certain Forestry 
Programs 
SEC. 8001. FOREST LAND ENHANCEMENT PRO- 
GRAM. 
(a) REPEAL.—Section 4 of the Cooperative 
Forestry Assistance Act of 1978 (16 U.S.C. 
2103) is repealed. 
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(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 8002 
of the Farm Security and Rural Investment 
Act of 2002 (Public Law 107-171; 16 U.S.C. 2103 
note) is amended by striking subsection (a). 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall take effect on Oc- 
tober 1, 2012. 

SEC. 8002. WATERSHED FORESTRY ASSISTANCE 
PROGRAM. 

(a) REPEAL.—Section 6 of the Cooperative 
Forestry Assistance Act of 1978 (16 U.S.C. 
2103b) is repealed. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by this section shall take effect on Oc- 
tober 1, 2012. 

SEC. 8003. EXPIRED COOPERATIVE NATIONAL 
FOREST PRODUCTS MARKETING 
PROGRAM. 

Section 18 of the Cooperative Forestry As- 
sistance Act of 1978 (16 U.S.C. 2112) is re- 
pealed. 

SEC. 8004. HISPANIC-SERVING INSTITUTION AG- 
RICULTURAL LAND NATIONAL RE- 
SOURCES LEADERSHIP PROGRAM. 

(a) REPEAL.—Section 8402 of the Food, Con- 
servation, and Energy Act of 2008 (16 U.S.C. 
1649a) is repealed. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by this section shall take effect on Oc- 
tober 1, 2012. 

SEC. 8005. TRIBAL WATERSHED FORESTRY AS- 
SISTANCE PROGRAM. 

(a) REPEAL.—Section 303 of the Healthy 
Forests Restoration Act of 2003 (16 U.S.C. 
6542) is repealed. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by this section shall take effect on Oc- 
tober 1, 2012. 


Subtitle B—Reauthorization of Cooperative 
Forestry Assistance Act of 1978 Programs 
SEC. 8101. STATE-WIDE ASSESSMENT AND STRAT- 

EGIES FOR FOREST RESOURCES. 

Section 2A(f)(1) of the Cooperative For- 
estry Assistance Act of 1978 (16 U.S.C. 
2101a(f)(1)) is amended by striking ‘‘2012”’ and 
inserting ‘‘2017’’. 

SEC. 8102. FOREST STEWARDSHIP PROGRAM. 

Section 5(h) of the Cooperative Forestry 
Assistance Act of 1978 (16 U.S.C. 2108a(h)) is 
amended by striking ‘‘such sums as may be 
necessary thereafter” and inserting 
‘‘$50,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2013 
through 2017”. 

SEC. 8103. FOREST LEGACY PROGRAM. 

Section 7 of the Cooperative Forestry As- 
sistance Act of 1978 (16 U.S.C. 2103c) is 
amended by striking subsection (m) and in- 
serting the following: 

‘(m) FUNDING.— 

‘“(1) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section $200,000,000 for each of 
fiscal years 2013 through 2017. 

‘(2) ADDITIONAL FUNDING SOURCES.—In ad- 
dition to any funds appropriated for each fis- 
cal year to carry out this section, the Sec- 
retary may use any other Federal funds 
available to the Secretary.’’. 

SEC. 8104. COMMUNITY FOREST AND OPEN 
SPACE CONSERVATION PROGRAM. 

Section 7A of the Cooperative Forestry As- 
sistance Act of 1978 (16 U.S.C. 2108d) is 
amended by striking subsection (g) and in- 
serting the following: 

‘“(g) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section $50,000,000 for each of 
fiscal years 2013 through 2017.’’. 

SEC. 8105. URBAN AND COMMUNITY FORESTRY 
ASSISTANCE. 

Section 9(i) of the Cooperative Forestry 
Assistance Act of 1978 (16 U.S.C. 2105(i)) is 
amended by striking ‘‘such sums as may be 
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necessary for each fiscal year thereafter” 
and inserting ‘‘$50,000,000 for each of fiscal 
years 2013 through 2017”. 

Subtitle C—Reauthorization of Other 
Forestry-related Laws 

RURAL REVITALIZATION TECH- 
NOLOGIES. 

Section 2871(d)(2) of the Food, Agriculture, 
Conservation, and Trade Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 
6601(d)(2)) is amended by striking ‘‘2012” and 
inserting ‘‘2017’’. 

SEC. 8202. OFFICE OF INTERNATIONAL FOR- 
ESTRY. 

Section 2405 of the Global Climate Change 
Prevention Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 6704) is 
amended by striking subsection (d) and in- 
serting the following: 

‘(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
To carry out this section, there are author- 
ized to be appropriated— 

“(1) such sums as are necessary for each of 
fiscal years 1996 through 2012; and 

*“(2) $10,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2013 
through 2017.”’. 

SEC. 8203. INSECT INFESTATIONS AND RELATED 
DISEASES. 

(a) FINDINGS AND PURPOSES.—Section 401 of 
the Healthy Forests Restoration Act of 2003 
(16 U.S.C. 6551) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)— 

(A) by redesignating paragraphs (3) 
through (12) as paragraphs (4) through (13), 
respectively; and 

(B) by inserting after paragraph (2) the fol- 
lowing: 

“(3) the mountain pine beetle is— 

“(A) threatening and ravaging forests 
throughout the Western region of the United 
States, including Arizona, California, Colo- 
rado, Idaho, Montana, Nevada, New Mexico, 
Oregon, and South Dakota; 

‘“(B) reaching epidemic populations and se- 
verely impacting over 41,000,000 acres in 
western forests; and 

“(C) deteriorating forest health in national 
forests and, when combined with drought, 
disease, and storm damage, is resulting in 
extreme fire hazards in national forests 
across the Western United States and endan- 
gering the economic stability of surrounding 
adjacent communities, ranches, and parks;”’; 
and 

(2) in subsection (b)— 

(A) in paragraph (2), by striking “and” at 
the end; 

(B) in paragraph (3), by striking the period 
at the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 

(C) by adding at the end the following: 

“(4) to provide for designation of treat- 
ment areas pursuant to section 405.’’. 

(b) DESIGNATION OF TREATMENT AREAS.— 
Title IV of the Healthy Forests Restoration 
Act of 2003 (16 U.S.C. 6551 et seq.) is amend- 
ed— 

(1) by redesignating sections 405 and 406 (16 
U.S.C. 6555, 6556) as sections 406 and 407, re- 
spectively; and 

(2) by inserting after section 404 (16 U.S.C. 
6554) the following: 

“SEC. 405. DESIGNATION OF TREATMENT AREAS. 

‘(a) DESIGNATION OF TREATMENT AREAS.— 
Not later than 60 days after the date of en- 
actment of the Agriculture Reform, Food, 
and Jobs Act of 2012, the Secretary shall des- 
ignate treatment areas on at least 1 national 
forest in each State, if requested by the Gov- 
ernor of the State, that the Secretary deter- 
mines, based on annual forest health sur- 
veys, are experiencing declining forest 
health due to insect or disease infestation. 

‘(b) TREATMENT OF AREAS.—The Secretary 
may carry out treatments to address the in- 
sect or disease infestation in the areas des- 
ignated under subsection (a) in accordance 
with sections 104, 105, 106, and 401. 
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‘(c) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section $200,000,000 for each of 
fiscal years 2013 through 2017.’’. 

(c) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
Section 407 of the Healthy Forests Restora- 
tion Act of 2003 (as redesignated by sub- 
section (b)(1)) is amended by striking ‘‘2008”’ 
and inserting ‘‘2017’’. 

SEC. 8204. STEWARDSHIP END RESULT CON- 
TRACTING PROJECTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Title VI of the Healthy 
Forests Restoration Act of 2003 (16 U.S.C. 
6591) is amended by adding at the end the fol- 
lowing: 

“SEC. 602. STEWARDSHIP END RESULT CON- 
TRACTING PROJECTS. 

“(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 

“(1) CHIEF.—The term ‘Chief’ means the 
Chief of the Forest Service. 

““(2) DIRECTOR.—The term ‘Director’ means 
the Director of the Bureau of Land Manage- 
ment. 

“(b) PROJECTS.—The Chief and the Direc- 
tor, via agreement or contract as appro- 
priate, may enter into stewardship con- 
tracting projects with private persons or 
other public or private entities to perform 
services to achieve land management goals 
for the national forests and the public lands 
that meet local and rural community needs. 

“(c) LAND MANAGEMENT GOALS.—The land 
management goals of a project under sub- 
section (b) may include— 

“(1) road and trail maintenance or obliter- 
ation to restore or maintain water quality; 

‘(2) soil productivity, habitat for wildlife 
and fisheries, or other resource values; 

“(3) setting of prescribed fires to improve 
the composition, structure, condition, and 
health of stands or to improve wildlife habi- 
tat; 

“(4) removing vegetation or other activi- 
ties to promote healthy forest stands, reduce 
fire hazards, or achieve other land manage- 
ment objectives; 

“(5) watershed restoration and mainte- 
nance; 

“(6) restoration and maintenance of wild- 
life and fish; or 

“(7) control of noxious and exotic weeds 
and reestablishing. 

‘(d) AGREEMENTS OR CONTRACTS.— 

‘1) PROCUREMENT PROCEDURE.—A source 
for performance of an agreement or contract 
under subsection (b) shall be selected on a 
best-value basis, including consideration of 
source under other public and private agree- 
ments or contracts. 

‘(2) CONTRACT FOR SALE OF PROPERTY.—A 
contract entered into under this section 
may, at the discretion of the Secretary of 
Agriculture, be considered a contract for the 
sale of property under such terms as the Sec- 
retary may prescribe without regard to any 
other provision of law. 

“(3) TERM.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
subparagraph (B), the Chief and the Director 
may enter into a contract under subsection 
(b) in accordance with section 3903 of title 41, 
United States Code. 

‘“(B) MAXIMUM.—The period of the contract 
under subsection (b) may exceed 5 years but 
may not exceed 10 years. 

‘*(4) OF FSETS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Chief and the Direc- 
tor may apply the value of timber or other 
forest products removed as an offset against 
the cost of services received under the agree- 
ment or contract described in subsection (b). 

‘(B) METHODS OF APPRAISAL.—The value of 
timber or other forest products used as an 
offset under subparagraph (A)— 
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““(j) shall be determined using appropriate 
methods of appraisal commensurate with the 
quantity of products to be removed; and 

“(i) may— 

“(I) be determined using a unit of measure 
appropriate to the contracts; and 

“(I) may include valuing products on a 
per-acre basis. 

“(5) RELATION TO OTHER LAWS.—Notwith- 
standing subsections (d) and (g) of section 14 
of the National Forest Management Act of 
1976 (16 U.S.C. 472a), the Chief may enter into 
an agreement or contract under subsection 
(b). 

(6) CONTRACTING OFFICER.—Notwith- 
standing any other provision of law, the Sec- 
retary or the Secretary of the Interior may 
determine the appropriate contracting offi- 
cer to enter into and administer an agree- 
ment or contract under subsection (b). 

“(e) RECEIPTS.— 

‘“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Chief and the Direc- 
tor may collect monies from an agreement 
or contract under subsection (b) if the collec- 
tion is a secondary objective of negotiating 
the contract that will best achieve the pur- 
poses of this section. 

“(2) USE.—Monies from an agreement or 
contract under subsection (b)— 

“(A) may be retained by the Chief and the 
Director; and 

“(B) shall be available for expenditure 
without further appropriation at the project 
site from which the monies are collected or 
at another project site. 

“(3) RELATION TO OTHER LAWS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, the value of services 
received by the Chief or the Director under a 
stewardship contract project conducted 
under this section, and any payments made 
or resources provided by the contractor, 
Chief, or Director shall not be considered 
monies received from the National Forest 
System or the public lands. 

“(B) KNUTSON-VANDERBERG ACT.—The Act 
of June 9, 1930 (commonly known as the 
‘Knutson-Vanderberg Act’) (16 U.S.C. 576 et 
seq.) shall not apply to any agreement or 
contract under subsection (b). 

“(f) COSTS OF REMOVAL.—Notwithstanding 
the fact that a contractor did not harvest 
the timber, the Chief may collect deposits 
from a contractor covering the costs of re- 
moval of timber or other forest products 
under— 


“(1) the Act of August 11, 1916 (16 U.S.C. 
490); and 

(2) and the Act of June 30, 1914 (16 U.S.C. 
498). 


“(¢) PERFORMANCE AND PAYMENT GUARAN- 
TEES.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Chief and the Direc- 
tor may require performance and payment 
bonds under sections 28.103-2 and 28.103-3 of 
the Federal Acquisition Regulation, in an 
amount that the contracting officer con- 
siders sufficient to protect the investment in 
receipts by the Federal Government gen- 
erated by the contractor from the estimated 
value of the forest products to be removed 
under a contract under subsection (b). 

“(2) EXCESS OFFSET VALUE.—If the offset 
value of the forest products exceeds the 
value of the resource improvement treat- 
ments, the Chief and the Director may— 

“(A) collect any residual receipts under the 
Act of June 9, 1930 (commonly known as the 
‘Knutson-Vanderberg Act’) (16 U.S.C. 576 et 
seq.); and 

“(B) apply the excess to other authorized 
stewardship projects. 

“(h) MONITORING AND EVALUATION.— 

‘“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Chief and the Direc- 
tor shall establish a multiparty monitoring 
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and evaluation process that accesses the 
stewardship contracting projects conducted 
under this section. 

“(2) PARTICIPANTS.—Other than the Chief 
and Director, participants in the process de- 
scribed in paragraph (1) may include— 

‘(A) any cooperating governmental agen- 
cies, including tribal governments; and 

‘“(B) any other interested groups or indi- 
viduals. 

“(i) REPORTING.—Not later than 1 year 
after the date of enactment of this section, 
and annually thereafter, the Chief and the 
Director shall report to the Committee on 
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry of the 
Senate and the Committee on Agriculture of 
the House of Representatives on— 

“(1) the status of development, execution, 
and administration of agreements or con- 
tracts under subsection (b); 

‘(2) the specific accomplishments that 
have resulted; and 

“(3) the role of local communities in the 
development of agreements or contract 
plans.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 347 
of the Department of the Interior and Re- 
lated Agencies Appropriations Act, 1999 (16 
U.S.C. 2104 note; Public Law 105-277) is re- 
pealed. 

SEC. 8205. HEALTHY FORESTS RESERVE PRO- 
GRAM. 

(a) DEFINITION OF ACREAGE OWNED BY IN- 
DIAN TRIBES.—Section 502(e)(3) of the 
Healthy Forests Restoration Act (16 U.S.C. 
6572(e)(3)) is amended— 

(1) in subparagraph (C), by striking ‘‘sub- 
paragraphs (A) and (B)? and inserting 
“clauses (i) and (ii)’’; 

(2) by redesignating subparagraphs (A) 
through (C) as clauses (i) through (iii), re- 
spectively, and indenting appropriately; and 

(3) by striking ‘‘In the case of”? and insert- 
ing the following: 

‘((A) DEFINITION OF ACREAGE OWNED BY IN- 
DIAN TRIBES.—In this paragraph, the term 
‘acreage owned by Indian tribes’ includes— 

“(i) land that is held in trust by the United 
States for Indian tribes or individual Indi- 
ans; 

“(ii) land, the title to which is held by In- 
dian tribes or individual Indians subject to 
Federal restrictions against alienation or en- 
cumbrance; 

““(iii) land that is subject to rights of use, 
occupancy, and benefit of certain Indian 
tribes; 

“(iv) land that is held in fee title by an In- 
dian tribe; or 

“(v) land that is owned by a native cor- 
poration formed under section 17 of the Act 
of June 18, 1934 (commonly known as the ‘In- 
dian Reorganization Act’) (25 U.S.C. 477) or 
section 8 of the Alaska Native Claims Settle- 
ment Act (43 U.S.C. 1607); or 

“(vi) a combination of 1 or more types of 
land described in clauses (i) through (v). 

‘((B) ENROLLMENT OF ACREAGE.—In the case 
of”. 

(b) CHANGE IN FUNDING SOURCE FOR 
HEALTHY FORESTS RESERVE PROGRAM.—Sec- 
tion 508 of the Healthy Forests Restoration 
Act of 2003 (16 U.S.C. 6578) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a), by striking ‘‘IN GEN- 
ERAL” and inserting ‘‘FISCAL YEARS 2009 
THROUGH 2012”; 

(2) by redesignating subsection (b) as sub- 
section (d); and 

(3) by inserting after subsection (a) the fol- 
lowing: 

‘“(b) FISCAL YEARS 2013 THROUGH 2017.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to the 
Secretary of Agriculture to carry out this 
section $9,750,000 for each of fiscal years 2013 
through 2017. 
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‘(¢) ADDITIONAL SOURCE OF FUNDS.—In ad- 
dition to funds appropriated pursuant to the 
authorization of appropriations in subsection 
(b) for a fiscal year, the Secretary may use 
such amount of the funds appropriated for 
that fiscal year to carry out the Soil Con- 
servation and Domestic Allotment Act (16 
U.S.C. 590a et seq.) as the Secretary deter- 
mines necessary to cover the cost of tech- 
nical assistance, management, and enforce- 
ment responsibilities for land enrolled in the 
healthy forests reserve program pursuant to 
subsections (a) and (b) of section 504.’’. 
Subtitle D—Miscellaneous Provisions 

8301. MCINTIRE-STENNIS COOPERATIVE 

FORESTRY ACT. 

(a) 1890 WAIVERS.—Section 4 of Public Law 
87-788 (commonly known as the ‘‘McIntire- 
Stennis Cooperative Forestry Act”) (16 
U.S.C. 582a-3) is amended by inserting ‘‘The 
matching funds requirement shall not be ap- 
plicable to eligible 1890 Institutions (as de- 
fined in section 2 of the Agricultural Re- 
search, Extension, and Education Reform 
Act of 1998 (7 U.S.C. 7601)) if the allocation is 
below $200,000.’’ before ‘‘The Secretary is au- 
thorized” in the second sentence. 

(b) PARTICIPATION.—Section 8 of Public 
Law 87-788 (commonly known as the 
“““McIntire-Stennis Cooperative Forestry 
Act”) (16 U.S.C. 582a-7) is amended by insert- 
ing ‘the Federated States of Micronesia, 
American Samoa, the Northern Mariana Is- 
lands, the District of Columbia,’ before ‘and 
Quam’ ”. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section take effect on October 
1, 2012. 

SEC. 8302. REVISION OF STRATEGIC PLAN FOR 
FOREST INVENTORY AND ANALYSIS. 

(a) REVISION REQUIRED.—Not later than 180 
days after the date of enactment of this Act, 
the Secretary of Agriculture shall revise the 
strategic plan for forest inventory and anal- 
ysis initially prepared pursuant to section 
3(e) of the Forest and Rangeland Renewable 
Resources Research Act of 1978 (16 U.S.C. 
1642(e)) to address the requirements imposed 
by subsection (b). 

(b) ELEMENTS OF REVISED STRATEGIC 
PLAN.—In revising the strategic plan, the 
Secretary of Agriculture shall describe in de- 
tail the organization, procedures, and fund- 
ing needed to achieve each of the following: 

(1) Complete the transition to a fully 
annualized forest inventory program and in- 
clude inventory and analysis of interior 
Alaska. 

(2) Implement an annualized inventory of 
trees in urban settings, including the status 
and trends of trees and forests, and assess- 
ments of their ecosystem services, values, 
health, and risk to pests and diseases. 

(3) Report information on renewable bio- 
mass supplies and carbon stocks at the local, 
State, regional, and national level, including 
by ownership type. 

(4) Engage State foresters and other users 
of information from the forest inventory and 
analysis in reevaluating the list of core data 
variables collected on forest inventory and 
analysis plots with an emphasis on dem- 
onstrated need. 

(5) Improve the timeliness of the timber 
product output program and accessibility of 
the annualized information on that database. 

(6) Foster greater cooperation among the 
forest inventory and analysis program, re- 
search station leaders, and State foresters 
and other users of information from the for- 
est inventory and analysis. 

(7) Availability of and access to non-Fed- 
eral resources to improve information anal- 
ysis and information management. 
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(8) Collaborate with the Natural Resources 
Conservation Service, National Aeronautics 
and Space Administration, National Oceanic 
and Atmospheric Administration, and United 
States Geological Survey to integrate re- 
mote sensing, spatial analysis techniques, 
and other new technologies in the forest in- 
ventory and analysis program. 

(9) Understand and report on changes in 
land cover and use. 

(10) Expand existing programs to promote 
sustainable forest stewardship through in- 
creased understanding, in partnership with 
other Federal agencies, of the over 10 million 
family forest owners, their demographics, 
and the barriers to forest stewardship. 

(11) Implement procedures to improve the 
statistical precision of estimates at the sub- 
State level. 

(c) SUBMISSION OF REVISED STRATEGIC 
PLAN.—The Secretary of Agriculture shall 
submit the revised strategic plan to the 
Committee on Agriculture of the House of 
Representatives and the Committee on Agri- 
culture, Nutrition, and Forestry of the Sen- 
ate. 

TITLE IX—ENERGY 
SEC. 9001. DEFINITION OF RENEWABLE CHEM- 
ICAL 

Section 9001 of the Farm Security and 
Rural Investment Act of 2002 (7 U.S.C. 8101) 
is amended— 

(1) by redesignating paragraphs (13) and 
(14) as paragraphs (14) and (15) respectively; 
and 

(2) by inserting after paragraph (12) the fol- 
lowing: 

“(13) RENEWABLE CHEMICAL.—The term ‘re- 
newable chemical’ means a monomer, poly- 
mer, plastic, formulated product, or chem- 
ical substance produced from renewable bio- 
mass.’’. 

SEC. 9002. BIOBASED MARKETS PROGRAM. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 9002 of the Farm 
Security and Rural Investment Act of 2002 (7 
U.S.C. 8102) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)— 

(A) in paragraph (2)(A)(i)— 

(i) in subclause (I), by striking ‘‘and’’ at 
the end; 

(ii) in subclause (II)(bb), by striking the pe- 
riod at the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 

(iii) by adding at the end the following: 

“(TIT) establish a targeted biobased-only 
procurement requirement under which the 
procuring agency shall issue a certain num- 
ber of biobased-only contracts when the pro- 
curing agency is purchasing products, or pur- 
chasing services that include the use of prod- 
ucts, that are included in a biobased product 
category designated by the Secretary.’’; and 

(B) in paragraph (3)— 

(i) in subparagraph (B)— 

(I) in clause (v), by inserting ‘‘as deter- 
mined to be necessary by the Secretary 
based on the availability of data,” before 
“provide information’’; 

(I) by redesignating clauses (v) and (vi) as 
clauses (vii) and (viii), respectively; and 

(III) by inserting after clause (iv) the fol- 
lowing: 

“(v) require reporting of quantities and 
types of biobased products purchased by pro- 
curing agencies; 

‘“(vi) focus on products that apply an inno- 
vative approach to growing, harvesting, pro- 
curing, processing, or manufacturing 
biobased products regardless of the date of 
entry of the products into the market- 
place;’’; and 

(ii) by adding at the end the following: 

“(F) REQUIRED DESIGNATIONS.—Not later 
than 1 year after the date of enactment of 
this subparagraph, the Secretary shall begin 
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to designate intermediate ingredients or 
feedstocks and assembled and finished 
biobased products in the guidelines issued 
under this paragraph.’’; 

(2) in subsection (b)— 

(A) in paragraph (3)— 

(i) by striking ‘‘The Secretary” and insert- 
ing the following: 

““(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary”; and 

(ii) by adding at the end the following: 

‘(B) AUDITING AND COMPLIANCE.—The Sec- 
retary may carry out such auditing and com- 
pliance activities as the Secretary deter- 
mines to be necessary to ensure compliance 
with subparagraph (A).’’; and 

(B) by adding at the end the following: 

‘(4) ASSEMBLED AND FINISHED PRODUCTS.— 
Not later than 1 year after the date of enact- 
ment of this paragraph, the Secretary shall 
begin issuing criteria for determining which 
assembled and finished products may qualify 
to receive the label under paragraph (1).”’; 

(3) by redesignating subsections (d), (e), (£), 
(€), and (h) as subsections (e), (£), (€), (i), and 
(j), respectively; 

(4) by inserting after subsection (c) the fol- 
lowing: 

‘(d) OUTREACH, 
MOTION.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may en- 
gage in outreach, educational, and pro- 
motional activities intended to increase 
knowledge, awareness, and benefits of 
biobased products. 

(2) AUTHORIZED ACTIVITIES.—In carrying 
out this subsection, the Secretary may— 

“(A) conduct consumer education and out- 
reach (including consumer and awareness 
surveys); 

‘(B) conduct outreach to and support for 
State and local governments interested in 
implementing biobased purchasing pro- 
grams; 

‘(C) partner with industry and nonprofit 
groups to produce educational and outreach 
materials and conduct educational and out- 
reach events; 

‘(D) sponsor special conferences and 
events to bring together buyers and sellers of 
biobased products; and 

“(E) support pilot and demonstration 
projects.’’; 

(5) in subsection (h) (as redesignated by 
paragraph (3))— 

(A) in paragraph (2)— 

(i) in the matter preceding subparagraph 
(A) by striking ‘The report” and inserting 
“Each report under paragraph (1)’’; 

(ii) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘and’’ 
at the end; 

(iii) in subparagraph (B)(ii), by striking the 
period at the end and inserting a semicolon; 
and 

(iv) by adding at the end the following: 

‘(C) the progress made by other Federal 
agencies in compliance with the biobased 
procurement requirements, including the 
quantity of purchases made; and 

“(D) the status of outreach, educational, 
and promotional activities carried out by the 
Secretary under subsection (d), including the 
attainment of specific milestones and overall 
results.’’; and 

(B) by adding at the end the following: 

‘(3) ECONOMIC IMPACT STUDY AND REPORT.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall con- 
duct a study to assess the economic impact 
of the biobased products industry, includ- 
ing— 

“(i) the quantity of biobased products sold; 

““(ii) the value of the biobased products; 

“(iii) the quantity of jobs created; 

‘“(iv) the quantity of petroleum displaced; 

“(v) other environmental benefits; and 
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“(vi) areas in which the use or manufac- 
turing of biobased products could be more ef- 
fectively used, including identifying any 
technical and economic obstacles and recom- 
mending how those obstacles can be over- 
come. 

‘(B) REPORT.—Not later than 180 days after 
the date of enactment of this subparagraph, 
the Secretary shall submit to Congress a re- 
port describing the results of the study con- 
ducted under subparagraph (A).’’. 

(6) by inserting after subsection (g) (as re- 
designated by paragraph (3)) the following: 

‘(h) FOREST PRODUCTS LABORATORY Co- 
ORDINATION.—In determining whether prod- 
ucts are eligible for the ‘USDA Certified 
Biobased Product’ label, the Secretary (act- 
ing through the Forest Products Laboratory) 
shall— 

‘“(1) review and approve forest-related 
products for which an application is sub- 
mitted for the program; 

‘“(2) expedite the approval of innovative 
products resulting from technology devel- 
oped by the Forest Products Laboratory or 
partners of the Laboratory; and 

‘“(3) provide appropriate technical assist- 
ance to applicants, as determined by the Sec- 
retary.”’; and 

(7) in subsection (j) (as redesignated by 
paragraph (3))— 

(A) in the heading of paragraph (1), by in- 
serting ‘‘FOR FISCAL YEARS 2008 THROUGH 
2012” after ‘‘FUNDING”’; 

(B) in the heading of paragraph (2), by in- 
serting ‘‘FOR FISCAL YEARS 2009 THROUGH 
2012” after ‘‘FUNDING’’; and 

(C) by adding at the end the following: 

‘(3) FISCAL YEARS 2013 THROUGH 2017.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section $2,000,000 for each of 
fiscal years 2013 through 2017. 

‘(4) MANDATORY FUNDING FOR FISCAL YEARS 
2013 THROUGH 2017.—Of the funds of the Com- 
modity Credit Corporation, the Secretary 
shall use to carry out this section $3,000,000 
for each of fiscal years 2018 through 2017.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 
944(c)(2)(A) of the Energy Policy Act of 2005 
(42 U.S.C. 16258(c)(2)(A)) is amended by strik- 
ing ‘“‘section 9002(h)(1)’’ and inserting ‘‘sec- 
tion 9002(b)’’. 

SEC. 9003. BIOREFINERY, RENEWABLE CHEM- 
ICAL, AND BIOBASED PRODUCT 
MANUFACTURING ASSISTANCE. 

(a) PROGRAM ADJUSTMENTS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 9003 of the Farm 
Security and Rural Investment Act of 2002 (7 
U.S.C. 8103) is amended— 

(A) in the section heading, by inserting ‘‘, 
RENEWABLE CHEMICAL, AND BIOBASED 
PRODUCT MANUFACTURING” after ‘‘BIO- 
REFINERY”; 

(B) in subsection (a), in the matter pre- 
ceding paragraph (1), by inserting ‘‘renew- 
able chemicals, and biobased product manu- 
facturing” after ‘‘advanced biofuels,”’’; 

(C) in subsection (b)— 

(i) by redesignating paragraphs (1) and (2) 
as paragraphs (2) and (3), respectively; and 

(ii) by inserting before paragraph (2) (as so 
redesignated) the following: 

‘(1) BIOBASED PRODUCT MANUFACTURING.— 
The term ‘biobased product manufacturing’ 
means development, construction, and retro- 
fitting of technologically new commercial- 
scale processing and manufacturing equip- 
ment and required facilities that will be used 
to convert renewable chemicals and other 
biobased outputs of biorefineries into end- 
user products on a commercial scale.’’; and 

(D) in subsection (c)— 

(i) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘and’’ at 
the end; 
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(ii) in paragraph (2), by striking the period 
at the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 

(iii) by adding at the end the following: 

(3) grants and loan guarantees to fund the 
development and construction of renewable 
chemical and biobased product manufac- 
turing facilities.’’. 

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by paragraph (1) shall take effect on 
October 1, 2012. 

(b) FUNDING.—Section 9003(h) of the Farm 
Security and Rural Investment Act of 2002 (7 
U.S.C. 8103(h)) is amended— 

(1) by striking paragraph (1) and inserting 
the following: 

“(1) MANDATORY FUNDING.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subparagraph 
(B), of the funds of the Commodity Credit 
Corporation, the Secretary shall use for the 
cost of loan guarantees under this section, to 
remain available until expended— 

“*(1) $100,000,000 for fiscal year 2013; and 

““(ii) $58,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2014 
and 2015. 

‘“(B) BIOBASED PRODUCT MANUFACTURING.— 
Of the total amount of funds made available 
for the period of fiscal years 2013 through 
2015 under subparagraph (A), the Secretary 
use for the cost of loan guarantees under this 
section not more than $25,000,000 to promote 
biobased product manufacturing.’’; and 

(2) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘2012”’ and 
inserting ‘‘2017’’. 

SEC. 9004. REPEAL OF REPOWERING ASSISTANCE 
PROGRAM AND TRANSFER OF RE- 
MAINING FUNDS. 

(a) REPEAL.—Subject to subsection (b), sec- 
tion 9004 of the Farm Security and Rural In- 
vestment Act of 2002 (7 U.S.C. 8104) is re- 
pealed. 

(b) USE OF REMAINING FUNDING FOR RURAL 
ENERGY FOR AMERICA PROGRAM.—Funds 
made available pursuant to subsection (d) of 
section 9004 of the Farm Security and Rural 
Investment Act of 2002 (7 U.S.C. 8104) that 
are unobligated on the day before the date of 
enactment of this section shall— 

(1) remain available until expended; 

(2) be used by the Secretary of Agriculture 
to carry out financial assistance for energy 
efficiency improvements and renewable en- 
ergy systems under section 9007(a)(2) of the 
Farm Security and Rural Investment Act of 
2002 (7 U.S.C. 8107(a)(2)); and 

(8) be in addition to any other funds made 
available to carry out that program. 

SEC. 9005. BIOENERGY PROGRAM FOR ADVANCED 
BIOFUELS. 

Section 9005(g) of the Farm Security and 
Rural Investment Act of 2002 (7 U.S.C. 
8105(g¢)) is amended— 

(1) in the heading of paragraph (1), by in- 
serting ‘‘FOR FISCAL YEARS 2009 THROUGH 
2012” after ‘‘FUNDING’’; 

(2) in the heading of paragraph (2), by in- 
serting ‘‘FOR FISCAL YEARS 2009 THROUGH 
2012” after ‘‘FUNDING’’; 

(3) by redesignating paragraph (3) as para- 
graph (4); and 

(4) by inserting after paragraph (2) the fol- 
lowing: 

“(3) FISCAL YEARS 2018 THROUGH 2017.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section $20,000,000 for each of 
fiscal years 2013 through 2017.’’. 

SEC. 9006. BIODIESEL FUEL EDUCATION PRO- 
GRAM. 

Section 9006(d) of the Farm Security and 
Rural Investment Act of 2002 (7 U.S.C. 
8106(d)) is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘(d) FUNDING.—Of the 
funds” and inserting ‘‘(d) FUNDING.— 

“(1) FISCAL YEARS 2008 THROUGH 2012.—Of 
the funds’’; and 
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(2) by adding at the end the following: 

‘(2) FISCAL YEARS 2013 THROUGH 2017.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section $1,000,000 for each of 
fiscal years 2013 through 2017. 

“(3) MANDATORY FUNDING FOR FISCAL YEARS 
2013 THROUGH 2017.—Of the funds of the Com- 
modity Credit Corporation, the Secretary 
shall use to carry out this section $1,000,000 
for each of fiscal years 2018 through 2017.’’. 
SEC. 9007. RURAL ENERGY FOR AMERICA PRO- 


(a) PROGRAM ADJUSTMENTS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 9007 of the Farm 
Security and Rural Investment Act of 2002 (7 
U.S.C. 8107) is amended— 

(A) in subsection (b)(2)— 

(i) in subparagraph (C), by striking ‘‘and’’ 
at the end; 

(ii) by redesignating subparagraph (D) as 
subparagraph (E); and 

(iii) by inserting after subparagraph (C) the 
following: 

“(D) a council (as defined in section 1528 of 
the Agriculture and Food Act of 1981 (16 
U.S.C. 3451)); and’’; and 

(B) in subsection (c)— 

(i) in paragraph (1)(A), by inserting ‘‘, such 
as for agricultural and associated residential 
purposes” after ‘“‘electricity”’; 

(ii) by striking paragraph (3); 

(iii) by redesignating paragraph (4) as para- 
graph (3); 

(iv) in paragraph (8) (as so redesignated), 
by striking subparagraph (A) and inserting 
the following: 

“(A) GRANTS.—The amount of a grant 
under this subsection shall not exceed the 
lesser of— 

‘*(i) $500,000; and 

“(ii) 25 percent of the cost of the activity 
carried out using funds from the grant.’’; and 

(v) by adding at the end the following: 

‘*(4) TIERED APPLICATION PROCESS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—In providing loan guar- 
antees and grants under this subsection, the 
Secretary shall use a 3-tiered application 
process that reflects the size of proposed 
projects in accordance with this paragraph. 

“(B) TIER 1.—The Secretary shall establish 
a separate application process for projects 
for which the cost of the activity funded 
under this subsection is not more than 
$80,000. 

“(C) TIER 2.—The Secretary shall establish 
a separate application process for projects 
for which the cost of the activity funded 
under this subsection is greater than $80,000 
but less than $200,000. 

“(D) TIER 3.—The Secretary shall establish 
a separate application process for projects 
for which the cost of the activity funded 
under this subsection is equal to or greater 
than $200,000. 

“(E) APPLICATION PROCESS.—The Secretary 
shall establish an application, evaluation, 
and oversight process that is the most sim- 
plified for tier I projects and more com- 
prehensive for each subsequent tier.”’. 

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by paragraph (1) shall take effect on 
October 1, 2012. 

(b) FUNDING.—Section 9007(g¢) of the Farm 
Security and Rural Investment Act of 2002 (7 
U.S.C. 8107(g)) is amended— 

(1) in the heading of paragraph (1), by in- 
serting ‘‘FOR FISCAL YEARS 2009 THROUGH 
2012” after ‘‘FUNDING”’; 

(2) in the heading of paragraph (2), by in- 
serting ‘‘FOR FISCAL YEARS 2009 THROUGH 
2012” after ‘‘FUNDING”’; 

(3) in the heading of paragraph (3), by in- 
serting ‘‘FOR FISCAL YEARS 2009 THROUGH 
2012” after ‘‘FUNDING’’; and 
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(4) by adding at the end the following: 

‘(4) FISCAL YEARS 2013 THROUGH 2017.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section $20,000,000 for each of 
fiscal years 2013 through 2017. 

‘(5) MANDATORY FUNDING FOR FISCAL YEARS 
2013 THROUGH 2017.—Of the funds of the Com- 
modity Credit Corporation, the Secretary 
shall use to carry out this section $48,200,000 
for each of fiscal years 2018 through 2017.’’. 
SEC. 9008. BIOMASS RESEARCH AND DEVELOP- 

MENT. 

Section 9008(h) of the Farm Security and 
Rural Investment Act of 2002 (7 U.S.C. 
8108(h)) is amended— 

(1) in the heading of paragraph (1), by in- 
serting ‘‘FOR FISCAL YEARS 2009 THROUGH 
2012” after ‘‘FUNDING”’; 

(2) in the heading of paragraph (2), by in- 
serting ‘‘FOR FISCAL YEARS 2009 THROUGH 
2012” after ‘‘FUNDING’’; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 

‘(3) FISCAL YEARS 2013 THROUGH 2017.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section $30,000,000 for each of 
fiscal years 2013 through 2017. 

“(4) MANDATORY FUNDING FOR FISCAL YEARS 
2013 THROUGH 2017.—Of the funds of the Com- 
modity Credit Corporation, the Secretary 
shall use to carry out this section $26,000,000 
for each of fiscal years 2018 through 2017.’’. 
SEC. 9009. FEEDSTOCK FLEXIBILITY PROGRAM 

FOR BIOENERGY PRODUCERS. 

Section 9010(b) of the Farm Security and 
Rural Investment Act of 2002 (7 U.S.C. 
8110(b)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1)(A), by striking ‘‘2012”’’ 
and inserting ‘‘2017’’; and 

(2) in paragraph (2)(A), by striking ‘‘2012’’ 
and inserting ‘‘2017’’. 

SEC. 9010. BIOMASS CROP ASSISTANCE PRO- 
GRAM. 

Section 9011 of the Farm Security and 
Rural Investment Act of 2002 (7 U.S.C. 8111) 
is amended to read as follows: 

“SEC. 9011. BIOMASS CROP ASSISTANCE PRO- 
GRAM. 

“(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 

“(1) BCAP.—The term ‘BCAP’ means the 
Biomass Crop Assistance Program estab- 
lished under this section. 

‘(2) BCAP PROJECT AREA.—The term ‘BCAP 
project area’ means an area that— 

“(A) has specified boundaries that are sub- 
mitted to the Secretary by the project spon- 
sor and subsequently approved by the Sec- 
retary; 

‘“(B) includes producers with contract acre- 
age that will supply a portion of the renew- 
able biomass needed by a biomass conversion 
facility; and 

‘(C) is physically located within an eco- 
nomically practicable distance from the bio- 
mass conversion facility. 

(3) CONTRACT ACREAGE.—The term ‘con- 
tract acreage’ means eligible land that is 
covered by a BCAP contract entered into 
with the Secretary. 

‘*(4) ELIGIBLE CROP.— 

‘“(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘eligible crop’ 
means a crop of renewable biomass. 

‘(B) EXCLUSIONS.—The term ‘eligible crop’ 
does not include— 

“(i) any crop that is eligible to receive pay- 
ments under title I of the Food, Conserva- 
tion, and Energy Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 8702 et 
seq.) or an amendment made by that title; 

“(ii) any plant that is invasive or noxious 
or species or varieties of plants that credible 
risk assessment tools or other credible 
sources determine are potentially invasive, 
as determined by the Secretary in consulta- 
tion with other appropriate Federal or State 
departments and agencies; or 
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“(iii) algae. 

“(5) ELIGIBLE LAND.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘eligible land’ 
includes— 

“() agricultural and nonindustrial private 
forest lands (as defined in section 5(c) of the 
Cooperative Forestry Assistance Act of 1978 
(16 U.S.C. 2108a(c))); and 

‘“(ii) land enrolled in the agricultural con- 
servation easement program established 
under subtitle H of title XII of the Food Se- 
curity Act of 1985. 

‘“(B) EXCLUSIONS.—The term ‘eligible land’ 
does not include— 

‘“(i) Federal- or State-owned land; 

“(ii) land that is native sod, as of the date 
of enactment of the Food, Conservation, and 
Energy Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 8701 et seq.); 

‘“(iii) land enrolled in the conservation re- 
serve program established under subchapter 
B of chapter 1 of subtitle D of title XII of the 
Food Security Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3831 et 
seq.); 

‘“(iv) land enrolled in the Agricultural Con- 
servation Easement Program established 
under subtitle H of title XII of that Act; or 

“(v) land enrolled in the conservation re- 
serve program or the Agricultural Conserva- 
tion Easement Program under a contract 
that will expire at the end of the current fis- 
cal year. 

“(6) ELIGIBLE MATERIAL.— 

‘“(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘eligible mate- 
rial’ means renewable biomass harvested di- 
rectly from the land, including crop residue 
from any crop that is eligible to receive pay- 
ments under title I of the Agriculture Re- 
form, Food, and Jobs Act of 2012 or an 
amendment made by that title. 

(B) INCLUSIONS.—The term ‘eligible mate- 
rial’ shall only include— 

“(i) eligible material that is collected or 
harvested by the eligible material owner— 

“(D directly from— 

“(aa) National Forest System; 

““(bb) Bureau of Land Management land; 

“(cc) non-Federal land; or 

“(dd) land owned by an individual Indian 
or Indian tribe that is held in trust by the 
United States for the benefit of the indi- 
vidual Indian or Indian tribe or subject to a 
restriction against alienation imposed by the 
United States; 

“(ID) in a manner that is consistent with— 

‘“(aa) a conservation plan; 

““(bb) a forest stewardship plan; or 

““(cc) a plan that the Secretary determines 
is equivalent to a plan described in item (aa) 
or (bb) and consistent with Executive Order 
18112 (42 U.S.C. 4321 note; relating to invasive 
species); 

“(ii) if woody eligible material, woody eli- 
gible material that is produced on land other 
than contract acreage that— 

“(I) is a byproduct of a preventative treat- 
ment that is removed to reduce hazardous 
fuel or to reduce or contain disease or insect 
infestation; and 

‘(ID if harvested from Federal land, is har- 
vested in accordance with section 102(e) of 
the Healthy Forests Restoration Act of 2003 
(16 U.S.C. 6512(e)); and 

‘“(iii) eligible material that is delivered to 
a qualified biomass conversion facility to be 
used for heat, power, biobased products, re- 
search, or advanced biofuels. 

“(C) EXCLUSIONS.—The term ‘eligible mate- 
rial’ does not include— 

“(i) material that is whole grain from any 
crop that is eligible to receive payments 
under title I of the Agriculture Reform, 
Food, and Jobs Act of 2012 or an amendment 
made by that title, including— 

“(T) barley, corn, grain sorghum, oats, rice, 
or wheat; 
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“(ID) honey; 

“(III) mohair; 

“(IV) oilseeds, including canola, crambe, 
flaxseed, mustard seed, rapeseed, safflower 
seed, soybeans, sesame seed, and sunflower 
seed; 

“(V) peanuts; 

“(VI) pulse; 

‘(VID chickpeas, lentils, and dry peas; 

“(VIII dairy products; 

“(IX) sugar; and 

“(X) wool and cotton boll fiber; 

“(ii) animal waste and byproducts, includ- 
ing fat, oil, grease, and manure; 

“(iii) food waste and yard waste; 

“(iv) algae; 

“(v) woody eligible material that— 

“(I) is removed outside contract acreage; 
and 

“(IT) is not a byproduct of a preventative 
treatment to reduce hazardous fuel or to re- 
duce or contain disease or insect infestation; 

“(vi) any woody eligible material collected 
or harvested outside contract acreage that 
would otherwise be used for existing market 
products; or 

“(vii) bagasse. 

‘“(7)  PRODUCER.—The term ‘producer’ 
means an owner or operator of contract acre- 
age that is physically located within a BCAP 
project area. 

‘(8) PROJECT SPONSOR.—The term ‘project 
sponsor’ means— 

“(A) a group of producers; or 

“(B) a biomass conversion facility. 

‘(9) SOCIALLY DISADVANTAGED FARMER OR 
RANCHER.—The term ‘socially disadvantaged 
farmer or rancher’ has the meaning given 
the term in section 2501(e) of the Food, Agri- 
culture, Conservation, and Trade Act of 1990 
(7 U.S.C. 2279(e)). 

(b) ESTABLISHMENT AND PURPOSE.—The 
Secretary shall establish and administer a 
Biomass Crop Assistance Program to— 

“(1) support the establishment and produc- 
tion of eligible crops for conversion to bio- 
energy in selected BCAP project areas; and 

“(2) assist agricultural and forest land 
owners and operators with the collection, 
harvest, storage, and transportation of eligi- 
ble material for use in a biomass conversion 
facility. 

“(c) BCAP PROJECT AREA.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall pro- 
vide financial assistance to a producer of an 
eligible crop in a BCAP project area. 

‘(2) SELECTION OF PROJECT AREAS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—To be considered for se- 
lection as a BCAP project area, a project 
sponsor shall submit to the Secretary a pro- 
posal that, at a minimum, includes— 

“(i) a description of the eligible land and 
eligible crops of each producer that will par- 
ticipate in the proposed BCAP project area; 

“(ii) a letter of commitment from a bio- 
mass conversion facility that the facility 
will use the eligible crops intended to be pro- 
duced in the proposed BCAP project area; 

“(iii) evidence that the biomass conversion 
facility has sufficient equity available, as de- 
termined by the Secretary, if the biomass 
conversion facility is not operational at the 
time the proposal is submitted to the Sec- 
retary; and 

“(iv) any other information about the bio- 
mass conversion facility or proposed biomass 
conversion facility that the Secretary deter- 
mines necessary for the Secretary to be rea- 
sonably assured that the plant will be in op- 
eration by the date on which the eligible 
crops are ready for harvest. 

‘(B) BCAP PROJECT AREA SELECTION CRI- 
TERIA.—In selecting BCAP project areas, the 
Secretary shall consider— 
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“(i) the volume of the eligible crops pro- 
posed to be produced in the proposed BCAP 
project area and the probability that those 
crops will be used for the purposes of the 
BCAP; 

“(ii) the volume of renewable biomass pro- 
jected to be available from sources other 
than the eligible crops grown on contract 
acres; 

“(iii) the anticipated economic impact in 
the proposed BCAP project area; 

“(iv) the opportunity for producers and 
local investors to participate in the owner- 
ship of the biomass conversion facility in the 
proposed BCAP project area; 

‘“(v) the participation rate by— 

“(I) beginning farmers or ranchers (as de- 
fined in accordance with section 343(a) of the 
Consolidated Farm and Rural Development 
Act (7 U.S.C. 1991(a))); or 

“(ID socially disadvantaged farmers or 
ranchers; 

‘“(vi) the impact on soil, water, and related 
resources; 

‘“(vii) the variety in biomass production 
approaches within a project area, including 
(as appropriate)— 

“(I) agronomic conditions; 

‘“(II) harvest and postharvest practices; 
and 

‘“(IIT) monoculture and polyculture crop 
mixes; 

“(viii) the range of eligible crops among 
project areas; and 

“(ix) any additional information that the 
Secretary determines to be necessary. 

‘*(3) CONTRACT.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—On approval of a BCAP 
project area by the Secretary, each producer 
in the BCAP project area shall enter into a 
contract directly with the Secretary. 

“(B) MINIMUM TERMS.—At a minimum, a 
contract under this subsection shall include 
terms that cover— 

“(i) an agreement to make available to the 
Secretary, or to an institution of higher edu- 
cation or other entity designated by the Sec- 
retary, such information as the Secretary 
considers to be appropriate to promote the 
production of eligible crops and the develop- 
ment of biomass conversion technology; 

“(i) compliance with the highly erodible 
land conservation requirements of subtitle B 
of title XII of the Food Security Act of 1985 
(16 U.S.C. 3811 et seq.) and the wetland con- 
servation requirements of subtitle C of title 
XII of that Act (16 U.S.C. 3821 et seq.); 

“(iii) the implementation of (as deter- 
mined by the Secretary )— 

“(I) a conservation plan; 

“(IT) a forest stewardship plan; or 

“(ITI) a plan that is equivalent to a con- 
servation or forest stewardship plan; and 

“(iv) any additional requirements that 
Secretary determines to be necessary. 

“(C) DURATION.—A contract under this sub- 
section shall have a term of not more than— 

“(i) 5 years for annual and perennial crops; 
or 

“(ii) 15 years for woody biomass. 

‘*(4) RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER PROGRAMS.—In 
carrying out this subsection, the Secretary 
shall provide for the preservation of cropland 
base and yield history applicable to the land 
enrolled in a BCAP contract. 

‘(5) PAYMENTS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall 
make establishment and annual payments 
directly to producers to support the estab- 
lishment and production of eligible crops on 
contract acreage. 

‘“(B) AMOUNT OF ESTABLISHMENT PAY- 
MENTS.— 

‘“(i) IN GENERAL.—Subject to clause (ii), the 
amount of an establishment payment under 
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this subsection shall be not more than 50 
percent of the costs of establishing an eligi- 
ble perennial crop covered by the contract 
but not to exceed $500 per acre, including— 

“(D the cost of seeds and stock for 
perennials; 

“(II) the cost of planting the perennial 
crop, as determined by the Secretary; and 

“(IIT) in the case of nonindustrial private 
forestland, the costs of site preparation and 
tree planting. 

“(ii) SOCIALLY DISADVANTAGED FARMERS OR 
RANCHERS.—In the case of socially disadvan- 
taged farmers or ranchers, the costs of estab- 
lishment may not exceed $750 per acre. 

‘“(C) AMOUNT OF ANNUAL PAYMENTS.— 

““(j) IN GENERAL.—Subject to clause (ii), the 
amount of an annual payment under this 
subsection shall be determined by the Sec- 
retary. 

“(ii) REDUCTION.—The Secretary shall re- 
duce an annual payment by an amount de- 
termined to be appropriate by the Secretary, 
if— 

“(I) an eligible crop is used for purposes 
other than the production of energy at the 
biomass conversion facility; 

“(II) an eligible crop is delivered to the 
biomass conversion facility; 

“(III) the producer receives a payment 
under subsection (d); 

“(IV) the producer violates a term of the 
contract; or 

“(V) the Secretary determines a reduction 
is necessary to carry out this section. 

‘“(D) EXCLUSION.—The Secretary shall not 
make any BCAP payments on land for which 
payments are received under the conserva- 
tion reserve program established under sub- 
chapter B of chapter 1 of subtitle D of title 
XII of the Food Security Act of 1985 (16 
U.S.C. 3831 et seq.) or the agricultural con- 
servation easement program established 
under subtitle H of title XII of that Act. 

“(d) ASSISTANCE WITH COLLECTION, HAR- 
VEST, STORAGE, AND TRANSPORTATION.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall 
make a payment for the delivery of eligible 
material to a biomass conversion facility 
to— 

“(A) a producer of an eligible crop that is 
produced on BCAP contract acreage; or 

‘“(B) a person with the right to collect or 
harvest eligible material, regardless of 
whether the eligible material is produced on 
contract acreage. 

“(2) PAYMENTS.— 

“(A) COSTS COVERED.—A payment under 
this subsection shall be in an amount de- 
scribed in subparagraph (B) for— 

“(i) collection; 

‘“(ii) harvest; 

‘“(iii) storage; and 

“(iv) transportation to a biomass conver- 
sion facility. 

“(B) AMOUNT.—Subject to paragraph (3), 
the Secretary may provide matching pay- 
ments at a rate of up to $1 for each $1 per ton 
provided by the biomass conversion facility, 
in an amount not to exceed $20 per dry ton 
for a period of 4 years. 

‘“(3) LIMITATION ON ASSISTANCE FOR BCAP 
CONTRACT ACREAGE.—AS a condition of the 
receipt of an annual payment under sub- 
section (c), a producer receiving a payment 
under this subsection for collection, harvest, 
storage, or transportation of an eligible crop 
produced on BCAP acreage shall agree to a 
reduction in the annual payment. 

‘“(e) REPORT.—Not later than 4 years after 
the date of enactment of the Agriculture Re- 
form, Food, and Jobs Act of 2012, the Sec- 
retary shall submit to the Committee on Ag- 
riculture of the House of Representatives 
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and the Committee on Agriculture, Nutri- 
tion, and Forestry of the Senate a report on 
the dissemination by the Secretary of the 
best practice data and information gathered 
from participants receiving assistance under 
this section. 

‘“(f) FUNDING.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Of the funds of the Com- 
modity Credit Corporation, the Secretary 
shall use to carry out this section $38,600,000 
for each of fiscal years 2018 through 2017. 

‘(2) COLLECTION, HARVEST, STORAGE, AND 
TRANSPORTATION PAYMENTS.—Of the amount 
made available under paragraph (1) for each 
fiscal year, the Secretary shall use not less 
than 10 percent, nor more than 50 percent, of 
the amount to make collection, harvest, 
transportation, and storage payments under 
subsection (d)(2).’’. 

SEC. 9011. REPEAL OF FOREST BIOMASS FOR EN- 
ERGY. 

Section 9012 of the Farm Security and 
Rural Investment Act of 2002 (7 U.S.C. 8112) 
is repealed. 

SEC. 9012. COMMUNITY WOOD ENERGY PRO- 
GRAM. 

(a) DEFINITION OF BIOMASS CONSUMER COOP- 
ERATIVE.—Section 9013(a) of the Farm Secu- 
rity and Rural Investment Act of 2002 (7 
U.S.C. 8113(a)) is amended— 

(1) by redesignating paragraphs (1) and (2) 
as paragraphs (2) and (3), respectively; and 

(2) by inserting before paragraph (2) (as so 
redesignated) the following: 

‘(1) BIOMASS CONSUMER COOPERATIVE.—The 
term ‘biomass consumer cooperative’ means 
a consumer membership organization the 
purpose of which is to provide members with 
services or discounts relating to the pur- 
chase of biomass heating products or bio- 
mass heating systems.”’. 

(b) GRANT PROGRAM.—Section 9018(b)(1) of 
the Farm Security and Rural Investment 
Act of 2002 (7 U.S.C. 8113(b)(1)) is amended— 

(1) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘and’’ 
after the semicolon at the end; 

(2) in subparagraph (B), by striking the pe- 
riod at the end and inserting ‘‘; and”; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 

‘(C) grants of up to $50,000 to biomass con- 
sumer cooperatives for the purpose of estab- 
lishing or expanding biomass consumer co- 
operatives that will provide consumers with 
services or discounts relating to— 

“(i) the purchase of biomass heating sys- 
tems; 

“(ii) biomass heating products, including 
wood chips, wood pellets, and advanced 
biofuels; or 

“(iii) the delivery and storage of biomass 
of heating products.’’. 

(c) MATCHING FUNDS.—Section 9013(d) of 
the Farm Security and Rural Investment 
Act of 2002 (7 U.S.C. 8113(d)) is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘A State or local govern- 
ment that receives a grant under subsection 
(b)? and inserting the following: 

“(1) STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS.—A 
State or local government that receives a 
grant under subparagraph (A) or (B) of sub- 
section (b)(1)’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

‘(2) BIOMASS CONSUMER COOPERATIVES.—A 
biomass consumer cooperative that receives 
a grant under subsection (b)(1)(C) shall con- 
tribute an amount of non-Federal funds 
(which may include State, local, and non- 
profit funds and membership dues) toward 
the establishment or expansion of a biomass 
consumer cooperative that is at least equal 
to 50 percent of the amount of Federal funds 
received for that purpose.’’. 

(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
Section 9013(e) of the Farm Security and 
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Rural Investment Act of 2002 (7 U.S.C. 

8118(e)) is amended by inserting before the 

period at the end ‘‘and $5,000,000 for each of 

fiscal years 2013 through 2017”. 

SEC. 9013. REPEAL OF RENEWABLE FERTILIZER 
STUDY. 

Section 9003 of the Food, Conservation, and 
Energy Act of 2008 (Public Law 110-246; 122 
Stat. 2096) is repealed. 

TITLE X—HORTICULTURE 
SEC. 10001. SPECIALTY CROPS MARKET NEWS AL- 
LOCATION. 

Section 10107(b) of the Food, Conservation, 
and Energy Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 1622b(b)) is 
amended by striking ‘2012’? and inserting 
“2017”. 

SEC. 10002. REPEAL OF GRANT PROGRAM TO IM- 
PROVE MOVEMENT OF SPECIALTY 
CROPS. 

Section 10403 of the Food, Conservation, 
and Energy Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 1622c) is re- 
pealed. 

SEC. 10003. FARMERS MARKET AND LOCAL FOOD 
PROMOTION PROGRAM. 

Section 6 of the Farmer-to-Consumer Di- 
rect Marketing Act of 1976 (7 U.S.C. 3005) is 
amended— 

(1) in the section heading, by adding ‘‘AND 
LOCAL FooD” after “MARKET”; 

(2) in subsection (a)— 

(A) by inserting ‘‘and Local Food” after 
“Market”; 

(B) by striking ‘‘farmers’ markets and to 
promote”; and 

(C) by inserting ‘‘and local food capacity 
development” before the period at the end; 

(3) in subsection (b), by striking paragraph 
(1) and inserting the following: 

‘“(1) IN GENERAL.—The purposes of the Pro- 
gram are to increase domestic consumption 
of and access to locally and regionally pro- 
duced agricultural products by developing, 
improving, expanding, and providing out- 
reach, training, and technical assistance to, 
or assisting in the development, improve- 
ment and expansion of— 

“(A) domestic farmers’ markets, roadside 
stands, community-supported agriculture 
programs, agritourism activities, and other 
direct producer-to-consumer market oppor- 
tunities; and 

‘“(B) local and regional food enterprises 
that are not direct producer-to-consumer 
markets but process, distribute, aggregate, 
store, and market locally or regionally pro- 
duced food products.’’; 

(4) in subsection (c)(1)— 

(A) by inserting ‘‘or other business entity” 
after ‘‘cooperative’’; and 

(B) by inserting ‘‘, including a community 
supported agriculture network or associa- 
tion” after “association”; 

(5) by redesignating subsection (e) as sub- 
section (f); 

(6) by inserting after subsection (d) the fol- 
lowing: 

‘(e) PRIORITIES.—In providing grants under 
the Program, priority shall be given to appli- 
cations that include projects that— 

“(1) benefit underserved communities; 

‘“(2) develop market opportunities for 
small and mid-sized farm and ranch oper- 
ations; and 

“(3) include a strategic plan to maximize 
the use of funds to build capacity for local 
and regional food systems in a community.’’; 

(7) in subsection (f) (as redesignated by 
paragraph (5))— 

(A) in paragraph (1)— 

(i) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘‘and’’ 
after the semicolon at the end; 

(ii) in subparagraph (C), by striking the pe- 
riod at the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 

(iii) by adding at the end the following: 
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““(D) $20,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2013 
through 2017.”’; 

(B) by striking paragraphs (2) and (4); 

(C) by redesignating paragraph (3) as para- 
graph (4); 

(D) by inserting after paragraph (1) the fol- 
lowing: 

‘(2) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—In 
addition to funds made available under para- 
graph (1), there is authorized to be appro- 
priated to carry out this section $20,000,000 
for each of fiscal years 2013 through 2017. 

‘(3) USE OF FUNDS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Of the funds made avail- 
able to carry out the Program for each fiscal 
year, 50 percent shall be used for the pur- 
poses described in subsection (b)(1)(A) and 50 
percent shall be used for the purposes de- 
scribed in subsection (b)(1)(B). 

‘“(B) COST SHARE.—To be eligible to receive 
a grant for a project described in subsection 
(b)(1)(B), a recipient shall provide a match in 
the form of cash or in-kind contributions in 
an amount equal to 25 percent of the total 
cost of the project.’’; and 

(E) by adding at the end the following: 

‘(5) ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES.—Not more 
than 10 percent of the total amount made 
available to carry out this section for a fis- 
cal year may be used for administrative ex- 
penses. 

‘“(6) LIMITATIONS.—An eligible entity may 
not use a grant or other assistance provided 
under the Program for the purchase, con- 
struction, or rehabilitation of a building or 
structure.’’. 

SEC. 10004. STUDY ON LOCAL FOOD PRODUCTION 
AND PROGRAM EVALUATION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall— 

(1) collect data on the production and mar- 
keting of locally or regionally produced agri- 
cultural food products; 

(2) facilitate interagency collaboration and 
data sharing on programs related to local 
and regional food systems; and 

(3) monitor the effectiveness of programs 
designed to expand or facilitate local food 
systems. 

(b) REQUIREMENTS.—In carrying out this 
section, the Secretary shall, at a minimum— 

(1) collect and distribute comprehensive re- 
porting of prices of locally or regionally pro- 
duced agricultural food products; 

(2) conduct surveys and analysis and pub- 
lish reports relating to the production, han- 
dling, distribution, retail sales, and trend 
studies (including consumer purchasing pat- 
terns) of or on locally or regionally produced 
agricultural food products; 

(8) evaluate the effectiveness of existing 
programs in growing local and regional food 
systems, including— 

(A) the impact of local food systems on job 
creation and economic development; 

(B) the level of participation in the Farm- 
ers’ Market and Local Food Promotion Pro- 
gram established under section 6 of the 
Farmer-to-Consumer Direct Marketing Act 
of 1976 (7 U.S.C. 3005), including the percent- 
age of projects funded in comparison to ap- 
plicants and the types of eligible entities re- 
ceiving funds; 

(C) the ability for participants to leverage 
private capital and a synopsis of the places 
from which non-Federal funds are derived; 
and 

(D) any additional resources required to 
aid in the development or expansion of local 
and regional food systems; 

(4) expand the Agricultural Resource Man- 
agement Survey to include questions on lo- 
cally or regionally produced agricultural 
food products; and 

(5) seek to establish or expand private-pub- 
lic partnerships to facilitate, to the max- 
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imum extent practicable, the collection of 
data on locally or regionally produced agri- 
cultural food products, including the devel- 
opment of a nationally coordinated and re- 
gionally balanced evaluation of the redevel- 
opment of locally or regionally produced 
food systems. 

(c) REPORT.—Not later than 1 year after 
the date of enactment of this Act and annu- 
ally thereafter, the Secretary shall submit 
to the Committee on Agriculture of the 
House of Representatives and the Committee 
on Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry of 
the Senate a report describing the progress 
that has been made in implementing this 
section and identifying any additional needs 
related to developing local and regional food 
systems. 

SEC. 10005. ORGANIC AGRICULTURE. 

(a) ORGANIC PRODUCTION AND MARKET DATA 
INITIATIVES.—Section 7407 of the Farm Secu- 
rity and Rural Investment Act of 2002 (7 
U.S.C. 5925c) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (c)— 

(A) in the matter preceding paragraph (1), 
by inserting ‘‘and annually thereafter” after 
“this subsection’’; 

(B) in paragraph (1), by striking “and” at 
the end; 

(C) by redesignating paragraph (2) as para- 
graph (3); and 

(D) by inserting after paragraph (1) the fol- 
lowing: 

“(2) describes how data collection agencies 
(such as the Agricultural Marketing Service 
and the National Agricultural Statistics 
Service) are coordinating with data user 
agencies (such as the Risk Management 
Agency) to ensure that data collected under 
this section can be used by data user agen- 
cies, including by the Risk Management 
Agency to offer price elections for all or- 
ganic crops; and’’; and 

(2) in subsection (d)— 

(A) by redesignating paragraph (2) as para- 
graph (3); 

(B) by inserting after paragraph (1) the fol- 
lowing: 

‘(2) MANDATORY FUNDING.—In addition to 
any funds available under paragraph (1), of 
the funds of the Commodity Credit Corpora- 
tion, the Secretary shall use to carry out 
this section $5,000,000, to remain available 
until expended.’’; and 

(C) in paragraph (3) (as redesignated by 
subparagraph (A))— 

(i) by striking ‘‘paragraph (1)”’ and insert- 
ing ‘“‘paragraphs (1) and (2)’’; and 

(ii) by striking ‘‘2012”’ and inserting ‘‘2017’’. 

(b) MODERNIZATION AND TECHNOLOGY UP- 
GRADE FOR NATIONAL ORGANIC PROGRAM.— 
Section 2123 of the Organic Foods Production 
Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 6522) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (b)— 

(A) in paragraph (5), by striking “and” at 
the end; 

(B) by redesignating paragraph (6) as para- 
graph (7); and 

(C) by inserting after paragraph (5) the fol- 
lowing: 

‘(6) $15,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2013 
through 2017; and’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

“(c) MODERNIZATION AND TECHNOLOGY UP- 
GRADE FOR NATIONAL ORGANIC PROGRAM.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall mod- 
ernize database and technology systems of 
the national organic program. 

‘(2) FUNDING.—Of the funds of the Com- 
modity Credit Corporation and in addition to 
any other funds made available for that pur- 
pose, the Secretary shall make available to 
carry out this subsection $5,000,000 in fiscal 
year 2018, to remain available until ex- 
pended. 
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““(d) REPORT.—Not later than 180 days after 
the date of enactment of this subsection, the 
Secretary shall submit to the Committee on 
Agriculture of the House of Representatives 
and the Committee on Agriculture, Nutri- 
tion, and Forestry of the Senate a report 
that— 

“(1) describes the efforts of the Secretary 
to ensure that activities conducted through 
commodity research and promotion pro- 
grams adequately reflect the priorities of all 
members of the applicable orders; and 

“(2) includes an assessment of the feasi- 
bility of establishing an organic research and 
promotion program, including any current 
barriers to establishment and challenges re- 
lated to implementation.”’. 

SEC. 10006. FOOD SAFETY EDUCATION 
TIVES. 

Section 10105(c) of the Food, Conservation, 

and Energy Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 7655a(c)) is 


INITIA- 


amended by striking ‘2012’? and inserting 
“2017”. 
SEC. 10007. COORDINATED PLANT MANAGEMENT 


PROGRAM. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 420 of the Plant 
Protection Act (7 U.S.C. 7721) is amended— 

(1) by striking the section heading and in- 
serting ‘‘COORDINATED PLANT MANAGE- 
MENT PROGRAM. ”’; 

(2) by redesignating subsection (e) as sub- 
section (f); and 

(3) by inserting after subsection (d) the fol- 
lowing: 

‘“(e) NATIONAL CLEAN PLANT NETWORK.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall es- 
tablish a program to be known as the ‘Na- 
tional Clean Plant Network’ (referred to in 
this subsection as the ‘Program’). 

“(2) REQUIREMENTS.—Under the Program, 
the Secretary shall establish a network of 
clean plant centers for diagnostic and patho- 
gen elimination services— 

“(A) to produce clean propagative plant 
material; and 

‘(B) to maintain blocks of pathogen-tested 
plant material in sites located throughout 
the United States. 

‘(8) AVAILABILITY OF CLEAN PLANT SOURCE 
MATERIAL.—Clean plant source material pro- 
duced or maintained under the Program may 
be made available to— 

“(A) a State for a certified plant program 
of the State; and 

‘“(B) private nurseries and producers. 

‘*(4) CONSULTATION AND COLLABORATION.—In 
carrying out the Program, the Secretary 
shall— 

“(A) consult with— 

“(i) State departments of agriculture; and 

“(ii) land-grant colleges and universities 
and NLGCA Institutions (as those terms are 
defined in section 1404 of the National Agri- 
cultural Research, Extension, and Teaching 
Policy Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 3103)); and 

‘(B) to the extent practicable and with 
input from the appropriate State officials 
and industry representatives, use existing 
Federal or State facilities to serve as clean 
plant centers.”’’. 

(b) FUNDING.—Subsection (f) of section 420 
of the Plant Protection Act (7 U.S.C. 7721) 
(as redesignated by subsection (a)(1)) is 
amended— 

(1) in paragraph (3), by striking ‘‘and’’ at 
the end; 

(2) in paragraph (4), by striking “and each 
fiscal year thereafter.” and inserting a semi- 
colon; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 

“(5) $60,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2013 
through 2016; and 

‘(6) $65,000,000 for fiscal year 2017 and each 
fiscal year thereafter.’’. 
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(c) REPEAL OF EXISTING PROVISION.—Sec- 
tion 10202 of the Food, Conservation, and En- 
ergy Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 7761) is repealed. 

(d) CLARIFICATION OF USE OF FUNDS FOR 
TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE.—Section 420 of the 
Plant Protection Act (7 U.S.C. 7721) (as 
amended by subsection (a)) is amended by 
adding at the end the following: 

“(¢) RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER LAW.—The use 
of Commodity Credit Corporation funds 
under this section to provide technical as- 
sistance shall not be considered an allotment 
or fund transfer from the Commodity Credit 
Corporation for purposes of the limit on ex- 
penditures for technical assistance imposed 
by section 11 of the Commodity Credit Cor- 
poration Charter Act (15 U.S.C. 714i).’’. 

SEC. 10008. SPECIALTY CROP BLOCK GRANTS. 

Section 101 of the Specialty Crops Com- 
petitiveness Act of 2004 (7 U.S.C. 1621 note; 
Public Law 108-465) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)— 

(A) by striking ‘‘subsection (j)? and insert- 
ing ‘‘subsection (1)’’; and 

(B) by striking ‘‘2012’’ and inserting ‘‘2017’’; 

(2) by striking subsection (b) and inserting 
the following: 

“(b) GRANTS BASED ON VALUE AND ACRE- 
AGE.—Subject to subsection (c), in the case 
of each State with an application for a grant 
for a fiscal year that is accepted by the Sec- 
retary of Agriculture under subsection (f), 
the amount of a grant for a fiscal year to a 
State under this section shall bear the same 
ratio to the total amount made available 
under subsection (1) for that fiscal year as— 

“(1) the average of the most recent avail- 
able value of specialty crop production in the 
State and the acreage of specialty crop pro- 
duction in the State, as demonstrated in the 
most recent Census of Agriculture data; 
bears to 

‘“(2) the average of the most recent avail- 
able value of specialty crop production in all 
States and the acreage of specialty crop pro- 
duction in all States, as demonstrated in the 
most recent Census of Agriculture data.’’; 

(3) by redesignating subsection (j) as sub- 
section (1); 

(4) by inserting after subsection (i) the fol- 
lowing: 

“(j) MULTISTATE PROJECTS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 180 days 
after the date of enactment of the Agri- 
culture Reform, Food, and Jobs Act of 2012, 
the Secretary of Agriculture shall issue guid- 
ance for the purpose of making grants to 
multistate projects under this section for 
projects involving— 

“(A) food safety; 

““(B) plant pests and disease; 

““(C) crop-specific projects addressing com- 
mon issues; and 

“(D) any other area that furthers the pur- 
poses of this section, as determined by the 
Secretary. 

‘“(2) FUNDING.—Of the funds provided under 
subsection (1), the Secretary of Agriculture 
may allocate for grants under this sub- 
section, to remain available until expended— 

“(A) $1,000,000 for fiscal year 2013; 

““(B) $2,000,000 for fiscal year 2014; 

““(C) $3,000,000 for fiscal year 2015; 

““(D) $4,000,000 for fiscal year 2016; and 

‘“(E) $5,000,000 for fiscal year 2017. 

““(k) ADMINISTRATION.— 

(1) DEPARTMENT.—The Secretary of Agri- 
culture may not use more than 3 percent of 
the funds made available to carry out this 
section for a fiscal year for administrative 
expenses. 

“(2) STATES.—A State receiving a grant 
under this section may not use more than 8 
percent of the funds received under the grant 
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for a fiscal year for administrative ex- 
penses.”’; and 

(5) in subsection (1) (as redesignated by 
paragraph (3))— 

(A) in paragraph (2), by striking “and” at 
the end; 

(B) in paragraph (3), by striking the period 
at the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 

(C) by adding at the end the following: 

‘(4) $70,000,000 for fiscal year 2013 and each 
fiscal year thereafter.’’. 

SEC. 10009. RECORDKEEPING, INVESTIGATIONS, 
AND ENFORCEMENT. 

The Organic Foods Production Act of 1990 
is amended by inserting after section 2120 (7 
U.S.C. 6519) the following: 

“SEC. 2120A. RECORDKEEPING, INVESTIGATIONS, 
AND ENFORCEMENT. 

“(a) RECORDKEEPING.— 

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as otherwise pro- 
vided in this title, all persons, including pro- 
ducers, handlers, and certifying agents, re- 
quired to report information to the Sec- 
retary under this title shall maintain, and 
make available to the Secretary on the re- 
quest of the Secretary, all contracts, agree- 
ments, receipts, and other records associated 
with the organic certification program es- 
tablished by the Secretary under this title. 

‘((2) DURATION OF RECORDKEEPING REQUIRE- 
MENT.—A record covered by paragraph (1) 
shall be maintained— 

“(A) by a person covered by this title, ex- 
cept for a certifying agent, for a period of 5 
years beginning on the date of the creation 
of the record; and 

‘(B) by a certifying agent, for a period of 
10 years beginning on the date of the cre- 
ation of the record. 

‘(b) CONFIDENTIALITY.— 

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2), 
and except as otherwise directed by the Sec- 
retary or the Attorney General for enforce- 
ment purposes, no officer, employee, or 
agent of the United States shall make avail- 
able to the public information, statistics, or 
documents obtained from or made available 
by any person under this title, other than in 
a manner that ensures that confidentiality is 
preserved regarding the identity of persons, 
including parties to a contract, and propri- 
etary business information. 

‘(2) ALLEGED VIOLATORS AND NATURE OF AC- 
TIONS.—The Secretary may release the name 
of the alleged violator and the nature of the 
actions triggering an order, suspension, or 
revocation under subsection (e). 

“(c) INVESTIGATION.— 

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may take 
such investigative actions as the Secretary 
considers to be necessary to carry out this 
title— 

“(A) to verify the accuracy of any informa- 
tion reported or made available under this 
title; and 

“(B) to determine, with regard to actions, 
practices, or information required under this 
title, whether a person covered by this title 
has committed, or will commit, a violation 
of any provision of this title, including an 
order or regulation promulgated by the Sec- 
retary. 

‘(2) INVESTIGATIVE POWERS.—The Secretary 
may administer oaths and affirmations, sub- 
poena witnesses, compel attendance of wit- 
nesses, take evidence, and require the pro- 
duction of any books, papers, and documents 
that are relevant to the investigation. 

‘(d) UNLAWFUL AcT.—It shall be unlawful 
and a violation of this title for any person 
covered by this title— 

“(1) to fail or refuse to provide, or delay 
the timely provision of, accurate informa- 
tion required by the Secretary under this 
section; 
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“*(2) to violate— 

“(A) an order of the Secretary; 

‘“(B) a suspension or revocation of the or- 
ganic certification of a producer or handler; 
or 

‘“(C) a suspension or revocation of the ac- 
creditation of a certifying agent; or 

“(3) to sell, or attempt to sell, a product 
that is represented as being organically pro- 
duced under this title if in fact the product 
has been produced or handled by an oper- 
ation that is not yet a certified organic pro- 
ducer or handler under this title. 

‘*(e) ENFORCEMENT.— 

“(1) ORDER.—The Secretary may issue an 
order to stop the sale of an agricultural 
product that is labeled or otherwise rep- 
resented as being organically produced— 

“(A) until the product can be verified— 

“(i) as meeting the national and State 
standards for organic production and han- 
dling as provided in sections 2105 through 
2114; 

“(ii) as having been produced or handled 
without the use of a prohibited substance 
listed under section 2118; and 

“(iii) as being produced and handled by a 
certified organic operation; and 

‘(B) if a person has committed an unlawful 
act with respect to the product under sub- 
section (d). 

‘*(2) CERTIFICATION OR ACCREDITATION.— 

‘*(A) SUSPENSION.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may sus- 
pend the organic certification of a producer 
or handler, or accreditation of a certifying 
agent, for a period not to exceed 30 days, and 
may renew the suspension for an additional 
period, under the circumstances described in 
clause (ii). 

‘(ii) ACTIONS TRIGGERING SUSPENSION.—The 
Secretary may take the suspension or re- 
newal actions described in clause (i), if the 
Secretary has reason to believe that a person 
producing or handling an agricultural prod- 
uct, or a certifying agent, has violated or is 
violating any provision of this title, includ- 
ing an order or regulation promulgated 
under this title. 

‘“(iii) CONTINUATION OF SUSPENSION 
THROUGH APPEAL.—If the Secretary deter- 
mines subsequent to an investigation that a 
violation of this title by a person covered by 
this title has occurred, the suspension shall 
remain in effect until the Secretary issues a 
revocation of the certification of the person 
or of the accreditation of the certifying 
agent, covered by this title, after an expe- 
dited administrative appeal under section 
2121 has been completed. 

‘“(B) REVOCATION.—After notice and oppor- 
tunity for an administrative appeal under 
section 2121, if a violation described in sub- 
paragraph (A)(ii) is determined to have oc- 
curred and is an unlawful act under sub- 
section (d), the Secretary shall revoke the 
organic certification of the producer or han- 
dler, or the accreditation of the certifying 
agent. 

‘(3) VIOLATION OF ORDER OR REVOCATION.— 
A person who violates an order to stop the 
sale of a product as an organically produced 
product under paragraph (1), or a revocation 
of certification or accreditation under para- 
graph (2)(B), shall be subject to 1 or more of 
the penalties provided in subsections (a) and 
(b) of section 2120. 

‘““(f) APPEAL.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—An order under sub- 
section (e)(1), or a revocation of certification 
or accreditation under subsection (e)(2)(B) 
shall be final and conclusive unless the af- 
fected person files an appeal of the order— 

‘(A) first, to the administrative appeals 
process established under section 2121(a); and 
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“(B) second, if the affected person so 
elects, to a United States district court as 
provided in section 2121(b) not later than 30 
days after the date of the determination 
under subparagraph (A). 

“(2) STANDARD.—An order under subsection 
(e)(1), or a revocation of certification or ac- 
creditation under subsection (e)(2)(B), shall 
be set aside only if the order, or the revoca- 
tion of certification or accreditation, is not 
supported by substantial evidence. 

‘(g) NONCOMPLIANCE.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—If a person covered by 
this title fails to obey an order, or a revoca- 
tion of certification or accreditation, de- 
scribed in subsection (f)(2) after the order or 
revocation has become final and conclusive 
or after the appropriate United States dis- 
trict court has entered a final judgment in 
favor of the Secretary, the United States 
may apply to the appropriate United States 
district court for enforcement of the order, 
or the revocation of certification or accredi- 
tation. 

(2) HKNFORCEMENT.—If the court deter- 
mines that the order or revocation was law- 
fully made and duly served and that the per- 
son violated the order or revocation, the 
court shall enforce the order or revocation. 

(3) CIVIL PENALTY.—If the court finds that 
the person violated the order or revocation, 
the person shall be subject to a civil penalty 
of not more than $10,000 for each offense.’’. 
SEC. 10010. REPORT ON HONEY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 180 days 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary, in consultation with affected 
stakeholders, shall submit to the Commis- 
sioner of Food and Drugs a report describing 
how an appropriate Federal standard for the 
identity of honey would promote honesty 
and fair dealing and would be in the interest 
of consumers, the honey industry, and 
United States agriculture. 

(b) CONTENTS.—In preparing the report 
under subsection (a), the Secretary shall 
take into consideration the March 2006 
Standard of Identity citizens petition filed 
with the Food and Drug Administration, in- 
cluding any current industry amendments or 
clarifications necessary to update that 2006 
petition. 

SEC. 10011. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

This title and the amendments made by 

this title take effect on October 1, 2012. 
TITLE XI—CROP INSURANCE 
SEC. 11001. SUPPLEMENTAL COVERAGE OPTION. 

(a) AVAILABILITY OF SUPPLEMENTAL COV- 
ERAGE OPTION.—Section 508(c) of the Federal 
Crop Insurance Act (7 U.S.C. 1508(c)) is 
amended by striking paragraph (3) and in- 
serting the following: 

‘(3) YIELD AND LOSS BASIS OPTIONS.—A pro- 
ducer shall have the option of purchasing ad- 
ditional coverage based on— 

*“(A)(i) an individual yield and loss basis; 
or 

‘“(ii) an area yield and loss basis; 

‘“(B) an individual yield and loss basis, sup- 
plemented with coverage based on an area 
yield and loss basis to cover all or a part of 
the deductible under the individual yield and 
loss policy, as authorized in paragraph (4)(C); 
or 

“(C) a margin basis alone or in combina- 
tion with— 

‘“(i) individual yield and loss coverage; or 

“(ii) area yield and loss coverage.’’. 

(b) LEVEL OF COVERAGE.—Section 508(c) of 
the Federal Crop Insurance Act (7 U.S.C. 
1508(c)) is amended by striking paragraph (4) 
and inserting the following: 

“(4) LEVEL OF COVERAGE.— 
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‘(A) DOLLAR DENOMINATION AND PERCENT- 
AGE OF YIELD.—Except as provided in sub- 
paragraph (C), the level of coverage— 

“(i) shall be dollar denominated; and 

“(i) may be purchased at any level not to 
exceed 85 percent of the individual yield or 95 
percent of the area yield (as determined by 
the Corporation). 

‘(B) INFORMATION.—The Corporation shall 
provide producers with information on cata- 
strophic risk and additional coverage in 
terms of dollar coverage (within the allow- 
able limits of coverage provided in this para- 
graph). 

‘(C) SUPPLEMENTAL COVERAGE OPTION.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding sub- 
paragraph (A), in the case of the supple- 
mental coverage option described in para- 
graph (3)(B), the Corporation shall offer pro- 
ducers the opportunity to purchase coverage 
in combination with a policy or plan of in- 
surance offered under this subtitle that 
would allow indemnities to be paid to a pro- 
ducer equal to all or part of the deductible 
under the policy or plan of insurance, if suf- 
ficient area data is available (as determined 
by the Corporation). 

“(ii) TRIGGER.—Coverage offered under this 
subparagraph shall be triggered only if the 
losses in the area exceed 10 percent of nor- 
mal levels (as determined by the Corpora- 
tion). 

“(iii) COVERAGE.—Subject to the trigger 
described in clause (ii) and the deductible 
imposed by clause (iv), coverage offered 
under this subparagraph shall cover the first 
loss incurred by the producer, not to exceed 
the difference between— 

‘“(T) 100 percent; and 

‘(II) the coverage level selected by the pro- 
ducer for the underlying policy or plan of in- 
surance. 

“(iv) DEDUCTIBLE.—Coverage offered under 
this subparagraph shall be subject to a de- 
ductible in an amount equal to— 

“(I) in the case of a producer who partici- 
pates in the agriculture risk coverage pro- 
gram under section 1105(c) of the Agriculture 
Reform, Food, and Jobs Act of 2012, 21 per- 
cent of the expected value of the crop of the 
producer covered by the underlying policy or 
plan of insurance, as determined by the Cor- 
poration; and 

“(II) in the case of all other producers, 10 
percent of the expected value of the crop of 
the producer covered by the underlying pol- 
icy or plan of insurance, as determined by 
the Corporation. 

“(v) CALCULATION OF PREMIUM.—Notwith- 
standing subsection (d), the premium shall— 

‘“(I) be sufficient to cover anticipated 
losses and a reasonable reserve; and 

“(IT) include an amount for operating and 
administrative expenses established in ac- 
cordance with subsection (k)(4)(F).’’. 

(c) PAYMENT OF PORTION OF PREMIUM BY 
CORPORATION.—Section 508(e)(2) of the Fed- 
eral Crop Insurance Act (7 U.S.C. 1508(e)(2)) 
is amended by adding at the end the fol- 
lowing: 

‘“(H) In the case of the supplemental cov- 
erage option authorized in subsection 
(c)(4)(C), the amount shall be equal to the 
sum of— 

“(i) 70 percent of the additional premium 
associated with the coverage; and 

“(i) the amount determined under sub- 
section (c)(4)(C)(v)(II) for the coverage to 


cover operating and administrative ex- 
penses.’’. 
(d) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 


508(k)(4)(F) of the Federal Crop Insurance 
Act (7 U.S.C. 1508(k)(4)(F)) is amended by in- 
serting ‘‘or authorized under subsection 
(c)(4)(C)”’ after ‘‘of this subparagraph”. 
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(e) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The Federal Crop In- 
surance Corporation shall begin to provide 
additional coverage based on an individual 
yield and loss basis, supplemented with cov- 
erage based on an area yield and loss basis, 
not later than for the 2013 crop year. 

SEC. 11002. PREMIUM AMOUNTS FOR CATA- 
STROPHIC RISK PROTECTION. 

Section 508(d)(2) of the Federal Crop Insur- 
ance Act (7 U.S.C. 1508(d)(2)) is amended by 
striking subparagraph (A) and inserting the 
following: 

“(A) In the case of catastrophic risk pro- 
tection, the amount of the premium estab- 
lished by the Corporation for each crop for 
which catastrophic risk protection is avail- 
able shall be reduced by the percentage equal 
to the difference between the average loss 
ratio for the crop and 100 percent, plus a rea- 
sonable reserve, as determined by the Cor- 
poration.’’. 

SEC. 11003. PERMANENT ENTERPRISE UNIT. 

Section 508(e)(5) of the Federal Crop Insur- 
ance Act (7 U.S.C. 1508(e)(5)) is amended by 
striking subparagraph (A) and inserting the 
following: 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Corporation may 
pay a portion of the premiums for plans or 
policies of insurance for which the insurable 
unit is defined on a whole farm or enterprise 
unit basis that is higher than would other- 
wise be paid in accordance with paragraph 
(2).”’. 

SEC. 11004. ENTERPRISE UNITS FOR IRRIGATED 
AND NONIRRIGATED CROPS. 

Section 508(e)(5) of the Federal Crop Insur- 
ance Act (7 U.S.C. 1508(e)(5)) is amended by 
adding at the end the following: 

‘“(D) NONIRRIGATED CROPS.—Beginning with 
the 2013 crop year, the Corporation shall 
make available separate enterprise units for 
irrigated and nonirrigated acreages of crops 
in counties.’’. 

SEC. 11005. DATA COLLECTION. 

Section 508(g)(2) of the Federal Crop Insur- 
ance Act (7 U.S.C. 1508(g)(2)) is amended by 
adding at the end the following: 

“(E) SOURCES OF YIELD DATA.—To deter- 
mine yields under this paragraph, the Cor- 
poration— 

“(i) shall use county data collected by the 
Risk Management Agency or the National 
Agricultural Statistics Service, or both; or 

“(ii) if sufficient county data is not avail- 
able, may use other data considered appro- 
priate by the Secretary.’’. 

SEC. 11006. ADJUSTMENT IN ACTUAL PRODUC- 
TION HISTORY TO ESTABLISH IN- 
SURABLE YIELDS. 

Section 508(g)(4)(B) of the Federal Crop In- 
surance Act (7 U.S.C. 1508(g)(4)(B)) is amend- 
ed— 

(1) in the matter preceding clause (i), by 
inserting ‘‘for the 2012 crop year or any prior 
crop year, or 70 percent of the applicable 
transitional yield for the 2013 or any subse- 
quent crop year,” after ‘‘transitional yield’’; 
and 

(2) in clause (ii), by striking ‘‘60 percent of 
the applicable transitional yield” and insert- 
ing ‘‘the applicable percentage of the transi- 
tional yield described in this subparagraph’’. 
SEC. 11007. SUBMISSION AND REVIEW OF POLI- 

CIES. 

Section 508(h)(1) of the Federal Crop Insur- 
ance Act (7 U.S.C. 1508(h)(1)) is amended— 

(1) by redesignating subparagraphs (A) and 
(B) as clauses (i) and (ii), respectively, and 
indenting appropriately; 

(2) by striking ‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—’’ and in- 
serting the following: 

‘(1) SUBMISSION AND REVIEW OF POLICIES.— 

“(A) SUBMISSIONS.—In addition’’; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 
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“(B) REVIEW.—The Corporation shall re- 
view any policy developed under section 
522(c) or any pilot program developed under 
section 523 and submit the policy or program 
to the Board under this subsection if the 
Corporation, at the sole discretion of the 
Corporation, finds that the policy or pro- 
gram— 

“(i) will likely result in a viable and mar- 
ketable policy consistent with this sub- 
section; 

“Gi) would provide crop insurance cov- 
erage in a significantly improved form; and 

“(ii) adequately protects the interests of 
producers.’’. 

SEC. 11008. BOARD REVIEW AND APPROVAL. 

(a) REVIEW AND APPROVAL BY THE BOARD.— 
Section 508(h) of the Federal Crop Insurance 
Act (7 U.S.C. 1508(h)) is amended by striking 
paragraph (3) and inserting the following: 

“(8) REVIEW AND APPROVAL BY THE BOARD.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—A policy, plan of insur- 
ance, or other material submitted to the 
Board under this subsection shall be re- 
viewed by the Board and shall be approved 
by the Board for reinsurance and for sale by 
approved insurance providers to producers at 
actuarially appropriate rates and under ap- 
propriate terms and conditions if the Board, 
at the sole discretion of the Board, deter- 
mines that— 

“(i) the interests of producers are ade- 
quately protected; 

“Gi) the rates of premium and price elec- 
tion methodology are actuarially appro- 
priate; 

“(ii) the terms and conditions for the pro- 
posed policy or plan of insurance are appro- 
priate and would not unfairly discriminate 
among producers; 

““(iv) the proposed policy or plan of insur- 
ance will, at the sole discretion of the 
Board— 

“(J) likely result in a viable and market- 
able policy that can reasonably attain levels 
of participation similar to other like policies 
or plans of insurance; 

“(II) provide crop insurance coverage in a 
significantly improved form or in a manner 
that addresses a recognized flaw or problem 
in an existing policy; or 

“(IIT) provide a new kind of coverage for a 
commodity that previously had no available 
crop insurance, or has demonstrated a low 
level of participation under existing cov- 
erage; 

““(v) the proposed policy or plan of insur- 
ance will, at the sole discretion of the Board, 
not have a significant adverse impact on the 
crop insurance delivery system; and 

““(vi) the proposed policy or plan of insur- 
ance meets such other requirements as are 
determined appropriate by the Board. 

‘(B) PRIORITIES.— 

“(i) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Board, at the 
sole discretion of the Board, may— 

“T) annually establish priorities under 
this subsection that specify types of submis- 
sions needed to fulfill the portfolio of poli- 
cies or plans of insurance to be reviewed and 
approved under this subsection; and 

“(II) make the priorities available on the 
website of the Corporation. 

“(ji) PROCESS.— 

“(I) IN GENERAL.—Policies or plans of in- 
surance that satisfy the priorities estab- 
lished by the Board under this subsection 
shall be considered by the Board for approval 
prior to other submissions. 

‘“(II) CONSIDERATIONS.—In approving poli- 
cies or plans of insurance, the Board shall— 

“(aa) consider providing the highest prior- 
ities for policies or plans of insurance that 
address underserved commodities, including 
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commodities for which there is no insurance; 
and 

‘“(bb) consider providing the highest prior- 
ities for existing policies for which there is 
inadequate coverage or there exists low lev- 
els of participation. 

“(iii) OTHER CRITERIA.—The Board may es- 
tablish such other criteria as the Board de- 
termines to meet the needs of producers and 
the priorities of this subsection, consistent 
with the purposes of this subtitle.’’. 


SEC. 11009. CONSULTATION. 


Section 508(h)(4) of the Federal Crop Insur- 
ance Act (7 U.S.C. 1508(h)) is amended by 
adding at the end the following: 

(E) CONSULTATION.— 

“(i) REQUIREMENT.—As part of the feasi- 
bility and research associated with the de- 
velopment of a policy or other material con- 
ducted prior to making a submission to the 
Board under this subsection, the submitter 
shall consult with groups representing pro- 
ducers of agricultural commodities in all 
major producing areas for the commodities 
to be served or potentially impacted, either 
directly or indirectly. 

‘“(ii) SUBMISSION TO THE BOARD.—Any sub- 
mission made to the Board under this sub- 
section shall contain a summary and anal- 
ysis of the feasibility and research findings 
from the impacted groups described in clause 
(i), including a summary assessment of the 
support for or against development of the 
policy and an assessment on the impact of 
the proposed policy to the general marketing 
and production of the crop from both a re- 
gional and national perspective. 

‘iii) EVALUATION BY THE BOARD.—In evalu- 
ating whether the interests of producers are 
adequately protected pursuant to paragraph 
(3) with respect to a submission made under 
this subsection, the Board shall review the 
information provided pursuant to clause (ii) 
to determine if the submission will create 
adverse market distortions with respect to 
the production of commodities that are the 
subject of the submission.’’. 


SEC. 11010. BUDGET LIMITATIONS ON RENEGOTI- 
ATION OF THE STANDARD REINSUR- 
ANCE AGREEMENT. 


Section 508(k)(8) of the Federal Crop Insur- 
ance Act (7 U.S.C. 1508(k)(8)) is amended by 
adding at the end the following: 

‘(F) BUDGET.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—The Board shall ensure 
that any Standard Reinsurance Agreement 
negotiated under subparagraph (A)(ii), as 
compared to the previous Standard Reinsur- 
ance Agreement— 

“(D) to the maximum extent practicable, 
shall be budget neutral; and 

“(IT) in no event, may significantly depart 
from budget neutrality. 

“(ii) USE OF SAVINGS.—To the extent that 
any budget savings is realized in the renego- 
tiation of a Standard Reinsurance Agree- 
ment under subparagraph (A)(ii), and the 
savings are determined not to be a signifi- 
cant departure from budget neutrality under 
clause (i), the savings shall be used for pro- 
grams administered or managed by the Risk 
Management Agency.’’. 

SEC. 11011. STACKED INCOME PROTECTION PLAN 
FOR PRODUCERS OF UPLAND COT- 
TON. 

(a) AVAILABILITY OF STACKED INCOME PRO- 
TECTION PLAN.—The Federal Crop Insurance 
Act is amended by inserting after section 
508A (7 U.S.C. 1508a) the following: 
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“SEC. 508B. STACKED INCOME PROTECTION PLAN 
FOR PRODUCERS OF UPLAND COT- 
TON. 

“(a) AVAILABILITY.—Beginning not later 
than the 2018 crop of upland cotton, if prac- 
ticable, the Corporation shall make avail- 
able to producers of maximum eligible acres 
of upland cotton an additional policy (to be 
known as the ‘Stacked Income Protection 
Plan’), which shall provide coverage con- 
sistent with the Group Risk Income Protec- 
tion Plan (and the associated Harvest Rev- 
enue Option Endorsement) offered by the 
Corporation for the 2011 crop year. 

‘(b) REQUIRED TERMS.—The Corporation 
may modify the Stacked Income Protection 
Plan on a program-wide basis, except that 
the Stacked Income Protection Plan shall 
comply with the following requirements: 

**(1)(A) Provide coverage for revenue loss of 
not more than 30 percent of expected county 
revenue, specified in increments of 5 percent. 

‘(B) The deductible is the minimum per- 
cent of revenue loss at which indemnities are 
triggered under the plan, not to be less than 
10 percent of the expected county revenue. 

“(C) Once the deductible is met, any losses 
in excess of the deductible will be paid up to 
the coverage selected by the producer. 

‘“(2) Be offered to producers of upland cot- 
ton in all counties with upland cotton pro- 
duction— 

“(A) at a county-wide level to the fullest 
extent practicable; or 

“(B) in counties that lack sufficient data, 
on the basis of such larger geographical area 
as the Corporation determines to provide 
sufficient data for purposes of providing the 
coverage. 

“(3) Be purchased in addition to any other 
individual or area coverage in effect on the 
producer’s acreage or as a stand-alone pol- 
icy, except that if a producer has an indi- 
vidual or area coverage for the same acreage, 
the maximum coverage available under the 
Stacked Income Protection Plan shall not 
exceed the deductible for the individual or 
area coverage. 

“(4) Establish coverage based on— 

“(A) an expected price that is the expected 
price established under existing Group Risk 
Income Protection or area wide policy of- 
fered by the Corporation for the applicable 
county (or area) and crop year; and 

‘“(B) an expected county yield that is the 
higher of— 

“(i) the expected county yield established 
for the existing area-wide plans offered by 
the Corporation for the applicable county (or 
area) and crop year (or, in geographic areas 
where area-wide plans are not offered, an ex- 
pected yield determined in a manner con- 
sistent with those of area-wide plans); or 

“(i)(I) the average of the applicable yield 
data for the county (or area) for the most re- 
cent 5 years, excluding the highest and low- 
est observations, from the Risk Management 
Agency or the National Agricultural Statis- 
tics, or both; or 

“(II) if sufficient county data is not avail- 
able, such other data considered appropriate 
by the Secretary. 

‘“(5) Use a multiplier factor to establish 
maximum protection per acre (referred to as 
a ‘protection factor’) of not more than 120 
percent. 

“(6) Pay an indemnity based on the 
amount that the expected county revenue 
exceeds the actual county revenue, as ap- 
plied to the individual coverage of the pro- 
ducer. Indemnities under the Stacked In- 
come Protection Plan shall not include or 
overlap the amount of the deductible se- 
lected under paragraph (1). 
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“(7) To the maximum extent practicable, 
in all counties for which data are available, 
establish separate coverage for irrigated and 
nonirrigated practices. 

“(8) Notwithstanding section 508(d), 
clude a premium that— 

“(A) is sufficient to cover anticipated 
losses and a reasonable reserve; and 

‘“(B) includes an amount for operating and 
administrative expenses established in ac- 
cordance with section 508(k)(4)(F). 

‘(c) RELATION TO OTHER COVERAGES.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
paragraph (2), the Stacked Income Protec- 
tion Plan is in addition to all other cov- 
erages available to producers of upland cot- 
ton. 

“*(2) LIMITATION.—Acreage of upland cotton 
insured under the Supplemental Coverage 
Option shall not be eligible for the Stacked 
Income Protection Plan. 

‘“(d) PAYMENT OF PORTION OF PREMIUM BY 
CORPORATION.—Subject to section 508(e)(4), 
the amount of premium paid by the Corpora- 
tion for all qualifying coverage levels of the 
Stacked Income Protection Plan shall be— 

“(1) 80 percent of the amount of the pre- 
mium established under subsection (b)(8)(A) 
for the coverage level selected; and 

“(2) the amount determined under sub- 
section (b)(8)(B) to cover administrative and 
operating expenses.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 
508(k)(4)(F) of the Federal Crop Insurance 
Act (7 U.S.C. 1508(k)(4)(F)) (as amended by 
section 11001(d)) is amended by inserting ‘‘or 
under section 508B” after ‘‘subsection 
(c)(4)(C)”’. 

SEC. 11012. PEANUT REVENUE CROP INSURANCE. 

The Federal Crop Insurance Act is amend- 
ed by inserting after section 508B (as added 
by section 11011(a)) the following: 

“SEC. 508C. PEANUT REVENUE CROP INSURANCE. 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—Effective beginning with 
the 2013 crop year, the Risk Management 
Agency and the Corporation shall make 
available to producers of peanuts a revenue 
crop insurance program for peanuts. 

“(b) EFFECTIVE PRICE.— 

““(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2), 
for purposes of the policies and plans of in- 
surance offered under subsections (a) and (b) 
of section 508, the effective price for peanuts 
shall be equal to the Rotterdam price index 
for peanuts, as adjusted to reflect the farmer 
stock price of peanuts in the United States. 

‘(2) ADJUSTMENTS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The effective price for 
peanuts established under paragraph (1) may 
be adjusted by the Risk Management Agency 
and the Corporation to correct distortions. 

“(B) ADMINISTRATION.—If an adjustment is 
made under subparagraph (A), the Risk Man- 
agement Agency and the Corporation shall— 

“G) make the adjustment in an open and 
transparent manner; and 

“Gi) submit to the Committee on Agri- 
culture of the House of Representatives and 
the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, 
and Forestry of the Senate a report that de- 
scribes the reasons for the adjustment.’’. 

SEC. 11013. AUTHORITY TO CORRECT ERRORS. 

Section 515(c) of the Federal Crop Insur- 
ance Act (7 U.S.C. 1515(c)) is amended— 

(1) in the first sentence, by striking ‘‘The 
Secretary” and inserting the following: 

**(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary”; 

(2) in the second sentence, by striking ‘‘Be- 
ginning with’’ and inserting the following: 

‘(2) FREQUENCY.—Beginning with”; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 

‘(3) CORRECTIONS.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—The Corporation shall 
establish procedures that allow an agent and 
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approved insurance provider within a reason- 
able amount of time following the applicable 
sales closing date to correct information re- 
garding the entity name, social security 
number, tax identification number, or such 
other eligibility information as determined 
by the Corporation that is provided by a pro- 
ducer for the purpose of obtaining coverage 
under any policy or plan of insurance made 
available under this subtitle to ensure that 
the eligibility information is consistent with 
the information reported by the producer to 
the Farm Service Agency. 

“(B) LIMITATION.—In accordance with the 
procedures of the Corporation, procedures 
under subparagraph (A) may include any 
subsequent correction to the eligibility in- 
formation described in that subparagraph 
made by the Farm Service Agency if the cor- 
rections do not allow the producer— 

“(i) to obtain a disproportionate benefit 
under the crop insurance program or any re- 
lated program of the Department of Agri- 
culture; 

“(ii) to avoid ineligibility requirements for 
insurance; or 

“(iii) to avoid an obligation or requirement 
under any Federal or State law.’’. 

SEC. 11014. IMPLEMENTATION. 

Section 515 of the Federal Crop Insurance 
Act (7 U.S.C. 1515) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (j), by striking paragraph 
(1) and inserting the following: 

“(1) SYSTEMS MAINTENANCE 
GRADES.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall 
maintain and upgrade the information man- 
agement systems of the Corporation used in 
the administration and enforcement of this 
subtitle. 

‘(B) REQUIREMENT.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—In maintaining and up- 
grading the systems, the Secretary shall en- 
sure that new hardware and software are 
compatible with the hardware and software 
used by other agencies of the Department to 
maximize data sharing and promote the pur- 
poses of this section. 

‘“(ii) ACREAGE REPORT STREAMLINING INITIA- 
TIVE PROJECT.—As soon as practicable, the 
Secretary shall develop and implement an 
acreage report streamlining initiative 
project to allow producers to report acreage 
and other information directly to the De- 
partment.’’; and 

(2) in subsection (k), by striking paragraph 
(1) and inserting the following: 

‘*(1) INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY .— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of sub- 
section (j)(1), the Corporation may use, from 
amounts made available from the insurance 
fund established under section 516(c), not 
more than— 

“()\( for fiscal year 2013, $25,000,000; and 

“(IT) for each of fiscal years 2014 through 
2017, $10,000,000; or 

“Gi) if the Acreage Crop Reporting 
Streamlining Initiative (ACRSI) project is 
substantially completed by September 30, 
2013, not more than $15,000,000 for each of fis- 
cal years 2014 through 2017. 

“(B) NOTIFICATION.—Not later than July 1, 
2013, the Secretary shall notify the Com- 
mittee on Agriculture of the House of Rep- 
resentatives and the Committee on Agri- 
culture, Nutrition, and Forestry of the Sen- 
ate on the status of the substantial comple- 
tion of the Acreage Crop Reporting Stream- 
lining Initiative (ACRSI) project.’’. 

SEC. 11015. APPROVAL OF COSTS FOR RESEARCH 
AND DEVELOPMENT. 

Section 522(b)(2) of the Federal Crop Insur- 
ance Act (7 U.S.C. 1522(b)(2)) is amended by 
striking subparagraph (E) and inserting the 
following: 
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(E) APPROVAL.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—The Board may approve 
up to 50 percent of the projected total re- 
search and development costs to be paid in 
advance to an applicant, in accordance with 
the procedures developed by the Board for 
the making of the payments, if, after consid- 
eration of the reviewer reports described in 
subparagraph (D) and such other information 
as the Board determines appropriate, the 
Board determines that— 

“(I) the concept, in good faith, will likely 
result in a viable and marketable policy con- 
sistent with section 508(h); 

“(ID) at the sole discretion of the Board, 
the concept, if developed into a policy and 
approved by the Board, would provide crop 
insurance coverage— 

‘“(aa) in a significantly improved form or 
that addresses a unique need of agricultural 
producers; 

‘“(bb) to a crop or region not traditionally 
served by the Federal crop insurance pro- 
gram; or 

“(cc) in a form that addresses a recognized 
flaw or problem in the program; 

‘“(III) the applicant agrees to provide such 
reports as the Corporation determines are 
necessary to monitor the development effort; 

‘(IV) the proposed budget and timetable 
are reasonable, as determined by the Board; 
and 

‘“(V) the concept proposal meets any other 
requirements that the Board determines ap- 
propriate. 

“(ii) WAIVER.—The Board may waive the 
50-percent limitation and, upon request of 
the submitter after the submitter has begun 
research and development activities, the 
Board may approve an additional 25 percent 
advance payment to the submitter for re- 
search and development costs, if, at the sole 
discretion of the Board, the Board deter- 
mines that— 

“(D) the intended policy or plan of insur- 
ance developed by the submitter will provide 
coverage for a region or crop that is under- 
served by the Federal crop insurance pro- 
gram, including specialty crops; 

“(ID) the submitter is making satisfactory 
progress towards developing a viable and 
marketable policy or plan of insurance con- 
sistent with section 508(h); and 

“(JIT) the submitter does not have suffi- 
cient financial resources to complete the de- 
velopment of the submission into a viable 
and marketable policy or plan of insurance 
consistent with section 508(h).’’. 

SEC. 11016. WHOLE FARM RISK MANAGEMENT IN- 
SURANCE. 

Section 522(c) of the Federal Crop Insur- 
ance Act (7 U.S.C. 1522(c)) is amended by add- 
ing at the end the following: 

‘18) WHOLE FARM DIVERSIFIED RISK MAN- 
AGEMENT INSURANCE PLAN.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Corporation shall 
conduct activities or enter into contracts to 
carry out research and development to de- 
velop a whole farm risk management insur- 
ance plan, with a liability limitation of 
$1,500,000, that allows a diversified crop or 
livestock producer the option to qualify for 
an indemnity if actual gross farm revenue is 
below 85 percent of the average gross farm 
revenue or the expected gross farm revenue 
that can reasonably be expected of the pro- 
ducer, as determined by the Corporation. 

‘(B) ELIGIBLE PRODUCERS.—The Corpora- 
tion shall permit producers (including di- 
rect-to-consumer marketers, and producers 
servicing local and regional and farm iden- 
tity-preserved markets) who produce mul- 
tiple agricultural commodities, including 
specialty crops, industrial crops, livestock, 
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and aquaculture products, to participate in 
the plan in lieu of any other plan under this 
subtitle. 

“(C) DIVERSIFICATION.—The Corporation 
may provide diversification-based additional 
coverage payment rates, premium discounts, 
or other enhanced benefits in recognition of 
the risk management benefits of crop and 
livestock diversification strategies for pro- 
ducers that grow multiple crops or that may 
have income from the production of live- 
stock that uses a crop grown on the farm. 

““(D) MARKET READINESS.—The Corporation 
may include coverage for the value of any 
packing, packaging, or any other similar on- 
farm activity the Corporation determines to 
be the minimum required in order to remove 
the commodity from the field. 

‘“(E) REPORT.—Not later than 2 years after 
the date of enactment of this paragraph, the 
Corporation shall submit to the Committee 
on Agriculture of the House of Representa- 
tives and the Committee on Agriculture, Nu- 
trition, and Forestry of the Senate a report 
that describes the results and feasibility of 
the research and development conducted 
under this paragraph, including an analysis 
of potential adverse market distortions.”’. 
SEC. 11017. STUDY OF FOOD SAFETY INSURANCE. 

Section 522(c) of the Federal Crop Insur- 
ance Act (7 U.S.C. 1522(c)) (as amended by 
section 11016) is amended by adding at the 
end the following: 

“(19) STUDY OF FOOD SAFETY INSURANCE.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Corporation shall 
offer to enter into a contract with 1 or more 
qualified entities to conduct a study to de- 
termine whether offering policies that pro- 
vide coverage for specialty crops from food 
safety and contamination issues would ben- 
efit agricultural producers. 

(B) SUBJECT.—The study described in sub- 
paragraph (A) shall evaluate policies and 
plans of insurance coverage that provide pro- 
tection for production or revenue impacted 
by food safety concerns including, at a min- 
imum, government, retail, or national con- 
sumer group announcements of a health ad- 
visory, removal, or recall related to a con- 
tamination concern. 

“(C) REPORT.—Not later than 1 year after 
the date of enactment of this paragraph, the 
Corporation shall submit to the Committee 
on Agriculture of the House of Representa- 
tives and the Committee on Agriculture, Nu- 
trition, and Forestry of the Senate a report 
that describes the results of the study con- 
ducted under subparagraph (A).’’. 

SEC. 11018. CROP INSURANCE FOR LIVESTOCK. 

Section 522(c) of the Federal Crop Insur- 
ance Act (as amended by section 11016) is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

“(19) STUDY ON SWINE CATASTROPHIC DIS- 
EASE PROGRAM.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Corporation shall 
contract with a qualified person to conduct a 
study to determine the feasibility of insuring 
swine producers for a catastrophic event. 

“(B) REPORT.—Not later than 1 year after 
the date of the enactment of this paragraph, 
the Corporation shall submit to the Com- 
mittee on Agriculture of the House of Rep- 
resentatives and the Committee on Agri- 
culture, Nutrition, and Forestry of the Sen- 
ate a report that describes the results of the 
study conducted under subparagraph (A).’’. 
SEC. 11019. MARGIN COVERAGE FOR CATFISH. 

Section 522(c) of the Federal Crop Insur- 
ance Act (as amended by section 11017) is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

‘(20) MARGIN COVERAGE FOR CATFISH.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—The Corporation shall 
offer to enter into a contract with a qualified 
entity to conduct research and development 
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regarding a policy to insure producers 
against reduction in the margin between the 
market value of catfish and selected costs 
incurred in the production of catfish. 

‘(B) ELIGIBILITY.—Eligibility for the policy 
described in subparagraph (A) shall be lim- 
ited to freshwater species of catfish that are 
propagated and reared in controlled or se- 
lected environments. 

““(C) IMPLEMENTATION.—The Board shall re- 
view the policy described in subparagraph 
(B) under subsection 508(h) and approve the 
policy if the Board finds that the policy— 

“(i) will likely result in a viable and mar- 
ketable policy consistent with this sub- 
section; 

“(ii) would provide crop insurance cov- 
erage in a significantly improved form; 

“(iii) adequately protects the interests of 
producers; and 

“(iv) the proposed policy meets other re- 
quirements of this subtitle determined ap- 
propriate by the Board.’’. 

SEC. 11020. POULTRY BUSINESS DISRUPTION IN- 
SURANCE POLICY. 

Section 522(c) of the Federal Crop Insur- 
ance Act (7 U.S.C. 1522(c)) (as amended by 
sections 11016, 11017, and 11018) is amended by 
adding at the end the following: 

‘(21) POULTRY BUSINESS DISRUPTION INSUR- 
ANCE POLICY AND CATASTROPHIC DISEASE PRO- 
GRAM.— 

‘(A) DEFINITION OF POULTRY.—In this para- 
graph, the term ‘poultry’ has the meaning 
given the term in section 2(a) of the Packers 
and Stockyards Act, 1921 (7 U.S.C. 182(a)). 

‘(B) AUTHORITY.—The Corporation shall 
offer to enter into 1 or more contracts with 
qualified entities to carry out— 

“(i) a study to determine the feasibility of 
insuring commercial poultry production 
against business disruptions caused by inte- 
grator bankruptcy; and 

“(ii) a study to determine the feasibility of 
insuring poultry producers for a catastrophic 
event. 

‘(C) BUSINESS DISRUPTION 
study described in subparagraph 
shall— 

“(i) evaluate the market place for business 
disruption insurance that is available to 
poultry producers; 

“(ii) assess the feasibility of a policy to 
allow producers to ensure against a portion 
of losses from loss under contract due to 
business disruption from integrator bank- 
ruptcy; and 

“(iii) analyze the costs to the Federal gov- 
ernment of a Federal business disruption in- 
surance program for poultry producers. 

“(D) REPORTS.—Not later than 1 year after 
the date of enactment of this paragraph, the 
Corporation shall submit to the Committee 
on Agriculture of the House of Representa- 
tives and the Committee on Agriculture, Nu- 
trition, and Forestry of the Senate a report 
that describes the results of— 

“(i) the study carried out under subpara- 
graph (B)(i); and 

“(ii) the study carried out under subpara- 
graph (B)(ii).”’. 

SEC. 11021. CROP INSURANCE FOR ORGANIC 
CROPS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 508(c)(6) of the 
Federal Crop Insurance Act (7 U.S.C. 
1508(c)(6)) is amended by adding at the end 
the following: 

“(D) ORGANIC CROPS.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—AS soon as possible, but 
not later than the 2015 reinsurance year, the 
Corporation shall offer producers of organic 
crops price elections for all organic crops 
produced in compliance with standards 
issued by the Department of Agriculture 
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under the national organic program estab- 
lished under the Organic Foods Production 
Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 6501 et seq.) that reflect 
the actual retail or wholesale prices, as ap- 
propriate, received by producers for organic 
crops, as determined by the Secretary using 
all relevant sources of information. 

“(ii) ANNUAL REPORT.—The Corporation 
shall submit to the Committee on Agri- 
culture of the House of Representatives and 
the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, 
and Forestry of the Senate an annual report 
on progress made in developing and improv- 
ing Federal crop insurance for organic crops, 
including— 

“(I) the numbers and varieties of organic 
crops insured; 

“(II) the progress of implementing the 
price elections required under this subpara- 
graph, including the rate at which additional 
price elections are adopted for organic crops; 

“(III) the development of new insurance 
approaches relevant to organic producers; 
and 

‘(IV) any recommendations the Corpora- 
tion considers appropriate to improve Fed- 
eral crop insurance coverage for organic 
crops.”’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 
522(c) of the Federal Crop Insurance Act (7 
U.S.C. 1522(c)) (as amended by section 11018) 
is amended— 

(1) by striking paragraph (10); and 

(2) by redesignating paragraphs (11) 
through (20) as paragraphs (10) through (19), 
respectively. 

SEC. 11022. RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT. 


(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 522(c) of the Fed- 
eral Crop Insurance Act (7 U.S.C. 1522(c)) is 
amended— 

(1) in the subsection heading, by striking 
“Contracting”; 

(2) in paragraph (1), in the matter pre- 
ceding subparagraph (A), by striking “may 
enter into contracts to carry out research 
and development to” and inserting ‘may 
conduct activities or enter into contracts to 
carry out research and development to main- 
tain or improve existing policies or develop 
new policies to”; 

(3) in paragraph (2)— 

(A) in subparagraph (A), by inserting ‘‘con- 
duct research and development or”? after 
“The Corporation may”; and 

(B) by striking subparagraph (B) and in- 
serting the following: 

“(B) CONSULTATION.—Before conducting re- 
search and development or entering into a 
contract under subparagraph (A), the Cor- 
poration shall follow the consultation re- 
quirements described in section 
508(h)(4)(B).”’; 

(4) in paragraph (5), by inserting ‘‘after ex- 
pert review in accordance with section 505(e) 
and procedures of the Board” after ‘“‘ap- 
proved by the Board’’; and 

(5) in paragraph (6), by striking ‘‘a pasture, 
range, and forage program” and inserting 
“policies that increase participation by pro- 
ducers of underserved agricultural commod- 
ities, including sweet sorghum, sorghum for 
biomass, specialty crops, sugarcane, and 
dedicated energy crops”. 

(b) FUNDING.—Section 522(e) of the Federal 
Crop Insurance Act (7 U.S.C. 1522(e)) is 
amended— 

(1) in paragraph (2)— 

(A) by striking ‘‘(A) AUTHORITY.—”’ and in- 
serting ‘“‘(A) CONDUCTING AND CONTRACTING 
FOR RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT.—”’; 

(B) in subparagraph (A), by inserting ‘‘con- 
duct research and development and” after 
“the Corporation may use to”; and 
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(C) in subparagraph (B), by inserting ‘‘con- 
duct research and development and” after 
“for the fiscal year to”; 

(2) in paragraph (38), in the matter pre- 
ceding subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘to pro- 
vide either reimbursement payments or con- 
tract payments”; and 

(8) by striking paragraph (4). 

SEC. 11023. PILOT PROGRAMS. 

Section 523(a) of the Federal Crop Insur- 
ance Act (7 U.S.C. 1523(a)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1), by inserting “, at the 
sole discretion of the Corporation,” after 
“may”; and 

(2) by striking paragraph (5). 

SEC. 11024. INDEX-BASED WEATHER INSURANCE 
PILOT PROGRAM. 

Section 523(a)(2) of the Federal Crop Insur- 
ance Act (7 U.S.C. 1523(a)(2)) is amended— 

(1) by striking “Under” inserting the fol- 
lowing: 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Under’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

‘“(B) INDEX-BASED WEATHER INSURANCE 
PILOT PROGRAM.— 

“(j) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding sub- 
paragraph (A), the Corporation, at the sole 
discretion of the Corporation, may conduct a 
pilot program to provide financial assistance 
for producers of underserved crops and live- 
stock (including specialty crops) to purchase 
an index-based weather insurance product 
from a private insurance company, subject 
to the requirements of this subparagraph. 

“(ii) PAYMENT OF PREMIUM.— 

“(I) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subclause (II) 
and clause (v), the Corporation may pay a 
portion of the premium for producers who 
purchase index-based weather insurance pro- 
tection from a private insurance company 
for a crop and policy that is not reinsured 
under this subtitle, as determined by the 
Corporation. 

‘“(II) CONDITION.—The premium assistance 
under subclause (I) shall not exceed 60 per- 
cent of the estimated premium amount, 
based on expected losses, representative op- 
erating expenses, and representative profit 
margins, as determined by the Corporation. 

“(ii) ELIGIBLE PROVIDERS.—Before pro- 
viding premium assistance to producers to 
purchase index-based weather insurance 
from a private insurance company pursuant 
to this subparagraph, the Corporation shall 
verify that the company has adequate expe- 
rience— 

‘“(I) to develop and manage the index-based 
weather insurance products, including ade- 
quate resources, experience, and assets or 
sufficient reinsurance to meet the obliga- 
tions of the company under this subpara- 
graph; and 

“(II) to support and deliver the index-based 
weather insurance products. 

‘“(iv) PROCEDURES.—The Corporation shall 
develop and publish procedures to administer 
the pilot program under this subparagraph 
that— 

“(I) require each applicable private insur- 
ance company to report claim and sales data, 
and any other data the Corporation deter- 
mines to be appropriate, to allow the Cor- 
poration to evaluate product pricing and per- 
formance; 

“(II) allow the private insurance compa- 
nies exclusive rights over the private insur- 
ance offered under this subparagraph, includ- 
ing rating of policies, protection of intellec- 
tual property rights on the product or pol- 
icy, and associated rating methodology, for 
the period during which the companies are 
eligible under clause (iii); and 

“(IIT) contain such other requirements as 
the Corporation determines to be necessary 
to ensure that— 
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“(aa) the interests of producers are pro- 
tected; and 

‘“(bb) the program operates in an actuari- 
ally sound manner. 

‘“(v) FUNDING.—Of the funds of the Corpora- 
tion, the Corporation shall use to carry out 
this subparagraph $10,000,000 for each of fis- 
cal years 2013 through 2017, to remain avail- 
able until expended.’’. 

SEC. 11025. ENHANCING PRODUCER SELF-HELP 
THROUGH FARM FINANCIAL 
BENCHMARKING. 

(a) DEFINITION.—Section 502(b) of the Fed- 
eral Crop Insurance Act (7 U.S.C. 1502(b)) is 
amended— 

(1) by redesignating paragraphs (6) through 
(9) as paragraphs (7) through (10), respec- 
tively; and 

(2) by inserting after paragraph (5) the fol- 
lowing: 

‘(6) FARM FINANCIAL BENCHMARKING.—The 
term ‘farm financial benchmarking’ means— 

“(A) the process of comparing the perform- 
ance of an agricultural enterprise against 
the performance of other similar enterprises, 
through the use of comparable and reliable 
data, in order to identify business manage- 
ment strengths, weaknesses, and steps nec- 
essary to improve management performance 
and business profitability; and 

‘“(B) benchmarking of the type conducted 
by farm management and producer associa- 
tions consistent with the activities described 
in or funded pursuant to section 1672D of the 
Food, Agriculture, Conservation, and Trade 
Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 5925f).’’. 

(b) PARTNERSHIPS FOR RISK MANAGEMENT 
FOR PRODUCERS OF SPECIALTY CROPS AND UN- 
DERSERVED AGRICULTURAL COMMODITIES.— 
Section 522(d)(8)(F) of the Federal Crop In- 
surance Act (7 U.S.C. 1522(d)(3)(F)) is amend- 
ed by inserting “farm financial 
benchmarking,” after ‘‘management,’’. 

(c) CROP INSURANCE EDUCATION AND RISK 
MANAGEMENT ASSISTANCE.—Section 524(a) of 
the Federal Crop Insurance Act (7 U.S.C. 
1524(a)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (3)(A), by inserting ‘‘farm 
financial benchmarking,” after ‘‘risk reduc- 
tion,’’; and 

(2) in paragraph (4), in the matter pre- 
ceding subparagraph (A), by inserting ‘‘(in- 
cluding farm financial benchmarking)” after 
“management strategies”. 

SEC. 11026. BEGINNING FARMER AND RANCHER 
PROVISIONS. 

(a) DEFINITION.—Section 502(b) of the Fed- 
eral Crop Insurance Act (7 U.S.C. 1502(b)) (as 
amended by section 11022(a)) is amended— 

(1) by redesignating paragraphs (3) through 
(10) as paragraphs (4) through (11), respec- 
tively; and 

(2) by inserting after paragraph (2) the fol- 
lowing: 

‘(3) BEGINNING FARMER OR RANCHER.—The 
term ‘beginning farmer or rancher’ means a 
farmer or rancher who has not actively oper- 
ated and managed a farm or ranch with a 
bona fide insurable interest in a crop or live- 
stock as an owner-operator, landlord, tenant, 
or sharecropper for more than 5 crop years, 
as determined by the Secretary.’’. 

(b) PREMIUM ADJUSTMENTS.—Section 508 of 
the Federal Crop Insurance Act (7 U.S.C. 
1508) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (b)(5)(E), by inserting 
“and beginning farmers or ranchers” after 
‘limited resource farmers”; 

(2) in subsection (e), by adding at the end 
the following: 

‘(8) PREMIUM FOR BEGINNING FARMERS OR 
RANCHERS.—Notwithstanding any other pro- 
vision of this subsection regarding payment 
of a portion of premiums, a beginning farmer 
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or rancher shall receive premium assistance 
that is 10 percentage points greater than pre- 
mium assistance that would otherwise be 
available under paragraphs (2) (except for 
subparagraph (A) of that paragraph), (5), (6), 
and (7) for the applicable policy, plan of in- 
surance, and coverage level selected by the 
beginning farmer or rancher.’’; and 

(3) in subsection (g)— 

(A) in paragraph (2)(B)— 

(i) in clause (i), by striking ‘‘or’’ at the 
end; 

(ii) in clause (ii)(IID), by striking the period 
at the end and inserting ‘‘; or’’; and 

(iii) by adding at the end the following: 

“(iii) if the producer is a beginning farmer 
or rancher who was previously involved in a 
farming or ranching operation, including in- 
volvement in the decisionmaking or physical 
involvement in the production of the crop or 
livestock on the farm, for any acreage ob- 
tained by the beginning farmer or rancher, a 
yield that is the higher of— 

“(D) the actual production history of the 
previous producer of the crop or livestock on 
the acreage determined under subparagraph 
(A); or 

“(IT) a yield of the producer, as determined 
in clause (i).’’; and 

(B) in paragraph (4)(B)(ii) (as amended by 
section 11006)— 

(i) by inserting “(D)” after “(ii)”; 

(ii) by striking the period at the end and 
inserting ‘‘; or”; and 

(iii) by adding at the end the following: 

“(ID) in the case of beginning farmers or 
ranchers, replace each excluded yield with a 
yield equal to 80 percent of the applicable 
transitional yield.’’. 

SEC. 11027. AGRICULTURAL MANAGEMENT AS- 
SISTANCE, RISK MANAGEMENT EDU- 
CATION, AND ORGANIC CERTIFI- 
CATION COST SHARE ASSISTANCE. 

Section 524 of the Federal Crop Insurance 
Act (7 U.S.C. 1524) is amended by striking 
subsection (b) and inserting the following: 

‘(b) AGRICULTURAL MANAGEMENT ASSIST- 
ANCE, RISK MANAGEMENT EDUCATION, AND OR- 
GANIC CERTIFICATION COST SHARE ASSIST- 
ANCE.— 

‘(1) AUTHORITY FOR PROVISION OF ASSIST- 
ANCE.—The Secretary shall provide assist- 
ance under this section as follows: 

“(A) Provision of organic certification cost 
share assistance pursuant to section 10606 of 
the Farm Security and Rural Investment 
Act of 2002 (7 U.S.C. 6523). 

‘(B) Activities to support risk manage- 
ment education and community outreach 
partnerships pursuant to section 522(d), in- 
cluding— 

“(i) entering into futures or hedging; 

“(ii) entering into agricultural trade op- 
tions as a hedging transaction to reduce pro- 
duction, price, or revenue risk; or 

“(iii) conducting any other activity relat- 
ing to an activity described in clause (i) or 
(ii), including farm financial benchmarking, 
as determined by the Secretary. 

“(C) Provision of agricultural management 
assistance grants to producers in States in 
which there has been traditionally, and con- 
tinues to be, a low level of Federal crop in- 
surance participation and availability, and 
producers underserved by the Federal crop 
insurance program, as determined by the 
Secretary, for the purposes of— 

“(i) constructing or improving— 

“(I) watershed management structures; or 

“(ID irrigation structures; 

“(ii) planting trees to form windbreaks or 
to improve water quality; and 

“(ii) mitigating financial risk through 
production or marketing diversification or 
resource conservation practices, including— 
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“(I) soil erosion control; 

“(IT) integrated pest management; 

“(III) organic farming; or 

“(IV) to develop and implement a plan to 
create marketing opportunities for the pro- 
ducer, including through value-added proc- 
essing. 

“(2) PAYMENT  LIMITATION.—The total 
amount of payments made to a person (as de- 
fined in section 1001(5) of the Food Security 
Act (7 U.S.C. 1308(5))) (as in existence before 
the amendment made by section 1603(b) of 
the Food, Conservation, and Energy Act of 
2008 (Public Law 110-246; 122 Stat. 1730)) 
under paragraph (1) for any year may not ex- 
ceed $50,000. 

“(3) FUNDING.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall 
carry out this subsection through the Com- 
modity Credit Corporation. 

“(B) FUNDING.—For each of fiscal years 
2013 through 2017, the Commodity Credit Cor- 
poration shall make available to carry out 
this subsection $23,000,000. 

“(C) DISTRIBUTION OF FUNDS.—Of the 
amount made available to carry out this sub- 
section for a fiscal year, the Commodity 
Credit Corporation shall use not less than— 

“G) 50 percent to carry out paragraph 
DA); 

“Gi) 26 percent to carry out paragraph 
(1)(B); and 

‘“(iii) 24 percent to carry out paragraph 
(y(C).”’. 

SEC. 11028. CROP PRODUCTION ON NATIVE SOD. 

(a) FEDERAL CROP INSURANCE.—Section 
508(0) of the Federal Crop Insurance Act (7 
U.S.C. 1508(0)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1)(B), by inserting ‘‘, or 
the producer cannot substantiate that the 
ground has ever been tilled,” after ‘‘tilled’’; 

(2) in paragraph (2)(A), by striking ‘‘for 
benefits under—’’ and all that follows 
through the period at the end and inserting 
‘*for— 

“(i) a portion of crop insurance premium 
subsidies under this subtitle in accordance 
with paragraph (3); 

‘“(ii) benefits under section 196 of the Fed- 
eral Agriculture Improvement and Reform 
Act of 1996 (7 U.S.C. 7333); and 

“Gii) payments described in subsection (b) 
of section 1001 of the Food Security Act of 
1985 (7 U.S.C. 1308).’’; and 

(3) by striking paragraph (8) and inserting 
the following: 

(3) ADMINISTRATION.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—During the first 4 crop 
years of planting on native sod acreage by a 
producer described in paragraph (2)— 

“(i) paragraph (2) shall apply to 65 percent 
of the applicable transitional yield; and 

“Gi) the crop insurance premium subsidy 
provided for the producer under this subtitle 
shall be 50 percentage points less than the 
premium subsidy that would otherwise 
apply. 

‘“(B) YIELD SUBSTITUTION.—During the pe- 
riod native sod acreage is covered by this 
subsection, a producer may not substitute 
yields for the native sod acreage.’’. 

(b) NONINSURED CROP DISASTER ASSIST- 
ANCE.—Section 196(a)(4) of the Federal Agri- 
culture Improvement and Reform Act of 1996 
(7 U.S.C. 7383(a)(4)) is amended— 

(1) in subparagraph (A)(ii), by inserting ‘‘, 
or the producer cannot substantiate that the 
ground has ever been tilled,” after ‘‘tilled’’; 

(2) in subparagraph (B)(i), by striking ‘‘for 
benefits under—’’ and all that follows 
through the period at the end and inserting 
“for— 

(I) benefits under this section; 

‘“(II) a portion of crop insurance premium 
subsidies under the Federal Crop Insurance 
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Act (7 U.S.C. 1501 et seq.) in accordance with 
subparagraph (C); and 

‘“(III) payments described in subsection (b) 
of section 1001 of the Food Security Act of 
1985 (7 U.S.C. 1308).’’; and 

(3) by striking subparagraph (C) and insert- 
ing the following: 

“(C) ADMINISTRATION.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—During the first 4 crop 
years of planting on native sod acreage by a 
producer described in subparagraph (B)— 

“(I) subparagraph (B) shall apply to 65 per- 
cent of the applicable transitional yield; and 

“(II) the crop insurance premium subsidy 
provided for the producer under the Federal 
Crop Insurance Act (7 U.S.C. 1501 et seq.) 
shall be 50 percentage points less than the 
premium subsidy that would otherwise 
apply. 

“(ii) YIELD SUBSTITUTION.—During the pe- 
riod native sod acreage is covered by this 
paragraph, a producer may not substitute 
yields for the native sod acreage.’’. 

(c) CROPLAND REPORT.— 

(1) BASELINE.—Not later than 180 days after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Sec- 
retary of Agriculture shall submit to the 
Committee on Agriculture of the House of 
Representatives and the Committee on Agri- 
culture, Nutrition, and Forestry of the Sen- 
ate a report that describes the cropland acre- 
age in each county and State, and the 
change in cropland acreage from the pre- 
ceding year in each county and State, begin- 
ning with calendar year 2000 and including 
that information for the most recent year 
for which that information is available. 

(2) ANNUAL UPDATES.—Not later than Janu- 
ary 1, 2014, and each January 1 thereafter 
through January 1, 2017, the Secretary of Ag- 
riculture shall submit to the Committee on 
Agriculture of the House of Representatives 
and the Committee on Agriculture, Nutri- 
tion, and Forestry of the Senate a report 
that describes— 

(A) the cropland acreage in each county 
and State as of the date of submission of the 
report; and 

(B) the change in cropland acreage from 
the preceding year in each county and State. 
SEC. 11029. TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS. 

Section 508(b) of the Federal Crop Insur- 
ance Act (7 U.S.C. 1508(b)) is amended— 

(1) by striking paragraph (7); and 

(2) by redesignating paragraphs (8) through 
(11) as paragraphs (7) through (10), respec- 
tively. 

SEC. 11030. GREATER ACCESSIBILITY FOR CROP 
INSURANCE. 

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that— 

(1) due to changes in commodity and other 
agricultural programs made by the Agri- 
culture Reform, Food, and Jobs Act of 2012, 
it is more important than ever that agricul- 
tural producers be able to fully understand 
the terms of plans and policies of crop insur- 
ance offered under the Federal Crop Insur- 
ance Act (7 U.S.C. 1501 et seq.); and 

(2) proposed reductions by the Secretary in 
the number of State and local offices of the 
Farm Service Agency will reduce the serv- 
ices available to assist agricultural pro- 
ducers in understanding crop insurance. 

(b) REQUIREMENT FOR USE OF PLAIN LAN- 
GUAGE.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—In issuing regulations and 
guidance relating to plans and policies of 
crop insurance, the Risk Management Agen- 
cy and the Federal Crop Insurance Corpora- 
tion shall, to the greatest extent practicable, 
use plain language, as required under Execu- 
tive Orders 12866 (5 U.S.C. 601 note; relating 
to regulatory planning and review) and 12988 
(28 U.S.C. 519 note; relating to civil justice 
reform). 


June 25, 2012 


(2) REPORT.—Not later than 180 days after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Sec- 
retary shall submit to the Committee on Ag- 
riculture of the House of Representatives 
and the Committee on Agriculture, Nutri- 
tion, and Forestry of the Senate a report de- 
scribing the efforts of the Secretary to accel- 
erate compliance with the Executive Orders 
described in paragraph (1). 

(c) WEBSITE.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 1 year after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Sec- 
retary, in consultation with the approved in- 
surance providers (as defined in section 
502(b) of the Federal Crop Insurance Act (7 
U.S.C. 1502(b)), shall improve the existing 
Internet website through which agricultural 
producers in any State may identify crop in- 
surance options in that State. 

(2) REQUIREMENTS.—The website described 
in paragraph (1) shall— 

(A) provide answers in an easily accessible 
format to frequently asked questions; and 

(B) include published materials of the De- 
partment of Agriculture that relate to plans 
and policies of crop insurance offered under 
that Act. 

(d) ADMINISTRATION.—Nothing in this sec- 
tion authorizes the Risk Management Agen- 
cy to sell a crop insurance policy or plan of 
insurance. 

SEC. 11031. GAO CROP INSURANCE FRAUD RE- 
PORT. 

Section 515(d) of the Federal Crop Insur- 
ance Act (7 U.S.C. 1515(d)) is amended by add- 
ing at the end the following: 

‘(6) GAO CROP INSURANCE FRAUD REPORT.— 
As soon as practicable after the date of en- 
actment of this paragraph, the Comptroller 
General of the United States shall conduct, 
and submit to Congress a report describing 
the results of, a study regarding fraudulent 
claims filed, and benefits provided, under 
this subtitle.’’. 

SEC. 11032. LIMITATION ON PREMIUM SUBSIDY 
BASED ON AVERAGE ADJUSTED 
GROSS INCOME. 

Section 508(e) of the Federal Crop Insur- 
ance Act (7 U.S.C. 1508(e)) (as amended by 
section 11023(b)) is amended by adding at the 
end the following: 

‘(9) LIMITATION ON PREMIUM SUBSIDY BASED 
ON AVERAGE ADJUSTED GROSS INCOME.— 

‘(A) DEFINITION OF AVERAGE ADJUSTED 
GROSS INCOME.—In this paragraph, the term 
‘average adjusted gross income’ has the 
meaning given the term in section 1001D(a) 
of the Food Security Act of 1985 (7 U.S.C. 
13808-8a(a)). 

“(B) LIMITATION.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of this subtitle and begin- 
ning with the 2014 reinsurance year, in the 
case of any producer that is a person or legal 
entity that has an average adjusted gross in- 
come in excess of $750,000 based on the most 
recent data available from the Farm Service 
Agency as of the beginning of the reinsur- 
ance year, the total amount of premium sub- 
sidy provided with respect to additional cov- 
erage under subsection (c), section 508B, or 
section 508C issued on behalf of the producer 
for a reinsurance year shall be 15 percentage 
points less than the premium subsidy pro- 
vided in accordance with this subsection 
that would otherwise be available for the ap- 
plicable policy, plan of insurance, and cov- 
erage level selected by the producer. 

“(C) APPLICATION.— 

“(i) STUDY.—Not later than 1 year after the 
date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary, 
in consultation with the Government Ac- 
countability Office, shall carry out a study 
to determine the effects of the limitation de- 
scribed in subparagraph (B) on— 
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“(I) the overall operations of the Federal 
crop insurance program; 

“(II) the number of producers participating 
in the Federal crop insurance program; 

“(IIT) the level of coverage purchased by 
participating producers; 

“(IV) the amount of premiums paid by par- 
ticipating producers and the Federal Govern- 
ment; 

“(V) any potential liability for partici- 
pating producers, approved insurance pro- 
viders, and the Federal Government; 

“(VI) different crops or growing regions; 

“(VII) program rating structures; 

“(VIII) creation of schemes or devices to 
evade the impact of the limitation; and 

“(IX) administrative and operating ex- 
penses paid to approved insurance providers 
and underwriting gains and loss for the Fed- 
eral government and approved insurance pro- 
viders. 

“(ji) EFFECTIVENESS.—The limitation de- 
scribed in subparagraph (B) shall not take ef- 
fect unless the Secretary determines, 
through the study described in clause (i), 
that the limitation would not— 

“(D significantly increase the premium 
amount paid by producers with an average 
adjusted gross income of less than $750,000; 

“(II) result in a decline in the crop insur- 
ance coverage available to producers; and 

‘(III increase the total cost of the Federal 
crop insurance program.’’. 

TITLE XII—MISCELLANEOUS 


Subtitle A—Socially Disadvantaged 
Producers and Limited Resource Producers 
SEC. 12001. OUTREACH AND ASSISTANCE FOR SO- 
CIALLY DISADVANTAGED FARMERS 
AND RANCHERS AND VETERAN 

FARMERS AND RANCHERS. 

(a) OUTREACH AND ASSISTANCE FOR So- 
CIALLY DISADVANTAGED FARMERS AND RANCH- 
ERS AND VETERAN FARMERS AND RANCHERS.— 
Section 2501 of the Food, Agriculture, Con- 
servation, and Trade Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 
2279) is amended— 

(1) in the section heading, by inserting 
“AND VETERAN FARMERS AND RANCH- 
ERS” after “RANCHERS”; 

(2) in subsection (a)— 

(A) in paragraph (2)(B)(i), by inserting 
“and veteran farmers or ranchers” after 
“ranchers”; and 

(B) in paragraph (4)— 

(i) in subparagraph (A)— 

(I) in clause (i), by striking “and” at the 
end; 

(II) in clause (ii), by striking the period at 
the end and inserting ‘‘; and”; and 

(III) by adding at the end the following: 

““(ii) $5,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2013 
through 2017.’’; and 

(ii) by adding at the end the following: 

“(D) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section $20,000,000 for each of 
fiscal years 2013 through 2017.”’; 

(3) in subsection (b)(2), by inserting ‘‘or 
veteran farmers and ranchers” after ‘‘so- 
cially disadvantaged farmers and ranchers’’; 
and 

(4) in subsection (c)— 

(A) in paragraph (1)(A), by inserting ‘‘vet- 
eran farmers or ranchers and” before ‘‘mem- 
bers”; and 

(B) in paragraph (2)(A), by inserting ‘‘vet- 
eran farmers or ranchers and” before ‘‘mem- 
bers’’. 

(b) DEFINITION OF VETERAN FARMER OR 
RANCHER.—Section 2501(e) of the Food, Agri- 
culture, Conservation, and Trade Act of 1990 
(7 U.S.C. 2279(e)) is amended by adding at the 
end the following: 

“(7) VETERAN FARMER OR RANCHER.—The 
term ‘veteran farmer or rancher’ means a 
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farmer or rancher who served in the active 

military, naval, or air service, and who was 

discharged or released from the service 

under conditions other than dishonorable.” . 

SEC. 12002. OFFICE OF ADVOCACY AND OUT- 
REACH. 

Section 226B(f)(3) of the Department of Ag- 
riculture Reorganization Act of 1994 (7 U.S.C. 
6934(f)(3)) is amended to read as follows: 

‘(3) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this subsection— 

“(A) such sums as are necessary for each of 
fiscal years 2009 through 2012; and 

‘(B) $2,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2013 
through 2017.’’. 

Subtitle B—Livestock 
SEC. 12101. WILDLIFE RESERVOIR ZOONOTIC DIS- 
EASE INITIATIVE. 

Title IV of the Agricultural Research, Ex- 
tension, and Education Reform Act of 1998 (7 
U.S.C. 7621 et seq.) is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 

“SEC. 413. WILDLIFE RESERVOIR ZOONOTIC DIS- 
EASE INITIATIVE. 

“(a) DEFINITION OF COVERED DISEASE.—In 
this section, the term ‘covered disease’ 
means a zoonotic disease affecting domestic 
livestock that is transmitted primarily from 
wildlife. 

“(b) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is established 
within the Department a wildlife reservoir 
zoonotic disease initiative to provide assist- 
ance through Coordinated Agricultural 
Project grants for research and development 
of surveillance methods, vaccines, vaccina- 
tion delivery systems, or diagnostic tests for 
covered diseases. 

‘*(¢) COVERED DISEASE.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—To be eligible for a grant 
under this section, an eligible entity shall 
conduct research and development of surveil- 
lance methods, vaccines, vaccination deliv- 
ery systems, or diagnostic tests for covered 
diseases in— 

“(A) a wildlife reservoir in the United 
States; or 

‘(B) domestic livestock or wildlife pre- 
senting a potential concern to public health. 

“(2) PRIORITY.—In making grants under 
this section, the Secretary shall give pri- 
ority to grants that address— 

“(A) Brucella abortus (Bovine Brucellosis); 

“(B) Mycobacterium bovis (Bovine Tuber- 
culosis); or 

“(C) other zoonotic disease in livestock 
that is covered by a high-priority research 
and extension initiative conducted under 
section 1672 of the Food, Agriculture, Con- 
servation, and Trade Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 
5925). 

“(d) ELIGIBLE ENTITIES.—The Secretary 
shall carry out the initiative established 
under subsection (b) through public sci- 
entific research consortia that may consist 
of members from— 

“(1) Federal agencies; 

“(2) National Laboratories; 

(3) institutions of higher education; 

“(4) research institutions and organiza- 
tions; or 

‘(5) State agricultural experiment sta- 
tions. 

““(e) RESEARCH PROJECTS.—In carrying out 
this section, the Secretary shall award 
grants on a competitive basis. 

‘“(f) ADMINISTRATION.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—In the case of grants 
awarded under this section, the Secretary 
shall— 

“(A) seek and accept proposals for grants; 

“(B) determine the relevance and merit of 
proposals through a system of peer and merit 
review in accordance with section 103; 
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“(C) award grants on the basis of merit, 
quality, and relevance; and 

“(D) manage the initiative established 
under subsection (b) using a Coordinated Ag- 
ricultural Project format. 

(2) TERM.—The term of a grant under this 
section may not exceed 10 years. 

‘(3) MATCHING FUNDS REQUIRED.—The Sec- 
retary shall require the recipient of a grant 
under this section to provide funds or in- 
kind support from non-Federal sources in an 
amount that is not less than 25 percent of 
the amount provided by the Federal Govern- 
ment. 

‘(4) OTHER CONDITIONS.—The Secretary 
may set such other conditions on the award 
of a grant under this section as the Sec- 
retary determines to be appropriate. 

“(g) BUILDINGS AND FACILITIES.—Funds 
made available under this section shall not 
be used for— 

“(1) the construction of a new building or 
facility; or 

‘“(2) the acquisition, expansion, remod- 
eling, or alteration of an existing building or 
facility (including site grading and improve- 
ment and architect fees). 

‘‘(h) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—There is authorized to be 
appropriated to carry out this section 
$7,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2012 through 
2017. 

“(2) ALLOCATION.—Of the amount made 
available for a fiscal year under paragraph 
(1), the Secretary shall use not less than 30 
percent of the amount for the fiscal year to 
carry out activities under each of subpara- 
graphs (A) and (B) of subsection (c)(2).”’. 

SEC. 12102. TRICHINAE CERTIFICATION PRO- 
GRAM. 


Section 10405(d)(1) of the Animal Health 
Protection Act (7 U.S.C. 8304(d)(1)) is amend- 
ed in subparagraphs (A) and (B) by striking 
‘2012? each place it appears and inserting 
“2017”. 

SEC. 12103. NATIONAL AQUATIC ANIMAL HEALTH 
PLAN. 


Section 11013(d) of the Food, Conservation, 
and Energy Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 8322(d)) is 


amended by striking ‘2012’? and inserting 
“2017”. 
SEC. 12104. SHEEP PRODUCTION AND MAR- 


KETING GRANT PROGRAM. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subtitle A of the Agricul- 
tural Marketing Act of 1946 (7 U.S.C. 1621 et 
seq.) is amended by adding at the end the fol- 
lowing: 

“SEC. 209. SHEEP PRODUCTION AND MARKETING 
GRANT PROGRAM. 

“(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Secretary, act- 
ing through the Administrator of the Agri- 
cultural Marketing Service (referred to in 
this section as the ‘Secretary’) shall estab- 
lish a competitive grant program for the pur- 
poses of improving the United States sheep 
industry. 

‘“(b) PURPOSE.—The purpose of the grant 
program shall be to strengthen and enhance 
the production and marketing of sheep and 
sheep products, including improvement of— 

“(1) infrastructure; 

“(2) business; 

““(3) resource development; and 

‘(4) innovative approaches to solve long- 
term needs. 

“(c) ELIGIBILITy.—The Secretary shall 
make grants under this section to 1 or more 
national entities the mission of which is con- 
sistent with the purpose of the grant pro- 
gram. 

‘(d) FUNDING.—Of the funds of the Com- 
modity Credit Corporation, the Secretary 
shall use to carry out this section $1,500,000 
for fiscal year 2013, to remain available until 
expended.”’. 
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(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 374 
of the Consolidated Farm and Rural Develop- 
ment Act (7 U.S.C. 2008j) (as in existence on 
the day before the date of enactment of this 
Act) is— 

(1) amended in subsection (e)— 

(A) in paragraph (3)(D), by striking ‘‘3 per- 
cent” and inserting ‘‘10 percent”; and 

(B) by striking paragraph (6); and 

(2) redesignated as section 210 of the Agri- 
cultural Marketing Act of 1946; and 

(3) moved so as to appear at the end of sub- 
title A of that Act (as amended by sub- 
section (a)). 

SEC. 12105. FERAL SWINE ERADICATION PILOT 
PROGRAM. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—To eradicate or control 
the threat feral swine pose to the domestic 
swine population, the entire livestock indus- 
try, and the destruction of crops and natural 
plant communities and native habitats, the 
Secretary of Agriculture may establish a 
feral swine eradication pilot program. 

(b) PILOT.—Subject to the availability of 
appropriations under this section, the Sec- 
retary may provide financial assistance for 
the cost of carrying out a pilot program— 

(1) to study and assess the nature and ex- 
tent of damage to the pilot area caused by 
feral swine; 

(2) to develop methods to eradicate or con- 
trol feral swine in the pilot area; and 

(3) to develop methods to restore damage 
caused by feral swine. 

(c) COORDINATION.—The Secretary shall en- 
sure that the Natural Resource Conservation 
Service and the Animal and Plant Health In- 
spection Service coordinate to carry out the 
pilot program. 

(d) COST SHARING.— 

(1) FEDERAL SHARE.—The Federal share of 
the costs of the pilot program under this sec- 
tion may not exceed 75 percent of the total 
costs of carrying out the pilot program. 

(2) IN-KIND CONTRIBUTIONS.—The non-Fed- 
eral share of the costs of the pilot program 
may be provided in the form of in-kind con- 
tributions of materials or services. 

(e) LIMITATION ON ADMINISTRATIVE EX- 
PENSES.—Not more than 10 percent of finan- 
cial assistance provided by the Secretary 
under this section may be used for adminis- 
trative expenses. 

(f) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section $2,000,000 for each of 
fiscal years 2013 through 2017. 

Subtitle C—Other Miscellaneous Provisions 
SEC. 12201. MILITARY VETERANS AGRICULTURAL 
LIAISON. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subtitle A of the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture Reorganization Act of 
1994 is amended by inserting after section 218 
(7 U.S.C. 6918) the following: 

“SEC. 219. MILITARY VETERANS AGRICULTURAL 
LIAISON. 

‘“(a) AUTHORIZATION.—The Secretary shall 
establish in the Department the position of 
Military Veterans Agricultural Liaison. 

‘“(b) DUTIES.—The Military Veterans Agri- 
cultural Liaison shall— 

“(1) provide information to returning vet- 
erans about, and connect returning veterans 
with, beginning farmer training and agricul- 
tural vocational and rehabilitation programs 
appropriate to the needs and interests of re- 
turning veterans, including assisting vet- 
erans in using Federal veterans educational 
benefits for purposes relating to beginning a 
farming or ranching career; 

‘“(2) provide information to veterans con- 
cerning the availability of and eligibility re- 
quirements for participation in agricultural 
programs, with particular emphasis on be- 
ginning farmer and rancher programs; 
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“(3) serving as a resource for assisting vet- 
eran farmers and ranchers, and potential 
farmers and ranchers, in applying for partici- 
pation in agricultural programs; and 

“(4) advocating on behalf of veterans in 
interactions with employees of the Depart- 
ment. 


‘(c) CONTRACTS AND COOPERATIVE AGREE- 
MENTS.—For purposes of carrying out the du- 
ties under subsection (b), the Military Vet- 
erans Agricultural Liaison may enter into 
contracts or cooperative agreements with 
the research centers of the Agricultural Re- 
search Service, institutions of higher edu- 
cation, or nonprofit organizations for— 

“(1) the conduct of regional research on 
the profitability of small farms; 

‘“(2) the development of educational mate- 
rials; 

“(3) the conduct of workshops, courses, and 
certified vocational training; 

“(4) the conduct of mentoring activities; or 

‘“(5) the provision of internship opportuni- 
ties.”’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section 
296(b) of the Department of Agriculture Re- 
organization Act of 1994 (7 U.S.C. 7014(b)) (as 
amended by section 4206(b)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (8), by striking the ‘‘or”’ at 
the end; 

(2) in paragraph (9), by striking the period 
at the end and inserting ‘‘; or’’; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 

‘(10) the authority of the Secretary to es- 
tablish in the Department the position of 
Military Veterans Agricultural Liaison in 
accordance with section 219.’’. 


SEC. 12202. INFORMATION GATHERING. 


Section 1619(b)(8) of the Food, Conserva- 
tion, and Energy Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 8791) is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

‘(B) COOPERATION WITH STATE AND LOCAL 
GOVERNMENTS.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—Subject to clause (ii), in 
the case of a State agency, political subdivi- 
sion, or local governmental agency that is 
charged with implementing an agriculture or 
conservation program under State law, on 
request of the State agency, political sub- 
division, or local governmental agency, the 
information described in paragraph (2) shall 
be disclosed to the State agency, political 
subdivision, or local governmental agency if 
the Secretary determines that the State 
agency, political subdivision, or local gov- 
ernmental agency demonstrates that the dis- 
closure is required for implementing the 
State program. 

“(ii) RESTRICTION.—Any information dis- 
closed to a State agency, political subdivi- 
sion, or local governmental agency under 
clause (i) shall be— 

‘““T) used solely by the State agency, polit- 
ical subdivision, or local governmental agen- 
cy; and 

“(IT) exempt from disclosure to the public, 
including under any State law that allows a 
citizen to petition a State agency for that 
information.’’. 


SEC. 12203. GRANTS TO IMPROVE SUPPLY, STA- 
BILITY, SAFETY, AND TRAINING OF 
AGRICULTURAL LABOR FORCE. 


Section 14204(d) of the Food, Conservation, 
and Energy Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2008q-1(d)) is 
amended to read as follows: 


‘“(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section— 

“(1) such sums as are necessary for each of 
fiscal years 2008 through 2012; and 

‘(2) $10,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2013 
through 2017.’’. 
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SEC. 12204. NONINSURED CROP ASSISTANCE PRO- 
GRAM. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 196 of the Federal 
Agriculture Improvement and Reform Act of 
1996 (7 U.S.C. 7333) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)— 

(A) by striking paragraph (1) and inserting 
the following: 

“(1) IN GENERAL.— 

“(A) COVERAGES.—In the case of an eligible 
crop described in paragraph (2), the Sec- 
retary of Agriculture shall operate a non- 
insured crop disaster assistance program to 
provide coverages based on individual yields 
(other than for value-loss crops) equivalent 
to— 

“(i) catastrophic risk protection available 
under section 508(b) of the Federal Crop In- 
surance Act (7 U.S.C. 1508(b)); or 

“(ii) additional coverage available under 
subsections (c) and (h) of section 508 of that 
Act (7 U.S.C. 1508) that does not exceed 65 
percent. 

“(B) ADMINISTRATION.—The Secretary shall 
carry out this section through the Farm 
Service Agency (referred to in this section as 
the ‘Agency’).’’; and 

(B) in paragraph (2)— 

(i) in subparagraph (A)— 

(I) in the matter before clause (i), by strik- 
ing ‘‘(except livestock)” and inserting ‘‘(ex- 
cept livestock and crops and grasses used for 
grazing)”; 

(II) in clause (i), by striking “and” after 
the semicolon at the end; 

(III) by redesignating clause (ii) as clause 
(iii); and 

(IV) by inserting after clause (i) the fol- 
lowing: 

“(ii) for which additional coverage under 
subsections (c) and (h) of section 508 of that 
Act (7 U.S.C. 1508) is not available; and’’; and 

(ii) in subparagraph (B)— 

(I) by inserting ‘‘(except ferns)’’ after ‘‘flo- 
ricultural’’; 

(II) by inserting ‘‘(except ferns)” after ‘‘or- 
namental nursery”; and 

(III) by striking ‘‘(including ornamental 
fish)? and inserting ‘‘(including ornamental 
fish, but excluding tropical fish)”; 

(2) in subsection (d), by striking ‘‘The Sec- 
retary” and inserting ‘‘Subject to subsection 
(1), the Secretary”’; 

(3) in subsection (k)(1)— 

(A) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘$250’’ 
and inserting ‘‘$260’’; and 

(B) in subparagraph (B)— 

(i) by striking ‘‘$750’’ and inserting ‘‘$780’’; 
and 

(ii) by striking 
‘*$1,950’’; and 

(4) by adding at the end the following: 

“(1) PAYMENT EQUIVALENT TO ADDITIONAL 
COVERAGE.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall 
make available to a producer eligible for 
noninsured assistance under this section a 
payment equivalent to an indemnity for ad- 
ditional coverage under subsections (c) and 
(h) of section 508 of the Federal Crop Insur- 
ance Act (7 U.S.C. 1508) that does not exceed 
65 percent, computed by multiplying— 

“(A) the quantity that is less than 50 to 65 
percent of the established yield for the crop, 
as determined by the Secretary, specified in 
increments of 5 percent; 

‘(B) 100 percent of the average market 
price for the crop, as determined by the Sec- 
retary; and 

‘“(C) a payment rate for the type of crop, as 
determined by the Secretary, that reflects— 

“(i) in the case of a crop that is produced 
with a significant and variable harvesting 
expense, the decreasing cost incurred in the 


‘$1,875 and inserting 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE, Vol. 158, Pt. 7 


production cycle for the crop that is, as ap- 
plicable— 

“(ID) harvested; 

‘(II) planted but not harvested; or 

“(OI) prevented from being planted be- 
cause of drought, flood, or other natural dis- 
aster, as determined by the Secretary; or 

““(i) in the case of a crop that is produced 
without a significant and variable harvesting 
expense, such rate as shall be determined by 
the Secretary. 

(2) PREMIUM.—To be eligible to receive a 
payment under this subsection, a producer 
shall pay— 

“(A) the service fee required by subsection 
(k); and 

“(B) a premium for the applicable crop 
year that is equal to— 

“(i) the product obtained by multiplying— 

“(T) the number of acres devoted to the eli- 
gible crop; 

‘“(ID) the yield, as determined by the Sec- 
retary under subsection (e); 

““(IIT) the coverage level elected by the pro- 
ducer; 

“(IV) the average market price, as deter- 
mined by the Secretary; and 

““(ji) 5.25-percent premium fee. 

“(8) LIMITED RESOURCE, BEGINNING, AND SO- 
CIALLY DISADVANTAGED FARMERS.—The addi- 
tional coverage made available under this 
subsection shall be available to limited re- 
source, beginning, and socially disadvan- 
taged producers, as determined by the Sec- 
retary, in exchange for a premium that is 50 
percent of the premium determined for a 
producer under paragraph (2). 

“(4) ADDITIONAL AVAILABILITY.— 

‘“(A) IN GENERAL.—AS soon as practicable 
after October 1, 2018, the Secretary shall 
make assistance available to producers of an 
otherwise eligible crop described in sub- 
section (a)(2) that suffered losses— 

“() to a 2012 annual fruit crop grown on a 
bush or tree; and 

‘“(ii) in a county covered by a declaration 
by the Secretary of a natural disaster for 
production losses due to a freeze or frost. 

“(B) ASSISTANCE.—The Secretary shall 
make assistance available under subpara- 
graph (A) in an amount equivalent to assist- 
ance available under paragraph (1), less any 
fees not previously paid under paragraph 
(2).”, 

(b) TERMINATION DATE.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Effective October 1, 2017, 
subsection (a) and the amendments made by 
subsection (a) (other than the amendments 
made by clauses (i)(1) and (ii) of subsection 
(a)(1)(B)) are repealed 

(2) ADMINISTRATION.—Effective October 1, 
2017, section 196 of the Federal Agriculture 
Improvement and Reform Act of 1996 (7 
U.S.C. 7333) shall be applied and adminis- 
tered as if subsection (a) and the amend- 
ments made by subsection (a) (other than 
the amendments made by clauses (i)(I) and 
(ii) of subsection (a)(1)(B)) had not been en- 
acted. 

SEC. 12205. REGIONAL ECONOMIC AND INFRA- 
STRUCTURE DEVELOPMENT. 

Section 15751 of title 40, United States 
Code, is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a), by striking ‘‘2012’’ and 
inserting ‘‘2017’’; and 

(2) in subsection (b)— 

(A) by striking ‘‘Not more than” and in- 
serting the following: 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
paragraph (2), not more than’’; and 

(B) by adding at the end the following: 

‘(2) LIMITED FUNDING.—In a case in which 
less than $10,000,000 is made available to a 
Commission for a fiscal year under this sec- 
tion, paragraph (1) shall not apply.’’. 
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SEC. 12206. CANADA GEESE REMOVAL. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—On a determination by 
the Administrator of the Federal Aviation 
Administration that the population of Can- 
ada geese residing on land under the jurisdic- 
tion of the National Park Service that is lo- 
cated within 5 miles of any commercial air- 
port poses a risk to flight safety, the Sec- 
retary (acting through the Administrator of 
the Animal and Plant Health Inspection 
Service), in consultation with the Secretary 
of the Interior and the Administrator of the 
Federal Aviation Administration, shall— 

(1) by the first subsequent molting period 
for Canada geese that occurs after the date 
of enactment of this Act, publish a manage- 
ment plan that provides for the removal, by 
not later than 1 year after the date of publi- 
cation, of all Canada geese residing on the 
applicable land; and 

(2) as soon as practicable after the date of 
publication of the management plan under 
paragraph (1), commence removal of Canada 
geese from the applicable land. 

(b) JFK INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT.—Not 
later than June 1, 2012, the Secretary (acting 
through the Administrator of the Animal 
and Plant Health Inspection Service) shall— 

(1) issue a record of decision for the docu- 
ment entitled ‘‘Supplement to the Environ- 
mental Impact Statement Bird Hazard Re- 
duction Program: John F. Kennedy Inter- 
national Airport”; and 

(2) commence consultation with the Sec- 
retary of the Interior to complete the collec- 
tion and removal of Canada geese from the 
applicable National Park Service land to en- 
sure that the removal is completed by not 
later than August 1, 2012. 

SEC. 12207. OFFICE OF TRIBAL RELATIONS. 


(a) IN GENERAL.—Title III of the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture Reorganization Act of 
1994 is amended by adding after section 308 (7 
U.S.C. 3125a note; Public Law 103-354) the fol- 
lowing: 

“SEC. 309. OFFICE OF TRIBAL RELATIONS. 


“The Secretary shall establish in the Of- 
fice of the Secretary an Office of Tribal Rela- 
tions.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section 
296(b) of the Department of Agriculture Re- 
organization Act of 1994 (7 U.S.C. 7014(b)) (as 
amended by section 12201(b)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (8), by striking ‘‘or’’ at the 
end; 

(2) in paragraph (9), by striking the period 
at the end and inserting ‘‘; or’’; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 

‘(10) the authority of the Secretary to es- 
tablish in the Office of the Secretary the Of- 
fice of Tribal Relations in accordance with 
section 309.’’. 


SEC. 12208. REPEAL OF DUPLICATIVE PROGRAM. 


(a) IN GENERAL.—Effective on the date of 
enactment of the Food, Conservation, and 
Energy Act (7 U.S.C. 8701 et seq.), section 
11016 of that Act (Public Law 110-246; 122 
Stat. 2130) and the amendments made by 
that section are repealed. 

(b) APPLICATION.—The Agricultural Mar- 
keting Act of 1946 (7 U.S.C. 1621 et seq.) and 
the Federal Meat Inspection Act (21 U.S.C. 
601 et seq.) shall be applied and administered 
as if section 11016 of the Food, Conservation, 
and Energy Act (Public Law 110-246; 122 Stat. 
2130) and the amendments made by that sec- 
tion had not been enacted. 

SEC. 12209. SENSE OF THE SENATE. 


It is the sense of the Senate that nothing 
in this Act or an amendment made by this 
Act should manipulate prices or interfere 
with the free market. 


9898 


SEC. 12210. ACER ACCESS AND DEVELOPMENT 
PROGRAM. 


(a) GRANTS AUTHORIZED; AUTHORIZED AC- 
TIVITIES.—The Secretary of Agriculture may 
make grants to States and tribal govern- 
ments to support their efforts to promote 
the domestic maple syrup industry through 
the following activities: 

(1) Promotion of research and education re- 
lated to maple syrup production. 

(2) Promotion of natural resource sustain- 
ability in the maple syrup industry. 

(3) Market promotion for maple syrup and 
maple-sap products. 

(4) Encouragement of owners and operators 
of privately held land containing species of 
tree in the genus Acer— 

(A) to initiate or expand maple-sugaring 
activities on the land; or 

(B) to voluntarily make the land available, 
including by lease or other means, for access 
by the public for maple-sugaring activities. 

(b) APPLICATIONS.—In submitting an appli- 
cation for a grant under this section, a State 
or tribal government shall include— 

(1) a description of the activities to be sup- 
ported using the grant funds; 

(2) a description of the benefits that the 
State or tribal government intends to 
achieve as a result of engaging in such ac- 
tivities; and 

(3) an estimate of the increase in maple- 
sugaring activities or maple syrup produc- 
tion that the State or tribal government an- 
ticipates will occur as a result of engaging in 
such activities. 


(c) RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER LAws.—Nothing 
in this section preempts a State or tribal 
government law, including any State or trib- 
al government liability law. 


(d) DEFINITION OF MAPLE SUGARING.—In 
this section, the term ‘‘maple-sugaring”’ 
means the collection of sap from any species 
of tree in the genus Acer for the purpose of 
boiling to produce food. 


(e) REGULATIONS.—The Secretary of Agri- 
culture shall promulgate such regulations as 
are necessary to carry out this section. 


(f) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section $20,000,000 for each of 
fiscal years 2012 through 2015. 


SEC. 12211. DEFINITION OF RURAL AREA FOR 
PURPOSES OF THE HOUSING ACT OF 
1949. 


The second sentence of section 520 of the 
Housing Act of 1949 (42 U.S.C. 1490) is amend- 
ed— 

(1) by striking ‘‘1990 or 2000 decennial cen- 
sus shall continue to be so classified until 
the receipt of data from the decennial census 
in the year 2010” and inserting ‘‘1990, 2000, or 
2010 decennial census, and any area deemed 
to be a ‘rural area’ for purposes of this title 
under any other provision of law at any time 
during the period beginning January 1, 2000, 
and ending December 31, 2010, shall continue 
to be so classified until the receipt of data 
from the decennial census in the year 2020”; 
and 

(2) by striking 
‘*35,000’’. 


SEC. 12212. ANIMAL WELFARE. 


Section 2(h) of the Animal Welfare Act (7 
U.S.C. 2132(h)) is amended by adding ‘‘an 
owner of a common, domesticated household 
pet who derives less than a substantial por- 
tion of income from a nonprimary source (as 
determined by the Secretary) for exhibiting 
an animal that exclusively resides at the res- 
idence of the pet owner,” after ‘‘stores,’’. 


**25,000’? and inserting 
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SEC. 12213. PROHIBITION ON ATTENDING AN ANI- 
MAL FIGHT OR CAUSING A MINOR 
TO ATTEND AN ANIMAL FIGHT; EN- 
FORCEMENT OF ANIMAL FIGHTING 
PROVISIONS. 

(a) PROHIBITION ON ATTENDING AN ANIMAL 
FIGHT OR CAUSING A MINOR TO ATTEND AN 
ANIMAL FIGHT.—Section 26 of the Animal 
Welfare Act (7 U.S.C. 2156) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)— 

(A) in the heading, by striking ‘‘SPON- 
SORING OR EXHIBITING AN ANIMAL IN” and in- 
serting ‘‘SPONSORING OR EXHIBITING AN ANI- 
MAL IN, ATTENDING, OR CAUSING A MINOR TO 
ATTEND”; 

(B) in paragraph (1)— 

(i) in the heading, by striking “IN GEN- 
ERAL” and inserting ‘‘SPONSORING OR EXHIB- 
ITING’’; and 

(ii) by striking “paragraph (2)’’ and insert- 
ing “paragraph (3)’’; 

(C) by redesignating paragraph (2) as para- 
graph (3); and 

(D) by inserting after paragraph (1) the fol- 
lowing new paragraph: 

‘(2) ATTENDING OR CAUSING A MINOR TO AT- 
TEND.—It shall be unlawful for any person 
to— 

“(A) knowingly attend an animal fighting 
venture; or 

‘“(B) knowingly cause a minor to attend an 
animal fighting venture.’’; and 

(2) in subsection (g), by adding at the end 
the following new paragraph: 

““(5) the term ‘minor’ means a person under 
the age of 18 years old.”. 

(b) ENFORCEMENT OF ANIMAL FIGHTING PRO- 
HIBITIONS.—Section 49 of title 18, United 
States Code, is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘Whoever’’ and inserting 
“(a) IN GENERAL.—Whoever”’; 

(2) in subsection (a), as designated by para- 
graph (1) of this section, by striking ‘‘sub- 
section (a), and inserting ‘‘subsection 
(a)(1),’’; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following new 
subsections: 

‘“(b) ATTENDING AN ANIMAL FIGHTING VEN- 
TURE.—Whoever violates subsection (a)(2)(A) 
of section 26 of the Animal Welfare Act (7 
U.S.C. 2156) shall be fined under this title, 
imprisoned for not more than 1 year, or both, 
for each violation. 

‘“(c) CAUSING A MINOR TO ATTEND AN ANI- 
MAL FIGHTING VENTURE.—Whoever violates 
subsection (a)(2)(B) of section 26 (7 U.S.C. 
2156) of the Animal Welfare Act shall be fined 
under this title, imprisoned for not more 
than 3 years, or both, for each violation.’’. 
SEC. 12214. PROHIBITING USE OF PRESIDENTIAL 

ELECTION CAMPAIGN FUNDS FOR 
PARTY CONVENTIONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 95 of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 is amended by striking 
section 9008. 

(2) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
sections of chapter 95 of such Code is amend- 
ed by striking the item relating to section 
9008. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 

(1) AVAILABILITY OF PAYMENTS TO CAN- 
DIDATES.—The third sentence of section 
9006(c) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 is 
amended by striking ‘‘, section 9008(b)(8),’’. 

(2) REPORTS BY FEDERAL ELECTION COMMIS- 
SION.—Section 9009(a) of such Code is amend- 
ed— 

(A) by adding ‘‘and’’ at the end of para- 
graph (2); 

(B) by striking the semicolon at the end of 
paragraph (3) and inserting a period; and 

(C) by striking paragraphs (4), (5), and (6). 

(3) PENALTIES.—Section 9012 of such Code is 
amended— 
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(A) in subsection (a)(1), by striking the sec- 
ond sentence; and 

(B) in subsection (c), by striking paragraph 
(2) and redesignating paragraph (8) as para- 
graph (2). 

(4) AVAILABILITY OF PAYMENTS FROM PRESI- 
DENTIAL PRIMARY MATCHING PAYMENT AC- 
COUNT.—The second sentence of section 
9037(a) of such Code is amended by striking 
“and for payments under section 9008(b)(3)’’. 

(c) RETURN OF PREVIOUSLY SUBMITTED 
MONEY FOR DEFICIT REDUCTION.—Any 
amount which is returned by the national 
committee of a major party or a minor party 
to the general fund of the Treasury from an 
account established under section 9008 of the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 after the date 
of the enactment of this Act shall be dedi- 
cated to the sole purpose of deficit reduction. 

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply with respect 
to elections occurring after December 31, 
2012. 

SEC. 12215. REPORTS ON EFFECTS OF DEFENSE 
AND NONDEFENSE BUDGET SEQUES- 
TRATION. 

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress makes the fol- 
lowing findings: 

(1) The inability of the Joint Select Com- 
mittee on Deficit Reduction to find 
$1,200,000,000,000 in savings will trigger auto- 
matic funding reductions known as ‘‘seques- 
tration” to raise an equivalent level of sav- 
ings between fiscal years 2013 and 2021. 

(2) These savings are in addition to 
$900,000,000,000 in deficit reduction resulting 
from discretionary spending limits estab- 
lished by the Budget Control Act of 2011. 

(b) REPORTS.— 

(1) REPORT BY THE DIRECTOR OF THE OFFICE 
OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 30 days 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Director of the Office of Management and 
Budget shall report upon the impact of se- 
questration of funds with respect to a se- 
questration under paragraphs (7)(A) and (8) 
of section 251(A) of the Balanced Budget and 
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985 (2 
U.S.C. 901a) for fiscal year 2013 on January 2, 
2018, using enacted levels of appropriations 
for accounts funded pursuant to an enacted 
regular appropriations bill for fiscal year 
2013, and estimates pursuant to a current 
rate continuing resolution for accounts not 
funded through an enacted appropriations 
measure for fiscal year 2018 as the levels to 
which the sequestration should be applied. 

(B) ELEMENTS.—The report required by 
subparagraph (A) shall include the following: 

(i) Each account that would be subject to 
such a sequestration. 

(ii) Each account that would be subject to 
such a sequestration but subject to a special 
rule under section 255 or 256 of the Balanced 
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act 
of 1985 (and the citation to such rule). 

(iii) Each account that would be exempt 
from such a sequestration. 

(iv) Any other data or information that 
would enhance public understanding of the 
sequester and its effect on the defense and 
nondefense functions of the Federal Govern- 
ment including the impact on essential pub- 
lic safety responsibilities such as homeland 
security, food safety, and air traffic control 
activities. 

(C) CATAGORIZE AND GROUP.—The report re- 
quired under this paragraph shall categorize 
and group the listed accounts by the appro- 
priations Act covering such accounts. 

(2) REPORT BY THE PRESIDENT.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 60 days 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
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or by October 30, 2012, whichever is earlier, 
the President shall submit to Congress a de- 
tailed report on the sequestration required 
by paragraphs (7)(A) and (8) of section 251A 
of the Balanced Budget and Emergency Def- 
icit Control Act of 1985 (2 U.S.C. 901a) for fis- 
cal year 2013 on January 2, 2013. 

(B) ELEMENTS.—The reports required by 
subparagraph (A) shall include— 

(i) for discretionary appropriations— 

(I) an estimate for each category, of the se- 
questration percentages and amounts nec- 
essary to achieve the required reduction; and 

(II) an identification of each account to be 
sequestered and estimates of the level of 
sequestrable budgetary resources and result- 
ing outlays and the amount of budgetary re- 
sources to be sequestered and resulting out- 
lay reductions at the program, project, and 
activity level, using enacted levels of appro- 
priations for accounts funded pursuant to an 
enacted regular appropriations bill for fiscal 
year 2013, and estimates pursuant to a cur- 
rent rate continuing resolution for accounts 
not funded through an enacted appropria- 
tions measure for fiscal year 2013; 

(ii) for non-defense discretionary spending 
only— 

(I) a list of the programs, projects, and ac- 
tivities that would be reduced or terminated; 

(II) an assessment of the jobs lost directly 
though program and personnel cuts; 

(III) an estimate of the impact program 
cuts would have on the long-term competi- 
tiveness of the United States and its ability 
to maintain its lead on research and develop- 
ment, as well as the impact on our national 
goal to graduate the most students with de- 
grees in in-demand fields; 

(IV) an assessment of the impact of pro- 
gram cuts to education funding across the 
country, including estimates on teaching 
jobs lost, the number of students cut off pro- 
grams they depend on, and education re- 
sources lost by States and local educational 
agencies; 

(V) an analysis of the impact of cuts to 
programs middle class families and the most 
vulnerable families depend on, including es- 
timates of how many families would lose ac- 
cess to support for children, housing and nu- 
trition assistance, and skills training to help 
workers get better jobs; 

(VI) an analysis of the impact on small 
business owners’ ability to access credit and 
support to expand and create jobs; 

(VII) an assessment of the impact to public 
safety, including an estimate of the reduc- 
tion of police officers, emergency medical 
technicians, and firefighters; 

(VIII) a review of the health and safety im- 
pact of cuts on communities, including the 
impact on food safety, national border secu- 
rity, and environmental cleanup; 

(IX) an assessment of the impact of seques- 
tration on environmental programs that pro- 
tect the Nation’s air and water, and safe- 
guard children and families; 

(X) assessment of the impact of sequestra- 
tion on the Nation’s infrastructure, includ- 
ing how cuts would harm the ability of 
States and communities to invest in roads, 
bridges, and waterways; 

(XI) an assessment of the impact on ongo- 
ing government operations and the safety of 
Federal Government personnel; 

(XII) a detailed estimate of the reduction 
in force of civilian personnel as a result of 
sequestration, including the estimated tim- 
ing of such reduction in force actions and the 
timing of reduction in force notifications 
thereof; and 

(XIII) an estimate of the number and value 
of all contracts that will be terminated, re- 
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structured, or revised in scope as a result of 
sequestration, including an estimate of po- 
tential termination costs and of increased 
contract costs due to renegotiation and rein- 
statement of contracts; 

(iii) for direct spending— 

(I) an estimate for the defense and non- 
defense functions based on current law of the 
sequestration percentages and amount nec- 
essary to achieve the required reduction; 

(II) a specific identification of the reduc- 
tions required for each nonexempt direct 
spending account at the program, project, 
and activity level; and 

(III) a specific identification of exempt di- 
rect spending accounts at the program, 
project, and activity level; and 

(iv) any other data or information that 
would enhance public understanding of the 
sequester and its effect on the defense and 
nondefense functions of the Federal Govern- 
ment including the impact on essential pub- 
lic safety responsibilities such as— 

(I) homeland security, food safety, and air 
traffic control activities; 

(II) an assessment of the impact of cuts to 
programs that the Nation’s farmers rely on 
to help them through difficult economic 
times; and 

(III) an assessment of the impact of Medi- 
care cuts to the ability for seniors to access 
care. 

(3) REPORT BY THE SECRETARY OF DE- 
FENSE.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than August 15, 
2012, the Secretary of Defense shall report on 
the impact on national defense accounts as 
defined by paragraphs (7)(A) and (8) of sec- 
tion 251A of the Balanced Budget and Emer- 
gency Deficit Control Act of 1985 (2 U.S.C. 
90la) using enacted levels of appropriations 
for accounts funded pursuant to an enacted 
regular appropriations bill for fiscal year 
2013, and estimates pursuant to a current 
rate continuing resolution for accounts not 
funded through an enacted appropriations 
measure for fiscal year 2013 as the levels to 
which the sequestration should be applied. 

(B) ELEMENTS OF THE DEFENSE REPORTS.— 
The report required by subparagraph (A) 
shall include the following: 

(i) An assessment of the impact on ongoing 
operations and the safety of United States 
military and civilian personnel. 

(ii) An assessment of the impact on the 
readiness of the Armed Forces, including im- 
pacts to steaming hours, flying hours, and 
full spectrum training miles, and an esti- 
mate of the increase or decrease in readiness 
(as defined in the C status C-1 through C-5). 

(iii) A detailed estimate of the reduction in 
force of civilian personnel, including the es- 
timated timing of such reduction in force ac- 
tions and timing of reduction in force notifi- 
cations thereof. 

(iv) A list of the programs, projects, and 
activities of the Department of Defense that 
would be reduced or terminated and the ex- 
pected savings for each program, project and 
activity. 

(v) An estimate of the number and value of 
all contracts that will be terminated, re- 
structured, or revised in scope, including an 
estimate of potential termination costs and 
of increased contract costs due to renegoti- 
ation and reinstatement of contracts. 

(vi) An assessment of the impact on the 
ability of the Department of Defense to 
carry out the National Military Strategy of 
the United States, and any changes to the 
most recent Risk Assessment of the Chair- 
man of the Joint Chiefs of Staff under sec- 
tion 153(b) of title 10, United States Code, 
arising from sequestration. 
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NATIONAL APHASIA AWARENESS 
MONTH 


Mr. WHITEHOUSE. I ask unanimous 
consent the Senate proceed to S. Res. 
503, submitted earlier today. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 


A resolution (S. Res. 503) designating June 
2012 as ‘‘National Aphasia Awareness Month” 
and supporting efforts to increase awareness 
of aphasia. 


There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the resolution. 

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent the resolution 
be agreed to, the preamble be agreed 
to, the motions to reconsider be laid 
upon the table, with no intervening ac- 
tion or debate, and any statements be 
printed in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The resolution (S. Res. 
agreed to. 

The preamble was agreed to. 

The resolution, with its preamble, 
reads as follows: 

S. REs. 503 


Whereas aphasia is a communication im- 
pairment caused by brain damage that typi- 
cally results from a stroke; 

Whereas aphasia can also occur with other 
neurological disorders, such as a brain 
tumor; 

Whereas many people with aphasia also 
have weakness or paralysis in the right leg 
and right arm, usually due to damage to the 
left hemisphere of the brain, which controls 
language and movement on the right side of 
the body; 

Whereas the effects of aphasia may include 
a loss of, or reduction in, the ability to 
speak, comprehend, read, and write, but the 
intelligence of a person with aphasia re- 
mains intact; 

Whereas, according to the National Insti- 
tute of Neurological Disorders and Stroke 
(referred to in this preamble as the 
“NINDS’’), strokes are the _ third-leading 
cause of death in the United States, ranking 
behind heart disease and cancer; 

Whereas strokes are a leading cause of se- 
rious, long-term disability in the United 
States; 

Whereas the NINDS estimates that there 
are approximately 5,000,000 stroke survivors 
in the United States; 

Whereas the NINDS estimates that people 
in the United States suffer approximately 
750,000 strokes per year, with about 1% of the 
strokes resulting in aphasia; 

Whereas, according to the NINDS, aphasia 
affects at least 1,000,000 people in the United 
States; 

Whereas the NINDS estimates that more 
than 200,000 people in the United States ac- 
quire aphasia each year; 

Whereas the people of the United States 
should strive to learn more about aphasia 
and to promote research, rehabilitation, and 
support services for people with aphasia and 
aphasia caregivers throughout the United 
States; and 

Whereas people with aphasia and their 
caregivers envision a world that recognizes 
the ‘‘silent’’ disability of aphasia and pro- 
vides opportunity and fulfillment for people 
affected by aphasia: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 
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(1) designates June 2012 as ‘‘National Apha- 
sia Awareness Month’’; 

(2) supports efforts to increase awareness 
of aphasia; 

(3) recognizes that strokes, a primary 
cause of aphasia, are the third-largest cause 
of death and disability in the United States; 

(4) acknowledges that aphasia deserves 
more attention and study to find new solu- 
tions for people experiencing aphasia and 
their caregivers; 

(5) supports efforts to make the voices of 
people with aphasia heard, because people 
with aphasia are often unable to commu- 
nicate with others; and 

(6) encourages all people in the United 
States to observe National Aphasia Aware- 
ness Month with appropriate events and ac- 
tivities. 


SUPPORTING A MINUTE OF SI- 
LENCE AT THE 2012 OLYMPICS 
OPENING CEREMONY 


Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent the Senate pro- 
ceed to S. Res. 504, submitted earlier 
today. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the resolution by 
title. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 

A resolution (S. Res. 504) expressing sup- 
port for the International Olympic Com- 
mittee to recognize with a minute of silence 
at the 2012 Olympics Opening Ceremony the 
athletes and others killed at the 1972 Munich 
Olympics. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the resolution. 

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent the resolution 
be agreed to, the preamble be agreed 
to, the motions to reconsider be laid 
upon the table, with no intervening ac- 
tion or debate, and any statements be 
printed in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The resolution (S. Res. 
agreed to. 

The preamble was agreed to. 

The resolution, with its preamble, 
reads as follows: 

S. REs. 504 

Whereas, in September 1972, in the midst of 
the Munich Olympics, the core spirit of the 
Olympics was violated when members of the 
Black September Palestinian terrorist group 
murdered eleven members of the Israeli 
Olympic Team consisting of athletes, coach- 
es, and referees; 

Whereas one West German police officer 
was also killed in the terrorist attack; 

Whereas the international community was 
deeply touched by the brutal murders at the 
Munich Olympics and memorials have been 
placed around the world, including in Rock- 
land County, New York, United States; Man- 
chester, United Kingdom; Tel Aviv, Israel; 
and Munich, Germany; 

Whereas the International Olympic Com- 
mittee has an obligation and the ability to 
fully and publicly promote the ideals em- 
bodied in the Olympic Charter, which states, 
“The goal of Olympism is to place sport at 
the service of the harmonious development 
of humankind, with a view to promoting a 
peaceful society concerned with the preser- 
vation of human dignity.’’ 
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Whereas no opening ceremonies of any 
Olympics since 1972 have marked an official 
recognition of the terrorist attack that bru- 
tally betrayed the vision of the Olympic 
Games; and 

Whereas the London Olympic Games in 
2012 will mark four decades since this act of 
terror took place without a full and public 
commemoration of the gravity of this tragic 
event for all Olympians and all humankind: 
Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 

(1) should observe a minute of silence to 
commemorate the 40th anniversary of the 
1972 Munich Olympics terrorist attack and 
remember those who lost their lives; 

(2) urges the International Olympic Com- 
mittee to take the opportunity afforded by 
the 40th anniversary of the 1972 Munich 
Olympics terrorist attack to remind the 
world that the Olympics were established to 
send a message of hope and peace through 
sport and athletic competition; and 

(3) urges the International Olympic Com- 
mittee to recognize with a minute of silence 
at the 2012 Olympics Opening Ceremony 
those who lost their lives at the 1972 Munich 
Olympics in an effort to reject and repudiate 
terrorism as antithetical to the Olympic 
goal of peaceful competition. 


EE 


ORDERS FOR TUESDAY, JUNE 26, 
2012 


Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that when the 
Senate completes its business today, it 
adjourn until 10 a.m. on Tuesday, June 
26; that following the prayer and 
pledge, the Journal of proceedings be 
approved to date, the morning hour be 
deemed expired, and the time for the 
two leaders be reserved for their use 
later in the day; that the first hour of 
debate be equally divided and con- 
trolled between the two leaders or 
their designees, with the Republicans 
controlling the first half and the ma- 
jority controlling the final half; that 
the Senate recess from 12:30 p.m. until 
2:15 p.m. to allow for the weekly caucus 
meetings; further, that at 2:15 p.m. 
there be 6 hours 15 minutes of debate 
remaining postcloture on the motion 
to concur in the House message to ac- 
company S. 3187, the FDA bill, with 2 
hours under the control of Senator 
HARKIN, 4 hours under the control of 
Senator BURR, and 15 minutes under 
the control of Senator PAUL. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


PROGRAM 


Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Under the pre- 
vious order, the Senate will proceed to 
executive session at 11:30 a.m. tomor- 
row and vote on confirmation of the 
Rosenbaum nomination at noon. We 
also hope to complete action on the 
FDA bill. 


——— 


ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 10 A.M. 
TOMORROW 


Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Mr. President, if 
there is no further business to come be- 
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fore the Senate, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that it adjourn under the previous 
order. 

There being no objection, the Senate, 
at 7:10 p.m. adjourned until Tuesday, 
June 26, 2012, at 10 a.m. 


EE 


NOMINATIONS 


Executive nominations received by 
the Senate: 
THE JUDICIARY 


KATHERINE POLK FAILLA, OF NEW YORK, TO BE 
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE FOR THE SOUTHERN 
DISTRICT OF NEW YORK, VICE DENISE COTE, RETIRED. 

TROY L. NUNLEY, OF CALIFORNIA, TO BE UNITED 
STATES DISTRICT JUDGE FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT 
OF CALIFORNIA, VICE GARLAND E. BURRELL, JR., RETIR- 
ING. 

SHERI POLSTER CHAPPELL, OF FLORIDA, TO BE 
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE FOR THE MIDDLE DIS- 
TRICT OF FLORIDA, VICE GREGORY A. PRESNELL, RE- 
TIRED. 


IN THE ARMY 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES ARMY TO THE GRADE INDICATED 
UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 624: 


To be brigadier general 
COL. CLAYTON M. HUTMACHER 
IN THE AIR FORCE 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT 
TO THE GRADES INDICATED IN THE REGULAR AIR FORCE 
UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 531: 


To be lieutenant colonel 
UCHENNA L. UMEH 
To be major 


DANIEL X. CHOI 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT 
TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE UNITED STATES AIR 
FORCE UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 624: 


To be colonel 


CATHERINE M. FAHLING 
MATTHEW R. GRANT 
DAWN D. HANKINS 
SCOTT E. HARDING 
DANIEL J. HIGGINS 
KEVIN J. HUYSER 
HEATHER E. LOBUE 
LANCE E. MATHEWS 
RICHARD J. MCDERMOTT 
WENDY L. SHERMAN 
MARK D. STOUP 
REBECCA R. VERNON 
DAVID A. WHITEFORD 
LE T. ZIMMERMAN 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT 
TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE UNITED STATES AIR 
FORCE UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 624: 


To be lieutenant colonel 


LANCE A. AIUMOPAS 
ANTHONY W. BELL 
ALLAN S. BROCK 
DAVID H. CAZIER 
BRADLEY A. CLEVELAND 
THOMAS F. COLLICK 
MICHELLE L. CRAWFORD 
PAUL A. DAWSON 
JOHN S. FREDLAND 
LORI M. GILL 
TOBIN C. GRIFFETH 
ANTHONY S. GUNN 
MICHAEL A. HATTON 
CRYSTAL D. HAYNES 
FRANCIS D. HOLLIFIELD III 
CANDACE L. HUNSTIGER 
KEVIN C. INGRAM 
ROBERT WILLIAM JARMAN 
AARON G. LAKE 
RYAN J. LAMBRECHT 
MARK B. MCKIERNAN 
TYLER E. MERKEL 
JOHN E. OWEN 
JOY L. PRIMOLI 
JASON SCOTT ROBERTSON 
TAMMIE L. SLEDGE 
SHAUN S. SPERANZA 
BRIAN M. THOMPSON 
BRENDON K. TUKEY 
TARA L. VILLENA 
JOSHUA D. YANOV 
FRANK YOON 
ROBERT S. ZAUNER 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT 
TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE UNITED STATES AIR 
FORCE UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 624: 
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To be lieutenant colonel 


JAMES H. ABBOTT 
ALEXANDER L. ACKERMAN 
MARK T. ADAMS 

SEAN W. ADCOCK 
EDUARDO D. AGUILAR 
RICHARD M. AGUIRRE 
JONATHAN E. AIRHART 
ALAN P. ALBERT 
WILLIAM P. ALCORN, JR. 
BRIAN M. ALEXANDER 
MATTHEW W. ALEXANDER 
TRENTON R. ALEXANDER 
CARLOS L. ALFORD 
SCOTT M. ALFORD 
BERNIE L. ALLEMEIER 
MARK 8S. ALLEN 

PAMELA A. ALLEY 
RUSSELL P. ALLISON 
ALAN S. ALSOP 

KIMANI H. ALSTON 
RICHARD C. ALTOBELLO 
CARLOS X. ALVARADO 
DAVID R. ANDERSON 
JOSHUA C. ANDERSON 
QUINTIN D. ANDERSON 
SCOTT M. ANDERSON 
MARK E. ANDREWS 
CRAIG R. ANDRLE 
JAVIER I. ANTUNA 
DAVID K. ARAGON 

JOHN M. ARELLANES 
CLINTON J. ARMANI 
DAVID J. ARMITAGE 
HEATHER M. ARMSTRONG 
FRANK S. ARNOLD 
MICHELLE ARTOLACHIPE 
MATTHEW M. ASHTON 
ROBERT M. ATKINS 
BRYAN C. AULNER 

NEIL O. AURELIO 
THOMAS D. AUSHERMAN 
BRANDON J. AVELLA 
RUSSELL J. AYCOCK 
SHAWN R. AYERS 
CHRISTOPHER L. AYRE 
SOLOMON R. BAASE 
BRIAN T. BACKMAN 
DONNY LYNN BAGWELL 
JESSE M. BAKER 
KRISTEN D. BAKOTIC 
DAVID A. BALDA 

BRENT N. BALDWIN 
ROBIN E. BALDWIN 

LEE E. BALLARD, JR. 
BRIAN P. BALLEW 

DAVID M. BANKER 
CHARITY A. BANKS 
JOSEPH A. BANKS 

MARK E. BARAN 
MATTHEW R. BARFUSS 
GARY L. BARKER 
ZACHARY N. BARKER 
CHARLES D. BARKHURST 
AARON R. BARNES 
JASON R. BARNES 
JEFFREY A. BARNES 
WILLIAM A. BARRON 
DANIEL W. BARROWS 
KARL A. BASHAM 
CLAYTON MICHAEL BASKIN 
ROGER W. BASS 
PATRICK H. BAUM 
STEVEN D. BAUMAN 

IAN S. BAUTISTA 
STEVEN M. BEATTIE II 
JOHN R. BEATTY 
BRANDON M. BEAUCHAN 
CHANDRA MARIE BECKMAN 
BECKY M. BEERS 

BRYAN E. BEIGH 

AARON J. BELL 
CHRISTOPHER P. BELL 
JASON B. BELL 

RONALD B. BELLAMY 
CASIMIRO BENAVIDEZ III 
RODERICK L. BENNETT 
TODD J. BENSON 
CASSIUS T. BENTLEY IIT 
SAMMUEL C. BERENGUER 
DANIEL P. BERG 
CHRISTEL R. BERGIN 
DAVID J. BERKLAND 
CHRISTOPHER D. BERNARD 
MATTHEW O. BERRY 
MATTHEW J. BERTSCH 
JOHN R. BEURER 

DAVID A. BICKERSTAFF 
JOEL K. BIEBERLE 
JOSEPH M. BIEDENBACH 
LISA M. BIEWER 

ERIC R. BIPPERT 

DENNIS R. BIRCHENOUGH 
PETER J. BIRCHENOUGH 
MATTHEW J. BISSELL 
ALLISON K. BLACK 
BRETT T. BLACK 
RICHARD E. BLAGG, JR. 
ROBERT B. BLAKE 

JACK A. BLALOCK 
JAMES S. BLANCHARD 
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MATTHEW G. BLAND 
JEFFREY A. BLANKENSHIP 
DAVID B. BLAU 
ANTHONY J. BLEVINS 
EMIL L. BLISS 

HEATHER BRANDT BOGSTIE 
RYAN M. BOHNER 

SCOTT A. BOLE 

KEVIN P. BOLLINO 

JOHN P. BORAH 
MATTHEW R. BORGOS 
JOHN F. BOROWSKI 

JOY E. BOSTON 

DOUGLAS J. BOUTON 
TERRY J. BOWLES 
AARON J. BOYD 

TRAVIS J. BRABEC 
DANIEL A. BRADFORD 
MATTHEW S. BRADFORD 
ERIN K. BRADLEY 
HEATHER D. BRAGG 
SEAN S. BRAMMER-HOGAN 
MARVIN T. BRANAN 
JAMISON D. BRAUN 
ROBERT A. BRAXTON 
KEVIN R. BRAY 

SCOTT M. BREECE 
EDWARD J. BRENNAN 
MATTHEW SEAN BRENNAN 
BRADLEY M. BREWINGTON 
TY C. BRIDGE 

MATTHEW H. BRIGGS 
DEREK T. BRIGHT 

JASON H. BRIGHTMAN 
PAUL D. BRISTER 

MARC A. BROCK 

TONYA J. BRONSON 
COREY M. BROUSSARD 
ANGELIQUE P. BROWN 
CORY L. BROWN 

DANIEL J. BROWN 
DOUGLAS A. BROWN 
JAMES E. BROWN 

JERRY R. BROWN 
MATTHEW C. BROWN 
MICHAEL L. BROWN 
RENARDO M. BROWN 
MICHELE A. BRUEMMER 
DAWSON A. BRUMBELOW 
PAUL W. BRYANT 
JEFFREY H. BUCKLAND 
GRANT C. BUCKS 

JASON J. BUDNICK 

CORY F. BULRIS 
JEFFREY A. BURDETTE 
CHAD N. BURDICK 
JONATHAN E. BURDICK 
CORNELL A. BURGESS 
VICTOR L. BURGOS, JR. 
BRIAN J. BURKE 
EDWARD A. BURKE 
DAVID M. BURNETT 
KENNETH R. BURTON, JR. 
DEANO A. BUSCH 
RICHARD J. BUSH 
KATHLEEN D. BUSS 
SCOTT D. BUSSANMAS 
MATTHEW J. BUTLER 
ANTHONY P. CALABRESE 
AL J. CALDWELL II 
BYRON J. CALHOUN 
KATHERINE A. CALLAGHAN 
RUSSELL C. CALLAWAY 
BENJAMIN R. CAMERON 
JASON A. CAMILLETTI 
ELIZABETH A. CAMPBELL 
JENNIFER M. B. CAMPBELL 
NATHAN E. CAMPBELL 
JAMES F. CAPLINGER 
SOFIA E. CARABALLO GARCIA 
TROY D. CARR 

BRIAN C. CARROLL 
JONATHAN T. CARTER 
FREDERICK V. CARTWRIGHT 
ANTHONY S. CARVER 
BRENDAN K. CASEY 
CHRISTOPHER R. CASSEM 
DAVID P. CASSON 

TONY CASTILLO 

DAVID A. CASTOR 
ALEXANDER CASTRO 
ERICK J. CASTRO 
RAYMOND E. CASTRO 
BRIAN C. CHELLGREN 
DOMINIC V. CHIAPUSIO 
MARC A. CHIASSON 
DAMON R. CHIDESTER 
BRIAN S. CHOATE 

CORY R. CHRISTOFFER 
GEOFFREY I. CHURCH 
JOHN J. CLAGNAZ 
JOSEPH T. CLANCY 
CHRISTOPHER G. CLARK 
JAMES M. CLARK 
ROBERT P. CLARK 
STEVEN A. CLARK 
CYNTHIA R. CLEFISCH 
WILLIAM C. CLEMENTS 
GEORGE W. CLIFFORD III 
SUMMER A. CLOVIS 
REBECCA ANN COBB 
DANIEL J. CODDINGTON 
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DANIEL J. COE 

RYAN M. COLBURN 
MATTHEW W. COLDSNOW 
ANTHONY R. COLE 
MATTHEW F. COLEMAN 
MICHAEL A. COLEMAN 
ROLAND M. COLINA 
BRIAN P. COLLINS 
WILLIAM J. COLLINS 
WILLIAM T. COLLINS 
DANIEL S. COLLISTER 
MICHAEL L. COLSON 
NATHAN T. COLUNGA 
LISA M. COMBS 

KYLE M. CONE 

SHAWN R. CONES 

CORY A. COOK 

RUSSELL P. COOK 
WILLIAM C. COOK 
HEATHER D. COOLEY 
JAMES C. COOPER 
JASON L. COOPER 
PHILLIP M. CORBELL 
DANIEL J. CORDES 
CHRISTOPHER L. CORN 
DANIEL L. CORNELIUS 
JAMES RONALD COUGHLIN 
LAUREN COURCHAINE 
KARL K. COWART 
LELAND K. COWIE 
JOSEPH D. COX 

RONALD S. CRABTREE 
MARTIN H. CRAWFORD 
RHONDA R. CRAWFORD 
ROLANDIS J. CRAWL 
WILLIAM J. CREEDEN 
JOHN B. CREEL 

SHANE M. CRIPPEN 
LUTHER THOMAS CROSS 
THOMAS A. CROSS 

ERIC W. CROWELL 
EDGARDO CRUZ VELEZ 
GEORGE M. CUNDIFF, JR. 
VINCENT J. DABROWSKI 
PAUL G. DAMBRAUSKAS 
ROBERT WILLIAM DAVIS 
GEOFFREY D. DAWSON 
RICHARD E. DAWSON 
STEPHEN J. DAWSON 
FLORIAN C. DE CASTRO 
KENNETH L. DECKER, JR. 
CONNIE R. DEIM 

DANNY L. DEKINDER 
JOHN F. DELAHANTY 
CHERYL M. DELOUGHERY 
BRIAN A. DENARO 

MARC F. DESHAIES 
DANIEL S. DEYOUNG 
JOSE DIAZ DE LEON 
JONATHAN R. DIAZ 
BRIAN M. DICKENSON 
DRU D. DICKERSON 
JONATHAN M. DIETRICH 
WADE E. DILLARD 
NATHAN P. DILLER 

IAN M. DINESEN 
MICHAEL E. DINWIDDIE 
NICHOLAS M. DIPOMA 
MARK C. DMYTRYSZYN 
BYRON W. DOBBS 

ALAN F. DOCAUER 
BRYAN C. DOCKTER 
JAMES P. DOHERTY 
MEGHAN B. DOHERTY 
MICHAEL S. DOHERTY 
JEFFREY J. DONATO 
JEFFREY A. DONHAUSER 
GARY L. DONOVAN 
BRENT D. DORSEY 
JASON C. DOSTER 
HENRY J. DRAKE 

KILE R. DREHER 
ANDREW D. DRIES 
STEVEN J. DRINNON 
JOSHUA P. DROZ 

SCOTT B. DUBSKY 
KRISTIN N. DUBY 

ERIK N. DUNN 

TROY A. DUPONT 
BRANDON C. DURANT 
MICHAEL J. DURBAND 
APRIL D. DWYER 
MICHAEL T. DYE 
WESLEY B. EAGLE 
HEATHER E. EASTLACK 
DANIEL A. EBERT 

JOHN R. ECHOLS 

BRYAN D. EDMUNDS 
DIMEATRIUS A. EDWARDS 
MATTHEW R. EDWARDS 
JOSEPH J. EGRESITS 
KEVIN J. EHRICH 

DAVID A. EHRLICH 
BRYAN A. ELDER 
JONATHAN E. ELDRIDGE 
JOSEPH S. ELKINS 

CHAD R. ELLSWORTH 
SARAH L. EMORY 
ROXANE E. ENGELBRECHT 
JOHN M. ENGESSER, 
MICHAEL J. ENGLEHARDT 
KEITH E. ENGLIN 
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KIRBY M. ENSSER 

JOEL E. EPPLEY 

CHAD M. ERICKSON 
RAYMOND R. ERICKSON 
RICHARD D. ERKKILA 
MICHAEL A. EVANCIC 
JACK R. EVANS 
MICHAEL A. EVANS 
ROBERT E. EVERT 
JOSEPH R. EWING 
ELIZABETH J. EYCHNER 
EMILY E. FARKAS 
ERICKA S. FARMERHILL 
PATRICK F. FARRELL 
MARK J. FAULSTICH 
JAMES R. FEE, JR. 
JACK M. FELICI 

JAMES S. FERGUSON 
JAMES S. FERNANDEZ 
PAUL P. FIDLER 

ERIK J. FIEDERER 
PATRICK N. FIEG 

BRIAN A. FILLER 
JEFFREY A. FINDLEY 
JONATHAN S. FINDLEY 
DANIEL E. FINKELSTEIN 
SEAN M. FINNAN 
BRADY S. FISCHER 
GRANT A. FISH 

KEVIN D. FISHER 

BARY D. FLACK 

RYAN W. FLEISHAUER 
JASEM R. FLEMING 
LARRY B. FLETCHER, JR. 
NATHAN D. FLINT 
GARRY S. FLOYD 
ANDREW M. FOGARTY 
PHILIP M. FORBES 
CHRISTOPHER L. FORD 
JASON M. FORD 
JENNIFER S. FORD 
CHRISTOPHER D. FORREST 
LESLIE Y. FORRESTER 
RICHARD B. FOSTER 
WILLIAM W. FOSTER 
DOUGLAS J. FOWLER 
JOSEPH B. FRAMPTOM 
GREGORY G. FRANA 
BRYAN T. FRANCE 
KEITH G. FRANCIS 
NICOLE H. FRANCIS 
TYLER P. FRANDER 
JOSHUA N. FRANK 
NIKKI RENEE FRANKINO 
JERRY L. FRAZIER 
RYAN PAUL FRAZIER 
CHARLES M. FREEL 
JACOB A. FREEMAN 
MICHAEL A. FREEMAN 
PAUL B. FREEMAN 
WILLIAM K. FREEMAN 
HUGH J. FREESTROM 
MICHAEL R. FREIMARCK 
LUCAS A. FRICKE 
GEOFFREY S. FUKUMOTO 
BRANDON S. FULLER 
JASON S. FULLER 
NICOLE E. FULLER 
ERIC M. FURMAN 

JEAN JACQUES FUTEY 
JOSEPH D. GADDIS 
ALLISON M. GALFORD 
JOHN B. GALLEMORE 
JEFFREY M. GALLOWAY 
DANIEL A. GALLTON 
BRIAN J. GAMBLE 

FRED E. GARCIA 
RICARDO R. GARCIA 
MICHAEL L. GARGASZ 
TIMOTHY R. GARLAND 
JASON M. GARRISON 
ROBERT E. GARRISON 
DARIUS V. GARVIDA 
ERIC R. GAULIN 

JULIE M. GAULIN 
JEREMY D. GEASLIN 
JASON W. GEITGEY 
ALGERD A. GERALT 
MICHAEL P. GERANIS 
TREVOR F. GERSTEN 
JOHN F. GETGOOD 
MATTHEW C. GETTY 
JAMES B. GHERDOVICH 
AARON D. GIBSON 
JEREMY R. GILBERTSON 
MICHELLE E. GILLASPIE 
ADAM E. GIZELBACH 
ROSS K. GLEASON 
JASON R. GLOVER 
CHRISTOPHER R. GOAD 
PATRICK MICHAEL GODFREY 
TIMOTHY M. GONYEA 
BIRMANIA M. GONZALEZ 
GERARDO O. GONZALEZ 
MICHAEL P. GOOD 
DAVID P. GOODE 

VANCE GOODFELLOW 
JOHN T. GOODSON IIT 
RANDEL J. GORDON 
RYAN E. GORECKI 
MARK D. GOULD 

JAMES P. GOVIN 
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BRENT W. GRAHAM 
DAVID R. GRAHAM 
JONATHAN W. GRAHAM 
JORDAN G. GRANT 
TODD D. GRANT 
NICOLAUS P. GRAUER 
CHRISTOPHER P. GRAVES 
MYERS S. GRAY 

SCOTT A. GREATHOUSE 
MERRICK J. GREEN 
DONALD R. GREENE 
KARA M. GREENE 
MARC E. GREENE 
BRIAN JAMES GRETE 
JUSTIN T. GRIEVE 
ANDREW J. GRIFFIN 
GILBERT S. GRIFFIN 
MICHELLE L. GRIFFITH 
KEVIN S. GRISWOLD 
KIMBERLY L. GROVER 
EDWARD B. GRUNDEL 
LIZABETH M. GRUPE 
ERIN R. GULDEN 
EDWARD J. GUSSMAN 
JOHN M. GUSTAFSON 
JUNG H. HA 

CHARLES R. HAAG 
TROY L. HACKER 
MARK R. HADLEY 
MICHAEL J. HAGAN 
MARY C. HAGUE 

JOHN M. HALE 
RUSSELL J. HALL 
SCOTT J. HALL 

NILS E. HALLBERG, JR. 
DAN C. HAMAN 

JAMES R. HAMILTON 
CHRISTOPHER B. HAMMOND 
CARL E. HANEY 

JAMES R. HANFORD 
JONATHAN G. HANLEY 
MATTHEW L. HANNON 
ELIZABETH A. HANSON 
ROBERT W. HARDER 
TAMMY A. HARDER 
JAMES M. HARMON 
JASON C. HARRIS 

JOHN N. HARRIS 
JOSHUA J. HARTIG 
JASON W. HAVEL 
CHARLES H. HAWKINS 
CHRISTOPHER G. HAWN 
MATTHEW A. HAYDEN 
NEAL W. HAYES 
MICHAEL P. HEALY 
CLINTON M. HEATON 
CHRISTOPHER M. HEBER 
JOHN P. HEIDENREICH 
CHRISTOPHER C. HEIM 
DOUGLAS J. HELLINGER 
JAY C. HENNETTE 
ANDREW M. HENSON 
WILLIAM C. HEPLER 
JARED D. HERBERT 
JAIME I. HERNANDEZ 
WILLIAM R. HERSCH 
CHE S. HESTER 

MARK R. HEUSINKVELD 
JAMES V. HEWITT 
ALAN J. HIETPAS 
SCOTT R. HIGGINBOTHAM 
TIMOTHY J. HIGGINS 
DENNIS F. HIGUERA 
JAMES R. HILBURN 
JASON C. HILBURN 
JUSTIN M. HILL 

BRIAN O. HINKEN 
GARNER F. HIXSON, JR. 
JARRETT M. HLAVATY 
DANIEL S. HOADLEY 
VINCENT E. HODGES 
CALVIN C. HODGSON 
TIMOTHY J. HOFMAN 
GREGG J. HOLASUT 
RICHARD N. HOLIFIELD, JR. 
CHRISTOPHER C. HOLLAND 
JEFFREY G. HOLLAND 
CORY S. HOLLON 
DAVID M. HOLM 
PATRICE O. HOLMES 
TERRANCE J. HOLMES 
CHAD A. HOLT 

BRYAN K. HOLZEMER 
KEVIN D. HORNBURG 
THOMAS J. HORNIK 
JASON D. HORTON 
SEAN A. HOSEY 
ANDREW K. HOSLER 
TRAVIS G. HOWELL 
KEVIN S. HUBER 

BETH A. HUFFMAN 
JASON M. HUGHES 
JOSHUA F. HUGHES 
STEPHANI D. HUNSINGER 
RUSSELL T. HUNT 
SHANE M. HUPP 
MATTHEW S. HUSEMANN 
MATTHEW J. IMPERIAL 
WILLIAM E. IRVIN 
JACOB T. JACKSON 
JEFFREY W. JACKSON 
MARCUS D. JACKSON 


VINCENT M. JACOBS 
GLENN C. JACOBSON 
MICHAEL W. JACOBSON 
GENE A. JACOBUS 
JASON W. JAMES 
MATTHEW B. JAMES 
KEVIN M. JAMIESON 
JENNIFER L. JEFFORDS 
HENRY R. JEFFRESS 
WILLIAM H. JELKS 
ANDREW B. JENNINGS 
JEFFREY T. JENNINGS 
MARTIN T. JENNINGS 
JASON D. JENSEN 
TODD M. JENSEN 
GREGG W. JEROME 
JAYME J. JIMENEZ 
JORGE I. JIMENEZ 
JOSE E. JIMENEZ, JR. 
ANTHONY L. JIOVANI 
SAMUEL L. JOBE 
NIDAL M. JODEH 
JUSTIN L. JOFFRION 
SHERMAN E. JOHNS 
DANIEL C. JOHNSEN 
BRYAN C. JOHNSON 
CHRISTOPHER D. JOHNSON 
MICHAEL GERARD JOHNSON 
ROBERT W. JOHNSON 
RUSSELL K. JOHNSON 
SAMUEL R. JOHNSON 
TAMMY JOHNSON 

ROSS T. JOHNSTON 
DANIEL P. JOHNSTONE 
RICHARD WILLIAM JOKINEN 
GREGORY M. JONES 
MARK S. JONES 
MATTHEW W. JONES 
PAUL R. JONES 
SABRINA A. JONES 
KATHY LYNNE JORDAN 
GUSTAV J. JORDT 
JONATHAN M. JOSHUA 
THOMAS R. JOST 
AARON A. JUHL 
MICHAEL P. JULATON 
WILLIAM F. JULIAN 
KELLY F. KAFEYAN 
OLIVER M. KAHLER III 
ALISON L. KAMATARIS 
ROBERT J. KAMMERER 
THOMAS D. KANAK III 
JASON P. KANE 

PAUL R. KASTER, JR. 
ZOLTAN V. KASZAS 
JEFFREY A. KATZMAN 
CHRIS A. KAUFMAN 
BRETT N. KAYES 

ROSS A. KEENER 

JOHN B. KELLEY 
THOMAS F. KELLY 
JEFFREY M. KENNEDY 
ERICH J. KESSLER 
RICHARD CARROL KIEFFER 
ANTHONY K. KIMBROUGH 
BARRY A. KING II 
JASON M. KING 

JOHN P. KINNISON 
JASON E. KINZER 
MICHAEL T. KIRKPATRICK 
CHARLES KISTLER 
JOSEPH R. KLEEMAN 
SCOTT L. KLEMPNER 
TONYA M. KLEMPP 
DARYL S. KLENDA 
JEREMIAH O. KLOMP 
RYAN T. KNAPP 

JASON D. KNOWLES 
CHEREE S. KOCHEN 
SCOTT D. KOECKRITZ 
THOMAS R. KOOTSIKAS 
CLAY M. KOSCHNICK 
ANDREW J. KOWALCHUK 
BRIAN D. KOZOLA 
MELISSA A. KRAMBECK 
JOSEPH K. KRAMER 
KAREN N. KRAYBILL 
ZACHARY J. KRBEC 
BRIAN C. KREITLOW 
JAMES HERBERT KRISCHKE 
ANTHONY J. KUCZYNSKI 
DEVIN M. KUDLAS 
KENNETH P. KUEBLER 
JASON L. KUHNS 

JOHN KURIAN 

TODD P. LADD 
ROSENDO C. LAMIS, JR. 
DONALD L. LAND, JR. 
RYAN J. LANDMANN 
JOEL L. C. LANE 
NATHAN P. LANG 
ROBERT V. LANKFORD 
ARMON E. LANSING, JR. 
JAMES H. LARKIN 
JOSHUA A. LARSEN 
IAN B. LAUGHREY 
PATRICK R. LAUNEY 
FRANK W. LAZZARA 
DAVID A. LEACH 

KIM T. LEBA 

MATTHEW G. LEDDY 
DAVID M. LEDERER 


June 25, 2012 


June 25, 2012 


JORDAN D. LEE 

MARION J. F. LEE 
MAURICE L. LEE 
ROBERT H. LEE, JR. 
JOSEPH D. LEGRADI 
JASON L. LEMONS 
ADAM G. LENFESTEY 
NYREE D. LENSCH 
ANDREW J. LEVIEN 
JARRETT R. LEWIS 
KYLE S. LEWIS 

TYLER E. LEWIS 
WILLIAM H. LEWIS 
PETER J. LEX 

STEVEN X. LI 
CHRISTIAN F. LICHTER 
JAMES R. LIDDLE, JR. 
MICHAEL E. LIM 
JEFFREY H. LIN 

SCOTT C. LINCK 

DAVID B. LINDLER 
LASHAUNA R. LINDSEY 
ERIC J. LINGLE 

RONALD M. LLANTADA 
MICHELE A. LOBIANCO 
JASON K. LOE 

ANDREW J. LOFTHOUSE 
ERIC S. LOPEZ 
OSVALDO S. LOPEZ-TORRES 
JOHN J. LOSINSKI 
EDMUND X. LOUGHRAN II 
CHARLES M. LOYER 
BRANDON M. LUCAS 
PETER J. LUECK 

BRIAN D. LUKOWSKI 
JONATHAN E. LUMINATI 
CHRIS D. LUNDY 
GEORGE B. LUSH 
NICHOLAS A. LYNCH 
SUSAN A. LYNCH 
JANNELL C. MACAULAY 
BRIAN S. MACFARLANE 
PATRICK 0. MADDOX 
KEVIN M. MADRIGAL 
MICHAEL R. MAEDER 
ANGELINA M. MAGUINNESS 
JOHN K. MAH 

JAYANT U. MAHAJAN 
RYAN J. MAHONEY 
RICHARD MAJOR 
DANNY K. MAKALENA 
ROBERT M. MAMMENGA 
MICHAEL L. MAMULA II 
GEOFFREY C. MANN 
JONATHAN P. MANTERNACH 
FREDERICK W. MANUEL 
CHAD E. MARCHESSEAULT 
EDWIN J. MARKIE, JR. 
TODD C. MARKWART 
JAMES F. MARLOW 
GARY R. MARLOWE 
BRANDON S. MAROON 
MICHAEL A. MARSICEK 
JOHN K. MARTIN 

PAUL L. MARTIN III 
RICHARD W. MARTIN, JR. 
CALEB M. MARTINY 
JAMES H. MASONER, JR. 
MARK A. MASSARO 
ERNEST J. MATA 
PATRICK J. MATAK 
TIMOTHY R. MATLOCK 
DANIEL D. MATTIODA 
JOHN C. MATUSZAK 
ANDREA R. MAUGERI 
BRIAN P. MAYER 
JAMAAL E. MAYS 

JOHN C. MCCLUNG 
PATRICK J. MCCOY 
DANIEL C. MCCRARY 
MATTHEW W. MCDANIEL 
BOBBY R. MCDONALD 
TAMMY L. MCELHANEY 
CHARLES B. MCFARLAND 
JAMES C. MCFARLAND 
KENNETH C. MCGHEE 
MARK MCGILL 
JONATHAN W. MCGOWEN 
MATTHEW J. MCGUIRE 
SCOTT D. MCKEEVER 
ETHAN S. MCKENNA 
BENJAMIN T. MCKENZIE 
WAYNE W. MCLAUGHLIN 
MICHAEL A. MCMELLON 
JUSTIN P. MCMILLIAN 
JOHN E. MCMULLEN 
DENNIS JOHN MCNABB 
TODD E. MCNEAL 

JOHN M. MCQUADE 
WILLIAM E. MCTERNAN 
ROBERT G. MEADOWS II 
THEODORE R. MEEK 
CHRISTOPHER B. MEEKER 
JOHN M. MEHRMAN 
JAMES K. MEIER 

JASON B. MELLO 
SHELLY L. MENDIETA 
BENJAMIN D. MENGES 
DEREK S. MENTZER 
KENNETH M. MERCIER 
CYNTHIA M. MESENBRINK 
MICHAEL W. MEYER 
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MATTHEW J. MICHAUD 
BRYAN E. MIDDLEKAUFF 
CHARLES J. MIDDLETON 
BRIAN E. MILLER 
JUSTIN J. MILLER 
PHILLIP E. MILLER 
SETH A. MILLER 

SCOTT C. MILLS 

TED J. MILLS 

CHAD M. MINER 

JOHN M. MIRTICH 
JERRY D. MISH 

JASON M. MITCHELL 
WILLIAM M. MITCHELL 
DEMETRIUS S. MIZELL 
JASON P. MOBLEY 
CRAIG A. MOCKLER 
CHRISTOPHER A. MOELLER, 
MICHAEL F. MONFALCONE 
ANTHONY T. MONTELEPRE 
CECILIA I. MONTES DE OCA 
ANN M. K. MONTGOMERY 
JONATHON A. MONTGOMERY 
CHRISTOPHER I. MOORE 
TYTONIA S. MOORE 
KARNA P. MORE 

FELIX J. MORET III 
DARRIN D. MORGAN 
MICHAEL H. MORGAN 
THOMAS A. MORGAN 
BRENT J. MORRIS 
SIRENA I. MORRIS 
JASON M. MORRISON 
PHILIP G. MORRISON 
TYLER W. MORTON 
ROBERT J. MOSCHELLA 
WAYNE MOSELY, JR. 
MARIA V. MOSS 
TIMOTHY T. MOTLEY 
WENDIE L. MOUNT 
MATTHEW R. MOYE 
KURT E. MULLER 
DAVID M. MURPHY 

JILL M. MURPHY 
JAMES J. MURRAY 
ETHAN ALLEN MYERS 
STEVEN L. NAPIER 
SEAN B. NEITZKE 
JARED C. NELSON 
KATHRYN M. NELSON 
NELS C. NELSON 
KRISTEN A. NEMISH 
BRENT M. NESTOR 
GEOFFREY O. NETTLES 
MARK D. NEWELL 

CHAD R. NICHOLS 
SHARON A. NICKELBERRY 
RICARDO M. NIEVES 
NICHOLAS A. NOBRIGA 
DOUGLAS A. NOCERA 
GEORGE E. NOEL 
DUANE E. NORDEEN, JR. 
RYAN J. NORMAN 
KNEILAN K. NOVAK 
RYAN J. NOVOTNY 
CELINA E. NOYES 
SHANE C. NOYES 

RYAN D. NUDI 

RYAN S. NYE 
BENJAMIN C. OAKES 
WILLIAM H. OBRIEN IV 
RYAN G. OESTMANN 
JOHN F. OKANE 

SHAN P. OKEEFFE 
CARL J. OLSEN 
CHRISTOPHER M. OLSEN 
SUSAN R. OLSEN 
ANDREW P. OLSON 
JEREMY E. OLSON 
STEPHEN E. OLSON 
MICHAEL C. OLVERA 
CAROL L. ONEIL 
BRENDA A. OPPEL 
SHAWN K. ORBAN 

BRAD E. ORGERON 
KEVIN J. OSBORNE 
BRIAN E. OSHEA 

DAVID J. OSTERMAN 
CHRISTOPHER S. OTIS 
COREY J. OTIS 

KYLE F. OYAMA 
STEVEN E. PACKARD 
KRISTOFER F. PADILLA 
SCOTT D. PALEN 

ADAM A. PALMER 
SAMUEL S. PALMER 
MARTIN J. PANTAZE 
KRISTIN L. PANZENHAGEN 
CHARLES S. PARENT 
CHARLES M. PARKS 
JEFFREY C. PARR 
SCOTT M. PARTIN 

JOHN D. PATRICK 
JASON P. PAX 

BRIAN J. PEARSON 
PAUL M. PECONGA 
SCOTTY A. PENDLEY 
MARIO PEREZ 

ANDREW C. PERRY 
JEFFREY A. PESKE 
CHRISTINE M. PEYTON 
MALCOLM N. PHARR 


JENNIFER A. PHELPS 
AARON SCOTT PHILLIPS 
AMY B. PHILLIPS 
DENNIS L. PHILLIPS 
JAMES D. PHILLIPS 
JEFFREY A. PHILLIPS 
AARON M. PIERCE 
NATHAN R. PIERPOINT 
DEVIN K. PIETRZAK 
CANDICE LINETTE PIPES 
STEPHEN C. PIPES 
JEFFREY W. PIXLEY 
GREGORY S. PLEINIS 
DAVID A. POKRIFCHAK 
KELLY L. POLSGROVE 
BYRON R. POMPA 
DOYLE A. POMPA 
MICHAEL E. PONTIFF 
JAMES H. POPPHAN 
CHRISTOPHER M. PORTELE 
JACOB D. PORTER 
MAYNARD J. PORTER III 
CALVIN B. POWELL 
ERVIN T. POWERS 
GARRIN W. POWERS 
CONRAD A. PREEDOM 
BRADLEY B. PRESTON 
JOHN M. PRESTON 
JASON M. PRIDDLE 
ROBB J. PRITCHARD 
MICHAEL D. PRITCHETT 
KEVIN M. PRITZ 

KYLE J. PUMROY 
KIMBERLY L. PURDON 
LICHEN L. PURSLEY 
JAMES W. QUASHNOCK 
ERICA K. RABE 

RYAN C. RABER 
CHRISTOPHER R. RAINES 
SCOTT R. RALEIGH 

AMY M. RAMMEL 

BRIAN D. RANDOLPH 
TODD E. RANDOLPH 
MICHAEL L. RANERE 
LISA D. RAUK 

BRANDEN L. RAY 

DAVID C. REA 

JAMES D. REAVES 

ROY P. RECKER 
JEREMY R. REEVES 
MATTHEW R. REILMAN 
ROBERT L. REINHARD 
RYAN B. REINHARDT 
JASON P. RENTER 
BENJAMIN D. RETZINGER 
MATTHEW H. REYNOLDS 
JAMIE M. RHONE 
FRANKLIN E. RICH 
OLIVER I. RICK 
CHRISTOPHER A. RIDLON 
BROOKE A. RINEHART 
MEGHAN M. RIPPLE 
TIMOTHY J. RITCHIE 
JOEL S. RIVARD 

BRIAN M. ROBERTS 
LEEANN N. ROBERTS 
PAULI. ROBERTS 
RONALD W. ROBERTS, JR. 
WILLIAM F. H. ROBERTS 
JOHN S. ROBIN 
GREGORY A. ROBY 
MATTHEW J. ROCHON 
JEFFREY W. ROCK 
REGINA D. ROCKEL 
ANDREW L. RODDAN 
AUGUST G. ROESENER, 
JOSHUA D. ROGERS 

H WARREN ROHLFS 
ERIC E. ROLLMAN 
ANDREW C. ROLPH 
STEVEN M. ROSE 

DAVID J. ROSS 

DORENE BETSY J. ROSS 
BRANDON T. ROTH 
JOHN P. ROZSNYAI 
CHRISTOPHER T. RUBIANO 
STUART M. RUBIO 
CHRISTOPHER V. RUDD 
EMILIO RUIZSORIANO 
LOUIS J. RUSCETTA 
NATHAN L. RUSIN 
JENNIFER M. RUSSELL 
ERIN T. RYAN 

MARK H. SADLER 
CLINTON R. SAFFO 
MILTON T. SALDIVAR 
ANTHONY J. SALVATORE 
MICHAEL A. SAMUEL 
DANIEL A. SANABRIA 
DONALD J. SANDBERG 
WYNN S. SANDERS 
ANGEL A. SANTIAGO 
DAVID E. SARABIA 
JEREMY C. SAUNDERS 
MICHAEL J. SCALES 
MARK E. SCEPANSKY 
JARED W. SCHAFER 
MARK A. SCHEER 
MATTHEW T. SCHELLING 
DANIEL G. SCHILLING 
ROBERT A. SCHLESIGER 
KARL F. SCHLUTER, 
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RANDALL L. SCHMEDTHORST 
ERIC C. SCHMIDT 

MARK A. SCHMIDT 

R ERIC SCHMIDT 

SCOTT A. SCHMUNK 
RONALD D. SCHOCHENMAIER, 
JOSEPH F. SCHOLES III 
ERIC P. SCHOMBURG 
TODD E. SCHOPMEYER 
JASON N. SCHRAMM 
RICHARD E. SCHREIBER 
ROBERT J. SCHREINER 
ERIC N. SCHULZE 
MICHAEL J. SCHWAN 
FRANCIS J. SCOLARO 
NICHOLE K. A. SCOTT 
THOMAS A. SCOTT 
JEREMY C. SEALS 
THOMAS E. SEGARS, JR. 
EDWARD W. SEIBERT 
BENA E. SELLERS 
GREGORY A. SEVENING 
ANTHONY T. SHAFER, JR. 
BRIAN P. SHAWARYN 
PHILLIP A. SHEA 
ANDREW J. SHEEHAN 
ROBERT W. SHEEHAN 
NATHAN P. SHERMAN 
STEVEN SHEUMAKER 
MICHELLE L. SHICKS 
FRANKLIN C. SHIFFLETT 
RONALD S. SHIVERS 
TRAVIS W. SHOEMAKER 
MICHAEL J. SHREVES 
TODD H. SHUGART 
ANDREW J. SHURTLEFF 
DONALD C. SIEGMUND 
SCOTT M. SIETING 
JOHN E. SILL 

GHIA PLESHETTE SIMMONS 
BRIAN M. SIMONIS 
ELTON 8S. SLEDGE 

JOEL A. SLOAN 
DOMENIC SMERAGLIA 
THOMAS A. SMICKLAS 
ADAM R. SMITH 
BERNARD C. SMITH 
BRIAN J. SMITH 

DARYL E. SMITH 
JIMMY W. SMITH 
KRISTOFFER R. SMITH 
MARIE E. SMITH 
PHILIP D. SMITH 
RODRIC 8S. SMITH 
SHANE R. SMITH 
STEVE A. SMITH 
ZACHARY L. SMITH 
JOSHUA E. SNOW 
JASON E. SNYDER 

D MICHAEL SOBERS, JR. 
JENNIFER L. SOLES 
BRITT E. SONNICHSEN 
ROBERT L. SOUTHERLAND 
MICHAEL A. SPADA 
BRETT R. SPANGLER 
CLINT HOUSTON SPARKMAN 
JUSTIN B. SPEARS 
CARLY R. SPERANZA 
THARON SPERRY 

TODD C. SPRISTER 
BRIAN T. STAHL 

JOHN C. STALLWORTH 
BYRON D. STANCLIFF 
SCOTT M. STANFORD 
KIPLING D. STANTON 
THOMAS A. STAYER 
JON A. STERLING 
CHADWICK J. STERR 
BRADLEY R. STEVENS 
PHILIP R. STEVENS 
TIMOTHY J. STEVENS 
STEVEN K. STORMS 
DANY MARK STRAKOS 
VINCENT T. SULLIVAN III 
CHAD L. SUMMITT 
BRIAN A. SURDYK 
ANDREW J. SWARTZER 
WESLEY W. SWEITZER 
ROBERT G. SWIECH 
JAMIL D. SYED 

STEVEN D. SYLVESTER 
ERYNN M. TAIT 

DAVID A. TALAFUSE 
NATHAN W. TARKOWSKI 
MERWIN A. TATEL 
BRIAN R. TAVERNIER 
DAVID M. TAYLOR 
JASON G. TAYLOR 
ROBERT M. TAYLOR 
VAN T. THAI 

JARIN R. THAYN 

PAUL A. THERIOT 

JOHN G. THIEN 
DOMENIC F. THOMPSON 
DARREN P. THURM 
GRADY A. TIBBOEL 
BRIAN E. TIDBALL 
NATHAN R. TITUS 
CATHERINE M. TODD 
STEVEN E. TOFTE 
MICHAEL A. TOMM 
JUAN A. TORRES 
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BRIAN B. TOWELL 

ERIC D. TRIAS 

LAYNE D. TROSPER, 
JASON R. TRUDEL 
GARRETT A. TRUSKETT 
JONATHAN E. TUCKER 
SAMUEL A. TUCKER 
RAYMUNDO O. TULIER 
SEAN F. TUNALEY 
JOSEPH C. TURNHAM 
JUSTIN H. TYREE 
WILLIAM L. URBAN II 
ATILIO M. USSEGLIO 
PROSPERO A. UYBARRETA 
BRADY J. VAIRA 

ELISA VALENZUELA 
SHANNON L. VAN VLECK 
JAMES C. VANCE 
TERENCE J. VANCE 
DAVID D. VANDERBURG 
RYAN E. VANDERVEEN 
JOSEPH M. VANONI 
JOHN D. VARILEK 
RICHARD G. VASQUEZ 
JUANLUIS VELEZ 
MICHAEL L. VENUS 
DAMIAN J. VERELLEN 
ROBERT P. VICARS IV 
WARREN E. VINES 
JOHN RICHARD VIPPERMAN 
BRIAN D. VLAUN 
GEORGE N. VOGEL 
KENNETH J. VOIGT, JR. 
MATTHEW R. VOLLKOMMER 
TIMOTHY D. VORUZ 
KURT E. WAGNER 

JOHN C. WAHRMUND 
ERWIN T. WAIBEL 
CASEY W. WAITE 
STEVEN J. WALDEN 
CHRISTOPHER V. WALKER 
DANIEL M. WALKER 
MARC A. WALKER 

S DAVID WALKER 
JEREMY L. WALLER 
JOHN D. WALSH 

MIA L. WALSH 

MARK JAMES WALSKE 
DANIEL T. WALTER 
CASEY J. WARD 
MATTHEW R. WARNER 
BRITT A. WARREN 
CAMERON L. WARREN 
FRANK W. WATERS 
GEORGE R. WATKINS 
JASON M. WATSON 
LARRY S. WATSON 
STEVEN L. WATTS II 
DANIEL B. WEBB 

ERIC S. WEBER 
DARREN P. WEES 
DAVID L. WEIDE 

KARL WEINBRECHT 
AARON M. WEINER 
RYAN P. WEISIGER 
ERICK O. WELCOME 
BENJAMIN J. WENDIKE 
REGINALD D. WESLEY 
SHEILA N. WESLEY 
ANDREW R. WEST 

ERIC L. WESTBY 

JACK G. WHEELDON III 
DONNY L. WHITE 
JAMES D. WHITE 
MEGAN A. WHITE 
PETER J. WHITE 
WILLIAM P. WHITE 
BERNABE F. WHITFIELD 
JASON A. WHITTLE 
SCOTT M. WIEDERHOLT 
RYAN M. WIERZBANOWSKI 
DENNIS C. WILDE 
MONTE A. WILEY 
KEVIN S. WILLIAMS 
PHELEMON T. WILLIAMS 
STUART A. WILLIAMSON 
RUSSELL S. WILLIFORD 
MICHAEL A. WILLIS 
TYSON M. WILLIS 

CORY R. WILSON 

DAVID L. WILSON II 
JAMES A. WILSON 
HAROLD L. WILSTEAD 
ERIC A. WINTERBOTTOM 
PHILLIP C. WINTERTON 
GREGORY S. WINTILL 
BERNADETTE D. WISHOM 
PATRICK V. WNETRZAK 
THOMAS B. WOLFE 
CARL F. WOOD 

JOSHUA T. WOOD 
DOUGLAS W. WOODARD 
WILLIAM E. WOODWARD 
TRAVIS L. WOODWORTH 
JAMES R. WOOSLEY 
JASON M. WORK 
MATTHEW W. WORLING 
JASON T. WRIGHT 
CHIAFEI V. WU 

TONYA D. YARBER 
SCOTT T. YEATMAN 
MATTHEW R. YEATTER 
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MELISSA L. YOUDERIAN 
JAMES G. YOUNG 

LONI B. YU 

ANGELENA R. YULEE-SMITH 
JOHN F. ZOHN, JR. 

MARIO F. ZUNIGA 


IN THE ARMY 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE RESERVE OF THE 
ARMY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTIONS 12203 AND 716: 


To be colonel 


KAREN A. BALDI 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE RESERVE OF THE 
ARMY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTIONS 12203 AND 716: 


To be colonel 


CHRISTOPHER W. SOIKA 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE RESERVE OF THE 
ARMY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 12203: 


To be colonel 


LUIS A. RIVERABERRIOS 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE RESERVE OF THE 
ARMY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 12203: 


To be colonel 


KIMON A. NICOLAIDES 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT 
TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE RESERVE OF THE 
ARMY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 12203: 


To be colonel 


PENNY P. KALUA 
JOSEPH A. TRINIDAD 


PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE 


THE FOLLOWING CANDIDATES FOR PERSONNEL AC- 
TION IN THE REGULAR CORPS OF THE COMMISSIONED 
CORPS OF THE U.S. PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE SUBJECT 
TO QUALIFICATIONS THEREFORE AS PROVIDED BY LAW 
AND REGULATIONS: 


To be full grade 


MELINDA ASTRAN 
JENNEFER A. KIERAN 
SANDRA G. LAFON 
JOHN A. LANG 

THUC X. NGO 

PRECIOSA P. PACIA-RANTAYO 
PAULO B. PINHO 
EVELYN M. RODRIGUEZ 
ALLAN ROFFE 

MARK J. ROSCHEWSKI 
KEITH W. SIMPSON 
MASIH M. SOLTANI 
MARYSIA L. TAYLOR 
MICHAEL D. W. YAO 
KEVIN J. ZIMMERMAN 


To be senior assistant grade 


MARIAMA J. BAH-SOW 
JASON B. BUENAVENTURA 
NADIA HABAL 

YOLANDRA E. HANCOCK-BOWMAN 
DREW A. HARRIS 
ABAYOMI HENDJE 

JASON D. HIPP 

DAVID E. KAROL 
AMARDEEP KAUR 
MELISSA I. KYRIAKAKIS 
LILI MEISAMY 

NOELE P. NELSON 

TIN H. NGUYEN 

BRANDY L. PEAKER 
RAJESH REDDY 

MARK R. SCHECKELHOFF 
HWA J. SONG 

MICHAEL E. STITZER 


To be assistant grade 


GLORIA AIDOO 

AMANDA N. A. AKOGYERAM 
SHANNON E. ALDRICH 
ASHLEY R. ALLMAN 
CHRISTOPHER L. ANDERSON 
PRECIOUS R. ANTONIO 
TRONG T. AO 

NADEGE APOLEON 

ALLEN O. APPLEGATE 
CHRISTINE C. APRAEZ 
KATHERINE V. ARLINGTON 
ALEXANDRA H. ARMITAGE 
OLUWASEUN A. ASANTE 
BRIYITH K. AVALOS 
STEPHANIE L. AVENT 
TIANA M. BABB 

CHERLLY L. BAILEY 

AMY C. BAKER 

KIMBERLY L. BAKER 
ROBBI A. BAKER 

MICHELE N. BALIHE 

FRED 0. BAMFO 

DANIEL M. BANKEN 
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KEHINDE S. BANKOLE 
STEPHANIE G. BANKSTON 
WILLIAM T. BARKER 
CHRISTOPHER E. BARNES 
JULIO F. BARRERA-ORO 
JEFFREY S. BARRON 
TERI K. BARTOSOVSKY 
JENNIFER K. BEAL 
AMBER R. BEARDSLEE 
MICHELLE BEGAY 
NATALIE M. BEGAY 
TIMOTHY R. BENAC 
MELANIE C. BENJAMIN 
ANDREW R. BERNARD 
NAVDEEP BHANDARI 
SARAH A. BILLETER 
KEVIN B. BISHOP 
CAITLIN D. BLANDFORD 
DENNIS BOATENG 
SELENA A. BOBULA 
PELAYIA H. BOOSALIS 
EILEEN T. BOSSO 

JANA M. BROOKS 

ANNA R. BROWN 
DANICA J. BROWN 
HASSAN A. BROWN 
TAOFIK M. BROWN 
ALICIA M. BRYANT 
ISAAC K. BUABENG 
RYAN J. BUCKNER 
ANNA L. BURCHFIELD 
JONATHAN M. BURGOS 
JOHN D. BURKART 
JEDIDIAH M. BURKEY 
ERIC H. BUTCHER 
DANIELLE E. BUTTKE 
ROSEMARY J. CALL 
COREY R. CAMPBELL 
TIMOTHY A. CARDENAZ 
CASSANDRA F. CARLISLE 
THERESA A. CARPENTER 
SHANARI J. CARTER 
BRANDY L. CARULLO 
SHANON L. CASPERSON 
MINDY CHANG 
ANDREW M. CHARLES JR. 
JA’NAY M. CHATMAN 
TAHIR W. CHAUDHERY 
PAUL M. CHEFOR 

EVA W. CHEN 

CARRIE A. CHIARENZA 
EDMOND CHIN 

LENA Y. CHOE 

JESSICA N. CLECK-DERENICK 
DANIELLE O. CLIFFORD 
JOSEPH B. CLIFT 
HEATHER L. CLINE 
KIRT D. CLINE 

JAMES C. COBURN 
MELANIE B. COFFMAN 
SUSAN E. COLLINS 
STEPHEN A. COLMANT 
BRADLEY A. COOK 
JAMES R. CORLISS 
COREY A. COSGROVE 
HEATHER R. COUNTS 
DEBORAH P. COX 
PATRICK W. CROOK 
BRADLEY T. CROSS 
ISRAEL H. CROSS 
CAROLINE C. CURTIS 
MATTHEW M. DAHM 
JASON K. DAILEY 
SHAWNELL D. DAMON 
MEGAN R. DANFORTH 
CHARLES A. DARR 
RENE J. DAUBON 
MATTHEW T. DAVID 
GABRIEL DAVILA 
MICHAEL A. DAVIS 
VANESSA N. DAWSON 
AGATHA L. D’COSTA 
ELIZABETH B. DEAN 
AVA L. DEBRO 

ELAINE M. DEGUINO 
ANDREW S. DEMOTTO 
CONNIE F. DENT 
CHARLENE J. DEPRY 
SHEYLA DESIR 
STEPHANIE R. DIALLO 
MARIA I. DIEPPA 
SHARON D. DOWNEY 
DORIS Y. DRAFTS 
MARILYN M. DUKES 
MATTHEW G. DUNBAR 
GINA H. DUNCAN 
JULASTENE DYER-MOORE 
MICHAEL C. EADES 
CHUKWUEMEKA S. EGWIM 
KELLY M. FATH 

LANCE A. FINNICAL 
MIRAN H. FORSYTH 
LARISSA N. FOSTER 
CHARLOTTE A. FRANCIA 
RAVINEEL R. FRANCIS 
VIRGINIA L. FULFORD 
EMILY M. GAFFNEY 
ROSE A. GAIKOWSKI 
TANGELA M. GAINES 
RAY GARCIA JR. 

JESSE R. GEFROH 
STEVEN J. GERFIN 
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DANIEL P. GLAPA 
KARLY A. GOMEZ 
JESSE L. GOODMAN 
CATHERINE A. GOULD 
SHANON R. GOWER 
NALANI T. GRACE 
CANDICE A. GREENIDGE 
MEGAN E. GROSHNER 
BRANDIS J. HALL 
KATHRYN E. HANLON 
AMBER M. HANNA 
STEPHANIE A. HANSEN 
ROSS G. HANSON 
VINCENT E. HARVILLE 
JEANINE M. HATFIELD 
MEGAN R. HAYDEN 
ELSBETH N. HEARN 
GEROME L. HENDERSON 
SONJA L. HERSHFIELD 
ANDREW C. HICKEY 
MARISA J. HICKEY 
PATRICK M. HIGH 
ELLIOTT R. HILL 
LANNY L. HOBSON 
MARCIA D. HOCUTT 
AIMEE M. HOLLANDER 
BROOKE E. HOOTS 
CHARLES A. HOOTS 
SHEILA M. HOUGHTON-ANTONUCCI 
CORWIN D. HOWARD 
ELLEN A. HUANG 
GWENDOLYN N. HUDSON 
SAMUEL J. HUFF 
TESSA M. HUFF 
LINDSEY D. HUFFMAN 
PETER T. HUGHES 
KRISTEN N. HUMMEL 
JOHN M. HUNT 
LYNELLE A. HUNT 
BRUCE I. HUTCHINS 
HEATHER L. HUTCHINSON 
BAO T. HUYNH 

UBONG U. IBOK 

TOBY J. IMLER JR. 
JEANETTE T. INALDO 
JAMES K. IRELAND 
SUNITA V. IYER 
KRISTIAN B. JACKSON 
VICTORIA J. JEISY SCOTT 
DIVIVIAN JEROME-MCGUIRE 
ANNA B. JEWULA 
JENNIFER C. JOHNSON 
MATTHEW A. JOHNSON 
CHARIS J. JONES 
DARLENE JONES 
HEATHER A. JOSEPH 
KARALIN M. JOYCE 
GEORGE E. JULES 
JULIANE L. JUNES-HARVEY 
PHILIPPE P. KANE 
PRAVEEN KC 

WADE T. KECKLER 
FRED K. KELLY 
FOLASADE A. KEMBI 
LAURA B. KENNEDY 
BITA KIANIMANESH 
CHRISTINA L. KIRBY 
GARRETT G. KIRK 
JOSEPH A. KOTAREK 
MICHAEL A. KRAGE 
MICHAEL R. KROK 

LISA M. KROLESKI 
LARS E. KRUSHOLM 

WU G. KUANGSHI 
MANDY C. KWONG 

KOFI A. KYEREMATENG 
ANTHONY J. LADNER 
JIHYUN LAROSE 

JUN H. LEE 

KIMBERLY J. LEEKS 
RAUL LEIJA 

JONATHAN A. LESHIN 
CAREY W. LEWIS 
SHELBY L. LEWIS 
KERRY M. LIDA 
STEPHANIE C. LIM 
SCOTT C. LIVINGSTON 
MICHAEL K. A. LO 
FOLAREMI K. LOFINMAKIN 
CORNELIA H. LONG 
GREGORY A. LOOMIS 
CARINA P. LOUDIS 
WESTON W. LOVELL 
ANGELA M. LUCARINI 
NEALI H. LUCAS 
SHANNON L. LUNDAY 
MARIO V. LUONG 
AMBER LY 

RICHARD A. LYGHT 
JOHN H. MACHIKAWA 
KRISTINA R. MADULA 
NNENNA K. MAKANJUOLA 
KARINA N. MANCINI 
MARIELY E. MANTEUFFEL 
TAMEIKA L. MAPP 

AMY L. MARIN 
ELIZABETH R. MARKS 
MARIELY MARQUEZ-LORENZO 
NAHOMY M. MARRERO 
JONI L. MARSAW 

AISHA M. MARTIN 
MILTON MARTINEZ 
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GARRETTE C. MARTIN-YEBOAH 
THOMAS J. MARUNA 
RUSSELL A. MASON 
TANESHA R. MAYO 

MARY J. MCANANY 
CRYSTAL R. MCBRIDE 
FRANTISHKA MCCRIMMON 
TRISHA A. MCCURDY 
MELISSA S. MCGUINNESS 
MONICA L. MCKEE 

PAUL B. MCMASTER 
KAYLA D. MEEKS 

JAMIE E. MELLS 

SARAH E. MELROY 
LESLIE A. MEYER 

LUIS E. MILLAN 

NASEYA N. MINOR 
ALBERTA M. MIRAMBEAU 
CHRISTINA L. MNATZAGANIAN 
ELLEN F. MOLINARO 
ROBERT J. MONTIERTH 
CAMERSON E. MOORE 
MEGAN C. MORGAN 

MILES S. MORIMOTO 
CRAIG E. MORIN 

JORGE G. MUNIZ ORTIZ 
MONICA E. MURIE 
FARZANA MUSAWWIR 
STEPHEN M. MYERS 
JEANETTE M. NAGY 

W.J. NAPOLEON 

JULIE V. NEISHIEWAT 
JOSEPH R. NEWCOMB 
JADILYN-NGOC B. NGUYEN 
TIEUVI H. NGUYEN 

LISA H. NICHOLS 

ROWNA M. NICOLAS 

MARI C. NOVOSAD 
EVONNE A. NWANKWO-IGOMU 
LINDA-LOU O'CONNOR 
OYETOLA L. OLANREWAJU 
ZACHARY A. OLESZCZUK 
OSAMEDE C. ONAGHISE 
TEMITOPE B. ORIOLA 
JORGE PADILLA 

EMILY Y. PAK 

SARAH S. PAK 

KATIE M. PALMER 

ALISON J. PARK 

JUN W. PARK 

KIMBERLY S. PARR 
NICOLE R. PASCUA 
HARIDARSHAN PATEL 
NAYAN J. PATEL 

KIRBY PATMON 

LORI M. PAYLOR 

BRYON M. PEARSALL 
MEGAN M. PEPPLE 
DWAYNE D. PERRILLIAT 
MONIQUE M. PERRON 
DIANA L. PERRY 

THOMAS A. PETER 
RICHARD N. PETERSON 
DIANE A. PHAM 

JANELLE A. PHILLIP 

ERIN M. PIATESKI 
WILLIAM L. PICKLER JR. 
DAVID M. PIERCY JR. 
JENNIFER J. PIETERS 
EVETTER D. PINDER 
ANTHONY B. POLITO III 
TITANIA L. PORTEOUS 
RYAN S. PRESTO 

CLAUDIA C. PRICE 
DEBORAH A. H. PRITCHETT 
KIRK C. PRUTZMAN 
KERRY S. QUINN 

NAZIA F. RAHMAN 

JERRIS L. RAIFORD 

SARA E. RAMUSSEN 
STEPHEN J. REIGSTAD 
SUSAN RHEE 

DIANE M. RICHARDSON 
TARA A. RICHARDSON 
KAREN Y. RIEDL-FIGUEROA 
LESLIE A. RIVERA ROSADO 
LAURETTE E. RIVERS 
LOQUITA D. ROBERTS 
RICK T. ROBERTS 

DALE ROBERTSON 
ODALYS J. RODRIQUEZ-IRIZARRY 
NILES N. RON 

WILLIAM ROSADO 

KETY R. ROSARIO 
SAMUEL D. RUSSELL 
MELANIE F. SANGOBOWALE 
RACHEL M. SARGEANT 
COREY E. SCHEER 
MIGNON T. SCHLEY 
VIRGINIA L. SCHMIT 
MAVIANN M. SCHULER 
JESSICA R. SCHULTZ-FISCHER 
NATHASHA SENAT 

BRYAN D. SHELBY 
MELISSA N. SHIFFER 
HEATHER S. SHUEY-BURTON 
JOHN P. SKENDER 
ASHLEY F. SLAGLE 
ANGELA J. SMITH 

ERICA A. SMUCKLER 
KERRI E. SNYDER 

KYLE T. SNYDER 
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JEFFREY J. SONG 

JENNE A. STEARNS, 

ERIKA J. STEVENSON 
ALICIA J. SWENSON-OBRIEN 
DREW G. SWIGART 

KRISTY J. SZRETTER 
NARISA A. TAPPITAKE 
CHRISTA L. THEMANN 
BEVERLY M. THOMAS-LEPAGE 
THERESA W. TREAS-CORNELIUS 
CHI-MING TU 

LATASHA A. TURNER 

JOHN M. VAN EYK 

LOUIS D. VELASCO 

ANAYA F. VICIL 

PHUONG N. VO 

MORGAN A. WALKER 
RACHEL N. WALKER 
MATTHEW D. WALLIS 
ANNEKE E. WARREN 
FELICIA M. WARREN 

JAMIE N. WAUGAMAN 

BRAD A. WEEKLEY 
JEFFREY L. WELSH 

DAVID M. WHITE 

CASSIE N. WILLIAMS 
GLADYS A. WILLIAMS 
KAREN S. WILSON 
SHONDELLE M. WILSON-FREDERICK 
TAKISHA M. WISEMAN 
DIANA Y. F. WONG 

JAY T. WONG 

IN-CHUL YEH 

YVON YEO 

MAKSIM YERMAKOV 
KIRSTEN A. YOHO 

WILLIAM T. YOUNG 
ELEANOR G. YU 

NICHOLAS C. ZIELINSKI 


To be junior assistant grade 


TIFFANIE A. ABRAJANO 
ADLAIDE ADDAWOO 
STACY E. ALLEN 

TRACEY L. ALLEN 
SAPHIRE S. ANDERSON 
SUSAN A. ANDERSON 
JUANITA A. APPLEWHITE 
LILIANA ARANDA 

RYAN W. AUTENRIETH 
CHRISTOPHER A. AVERY 
LORENA E. BADOUIL 
SARAH H. BAILEY 

DION P. BAKER 

MICHELE R. BAKER 
VINCENSIA O. BARNES 
MICHELE BEDFORD 
NICOLE G. BELLE ISLE 
CHERILYNN L. BENALLY 
ALISSA E. BERRYMAN 
ADAM R. BIZAN 

EMILY R. BLACKMORE 
STEPHANIE D. BRIGUGLIO 
LATESHIA L. BROWN 
APRIL J. BRUCKLIER 
TRACY L. BRUMSKILL 
CATHERINE N. BURKE-SHAHIN 
CYNTHIA M. CABELLO 
KRISTEN N. CALUAG 
YAQUISHA S. CARTER 


LAKEVA B. CASEY 
MATTHEW L. CHADWICK 
HELEN J. CHAVEZ 
RAYMOND CHEN 
CHARLES G. CHIANG 
ALEX J. CHOO 

BRANDY L. CLOUD 
CHERLYN D. CROCKERHAM 
JENNIFER L. CUEVAS 
KHANH M. DAO 

HOLLY A. DAVERIN 
MIKAYLA K. DEARDORFF 
MELISSA M. DEVERA 
DEREK J. DODD 

SEAN C. DRISKILL 
LEAH R. DUNBAR 
KEVIN L. DUNN 
FOREST W. DUTTON 
PAUL R. EATON 
ANATHEA M. EDLEMAN 
TESSY I. EDOMWANDAGBON 
UFUOMA E. EGELEBO 
LAUREN J. EVANS 
ERIKA L. FARDIG 
JONATHAN B. FARRELL 
SYLLENIA FAVILA 
MELISSA D. FELTZ 
CAITLIN M. FENERTY 
WHITNEY D. FIELDS 
ALYSSA C. FINE 
LAUREN K. FLAHERTY 
MONICA A. FLORES 
ALEX A. FOLAMI 
ASHLEY N. FREEMAN 
IRASEMA GARCIA 
ROBERTO C. GARZA 
JACOB W. GERKE 
GOMEZ D. GOMEZ 
BENJAMIN D. GROTH 
MICHAEL L. M. GU 
KYLE O. GUSTOFSON 
TRAVIS L. HAINES 
TONI L. HALLMAN 
JAMIE A. HAMILTON 
PRASHANT K. HARJAI 
NICOLE E. HEIDARAN 
KARI L. HERBER 

DAJA C. HERNANDEZ 
COURTNEY F. HIGGINS 
KARA G. P. HUFFAKER 
KACI A. HUGHES 
CAMILIA R. JAMES 
PAUL A. JONES 

NANCY JORDAN 
CATHERINE K. KAMINSKI 
JESSICA L. KAMINSKI 
KATE L. KARABINOS 
MERRY K. KELLEY 
RONAN F. KING 
RAMONA D. KISTLER 
SAMUEL G. KNOTT 
TARYN D. KRIGBAUM 
KEYONICA S. LASSITER 
MELONEY A. LAUSIER 
ARIELL B. LAWRENCE 
NATHANAEL M. LEMMON 
LISA M. LEMOINE 
ANGELA J. LIN 

ANN E. LUCCHESI 
ANGELICA S. LUCIANO 
JENNIFER T. LUONG 
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KIMBERLY M. LYNES 
MEGAN MACQUIRE-MARSHALL 
TEMITOPE A. MAGBAGBEOLA 
DANA M. MARSHALL 
STANLEE J. MASLONKA 
DAKOTA E. MCMURRAY 
AMARYLLIS D. MCRAE 
JUSTIN A. MILTON 
PHUONG H. NGUYEN 
TUAN A. NGUYEN 
SAMANTHA L. NOLA 
UZOMA C. NWACHUKWU 
CECILIA A. OCHEI 
AMANDA R. PALERMO 
NICHOLAS V. PALUMBO 
LISHUNDA D. PARK 
JENNIFER D. PETRO 
JESSICA R. PFORR 
LYNELLE K. PHILEMONOFF 
LADONNA R. PICKETT 
EMYLEE B. PREVETTE 
WILL PRICE 

JENNIFER D. PRUNTY 
RONALYNN A. RAMOS 
JEDIDIAH P. REIMNITZ 
JEREMY P. RHYMER 
SARA M. RICHARDSON 
JONATHAN B. RIEKKOLA 
ALEXIS RIVERA RODRIGUEZ 
SARAH B. ROBINSON 
HEIDI A. SALM 

CORRIE A. SAMPLE 
KARLA J. SCHERMERHORN 
MELISSA G. SEATON 
GILYARD SHENISE 

JAMES M. SIMPSON 
ANDREW J. SKIPPER 
DAVID E. SMITH 

MICAELA SMITH 

PAUL W. SMITH JR. 
KHUSHBU M. SOLANKI 
LAUREN D. STAPLES 
DEANNA R. STEWART 
TIFFANY C. STRADFORD 
TRISTIAN E. STRAIT 
TARANGI SUTARIA 
HANNAH J. TAYLOR 
REGINALD E. TAYLOR 
CHARLES H. THOMAS 
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EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 


IN RECOGNITION OF BOBBY MOSER 
UPON HIS RETIREMENT AS THE 
LONGEST-TENURED DEAN AT 
THE OHIO STATE UNIVERSITY 


HON. PATRICK J. TIBERI 


OF OHIO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, June 25, 2012 


Mr. TIBERI. Mr. Speaker, | rise to recognize 
Bobby Moser upon his retirement from the po- 
sition of vice president for Agricultural Admin- 
istration and dean of the College of Food, Ag- 
ricultural, and Environmental Sciences at The 
Ohio State University. 


Since its inception, the United States has al- 
ways been known for its institutions of higher 
education. Our universities and colleges rep- 
resent some of the most well-known and re- 
spected schools in the world. In my opinion, 
these heavily lauded institutions remain only 
as successful as the administrators and pro- 
fessors who make up its faculty. Every Amer- 
ican who has attended a school of higher 
learning can fondly remember one or more 
faculty members whose impact resonates with 
him or her today. We must not forget the role 
of educators and administrators whose unwav- 
ering efforts sometimes go unnoticed. It is be- 
cause of the intelligence and hard work of 
these men and women that our schools stand 
today as some of the world’s finest places of 
learning and educational development. 


For over 20 years Bobby Moser has rep- 
resented one such educator and administrator. 
Since his introduction to The Ohio State Uni- 
versity, the College of Food, Agricultural, and 
Environmental Sciences has gone on to be- 
come a well-recognized and respected depart- 
ment nationwide. In light of his efforts, the col- 
lege has seen an increase in grant awards, 
issuance of patents and donations. As an 
alumnus and a former member of the march- 
ing band at OSU, | can appreciate the efforts 
and impact of quality individuals like Bobby. 
Much of his career has remained dedicated to 
the development of this college and the stu- 
dents who have devoted themselves to Ohio’s 
oldest and most reputable industry. | am proud 
to recognize the career of such a supreme 
leader at OSU and look forward to hearing of 
his future successes and contributions to our 
community. 


On behalf of the citizens of Ohio’s 12th 
Congressional District, | would like to thank 
Bobby Moser for his steadfast commitment to 
The Ohio State University. 


PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
HON. ROBERT E. ANDREWS 


OF NEW JERSEY 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, June 25, 2012 


Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No. 
395, | mistakenly voted “nay” when | had in- 
tended to vote “yea.” 


— 


HONORING THE MUTUAL 
MUSICIANS FOUNDATION 


HON. EMANUEL CLEAVER 


OF MISSOURI 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, June 25, 2012 


Mr. CLEAVER. Mr. Speaker, | proudly rise 
today to acknowledge the Mutual Musicians 
Foundation for their tireless efforts in pre- 
serving Kansas City Jazz history. Jazz music 
has greatly influenced the history and culture 
of the United States and of Missouri’s Fifth 
Congressional District, which | am honored to 
represent. Located in the heart of the historic 
18th and Vine Jazz District, the Mutual Musi- 
cians Foundation continues to bring the nos- 
talgia of early jazz to the forefront of the music 
scene for generations to come. 

Originally home to the Colored Musicians 
Protective Local Union #627, the historic 
venue opened its doors in 1930. Established 
in 1917, Local Union #627, then known as the 
“Colored Musicians Union” operated as a so- 
cial center, engagement clearinghouse, and as 
a vehicle for grievances against unfair prac- 
tices from booking agents and band leaders. 
Some of jazz music’s most influential musi- 
cians have walked through their doors, includ- 
ing Charlie Parker, Count Basie, Big Joe Tur- 
ner, Hot Lips Page, and Mary Lou Williams. 

In collaboration with the Historic Jazz Foun- 
dation, the Mutual Musicians Foundation has 
created an educational experience that will be 
relished for many generations to come. 
Through my support for congressional funding, 
the Film Archival Project has been made pos- 
sible. This project will be beneficial in 
archiving historical photography, videos, and 
memorabilia of jazz music’s most significant 
musicians. This project will also make the 
preservation of important film from jazz musi- 
cians possible. 

Jazz has been played continuously at the 
Mutual Musicians Foundation since 1930, 
making it the longest running jazz location in 
the United States and in the world. Because it 
is the place where the Kansas City Style of 
jazz was born, it has been designated as a 
National Historic Landmark by the U.S. De- 
partment of the Interior. 

Mr. Speaker, | ask that you and our col- 
leagues in the House join me in honoring the 
Mutual Musicians Foundation for their years of 


dedicated service to Kansas City’s rich jazz 
community. Continuing to support such a wor- 
thy institution is not a duty, but instead an 
honor. 


Ee 


HONORING THE WORLD WAR II 
VETERANS OF ILLINOIS 


HON. MIKE QUIGLEY 


OF ILLINOIS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, June 25, 2012 


Mr. QUIGLEY. Mr. Speaker, | rise to honor 
the World War Il veterans who traveled to 
Washington, DC, on June 19, 2012 with Honor 
Flight Chicago, a program that provides World 
War Il veterans the opportunity to visit the 
World War Il Memorial on The National Mall in 
Washington, DC. This memorial was built to 
honor their courage and service to their coun- 
try. 
The American Veteran is one of our great- 
est treasures. The Soldiers, Airmen, Sailors, 
Marines, and Coast Guardsmen who traveled 
here on June 19 answered our nation’s call to 
service during one of its greatest times of 
need. From the European Campaign to the 
Pacific Asian Theatre to the African Theater, 
these brave Americans risked life and limb, 
gave service and sacrificed much, all while 
embodying what it is to be a hero. We owe 
them more gratitude than can ever be ex- 
pressed. 

| welcome these brave veterans to Wash- 
ington and to their memorial. | am proud to 
submit the names of these men and women 
for all to see, hear, and recognize, and | call 
on my colleagues to rise and join me in ex- 
pressing gratitude. 

Nick Angelopulos, Olin Apgar, James E. At- 
kinson, Albert Augustyn, Douglas Babitzke, 
David Baruch, John M. Campbell, Lester 
Catlin, John Ciolek, Joseph T. Connelly, Ed- 
ward W. Connelly, Peter J. Cortopassi, Eldon 
L. Cueno, Charlie L. Davis, Donald DeKraker, 
Thaddeus J. Dobrowolski, Francis Duffy, 
Ladimir F. Dvorak, Bernard Ellman, Melvin 
Elmhorst, Eugene T. Entrican, Peter Eugenis, 
Alfred Evinger, Robert M. Flynn, Charles Ford, 
Rogers P. Freedlund, Wilbur Lee German, 
Lawrence E. Gilford, Frank J. Gliwa, George 
Griner, Eugene E. Hainchek, Martin A. 
Halloran, Harold M. Halsten, William V. 
Hervoy, Elden E. Holzwart, Ernest Hoskins, 
Richard H. Hyde, David S. Jameson, Evert P. 
Johnson, Edward S. Killian, Edward Kozlow, 
Ralph H. Krichbaum, William E. Krueger, Clar- 
ence E. Kuhlman, Walter Leslie, Aaron H. 
Levin, Louis G. Limperes, Edmund Lozano, 
Frederick Ruiz Maravilla, Emil L. Marcotte, 
Donald J. Marsaglia, Henry Alvin Mathews, 
William McNabola, Robert A. Mortensen, 
Frank J. Muehlbauer, James M. Muirhead, 
John Mullen, Thomas J. Mulligan, Harold 
Nicodem, Lawrence E. Nielsen, John S. Opitz, 


@ This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor. 


Matter set in this typeface indicates words inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor. 
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Robert D. Pasquale, Angelo J. Pasquesi, Wil- 
liam Payne, Sr., Frederick Thomas Pennix, Jo- 
seph Persico, Edward Richards, Kenneth 
Richardt, Walter Schauer, Arthur Shapiro, Jo- 
seph W. Sheade, William S. Sherwood, Wil- 
liam F. Shipp, Edward Skrapka, Donald Frank 
Slapak, Calvin Sleeman, Robert N. Smedberg, 
Arne Sorensen, Salvatore Sparacio, Donald F. 
Spitzer, Lyle Claude Springer, Robert Steege, 
Conrad L. Steindler, Lester Strejc, Evan B. 
Stubbs, Benjamin Sultz, Edward Telman, Wil- 
liam L. Tiffin, Alexander T. Valos, Joseph J. 
Waickus, Reginald R. Watt, Bentley 
Weitzman, Bobby D. Whisler, Sidney Winters, 
Richard N. Wunderink. 


ES 


OREGON HOME HEALTH CARE AND 
MEDICARE 


HON. GREG WALDEN 


OF OREGON 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, June 25, 2012 


Mr. WALDEN. Mr. Speaker, | rise to ad- 
dress the House about an issue of particular 
importance to seniors and health care patients 
in Oregon’s 70,000 square-mile Second Dis- 
trict: access to home health care. Some coun- 
ties in my largely rural district are without a 
single hospital or physician, meaning finding 
care can be difficult. Fortunately, however, 
each of the 20 counties in the district does 
have skilled, dedicated home health providers 
willing to care for those in need. 

Ninety-six percent of all Medicare spending 
goes toward patients with more than one 
chronic disease, and sixty-six percent of the 
program’s funds are used for those with five or 
more chronic conditions. With ten thousand 
new Medicare beneficiaries added every day, 
we must work to ensure the program’s long- 
term sustainability. 

Fortunately for Medicare, home health care 
providers go above and beyond to deliver 
high-quality, clinically effective, efficient care, 
and many medical treatments that were once 
offered in hospital or nursing home settings 
are now being safely and more cost-efficiently 
provided in patients’ homes. Further, the home 
health and hospice industry helps fuel the 
economy with nearly 1.5 million jobs nation- 
wide. 

| have seen first-hand the compassionate 
and highly skilled care home health nurses 
provide to patients. My wife Mylene and | have 
seen it on a personal level with our own fami- 
lies, and talked to numerous Oregonians who 
are grateful for the opportunity to recover in 
their own home with their spouse and loved 
ones by their side. 

In addition to being good for patients, home 
health is also good for federal taxpayers. 
When seniors choose home health, they stay 
in their own beds, pay their own utilities, do 
their own laundry, and provide for their own 
meals. This is also often supplemented by 
family members who help keep them safe and 
well in the place they most want to be—their 
home. When Medicare covers the costs of 
room and board and 24 hour care in more ex- 
pensive institutional settings, taxpayers spend 
thousands of dollars they would otherwise 
save in home health settings. 
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Unfortunately, however, for the majority of 
compassionate, skilled home health providers 
truly dedicated to the patients they serve, a 
narrow sliver of operators are tarnishing their 
good work. MedPAC has found that a small 
number of bad actors in just 25 counties na- 
tion wide are disproportionately taking advan- 
tage of Medicare beneficiaries and taxpayers. 

According to MedPAC’s figures, the total 
number of home health providers in these top 
25 highest spending counties rose from 290 in 
2005 to 775 in 2009, an increase of over 167 
percent. During this time, Medicare payments 
to these providers went from $592 million to 
$1.6 billion, a 163 percent increase in tax- 
payer spending. 

In Oregon during that same time period, the 
total number of providers, as well as overall 
Medicare reimbursement, actually decreased. 
These figures confirm what many of us in Or- 
egon have been saying for years: when it 
comes to waste, fraud, and abuse in the 
health care system, Oregon providers as a 
whole are not the problem. 

So while no State is 100 percent without 
fault, and while every provider should make it 
their goal to act only in the best interest of 
their patients, these figures have shown us the 
main source of abuse. Therefore, any future 
home health proposal should target these 
higher spending counties rather than indis- 
criminately harming the good players in the in- 
dustry. Isolating and rooting out fraud simply 
makes sense for providers, patients, and tax- 
payers. 

Mr. Speaker, while we can always do more 
to ensure access to health care services in 
rural areas like Oregon’s Second District, | 
take comfort in knowing that there are many 
home health providers willing to serve seniors 
in Oregon and elsewhere. Because of these 
dedicated providers, patients receive the care 
they need in the comfort of their homes, with 
their families and loved ones at their side. 


Ee 


IN RECOGNITION OF THE 20TH AN- 
NIVERSARY OF THE DAVE THOM- 
AS FOUNDATION FOR ADOPTION 


HON. PATRICK J. TIBERI 


OF OHIO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, June 25, 2012 


Mr. TIBERI. Mr. Speaker, | rise to congratu- 
late the Dave Thomas Foundation for Adop- 
tion on the occasion of its 20th anniversary. 

The Foundation was established in 1992 by 
Dave Thomas as a public charity with one pri- 
mary goal: to help every child in foster care 
find a loving, permanent family. Throughout its 
history, the Foundation has set forth on a mis- 
sion of dramatically increasing the number of 
adoptions of waiting children. 

For 20 years, the Dave Thomas Foundation 
for Adoption has committed itself to finding 
permanent families for the more than 100,000 
children waiting in the United States foster 
care system. 

The Dave Thomas Foundation for Adoption 
awards grants to public and private adoption 
agencies all across the country. Last year 
these grants totaled more than $8 million and 
focused on supporting adoption professionals 
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who implement proactive, child-focused re- 
cruitment programs targeted exclusively on 
moving the longest-waiting children from foster 
care into adoptive families. This signature pro- 
gram is Wendy’s Wonderful Kids (WWk). 

The results from an empirical five-year case 
study on WWK were released in October, 
2011. The research showed that children in 
the program are up to three times more likely 
to be adopted. 

The Foundation also supports employers 
through the Adoption-Friendly Workplace pro- 
gram, is a founding member of National Adop- 
tion Day, and is a proud partner of the annual 
television special, A Home for the Holidays. 

The Foundation is an accredited charity of 
the Better Business Bureau Wise Giving Alli- 
ance, Standards for Excellence certified, and 
has received the highest possible rating on 
Charity Navigator. The Foundation has helped 
more than 3,000 children find their forever 
families and provided information and support 
to tens of thousands of potential adoptive fam- 
ilies. 

For these reasons, | am proud to applaud 
the Dave Thomas Foundation for Adoption 
and its dedicated staff for their extraordinary 
contributions to the people of Ohio’s 12th Con- 
gressional District and throughout the United 
States. 


EE 
SENATE COMMITTEE MEETINGS 


Title IV of Senate Resolution 4, 
agreed to by the Senate on February 4, 
1977, calls for establishment of a sys- 
tem for a computerized schedule of all 
meetings and hearings of Senate com- 
mittees, subcommittees, joint commit- 
tees, and committees of conference. 
This title requires all such committees 
to notify the Office of the Senate Daily 
Digest—designated by the Rules Com- 
mittee—of the time, place, and purpose 
of the meetings, when scheduled, and 
any cancellations or changes in the 
meetings as they occur. 

As an additional procedure along 
with the computerization of this infor- 
mation, the Office of the Senate Daily 
Digest will prepare this information for 
printing in the Extensions of Remarks 
section of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
on Monday and Wednesday of each 
week. 

Meetings scheduled for Tuesday, 
June 26, 2012 may be found in the Daily 
Digest of today’s RECORD. 


MEETINGS SCHEDULED 


JUNE 27 
10 a.m. 
Homeland Security and Governmental Af- 
fairs 


Business meeting to consider S. 2345, to 
amend the District of Columbia Home 
Rule Act to permit the Government of 
the District of Columbia to determine 
the fiscal year period, to make local 
funds of the District of Columbia for a 
fiscal year available for use by the Dis- 
trict upon enactment of the local budg- 
et act for the year subject to a period 
of Congressional review, S. 2178, to re- 
quire the Federal Government to expe- 
dite the sale of underutilized Federal 
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real property, S. 2170, to amend the 
provisions of title 5, United States 
Code, which are commonly referred to 
as the “Hatch Act” to eliminate the 
provision preventing certain State and 
local employees from seeking elective 
office, clarify the application of certain 
provisions to the District of Columbia, 
and modify the penalties which may be 
imposed for certain violations under 
subchapter III of chapter 73 of that 
title, S. 2234, to prevent human traf- 
ficking in government contracting, S. 
2239, to direct the head of each agency 
to treat relevant military training as 
sufficient to satisfy training or certifi- 
cation requirements for Federal li- 
censes, H.R. 915, to establish a Border 
Enforcement Security Task Force pro- 
gram to enhance border security by 
fostering coordinated efforts among 
Federal, State, and local border and 
law enforcement officials to protect 
United States border cities and com- 
munities from trans-national crime, in- 
cluding violence associated with drug 
trafficking, arms smuggling, illegal 
alien trafficking and smuggling, vio- 
lence, and kidnapping along and across 
the international borders of the United 
States, and S. 3315, to repeal or modify 
certain mandates of the Government 
Accountability Office. 
SD-342 
Judiciary 
To hold hearings to examine the nomina- 
tions of Frank Paul Geraci, Jr., to be 
United States District Judge for the 
Western District of New York, Fer- 
nando M. Olguin, to be United States 
District Judge for the Central District 
of California, Malachy Edward 
Mannion, and Matthew W. Brann, both 
to be a United States District Judge 
for the Middle District of Pennsyl- 
vania, and Charles R. Breyer, of Cali- 
fornia, to be a Member of the United 
States Sentencing Commission. 
SD-226 
Veterans’ Affairs 
To hold hearings to examine health and 
benefits legislation. 
SD-124 
10:30 a.m. 
Foreign Relations 
To hold hearings to examine the nomina- 
tion of Derek J. Mitchell, of Con- 
necticut, to be Ambassador to the 
Union of Burma, Department of State. 
SD-419 
2p.m. 
Foreign Relations 
To receive a closed briefing on Syria. 
SVC-217 
3 p.m. 
Energy and Natural Resources 
National Parks Subcommittee 
To hold hearings to examine S. 1897, to 
amend Public Law 101-377 to revise the 
boundaries of the Gettysburg National 
Military Park to include the Gettys- 
burg Train Station, S. 2158, to establish 
the Fox-Wisconsin Heritage Parkway 
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National Heritage Area, S. 2229, to au- 
thorize the issuance of right-of-way 
permits for natural gas pipelines in 
Glacier National Park, S. 2267, to reau- 
thorize the Hudson Valley National 
Heritage Area, S. 2272, to designate a 
mountain in the State of Alaska as 
Mount Denali, S. 2273, to designate the 
Talkeetna Ranger Station in 
Talkeetna, Alaska, as the Walter Har- 
per Talkeetna Ranger Station, S. 2286, 
to amend the Wild and Scenic Rivers 
Act to designate certain segments of 
the Farmington River and Salmon 
Brook in the State of Connecticut as 
components of the National Wild and 
Scenic Rivers System, S. 2316, to des- 
ignate the Salt Pond Visitor Center at 
the Cape Cod National Seashore as the 
“Thomas P. O’Neill, Jr. Salt Pond Vis- 
itor Center’’, S. 2324, to amend the Wild 
and Scenic Rivers Act to designate a 
segment of the Neches River in the 
State of Texas for potential addition to 
the National Wild and Scenic River 
System, S. 2372, to authorize pedes- 
trian and motorized vehicular access in 
Cape Hatteras National Seashore Rec- 
reational Area, S. 3300, to establish the 
Manhattan Project National Historical 
Park in Oak Ridge, Tennessee, Los Ala- 
mos, New Mexico, and Hanford, Wash- 
ington, and S. 3078, to direct the Sec- 
retary of the Interior to install in the 
area of the World War II Memorial in 
the District of Columbia a suitable 
plaque or an inscription with the words 
that President Franklin D. Roosevelt 
prayed with the United States on June 
6, 1944, the morning of D-Day. 

SD-366 


JUNE 28 


9:30 a.m. 


Energy and Natural Resources 
To hold hearings to examine innovative 
non-federal programs for financing en- 
ergy efficient building retrofits. 
SD-366 
Foreign Relations 
To hold hearings to examine The Law of 
the Sea Convention (Treaty Doc. 103- 
39), focusing on perspectives from busi- 
ness and industry. 
SH-216 


10 a.m. 


Commerce, Science, and Transportation 
To hold hearings to examine the need for 
privacy protections, focusing on indus- 
try self-regulation. 
SR-253 
Finance 
To hold a joint hearing with the House 
Committee on Ways and Means to ex- 
amine tax reform and the tax treat- 
ment of capital gains. 
HVC-210 
Judiciary 
Business meeting to consider S. 285, for 
the relief of Sopuruchi Chukwueke, S. 
1744, to provide funding for State 
courts to assess and improve the han- 
dling of proceedings relating to adult 
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guardianship and conservatorship, to 
authorize the Attorney General to 
carry out a pilot program for the con- 
duct of background checks on individ- 
uals to be appointed as guardians or 
conservators, and to promote the wide- 
spread adoption of information tech- 
nology to better monitor, report, and 
audit conservatorships of protected 
persons, and the nominations of Ter- 
rence G. Berg, to be United States Dis- 
trict Judge for the Eastern District of 
Michigan, Jesus G. Bernal, to be 
United States District Judge for the 
Central District of California, Lorna G. 
Schofield, to be United States District 
Judge for the Southern District of New 
York, and Danny Chappelle Williams, 
Sr., of Oklahoma, to be United States 
Attorney for the Northern District of 
Oklahoma, Department of Justice. 
SD-226 


2:15 p.m. 


Indian Affairs 

Business meeting to consider H.R. 443, to 
provide for the conveyance of certain 
property from the United States to the 
Maniilaq Association located in 
Kotzebue, Alaska, H.R. 1560, to amend 
the Ysleta del Sur Pueblo and Alabama 
and Coushatta Indian Tribes of Texas 
Restoration Act to allow the Ysleta del 
Sur Pueblo Tribe to determine blood 
quantum requirement for membership 
in that tribe, H.R. 1272, to provide for 
the use and distribution of the funds 
awarded to the Minnesota Chippewa 
Tribe, et al, by the United States Court 
of Federal Claims in Docket Numbers 
19 and 188, S. 134, to authorize the Mes- 
calero Apache Tribe to lease adju- 
dicated water rights, S. 1065, to settle 
land claims within the Fort Hall Res- 
ervation, S. 2389, to deem the submis- 
sion of certain claims to an Indian 
Health Service contracting officer as 
timely, and S. 3193, to make technical 
corrections to the legal description of 
certain land to be held in trust for the 

Barona Band of Mission Indians. 
SD-628 


2:30 p.m. 


Intelligence 
To hold closed hearings to examine cer- 
tain intelligence matters. 
SH-219 


3 p.m. 


Foreign Relations 
African Affairs Subcommittee 
To hold hearings to examine economic 
statecraft, focusing on embracing Afri- 
ca’s market potential. 
SD-419 


JULY 12 


10 a.m. 


Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions 
To hold hearings to examine creating 
positive learning environments for all 
students. 
Room to be announced 
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SENATE—Tuesday, June 26, 2012 


The Senate met at 10 a.m. and was 
called to order by the Honorable CHRIS- 
TOPHER A. COONS, a Senator from the 
State of Delaware. 


PRAYER 


The Chaplain, Dr. Barry C. Black, of- 
fered the following prayer: 

Let us pray. 

Gracious God, You have been faithful 
to help us when we have lifted our 
hearts in prayer. Thank You for Your 
providential care of this legislative 
body. Open the eyes and hearts of our 
lawmakers so that they will know and 
do Your will. Lord, guide them in the 
way they should go, providing them 
with wisdom to solve challenging prob- 
lems by depending on Your guidance. 
Help them to think of each other as fel- 
low Americans seeking Your best for 
our Nation rather than enemy parties 
seeking to defeat each other. Replace 
distrust in each other with a deep com- 
mitment to creative compromise. 

We pray in Your sacred Name. Amen. 


EE 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 


The Honorable CHRISTOPHER A. COONS 
led the Pledge of Allegiance, as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub- 
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 


EE 


APPOINTMENT OF ACTING 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will please read a communication 
to the Senate from the President pro 
tempore (Mr. INOUYE). 

The legislative clerk read the fol- 
lowing letter: 

U.S. SENATE, 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 
Washington, DC, June 26, 2012. 
To the Senate: 

Under the provisions of rule I, paragraph 3, 
of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby 
appoint the Honorable CHRISTOPHER A. 
Coons, a Senator from the State of Dela- 
ware, to perform the duties of the Chair. 

DANIEL K. INOUYE, 
President pro tempore. 

Mr. COONS thereupon assumed the 

chair as Acting President pro tempore. 


-o 


RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY 
LEADER 


The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 


pore. The majority leader is recog- 
nized. 
— 
SCHEDULE 


Mr. REID. Mr. President, we are cur- 
rently considering the motion to con- 


cur in the House message to accom- 
pany the FDA bill postcloture. We hope 
to work something out on that so that 
we can move to it early evening. 

The first hour of debate this morning 
will be equally divided and controlled, 
with the Republicans controlling the 
first half and the majority controlling 
the final half. 

At 11:30 the Senate will proceed to 
executive session to consider the nomi- 
nation of Robin Rosenbaum to be a dis- 
trict judge for the Southern District of 
Florida. 

At noon there will be a rollcall vote 
on confirmation of the Rosenbaum 
nomination. 

The Senate will recess today from 
12:30 to 2:15, as we normally do on 
Tuesdays, for our weekly caucus meet- 
ings. 

At 2:15 there will be 6 hours 15 min- 
utes remaining on the motion to con- 
cur in the House message with respect 
to the FDA bill. We hope that a signifi- 
cant amount of time can be yielded 
back and that we can complete action 
on the bill today. 

There is an all-Senators briefing at 5 
o’clock. We are going to continue—that 
time will run. We are not going to re- 
cess during that period of time. That 
will be in the classified room down in 
the Visitor Center. 

We have accomplished a lot. Every- 
one knows how grateful I am to Sen- 
ators STABENOW and ROBERTS for work- 
ing their way and our way through 
that very difficult farm bill. 

We are watching very closely the 
great work of Senator BOXER, Senator 
INHOFE, the Finance Committee, the 
Commerce Committee, and the Bank- 
ing Committee on helping us work 
through the highway bill. There is a 
possibility that we can get that bill 
done. I think the chances today are 
better than 50-50 that we can get a bill 
done, but we are still looking at Speak- 
er BOEHNER to help us get that over the 
finish line. So we will see what happens 
on that. 

As I have indicated, the FDA bill—we 
will complete that tonight. That is a 
very important accomplishment for us. 

We have the student loan issue, and 
we are working on that. We hope to get 
that done soon. I think there is a gen- 
eral feeling that we have worked out a 
compromise on that that is acceptable, 
with the help of Senator Baucus, Sen- 
ator HARKIN, and others. JACK REED, of 
course, has led the charge on that for 
some time. 

I have talked about the highway bill. 
We need to get that done. 

The remaining issue is flood insur- 
ance, and we are doing fine on flood in- 


surance, except I was told last night 
that one of the Republican Senators 
wants to offer an amendment—listen to 
this one—wants to offer an amendment 
on when life begins. I have been very 
patient in working with my Republican 
colleagues and allowing relevant 
amendments on issues, and sometimes 
we even do nonrelevant amendments 
but, really, on flood insurance, are we 
going to have to start dealing as we did 
with the highway bill for weeks and 
weeks with contraception? Now we 
have another person who wants to deal 
with when life begins. 


I don’t understand what this is all 
about, but I want everyone to know 
that this flood insurance bill is ex- 
tremely important. The big pushers of 
this bill are Republican Senators, vet- 
eran Republican Senators, and they 
better work on their side of the aisle 
because I am not going to put up with 
that on the flood insurance bill. 


I can be condemned by outside 
sources. My friends can say: Let him 
have a vote on it. There will not be a 
vote on that on flood insurance. We 
will either do flood insurance with 
amendments that deal with flood insur- 
ance or we will not do it. We will have 
an extension. After all of the work that 
has been put into this bill, this is ridic- 
ulous, that somebody says: I am not 
going to let this bill go forward unless 
I have a vote on when life begins. I am 
not going to do that, and I think I 
speak for the majority of Senators. 


Now, if the Republicans will not 
stand up to the person who is going to 
do that, I am not going to. I have tried 
my best to deal with these issues that 
have nothing to do with a piece of leg- 
islation, but with the end of the month 
staring us in the face we have too 
many important things we have to do. 
Student loans will be doubled if we do 
not get that done. Flood insurance will 
disappear if we do not get it done. The 
highway program will disappear if we 
do not get it done. The FDA bill—it 
will create all kinds of problems, if we 
do not get that done. 


I think this is outlandish. If some- 
body feels really moved upon to talk 
about when life begins, have them 
come and give a speech. 


EE 


RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 


The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Under the previous order, the 
leadership time is reserved. 


@ This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor. 
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FOOD AND DRUG ADMINISTRATION 
SAFETY AND INNOVATION ACT— 
Resumed 


The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The clerk will report the pending 
business. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

Motion to concur in the House amendment 
to S. 3187, an Act to amend the Federal Food 
and Drug and Cosmetic Act to revise and ex- 
tend the user-fee programs for prescription 
drugs and medical devices, to establish user- 


fee programs for generic drugs and 
biosimilars, and for other purposes. 
Pending: 


Reid motion to concur in the amendment 
of the House to the bill. 

Reid motion to concur in the amendment 
of the House to the bill, with Reid amend- 
ment No. 2461, to change the enactment date. 

Reid amendment No. 2462 (to amendment 
No. 2461), of a perfecting nature. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Under the previous order, the fol- 
lowing hour will be equally divided and 
controlled between the two leaders or 
their designees, with the Republicans 
controlling the first half and the ma- 
jority controlling the final half. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. MORAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 

Mr. MORAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the Sen- 
ate as in morning business. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 

PUTTING AMERICA TO WORK 

Mr. MORAN. Mr. President, we have 
had a lot of news in Washington, DC, 
and across the country over the last 
few days. There was a decision from 
the Supreme Court regarding immigra- 
tion laws in Arizona. We are expecting 
and anticipating a decision by the Su- 
preme Court later this week regarding 
the Affordable Care Act. Front and 
center are issues that are important to 
the country. 

We were successful last week in ap- 
proving on the Senate floor a so-called 
farm bill, an agricultural bill that, 
again, has an impact upon many in our 
Nation. I want to make certain we 
don’t lose sight of what remains and, in 
my view, what should be front and cen- 
ter. 

All the things people ask government 
to do and all the things they want to 
accomplish in their own lives can only 
occur if there is a good and growing 
economy in the United States. So while 
I certainly would not call any of the 
other issues we are addressing here a 
distraction—they are all important—I 
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want to make certain my colleagues 
understand we have to come together 
to make certain that Americans, indi- 
viduals across our country, can access 
a job, can feel secure in the job they al- 
ready have, and can have a sense that 
they have a future where they are em- 
ployed or that if there is a need for a 
change in job, that opportunity exists. 
Job creation is something the Federal 
Government cannot do in and of itself, 
but the decisions we make here affect 
very much whether the private sector 
can have a level of confidence in the 
general economy, a regulatory environ- 
ment, and a Tax Code that is conducive 
toward the private sector, creating jobs 
in the United States economy. 

This matters, certainly from my 
point of view as a Member of the Sen- 
ate, in that with job growth, with a 
growing economy, we are better able to 
pay down our national debt. In my 
view, if we are going to get what I con- 
sider the most serious circumstance 
our country faces today—the deficit 
and the debt—under control, I don’t 
foresee how that happens without a 
good growing economy, putting Ameri- 
cans to work. 

Of course, from an individual’s point 
of view, it is important as a component 
of our lives—something that is impor- 
tant to us, which is that we figure out 
how to earn a living, put food on the 
table, save for our kids’ education, and 
save for retirement. 

The issues being addressed in the 
Senate, across the country, and across 
the street at the U.S. Supreme Court 
matter so much. We must not and can- 
not lose sight of the fact that we have 
to create an environment where jobs 
are front and center. We know the eco- 
nomic statistics—the unemployment 
rate is 8.2 percent and has been above 8 
percent now for a long time. The Pre- 
siding Officer in the Senate this morn- 
ing and I have introduced legislation 
the primary function of which is to cre- 
ate an entrepreneurial environment 
where startup companies can grow and 
prosper, and, in the process, they can 
put people to work. It is growth that 
we need to continue to focus on. I ap- 
preciate the opportunity of working in 
that manner with the Senator from 
Delaware, Mr. Coons, and others, to see 
that we do that. 

The topic I want to specifically ad- 
dress this morning is this. I was read- 
ing the Wall Street Journal last week, 
and this article caught my attention. I 
am of the view that for economic 
growth to occur—and especially in 
communities across Kansas, the State I 
represent—we are going to have to 
have strong and viable community 
banks. There is a regulatory environ- 
ment that makes that much more dif- 
ficult. The headline of the article the 
Wall Street Journal included that I 
want to speak about—at least briefly— 
this morning is this: “Small Banks Put 
Up ‘For Sale’ Sign.” 
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The content of the article is very 
much about how small banks are now 
selling to other banks. The primary 
focus of this article is the reason that 
is happening—‘‘a growing number of 
tiny community banks are deciding it’s 
time to put out the ‘for sale’ sign... 
many executives of these small lenders 
are frustrated by costly new regula- 
tions.” 

It talks about banks in Iowa, in Ohio, 
in Texas, and it talks about a number 
of banks in which the bank or the indi- 
viduals who own the bank never had an 
intention of selling. This was their 
livelihood and what they expected to 
pass on to the next generation, the 
next set of stockholders. Because of the 
regulatory environment, the article 
quotes them talking about how it is no 
longer any fun. A 66-year-old CEO is 
quoted as saying: 

I don’t run a bank anymore. I run around 
trying to react to regulation and, frankly, 
that’s no fun. This is certainly important for 
the people who own and run a bank, but it 
matters in communities in my State that 
there is access to a local lender, a relatively 
small financial institution that knows its 
customers, and that the farmer, rancher, and 
small business person have the opportunity 
to develop a personal relationship with the 
individuals from whom they are borrowing 
money. 

I know from my own circumstances 
of growing up and living in rural Kan- 
sas the likelihood of being able to get 
a loan from the community bank, the 
banker you know, who knows you, your 
ability, your creditworthiness, and 
your trustworthiness, is a pretty spe- 
cial relationship we have to be very 
careful we don’t lose. If you are trying 
to borrow money from somebody you 
don’t know, it is a different cir- 
cumstance. 

I want to highlight again this regu- 
latory environment not just for banks 
but for all businesses in which the deci- 
sions are being made that they are not 
expanding—in this case, they are sell- 
ing. The reality is that has con- 
sequences to every American and every 
American family. Job creation is going 
to be improved whenever we have a 
regulatory environment that encour- 
ages economic growth, not discourages 
it, and a regulatory environment that 
is certain. So much, particularly in the 
financial services industry, with banks 
and other financial lenders, the uncer- 
tainty exists in large part because of 
the passage of Dodd-Frank, and now its 
implementation, the uncertainty of 
whether more regulations are coming 
and what they are going to say and do, 
and they certainly can drive up the 
costs. 

We certainly want to protect con- 
sumers, and we operate, in many in- 
stances, in a regulated environment. 
But these regulations need common 
sense and need to take into account 
the specific circumstances particularly 
of a small bank. My small banks in 
Kansas had virtually nothing to do 
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with the financial debacle of 2008. Yet 
they are burdened with the responsi- 
bility of complying with a huge new set 
of regulations that resulted from the 
efforts to address the financial crisis of 
2008. 

In fact, this article, again, points 
this out regarding the board meeting 
at this small bank: 

The binder of information delivered to the 
bank’s board before the last monthly meet- 
ing included 419 pages of information to be 
reviewed. 

Banks more and more are having to 
put people on the payroll—compliance 
officers—as compared to those kinds of 
circumstances in which the bank is 
making loans. The cost of doing busi- 
ness and the cost of credit increases, 
and access to credit has diminished, 
and that is diminishing the chance for 
job creation. 

One of the items under Dodd-Frank 
was the creation of the Consumer Fi- 
nancial Protection Bureau. This hit me 
while I was visiting one of my banks in 
Kansas. They told me the CFPB called 
and said they were sending 12 exam- 
iners and lawyers to come spend more 
than a month in this small bank, ex- 
amining the bank. Again, these are 
banks that had little to do with the fi- 
nancial collapse of 2008. Almost with- 
out exception our community banks— 
certainly in Kansas—didn’t make loans 
to people who were unlikely to repay 
the loans, and they didn’t make loans 
to people who had no ability to repay 
the loans or without getting proper 
documentation and seeking the nec- 
essary creditworthiness of that bor- 
rower before making that decision. Yet 
the burden of these regulations falls di- 
rectly upon them. 

And while I guess I am speaking in 
support of trying to change this for the 
benefit of the bankers, who this is 
going to benefit, if we were to change 
the regulatory environment, is the per- 
son who wants to borrow money, who 
wants a buy an automobile or buy a 
home or who wants to buy a piece of 
commercial property. Yet they go to 
the banks in communities across Kan- 
sas and are told that because of the 
new regulatory environment, this is a 
loan we cannot make. 

The Consumer Financial Protection 
Bureau, which has 12 examiners and 2 
lawyers, is soon to visit a small bank 
in Kansas and intends to be there for 
more than a month. The regulations 
the Consumer Financial Protection Bu- 
reau—well, they haven’t created their 
regulations yet. They are auditing a 
bank before their regulations are in 
place. My reaction, when the banker 
told me that, was I need to go back to 
Washington and see if I can do some- 
thing, perhaps through the appropria- 
tions process. I am the ranking Repub- 
lican member on the Appropriations 
subcommittee for financial institu- 
tions and financial services. I thought 
we need to rein in the CFPB through 
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the appropriations process to get them 
kind of within their sphere of where 
they belong, in a much more common- 
sense, less intrusive way. 

It occurred to me that I don’t have 
that ability. I can be a member of the 
Appropriations Committee and a Mem- 
ber of the Senate, and I can be the lead 
Republican on the subcommittee re- 
sponsible for financial services, but be- 
cause of the way the CFPB was cre- 
ated, its money is an automatic draft 
from the Federal Reserve. We, as Mem- 
bers of the Senate and Congress in gen- 
eral, have no input into the level of 
funding of an agency that will have a 
dramatic effect upon the financial in- 
stitutions of this country and, there- 
fore, the individuals, the consumers 
those financial institutions serve. 

In addition to that, there is only one 
person who administrates the program, 
who is the administrator of the Con- 
sumer Financial Protection Bureau. 
Unlike the CFTC and the SEC, where 
there is a commission and a board in 
which there is a collective decision 
made, there is only an administrator. I 
have introduced legislation and we 
have had this conversation on the floor 
before. I encourage my colleagues to 
look at this legislation that would re- 
formulate the way the CFPB is man- 
aged and directed and would once again 
give Congress the opportunity to have 
input into how the CFPB functions. 

I would never try to explain to Amer- 
icans or to Kansans how great Congress 
does its job, but I do know the fact we 
are subject to election—the will of the 
people of America—every 6 years gives 
us the opportunity to have the input of 
the people into the administration and 
into the regulatory process that is so 
burdensome now upon so many busi- 
nesses, including our financial institu- 
tions. 

So my effort today is to highlight 
once again what we do in Washington, 
DC, and in this case particularly what 
the administration does today—what 
the Obama administration does today 
and what administrations have done in 
the past in regard to regulations—very 
much has a consequence upon whether 
Americans are going to live in a coun- 
try with a growing economy in which 
there is a sense of security and people 
know what to expect or whether they 
are going to live in a country in which 
a business owner—a small business 
man or woman in Kansas or across the 
country—is holding back from hiring 
employees because they do not know 
what next is going to come from their 
own government in regard to regula- 
tions which are costly, drive up the 
cost of being in business, and reduce 
the chances of expansion in our econ- 
omy, which reduce the chances that 
Americans can have good, solid em- 
ployment opportunities. 

I have two daughters graduating 
from college—one a couple of years ago 
and one this year—and the job market 
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certainly is important to me as a par- 
ent and the ability for a young Amer- 
ican to find a job and to pursue that 
job so they are able to pay back the 
cost of their education. That is some- 
thing we need to seriously take into 
account. While I assume we are going 
to have a conversation again in the 
Senate this week on the cost of bor- 
rowing money for students and student 
loan interest rates, we ought not forget 
the most important thing we can do to 
help our students once they graduate, 
which is to make sure the economy is 
such that employment opportunities 
are available. It doesn’t matter what 
the interest rate is if they can’t find a 
job. 

So we need to make certain we fulfill 
our responsibilities to the American 
people to see that the economy and job 
creation is front and center for the 
benefit of every American and for the 
benefit of our country’s deficit. It is so 
important we create a growing econ- 
omy. 

I, again, would highlight how impor- 
tant it is for us to get the regulations 
under control and particularly criticize 
the circumstance in which legislation 
that does not pass Congress somehow 
takes effect because the executive 
branch concludes they can do by Exec- 
utive order or by rule or regulation 
what we refuse to do. It is time for 
Congress to reassert its role, and it is 
time to make certain that in pursuing 
that role we create an environment in 
which jobs are front and center and the 
American people can all pursue the 
American dream. 

Mr. President, I appreciate the oppor- 
tunity to address the Senate today, 
and I yield the floor. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator from Arizona. 

IMMIGRATION 

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I didn’t hear 
all the remarks of my colleague from 
Kansas, but I think what I have to say 
will follow on directly. 

I saw a prominent news magazine, 
the cover of which had a likeness of 
President Obama, and the title was 
“The Imperial Presidency” or ‘‘The Im- 
perial President,” and the theme of it 
was this President seems to believe 
that by Executive order or Executive 
action he can simply do what he wants 
to do irrespective of whether the Con- 
gress has passed a law authorizing it or 
has in some other way directed the 
President to carry out a particular pol- 
icy. 

When the President takes his oath of 
office to see that the laws of the coun- 
try are faithfully executed, that is a re- 
quirement of his job. Our three-branch 
government has the legislative branch 
and the President jointly deciding 
what the law is to be, when Congress 
passes the law and the President signs 
it into law. It then has the President 
required to execute those laws. 

Now, he doesn’t do it personally, of 
course. He does it with the Department 
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of Justice. If it is something related to 
our national parks, then it would be 
the Department of the Interior, and so 
on. But the Department of Justice has 
a big role to play in this, as does the 
Department of Homeland Security in 
respect to immigration laws because 
the Department of Homeland Security 
has now taken over all of the immigra- 
tion functions, and that relates to cus- 
toms, to issuing visas and, of course, 
enforcing the laws against illegal im- 
migration as well. 

So it is not up to the Secretary of the 
Department of Homeland Security or 
the Attorney General or the President 
to decide whether to enforce a law of 
the country. That is their responsi- 
bility. Then the Supreme Court re- 
solves differences about the meanings 
of the statutes, their application, and 
whether they are constitutional. 

Earlier this week—yesterday—the 
Supreme Court determined the con- 
stitutionality of a law the State of Ari- 
zona had passed to deal with the prob- 
lem of illegal immigration in my State 
of Arizona. It is a serious problem 
there. About half of all the people who 
cross the border do so in the Tucson 
sector, and the results of that on Ari- 
zona have been devastating over the 
years: the damage to the environment, 
creating forest fires; the problem of the 
people who try to cross the border in 
the summer and end up dying in the 
desert because of its very harsh envi- 
ronment; the people who are brought 
across the border by unscrupulous 
coyotes, they are called—the smug- 
glers—who then badly mistreat them, 
hold them hostage from their families, 
perhaps in Mexico or Central America 
and brutally mistreat them in many 
cases; the problems of crime that law 
enforcement has to deal with, the hos- 
pitalization and medical treatment 
they are required to receive under the 
law. All of these things have had a dra- 
matic negative impact on my State. 

As a result, the State legislature 
said: To the extent the Federal Govern- 
ment is not enforcing the law in our 
State, we will try to help fill that gap 
in cooperation and coordination with 
the Federal Government. So they 
passed S.B. 1070. A key feature of that, 
which was the cooperation between law 
enforcement, was upheld by the Su- 
preme Court. But what has been the 
Obama administration’s reaction to 
that? The Obama administration has 
reacted by saying: Well, we don’t like 
your ruling and, therefore, we are sim- 
ply not going to cooperate with the 
State of Arizona as we have been in the 
past or any other State that has laws 
like Arizona, even if you, the Supreme 
Court, say it is constitutional. 

The petulance and the arrogance of 
this are something the American peo- 
ple have to judge, but from a law en- 
forcement perspective, to me, this sug- 
gests the administration is creating 
some very serious problems. It was one 
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thing for the administration to say, as 
they did last week, as to the 800,000 or 
900,000 students primarily who came 
here because their parents brought 
them here illegally, we are going to 
find a way, in effect, to suspend their 
deportation so they can go to school or 
work here; we are just not going to 
apply the law to them. But it is quite 
another for it to say: By the way, we 
are going to treat all the other illegal 
immigrants here the same way—the 10 
million to 12 million people who have 
been in the United States for a while, 
those who crossed the border some 
time ago. 

In effect, that is what the adminis- 
tration has said. Even if local law en- 
forcement, such as the Phoenix Police 
Department, has the right to stop 
someone they see weaving down the 
road in the manner of a drunk driver, 
and they stop that individual and de- 
termine they are driving while intoxi- 
cated and then ask to see their driver’s 
license; and if the individual cannot 
produce an Arizona driver’s license— 
which is already a violation of Arizona 
law today—but if, for example, the in- 
dividual says: Here is my Matricula 
card from the Mexican Embassy, that 
may be reason for the officer to believe 
that individual is not here legally. 

So in addition to driving while in- 
toxicated and not having a valid Ari- 
zona driver’s license, the police officer, 
who now has reason to believe that in- 
dividual may not be an American cit- 
izen, ordinarily then would take that 
individual’s name, call it in to a Fed- 
eral database—I think it is up in 
Vermont or New Hampshire—and there 
is verification that either the indi- 
vidual is or is not in the United States 
legally. If the person is not here legally 
and hasn’t been convicted or accused of 
a major crime, they are turned over to 
Immigration and Customs Enforce- 
ment, ICE, which is the part of Home- 
land Security that is supposed to take 
these illegal immigrants and decide 
what to do with them. In most cases, 
they are simply removed from the 
United States or deported. 

But now the administration is saying 
we are not going to do that anymore. 
We don’t even want to know whether 
the individual is an illegal immigrant. 
We are not going to check, and we are 
not going to allow you access to the 
database to check. Up to now, the 
Phoenix Police Department or the Mar- 
icopa County or Cochise County Sheriff 
could call up the database and say: We 
have the name of an individual; is this 
person legal. 

The administration is now saying it 
is not even going to allow Arizona to 
check. So, Mr. President, this is a con- 
dition which cannot be allowed to 
stand. Where the administration is not 
enforcing the laws, the Congress is 
going to have to take what action we 
need to take to ensure the President 
enforces the laws, as he is sworn to do. 
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The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator’s time has expired. 

The Senator from North Dakota. 

ANSWERING ALLEGATIONS 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I rise 
today to answer allegations made by 
the Washington Post in a front-page 
story in yesterday’s edition. Here is 
the story: ‘‘High-level Talks, then 
Changes to Holdings.” 

First, I want to say I have great re- 
spect for the Washington Post. In 
many ways, the Post is a national 
treasure. But even great newspapers 
make mistakes, and in yesterday’s 
story they made assumptions that are 
simply wrong. 

The story said my wife and I shifted 
savings in her retirement accounts 
from mutual funds to lower risk money 
market accounts on August 14, 2007. 
That is true. They showed we made 
those changes a day after a call from 
Treasury Secretary Hank Paulson to 
me. That is also true. But their sugges- 
tion the two are related is absolutely 
false. 

They have made the same error in 
logic we studied in college. The case 
and faulty logic involved an observer 
who noted people were fainting and 
street pavement was melting. That led 
the observer to conclude that melting 
pavement caused people to faint. Of 
course, that was wrong. It was 106 de- 
grees outside. The proper conclusion 
was that heat was causing the pave- 
ment to melt and people to faint. That 
error in logic was about causality, and 
that is precisely the error the Wash- 
ington Post made in their story with 
respect to me. 

What the Washington Post missed in 
their graphic—and to be fair to them, 
they largely had the correct context in 
the story. If you read the whole story, 
it was fairly balanced. What was not 
balanced was the graphics that accom- 
panied that story. 

Let me show the graphic. This is 
from the Washington Post of yester- 
day. 

Here is a picture of me. Quite a nice 
picture. I appreciate that. It says: 

Senator Conrad, Chairman of the Senate 
Budget Committee, was in contact with 
Paulson about the Nation’s economy during 
the crisis. 

That is true. They then show a 
timeline with only two points on the 
timeline. They show that on August 13 
Secretary Paulson called me at 4:30, 
and they show the next day, August 14, 
that my wife and I shifted from her re- 
tirement accounts money from mutual 
funds to lower risk money market 
funds. That is true. 

What they have not shown on the 
timeline is what was happening in the 
previous days. So let’s go back to the 
Friday before. Here is what happened 
on the Friday before. 

The Dow Jones Industrial Average 
dropped 200 points within minutes of 
the opening bell and closed the day 
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down nearly 400 points. That is not on 
the timeline of the Washington Post. If 
they were going to be fair—and I don’t 
begrudge them writing the story. I 
think if I were the editor I would cer- 
tainly have written the story too. It 
certainly has appeal. Here are Members 
of Congress talking to people in influ- 
ential positions and then changing 
their holdings. But to be fair, they 
have to provide the context within 
which those decisions were made. 

The context within which my wife 
and I made our decisions were pretty 
clear. The Friday before, the market 
dropped nearly 400 points. 

What the Washington Post also 
didn’t put in their timeline is their 
headline on that Friday. ‘Credit 
Crunch in U.S. Upends Global Mar- 
kets.” In that story the Friday before, 
they showed in the weeks leading up to 
our decision to diversify our invest- 
ments in my wife’s retirement account 
the market had dropped in 2 days more 
than 500 points, leading up then to the 
Friday where the markets dropped al- 
most 400 points. 

The Washington Post in their story 
also didn’t put on the timeline what 
the headlines were in their own paper 
on the weekend leading up to our deci- 
sion to make these changes. 

This is just one of the headlines: 
“Looking for Footing on Shaky 
Ground,” talking about the turmoil we 
saw globally. The truth is that what 
made my wife and me decide over the 
weekend to shift some of her retire- 
ment accounts from mutual funds to 
less risky money market accounts was 
what was happening in the markets 
themselves. That is what led us to 
make these decisions. 

The Paulson call was not about mar- 
kets. Notes from my staff indicate Sec- 
retary Paulson was calling a number of 
members about the importance of rais- 
ing the debt ceiling. The Secretary of 
Treasury was not calling me to give me 
stock market tips. He wasn’t talking 
to me about the stock market. He was 
talking to me about the need for a debt 
limit increase. 

I wish to say clearly and unequivo- 
cally, to my friends at the Washington 
Post and anybody who read the story, 
the call from Secretary Paulson had 
nothing—nothing—do with my wife’s 
and my decision over the weekend to 
shift some of her assets into less risky 
money market accounts. Those deci- 
sions had everything to do with what 
was happening in the marketplace 
itself, which was widely reported, even 
on the pages of the Washington Post. 
What was happening in the markets 
was readily available to every investor. 
We were not shifting my wife’s retire- 
ment accounts based on some secret in- 
side information. 

The Washington Post headline: 
“Credit Crunch in U.S. Upends Global 
Markets.” The stock market in 2 days, 
and the weeks leading up, dropped 500 
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points. On the Friday before the deci- 
sions we made over the weekend, the 
market dropped almost 400 points in 1 
day. The Washington Post had a big 
story showing the Dow Jones industrial 
average dropped 200 points within min- 
utes of opening and dropped almost 400 
points for the day. Why didn’t they put 
that in the timeline if they wanted to 
be fair? I didn’t ask them not to run 
the story. I asked them to put in the 
context within which the decisions 
were made. Be fair. 

The fact is there is nothing Mr. 
Paulson could have said to me about 
market risk that would have been more 
persuasive than the drop of almost 400 
points in the market the previous Fri- 
day. That, along with the 500-point 
drop that had occurred several weeks 
before, provided all the motivation my 
wife and I needed to make a decision to 
move some of her retirement assets to 
lower risked investments. 

To the Washington Post: I respect 
you. I have had a very good relation- 
ship with you for a long period of time. 
But your story was unfair to my fam- 
ily, it was unfair to me, and fundamen- 
tally it was unfair to your readers be- 
cause the graphics you supplied with 
the story failed to provide a full or fair 
timeline and the full context that led 
to our decision. In fairness, if you read 
the whole story, much of the context is 
there. But the graphics—which, of 
course, is what most people are drawn 
to—have none of the context and don’t 
have a timeline that in any way is fair. 

Finally, I just wish to say, I am retir- 
ing. This is not going to affect me for 
the future. But the notion that Mem- 
bers of Congress should just stick with 
whatever investment decisions they 
made when they began investing or be 
accused of trading on insider informa- 
tion is, to me, absurd. Our trades 
should be public knowledge, and they 
are. How did the Washington Post 
know about these trades? Because my 
wife and I reported each and every one 
of them in our financial disclosure. 

So trades of Members should be pub- 
lic—absolutely—and they are. The 
Washington Post and others should 
monitor for evidence of insider trading, 
and they do. But they should also pro- 
vide context to their readers so they 
can fairly judge if any of us have taken 
action with our investments that are 
dishonorable. I have not, and that is 
the truth. 

I yield the floor. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator from West Virginia. 
PRESCRIPTION DRUG EPIDEMIC 

Mr. MANCHIN. Mr. President, since 
we first began consideration of the 
FDA bill, I have stood on this floor 
again and again to highlight the impor- 
tance of an amendment I offered to this 
legislation that is very significant to 
my fellow West Virginians and all 
Americans. 

This amendment would put tighter 
control on drugs containing a sub- 
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stance known as hydrocodone, a highly 
addictive prescription painkiller that 
is destroying communities across this 
country and leaving families dev- 
astated by abuse and addiction. 

It was a proud moment for me when 
the Senate came together across party 
lines on May 23 and unanimously 
adopted my amendment to reclassify 
hydrocodone as a schedule II substance 
from a schedule III. In practical terms, 
this means those who are using 
hydrocodone for illegitimate reasons 
would have a harder time getting their 
hands on it. 

I cannot tell you how much this 
amendment means to the people of 
West Virginia and to every law enforce- 
ment group fighting the war on drugs 
across this Nation who believe very 
strongly that access to hydrocodone 
would give them a powerful tool in 
combating prescription drug abuse. So 
it pains me to stand here following last 
night’s vote to move forward with the 
passage of the FDA bill, which did not 
contain this important amendment. 
That is because the influence of special 
interest groups suppressed the voices of 
the people—not just in the State of 
West Virginia but in Delaware and all 
across the country—who are begging us 
to do something about the prescription 
drug abuse epidemic. 

According to the White House Office 
of National Drug Control Policy, pre- 
scription drug abuse is the fastest 
growing drug problem in the United 
States, and it is claiming the lives of 
thousands of Americans every year. 
Prescription drugs are responsible for 
about 75 percent of all drug-related 
deaths in the United States and 90 per- 
cent in West Virginia. These narcotic 
painkillers claim the lives of more 
Americans than heroin and cocaine 
combined. 

But the groups opposed to my amend- 
ment have a huge financial stake in 
keeping these pills as accessible as pos- 
sible, and I understand that. That is 
why my amendment was stripped from 
the FDA bill we advanced last night. 

High-powered and well-funded lobby- 
ists may have gotten their victory this 
time around, but I can assure you I will 
not give up this fight. On a daily basis, 
I am hearing from my constituents in 
West Virginia and all around this coun- 
try who are counting on us to do some- 
thing about the prescription drug epi- 
demic ravaging their communities. 

Since I offered this amendment, I 
have heard from so many West Vir- 
ginians who have seen a ray of hope be- 
cause we might be able to do some- 
thing about this problem. I will not 
pretend it will solve it completely, but 
it is sure a good step in the right direc- 
tion. So I am coming to the floor to 
share the stories of the people of West 
Virginia, in the hopes of bringing peo- 
ple together around a solution to this 
terrible problem. 

This is from Sheila from Charleston, 
who sent me this letter in support of 
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my amendment after losing a close 
family member: 

Please continue to fight the drug compa- 
nies and pharmacies regarding this issue. 
Our family in the last two months lost a be- 
loved family member to prescription drug 
overdose. He was a promising young man 
that lost his life because of addiction to pain 
medication. 

Our family continues to be devastated, 
wondering how did this happen. He came 
from a highly-educated family that was in- 
volved in his treatment and cared deeply for 
him. His family spent $100,000+ in his recov- 
ery, but it was all too easy for him to obtain 
legal prescriptions. 

What truly makes it more painful is he was 
showing signs of overcoming his five-year 
battle. 

We are not blaming anyone but the sys- 
tem. We know we are each responsible for 
our own actions. I have thought for years 
that our health care system is far behind in 
technology and record keeping for doctor 
shopping and prescription dispensing. Please 
understand I am very much opposed to more 
government in our personal lives, however 
this is much needed in the medical arena. 

Please continue to fight this enormous 
battle for us. 

That letter could have come from our 
constituents or any Congressman’s 
home district from anywhere in this 
great country. The fact is I don’t know 
of a person—whether it be in the Sen- 
ate, our colleagues in Congress or any- 
where in America—who hasn’t been af- 
fected by the abuse of legal prescrip- 
tion drugs used in the wrong way. It 
touches everyone’s life. It is of epi- 
demic proportion. 

I have said it before, and I will say it 
again. I understand that limiting ac- 
cess to illegitimate uses of 
hydrocodone pills doesn’t necessarily 
fit into the model of selling more prod- 
uct, but there are times when even the 
best business plan can be altered while 
staying successful. Certainly, one of 
those times is when the health of our 
country and the public good is at 
stake. 

In fact, the Huntington Herald Dis- 
patch, the second largest newspaper in 
my State, located right on the border 
between West Virginia and Ohio, de- 
scribes why this amendment is so im- 
portant. 

Congress is missing out on an opportunity 
to close the spigot at least partway on the 
large volumes of commonly abused prescrip- 
tion drugs that flood the country and harm 
so many Americans. 

In 2010, the most recent year for 
which data is available, a study showed 
there were 28,310 recorded instances of 
toxic exposures from hydrocodone. The 
same study showed that 24 million in- 
dividuals have admitted to abusing 
hydrocodone drugs for nonmedical pur- 
poses—unbelievable. 

A different study, put out by the Cen- 
ters for Disease Control in November, 
showed that more than 40 people die 
every day from overdoses involving 
narcotic pain relievers such as 
hydrocodone. Isn’t it worth doing 
something to get the pills out of the 
wrong hands? 
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My amendment may not have gone 
into this bill yesterday, but it is not 
going to go away—I think we all know 
that—and I am determined to see this 
through to the end. 

While the people of West Virginia, 
Delaware, and elsewhere are dis- 
appointed in the outcome of the 
hydrocodone amendment, I do wish to 
highlight one measure that was in- 
cluded in the legislation that we are 
proud of and is important to me and 
everybody in this body. It would make 
the sale and distribution of synthetic 
marijuana and other synthetic sub- 
stances, known as bath salts, illegal by 
placing them on the list of schedule I 
controlled substances under the Con- 
trolled Substances Act. These drugs 
are also taking a terrible toll on all our 
States, and I was proud to cosponsor 
this provision with my friend Senator 
SCHUMER. I want to thank Senator 
SCHUMER for his leadership in getting 
this passed. 

Finally, I wish to close with one 
more story from my home State of 
West Virginia as a way to remind ev- 
eryone what I am fighting for and why. 
This letter comes from Rebecca, a 
woman who started a group called 
Mothers Against Prescription Drug 
Abuse as a way to deal with the ter- 
rible realities that have accompanied 
her son’s 5-year battle with prescrip- 
tion drug abuse: 

Jamie was a great kid growing up. He 
played basketball, football, and baseball. 
When he was 14 years old his team won the 
state tournament and went all the way to 
Wisconsin to play in Regionals. Jamie was 
always helping others and had such a kind 
heart. . . 

When Jamie got out of school he married 
his high school sweetheart and was employed 
in the mines. 

After that he just went downhill. He began 
abusing prescription drugs. For two years I 
tried everything to get help for him and 
tried to get him to stop. Things only got 
worse. He lost his wife, his home, his truck 
and then his freedom. 

My story is typical to so many families out 
there who are struggling with loved ones 
that are addicted. They just want someone 
to listen. They need to be able to reach out 
to someone who understands the nightmare 
that they go through daily, and know that 
they are not alone. The addict is not the 
only one who suffers. The family members 
carry around guilt, sadness, shame, anger, 
hopelessness, fear, anxiety, etc... . I could 
go on and on about how bad this experience 
has been for me and how it has not stopped. 

I will continue to fight prescription drug 
abuse for as long as I have a breath in my 
body. I will not give up on my son or anyone 
else who is addicted. Things need to change 
within our system. We cannot continue to 
allow just anyone to have access to prescrip- 
tion pain medicine. Parents need to be edu- 
cated while their children are still at home. 
Communities need to be aware of crimes 
(drug dealers) and report them. Doctors need 
to stop prescribing pain pills to people on the 
street, and they need to be held accountable. 

What happened to our medical ethics when 
people who need pain medicine for a while 
are given strong addictive pain medicine, 
only to have to keep coming back to the doc- 
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tor over and over again for refills? Is it greed 
that is behind the beginning of this growing 
epidemic? Doctors definitely profit from the 
addict’s return visits, as well as the pharma- 
ceutical companies that make the medicine. 
We know there is a problem but what are 
people going to do about it? Iam doing what 
I can, but is it enough? Will you help? 

For Rebecca and all the other moth- 
ers, fathers, sisters, and brothers out 
there who are pleading for help, we owe 
it to them to get this amendment 
agreed to. 

I yield the floor and suggest the ab- 
sence of a quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. NELSON of Florida. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the 
order for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


ee 


EXECUTIVE SESSION 


NOMINATION OF ROBIN 8S. ROSEN- 
BAUM TO BE UNITED STATES 
DISTRICT JUDGE FOR THE 
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF FLOR- 
IDA 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will pro- 
ceed to executive session to consider 
the following nomination which the 
clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read the nomination of 
Robin S. Rosenbaum, of Florida, to be 
United States District Judge for the 
Southern District of Florida. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the time until noon 
will be equally divided in the usual 
form. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, the Re- 
publican efforts to shutdown Senate 
confirmations of qualified judicial 
nominees who have bipartisan support 
do not help the American people. This 
is a shortsighted policy at a time when 
the judicial vacancy rate remains al- 
most twice what it was at this point in 
the first term of President Bush. Judi- 
cial vacancies during the last few years 
have been at historically high levels. 
Nearly one out of every 11 Federal 
judgeships is currently vacant. Their 
talk of shutting down confirmations 
for consensus and qualified circuit 
court nominees is not helping the over- 
burdened Federal courts to which 
Americans turn for justice. 

In a letter dated June 20, 2012, the 
president of the American Bar Associa- 
tion urged Senator REID and Senator 
MCCONNELL to work together to sched- 
ule votes on the nominations of Wil- 
liam Kayatta, Judge Robert Bacharach 
and Richard Taranto, three consensus, 
qualified circuit court nominees await- 
ing Senate confirmation so that they 
may serve the American people. I ask 
unanimous consent that a copy of his 
letter be printed in the RECORD. 
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There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 


AMERICAN BAR ASSOCIATION, 
Chicago, IL, June 20, 2012. 
Hon. HARRY REID, 
Majority Leader, U.S. Senate, Hart Senate Of- 
fice Building, Washington, DC. 
Hon. MITCH MCCONNELL, 
Republican Leader, U.S. Senate, Russell Senate 
Office Building, Washington, DC. 

DEAR MAJORITY LEADER REID AND REPUB- 
LICAN LEADER MCCONNELL: Amid concerns 
that the judicial confirmation process is 
about to fall victim to presidential election 
year politics through the invocation of the 
“Thurmond Rule,” I am writing on behalf of 
the American Bar Association to reiterate 
our grave concern for the longstanding num- 
ber of judicial vacancies on Article III courts 
and to urge you to schedule floor votes on 
three pending, noncontroversial circuit court 
nominees before July and on district court 
nominees who have strong bipartisan sup- 
port on a weekly basis thereafter. 

Three of the four circuit court nominees 
pending on the Senate floor are consensus 
nominees who have received overwhelming 
approval from the Senate Judiciary Com- 
mittee. Both William Kayatta, Jr. of Maine, 
nominated to the First Circuit, and Robert 
Bacharach of Oklahoma, nominated to the 
Tenth Circuit, have the staunch support of 
their Republican senators. Richard Taranto, 
nominated to the Federal Circuit, enjoys 
strong bipartisan support, including the en- 
dorsement of noted conservative legal schol- 
ars. All three nominees also have stellar pro- 
fessional qualifications and each has been 
rated unanimously ‘‘well-qualified’’ by the 
ABA’s Standing Committee on the Federal 
Judiciary. 

As you know, the “Thurmond Rule” is nei- 
ther a rule nor a clearly defined event. While 
the ABA takes no position on what invoca- 
tion of the ‘‘Thurmond Rule” actually means 
or whether it represents wise policy, recent 
news stories have cast it as a precedent 
under which the Senate, after a specified 
date in a presidential election year, ceases to 
vote on nominees to the federal circuit 
courts of appeals. We note that there has 
been no consistently observed date at which 
this has occurred during the presidential 
election years from 1980 to 2008. With regard 
to the past three election years, the last cir- 
cuit court nominees were confirmed in June 
during 2004 and 2008 and in July during 2000. 
In deference to these historical cut-off dates 
and because of our conviction that the Sen- 
ate has a continuing constitutional duty to 
act with due diligence to reduce the dan- 
gerously high vacancy rate that is adversely 
affecting our federal judiciary, we exhort 
you to schedule votes on these three out- 
standing circuit court nominees this month. 

We also urge you to continue to work to- 
gether to move consensus district court 
nominees to the floor for a vote throughout 
the rest of the session, lest the vacancy cri- 
sis worsens in the waning months of the 
112th Congress. With five new vacancies aris- 
ing this month and an additional five an- 
nounced for next month, this is not just a 
possibility; it is a certainty, absent your 
continued commitment to the federal judici- 
ary and steady action on nominees. 

Thank you for your past efforts and for 
your consideration of our views on this im- 
portant issue. 

Sincerely, 
Wo. T. (BILL) ROBINSON III, 
President. 


Mr. LEAHY. He writes: 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE, Vol. 158, Pt. 7 


Amid concerns that the judicial confirma- 
tion process is about to fall victim to presi- 
dential election year politics through the in- 
vocation of the ‘‘Thurmond Rule,” I am writ- 
ing on behalf of the American Bar Associa- 
tion to reiterate our grave concern for the 
longstanding number of judicial vacancies on 
Article III courts and to urge you to sched- 
ule floor votes on three pending, non- 
controversial circuit court nominees before 
July and on district court nominees who 
have strong bipartisan support on a weekly 
basis thereafter. 

He observes that ‘‘the Senate has a 
continuing constitutional duty to act 
with due diligence to reduce the dan- 
gerously high vacancy rate that is ad- 
versely affecting our federal judici- 
ary.” 

There is no good reason that the Sen- 
ate should not vote on consensus cir- 
cuit court nominees thoroughly vetted, 
considered and voted on by the Judici- 
ary Committee. There is no reason the 
Senate cannot vote on the nomination 
of William Kayatta of Maine to the 
First Circuit, a nominee strongly sup- 
ported by both of Maine’s Republican 
Senators and reported nearly unani- 
mously by the Committee 2 months 
ago. This is the same person who Chief 
Justice John Roberts recommended to 
Kenneth Starr for a position in the 
Justice Department. 

There is no reason the Senate cannot 
vote on the nomination of Judge Rob- 
ert Bacharach of Oklahoma to the 
Tenth Circuit, who was supported by 
Senator COBURN during Committee 
consideration, and also by the State’s 
other Republican Senator, Senator 
INHOFE. Senator COBURN said that 
Judge Bacharach would make a great 
nominee for a Republican president. So 
why is the Republican leadership play- 
ing politics with his nomination? 

There is also no reason the Senate 
cannot vote on Richard Taranto’s nom- 
ination to the Federal Circuit. He was 
reported almost unanimously by voice 
vote nearly 3 months ago, and is sup- 
ported by conservatives such as Robert 
Bork and Paul Clement. 

And the one circuit court nominee 
who was reported out of Committee 
with a split rollcall vote—Judge Patty 
Shwartz of New Jersey—should not 
have been controversial, as seen by the 
bipartisan support she has received 
from New Jersey’s Republican Gov- 
ernor Chris Christie. 

Each of these circuit court nominees 
has been rated unanimously well quali- 
fied by the nonpartisan ABA Standing 
Committee on the Federal judiciary, 
the highest possible rating. These are 
not controversial nominees. They are 
qualified and should be considered as 
consensus nominees and confirmed. 
Senate Republicans are blocking con- 
sent to vote on superbly qualified cir- 
cuit court nominees with strong bipar- 
tisan support. This is a new and dam- 
aging application of the Thurmond 
Rule. 

It is hard to see how this new appli- 
cation of the Thurmond Rule is really 
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anything more than another name for 
the stalling tactics we have seen for 
months and years. I have yet to hear 
any good reason why we should not 
continue to vote on well-qualified, con- 
sensus nominees, just as we did up 
until September of the last two Presi- 
dential election years. I have yet to 
hear a good explanation why we cannot 
work to solve the problem of high va- 
cancies for the American people. I will 
continue to work with the Senate lead- 
ership to try to confirm as many of 
President Obama’s qualified judicial 
nominees as possible to fill the many 
judicial vacancies that burden our 
courts and the American people across 
the country. 

Last week, I spoke about the an- 
nouncement from Senate Republican 
leadership that they would be shutting 
down the confirmation process for 
qualified and consensus circuit court 
nominees for the rest of the year. As I 
noted, Senate Republicans have be- 
come the party of ‘‘no’’-—no help for 
the American people, no to jobs, no to 
economic recovery and no to judges to 
provide Americans with justice in their 
Federal courts. Although the public an- 
nouncement that they would be block- 
ing qualified and consensus circuit 
court nominees is recent, the truth is 
that Senate Republicans have been ob- 
structing President Obama’s judicial 
nominees since the beginning of his 
Presidency, beginning with their fili- 
buster of his first nominee. 

Senate Republicans used to insist 
that filibustering of judicial nomina- 
tions was unconstitutional. The Con- 
stitution has not changed but as soon 
as President Obama was elected, they 
reversed course and filibustered Presi- 
dent Obama’s very first judicial nomi- 
nation. Judge David Hamilton of Indi- 
ana was a widely respected 15-year vet- 
eran of the Federal bench nominated to 
the Seventh Circuit and was supported 
by Senator Dick Lugar, the longest- 
serving Republican in the Senate. They 
delayed his confirmation for 5 months. 
Senate Republicans then proceeded to 
obstruct and delay just about every 
circuit court nominee of this Presi- 
dent, filibustering nine of them. They 
delayed confirmation of Judge Albert 
Diaz of North Carolina to the Fourth 
Circuit for 11 months. They delayed 
confirmation of Judge Jane Stranch of 
Tennessee to the Sixth Circuit for 10 
months. They delayed confirmation of 
Judge Ray Lohier of New York to the 
Second Circuit for 7 months. They de- 
layed confirmation of Judge Scott 
Matheson of Utah to the Tenth Circuit 
and Judge James Wynn, Jr. of North 
Carolina to the Fourth Circuit for 6 
months. They delayed confirmation of 
Judge Andre Davis of Maryland to the 
Fourth Circuit, Judge Henry Floyd of 
South Carolina to the Fourth Circuit, 
Judge Stephanie Thacker of West Vir- 
ginia to the Fourth Circuit, and Judge 
Jacqueline Nguyen of California to the 
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Ninth Circuit for 5 months. They de- 
layed confirmation of Judge Adalberto 
Jordan of Florida to the Eleventh Cir- 
cuit, Judge Beverly Martin of Georgia 
to the Eleventh Circuit, Judge Mary 
Murguia of Arizona to the Ninth Cir- 
cuit, Judge Bernice Donald of Ten- 
nessee to the Sixth Circuit, Judge Bar- 
bara Keenan of Virginia to the Fourth 
Circuit, Judge Thomas Vanaskie of 
Pennsylvania to the Third Circuit, 
Judge Joseph Greenaway of New Jersey 
to the Third Circuit, Judge Denny Chin 
of New York to the Second Circuit, and 
Judge Chris Droney of Connecticut to 
the Second Circuit for 4 months. They 
delayed confirmation of Judge Paul 
Watford of California to the Ninth Cir- 
cuit, Judge Andrew Hurwitz of Arizona 
to the Ninth Circuit, Judge Morgan 
Christen of Alaska to the Ninth Cir- 
cuit, Judge Stephen Higginson of Lou- 
isiana to the Fifth Circuit, Judge Ge- 
rard Lynch of New York to the Second 
Circuit, Judge Susan Carney of Con- 
necticut to the Second Circuit, and 
Judge Kathleen O’Malley of Ohio to the 
Federal Circuit for 3 months. 

As a recent report from the non- 
partisan Congressional Research Serv- 
ice confirms, the median time circuit 
nominees have had to wait before a 
Senate vote has skyrocketed from 18 
days for President Bush’s nominees to 
132 days for President Obama’s circuit 
court nominees. This is the result of 
Republican foot dragging and obstruc- 
tion. In most cases, Senate Repub- 
licans have been delaying and stalling 
for no good reason. How else do you ex- 
plain the filibuster of the nomination 
of Judge Barbara Keenan of Virginia to 
the Fourth Circuit who was ultimately 
confirmed 99-0? And how else do you 
explain the needless obstruction of 
Judge Denny Chin of New York to the 
Second Circuit, who was filibustered 
for 4 months before he was confirmed 
98-0? 

The only change in their practices is 
that Senate Republicans have finally 
acknowledged that they are seeking to 
shut down the confirmation process for 
qualified and consensus circuit court 
nominees. Three of the five circuit 
court judges finally confirmed this 
year after months of unnecessary 
delays and a filibuster should have 
been confirmed last year. The other 
two circuit court nominees confirmed 
this year were both subjected to stall- 
ing and partisan filibusters, which were 
thankfully unsuccessful. 

The American people need to under- 
stand that Senate Republicans are 
stalling and _  filibustering judicial 
nominees supported by their home 
State Republican Senators. Just con- 
sider the states I have already men- 
tioned as having circuit nominees sup- 
ported by their home State Republican 
Senators unnecessarily stalled—Indi- 
ana, North Carolina, Utah, South Caro- 
lina, Georgia, and Arizona. Just 2 
weeks ago we needed to overcome a fil- 
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ibuster to confirm Justice Andrew 
Hurwitz of the Arizona Supreme Court 
to the Ninth Circuit despite the strong 
support of Senators JON KYL and JOHN 
MCCAIN. 

This year started with the Majority 
Leader having to file cloture to get an 
up-or-down vote on Judge Adalberto 
Jordan of Florida to the Eleventh Cir- 
cuit even though he was strongly sup- 
ported by his Republican home State 
Senator. And every single one of these 
circuit nominees for whom the Major- 
ity Leader was forced to file cloture 
this year was rated unanimously well 
qualified by the nonpartisan ABA 
Standing Committee on the Federal 
Judiciary, the highest possible rating. 
And every one of them was nominated 
to fill a judicial emergency vacancy. 
So when I hear some Senate Repub- 
licans say they are now invoking the 
Thurmond Rule and have decided they 
are not going to allow President 
Obama’s judicial nominees to be con- 
sidered, I wonder how the American 
people are supposed to be able to tell 
the difference from how they have been 
obstructing for the last 3⁄2 years. 

Personal attacks on me, taking 
quotes out of context, trying to re- 
package their own actions as if fol- 
lowing the Thurmond Rule or what 
they seek to dub the Leahy rule do 
nothing to help the American people 
who are seeking justice in our Federal 
courts. I am willing to defend my 
record but that is beside the point. The 
harm to the American people is what 
matters. Republicans are insisting on 
being the party of no even when it 
comes to judicial nominees who home 
State Republican Senators support. 

As Chairman and when I served as 
the ranking member of the Judiciary 
Committee, I have worked with Senate 
Republicans to consider judicial nomi- 
nees well into Presidential election 
years. I have taken steps to make the 
confirmation process more transparent 
and fair. I have ensured that the Presi- 
dent consults with home State Sen- 
ators before submitting a nominee. I 
have opened up what had been a secre- 
tive blue slip process to prevent abuses. 
All the while I have protected the 
rights of the minority, of Republican 
Senators. If Republicans want to talk 
about the Leahy rules, those are the 
practices I have followed. And I have 
been consistent. I hold hearings at the 
same pace and under the same proce- 
dures whether the President nomi- 
nating is a Democrat or a Republican. 
Others cannot say that. 

And what were the results? In the 
last two Presidential election years, we 
were able to bring the number of judi- 
cial vacancies down to the lowest lev- 
els in the past 20 years. In 2004, at end 
of President Bush’s first term, vacan- 
cies were reduced to 28, not the 74 at 
which they are today. In 2008, in the 
last year of President Bush’s second 
term, we again worked to fill vacancies 
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and got them down to 34, less than half 
of what they are today. In 2004, 25 
nominees were confirmed from June 1 
to the Presidential election. In 2008, 22 
nominees were confirmed between June 
1 and the Presidential election. So far, 
since June 1 of this year, only 4 judges 
have been confirmed and all required 
the majority leader to file cloture to 
end Republican filibusters. 

In 2004, a Presidential election year, 
the Senate confirmed five circuit court 
nominees of a Republican President 
that had been reported by the com- 
mittee that year. We have confirmed 
only two circuit court nominees that 
have been reported by the committee 
this year, and we had to overcome Re- 
publican filibusters in both cases. By 
this date in 2004 the Senate had already 
confirmed 35 of President Bush’s cir- 
cuit court nominees. So far, the Senate 
has only been allowed to consider and 
confirm 30 of President Obama’s circuit 
court nominees—five fewer, 17 percent 
fewer—while higher numbers of vacan- 
cies remain, and yet the Senate Repub- 
lican leadership demands an artificial 
shutdown on confirmation of qualified, 
consensus nominees for no good reason. 

The nonpartisan Congressional Re- 
search Service recently released a re- 
port confirming that judicial nominees 
continue to be confirmed in the Presi- 
dential election years. The exceptions 
are when Republicans shut down the 
process because the President is a 
Democrat. In five of the last eight 
Presidential election years, the Senate 
has confirmed at least 22 circuit and 
district court nominees after May 31. 
The notable exceptions were during the 
last years of President Clinton’s two 
terms in 1996 and 2000 when Senate Re- 
publicans would not allow confirma- 
tions to continue. In the 1996 session, 
Senate Republicans did not allow any 
circuit court nominees to be confirmed 
at all. Vacancies at the end of the Clin- 
ton years stood at 75 at the end of 1996 
and 67 at the end of 2000. The third ex- 
ception was in 1988, at the end of Presi- 
dent Reagan’s Presidency, when vacan- 
cies were at 28. According to CRS, the 
Senate confirmed 32 judges after May 
31 in 1980; 28 in 1984; 31 in 1992; 28 in 2004 
at the end of President George W. 
Bush’s first term; and 22 after May 31 
in 2008 at the end of President Bush’s 
second term. So far since May 31 of this 
year, only 4 judges have been con- 
firmed and all required the Majority 
Leader to file cloture to end Repub- 
lican filibusters. 

In the past five Presidential election 
years, Senate Democrats have never 
denied an up-or-down vote to any cir- 
cuit court nominee of a Republican 
President who received bipartisan sup- 
port in the Judiciary Committee. That 
is what Senate Republicans are now 
seeking to do by blocking votes on Wil- 
liam Kayatta, Judge Bacharach and 
Richard Taranto. In fact, during the 
last 20 years, only four circuit nomi- 
nees reported with bipartisan support 
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have been denied an up-or-down vote 
during Presidential election year by 
the Senate; all four were nominated by 
President Clinton and blocked by Sen- 
ate Republicans. While Senate Demo- 
crats have been willing to work with 
Republican Presidents to confirm cir- 
cuit court nominees with bipartisan 
support, Senate Republicans have re- 
peatedly obstructed the nominees of 
Democratic Presidents. In the previous 
five Presidential election years, a total 
of 13 circuit court nominees have been 
confirmed after May 31. Not surpris- 
ingly, 12 of the 13 were Republican 
nominees. Clearly, this is a one-way 
street in favor of Republican Presi- 
dents’ nominees. 

Senate Republicans are fond of tak- 
ing quotes of things I have said out of 
context. Look at what I have done. I 
have not filibustered nominees with bi- 
partisan support after May of Presi- 
dential election years. As chairman of 
this committee, I have steadfastly pro- 
tected the rights of the minority. I 
have done so despite criticism from 
Democrats. I have only proceeded with 
judicial nominations supported by both 
home State Senators. That has meant 
that we are not able to proceed on cur- 
rent nominees from Arizona, Georgia, 
Nevada, and Louisiana. I even stopped 
proceedings on a circuit court nominee 
from Kansas when the Kansas Repub- 
lican Senators reversed themselves and 
withdrew their support for the nomi- 
nee. I had to deny the Majority Lead- 
er’s request to push a Nevada nominee 
through Committee because she did not 
have the support of Nevada’s Repub- 
lican Senator. I will put my record of 
consistent fairness up against that of 
any judiciary chairman and remind 
Senate Republicans that it is they who 
blatantly disregarded evenhanded prac- 
tices when they were ramming through 
ideological nominations of President 
George W. Bush. They would proceed 
with nominations despite the objection 
of both home State Senators. 

So those are the Leahy rules—respect 
for and protection of minority rights, 
increased transparency, consistency, 
and allowing for confirmations well 
into Presidential election years for 
nominees with bipartisan support. 

Senate Republicans, on the other 
hand, have repeatedly asserted that the 
Thurmond Rule does not exist. For ex- 
ample, on July 14, 2008, the Senate Re- 
publican caucus held a hearing and said 
that the Thurmond Rule does not exist. 
At that hearing, the senior Senator 
from Kentucky, the Republican leader 
stated: “I think it’s clear that there is 
no Thurmond Rule. And I think the 
facts demonstrate that.” Similarly, the 
Senator from Iowa, my friend who is 
now serving as ranking member of the 
Judiciary Committee, stated that the 
Thurmond rule was in his view ‘‘plain 
bunk.” He said: “The reality is that 
the Senate has never stopped con- 
firming judicial nominees during the 
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last few months of a president’s term.”’ 
We did not in 2008 when we proceeded 
to confirm 22 nominees over the second 
half of that year. 

We remain far behind in filling the 
judicial vacancies to provide the Fed- 
eral judges that American people need 
to get justice in our Federal courts. A 
comparison of judicial vacancies dur- 
ing the first terms of President Bush 
and President Obama shows a stark 
contrast to the way in which we moved 
to reduce judicial vacancies during the 
last Republican presidency. 

During President Bush’s first term 
we reduced the number of judicial va- 
cancies by almost 75 percent. When I 
became chairman in the summer of 
2001, there were 110 vacancies. As chair- 
man, I worked with the administration 
and Senators from both sides of the 
aisle to confirm 100 judicial nominees 
of a conservative Republican President 
in 17 months. 

We continued when in the minority 
to work with Senate Republicans and 
confirm President Bush’s consensus ju- 
dicial nominations well into 2004, a 
Presidential election year. At the end 
of that presidential term, the Senate 
had acted to confirm 205 circuit and 
district court nominees. By June 2004 
we had reduced judicial vacancies to 48 
on the way to 28 that August. 

By comparison, vacancies have long 
remained near or above 80 and while 
little comparative progress has been 
made during the 4 years of President 
Obama’s first term. As contrasted to 43 
vacancies in June 2004, there are still 
74 vacancies in June 2012. If we could 
move forward to Senate votes on the 17 
judicial nominees ready for final ac- 
tion, the Senate could reduce vacancies 
below 60 and make some progress. I 
noted last week that, compared to our 
progress under President Bush, we were 
9 months later in confirming the 150th 
circuit or district judge to be appointed 
by President Obama. Another way to 
look at our relative lack of progress 
and the burden the Republican obstruc- 
tion is placing on the American people 
seeking justice is to note that by mid- 
November 2002 we had reduced judicial 
vacancies to below where we are now 
with 74 vacancies. We effectively 
worked twice as efficiently and twice 
as fast. By that measure, the Senate is 
almost 20 months behind schedule. This 
is hardly then the time to be shutting 
down the process. In fact, when on No- 
vember 14, 2002, the Senate proceeded 
to confirm 18 judicial nominees, vacan- 
cies went down to 60 throughout the 
country. 

This is a true comparison of similar 
situations. The nonpartisan Congres- 
sional Research Service in its recent 
report likewise compares the first 
years of Presidential administrations. 
False comparisons are to take the end 
of a second term of a Presidency, when 
vacancies have already been signifi- 
cantly reduced and to contend that 
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confirmation numbers for that period 
can be fairly compared to the begin- 
ning of a Presidential term when va- 
cancies are high. 

Today, the Senate will vote on the 
nomination of Robin Rosenbaum to fill 
a judicial emergency vacancy in the 
U.S. District Court for the Southern 
District of Florida. Judge Rosenbaum 
has the ‘“‘support of her home State 
Senators, Democratic Senator BILL 
NELSON and Republican Senator MARCO 
RuBIO. Her nomination was reported 
with near unanimous voice vote by the 
Judiciary Committee nearly 3 months 
ago, with the only objection coming 
from Senator LEE’s customary protest 
vote. Judge Rosenbaum was rated 
unanimously ‘‘well qualified’? by the 
ABA Standing Committee on the Fed- 
eral judiciary, the highest possible rat- 
ing. 

Judge Rosenbaum is currently a 
United States Magistrate Judge in the 
district in which she has been nomi- 
nated, and has served in that position 
for almost 5 years. She previously 
served for 9 years as a Federal pros- 
ecutor, including 5 years as a chief of 
the economic crimes section. After 
graduating from law school, she spent 
four years as a trial attorney in the 
civil division of the U.S. Department of 
Justice before serving as staff counsel 
in the office of the independent counsel 
for the investigation of former U.S. 
Secretary of Commerce Ron Brown. 
Judge Rosenbaum clerked for Judge 
Stanley Marcus of the Eleventh Circuit 
Court of Appeals. She is a terrific 
nominee and she has my support. 

Last week, the Judiciary Committee 
also voted Judge Brian Davis out of 
committee favorably for a judicial 
emergency vacancy in the Middle Dis- 
trict of Florida. Judge Davis is an ex- 
ceptional nominee with a distinguished 
career in public service. He has been a 
State court judge for 18 years, and has 
also served as a prosecutor for 9 years. 
The ABA Standing Committee on the 
Federal judiciary has unanimously 
rated Judge Davis well qualified to 
serve on the district court, its highest 
possible rating. Judge Davis was se- 
lected based on a nonpartisan judicial 
selection commission appointed by 
Senators NELSON and RUBIO, and both 
of the home State Senators have sup- 
ported moving forward with consider- 
ation of this nomination. We should 
move to confirm him without delay so 
that he can get to work for the people 
of Florida. 

After today’s vote, we need to con- 
tinue confirming nominees. At a time 
when judicial vacancies remained his- 
torically high for 3 years, with 30 more 
vacancies and 30 fewer confirmations 
than at this point in President Bush’s 
first term, I would hope the Senate Re- 
publican leadership would reconsider 
and work with us on filling these long- 
standing judicial vacancies to help the 
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American people. We have well-quali- 
fied, consensus nominees with bipar- 
tisan support who can fill these vacan- 
cies. It is only partisan politics and 
continued tactics of obstruction that 
stand in the way. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I rise 
in support of the nomination of Robin 
S. Rosenbaum, to be U.S. district judge 
for the Southern District of Florida. 

Although it is the practice and tradi- 
tion of the Senate to not confirm cir- 
cuit nominees in the closing months of 
a Presidential election year, we con- 
tinue to confirm consensus district 
judge nominees. We have now con- 
firmed 151 nominees of this President 
to the district and circuit courts. We 
also have confirmed two Supreme 
Court nominees during President 
Obama’s term. 

I have heard some Members repeat- 
edly ask the question, ‘‘What is dif- 
ferent about this President that he has 
to be treated differently than all these 
other Presidents?’’ I won’t speculate as 
to any inference that might be in- 
tended by that question, but I can tell 
you that this President is not being 
treated differently than previous Presi- 
dents. By any objective measure, this 
President has been treated fairly and 
consistent with past Senate practices. 

For example, with regard to the num- 
ber of confirmations, let me put that in 
perspective for my colleagues with an 
apples-to-apples comparison. The last 
time the Senate confirmed two Su- 
preme Court nominees was during 
President Bush’s second term. And dur- 
ing President Bush’s entire second 
term the Senate confirmed a total of 
only 119 district and circuit court 
nominees. With Ms. Rosenbaum’s con- 
firmation today, we will have con- 
firmed 32 more district and circuit 
nominees for President Obama than we 
did for President Bush in similar cir- 
cumstances. 

During the last Presidential election 
year, 2008, the Senate confirmed a total 
of 28 judges—24 district and 4 circuit. 
Today, we will exceed that number, as 
well. We have already confirmed 5 Cir- 
cuit nominees, and this will be the 24th 
district judge confirmed this year. 
Those who say this President is being 
treated differently either fail to recog- 
nize history or want to ignore the 
facts. 

After graduating from the University 
of Miami School of Law in 1991, Judge 
Rosenbaum worked as a trial attorney 
for the Federal Programs Branch of the 
Department of Justice. Her practice in- 
volved defending the constitutionality 
of Federal statutes and agency pro- 
grams. In September 1995, she joined 
the Independent Counsel Office’s inves- 
tigation of former U.S. Secretary of 
Commerce Ronald Brown. She served 
as staff counsel, participating in the 
criminal investigation and providing 
advice to other team members. Upon 
closure of the investigation, Judge 
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Rosenbaum joined the law firm of Hol- 
land & Knight LLP as an associate. 
While there, from 1996 to 1997, she 
worked on a variety of civil matters, 
including Federal employment law. 
Judge Rosenbaum then accepted a posi- 
tion as a law clerk for Judge Stanley 
Marcus on the U.S. Circuit Court of 
Appeals for the Eleventh Circuit, where 
she worked from January to October 
1998. 

After her clerkship, Judge Rosen- 
baum became an assistant U.S. attor- 
ney. She specialized in criminal pros- 
ecutions such as securities fraud, bank 
fraud, identity theft, tax fraud, tele- 
marketing fraud, health care fraud, 
internet fraud, and computer crimes. 
In 2002, she became the chief of the 
Economic Crimes Section for the Cen- 
tral Division, Fort Lauderdale, which 
gave her supervisory responsibilities 
over 8 to 10 other assistant U.S. attor- 
neys. She held that title until her ap- 
pointment as a magistrate judge in 
2007. 

In 2007, the U.S. district judges for 
the Southern District of Florida ap- 
pointed Judge Rosenbaum to be a U.S. 
magistrate judge. As magistrate judge 
in the District of Southern District of 
Florida, she manages all aspects of the 
pretrial process in civil and criminal 
cases: conducting evidentiary hearings, 
ruling on nondispositive motions, mak- 
ing reports and recommendations re- 
garding dispositive motions, and 
issuing criminal complaints, search 
warrants, and arrest warrants. 

The ABA Standing Committee on the 
Federal Judiciary unanimously rated 
Judge Rosenbaum as ‘‘well qualified.” 

Mr. NELSON of Florida. Mr. Presi- 
dent, our Nation faces an alarming ju- 
dicial vacancy rate. I am grateful that 
today we will be voting to confirm U.S. 
Magistrate Judge Robin Rosenbaum to 
fill a judicial emergency in the South- 
ern District of Florida for a Federal 
district judgeship. She earned her un- 
dergraduate degree at Cornell, her law 
degree from Miami. She began her 
legal career in the U.S. Attorney Gen- 
eral’s Honors Program where she 
worked as a trial attorney in the Fed- 
eral Programs Branch of the Civil Divi- 
sion. She has worked in private prac- 
tice at Holland & Knight and as a law 
clerk to Judge Stanley Marcus, U.S. 
Circuit Court Judge for the 11th Cir- 
cuit Court of Appeals, and she has 
worked as an Assistant U.S. Attorney 
down in the Southern District of Flor- 
ida. 

Our State has a great tradition of bi- 
partisan support for our Federal judi- 
cial nominees going back a couple of 
decades. Of course, through this judi- 
cial nominating commission, she has 
come forth with their stamp of ap- 
proval. The two Senators from Florida 
agree. Iam happy to recommend her to 
the Senate. 

I ask for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 


9919 


There is a sufficient second. 

The question is, Will the Senate ad- 
vise and consent to the nomination of 
Robin S. Rosenbaum, of Florida, to be 
U.S. District Judge for the Southern 
District of Florida. 

The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant bill clerk called the 
roll. 

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the 
Senator from West Virginia (Mr. 
ROCKEFELLER), the Senator from Colo- 
rado (Mr. UDALL), and the Senator 
from Virginia (Mr. WEBB) are nec- 
essarily absent. 

Mr. KYL. The following Senators are 
necessarily absent: the Senator from 
Utah (Mr. HATCH) and the Senator from 
Illinois (Mr. KIRK). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de- 
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 92, 
nays 3, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 167 Ex.] 


YEAS—92 
Akaka Feinstein Merkley 
Alexander Franken Mikulski 
Ayotte Gillibrand Moran 
Barrasso Graham Murkowski 
Baucus Grassley Murray 
Begich Hagan Nelson (NE) 
Bennet Harkin Nelson (FL) 
Bingaman Heller Portman 
Blumenthal Hoeven Pryor 
Blunt Hutchison Reed 
Boozman Inhofe Reid 
Boxer Inouye Risch 
Brown (MA) Isakson Roberts 
Brown (OH) Johanns Rubio 
Burr Johnson (SD) 
Cantwell Johnson (WI) Sanders 
Cardin Kerry Schumer 
Carper Klobuchar Sessions 
Casey Kohl Shaheen 
Chambliss Kyl Shelby 
Coats Landrieu Snowe 
Coburn Lautenberg Stabenow 
Cochran Leahy Tester 
Collins Levin Thune 
Conrad Lieberman Toomey 
Coons Lugar Udall (NM) 
Corker Manchin Vitter 
Cornyn McCain Warner 
Crapo McCaskill Whitehouse 
Durbin McConnell Wicker 
Enzi Menendez Wyden 

NAYS—3 
DeMint Lee Pau. 

NOT VOTING—5 

Hatch Rockefeller Web 
Kirk Udall (CO) 


The nomination was confirmed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the motion to re- 
consider is considered made and laid 
upon the table, and the President will 
be duly notified of the Senate’s action. 


EE 


LEGISLATIVE SESSION 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ate shall resume legislative session. 


——— 


RECESS 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate stands 
in recess until 2:15 p.m. 
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Thereupon, at 12:30 p.m., the Senate 
recessed until 2:15 p.m. and reassem- 
bled when called to order by the Pre- 
siding Officer (Mr. WEBB). 


EE 


FOOD AND DRUG ADMINISTRATION 
SAFETY AND INNOVATION ACT 
OF 2012—Continued 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. For the 
information of the Senate, cloture hav- 
ing been invoked on the motion to con- 
cur in the House amendment to S. 3187 
yesterday, the motion to refer fell, 
being inconsistent with cloture. 

Under the previous order, there will 
be 6 hours 15 minutes of debate, with 2 
hours controlled by the Senator from 
Iowa, Mr. HARKIN; 4 hours controlled 
by the Senator from North Carolina, 
Mr. BURR; and 15 minutes controlled by 
the Senator from Kentucky, Mr. PAUL. 

The Senator from Iowa. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, again, 
we are on the Food and Drug Adminis- 
tration Safety and Innovation Act of 
2012. As the chair just said, we have 6 
hours 15 minutes of debate time. I am 
hopeful we don’t utilize it all and that 
we can vote on this sometime later this 
afternoon. 

We just considered this bill in the 
Senate a few weeks ago and passed it 96 
to 1. Following the conference with the 
House, the House passed the bill unani- 
mously last week. Today I trust that 
we will finish the job. 

I am genuinely proud of this legisla- 
tion. It will ensure that the FDA has 
the resources to speed market access to 
drugs and devices while continuing to 
ensure patient safety. For the first 
time, it will make new resources avail- 
able to allow the FDA to clear its 
backlog of applications for generic 
drugs, which will help ensure that pa- 
tients have access to less expensive 
medications. It will make sure the 
FDA has the funds to prevent there 
ever being a backlog in applications for 
biosimilars. These resources are vital 
to FDA’s ability to do its job, to the 
medical products industry’s ability to 
make these products and, most impor- 
tantly, to patients who need both ac- 
cess to drugs and devices, and assur- 
ances that they are indeed safe. 

This legislation has benefited from 
input from a diverse range of inter- 
ested parties, Senators on both sides of 
the aisle, our colleagues in the House, 
industry stakeholders, consumer 
groups, and patient groups. 

Over 1 year ago the parties started 
bringing policy ideas to the table. We 
worked together in bipartisan working 
groups to reach consensus on these pol- 
icy measures. Where we could not 
achieve consensus, we didn’t allow 
those differences to distract us from 
the critically important goal of pro- 
ducing a bill that could be broadly sup- 
ported. As a result of this bipartisan 
process, we have a bill that advances 
our shared goals of patient safety, pa- 
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tient access, a well-functioning FDA, 
and strong and viable American busi- 
nesses. We streamlined the device ap- 
proval process while also enhancing pa- 
tient protections. We modernized 
FDA’s authority to ensure that drugs 
and drug ingredients coming to the 
United States from overseas are safe 
and to ensure that our domestic com- 
panies compete on a level field with 
foreign ones. We addressed the critical 
problem of drug shortages. We helped 
spur innovation and incentivized drug 
development for life-threatening condi- 
tions. We reauthorized and improved 
the incentives for studying drugs in 
children. 

Finally, we increased accountability 
and transparency at FDA. So the bill 
strikes a balance. It will help keep our 
regulatory system in pace to adapt to 
technological and scientific advances. 
It will create the conditions to foster 
innovative advances in medical tech- 
nologies. Again, it will do all of this 
without losing sight of the most impor- 
tant function of the FDA—ensuring pa- 
tient safety. 

So it has been a long road leading up 
to this moment. We have been working 
on this bill for well over 1 year and 3 or 
4 months with the help of Senators on 
and off the committee. 

Again, I thank my colleague, the 
ranking member of the Health Com- 
mittee, Senator ENZI, for all of his dili- 
gent and hard work and that of his 
staff for helping to bring all the dif- 
ferent parties together and making 
sure we had a consensus bill that re- 
sponded to all of those inputs. 

So we have had a great collaboration. 
I think we have an excellent bill. 
Again, I am hopeful we can have our 
comments and discussions this after- 
noon, but I urge all my colleagues to 
vote today to pass the FDA Safety and 
Innovation Act. It is critically impor- 
tant to the agency, the industry, and 
to the patients we get this done. This 
will be the final step. 

As I said, the House passed it unani- 
mously. If we pass it today, it can go to 
the President for his signature as soon 
as we pass it this afternoon. 

Mr. President, I yield such time as he 
may consume to my good friend and 
colleague and ranking member, Sen- 
ator ENZI. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Wyoming. 

Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, I thank the 
chairman of the committee. I thank 
him for his kind words, but I also 
thank him for his leadership on this 
issue. We have had a great teamwork 
effort both between the Senators and 
between the staff. This isn’t something 
that just came together a couple of 
weeks ago. This is something that has 
been worked on for about 1% years, 
with pretty constant meetings on Fri- 
days of all of the interested groups and 
then stakeholders. It takes a tremen- 
dous amount of work to put something 
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like this together and have it be in a 
bipartisan way like this. It is largely 
because it came to committee. 

In committee we took a look at all of 
the amendments that were suggested, 
we got the people together who had 
very similar amendments, and they 
usually were able to work out some- 
thing to satisfy everybody in that in- 
stance, and we came up with a bill. As 
Senator HARKIN mentioned, it passed 96 
to 1. Anytime we get something to 
pass, it is kind of a landmark success. 
But when we get something that bipar- 
tisan, it is even more landmark. 

We have been trying to get this bill 
wrapped up before the Supreme Court 
decision came out on health care. The 
reason we have been trying to do that 
is, who knows what it is going to say or 
what kind of ideas people will come up 
with when that happens. This is a 
group of 100 idea generators, so we 
wanted this cleared up by that time. 
We are on a path to get that done right 
now and a path that will keep the peo- 
ple employed who are taking a look at 
new drugs and devices and generics and 
biosimilars and continue to get those 
on the market so people will have the 
latest innovations. 

One of the things we included in the 
bill was some use of foreign clinical 
trials if they were approved by the 
FDA, and that should even speed up the 
process. Of course, when we went to 
conference there were a lot of things 
people wanted to have that they 
brought up as amendments. It is very 
critical in the bill, and we get some of 
them and we don’t get others. 

I know Senator ALEXANDER played a 
huge role; he had seven items in the 
bill and we got six of them. Senator 
BURR had 12 items in the bill, and we 
got 11 of them. I have to mention, of 
course, that the one we did not get isa 
particularly important but particu- 
larly difficult issue that is going to 
take more time to get worked out. It is 
one that deals with drug distribution 
security, and that is something we can- 
not avoid. We have to do it. But it is 
going to take longer to work that out. 
It deserves some extra time and some 
more understanding on both sides of 
the aisle on that one and in a number 
of different States. It doesn’t just in- 
volve the Senate; it doesn’t just in- 
volve the drug companies; it also in- 
volves the whole chain that these 
things have to go through, including 
the local pharmacist whom we don’t 
want to overload with work, and the 
people who have to transport these 
drugs whom we don’t want to overload 
with work or make it extremely com- 
plicated when they cross different 
State lines and have to do different 
kinds of reporting. 

Senator ISAKSON had four amend- 
ments, and we were able to get three of 
them. Senator PAUL had two, and we 
got one. Senator HATCH had six, and he 
got all of them. Senator McCAIN had 
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two, and we got one. Senator ROBERTS 
had two, and we got both of those. Sen- 
ator MURKOWSKI had two, and we got 
both of those. Senator KIRK had two, 
and we got one of those. Senator 
GRASSLEY had two, and we got one of 
those. Senator PORTMAN had two, and 
we got both of those. And Senator 
COBURN had two, and we got one of 
those. Senator CORKER had two, and we 
got both of those. 

So there are a lot of things we did on 
the Senate side that became possible 
on the House side. There are a number 
of things they did on the House side 
that we couldn’t agree with on this 
side either. But we did reach agree- 
ment—and we reached it in pretty 
much record time. We now have a bill 
that can go ahead and be passed and go 
to the President for signature to assure 
that the level of safety we have in our 
drugs not only continues but improves, 
and drugs can get on the market faster 
than they had before by streamlining 
the process and also making sure there 
are better foreign inspections so the in- 
gredients that go into the drugs don’t 
cause problems. 

So this legislation reauthorizes the 
Food and Drug Administration’s user 
fee program, and it ensures that Amer- 
icans get better access to safe innova- 
tive medicines and medical devices. It 
will make significant changes. It will 
improve the FDA’s review and approval 
of new drugs and devices. 

Unfortunately, FDA’s current proc- 
ess for reviewing and approving med- 
ical devices too often creates delay and 
unpredictability. This in turn threat- 
ens patient access to the best possible 
treatments for their conditions. In 
some cases, this has forced American 
patients to travel overseas to obtain 
access to lifesaving new devices that 
FDA has not approved in the United 
States. 

The bill goes a long way toward solv- 
ing these problems and makes the most 
significant changes to the law of gov- 
erning FDA’s review of devices in dec- 
ades. 

This bill will speed the approval of 
devices by reducing the redtape associ- 
ated with the ‘‘least burdensome” 
standard that FDA uses to approve 
such devices. The bill will also make it 
easier for FDA to approve devices for 
patients with rare diseases who might 
not otherwise be able to have their 
conditions treated most effectively. It 
will also enable FDA to expedite safety 
determinations, to resolve appeals, and 
to improve their postapproval surveil- 
lance activities to detect problems as 
they occur. It is not good enough to get 
them approved, we also want them 
watched after they are approved, and 
this will do it. 

The bill also contains important re- 
forms to foster drug innovation and pa- 
tient access to new therapies. It mod- 
ernizes the accelerated approval path- 
way for drugs to reflect advances in 
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science over the past 20 years. It for- 
malizes a new process to expedite the 
development and approval of break- 
through therapies. These changes are 
particularly important for patients 
with rare diseases where there are no 
therapies available, and it is not fea- 
sible or ethical to require large conven- 
tional clinical trials. 

Nobody wants to be the one who is a 
test case when there might be some- 
thing that would work for them, and 
there aren’t the sizes of the popu- 
lations to do the conventional clinical 
trial anyway. The patient community 
strongly supports these improvements 
because these will save lives. 

The bill also contains important re- 
forms that will help mitigate the prob- 
lems associated with drug shortages. It 
will require better coordination within 
FDA as well as the other Federal agen- 
cies such as the DEA. It will also allow 
FDA to move faster, to take actions, 
and to address shortages through expe- 
dited reviews and approvals. 

The bill also makes important 
changes to how FDA uses Risk Evalua- 
tion and Mitigation Strategies, REMS. 
REMS play a critical role in protecting 
patients and public health and this bill 
includes a provision that clarifies the 
process for modifying REMS—espe- 
cially with regard to minor modifica- 
tions. 

The provision in the bill being passed 
today does not change Congress’ expec- 
tation that a non-minor modification 
will generally be based on the best 
available science including an assess- 
ment demonstrating that the modifica- 
tion is necessary or appropriate. Nor 
does the clarification indicate that a 
modification should be approved if it 
would reduce the REMS’ effectiveness 
in addressing the drug’s known risks. 

The bill follows what I call the 80 
percent rule. When we focus on 80 per- 
cent of the issues on which we can 
reach agreement rather than focusing 
exclusively on the parts and the issues 
we can never resolve, we can achieve 
amazing results. Over 1 year ago staff 
began to work on identifying the 80 
percent. A group of staff from Repub- 
lican and Democratic offices on the 
Health, Education, Labor, and Pen- 
sions Committee began a series of 
standing meetings and proceeded to 
meet every week for several months. 
They met with stakeholders and dis- 
cussed policy solutions that each mem- 
ber thought would solve the problem. 

After much discussion of the bene- 
fits, costs, and possible unintended 
consequences, members agreed on a list 
of policy concepts. If there was not a 
consensus on a particular policy, it 
wasn’t included. This is the 80 percent 
rural in action. 

As this process has progressed, my 
staff also met with the Republican 
staff on the Health Committee for at 
least 2 hours every week to keep them 
informed and to seek their input. I also 
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personally met with the members of 
the committee before markup to en- 
sure I understood their priorities. 

This bill reflects the work of every 
member of the Health, Education, 
Labor, and Pensions Committee. All of 
them have at least one provision in- 
cluded in this legislation. Many mem- 
bers of the committee worked with us 
to find consensus measures that ad- 
dressed their priorities as well. 

As I mentioned, not everyone got ev- 
erything they wanted. We did, however, 
find the 80 percent of each solution 
that we could all agree would help 
solve the problem, and the bill passed 
the committee by a voice vote. This 
legislation could be a model for how 
the process can and should work re- 
gardless of the political environment. 
We followed this model as we 
transitioned from the committee proc- 
ess to the Senate floor. We worked 
with members who filed amendments 
in committee to address some of the 
concerns in the manager’s amendment. 
We also worked with Members who 
filed amendments on the Senate floor. 

We did the same thing in our discus- 
sions with the House. You can see that 
the results are very positive. We pre- 
served and we improved policies to fos- 
ter drug innovation and patient access, 
and to promote accountability and 
transparency at the FDA. We also 
made significant improvements to the 
Senate’s medical device reforms for 
startup and emerging growth compa- 
nies, and with respect to the 510(k) 
process. 

We thank Senator HARKIN for his 
tireless effort on this bill. I know he 
spent countless hours and attended 
dozens of meetings, working with Sen- 
ators and stakeholders and advocates 
to address their concerns. This bill 
would not have had such broad bipar- 
tisan support without all of his work. 

Senator HARKIN’s staff has also 
worked tirelessly on this bipartisan 
bill. Their knowledge, professionalism, 
their graciousness were instrumental 
in addressing all of the issues in this 
bill. They worked many late evenings, 
they worked through weekends, they 
worked through countless working 
group discussions to be able to get the 
bill where it is today. 

Specifically, I want to recognize Eliz- 
abeth Jungman, Bill McConagha, Kath- 
leen Laird, and Kate Wise for all their 
work. I thank Pam Smith, Senator 
HARKIN’s staff director, for her leader- 
ship getting this bill to the finish line. 
I especially want to recognize Jenelle 
Krishnamoorthy, whose organization 
and diplomatic skills helped us resolve 
the most difficult challenges and made 
sure that the priorities of all the mem- 
bers of the committee are reflected in 
the bill. 

I also wish to thank the staffs of the 
Legislative Counsel, the Congressional 
Budget Office, and the Federal Drug 
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Administration for all of their tech- 
nical assistance. Again, there are peo- 
ple in those groups who had to work 
through the weekends when we were 
finishing up. 

Finally I would thank my staff— 
Keith Flanagan, Melissa Pfaff, Grace 
Stuntz, Katy Spangler, Rob Walton, 


and my health policy director, Chuck 
Clapton. 

I would be really remiss if I didn’t 
thank my staff director Frank 


Macchiarola for his work on this bill, 
especially as the bill progressed 
through the HELP Committee, the 
Senate floor, and discussions with the 
House. My staff has been working 
around the clock for many days, for 
weeks, and for months. I sincerely ap- 
preciate their dedication to getting 
this bill passed and for helping to work 
with the 80-percent rule. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
bipartisan bill that makes important 
changes to the FDA and I ask them to 
support this process that expedites get- 
ting the conference done. We will have 
a real and meaningful impact on mil- 
lions of American patients. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from North Carolina. 

Mr. BURR. Mr. President, I wish to 
start off by thanking the chair and the 
ranking member for the great work 
they have accomplished with what has 
always been a very delicate piece of 
legislation. Their staffs have been tire- 
less on both sides, trying to work out 
differences, and we would not be here 
today if it were not for their commit- 
ment to this legislation. 

Let me say to the chair and the rank- 
ing member, I plan to go on for some 
time. If I were you, I would take the 
opportunity to leave for a while be- 
cause I will go for an hour or two or 
maybe three. And it is not all going to 
pertain specifically to this legislation, 
but I have a lot to say because I have 
heard some of the opening statements. 
I have heard statements such as ‘‘our 
goal is to finish before the Supreme 
Court.” I have a question: Why? Why a 
crucial piece of legislation that affects 
so many Americans and so many pa- 
tients around the world—why did it 
have to be done before the Supreme 
Court? I am not sure anybody can give 
an answer, but somebody started that 
as a goal and it sort of was adopted. 

I heard the legislation was accom- 
plished at record speed. I don’t see that 
as something to herald. Speed is indic- 
ative of something that we rushed our 
way through. I know on behalf of the 
chairman’s staff and the ranking mem- 
ber’s staff, they have been working on 
this for a long time. So has my staff. 
But from a standpoint of when we 
marked up the legislation and came to 
the floor—how fast we went to the 
floor—we did it because there was an 
understanding that we were going to 
try to hold the Senate product to- 
gether. 
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I don’t want to take issue with the 
numbers. I had two amendments that 
were dropped in conference so I am not 
sure how I had 12 and got 11 but, re- 
gardless, the question we are here to 
answer, the purpose of this legislation, 
is that this is supposed to drive innova- 
tion in America and bring lifesaving 
drugs, devices, and biologics to pa- 
tients—here in America first, but 
around the country, around the world. 
That is the goal behind this legislation. 

I have to take issue with my ranking 
member. I don’t think the 80-percent 
rule applies to health care. I can’t look 
at a patient and say: If we can get 80 
percent of the right policy, I am going 
to feel good. If I am in the 20 percent 
that is left out, Iam going to be really 
pissed off. 

One of the reasons our health care 
costs are so high today is that we have 
been able to innovate as a country to 
where we maintain disease extremely 
well. But we are right on the cusp of 
being able to cure things such as breast 
cancer and diabetes. It is not going to 
be cheap. It is not going to be fast. You 
are not going to find it in the 80-per- 
cent category. You are going to find it 
in the 20-percent category. It is going 
to take a while. It is going to take peo- 
ple investing capital and companies 
that are committed to their share- 
holders that they are not going to have 
the returns because they are invested 
in something important and that is the 
long-term future of our country and 
our country’s health. 

That is what I see in a 5-year PDUFA 
bill. This is not a 1-year reauthoriza- 
tion of something. Granted, this is not 
a piece of legislation that this com- 
mittee drafted from scratch. It is im- 
portant that everybody understands 
that for this legislation, in the negotia- 
tions between drugs, devices, biologics, 
generics industry with the Federal 
Drug Administration, there is not a 
Member of Congress and no staff of 
Congress in the room as they negotiate 
what fees they are going to pay to the 
FDA to actually process their applica- 
tions. So the focus of this committee 
was to look at what happened in the 
negotiations and try to figure out how 
could we make this bill better—how 
could we assure ourselves there was a 
level of transparency we could under- 
stand, that the negotiations they had 
entered into in fact benefited American 
patients. 

If this doesn’t benefit the health care 
costs and the health care of Americans, 
then we have missed the mark. The 
whole objective is to put America in a 
better position after the passage of this 
bill. 

I will be boring because some of what 
Iam going to talk about a lot of people 
in this institution know. But I am not 
sure the American people understand 
the background that is here. The Fed- 
eral Drug Administration is respon- 
sible for assuring the safety and effi- 
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cacy and the security of human and 
animal medical products. One element 
of FDA’s statutory mission is to pro- 
mote the public health and the FDA 
accomplishes this mission in part by 
timely—timely—approving lifesaving, 
life-enhancing innovations that make 
medicine safer, more effective and in 
many cases more affordable. 

FDA’s broad regulatory authority 
crosses a range of products and has re- 
sulted in the agency overseeing prod- 
ucts that amount to 25 cents of every 
dollar of the U.S. economy. Let me say 
that again. The FDA regulation ex- 
tends to 25 cents of every dollar spent 
in the U.S. economy. Therefore, the 
FDA’s review and decision process not 
only impacts our Nation’s patients and 
innovators, their work has a signifi- 
cant impact on many sectors of our Na- 
tion’s economy. As consumers and pa- 
tients, the American people have seri- 
ous interests in assuring that the FDA 
is accountable, transparent, efficient, 
and making sound decisions in as time- 
ly a fashion as possible. 

You see, that is why I am on the floor 
today. If the goal is to have trans- 
parent, efficient, sound decisions in a 
timely fashion, you don’t rush through 
it. You make sure that there is a ma- 
trix in place—not one that was de- 
signed by the agency and not one that 
was designed by the industry, but one 
that is designed by the body that is re- 
sponsible to do oversight over Federal 
agencies, the Congress of the United 
States, the HELP Committee. It is our 
job. That is why concerns about timeli- 
ness and predictability of FDA’s regu- 
latory process must be taken seriously 
and they must be addressed. 

Unfortunately, too often Congress is 
guilty of not paying close enough at- 
tention to how well things are working 
or not working at the FDA on behalf of 
the patients, the very people for whom 
the most is at stake. Every 5 years, 
drug and device industries negotiate 
their user fees that are then sent to 
Congress with the expectation that we 
will quickly act upon them to ensure 
the continuity of the agency. Let me 
assure you, this year is no exception. 
They dropped these agreements on 
Congress’s lap and said: Would you pass 
these as quickly as you can with no 
changes? And to their credit, the chair 
and the ranking member said: No, Con- 
gress has a role to play. And staff has 
had tremendous input into what the 
final product was. 

Unfortunately, rushing the bills 
through the House and the Senate has 
resulted in bipartisan track-and-trace 
provisions not being included in the 
bill we have before us today. As the 
ranking member said, I am very dis- 
appointed that these important bipar- 
tisan provisions were sacrificed as the 
expense to attain speed. I understand 
the difficulty of the lift. I acknowledge 
that to my colleagues and to their 
staff. But I also question how hard we 
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tried, on an issue that we knew going 
in was tough. There is no such thing as 
spending too much time when it comes 
to getting something as important as 
drug distribution security right. 

I assure all my colleagues that my 
friend from Colorado, Senator BENNET, 
and I will continue to work together to 
get these important provisions done. I 
might add, I have had the commitment 
from the chair and the ranking mem- 
ber to work with us on other legisla- 
tion to try to address this. 

But let me say today, it will not be 
any easier than it is right now. It may 
be tougher then because this was a ve- 
hicle that had to go, therefore people 
would have swallowed a lot more that 
is in this bill. 

As my colleagues know, FDA and in- 
dustry tell us not to make any changes 
because it would ‘‘open up the agree- 
ment.” Think about that. The industry 
and the FDA told Congress don’t put 
anything else in here because we would 
consider that as opening up our agree- 
ment. 

When did Congress become so irrele- 
vant that a Federal agency would sug- 
gest that we not get involved? Yet it 
requires our passage for this to go in 
statute. 

I have explained before, Congress is 
told to tiptoe around the agreements 
and we focus our efforts on the belt- 
and-suspenders policies to complement 
the agreement. This does not make for 
the most consistent and deliberative 
process in considering how Congress 
can work with FDA and industry to 
strengthen and improve FDA’s drug 
and device work on behalf of our Na- 
tion’s patients, but this is the process 
Members have to work within, which is 
why it is so important to assure that 
the right policy riders, including trans- 
parency and accountability, are in- 
cluded in the final package. 

One thing that has been made quite 
clear over the past few years is the im- 
portance of FDA reporting on the right 
matrix. I can predict with some con- 
fidence, since this is a 5-year bill, we 
will be here 5 years from now and hope- 
fully there will be at least one Member 
of the Senate who steps up and says: 
How did the FDA hold up against what 
they said they were going to do in the 
agreements? 

That is at the heart of transparency 
and accountability. If we do not have a 
matrix established that everyone un- 
derstands here is where we are and here 
is where we promised we would get to, 
then how in the world 5 years from now 
do we measure this? How do you know 
then that if you raise the user fees, 
that it is justified, that the beneficiary 
of it is the American patient? I am 
going to say that is candidly obvious to 
everybody listening. When drug compa- 
nies, device companies, biologic compa- 
nies, generic companies pay more 
money to get their application ap- 
proved, who pays for it? The con- 
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sumers. The people who buy the drugs, 
use the devices, and buy the generics. 
This is the first time we have ever had 
a user fee for generic pharmaceuticals. 
Generics were called that because 
generics were created after the patent 
life expired so we could bring low-cost 
products to the market. 

What are we doing? We are creating 
generic user fees which will raise the 
generic price for the American people. 
It may alter the fact whether it is 
cheaper for a person to pay for their 
generic prescription or whether it is 
cheaper to have their copayment do it 
on their insurance card. That is the re- 
ality of what we are dealing with. I am 
not suggesting it is bad, but why would 
we rush through it without under- 
standing what the impact is? That is 
where we are today. 

Reporting only on the negotiated 
user fees performance goals agreed to 
by the industry and the FDA has not 
provided a complete picture of how 
well the FDA is working to fulfill its 
mission on behalf of patients. The bot- 
tom line is what gets measured gets 
done. So it has to be measured. 

In the Wall Street Journal op-ed ear- 
lier this year, former FDA Commis- 
sioner Andy von Eschenbach high- 
lighted what is at stake if Congress 
does not get the user fee reauthoriza- 
tion package right and fix the under- 
lying problems at the FDA. He writes: 

The stakes couldn’t be higher for our 
health. The U.S. biomedical industry is one 
of the crown jewels of the American econ- 
omy. It employs about 1.2 million people di- 
rectly and over five million throughout its 
supply chain, with a total output of $519 bil- 
lion in 2009. . . Many of the firms are among 
the world’s most innovative: From 2001 to 
2010, the Milken Institute report shows, U.S.- 
based companies produced nearly 60% of the 
world’s new medicines, up from 42% the pre- 
vious decade. 

But U.S. firms won’t continue to lead un- 
less the FDA retains its role as the world’s 
“gold standard” for evaluating new medical 
products. 

Many people establish the gold stand- 
ard as being the hurdle they have to 
pass in order to be approved. The gold 
standard is also how difficult the proc- 
ess is that they have to go through, 
and will the capital be there to finance 
the research and development so ap- 
proval is something they see as a light 
at the end of the tunnel. These all have 
to be weighed in the policies they put 
in place, and I will say we have come 
up somewhat short. 

Last year the National Venture Cap- 
ital Association released a report that 
underscores America’s risk of losing its 
standing as the world leader in medical 
innovation. Their survey clearly 
showed that the FDA’s regulatory 
challenges, the lack of regulatory cer- 
tainty, the day-to-day unpredict- 
ability, and unnecessary delays are sti- 
fling investment in the development of 
lifesaving drugs and devices. Instead of 
deterring investment and innovation in 
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lifesaving treatments such as cardio- 
vascular disease, diabetes, and cancer, 
we should accelerate it. Instead of de- 
terring that capital to come in, we 
should be finding policies to accelerate 
that capital to chase cures in heart dis- 
ease, diabetes and cancer and work 
with America’s innovators on behalf of 
patients who are depending on the next 
breakthrough drug or device. 

Our Nation’s health care system is 
unsustainable. We all agree we must 
lower health care costs in America. 
Predictable regulatory pathways that 
facilitate innovative medical products 
that reach patients in as timely a man- 
ner as possible is key for lowering our 
health care costs. This survey is an- 
other serious call for the need to re- 
store regulatory certainty and predict- 
ability at the FDA. 

As we comb through this bill, we see 
the two amendments that were voted 
and accepted in the Senate markup of 
the bill were dropped and discarded be- 
cause somebody was too concerned 
with requiring too many reports. There 
is a reason we get granular with what 
we put in legislation and, more impor- 
tant, what we require an agency to 
produce. Predictable regulatory path- 
ways that facilitate innovative medical 
products reaching patients in a timely 
manner will lower our health care 
costs. 

It is clear the FDA’s global leader- 

ship in innovation is at risk. A 2011 re- 
port by the California Healthcare Insti- 
tute and the Boston Consulting Group 
highlighted this point. The report 
found that in recent years the environ- 
ment for medical innovation has dete- 
riorated and the most critical factor 
has been the FDA, the Food and Drug 
Administration. Let me repeat that. 
The report found the environment for 
medical innovation has deteriorated 
and the most critical factor has been 
the Food and Drug Administration. 
The report states: 
... for the Agency’s policies and activities 
exemplify President Obama’s critique of a 
regulatory system whose ‘‘rules have gotten 
out of balance, placing unreasonable burdens 
on business—burdens that have stifled inno- 
vation and have had a chilling effect on 
growth and jobs.” 

Now, all of a sudden, we are talking 
about a piece of legislation we have 
rushed through the process because we 
wanted to beat the Supreme Court de- 
cision on Thursday. We did it at an ac- 
celerated pace, faster than we have 
ever done through the Senate, and we 
realize this legislation affects the econ- 
omy and jobs. It is not just about 
health care. It is not just about pa- 
tients. It is about jobs. 

Dr. David Gollaher, president and 
CEO of the California Healthcare Insti- 
tute, raises a clear alarm in his report 
we should all heed. He concludes: 

The result of uneven performance of the 
Agency has been to increase the risk associ- 
ated with regulation, dampening investment 
in companies whose products face FDA regu- 
lation. Meanwhile, as global competition in 
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high-tech industries has intensified, other 
nations have adapted their regulatory sys- 
tems to out-compete the FDA. The flight of 
medical technology product launches to Eu- 
ropean Union countries should be a serious 
cause of concern for policymakers and pa- 
tient advocates alike. 

What does that mean in layman’s 
terms? We are losing them here and the 
EU is attracting them there. Why? Be- 
cause their policies are easier to under- 
stand. It is not that their threshold for 
safety and efficacy is any lower, but 
they carry on an honest partnership 
with the applicants, and most will say 
dealing with the FDA is akin to invit- 
ing your worst relative to spend the 
week with you in your house. 

Exporting lifesaving innovation over- 
seas—and the jobs that come with it— 
will not help patients or our economy 
here at home. It erodes our Nation’s 
standing as the global leader in med- 
ical innovation and results in Amer- 
ica’s patients having to wait longer for 
lifesaving therapies or jeopardizing 
their access to them at all. 

I am not sure in America we ever 
thought we would go to another coun- 
try where they had approved a new 
therapy we couldn’t get in the United 
States, but I would be willing to bet 
that every family in America knows 
somebody who has gone outside the 
country to get some type of treatment 
or some type of dosage of something we 
haven’t approved here, and one might 
think they are not safe or effective. 
The likelihood is that those products 
have never even applied for FDA ap- 
proval. Why? Because the process has 
become so unpredictable and so expen- 
sive that a company has to justify the 
potential sales of a product to meet the 
billion-dollar cost just to get through 
the FDA application process. 

Exporting lifesaving innovation over- 
seas and the jobs that come with it will 
not help our patients and will not help 
the economy. It erodes the Nation’s 
economy and results in America’s pa- 
tients having to wait longer. I just said 


it. 

The FDA is supported by both user 
fees and taxpayer dollars, so Congress 
has a critical oversight role in ensuring 
that the FDA is meeting its require- 
ments under the law. Moreover, as 
elected representatives of the Amer- 
ican people, Congress institutionally 
has a duty to ensure that the FDA is 
broadly fulfilling its statutory mission 
and promoting the public health 
through its review and regulation on a 
range of medical products. 

The reauthorization of the drug and 
device user fees agreement is an impor- 
tant opportunity for Congress to en- 
sure that the FDA is fulfilling its mis- 
sion. Why would we in any way water 
down the accountability and trans- 
parency if, in fact, we are the ones to 
ensure the FDA is fulfilling its mis- 
sion? But closely examining these 
issues once every 5 years is not going 
to help address the underlying prob- 
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lems at the FDA that we all know must 
be fixed. The only way that is going to 
happen is with the FDA, Congress, pa- 
tients, and innovators consistently 
working together with the right data 
points. The bottom line is we don’t 
know what we don’t measure. If we 
don’t know it, how can we ensure that 
it is right? 

Another report by the California 
Healthcare Institute and the Boston 
Consulting Group in 2012 underscores 
the importance of reliable data at the 
FDA and how FDA performance is a 
function of management. The report 
finds there would be great value in reg- 
ularly gathering and analyzing the best 
possible data and updating perform- 
ance metrics during this PDUFA cycle 
in order to track performance consist- 
ently and longitudinally with the goal 
of the most accurate possible measures 
of agency performance. 

Do you sense a trend that every out- 


side evaluation—not industry, not 
FDA, not Congress—of the user fee 
agreement is basically saying: Hey, 


Congress, don’t miss this opportunity. 
If we want to track performance, then 
we have to set up the metrics and col- 
lect the data. Why in the world would 
we drop from the bill the transparency 
and accountability provisions that get 
the granular data we need to make this 
assessment? I guess we will never 
know. 

Congressional oversight can help 
highlight the processes that are work- 
ing well at the FDA, as well as reveal 
areas where the FDA needs to make 
improvements to ensure timely and 
predictable regulatory decisions on be- 
half of America’s patients. Recently, 
the GAO reports over the past year 
have underscored these points and why 
the right metrics must be reported on 
to paint a full and complete picture. 
Now all of a sudden we have the Gen- 
eral Accounting Office, the GAO, say- 
ing the same thing that all these third 
parties have said. Why? Because they 
are the ones we turn to when we want 
to ask them to do an evaluation of the 
FDA, and they are telling Congress: 
Hey, don’t miss this opportunity to get 
this stuff in there. You actually can 
get the data we can’t get because it is 
not in the statute. 

Every 5 years when we pass the final 
user fee package, FDA’s authority and 
responsibilities grow. Think about 
that. With more employees and higher 
costs, it seems like things would be 
getting better, but without the 
metrics, without the accountability, 
without transparency, we don’t know. 
This bill is no exception. The FDA is 
going to get an unprecedented level of 
user fees and more new authority, bil- 
lions in user fee dollars. With this un- 
precedented level of user fees, there 
must be unprecedented transparency, 
oversight, and accountability. It does 
not exist. 

Let me be clear. There are good pro- 
visions in this bill that should help to 
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improve transparency, accountability, 
and regulatory certainty. However, 
throughout the committee’s work on 
various issues, I repeatedly raised the 
point that if we did not fix the under- 
lying issues at the FDA, the new re- 
sponsibilities and expectations we are 
going to create with this bill would not 
achieve the desired outcome. Quite 
simply, that is why I am disappointed 
that some key transparency and ac- 
countability provisions included in the 
Senate bill did not survive the final 
bill. While key GAO reporting provi- 
sions may have been removed from the 
final bill, I wish to take this oppor- 
tunity to inform my colleagues and the 
FDA that I personally intend to pursue 
this oversight analysis outside of this 
bill. Just because it is not in this bill 
does not mean I am going to go away. 

What has happened is that speed has 
trumped policy—the attempt to speed 
through this bill, the attempt to get it 
done before the Supreme Court an- 
nounces its decision on ObamaCare. I 
have yet to have anybody explain to 
me why we are benefited by moving 
this before the Supreme Court ruling. 
If somebody has a concern that there is 
something in the bill that might be af- 
fected by what the Supreme Court rul- 
ing is, would we not be smart to delay 
this until after the ruling to see if 
there is some adverse reaction to what 
we have done? If I thought there was 
any reason to do that, I would be on 
the Senate floor pleading with my col- 
leagues today. But the truth is that 
there is nothing that will come out in 
the Supreme Court decision that will 
affect the user fee relationship between 
drugs, devices, biologics, generics, and 
the Food and Drug Administration. 
But somebody wanted to finish it, and 
they set that as the goal that every- 
body could see. 

(Mr. FRANKEN assumed the chair.) 

Mr. BURR. Because of the hard work 
of my colleagues on both sides of the 
aisle, the final bill includes new incen- 
tives intended to help spur the next 
generation of lifesaving antibiotics. 
This is a good thing, and my colleagues 
should be commended for their bipar- 
tisan work on this important issue. 

Unfortunately, the requirement for 
the FDA to submit a strategy and im- 
plementation plan that would have 
helped to ensure greater regulatory 
certainty and predictability regarding 
FDA’s work with antibiotics was not 
included in the final bill. Yet we have 
all watched stories on TV about a 
young lady who was attacked by a 
virus that has eaten her hands and her 
feet—an infection. What does she need? 
She needs a breakthrough in antibiotic 
therapy. 

This was a real opportunity for us to 
send a message out there that not only 
are we committed to doing it, we are 
committed to setting up a regulatory 
structure that allows it to happen. 

Carefully drafted GAO reporting re- 
quirements intended to help FDA and 
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Congress identify progress against reg- 
ulatory challenges in this space have 
also fallen away. This had nothing to 
do with RICHARD BURR or MICHAEL BEN- 
NET, this was the General Accounting 
Office. Unfortunately, the reporting re- 
quirement that remains is not nearly 
as robust as the language passed by the 
Senate earlier this year. These require- 
ments were intended to help identify 
and root out the regulatory challenges 
in this space to ensure that the incen- 
tives included in the final bill are as 
meaningful as possible and ultimately 
do achieve the goal of the next genera- 
tion of novel antibiotics reaching pa- 
tients. I cannot think of anything more 
important than for us to make sure. 

I know the Presiding Officer comes 
from a State where devices are a key 
part of the economy. 

Another reporting requirement that 
fell away is one my colleagues have 
heard me talk about a lot over the past 
year. The medical device user fee 
agreement includes reporting on the 
total time to decision in calendar days, 
not FDA days. This sounds a little bit 
like Disney World. What in the heck 
are FDA days? I know what calendar 
days are. Tomorrow is going to be one 
number higher than today, and yester- 
day was one number lower, and every 
28 to 31 days, we switch and it becomes 
a new month and we start counting 
again. Not at the FDA. That is why it 
was important that calendar days be 
substituted for what we call FDA days 
at the FDA. Patients do not care about 
FDA days; patients care about how 
long it takes in calendar days for safe 
and effective products to reach them. 

My colleagues may recall that last 
year the final Agriculture appropria- 
tions bill included a requirement for 
the FDA to report on calendar days be- 
cause knowing the average number of 
calendar days it is taking FDA-ap- 
proved therapies to reach patients is 
important for ensuring that we see the 
full picture of how well the FDA is 
working in a metric that the American 
people understand. 

Last year, when the Senate consid- 
ered the issue of counting calendar 
days for medical products, Dr. Paul 
Howard, a senior fellow and the direc- 
tor of the Manhattan Institute’s Center 
for Medical Progress, described the im- 
portance of counting calendar days. He 
wrote: 

The PDUFA clock stops when the FDA re- 
quests more information from the sponsor 
... SO repeated requests for information 
from the FDA can significantly draw out the 
time before a product reaches the market, 
even if the agency completes its review with- 
in the specified PDUFA timeframe. 
Knowing actual calendar days that elapse 
from between the time that a sponsor sub- 
mits an application to the time it is ap- 
proved should give Congress some sense of 
how efficient— 

How efficient— 

the review process is. If the FDA is repeat- 
edly asking for more information and lots of 
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time is added to the approval process, it has 
important implications for patients (who 
wait longer for new therapies) and investors 
(who may perceive the regulatory process as 
arbitrary and time consuming). 

Here again, another independent 
analysis of what should be important 
to the American health care system 
and an assessment that calendar days 
are absolutely vital to Congress’s abil- 
ity to understand how long it really 
takes at the FDA. And we are not even 
the person trying to finance the break- 
through. 

I appreciate that the final bill will 
now require more granular reporting 
with respect to the prescription drug 
user fee agreement, which is a good 
thing, but I am baffled that a reporting 
requirement which Congress has sup- 
ported in the past and which was in- 
cluded for generic drugs was not in- 
cluded in the final bill. 

Talking about calendar days, how in 
the world could calendar days be im- 
portant enough to put in the generic 
bill part and dropped from everything 
else? Why? Because FDA did not want 
it. FDA has gotten used to that little 
stopwatch they have. When they ask 
you for a little more information, they 
reset it, so they get to start again. 

My dear colleague TOM COBURN and I 
both are disappointed that a provision 
offered by him, and which I supported, 
was removed from the final bill. 

I have talked about a number of 
things removed from the final bill. I 
am not sure how the ranking member 
gave me a number at the beginning 
that I had interest in 12 things and 
that I had 11 accepted. I cannot count 
them as I am going through my presen- 
tation, but I think I am on three or 
four that have been dropped. 

The medical device user fee agree- 
ment includes the requirement for an 
independent assessment of FDA’s man- 
agement of devices. Unfortunately, the 
assessment included in the prescription 
drug user fee agreement and final bill 
will look at only one-third of the 
FDA’s work with drugs. Let me say 
that again. The medical device user fee 
agreement includes the requirement 
for an individual assessment of FDA’s 
management of devices. Unfortunately, 
the assessment included in the pre- 
scription drug user fee agreement and 
final bill will look at only one-third of 
the FDA’s work with drugs. Calendar 
days apply in one section. Generic 
drugs do not apply, and devices, drugs, 
biologics. Now, all of a sudden, we have 
an independent assessment of FDA’s 
management of the devices industry 
where we are only applying that to 
one-third of the area of drug evaluation 
and not to generics and not to bio- 
logics. 

Senator COBURN’s provision, which 
was first introduced in a bill Senator 
COBURN and I introduced, the PA- 
TIENTS’ FDA Act, would have ensured 
an independent assessment of all of 
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FDA’s drug work. Upon introduction of 
the PATIENTS’ FDA Act, Dr. Paul 
Howard wrote that this provision was 
“perhaps the most important provi- 
sion” because ‘‘the outcome of that re- 
view may or may not be welcome by 
the FDA—but it will force Congress to 
pay attention and highlight the FDA’s 
importance as the gateway for medical 
innovation not just in the U.S., but for 
the world.” Paul Howard is no relation 
to me. This is, again, an independent 
doctor who makes a comment on a pro- 
vision in an obscure bill that was intro- 
duced in Congress, and he says ‘‘per- 
haps the most important provision.” 
Yet it only applies now to one-third of 
the drug area, and all we wanted to do 
was to apply it to the whole thing. Not 
including this independent assessment 
is a missed opportunity for Congress, 
consumers, and patients to have a com- 
plete, independent, and objective look 
at FDA’s management of its mission 
and resources with respect to drugs. 

I understand that some of my col- 
leagues are concerned about over- 
reporting, but I would come back to 
the basic point that you do not know 
what you do not measure. This is about 
how Congress and the FDA prioritize, 
and, given what is at stake, not includ- 
ing targeted reporting requirements 
that will help FDA to better achieve 
their mission on behalf of patients is a 
huge, huge missed opportunity. Why? 
Speed over policy. 

I would also like to talk about a key 
provision in the Senate’s upstream sup- 
ply chain provisions that is not in- 
cluded in the final bill. 

As many of my colleagues know, the 
globalization of the drug supply chain 
presents unique challenges in ensuring 
the safety of the drugs American pa- 
tients receive. Quite a bit of time has 
understandably been devoted to this 
issue. Unfortunately, while the bill in- 
cludes many bipartisan provisions that 
will help FDA better target inspections 
of drug facilities based on risk, the 
final bill falls short in addressing end- 
to-end supply chain security. That is 
sort of important. I think the Amer- 
ican people sort of take for granted 
that we have that in place now. 

In addition to not including bipar- 
tisan downstream provisions, the final 
bill does not include the Senate’s bi- 
partisan provision to accredit third- 
party auditors to conduct drug safety 
audits of drug establishments. To be 
clear, these third-party drug safety au- 
dits would not have replaced official 
FDA inspections, but they would have 
been an important risk-based tool for 
the FDA to leverage in taking steps to 
ensure a safer global prescription drug 
supply chain. I actually believe that 
America thinks we have that in place 
right now. Who could be opposed to 
such a commonsense solution? It was a 
bipartisan initiative. Was it the House 
that kicked it out? Was it the FDA 
that kicked it out? It really does not 
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matter. This was smart to have in the 
bill. The only conclusion I can come to 
is that speed trumps policy, that our 
quest to get this done quickly meant 
we did not look closely enough at the 
things we should have done and could 
have done and we did not do. 

Now, the ranking member talked 
about my disappointment and his dis- 
appointment on the downstream drug 
distribution security. I want to take a 
brief moment and comment on down- 
stream. I thank Senator BENNET, from 
the other side of the aisle. We worked 
together. And because of his hard work 
and dedication to this issue, I think I 
can say that we are both disappointed 
that the final bill does not include bi- 
partisan provisions that we have been 
working on together for the past few 
months. 

My colleagues all know why this is 
an important issue. It is important for 
America’s patients and consumers. 

I remain committed to establishing a 
workable and reasonable traceability 
system that strengthens the integrity 
of the pharmaceutical distribution sup- 
ply chain. It is critical that we replace 
the current patchwork of inconsistent, 
inefficient, and costly State laws with 
a predictable, workable, and appro- 
priate Federal standard. I am com- 
mitted to getting this done. 

As I said to the ranking member and 
the chair, it is not going to be easy. We 
knew that when we took this on. You 
can’t do it fast. I did not know we had 
a stopwatch on how quickly we could 
get this bill through the Senate and 
how quickly we could get through con- 
ference and how quickly we could get it 
passed. I remind my colleagues that 
the current user fee agreement does 
not expire until later this year. It did 
not have to be done now, but it was. 
And for now 45 minutes I have pointed 
out things we could have done, should 
have done, and did not do, and it is em- 
barrassing. This could have been done. 
This was the right vehicle to put this 
in because it was a must-pass piece of 
legislation. 

Now let me, if I could, talk about 
some of the provisions Senator COBURN 
and I introduced in the PATIENTS’ 
FDA Act. I am pleased we were able to 
find a bipartisan path forward on some 
of these provisions which will put in 
place an unprecedented level of trans- 
parency and accountability at the 
FDA. 

While FDA should have already done 
many of the things that will now be ex- 
plicitly required of them, by ensuring 
that we hold FDA accountable to meas- 
ures and reports on specific require- 
ments, there is a greater chance that 
they are going to actually get done. 
There is no certainty without congres- 
sional oversight. Greater transparency 
and accountability provisions included 
in the package today will help to en- 
sure greater regulatory certainty and 
timely decisions on behalf of America’s 
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patients, which is key to ensuring that 
America maintains its role as a world 
leader in medical innovation and that 
our patients have access to the most 
cutting-edge therapies in as timely a 
fashion as possible. 

FDA will be required to develop a 
regulatory science strategy and imple- 
mentation plan with clear priorities 
and report on the progress made in 
achieving these priorities in fiscal year 
2014 and fiscal year 2016. The current 
FDA Commissioner has acknowledged 
that the FDA is relying on 20th-cen- 
tury regulatory science to evaluate 
21st-century medical products. 

Let me read that again. The current 
FDA Commissioner has acknowledged 
that the FDA is relying on 20th-cen- 
tury regulatory science to evaluate 
21st-century medical products. Let’s 
stop. Let’s get this right. Even the 
Commissioner of the FDA is saying: 
You know what. We are not even in the 
same century in how we do what we are 
trying to accomplish. In other words, 
the products the FDA is required to 
regulate are advancing faster than the 
agency’s ability to regulate them. I 
will be honest. That is a big problem. 

Former FDA Commissioner von 
Eschenbach was right when he said 
that the FDA must be capable of ensur- 
ing that its reviewers know just as 
much about advances in emerging 
sciences as the creators of the products 
they regulate. 

Listen, I will be the first to say that 
at the Food and Drug Administration 
we have some of the best and the 
brightest. They are some of the most 
dedicated Federal workers. They are 
some of the smartest folks I have ever 
seen. But they process approvals. They 
are not on a bench doing research and 
development. They do not understand 
how medicine and science have 
changed since they themselves left the 
bench. There is every reason to believe 
that people should be required to go 
back and be innovators and not nec- 
essarily make a lifetime of work as a 
reviewer at the FDA. 

There has been much talk about reg- 
ulatory science, but it is hard to tell if 
these efforts are targeted and achiev- 
ing the desired results of helping the 
FDA to apply the most cutting-edge 
scientific tools in their research and 
their review of medical products. The 
agency must have clearly defined goals 
and metrics against which their 
progress will be tracked. This is the 
only way to ensure that the advances 
in regulatory science are being applied 
and that FDA is prepared to regulate 
the most novel and cutting-edge med- 
ical products ever created. 

GAO has well documented FDA’s 
management challenges. The user fee 
agreement included in the final bill 
will further increase these challenges 
by adding more than 1,200 new FDA 
FTEs, or employees, and further grow- 
ing the scope of the agency’s mission 
and regulatory responsibilities. 
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Many of the concerns about the lack 
of predictability and uncertainty at 
the FDA are symptoms of unaddressed, 
systemic management issues. This is 
the agency that regulates 25 cents of 
every dollar of our economy. 

A February 2010 GAO report found 
that FDA does not fully use established 
practices for effective strategic plan- 
ning and management. FDA agreed 
with the GAO recommendation to take 
several actions to improve FDA’s stra- 
tegic planning and management, such 
as the development of a strategic man- 
agement plan and working to make 
FDA’s performance measures more re- 
sults-oriented. I cannot think of a busi- 
ness in America that does not do that 
today. However, 24% years later, FDA 
has failed to adopt many of the key 
recommendations. 

To address this concern, the final bill 
requires the FDA to submit to Con- 
gress a strategic integrated manage- 
ment plan with specific accountability 
metrics as recommended by the GAO. 
Even though the FDA admitted to the 
GAO, based on their recommendations, 
that they needed to do this and that 
they would do it, 2% years later we are 
now putting it in statute in the user 
fee bill. 

GAO has well documented FDA’s 
challenges to sufficiently and success- 
fully utilize its information technology 
process. GAO has also noted how these 
challenges undermine FDA’s ability to 
use accurate and timely information to 
augment its regulatory mission. GAO 
reports in 2009 and 2012 found that the 
FDA has made mixed progress in estab- 
lishing the IT management capabilities 
essential to supporting the FDA’s mis- 
sion. That is the information tech- 
nology. So an agency that is on the 
cutting edge of medical approval in 
this country in 2009 and 2012 was found 
to have made mixed progress in estab- 
lishing the management capabilities 
essential through technology to com- 
plete its mission. 

A comprehensive IT strategy plan is 
vital for guiding and helping to coordi- 
nate the FDA’s IT activities. A com- 
prehensive IT strategy plan, including 
results-oriented goals and performance 
measures, is vital for guiding and help- 
ing to coordinate the FDA’s IT activi- 
ties, especially since the user fee agree- 
ment includes specific IT goals. The 
final bill requires the FDA to report on 
their progress in developing and imple- 
menting the comprehensive IT package 
called for by the GAO. To ensure fur- 
ther congressional oversight, GAO will 
report on the progress FDA makes on 
meeting the results-oriented goals and 
performance measures set out in the IT 
plan they submit to Congress. 

Enhanced reporting requirements 
with respect to biosimilars and generic 
drugs include key reporting on clearing 
the backlog of generic applications and 
will also provide important trans- 
parency in the FDA’s work and serve as 


June 26, 2012 


an early-warning indicator if the agree- 
ments are not being fulfilled. 

I am also pleased we were able to find 
a path forward on important pro-pa- 
tient provisions from the PATIENTS’ 
FDA Act and provisions that will also 
reduce unnecessary regulatory burdens 
for innovators. I wish to thank my col- 
leagues, Senators MIKULSKI, ALEX- 
ANDER, and HAGAN, for working with us 
to ensure that the unnecessary redtape 
does not get in the way of meeting pa- 
tients’ unique medical device needs. 

The custom device provision in the 
bill provides an important path for- 
ward to ensure that doctors are able to 
meet patients’ most unique medical de- 
vice needs in as timely a manner as 
possible. The risk-benefit framework 
included in the user fee agreement and 
codified by the final bill will facilitate 
the balanced consideration of benefits 
and the risks of FDA’s drug decision- 
making. 

As innovators have increasingly 
turned to global markets and opportu- 
nities overseas, FDA’s work with its 
global peer regulators has taken on an 
even greater significance. FDA’s work 
with its global regulatory counterparts 
to encourage uniform clinical trials 
standards will optimize global clinical 
trials to ensure that the need to con- 
duct duplicative clinical trials is mini- 
mized while FDA maintains the gold 
standard for approval. 

I wish to thank Senator PAUL. I 
thank Senator PAUL for working with 
me to ensure that we have optimized 
global clinical trial work and that FDA 
works with global peer regulators as 
much as possible to reduce unnecessary 
regulatory hurdles. 

Senator PAUL was a champion in the 
committee to say: Why don’t we accept 
the data we get from trials in Europe 
for applications that are under review 
for approval in the United States? And 
the answer I gave him was that in 1997, 
when we wrote the food and drug cos- 
metic modernization bill, we gave FDA 
the authority to do that. And now 
some 15 years later it has never, ever, 
ever been used. As a matter of fact, the 
FDA will not even consult with a com- 
pany that says: Tell us how we need to 
design our trial in Europe so you will 
accept our data. That has not hap- 
pened. But you know what. It has to 
happen in the future if we want drugs 
to be cost-effective so people can afford 
them, if we want innovation to happen 
here as well as over there. If innova- 
tion and the place where it is ulti- 
mately approved is determined by 
whether you can recover the costs of 
your investment, I will assure you we 
are all going to shop somewhere else 
for our drugs, our devices, our bio- 
logics, and even our generics. It will 
not be here unless we learn how to 
share that data from continent to con- 
tinent. 

I wish to highlight some specific 
medical device regulatory improve- 
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ments. There may be any number of 
reasons a sponsor wants to conduct 
certain clinical studies that are not di- 
rectly to the classification or approval 
of medical devices by the FDA. How- 
ever, some sponsors have noted the 
tendency of the FDA to effectively pre- 
judge the approval of a medical device 
by basing its decision related to a re- 
quest to conduct clinical investiga- 
tions of a device on whether the FDA 
believes the clinical study will be ade- 
quate to support the ultimate classi- 
fication or approval of a device. If the 
FDA approves the investigational use 
of a device only using the more narrow 
regulatory standard of device approval 
or classification, clinical research in 
the United States could be unduly re- 
stricted. The final bill would return the 
investigational device exemption ap- 
proval process to the standard author- 
ized by the statute, which is a good 
thing for both patients and for 
innovators. 

The final bill will also improve regu- 
latory certainty, transparency, and ac- 
countability with respect to medical 
devices by requiring FDA to provide a 
substantive summary of the scientific 
or regulatory rationale for significant 
decisions. 

As many of my colleagues know, sec- 
tion 510(k) of the Food, Drug, and Cos- 
metic Act requires device manufactur- 
ers to notify FDA of their intent to 
market a medical device at least 90 
days in advance. 

Medical device manufacturers are re- 
quired to submit a pre-market notifica- 
tion if they intend to introduce a de- 
vice into commercial distribution for 
the first time or reintroduce a device 
that will be significantly changed or 
modified to the extent that its safety 
or effectiveness could be affected. Such 
change or modification could relate to 
the design, material, chemical com- 
position, energy source, or manufac- 
turing process. There are legitimate 
concerns about recent guidance issued 
by FDA that could significantly in- 
crease the regulatory burden related to 
510(k) modifications without clear ben- 
efit to patients. The final bill will go a 
long way in restoring regulatory cer- 
tainty and balance with respect to the 
510(k) modification process by making 
it clear that the 1997 guidance remains 
the standard until FDA issues new 
guidance, with appropriate input from 
stakeholders, on this subject. 

While I wish that we could have gone 
further to strengthen and improve the 
device third-party review and inspec- 
tion programs, the final bill does reau- 
thorize these programs and includes a 
provision from the PATIENTS’ FDA 
Act to set forth a process for reaccredi- 
tation and reauthorization of third- 
party reviews. This is a first and im- 
portant step in enhancing the third- 
party review program. 

Another thing we placed in the 1997 
act is the hope that we would see aca- 
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demia in America actually be approved 
as third party evaluators—not for 
heart stints or that class of device, but 
how about things such as Band-Aids? 
How about those things on which we 
should not waste an FDA reviewer’s 
time? Couldn’t the company contract 
with an academic institution to re- 
approve and recredit? FDA chose to do 
that in-house. This is the first impor- 
tant step to enhance the third party re- 
view program. 

Next is affirming the ‘‘least burden- 
some” requirements. 

Also, the final bill underscores the 
importance of the “least burdensome’’ 
requirements we put into the 1997 law 
to streamline the regulatory process 
and reduce burdens to improve patient 
access to medical devices. 

A central purpose of the FDA Mod- 
ernization Act of 1997, or FDAMA as I 
like to call it, was to ensure the timely 
availability of safe and effective new 
products that will benefit the public 
and that our nation continues to lead 
the world in new product innovation 
and development. The goal was to 
streamline the regulatory process and 
reduce burden to improve patient ac- 
cess to breakthrough technologies. 
This law required FDA to eliminate un- 
necessary burdens that may delay the 
marketing of beneficial new products, 
but the statutory requirements for 
clearance and approval remained the 
same. The sections of the statute that 
capture these provisions are commonly 
referred to as the ‘‘least burdensome” 
provisions. 

For years, FDA included ‘‘least bur- 
densome’”’ language in guidance docu- 
ments and letters. Yet, toward the end 
of 2009 the ‘‘least burdensome” lan- 
guage disappeared only to reappear 
after Congress expressed significant 
concern regarding FDA’s failure to 
consistently apply these requirements 
in its work with medical devices. 

The lack of consistent application of 
the ‘‘least burdensome” requirements 
has added to regulatory uncertainty 
and unnecessary regulatory burden in a 
manner completely inconsistent with 
the law. It is sad that Congress needs 
to reaffirm a provision that has been 
the law since 1997, but I thank Senators 
KLOBUCHAR and BENNET for working 
with me to underscore the importance 
of affirming the ‘‘least burdensome” 
requirements in the final bill. 

The final bill restores a more appro- 
priate balance to FDA’s conflicts of in- 
terest rules. This is an issue on which 
many patient groups have weighed and 
many members have worked because of 
its importance to patients and, ulti- 
mately, overall confidence in FDA’s 
Advisory Committees. Ensuring that 
the FDA has access to the most quali- 
fied experts is vital to ensuring FDA’s 
scientific capabilities and confidence in 
its regulatory decisions. It is critical 
that patients have the benefit of the 
very best expertise when weighing deci- 
sions that impact patient access to 
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lifesaving products. Unfortunately, 
since 2007, increasingly complex and re- 
strictive conflicts of interest rules 
have often resulted in the Agency 
being unable to consult with leading 
experts and difficulty in filling key ad- 
visory committee positions. These 
challenges are compromising the qual- 
ity and timeliness of FDA’s decision- 
making. The final bill should help to 
address these concerns and ensure FDA 
can draw upon the most knowledgeable 
experts. 

Lastly, I’d like to highlight the Ad- 
vancing Breakthrough Therapies for 
Patients Act, bipartisan legislation I 
was pleased to join Senators BENNET 
and HATCH in supporting because it will 
ensure patients have access to tar- 


geted, life-saving therapies as effi- 
ciently as possible. As former FDA 
Commissioner Von Eschenbach has 


rightly stated, ‘‘breakthrough tech- 
nologies deserve a breakthrough in the 
way the FDA evaluates them.’’ This 
legislation is supported by Friends of 
Cancer Research and the National Ven- 
ture Capital Association. 

Earlier this year, an op-ed penned by 
former FDA Commissioner, Dr. Mark 
McClellan, and Ellen Sigal of Friends 
of Cancer Research, noted how the se- 
quencing of the human genome has 
helped to unlock an even greater un- 
derstanding of disease at the molecular 
level, helping to make personalized 
medicine become a reality. They note 
two main goals of the breakthrough 
legislation: First, to reduce the total 
development time and cost of the most 
promising ‘‘breakthrough’’ treatments; 
and second, to minimize the number of 
patients that would be given a ‘‘con- 
trol” regimen or a currently available 
treatment that doesn’t work well. 
They are right to underscore that in 
order to fulfill the promise of ‘‘break- 
through” therapies and this legisla- 
tion, the regulators at FDA must be 
fully engaged, working with sponsors 
early on in the development and review 
process once a product has received the 
breakthrough designation. 

More than 45 organizations rep- 
resenting patients, advocates, physi- 
cians, caregivers, consumers and re- 
searchers have weighed in with Con- 
gress urging the Advancing Break- 
through Therapies for Patients Act to 
be included in the final user fee pack- 
age because they recognize that em- 
ploying such an ‘‘all hands on deck” 
approach at FDA for these therapies 
will ultimately result in the most effi- 
cient development program and help to 
ensure that the most promising new 
treatments reach patients as safely and 
efficiently as possible. 

Many would argue that the mod- 
ernization of the accelerated approval 
and fast track pathways have been a 
long time coming since Congress has 
not significantly updated either path- 
way since 1997. Earlier this year, Dr. 
Paul Howard in writing about the 
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breakthrough legislation noted that, 
“the most important section of the leg- 
islation may be the clause that re- 
quires the Secretary of HHS to com- 
mission an independent entity to as- 
sess the ‘quality, efficiency, and pre- 
dictability’ of how FDA has applied the 
directives in the legislation no later 
than four years after the bill passes.” 
He goes on to say “that may be the 
best way to ensure that we won’t have 
to wait another 15 to 20 years to under- 
stand how well the FDA is utilizing the 
authority granted to it by Congress.” 
Unfortunately, this independent assess- 
ment did not make it into the final 
bill. Speed trumps policy. 

FDA faces unprecedented challenges 
today—challenges we could not have 
envisioned a generation ago. Yet FDA 
still regulates a decade ago, based on 
the commission. The agreements and 
many of the provisions in the final bill 
are intended to help address these chal- 
lenges. Unfortunately, the final Dill 
does not bring to bear all of the tools 
that could have been included to en- 
sure the greatest certainty, trans- 
parency, and accountability for pa- 
tients and taxpayers. This is a missed 
opportunity. 

I ask my colleagues where we will be 
if the provisions enacted as part of this 
bill—like the breakthrough therapy 
provision—do not achieve their stated 
purposes? Where will we be if Congress 
does not do our part to ensure account- 
ability on the part of the Agency by 
carrying out consistent congressional 
oversight?. Where will America’s pa- 
tients be in five years? Will FDA’s reg- 
ulatory standard still be the global 
gold standard? 

Will America still lead the world in 
innovation? Will the world’s leading 
drug and device innovators choose to 
innovate in America, or continue the 
disturbing trend of exporting great in- 
novation and good jobs overseas in the 
continued face of regulatory uncer- 
tainty? 

There are good provisions in this 
final bill, but more work remains to be 
done. America’s patients and 
innovators are counting on Congress to 
conduct the proper oversight in the 
months and years ahead to ensure that 
these user fee agreements, authorities, 
and new responsibilities are imple- 
mented and fulfilled consistent with 
the law. They are also counting on 
Congress to complete the unfinished 
business of doing all that we can to en- 
sure that FDA fulfills its mission on 
behalf of America’s patients and our 
Nation’s global leadership in medical 
innovation is restored. I commit to my 
colleagues, constituents, and the FDA 
that I intend to complete the unfin- 
ished business before us here today. 

Mr. President, you have been patient. 
At this time, I will yield to my col- 
league Senator PAUL. When he con- 
cludes, I will continue with the 2⁄2 ad- 
ditional hours I have reserved. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 

ator from Kentucky. 
FOREIGN AID 

Mr. PAUL. Mr. President, I am not a 
big fan of foreign aid. We have a lot of 
problems in our country. I don’t see 
how we can send billions of dollars 
overseas when we have bridges falling 
down in our country. Two bridges in 
my State were impassable. One was hit 
by a boat and has been impassable for 
6 months. We have another bridge that 
is over 50 years old that was shut down 
for emergency repairs, and traffic 
stacked up for miles. Yet we send bil- 
lions of dollars overseas when we don’t 
have enough to fix our own bridges. It 
doesn’t make any sense. We borrow $1 
trillion a year from China to turn 
around and send it to some other coun- 
try. It makes no sense. 

I am not a big fan of sending our 
money overseas. But I am even less of 
a fan of sending our money to coun- 
tries that don’t seem to be our friends. 
Pakistan has worked with us on the 
war on terror. But recently Pakistan 
has chosen not to let any of our sup- 
plies—food and military supplies—tra- 
verse Pakistan. Recently, Pakistan has 
said we owe them $3 billion. We are giv- 
ing them $2 billion a year, and they say 
we owe them $3 billion that is not in- 
cluded in that. Recently, Pakistan also 
said they want to charge us $5,000 per 
container of food that goes across their 
land. 

For years bin Laden lived content- 
edly right in the middle of Pakistan 
underneath their noses. What is up 
with that? We are giving them $2 bil- 
lion a year and bin Laden was 
twiddling his thumbs there and they 
are not letting our supplies go across 
and they are demanding a past pay- 
ment of $3 billion for who knows what 
and we continue to pay them. 

Recently, it has gotten even worse. 
Dr. Shakil Afridi is a doctor who 
helped us get bin Laden. Somehow his 
name was leaked. I don’t know who 
leaked the name or if they were trying 
to puff themselves up and make them- 
selves look as if they were strongly 
fighting terrorism, but by leaking Dr. 
Afridi’s name, he is now in prison in 
Pakistan for 33 years. 

Dr. Shakil Afridi is a Pakistani and 
they have put him in prison for 33 
years. His life has been threatened. If 
he is released—which I hope he will 
be—his life has been threatened be- 
cause his name is public. How did it be- 
come public? Somebody leaked his 
name. This is inexcusable. If this came 
from within our government, whoever 
leaked his name or this information 
should be held accountable. I mean put 
in prison in our country for leaking 
state secrets. 

Dr. Afridi’s name is now known in 
public, and he is being threatened, and 
his family is being threatened. Not 
only that, anybody around the world 
who wants to help us stop terrorism, 
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who is willing to stand and help Amer- 
ica, is now threatened. Do you think 
people are going to want to help us if 
they know their names will be printed 
in the New York Times? We have to 
have things that we don’t divulge 
about people who are helping us. But 
Dr. Afridi is in prison for 33 years, and 
I am going to do what I can to free 
him. 

We should not send Pakistan any 
more money. I say stop immediately. I 
am not saying take a small amount out 
next year; I say don’t send them one 
more penny this year or next year. 
Don’t send any of the $3 billion they 
want. We don’t even have it to send to 
them. We have to borrow it from 
China. I would give them one chance. If 
they release Dr. Afridi, I would stand 
down. 

My bill was blocked. I tried to have a 
vote on it last week, and the leadership 
said: No, you won’t have that vote. But 
we have a process where if you get 
enough signatures from Senators, you 
can ask for a vote and get it. That is 
where we are now. I have enough signa- 
tures to have the vote. 

I am going to be meeting with the 
Pakistani Ambassador, and meeting 
with President Obama’s State Depart- 
ment, and what I will tell them is what 
Iam telling you. This is not a secret. If 
Dr. Afridi is not successful with his ap- 
peal, which is coming up in the next 3 
weeks, if he is not released and pro- 
vided safe passage out of Pakistan, if 
he wishes, then I will have this vote. 
And I defy anyone in this body to stand 
here and vote to send U.S. taxpayer 
dollars to Pakistan when they are 
treating us this way. So we will have a 
vote in this body on ending all aid to 
Pakistan immediately if we don’t get 
some results. 

This doesn’t mean I don’t want to 
have diplomacy with Pakistan. Paki- 
stan has been a friend over many years, 
and I see no reason to end that. Paki- 
stan has many elements that are pro- 
Western and that want to engage in the 
world. I am all for that. But we 
shouldn’t have to buy our friends. We 
shouldn’t have to pay a ransom. We 
shouldn’t have to lavish them with tax- 
payer dollars. 

In fact, I think it encourages a dis- 
respect when you give people so much 
money. Let’s let them earn our respect. 
Let’s work with them. Let’s be friends 
with Pakistan. Let’s have diplomatic 
ties to Pakistan. Let’s try to help each 
other. Terrorism doesn’t help Paki- 
stan. They are threatened equally by 
it. I can list four Pakistani leaders who 
have been assassinated in the past 15 
years. Why were they assassinated? Be- 
cause of radical elements in their own 
country. So they should be with us in 
trying to stop extremism, on trying to 
stop this radicalism. 

My words for the Senate today and 
for the American people are that I am 
watching out for your money. I realize 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE, Vol. 158, Pt. 7 


we have needs here at home that must 
come first, but also that I will force a 
vote on this. I am not going to send 
any more of your money or try not to 
let the Senate send any more of your 
money to Pakistan unless they are 
willing to cooperate, unless they are 
willing to be friends with America, un- 
less they are willing to release the man 
who helped us get bin Laden. 

I will ask for a vote, it will come in 
the next few weeks, and I will Keep ev- 
eryone in America up to date on this. 

I thank the Senate for allowing me 
this time, and I suggest the absence of 
a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. BURR. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BURR. Mr. President, I thank 
Senator PAUL for relinquishing the 
microphone, and just for the purposes 
of Members who are planning, I think 
we will be about another hour. We will 
know shortly, and I will put that word 
out, if in fact that is going to be the 
case, but I intend to make sure every- 
body is able to make a 5 o’clock brief- 
ing. 

I have spent the first hour talking 
about the FDA user fee agreement bill, 
the history of it, what this bill did, and 
a lot about how this bill came up short. 
I would like to jog in a few different di- 
rections over the next period of time. 

Of great interest to me, and great in- 
terest to a lot of Members, is the com- 
mitment we owe to our Nation’s mili- 
tary heroes. Over four decades ago, at 
one of the two Marine Corps bases in 
America—Camp Lejeune in Jackson- 
ville, NC—they experienced serious 
contamination of their water. That 
contamination is likely the worst envi- 
ronmental exposure incident on a do- 
mestic military installation in the his- 
tory of the country, both in the mag- 
nitude of the population potentially ex- 
posed to volatile organic solvents and 
the duration of the contamination—es- 
timated to be 30 years or longer, with 
hundreds of thousands of veterans, 
their families, along with civilian 
workers having cycled through Camp 
Lejeune from the busy years of World 
War II through the Vietnam conflict 
and into the mid 1980s as we rebuilt our 
modern military. 

During these decades, unbeknownst 
to the base residents, the wells feeding 
the water supply on the base were 
drawing water from an aquifer con- 
taminated with industrial chemicals 
that were dumped on the base, such as 
the degreasing solvent TCH, a known 
human carcinogen; and another car- 
cinogen, benzene, from leaking under- 
ground fuel storage tanks; along with 
the dry cleaning solvent PCE; and a 
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third human carcinogen, vinyl chlo- 
ride. The Navy and Marine Corps began 
to test some of the base wells in the 
1980s to comply with Federal regula- 
tions and, apparently, to also locate 
the source of various contaminations, 
yet it would take several more years 
and numerous warning signs before the 
Navy finally decided it should shut the 
wells down in 1985 through 1987. 

As we know now, the Navy and Ma- 
rine Corps had specific regulations of 
their own to maintain safe drinking 
water and test for contaminants. Had 
they adhered to their regulations, the 
many years of problems at Camp 
Lejeune might have been avoided. It is 
also important to note the source of 
those contaminations should never 
have been in question, since Lejeune’s 
drinking water was then and is now 
solely derived from the wells located 
within the perimeters of Camp 
Lejeune, NC. 

In 1989, the EPA designated Camp 
Lejeune a Superfund site, and in 1991 
the CDC, via its Agency for Toxic Sub- 
stances and Disease Registry—or 
ATSDR—began a statutorily mandated 
study of the contamination. Those 
studies continue to this day, in large 
part because the Navy’s records of the 
contamination were not completely 
turned over to the ATSDR until 2009 
and 2010. Scientists at the ATSDR and 
others involved in the review of the 
Navy’s records have stated the levels of 
certain contaminants recorded in well 
samples taken by the Navy were at 
such high levels they have never been 
seen before, and in many cases they far 
exceed what we now consider to be safe 
levels for drinking water. 

The Veterans Administration is 
awarding disability benefits to Lejeune 
veterans on a case-by-case basis today, 
but that is a slow and unpredictable 
process, while many are suffering with- 
out adequate health care. It is my hope 
in the coming weeks we will finally 
pass critical legislation in this Con- 
gress to require the VA to take care of 
these veterans and their family mem- 
bers. Many of them are ill from expo- 
sure-related conditions and have no 
other means of getting health care. 
They are rightly looking to the VA and 
to the Congress for help. If we can get 
this legislation passed, it will be a 
starting point on the road to doing the 
right thing for those who have sac- 
rificed so much for our Nation. 

I think it is absolutely a crime that 
some 40 years later we haven’t even 
completed the studies to understand 
the severity of the problems we have. I 
might add that some of the service- 
members and some of the family mem- 
bers who served at Camp Lejeune dur- 
ing this time are no longer with us. It 
may be hard to reconstruct exactly 
why, but I can assure you, when some 
estimate there are 10 times the number 
of male breast cancer cases from people 
who lived on that base during that 
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time, one might conclude it was a 
hotspot based upon its drinking water. 

My hope is this Congress will move 
forward with a very small initial step, 
but also make a commitment to these 
family members and servicemembers 
to not quit until we do the right thing. 

This week the Supreme Court is 
going to rule on the President’s health 
care law. One would have to live under 
a rock not to realize it is going to hap- 
pen Thursday morning at 10 o’clock. 
We have waited patiently every time 
the Supreme Court has rolled out their 
announcement for the last 3 weeks of 
cases they have decided as the Court 
comes to the end of their session this 
summer. 

Two years ago, then-Speaker NANCY 
PELOSI told Americans, ‘‘We have to 
pass the bill so that you can find out 
what’s in it.” Let me repeat that: “We 
have to pass the bill so that you can 
find out what’s in it.” It seems fitting 
that we stop and take stock of what 
the American people have learned 
about the President’s health care law 
over the past 2 years. 

The American people have found they 
can’t afford the President’s health care 
law. The Medicare Chief Actuary, in 
his final estimate of the health care 
law, projected it will increase health 
care spending across the economy by 
$311 billion. That is a 10-year number, 
but understand the President promised 
the health care law would reduce cost. 
It wasn’t a goal. He promised it would 
reduce cost. Unfortunately, it has 
made things worse by increasing health 
care costs. And I think the estimate 
given by Medicare’s Chief Actuary is 
probably a very conservative esti- 
mate—an increase of $311 billion. 

Growth in U.S. health care spending 
will almost double by 2014 due to the 
President’s new law. This is at a time 
when we already are in a situation 
where we are on a financially 
unsustainable path. The predictions 
the President’s health care law would 
increase insurance premiums are al- 
ready being felt by the American peo- 
ple. Depending upon where you live, 
who you are an employee of, and 
whether you buy your own insurance 
depends on how hard you have been hit, 
but there is nobody in America who 
has not seen their premium go up since 
Congress passed this health care bill 
that was supposed to reduce the cost of 
health care. 

The Congressional Budget Office esti- 
mated the new law will increase health 
insurance premiums by 10 to 13 per- 
cent. This means a family purchasing 
coverage on their own will have to pay 
$2,100 a year more because of the Presi- 
dent’s health care law. And by the way, 
10 to 13 percent is what many Ameri- 
cans have felt as an increase on an an- 
nual basis. 

New taxes. New taxes on lifesaving 
drugs, devices, and health plans. Think 
about that, with the hour I just fin- 
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ished. I talked about the fact Congress 
needs to be focused on the efficiencies 
of government, and how we bring inno- 
vative products, devices, pharma- 
ceuticals, biologics, and generics to the 
marketplace. Yet embedded into 
ObamaCare are new taxes on drugs, de- 
vices, and health plans. 

The American people haven’t felt 
this yet. At a time we are supposed to 
be passing legislation to bring down 
health care costs, not only does the 
Congressional Budget Office say this is 
going to increase premium cost, not 
only does the President’s Chief Actu- 
ary—CMS is under the executive side of 
government, not under Congress’s au- 
thority—say health care spending 
across the economy, based upon the 
health care law, is going to be $311 bil- 
lion, we have yet to kick in the new 
taxes on lifesaving drugs, devices, and 
health plans, which will drive up con- 
sumer cost and additionally drive up 
premium cost. 

Just after passage of the new law in 
May 2010, the Director of the Congres- 
sional Budget Office said: 

Rising health costs will put tremendous 
pressure on the Federal budget. In CBO’s 
judgment, the health legislation enacted ear- 
lier this year does not substantially diminish 
that pressure. 

The question is what were we think- 
ing? And now we have the Supreme 
Court that will decide whether this is 
constitutional. CBO’s latest long-term 
fiscal outlook notes that spending on 
health care has been growing faster 
than the economy for many years, pos- 
ing challenges for Medicare, Medicaid, 
State and local government, and the 
private sector. 

Sometimes this is missed by Mem- 
bers of Congress and our constituents. 
There is a tremendous cost that we 
shift to States and local governments 
depending upon how they share in the 
Medicaid State obligations for cost 
sharing. States are picking up a tre- 
mendous amount of additional cost be- 
cause of the passage of the President’s 
health care plan because we are dou- 
bling, through legislation, the amount 
of people who are on Medicaid. 

So now you are going to get hit by 
the increase in your insurance pre- 
mium; you are going to get hit by the 
increase in overall health care costs; 
you are going to get hit by the new 
taxes on lifesaving drugs, devices, and 
health care plans; and, oh, by the way, 
you are going to get hit in your State 
taxes because of the increased burden 
of Medicaid beneficiaries who are in 
part funded by the State and are going 
to now require States to find new ways 
to raise revenue, which is typically 
through our State taxes. 

CBO was right to conclude that such 
rates of growth cannot continue indefi- 
nitely because total spending on health 
care would eventually account for all 
the country’s economic output, which 
CBO concludes ‘‘is an impossible out- 
come.” 
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We need real reform that actually 
lowers costs, not increases costs. We 
need real policy that institutes better 
outcomes, not rationing of care. The 
American people need to look at what 
the President promised when he cre- 
ated this legislation. He promised: If 
you like your plan, you get to Keep it. 

Unfortunately, the administration 
has estimated that up to 69 percent of 
all businesses could lose the ability to 
keep what they have as a result of the 
administration’s grandfather health 
plan regulation. The former Director of 
CBO, Doug Holtz-Eakin, warned that 
the law ‘“‘provides strong incentive for 
employers and their employees to drop 
employer-sponsored health insurance 
for as many as 35 million Americans.” 

Well, if employers drop their health 
care coverage, how can employees cash 
in on the President’s promise to keep 
what they have? 

Millions of seniors will lose access to 
their Medicare Advantage Plan. I am 
not quite there, but some of my col- 
leagues have reached that magic num- 
ber. 

Do seniors not deserve choice? Is that 
what it is? Do we just want to give 
them one thing and no choice? The 
truth is we allowed—we didn’t create 
it; the private sector created it, but we 
allowed the private sector to create 
Medicare choice years ago, and for 
many seniors they chose to take the 
private sector product. Why? Because 
it provided more coverage to them. It 
provided preventive care. They actu- 
ally got covered physicals every year. 
In many cases they didn’t have copay- 
ments. In many cases their prescrip- 
tions were covered long before we cre- 
ated Part D Medicare. 

So what does the President’s health 
care plan do? It tightens the require- 
ments on Medicare Advantage to the 
point that some seniors who are on it 
today will lose it because it is no 
longer an option in the markets they 
live in. How in the world can someone 
do that and make the promise: If you 
like it, you get to keep it? 

Health plans offered by religious-af- 
filiated organizations will be compelled 
to offer products that violate the te- 
nets of their faith—a new mandate that 
jeopardizes an employee’s existing cov- 
erage and infringes on religious liberty. 
That is going into ground we have 
never entered, and I think there is a 
reason we have allowed people to hold 
to their moral standards they believe 
are important. 

Then-Speaker of the House PELOSI 
said the health care law will create 4 
million jobs—400,000 jobs almost imme- 
diately. Yet the Director of the Con- 
gressional Budget Office testified that 
the new law will reduce employment 
over the next decade by 800,000 jobs. 

Think about that. Then-Speaker 
PELOSI said 4 million jobs—400,000 al- 
most immediately—and the CBO Direc- 
tor testified we are going to lose 
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800,000. That is a difference of 4.8 mil- 
lion jobs in America. 

The President said he was not going 
to touch Medicare. We heard that over 
and over. He said to seniors: I am not 
going to touch Medicare. He had al- 
ready taken Medicare Advantage away 
as a choice, but he wasn’t going to 
touch Medicare. The law took more 
than $500 billion out of Medicare, a 
health care plan that today is not fi- 
nancially sustainable, and the Presi- 
dent, in his health care legislation, 
shifted $500 billion out of Medicare— 
not to put Medicare on a sustainable 
path but to fund new government pro- 
grams the American people cannot af- 
ford. 

Arbitrary cuts to providers that jeop- 
ardize access to care will not put Medi- 
care on a sustainable path for current 
and future retirees. What does that 
mean? Doctor cuts. We cut the reim- 
bursements to doctors, we cut the re- 
imbursements to hospitals. We now 
have doctors who will not see Medicare 
beneficiaries. If you are 65 and you 
move to Raleigh, NC, the likelihood is 
you are not going to find a primary 
care doctor that is going to take you if 
you are on Medicare. To that person, to 
that senior, that is rationing. I don’t 
care how you say it. And the reality is 
this bill caused that. 

The President promised no family 
making less than $250,000 a year will 
see any form of tax increase. I just cov- 
ered a second ago that the new health 
care law is riddled with new taxes and 
penalties that directly fall on the mid- 
dle class and will harm small busi- 
nesses. New taxes on lifesaving drugs, 
devices, and health plans are all going 
to be passed on to consumers. It is dis- 
ingenuous to say everybody in the sys- 
tem is not going to feel the effects of 
taxes. They might not be directly on 
us, but they are on the products that 
constitute our health care system. We 
should be advancing policies that help 
small business to thrive in America, 
not policies that increase health care 
costs. We should not be advancing poli- 
cies that encourage innovators to ex- 
port innovation and good-paying jobs 
overseas. We should be advancing poli- 
cies that focus on helping to get our 
economy back on track. 

Unfortunately, the President’s health 
care law does just the opposite. Accord- 
ing to the U.S. Chamber of Commerce 
Survey on Small Business, 74 percent 
of small businesses said the health care 
spending law makes it harder for their 
firms to hire new workers. Thirty per- 
cent said they are not hiring due to the 
law. 

There is only one issue in America: 
How do we get the American people 
back to work right now? How do we 
turn this economy around right now? 
We can have all the cuts we want to 
have from the standpoint of spending. 
But unless we are willing to put Ameri- 
cans back to work and get them pro- 
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ductive and participating in the rev- 
enue collection of this country, we are 
not going to get on a pathway to finan- 
cial sustainability. 

This country wasn’t created because 
people came here and said: Let’s create 
a place called America where every- 
thing is free. It was created as an area 
of unlimited opportunity. That is why 
millions a year come here, for unlim- 
ited opportunity, not for unlimited 
handouts. 

When de Tocqueville left the United 
States, he talked about ‘‘the greatest 
country in the world,” and he defined 
it this way: the capacity of the Amer- 
ican people to give of their time and 
their resources for people who are in 
need. He never mentioned State or Fed- 
eral Government. 

He talked about a responsibility of 
the American people to help somebody 
that was down on their luck, hungry, 
homeless. Do you know what. For 
those of us who are adults, it is our re- 
sponsibility to set the example for the 
next generation to come and assume 
the same individual responsibility. But 
now it seems as though all we talk 
about is legislation that inserts the 
Federal Government or the State gov- 
ernment or the local government in the 
place of what historically made this 
country great, which was our willing- 
ness to assume the responsibility our- 
selves. 

Let me assure you, we shouldn’t be 
surprised by the results of the assess- 
ment that the government running 
health care means job loss and in- 
creased costs. We have to make sure we 
provide more choice, not less choice. 
We have to get the American people en- 
gaged in negotiating their health care 
costs, not letting the Federal Govern- 
ment negotiate their health care costs. 

I came here for the first time 181% 
years ago. I worked for a company of 50 
employees. I came to the U.S. House of 
Representatives and chose the same 
plan I had with that small employer in 
Winston-Salem, NC. The only dif- 
ference was that when I got here, the 
Federal Government paid 75 percent 
where my employer had paid 75 per- 
cent. I paid 25 percent here; I paid 25 
percent there. I got exactly the same 
plan and the same coverage. Every- 
thing was identical. 

When I left Winston-Salem to become 
a Member of the U.S. House of Rep- 
resentatives, my cost of that health 
care plan was $105. When the Federal 
Government got through negotiating 
my same health care plan, it went up 
to $160. I knew on day one I did not 
want the Federal Government negoti- 
ating my health care because it meant 
higher prices and no change in cov- 
erage. 

I think many Americans have real- 
ized that about ObamaCare. My hope 
and my plea and my prayers are that 
Thursday the Supreme Court nullifies 
this bill and this Congress is chal- 
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lenged with going back and step by 
step or in a comprehensive fashion 
write a health care bill that includes 
the participation of the American peo- 
ple and puts responsibility on every- 
body. Everybody in America should 
have the responsibility to pay some- 
thing when they go in to access it. It 
doesn’t matter whether it is private in- 
surance, it doesn’t matter whether it is 
Medicare, it doesn’t matter whether it 
is Medicaid. 

If we want to solve the financial hole 
we are in in this country, then we have 
to income-test everything that comes 
out of the Federal Government. It 
means people who have more pay more. 
It means people who have less pay 
something. But we have to be a coun- 
try of unlimited opportunity and not of 
unlimited handouts. 

A February 2012 Gallup survey found 
that 48 percent of small businesses are 
not hiring because of the potential cost 
of health care. Studies indicate that 
the law’s innovative tax killing on 
medical devices could cost an addi- 
tional 43,000 jobs in America. The 
President’s health care bill is the 
wrong prescription for America. 

Regardless of the Supreme Court’s 
decision this week, it is clear: We must 
advance commonsense sustainable re- 
forms that actually fulfill the promise 
to lower health care costs. Without 
that America should be outraged and, I 
believe, will be outraged. 

Also in the news in the last several 
weeks is an issue that is somewhat per- 
sonal to me as a member of the Senate 
Intelligence Committee, as a former 
member of the House Intelligence Com- 
mittee, as one who has dealt with the 
work of the Intelligence Committee 
since the year 2000, and as one who 
lived up close and personal with every- 
thing that has happened since 9/11. We 
have seen an incredible spree of secu- 
rity leaks—leaks of classified and sen- 
sitive information. 

When I go home on the weekends and 
there is a news report on something, 
my wife will look at me and say: Why 
is this reported? There is no reason for 
the American people or for anybody in 
the world to know about that. 

I can tell you it was not that long 
ago that even if the press found out, 
they would never print it. Today, rou- 
tinely there are leaks of classified and 
sensitive information. Recently there 
has been a series of articles published 
that have described, in some cases in 
extreme detail, highly classified uni- 
lateral and joint intelligence oper- 
ations. 

I am not talking about suggesting 
that it might be there without detail, I 
am talking about specifics of what hap- 
pened. To describe these leaks as trou- 
bling and frustrating is an understate- 
ment. They are inexcusable by whom- 
ever. Our intelligence professionals, 
our allies, and, most importantly, the 
American people, deserve better than 
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what they have seen over the last sev- 
eral weeks. I am personally sick and 
tired of reading articles about sensitive 
operations based on ‘‘current and 
former U.S. officials—individuals who 
were briefed on the discussions—offi- 
cials speaking on condition of anonym- 
ity to discuss the clandestine pro- 
grams—a senior American officer who 
received classified intelligence re- 
ports—according to participants in the 
program—according to officials in the 
room—and individuals none of whom 
would allow their names to be used be- 
cause the evidence remains highly clas- 
sified and parts of it continue today.” 

That is the basis on which these 
front-page stories run. I am not con- 
firming or denying that anything in it 
is accurate or inaccurate because as a 
member of the committee I sign an ob- 
ligation that says no covert action will 
I even comment on. Any person who 
holds a secret compartmentalized 
clearance has an obligation to never 
acknowledge the existence of a pro- 
gram. 

I asked, not long ago, was the drone 
program still a classified program? The 
answer I got is yes. But the White 
House Press Secretary for the last 3 
weeks stood at the podium and talked 
about drone attacks—on a program 
that I technically cannot go out and 
acknowledge either exists or does not. 

Our freedom, with understanding 
that politics trumps security, has 
reached a new level. It has to stop and 
it has to stop now. The unauthorized 
disclosure of classified intelligence at 
best violates trust and potentially 
damages vital liaison relationships and 
at worst it gets people killed. Clandes- 
tine operations are often, as I wrote 
with Senators COATS and RUBIO in the 
Washington Post, “highly perishable 
and they depend on hundreds of hours 
of painstaking work and the ability to 
get foreigners to trust our Govern- 
ment. I strongly believe that these 
leakers are also violating the trust of 
the most important constituency of 
all—the American people.” 

Even more troubling is that there ap- 
pears to be a pattern to these stories 
and leaks, that they may be designed 
to make the administration look good 
on national security. It used to be that 
the good stuff was buried by the media 
and the worst was run. Not anymore. 
Truth be told, rarely have I seen a 
story that paints this administration 
in a bad light. Then, when we are about 
to, the administration invokes execu- 
tive privilege. They can do that. That 
is OK. But there is a big difference be- 
tween invoking executive privilege on 
not producing documents for Fast and 
Furious, and releasing classified infor- 
mation that puts at risk individuals 
who are embedded in terrorist organi- 
zations, who are doing their job to keep 
America safe. 

This has crossed the line. I wish this 
administration was as concerned about 
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preventing leaks of classified informa- 
tion as it is about keeping a lid on the 
information Congress is asking for. As 
a member of the Senate Intelligence 
Committee I understand firsthand the 
grave importance of keeping informa- 
tion secure. The unauthorized and 
reckless disclosure of classified infor- 
mation undermines the hard work of 
our intelligence officers and puts lives 
at risk, and it jeopardizes our relation- 
ship with overseas partners. Congress’s 
intelligence oversight committees will 
not tolerate it, nor should the Amer- 
ican people. 

Simply, I come to the floor today to 
deliver a message to those individuals 
who were briefed on the discussions, 
who were part of the program, who 
were in the room, who are speaking on 
condition of anonymity: Stop talking. 
Whatever agenda you have, I can as- 
sure you it is not worth the damage 
you are causing and the lives you are 
putting at risk. We cannot continue to 
tolerate leaks at any level or branch of 
government. 

My colleagues and I are considering 
every available legislative option to 
ensure the security of the intelligence 
community operations and the people 
who support them. If you have access 
to classified information and are 
tempted to leak that information for 
whatever reason, I ask you to remind 
yourself what you may be hurting and 
what trust you are violating and, more 
importantly, keep your mouth shut. 

The Intelligence Committees on both 
sides of the Hill I think will take ac- 
tion in their authorization bill to try 
to address a structure that brings a 
new level of oversight and hopefully 
prosecution to those who choose to 
leak secrets. In the interim, I am still 
considering the fact that for any per- 
son who openly talks about a program 
that is secret or compartmentalized, 
the day they say one word about that 
program they lose their top secret 
clearance. I would love to see them lose 
their pension but I understand how 
problematic that is. But at least we 
can stop the bleeding by taking away 
their access to the conversations or the 
meetings they happen to be a partici- 
pant in or the information they happen 
to be entrusted with in a fashion that 
allows them to go out and publicly talk 
about that and jeopardize the lives of 
Americans, the lives of our partners 
and, more importantly, the security of 
the American people. 

On August 5, 2011, Standard & Poor’s 
downgraded the credit rating of the 
United States for the first time in our 
history and they cited out-of-control 
debt and lack of a serious plan to ad- 
dress it as its main reason. Nearly a 
year later the administration has done 
nothing to remedy this problem. As a 
matter of fact, sometime at the end of 
this year we are going to run out of our 
ability to borrow money. It is called 
the debt ceiling. I cannot tell you 
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today, because we are not told, wheth- 
er that is going to happen in October, 
November, December, January—but it 
doesn’t go much past the end of the 
first of the year. I sort of pity the next 
President, whoever that is. They are 
probably going to get inaugurated one 
day and the next day they are going to 
have to come to Congress and ask for a 
$3 trillion increase in the national 
debt. 

As difficult as it is for me to say, we 
are going to have to do it. The country 
has to have the capacity, the capabili- 
ties to borrow money to function. But 
you would think with this all known 
we would take the opportunity now to 
begin to change the grotesque spending 
habits, to begin to prioritize the in- 
vestments we make, that we would at- 
tempt to reform the programs that 
cost us the most and lead to an 
unsustainable financial future for the 
United States—a country that will 
soon be $17.8 trillion in debt, a debt I 
will not be here to pay back but my 
children and my grandchildren will. 

You have to ask yourself as a parent: 
Is that fair? The answer is it is not. In- 
stead of doing anything, last year the 
debt ceiling needed to be increased by 
$2.1 trillion. We are about to blow 
through it. Why? Because we spend $1 
trillion more on an annual basis than 
what we collect. There is no business, 
no family, no institution in the world 
that could spend $1 trillion more than 
they collect and be in business—nor 
can this country. The time is running 
out. 

By the way, it is hard to put a cal- 
culation on $1 trillion. What is $1 tril- 
lion? It is 100 percent of the Federal in- 
vestment in K-12 education, 100 percent 
of the Federal investment in higher 
education, it is 30 percent of the VA 
budget, it is 100 percent of the National 
Institutes of Health; it is 100 percent of 
the cost of the National Science Foun- 
dation, it is 100 percent of the Federal 
partnership with States and localities 
for infrastructure—bridges, roads, side- 
walks. It is 100 percent of our national 
defense, it is all branches of the mili- 
tary, active and reserve, all bases of 
the military, domestic and foreign. It 
comes up to about $942 billion. If you 
want to balance this year’s budget you 
have to cut everything I just talked 
about and find $60 billion more, just to 
balance this year’s budget. 

The take-away from this is we are 
not going to delete our national secu- 
rity. We are not going to decrease our 
investment in the National Institutes 
of Health, National Science Founda- 
tion. We are going to be a partner in K- 
12 and higher education. There are a 
lot of places we can cut and should 
prioritize and we can do it, but the 
take-away is we can’t get there unless 
we are willing to reform entitlements, 
unless we are willing to look at where 
the majority of the money is spent. We 
cannot get there. 
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We have to do something. I tell you 
it starts with addressing the imbalance 
we have in spending and collection 
right now—not next year. 

Consistent with this is the Senate 
still has not passed a budget. In fact, 
the President’s own budget did not re- 
ceive a single vote in Congress when we 
voted on it. I should not laugh. We are 
on track for another year with a $1 
trillion deficit. How could anyone run 
their company on an annual basis with- 
out a budget, without a financial road- 
map as to what they do? But now, for 
over 1,000 days the U.S. Senate has not 
passed a budget. And the law says we 
have to do it. That is incredible. It is 
absolutely incredible. Over the last 314 
years we have added $5 trillion to the 
national debt, more than in the pre- 
vious 8 years combined, and current es- 
timates by the CBO put Federal debt at 
70 percent of our gross domestic prod- 
uct by the end of this year. 

We are reaching irreversible levels of 
debt, as it relates to the size of our 
economy. It is unsustainable and it is 
dangerous for the fiscal health of our 
country. The status quo needs to 
change. Congress needs to address the 
impending fiscal cliff or risk another 
downgrade in the coming months. 

We can accomplish this by passing a 
budget that moves us toward balance. 
We can accomplish this by reforming 
entitlements and not putting Band- 
Aids on issues for another time. Our 
debt will begin to decrease when we put 
the American people back to work and 
we get policies in place that encourage 
the investment of capital. 

How about something novel? Why 
don’t we reform our Tax Code? Give me 
the ability to go to a small business in 
North Carolina and tell them they are 
going to pay exactly the same thing 
GE pays. It is hard for me to explain 
how they pay 36 percent and GE paid 
nothing. I am not faulting GE, don’t 
get me wrong. That is exactly what the 
Tax Code currently says. That doesn’t 
make it right. It doesn’t mean we have 
an obligation to leave it like that in 
the future. I look at it as an oppor- 
tunity for us to bring equity. But as we 
bring equity, why don’t we bring 
everybody’s obligation—their rates— 
down. It is time for us to reform indi- 
vidual corporate taxes in America, to 
do away with loopholes and deductions, 
to flatten the rates for everybody, to 
broaden the participation by more 
Americans. Guess what. If we do that, 
we will be like a magnet for global cap- 
ital. What does it take to create jobs in 
the United States? It takes an invest- 
ment. Reform the Tax Code, flatten the 
rates, broaden the base, and we will at- 
tract capital that will flee to America 
and create jobs like we have never 
seen. At a time where the world con- 
tinues to try to figure out how to get 
out of a hole, we have an option to do 
it. 

I yield to the Senator from Iowa. 
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Mr. HARKIN. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that Senator 
BURR have the time until 4:40 p.m.; 
that I be recognized for up to 5 min- 
utes, following the remarks of Senator 
BuRR; further, that after my remarks, 
all remaining time be yielded back, the 
motion to concur with an amendment 
be withdrawn, and the Senate proceed 
to vote on adoption of the motion to 
concur in the House amendment to 
3187. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 
SHAHEEN). Is there objection? Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. HARKIN. I thank the Senator 
from North Carolina. 

Mr. BURR. I thank the Senator from 
Iowa. So I just gave us a recipe for 
solving our economic crisis in America. 
Some might say it will not work. I 
don’t know. I think it will. I can say 
this. What we are doing is not working. 
We are not putting anybody back to 
work. We are still losing. My State of 
North Carolina has 9.4 percent unem- 
ployment. How long does it have to 
continue before we look at it and say 
this might be a systemic problem? Can 
we recover from this? 

How many law school graduates can 
we look at this year where 60 percent 
of the class of graduates from the first 
of May to the end of June doesn’t have 
a job? As a parent, I always thought 
the toughest job was to make sure my 
kids got in school and that they grad- 
uated in 4 years. Now the greatest bur- 
den on a parent is to make sure when 
they get out, they get a job that has a 
paycheck and maybe that check puts 
them in a situation where they are 
self-sustainable. That is not the prom- 
ise we made to our kids and that ought 
to be the driving force behind every 
adult in this country demanding a 
change. 

Most of our kids did exactly what we 
asked them to do—stay in school, 
make good grades, go to college, get a 
major. If they do that, they will be 
guaranteed a job and an unlimited fu- 
ture. Now the seniors who graduate 
from college who are not finding a job, 
their experience is being questioned by 
their little brother or sister at home 
who is struggling to get through high 
school and wondering why they want to 
do 6 more years of education if their 
older sibling can’t find a job. 

It doesn’t have to be like this. All we 
have to do is muster up the backbone 
we need to pass legislation that creates 
the atmosphere for capital to be in- 
vested in job creation. 

I am not rich, but I am getting tired 
of us dividing America in as many 
pieces as we can divide it. We already 
divide it based on political boundaries. 
Now we are trying to divide it on ev- 
erything we can find. Yet for every pol- 
itician when they give that big speech 
on TV, they boil it down to this is 
about America. But when we look at 
the campaign rhetoric out there, they 


9933 


slice it and dice it and try to divide it 
in many ways. Let me assure everyone, 
we are not going to solve this if Amer- 
ica doesn’t solve it. It is not going to 
be solved in the Halls of Congress un- 
less the American people demand it. It 
is not just one segment of America; it 
is all segments of America. 

I talked about de Tocqueville’s defi- 
nition of the greatness of America ear- 
lier. He didn’t point out some Ameri- 
cans who did it good or did it right. He 
looked at America as one. 

As a matter of fact, when we look 
historically at this country—and I re- 
alize I only have a couple minutes left; 
I will be brief. When the Capitol dome 
was torn off and the new construction 
started, it was because of the wing we 
are currently in, the Senate, and the 
identical wing that was built on the 
House side. When those wings were 
added, architecturally, the dome that 
was on top of the Capitol was out of 
proportion, and that dome was called a 
Bulfinch dome. In about 1851 or 1852, 
they started building the dome we see 
today, made of 9 million pounds of cast 
iron. As that dome was about one-third 
of the way finished, Abraham Lincoln 
was President, and they could actually 
watch the Civil War battles across the 
Potomac on the other side of the river. 

Then came the end of the war and 
Lincoln was President and had every 
right to be punitive to the South be- 
cause they lost. I challenge everybody 
to go back and read Lincoln’s speeches 
after the Civil War. Remember, the 
first action was to let every southerner 
go and Keep their gun because he knew 
they needed to eat. In every speech 
President Lincoln gave after the end of 
that conflict where he could have in his 
remarks been punitive to the South, 
President Lincoln talked about one Na- 
tion, one people. As the leader of the 
United States, he understood his single 
job was to bring this country back to- 
gether. Even though he probably had 
the greatest reason to draw division in 
America, he refrained from that temp- 
tation and spent all his time redefining 
what makes America great; that is, a 
united country of people. 

In the temptation to win elections 
and the temptation to show the high- 
lights or successes of one party over 
the other, I will conclude with this: As 
leaders in the country, we have a real 
opportunity to set by example how we 
go forward. Let’s quit the political di- 
visions. Let’s start it with the two 
Presidential candidates. Don’t slice 
and dice America to where it is that 
group against this group and that 
group. Let’s realize if we want to 
change the direction of this country, 
somebody has to stand and bring Amer- 
ica together. My belief is we need to do 
it now or there may not be another op- 
portunity. 

I can look at my good friend Senator 
HARKIN and myself and we are at an 
age where we are not going to dras- 
tically change the future. We made the 
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bed we are going to sleep in. But for 
our children and our grandchildren, the 
impact of what we do can drastically 
change the opportunities they have for 
a lifetime. 

I would love to leave this institution 
believing we have had an impact that 
extends prosperity and opportunity for 
generations to come. But for a major- 
ity of the 2%4-plus hours I have taken 
today, if we don’t have the backbone to 
take it on, it is not going to happen. If 
we don’t do it, nobody else will. Let’s 
demand that the leadership we put in 
place is willing to show the leadership 
needed to bring this country back to- 
gether for a common purpose. That 
purpose is to be a country of unlimited 
opportunities, where everybody is 
being treated fairly. 

I thank the Presiding Officer for her 
attention. 

I yield the floor. 

NEW ANTIBIOTICS 

Mr. MENENDEZ. Madam President, I 
ask to be recognized to engage in a col- 
loquy with my good friend from Iowa, 
the Chairman of the HELP Committee, 
Senator HARKIN. 

I want to thank the Chairman for his 
leadership on this bill, the Food and 
Drug Administration Safety and Inno- 
vation Act. This is a critically impor- 
tant piece of legislation and I am proud 
to support it. I wanted to ask the Sen- 
ator to clarify something for me re- 
garding language in the bill dealing 
with the development of new anti- 
biotics. This bill contains language to 
incentivize the development of anti- 
biotics, both for newly-discovered in- 
fections where antibiotics do not yet 
exist as well as for those resistant in- 
fections where currently available an- 
tibiotic treatments may no longer 
work. These incentives are available 
for qualified infectious disease prod- 
ucts, that is, products intended to 
treat serious or life-threatening infec- 
tions, including those caused by resist- 
ant gram positive pathogens and multi- 
drug resistant gram negative bacteria. 
It is my understanding that products 
intended to treat serious or life-threat- 
ening infections caused by gram nega- 
tive anaerobic bacteria are also consid- 
ered qualified infectious disease prod- 
ucts, and therefore eligible for the in- 
centives contained in this provision. Is 
that the case? 

Mr. HARKIN. I thank my friend from 
New Jersey for the opportunity to clar- 
ify this point. The Senator is correct 
that this provision aims to provide in- 
centives in the form of extended mar- 
ket exclusivity for certain anti- 
bacterial and antifungal drugs that 
treat serious or life-threatening infec- 
tions. He is also correct that the list of 
qualified pathogens in the legislation 
is illustrative, and not exhaustive. 
Products intended to treat serious or 
life threatening infections caused by 
gram negative anaerobic bacteria 
would be qualified infectious disease 
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products and would therefore be eligi- 
ble for the 5 years of extended market 
exclusivity. 

Mr. MENENDEZ. I appreciate the 
Senator clarifying that point. As he 
knows, infections caused by gram nega- 
tive anaerobic bacteria such as 
Bacteroides and Garnerella have a dis- 
proportionate impact on women of 
color and cause an increased risk of 
HIV infection and complications of pre- 
term labor. I am pleased that this bill 
takes the steps necessary to ensure 
treatments for these infections can 
come to market and help those in need. 
Again, I thank the Senator for his lead- 
ership on this bill and for clarifying 
this point today. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Madam President, I 
come to the floor to talk about anti- 
biotic resistance, a public health 
threat to Americans across the coun- 
try. I have heard first hand from hos- 
pitals, health care providers, public 
health officials, scientists, and life 
sciences companies in Maryland that 
we need new antibiotics in our arsenal. 
Bacteria, like viruses, are crafty and 
constantly evolving to thwart existing 
treatments. Everyday, Americans are 
infected by multi-drug resistant mi- 
crobes. 

In most instances, antibiotics, much 
like vaccines, are not meant to be used 
everyday to treat a condition for 
months, years, or a lifetime. You use 
antibiotics sparingly, so you do not 
build up resistance. Yet, drug develop- 
ment for these infectious pathogens 
can take just as long as developing any 
other drug whether it is for HIV, heart 
disease, or cancer. Because antibiotics 
are used for a short period of time, 
they are not really profitable to the 
companies investing the time and 
money to develop the product. There 
are not many small start-up companies 
or big pharma companies that want to 
take the risk. Research and develop- 
ment costs hundreds of millions of dol- 
lars, so these companies are reluctant 
to invest in a safe and effective drug 
that doctors are told to use sparingly. 
Bottom line, developing a next genera- 
tion Viagra pill is far more profitable 
for shareholders. 

So, House and Senate Republicans 
and Democrats came together and 
worked on a bipartisan bicameral solu- 
tion to incent development of drugs to 
treat serious or life-threatening bac- 
terial infections. We need to get more 
antibiotics in the drug development 
pipeline. We are running out of anti- 
biotics to treat MRSA, tuberculosis, 
acute pelvic infections, complicated 
urinary tract infections, or com- 
plicated intra-abdominal infections. 
There are many anaerobic gram nega- 
tive and anaerobic gram positive bac- 
teria that are fatal, cause lifelong inju- 
ries, increase the transmission of HIV 
and other sexually transmitted dis- 
eases, or affect the reproductive and 
gastrointestinal tracts. 
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Title VIII of our bill, provides incen- 
tives for the development of antibiotics 
to treat serious or life-threatening in- 
fections, including infections where 
tolerance and resistance to existing 
antibiotics make them ineffective. We 
need to clear up infections that can 
cause poor outcomes for patients or 
negatively impact the public’s health. 

This bill will increase exclusivity for 
manufacturers that invest the time as 
well as the research and development 
dollars to bring new antibiotics to the 
market that knock out infections that 
cause pre-term labor or target bac- 
terial infections in patients with 
unmet needs. 

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, I am 
pleased that Congress will finally send 
to the President the bipartisan Food 
and Drug Administration Safety and 
Innovation Act, FDASIA. This legisla- 
tion previously received overwhelming 
support in the Senate and was passed 
by the House of Representatives by a 
voice vote just last week. This final ac- 
tion by the Senate will reauthorize the 
prescription drug user fee program and 
medical device user fee which are set 
to expire on October 1, 2012. It will also 
authorize two new provisions to allow 
the FDA to review and approve generic 
drugs and biosimilar drugs in a timely 
manner. Importantly, this bill includes 
several provisions that I have sup- 
ported to prevent access to dangerous 
drugs. 

Passage of the FDASIA will help stop 
drug shortages that affect thousands of 
Americans. I have heard from a number 
of Vermonters concerned about the un- 
certainty of availability of lifesaving 
drugs and devices. While the FDASIA 
will not stop all drug shortages, I hope 
it will give Vermonters who depend on 
these medications relief knowing more 
steps are being taken to ensure these 
shortages don’t happen. 

This legislation also includes an im- 
portant provision I have been proud to 
author to address the problem of coun- 
terfeit drugs. In March, the Senate 
passed by unanimous consent bipar- 
tisan legislation that I introduced with 
Senator GRASSLEY to deter the sale of 
counterfeit drugs. The Counterfeit 
Drug Penalty Enhancement Act, S. 
1886, has the support of groups such as 
the Alliance for Safe Online Phar- 
macies, the Easter Seals, and the U.S. 
Chamber of Commerce. The legislation 
is consistent with recommendations 
from the Intellectual Property En- 
forcement Coordinator and the admin- 
istration’s Counterfeit Pharmaceutical 
Interagency Working Group. I am 
pleased that a compromise version of 
this legislation will become law as part 
of S. 3187. 

I am also glad that the final bill in- 
cludes important provisions addressing 
the issue of synthetic drugs. These pro- 
visions correspond to three bills that 
the Senate Judiciary Committee 
passed last year—the Combating Dan- 
gerous Synthetic Stimulants Act, S. 
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409; the Combating Designer Drugs Act, 
S. 839; and the Dangerous Synthetic 
Drug Control Act, S. 605. I was glad to 
move these bills through the com- 
mittee last year and to work to try to 
pass them in the full Senate. They ad- 
dress substances commonly known as 
“bath salts’? and other synthetic drugs 
that have no legitimate use and can 
too easily be obtained under current 
law. Bath salts have resulted in a num- 
ber of reports of individuals acting vio- 
lently in the United States, including 
in Vermont, and have led to injuries to 
those using them and to others. 

I thank Senators KLOBUCHAR, GRASS- 
LEY, PORTMAN, and SCHUMER for their 
leadership on this issue. I was glad to 
be able to work with them and with 
Senator HARKIN to support including 
these important provisions in the FDA 
bill and keeping them there in negotia- 
tions with the House. It is good that we 
are able to make real progress in this 
area. 

I am also glad that we are moving 
forward on this issue in a responsible 
way after appropriate consideration. 
Adding chemicals to schedule I of the 
Controlled Substances Act has serious 
consequences and is not a step that we 
should undertake without careful con- 
sideration. We will continue to study 
this issue and consult with the DEA, 
FDA, and others going forward. 

I note also that Senator PAUL has ex- 
pressed serious concerns about the 
mandatory minimum sentences con- 
tained in the Controlled Substances 
Act, mandatory sentences that are ex- 
panded every time we schedule new 
substances. I appreciate those con- 
cerns. AS more and more of our crimi- 
nal justice budget goes to housing 
more and more people in prison for 
ever longer periods of time, rather than 
supporting prevention programs and 
law enforcement which can more effi- 
ciently and effectively reduce crime, 
we have to rethink our reliance on 
mandatory minimum sentences, par- 
ticularly for nonviolent drug offenses. 
In the future, I intend to work with 
Senator PAUL and others on this vital 
issue. 

Finally, I am pleased that the final 
FDASIA includes language to protect 
the public’s ability to access informa- 
tion under the Freedom of Information 
Act, FOIA. This bill will allow the 
Food and Drug Administration, FDA, 
to obtain important information about 
drug inspections and drug investiga- 
tions undertaken by foreign govern- 
ments, while at the same time ensuring 
that the American public has access to 
information about potential health and 
safety dangers. This provision carefully 
balances the need for the government 
to keep some information confidential, 
with the need to ensure free flow of in- 
formation in our democratic society. 
A number of Senators, including 
Senator HARKIN and Senator ENZI, 
and a number of open government 
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and consumer groups, including 
OpenTheGovernment.org and Public 
Citizen, worked with me to protect the 
public’s access to FDA information in 
this bill. 

Sending this legislation to the Presi- 
dent’s desk will save lives. The Sen- 
ate’s action will also mitigate the un- 
certainty facing the FDA should these 
user fees expire. I am pleased to sup- 
port this legislation and urge other 
Senators to do so as well. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Iowa. 

Mr. HARKIN. Madam President, we 
are about to move to a vote on the 
FDA reauthorization bill, a bill which I 
have said earlier we spent more than 1 
year working on in committee. It has 
had a lot of input from Senators on all 
sides, including industry stakeholders 
and consumer groups. This is the result 
of a wide collaboration on all these 
issues. 

I wish to respond to a couple things 
my friend from North Carolina—and he 
is my friend—said earlier about the 
amendment he was concerned about on 
the track-and-trace amendment. The 
Senator from North Carolina talked 
about speed. He said we were rushing 
this through. The vote in the Senate 
was 96 to 1. The House vote was unani- 
mous. That doesn’t happen if a bill is 
being rushed through. Anybody who 
tries to rush a bill is not going to get 
96 votes in the Senate or a unanimous 
vote in the House. 

Again, my friend questioned how 
hard we tried to get the track-and- 
trace provision included in the con- 
ference report. I might turn the ques- 
tion around and question how hard the 
Senator from North Carolina and the 
Senator from Colorado worked to get 
this included. We have been working on 
this bill for over 1 year. My friend, a 
good member of the committee, and his 
staff has been very much involved in 
many aspects of this bill. So I wonder 
why the amendment was dropped on 
our staff 1 day before filing the bill at 
the midnight hour. I might also point 
out that on September 14, 2011, our 
committee had a hearing on the supply 
chain issue. The record will show that 
I, the chairman, was the only one to 
raise the issue of track and trace at 
that hearing. 

Two weeks before markup, Senator 
BURR and Senator COBURN introduced 
an FDA bill. Senator ENzI’s staff and 
my staff worked for 2 weeks to incor- 
porate elements of this bill into the re- 
authorization. These are elements of 
the bill that were introduced 2 weeks 
before by the Senator from North Caro- 
lina, Mr. BURR, and Senator COBURN. 
So our staff spent 2 weeks trying to in- 
corporate elements into the bill, and 
they did. We did incorporate a lot of 
elements. I would point out there was 
nothing that mentioned track or trace 
that was in that bill that was intro- 
duced 2 weeks before. 
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Again, I just say, if this was so im- 
portant, why wasn’t it in their bill? If 
it was so important, why did they wait 
until Sunday evening at 6:20 p.m., the 
day before filing, to get the language? 
Again, who is trying to rush what? We 
did not try to rush anything, but when 
we get something dropped in our lap at 
6:20 p.m. the night before the filing, it 
is hard to build a consensus, and that is 
what this bill is. We did go to con- 
ference on this, but this issue involves 
a lot of different players, and we could 
not get that consensus. 

So I say to my friend from North 
Carolina, we are still working on this. 
We will work on it in good faith, but 
we have the State of California, we 
have the pharmaceutical manufactur- 
ers, we have drugstores, we have con- 
sumers, we have a lot of people out 
there who have something to say about 
this, and we have to build that coali- 
tion in order to get a good track-and- 
trace bill through. 

We are now about to vote on the crit- 
ical FDA bill reauthorizing user fees, 
modernizing FDA’s authority in sev- 
eral meaningful and targeted ways, ad- 
dressing the drug shortage problem, 
streamlining the device approval proc- 
ess, enhancing our global drug supply 
chain authority and all the while main- 
taining and improving patient safety. 
Because this bill will directly benefit 
patients and the U.S. biomedical indus- 
try, it is critically important to the 
agency, industry, and most important 
to patients that we get this done. 

I urge my colleagues to vote for final 
passage and pass this bill. It is the 
same bill the House passed unani- 
mously. Once it is done here, we can 
send it to the President and get it 
signed and move ahead with a good re- 
authorization of the Federal Food and 
Drug Administration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the motion to con- 
cur with amendment No. 2461 is with- 
drawn. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
motion to concur in the House amend- 
ment to S. 3187. 

Mr. HARKIN. I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec- 
ond. 

The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the 
Senator from Colorado (Mr. UDALL) is 
necessarily absent. 

Mr. KYL. The following Senators are 
necessarily absent: the Senator from 
Utah (Mr. HATCH), the Senator from Il- 
linois (Mr. KIRK), and the Senator from 
Arizona (Mr. MCCAIN). 

Further, if present and voting, the 
Senator from Utah (Mr. HATCH) would 
have voted “yea.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de- 
siring to vote? 
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The result was announced—yeas 92, 
nays 4, as follows: 
[Rollcall Vote No. 168 Leg.] 


YEAS—92 
Akaka Franken Mikulski 
Alexander Gillibrand Moran 
Ayotte Graham Murkowski 
Barrasso Grassley Murray 
Baucus Hagan Nelson (NE) 
Begich Harkin Nelson (FL) 
Bennet Heller Portman 
Bingaman Hoeven Pryor 
Blumenthal Hutchison Reed 
Blunt Inhofe Reid 
Boozman Inouye Risch 
Boxer Isakson Roberts 
Brown (MA) Johanns Rockefeller 
Brown (OH) Johnson (SD) Rubio 
Cantwell Johnson (WI) 
Cardin Kerry Schumer 
Carper Klobuchar Sessions 
Casey Kohl Shaheen 
Chambliss Kyl Shelby 
Coats Landrieu Snowe 
Cochran Lautenberg Stabenow 
Collins Leahy Tester 
Conrad Lee Thune 
Coons Levin Toomey 
Corker Lieberman Udall (NM) 
Cornyn Lugar Vitter 
Crapo Manchin Warner 
DeMint McCaskill Webb 
Durbin McConnell Whitehouse 
Enzi Menendez Wicker 
Feinstein Merkley Wyden 

NAYS—4 
Burr Paul 
Coburn Sanders 

NOT VOTING—4 

Hatch McCain 
Kirk Udall (CO) 


The motion was agreed to. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, today, 
with final passage of the FDA Safety 
and Innovation Act and the reauthor- 
ization of the FDA user fee agree- 
ments, we have helped both the FDA 
and the biomedical industry ensure 
that they can get needed medical prod- 
ucts to patients quickly. This legisla- 
tion, now headed to the President for 
his signature, will ensure that the FDA 
can swiftly approve drugs and medical 
devices, save biomedical industry jobs, 
protect patient access to new thera- 
pies, and preserve America’s global 
leadership in biomedical innovation. It 
will keep patients safer by modernizing 
the FDA’s inspection process for for- 
eign manufacturing facilities, while 
also improving access to new and inno- 
vative medicines and devices. It will 
reduce drug costs for consumers by 
speeding the approval of lower cost ge- 
neric drugs and help prevent and miti- 
gate drug shortages. 

Finally, by improving the way FDA 
does business, increasing account- 
ability and transparency, U.S. compa- 
nies will be better able to innovate and 
compete in the global marketplace. 

With the FDA Safety and Innovation 
Act ready to be signed into law, we 
have taken an important step to im- 
prove American families’ access to life- 
saving drugs and medical devices. 

As I have said throughout this de- 
bate, the bipartisan process that pro- 
duced this excellent bill has been a 
shining example of what can be 
achieved when we all work together in 
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good faith. I worked very closely with 
my colleagues on both sides of the 
aisle, as well as industry stakeholders, 
patient groups, and consumer groups, 
to solicit ideas and improvements on 
the critical provisions in this bill. We 
have a better product thanks to every- 
one’s input. 

My colleague, Ranking Member ENZI, 
deserves special recognition, and I ex- 
tend my sincerest gratitude to him. 
Without his strong leadership and co- 
operation in this open bipartisan proc- 
ess, we would not have the exceptional 
consensus measure we have today. So I 
thank Senator ENZI for his partnership 
and collaboration throughout the past 
almost year and a half. 

I wish to specifically thank the staff 
of Ranking Member ENZI, as they have 
devoted countless hours to working 
with my staff and others throughout 
this process to build consensus for this 
legislation. 

I thank Frank Macchiarola, Chuck 
Clapton, Keith Flanagan, Melissa Pfaff, 
Grace Stuntz, Katy Spangler, and 
Roley Swinehart. I sincerely thank 
them for their tireless efforts and loyal 
commitment to this cause. 

I also thank all of the HELP Com- 
mittee members as well as other Sen- 
ate Members and their staffs who were 
thoroughly engaged with this process 
from the beginning as part of the bipar- 
tisan working groups. Each of you has 
contributed significantly to this legis- 
lation, and I am sincerely grateful for 
your contribution. 

I also recognize Chairman UPTON and 
Representative WAXMAN, as well as 
their staffs, who worked tirelessly to 
reconcile the differences between the 
Senate and House legislation. 

Of course, I thank my own staff on 
the HELP Committee, who have spent 
many a night and weekend with Sen- 
ator ENZI’s staff, other Members’ of- 
fices, and our colleagues in the House 
working to come to consensus on the 
critical policy issues in this legisla- 
tion. 

First of all, I thank our staff director 
Pam Smith, and I especially want to 
note the tremendous work done by 
Jenelle Krishnamoorthy through this 
last almost 15 months or more, for 
pulling people together and working on 
weekends. I don’t know how she does 
it, and she still has time for the twins. 
It is remarkable, but she does it, and it 
is done remarkably well, and I thank 
Jenelle especially for her great leader- 
ship. 

I also thank Elizabeth Jungman, Bill 
McConagha, Kathleen Laird, Dan Gold- 
berg, Justine Sessions, Kate 
Frischmann, Elizabeth Donovan, Frank 
Zhang, and Evan Griffis. 

I also thank our former staff director 
Dan Smith, who left the committee as 
staff director a couple of months ago, 
but he was very much involved in this 
until the time of his departure. 

I also thank the Congressional Budg- 
et Office for their knowledgeable and 
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capable team that was willing to work 
around the clock sometimes to esti- 
mate the budgetary effect of the legis- 
lation. 

We also owe our gratitude to the 
staff members in the Legislative Coun- 
sel’s Office—specifically Stacy Kern- 
Scheerer and Kim Tambor. This bill is 
a result of tremendous effort by their 
team to draft and redraft provisions in 
this measure, as well as address tech- 
nical issues well into the nights and 
over weekends. I thank them profusely 
for their dedication. 

This bill’s final passage is a victory 
for millions of Americans who need 
medicines or medical devices, a victory 
that would not have been possible 
without the dedicated work of our Sen- 
ate family. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma- 
jority leader is recognized. 


EE 


SMALL BUSINESS JOBS AND TAX 
RELIEF ACT—MOTION TO PROCEED 


Mr. REID. Mr. President, I now move 
to proceed to Calendar No. 341, S. 2287. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the motion. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

Motion to proceed to Calendar No. 341, S. 
2237, a bill to provide a temporary income 
tax credit for increased payroll and extend 
bonus depreciation for an additional year, 
and for other purposes. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I made a 
commitment to proceed to a 5-year 
flood insurance bill following the farm 
bill. We have done that. It is the right 
thing to do. It is an extremely impor- 
tant piece of legislation. So I have 
lived up to that commitment. I had 
hoped the broad support we have for 
this extremely important bill would 
allow us to reach an agreement and fin- 
ish the bill in a relatively short period 
of time. 

As everyone knows, the senior Sen- 
ator from Arkansas has had some 
issues with the bill. I have suggested 
that he have a vote. From talking to 
my Republican friends, they do not 
have a problem with that, giving him a 
vote. Unfortunately, as happens around 
here more often than I would like, we 
have not been able to reach agreement 
because a small group of Republicans is 
stopping us from doing this. 

So my options are really very limited 
at this stage. I can file cloture and put 
at risk our ability to complete action 
on student loans and the Transpor- 
tation bill. That is what it would do be- 
cause if I file cloture, we will have to 
have a cloture vote on this on Thurs- 
day. And I would have to file cloture 
twice because there is the bill and 
there is the substitute, which every- 
body agreed was the right thing to do 
to move forward on the substitute. 
That is two votes, so at least 60 hours. 
The flood bill is a very important piece 
of legislation. It is not something we 
have to complete the day after tomor- 
row, but it is something we have to 
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complete a month from now. So do I 
file cloture and put at risk these im- 
portant pieces of legislation, meaning 
the Transportation bill, the student 
loans—put everything at risk—or I can 
give supporters of this bill time to try 
to come to an agreement on limiting 
the number of amendments. 

I really believe the right thing to do 
is to give the people who want this bill 
passed, Democrats and Republicans, 
people who support this extremely im- 
portant piece of legislation, a day or 
two to figure out if they can get some- 
thing done. I hope they can. I honestly 
do. So I am not filing cloture on this 
bill as I had really actually con- 
templated. I hope my Republican 
friends will work with us to get this 
bill done. 

This is a bill that deals with flood in- 
surance. I have spoken to a number of 
Republican Senators, including Sen- 
ator VITTER, who is the person who has 
spoken out on this more than anyone 
else, and he acknowledges that there 
may be a few relevant amendments 
that we should have on this bill. I do 
not care. That is fine with me. Let’s 
set up a list of amendments and finish 
this bill. So I hope we can get that 
done. I really do. We should not get in 
a legislative morass on a bill that is ex- 
tremely important for the country no 
matter what part of the country you 
live in. The dry deserts of Nevada, this 
is an important piece of legislation; 
the wetlands of Florida and Louisiana, 
very important piece of legislation. So 
I hope we can get this done. 

Let me just say another word or two. 
I am very pleased to say that we are 
close to an agreement to prevent stu- 
dent loan rates from doubling for 7 mil- 
lion young men and women. That 
would happen at the end of the week. 
So I appreciate the leadership of Presi- 
dent Obama. He has pushed forward on 
this for a long time. He has given many 
public statements in this regard. He 
has been talking to students around 
the country. He was in New Hampshire 
yesterday talking to students. They 
waited in the rain to hear him talk. He 
has been working with leaders in Con- 
gress to ensure that students will not 
pay the extra $1,000 to get a degree. 

I would remind my colleagues, the 
Republicans, including the Speaker, 
my friend, were willing to give up on 
this issue a few weeks ago. We are not 
willing to give up on this issue. I am 
glad my Republican colleagues have 
agreed we should not give up on this 
issue. We do not want to let the rates 
double. Leader CANTOR even said Re- 
publicans were done legislating. Re- 
member that? But with the President’s 
leadership and our persistence and the 
help of my valiant Republican friends, 
we are going to be able, with a little 
bit of good luck, to protect 7 million 
students. I hope that is, in fact, the 
case. 

I appreciate the diligent work of the 
chairman of our committee, Senator 
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HARKIN. Senator JACK REED has worked 
very hard on this, as have other Sen- 
ators. Iam leaving a few out, but I am 
certainly not doing that intentionally. 

I hope everyone understands the leg- 
islative issues we have to work to to- 
ward the end of this week. I hope we 
can get it done. I hope we do not get 
trapped in one of these Senate proce- 
dural bogs where we are going to have 
to be here Friday, Saturday. You know, 
I hope we do not have to do that. There 
is no reason to. We can get all of our 
work done, but we do need a little bit 
of cooperation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Tennessee. 

FOOD AND DRUG ADMINISTRATION SAFETY AND 
INNOVATION ACT 

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, I 
congratulate Senators HARKIN and 
ENZI, their staffs, and all who worked 
for 15 months on this important piece 
of legislation. I have watched the Sen- 
ate for a long time—first as a staff 
member and then as a Senator—and it 
has always been a little messy and 
complicated. There are always dis- 
agreements. That is the purpose of the 
Senate, to work out arguments. But 
over the last few months, this Senate 
has done a much better job of oper- 
ating in the way the American people 
expect us to operate. We are all here to 
try to get results after we state our po- 
sitions. This bill especially affects the 
health and safety of millions of Ameri- 
cans. Almost every American family 
buys the prescription drugs and med- 
ical devices we are talking about in 
this legislation. I am glad to see this 
happen for two reasons—one, because 
of the result, and two, because of the 
way the Senate has worked. It is a fine 
example of what I hope to see happen 
more often. 

I also thank the majority leader, 
Senator REID, and the minority leader, 
Senator MCCONNELL, for creating an 
environment in which we could have a 
large number of amendments, debate, 
and discussion. I think we all appre- 
ciate that very much and want to cre- 
ate an environment in which they can 
provide that kind of leadership. 

I ask unanimous consent to speak as 
in morning business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

LAND GRANT UNIVERSITIES 

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, on 
Monday, at the Library of Congress, 
was the 150th anniversary celebration 
of the creation of land-grant univer- 
sities and the National Academy of 
Sciences. The assemblage also took a 
moment to throw a bouquet to Andrew 
Carnegie for founding so many free 
public libraries. 

I am on the floor to ask this ques- 
tion: What was in the water in Wash- 
ington, DC, 150 years ago, in 1862 and 
1863? During the 2 years after the tele- 
graph dispatched the Pony Express in 
1861, Congress and President Lincoln 
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enacted the Morrill Act creating land- 
grant colleges, authorized the Trans- 
continental Railroad—reducing the 
time for getting from New York to San 
Francisco from 6 months to 6 days—as 
well as the National Academy of 
Sciences, and enacted the Homestead 
Act. They also agreed on a conscription 
law with teeth, a National Banking 
Act, establishing a national currency, 
a new internal revenue law, and cre- 
ated the Department of Agriculture. To 
top it off, on December 2, 1863 the last 
section of the Statute of Freedom was 
put in place on top of the Capitol dome, 
with a great celebration. 

Mr. President, if I were the Repub- 
lican national chairman, I might sug- 
gest that this transforming burst of 
governing was simply a matter of turn- 
ing the government completely over to 
Republicans and sending home half of 
the Democrats. By the end of the 37th 
Congress in 1863, southern Democratic 
U.S. Senators could not obstruct any of 
these laws because their States had se- 
ceded from the Union and they could 
not to vote. According to the Senate 
Historian, that left 48 Senators voting 
at the end of that session—27 Repub- 
licans, 12 Democrats, and 9 Unionists, 
oppositionists, or Senators who called 
themselves the ‘‘know nothings.’’ 

Perhaps this burst of governing came 
from the energy of a new political 
party or the brilliance of the new 
President, Abraham Lincoln, or maybe 
a Congress that was simply more effi- 
cient in those days. The Morrill Act 
that created land-grant colleges passed 
both the Senate and House in the same 
week, in June 1862. The President 
signed the bill into law 2 weeks later. 
The National Academy of Sciences was 
introduced on February 20, 1863. It 
passed the Senate and the House and 
was signed by the President all on the 
same day, March 3. Back in those days, 
the President would obligingly travel 
down Pennsylvania Avenue and sit in 
an office in the Capitol waiting for 
bills to be brought to him for signa- 
ture. 

Maybe it was a result of the state of 
the American condition at the time— 
the absence of a 24-hour media, special 
interest groups, and instant commu- 
nication on the Internet. Or maybe it 
was that Members of Congress had 
more time to think great thoughts 
while traveling to the sessions. It 
would take Senator Sam Houston 6 
weeks to travel from his home in Texas 
to occupy his Senate desk in Wash- 
ington, DC. 

There is no doubt it helped that there 
was a crisis, the Civil War. Americans 
have always risen to our best in the 
midst of a crisis. Making the crisis 
worse, many thought the new Presi- 
dent was incompetent. In January 1863, 
former Supreme Court Justice Ben- 
jamin R. Curtis ‘‘reported general 
agreement on the utter incompetence 
of the President. He is shattered, dazed 
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and utterly foolish.” This is from 
David Herbert Donald’s book ‘‘Lin- 
coln.” The editor of the Cincinnati 
Commercial was more explicit when he 
wrote that President Lincoln was ‘‘an 
awful, woeful ass. If Lincoln was not a 
damn fool, we could get along yet.” 
The President, in turn, considered 
many of his generals incompetent. And 
he and Mrs. Lincoln were suffering a 
personal crisis at the time, grieving 
the death of their son, Willie. The war 
crisis clearly helped to enact trans- 
forming legislation in 1862 and 1863. 
One impetus for passage of the law cre- 
ating land-grant colleges was to pro- 
vide military training. 

Among the first assignments of the 
National Academy of Sciences was to 
find some way to protect the iron hulls 
of the Union Navy warships from corro- 
sion. 

GEN Grenville Dodge told President 
Lincoln that the Transcontinental 
Railroad was a ‘‘military necessity,” 
even though Representative Justin 
Morrill, a visionary in other matters, 
said he saw no need for the railroad to 
go further than the silver mines in Ne- 
vada because it would only be traveling 
through uninhabited territories. 

The war caused the bickering Repub- 
licans, who remained in Congress, to 
pull together. The editor of the Chi- 
cago Tribune explained: 

[If we fail], then all is lost. Union, party 
cause, freedom and abolition of slavery .. . 
let us first get the ship out of the breakers, 
then court martial the officers if they de- 
serve it. 

Mr. President, it helped to have a cri- 
sis. 

Unfortunately, the formula for the 
passage of transforming legislation 150 
years ago is not neatly explained as a 
crisis, plus a brilliant President, plus a 
high-minded Congress efficiently en- 
acting big ideas developed in Wash- 
ington, DC. The real story is much 
more American than that. As has usu- 
ally been the case, these big American 
ideas came from outside Washington, 
they took a long time in coming, and 
enacting them into law was a long and 
messy process. 

Jonathan Baldwin Turner’s address 
before the Illinois Teachers Institute in 
1850 proposed the creation of an ‘‘indus- 
trial university” 12 years before enact- 
ment of the Morrill Act. Representa- 
tive Morrill first introduced the idea in 
1857. After much struggle, it passed in 
1959, but President Buchanan vetoed it. 
Two years later, Morrill succeeded. 
And even though the obstructionist 
Southerners were gone, eastern and 
western Republicans argued vigorously 
over land grants, as well as where the 
new Transcontinental Railroad should 
go. 

The roots of the National Academy of 
Sciences can be traced to a group of 
Cambridge scientists meeting in the 
1850s or to earlier philosophical organi- 
zations before that or even all the way 
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back to Benjamin Franklin. California 
entrepreneurs and speculators and poli- 
ticians—some of them were all three— 
were the ones who persisted in the 1850s 
until, in 1862, the Pacific Railroad Act 
became law. 

So the formula for success for these 
transforming laws 150 years ago was 
typically American: big ideas bubbling 
up from around the country, plus en- 
trepreneurial persistence, plus a crisis 
equals transforming results. 

How does that formula apply today 
to improving the American condition? 
Well, to begin with, we have a handy 
crisis. Washington is borrowing 40 
cents of every dollar it spends. By this 
rate, by 2025, every penny of tax rev- 
enue will go for Medicare, Medicaid, 
Social Security, and interest on the na- 
tional debt, leaving nothing left—un- 
less we borrow more—for national de- 
fense, national laboratories, national 
parks, research, or education. A second 
crisis, many fear, is that our country 
will be unable to compete in the future 
with the emerging Asian economies. So 
what transforming steps should the 
United States take to meet these new 
challenges? 

My own view is that rather than cre- 
ating new institutions, as America did 
in the 1850s and 1860s, it would be wiser 
for us to spend our time making the in- 
stitutions we already have work. 

Let me discuss just two examples— 
first, our basic governmental institu- 
tions. The new Foreign Minister of 
Australia, Bob Carr, a great friend of 
the United States, expressed recently 
in Washington, DC, that the United 
States is one budget deal away from re- 
asserting its preeminence in the world. 
He means, of course, that the world is 
watching, actually hoping, that at the 
end of the year the United States will 
demonstrate that we actually can gov- 
ern ourselves by resolving the fiscal 
mess we have in a way that reforms 
taxes, controls spending, and reduces 
debt. We do not need a new government 
to do this. We need for our newly elect- 
ed President, whether his name be 
Romney or Obama, to lead. 

President Lyndon B. Johnson’s Press 
Secretary, George Reedy, once defined 
Presidential leadership as seeing an ur- 
gent need, developing a strategy to 
meet that need, and persuading at least 
half the people that you are right. 

We don’t need to change the rules of 
the United States Senate; we simply 
need a change in behavior—one that fo- 
cuses less on playing games and more 
on getting results. The new Congress, 
next year’s Congress, whether it be Re- 
publican or Democratic, must make its 
goal to dispute, amend, debate, vote 
upon the President’s proposed agenda, 
and then help the President succeed, 
because if he succeeds our country suc- 
ceeds. 

We might well remember the words 
of that Chicago Tribune editorial writ- 
er in 1862 who said: 
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Let us first get the ship out of the breakers 
. then court martial the officers if they 
deserve it. 

The second institutions we should re- 
furbish and make work are our colleges 
and universities—all 6,000 of them, not 
just the land-grant universities that we 
celebrate this week. Again, we do not 
need new institutions; we need to re- 
assert the greatness of the ones we 
have. Our universities, along with our 
national labs, are our secret weapons 
for innovation, and innovation is our 
secret weapon for producing 25 percent 
of all the money in the world for just 5 
percent of the world’s population. The 
list of what it would take to strength- 
en our colleges and universities is 
short and mostly agreed upon. First, 
stop sending home every year 17,000 of 
the 50,000 international students who 
graduate from U.S. universities with 
advanced degrees in science, tech- 
nology, engineering, and mathematics. 
Give them a green card and let them 
stay here to create jobs in the United 
States. 

Next, double funding for advanced re- 
search, as the America COMPETES 
Act, which passed with huge bipartisan 
support in the Senate, has already au- 
thorized. 

Third, repeal the Federal Medicaid 
mandates that force States to spend 
money on Medicaid that otherwise 
would go to higher education. This has 
resulted in dramatic decreases in State 
support and increases in tuition to try 
to maintain quality. 

Next, while Congress is repealing the 
Medicaid mandates, it should literally 
cut in half the stack of regulations 
that hampers institutional autonomy 
and wastes dollars that should be spent 
on students and research. 

Finally, the institutions themselves 
should look for ways to save money, 
such as full utilization of facilities dur- 
ing the summer, 3-year degrees for 
some students, and reforms to teacher 
tenure. 

In the 1960s, Mitt Romney’s father, 
George Romney, offered this advice to 
the big three Detroit automobile man- 
ufacturers: 

Nothing is more vulnerable 
trenched success. 

The big three did not pay attention 
to that advice, and we see what hap- 
pened. It is good advice for universities 
today. 

In conclusion, I wish to say a word 
about the Carnegie libraries. My expe- 
rience is that most ideas fail for lack 
of the idea; or to put it positively, that 
a great idea eventually carries itself 
into reality. Andrew Carnegie’s great 
idea was building public libraries. All 
of us know of their importance. 

I remember when the New York 
Times wrote an article about me. They 
said, Mr. ALEXANDER grew up in a 
lower middle-class family at the edge 
of the Tennessee mountains. When I 
called home later that week to talk 
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with my mother, she was reading Thes- 
salonians to gather strength for what 
she considered to be a slur on the fam- 
ily. She said to me: Son, we never 
thought of ourselves that way. You had 
a library card from the day you were 3 
and a music lesson from the day you 
were 4. You had everything you needed 
that was important. 

Andrew Carnegie’s gift and the Fed- 
eral laws 150 years ago creating land 
grant universities and the National 
Academy of Sciences and the trans- 
continental railroad and the Home- 
stead Act all have this in common. 
They were not command-and-control 
Federal Government actions from 
Washington, DC. They were big ideas 
that, when implemented, empowered 
Americans to do things for them- 
selves—to travel, to own a home, to 
educate themselves, and to learn by 
using a library. 

For example, my empowered mother 
took me to the A. K. Harper Memorial 
Library in Maryville, TN, when I was 3 
years old in order to get my library 
card. ‘Mrs. Alexander,” the librarian 
said to her, “we don’t give library 
cards to 3-year-olds.’’ ‘‘Well, you 
should,’’ she said to them. And they 
did. 

So on this anniversary for the con- 
gressional enactment of transforming 
and empowering ideas, there should be 
more hope than despair. We still have 
most of the world’s great universities. 
They still attract most of the brightest 
students from everywhere, insourcing 
brainpower and creating wealth. 

According to a recent Harvard School 
of Business survey of 10,000 of its alum- 
ni on U.S. competitiveness, if you are 
in business in this country, it is still 
hard to beat America’s entrepreneurial 
environment, proximity to customers, 
low levels of corruption, access to 
skilled labor, safety for people and 
property, and protection of intellectual 
property. 

We have a remarkable system of gov- 
ernment created by geniuses that 
many countries struggle to emulate. 
So why not celebrate this anniversary 
by taking steps to ensure that 25 or 50 
or 100 years from now we have even 
more of the greatest universities in the 
world? 

Let me read exactly what Australia’s 
Foreign Minister, Bob Carr, a friend of 
the United States, said in his speech in 
April: 

America could be one budget deal 
away, in the context of economic re- 
covery, one budget deal away from 
banishing the notion of American 
declinism. Think about that, one budg- 
et deal, an exercise of statesmanship 
up the road, in the context of an eco- 
nomic bounce-back and all of a sudden, 
with energy independence’ crystal- 
lizing, with technological innovation, 
resurgence of American manufac- 
turing, people who spoke about Amer- 
ican decline could be revising their 
thesis. 
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So as we celebrate the transforming 
legislation of 150 years ago, why not 
take the advice of our friend from Aus- 
tralia? Why not take advantage of our 
opportunity at the end of this year to 
enact a budget that will reassert Amer- 
icans’ preeminence in the world? 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Arkansas. 

HONORING OUR ARMED FORCES 

ARMY MASTER SERGEANT GREGORY CHILDS 

Mr. BOOZMAN. Mr. President, as the 
son of a master sergeant in the Air 
Force, I grew up in a family that had 
values rooted in military tradition and 
patriotism. But you certainly don’t 
have to be from a military family to 
love our country. We are encouraged to 
have a sense of American pride in our 
daily lives. 

I remember reciting the Pledge of Al- 
legiance and singing patriotic songs 
that reflect the love of our country. 
Students continue to do this and to 
learn these values passed down from 
generations of Americans before them. 
We have special days that recognize 
the people and symbols important to 
our country. 

Two weeks ago, we celebrated Flag 
Day and next week we celebrate Inde- 
pendence Day. The 3 weeks between 
these patriotic holidays is known as 
Honor America Days. You most likely 
won’t find these on your calendar, but 
Congress established these days and 
adopted it into the U.S. Code to en- 
courage gatherings and activities that 
celebrate and honor our country. 

While these days are not widely rec- 
ognized, one of the ways Americans 
demonstrate our devotion to our coun- 
try is by supporting our men and 
women in uniform. These troops have 
made enormous sacrifices to defend our 
country and our interests across the 
globe. These heroes are shining exam- 
ples of the spirit, commitment, and 
bravery of our Nation. 

During my time in Congress, I have 
had the opportunity to travel and meet 
with our troops across the globe and 
thank them personally for their sac- 
rifices to make our world a better 
place. These men and women are al- 
ways in my thoughts and prayers. I 
thank our military personnel and our 
veterans for their valued service and 
offer my sympathy to those families 
whose loved ones have given their all 
in defense of our Nation. 

This includes the family of Arkansas 
soldier Army MSG Gregory Childs. 
Master Sergeant Childs died on May 4, 
2012, while serving in Afghanistan in 
support of Operation Enduring Free- 
dom. His family and the community of 
Warren, AR, paid their respects to Mas- 
ter Sergeant Childs, a father, a son, a 
brother and a friend, in a very moving 
ceremony. 

Master Sergeant Childs graduated 
from Warren High School in 1992. He 
considered it an honor to serve his 
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country in the military. For 20 years 
he served his country in locations 
around the globe, from Bosnia, Ger- 
many, Colombia, and two tours in Af- 
ghanistan. He excelled through the 
ranks of the Non-Commissioned Officer 
Corps and earned one of the highest 
ranks he could attain. 

I ask my colleagues to keep his fam- 
ily—especially his young daughter 
Kourtlan—and his friends in their 
thoughts and prayers during these dif- 
ficult times. I humbly offer my appre- 
ciation and gratitude to this patriot 
for his selfless sacrifice. 

As the home to literally thousands of 
active-duty military personnel and 
even more veterans, Arkansas has ex- 
perienced more than its share of grief 
and sacrifice for loved ones who serve 
our country. Our State has a rich his- 
tory of service to our Nation. Troops 
stationed in Arkansas have served our 
country honorably even before it was 
admitted to the Union. Our men and 
women have always been willing to do 
their part to serve and to protect. Our 
troops stationed in Arkansas and our 
military facilities at the Little Rock 
Air Force Base and the 188th Fighter 
Wing are some of the best assets in our 
military. Arkansans’ active-duty per- 
sonnel and National Guardsmen have 
time and again proven their dedication, 
perseverance, and commitment to ex- 
cellence in defending this country. 

As we plan our Independence Day 
celebrations, let us remember the serv- 
ice men and women who embody the 
ideals that make our country great. I 
know my fellow Arkansans share my 
gratitude and appreciation for our 
military personnel and their families 
who sacrifice at home while their loved 
ones are away. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Ohio. 

SYNTHETIC DRUG AND PDMP AMENDMENTS 

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. President, I rise 
to talk about a couple of amendments 
that were included in the legislation 
we voted on here this afternoon in the 
Senate. I am speaking of the Food and 
Drug Administration legislation. That 
legislation included two very impor- 
tant amendments that deal with com- 
bating legal drug abuse here in this 


country. 
I want to start by thanking my col- 
leagues, Senators SCHUMER, KLO- 


BUCHAR, GRASSLEY, and ENZI, for help- 
ing to develop and promote this legis- 
lation over many months. The legisla- 
tion addresses what is called synthetic 
drugs. I also want to thank them for 
helping see it through to passage as an 
amendment today. 

Senator GRASSLEY actually shared 
with me a story a few weeks ago of a 
young man from Iowa, David Mitchell 
Rozga, an 18-year-old, who sadly took 
his life after using this synthetic drug 
known as K2, or spice. It is synthetic 
marijuana. He had purchased it legally 
at a local shopping mall. 
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In recent weeks, we have seen lots of 
news accounts of some of the savage 
acts committed by people high on these 
synthetic drugs, such as the widely re- 
ported cannibalism in Miami, FL. I saw 
today another horrible story about an- 
other man in Waco, TX. We have seen 
lots of deaths reported in my home 
State of Ohio due to synthetic drugs. 
Very recently we had a report of the 
Columbus, OH, police having to shoot 
two men who were high on what are 
called bath salts. One was shot fatally. 
There is synthetic marijuana out 
there, but also synthetic stimulants 
and synthetic hallucinogens. Unfortu- 
nately, people don’t know they are 
dangerous because they are not illegal. 
So we need to act and act now, and we 
are doing so through this legislation 
today. 

As I said, one of the drugs is called 
spice. It sounds like an ingredient you 
would find in a kitchen, something be- 
nign you would find on a shelf some- 
where. The same with bath salts. Un- 
fortunately, they are not benign at all. 
They are not what you think they are. 
They are dangerous compounds that 
can cause tremendous devastation, and 
we need to be sure we get the word out. 

Users are led to believe they are get- 
ting a legal version of something that 
mimics marijuana, cocaine, LSD, or 
any other illegal street drug that is 
under what is called Schedule I of the 
Federal Food and Drug Administra- 
tion. This means they are illegal drugs. 
But because these synthetic drugs are 
legal, again, users think they are safe. 
But they produce adverse reactions 
that are truly unexpected and some- 
times bizarre. And like the street 
versions that are on Schedule I at the 
Federal level, the Drug Enforcement 
Agency and the FDA have both con- 
cluded none of these drugs has any cur- 
rently accepted medical use in treat- 
ment in the United States. 

It seems to me it is appropriate for 
us to list them under Schedule I. And 
again, that is what the Senate did 
today, following the House of Rep- 
resentatives. Because they are legal, 
they are accessible, particularly on the 
Internet. I have Googled a number of 
them, including K2, and it is alarming 
to see how easy it is to purchase them 
and how they are advertised. It is time 
to put them on Schedule I, just like 
street drugs, and by doing so we give 
the DEA the ability to prevent these 
drugs from being distributed or im- 
ported into the United States, and also 
allows them to pursue the manufactur- 
ers of these drugs. 

A lot of families have suffered from 
synthetic drugs, and sometimes those 
families come to me. I have done a lot 
of work over the years in prevention 
and education of substance abuse. I 
started a coalition back home that 
continues to do great work in the 
greater Cincinnati area. I have been in- 
volved in encouraging community coa- 
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litions around the country, and I am 
hearing more and more about these 
synthetic drugs. Families come to me 
because they are hoping something 
positive will come out of the tragedies 
they have experienced; that the word 
will get out through these tragedies 
and other young people and adults 
won’t lose their lives. 

I heard one such story in the Senate 
about the family of Caleb Tanner Hix- 
son in Riceville, TN. 

Tanner was a student at Lee Univer- 
sity in Cleveland, TN, majoring in ex- 
ercise and health science. After grad- 
uating, he wanted to study for an ad- 
vanced degree in physical therapy. Be- 
sides studying in that field, he was an 
avid athlete and outdoorsman. He had 
played competitive baseball his whole 
life, and he was also into hiking and 
canoeing. But all that promise was cut 
off on March 8 of this year when Tan- 
ner died as a result of a cardiac arrest 
after ingesting alcohol and a synthetic 
drug at a party in Chattanooga, TN. He 
was 22 years old. That drug is easily 
purchased on the Internet. In fact, it is 
identified on the Internet as being a 
“research chemical.” 

His cousin, Brandi White, was the 
one who told me about this incident on 
the Senate floor. Brandi actually 
works in the leadership office. I appre- 
ciated her sharing this story with me, 
and my heart goes out to her family. 
She said she called Tanner’s mom to 
tell her about the legislation when we 
got it onto the bill, and she called her 
again today to tell her the legislation 
had passed. Although it is little com- 
fort when you have lost a son, it is 
some comfort. I appreciate the fact 
that her family was willing to share 
that story so that other young people 
will not make that same mistake. 

This legislation puts these dangerous 
drugs on what is called schedule I. We 
don’t want one more young person to 
make one more bad decision and to die 
or have a serious health problem as a 
result of thinking these synthetic 
drugs are safe because Washington 
hasn’t put them on the list to tell peo- 
ple they are unsafe. 

If we want to do right by the safety 
and health of our children as well as 
our communities, closing this loophole, 
of course, was just something common- 
sense—and, by the way, something bi- 
partisan, along the lines of what my 
colleague said earlier about how we 
ought to be operating in the Senate. 

Iam also proud to see bipartisan sup- 
port for passage of another amendment 
today. This is legislation that I intro- 
duced with Senator WHITEHOUSE along 
with Congressman HAL ROGERS from 
Kentucky. This deals with the prescrip- 
tion drug problem we have. There is a 
prescription drug abuse problem 
throughout the country, but in Ohio we 
have been hit hard. One of the issues I 
found in going to a townhall in south- 
ern Ohio was the fact that the State 
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prescription drug monitoring programs 
couldn’t communicate and operate 
across State lines. 

I did a townhall where Director Gil 
Kerlikowse of the Office of National 
Drug Policy kindly came to Ports- 
mouth, OH, about 1 year ago in July 
2011, which is in southern Ohio on the 
banks of the Ohio River, an area that 
has been in the center of prescription 
drug abuse and interstate drug traf- 
ficking. It is also right across the river 
from Kentucky and right near West 
Virginia, so it is an interstate area. 

Prescription drug abuse has dev- 
astated the county in which Ports- 
mouth sits, Scioto County, as well as 
other counties in the area. But because 
of the hard work of family members, 
community leaders, and Federal, State, 
and local law enforcement, there has 
been some momentum and we are be- 
ginning to turn things around. Pill 
shops are being closed. One critical 
tool they told me they needed was pre- 
scription drug monitoring programs 
that could work across State lines. 
This is a database that a lot of States 
use to monitor prescription drug abuse 
so when someone goes to ask for a pre- 
scription, the person responsible for 
implementing the program or someone 
at a pharmacy or a doctor knows what 
prescriptions this person has already 
received. These are very effective pro- 
grams. 

Forty-eight States have them, one 
territory has it, and they work well 
within the State but they don’t com- 
municate well within the States, be- 
tween each other. Again, in a place 
such as Scioto County, where we have 
interstate traffic, this legislation will 
now protect our community and ensure 
that if someone gets a prescription in 
Ohio and then goes across to Kentucky 
to fill it once they have reached their 
limit in Ohio, that there will be a mon- 
itoring program and a database avail- 
able. So it succeeds by getting States’ 
different programs to work together se- 
curely, reliably, and efficiently. 

I would also like to thank the Alli- 
ance of States with Prescription Moni- 
toring Programs, which has played a 
pivotal role in promoting national 
interoperability standards. 

These are examples where the Senate 
acted to try to make our communities 
safer and to help ensure that young 
people can achieve their God-given po- 
tential. Working together, we have 
been able today to help ensure the 
health and well-being of our commu- 
nities. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor, and I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BEN- 
NET). The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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MORNING BUSINESS 


Mr. DURBIN. I ask unanimous con- 
sent the Senate proceed to a period of 
morning business with Senators per- 
mitted to speak therein for up to 10 
minutes each. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


EE 
FREEDOM OF INFORMATION ACT 


Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, on July 4, 
the Nation will celebrate the 46th anni- 
versary of the enactment of the Free- 
dom of Information Act, FOIA. The 
“right to know” is a cornerstone of our 
Democracy. For five decades, Ameri- 
cans have counted on FOIA to help 
shed light on the activities of their 
government. 

As we reach this important mile- 
stone, there are many victories to cele- 
brate. This week the Senate will enact 
the Food and Drug Administration 
Safety and Innovation Act, which in- 
cludes important language that I 
helped craft to protect the public’s 
ability to access information under 
FOIA. Section 710 of that bill will allow 
the Food and Drug Administration, 
FDA, to obtain information about drug 
inspections and drug investigations un- 
dertaken by foreign governments, 
while at the same time ensuring that 
the American public has access to in- 
formation about potential health and 
safety dangers. I thank Senators HAR- 
KIN and ENZI and the many open-gov- 
ernment and consumer groups—includ- 
ing OpenTheGovernment.org and Pub- 
lic Citizen—who worked with me to 
enact this FOIA provision. 

Last year the Senate unanimously 
passed the Faster FOIA Act, a bill that 
I cosponsored with Republican Senator 
JOHN CORNYN. This legislation would 
create a bipartisan panel of govern- 
ment and outside experts to make rec- 
ommendations on improving the FOIA 
process. Sadly, despite the over- 
whelming and bipartisan support for 
this good-government legislation, this 
bill has been languishing in the House 
of Representatives for almost a year. 

During the 3 years since President 
Obama made a historic commitment to 
restoring the presumption of openness 
in our government, the Obama admin- 
istration has also taken steps to 
strengthen FOIA. I especially want to 
commend the Office of Government In- 
formation Services—and the inaugural 
Director of the OGIS, Miriam Nisbet— 
for working with the Environmental 
Protection Agency and the Department 
of Commerce to develop an online 
FOIA Module designed to help agencies 
better meet their requirements under 
the FOIA. This new FOIA program re- 
affirms the President’s commitment to 
transparency in our government and 
will make government information 
more accessible to the American peo- 
ple. 

While these and other FOIA accom- 
plishments give us good reasons to cel- 
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ebrate, many other threats to the 
public’s right to access information 
under FOIA remain. In the coming 
weeks the Senate is expected to con- 
sider several legislative exemptions to 
FOIA in relation to cybersecurity leg- 
islation. As this legislative process 
unfolds, I intend to work with Members 
on both sides of the aisle to ensure that 
the American public’s ability to access 
information about threats to their 
health and safety in cyberspace is pro- 
tected. 

Securing our Nation’s critical infra- 
structure information is a pressing na- 
tional priority. So, too, is protecting 
the rights of Americans to know what 
their government is doing. We must 
strike a careful balance between secu- 
rity and openness in our cybersecurity 
policies. The anniversary of FOIA’s en- 
actment provides a timely reminder of 
just how important it is for the Con- 
gress to get that balance right. 

As I have said many time before, 
open government is neither a Demo- 
cratic issue, nor a Republican issue—it 
is truly an American value and virtue 
that we all must uphold. It is in this 
bipartisan spirit that I will continue to 
work to fulfill FOIA’s promise of open- 
ness in our government and that I join 
all Americans in celebrating the 46th 
anniversary of the Freedom of Informa- 
tion Act. 


a 


TRIBUTE TO THE U.S. ARMY 
INTELLIGENCE COMMUNITY 


Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, it is my 
distinct privilege to honor the out- 
standing men and women who have 
made lasting contributions to U.S. 
Army Intelligence over the years. On 
July 1, 2012, MG Gregg C. Potter, com- 
manding general of the U.S. Army In- 
telligence Center of Excellence and 
Fort Huachuca, will officially recog- 
nize the 50th anniversary of the found- 
ing of the Military Intelligence Branch 
and the 25th anniversary of the Mili- 
tary Intelligence Corps at Fort 
Huachuca, AZ. This is a momentous oc- 
casion, and I congratulate all Army in- 
telligence professionals—soldiers and 
civilians alike—on these distinguished 
achievements. 

Timely and accurate intelligence in- 
formation has always been critical to 
the success of our Armed Forces on the 
battlefield. Across all intelligence dis- 
ciplines, Army intelligence profes- 
sionals have collected, analyzed, and 
supplied this vital information to com- 
manders at all levels—from the tac- 
tical to the strategic. The intelligence 
information they supplied has directly 
contributed to winning our Nation’s 
wars and to saving lives. Army Intel- 
ligence professionals have carried out 
this mission with great courage, devo- 
tion, and skill since we declared our 
independence 236 years ago. We recog- 
nize this legacy and look forward to 
Army intelligence’s continued success 
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and service to our country in the fu- 
ture. 

Two critical events shaped the Mili- 
tary Intelligence Corps into the organi- 
zation that exists today. 

On July 1, 1962, the Secretary of the 
Army signed a general order author- 
izing the creation of the Army Intel- 
ligence and Security Branch. With this 
authorization, all Army intelligence 
soldiers, including regular Army and 
Reserve officers, were placed into a dis- 
tinct branch. It ended the practice of 
detailing officers from other branches 
into intelligence positions and facili- 
tated the professionalization of the in- 
telligence field. By establishing a 
branch equal to all others, the Army 
recognized the critical importance of 
military intelligence. 

On July 1, 1987, the Military Intel- 
ligence Corps was activated at Fort 
Huachuca. With the activation of the 
Corps, all Army intelligence profes- 
sionals, regardless of their discipline, 
were symbolically bound together into 
one unified organization under the U.S. 
Army Regimental System. Since its 
activation, the unity of purpose and 
mission of the Military Intelligence 
Corps has remained vital to the success 
of the Army. 

Today, the U.S. Army Intelligence 
Center of Excellence at Fort Huachuca 
is the home of military intelligence. 
Every year, the center trains approxi- 
mately 20,000 students in the intel- 
ligence field, including initial military 
training, professional military edu- 
cation courses for all ranks and intel- 
ligence specialties, mobile training 
teams, and foreign military students. 

I am immensely proud of the men 
and women in the U.S. Army intel- 
ligence community. They work tire- 
lessly to protect our Nation and de- 
serve our deepest gratitude for the sac- 
rifices they have made. As indicated by 
their motto ‘‘Always Out Front,” Mili- 
tary intelligence will remain a critical 
element of the readiness of our Armed 
Forces. 

Again, congratulations on this proud 
occasion. 


o 
GUN SAFETY 


Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, our Na- 
tion reached an important milestone 
over the past few years. In 2010, accord- 
ing to a recent report by the Violence 
Policy Center, motor-vehicle-related 
fatalities dropped to their lowest level 
in decades, a 72 percent decrease in 
deaths per miles traveled from 1966 lev- 
els. But not all of the report’s findings 
are encouraging. While our roads have 
become safer, other aspects of Amer- 
ican life have become more dangerous. 
Over that same period, firearm-related 
deaths steadily increased around the 
country. In fact, in 2009, firearm-re- 
lated fatalities exceeded motor vehicle 
fatalities in 10 States, and current 
trends indicate that firearm violence 
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statistics are only getting worse. Con- 
gress has the ability to protect lives 
with commonsense safety legislation, 
just as it did with motor vehicle safety 
measures. But it has recently lacked 
the will. 

In the 1960s, this Nation confronted a 
public health crisis on its streets and 
highways. Over 40,000 people died from 
motor vehicle crashes in 1960 alone. A 
1999 study by the Journal of the Amer- 
ican Medical Association found that 
from 1960 to 1966 this crash death rate 
ballooned from 49.2 to 55 deaths per bil- 
lion miles of travel. In response, Con- 
gress took action by creating the Na- 
tional Highway Traffic Safety Admin- 
istration, NHTSA, which it charged 
with the responsibility of developing 
and implementing vehicle safety initia- 
tives. 

In the decades since, the NHTSA has 
spearheaded numerous efforts that 
have saved and will continue to save 
countless lives. Today, we take things 
like vehicle head rests, energy-absorb- 
ing steering wheels, shatter-resistant 
windshields, and seat belts for granted. 
We expect our roads to have clearly de- 
lineated lanes, guardrails, and ade- 
quate lighting. But many of these 
things would not exist if Congress 
hadn’t taken action to protect the pub- 
lic from the dangers of unregulated 
motorways. 

Just like congressional action made 
our roads safer, countless studies have 
shown that commonsense gun safety 
legislation would protect our homes, 
our schools, and our families from vio- 
lence. According to the Centers for Dis- 
ease Control, in 2009, guns killed more 
than 30,000 Americans and injured over 
65,000. But despite these statistics, 
Congress has done little to address this 
public health crisis. Today, almost 
anyone, including convicted felons or 
the mentally ill, can walk into a gun 
show and buy a firearm from a private 
dealer without any background check. 
Others can walk into a gun shop and 
walk out with military-style assault 
weapons and high-capacity ammuni- 
tion magazines, weapons with no sport- 
ing purposes. 

Legislation has been introduced in 
this Congress that would address both 
of these issues and would make our so- 
ciety safer. I am a cosponsor of the 
Gun Show Background Check Act of 
2011, S.35, and the Large Capacity Am- 
munition Feeding Devices Act, 8.382, 
bills that would close this gun show 
loophole and prevent the sale of mili- 
tary-style ammunition cartridges. Con- 
gress should take up and pass these 
measures. We should act, like we did in 
the 1960s, to protect American lives 
with commonsense safety legislation. 
The price of doing nothing is just too 
high. 


m 


BRINGING JUSTICE TO UGANDA 


Mr. COONS. Mr. President, the war 
crimes of Joseph Kony and the Lord’s 
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Resistance Army, LRA, are well docu- 
mented. For two decades, they have 
terrorized Uganda and its neighbors in 
central Africa, tearing apart families 
and demolishing whole villages. Their 
war crimes are unspeakable, and Jo- 
seph Kony and other leaders of the 
LRA must be held accountable. 

As chair of the Senate Foreign Rela- 
tions Subcommittee on African Affairs, 
I partnered with Senator JIM INHOFE to 
introduce S. Res. 402, a bipartisan reso- 
lution condemning the crimes against 
humanity committed by Joseph Kony 
and the LRA, supporting ongoing inter- 
national efforts to remove Kony from 
the battlefield, and calling for the 
United States to continue to enhance 
its mobility, intelligence, and 
logistical support of regional forces 
protecting civilians and pursuing the 
LRA. 

The most important thing about this 
resolution is not that it has earned the 
support of 46 Senators of both political 
parties nearly half the Senate. What is 
most important is that this resolution 
has earned the support of 215 citizen 
cosponsors, individual Americans who 
felt compelled to speak out against Jo- 
seph Kony and stand with the Presi- 
dent and the international community 
in their work to bring Kony and his top 
lieutenants to justice. 

In an unprecedented wave of grass- 
roots engagement, thousands of young 
Americans were inspired to take action 
by a powerful video released earlier 
this year by Invisible Children, a Cali- 
fornia-based nonprofit organization. 
This video was viewed more than 100 
million times in just under a week, 
making it the most viral video in his- 
tory. Yet young people all over this 
country did more than just watch they 
took action. They called and wrote 
their elected officials, they posted on 
Facebook and Twitter, and their voices 
were heard. 

Although many of us in the Senate 
have been working on issues related to 
Joseph Kony and the LRA for years, 
hearing directly from so many of our 
constituents has renewed our focus and 
our commitment. It has been decades 
since we have seen such intense en- 
gagement from young Americans on a 
humanitarian situation in Africa, mak- 
ing this a critical moment to recognize 
and sustain. 

Mr. President, I ask that the CoN- 
GRESSIONAL RECORD reflect the names 
of each of the 215 Americans who have 
signed on to S. Res. 402 as citizen co- 
sponsors and thank each of them for 
standing with members of Congress, 
the President, and the international 
community as we work toward bring- 
ing Joseph Kony and his top com- 
manders to justice. 

List of names: The List follows: 

Eugene Kim, Diane Delaney, Richard 
Behenna, Joann O’Reilly, Wanda Mil- 
ler, Michelle Comfort, Rachel Breaux, 
Kourtney Harper, Daimian Dunn, Mary 
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Claire Smith, Shea Grubbs, Tamara 
Kaiser, Shannon Wheeler, Sheila 
Janca, Laura Cordovano, Kenny Allen, 
Maureen Strazdus, Karen Gillis, Katie 
Nuber, Alex Gernert, Lucas Chizek, 
Susan Tuberville, Danielle Neuman, 
Greg Simpson, Lindsey Williams, 
Cydnie Daniel, Jan Carr, Sarah 
Langlois, Christine Turo-Shields, Heidi 
Nelson, Erin Kenna, Spenser Hooks, 
Emily Gneiser, John Parkhurst, Paul 
Claus, Diane Adams, Lindsay Katai, 
Andrew Towarnicky, Phillip Teel, 
Debra Niederschulte, Elana Katz, Pris- 
cilla Brown, Rachel Whisenant, Austin 
Martino, Cheree Miller, Briana 
Arensberg, Tiffany Luu, Mike Boucher, 
Abigail Rings, Nicholas Blake, Melanie 
Lopez, Emily Poley, Mary Louise 
Bannerman, Leah Schult, Sandi Jean, 
Stephanie Carroll, Gwyn Seltzer, Lil- 
lian Grace Walton, Jayme Collings, 
Angus Dupee, Karl Nielsen, G. Morgan 


Timmis, Christopher Walton, Andrya 
Ryan, Laura Vandivort, Mary Ann 
Mastrolillo, Lena Dupee, Nikkolette 
Dykstra, Anna Kuralt-Fenton, Paige 
Weber, Zachary Landrum, Kathy 
Stracke, Sara Schlussler, Carol 
Gernert, Emmanuel Ojobaro, Jessica 
Lapsley, Kara Sewall, Autumn 


Nyagaya, Daniel Sherier, Amber Gon- 
zalez, Alice Jo Cargo, Jane Ziegler, 
Jane Coufal, Nicola Archibald, Victor 


Pulido-Rojas, Bailey Cox, Kevin 
Weidert, Nicole Tacker, William 
Mattheis, Jessica Nicholson, Connor 


Regan, Susan Bjelajac, Nicole Munger, 
Dave Stracke, Spencer Dove, Lynette 
Heinz, Adam Webb, Hillary Granier, 
Patricia Camacho, Janine Kramer, 
Tracy Frank, Ricky Hankies, Michelle 


Benzenhoefer, Susan Pullen, Sadie 
Stone, Dawn Hendrickson, Terie 
Fightmaster, Vickie Myers, Marcel 
Adams, Alicia McClain, Claire 


Whillans, Jordan Garrett, Sierra Stahl, 
Pedro Manancero, Andrea Timberlake, 
Jessie Garrett, Brynn Doherty, Brit- 
tany Dunn, C. Reid Johnson, Angela 
Underwood, Kate Haselhoff, Rebecca 
Dale, Grace Rogers, Allana Alexander, 
Andrew Stanek, Kevin Febus, Amy 
Gernert, Melissa Franklin, Erik 
Nielsen, Tyler McDaniel, Stephen 
Mulrine, Wendy Atkins, Samantha 
Foster, Dean Ober, Jade Thiraswas, 
Danielle Discepoli, Carolyn Hunter, 
Andrea Forney, Brenna Garman, Emily 
Dimaio, Christopher Kleinsmith, An- 
drew Bruner, Michele Widd-Williams, 
Mary Thomas, Lisa Dougan, Alejandra 
Rios-Gutierrez, Elena Adlon Place, 
Peter Moosman, Kaylee Galvez, Nicole 
Eneff, Annette Hearing, Nathan Keller, 
Eva Posner, Latrisha McGhee, Chris- 
tina Harrington, Joshua Hampton, 
Noah Eckstein, D.J. Morgan, Maryanne 
Rieder, Katherine Sasser, Jaclyn Licht, 
Robin Uribe, Jonathan Main, Ian 
Koski, Kaitlyn Scott, Brett Stauner, 
Dawn La Bounty, Deepan Rajaratnam, 
Sarah Henn, Jaquelyn Musselman, 
Charles Coats, Vanessa Walters, 
Chelsie Asher, Daniel Underwood, 
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Chandler Kemp, Matthew Bowen, 
Margo Cowan, Joseph Denny, Harrison 
McIntosh, Drew McKinnie, Jesse Ji- 
menez, Nancy Floeter, Kimberleigh 
Allen, Jamie McKay, Amos Allen, Toni 
Glaess, Shayleen Kurtz, Matthew 
Gaby, Lucas Neuman, Danny Couto, 
Kathleen Barnett, Debra Zens, Micah 
Aumen, Sarah Lake, Maxim Gantman, 
Jonathan Rakofsky, Noelle Quanci, 
Jordan Green, Neil-Brian Samen, 
Annamarie Reese, Jeffrey Man, Willard 
Williams, Tammy Brown, Noor Tozy, 
Daniel Smith, Grace Bennett, James 
Daley, Akshay Chalana, Leisa Thomp- 
son, Carol Maynard, Casey Gordon, 
Christopher Hays, Earnest Miller, 
Carol Lee Saffioti-Hughes, Alan 
Solinger, Carol Solinger, Peter Russell, 
Michael Reed, Zachary Patten, Dustin 
Davis. 


ee 


ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 


SACO, MAINE 


e Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, today I 
wish to commemorate the 250th anni- 
versary of the City of Saco, ME, one of 
the oldest communities in New Eng- 
land and one that exemplifies the de- 
termination and resiliency of its peo- 
ple. In 1617, 3 years before the Pilgrims 
landed at Plymouth, the English ex- 
plorer Richard Vines established a test 
winter settlement along a sheltered 
cove on the coast of Maine. That set- 
tlement where the Saco River meets 
the sea, grew, prospered, and eventu- 
ally was incorporated in 1762. 

The name ‘‘Saco’’ is derived from the 
Abenaki word for ‘‘mouth of the tidal 
stream,” and the sheltered cove, 
known today as Biddeford Pool, had 
been a thriving center of Native Amer- 
ican villages and cultivated fields dat- 
ing back to prehistoric times. Al- 
though some 37 English families—fish- 
ermen, traders, lumberjacks, and farm- 
ers—relocated there within 20 years of 
Mr. Vine’s exploration, growth was sti- 
fled by frequent armed conflicts with 
the French during those early colonial 
times. 

The conflicts subsided and in 1716 a 
young merchant named William 
Pepperrell purchased 5,000 acres along 
the Saco River for a lumber operation. 
The small village began to prosper. In 
1752, Sir William Pepperrell, by then a 
war hero and the first person born in 
America to be made an English bar- 
onet, donated a parcel to be a village 
common, burial ground, and site for a 
meetinghouse. Ten years later, the set- 


tlers incorporated as the town of 
Pepperrellborough, in honor of their 
benefactor. 


In 1805, the long name was replaced 
with the much shorter Abenaki word, 
but the vision and energy of William 
Pepperrell lived on. First with water 
power and then with steam, Saco and 
its sister city across the river, Bidde- 
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ford, became leading manufacturing 
centers of the industrial age in North 
America. At Saco Falls, 17 sawmills 
supplied Maine’s shipbuilders. On Fac- 
tory Island, Saco Iron Works opened in 
1811, followed shortly by foundries, har- 
ness makers, and machine shops. With 
the arrival of the railroad came the 
great engine of the community’s econ- 
omy—vast, bustling textile mills. 

That Saco is a city built by the 
skilled hands of past generations is evi- 
dent in the fine architecture cherished 
by the residents of today. Nine prop- 
erties are listed on the National Reg- 
ister of Historic Places, including the 
First parish Congregational Church, 
City Hall, and many homes in the 
Georgian, Federal, Greek Revival, and 
Victorian styles. 

The decline of American manufac- 
turing in the late 20th century pre- 
sented Saco with one of the greatest 
challenges in its history. It is a chal- 
lenge that is being met with the same 
strength demonstrated by its early set- 
tlers. The abandoned mills on Factory 
Island are undergoing a transformation 
with residential, educational, and busi- 
ness uses, bringing an economic 
renassance to the downtown. Today, 
Saco is a center for tourism, education, 
and the arts. Its skilled workers keep 
the city on the forefront of high-tech 
manufacturing, including invaluable 
contributions to our Nation’s security 
in the defense industry. A community 
that once used waterfalls to power saw- 
mills now uses clean, renewable wind 
energy to light its beautiful passenger 
rail station. 

Mr. President, the yearlong celebra- 
tion now underway is not merely about 
the passing of time. It is about human 
accomplishment. We celebrate the peo- 
ple who for more than 2⁄2 centuries 
have pulled together, cared for one an- 
other, and built a great community. 
Thanks to those who came before, 
Saco, ME, has a wonderful history. 
Thanks to those here today, it has a 
bright future.e 


Ee 


RECOGNIZING THE GEORGIA 
PEANUT COMMISSION 


e Mr. ISAKSON. Mr. President, today I 
wish to honor in the RECORD the 50th 
anniversary of the Georgia Peanut 
Commission. 

In 1961, the Georgia Agricultural 
Commodity Commission for Peanuts 
was established under the Commodities 
Promotion Act. The Commission con- 
ducts programs in the areas of pro- 
motion, research and education, and it 
is funded by peanut producers. 

Today, the Commission represents 
over 3,500 peanut farmers in our great 
State of Georgia who produce nearly 
half of our nation’s peanuts. The Geor- 
gia peanut industry contributes an es- 
timated $2 billion to our State’s econ- 
omy and provides more than _ 50,000 
jobs, making it a vital component to 
the citizens of our State. 
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Georgia peanuts are simply delicious, 
and the Georgia Peanut Commission 
sends my Senate office and other Geor- 
gia congressional offices lots of its sig- 
nature little red bags of Georgia pea- 
nuts to give out to our constituents. In 
fact, the Georgia Peanut Commission 
distributes an impressive 2 million 
bags of Georgia peanuts far and wide 
each year. 

I am proud to honor the Georgia pea- 
nut industry, which is critically impor- 
tant to our State and Nation, and I 
congratulate the Georgia Peanut Com- 
mission on its 50th anniversary.e 


EE 
EUREKA, SOUTH DAKOTA 


e Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota. Mr. 
President, today I wish to recognize 
the 125th anniversary of the founding 
of Eureka, SD. Eureka is a town with a 
remarkable history deeply intertwined 
with the State of South Dakota and 
the country at large. 

At its founding in 1887, Eureka was 
merely the end of the line for one sec- 
tion of the Chicago, Milwaukee, and St. 
Paul Railroad, but its bountiful water 
supply and strategic location between 
Bismark, ND and Pierre, SD assured 
that within just 5 years it would be- 
come the largest primary wheat ship- 
ping point in the entire world. It also 
became a haven for ethnic Germans 
who fled the oppression of Czarist Rus- 
sia, a cultural heritage which is proud- 
ly maintained today. During World 
War II, Eureka again proved its worth 
to the country, as its proud farmers 
worked hard to make sure America’s 
Armed Forces overseas were well fed. 

More modern town heroes include 
Kathryn Schulkoski, who served as the 
town’s librarian for 42 years, and whose 
name is now borne by the library she 
dedicated her life to. The town has pro- 
duced nationally known figures as well, 
including Al Neuharth, founder of USA 
Today, and Marlene Hagge, a founding 
member of the LPGA and inductee to 
the World Golf Hall of Fame. 

Today, Eureka keeps its heritage 
alive with events such as the annual 
Schmeckfest, first started by the 
town’s Germans from Russia chapter in 
1987, which continues to be a major 
draw for visitors; the Eureka Pioneer 
Museum, which gives visitors a won- 
derful look at the town’s history and 
features a famous 37 foot tall wheat 
stalk statue; and of course kuchen, the 
delicious pastry dish which, after suc- 
cessful lobbying by the town, became 
the official dessert of the State of 
South Dakota. 

Eureka will celebrate its 
quasquicentennial with carnivals, a pa- 
rade, concerts, and a fireworks display 
over Lake Eureka. These events will 
bring the town’s residents together and 
remind them of their long and rich his- 
tory. 

Once again, I congratulate Eureka on 
reaching this milestone and all it has 
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accomplished in the process. I also join 
its residents in believing that the 
town’s best days lie ahead.e 


ee 


ORIENT, SOUTH DAKOTA 


e Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota. Mr. 
President, today I wish to pay tribute 
to the 125th anniversary of the found- 
ing of Orient, SD. Orient is a warm and 
tight knit community, and residents 
are proud of their town’s legacy of ac- 
complishment. The people of Orient 
will be celebrating the 
quasquicentennial anniversary of their 
community on the weekend of July 6- 
8. 

Orient was founded when a small 
group of Civil War veterans moved 
westward in hopes of establishing their 
own town in the Dakota Territory. 
Having fought in the Battle of Gettys- 
burg, they originally hoped to name 
their new home Gettysburg, but soon 
realized that a town by that name was 
located less than three miles east. Al- 
though the exact origins of the name 
Orient are unknown, it is believed that 
Donald McKary and L. J. Jones decided 
on the final name for the nascent town. 
Orient was officially recognized as a 
town on October 8, 1887. 

Orient flourished as a result of the 
railroad that ran through the town at 
the time of its founding. In its first 
years as a small, vibrant community, 
it rightfully earned the nickname, 
“The Metropolis of the Great Ree Val- 
ley.” Early Orient was home to its own 
literary society, singing school, attor- 
ney, drug store, and many other small 
businesses, including the town news- 
paper, ‘“‘The Weekly Pioneer.” The 
hardy community weathered many 
challenges, including fires, tornadoes, 
and some of the most severe blizzards 
in American history, but through these 
obstacles, Orient remained optimistic 
and determined. 

Residents of Orient plan to com- 
memorate their town’s anniversary 
with a weekend of events, including a 
school reunion, parade, softball tour- 
nament, and dance. The celebration 
will also include digging up the 1987 
Time Capsule, buried on the centennial 
anniversary of Orient’s founding, as 
well as a reflection of ‘‘Life in Orient,” 
which will bring together residents of 
the town from 25, 50, and 75 years ago. 

Orient was founded by a coalition of 
veterans, dreaming of a friendly and 
energetic community they could call 
home. To this day, that legacy lives on, 
and towns like Orient represent the 
foundation of South Dakota, embody- 
ing the values our State holds dear. I 
am proud to congratulate the people of 
Orient on reaching this historic mile- 
stone.e@ 


EE 
REMEMBERING OLIVER BROWN 
WOLF 


e Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota. Mr. 
President, today I wish to recognize 
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Oliver Phillip Brown Wolf, a World War 
II veteran of the Cheyenne River Sioux 
Tribe in South Dakota. Brown Wolf 
passed away on May 28, 2012. The com- 
munity of Eagle Butte, SD and the 
Cheyenne River Indian Reservation has 
lost a war hero and friend. 

Oliver Brown Wolf was born on Feb- 
ruary 4, 1924 in Ziebach County, SD. At 
the age of 18 years old, Oliver enlisted 
in the United States Army in 1943 and 
served during World War II. Brown 
Wolf was a part of the U.S. Army 42nd 
Infantry Division and served as infan- 
try scout and was involved in the lib- 
eration of the Dachau Concentration 
Camp. Oliver received three Bronze 
Stars for his service in World War II 
and was honorably discharged in March 
of 1946. 

Oliver Brown Wolf continued his 
service as an appointed tribal veterans 
service officer for the Cheyenne River 
Sioux Tribe, which he held for more 
than 25 years. Brown Wolf also was a 
member of the American Legion Post 
#308 and the Veterans of Foreign Wars. 
Oliver dedicated his life to ensuring 
that veterans received the honor and 
recognition that they deserved for 
their military service. 

Throughout his life, Oliver was also 
committed to his culture and his fam- 
ily. Oliver was a member of many cul- 
tural organizations on the Cheyenne 
River Indian Reservation. He enjoyed 
sharing his Lakota way of life with the 
community. Oliver played a vital role 
in starting a cultural center and the 
International Sundance for the com- 
munity. 

Oliver Brown Wolf’s family is very 
proud of his service to his country, 
tribe, and fellow veterans. This 
untiring service will surely be missed 
by those who had the opportunity to 
meet and work with Oliver. At the cen- 
ter of each Tribal community, strong 
leaders are present to provide guidance 
and advice, and the Cheyenne River 
Sioux Tribe certainly benefited from 
Oliver’s contributions.e 


EE 


TRIBUTE TO GARY AND MARSHA 
TANKENOFF 


e Ms. KLOBUCHAR. Mr. President, 
today I wish to pay tribute to a truly 
remarkable couple from my home 
State of Minnesota, a husband and wife 
who have gone above and beyond in 
their dedication to the causes of jus- 
tice, equality and opportunity. 

Over the years, Gary and Marsha 
Tankenoff have poured their time and 
energy into a wide range of commu- 
nity-oriented causes, from religious or- 
ganizations to educational institu- 
tions. The strength of their commit- 
ment to Tzedakah is matched only by 
the depth of their devotion to one an- 
other. 

Through the Tankenoff Families 
Foundation, Gary and Marsha have 
touched the lives of countless Minneso- 
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tans. They are a shining example of the 
way we in Minnesota have always come 
together to lift up our neighbors in 
need. 

As a family of strong Jewish faith, 
the Tankenoffs have been a driving 
force behind the Minneapolis Jewish 
Federation, the Jewish Community Re- 
lations Council and Herzl Camp. They 
are active members of Minnesota’s 
Jewish community and tireless advo- 
cates for the core causes and values of 
their faith. 

Minnesota is a more decent, inclu- 
sive, and forward thinking State be- 
cause of people like Gary and Marsha 
Tankenoff.e 


EE 
EUREKA, SOUTH DAKOTA 


e Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, today I 
wish to recognize Eureka, SD. The 
town of Eureka will commemorate the 
125th anniversary of its founding this 
year. 

Platted on October 3, 1887, at the 
“end of the track,” Eureka began as a 
railroad town. AS was common in the 
area, Eureka was founded primarily by 
Russian-German immigrants, who 
learned to adapt and survive in the 
harsh and unsettled State of South Da- 
kota. These steadfast settlers dealt 
with severe weather from blizzards to 
droughts. 

With determination, the settlers 
built a strong agricultural economy. In 
the late 1890s, it was often called the 
Wheat Capital as it was one of the 
world’s largest inland wheat centers. In 
1892, more than 3,300 train cars of 
wheat from 35 elevators and ware- 
houses were exported from Eureka. In 
1977, a strain of wheat was even named 
Eureka in honor of the town. Today 
Eureka takes pride in its beautiful rec- 
reational opportunities and its active 
and engaged community. 

Eureka has been a successful commu- 
nity for the past 125 years, and I am 
confident it will continue to serve as 
an example of South Dakota values and 
traditions. I would like to offer my 
congratulations to the citizens of Eure- 
ka on this landmark occasion and wish 
them continued prosperity in the years 
to come.e 


eS 
FULTON, SOUTH DAKOTA 


e Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, today I 
wish to recognize Fulton, SD. The town 
of Fulton will commemorate the 125th 
anniversary of its founding this year. 
Fulton sits in the northwest section 
of Hanson County and became a town 
in June of 1887. Originally part of the 
Great American Desert, Fulton began 
as a railroad town during the early 
days of Dakota Territory. The first set- 
tlers in Fulton withstood numerous 
hardships such as troublesome horse 
thieves, prairie fires, and the dev- 
astating blizzard of October 14, 1880, 
whose sudden and devastating force 
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tied up the railroad service and ma- 
rooned every settlement in the area. 
Fulton prides itself on its excellent 
pheasant hunting and fertile farmland. 
The area was described by an early sur- 
veyor as ‘an attractive place to one 
seeking a good farm or a pleasant 
home,” and Fulton still maintains that 
appearance today. 

Fulton has been a successful commu- 
nity for the past 125 years, and I am 
confident it will continue to serve as 
an example of South Dakota values and 
traditions. I would like to offer my 
congratulations to the citizens of Ful- 
ton on this landmark occasion and 
wish them continued prosperity in the 
years to come.@ 


EE 
MONROE, SOUTH DAKOTA 


e Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, today I 
wish to recognize Monroe, SD. The 
town of Monroe will commemorate the 
125th anniversary of its founding this 
year. 

First Known as Warrington, Monroe 
was named after the fifth President of 
the United States, James Monroe. The 
first settlers, predominantly German 
and Dutch, came to Monroe to build a 
community for their children and fu- 
ture generations. 

Most settlers lived in sod houses and 
relied on agriculture because the land 
was fertile. As did many young commu- 
nities during that time, Monroe felt 
more than its fair share of hardships, 
including a fire that destroyed many 
businesses on Main Street in 1915. With 
hardships, there also came success. 
With community cooperation, the te- 
nacious town rebuilt and now cele- 
brates 125 years of hard work and dedi- 
cation. 

Monroe has been a successful commu- 
nity for the past 125 years, and I am 
confident it will continue to serve as 
an example of South Dakota values and 
traditions. I would like to offer my 
congratulations to the citizens of Mon- 
roe on this landmark occasion and wish 
them continued prosperity in the years 
to come.e 


EE 
ORIENT, SOUTH DAKOTA 


e Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, today I 
wish to recognize Orient, SD. The town 
of Orient will commemorate the 125th 
anniversary of its founding this year. 
Orient was platted on October 3, 1887. 
Known as the southern terminus of the 
Roscoe and Orient branch of the Chi- 
cago, Milwaukee, and Saint Paul Rail- 
road, Orient grew in the coal and lum- 
ber trade. As is the case with many 
South Dakota communities, Orient 
maintains ample opportunities for out- 
door activities such as pheasant and 
duck hunting. Orient’s close proximity 
to the Lake Louise recreational area 
provides its residents with beautiful 
hiking trails, camping areas, and fish- 
ing. The residents of Orient have built 
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a welcoming and close-knit commu- 
nity. 

Orient has been a successful commu- 
nity for the past 125 years, and I am 
confident it will continue to serve as 
an example of South Dakota values and 
traditions. I would like to offer my 
congratulations to the citizens of Ori- 
ent on this landmark occasion and 
wish them continued prosperity in the 
years to come.@ 


SE 


PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS 


The following petitions and memo- 
rials were laid before the Senate and 
were referred or ordered to lie on the 
table as indicated: 


POM-102. A resolution adopted by the 
House of Representatives of the State of 
Alaska in support of providing TRICARE 
program health care benefits to United 
States Coast Guard and military retirees as 
promised; to the Committee on Armed Serv- 
ices. 


HOUSE RESOLVE No. 10 


Whereas recruiting and maintaining a 
high-quality, all-volunteer, effective mili- 
tary force to safeguard national security is a 
primary goal of the United States Depart- 
ment of Defense; and 

Whereas persons who volunteer for mili- 
tary service are at risk of mortal harm 
throughout the time they serve; and 

Whereas the people of the state and nation 
rely on the men and women who serve in the 
military to execute faithfully that service; 
and 

Whereas it is reasonable for the men and 
women who serve in the military to rely on 
promises made to them by the people of the 
state and nation; and 

Whereas men and women who serve in the 
military and the United States Coast Guard 
have been promised they will receive mili- 
tary retiree health care benefits from the 
TRICARE program of the United States De- 
partment of Defense Military Health System 
(10 U.S.C. 55) after they perform 20 or more 
years of honorable military service; and 

Whereas breaking that promise would be 
dishonorable; be it 

Resolved that the House of Representatives 
supports providing to military retirees who 
have kept their oaths of office and served the 
people of the state and nation the TRICARE 
program health care benefits they were 
promised in exchange for that service with- 
out their being required to participate in 
health care programs that are more expen- 
sive to them than the TRICARE program and 
without their eligibility for TRICARE pro- 
gram health care benefits being made sub- 
ject to means testing. 

POM-103. A resolution adopted by the Sen- 
ate of the State of Massachusetts supporting 
the inclusion of Taiwan in international or- 
ganizations and agreements; to the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Relations. 


RESOLUTION 


Whereas, Taiwan, a beacon of freedom and 
democracy in the Asia-Pacific region, held a 
successful general election on January 14, 
2012, during which it elected a president, 
vice-president and members of its legisla- 
ture; and 

Whereas, the recently re-elected president 
Ma Ying-Jeou has worked tirelessly to up- 
hold democratic principles in Taiwan, ensure 
the prosperity of the people of Taiwan, pro- 
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mote Taiwan’s international standing as a 
responsible member of the international 
community, increase participation in inter- 
national organizations, dispatch humani- 
tarian missions abroad and further improve 
relations between the United States and Tai- 
wan; and 

Whereas, the commonwealth has enjoyed 
an especially close relationship with Taiwan, 
marked by strong bilateral trade, edu- 
cational and cultural exchange and scientific 
and technological development; and 

Whereas, on November 12, 2011, United 
States President Barack Obama and the 
leaders of 8 Transpacific partnership coun- 
tries announced the establishment of broad 
outlines for a 21st century Transpacific part- 
nership agreement to forge close linkages 
among the partner countries’ economies, en- 


hance competitiveness and benefit con- 
sumers; and 
Whereas, the latest data indicates that 


8,797 companies exported goods from Massa- 
chusetts in 2009, rendering the Asia-Pacific 
market the Commonwealth’s largest export 
market in the world; and 

Whereas, thirteen billion dollars, or 50 per 
cent, of Massachusetts’ total exports went to 
markets in the Asia-Pacific region, sup- 
porting an estimated 134,000 jobs; and 

Whereas, the United Nations framework 
convention on climate change is the world’s 
leading response to global clmate change and 
Taiwan has expressed a keen interest in 
being included in the convention’s work and 
in contributing to the global effort address- 
ing climate change; and 

Whereas, Taiwan serves as a critical air 
transport hub in the Asia-Pacific region and 
the Taipei flight information region under 
Taiwan’s jurisdiction covers an area of 
176,000 square nautical miles, through which 
1.35 million controlled flights pass each year; 
and 

Whereas, the travelling public would ben- 
efit from the inclusion of Taiwan in the 
International Civil Aviation Organization; 
now therefore be it 

Resolved, That the Massachusetts General 
Court hereby congratulates the people of 
Taiwan on their recent elections and further 
expresses its support for Taiwan’s inclusion 
in international organizations and agree- 
ments; and be it further 

Resolved, that a copy of these resolutions 
be transmitted forthwith by the clerk of the 
Senate to the President of the United States, 
the presiding officer of each branch of Con- 
gress and to the members thereof from the 
Commonwealth, to the Honorable Deval Pat- 
rick, Governor of the Commonwealth, to the 
Honorable Ma Ying-Jeou, president of Tai- 
wan and to Anne Hung, Director-General of 
the Taipei Economic and Cultural Office in 
Boston. 

POM-104. A concurrent resolution adopted 
by the Legislature of the State of Arizona 
opposing sections of the National Defense 
Authorization Act as being in violation of 
the limits of federal power; to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 


SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION No. 1011 


Whereas, the Congress of the United States 
passed the National Defense Authorization 
Act, 2011 Public Law 112-81, (‘‘2012 NDAA’’) 
for fiscal year 2012 on December 15, 2011; and 

Whereas, the President of the United 
States signed the 2012 NDAA into law on De- 
cember 31, 2011; and 

Whereas, section 1021 of the 2012 NDAA 
purports to authorize, but does not require, 
the President of the United States to use the 
armed forces of the United States to detain 
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persons the President suspects were part of, 
or substantially supported, Al-Oaeda, the 
Taliban or associated forces; and 

Whereas, section 1021 of the 2012 NDAA 
purports to authorize, but does not require, 
the President of the United States, through 
the armed forces of the United States, to dis- 
pose of such detained persons according to 
the Law of War, which may include: (1) in- 
definite detention without charge or trial 
until the end of hostilities authorized by the 
2001 Authorization for Use of Military Force 
Against Terrorists, 2001 Public Law 107-40: 
(2) prosecution through a military commis- 
sion; or (3) transfer to a foreign country or 
foreign entity; and 

Whereas, section 1021 of the 2012 NDAA 
seeks to preserve existing law and authori- 
ties pertaining to the detention of United 
States citizens, lawful resident aliens of the 
United States and any other person captured 
in the United States, but does not specify 
what such existing law or authorities are; 
and 

Whereas, section 1021 of the 2012 NDAA 
purports to enlarge the scope of the persons 
the Office of the President may indefinitely 
detain beyond those responsible for the Sep- 
tember 11, 2001 terrorist attacks, and those 
who harbored them, as purportedly author- 
ized by the 2001 Authorization for Use of 
Military Force Against Terrorists, to now in- 
clude ‘‘[a] person who was a part of or sub- 
stantially supported Al-Oaeda, the Taliban, 
or associated forces that are engaged in hos- 
tilities against the United States or its coa- 
lition partners, including any person who 
has committed a belligerent act or has di- 
rectly supported such hostilities in aid of 
such enemy forces’’; and 

Whereas, section 1022 of the 2012 NDAA re- 
quires the armed forces of the United States 
to detain, pending disposition according to 
the Law of War, any person involved in, or 
who provided substantial support to, ter- 
rorism or belligerent acts against the United 
States, and who is a member of Al-Qaeda or 
an associated force; and 

Whereas, the exemption for citizens of the 
United States in section 1022 of the 2012 
NDAA only exempts them from a require- 
ment to detain and reads as follows, ‘‘The re- 
quirement to detain a person in military cus- 
tody under this section does not extend to 
citizens of the United States’’; and 

Whereas, unlike section 1022 of the 2012 
NDAA, section 1021 makes no specific exclu- 
sion for United States citizens and lawful 
resident aliens for conduct occurring within 
the United States; and 

Whereas, the specific exclusion of applica- 
tion to United States citizens and lawful 
resident aliens contained in section 1022 of 
the 2012 NDAA, and the absence of such an 
exclusion in section 1021 of the NDAA, 
strongly implies that the provisions of sec- 
tion 1021 are intended to apply to all people, 
including United States citizens and lawful 
resident aliens. whether or not they are cap- 
tured in the United States; and 

Whereas, the Office of the President of the 
United States, under the administrations of 
both George W. Bush and Barack Obama, has 
asserted that the 2001 Authorization for the 
Use of Military Force Against Terrorists al- 
lows the Office of the President to indefi- 
nitely detain without charge persons, includ- 
ing United States citizens and lawful resi- 
dent aliens, who are captured in the United 
States; and 

Whereas, United States Senator Carl Levin 
declared on the floor of the United States 
Senate that the original 2012 NDAA provided 
that section 1021 (then section 1031 prior to 
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final drafting) specifically would not apply 
to United States citizens, but that the Office 
of the President of the United States had re- 
quested that such a restriction be removed 
from the 2012 NDAA; and 

Whereas, during debate in the Senate and 
before the passage of the 2012 NDAA, United 
States Senator Mark Udall introduced an 
amendment intended to forbid the indefinite 
detention of United States citizens, which 
was rejected by a vote of 38-60; and 

Whereas, United States Senator John 
McCain and United States Senator Lindsey 
Graham declared on the floor of the United 
States Senate that section 1021 of the 2012 
NDAA authorized the indefinite detention of 
United States citizens captured within the 
United States by the armed forces of the 
United States; and 

Whereas, United States Senator Lindsey 
Graham declared on the floor of the United 
States Senate that the United States home- 
land is now part of ‘‘the battlefield”; and 

Whereas, policing the United States by the 
armed forces of the United States, as pur- 
portedly authorized by the 2012 NDAA, over- 
turns the posse comitatus doctrine and is re- 
pugnant to a free society; and 

Whereas, sections 1021 and 1022 of the 2012 
NDAA, as they purport to authorize the de- 
tainment of persons captured within the 
United States without charge or trial, mili- 
tary tribunals for persons captured within 
the United States and the transfer of persons 
captured within the United States to foreign 
jurisdictions, violate the following rights en- 
shrined in the Constitution of the United 
States: 

Article I, section 9, clause 2 right to seek 
a writ of habeas corpus. 

The First Amendment right to petition the 
government for a redress of grievances. 

The Fourth Amendment right to be free 
from unreasonable searches and seizures. 

The Fifth Amendment right to be free from 
charge for an infamous or capitol crime until 
presentment or indictment by a grand jury. 

The Fifth Amendment right to be free from 
deprivation of life, liberty or property with- 
out due process of law. 

The Sixth Amendment right in criminal 
prosecutions to enjoy a speedy trial by an 
impartial jury in the state and district 
where the crime was allegedly committed. 

The Sixth Amendment right to be in- 
formed of the nature and cause of the accu- 
sation. 

The Sixth Amendment right to confront 
witnesses. 

The Sixth Amendment right to counsel. 

The Eighth Amendment right to be free 
from excessive bail and fines, and cruel and 
unusual punishment. 

The Fourteenth Amendment right to be 
free from deprivation of life, liberty or prop- 
erty without due process of law. 

Whereas, the members of the Legislature 
of Arizona have taken an oath to uphold the 
Constitution of the United States and the 
Constitution of the State of Arizona; and 

Whereas, this Legislature opposes any and 
all rules, laws, regulations, bill language or 
executive orders that amount to an over- 
reach of the federal government and that ef- 
fectively take away civil liberties; and 

Whereas, it is indisputable that the threat 
of terrorism is real and that the full force of 
appropriate and constitutional law must be 
used to defeat this threat, yet winning the 
war against terror cannot come at the great 
expense of mitigating basic, fundamental 
constitutional rights; and 

Whereas, undermining our own constitu- 
tional rights serves only to concede to the 
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terrorists’ demands of changing the fabric of 
what made the United States of America a 
country of freedom, liberty and opportunity; 
therefore be it 

Resolved by the Senate of the State of Ari- 
zona, the House of Representatives concurring: 

1. That the Members of the Legislature 
condemn sections 1021 and 1022 of the 2012 
NDAA as they purport to repeal posse com- 
itatus and authorize the President of the 
United States to use the armed forces of the 
United States to police American citizens, to 
indefinitely detain persons captured within 
the United States without charge until the 
end of hostilities as purportedly authorized 
by the 2001 Authorization for Use of Military 
Force, to subject persons captured within 
the United States to military tribunals, and 
to transfer persons captured within the 
United States to a foreign country or foreign 
entity. 

2. That the Members of the Legislature 
find that the enactment into law by the 
United States Congress of sections 1021 and 
1022 of the National Defense Authorization 
Act of 2012 is inimical to the liberty, secu- 
rity and well-being of the people of Arizona 
and that those sections were adopted by Con- 
gress in violation of the limits of federal 
power in the United States Constitution. 

3. That the Secretary of State of the State 
of Arizona transmit copies of this Resolution 
to the President of the United States, the 
President of the United States Senate, the 
Speaker of the United States House of Rep- 
resentatives and each Member of Congress 
from the State of Arizona. 


POM-105. A resolution adopted by the Leg- 
islature of Rockland County, New York, urg- 
ing Algonquin Gas Transmission Corporation 
to prepare and submit to the Federal Energy 
Regulatory Commission (FERC) an addi- 
tional means of access to the pipeline and fa- 
cilities operating in and through Kakiat 
Park, and urging FERC to reject any appli- 
cation for expansion or modification of 
Algonquin’s facilities absent a plan for emer- 
gency access; to the Committee on Energy 
and Natural Resources. 


ee 


INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 


The following bills and joint resolu- 
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second times by unanimous con- 
sent, and referred as indicated: 

By Mr. KERRY (for himself, Mr. RUBIO, 
and Mr. CARDIN): 

S. 3341. A bill to require a quadrennial di- 
plomacy and development review, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Foreign 
Relations. 


EE 


SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND 
SENATE RESOLUTIONS 


The following concurrent resolutions 
and Senate resolutions were read, and 
referred (or acted upon), as indicated: 


By Mr. MENENDEZ (for himself and 
Ms. SNOWE): 

S. Res. 505. A resolution congratulating His 
Holiness Dorje Chang Buddha III and The 
Honorable Benjamin A. Gilman on being 
awarded the 2010 World Peace Prize; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. REID (for himself and Mr. 
MCCONNELL): 

S. Res. 506. A resolution to authorize legal 
representation in Bilbrey v. Tyler; consid- 
ered and agreed to. 
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By Mr. RUBIO (for himself and Mr. 
NELSON of Florida): 

S. Res. 507. A resolution congratulating the 
Miami Heat for winning the National Bas- 
ketball Association Championship; consid- 
ered and agreed to. 

By Mr. BLUNT (for himself, Mrs. 
McCASKILL, and Mr. NELSON of Flor- 
ida): 

S. Res. 508. A resolution recognizing the 
teams and players of Negro League Baseball 
for their achievements, dedication, sac- 
rifices, and contributions to baseball and the 
Nation; considered and agreed to. 

By Mr. BLUNT (for himself and Mrs. 
MCCASKILL): 

S. Res. 509. A resolution recognizing Major 
League Baseball as an important part of the 
cultural history of American society, cele- 
brating the 2012 Major League Baseball All- 
Star Game, and honoring Kansas City, Mis- 
souri, as the host city of the 83rd All-Star 
Game; considered and agreed to. 

By Ms. MIKULSKI (for herself and Ms. 
MURKOWSKI): 

S. Res. 510. A resolution designating the 
month of June 2012 as “National 
Cytomegalovirus Awareness Month’’; consid- 
ered and agreed to. 


Á 


ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 


S. 362 
At the request of Mr. WHITEHOUSE, 
the names of the Senator from Mis- 
souri (Mrs. MCCASKILL) and the Sen- 
ator from Idaho (Mr. CRAPO) were 
added as cosponsors of S. 362, a bill to 
amend the Public Health Service Act 
to provide for a Pancreatic Cancer Ini- 
tiative, and for other purposes. 
S. 434 
At the request of Mr. COCHRAN, the 
name of the Senator from Arkansas 
(Mr. BOOZMAN) was added as a cospon- 
sor of S. 434, a bill to improve and ex- 
pand geographic literacy among kin- 
dergarten through grade 12 students in 
the United States by improving profes- 
sional development programs for kin- 
dergarten through grade 12 teachers of- 
fered through institutions of higher 
education. 
S. 693 
At the request of Mr. McCAIN, the 
name of the Senator from Pennsyl- 
vania (Mr. TOOMEY) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 693, a bill to establish a 
term certain for the conservatorships 
of Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac, to pro- 
vide conditions for continued operation 
of such enterprises, and to provide for 
the wind down of such operations and 
dissolution of such enterprises. 
S. 941 
At the request of Mr. REED, the name 
of the Senator from South Dakota (Mr. 
JOHNSON) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 941, a bill to strengthen families’ en- 
gagement in the education of their 
children. 
S. 1299 
At the request of Mr. MORAN, the 
name of the Senator from Minnesota 
(Ms. KLOBUCHAR) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 1299, a bill to require the 
Secretary of the Treasury to mint 
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coins in commemoration of the centen- 
nial of the establishment of Lions 
Clubs International. 

S. 1747 

At the request of Mrs. HAGAN, the 
name of the Senator from Ohio (Mr. 
PORTMAN) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 1747, a bill to amend the Fair Labor 
Standards Act of 1938 to modify provi- 
sions relating to the exemption for 
computer systems analysts, computer 
programmers, software engineers, or 
other similarly skilled workers. 

S. 1843 

At the request of Mr. ISAKSON, the 
name of the Senator from North Da- 
kota (Mr. HOEVEN) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 1848, a bill to amend the 
National Labor Relations Act to pro- 
vide for appropriate designation of col- 
lective bargaining units. 

S. 1935 

At the request of Mrs. HAGAN, the 
names of the Senator from Kansas (Mr. 
MORAN), the Senator from New Mexico 
(Mr. BINGAMAN) and the Senator from 
Oregon (Mr. MERKLEY) were added as 
cosponsors of S. 1935, a bill to require 
the Secretary of the Treasury to mint 
coins in recognition and celebration of 
the 75th anniversary of the establish- 
ment of the March of Dimes Founda- 
tion. 

S. 1989 

At the request of Ms. CANTWELL, the 
names of the Senator from Connecticut 
(Mr. BLUMENTHAL) and the Senator 
from Ohio (Mr. BROWN) were added as 
cosponsors of S. 1989, a bill to amend 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to 
make permanent the minimum low-in- 
come housing tax credit rate for unsub- 
sidized buildings and to provide a min- 
imum 4 percent credit rate for existing 
buildings. 

S. 1994 

At the request of Mr. SCHUMER, the 
name of the Senator from Delaware 
(Mr. COONS) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1994, a bill to prohibit deceptive 
practices in Federal elections. 

S. 2036 

At the request of Mrs. GILLIBRAND, 
the name of the Senator from Wis- 
consin (Mr. JOHNSON) was withdrawn as 
a cosponsor of S. 2036, a bill to require 
the Secretary of the Treasury to mint 
coins in recognition and celebration of 
the National Baseball Hall of Fame. 

At the request of Mrs. GILLIBRAND, 
the names of the Senator from Michi- 
gan (Mr. LEVIN) and the Senator from 
Delaware (Mr. CARPER) were added as 
cosponsors of S. 2036, supra. 

S. 2099 

At the request of Mr. JOHNSON of 
South Dakota, the name of the Senator 
from Minnesota (Mr. FRANKEN) was 
added as a cosponsor of S. 2099, a bill to 
amend the Federal Deposit Insurance 
Act with respect to information pro- 
vided to the Bureau of Consumer Fi- 
nancial Protection. 
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S. 2165 

At the request of Mrs. BOXER, the 
names of the Senator from Minnesota 
(Mr. FRANKEN) and the Senator from 
Louisiana (Ms. LANDRIEU) were added 
as cosponsors of S. 2165, a bill to en- 
hance strategic cooperation between 
the United States and Israel, and for 
other purposes. 

S. 2189 

At the request of Mr. HARKIN, the 
name of the Senator from Minnesota 
(Mr. FRANKEN) was added as a cospon- 
sor of S. 2189, a bill to amend the Age 
Discrimination in Employment Act of 
1967 and other laws to clarify appro- 


priate standards for Federal anti- 
discrimination and _  antiretaliation 
claims, and for other purposes. 

S. 2239 


At the request of Mr. NELSON of Flor- 
ida, the name of the Senator from Ar- 
kansas (Mr. PRYOR) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 2239, a bill to direct the 
head of each agency to treat relevant 
military training as sufficient to sat- 
isfy training or certification require- 
ments for Federal licenses. 

S. 2241 


At the request of Mrs. MURRAY, the 
name of the Senator from New Hamp- 
shire (Mrs. SHAHEEN) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 2241, a bill to ensure that 
veterans have the information and pro- 
tections they require to make informed 
decisions regarding use of Post-9/11 
Educational Assistance, and for other 
purposes. 

S. 2364 


At the request of Ms. SNOWE, the 
name of the Senator from South Da- 
kota (Mr. JOHNSON) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 2364, a bill to extend the 
availability of low-interest refinancing 
under the local development business 
loan program of the Small Business 
Administration. 

S. 2374 


At the request of Mr. BINGAMAN, the 
name of the Senator from Kansas (Mr. 
ROBERTS) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 2374, a bill to amend the Helium Act 
to ensure the expedient and responsible 
draw-down of the Federal Helium Re- 
serve in a manner that protects the in- 
terests of private industry, the sci- 
entific, medical, and industrial com- 
munities, commercial users, and Fed- 
eral agencies, and for other purposes. 

S. 3179 


At the request of Mr. REED, the name 
of the Senator from Montana (Mr. 
TESTER) was added as a cosponsor of 8. 
3179, a bill to amend the 
Servicemembers Civil Relief Act to en- 
hance the protections accorded to 
servicemembers and their spouses with 
respect to mortgages, and for other 
purposes. 

S. 3199 

At the request of Mr. SCHUMER, the 

name of the Senator from Minnesota 
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(Mr. FRANKEN) was added as a cospon- 
sor of S. 3199, a bill to amend the Immi- 
gration and Nationality Act to stimu- 
late international tourism to the 
United States and for other purposes. 
S. 3204 
At the request of Mr. JOHANNS, the 
name of the Senator from Kansas (Mr. 
MORAN) was added as a cosponsor of 8S. 
3204, a bill to address fee disclosure re- 
quirements under the Electronic Fund 
Transfer Act, and for other purposes. 
S. 3206 
At the request of Mr. BOOZMAN, the 
name of the Senator from Georgia (Mr. 
ISAKSON) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
3206, a bill to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to extend the authoriza- 
tion of appropriations for the Sec- 
retary of Veterans Affairs to pay a 
monthly assistance allowance to dis- 
abled veterans training or competing 
for the Paralympic Team and the au- 
thorization of appropriations for the 
Secretary of Veterans Affairs to pro- 
vide assistance to United States 
Paralympics, Inc., and for other pur- 
poses. 
S. 3237 
At the request of Mr. WHITEHOUSE, 
the name of the Senator from New 
York (Mrs. GILLIBRAND) was added as a 
cosponsor of S. 3237, a bill to provide 
for the establishment of a Commission 
to Accelerate the End of Breast Cancer. 
S. 3270 
At the request of Mr. WYDEN, the 
name of the Senator from Wisconsin 
(Mr. KOHL) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 3270, a bill to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to require the Secretary 
of Veterans Affairs to consider the re- 
sources of individuals applying for pen- 
sion that were recently disposed of by 
the individuals for less than fair mar- 
ket value when determining the eligi- 
bility of such individuals for such pen- 
sion, and for other purposes. 
S. 3274 
At the request of Mr. KERRY, the 
names of the Senator from Connecticut 
(Mr. LIEBERMAN) and the Senator from 
Minnesota (Ms. KLOBUCHAR) were added 
as cosponsors of S. 3274, a bill to direct 
the Secretary of Commerce, in coordi- 
nation with the heads of other relevant 
Federal departments and agencies, to 
produce a report on enhancing the 
competitiveness of the United States in 
attracting foreign direct investment, 
and for other purposes. 
S. 3280 
At the request of Mr. JOHANNS, the 
name of the Senator from Idaho (Mr. 
RISCH) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
3280, a bill to preserve the companion- 
ship services exemption for minimum 
wage and overtime pay under the Fair 
Labor Standards Act of 1938. 
S. 3308 
At the request of Mr. HELLER, the 
name of the Senator from Maine (Ms. 
SNOWE) was added as a cosponsor of 8S. 
3308, a bill to amend title 38, United 
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States Code, to improve the furnishing 
of benefits for homeless veterans who 
are women or who have dependents, 
and for other purposes. 
S. 3313 
At the request of Mrs. MURRAY, the 
name of the Senator from Vermont 
(Mr. SANDERS) was added as a cospon- 
sor of S. 3313, a bill to amend title 38, 
United States Code, to improve the as- 
sistance provided by the Department of 
Veterans Affairs to women veterans, to 
improve health care furnished by the 
Department, and for other purposes. 
S. 3328 
At the request of Mr. LAUTENBERG, 
the name of the Senator from New 
York (Mrs. GILLIBRAND) was added as a 
cosponsor of S. 3328, a bill to provide 
grants for juvenile mentoring. 
S. 3340 
At the request of Mrs. MURRAY, the 
names of the Senator from Connecticut 
(Mr. BLUMENTHAL) and the Senator 
from Illinois (Mr. DURBIN) were added 
as cosponsors of S. 3340, a bill to im- 
prove and enhance the programs and 
activities of the Department of Defense 
and the Department of Veterans Af- 
fairs regarding suicide prevention and 
resilience and behavioral health dis- 
orders for members of the Armed 
Forces and veterans, and for other pur- 
poses. 
S. CON. RES. 48 
At the request of Mr. LEAHY, the 
names of the Senator from South Da- 
kota (Mr. JOHNSON), the Senator from 
Massachusetts (Mr. KERRY) and the 
Senator from West Virginia (Mr. 
MANCHIN) were added as cosponsors of 
S. Con. Res. 48, a concurrent resolution 
recognizing 375 years of service of the 
National Guard and affirming congres- 
sional support for a permanent Oper- 
ational Reserve as a component of the 
Armed Forces. 
S. RES. 496 
At the request of Mr. PRYOR, his 
name was added as a cosponsor of S. 
Res. 496, a resolution observing the his- 
torical significance of Juneteenth Inde- 
pendence Day. 


Ea 


STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 


By Mr. KERRY (for himself, Mr. 
RUBIO, and Mr. CARDIN): 

S. 3341. A bill to require a quadren- 
nial diplomacy and development re- 
view, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Foreign Relations. 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I rise 
today along with my colleagues from 
Florida and Maryland, Senator RUBIO 
and Senator CARDIN, to introduce the 
Quadrennial Diplomacy and Develop- 
ment Review Act of 2012. 

This legislation demonstrates 
Congress’s commitment to strength- 
ening the accountability and effective- 
ness of our foreign aid programs. With 
the United States facing critical for- 


June 26, 2012 


eign policy and development priorities 
worldwide, it is vital that we update 
our foreign aid programs to reflect the 
new challenges of the 21st century. 

The first-ever quadrennial review on 
diplomacy and development provided 
an important roadmap for increasing 
the effectiveness and efficiency of our 
diplomatic and development agencies. I 
applaud Secretary Clinton for her lead- 
ership in bringing this valuable plan- 
ning tool to the State Department. 

The purpose of our bill is straight- 
forward: In keeping with the practice 
of undertaking quadrennial reviews by 
various departments, including the De- 
partment of Defense, it creates the 
statutory basis for conducting periodi- 
cally scheduled reviews to guide the 
mission of the State Department and 
USAID. 

The Quadrennial Diplomacy and De- 
velopment Review Act will strengthen 
our diplomacy and development efforts 
in several key ways. Let me cite just a 
few specifically: 

First, this bill clarifies the measures 
by which we assess and evaluate our di- 
plomacy and development efforts. De- 
veloping clear metrics will further the 
effective and results-oriented diplo- 
macy and development efforts that I 
view as essential for protecting and ad- 
vancing our national security inter- 
ests. 

Second, this bill will focus our diplo- 
macy and development efforts in the 
most effective ways possible, getting 
the biggest bang for our scarce foreign 
assistance dollars. 

Third, it will help ensure that Con- 
gress and the Administration, working 
together, can set clear priorities for di- 
plomacy and development. As we face 
multiple crises and major challenges, 
setting priorities will be absolutely 
critical to our shared success going for- 
ward. We must continue to foster in- 
clusive and sustainable economic 
growth and vibrant civil societies. We 
must also focus on areas where we have 
comparative strengths, including pub- 
lic health, humanitarian aid and food 
security. 

Fourth, this bill will put our diplo- 
macy and development efforts on a sus- 
tainable path. It streamlines the proc- 
ess for working with the Department of 
Defense and it will help us bring all the 
tools of the United States Government 
to bear in meeting the complex chal- 
lenges of this new century. 

Finally, we all know that we need to 
strengthen our professional diplomatic 
expertise and capacity, target our in- 
vestments and untie the hands of our 
aid workers. The QDDR process and our 
bill provides the Secretary and Presi- 
dent with a comprehensive and analyt- 
ically sound basis for doing just that. 

Returning diplomacy and develop- 
ment to their rightful place cannot be 
achieved through words alone. This 
legislation translates words into deeds. 
And if that helps promote U.S. na- 
tional security interests and keeps us 
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safe, as I believe it will, then it’s time 
and effort well spent. 


SUBMITTED RESOLUTIONS 


SENATE RESOLUTION  505—CON- 
GRATULATING HIS HOLINESS 
DORJE CHANG BUDDHA III AND 
THE HONORABLE BENJAMIN A. 
GILMAN ON BEING AWARDED 
THE 2010 WORLD PEACE PRIZE 


Mr. MENENDEZ (for himself and Ms. 
SNOWE) submitted the following resolu- 
tion; which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary: 


S. RES. 505 


Whereas the World Peace Prize Awarding 
Council has recognized His Holiness Dorje 
Chang Buddha III (referred to in this pre- 
amble as ‘‘H.H. Dorje Chang Buddha III’’) for 
his devotion to an immensely wide scope of 
humanitarian activities directed at people 
from communities throughout the world; 

Whereas, through his wisdom and benevo- 
lence, H.H. Dorje Chang Buddha III embraces 
people of all races, ethnicities, cultures, and 
religions through an approach of kindness, 
peace, and equality toward all people; 

Whereas H.H. Dorje Chang Buddha III has 
received numerous awards, including the 
United States Presidential Gold Medal 
Award that the Chairman of the President’s 
Advisory Commission on Asian Americans 
and Pacific Islanders presented on behalf of 
President George W. Bush to H.H. Dorje 
Chang Buddha III for the outstanding con- 
tributions of H.H. Dorje Chang Buddha III to 
the arts, medicine, ethics, Buddhism, spir- 
itual leadership, and United States society; 

Whereas the World Peace Prize Awarding 
Council has recognized The Honorable Ben- 
jamin A. Gilman for being a life-long cham- 
pion of human rights who has fought world 
hunger, narcotics abuse, and narcotics traf- 
ficking; 

Whereas The Honorable Benjamin A. Gil- 
man has helped facilitate prisoner exchanges 
that have freed citizens of the United States 
who were being held in East Germany, Mo- 
zambique, Cuba, and several other countries; 
and 

Whereas The Honorable Benjamin A. Gil- 
man served 15 terms in the United States 
House of Representatives, during which time 
he served— 

(1) as Chairman of the Committee on Inter- 
national Relations of the United States 
House of Representatives; 

(2) aS a congressional delegate to the 
United Nations under Ambassador Jeane 
Kirkpatrick; 

(3) on the United States Commission on 
the Ukraine Famine; and 

(4) as Chairman of the House Select Com- 
mittee on Missing Persons in Southeast 
Asia: Now, therefore be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 

(1) congratulates His Holiness Dorje Chang 
Buddha III and The Honorable Benjamin A. 
Gilman on being awarded the 2010 World 
Peace Prize; and 

(2) commends His Holiness Dorje Chang 
Buddha III and The Honorable Benjamin A. 
Gilman for their humanitarian contributions 
to society in the United States. 
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SENATE RESOLUTION 506—TO AU- 
THORIZE LEGAL REPRESENTA- 
TION IN BILBREY V. TYLER 


Mr. REID (for himself and Mr. 
MCCONNELL) submitted the following 
resolution; which was considered and 
agreed to: 

S. REs. 506 


Whereas, in the case of Bilbrey v. Tyler, 
No. 18C04-1111-SC-2209, pending in Delaware 
Circuit Court No. 4, Small Claims Division, 
in Muncie, Indiana, the plaintiff has sought 
testimony from former Senator Evan Bayh 
and an unnamed employee of his former Sen- 
ate office; 

Whereas, pursuant to sections 703(a) and 
704(a)(2) of the Ethics in Government Act of 
1978, 2 U.S.C. §§288b(a) and 288c(a)(2), the 
Senate may direct its counsel to represent 
former Members and former employees of 
the Senate with respect to any subpoena, 
order, or request for testimony relating to 
their official responsibilities; 

Whereas, by the privileges of the Senate of 
the United States and Rule XI of the Stand- 
ing Rules of the Senate, no evidence under 
the control or in the possession of the Senate 
may, by the judicial or administrative proc- 
ess, be taken from such control or possession 
but by permission of the Senate; 

Whereas, when it appears that evidence 
under the control or in the possession of the 
Senate may promote the administration of 
justice, the Senate will take such action as 
will promote the ends of justice consistent 
with the privileges of the Senate: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate Legal Counsel is 
authorized to represent Senator Bayh and 
former employees of his Senate office in 
Bilbrey v. Tyler and related proceedings. 

SEC. 2. Senator Bayh’s former director of 
constituent services, Karen Railing, is au- 
thorized to submit a declaration in this case. 


EE 


SENATE RESOLUTION  507—CON- 
GRATULATING THE MIAMI HEAT 
FOR WINNING THE NATIONAL 
BASKETBALL ASSOCIATION 
CHAMPIONSHIP 


Mr. RUBIO (for himself and Mr. NEL- 
SON of Florida) submitted the following 
resolution; which was considered and 
agreed to: 

S. REs. 507 


Whereas, on June 21, 2012, the Miami Heat 
defeated the Oklahoma City Thunder by a 
score of 121 to 106 in Miami, Florida, winning 
the second National Basketball Association 
(NBA) Championship in the history of the 
Miami Heat franchise; 

Whereas, during the 2012 NBA Playoffs, the 
Heat defeated the New York Knicks, the In- 
diana Pacers, the Boston Celtics, and the 
Oklahoma City Thunder; 

Whereas the Heat became the first team to 
win an NBA title after trailing in three dif- 
ferent postseason series; 

Whereas, after losing the first game of the 
NBA Finals, the Heat came back to win 4 
games in a row, which earned the team an 
overall record of 62-27 and the right to be 
named NBA champions; 

Whereas LeBron James, who averaged 28.6 
points during the Finals, was named the 
Most Valuable Player of the NBA Finals; 

Whereas Dwyane Wade and Udonis Haslem 
have been integral players on both Miami 
Heat championship teams; 
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Whereas Chris Bosh returned from serious 
injury to contribute significantly to the 
team; 

Whereas each member of the Miami Heat 
roster, including Joel Anthony, Shane 
Battier, Chris Bosh, Mario Chalmers, Norris 
Cole, Eddy Curry, Terrel Harris, Udonis 
Haslem, Juwan Howard, LeBron James, 
James Jones, Mike Miller, Dexter Pittman, 
Ronny Turiaf, and Dwyane Wade, played an 
essential role in bringing a second NBA 
Championship to Miami; 

Whereas Erik Spoelstra and his assistant 
coaches Bob McAdoo, Keith Askins, Ron 
Rothstein, David Fizdale, Chad Kammerer, 
Octavio De La Grana, Bill Foran, as well as 
trainers Jay Sabol, Rey Jaffet, and Rob 
Pimental, worked with the Miami Heat play- 
ers and maintained a standard of excellence; 

Whereas owner Micky Arison has built a 
first-class sports franchise and provided un- 
wavering commitment to bringing another 
championship to the city of Miami; 

Whereas, over his 17 seasons with the 
Miami Heat, team President Pat Riley has 
provided the team with an unprecedented 
level of dedication and leadership; and 

Whereas the Miami Heat brought the city 
of Miami, the State of Florida, and their fans 
around the world a second ‘‘white hot’? NBA 
Championship: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 

(1) congratulates the Miami Heat on its 
victory in the 2012 National Basketball Asso- 
ciation Championship; and 

(2) requests the Secretary of the Senate to 
transmit for appropriate display an enrolled 
copy of this resolution to— 

(A) the owner of the Miami Heat, Micky 
Arison; 

(B) the President of the Miami Heat, Pat 
Riley; and 

(C) the coach of the Miami Heat, Erik 
Spoelstra. 


— 


SENATE RESOLUTION 508—RECOG- 
NIZING THE TEAMS AND PLAY- 
ERS OF NEGRO LEAGUE BASE- 


BALL FOR THEIR ACHIEVE- 
MENTS, DEDICATION, SAC- 
RIFICES, AND CONTRIBUTIONS 


TO BASEBALL AND THE NATION 


Mr. BLUNT (for himself, Mrs. McCAs- 
KILL, and Mr. NELSON of Florida) sub- 
mitted the following resolution; which 
was considered and agreed to: 

S. REs. 508 

Whereas, prior to 1947, Major League Base- 
ball excluded African Americans from play- 
ing professional baseball, but could not sup- 
press their desire to play the sport; 

Whereas African Americans began orga- 
nizing their own professional baseball teams 
in 1885; 

Whereas, between 1920 and 1960, African 
Americans organized 6 separate baseball 
leagues, known collectively as the Negro 
Leagues; 

Whereas the Negro Leagues included ex- 
ceptionally talented athletes who played 
baseball at the sport’s highest level; 

Whereas, on May 20, 1920, the first Negro 
League, the Negro National League, played 
its first game; 

Whereas, prior to the inclusion of African 
Americans in Major League Baseball, the 
Negro Leagues and their players were ex- 
traordinarily successful and popular 
throughout the United States; 

Whereas the skills and abilities of players 
in the Negro Leagues contributed to the re- 
alization by Major League Baseball of the 
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need to integrate African Americans into the 
sport; 

Whereas Major League Baseball was not 
fully integrated until July 1959; 

Whereas the Negro Leagues Baseball Mu- 
seum in Kansas City, Missouri, was founded 
in 1990, to honor those who played in the 
Negro Leagues as a result of segregation in 
the United States; 

Whereas the Negro Leagues Baseball Mu- 
seum is the only public museum in the Na- 
tion that exists for the exclusive purpose of 
interpreting the experiences of players in the 
Negro Leagues from 1920 through 1960; 

Whereas there remains a need to preserve 
evidence of the honor, courage, sacrifice, and 
triumph in the face of segregation that Afri- 
can Americans displayed while playing in 
the Negro Leagues; 

Whereas the Negro Leagues Baseball Mu- 
seum seeks to educate a diverse audience 
through its comprehensive collection of his- 
torical materials, important artifacts, and 
oral histories of the players in the Negro 
Leagues, as well as inform the public on the 
impact of segregation on the lives of those 
African-American players and their fans; and 

Whereas the Negro Leagues Baseball Mu- 
seum, through its invaluable resources, pre- 
sents a great opportunity to teach children 
and others by providing on-site visits, trav- 
eling exhibits, classroom curriculum, dis- 
tance learning, and other educational initia- 
tives: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 

(1) honors the teams and players of Negro 
League Baseball for their achievements, 
dedication, sacrifices, and contributions to 
baseball and the Nation; 

(2) supports the designation of the Negro 
Leagues Baseball Museum in Kansas City, 
Missouri, as ‘‘America’s National Negro 
Leagues Baseball Museum”, including the 
museum’s future and expanded exhibits, col- 
lections library, archives, artifacts, and edu- 
cation programs; 

(3) commends the efforts of the Negro 
Leagues Baseball Museum to recognize and 
preserve the history of the Negro Leagues 
and the impact of segregation on the Nation; 

(4) recognizes that the continued collec- 
tion, preservation, and interpretation of the 
historical objects and other materials at the 
Negro Leagues Baseball Museum enhances 
the knowledge and understanding of the ex- 
perience of African Americans during seg- 
regation; 

(5) calls on every American to join in cele- 
brating the Negro Leagues Baseball Museum 
and its mission of preserving and inter- 
preting the legacy of the Negro Leagues; and 

(6) encourages present and future genera- 
tions of Americans to understand the impor- 
tant issues surrounding the Negro Leagues, 
the role of the Negro Leagues in shaping 
Major League Baseball and the Nation, and 
how the sacrifices of Negro League players 
helped establish baseball as a national pas- 
time of the United States. 


Ee 


SENATE RESOLUTION 509—RECOG- 
NIZING MAJOR LEAGUE BASE- 
BALL AS AN IMPORTANT PART 
OF THE CULTURAL HISTORY OF 
AMERICAN SOCIETY, CELE- 
BRATING THE 2012 MAJOR 
LEAGUE BASEBALL ALL-STAR 
GAME, AND HONORING KANSAS 
CITY, MISSOURI, AS THE HOST 
CITY OF THE 88RD ALL-STAR 
GAME 


Mr. BLUNT (for himself and Mrs. 
MCCASKILL) submitted the following 
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resolution; which was considered and 
agreed to: 
S. RES. 509 

Whereas Major League Baseball’s All-Star 
Game, the Midsummer Classic, occurs once a 
year between players from the American and 
National Leagues, allowing baseball fans, 
players, and managers to select players to 
represent each league; 

Whereas the first All-Star Game, held as 
part of the 1933 World’s Fair in Chicago, Illi- 
nois, at Comiskey Park was intended to be a 
one-time event, yet its widespread success 
led to the establishment of the game as an 
annual tradition; 

Whereas the Major League Baseball All- 
Star Game showcases the best baseball play- 
ers in the major leagues and all across the 
world, giving baseball fans the opportunity 
to select the starting players; 

Whereas, since 1933, the Major League 
Baseball All-Star Game has taken place 
every year but one, 1945, in the midst of 
World War II; 

Whereas the 83rd edition of the Major 
League Baseball All-Star Game for the 2012 
season will be held on July 10, 2012, at 
Kauffman Stadium in Kansas City, Missouri, 
the home of the Kansas City Royals; 

Whereas the event will mark the third 
time the All-Star Game has been played in 
Kansas City, with Kauffman Stadium, then 
named Royals Stadium, last hosting the 
event in 1973, the stadium’s inaugural year; 

Whereas the event was also held at Munic- 
ipal Stadium in 1960, when it was the home 
of the Athletics; 

Whereas the illustrious baseball history of 
Kansas City, Missouri, includes the Royals’ 
1985 World Series Championship, the con- 
tributions of Jackie Robinson, Buck O’Neil, 
and others to the Kansas City Monarchs, and 
Lou Gehrig’s final three innings of play ina 
1939 exhibition against the Kansas City 
Blues; 

Whereas, as part of Major League Base- 
ball’s All-Star Summer celebration, Major 
League Baseball will host a number of events 
in the Greater Kansas City region leading up 
to the All-Star Game, benefitting the Kansas 
City community as a whole; 

Whereas Major League Baseball and the 
Kansas City Royals will hold numerous char- 
ity events throughout the region, including 
an All-Star Game Charity 5K & Fun Run, 
with all Major League Baseball proceeds 
being donated equally between three cancer 
charities, Stand Up To Cancer, the Prostate 
Cancer Foundation and Susan G. Komen for 
the Cure, Greater Kansas City; 

Whereas, as part of the All-Star Summer 
celebration, Major League Baseball will pro- 
vide funding to help renovate two baseball 
fields owned by the Kansas City Missouri 
Parks and Recreation Department, Mulkey 
Square Park and Satchel Paige Stadium; 

Whereas the fields will be used regularly 
by local Reviving Baseball in Inner Cities 
leagues and by Guadalupe Center Youth 
Baseball; 

Whereas Kansas City, Missouri, has worked 
to preserve the history of the Negro Baseball 
Leagues by establishing the Negro Leagues 
Baseball Museum, and as part of the All-Star 
Game summer events, funding will be pro- 
vided for a new traveling exhibit focusing on 
Negro League Players who, after Jackie Rob- 
inson broke the baseball color barrier, began 
participating in All-Star Games in 1949; 

Whereas Kansas City, Missouri, known for 
world-class barbeque, rich jazz history, and a 
legacy of professional sports, including the 
Royals’ 1985 World Series Championship, will 
play host to the 83rd All-Star Game, and will 
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be showcased in the forefront of baseball his- 
tory as the All-Star Game is broadcast world 
wide; and 

Whereas the 2012 Major League Baseball 
All-Star Game in Kansas City, Missouri, will 
be a unique and unforgettable experience for 
baseball fans across the State of Missouri 
and throughout the country: Now, therefore, 
be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 

(1) recognizes Kansas City, Missouri, as the 
host city for the 88rd Major League Baseball 
All-Star Game and supports efforts to 
achieve an unforgettable Midsummer Classic 
baseball experience for all fans; and 

(2) recognizes Major League Baseball for 
sponsoring the All-Star Game and for its ef- 
forts in energizing the Kansas City commu- 
nity by hosting a number of baseball-related 
events that benefit numerous charities, fo- 
cusing on fan appreciation and youth in- 
volvement, and emphasizing the continued 
appreciation of baseball as America’s favor- 
ite pastime. 


EE 


SENATE RESOLUTION 510—DESIG- 
NATING THE MONTH OF JUNE 
2012 AS “NATIONAL 
CYTOMEGALOVIRUS AWARENESS 
MONTH” 


Ms. MIKULSKI (for herself and Ms. 
MURKOWSKI) submitted the following 
resolution; which was considered and 
agreed to: 

S. REs. 510 


Whereas congenital Cytomegalovirus (re- 
ferred to in this preamble as ‘‘CMV’’) is the 
most common congenital infection in the 
United States, with 1 in 150 children born 
with congenital CMV; 

Whereas congenital CMV is the most com- 
mon cause of birth defects and childhood dis- 
abilities in the United States; 

Whereas congenital CMV is preventable 
with behavioral interventions such as prac- 
ticing frequent hand washing with soap and 
water after contact with diapers or oral se- 
cretions, not kissing young children on the 
mouth, and not sharing food, towels, or uten- 
sils with young children; 

Whereas CMV is found in bodily fluids, in- 
cluding urine, saliva, blood, mucus, and 
tears; 

Whereas congenital CMV can be diagnosed 
if the virus is found in urine, saliva, blood, or 
other body tissues of an infant during the 
first week after birth; 

Whereas CMV infection is more common 
than the combined metabolic or endocrine 
disorders currently in the United States core 
newborn screening panel; 

Whereas most people are not aware of their 
CMV infection status, with pregnant women 
being 1 of the highest risk groups; 

Whereas the American College of Obstetri- 
cians and Gynecologists and the Centers for 
Disease Control and Prevention recommend 
that OB/GYNs counsel women on basic pre- 
vention measures to guard against CMV in- 
fection; 

Whereas, in 1999, the Institute of Medicine 
stated that development of a CMV vaccine 
was the highest priority for new vaccines; 

Whereas the incidence of children born 
with congenital CMV can be greatly reduced 
with public education and awareness; and 

Whereas a comprehensive understanding of 
CMV provides opportunities to improve the 
health and well-being of our children: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 
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(1) designates the month of June 2012 as 
“National Cytomegalovirus Awareness 
Month” in order to raise awareness of the 
dangers of Cytomegalovirus (referred to in 
this resolution as ‘‘CMV’’) and reduce the oc- 
currence of congenital CMV infection; and 

(2) recommends that more effort be taken 
to counsel women of childbearing age of the 
effect that CMV can have on their children. 


Ee 


AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED AND 
PROPOSED 


SA 2480. Ms. MURKOWSKI submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by her 
to the bill S. 1940, to amend the National 
Flood Insurance Act of 1968, to restore the fi- 
nancial solvency of the flood insurance fund, 
and for other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table. 

SA 2481. Mr. LAUTENBERG submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 1940, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 2482. Mr. LAUTENBERG submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 1940, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 2483. Mr. BARRASSO (for himself and 
Mr. INHOFE) submitted an amendment in- 
tended to be proposed by him to the bill S. 
1940, supra; which was ordered to lie on the 
table. 

SA 2484. Mr. BARRASSO (for himself and 
Mr. INHOFE) submitted an amendment in- 
tended to be proposed by him to the bill S. 
1940, supra; which was ordered to lie on the 
table. 


EE 
TEXT OF AMENDMENTS 


SA 2480. Ms. MURKOWSKI submitted 
an amendment intended to be proposed 
by her to the bill S. 1940, to amend the 
National Flood Insurance Act of 1968, 
to restore the financial solvency of the 
flood insurance fund, and for other pur- 
poses; which was ordered to lie on the 
table; as follows: 


At the appropriate place, insert the fol- 
lowing: 

SEC. . STUDY AND REPORT ON WAIVERS OF 
THE PROHIBITION ON DEVELOP- 
MENT ON FILL IN V ZONES. 

(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section— 

(1) the term ‘‘detrimental change in the ef- 
fect of wave forces” means a significant in- 
crease in wave forces or transportation of 
shore materials; and 

(2) the term ‘‘eligible area” means an area 
designated as Zone V1-30, VE, or V on a Na- 
tional Flood Insurance Program rate map. 

(b) STUDY.— 

(1) STUDY REQUIRED.—The Administrator 
shall conduct a study assessing the feasi- 
bility of granting a waiver of regulations of 
the Federal Emergency Management Agency 
(including any legislative proposals that 
may be necessary to enable the Adminis- 
trator to grant a waiver) to a community— 

(A) to allow new construction within an el- 
igible area located seaward of the reach of 
the mean high tide if the community dem- 
onstrates that the new construction— 

(i) will withstand wave forces, currents, 
and debris impact associated with the base 
flood; and 

(ii) will not increase the elevation of the 
base flood at any point within the commu- 
nity or cause a detrimental change in the ef- 
fect of wave forces on properties in the com- 
munity; 
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(B) to allow new construction within an el- 
igible area located seaward of the reach of 
the mean high tide if the community dem- 
onstrates that the new construction will not 
increase the water surface elevation of the 
base flood at any point within the commu- 
nity; 

(C) to allow the use of fill for structural 
support of buildings within an eligible area 
if— 

(i) the community demonstrates that the 
effect of the proposed fill will not increase 
the elevation of the base flood at any point 
within the community; and 

(ii) a licensed engineer having sufficient 
qualifications and experience demonstrates 
that— 

(I) the substrate on which the fill will be 
placed will not be eroded during the base 
flood predicted for the site of the buildings; 
and 

(II) the placed fill is adequately protected 
from erosion during the base flood event; or 

(D) to allow the use of fill for structural 
support of buildings within an eligible area if 
the community demonstrates that the effect 
of the proposed development will not in- 
crease the water surface elevation of the 
base flood at any point within the commu- 
nity. 

(2) ADEQUATE PROTECTION OF FILL.—For 
purposes of paragraph (1)(C)(ii)(II), a licensed 
engineer shall demonstrate adequate protec- 
tion of fill by calculations that the fill— 

(A) will not settle below the elevation of 
the base flood; and 

(B) will resist forces of scour, erosion, and 
differential settlement. 

(3) ADDITIONAL CONSIDERATIONS.—The study 
required under paragraph (1) shall evaluate 
the appropriateness of limiting the waivers 
described in paragraph (1) to locations 
where— 

(A) the main flooding source— 

(i) is wave overtopping of the upland; and 

(ii) is not surge inundation; and 

(B) the breaking wave height in the base 
flood event is less than 10 feet. 

(c) REPORT.—Not later than 1 year after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Ad- 
ministrator shall submit to the Committee 
on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs of 
the Senate and the Committee on Financial 
Services of the House of Representatives a 
report that contains the results of the study 
under subsection (b). 

(d) REVISIONS OF CERTAIN CITY ORDI- 
NANCES.—The Administrator may not require 
revisions to section 49.70.400(f)(6) of the Code 
of Ordinances of the City and Borough of Ju- 
neau, Alaska as a condition of continued par- 
ticipation in the National Flood Insurance 
Program before the date that is 1 year after 
the date on which the Administrator submits 
the report under subsection (c). 


SA 2481. Mr. LAUTENBERG sub- 
mitted an amendment intended to be 
proposed by him to the bill S. 1940, to 
amend the National Flood Insurance 
Act of 1968, to restore the financial sol- 
vency of the flood insurance fund, and 
for other purposes; which was ordered 
to lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 7, strike line 19 and all that fol- 
lows through page 8, line 11, and insert the 
following: 

“(A) any residential property which is not 
the primary residence of an individual; or 

‘“(B) any business property; and”; and 

On page 12, lines 1 and 2, strike 
through (E)” and insert ‘‘(A) and (B)”. 


(A) 
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SA 2482. Mr. LAUTENBERG sub- 
mitted an amendment intended to be 
proposed by him to the bill S. 1940, to 
amend the National Flood Insurance 
Act of 1968, to restore the financial sol- 
vency of the flood insurance fund, and 
for other purposes; which was ordered 
to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of title I, add the following: 

SEC. . FINANCIAL HARDSHIP WAIVER. 

Section 1308 of the National Flood Insur- 
ance Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 4015), as amended 
by this Act, is amended by adding at the end 
the following: 

‘*(j) FINANCIAL HARDSHIP WAIVER.— 

“(1) WAIVER.—Notwithstanding subsection 
(e)(2), the Administrator shall establish a 
risk premium rate for a policyholder with re- 
spect to a property described in subpara- 
graph (B), (C), or (E) of section 1807(a)(2) that 
is equal to the risk premium rate that would 
have applied to the property if the Adminis- 
trator were not required to increase risk pre- 
mium rates under subsection (e)(2), if the Ad- 
ministrator determines that an increase in 
the risk premium rate under subsection 
(e)(2) would cause undue financial hardship 
for the policyholder. 

(2) CONSIDERATIONS.—In making a deter- 
mination under paragraph (1) with respect to 
a policyholder, the Administrator shall take 
into consideration the cost of living in the 
area where the property is located.’’. 


SA 2483. Mr. BARRASSO (for himself 
and Mr. INHOFE) submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 1940, to amend the Na- 
tional Flood Insurance Act of 1968, to 
restore the financial solvency of the 
flood insurance fund, and for other pur- 
poses; which was ordered to lie on the 
table; as follows: 

On page 5, between lines 7 and 8, insert the 
following: 

(3) CLIMATE SCIENCE.—The term ‘‘climate 
science’— 

(A) means natural climate variability; and 

(B) does not include the study of anthropo- 
genic climate change. 

On page 50, beginning on line 24, strike 
“and the potential’ and all that follows 
through ‘‘warming”’ on page 51, line 2. 


SA 2484. Mr. BARRASSO (for himself 
and Mr. INHOFE) submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 1940, to amend the Na- 
tional Flood Insurance Act of 1968, to 
restore the financial solvency of the 
flood insurance fund, and for other pur- 
poses; which was ordered to lie on the 
table; as follows: 

On page 44, strike line 8 and all that fol- 
lows through page 45, line 10. 

On page 50, strike line 19 and all that fol- 
lows through page 51, line 2, and insert the 
following: 
related hazards; and 


Ee 


AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 
MEET 


COMMITTEE ON BANKING, HOUSING, AND URBAN 
AFFAIRS 

Mr. MANCHIN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Com- 

mittee on Banking, Housing, and 

Urban Affairs be authorized to meet 
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during the session of the Senate on 
June 26, 2012 at 10 a.m., to conduct a 
committee hearing entitled ‘‘Empow- 
ering and Protecting Servicemembers, 
Veterans and Their Families in the 
Consumer Financial Marketplace: A 
Status Update.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS 

Mr. MANCHIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Relations be author- 
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate on June 26, 2012, at 2:15 p.m. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY 

Mr. MANCHIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary be authorized 
to meet during the session of the Sen- 
ate on June 26, 2012, at 10 a.m., in room 
SD-226 of the Dirksen Senate Office 
Building, to conduct a hearing entitled 
“Prohibiting the Use of Deceptive 
Practices and Voter Intimidation Tac- 
tics in Federal Elections: S. 1994,” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE 

Mr. MANCHIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Select 
Committee on Intelligence be author- 
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate on June 26, 2012, at 2:30 p.m. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


Ee 


PRIVILEGES OF THE FLOOR 


Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, I ask unani- 
mous consent that Sergio Perez, Peter 
Bautz, Bill McConnaughay, and Sean 
O’Connor of my staff be granted floor 
privileges for the duration of today’s 
session. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


EE 


COMMENDING ROTARY 
INTERNATIONAL 


Mr. DURBIN. I ask unanimous con- 
sent the Senate proceed to the imme- 
diate consideration of Calendar No. 434, 
S. Res. 473. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the resolution by 
title. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

A resolution (S. Res. 473) commending Ro- 
tary International and others for their ef- 
forts to prevent and eradicate polio. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the resolution. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent the resolution be 
agreed to, the preamble be agreed to, 
the motions to reconsider be laid upon 
the table, with no intervening action 
or debate, and any statements printed 
in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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The resolution (S. Res. 
agreed to. 
The preamble was agreed to. 
The resolution, with its preamble, 
reads as follows: 
S. RES. 473 


Whereas polio is a highly infectious disease 
that primarily affects children and for which 
there is no known cure; 

Whereas polio can leave survivors perma- 
nently disabled from muscle paralysis of the 
limbs and occasionally leads to a particu- 
larly difficult death through the paralysis of 
respiratory muscles; 

Whereas polio was once one of the most 
dreaded diseases in the United States, kill- 
ing thousands annually in the late 19th and 
early 20th centuries and leaving thousands 
more with permanent disability, including 
the 32nd President of the United States, 
Franklin Delano Roosevelt; 

Whereas severe polio outbreaks in the 1940s 
and 1950s caused panic in the United States, 
as parents kept children indoors, public 
health officials quarantined infected individ- 
uals, and the Federal Government restricted 
commerce and travel; 

Whereas 1952 was the peak of the polio epi- 
demic in the United States, with more than 
57,000 people affected, 21,000 of whom were 
paralyzed and 3,000 of whom died; 

Whereas safe and effective polio vaccines, 
including the Inactivated Polio Vaccine 
(commonly known as “IPV’’), developed in 
1952 by Jonas Salk, and the Oral Polio Vac- 
cine (commonly known as ‘‘OPV’’), devel- 
oped in 1957 by Albert Sabin, rendered polio 
preventable and contributed to the rapid de- 
cline of polio incidence in the United States; 

Whereas polio, a preventable disease that 
the United States has been free from since 
1979, still needlessly lays victim to children 
and adults in several countries where chal- 
lenges such as active conflict and lack of in- 
frastructure hamper access to vaccines; 

Whereas the eradication of polio is the 
highest priority of Rotary International, a 
global association that was founded in 1905 
in Chicago, Illinois, is currently 
headquartered in Evanston, Illinois, and has 
1,200,000 members in more than 170 countries; 

Whereas Rotary International and its 
members (commonly known as ‘‘Rotarians’’) 
have contributed more than $1,000,000,000 and 
volunteered countless hours in the global 
fight against polio; 

Whereas the Federal Government is the 
leading public sector donor to the Global 
Polio Eradication Initiative and provides 
technical and operational leadership to this 
global effort through the work of the Centers 
for Disease Control and the United States 
Agency for International Development; 

Whereas Rotary International, the World 
Health Organization, the United States Gov- 
ernment, the United Nations Children’s Fund 
(commonly known as ‘‘UNICEF’’), and the 
Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation have 
joined together with national governments 
to successfully reduce cases of polio by more 
than 99 percent since 1988, from 350,000 re- 
ported cases in 1988 to fewer than 700 re- 
ported cases in 2011; 

Whereas polio was recently eliminated in 
India and is now endemic only in Nigeria, 
Pakistan, and Afghanistan; and 

Whereas the eradication of polio is immi- 
nently achievable and will be a victory 
shared by all of humanity: Now, therefore, be 
it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 

(1) commends Rotary International and 
others for their efforts in vaccinating chil- 
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dren around the world against polio and for 
the tremendous strides made toward eradi- 
cating the disease once and for all; 

(2) encourages the international commu- 
nity of governments and non-governmental 
organizations to remain committed to the 
elimination of polio; and 

(3) encourages continued commitment and 
funding by the United States Government to 
the global effort to rid the world of polio. 


SSE 


RESOLUTIONS SUBMITTED TODAY 


Mr. DURBIN. I ask unanimous con- 
sent the Senate proceed to immediate 
consideration en bloc of the following 
resolutions, which were submitted ear- 
lier today: S. Res. 506, S. Res. 507, S. 
Res. 508, S. Res. 509, and S. Res. 510. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, this resolu- 
tion, S. Res. 506, on behalf of myself 
and the distinguished Republican lead- 
er, Mr. MCCONNELL, concerns a request 
for representation in a pro se civil ac- 
tion pending in Indiana small claims 
court. In this action, the plaintiff seeks 
damages from a former Member of the 
Indiana House of Representatives aris- 
ing out of plaintiff's efforts to obtain 
Social Security benefits. Plaintiff has 
issued trial subpoenas to former Sen- 
ator Evan Bayh and an unnamed em- 
ployee of his former Senate office for 
testimony arising out of their Senate 
duties. 

This resolution would authorize the 
Senate Legal Counsel to represent Sen- 
ator Bayh and employees of his former 
Senate office in this case to seek to 
quash the subpoenas on the ground 
that the Senator and his former staff 
lack personal knowledge of the rel- 
evant events and other legal bases. The 
resolution would also authorize the 
former constituent services director for 
Senator Bayh to submit a declaration 
in support of the motion to quash at- 
testing that she has no knowledge of 
anyone in the former Senator’s office 
who has any information relevant to 
this case. 

Mr. DURBIN. I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the resolutions be agreed to, 
the preambles be agreed to, the mo- 
tions to reconsider be laid upon the 
table en bloc, with no intervening ac- 
tion or debate, and any statements be 
printed in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The resolutions were agreed to. 

The preambles were agreed to. 


The resolutions, with their pre- 
ambles, read as follows: 
S. RES. 506 
To authorize legal representation in Bilbrey 
v. Tyler 


Whereas, in the case of Bilbrey v. Tyler, 
No. 18C04-1111-SC-2209, pending in Delaware 
Circuit Court No. 4, Small Claims Division, 
in Muncie, Indiana, the plaintiff has sought 
testimony from former Senator Evan Bayh 
and an unnamed employee of his former Sen- 
ate office; 
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Whereas, pursuant to sections 703(a) and 
704(a)(2) of the Ethics in Government Act of 
1978, 2 U.S.C. §§288b(a) and 288c(a)(2), the 
Senate may direct its counsel to represent 
former Members and former employees of 
the Senate with respect to any subpoena, 
order, or request for testimony relating to 
their official responsibilities; 

Whereas, by the privileges of the Senate of 
the United States and Rule XI of the Stand- 
ing Rules of the Senate, no evidence under 
the control or in the possession of the Senate 
may, by the judicial or administrative proc- 
ess, be taken from such control or possession 
but by permission of the Senate; 

Whereas, when it appears that evidence 
under the control or in the possession of the 
Senate may promote the administration of 
justice, the Senate will take such action as 
will promote the ends of justice consistent 
with the privileges of the Senate: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate Legal Counsel is 
authorized to represent Senator Bayh and 
former employees of his Senate office in 
Bilbrey v. Tyler and related proceedings. 

SEC. 2. Senator Bayh’s former director of 
constituent services, Karen Railing, is au- 
thorized to submit a declaration in this case. 


S. RES. 507 
Congratulating the Miami Heat for winning 
the National Basketball Association 
Championship 


Whereas, on June 21, 2012, the Miami Heat 
defeated the Oklahoma City Thunder by a 
score of 121 to 106 in Miami, Florida, winning 
the second National Basketball Association 
(NBA) Championship in the history of the 
Miami Heat franchise; 

Whereas, during the 2012 NBA Playoffs, the 
Heat defeated the New York Knicks, the In- 
diana Pacers, the Boston Celtics, and the 
Oklahoma City Thunder; 

Whereas the Heat became the first team to 
win an NBA title after trailing in three dif- 
ferent postseason series; 

Whereas, after losing the first game of the 
NBA Finals, the Heat came back to win 4 
games in a row, which earned the team an 
overall record of 62-27 and the right to be 
named NBA champions; 

Whereas LeBron James, who averaged 28.6 
points during the Finals, was named the 
Most Valuable Player of the NBA Finals; 

Whereas Dwyane Wade and Udonis Haslem 
have been integral players on both Miami 
Heat championship teams; 

Whereas Chris Bosh returned from serious 
injury to contribute significantly to the 
team; 

Whereas each member of the Miami Heat 
roster, including Joel Anthony, Shane 
Battier, Chris Bosh, Mario Chalmers, Norris 
Cole, Eddy Curry, Terrel Harris, Udonis 
Haslem, Juwan Howard, LeBron James, 
James Jones, Mike Miller, Dexter Pittman, 
Ronny Turiaf, and Dwyane Wade, played an 
essential role in bringing a second NBA 
Championship to Miami; 

Whereas Erik Spoelstra and his assistant 
coaches Bob McAdoo, Keith Askins, Ron 
Rothstein, David Fizdale, Chad Kammerer, 
Octavio De La Grana, Bill Foran, as well as 
trainers Jay Sabol, Rey Jaffet, and Rob 
Pimental, worked with the Miami Heat play- 
ers and maintained a standard of excellence; 

Whereas owner Micky Arison has built a 
first-class sports franchise and provided un- 
wavering commitment to bringing another 
championship to the city of Miami; 

Whereas, over his 17 seasons with the 
Miami Heat, team President Pat Riley has 
provided the team with an unprecedented 
level of dedication and leadership; and 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE, Vol. 158, Pt. 7 


Whereas the Miami Heat brought the city 
of Miami, the State of Florida, and their fans 
around the world a second ‘‘white hot’? NBA 
Championship: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 

(1) congratulates the Miami Heat on its 
victory in the 2012 National Basketball Asso- 
ciation Championship; and 

(2) requests the Secretary of the Senate to 
transmit for appropriate display an enrolled 
copy of this resolution to— 

(A) the owner of the Miami Heat, Micky 
Arison; 

(B) the President of the Miami Heat, Pat 
Riley; and 

(C) the coach of the Miami Heat, Erik 
Spoelstra. 

S. REs. 508 
Recognizing the teams and players of Negro 

League Baseball for their achievements, 

dedication, sacrifices, and contributions to 

baseball and the Nation 


Whereas, prior to 1947, Major League Base- 
ball excluded African Americans from play- 
ing professional baseball, but could not sup- 
press their desire to play the sport; 

Whereas African Americans began orga- 
nizing their own professional baseball teams 
in 1885; 

Whereas, between 1920 and 1960, African 
Americans organized 6 separate baseball 
leagues, known collectively as the Negro 
Leagues; 

Whereas the Negro Leagues included ex- 
ceptionally talented athletes who played 
baseball at the sport’s highest level; 

Whereas, on May 20, 1920, the first Negro 
League, the Negro National League, played 
its first game; 

Whereas, prior to the inclusion of African 
Americans in Major League Baseball, the 
Negro Leagues and their players were ex- 
traordinarily successful and popular 
throughout the United States; 

Whereas the skills and abilities of players 
in the Negro Leagues contributed to the re- 
alization by Major League Baseball of the 
need to integrate African Americans into the 
sport; 

Whereas Major League Baseball was not 
fully integrated until July 1959; 

Whereas the Negro Leagues Baseball Mu- 
seum in Kansas City, Missouri, was founded 
in 1990, to honor those who played in the 
Negro Leagues as a result of segregation in 
the United States; 

Whereas the Negro Leagues Baseball Mu- 
seum is the only public museum in the Na- 
tion that exists for the exclusive purpose of 
interpreting the experiences of players in the 
Negro Leagues from 1920 through 1960; 

Whereas there remains a need to preserve 
evidence of the honor, courage, sacrifice, and 
triumph in the face of segregation that Afri- 
can Americans displayed while playing in 
the Negro Leagues; 

Whereas the Negro Leagues Baseball Mu- 
seum seeks to educate a diverse audience 
through its comprehensive collection of his- 
torical materials, important artifacts, and 
oral histories of the players in the Negro 
Leagues, as well as inform the public on the 
impact of segregation on the lives of those 
African-American players and their fans; and 

Whereas the Negro Leagues Baseball Mu- 
seum, through its invaluable resources, pre- 
sents a great opportunity to teach children 
and others by providing on-site visits, trav- 
eling exhibits, classroom curriculum, dis- 
tance learning, and other educational initia- 
tives: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 

(1) honors the teams and players of Negro 
League Baseball for their achievements, 
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dedication, sacrifices, and contributions to 
baseball and the Nation; 

(2) supports the designation of the Negro 
Leagues Baseball Museum in Kansas City, 
Missouri, as ‘‘America’s National Negro 
Leagues Baseball Museum”, including the 
museum’s future and expanded exhibits, col- 
lections library, archives, artifacts, and edu- 
cation programs; 

(3) commends the efforts of the Negro 
Leagues Baseball Museum to recognize and 
preserve the history of the Negro Leagues 
and the impact of segregation on the Nation; 

(4) recognizes that the continued collec- 
tion, preservation, and interpretation of the 
historical objects and other materials at the 
Negro Leagues Baseball Museum enhances 
the knowledge and understanding of the ex- 
perience of African Americans during seg- 
regation; 

(5) calls on every American to join in cele- 
brating the Negro Leagues Baseball Museum 
and its mission of preserving and inter- 
preting the legacy of the Negro Leagues; and 

(6) encourages present and future genera- 
tions of Americans to understand the impor- 
tant issues surrounding the Negro Leagues, 
the role of the Negro Leagues in shaping 
Major League Baseball and the Nation, and 
how the sacrifices of Negro League players 
helped establish baseball as a national pas- 
time of the United States. 

S. REs. 509 
Recognizing Major League Baseball as an 
important part of the cultural history of 

American society, celebrating the 2012 

Major League Baseball All-Star Game, and 

honoring Kansas City, Missouri, as the 

host city of the 83rd All-Star Game 


Whereas Major League Baseball’s All-Star 
Game, the Midsummer Classic, occurs once a 
year between players from the American and 
National Leagues, allowing baseball fans, 
players, and managers to select players to 
represent each league; 

Whereas the first All-Star Game, held as 
part of the 1933 World’s Fair in Chicago, Illi- 
nois, at Comiskey Park was intended to be a 
one-time event, yet its widespread success 
led to the establishment of the game as an 
annual tradition; 

Whereas the Major League Baseball All- 
Star Game showcases the best baseball play- 
ers in the major leagues and all across the 
world, giving baseball fans the opportunity 
to select the starting players; 

Whereas, since 1933, the Major League 
Baseball All-Star Game has taken place 
every year but one, 1945, in the midst of 
World War II; 

Whereas the 83rd edition of the Major 
League Baseball All-Star Game for the 2012 
season will be held on July 10, 2012, at 
Kauffman Stadium in Kansas City, Missouri, 
the home of the Kansas City Royals; 

Whereas the event will mark the third 
time the All-Star Game has been played in 
Kansas City, with Kauffman Stadium, then 
named Royals Stadium, last hosting the 
event in 1973, the stadium’s inaugural year; 

Whereas the event was also held at Munic- 
ipal Stadium in 1960, when it was the home 
of the Athletics; 

Whereas the illustrious baseball history of 
Kansas City, Missouri, includes the Royals’ 
1985 World Series Championship, the con- 
tributions of Jackie Robinson, Buck O’Neil, 
and others to the Kansas City Monarchs, and 
Lou Gehrig’s final three innings of play in a 
1939 exhibition against the Kansas City 
Blues; 

Whereas, as part of Major League Base- 
ball’s All-Star Summer celebration, Major 
League Baseball will host a number of events 
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in the Greater Kansas City region leading up 
to the All-Star Game, benefitting the Kansas 
City community as a whole; 

Whereas Major League Baseball and the 
Kansas City Royals will hold numerous char- 
ity events throughout the region, including 
an All-Star Game Charity 5K & Fun Run, 
with all Major League Baseball proceeds 
being donated equally between three cancer 
charities, Stand Up To Cancer, the Prostate 
Cancer Foundation and Susan G. Komen for 
the Cure, Greater Kansas City; 

Whereas, as part of the All-Star Summer 
celebration, Major League Baseball will pro- 
vide funding to help renovate two baseball 
fields owned by the Kansas City Missouri 
Parks and Recreation Department, Mulkey 
Square Park and Satchel Paige Stadium; 

Whereas the fields will be used regularly 
by local Reviving Baseball in Inner Cities 
leagues and by Guadalupe Center Youth 
Baseball; 

Whereas Kansas City, Missouri, has worked 
to preserve the history of the Negro Baseball 
Leagues by establishing the Negro Leagues 
Baseball Museum, and as part of the All-Star 
Game summer events, funding will be pro- 
vided for a new traveling exhibit focusing on 
Negro League Players who, after Jackie Rob- 
inson broke the baseball color barrier, began 
participating in All-Star Games in 1949; 

Whereas Kansas City, Missouri, known for 
world-class barbeque, rich jazz history, and a 
legacy of professional sports, including the 
Royals’ 1985 World Series Championship, will 
play host to the 88rd All-Star Game, and will 
be showcased in the forefront of baseball his- 
tory as the All-Star Game is broadcast world 
wide; and 

Whereas the 2012 Major League Baseball 
All-Star Game in Kansas City, Missouri, will 
be a unique and unforgettable experience for 
baseball fans across the State of Missouri 
and throughout the country: Now, therefore, 
be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 

(1) recognizes Kansas City, Missouri, as the 
host city for the 88rd Major League Baseball 
All-Star Game and supports efforts to 
achieve an unforgettable Midsummer Classic 
baseball experience for all fans; and 

(2) recognizes Major League Baseball for 
sponsoring the All-Star Game and for its ef- 
forts in energizing the Kansas City commu- 
nity by hosting a number of baseball-related 
events that benefit numerous charities, fo- 
cusing on fan appreciation and youth in- 
volvement, and emphasizing the continued 
appreciation of baseball as America’s favor- 
ite pastime. 
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S. RES. 510 


Designating the month of June 2012 as ‘‘Na- 
tional Cytomegalovirus Awareness Month’’ 


Whereas congenital Cytomegalovirus (re- 
ferred to in this preamble as ‘‘CMV’’) is the 
most common congenital infection in the 
United States, with 1 in 150 children born 
with congenital CMV; 

Whereas congenital CMV is the most com- 
mon cause of birth defects and childhood dis- 
abilities in the United States; 

Whereas congenital CMV is preventable 
with behavioral interventions such as prac- 
ticing frequent hand washing with soap and 
water after contact with diapers or oral se- 
cretions, not kissing young children on the 
mouth, and not sharing food, towels, or uten- 
sils with young children; 

Whereas CMV is found in bodily fluids, in- 
cluding urine, saliva, blood, mucus, and 
tears; 

Whereas congenital CMV can be diagnosed 
if the virus is found in urine, saliva, blood, or 
other body tissues of an infant during the 
first week after birth; 

Whereas CMV infection is more common 
than the combined metabolic or endocrine 
disorders currently in the United States core 
newborn screening panel; 

Whereas most people are not aware of their 
CMV infection status, with pregnant women 
being 1 of the highest risk groups; 

Whereas the American College of Obstetri- 
cians and Gynecologists and the Centers for 
Disease Control and Prevention recommend 
that OB/GYNs counsel women on basic pre- 
vention measures to guard against CMV in- 
fection; 

Whereas, in 1999, the Institute of Medicine 
stated that development of a CMV vaccine 
was the highest priority for new vaccines; 

Whereas the incidence of children born 
with congenital CMV can be greatly reduced 
with public education and awareness; and 

Whereas a comprehensive understanding of 
CMV provides opportunities to improve the 
health and well-being of our children: Now, 
therefore, be it 


Resolved, That the Senate— 

(1) designates the month of June 2012 as 
“National Cytomegalovirus Awareness 
Month” in order to raise awareness of the 
dangers of Cytomegalovirus (referred to in 
this resolution as ‘‘CMV’’) and reduce the oc- 
currence of congenital CMV infection; and 

(2) recommends that more effort be taken 
to counsel women of childbearing age of the 
effect that CMV can have on their children. 
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ORDERS FOR WEDNESDAY, JUNE 
27, 2012 


Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the Sen- 
ate completes its business today, it ad- 
journ until 9:30 a.m. on Wednesday, 
June 27; that following the prayer and 
pledge, the Journal of proceedings be 
approved to date, the morning hour be 
deemed expired, and the time for the 
two leaders be reserved for their use 
until later in the day; that the major- 
ity leader be recognized; and that the 
first hour of debate be equally divided 
and controlled between the two leaders 
or their designees, with the majority 
controlling the first half and the Re- 
publicans controlling the final half. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


EE 


PROGRAM 


Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, we will 
continue to debate the flood insurance 
bill tomorrow. I hope we can come to 
an agreement to complete action on 
that bill. We will also consider the 
transportation bill and the student 
loan extension before the recess later 
this week. 


EE 


ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 9:30 A.M. 
TOMORROW 


Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, if there 
is no further business to come before 
the Senate, I ask unanimous consent 
that it adjourn under the previous 
order. 

There being no objection, the Senate, 
at 6:28 p.m., adjourned, until Wednes- 
day, June 27, 2012, at 9:30 a.m. 


EE 


CONFIRMATION 
Executive nomination confirmed by 
the Senate June 26, 2012: 
THE JUDICIARY 


ROBIN S. ROSENBAUM, OF FLORIDA, TO BE UNITED 
STATES DISTRICT JUDGE FOR THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT 
OF FLORIDA. 


June 26, 2012 
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Tuesday, June 26, 2012 


The House met at noon and was 
called to order by the Speaker pro tem- 
pore (Ms. FOXX). 


EE 


DESIGNATION OF SPEAKER PRO 
TEMPORE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be- 
fore the House the following commu- 
nication from the Speaker: 

WASHINGTON, DC, 
June 26, 2012. 

I hereby appoint the Honorable VIRGINIA 
Foxx to act as Speaker pro tempore on this 
day. 

JOHN A. BOEHNER, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 


EE 


MORNING-HOUR DEBATE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to the order of the House of Janu- 
ary 17, 2012, the Chair would now recog- 
nize Members from lists submitted by 
the majority and minority leaders for 
morning-hour debate. 

The Chair will alternate recognition 
between the parties, with each party 
limited to 1 hour and each Member 
other than the majority and minority 
leaders and the minority whip limited 
to 5 minutes each, but in no event shall 
debate continue beyond 1:50 p.m. 


EE 


COMMUNICATION FROM THE 
CLERK OF THE HOUSE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be- 
fore the House the following commu- 
nication from the Clerk of the House of 
Representatives: 

OFFICE OF THE CLERK, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, DC, June 25, 2012. 
Hon. JOHN A. BOEHNER, 
The Speaker, House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: Pursuant to the per- 
mission granted in Clause 2(h) of Rule II of 
the Rules of the U.S. House of Representa- 
tives, the Clerk received the following mes- 
sage from the Secretary of the Senate on 
June 25, 2012 at 2:51 p.m.: 

That the Senate passed S. 3240. 

With best wishes, I am 

Sincerely, 
KAREN L. HAAS. 


EE 


RECESS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 12(a) of rule I, the Chair 
declares the House in recess until 2 
p.m. today. 

Accordingly (at 12 o’clock and 2 min- 
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess. 


1400 
AFTER RECESS 


The recess having expired, the House 
was called to order by the Speaker pro 
tempore (Mr. CULBERSON) at 2 p.m. 


EE 


PRAYER 


The Chaplain, the Reverend Patrick 
J. Conroy, offered the following prayer: 

Gracious God, we give You thanks for 
giving us another day. 

You have blessed us with all good 
gifts, and with thankful hearts we ex- 
press our gratitude. You have created 
us with opportunities to serve other 
people in their need, to share together 
in respect and affection, and to be 
faithful in the responsibilities we have 
been given. 

In this moment of prayer, please 
grant to the Members of this people’s 
House the gifts of wisdom and discern- 
ment that, in their words and actions, 
they will do justice, love with mercy, 
and walk humbly with You. 

In this most auspicious week of 
issues in our Nation’s Capital, send 
Your Spirit of peace and good will, that 
we all might find in one another our 
common future. 

May all that is done this day be for 
Your greater honor and glory. 

Amen. 


—_ 


THE JOURNAL 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair has examined the Journal of the 
last day’s proceedings and announces 
to the House his approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour- 
nal stands approved. 


EE 


PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the 
gentleman from Texas (Mr. BURGESS) 
come forward and lead the House in the 
Pledge of Allegiance. 

Mr. BURGESS led the Pledge of Alle- 
giance as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub- 
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 


ee 


REPORT ON H.R. 6020, FINANCIAL 
SERVICES AND GENERAL GOV- 
ERNMENT APPROPRIATIONS 
BILL, 2013 


Mrs. EMERSON, from the Committee 
on Appropriations, submitted a privi- 
leged report (Rept. No. 112-550) on the 


This symbol represents the time of day during the House proceedings, e.g., 


bill (H.R. 6020) making appropriations 
for financial services and general gov- 
ernment for the fiscal year ending Sep- 
tember 30, 2013, and for other purposes, 
which was referred to the Union Cal- 
endar and ordered to be printed. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 1, rule XXI, all points of 
order are reserved on the bill. 


EE 


THE FATE OF THE AFFORDABLE 
CARE ACT AWAITS THE  SU- 
PREME COURT 


(Mr. BURGESS asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. BURGESS. Mr. Speaker, here we 
are, 32 hours away from the Supreme 
Court’s decision on the Affordable Care 
Act. No one has a clear idea of what 
their decision will be. We’ve worked 
hard in preparing for any decision that 
might come from the Supreme Court, 
and their announcement will certainly 
be watched by all. 

As the chairman of the Congressional 
Health Caucus, I’ve held a series of pol- 
icy forums to discuss the future of 
health care in this country. Today we 
heard from Dr. John Goodman, presi- 
dent and CEO of the National Center 
for Policy Analysis in Dallas. Dr. Good- 
man has put a considerable amount of 
time into how to craft health care pol- 
icy that will be beneficial to all Ameri- 
cans without the burdensome law that 
we currently have. 

Additionally, doctors in Dallas con- 
vened with four Members of Congress 
earlier this month. They produced a set 
of principles that I will provide for the 
RECORD. I encourage people to spend 
some time and look at those, and un- 
derstand that we have to have health 
care in this country that’s patient-cen- 
tered, doctor-led, and most of all, we 
keep the government out of the way. 


EE 


ARIZONA IMMIGRATION RULING IS 
A HUGE VICTORY FOR AMER- 
ICAN JOBS 


(Mr. WILSON of South Carolina 
asked and was given permission to ad- 
dress the House for 1 minute and to re- 
vise and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, yesterday, the Supreme Court 
upheld section 2(b), or the ‘‘Check Your 
Papers” provision, of the Arizona im- 
migration law. This requires the police 
to check the immigration status of per- 
sons whom they detain before releas- 
ing. Upholding this provision rep- 
resents a victory for States that are 
protecting their citizens to retain jobs. 


1407 is 2:07 p.m. 
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Columbia business leader Chip 
Prezioso is correct: A country without 
borders is no longer a country. 

The Obama administration has ac- 
tively prevented States like Arizona 
and South Carolina from promoting 
their citizens to keep jobs from com- 
peting illegal aliens. The Federal Gov- 
ernment has good immigration laws, 
but Attorney General Eric Holder has 
refused to enforce them. 

As a former immigration attorney, I 
know we welcome legal immigration. 
Arizona and South Carolina took 
proactive steps to ensure that State 
law enforcement officials are empow- 
ered to keep jobs for Americans, in- 
stead of illegal aliens. 

In conclusion, God bless our troops, 
and we will never forget September the 
11th in the global war on terrorism. 


--Á—— 


VOICE OF TEXAS, JAMES: MR. 
PRESIDENT, FOLLOW THE CON- 
STITUTION 


(Mr. POE of Texas asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. POE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, like 
many Americans, my neighbors are 
concerned with the President’s refusal 
to follow the Constitution. 

James from Kingwood, Texas, wrote 
me this: 

When, as an officer on activity duty, I took 
an oath to support and defend the Constitu- 
tion. I honored and still honor that oath be- 
cause I believe in this country and in the 
constitutional form of government. 

As near as I can see, the President is not 
enforcing the laws he is required to do. If a 
military officer were found selectively per- 
forming his duty, he would be court- 
martialed, discharged, and dismissed from 
the service, as he should be. 

Sir, how long does the President get to 
thumb his nose at the Constitution and at 
Congress? The Congress must take action 
now to support the Constitution, or we won’t 
have a Constitution. 

Mr. Speaker, James is correct. The 
President is not supposed to make law 
by Executive edict from the palace of 
the White House, nor is the President 
to willfully refuse to enforce laws. 
Both actions are a violation the su- 
preme law of the land, the Constitu- 
tion. 

And that’s just the way it is. 


u 


HOUSE GOP JOBS PLAN 


(Ms. FOXX asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, the facts 
don’t lie. President Obama’s policies 
have failed the American people and 
are making the economy worse. Since 
the President took office, unemploy- 
ment has been above 8 percent for 40 
months, gas prices have doubled, and 
the number of Americans having to 
rely on food stamps has climbed to an 
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all-time high while the number of new 
business startups has dropped to a 17- 
year low. 

Our national debt has surpassed $15 
trillion, greater than our entire econ- 
omy, and the CBO has projected that 
2012 will bring the fourth $1 trillion 
deficit in a row. 

Because the President cannot run on 
his record, he has, regrettably, turned 
to the politics of envy and division. 
House Republicans, though, have a 
plan for America’s job creators to help 
turn this economy around. 

It’s time for the President and Sen- 
ate Democrats to stop blocking our 
jobs bills and help us put Americans 
back to work. 


EE 
RECESS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 12(a) of rule I, the Chair 
declares the House in recess until ap- 
proximately 2:45 p.m. today. 

Accordingly (at 2 o’clock and 9 min- 
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess. 


EE 
O 1448 
AFTER RECESS 


The recess having expired, the House 
was called to order by the Speaker pro 
tempore (Ms. FOXX) at 2 o’clock and 48 
minutes p.m. 


EE 


ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, the Chair 
will postpone further proceedings 
today on motions to suspend the rules 
on which a recorded vote or the yeas 
and nays are ordered, or on which the 
vote incurs objection under clause 6 of 
rule XX. 

Record votes on postponed questions 
will be taken later. 


EEE 


ENABLING ENERGY SAVING 
INNOVATIONS ACT 


Mr. WHITFIELD. Madam Speaker, I 
move to suspend the rules and pass the 
bill (H.R. 4850) to allow for innovations 
and alternative technologies that meet 
or exceed desired energy efficiency 
goals. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The text of the bill is as follows: 

H.R. 4850 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Enabling 
Energy Saving Innovations Act”. 

SEC. 2. INNOVATIVE COMPONENT TECH- 
NOLOGIES. 

Section 342(f) of the Energy Policy and 
Conservation Act (42 U.S.C. 6313(f)) is amend- 
ed— 

(1) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘para- 
graphs (2) through (5)’’ and inserting ‘‘para- 
graphs (2) through (6)’’; and 
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(2) by adding at the end the following new 
paragraph: 

(6) INNOVATIVE COMPONENT TECH- 
NOLOGIES.—Subparagraph (C) of paragraph (1) 
shall not apply to a walk-in cooler or walk- 
in freezer component if the component man- 
ufacturer has demonstrated to the satisfac- 
tion of the Secretary that the component re- 
duces energy consumption at least as much 
as if such subparagraph were to apply. In 
support of any demonstration under this 
paragraph, a manufacturer shall provide to 
the Secretary all data and technical infor- 
mation necessary to fully evaluate its appli- 
cation.’’. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Kentucky (Mr. WHITFIELD) and the gen- 
tlewoman from Florida (Ms. CASTOR) 
each will control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Kentucky. 

Mr. WHITFIELD. I yield myself such 
time as I may consume. 

Madam Speaker, I rise today in sup- 
port of the Enabling Energy Saving In- 
novations Act, H.R. 4850, which was in- 
troduced by Representative ADERHOLT 
of Alabama. This bill fixes a problem 
with section 312 of the Energy Inde- 
pendence and Security Act of 2007 re- 
lating to newly manufactured walk-in 
coolers and walk-in freezers. The legis- 
lation resolves a problem by providing 
the Secretary of Energy authority to 
waive certain component specifications 
of section 312, so long as the manufac- 
turer demonstrates that that product 
meets or exceeds DOE energy-effi- 
ciency standards. 

I would urge all Members to support 
this commonsense piece of legislation, 
and I reserve the balance of my time. 


1450 


Ms. CASTOR of Florida. Madam 
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. 

Madam Speaker, the ranking mem- 
ber of the Energy and Commerce Com- 
mittee asked me to convey that he has 
no objection to the bill. Mr. ADER- 
HOLT’s bill provides the flexibility for 
walk-in coolers and walk-in freezers to 
meet the applicable energy-efficiency 
standards with technologies other than 
foam insulation. The bill ensures that 
the alternative technology reduces en- 
ergy consumption at least as much as 
the insulation that is currently re- 
quired. We think this is a reasonable 
approach, encourage Members to sup- 
port the bill, and I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. WHITFIELD. Madam Speaker, at 
this time I would like to yield 6 min- 
utes to the gentleman from Alabama 
(Mr. ADERHOLT), who is the author of 
this legislation. 

Mr. ADERHOLT. Madam Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. 

Madam Speaker, when Congress 
passed the Energy Independence and 
Security Act in December 2007, it inad- 
vertently did not allow a procedure for 
technologies which may provide great- 
er energy efficiencies than even what is 
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required in the bill. The legislation be- 
fore us this afternoon simply makes a 
small change in relation to walk-in 
coolers and freezers. 

Section 312 of the Energy Independ- 
ence and Security Act regulates the ef- 
ficiency standards of walk-in coolers 
and freezers. The section mandates 
that cooler and freezer doors meet a 
certain R-value as a measurement of 
their ability to retain temperature and 
use less energy. The problem is that an 
R-value is a measurement based pri- 
marily on the thickness of foam. 
Therefore, requiring products to meet 
an R-value prohibits technologies that 
are just as efficient, but utilize alter- 
native materials or technologies. 

These types of statutes typically pro- 
vide the Department of Energy with a 
waiver authority. This bill simply pro- 
vides the Department of Energy with 
the authority to waive the R-value re- 
quirement if they determine a product 
meets or exceeds the desired energy-ef- 
ficiency goals. This bill is supported by 
the American Council for an Energy 
Efficient Economy. Furthermore, we 
have spoken with officials at the De- 
partment of Energy who recognize the 
need to consider the energy savings of 
nonfoam products. 

Madam Speaker, this situation offers 
a prime example of how making an ad- 
justment in a government regulation 
can maintain standards and at the 
same time allow flexibility for busi- 
nesses and retailers to purchase supe- 
rior products to enable their businesses 
to use less energy and therefore save 
more money. The law as it currently 
stands is preventing this mutually ben- 
eficial transaction from taking place. 
Furthermore, without a waiver author- 
ity, the law will continue to limit fu- 
ture innovations in this important sec- 
tor. It would be, as if in the 1950s, Con- 
gress had mandated that the record in- 
dustry only use a certain type of vinyl. 
Therefore, there would be no cassette 
tapes, CDs, or iPods. 

With this simple bill, Congress can 
fix this oversight, allowing more eco- 
friendly innovations and a freer mar- 
ketplace. This is one way we as Rep- 
resentatives can help continue to cre- 
ate an environment for economic 
growth. For those reasons, this bill en- 
joys wide bipartisan support, and I 
urge a ‘‘yes’’ vote on H.R. 4850. 

Ms. CASTOR of Florida. Madam 
Speaker, if the other side of the aisle 
has no further speakers, then I’m pre- 
pared to yield back. 

Mr. WHITFIELD. We have no further 
speakers. 

Ms. CASTOR of Florida. I urge a 
“yes” vote on the bill, and I yield back 
the balance of my time. 

Mr. WHITFIELD. Madam Speaker, I 
just want to thank the gentlelady from 
Florida and the ranking member for 
working with us on this legislation. I 
urge its passage, and I yield back the 
balance of my time. 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Kentucky (Mr. 
WHITFIELD) that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 4850. 

The question was taken; and (two- 
thirds being in the affirmative) the 
rules were suspended and the bill was 
passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


u 


COLLINSVILLE RENEWABLE 
ENERGY PROMOTION ACT 


Mr. WHITFIELD. Madam Speaker, I 
move to suspend the rules and pass the 
bill (H.R. 5625) to reinstate and transfer 
certain hydroelectric licenses and ex- 
tend the deadline for commencement of 
construction of certain hydroelectric 
projects. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The text of the bill is as follows: 

H.R. 5625 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Collinsville 
Renewable Energy Promotion Act”. 

SEC. 2. REINSTATEMENT OF EXPIRED LICENSES 
AND EXTENSION OF TIME TO COM- 
MENCE CONSTRUCTION OF 
PROJECTS. 

Subject to section 4 of this Act and not- 
withstanding the time period under section 
18 of the Federal Power Act (16 U.S.C. 806) 
that would otherwise apply to Federal En- 
ergy Regulatory Commission projects num- 
bered 10822 and 10823, the Federal Energy 
Regulatory Commission (referred to in this 
Act as the ‘‘Commission’’) may— 

(1) reinstate the license for either or each 
of those projects; and 

(2) extend for 2 years after the date on 
which either or each project is reinstated 
under paragraph (1) the time period during 
which the licensee is required to commence 
the construction of such projects. 


Prior to reaching any final decision under 
this section, the Commission shall provide 
an opportunity for submission of comments 
by interested persons, municipalities, and 
States and shall consider any such comment 
that is timely submitted. 

SEC. 3. TRANSFER OF LICENSES TO THE TOWN 

OF CANTON, CONNECTICUT. 

Notwithstanding section 8 of the Federal 
Power Act (16 U.S.C. 801) or any other provi- 
sion thereof, if the Commission reinstates 
the license for, and extends the time period 
during which the licensee is required to com- 
mence the construction of, a Federal Energy 
Regulatory Commission project under sec- 
tion 2, the Commission shall transfer such li- 
cense to the town of Canton, Connecticut. 
SEC. 4. ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT. 

(a) DEFINITION.—For purposes of this sec- 
tion, the term ‘‘environmental assessment’’ 
shall have the same meaning as is given such 
term in regulations prescribed by the Coun- 
cil on Environmental Quality that imple- 
ment the National Environmental Policy 
Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4821 et seq.). 

(b) ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT.—Not 
later than 180 days after the date of enact- 
ment of this Act, the Commission shall com- 
plete an environmental assessment for Fed- 
eral Energy Regulatory Commission projects 
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numbered 10822 and 10823, updating, to the 
extent necessary, the environmental anal- 
ysis performed during the process of licens- 
ing such projects. 

(c) COMMENT PERIOD.—Upon issuance of the 
environmental assessment required under 
subsection (b), the Commission shall— 

(1) initiate a 30-day public comment pe- 
riod; and 

(2) before taking any action under section 
2 or 3— 

(A) consider any comments received during 
such 30-day period; and 

(B) incorporate in the license for the 
projects involved, such terms and conditions 
as the Commission determines to be nec- 
essary, based on the environmental assess- 
ment performed and comments received 
under this section. 

SEC. 5. DEADLINE. 

Not later than 270 days after the date of 
enactment of this Act, the Commission 
shall— 

(1) make a final decision pursuant to para- 
graph (1) of section 2; and 

(2) if the Commission decides to reinstate 1 
or both of the licenses under such paragraph 
and extend the corresponding deadline for 
commencement of construction under para- 
graph (2) of such section, complete the ac- 
tion required under section 3. 

SEC. 6. PROTECTION OF EXISTING RIGHTS. 

Nothing in this Act shall affect any valid 
license issued by the Commission under sec- 
tion 4 of the Federal Power Act (16 U.S.C. 
797) on or before the date of enactment of 
this Act or diminish or extinguish any exist- 
ing rights under any such license. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Kentucky (Mr. WHITFIELD) and the gen- 
tleman from Connecticut (Mr. MURPHY) 
each will control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Kentucky. 

Mr. WHITFIELD. Madam Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may con- 
sume. 

I rise in support of H.R. 5625, which 
was introduced by Representative MUR- 
PHY of Connecticut. This legislation 
would provide the Federal Energy Reg- 
ulatory Commission with limited au- 
thority to reinstate two terminated 
hydroelectric licenses and transfer 
them to a new owner, the town of Can- 
ton, Connecticut. 

The licenses are associated with the 
Upper and Lower Collinsville dams on 
the Farmington River in Connecticut. 
Both projects are under one megawatt 
each, and I urge all Members to sup- 
port this legislation, and I reserve the 
balance of my time. 

Mr. MURPHY of Connecticut. Madam 
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I 
may consume, and I would like to 
thank the chairman for his assistance 
and leadership in bringing this bill for- 
ward today. 

This legislation before us, as Chair- 
man WHITFIELD stated, is pretty sim- 
ple. It will allow FERC the permissive 
authority to allow several commu- 
nities in my district to operate two 
very small hydroelectric dams as mu- 
nicipal power sources. The Upper and 
Lower Collinsville dams have been dor- 
mant along Connecticut’s Farmington 
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River since the 1960s. The licenses that 
were fairly recently previously issued 
by FERC to operate both small dams 
are currently inactive. This legislation 
would allow FERC the opportunity to 
reinstate them and transfer them to 
the town of Canton, Connecticut, for 
operation. 

These two small dams are already a 
beloved and long-standing symbol of 
the Farmington Valley’s rich history. 
Today, however, we can help make 
them a symbol of the valley’s future as 
well—retrofitting them to provide 
clean energy to power thousands of 
homes and businesses. 

This legislation was the product of a 
sustained and collaborative process 
with State and local stakeholders, 
FERC, and river protection organiza- 
tions. The bill provides for an addi- 
tional comment period on any FERC li- 
censing action, as well as on the li- 
censes’ environmental provisions—en- 
suring that public input is respected 
and the river’s health is protected. 

While we work to enact policies that 
will accelerate our transition to energy 
independence, we _ shouldn’t neglect 
these smaller projects that can begin 
that process right here and now, and 
this bill represents that kind of oppor- 
tunity. 

This isn’t the first time we’ve consid- 
ered this bill in this Chamber. Iden- 
tical legislation passed the House by 
voice vote on June 16, 2010. However, 
the Senate didn’t take up the bill that 
year. As such, I’m hopeful we can mus- 
ter the same bipartisan spirit today 
and again pass this noncontroversial 
energy legislation. 

Again, Pd like to thank Chairman 
WHITFIELD, as well as Chairman UPTON 
and Ranking Members WAXMAN and 
RuSH and their staffs, for helping bring 
this legislation to the floor today. We 
do this institution credit with this 
kind of bipartisan legislation. Again to 
the chairman, I appreciate it, and I re- 
serve the balance of my time. 

Mr. WHITFIELD. Madam Speaker, 
we have no further speakers, so at this 
time I would just thank the gentleman 
from Connecticut for bringing this leg- 
islation to our attention. I appreciate 
his patience. It took us a little while to 
get it to the floor, but I do urge its pas- 
sage, and I yield back the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. MURPHY of Connecticut. Madam 
Speaker, I yield back the balance of 
my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Kentucky (Mr. 
WHITFIELD) that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 5625. 

The question was taken; and (two- 
thirds being in the affirmative) the 
rules were suspended and the bill was 
passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 
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GENERAL LEAVE 


Mr. WHITFIELD. Madam Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that all Mem- 
bers be allowed to revise and extend 
their remarks and insert extraneous 
material on H.R. 4850 and H.R. 5625. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Kentucky? 

There was no objection. 


EE 
1500 


NUCLEAR TERRORISM CONVEN- 
TIONS IMPLEMENTATION AND 
SAFETY OF MARITIME NAVIGA- 
TION ACT OF 2012 


Mr. SMITH of Texas. Madam Speak- 
er, I move to suspend the rules and 
pass the bill (H.R. 5889) to amend title 
18, United States Code, to provide for 
protection of maritime navigation and 
prevention of nuclear terrorism, and 
for other purposes, as amended. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The text of the bill is as follows: 

H.R. 5889 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Nuclear Ter- 
rorism Conventions Implementation and 
Safety of Maritime Navigation Act of 2012”. 


TITLE I—SAFETY OF MARITIME 
NAVIGATION 
SEC. 101. AMENDMENT TO SECTION 2280 OF 
TITLE 18, UNITED STATES CODE. 

Section 2280 of title 18, United States Code, 
is amended— 

(1) in subsection (b)— 

(A) in paragraph (1)(A)(i), by striking “ʻa 
ship flying the flag of the United States” and 
inserting ‘‘a vessel of the United States or a 
vessel subject to the jurisdiction of the 
United States (as defined in section 70502 of 
title 46)”; 

(B) in paragraph (1)(A)(ii), by inserting ‘‘, 
including the territorial seas” after “in the 
United States’’; and 

(C) in paragraph (1)(A)(iii), by inserting ‘‘, 
by a United States corporation or legal enti- 
ty,” after “by a national of the United 
States’’; 

(2) in subsection (c), by striking ‘‘section 
2(c)’’ and inserting ‘‘section 13(c)’’; 

(8) by striking subsection (d); 

(4) by striking subsection (e) and inserting 
after subsection (c): 

“(d) DEFINITIONS.—As used in this section, 
section 2280a, section 2281, and section 2281a, 
the term— 

““(1) ‘applicable treaty’ means— 

“(A) the Convention for the Suppression of 
Unlawful Seizure of Aircraft, done at The 
Hague on 16 December 1970; 

‘“(B) the Convention for the Suppression of 
Unlawful Acts against the Safety of Civil 
Aviation, done at Montreal on 23 September 
1971; 

““(C) the Convention on the Prevention and 
Punishment of Crimes against Internation- 
ally Protected Persons, including Diplomatic 
Agents, adopted by the General Assembly of 
the United Nations on 14 December 1978; 

‘“(D) International Convention against the 
Taking of Hostages, adopted by the General 
Assembly of the United Nations on 17 De- 
cember 1979; 
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“(E) the Convention on the Physical Pro- 
tection of Nuclear Material, done at Vienna 
on 26 October 1979; 

‘(F) the Protocol for the Suppression of 
Unlawful Acts of Violence at Airports Serv- 
ing International Civil Aviation, supple- 
mentary to the Convention for the Suppres- 
sion of Unlawful Acts against the Safety of 
Civil Aviation, done at Montreal on 24 Feb- 
ruary 1988; 

‘(G) the Protocol for the Suppression of 
Unlawful Acts against the Safety of Fixed 
Platforms Located on the Continental Shelf, 
done at Rome on 10 March 1988; 

‘“(H) International Convention for the Sup- 
pression of Terrorist Bombings, adopted by 
the General Assembly of the United Nations 
on 15 December 1997; and 

“(I) International Convention for the Sup- 
pression of the Financing of Terrorism, 
adopted by the General Assembly of the 
United Nations on 9 December 1999; 

“(2) ‘armed conflict’ does not include inter- 
nal disturbances and tensions, such as riots, 
isolated and sporadic acts of violence, and 
other acts of a similar nature; 

‘(8) ‘biological weapon’ means— 

“(A) microbial or other biological agents, 
or toxins whatever their origin or method of 
production, of types and in quantities that 
have no justification for prophylactic, pro- 
tective, or other peaceful purposes; or 

‘(B) weapons, equipment, or means of de- 
livery designed to use such agents or toxins 
for hostile purposes or in armed conflict; 

(4) ‘chemical weapon’ means, together or 
separately— 

“(A) toxic chemicals and their precursors, 
except where intended for— 

“(i) industrial, agricultural, research, med- 
ical, pharmaceutical, or other peaceful pur- 
poses; 

“(ii) protective purposes, namely those 
purposes directly related to protection 
against toxic chemicals and to protection 
against chemical weapons; 

“(iii) military purposes not connected with 
the use of chemical weapons and not depend- 
ent on the use of the toxic properties of 
chemicals as a method of warfare; or 

“(iv) law enforcement including domestic 
riot control purposes, 


as long as the types and quantities are con- 
sistent with such purposes; 

‘“(B) munitions and devices, specifically de- 
signed to cause death or other harm through 
the toxic properties of those toxic chemicals 
specified in subparagraph (A), which would 
be released as a result of the employment of 
such munitions and devices; and 

“(C) any equipment specifically designed 
for use directly in connection with the em- 
ployment of munitions and devices specified 
in subparagraph (B); 

‘“(5) ‘covered ship’ means a ship that is 
navigating or is scheduled to navigate into, 
through or from waters beyond the outer 
limit of the territorial sea of a single coun- 
try or a lateral limit of that country’s terri- 
torial sea with an adjacent country; 

“6) ‘explosive material’ has the meaning 
given the term in section 841(c) and includes 
explosive as defined in section 844(j) of this 
title; 

“(7) ‘infrastructure facility’ has the mean- 
ing given the term in section 23882f(e)(5) of 
this title; 

(8) ‘international organization’ has the 
meaning given the term in section 831(f)(3) of 
this title; 

“(9) ‘military forces of a state’ means the 
armed forces of a state which are organized, 
trained, and equipped under its internal law 
for the primary purpose of national defense 


June 26, 2012 


or security, and persons acting in support of 
those armed forces who are under their for- 
mal command, control, and responsibility; 

‘(10) ‘national of the United States’ has 
the meaning stated in section 101(a)(22) of 
the Immigration and Nationality Act (8 
U.S.C. 1101(a)(22)); 

“(11) ‘Non-Proliferation Treaty’ means the 
Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear 
Weapons, done at Washington, London, and 
Moscow on 1 July 1968; 

(12) ‘Non-Proliferation Treaty State 
Party’ means any State Party to the Non- 
Proliferation Treaty, to include Taiwan, 
which shall be considered to have the obliga- 
tions under the Non-Proliferation Treaty of 
a party to that treaty other than a Nuclear 
Weapon State Party to the Non-Proliferation 
Treaty; 

*(13) ‘Nuclear Weapon State Party to the 
Non-Proliferation Treaty’ means a State 
Party to the Non-Proliferation Treaty that 
is a nuclear-weapon State, as that term is 
defined in Article IX(8) of the Non-Prolifera- 
tion Treaty; 

*(14) ‘place of public use’ has the meaning 
given the term in section 2332f(e)(6) of this 
title; 

‘(15) ‘precursor’ has the meaning given the 
term in section 229F(6)(A) of this title; 

‘(16) ‘public transport system’ has the 
meaning given the term in section 2382f(e)(6) 
of this title; 

‘(17) ‘serious injury or damage’ means— 

“(A) serious bodily injury, 

“(B) extensive destruction of a place of 
public use, State or government facility, in- 
frastructure facility, or public transpor- 
tation system, resulting in major economic 
loss, or 

“(C) substantial damage to the environ- 
ment, including air, soil, water, fauna, or 
flora; 

“(18) ‘ship’ means a vessel of any type 
whatsoever not permanently attached to the 
sea-bed, including dynamically supported 
craft, submersibles, or any other floating 
craft, but does not include a warship, a ship 
owned or operated by a government when 
being used as a naval auxiliary or for cus- 
toms or police purposes, or a ship which has 
been withdrawn from navigation or laid up; 

“(19) ‘source material’ has the meaning 
given that term in the International Atomic 
Energy Agency Statute, done at New York 
on 26 October 1956; 

‘(20) ‘special fissionable material’ has the 
meaning given that term in the Inter- 
national Atomic Energy Agency Statute, 
done at New York on 26 October 1956; 

“(21) ‘territorial sea of the United States’ 
means all waters extending seaward to 12 
nautical miles from the baselines of the 
United States determined in accordance with 
international law; 

(22) ‘toxic chemical’ has the meaning 
given the term in section 229F(8)(A) of this 
title; 

‘(23) ‘transport’ means to initiate, arrange 
or exercise effective control, including deci- 
sionmaking authority, over the movement of 
a person or item; and 

“(24) ‘United States’, when used in a geo- 
graphical sense, includes the Commonwealth 
of Puerto Rico, the Commonwealth of the 
Northern Mariana Islands, and all territories 
and possessions of the United States.’’; and 

(5) by inserting after subsection (d) (as 
added by paragraph (4) of this section) the 
following: 

‘“(e) EXCEPTIONS.—This section shall not 
apply to— 

“(1) the activities of armed forces during 
an armed conflict, as those terms are under- 
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stood under the law of war, which are gov- 
erned by that law; or 

“(2) activities undertaken by military 
forces of a state in the exercise of their offi- 
cial duties. 

“(f) DELIVERY OF SUSPECTED OFFENDER.— 
The master of a covered ship flying the flag 
of the United States who has reasonable 
grounds to believe that there is on board 
that ship any person who has committed an 
offense under section 2280 or section 2280a 
may deliver such person to the authorities of 
a country that is a party to the Convention 
for the Suppression of Unlawful Acts against 
the Safety of Maritime Navigation. Before 
delivering such person to the authorities of 
another country, the master shall notify in 
an appropriate manner the Attorney General 
of the United States of the alleged offense 
and await instructions from the Attorney 
General as to what action to take. When de- 
livering the person to a country which is a 
state party to the Convention, the master 
shall, whenever practicable, and if possible 
before entering the territorial sea of such 
country, notify the authorities of such coun- 
try of the master’s intention to deliver such 
person and the reasons therefor. If the mas- 
ter delivers such person, the master shall 
furnish to the authorities of such country 
the evidence in the master’s possession that 
pertains to the alleged offense. 

““(g)(1) CIVIL FORFEITURE.—Any real or per- 
sonal property used or intended to be used to 
commit or to facilitate the commission of a 
violation of this section, the gross proceeds 
of such violation, and any real or personal 
property traceable to such property or pro- 
ceeds, shall be subject to forfeiture. 

‘“(2) APPLICABLE PROCEDURES.—Seizures 
and forfeitures under this section shall be 
governed by the provisions of chapter 46 of 
title 18, United States Code, relating to civil 
forfeitures, except that such duties as are 
imposed upon the Secretary of the Treasury 
under the customs laws described in section 
981(d) shall be performed by such officers, 
agents, and other persons as may be des- 
ignated for that purpose by the Secretary of 
Homeland Security, the Attorney General, 
or the Secretary of Defense.’’. 

SEC. 102. NEW SECTION 2280a OF TITLE 18, 
UNITED STATES CODE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 111 of title 18, 
United States Code, is amended by adding 
after section 2280 the following new section: 
“§2280a. Violence against maritime naviga- 

tion and maritime transport involving 

weapons of mass destruction 

“(a) OFFENSES.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to the excep- 
tions in subsection (c), a person who unlaw- 
fully and intentionally— 

“(A) when the purpose of the act, by its na- 
ture or context, is to intimidate a popu- 
lation, or to compel a government or an 
international organization to do or to ab- 
stain from doing any act— 

“() uses against or on a ship or discharges 
from a ship any explosive or radioactive ma- 
terial, biological, chemical, or nuclear weap- 
on or other nuclear explosive device in a 
manner that causes or is likely to cause 
death to any person or serious injury or 
damage; 

“Gi) discharges from a ship oil, liquefied 
natural gas, or another hazardous or noxious 
substance that is not covered by clause (i), in 
such quantity or concentration that causes 
or is likely to cause death to any person or 
serious injury or damage; or 

“Gii) uses a ship in a manner that causes 
death to any person or serious injury or 
damage; 
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‘(B) transports on board a ship— 

“(i) any explosive or radioactive material, 
knowing that it is intended to be used to 
cause, or in a threat to cause, death to any 
person or serious injury or damage for the 
purpose of intimidating a population, or 
compelling a government or an international 
organization to do or to abstain from doing 
any act; 

“(ii) any biological, chemical, or nuclear 
weapon or other nuclear explosive device, 
knowing it to be a biological, chemical, or 
nuclear weapon or other nuclear explosive 
device; 

“(iii) any source material, special fission- 
able material, or equipment or material es- 
pecially designed or prepared for the proc- 
essing, use, or production of special fission- 
able material, knowing that it is intended to 
be used in a nuclear explosive activity or in 
any other nuclear activity not under safe- 
guards pursuant to an International Atomic 
Energy Agency comprehensive safeguards 
agreement, except where— 

‘““T) such item is transported to or from the 
territory of, or otherwise under the control 
of, a Non-Proliferation Treaty State Party; 
and 

“(IT) the resulting transfer or receipt (in- 
cluding internal to a country) is not con- 
trary to the obligations under the Non-Pro- 
liferation Treaty of the Non-Proliferation 
Treaty State Party from which, to the terri- 
tory of which, or otherwise under the control 
of which such item is transferred; 

‘“(iv) any equipment, materials, or soft- 
ware or related technology that significantly 
contributes to the design or manufacture of 
a nuclear weapon or other nuclear explosive 
device, with the intention that it will be 
used for such purpose, except where— 

“(I) the country to the territory of which 
or under the control of which such item is 
transferred is a Nuclear Weapon State Party 
to the Non-Proliferation Treaty; and 

“(IT) the resulting transfer or receipt (in- 
cluding internal to a country) is not con- 
trary to the obligations under the Non-Pro- 
liferation Treaty of a Non-Proliferation 
Treaty State Party from which, to the terri- 
tory of which, or otherwise under the control 
of which such item is transferred; 

“(v) any equipment, materials, or software 
or related technology that significantly con- 
tributes to the delivery of a nuclear weapon 
or other nuclear explosive device, with the 
intention that it will be used for such pur- 
pose, except where— 

‘““T) such item is transported to or from the 
territory of, or otherwise under the control 
of, a Non-Proliferation Treaty State Party; 
and 

“(ID) such item is intended for the delivery 
system of a nuclear weapon or other nuclear 
explosive device of a Nuclear Weapon State 
Party to the Non-Proliferation Treaty; or 

‘“(vi) any equipment, materials, or soft- 
ware or related technology that significantly 
contributes to the design, manufacture, or 
delivery of a biological or chemical weapon, 
with the intention that it will be used for 
such purpose; 

‘“(C) transports another person on board a 
ship knowing that the person has committed 
an act that constitutes an offense under sec- 
tion 2280 or subparagraphs (A), (B), (D), or 
(E) of this section or an offense set forth in 
an applicable treaty, as specified in section 
2280(d)(1), and intending to assist that person 
to evade criminal prosecution; 

‘“(D) injures or kills any person in connec- 
tion with the commission or the attempted 
commission of any of the offenses set forth 
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in subparagraphs (A) through (C), or sub- 
section (a)(2), to the extent that the sub- 
section (a)(2) offense pertains to subpara- 
graph (A); or 

“(E) attempts to do any act prohibited 
under subparagraphs (A), (B) or (D), or con- 
spires to do any act prohibited by subpara- 
graphs (A) through (E) or subsection (a)(2), 
shall be fined under this title, imprisoned 
not more than 20 years, or both; and if the 
death of any person results from conduct 
prohibited by this paragraph, shall be im- 
prisoned for any term of years or for life. 

‘(2) THREATS.—A person who threatens, 
with apparent determination and will to 
carry the threat into execution, to do any 
act prohibited under paragraph (1)(A) shall 
be fined under this title, imprisoned not 
more than 5 years, or both. 

“(b) JURISDICTION.—There is jurisdiction 
over the activity prohibited in subsection 
(a)— 

“(1) in the case of a covered ship, if— 

“(A) such activity is committed— 

“(i) against or on board a vessel of the 
United States or a vessel subject to the juris- 
diction of the United States (as defined in 
section 70502 of title 46) at the time the pro- 
hibited activity is committed; 

“(ii) in the United States, including the 
territorial seas; or 

“(iii) by a national of the United States, by 
a United States corporation or legal entity, 
or by a stateless person whose habitual resi- 
dence is in the United States; 

“(B) during the commission of such activ- 
ity, a national of the United States is seized, 
threatened, injured, or killed; or 

“(C) the offender is later found in the 
United States after such activity is com- 
mitted; 

‘“(2) in the case of a ship navigating or 
scheduled to navigate solely within the terri- 
torial sea or internal waters of a country 
other than the United States, if the offender 
is later found in the United States after such 
activity is committed; or 

“(3) in the case of any vessel, if such activ- 
ity is committed in an attempt to compel 
the United States to do or abstain from 
doing any act. 

“(c) EXCEPTIONS.—This section shall not 
apply to— 

“(1) the activities of armed forces during 
an armed conflict, as those terms are under- 
stood under the law of war, which are gov- 
erned by that law; or 

“(2) activities undertaken by military 
forces of a state in the exercise of their offi- 
cial duties. 

“(d)(1) CIVIL FORFEITURE.—Any real or per- 
sonal property used or intended to be used to 
commit or to facilitate the commission of a 
violation of this section, the gross proceeds 
of such violation, and any real or personal 
property traceable to such property or pro- 
ceeds, shall be subject to forfeiture. 

‘(2) APPLICABLE PROCEDURES.—Seizures 
and forfeitures under this section shall be 
governed by the provisions of chapter 46 of 
title 18, United States Code, relating to civil 
forfeitures, except that such duties as are 
imposed upon the Secretary of the Treasury 
under the customs laws described in section 
981(d) shall be performed by such officers, 
agents, and other persons as may be des- 
ignated for that purpose by the Secretary of 
Homeland Security, the Attorney General, 
or the Secretary of Defense.”’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The table of 
sections at the beginning of chapter 111 of 
title 18, United States Code, is amended by 
adding after the item relating to section 2280 
the following new item: 
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‘2280a. Violence against maritime naviga- 
tion and maritime transport in- 
volving weapons of mass de- 
struction.”’. 

SEC. 103. AMENDMENTS TO SECTION 2281 OF 

TITLE 18, UNITED STATES CODE. 

Section 2281 of title 18, United States Code, 
is amended— 

(1) in subsection (c), by striking ‘‘section 
2(c)’’ and inserting ‘‘section 13(c)’’; 

(2) in subsection (d), by striking the defini- 
tions of “national of the United States,” 
“territorial sea of the United States,” and 
“United States”; and 

(3) by inserting after subsection (d) the fol- 
lowing: 

‘“(e) EXCEPTIONS.—This section does not 
apply to— 

“(1) the activities of armed forces during 
an armed conflict, as those terms are under- 
stood under the law of war, which are gov- 
erned by that law; or 

“(2) activities undertaken by military 
forces of a state in the exercise of their offi- 
cial duties.’’. 

SEC. 104. NEW SECTION 228la OF TITLE 18, 

UNITED STATES CODE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 111 of title 18, 
United States Code, is amended by adding 
after section 2281 the following new section: 
“§ 2281a. Additional offenses against maritime 

fixed platforms 

“(a) OFFENSES.— 

‘“(1) IN GENERAL.—A person who unlawfully 
and intentionally— 

“(A) when the purpose of the act, by its na- 
ture or context, is to intimidate a popu- 
lation, or to compel a government or an 
international organization to do or to ab- 
stain from doing any act— 

“(i) uses against or on a fixed platform or 
discharges from a fixed platform any explo- 
sive or radioactive material, biological, 
chemical, or nuclear weapon in a manner 
that causes or is likely to cause death or se- 
rious injury or damage; or 

“Gi) discharges from a fixed platform oil, 
liquefied natural gas, or another hazardous 
or noxious substance that is not covered by 
clause (i), in such quantity or concentration 
that causes or is likely to cause death or se- 
rious injury or damage; 

‘“(B) injures or kills any person in connec- 
tion with the commission or the attempted 
commission of any of the offenses set forth 
in subparagraph (A); or 

“(C) attempts or conspires to do anything 
prohibited under subparagraphs (A) or (B), 
shall be fined under this title, imprisoned 
not more than 20 years, or both; and if death 
results to any person from conduct prohib- 
ited by this paragraph, shall be imprisoned 
for any term of years or for life. 

“(2) THREAT TO SAFETY.—A person who 
threatens, with apparent determination and 
will to carry the threat into execution, to do 
any act prohibited under paragraph (1)(A), 
shall be fined under this title, imprisoned 
not more than 5 years, or both. 

“(b) JURISDICTION.—There is jurisdiction 
over the activity prohibited in subsection (a) 
if— 

“(1) such activity is committed against or 
on board a fixed platform— 

“(A) that is located on the continental 
shelf of the United States; 

“(B) that is located on the continental 
shelf of another country, by a national of the 
United States or by a stateless person whose 
habitual residence is in the United States; or 

“(C) in an attempt to compel the United 
States to do or abstain from doing any act; 

(2) during the commission of such activ- 
ity against or on board a fixed platform lo- 
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cated on a continental shelf, a national of 
the United States is seized, threatened, in- 
jured, or killed; or 

“(3) such activity is committed against or 
on board a fixed platform located outside the 
United States and beyond the continental 
shelf of the United States and the offender is 
later found in the United States. 

““(c) HEXCEPTIONS.—This section does not 
apply to— 

“(1) the activities of armed forces during 
an armed conflict, as those terms are under- 
stood under the law of war, which are gov- 
erned by that law; or 

“(2) activities undertaken by military 
forces of a state in the exercise of their offi- 
cial duties. 

“(d) DEFINITIONS.—In this section— 

“(1) ‘continental shelf’ means the sea-bed 
and subsoil of the submarine areas that ex- 
tend beyond a country’s territorial sea to 
the limits provided by customary inter- 
national law as reflected in Article 76 of the 
1982 Convention on the Law of the Sea; and 

‘(2) ‘fixed platform’ means an artificial is- 
land, installation, or structure permanently 
attached to the sea-bed for the purpose of ex- 
ploration or exploitation of resources or for 
other economic purposes.”’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The table of 
sections at the beginning of chapter 111 of 
title 18, United States Code, is amended by 
adding after the item relating to section 2281 
the following new item: 

‘228la. Additional offenses against maritime 
fixed platforms.’’. 
SEC. 105. ANCILLARY MEASURE. 

Section 23832b(g¢)(5)(B) of title 18, United 
States Code, is amended by inserting ‘‘2280a 
(relating to maritime safety),’’ before ‘‘2281’’, 
and by striking ‘‘2281’’ and inserting ‘‘2281 
through 2281a’’. 

TITLE II—PREVENTION OF NUCLEAR 
TERRORISM 
SEC. 201. NEW SECTION 23321 OF TITLE 18. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 113B of title 18, 
United States Code, is amended by adding 
after section 2332h the following: 

“§ 23321. Acts of nuclear terrorism 

‘*“(a) OFFENSES.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Whoever knowingly and 
unlawfully— 

“(A) possesses radioactive material or 
makes or possesses a device— 

“(i) with the intent to cause death or seri- 
ous bodily injury; or 

“(ii) with the intent to cause substantial 
damage to property or the environment; or 

“(B) uses in any way radioactive material 
or a device, or uses or damages or interferes 
with the operation of a nuclear facility in a 
manner that causes the release of or in- 
creases the risk of the release of radioactive 
material, or causes radioactive contamina- 
tion or exposure to radiation— 

“(i) with the intent to cause death or seri- 
ous bodily injury or with the knowledge that 
such act is likely to cause death or serious 
bodily injury; 

“(ii) with the intent to cause substantial 
damage to property or the environment or 
with the knowledge that such act is likely to 
cause substantial damage to property or the 
environment; or 

“(iii) with the intent to compel a person, 
an international organization or a country 
to do or refrain from doing an act, 
shall be punished as prescribed in subsection 
tO); 

“(2) THREATS.—Whoever, under cir- 
cumstances in which the threat may reason- 
ably be believed, threatens to commit an of- 
fense under paragraph (1) shall be punished 
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as prescribed in subsection (c). Whoever de- 
mands possession of or access to radioactive 
material, a device or a nuclear facility by 
threat or by use of force shall be punished as 
prescribed in subsection (c). 

‘(3) ATTEMPTS AND CONSPIRACIES.—Who- 
ever attempts to commit an offense under 
paragraph (1) or conspires to commit an of- 
fense under paragraphs (1) or (2) shall be pun- 
ished as prescribed in subsection (c). 

‘“(b) JURISDICTION.—Conduct prohibited by 
subsection (a) is within the jurisdiction of 
the United States if— 

“(1) the prohibited conduct takes place in 
the United States or the special aircraft ju- 
risdiction of the United States; 

‘“(2) the prohibited conduct takes place 
outside of the United States and— 

“(A) is committed by a national of the 
United States, a United States corporation 
or legal entity or a stateless person whose 
habitual residence is in the United States; 

“(B) is committed on board a vessel of the 
United States or a vessel subject to the juris- 
diction of the United States (as defined in 
section 70502 of title 46) or on board an air- 
craft that is registered under United States 
law, at the time the offense is committed; or 

“(C) is committed in an attempt to compel 
the United States to do or abstain from 
doing any act, or constitutes a threat di- 
rected at the United States; 

“(3) the prohibited conduct takes place 
outside of the United States and a victim or 
an intended victim is a national of the 
United States or a United States corporation 
or legal entity, or the offense is committed 
against any state or government facility of 
the United States; or 

“(4) a perpetrator of the prohibited con- 
duct is found in the United States. 

‘(c) PENALTIES.—Whoever violates this 
section shall be fined not more than 
$2,000,000 and shall be imprisoned for any 
term of years or for life. 

‘(d) NONAPPLICABILITY.—This section does 
not apply to— 

“(1) the activities of armed forces during 
an armed conflict, as those terms are under- 
stood under the law of war, which are gov- 
erned by that law; or 

“(2) activities undertaken by military 
forces of a state in the exercise of their offi- 
cial duties. 

‘(e) DEFINITIONS.—As used in this section, 
the term— 

“(1) ‘armed conflict’ has the meaning given 
that term in section 2332f(e)(11) of this title; 

“*(2) ‘device’ means: 

“(A) any nuclear explosive device; or 

‘(B) any radioactive material dispersal or 
radiation-emitting device that may, owing 
to its radiological properties, cause death, 
serious bodily injury or substantial damage 
to property or the environment; 

(3) ‘international organization’ has the 
meaning given that term in section 831(f)(3) 
of this title; 

“(4) ‘military forces of a state’ means the 
armed forces of a country that are organized, 
trained and equipped under its internal law 
for the primary purpose of national defense 
or security and persons acting in support of 
those armed forces who are under their for- 
mal command, control and responsibility; 

“(5) ‘national of the United States’ has the 
meaning given that term in section 101(a)(22) 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act (8 
U.S.C. 1101(a)(22)); 

“(6) ‘nuclear facility’ means: 

“(A) any nuclear reactor, including reac- 
tors on vessels, vehicles, aircraft or space ob- 
jects for use as an energy source in order to 
propel such vessels, vehicles, aircraft or 
space objects or for any other purpose; 
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“(B) any plant or conveyance being used 
for the production, storage, processing or 
transport of radioactive material; or 

“(C) a facility (including associated build- 
ings and equipment) in which nuclear mate- 
rial is produced, processed, used, handled, 
stored or disposed of, if damage to or inter- 
ference with such facility could lead to the 
release of significant amounts of radiation or 
radioactive material; 

“(7) ‘nuclear material’ has the meaning 
given that term in section 831(f)(1) of this 
title; 

“(8) ‘radioactive material’ means nuclear 
material and other radioactive substances 
that contain nuclides that undergo sponta- 
neous disintegration (a process accompanied 
by emission of one or more types of ionizing 
radiation, such as alpha-, beta-, neutron par- 
ticles and gamma rays) and that may, owing 
to their radiological or fissile properties, 
cause death, serious bodily injury or sub- 
stantial damage to property or to the envi- 
ronment; 

“*(9) ‘serious bodily injury’ has the meaning 
given that term in section 831(f)(4) of this 
title; 

““(10) ‘state’ has the same meaning as that 
term has under international law, and in- 
cludes all political subdivisions thereof; 

“(11) ‘state or government facility’ has the 
meaning given that term in section 
2382f(e)(3) of this title; 

(12) ‘United States corporation or legal 
entity’ means any corporation or other enti- 
ty organized under the laws of the United 
States or any State, Commonwealth, terri- 
tory, possession or district of the United 
States; 

“*(13) ‘vessel’ has the meaning given that 
term in section 1502(19) of title 33; and 

**(14) ‘vessel of the United States’ has the 
meaning given that term in section 70502 of 
title 46.’’. 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
sections at the beginning of chapter 113B of 
title 18, United States Code, is amended by 
inserting after section 2332h the following: 
‘2332i. Acts of nuclear terrorism.”’. 

(c) DISCLAIMER.—Nothing contained in this 
section is intended to affect the applicability 
of any other Federal or State law that might 
pertain to the underlying conduct. 

SEC. 202. AMENDMENT TO SECTION 831 OF TITLE 
18 OF THE U.S. CODE. 

Section 831 of title 18, United States Code, 
is amended— 

(a) in subsection (a)— 

(1) by redesignating paragraphs (3) through 
(8) as (4) through (9); 

(2) by inserting after paragraph (2) the fol- 
lowing: 

“(3) without lawful authority, inten- 
tionally carries, sends or moves nuclear ma- 
terial into or out of a country;”’; 

(3) in paragraph (8), as redesignated, by 
striking ‘‘an offense under paragraph (1), (2), 
(3), or (4)? and inserting ‘‘any act prohibited 
under paragraphs (1) through (5)’’; and 

(4) in paragraph (9), as redesignated, by 
striking ‘‘an offense under paragraph (1), (2), 
(3), or (4)? and inserting ‘‘any act prohibited 
under paragraphs (1) through (7); 

(b) in subsection (b)— 

(1) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘(7)” and 
inserting ‘‘(8)’’; and 

(2) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘(8)’” and 
inserting ‘‘(9)’’; 

(c) in subsection (c)— 

(1) in subparagraph (2)(A), by adding after 
“United States” the following: ‘or a state- 
less person whose habitual residence is in the 
United States”; 

(2) by striking paragraph (5); 
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(3) in paragraph (4), by striking ‘‘or’’ at the 
end; 

(4) by inserting after paragraph (4), the fol- 
lowing: 

“(5) the offense is committed on board a 
vessel of the United States or a vessel sub- 
ject to the jurisdiction of the United States 
(as defined in section 70502 of title 46) or on 
board an aircraft that is registered under 
United States law, at the time the offense is 
committed; 

“(6) the offense is committed outside the 
United States and against any state or gov- 
ernment facility of the United States; or 

“('7) the offense is committed in an attempt 
to compel the United States to do or abstain 
from doing any act, or constitutes a threat 
directed at the United States.’’. 

(d) by redesignating subsections 
through (f) as (e) through (g), respectively; 

(e) by inserting after subsection (c): 

“(d) NONAPPLICABILITY.—This section does 
not apply to— 

“(1) the activities of armed forces during 
an armed conflict, as those terms are under- 
stood under the law of war, which are gov- 
erned by that law; or 

“(2) activities undertaken by military 
forces of a state in the exercise of their offi- 
cial duties.’’; and 

(f) in subsection (g), as redesignated— 

(1) in paragraph (6), by striking ‘‘and’’ at 
the end; 

(2) in paragraph (7), by striking the period 
at the end and inserting a semicolon; and 

(3) by inserting after paragraph (7), the fol- 
lowing: 

(8) the term ‘armed conflict’ 
meaning given that term in 
2332f(e)(11) of this title; 

“(9) the term ‘military forces of a state’ 
means the armed forces of a country that are 
organized, trained and equipped under its in- 
ternal law for the primary purpose of na- 
tional defense or security and persons acting 
in support of those armed forces who are 
under their formal command, control and re- 
sponsibility; 

(10) the term ‘state’ has the same mean- 
ing as that term has under international 
law, and includes all political subdivisions 
thereof; 

“(11) the term ‘state or government facil- 
ity’ has the meaning given that term in sec- 
tion 2332f(e)(3) of this title; and 

“(12) the term ‘vessel of the United States’ 
has the meaning given that term in section 
70502 of title 46.’’. 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. SMITH) and the gentleman 
from Georgia (Mr. JOHNSON) each will 
control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Texas. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Madam Speak- 
er, I ask unanimous consent that all 
Members may have 5 legislative days 
within which to revise and extend their 
remarks and include extraneous mate- 
rials on H.R. 5889, as amended, cur- 
rently under consideration. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Madam Speak- 
er, I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 


(d) 


has the 
section 
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Madam Speaker, I introduced this 
legislation to implement certain provi- 
sions of four multilateral counterter- 
rorism treaties that will make America 
and the world safer. 

The significance of this legislation 
and the bipartisanship demonstrated to 
get this bill to the House floor is evi- 
denced by those who have joined me as 
original cosponsors—Judiciary Com- 
mittee Ranking Member JOHN CON- 
YERS, Crime Subcommittee Chairman 
JIM SENSENBRENNER, and Crime Sub- 
committee Ranking Member BOBBY 
SCOTT. 

Terrorism and the proliferation of 
weapons of mass destruction do not 
recognize international boundaries. 
The treaties that this legislation re- 
lates to are important tools in the 
fight against terrorism. Each one 
builds on an existing treaty to which 
the United States is a party. Imple- 
mentation of these treaties will en- 
hance the national security of the 
United States. 

This legislation modernizes and 
strengthens the international counter- 
terrorism and _ counterproliferation 
legal framework. The treaties in this 
legislation complement important U.S. 
priorities to prevent nuclear terrorism, 
counterproliferation of weapons of 
mass destruction, and counterterror- 
ism initiatives. 

Acceptance of these treaties will re- 
inforce the United States’ leadership 
role in promoting these and other 
counterterrorism treaties and will 
likely prompt other countries to join. 
The treaties are widely supported by 
the U.S. Departments of State, Justice, 
and Defense. This legislation strength- 
ens current law and related jurisdic- 
tional provisions. 

Acceptance of the underlying treaties 
benefits the United States in many 
ways. For example, parties to the un- 
derlying treaties are required to crim- 
inalize certain acts committed by per- 
sons who possess or use radioactive 
material or a nuclear device, and par- 
ties are obligated to extradite or pros- 
ecute alleged offenders. 

As they relate to maritime ter- 
rorism, the underlying treaties would 
treat vessels and fixed maritime plat- 
forms as a potential means of con- 
ducting terrorism activity and not just 
as objects of terrorist activity. 

The previous administration strongly 
supported approval of these agree- 
ments, which have already received 
Senate advice and consent. The current 
administration wants to advance this 
legislation so that the United States 
maintains its leadership role in 
counter-nuclear proliferation efforts 
and terrorism prevention. 

Advancing this legislation strength- 
ens international cooperation and in- 
formation sharing as it relates to 
international terrorism and prolifera- 
tion of weapons of mass destruction. 
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I urge my colleagues to support this 
bipartisan legislation, and I reserve the 
balance of my time. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. Madam 
Speaker, the four treaties underlying 
this legislation are the cornerstones of 
an important effort to update inter- 
national law for the post-September 11 
era. 

Two of the treaties, the International 
Convention for the Suppression of Acts 
of Nuclear Terrorism and the Conven- 
tion for the Physical Protection of Nu- 
clear Material, require party nations to 
better protect nuclear materials and to 
punish acts of nuclear terrorism. 

The two other treaties, amendments 
to the Convention for the Suppression 
of Unlawful Acts Against the Safety of 
Maritime Navigation and the protocol 
for the Suppression of Unlawful Acts 
Against the Safety of Fixed Platforms, 
address the use of ships and fixed plat- 
forms in terrorist attacks, as well as 
the transport of weapons, weapons de- 
livery systems, and terrorist fugitives 
by sea. 

The United States signed these trea- 
ties in 2005. The Senate passed resolu- 
tions of advice and consent on all four 
in 2008. In an era where we increasingly 
rely on our allies to combat terrorism, 
these new treaty obligations are also 
plain common sense. Members of this 
committee have been committed to 
their ratification from the very start. 

We disagreed with the administra- 
tion’s original legislative proposal only 
where it asked for far more than was 
necessary to implement these treaties. 
Fortunately, after many months of dis- 
cussion, we have arrived at language 
that implements these treaties without 
making unnecessary and needlessly 
controversial changes to the Federal 
Criminal Code. 

H.R. 5889 represents true bipartisan 
consensus and has the full support of 
the Obama administration. I look for- 
ward to its passage here in the House, 
to its ultimate passage in the Senate, 
and to our diplomatic corps filing let- 
ters of ratification after all these 
years. 

I want to thank Chairman SMITH and 
Chairman SENSENBRENNER both for 
holding a hearing in the Crime Sub- 
committee on this important legisla- 
tion in October of last year, and for 
their collaboration with Crime Sub- 
committee Ranking Member BOBBY 
SCOTT to work out our concerns with 
the administration. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
bill, and I yield back the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Madam Speak- 
er, I yield back the balance of my time. 

Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. Madam 
Speaker, | rise in support of H.R. 5889, “The 
Nuclear Terrorism Conventions, Safety of Mar- 
itime Navigation Act.” 

As the Ranking Member of the Homeland 
Security Committee, Subcommittee on Trans- 
portation Security and Infrastructure, | am 


June 26, 2012 


well-aware of the gravity of nuclear terrorism 
conventions. It must be noted that Americans 
may disagree on a lot of things—something 
that is reflected in this body every day—but 
when it comes to securing our Homeland—we 
generally have come together. 

By imposing fines and punishment on oner- 
ous acts, this bill will hopefully serve as a de- 
terrent to those who seek to commit such 
acts. It also prevents the transport of certain 
materials which, in their ordinary course are 
not those which would be transported outside 
of certain commercially permitted uses. 

H.R. 5889 would implement four multilateral 
counterterrorism treaties. The bill was intro- 
duced on June 5, 2012 by Representative 
LAMAR SMITH, Committee Chairman, with Rep- 
resentatives JOHN CONYERS, JR. Committee 
Ranking Member; Bossy ScoTT Crime Sub- 
committee Ranking Member; and F. JAMES 
SENSENBRENNER, JR., Crime Subcommittee 
Chairman, as original cosponsors. H.R. 5889 
has bipartisan support and is the result of ex- 
tensive negotiations with the Administration, 
the State Department, and the Department of 
Justice. | appreciate the work of my col- 
leagues on this legislation and look forward to 
the enactment of more bi-partisan legislation 
in the near future. 

The Subcommittee on Crime, Terrorism, 
and Homeland Security held a hearing on this 
proposal on October 4, 2011. As | recall, wit- 
nesses included representatives from the De- 
partment of Justice and the Department of 
State. 

A. GENERAL BACKGROUND 

This legislation is designed to implement 
four multilateral counterterrorism treaties, each 
an update to existing international law. The 
four treaties include: 

The International Convention for the Sup- 
pression of Acts of Nuclear Terrorism (“NTC”), 
which requires party nations to criminalize acts 
of terrorism involving radioactive material. The 
NTC entered into force on July 7, 2007. Of the 
thirteen multilateral counterterrorism treaties 
now in force, it is the only one that the United 
States has yet to ratify. Moreover, it is the first 
treaty of its kind adopted after the attacks of 
September 11, 2001, and thus has symbolic 
importance. 

An amendment to the Convention on the 
Physical Protection of Nuclear Material 
(“CPPNM”), which creates new security re- 
quirements for the use and storage of nuclear 
materials used for domestic purposes. The 
amendment will not take effect until it is rati- 
fied by two-thirds of the parties to the CPPNM. 
U.S. ratification will likely create some momen- 
tum towards final entry into force. 

The 2005 Protocol to the 1988 Convention 
for the Suppression of Unlawful Acts against 
the Safety of Maritime Navigation (“SUA Pro- 
tocol”), which addresses the use of ships in 
terrorist attacks, as well as the transport of 
weapons, weapons delivery systems, and ter- 
rorist fugitives by sea. The SUA protocol re- 
quires twelve ratifications to enter into force; 
so far, only eleven nations have ratified the 
2005 changes. 

The 2005 Protocol for the Suppression of 
Unlawful Acts against the Safety of Fixed Plat- 
forms (“Fixed Platform Protocol”), which mir- 
rors the SUA Protocol with respect to offshore 
platforms. The Fixed Platform Protocol cannot 
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take effect until the SUA Protocol amendment 
enters into force. 

The United States signed all four agree- 
ments in 2005, and the Senate passed resolu- 
tions of advice and consent for all four treaties 
on September 25, 2008. 

In the words of the Department of State’s 
witness, Thomas M. Countryman, at an earlier 
hearing this session, “First, the proposed im- 
plementing legislation will ensure that the 
United States complies with our international 
obligations under each treaty to criminalize 
certain conduct and establish criminal jurisdic- 
tion over that conduct. The criminal offenses 
covered under these treaties are serious of- 
fenses involving nuclear terrorism, WMD pro- 
liferation, maritime terrorism, and unlawful 
maritime transport of WMD and their delivery 
systems. There is international consensus that 
countries should cooperate in the prevention, 
investigation, and prosecution of these of- 
fenses. The proposed implementing legislation 
will both fill gaps within U.S. law and facilitate 
international cooperation with foreign partners 
under the framework of these treaties. 

Second, the proposed implementing legisla- 
tion is modeled after legislation passed by 
Congress to implement earlier counterter- 
rorism treaties. Most recently, in 2002 Con- 
gress passed legislation to implement two 
treaties which focused on terrorist bombings 
and terrorist finance. The form of the proposed 
legislation tracks that which has been suc- 
cessfully used in the past. Indeed, the pro- 
posed legislation for the 2005 SUA Protocols 
itself amends legislation originally passed by 
Congress to implement the SUA Convention 
and Fixed Platforms Protocol. Just as the 
2005 SUA Protocols amend those earlier trea- 
ties, so would the proposed legislation amend 
U.S. law implementing those treaties.” 

According to the Department of Justice, the 
United States cannot ratify these four agree- 
ments until Congress has amended the fed- 
eral criminal code to bring it into line with 
these new treaty obligations. Early this Con- 
gress, the Obama Administration submitted a 
legislative proposal to Congress to implement 
these changes. This proposal was substan- 
tially identical to two earlier proposals in the 
110th and 111th Congresses. 

At the October 2011 Subcommittee hearing, 
members questioned the apparent over 
breadth of the Administration’s proposed legis- 
lation. Several provisions seemed completely 
outside the scope of the requirements of the 
treaties, e.g., an expansion of the scope of 
conduct subject to the death penalty, new 
wiretap predicates, and authorization for the 
President to conduct similar agreements in the 
future without congressional approval. With 
the full cooperation of the Majority, Committee 
staff negotiated implementing legislation that 
does not include these troubling provisions. 

The Obama Administration has also indi- 
cated its official support for the bill. And | too 
will support this measure and look forward to 
receiving timely official reports as we attempt 
to secure our navigable waterways and pre- 
vent acts of terrorism. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. SMITH) 
that the House suspend the rules and 
pass the bill, H.R. 5889, as amended. 
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The question was taken. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the 
opinion of the Chair, two-thirds being 
in the affirmative, the ayes have it. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. Madam 
Speaker, I object to the vote on the 
ground that a quorum is not present 
and make the point of order that a 
quorum is not present. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, further pro- 
ceedings on this question will be post- 
poned. 

The point of no quorum is considered 
withdrawn. 


EE 


STRENGTHENING AND FOCUSING 
ENFORCEMENT TO DETER ORGA- 
NIZED STEALING AND ENHANCE 
SAFETY ACT OF 2012 


Mr. SMITH of Texas. Madam Speak- 
er, I move to suspend the rules and 
pass the bill (H.R. 4223) to amend title 
18, United States Code, to prohibit 
theft of medical products, and for other 
purposes, as amended. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The text of the bill is as follows: 

H.R. 4223 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Strengthening 
and Focusing Enforcement to Deter Organized 
Stealing and Enhance Safety Act of 2012” or the 
“SAFE DOSES Act”. 

SEC. 2. THEFT OF MEDICAL PRODUCTS. 

(a) PROHIBITED CONDUCT AND PENALTIES.— 
Chapter 31 of title 18, United States Code, is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 


“§670. Theft of medical products 


“(a) PROHIBITED CONDUCT.—Whoever, in, or 
using any means or facility of, interstate or for- 
eign commerce— 

“(1) embezzles, steals, or by fraud or deception 
obtains, or knowingly and unlawfully takes, 
carries away, or conceals a pre-retail medical 
product; 

“(2) knowingly and falsely makes, alters, 
forges, or counterfeits the labeling or docu- 
mentation (including documentation relating to 
origination or shipping) of a pre-retail medical 
product; 

“(3) knowingly possesses, transports, or traf- 
fics in a pre-retail medical product that was in- 
volved in a violation of paragraph (1) or (2); 

“(4) with intent to defraud, buys, or otherwise 
obtains, a pre-retail medical product that has 
expired or been stolen; 

“(5) with intent to defraud, sells, or distrib- 
utes, a pre-retail medical product that is expired 
or stolen; or 

“(6) attempts or conspires to violate any of 
paragraphs (1) through (5); 
shall be punished as provided in subsection (c) 
and subject to the other sanctions provided in 
this section. 

“(b) AGGRAVATED OFFENSES.—An offense 
under this section is an aggravated offense if— 

“(1) the defendant is employed by, or is an 
agent of, an organization in the supply chain 
for the pre-retail medical product; or 

““(2) the violation— 

“(A) involves the use of violence, force, or a 
threat of violence or force; 

“(B) involves the use of a deadly weapon; 

“(C) results in serious bodily injury or death, 
including serious bodily injury or death result- 
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ing from the use of the medical product in- 
volved; or 

“(D) is subsequent to a prior conviction for an 
offense under this section. 

“(c) CRIMINAL PENALTIES.—Whoever violates 
subsection (a)— 

“(1) if the offense is an aggravated offense 
under subsection (b)(2)(C), shall be fined under 
this title or imprisoned not more than 30 years, 
or both; 

“(2) if the value of the medical products in- 
volved in the offense is $5,000 or greater, shall 
be fined under this title, imprisoned for not more 
than 15 years, or both, but if the offense is an 
aggravated offense other than one under sub- 
section (b)(2)(C), the maximum term of imprison- 
ment is 20 years; and 

“(3) in any other case, shall be fined under 
this title, imprisoned for not more than 3 years, 
or both, but if the offense is an aggravated of- 
fense other than one under subsection (b)(2)(C), 
the maximum term of imprisonment is 5 years. 

“(d) CIVIL PENALTIES.—Whoever violates sub- 
section (a) is subject to a civil penalty in an 
amount not more than the greater of— 

“(1) three times the economic loss attributable 
to the violation; or 

““(2) $1,000,000. 

““(e) DEFINITIONS.—In this section— 

“(1) the term ‘pre-retail medical product’ 
means a medical product that has not yet been 
made available for retail purchase by a con- 
sumer; 

“(2) the term ‘medical product’ means a drug, 
biological product, device, medical food, or in- 
fant formula; 

“(3) the terms ‘device’, ‘drug’, ‘infant for- 
mula’, and ‘labeling’ have, respectively, the 
meanings given those terms in section 201 of the 
Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act; 

“(4) the term ‘biological product’ has the 
meaning given the term in section 351 of the 
Public Health Service Act; 

“(5) the term ‘medical food’ has the meaning 
given the term in section 5(b) of the Orphan 
Drug Act; and 

“(6) the term ‘supply chain’ includes manu- 
facturer, wholesaler, repacker, own-labeled dis- 
tributor, private-label distributor, jobber, broker, 
drug trader, transportation company, hospital, 
pharmacy, or security company.’’. 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of sec- 
tions at the beginning of chapter 31 of title 18, 
United States Code, is amended by adding after 
the item relating to section 669 the following: 
“670. Theft of medical products.’’. 

SEC. 3. CIVIL FORFEITURE. 
Section 981(a)(1)(C) of title 18, United States 


Code, is amended by inserting ‘‘670,’’ after 
“657,””. 
SEC. 4. PENALTIES FOR THEFT-RELATED OF- 


FENSES. 

(a) INTERSTATE OR FOREIGN SHIPMENTS BY 
CARRIER.—Section 659 of title 18, United States 
Code, is amended by adding at the end of the 
fifth undesignated paragraph the following: “If 
the offense involves a pre-retail medical product 
(as defined in section 670), it shall be punished 
under section 670 unless the penalties provided 
for under this section are greater.’’. 

(b) RACKETEERING.— 

(1) TRAVEL ACT VIOLATIONS.—Section 1952 of 
title 18, United States Code, is amended by add- 
ing at the end the following: 

“(d) If the offense under this section involves 
an act described in paragraph (1) or (3) of sub- 
section (a) and also involves a pre-retail medical 
product (as defined in section 670), the punish- 
ment for the offense shall be the same as the 
punishment for an offense under section 670 un- 
less the punishment under subsection (a) is 
greater.’’. 

(2) MONEY LAUNDERING.—Section 1957(b)(1) of 
title 18, United States Code, is amended by add- 
ing at the end the following: “If the offense in- 
volves a pre-retail medical product (as defined 
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in section 670) the punishment for the offense 
shall be the same as the punishment for an of- 
fense under section 670 unless the punishment 
under this subsection is greater.” 

(c) BREAKING OR ENTERING CARRIER FACILI- 
TIES.—Section 2117 of title 18, United States 
Code, is amended by adding at the end of the 
first undesignated paragraph the following: “If 
the offense involves a pre-retail medical product 
(as defined in section 670) the punishment for 
the offense shall be the same as the punishment 
for an offense under section 670 unless the pun- 
ishment under this section is greater.’’. 

(d) STOLEN PROPERTY.— 

(1) TRANSPORTATION OF STOLEN GOODS AND 
RELATED OFFENSES.—Section 2314 of title 18, 
United States Code, is amended by adding at the 
end of the sixth undesignated paragraph the 
following: “If the offense involves a pre-retail 
medical product (as defined in section 670) the 
punishment for the offense shall be the same as 
the punishment for an offense under section 670 
unless the punishment under this section is 
greater.’’. 

(2) SALE OR RECEIPT OF STOLEN GOODS AND RE- 
LATED OFFENSES.—Section 2315 of title 18, 
United States Code, is amended by adding at the 
end of the fourth undesignated paragraph the 
following: “If the offense involves a pre-retail 
medical product (as defined in section 670) the 
punishment for the offense shall be the same as 
the punishment for an offense under section 670 
unless the punishment under this section is 
greater.’’. 

(e) PRIORITY GIVEN TO CERTAIN INVESTIGA- 
TIONS AND PROSECUTIONS.—The Attorney Gen- 
eral shall give increased priority to efforts to in- 
vestigate and prosecute offenses under section 
670 of title 18, United States Code, that involve 
pre-retail medical products. 

SEC. 5. AMENDMENT TO EXTEND WIRETAPPING 
AUTHORITY TO NEW OFFENSE. 

Section 2516(1) of title 18, United States Code, 
is amended— 

(1) by redesignating paragraph (s) as para- 


graph (t); 

(2) by striking “or” at the end of paragraph 
(r); and 

(3) by inserting after paragraph (r) the fol- 
lowing: 


“(s) any violation of section 670 (relating to 
theft of medical products); or”. 
SEC. 6. REQUIRED RESTITUTION. 

Section 3663A(c)(1)(A) of title 18, United 
States Code, is amended— 

(1) in clause (ii), by striking “‘or’’ at the end; 

(2) in clause (iii), by striking ‘‘and’”’ at the end 
and inserting ‘‘or’’; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 

“(iv) an offense under section 670 (relating to 
theft of medical products); and’’. 

SEC. 7. DIRECTIVE TO UNITED STATES SEN- 
TENCING COMMISSION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Pursuant to its authority 
under section 994 of title 28, United States Code, 
and in accordance with this section, the United 
States Sentencing Commission shall review and, 
if appropriate, amend the Federal sentencing 
guidelines and policy statements applicable to 
persons convicted of offenses under section 670 
of title 18, United States Code, as added by this 
Act, section 2118 of title 18, United States Code, 
or any another section of title 18, United States 
Code, amended by this Act, to reflect the intent 
of Congress that penalties for such offenses be 
sufficient to deter and punish such offenses, 
and appropriately account for the actual harm 
to the public from these offenses. 

(b) REQUIREMENTS.—In carrying out this sec- 
tion, the United States Sentencing Commission 
shall— 

(1) consider the extent to which the Federal 
sentencing guidelines and policy statements ap- 
propriately reflect— 
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(A) the serious nature of such offenses; 

(B) the incidence of such offenses; and 

(C) the need for an effective deterrent and ap- 
propriate punishment to prevent such offenses; 

(2) consider establishing a minimum offense 
level under the Federal sentencing guidelines 
and policy statements for offenses covered by 
this Act; 

(3) account for any additional aggravating or 
mitigating circumstances that might justify ex- 
ceptions to the generally applicable sentencing 
ranges, 

(4) ensure reasonable consistency with other 
relevant directives, Federal sentencing guide- 
lines and policy statements; 

(5) make any necessary conforming changes to 
the Federal sentencing guidelines and policy 
statements; and 

(6) ensure that the Federal sentencing guide- 
lines and policy statements adequately meet the 
purposes of sentencing set forth in section 
3553(a)(2) of title 18, United States Code. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. SMITH) and the gentleman 
from Georgia (Mr. JOHNSON) each will 
control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Texas. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Madam Speak- 
er, I ask unanimous consent that all 
Members may have 5 legislative days 
within which to revise and extend their 
remarks and include extraneous mate- 
rials on H.R. 4223, as amended, cur- 
rently under consideration. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Madam Speak- 
er, I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Large-scale medical product theft is a sig- 
nificant problem in today’s society. Medical 
products require special care and mainte- 
nance. When medical products are stolen, 
thieves resell them. When these drugs are not 
stored or handled properly, they can lose their 
effectiveness and cause further injury to med- 
ical patients. 

Current law does not recognize the added 
importance of medical products. These prod- 
ucts are often essential to a person’s health 
and can be lifesaving. 

Under federal law, those who steal a truck 
full of insulin intended for diabetics would be 
sentenced to the same extent as those who 
steal a truck full of car tires. 

In 2009, an organized ring of criminals stole 
129,000 vials of insulin worth approximately 
$11 million in North Carolina. A few months 
later, the FDA received a report that some of 
the vials had been reintroduced into the sup- 
ply chain when a diabetic patient reported to 
a medical center in Houston, Texas, with an 
adverse reaction after use of insulin from the 
stolen lot. 

The FDA issued a warning that the insulin 
had likely not been kept refrigerated correctly 
and could still be in the market. The spoiled 
product was ultimately found in pharmacies in 
17 states. At least 2 additional patients experi- 
enced adverse reactions. While some arrests 
have been made, over 125,000 vials of insulin 
still remain unaccounted for. 
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Shipments of drugs that treat kidney failure, 
ADHD, schizophrenia, rheumatoid arthritis and 
ovarian cancer were stolen in three separate 
incidents between 2008 and 2009. 

The prescription drugs, worth over $3 mil- 
lion, were taken during a distribution center 
break-in and in two separate trailer break-ins. 
The FBI made an arrest in only one of the 
three incidents, and the criminal was con- 
victed. 

H.R. 4223, the SAFE DOSES Act, modern- 
izes and strengthens the criminal code in 
order to deter and punish those who steal pre- 
retail medical products. Enhanced penalties 
not only make people think twice before they 
steal medical shipments, but also provide law 
enforcement agencies with the tools they need 
to obtain cooperation to bring down criminal 
organizations. 

The SAFE DOSES Act enables authorities 
to better target the multi-dimensional criminal 
enterprises that carry out these thefts and rec- 
ognizes the health risks created by the im- 
proper care and handling of sensitive medical 
products. 

This bipartisan bill helps to ensure that life- 
saving drugs remain in the hands of those 
trained to handle them, and do not continue to 
pose a threat to public safety. | commend 
Crime Subcommittee Chairman SENSEN- 
BRENNER for his work on this legislation and 
urge my colleagues to join me in support of 
this bill. 

Madam Speaker, I yield such time as 
he may consume to the gentleman 
from Wisconsin (Mr. SENSENBRENNER), 
who is the chairman of the Crime Sub- 
committee of the Judiciary Committee 
and a former chairman of the Judiciary 
Committee, and also the sponsor of 
this legislation. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. I thank the 
gentleman from Texas for yielding me 
this time. 

I introduced H.R. 4223, the SAFE 
DOSES Act, to address the problem of 
medical cargo theft across the United 
States. Medical cargo theft poses sig- 
nificant health risks to patients who 
have no reason to know that their 
medicines have been stolen and im- 
properly cared for before being sold 
back into the legitimate supply chain. 

Stolen medical cargo can kill or in- 
jure those patients that need reliable, 
safe medicines. 
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Sophisticated and enterprising crimi- 
nal organizations are stealing large 
quantities of medical products and sell- 
ing them via the wholesale market into 
legitimate pharmacies and hospitals. 
They are putting patient safety at risk 
because improperly cared-for medical 
products can be ineffective or harmful, 
and such damaged products are often 
impossible for health care professionals 
to identify. 

High-value pharmaceuticals, includ- 
ing treatments for serious diseases, are 
frequent targets. Unfortunately, these 
high-value items are the very type of 
sensitive products that need the most 
careful handling and temperature con- 
trol. Many medical products can be- 
come ineffective if stored at the wrong 
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temperature, even for a brief time. Yet, 
under current law, the theft of life- 
saving medical supplies is treated the 
same as the theft of perfume or stereo 
equipment. 

The criminal organizations hijack 
tractor-trailers at truck stops, break 
into warehouses and evade alarm sys- 
tems, forge shipping documents, 
produce high-quality counterfeit labels 
with altered expiration dates and lot 
numbers, and otherwise thwart the in- 
tense security measures used by the in- 
dustry. Some employ sophisticated sur- 
veillance equipment and techniques in 
order to learn exactly when and where 
they can steal the particular shipments 
they want. 

For example, in March 2010, over $75 
million of prescription drugs, including 
treatments for cancer, heart disease, 
and neurological disorders such as de- 
pression, ADHD, and schizophrenia, 
were stolen from a warehouse in En- 
field, Connecticut. The burglary was 
one of the largest pharmaceutical 
heists in history. The criminals broke 
into the secure facility on the weekend 
by cutting a hole in the roof, then rap- 
pelling into the storage area. They dis- 
abled the alarm system and loaded doz- 
ens of crates onto a tractor-trailer. 

Experts have said that this heist 
shared many traits with warehouse 
thefts of pharmaceuticals last year in 
Richmond, Virginia; Memphis, Ten- 
nessee; and Olive Branch, Mississippi. 
Those thieves also cut through ceilings 
and sometimes used trapeze-style rig- 
ging to get inside and to disable the 
main and backup alarms. In some 
cases, they sprayed dark paint on the 
lenses of security cameras; in others, 
they removed disks from the security 
recording devices. 

This bill increases sentences for 
theft, transportation, and storage of 
medical product cargo; enhances pen- 
alties for the “fences”? who knowingly 
obtain stolen medical products for re- 
sale into the supply chain; increases 
sentences when injury or death results 
from the ingestion of a stolen sub- 
stance or when the defendant is em- 
ployed by an organization in the supply 
chain; provides law enforcement with 
such tools as wiretaps; and provides 
restitution to victims injured by stolen 
medical products. 

The legislation is supported by the 
Coalition for Patient Safety and Medi- 
cine Integrity, a group of pharma- 
ceutical, medical device, and medical 
products companies whose purpose is 
to protect patients from the risks 
posed by stolen and improperly handled 
medical products reentering the legiti- 
mate supply chain. Members of the Co- 
alition include Abbott and Eli Lilly, 
GlaxoSmithKline, Johnson & Johnson, 
Novartis, Novo Nordisk, Sanofi, and 
PhRMA. The bill is also supported by 
the Association of Community Cancer 
Centers, the Healthcare Distribution 
Management Association, the National 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE, Vol. 158, Pt. 7 


Council for Community Behavioral 
Healthcare, and the National Fraternal 
Order of Police. 

The companion bill in the other 
body, Senate 1002, was reported by 
voice vote from the Senate Judiciary 
Committee in March. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
commonsense, bipartisan legislation to 
give law enforcement agencies and 
prosecutors the additional tools they 
need to confront this growing problem. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. Madam 
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. 

H.R. 4223 is intended to address the 
problem of large-scale medical product 
theft. I think we will all agree that 
this crime poses substantial risks to 
the public. 

For instance, in North Carolina, in 
2009, over 120,000 vials of insulin were 
stolen and subsequently reintroduced 
back into the supply chain to be used 
by unsuspecting patients. 

Patients should be able to rely on 
their medications to be safe, effective, 
and unadulterated, and we certainly 
need to treat it as a significant crime 
when criminals steal shipments of 
drugs. Large-scale medical product 
theft is a serious problem that merits a 
serious solution. 

I commend my colleagues on the 
House Judiciary Committee for mak- 
ing important changes to this bill. The 
manager’s amendment adopted at 
markup clarified that the mens rea ap- 
plies only to conduct in which the per- 
petrator knows that the product in- 
volved is a medical product that is sto- 
len, expired, or not yet released to the 
public. 

I also believe that the correct read- 
ing of this bill, consistent with the 
general presumption that the mens rea 
element in a statute applies to all 
other nonjurisdictional elements, is 
that a defendant would have to know 
that the product is a pre-retail medical 
product in order to be convicted. 

While I note these important issues, I 
want to raise a note of concern about 
the approach of increasing penalties as 
a way of addressing crime. Stealing 
cargo from a warehouse is already ille- 
gal, of course. The penalty is a fine and 
up to 10 years in prison. 

H.R. 4223 creates a new crime for 
theft of preretail medical products and 
a new code section, 18 U.S.C. Section 
670. Section 670 would increase the pen- 
alties to up to 30 years in prison in 
some cases if the stolen goods are 
preretail medical products. 

However, I’m heartened that this bill 
does not include mandatory minimum 
sentences, and there will be an intel- 
ligent, deliberative process to set sen- 
tencing guidelines by the U.S. Sen- 
tencing Commission. 

As the House moves to adopt this bill 
today, I want to emphasize that it is 
also important that we do what we 
know works best to deter crime, and 
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that is to increase the likelihood that 
perpetrators will be caught and con- 
victed. 

We heard from a witness at the hear- 
ing on this bill that increased inves- 
tigation and enforcement would have a 
greater deterrent effect than increased 
penalties. I agree, and this bill was 
amended at markup to include a provi- 
sion directing the Attorney General to 
give increased priority to efforts to in- 
vestigate and prosecute preretail med- 
ical theft offenses. 

Finally, we want to encourage the in- 
dustry to exhaust all reasonable means 
of preventing these thefts from their 
properties and other facilities along 
the transit route. 

The April 2011 edition of Fortune 
Magazine included an article entitled, 
“Drug Theft Goes Big.” The article re- 
ports that the thieves who committed 
the largest prescription drug theft in 
history did so by cutting through the 
tar roof of Eli Lilly’s Connecticut 
warehouse and sliding down ropes. Se- 
curity was so lax that the thieves were 
able to pull their own tractor-trailer 
up to the loading dock and spend a cou- 
ple of hours loading the stolen goods. 

In a similar event several months 
ago, thieves broke into a 
GlaxoSmithKline warehouse by coming 
through the roof. While none of this in 
any way shields or excuses the per- 
petrators of these crimes, clearly, 
these examples point to the need for 
more security. 

Government and industry should 
work together at all points along the 
factory-to-retail chain to prevent and 
detect such thefts. I’m aware that in- 
dustry and government regulatory au- 
thorities are working toward these 
ends, and I would hope that work will 
continue so that we will have a com- 
prehensive effort to address this type 
of crime. 

Madam Speaker, I yield back the bal- 
ance of my time. 
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Mr. SMITH of Texas. Madam Speak- 
er, I yield back the balance of my time. 

Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. Madam 
Speaker, | rise today in support of H.R. 4223, 
the “Safe Doses Act of 2012” which amends 
Title 18, United States Code, to prohibit theft 
of medical products, and for other purposes. 

More specifically, this bill will prohibit theft of 
pre-retail products such as drugs, medical de- 
vices and infant formula. Likewise, it forbids 
one from alternating labels of pre-retail med- 
ical products, transporting stolen or counterfeit 
medical products and purchasing or distrib- 
uting expired medical products with the intent 
to deceive others and passing such products 
off as authentic. 

Due to the increased activity in counterfeit 
drugs it is critical that Congress lay down 
harsher parameters so that potential criminals 
are faced with more deterrents should they 
consider participating in such behavior. 

As a Representative from Houston, Texas, it 
is of grave concern that consumers and law 
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enforcement officials are protected given the 
proximity of Texas to the Mexican border. It is 
not inconceivable that crime syndicates oper- 
ating on both sides could cause significant 
problems by stealing drugs and selling them in 
Mexico. 

The theft of large scale medical products 
has become a growing concern; thus, this leg- 
islation aims to toughen the penalties for indi- 
viduals who place thousands of lives in danger 
by stealing large quantities of medical prod- 
ucts and re-introducing such products in the 
legitimate supply chain including pharmacies 
and hospitals. 

This bill is encouraged by pharmaceutical 
companies after instances of fraud appeared 
within the industry. According to an FDA affi- 
davit, in 2009, a truck containing over 120,000 
vials of insulin was stolen in North Carolina. 
After being improperly stored the product was 
illegally resold into distribution by wholesalers 
reaching medical centers in many other states 
including my state of Texas. 

While some diabetic patients reported the 
drugs after usage and noticing poor blood 
sugar control, the actual amount of innocent 
people who received the spoiled product in 
pharmacies in 17 states is unknown. It was 
determined that the insulin was purchased 
from a national distribution company only one 
day after the medication was reported stolen. 
While some arrests were made in relation to 
this incident, over 125,000 vials of insulin were 
never located. 

Incidents such as these are ones which this 
bill is intended to prevent. Serious public 
health and safety implications arise based on 
the improper care of medical products which 
may be both ineffective and harmful to 
unsuspecting patients. 

Currently, title 18 of the United States Code 
sets forth penalties of a fine and/or imprison- 
ment of no more than 10 years for involve- 
ment in such crimes. While | am not quick to 
increase sentences, keeping one imprisoned 
after they have served their time, | am of the 
belief that consumers purchasing medicine 
should be able to do so with the confidence 
that what they are paying for is real and safe. 
Thus those criminals that take actions to 
threaten the life of another by engaging in the 
transportation of counterfeit drugs should be 
locked up. 

Despite the lack of evidence supporting the 
contention that offenders are less likely to en- 
gage in such deviant behavior once they are 
aware of Federal laws increasing fines and 
longer penalties, | support this bipartisan 
measure to help ensure that our everyday 
Americans in need of medication are not fall- 
ing prey to criminals intending to defraud them 
of necessary medical products. 

Ms. LINDA T. SANCHEZ of California. 
Madam Speaker, | rise in support of H.R. 
4223, the Safe Doses Act. | am proud to join 
my colleagues on both sides of the aisle in 
supporting this important legislation. 

H.R. 4223 addresses a difficult issue in the 
pharmaceutical supply chain: the theft of med- 
ical products. While this body last week 
passed important legislation to protect con- 
sumers from counterfeit drugs, there remains 
a real risk from stolen medical goods. 

This is a not a hypothetical exercise, it is a 
real problem. Criminal organizations who steal 
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medical products are not concerned with stor- 
ing these materials properly, or ensuring that 
they are only sold with a doctor’s prescription. 

Let me give one brief, but telling example: 
In 2009, 128,000 vials of insulin were stolen in 
North Carolina. Beyond the $11 million mone- 
tary cost of this theft, there was a human cost 
as well. 

These vials were reintroduced into the sup- 
ply chain after being improperly stored. The 
vials found their way to pharmacies in 17 
diferent states, and at least two individuals 
suffered potentially fatal blood sugar levels be- 
fore the FDA was able to alert the public to 
this danger. 

H.R. 4223 is a simple and sensible way to 
give law enforcement and prosecutors a 
stronger set of tools to go after criminal orga- 
nizations that are brazenly stealing vital medi- 
cation and devices. | further note that, beyond 
bipartisan support this measure has received, 
the Safe Doses Act passed both the House 
Judiciary and Senate Judiciary Committees 
unanimously. 

| encourage all of my colleagues to support 
this legislation, clean up the pharmaceutical 
supply chain, and protect their constituents. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. SMITH) 
that the House suspend the rules and 
pass the bill, H.R. 4223, as amended. 

The question was taken; and (two- 
thirds being in the affirmative) the 
rules were suspended and the bill, as 
amended, was passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


ES 


PUBLIC SAFETY OFFICERS’ BENE- 
FITS IMPROVEMENTS ACT OF 
2012 


Mr. SMITH of Texas. Madam Speak- 
er, I move to suspend the rules and 
pass the bill (H.R. 4018) to improve the 
Public Safety Officers’ Benefits Pro- 
gram, as amended. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The text of the bill is as follows: 

H.R. 4018 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This title may be cited as the ‘‘Public 
Safety Officers’ Benefits Improvements Act 
of 2012”. 

SEC. 2. BENEFITS FOR CERTAIN NONPROFIT 


EMERGENCY MEDICAL SERVICE 
PROVIDERS; MISCELLANEOUS 
AMENDMENTS. 


(a) IN GENERAL.—Title I of the Omnibus 
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968 
(42 U.S.C. 3711 et seq.) is amended— 

(1) in section 901(a) (42 U.S.C. 3791(a))— 

(A) in paragraph (26), by striking “and” at 
the end; 

(B) in paragraph (27), by striking the pe- 
riod at the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 

(C) by adding at the end the following: 

‘(28) the term ‘hearing examiner’ includes 
any medical or claims examiner.’’; 

(2) in section 1201 (42 U.S.C. 3796)— 

(A) in subsection (a), by striking ‘‘follows:”’’ 
and all that follows and inserting the fol- 
lowing: ‘‘follows (if the payee indicated is 
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living on the date on which the determina- 
tion is made)— 

“(1) if there is no child who survived the 
public safety officer, to the surviving spouse 
of the public safety officer; 

“(2) if there is at least 1 child who survived 
the public safety officer and a surviving 
spouse of the public safety officer, 50 percent 
to the surviving child (or children, in equal 
shares) and 50 percent to the surviving 
spouse; 

“(3) if there is no surviving spouse of the 
public safety officer, to the surviving child 
(or children, in equal shares); 

‘“(4) if there is no surviving spouse of the 
public safety officer and no surviving child— 

“(A) to the surviving individual (or indi- 
viduals, in shares per the designation, or, 
otherwise, in equal shares) designated by the 
public safety officer to receive benefits under 
this subsection in the most recently exe- 
cuted designation of beneficiary of the public 
safety officer on file at the time of death 
with the public safety agency, organization, 
or unit; or 

‘(B) if there is no individual qualifying 
under subparagraph (A), to the surviving in- 
dividual (or individuals, in equal shares) des- 
ignated by the public safety officer to re- 
ceive benefits under the most recently exe- 
cuted life insurance policy of the public safe- 
ty officer on file at the time of death with 
the public safety agency, organization, or 
unit; 

“(5) if there is no individual qualifying 
under paragraph (1), (2), (8), or (4), to the sur- 
viving parent (or parents, in equal shares) of 
the public safety officer; or 

‘“(6) if there is no individual qualifying 
under paragraph (1), (2), (8), (4), or (5), to the 
surviving individual (or individuals, in equal 
shares) who would qualify under the defini- 
tion of the term ‘child’ under section 1204 
but for age.’’; 

(B) in subsection (b)— 

(i) by striking ‘‘direct result of a cata- 
strophic” and inserting ‘‘direct and proxi- 
mate result of a personal’’; 

(ii) by striking “pay,” and all that follows 
through ‘‘the same” and inserting ‘‘pay the 
same”’; 

(iii) by striking ‘‘in any year” and insert- 
ing ‘‘to the public safety officer (if living on 
the date on which the determination is 
made)”; 

(iv) by striking ‘“‘in such year, adjusted” 
and inserting ‘‘with respect to the date on 
which the catastrophic injury occurred, as 
adjusted’; 

(v) by striking ‘‘, to such officer’’; 

(vi) by striking ‘‘the total’? and all that 
follows through ‘‘For’’ and inserting ‘‘for’’; 
and 

(vii) by striking ‘That these” and all that 
follows through the period, and inserting 
“That the amount payable under this sub- 
section shall be the amount payable as of the 
date of catastrophic injury of such public 
safety officer.’’; 

(C) in subsection (f)— 

(i) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘, as 
amended (D.C. Code, sec. 4-622); or’’ and in- 
serting a semicolon; 

(ii) in paragraph (2)— 

(I) by striking ‘‘. Such beneficiaries shall 
only receive benefits under such section 8191 
that? and inserting ‘“, such that bene- 
ficiaries shall receive only such benefits 
under such section 8191 as’’; and 

(II) by striking the period at the end and 
inserting ‘‘; or”; and 

(iii) by adding at the end the following: 

“(3) payments under the September 11th 
Victim Compensation Fund of 2001 (49 U.S.C. 
40101 note; Public Law 107-42).”’; 
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(D) by amending subsection (k) to read as 
follows: 

“(k) As determined by the Bureau, a heart 
attack, stroke, or vascular rupture suffered 
by a public safety officer shall be presumed 
to constitute a personal injury within the 
meaning of subsection (a), sustained in the 
line of duty by the officer and directly and 
proximately resulting in death, if— 

“(1) the public safety officer, 
duty— 

“(A) engages in a situation involving non- 
routine stressful or strenuous physical law 
enforcement, fire suppression, rescue, haz- 
ardous material response, emergency med- 
ical services, prison security, disaster relief, 
or other emergency response activity; or 

‘“(B) participates in a training exercise in- 
volving nonroutine stressful or strenuous 
physical activity; 

“(2) the heart attack, stroke, or vascular 
rupture commences— 

“(A) while the officer is engaged or partici- 
pating as described in paragraph (1); 

“(B) while the officer remains on that duty 
after being engaged or participating as de- 
scribed in paragraph (1); or 

“(C) not later than 24 hours after the offi- 
cer is engaged or participating as described 
in paragraph (1); and 

“(3) the heart attack, stroke, or vascular 
rupture directly and proximately results in 
the death of the public safety officer, 
unless competent medical evidence estab- 
lishes that the heart attack, stroke, or vas- 
cular rupture was unrelated to the engage- 
ment or participation or was directly and 
proximately caused by something other than 
the mere presence of cardiovascular-disease 
risk factors.’’; and 

(E) by adding at the end the following: 

‘(n) The public safety agency, organiza- 
tion, or unit responsible for maintaining on 
file an executed designation of beneficiary or 
executed life insurance policy for purposes of 
subsection (a)(4) shall maintain the confiden- 
tiality of the designation or policy in the 
same manner as the agency, organization, or 
unit maintains personnel or other similar 
records of the public safety officer.’’; 

(3) in section 1202 (42 U.S.C. 3796a)— 

(A) by striking ‘‘death’’, each place it ap- 
pears except the second place it appears, and 
inserting ‘‘fatal’’; and 

(B) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘or cata- 
strophic injury” the second place it appears 
and inserting ‘‘, disability, or injury”; 

(4) in section 1203 (42 U.S.C. 3796a-1)— 

(A) in the section heading, by striking 
‘WHO HAVE DIED IN THE LINE OF DUTY” and in- 
serting ‘‘WHO HAVE SUSTAINED FATAL OR CATA- 
STROPHIC INJURY IN THE LINE OF DUTY”; and 

(B) by striking ‘‘who have died in the line 
of duty” and inserting ‘‘who have sustained 
fatal or catastrophic injury in the line of 
duty”; 

(5) in section 1204 (42 U.S.C. 3796b)— 

(A) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘con- 
sequences of an injury that’’ and inserting 
“an injury, the direct and proximate con- 
sequences of which’’; 

(B) in paragraph (3)— 

(i) in the matter preceding clause (i)— 

(I) by inserting ‘‘or permanently and to- 
tally disabled” after ‘‘deceased’’; and 

(II) by striking ‘‘death’’ and inserting 
“fatal or catastrophic injury”; and 

(ii) by redesignating clauses (i), (ii), and 
(iii) as subparagraphs (A), (B), and (C), re- 
spectively; 

(C) in paragraph (5)— 

(i) by striking ‘‘post-mortem”’ each place it 
appears and inserting ‘‘post-injury’’; and 

(ii) by redesignating clauses (i) and (ii) as 
subparagraphs (A) and (B), respectively; 
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(D) in paragraph (7), by striking ‘‘public 
employee member of a rescue squad or ambu- 
lance crew;” and inserting ‘‘employee or vol- 
unteer member of a rescue squad or ambu- 
lance crew (including a ground or air ambu- 
lance service) that— 

“(A) is a public agency; or 

“(B) is (or is a part of) a nonprofit entity 
serving the public that— 

“(i) is officially authorized or licensed to 
engage in rescue activity or to provide emer- 
gency medical services; and 

“Gi) engages in rescue activities or pro- 
vides emergency medical services as part of 
an official emergency response system;’’; and 

(E) in paragraph (9)— 

(i) in subparagraph (A), by striking “‘as a 
chaplain, or as a member of a rescue squad 
or ambulance crew;’’ and inserting ‘‘or as a 
chaplain;”’; 

(ii) in subparagraph (B)(ii), 
“or” after the semicolon; 

(iii) in subparagraph (C)(ii), by striking the 
period and inserting ‘‘; or”; and 

(iv) by adding at the end the following: 

“(D) a member of a rescue squad or ambu- 
lance crew who, as authorized or licensed by 
law and by the applicable agency or entity, 
is engaging in rescue activity or in the provi- 
sion of emergency medical services.” 

(6) in section 1205 (42 U.S.C. 3796c), by add- 
ing at the end the following: 

“(d) Unless expressly provided otherwise, 
any reference in this part to any provision of 
law not in this part shall be understood to 
constitute a general reference under the doc- 
trine of incorporation by reference, and thus 
to include any subsequent amendments to 
the provision.’’; 

(7) in each of subsections (a) and (b) of sec- 
tion 1212 (42 U.S.C. 3796d-1), sections 1218 and 
1214 (42 U.S.C. 8796d-2 and 3796d-3), and sub- 
sections (b) and (c) of section 1216 (42 U.S.C. 
3796d-5), by striking ‘‘dependent’’ each place 
it appears and inserting ‘‘person’’; 

(8) in section 1212 (42 U.S.C. 3796d-1)— 

(A) in subsection (a)— 

(i) in paragraph (1), in the matter pre- 
ceding subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘Sub- 
ject? and all that follows through ‘‘, the” 
and inserting ‘‘The’’; and 

(ii) in paragraph (8), by striking ‘‘reduced 
by” and all that follows through ‘‘(B) the 
amount’? and inserting ‘‘reduced by the 
amount’’; 

(B) in subsection (c)— 

(i) in the subsection heading, by striking 
‘DEPENDENT’; and 

(ii) by striking ‘‘dependent’’; 

(9) in paragraphs (2) and (8) of section 
1218(b) (42 U.S.C. 3796d-2(b)), by striking ‘‘de- 
pendent’s’’ each place it appears and insert- 
ing ‘‘person’s’’; 

(10) in section 1216 (42 U.S.C. 3796d-5)— 

(A) in subsection (a), by striking ‘‘each de- 
pendent” each place it appears and inserting 
“a spouse or child”; and 

(B) by striking ‘‘dependents”’ each place it 
appears and inserting ‘‘a person”; and 

(11) in section 1217(3)(A) (42 U.S.C. 3796d- 
6(3)(A)), by striking ‘‘described in” and all 
that follows and inserting ‘‘an institution of 
higher education, as defined in section 102 of 
the Higher Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 
1002); and’’. 

(b) AMENDMENT RELATED TO EXPEDITED 
PAYMENT FOR PUBLIC SAFETY OFFICERS IN- 
VOLVED IN THE PREVENTION, INVESTIGATION, 
RESCUE, OR RECOVERY EFFORTS RELATED TO A 
TERRORIST ATTACK.—Section 61l(a) of the 
Uniting and Strengthening America by Pro- 
viding Appropriate Tools Required to Inter- 
cept and Obstruct Terrorism (USA PATRIOT 
ACT) Act of 2001 (42 U.S.C. 3796c-l(a)) is 
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amended by inserting ‘‘or an entity described 
in section 1204(7)(B) of the Omnibus Crime 
Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968 (42 
U.S.C. 3796b(7)(B))”’ after ‘‘employed by such 
agency”. 

(c) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND- 
MENT.—Section 402(1)(4)(C) of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘section 1204(9)(A)”’ and in- 
serting ‘‘section 1204(10)(A)’’; and 

(2) by striking ‘‘42 U.S.C. 3796b(9)(A)”’ and 
inserting ‘‘42 U.S.C. 3796b(10)(A)’’. 

SEC. 3. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS; 
DETERMINATIONS; APPEALS. 

The matter under the heading ‘‘PUBLIC 
SAFETY OFFICERS BENEFITS” under the head- 
ing “OFFICE OF JUSTICE PROGRAMS” under 
title II of division B of the Consolidated Ap- 
propriations Act, 2008 (Public Law 110-161; 
121 Stat. 1912; 42 U.S.C. 3796c-2) is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘decisions’’ and inserting 
“determinations’’; 

(2) by striking ‘‘(including those, and any 
related matters, pending)’’; and 

(3) by striking the period at the end and in- 
serting the following: ‘‘: Provided further, 
That, on and after the date of enactment of 
the Public Safety Officers’ Benefits Improve- 
ments Act of 2012, as to each such statute— 

“(1) the provisions of section 1001(a)(4) of 
such title I (42 U.S.C. 3793(a)(4)) shall apply; 

‘“(2) payment (other than payment made 
pursuant to section 611 of the Uniting and 
Strengthening America by Providing Appro- 
priate Tools Required to Intercept and Ob- 
struct Terrorism (USA PATRIOT ACT) Act 
of 2001 (42 U.S.C. 3796c-1)) shall be made only 
upon a determination by the Bureau that the 
facts legally warrant the payment; 

“(3) any reference to section 1202 of such 
title I shall be deemed to be a reference to 
paragraphs (2) and (3) of such section 1202; 
and 

“(4) a certification submitted under any 
such statute (other than a certification sub- 
mitted pursuant to section 611 of the Uniting 
and Strengthening America by Providing Ap- 
propriate Tools Required to Intercept and 
Obstruct Terrorism (USA PATRIOT ACT) 
Act of 2001 (42 U.S.C. 8796c-1)) may be accept- 
ed by the Bureau as prima facie evidence of 
the facts asserted in the certification: 
Provided further, That, on and after the date 
of enactment of the Public Safety Officers’ 
Benefits Improvements Act of 2012, no appeal 
shall bring any final determination of the 
Bureau before any court for review unless 
notice of appeal is filed (within the time 
specified herein and in the manner pre- 
scribed for appeal to United States courts of 
appeals from United States district courts) 
not later than 90 days after the date on 
which the Bureau serves notice of the final 
determination: Provided further, That any 
regulations promulgated by the Bureau 
under such part (or any such statute) before, 
on, or after the date of enactment of the 
Public Safety Officers’ Benefits Improve- 
ments Act of 2012 shall apply to any matter 
pending on, or filed or accruing after, the ef- 
fective date specified in the regulations.”’. 
SEC. 4. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
subsection (b), the amendments made by this 
Act shall— 

(1) take effect on the date of enactment of 
this Act; and 

(2) apply to any matter pending, before the 
Bureau of Justice Assistance or otherwise, 
on the date of enactment of this Act, or filed 
or accruing after that date. 

(b) EXCEPTIONS.— 

(1) RESCUE SQUADS AND AMBULANCE 
CREWS.—For a member of a rescue squad or 
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ambulance crew (as defined in section 1204(7) 
of title I of the Omnibus Crime Control and 
Safe Streets Act of 1968, as amended by this 
Act), the amendments made by this Act shall 
apply to injuries sustained on or after June 
1, 2009. 

(2) HEART ATTACKS, STROKES, AND VASCULAR 
RUPTURES.—Section 1201(k) of title I of the 
Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act 
of 1968, as amended by this Act, shall apply 
to heart attacks, strokes, and vascular rup- 
tures sustained on or after December 15, 2003. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. SMITH) and the gentleman 
from Georgia (Mr. JOHNSON) each will 
control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Texas. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Madam Speak- 
er, I ask unanimous consent that all 
Members may have 5 legislative days 
within which to revise and extend their 
remarks and include extraneous mate- 
rials on H.R. 4018, as amended, cur- 
rently under consideration. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Madam Speak- 
er, I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

H.R. 4018, the Public Safety Officers’ Bene- 
fits Improvements Act of 2012, amends an ex- 
isting program within the Justice Department 
that administers benefits to certain public safe- 
ty officers killed or disabled in the line of duty. 

| commend Representative MICHAEL 
FITZPATRICK for his leadership on this issue 
and am pleased to be a cosponsor of this leg- 
islation. 

The bill makes changes to the class of 
beneficiaries as well as some common-sense, 
cost-saving reforms to the program. 

Congress originally passed the Public Safe- 
ty Officers’ Benefits Act, PSOB, in 1976. This 
program evolved from concern that State and 
local public safety officers and their families 
were not being provided with adequate death 
benefits. And that the low level of benefits 
might impede recruitment efforts and impair 
morale. 

Originally, the PSOB program provided only 
death benefits to the survivors of officers killed 
in the line of duty. It was later expanded to 
provide benefits to officers disabled in the line 
of duty and education benefits to the spouses 
and children of officers killed or disabled in the 
line of duty. 

Congress has amended the PSOB program 
many times since its inception. Some of the 
changes have resulted in inconsistencies with- 
in the law or have unintentionally resulted in a 
delay in the PSOB benefit process. 

For example, each PSOB claimant must be 
examined by an impartial medical examiner 
who then advises the Justice Department re- 
garding their decision to award benefits. But 
the PSOB statute and its regulations require 
that the medical examiner be hired from the 
city where the officer was killed or injured. 

This causes significant delays and adds ex- 
pense in processing PSOB claims and in ad- 
ministering the overall program. 
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The Department spends significant time and 
resources to find a medical professional who 
is familiar with the PSOB program and its re- 
quirements. That medical professional must 
also be available and agree to perform the 
necessary medical exam. This process can 
take weeks, if not months, to complete. 

This bill provides a solution to this ineffi- 
ciency. It allows the Department to develop 
and draw from a pool of trusted, qualified 
medical professionals to perform the nec- 
essary examinations across the country. This 
is similar to how the PSOB program author- 
izes their hearing examiners. 

This simple change saves valuable time and 
taxpayer dollars. It also ensures that the public 
safety officers and their families receive these 
much-needed benefits more quickly. 

H.R. 4018 also clarifies who are eligible 
beneficiaries when an officer is killed in the 
line of duty. Currently, the payment of benefits 
is often postponed, sometimes for years, while 
the issue of who is the proper beneficiary is 
litigated. 

This bill creates a new category of bene- 
ficiaries, “adult children of deceased public 
safety officers,” to clarify eligible beneficiaries 
in certain cases where there are none. These 
cases include when a public safety officers 
children are all adults, there is no surviving 
spouse, no applicable designation of bene- 
ficiary is on file with the public agency, and 
the officers parents are deceased. 

The PSOB benefits can currently be award- 
ed to police officers, firefighters, chaplains or 
certain members of a rescue squad or ambu- 
lance crew who serve a public agency. 

But PSOB benefits are not currently author- 
ized for volunteer emergency medical per- 
sonnel. This bill fixes this inequity in a narrow 
way that when combined with savings from 
other efficiencies made by the bill, does not 
result in additional expense to the taxpayer. 

| urge my colleagues to join me in support 
of this bill. 

Madam Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
FITZPATRICK), who is the sponsor of 
this legislation. 

Mr. FITZPATRICK. Thank you, 
Chairman SMITH, for your time and 
your support and your leadership on 
this significant reform legislation. 
Your staff has been wonderful to work 
with. Trd like to give special recogni- 
tion to Caroline Lynch and Art Baker, 
both of whom did a fantastic job on 
this bill. 

Madam Speaker, I rise to urge my 
colleagues to support these needed re- 
forms to the Public Safety Officers’ 
Benefits Program. The Public Safety 
Officers’ Benefit Act created the pro- 
gram in 1976 to provide benefits to the 
families of those first responders who 
die or become disabled in the line of 
duty. 

For the past 35 years, Congress has 
affirmed its support for the program 
and these benefits. Now we have the 
opportunity, through needed reforms, 
to make the PSOB program even bet- 
ter. This bill corrects a tragic over- 
sight in current law that unfairly ex- 
cludes certain first responders. 
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My inspiration for this bill, Madam 
Speaker, is Daniel McIntosh. ‘‘Danny 
Mac,” as he was known to his family 
and his friends, was a veteran of the 
Bensalem Emergency Medical Services. 
Dan served numerous other Bucks 
County communities both as a para- 
medic and as a volunteer firefighter 
since 1993. He was a volunteer fire- 
fighter for the Point Pleasant Fire 
Company and had achieved life member 
status. He was a member of the Not- 
tingham Fire Department, a newly 
sworn police officer for the Hulmeville 
Police Department, and was a TAC 
Medic for the Bucks County SWAT 
Team and for the Bucks County Haz- 
ardous Materials SWAT Team. As we 
can see, Dan’s life was dedicated to 
public service, and he gave his life 
doing what he loved. 

Danny suffered a fatal heart attack 
while in the performance of his duties 
as a member of the Bensalem Rescue 
Squad. Because the entity that he was 
working with was a nonprofit emer- 
gency medical service provider, his 
family has been denied the PSOB ben- 
efit. This is unfair treatment for those 
who put themselves in harm’s way in 
service to their communities. This bill 
would change that and ensure that 
families like Danny’s receive the bene- 
fits they deserve. 

I recognize and I thank the McIntosh 
family for the sacrifice that they made 
to our community. I also recognize the 
legacy of Dale Long, a Vermont EMT, 
who was killed in an ambulance acci- 
dent in 2009 and whose life has moti- 
vated companion PSOB reform in the 
Senate. I am proud to sponsor this leg- 
islation for them and for the loved ones 
of first responders all across our great 
country. 

Finally, Madam Speaker, this bill in- 
cludes numerous taxpayer protections 
and streamlines the delivery of bene- 
fits. Many of us came to Congress on 
the promise to make government more 
efficient and more effective, and this 
bill would do just that. Members sup- 
porting this legislation will be able to 
report to their constituents that not 
only are they being good stewards of 
the taxpayer dollars but that they are 
also improving a program that provides 
widely supported benefits to our Na- 
tion’s first responders. 

At this time, Madam Speaker, I note 
the support of many organizations for 
the bill, including the American Ambu- 
lance Association, the National Asso- 
ciation of Emergency Medical Techni- 
cians, the National Fraternal Order of 
Police, the National Association of Po- 
lice Organizations, as well as several 
rescue squads from across my home 
State of Pennsylvania. 

I want to again thank Chairman 
SMITH and Ranking Member CONYERS 
for their leadership and for their sup- 
port for this very important piece of 
reform legislation. I urge my col- 
leagues to support it as well. 
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Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. Madam 
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. 

H.R. 4018, the Public Safety Officers’ 
Benefits Improvements Act, appro- 
priately expands the scope of this im- 
portant program to better assist our 
public safety officers and their fami- 
lies. The PSOB program has been an 
important means of supporting our 
public safety officers since 1976, when 
the authorizing legislation was en- 
acted. 

Initially, the program provided death 
benefits for certain officers, but it has 
since been expanded to apply to a wide 
range of those who protect us to now 
include Federal, State and local police 
officers, firefighters, public rescue 
squads, ambulance crews, and chap- 
lains of those agencies. 

The PSOB program currently pro- 
vides death benefits in the form of a 
onetime financial payment to the eligi- 
ble survivors of public safety officers 
whose deaths are the direct and proxi- 
mate result of a personal injury sus- 
tained in the line of duty. The program 
also provides financial assistance to 
help pay higher education costs for the 
spouses and children of public safety 
officers for whom PSOB death or dis- 
ability benefits have been paid. 

This bill extends the coverage of the 
program to members of nonprofit res- 
cue squads and ambulance crews who 
suffer fatal or catastrophic injury as a 
result of their performances of certain 
specified public safety activities within 
their specific lines of duty. The bill 
also extends the coverage to vascular 
ruptures in addition to the existing 
coverage of heart attacks and strokes 
occurring during non-routine line-of- 
duty activities. 

H.R. 4018 also includes a number of 
other provisions clarifying the incon- 
sistencies that have arisen due to prior 
amendments to the PSOB Act, and it 
makes the administration of the pro- 
gram more efficient so that these offi- 
cers may more quickly obtain the ben- 
efits they and their families deserve. 

Our public safety officers willingly 
undergo long hours and often dan- 
gerous conditions to protect all of us, 
and we all know that they are not com- 
pensated at a level commensurate with 
the dangers they face and the impor- 
tance of the services that they provide. 
When they die or become disabled be- 
cause they are acting to help us, pro- 
viding these benefits is the right thing 
to do. I hope this bill will make this 
program work even better during those 
unfortunate instances when it is nec- 
essary. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
legislation, and I yield back the bal- 
ance of my time. 

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Madam Speak- 
er, I yield 4 minutes to the gentleman 
from Texas, Judge POE, who is a mem- 
ber of the Judiciary Committee. 

Mr. POE of Texas. I would like to 
thank the chairman for the time. 
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I especially want to thank Represent- 
ative FITZPATRICK from Pennsylvania 
for introducing this important legisla- 
tion, which makes improvements and 
reforms the Public Safety Officers’ 
Benefits Program. 

This program is intended to expedite 
the processing of claims and expand 
coverage to include some nonprofit 
emergency personnel who are currently 
not covered by this important pro- 
gram. 

The reason H.R. 4018 is important is 
that 72 police officers were killed by 
perpetrators in 2011, and that number 
represents a 25 percent increase from 
the previous year and a 75 percent in- 
crease from 2008. 

One of these 72 was 38-year-old Hous- 
ton police officer George Will. He was 
killed by an out-of-control drunk driv- 
er. Officer Will was investigating an 
accident. The drunk driver comes bar- 
reling, out of control, down the free- 
way. Officer Will sees him coming and 
pushes a witness out of the way so that 
witness to the first accident wouldn’t 
be hit. While doing so, the drunk driver 
ran over and killed Officer Will. He left 
behind a wife, two stepchildren; and 
the wife he left behind was pregnant. 
Also in 2011, a total of 61 on-duty fire- 
fighters were killed in the United 
States. 

So, in 1 year, that’s 133 families who 
don’t have a father or a mother any- 
more. 
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And the last thing these families 
should have to worry about after facing 
the loss of a father or mother first re- 
sponder is financial instability. 

Madam Speaker, in my career as a 
judge and a former prosecutor in Hous- 
ton, I knew a lot of first responders. 
Some of them were later killed in pub- 
lic service to our communities. Our Na- 
tion’s police, firefighters, and EMS 
workers are our true national treas- 
ures. They are the ones that run into 
burning buildings when everybody else 
runs out of those burning buildings. 
They are the ones that put their lives 
on the line every day to keep us safe 
and protect our communities. They go 
into the shadows and dark corners of 
our society looking for do-bads, out- 
laws, and social misfits. This work, 
Madam Speaker, is dangerous. 

When these Americans wake up every 
day, they need to be able to focus on 
the duty they have before them, and 
they need to know that if, God forbid, 
something happens to them on their 
duty shift, that their family will be 
taken care of. 

For all these reasons, I support H.R. 
4018. I urge my colleagues to support it. 
And once again, I thank the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania for this legislation. 

And that’s just the way it is. 

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Madam Speak- 
er, I understand that the gentleman 
from Georgia has yielded back his 
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time; if so, I yield back the balance of 
my time as well. 

Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. Madam 
Speaker, | rise today in support of H.R. 4018, 
the “Public Safety Officers’ Benefits Improve- 
ments Act of 2012,” which would modify the 
Public Safety Officers’ Benefits Act (PSOBA) 
of 1976 which currently provides benefits pay- 
ments to certain survivors of public safety offi- 
cers who are killed or permanently and totally 
disabled in the line of duty. Under current law, 
the families of public safety officers who have 
died as a result of injuries sustained in the line 
of duty are eligible for a one-time payment of 
about $320,000. Public safety officers who 
have been permanently disabled are eligible 
for the same payment, but this payment is 
subject to the availability of appropriated 
funds. 

As a Ranking Member of the Homeland Se- 
curity Committee, Subcommittee on Transpor- 
tation Security and Infrastructure, | am well 
aware that there are currently gaps in the laws 
as it pertains to those safety officers who put 
their lives on the line but may not have the 
high profiles of police officers or firefighters. 
Nevertheless, for those unsung heroes and 
faithful men and women who continually place 
their own well being in danger for the sake of 
saving the lives of strangers, this bill is a mere 
step in the right direction by expanding the 
types of benefits available to their families 
when serious injuries or deaths occur. 

H.R. 4018 narrows the eligibility of members 
of rescue squads or ambulance crews for ben- 
efits under the PSOB program; as a result, 
some individuals would no longer receive ben- 
efits that they could receive under current 
laws. 

The bill prevents individuals from receiving 
certain benefits under the program if they re- 
ceive payments from the September 11th Vic- 
tim Compensation Fund of 2001. Likewise, 
this legislation would make many technical 
and administrative changes that aim to expe- 
dite the processing of claims for benefits. 

Over the years the Public Safety Officers’ 
Benefits Act has been amended to expand the 
scope of the definitions “member of a rescue 
squad or ambulance crew” and “public safety 
officer.” This definition now includes an offi- 
cially recognized or designated employee or 
volunteer member of a rescue squad or ambu- 
lance crew that is a public agency of a non- 
profit entity serving the public that is officially 
authorized or licensed to engage in rescue ac- 
tivity or to provide emergency medical serv- 
ices and that is officially designated as a 
prehospital emergency medical response 
agency. 

The Act provides death benefits in the form 
of a single financial payment to eligible sur- 
vivors of public safety officers whose death is 
the direct and proximate result of a personal 
injury during the performance of duty. Addi- 
tionally the Act provides for financial assist- 
ance to help pay higher education costs for 
the children and spouses of public safety offi- 
cers for whom disability benefits have been 
paid. 

This bill is needed to efficiently support the 
families devastated by death or catastrophic 
injuries sustained while acting in the official 
capacity of a public safety officer’s job. It is my 
hope that by supporting this bill Congress can 
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come together to better accommodate, ac- 
knowledge and assist the brave public safety 
officers who sustain injuries while serving 
members of their communities across this 
great country. 

Mr. WELCH. Madam Speaker, | submit the 
attached June 19, 2012 letter from Chuck 
Canterbury, National President of the National 
Fraternal Order of Police, in regards to H.R. 
4018, the Public Safety Officers’ Benefits Im- 
provements Act of 2012. 


NATIONAL FRATERNAL ORDER OF POLICE, 
Washington, DC, June 19, 2012. 

Hon. PATRICK J. LEAHY, 

Chairman, Committee on the Judiciary, 

U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 

Hon. LAMAR S. SMITH, 

Chairman, Committee on the Judiciary, 

House of Representatives, Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMEN: I am writing this let- 
ter on behalf of the members of the Fra- 
ternal Order of Police to advise you of our 
support for H.R. 4018, the ‘‘Public Safety Of- 
ficers’ Benefits (PSOB) Improvements Act,” 
introduced by Representative Michael G. 
Fitzpatrick (R-PA), and S. 1696, the Senate 
companion bill introduced by Chairman 
Leahy. It is our understanding that both 
committees have agreed to compromise lan- 
guage and we are pleased to offer our support 
for this bipartisan, bicameral bill. 

The legislation, which has received a neu- 
tral score from the Congressional Budget Of- 
fice (CBO), will reduce claims processing 
delays, reduce administrative costs, and 
make explicit that beneficiaries of Federal 
death or disability benefits must offset one 
award with another. The legislation as craft- 
ed and considered by the Judiciary Commit- 
tees in both chambers is widely supported in 
the law enforcement and public safety com- 
munity. 

It was distressing in the extreme to learn 
that further action on the legislation is 
being deliberately blocked by Senator Thom- 
as A. Coburn, MD (R-OK), who has taken his 
anti-public safety agenda to new lows by 
calling for the repeal of the PSOB program 
or to at least restrict it to Federal officers. 
The FOP views this not as a politician em- 
bracing the principle of federalism, but as a 
transparently cynical and cowardly ploy to 
place even greater strain between law en- 
forcement and other public safety officers 
that serve on the local and State level and 
their colleagues employed by the Federal 
government. When a police officer puts him- 
self in harm’s way, he does not stop to think 
about jurisdiction. He does not ask the of- 
fender if he is committing a local, State or 
Federal crime. He acts in the best interest of 
the safety of those he has sworn to protect. 
A family that loses a loved one in the line of 
duty should not just be left adrift, their sac- 
rifice ignored because their loved one was a 
local firefighter or State Trooper and not a 
Federal agent. 

Since Senator Coburn was sworn in as a 
U.S. Senator, seventeen police officers have 
been killed in the line of duty in Oklahoma. 
Seventeen families lost a son, father or 
brother, and I am sure some or all of these 
families relied on the PSOB program to help 
them through the financial hardships they 
faced after the loss of their loved one. Sen- 
ator Coburn would punish the families of the 
fallen—the heroes who put their life on the 
line and paid the ultimate price. 

I know both of you reject Senator Coburn’s 
call for the repeal of the PSOB program, and 
I commend you both for your constant sup- 
port of the program and of the rank-and-file 
officers that protect our homes and neigh- 
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borhoods. The legislation will improve the 
ability of the PSOB Office to process death 
and disability claims more swiftly and effi- 
ciently, providing the families of our fallen 
with the help they need. On behalf of the 
more than 330,000 members of the Fraternal 
Order of Police, I thank you both for your 
dedication and outstanding leadership on 
this issue. If I can be of any further assist- 
ance on this matter, please do not hesitate 
to contact me or Executive Director Jim 
Pasco in my Washington office. 
Sincerely, 
CHUCK CANTERBURY, 
National President. 

Mr. HOLT. Madam Speaker, | rise today in 
strong support of H.R. 4018, the Public Safety 
Officers’ Benefits Improvements Act, of which 
| am a cosponsor, and | thank my colleague 
from across the Delaware River, Mr. 
FITZPATRICK, for his work on this extremely im- 
portant issue. 

During the early morning hours of August 
28, 2011, as Central New Jersey was bearing 
the brunt of Tropical Storm Irene, the Prince- 
ton First Aid and Rescue Squad was called to 
investigate a vehicle submerged in raging 
floodwaters with the occupants possibly 
trapped inside. Michael Kenwood, a 39-year- 
old volunteer emergency medical and rescue 
technician, entered the water tied to his part- 
ner in an attempt to reach the stranded vehi- 
cle. The two quickly realized that the current 
was too strong and tried to turn back, but Mi- 
chael lost his footing and was sucked into the 
current. When he was pulled from the water, 
Michael was unconscious and not breathing. 
Michael died later that day, leaving behind a 
wife, Beth, and 3-year-old daughter, Laney. 
The submerged car turned out to be empty. 

Michael's death was a tragedy. But what 
compounded this tragic situation was the fact 
that, under current law, Michael’s family was 
not eligible for federal death benefits because 
he was a volunteer member of a non-profit or- 
ganization. This is just wrong. Michael’s sac- 
rifice would be no different if he had been a 
member of a paid fire department or EMS 
agency, and federal law should treat it as 
such. When he was called to enter those 
floodwaters, Michael did not stop to think, “I 
don’t get paid for this; should | do this?” He 
answered the call just like thousands upon 
thousands of others do each and every day, 
risking their lives in the service of others, re- 
gardless of whether or not they are paid. 

This legislation would expand federal benefit 
programs for the women and men who volun- 
teer for fire departments and rescue squads 
and are injured or killed in the line of duty. 
Quite simply, it is the right thing to do. | am 
glad to see this bill being brought to the floor 
and | urge my colleagues to support it here 
today. 

Last Saturday, Michael’s name was added 
to the National EMS Memorial in Colorado 
Springs, Colorado. | would ask that my col- 
leagues join me in remembering Michael’s 
sacrifice, and those made by the other police 
officers, firefighters, and emergency medical 
responders who put their lives on the line 
each and every day to protect ours. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. SMITH) 
that the House suspend the rules and 
pass the bill, H.R. 4018, as amended. 
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The question was taken. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the 
opinion of the Chair, two-thirds being 
in the affirmative, the ayes have it. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. Madam 
Speaker, I object to the vote on the 
ground that a quorum is not present 
and make the point of order that a 
quorum is not present. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, further pro- 
ceedings on this question will be post- 
poned. 

The point of no quorum is considered 
withdrawn. 


-u 


SERGEANT RICHARD FRANKLIN 
ABSHIRE POST OFFICE BUILDING 


Mr. FARENTHOLD. Madam Speaker, 
I move to suspend the rules and pass 
the bill (H.R. 3412) to designate the fa- 
cility of the United States Postal Serv- 
ice located at 1421 Veterans Memorial 
Drive in Abbeville, Louisiana, as the 
“Sergeant Richard Franklin Abshire 
Post Office Building”. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The text of the bill is as follows: 

H.R. 3412 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 


SECTION 1. SERGEANT RICHARD FRANKLIN 
ABSHIRE POST OFFICE BUILDING. 


(a) DESIGNATION.—The facility of the 
United States Postal Service located at 1421 
Veterans Memorial Drive in Abbeville, Lou- 
isiana, shall be known and designated as the 
“Sergeant Richard Franklin Abshire Post 
Office Building”. 

(b) REFERENCES.—Any reference in a law, 
map, regulation, document, paper, or other 
record of the United States to the facility re- 
ferred to in subsection (a) shall be deemed to 
be a reference to the “Sergeant Richard 
Franklin Abshire Post Office Building”. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. FARENTHOLD) and the gen- 
tleman from Missouri (Mr. CLAY) each 
will control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Texas. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. FARENTHOLD. Madam Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent that all Mem- 
bers may have 5 legislative days in 
which to revise and extend their re- 
marks and include extraneous material 
on the bill under consideration. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. FARENTHOLD. Madam Speaker, 
I yield myself such time as I may con- 
sume. 

Madam Speaker, H.R. 3412, intro- 
duced by the gentleman from Lou- 
isiana (Mr. BOUSTANY), would designate 
the facility of the United States Postal 
Service located at 1421 Veterans Memo- 
rial Drive in Abbeville, Louisiana, as 
the Sergeant Richard Franklin Abshire 
Post Office Building. This bill was in- 
troduced on November 14, 2011, and was 
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reported from the Committee on Over- 
sight and Government Reform on Feb- 
ruary 7. 

Sergeant Richard Franklin Abshire 
was born on October 20, 1944, in Lou- 
isiana and served in the United States 
Marine Corps. Sergeant Abshire was 
awarded the Navy Cross for extraor- 
dinary heroism while serving as a pla- 
toon sergeant with Company G, Second 
Battalion, Fourth Marines, Ninth Ma- 
rine Amphibious Brigade, in connec- 
tion with operations against the enemy 
in the Republic of Vietnam on May 2, 
1968. 

Sergeant Abshire’s unit and a sister 
company launched a coordinated at- 
tack against a well entrenched North 
Vietnamese Army force occupying the 
village of Dinh To, Quang Tri Province. 
By his superb leadership, courageous 
fighting and selfless devotion to duty, 
Sergeant Abshire inspired all who ob- 
served him and upheld the highest tra- 
ditions of the United States Marine 
Corps and the United States Naval 
Service. He gallantly gave his life for 
his country. Sergeant Abshire died on 
May 2, 1968. 

Madam Speaker, Sergeant Richard 
Franklin Abshire is a very worthy des- 
ignee of this postal facility naming. I 
urge all Members to join me in support 
of this bill, and I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. CLAY. Madam Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

As a member of the House Oversight 
and Government Reform Committee, 
I’m pleased to join my colleagues in 
consideration of H.R. 3412, to designate 
the facility of the U.S. Postal Service 
located at 1421 Veterans Memorial 
Drive in Abbeville, Louisiana, as the 
Sergeant Richard Franklin Abshire 
Post Office Building. 

AS was mentioned, Sergeant Richard 
Abshire served as the platoon sergeant 
with Company G, Second Battalion, 
Fourth Marines, Ninth Marines Am- 
phibious Brigade, during the Vietnam 
War. 

AS was also mentioned, he was in a 
heavy firefight. Upon entering the vil- 
lage, Sergeant Abshire and his unit 
came under heavy enemy fire. The 
heavy small arms and automatic weap- 
ons fire halted the company, and Ser- 
geant Abshire was directed to establish 
a defensive position with advantageous 
firing positions. 

As the hostilities increased, it be- 
came apparent that the Vietnamese 
were preparing to launch a counter- 
attack. Sergeant Abshire exposed him- 
self to enemy fire to deploy the gre- 
nades that temporarily disoriented the 
enemy. 

Returning to his unit, Sergeant 
Abshire moved along the line, shouting 
words of encouragement, and directing 
his unit’s fire. The sergeant then pro- 
vided covering fire as his unit pulled 
back. After expending his remaining 
ammunition, he attempted to rejoin 
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his unit when he was mortally wounded 
in the head by a burst of enemy fire. 
Sergeant Abshire was posthumously 
awarded the Navy Cross for his heroic 
actions leading his unit and ensuring 
their return to safety. 

Madam Speaker, if anyone deserves a 
postal facility named after them, it is 
Sergeant Abshire. 

I urge the passage of the bill, and I 
reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. FARENTHOLD. Madam Speaker, 
I yield 5 minutes to my neighbor from 
the east, from the great State of Lou- 
isiana (Mr. BOUSTANY). 

Mr. BOUSTANY. I thank my friend 
from Texas for yielding time to me, 
and I thank the committee for bringing 
this resolution to the House floor 
today. 

Madam Speaker, I rise in support of 
H.R. 3412, to designate the facility of 
the United States Postal Service lo- 
cated at 1421 Veterans Memorial Drive 
in Abbeville, Louisiana, as the Ser- 
geant Richard Franklin Abshire Post 
Office Building, and I want to thank 
the Oversight and Government Reform 
Committee for bringing this bill to the 
floor. 

Today, it is really an honor for me to 
stand here today to celebrate the life of 
United States Marine Corps Sergeant 
Richard F. Abshire, an extraordinary 
hero of the Vietnam War. A native of 
Abbeville, Louisiana, in my district, 
the heart of Cajun country, Sergeant 
Abshire graduated from Abbeville High 
School in 1962 and then attended the 
University of Southwestern Louisiana 
in Lafayette, my hometown. 

Serving in Vietnam from December 
1967 until May 1968, a young Sergeant 
Abshire had given over 3 years of serv- 
ice to his country in the Marine Corps. 
On May 2, 1968, while serving in Quang 
Tri Province in the Republic of Viet- 
nam, Sergeant Abshire led a coordi- 
nated attack against an entrenched 
North Vietnamese force in the village 
of Dinh To. 

Under heavy small arms and auto- 
matic weapon fire, Sergeant Abshire 
displayed extraordinary valor and lead- 
ership in leading his men to safety, 
sacrificing himself in the process. 
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Upon entrance to the village of Dinh 
To, Sergeant Abshire’s men began sus- 
taining heavy losses from the better 
positioned North Vietnamese troops. 
Acting quickly, the sergeant directed 
his men to establish a defensive perim- 
eter, aiming a heavy volume of fire 
into the enemy emplacements. Then 
realizing the enemy was preparing a 
counterattack, Sergeant Abshire 
quickly obtained a number of hand gre- 
nades from his fellow marines. Navi- 
gating the fiery open terrain while self- 
lessly exposing himself to enemy fire, 
Abshire threw several grenades toward 
the enemy, disrupting their attack. Re- 
turning to his men, Sergeant Abshire 
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moved from position to position, shout- 
ing encouragement and directing fire. 

Upon realizing they were dangerously 
low on ammunition, Abshire directed 
his men to fall back while he resolutely 
provided cover fire until they could 
reach safety. After expending the last 
of his ammunition, Sergeant Abshire 
was mortally wounded by a burst of 
enemy fire, laying down his life for his 
fellow marines and his country. 

Sergeant Abshire’s actions are an in- 
spiration to the marines he fought be- 
side and the country he fought for. Be- 
cause of his heroic actions, he was 
posthumously awarded the Navy Cross 
for his bravery in a combat zone. 
Shortly after Sergeant Abshire’s death, 
his mother received the Navy Cross for 
gallantry on his behalf in Lafayette, 
Louisiana, from Brigadier General Wal- 
ter S. McIlhenny. 

Today I join the town of Abbeville in 
honoring this fallen hero with the dedi- 
cation of their post office to the name 
of Sergeant Richard Franklin Abshire 
for his extraordinary valor in battle. 
As we honor Sergeant Abshire today, 
we must also recognize our present-day 
heroes serving around the globe, those 
who have fallen and those who con- 
tinue to fight for our freedoms. We 
thank you as well as the families of all 
of our Armed Forces. 

I ask my colleagues to support this 
bill. 

Mr. CLAY. Madam Speaker, I have 
no further speakers. I urge passage of 
H.R. 3412, and I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. FARENTHOLD. Madam Speaker, 
I join with the gentleman from Lou- 
isiana and the gentleman from Mis- 
souri in urging all of my colleagues and 
House Members to support the passage 
of H.R. 3412, renaming and creating the 
Sergeant Richard Franklin Abshire 
Post Office. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
FARENTHOLD) that the House suspend 
the rules and pass the bill, H.R. 3412. 

The question was taken. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the 
opinion of the Chair, two-thirds being 
in the affirmative, the ayes have it. 

Mr. CLAY. Madam Speaker, I object 
to the vote on the ground that a 
quorum is not present and make the 
point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, further pro- 
ceedings on this question will be post- 
poned. 

The point of no quorum is considered 
withdrawn. 


EE 


SPC NICHOLAS SCOTT HARTGE 
POST OFFICE 


Mr. FARENTHOLD. Madam Speaker, 
I move to suspend the rules and pass 
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the bill (H.R. 3501) to designate the fa- 
cility of the United States Postal Serv- 
ice located at 125 Kerr Avenue in Rome 
City, Indiana, as the ‘‘SPC Nicholas 
Scott Hartge Post Office’’. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The text of the bill is as follows: 

H.R. 3501 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 


SECTION 1. SPC NICHOLAS SCOTT HARTGE POST 
OFFICE. 


(a) DESIGNATION.—The facility of the 
United States Postal Service located at 125 
Kerr Avenue in Rome City, Indiana, shall be 
known and designated as the ‘‘SPC Nicholas 
Scott Hartge Post Office’’. 

(b) REFERENCES.—Any reference in a law, 
map, regulation, document, paper, or other 
record of the United States to the facility re- 
ferred to in subsection (a) shall be deemed to 
be a reference to the ‘“‘SPC Nicholas Scott 
Hartge Post Office’’. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. FARENTHOLD) and the gen- 
tleman from Missouri (Mr. CLAY) each 
will control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Texas. 

Mr. FARENTHOLD. Madam Speaker, 
I yield myself as much time as I may 
consume. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. FARENTHOLD. Madam Speaker, 
I also ask unanimous consent that all 
Members may be given 5 legislative 
days in which to revise and extend 
their remarks and to place extraneous 
materials on the bill under consider- 
ation. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. FARENTHOLD. H.R. 3501, intro- 
duced by the gentleman from Indiana 
(Mr. STUTZMAN), would designate the 
facility of the United States Postal 
Service located at 125 Kerr Avenue in 
Rome City, Indiana, as the SPC Nich- 
olas Scott Hartge Post Office. This bill 
was introduced on November 18, 2011, 
and was reported favorably from the 
Committee on Oversight and Govern- 
ment Reform on February 7. 

Nicholas Hartge grew up in Rome 
City, Indiana, and during high school 
decided to serve his country by joining 
the military. Nicholas served in the 
Third Platoon in Charlie Company in 
the First Infantry Division, and his 
company was deployed to Iraq in Au- 
gust of 2006. Nicholas’ commanding of- 
ficer, Commander Michael Baka, took 
note of the young man’s character and 
aptitude and helped him begin the 
process of applying to West Point. 
While the prospect of becoming an offi- 
cer thrilled Specialist Hartge, he never 
deviated from his devotion to his fel- 
low soldiers. 

On May 14, 2007, Specialist Hartge’s 
unit came under heavy attack. While 
maneuvering through enemy fire, the 
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Humvee carrying the specialist was 
struck by a roadside bomb. Nicholas 
Hartge received a Commendation 
Medal for outstanding achievement in 
the capture of Abu Hassan, a known 
IED facilitator in Baghdad. He was 
posthumously awarded the Bronze Star 
for his heroic actions on the day that 
he was killed. 

Madam Speaker, Specialist Nicholas 
Scott Hartge is a very worthy and ap- 
propriate designee of this postal facil- 
ity naming, and I urge all Members to 
join me in support of this bill. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. CLAY. Madam Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

As a member of the House Oversight 
and Government Reform Committee, I 
rise to join my colleagues in the con- 
sideration of H.R. 3501, to designate the 
facility of the United States Postal 
Service located at 125 Kerr Avenue in 
Rome City, Indiana, as the SPC Nich- 
olas Scott Hartge Post Office. 

The measure before us was first in- 
troduced on November 18 by my col- 
league Representative MARLIN 
STUTZMAN, and in accordance with the 
committee’s requirements, this bill is 
cosponsored by all members of the In- 
diana delegation and was reported out 
of the committee by unanimous con- 
sent on February 7, 2012. 

Nicholas Hartge was adamant about 
joining the military after the profound 
personal effect that the September 11 
attacks had on him. He enlisted in the 
Army before graduating from East 
Noble High School in Kendallville, In- 
diana, in 2005. In August of 2006, he was 
deployed and stationed in Baghdad. 

On May 14, 2007, Hartge was killed 
when the vehicle he was riding in came 
in contact with an improvised explo- 
sive device. Four other soldiers on pa- 
trol with Hartge sustained burn 
wounds on as much as 70 percent of 
their bodies from the attack. 

Nicholas Scott Hartge made the ulti- 
mate sacrifice for his country, and his 
dedication and courage are a testament 
to the men and women of the United 
States Armed Forces. For this reason, 
the post office in Rome City, Indiana, 
should be named in his honor. And I 
ask that we pass the underlying bill to 
honor the service, sacrifice, and valor 
of Specialist Nicholas Scott Hartge. 

Madam Speaker, I reserve the bal- 
ance of my time. 

Mr. FARENTHOLD. Madam Speaker, 
I would like to yield 5 minutes to my 
distinguished colleague and friend from 
the State of Indiana. 

Mr. STUTZMAN. I thank the gen- 
tleman from Texas as well as the gen- 
tleman from Missouri for their support 
today and for the committee sup- 
porting H.R. 3501. I would also like to 
thank each of the members of the Indi- 
ana delegation for their sponsorship of 
this bill as well. 

Madam Speaker, I rise today in sup- 
port of H.R. 3501, to designate the facil- 
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ity of the United States Postal Service 
located at 125 Kerr Avenue in Rome 
City, Indiana, as the SPC Nicholas 
Scott Hartge Post Office. 

Growing up in Rome City, Indiana, 
Nicholas served his community with a 
smile. A Boy Scout, paperboy, wrestler, 
and member of the marching band, his 
cheerful manner and work ethic were 
contagious. 

Nicholas decided to enlist in the 
Army during his junior year of high 
school. His loving mother, Lori, proud- 
ly tells the story of her patriotic son 
who was so eager to serve his country 
that a freight train couldn’t stop him. 

Only a week after graduating, Nich- 
olas left for boot camp at Fort 
Benning, Georgia. Nicholas chose to 
serve in the infantry. In August of 2006, 
he and his unit, First Battalion, 26th 
Infantry, Brigade Combat Team, First 
Infantry Division, were deployed to 
Iraq. 

Far from the safety of his Indiana 
home, Specialist Hartge patrolled the 
streets of Adhamiyah, a neighborhood 
in east-central Baghdad. Despite his 
age, Nicholas’ determination and atti- 
tude set him apart. 
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Members of the 3rd Platoon in Char- 
lie Company knew they could depend 
on him. In the midst of a war zone, 
Nicholas served with distinction and 
earned the respect of his fellow soldiers 
and commanders. His gifts and 
strengths were known to those he 
served with. With the goal of attending 
West Point, he worked with his com- 
manding officer to prepare himself for 
the challenges ahead. 

During a leave, Specialist Hartge 
came home and took the SAT test in 
preparation for West Point. Although 
he could have taken a different path, 
Nicholas’ devotion to his unit led him 
to put his pursuit of the academy on 
hold until he finished his combat tour. 
Putting aside his own safety, he re- 
turned to Iraq to serve alongside his 
unit. 

On May 14, 2007, his patrol came 
under heavy attack. While navigating 
through intense fire, his Humvee hit a 
roadside bomb. Specialist Hartge lost 
his life in that attack. Specialist 
Hartge was awarded the Bronze Star 
for his final act of heroism. 

Hoosiers in Rome City and Ameri- 
cans across the country enjoy our free- 
doms because heroes like Nicholas and 
his family have paid the dearest price. 
We can never take that fact lightly. 

Madam Speaker, Specialist Hartge 
lost his life serving the country he 
loved. Renaming the post office of the 
community that loves and remembers 
him is a small, but important, gesture 
to recognize this young man. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
legislation. 

Mr. CLAY. Madam Speaker, I have 
no further requests for time. I urge 
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passage of H.R. 3501, and I yield back 
the balance of my time. 

Mr. FARENTHOLD. Madam Speaker, 
I urge all Members to support the pas- 
sage of H.R. 3501, honoring Specialist 
Nicholas Scott Hartge; and I yield back 
the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
FARENTHOLD) that the House suspend 
the rules and pass the bill, H.R. 3501. 

The question was taken. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the 
opinion of the Chair, two-thirds being 
in the affirmative, the ayes have it. 

Mr. CLAY. Madam Speaker, I object 
to the vote on the ground that a 
quorum is not present and make the 
point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, further pro- 
ceedings on this question will be post- 
poned. 

The point of no quorum is considered 
withdrawn. 


ee 


FIRST SERGEANT LANDRES 
CHEEKS POST OFFICE BUILDING 


Mr. FARENTHOLD. Madam Speaker, 
I move to suspend the rules and pass 
the bill (H.R. 3772) to designate the fa- 
cility of the United States Postal Serv- 
ice located at 150 South Union Street 
in Canton, Mississippi, as the ‘‘First 
Sergeant Landres Cheeks Post Office 
Building”. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The text of the bill is as follows: 

H.R. 3772 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 


SECTION 1. FIRST SERGEANT LANDRES CHEEKS 
POST OFFICE BUILDING. 


(a) DESIGNATION.. The facility of the 
United States Postal Service located at 150 
South Union Street in Canton, Mississippi, 
shall be known and designated as the ‘‘First 
Sergeant Landres Cheeks Post Office Build- 
ing”. 

(b) REFERENCES.—Any reference in a law, 
map, regulation, document, paper, or other 
record of the United States to the facility re- 
ferred to in subsection (a) shall be deemed to 
be a reference to the “First Sergeant 
Landres Cheeks Post Office Building”. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. FARENTHOLD) and the gen- 
tleman from Missouri (Mr. CLAY) each 
will control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Texas. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. FARENTHOLD. I ask unanimous 
consent that all Members may have 5 
legislative days within which to revise 
and extend their remarks and include 
extraneous material on the bill under 
consideration. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Texas? 
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There was no objection. 

Mr. FARENTHOLD. H.R. 3772, intro- 
duced by the gentleman from Mis- 
sissippi (Mr. THOMPSON), would des- 
ignate the facility of the United States 
Postal Service located at 150 South 
Union Street in Canton, Mississippi, as 
the First Sergeant Landres Cheeks 
Post Office Building. This bill was in- 
troduced on January 13 and was re- 
ported from the Committee on Over- 
sight and Government Reform with a 
favorable report on February 7. 

Sergeant Cheeks served in the United 
States Army Medical Corps for 30 
years, serving in World War II in Ger- 
many and France and also in the Viet- 
nam war. He is a decorated serviceman, 
having received numerous distinctions, 
including the National Defense Medal, 
the Army Commendation Medal, Viet- 
nam Service Medal, Army Occupa- 
tional Medal of Germany, the Bronze 
Star Medal, the World War II Victory 
Medal, and the American Campaign 
Medal. 

Beyond military service, Sergeant 
Cheeks was a role model in his commu- 
nity in Mississippi, serving with nu- 
merous community organizations, in- 
cluding the Madison County Union for 
Progress as chairman. The Union for 
Progress is a private organization that 
helps citizens seek and secure employ- 
ment. He also served on the board of di- 
rectors of the Canton Housing Author- 
ity. 

Cheeks was married for 66 years and 
raised six sons and three daughters. Six 
of his children followed in his footsteps 
and served this country in the mili- 
tary. 

Madam Speaker, First Sergeant 
Landres Cheeks is a worthy designee of 
this postal naming. I urge all Members 
to join me in support of this bill, and I 
reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. CLAY. Madam Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

As a member of the House Oversight 
and Government Reform Committee, I 
join my colleagues in the consideration 
of H.R. 3772, a bill to designate the fa- 
cility of the U.S. Postal Service at 150 
South Union Street in Canton, Mis- 
sissippi, as the First Sergeant Landres 
Cheeks Post Office Building. 

The measure was first introduced on 
January 13, 2012, by my colleague, Rep- 
resentative BENNIE THOMPSON. In ac- 
cordance with committee require- 
ments, the bill is cosponsored by all 
members of the Mississippi delegation 
and was reported out of the committee 
by unanimous consent on February 7, 
2012. 

Madam Speaker, I yield such time as 
he may consume to the gentleman 
from Mississippi (Mr. THOMPSON). 

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. 
Madam Speaker, today, I rise in sup- 
port of my bill, H.R. 3772, which seeks 
to designate the United States postal 
facility located at 150 South Union 
Street in Canton, Mississippi, as the 
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First Sergeant Landres Cheeks Post 
Office. 

I introduced this bill to bring rec- 
ognition to the outstanding works and 
commitment of Retired First Sergeant 
Landres Cheeks to both the United 
States of America and to the city of 
Canton, Mississippi. I’m pleased to 
have my colleagues in the Mississippi 
delegation join me as original cospon- 
sors: Congressmen HARPER, PALAZZO, 
and NUNNELEE. 

First, Sergeant Cheeks has been a 
true patriot of our country and an inte- 
gral part of his community for more 
than 60 years. He’s dedicated his life, 
after serving our country for three dec- 
ades, to giving back to the citizens of 
Canton. His mission to economically 
empower, inspire, and motivate the 
people of Canton has proved him to be 
an invaluable asset to the community. 

Sergeant Cheeks served the United 
States Army Medical Corps for 30 
years, participating in Germany and 
France during World War II and the 
Vietnam war. He’s a decorated service- 
man, having received the National De- 
fense Medal, Army Commendation 
Medal, Vietnam Service Medal, Viet- 
nam Campaign Medal, Army Occupa- 
tional Medal of Germany, Bronze Star 
Medal, World War II Victory Medal, 
American Campaign Medal, and a Good 
Service Conduct Medal. 

In 2001, he was awarded the Blue 
Cross Blue Shield Ageless Hero Award. 
This honor is given in celebration of 
the spirit and vitality of our Nation’s 
seniors aged 65 and over who have prov- 
en themselves exemplary in the areas 
of community involvement, creativity, 
good neighboring, love of learning, new 
beginning and vitality. Sergeant 
Cheeks has proven himself to be a role 
model of his community. 

After having been honorably dis- 
charged from the military, it was later 
discovered that Sergeant Cheeks had 
contacted agent orange and developed 
post-traumatic stress syndrome. Never- 
theless, Sergeant Cheeks persevered 
and began actively assisting the people 
of Canton with searches for employ- 
ment and with formulating and spon- 
soring extracurricular activities for 
the youth of Canton. 

Not only is Sergeant Cheeks com- 
mitted to economic quality and 
bettering the community, but he’s also 
committed to civic engagement and in- 
volvement. He currently sits on the 
Voter Registration Committee and 
serves as chairman of the membership 
of the Canton branch of the NAACP. 

Sergeant Cheeks has been a pillar in 
his community more than half a cen- 
tury and has served our country honor- 
ably. I cannot find anyone nobler or 
better suited to have a building named 
in their honor. 

Madam Speaker, the House Govern- 
ment and Oversight Reform Committee 
reported First Sergeant Landres 
Cheeks Post Office Building favorably 
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by voice vote on February 7. I urge my 
colleagues to support this necessary bi- 
partisan and noncontroversial bill, 
which will bring much deserved and ap- 
propriate recognition to a true patriot 
and outstanding member of society. 

Mr. CLAY. Madam Speaker, we have 
no further requests for time. I think 
my friend and colleague from Mis- 
sissippi has sufficiently given us the 
reasons why this House should adopt 
this resolution, and I yield back the 
balance of my time. 

Mr. FARENTHOLD. I urge my col- 
leagues to support renaming the postal 
facility at 150 South Union Street in 
Canton, Mississippi, the First Sergeant 
Landres Cheeks Post Office Building 
and support the passage of H.R. 3772. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
FARENTHOLD) that the House suspend 
the rules and pass the bill, H.R. 3772. 

The question was taken. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the 
opinion of the Chair, two-thirds being 
in the affirmative, the ayes have it. 

Mr. CLAY. Madam Speaker, I object 
to the vote on the ground that a 
quorum is not present and make the 
point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, further pro- 
ceedings on this question will be post- 
poned. 

The point of no quorum is considered 
withdrawn. 


a 


1600 


REVEREND ABE BROWN POST 
OFFICE BUILDING 


Mr. FARENTHOLD. Madam Speaker, 
I move to suspend the rules and pass 
the bill (H.R. 3276) to designate the fa- 
cility of the United States Postal Serv- 
ice located at 2810 East Hillsborough 


Avenue in Tampa, Florida, as the 
“Reverend Abe Brown Post Office 
Building”. 


The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The text of the bill is as follows: 
H.R. 3276 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. REVEREND ABE BROWN POST OFFICE 
BUILDING. 

(a) DESIGNATION.—The facility of the 
United States Postal Service located at 2810 
East Hillsborough Avenue in Tampa, Flor- 
ida, shall be known and designated as the 
“Reverend Abe Brown Post Office Building”. 

(b) REFERENCES.—Any reference in a law, 
map, regulation, document, paper, or other 
record of the United States to the facility re- 
ferred to in subsection (a) shall be deemed to 
be a reference to the ‘‘Reverend Abe Brown 
Post Office Building’’. 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. FARENTHOLD) and the gen- 
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tleman from Missouri (Mr. CLAY) each 
will control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Texas. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. FARENTHOLD. Madam Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent that all Mem- 
bers may have 5 legislative days in 
which to revise and extend their re- 
marks and include extraneous material 
on the bill under consideration. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. FARENTHOLD. Madam Speaker, 
I yield myself such time as I may con- 
sume. 

H.R. 3276, introduced by the gentle- 
woman from Florida (Ms. CASTOR), 
would designate the facility of the 
United States Postal Service located at 
2810 East Hillsborough Avenue in 
Tampa, Florida, as the Reverend Abe 
Brown Post Office Building. This bill 
was introduced on October 27, 2011, and 
reported from the Committee on Over- 
sight and Government Reform with a 
favorable recommendation on Feb- 
ruary 7, 2012. 

Reverend Brown served the Tampa 
Bay community for years. He was the 
beloved pastor of the First Baptist 
Church of College Hill, Hillsborough 
County public schools educator, foot- 
ball coach, dean of the Chamberlain 
High School, and founder of Prison 
Crusade Ministries, later renamed Abe 
Brown Ministries. He was the dean of 
students at Chamberlain when Con- 
gresswoman CASTOR attended school 
there. Sadly, Reverend Brown passed 
away on Saturday, September 11, 2010, 
at the age of 83. 

Reverend Abe Brown is a very worthy 
designee of this postal facility naming, 
and I urge my colleagues to support 
this bill. I reserve the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. CLAY. Madam Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

As a member of the House Oversight 
and Government Reform Committee, I 
am pleased to join my colleagues in the 
consideration of H.R. 3276, a bill to des- 
ignate the facility of the U.S. Postal 
Service on Hillsborough Avenue in 
Tampa, Florida, as the Reverend Abe 
Brown Post Office Building. This bill 
meets the requirements of our com- 
mittee. 

At this time, I would like to yield to 
the gentlewoman from Florida (Ms. 
CASTOR) such time as she may con- 
sume. 

Ms. CASTOR of Florida. Madam 
Speaker, I thank my colleague from 
Missouri and also my colleague from 
Texas. I rise in strong support today of 
H.R. 3276, a bill to name the post office 
located at 2810 East Hillsborough Ave- 
nue in Tampa, Florida, as the Reverend 
Abe Brown Post Office. I introduced 
this bill to honor the life and the ac- 
complishments of the late Reverend 
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Abe Brown. Reverend Abe Brown was 
an educator and a pastor, and he de- 
voted his entire life to helping others, 
whether it was in the classroom, in the 
guidance office, on the football field, in 
church, or through his ongoing min- 
istries. 

Reverend Brown was a Tampa native. 
He was a 1946 graduate of the great 
Middleton High School and a 1950 grad- 
uate of Florida A&M University. He 
came home after he graduated from 
A&M and started work at Hillsborough 
County public schools. He worked for 
the school district for 38 years—as a 
teacher, coach, dean of students, and 
an administrator. 

As an educator and a coach, he pro- 
moted 16 athletes to professional foot- 
ball. He loved football. These profes- 
sional players attribute their success 
in life and not just on the football field 
to the firm foundation and inspira- 
tional teachings of their beloved Mid- 
dleton High School coach, Reverend 
Abe Brown. 

I had the honor of attending 
Hillsborough’s Chamberlain High 
School when Reverend Brown served as 
the dean of students before he retired 
in 1988, and he was tough. He was tough 
on the outside, but inside he had a 
heart of gold. Reverend Brown also 
served as the pastor for the First Bap- 
tist Church of College Hill for many 
years. 

His deep and abiding faith called him 
to found the Prison Crusade Ministries, 
which was renamed the Reverend Abe 
Brown Ministries, Inc., a nonprofit or- 
ganization that enables offenders, ex- 
offenders, their families, and others at 
risk to achieve productive and spir- 
itually fulfilling lives. It has made a 
real difference throughout the Tampa 
Bay area. 

Reverend Brown continued his social 
outreach, and in 1991 he received na- 
tionwide coverage and honor through 
an article in the Reader’s Digest re- 
garding his active establishment and 
implementation of an effort to stop 
drug street sales in Tampa’s College 
Hill community. 

Reverend Brown passed away in Sep- 
tember 2010 after serving the Tampa 
Bay area in many capacities for many 
years. 

With the help of the East Tampa 
community, we fought to keep this 
particular post office open last sum- 
mer. It was considered for closure, but 
it is a real focal point for the East 
Tampa community, and it is a very 
busy branch. So I look forward to dedi- 
cating this station to Reverend Abe 
Brown, as does our entire community. 
He was a role model for young people 
and an inspiration for our entire com- 
munity. He selflessly devoted his life 
to others and, instead of abandoning 
those who had lost their way, he 
worked tirelessly to help them get 
back on track. 
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I thank the entire Florida delegation 
who sponsored this legislation on a bi- 
partisan basis, I thank the committee, 
the ranking member and the chair, and 
I ask my colleagues to support H.R. 
3276 in honor of Reverend Brown’s self- 
less service to the Tampa Bay commu- 
nity. 

Mr. CLAY. Madam Speaker, I thank 
the gentlewoman from Florida, and I 
ask that we pass the underlying bill 
without reservation to recognize Rev- 
erend Abe Brown’s contributions, and I 
yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. FARENTHOLD. Madam Speaker, 
I was moved by the recollections of the 
gentlelady from Florida of Reverend 
Abe Brown, and I am confident that my 
colleagues will join me in supporting 
the bill, H.R. 3276, renaming the post 
office at 2810 East Hillsborough Avenue 
in Tampa, Florida, as the Reverend 
Abe Brown Post Office Building, and I 
yield back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
FARENTHOLD) that the House suspend 
the rules and pass the bill, H.R. 3276. 

The question was taken. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the 
opinion of the Chair, two-thirds being 
in the affirmative, the ayes have it. 

Mr. CLAY. Madam Speaker, I object 
to the vote on the ground that a 
quorum is not present and make the 
point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, further pro- 
ceedings on this question will be post- 
poned. 

The point of no quorum is considered 
withdrawn. 


Ee 


PROMOTING DEVELOPMENT OF 
SOUTHWEST DISTRICT OF CO- 
LUMBIA WATERFRONT 


Mr. FARENTHOLD. Madam Speaker, 
I move to suspend the rules and concur 
in the Senate amendment to the bill 
(H.R. 2297) to promote the development 
of the Southwest waterfront in the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, and for other pur- 
poses. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The text of the Senate amendment is 
as follows: 


Senate amendment: 

On page 5, after line 10, add the following: 
SEC. 4. PROJECT FOR NAVIGATION, WASHINGTON 

CHANNEL, DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The portion of the project 
for navigation of the Corps of Engineers at Po- 
tomac River, Washington Channel, District of 
Columbia, as authorized by the Act of August 
30, 1935 (chapter 831; 49 Stat. 1028), and de- 
scribed in subsection (b), is deauthorized. 

(b) DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT.—The deauthor- 
ized portion of the project for navigation is as 
follows: Beginning at Washington Harbor Chan- 
nel Geometry Centerline of the 400-foot-wide 
main navigational ship channel, Centerline Sta- 
tion No. 103+73.12, coordinates North 441948.20, 
East 1303969.30, as stated and depicted on the 
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Condition Survey Anacostia, Virginia, Wash- 
ington and Magazine Bar Shoal Channels, 
Washington, D.C., Sheet 6 of 6, prepared by the 
United States Army Corps of Engineers, Balti- 
more district, July 2007; thence departing the 
aforementioned centerline traveling the fol- 
lowing courses and distances: N. 40 degrees 10 
minutes 45 seconds E., 200.00 feet to a point, on 
the outline of said 400-foot-wide channel thence 
binding on said outline the following 3 courses 
and distances: S. 49 degrees 49 minutes 15 sec- 
onds E., 1,507.86 feet to a point, thence; S. 29 de- 
grees 44 minutes 42 seconds E., 2,083.17 feet to a 
point, thence; S. 11 degrees 27 minutes 04 sec- 
onds E., 363.00 feet to a point, thence; S. 78 de- 
grees 32 minutes 56 seconds W., 200.00 feet to a 
point binding on the centerline of the 400-foot- 
wide main navigational channel at computed 
Centerline Station No. 65+54.31, coordinates 
North 438923.9874, East 1306159.9738, thence; 
continuing with the aforementioned centerline 
the following courses and distances: N. 11 de- 
grees 27 minutes 04 seconds W., 330.80 feet to a 
point, Centerline Station No. 68+85.10, thence; 
N. 29 degrees 44 minutes 42 seconds W., 2,015.56 
feet to a point, Centerline Station No. 89+00.67, 
thence; N. 49 degrees 49 minutes 15 seconds W., 
1,472.26 feet to the point of beginning, the area 
in total containing a computed area of 777,284 
square feet or 17.84399 acres of riparian water 
way. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. FARENTHOLD) and the gen- 
tleman from Missouri (Mr. CLAY) each 
will control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Texas. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. FARENTHOLD. Madam Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent that all Mem- 
bers may have 5 legislative days in 
which to revise and extend their re- 
marks and include extraneous material 
on the bill under consideration. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. FARENTHOLD. Madam Speaker, 
I yield myself such time as I may con- 
sume. 

I will keep my comments brief. Back 
in December, the House unanimously 
approved the base text of the legisla- 
tion before us today, H.R. 2297. H.R. 
2297 was approved in order to update 
zoning laws to allow the District of Co- 
lumbia the flexibility to sell or lease 
real property in the Southwest water- 
front to a private sector developer. 
There is currently a $2 billion redevel- 
opment plan pending to renovate this 
area, which is only a stone’s throw 
from the U.S. Capitol building. 
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On March 29, the Senate unani- 
mously approved this legislation with 
an amendment, which is what brings us 
here today. 

The Senate amendment also concerns 
the development of the Southwest wa- 
terfront. It deauthorizes a portion of a 
77-year-old navigation project in the 
waterway, essentially transferring ju- 
risdiction from the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers to the District of Columbia 
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in order for the redevelopment project 
to move forward to help spur economic 
development in the Southwest water- 
front area here in Washington, DC. 

The Army Corps of Engineers has re- 
ported no concerns with this transfer. 
In addition, Madam Speaker, the Sen- 
ate’s language is identical to that of a 
bill the House unanimously approved 
last Congress. 

The last point I will make is, accord- 
ing to the CBO, there is no budgetary 
cost associated with the bill now before 
us. 
Td like to thank the ranking mem- 
ber, Ms. NORTON, for working with us 
on this legislation and the Senate for 
including this important amendment. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
measure, and I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. CLAY. Madam Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

I want to thank the chairman of the 
full committee, Mr. Issa, and the chair 
of the subcommittee, Mr. Gowpy, for 
working closely with our side on this 
bill so that we could get it to the floor 
today. I also thank the ranking mem- 
ber of the full committee, Mr. CUM- 
MINGS, and Mr. DAVIS, the sub- 
committee ranking member, for their 
very important consultation. 

H.R. 2297, which was introduced by 
my friend and colleague, Congress- 
woman NORTON, will allow develop- 
ment of the waterfront area in South- 
west Washington, DC. The bill makes 
technical changes concerning land 
owned on the Southwest waterfront by 
the District of Columbia since the 
early 1960s. The legislation that trans- 
ferred the land to the District con- 
tained restrictions typical of the pre- 
Home Rule period. 

H.R. 2297 updates that obsolete legis- 
lation to allow for the highest and best 
use of the land. The restrictions serve 
no Federal purpose. However, the unin- 
tended effect was to make a wasted 
asset of land that could be productive 
and revenue- and jobs-producing. The 
relevant Federal agencies have been 
consulted on H.R. 2297 and have raised 
no objections. The bill will allow 
mixed-use development on the water- 
front for the first time. It will create 
jobs and raise local revenue at a time 
when they are needed most. 

The Federal Government has no in- 
terest in the Southwest waterfront 
other than the Maine lobster memorial 
and the Titanic memorial, which the 
District and the National Park Service 
have worked together to preserve. 

Madam Speaker, the bill expands the 
types of goods that can be sold at the 
fish market on the waterfront in a 
market well known in the region. This 
is a noncontroversial bill that removes 
out-of-date restrictions and involves no 
cost to the Federal Government. 

At this time, I’d like to yield to the 
gentlewoman from the District of Co- 
lumbia (Ms. NORTON) for such time as 
she may consume. 
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Ms. NORTON. Madam Speaker, I 
have only brief remarks because I want 
to associate myself with the remarks 
of the gentleman from Texas and the 
gentleman from Missouri and to thank 
them for bringing this bill forward. 
Special thanks are due to Chairman 
DARRELL ISSA and Ranking Member 
CUMMINGS for their considerable assist- 
ance on this bill, and for two other 
good friends, Representative GOWDY, 
the chairman of the subcommittee, and 
Representative DAVIS, ranking member 
of the subcommittee. 

The bill essentially incorporates 
technical changes for land that has 
been owned for almost 50 years by the 
District of Columbia, but land trans- 
ferred in bills during the so-called pre- 
Home Rule period often contained lan- 
guage that is obsolete today and pre- 
vents the highest and best use. 

Last Congress, the smaller part of 
this bill, the Washington Channel bill, 
was passed unanimously in committee 
and on the House floor. The channel 
part of the bill had to be updated be- 
cause the channel was established in 
the 1800s, when the District of Colum- 
bia was a major port. This section al- 
lows the District now to use the water- 
front for today’s boating and other 
water activities. 

All the relevant agencies—and I ap- 
preciate the work of the Coast Guard 
and the Navy—have signed off on this 
bill. I particularly appreciate the work 
of the gentleman from Texas and the 
gentleman from Missouri in bringing 
this bill forward, and Chairman ISSA 
and ranking member CUMMINGS of the 
Oversight and Government Reform bill, 
once again, and its subcommittee lead- 
ership as well. 

Mr. CLAY. I urge passage of the bill, 
and I yield back the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. FARENTHOLD. Madam Speaker, 
I join with my colleagues in urging 
support of this bipartisan economic 
growth and jobs bill. It will create a 
vital new area in what is developing as 
a vibrant part of the District of Colum- 
bia. 

I urge my colleagues to support H.R. 
2297, and I yield back the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. ISSA. Madam Speaker, | include the at- 
tached exchange of letters between Chairman 
JOHN MICA of the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure and myself on the 
Senate amendment to H.R. 2297. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, COM- 
MITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION AND 
INFRASTRUCTURE, 

Washington, DC, June 25, 2012. 
Hon. DARRELL ISSA, 
Chairman, Committee on Oversight and Govern- 
ment Reform, Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: I write concerning 
the Senate amendment to H.R. 2297. There 
are certain provisions in the legislation 
which fall within the jurisdiction of the 
Committee on Transportation and Infra- 
structure. 

In order to expedite the House’s consider- 
ation of the Senate amendment to H.R. 2297, 
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the Committee will forgo action on this bill. 
However, this is conditional on our mutual 
understanding that forgoing consideration of 
the bill does not prejudice the Committee’s 
jurisdictional interest and prerogatives on 
this bill or any other similar legislation and 
will not be considered as precedent for con- 
sideration of matters of jurisdictional inter- 
est to the Committee in the future. 

I would appreciate your response to this 
letter, confirming this understanding, and 
would request that you include our exchange 
of letters on this matter in the Congres- 
sional Record during consideration of this 
bill on the House floor. 

Sincerely, 
JOHN L. MICA, 
Chairman. 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, COM- 
MITTEE ON OVERSIGHT AND GOV- 
ERNMENT REFORM, 
Washington, DC, June 26, 2012. 
Hon. JOHN L. MICA, 
Chairman, Committee on Transportation and 
Infrastructure, Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Thank you for your 
letter regarding the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure’s jurisdictional in- 
terest in the Senate amendment to H.R. 2297, 
“To promote the development of the South- 
west waterfront in the District of Columbia, 
and for other purposes,” and your willing- 
ness to forego consideration of the Senate 
amendment to H.R. 2297 by your committee. 

I agree that the Transportation and Infra- 
structure Committee has a valid jurisdic- 
tional interest in certain provisions of the 
Senate amendment to H.R. 2297, and that the 
Committee’s jurisdiction will not be ad- 
versely affected by your decision to forego 
consideration of the Senate amendment to 
H.R. 2297. 

Finally, I will include a copy of your letter 
and this response in the Congressional 
Record during the floor consideration of this 
bill. Thank you again for your cooperation. 

Sincerely, 
DARRELL ISSA, 
Chairman. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
FARENTHOLD) that the House suspend 
the rules and concur in the Senate 
amendment to the bill, H.R. 2297. 

The question was taken; and (two- 
thirds being in the affirmative) the 
rules were suspended and the Senate 
amendment was concurred in. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 
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SECURING MARITIME ACTIVITIES 

THROUGH RISK-BASED TAR- 
GETING FOR PORT SECURITY 
ACT 


Mr. KING of New York. Madam 
Speaker, I move to suspend the rules 
and pass the bill (H.R. 4251) to author- 
ize, enhance, and reform certain port 
security programs through increased 
efficiency and risk-based coordination 
within the Department of Homeland 
Security, and for other purposes, as 
amended. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The text of the bill is as follows: 
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H.R. 4251 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the “Securing Mari- 
time Activities through Risk-based Targeting for 
Port Security Act” or the “SMART Port Secu- 
rity Act’’. 

SEC. 2. TABLE OF CONTENTS. 

The table of contents for this Act is the fol- 

lowing: 

Sec. 1. Short title. 

Sec. 2. Table of contents. 

Sec. 3. Definitions. 
TITLE I~DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND 
SECURITY PORT SECURITY PROGRAMS 


Sec. 101. Updates of maritime operations coordi- 
nation plan. 

U.S. Customs and Border Protection 
Office of Air and Marine Asset 
Deployment. 

Cost-benefit analysis of co-locating 
operational entities. 

Study of maritime 
redundancies. 

Acquisition and strategic sourcing of 
marine and aviation assets. 

Port security grant program manage- 
ment. 

Port security grant funding for man- 
dated security personnel. 

Interagency operational centers for 
port security. 

Report on DHS aviation assets. 

Small vessel threat analysis. 

U.S. Customs and Border Protection 
workforce plan. 

Integrated cross-border maritime oper- 
ations between the United States 
and Canada. 

Training and certification of training 
for port security. 

Northern border unmanned aerial ve- 
hicle pilot project. 

Recognition of port security assess- 
ments conducted by other entities. 

Use of port security grant funds for re- 
placement of security equipment 
or facilities. 

TITLE II—MARITIME SUPPLY CHAIN 

SECURITY 


Strategic plan to enhance the security 
of the international supply chain. 

Customs-Trade Partnership Against 
Terrorism. 

Recognition of other countries’ trusted 
shipper programs. 

Pilot program for inclusion of non- 
asset based third party logistics 
providers in the Customs-Trade 
Partnership Against Terrorism. 

Transportation Worker Identification 
Credential process reform. 

Expiration of certain transportation 
worker identification credentials. 

Securing the Transportation Worker 
Identification Credential against 
use by unauthorized aliens. 

Report on Federal transportation se- 
curity credentialing programs. 

SEC. 3. DEFINITIONS. 


Sec. 102. 


Sec. 103. 


Sec. 104. security 


Sec. 105. 


Sec. 106. 


Sec. 107. 


Sec. 108. 
Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 


109. 
110. 
111. 


Sec. 112. 


Sec. 113. 


Sec. 114. 
Sec. 115. 


Sec. 116. 


Sec. 201. 


Sec. 202. 
Sec. 203. 
Sec. 204. 
Sec. 205. 
Sec. 206. 


Sec. 207. 


Sec. 208. 


In this Act: 
(1) APPROPRIATE CONGRESSIONAL COMMIT- 
TEES.—The term ‘appropriate congressional 


committees” has the meaning given such term in 
section 2 of the Homeland Security Act of 2002 
(6 U.S.C. 101). 

(2) DEPARTMENT.—The term “Department” 
means the Department of Homeland Security. 

(3) FUNCTION.—The term ‘‘function”’ includes 
authorities, powers, rights, privileges, immuni- 
ties, programs, projects, activities, duties, and 
responsibilities. 
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(4) LOCAL GOVERNMENT.—The term ‘‘local gov- 
ernment’’ means— 

(A) a county, municipality, city, town, town- 
ship, local public authority, school district, spe- 
cial district, intrastate district, council of gov- 
ernments (regardless of whether the council of 
governments is incorporated as a nonprofit cor- 
poration under State law), regional or interstate 
government entity, or agency or instrumentality 
of a local government; 

(B) an Indian tribe or authorized tribal orga- 
nization, or in Alaska a Native village or Alaska 
Regional Native Corporation; and 

(C) a rural community, unincorporated town 
or village, or other public entity. 

(5) PERSONNEL.—The term ‘‘personnel’’ means 
officers and employees. 

(6) SECRETARY.—The term “Secretary” means 
the Secretary of Homeland Security. 

(7) STATE.—The term ‘‘State’’ means any State 
of the United States, the District of Columbia, 
the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the United 
States Virgin Islands, Guam, American Samoa, 
the Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Is- 
lands, and any possession of the United States. 

(8) TERRORISM.—The term ‘‘terrorism’’ has the 
meaning given such term in section 2 of the 
Homeland Security Act of 2002 (6 U.S.C. 101). 

(9) UNITED STATES.—The term “United 
States”, when used in a geographic sense, 
means any State of the United States, the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, the Commonwealth of Puerto 
Rico, the Virgin Islands, Guam, American 
Samoa, the Commonwealth of the Northern 
Mariana Islands, any possession of the United 
States, and any waters within the jurisdiction 
of the United States. 


TITLE I—DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND 
SECURITY PORT SECURITY PROGRAMS 
SEC. 101. UPDATES OF MARITIME OPERATIONS 

COORDINATION PLAN. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than July 1, 2014, 
the Secretary shall submit to the appropriate 
congressional committees a maritime operations 
coordination plan for the coordination and co- 
operation of maritime operations undertaken by 
the agencies within the Department. Such plan 
shall update the maritime operations coordina- 
tion plan released by the Department in July 
2011, and shall address the following: 

(1) Coordination of planning, integration of 
maritime operations, and development of joint 
situational awareness of any office or agency of 
the Department with responsibility for maritime 
homeland security missions. 

(2) Maintaining effective information sharing 
and, as appropriate, intelligence integration, 
with Federal, State, and local officials and the 
private sector, regarding threats to maritime se- 
curity. 

(3) Leveraging existing departmental coordi- 
nation mechanisms, including the Interagency 
Operational Centers, as authorized under sec- 
tion 70107A of title 46, United States Code, the 
U.S. Customs and Border Protection Air and 
Marine Operations Center, the U.S. Customs 
and Border Protection Operational Integration 
Center, and other regional maritime operational 
command centers. 

(4) Cooperation and coordination with other 
agencies of the Federal Government, and State 
and local agencies, in the maritime environment, 
in support of maritime homeland security mis- 
sions. 

(5) Work conducted within the context of 
other national and Department maritime secu- 
rity strategic guidance. 

(b) ADDITIONAL UPDATES.—Not later than 
July 1, 2019, the Secretary, acting through the 
Department’s Office of Operations Coordination 
and Planning, shall submit to the appropriate 
congressional committees an additional update 
to the maritime operations coordination plan. 
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SEC. 102. U.S. CUSTOMS AND BORDER PROTEC- 
TION OFFICE OF AIR AND MARINE 
ASSET DEPLOYMENT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Any new asset deployment 
by the U.S. Customs and Border Protection’s Of- 
fice of Air and Marine, following the date of the 
enactment of this Act, shall, to the greatest ex- 
tent practicable, occur in accordance with a 
risk-based assessment that considers mission 
needs, performance results, threats, costs, and 
any other relevant factors identified by the Sec- 
retary. Specific factors to be included in such 
assessment shall include, at a minimum, the fol- 
lowing: 

(1) Mission requirements that prioritize the 
operational needs of field commanders to secure 
the United States border and ports. 

(2) Other Department assets available to help 
address any unmet border and port security mis- 
sion needs. 

(3) Risk analysis showing positioning of the 
asset at issue to respond to intelligence on 
emerging terrorist and other threats. 

(4) Cost-benefit analysis showing the relative 
ability to use the asset at issue in the most cost- 
effective way to reduce risk and achieve mission 
SUCCESS. 

(b) CONSIDERATIONS.—An assessment required 
under subsection (a) shall consider applicable 
Federal guidance, standards, and agency stra- 
tegic and performance plans, including the fol- 
lowing: 

(1) The most recent Departmental Quadren- 
nial Homeland Security Review, and any follow- 
up guidance related to such Review. 

(2) The Department’s Annual Performance 
Plans. 

(3) Department policy guiding use of inte- 
grated risk management in resource allocation 
decisions. 

(4) Department and U.S. Customs and Border 
Protection Strategic Plans and Resource De- 
ployment Plans. 

(5) Applicable aviation guidance from the De- 
partment, including the DHS Aviation Concept 
of Operations. 

(6) Other strategic and acquisition guidance 
promulgated by the Federal Government as the 
Secretary determines appropriate. 

(c) AUDIT AND REPORT.—The Inspector Gen- 
eral of the Department shall biennially audit 
the deployment of new assets within U.S. Cus- 
toms and Border Protection’s Office of Air and 
Marine and submit to the appropriate congres- 
sional committees a report on the compliance of 
the Department with the requirements of this 
section. 

SEC. 103. COST-BENEFIT ANALYSIS OF CO-LOCAT- 
ING OPERATIONAL ENTITIES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—For all locations in which 
U.S. Customs and Border Protection’s Office of 
Air and Marine operates that are within 25 
miles of locations where any other Department 
agency also operates air and marine assets, the 
Secretary shall conduct a cost-benefit analysis 
to consider the potential cost of and savings de- 
rived from co-locating aviation and maritime 
operational assets of the different agencies of 
the Department. In analyzing the potential cost 
savings achieved by sharing aviation and mari- 
time facilities, the study shall consider at a min- 
imum the following factors: 

(1) Potential enhanced cooperation derived 
from Department personnel being co-located. 

(2) Potential cost of, and savings derived 
through, shared maintenance and logistics fa- 
cilities and activities. 

(3) Joint use of base and facility infrastruc- 
ture, such as runways, hangars, control towers, 
operations centers, piers and docks, boathouses, 
and fuel depots. 

(4) Short term moving costs required in order 
to co-locate facilities. 

(5) Acquisition and infrastructure costs for en- 
larging current facilities as needed. 
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(b) REPORT.—Not later than one year after 
the date of the enactment of this Act, the Sec- 
retary shall submit to the appropriate congres- 
sional committees a report summarizing the re- 
sults of the cost-benefit analysis required under 
subsection (a) and any planned actions based 
upon such results. 

SEC. 104. STUDY OF MARITIME SECURITY 
REDUNDANCIES. 

The Comptroller General of the United States 
shall by not later than 1 year after the date of 
enactment of this Act— 

(1) conduct a review of port security and mar- 
itime law enforcement operations within the De- 
partment to identify initiatives and programs 
with duplicative, overlapping, or redundant 
goals and activities, including the cost of such 
duplication; and 

(2) submit to the appropriate congressional 
committees a report on the findings of the study, 
including— 

(A) recommendations for consolidation, elimi- 
nation, or increased cooperation to reduce un- 
necessary duplication found in the study; and 

(B) an analysis of personnel, maintenance, 
and operational costs related to unnecessarily 
duplicative, overlapping, or redundant goals 
and activities found in the study. 

SEC. 105. ACQUISITION AND STRATEGIC 
SOURCING OF MARINE AND AVIA- 
TION ASSETS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Before initiating the acqui- 
sition of any new boat or aviation asset, the 
Secretary shall coordinate across the agencies of 
the Department, as appropriate, to— 

(1) identify common mission requirements be- 
fore initiating a new acquisition program; and 

(2) standardize, to the extent practicable, 
equipment purchases, streamline the acquisition 
process, and conduct best practices for strategic 
sourcing to improve control, reduce cost, and fa- 
cilitate oversight of asset purchases prior to 
issuing a Request for Proposal. 

(b) ESTABLISHMENT OF AVIATION AND MARI- 
TIME COORDINATION MECHANISM.—Not later 
than 180 days after the date of the enactment of 
this Act, the Secretary shall establish a coordi- 
nating mechanism for aviation and maritime 
issues, including issues related to the acquisi- 
tion, administration, operations, maintenance, 
and joint management across the Department, 
in order to decrease procurement and oper- 
ational costs and increase efficiencies. 

(c) SPECIAL RULE.—For the purposes of this 
section, a boat shall be considered any vessel 
less than 65 feet in length. 

SEC. 106. PORT SECURITY GRANT PROGRAM MAN- 
AGEMENT. 

(a) DETERMINATION OF APPLICATIONS.—Sec- 
tion 70107(g) of title 46, United States Code, is 
amended 

(1) by striking “Any entity” and inserting the 
following: 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Any entity”; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

“(2) DETERMINATION.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, the Secretary shall, not 
later than 60 days after the date on which an 
applicant submits a complete application for a 
grant under this section, either approve or dis- 
approve the application.’’. 

(b) ADMINISTRATION OF COST SHARE DETER- 
MINATIONS.—Section 70107(c)(2) of title 46, 
United States Code, is amended— 

(1) by striking subparagraph (B) and inserting 
the following: 

“(B) HIGHER LEVEL OF SUPPORT REQUIRED.—If 
the Secretary or the Secretary’s designee deter- 
mines that a proposed project merits support 
and cannot be undertaken without a higher rate 
of Federal support, then the Secretary or the 
Secretary’s designee may approve grants under 
this section for that project with a matching re- 
quirement other than that specified in para- 
graph (1).”; and 
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(2) by inserting after subparagraph (C) the 
following: 

“(D) COST SHARE DETERMINATIONS.—Notwith- 
standing any other provision of law, not later 
than 60 days after the date on which an appli- 
cant submits a complete application for a 
matching requirement waiver under this para- 
graph the Secretary shall either approve or dis- 
approve the application.’’. 

(c) ADMINISTRATION.—Section 70107(i) of title 
46, United States Code, is amended by adding 
after paragraph (4) the following: 

“(5) RELEASE OF FUNDS.—To the maximum ex- 
tent practicable, the Secretary shall complete all 
necessary programmatic reviews and release 
grant funds awarded under this section to the 
appropriate entity not later than 180 days after 
the date on which an applicant submits a com- 
plete application. 

“(6) PERFORMANCE PERIOD.—The Secretary 
shall utilize a period of performance of not less 
than 3 years for expenditure of grant funds 
awarded under this section. 

“(7) EXTENSION DETERMINATIONS.—Notwith- 
standing any other provision of law, not later 
than 60 days after the date on which an appli- 
cant submits a complete application for an ex- 
tension of the period of performance for a grant, 
the Secretary shall either approve or disapprove 
the application.’’. 

SEC. 107. PORT SECURITY GRANT FUNDING FOR 
MANDATED SECURITY PERSONNEL. 

Section 70107(b)(1) of title 46, United States 
Code, is amended by striking the period and in- 
serting the following: ‘‘, including overtime and 
backfill costs incurred in support of other ex- 
penditures authorized under this subsection, ex- 
cept that not more than 50 percent of amounts 
received by a grantee under this section for a 
fiscal year may be used under this paragraph.’’. 
SEC. 108. INTERAGENCY OPERATIONAL CENTERS 

FOR PORT SECURITY. 

(a) PARTICIPATING PERSONNEL.—Section 
70107A(b)(1)(B) of title 46, United States Code, is 
amended— 

(1) by inserting ‘‘, not less than part-time rep- 
resentation from U. S. Customs and Border Pro- 
tection and U.S. Immigration and Customs En- 
forcement,” after “the Coast Guard’’; and 

(2) by striking “the United States Customs 
and Border Protection, the United States Immi- 
gration and Customs Enforcement,’’. 

(b) ASSESSMENT.—Not later than one year 
after the date of enactment of this Act the Sec- 
retary (as that term is used in that section) shall 
transmit to the appropriate congressional com- 
mittees an assessment of— 

(1) interagency operational centers under 
such section and the implementation of the 
amendments made by this section; 

(2) participation in such centers and by Fed- 
eral agencies, State and local law enforcement 
agencies, port security agencies, and other pub- 
lic and private sector entities, including joint 
daily operational coordination, training and 
certifying of non-Federal law enforcement per- 
sonnel, and joint training exercises; 

(3) deployment of interoperable communica- 
tions equipment under subsection (e) of such 
section, including— 

(A) an assessment of the cost-effectiveness and 
utility of such equipment for Federal agencies, 
State and local law enforcement agencies, port 
security agencies, and other public and private 
sector entities; 

(B) data showing which Federal agencies, 
State and local law enforcement agencies, port 
security agencies, and other public and private 
sector entities are utilizing such equipment; 

(C) an explanation of the process in place to 
obtain and incorporate feedback from Federal 
agencies, State and local law enforcement agen- 
cies, port security agencies, and other public 
and private sector entities that are utilizing 
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such equipment in order to better meet their 
needs; and 

(D) an updated deployment schedule and life 
cycle cost estimate for the deployment of such 
equipment; and 

(4) mission execution and mission support ac- 
tivities of such centers, including daily coordi- 
nation activities, information sharing, intel- 
ligence integration, and operational planning. 
SEC. 109. REPORT ON DHS AVIATION ASSETS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than one year 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, the 
Comptroller General of the United States shall 
submit to the appropriate congressional commit- 
tees a report that analyzes and compares the 
costs, capabilities, and missions of different 
aviation assets, including unmanned aerial ve- 
hicles, utilized by the Department to assess the 
relative costs of unmanned aerial vehicles as 
compared to manned aerial vehicles, and any 
increased operational benefits offered by un- 
manned aerial vehicles as compared to manned 
aviation assets. 

(b) REQUIRED DATA.—The report required 
under subsection (a) shall include a detailed as- 
sessment of costs for operating each type of 
asset described in such report, including— 

(1) fuel costs; 

(2) crew and staffing costs; 

(3) maintenance costs; 

(4) communication and satellite bandwidth 
costs; 

(5) costs associated with the acquisition of 
each type of such asset; and 

(6) any other relevant costs necessary to pro- 
vide a holistic analysis and to identify potential 
cost savings. 

SEC. 110. SMALL VESSEL THREAT ANALYSIS. 

Not later than 1 year after the date of enact- 
ment of this Act, the Secretary shall submit to 
the appropriate congressional committees a re- 
port analyzing the threat of, vulnerability to, 
and consequence of an act of terrorism using a 
small vessel to attack United States vessels, 
ports, or maritime interests. 

SEC. 111. U.S. CUSTOMS AND BORDER PROTEC- 
TION WORKFORCE PLAN. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than one year 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary shall submit to the appropriate con- 
gressional committees a plan for optimizing 
staffing levels for U.S. Customs and Border Pro- 
tection personnel to carry out the mission of the 
Department, including optimal levels of U.S. 
Customs and Border Protection staffing required 
to conduct all border security functions. 

(b) CONSIDERATION OF PRIOR STAFFING RE- 
SOURCES.—The_ staffing plan required under 
subsection (a) shall consider previous staffing 
models prepared by the Department and assess- 
ments of threat and vulnerabilities. 

SEC. 112. INTEGRATED CROSS-BORDER MARITIME 
OPERATIONS BETWEEN THE UNITED 
STATES AND CANADA. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subtitle C of title IV of the 
Homeland Security Act of 2002 (6 U.S.C. 201 et 
seq.) is amended by adding at the end the fol- 
lowing: 

“SEC. 432. INTEGRATED CROSS-BORDER MARI- 
TIME OPERATIONS BETWEEN THE 
UNITED STATES AND CANADA. 

“(a) AUTHORIZATION.—The Secretary is au- 
thorized to establish an Integrated Cross-Border 
Maritime Operations Program to coordinate 
maritime security operations between the United 
States and Canada (in this section referred to as 
the ‘Program’). 

“(b) PURPOSE.—The Secretary, acting through 
the Commandant of the Coast Guard, shall ad- 
minister the Program in a manner that results in 
a cooperative approach between the United 
States and Canada to strengthen border security 
and detect, prevent, suppress, investigate, and 
respond to terrorism and violations of law re- 
lated to border security. 
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“(c) TRAINING.—The Secretary, acting 
through the Commandant of the Coast Guard, 
in consultation with the Secretary of State, 
may— 

“(1) establish, as an element of the Program, 
a training program to create designated mari- 
time law enforcement officers; 

“(2) conduct training jointly with Canada, in- 
cluding training— 

“(A) on the detection and apprehension of 
suspected terrorists and individuals attempting 
to unlawfully cross or unlawfully use the inter- 
national maritime border between the United 
States and Canada, to enhance border security; 

“(B) on the integration, analysis, and dis- 
semination of port security information between 
the United States and Canada; 

“(C) on the respective policy, regulatory, and 
legal considerations related to the Program; 

“(D) on the use of force and maritime secu- 
rity; 

“(E) in operational procedures and protection 
of information and other sensitive information; 
and 

“(F) on preparedness and response to mari- 
time terrorist incidents. 

“(d) COORDINATION.—The Secretary, acting 
through the Commandant of the Coast Guard, 
shall coordinate the Program with other similar 
border security and antiterrorism programs 
within the Department. 

“(e) MEMORANDA OF AGREEMENT.—The Sec- 
retary may enter into any memorandum of 
agreement necessary to carry out the Program. 

“(f) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—TO 
carry out this section there is authorized to be 
appropriated to the Secretary $2,000,000 for each 
of fiscal years 2013 and 2014.’’. 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of con- 
tents in section 1(b) of such Act is amended by 
adding at the end of the items relating to such 
subtitle the following new item: 


“Sec. 432. Integrated cross-border maritime op- 
erations between the United 

States and Canada.”’. 
SEC. 113. TRAINING AND CERTIFICATION 
TRAINING FOR PORT SECURITY. 

(a) USE OF PORT SECURITY GRANT FUNDS.— 
Section 70107(b)(8) of title 46, United States 
Code, is amended to read as follows: 

“(8) The cost of training and certifying a law 
enforcement officer employed by a law enforce- 
ment agency under section 70132 of this title.’’. 

(b) MATCHING REQUIREMENT.—Section 
70107(c)(2)(C) of such title is amended to read as 
follows: 

“(C) TRAINING AND CERTIFICATION.—There are 
no matching requirements for grants under sub- 
section (a) to train and certify law enforcement 
personnel under section 70132 of this title.’’. 

(c) CREDENTIALING STANDARDS, TRAINING, AND 
CERTIFICATION.—Section 70132 of such title is 
amended as follows: 

(1) In the section heading, by striking ‘for 
State and local support for the enforcement of 
security zones for the transportation of espe- 
cially hazardous cargo” and inserting ‘of 
maritime law enforcement personnel’’. 

(2) By amending subsection (a) to read as fol- 
lows: 

“(a) STANDARDS.—The Commandant of the 
Coast Guard shall establish standards for train- 
ing, qualification, and certification of a law en- 
forcement officer employed by a law enforce- 
ment agency, to conduct or execute, pursuant to 
a cooperative enforcement agreement, maritime 
security, maritime law enforcement, and mari- 
time surge capacity activities.’’. 

(3) In subsection (b)(1), by amending subpara- 
graphs (A) and (B) to read as follows: 

“(A) after notice and opportunity for public 
comment, may develop and publish training cur- 
ricula for the standards established under sub- 
section (a); and 
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“(B) may— 

“(i) test and deliver training for which the 
curriculum is developed under subparagraph 
(A); 

“(ii) enter into an agreement under which any 
Federal, State, local, tribal, or private sector en- 
tity may test and deliver such training; and 

““(iti) accept the results of training conducted 
by any Federal, State, local, tribal, or private 
sector entity under such an agreement.’’. 

(4) By striking subsection (b)(2) and inserting 
the following: 

“(2) Any training developed under paragraph 
(1) after the date of enactment of the SMART 
Port Security Act shall be developed in con- 
sultation with the Federal Law Enforcement 
Training Center.’’. 

(5) In subsection (b)(4)— 

(A) by inserting after “any moneys,” the fol- 
lowing: “other than an allocation made under 
the Dingell-Johnson Sport Fish Restoration Act 
(16 U.S.C. 777 et seq.),”; and 

(B) by striking ‘‘training of personnel to assist 
in the enforcement of security zones and limited 
access areas” and inserting ‘‘training and certi- 
fying personnel under this section”. 

(6) By striking subsection (c) and inserting the 
following: 

“(c) CERTIFICATION OF PERSONNEL.—The 
Commandant of the Coast Guard may issue a 
certificate to law enforcement officer employed 
by a law enforcement agency, who has success- 
fully completed training that the Commandant 
has developed under this section.’’. 

(7) By adding at the end the following: 

“(d) TACTICAL TRAINING FOR LAW ENFORCE- 
MENT PERSONNEL.—The Commandant of the 
Coast Guard may make such training developed 
under this section available to law enforcement 
officers employed by a law enforcement agency, 
on either a reimbursable or a non-reimbursable 
basis, if the Commandant determines that— 

“(1) a member of the Coast Guard is unable or 
unavailable to undertake tactical training the 
authorization of which had been previously ap- 
proved, and no other member of the Coast 
Guard is reasonably available to undertake such 
training; 

“(2) the inability or unavailability of Coast 
Guard personnel to undertake such training cre- 
ates training capacity within the training pro- 
gram; and 

“(3) such training, if made available to such 
law enforcement officers, would contribute to 
achievement of the purposes of this section.’’. 

(d) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Chapter 701 of 
such title is amended— 

(1) by striking the heading for subchapter II 
and inserting the following: 


“Subchapter II—Port Security Training and 
Certification”; and 


(2) in the table of sections at the beginning of 
the chapter— 

(A) by striking the item relating to the head- 
ing for subchapter II and inserting the fol- 
lowing: 

“SUBCHAPTER II—PORT SECURITY TRAINING AND 
CERTIFICATION”; AND 


(B) by striking the item relating to section 
70132 and inserting the following: 


“70132. Credentialing standards, training, and 
certification of maritime law en- 
forcement personnel.’’. 

(e) TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS.—Chapter 701 of 
such title is amended— 

(1) by moving sections 70122, 70123, 70124, and 
70125 so as to appear at the end of subchapter 
I of such chapter; 

(2) in the table of sections at the beginning of 
the chapter, in the item relating to section 
70107A, by adding at the end a period; and 

(3) by striking the heading for section 70124 
and inserting the following: 
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“§ 70124. Regulations”. 

SEC. 114. NORTHERN BORDER UNMANNED AER- 
IAL VEHICLE PILOT PROJECT. 

(a) RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT.—The Sec- 
retary shall research and develop technologies 
to allow routine operation of medium-sized un- 
manned aerial vehicles, including autonomously 
piloted drones, within the national airspace for 
border and maritime security missions without 
any degradation of existing levels of security-re- 
lated surveillance or of safety for all national 
airspace system users. 

(b) PILOT PROJECT.—No later than 180 days 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the Sec- 
retary shall commence a pilot project in seg- 
regated airspace along the northern border to 
conduct experiments and collect data in order to 
accelerate the safe integration of medium-sized 
unmanned aircraft systems into the national 
airspace system. 

SEC. 115. RECOGNITION OF PORT SECURITY AS- 
SESSMENTS CONDUCTED BY OTHER 
ENTITIES. 

Section 70108 of title 46, United States Code, is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new subsection: 

““(f) RECOGNITION OF ASSESSMENT CONDUCTED 
BY OTHER ENTITIES.— 

“(1) CERTIFICATION AND TREATMENT OF AS- 
SESSMENTS.—For the purposes of this section 
and section 70109, the Secretary may treat an 
assessment conducted by a foreign government 
or international organization as an assessment 
by the Secretary required by subsection (a), if 
the Secretary certifies that the assessment was 
conducted in accordance with subsection (b). 

“(2) AUTHORIZATION TO ENTER INTO AGREE- 
MENTS OR ARRANGEMENTS.—The Secretary may 
enter into an agreement or arrangement with a 
foreign government or international organiza- 
tion, under which— 

(A) such government or organization may, 
on behalf of the Secretary, conduct an assess- 
ment required under subsection (a), or share 
with the Secretary information pertaining to 
such assessments; and 

“(B) the Secretary may, on behalf of such for- 
eign government or organization, conduct an as- 
sessment described in subsection (a), or share 
with such foreign government or organization 
information pertaining to such assessments. 

“(3)  LIMITATIONS.—Nothing in this 
section— 

“(A) requires the Secretary to recognize an as- 
sessment that a foreign government or an inter- 
national organization conducts pursuant to this 
subsection; or 

“(B) limits the discretion or ability of the Sec- 
retary to conduct an assessment under this sec- 
tion. 

(4) NOTIFICATION.—Not later than 30 days 
before entering into an agreement or arrange- 
ment with a foreign government under para- 
graph (2), the Secretary shall notify the appro- 
priate congressional committees of the proposed 
terms of such agreement or arrangement.’’. 

SEC. 116. USE OF PORT SECURITY GRANT FUNDS 
FOR REPLACEMENT OF SECURITY 
EQUIPMENT OR FACILITIES. 

Section 70107(b)(2) of title 46, United States 
Code, is amended by inserting ‘‘(including re- 
placement)” after ‘‘acquisition’’. 

TITLE II—MARITIME SUPPLY CHAIN 
SECURITY 

SEC. 201. STRATEGIC PLAN TO ENHANCE THE SE- 
CURITY OF THE INTERNATIONAL 
SUPPLY CHAIN. 

Section 201 of the SAFE Port Act (6 U.S.C. 
941) is amended— 

(1) by amending subsection (b) to read as fol- 
lows: 

“(b) REQUIREMENTS.—The strategic plan re- 
quired under subsection (a), and any updates to 
the strategic plan required under subsection (g), 
shall— 
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“(1) identify and address gaps and unneces- 
sary redundancies or overlaps in the roles, re- 
sponsibilities, or authorities of the agencies re- 
sponsible for securing the supply chain, includ- 
ing— 

“(A) any unnecessary redundancies or over- 
laps in Federal transportation security 
credentialing programs; and 

“(B) any unnecessary redundancies or over- 
laps in Federal trusted shipper or trusted trader 
programs; 

“(2) review ongoing efforts to align activities 
throughout the Federal Government to— 

“(A) improve coordination among the agencies 
referred to in paragraph (1); 

“(B) facilitate the efficient flow of legitimate 
commerce; 

“(C) enhance the security of the international 
supply chain; or 

“(D) address any gaps or overlaps described 
in paragraph (1); 

“(3) identify further regulatory or organiza- 
tional changes necessary to— 

“(A) improve coordination among the agencies 
referred to in paragraph (1); 

“(B) facilitate the efficient flow of legitimate 
commerce; 

“(C) enhance the security of the international 
supply chain; or 

“(D) address any gaps or overlaps described 
in paragraph (1); 

“(4) provide measurable goals, including ob- 
jectives, mechanisms, and a schedule, for fur- 
thering the security of commercial operations 
from point of origin to point of destination; 

“(5) build on available resources and consider 
costs and benefits; 

“(6) recommend additional incentives for vol- 
untary measures taken by private sector entities 
to enhance supply chain security, including ad- 
ditional incentives for such entities partici- 
pating in the Customs-Trade Partnership 
Against Terrorism in accordance with sections 
214, 215, and 216; 

“(7) consider the impact of supply chain secu- 
rity requirements on small- and medium- sized 
companies; 

“(8) identify a framework for prudent and 
measured response in the event of a transpor- 
tation security incident involving the inter- 
national supply chain; 

“(9) provide updated protocols for the expedi- 
tious resumption of the flow of trade in accord- 
ance with section 202; 

“(10) review and address implementation of 
lessons learned from recent exercises conducted 
under sections 114 and 115, and other inter- 
national supply chain security, response, or re- 
covery exercises that the Department partici- 
pates in, as appropriate; 

“(11) consider the linkages between supply 
chain security and security programs within 
other systems of movement, including travel se- 
curity and terrorism finance programs; 

“(12) be informed by technologies undergoing 
research, development, testing, and evaluation 
by the Department; and 

“(13) expand upon and relate to existing strat- 
egies and plans for securing supply chains, in- 
cluding the National Response Plan, the Na- 
tional Maritime Transportation Security Plan, 
the National Strategy for Maritime Security, 
and the eight supporting plans of such National 
Strategy for Maritime Security, as required by 
Homeland Security Presidential Directive 13.’’; 

(2) in subsection (g)— 

(A) in the heading for paragraph (2), by strik- 
ing “FINAL” and inserting ‘‘UPDATED’’; and 

(B) by adding at the end the following new 
paragraphs: 

“(3) FINAL REPORT.—Not later than two years 
after the date on which the update of the stra- 
tegic plan is submitted under paragraph (2), the 
Secretary shall submit to the appropriate con- 
gressional committees a report that contains a 
further update of the strategic plan. 
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“(4) IMPLEMENTATION PLAN.—Not later than 
one year after the date on which the final up- 
date of the strategic plan is submitted under 
paragraph (3), the Secretary shall submit to the 
appropriate congressional committees an imple- 
mentation plan for carrying out the strategic 
plan.’’; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following new 
subsection: 

“(h) THREAT ASSESSMENT.—In developing the 
reports and implementation plan required under 
subsection (g), the Secretary shall take into ac- 
count an assessment of the current threats to 
the global supply chain.’’. 


SEC. 202. CUSTOMS-TRADE PARTNERSHIP 
AGAINST TERRORISM. 
(a) UNANNOUNCED  INSPECTIONS.—Section 


217(a) of the SAFE Port Act (6 U.S.C. 967(a)) is 
amended— 

(1) by striking “If at any time” and inserting 
the following: 

“(]) FAILURE TO MEET REQUIREMENTS.—If at 
any time’’; and 

(2) by inserting after paragraph (1), as redes- 
ignated, the following new paragraph: 

“(2) UNANNOUNCED INSPECTIONS.—The_ Sec- 
retary, acting through the Commissioner, may 
conduct an unannounced inspection of a C- 
TPAT participant’s security measures and sup- 
ply chain security practices if the Commissioner 
determines, based on previously identified defi- 
ciencies in security measures and supply chain 
security practices of the C-TPAT participant, 
that there is a likelihood that such an inspec- 
tion would assist in confirming the security 
measures in place and further the validation 
process.’’. 

(b) PRIVATE SECTOR INFORMATION SHARING ON 
SECURITY AND TERRORISM THREATS.—Subsection 
(d) of section 216 of the SAFE Port Act (6 U.S.C. 
966) is amended to read as follows: 

“(d) PRIVATE SECTOR INFORMATION SHARING 
ON SECURITY AND TERRORISM THREATS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall pro- 
mote information sharing, as appropriate, be- 
tween and among the Department and C-TPAT 
participants and other private entities regard- 
ing— 

“(A) potential vulnerabilities, attacks, and ex- 
ploitations of the international supply chain; 
and 

“(B) means and methods of preventing, re- 
sponding to, and mitigating consequences from 
the vulnerabilities, attacks, and exploitations 
described in subparagraph (A). 

“(2) CONTENTS.—The information sharing re- 
quired under paragraph (1) may include— 

“(A) the creation of classified and unclassi- 
fied means of accessing information that may be 
used by appropriately cleared personnel and 
that will provide, as appropriate, ongoing situa- 
tional awareness of the security of the inter- 
national supply chain; and 

“(B) the creation of guidelines to establish a 
mechanism by which owners and operators of 
international supply chain infrastructure may 
report actual or potential security breaches.’’. 
SEC. 203. RECOGNITION OF OTHER COUNTRIES’ 

TRUSTED SHIPPER PROGRAMS. 

Section 218 of the SAFE Port Act (6 U.S.C. 
968) is amended by adding at the end the fol- 
lowing new subsection: 

““(j) RECOGNITION OF OTHER COUNTRIES’ 
TRUSTED SHIPPER PROGRAMS.—Not later than 30 
days before signing an arrangement between the 
United States and a foreign government pro- 
viding for mutual recognition of supply chain 
security practices which might result in the uti- 
lization of benefits described in section 214, 215, 
or 216, the Secretary shall— 

“(1) notify the appropriate congressional com- 
mittees of the proposed terms of such arrange- 
ment; and 

“(2) determine, in consultation with the Com- 
missioner, that the foreign government’s supply 
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chain security program provides comparable se- 

curity as that provided by C-TPAT.’’. 

SEC. 204. PILOT PROGRAM FOR INCLUSION OF 
NON-ASSET BASED THIRD PARTY LO- 
GISTICS PROVIDERS IN THE CUS- 
TOMS-TRADE PARTNERSHIP 
AGAINST TERRORISM. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 180 days 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary shall develop a pilot program to deter- 
mine whether allowing non-asset based third 
party logistics providers that arrange inter- 
national transportation of freight to participate 
in the Customs-Trade Partnership Against Ter- 
rorism program, as described in section 211 of 
the SAFE Port Act (6 U.S.C. 961), would en- 
hance port security, combat terrorism, prevent 
supply chain security breaches, or meet the 
goals of the Customs-Trade Partnership Against 
Terrorism established pursuant to section 211 of 
the SAFE Port Act (6 U.S.C. 961). 

(b) REQUIREMENTS.— 

(1) VOLUNTARY PARTICIPATION.—Participation 
by non-asset based third party logistics pro- 
viders that arrange international transportation 
of freight taking part in the pilot program shall 
be voluntary. 

(2) MINIMUM NUMBER.—The Secretary shall 
ensure that not fewer than five non-asset based 
third party logistics providers that arrange 
international transportation of freight take part 
in the pilot program. 

(3) DURATION.—The pilot program shall be 
conducted for a minimum duration of one year. 

(c) REPORT.—Not later than 180 days after the 
conclusion of the pilot program, the Secretary 
shall submit to the appropriate congressional 
committees a report on the findings and any rec- 
ommendations of the pilot program concerning 
the participation in the Customs-Trade Partner- 
ship Against Terrorism of non-asset based third 
party logistics providers that arrange inter- 
national transportation of freight to combat ter- 
rorism and prevent supply chain security 
breaches. 

SEC. 205. TRANSPORTATION WORKER IDENTI- 
FICATION CREDENTIAL PROCESS RE- 
FORM. 

(a) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—To avoid further im- 
posing unnecessary and costly regulatory bur- 
dens on United States workers and businesses, it 
is the sense of Congress that it is urgent that the 
Transportation Worker Identification Credential 
(in this section referred to as the ‘‘TWIC’’) ap- 
plication process be reformed by not later than 
the end of 2012, when hundreds of thousands of 
current TWIC holders will begin to face the re- 
quirement to renew their TWICs. 

(b) TWIC APPLICATION REFORM.—Not later 
than 270 days after the date of the enactment of 
this Act, the Secretary shall reform the process 
for the enrollment, activation, issuance, and re- 
newal of a TWIC to require, in total, not more 
than one in-person visit to a designated enroll- 
ment center except in cases in which there are 
extenuating circumstances, as determined by the 
Secretary, requiring more than one such in-per- 
son visit. 

SEC. 206. EXPIRATION OF CERTAIN TRANSPOR- 
TATION WORKER IDENTIFICATION 
CREDENTIALS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—A_ valid Transportation 
Worker Identification Credential required under 
part 101.514 of title 33, Code of Federal Regula- 
tions, that was issued before the date of enact- 
ment of this Act shall not expire before the ear- 
lier of— 

(1) the deadline for full implementation of a 
final rule issued by the Secretary for electronic 
readers designed to work with Transportation 
Worker Identification Credentials as an access 
control and security measure issued pursuant to 
the advanced notice of proposed rulemaking 
published March 27, 2009 (74 Fed. Reg. 58), as 
established by the final rule; or 
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(2) June 30, 2014. 

(b) REVOCATION AUTHORITY NOT AFFECTED.— 
This section shall not be construed to affect the 
authority of the Secretary to revoke a Transpor- 
tation Worker Identification Credential— 

(1) based on information that the holder is not 
qualified to hold such credential; or 

(2) if the credential is lost, damaged, or stolen. 
SEC. 207. SECURING THE TRANSPORTATION 

WORKER IDENTIFICATION CREDEN- 
TIAL AGAINST USE BY UNAUTHOR- 
IZED ALIENS. 

(a) PROCESS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 180 days after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary 
shall establish a process to ensure, to the max- 
imum extent practicable, that an individual who 
is not lawfully present in the United States can- 
not obtain or continue to use a Transportation 
Worker Identification Credential (in this section 
referred to as the ‘‘TWIC’’). 

(2) COMPONENTS.—In establishing the process 
under subsection (a), the Secretary shall— 

(A) publish a list of documents that will iden- 
tify non-United States citizen TWIC applicants 
and verify their immigration statuses by requir- 
ing each such applicants to produce a document 
or documents that demonstrate— 

(i) identity; and 

(ii) proof of lawful presence in the United 
States; and 

(B) establish training requirements to ensure 
that trusted agents at TWIC enrollment centers 
receive training to identify fraudulent docu- 
ments. 

(b) EXPIRATION OF TWICS.—A TWIC expires 
on the date of its expiration, or in the date on 
which the individual to whom such a TWIC is 
issued is no longer lawfully present in the 
United States, whichever is earlier. 

SEC. 208. REPORT ON FEDERAL TRANSPOR- 
TATION SECURITY CREDENTIALING 
PROGRAMS. 

Not later than 180 days after the date of the 
enactment of this Act, the Secretary shall sub- 
mit to the appropriate congressional committees 
a report that identifies unnecessary 
redundancies or overlaps in Federal transpor- 
tation security credentialing programs, includ- 
ing recommendations to reduce or eliminate such 
redundancies or overlaps. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
New York (Mr. KING) and the gen- 
tleman from Mississippi (Mr. THOMP- 
SON) each will control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from New York. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. KING of New York. Madam 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
all Members may have 5 legislative 
days to revise and extend their re- 
marks and include any extraneous ma- 
terial on the bill under consideration. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from New York? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. KING of New York. Madam 
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. 

At the outset, Madam Speaker, I 
would like to thank Chairman MILLER 
for her hard work on this bipartisan 
legislation. 

After the attacks of September 11, 
Congress recognized the importance of 
securing our Nation’s ports. The 
SMART Port, building on the work of 
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the SAFE Port Act from 2006, addresses 
new maritime security challenges as 
the Department’s port and maritime 
security mission continues to evolve 
and grow. This legislation accom- 
plishes this by using a risk-based 
framework, enhancing security meas- 
ures overseas before threats reach our 
shores, fostering a collaborative envi- 
ronment between Customs and Border 
Patrol and the U.S. Coast Guard in 
sharing port security duties and 
leveraging our trusted allies. 

This bill would extend the validity of 
the TWIC cards, currently set to begin 
expiring later this year, until the De- 
partment of Homeland Security re- 
leases the TWIC Reader Rule, which 
has been delayed over and over again. 

This bill is the result of more than a 
year of close congressional oversight 
and scrutiny through hearings held by 
the Subcommittee on Border and Mari- 
time Security. It’s a good bill. I urge 
my colleagues to support it, and I re- 
serve the balance of my time. 

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. 
Madam Speaker, I rise in support of 
H.R. 4251, the SMART Port Security 
Act, and yield myself such time as I 
may consume. 

Madam Speaker, I’m pleased that the 
House is meeting today to consider 
H.R. 4251, the SMART Port Security 
Act. This bill includes a number of 
Democratic-sponsored provisions 
aimed at improving our Nation’s mari- 
time security. 

Representative LORETTA SANCHEZ au- 
thored a provision to strengthen the 
integrity of the TWIC program. Rep- 
resentative LAURA RICHARDSON au- 
thored language to allow port opera- 
tors to use their grant funds for secu- 
rity provided by local law enforcement. 
Representative CLARKE of Michigan au- 
thored a provision relating to northern 
border security. 
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H.R. 4251 also includes language mod- 
eled after a bill I introduced, H.R. 1105, 
to relieve the Nation’s port and trans- 
portation workers from the hassle and 
expense of renewing their 5-year TWIC 
cards, given that DHS has not done its 
job to fully implement this security 
program. 

Specifically, section 206 of this bill 
will relieve current TWIC holders, the 
men and women who work in our ports, 
from being required to secure new iden- 
tification cards beginning in October 
2012, given that DHS has not even 
issued a draft rule for biometric read- 
ers. 

For the full security potential of the 
TWIC program to be realized, there 
must be readers installed at ports to 
match the biometric cards with the in- 
dividuals presenting them. Since 2007, 
over 2.1 million longshoremen, truck- 
ers, merchant mariners, and rail and 
vessel crew members have undergone 
extensive homeland security and crimi- 
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nal background checks and paid a 
$132.50 fee to secure TWICs. 

Since H.R. 4251 was considered by the 
full committee, DHS has taken posi- 
tive steps to address the upcoming 
TWIC renewal predicament. Specifi- 
cally, DHS recently announced that, 
starting this August, workers will be 
eligible for a 3-year TWIC renewal card 
at a discounted rate and with fewer vis- 
its to the enrollment center. While this 
is a positive development, more must 
be done. 

The bill before us today allows work- 
ers to continue to use their TWICs for 
the next 2 years, while providing an in- 
centive for DHS to move forward on 
readers as soon as possible. 

I insert into the RECORD a letter we 
received today from Transportation 
Trades Department, AFL-CIO, express- 
ing their support for this bill and the 
provisions making commonsense 
changes to the TWIC program. 

TRANSPORTATION TRADES 
DEPARTMENT, AFL-CIO, 
Washington, DC, June 26, 2012. 

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE: On behalf of the 
Transportation Trades Department, AFL- 
CIO (TTD), I write to express our support for 
H.R. 4251, the SMART Port Security Act, of- 
fered by Rep. Candice Miller (R—MI), which 
will be voted under suspension later today. 

The SMART Port Security Act, among 
other things, makes needed reforms to the 
Transportation Worker Identification Cre- 
dential (TWIC) program enrollment, activa- 
tion, issuance and renewal process. Specifi- 
cally, this legislation postpones the require- 
ment of workers to renew TWIC cards in the 
absence of Department of Homeland Secu- 
rity (DHS) final regulations mandating bio- 
metric card readers. 

Since the TWIC program began, over two 
million workers have fulfilled their obliga- 
tion to enroll in the TWIC program, incur- 
ring the significant cost and time commit- 
ment to comply with the program. However, 
DHS has yet to issue a final rule on the bio- 
metric readers, rendering the expensive bio- 
metric component of the TWIC cards vir- 
tually useless. Despite the readers not being 
in place, workers will have to renew their 
TWIC cards beginning in October, 2012. This 
legislation would spare workers the financial 
and procedural burden of renewing their ap- 
plication until DHS puts the infrastructure 
in place to make the program fully func- 
tional. 

This legislation also includes language 
which ensures that workers are only re- 
quired to make one in-person visit to an en- 
rollment center either for a first enrollment 
or a renewal. This will lift a logistical bur- 
den for workers, many of whom may be hun- 
dreds of miles away from a TWIC enrollment 
facility while on the job. 

Transportation workers have been asked 
for too long to bear the financial burden of 
supporting a program that is incomplete and 
ineffective. I urge all Members to vote for 
H.R. 4251. 

Sincerely, 
EDWARD WYTKIND, 
President. 


With that, Madam Speaker, I reserve 
the balance of my time. 

Mr. KING of New York. Madam 
Speaker, I yield as much time as she 
may consume to the author of the bill, 
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the distinguished gentlewoman from 
Michigan (Mrs. MILLER). 


Mrs. MILLER of Michigan. I cer- 
tainly want to thank the chairman for 
his support of the bill, and I thank the 
gentleman for yielding the time as 
well. 


Madam Speaker, I rise today in sup- 
port of H.R. 4251. Pm absolutely con- 
vinced that the bill before the House 
today, the SMART Port Act, will tan- 
gibly enhance the Nation’s maritime 
security. 

We spend a lot of time, as a Nation, 
and as a Congress, focusing on security 
threats at the southern border and on 
the northern border, but sometimes we 
also need to remember that we have a 
very long maritime border that de- 
serves our attention as well. 


A major disruption at one of the Na- 
tion’s ports, especially a terrorist at- 
tack, is a high-consequence event that 
has the potential to cripple the global 
supply chain and could severely dam- 
age our economy. We simply cannot af- 
ford to ignore threats to our Nation’s 
maritime security. 


To that end, SMART Port builds on 
the work of the 2006 SAFE Port Act to 
enhance risk-based security measures 
overseas before the threat reaches our 
shore. It emphasizes a stronger collabo- 
rative environment between the Cus- 
toms and Border Protection and the 
Coast Guard in sharing port security 
duties, and it leverages the maritime 
security work of our trusted allies. 


If we learned anything after 9/11, it’s 
that we need to move from the need-to- 
know information to the need-to-share 
information. The Department of Home- 
land Security components with shared 
jurisdiction must cooperate in mari- 
time operations and form partnerships 
with State and local law enforcement 
agencies in order to improve the Na- 
tion’s maritime security. 

What happens in our waterways and 
ports affects the entire Nation, so it is 
incumbent on us to realize that mari- 
time security is not the province sim- 
ply of the government alone. 
Leveraging partnerships with private 
industry, as well as our international 
partners, is common sense; and trust- 
ed-shippers programs, like the Customs 
Trade Partnership Against Terrorism, 
or the C-TPAT, where companies who 
make significant investments in their 
security, reduces the amount of re- 
sources that CBP needs to spend on 
looking at cargo shipments that we 
know the least about. 


Our trusted allies, like Canada and 
the European Union, have programs 
similar to C-TPAT in place, and this 
bill supports the concept of mutual rec- 
ognition where the Secretary can ac- 
cept other countries’ trusted-shipper 
programs when they provide an equal 
level of security. And not only does 
this save CBP inspectors from the 
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added burden of having to verify com- 
panies who participate in both pro- 
grams. It also really expedites com- 
merce across our borders, and we really 
need to do that because of limited use 
of taxpayer dollars, certainly. And so it 
makes fiscal sense, as well, to do that. 

The American port worker, truck 
driver, and others who make port oper- 
ations run smoothly are another crit- 
ical maritime security layer. They’re 
all required to obtain the TWIC cards 
that the ranking member just men- 
tioned here, and the chairman as well. 
These individuals have complied with 
the law. They’ve done their part. 
They’ve purchased a TWIC card. In 
many cases they’ve traveled long dis- 
tances to go to the enrollment center, 
maybe not once but twice, and under- 
gone the background check. But the 
problem is that the United States Gov- 
ernment has not done its part. 

The Department of Homeland Secu- 
rity has yet to release the TWIC reader 
rule, meaning that the biometric infor- 
mation embedded on the card vali- 
dating the worker’s identity just isn’t 
being confirmed. And in reality, be- 
cause of that, the TWIC card has be- 
come little more than an expensive 
“flash pass.” 

This bill will extend the validity of 
TWIC cards until the government up- 
holds its end of the bargain and puts 
out a reader rule. The Coast Guard and 
TSA must produce the TWIC reader 
rule which is necessary to give Amer- 
ican workers and port facilities cer- 
tainty after years of delay. 

As well, we should be cognizant of 
the fact that CBP and the United 
States Coast Guard cannot intrusively 
scan every truck, every cargo con- 
tainer or bulk shipment that comes 
into American ports. It’s certainly cost 
prohibitive, but it would also cripple 
the just-in-time delivery system that 
the industry relies on to keep Amer- 
ican commerce running. 

Instead, I believe that the security of 
the supply chain is maximized through 
the use of a risk-based methodology, 
which is a key element in this bill. 
Smart, cost effective choices have to 
be made that maximize our resources 
while ensuring the security of our 
ports and, by that, our extension of our 
way of life. 

This bill, Madam Speaker, is a step 
toward smarter security that encour- 
ages DHS to become more efficient, 
better integrated, and more closely co- 
ordinated amongst its component in- 
dustry and international partners. 

Again, I want to thank the chairman, 
Chairman KING, for his support of this 
bill, and Ranking Member THOMPSON of 
the full committee, and certainly my 
counterpart on the subcommittee as 
well, Ranking Member CUELLAR. 

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. 
Madam Speaker, I yield as much time 
as she may consume to the gentle- 
woman from California (Ms. RICHARD- 
SON). 
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Ms. RICHARDSON. Madam Speaker, 
I rise today in support of the SMART 
Port Security Act, H.R. 4251. Pm a 
proud cosponsor of Chairwoman MIL- 
LER’s legislation and commend her for 
her efforts on this important issue to 
our Nation. 

At a time when media reports assume 
that Congress doesn’t work together, 
I’m pleased to note that I’ve been able 
to work with Chairwoman MILLER and 
the committee in a bipartisan fashion 
to have two of my bills incorporated 
into the SMART Port Security Act. 

As the senior member of the Home- 
land Security Committee, and the Rep- 
resentative of a district neighboring 
the ports of both Long Beach and Los 
Angeles, the largest in this country, I 
have made port security a priority of 
mine. 

Ports are the first line of defense at 
our sea borders and serve vital national 
interests by supporting the mobiliza- 
tion and deployment of U.S. troops, fa- 
cilitating the flow of trade, and sup- 
porting our economy. Ninety-five per- 
cent of all goods entering or exiting 
our country go through our Nation’s 
ports, and 45 percent of those actually 
go through the community I represent. 

In the next 20 years, U.S. overseas 
trade is expected to double; and in 
light of the terrorist attacks on Sep- 
tember 11 in 2001, heightened awareness 
about the vulnerability of all modes of 
transportation to terrorist acts are a 
priority of us on this committee. 

Included in the SMART Port Secu- 
rity Act are two pieces of legislation I 
authored, Port Security Boots on the 
Ground Act and the Port Security 
Equipment Improvement Act. Both of 
these bills involve the use of existing 
port security grant funds. 

The Port Security Grant Program 
provides funding to port authorities, 
facility operators, and State and local 
government agencies so that they can 
provide security services to our ports. 
However, prior to my introduced legis- 
lation, port security grant funds could 
not be used to fund statutorily man- 
dated personnel costs. 

My Port Security Boots on the 
Ground Act, which was incorporated 
into H.R. 4251, corrects this inconsist- 
ency between Port Security Grant pro- 
grams and other grant funding pro- 
grams. To prevent the possibility of 
waste, fraud and abuse, the amount of 
security personnel costs awarded are 
limited to 50 percent of the total grant 
amount in any fiscal year. 
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The Maritime Transportation Secu- 
rity Act and the SAFE Port Act au- 
thorize funds to identify vulnerabili- 
ties in port security and to ensure com- 
pliance with mandated port security 
plans. My legislation made these funds 
workable and removed government red 
tape from State, local, and government 
entities. 
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I thank Chairwoman MILLER for in- 
cluding my Port Security Boots on the 
Ground Act in this important legisla- 
tion. 

The second inclusion that also should 
be highlighted is the Port Security 
Equipment Improvement Act, which 
was accepted by unanimous consent as 
an amendment to H.R. 4251 during the 
full committee markup. The Port Se- 
curity Equipment Improvement Act 
gives recipients of Port Security Grant 
Program funds the flexibility in deter- 
mining whether it is more cost effec- 
tive to repair or replace security equip- 
ment. 

I have personally heard from many 
port authorities in my district and 
from those surrounding my area about 
their frustrations of not being given 
the opportunity to purchase newer and 
improved security equipment. This will 
give the recipients of the Port Security 
Grant Program funds the ability to fix 
or replace defective security equip- 
ment, thereby making the best use of 
limited resources. 

I appreciate Congresswoman CANDICE 
MILLER for working with me and for 
having both of my bills, the Port Secu- 
rity Boots on the Ground Act and the 
Port Security Equipment Improvement 
Act, included in the SMART Port Secu- 
rity Act legislation before us today. I 
look forward to continuing to work 
with the chairwoman, the committee 
and staff on protecting our ports. I 
urge my colleagues on both sides of the 
aisle to join us in supporting the 
SMART Port Security Act. 

Mr. KING of New York. Madam 
Speaker, I have no further requests for 
time. If the gentleman from Mississippi 
has no further speakers, I am prepared 
to close once he does. 

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. 
Madam Speaker, I have no further re- 
quests for time, and I am prepared to 
close. 

I would note that my support for the 
SMART Port Security Act is rooted in 
not only the improvements in the 
TWIC Program but also in what it 
seeks to do in order to improve the co- 
ordination and cooperation between 
DHS’s maritime components and 
strengthened procurement practices. 
This bill is the result of a bipartisan ef- 
fort to strengthen the security of 
America’s ports and waterways and to 
ensure that the Department of Home- 
land Security’s maritime security ef- 
forts are as effective and efficient as 
practicable. 

With that, Madam Speaker, I urge 
the passage of H.R. 4251, and I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

Mr. KING of New York. Madam 
Speaker, in closing, the SMART Port 
Security Act makes needed improve- 
ments to the TWIC program and sup- 
ports security grants. It also encour- 
ages both the CBP and the Coast Guard 
to reduce redundancies and overlap, 
which will save taxpayer dollars. 
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I ask my colleagues to support the 
bill, and I yield back the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. CONYERS. Madam Speaker, | rise 
today to provide some additional views on 
H.R. 4251, the “SMART Port Security Act.” | 
strongly support many of the provisions in this 
bill, which will streamline and strengthen our 
Nation’s port security. In particular, | am 
pleased to see that this bill makes needed re- 
forms to the Transportation Worker Identifica- 
tion Credential (TWIC) program by stream- 
lining and reforming the process of enrolling, 
issuing, and renewing worker credentials. This 
legislation will spare workers the financial and 
procedural burden of renewing their applica- 
tion until the Department of Homeland Secu- 
rity issues a final rule on biometric readers 
and implements the infrastructure needed to 
make the program fully functional. 

| want to express my concern about the 
possible consequences of Section 114 of the 
bill, which would create a new pilot program 
aimed at accelerating the deployment of me- 
dium-sized unmanned aircraft along the north- 
ern border. While improving our Nation’s sur- 
veillance capabilities along our border is a 
laudable goal, law enforcement and border se- 
curity officials have a responsibility to ensure 
that any use of drone technology in domestic 
airspace does not unnecessarily or illegally in- 
vade the privacy of ordinary citizens who hap- 
pen to live close to the border. 

This legislation and the recent reauthoriza- 
tion of the Federal Aviation Administration are 
both components of a significant recent legis- 
lative effort aimed at significantly loosening 
regulations and other legal barriers that have, 
until now, limited the deployment of drones 
domestically. Before this technology is de- 
ployed along the border and elsewhere within 
the United States, Congress must put in place 
commonsense protections that ensure that the 
privacy and due process rights of Americans 
are protected. For example, drones should not 
be deployed for open ended surveillance or 
law enforcement purposes. If a drone will in- 
trude on reasonable privacy expectations, a 
warrant should be required. Legal protections 
should be put in place that clearly outline how 
personally identifiable information is collected 
and retained by a drone program. The process 
by which our country develops these policies 
and protections should be transparent and in- 
clude all stakeholders. 

This technology has the capacity to dramati- 
cally change the character of public life in our 
country. We must ensure that a legal structure 
is put in place that will allow us to reap the 
benefits of this technology, while still pre- 
serving the freedoms and values that make 
our country great. 

Mr. KING of New York. Madam Speaker, | 
am submitting the following letter exchange for 
the RECORD between myself and Chairman 
DAVE Camp of the House Committee on Ways 
and Means: 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, DC, June 27, 2012. 
Hon. PETER KING, 
Chairman, Committee on Homeland Security, 
House of Representatives, Washington, DC. 

DEAR CHAIRMAN KING: I am writing to you 
concerning the bill H.R. 4251, the ‘‘Securing 
Maritime Activities through Risk-based Tar- 
geting for Port Security Act.” This legisla- 
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tion includes several provisions in section 
201 that pertain to the jurisdiction of the 
Committee on Ways & Means with respect to 
Customs and Border Protection’s mission of 
facilitating the efficient flow of legitimate 
commerce. 

The Committee recognizes the importance 
of H.R. 4251 and the need to move expedi- 
tiously. Therefore, the Committee is willing 
to forego action on the bill with the under- 
standing that by doing so, the Committee is 
not in any way prejudiced with respect to its 
jurisdictional prerogatives or the appoint- 
ment of conferees on this or similar legisla- 
tion. 

In addition, I appreciate your agreement 
that the Ways & Means Committee be in- 
cluded within the definition of ‘‘appropriate 
congressional committees” so that it will re- 
ceive the implementation and strategic 
plans required in section 201 of the bill. 

I would appreciate your response to this 
letter, confirming this understanding with 
respect to H.R. 4251, and would ask that a 
copy of our exchange of letters on this mat- 
ter be included in the Congressional Record. 

Sincerely, 
DAVE CAMP, 
Chairman, Committee on Ways and Means. 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Washington, DC, June 28, 2012. 
Hon. DAVE CAMP, 
Chairman, Committee on Ways and Means, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR CHAIRMAN CAMP: Thank you for your 
letter regarding H.R. 4251, the ‘‘SMART Port 
Security Act of 2012.” I acknowledge that by 
forgoing action on this legislation, your 
Committee is not diminishing or altering its 
jurisdiction. 

I also concur with you that forgoing action 
on this bill does not in any way prejudice the 
Committee on Ways and Means with respect 
to its jurisdictional prerogatives on this bill 
or similar legislation in the future. I agree 
that the Committee on Ways and Means is 
considered to be an ‘‘appropriate congres- 
sional committee” in regards to the certain 
reports required by section 201 in H.R. 4251. 

I will include our letters on H.R. 4251 in the 
Congressional Record, and I appreciate your 
cooperation regarding this legislation. 

Sincerely, 
PETER T. KING, 
Chairman. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from New York (Mr. 
KING) that the House suspend the rules 
and pass the bill, H.R. 4251, as amend- 
ed. 

The question was taken. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the 
opinion of the Chair, two-thirds being 
in the affirmative, the ayes have it. 

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. 
Madam Speaker, I object to the vote on 
the ground that a quorum is not 
present and make the point of order 
that a quorum is not present. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, further pro- 
ceedings on this question will be post- 
poned. 

The point of no quorum is considered 
withdrawn. 


EEE 
GAUGING AMERICAN PORT 
SECURITY ACT 


Mr. KING of New York. Madam 
Speaker, I move to suspend the rules 
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and pass the bill (H.R. 4005) to direct 
the Secretary of Homeland Security to 
conduct a study and report to Congress 
on gaps in port security in the United 
States and a plan to address them, as 
amended. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The text of the bill is as follows: 

H.R. 4005 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the “Gauging Amer- 
ican Port Security Act” or the “GAPS Act”. 


SEC. 2. STUDY, REPORT, AND PLAN TO ADDRESS 
GAPS IN PORT SECURITY. 


(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 1 year after 
the date of enactment of this Act the Secretary 
of Homeland Security shall— 

(1) conduct a study of, and submit to the Con- 
gress a report on, remaining gaps in port secu- 
rity in the United States; and 

(2) include in such report a prioritization of 
such gaps and a plan for addressing them. 

(b) FORM.—The report required under sub- 
section (a) shall be submitted in classified form 
but shall contain an unclassified annex. 

SEC. 3. INFORMATION SHARING. 

The Secretary of Homeland Security shall, in 
accordance with rules for the handling of classi- 
fied information, share, as appropriate, with 
designated points of contact from Federal agen- 
cies and State, local, or tribal governments, and 
port system owners and operators, relevant in- 
formation regarding remaining gaps in port se- 
curity of the United States, prioritization of 
such gaps, and a plan for addressing such gaps. 
In the event that a designated point of contact 
does not have the necessary security clearance 
to receive such information, the Secretary shall 
help expedite the clearance process, as appro- 
priate. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
New York (Mr. KING) and the gen- 
tleman from Mississippi (Mr. THOMP- 
SON) each will control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from New York. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. KING of New York. Madam 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
all Members have 5 legislative days 
within which to revise and extend their 
remarks and include any extraneous 
material on the bill under consider- 
ation. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from New York? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. KING of New York. Madam 
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. 

H.R. 4005, the Gauging American Port 
Security Act, or GAPS Act, is a com- 
monsense bill that requires the Sec- 
retary of Homeland Security to deter- 
mine if appropriate security measures 
to protect the Nation’s ports are in 
place or if gaps in the security of U.S. 
ports exist. A lot of emphasis and at- 
tention is focused on our northern and 
southern land borders; however, it is 
important not to forget our largest 
border, the maritime border. 

While DHS employs a layered ap- 
proach to maritime and port security 
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based on risk, it is important to exam- 
ine whether gaps in the current risk- 
based approach exist which may have a 
detrimental impact on the security of 
our Nation’s ports and global supply 
chain. 

While DHS has come a long way in 
articulating the need for greater mari- 
time cooperation through its Maritime 
Operations Coordination Plan and 
similar Interagency Operations Centers 
and other regional operational centers, 
this bill will ensure that gaps in port 
security are identified, allowing DHS 
to better execute its risk-based ap- 
proach to maritime and port security. 

I would like to especially thank Con- 
gresswoman JANICE HAHN for her work 
on this bill. I would also like to thank 
the contributions of the committee, 
and I urge my colleagues to support it. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. 
Madam Speaker, I yield myself such 
time as I may consume. 

I rise in support of H.R. 4005, the 
Gauging American Port Security Act. 

This bill, authored by Representative 
JANICE HAHN, who is a member of the 
Committee on Homeland Security, 
would require the Secretary of Home- 
land Security to conduct a study of the 
gaps in port security in the United 
States. The study, which will be sub- 
mitted to Congress, must set forth the 
prioritization of those security gaps 
and a plan for addressing them. 

Finally, the bill would require the 
Secretary of Homeland Security to 
share relevant port security informa- 
tion, as appropriate, with Federal, 
State and local government partners, 
as well as with those port owners and 
operators who are involved in pro- 
tecting ports. 

Given the importance of America’s 
ports and waterways to our Nation and 
its economy, they are an attractive 
target for terrorists and criminals. The 
impact of a terrorist attack on a major 
port would be catastrophic—with mas- 
sive economic losses in addition to the 
probable loss of life. By requiring a 
comprehensive assessment of port secu- 
rity vulnerabilities and a plan for ad- 
dressing them, we will be one step clos- 
er to making our ports and our Nation 
more secure. 

With that, Madam Speaker, I reserve 
the balance of my time. 

Mr. KING of New York. Madam 
Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from Texas (Mr. POE), who is 
co-chair of the Port Security Caucus, 
along with Congresswoman HAHN. 

Mr. POE of Texas. I thank the gen- 
tleman from New York for yielding and 
for his work on this legislation. 

I also want to thank subcommittee 
Chairwoman MILLER for her work on 
this legislation. Both see the need to 
fix the gaps that are in our port secu- 
rity. 

I want to thank the gentlelady from 
California (Ms. HAHN), who introduced 
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this legislation. We are both alumni 
from the same school. I’m sure you’ve 
heard of it, Abilene Christian Univer- 
sity in West Texas. The closest port to 
Abilene, I guess, is a boat dock at Fort 
Phantom Lake, if you want to call that 
a port. 

But anyway, this bill is a good exam- 
ple of bipartisan work—of both sides of 
the House—on an issue that is impor- 
tant to all of us: security. This means 
national security and port security. 

Congresswoman HAHN and I recently 
founded the Congressional Ports Cau- 
cus to raise awareness about ports in 
Congress and in our Nation. She rep- 
resents west coast ports, and I rep- 
resent ports in southeast Texas, on the 
gulf coast. We saw a need for a national 
discussion about ports because of their 
importance to the Nation and to our 
economy. Since we both have ports in 
our backyards, that is the reason the 
caucus was formed. We have over 65 
Members in both parties from all re- 
gions across the United States. Some 
Members don’t even have ports in their 
districts, but all see that ports are a 
national security issue. 

One discussion we hope to continue 
through the caucus is the need to en- 
sure that our ports are safe and secure. 
In meeting with industry groups and 
administration officials, it became evi- 
dent to us that an updated plan on how 
ports should remain operational in the 
event of an attack really doesn’t exist. 
There are gaps in our port security. 
The GAPS Act is an important step in 
addressing this existing problem in 
port security. 

Any attack on our Nation’s ports 
would be detrimental to the economy 
because ports play a large role in fa- 
cilitating the flow of commerce. Most 
of the products in our stores arrive 
through ports and then are transported 
by other means to stores throughout 
the Nation. A crisis event causing a 
port to shut down would greatly affect 
our national commerce—money would 
be lost; businesses would lose revenue; 
and people would be out of work. 
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Both the chairman and ranking 
member of the Homeland Security 
Committee support this legislation, 
and I’m grateful for that. I urge all of 
our colleagues on both sides of the 
aisle to support this legislation. Port 
security is not a partisan issue; it’s a 
national security issue that we all 
should be concerned about. 

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. 
Madam Speaker, I yield such time as 
she may consume to the gentlewoman 
from California, a member of the Com- 
mittee on Homeland Security and the 
original sponsor of H.R. 4005, Ms. HAHN. 

Ms. HAHN. Madam Speaker, I would 
like to begin by recognizing and thank- 
ing Chairman KING and Ranking Mem- 
ber THOMPSON for their continued lead- 
ership on this incredibly important 
issue. 
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The lessons of 9/11 have taught us we 
must be continuously vigilant and 
proactive in seeking out and pre- 
venting our country’s most pressing 
threats. That’s why, after 9/11, this 
Congress strengthened what proved to 
be one of our Nation’s biggest security 
threats up to that point: aviation secu- 
rity. And while I applaud the great 
strides we’ve made in aviation secu- 
rity, we have not made the same level 
of improvements in port security. 

This was such a priority for me when 
I came to Congress last summer that, 
at my very first Homeland Security 
hearing focusing on the 9/11 Commis- 
sion’s recommendations to Congress, I 
asked Lee Hamilton, the vice chairman 
of the 9/11 Commission, What should 
Congress be doing to improve security 
at our Nation’s ports? He responded by 
saying, My judgment would be that we 
have not focused enough on ports. 

This lack of focus on our ports not 
only jeopardizes our national security, 
but our economic security as well. The 
U.S. ports remain one of our country’s 
greatest economic resources, as they 
provide our Nation with the link to the 
rest of the world and the global econ- 
omy. Each day, U.S. ports move both 
imports and exports, totaling some $3.8 
billion worth of goods, through all 50 
States. Additionally, ports move 99 
percent of overseas cargo volume by 
weight and generate $3.95 trillion in 
international trade. 

However, port security does much 
more than protect American com- 
merce; it also protects American jobs. 
According to the American Association 
of Port Authorities, the U.S. port in- 
dustry supports 13.3 million jobs and 
accounts for more than $649 billion in 
personal income. That’s why I was 
pleased to cofound the bipartisan Con- 
gressional PORTS Caucus with my 
good friend and fellow alumnus, TED 
POE, in order to ensure that Congress 
recognizes the vital role ports play in 
our national economy and the impor- 
tance of keeping them competitive and 
secure. 

Despite all this, ports have failed to 
garner the attention I think they de- 
serve. For instance, in the U.S., tens of 
thousands of ships each year make over 
50,000 calls on U.S. ports. The volume 
of traffic gives terrorists opportunities 
to smuggle themselves or their weap- 
ons into the United States with little 
risk of detection. According to a recent 
CRS report, a 10- to 20-kiloton weapon 
detonated in a major seaport would kill 
50,000 to 1 million people and would re- 
sult in direct property damage of $50 
billion to $500 billion, losses due to 
trade disruption of $100 billion to $200 
billion, and indirect costs of $300 bil- 
lion to $1.2 trillion. 

Congress attempted to address this 
issue by passing the SAFE Port Act in 
2006 and the 9/11 Commission Act of 
2007, which specifically required that 
100 percent of the cargo coming into 
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our ports be scanned by this summer. 
Unfortunately, DHS has made little 
progress in achieving this goal and 
does not plan to implement it. In fact, 
we’ve recently learned that DHS has 
only been scanning about 3 percent to 
5 percent of all the cargo imported into 
our United States. 

Now, while the feasibility of scanning 
100 percent of incoming cargo may be a 
legitimate concern, there certainly 
needs to be improvement from where 
we are now. Whether it’s increasing the 
number of Customs and Border Protec- 
tion officers or investing in proven 
cargo scanning technology, there needs 
to be a plan for effectively and effi- 
ciently scanning our Nation’s cargo. 

Another major vulnerability is the 
threat posed to vessels during their 
voyage at sea. For example, cargo is 
often checked either before it’s shipped 
or after it reaches our shore. However, 
there has not been much light shed on 
the specific threats that exist between 
a vessel’s point of origin and its point 
of destination. 

We also need to know more informa- 
tion about how fast a port could re- 
cover in the event of a terrorist attack 
or a national disaster if that did occur 
at one of our ports. 

Without resolving these issues, we 
risk putting our economy and the safe- 
ty of the American people at risk. 

As a Member whose district borders 
one of the largest port complexes in 
the country, I understand the unique 
security challenges that ports pose to 
our economic and national security. 
My district borders the port complex of 
Los Angeles-Long Beach, which is re- 
sponsible for approximately 44 percent 
of all the goods that flow into this 
country and 20 percent of the Nation’s 
GDP. 

During a 10-day lockout in 2002, 
which arose because of a dispute be- 
tween labor and management officials, 
closure of the west coast ports cost the 
United States between $1 billion to $2 
billion a day. If an attack were to 
occur there, it would be economically 
debilitating not only for my district, 
but for the entire country, as well. 

While DHS has made a number of 
positive steps in strengthening port se- 
curity and resiliency, the lack of atten- 
tion on these vital issues creates a 
huge problem for securing our ports. 
We cannot begin to come up with an ef- 
fective solution without first knowing 
the extent of the actual problem. 

The economic importance of our Na- 
tion’s ports, combined with the exist- 
ing port security loopholes, is why I in- 
troduced the GAPS Act. This bill will 
require the Secretary of the Depart- 
ment of Homeland Security to conduct 
a Classified study of the potential gaps 
in port security and ensure that the 
Department develops a comprehensive 
plan for addressing these vulnerabili- 
ties. By focusing on the specific dan- 
gers that threaten our port security, 
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we can begin, I believe, to develop ef- 
fective solutions to ensure that our Na- 
tion is prepared. 

Again, I want to thank Chairman 
KING and Ranking Member THOMPSON 
for their leadership on this issue, my 
Congressional PORTS Caucus co- 
founder, TED POE, for recognizing the 
importance of our ports. 

I would like to point out that this 
bill went through regular order and is 
supported by both Democrats and Re- 
publicans on an issue that I know we 
all care about. I urge my colleagues to 
support this important bipartisan leg- 
islation. 

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr. 
Speaker, I have no more speakers. If 
the gentleman from New York has no 
more speakers, then I am prepared to 
close. 

Mr. KING of New York. This bipar- 
tisan bill is a good bill. I urge my col- 
leagues to support it. It builds very 
strongly on the initial port security 
bill of 2006 that was sponsored by Mr. 
LUNGREN, who is here today, and Jane 
Harman, who was also in Congress at 
that time. It was a very good bill. This 
adds to it, improves on it, and it keeps 
up with the changes in the times. 

I urge its adoption, and I yield back 
the balance of my time. 

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr. 
Speaker, our Nation’s ports are as di- 
verse as the people they serve. The im- 
portance of this infrastructure to the 
global supply chain cannot be over- 
stated. 

Enactment of H.R. 4005 will help en- 
sure that our limited security re- 
sources can be targeted to those 
threats that put our ports at the great- 
est risk. 

With that, Mr. Speaker, I urge the 
passage of H.R. 4005, and I yield back 
the balance of my time. 

Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
| rise today to support H.R. 4005, the “Gaug- 
ing American Port Security” or GAPS Act. 
This act will direct the Secretary of Homeland 
Security to conduct a study and report to Con- 
gress on gaps in port security in the United 
States as well as provide plans to address 
them. 

As a senior Member of the Homeland Secu- 
rity Committee, | know that the threats against 
the nation are constantly changing and ever 
present. Ensuring the safety and security of 
our ports is a measure that will directly ad- 
dress some of these threats and maintain the 
economic well-being of our port system. 

Over 11 million cargo containers arrive in 
our ports each year, bringing in imports from 
across the world. By placing these additional 
measures on the Department of Homeland 
Security, we are enabling ports to conduct 
business without fear that these daily imports 
are a threat to national security. As a rep- 
resentative from the 18th Congressional Dis- 
trict of Houston, | represent one of the world’s 
busiest ports. Houston is linked to 1,053 ports 
in 203 countries through about 100 steamship 
lines. The ship channel is a part of the Gulf In- 
tracoastal Waterway, which is a very busy 
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barge traffic lane. Houston is also one of only 
eight U.S. cities to have a regional office of 
the U.S. Export-Import Bank. 

The Port of Houston is essential to regional 
economic stability. A 2012 study by Martin As- 
sociates reports the port helps provide 
1,026,820 jobs throughout Texas, which is an 
increase of 785,000 jobs in its 2007 study. 
The port brings in more than $178.5 billion a 
year, including over $4.5 billion in state and 
local tax revenues. 

In addition, the Port of Houston also boasts 
the nation’s largest petrochemical complex. 
Houston is known as a gateway for cargo trav- 
eling to the West and Midwest regions of our 
nation. 

Although the Port is integral to Houston’s 
development, as well as to the nation’s eco- 
nomic development, its financial strength is 
not possible without strong security measures 
in place. 

The heavy traffic flow of imports and exports 
that come through the port each day can 
leave room for drug trafficking and terrorists 
activities to take place. Although the Port of 
Houston, and ports across the U.S. boasts 
that they are secure and in line with nationally 
mandated security measures, it is my hope 
that the GAPS act will address any and all in- 
dividual security shortcoming that each port 
may face that make them vulnerable to at- 
tacks against the Homeland. 

The Port of Houston and the majority of 
ports across the nation have a remarkable 
track record of accomplishments that | hope to 
see continue. But their economic success and 
efficiency will only be hindered without addi- 
tional security measures in place. This is why 
| urge my colleagues to support the provisions 
of H.R. 4005. 

Ms. CLARKE of New York. Mr. Speaker, | 
rise in support of H.R. 4005—’Gauging Amer- 
ican Port Security Act” also known as the 
“GAPS Act.” | would like to thank Congress- 
woman JANICE HAHN from California for her 
diligent work on this bill. | would also like to 
thank the efforts of the Committee on Home- 
land Security. This bill requires the Homeland 
Security Department, within one year of enact- 
ment, to conduct a study of the remaining 
gaps in port security in the United States and 
submit a classified report to Congress 
prioritizing these gaps and a plan to address 
them. 

As a New York City Member on the House 
Homeland Security Committee, | understand 
how important border security is and how 
threats to our national security need to be re- 
duced. | will continue to work to ensure that 
our nation is better prepared to terrorist at- 
tacks at our ports. 

Ports are important to American commerce 
and a way to connect us to the rest of the 
world. We have more than 11 million cargo 
containers arrive in U.S. ports every year and 
we need to ensure that our ports are secure 
for this part of commerce. 

Congress needs to continue to focus on im- 
proving security on our borders, land and port. 
| fully believe that this is a step to improving 
our port security and H.R. 4005 will help the 
Homeland Security Department to come up 
with a plan that will help with these challenges 
at our ports. This plan will address threats we 
face at maritime borders by closing the gaps 
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in our security at our Nation’s ports. The ben- 
efit of this legislation will greatly outweigh the 
cost. It is a way for us to adequately invest in 
our response capacities and security to safe- 
guard our citizens and economy. 

So today, | urge my colleagues to support 
this bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
FITZPATRICK). The question is on the 
motion offered by the gentleman from 
New York (Mr. KING) that the House 
suspend the rules and pass the bill, 
H.R. 4005, as amended. 

The question was taken. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the 
opinion of the Chair, two-thirds being 
in the affirmative, the ayes have it. 

Mr. KING of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
I object to the vote on the ground that 
a quorum is not present and make the 
point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, further pro- 
ceedings on this question will be post- 
poned. 

The point of no quorum is considered 
withdrawn. 


EE 
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AVIATION SECURITY STAKE- 
HOLDER PARTICIPATION ACT OF 
2012 


Mr. KING of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
I move to suspend the rules and pass 
the bill (H.R. 1447) to amend title 49, 
United States Code, to direct the As- 
sistant Secretary of Homeland Secu- 
rity (Transportation Security Adminis- 
tration) to establish an Aviation Secu- 
rity Advisory Committee, and for other 
purposes, as amended. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The text of the bill is as follows: 

H.R. 1447 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Aviation Se- 
curity Stakeholder Participation Act of 
2012”. 

SEC. 2. AVIATION SECURITY ADVISORY COM- 
MITTEE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subchapter II of chapter 
449 of title 49, United States Code, is amend- 
ed by adding at the end the following: 
“44946. Aviation Security Advisory Com- 

mittee 

“(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Assistant Sec- 
retary shall establish within the Transpor- 
tation Security Administration an advisory 
committee to be known as the Aviation Se- 
curity Advisory Committee. 

“(b) DUTIES.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Advisory Committee 
shall be consulted by and advise the Assist- 
ant Secretary on aviation security matters, 
including the development and implementa- 
tion of policies, programs, rulemaking, and 
security directives pertaining to aviation se- 
curity. 

‘(2) RECOMMENDATIONS. — 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Advisory Com- 
mittee shall develop, at the request of the 
Assistant Secretary, recommendations for 
improvements to aviation security. 
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‘“(B) RECOMMENDATIONS OF WORKING 
GROUPS.—Recommendations agreed upon by 
the working groups established under this 
section shall be approved by the Advisory 
Committee for transmission to the Assistant 
Secretary. 

““(8) PERIODIC REPORTS.—The Advisory 
Committee shall periodically submit to the 
Assistant Secretary— 

“(A) reports on matters identified by the 
Assistant Secretary; and 

‘“(B) reports on other matters identified by 
a majority of the members of the Advisory 
Committee. 

‘“(4) ANNUAL REPORT.—The Advisory Com- 
mittee shall submit to the Assistant Sec- 
retary an annual report providing informa- 
tion on the activities, findings, and rec- 
ommendations of the Advisory Committee, 
including its working groups, for the pre- 
ceding year. 

‘(c) MEMBERSHIP.— 

“(1) APPOINTMENT.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 180 days 
after the date of enactment of this section, 
the Assistant Secretary shall appoint the 
members of the Advisory Committee. 

““(B) COMPOSITION.—The membership shall 
consist of individuals representing not more 
than 27 member organizations. Each organi- 
zation shall be represented by one individual 
(or the individual’s designee). 

“(C) REPRESENTATION.—The membership 
shall include representatives of air carriers, 
all cargo air transportation, indirect air car- 
riers, labor organizations representing air 
carrier employees, aircraft manufacturers, 
airport operators, general aviation, privacy, 
the travel industry, and the aviation tech- 
nology security industry, including bio- 
metrics. 

‘“(2) REMOVAL.—The Assistant Secretary 
may review the participation of a member of 
the Advisory Committee and remove the 
member for cause at any time. 

‘(3) PROHIBITION ON COMPENSATION.—The 
members of the Advisory Committee shall 
not receive pay, allowances, or benefits from 
the Government by reason of their service on 
the Advisory Committee. 

“(4) MEETINGS.—The Assistant Secretary 
shall require the Advisory Committee to 
meet at least semiannually and may convene 
additional meetings as necessary. 

“(d) AIR CARGO SECURITY 
GROUP.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Assistant Secretary 
shall establish within the Advisory Com- 
mittee an air cargo security working group 
to provide recommendations on air cargo se- 
curity issues, including the implementation 
of the air cargo security programs estab- 
lished by the Transportation Security Ad- 
ministration to screen air cargo on pas- 
senger aircraft and all-cargo aircraft in ac- 
cordance with established cargo screening 
mandates. 

‘(2) MEETINGS AND REPORTING.—The work- 
ing group shall meet at least quarterly and 
submit information, including recommenda- 
tions, regarding air cargo security to the Ad- 
visory Committee for inclusion in the annual 
report. The submissions shall include rec- 
ommendations to improve the Administra- 
tion’s cargo security initiatives established 
to meet the requirements of section 44901(g). 

““(3) MEMBERSHIP.—The working group 
shall— 

“(A) include members of the Advisory 
Committee with expertise in air cargo oper- 
ations; and 

‘“(B) be cochaired by a Government and in- 
dustry official. 

“(e) GENERAL AVIATION SECURITY WORKING 
GROUP.— 
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“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Assistant Secretary 
shall establish within the Advisory Com- 
mittee a general aviation working group to 
provide recommendations on transportation 
security issues for general aviation facili- 
ties, general aviation aircraft, and helicopter 
operations at general aviation and commer- 
cial service airports. 

‘(2) MEETINGS AND REPORTING.—The work- 
ing group shall meet at least quarterly and 
submit information, including recommenda- 
tions, regarding aviation security at general 
aviation airports to the Advisory Committee 
for inclusion in the annual report. 


“(3) MEMBERSHIP.—The working group 
shall— 
“(A) include members of the Advisory 


Committee with expertise in general avia- 
tion; and 

‘(B) be cochaired by a Government and in- 
dustry official. 

“£ PERIMETER 
GROUP.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Assistant Secretary 
shall establish within the Advisory Com- 
mittee an airport perimeter security work- 
ing group to provide recommendations on 
airport perimeter security and access control 
issues. 

‘(2) MEETINGS AND REPORTING.—The work- 
ing group shall meet at least quarterly and 
submit information, including recommenda- 
tions, regarding improving perimeter secu- 
rity and access control procedures at com- 
mercial service and general aviation airports 
to the Advisory Committee for inclusion in 
the annual report. 
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“(3) MEMBERSHIP.—The working group 
shall— 
“(A) include members of the Advisory 


Committee with expertise in airport perim- 
eter security and access control issues; and 

“(B) be cochaired by a Government and in- 
dustry official. 

“(g) NONAPPLICABILITY OF FACA.—The 
Federal Advisory Committee Act (5 U.S.C. 
App.) shall not apply to the Advisory Com- 
mittee or its working groups. 

“(h) DEFINITIONS.—In this section, the fol- 
lowing definitions apply: 

“(1) ADVISORY COMMITTEE.—The term ‘Ad- 
visory Committee’ means the Aviation Secu- 
rity Advisory Committee to be established 
under subsection (a). 

(2) ANNUAL REPORT.—The term ‘annual re- 
port’ means the annual report required under 
subsection (a). 

‘(3) ASSISTANT SECRETARY.—The term ‘As- 
sistant Secretary’ means the Assistant Sec- 
retary of Homeland Security (Transpor- 
tation Security Administration). 

“(4) PERIMETER SECURITY.—The term ‘pe- 
rimeter security’— 

“(A) means procedures or systems to mon- 
itor, secure, and prevent unauthorized access 
to an airport, including its airfield and ter- 
minal; and 

“(B) includes the fence area surrounding 
an airport, access gates, and access con- 
trols.’’. 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The analysis 
for such subchapter is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 


“44946. Aviation Security Advisory Com- 
mittee.’’. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
New York (Mr. KING) and the gen- 
tleman from Mississippi (Mr. THOMP- 
SON) each will control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from New York. 
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GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. KING of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent that all Mem- 
bers have 5 legislative days within 
which to revise and extend their re- 
marks and include any extraneous ma- 
terial on the bill under consideration. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from New York? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. KING of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield myself such time as I may con- 
sume. 

I rise in support of H.R. 1447, the 
Aviation Security Stakeholder Partici- 
pation Act of 2012. I commend Ranking 
Member THOMPSON for his dedicated 
work in this area. 

The FAA established the Aviation 
Security Advisory Committee in 1989 
following the bombing of Pan Amer- 
ican World Airways Flight 103. When 
TSA was created, the sponsorship of 
ASAC transferred to TSA, and it con- 
tinued to provide a mechanism for in- 
dustry and other outside stakeholders 
to inform the Federal Government’s 
decisionmaking on aviation security 
matters. 

Despite its important contributions 
to security, TSA allowed the ASAC’s 
charter to expire. Last year, TSA re- 
vived the ASAC with the strong sup- 
port of industry. Homeland Security 
Secretary Napolitano subsequently ap- 
pointed 24 new ASAC members. 

H.R. 1447 simply codifies the ASAC, 
which exists today, and ensures that it 
remains intact, providing necessary 
stakeholder guidance to TSA. It estab- 
lishes important working groups fo- 
cused on air cargo, general aviation, 
and airport perimeter security, all of 
which have unique challenges that re- 
quire a collaborative effort to solve. 

In these difficult economic times, it 
is essential for TSA to get the input of 
stakeholders on security procedures 
and technology to ensure that it is 
spending its limited resources on ini- 
tiatives that will enhance security for 
the traveling public without compro- 
mising the freedom of people and goods 
to move freely. 

I urge the adoption of this bipartisan 
bill, and I reserve the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. 

I rise in strong support of H.R. 1447, 
the Aviation Security Stakeholder 
Participation Act. Mr. Speaker, effec- 
tive coordination between stakeholders 
and their regulators is critical to the 
implementation of policies that work. 
To that end, we have the responsibility 
to ensure that policy is informed by 
the realities on the ground. Arguably, 
nowhere is the need for policy coordi- 
nation more important than at our Na- 
tion’s airports. 

Given that the aviation sector re- 
mains an attractive target for terror- 
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ists, the difference between a security 
policy that works and one that does 
not can be all that stands between life 
and death. 

That is why I introduced H.R. 1447, 
the Aviation Security Stakeholder 
Participation Act. This legislation will 
ensure that the voices of those subject 
to policies and protocols put in place 
by TSA are heard and their rec- 
ommendations are considered. It does 
so by directing the TSA to establish an 


Aviation Security Advisory Com- 
mittee. 
For years, such an advisory com- 


mittee existed and worked effectively 
with TSA on matters such as aviation 
security methods, equipment, and pro- 
cedures. For instance, in 2003, the 
ASAC’s cargo working group, which in- 
cluded the Cargo Airline Association, 
made recommendations that formed 
the basis of TSA’s program for 100 per- 
cent screening of air cargo. Unfortu- 
nately, during the last administration, 
the charter for this advisory com- 
mittee was allowed to lapse, and the 
committee ceased operations. 

While I am pleased that in response 
to my bill, the Obama administration 
reestablished this committee on its 
own authority, I strongly believe that 
it is critical that the Aviation Security 
Advisory Committee be codified in law 
to ensure that TSA’s aviation security 
policy continues to be informed by the 
private sector. That is why my bill 
would, for the first time, establish the 
Aviation Security Advisory Committee 
in statute and require representatives 
from up to 27 member organizations 
participate. 

I introduced H.R. 1447 in April of 2011, 
with the ranking member of the Trans- 
portation Security Subcommittee of 
the Committee on Homeland Security, 
Representative JACKSON LEE. It was fa- 
vorably reported on a bipartisan basis 
in November 2011. 

TSA has the responsibility to secure 
the American public from threats 
posed to our transportation sector. 
However, it cannot do so in a vacuum. 
TSA must leverage technical and oper- 
ational expertise from our Nation’s air- 
ports to deliver a collaborative and ro- 
bust security system across our avia- 
tion sector. Strong partnerships with 
aviation stakeholders are critical to 
informing aviation security policy. 

Just last month, the committee re- 
ceived testimony from the Airport Mi- 
nority Advisory Council about arbi- 
trary limitations set forth by TSA on 
the issuance of airport worker badges 
to airport-based small businesses, like 
newsstands, coffee, and souvenir shops. 
Since then, TSA has committed to re- 
evaluate the policy and work with the 
private sector to address the concerns 
raised. 

This is just one example of how a 
TSA policy—developed without input 
from the advisory committee—was not 
informed by economic realities. Now 
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TSA is in the position of having to re- 
visit this and other ill-informed poli- 
cies to ensure that they enhance secu- 
rity in a manner that does not unduly 
burden the private sector. 

My bill also directs the adminis- 
trator of TSA to establish three tar- 
geted working groups to address the 
unique homeland security challenges 
related to air cargo security, general 
aviation security, and perimeter secu- 
rity. 

Mr. Speaker, all of us have a stake in 
ensuring the security of our Nation. 
Let us pass this bill so that stake- 
holders who are expected to comply 
with the policies and procedures devel- 
oped by TSA have a seat at the table. 
That way, we can be confident that 
TSA’s policies are both effective from 
the security standpoint and address the 
economic and commercial realities of 
our Nation’s airports. 

Before reserving the balance of my 
time, Mr. Speaker, I would like to en- 
gage in a brief colloquy with the gen- 
tleman from New York, the chairman 
of the Committee on Homeland Secu- 
rity, Mr. KING. 

Mr. Speaker, as this bill has made its 
way to the House floor, the chairman 
and I have been engaged in ongoing 
dialogue over how to strike the right 
balance on who should be represented 
on the Aviation Security Advisory 
Committee. I am dedicated to ensuring 
that the voices of passengers and small 
and minority-owned businesses im- 
pacted by TSA’s policies, procedures, 
and regulations are heard. It is impor- 
tant persons representing those groups 
have a seat at the table when TSA 
makes decisions that affect both pas- 
sengers’ rights and businesses’ bottom 
line. 

With that, Mr. Speaker, I yield to the 
gentleman from New York for his as- 
surance that as this bill continues its 
movement through the legislative 
process, he will work with me to ensure 
these important populations are in- 
cluded in this Aviation Security Advi- 
sory Committee legislation. 

Mr. KING of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
I thank the ranking member for yield- 
ing. 

I agree to work with him moving for- 
ward to ensure that this issue is ad- 
dressed in a manner to ensure this par- 
ticipation. 

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. I 
thank the gentleman from New York 
for his commitment. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. KING of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
I have no further requests for time. If 
the gentleman from Mississippi has, no 
further requests for time, I am pre- 
pared to close, once the gentleman 
does. 

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr. 
Speaker, I have no further requests for 
time. Since the gentleman from New 
York is prepared to close, I also am 
prepared to close. 
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I would like to express my gratitude 
to all the members of the Committee 
on Homeland Security for their unani- 
mous support of this legislation when 
it was considered by the committee 
last September. 
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While the Committee on Homeland 
Security has not been as active on the 
legislative front as I had hoped it 
would be this Congress, I am pleased 
that several discrete bills introduced 
by both Democrats and Republicans 
have received bipartisan support on the 
House floor during the last month. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge all my colleagues 
to vote “aye” on the Aviation Security 
Stakeholder Participation Act, and I 
yield back the balance of my time. 

U.S. TRAVEL ASSOCIATION, 
June 25, 2012. 


Hon. PETER KING, 

Chairman, House Committee on Homeland Secu- 
rity, Washington, DC. 

Hon. BENNIE G. THOMPSON, 

Ranking Member, House Committee on Home- 
land Security, Washington, DC. 

DEAR CHAIRMAN KING AND RANKING MEM- 
BER THOMPSON: On behalf of the U.S. Travel 
Association, I write in strong support of H.R. 
1447, the ‘‘Aviation Security Stakeholder 
Participation Act of 2011’’, which is on the 
House of Representatives suspension cal- 
endar for tomorrow, June 26. 

As you know, H.R. 1447 reconstitutes and 
codifies the Aviation Security Advisory 
Committee (ASAC), provides the Department 
of Homeland Security (DHS) and the Trans- 
portation Security Administration (TSA) 
with an updated vision for engaging aviation 
security stakeholders and, importantly, up- 
dates the categories of organizations consid- 
ered for ASAC membership. The bill will 
help to strengthen aviation security, assist 
in the development of a more efficient pas- 
senger screening process, and enhance the 
existing relationship between TSA and the 
travel industry. 

Restarting the ASAC was a key rec- 
ommendation of our report on aviation secu- 
rity, titled ‘‘A Better Way’’, which sets out a 
clear path for improving the TSA passenger 
screening process. 

Thank you for your support of this legisla- 
tion, and we look forward to working with 
you on the many aviation security issues 
facing our nation’s commercial aviation pas- 
sengers. 

Sincerely, 
ROGER J. Dow, 
President and CEO. 
JUNE 25, 2012. 

Hon. BENNIE THOMPSON, 

Ranking Member, Committee on Homeland Se- 
curity, House of Representatives, Wash- 
ington, DC. 

DEAR RANKING MEMBER THOMPSON: On be- 
half of the members of the Cargo Airline As- 
sociation, I am writing to thank you for the 
introduction of H.R. 1447, the Aviation 
Stakeholder Participation Act. This Bill 
would require the re-establishment of an 
Aviation Security Advisory Committee 
(ASAC) to facilitate communications be- 
tween the Transportation Security Adminis- 
tration (TSA) and the aviation industry. 

Historically, the ASAC formed the basis of 
major initiatives, with industry members 
working closely with Government Agencies 
to address a variety of security-related 
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issues. These issues have been traditionally 
discussed in various Working Groups estab- 
lished under the ASAC umbrella. A prime ex- 
ample of the utility of this structure was the 
establishment of three air cargo Working 
Groups formed to develop proposed new regu- 
lations to address air cargo security threats 
after the September 11, 2001, attacks. The 
recommendations of these Working Groups 
eventually formed the basis of an entirely 
new TSA air cargo regulatory scheme. Un- 
fortunately, the ASAC charter expired sev- 
eral years ago and today no government-in- 
dustry advisory committee exists. 

H.R. 1447 would correct this problem and 
contains a mandate, not only for ASAC 
itself, but also for various Working Groups 
that would address the key issues of the day. 
This re-establishment of ASAC is long over- 
due and we support your efforts. Please do 
not hesitate to contact us if you have any 
questions. 

Sincerely yours, 
STEPHEN A. ALTERMAN, 
President. 
AIRPORTS COUNCIL INTERNATIONAL, 
June 25, 2012. 
Hon. BENNIE G. THOMPSON, 
Ranking Member, House Committee on Home- 
land Security, Washington, DC. 

DEAR RANKING MEMBER THOMPSON: On be- 
half of the Airports Council International— 
North America (ACI-NA), which represents 
334 local, regional, and state governing bod- 
ies that own and operate commercial air- 
ports throughout the United States, I am 
pleased to offer our endorsement of H.R. 1447, 
the Aviation Security Stakeholder Partici- 
pation Act of 2011. 

Airport operators have long advocated for 
the Transportation Security Administration 
(TSA) to re-establish the Aviation Security 
Advisory Committee (ASAC). The ASAC al- 
lowed aviation stakeholders, including air- 
port operators to advise TSA on aviation se- 
curity policies, programs, rulemakings and 
security directives pertaining to aviation se- 
curity. H.R. 1447 would allow the ASAC once 
again to provide valuable input into TSA’s 
proposed rules, security directives and avia- 
tion security programs which help protect 
airports, airlines and their passengers. 

Again, thank you for your continued sup- 
port of airport operators and on recognizing 
the value of having stakeholder input into 
aviation security programs and TSA regula- 
tions. We look forward to working with you 
on the passage of H.R. 1447. 

Sincerely, 
GREG PRINCIPATO, 
President, Airports Council 
International— 
North America. 

Mr. KING of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
the private sector is a vital partner in 
transportation security, and the ASAC 
ensures that industry has a seat at the 
table as the government works to 
make our homeland more secure. 

I urge the adoption of this bipartisan 
bill, and I yield back the balance of my 
time. 

Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
| rise today in support of H.R. 1447, “Aviation 
Security Stakeholder Participation Act of 
2011.” Currently the Transportation Security 
Administration’s (TSA’s) Aviation Security Ad- 
visory Committee advises the Assistant Sec- 
retary of Homeland Security on issues related 
to aviation security. This bill: 

(1) authorizes the existence of the Aviation 
Security Advisory Committee, 
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(2) ensures key stakeholders with first 
knowledge of the security challenges our avia- 
tion system faces have a voice when TSA is 
considering implementing security policies and 

(3) establishes specific working groups to 
address cargo, perimeter and general aviation. 

| firmly believe that more can be done to 
protect and improve upon the security of our 
Nation’s airways which is why | have consist- 
ently introduced legislation to improve our Na- 
tion’s defense against security threats. The 
District | represent in Houston, Texas is home 
to two of the world’s busiest airports, and the 
Johnson Space Center. Air transportation in 
the Houston metro area is about 30% above 
the national average and in Texas, the avia- 
tion industry employs nearly 200,000 people. 
We need to ensure that all cargo flight oper- 
ations are secure, protect aircraft from laser 
attacks, and implement a threat-based security 
system. 

Because of the necessity of H.R. 1447’s im- 
plications, it already has the support of the 
U.S. Travel Association, Cargo Airline Asso- 
ciation and the Airports Council International— 
North America. In addition it has received the 
unanimous support of the Committee on 
Homeland Security. 

Mr. Speaker, these entities and the Home- 
land Security Committee recognize it is imper- 
ative to continue to ensure to strengthen the 
aviation industry’s effort to make sure all trav- 
elers and cargo are safe traveling within and 
through the United States. 

Enhanced security protects our economic in- 
terests: air cargo is over a $60 billion industry, 
and according to the International Air Trans- 
port Association, transports 35% of the value 
of goods traded globally. More importantly, im- 
plementing this bill will protect our citizens. 
Well trained employees and representatives 
are essential in recognizing suspicious activity 
and people that want to endanger our trav- 
elers. 

Ms. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today in support of H.R. 1447, the Aviation 
Security Stakeholder Participation Act of 2011, 
which amongst other things amends title 49 of 
the United States Code to direct the Assistant 
Secretary of Homeland Security (Transpor- 
tation Security Administration) to establish an 
Aviation Security Advisory Committee (ASAC). 

The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) 
established the ASAC in 1989 following the 
bombing of Pan American World Airways 
Flight 103. When the Transportation Security 
Administration (TSA) was established, the 
sponsorship of the ASAC transferred to TSA. 
Despite significant contributions to TSA policy- 
making, particularly with respect to air cargo 
security, and strong support from aviation se- 
curity stakeholders who participated in the 
ASAC, TSA allowed the ASAC’s charter to ex- 
pire. 

H.R. 1447 provides for the establishment of 
an ASAC to assist and make recommenda- 
tions to the TSA Assistant Secretary on avia- 
tion security matters, including the develop- 
ment and implementation of policies, pro- 
grams, rulemaking, and security directives per- 
taining to aviation security. Within the Advisory 
Committee are three subcommittees: (1) an air 
cargo security working group, (2) a general 
aviation working group, and (3) an airport pe- 
rimeter security working group. 
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U.S. and industry stakeholders have ex- 
pressed frustration about the level of dialogue 
with TSA about the threat of potential attacks. 
The lack of communication between TSA and 
stakeholders makes our aviation industry vul- 
nerable to threats such as Yemen insurgents 
shipping explosive devices on our passenger 
and cargo airplanes. H.R. 1447 provides us 
with the tools to reopen these lines of commu- 
nication between air carriers to aircraft manu- 
facturers from aviation technology security in- 
dustries to labor organizations. 

Mr. Speaker, as a member of the Com- 
mittee on Homeland Security, | fought for and 
strongly supported legislation that protects our 
homeland and our people. | will continue to 
support legislation that enables us to stay 
ahead of any potential threat. That is why | 
support H.R. 1447, the Aviation Security 
Stakeholder Participation Act of 2011, and 
urge my colleagues to do likewise. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from New York (Mr. 
KING) that the House suspend the rules 
and pass the bill, H.R. 1447, as amend- 
ed. 

The question was taken. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the 
opinion of the Chair, two-thirds being 
in the affirmative, the ayes have it. 

Mr. KING of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
I object to the vote on the ground that 
a quorum is not present and make the 
point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, further pro- 
ceedings on this question will be post- 
poned. 

The point of no quorum is considered 
withdrawn. 
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USE OF GRANT FUNDS FOR 
PROJECTS CONDUCTED IN CON- 
JUNCTION WITH A NATIONAL 
LABORATORY OR RESEARCH FA- 
CILITY 


Mr. KING of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
I move to suspend the rules and pass 
the bill (H.R. 5843) to amend the Home- 
land Security Act of 2002 to permit use 
of certain grant funds for training con- 
ducted in conjunction with a national 
laboratory or research facility. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The text of the bill is as follows: 

H.R. 5843 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. USE OF GRANT FUNDS FOR 
PROJECTS CONDUCTED IN CON- 
JUNCTION WITH A NATIONAL LAB- 
ORATORY OR RESEARCH FACILITY. 

Section 2008(a)(2) of the Homeland Secu- 
rity Act of 2002 (6 U.S.C. 609(a)(2)) is amended 
by inserting ‘‘training conducted in conjunc- 
tion with a national laboratory or research 
facility and” after ‘‘including’’. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
New York (Mr. KING) and the gen- 
tleman from Mississippi (Mr. THOMP- 
SON) each will control 20 minutes. 
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The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from New York. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. KING of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent that all Mem- 
bers have 5 legislative days within 
which to revise and extend their re- 
marks and include any extraneous ma- 
terial on the bill under consideration. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from New York? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. KING of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield myself such time as I may con- 
sume. 

Mr. Speaker, this bill, introduced by 
Mr. LUNGREN, is a simple statutory 
clarification that allows State and 
local governments and emergency 
management officials to use existing 
FEMA State Homeland Security Grant 
Program and Urban Area Security Ini- 
tiative funds to work with national 
labs where appropriate. 

H.R. 5843 amends the Homeland Secu- 
rity Act of 2002 by inserting a clarifica- 
tion into the ‘‘allowable use” section of 
the Homeland Security Grant Program 
section. Clarifying this ‘‘allowable use’’ 
under the grants program will allow 
these State and local first responders 
to leverage the expertise at national 
labs for research and training purposes. 

This is a simple, solid, good govern- 
ment measure that will help maximize 
the use of limited Federal grant dol- 
lars. This bill will allow State and 
local officials to cut through FEMA red 
tape, which makes it harder for first 
responders to work with the Federal 
national labs and make the best deci- 
sions for their homeland security 
needs. This bill will eliminate hoops 
that State and locals have to go 
through to gain access to this expertise 
and training. 

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman 
from California (Mr. LUNGREN) for his 
work on this issue and so many others 
on the committee. 

I urge passage of the bill. I reserve 
the balance of my time. 

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I’m perplexed that the 
House is considering H.R. 5843 today. I 
cannot understand why this bill is on 
the schedule. It was introduced just 
over a month ago and has not been vet- 
ted by the committee. Why are we giv- 
ing expedited attention to a bill that 
has just two cosponsors, both of whom 
are Republican? Whatever the problem 
it purports to solve has not been the 
subject of so much as a Member-level 
briefing, let alone a hearing or a mark- 
up. 

Section 208(a)(13) of the Homeland 
Security Act already allows the De- 
partment to approve the spending of 
grant funds on training by national 
labs. Without so much as a hearing 
where the committee can take testi- 
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mony on this matter, it is hard to jus- 
tify taking up precious House floor 
time on this bill, especially in a week 
where we must take urgent action on 
Pell Grants and highway funding. So 
instead, I choose to use this time to 
discuss the dwindling Federal support 
for homeland security activities, a far 
more timely concern for State, local, 
and tribal authorities than H.R. 5843. 

In the wake of the September 11 at- 
tack, as a government, we committed 
to safeguarding our homeland by build- 
ing and preserving preparedness capa- 
bilities. Yet since the beginning of the 
112th Congress, that commitment 
seems to have dangerously wavered. 

In just 2 short years, vital Homeland 
Security Grant Programs have been 
significantly cut, and, as a result, the 
level of preparedness fostered by the 
programs, such as the Urban Areas Se- 
curity Initiative, Port Security Grant 
Program, Transit Security Grant Pro- 
gram, and the Metropolitan Medical 
Response System, have been under- 
mined. Given that the authorizations 
for many of these targeted programs 
are expiring, a far better use of our 
time would be to reauthorize the Tran- 
sit Security Grant Program or the 
Metropolitan Medical Response pro- 
gram. 

Mr. Speaker, before I reserve my 
time, I would note for the record that 
there are two other much more plau- 
sible candidates for consideration by 
the full House that were introduced by 
the gentleman from California. One ad- 
dressed the cybersecurity threat and 
was ordered reported in April. The 
other authorizes DHS’s chemical facil- 
ity security program and is pending on 
the Union Calendar. 

Mr. Speaker, speaking of the Union 
Calendar, I would also note that this 
bill is receiving expedited consider- 
ation while four measures ordered re- 
ported by the Committee on Homeland 
Security remain on the Union Calendar 
without action. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. KING of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
I am proud, at this time, to yield such 
time as he may consume to the distin- 
guished gentleman from California 
(Mr. LUNGREN), who is chairman of the 
Subcommittee on Cybersecurity, Infra- 
structure Protection, and Security 
Technologies; and during his time on 
the committee has contributed as 
much as, if not more than, any other 
Member, and, in fact, returned to Con- 
gress for the purpose of doing all he 
could to enhance our homeland secu- 
rity. 

Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali- 
fornia. I thank the gentleman for yield- 
ing. 

I might say that this should not be a 
surprise bill to anybody. This is actu- 
ally a part of the authorization bill 
that we already worked on. It has come 
about as a result of the fact of com- 
plaints from local jurisdictions that 
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they were unable to utilize funds in a 
way that they thought was most effec- 
tive. 

This bill would simply permit recipi- 
ents of certain FEMA grants to use 
this funding for training and exercises 
conducted in conjunction with a na- 
tional lab or Federal research facility. 
There’s no additional cost. The CBO re- 
port shows there’s no additional cost. 
In other words, the bill expands the al- 
lowable use of FEMA grants and en- 
sures that emergency managers, first 
responders, and local governments can 
use these grant dollars to leverage the 
expertise of our national labs and re- 
search facilities. 

We have had plenty of hearings on 
the viability of our national labs and 
research facilities and the fact that we 
need to leverage more, in these tough 
budget times, their expertise to help us 
come up with solutions and prepare, 
among others, first responders to the 
challenges that we face in these times. 
With fewer grant dollars available, it’s 
important that State and local govern- 
ments be able to use them for the 
greatest public benefit. 

AS we all know, State and local gov- 
ernments everywhere are also oper- 
ating under severe budget limitations, 
and increasing the allowable use of 
FEMA grants helps these cash-strapped 
governments to address their emer- 
gency needs. Using our existing na- 
tional assets for training and research 
is another way to efficiently leverage 
the scientific expertise available at 
these facilities. 

I just want to correct the record. 
This is not just cosponsored by two 
other Members, both of whom are Re- 
publicans. It is cosponsored by Rep- 
resentative STARK from California and 
Representative LUJÁN from New Mex- 
ico. In addition, on the Republican 
side, Mr. TURNER from New York, Mr. 
LONG from Missouri, Mr. MARINO from 
Pennsylvania, Mr. BILIRAKIS from Flor- 
ida, and Mr. KING from New York. 
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We have heard not only from entities 
in the State of California, but I believe 
also in New York and New Jersey about 
concerns that they were unable to use 
their grants in the most efficient way, 
and absent a clarification of statutory 
language, FEMA was not going to 
allow them to participate in this way. 

Now, some would ask what examples 
might we have of how these funds 
might be used. I will just use my home 
State of California. The Naval Post- 
graduate School, which is a Federal en- 
tity in Monterey, provides unique 
training to State and local officials 
through its Center for Homeland De- 
fense and Security. The Lawrence 
Livermore Laboratory is a govern- 
ment-owned, contract-operated facility 
managed through a contract between 
the Laboratory Board of Governors and 
DOE’s National Nuclear Security Ad- 
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ministration. These national labs can 
provide a myriad of research and tech- 
nical support to programs that support 
State and local emergency responders, 
things such as risk analysis and secu- 
rity systems evaluation. And just an- 
other example, the Navy Space and 
Naval Warfare Systems Command in 
San Diego has substantial capability 
and interest in helping emergency re- 
sponders with communications and nu- 
clear detention. 

So we are responding in as quick a 
fashion as we can to complaints that 
we’ve heard from local jurisdictions 
that they were unable to use their 
FEMA grants in the most effective way 
in leveraging, as I say, the expertise, 
the unique expertise of national labs 
and Federal research facilities. That is 
the purpose of this legislation. It is a 
very simple, a one-sentence clarifica- 
tion of the underlying statute. I would 
hope that we have unanimous support 
for this bill. 

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr. 
Speaker, I’m prepared to close. I don’t 
have any more speakers. 

Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali- 
fornia. Mr. Speaker, Mr. KING had to 
leave, and I ask unanimous consent 
that I control the time of Representa- 
tive KING. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia will control the time. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr. 
Speaker, we owe it to our Nation’s first 
responders to ensure that they have 
the resources needed to perform their 
jobs and to get it right when we alter 
the allowable uses for those funds. Get- 
ting it right in this body requires delib- 
eration and debate in the committee of 
jurisdiction. 

Unfortunately, Mr. Speaker, the bill 
we are considering today failed to re- 
ceive such deliberation or debate. 
Therefore, it is hard to say whether it 
is responsive to the needs of first re- 
sponders. What I can say for a fact is 
reauthorizing key Homeland Security 
grant programs would bolster prepared- 
ness and be responsive to the needs of 
our first responders. 

And with that, Mr. Speaker, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali- 
fornia. Mr. Speaker, this is a simple 
bill responding to a simple problem. 
Actually, this bill undoes redtape that 
ought not to be there. It leverages the 
best assets of the Federal Government, 
working with our first responders in 
our local communities in ways that 
they asked us to try and deal with the 
problem. It’s not a fancy bill. It is a 
simple bill. It is straightforward. And, 
therefore, I ask for a unanimous vote 
on this from my colleagues, and I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from New York (Mr. 
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KING) that the House suspend the rules 
and pass the bill, H.R. 5848. 

The question was taken. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the 
opinion of the Chair, two-thirds being 
in the affirmative, the ayes have it. 

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr. 
Speaker, I object to the vote on the 
ground that a quorum is not present 
and make the point of order that a 
quorum is not present. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, further pro- 
ceedings on this question will be post- 
poned. 

The point of no quorum is considered 
withdrawn. 


——— 


TRANSPORTATION WORKER IDEN- 
TIFICATION PROCESS REFORM 
ACT 


Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali- 
fornia. Mr. Speaker, I move to suspend 
the rules and pass the bill (H.R. 3173) to 
direct the Secretary of Homeland Secu- 
rity to reform the process for the en- 
rollment, activation, issuance, and re- 
newal of a Transportation Worker 
Identification Credential (TWIC) to re- 
quire, in total, not more than one in- 
person visit to a designated enrollment 
center, as amended. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The text of the bill is as follows: 

H.R. 3173 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. FINDINGS. 

Congress finds the following: 

(1) United States workers employed at nearly 
2,600 marine facilities and onboard nearly 13,000 
United States-flag vessels are required to carry 
a Transportation Worker Identification Creden- 
tial (TWIC) under the Maritime Transportation 
Security Act of 2002 (MTSA). Department of 
Homeland Security (DHS) regulations require 
merchant mariners who hold a Coast Guard- 
issued Merchant Mariner Credential (MMC) 
and individuals who require unescorted access 
to secure areas of MTSA-regulated vessels and 
facilities to carry a TWIC. 

(2) To date, nearly two million transportation 
workers have applied for and received a TWIC. 
Applicants must pay $132.50 to obtain the 
TWIC, and make two or more trips to an enroll- 
ment center to apply for, and then to pick up 
and activate, their TWIC. 

(3) A TWIC is valid for a maximum of five 
years, at which time the cardholder must re- 
quest issuance of a new card. This process re- 
quires workers to make an additional two or 
more trips to the enrollment center and again 
pay $132.50 to receive a new card. 

(4) In addition to the cost of the card, workers 
face the burden of making two or more time-con- 
suming and often expensive round trips to a 
TWIC enrollment center. In many instances, the 
nearest enrollment center is hundreds of miles 
from a worker’s home. 

(5) The TWIC enrollment process requiring 
two or more round trips to an enrollment center 
is not mandated by statute or by regulation. The 
process is driven by a DHS policy decision to 
align the requirements for TWIC issuance with 
standards for Personal Identity Verification 
(PIV) for Federal employees and contractors. 
These standards are contained in Federal Infor- 
mation Processing Standard Publication 201 
(FIPS-201). 


June 26, 2012 


(6) While DHS has made the policy decision to 
generally align the TWIC enrollment process 
with the FIPS-201 standard, the Department 
may elect to deviate from this standard in in- 
stances where it believes an alternative ap- 
proach is more appropriate for the TWIC pro- 
gram. 

(7) Unlike other Government-issued creden- 
tials that adhere to the FIPS-201 standard, the 
TWIC is effectively a work permit for a highly- 
mobile private sector workforce. 

(8) Possession of a TWIC does not allow a 
TWIC holder to gain unescorted access to secure 
areas of MTSA-regulated vessels and facilities 
unless the TWIC holder is authorized to do so 
under a Coast Guard-approved vessel or facility 
security plan. 

(9) DHS has the statutory authority and regu- 
latory flexibility to develop an alternative proc- 
ess for TWIC enrollment and issuance that does 
not require applicants to make multiple trips to 
a TWIC enrollment center. 

(10) Other secure Government-issued identity 
documents, including United States passports, 
can be distributed to applicants by mail. 

(11) Congress mandated the issuance of a final 
rule setting forth requirements for TWIC biomet- 
ric readers no later than two years after the 
TWIC pilot began, which would have been Au- 
gust 2010; such a final rule has to date not been 
issued. 

SEC. 2. SENSE OF CONGRESS. 

It is the sense of Congress that— 

(1) to avoid further imposing unnecessary and 
costly regulatory burdens on United States 
workers and businesses, it is urgent that the 
TWIC application process be reformed by not 
later than the end of 2012, when hundreds of 
thousands of current TWIC holders will begin to 
face the requirement to renew their TWICs; 

(2) the Secretary of Homeland Security should 
promulgate final regulations that require the de- 
ployment of TWIC readers as soon as prac- 
ticable, in order to ensure the TWIC program re- 
alizes its intended security purpose; and 

(3) funds, which have been awarded under the 
Port Security Grant Program for the purpose of 
funding TWIC projects, shall not expire before 
the issuance of the final TWIC reader rule. 

SEC. 3. TWIC APPLICATION REFORM. 

Not later than 90 days after the date of the 
enactment of this Act, the Secretary of Home- 
land Security shall reform the process for the 
enrollment, activation, issuance, and renewal of 
a Transportation Worker Identification Creden- 
tial (TWIC) to require, in total, not more than 
one in-person visit to a designated enrollment 
center except in cases in which there are extenu- 
ating circumstances, as determined by the Sec- 
retary, requiring more than one such in-person 
visit. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
California (Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN) 
and the gentleman from Mississippi 
(Mr. THOMPSON) each will control 20 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from California. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali- 
fornia. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous 
consent that all Members may have 5 
legislative days in which to revise and 
extend their remarks and include ex- 
traneous material on the bill under 
consideration. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from California? 

There was no objection. 
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Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali- 
fornia. Mr. Speaker, I yield myself such 
time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 3173 requires the 
Secretary of Homeland Security to re- 
form the process for issuing the Trans- 
portation Worker Identification Cre- 
dential, known as TWIC, to require not 
more than one in-person visit to an en- 
rollment center except in cases with 
extenuating circumstances. The need 
for more than one trip to an enroll- 
ment center is not mandated by stat- 
ute or regulation, but currently by 
DHS policy. Given that other very im- 
portant security documents are mailed 
to people, including the U.S. passport, 
there is no doubt that the Federal Gov- 
ernment can develop secure procedures 
for delivering TWIC documents to 
workers. 

DHS has the statutory authority and 
regulatory flexibility to develop an al- 
ternative process for TWIC enrollment 
to ease the burden on transportation 
workers. The Secretary of Homeland 
Security should reform the TWIC proc- 
ess before the end of 2012 when the first 
TWICs issued in 2007 will need to be re- 
newed and allow applicants to com- 
plete the process in only one in-person 
visit. 

I would like to thank Congressman 
STEVE SCALISE for the commonsense 
bill and urge my colleagues to support 
it. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise in strong support of 
H.R. 3178, and I yield myself such time 
as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, this measure directs the 
Department of Homeland Security to 
reform the process for the enrollment, 
activation, issuance, and renewal of a 
Transportation Worker Identification 
Credential, or TWIC, to require not 
more than one in-person visit to an en- 
rollment center to obtain a credential. 
I am proud to be an original cosponsor 
of this bill. 

Since the inception of the TWIC pro- 
gram in 2007, mariners and other trans- 
portation workers have had to make at 
least two trips to a TWIC enrollment 
center to enroll and activate their 
cards. In contrast, other federally 
issued secure identity documents, such 
as passports and merchant mariner cre- 
dentials, are mailed to the applicants. 
It is unreasonable to continue to re- 
quire workers to take off from work to 
make a second trip to the nearest 
TWIC enrollment center, which in 
some cases is hundreds of miles away, 
to obtain their credential. The bill be- 
fore us today would simply treat 
TWICs like those other federally issued 
identity documents. 

In response to this legislation and 
concern expressed by worker represent- 
atives and Members of Congress, in- 
cluding me, the Obama administration 
recently announced a new option for 
port and transportation security work- 
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ers who, starting this fall, will need to 
renew their expiring TWIC cards. 
Under this new option, TWIC holders 
may renew their cards for 3 years at a 
reduced rate of $60 and go to the enroll- 
ment center just once. 

I’m pleased that the administration 
heard us on this issue because these 
changes should help lessen the burden 
of our Nation’s 2.1 million port and 
transportation security workers, as 
DHS moves toward issuance of a final 
rule for biometric readers for the 
TWICs. 

Despite these improvements, H.R. 
3173 is still very necessary, as the re- 
cently announced option only applies 
to renewals, not first-time applicants, 
and there are no guarantees that it will 
remain in effect for the duration of the 
program. 

Passage of H.R. 3173 will be an impor- 
tant step forward in reforming a cum- 
bersome bureaucratic process and pro- 
viding relief for the more than 2 mil- 
lion transportation workers. 

I urge my colleagues to give H.R. 3173 
their support, and I reserve the balance 
of my time. 
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Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali- 
fornia. Mr. Speaker, it’s my pleasure to 
yield such time as he may consume to 
the distinguished gentleman from Lou- 
isiana (Mr. SCALISE), the author of the 
bill. 

Mr. SCALISE. I want to thank the 
gentleman from California for yielding. 
I also want to thank Chairman KING of 
New York, as well as Ranking Member 
THOMPSON of Mississippi, for cospon- 
soring this commonsense legislation. 

What we’re trying to do is reform a 
process that was started back in 2006 
that really has created a lot of com- 
plications for our transportation work- 
ers. What we’re talking about is 2 mil- 
lion Americans not only across the 
country, but some who work around 
the globe that are required by Federal 
law to have these Transportation 
Worker Identification Credentials not 
only to perform their jobs, but even to 
get promoted. 

So as these cards come up, whether 
you’re applying for them for the first 
time or trying to get them renewed, 
you have to not only make one, but 
two in-person visits. When we talk 
about these visits, in many cases peo- 
ple have to take a day off of work for 
the first, and then another day off of 
work for the second visit because this 
is a card that they’re required to have 
if they’re going to be able to work in 
the transportation industry. 

The rule that was put in place by 
TSA really is unworkable and doesn’t 
really make sense, especially as we’re 
talking about safety. It has nothing to 
do with safety. It’s just a rule that 
they came up with that we recognize, 
number one, it’s not in law, but it’s 
something that we recognize, espe- 
cially as we talk to our constituents 
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who work in the transportation indus- 
try throughout the country, that this 
is creating tremendous burdens on our 
employees who have to actually miss 
work and miss pay that goes along 
with it. 

So we’re talking about something 
that affects people’s jobs and their ca- 
reers and, in fact, in some cases has 
limited their ability to get promotions. 

I want to read parts of a letter that 
I received from Andrew Drury, who is 
an assistant cargo mate aboard the 
USS Mount Whitney. He’s in the Mer- 
chant Marines, and this has been a 
problem to him. He wrote in to our of- 
fice as he heard we were addressing 
this issue. 

He’s a graduate of the Citadel and is 
employed by Military Sealift Com- 
mand, a company that is tasked with 
supplying the U.S. Navy with anything 
from bombs, bullets, fuel and provi- 
sions to our Armed Forces. He works 
throughout Europe and Africa. He 
writes to say: ‘‘Due to my long tours of 
duty overseas,’ —his TWIC card has 
since expired, and—‘‘I am not allowed 
to advance in rank or position without 
the current TWIC credential.” 

He goes on to write: this means that 
anybody who currently works overseas 
has to take time off from work and fly 
back to the States twice. This is very 
expensive, time consuming, stressful, 
and ‘‘because I live on a ship that con- 
stantly moves around is logistically 
impossible. Sir, I am writing you in 
hope that there is something you could 
do for my fellow Merchant Mariners 
and me in this precarious situation.” 

So as we see that 2 million of our 
workers across the globe are facing 
this problem, this is a commonsense re- 
form that actually puts some new re- 
forms in place and puts some new rules 
in place that says you still make that 
first trip; but just like a passport, you 
shouldn’t have to be required to take 
time off from work to go back a second 
time. 

Again, I appreciate over 40 cospon- 
sors in a bipartisan way that have 
signed onto this. I would urge approval 
of this legislation. 

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. I 
yield myself such time as I may con- 
sume. 

Mr. Speaker, with more than 40 bi- 
partisan cosponsors, passage of this 
measure will make a strong statement 
of support for reform of the TWIC 
issuance process and American work- 
ers. I compliment the gentleman from 
Louisiana for introducing this legisla- 
tion. 

I encourage passage of H.R. 3173, and 
I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali- 
fornia. Mr. Speaker, I yield myself such 
time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, nearly 2 million trans- 
portation workers have applied for and 
received a TWIC. The goal of this bill is 
to limit the red tape involved in the 
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TWIC process so we can focus on the 
work of this Nation while being as se- 
cure as possible. 

The Secretary needs to reform the 
Transportation Workers Identification 
Credential enrollment and renewable 
process so that our workers are not 
burdened with increased and unneces- 
sary bureaucracy. 

As with the previously considered 
bill, this is an attempt by those of us 
in the Congress to try and get rid of 
some unnecessary red tape. It in no 
way undercuts the security of our Na- 
tion. As a matter of fact, it improves it 
because it gets rid of a burden on peo- 
ple that is totally without merit. 

So I ask my colleagues to support its 
passage, and I yield back the balance of 
my time. 

Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
| rise today in strong support of H.R. 3173, “to 
reform the process for enrollment, activation, 
issuance, and renewal of a Transportation 
Worker Identification Credential (TWIC) to re- 
quire not more than one in-person visit to a 
designated enrollment center.” This legislation 
removes economic tensions placed on work- 
ers due to unnecessary commutes to an en- 
rollment center. The TWIC serves as a vital 
security measure that ensures that individuals 
who pose a threat do not gain unescorted ac- 
cess to secure areas of the Nation’s maritime 
transportation system. Without a doubt, it is a 
necessary precaution for the protection of the 
America’s assets. However, the current sys- 
tem for the acquirement of a TWIC is ineffi- 
cient, superfluous, and costly for American 
transportations workers. 

In addition to the $129.75 that transportation 
employees must pay every 5 years to obtain 
the TWIC, they must also make two or more 
trips to an enrollment center to obtain it. In 
most cases, the nearest enrollment center is 
hundreds of miles away from the workers 
home. With national gas prices averaging 
nearly $4 a gallon, any mode of transportation 
chosen by the worker can quickly become 
pricey. 

This bill seeks to eliminate the pointless red- 
tape in the attainment of a TWIC, in which mil- 
lions of Americans are subject to hefty trans- 
portation costs to travel back and forth to the 
enrollment centers to obtain their TWIC. 

Mr. Speaker, as you are aware, many of our 
fellow Americans face tough economic situa- 
tions. It truly is imperative to remove this ex- 
cess and unnecessary burden placed on the 
American workers. 

As a Member of the Committee of Home- 
land Security, ensuring the protection of our 
interests from domestic threats is one of my 
top priorities. Although TWIC does just that, | 
feel that we must also endeavor to protect the 
interest of our own citizens. It simply just is 
not an economically viable option to expect 
our transportation workers to pay for two or 
more round trip journeys for the TWIC. To 
avoid imposing these unnecessary burdens on 
United States workers, it is imperative that 
Congress enact this legislation. 

This bill passed unanimously out of the 
Homeland Security Committee with broad bi- 
partisan support. | believe this is because H.R. 
3173 is the text-book example of a win-win sit- 
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uation; there are no foreseen negative con- 
sequences to the enactment of this bill. It will 
simply allow our American transportation work- 
ers to breathe a little easier. 


This reform of the TWIC Application system 
will make a huge impact on transportation 
workers and their families. Because of it, mil- 
lions of people will not lose money and pre- 
cious time with loved ones by making unnec- 
essary trips to TWIC enrollment centers. 


| strongly urge my colleagues to join me in 
supporting H.R. 3173, The TWIC Application 
Reform. 


Ms. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today in support of H.R. 3173, which directs 
the Secretary of Homeland Security to reform 
the process for the enrollment, activation, 
issuance of renewal of a Transportation Work- 
er Identification Credential, TWIC, to require, 
in total, not more than one in-person visit to a 
designated enrollment center. 


The TWIC program was established to en- 
sure all individuals who require admittance 
into secure areas of regulated maritime facili- 
ties and vessels are properly vetted and do 
not pose a threat to maritime and supply chain 
security. Current TWIC requirements require 
that applicants go to an enrollment center 
twice to complete the application and confirm 
the biometric information embedded into the 
card. 


Mr. Speaker, | believe that this is an oner- 
ous burden for workers in the maritime indus- 
try, such as merchant vessel operators and 
truck drivers, who must obtain the credential 
for employment. Individuals in need of a TWIC 
card often work long hours with little down 
time. Many cannot afford to take extended pe- 
riods of time off to go to an enrollment center, 
in some cases located hundreds of miles 
away, on two different occasions. 

| believe that the Secretary of Homeland 
Security should reform the TWIC process be- 
fore the end of 2012, when the TWICs first 
issued in 2007 will need to be renewed allow- 
ing applicants to complete the process with 
only one in-person visit. | urge Members of 
Congress to support H.R. 3173, to direct the 
Secretary of Homeland Security to reform the 
process for the enrollment, activation, 
issuance, and renewal of the TWIC program. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from California (Mr. 
DANIEL E. LUNGREN) that the House 
suspend the rules and pass the bill, 
H.R. 3178, as amended. 

The question was taken. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the 
opinion of the Chair, two-thirds being 
in the affirmative, the ayes have it. 

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr. 
Speaker, I object to the vote on the 
ground that a quorum is not present 
and make the point of order that a 
quorum is not present. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, further pro- 
ceedings on this question will be post- 
poned. 

The point of no quorum is considered 
withdrawn. 
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PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF H.R. 5973, AGRICULTURE, 
RURAL DEVELOPMENT, FOOD 
AND DRUG ADMINISTRATION, 
AND RELATED AGENCIES APPRO- 
PRIATIONS ACT, 2013; AND PRO- 
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF 
H.R. 5972, TRANSPORTATION, 
HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOP- 
MENT, AND RELATED AGENCIES 
APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 2013 


Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, by direction 
of the Committee on Rules, I call up 
House Resolution 697 and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol- 
lows: 

H. RES. 697 


Resolved, That at any time after the adop- 
tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur- 
suant to clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the 
House resolved into the Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union for 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 5973) making 
appropriations for Agriculture, Rural Devel- 
opment, Food and Drug Administration, and 
Related Agencies programs for the fiscal 
year ending September 30, 2018, and for other 
purposes. The first reading of the bill shall 
be dispensed with. All points of order against 
consideration of the bill are waived. General 
debate shall be confined to the bill and shall 
not exceed one hour equally divided and con- 
trolled by the chair and ranking minority 
member of the Committee on Appropria- 
tions. After general debate the bill shall be 
considered for amendment under the five- 
minute rule. Points of order against provi- 
sions in the bill for failure to comply with 
clause 2 of rule XXI are waived. During con- 
sideration of the bill for amendment, the 
chair of the Committee of the Whole may ac- 
cord priority in recognition on the basis of 
whether the Member offering an amendment 
has caused it to be printed in the portion of 
the Congressional Record designated for that 
purpose in clause 8 of rule XVIII. Amend- 
ments so printed shall be considered as read. 
When the committee rises and reports the 
bill back to the House with a recommenda- 
tion that the bill do pass, the previous ques- 
tion shall be considered as ordered on the 
bill and amendments thereto to final passage 
without intervening motion except one mo- 
tion to recommit with or without instruc- 
tions. 

SEC. 2. At any time after the adoption of 
this resolution the Speaker may, pursuant to 
clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the House 
resolved into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union for consider- 
ation of the bill (H.R. 5972) making appro- 
priations for the Departments of Transpor- 
tation, and Housing and Urban Development, 
and related agencies for the fiscal year end- 
ing September 30, 2018, and for other pur- 
poses. The first reading of the bill shall be 
dispensed with. All points of order against 
consideration of the bill are waived. General 
debate shall be confined to the bill and shall 
not exceed one hour equally divided and con- 
trolled by the chair and ranking minority 
member of the Committee on Appropria- 
tions. After general debate the bill shall be 
considered for amendment under the five- 
minute rule. Points of order against provi- 
sions in the bill for failure to comply with 
clause 2 of rule XXI are waived except for 
section 169C. The amendment specified in 
section 3 of this resolution shall be consid- 
ered as adopted in the House and in the Com- 
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mittee of the Whole. During consideration of 
the bill for further amendment, the chair of 
the Committee of the Whole may accord pri- 
ority in recognition on the basis of whether 
the Member offering an amendment has 
caused it to be printed in the portion of the 
Congressional Record designated for that 
purpose in clause 8 of rule XVIII. Amend- 
ments so printed shall be considered as read. 
When the committee rises and reports the 
bill, as amended, back to the House with a 
recommendation that the bill do pass, the 
previous question shall be considered as or- 
dered on the bill and amendments thereto to 
final passage without intervening motion ex- 
cept one motion to recommit with or with- 
out instructions. 

SEC. 3. The amendment referred to in sec- 
tion 2 of this resolution is as follows: insert 
before section 418 the caption ‘‘Spending Re- 
duction Account”. 

SEC. 4. It shall be in order without inter- 
vention of any point of order to consider con- 
current resolutions providing for adjourn- 
ment during the month of July. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tlewoman from North Carolina is rec- 
ognized for 1 hour. 


O 1730 


Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, for the pur- 
pose of debate only, I yield the cus- 
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman 
from Massachusetts (Mr. MCGOVERN), 
pending which I yield myself such time 
as I may consume. During consider- 
ation of this resolution, all time yield- 
ed is for the purpose of debate only. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent that all Members have 5 
legislative days to revise and extend 
their remarks. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle- 
woman from North Carolina? 

There was no objection. 

Ms. FOXX. House Resolution 697 pro- 
vides for an open rule providing for 
consideration of two bills, H.R. 5978, 
which is a bill making appropriations 
for fiscal year 2013 for Agriculture, 
Rural Development, Food and Drug Ad- 
ministration and related agencies, and 
H.R. 5972, the fiscal year 2013 Transpor- 
tation, Housing and Urban Develop- 
ment and Related Agencies Appropria- 
tions Act. 

Mr. Speaker, House Republicans are 
offering yet another open rule, some- 
thing that our liberal Democrat col- 
leagues gleefully denied this House 
when they held the gavel. Once again, 
House Republicans continue our com- 
mitment to an open appropriations 
process in which all Members from 
both parties have an opportunity to in- 
fluence the final legislative product. 

In fact, this rule represents the elev- 
enth open rule the Rules Committee 
has reported to the House thus far in 
the 112th Congress, which is in stark 
contrast to the 111th, in which the 
House considered a grand total of zero 


open rules. 
I want to thank my colleagues from 
the Appropriations Committee for 


their leadership and hard work in pro- 
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ducing the two bills referenced in this 
rule. H.R. 5973 includes $19.4 billion in 
discretionary funding, which rep- 
resents a cut of $365 million below last 
year’s level. H.R. 5972 provides a total 
of $51.6 billion in discretionary spend- 
ing for the departments and agencies 
funded in the bill for fiscal 2013, which 
is a level representing $3.9 billion 
below last year’s level. 

While my liberal colleagues would 
undoubtedly prefer to borrow and 
spend more and continue to ignore the 
dire fiscal realities of our country, 
House Republicans remain committed 
to reining in wasteful spending, even if 
it involves making difficult and some- 
times unpopular decisions in order to 
save our country from fiscal ruin. 

The simple truth is we cannot afford 
to fund every program at the bloated 
levels that, for many years, kept polit- 
ical promises but, in the end, hurt the 
fiscal stability of our country. It would 
be unconscionable to continue 
indebting future generations to credi- 
tors like China without working to re- 
duce Federal spending, which is the 
real driver of our deficit. 

These are important bills, Mr. Speak- 
er, and I’m proud that House Repub- 
licans, led by our esteemed Rules Com- 
mittee Chairman DREIER, have em- 
braced an open process to consider this 
legislation. We welcome the support of 
our Democrat colleagues on final pas- 
sage of the underlying legislation. 

At this time, Mr. Speaker, I reserve 
the balance of my time. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentle- 
woman from North Carolina, Dr. Foxx, 
for yielding me the customary 30 min- 
utes. 

Mr. Speaker, before I begin, I just 
would like to point out to my col- 
leagues that I don’t want them to be 
under the misimpression that somehow 
this Republican leadership is somehow 
conducting an open and transparent 
process. At last count, they have given 
us 41 completely closed rules, and 
that’s not even getting into the num- 
ber of structured rules we’ve had. So I 
would be a little bit more humble be- 
fore I would brag about the open proc- 
ess in this House. 

I rise in opposition to this rule, 
which combines two unrelated appro- 
priations bills, Transportation, Hous- 
ing and Urban Development and the 
Agriculture appropriations bills. And 
this rule also concedes that the House 
Republicans will not finish all their ap- 
propriation bills on time. 

Under the House rules, the House 
cannot adjourn for more than 3 days in 
a row in July unless all the appropria- 
tion bills are finished. Section 4 in this 
rule is an admission that the Repub- 
lican leadership hasn’t met this thresh- 
old. 

Mr. Speaker, I also oppose this rule 
because Republican budget caps have 
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made it impossible to bring appropria- 
tions bills to the floor that meet the 
needs of our country. Rather than a 
balanced, fair approach to control our 
Federal deficit, Republicans have 
launched an all-out assault against 
middle-income families and those who 
are struggling in poverty. Rather than 
asking Donald Trump to pay one penny 
more in taxes, the Republicans are pur- 
suing an agenda that would decimate 
food stamps, that turns Medicare into 
a voucher program, that goes after stu- 
dent loans. I could go on and on and on. 
Everything that they bring to this 
floor lowers the quality of life and the 
standard of living for the people in this 
country. 

This Congress should be about lifting 
people up, not putting people down. 
And yet, the bills that get brought to 
this floor, time and time again, are all 
about putting the American people 
down. 

Not only is the underlying Transpor- 
tation appropriations bill underfunded, 
but we’re considering it while the 
ninth—the ninth—extension of the sur- 
face transportation bill, the bill that 
funds our roads and bridges, is on the 
verge of expiring, and the summer con- 
struction season quickly moves to- 
wards a close. 

We need a transportation bill, and we 
would have one, Mr. Speaker, if the Re- 
publican leadership would simply ac- 
cept the bipartisan Senate bill. In- 
stead, the Republican leadership has 
decided to play politics by including 
unrelated provisions like the construc- 
tion of the Keystone pipeline in a bill 
meant to build and repair America’s 
roads and bridges, in a bill that would 
have put thousands and thousands and 
thousands of Americans to work on 
these critical projects. 

I had the honor of hosting Transpor- 
tation Secretary Ray LaHood, a former 
Republican Member of this body, in my 
congressional district yesterday. Sec- 
retary LaHood made it clear that Con- 
gress needs to get its act together and 
pass a transportation bill. Rather than 
more recesses, I would say to my 
friends, we ought to stay here and not 
leave until we get this bill passed. 

Instead, this transportation appro- 
priations bill is, essentially, a shell full 
of placeholder language waiting for the 
authorization bill to be finished. This 
is not a way to legislate. 

My friends on the other side of the 
aisle like to say, where are the jobs? 
Well, I’ll tell you where the jobs are. 
They’re in this transportation bill that 
they are holding up, that they are 
holding hostage. You want to put 
Americans back to work? Pass this 
bill. 

I’m also deeply disappointed, Mr. 
Speaker, that this is the second year in 
a row that the appropriations bill fails 
to fund the Sustainable Communities 
initiative, which brings together the 
Department of Transportation, HUD, 
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and EPA to develop effective models of 
integrated planning and promote eco- 
nomic development in metropolitan 
areas across the country. We should be 
pursuing the smart, holistic ap- 
proaches to urban planning and im- 
provement encouraged by the Sustain- 
able Communities initiative, and this 
bill doesn’t do that. 

I also have concerns with the project- 
based Section 8 funding level included 
in the THUD legislation, and with pro- 
posals to short-fund project-based con- 
tracts. Short-funding does not reduce 
Federal expenditures, but instead 
shifts the cost to the next fiscal year. 
In fact, according to the National 
Housing Trust, short-funding can in- 
crease financing costs because of the 
uncertainty it creates among lenders 
and investors. Short-funding is a direct 
result of the need to conform to the 
Ryan budget, and I hope that the Sen- 
ate’s funding level is adopted during 
this conference, if they ever do have a 
conference. 

The sad reality, Mr. Speaker, is that 
of these two appropriations bills, the 
Transportation, Housing and Urban De- 
velopment appropriations is the better 
one. And this Agriculture appropria- 
tions bill is, to put it nicely, not where 
it needs to be. It is woefully inadequate 
in several places, and it continues a 
pattern set by this Republican leader- 
ship of trying to undermine the Wall 
Street reforms made under Dodd-Frank 
and to dismantle the antihunger safety 
net. 

This bill decimates funding for the 
Commodity Futures Trading Corpora- 
tion, one of the key regulators of the 
financial services industry. In fact, the 
bill cuts funding for the CFTC by 41 
percent, a cut that will drastically re- 
duce CFTC’s ability to oversee an in- 
dustry that continues to take risky 
gambles, as evidenced by J.P. Morgan’s 
recent loss of $2 billion. The Repub- 
lican leadership, once again, would 
rather allow Wall Street to run amok 
instead of providing proper oversight 
so that Americans on Main Street 
don’t get taken to the cleaners. 

Also not surprising is this Repub- 
lican leadership’s continued assault on 
the hungry in America. Over the past 
18 months, the Republican leadership 
has pushed two plans to block grant 
SNAP, formerly known as food stamps, 
dramatically cut WIC funding in last 
year’s Agriculture appropriations bill, 
and brought a reconciliation bill to the 
floor that would cut $36 million from 
SNAP, the most effective and efficient 
Federal antihunger program we have in 
this country. 
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Of course, we are still anticipating a 
farm bill from the Agriculture Com- 
mittee that will cut at least $14 billion 
from this program. Also, while this bill 
funds WIC at $6.9 billion, it is still $119 
million short of President Obama’s re- 
quest. 
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In essence, this bill is gambling that 
food prices and participation will sta- 
bilize and not continue to rise. Yet just 
as concerning is the lack of set-asides 
for breast-feeding counselors, elec- 
tronic benefit cards and infrastructure. 
These provisions were included in the 
President’s request and also in the Sen- 
ate bill. They should not be excluded 
from the House version. 

The other problem with the WIC lan- 
guage is the provision dealing with 
white potatoes. For the first time, Con- 
gress is mandating that white potatoes 
be included in the WIC food package. 
This is unprecedented and is deeply 
troubling. Congress has never, until 
now, interfered with the science of the 
WIC food package. This food package 
was specifically designed by the Insti- 
tute of Medicine to provide the nec- 
essary nutrients through specific foods 
that are often not consumed, for a vari- 
ety of reasons, by low-income pregnant 
women and their newborns, infants and 
young children. Like the effort to treat 
pizza as a vegetable, this is clearly 
done on behalf of industry. It does not 
belong in this bill. 

This bill also cuts the Commodities 
Supplemental Food Program below the 
President’s request. This program pro- 
vides food to seniors across the coun- 
try, but the funding level in this bill is 
so inadequate that it will actually re- 
sult in 55,000 fewer seniors being 
served. That’s 55,000 fewer low-income 
seniors on fixed incomes who will have 
food taken away from them simply be- 
cause this committee decided that 
tightening our Nation’s fiscal belt 
should mean less food for elderly in 
America instead of fewer profits for the 
wealthy. 

The Agriculture appropriations bill 
doesn’t spare international food aid 
from drastic cuts either. This bill cuts 
title II PL480 by 22 percent, or $316 mil- 
lion, under FY12 levels and $250 million 
below the President’s FY13 request. 
These dramatic cuts would result in de- 
creases in emergency services to be- 
tween 6 million and 8 million vulner- 
able people, some of whom are already 
on the brink of starvation. They also 
weaken the funding for programs that 
fight long-term hunger and that build 
the capacity of people to withstand 
new emergencies. For example, it was 
the Food for Peace development pro- 
grams in Ethiopia that helped keep 
communities from falling into famine 
and to withstand the shock of last 
year’s drought, saving the American 
taxpayer hundreds of millions of dol- 
lars. 

Not only are these cuts unconscion- 
able, but they are unwise because they 
will ultimately lead to future costs 
should there be widespread hunger, 
famine or civil unrest that requires 
American assistance. Mr. Speaker, we 
need to do better. We must do better. 
We need a surface transportation bill 
that actually puts Americans back to 
work. 
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I again ask my Republican friends to 
stop holding the Senate bill hostage. 
Bring it to the floor. Let us have an up- 
or-down vote on it. Let us pass it and 
get people back to work. We need to 
ensure that Wall Street doesn’t, once 
again, run unchecked; and we need to 
guarantee that we don’t let Americans 
go hungry during these difficult eco- 
nomic times. The Republican agenda is 
quite contrary to where I think the 
majority of Americans are, and we’re 
seeing that agenda—that radical right- 
wing agenda—at work in these appro- 
priations bills. 

I will just close with this, Mr. Speak- 
er: 
My colleagues on the other side like 
to talk about numbers all the time 
while I like to talk about people. I got 
elected to Congress to help people. As I 
said at the beginning of my remarks, 
the agenda by this Republican major- 
ity is all about putting people down. 
We should be about lifting people up in 
this country. We can meet our budg- 
etary challenges without lowering the 
standard of living for the people of this 
country. 

With that, I urge my colleagues to 
reject this rule, and I reserve the bal- 
ance of my time. 

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, I would like 
to yield 3 minutes to the distinguished 
gentleman from Iowa (Mr. LATHAM). 

Mr. LATHAM. I thank the gentle- 
woman from North Carolina for yield- 
ing time. 

Iam very pleased to speak in favor of 
the rule on H.R. 5972, the fiscal year 


2013 Transportation, Housing and 
Urban Development appropriations 
bill. 


I want to thank the chairman and 
ranking member of the Rules Com- 
mittee for their assistance in moving 
this important bill forward. I also want 
to thank Chairman ROGERS and Rank- 
ing Member DICKS for their commit- 
ment to moving appropriations bills 
through the House so that we can fund 
America’s priorities while dem- 
onstrating the committee’s proven 
record of cutting waste, fraud, and 
abuse. 

In particular, I want to thank THUD 
Ranking Member JOHN OLVER for his 
assistance in crafting this legislation. 
This is his last THUD bill before retir- 
ing at the end of this year. 

The Transportation and HUD bill 
represents responsible choices for our 
Nation’s most pressing housing and 
transportation needs. This bill’s alloca- 
tion of $51.6 billion is almost $4 billion 
below fiscal year 2012 and is almost $2 
billion below the President’s request. 
The bill also reflects the budget resolu- 
tion passed by the House. 

The bill is largely free of authoriza- 
tions, leaving that important work to 
the Transportation and Infrastructure 
and Financial Services Committees. As 
the amendments to the THUD bill are 
rolling in, we are seeing a very familiar 
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theme—authorizing provisions. There 
are a multitude of issues, especially in 
the transportation title and the hous- 
ing title, that very desperately needed 
to be considered and acted upon by the 
authorizing committees of jurisdiction. 
A number of Members have good ideas 
for improving these programs, and the 
authorizers need to have the oppor- 
tunity to turn these ideas into law. 

The Appropriations Committee can 
only deal with existing law, so I would 
urge my colleagues with amendments 
that are out of order to please bring 
these issues to the relevant chairmen, 
and let’s improve the underlying stat- 
utes. We can’t make these authorizing 
changes on this appropriations bill. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
rule. I look forward to the general de- 
bate on the Transportation and HUD 
bill and to a very speedy amendment 
process. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
3 minutes to the ranking member of 
the Appropriations Subcommittee on 
Agriculture, the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia (Mr. FARR). 

Mr. FARR. Thank you very much for 
yielding. 

I rise in strong opposition to the 
$19.405 billion allocation that our Sub- 
committee on Agriculture and Food 
and Drug Administration-related agen- 
cies received, but I rise in support of 
the rule for moving this process for- 
ward with a great floor debate. 

The allocation given to our com- 
mittee is $1.7 billion, or 8 percent, 
below what the President requested; 
and it is $365 million, or 1.8 percent, 
below what we enacted in the House 
last year, in 2012. 

Chairman KINGSTON, my colleague on 
the Republican side of the aisle and 
chair of our committee, does a great 
job. He has talked about how we have 
savings that have been found and that, 
in tough budgetary times, everybody 
has got to tighten his belt. We all know 
that, but it’s about the cost of tight- 
ening those belts and about those who 
depend on those programs which, in 
many ways, are their survival. I feel 
several programs have been cut so 
deeply that people will either be unable 
or will have difficulty in performing 
the duties of those programs. 

This bill slashes Food for Peace by 22 
percent. Let me be crystal clear about 
what this cut means. Mr. MCGOVERN 
just spelled it out very clearly. It’s the 
wrong thing to do. It means 6 million 
to 8 million people will face starva- 
tion—6 million to 8 million people. 
Cutting food aid only increases the 
need to bump up other, more costly ef- 
forts later on. It means that 44,000 
Americans who produce that food could 
be losing their jobs. Those include 
farmers, the shippers of food, proc- 
essors, port workers, and merchant 
mariners, who ship it across the seas. 

In another example, 41 percent is 
being cut from the Commodity Futures 
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Trading Commission—41 percent. 
That’s misguided and shows a lack of 
understanding of its oversight respon- 
sibilities. A failure to fund robust over- 
sight will only hurt American tax- 
payers. The CFTC is charged with the 
oversight of unregulated swaps at $300 
trillion a year—$300 trillion of these 
swaps—and it is grossly unregulated. 

This regulatory oversight protects 
the American taxpayer and reckless 
Wall Street behavior that caused the 
2008 financial crisis. We all know that 
reckless Wall Street behavior led to 
the collapse of the housing market, 
which is still dragging down economic 
growth in all of our communities 
across America. We in Congress need to 
restore the people’s confidence in our 
ability to govern and to regulate Wall 
Street and to benefit Main Street. We 
in Congress need to restore the CFTC 
funding. 

Remember, too, that the FDA, which 
is the Food and Drug Administration, 
oversees 80 percent of our Nation’s food 
supply, including food for more than 
3,000 facilities in 200 countries around 
the world. 
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I appreciate the effort here to bump 
up food safety modernization imple- 
mentation. However, the total Food 
and Drug Administration is funded at 
$16 million under what we gave them 
last year, and $31 million below what 
was requested for this year. 

As you know, in addition to over- 
seeing most of our food supply, it is re- 
sponsible for the safety of drugs and 
medical devices, many of which are im- 
ported to the United States. 

In closing, I do think that Chairman 
KINGSTON made a good effort in 
crafting this bill, given the allocation 
he had to deal with. I support this rule 
and continue to work with him as we 
move forward on this bill. Let’s have a 
good hearty debate and adopt some 
amendments to correct it. 

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, one of the 
bills that will seek consideration under 
this open rule is H.R. 5973, which pri- 
marily funds agriculture and nutrition 
programs. The legislation contains dis- 
cretionary funding, as well as required 
mandatory funding for food and nutri- 
tion programs within the Department 
of Agriculture. This includes funding 
for the special Supplemental Nutrition 
Assistance Program for Women, In- 
fants, and Children, or WIC, the food 
stamp, or Supplemental Nutrition As- 
sistance Program, SNAP, and the child 
nutrition programs. 

The bill provides $6.9 billion in dis- 
cretionary funding for WIC, which, con- 
trary to what liberals suggest, is $303.5 
million above last year’s level. This 
program provides supplemental nutri- 
tional foods needed by pregnant and 
nursing mothers, babies, and young 
children. Language is included for 
oversight and monitoring requirements 
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to ensure the proper use of taxpayer 
dollars, as well as food price tracking 
to ensure necessary resources continue 
serving those eligible for program ben- 
efits. 

The bill provides for $19.7 billion in 
required mandatory funding outside of 
the discretionary funding jurisdiction 
of the Appropriations Committee for 
child nutrition programs, which is $1.5 
billion above last year’s level. The bill 
provides for $80 billion in required 
mandatory spending, which is, again, 
outside of the discretionary funding ju- 
risdiction of the Appropriations Com- 
mittee, for SNAP, the food stamp pro- 
gram. This is $408 million below last 
year’s level. 

Since food stamps or SNAP spending 
is driven by program participation, the 
spending is called mandatory. This leg- 
islation also includes new stringent re- 
porting requirements to help weed out 
and eliminate waste, fraud, and abuse 
in the program, such as a requirement 
for States to include the fraud hotline 
number on all EBT cards, a directive 
that the Secretary of Agriculture ban 
fraudulent vendors, and a requirement 
for States to share data with enforce- 
ment agencies. 

The legislation includes $996 million 
for food safety and inspection pro- 
grams, which is equal to the Presi- 
dent’s budget request, and a decrease of 
$9 million below last year’s level. These 
mandatory inspection activities, which 
play a significant role in maintaining 
the safety and productivity of the 
country’s $832 billion meat and poultry 
industry, help maintain critical meat, 
poultry, and egg product inspection 
and testing activities and support the 
implementation of a poultry inspection 
program to improve safety and inspec- 
tion efficiency. This voluntary inspec- 
tion program is expected to reduce gov- 
ernment costs by $85 million to $95 mil- 
lion over 3 years and reduce costs to 
private businesses by a total of $250 
million. 

The FDA receives a total of almost 
$2.5 billion in discretionary funding in 
the bill, representing a 0.7 percent or 
$16.3 million reduction below last 
year’s level. Total funding for the FDA, 
including user fees, is $3.8 billion. 

These are just some of the priorities 
outlined in the underlying legislation. 
I look forward to hearing from com- 
mittee leaders, who will provide fur- 
ther discussion of various elements of 
the legislation at the time the bill is 
debated. 

With that, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, before 
I yield to the gentlewoman from Con- 
necticut, I just want to yield myself 
such time as I may consume just to 
make a point here. 

I think it’s important for us not to 
try to fool anybody by saying that we 
are adequately living up to the chal- 
lenge of combating hunger and food in- 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE, Vol. 158, Pt. 7 


security in this country, because I will 
say to the gentlelady that there are 49 
million Americans who would disagree 
with you. There are 49 million Ameri- 
cans who are hungry in our country, 
the richest country on the planet. Sev- 
enteen million of them are children. 

Among the many things that are cut 
in this Agriculture appropriations bill 
is the Commodity Supplemental Food 
program. The cut in that alone would 
throw 55,000 seniors off of food assist- 
ance. 

We can talk about that we’re trying 
to do the best we can, but let’s not say 
that somehow we’re doing something 
we’re not. We are not meeting the chal- 
lenge of ending hunger and food insecu- 
rity in America. Not by a long shot. 
That’s one of the frustrating things 
about this appropriations process—that 
the very programs to help people get 
out of poverty, to get on their feet 
again, are being slashed. You are bal- 
ancing the budget on the backs of hun- 
gry people while you ask Donald 
Trump not to pay one penny more in 
taxes. I think that’s unfair, and that’s 
why, I think, this whole process is un- 
fair. 

At this point, I yield 2⁄2 minutes to 
the gentlewoman from Connecticut 
(Ms. DELAURO). 

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
opposition to the rule and the under- 
lying Agriculture-FDA appropriations 
bill. 

It does not meet our responsibilities 
to the American people. This bill’s al- 
location is $1.7 billion below the Presi- 
dent’s request. The lower allocation 
represents a breaking of the bipartisan 
agreement we made last August. It will 
have a dramatic impact on the funda- 
mental American priorities embodied 
in this bill, especially in the critical 
areas of financial protection, nutrition, 
food safety, and antihunger programs. 

I would like to submit this letter 
from the United States Conference of 
Catholic Bishops for the RECORD, a let- 
ter that speaks out against the inad- 
equate funding for nutrition and 
antihunger programs in this appropria- 
tions bill. 

Nearly half of the babies born in the 
United States every year participate in 
the Women, Infants, and Children feed- 
ing program. It is a short-term inter- 
vention that can help provide a life- 
time of good nutrition and health be- 
haviors. And yet at a time of great 
need, the bill underfunds WIC by $119 
million. 

The Food and Drug Administration is 
the cornerstone of our food and product 
safety system, and yet this bill re- 
scinds $47.7 million in previous funding 
and displaces the agency’s vital mis- 
sion: protecting the health of Ameri- 
cans at risk. 

The bill cuts the Food for Peace pro- 
gram. Because of this cut, at least 6.6 
million fewer hungry people around the 
globe will be fed. Already, 300 children 
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perish every hour of every day because 
of hunger and related causes. Ronald 
Reagan correctly called Food for Peace 
“an instrument of American compas- 
sion,’’ and we should support it. 

We know for a fact that the risky be- 
havior in derivative markets that pre- 
cipitated the 2008 financial meltdown is 
still happening. We’ve seen it with MF 
Global and J.P. Morgan. Americans 
want more accountability from Wall 
Street and less speculation erratically 
driving up oil prices. And yet, this bill 
funds the Commodity Futures Trading 
Commission at $25 million less than 
2012 and the full $128 million—41 per- 
cent. This is quite simply setting the 
commission up for failure. 

We have a lot of work to do to fix 
this bill. We must ensure that the fun- 
damental priorities of the people that 
we represent—like preserving fair mar- 
kets, improving nutrition, ensuring 
food and consumer safety—are upheld. 

I urge my colleagues to oppose this 
rule. 

I might add that in the State of Con- 
necticut, in the Third Congressional 
District, one out of seven individuals is 
food insecure. What does food insecu- 
rity mean? It means they don’t know 
where their next meal is coming from. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentlewoman has expired. 

Mr. McGOVERN. I yield an addi- 
tional 1 minute to the gentlewoman 
from Connecticut. 

Ms. DELAURO. We have 49 million 
people in this Nation who are going to 
bed hungry every night in the richest 
country in the world. It is inconceiv- 
able that we would cut back on food 
and nutrition programs when the Na- 
tion is suffering from the most serious 
economic recession it is having, and 
that we would cut back on food stamps. 

We have cut back on school breakfast 
programs, school lunch programs, The 
Emergency Food Assistance program, 
the Commodity Supplemental Food 
program. And while the richest people 
in this Nation are having three squares 
a day or better, let’s get our priorities 
straight. Let’s focus on the people that 
we have come here to represent. Oppose 
this rule and oppose this bill. 

UNITED STATES CONFERENCE 
OF CATHOLIC BISHOPS, 
Washington DC, June 26, 2012. 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE: On behalf of the 
United States Conference of Catholic 
Bishops, we wish to address the moral and 
human dimensions of the FY 2013 Agri- 
culture Appropriations legislation. The 
bishops’ conference urges you to resist sig- 
nificant cuts to both domestic and inter- 
national food aid and conservation and rural 
development programs. Major reductions at 
this time of economic turmoil and rising 
poverty will hurt hungry, poor and vulner- 
able people in our nation and around the 
world. 

In For I Was Hungry and You Gave Me 
Food, the bishops wrote, ‘‘The primary goals 
of agricultural policies should be providing 
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food for all people and reducing poverty 
among farmers and farm workers in this 
county and abroad.” Adequate nutrition is 
essential to protect human life and dignity. 
We urge support for just and sufficient fund- 
ing for agriculture policies that serve hun- 
gry, poor and vulnerable people while pro- 
moting good stewardship of the land and nat- 
ural resources. In our soup kitchens and on 
our parish doorsteps, we see the faces of poor 
and hungry people every day. As a faith com- 
munity, we feed those without work, preg- 
nant women and children and seniors on a 
limited income. The Catholic community at 
home and abroad includes farmers, ranchers, 
farmworkers and business owners who grow 
food, care for the land and help rural com- 
munities prosper. 

The bishops’ conference acknowledges the 
difficult challenges that Congress, the Ad- 
ministration and government at all levels 
face to match scarce resources with growing 
needs. A just spending bill cannot rely on 
disproportionate cuts in essential services to 
poor and vulnerable persons; it requires 
shared sacrifice by all. 

As pastors and teachers, we believe these 
are economic, political and moral choices 
with human consequences. Our bishops’ con- 
ference has offered several moral criteria to 
help guide difficult budgetary decisions: 

Every budget decision should be assessed 
by whether it protects or threatens human 
life and dignity. 

A central moral measure of any budget 
proposal is how it affects ‘‘the least of these” 
(Matthew 25). The needs of those who are 
hungry and homeless, without work or in 
poverty should come first. 

Government and other institutions have a 
shared responsibility to promote the com- 
mon good of all, especially ordinary workers 
and families who struggle to live in dignity 
in difficult economic times. 

We address the following programs as they 
reflect a priority for poor and hungry people 
and promote good stewardship: 

DOMESTIC PROGRAMS 


WIC: The Women, Infants, and Children nu- 
trition program is fully funded at $7.04 bil- 
lion in the President’s FY 2013 budget. With 
record high child poverty (1 in 5 children), a 
cut to this program would harm some of the 
most vulnerable people in our country. 

TEFAP: The Emergency Food Assistance 
Program receives appropriations funding for 
food storage and distribution grants in local 
communities. Cuts to the program could 
force some of our parishes and other char- 
ities to turn away hungry people when they 
continue to need our help. 

SNAP: The Supplemental Nutrition Assist- 
ance Program (formerly food stamps), re- 
ceived a $2 billion cut made to the reserve 
fund in the 2010 child nutrition bill. Restora- 
tion of funding is necessary as families con- 
tinue to struggle with joblessness and pov- 
erty. 

CSFP: The Commodity Supplemental Food 
Program provides food assistance to low-in- 
come seniors, pregnant and breastfeeding 
women and infants and children. Adequate 
funding is needed to help faith communities 
and other charities provide food packages to 
hungry people in their local communities. 
Reductions will result in a loss of food for 
thousands of low-income seniors. 

CSP: Adequately fund the Conservation 
Stewardship Program to help farmers con- 
serve and care for farm land for future gen- 
erations. Strong conservation programs are 
necessary to promote good stewardship of 
creation and provide needed support to fam- 
ily farms. 
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VAPG: Maintain current funding for the 
Value Added Producer Grants program to 
help farmers and ranchers develop new farm 
and food-related businesses to increase rural 
economic opportunity and help farm and 
ranch families thrive. In addition, restore 
funding for the Rural Micro-entrepreneur As- 
sistance Program (RMAP)—which was elimi- 
nated in the FY 2012 funding bill—to help 
small businesses develop and grow in rural 
communities. 


INTERNATIONAL PROGRAMS 


Food for Peace: The President’s Budget 
proposal calls for a 4.5% cut to the Title II 
Food Aid program from the FY 2012 appro- 
priated levels, which is a 20% cut from the 
FY 2010 level. Such substantial cuts over just 
two years will undoubtedly lead to an unac- 
ceptable loss of life for those in dire cir- 
cumstances. 

Safe Box: Congress must protect Title II 
Food Aid funds to development programs by 
preserving the ‘‘safe box’’ provision. Pro- 
grams funded through the safe box help 
chronically hungry communities build last- 
ing agricultural capacity that minimizes the 
impact of severe weather and other catas- 
trophes. 

Local and Regional Purchase: Direct funds 
to the Local and Regional Procurement 
(LRP) of food commodities. As demonstrated 
in the pilot program funded by the 2008 Farm 
Bill, LRP can reduce the cost of food assist- 
ance, shorten delivery times, and improve 
overall response for both emergency and de- 
velopment programs. 

202e Funds: Increase the amount of cash re- 
sources in the Title II program. The distribu- 
tion of food alone is not enough to stimulate 
sustainable development. Agencies like 
Catholic Relief Services use these funds to 
operate nutrition education programs that 
save the lives of mothers and children and 
for agricultural programs that increase the 
quality and amount of food that poor farm- 
ers produce. Increasing cash resources would 
also reduce the need to sell U.S. food in de- 
veloping countries to generate cash to sup- 
port such programs (monetization). 


PRIORITIES AND SUBSIDIES 


The bishops’ conference supports farm 
safety net programs such as crop insurance 
and disaster assistance that are targeted to 
the needs of small to medium sized farmers 
and ranchers. Savings should be used to fund 
hunger and nutrition programs that serve 
people in need. 

At a time of great competition for agricul- 
tural resources and budgetary constraints, 
the needs of those who are hungry, poor and 
vulnerable should come before assistance to 
those who are relatively well off and power- 
ful. With other Christian leaders, we urge 
the committee to draw a ‘“‘circle of protec- 
tion” around resources that serve those in 
greatest need and to put their needs first 
even though they do not have powerful advo- 
cates or great influence. The moral measure 
of the agriculture appropriations process is 
how it serves ‘‘the least of these.’’ We urge 
you to protect and fund programs that feed 
hungry people, help the most vulnerable 
farmers, strengthen rural communities and 
promote good stewardship of God’s creation. 

Sincerely yours, 
MOosT REVEREND STEPHEN 
E. BLAIRE, 
Bishop of Stockton, 
Chairman, Com- 
mittee on Domestic 
Justice and Human 
Development. 
Most REVEREND RICHARD 
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E. PATES, 

Bishop of Des Moines, 
Chairman, Com- 
mittee on Inter- 


national Justice and 
Peace. 
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Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, the other 
bill that will benefit from consider- 
ation under this open rule is H.R. 5972, 
which provides funding aimed at sup- 
porting a vibrant and safe transpor- 
tation infrastructure while making the 
difficult decisions needed to balance 
the budget. 

The bill includes $17.6 billion in dis- 
cretionary appropriations for the De- 
partment of Transportation for fiscal 
year 2013. This is $69 million below last 
year’s level. The bill designates $39.1 
billion from the highway trust fund for 
the Federal highway program, which is 
the same level provided last year. 

However, the committee recognizes 
that since the highway program still 
requires reauthorization and the fund- 
ing level provided in the bill may 
change upon the enactment of a high- 
way authorization bill for the next fis- 
cal year, the Appropriations Com- 
mittee is prepared to support a dif- 
fering highway trust fund spending 
level should a new multiyear author- 
ization bill be enacted. 

Included in the legislation is $12.6 bil- 
lion for the Federal Aviation Adminis- 
tration, which is $91 million above last 
year’s level. The bill provides nearly $1 
billion for the FAA’s Next Generation 
Air Transportation System, otherwise 
known as NextGen, allowing the FAA 
to move forward with the next step in 
modernizing the Nation’s air control 
and airport system. The bill also sup- 
ports operations and staffing, which 
will help ease congestion and reduce 
delays for travelers in U.S. airspace 
while rejecting the administration’s 
proposals for new aviation fees. 

The legislation contains funding for 
the various transportation safety pro- 
grams and agencies within the Depart- 
ment of Transportation. This includes 
$776 million in both mandatory and dis- 
cretionary funding for the National 
Highway Traffic Safety Administra- 
tion, representing a reduction of $23.8 
million below last year; $551 million for 
the Federal Motor Carrier Safety Ad- 
ministration, representing a reduction 
of $2.6 million below last year; and $177 
million for the Pipeline and Hazardous 
Materials Safety Administration, 
which is $4 million above last year’s 
level. 

The legislation includes a total of 
$33.6 billion to the Department of 
Housing and Urban Development, 
which is $3.8 billion below last year’s 
level. The bill wastes no funding on 
any new, unauthorized ‘‘sustainable,”’ 
“livable,” or “green” community de- 
velopment programs. $26.3 billion is in- 
cluded in the bill for public and Indian 
housing, representing an increase of 
$759 million above last year’s level. 
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Within this total, the bill provides 
funding to renew benefits for every sin- 
gle individual and family currently re- 
ceiving assistance and ensures that no 
critical benefits are eliminated or can- 
celed. The bill also fully funds the 
President’s request for veterans’ hous- 
ing at $75 million and Native American 
block grants at $650 million. 

Housing programs within the bill are 
funded at $9.3 billion, representing a re- 
duction of $361 million below last 
year’s level and $49 million below the 
request. Within this total, the bill pro- 
vides sufficient funding for the most 
vulnerable populations, including $165 
million for housing for the disabled, an 
increase of $15 million over last year, 
and $425 million for housing for the el- 
derly, again, an increase of $50 million 
above last year. 

These are just some of the priorities 
outlined in the underlying legislation. 
Again, I look forward to hearing from 
committee leaders who will provide 
further discussion of the various ele- 
ments of the legislation. 

With that, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, this 
rule allows Members to go home to 
their districts, even if we don’t address 
the doubling of student loan interest 
rates that are about to hit people 
across the country and even if we don’t 
hammer out a deal to fund our trans- 
portation programs and create jobs, 
notwithstanding the fact that our in- 
frastructure is crumbling. 

If we defeat the previous question, I 
will offer an amendment to the rule to 
say that the House cannot adjourn at 
the end of this week until we finish our 
business. 

And to discuss this amendment, I 
would yield 2 minutes to the gentleman 
from Washington (Mr. LARSEN). 

Mr. LARSEN of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise today to oppose the rule 
because we are set to adjourn this week 
without finishing our critical work on 
transportation. 

We need a long-term surface trans- 
portation bill that puts Americans 
back to work. Mr. Speaker, this House 
only builds roads in order to find cans 
to kick down those roads. We cannot 
have a “big league” economy with ‘‘lit- 
tle league” infrastructure in this coun- 
try. We need a long-term investment to 
repair our roads, bridges, and high- 
ways, and to maintain our transit sys- 
tems. 

Leaders of our country have always 
recognized this fact. Three years after 
Lewis and Clark left for the West, 
President Jefferson secured funding for 
the Cumberland Road. If Jefferson rec- 
ognized the importance that transpor- 
tation can have in linking this coun- 
try, uniting the States in a shared 
economy and trade, surely we can show 
that same recognition today by staying 
here to ensure that the work of job cre- 
ation is done. The question before us is 
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whether this body recognizes that 
transportation projects create jobs and 
set the stage for economic growth. 

A bipartisan bill passed out of the 
Senate. It was forged out of com- 
promise. It is a bipartisan solution. It 
means immediate job creation. It 
means jobs for private sector contrac- 
tors, laborers, and engineers. 

A conference committee is meeting 
right now to bring us a long-term au- 
thorization to create real jobs. We 
should not adjourn without a long- 
term, robust, and bipartisan invest- 
ment in transportation and jobs. 

I urge my colleagues to vote against 
this rule so we can finish this work. 

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, my col- 
leagues are talking about the fact that 
we are going to have a district work 
period next week. The district work pe- 
riod is because next week we are cele- 
brating the signing of the Declaration 
of Independence, one of the most im- 
portant holidays in this country. 

Our colleagues across the aisle want 
to create more dependence in this 
country. They are as far away from the 
Founders of this country as you can be 
in terms of what makes this country 
unique and what makes it so great. 

We don’t need more dependence in 
this country, Mr. Speaker. We need to 
celebrate what makes this country 
great, what makes us unique. It’s the 
independence of this country and the 
independence of citizens and their abil- 
ity to take care of themselves and to 
personally take care of each other and 
not continue to look to the nanny 
state that our friends would create and 
have tried to create over the years. 

These are very difficult times, Mr. 
Speaker. We all know that. But it’s im- 
portant that the American people un- 
derstand that House Republicans have 
repeatedly worked to find common 
ground with the President and Senate 
Democrats and have passed several bi- 
partisan bills that would improve this 
economy which has been so damaged 
by the policies of the left and this 
President. 

Several proposals supported even by 
the President have passed the House 
and have been signed into law, includ- 
ing trade pacts, a bipartisan veterans 
hiring bill, and a repeal of the IRS 
withholding tax on job creators. But 
the President’s own job council has em- 
braced many of the job proposals advo- 
cated by Republicans but ignored by 
the President himself. 

The simple truth is that President 
Obama’s attempt supported by our col- 
leagues on the other side of the aisle, 
and by them only, to stimulate the 
economy by growing government has 
failed. 

But you don’t have to take my word 
for it, Mr. Speaker. Just look at the 
facts: The recent jobs report showed 
that the U.S. gained only 69,000 jobs in 
the month of May. 

May marked the 40th consecutive 
month that the unemployment rate 


June 26, 2012 


has remained above 8 percent, repudi- 
ating the administration’s pledge that 
unemployment would remain below 8 
percent if the Democrat 2009 stimulus 
plan became law. Lest we forget, it was 
the Obama administration which 
claimed unemployment would be below 
6 percent today if the $1.178 trillion 
Democrat ‘‘stimulus’’ was signed into 
law. 

At the current rate of job growth, if 
the United States continues to struggle 
under the failed policies that have pro- 
duced the “Obama economy” and adds 
only 69,000 jobs each month in the fu- 
ture, it would take a total of 10 years 
and 5 months—until June 2018—to re- 
gain all the jobs lost during the latest 
recession, which is longer than the 8 
years it took to regain the jobs lost 
during the Great Depression. 
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But even these figures, Mr. Speaker, 
hide the fact that the rate of under- 
employment, or real unemployment, 
which counts those who want to work 
but have stopped searching in this 
economy and those who are forced to 
work part-time because they cannot 
find full employment, is 14.5 percent or 
higher. 

Also troubling is the realization that 
since 2008, which is the year President 
Obama was elected, median family in- 
come has declined by $1,154, falling to 
its lowest level since 1996. As of March 
2012, the number of Americans receiv- 
ing food stamps was 46.4 million, which 
is the third most in any month in his- 
tory and up 80,000 from February. 
Today, 15 percent of Americans receive 
food stamps, representing an increase 
of 45 percent since President Obama 
took office. 

Mr. Speaker, our colleagues on the 
other side of the aisle want to continue 
the failed policies they began in 2007 
and instituted for 4 years and worked 
with President Obama for 2 years on. 
Fortunately, Mr. Speaker, House Re- 
publicans are working to improve the 
dismal conditions imposed by the lib- 
eral regime that dominated Wash- 
ington, D.C., for far too long. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Let me just say I 
hope that the gentlelady wasn’t imply- 
ing that somehow the Federal Govern- 
ment doesn’t have a role in investing 
in our national highway infrastructure. 
Dwight Eisenhower, a Republican, I 
should remind the gentlelady, under- 
stood the importance of having a na- 
tional highway program. 

As has been pointed out by a number 
of our speakers on the Democratic side, 
our infrastructure is aging and is fall- 
ing apart, and we’re not going to be 
able to compete in this global economy 
unless we make the proper invest- 
ments. And by making the proper in- 
vestments, we are not only helping our 
economy; we are putting people back 
to work. We are putting people back to 
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work. And yet the Republican leader- 
ship of this House is holding hostage a 
transportation bill that passed the 
Senate that would put countless people 
back to work, which passed overwhelm- 
ingly in the Senate by 74 votes—over- 
whelmingly in the Senate. We can’t get 
that brought up on the House floor for 
a vote. 

The Republicans, I would say, Mr. 
Speaker, I think are intentionally run- 
ning out the clock. I think it’s a cyn- 
ical attempt to hold everything up, to 
not invest in our economy, to slow 
down economic growth. Hopefully, I 
think, in their minds, they hope that it 
will win them the election. I think it’s 
a cynical way to do politics. We ought 
to be on this floor helping the Amer- 
ican people. 

And, yes, the 4th of July is a great 
time for us to celebrate our country, 
but a lot of Americans are not going to 
celebrate because they’re out of work. 
And we have the ability to put them 
back to work. Yet my friends on the 
other side of the aisle are holding hos- 
tage the very bill that could put count- 
less Americans back to work. 

At this time I yield 2 minutes to the 
gentleman from Connecticut (Mr. 
COURTNEY). 

Mr. COURTNEY. Mr. Speaker, unless 
Congress acts in the next 4 days, the 
subsidized Stafford student loan inter- 
est rate is going to double from 3.4 per- 
cent to 6.8 percent. Despite the fact 
that that looming deadline which af- 
fects over 7 million college students all 
across American is staring us in the 
face, what we are debating here today 
is a rule which allows the House to go 
into recess for the 10th week since Jan- 
uary, which is part of this rule. 

The good news is that a couple of 
hours ago it was reported that the Sen- 
ate and Republican leadership have ac- 
tually agreed upon a settlement of this 
issue which would allow the 3.4 percent 
rate to be extended for 1 year. But I 
would note that MITCH MCCONNELL, 
who’s the minority leader for the Re- 
public Party, said that: 

Final approval of student loan legis- 
lation, which would prevent rates on 
Federal Stafford loans from doubling 
to 6.8 percent, depends on House Re- 
publicans. 

The fact of the matter is we have no 
idea whether or not the House Repub- 
lican leadership is going to agree to 
this compromise which the Senate 
leadership reached a few hours ago, be- 
cause all we’re debating here today is 
another adjournment or recess motion 
before the House. The fact of the mat- 
ter is it is time for us to focus on this 
issue which the President on January 
25 challenged Congress to act on. 

I started this countdown chart at day 
110. We are now down to the final hours 
before the interest rates double, which 
will cost thousands of dollars in more 
interest costs to college students 
across America, unless we act. The fact 
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of the matter is that the House Repub- 
lican bill that they rushed to the floor 
without a subcommittee, without a 
markup, was completely rejected by 
Republicans in the Senate. We now 
have the glimmer of a deal, a com- 
promise. We should not be debating an- 
other adjournment resolution for the 
10th week of recess this year until we 
get this work done. 

There are millions of college stu- 
dents all across America who are wait- 
ing for us to get this issue resolved so 
that they can plan their budget for the 
next fall semester. And the fact that 
we’re here again with another adjourn- 
ment resolution with the most unpro- 
ductive Congress in recent memory is 
ridiculous. We should reject this rule. 
Let’s focus on getting the work done 
that the American people are counting 
on. 

Ms. FOXX. I need to remind my col- 
league across the aisle we’re not debat- 
ing an adjournment resolution here 
today. I also need to remind my col- 
league across the aisle that it was the 
Democrats that set this student loan 
problem up. They made promises in 
2006 to the American people they 
couldn’t keep; and so they set up a 
time bomb, actually, so that the inter- 
est rates on the student loans would go 
back up because, again, they made 
promises they couldn’t keep about low- 
ering the rate of interest. 

It affects a very small number of stu- 
dents, and it only affects them when 
they graduate from college, Mr. Speak- 
er. If the Obama economy weren’t so 
lousy and only 50 percent of the stu- 
dents graduating were getting jobs, it 
really wouldn’t be that big an issue be- 
cause it’s a very small amount of 
money to the students. And if they had 
jobs, they wouldn’t be quite so con- 
cerned about it. They only have to pay 
those loans back after they graduate 
because we're subsidizing interest 
while they are in school. 

So I think our colleagues don’t really 
want to go in that direction and talk 
about blaming Republicans for this 
mess with student loans, since they 
created it. And if the students were 
getting jobs, most of them wouldn’t be 
as concerned about it as they are now. 

Also, on the transportation bill that 
our colleagues tout so well, again, it 
fits right into their philosophy of bor- 
row, borrow, borrow; spend, spend, 
spend. It is not a responsible bill be- 
cause the Republican bill would stay 
within the limits of the revenue that 
we get from the highway trust fund. 
But they just want to borrow from the 
general fund and make our situation 
worse. 

Mr. Speaker, it seems clear to every- 
one except the liberal leadership that 
job creators are bogged down by overly 
burdensome Federal regulations that 
prevent job creation and hinder eco- 
nomic growth. These regulations are 
particularly damaging for the real job 
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creators in the country: small business 
owners. The Federal Government may 
create jobs, but they are not sustain- 
able jobs, and they are a drag on the 
economy. 

However, House Republicans recog- 
nize the need to remove onerous, re- 
dundant Federal regulations that are 
so harmful to small businesses and im- 
pede private sector investment and job 
creation. In order to ease the regu- 
latory burden on the economy and to 
promote job creation, House Repub- 
licans have worked to advance legisla- 
tion to rein in the unaccountable Fed- 
eral regulatory apparatus and continue 
to pursue innovative initiatives such as 
my bill, H.R. 378, the Unfunded Man- 
dates Information and Transparency 
Act, which would help improve trans- 
parency and accountability by dis- 
closing costs to Federal mandates that 
would otherwise remain hidden from 
public scrutiny. 

House Republicans appreciate that 
America’s Tax Code has grown overly 
complicated and cumbersome, filled 
with loopholes and giveaways and is 
fundamentally unfair. That’s why the 
House Republican plan for America’s 
job creators recognizes the need to 
eliminate the special interest tax 
breaks that litter the Tax Code and re- 
duce our overall tax rate to no more 
than 25 percent for business and indi- 
viduals, including small business own- 
ers. This would make the Tax Code 
flatter, fairer, and simpler. Common- 
sense changes to the Tax Code would 
ensure that everyone pays his or her 
fair share, lessens the burden on fami- 
lies, generates economic expansion, 
and creates jobs by making Americans 
more competitive. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
14% minutes to the gentlewoman from 
California (Mrs. DAVIS). 

Mrs. DAVIS of California. Mr. Speak- 
er, I rise to urge a ‘‘no’’ vote on the 
previous question so that an amend- 
ment to the rule can be offered. 

Mr. Speaker, we just heard about 
what makes this country great. Well, I 
think what makes this country great is 
the education of our people. 
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We know that having a good edu- 
cation is key to achieving the Amer- 
ican Dream and key to keeping our 
country competitive. We all know that 
because the folks in this Chamber 
know the importance of a college edu- 
cation. Most people here have gone to 
college. But there are millions of 
young adults who are slowly seeing 
that opportunity evaporate with tui- 
tion skyrocketing. 

Students from across my district in 
San Diego are struggling, and they tell 
me that every day. Some are doing a 
delicate balancing act of providing for 
their families while taking on a full 
academic course load. And others, 
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quite frankly, are just scraping by each 
semester. An additional burden of 
$1,000 in interest payments is no tri- 
fling matter for these students. And 
yet, we see that partisan games have 
led to gridlock on this issue. 

College students know that if they 
miss deadlines, there are consequences. 
And for Congress, there should be con- 
sequences, too. Well, Mr. Speaker, the 
clock is running out, and I urge my 
colleagues, please, support a solution 
that gives students and families the re- 
lief that they desperately need. 

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, I reserve the 
balance of my time. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from New 
Jersey (Mr. ANDREWS). 

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
my friend for yielding me this time. 

I think most Americans would agree, 
irrespective of which party they are in, 
that it would be a good idea to put 
Americans back to work building our 
highways and our bridges and our 
transportation systems, and do it now. 

I think most Americans would agree 
that doubling interest rates on student 
loans would be disastrous for people 
struggling to get a college education. 

I think most Americans would agree 
that if the other body passed a trans- 
portation bill by three-quarters of the 
Members voting for it, Republican and 
Democrat, it would be a good idea to 
take that bill up here. 

I think most Americans would agree 
that if the Republican and Democratic 
leadership in the other body reached an 
agreement on a way to keep the stu- 
dent loan rates low and not add to the 
deficit by paying for it, it would be a 
really good idea to bring the bill up 
here. 

The unfortunate thing for the House 
and for the country is that the only 
people who don’t seem to be a part of 
that consensus are the Republican 
Members of the House of Representa- 
tives. No matter if the Senate Repub- 
licans say it’s okay, and the Senate 
Democrats say it’s okay, and the Presi- 
dent says it’s okay, and the House 
Democrats say it’s okay, and more im- 
portantly, if the American people say 
it’s okay, it somehow isn’t usually 
okay with them. 

So what Mr. MCGOVERN is saying is 
this: until we keep the student loan 
rates low, and until we pass a jobs bill 
to put people back to work on trans- 
portation, let’s not take our 10th week 
of paid vacation this year. I think 
that’s a pretty reasonable thing to do. 
So voting “no” on the previous ques- 
tion says let’s get our work done before 
we go home and take our 10th week of 
vacation for the year. Vote “no.” 

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, I don’t know 
about my colleagues across the aisle, 
it’s not a paid vacation for me. I go 
home and spend time with my con- 
stituents and hear from them what’s of 
concern. Maybe they’re on vacation, 
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but I know the people on our side of 
the aisle are not on vacation. They’re 
working hard for the American people, 
and I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, may I 
inquire of the gentlelady how many 
more speakers she has on her side? 

Ms. FOXX. We are prepared to close 
when the gentleman is prepared to 
close. 

Mr. McGOVERN. I’m prepared to 
close. How much time do I have re- 
maining? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman from Massachusetts has 214 
minutes remaining. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself the balance of my time. 

Mr. Speaker, our job should be to 
help improve the quality of life for the 
citizens that we represent. We ought to 
be investing in our economy at this 
very difficult time. That’s why we are 
urging the House Republicans to join 
with the Senate Republicans and the 
Senate Democrats and the House 
Democrats in bringing a highway bill 
to the floor so we can provide some cer- 
tainty to our States, so there can be 
more investments in infrastructure, so 
there can be more jobs created. That 
would give the American people a little 
something to celebrate. 

We are urging my colleagues on the 
Republican side here in the House to 
join with us in making sure that inter- 
est rates on student loans don’t double 
for a great number of young people in 
this country who are trying to get an 
education. My colleague from North 
Carolina would have us believe that it 
is no big deal. Well, it is a big deal. It’s 
a big deal to those students and to 
their families. It is a big deal to those 
of us on this side of the aisle. And 
maybe that’s one of the differences be- 
tween the two parties. We believe col- 
lege education ought to be affordable, 
and no one should not go to college be- 
cause they can’t afford the education. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to insert the text of an amend- 
ment in the RECORD, along with extra- 
neous material, immediately prior to 
the vote on the previous question. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, the 
amendment basically says we’re not 
going home, we’re not leaving this 
place until we do our work because 
part of our job, I would say to my col- 
league from North Carolina, is not just 
going home and meeting with our con- 
stituents and marching in parades. 
Part of our job is to pass legislation 
that is important to the people we rep- 
resent. 

This highway bill is important to 
putting people back to work. My 
friends on the other side of the aisle 
have dragged their feet and dragged 
their feet and dragged their feet. I 
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think it is unconscionable. We are run- 
ning out of time. We need to start 
doing the people’s business here. And if 
that means that we have to stay 
through the weekend, we should stay 
through the weekend. If we have to 
stay through next week, we should stay 
through next week. But we ought to do 
something meaningful. 

Our job should not be about lowering 
the quality of life for people, and that 
is my problem with the appropriations 
process that my colleagues have pur- 
sued in this House. It is all about put- 
ting all of the burden of balancing our 
budget on middle-income families and 
on those who least can afford it. Don- 
ald Trump is not asked to pay one 
penny more. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to 
vote “no” and defeat the previous ques- 
tion, and I urge a ‘‘no’’ vote on the 
rule. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, again, next 
week is the Fourth of July. We are 
going to be celebrating Independence 
Day, and I would like to say that I 
don’t believe the job of the Federal 
Government is to provide things to 
citizens but to preserve our liberty, 
and that’s what next week should be 
reminding us of. 

Mr. Speaker, House Republicans are 
aware of the clear mandate the Amer- 
ican people gave us. Our charge is to 
reduce the crushing debt that our 
country is currently carrying. Accord- 
ing to the Senate Budget Committee, 
debt grew four times faster under 
President Obama than Clinton or Bush, 
with President Obama already having 
amassed more debt since taking office 
than did President Bush during his en- 
tire two terms in office. Today, the na- 
tional debt is over $15 trillion, which 
amounts to nearly $48,000 for every 
man, woman and child in America. 

It’s clear without a change in leader- 
ship in the White House and Senate, 
the legacy we are apt to leave our chil- 
dren and grandchildren will be a crush- 
ing debt burden and a weaker, less se- 
cure, and less prosperous Nation. This 
is simply unacceptable. 

The Federal Government’s current 
budget deficits are simply 
unsustainable. During these tough eco- 
nomic times, American families are 
getting by on less, and the government 
should do the same. 

When the Democrat elites were in the 
majority, they pushed a _ job-killing 
agenda starting with the $1 trillion 
failed stimulus package, followed by a 
massive job-killing tax hike in the 
form of cap-and-trade, then the job- 
killing ObamaCare, all the while leav- 
ing our country with record debts and 
deficits as unemployment skyrocketed. 
Recognizing that government has got- 
ten too expensive, Republicans are here 
to stop the senseless Obama spending 
binge. That’s why I urge my colleagues 
to support this rule and the underlying 
legislation. 
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The material previously referred to 
by Mr. MCGOVERN is as follows: 

AN AMENDMENT TO H. RES. 697 OFFERED BY 
Mr. MCGOVERN OF MASSACHUSETTS 
Strike section 4 and insert the following: 

SEC 4. Except as specified in section 5, it 
shall be in order without intervention of any 
point of order to consider concurrent resolu- 
tions providing for adjournment during the 
month of July. 

SEC. 5. It shall not be in order to consider 
a concurrent resolution providing for ad- 
journment on Friday, June 29, 2012, unless 
the Majority Leader and Minority Leader 
jointly certify to the Speaker in writing that 
the Congress has cleared for presentment to 
the President measures that will: 


—prevent the doubling of interest rates on 
student loans; and 

—reauthorize Federal-aid highway, highway 
safety, motor carrier safety, transit, and 
other programs funded out of the Highway 

Trust Fund. 

(The information contained herein was 
provided by the Republican Minority on mul- 
tiple occasions throughout the 110th and 
111th Congresses.) 


THE VOTE ON THE PREVIOUS QUESTION: WHAT 
IT REALLY MEANS 


This vote, the vote on whether to order the 
previous question on a special rule, is not 
merely a procedural vote. A vote against or- 
dering the previous question is a vote 
against the Republican majority agenda and 
a vote to allow the opposition, at least for 
the moment, to offer an alternative plan. It 
is a vote about what the House should be de- 
bating. 

Mr. Clarence Cannon’s Precedents of the 
House of Representatives (VI, 308-811), de- 
scribes the vote on the previous question on 
the rule as ‘ʻa motion to direct or control the 
consideration of the subject before the House 
being made by the Member in charge.” To 
defeat the previous question is to give the 
opposition a chance to decide the subject be- 
fore the House. Cannon cites the Speaker’s 
ruling of January 13, 1920, to the effect that 
“the refusal of the House to sustain the de- 
mand for the previous question passes the 
control of the resolution to the opposition” 
in order to offer an amendment. On March 
15, 1909, a member of the majority party of- 
fered a rule resolution. The House defeated 
the previous question and a member of the 
opposition rose to a parliamentary inquiry, 
asking who was entitled to recognition. 
Speaker Joseph G. Cannon (R-Illinois) said: 
“The previous question having been refused, 
the gentleman from New York, Mr. Fitz- 
gerald, who had asked the gentleman to 
yield to him for an amendment, is entitled to 
the first recognition.”’ 

Because the vote today may look bad for 
the Republican majority they will say ‘“‘the 
vote on the previous question is simply a 
vote on whether to proceed to an immediate 
vote on adopting the resolution ... [and] 
has no substantive legislative or policy im- 
plications whatsoever.” But that is not what 
they have always said. Listen to the Repub- 
lican Leadership Manual on the Legislative 
Process in the United States House of Rep- 
resentatives, (6th edition, page 135). Here’s 
how the Republicans describe the previous 
question vote in their own manual: ‘‘Al- 
though it is generally not possible to amend 
the rule because the majority Member con- 
trolling the time will not yield for the pur- 
pose of offering an amendment, the same re- 
sult may be achieved by voting down the pre- 
vious question on the rule. . . When the mo- 


tion for the previous question is defeated, 
control of the time passes to the Member 
who led the opposition to ordering the pre- 
vious question. That Member, because he 
then controls the time, may offer an amend- 
ment to the rule, or yield for the purpose of 
amendment.” 

In Deschler’s Procedure in the U.S. House 
of Representatives, the subchapter titled 
“Amending Special Rules” states: ‘‘a refusal 
to order the previous question on such a rule 
[a special rule reported from the Committee 
on Rules] opens the resolution to amend- 
ment and further debate.” (Chapter 21, sec- 
tion 21.2) Section 21.3 continues: ‘‘Upon re- 
jection of the motion for the previous ques- 
tion on a resolution reported from the Com- 
mittee on Rules, control shifts to the Mem- 
ber leading the opposition to the previous 
question, who may offer a proper amendment 
or motion and who controls the time for de- 
bate thereon.” 

Clearly, the vote on the previous question 
on a rule does have substantive policy impli- 
cations. It is one of the only available tools 
for those who oppose the Republican major- 
ity’s agenda and allows those with alter- 
native views the opportunity to offer an al- 
ternative plan. 


Ms. FOXX. I yield back the balance 
of my time, and I move the previous 
question on the resolution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on ordering the previous 
question. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, on 
that I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 8 and clause 9 of rule XX, 
this 15-minute vote on ordering the 
previous question on H. Res. 697 will be 
followed by 5-minute votes on adoption 
of the resolution, if requested; the mo- 
tion to instruct on H.R. 4348 offered by 
the gentleman from Maryland (Mr. 
HOYER); and the motion to instruct on 
H.R. 4348 offered by the gentlewoman 
from Tennessee (Mrs. BLACK). 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—yeas 226, nays 
168, not voting 38, as follows: 


[Roll No. 412] 


YEAS—226 
Adams Broun (GA) DesJarlais 
Aderholt Buchanan Dold 
Alexander Bucshon Dreier 
Amash Buerkle Duffy 
Amodei Burgess Duncan (SC) 
Austria Calvert Duncan (TN) 
Bachmann Camp Ellmers 
Bachus Canseco Emerson 
Barletta Cantor Farenthold 
Bartlett Capito Fincher 
Barton (TX) Carter Fitzpatrick 
Bass (NH) Cassidy Fleischmann 
Benishek Chabot Fleming 
Berg Chaffetz Flores 
Biggert Coble Forbes 
Bilbray Coffman (CO) Fortenberry 
Bilirakis Cole Foxx 
Bishop (UT) Conaway Franks (AZ) 
Black Cravaack Frelinghuysen 
Blackburn Crawford Gallegly 
Bonner Crenshaw Gardner 
Bono Mack Culberson Garrett 
Boustany Davis (KY) Gerlach 
Brady (TX) Denham Gibbs 
Brooks Dent Gibson 
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Gingrey (GA) 

Gohmert 

Goodlatte 

Gosar 

Gowdy 

Granger 

Graves (GA) 

Graves (MO) 

Griffin (AR) 

Griffith (VA) 

Grimm 

Guinta 

Guthrie 

Hall 

Hanna 

Harper 

Harris 

Hartzler 

Hastings (WA) 

Hayworth 

Heck 

Hensarling 

Herger 

Herrera Beutler 

Huelskamp 

Hultgren 

Hunter 

Hurt 

Issa 

Jenkins 

Johnson (OH) 

Johnson, Sam 

Jones 

Kelly 

King (IA) 

King (NY) 

Kingston 

Kinzinger (IL) 

Kline 

Labrador 

Lance 

Lankford 

Latham 

LaTourette 

Latta 

LoBiondo 

Long 

Lucas 

Luetkemeyer 

Lummis 

Lungren, Daniel 
E. 


Andrews 
Baca 
Baldwin 
Barber 
Barrow 
Bass (CA) 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Bonamici 
Boren 
Boswell 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 
Brown (FL) 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Castor (FL) 
Chandler 
Chu 
Cicilline 
Clarke (MI) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Connolly (VA) 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Courtney 
Critz 
Cuellar 


Mack 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Marino 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McCotter 
McHenry 
McKeon 
McKinley 
McMorris 
Rodgers 
Meehan 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (PA) 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Nunnelee 
Olson 
Palazzo 
Paul 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Petri 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe (TX) 
Pompeo 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Quayle 
Reed 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Ribble 
Rigell 
Rivera 
Roby 
Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 


NAYS—168 


Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
Deutch 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Donnelly (IN) 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Eshoo 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Frank (MA) 
Fudge 
Garamendi 
Gonzalez 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Hahn 
Hanabusa 
Heinrich 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Hochul 
Holt 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Israel 
Jackson Lee 
(TX) 
Johnson (GA) 
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Rokita 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross (FL) 
Royce 
Runyan 
Ryan (WI) 
Scalise 
Schilling 
Schmidt 
Schock 
Schweikert 
Scott (SC) 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shimkus 
Shuler 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Southerland 
Stearns 
Stutzman 
Terry 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tipton 
Turner (OH) 
Upton 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walsh (IL) 
Webster 
West 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Wolf 
Womack 
Woodall 
Yoder 

Young (AK) 
Young (IN) 


Johnson, E. B. 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kildee 

Kind 

Kissell 
Kucinich 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lee (CA) 
Levin 
Lipinski 
Loebsack 
Lowey 
Lujan 
Lynch 
Maloney 
Markey 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McIntyre 
McNerney 
Michaud 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Moore 
Moran 
Murphy (CT) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Olver 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor (AZ) 
Pelosi 
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Perlmutter Ryan (OH) Stark 
Peters Sanchez, Loretta Sutton 
Peterson Sarbanes Thompson (CA) 
Pingree (ME) Schakowsky Thompson (MS) 
Polis Schiff Tierney 
Price (NC) Schrader Tonko 
Quigley Schwartz Van Hollen 
Rahall Scott (VA) š 
Reyes Scott, David Sean 
Richardson Serrano Waters 
Richmond Sewell 
Ross (AR) Sherman Watt 
Rothman (NJ) Sires Waxman 
Roybal-Allard Slaughter Welch 
Ruppersberger Smith (WA) Yarmuth 
Rush Speier 
NOT VOTING—38 
Ackerman Huizenga (MI) Sanchez, Linda 
Akin Jackson (IL) T: 
Altmire Johnson (IL) Stivers 
Blumenauer Jordan Sullivan 
Burton (IN) Lamborn Towns 
Campbell Landry Tsongas 
Clarke (NY) Lewis (CA) Turner (NY) 
oSA i Lewis (GA) Velázquez 
Engel Lofgren, Zoe Wasserman 
Flake Meeks Schultz 
Gutierrez Nea. Wilson (FL) 
Hastings (FL) Pence Woolsey 
Holden Rangel Young (FL) 
1856 
Mr. HOLT changed his vote from 


“yea” to “nay.” 
So the previous question was ordered. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
question is on the resolution. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I de- 
mand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. This is a 
5-minute vote. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 229, noes 166, 
not voting 37, as follows: 

[Roll No. 413] 


The 


AYES—229 
Adams Cantor Forbes 
Aderholt Capito Fortenberry 
Alexander Carter Foxx 
Amash Cassidy Franks (AZ) 
Amodei Chabot Frelinghuysen 
Austria Chaffetz Gallegly 
Bachmann Chandler Gardner 
Bachus Coble Garrett 
Barletta Coffman (CO) Gerlach 
Bartlett Cole Gibbs 
Barton (TX) Conaway Gibson 
Bass (NH) Cravaack Gingrey (GA) 
Benishek Crawford Gohmert 
Berg Crenshaw Goodlatte 
Biggert Culberson Gosar 
Bilbray Davis (KY) Gowdy 
Bilirakis Denham Granger 
Bishop (UT) Dent Graves (GA) 
Black DesJarlais Graves (MO) 
Blackburn Dold Griffin (AR) 
Bonner Donnelly (IN) Griffith (VA) 
Bono Mack Dreier Grimm 
Boustany Duffy Guinta 
Brady (TX) Duncan (SC) Guthrie 
Brooks Duncan (TN) Hall 
Broun (GA) Ellmers Hanna 
Buchanan Emerson Harper 
Bucshon Farenthold Harris 
Buerkle Fincher Hartzler 
Burgess Fitzpatrick Hastings (WA) 
Calvert Fleischmann Hayworth 
Camp Fleming Heck 
Canseco Flores Hensarling 


Herrera Beutler 

Huelskamp 

Hultgren 

Hunter 

Hurt 

Issa 

Jenkins 

Johnson (OH) 

Johnson, Sam 

Jones 

Kelly 

King (IA) 

King (NY) 

Kingston 

Kinzinger (IL) 

Kline 

Labrador 

Lance 

Lankford 

Latham 

LaTourette 

Latta 

LoBiondo 

Long 

Lucas 

Luetkemeyer 

Lummis 

Lungren, Daniel 
E. 

Mack 

Manzullo 

Marchant 

Marino 

Matheson 

McCarthy (CA) 

McCau 

McClintock 

McCotter 

McHenry 

McKeon 

McKinley 

McMorris 
Rodgers 

Meehan 


Andrews 
Baca 
Baldwin 
Barber 
Barrow 
Bass (CA) 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Bonamici 
Boren 
Boswell 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 
Brown (FL) 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Castor (FL) 
Chu 
Cicilline 
Clarke (MI) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Connolly (VA) 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Courtney 
Critz 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
Deutch 
Dicks 
Dingell 


Mica 

Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (PA) 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Nunnelee 
Olson 
Palazzo 
Paul 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Petri 

Pitts 

Platts 

Poe (TX) 
Pompeo 
Posey 

Price (GA) 
Quayle 
Reed 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Ribble 
Rigell 
Rivera 
Roby 

Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross (FL) 
Royce 


NOES—166 


Doggett 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Eshoo 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Frank (MA) 
Fudge 
Garamendi 
Gonzalez 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Hahn 
Hanabusa 
Hastings (FL) 
Heinrich 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Hochul 
Holt 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Israel 
Jackson Lee 
(TX) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kildee 
Kind 
Kissell 
Kucinich 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lee (CA) 
Levin 
Lipinski 
Loebsack 
Lowey 
Lujan 
Lynch 


Runyan 
Ryan (WI) 
Scalise 
Schilling 
Schmidt 
Schock 
Schweikert 
Scott (SC) 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shimkus 
Shuler 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Southerland 
Stearns 
Stutzman 
Terry 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tipton 
Turner (OH) 
Upton 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walsh (IL) 
Webster 
West 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Wolf 
Womack 
Woodall 
Yoder 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Young (IN) 


Maloney 
Markey 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McIntyre 
McNerney 
Michaud 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Moore 

Moran 
Murphy (CT) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Olver 

Owens 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor (AZ) 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Peters 
Peterson 
Pingree (ME) 
Polis 

Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Rahall 

Reyes 
Richardson 
Richmond 
Ross (AR) 
Rothman (NJ) 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 

Ryan (OH) 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schrader 
Schwartz 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, David 
Serrano 
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Sewell Sutton Walz (MN) 
Sherman Thompson (CA) Waters 
Sires Thompson (MS) Watt 
Slaughter Tierney Waxman 
Smith (WA) Tonko Welch 
Speier Van Hollen Yarmuth 
Stark Visclosky 

NOT VOTING—387 
Ackerman Holden Rangel 
Akin Huizenga (MI) Sánchez, Linda 
Altmire Jackson (IL) T, 
Blumenauer Johnson (IL) Stivers 
Burton (IN) Jordan Sullivan 
Campbell Lamborn Towns 
Clarke (NY) Landry Tsongas 
Crowley Lewis (CA) Turner (NY) 
Diaz-Balart Lewis (GA) Velazquez 
Engel Lofgren, Zoe Wasserman 
Flake Meeks Schultz 
Gutierrez Nea. Wilson (FL) 
Herger Pence Woolsey 
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So the resolution was agreed to. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


Ee 


MOTIONS TO INSTRUCT CON- 
FEREES ON H.R. 4348, SURFACE 
TRANSPORTATION EXTENSION 
ACT OF 2012, PART II 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un- 
finished business is the vote on the mo- 
tion to instruct on H.R. 4348 offered by 
the gentleman from Maryland (Mr. 
HOYER) on which the yeas and nays 
were ordered. 

The Clerk will redesignate the mo- 
tion. 

The Clerk redesignated the motion. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion to instruct. 

This is a 5-minute vote. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—yeas 172, nays 
225, answered ‘‘present’’ 1, not voting 
34, as follows: 


[Roll No. 414] 


YEAS—172 
Altmire Clyburn Grijalva 
Andrews Cohen Hahn 
Baca Connolly (VA) Hanabusa 
Baldwin Conyers Hastings (FL) 
Barber Cooper Heinrich 
Barrow Costa Higgins 
Bass (CA) Costello Himes 
Bass (NH) Courtney Hinchey 
Becerra Critz Hinojosa 
Berkley Cuellar Hirono 
Berman Cummings Hochul 
Biggert Davis (CA) Holt 
Bishop (GA) Davis (IL) Honda 
Bishop (NY) DeGette Hoyer 
Bonamici DeLauro Israel 
Boren Deutch Jackson Lee 
Boswell Dicks (TX) 
Brady (PA) Dingell Johnson (GA) 
Braley (IA) Doggett Johnson, E. B. 
Brown (FL) Dold Jones 
Butterfield Doyle Kaptur 
Capps Edwards Keating 
Capuano Ellison Kildee 
Cardoza Eshoo Kind 
Carnahan Farr Kissell 
Carney Fattah Kucinich 
Castor (FL) Filner Langevin 
Chandler Fudge Larsen (WA) 
Chu Garamendi Larson (CT) 
Cicilline Gibson Lee (CA) 
Clarke (MI) Gonzalez Levin 
Clay Green, Al Lipinski 
Cleaver Green, Gene Loebsack 
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Lowey 
Lujan 
Lynch 
Maloney 
Markey 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McIntyre 
McNerney 
Michaud 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Moore 
Moran 
Murphy (CT) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Olver 

Owens 
Pallone 
Pascrell 


Adams 
Aderholt 
Alexander 
Amash 
Amodei 
Austria 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Barletta 
Bartlett 
Barton (TX) 
Benishek 
Berg 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Brooks 
Broun (GA) 
Buchanan 
Bucshon 
Buerkle 
Burgess 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canseco 
Cantor 
Capito 
Carson (IN) 
Carter 
Cassidy 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Coble 
Coffman (CO) 
Cole 
Conaway 
Cravaack 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Culberson 
Davis (KY) 
Denham 
Dent 
DesJarlais 
Donnelly (IN) 
Dreier 
Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Ellmers 
Emerson 
Farenthold 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 


Pastor (AZ) 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Peters 
Peterson 
Pingree (ME) 
Polis 

Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Rahall 

Reyes 
Richardson 
Richmond 
Ross (AR) 
Rothman (NJ) 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 

Ryan (OH) 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schilling 
Schrader 


NAYS—225 


Gallegly 
Gardner 
Garrett 
Gerlach 
Gibbs 
Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Griffin (AR) 
Griffith (VA) 
Grimm 
Guinta 
Guthrie 
Hal 
Hanna 
Harper 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayworth 
Heck 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herrera Beutler 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurt 
Issa 
Jenkins 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 
Kelly 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kline 
Labrador 
Lance 
Lankford 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Latta 
LoBiondo 
Long 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
Lungren, Daniel 
E. 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Marino 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McCotter 
McHenry 
McKeon 
McKinley 
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Schwartz 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, David 
Serrano 
Sewell 
Sherman 
Shuler 

Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Speier 
Stark 
Sutton 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Tonko 

Van Hollen 
Walz (MN) 
Waters 

Watt 
Waxman 
Welch 
Yarmuth 


McMorris 
Rodgers 
Meehan 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (PA) 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Nunnelee 
Olson 
Palazzo 
Paul 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Pence 
Petri 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe (TX) 
Pompeo 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Quayle 
Reed 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Ribble 
Rigell 
Rivera 
Roby 
Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross (FL) 
Royce 
Runyan 
Ryan (WI) 
Scalise 
Schmidt 
Schock 
Schweikert 
Scott (SC) 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Southerland 
Stearns 
Stutzman 
Terry 


Thompson (PA) Walden Wolf 
Thornberry Walsh (IL) Womack 
Tiberi Webster Woodall 
Tipton West Yoder 
Turner (OH) Westmoreland Young (AK) 
Upton Whitfield Young (FL) 
Visclosky Wilson (SC) Young (IN) 
Walberg Wittman 

ANSWERED ‘“‘PRESENT’’—1 

DeFazio 
NOT VOTING—34 
Ackerman Holden Sanchez, Linda 
Akin Jackson (IL) F 
Blumenauer Johnson (IL) Stivers 
Burton (IN) Jordan Sullivan 
Campbell Lamborn Towns 
Clarke (NY) Landry Tsongas 
Crowley Lewis (CA) Turner (NY) 
Diaz-Balart Lewis (GA) Velazquez 
Engel Lofgren, Zoe Wasserman 
Flake Meeks Schultz 
Frank (MA) Neal Wilson (FL) 
Gutierrez Range Woolsey 
1909 
So the motion to instruct was re- 

jected. 


The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un- 
finished business is the vote on the mo- 
tion to instruct on H.R. 4348 offered by 
the gentlewoman from Tennessee (Mrs. 
BLACK) on which the yeas and nays 
were ordered. 

The Clerk will redesignate the mo- 
tion. 

The Clerk redesignated the motion. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion to instruct. 

This is a 5-minute vote. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—yeas 201, nays 
194, not voting 37, as follows: 

[Roll No. 415] 


YEAS—201 
Adams Cravaack Guthrie 
Aderholt Crawford Hal 
Amash Crenshaw Harris 
Amodei Culberson Hartzler 
Austria Davis (KY) Hastings (WA) 
Bachmann Denham Hayworth 
Barletta DesJarlais Heck 
Bartlett Dreier Hensarling 
Barton (TX) Duffy Herger 
Bass (NH) Duncan (SC) Herrera Beutler 
Benishek Ellmers Huelskamp 
Berg Emerson Huizenga (MI) 
Biggert Farenthold Hunter 
Bilbray Fincher Hur 
Bishop (UT) Fleischmann Issa 
Black Fleming Jenkins 
Blackburn Flores Johnson (OH) 
Bonner Forbes Johnson, Sam 
Bono Mack Fortenberry Kelly 
Boustany Foxx King (IA) 
Brady (TX) Franks (AZ) Kingston 
Brooks Frelinghuysen Kline 
Broun (GA) Gallegly Labrador 
Buchanan Gardner Lance 
Bucshon Garrett Lankford 
Buerkle Gibbs Latham 
Calvert Gingrey (GA) Latta 
Canseco Gohmert LoBiondo 
Cantor Goodlatte Long 
Capito Gosar Lucas 
Carter Gowdy Luetkemeyer 
Cassidy Granger Lummis 
Chabot Graves (GA) Lungren, Daniel 
Chaffetz Graves (MO) E. 
Coble Griffin (AR) Mack 
Coffman (CO) Griffith (VA) Manzullo 
Cole Grimm Marchant 
Conaway Guinta Marino 


McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McCotter 
McHenry 
McKeon 
McKinley 
McMorris 
Rodgers 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (PA) 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Nunnelee 
Olson 
Palazzo 
Paul 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Pence 
Petri 
Poe (TX) 
Pompeo 
Posey 


Altmire 
Andrews 
Baca 
Baldwin 
Barber 
Barrow 
Bass (CA) 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Bonamici 
Boren 
Boswell 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 
Brown (FL) 
Burgess 
Butterfield 
Camp 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Castor (FL) 
Chandler 
Chu 
Cicilline 
Clarke (MI) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Connolly (VA) 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Courtney 
Critz 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
Dent 
Deutch 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Dold 
Donnelly (IN) 
Doyle 
Duncan (TN) 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Eshoo 


Price (GA) 
Quayle 

Reed 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Ribble 

Rigell 

Rivera 

Roby 

Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 

Ross (FL) 
Royce 

Ryan (WI) 
Scalise 
Schilling 
Schmidt 
Schweikert 
Scott (SC) 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 


NAYS—194 


Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Fitzpatrick 
Fudge 
Garamendi 
Gerlach 
Gibson 
Gonzalez 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Hahn 
Hanabusa 
Hanna 
Harper 
Hastings (FL) 
Heinrich 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Hochul 
Holt 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Hultgren 
Israel 
Jackson Lee 
(TX) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kildee 
Kind 
King (NY) 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kissell 
Kucinich 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
LaTourette 
Lee (CA) 
Levin 
Lipinski 
Loebsack 
Lowey 
Lujan 
Lynch 
Maloney 
Markey 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McIntyre 
McNerney 
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Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (TX) 
Southerland 
Stearns 
Stutzman 
Terry 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tipton 
Turner (OH) 
Upton 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walsh (IL) 
Webster 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Womack 
Woodall 
Yoder 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Young (IN) 


Meehan 
Michaud 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Moore 
Moran 
Murphy (CT) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Noem 

Olver 

Owens 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor (AZ) 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Peters 
Peterson 
Pingree (ME) 
Pitts 

Platts 

Polis 

Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Rahall 
Reyes 
Richardson 
Richmond 
Ross (AR) 
Rothman (NJ) 
Runyan 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 

Ryan (OH) 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schock 
Schrader 
Schwartz 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, David 
Serrano 
Sewell 
Sherman 
Shuler 

Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (WA) 
Speier 

Stark 
Sutton 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Tonko 

Van Hollen 
Visclosky 
Walz (MN) 
Waters 
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Watt Welch Wolf 
Waxman West Yarmuth 
NOT VOTING—37 
Ackerman Gutierrez Roybal-Allard 
Akin Holden Sanchez, Linda 
Alexander Jackson (IL) T: 
Bachus Johnson (IL) Stivers 
Blumenauer Jordan Sullivan 
Burton (IN) Lamborn Towns 
Campbell Landry Tsongas 
Clarke (NY) Lewis (CA) Turner (NY) 
Crowley Lewis (GA) Velázquez 
Diaz-Balart Lofgren, Zoe Wasserman 
Engel Meeks Schultz 
Flake Neal Wilson (FL) 
Frank (MA) Rangel Woolsey 
1916 


So the motion to instruct was agreed 
to. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Mr. GUTIERREZ. Mr. Speaker, | was un- 
avoidably absent yesterday for votes in the 
House Chamber today. | would like the 
RECORD to show that, had | been present, | 
would have voted “no” on rollcall votes 412, 
413 and 415 and “yes” on rollcall vote 414. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Mr. JOHNSON of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, on 
Tuesday June 26, 2012 | had obligations that 
necessitated my attention in Philo, Illinois and 
missed votes on Ordering the Previous Ques- 
tion, H. Res. 697 the Rule providing for Con- 
sideration of H.R. 5972 and H.R. 5973, Rep- 
resentative HOYER’s Motion to Instruct Con- 
ferees on H.R. 4348, and Representative 
BLACK’s Motion to Instruct Conferees on H.R. 
4348. 

Had | been present, | would have voted 
“aye” on the Previous Question and H. Res. 
697. | would have voted “nay” on Representa- 
tive HOYER’s Motion to Instruct Conferees on 
H.R. 4348. Finally, had | been present | would 
have voted “aye” on Representative BLACK’s 
Motion to Instruct Conferees on H.R. 4348. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Mr. DIAZ-BALART of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
due to inclement weather, my flight was de- 
layed and | was unable to cast the following 
votes. If | had been present, | would have 
voted as follows: rollcall vote 412, | would 
have voted “yea”; rollcall vote 413, | would 
have voted “yea”; rollcall vote 414, | would 
have voted “nay”; rollcall vote 415, | would 
have voted “yea.” 


——— 


ELECTING MEMBERS TO CERTAIN 
STANDING COMMITTEES OF THE 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. Mr. 
Speaker, by direction of the Demo- 
cratic Caucus, I offer a privileged reso- 
lution and ask for its immediate con- 
sideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol- 
lows: 

H. RES. 707 

Resolved, That the following named Mem- 
bers be and are hereby elected to the fol- 
lowing standing committees of the House of 
Representatives: 

(1) COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES.—Mr. 
Barber. 
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(2) COMMITTEE ON HOMELAND SECURITY.— 
Mr. Barber. 

Mr. LARSON of Connecticut (during 
the reading). Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent that the resolution be 
considered as read and printed in the 
RECORD. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Connecticut? 

There was no objection. 

The resolution was agreed to. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


ī— 


NOTICES OF INTENTION TO OFFER 
MOTION TO INSTRUCT CON- 
FEREES ON H.R. 4348, SURFACE 
TRANSPORTATION EXTENSION 
ACT OF 2012, PART II 


Ms. HAHN. Mr. Speaker, pursuant to 
rule XXII, clause 7(c), I hereby an- 
nounce my intention to offer a motion 
to instruct on H.R. 4348, the transpor- 
tation conference report. 

The form of the motion is as follows: 

Ms. Hahn moves that the managers on the 
part of the House at the conference on the 
disagreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
Senate amendment to the bill H.R. 4348 be 
instructed to agree to the freight policy pro- 
visions in Sec. 1115, Sec. 33002, Sec. 33003, and 
Sec. 33005 of the Senate amendment. 

Mr. CRITZ. Mr. Speaker, pursuant to 
rule XXII, clause 7(c), I hereby an- 
nounce my intention to offer a motion 
to instruct on H.R. 4348, the transpor- 
tation conference report. 

The form of the motion is as follows: 

Mr. Critz moves that the managers on the 
part of the House at the conference on the 
disagreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
Senate amendment to the bill H.R. 4348 be 
instructed to resolve all issues and file a con- 
ference report not later than June 28, 2012. 


EE 
PERSONAL EXPLANATION 


Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, during the consideration of 
the Domestic Energy and Jobs Act of 
2012 I was unavoidably detained on 
business in the district; and I would 
like to place in the RECORD the fol- 
lowing statements regarding the 
amendments: 

The Hastings amendment, ‘‘no.”’ 
The Waxman amendment, ‘‘yes.’’ 
The Connolly amendment, ‘‘no.’’ 
The Gene Green amendment, “yes.” 
The Rush amendment, “yes.” 

The Holt amendment, ‘‘yes.’’ 

The Lewis amendment, “yes.” 

The Amodei amendment, ‘‘no.’’ 

The Markey amendment, ‘‘yes.”’ 
The Landry amendment, ‘‘yes.”’ 
The Rigell amendment, ‘‘no.”’ 

The Holt amendment, ‘‘yes.’’ 

The Wittman amendment, ‘‘no.’’ 
The Bass amendment, “yes.” 

The Capps amendment, “yes.” 

The Speier amendment, “yes.” 

The DeLauro amendment, ‘‘yes.”’ 
The Democratic motion to recommit, 
yes.” 
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Passage, “no.” 

Below are the descriptions of the amend- 
ments to H.R. 4480 that were voted on this 
past Thursday, when | was absent from votes. 

Hastings (WA) Manager’s Amendment (Roll 
392)—Overturns the EPA designation of the 
Colville River in Alaska as an Aquatic Re- 
source of National Importance and requires 
additional right of ways in the National Petro- 
leum Reserve Alaska (NPR-A); makes tech- 
nical changes. 

Waxman Amendment (Roll 393)—Provides 
that the rules described in section 205(a) shall 
not be delayed if the pollution that would be 
controlled by the rules contributes to asthma 
attacks, acute and chronic bronchitis, heart at- 
tacks, cancer, birth defects, neurological dam- 
age, premature death, or other serious harms 
to human health. 

Connolly Amendment (Roll 394)—Defines 
the term “public health” in the Clean Air Act 
as the health of humans, not corporations. 

Gene Green Amendment (Roll 395)— 
Strikes section 206 of the bill, which would 
fundamentally change the way the Clean Air 
Act establishes national ambient air quality 
standards for smog. Instead of the standards 
being health-based, section 206 would have 
them be set based on the potential cost of pol- 
lution controls. 

Rush Amendment (Roll 396)—Provides that 
Sections 205 and 206 shall cease to be effec- 
tive if the Administrator of the Energy Informa- 
tion Administration determines that implemen- 
tation of this title is not projected to lower gas- 
oline prices and create jobs in the United 
States within 10 years. 

Holt Amendment (Roll 397)—Seeks to re- 
duce the number of onshore leases on which 
oil and gas production is not occurring as an 
incentive for oil and gas companies to begin 
producing on the leases that they already 
hold. 

Connolly/Lewis (GA) Amendment (Roll 
398)—Clarifies that the section requiring a 
$5,000 protest fee shall not infringe upon the 
protections afforded by the First Amendment 
to the Constitution to petition for the redress of 
grievances. 

Amodei Amendment (Roll 399)—Prohibits 
the Secretary of the Interior from considering 
merging of the Bureau of Land Management 
(BLM) and the Office of Surface Mining, Rec- 
lamation and Enforcement (OSM). 

Markey Amendment (Roll 400)—Prohibits oil 
and gas produced under new leases author- 
ized by this legislation from being exported to 
foreign countries, ensuring American re- 
sources remain here to benefit American con- 
sumers. 

Landry Amendment (Roll 401)—Would in- 
crease future federal deficits by raising the 
cap of revenue shared among the Gulf States 
who produce energy on the Outer Continental 
Shelf starting in FY2023 from $500 million to 
$750 million, awarding these 4 Gulf States an- 
other $6 billion in addition to the $150 billion 
they will already receive under current law. 

Rigell Amendment (Roll 402)—Requires 
Lease Sale 220 off the coast of Virginia in the 
5 Year Plan for OCS oil and gas drilling and 
to conduct Lease Sale 220 within one year of 
enactment. In addition, the Amendment would 
also ensure that no oil and gas drilling may be 
conducted off the coast of Virginia which 
would conflict with military operations. 
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Holt Amendment (Roll 403)—Ends free drill- 
ing in the Gulf of Mexico by requiring oil com- 
panies to pay royalties on previously royalty- 
free leases in order to receive new leases on 
public lands. 

Wittman/Rigell Amendment (Roll 404)— 
Would establish a new regulatory program and 
waive environmental review for the Bureau of 
Ocean Energy Management (BOEM) to ap- 
prove temporary infrastructure, such as towers 
or buoys, to test and develop offshore wind 
power in the Outer Continental Shelf. 

Bass (CA) Amendment (Roll 405)—Re- 
quires the newly created interagency com- 
mittee to analyze how to protect American 
consumers from gasoline price spikes by re- 
ducing America’s dependence on oil. 

Capps Amendment (Roll 406)—Removes 
the requirements in Title Il of the bill to con- 
duct an analysis, issue a report, and delay 
rules if the Secretary of Energy determines 
that the analyses are “infeasible to conduct, 
require data that does not exist, or would gen- 
erate results subject to such large estimates of 
uncertainty that the results would be neither 
reliable nor useful.” 

Speier Amendment (Roll 407)—Strikes lan- 
guage in the underlying legislation that would 
require drilling permits to be deemed approved 
a 60 day deadline, which could expose public 
lands to undue risk. 

DeLauro/Markey/Frank Amendment (Roll 
408)—Would require $128 million received 
from the sale of new leases issued pursuant 
to this legislation to be made available to fully 
fund the Commodity Futures Trading Commis- 
sion to limit Wall Street speculation in energy 
markets. 


u 


TRANSPORTATION, HOUSING AND 
URBAN DEVELOPMENT, AND RE- 
LATED AGENCIES APPROPRIA- 
TIONS ACT, 2013 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. LATHAM. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days to revise 
and extend their remarks and to in- 
clude extraneous material on H.R. 5972, 
and that I may include tabular mate- 
rial on the same. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Iowa? 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to House Resolution 697 and rule 
XVIII, the Chair declares the House in 
the Committee of the Whole House on 
the state of the Union for the consider- 
ation of the bill, H.R. 5972. 

The Chair appoints the gentleman 
from Washington (Mr. HASTINGS) to 
preside over the Committee of the 
Whole. 
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 
Accordingly, the House resolved 


itself into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union for the 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 5972) 
making appropriations for the Depart- 
ments of Transportation, and Housing 
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and Urban Development, and related 
agencies for the fiscal year ending Sep- 
tember 30, 2013, and for other purposes, 
with Mr. HASTINGS of Washington in 
the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The CHAIR. Pursuant to the rule, the 
bill is considered read the first time. 

The gentleman from Iowa (Mr. 
LATHAM) and the gentleman from Mas- 
sachusetts (Mr. OLVER) each will con- 
trol 30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Iowa. 

Mr. LATHAM. I yield myself such 
time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I’m pleased to present 
the fiscal year 2013 Transportation, 
Housing and Urban Development ap- 
propriations bill to the House. 

Before we get to the bill, rd like to 
take a moment to congratulate my col- 
league and ranking member of this sub- 
committee, JOHN OLVER, for his many 
years of service. AS many of you may 
know, Mr. OLVER is retiring at the end 
of this Congress. I have to say he’ll be 
sorely missed by all of us. This is a bet- 
ter bill because of his relentless quest 
for knowledge about its programs. I 
thank you, JOHN OLVER, for your serv- 
ice, not just to this institution, but to 
the Nation. Thank you very, very 
much. You’re a great, great partner. 
You’ll be missed. 

The bill before the committee today 
is a balanced proposal on how to allo- 
cate $51.6 million among Federal hous- 
ing and transportation programs across 
the Nation. Continuing our commit- 
ment to reduce government spending, 
our allocation is almost $4 billion 
below fiscal year 2012 and almost $2 bil- 
lion below the President’s request. The 
bill also reflects the budget resolution 
that was passed by the House. 

Mr. Chairman, we had to make some 
hard choices on funding levels for the 
agencies in this bill. We dedicated our- 
selves to this task while recognizing 
the serious fiscal constraints that the 
Nation faces. We also kept this bill 
largely free of authorizations, leaving 
that important work to the Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure and Finan- 
cial Services Committees. We also re- 
jected many new unauthorized pro- 
grams that were proposed by the Presi- 
dent. For transportation programs, 
this bill focuses on programs most crit- 
ical to public safety and economic 
growth. 

We fully fund FAA safety programs 
and provide $1 billion to advance the 
Next Generation of air traffic control. 
We also fund programs to support 
growth in commercial space and un- 
manned aerial systems, which will play 
key roles in keeping these U.S. indus- 
tries on the global cutting edge. This 
bill rejects new fees on air passengers 
proposed by the President that would 
harm our economy at this time. 

This bill funds highway and transit 
programs consistent with last year’s 
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levels but contingent upon reauthoriza- 
tion. Fortunately, Mr. Chairman, it ap- 
pears that there’s a positive movement 
on the transportation bill. Again this 
bill funds highways and transit con- 
sistent with last year’s level but, 
again, contingent on reauthorization. 

The bill cuts the Amtrak operating 
subsidy by $116 million below last year 
and does not fund the President’s re- 
quest for high-speed rail. However, the 
bill does provide $500 million in author- 
ized funds to fix existing infrastructure 
on public passenger lines. This will im- 
mediately create jobs, as the CBO has 
scored it with an almost 80 percent 
outlay rate in the first year. We believe 
this is a better alternative to the ad- 
ministration’s high-speed rail proposal. 

For housing programs, this bill fully 
funds renewals of the section 8 vouch- 
ers, serving about 2.2 million families. 
We also provide $75 million for 10,000 
new VASH vouchers. Those are for the 
homeless vets. We fully fund the budg- 
et request in that item. The Dill 
matches the President’s request for $8.7 
billion for Project-Based Rental Assist- 
ance. The CDBG is funded at a $3.4 bil- 
lion level, and HOME is funded at $1.2 
billion. 

I’d like to close by saying we tried to 
be balanced in our approach with this 
bill, but we did reject broad, new, un- 
authorized programs requested by the 
President. We also do not include other 
authorizing provisions requested by 
other Members out of deference to the 
ongoing work of both the T&I and Fi- 
nancial Services Committees. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
bill. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. OLVER. I yield myself such time 
as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, it is a pleasure to see 
the Transportation, Housing and Urban 
Development and Related Agencies ap- 
propriations bill for fiscal year 2013 
considered on the House floor this 
year. And I thank Chairman LATHAM, 
first, for his kind words, but also for 
maintaining an inclusive committee 
process as this bill was prepared. He 
has been a good partner for the past 4 
years, and I value our relationship. 

I also want to recognize the hard 
work of the committee staff, specifi- 
cally, on the majority side: Dena 
Baron, Doug Disrud, Sara Peters, Mike 
Friedberg, Brian Barnard, and Doug 
Bobbitt. And on the minority side: 
Kate Hallahan, Joe Carlile, and Blair 
Anderson. 

Chairman LATHAM and I are lucky to 
have such dedicated staff who work 
amiably and respectfully together. 
They have spent many late nights put- 
ting this bill together, and we would 
not be here today without their hard 
work. 

Mr. Chairman, the Republican leader- 
ship’s decision to ignore last summer’s 
Budget Control Act agreement has left 


10006 


this bill with an inadequate allocation 
to properly fund our transportation 
and housing investment needs. The re- 
sulting artificially low allocation 
forced Chairman LATHAM to make un- 
necessary and destructive trade-offs. 

Specifically, I have concerns that the 
Ryan budget forces us to accept the ad- 
ministration’s proposal to fund project- 
based section 8 contracts for less than 
a full year. This does not shrink the 
program nor reduce the deficit. It sim- 
ply pushes the costs down the road and 
increases uncertainty for private busi- 
ness owners. 

I’m also disappointed that this bill 
does not fund the sustainable commu- 
nities initiative. 
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However, within the constraints 
forced upon him, I recognize that 
Chairman LATHAM has put forward a 
respectable bill that contains a number 
of bright spots, including increases for 
Amtrak, CDBG, the HOME program, 
and housing for the elderly, for which 
he should be commended. I hope that 
as the process moves forward and we 
receive a real allocation, that these in- 
creases will be preserved and that the 
holes can be addressed. 

Unfortunately, I am concerned that 
the House Republican leadership’s deci- 
sion to underfund this bill is not an 
isolated incident, but is symptomatic 
of an ideology that does not under- 
stand the value of infrastructure in- 
vestment. 

This strategy is wrong for America. 

Last year, the leaders of the U.S. 
Chamber of Commerce and the AFL- 
CIO, not usually bedfellows, agreed 
that we must have greater investment 
in our Nation’s infrastructure in order 
to create jobs and to be competitive in 
the global economy. 

A modern, well-maintained transpor- 
tation network is absolutely necessary 
for our economy to grow and the coun- 
try to prosper. 

The breadth of direct and indirect in- 
fluence of our transportation networks 
on the economy is staggering. Our auto 
manufacturing industry, its enormous 
parts supplier base, the national net- 
work of gas stations and its complex 
distribution system, and the oil indus- 
try all thrive because we have an effi- 
cient highway system that people need 
to use. 

The physical construction of roads 
and railroads requires aggregate mate- 
rials processed locally, steel trusses 
and rebar made by American compa- 
nies and crews manned by American 
workers. 

Our transit system supports the do- 
mestic manufacturing of buses, street- 
cars, and trains, while providing busi- 
nesses with cost-effective access to 
labor pools. 

Furthermore, every good produced or 
consumed in the U.S. must be trans- 
ported via our network of roads, rails, 
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and ports. As a result, the efficiency 
with which our system operates deter- 
mines whether American goods can 
compete in the global marketplace. 

Yet, report after report indicates 
that we are falling behind. The Amer- 
ican Society of Civil Engineers infra- 
structure report card gave us a “D” 
and estimated that more than a $2 tril- 
lion investment is needed. DOT’s most 
recent ‘‘Conditions and Performance 
Report” indicates that there is an an- 
nual investment gap of $27 billion just 
to maintain our current system of 
highways and bridges in a state of good 
repair, and a much larger gap to ex- 
pand the system to meet the needs of 
the growing population. 

The United States has the largest 
economy in the world, yet the World 
Economic Forum’s most recent rank- 
ing drops America’s infrastructure 
quality to 23rd in the world. 

The reason for our infrastructure de- 
cline is simple. We are not raising 
enough revenue to fund our infrastruc- 
ture needs. In 2000, the highway and 
mass transit accounts raised $35 bil- 
lion. By 2011, they only raised $37 bil- 
lion. When you factor in inflation, we 
are raising 20 percent fewer dollars for 
our transportation infrastructure than 
we did 10 years ago. This is 
unsustainable. During the same period, 
the U.S. population grew 10 percent to 
309 million people; 65 percent of them 
live in metropolitan areas having popu- 
lations greater than 500,000 people. 

Our largest 50 metropolitan areas 
have more than 1 million in popu- 
lation; 13 of them, all cities in the sun- 
belt such as Dallas, Houston, Orlando, 
Phoenix, and Charlotte, grew more 
than 25 percent in one single decade, 
the last decade. Such burgeoning com- 
munities need a massive, timely expan- 
sion of both highway and transit facili- 
ties in order to ensure that rapid popu- 
lation growth doesn’t choke their 
economies with congestion. 

In contrast, 22 of those 50 largest 
areas, all older mature metropolitan 
areas, including Boston, New York, 
Philadelphia, Cleveland, Pittsburgh, 
Chicago and Los Angeles, are growing 
slower than the national average; but 
their built-out highway, transit, and 
commute rail systems are deterio- 
rating and need a massive, timely pro- 
gram of rehabilitation to simply reach 
a state of good repair. 

Our rural areas face an even worse 
problem. The number of counties in 
rural America that are losing popu- 
lation is rising rapidly. With that 
comes disinvestment in education, 
health care, and public infrastructure 
of all shades. Yet virtually the entire 
rural road system must be maintained 
in a state of good repair or our rural 
areas will become ever greater pockets 
of poverty. 

If we are to meet these changing pop- 
ulation demographics and provide a 
transportation system that functions 
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as a sound foundation and not a hin- 
drance on our economy, Congress must 
find the means and grow the political 
courage to raise revenue. 

The current debate on the surface au- 
thorization does not accomplish that. 
In fact, the present gridlock of debate 
is only effective at slowing economic 
growth and keeping America’s unem- 
ployment high. That cannot be Amer- 
ica’s goal. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. LATHAM. Mr. Chairman, I am 
proud to yield 5 minutes to the chair- 
man of the full committee, the gen- 
tleman from Kentucky (Mr. ROGERS). 

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr. Chair- 
man, I thank the gentleman for yield- 
ing. 

I rise in support of this bill. This is 
the sixth bill that we’ve considered on 
the House floor, which means the 
House is nearly halfway done with its 
appropriations bills for fiscal year 2013. 
The Appropriations Committee has 
considered 11 of the 12 annual bills so 
far this year, in record time. I’m proud 
of our quick and thorough progress, 
and also that we have been able to 
work in regular order, which has been 
the goal of this committee from the 
git-go last January. 

The other commitment this com- 
mittee made at the beginning of the 
Congress was to reduce discretionary 
spending wherever we can. In the past 
two fiscal years, we’ve cut spending by 
more than $95 billion and are on our 
way to continue reductions for a third 
year in a row. 

I’ve said it before, Mr. Chairman, but 
this is a historic accomplishment—a 
record for spending reductions that 
this Nation has not seen since at least 
World War II. 

The fiscal year 2013 Transportation, 
Housing and Urban Development Ap- 
propriations bill continues this down- 
ward trajectory, cutting $4 billion from 
last year’s level, bringing us to the 
lowest level of spending for this bill 
since 2009. 

The $15.6 billion included in this bill 
funds Department of Transportation 
agencies like the FAA, the Federal 
Railroad Administration, the National 
Highway Traffic Safety Administra- 
tion, as well as critical Housing and 
Urban Development programs. 

Within the Department of Transpor- 
tation, the bill targets funds towards 
programs that improve the reliability, 
efficiency, and safety of our Nation’s 
transportation system. This includes 
reducing congestion and delays for air 
travelers by providing nearly $1 billion 
for the FAA’s NextGen program, care- 
fully funding Amtrak to help build rail 
bridges and tunnels, and supporting 
construction at airports across the Na- 
tion. 

These smart investments in Amer- 
ica’s infrastructure will help create an 
environment that supports job creation 
and spurs economic growth. 
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Overall, funding for the Department 
of Housing and Urban Development is 
cut by $3.8 billion compared with last 
year, but we took careful steps to en- 
sure that this reduction didn’t unfairly 
displace our most vulnerable popu- 
lations, including persons with disabil- 
ities and the elderly. 

The funding in this section of the bill 
prioritizes the most beneficial and 
cost-effective programs. We are pro- 
viding section 8 vouchers for 2.2 million 
families—fully funding the President’s 
request—and keeping our veterans with 
roofs over their heads. 

We also increased funding for the 
Community Development Block Grant 
program. Throughout the bill, the 
chairman of the subcommittee has 
made policy reforms and conditions 
that will ensure greater efficiency and 
less waste. 
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The safe and responsible shepherding 
of taxpayer dollars is important gov- 
ernment-wide, particularly when deal- 
ing with our Nation’s infrastructure 
and housing. 

We help guarantee that taxpayer dol- 
lars aren’t slipping through the cracks 
by implementing strict oversight and 
eliminating wasteful, unnecessary pro- 
grams. To this end, we provided no 
funding for the President’s High-Speed 
Rail program, the unauthorized and ex- 
pensive Choice Neighborhoods pro- 
gram, or the extraneous TIGER grants 
program, among other uneconomical 
and unnecessary initiatives. Further- 
more, the bill rejects the administra- 
tion’s attempted accounting tricks 
that would enact new fees on air trav- 
elers. 

There are still several moving parts 
in this section of the bill as we await 
reauthorization for the highway trust 
fund and its mass transit account. The 
committee stands ready to adjust the 
bill, as needed, if a multiyear author- 
ization should be enacted. 

In closing, I want to take a moment 
to extend my thanks and congratula- 
tions to Chairman LATHAM, Ranking 
Member OLVER, and the entire sub- 
committee for their expert work on 
this bill. I also want to thank the staff 
for both the majority and the minor- 
ity; without them, the bill would not 
be here. 

As many of you know, this is Rank- 
ing Member OLVER’s final THUD appro- 
priations bill before he retires. His 
leadership and his expertise, his work 
on this committee, and his contribu- 
tion to the House as a whole are incom- 
parable, and we will certainly miss the 
gentleman a great deal. Congratula- 
tions, Mr. OLVER, for a great career in 
this body. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues 
to support this bill. It smartly focuses 
on our key infrastructure priorities, 
supports a more responsible and 
slimmed down housing department, 
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and holds the line on discretionary 
spending to a more sustainable level. 

Mr. OLVER. Mr. Chairman, first I 
want to thank the chairman of the Ap- 
propriations Committee for his kind 
words as well. 

Now I will yield 3 minutes to the gen- 
tlelady from Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR), who is 
a member of the subcommittee. 

Ms. KAPTUR. I thank Ranking Mem- 
ber OLVER, the gentleman from Massa- 
chusetts, for recognizing me today. 

First, I would like to share my appre- 
ciation for all of the work that Con- 
gressman OLVER has dedicated his life 
to throughout his two-decade-long ca- 
reer with intelligence, integrity, and 
honor. More recently, I would like to 
take a moment to recognize the work 
he has done the past 4 years as both 
chair and ranking member of the very 
productive, bipartisan Transportation, 
Housing and Urban Development Sub- 
committee. His presence, his experi- 
ence, his moderation, his knowledge, 
his collegiality, and his genius will cer- 
tainly be missed, and we thank him for 
his phenomenal service to our country. 

With that, I applaud the work that 
both he and Chairman LATHAM have 
done with the subcommittee FY 2013 
legislation. Unfortunately, their sense 
of necessary bipartisanship does not 
extend to the leadership of this House. 

I must reference the beginning of the 
appropriations process and the leader- 
ship’s misguided decision to undermine 
the Budget Control Act of 2011. The re- 
sult of our negotiations last summer 
created a bipartisan agreement, with 
discretionary programs having a spend- 
ing cap of $1.047 trillion. However, the 
Republican leadership reneged on that 
deal, leaving us with $19 billion less for 
discretionary programs essential for 
the American public and the American 
economy during this crucial moment of 
economic recovery. 

Despite the fact that they pulled the 
rug out from under the committee, on 
transportation, Amtrak is actually 
funded somewhat above the fiscal year 
2012 level. You know, America has 300 
million people today, a little bit over 
that. By 2050 she will have 500 million 
people. We simply need leadership in 
this country to know that we have to 
meet the needs of a new day. This bill 
moves us in that direction. 

The legislation also provides renewal 
of housing contracts for every eligible 
individual and family currently receiv- 
ing them, though for two-thirds of 
them, they will not get the full year re- 
newal. This is not the moment to un- 
dermine our Nation’s housing market 
further. 

Local community programs like 
CDBG and HOME are funded at less 
than adequate levels, but we did the 
best we could with the allocation. An 
important program, the HUD-Veterans 
Affairs Supportive Housing program, is 
fully funded at $75 million, which will 
provide housing vouchers for over 
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10,000 veterans, most of them homeless 
across our country. 

Again, I want to thank Chairman 
LATHAM and Ranking Member OLVER, 
as well as the full committee Chairman 
ROGERS and Ranking Member DICKS for 
their work. This bill is constrained by 
budget realities that continue to re- 
ward Wall Street insiders at the ex- 
pense of the middle class and the poor. 
I alone can’t change that, but this bill 
demonstrates that the Appropriations 
Committee does its work of maintain- 
ing a stable Federal Government as 
fundamental to a stable society in this 
great Nation. 

Mr. LATHAM. Mr. Chairman, I re- 
serve the balance of my time. 

Mr. OLVER. Mr. Chairman, I now 
yield 3 minutes to the gentlewoman 
from California (Ms. LEE), who is a 
member of the Appropriations Com- 
mittee. 

Ms. LEE of California. Mr. Chairman, 
first, let me thank our ranking mem- 
ber for yielding. But also, I want to 
thank yourself and our subcommittee 
chair and the entire staff for their tire- 
less effort to bring this appropriations 
bill to the floor. 

I also want to say to the ranking 
member, Mr. OLVER, that I will miss 
your thoughtfulness. I will miss your 
real clarity of purpose on all of the 
issues. I will miss your attention to de- 
tail and the bipartisan spirit that you 
bring to this Appropriations Com- 
mittee. I just have to say I wish you 
the best, as you close this chapter of 
your life and begin the next chapter, 
but Pm going to miss you deeply—as 
we’ve heard tonight and we will hear 
until you begin this next chapter. So 
thank you again so much for your serv- 
ice. And most importantly, I just want 
to thank you for your friendship. 

Yes, aS a member of the Appropria- 
tions Committee, I really understand 
the constraints which we have been 
working under, but I cannot support 
the inadequate sub-allocation in this 
bill. 

Mr. Chairman, this bill does not meet 
the basic responsibilities that we have 
to the American people. It short- 
changes key housing and transpor- 
tation initiatives which would rebuild 
America and put construction workers 
back on the job. And in a time of great 
need, this bill does not include a single 
dollar for the TIGER grant program. 

Like many communities across the 
Nation, including in my home district, 
especially in my city of Oakland, Cali- 
fornia, we continue to struggle with 
high unemployment and crumbling in- 
frastructure. Smart investments in in- 
frastructure, such as TIGER grants, 
create jobs and fix our infrastructure. 

Tonight, Congresswoman MAXINE 
WATERS will offer an amendment to 
add $500 million in TIGER funding. I’m 
very proud to cosponsor this amend- 
ment. I appreciate Congresswoman 
WATERS bringing this forward because 
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this is a very important amendment 
for us to support. So I hope all Mem- 
bers will support that $500 million in- 
crease in TIGER funding. 

In addition to shortchanging our 
transportation needs, this bill fails to 
invest in our Nation’s critical afford- 
able housing stock. I know the chair- 
man and Mr. OLVER remember in com- 
mittee I tried to begin the debate on 
increasing the project-based section 8 
voucher program because landlords and 
developers and tenants are going to be 
shortchanged if we don’t fix this. Hope- 
fully, that amount will be increased in 
the Senate. 

Now, in the middle of a housing 
emergency, gutting support for afford- 
able housing for our Nation’s seniors, 
the disabled, families and children, 
that’s just plain wrong. Republicans 
supported bailouts to Wall Street, but 
even the smallest programs to help 
families on Main Street like Choice 
Neighborhoods and Sustainable Com- 
munities, those initiatives are com- 
pletely zeroed out. 

This bill fails to fund the National 
Affordable Housing Trust Fund, which 
Senator SANDERS and myself initiated 
when we both were on the Banking 
Committee many years ago. 

The CHAIR. The time of the gentle- 
woman has expired. 

Mr. OLVER. I yield an additional 
minute to the gentlewoman. 

Ms. LEE of California. Thank you 
very much. 

This bill, as I said a minute ago, this 
fails to fund the National Affordable 
Housing Trust Fund—very important 
initiative. Senator SANDERS and my- 
self, we initially put forth this idea 
when we were both on the Banking 
Committee. This was an excellent idea, 
it was an excellent bill, it was an excel- 
lent program which would build the 
desperately needed housing. It would 
create thousands of construction jobs, 
which would of course boost the entire 
economy. 
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This bill that we’re debating tonight 
does not fund that, and that is really 
too bad. The American people need 
Congress to invest in our Nation’s in- 
frastructure. We cannot build a strong 
and prosperous Nation if our roads and 
bridges are crumbling beneath our feet. 
We cannot build a strong economy if 
we leave millions of Americans in pov- 
erty at the risk of homelessness and 
struggling to find a good-paying job. 

So I urge Members to oppose this 
bill. But again, I want to thank the 
chairman and the ranking member for 
working on the subcommittee bill in 
the spirit of bipartisanship. But I think 
it just falls short for many of us to sup- 
port. 

Mr. LATHAM. Mr. Chairman, I con- 
tinue to reserve the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. OLVER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentlewoman from 
Texas (Ms. JACKSON LEE). 
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Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. I thank 
the ranking member, and I thank the 
chairman of the full committee, of the 
subcommittee, both chair and ranking 
member. 

I do too want to take a moment to 
thank the ranking member for his long 
service to this Nation. As he has been 
a member of the Appropriations Com- 
mittee, we can count his work inside 
this House. But I really think the 
American people, Mr. OLVER, owe you a 
moment of gratitude for the work and 
commitments that you’ve shown in 
making sure that those who need help 
can get help, and I want to pay tribute 
to you this evening. 

I also want to indicate that we un- 
derstand that we are living in difficult 
times. But I raise concerns about fund- 
ing, living in the fourth largest city in 
the Nation, where we see enormous 
congestion, and the importance of 
transit dollars; $900 million, fortu- 
nately, came to Houston after a long, 
long wait to build a light-rail system. 
Those dollars need to continue. 

Housing plays a very important role. 
In the city of Galveston, for example, 
they have been the recipient of $700 
million after Hurricane Ike to use for 
the restoration of private housing, in- 
frastructure and, of course, public 
housing. To cut those lines of funding 
will, in essence, impact communities 
around the Nation that are impacted 
by disaster. Losing the full funding of 
the TIGER grant—and I support the 
gentlelady from California, Ms. 
WATERS’ amendment to restore those 
dollars—they create jobs. 

So it is important, as we look at this 
bill, that we look at it from the per- 
spective of solving the hurt of Ameri- 
cans who’ve been impacted by disaster, 
of improving mobility, ensuring that 
we put Americans back to work with 
funding for transportation and the in- 
frastructure. I cite Galveston in par- 
ticular because there is a conflict 
going on with respect to the impor- 
tance of public and private housing. 

The CHAIR. The time of the gentle- 
woman has expired. 

Mr. OLVER. I yield the gentlewoman 
an additional 1 minute. 

Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. The sit- 
uation in Galveston resulted from a 
unique impact of Hurricane Ike. Mr. 
Chairman, most think that the surge 
would come from the larger body of 
water, but the surge came from the bay 
and really impacted low-income indi- 
viduals who didn’t have any flood in- 
surance or had already paid for their 
house, it had been in their families for 
years. And through the largesse of the 
Congress and HUD, a $700 million pack- 
age was presented to restore that area 
and those houses and those families, 
many of whom I visited in tents. 

We have a situation where there’s a 
misunderstanding of the value of those 
Federal funds, but we do have those 
Federal funds; and it is in tribute to 
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this Congress, and I want to see funds 
for public housing, for affordable hous- 
ing continue. 

With that, I would hope that we have 
an opportunity in the conference or 
have an opportunity to restore the 
funds that have had to be cut, because 
they create jobs, they provide a lifeline 
for those impacted by disaster, and 
they create the mobility and infra- 
structure rebuild that America needs. 

Mr. OLVER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

Mr. LATHAM. Mr. Chairman, again, I 
want to congratulate my good friend, 
Mr. OLVER, and second what he said. 
The staff on both sides does an out- 
standing job for this subcommittee and 
for the country. It’s a marvel to watch 
them work together and to come to 
this bill. 

So with that, Mr. Chairman, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

Ms. BONAMICI. Mr. Chair, | rise to urge my 
colleagues to work together to pass a com- 
prehensive transportation bill before current 
law expires at the end of this week. The First 
District of Oregon is home to some of the 
country’s most innovative thinkers, many of 
whom work at the technology giant Intel. Un- 
fortunately, one of the biggest challenges of 
their workday often comes before it even 
starts, and continues after it ends: it is their 
commute. The roads leading to the “Silicon 
Forest,” as the technology cluster in Oregon is 
known, can back up for miles—a good sign for 
the economy, but bad for our transportation in- 
frastructure. 

The City of Hillsboro is home to many inno- 
vative tech companies. When the City applied 
for a TIGER grant to improve mobility and re- 
duce congestion in the Silicon Forest, | sup- 
ported their application. Infrastructure invest- 
ments like this make it easier for people to get 
to work and they facilitate efficient transport of 
goods to market. This project wasn’t selected 
by the Department of Transportation, but the 
application highlighted an important point. In- 
vesting in our transportation infrastructure is 
an economic multiplier. Not only do we employ 
hard-working Americans by building and main- 
taining infrastructure, we also improve the pro- 
ductivity and vibrancy of the workers who rely 
on the infrastructure to get to their workplace 
every morning. 

Infrastructure improvements are important 
for safety as well. The Portland metro area is 
nationally renowned as a bike-friendly commu- 
nity, and our companies attract highly qualified 
employees in part because of the safe, 
multimodal transportation network in our re- 
gion. Maintaining this infrastructure is critical 
to continuing to bring new businesses into our 
communities; investment in infrastructure will 
help to keep our roads and transportation 
routes safe. 

So now, even though virtually every elected 
Official talks about jobs as a first priority, 
somehow this transportation bill is stalling. We 
all agree that passing a surface transportation 
bill will create jobs. Let’s do what is best for 
our constituents and pass a bill that keeps our 
construction workers on the job, reduces con- 
gestion for our commuters, and supports our 
struggling economy. 
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Ms. RICHARDSON. Mr. Chair, this week, 
the House is scheduled to consider H.R. 5972, 
the Transportation & Housing and Urban De- 
velopment (THUD) Appropriations Art for Fis- 
cal Year 2013. This bill funds the agencies 
that address our nation’s housing and trans- 
portation needs, and is one of the most impor- 
tant pieces of legislation the House will con- 
sider this year. The THUD bill represents a 
tremendous opportunity to improve our eco- 
nomic competitiveness and ensure the 
wellbeing of working Americans, and | rise to 
offer some preliminary observations on the bill 
that will be debated over the next several 
days. 

| serve as a proud Member of the House 
Committee on Transportation and _ Infrastruc- 
ture, and my home district is home to some of 
the busiest freeways, railways and ports in the 
country. | also have the privilege of rep- 
resenting many economically disadvantaged 
individuals who benefit from the fair housing 
initiatives and grant programs covered in this 
bill. 

| have long advocated, and will continue to 
advocate, on behalf of the 37th Congressional 
District of California for an enlightened trans- 
portation policy that will position the United 
States to compete and win in the global econ- 
omy of the 21st Century. Since many amend- 
ments will have to be considered before the 
vote on final passage, | am reserving my final 
judgment as to how | will cast my vote. Never- 
theless, | would like to take a moment to com- 
mend Mr. LATHAM and Mr. OLVER, the Chair 
and Ranking Member of the Subcommittee, 
for their work, including nine major funding re- 
quests that | submitted to the Committee in 
the bill reported to the House. Specifically the 
bill includes the following: 

Community Development Block Grant 
(CDBG) Program. CDBG is the centerpiece of 
the federal governments efforts to help more 
than 1200 cities, counties and states meet the 
needs of their low and moderate-income peo- 
ple and communities. It revitalizes commu- 
nities—with proven results. CDBG helps fund 
a wide range of activities including housing in- 
vestments, public infrastructure improvements, 
public services, and local economic develop- 
ment projects where the private market is ab- 
sent. The Committee recommended $3.344 
billion, which was $44 million above my re- 
quest. 

Fair Housing Initiatives Program. FHIP is a 
competitive grant program and is the primary 
source of funding for fair housing education 
and enforcement activities at the local level. 
Local fair housing organizations funded by 
FHIP protect the housing rights of the public 
and educate people about their fair housing 
rights. The program is vital given the extreme 
fragility that currently exists in the housing 
market. The Committee met my request by 
continuing funding at the FY12 level of $42.5 
million. 

Tenant Based Rental Assistance Program. 
HUD’s Section 8 programs help low-income 
elderly, families with children, and people with 
disabilities secure and maintain decent, afford- 
able homes. In both urban and rural commu- 
nities, Section 8 rental assistance provides the 
foundation for millions of individuals and fami- 
lies to live with dignity, maintain steady work, 
and improve the lives of their children. The 
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Committee recommended approximately $19.1 
billion for this program, or $60 million above 
my request. 

Community Planning and Development from 
the Department of Housing and Urban Devel- 
opment. HUD’s The Office of Community 
Planning and Development (CPD) seeks to 
develop viable communities by promoting inte- 
grated approaches that provide decent hous- 
ing, a suitable living environment, and expand 
economic opportunities for low and moderate 
income persons. The primary means towards 
this end is the development of partnerships 
among all levels of government and the pri- 
vate sector, including for-profit and non-profit 
organizations. The Committee recommended 
$103.5 million. Although this was slightly 
below my request, it exceeded the FY12 level 
of funding by $3.5 million. 

Indian Community Development Block 
Grant. The Indian Community Development 
Block Grant (ICDBG) program provides com- 
petitive grants to Indian tribes and Alaska Na- 
tive villages for housing, community facilities, 
and economic development. ICDGB funds 
community infrastructure like roads and sewer 
systems that improve the quality of available 
housing units while making new housing more 
affordable and accessible. The Committee met 
my request of $60 million. 

Native American Housing Block Grants. In- 
dian Housing Block Grants go directly to trib- 
ally designated housing entities (TDHEs) for 
housing development, housing services for eli- 
gible families, crime prevention and safety, 
and demonstration projects that provide cre- 
ative approaches to solving affordable housing 
shortages. TDHEs must submit an_ Indian 
Housing Plan each year they receive funding, 
followed by an end-of-year Annual Perform- 
ance Report to report on progress towards 
meeting their goals. The Committee rec- 
ommended $650 million for these grants, 
thereby meeting my request. 

HUD-VASH Program. HUD-VASH is the 
only program that supports the permanent 
housing and rehabilitation of homeless vet- 
erans. HUD-VASH is a joint HUD and VA ini- 
tiative that provides specially designated Sec- 
tion 8 “Housing Choice” vouchers, case man- 
agement, and supportive services to homeless 
veterans. Vouchers are used to assist with the 
payment of rent for veterans and their families. 
The goal of the program is to support vet- 
erans’ permanent housing in the community. 
The Committee’s recommendation was equal 
to my request of $75 million. 

Maritime Security Program. The Maritime 
Security Program ensures that the United 
States has the U.S.-flag commercial sealift ca- 
pability and trained U.S. citizen merchant 
mariners available to crew the government 
and privately-owned vessels needed by the 
Department of Defense in time of war or other 
international emergency. The Committee 
matched my request of $184 million, which in- 
creased funding over FY12 levels by $10 mil- 
lion. 

Housing for the Elderly (Section 202) Cap- 
ital Advance Program. Capital advances fi- 
nance construction, rehabilitation, or acquisi- 
tion of structures that will serve as supportive 
housing for very low-income elderly persons. 
Section 202 provides rent subsidies for 
projects to help keep them affordable for these 
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vulnerable populations. We recommend rein- 
stating funding to allow affordable special 
needs housing developers to provide sup- 
portive housing options for the elderly, particu- 
larly within AANHPI enclaves. The Committee 
exceeded my request for funding by allocating 
$425 million. 

Mr. Chair, | again extend my sincere thanks 
to Chairman LATHAM and Ranking Member 
OLVER for their careful consideration of my ap- 
propriations requests. While | reserve my final 
judgment on this bill, | do believe that the full 
funding of these programs and departments 
will make a real difference in boosting the 
economy and improving the lives of vulnerable 
communities. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chair, | rise today in sup- 
port of H.R. 5972. While this is not a perfect 
bill, it will fund important transportation and 
housing projects creating well-paying jobs 
across this country. 

| am pleased that this bill provides a much- 
needed increase to Amtrak, which will greatly 
help Amtrak accommodate growing ridership 
and develop intercity passenger rail. It also 
continues to invest in the FAA’s NextGen air 
traffic control modernization effort, which will 
help to keep our public airspace safe and re- 
duce flight times. The Community Develop- 
ment Block Grants program is also fully fund- 
ed helping local governments to address 
housing and social service issues unique to 
their communities. It also fully funds the Vet- 
erans Affairs Supportive Housing program, 
providing the nearly 70,000 homeless veterans 
with long-term housing when they need it. 

However, | want to express my deep dis- 
appointment that this bill does not provide any 
funding to high speed intercity passenger rail 
or the TIGER program. Both of these pro- 
grams have proven to be successful and play 
an integral role in bringing our infrastructure in 
to the 21st Century. At a time when you have 
labor and business—the U.S. Chamber of 
Commerce and AFL—ClO—calling for stronger 
investment in our infrastructure, it is short- 
sighted that we not provide this necessary 
funding. We cannot continue to compete with 
our neighbors abroad if we are not improving 
and growing our infrastructure. My colleagues 
in the House, on the left and the right, have 
called for a jobs package and this funding 
could have been that first step. 

| am disappointed at the lack of funding for 
critical housing programs. This bill drastically 
cuts funds to the Project-Based Section 8 
voucher program that provides rental assist- 
ance to approximately 1.2 million low-income 
families. Furthermore, there is no funding for 
programs that would help rebuild blighted 
communities. Not only would eliminating blight 
and rebuilding neighborhoods create jobs, but 
they would also rejuvenate communities in 
areas like Southeast Michigan that were hit so 
hard by the collapse of the housing market 
and the economic recession. 

Taken as a whole Mr. Chair, H.R. 5972 will 
make needed investments in our transpor- 
tation and housing infrastructure, but more 
must be done. As our bridges, roads, sewers, 
buildings, and neighborhoods crumble, we 
cannot afford to underfund critical programs 
that rehabilitate and rebuild. We cannot move 
in to the 21st century with 20th century invest- 
ments. | call on my colleagues to pass a 
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strong surface transportation reauthorization 
that will fix this oversight of needed funding 
and put Americans across the country back to 
work bettering our neighborhoods and commu- 
nities. 

Ms. FUDGE. Mr. Chair, | rise today to ad- 
dress the dire need to provide resources to re- 
pair our nation’s infrastructure and put Ameri- 
cans back to work. 

One of the best ways to create jobs today 
is to invest in American transportation and in- 
frastructure through the fiscal year 2013 
Transportation-Housing and Urban Develop- 
ment Appropriations bill. 

According to the Federal Highway Adminis- 
tration, approximately 35,000 jobs are created 
for every $1 billion spent on highway and 
bridge construction. If Congress can spend a 
billion dollars each month fighting wars in Iraq 
and Afghanistan, then we should be able to in- 
vest in America’s workforce and infrastructure. 

The very foundation of America, our infra- 
structure, is crumbling beneath our feet. The 
current condition of the infrastructure in the 
U.S. earns a grade of “D”. 

One-third of our roads are in poor, mediocre 
or fair condition and nearly 70,000 of our 
bridges are structurally deficient. 

China and India have outpaced the U.S. 
with respect to infrastructure spending. Among 
developed countries, we rank 23rd in the 
world, behind South Korea, Taiwan and Bar- 
bados. 

Now is not the time to short change our fu- 
ture; now is the time to repair our infrastruc- 
ture. 

In addition to repairing America’s infrastruc- 
ture, it is imperative that | address the lack of 
funding for housing in the Transportation- 
Housing and Urban Development Appropria- 
tions bill. Allowing drastic cuts in the HUD 
budget squanders the opportunity to create 
jobs and address the nation’s affordable hous- 
ing needs. 

Simply stated, vulnerable Americans will 
lose their housing if Congress passes this bill 
in its current form. This bill will “short fund” 
project-based Section 8 contracts, which will 
force HUD to straddle fiscal years to shift 
costs from FY2013 to FY2014 and beyond. 
Because contracts are currently funded for 12 
months, the proposed $1.1 billion in “savings” 
will have to be made up in the next fiscal year. 

If the funds are not replenished in fiscal 
year 2014 and beyond, the consequences will 
be dire: 

1.3 million families, 53 percent of whom are 
elderly or disabled, face losing their housing; 

100,000 jobs will be in jeopardy; 

$460 million in local tax receipts could be 
lost; and 

$13.6 billion in Federal Housing Authority in- 
sured debt will be at risk. 

If funding for contract renewals under the 
Tenant Based Rental Assistance program is 
not increased, 58,000 low-income households 
will lose rental assistance in fiscal year 2013. 

The reality is that millions of low-income 
families, who need a strong safety net, are as- 
sisted by HUD to help them through difficult 
times. By eliminating this funding, we are pull- 
ing the safety, net from underneath them al- 
lowing more Americans to fall into poverty and 
homelessness. 

| urge my colleagues to oppose this Appro- 
priations bill. 
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Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. Mr. Chair, | rise to 
note a provision in H.R. 5972, the Transpor- 
tation-HUD Appropriations legislation for 
FY2013 which appears to have been accepted 
with virtually no debate and contains even less 
merit. 

H.R. 5972 contains a provision redirecting 
funds from the Maglev Deployment Program 
to other programs. Section 154 reads— 

SEC. 154. The unobligated balance of funds 
provided under sections 1101(a)(18) and 1307 
of Public Law 109-59 shall be used for the 
elimination of hazards at railway highway 
crossings described in section 104(d)(2) of title 
23, United States Code, to remain available 
until expended. 

In a statement in support of this amend- 
ment, the claim was made that these “unobli- 
gated funds” were somehow lying dormant on 
the projects they were intended to support. In 
my opinion, and weighing the available facts, 
that was not an accurate statement. While one 
may sympathize with the need for safe grade 
crossings, the United States already has a 
well funded program to meet these needs. 

The Maglev Deployment Program (MDP) 
was authorized for far different purposes—to 
promote leading-edge high speed rail/tech- 
nologies. And as is the case with all major 
multistate undertakings, the planning proc- 
esses that precede construction take time and 
coordination to complete. Under the Federal 
Railroad Administration's program for the 
MDP, a feasibility study must have been com- 
pleted, followed by detailed environmental re- 
view—either a full-scale Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) or a phased approach, requir- 
ing a Tier 1 EIS followed by a Tier 2 EIS. 

Anyone who has observed the NEPA proc- 
ess knows that it sometimes proceeds in fits- 
and-starts. And even if it appears that at times 
not much is happening, these detailed plan- 
ning phases sometimes take years to accom- 
plish. The funds in question date to 
SAFETEA-LU, passed in 2005, and the 
SAFETEA-LU Technical Corrections, passed 
in 2008. 

As the result of these two statutes, the Fed- 
eral Railroad Administration issued a Notice of 
Funds Availability or NOFA, in 2008, inviting 
applications for a portion of these funds. Appli- 
cations were due in early 2009. Several 
projects applied competitively, and the Admin- 
istration deliberated carefully over the applica- 
tions. Two projects which had applied were 
awarded funds; the Atlanta-Chattanooga and 
Pittsburgh projects. 

The FRA advised a third project applicant, a 
route from Baltimore to Washington, DC, that 
there was a deficiency in Maryland state law 
that prevented FRA from awarding funds. Far 
from standing still, my State of Maryland 
worked to cure that deficiency, and last year 
repealed the offending section of its state law, 
with the Governors support. Since then, var- 
ious stakeholders have been working with the 
Congress to ensure that SAFETEA-LU provi- 
sions were carried over in the Surface Trans- 
portation reauthorization legislation, which was 
passed by a bipartisan vote in the House after 
a conference with the Senate. Thus, | am 
pleased to report my understanding that the 
Maglev Program was preserved, and, in fact, 
maglev was specifically advanced in various 
sections of H.R. 4348, Moving Ahead for 
Progress in the 21st Century, or “MAP-21”. 
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We can understand from this congressional 
action that there remains broad support for the 
program, its promise for the future, and the 
need for our nation to pursue, not curtail, next 
generation high speed rail technology. The re- 
maining projects, | am told, have been striving 
in good faith to complete their required plan- 
ning phases. Indeed, one project has been 
working with the FRA to obligate its funds 
even as Congress voted to approve the MAP- 
21 conference report. 


Mr. Chair, the Congress as a whole author- 
ized and funded the Maglev Deployment Pro- 
gram in 1998 and 2005 and 2008. My State of 
Maryland competed successfully to become 
one of the original seven maglev programs, 
and then on the basis of the merits of our 
Feasibility Study, one of two projects was 
down-selected for further work. We are 
pledged to continuing that work, and have 
acted in our state in the good-faith knowledge 
that those funds were secure. 


For that reason, | would like to urge the 
sponsors of the relevant language to look 
elsewhere for funds for their initiatives, and | 
stand ready to work with the leadership of the 
House and of the Committee to return the 
MDP funds to their historic purpose, to help 
build infrastructure and to promote economic 
revitalization. 


Ms. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Chair, | rise today in 
opposition to H.R. 5972, the Transportation, 
Housing and Urban Development Appropria- 
tions Act for fiscal year 2013. This legislation 
underfunds needed investments in America’s 
transportation system and seriously undercuts 
needed public housing programs, a vital part 
of our country’s safety net. 


The House Republican’s “highways only” 
mentality is revealed in H.R. 5972, which sig- 
nificantly cuts funding for transit and, once 
again, eliminates all funding for high speed 
rail. Communities in the East Metro are work- 
ing hard to advance new transit corridors in 
our region including Gateway, Robert Street, 
Rush Line, Riverview and Red Rock. The Re- 
publicans’ proposed cuts to federal matching- 
funds would stop most of these projects in 
their tracks, resulting in the loss of thousands 
of construction jobs and billions of dollars in 
new economic development. Eliminating high- 
speed rail funding risks losing a new high 
speed link between Chicago and the Twin Cit- 
ies at St. Paul’s Union Depot. 


In addition, | am concerned with the House 
Republicans’ refusal to fund the TIGER Dis- 
cretionary Grant program. This program helps 
states and local governments construct major 
infrastructure projects. It is hugely popular 
across the country and has helped to trans- 
form communities since it was first established 
in the 2009 Recovery Act. A $35 million 
TIGER grant is helping restore the historic 
Union Depot in Lowertown St. Paul into a 
modern, multi-modal transportation hub. This 
project alone has created 3,000 jobs and 
opens to the public this fall. In addition, the 
City of St. Paul received a TIGER planning 
grant to better integrate biking and walking 
into the local transportation system. Last year, 
Minneapolis received a $10 million TIGER 
grant to construct the new Interchange station 
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near Target Field. The TIGER program is vi- 
tally important to modernizing our region’s in- 
frastructure. That is why | offered an amend- 
ment to H.R. 5972 with Congresswoman MAX- 
INE WATERS of California to restore the TIGER 
program to the bill. Unfortunately, my Repub- 
lican colleagues rejected this $500 million in- 
vestment in American infrastructure and jobs. 
Overall, the transportation provisions of this 
bill ignore the needs of the communities | rep- 
resent. H.R. 5972 would cost my community 
thousands of jobs and reverse years of work 
by business, government and citizen-leaders 
in my District to build new and needed infra- 
structure. 

H.R. 5972 also seriously underfunds critical 
housing programs that provide shelter for our 
country’s most vulnerable, including low-in- 
come families, seniors and the disabled. The 
inadequate funding in this bill for Project 
Based Section 8 vouchers could jeopardize 
housing for 3,000 families in my District. The 
cuts to McKinney-Vento Homelessness Grants 
would eliminate beds for homeless individuals 
and families in Minnesota. These cuts have 
real, human costs. Fewer people will find a 
warm, safe place to sleep. Fewer people will 
be able to overcome the most difficult times in 
their lives and get back on their feet. In my 
district there is a young man, a veteran of Iraq 
and Afghanistan, who is struggling with pro- 
found PTSD and now facing homelessness. 
The instability of homelessness makes it much 
harder for him to get the treatment he needs 
and begin the process of recovery. This young 
man pledged his life to his country when we 
needed him. Now, he needs us. 

This bill does not represent my priorities or 
the priorities of the Minnesotans | am proud to 
represent. 

| urge my colleagues to oppose H.R. 5972. 

Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD. Mr. Chair, | regret- 
fully rise in opposition to the FY13 Transpor- 
tation Housing and Urban Development Ap- 
propriations Bill. | would like to extend my ap- 
preciation to Chairman LATHAM and Ranking 
Member OLVER for their hard work on this bill. 
They were forced to make difficult decisions 
due to the low allocation that the Ryan Budget 
provided. Regrettably, this violation of the 
Budget Control Act, which was agreed to last 
year, led to devastating cuts to the Housing 
and Urban Development housing assistance 
program. 

At a time when so many Americans have 
lost their homes or are struggling to keep 
them, this bill falls far short of meeting our na- 
tion’s housing needs. 

This is especially true for those who have 
fallen on hard times and those who are the 
poorest and most vulnerable among us. 

By systematically underfunding HUD’s three 
major rental assistance programs: Housing 
Choice vouchers, Public Housing and Section 
8 Project-based Rental Assistance this bill in- 
creases the chances of greater homelessness 
in our country especially for those already liv- 
ing in unstable housing conditions. 

My home state is a perfect example of how 
the deep cuts to housing assistance in this bill 
will negatively impact those with the greatest 
housing needs. 

California has an estimated shortage of 1.6 
million affordable rental units and an average 
wait of 37 months for HUD-assisted housing. 
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Further reducing funding for affordable 
housing will only increase the number of ex- 
tremely low income households who are living 
in unstable housing situations, paying the ma- 
jority of their incomes towards rent and who 
remain at risk of becoming homeless. 

Nationally it puts at risk the approximately 
4.5 million low income families who depend on 
HUD programs for their housing needs, more 
than half of which include seniors and persons 
with disabilities. 

The FY13 THUD bill underfunds Housing 
Choice vouchers by as much as $440 million, 
which translates into 55,000 vouchers for low 
income families in FY13. That’s 55,000 fami- 
lies with an average annual income of $12,568 
that will lose access to affordable housing. 

Project-Based Rental Assistance is also un- 
derfunded and the legislation would only ex- 
tend year-long contracts to certain property 
owners, leaving investors, owners and tenants 
uncertain about the future of the program. The 
consequence of this uncertainty could be 
fewer owners renewing their contracts and a 
reduction in the number of Section 8 units 
available to low-income families. 

The bill continues to woefully underfund 
public housing. Capital funding for public 
housing has been shortchanged for the past 
decade, and without an increase, 1.1 million 
low income households will continue to be ex- 
posed to deteriorating living conditions and po- 
tential safety hazards. 

This legislation also weakens federal efforts 
to assist those already homeless by under- 
funding Homeless Assistance Grants by more 
than $200 million. This means fewer perma- 
nent housing units, which have been shown to 
prevent homelessness and are less costly 
than the alternative of providing emergency 
shelter and services. For example, the Eco- 
nomic Roundtable found that individuals who 
are homeless in Los Angeles utilize an aver- 
age of $34,000 a year in county services (not 
including costs to the city, state or federal gov- 
ernment) and that once permanently housed 
that number drops to $14,000 (including hous- 
ing capital, federal rental assistance and serv- 
ices). 

ion is the time to protect low income fami- 
lies by prioritizing funding for affordable hous- 
ing during these tough economic times. Unfor- 
tunately this bill falls short in that regard and 
puts far too many families in jeopardy of find- 
ing themselves without a safe and affordable 
home to call their own. 

| regret that in good conscience | cannot 
support this bill. 

The CHAIR. All time for general de- 
bate has expired. 

Pursuant to the rule, the bill shall be 
considered for amendment under the 5- 
minute rule. 

The amendment printed in section 3 
of House Resolution 697 is adopted. 
During consideration of the bill for fur- 
ther amendment, the Chair may accord 
priority in recognition to a Member of- 
fering an amendment who has caused it 
to be printed in the designated place in 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. Those 
amendments will be considered read. 

The Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

H.R. 5972 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 

resentatives of the United States of America in 
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Congress assembled, That the following sums 
are appropriated, out of any money in the 
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, for the 
Departments of Transportation, and Housing 
and Urban Development, and related agen- 
cies for the fiscal year ending September 30, 
2013, and for other purposes, namely: 
TITLE I 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 
SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses of the Office of the 
Secretary, $108,277,000, of which not to ex- 
ceed $2,635,000 shall be available for the im- 
mediate Office of the Secretary; not to ex- 
ceed $992,000 shall be available for the Imme- 
diate Office of the Deputy Secretary; not to 
exceed $19,615,000 shall be available for the 
Office of the General Counsel; not to exceed 
$11,248,000 shall be available for the Office of 
the Under Secretary of Transportation for 
Policy; not to exceed $12,825,000 shall be 
available for the Office of the Assistant Sec- 
retary for Budget and Programs; not to ex- 
ceed $2,601,000 shall be available for the Of- 
fice of the Assistant Secretary for Govern- 
mental Affairs; not to exceed $27,095,000 shall 
be available for the Office of the Assistant 
Secretary for Administration; not to exceed 
$2,034,000 shall be available for the Office of 
Public Affairs; not to exceed $1,701,000 shall 
be available for the Office of the Executive 
Secretariat; not to exceed $1,539,000 shall be 
available for the Office of Small and Dis- 
advantaged Business Utilization; not to ex- 
ceed $10,875,000 for the Office of Intelligence, 
Security, and Emergency Response; and not 
to exceed $15,117,000 shall be available for the 
Office of the Chief Information Officer: Pro- 
vided, That the Secretary of Transportation 
is authorized to transfer funds appropriated 
for any office of the Office of the Secretary 
to any other office of the Office of the Sec- 
retary: Provided further, That no appropria- 
tion for any office shall be increased or de- 
creased by more than 5 percent by all such 
transfers: Provided further, That notice of 
any change in funding greater than 5 percent 
shall be submitted for approval to the House 
and Senate Committees on Appropriations: 
Provided further, That not to exceed $60,000 
shall be for allocation within the Depart- 
ment for official reception and representa- 
tion expenses as the Secretary may deter- 
mine: Provided further, That notwithstanding 
any other provision of law, excluding fees au- 
thorized in Public Law 107-71, there may be 
credited to this appropriation up to $2,500,000 
in funds received in user fees: Provided fur- 
ther, That none of the funds provided in this 
Act shall be available for the position of As- 
sistant Secretary for Public Affairs. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MS. JACKSON LEE OF 

TEXAS 

Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, I have an amendment at the 
desk. 

The CHAIR. The Clerk will report the 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Page 3, line 3, strike ‘‘not to exceed’’. 

Page 3, line 11, after ‘“‘Secretary’’ insert 
“(except for the Office of Small and Dis- 
advantaged Business Utilization)’’. 

The CHAIR. The gentlewoman is rec- 
ognized for 5 minutes. 

Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, again, as I rise to my feet, I 
do want to acknowledge both the staffs 
of the chairman of the subcommittee 
and the ranking member of the sub- 
committee for working with my office. 
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And I again want to acknowledge the 
ranking member, Mr. OLVER, again for 
his service to the Nation, but also for 
the times that he has worked with 
Members over the years and for his 
commitment, again, to the most vul- 
nerable. 

This is a bill that really addresses 
the needs of Americans in their most 
deepening and expanded need, as I said 
earlier, mobility, housing, so crucial, 
infrastructure, and the ability to cre- 
ate jobs and to do good in our munici- 
palities and rural areas. But it is also 
an opportunity to build capacity, to 
grow jobs and to build small busi- 
nesses. And I know that firsthand, 
working consistently throughout a 
number of appropriations bills and au- 
thorization bills and as a ranking 
member on the Subcommittee on 
Transportation Security. In addition to 
our main task is to look to the needs 
and help build capacity in America’s 
small businesses. 

My amendment will ensure the nec- 
essary funds that are appropriated spe- 
cifically for the Office of Small and 
Disadvantaged Business Utilization 
and the Minority Business Resource 
Center cannot be used by the Secretary 
for any other purpose. 

Small businesses, women-owned busi- 
nesses, minority-owned businesses rep- 
resent more than the American Dream. 
They represent the American economy. 
Small businesses account for 95 percent 
of all employers, create half of our 
gross domestic product, provide three 
out of four new jobs in this country; 
and allocation reduction directly un- 
dermines the importance of small busi- 
nesses, including women-owned busi- 
nesses and minority-owned businesses 
to the success of our economy. 

Mr. Chairman, many of our utiliza- 
tion, or the utilization of Federal 
funds, going to our local transit agen- 
cy, for example, in the instance of 
Houston Metro, the structure of receiv- 
ing the funds is something called ‘‘de- 
sign build.” Many around the country 
are using that format, which means 
that the corporation or the retained 
contractor has overriding control over 
the distribution of those funds in the 
construction of that light rail. 

I celebrate light rail. I celebrate the 
importance of light rail and have done 
so for the time that I’ve had the privi- 
lege of serving Houston and the 18th 
Congressional District. But in this in- 
stance, it’s important to note that in 
the course of the design build for Hous- 
ton Metro and HRT, they have dropped 
their commitment to small minority- 
and women-owned businesses. 
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What did I say? 

Dropped the commitment—dropped it 
poorly, dropped it with a negative im- 
pact, dropped it impacting women- 
owned businesses and minority-owned 
businesses. We’ve got to get back in 
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order to be able to show that the utili- 
zation of those businesses creates jobs. 
Small businesses have lost an esti- 
mated $13.8 billion in business oppor- 
tunity because they cannot fairly com- 
pete for Federal contracts because 
larger companies are allowed to bundle 
contracts. In essence, HRT has self-per- 
formed instead of sharing those dollars. 

The Department of Transportation 
created the Office of Small and Dis- 
advantaged Business Utilization, 
OSDBU, as part of the Small Business 
Act because it recognizes the threat 
big businesses pose to small business 
success. Since the OSDBU’s creation, it 
has been a voice for small business and 
disadvantaged business, ensuring these 
businesses are provided with the max- 
imum ability to participate in the 
agency’s contracting selection process 
for contract and subcontract jobs. 

These office divisions are numerous. 
Each of the offices impacts America’s 
entrepreneurs and business ventures in 
several key ways. For instance, the 
Women’s Procurement Assistance Com- 
mittee provides women-owned busi- 
nesses with best practices of business 
growth and increases awareness of op- 
portunities. 

I met on the job, Mr. Chairman, a 
woman who had taken over the busi- 
ness of her husband, who had died of 
cancer. She had a household to lead, 
and she was trying to do this kind of 
construction work. At the time, she 
had been given by HRT safety work, 
just holding up a sign. I’m glad because 
of the encouragement, the utilization 
of this particular office, our office 
pushing, that she now is more ad- 
vanced in the contract that she is se- 
curing. But it has to be encouraged. 

This amendment is to ensure that we 
don’t leave out small disadvantaged, 
women-owned and minority-owned 
businesses. The office’s short-term 
lending program is able to give quali- 
fying small businesses loans with com- 
petitive interest rates for DOT con- 
tracts and subcontracts. 

In conjunction with the OSDBU, the 
Minority Business Resource Center is 
responsible for promoting the use of 
small businesses. My home State of 
Texas was chosen as the headquarters 
for the OSDBU gulf region. In my home 
city of Houston, Texas, there are more 
than 60,000 women-owned businesses 
and more than 60,000 African Amer- 
ican-owned businesses and thousands of 
other businesses—Asian and Latino. 

Iam asking my colleagues to support 
this amendment because it is an 
amendment that ensures that we put 
minority-, women-owned and disadvan- 
taged small businesses to work under 
this legislation. 

Mr. Chair, | rise today to offer my amend- 
ments to “the Transportation, Housing and 
Urban Development, and Related Agencies 
Appropriations Act for Fiscal Year (FY) 2013.” 
My amendments will assure the necessary 
funds that are appropriated specifically for the 


June 26, 2012 


Office of Small and Disadvantaged Business 
Utilization and the Minority Business Resource 
Center cannot be used by the Secretary for 
another purpose, thereby protecting the funds 
for their intended use. 

Small businesses represent more than the 
American dream—they represent the Amer- 
ican economy. Small businesses account for 
95 percent of all employers, create half of our 
gross domestic product, and provide three out 
of four new jobs in this country. An allocation 
reduction directly undermines the importance 
of small businesses including women-owned 
business and minority-owned business to the 
success of our economy. 

Small businesses have lost an estimated 
$13.8 billion in business opportunity because 
they could not fairly compete for federal con- 
tracts because larger companies are allowed 
to bundle contracts. 

The Department of Transportation created 
the Office of Small and Disadvantaged Busi- 
ness Utilization (OSDBU) as part of the Small 
Business Act because it recognizes the threat 
big businesses pose to small business suc- 
cess. 

Since the OSDBU’s creation, it has been a 
voice for small and disadvantaged business, 
ensuring these businesses are provided with 
the maximum ability to participate in the agen- 
cy’s contracting selection process for contract 
and subcontract jobs. 

These office divisions are numerous; each 
of the offices impacts America’s entrepreneurs 
and business ventures in several key ways. 
For instance, its Women’s Procurement As- 
sistance Committee (WPAC) provides women- 
owned businesses with best practices for busi- 
ness growth and increases awareness of the 
opportunities these businesses have to partici- 
pate in transportation-related contracts and 
subcontracts. 

The office’s short term lending program is 
able to give qualifying small business loans 
with competitive interest rates for DOT con- 
tracts and subcontracts. 

In conjunction with the OSDBU, the Minority 
Business Resource Center is responsible for 
promoting the use of small businesses in 
prime and subcontracting opportunities in ac- 
cordance with Federal laws, regulations and 
policy. 

Through its funding, the Center is able to 
offer several professional development serv- 
ices, including: market research, business 
training, counseling, technical assistance, and 
access to capital for transportation related 
projects. 

My home state of Texas was chosen as the 
headquarters for the OSDBU gulf region pro- 
gram. 

In my home city of Houston, Texas there 
are more than 60,000 women owned busi- 
nesses, and more than 60,000 African Amer- 
ican owned businesses. 

The OSDBU supports qualifying businesses 
who attempt to secure contracts and sub- 
contracts with the DOT. In addition, its women 
internship program sponsors 12 schools in the 
gulf region women’s internship program. 

Shifting funds for the OSDBU and the Mi- 
nority Business Resource Center will hinder its 
ability to continue fair hiring practices, which 
will in turn affect small businesses’ ability to 
secure top contracts, provide employment op- 
portunities in their community and ultimately 
survive in the business world. 
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This will send the message that Congress is 
more concerned with the strength of big busi- 
ness, than assisting the DOT in partnering 
with everyday American business men and 
women who take pride in their companies, and 
only aspire to positively empower their com- 
munities and create economic stability in the 
nation. For these reasons and more | urge my 
colleagues to protect funds for the DOT’s 
budget for the Minority Business Resource 
Center and the OSDBU. 

Moreover, 99 percent of all independent 
companies and businesses in the United 
States are considered small businesses. They 
are the engine of our economy, creating two- 
thirds of the new jobs over the last 15 years. 
America’s 27 million small businesses con- 
tinue to face a lack of credit and tight lending 
standards, with the number of small busi- 
nesses loans down nearly 5 million since the 
financial crisis in 2008. 

According to the U.S. Small Business Ad- 
ministration, these small businesses account 
for 52 percent of all U.S. workers. These small 
businesses also provide a continuing source 
of vitality for the American economy. Small 
businesses in the U.S. produced three-fourths 
of the economy’s new jobs between 1990 and 
1995, and represent an entry point into the 
economy for new groups. Women, for in- 
stance, participate heavily in small businesses. 

The number of female-owned businesses 
climbed by 89 percent, to an estimated 8.1 
million, between 1987 and 1997, and women- 
owned sole proprietorships were expected to 
reach 35 percent of all such ventures by the 
year 2000. Small firms also tend to hire a 
greater number of older workers and people 
who prefer to work part-time. 

A major strength of small businesses is their 
ability to respond quickly to changing eco- 
nomic conditions. They often know their cus- 
tomers personally and are especially suited to 
meet local needs. 

There are tons of stories of start-up compa- 
nies catching national attention and growing 
into large corporations. Just a few examples of 
these types of start-up businesses making big 
include the computer software company Micro- 
soft; the package delivery service Federal Ex- 
press; sports clothing manufacturer Nike; the 
computer networking firm America OnLine; 
and ice cream maker Ben & Jerry’s. 

We must always ensure that we place a 
high level of priority on small businesses. 

It is equally important that we work towards 
ensuring that ALL small businesses receive 
the tools and resources necessary for their 
continued growth and development. 

American small businesses are the heart 
beat of our nation. | believe that small busi- 
nesses represent more than the American 
dream—they represent the American econ- 
omy. 

Small businesses account for 95 percent of 
all employers, create half of our gross domes- 
tic product, and provide three out of four new 
jobs in this country. 

Small business growth means economic 
growth for the nation. But to keep this seg- 
ment of our economy thriving, entrepreneurs 
need access to loans and programs. 

Through loans, small business owners can 
expand their businesses, hire more workers 
and provide more goods and services. 
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| have worked hard to help small business 
owners to fully realize their potential. That is 
why | support my amendments which will en- 
sure funding directed to entrepreneurial devel- 
opment offices and centers, such as the office 
of the Small Disadvantage Business Utilization 
and the Minority Business Resource Center 
are remained in tact. These initiatives provide 
counseling in a variety of critical areas, includ- 
ing business plan development, finance, and 
marketing. We must consider what impact 
changes in this appropriations bill will have on 
small businesses. 

There are 5.8 million minority owned busi- 
nesses in the United States, representing a 
significant aspect of our economy. In 2007, 
minority owned businesses employed nearly 6 
million Americans and generated $1 trillion 
dollars in economic output. 

Women owned businesses have increased 
20% since 2002, and currently total close to 8 
million. These organizations make up more 
than half of all businesses in health care and 
social assistance. 

My home city of Houston, Texas is home to 
more than 60,000 women owned businesses, 
and more than 60,000 African American 
owned businesses. 

According to a 2009 report published by the 
Economic Policy Institute, “Starting in 2004, 
the Small Business Administration (SBA) set 
goals for small business participation in fed- 
eral contracts. It encouraged agencies to 
award contracts to companies owned by 
women, veterans, and minorities or those lo- 
cated in economically challenged areas and 
gave them benchmarks to work toward. The 
targets are specific: 23% of contracts to small 
business, 5% to woman-owned small busi- 
nesses, and 3% to disabled veteran-owned 
and HUBZone small businesses.” 

Women and minority owned businesses 
generate billions of dollars and employ millions 
of people. They are certainly qualified to re- 
ceive these contracts. A mandatory DOD out- 
reach program would make women and minor- 
ity owned businesses aware of all of the con- 
tract opportunities available to them. 

FACTS: SMALL BUSINESS ARE IMPORTANT BECAUSE 

THEY: 

(1) Represent 99.7 percent of all employer 
firms, 

(2) Employ just over half of all private sector 
employees, 

(3) Pay 44 percent of total U.S. private pay- 
roll, 

(4) Generated 64 percent of net new jobs 
over the past 15 years, 

(5) Create more than half of the nonfarm 
private gross domestic product (GDP), 

(6) Hire 40 percent of high tech workers 
(such as scientists, engineers, and computer 
programmers), 

(7) Are 52 percent home-based and 2 per- 
cent franchises, 

(8) Made up 97.3 percent of all identified ex- 
porters and produced 30.2 percent of the 
known export value in FY 2007, 

(9) Produce 13 times more patents per em- 
ployee than large patenting firms and twice as 
likely as large firm patents to be among the 
one percent most cited. 

Mr. LATHAM. Will the gentlewoman 
yield? 

Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. I yield 
to the gentleman from Iowa. 
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Mr. LATHAM. Mr. Chairman, we will 
be more than happy to accept the 
amendment. 

Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. I thank 
the gentleman for accepting the 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal- 
ance of my time. 

The CHAIR. The question is on the 
amendment offered by the gentle- 
woman from Texas (Ms. JACKSON LEE). 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The CHAIR. The Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT CAPITAL 

For necessary expenses for upgrading and 
enhancing the Department of Transpor- 
tation’s financial systems and re-engineering 
business processes, $10,000,000, to remain 
available through September 30, 2014. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. CONNOLLY OF 

VIRGINIA 

Mr. CONNOLLY of Virginia. I have 
an amendment at the desk. 

The CHAIR. The Clerk will report the 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Page 4, line 6, after the first dollar 
amount, insert ‘‘(reduced by $5,000,000)”. 

Page 35, line 7, after the dollar amount, in- 
sert ‘‘(increased by $5,000,000)”. 

The CHAIR. The gentleman is recog- 
nized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. CONNOLLY of Virginia. Mr. 
Chairman, my amendment underscores 
the point that we need to be doing 
more, not less, to combat the dan- 
gerous habit of distracted driving on 
our Nation’s roadways. 

Earlier this evening, we voted on a 
motion to instruct conferees on the 
highway bill to reject the Senate’s bi- 
partisan proposal to partner with the 
States on prevention strategies, and 
the bill before us now provides no addi- 
tional funds to address what Transpor- 
tation Secretary LaHood has identified 
as an epidemic in this country. Traffic 
accidents caused by distracted driving 
are on the rise in communities every- 
where in this country. 

In my home county, our police de- 
partment in Fairfax County reported a 
48 percent increase in the number of ci- 
tations issued for distracted driving in 
the last year. A recent study by Vir- 
ginia Tech Transportation Institute 
points out 80 percent of all crashes and 
65 percent of all near crashes have in- 
volved driver distraction. Nationally, 
the Department of Transportation re- 
ports that more than 416,000 people 
were injured in distracted driving acci- 
dents in 2010. Tragically, Mr. Chair- 
man, 3,100 of those people were killed. 

According to a recent AAA Founda- 
tion for Traffic Safety survey, 94 per- 
cent of respondents recognized the 
risks of talking, texting, or emailing 
while driving and said such activities 
are unacceptable. And 87 percent said 
they supported laws against reading, 
typing, or sending text messages while 
driving. Yet more than one-third of 
those same drivers reported they still 
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read or send texts or email while driv- 
ing. In fact, the National Highway 
Traffic Safety Administration esti- 
mates that more than 100,000 drivers 
are texting and that more than 600,000 
are using their cell phones at any given 
time on our Nation’s roadways. 

Sending or receiving texts diverts 
one’s attention from the road for an 
average of 4.6 seconds. While that may 
not seem like a long time, at 55 miles 
per hour, it is the equivalent of driving 
the length of a football field without 
paying attention to the road. A report 
from the University of Utah goes so far 
as to say that using a cell phone to 
talk or text delays a driver’s reaction 
time just as much as having a blood al- 
cohol level of .08, the legal limit. 

I congratulate the 39 States, the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, and Guam for taking 
steps to ban text messaging for all 
drivers, but the force of these laws var- 
ies. In my home State of Virginia, for 
example, it is a secondary offense, so 
drivers cannot be pulled over or cited 
unless they’re breaking some other law 
deemed more serious. That’s why we 
need to beef up prevention efforts, par- 
ticularly among younger drivers, Mr. 
Chairman. 

I hosted a teen driving summit when 
I was chairman of Fairfax County a few 
years ago. Distracted driving is the 
number one killer of teen drivers in 
America. Alcohol-related accidents 
among teens has, thankfully, dropped. 
Teenage traffic fatalities have re- 
mained virtually unchanged, however, 
as a result of the growth of accidents 
caused by the distraction from texting 
or talking on the phone. What is shock- 
ing is that 35 percent of teens who talk 
or text while they’re behind the wheel 
actually do not think they’ll get hurt. 

I hear my colleagues talk about their 
support for traffic safety and about ef- 
forts to discourage distracted driving, 
but I don’t see any tangible actions to 
address this challenge in each of our 
communities. 

In his blueprint for ending distracted 
driving, Secretary LaHood endorses ef- 
forts to work with the automakers to 
apply technology being marketed to 
block cells while one is in motion or to 
improve crash warning and driver mon- 
itoring systems to prevent accidents 
caused by distracted driving. The Sec- 
retary has also proposed partnering 
with States on tougher prevention ef- 
forts and public awareness campaigns. 

Mr. Chairman, in today’s mobile de- 
vice-driven society, distracted driving 
is quickly becoming our greatest obsta- 
cle to ensuring safety on our Nation’s 
roadways, and it will only get worse. I 
urge my colleagues to support this sim- 
ple amendment. It’s a modest transfer 
of funds from an administrative ac- 
count to increase distracted driving re- 
search and prevention efforts. This will 
save lives. 

Recently, there was a tragic accident 
in Iowa of a young lady who was driv- 
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ing while texting, which caused an ac- 
cident and a fatality. In my home 
county of Fairfax, when I was chair- 
man, I remember having to talk to the 
grieving parents of a young woman 
who had been texting while driving and 
who wrapped herself around a tree and 
died a few short blocks from her home. 
Looking in the face of a parent and 
having to explain why that could have 
been prevented is something I hope 
none of my colleagues ever have to do. 
I plead with my colleagues on the other 
side to accept this amendment and to 
save teenage lives. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. LATHAM. I rise in opposition to 
this amendment. 

The CHAIR. The gentleman from 
Iowa is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. LATHAM. Mr. Chairman, it 
takes $5 million from the DOT’s Finan- 
cial Management Capital account and 
puts it in Operations for Vehicle Safe- 
ty. Let me say that there is no guar- 
antee that DOT will use this money as 
the gentleman has talked about. 
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There’s no dedication of funds here, 
obviously. 

First, this would eliminate half of 
the funds the DOT has to make sure its 
financial systems are current. I don’t 
need to tell anyone here how critical it 
is that DOT’s financial systems, which 
govern the accurate disbursement of 
many billions of dollars each year, 
need to be kept in a good working 
state. 

Second, this would increase the vehi- 
cle safety portion of NHTSA’s oper- 
ations. We’re already giving this ac- 
count $12 million more than last year, 
after it was frozen for the last 3 years 
straight. We simply don’t need that ad- 
ditional increase. 

Again, with these funds, there’s no 
way to dedicate them to distracted 
driving. 

With that, Mr. Chairman, I would 
urge a ‘‘no’’ vote, and I yield back the 
balance of my time. 

Mr. OLVER. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the last word. 

The CHAIR. The gentleman from 
Massachusetts is recognized for 5 min- 
utes. 

Mr. OLVER. Mr. Chairman, I find it a 
little bit difficult here where we’re 
taking from one place and putting it 
into another place. I don’t dispute 
what the chairman has said about not 
being certain that the money will be 
used for the right purpose at that 
point; however, the place where the off- 
set is being made from the Financial 
Management Capital program under 
DOT, that amount leaves that account 
with the same amount that was in the 
account in 2012. That should not be a 
particularly onerous change on that 
score. 

On the other hand, the issue that the 
gentleman from Virginia has raised, 
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the issue of the distracted driving and 
how important it is, we are just losing 
a lot of young people to distracted 
driving. There seems to be no sense 
that being on a cell phone or an iPad or 
some other of the common IT programs 
that are now available, working with 
that doesn’t seem to lead to any sense 
that their driving capacity has been 
impaired. 

In 2010, NHTSA estimated that more 
than 3,000 people were killed and more 
than 400,000 were injured in distracted 
driving crashes. Secretary LaHood has 
made the elimination of distracted 
driving one of his key safety priorities 
and has requested funding in each of 
the last three budgets to do that. It 
seems to me, with the sense that 
NHTSA views this issue of 3,000 killed, 
as they say, in 2010, 2 years ago al- 
ready, and more than 400,000 injured 
and the Secretary’s very strong inter- 
est in the distracted driving issue, that 
this would be a perfectly reasonable 
thing to do. 

With that, I will support the gen- 
tleman from Virginia’s amendment, 
and I yield the balance of my time. 

The CHAIR. The question is on the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Virginia (Mr. CONNOLLY). 

The question was taken; and the 
Chair announced that the noes ap- 
peared to have it. 

Mr. CONNOLLY of Virginia. Mr. 
Chairman, I demand a recorded vote. 

The CHAIR. Pursuant to clause 6 of 
rule XVIII, further proceedings on the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Virginia will be postponed. 

The Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

CYBER SECURITY INITIATIVES 

For necessary expenses for cyber security 
initiatives, including necessary upgrades to 
wide area network and information tech- 
nology infrastructure, improvement of net- 
work perimeter controls and identity man- 
agement, testing and assessment of informa- 
tion technology against business, security, 
and other requirements, implementation of 
Federal cyber security initiatives and infor- 
mation infrastructure enhancements, imple- 
mentation of enhanced security controls on 
network devices, and enhancement of cyber 
security workforce training tools, $6,000,000, 
to remain available through September 30, 
2014. 

OFFICE OF CIVIL RIGHTS 

For necessary expenses of the Office of 
Civil Rights, $9,773,000. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BROUN OF 
GEORGIA 

Mr. BROUN of Georgia. Mr. Chair- 
man, I have an amendment at the desk. 

The CHAIR. The Clerk will report the 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Page 4, line 22, after the dollar amount, in- 
sert ‘‘(reduced by $389,000)’’. 

Page 150, line 9, after the dollar amount, 
insert ‘‘(increased by $389,000)’’. 

The CHAIR. The gentleman is recog- 
nized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. BROUN of Georgia. Mr. Chair- 
man, my amendment is very straight- 
forward. It would simply reduce the 
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overall funding for the Office of Civil 
Rights within the Department of 
Transportation by $389,000. 

This office is one of 13 in the under- 
lying bill which are slated to receive 
increases for administrative expenses, 
despite the fiscal emergency that we’re 
currently facing. The passage of this 
amendment would simply bring this ac- 
count back to fiscal year 2012 levels. 

I see my good friend from Texas, 
SHEILA JACKSON LEE. She knows we 
have fought together very hard for 
civil rights and civil liberties here in 
this House, in committee as well as on 
the floor, and believe very strongly 
that we need to protect our civil lib- 
erties and our civil rights. But the sim- 
ple truth is that we’re broke as a Na- 
tion, and this amendment would just 
simply keep funding at the current 
level instead of raising it. It would just 
turn it back—what’s proposed in the 
underlying bill—to the current level of 
spending, but not reduce any functions 
of this office. It would not prohibit this 
office from doing any of its work. It 
would help, in a small way, to put us 
back into a more realistic fiscal state 
as a Nation because, Mr. Chairman, we 
just have to stop spending money that 
we don’t have. 

It’s across the board. Every bureau, 
every office, every bit of the Federal 
Government needs to not have in- 
creases in their costs to the taxpayer, 
not have further borrowing of money 
that we just don’t have. We’ve just got 
to stop spending money we don’t have. 
This simple amendment keeps funding 
at our current level. That’s all it does. 

With that, I urge support of my 
amendment, and I yield back the bal- 
ance of my time. 

Mr. OLVER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the amendment. 

The CHAIR. The gentleman from 
Massachusetts is recognized for 5 min- 
utes. 

Mr. OLVER. I yield to the gentlelady 
from Texas. 

Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

My good friend from Georgia knows 
we’ve had a lot of opportunities to 
work together on many different 
issues. It seems as if he is raising an 
issue that would have a sense of agree- 
ment, but I have to reluctantly and 
vigorously oppose the gentleman’s 
amendment. 

The Office for Civil Rights in the De- 
partment of Transportation losing the 
amount of money that he has sug- 
gested will deprive that office of viable 
and important staff and resources for 
compliance. 

Frankly, this agency governs billions 
of dollars of Federal dollars. In addi- 
tion, it governs actions that deal with 
accommodations, the utilization of dol- 
lars for small, minority, and disadvan- 
taged businesses. The civil rights sec- 
tion has been a section that has en- 
sured that the Federal dollars in trans- 
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portation are used in a way that is not 
discriminatory. 

I don’t believe, in 2012, we need to be 
rising to eliminate opportunity. We 
need to expand opportunity. The civil 
rights section of the Department of 
Transportation has always been a con- 
sistent and efficient subsection of the 
agency that has been the guidepost of 
ensuring that our Federal dollars are 
used appropriately as it relates to Na- 
tive Americans, used appropriately as 
it relates to Latinos, African Ameri- 
cans, Caucasians. It is a civil rights of- 
fice that balances and ensures non- 
discrimination, including non- 
discrimination against the disabled. 
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And, frankly, I believe that because 
of the massiveness of that responsi- 
bility—particularly as we look at the 
needs of the disabled in transportation 
resources or transportation utiliza- 
tion—that it is crucial that we do not 
cut to the existing amount of dollars. 
This is not a lot. 

So the impact is greater than what 
the gentleman believes he will have be- 
cause he suggests that it is a small 
amount. It is a great impact. And I 
would ask the gentleman to consider 
this amendment as one that has a far- 
reaching impact and that at this point 
we do not want to make a statement 
that civil rights and the equal accom- 
modations that are necessary and the 
utilization of Federal dollars is accept- 
able, meaning discrimination is accept- 
able. Nondiscrimination being, if you 
will, limited by the funding that has 
been cut through this amendment. I 
would ask that our colleagues oppose 
the amendment. 

Mr. OLVER. Reclaiming my time at 
this point, I strongly oppose this 
amendment. 

I think that in this instance, we 
should understand that the major task 
of the Office of Civil Rights is to ensure 
that discrimination doesn’t occur in 
the implementation of DOT programs. 

The chairman of the subcommittee 
has already carefully weighed the 
needs of the office and made, I think, a 
responsible judgment as to the correct 
funding amount. I urge Members to op- 
pose the amendment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. LATHAM. I move to strike the 
last word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Iowa is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. LATHAM. Before yielding to the 
gentleman, just let me make a quick 
statement here. 

Just so everybody knows, the in- 
crease that’s in the bill is a simple in- 
crease for inflation to pay for costs 
such as the GSA rent and one extra 
compensable workday. Transportation 
is important to all parts and all people 
in America. 

I just don’t think this is the right cut 
to make in this kind of a bill. And I 
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think we should always keep in mind 
that on our allocations, we have writ- 
ten the total appropriation bills to the 
1028 number, rather than 1047. This bill 
already cuts about $4 billion under last 
year’s funding level. 

So with that, I stress my opposition 
to the amendment, and I would gladly 
yield to the gentleman from Georgia. 

Mr. BROUN of Georgia. I thank the 
gentleman from Iowa for yielding. 

I believe in ‘‘equal under the law.” 
We all ought to be considered equal, no 
matter what color our skin is, no mat- 
ter who the fathers of our own families 
are, et cetera. I think everybody should 
be treated equally under the law. 

And, certainly, as I stated—I apolo- 
gize if the gentlelady from Texas 
thought that I was insinuating that she 
would agree with this amendment, be- 
cause I never had any dreams that she 
would, frankly. 

But with that, Pm introducing a lot 
of amendments to this bill to reduce 
administrative expenses and salaries 
for many, many of the different pieces 
of this underlying bill. And this is just 
one of many. But I’m convinced that I 
need to withdraw this amendment. 

I ask unanimous consent to withdraw 
the amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. Without objec- 
tion, the amendment is withdrawn. 

There was no objection. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
TRANSPORTATION PLANNING, RESEARCH, AND 
DEVELOPMENT 

For necessary expenses for conducting 
transportation planning, research, systems 
development, development activities, and 
making grants, to remain available until ex- 
pended, $8,000,000. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MS. WATERS 


Ms. WATERS. I have an amendment 
at the desk. 

The CHAIR. The Clerk will report the 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Page 5, after line 6, insert the following: 

NATIONAL INFRASTRUCTURE INVESTMENTS 


For capital investments in surface trans- 
portation infrastructure, $500,000,000, to re- 
main available through September 30, 2014: 
Provided, That the Secretary of Transpor- 
tation shall distribute funds provided under 
this heading as discretionary grants to be 
awarded to a State, local government, tran- 
sit agency, or a collaboration among such 
entities on a competitive basis for projects 
that will have a significant impact on the 
Nation, a metropolitan area, or a region: 
Provided further, That projects eligible for 
funding provided under this heading shall in- 
clude, but not be limited to, highway or 
bridge projects eligible under title 23, United 
States Code; public transportation projects 
eligible under chapter 53 of title 49, United 
States Code; passenger and freight rail trans- 
portation projects; and port infrastructure 
investments: Provided further, That the Sec- 
retary shall give priority to projects which 
demonstrate transportation benefits for ex- 
isting systems or improve interconnectivity 
between modes: Provided further, That the 
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Secretary may use up to 35 percent of the 
funds made available under this heading for 
the purpose of paying the subsidy and admin- 
istrative costs of projects eligible for Federal 
credit assistance under chapter 6 of title 23, 
United States Code, if the Secretary finds 
that such use of the funds would advance the 
purposes of this paragraph: Provided further, 
That in distributing funds provided under 
this heading, the Secretary shall take such 
measures so as to ensure an equitable geo- 
graphic distribution of funds, an appropriate 
balance in addressing the needs of urban and 
rural areas, and the investment in a variety 
of transportation modes: Provided further, 
That a grant funded under this heading shall 
be not less than $10,000,000 and not greater 
than $200,000,000: Provided further, That not 
more than 25 percent of the funds made 
available under this heading may be awarded 
to projects in a single State: Provided fur- 
ther, That the Federal share of the costs for 
which an expenditure is made under this 
heading shall be, at the option of the recipi- 
ent, up to 80 percent: Provided further, That 
not less than $120,000,000 of the funds pro- 
vided under this heading shall be for projects 
located in rural areas: Provided further, 
That for projects located in rural areas, the 
minimum grant size shall be $1,000,000 and 
the Secretary may increase the Federal 
share of costs above 80 percent: Provided fur- 
ther, That projects conducted using funds 
provided under this heading must comply 
with the requirements of subchapter IV of 
chapter 31 of title 40, United States Code: 
Provided further, That the Secretary shall 
conduct a new competition to select the 
grants and credit assistance awarded under 
this heading: Provided further, That the Sec- 
retary may retain up to $20,000,000 of the 
funds provided under this heading, and may 
transfer portions of those funds to the Ad- 
ministrators of the Federal Highway Admin- 
istration, the Federal Transit Administra- 
tion, the Federal Railroad Administration 
and the Federal Maritime Administration, to 
fund the award and oversight of grants and 
credit assistance made under the National 
Infrastructure Investments program: Pro- 
vided further, That the Secretary shall give 
priority to projects that require a contribu- 
tion of Federal funds in order to complete an 
overall financing package. 

Ms. WATERS (during the reading). 
Mr. Chair, I ask unanimous consent to 
dispense with the reading. 

The CHAIR. Is there objection to the 
request of the gentlewoman from Cali- 
fornia? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. LATHAM. Mr. Chairman, I re- 
serve a point of order on the gentle- 
woman’s amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Iowa reserves a point of order. 

The gentlewoman from California is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Chair, I thank my 
colleagues BETTY MCCOLLUM, BARBARA 
LEE, EMANUEL CLEAVER, KAREN BASS, 
LAURA RICHARDSON, BOBBY RUSH, and 
DORIS MATSUI all for cosponsoring this 
amendment. Our amendment will pro- 
vide $500 million for the TIGER pro- 
gram, which creates jobs through in- 
vestments in transportation infrastruc- 
ture. 

The economy is struggling to recover 
from the recession. The unemployment 
rate has remained above 8 percent na- 
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tionally for 40 straight months and is 
even higher in minority communities 
and in many areas of the country. 
Meanwhile, the American Society of 
Civil Engineers’ ‘‘2009 Report Card for 
America’s Infrastructure” estimated 
that there is a $549.5 billion shortfall in 
investments in roads and bridges and 
an additional $190.1 billion shortfall in 
investments in transit. 

TIGER, formally known as Transpor- 
tation Investment Generating Eco- 
nomic Recovery, is a nationwide com- 
petitive grant program that creates 
jobs by funding investments in trans- 
portation infrastructure by States, 
local governments, and transit agen- 
cies. TIGER funds projects that will 
have a significant impact on our Na- 
tion’s highway and transit infrastruc- 
ture. 

TIGER could finance a wide variety 
of innovative highway, bridge, and 
transit projects in urban and rural 
communities all across this country, 
provided there is sufficient funding. 
One such project is the Crenshaw/LAX 
transit corridor in Los Angeles County, 
a light-rail project that will run 
through my district. TIGER grants 
could be used to finance stations along 
this corridor in the communities of 
Leimert Park and Westchester, thereby 
ensuring that these communities have 
access to light rail. 

According to Transportation Sec- 
retary Ray LaHood: 

These are innovative 21st-century projects 
that will change the U.S. transportation 
landscape by strengthening the economy and 
creating jobs, reducing gridlock and pro- 
viding safe, affordable, and environmentally 
sustainable transportation choices. 

TIGER received an appropriation of 
$500 million in fiscal year 2012, and the 
President requested $500 million for the 
program in funding year 2013. Unfortu- 
nately, THUD does not include any 
funding for TIGER. Our amendment 
would create jobs by funding TIGER at 
the requested level without cutting 
funding for other programs. 

Last week, I introduced H.R. 5976, the 
TIGER Grants for Job Creation Act, 
which would provide a supplemental 
emergency appropriation of $1 billion 
over the next 2 years for the TIGER 
program; and 44 of my colleagues have 
already cosponsored this bill. 

So I would ask my colleagues to take 
a look at what is happening in our 
economy. I think we can all agree this 
economy needs stimulating. And cer- 
tainly I’m not talking about stimu- 
lating just for stimulating’s sake. I’m 
talking about stimulating for job cre- 
ation and for the repair of the infra- 
structure of this country. 

We have too many bridges that have 
been rated unsafe. We saw what hap- 
pened in Minnesota just a couple of 
years ago when the bridge fell; and I 
want to tell you, when the bridges 
start to fall and the infrastructure sim- 
ply disintegrates, we’re all going to sit 
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around and scratch our heads and say 
how sorry we are. We’re going to go to 
our constituents and tell them, We will 
never let it happen again. We have the 
opportunity to get in the forefront of 
providing this stimulus to our economy 
and creating jobs. 

Our constituents want to work. They 
want jobs. So I would urge my col- 
leagues to support the TIGER amend- 
ment, invest in our crumbling infra- 
structure, and create good jobs in com- 
munities across the United States. 

I would yield the balance of my time 
to the gentlelady from Ohio. 
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Ms. KAPTUR. I thank the gentlelady 
for yielding. 

I rise in support of the Waters TIGER 
grant amendment. I agree with the 
gentlelady that there’s no stronger job 
creator than investment in transpor- 
tation: Bridges, transit systems, over- 
passes, passenger rail, port develop- 
ment. It makes America more effi- 
cient, and it makes us more competi- 
tive. And there’s never been a more 
critical moment than now to do it. 

As kids, we used to sing this song: 

London bridge is falling down, falling 
down. London bridge is falling down. 
One, two, three, we all fall down. 

Well, we saw what happened in Min- 
nesota when that bridge fell down. 

In Cleveland, the Inner Belt Bridge project 
did not receive the $125 million needed to 
continue to replace the aging I-90 bridge. The 
current bridge is being used well beyond its in- 
tended lifespan, and is the same design as 
the bridge that collapsed in Minneapolis in 
2007. 

In NW Ohio, there is a smaller project in 
need of funding. McCord Road in Holland, 
Ohio is the site of Nortfolk Southern’s main 
line and Amtrak. Two high school students 
from Springfield High School were involved in 
a tragic accident there in 2009—one lost their 
life and one was permanently injured, having 
lost a leg. 

The McCord Road project requested just 
$10 million. However, it did not receive fund- 
ing with this round of TIGER grants. 

There are thousands more projects like this 
across the Nation, both large and small, but all 
in great need of investment from the federal 
government. 

| urge my colleagues to support this funding 
for National Infrastructure Investments. Let’s 
build America’s homeland forward and put 
America to work in the process. 

POINT OF ORDER 

Mr. LATHAM. Mr. Chairman, I make 
a point of order against the amend- 
ment because it proposes to change ex- 
isting law and constitutes legislation 
in an appropriation bill and therefore 
it violates clause 2 of rule XXI. 

The rule states, in pertinent part: 

“An amendment to a general appro- 
priation bill shall not be in order if 
changing existing law.” The amend- 
ment gives affirmative direction in ef- 
fect and imposes additional duties. 

I ask for a ruling from the Chair. 
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The CHAIR. Does any Member wish 
to be heard on the point of order? 

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
to speak on the point of order. 

The CHAIR. The gentlewoman from 
California is recognized. 

Ms. WATERS. In the limited time 
that we have to speak on these impor- 
tant issues, I have tried to point out 
the high unemployment in this country 
and how we can put Americans to work 
repairing crumbling roads and building 
transit facilities across our great coun- 
try. I don’t see any need to have to ex- 
pand on this anymore. I think the 
point is perfectly clear that we need to 
fund this TIGER grant. 

With the economy still struggling to 
recover from the recession and millions 
of Americans looking for work, we 
should not be arguing about offsets. 
TIGER has always been funded through 
the appropriations process. TIGER was 
first created—— 

The CHAIR. The gentlewoman will 
suspend. The gentlewoman must speak 
to the point of order. 

Ms. WATERS. A point of order has 
been raised because there is no offset. 
And I agree there is no offset. But I 
make the point that we have such a 
critical need for jobs and investment in 
our infrastructure and this economy 
that we should not stop this from going 
forward simply because of the offset. 
We can afford to fund investment in 
this country. 

That’s my opposition to the point of 
order. 

The CHAIR. Does any other Member 
wish to be heard on the point of order? 

The Chair recognizes the gentle- 
woman from Texas. 

Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. First of 
all, I want to congratulate the gentle- 
lady from California for an insightful 
amendment, and I understand the di- 
lemma that the chairman of the sub- 
committee is in. But what I would sug- 
gest is that we are in such a crisis as 
relates to both jobs and the needs of 
urban America, rural America, that 
the point of order should be waived. 
And it can be waived. We have waived 
points of order on a number of occa- 
sions. In this instance, I think we have 
a moment when you have zeroed out 
for whatever the purposes or reasons 
for zeroing out, and there’s not even 
minimal amounts of money in the 
TIGER funding. None at all. 

Having just left my district on this 
past Friday, receiving $15 million in 
TIGER grants, the first that the city of 
Houston, the fourth-largest city in the 
Nation, has ever received, but in that 
granting there were urban and rural 
grantees that were able to create jobs. 

The CHAIR. The gentlewoman will 
suspend. The gentlewoman must con- 
fine her remarks to the point of order. 

Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. Thank 
you, Mr. Chairman. 

And so my argument would be that 
because of the economic crisis, this is 
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warranting a waiver of the point of 
order so the gentlelady’s amendment 
can go forward: $500 million that will 
be utilized to create jobs to rebuild 
urban and rural America. 

I would ask that the point of order be 
waived. 

The CHAIR. Does any other Member 
wish to be heard on the point of order? 

Ms. KAPTUR. I rise to speak against 
the point of order. 

The CHAIR. The gentlewoman from 
Ohio is recognized. 

Ms. KAPTUR. I wish to say it’s amaz- 
ing what we can find money for and 
what we can’t find money for. When 
Wall Street came in here, in a flash in 
a weekend, $700 billion walked out the 
door—a thousand times more than the 
gentlelady is asking for. And it would 
seem to me that with this point of 
order, there’s never been a more crit- 
ical time in our country to waive it in 
order to do the job of America. 

I mentioned the Minneapolis bridge 
that collapsed. Well, I can tell you we 
have one in Cleveland that’s ready to 
do the same. It’s the same design. 

What could be more important than 
investing in this country, creating 
jobs, and meeting these unmet national 
needs. In western Ohio, we have 
McCord Road, the site of a major Nor- 
folk Southern mainline in Amtrak, and 
young people were killed there at 
grade. And now they delayed that 
project decades rather than doing the 
kind of grade crossing that’s needed. 

Mr. Chairman, you can talk about 
points of order, but the most important 
point of order is keep the Nation in 
order. And I think the most important 
way we can do that is to keep this 
transportation funding flowing, mak- 
ing our Nation more competitive, cre- 
ating jobs, and leaving a legacy to the 
future better than we found it. So I 
strongly support the gentlelady’s 
amendment and object to the point of 
order and ask, along with my col- 
leagues, that it be waived. 

The CHAIR. Does any other Member 
wish to speak on the point of order? If 
not, the Chair is prepared to rule. 

The Chair finds that this amendment 
includes language imparting direction 
to the Secretary of Transportation. 
The amendment therefore constitutes 
legislation in violation of clause 2 of 
rule XXI. The point of order is sus- 
tained and the amendment is not in 
order. 

The Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

WORKING CAPITAL FUND 

For necessary expenses for operating costs 
and capital outlays of the Working Capital 
Fund, not to exceed $174,128,000 shall be paid 
from appropriations made available to the 
Department of Transportation: Provided, 
That such services shall be provided on a 
competitive basis to entities within the De- 
partment of Transportation: Provided further, 
That the above limitation on operating ex- 
penses shall not apply to non-DOT entities: 
Provided further, That no funds appropriated 
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in this Act to an agency of the Department 
shall be transferred to the Working Capital 
Fund without majority approval of the 
Working Capital Fund Steering Committee 
and approval of the Secretary: Provided fur- 
ther, That no assessments may be levied 
against any program, budget activity, sub- 
activity or project funded by this Act unless 
notice of such assessments and the basis 
therefor are presented to the House and Sen- 
ate Committees on Appropriations and are 
approved by such Committees. 
MINORITY BUSINESS RESOURCE CENTER 
PROGRAM 


For the cost of guaranteed loans, $418,000, 
as authorized by 49 U.S.C. 332: Provided, That 
such costs, including the cost of modifying 
such loans, shall be as defined in section 502 
of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974: Pro- 
vided further, That these funds are available 
to subsidize total loan principal, any part of 
which is to be guaranteed, not to exceed 
$21,955,000. 

In addition, for administrative expenses to 
carry out the guaranteed loan program, 
$867,388. 

MINORITY BUSINESS OUTREACH 


For necessary expenses of Minority Busi- 
ness Resource Center outreach activities, 
$3,234,000, to remain available until Sep- 
tember 30, 2014: Provided, That notwith- 
standing 49 U.S.C. 332, these funds may be 
used for business opportunities related to 
any mode of transportation. 


PAYMENTS TO AIR CARRIERS 
(AIRPORT AND AIRWAY TRUST FUND) 
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 


In addition to funds made available from 
any other source to carry out the essential 
air service program under 49 U.S.C. 41731 
through 41742, $114,000,000, to be derived from 
the Airport and Airway Trust Fund, to re- 
main available until expended: Provided, 
That in determining between or among car- 
riers competing to provide service to a com- 
munity, the Secretary may consider the rel- 
ative subsidy requirements of the carriers: 
Provided further, That no funds made avail- 
able under section 41742 of title 49, United 
States Code, and no funds made available in 
this Act or any other Act in any fiscal year, 
shall be available to carry out the essential 
air service program under sections 41731 
through 41742 of such title 49 in communities 
in the 48 contiguous States unless the com- 
munity received subsidized essential air 
service or received a 90-day notice of intent 
to terminate service and the Secretary re- 
quired the air carrier to continue to provide 
service to the community at any time be- 
tween September 30, 2010, and September 30, 
2011, inclusive: Provided further, That basic 
essential air service minimum requirements 
shall not include the 15-passenger capacity 
requirement under subsection 41732(b)(3) of 
title 49, United States Code: Provided further, 
That if the funds under this heading are in- 
sufficient to meet the costs of the essential 
air service program in the current fiscal 
year, the Secretary shall transfer such sums 
as may be necessary to carry out the essen- 
tial air service program from any available 
amounts appropriated to or directly adminis- 
tered by the Office of the Secretary for such 
fiscal year. 


AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. MCCLINTOCK 

Mr. McCLINTOCK. Mr. Chairman, I 
have an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will re- 
port the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
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Page 6, line 28, after the dollar amount, in- 
sert ‘‘(reduced to $0)”. 

Page 150, line 9, after the dollar amount, 
insert ‘‘(increased by $114,000,000)’’. 

The CHAIR. The gentleman from 
California is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. McCLINTOCK. If the House is to 
live up to the promises the Republican 
majority made to the American people 
to bring spending under control, some 
tough choices are going to have to be 
made. This amendment, however, is 
not one of them. This is about the easi- 
est choice that the House could pos- 
sibly make to put an end to the so- 
called ‘‘Essential Air Service” that 
lavishly subsidizes some of the least es- 
sential air services in the country. 

This program shells out nearly $200 
million a year, including $114 million 
of direct taxpayer subsidies, to support 
empty and near-empty flights from se- 
lected airports in tiny communities, 
most of which are just a few hours’ 
drive from major airports. A reporter 
recently investigating this waste took 
one of these flights from Ely, Nevada, 
and was the only passenger on that 
flight. Our constituents paid $1.8 mil- 
lion for this air service that carried 
just 227 passengers during the entire 
year. Ely is a 344-hour drive from Salt 
Lake City International Airport. 

Thief River Falls, Minnesota, is con- 
sidered an Essential Air Service air- 
port, despite the fact that it’s just a 1 
hour and 9 minutes drive to Grand 
Forks International Airport in North 
Dakota. Hagerstown is just 75 miles 
from Baltimore, but subsidizing their 
air flights is considered an ‘‘essential 
air service.” 

Now it’s true there are a few tiny 
communities in Alaska—like Kake’s 
700 hearty souls—that have no highway 
connections to hub airports, but 
they’ve got plenty of alternatives. In 
the case of Kake, Alaska, they enjoy 
year-round ferry service to Juneau. In 
addition, Alaska is well served by a 
thriving general aviation market and 
the ubiquitous bush pilot. 

Rural life has both great advantages 
and great disadvantages, but it is not 
the job of hardworking taxpayers who 
choose to live elsewhere to level out 
the differences. 
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Apologists for this wasteful spending 
tell us it is an important economic 
driver for these small towns—and I’m 
sure that’s so. Whenever you give away 
money, the folks you’re giving it to are 
always better off. But the folks you’re 
taking it away from are always worse 
off to exactly the same extent. Indeed, 
it is economic drivers like this that 
have driven Greece’s economy right off 
a cliff. 

An airline so reckless with its funds 
as to manage its affairs in such a ludi- 
crous way would quickly bankrupt 
itself. As we can plainly see, the same 
principle holds true for governments. 
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This was a temporary program set up 
when we deregulated commercial avia- 
tion during the Carter administration. 
It was supposed to last a few years to 
give rural communities a chance to ad- 
just. That was 34 years ago. 

In 2010, in one of the most decisive 
congressional elections in American 
history, voters entrusted the House to 
Republicans with a crystal clear man- 
date: Stop wasting our money. 

Last year, the House responded to 
this mandate by voting to eliminate 
Essential Air Service subsidies in the 
FAA reauthorization bill. So what’s 
the response of the House Appropria- 
tions Committee? They do not elimi- 
nate funding for this wasteful program. 
They do not reduce funding for it. No, 
they increase funding by 11 percent in 
a single year to a new historic high. 

Mr. Chairman, our Nation is bor- 
rowing 40 cents of every dollar that it 
is spending. It has lost its AAA credit 
rating. Its taxpayers are exhausted. Its 
treasury is empty. Our children are 
staggering under a mountain of debt 
that will impoverish them for years to 
come, and yet the House Appropria- 
tions Committee, in defiance of last 
year’s decision by the House to elimi- 
nate this program, has just voted a 
double-digit percentage increase for a 
program that flies near empty planes 
across the country. 

I think we can do better than that. I 
offer instead this amendment to stop 
fleecing taxpayers for this expensive 
folly. I believe that House Republicans 
will ultimately prove themselves wor- 
thy of the trust the American people 
have given them in this perilous hour 
in our Nation’s history. I believe that 
House Republicans can summon the 
fortitude to save our country from fi- 
nancial wreck and ruin. And I offer this 
amendment to put that day to a mod- 
est test. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. OLVER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the amendment. 

The CHAIR. The gentleman from 
Massachusetts is recognized for 5 min- 
utes. 

Mr. OLVER. Mr. Chairman, I think 
what we have is a rather classical kind 
of situation. The gentleman from Cali- 
fornia, I suspect, has no Essential Air 
Service site in his district, but there 
are 100 communities, more than 100 
communities around the country, some 
of them in very isolated circumstances. 
I don’t know about the situation in the 
case of the one from Baltimore, but it 
must be somebody who is on the east 
shore and gets Essential Air Service 
out of Cambridge, Maryland, or some 
other place like that, that is of great 
significance to them and might be of 
some significance to the person who 
represents that eastern shore of Mary- 
land. 

He uses several times in several ways 
the example of Alaska. Alaska happens 
to be a territory with huge distances 
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and relatively unpopulated, and they 
don’t have any roads in much of Alaska 
and so the only way they can get in 
and out is by air, or maybe in the win- 
tertime by dog sled. So I think it is 
really presumptuous of the gentleman 
from California to attack all of this 
program of essential air services cov- 
ering services in a lot of the rural parts 
of this country. 

I have none in my district. Many of 
the urban areas obviously do not have 
any in their area. But the Montanas 
and the much more rural States, else- 
where in the mountain States and so 
on, there are numerous of them that 
use the Essential Air Service, and I 
think that the idea of simply zeroing 
this one out, in a petulance almost, is 
really quite inappropriate. 

So I strongly oppose the amendment 
and hope that Members will not agree 
to this amendment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. LATHAM. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the last word. 

The CHAIR. The gentleman from 
Iowa is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. LATHAM. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the gentleman’s 
amendment. 

The Essential Air Service program 
ensures that small and rural commu- 
nities have access to the national air 
transportation system. This program 
plays a key role in the economic devel- 
opment of many rural communities by 
ensuring that air service continues. 
Does the program need reform? Abso- 
lutely. That’s why last year we capped 
the program to existing communities 
and have removed the requirement 
that larger and more expensive planes 
must be used in the program. 

In addition, the authorizers insti- 
tuted a $1,000 per passenger subsidy cap 
and limited participation in the pro- 
gram to communities that have more 
than 10 enplanements per day. 

This amendment would be dev- 
astating to at least 150 rural commu- 
nities. In places like Iowa, it plays an 
essential role as far as the economic 
development of those communities. 

With that, Mr. Chairman, I urge de- 
feat of the amendment, and I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The CHAIR. The question is on the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from California (Mr. MCCLINTOCK). 

The question was taken; and the 
Chair announced that the noes ap- 
peared to have it. 

Mr. MCCLINTOCK. Mr. Chairman, I 
demand a recorded vote. 

The CHAIR. Pursuant to clause 6 of 
rule XVIII, further proceedings on the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from California will be postponed. 

Ms. BASS of California. Mr. Chair- 
man, I move to strike the last word. 

The CHAIR. The gentlewoman is rec- 
ognized for 5 minutes. 

Ms. BASS of California. I rise to com- 
mend Congresswoman MAXINE WATERS 
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for offering her TIGER grant amend- 
ment. The Transportation Investment 
Generating Economic Recovery, or 
TIGER, grant program invests in inno- 


vative road, rail, transit, and port 
projects. 
Projects funded through TIGER 


strengthen the economy, create jobs, 
reduce traffic, and provide safe, afford- 
able, and environmentally sustainable 
transportation choices. TIGER delivers 
projects faster and saves taxpayer dol- 
lars by reducing construction costs. 

In my Los Angeles district, TIGER 
has provided significant opportunity. 
In fact, TIGER has provided resources 
for the Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor 
project, a light rail line that will con- 
nect key communities to the Los Ange- 
les International Airport. 

I look forward to continue working 
with my respected colleague, MAXINE 
WATERS, to advocate for a comprehen- 
sive and community-valued Crenshaw/ 
LAX Transit Corridor project that will 
include a station at Vernon Avenue in 
the historic Leimert Park Village, a 
neighborhood which serves as the cen- 
tral arts and cultural hub of Los Ange- 
les County’s African American commu- 
nity. 

The TIGER grant program is critical 
to the success of the Crenshaw/LAX 
light rail line, as well as many projects 
like it throughout the country. 

I am sorry that the amendment was 
ruled out of order. I think that that 
was a mistake on our part. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

The CHAIR. The Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS—OFFICE OF THE 
SECRETARY OF TRANSPORTATION 

SEC. 101. None of the funds made available 
in this Act to the Department of Transpor- 
tation may be obligated for the Office of the 
Secretary of Transportation to approve as- 
sessments or reimbursable agreements per- 
taining to funds appropriated to the modal 
administrations in this Act, except for ac- 
tivities underway on the date of enactment 
of this Act, unless such assessments or 
agreements have completed the normal re- 
programming process for Congressional noti- 
fication. 

SEC. 102. The Secretary or his designee 
may engage in activities with States and 
State legislators to consider proposals re- 
lated to the reduction of motorcycle fatali- 
ties. 

SEC. 103. Notwithstanding section 3324 of 
title 31, United States Code, in addition to 
authority provided by section 327 of title 49, 
United States Code, the Department’s Work- 
ing Capital Fund is hereby authorized to pro- 
vide payments in advance to vendors that 
are necessary to carry out the Federal tran- 
sit pass transportation fringe benefit pro- 
gram under Executive Order 13150 and sec- 
tion 3049 of Public Law 109-59: Provided, That 
the Department shall include adequate safe- 
guards in the contract with the vendors to 
ensure timely and high-quality performance 
under the contract. 

SEC. 104. The Secretary shall post on the 
Web site of the Department of Transpor- 
tation a schedule of all meetings of the Cred- 
it Council, including the agenda for each 
meeting, and require the Credit Council to 
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record the decisions and actions of each 
meeting. 


FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION 
OPERATIONS 
(AIRPORT AND AIRWAY TRUST FUND) 


For necessary expenses of the Federal 
Aviation Administration, not otherwise pro- 
vided for, including operations and research 
activities related to commercial space trans- 
portation, administrative expenses for re- 
search and development, establishment of 
air navigation facilities, the operation (in- 
cluding leasing) and maintenance of aircraft, 
subsidizing the cost of aeronautical charts 
and maps sold to the public, lease or pur- 
chase of passenger motor vehicles for re- 
placement only, in addition to amounts 
made available by Public Law _ 108-176, 
$9,718,000,000, of which $4,682,500,000 shall be 
derived from the Airport and Airway Trust 
Fund, of which not to exceed $7,513,850,000 
shall be available for air traffic organization 
activities; not to exceed $1,255,000,000 shall be 
available for aviation safety activities; not 
to exceed $16,700,000 shall be available for 
commercial space transportation activities; 
not to exceed $573,591,000 shall be available 
for finance and management activities; not 
to exceed $60,064,000 shall be available for 
NextGen and operations planning activities; 
and not to exceed $298,795,000 shall be avail- 
able for staff offices: Provided, That not to 
exceed 2 percent of any budget activity, ex- 
cept for aviation safety budget activity, may 
be transferred to any budget activity under 
this heading: Provided further, That no trans- 
fer may increase or decrease any appropria- 
tion by more than 2 percent: Provided further, 
That any transfer in excess of 2 percent shall 
be treated as a reprogramming of funds 
under section 405 of this Act and shall not be 
available for obligation or expenditure ex- 
cept in compliance with the procedures set 
forth in that section: Provided further, That 
not later than March 31 of each fiscal year 
hereafter, the Administrator of the Federal 
Aviation Administration shall transmit to 
Congress an annual update to the report sub- 
mitted to Congress in December 2004 pursu- 
ant to section 221 of Public Law 108-176: Pro- 
vided further, That the amount herein appro- 
priated shall be reduced by $100,000 for each 
day after March 31 that such report has not 
been submitted to the Congress: Provided fur- 
ther, That not later than March 31 of each 
fiscal year hereafter, the Administrator shall 
transmit to Congress a companion report 
that describes a comprehensive strategy for 
staffing, hiring, and training flight standards 
and aircraft certification staff in a format 
similar to the one utilized for the controller 
staffing plan, including stated attrition esti- 
mates and numerical hiring goals by fiscal 
year: Provided further, That the amount here- 
in appropriated shall be reduced by $100,000 
per day for each day after March 31 that such 
report has not been submitted to Congress: 
Provided further, That funds may be used to 
enter into a grant agreement with a non- 
profit standard-setting organization to assist 
in the development of aviation safety stand- 
ards: Provided further, That none of the funds 
in this Act shall be available for new appli- 
cants for the second career training pro- 
gram: Provided further, That none of the 
funds in this Act shall be available for the 
Federal Aviation Administration to finalize 
or implement any regulation that would pro- 
mulgate new aviation user fees not specifi- 
cally authorized by law after the date of the 
enactment of this Act: Provided further, That 
there may be credited to this appropriation 
as offsetting collections funds received from 


10019 


States, counties, municipalities, foreign au- 
thorities, other public authorities, and pri- 
vate sources, for expenses incurred in the 
provision of agency services, including re- 
ceipts for the maintenance and operation of 
air navigation facilities, and for issuance, re- 
newal or modification of certificates, includ- 
ing airman, aircraft, and repair station cer- 
tificates, or for tests related thereto, or for 
processing major repair or alteration forms: 
Provided further, That of the funds appro- 
priated under this heading, not less than 
$10,350,000 shall be for the contract tower 
cost-sharing program: Provided further, That 
none of the funds in this Act for aeronautical 
charting and cartography are available for 
activities conducted by, or coordinated 
through, the Working Capital Fund. 
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AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. CLARKE OF 
MICHIGAN 

Mr. CLARKE of Michigan. Mr. Chair- 
man, I have an amendment at the desk. 

The CHAIR. The Clerk will report the 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Page 9, line 18, after the dollar amount, in- 
sert ‘‘(reduced by $10,000,000)”. 

Page 9, line 25, after the dollar amount, in- 
sert ‘‘(reduced by $5,000,000)”. 

Page 10, line 3, after the dollar amount, in- 
sert ‘‘(reduced by $5,000,000)”. 

Page 49, line 9, after the dollar amount, in- 
sert ‘‘(increased by $10,000,000)”. 

Mr. LATHAM. Mr. Chairman, I re- 
serve a point of order. 

The CHAIR. A point of order is re- 
served. 

The gentleman from Michigan is rec- 
ognized for 5 minutes on his amend- 
ment. 

Mr. CLARKE of Michigan. Mr. Chair- 
man, my amendment would add $10 
million to the Federal Transit Admin- 
istration’s formula and bus grants. I do 
this to give our elderly and physically 
disabled a chance to get around their 
community. 

Many of our disabled and elderly 
aren’t working. They don’t have the 
money to afford a car, to afford car in- 
surance, especially in the city of De- 
troit where insurance rates are really 
prohibitive for many people. This allo- 
cation of an additional $10 million 
would provide the elderly and our citi- 
zens who are physically disabled with 
the mobility that they need to enjoy 
their lives, and I urge your support. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal- 
ance of my time. 

POINT OF ORDER 

Mr. LATHAM. Mr. Chairman, I must 
insist on my point of order. 

The amendment proposes to amend 
portions of the bill that have not been 
read. The amendment may not be con- 
sidered en bloc under clause 2(f) of rule 
XXI because the amendment does not 
propose to transfer funds among ob- 
jects in the bill, as required by clause 
2(f). 

I ask for a ruling of the Chair. 

The CHAIR. Does any Member wish 
to be heard on the point of order? 

The gentleman from Michigan is rec- 
ognized on the point of order. 
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Mr. CLARKE of Michigan. Mr. Chair- 
man, I would request that the bill be 
read, to the extent that the gentleman 
had an issue about the bill not being 
read. 

The CHAIR. Does the gentleman ask 
unanimous consent to reach ahead in 
the reading to allow the en bloc amend- 
ment? 

Mr. CLARKE of Michigan. I do, Mr. 
Chairman. 

The CHAIR. Is there objection to the 
request of the gentleman from Michi- 
gan? 

Mr. LATHAM. I object. 

The CHAIR. Objection is heard. 

Does any Member wish to be heard on 
the point of order? If not, the Chair is 
prepared to rule. 

To be considered en bloc pursuant to 
clause 2(f) of rule XXI, an amendment 
must propose only to transfer appro- 
priations among objects in the bill. Be- 
cause the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Michigan proposes 
also another kind of change in the bill, 
namely, increasing a limitation on ob- 
ligations from the Highway Trust 
Fund, it may not avail itself of clause 
2(f) to address portions of the bill not 
yet read. Therefore, the amendment is 
not in order and the point of order is 
sustained. 

Ms. RICHARDSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word. 

The CHAIR. The gentlewoman from 
California is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Ms. RICHARDSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise today in support of the Waters- 
McCollum-Lee-Cleaver-Bass-Richard- 
son-Rush-Matsui amendment which, 
unfortunately, was not found in order. 
I would hope that the Members here, 
the leadership, would reconsider that 
decision. 

I’m strongly in support of seeking to 
restore the $500 million for an addi- 
tional year of the widely popular and 
highly successful, might I say, TIGER 
grant program. 

As a member of the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure and 
as a Representative of one of the most 
transportation-intensive infrastructure 
districts in the country, I know how 
important it is to maintain an efficient 
transportation infrastructure that will 
help our country remain competitive 
globally, throughout this country and 
in the world. 

The TIGER program enables DOT to 
use a rigorous process to select 
projects with exceptional benefits to 
explore ways to deliver projects faster 
and to save on construction costs. It 
also enables us to make investments in 
our Nation’s infrastructure and to 
make communities more livable and 
sustainable. 

The 2012 TIGER IV program received 
703 grant applications, requesting a 
total of $10.2 billion from all 50 States, 
including the U.S. territories and the 
District of Columbia. The first three 
TIGER programs received nearly 2,250 
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applications, requesting more than $95 
billion. 

Now, some might say certainly we 
must have our financial house in order 
and we have to really look at how we 
spend the dollars that are available. 
But I would argue before the com- 
mittee today that TIGER grants was 
actually a program that was used, it 
was well monitored. The programs 
were brought forward, and they were 
done at a benefit not only for the fund- 
ing initially of those programs, but for 
the jobs that they provided as well. 

Clearly, there is a need for additional 
investment in our country’s infrastruc- 
ture. We have reports in my area, for 
example, in California of many of the 
roads and the highways where we re- 
ceive a D grade due to the lack of the 
quality of infrastructure in our com- 
munity. 

Of the 47 projects that were funded in 
the most recent round of TIGER 
grants, nearly 16 percent went specifi- 
cally to port infrastructure, according 
to the American Association of Port 
Authorities, which calculated $69.7 mil- 
lion would be directed to the ports. 

Funding these projects is crucial to 
the U.S. port facilities. It supports 13.3 
million jobs and accounts for $3.15 tril- 
lion in business activity that by having 
better roads and infrastructure we can 
continue, and the TIGER grants help 
us to do that. 

In addition to restoring the full $500 
million for the TIGER program, I be- 
lieve that the conference report that 
comes before this body should contain 
the Senate’s MAP-21 National Freight 
program and the Projects of National 
and Regional Significance program. 

Since coming to Congress, I have ad- 
vocated for a National Freight program 
and policy, and that’s why I introduced 
H.R. 1122, the Freight FOCUS Act. The 
Freight FOCUS Act establishes the Of- 
fice of Freight Planning and Develop- 
ment within the Department of Trans- 
portation to coordinate a national 
freight policy. By creating a national 
freight advisory committee, private 
and public sector entities would have 
direct input into funding priorities and 
planning. 

The National Freight program would 
provide over $2 billion a year to up- 
grade our Nation’s goods movement 
system. That equates to $336 million to 
the State of California, alone, over 2 
years for freight infrastructure up- 
grades. These funds are critical to 
areas like mine, a district where over 
40 percent of our entire Nation’s cargo 
goes through the Port of Los Angeles 
and Long Beach and, ultimately, 
through my district. 

In addition to MAP-21, which would 
authorize $1 billion for the Projects of 
National and Regional Significance, 
according to the Bloomberg Govern- 
ment report, the cost of congestion to 
the trucking industry totalled $23 bil- 
lion in 2010, almost a quarter of the 
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cost of congestion to the entire econ- 
omy. 

Investing in key intermodal links, 
such as the Gerald Desmond Bridge, 
which was a project that was funded 
through the Projects of National Sig- 
nificance, these links and the jobs that 
are associated to them are vital to us 
moving goods throughout this country. 

Without programs like TIGER and 
PNRS, critical infrastructure like the 
Gerald Desmond Bridge—that has a di- 
aper underneath it catching concrete, 
which Chairman MICA visited and saw 
himself—these types of bridges would 
continue to crumble and put a vital 
link to our Nation’s largest seaports to 
consumers at risk. 

I would like to encourage my col- 
leagues to accept, even though it’s 
been initially found out of order, to re- 
consider that effort, and hope, as we go 
forward, there will be a greater prece- 
dence, as the committee report comes 
out, for the National Freight program 
and the Projects of Regional Signifi- 
cance. I look forward to the decision 
and support in the future. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. CLARKE of Michigan. Mr. Chair- 
man, I move to strike the last word. 

The CHAIR. The gentleman is recog- 
nized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. CLARKE of Michigan. Mr. Chair- 
man, I do understand the procedural 
limitations raised by the gentleman 
from Iowa on my amendment. My goal 
here was to provide those citizens with 
physical disabilities some way to get 
around their community because, 
many times, even if they can afford to 
buy a vehicle or auto insurance, they 
may not be able to drive that vehicle. 

I look forward to working with the 
subcommittee chair, the gentleman 
from Iowa, on other ways that we could 
better serve our citizens who are elder- 
ly and who have physical disabilities. 

Mr. LATHAM. If the gentleman 
would yield, I would just say that I 
would hope the authorizers come back 
with a robust number for you, and that 
we’ll be happy to try to work with the 
gentleman. 

Mr. CLARKE of Michigan. Thank you 
very much. I yield back the balance of 
my time. 
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The Acting CHAIR (Mrs. ROBY). The 
Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

FACILITIES AND EQUIPMENT 
(AIRPORT AND AIRWAY TRUST FUND) 

For necessary expenses, not otherwise pro- 
vided for, for acquisition, establishment, 
technical support services, improvement by 
contract or purchase, and hire of national 
airspace systems and experimental facilities 
and equipment, as authorized under part A of 
subtitle VII of title 49, United States Code, 
including initial acquisition of necessary 
sites by lease or grant; engineering and serv- 
ice testing, including construction of test fa- 
cilities and acquisition of necessary sites by 
lease or grant; construction and furnishing 
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of quarters and related accommodations for 
officers and employees of the Federal Avia- 
tion Administration stationed at remote lo- 
calities where such accommodations are not 
available; and the purchase, lease, or trans- 
fer of aircraft from funds available under 
this heading, including aircraft for aviation 
regulation and certification; to be derived 
from the Airport and Airway Trust Fund, 
$2,749,596,000 of which $480,000,000 shall re- 
main available until September 30, 2013, and 
of which $2,269,596,000 shall remain available 
until September 30, 2015: Provided, That there 
may be credited to this appropriation funds 
received from States, counties, municipali- 
ties, other public authorities, and private 
sources, for expenses incurred in the estab- 
lishment, improvement, and modernization 
of national airspace systems: Provided fur- 
ther, That upon initial submission to the 
Congress of the fiscal year 2014 President’s 
budget, the Secretary of Transportation 
shall transmit to the Congress a comprehen- 
sive capital investment plan for the Federal 
Aviation Administration which includes 
funding for each budget line item for fiscal 
years 2014 through 2018, with total funding 
for each year of the plan constrained to the 
funding targets for those years as estimated 
and approved by the Office of Management 
and Budget. 


RESEARCH, ENGINEERING, AND DEVELOPMENT 
(INCLUDING RESCISSION OF FUNDS) 
(AIRPORT AND AIRWAY TRUST FUND) 


For necessary expenses, not otherwise pro- 
vided for, for research, engineering, and de- 
velopment, as authorized under part A of 
subtitle VII of title 49, United States Code, 
including construction of experimental fa- 
cilities and acquisition of necessary sites by 
lease or grant, $175,000,000, to be derived from 
the Airport and Airway Trust Fund and to 
remain available until September 30, 2015: 
Provided, That there may be credited to this 
appropriation as offsetting collections, funds 
received from States, counties, municipali- 
ties, other public authorities, and private 
sources, which shall be available for ex- 
penses incurred for research, engineering, 
and development: Provided further, That, of 
the unobligated balances from prior year ap- 
propriations available under this heading, 
$26,183,998 are rescinded. 

GRANTS-IN-AID FOR AIRPORTS 
(LIQUIDATION OF CONTRACT AUTHORIZATION) 
(LIMITATION ON OBLIGATIONS) 
(AIRPORT AND AIRWAY TRUST FUND) 


For liquidation of obligations incurred for 
grants-in-aid for airport planning and devel- 
opment, and noise compatibility planning 
and programs as authorized under sub- 
chapter I of chapter 471 and subchapter I of 
chapter 475 of title 49, United States Code, 
and under other law authorizing such obliga- 
tions; for procurement, installation, and 
commissioning of runway incursion preven- 
tion devices and systems at airports of such 
title; for grants authorized under section 
41743 of title 49, United States Code; and for 
inspection activities and administration of 
airport safety programs, including those re- 
lated to airport operating certificates under 
section 44706 of title 49, United States Code, 
$3,400,000,000 to be derived from the Airport 
and Airway Trust Fund and to remain avail- 
able until expended: Provided, That none of 
the funds under this heading shall be avail- 
able for the planning or execution of pro- 
grams the obligations for which are in excess 
of $3,350,000,000 in fiscal year 2018, notwith- 
standing section 47117(g) of title 49, United 
States Code: Provided further, That none of 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE, Vol. 158, Pt. 7 


the funds under this heading shall be avail- 
able for the replacement of baggage con- 
veyor systems, reconfiguration of terminal 
baggage areas, or other airport improve- 
ments that are necessary to install bulk ex- 
plosive detection systems: Provided further, 
That notwithstanding section 47109(a) of 
title 49, United States Code, the Govern- 
ment’s share of allowable project costs under 
paragraph (2) for subgrants or paragraph (3) 
of that section shall be 95 percent for a 
project that the Administrator determines is 
a successive phase of a multi-phased con- 
struction project for which the project spon- 
sor received a grant in Fiscal Year 2011 for 
the construction project: Provided further, 
That notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, of funds limited under this heading, not 
more than $105,000,000 shall be obligated for 
administration, not less than $15,000,000 shall 
be available for the airport cooperative re- 
search program, and not less than $29,300,000 
shall be available for Airport Technology Re- 
search. 
ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS—FEDERAL 
AVIATION ADMINISTRATION 

SEC. 110. None of the funds in this Act may 
be used to compensate in excess of 600 tech- 
nical staff-years under the federally funded 
research and development center contract 
between the Federal Aviation Administra- 
tion and the Center for Advanced Aviation 
Systems Development during fiscal year 
2018. 

SEC. 111. None of the funds in this Act shall 
be used to pursue or adopt guidelines or reg- 
ulations requiring airport sponsors to pro- 
vide to the Federal Aviation Administration 
without cost building construction, mainte- 
nance, utilities and expenses, or space in air- 
port sponsor-owned buildings for services re- 
lating to air traffic control, air navigation, 
or weather reporting: Provided, That the pro- 
hibition of funds in this section does not 
apply to negotiations between the agency 
and airport sponsors to achieve agreement 
on ‘‘below-market’’ rates for these items or 
to grant assurances that require airport 
sponsors to provide land without cost to the 
FAA for air traffic control facilities. 

SEC. 112. The Administrator of the Federal 
Aviation Administration may reimburse 
amounts made available to satisfy 49 U.S.C. 
41742(a)(1) from fees credited under 49 U.S.C. 
45303: Provided, That during fiscal year 2013, 
any amount remaining in such account at 
the close of that fiscal year may be made 
available to satisfy section 41742(a)(1) for the 
subsequent fiscal year. 

SEC. 113. Amounts collected under section 
40113(e) of title 49, United States Code, shall 
be credited to the appropriation current at 
the time of collection, to be merged with and 
available for the same purposes of such ap- 
propriation. 

SEC. 114. None of the funds limited by this 
Act for grants under the Airport Improve- 
ment Program shall be made available to the 
sponsor of a commercial service airport if 
such sponsor fails to agree to a request from 
the Secretary of Transportation for cost-free 
space in a non-revenue producing, public use 
area of the airport terminal or other airport 
facilities for the purpose of carrying out a 
public service air passenger rights and con- 
sumer outreach campaign. 

SEC. 115. None of the funds in this Act shall 
be available for paying premium pay under 
subsection 5546(a) of title 5, United States 
Code, to any Federal Aviation Administra- 
tion employee unless such employee actually 
performed work during the time cor- 
responding to such premium pay. 

SEC. 116. None of the funds in this Act may 
be obligated or expended for an employee of 


10021 


the Federal Aviation Administration to pur- 
chase a store gift card or gift certificate 
through use of a Government-issued credit 
card. 

SEC. 117. The Secretary shall apportion to 
the sponsor of an airport that received 
scheduled or unscheduled air service from a 
large certified air carrier (as defined in part 
241 of title 14 Code of Federal Regulations, or 
such other regulations as may be issued by 
the Secretary under the authority of section 
41709) an amount equal to the minimum ap- 
portionment specified in 49 U.S.C. 47114(c), if 
the Secretary determines that airport had 
more than 10,000 passenger boardings in the 
preceding calendar year, based on data sub- 
mitted to the Secretary under part 241 of 
title 14, Code of Federal Regulations. 

SEC. 118. None of the funds in this Act may 
be obligated or expended for retention bo- 
nuses for an employee of the Federal Avia- 
tion Administration without the prior writ- 
ten approval of the Deputy Assistant Sec- 
retary for Administration of the Department 
of Transportation. 

SEc. 119. Subparagraph (D) of section 
47124(b)(8) of title 49, United States Code, is 
amended by striking ‘‘benefit.’’ and inserting 
“benefit, with the maximum allowable local 
cost share capped at ‘‘20 percent.’’. 

SEC. 119A. Notwithstanding any other pro- 
vision of law, none of the funds made avail- 
able under this Act or any prior Act may be 
used to implement or to continue to imple- 
ment any limitation on the ability of any 
owner or operator of a private aircraft to ob- 
tain, upon a request to the Administrator of 
the Federal Aviation Administration, a 
blocking of that owner’s or operator’s air- 
craft registration number from any display 
of the Federal Aviation Administration’s 
Aircraft Situational Display to Industry 
data that is made available to the public, ex- 
cept data made available to a Government 
agency, for the noncommercial flights of 
that owner or operator. 

SEC. 119B. None of the funds appropriated 
or limited by this Act may be used to change 
weight restrictions or prior permission rules 
at Teterboro airport in Teterboro, New Jer- 
sey. 

FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 

LIMITATION ON ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 


Contingent upon reauthorization, not to 
exceed $392,855,251, together with advances 
and reimbursements received by the Federal 
Highway Administration, shall be paid in ac- 
cordance with law from appropriations made 
available by this Act to the Federal Highway 
Administration for necessary expenses for 
administration and operation. In addition, 
not to exceed $3,220,000 shall be paid from ap- 
propriations made available by this Act and 
transferred to the Appalachian Regional 
Commission in accordance with section 104 
of title 23, United States Code. 

FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAYS 
(LIMITATION ON OBLIGATIONS) 
(HIGHWAY TRUST FUND) 

Contingent upon reauthorization, none of 
the funds in this Act shall be available for 
the implementation or execution of pro- 
grams, the obligations for which are in ex- 
cess of $39,1438,582,670 for Federal-aid high- 
ways and highway safety construction pro- 
grams for fiscal year 2018: Provided, That 
within the $39,143,582,670 obligation limita- 
tion on Federal-aid highways and highway 
safety construction programs, not more than 
$429,800,000 shall be available for the imple- 
mentation or execution of programs for 
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transportation research (chapter 5 of title 23, 
United States Code; sections 111, 5505, and 
5506 of title 49, United States Code; and title 
5 of Public Law 109-59) for fiscal year 2013: 
Provided further, That this limitation on 
transportation research programs shall not 
apply to any authority previously made 
available for obligation: Provided further, 
That the Secretary may, as authorized by 
section 605(b) of title 23, United States Code, 
collect and spend fees, to cover the costs of 
services of expert firms, including counsel, 
in the field of municipal and project finance 
to assist in the underwriting and servicing of 
Federal credit instruments and all or a por- 
tion of the costs to the Federal Government 
of servicing such credit instruments: Pro- 
vided further, That such fees are available 
until expended to pay for such costs: Pro- 
vided further, That such amounts are in addi- 
tion to administrative expenses that are also 
available for such purpose, and are not sub- 
ject to any obligation limitation or the limi- 
tation on administrative expenses under sec- 
tion 608 of title 23, United States Code. 

(LIQUIDATION OF CONTRACT AUTHORIZATION) 

(HIGHWAY TRUST FUND) 

Contingent upon reauthorization, for car- 
rying out the provisions of title 23, United 
States Code, that are attributable to Fed- 
eral-aid highways, not otherwise provided, 
including reimbursement for sums expended 
pursuant to the provisions of 23 U.S.C. 308, 
$39,882,583,000 or so much thereof as may be 
available in and derived from the Highway 
Trust Fund (other than the Mass Transit Ac- 
count), to remain available until expended. 

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS—FEDERAL 
HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 

SEC. 120. Contingent upon reauthorization, 
the following authorities shall apply for fis- 
cal year 2013: 

(a) The Secretary of Transportation shall— 

(1) not distribute from the obligation limi- 
tation for Federal-aid highways amounts au- 
thorized for administrative expenses and pro- 
grams by section 104(a) of title 23, United 
States Code; programs funded from the ad- 
ministrative takedown authorized by section 
104(a)(1) of title 23, United States Code (as in 
effect on the date before the date of enact- 
ment of the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Ef- 
ficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy 
for Users); the highway use tax evasion pro- 
gram; and the Bureau of Transportation Sta- 
tistics; 

(2) not distribute an amount from the obli- 
gation limitation for Federal-aid highways 
that is equal to the unobligated balance of 
amounts made available from the Highway 
Trust Fund (other than the Mass Transit Ac- 
count) for Federal-aid highways and highway 
safety programs for previous fiscal years the 
funds for which are allocated by the Sec- 
retary; 

(3) determine the ratio that— 

(A) the obligation limitation for Federal- 
aid highways, less the aggregate of amounts 
not distributed under paragraphs (1) and (2), 
bears to 

(B) the total of the sums authorized to be 
appropriated for Federal-aid highways and 
highway safety construction programs (other 
than sums authorized to be appropriated for 
provisions of law described in paragraphs (1) 
through ( 9 ) of subsection (b) and sums au- 
thorized to be appropriated for section 105 of 
title 23, United States Code, equal to the 
amount referred to in subsection (b)(10) for 
such fiscal year), less the aggregate of the 
amounts not distributed under paragraphs 
(1) and (2) of this subsection; 

(4)(A) distribute the obligation limitation 
for Federal-aid highways, less the aggregate 
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amounts not distributed under paragraphs 
(1) and (2), for sections 1301, 1302, and 1934 of 
the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient 
Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for 
Users; section 117 and section 144(g) of title 
23, United States Code; and section 14501 of 
title 40, United States Code, so that the 
amount of obligation authority available for 
each of such sections is equal to the amount 
determined by multiplying the ratio deter- 
mined under paragraph (3) by the sums au- 
thorized to be appropriated for that section 
for the fiscal year; and 

(B) distribute $2,000,000,000 for section 105 
of title 23, United States Code; 

(5) distribute the obligation limitation pro- 
vided for Federal-aid highways, less the ag- 
gregate amounts not distributed under para- 
graphs (1) and (2) and amounts distributed 
under paragraph (4), for each of the programs 
that are allocated by the Secretary under 
the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient 
Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for 
Users and title 23, United States Code, (other 
than to programs to which paragraphs (1) 
and (4) apply), by multiplying the ratio de- 
termined under paragraph (3) by the 
amounts authorized to be appropriated for 
each such program for such fiscal year; and 

(6) distribute the obligation limitation pro- 
vided for Federal-aid highways, less the ag- 
gregate amounts not distributed under para- 
graphs (1) and (2) and amounts distributed 
under paragraphs (4) and (5), for Federal-aid 
highways and highway safety construction 
programs (other than the amounts appor- 
tioned for the equity bonus program, but 
only to the extent that the amounts appor- 
tioned for the equity bonus program for the 
fiscal year are greater than $2,639,000,000, and 
the Appalachian development highway sys- 
tem program) that are apportioned by the 
Secretary under the Safe, Accountable, 
Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity 
Act: A Legacy for Users and title 23, United 
States Code, in the ratio that— 

(A) amounts authorized to be appropriated 
for such programs that are apportioned to 
each State for such fiscal year, bear to 

(B) the total of the amounts authorized to 
be appropriated for such programs that are 
apportioned to all States for such fiscal year. 

(b) EXCEPTIONS FROM OBLIGATION LIMITA- 
TION.—The obligation limitation for Federal- 
aid highways shall not apply to obligations: 

(1) under section 125 of title 23, United 
States Code; 

(2) under section 147 of the Surface Trans- 
portation Assistance Act of 1978; 

(8) under section 9 of the Federal-Aid High- 
way Act of 1981; 

(4) under subsections (b) and (j) of section 
181 of the Surface Transportation Assistance 
Act of 1982; 

(5) under subsections (b) and (c) of section 
149 of the Surface Transportation and Uni- 
form Relocation Assistance Act of 1987; 

(6) under sections 1103 through 1108 of the 
Intermodal Surface Transportation Effi- 
ciency Act of 1991; 

(7) under section 157 of title 23, United 
States Code, as in effect on the day before 
the date of the enactment of the Transpor- 
tation Equity Act for the 21st Century; 

(8) under section 105 of title 23, United 
States Code, as in effect for fiscal years 1998 
through 2004, but only in an amount equal to 
$639,000,000 for each of those fiscal years; 

(9) for Federal-aid highway programs for 
which obligation authority was made avail- 
able under the Transportation Equity Act 
for the 21st Century or subsequent public 
laws for multiple years or to remain avail- 
able until used, but only to the extent that 
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the obligation authority has not lapsed or 
been used; 

(10) under section 105 of title 23, United 
States Code, but only in an amount equal to 
$639,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2005 
through 2013; and 

(11) under section 1603 of the Safe, Ac- 
countable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation 
Equity Act: A Legacy for Users, to the ex- 
tent that funds obligated in accordance with 
that section were not subject to a limitation 
on obligations at the time at which the funds 
were initially made available for obligation. 

(c) REDISTRIBUTION OF UNUSED OBLIGATION 
AUTHORITY.—Notwithstanding subsection (a), 
the Secretary shall, after August 1 of such 
fiscal year, revise a distribution of the obli- 
gation limitation made available under sub- 
section (a) if the amount distributed cannot 
be obligated during that fiscal year, and re- 
distribute sufficient amounts to those States 
able to obligate amounts in addition to those 
previously distributed during that fiscal 
year, giving priority to those States having 
large unobligated balances of funds appor- 
tioned under sections 104 and 144 of title 23, 
United States Code. 

(d) APPLICABILITY OF OBLIGATION LIMITA- 
TIONS TO TRANSPORTATION RESEARCH PRO- 
GRAMS.—The obligation limitation shall 
apply to transportation research programs 
carried out under chapter 5 of title 23, United 
States Code, and title V (research title) of 
the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient 
Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for 
Users, except that obligation authority made 
available for such programs under such limi- 
tation shall remain available for a period of 
3 fiscal years and shall be in addition to the 
amount of any limitation imposed on obliga- 
tions for Federal-aid highway and highway 
safety construction programs for future fis- 
cal years. 

(e) REDISTRIBUTION OF CERTAIN AUTHORIZED 
FUNDS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 30 days 
after the date of the distribution of obliga- 
tion limitation under subsection (a), the Sec- 
retary shall distribute to the States any 
funds that— 

(A) are authorized to be appropriated for 
such fiscal year for Federal-aid highways 
programs; and 

(B) the Secretary determines will not be 
allocated to the States, and will not be avail- 
able for obligation, in such fiscal year due to 
the imposition of any obligation limitation 
for such fiscal year. 

(2) RATIO.—Funds shall be distributed 
under paragraph (1) in the same ratio as the 
distribution of obligation authority under 
subsection (a)(6). 

(3) AVAILABILITY.—Funds distributed under 
paragraph (1) shall be available for any pur- 
poses described in section 183(b) of title 23, 
United States Code. 

(f) SPECIAL LIMITATION CHARACTERISTICS.— 
Obligation limitation distributed for a fiscal 
year under subsection (a)(4) for the provision 
specified in subsection (a)(4) shall— 

(1) remain available until used for obliga- 
tion of funds for that provision; and 

(2) be in addition to the amount of any lim- 
itation imposed on obligations for Federal- 
aid highway and highway safety construc- 
tion programs for future fiscal years. 

(g) LIMITATION ON STATUTORY CONSTRUC- 
TION.—Nothing in this section shall be con- 
strued to limit the distribution of obligation 
authority under subsection (a)(4)(A) for each 
of the individual projects numbered greater 
than 3676 listed in the table contained in sec- 
tion 1702 of the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, 
Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Leg- 
acy for Users. 
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SEC. 121. Notwithstanding 31 U.S.C. 3302, 
funds received by the Bureau of Transpor- 
tation Statistics from the sale of data prod- 
ucts, for necessary expenses incurred pursu- 
ant to 49 U.S.C. 111 may be credited to the 
Federal-aid Highways account for the pur- 
pose of reimbursing the Bureau for such ex- 
penses: Provided, That such funds shall be 
subject to the obligation limitation for Fed- 
eral-aid Highways and highway safety con- 
struction programs. 

SEC. 122. Not less than 15 days prior to 
waiving, under his statutory authority, any 
Buy America requirement for Federal-aid 
highway projects, the Secretary of Transpor- 
tation shall make an informal public notice 
and comment opportunity on the intent to 
issue such waiver and the reasons therefor: 
Provided, That the Secretary shall provide an 
annual report to the House and Senate Com- 
mittees on Appropriations on any waivers 
granted under the Buy America require- 
ments. 

SEc. 123. (a) IN GENERAL.—Except as pro- 
vided in subsection (b), none of the funds 
made available, limited, or otherwise af- 
fected by this Act shall be used to approve or 
otherwise authorize the imposition of any 
toll on any segment of highway located on 
the Federal-aid system in the State of Texas 
that— 

(1) as of the date of enactment of this Act, 
is not tolled; 

(2) is constructed with Federal assistance 
provided under title 23, United States Code; 
and 

(3) is in actual operation as of the date of 
enactment of this Act. 

(b) EXCEPTIONS.— 

(1) NUMBER OF TOLL LANES.—Subsection (a) 
shall not apply to any segment of highway 
on the Federal-aid system described in that 
subsection that, as of the date on which a 
toll is imposed on the segment, will have the 
same number of nontoll lanes as were in ex- 
istence prior to that date. 

(2) HIGH-OCCUPANCY VEHICLE LANES.—A 
high-occupancy vehicle lane that is con- 
verted to a toll lane shall not be subject to 
this section, and shall not be considered to 
be a nontoll lane for purposes of determining 
whether a highway will have fewer nontoll 
lanes than prior to the date of imposition of 
the toll, if— 

(A) high-occupancy vehicles occupied by 
the number of passengers specified by the en- 
tity operating the toll lane may use the toll 
lane without paying a toll, unless otherwise 
specified by the appropriate county, town, 
municipal or other local government entity, 
or public toll road or transit authority; or 

(B) each high-occupancy vehicle lane that 
was converted to a toll lane was constructed 
as a temporary lane to be replaced by a toll 
lane under a plan approved by the appro- 
priate county, town, municipal or other local 
government entity, or public toll road or 
transit authority. 

FEDERAL MOTOR CARRIER SAFETY 
ADMINISTRATION 
MOTOR CARRIER SAFETY OPERATIONS AND 
PROGRAMS 
(LIQUIDATION OF CONTRACT AUTHORIZATION) 
(LIMITATION ON OBLIGATIONS) 
(HIGHWAY TRUST FUND) 

Contingent upon reauthorization, for pay- 
ment of obligations incurred in the imple- 
mentation, execution and administration of 
motor carrier safety operations and pro- 
grams pursuant to section 31104(i) of title 49, 
United States Code, and sections 4127 and 
4134 of Public Law 109-59, $244,144,000, to be 
derived from the Highway Trust Fund (other 
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than the Mass Transit Account), together 
with advances and reimbursements received 
by the Federal Motor Carrier Safety Admin- 
istration: Provided, That none of the funds 
derived from the Highway Trust Fund in this 
Act shall be available for the implementa- 
tion, execution or administration of pro- 
grams, the obligations for which are in ex- 
cess of $244,144,000, for ‘‘Motor Carrier Safety 
Operations and Programs” of which 
$8,543,000, to remain available for obligation 
until September 30, 2015, is for the research 
and technology program and $1,000,000 shall 
be available for commercial motor vehicle 
operator’s grants to carry out section 4134 of 
Public Law 109-59: Provided further, That not- 
withstanding any other provision of law, 
none of the funds under this heading for out- 
reach and education shall be available for 
transfer: Provided further, That the Federal 
Motor Carrier Safety Administration shall 
transmit to Congress a report on March 29, 
2013 on the agency’s ability to meet its re- 
quirement to conduct compliance reviews on 
mandatory carriers. 

MOTOR CARRIER SAFETY GRANTS 
(LIQUIDATION OF CONTRACT AUTHORIZATION) 
(LIMITATION ON OBLIGATIONS) 
(HIGHWAY TRUST FUND) 

Contingent upon reauthorization, for pay- 
ment of obligations incurred in carrying out 
sections 31102, 31104(a), 31106, 31107, 31109, 
31309, 31313 of title 49, United States Code, 
and sections 4126 and 4128 of Public Law 109- 
59, $307,000,000, to be derived from the High- 
way Trust Fund (other than the Mass Tran- 
sit Account) and to remain available until 
expended: Provided, That none of the funds in 
this Act shall be available for the implemen- 
tation or execution of programs, the obliga- 
tions for which are in excess of $307,000,000, 
for “Motor Carrier Safety Grants”; of which 
$212,000,000 shall be available for the motor 
carrier safety assistance program to carry 
out sections 31102 and 31104(a) of title 49, 
United States Code; $30,000,000 shall be avail- 
able for the commercial driver’s license im- 
provements program to carry out section 
31313 of title 49, United States Code; 
$32,000,000 shall be available for the border 
enforcement grants program to carry out 
section 31107 of title 49, United States Code; 
$5,000,000 shall be available for the perform- 
ance and registration information system 
management program to carry out sections 
31106(b) and 31109 of title 49, United States 
Code; $25,000,000 shall be available for the 
commercial vehicle information systems and 
networks deployment program to carry out 
section 4126 of Public Law 109-59; and 
$3,000,000 shall be available for the safety 
data improvement program to carry out sec- 
tion 4128 of Public Law 109-59: Provided fur- 
ther, That of the funds made available for the 
motor carrier safety assistance program, 
$29,000,000 shall be available for audits of new 
entrant motor carriers. 

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISION—FEDERAL MOTOR 
CARRIER SAFETY ADMINISTRATION 

SEC. 180. Funds appropriated or limited in 
this Act shall be subject to the terms and 
conditions stipulated in section 350 of Public 
Law 107-87 and section 6901 of Public Law 
110-28. 

Mr. LATHAM (during the reading). 
Madam Chairman, I ask unanimous 
consent that the remainder of the bill 
through page 34, line 23, be considered 
as read, printed in the RECORD, and 
open to amendment at any point. 

The Acting CHAIR. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Iowa? 
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There was no objection. 

The Acting CHAIR. Are there any 
amendments to that portion of the 
bill? 

If not, the Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

NATIONAL HIGHWAY TRAFFIC SAFETY 
ADMINISTRATION 
OPERATIONS AND RESEARCH 

For expenses necessary to discharge the 
functions of the Secretary, with respect to 
traffic and highway safety under subtitle C 
of title X of Public Law 109-59 and chapter 
301 and part C of subtitle VI of title 49, 
United States Code, $152,000,000, of which 
$20,000,000 shall remain available through 
September 30, 2014. 

OPERATIONS AND RESEARCH 
(LIQUIDATION OF CONTRACT AUTHORIZATION) 
(LIMITATION ON OBLIGATIONS) 
(HIGHWAY TRUST FUND) 

Contingent upon reauthorization, for pay- 
ment of obligations incurred in carrying out 
the provisions of 23 U.S.C. 403, and chapter 
303 of title 49, United States Code, 
$122,360,000, to be derived from the Highway 
Trust Fund (other than the Mass Transit Ac- 
count) and to remain available until ex- 
pended: Provided, That none of the funds in 
this Act shall be available for the planning 
or execution of programs the total obliga- 
tions for which, in fiscal year 2013, are in ex- 
cess of $122,360,000, of which $118,244,000 shall 
be for programs authorized under 23 U.S.C. 
403, and of which $4,166,000 shall be for the 
National Driver Register authorized under 
chapter 303 of title 49, United States Code: 
Provided further, That within the $122,360,000 
obligation limitation for operations and re- 
search, $20,000,000 shall remain available 
until September 30, 2014 and shall be in addi- 
tion to the amount of any limitation im- 
posed on obligations for future years: Pro- 
vided further, That $10,000,000 of the total ob- 
ligation limitation for operations and re- 
search in fiscal year 2018 shall be applied to- 
ward unobligated balances of contract au- 
thority provided in prior Acts for carrying 
out the provisions of 23 U.S.C. 403, and chap- 
ter 303 of title 49, United States Code. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BRALEY OF IOWA 

Mr. BRALEY of Iowa. Madam Chair, 
I have an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will re- 
port the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Page 35, line 16, after the dollar amount, 
insert ‘‘(reduced by $10,000,000) (increased by 
$10,000,000)”. 

Page 35, line 21, after the dollar amount, 
insert ‘‘(reduced by $10,000,000) (increased by 
$10,000,000)”. 

Page 35, line 22, after the dollar amount, 
insert ‘‘(reduced by $10,000,000) (increased by 
$10,000,000)”. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. BRALEY of Iowa. Madam Chair, 
I want to make a specific point of em- 
phasizing that I’m offering this amend- 
ment in honor of one of the gentleman 
from Iowa’s constituents, a young, T- 
year-old girl named Kadyn Halverson 
who, on May 10 of 2011, was struck and 
killed by a pickup truck while exiting 
a school bus. 

And this particular section of the bill 
deals with the report language that 
talks about, among other things, the 
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ability to talk about safety and pupil 
transportation relating to the National 
Highway Transportation Safety Ad- 
ministration. So to understand the 
purpose behind this amendment, it’s 
important to know how this tragedy 
happened. 

This young girl was crossing the 
street to board her school bus. The bus 
had its red lights flashing. The stop 
arm was activated, and a pickup truck 
traveling at 60 miles an hour struck 
and killed her. The driver tested posi- 
tive for marijuana and later pleaded 
guilty to vehicular homicide and has 
been sentenced to 15 years in prison. 

Now, this is one isolated incident in 
my home State, but statistics show 
that 13 million violations occur in this 
country every year of vehicles passing 
stopped school buses. It’s obvious we 
have a serious problem, and my amend- 
ment would use this funding for the 
purpose of working with States to cre- 
ate tougher sanctions and tougher en- 
forcement to reduce this alarming 
problem of people violating the law and 
passing stopped school buses. 

The intent of my amendment is to re- 
quire the National Highway ‘Traffic 
Safety Administration, otherwise 
known as NHTSA, to prioritize at least 
$10 million for school bus safety work 
and, specifically, to work with State 
and local law enforcement to improve 
enforcement of State law concerning 
illegally passing stopped school buses. 

My amendment would ensure that we 
are enforcing the laws on the books 
pertaining to stopping those school 
buses. It’s a part of an ongoing effort 
to provide safety to kids who are going 
to school and returning every day; 13 
million violations a year is way too 
many. We have an obligation to work 
with States. My amendment would do 
that by directing NHTSA to use this 
opportunity to help those States be- 
come more effective in preventing 
these tragedies. 

It wasn’t the only one that has be- 
come of significance in my State in the 
past year; 11-year-old Justin Bradfield 
of Janesville, Iowa, was tragically 
killed in 2011 after being struck by a 
school bus. That’s why earlier this year 
I introduced Kadyn’s Act in the House. 
The bill would encourage States to 
toughen their penalties for those found 
guilty of passing a stopped school bus. 

I am honored to have the sub- 
committee chairman as a cosponsor of 
that legislation. I hope that my col- 
leagues will support this amendment, 
and I urge them to work to pass both 
these bills to make it safer for our kids 
to get to school and back. 

With that, I yield back the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. LATHAM. Madam Chair, I move 
to strike the last word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Iowa is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. LATHAM. I appreciate the intent 
of the amendment of the gentleman 
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from Iowa. The gentleman introduced 
legislation that would require States 
to enact harsher penalties for reckless 
drivers who pass stopped school buses, 
and this amendment complements that 
legislation and, I think, sends a very, 
very important message. 

The legislation named in memory of 
the little girl the gentleman spoke 
about from Iowa who was killed so 
tragically, this is extremely important, 
I think, to raise the profile. I would 
hope that the authorizing committee 
in conference on the highway bill 
would take this into consideration and 
act on this very provision. 

As a cosponsor of the act, I commend 
the gentleman’s effort and would ac- 
cept the amendment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Iowa (Mr. BRALEY). 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

HIGHWAY TRAFFIC SAFETY GRANTS 
(LIQUIDATION OF CONTRACT AUTHORIZATION) 
(LIMITATION ON OBLIGATIONS) 
(HIGHWAY TRUST FUND) 


Contingent upon reauthorization, for pay- 
ment of obligations incurred in carrying out 
the provisions of 23 U.S.C. 402, 405, 406, 408, 
and 410 and sections 2001(a)(11), 2009, 2010, and 
2011 of Public Law 109-59, to remain available 
until expended, $501,828,000 to be derived 
from the Highway Trust Fund (other than 
the Mass Transit Account): Provided, That 
none of the funds in this Act shall be avail- 
able for the planning or execution of pro- 
grams the total obligations for which, in fis- 
cal year 2018, are in excess of $501,828,000 for 
programs authorized under 23 U.S.C. 402, 405, 
406, 408, and 410 and sections 2001(a)(11), 2009, 
2010, and 2011 of Public Law 109-59, of which 
$235,000,000 shall be for ‘Highway Safety Pro- 
grams” under 23 U.S.C. 402; $25,000,000 shall 
be for “Occupant Protection Incentive 
Grants” under 23 U.S.C. 405; $34,500,000 shall 
be for “State Traffic Safety Information 
System Improvements” under 23 U.S.C. 408; 
$139,000,000 shall be for ‘‘Alcohol-Impaired 
Driving Countermeasures Incentive Grant 
Program” under 23 U.S.C. 410; $25,328,000 
shall be for ‘‘Administrative Expenses” 
under section 2001(a)(11) of Public Law 109-59; 
$29,000,000 shall be for ‘‘High Visibility En- 
forcement Program” under section 2009 of 
Public Law 109-59; $7,000,000 shall be for ‘‘Mo- 
torcyclist Safety” under section 2010 of Pub- 
lic Law 109-59; and $7,000,000 shall be for 
“Child Safety and Child Booster Seat Safety 
Incentive Grants” under section 2011 of Pub- 
lic Law 109-59: Provided further, That none of 
these funds shall be used for construction, 
rehabilitation, or remodeling costs, or for of- 
fice furnishings and fixtures for State, local 
or private buildings or structures: Provided 
further, That not to exceed $500,000 of the 
funds made available for section 410 ‘‘Alco- 
hol-Impaired Driving Countermeasures 
Grants” shall be available for technical as- 
sistance to the States: Provided further, That 
not to exceed $750,000 of the funds made 
available for the ‘‘High Visibility Enforce- 
ment Program” shall be available for the 
evaluation required under section 2009(f) of 
Public Law 109-59. 
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ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS—NATIONAL 
HIGHWAY TRAFFIC SAFETY ADMINISTRATION 
SEC. 140. Contingent upon reauthorization, 

notwithstanding section 402(g) of title 23, 
United States Code, an additional $130,000 
shall be made available to the National 
Highway Traffic Safety Administration, out 
of the amount limited for section 402 of title 
23, United States Code, to pay for travel and 
related expenses for State management re- 
views and to pay for core competency devel- 
opment training and related expenses for 
highway safety staff. 

SEC. 141. The limitations on obligations for 
the programs of the National Highway Traf- 
fic Safety Administration set in this Act 
shall not apply to obligations for which obli- 
gation authority was made available in pre- 
vious public laws for multiple years but only 
to the extent that the obligation authority 
has not lapsed or been used. 

SEC. 142. None of the funds in this Act shall 
be used to implement section 404 of title 23, 
United States Code. 

FEDERAL RAILROAD ADMINISTRATION 
SAFETY AND OPERATIONS 

For necessary expenses of the Federal Rail- 
road Administration, not otherwise provided 
for, $184,000,000, of which $20,360,000 shall re- 
main available until expended. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BROUN OF 

GEORGIA 

Mr. BROUN of Georgia. Madam 
Chairman, I have an amendment at the 
desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will re- 
port the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Page 39, line 4, after the dollar amount, in- 
sert ‘(reduced by $5,404,000)”. 

Page 150, line 9, after the dollar amount, 
insert ‘‘(increased by $5,404,000)”. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. BROUN of Georgia. Madam 
Chair, my amendment would simply re- 
duce funding for administrative ex- 
penses within the Federal Railroad Ad- 
ministration by $5,404,000. 

This office is one of 18 in the under- 
lying bill which is slated to receive in- 
creases for administrative expenses, 
despite the fiscal emergency that we’re 
facing as a Nation. This, like many of 
the amendments that I’m bringing, 
would just reduce funding back to cur- 
rent levels, back to the FY12 levels. 

We have many sections of this bill 
that are slated to be increased. But as 
we face an economic emergency as a 
Nation, as we’re spending money that 
we don’t have—40 cents of every dollar 
we’re spending is being borrowed—we 
just have to stop the outrageous spend- 
ing that’s going on here in Washington. 

This amendment would simply bring 
the administrative expenses for the 
Federal Railroad Administration back 
to current levels. It would not reduce 
the functions of the administration. It 
would just keep funding at the current 
levels. 

It makes sense to just stop increas- 
ing, so I urge support of my amend- 
ment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. LATHAM. I move to strike the 
last word. 
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The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Iowa is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. LATHAM. Madam Chair, I must 
oppose the gentleman’s amendment. 
This would not allow the Federal Rail- 
road Administration to hire additional 
safety inspectors and fully implement 
the risk reduction program. 
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These investments have a proven 
record in reducing the number of crash- 
es on our Nation’s railways. 

While we appreciate the gentleman’s 
concern over the debt, this is an arbi- 
trary way to budget, and it negates 
months of work on this committee to 
try and determine the proper funding 
levels for these different functions. The 
bill already cuts $4 billion from 2012, 
which is a very fiscally responsible 
level, so I would urge a “no” vote on 
the amendment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Georgia (Mr. BROUN). 

The question was taken; and the Act- 
ing Chair announced that the noes ap- 
peared to have it. 

Mr. BROUN of Georgia. 
Chair, I demand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro- 
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Georgia will be 
postponed. 

The Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


RAILROAD RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT 


For necessary expenses for railroad re- 
search and development, $35,500,000, to re- 
main available until expended. 

RAILROAD REHABILITATION AND IMPROVEMENT 

FINANCING PROGRAM 


The Secretary of Transportation is author- 
ized to issue direct loans and loan guaran- 
tees pursuant to sections 502 through 504 of 
the Railroad Revitalization and Regulatory 
Reform Act of 1976 (Public Law 94-210), as 
amended, such authority to exist as long as 
any such direct loan or loan guarantee is 
outstanding: Provided, That, pursuant to sec- 
tion 502 of such Act, as amended, no new di- 
rect loans or loan guarantee commitments 
shall be made using Federal funds for the 
credit risk premium during fiscal year 2013. 
OPERATING SUBSIDY GRANTS TO THE NATIONAL 

RAILROAD PASSENGER CORPORATION 


To enable the Secretary of Transportation 
to make quarterly grants to the National 
Railroad Passenger Corporation for the oper- 
ation of intercity passenger rail, as author- 
ized by section 101 of the Passenger Rail In- 
vestment and Improvement Act of 2008 (divi- 
sion B of Public Law 110-482), $350,000,000, to 
remain available until expended: Provided, 
That the amounts available under this para- 
graph shall be available for the Secretary to 
approve funding to cover operating losses for 
the Corporation only after receiving and re- 
viewing a grant request for each specific 
train route: Provided further, That each such 
grant request shall be accompanied by a de- 
tailed financial analysis, revenue projection, 
and capital expenditure projection justifying 
the Federal support to the Secretary’s satis- 
faction: Provided further, That not later than 
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60 days after enactment of this Act, the Cor- 
poration shall transmit, in electronic for- 
mat, to the Secretary, the House and Senate 
Committees on Appropriations, the House 
Committee on Transportation and Infra- 
structure and the Senate Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation the 
annual budget and business plan and the 5- 
Year Financial Plan for fiscal year 2013 re- 
quired under section 204 of the Passenger 
Rail Investment and Improvement Act of 
2008: Provided further, That the budget, busi- 
ness plan, and the 5-Year Financial Plan 
shall also include a separate accounting of 
ridership, revenues, and capital and oper- 
ating expenses for the Northeast Corridor; 
commuter service; long-distance Amtrak 
service; State-supported service; each inter- 
city train route, including Autotrain; and 
commercial activities including contract op- 
erations: Provided further, That the budget, 
business plan and the 5-Year Financial Plan 
shall include a description of work to be 
funded, along with cost estimates and an es- 
timated timetable for completion of the 
projects covered by these plans: Provided fur- 
ther, That the budget, business plan and the 
5-Year Financial Plan shall include annual 
information on the maintenance, refurbish- 
ment, replacement, and expansion for all 
Amtrak rolling stock consistent with the 
comprehensive fleet plan: Provided further, 
That the Corporation shall provide semi- 
annual reports in electronic format regard- 
ing the pending business plan, which shall 
describe the work completed to date, any 
changes to the business plan, and the reasons 
for such changes, and shall identify all sole- 
source contract awards which shall be ac- 
companied by a justification as to why said 
contract was awarded on a sole-source basis, 
as well as progress against the milestones 
and target dates of the 2012 performance im- 
provement plan: Provided further, That the 
Corporation’s budget, business plan, 5-Year 
Financial Plan, semiannual reports, and all 
subsequent supplemental plans shall be dis- 
played on the Corporation’s Web site within 
a reasonable timeframe following their sub- 
mission to the appropriate entities: Provided 
further, That these plans shall be accom- 
panied by a comprehensive fleet plan for all 
Amtrak rolling stock which shall address the 
Corporation’s detailed plans and timeframes 
for the maintenance, refurbishment, replace- 
ment, and expansion of the Amtrak fleet: 
Provided further, That said fleet plan shall es- 
tablish year-specific goals and milestones 
and discuss potential, current, and preferred 
financing options for all such activities: Pro- 
vided further, That none of the funds under 
this heading may be obligated or expended 
until the Corporation agrees to continue 
abiding by the provisions of paragraphs 1, 2, 
5, 9, and 11 of the summary of conditions for 
the direct loan agreement of June 28, 2002, in 
the same manner as in effect on the date of 
enactment of this Act: Provided further, That 
none of the funds provided in this Act may 
be used to support any route on which Am- 
trak offers a discounted fare of more than 50 
percent off the normal peak fare: Provided 
further, That the preceding proviso does not 
apply to routes where the operating loss as a 
result of the discount is covered by a State 
and the State participates in the setting of 
fares: Provided further, That the Corporation 
shall submit to the House and Senate Com- 
mittees on Appropriations a budget request 
for fiscal year 2014 in similar format and sub- 
stance to those submitted by executive agen- 
cies of the Federal Government. 
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CAPITAL AND DEBT SERVICE GRANTS TO THE 
NATIONAL RAILROAD PASSENGER CORPORATION 

To enable the Secretary of Transportation 
to make grants to the National Railroad 
Passenger Corporation for capital invest- 
ments as authorized by section 101(c) and 
219(b) of the Passenger Rail Investment and 
Improvement Act of 2008 (division B of Pub- 
lic Law 110-482), $1,452,000,000, to remain 
available until expended, of which not to ex- 
ceed $271,000,000 shall be for debt service obli- 
gations as authorized by section 102 of such 
Act: Provided, That of the amounts made 
available under this heading, not less than 
$50,000,000 shall be made available to bring 
Amtrak served facilities and stations into 
compliance with the Americans with Disabil- 
ities Act: Provided further, That after an ini- 
tial distribution of up to $200,000,000, which 
shall be used by the Corporation as a work- 
ing capital account, all remaining funds 
shall be provided to the Corporation only on 
a reimbursable basis: Provided further, That 
of the amounts made available under this 
heading, not less than $500,000,000 shall be 
made available to fund high priority state- 
of-good-repair intercity infrastructure 
projects on infrastructure owned by the Cor- 
poration or States for the benefit of existing 
intercity passenger rail services: Provided 
further, That of the amount provided under 
the preceding proviso, $80,000,000 may be used 
to subsidize operating losses of the Corpora- 
tion only after receiving and reviewing a 
grant request justifying the Federal support 
to the Secretary’s satisfaction; Provided fur- 
ther, That such projects shall only include 
capital projects within the meaning of Sec- 
tion 24401(2)(A) of Title 49, United States 
Code: Provided further, That the Secretary 
shall approve funding for these projects only 
after receiving and reviewing a grant request 
for each project developed by Amtrak in con- 
junction with any state partners: Provided 
further, That the Federal share payable of 
the costs for such a project shall not exceed 
80 percent: Provided further, That at least 30 
days prior to the obligation of funds for such 
a project, the Secretary shall provide to the 
House and Senate Committees on Appropria- 
tions written notification of the approval of 
the project: Provided further, That the Sec- 
retary may retain up to one-half of 1 percent 
of the funds provided under this heading to 
fund the costs of project management over- 
sight of capital projects funded by grants 
provided under this heading, as authorized 
by subsection 101(d) of division B of Public 
Law 110-432: Provided further, That the Sec- 
retary shall approve funding for capital ex- 
penditures, including advance purchase or- 
ders of materials, for the Corporation only 
after receiving and reviewing a grant request 
for each specific capital project justifying 
the Federal support to the Secretary’s satis- 
faction: Provided further, Except as otherwise 
provided herein, none of the funds under this 
heading may be used to subsidize operating 
losses of the Corporation: Provided further, 
That except as otherwise provided herein, 
none of the funds under this heading may be 
used for capital projects not approved by the 
Secretary of Transportation or on the Cor- 
poration’s fiscal year 2013 business plan: Pro- 
vided further, That in addition to the project 
management oversight funds authorized 
under section 101(d) of division B of Public 
Law 110-432, the Secretary may retain up to 
an additional $3,000,000 of the funds provided 
under this heading to fund expenses associ- 
ated with implementing section 212 of divi- 
sion B of Public Law 110-482, including the 
amendments made by section 212 to section 
24905 of title 49, United States Code. 
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NEXT GENERATION HIGH-SPEED RAIL 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available for Next Gen- 
eration High Speed Rail, as authorized by 
sections 1103 and 7201 of Public Law 105-178, 
$1,973,000 are hereby permanently rescinded: 
Provided, That no amounts may be cancelled 
from amounts that were designated by the 
Congress as an emergency requirement pur- 
suant to the Concurrent Resolution on the 
Budget or the Balanced Budget and Emer- 
gency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as amend- 
ed. 

NORTHEAST CORRIDOR IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available for the North- 
east Corridor Improvement Program, as au- 
thorized by Public Law 94-210, $4,419,000 are 
hereby permanently rescinded: Provided, 
That no amounts may be cancelled from 
amounts that were designated by the Con- 
gress aS an emergency requirement pursuant 
to the Concurrent Resolution on the Budget 
or the Balanced Budget and Emergency Def- 
icit Control Act of 1985, as amended. 

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS—FEDERAL 
RAILROAD ADMINISTRATION 

SEC. 150. Hereafter, notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, funds provided in this 
Act for the National Railroad Passenger Cor- 
poration shall immediately cease to be avail- 
able to said Corporation in the event that 
the Corporation contracts to have services 
provided at or from any location outside the 
United States. For purposes of this section, 
the word ‘‘services’”’ shall mean any service 
that was, as of July 1, 2006, performed by a 
full-time or part-time Amtrak employee 
whose base of employment is located within 
the United States. 

SEC. 151. The Secretary of Transportation 
may receive and expend cash, or receive and 
utilize spare parts and similar items, from 
non-United States Government sources to re- 
pair damages to or replace United States 
Government owned automated track inspec- 
tion cars and equipment as a result of third- 
party liability for such damages, and any 
amounts collected under this section shall be 
credited directly to the Safety and Oper- 
ations account of the Federal Railroad Ad- 
ministration, and shall remain available 
until expended for the repair, operation and 
maintenance of automated track inspection 
cars and equipment in connection with the 
automated track inspection program. 

SEC. 152. Notwithstanding any other provi- 
sions of law, rule or regulation, the Sec- 
retary of Transportation is authorized to 
allow the issuer of any preferred stock here- 
tofore sold to the Department to redeem or 
repurchase such stock upon the payment to 
the Department of an amount determined by 
the Secretary. 

SEC. 153. None of the funds provided to the 
National Railroad Passenger Corporation 
may be used to fund any overtime costs in 
excess of $35,000 for any individual employee: 
Provided, That the president of Amtrak may 
waive the cap set in the previous proviso for 
specific employees when the president of 
Amtrak determines such a cap poses a risk 
to the safety and operational efficiency of 
the system: Provided further, That Amtrak 
shall notify House and Senate Committees 
on Appropriations within 30 days of waiving 
such cap and delineate the reasons for such 
waiver. 

SEC. 154. The unobligated balance of funds 
provided under sections 1101(a)(18) and 1307 of 
Public Law 109-59 shall be used for the elimi- 
nation of hazards at railway-highway cross- 
ings described in section 104(d)(2) of title 23, 
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United States Code, to remain available 
until expended. 
FEDERAL TRANSIT ADMINISTRATION 
ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES 

For necessary administrative expenses of 
the Federal Transit Administration’s pro- 
grams authorized by chapter 53 of title 49, 
United States Code, $100,000,000: Provided, 
That none of the funds provided or limited in 
this Act may be used to create a permanent 
office of transit security under this heading: 
Provided further, That upon submission to 
the Congress of the fiscal year 2014 Presi- 
dent’s budget, the Secretary of Transpor- 
tation shall transmit to Congress the annual 
report on New Starts, including proposed al- 
locations of funds for fiscal year 2014. 

Mr. LIPINSKI. Madam Chair, I move 
to strike the last word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Illinois is recognized for 5 min- 
utes. 

Mr. LIPINSKI. I rise to engage in a 
colloquy with my good friend from 
Iowa, the distinguished chairman, Mr. 
LATHAM. 

First, I would like to acknowledge 
the difficult and challenging job the 
chairman has had in crafting this bill. 
I would also like to acknowledge all of 
the work of Ranking Member OLVER, 
not just this year but in years past 
here in Congress, and especially as 
head of this committee. 

In 2008, Congress passed a mandate 
requiring commuter and freight rail- 
roads to implement Positive Train 
Control by 2015. While PTC provides a 
very significant safety improvement, it 
is also very costly. The Federal Rail- 
road Administration has estimated 
that the total cost for PTC will be $13.2 
billion industrywide. 

In recognizing the cost when we were 
working on the bill in order to imple- 
ment the mandate, I was able to add 
language authorizing the Rail Safety 
Technology Grant program at $50 mil- 
lion per year. Since the program was 
authorized, however, Congress has only 
appropriated $50 million for 1 year. 

This mandate is especially hard on 
commuter railroads. In the Chicago re- 
gion, Metra serves approximately 
300,000 commuters every weekday. 
Metra estimates that PTC will cost 
$200 million, an amount the agency will 
struggle to afford. There are many 
other commuter railroads in this coun- 
try facing similar situations and need- 
ing some help in implementing this 
safety technology. 

Yet, in recognizing the difficult 
choices the chairman has had to make 
on this bill, I will not offer an amend- 
ment. I would ask, as this bill moves 
forward to conference and in future ap- 
propriations bills, that we work to- 
gether to find some level of Federal 
support to help defray the costs for our 
Nation’s railroads in order to imple- 
ment PTC. 

With that, 
LATHAM. 

Mr. LATHAM. I thank the gentleman 
for his hard work in this area and for 
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his efforts on the Transportation Com- 
mittee. 

Commuter railroads are an extremely 
important mode of transportation and 
are critical to many of our regional 
economies. I would be more than happy 
to work with the gentleman on ways to 
address the PTC funding issues as we 
go to conference and in the future. 

Mr. LIPINSKI. In reclaiming my 
time, I thank the gentleman, and I 
look forward to working with him on 
this funding issue. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BROUN OF 
GEORGIA 

Mr. BROUN of Georgia. I have an 
amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will re- 
port the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Page 48, line 16, after the dollar amount, 
insert ‘‘(reduced by $1,287,000)”. 

Page 150, line 9, after the dollar amount, 
insert ‘‘(increased by $1,287,000)”. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. BROUN of Georgia. My amend- 
ment would reduce funding for the ad- 
ministrative expenses within the Fed- 
eral Transit Administration by 
$1,287,000. 

This office is one of 13 in the under- 
lying bill which is slated to receive in- 
creases for administrative expenses de- 
spite the dire fiscal environment we 
have in our Nation, but we’ve got to 
stop the outrageous spending that gov- 
ernment has been doing. 

The passage of my amendment would 
simply bring the funding level for these 
administrative expenses that are with- 
in the Federal Transit Administration 
back to the level of this year. It would 
just reduce the increase back to cur- 
rent levels. 

I urge the support of my amendment, 
and I yield back the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. OLVER. Madam Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to this amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Massachusetts is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. OLVER. From what I understand 
of this amendment, the gentleman 
from Georgia is now removing a little 
over $1 million, $1,300,000 or there- 
abouts, from the $100 million that is as- 
signed by Mr. LATHAM’s bill for the ad- 
ministrative expenses of the FTA. 

As I pointed out in my opening state- 
ment, 65 percent of all of our popu- 
lation in this country—and it’s going 
up every census—is now living in met- 
ropolitan areas with populations of 
greater than a half a million people. 
The remarkable thing about this is 
that, among the 50 largest metropoli- 
tan areas, there is a 25 percent increase 
every decade in their populations. 

Georgia has one of those major popu- 
lation areas—the whole Atlanta area— 
which is also growing by more than 25 
percent every decade, but the gen- 
tleman is trying to constrain the dol- 
lars of the FTA, which is the agency 
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that provides the development of tran- 
sit services for all of these major met- 
ropolitan areas around the country. 

I think that this is an exceedingly 
modest increase that has been pro- 
posed. Virtually everybody has metro- 
politan areas that are in need of this 
enormous increase in investments for 
transit services, for public transpor- 
tation services, whether they be by 
commuter rail or by light rail—any one 
of those programs. 
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I just think that this is an exceed- 
ingly short-sighted amendment to be 
trying to impose upon the FTA, which 
has increased its total services to the 
urban parts of the country. Year after 
year, the number of grants that are 
being given out, the amount of the ad- 
ministration of those grants goes up, 
and it must continue to go up if we’re 
going to continue to have growth in 
population, which we expect is going to 
continue at roughly 10 percent per dec- 
ade, as it has in the last decade. 

I strongly oppose this amendment 
and urge a “no” vote on the amend- 
ment. I think that it is clearly a coun- 
terproductive thing to be doing, no 
matter what our economic times may 
look like at the present time. 

We have to get back to a growth pro- 
gram in this country. We have to get 
back to building more infrastructure 
and to administrate through the FTA 
the programs by which those infra- 
structure improvements get made in 
all of the metropolitan areas that are 
growing around the country. 

With that, I yield back the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. LATHAM. Madam Chair, I move 
to strike the last word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Iowa is recognized for 5 minutes. 
Mr. LATHAM. Madam Chairwoman, I 
rise to oppose the gentleman’s amend- 
ment. 

This is a minor 1.3 percent increase 
over the prior year with all of the in- 
crease going to uncontrollable costs, 
such as additional compensable work- 
day, rent and IT maintenance costs. 
Further, we’ve already rejected $66 mil- 
lion of funds for new activities re- 
quested in the President’s budget. 

This is also one mode where we 
shouldn’t cut funds. The FTA staffing 
has increased only 19.7 percent over the 
last 20 years, yet FTA funding has in- 
creased by 129 percent, and the number 
of grants that FTA administers and 
oversees has increased 118 percent. Pm 
not sure cutting S&E funding is the 
right thing to do in an agency that 
oversees this much of the Federal 
funds. We’re talking about 0.0005 per- 
cent, the full-time equivalent for every 
thousand dollars that the grants are 
doled out. 

I thank the gentleman for his inter- 
est in reducing spending. I would say 
we've already cut $66 million, and I will 
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oppose any effort to reduce FDA’s 
oversightability. 

Again, I would ask for a “no” vote, 
and I yield back the balance of my 
time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Georgia (Mr. BROUN). 

The question was taken; and the Act- 
ing Chair announced that the noes ap- 
peared to have it. 

Mr. BROUN of Georgia. 
Chair, I demand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro- 
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Georgia will be 
postponed. 

The Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

FORMULA AND BUS GRANTS 
(LIMITATION ON OBLIGATIONS) 
(HIGHWAY TRUST FUND) 

Contingent upon enactment of surface 
transportation authorization legislation, 
funds available in fiscal year 2013 for the im- 
plementation or execution of transit formula 
and bus grant programs authorized under 
title 49, United States Code, as amended by 
such authorization, shall not exceed total 
obligations of $8,360,565,000 from the Mass 
Transit Account of the Highway Trust Fund. 

(LIQUIDATION OF CONTRACT AUTHORITY) 
(HIGHWAY TRUST FUND) 

Contingent upon enactment of surface 
transportation authorization legislation, 
$9,400,000,000, to remain available until ex- 
pended and to be derived from the Mass 
Transit Account of the Highway Trust Fund, 
for payment of obligations incurred in car- 
rying out mass transit programs authorized 
under title 49, United States Code, as amend- 
ed by such authorization. 

RESEARCH AND UNIVERSITY RESEARCH CENTERS 

For necessary expenses to carry out 49 
U.S.C. 5306, 5312-5315, 5322, and 5506, 
$44,000,000, to remain available until ex- 
pended: Provided, That $6,500,000 is available 
to carry out the transit cooperative research 
program under section 5313 of title 49, United 
States Code, $3,000,000 is available for the 
National Transit Institute under section 5315 
of title 49, United States Code, and $4,000,000 
is available for the university transportation 
centers program under section 5506 of title 
49, United States Code: Provided further, That 
$20,000,000 is available to carry out innova- 
tive research and demonstrations of national 
significance under section 5312 of title 49, 
United States Code. 

CAPITAL INVESTMENT GRANTS 

For necessary expenses to carry out sec- 
tion 5309 of title 49, United States Code, 
$1,816,993,000, to remain available until ex- 
pended, of which $127,566,794 shall be avail- 
able to carry out section 5309(e) of such title. 

GRANTS TO THE WASHINGTON METROPOLITAN 

AREA TRANSIT AUTHORITY 

For grants to the Washington Metropoli- 
tan Area Transit Authority as authorized 
under section 601 of division B of Public Law 
110-432, $150,000,000, to remain available until 
expended: Provided, That the Secretary shall 
approve grants for capital and preventive 
maintenance expenditures for the Wash- 
ington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority 
only after receiving and reviewing a request 
for each specific project: Provided further, 
That prior to approving such grants, the Sec- 
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retary shall determine that the Washington 
Metropolitan Area Transit Authority has 
placed the highest priority on those invest- 
ments that will improve the safety of the 
system: Provided further, That the Secretary, 
in order to ensure safety throughout the rail 
system, may waive the requirements of sec- 
tion 601(e)(1) of title VI of Public Law 110-482 
(112 Stat. 4968) for fiscal year 2013. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. GARRETT 

Mr. GARRETT. I have an amendment 
at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will re- 
port the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Page 50, line 18, after the dollar amount, 
insert ‘‘(reduced to $0)”. 

Page 150, line 9, after the dollar amount, 
insert ‘‘(increased by $150,000,000)’’. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from New Jersey is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. GARRETT. It is the desire of this 
House and Members of this side of the 
aisle that we put an end to earmarks, 
and yet some might say that in this 
bill there contains $150 million solely 
for the benefit of one particular 
project, the Washington Metropolitan 
Area Transit Authority, or WMATA. 

This is just one-tenth of the $1.5 bil- 
lion that Congress intends to spend on 
the D.C. metro system over a 10-year 
period. This may not be considered 
your average earmark. The Heritage 
Foundation has dubbed this—according 
to Heritage—‘‘the largest earmark in 
American history.” 

Why? Well, the amendment before us 
is simple. It would eliminate the sub- 
sidy to WMATA that has been received 
since 2008. At a time of record budget 
deficits and debt, the American people 
cannot afford to provide a special sub- 
sidy, especially when it takes into con- 
sideration the fact that the D.C. metro 
area already receives funds from sev- 
eral different Federal transit programs. 
And given the performance of this 
agency, I really find it amazing. I find 
it astounding that this year the Amer- 
ican people should be expected to give 
them another $150 million of their 
hard-earned money. 

In addition to the daily service inter- 
ruptions, the lax management, and the 
generally poor performance that we’re 
all familiar with, Metro has a signifi- 
cant record of wasteful spending. In 
2005, The Washington Post reported 
that Metro spent $382 million to re- 
build cars only to have them break 
down more often than those that 
weren’t overhauled. The Post also 
pointed out that when senior agency 
attorneys wanted two new window of- 
fices, they spent $270,000 just to accom- 
modate them. Why not? It’s just tax- 
payer dollars from across the rest of 
this country. 

Earlier this year, it was reported 
that the Office of the Inspector General 
uncovered several personnel and un- 
warranted expenses on Metro’s credit 
card, such as $2,000 worth of gift cards, 
three camcorders valued at $700, and 
even $180 just for headphones alone. 
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Madam Chair, we cannot afford to 
keep pouring our money into an Agen- 
cy that clearly hasn’t done its job of 
cleaning its own house. 

Finally, it is curious to note that the 
$150 million this bill provides for is $15 
million more than the President re- 
quested in his budget. Do we really 
want to be out-spending the President 
of the United States in this area? 

Finally, hardworking taxpayers 
should not be forced to subsidize a 
transportation system that has basi- 
cally failed over the years to get its 
own fiscal house in order. We owe it to 
the American people to do better than 
that. 

With that, I yield back the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. OLVER. Madam Chair, I rise in 
opposition to the amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Massachusetts is recognized for 5 
minutes. 
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Mr. OLVER. Madam Chairwoman, 
the amendment that is offered here in 
this instance is really quite a curious 
one, it seems to me. 

The gentleman offering the amend- 
ment is from New Jersey, the largest 
overall metropolitan system, with its 
commuter rails, with its expansions 
needed, always repairing, always up- 
grading, always expanding the systems 
that serve the whole New York metro- 
politan area. It serves northern New 
Jersey, which partly serves people in 
his district. 

Now, the amendment that is being 
proposed is an amendment that affects 
WMATA, the Washington/Virginia/ 
Maryland metropolitan area, which is 
our sixth largest metro area, with 
somewhat over 5 million people. I don’t 
know exactly—although my staff here 
is trying to figure it out—how many 
riders there are on WMATA each year. 

The expenditure under consideration 
of $150 million a year was fully author- 
ized by the PRIIA Act in 2008, signed by 
President Bush at that time. And this 
is about the third or fourth year of the 
$150 million guarantee, the commit- 
ment in the authorizing bill to do the 
$150 million per year in the whole sys- 
tem, no specific place, not in a specific 
congressional district, though there 
are several congressional districts in 
which WMATA functions. And it’s 
matched dollar for dollar. It’s 50 per- 
cent matching moneys. Maryland, Vir- 
ginia, and D.C. have to match the $150 
million along the way. 

We do have, occasionally, safety 
problems. We have had some crashes 
here in Washington and some people 
who have been injured or killed in 
those crashes. 

And I find it really quite curious that 
the gentleman from New Jersey would 
be trying to take away the money that 
is fully authorized—— 

Mr. GARRETT. Will the gentleman 
yield? 
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Mr. OLVER. I would be happy to 
yield to the gentleman from New Jer- 
sey. 

Mr. GARRETT. I find it odd that I 
am in the position here of actually de- 
fending the President of the United 
States and defending what his rec- 
ommendations are in this area, but I 
will gladly do so. 

The President suggested that, with 
all of those factors that you have just 
played out taken into consideration, it 
was his opinion that we should not be 
spending this full amount of money. It 
was President Obama’s suggestion that 
we actually curtail the money. 

Mr. OLVER. Yes. 

Reclaiming my time, it has been the 
position of our subcommittee looking 
at, realizing that the authorization in 
the PRIIA Act and the commitments 
that had been made to this metropoli- 
tan area, which many of us and many 
of our staff use for transportation. We 
have had serious safety problems, and a 
serious need has been shown through 
those safety problems for an upgrading 
of the equipment and systems that we 
use in this area. 

So I think it is certainly my posi- 
tion, and I think it is the chairman of 
the subcommittee’s position, that this 
is a choice well made, critically made, 
with critical thought to why this was 
being done for the safety of the people 
using the WMATA public transpor- 
tation system all over Maryland, D.C., 
and northern Virginia. 

Mr. GARRETT. If the gentleman will 
yield, then the question is: Are you 
suggesting that the President does not 
care for the safety of this administra- 
tion? Are you suggesting that the 
President—— 

Mr. OLVER. I’m not suggesting any 
such thing. 

Iam suggesting that this is a legisla- 
tive position, that this should be done, 
that it has been agreed to be done. 

I now have the number of riders. We 
had 217 million riders in the WMATA 
system in 2011. That’s a huge number of 
riders, and they deserve some consider- 
ation for the safety of the WMATA sys- 
tem. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. WOLF. I rise in opposition to the 
amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Virginia is recognized for 5 min- 
utes. 

Mr. WOLF. This language came 
about as a result of our former col- 
league from Virginia, Tom Davis. 

There are many ideas behind it. I 
didn’t know the amendment was com- 
ing up. I think that is part of the prob- 
lem around here with the prefiling. It 
would be nice to let Members know 
what is coming up so they know. But I 
did see it, so I ran over. 

One, the number of Federal employ- 
ees. This serves the Pentagon. It serves 
most of the Federal agencies in the 
government. But if you looked at the 
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Metro today, most of the people riding 
it today were tourists from New Jersey 
and from Texas and from other places 
like that around. 

When you look at Metro with regard 
to the inauguration and many of the 
other events, that was the whole con- 
cept, that the administration, both Re- 
publican and Democrat—and this was a 
Republican amendment offered by Con- 
gressman Tom Davis to have this fund- 
ing over a period of, I think, if my 
memory serves me, over a period of 10 
years. 

So I rise in strong opposition to the 
Garrett amendment and ask that Con- 
gress maintain the integrity of what 
Congressman Davis and many other 
Congresses have done in the past. 

Mr. GARRETT. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. WOLF. I yield to the gentleman 
from New Jersey. 

Mr. GARRETT. I understand all the 
points that you raise as far as who is 
using the system, New Jersey people 
and New York people. But I can make 
that exact same argument about the 
New York/New Jersey metropolitan 
area and our transit area as well, and 
we don’t have a $150 million extra ear- 
mark in for our area. 

Already, the D.C. metro area is get- 
ting $1.5 billion from Congress, from 
the U.S. taxpayers from Colorado to 
Oklahoma to Tennessee for this sys- 
tem, and now they’re getting $150 mil- 
lion more. But all the tourists that 
come up from all over the United 
States to visit my metropolitan area in 
New York/New Jersey, we’re not get- 
ting an extra $150 million, and we have 
the same exact concerns as far as safe- 
ty and maintenance and the rest. 

So the constituents in my area are 
saying, Why is it that only the con- 
stituents down here get this extra ear- 
mark and we don’t see the same thing 
for other metropolitan areas? 

I thank the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. WOLF. I thank the gentleman. 

This is the Nation’s Capital. We are 
the Nation’s Capital. People from all 
over the world come here. 

And I want to be sure—things are 
thrown around on this floor many 
times that are not accurate. A large 
proportion of the New York system was 
paid for with Federal taxpayer money. 

This was the agreement that was 
made by the Government Operations 
Committee, I think, in conjunction 
with Congressman Davis, Congressman 
HOYER, and others a number of years 
ago. Congressman Davis is no longer 
here, but that was the whole sentiment 
with regard behind it. 

So I urge Members to vote “no” on 
the Garrett amendment and yield back 
the balance of my time. 

Mr. OLVER. Madam Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Massachusetts is recognized for 5 
minutes. 
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Mr. OLVER. Madam Chairwoman, I 
understand that since I claimed the 
time in opposition, I retain, then, the 
right to strike the last word, so I have 
struck the last word. Thank you very 
much. 

Just to continue this one, New York, 
at the present time, is benefiting from 
enormous additional investments in 
two major projects. One reaches out 
into Long Island, the so-called East 
Side Access project, which you 
wouldn’t know or care, perhaps, much 
about because it reaches to all the pop- 
ulation out on Long Island—to the 
east, to that direction for you, to the 
east—and the Second Avenue Subway. 
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So that New York system has those 
two very large programs. Each one of 
them is about $2 billion. That’s $2 bil- 
lion going on concurrently with what 
this 10-year program is for the mainte- 
nance of the system here in Wash- 
ington, when we have had clear evi- 
dence of safety difficulties and equip- 
ment difficulties that had not been 
taken into account. We were not put- 
ting enough investment into the main- 
tenance of the Washington system. 

And to add to the gentleman from 
Virginia’s comment about this, our 
constituents from every district all 
over the country come to Washington 
and deserve to have a really good pub- 
lic transportation system in Wash- 
ington. So it is in all of our interests to 
make certain that that system is up to 
snuff on safety and the equipment is in 
good repair. So I have no apology what- 
soever for supporting this one, and 
would strongly urge that we defeat this 
amendment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. CULBERSON. I move to strike 
the last word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Texas is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. CULBERSON. Madam Chairman, 
I want to be sure to point out to the 
House that the account is authorized. 
Under the Passenger Rail Improvement 
Act, in order for the metropolitan D.C. 
area to receive the funds, Virginia, 
Maryland, and the District of Columbia 
have to match the money, which cer- 
tainly helps. And I also note that the 
committee has included language, 
which is very important, that the Fed- 
eral Government cannot provide more 
than 60 percent for the first time. 
That’s important that the local com- 
munities do their fair share. 

All of the money in the Passenger 
Rail Improvement Act for the D.C. area 
has to be used for safety and capital 
improvements only. They can use the 
money only to buy new cars and equip- 
ment to improve the safety of the sys- 
tem. And as my good friend from New 
Jersey has pointed out, if there’s clear- 
ly evidence, apparently, of misuse of 
the funds, the inspector general can 
certainly investigate that and even 
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bring criminal charges against those 
responsible for using the funds for a 
purpose other than that authorized by 
the Passenger Rail Improvement Act. 

I think it’s also important to point 
out that the bill, overall, cuts New 
Starts funding by $419 million and cuts 
the request for administrative funding 
for the FTA by $66 million. 

These bills that Chairman ROGERS 
has presided over that all of us on Ap- 
propriations have worked so hard on, 
for the first time we’ve got a whole se- 
ries of bills reducing spending year 
after year. There’s much, much more 
to do. And while I’m certainly in philo- 
sophical agreement with the gentle- 
man’s amendment, because of the care- 
ful balance the bill strikes in funding 
an authorized program, it can only be 
used for a limited purpose that must be 
matched, and the committee would 
like to ask for a ‘‘no’’ vote on the gen- 
tleman’s amendment. 

Mr. GARRETT. Will the gentleman 


yield? 

Mr. CULBERSON. I am happy to 
yield to my good friend from New Jer- 
sey. 

Mr. GARRETT. I will just make 


three quick points. One is, again, it is 
really odd that here I stand with you 
next to the microphone and that I am 
actually defending the more conserv- 
ative position and actually defending 
the position of the President of the 
United States, who says we should be 
spending less money. 

Secondly, in a time when we all said, 
Let’s eliminate earmarks, here we 
have, as Heritage says, the largest ear- 
mark in American history. Because 
this is not simply an issue of saying 
that this program has a safety need 
and no one else does. If it wasn’t a 
grant application process where New 
York, New Jersey, or any other system 
around the country could have applied 
and say, Our safety needs are X times 
high or less than Washington, D.C., 
maybe there wouldn’t be a concern. 
But that’s not the case here. 

All the other metropolitan transit 
systems in the country aren’t being 
weighed as far as what their safety 
needs or what their maintenance needs 
are. It just simply made a decision here 
that Washington, D.C., and the con- 
gressional districts that it contains 
around it somehow or another merit 
greater service than do the other ones 
in Chicago or New York or New Jersey, 
what have you. I think that’s where 
the difficulty lies. 

Mr. CULBERSON. If I could reclaim 
my time, the gentleman and I worked 
together arm-in-arm on so many good 
conservative causes, and in this one 
area we do have a slight disagreement. 
I would point out that the statute re- 
quires that the metropolitan Wash- 
ington transit entity has to submit a 
grant application. Under the law, they 
can’t just automatically access these 
funds. They have to submit a grant ap- 
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plication that complies with all the 
Federal Transit Administration’s re- 
quirements. They have to demonstrate 
that the money will be used for the 
narrow purposes authorized by the act 
for safety and capital improvements, 
and they must comply with all of the 
other requirements that every other 
transit entity in the Nation complies 
with. 

For all those reasons, to keep the 
careful balance the committee has 
struck, the overall reduction in fund- 
ing, the committee would ask for a 
‘no’? vote on this amendment, and I 
yield back the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. GAR- 
RETT). 

The question was taken; and the Act- 
ing Chair announced that the noes ap- 
peared to have it. 

Mr. GARRETT. Madam Chair, I de- 
mand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro- 
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from New Jersey will be 
postponed. 

The Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS—FEDERAL 
TRANSIT ADMINISTRATION 
(INCLUDING RESCISSION OF FUNDS) 

SEc. 160. The limitations on obligations for 
the programs of the Federal Transit Admin- 
istration shall not apply to any authority 
under 49 U.S.C. 5338, previously made avail- 
able for obligation, or to any other authority 
previously made available for obligation. 

SEC. 161. Notwithstanding any other provi- 
sion of law, funds appropriated or limited by 
this Act under the Federal Transit Adminis- 
tration’s discretionary program appropria- 
tions headings for projects specified in this 
Act or identified in reports accompanying 
this Act not obligated by September 30, 2015, 
and other recoveries, shall be directed to 
projects eligible to use the funds for the pur- 
poses for which they were originally pro- 
vided. 

SEc. 162. Notwithstanding any other provi- 
sion of law, any funds appropriated before 
October 1, 2012, under any section of chapter 
53 of title 49, United States Code, that re- 
main available for expenditure, may be 
transferred to and administered under the 
most recent appropriation heading for any 
such section. 

SEC. 163. Notwithstanding any other provi- 
sion of law, unobligated funds made avail- 
able for new fixed guideway system projects 
under the heading ‘‘Federal Transit Adminis- 
tration, Capital Investment Grants” in any 
appropriations Act prior to this Act may be 
used during this fiscal year to satisfy ex- 
penses incurred for such projects. 

SEC. 164. Notwithstanding any other provi- 
sion of law, unobligated funds or recoveries 
under section 5309 of title 49, United States 
Code, that are available to the Secretary of 
Transportation for reallocation shall be di- 
rected to projects eligible to use the funds 
for the purposes for which they were origi- 


nally provided. 

SEC. 165. In addition to the amounts made 
available under section 53827(c)(1) of title 49, 
United States Code, the Secretary may use, 
for program management activities de- 
scribed in section 5327(c)(2), 1.5 percent of the 
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amount made available to carry out section 
5316 of title 49, United States Code: Provided, 
That funds made available for program man- 
agement oversight shall be used to oversee 
the compliance of a recipient or subrecipient 
of Federal transit assistance consistent with 
activities identified under section 5327(c)(2) 
and for purposes of enforcement. 

SEc. 166. Notwithstanding any other provi- 
sion of law, none of the funds made available 
in this Act shall be available to carry out 49 
U.S.C. 5309(m)(6)(B) and (C). 

SEc. 167. Notwithstanding any other provi- 
sion of law, none of the funds made available 
in this Act shall be used to enter into a full 
funding grant agreement for a project with a 
New Starts share greater than 60 percent. 

SEC. 168. The Secretary shall conduct a for- 
mal adjudication in accordance with section 
554 of title 5, United States Code, requiring 
any transit agency that during fiscal year 
2008 was both initially granted a 60-day pe- 
riod to come into compliance with part 604, 
and then granted an exception from such 
part in this fiscal year to present evidence 
why it cannot come into compliance with 
such part: Provided, That any determination 
arising from the adjudication shall be sent to 
the House and Senate Committees on Appro- 
priations for consideration: Provided further, 
That this section shall be obviated if there is 
an arrangement between such transit agency 
and charter bus providers that the Secretary 
considers appropriate in accordance with 
section 53823(d) of title 49, United States 
Code. 

SEc. 169. For purposes of applying the 
project justification and local financial com- 
mitment criteria of 49 U.S.C. 5309(d) to a New 
Starts project, the Secretary may consider 
the costs and ridership of any connected 
project in an instance in which private par- 
ties are making significant financial con- 
tributions to the construction of the con- 
nected project; additionally, the Secretary 
may consider the significant financial con- 
tributions of private parties to the connected 
project in calculating the non-Federal share 
of net capital project costs for the New 
Starts project. 

SEC. 169A. Of the funds made available for 
the Formula Grants program, as authorized 
by Public Law 97-424, as amended, $70,867,394 
are hereby permanently rescinded: Provided, 
That of the funds made available for the For- 
mula Grants program, as authorized by Pub- 
lic Law 91-48, as amended, $699,307 are hereby 
permanently rescinded: Provided further, 
That of the funds made available for the For- 
mula Grants program as authorized by Pub- 
lic Law 95-599, as amended, $928,838 are here- 
by permanently rescinded: Provided further, 
That of the funds made available for the Uni- 
versity Transportation Research program, as 
authorized by Public Law 91-453, as amended, 
and by Public Law 102-240, as amended, 
$292,554 are hereby permanently rescinded: 
Provided further, That of the funds made 
available for the Job Access and Reverse 
Commute program, as authorized by Public 
Law 105-178, as amended, $14,661,719 are here- 
by permanently rescinded: Provided further, 
That of the funds made available for the Cap- 
ital Investment Grants program, as author- 
ized by Public Law 105-178, as amended, 
$11,429,055 are hereby permanently rescinded: 
Provided further, That of the funds made 
available for the Research, Training, and 
Human Resources program, as authorized by 
Public Law 95-599, as amended, $247,579 are 
hereby permanently rescinded: Provided fur- 
ther, That of the funds made available for the 
Interstate Transfer Grants program, as au- 
thorized by 23 U.S.C. 103(e)(4), $2,661,568 are 
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hereby permanently rescinded: Provided fur- 
ther, That of the funds made available for the 
Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Au- 
thority, as authorized by section 14 of Public 
Law 96-184, as amended, and by Public Law 
101-551, as amended, $523,000 are hereby per- 
manently rescinded: Provided further, That of 
the funds made available for the Urban Dis- 
cretionary Grants program, as authorized by 
Public Law 88-365, as amended, $578,353 are 
hereby permanently rescinded: Provided fur- 
ther, That no amounts may be rescinded 
from amounts that were designated by the 
Congress as an emergency requirement pur- 
suant to a concurrent resolution on the 
budget or the Balanced Budget and Emer- 
gency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as amend- 


ed. 

SEC. 169B. None of the funds in this Act 
may be available to advance a new fixed 
guideway capital project to final design or a 
full funding grant agreement as defined by 49 
U.S.C. 5309 for the Metropolitan Transit Au- 
thority of Harris County, Texas if the pro- 
posed capital project is constructed on or 
planned to be constructed on Richmond Ave- 
nue west of Montrose Boulevard or on Post 
Oak Boulevard north of Richmond Avenue in 
Houston, Texas. 

SEC. 169C. Notwithstanding any other pro- 
vision of law, fuel for vehicle operations, in- 
cluding the cost of utilities used for the pro- 
pulsion of electrically driven vehicles, shall 
be treated as an associated capital mainte- 
nance item for purposes of grants made 
under section 5307 of title 49, United States 
Code, in fiscal year 2018. Amounts made 
under this heading shall be limited to 
$100,000,000. 

POINT OF ORDER 

Mr. DUNCAN of Tennessee. Madam 
Chairwoman, I rise to raise a point of 
order against section 169C. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
will state his point of order. 

Mr. DUNCAN of Tennessee. Madam 
Chairwoman, I raise a point of order 
against section 169C on page 56, lines 10 
through 16. This section violates clause 
2(b) of rule XXI. It changes existing 
law and therefore constitutes legis- 
lating on an appropriation bill in viola- 
tion of House rules. 

I would also note that the issue of 
when transit agencies can use Federal 
transit funds for operating expenses is 
part of conference negotiations on the 
highway bill, which hopefully will be 
resolved by the end of this week. The 
conference report will include a better, 
more targeted policy on this issue. 

I request a ruling in favor of this 
point of order. 

The Acting CHAIR. Does any other 
Member wish to be heard on the point 
of order? If not, the Chair will rule. 

The Chair finds that this section ex- 
plicitly supersedes existing law. The 
section therefore constitutes legisla- 
tion in violation of clause 2 of rule 
XXI. The point of order is sustained 
and the section is stricken from the 
bill. 

The Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

SAINT LAWRENCE SEAWAY DEVELOPMENT 
CORPORATION 

The Saint Lawrence Seaway Development 

Corporation is hereby authorized to make 


June 26, 2012 


such expenditures, within the limits of funds 
and borrowing authority available to the 
Corporation, and in accord with law, and to 
make such contracts and commitments with- 
out regard to fiscal year limitations as pro- 
vided by section 104 of the Government Cor- 
poration Control Act, as amended, as may be 
necessary in carrying out the programs set 
forth in the Corporation’s budget for the cur- 
rent fiscal year. 
OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE 
(HARBOR MAINTENANCE TRUST FUND) 


For necessary expenses for operations, 
maintenance, and capital asset renewal of 
those portions of the St. Lawrence Seaway 
owned, operated, and maintained by the 
Saint Lawrence Seaway Development Cor- 
poration, $33,000,000, to be derived from the 
Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund, pursuant to 
Public Law 99-662. 


MARITIME ADMINISTRATION 
MARITIME SECURITY PROGRAM 


For necessary expenses to maintain and 
preserve a U.S.-flag merchant fleet to serve 
the national security needs of the United 
States, $184,000,000, to remain available until 
expended. 

OPERATIONS AND TRAINING 


For necessary expenses of operations and 
training activities authorized by law, 
$145,753,000, of which $11,500,000 shall remain 
available until expended for maintenance 
and repair of training ships at State Mari- 
time Academies, and of which $2,400,000 shall 
remain available through September 30, 2014 
for Student Incentive Program payments at 
State Maritime Academies, and of which not 
less than $14,000,000 shall remain available 
until expended for capital improvements at 
the United States Merchant Marine Acad- 
emy: Provided, That amounts apportioned for 
the United States Merchant Marine Acad- 
emy shall be available only upon allotments 
made personally by the Secretary of Trans- 
portation or the Assistant Secretary for 
Budget and Programs: Provided further, That 
the Superintendent, Deputy Superintendent 
and the Director of the Office of Resource 
Management of the United State Merchant 
Marine Academy may not be allotment hold- 
ers for the United States Merchant Marine 
Academy, and the Administrator of the Mar- 
itime Administration shall hold all allot- 
ments made by the Secretary of Transpor- 
tation or the Assistant Secretary for Budget 
and Programs under the previous proviso: 
Provided further, That 50 percent of the fund- 
ing made available for the United States 
Merchant Marine Academy under this head- 
ing shall be available only after the Sec- 
retary, in consultation with the Super- 
intendent and the Maritime Administrator, 
completes a plan detailing by program or ac- 
tivity how such funding will be expended at 
the Academy, and this plan is submitted to 
the House and Senate Committees on Appro- 
priations. 

SHIP DISPOSAL 


For necessary expenses related to the dis- 
posal of obsolete vessels in the National De- 
fense Reserve Fleet of the Maritime Admin- 
istration, $4,000,000, to remain available until 
expended. 

MARITIME GUARANTEED LOAN (TITLE XI) 
PROGRAM ACCOUNT 
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

For the necessary administrative expenses 
of the maritime guaranteed loan program, 
$3,750,000 shall be paid to the appropriation 
for ‘‘Operations and Training”, Maritime Ad- 
ministration. 
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AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BROUN OF 
GEORGIA 

Mr. BROUN of Georgia. Madam 
Chair, I have an amendment at the 
desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will re- 
port the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Page 59, line 7, after the dollar amount, in- 
sert ‘(reduced by $10,000)”. 

Page 150, line 9, after the dollar amount, 
insert ‘‘(increased by $10,000)”. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. BROUN of Georgia. Madam 
Chair, my amendment would reduce 
funding for the administrative ex- 
penses for the Maritime Guaranteed 
Loan program by $10,000. That’s all. It 
doesn’t sound like much, but it freezes 
spending at the current levels. 

I believe very firmly that we ought 
to cut spending in this House. We’ve 
cut our MRAs, our own operating ac- 
counts for our own administrative ex- 
penses by 11 percent. What this amend- 
ment does, it freezes at the current fis- 
cal year °12 levels. It is a minor amount 
of money to most folks, but still, 
$10,000 is a lot of money to this old 
Georgia boy. 

So I urge adoption of my amendment, 
and I yield back the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. LATHAM. Madam Chair, I move 
to strike the last word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Iowa is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. LATHAM. I would just accept 
the amendment, and I yield back the 
balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Georgia (Mr. BROUN). 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS—MARITIME 
ADMINISTRATION 

SEC. 170. Notwithstanding any other provi- 
sion of this Act, the Maritime Administra- 
tion is authorized to furnish utilities and 
services and make necessary repairs in con- 
nection with any lease, contract, or occu- 
pancy involving Government property under 
control of the Maritime Administration: Pro- 
vided, That payments received therefor shall 
be credited to the appropriation charged 
with the cost thereof and shall be available 
until expended: Provided further, That rental 
payments under any such lease, contract, or 
occupancy for items other than such utili- 
ties, services, or repairs shall be covered into 
the Treasury as miscellaneous receipts. 

SEC. 171. None of the funds available or ap- 
propriated in this Act shall be used by the 
United States Department of Transportation 
or the United States Maritime Administra- 
tion to negotiate or otherwise execute, enter 
into, facilitate or perform fee-for-service 
contracts for vessel disposal, scrapping or re- 
cycling, unless there is no qualified domestic 
ship recycler that will pay any sum of money 
to purchase and scrap or recycle a vessel 
owned, operated or managed by the Maritime 
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Administration or that is part of the Na- 
tional Defense Reserve Fleet. Such sales of- 
fers must be consistent with the solicitation 
and provide that the work will be performed 
in a timely manner at a facility qualified 
within the meaning of section 3502 of Public 
Law 106-898. Nothing contained herein shall 
affect the Maritime Administration’s au- 
thority to award contracts at least cost to 
the Federal Government and consistent with 
the requirements of 16 U.S.C. 5405(c), section 
3502, or otherwise authorized under the Fed- 
eral Acquisition Regulation. 
PIPELINE AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS SAFETY 
ADMINISTRATION 
OPERATIONAL EXPENSES 
(PIPELINE SAFETY FUND) 
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

For necessary operational expenses of the 
Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety Ad- 
ministration, $23,030,000, of which $639,000 
shall be derived from the Pipeline Safety 
Fund: Provided, That $1,500,000 shall be trans- 
ferred to ‘‘Pipeline Safety” in order to fund 
“Pipeline Safety Information Grants to 
Communities”? as authorized under section 
60130 of title 49, United States Code. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BROUN OF 
GEORGIA 

Mr. BROUN of Georgia. Madam 
Chair, I have an amendment at the 
desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will re- 
port the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Page 60, line 25, after the first dollar 
amount, insert ‘‘(reduced by $1,670,000)”. 

Page 150, line 9, after the dollar amount, 
insert ‘‘(increased by $1,670,000)”. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. BROUN of Georgia. Madam 
Chair, this, like many amendments I’m 
offering tonight, would freeze spending 
at the FY12 levels. We’ve just got to 
stop spending money we don’t have, 
Madam Chairman. 

I recommend adoption of my amend- 
ment, and I yield back the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. OLVER. Madam Chair, I rise in 
opposition to the amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Massachusetts is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. OLVER. What we are talking 
about here is pipeline safety inspec- 
tors. The increase in pipeline safety in- 
spectors, and the agency is Pipeline 
and Hazardous Materials Safety Ad- 
ministration, that organization has, 
over the last few years, had an ever-in- 
creasing responsibility. 

Just about 18 months ago, we had a 
Pacific Gas and Electric pipeline that 
ruptured in San Bruno, California. The 
ensuing fire and explosion leveled some 
35 homes and killed eight people. The 
National Transportation Safety 
Board’s investigation found that Pa- 
cific Gas and Electric’s poor quality 
control and integrity management sys- 
tems contributed to the cause of the 
pipeline rupture. It is a prime example 
of why we need strong enforcement and 
oversight of the Nation’s ever-expand- 
ing, really already vast, but ever-ex- 
panding pipeline system. 
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Now, section 31 of the Pipeline Safety 
Reauthorization bill enacted on Janu- 
ary 3 of this year authorized 10 addi- 
tional pipeline inspection and enforce- 
ment personnel if the Pipeline and Haz- 
ardous Materials Safety Administra- 
tion had filled all 135 of its existing po- 
sitions by a certain deadline. 

We need to be doing more rather than 
less on pipeline safety, and so I oppose 
this amendment very strongly. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. LATHAM. Madam Chair, I move 
to strike the last word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Iowa is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. LATHAM. I rise in strong opposi- 
tion to this amendment. 

This program was authorized just 
last year. The funds that are being cut 
here are for safety inspectors, and 
we’ve had explosions in Iowa. 

The gentleman referred to very trag- 
ic pipeline explosions elsewhere around 
the country. We have seen a number of 
these explosion incidents. We simply 
cannot compromise safety in this re- 
gard. It’s a small increase and con- 
sistent with the authorization that was 
just passed by this Congress. 

I can tell you from personal experi- 
ence, in a little town of Alexander, 
about 5 miles outside of town, it’s been 
several years ago, but a pipeline ex- 
ploded, and basically we had to evac- 
uate about a 15-mile area, and it was a 
huge issue. Fortunately, no one was 
killed in that explosion. 

But I'll just say that this is a very 
important function and that we need to 
have these inspectors. We need to have 
a focus on pipeline safety. And so 
again, I would recommend a ‘‘no”’ vote 
on this amendment, and I yield back 
the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Georgia (Mr. BROUN). 

The question was taken; and the Act- 
ing Chair announced that the noes ap- 
peared to have it. 

Mr. BROUN of Georgia. I demand a 
recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro- 
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Georgia will be 
postponed. 

The Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

HAZARDOUS MATERIALS SAFETY 

For expenses necessary to discharge the 
hazardous materials safety functions of the 
Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety Ad- 
ministration, $42,546,000, of which $1,725,000 
shall remain available until September 30, 
2015: Provided, That up to $800,000 in fees col- 
lected under 49 U.S.C. 5108(g) shall be depos- 
ited in the general fund of the Treasury as 
offsetting receipts: Provided further, That 
there may be credited to this appropriation, 
to be available until expended, funds re- 
ceived from States, counties, municipalities, 
other public authorities, and private sources 
for expenses incurred for training, for re- 
ports publication and dissemination, and for 
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travel expenses incurred in performance of 
hazardous materials exemptions and ap- 
proval functions. 
PIPELINE SAFETY 
(PIPELINE SAFETY FUND) 
(OIL SPILL LIABILITY TRUST FUND) 
(PIPELINE SAFETY DESIGN REVIEW FUND) 


For expenses necessary to conduct the 
functions of the pipeline safety program, for 
grants-in-aid to carry out a pipeline safety 
program, as authorized by 49 U.S.C. 60107, 
and to discharge the pipeline program re- 
sponsibilities of the Oil Pollution Act of 1990, 
$111,252,000, of which $18,573,000 shall be de- 
rived from the Oil Spill Liability Trust Fund 
and shall remain available until September 
30, 2015; and of which $90,679,000 shall be de- 
rived from the Pipeline Safety Fund, of 
which $48,191,000 shall remain available until 
September 30, 2015; and of which $2,000,000, to 
remain available until expended, shall be de- 
rived as provided in this Act from the Pipe- 
line Safety Design Review Fund, as author- 
ized in 49 U.S.C. 60117(n): Provided, That not 
less than $1,058,000 of the funds provided 
under this heading shall be for the one-call 
State grant program. 

EMERGENCY PREPAREDNESS GRANTS 
(EMERGENCY PREPAREDNESS FUND) 

For necessary expenses to carry out 49 
U.S.C. 5128(b), $188,000, to be derived from the 
Emergency Preparedness Fund, to remain 
available until September 30, 2014: Provided, 
That not more than $28,318,000 shall be made 
available for obligation in fiscal year 2013 
from amounts made available by 49 U.S.C. 
5116(i) and 5128(b)-(c): Provided further, That 
none of the funds made available by 49 U.S.C. 
5116(i), 5128(b), or 5128(c) shall be made avail- 
able for obligation by individuals other than 
the Secretary of Transportation, or his des- 
ignee. 

RESEARCH AND INNOVATIVE TECHNOLOGY 
ADMINISTRATION 
RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT 


For necessary expenses of the Research 
and Innovative Technology Administration, 
$13,500,000: Provided, That there may be cred- 
ited to this appropriation, to be available 
until expended, funds received from States, 
counties, municipalities, other public au- 
thorities, and private sources for expenses 
incurred for training. 

OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL 
SALARIES AND EXPENSES 


For necessary expenses of the Office of the 
Inspector General to carry out the provisions 
of the Inspector General Act of 1978, as 
amended, $84,499,000: Provided, That the In- 
spector General shall have all necessary au- 
thority, in carrying out the duties specified 
in the Inspector General Act, as amended (5 
U.S.C. App. 3), to investigate allegations of 
fraud, including false statements to the gov- 
ernment (18 U.S.C. 1001), by any person or en- 
tity that is subject to regulation by the De- 
partment: Provided further, That the funds 
made available under this heading may be 
used to investigate, pursuant to section 41712 
of title 49, United States Code: (1) unfair or 
deceptive practices and unfair methods of 
competition by domestic and foreign air car- 
riers and ticket agents; and (2) the compli- 
ance of domestic and foreign air carriers 
with respect to item (1) of this proviso: Pro- 
vided further, That no funding through ex- 
penditure transfers shall be made between 
either the Federal Highway Administration, 
the Federal Aviation Administration, the 
Federal Transit Administration, or the Na- 
tional Transportation Safety Board, and the 
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Office of Inspector General: Provided further, 
That: (1) the Inspector General shall have 
the authority to audit and investigate the 
Metropolitan Washington Airports Author- 
ity (MWAA); (2) in carrying out these audits 
and investigations the Inspector General 
shall have all the authorities described under 
section 6 of the Inspector General Act (5 
U.S.C. App.); (3) MWAA Board Members, em- 
ployees, contractors, and subcontractors 
shall cooperate and comply with requests 
from the Inspector General, including pro- 
viding testimony and other information; (4) 
The Inspector General shall be permitted to 
observe closed executive sessions of the 
MWAA Board of Directors; (5) MWAA shall 
pay the expenses of the Inspector General, 
including staff salaries and benefits and as- 
sociated operating costs, which shall be cred- 
ited to this appropriation and remain avail- 
able until expended; and (6) if MWAA fails to 
make funds available to the Inspector Gen- 
eral within 30 days after a request for such 
funds is received, then the Inspector General 
shall notify the Secretary of Transportation 
who shall not approve a grant for MWAA 
under section 47107(b) of title 49, United 
States Code, until such funding is made 
available for the Inspector General. 
SURFACE TRANSPORTATION BOARD 
SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses of the Surface 
Transportation Board, including services au- 
thorized by 5 U.S.C. 3109, $31,250,000: Provided, 
That notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, not to exceed $1,250,000 from fees estab- 
lished by the Chairman of the Surface Trans- 
portation Board shall be credited to this ap- 
propriation as offsetting collections and used 
for necessary and authorized expenses under 
this heading: Provided further, That the sum 
herein appropriated from the general fund 
shall be reduced on a dollar-for-dollar basis 
as such offsetting collections are received 
during fiscal year 2018, to result in a final ap- 
propriation from the general fund estimated 
at no more than $30,000,000. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BROUN OF 
GEORGIA 

Mr. BROUN of Georgia. Madam 
Chair, I have an amendment at the 
desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will re- 
port the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Page 65, line 11, after the dollar amount, 
insert ‘‘(reduced by $1,940,000)”. 

Page 150, line 9, after the dollar amount, 
insert ‘‘(increased by $1,940,000)”. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. BROUN of Georgia. Madam 
Chair, my amendment will reduce 
funding for salaries and expenses for 
the Surface Transportation Board by 
$1,940,000. This office is one of 13 in the 
underlying bill which would receive in- 
creases for administrative expenses in 
this underlying bill. Passage of my 
amendment would simply bring fund- 
ing levels back to current levels, fiscal 
year 2012. 

Madam Chair, we are spending money 
we don’t have. We have reduced our 
own operating expenses as Members of 
the House by 11 percent, over 11 per- 
cent, and this amendment would just 
freeze—would prevent any increase in 
the salaries and expenses for the Sur- 
face Transportation Board—to this 
year’s level. 
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We’ve got to be fiscally responsible, 
Madam Chairman, as a Nation. We’ve 
got to stop the outrageous spending 
that’s going on here in Washington. 
And this doesn’t even stop it; this just 
freezes it at the current levels. 

This, hopefully, is going to put a lit- 
tle spotlight on the fact that we need 
to stop spending money we don’t have, 
stop borrowing 40 cents on every dollar 
the Federal Government spends. My 
amendment would just freeze spending 
at the current levels. 

I urge support of my amendment, and 
I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. LATHAM. I move to strike the 
last word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Iowa is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. LATHAM. Madam Chairwoman, I 
accept the amendment, and I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Georgia (Mr. BROUN). 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

GENERAL PROVISIONS—DEPARTMENT OF 
TRANSPORTATION 

SEC. 180. During the current fiscal year, ap- 
plicable appropriations to the Department of 
Transportation shall be available for mainte- 
nance and operation of aircraft; hire of pas- 
senger motor vehicles and aircraft; purchase 
of liability insurance for motor vehicles op- 
erating in foreign countries on official de- 
partment business; and uniforms or allow- 
ances therefor, as authorized by law (5 U.S.C. 
5901-5902). 

SEC. 181. Appropriations contained in this 
Act for the Department of Transportation 
shall be available for services as authorized 
by 5 U.S.C. 3109, but at rates for individuals 
not to exceed the per diem rate equivalent to 
the rate for an Executive Level IV. 

SEC. 182. None of the funds in this Act shall 
be available for salaries and expenses of 
more than 110 political and Presidential ap- 
pointees in the Department of Transpor- 
tation: Provided, That none of the personnel 
covered by this provision may be assigned on 
temporary detail outside the Department of 
Transportation. 

SEc. 183. (a) No recipient of funds made 
available in this Act shall disseminate per- 
sonal information (as defined in 18 U.S.C. 
2725(3)) obtained by a State department of 
motor vehicles in connection with a motor 
vehicle record as defined in 18 U.S.C. 2725(1), 
except as provided in 18 U.S.C. 2721 for a use 
permitted under 18 U.S.C. 2721. 

(b) Notwithstanding subsection (a), the 
Secretary shall not withhold funds provided 
in this Act for any grantee if a State is in 
noncompliance with this provision. 

SEC. 184. Funds received by the Federal 
Highway Administration, Federal Transit 
Administration, and Federal Railroad Ad- 
ministration from States, counties, munici- 
palities, other public authorities, and private 
sources for expenses incurred for training 
may be credited respectively to the Federal 
Highway Administration’s “Federal-Aid 
Highways” account, the Federal Transit Ad- 
ministration’s ‘‘Research and University Re- 
search Centers” account, and to the Federal 
Railroad Administration’s ‘‘Safety and Oper- 
ations” account, except for State rail safety 
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inspectors participating in training pursuant 
to 49 U.S.C. 20105. 

SEC. 185. None of the funds in this Act to 
the Department of Transportation may be 
used to make a grant unless the Secretary of 
Transportation notifies the House and Sen- 
ate Committees on Appropriations not less 
than 3 full business days before any project 
competitively selected to receive a discre- 
tionary grant award, any discretionary grant 
award, letter of intent, or full funding grant 
agreement totaling $1,000,000 or more is an- 
nounced by the department or its modal ad- 
ministrations from: 

(1) any discretionary grant program of the 
Federal Highway Administration including 
the emergency relief program; 

(2) the airport improvement program of the 
Federal Aviation Administration; 

(3) any program of the Federal Railroad 
Administration; 

(4) any program of the Federal Transit Ad- 
ministration other than the formula grants 
and fixed guideway modernization programs; 
or 

(5) any funding provided under the head- 
ings ‘‘National Infrastructure Investments’’ 
in this Act: Provided, That the Secretary 
gives concurrent notification to the House 
and Senate Committees on Appropriations 
for any ‘“‘quick release” of funds from the 
emergency relief program: Provided further, 
That no notification shall involve funds that 
are not available for obligation. 

SEc. 186. Rebates, refunds, incentive pay- 
ments, minor fees and other funds received 
by the Department of Transportation from 
travel management centers, charge card pro- 
grams, the subleasing of building space, and 
miscellaneous sources are to be credited to 
appropriations of the Department of Trans- 
portation and allocated to elements of the 
Department of Transportation using fair and 
equitable criteria and such funds shall be 
available until expended. 

SEC. 187. Amounts made available in this 
or any other Act that the Secretary deter- 
mines represent improper payments by the 
Department of Transportation to a third- 
party contractor under a financial assistance 
award, which are recovered pursuant to law, 
shall be available— 

(1) to reimburse the actual expenses in- 
curred by the Department of Transportation 
in recovering improper payments; and 

(2) to pay contractors for services provided 
in recovering improper payments or con- 
tractor support in the implementation of the 
Improper Payments Information Act of 2002: 
Provided, That amounts in excess of that re- 
quired for paragraphs (1) and (2)— 

(A) shall be credited to and merged with 
the appropriation from which the improper 
payments were made, and shall be available 
for the purposes and period for which such 
appropriations are available; or 

(B) if no such appropriation remains avail- 
able, shall be deposited in the Treasury as 
miscellaneous receipts: Provided further, 
That prior to the transfer of any such recov- 
ery to an appropriations account, the Sec- 
retary shall notify to the House and Senate 
Committees on Appropriations of the 
amount and reasons for such transfer: Pro- 
vided further, That for purposes of this sec- 
tion, the term “‘improper payments”, has the 
same meaning as that provided in section 
2(d)(2) of Public Law 107-300. 

SEc. 188. Notwithstanding any other provi- 
sion of law, if any funds provided in or lim- 
ited by this Act are subject to a reprogram- 
ming action that requires notice to be pro- 
vided to the House and Senate Committees 
on Appropriations, said reprogramming ac- 
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tion shall be approved or denied solely by the 
Committees on Appropriations: Provided, 
That the Secretary may provide notice to 
other congressional committees of the ac- 
tion of the Committees on Appropriations on 
such reprogramming but not sooner than 30 
days following the date on which the re- 
programming action has been approved or 
denied by the House and Senate Committees 
on Appropriations. 

SEC. 189. None of the funds appropriated or 
otherwise made available under this Act may 
be used by the Surface Transportation Board 
of the Department of Transportation to 
charge or collect any filing fee for rate com- 
plaints filed with the Board in an amount in 
excess of the amount authorized for district 
court civil suit filing fees under section 1914 
of title 28, United States Code. 

SEC. 190. Funds appropriated in this Act to 
the modal administrations may be obligated 
for the Office of the Secretary for the costs 
related to assessments or reimbursable 
agreements only when such amounts are for 
the costs of goods and services that are pur- 
chased to provide a direct benefit to the ap- 
plicable modal administration or adminis- 
trations. 

This title may be cited as the ‘‘Department 
of Transportation Appropriations Act, 2013”. 

TITLE II 


DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN 
DEVELOPMENT 


MANAGEMENT AND ADMINISTRATION 


ADMINISTRATION, OPERATIONS, AND 
MANAGEMENT 


For necessary salaries and expenses for ad- 
ministration, management and operations of 
the Department of Housing and Urban Devel- 
opment, $518,068,000, of which not to exceed 
$3,572,000 shall be available for the imme- 
diate Office of the Secretary; not to exceed 
$1,206,000 shall be for the Office of the Deputy 
Secretary and the Chief Operating Officer; 
not to exceed $1,711,000 shall be available for 
the Office of Hearings and Appeals; not to ex- 
ceed $705,000 shall be available for the Office 
of Small and Disadvantaged Business Utili- 
zation; not to exceed $47,627,000 shall be 
available for the Office of the Chief Finan- 
cial Officer; not to exceed $95,102,000 shall be 
available for the Office of the General Coun- 
sel; not to exceed $2,400,000 shall be available 
to the Office of Congressional and Intergov- 
ernmental Relations; not to exceed $3,502,000 
shall be available for the Office of Public Af- 
fairs; not to exceed $247,535,000 shall be avail- 
able for the Office of the Chief Human Cap- 
ital Officer; not to exceed $47,500,000 shall be 
available for the Office of Field Policy and 
Management; not to exceed $16,563,000 shall 
be available for the Office of the Chief Pro- 
curement Officer; not to exceed $3,127,000 
shall be available for the Office of Depart- 
mental Equal Employment Opportunity; not 
to exceed $1,404,000 shall be available for the 
Center for Faith-Based and Community Ini- 
tiatives; not to exceed $2,360,000 shall be 
available for the Office of Sustainable Hous- 
ing and Communities; not to exceed $4,884,000 
shall be available for the Office of Strategic 
Planning and Management; and not to ex- 
ceed $38,870,000 shall be available for the Of- 
fice of the Chief Information Officer: Pro- 
vided, That funds provided under this head- 
ing may be used for necessary administrative 
and non-administrative expenses of the De- 
partment of Housing and Urban Develop- 
ment, not otherwise provided for, including 
purchase of uniforms, or allowances there- 
fore, as authorized by 5 U.S.C. 5901-5902; hire 
of passenger motor vehicles; services as au- 
thorized by 5 U.S.C. 3109: Provided further, 
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That notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, funds appropriated under this heading 
may be used for advertising and promotional 
activities that support the housing mission 
area: Provided further, That the Secretary 
shall transmit to the House and Senate Com- 
mittees on Appropriations a detailed budget 
justification for each office within the De- 
partment, including an organizational chart 
for each operating area within the Depart- 
ment: Provided further, That the budget jus- 
tification shall include funding levels for the 
past 3 fiscal years for all offices: Provided 
further, that the budget submitted by the De- 
partment must also include a detailed jus- 
tification for the incremental funding in- 
creases, decreases and FTE fluctuations 
being requested by program, activity, or pro- 
gram element: Provided further, That the 
Secretary shall provide the Committees on 
Appropriations quarterly written notifica- 
tion regarding the status of pending congres- 
sional reports: Provided further, That the 
Secretary shall provide all signed reports re- 
quired by Congress electronically: Provided 
further, That not to exceed $25,000 of the 
amount made available under this paragraph 
for the immediate Office of the Secretary 
shall be available for official reception and 
representation expenses as the Secretary 
may determine. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MRS. CAPPS 

Mrs. CAPPS. Madam Chair, I have an 
amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will re- 
port the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Page 71, line 19, after the dollar amount, 
insert ‘‘(reduced by $10,000,000)”. 

Page 72, line 3, after the dollar amount, in- 
sert ‘‘(reduced by $2,000,000)’’. 

Page 72, line 8, after the dollar amount, in- 
sert ‘‘(reduced by $5,000,000) 

Page 72, line 20, after the dollar amount, 
insert ‘‘(reduced by $3,000,000)” 

Page 102, line 2, after the first dollar 
amount, insert ‘‘(increased by $10,000,000)”. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman 
from California is recognized for 5 min- 
utes. 

Mrs. CAPPS. Madam Chair, this is a 
straightforward amendment to in- 
crease funding for the HUD Housing 
Counseling Assistance Program. 

As we all know, the foreclosure crisis 
continues to ravage our families in 
many parts of the country. This is a 
problem in my home State of Cali- 
fornia, but also in many other States. 
Nevada, Florida, Ohio, Illinois, and 
Georgia all have foreclosure rates well 
above the national average. 

There are many efforts aimed at solv- 
ing this crisis, but local housing coun- 
seling agencies have proven to be 
among the most effective tools we have 
to help struggling families stay in 
their homes during these tough times. 
These local nonprofits are filled with 
dedicated staff who work tirelessly to 
help homeowners make informed deci- 
sions and stay in their homes. They 
provide a wide range of free counseling 
services, including post-purchase coun- 
seling, renter counseling, reverse mort- 
gage counseling for senior homeowners, 
and counseling for homeless individ- 
uals and families seeking shelter. And 
they depend on Federal funding from 
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HUD’s Housing Counseling Assistance 
Program to provide these services. 

Every dollar allocated to these local 
organizations helps to ensure that all 
homeowners in financial distress may 
have a trusted third-party resource to 
turn to free of charge. Recognizing the 
value and effectiveness of housing 
counselors, Congress more than dou- 
bled funding for this critical program 
from 2007 to 2010 to help combat the 
rapidly expanding foreclosure crisis, 
and that money was money well spent. 

Local counseling agencies used the 
funding to create jobs by hiring addi- 
tional counselors and expanding their 
services to meet the rapidly growing 
demand created by the recession. 
Sadly, however, funding for Housing 
Counseling Assistance was abruptly 
eliminated in FY 2011. This was a dev- 
astating blow to these local organiza- 
tions, resulting in layoffs and, more 
important, elimination of a valuable 
and much needed service to home- 
owners who are in trouble. Thankfully, 
we were able to restore some of this 
funding last year, and I thank the 
chairman and the Appropriations Com- 
mittee for maintaining last year’s 
funding level in the bill before us. 

But, frankly, this is not enough. The 
foreclosure crisis is far from over, and 
the need for this funding has never 
been greater. 

Just last month, one in every 639 
houses nationwide received a fore- 
closure notice. That’s why my amend- 
ment would increase funding for HUD 
Housing Counseling Assistance by $10 
million, matching the President’s re- 
quest of $55 million. 

The amendment is fully paid for with 
a $10 million reduction in the adminis- 
tration’s operations and management 
account. This additional funding will 
make a tremendous difference in the 
lives of middle class Americans in my 
district and across this country who 
are desperately trying to stay afloat. 

In my district on the central coast of 
California, where the foreclosure rate 
remains well above the national aver- 
age, every little bit makes such a dif- 
ference. I know my local housing coun- 


selors, like SurePath Financial, like 
People’s Self-Help Housing and 
Cabrillo Economic Development, 


they’re going to be able to help many 
more of my constituents with this 
extra funding. 

I know some States have been harder 
hit than others by the foreclosure cri- 
sis, but the benefits of counseling ex- 
tend to all homeowners, not just those 
facing foreclosure. In a recently re- 
leased study, HUD examined both fami- 
lies seeking to purchase their first 
homes and those struggling to prevent 
foreclosure. In the pre-purchase coun- 
seling study, HUD found that of those 
participants that became homeowners, 
all but one of them remained current 
on their mortgage payments after 18 
months. This study shows that housing 
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counseling is not only helping address 
the current foreclosure crisis, it’s also 
helping prevent future crises by help- 
ing homeowners find mortgages that 
they can afford and fully understand. 

When homeowners understand their 
mortgage and properly plan, they’re 
much more likely to make their pay- 
ments on time and avoid foreclosure in 
the future. The Housing Counseling As- 
sistance Program helps to make that 
happen. 

This program has broad national sup- 
port from respected nonprofits like 
Catholic Charities, National Council on 
Aging, and the National Council of La 
Raza, and for-profit industry groups 
like the Mortgage Bankers Associa- 
tion. And it should have broad bipar- 
tisan support here in the House as well. 

I’m willing to bet that most of my 
colleagues in this House have referred 
constituents in need of help to their 
local housing counseling agencies. I 
know I certainly have. I have no res- 
ervations about referring my constitu- 
ents to local HUD-certified housing 
counselors because I know they will re- 
ceive excellent advice and guidance. 
But as the foreclosure crisis has 
dragged on, demand for help has far ex- 
ceeded the resources available. My 
amendment will not immediately solve 
this enormous program, but it will cer- 
tainly help. 

This shouldn’t be a partisan issue. I 
know we must make tough choices to 
balance our budget, but we must also 
make smart choices. Voting for my 
amendment is a smart choice. It’s also 
the right choice for Americans who are 
still struggling to stay afloat. So I urge 
my colleagues to support our local 
housing counselors and vote ‘‘yes’’ on 
my amendment. 

Madam Chair, I yield back the bal- 
ance of my time. 

Mr. LATHAM. Madam Chairwoman, I 
rise in opposition to the gentlelady’s 
amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Iowa is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. LATHAM. Madam Chairwoman, 
again, I oppose the gentlelady’s amend- 
ment. 

This bill provides $45 million for 
housing counseling—the same as last 
year and $45 million more than in fiscal 
year 2011. 

HUD just reorganized into the new 
Office of Housing Counseling. I would 
say that before we give additional re- 
sources to HUD’s Housing Counseling, 
we need to make sure HUD has the ca- 
pability to effectively implement this 
program. I think they ought to be able 
to walk before they run here. 

Housing Counseling agencies are still 
complaining of the painstaking bu- 
reaucracy involved in applying and re- 
ceiving these funds. On the other hand, 
people could get housing counseling 
from many government sources, in- 
cluding NeighborWorks. 
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NeighborWorks gets funding out the 
door quickly, has extensive metrics en- 
suring the proper use of the funds. We 
increased NeighborWorks by $10 mil- 
lion over last year. 

We need HUD to do this thing right. 
So until they can prove to us they 
could, taking funding from HUD’s sala- 
ries and expenses would not be an effec- 
tive use of government resources. 

Again, Madam Chair, I would urge a 
“no” vote. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. OLVER. Madam Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Massachusetts is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. OLVER. I am inclined to support 
the amendment that the gentlewoman 
from California has proposed, recog- 
nizing that the request on the part of 
the administration was for $55 million, 
and that it’s an interesting juxtaposi- 
tion, because the HUD counseling pro- 
gramming, the request is for $55 mil- 
lion. The request for the National Re- 
investment Corporation, that’s 
NeighborWorks, which does also coun- 
seling, that request was for $213 mil- 
lion, for a total of $268 million. 

The other body, in the legislation 
that they put forward, with a much 
larger allocation than we had in our 
budget because of the position on what 
the discretionary expenditure limits 
would be on the House side, the other 
body gave 55, the President’s request, 
but also gave 215 for the National Rein- 
vestment Corporation’s account, which 
put them on the other body’s side ac- 
count, to $2 million above. 

In the wisdom of the chairman, on 
the House side, in our bill, we have $10 
million less for the HUD Department’s 
program, but $10 million more for the 
National Reinvestment Corporation’s 
program. To my view, it doesn’t make 
much difference there, but I will sup- 
port the gentlewoman from California 
for her passion on this one. 

I think it is certainly very clear that 
if the economy recovers, more Ameri- 
cans are going to be buying homes and 
that it is crucial that we have pro- 
grams in place in both of those locuses 
that ensure that homeowners and new 
homeowners and people who are pro- 
spective homeowners do not repeat the 
same mistakes that led us into the fi- 
nancial crisis in the first place. 

So I think it’s a small difference, but 
I’m going to support the gentle- 
woman’s amendment; and I hope the 
amendment will be adopted. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tlewoman from California (Mrs. 
CAPPS). 

The question was taken; and the Act- 
ing Chair announced that the noes ap- 
peared to have it. 

Mrs. CAPPS. Madam Chair, I demand 
a recorded vote. 
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The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro- 
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentlewoman from California will 
be postponed. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. GOSAR 

Mr. GOSAR. Madam Chair, I have an 
amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will re- 
port the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Page 71, line 19, after the dollar amount, 
insert ‘‘(reduced by $24,437,268)”. 

Page 71, line 20, after the dollar amount, 
insert ‘‘(reduced by $168,491)”. 

Page 71, line 21, after the dollar amount, 
insert ‘‘(reduced by $56,887)”. 

Page 71, line 23, after the dollar amount, 
insert ‘‘(reduced by $80,708)”. 

Page 71, line 25, after the dollar amount, 
insert ‘‘(reduced by $33,255)’’. 

Page 72, line 2, after the dollar amount, in- 
sert ‘(reduced by $2,246,566)’’. 

Page 72, line 3, after the dollar amount, in- 
sert ‘(reduced by $4,485,961)”. 

Page 72, line 5, after the dollar amount, in- 
sert ‘‘(reduced by $113,208)”. 

Page 72, line 7, after the dollar amount, in- 
sert ‘(reduced by $165,189)”. 

Page 72, line 8, after the dollar amount, in- 
sert ‘(reduced by $11,676,226)”. 

Page 72, line 10, after the dollar amount, 
insert ‘‘(reduced by $2,240,575)”. 

Page 72, line 11, after the dollar amount, 
insert ‘‘(reduced by $781,277)”. 

Page 72, line 13, after the 
insert ‘‘(reduced by $147,501)”. 

Page 72, line 15, after the 
insert ‘‘(reduced by $66,227)”. 

Page 72, line 17, after the 
insert ‘(reduced by $111,321)”. 

Page 72, line 18, after the 
insert ‘‘(reduced by $230,378)”. 

Page 72, line 20, after the dollar amount, 
insert ‘‘(reduced by $1,833,498)”. 

Page 150, line 9, after the dollar amount, 
insert ‘(increased by $24,437,268)”. 

Mr. GOSAR (during the reading). 
Madam Chair, I ask unanimous consent 
that the reading of the amendment be 
dispensed with. 

The Acting CHAIR. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Arizona? 

There was no objection. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Arizona is recognized for 5 min- 
utes. 

Mr. GOSAR. Madam Chair, I rise 
today in support of my amendment to 
H.R. 5972, the Transportation, Housing 
and Urban Development and Related 
Agencies Appropriations Act for the 
Fiscal Year of 2013. 

The purposes of my amendment are 
straightforward and simple. First, the 
amendment aims to hold one particular 
Federal agency accountable for its ter- 
rible mismanagement of resources, the 
Department of Housing and Urban De- 
velopment, or HUD. 

Second, the amendment saves over 
$24 million in taxpayer dollars during 
these trying economic times. I was per- 
turbed to read that Appropriations 
Committee Report numbered 112-541 as 
it related to HUD’s administrative op- 
erations and management. I will read 
an excerpt from page 71 here: 


dollar amount, 
dollar amount, 
dollar amount, 


dollar amount, 
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While the Committee appreciates the ex- 
panded Congressional Budget Justifications 
the Department submitted, the committee is 
appalled with the quality of the information 
the Department and administration provide 
throughout the year to explain and to justify 
their budget requests. HUD does not have 
adequate knowledge of the number of people 
it takes to implement a program. Further, 
the information HUD provides is often 
wrong, contains mathematical errors, and 
calls into question HUD’s entire Congres- 
sional Budget Justification and the Depart- 


ment’s competence in managing its re- 
sources. 
On the following page, the report 


goes on to show that HUD cannot ac- 
count for much of its data regarding 
salary and benefit levels for its em- 
ployees. HUD also violated the Anti- 
Deficiency Act multiple times in FY 
2011, in which the Department hired 
more people than it had resources to 
pay. 

Let me say that I do appreciate the 
committee’s awareness of the situation 
and its desire to lower funding levels in 
this bill, as compared to last year’s lev- 
els. But I believe that HUD’s adminis- 
trative, operations and management 
resources can and should be reduced to 
FY 2008 levels. This is a reasonable 
level of funding that allowed them to 
do their job during very troubling eco- 
nomic times. Unfortunately, we still 
live in such times; and that fact, com- 
bined with their negligence, means 
that they must operate with less. Busi- 
ness incompetence isn’t an answer and 
cannot be rewarded within any budget. 

For these reasons, I ask each Member 
of the House to support my amendment 
to the underlying bill. This is a win- 
win for the American taxpayer. You 
can cast a vote to hold government ac- 
countable and reduce the deficit, and 
you have the ability. Join me in sup- 
porting this commonsense amendment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. LATHAM. Madam Chair, I rise in 
opposition to the amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Iowa is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. LATHAM. I’m very pleased that 
you’ve read our comments about HUD 
and the management problems that 
they’ve had down there. Obviously, 
they’ve got a long way to go. They are 
making some real strides and improve- 
ment. We worked closely with the Sec- 
retary to try and have some manage- 
ment involved finally. 

But this amendment arbitrarily cuts 
S&E budgets to the 2008 levels. Just so 
everybody knows, we have already re- 
duced funding by over $14 million from 
last year in this account. We’ve met 
the budget resolution levels and cut 
overall in the bill almost $4 billion 
from last year’s appropriated levels. 

While, again, we really appreciate 
the concern over the debt, this is really 
an arbitrary way to budget, unfortu- 
nately, and negates the months of 
work the committee has done in deter- 
mining proper levels as far as funding. 

But, again, I would love to have you 
read, again, the committee’s comments 
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because it has been an extraordinary 
problem at the Department. Again, 
they are making progress, not fast 
enough for any of us, and we have al- 
ready, in the bill, cut $14 million from 
last year. 

So with that, Madam Chair, I would 
urge a ‘‘no”’ vote. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Arizona (Mr. GOSAR). 

The question was taken; and the Act- 
ing Chair announced that the noes ap- 
peared to have it. 

Mr. GOSAR. Madam Chair, I demand 
a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro- 
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Arizona will be 
postponed. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1 OFFERED BY MR. NADLER 

Mr. NADLER. Madam Chair, I have 
an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Page 71, line 19, after the dollar amount in- 
sert ‘‘(reduced by $2,000,000)”. 

Page 72, line 20, after the dollar amount in- 
sert ‘‘(reduced by $2,000,000)” 

Page 88, line 23, after the dollar amount in- 
sert ‘‘(increased by $2,000,000)”. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from New York is recognized for 5 min- 
utes. 

Mr. NADLER. Madam Chair, before I 
get to the substance of the amendment, 
I cannot allow the occasion to pass be- 
cause it may be my last comment on 
the floor on this bill, and the occasion 
is that this is the last time this bill 
will be shepherded by the gentleman 
from Massachusetts (Mr. OLVER), who’s 
the ranking member and former chair- 
man of the subcommittee, and who’s 
done a wonderful job and has been a 
help to all of us and a help on amend- 
ments like this. And I just wanted to 
say that I regret that he will not be 
shepherding next year’s bill and in the 
future. 


Mr. LATHAM. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. NADLER. I yield to the gen- 
tleman. 
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Mr. LATHAM. Due to the hour of the 
evening, we will accept the amend- 
ment. We don’t need a lot of discussion. 
We want to get on with the series of 
votes, so we will gladly accept the 
amendment. 

Mr. NADLER. Let me describe it in 
one sentence. 

This amendment increases the 
HOPWA, which is the Housing Opportu- 
nities for Persons with AIDS, by $2 
million. It offsets it with a harmless 
offset. 

I appreciate the cooperation, and I 
yield back the balance of my time. 
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Madam Chair, HOPWA is a national safety 
net for people battling HIV/AIDS, providing 
housing support through competitive and for- 
mula grants to all fifty states, the District of 
Colombia, Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands 
since 1992. At any given time, one-third to 
one-half of all Americans with HIV/AIDS are 
either homeless or in imminent danger of los- 
ing their homes. Research shows that stable 
housing leads to better health outcomes for 
those living with HIV. Inadequate or unstable 
housing is not only a barrier to effective treat- 
ment, but also puts people with HIV/AIDS at 
risk of premature death from exposure to other 
diseases, poor nutrition, stress, and lack of 
medical care. Housing interventions are critical 
in our continued fight against HIV/AIDS, and 
even modest investments in stable housing 
programs saves federal and state tax dollars. 

It is because of the important and unique 
role HOPWA plays in battling AIDS that the 
program enjoys broad bipartisan support, and 
its why I’m offering an amendment today that 
would restore $2 million to the program. 

Unfortunately, this years Transportation- 
HUD appropriations bill would fund the HOP 
WA program at $330 million—yet another cut 
to this successful program, this time in the 
amount of $2 million, and the third cut it’s re- 
ceived in three years. 

While the loss of another $2 million for 
HOPWA this year may seem small by federal 
budgeting standards, it is far from incon- 
sequential. By restoring just $1 million to the 
HOPWA program, we can help provide stable, 
affordable housing for approximately 171 
households grappling with HIV/AIDS. If you 
support my amendment, which would restore 
$2 million to the program and would maintain 
flat funding from FY12 to FY13, more than 
340 households will have the guarantee of se- 
cure housing for another year. 

Let me repeat that: my amendment only 
seeks to maintain FY12 funding levels. $332 
million is far from what’s needed to help every 
household eligible for the program, but for 
those 350 households it means everything. 

To protect these households in need while 
adhering to House rules, my amendment is 
budget neutral reducing funding for the Chief 
Information Officer by $2 million. | support the 
work of the Chief Information Officer and be- 
lieve that our constituents should know about, 
and can gain access to, the panoply of HUD- 
sponsors programs designed to help them and 
their families. But even after my amendment, 
the Chief Information Officer would still have 
almost $37 million to do its work. At a time 
when all families are struggling, those living 
with HIV/AIDS are particularly at risk. Nothing 
can be more important than keeping people in 
their homes and helping those struggling with 
disease to have a fighting chance. For me, the 
choice is simple, and | urge my colleagues to 
join me in supporting my amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from New York (Mr. NADLER). 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

PROGRAM OFFICE SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

PUBLIC AND INDIAN HOUSING 

For necessary salaries and expenses of the 
Office of Public and Indian Housing, 
$206,500,000. 


ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR 


The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, proceedings will 
now resume on those amendments on 
which further proceedings were post- 
poned, in the following order: 

An amendment by Mr. CONNOLLY of 
Virginia. 

An amendment by Mr. MCCLINTOCK of 
California. 

An amendment by Mr. GARRETT of 
New Jersey. 

An amendment by Mrs. 
California. 

An amendment by Mr. GOSAR of Ari- 
zona. 

First amendment by Mr. BROUN of 
Georgia. 

Second amendment by Mr. BROUN of 
Georgia. 

Fourth amendment by Mr. BROUN of 
Georgia. 

The Chair will reduce to 2 minutes 
the minimum time for any electronic 
vote after the first vote in this series. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. CONNOLLY OF 

VIRGINIA 

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 
business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. CON- 
NOLLY) on which further proceedings 
were postponed and on which the noes 
prevailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend- 
ment. 


CAPPS of 


the 


RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 175, noes 222, 
not voting 35, as follows: 

[Roll No. 416] 


AYES—175 
Altmire Connolly (VA) Green, Gene 
Andrews Cooper Grijalva 
Baca Costa Hahn 
Baldwin Costello Hanabusa 
Barber Courtney Hastings (FL) 
Barrow Cuellar Heinrich 
Bass (CA) Davis (CA) Herrera Beutler 
Becerra Davis (IL) Higgins 
Berkley DeFazio Himes 
Berman DeGette Hinchey 
Bishop (GA) DeLauro Hinojosa 
Bishop (NY) Dent Hirono 
Blumenauer Deutch Hochul 
Bonamici Dicks Holt 
Boswell Dingell Honda 
Brady (PA) Doggett Hoyer 
Braley (IA) Dold Israel 
Brown (FL) Donnelly (IN) Jackson Lee 
Butterfield Doyle (TX) 
Capps Duncan (TN) Johnson (GA) 
Capuano Edwards Johnson, E. B. 
Cardoza Ellison Jones 
Carnahan Eshoo Kaptur 
Carney Farr Keating 
Carson (IN) Fattah Kildee 
Castor (FL) Filner Kind 
Chandler Fitzpatrick Kissell 
Chu Frank (MA) Kucinich 
Cicilline Fudge Langevin 
Clarke (MI) Garamendi Larsen (WA) 
Clay Gerlach Larson (CT) 
Cleaver Gibson Lee (CA) 
Clyburn Gonzalez Levin 
Cohen Green, Al Lipinski 
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Loebsack 
Lowey 

Lujan 

Lynch 
Maloney 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McIntyre 
McNerney 
Michaud 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Moore 

Moran 
Murphy (CT) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Olver 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pascrell 


Adams 
Aderholt 
Alexander 
Amash 
Amodei 
Austria 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Barletta 
Bartlett 
Barton (TX) 
Bass (NH) 
Benishek 
Berg 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boren 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Brooks 
Broun (GA) 
Buchanan 
Bucshon 
Buerkle 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 
Canseco 
Cantor 
Capito 
Carter 
Cassidy 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Coble 
Coffman (CO) 
Cole 
Conaway 
Cravaack 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Critz 
Culberson 
Davis (KY) 
Denham 
DesJarlais 
Diaz-Balart 
Dreier 
Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Ellmers 
Emerson 
Farenthold 
Fincher 
Flake 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
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Pastor (AZ) 
Perlmutter 
Peters 
Pingree (ME) 
Platts 


Poli 


S 


Price (NC) 
Quigley 


Run, 


Sar 


Rahall 

Reyes 
Richardson 
Richmond 
Ross (AR) 
Rothman (NJ) 
Roybal-Allard 


yan 


Ruppersberger 
Rush 

Ryan (OH) 
Sanchez, Loretta 


anes 


Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schwartz 


Sco 


t (VA) 


NOES—222 


Fre. 
Gal 


inghuysen 
egly 


Gardner 
Garrett 


Gib 
Goh: 
Goo 


S 
mert 
dlatte 


Gosar 
Gowdy 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 


Gri 
Gri 


fin (AR) 
fith (VA) 


Grimm 
Guinta 
Guthrie 


Hal 
Han: 
Har 


Har 


na 
er 


Harris 


zler 


Has 
Hay 


nen; 


nue. 


Heck 


ings (WA) 
worth 


sarling 


Herger 


skamp 


Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 


Hur 
Issa 
Jen. 


Hunter 


kins 


Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 


Jor 
Kel. 


an 
y 


King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kline 
Labrador 


Lan 
Lan 
Lan 


ce 
dry 
kford 


Latham 
LaTourette 
Latta 
LoBiondo 
Long 

Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 


Lun: 
E 


gren, Daniel 


Mack 
Manzullo 


Mar 
Mar: 


chant 
ino 


McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McCotter 
McHenry 
McKeon 
McKinley 


Scott, David 
Serrano 
Sewel 
Sherman 
Shuler 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Speier 
Stark 
Sutton 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 

Tonko 

Van Hollen 
Visclosky 

Walz (MN) 
Waters 

Watt 

Waxman 

Welch 

Wilson (FL) 
Yarmuth 


McMorris 
Rodgers 
Meehan 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (PA) 
Neugebauer 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Nunnelee 
Olson 
Palazzo 
Paul 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Pence 
Petri 
Pitts 
Poe (TX) 
Pompeo 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Quayle 
Reed 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Ribble 
Rigell 
Rivera 
Roby 
Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross (FL) 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Scalise 
Schilling 
Schmidt 
Schock 
Schrader 
Schweikert 
Scott (SC) 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Southerland 
Stearns 
Stutzman 
Terry 
Thompson (PA) 
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Thornberry Walsh (IL) Wolf 
Tiberi Webster Womack 
Tipton West Woodall 
Turner (OH) Westmoreland Yoder 
Upton Whitfield Young (FL) 
Walberg Wilson (SC) Young (IN) 
Walden Wittman 
NOT VOTING—35 
Ackerman Johnson (IL) Sanchez, Linda 
Akin Lamborn T; 
Bilirakis Lewis (CA) Stivers 
Clarke (NY) Lewis (GA) Sullivan 
Conyers Lofgren, Zoe Towns 
Crowley Markey Tsongas 
Cummings McCarthy (NY) Turner (NY) 
ae. Meeks Velázquez 
s Myrick Wasserman 
pan (GA) Pelosi Schultz 
utierrez 
Holden Peterson Woolsey 
Jackson (IL) Rangel Young (AK) 
2246 
Messrs. HUIZENGA of Michigan, 
BILBRAY, and ROSS of Florida 


changed their vote from ‘‘aye’’ to “no.” 

Ms. HERRERA BEUTLER and Mr. 
PLATTS changed their vote from “no” 
to “aye.” 

So the amendment was rejected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. MCCLINTOCK 

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 
business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from California (Mr. 
MCCLINTOCK) on which further pro- 
ceedings were postponed and on which 
the noes prevailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend- 
ment. 


the 


RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 

The Acting CHAIR. This will be a 2- 
minute vote. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 164, noes 238, 
not voting 30, as follows: 

[Roll No. 417] 


AYES—164 
Adams Coffman (CO) Gowdy 
Amash Conaway Graves (GA) 
Austria Connolly (VA) Green, Gene 
Bachmann Culberson Griffith (VA) 
Bachus Davis (KY) Grimm 
Barber Denham Guinta 
Barrow Dent Hanna 
Barton (TX) DesJarlais Harris 
Biggert Doggett Hastings (WA) 
Bilbray Dold Hensarling 
Bilirakis Dreier Herger 
Bishop (UT) Duncan (SC) Himes 
Black Duncan (TN) Huizenga (MI) 
Blackburn Fincher Hultgren 
Boustany Flake Hunter 
Brady (TX) Fleischmann Hurt 
Broun (GA) Fleming Issa 
Buchanan Flores Jenkins 
Bucshon Forbes Johnson, Sam 
Buerkle Foxx Jones 
Burton (IN) Frank (MA) Jordan 
Camp Franks (AZ) Kingston 
Campbell Frelinghuysen Kinzinger (IL) 
Canseco Gardner Kline 
Cantor Garrett Labrador 
Cassidy Gerlach Lance 
Chabot Gingrey (GA) Landry 
Chaffetz Gohmert Lankford 
Coble Goodlatte Latta 


LoBiondo 
Long 
Lungren, Daniel 
E. 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McCotter 
McHenry 
McIntyre 
Meehan 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (PA) 
Neugebauer 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Nunnelee 
Olson 
Paul 


Aderholt 
Alexander 
Altmire 
Amodei 
Andrews 
Baca 
Baldwin 
Barletta 
Bartlett 
Bass (CA) 
Bass (NH) 
Becerra 
Benishek 
Berg 
Berkley 
Berman 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Bonamici 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boren 
Boswell 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 
Brooks 
Brown (FL) 
Butterfield 
Calvert 
Capito 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Carter 
Castor (FL) 
Chandler 
Chu 
Cicilline 
Clarke (MI) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 

Cole 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Courtney 
Cravaack 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Critz 
Cuellar 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
Deutch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dicks 
Dingell 


Paulsen 
Pence 
Petri 

Poe (TX) 
Polis 
Pompeo 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Quayle 
Reed 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Ribble 
Rigell 
Roe (TN) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney 
Roskam 
Ross (FL) 
Royce 
Rush 
Ryan (WI) 
Scalise 
Schmidt 
Schweikert 


NOES—238 


Donnelly (IN) 
Doyle 
Duffy 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Ellmers 
Emerson 
Eshoo 
Farenthold 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Fitzpatrick 
Fortenberry 
Fudge 
Gallegly 
Garamendi 
Gibbs 
Gibson 
Gonzalez 
Gosar 
Granger 
Graves (MO) 
Green, Al 
Griffin (AR) 
Grijalva 
Guthrie 
Hahn 
Hall 
Hanabusa 
Harper 
Hartzler 
Hastings (FL) 
Hayworth 
Heck 
Heinrich 
Herrera Beutler 
Higgins 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Hochul 
Holt 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Huelskamp 
Israel 
Jackson Lee 
(TX) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kelly 
Kildee 
Kind 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kissell 
Kucinich 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Lee (CA) 


Scott (SC) 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Southerland 
Stearns 
Stutzman 
Terry 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Turner (OH) 
Upton 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walsh (IL) 
Webster 
West 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Woodall 
Yoder 

Young (IN) 


Levin 
Lipinski 
Loebsack 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lujan 
Lummis 
Lynch 
Maloney 
Marino 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McKeon 
McKinley 
McMorris 
Rodgers 
McNerney 
Michaud 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Moore 
Moran 
Murphy (CT) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Noem 
Olver 
Owens 
Palazzo 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor (AZ) 
Pearce 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Peters 
Pingree (ME) 
Pitts 
Platts 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Rahall 
Rehberg 
Reyes 
Richardson 
Richmond 
Rivera 
Roby 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Ross (AR) 
Rothman (NJ) 
Roybal-Allard 
Runyan 
Ruppersberger 
Ryan (OH) 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
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Schiff Simpson Tonko 
Schilling Sires Van Hollen 
Schock Slaughter Visclosky 
Schrader Smith (NE) Walz (MN) 
Schwartz Smith (WA) Waters 
Scott (VA) Speier Watt 
Scott, David Stark Waxman 
Serrano Sutton Welch 
Sewell Thompson (CA) Wilson (FL) 
Sherman Thompson (MS) Wolf 
Shimkus Thompson (PA) Womack 
Shuler Tierney Yarmuth 
Shuster Tipton Young (FL) 
NOT VOTING—30 
Ackerman Lamborn Stivers 
Akin Lewis (CA) Sullivan 
Burgess Lewis (GA) Towns 
Clarke (NY) Lofgren, Zoe Tsongas 
Crowley Markey Turner (NY) 
Cummings Meeks Velazquez 
Engel Myrick Wasserman 
Gutierrez Peterson 
Holden Rangel ena 
Jackson (IL) Sanchez, Linda Young (AK) 


Johnson (IL) 


ne 


ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR 


The Acting CHAIR (during the vote). 
There is 1 minute remaining. 
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MR. CONNOLLY of Virginia changed 
his vote from ‘‘no”’ to “aye.” 

So the amendment was rejected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. GARRETT 

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 
business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. GAR- 
RETT) on which further proceedings 
were postponed and on which the noes 
prevailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend- 
ment. 


the 


RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 

The Acting CHAIR. This will be a 2- 
minute vote. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 160, noes 243, 


not voting 29, as follows: 


[Roll No. 418] 


AYES—160 
Adams Campbell Garrett 
Alexander Canseco Gibbs 
Amash Cassidy Gingrey (GA) 
Bachmann Chabot Gohmert 
Barletta Chaffetz Goodlatte 
Barrow Coble Gosar 
Barton (TX) Coffman (CO) Gowdy 
Benishek Conaway Graves (GA) 
Biggert Costa Graves (MO) 
Bilbray Cravaack Griffin (AR) 
Bishop (UT) Denham Guinta 
Black DesJarlais Guthrie 
Blackburn Duffy Hall 
Bonner Duncan (SC) Harris 
Bono Mack Duncan (TN) Hartzler 
Boustany Emerson Hensarling 
Brady (TX) Farenthold Herger 
Brooks Fincher Huelskamp 
Broun (GA) Flake Huizenga (MI) 
Buchanan Fleischmann Hultgren 
Bucshon Fleming Hunter 
Buerkle Flores Hurt 
Burgess Foxx Jenkins 
Burton (IN) Franks (AZ) Johnson (OH) 
Camp Gardner Johnson, Sam 
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Jones 
Jordan 
Kelly 
King (IA) 
Kingston 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kline 
Labrador 
Lance 
Landry 
Lankford 
Latta 
LoBiondo 
Long 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
Lungren, Daniel 
E. 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Marino 
Matheson 
McCarthy (CA) 
McClintock 
McCotter 
McHenry 
McIntyre 
McKinley 


Aderholt 
Altmire 
Amodei 
Andrews 
Austria 
Baca 
Bachus 
Baldwin 
Barber 
Bartlett 
Bass (CA) 
Bass (NH) 
Becerra 
Berg 
Berkley 
Berman 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Bonamici 
Boren 
Boswell 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 
Brown (FL) 
Butterfield 
Calvert 
Cantor 
Capito 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Carter 
Castor (FL) 
Chandler 
Chu 
Cicilline 
Clarke (MI) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 

Cole 
Connolly (VA) 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costello 
Courtney 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Critz 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (KY) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
Dent 


McMorris 
Rodgers 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (PA) 
Neugebauer 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Nunnelee 
Olson 
Palazzo 
Paul 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Pence 
Petri 
Poe (TX) 
Pompeo 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Quayle 
Renacci 
Ribble 
Roe (TN) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 


NOES—243 


Deutch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Dold 
Donnelly (IN) 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Ellmers 
Eshoo 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Fitzpatrick 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Frank (MA) 
Frelinghuysen 
Fudge 
Gallegly 
Garamendi 
Gerlach 
Gibson 
Gonzalez 
Granger 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Griffith (VA) 
Grijalva 
Grimm 
Hahn 
Hanabusa 
Hanna 
Harper 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayworth 
Heck 
Heinrich 
Herrera Beutler 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Hochul 
Holt 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Israel 
Issa 
Jackson Lee 
(TX) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kildee 
Kind 
King (NY) 
Kissell 
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Rokita 
Rooney 
Roskam 
Ross (FL) 
Royce 

Ryan (WI) 
Scalise 
Schmidt 
Schweikert 
Scott (SC) 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (TX) 
Southerland 
Stearns 
Stutzman 
Terry 

Tiberi 

Upton 
Walberg 
Walsh (IL) 
West 
Westmoreland 
Wilson (SC) 
Woodall 
Yoder 

Young (IN) 


Kucinich 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Lee (CA) 
Levin 
Lipinski 
Loebsack 
Lowey 

Lucas 

Lujan 

Lynch 
Maloney 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCaul 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McKeon 
McNerney 
Meehan 
Michaud 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, Gary 
Miller, George 
Moore 

Moran 
Murphy (CT) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Olver 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor (AZ) 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Peters 
Pingree (ME) 
Pitts 
Platts 

Polis 

Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Rahall 

Reed 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Reyes 
Richardson 
Richmond 
Rigell 

Rivera 

Roby 

Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Ross (AR) 
Rothman (NJ) 
Roybal-Allard 


Runyan Shuler Van Hollen 
Ruppersberger Shuster Visclosky 
Rush Simpson Walden 
Ryan (OH) Sires Walz (MN) 
Sanchez, Loretta Slaughter Waters 
Sarbanes Smith (NJ) Watt 
Schakowsky Smith (WA) Waxman 
Schiff Speier 
Schilling Stark tag 
Schock Sutton Whitfield 
Schrader Thompson (CA) Wilson (FL) 
Schwartz Thompson (MS) $ 
Scott (VA) Thompson (PA) Wittman 
Scott, David Thornberry Wolf 
Serrano Tierney Womack 
Sewell Tipton Yarmuth 
Sherman Tonko Young (FL) 
Shimkus Turner (OH) 

NOT VOTING—29 
Ackerman Lewis (CA) Sullivan 
Akin Lewis (GA) Towns 
Clarke (NY) Lofgren, Zoe Tsongas 
Crowley Markey Turner (NY) 
Cummings Meeks Velázquez 
Engel Myrick Wasserman 
Gutierrez Peterson Schultz 
Holden Rangel 
Jackson (IL) Sánchez, Linda ee 
Johnson (IL) T 
Lamborn Stivers 


ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR 
The Acting CHAIR (during the vote). 
There is 1 minute remaining. 


2255 


So the amendment was rejected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MRS. CAPPS 

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 
business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the amendment offered by the 
gentlewoman from California (Mrs. 
CAPPS) on which further proceedings 
were postponed and on which the noes 
prevailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend- 
ment. 


the 


RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 

The Acting CHAIR. This will be a 2- 
minute vote. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 184, noes 218, 
not voting 30, as follows: 

[Roll No. 419] 


AYES—184 
Andrews Capuano Cuellar 
Baca Cardoza Davis (CA) 
Bachmann Carnahan Davis (IL) 
Baldwin Carney DeFazio 
Barber Carson (IN) DeGette 
Barrow Castor (FL) DeLauro 
Barton (TX) Chandler Dent 
Bass (CA) Chu Deutch 
Becerra Cicilline Dicks 
Berkley Clarke (MI) Dingell 
Berman Clay Doggett 
Biggert Cleaver Donnelly (IN) 
Bishop (GA) Clyburn Doyle 
Bishop (NY) Coble Edwards 
Blumenauer Coffman (CO) Ellison 
Bonamici Cohen Eshoo 
Boren Connolly (VA) Farr 
Boswell Conyers Fattah 
Brady (PA) Cooper Filner 
Braley (IA) Costa Fitzpatrick 
Brown (FL) Costello Frank (MA) 
Butterfield Courtney Fudge 
Capps Critz Garamendi 


Gerlach 
Gibson 
Gonzalez 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Hahn 
Hanabusa 
Hastings (FL) 
Heck 
Heinrich 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Hochul 
Holt 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Israel 
Jackson Lee 
(TX) 
Johnson (GA) 


Johnson, E. B. 


Jones 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kildee 

Kind 
Kissell 
Kucinich 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lee (CA) 
Levin 
Lipinski 
Loebsack 


Adams 
Aderholt 
Alexander 
Altmire 
Amash 
Amodei 
Austria 
Bachus 
Barletta 
Bartlett 
Bass (NH) 
Benishek 
Berg 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Brooks 
Broun (GA) 
Buchanan 
Bucshon 
Buerkle 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 
Canseco 
Cantor 
Capito 
Carter 
Cassidy 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Cole 
Conaway 
Cravaack 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Culberson 
Davis (KY) 
Denham 
DesJarlais 
Diaz-Balart 
Dold 

Dreier 
Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
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Lowey 
Lujan 
Lynch 
Maloney 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McIntyre 
McNerney 
Michaud 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Moore 
Moran 
Murphy (CT) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 

Olver 

Owens 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor (AZ) 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Peters 
Pingree (ME) 
Polis 

Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Rahall 
Reyes 
Richardson 
Richmond 
Rooney 
Ross (AR) 


NOES—218 


Ellmers 
Emerson 
Farenthold 
Fincher 
Flake 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Gardner 
Garrett 
Gibbs 
Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Griffin (AR) 
Griffith (VA) 
Grimm 
Guinta 
Guthrie 

Hal 
Hanna 

Harper 

Harris 
Hartzler 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayworth 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herrera Beutler 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 

Hurt 

Issa 

Jenkins 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jordan 

Kelly 

King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 


Rothman (NJ) 
Roybal-Allard 
Runyan 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 

Ryan (OH) 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 

Schrader 
Schwartz 

Scott (VA) 
Scott, David 
Serrano 

Sewel 
Sherman 
Shuler 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Speier 
Stark 
Sutton 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 

Tonko 

Turner (OH) 
Van Hollen 
Visclosky 

Walz (MN) 
Waters 

Watt 

Waxman 

Welch 

Wilson (FL) 
Yarmuth 


Kinzinger (IL) 
Kline 
Labrador 
Lance 
Landry 
Lankford 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Latta 
LoBiondo 
Long 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
Lungren, Daniel 
E. 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Marino 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McCotter 
McHenry 
McKeon 
McKinley 
McMorris 
Rodgers 
Meehan 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (PA) 
Neugebauer 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Nunnelee 
Olson 
Palazzo 
Paul 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Pence 
Petri 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe (TX) 
Pompeo 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
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Quayle Scalise Tiberi 
Reed Schilling Tipton 
Rehberg Schmidt Upton 
Reichert Schock Walberg 
Renacci Schweikert Walden 
Ribble Scott (SC) Walsh (IL) 
Rigell Scott, Austin Webster 
Rivera Sensenbrenner West 
Roby Sessions 
Roe (TN) Shimkus Westmoreland 
Rogers (AL) Shuster Whitfield 
Rogers (KY) Simpson Wilson (SC) 
Rogers (MI) Smith (NE) Wittman 
Rohrabacher Smith (NJ) Wolf 
Rokita Smith (TX) Womack 
Ros-Lehtinen Southerland Woodall 
Roskam Stutzman Yoder 
Ross (FL) Terry Young (FL) 
Royce Thompson (PA) Young (IN) 
Ryan (WI) Thornberry 
NOT VOTING—30 
Ackerman Lewis (CA) Stivers 
Akin Lewis (GA) Sullivan 
Clarke (NY) Lofgren, Zoe Towns 
Crowley Markey Tsongas 
Cummings Meeks Turner (NY) 
Engel Myrick Velázquez 
Gutierrez Peterson Wasserman 
Holden Rangel 
Jackson (IL) Sánchez, Linda S om 
oolsey 
Johnson (IL) T. Young (AK) 
Lamborn Stearns 


ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR 


The Acting CHAIR (during the vote). 
There is 1 minute remaining. 
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So the amendment was rejected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

Stated against: 

Mr. STEARNS. Madam Chair, on rollcall No. 
419, | was unavoidably detained. Had | been 
present, | would have voted “no.” 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. GOSAR 

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 
business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Arizona (Mr. GOSAR) 
on which further proceedings were 
postponed and on which the noes pre- 
vailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend- 
ment. 


redesignate the 


RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 

The Acting CHAIR. This will be a 2- 
minute vote. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 179, noes 224, 
not voting 29, as follows: 

[Roll No. 420] 


AYES—179 
Adams Boustany Chaffetz 
Alexander Brady (TX) Coble 
Amash Brooks Coffman (CO) 
Austria Broun (GA) Conaway 
Bachmann Buchanan Costa 
Bachus Bucshon Culberson 
Barrow Buerkle Denham 
Bartlett Burgess DesJarlais 
Barton (TX) Burton (IN) Dreier 
Benishek Camp Duffy 
Bilbray Campbell Duncan (SC) 
Bilirakis Canseco Duncan (TN) 
Black Cantor Ellmers 
Blackburn Cardoza Emerson 
Bonner Cassidy Farenthold 
Bono Mack Chabot Fincher 


Flake 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Gallegly 
Gardner 
Garrett 

Gibbs 

Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 

Gowdy 

Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Griffin (AR) 
Griffith (VA) 
Hanna 

Harper 

Harris 

Hartzler 
Hensarling 
Herger 

Herrera Beutler 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 

Hur 
Issa 
Jenkins 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Jordan 
Kelly 
King (IA) 
Kingston 
Kline 
Labrador 
Lance 


Aderholt 
Altmire 
Amodei 
Andrews 
Baca 
Baldwin 
Barber 
Barletta 
Bass (CA) 
Bass (NH) 
Becerra 
Berg 
Berkley 
Berman 
Biggert 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Bishop (UT) 
Blumenauer 
Bonamici 
Boren 
Boswell 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 
Brown (FL) 
Butterfield 
Calvert 
Capito 
Capps 
Capuano 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Carter 
Castor (FL) 
Chandler 
Chu 
Cicilline 
Clarke (MI) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 

Cole 
Connolly (VA) 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costello 


Landry 
Lankford 
Latta 
Long 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
Lungren, Daniel 
E. 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Marino 
Matheson 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McCotter 
McHenry 
McIntyre 
McMorris 
Rodgers 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (PA) 
Neugebauer 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Nunnelee 
Olson 
Palazzo 
Paul 
Paulsen 
Pence 
Petri 
Pitts 
Poe (TX) 
Pompeo 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Quayle 
Reichert 
Renacci 


NOES—224 


Courtney 
Cravaack 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Critz 
Cuellar 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (KY) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
Dent 
Deutch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Dold 
Donnelly (IN) 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Eshoo 

Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Fitzpatrick 
Frank (MA) 
Frelinghuysen 
Fudge 
Garamendi 
Gerlach 
Gibson 
Gonzalez 
Granger 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Grimm 
Guinta 
Guthrie 
Hahn 

Hall 
Hanabusa 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayworth 


Ribble 
Rigell 

Roby 

Roe (TN) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney 
Roskam 
Ross (FL) 
Royce 
Runyan 
Ryan (WI) 
Scalise 
Schmidt 
Schweikert 
Scott (SC) 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Southerland 
Stearns 
Stutzman 
Thornberry 
Tipton 
Upton 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walsh (IL) 
Webster 
West 
Westmoreland 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Woodall 
Yoder 
Young (FL) 
Young (IN) 


Heck 
Heinrich 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Hochul 
Holt 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Israel 
Jackson Lee 
(TX) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kildee 
Kind 
King (NY) 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kissell 
Kucinich 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Lee (CA) 
Levin 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Loebsack 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Lujan 
Lynch 
Maloney 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McKeon 
McKinley 
McNerney 
Meehan 
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Michaud Reyes Simpson 
Miller (NC) Richardson Sires 
Miller, George Richmond Slaughter 
Moore Rivera Smith (WA) 
Moran Rogers (AL) Speier 
Murphy (CT) Rogers (KY) Stark 
Nadler Ros-Lehtinen Sutton 
Napolitano Ross (AR) Terry 
Neal Rothman (NJ) Thompson (CA) 
Noem Roybal-Allard Thompson (MS) 
Olver Ruppersberger Thompson (PA) 
Owens Rush Tiberi 
Pallone Ryan (OH) Tierney 
Pascrell Sanchez, Loretta Tonko 
Pastor (AZ) Sarbanes Turner (OH) 
Pearce Schakowsky Van Hollen 
Pelosi Schiff Visclosky 
Perlmutter Schilling Walz (MN) 
Peters Schock Waters 
Pingree (ME) Schrader Watt 
Platts Schwartz Waxman 
Polis Scott (VA) Welch 
Price (NC) Scott, David Whitfield 
Quigley Serrano Wilson (FL) 
Rahall Sewell Wolf 
Reed Sherman Womack 
Rehberg Shuler Yarmuth 
NOT VOTING—29 
Ackerman Lewis (CA) Sullivan 
Akin Lewis (GA) Towns 
Clarke (NY) Lofgren, Zoe Tsongas 
Crowley Markey Turner (NY) 
Cummings Meeks Velazquez 
Engel Myrick Wasserman 
ace ae Schultz 
olden ange 
Jackson (IL) Sánchez, Linda EA 
Johnson (IL) T 
Lamborn Stivers 


ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR 


The Acting CHAIR (during the vote). 
There is 1 minute remaining. 


2303 


So the amendment was rejected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BROUN OF 
GEORGIA 

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 
business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the first amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Georgia (Mr. 
BROUN) on which further proceedings 
were postponed and on which the noes 
prevailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend- 
ment. 


the 


RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 

The Acting CHAIR. This will be a 2- 
minute vote. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 173, noes 230, 
not voting 29, as follows: 

[Roll No. 421] 


AYES—173 
Adams Blackburn Canseco 
Alexander Bono Mack Cassidy 
Amash Boustany Chabot 
Bachmann Brady (TX) Chaffetz 
Barrow Brooks Coble 
Bartlett Broun (GA) Coffman (CO) 
Barton (TX) Buchanan Conaway 
Bass (NH) Bucshon Cravaack 
Benishek Buerkle Culberson 
Bilbray Burgess Denham 
Bilirakis Burton (IN) DesJarlais 
Bishop (UT) Camp Dreier 
Black Campbell Duffy 
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Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Ellmers 
Emerson 
Farenthold 
Fincher 
Flake 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 

Franks (AZ) 
Gardner 
Garrett 
Gibbs 
Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 

Gowdy 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Griffin (AR) 
Griffith (VA) 
Guinta 
Guthrie 
Hanna 
Hartzler 
Heck 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herrera Beutler 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 

Hurt 

Issa 

Jenkins 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 

Jordan 


Aderholt 
Altmire 
Amodei 
Andrews 
Austria 
Baca 
Bachus 
Baldwin 
Barber 
Barletta 
Bass (CA) 
Becerra 
Berg 
Berkley 
Berman 
Biggert 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Bonamici 
Bonner 
Boren 
Boswell 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 
Brown (FL) 
Butterfield 
Calvert 
Cantor 
Capito 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Carter 
Castor (FL) 
Chandler 
Chu 
Cicilline 
Clarke (MI) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 

Cole 
Connolly (VA) 


King (IA) 
Kingston 
Kline 
Labrador 
Lance 
Landry 
Lankford 
Latta 
LoBiondo 
Long 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Marino 
Matheson 
McClintock 
McCotter 
McHenry 
McMorris 
Rodgers 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (PA) 
Neugebauer 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Nunnelee 
Olson 
Palazzo 
Paul 
Paulsen 
Pence 
Petri 
Pitts 
Poe (TX) 
Pompeo 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Quayle 


NOES—230 


Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Courtney 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Critz 
Cuellar 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (KY) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
Dent 
Deutch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Dold 
Donnelly (IN) 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Eshoo 

Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Fitzpatrick 
Frank (MA) 
Frelinghuysen 
Fudge 
Gallegly 
Garamendi 
Gerlach 
Gibson 
Gonzalez 
Granger 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Grimm 
Hahn 

Hall 
Hanabusa 
Harper 
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Reichert 
Renacci 
Ribble 
Rigell 

Roe (TN) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney 
Roskam 
Ross (FL) 
Royce 

Rush 

Ryan (WI) 
Scalise 
Schilling 
Schmidt 
Schweikert 
Scott (SC) 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shimkus 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Southerland 
Stearns 
Stutzman 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tipton 
Upton 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walsh (IL) 
Webster 
West 
Westmoreland 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Woodall 
Yoder 
Young (FL) 
Young (IN) 


Harris 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayworth 
Heinrich 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Hochul 
Holt 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Israel 
Jackson Lee 
(TX) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kelly 
Kildee 
Kind 
King (NY) 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kissell 
Kucinich 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Lee (CA) 
Levin 
Lipinski 
Loebsack 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Lujan 
Lungren, Daniel 
E. 
Lynch 
Maloney 
Matsui 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCaul 


McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McKinley 
McNerney 
Meehan 
Michaud 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Moore 
Moran 
Murphy (CT) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 

Olver 

Owens 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor (AZ) 
Pearce 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Peters 
Pingree (ME) 
Platts 

Polis 

Price (NC) 


Ackerman 
Akin 

Clarke (NY) 
Crowley 
Cummings 
Engel 
Gutierrez 
Holden 
Jackson (IL) 
Johnson (IL) 
Lamborn 


Quigley 
Rahall 

Reed 

Rehberg 
Reyes 
Richardson 
Richmond 
Rivera 

Roby 

Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Ross (AR) 
Rothman (NJ) 
Roybal-Allard 
Runyan 
Ruppersberger 
Ryan (OH) 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 

Schock 
Schrader 
Schwartz 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, David 
Serrano 
Sewell 
Sherman 


Shuler 

Shuster 
Simpson 

Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Speier 

Stark 

Sutton 

Terry 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thompson (PA) 
Tierney 

Tonko 

Turner (OH) 
Van Hollen 
Visclosky 

Walz (MN) 
Waters 

Watt 

Waxman 
Welch 
Whitfield 
Wilson (FL) 
Wolf 

Womack 
Yarmuth 


NOT VOTING—29 


Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Markey 
Meeks 
Myrick 
Peterson 
Rangel 
Sanchez, Linda 
T: 
Stivers 


Sullivan 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Turner (NY) 
Velázquez 
Wasserman 
Schultz 
Woolsey 
Young (AK) 


ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR 


The Acting CHAIR (during the vote). 


There is 1 minute remaining. 


2307 


So the amendment was rejected. 


The result of the vote was announced 


as above recorded. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BROUN OF 


GEORGIA 


The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 
business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the second amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Georgia (Mr. 
BROUN) on which further proceedings 
were postponed and on which the noes 
prevailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend- 
ment. 


the 


RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 

The Acting CHAIR. This will be a 2- 
minute vote. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 188, noes 215, 
not voting 29, as follows: 

[Roll No. 422] 


AYES—188 
Adams Berg Brooks 
Alexander Bilbray Broun (GA) 
Amash Bilirakis Buchanan 
Bachmann Bishop (UT) Bucshon 
Bachus Black Buerkle 
Barrow Blackburn Burgess 
Bartlett Bonner Burton (IN) 
Barton (TX) Bono Mack Camp 
Bass (NH) Boustany Campbell 
Benishek Brady (TX) Canseco 
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Cantor 
Cassidy 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Coble 
Coffman (CO) 
Conaway 
Cravaack 
Crawford 
Culberson 
Denham 
DesJarlais 
Dreier 

Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Ellmers 
Emerson 
Farenthold 
Fincher 
Flake 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 

Franks (AZ) 
Gardner 
Garrett 
Gibbs 
Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Griffin (AR) 
Griffith (VA) 
Guinta 
Guthrie 

Hal 
Hanna 
Harper 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Heck 
Hensarling 
Herger 

Herrera Beutler 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 


Aderholt 
Altmire 
Amodei 
Andrews 
Austria 
Baca 
Baldwin 
Barber 
Barletta 
Bass (CA) 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Biggert 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Bonamici 
Boren 
Boswell 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 
Brown (FL) 
Butterfield 
Calvert 
Capito 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Carter 
Castor (FL) 
Chandler 
Chu 
Cicilline 
Clarke (MI) 
Clay 


June 26, 2012 


Hunter 
Hurt 
Issa 
Jenkins 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Jordan 
King (IA) 
Kingston 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kline 
Labrador 
Lance 
Landry 
Lankford 
Latta 
LoBiondo 
Long 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
Lungren, Daniel 
E. 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Marino 
Matheson 
McCarthy (CA) 
McClintock 
McCotter 
McHenry 
McIntyre 
McMorris 
Rodgers 
Mica 
Michaud 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (PA) 
Neugebauer 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Nunnelee 
Olson 
Palazzo 
Paul 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Pence 
Petri 


NOES—215 


Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 

Cole 
Connolly (VA) 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Courtney 
Crenshaw 
Critz 
Cuellar 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (KY) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
Dent 
Deutch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Dold 
Donnelly (IN) 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Eshoo 

Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Fitzpatrick 
Frank (MA) 
Frelinghuysen 
Fudge 
Gallegly 


Pitts 

Poe (TX) 
Polis 
Pompeo 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Quayle 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Ribble 
Rigell 

Roe (TN) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney 
Roskam 
Ross (FL) 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Scalise 
Schilling 
Schmidt 
Schweikert 
Scott (SC) 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shimkus 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Southerland 
Stearns 
Stutzman 
Terry 
Thornberry 
Tipton 
Upton 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walsh (IL) 
Webster 
West 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Woodall 
Yoder 
Young (FL) 
Young (IN) 


Garamendi 
Gerlach 
Gibson 
Gonzalez 
Granger 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Grimm 
Hahn 
Hanabusa 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayworth 
Heinrich 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Hochul 
Holt 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Israel 
Jackson Lee 
(TX) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kelly 
Kildee 
Kind 
King (NY) 
Kissell 
Kucinich 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 


June 26, 2012 


Larson (CT) Pascrell Schwartz 
Latham Pastor (AZ) Scott (VA) 
LaTourette Pelosi Scott, David 
Lee (CA) Perlmutter Serrano 
Levin Peters Sewell 
Lipinski Pingree (ME) Sherman 
Loebsack Platts Shuler 
Lowey Price (NC) Shuster 
Lucas Quigley Simpson 
Lujan Rahall Sires 
Lynch Reed Slaughter 
Maloney Rehberg Smith (WA) 
Matsui Reyes Speier 
McCarthy (NY) Richardson Stark 
McCaul Richmond Sutton 
McCollum Rivera Thompson (CA) 
McDermott Roby Thompson (MS) 
McGovern Rogers (AL) Thompson (PA) 
McKeon Rogers (KY) Tiberi 
McKinley Ros-Lehtinen Tierney 
McNerney Ross (AR) Tonko 
Meehan Rothman (NJ) Turner (OH) 
Miller (NC) Roybal-Allard Van Hollen 
Miller, George Runyan Visclosky 
Moore Ruppersberger Walz (MN) 
Moran Rush Waters 
Murphy (CT) Ryan (OH) Watt 
Nadler Sanchez, Loretta Waxman 
Napolitano Sarbanes Welch 
Neal Schakowsky Wilson (FL) 
Olver Schiff Wolf 
Owens Schock Womack 
Pallone Schrader Yarmuth 
NOT VOTING—29 
Ackerman Lewis (CA) Sullivan 
Akin Lewis (GA) Towns 
Clarke (NY) Lofgren, Zoe Tsongas 
Crowley Markey Turner (NY) 
Cummings Meeks Velazquez 
Engel Myrick Wasserman 
Gutierrez Peterson Schultz 
Holden Rangel 
Jackson (IL) Sánchez, Linda eae es 
Johnson (IL) T 
Lamborn Stivers 


ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR 


The Acting CHAIR (during the vote). 
There is 1 minute remaining. 


2310 


So the amendment was rejected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BROUN OF 
GEORGIA 

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 
business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the fourth amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Georgia (Mr. 
BROUN) on which further proceedings 
were postponed and on which the noes 
prevailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend- 
ment. 


the 


RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 

The Acting CHAIR. This will be a 2- 
minute vote. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 138, noes 265, 
not voting 29, as follows: 

[Roll No. 423] 


AYES—138 
Adams Benishek Brooks 
Amash Bishop (UT) Broun (GA) 
Bachmann Black Bucshon 
Barrow Blackburn Buerkle 
Bartlett Bono Mack Burton (IN) 
Barton (TX) Boustany Campbell 
Bass (NH) Brady (TX) Canseco 


Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Coble 
Conaway 
Crawford 
Culberson 
DesJarlais 
Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Ellmers 
Emerson 
Farenthold 
Fincher 
Flake 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Foxx 

Franks (AZ) 
Garrett 
Gibbs 
Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Griffin (AR) 
Griffith (VA) 
Hall 

Hanna 
Hartzler 
Heck 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herrera Beutler 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 


Aderholt 
Alexander 
Altmire 
Amodei 
Andrews 
Austria 
Baca 
Bachus 
Baldwin 
Barber 
Barletta 
Bass (CA) 
Becerra 
Berg 
Berkley 
Berman 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Bonamici 
Bonner 
Boren 
Boswell 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 
Brown (FL) 
Buchanan 
Burgess 
Butterfield 
Calvert 
Camp 
Cantor 
Capito 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Carter 
Cassidy 
Castor (FL) 
Chandler 
Chu 
Cicilline 
Clarke (MI) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Coffman (CO) 


Hunter 
Hurt 
Issa 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Jordan 
King (IA) 
Kingston 
Kline 
Labrador 
Lance 
Landry 
Lankford 
Latta 
Long 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
McClintock 
McCotter 
McHenry 
McMorris 
Rodgers 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Mulvaney 
Neugebauer 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Nunnelee 
Palazzo 
Paul 
Paulsen 
Pence 
Petri 
Poe (TX) 


NOES—265 


Cohen 

Cole 
Connolly (VA) 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Courtney 
Cravaack 
Crenshaw 
Critz 
Cuellar 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (KY) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
Denham 
Dent 
Deutch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Dold 
Donnelly (IN) 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Eshoo 

Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Fitzpatrick 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Frank (MA) 
Frelinghuysen 
Fudge 
Gallegly 
Garamendi 
Gardner 
Gerlach 
Gibson 
Gonzalez 
Granger 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Grimm 


Pompeo 
Posey 

Price (GA) 
Quayle 
Renacci 
Ribble 
Rigell 

Roe (TN) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney 
Roskam 
Ross (FL) 
Royce 

Ryan (WI) 
Scalise 
Schilling 
Schmidt 
Schweikert 
Scott (SC) 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (TX) 
Southerland 
Stearns 
Stutzman 
Thornberry 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walsh (IL) 
Westmoreland 
Wilson (SC) 
Woodall 
Yoder 
Young (IN) 


Guinta 
Guthrie 
Hahn 
Hanabusa 
Harper 
Harris 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayworth 
Heinrich 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Hochul 
Holt 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Israel 
Jackson Lee 
(TX) 
Jenkins 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kelly 
Kildee 
Kind 
King (NY) 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kissell 
Kucinich 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Lee (CA) 
Levin 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Loebsack 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Lujan 
Lungren, Daniel 
E. 
Lynch 
Maloney 
Marino 
Matheson 
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Matsui Platts Shuler 
McCarthy (CA) Polis Shuster 
McCarthy (NY) Price (NC) Simpson 
McCaul Quigley Sires 
McCollum Rahall Slaughter 
McDermott Reed Smith (NJ) 
McGovern Rehberg Smith (WA) 
McIntyre Reichert Speier 

McKeon Reyes Stark 
McKinley Richardson Sutton 
McNerney Richmond Terry 

Meehan Rivera Thompson (CA) 
Mica Roby Thompson (MS) 
Michaud Rogers (AL) Thompson (PA) 


Miller (NC) 


Rogers (KY) 


Tiberi 


Miller, Gary Ros-Lehtinen Tierney 
Miller, George Ross (AR) Tipton 
Moore Rothman (NJ) Tonko 
Moran Roybal-Allard Turner (OH) 
Murphy (CT) Runyan Upton 
Murphy (PA) Ruppersberger Van Hollen 
Nadler Rush Visclosky 
Napolitano Ryan (OH) Walz (MN) 
Neal Sanchez, Loretta Waters 
Olson Sarbanes Watt 

Olver Schakowsky Waxman 
Owens Schiff Webster 
Pallone Schock Welch 
Pascrell Schrader West 
Pastor (AZ) Schwartz Whitfield 
Pearce Scott (VA) Wilson (FL) 
Pelosi Scott, David Wittman 
Perlmutter Serrano Wolf 
Peters Sewell Womack 
Pingree (ME) Sherman Yarmuth 
Pitts Shimkus Young (FL) 


NOT VOTING—29 


Ackerman Lewis (CA) Sullivan 
Akin Lewis (GA) Towns 
Clarke (NY) Lofgren, Zoe Tsongas 
Crowley Markey Turner (NY) 
Cummings Meeks Velazquez 
Engel Myrick Wasserman 
Gutierrez Peterson Schultz 
Holden Rangel Wool 
Jackson (IL) Sanchez, Linda Fons ÅR 
Johnson (IL) T, g 
Lamborn Stivers 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR 

The Acting CHAIR (during the vote). 
There is 1 minute remaining. 
2315 


So the amendment was rejected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

Mr. LATHAM. Madam Chairman, I 
move that the Committee do now rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 


Accordingly, the Committee rose; 
and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. 
WEST) having assumed the chair, Mrs. 
RoBY, Acting Chair of the Committee 
of the Whole House on the state of the 
Union, reported that that Committee, 
having had under consideration the bill 
(H.R. 5972) making appropriations for 
the Departments of Transportation, 
and Housing and Urban Development, 
and related agencies for the fiscal year 
ending September 30, 2013, and for 
other purposes, had come to no resolu- 
tion thereon. 


EE 


LEAVE OF ABSENCE 


By unanimous consent, leave of ab- 
sence was granted to: 

Ms. CLARKE of New York (at the re- 
quest of Ms. PELOSI) for today. 


EE 
ADJOURNMENT 


Mr. LATHAM. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House do now adjourn. 
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The motion was agreed to; accord- 
ingly (at 11 o’clock and 18 minutes 
p.m.), under its previous order, the 
House adjourned until tomorrow, 
Wednesday, June 27, 2012, at 10 a.m. for 
morning-hour debate. 


ES 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 


Under clause 2 of rule XIV, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 


6617. A letter from the Acting Under Sec- 
retary, Department of Defense, transmitting 
a letter on the approved retirement of Lieu- 
tenant General Duane D. Thiessen, United 
States Army, and his advancement to the 
grade of lieutenant general on the retired 
list; to the Committee on Armed Services. 

6618. A letter from the Acting Under Sec- 
retary, Department of Defense, transmitting 
a letter on the approved retirement of Vice 
Admiral John M. Bird, United States Navy, 
and his advancement to the grade of vice ad- 
miral on the retired list; to the Committee 
on Armed Services. 

6619. A letter from the Acting Under Sec- 
retary, Department of Defense, transmitting 
a letter on the approved retirement of Vice 
Admiral James W. Houck, United States 
Navy, and his advancement to the grade of 
vice admiral on the retired list; to the Com- 
mittee on Armed Services. 

6620. A letter from the Acting Under Sec- 
retary, Department of Defense, transmitting 
a letter on the approved retirement of Lieu- 
tenant General Charles B. Green, United 
States Air Force, and his advancement to 
the grade of lieutenant general on the re- 
tired list; to the Committee on Armed Serv- 
ices. 

6621. A letter from the Acting Under Sec- 
retary, Department of Defense, transmitting 
a letter on the approved retirement of Gen- 
eral Gary L. North, United States Air Force, 
and his advancement to the grade of general 
on the retired list; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

6622. A letter from the Acting Under Sec- 
retary, Department of Defense, transmitting 
a letter on the approved retirement of Lieu- 
tenant General Dennis J. Hejlik, United 
States Marine Corps, and his advancement to 
the grade of lieutenant general on the re- 
tired list; to the Committee on Armed Serv- 
ices. 

6623. A letter from the Acting Under Sec- 
retary, Department of Defense, transmitting 
a report on Special Compensation for Mem- 
bers fo the Uniformed Services with Cata- 
strophic Injuries or Illnesses Requiring As- 
sistance in Everyday Living Fiscal Year 2012 
Report to Congress; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

6624. A letter from the Deputy Director, 
Defense Security Cooperation Agency, trans- 
mitting Transmittal No. 12-31, pursuant to 
the reporting requirements of Section 
36(b)(1) of the Arms Export Control Act, as 
amended; to the Committee on Foreign Af- 
fairs. 

6625. A letter from the Assistant Secretary, 
Department of Defense, transmitting a draft 
of proposed legislation; to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs. 

6626. A letter from the Assistant Secretary, 
Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting determination related to Ser- 
bia under section 7072(c) of the Department 
of State, Foreign Operations, and Related 
Programs Appropriations Act, 2012 (Div. F, 
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P.L. 112-74); to the Committee on Foreign Af- 
fairs. 

6627. A letter from the Deputy Secretary, 
Department of Defense, transmitting the De- 
partment of Defense Inspector General Semi- 
annual Report, October 1, 2011 — March 31, 
2012; to the Committee on Oversight and 
Government Reform. 

6628. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Housing and Urban Develop- 
ment, transmitting a report pursuant to the 
Federal Vacancies Reform Act of 1998; to the 
Committee on Oversight and Government 
Reform. 

6629. A letter from the Acting Chairman, 
Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation, 
transmitting the Corporation’s 2012 Annual 
Performance Plan, in accordance with the 
Government Performance and Results Act of 
1993; to the Committee on Oversight and 
Government Reform. 

6630. A letter from the Executive Vice 
President and Chief Financial Officer, Fed- 
eral Home Loan Bank of Atlanta, transmit- 
ting the 2011 management report and state- 
ments on system of internal controls of the 
Federal Home Loan Bank of Atlanta; to the 
Committee on Oversight and Government 
Reform. 

6631. A letter from the President and Chief 
Executive Officer, Federal Home Loan Bank 
of Cincinnati, transmitting the 2011 manage- 
ment report and statements on system of in- 
ternal controls of the Federal Home Loan 
Bank of Cincinnati, pursuant to 31 U.S.C. 
9106; to the Committee on Oversight and 
Government Reform. 

6632. A letter from the Acting Adminis- 
trator, General Services Administration, 
transmitting the Administration’s semi- 
annual report from the Office of the Inspec- 
tor General during the 6-month period end- 
ing March 31, 2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. app. 
(Insp. Gen. Act), section 5(b); to the Com- 
mittee on Oversight and Government Re- 
form. 

6633. A letter from the Chairman, Securi- 
ties and Exchange Commission, transmitting 
the Semiannual Report of the Inspector Gen- 
eral and a separate management report for 
the period October 1, 2011 through March 31, 
2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. app. (Insp. Gen. 
Act), section 5(b); to the Committee on Over- 
sight and Government Reform. 

6634. A letter from the Administrator, 
Small Business Administration, transmit- 
ting the Administration’s semiannual report 
from the office of the Inspector General for 
the period October 1, 2011 through March 31, 
2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. app. (Insp. Gen. 
Act) section 5(b); to the Committee on Over- 
sight and Government Reform. 

6635. A letter from the Staff Director, Sen- 
tencing Commission, transmitting the Com- 
mission’s report entitled, ‘‘2011 Annual Re- 
port and Sourcebook of Federal Sentencing 
Statistics”, pursuant to 28 U.S.C. 997; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

6636. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — Airworthiness 
Directives; Airbus Airplanes [Docket No.: 
FAA-2011-1066; Directorate Identifier 2011- 
NM-050-AD; Amendment 39-16917; AD 2012-01- 
05] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received June 8, 2012, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com- 
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc- 
ture. 

6637. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — Airworthiness 
Directives; Cessna Aircraft Company Air- 
planes [Docket No.: FAA-2012-0534; Direc- 
torate Identifier 2012-CE-015-AD; Amendment 


June 26, 2012 


39-17053; AD 2012-10-04] (RIN: 2120-AA64) re- 
ceived June 8, 2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 

6638. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — Airworthiness 
Directives; Airbus Airplanes [Docket No.: 
FAA-2011-0998; Directorate Identifier 2011- 
NM-046-AD; Amendment 39-17042; AD 2012-09- 
07] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received June 8, 2012, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com- 
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc- 
ture. 

6639. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — Airworthiness 
Directives; Fokker Services B.V. Model 
[Docket No.: FAA-2011-1169; Directorate 
Identifier 2010-NM-050-AD; Amendment 39- 
17040; AD 2012-09-05] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received 
June 8, 2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); 
to the Committee on Transportation and In- 
frastructure. 

6640. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — Airworthiness 
Directives; The Boeing Company Airplanes 
[Docket No.: FAA-2011-0384; Directorate 
Identifier 2010-NM-058-AD; Amendment 39- 
17041; AD 2012-09-06] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received 
June 8, 2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); 
to the Committee on Transportation and In- 
frastructure. 

6641. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — Airworthiness 
Directives; The Boeing Company Airplanes 
[Docket No.: FAA-2011-0993; Directorate 
Identifier 2011-NM-018-AD; Amendment 39- 
17048; AD 2012-09-08] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received 
June 8, 2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); 
to the Committee on Transportation and In- 
frastructure. 

6642. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — Modification 
of VOR Federal Airways V-10, V-12, and V-508 
in the Vicinity of Olathe, KS [Docket No.: 
FAA-2012-0055; Airspace Docket No. 11-ACE- 
12] received June 8, 2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 

6648. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — Amendment of 
Class E Airspace; Rock Springs, WY [Docket 
No.: FAA-2010-0131; Airspace Docket No. 12- 
ANM-2] received June 8, 2012, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

6644. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — Establishment 
of Class E Airspace; Freer, TX [Docket No.: 
FAA-2011-0904; Airspace Docket No. 11-ASW- 
12] received June 8, 2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 

6645. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — Amendment of 
Class E Airspace; Red Cloud, NE [Docket 
No.: FAA-2011-0426; Airspace Docket No. 11- 
ACE-7] received June 8, 2012, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

6646. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — Amendment of 
Class E Airspace; Leesville, LA [Docket No.: 
FAA-2011-0608; Airspace Docket No. 11-ASW- 
6] received June 8, 2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 


June 26, 2012 


6647. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — Establishment 
of Class E Airspace; Houston, MO [Docket 
No.: FAA-2011-0903; Airspace Docket No. 11- 
ACE-20] received June 8, 2012, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

6648. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — Amendment of 
Class E Airspace; New Philadelphia, OH 
[Docket No.: FAA-2011-0607; Airspace Docket 
No. 11-AGL-15] received June 8, 2012, pursu- 
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee 
on Transportation and Infrastructure. 

6649. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — Establishment 
of Class E Airspace; Eldon, MO [Docket No.: 
FAA-2011-1104; Airspace Docket No. 11-ACE- 
21] received June 8, 2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 

6650. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — Establishment 
of Class E Airspace; Branson West, MO 
[Docket No.: FAA-2011-0749; Airspace Docket 
No. 11-ACE-15] received June 8, 2012, pursu- 
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee 
on Transportation and Infrastructure. 

6651. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — Amendment of 
Class E Airspace; Monahans, TX [Docket 
No.: FAA-2011-1400; Airspace Docket No. 11- 
ASW-15] received June 8, 2012, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

6652. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — Establishment 
of Class E Airspace; Pender, NE [Docket No.: 
FAA-2011-1103; Airspace Docket No. 11-ACE- 
14] received June 8, 2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 

6653. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — Amendment of 
Class E Airspace; Maryville, MO [Docket No.: 
FAA-2011-0434; Airspace Docket No. 11-ACE- 
9] received June 8, 2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 

6654. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — Amendment of 
Class E Airspace; Baraboo, WI [Docket No.: 
FAA-2011-1403; Airspace Docket No. 11-AGL- 
29] received June 8, 2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 

6655. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — Amendment of 
Class E Airspace; Springhill, LA [Docket 
No.: FAA-2011-0847; Airspace Docket No. 11- 
ASW-11] received June 8, 2012, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

6656. A letter from the Secretary, Depart- 
ment of Energy, transmitting a report enti- 
tled, ‘‘Response to Findings and Rec- 
ommendations of the Hydrogen and Fuel Cell 
Technical Advisory Committee (HTAC) dur- 
ing Fiscal Years 2010 and 2011”; jointly to the 
Committees on Energy and Commerce and 
Science, Space, and Technology. 

6657. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting pursuant to section 7(a) of the 
Jerusalem Embassy Act of 1995 (Pub. L. 104- 
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45), a copy of Presidential Determination No. 
2012-08 suspending the limitation on the obli- 
gation of the State Department Appropria- 
tions contained in sections 3(b) and 7(b) of 
that Act for six months as well as the peri- 
odic report provided for under Section 6 of 
the Act covering the period from December 
5, 2011 to the present, pursuant to Public 
Law 104-45, section 6 (109 Stat. 400); jointly to 
the Committees on Foreign Affairs and Ap- 
propriations. 


EE 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mrs. EMERSON: Committee on Appropria- 
tions. H.R. 6020. A bill making appropria- 
tions for financial services and general gov- 
ernment for the fiscal year ending Sep- 
tember 30, 2018, and for other purposes (Rept. 
112-550). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. SMITH of Texas: Committee on the Ju- 
diciary. H.R. 5889. A bill to amend title 18, 
United States Code, to provide for protection 
of maritime navigation and prevention of nu- 
clear terrorism, and for other purposes 
(Rept. 112-551). Referred to the Committee of 
the Whole House on the state of the Union. 


EEE 


PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XII, public 
bills and resolutions of the following 
titles were introduced and severally re- 
ferred, as follows: 

By Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN: 

H.R. 6018. A bill to authorize appropria- 
tions for the Department of State for fiscal 
year 2013, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas (for 
herself, Mr. SMITH of Texas, Ms. NOR- 
TON, Mr. RANGEL, Ms. RICHARDSON, 
Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, Ms. HAHN, and 
Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas): 

H.R. 6019. A bill to amend the Omnibus 
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968 to 
enhance the use of Juvenile Accountability 
Block Grants for programs to prevent and 
address occurrences of bullying and to reau- 
thorize the Juvenile Accountability Block 
Grants program; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. CONYERS: 

H.R. 6021. A bill to amend part E of title IV 
of the Social Security Act to require States 
to follow certain procedures in placing a 
child who has been removed from the cus- 
tody of his or her parents; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. McNERNEY (for himself, Mr. 
CARDOZA, and Mr. COSTA): 

H.R. 6022. A bill to amend the Federal Crop 
Insurance Act to expand coverage under 
plans of insurance available under such Act 
to include losses to an insured commodity 
when, as a result of a federally-imposed 
quarantine, the commodity must be de- 
stroyed, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. DEFAZIO: 

H.R. 6023. A bill to restrict conflicts of in- 
terest on the boards of directors of Federal 
reserve banks, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Financial Services. 

By Mr. MARKEY (for himself and Mrs. 
NAPOLITANO): 
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H.R. 6024. A bill to authorize development 
of hydropower and efficiencies at existing 
Bureau of Reclamation facilities; to the 
Committee on Natural Resources. 

By Mrs. MILLER of Michigan (for her- 
self and Mr. FLAKE): 


H.R. 6025. A bill to provide for annual re- 
ports on the status of operational control of 
the international land and maritime borders 
of the United States and unlawful entries, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Homeland Security, and in addition to the 
Committee on the Judiciary, for a period to 
be subsequently determined by the Speaker, 
in each case for consideration of such provi- 
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the 
committee concerned. 

By Mr. RICHMOND: 


H.R. 6026. A bill to modify the project for 
navigation, Mississippi River Ship Channel, 
Gulf of Mexico to Baton Rouge, Louisiana, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

By Mr. SIRES (for himself, Ms. HAHN, 
and Mr. MANZULLO): 


H.R. 6027. A bill to provide for universal 
intercountry adoption accreditation stand- 
ards, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. WALSH of Illinois: 


H.R. 6028. A bill to authorize the Assistant 
Secretary of Homeland Security (Transpor- 
tation Security Administration) to modify 
screening requirements for checked baggage 
arriving from preclearance airports, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Home- 
land Security. 

By Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN (for herself, 
Mr. HASTINGS of Florida, Mr. DIAZ- 
BALART, Mr. RIVERA, Ms. WASSERMAN 
SCHULTZ, Ms. WILSON of Florida, Mr. 
WEST, and Mr. DEUTCH): 


H. Res. 703. A resolution congratulating 
the Miami Heat on their 2012 National Bas- 
Ketball Association Championship; to the 
Committee on Oversight and Government 
Reform. 

By Mr. MCDERMOTT (for himself, Ms. 
SCHAKOWSKY, Mr. RUSH, Mr. HINCHEY, 
Mr. GRIJALVA, Ms. NORTON, Ms. 
SPEIER, Ms. LEE of California, Ms. 
McCoLLuM, Mr. FILNER, Mr. OLVER, 
Mr. BERMAN, Mr. MORAN, Ms. MOORE, 
Mr. COHEN, Mr. SCHOCK, Mr. JACKSON 
of Illinois, and Mr. MCGOVERN): 


H. Res. 704. A resolution commending Ro- 
tary International and others for their ef- 
forts to prevent and eradicate polio; to the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. BILBRAY (for himself, Mr. 
HUNTER, Mr. JONES, Mr. POSEY, Ms. 


JENKINS, Mr. FORTENBERRY, Mr. 
CoBLE, Mr. FILNER, Mr. SCHILLING, 
Mr. MCCOTTER, Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. 


WOLF, Mr. RYAN of Ohio, and Mr. 
LOEBSACK): 


H. Res. 705. A resolution expressing support 
for the designation of a ‘“‘Buy American 


Week”; to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 
By Mr. ISSA: 


H. Res. 706. A resolution authorizing the 
Committee on Oversight and Government 
Reform to initiate or intervene in judicial 
proceedings to enforce certain subpoenas; to 
the Committee on Rules. 

By Mr. LARSON of Connecticut: 


H. Res. 707. A resolution electing Members 
to certain standing committees of the House 
of Representatives; considered and agreed to. 
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CONSTITUTIONAL AUTHORITY 
STATEMENT 


Pursuant to clause 7 of rule XII of 
the Rules of the House of Representa- 
tives, the following statements are sub- 
mitted regarding the specific powers 
granted to Congress in the Constitu- 
tion to enact the accompanying bill or 
joint resolution. 

By Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN: 

H.R. 6018. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, section 8 of the Constitution of 
the United States 

By Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas: 

H.R. 6019. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

This bill is enacted pursuant to the power 
granted to Congress under Article 1, Section 
8, Clause 1 of the United States Constitution. 

By Mrs. EMERSON: 

H.R. 6020. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

The principal constitutional authority for 
this legislation is clause 7 of section 9 of ar- 
ticle I of the Constitution of the United 
States (the appropriation power), which 
states: “No Money shall be drawn from the 
Treasury, but in Consequence of Appropria- 
tions made by Law. ...’’ In addition, clause 
1 of section 8 of article I of the Constitution 
(the spending power) provides: ‘‘The Con- 
gress shall have the Power... to pay the 
Debts and provide for the common Defence 
and general Welfare of the United States... 
.’ Together, these specific constitutional 
provisions establish the congressional power 
of the purse, granting Congress the author- 
ity to appropriate funds, to determine their 
purpose, amount, and period of availability, 
and to set forth terms and conditions gov- 
erning their use. 

By Mr. CONYERS: 

H.R. 6021. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 1. 

By Mr. MCNERNEY: 

H.R. 6022. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, section 8 of the United States 
Constitution. 

By Mr. DEFAZIO: 

H.R. 6023. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Section 8, Article 5 

To coin Money, regulate the Value thereof, 
and of foreign Coin, and fix the Standard of 
Weights and Mesures. 

By Mr. MARKEY: 

H.R. 6024. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, section 8. 

By Mrs. MILLER of Michigan: 

H.R. 6025. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8. 

By Mr. RICHMOND: 

H.R. 6026. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

This bill is introduced pursuant to the 
powers granted to Congress under the Gen- 
eral Welfare Clause (Art. 1 Sec. 8 Cl. 1), the 
Commerce Clause (Art. 1 Sec. 8 Cl. 3), and 
the Necessary and Proper Clause (Art. 1 Sec. 
8 Cl. 18). 
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Further, this statement of constitutional 
authority is made for the sole purpose of 
compliance with clause 7 of Rule XII of the 
Rules of the House of Representatives and 
shall have no bearing on judicial review of 
the accompanying bill. 

By Mr. SIRES: 

H.R. 6027. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article 1, Section 8. 

By Mr. WALSH of Illinois: 

H.R. 6028. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article 1, Section 8, Clause 18: To make all 
Laws which shall be necessary and proper for 
carrying into Execution the foregoing Pow- 
ers, and all other Powers vested by this Con- 
stitution in the Government of the United 
States, or in any Department or Officer 
thereof. 


EE 


ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 


Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors 
were added to public bills and resolu- 
tions as follows: 


. 23: Mr. CHANDLER. 

. 24: Mr. CHANDLER. 

. 139: Mr. DOGGETT. 

. 800: Mr. CAPUANO. 

. 824: Mr. STIVERS. 

. 329: Mr. CHANDLER. 

. 459: Mr. SESSIONS, Mr. ADERHOLT, Mr. 
RENACCI, and Mr. REYES. 

H.R. 561: Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. 

H.R. 640: Mr. HOLT. 

H.R. 679: Ms. SLAUGHTER. 

H.R. 687: Mr. RANGEL, Mr. SABLAN, and Mr. 
AKIN. 

H.R. 694: Mr. BOSWELL, Mr. COLE, and Ms. 
EDWARDS. 

H.R. 718: Ms. RICHARDSON. 

H.R. 719: Mr. GALLEGLY. 

H.R. 733: Mr. SHERMAN, Mr. NUNNELEE, Mr. 
BONNER, Mr. KELLY, and Mr. DAVID SCOTT of 
Georgia. 

H.R. 750: Mr. HENSARLING. 

H.R. 812: Ms. BONAMICI and Mr. CHANDLER. 

H.R. 860: Mr. FLORES, Mr. GUTHRIE, and Ms. 
WILSON of Florida. 

. 881: Mr. STEARNS. 

. 890: Mr. BILIRAKIS and Mr. WAXMAN. 
. 941: Mr. COHEN. 

. 965: Mr. RUSH. 

. 1092: Mr. CHANDLER. 

. 1167: Mr. HENSARLING. 

. 1206: Mr. GOHMERT. 

. 1351: Mrs. MILLER of Michigan. 

H.R. 1370: Mr. MCCAUL and Ms. BUERKLE. 

H.R. 1886: Ms. BONAMICI, Mr. HANNA, and 
Mr. LYNCH. 

H.R. 1404: Ms. SLAUGHTER, Mr. JOHNSON of 
Georgia, Mr. GUTIERREZ, and Ms. WILSON of 
Florida. 

. 1464: 
. 1475: 
. 1490: 
. 1519: 
. 1585: 
. 1588: 
. 1681: 
. 1737: 
.R. 1842: 

H.R. 1860: 
Mr. CHABOT. 

H.R. 2030: Mr. FARR. 

H.R. 2077: Mr. KINZINGER of Illinois and Mr. 
NUNNELEE. 

H.R. 2299: Mr. AUSTIN ScoTT of Georgia. 

H.R. 2312: Mr. LOBIONDO. 

H.R. 2353: Mr. CLAY. 


Mr. BARTLETT. 

Mr. STARK. 

Mr. PEARCE. 

. HOLDEN. 

. MCCLINTOCK. 

. BUTTERFIELD. 

. CLAY. 

. MCCLINTOCK. 

. BORDALLO. 

Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas and 
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H.R. 2487: Mr. RUNYAN. 

H.R. 2499: Mr. CASSIDY, Ms. 
and Ms. EDWARDS. 

H.R. 2579: Mrs. HARTZLER. 

H.R. 2649: Mrs. BLACKBURN and Mr. ROE of 
Tennessee. 

H.R. 2696: Mr. COHEN. 

H.R. 2697: Ms. SLAUGHTER. 

H.R. 2706: Mr. KISSELL. 

H.R. 2718: Mr. DOLD. 

H.R. 2722: Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. GRIJALVA, Ms. 
KAPTUR, Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr. COSTELLO, Ms. 
SUTTON, Mr. DEFAZIO, Mr. GARAMENDI, and 
Mr. CLARKE of Michigan. 

H.R. 2730: Mr. CHABOT, Mr. FILNER, and Ms. 
RICHARDSON. 

H.R. 2746: Mr. DAVID ScoTT of Georgia and 
Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. 

H.R. 2794: Mr. MEEKS, Mr. BERMAN, and Mr. 
DAVIS of Illinois. 

H.R. 2866: Mr. CARSON of Indiana. 

H.R. 2899: Mr. DIAZ-BALART. 

H.R. 2962: Mr. JOHNSON of Ohio, Mr. RYAN 
of Ohio, and Mr. ROE of Tennessee. 

H.R. 2969: Mr. JOHNSON of Ohio and Mrs. 
Davis of California. 

H.R. 2997: Mr. CUELLAR. 

H.R. 3036: Ms. MCCOLLUM. 

H.R. 3057: Mr. OWENS. 

H.R. 3187: Mrs. EMERSON, Ms. LINDA T. 
SANCHEZ of California, Mrs. MILLER of Michi- 
gan, Mr. COSTELLO, Mrs. SCHMIDT, Mr. 
FRANKS of Arizona, Mr. WALDEN, Mr. 
LATHAM, Mr. JONES, Mr. COBLE, Mr. BONNER, 
and Mr. LUCAS. 

H.R. 3197: Mr. DICKS, Mr. LARSEN of Wash- 
ington, Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mr. REICHERT, and 
Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. 

H.R. 3264: Mr. MCCLINTOCK and Mr. CAs- 
SIDY. 

H.R. 3341: Mr. HIMES. 

H.R. 3395: Mr. MCKINLEY and Mr. ROGERS of 
Alabama. 

H.R. 3429: 
. 3444: 
. 3485: 
. 3497: 
. 3510: 


SLAUGHTER, 


Mr. KISSELL and Mr. NUNNELEE. 
Mr. FLAKE. 
Mr. HIGGINS. 
Mr. PENCE and Ms. SUTTON. 
Mr. STARK and Mr. CALVERT. 
. 3594: Mr. BENISHEK. 
H.R. 3596: Ms. CASTOR of Florida. 
H.R. 3627: Mr. RYAN of Ohio and Mr. HIN- 
CHEY. 
H.R. 3643: Mrs. BLACKBURN, 
SCHWEIKERT, and Mr. NEUGEBAUER. 
H.R. 3658: Mr. RIBBLE, Mr. SENSENBRENNER, 
Mr. TERRY, Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, Mr. 
PETRI, Mr. ROHRABACHER, Mr. CLARKE of 
Michigan, Mr. DAVIS of Kentucky, and Mr. 
REYES. 
. 3816: Mr. BOSWELL. 
. 4010: Mr. WATT. 
. 4066: Mrs. BONO MACK. 
. 4103: Mr. PETERS. 
. 4122: Mr. STARK. 
H.R. 4154: Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr. KEATING, and 
Mr. CLARKE of Michigan. 
H.R. 4160: Mr. GARRETT. 
H.R. 4169: Mr. DEUTCH. 
H.R. 4173: Ms. ZOE LOFGREN of California. 
H.R. 4180: Mr. WOODALL and Mr. JOHNSON of 


Mr. 


H.R. 4215: Mr. WEST. 

H.R. 4235: Mr. KING of New York and Mr. 
OWENS. 

H.R. 4271: Mr. CLAY. 

H.R. 4279: Mr. COHEN. 

H.R. 4286: Mr. REYES. 

H.R. 4287: Mr. COHEN, Mrs. EMERSON, Ms. 
SLAUGHTER, and Mr. PETERS. 

H.R. 4296: Mr. KISSELL. 

H.R. 4804: Mrs. LUMMIS. 

H.R. 4317: Mr. ANDREWS. 

H.R. 4323: Mrs. BLACKBURN. 

H.R. 4867: Mr. BISHOP of Georgia, Mr. PERL- 
MUTTER, and Ms. TSONGAS. 
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. 4390: 
. 4396: 
. 4403: 
. 4405: 
. 4631: 
. 4816: 


. RUSH. 

. PEARCE. 

. DUNCAN of South Carolina. 

. DOGGETT. 

. KELLY. 

. BRADY of Pennsylvania. 

. 4965: . DUNCAN of South Carolina. 

. 5542: Ms. SCHWARTZ, Mr. KUCINICH, and 
Mr. RYAN of Ohio. 

H.R. 5684: Mr. LEVIN. 

H.R. 5749: Mr. MCDERMOTT. 

H.R. 5796: Mr. CLYBURN, Mr. AKIN, and Mr. 
JOHNSON of Ohio. 

H.R. 5817: Mr. GRAVES of Missouri. 

H.R. 5822: Ms. BUERKLE. 

H.R. 5837: Mr. MEEKS, Mr. NADLER, and 
Mrs. LOWEY. 

H.R. 5843: Mr. KING of New York, Mr. LONG, 
Mr. TURNER of New York, Mr. LUJAN, and 
Mr. STARK. 

H.R. 5845: Ms. BERKLEY and Mr. JOHNSON of 
Ohio. 

H.R. 5850: Mr. TURNER of New York. 

H.R. 5865: Mr. SHERMAN and Mr. RYAN of 
Ohio. 

H.R. 5892: Mr. PLATTS and Mr. LUJAN. 

H.R. 5910: Mr. CARNEY, Mr. COBLE, and Mr. 
NEUGEBAUER. 

H.R. 5925: Mr. YODER, Mr. TIPTON, Mrs. 
HARTZLER, and Mr. SCHILLING. 

H.R. 5932: Mrs. ELLMERS and Mr. HARRIS. 

H.R. 5939: Mr. FRANKS of Arizona, Mr. GRI- 
JALVA, Mr. SCHWEIKERT, Mr. BARBER, Mr. 
FLAKE, and Mr. QUAYLE. 

H.R. 5943: Mr. HIGGINS, Mr. Ross of Arkan- 
sas, Mr. GIBSON, and Mr. MURPHY of Con- 
necticut. 

H.R. 5960: Mrs. NAPOLITANO and Mr. COSTA. 

H.R. 5962: Mr. NADLER, Mr. GEORGE MILLER 
of California, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. MORAN, Mr. 
KIND, Mr. MICHAUD, and Ms. SLAUGHTER. 

H.R. 5976: Mr. PETERS, Ms. CHU, and Mr. 
BLUMENAUER. 

H.R. 5978: Mr. BLUMENAUER, Mr. 
BUTTERFIELD, Mr. CLEAVER, and Mr. FRANK 
of Massachusetts. 

H.R. 6003: Ms. CHu, Mr. DAVIS of Illinois, 
and Mr. CARSON of Indiana. 

H.R. 6015: Mr. COHEN, Mr. FATTAH, and Ms. 
SLAUGHTER. 

H.R. 6016: Mr. GUINTA, Mr. WALSH of Illi- 
nois, Ms. BUERKLE, Mr. GOSAR, Mr. Gowpy, 


Mr. LANKFORD, Mr. FARENTHOLD, Mr. 
MARINO, Mr. BARLETTA, Mr. THOMPSON of 
Pennsylvania, Mr. BENISHEK, and Mr. 
MCHENRY. 


H.J. Res. 97: Mr. COHEN. 

H.J. Res. 103: Mr. ROGERS of Alabama. 

H. Con. Res. 115: Mr. AUSTIN SCOTT of Geor- 
gia. 

H. Con. Res. 129: Mr. NUNNELEE, Mr. CAR- 
SON of Indiana, Ms. SLAUGHTER, Mr. GINGREY 
of Georgia, Mr. KING of Iowa, Mr. RYAN of 
Ohio, Mr. JONES, Mr. JORDAN, Mr. FILNER, 
Mr. RusH, Mr. LATHAM, Ms. BROWN of Flor- 
ida, Mr. BLUMENAUER, Mr. SCHILLING, Mr. 
LONG, Mrs. CHRISTENSEN, Mr. COURTNEY, and 
Mr. NUGENT. 

. Res. 51: Mr. CLAY. 

Res. 134: Mr. CARDOZA. 

Res. 153: Mr. CLAY. 

Res. 193: Ms. BUERKLE. 

Res. 334: Mr. CLAY. 

Res. 397: Mr. PAUL and Ms. WILSON of 
rida. 
Res. 589: Mr. CLAY. 

Res. 623: Mrs. BLACK. 

Res. 663: Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. 

Res. 669: Mr. WEST. 

Res. 674: Mr. HINCHEY. 

Res. 687: Mr. SCHOCK and Ms. SLAUGH- 
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Res. 701: Mrs. EMERSON. 
Res. 702: Mrs. EMERSON. 
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AMENDMENTS 


Under clause 8 of rule XVIII, pro- 
posed amendments were submitted as 
follows: 

H.R. 5972 
OFFERED By: MR. NADLER 


AMENDMENT NO. 3: Page 75, line 7, after the 
dollar amount, insert ‘‘(increased by 
$460,000,000)’’. 

Page 75, line 14, after the dollar amount, 
insert ‘‘(increased by $460,000,000)’’. 


H.R. 5972 
OFFERED By: MR. DIAZ-BALART 


AMENDMENT NO. 4: Page 90, line 12, before 
the period insert the following: 

Provided further, That unless explicitly pro- 
vided for under this heading, not to exceed 25 
percent of any grant made with funds appro- 
priated under this heading may be expended 
for public services (as such term is defined 
for purposes of section 105 of the Housing and 
Community Development Act of 1974 (42 
U.S.C. 5305)) 


H.R. 5972 
OFFERED BY: MR. BACHUS 


AMENDMENT No. 5: Page 92, line 16, before 
the period insert the following: 
: Provided further, That of the total amount 
provided under this heading, up to 
$200,000,000, to remain available until ex- 
pended, shall be for necessary expenses for 
activities authorized under the HOME In- 
vestment Partnerships Act (42 U.S.C. 12721 et 
seq.) related to disaster relief, long-term re- 
covery, restoration of housing and infra- 
structure, and economic revitalization in the 
most impacted and distressed areas resulting 
from a major disaster declared pursuant to 
the Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and 
Emergency Assistance Act (42 U.S.C. 5121 et 
seq.) in 2011: Provided further, That such dis- 
aster relief funds shall be awarded only to 
States and units of general local government 
that were awarded funds under section 239 of 
Public Law 112-55 (125 Stat. 703), shall be 
awarded directly to such States and units of 
general local government at the discretion of 
the Secretary, and shall be awarded in ac- 
cordance with such formula or requirements 
as the Secretary shall establish, except that 
such formula or requirements shall give pref- 
erence to awards based on a county’s unmet 
housing needs for renter occupied units: Pro- 
vided further, That prior to the obligation of 
such disaster relief funds a grantee shall sub- 
mit a plan to the Secretary detailing the 
proposed use of all such funds, including cri- 
teria for eligibility and how the use of these 
funds will address long-term recovery and 
restoration of infrastructure: Provided fur- 
ther, That such disaster relief funds may not 
be used for activities reimbursable by, or for 
which funds are made available by, the Fed- 
eral Emergency Management Agency or the 
Army Corps of Engineers: Provided further, 
That such disaster relief funds allocated 
under this heading shall not be considered 
relevant to the other non-disaster formula 
allocations under this heading: Provided fur- 
ther, That a State or subdivision thereof may 
use up to 5 percent of its allocation of such 
disaster relief funds for administrative costs: 
Provided further, That in administering such 
disaster relief funds under this heading, the 
Secretary of Housing and Urban Develop- 
ment may waive, or specify alternative re- 
quirements for, any provision of any statute 
or regulation that the Secretary administers 
in connection with the obligation by the Sec- 
retary or the use by the recipient of these 
funds or guarantees (except for requirements 
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related to fair housing, nondiscrimination, 
labor standards, and the environment), upon 
a request by a State or subdivision thereof 
explaining why such waiver is required to fa- 
cilitate the use of such funds or guarantees, 
if the Secretary finds that such waiver would 
not be inconsistent with the overall purpose 
of the HOME Investment Partnerships Act: 
Provided further, That the Secretary shall 
publish in the Federal Register any waiver of 
any statute or regulation that the Secretary 
administers pursuant to HOME Investment 
Partnerships Act no later than 5 days before 
the effective date of such waiver 


H.R. 5972 
OFFERED By: MRS. CAPPS 


AMENDMENT NO. 6: Page 71, line 19, after 
the dollar amount, insert ‘‘(reduced by 
$10,000,000)’’. 

Page 72, line 3, after the dollar amount, in- 
sert ‘‘(reduced by $2,000,000)’’. 

Page 72, line 8, after the dollar amount, in- 
sert ‘‘(reduced by $5,000,000) 

Page 72, line 20, after the dollar amount, 
insert ‘‘(reduced by $3,000,000)” 

Page 102, line 2, after the first dollar 
amount, insert ‘‘(increased by $10,000,000)”. 


H.R. 5972 
OFFERED By: MR. TURNER OF OHIO 


AMENDMENT No. 7: At the end of the bill 
(before the short title), insert the following: 

SEC. _. None of the funds made available 
in this Act may be used to establish, issue, 
implement, administer, or enforce any prohi- 
bition or restriction on the establishment or 
effectiveness of any occupancy preference for 
veterans in supportive housing for the elder- 
ly that (1) is provided assistance by the De- 
partment of Housing and Urban Develop- 
ment, and (2)(A) is or would be located on 
property of the Department of Veterans Af- 
fairs, or (B) is subject to an enhanced use 
lease with the Department of Veterans Af- 
fairs. 

H.R. 5972 
OFFERED By: MR. POSEY 

AMENDMENT No. 8: At the end of the bill be- 
fore the short title, insert the following: 

SEC. . None of the funds made avail- 
able in this Act may be used for the for the 
international highway technology scanning 
program, a program within the international 
highway transportation outreach program 
under section 506 of title 28, United States 
Code. 


H.R. 5972 
OFFERED By: MR. DENHAM 


AMENDMENT No. 9: At the end of the bill, 
before the short title, insert the following: 

SEC. _. None of the funds made available 
by this Act may be used for high-speed rail 
in the State of California or for the Cali- 
fornia High-Speed Rail Authority. 


H.R. 5972 
OFFERED By: Ms. WATERS 


AMENDMENT NO. 10: Page 4, after line 2, in- 
sert the following: 


NATIONAL INFRASTRUCTURE INVESTMENTS 


For capital investments in surface trans- 
portation infrastructure, $500,000,000, to re- 
main available through September 30, 2014: 
Provided, That the Secretary of Transpor- 
tation shall distribute funds provided under 
this heading as discretionary grants to be 
awarded to a State, local government, tran- 
sit agency, or a collaboration among such 
entities on a competitive basis for projects 
that will have a significant impact on the 
Nation, a metropolitan area, or a region: 
Provided further, That projects eligible for 
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funding provided under this heading shall in- 
clude, but not be limited to, highway or 
bridge projects eligible under title 23, United 
States Code; public transportation projects 
eligible under chapter 53 of title 49, United 
States Code; passenger and freight rail trans- 
portation projects; and port infrastructure 
investments: Provided further, That the Sec- 
retary shall give priority to projects which 
demonstrate transportation benefits for ex- 
isting systems or improve interconnectivity 
between modes: Provided further, That the 
Secretary may use up to 35 percent of the 
funds made available under this heading for 
the purpose of paying the subsidy and admin- 
istrative costs of projects eligible for Federal 
credit assistance under chapter 6 of title 23, 
United States Code, if the Secretary finds 
that such use of the funds would advance the 
purposes of this paragraph: Provided further, 
That in distributing funds provided under 
this heading, the Secretary shall take such 
measures so as to ensure an equitable geo- 
graphic distribution of funds, an appropriate 
balance in addressing the needs of urban and 
rural areas, and the investment in a variety 
of transportation modes: Provided further, 
That a grant funded under this heading shall 
be not less than $10,000,000 and not greater 
than $200,000,000: Provided further, That not 
more than 25 percent of the funds made 
available under this heading may be awarded 
to projects in a single State: Provided fur- 
ther, That the Federal share of the costs for 
which an expenditure is made under this 
heading shall be, at the option of the recipi- 
ent, up to 80 percent: Provided further, That 
not less than $120,000,000 of the funds pro- 
vided under this heading shall be for projects 
located in rural areas: Provided further, 
That for projects located in rural areas, the 
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minimum grant size shall be $1,000,000 and 
the Secretary may increase the Federal 
share of costs above 80 percent: Provided fur- 
ther, That projects conducted using funds 
provided under this heading must comply 
with the requirements of subchapter IV of 
chapter 31 of title 40, United States Code: 
Provided further, That the Secretary shall 
conduct a new competition to select the 
grants and credit assistance awarded under 
this heading: Provided further, That the Sec- 
retary may retain up to $20,000,000 of the 
funds provided under this heading, and may 
transfer portions of those funds to the Ad- 
ministrators of the Federal Highway Admin- 
istration, the Federal Transit Administra- 
tion, the Federal Railroad Administration 
and the Federal Maritime Administration, to 
fund the award and oversight of grants and 
credit assistance made under the National 
Infrastructure Investments program: Pro- 
vided further, That the Secretary shall give 
priority to projects that require a contribu- 
tion of Federal funds in order to complete an 
overall financing package. 
H.R. 5972 
OFFERED By: MR. MCCLINTOCK 


AMENDMENT No. 11: Page 90, line 15, after 
the dollar amount, insert ‘‘(reduced to $0)’’. 

Page 150, Line 9, after the dollar amount, 
insert ‘‘(increased by $6,000,000)’’. 

H.R. 5972 
OFFERED By: MR. MCCLINTOCK 

AMENDMENT No. 12: Page 89, line 13, after 
the dollar amount, insert ‘‘(reduced to $0)’’. 

Page 89, line 15, after the dollar amount, 
insert ‘‘(reduced by $3,344,000,000)’’. 

Page 89, line 24, after the dollar amount, 
insert ‘‘(reduced by$60,000,000)’’. 

Page 90, line 2, after the dollar amount, in- 
sert ‘‘(reduced by $3,960,000)”. 


June 26, 2012 


Page 150, line 9, after the dollar amount, 
insert ‘‘(increased by $3,404,000,000)’’. 


H.R. 5972 
OFFERED By: MR. MCCLINTOCK 


AMENDMENT No. 13: At the end of the bill, 
before the short title, insert the following: 

SEC. . None of the funds made avail- 
able under this Act may be used for the 
Third Street Light Rail Phase 2 Central Sub- 
way project in San Francisco, California. 


H.R. 5972 
OFFERED BY: MR. QUIGLEY 


AMENDMENT No. 14: At the end of the bill 
(before the short title), insert the following: 

SEC. __. None of the funds made available 
by this Act may be used to administer any 
provision of law that requires that financial 
assistance for Federal-aid highway and high- 
way safety construction projects be withheld 
from a State that has in effect a law or an 
order that limits the amount of money an in- 
dividual, who is doing business with a State 
agency with respect to a Federal-aid high- 
way project, may contribute to a political 
campaign. 


H.R. 5972 
OFFERED BY: MR. DIAZ-BALART 


AMENDMENT No. 15: Page 90, line 12, before 
the period insert the following: 
: Provided further, That unless explicitly pro- 
vided for under this heading, not to exceed 25 
percent of any grant made with funds appro- 
priated under this heading may be expended 
for public services (as such term is defined 
for purposes of section 105 of the Housing and 
Community Development Act of 1974 (42 
U.S.C. 5305)) 


June 26, 2012 
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EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 


HONORING THE NATIONAL BLACK 
HOME EDUCATORS 


HON. BILL CASSIDY 


OF LOUISIANA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, June 26, 2012 


Mr. CASSIDY. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in 
honor of the National Black Home Educators, 
which is located in Louisiana’s Sixth Congres- 
sional District. This week they celebrate their 
annual banquet marking twelve years of serv- 
ice both locally and nationally. 

Founded in July 2000, the National Black 
Home Educators supports families who are 
actively involved in their children’s education. 
The NBHE is comprised of more than 5,000 
families, organizations, and companies which 
offer services, tools and resources to assist in 
children’s education. The NBHE assists and 
equips families to best educate children at 
home while empowering children, with the 
support of their families, to achieve academic 
excellence. NBHE acts as a cornerstone in the 
homeschooling community by facilitating a 
supportive environment for all black home 
educators through field trips, meetings, and 
conferences. 

Mr. Speaker, | heartily commend the Na- 
tional Black Home Educators in their success 
and efforts in supporting and facilitating par- 
ents who are whole-heartedly invested in their 
children’s education. The National Black Home 
Educators are an important asset to Louisi- 
ana’s Sixth Congressional District as well as 
the rest of the nation. | wish them continued 
success in their mission to promote and sup- 
port the homeschooling community. 


a 


RECOGNIZING THE SERVICE OF 
POLICE CHIEF RICHARD J. BRADY 


HON. JIM GERLACH 


OF PENNSYLVANIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, June 26, 2012 


Mr. GERLACH. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
congratulate Richard J. Brady, Montgomery 
County, Pennsylvania on his retirement after 
his outstanding service and career in law en- 
forcement, most recently as Chief of Police of 
Montgomery Township. Chief Brady has 
served with the Montgomery Township Police 
Department since 1970. He rose through the 
ranks from patrol officer to Detective (1976), 
Detective Sergeant (1980), Deputy Chief of 
Police, and finally was promoted to Chief of 
Police in 1982. As Chief, Richard Brady pre- 
sided over the Department’s growth from 11 
officers in 1982 to its current compliment of 36 
officers. Chief Brady established the Depart- 
ment’s Special Operations Unit and helped to 
usher in a new era of technological crime- 
fighting devices including: computers in patrol 


cars, live scan fingerprinting, photo imaging, 
video arraignment, and in-car video systems. 
Under Chief Brady’s leadership, the Mont- 
gomery Township Police Department became 
just the 22nd police department in the state to 
be awarded P.L.E.A.C. Accreditation status by 
the Pennsylvania Chiefs of Police Association. 

Chief Brady is a member in good standing 
of many law-enforcement commissions and or- 
ganizations including: Pennsylvania Municipal 
Officers Education and Training Commission, 
Advisory Committee on Wrongful Convictions, 
Montgomery County Emergency Medical Serv- 
ices Advisory Council, Montgomery County 
Child Death Review Team, Montgomery Coun- 
ty Community College Municipal Police Acad- 
emy Advisory Committee, and the U.S. Con- 
gress’ National Children’s Study. Chief Brady 
also serves as the Vice Chairman of the Mont- 
gomery County Local Emergency Prepared- 
ness Council and on the Board of Directors of 
the Volunteer Medical Service Corps of 
Lansdale. 

Mr. Speaker, in light of his years of exem- 
plary service to his community and litany of 
sterling accomplishments too long to record, | 
ask that my colleagues join me today in recog- 
nizing Chief Richard J. Brady for his invalu- 
able contributions to the quality of life of the 
citizens of Montgomery Township, Mont- 
gomery County, Pennsylvania. 


Se 


LETTER OF COMMENDATION HON- 
ORING CONNECTICUT STATE 
REP. MARIE LOPEZ KIRKLEY- 
BEY 


HON. JOHN B. LARSON 


OF CONNECTICUT 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, June 26, 2012 


Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. Mr. Speaker, 
on June 14th, Connecticut State Representa- 
tive Marie Lopez Kirkley-Bey received a Com- 
munity Service Award during the 14th anniver- 
sary celebration of Hartford Communities That 
Care, a local non-profit organization dedicated 
to strengthening families, and developing 
youth leaders across the greater Hartford 
area. 

| was proud to present the following letter of 
commendation to Ms. Kirkley-Bey in recogni- 
tion of her efforts: 

JUNE 138, 2012. 

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE KIRKLEY-BEY: I 
would like to commend you for your dedica- 
tion to making Connecticut and the City of 
Hartford better places to live and work, and 
to recognize your numerous accomplish- 
ments and awards during your ten-term serv- 
ice in the Connecticut House of Representa- 
tives. 

Your strong work ethic and commitment 
to giving back to Connecticut is perfectly il- 
lustrated in your journey to becoming Dep- 
uty Speaker and a leader on a number of 


State Legislatures and Committees. You 
built your career from the ground up, calling 
on your inner strength and motivation to ad- 
vance from an entry-level job with Aetna, to 
management positions, and finally to the 
House of Representatives, all the while re- 
membering your roots, hardships, and con- 
cerns in order to empathize with and better 
assist your constituents. Your negotiation 
skills and relationship with your constitu- 
ents will be missed. 

With a focus on quality of life issues, you 
were able to address the needs of Connecti- 
cut’s most vulnerable citizens, namely 
homeless and unemployed mothers, children 
and seniors. In a time when a quality edu- 
cation is more difficult to attain due to ris- 
ing costs, your work on increasing access to 
and quality of education served as a crucial 
step to helping Hartford residents become 
more self-sufficient. Your success in working 
toward this goal is best portrayed in the 
Temporary Assistance to Needy Families 
(TANF) legislation, which continues to help 
single parents find a balance between work, 
education and raising a family. 

Additionally, I appreciate your commit- 
ment to rejuvenating Hartford’s appearance 
and work and enrichment opportunities. By 
negotiating the contract compliance portion 
of the Adriaen’s Landing Bill, you ensured 
that Hartford-based minority contractors 
and laborers were employed, while your con- 
tributions to the Project Labor Agreement 
(PLA) enabled non-union minority contrac- 
tors to receive fairer contracts. Finally, the 
creation of the Construction Jobs Funnel re- 
emphasized your commitment to the com- 
munity and education. You recognized that 
in order to be employed, people need to know 
and have confidence in certain basic job 
skills. These three initiatives truly helped 
better Hartford. 

I applaud your hard work, time and dedica- 
tion in pursuit of a better Hartford and Con- 
necticut and wish you the best of luck in 
your future endeavors. 

All the Best, 
JOHN B. LARSON, 
Member of Congress. 


ENTREPRENEUR DAY IN KC 


HON. SAM GRAVES 


OF MISSOURI 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, June 26, 2012 


Mr. GRAVES of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, 
please join me as | rise today to recognize 
June 26th as Entrepreneur Day in Kansas 
City. 

The Greater Kansas City Chamber of Com- 
merce and the Kauffman Foundation have a 
unique vision to make Kansas City America’s 
Most Entrepreneurial City. In turn, they are 
hosting One Week KC, a nine-day celebration 
of innovators and job creators in our region 
that will encourage community entrepreneurs 
to come together, get inspired, learn and con- 
nect. 


@ This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor. 


Matter set in this typeface indicates words inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor. 
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The final day of this celebration, June 26th, 
will be known as Entrepreneur Day at the K. 
Over 40 local mayors from both Missouri and 
Kansas will attend this event at Kauffman Sta- 
dium to declare June 26th as Entrepreneur 
Day in their cities. Entrepreneurs are the foun- 
dation of the American economy, and | ap- 
plaud our local leaders for recognizing and en- 
couraging entrepreneurism in our region. 

Mr. Speaker, | ask that you join me in the 
celebration of Kansas City’s entrepreneurs. | 
commend the Greater Kansas City Chamber 
of Commerce and the Kauffman Foundation 
for leading the initiative to make Kansas City 
America’s Most Entrepreneurial City, and | 
look forward to demonstrating the strength of 
entrepreneurship in our region to the rest of 
the nation. 


HONORING MARTIN J. INGRAM 
HON. ROBERT L. TURNER 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, June 26, 2012 


Mr. TURNER of New York. Mr. Speaker, | 
rise to honor my friend and neighbor Martin J. 
Ingram, who is retiring after more than 34 
years of federal service. 

Marty spent 30 years with the Air Force on 
active duty and with the Air National Guard 
and Air Force Reserve. He was a rescue heli- 
copter pilot in the USAF Air Rescue Service, 
served as mission commander on multiple 
types of rescue aircraft and held key manage- 
ment positions as Instructor Pilot, Helicopter 
Flight Commander and Wing Chief of Safety. 
In May and June of 1996, he also flew combat 
support operations for Operation Provide 
Comfort in Turkey and northern Iraq. 

In his civilian career, Marty flew as First Of- 
ficer aboard Sikorsky S-61 helicopters for 
New York Airways, which included rooftop 
landings at the famed heliport atop the Pam 
Am Building. He holds an Airline Transport 
Pilot Rating in multi-engine and rotary aircraft, 
including the Boeing 747, Grumman Gulf- 
stream G-Il and Sikorsky SK-61 and SK-58 
aircraft. He is a certified flight instructor in sin- 
gle and multi-engine aircraft and instruments, 
and is a certified Dispatcher and Flight Engi- 
neer with a Turbojet rating. 

Marty began working with the Federal Avia- 
tion Administration in 1978 as an Air Traffic 
Controller at New York Center in 
Ronkonkoma, Long Island. In 1984, he 
launched his Flight Standards Service career 
by becoming an Aviation Safety Inspector (Op- 
erations) at the Farmingdale Flight Standards 
District Office (FSDO). He later served as a 
General Aviation and Air Carrier Safety In- 
spector, Principal Operations Inspector, and 
was Manager of the Charlotte FSDO and Ex- 
ecutive Officer for the Southern Region Flight 
Standards Division. He is retiring as the As- 
sistant Manager for the FAA Eastern Region 
Flight Standards Division at John F. Kennedy 
Airport in New York City. 

| would like to offer a heartfelt “Thank You” 
to Marty for his military service to our country, 
a public service career well spent and all that 
he has done to keep our airlines and pas- 
sengers safe over the years. | wish him many 
successful, happy and healthy years to come. 
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A TRIBUTE TO WALTER J. ZABLE 
HON. DARRELL E. ISSA 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, June 26, 2012 


Mr. ISSA. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to rec- 
ognize the life of Walter J. Zable upon his 
passing. Mr. Zable was a leader, job creator, 
and a great contributor to the San Diego com- 
munity. 

In 1951, Mr. Zable formed the Cubic Cor- 
poration in Southern California. Today it em- 
ploys over 8,000 people worldwide in the field 
of defense systems, mission support services 
and transportation systems for government 
and commercial customers. Mr. Zable served 
as the chairman, president, and CEO of the 
corporation for five decades. 

Prior to forming Cubic, Mr. Zable attended 
the College of William and Mary in Williams- 
burg, Virginia studying physics and mathe- 
matics while enjoying football. It is during this 
time that he married his beloved wife, Betty. 

Excelling in football, he played on scholar- 
ship at William and Mary and credited the 
sport to helping him get through the Great De- 
pression. Mr. Zable later played professional 
football with the Richmond Arrows and the 
New York Giants. Multiple sports awards fol- 
lowed, including the 1962 Sports Illustrated 
Silver Anniversary All-American Team. Today, 
the William and Mary football stadium bears 
the Zable name. 

Mr. Zable began putting his engineering 
skills to work in the early 1940s in Southern 
California. His drive and determination led to 
the creation of Cubic Corporation. Regular 
growth has led the company to great success 
including worldwide offices and the public trad- 
ing of its stock on the NYSE. 

Our military relies on the work of Cubic as 
a provider of realistic combat training systems, 
cyber technologies, asset tracking solutions, 
and defense electronics. Many of the world’s 
public transportations systems rely on Cubic 
for collection systems and services. 

At the age of 97, Mr. Zable’s passing marks 
a lifetime of great accomplishments. His leg- 
acy lives on in the continued achievement of 
the Cubic Corporation and his personal philan- 
thropy. In 1971, he established the San Diego 
Chapter of the National Football Foundation 
and College Hall of Fame (NFFCHF). 
NFFCHF assists student athletes in achieving 
their full individual potential. 

Mr. Zable is an example of the American 
Dream fulfilled. Through hard work, dedication, 
and a deep sense of community, he lived a 
full and inspiring life. Today we remember his 
contributions to San Diego and our country. 


EE 


RECOGNIZING HEATH HAWKS 
STATE CHAMPIONSHIP WIN 


HON. RALPH M. HALL 


OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, June 26, 2012 


Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in rec- 
ognition of the Rockwall Heath Hawk’s base- 
ball team which brought home the title of 
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“State Champions” this year in the University 
Interscholastic League Class 4A Texas base- 
ball championship. Led by Coach of the Year 
Greg Harvey, the Heath Hawks had an excep- 
tional season and playoff run before achieving 
victory over Cleburne for a 10-1 win for the 
state title. After making regional finals the past 
two years, this year is a culmination of the 
hard work and dedication of these young men. 

The Heath Hawks’ record testifies they are 
successful competitors, but what makes them 
great is their work ethic, teamwork, and good 
attitude. These admirable character traits will 
carry these men far in life. 

The seniors in every team hold a special re- 
sponsibility, and the eleven graduating seniors 
on this team should be congratulated for the 
leadership they provided throughout the sea- 
son. Seniors Jovan Hernandez and Jake 
Thompson were specifically recognized this 
year for their skill and leadership. Jovan Her- 
nandez was named State Tournament MVP 
and All-District Pitcher of the Year. Jake 
Thompson was named All-District MVP and 
was drafted in the Major League’s second 
round by the Detroit Tigers as their first pick. 

| am proud of Coach Harvey, his aide, and 
the Heath Hawks baseball team for their ac- 
complishment in achieving the State Cham- 
pionship. | look forward not only to cheering 
for the Heath Hawks in the future, but to 
cheering on the men of this year’s team as 
they pursue their goals in the years to come. 
| have every confidence that they will succeed. 

Mr. Speaker, | ask those here to join me in 
honoring Texas State Champions, the Heath 
Hawks, and in wishing them success in their 
future endeavors. 


EE 


IN RECOGNITION OF GERTRUDE 
KNOWLTON 


HON. WILLIAM R. KEATING 


OF MASSACHUSETTS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, June 26, 2012 


Mr. KEATING. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
honor Gertrude Knowlton of Oak Bluffs, Mas- 
sachusetts, who celebrated her 100th birthday 
this year. 

Gertrude was born on January 13, 1912. 
The youngest of four children, she grew up in 
the greater Boston area. She lived and raised 
her family there, eventually relocating to 
Southborough. In 1990, she moved to Mar- 
tha’s Vineyard with her daughter and has lived 
on the island ever since. There, Gertrude en- 
joys displaying her watercolor paintings in 
local fairs, as well as reading new bestsellers 
as soon as they arrive in the local library. 
Even as a centenarian, she has maintained a 
very active and busy life on the Vineyard. 

Born just months before the Titanic sank 
and Fenway Park opened, Gertrude’s story is 
truly a living history of major American events. 
She has lived through two world wars, Prohibi- 
tion and the Depression, the Cold War and the 
Civil Rights Movement. She recalls seeing 
five-cent silent movies and attending big-band 
concerts led by Guy Lombardo and Rudy 
Valee. She remembers being voted “best 
dancer’ in high school and of dressing in the 
flapper style of the 1920s as a teenager. Dur- 
ing World War Il, she worked at a drugstore 
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lunch counter in Milford. Gertrude grew up in 
a time before automobiles or airplanes were 
commonplace and before most people had 
landlines or radios in their homes, but lived to 
see a man walk on the moon and the estab- 
lishment of instant worldwide connectivity 
through the Internet. 

Gertrude raised six children—five of her 
own as well as a teenage girl who she took 
in—and has seen her family grow by four gen- 
erations. She has three surviving children, thir- 
teen grandchildren, twenty-eight great grand- 
children and four great-great grandchildren. 
Gertrude believes that the secret to living to 
the age of 100 is always to have a good atti- 
tude toward life, and | couldn’t agree more. 

Mr. Speaker, | am proud to honor Gertrude 
Knowlton as she celebrates this joyous occa- 
sion. She is an extraordinary member of our 
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community and | ask that my colleagues join 
me in wishing her many more years of health 
and happiness. 


EE 


FINANCIAL NET WORTH 
DECLARATION 


HON. F. JAMES SENSENBRENNER, JR. 


OF WISCONSIN 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, June 26, 2012 


Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speaker, 
through the following statement, | am making 
my financial net worth as of March 31, 2012, 
a matter of public record. | have filed similar 
statements for each of the thirty-three pre- 
ceding years | have served in the Congress. 
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ASSETS 
REAL PROPERTY 


Single family residence at 609 Ft. Williams 
Parkway, City of Alexandria, Virginia, at as- 
sessed valuation. (Assessed at $1,350,288). 
Ratio of assessed to market value: 100% 
(Unencumbered): $ 1,364,555.00. 


Condominium at N76 W14726 North Point 
Drive, Village of Menomonee Falls, 
Waukesha County, Wisconsin, at assessor’s 
estimated market value. (Unencumbered): 
$139,600.00. 


Undivided 25/44ths interest in single family 
Residence at N52 W32654 Maple Lane, Village 
of Chenequa, Waukesha County, Wisconsin, 
at 25/44ths of assessor’s estimated market 
value of $1,465,700: $ 832,784.09. 


Total real property: $ 2,336,939.09. 


Common & preferred stock # of shares $ per share Value 

Abbott Laboratories, Inc. 12200 61.29 $747,738.00 
Alcatel-Lucent ...... 135 2.27 306.45 
Allstate Corporation . 370 32.92 2,180.40 
AT&T oenamin 6752.771461 31.23 210,889.05 
P Morgan C ; 4539 45.98 208,703.22 

Benton County Mining Company 333 0.00 0.00 
BP PLC achoa 3604 45.00 162,180.00 
Centerpoint Ener; 300 19.72 5,916.00 
Chenequa Country Club Realty Co. 1 0.00 0.00 
COMCAST iasa 634 30.01 9,026.34 
Darden Resi ‘ 2160 51.16 110,505.60 
Discover Financial Services 156 33.34 5,201.04 
Dun & Bradstreet, Inc. ..... 1250 84.73 105,912.50 
E.l. DuPont de Nemours Corp. 1200 52.90 63,480.00 
Eastman Chemical Co. . 540 51.69 27,912.60 
Eastman Kodak 1080 0.32 345.60 
El Paso Corp. ... 150 29.51 4,426.50 
Exxon Mobil Corp. 9728 86.73 843,709.44 
Frontier Comm. 470.451694 4.17 1,961.78 
Gartner Inc. ...... 651 42.64 27,758.64 
General Electric Co. . 15600 20.07 313,092.00 
General Mills, Inc. 5760 39.45 227,232.00 
GenOn Energy 236 2.08 490.88 
ospira .... 1220 37.39 45,615.80 

mation Corp. 99 6.19 612.81 
Kellogg Corp. 3200 53.63 171,616.00 
Merck & Co., 8203 38.40 314,995.20 
3M Company .... 2000 89.21 178,420.00 
Medco Health Solutions, Inc. 8218 71.85 590,463.30 
Monsanto Corporation 2852.315 79.76 227,500.64 
Moody's ....... 5000 42.10 210,500.00 
Morgan Stanley 312 19.64 6,127.68 
NCR Corp. ........ 68 27.71 1,884.28 
Newell Rubbermaid .. 1676 17.81 29,849.56 
JP Morgan Cash 345.12 00 345.12 
PG & E Corp. 175 43.41 7,596.75 
Pfizer ....... 30415 22.65 688,899.75 
Century Link (Formerly Qwest) 95 38.65 3,671.75 
Sandusky Voting Trust .. 26 .00 26.00 
Solutia ..... 72 27.94 2,011.68 
Tenneco In 182 37.15 6,761.30 
Unisys, A 6 19.72 315.52 
US Bancorp . 3081 31.68 97,606.08 
Verizon ..... 1796.367277 38.23 68,675.12 
Vodafone Group 323 27.67 8,937.41 
Wisconsin Energy ..... 2044 35.18 71,907.92 
Total:common!.&: preferred. stocks: & DOMGS: wsicsccescscsavecelacdeeccasstesadeveccsstiedsatastisscscastitcSetens dhs ducaaatcdatcact tech dag tashadaat ana ketene alatioanssadaatedd aardoaseledialini thes ASETE ONAA TEENER S AiE T GON GAGA MATa God | Gianna $5,833,307.72 


Life insurance policies Face $ Surrender $ Miscellaneous Value 
Northwestern Mutual #4378000 ... 12,000.00 102,638.40 Traveler's CHECKS ........cssssssssssscssssesscssssccssssscssssececsssnecesseee 7,800.00 
Northwestern Mutual #4574061 ... 30,000.00 246,909.07 17 ft. Boston Whaler boat & 70 hp Johnson outboard 
Massachusetts Mutual #4116575 10,000.00 14,830.32 Motor (estimated) onanan aoaia i, 5,000.00 
Massachusetts Mutual #4228344 100,000.00 386,190.35 20 ft. Pontoon boat & 40 hp Mercury outboard moto 
American General Life Ins. #5— (estimated) = 8,000.00 

16070591 sss iai eissi AES 175,000.00 42,106.25 Total miscellaneous... 1,009,727.84 

Total life insurance policies ose eessseeessseeessseees $793,274.39 Total assets 10,195,710.83 

Bank & IRA accounts Balance Liabilities: None. 
Net worth: $10,195,710.83. 
JP Morgan Chase Bank, checking account $20,610.04 
JP Morgan Chase Bank, savings account ... 41,468.07 
M&I Bank, checking account 7,126.64 STATEMENT OF 2011 TAXES PAID 
Burke & Herbert Bank, Alex 
ip Morgan, 1548166 Federal Income Tax $130,442.00 
Total bank & IRA acc 22246179 Wisconsin Income Tax .. 44,972.00 
Menomonee Falls, WI Property Tax 2,379.00 
F Chenequa, WI Property Tax ..... 22,126.00 
Miscellaneous Value a : 
Alexandria, VA Property Tax ... 13,476.00 
2007 Chevrolet Impala $8,174.00 
1994 Cadillac Deville—retail value .. 1,678.00 
1996 Buick Regal—retail value ... 2006.00 1 further declare that I am trustee of a 
Office furniture & equipment (estimated) . 1,000.00 trust established under the will of my late 
Furniture, clothing & personal property (estimated) 180,000.00 father. Frank James Sensenbrenner, Sr., for 
Stamp collection (estimated) «0.0.00... 150,000.00 ee k > k 
Deposits in Congressional Retirement Fund 21465134 the benefit of my sister, Margaret A. Sensen- 
Deposits in Federal Thrift Savings Plan ..... 431,418.50 brenner, and of my two sons, F. James Sen- 


senbrenner III, and Robert Alan Sensen- 
brenner. I am further the direct beneficiary 
of five trusts, but have no control over the 
assets of either trust. My wife, Cheryl War- 
ren Sensenbrenner, and I are trustees of sep- 
arate trusts established for the benefit of 
each son. 

Also, I am neither an officer nor a director 
of any corporation organized under the laws 
of the State of Wisconsin or of any other 
state or foreign country. 

F. JAMES SENSENBRENNER, Jr., 
Member of Congress. 


PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
HON. GEORGE MILLER 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, June 26, 2012 


Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, on June 21, 2012, | was unavoidably 
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absent for rollcall votes 408, 409, 410, and 
411. 

Had | been present, | would have voted 
“yea” on rollcall No. 408, the amendment to 
fully fund the Commodity Futures Trading 
Commission to limit speculation in energy 
markets. 

| oppose the irresponsible H.R. 4480. | 
would have voted “yea” on rollcall No. 409, 
and | would have voted “no” on rollcall No. 
410. 

Finally, had | been present, | would have 
voted “no” on rollcall No. 411, the motion to 
instruct transportation conferees to supersede 
the EPA’s authority to permit coal waste dis- 
posal sites. 


ee 


HONORING LIEUTENANT COM- 
MANDER STEPHANIE MORRISON, 
U.S. COAST GUARD, FOR HER 
SERVICE AS DEPUTY LIAISON TO 
THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTA- 
TIVES 


HON. RICK LARSEN 


OF WASHINGTON 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, June 26, 2012 


Mr. LARSEN of Washington. Mr. Speaker, | 
rise today to recognize the service, dedication 
and professionalism of Lieutenant Commander 
(LCDR) Stephanie Morrison, who has served 
as the Coast Guard’s Deputy Liaison to the 
House of Representatives from August 2009 
through June 2012. The consummate profes- 
sional, LCDR Morrison exemplified the Coast 
Guard’s motto “Semper Paratus” or Always 
Ready, as she coordinated staff and Member 
briefings, worked with Committee staff and 
Coast Guard leadership to prepare for critical 
operations, acquisitions, and policy hearings, 
and helped respond to hundreds of constituent 
issues from around the country. She was an 
integral part of the Coast Guard’s Congres- 
sional Affairs team that supported my Sub- 
committee’s efforts in the passage of the 
Coast Guard Authorization Act of 2010, and 
has continued to be an invaluable resource as 
we move forward to support the Coast 
Guard’s vital recapitalization and moderniza- 
tion efforts during the 112th Congress. In addi- 
tion to her numerous duties and responsibil- 
ities here in Washington, D.C., LCDR Morrison 
also deployed to the Gulf Coast in the Spring 
of 2010 during the Deepwater Horizon oil spill 
response, where she assisted numerous con- 
gressional staff and Members of Congress 
with detailed briefings and site visits, which 
were vital to Congress’ ability to execute its 
oversight responsibilities during this tragic 
event. 

As the Ranking Member of the Coast Guard 
and Maritime Transportation Subcommittee, | 
am honored to represent the fine women and 
men of the United States Coast Guard not 
only from my District, but everyone who has 
accepted the challenge and endured the sac- 
rifice necessary to serve. The men and 
women who serve as Congressional Liaisons 
take on a particularly difficult challenge; one 
which can easily be overlooked but is none- 
theless as important to the success of the 
Coast Guard as the cutter and aircraft crews 
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who protect our waterways every day. | would 
like to thank LCDR Morrison for her dedication 
and service in this challenging position. She 
has been a tremendous help to me and my 
staff, and | wish her well as she transitions to 
her new assignment as the Chief of Water- 
ways Management at Coast Guard Sector Bal- 
timore. 


HEALTHCARE 


HON. MICHAEL C. BURGESS 


OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, June 26, 2012 


Mr. BURGESS. Mr. Speaker, | would like to 
submit the following: 
DALLAS HEALTHCARE POLICY CONFERENCE 
Congressman Pete Sessions, Congressman 
Michael Burgess, MD, Congressman John 
Fleming, MD, and Congressman Bill Cas- 
sidy, MD. 
STATEMENT OF PRINCIPLES 
Safety Net 


We support a healthcare safety net, which 
guarantees all Americans access to 
healthcare that is consistently and ade- 
quately funded by a rational system that en- 
sures coverage regardless of employment or 
economic status to encourage maximum par- 
ticipation by physicians. Funding for this 
safety net should be government subsidized 
without mandates. 


Patient/Doctor Relationship 


The sanctity of the patient-physician rela- 
tionship must be the foundation of 
healthcare in America and is the product of 
every individual’s right to choose. This bond 
is freely chosen and based upon mutual 
trust, informed consent, and privileged con- 
fidentiality involving every citizen. This sa- 
cred trust must not be violated. 


Personal Responsibility 


In order to have a sustainable healthcare 
system every patient has to have a personal 
investment in the cost and maintenance of 
their care. The patient should be empowered 
to responsibly choose the best use of their 
health care resources. 


Choice (Physicians and Patients) 


Patients are entitled to the maximum pos- 
sible freedoms in choosing how to care for 
themselves and their families. Physicians 
and healthcare professionals are entitled to 
the maximum possible freedoms in choosing 
how they provide care for their patients, 
manage their practice, and compete in the 
market. 


Privacy (Digital and EMR) 


Privacy must stand at the core of the 
trusted and inviolable patient/physician re- 
lationship in order to maximize the quality 
of care we provide our patients. Patient’s 
personal information, particularly digital, 
must be protected. That information must be 
owned by the patient. It is the only the pa- 
tients’ to share with their informed consent 
and must be protected from all third parties 
including the government. 

Patient Ownership/Portability 

Health insurance may be purchased across 
state lines consistent with interstate com- 
merce. Each American deserves the oppor- 
tunity to own their individual healthcare 
policy with guaranteed renewability and 
community rating that is appropriate for 


June 26, 2012 


their family needs, not contingent upon a 
specific job, and irrevocable except by per- 
sonal choice or cases of fraud. 

Payment and Price Transparency 

Transparency should be encouraged by all 
those who participate in the healthcare mar- 
ketplace. It is the patient’s right to know 
the cost of care and the payment provided by 
insurance or government. It is the core of 
the free market for consumers and profes- 
sionals to know the true costs and prices of 
all goods and services provided. 

Funding (Premium Support/Defined Contribu- 
tions) 

Individual citizens should be permitted to 
own a Health Liberty Account (HLA) that 
may receive defined contributions from em- 
ployer or government, or a tax-deductible 
contribution from any source, that is dedi- 
cated to the purchase of healthcare coverage 
and payment for healthcare services. Those 
unable to fund their own HLA would be eligi- 
ble for adequate funding for annual 
healthcare coverage with a defined contribu- 
tion from the government. 

Tax Parity (Deductions) 

The purchase of health benefits are should 
be tax deductible whether purchased by the 
employer or individual, regardless of income. 
Charitable healthcare should be a tax de- 
ductible item by the physician. 

Fraud, Waste and Abuse (Inefficiency) 

Physicians are committed to protecting 
the taxpayers by stopping fraud (e.g. phan- 
tom billing, home health, and medical equip- 
ment fraud) and considering methods to ac- 
complish this goal, including smart cards. 
Physicians are committed to strengthening 
and reinvigorating the peer review system. 
Physicians and their professional scientific 
organizations should continue to seek effi- 
ciencies by eliminating wasteful healthcare 
spending that does not improve outcomes. 
Liability Reform 

The fear of lawsuits drives up the cost of 
medical care due to the practice of defensive 
medicine. Tort reform will lower inefficient 
spending and help to ease the upward pres- 
sure on healthcare costs. Examples of such 
reforms include caps on non-economic dam- 
ages and the formation of expert medical 
panels to evaluate and when indicated com- 
pensate significant adverse outcomes to 
eliminate costly litigation. 


THE TEN CANNOTS 


HON. JOE WILSON 


OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, June 26, 2012 


Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. Mr. Speak- 
er, on Sunday at the Patriotic Sunday service 
of Grace Baptist Church in West Columbia, 
South Carolina, Dr. Bill Egerdahl, the Church’s 
Pastor quoted an extraordinary pamphlet 
which has real meaning today: 

“In 1916, a minister and outspoken advo- 
cate for liberty, William J. H. Boetcker, pub- 
lished a pamphlet entitled ‘The Ten Cannots”’: 

You cannot bring about prosperity by dis- 
couraging thrift. 

You cannot strengthen the weak by weak- 
ening the strong. 

You cannot help the poor man by destroying 
the rich. 

You cannot further the brotherhood of man 
by inciting class hatred. 
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You cannot build character and courage by 
taking away man’s initiative and independ- 
ence. 

You cannot help small men by tearing down 
big men. 

You cannot lift the wage earner by pulling 
down the wage payer. 

You cannot keep out of trouble by spending 
more than your income. 

You cannot establish security on borrowed 
money. 

You cannot help men permanently by doing 
for them what they will not do for themselves. 

Simply put, the central government cannot 
give to anybody what it does not first take 
from somebody else.” 


EE 


CONGRATULATING THERESA LOU 
BOWICK 


HON. LOUISE McINTOSH SLAUGHTER 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, June 26, 2012 


Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, | rise today 
to congratulate Theresa Lou Bowick, BSN, RN 
upon the realization of her vision and to recog- 
nize her for her dedication to the Rochester, 
New York community. 

July 7, 2012 will mark the official kick off of 
the Conkey Cruisers, a free neighborhood 
“biking to better health” program that will jour- 
ney throughout the northeast crescent of 
Rochester, otherwise known as the Conkey- 
Clifford Neighborhood. The Conkey Cruisers is 
an official 501(c)(3) non-profit organization that 
has singlehandedly unified an inner city neigh- 
borhood by addressing two important factors: 
crime and health. 

Just one year ago, Ms. Bowick was out run- 
ning in her neighborhood when she had two 
disturbing encounters. First, a young boy 
called out to her, “Hey, lady! Are you on pro- 
bation?” He assumed that Ms. Bowick was 
running from the police, as he apparently had 
little understanding of any other reason for 
running in that particular neighborhood. Soon 
after, an older man accused Ms. Bowick of 
being an undercover cop, boldly stating, “She 
is the police, because nobody exercises in this 
neighborhood!” 

These encounters inspired Ms. Bowick to 
start an exercise program in the 
ConkeyClifford Neighborhood. The program 
advocates “Getting fit, one street, one person, 
one bike at a time.” As a registered nurse, 
Ms. Bowick understands the health benefits of 
regular exercise, particularly at a time when 
our nation is experiencing an epidemic of obe- 
sity. Her efforts are getting an entire neighbor- 
hood up and moving, all the while restoring 
safety and a sense of home back to the resi- 
dents. 

The signature black, yellow and white 
Conkey Cruiser t-shirts can now be seen daily 
on the streets of Conkey Avenue, as neigh- 
bors both young and old exercise on their 
bikes. Beginning July 7th, youth from the 
Conkey-Clifford neighborhood will participate 
in the six-week, five days a week free Conkey 
Cruisers program, which provides an introduc- 
tion to safe bicycling and healthy eating, as 
well as an opportunity to earn President 
Obama’s Active Lifestyle Award. 
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| am proud that such dedicated individuals 
call my district home, and that they have com- 
mitted themselves to improving their neighbor- 
hoods, increasing safety, and pursuing health 
for all of our residents. | ask my colleagues to 
join me in honoring Theresa Lou Bowick and 
the Conkey Cruisers. 


EE 


IN RECOGNITION OF STEVEN 
ROLLINS 


HON. WILLIAM R. KEATING 


OF MASSACHUSETTS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, June 26, 2012 


Mr. KEATING. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
recognize Stephen Rollins upon his retirement 
after twenty-five years of public service as 
Town Administrator and Town Manager of 
Hanover. 

Mr. Rollins’ career in public service began in 
1973 when he worked for the Illinois Depart- 
ment of Local Government Affairs following his 
graduation from The University of Vermont. 
Since then, he has proved himself to be an in- 
novative and efficient administrator in a variety 
of public service roles. He was a leader in the 
centralization of the Hanover town govern- 
ment, and was instrumental in streamlining the 
town’s process for grants and expenditures. 
Mr. Rollins has received national recognition 
for his work on Hanover’s health plan and 
local praise for his simplification of the town’s 
yearly budget. 

As town administrator, Mr. Rollins dem- 
onstrated his flexibility and leadership ability. 
Not only were these characteristics seen in 
the day-to-day operations of local government, 
but they were also evident in crisis situa- 
tions—perhaps, most memorably, when Han- 
overs town hall was severely damaged in a 
fire. As de facto contractor overseeing the 
town hall’s renovations, Mr. Rollins repeatedly 
demonstrated his ability to improvise and as- 
sume unconventional roles when necessary. It 
was therefore very fitting when he was given 
the title of Town Manager in August of 2010, 
and became the town’s first person to occupy 
this position. In his role as a representative of 
Hanover, Mr. Rollins typified the best of what 
the town has to offer. Always putting the com- 
munity first, he dedicated his career to making 
local government work for the people. 

Mr. Speaker, | am proud to honor Stephen 
Rollins on this remarkable occasion. | ask that 
my colleagues join me in wishing him a won- 
derful retirement and many years of happi- 
ness, as well as in thanking him for working 
tirelessly to build the town of Hanover into the 
beautiful community we know today. 


—— 


THE INTRODUCTION OF THE 
REHAB AND AHMED AMER FOS- 
TER CARE IMPROVEMENT ACT 
OF 2012 


HON. JOHN CONYERS, JR. 


OF MICHIGAN 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, June 26, 2012 


Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, today, | intro- 
duced the Rehab and Ahmed Amer Foster 
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Care Improvement Act of 2012. The Act will 
enhance the existing federal policy of encour- 
aging state foster care programs to place chil- 
dren in the care of willing and able relatives. 

This legislation accomplishes that goal by 
requiring States that receive federal funding 
for foster care programs to add certain proce- 
dural enhancements to their foster care pro- 
grams so as to ensure a more fair placement 
decision-making process. 

Specifically, my bill requires that, within 90 
days after a State makes a foster care place- 
ment decision, the State must provide notice 
of such decision to the following affected par- 
ties: 

the child’s parents; 

relatives who have informed the State of 
their interest in caring for the child; 

the guardian; 

the guardian ad litem of the child; 

the attorney for the child; 

the attorney for each parent of the child; 

the prosecutor involved; and 

the child if he or she is able to express an 
opinion regarding placement. 

Additionally, States must establish proce- 
dures that: 

allow any of the parties who receive notice 
of the State’s placement decision to request, 
within five days after receipt of the notice, doc- 
umentation of the reasons for the State’s deci- 
sion; 

allow the child’s attorney to petition the 
court involved to review the decision; and 

require the court to commence such review 
within seven days after receipt of the petition 
and conduct such review on the record. 

The harrowing story of Rehab and Ahmed 
Amer of Dearborn, Michigan prompted me to 
craft this bill. 

In 1985, the Amers lost two of their children 
to Michigan’s foster care system after Rehab 
had been subject to criminal charges related 
to the death of her two-year-old son Samier, 
who died because of head injuries resulting 
from a fall in a bathtub. 

Although Rehab had been acquitted in Au- 
gust 1986 of any criminal wrongdoing in con- 
nection with Samier’s death, the State refused 
to return the Amers’ other two children to them 
and, in fact, removed a third child from the 
Amers’ custody four months after Rehab’s ac- 
quittal. 

As a temporary alternative, Rehab’s brother 
petitioned to be a foster parent to the Amers’ 
three children, but was denied his petition 
even though he had previously served as a 
foster parent for other children. 

It is important to note that the Amers are 
Muslim. Nevertheless, the State, rather than 
placing the Amers’ children with a foster family 
of the same faith and cultural background, 
sent them to live with an evangelical Christian 
family, which re-named the Amers’ children— 
Mohamed Ali, Sueheir, and Zinabe—with 
Christian names and raised them as Chris- 
tians. 

Today, only the oldest of the Amers’ three 
living children, Mohamed Ali, now known as 
Adam, communicates with them. 

In reaction to the Amers’ story, Michigan en- 
acted what became known as the Amer Law. 
That law requires foster care placement agen- 
cies in Michigan to consider and give special 
preference for relatives when making a foster 
care placement decision. 
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The Amer Law is consistent with federal fos- 
ter care policy, which also seeks to give pref- 
erence to a child’s relatives and, for Native 
American children, a family of the same cul- 
tural background as the child, when making 
placement decisions. 

The Amer Law, however, has several provi- 
sions that go beyond current federal law to en- 
sure due process. In sum, this law gives par- 
ents, relatives, guardians, and the child in cer- 
tain cases additional procedural rights, includ- 
ing the right to written notice and an expla- 
nation of a placement decision. In addition, it 
authorizes judicial review of a placement deci- 
sion by a foster care agency. 

My legislation simply adds these enhanced 
due process features of the Amer Law to ex- 
isting federal foster care law. 

The best interests of the child should always 
be the overriding consideration when making 
foster care placement decisions. That stand- 
ard, however, should also require foster care 
agencies to give special preference to placing 
a child with relatives, where the child can be 
raised in the same culture or religion as his or 
her own, all other things being equal. 

| thank Rehab and Ahmed Amer for bringing 
this issue to light and for their tireless efforts 
to make the foster care placement process 
fairer for everyone, first in Michigan, and, now, 
nationally. 


Ee 


HONORING GUS MACHADO FOR HIS 
DEDICATION TO THE SOUTH 
FLORIDA COMMUNITY 


HON. DAVID RIVERA 


OF FLORIDA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, June 26, 2012 


Mr. RIVERA. Mr. Speaker, | rise to honor 
the outstanding accomplishments of Mr. Gus 
Machado, who exemplifies the virtues of hard 
work, dedication, and contribution to the com- 
munity. 

Mr. Machado was born in Cuba, and came 
to the United States when he was only fifteen 
years old where he studied at the Edwards 
Military Institute in North Carolina and Green- 
ville College before working for the Caterpillar 
Tractor Company in Illinois. 

In 1956, he moved to Miami with no more 
than a few thousand dollars. He used the 
money to get started in the automotive busi- 
ness by investing in a gas station and sending 
used cars to Cuba until Castro established 
himself as the nation’s dictator and targeted 
free enterprise. Nevertheless, Mr. Machado 
persevered by refocusing his business oper- 
ations to the Cuban exile community in South 
Florida. He began concentrating on the retail 
aspect of car sales and utilized his keen in- 
sight to business to identify and cater to the 
emerging demands of the market. For exam- 
ple, in 1973, he began a business that ex- 
ported vehicles to Puerto Rico to fulfill the high 
demand in the area. Soon after, the only other 
General Motors distributer in Puerto Rico 
closed down, leaving Mr. Machado as the 
main dealer in the market. 

Throughout the following years, his business 
endeavors multiplied and he established him- 
self as one of the most successful automotive 
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dealers in the country. In 1984, he purchased 
a Ford dealership in Hialeah and quickly be- 
came the #1 Ford dealer in Miami-Dade Coun- 
ty. 
Today, Mr. Gus Machado is one of the most 
respected and successful car dealers in the 
country. When the recession hit, the future of 
the auto industry looked very grim. Like many 
other Americans, Mr. Machado’s business 
faced unprecedented hardship. Nevertheless, 
he took a bold risk by expanding his domain 
and buying another Ford dealership in Ken- 
dall. Like many of his other ventures, this too 
proved fruitful. He continues to provide his 
services to the community, and has been hon- 
ored with countless awards for his work, in- 
cluding the Ford Motor company’s highest 
honor, the President’s Award. 

Furthermore, Mr. Machado has established 
himself as one of the most generous philan- 
thropists in South Florida. His endeavors in- 
clude the establishment of the Gus Machado 
Family Foundation, which provides hundreds 
of children with backpacks and school sup- 
plies every year, and the founding of the Gus 
Machado Classic Charity Golf Tournament 
benefiting the American Cancer Society, 
among many, many others. 

Mr. Machado has also worked hard to pro- 
mote the transition to democracy in his native 
Cuba, the most oppressive nation in the West- 
ern Hemisphere. His dedication to the cause 
of liberty and freedom is truly remarkable. 

Due to his hard work, his ambition, and his 
generosity, Mr. Machado embodies the Amer- 
ican Dream. He is a model citizen for aspiring 
businessmen and civic leaders because he re- 
minds us of what it truly means to be an 
American. 

However, | doubt that he could have made 
it this far without the support of his wonderful 
family and particularly his loving wife Lilliam 
who has organized many charitable events in 
our community. 

On June 29th, the community will show its 
appreciation by dedicating “Gus Machado 
Way” in his honor. On behalf of the South 
Florida community, | thank Mr. Machado for 
everything he has done for this community, 
and | take great pride in being a part of this 
celebration. 


EE 


OUR UNCONSCIONABLE NATIONAL 
DEBT 


HON. MIKE COFFMAN 


OF COLORADO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, June 26, 2012 


Mr. COFFMAN of Colorado. Mr. Speaker, 
on January 20, 2009, the day President 
Obama took office, the national debt was 
$10,626,877 ,048,913.08. 

Today, it is $15,782,570,144,097.96. We’ve 
added $5,155,693,095,184.88 to our debt in 
just over 3 years. This is debt our nation, our 
economy, and our children could have avoided 
with a balanced budget amendment. 

Forty-nine years ago today, John F. Ken- 
nedy delivered his Ich bin ein Berliner speech 
in West Berlin. At that time, America had the 
economic security to challenge her communist 
foe. We must rid ourselves of this crippling 
debt. 
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CONGRATULATORY REMARKS FOR 
OBTAINING THE RANK OF EAGLE 
SCOUT 


HON. SANDY ADAMS 


OF FLORIDA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, June 26, 2012 


Mrs. ADAMS. Mr. Speaker, | would like to 
congratulate Austin N. Krohne for achieving 
the rank of Eagle Scout. 

For his Eagle Scout project, Austin coordi- 
nated an oyster reef restoration project to ben- 
efit marine flora and fauna, and to improve 
water quality within the Indian River Lagoon. 
Throughout the history of the Boy Scouts of 
America, the rank of Eagle Scout has only 
been attained through dedication to concepts 
such as honor, duty, country and charity. By 
applying these concepts to daily life, Austin 
has proven his true and complete under- 
standing of their meanings, and thereby de- 
serves this honor. 

| offer my congratulations on a job well done 
and best wishes for the future. 


EE 


IN RECOGNITION OF THE PATRIOT 
LEDGER’S 175TH ANNIVERSARY 


HON. WILLIAM R. KEATING 


OF MASSACHUSETTS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, June 26, 2012 


Mr. KEATING. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
celebrate the 175th birthday of The Patriot 
Ledger, the long-standing newspaper of record 
for Massachusetts’ South Shore communities. 

Headquartered and published in Quincy 
since its inception, The Patriot Ledger is one 
of Massachusetts’ oldest local daily news- 
papers and serves twenty-six communities on 
the South Shore with approximately 55,000 
residents in its circulation. Founded on Janu- 
ary 7, 1837, the paper was originally known as 
the Quincy Patriot and was once the home- 
town newspaper of President John Quincy 
Adams. When Adams was serving in the 
House of Representatives following his presi- 
dency, he frequently wrote letters to the editor 
regarding the many issues that the House was 
facing at the time, such as the abolishment of 
slavery, the admission of Texas as a state, 
and the heated debates that Members of Con- 
gress often had with one another. The Patriot 
Ledger has served as a trusted chronicler of 
local and national news ever since, and it con- 
tinues to be one of the region’s most popular 
daily papers. 

In addition to providing important and reli- 
able news to the South Shore every day, The 
Patriot Ledger has frequently been at the fore- 
front of many aspects of newspaper produc- 
tion and technology. In the 1950’s, experimen- 
tation by the paper’s printing staff led to the 
development of the first practical photo-type- 
setting machine, an innovation that attracted 
the attention of newspaper executives around 
the world. The paper was also among the first 
in the nation to establish zoned editions for 
local news and advertising, and it paved the 
way in establishing many other modern fea- 
tures of the print news industry. Such features 
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pioneered by The Patriot Ledger include the 
use of 35-millimeter photography, the trans- 
mission of daily editions to the printer via fac- 
simile, the use of a computer editing system, 
and the installation of a two-way radio system 
for spot news coverage. While many news- 
papers struggle with the technological ad- 
vancements of the twenty-first century, The 
Patriot Ledger continues to grow and move 
forward. 

As a result of its excellence in reporting and 
its frequent innovation, The Patriot Ledger has 
been the recipient of many awards throughout 
its 175-year tenure. It was named as the New 
England Press Association’s Newspaper of the 
Year in 2005 and 2006, and won the title of 
the New England Newspaper Association’s 
Newspaper of the Year in 2007. Among the 
awards The Patriot Ledger received in 2011 
were seven national journalism awards from 
Suburban Newspapers of America and six ad- 
ditional awards from the New England Associ- 
ated Press News Executives Association. Al- 
ready this year, the paper has been awarded 
two national prizes from the Society of Amer- 
ican Business Editors and Writers, including 
the General Excellence award for the paper's 
business section. Notably, The Patriot Ledger 
was the only daily paper with a circulation of 
less than 100,000 to be recognized. 

Mr. Speaker, it brings me great pride to 
honor The Patriot Ledger as the newspaper 
celebrates 175 years of publication. | fondly 
remember reading it when | was young and 
look forward to reading it for many more years 
to come. | urge my colleagues to join me in 
recognizing this great paper that has long 
been woven into the fabric of our country’s 
history. 


ee 


COMMENDING ROTARY INTER- 
NATIONAL AND OTHERS FOR 
THEIR EFFORTS TO PREVENT 
AND ERADICATE POLIO 


HON. JIM McDERMOTT 


OF WASHINGTON 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, June 26, 2012 


Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, | rise today 
to commemorate Rotary International and oth- 
ers for their efforts in vaccinating children 
around the world against polio. | also rise to 
encourage continued commitment and funding 
by the U.S. Government to the global effort to 
eradicate polio. In this regard, | want to thank 
Senator Dick DURBIN for his leadership in 
bringing this timely resolution to the Senate. 

Polio is a highly infectious disease that pri- 
marily affects children and for which there is 
no known cure. It can leave survivors perma- 
nently disabled or paralyzed. Eradication of 
polio is a high priority for Rotary International, 
whose membership extends across the coun- 
try and in more than 170 countries. | am proud 
to represent the Rotarians of the 7th congres- 
sional district of Washington, who have gener- 
ously given their time and financial support to 
the global fight against polio. 

The U.S. Government is the leading public 
sector donor to the Global Polio Eradication 
Initiative. The Centers for Disease Control and 
the United States Agency for International De- 
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velopment have been at the forefront in the 
U.S. Government's work to eradicate polio 
both nationally and internationally. Polio is 
now endemic only in Afghanistan, Nigeria, and 
Pakistan. 

Over the past week, it has become more 
difficult for international organizations to dis- 
tribute polio vaccines to children in Pakistan. 
There is a critical lesson for the U.S. Govern- 
ment to learn. When humanitarian workers are 
used for intelligence collecting purposes, as 
we saw in Dr. Shakil Afridi’s case, it erodes 
trust and undermines legitimate humanitarian 
work. 

The immediate and long-term consequences 
of the CIA’s ill-conceived project with Dr. Afridi 
are grave. The immediate consequence of Dr. 
Afridi’s bogus vaccination program run by the 
CIA was that the Pakistani Taliban in northern 
Waziristan have since used it as an excuse to 
ban polio vaccinations to 161,000 children. 
The long-term impact is that it will be fodder 
for conspiracy theorists that American espio- 
nage is everywhere and that medical pro- 
grams could have sinister motives. 

The tragic impact of CIA’s operation is that 
thousands of Pakistan’s children who could 
have been vaccinated will suffer or die from 
polio. 

As we recognize our achievements in eradi- 
cating polio, | urge my colleagues to look at 
countries where polio is still endemic and work 
to ensure that intelligence agencies are not 
using medical workers as tools to collect infor- 
mation. 


EE 


CONGRATULATING GALVESTON 
BAY FOUNDATION ON THEIR 
25TH ANNIVERSARY 


HON. GENE GREEN 


OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, June 26, 2012 


Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
| rise today to honor the Galveston Bay Foun- 
dation for their 25 years of dedication and 
continual service to preserving, protecting, and 
enhancing Galveston Bay and its surrounding 
communities. 

Since 1987, the Galveston Bay Foundation 
has demonstrated a lasting commitment to the 
conservation of our environment and commu- 
nity through the institution of essential and ef- 
fective environmental programs. These pro- 
grams continue to collectively improve the en- 
vironment and well-being throughout our com- 
munity. In doing so, the foundation has estab- 
lished a reputation of unyielding excellence 
and as a result earned accolades such as the 
Texas Environmental Excellence Award, a 5- 
Star Award from the Environmental Protection 
Agency, and many more. 

Through conscious action the Galveston 
Bay Foundation continues to promote environ- 
mental responsibility and provide a safe coast- 
al environment that enhances the welfare of 
the community, economy, and environment. 
The continuous service of the Galveston Bay 
Foundation has made an enduring impact on 
our community and for their continued efforts 
| am proud to support the Galveston Bay 
Foundation. 
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| congratulate the board of trustees, staff, 
and volunteers at the Galveston Bay Founda- 
tion for all of their hard work and dedication to 
the conservation of the Galveston Bay and 
surrounding communities. 


EE 


COMMENDING THE 
LATIONAL GENOMICS 
INSTITUTE 


HON. PAUL A. GOSAR 


OF ARIZONA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, June 26, 2012 


Mr. GOSAR. Mr. Speaker, | join with my col- 
leagues from Arizona to commend the 
Translational Genomics Research Institute for 
a decade of biomedical research success. 

TGen was founded in Arizona in 2002 to le- 
verage new scientific discoveries from the 
mapping of the human genome, and its estab- 
lishment promptly accelerated the state into 
the era of genomics and personalized medi- 
cine. 

Significant to TGen’s establishment was the 
confluence of support from all sectors of the 
state to attract this new institute to base its 
operations in Arizona as well as recruit the re- 
nowned geneticist, Dr. Jeffrey Trent to lead it, 
and position the state as a worldwide leader in 
bioscience and medical discovery. Academic, 
business, philanthropic and government lead- 
ers all joined forces in a statewide campaign 
within a matter of months to strategically as- 
semble the necessary support. The members 
of Arizona’s delegation also rallied behind this 
collective vision. 

What most excited Arizona leaders was the 
vision put forth by Dr. Jeff Trent, to accelerate 
and translate scientific discovery into more im- 
mediate and effective benefits for patients, all 
made possible with the new information from 
the human genome and rapidly developing 
technology. 

It was on this day ten years ago, June 26, 
2002, with high expectations and hopes, that 
Governor Hull and state leaders announced 
the successful launch of TGen and the 
genomics era in Arizona. A decade of exciting 
growth and new research discoveries has 
since transpired, with TGen’s rising tide lifting 
all boats. 

Investment into TGen and the biosciences 
spurred growth across the state, catalyzing the 
launch of the Critical Path Institute and Bio5 in 
southern Arizona, to ASU’s Biodesign Institute 
and a northern Phoenix bio campus, and 
TGen North and expansion of W.L. Gore in 
northern Arizona. The bioindustry has flour- 
ished over the past ten years, even during 
economic downturns, becoming a significant 
high-performing sector of the Arizona econ- 
omy. 

For patients, TGen is offering hope where 
there had been none with novel treatments of- 
fered only in Arizona. By partnering with clin- 
ical entities like the Mayo Clinic and Scotts- 
dale Healthcare, TGen is focusing on utilizing 
genomic analyses to improve and customize 
patient treatments. Patients with pancreatic 
cancer and rare diseases like basal cell car- 
cinoma are finding answers to their treatment 
struggles, improving quality of patient lives 


TRANS- 
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and allowing more years to spend with loved 
ones. Whether it’s sequencing anthrax or the 
plague, investigating H1N1 or Valley Fever; 
finding new clues to triple-negative breast can- 
cer or Alzheimer’s disease; or, leading new 
collaborative research partnerships addressing 
pediatric and canine cancers, TGen’s research 
has made substantial inroads over the past 
ten years. 

More than a decade ago, the mapping of 
human genome represented a challenge to 
the world to make use of this new knowledge 
for the benefit of humankind. Arizona an- 
swered this challenge and now TGen is lead- 
ing the model to fuse modern medicine with 
the power of translational research to fuel the 
next wave of treatments for all manner of 
human diseases. 

As the tenth-year anniversary of TGen’s 
launch is celebrated today, | applaud Dr. Trent 
and the scientists at TGen for their unwaver- 
ing commitment to make a difference for pa- 
tients and lead innovative research for Arizona 
into the next decade. 


EEE 


CELEBRATING THE 25TH ANNIVER- 
SARY OF THE ROLLING THUN- 
DER DEMONSTRATION RUN 


HON. ALLEN B. WEST 


OF FLORIDA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, June 26, 2012 


Mr. WEST. Mr. Speaker, it is my honor to 
recognize the 25th Anniversary of the Rolling 
Thunder Demonstration Run, held annually 
over Memorial Day weekend in Washington, 
DC. 

Rolling Thunder was founded in 1987 by 
Vietnam veterans Ray Manzo, Walt Sides, 
John Holland and Ted Sampley to bring atten- 
tion and awareness to unaccounted for serv- 
icemen and women at the conclusion of the 
Vietnam War. 

Exercising their First Amendment rights 
under the United States Constitution to as- 
semble, these proud veterans organized a mo- 
torcycle rally to take place in our Nation’s 
Capital to ensure that we, as a nation, de- 
mand a full accounting of our members of the 
armed forces held as Prisoners of War 
(POW’s) and those still Missing in Action 
(MIA’s). 

This moving tribute to our American war he- 
roes started in 1988 when an estimated 3,000 
to 5,000 bikers rode in the streets surrounding 
the United States Capitol, to bring awareness 
to the POW/MIA issue. 

Over the last 25 years, their efforts to in- 
crease the awareness of the POW/MIA issue 
and honoring all military veterans has grown; 
so have the days since the last solider left 
Vietnam. 

Over Memorial Day 2012, on the 25th Anni- 
versary Rolling Thunder Run, an estimated 1.3 
million people and 500,000 motorcycles par- 
ticipated making it the largest one-day event in 
our Nation’s Capital, and one of the largest 
one-day events in the world. 

Mr. Speaker, as this dome of the United 
States Capitol stands as a beacon of liberty, 
freedom and democracy throughout the world, 
it is only fitting for the last quarter century that 
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the men and woman who have ridden their 
motorcycles in the shadow of this building 
send a message from our shores and beyond 
that our American POW’s/MIA have served 
honorably and will never be forgotten. 


| would like to add my voice in commending 
Rolling Thunder for their efforts to honor 
America’s POW’s/MIA’s, and also raise aware- 
ness around the issues facing the brave men 
and women who have served and currently 
serve in this nation’s military. 


ee 


RECOGNIZING JOANNE LANE FOR 
HER ACHIEVEMENTS AS A 
UNITED HEALTH FOUNDATION 
DIVERSE SCHOLAR 


HON. ADAM SMITH 


OF WASHINGTON 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, June 26, 2012 


Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr. Speaker, | 
rise to honor Joanne Lane for her achieve- 
ments and for being named a United Health 
Foundation Diverse Scholar. 


As a student in Diagnostic Imaging and Ra- 
diology at Tacoma Community College, it is 
evident that Joanne is dedicated to her edu- 
cation in the health care field and to improving 
the quality of care patients receive. She is 
learning how best to learn and carefully meet 
individual patients’ emotional, physical, and 
cultural needs. Joanne has shown great en- 
thusiasm toward offering patients the best 
medical treatment regardless of their gender, 
race, religion, sexual orientation, or income, 
and she will undoubtedly apply these beliefs 
as she prepares to begin her career. 


Joanne has used the United Health Founda- 
tion Diverse Scholars Initiative to devote her 
time to her rigorous course work. She has 
learned new skills through interactions with a 
variety of people and has gained a new appre- 
ciation for people from different backgrounds. 
In an ever-changing field, Joanne’s adapt- 
ability gives her the skills to learn continuously 
evolving methods for helping her future pa- 
tients. 


The United Health Foundation Diverse 
Scholars Initiative helps increase the number 
of students from multicultural backgrounds in 
higher education working towards degrees and 
careers in the health care sector. Since 2007, 
more than $3.5 million in scholarship funds 
have been awarded to high-achieving and 
promising students. Students like Joanne will 
help to increase cultural relevance in health 
care and improve the care of all patients, in- 
cluding those from underrepresented popu- 
lations. 


Mr. Speaker, it is with great pleasure that | 
recognize Joanne Lane. Her dedication to pa- 
tient care will undoubtedly lead her to great 
success in her career and to the improved 
wellbeing of her community and all of those 
who call it home. 
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CONGRATULATING TGEN ON THEIR 
10TH ANNIVERSARY 


HON. TRENT FRANKS 


OF ARIZONA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, June 26, 2012 


Mr. FRANKS of Arizona. Mr. Speaker, | join 
my colleagues from Arizona in commending 
the Translational Genomics Research Institute 
(TGen) for a decade of biomedical research 
success. 

TGen was founded in Arizona in 2002 to le- 
verage new scientific discoveries from the 
mapping of the human genome, and its estab- 
lishment promptly accelerated the state into 
the era of genomics and personalized medi- 
cine. 

Mr. Speaker, significant to TGen’s establish- 
ment was the confluence of support from all 
sectors of the state to attract this new institute 
to base its operations in Arizona, as well as 
recruit the renowned geneticist Dr. Jeffrey 
Trent to lead it, and position the state as a 
worldwide leader in bioscience and medical 
discovery. Academic, business, philanthropic, 
and government leaders all joined forces in a 
statewide campaign to strategically assemble 
the necessary support. 

What most excited Arizona leaders was the 
vision put forth by Dr. Jeff Trent, to accelerate 
and translate scientific discovery into more im- 
mediate and effective benefits for patients, all 
made possible with the new information from 
the human genome and rapidly developing 
technology. 

Mr. Speaker, it was on this day ten years 
ago, June 26, 2002, with high expectations 
and hopes, that Governor Hull and state lead- 
ers announced the successful launch of TGen 
and the genomics era in Arizona. A decade of 
exciting growth and new research discoveries 
has since transpired. 

Investment into TGen and the biosciences 
spurred growth across the state, catalyzing the 
launch of the Critical Path Institute and Bio5 in 
southern Arizona, Arizona State University’s 
Biodesign Institute, a northern Phoenix bio 
campus, TGen North and the expansion of 
W.L. Gore in northern Arizona. The bioindustry 
has flourished over the past ten years, even 
during economic downturns, becoming a sig- 
nificant high-performing sector of the Arizona 
economy. 

For patients, TGen is offering hope where 
there had been none, with novel treatments 
offered only in Arizona. By partnering with clin- 
ical entities like the Mayo Clinic and Scotts- 
dale Healthcare, TGen is focusing on utilizing 
genomic analyses to improve and customize 
patient treatments. Patients with pancreatic 
cancer and rare diseases like basal cell car- 
cinoma are finding answers to their treatment 
struggles, improving quality of patient lives 
and allowing more years to spend with loved 
ones. Whether it’s sequencing anthrax or the 
plague, investigating H1N1 or Valley Fever; 
finding new clues to triple-negative breast can- 
cer or Alzheimer’s disease; or, leading new 
collaborative research partnerships addressing 
pediatric and canine cancers, TGen’s research 
has made substantial inroads over the past 
ten years. 

More than a decade ago, the mapping of 
the human genome represented a challenge 
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to the world to make use of this new knowl- 
edge for the benefit of humankind. Arizona an- 
swered this challenge and now TGen is a 
leading model for fusing modern medicine with 
the power of translational research to fuel the 
next wave of treatments for all manner of 
human diseases. 

Mr. Speaker, as the tenth-year anniversary 
of TGen’s launch is celebrated today, | ap- 
plaud Dr. Trent and the scientists at TGen for 
their unwavering commitment to make a dif- 
ference for patients and lead innovative re- 
search for Arizona into the next decade. 


ee 


IN RECOGNITION OF STEVEN 
PATRICK MOYNIHAN 


HON. WILLIAM R. KEATING 


OF MASSACHUSETTS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, June 26, 2012 


Mr. KEATING. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
recognize Steven Patrick Moynihan for being 
awarded a James Madison Fellowship. 

This extremely competitive fellowship is di- 
rected toward current and prospective teach- 
ers of American history and civic studies, and 
it supports such individuals as they study the 
principles of the Constitution of the United 
States. Founded by Congress in 1986 and 
named in honor of the fourth president of the 
United States—the credited “Father of our 
Constitution and Bill of Rights,” the award 
aims to recognize distinguished teachers and 
to strengthen their knowledge of the origins 
and progression of American constitutional 
governance. 

This year, only 58 fellowships were awarded 
and Mr. Moynihan, a teacher at Barnstable 
High School in Hyannis, Massachusetts, was 
selected for one among the applicants from 
across the nation. The James Madison Fellow- 
ship will fund up to $24,000 of Mr. Moynihan’s 
course of study toward an advanced degree. 

Mr. Speaker, it always brings me great pride 
to honor a dedicated and deserving teacher, 
such as Steven Patrick Moynihan. | congratu- 
late him for being awarded a James Madison 
Fellowship and urge my colleagues to join me 
in recognizing the importance of this award 
and of Mr. Moynihan’s service to the students 
of Barnstable. 


Ee 


COMMENDATION OF MR. DONALD 
PATA 


HON. HANSEN CLARKE 


OF MICHIGAN 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, June 26, 2012 


Mr. CLARKE of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, | 
rise today to recognize Mr. Donald Pata, a 
physics teacher at Grosse Pointe North High 
School (Grosse Pointe North), for receiving 
the 2011 Presidential Award for Excellence in 
Mathematics and Science Teaching 
(PAEMST). 

The PAEMST is awarded annually to out- 
standing K-12 science and mathematics 
teachers across America. After an initial state- 
level selection process, the PAEMST winners 


EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS, Vol. 158, Pt. 7 


are chosen by a panel of distinguished sci- 
entists, mathematicians, and educators. Mr. 
Pata, the only teacher to receive the PAEMST 
from Michigan this year, is a Grosse Pointe 
native. He graduated from Wayne State Uni- 
versity with a Bachelor's degree in Chemistry 
and later returned to get a teaching certificate 
and Masters Degree in Physics Education. 

Shortly after earning his undergraduate de- 
gree, Mr. Pata joined the Peace Corps and 
taught biology, chemistry, physics, and mathe- 
matics in Ghana. Mr. Pata later returned to 
Grosse Pointe and began teaching a wide 
range of physics classes at Grosse Pointe 
North, including conceptual physics and AP 
Physics. He also serves as the Science De- 
partment Chairperson and is the faculty advi- 
sor for the school districts FIRST Robotics 
Team. 

Mr. Pata appreciates the value of effective 
teaching. Mr. Pata creates a positive “hands- 
on” classroom atmosphere where students 
feel free to contribute to discussion and con- 
struct their own knowledge. He leads by ex- 
ample and empowers his students to achieve 
their highest potential. Mr. Pata seeks out op- 
portunities to develop his knowledge of teach- 
ing methodology and physics, and travels 
across the United States attending advanced 
physics teaching workshops and classes. 

As a member of the House of Representa- 
tives Committee on Science, Space, and 
Technology, | know how important it is to have 
dedicated, innovative, and engaged science 
teachers working in our schools. Mr. Pata is 
teaching our children to think creatively, be 
open to new ideas, and embrace scientific and 
technological change. 

| recognize Mr. Pata as a leader in science 
education in Metro Detroit and thank him for 
his commitment to his students and commu- 
nity. 


——— 


THE TEXAS AGGIES—NO ONE 
QUITE LIKE ’EM 


HON. TED POE 


OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, June 26, 2012 


Mr. POE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, the sun 
was lazily rising on the horizon. It was around 
breakfast time on a stunning Sunday morning. 
It was quiet, peaceful, calm. People felt se- 
cure. There was a small tropical breeze as the 
American flag was being raised on a nearby 
flagpole. 

Suddenly over the horizon, a large formation 
of aircraft darkened the glistening sky. They 
broke formation and dove down from the sky, 
unleashing a fury of deadly, devastating 
bombs and torpedoes on a quiet place called 
Pearl Harbor in the Pacific Ocean. It was on 
that day, 70 years ago, when sailors, soldiers, 
airmen, and marines saw war declared on 
America. It was December 7, 1941. 

Over 5,000 miles away from terror stood a 
small, quiet town covered in maroon décor 
known as College Station, Texas. College Sta- 
tion is not only home to Texas A&M Univer- 
sity’s Fightin’ Texas Aggies, but also to the 
patriotic Corps of Cadets. Around campus you 
can spot the Corps of Cadets marching in 
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sync wearing the uniform that matches their 
rank whether it is brown leather boots or trou- 
sers made of serge material. 

December usually holds a brisk chill in the 
air in College Station, but the Texas sun kept 
the weather from being unbearable. Word 
traveled fast of chaos on the Pacific as Amer- 
ica became engaged in another world war. 
Aggie tradition tells us that on that day teen- 
agers turned soldiers when the entire 1942 
junior class enlisted into the war along with 
half of their senior level comrades. They were 
all volunteers. They stood together as Aggies, 
brothers, Texans and Americans. They stood 
shoulder to shoulder and raised their right 
hands in unison and swore to defend their 
homeland. College Station became an image 
in a rear view mirror as pens and pencils were 
traded for guns and ammo. They left Texas to 
go fight on small islands in the Pacific, brutal 
deserts in North Africa and bloody beaches in 
Italy and France. 

The year 1942 was also the time of the 
most well-known Aggie Muster under the com- 
mand of General George Moore during World 
War Il. Aggie Muster is on April 21st which 
also happens to be San Jacinto Day, the day 
Texas won independence at the battle of San 
Jacinto in 1836. Amid fierce enemy fire, Gen- 
eral Moore and 25 fellow Aggies mustered in 
the trenches and caves on Corregidor in the 
Philippines. A war correspondent observed the 
make-shift ceremony and the world was intro- 
duced to the Aggie spirit. Every one of those 
Aggies were either killed or captured by the 
Japanese. Four years later when the Ameri- 
cans returned with Gen. McArthur and retook 
the island the Aggies mustered again. When | 
went to the Philippines recently, | saw a photo 
of those returning Aggies on the fortress wall 
of the Malinta Tunnel on Corregidor. 

According to Aggie Muster tradition, “if there 
is an A&M man in one hundred miles of you, 
you are expected to get together, eat a little, 
and live over the days you spent at the A&M 
College of Texas.” During times of war, Mus- 
ter is especially poignant. Texas A&M has pro- 
duced more officers in the United States mili- 
tary than even West Point. It has the distinc- 
tion, other than West Point, of having more 
Medal of Honor recipients than any other uni- 
versity in the United States. When General 
George Patton was in Europe going into com- 
bat in the Third Army, he made a comment 
about the Texas Aggies and the soldiers that 
he had under his command. He said, “Give 
me an army of West Point graduates and | will 
win a battle. You give me a handful of Texas 
Aggies, and | will win the war.” 

The Aggies’ long tradition of duty and serv- 
ice to our great nation dates back to their be- 
ginning, to the days when A&M was an all- 
male military academy. Texas A&M trained 
nearly 4,000 troops during World War | and 
over 20,000 Aggies served in World War Il, 
14,000 as officers. World War II was hard. Mil- 
lions served in uniform overseas; millions 
served on the home front; all sacrificed for the 
cause of America. Many of them gave their 
lives all over the globe in places known only 
to God. 

The Aggie band doesn’t play an Aggie 
“Fight Song”. There is no such thing. The 
band plays the “Aggie War Hymn”, quite a dif- 
ferent concept. The “Aggie War Hymn” was 
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written by Aggie Marine J.V. “Pinky” Wilson 
while standing guard on the Rhine River dur- 
ing World War |. It remains the most recogniz- 
able school war hymn across the country— 
probably the world. 

Today, Muster is observed in more than 400 
places worldwide and this year’s “Roll Call of 
the absent’ honored 970 people around the 
world, including those remarkable young men 
and women who gave their lives for our coun- 
try in lands far far away. While Muster is a 
time to honor those that have died, it also is 
a time when Aggies, young and old, come to- 
gether to reconnect and celebrate a way of life 
known only to those that proudly hail from 
Aggieland. 

Muster means different things to different 
people. Every Aggie will tell you something dif- 
ferent, something personal about what it 
means to them as an Aggie. One thing that is 
consistent in every answer is their dedication 
to tradition. It is the rich heritage of tradition 
that sets Texas A&M apart from all the rest. It 
is the Corps, the Aggie War Hymn, the 12th 
Man, Midnight Yell, Bonfire, Texas State pride 
and as much as it pains me to say it—it’s TU. 
It's the Fightin’ Texas Aggie Band, Silver Taps 
and “Hallabaloo, Canek, Canek.” It’s the Junc- 
tion Boys, Howdy, Gig’em, Reveille, the Dixie 
Chicken and of course, the ring. But above all 
else—it’s Muster. 

Most of the junior class of ’42 who fought in 
World War II have died as with most of the 
veterans of World War II. But, in Texas we re- 
member them all this July 4th. Seventy years 
after, when America called they all answered 
to the sound of reveille. 

There is nothing quite like an Aggie. Gig 
Em. 

And that’s just the way it is. 


-m 


IN RECOGNITION OF THOMAS AND 
CAROLYN SMITH 


HON. MIKE ROGERS 


OF ALABAMA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, June 26, 2012 


Mr. ROGERS of Alabama. Mr. Speaker, | 
would like to pay tribute to a very special oc- 
casion today—the 50th wedding anniversary 
of Thomas Reeves and Carolyn Finley Smith. 

Thomas Reeves Smith was born on October 
31, 1939, in Lineville, Alabama to John Wil- 
liam and Velma Reeves Smith. His wife, Caro- 
lyn Finley Smith, was born on October 8, 
1940, in Anniston, Alabama to Claude and 
Nile Finley. Dr. and Mrs. Smith were married 
on June 23, 1962 at First United Methodist 
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Church of Weaver. Together they raised two 
children, Alicia Ann Smith Simmons, married 
to Steve Anson Simmons, and Thomas 
Reeves Smith, Jr., married to Jill Valocik 
Smith. They have three grandchildren, Lindsey 
Marie Smith, Thomas Reeves Smith, Ill and 
Mia Liane Smith. 

Tom is a retired Methodist minister and re- 
tired Colonel in the United States Army for 
which he served as a Chaplain in Viet Nam 
and throughout the U.S. and Europe during 
his career of service. Carolyn worked in civil 
service, for government contractors and in 
higher education throughout her career. 

Tom and Carolyn are active members of 
First United Methodist Church of Anniston in 
Anniston, Alabama. On June 23, 2012, a re- 
ception was held in honor of their 50th wed- 
ding anniversary with approximately 300 of 
their friends and family members in attend- 
ance. | salute this lovely couple on the 50th 
year of their life together and join their family 
in honoring them on this special occasion. 


ES 


RECOGNIZING THE 10TH ANNIVER- 
SARY OF TGEN’S LAUNCH IN AR- 
IZONA 


HON. ED PASTOR 


OF ARIZONA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, June 26, 2012 


Mr. PASTOR of Arizona. Mr. Speaker, | join 
with my colleagues from Arizona to commend 
the Translational Genomics Research Institute 
(“TGen”) for a decade of biomedical research 
SUCCESS. 

TGen was founded in Arizona in 2002 to le- 
verage new scientific discoveries from the 
mapping of the human genome, and its estab- 
lishment promptly accelerated the state into 
the era of genomics and personalized medi- 
cine. 

Significant to TGen’s establishment was the 
confluence of support from all sectors of the 
state to attract this new institute to base its 
operations in Arizona as well as recruit the re- 
nowned geneticist Dr. Jeffrey Trent to lead it, 
and position the state as a worldwide leader in 
bioscience and medical discovery. Academic, 
business, philanthropic and government lead- 
ers all joined forces in a statewide campaign 
within a matter of months to strategically as- 
semble the necessary support. The members 
of Arizona’s congressional delegation also ral- 
lied behind this collective vision. 

What most excited Arizona leaders was the 
vision put forth by Dr. Trent, to accelerate and 
translate scientific discovery into more imme- 


June 26, 2012 


diate and effective benefits for patients, all 
made possible with the new information from 
the human genome and rapidly developing 
technology. 

It was on this day ten years ago, June 26, 
2002, with high expectations and hopes, that 
Governor Hull and state leaders announced 
the successful launch of TGen and the 
genomics era in Arizona. A decade of exciting 
growth and new research discoveries has 
since transpired, with TGen’s rising tide lifting 
all boats. 

TGen has kept its promise to the State of 
Arizona to invigorate and diversify the econ- 
omy. Beyond growth in TGen’s operational im- 
pact, TGen has also been instrumental in the 
creation and expansion of commercial busi- 
nesses. Investment into TGen and the bio- 
sciences has spurred economic growth across 
the state, including the establishment of such 
bio centers as the Critical Path Institute and 
Bio5 in southern Arizona, and ASU’s Bio- 
design Institute. The bioindustry has flourished 
over the past ten years, even during economic 
downturns, becoming a significant high-per- 
forming sector of the Arizona economy. 

For patients, TGen is offering hope where 
there had been none with novel treatments of- 
fered only in Arizona. By partnering with clin- 
ical entities like the Mayo Clinic and Scotts- 
dale Healthcare, TGen is focusing on utilizing 
genomic analyses to improve and customize 
patient treatments. Patients with pancreatic 
cancer and rare diseases like basil cell car- 
cinoma are finding answers to their treatment 
struggles, and through its work, TGen is im- 
proving the quality of patient lives and allowing 
more years to spend with loved ones. Whether 
it's sequencing anthrax or the plague, inves- 
tigating H1N1 or Valley Fever, finding new 
clues to triple-negative breast cancer or Alz- 
heimer’s disease, or leading new collaborative 
research partnerships addressing pediatric 
and canine cancers, TGen’s research has 
made substantial inroads over the past ten 
years. 

More than a decade ago, the mapping of 
human genome represented a world challenge 
to make use of this new knowledge for the 
benefit of humankind. Arizona answered this 
challenge, and now TGen is leading the model 
to fuse modern medicine with the power of 
translational research to fuel the next wave of 
treatments for all manner of human diseases. 

As the tenth-year anniversary of TGen’s 
launch is celebrated today, | applaud Dr. Trent 
and the scientists at TGen for their unwaver- 
ing commitment to make a difference for pa- 
tients and lead innovative research for Arizona 
into the next decade. 


June 27, 2012 
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SENATE—Wednesday, June 27, 2012 


The Senate met at 9:30 a.m. and was 
called to order by the Honorable 
KIRSTEN E. GILLIBRAND, a Senator from 
the State of New York. 


PRAYER 


The Chaplain, Dr. Barry C. Black, of- 
fered the following prayer: 

Let us pray. 

Father in Heaven, we proclaim Your 
greatness for what You have done, are 
doing, and will do. Thank You for Your 
generosity to us. Lord, we are grateful 
to live in a nation where we can wor- 
ship You in spirit and truth according 
to the dictates of our conscience. 
Thank You for protecting this land we 
love, for guiding its leadership, and for 
abiding in us by Your Holy Spirit. 

Give our Senators this day the wis- 
dom to take advantage of the opportu- 
nities You give to make a substantive 
difference in a needy world. Use them 
to alleviate the suffering of the 
marginalized and to cause justice to 
roll down like waters and righteous- 
ness like a mighty stream. Give our 
lawmakers today a deeper reverence 
for You. 

We pray in Your sacred Name. Amen. 


ee 


PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 


The Honorable KIRSTEN E. GILLI- 
BRAND led the Pledge of Allegiance, as 
follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub- 
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 


a 


APPOINTMENT OF ACTING 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will please read a communication 
to the Senate from the President pro 
tempore (Mr. INOUYE). 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
the following letter: 

U.S. SENATE, 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 
Washington, DC, June 27, 2012. 
To the Senate: 

Under the provisions of rule I, paragraph 3, 
of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby 
appoint the Honorable KIRSTEN E. GILLI- 
BRAND, a Senator from the State of New 
York, to perform the duties of the Chair. 

DANIEL K. INOUYE, 
President pro tempore. 

Mrs. GILLIBRAND thereupon as- 
sumed the chair as Acting President 
pro tempore. 


EE 
RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY 
LEADER 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 


pore. The majority leader is recog- 
nized. 


SMALL BUSINESS JOBS AND TAX 
RELIEF ACT—MOTION TO PROCEED 


Mr. REID. Madam President, I move 
to proceed to Calendar No. 341, S. 2287. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The clerk will report the motion. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

Motion to proceed to Calendar No. 341, S. 
2237, a bill to provide a temporary income 
tax credit for increased payroll and extend 
bonus depreciation for an additional year, 
and for other purposes. 

SCHEDULE 

Mr. REID. Madam President, the 
next hour will be equally divided, with 
the majority controlling the first half 
and Republicans controlling the final 
half. We will continue to debate flood 
insurance. I hope we can reach an 
agreement to complete action on this 
bill. We also need to consider the trans- 
portation and the student loan exten- 
sions before the end of this week. 

There are a lot of things going on on 
Capitol Hill today. We have been in 
touch with the Speaker’s office. Our 
staffs have been meeting. When we 
come to these kinds of bills, the Fi- 
nance Committee is extremely impor- 
tant. And Senator BAUCUS and I have 
had many meetings with him and con- 
versations with him. The Senator is 
key to getting everything done. He is 
needed on the highway bill, he is need- 
ed on the flood insurance bill, and he is 
needed in student loans. He realizes 
that and has a tremendous obligation 
and burden to bear, but he always 
comes through. He has a good relation- 
ship with his counterpart in the House, 
DAVID CAMP. 

I am cautiously optimistic we can 
end this week tomorrow even, with a 
little bit of luck, but we may not be 
able to. We have to see what happens in 
the next 24 hours, which will be key. 

IMMIGRATION REFORM 

Monday’s U.S. Supreme Court deci- 
sion striking most of the unconstitu- 
tional Arizona immigration law reaf- 
firms something most of us already 
knew: the onus is on Congress to repair 
our broken system. No one denies that 
the system is broken. But in the 40 
hours since the Supreme Court’s rul- 
ing, Republicans have engaged in revi- 
sionist history to explain why it has 
taken so long to fix it. 

Here are the facts. When Democrats 
brought a comprehensive immigration 
reform bill to the floor in 2007, Repub- 
licans filibustered the legislation. This 
legislation was led by Senator MCCAIN 
and Senator Kennedy, among others. 
The Republicans filibustered this legis- 
lation even though Republican Presi- 
dent Bush supported it. They twice fili- 


bustered the DREAM Act, which would 
allow children brought to the United 
States by their parents to go to col- 
lege, serve in the military, and work 
toward citizenship. 

Democrats have done everything that 
is humanly possible to pass comprehen- 
sive immigration reform. We have been 
trying to do it for years. Two Con- 
gresses ago, we spent more time on im- 
migration on the floor than any other 
issue, and we were spending that time 
because we were being slow-walked by 
the Republicans. 

The Republicans are divided on this 
issue; we are not. Ninety percent of 
Democrats support comprehensive im- 
migration reform and, of course, the 
DREAM Act. Everytime Democrats 
offer to work together on comprehen- 
sive immigration reform, even bringing 
to the floor bipartisan ideas originally 
proposed by Republicans, the other side 
finds an excuse not to support the 
change. 

On the floor today is the senior Sen- 
ator from Illinois, the assistant major- 
ity leader. He was one of the pushers of 
the DREAM Act. He had with him two 
Republican Senators who were pushing 
just as hard, but those two Senators 
have disappeared in supporting the leg- 
islation. Yet Republicans blame Demo- 
crats for inaction. Well, they cannot 
have it both ways—they cannot blame 
Democrats for not passing a bipartisan 
immigration bill when they are the 
ones who blocked the bill. 

Moving forward, Congress has two 
things in its favor. Thanks to Presi- 
dent Obama’s decisive action, the spec- 
ter of deportation no longer hangs over 
the heads of 800,000 young men and 
women brought to the country as chil- 
dren. And the Supreme Court offered 
yet another affirmation that a long- 
term fix for a broken immigration sys- 
tem must come from Congress and not 
from the States. 

Now is not the time for Republicans 
to continue this harangue that they 
have had: It is not our fault. It is time 
for them to work with us for a reason- 
able solution, one that continues to se- 
cure our borders, punishes unscrupu- 
lous employers who exploit immigrants 
and undercut American wages, im- 
proves our dysfunctional legal immi- 
gration system, and finally requires 
the 11 million people who are undocu- 
mented to register with the govern- 
ment, pay fines, taxes, learn English, 
and then they do not go to the front of 
the line, they go to the back of the 
line. They do this in order to change 
their status. If my Republican col- 
leagues truly care about changing the 
status quo, they should step forward 
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now and work with Democrats, not 
criticize from the sidelines. Unfortu- 
nately, Republicans who once favored a 
permanent solution for America’s bro- 
ken immigration system are deserting 
efforts to find common ground. 

The only decisive Republican voice 
on this issue today seems to be from 
Mitt Romney, who has called the un- 
constitutional Arizona law the ‘‘model 
for the Nation.’’ That is what he said. 
He has also promised to veto the 
DREAM Act. He said that, I didn’t. 
Democrats believe that the kind of in- 
stitutionalized racism in the Arizona 
law is hardly the ‘‘model for reform” in 
a country that stands for liberty and 
justice for all. We believe upstanding 
young people who have never known 
any home but the United States of 
America should be able to go to col- 
lege, fight for their country, and con- 
tribute to society, not face deporta- 
tion. But at least we know where Mitt 
Romney stands on those issues, even if 
we disagree with him. He is for vetoing 
the DREAM Act, and he believes the 
Arizona law is the ‘‘model’’ for our 
country. That is really too bad. 

As long as Republicans remain un- 
willing to vote for comprehensive, bi- 
partisan immigration reform, we will 
remain at an impasse. I want my Re- 
publican colleagues to know this: As 
soon as they are willing to join us to 
craft a commonsense legislative solu- 
tion that is tough, fair, and practical, 
we are ready to join them. 

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Under the previous order, the 
leadership time is reserved. 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Under the previous order, the fol- 
lowing hour will be equally divided and 
controlled between the two leaders or 
their designees, with the majority con- 
trolling the first half and the Repub- 
licans controlling the final half. 

The Senator from Illinois. 

Mr. DURBIN. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent to speak as in 
morning business. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 

IMMIGRATION REFORM 

Mr. DURBIN. Let me follow up on 
what the majority leader spoke to on 
the issue of immigration because this 
is the right time to bring it up. 

I had several meetings yesterday 
that were as touching emotionally as 
anything I have witnessed as a Sen- 
ator. They were students who came 
from all over the United States of 
America to walk peacefully in front of 
the Supreme Court. They were 
DREAMers, undocumented students 
who have attended schools or are at- 
tending colleges and schools in Amer- 
ica. They are not asking for special 
treatment, they are asking for a 
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chance—a chance to earn their way 
into the only country they have ever 
called home. 

These poor kids out there literally 
have no country. They were brought 
here to the United States as babies and 
infants. They did not have a choice in 
the matter. They were packed into a 
car or onto a bus. They grew up in 
America. As Senator MENENDEZ from 
New Jersey often says—he comes to 
the floor and reminds us that these 
kids put their hands on their hearts 
and they pledge allegiance to flags 
every day. They only know one na- 
tional anthem: America’s. They are 
just asking for a chance to be part of 
this country. 

Eleven years ago, I introduced a bill 
called the DREAM Act. It was a bipar- 
tisan bill, as Senator REID said. Sen- 
ator ORRIN HATCH of Utah was my co- 
sponsor. In fact, we had words over who 
would be the lead sponsor. I bowed in 
his direction because he was the chair- 
man of the Senate Judiciary Com- 
mittee. I felt, well, that will help us 
pass the bill. Sadly, today there are 
only a handful of Republican Senators 
who will even vote for it and virtually 
none who openly sponsor it at this mo- 
ment. What has happened in 11 years? 
These kids have not changed. Their 
problems are the same. The country 
has not changed; it is still a nation of 
immigrants. Yet the Republican Party 
has decided it has no use for this ap- 
proach. There are exceptions. I thank 
those exceptions. 

Senator DICK LUGAR of Indiana, a 
courageous man, 2 years ago wrote a 
letter with me to President Obama 
asking him to give temporary pro- 
tected status to the DREAM Act stu- 
dents. I called Senator LUGAR the 
morning of that announcement, on 
June 15, to thank him for his courage. 
It is rare, and it should be recognized. 
In his case, I believe it will be recog- 
nized by many. 

Senator LISA MURKOWSKI of Alaska 
voted with me on the DREAM Act. 
That was a courageous move on her 
part. I thanked her for it. She is a very 
independent person. She said that 
there are Hispanics in Alaska—though 
you may not think it—and they are 
watching this carefully and closely. 

Let me also salute Senator MARCO 
RUBIO. Some of my colleagues have 
criticized him for what he said about 
the DREAM Act. I have not. I am glad 
he is trying. I need Republican votes to 
break the Republican filibuster on the 
DREAM Act. MARCO RUBIO came to my 
office and offered a good-faith effort to 
do it. I told him: I will stand by you. I 
think what you are trying to achieve is 
not what I want completely, but it is 
on the path to that goal. Let’s work on 
it together. 

He tried. I salute him for trying. I 
hope he will try again. 

I look at the situation in this coun- 
try today on immigration and wonder, 
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can this Congress come together on a 
bipartisan basis and even honestly de- 
bate the issue? That is a challenge we 
should face because the problem is out 
there. 

The other day my friend—and he is 
my friend—Senator MCCAIN of Arizona 
came to the floor and talked about bor- 
der problems in Arizona. It is a legiti- 
mate concern in his State and the bor- 
der States. But I also would call to his 
attention an article I read this morn- 
ing in the National Journal Daily that 
was written by Major Garrett. It talks 
about what we have done on the bor- 
ders of America. Now, I was one of 
those who thought we were going over- 
board—too many agents, too much 
money, too many different ideas. 

But I bought into it and said if we 
have to do this first, let’s do it. Even if 
it is more than I think is necessary, 
let’s do it to prove our bona fides in 
terms of wanting to stop illegal immi- 
gration. Here is what Major Garrett 
wrote in the National Journal Daily: 

After President George W. Bush’s attempt 
at comprehensive immigration reform failed, 
Congress adopted a default presumption in 
favor of spending more every year on border 
control. From 2008 to 2012, Congress devoted 
$17.8 billion for U.S. Border Patrol agents 
and equipment. From 2006 to 2012, the num- 
ber of Border Patrol agents has increased 73 
percent (from 12,350 agents to 21,370). The 
number of agents assigned to the nation’s 
Southwest border increased 67 percent (from 
11,032 to 18,415). 

The House Homeland Security spending 
bill for fiscal 2018 devotes $11.7 billion to Cus- 
toms and Border Patrol, $77 million more 
than President Obama requested. It also pegs 
spending for ICE (Immigration Control 
Agency) at $5.8 billion, a $142 million in- 
crease over Obama’s budget request. 

The nation now has more Border Patrol 
agents and ICE detention beds (34,000) than 
at any time in history. For context, Border 
Patrol apprehensions totaled 340,252 in fiscal 
2011. That’s down 53 percent from 2008 (due in 
part to the recession and lack of available 
work). But that number of apprehensions 
was one-fifth the 2000 total. 

Criminal and noncriminal deportations are 
also up. Way up. This, too, is a bipartisan 
achievement. 

He goes on to cite numbers showing 
that the Obama administration has de- 
ported more in the name of prioritizing 
deportations than even the Bush ad- 
ministration. 

So to those who say we need to get 
tough at the border and tough in terms 
of deportation, I say the evidence is 
there. In fact, it is overwhelming that 
we have done that. My challenge back 
to them is: Now can we talk about 
what to do about the 10 million or 11 
million Americans living here who are 
in questionable status or undocu- 
mented? Can we come up with a rea- 
sonable approach that is fair to them, 
to their families, to the Nation, and to 
the workers of this country? I think we 
can and we should. Why else are we 
elected if we don’t face an issue like 
that? 

The State of Arizona basically lost in 
the U.S. Supreme Court this week. Out 
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of four major provisions in the law, 
three were stricken, and one was put 
on probation. The Supreme Court said 
we are going to watch you, Arizona, 
and if you do this wrong, we will be 
back. In fairness to Arizona, their ar- 
gument is that until there is a national 
immigration law, we are going to take 
matters in our own hands. The Su- 
preme Court said: Not so fast. And that 
doesn’t absolve us from our responsi- 
bility to Arizona and other States. 

We have to move together to get this 
done. I have been listening carefully, 
and I know where President Obama is 
on this issue. I sat a few feet away 
from him in this Chamber working on 
comprehensive immigration reform 
with Senators Obama, MCCAIN, and 
Specter, trying to get this done. I know 
it was a genuine effort. I don’t know 
where Governor Romney stands. He 
said he would veto the DREAM Act. Is 
that the starting point of his immigra- 
tion policy? I hope not. I hope he will 
reconsider that. I hope he will say—as 
I hope others will say—what the Presi- 
dent did in granting temporary renew- 
able protected status to these DREAM 
students is going to be the standard 
until we pass a permanent law. That is 
only fair. Looking in the eyes of those 
students yesterday, I have to tell you 
that is our responsibility—to do the 
humane, just thing. 

I will close because I see my col- 
league from Rhode Island on the floor, 
and he wants to speak in morning busi- 
ness. I got started in this journey be- 
cause of a young lady named Theresa 
Lee. She was a Korean living in Chi- 
cago, who was from a very poor family 
and decided that her only ticket to a 
future was the piano. She became an 
accomplished pianist, to the point 
where she was seeking admission to 
Juilliard in the State of New York, and 
the Manhattan Conservatory, and only 
when it called for a Social Security 
number did she realize she had a prob- 
lem. 

She had been brought here at the age 
of 2 from Brazil, where she was born, 
by her Korean parents, and they never 
filed a paper. She called our office and 
we found out there was no recourse for 
her, no place to turn. The law said 
leave the country for 10 years and 
apply to come back in. That isn’t fair. 
So she went on to school at Manhattan 
Conservatory of Music to study piano. 
Two families—the Foreman family and 
the Harris family—in Chicago paid for 
her education because they believed in 
this young girl. 

There is a happy ending to her story. 
She not only graduated from the Man- 
hattan Conservatory of Music, she 
played in Carnegie Hall. She had her 
debut concert there and is now study- 
ing for a PhD in music at the Manhat- 
tan Conservatory. She married a young 
man, and she is now a citizen. She 
could have been lost. Her talents could 
have been lost to this country if the 
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law had been followed 11 years ago as it 
was written. She was given a chance 
and proved she was a person of quality 
who had something to give back to this 
great Nation with her musical skills 
and, ultimately, her talents in writing 
and teaching music. 

It is a great story and a lesson for all 
of us about the DREAM Act and what 
it needs to be. I urge my colleagues, 
many of whom have turned a blind eye 
to this, to meet these young people, 
look them in the eye, and they will 
come to know this isn’t just a legal 
issue, this is a human issue that will 
define us not only as a Congress but as 
a Nation. 

I yield the floor. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator from Rhode Island is 
recognized. 

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Madam Presi- 
dent, before I embark on my own re- 
marks, let me say how pleased I am to 
have a chance to follow the Senator 
from Illinois. I have had the chance to 
preside in the Senate, as the Senator 
from New York is doing now, on sev- 
eral occasions, and to be present on the 
floor on other occasions when Senator 
DURBIN has come to the floor to speak 
about the DREAM Act and his passion 
for the opportunity it provides to 
young people who are in this country 
through no fault of their own, who 
know no other home in the world, and 
who will one day be great Americans— 
people who will be leaders and per- 
formers and experts and scientists and 
provide great value to our country—I 
am delighted he is doing it again. His 
persistence matches his passion. And, 
finally, with the President’s decision 
the other day, it is beginning to reap 
some rewards. I hope there is more to 
come in the future. 

Madam President, I ask to speak as 
in morning business. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 

ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH 

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Madam Presi- 
dent, I will speak on carbon pollution 
and the damage we are doing to our 
world. As I try to point out every 
week—and last week I was not able to, 
but Senator KERRY made a wonderful, 
marvelous, very compelling speech on 
this subject. We have kept the floor 
busy every week between the two of us. 
I hope other Senators will join us more 
and more. 

This is an issue we have to address. It 
is a disgrace, frankly, that this is one 
of the very few buildings in this coun- 
try in which climate denial is still hap- 
pening wholesale. Here and the board- 
room of ExxonMobil are probably the 
two holdout locations. 

I want to address a few things that 
happened this week. I want to begin by 
correcting an error I made in remarks 
last week when I came to the floor and 
spoke in favor of EPA’s mercury and 
air toxic standards for powerplants. 
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This is very important to Rhode Is- 
land, aS we are a downwind State—as is 
a good deal of New York—and we are 
bombarded by Midwestern powerplants 
that, frankly, deliberately send pol- 
luted air into the atmosphere through 
high smokestacks so that it will land 
elsewhere. Guess what. We are the else- 
where. 

We were about to vote on a resolu- 
tion that would have avoided these 
standards and put Rhode Island at con- 
siderable peril. It would have gone so 
far as to bar the EPA from ever issuing 
a similar rule. It would have had a last- 
ing, as well as damaging, effect. It was 
a reckless proposal. I am pleased we de- 
feated it in the Senate. 

During my remarks about this rule, I 
discussed the health hazards that mer- 
cury pollution poses for the people of 
my Rhode Island, the pollution that 
comes out of these tall smokestacks, 
very often with no scrubbers of any 
kind, and which spews right out and 
comes to Rhode Island in the form of 
ozone, which causes us to have ‘‘bad air 
days,’’ where children, people with 
breathing difficulties, and old folks 
have to stay indoors. They are basi- 
cally kept prisoners indoors because of 
out-of-State polluters who won’t clean 
up their act. The other thing is mer- 
cury and mercury poisoning, which is 
serious in my State. 

The Rhode Island Department of 
Health warns that ‘‘high-risk’’ popu- 
lations—pregnant women, women who 
may become pregnant, and small chil- 
dren—should not eat any freshwater 
fish in Rhode Island because of the dan- 
ger of mercury poison and mercury 
contamination. That is sadly correct. I 
also said that the health department 
warns that no one should ever eat any 
of the fish caught in three bodies of 
water in Rhode Island—the Quidnick 
Reservoir, Wincheck Pond, and 
Yawgoog Pond. That sadly is also true. 

Finally, I said the health department 
suggests that anyone who catches 
freshwater fish in Rhode Island should 
limit their intake to one serving of this 
fish a month to protect their health 
from mercury contamination. In fact, 
it is more nuanced than that. The 
health department has issued different 
warnings for the general population de- 
pending on the body of water. So it is 
not always true that anybody who 
catches freshwater fish should limit it 
to one serving a month. I suggest 
Rhode Islanders consider consulting 
the health department’s Web site, 
where the agency lists fish advisories 
by pond and river. That way they can 
make an informed decision for them- 
selves and their families as to where 
and when fish are safe to eat. 

It doesn’t obviously change the larg- 
er point that mercury contamination is 
a continuing public health problem in 
Rhode Island, and one we can do little 
about without EPA defending us, be- 
cause in these other States it is a great 
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deal for them to be able to poison our 
State’s water but get cheaper power in 
their States because they don’t force 
their utilities to put scrubbers on and 
to keep themselves operating at appro- 
priate levels of pollution control. 

On that same front, this was a good 
news week from the EPA. They have 
fought hard to show that carbon diox- 
ide is in fact a pollutant under the 
Clean Air Act. That case was taken all 
the way to the Supreme Court, and the 
Court agreed that could be the case if 
the EPA determined those greenhouse 
gases might ‘‘reasonably be anticipated 
to endanger public health or welfare.” 
The EPA went forward and, in 2009, 
they made this endangerment finding. 
There have been delays along the way, 
but I won’t get into the history of that 
rule under the Bush administration 
now. 

The EPA made that endangerment 
finding and promulgated three addi- 
tional rules, which are the tailpipe 
rule, which sets greenhouse gas emis- 
sions for motor vehicles; the timing 
rule, which clarifies when the sta- 
tionary sources are required to meet 
pollution standards for greenhouse 
gases; third is the tailoring rule, which 
limits the application of this rule to 
the big polluters so that you are not 
going after small or inconsequential 
sources, you are targeting the folks 
who are putting out tons of pollution. 

That was a very good day. The DC 
Circuit decision was quite strong. I will 
take a moment to read some of it into 
the RECORD: 

Industry Petitioners also assert that the 
scientific evidence does not adequately sup- 
port the Endangerment Finding. As we have 
stated before in reviewing the science-based 
decisions of agencies such as EPA, 
‘‘fajlthough we perform a searching and care- 
ful inquiry into the facts underlying the 
agency’s decisions, we will presume the va- 
lidity of agency action as long as a rational 
basis for it is presented.” 

They went on to say this: 

The body of scientific evidence marshaled 
by EPA in support of the Endangerment 
Finding is substantial. EPA’s scientific evi- 
dence of record included support for the 
proposition that greenhouse gases trap heat 
on earth that would otherwise dissipate into 
space; that this ‘‘greenhouse effect” warms 
the climate; that human activity is contrib- 
uting to increased atmospheric levels of 
greenhouse gases; and that the climate sys- 
tem is warming. 

Based on this scientific record, HPA made 
the linchpin finding: in its judgment, the 
“root cause” of the recently observed cli- 
mate changes is ‘‘very likely” the observed 
increase in anthropogenic greenhouse gas 
emissions. 

And they continue below: 

Relying again upon substantial scientific 
evidence, EPA determined that anthropogen- 
ically induced climate change threatens both 
public health and public welfare. It found ex- 
treme weather events, changes in air qual- 
ity, increases in food-borne and waterborne 
pathogens, and increases in temperature are 
likely to have adverse health effects. The 
record also supports EPA’s conclusion that 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE, Vol. 158, Pt. 7 


climate change endangers human welfare by 
creating risk to food production and agri- 
culture, forestry, energy, infrastructure, eco- 
systems, and wildlife. Substantial evidence 
further supported EPA’s conclusion that the 
warming resulting from the greenhouse gas 
emissions could be expected to create risks 
to water resources and in general to coastal 
areas— 

Such as my home State of Rhode Is- 
land, I will interject— 
as a result of expected increase in sea level. 

Industry Petitioners do not find fault with 
much of the substantial record EPA amassed 
in support of the Endangerment Finding— 

Nor could they, I would interject— 
rather, they contend that the record evi- 
dences too much uncertainty to support that 
judgment. But the existence of some uncer- 
tainty does not, without more, warrant in- 
validation of an endangerment finding. 

As we have stated before, ‘‘Awaiting cer- 
tainty will often allow for only reactive, not 
preventive, regulation. This language [in the 
Clean Air Act describing endangerment find- 
ings] requires a precautionary, forward-look- 
ing scientific judgment about the risks of a 
particular air pollutant, consistent with the 
Clean Air Act’s “precautionary and preven- 
tive orientation.” 

So here we have three judges of the 
rather conservative District of Colum- 
bia Court of Appeals throwing out all 
of the challenges to the endangerment 
findings—the ‘‘tailpipe’”’ rule, the ‘‘tim- 
ing’ rule, and the ‘‘tailoring’’ rule— 
and recognizing that although there 
may be some doubt on the fringes, 
there is plenty of evidence for reason- 
able people to take sensible pre- 
cautions and to do what is right. 

As I have said before in other speech- 
es, there is a strategy that is being 
pursued by the polluting industries, 
and it is to create enough doubt not to 
affect what is really happening out 
there but to affect public judgment; to 
put enough propaganda into the system 
that people think: Oh, maybe we 
shouldn’t be so sure about this. 

The context I put that doubt in is 
how prudent a parent would be for the 
care of a child. The statistics are that 
97 percent of practicing climate sci- 
entists acknowledge climate change is 
happening, that we are causing it with 
carbon pollution, and we have to get 
serious about it—97 percent. 

So translate that to your own life as 
a parent. Your child has symptoms, 
doesn’t look right, and you go to the 
doctor. The doctors says: I am pretty 
sure she has this condition and she 
needs treatment. 

The treatments may be a little un- 
pleasant, a little expensive, so you 
want to be careful and you decide to 
get a second opinion. You go to an- 
other doctor, and the doctor says the 
exact same thing. But you have a 
friend who is a doctor, and so you de- 
cide to get a third opinion. You go to 
your friend and you get a third opin- 
ion. At that point most prudent par- 
ents would probably act. 

What the polluting industry and the 
people who support them in this Cham- 
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ber expect us to do is to act like that 
parent except go to 100 doctors, get 99 
second opinions, and then, when only 
three of them say your kid is OK, don’t 
worry about it, you don’t need to do a 
thing, or there is some doubt about 
what the disease is, even though 97 per- 
cent of those doctors say, yes, she is 
sick, you better get her this treat- 
ment—and ignore the 97 percent. Lis- 
ten to the 3 percent. No decent parent 
would do that. In fact, you would prob- 
ably lose your right to continue to be 
a parent for your child in those cir- 
cumstances if the child welfare agency 
became aware of the kind of risk you 
were putting your child in in those cir- 
cumstances. But that is the way they 
want us to behave in this institution. 

I am at a loss for a word to describe 
what kind of logic it is that would be 
appropriate to the dignity and decorum 
of this particular Chamber. 

There is a magazine—a rather con- 
servative magazine—called The Econo- 
mist. It is hardly associated with lib- 
eral or environmental causes. It is a 
world magazine. They have just done a 
special that is called ‘‘The Vanishing 
North,” about what is happening in the 
Arctic. In the summary of the report, 
they say: 

The Arctic’s glaciers, including those of 
Greenland’s vast ice cap, are retreating. The 
land is thawing: the area covered by snow in 
June is roughly a fifth less than in the 1960s. 
The permafrost is shrinking. Alien plants, 
birds, fish and animals are creeping north: 
Atlantic mackerel, haddock and cod are 
coming up in Arctic nets. Some Arctic spe- 
cies will probably die out. 

It is a stunning illustration of global 
warming, the cause of the melt. It also con- 
tains grave warnings of its dangers. The 
world would be mad to ignore them. 

It is printed in England, so ‘‘mad’’ 
has the English sense of the word ‘‘in- 
sane.” 

The report continues: 

The main reason appears to be a catalytic 
warming effect, triggered by global warning. 
When snow or ice melt, they are replaced by 
darker melt-water pools, land or sea. As a re- 
sult, the Arctic surface absorbs more solar 
heat. This causes local warming, therefore 
more melting, which causes more warming, 
and so on. This positive feedback shows how 
even a small change to the Earth’s systems 
can trigger much greater ones. 

The report continues: 

The worry that needs to be taken most se- 
riously is climate change itself. The impact 
of the melting Arctic may have a calamitous 
effect on the planet. It is likely to disrupt 
oceanic circulation—the mixing of warm 
tropical and cold polar waters, of which the 
gulf stream is a part—and thawing perma- 
frost will lead to the emission of masses of 
carbon dioxide and methane, and thus fur- 
ther warming. It is also raising sea levels. 
The Greenland ice sheet has recently shed 
around 200 gigatonnes of ice a year, a four- 
fold increase on a decade ago. If the warming 
continues, it could eventually disintegrate, 
raising the sea level by seven meters. 

The ocean State of Rhode Island 
could ill-afford a sea-level rise of 7 me- 
ters. 
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Many of the world’s biggest cities— 

And the Senator from New York, who 
is presiding, represents one of the 
worlds’s biggest— 
would be inundated long before that hap- 
pened. 

That is from the summary of The 
Economist report. If I go into the ac- 
tual report itself, there are a few other 
compelling parts, speaking to the Arc- 
tic. 

The summer sea ice is at its lowest level 
for at least 2,000 years. Six of the hottest 
years on record—going back to 1880—have 
occurred since 2004. ... The last time the 
polar regions were significantly warmer was 
about 125,000 years ago. This transformation 
is in fact happening faster than anyone had 
predicted. According to an authoritative 2011 
assessment for the Arctic Council, ‘‘it is now 
becoming very clear that the cryosphere— 

That is the frozen part of the Arc- 
tic— 
is changing rapidly and that neither observa- 
tions nor models are able to tell the full 
story.” 

This is not without cost. Further 
quoting from The Economist: 

The World Bank estimates the cost of 
adapting to climate change between 2010 and 
2050 at $75 billion-$100 billion a year; other 
estimates are higher. 

Here is what they conclude: 

Sooner or later such arithmetic is going to 
force governments to get serious about deal- 
ing with climate change. It is already clear 
what is required; policies to put an appro- 
priate price on carbon emissions through a 
tax or market-based system, that is suffi- 
cient to persuade polluters to develop and 
adopt cleaner technologies. These are al- 
ready available, and so is the ingenuity need- 
ed to force down their costs and bring them 
to market. 

But then, in a sentimental closing, 
the article concludes: 

But the Arctic will nonetheless be radi- 
cally changed. .. . This much is already in- 
evitable. 

So the denial that continues in this 
body continues to have a high price. As 
I have pointed out, the science on this 
is neither new nor questionable. The 
scientist Tyndall, back at the time of 
the Civil War, first determined that a 
carbon CO, blanket creates a warming 
effect. That was nearly 150 years ago. 
So there is nothing new about this. 

The fringe scientists who are used by 
the polluters to create this doubt for 
propaganda purposes are indeed a 
fringe, as this resounding decision from 
the U.S. District Court shows. The per- 
ils our planet is facing are manifesting 
themselves now in the Arctic. As one of 
the scientists said in The Economist 
report—and I will have to paraphrase 
because I don’t have the quote in front 
of me—when you get up here, Green- 
land, Norway, the Arctic, climate 
change is not a theory, it is an observa- 
tion. It is what is happening around us. 
It is happening in the polar regions be- 
cause they are more vulnerable, but we 
are seeing it everywhere. 

Wildfires tear through the West, 
Florida is beaten under unprecedented 
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levels of rainstorms, and insurance 
companies across the country are pre- 
dicting even worse storms. The biggest 
insurers and reinsurers came to Wash- 
ington to join with environmental Sen- 
ators to say: You have to do something 
about this. This is really coming. 

These aren’t liberals, these aren’t en- 
vironmentalists, these aren’t people 
from the Sierra Club. These are the 
flinty-eyed accountants of the major 
international insurance and reinsur- 
ance companies, and their warnings de- 
serve listening to. 

My time has expired, Madam Presi- 
dent. I yield the floor at this point, and 
I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. THUNE. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 

THE ECONOMY 

Mr. THUNE. Madam President, I 
come to the floor today to talk about 
our economy, the threat of the pending 
fiscal cliff, and the need to address the 
challenges we face. 

Two years ago last week, the Obama 
administration hailed the advent of the 
“Summer of Economic Recovery.” The 
President claimed, ‘‘The economy is 
headed in the right direction.” Vice 
President BIDEN confidently predicted 
the creation of 250,000 to 500,000 new 
jobs a month. Meanwhile, Treasury 
Secretary Tim Geithner published an 
op-ed in the New York Times boldly en- 
titled, ‘‘Welcome to the Recovery.” 

Well, 2 years later, Madam President, 
Americans are still waiting for the re- 
covery. Today’s jobs figures are well 
below the 250,000 to 500,000 jobs per 
month Vice President BIDEN fore- 
casted. 

This year, the economy created a dis- 
mal 77,000 jobs in April and just 69,000 
jobs in May—less than half the 150,000 
jobs that are needed each month just 
to keep up with population growth. 

Unemployment—which the White 
House predicted would shrink below 6 
percent by April of 2012—has remained 
at or above 8 percent for 40 straight 
months. 

Looking at the facts, it is clear the 
private sector is not doing fine. In fact, 
the President’s economic policies have 
made the economic situation in this 
country worse. The President seems to 
prefer more stimulus spending from 
Washington, DC, but the President’s 
$831 billion in stimulus money has not 
led to the job creation he claimed it 
would. Under this administration, 
there has been a record 4 years with 
deficits over $1 trillion. The Federal 
Government now borrows roughly 40 
cents out of every $1 it spends. 

The fact is we do not need more gov- 
ernment spending that explodes the na- 
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tional debt. Instead, we need to cut 
reckless government spending and 
tackle the mounting debt crisis 
through tax entitlement reform. 

If we don’t take action soon, our 
country could end up in the kind of fi- 
nancial disaster that Greece and Spain 
are now facing. The economic situation 
in Europe is a clear warning sign for 
our country that if we don’t get on a 
sustainable fiscal path, we will face a 
similar fiscal crisis. 

Our children and grandchildren 
should not have to pay for Washing- 
ton’s inability to stick to a budget. We 
owe it to the next generation to leave 
the country better than we found it. 
Yet it has now been over 3 years since 
the Senate last passed a real budget. 

In part because of the Senate’s fail- 
ure to pass a balanced budget, we face 
a pending fiscal cliff that must be ad- 
dressed before the end of the year. Fi- 
nancial markets and job creators are 
going to react to the uncertainty com- 
ing out of Washington. We need to act 
now, rather than kick the can down the 
road to a lameduck session of Congress 
at a time when it will be very difficult 
to make these types of decisions, where 
things are going to be rushed and Mem- 
bers are not going to have an oppor- 
tunity to focus in a thoughtful way on 
the right solutions for this country’s 
future. 

One aspect of the fiscal cliff we are 
talking about is the pending $1.2 tril- 
lion sequestration scheduled to go into 
effect on January 2, 2013. I, along with 
Senator SESSIONS and others, have 
pushed for more transparency from the 
administration as to how they plan to 
implement sequestration, a provision 
that was adopted just last week as part 
of the farm bill. This information is 
critical so Congress and the American 
people have a full understanding of se- 
questration’s impact. If Congress is 
going to consider delaying or replacing 
the defense sequester, we need this in- 
formation in order to make those deci- 
sions. 

House Republicans passed a bill last 
month that replaces the defense se- 
quester scheduled to go into effect next 
year, and it does so by finding savings 
elsewhere in the Federal Government. 
Yet the administration continues to 
stonewall requests by Congress to help 
us better understand where the planned 
sequester cuts will take place. 

On the tax side, a family of four earn- 
ing $50,000 per year would see their tax 
bill increase by $2,200 next year, ac- 
cording to the House Ways and Means 
Committee and the Joint Committee 
on Taxation. 

The Joint Committee on Taxation 
also estimates that nearly 1 million 
business owners would face higher 
taxes if the top two tax rates increase. 
Yet not one vote has been scheduled in 
the Senate to prevent this 
“taxmageddon.”’ 
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In contrast, House Republican lead- 
ers have a different view, and it is ex- 
pected the House will consider an ex- 
tension of the current tax rates next 
month which will then come to the 
Senate. 

The economy continues to grow at a 
very slow rate. Unemployment remains 
above 8 percent. Congress must get to 
work to jump-start our economy and 
put this country on a sustainable fiscal 
path. We need to act now rather than 
to kick the can down the road. 

To put a fine point on that, we al- 
ready know the fiscal cliff we will run 
into at the end of the year is going to 
have a profound impact on the econ- 
omy next year because the Congres- 
sional Budget Office and other analysts 
have looked at it and determined it 
could cost us as much as 1.3 percent of 
economic growth in the first half of 
next year—which, translated into ac- 
tual jobs numbers, is about 1.3 million 
jobs that would be lost—because of this 
fiscal cliff, if it is not dealt with. 

But there is also a more immediate 
concern. That is the uncertainty cre- 
ated by the fiscal cliff. Decisions that 
are being made right now by people 
across this country, by job creators, 
small businesses, and investors are 
shaped by and based upon the fiscal 
cliff that is going to occur at the end of 
the year. The Congressional Budget Of- 
fice has also suggested this is not only 
something that is going to have an im- 
pact down the road, but it also could 
have an impact right now as the econ- 
omy contracts as a result of that un- 
certainty and investors and small busi- 
nesses and job creators take their cap- 
ital and keep it on the sidelines as op- 
posed to putting it to work creating 
jobs and growing their businesses. The 
Congressional Budget Office has sug- 
gested it could cost us one-half percent 
of economic growth, not next year but 
this year. 

That is why it is so important we 
work together to address the funda- 
mental issues that are going to impact 
this economy before the end of this 
year. As I said, we have to address the 
rates. The rates that are going to ex- 
pire at the end of the year include the 
marginal income tax rates, the divi- 
dend rates, the capital gains rate, es- 
tate taxes, and all kinds of other provi- 
sions in tax law that expire at the end 
of this year. If one is a small business 
or an investor and they are thinking 
that starting January 1 of next year 
they are going to be facing a massive 
tax increase, obviously, they are going 
to think long and hard about putting 
their capital to work now to create 
jobs and grow the economy. 

In fact, I think for many small busi- 
nesses, as they look at the cir- 
cumstances they find themselves in, 
they are faced not only with the fiscal 
cliff, the potential tax increases, but 
also a massive amount of regulation 
that makes it more difficult and more 
expensive for them to create jobs. 
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Those are the issues we should be fo- 
cused on because the most important 
thing we could be doing right now is 
getting the economy growing and ex- 
panding again and creating jobs for 
American workers. That is not going to 
happen if we don’t take steps to avert 
what is clearly a terrible disaster wait- 
ing in the future with the fiscal cliff 
and all the tax increases that are going 
to occur at the end of the year. 

The Joint Committee on Taxation 
has said 53 percent of passthrough in- 
come would face higher taxes on Janu- 
ary 1 of next year. That is all the S 
corporations, all the small businesses, 
all the folks out there in our economy, 
the entrepreneurs, who are the people 
we rely upon to get our economy going 
again and to put people back to work. 
They are looking at those types of tax 
increases, starting January 1 of next 
year, that are going to make it very 
difficult for them to make the invest- 
ments that are necessary to get this 
economy growing at a rate that will 
generate the kind of job creation that 
will get Americans back to work, that 
will get this unemployment rate back 
down, and start creating confidence in 
the American public about the future 
of our economy. 

I would close by again saying this is 
not something we can afford to kick 
down the road. We have done that for 
way too long. We have a massive prob- 
lem ahead of us with regard to entitle- 
ment spending which has to be ad- 
dressed in the form of entitlement re- 
form. We need to reform our Tax Code 
to make it more simple, more clear and 
more fair and to create a more com- 
petitive Tax Code with the countries 
around the world with which we have 
to compete. We need to do something 
about this burden of regulation being 
placed upon our businesses, which is 
making it more difficult for them to 
compete in the world marketplace and 
certainly making it more difficult for 
them in the near term to do what is 
necessary to get jobs created in this 
country and get Americans back to 
work. 

I hope we can do that. It would be my 
expectation that the Senate, if and 
when the House passes legislation to 
extend the tax rates—which I am told 
they are going to do sometime next 
month. I hope the Democratic majority 
in the Senate will take that up and 
that we will put a bill on the Presi- 
dent’s desk that will provide the kind 
of certainty that is necessary for our 
small businesses and our job creators 
as they look at the future that will en- 
able them to move forward with those 
investments, put their capital to work, 
and put American workers back to 
work. 

I yield the floor. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator from Wyoming. 

A SECOND OPINION 

Mr. BARRASSO. Madam President, I 

would like to compliment my colleague 
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from South Dakota for his commit- 
ment and continuing focus on jobs and 
the economy and the impact it has on 
our Nation and our future. 

I come, as I have week after week, 
with a doctor’s second opinion about 
the health care law—which is, in many 
ways, directly tied to the economy and 
the economic situation that my col- 
league from South Dakota was com- 
menting on. 

We have seen continual unemploy- 
ment of over 8 percent—now 8.2 per- 
cent—with people graduating from col- 
lege who can’t find work are going 
back to live with their parents. It is be- 
cause the President focused on a health 
care law—and the Supreme Court will 
rule on it tomorrow, but he focused on 
that instead of focusing on what people 
at home are concerned about: jobs and 
the economy, getting the economy 
moving again and bringing the econ- 
omy back to health. A healthy econ- 
omy is what people were looking for. 

I come to the floor to talk a bit 
about things that have happened since 
the health care law was passed, because 
President Obama and Democrats re- 
peatedly promised the health care law 
would do several things. 

One, they said it would make health 
insurance more affordable, and they 
also said it would help create jobs for 
millions of Americans—millions of 
Americans, they said. 

In fact, after the Senate completed 
passage of the health care law, Major- 
ity Leader REID said: ‘‘This of course is 
a health bill.” He said, ‘‘It’s also a jobs 
bill.” He went on. He said it was also 
an economic recovery bill. He said it 
was a deficit-reduction bill. He said it 
was an antidiscrimination bill. He said 
it was truly a bill of rights. He went on 
to say: ‘‘And now it is the law of the 
land.” An economic recovery bill, he 
said; a jobs bill, he said. 

Former Speaker NANCY PELOSI added: 
“It’s about jobs.” She said: ‘‘In its life, 
health care reform would create 4 mil- 
lion jobs—400,000 jobs almost imme- 
diately.” That has not happened—an- 
other broken promise to the American 
people. 

That is why I have come to the floor 
week after week to point out issues 
with this health care law, which I con- 
tinue to believe is bad for patients, bad 
for the providers, the nurses and the 
doctors who take care of those pa- 
tients, and terrible for taxpayers. 

One of the key components of the 
health care law that the President 
promised would help create jobs was 
what he referred to as the small em- 
ployer health insurance tax credit. 
Back in April of 2010, the President 
said: ‘‘This health care tax credit is 
pro-jobs, it is pro-business, and it 
starts this year.’’ In essence, the credit 
was supposed to offset the cost of 
health insurance for small businesses 
so they could provide insurance to 
their employees. 
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The President’s Council of Economic 
Advisers made some estimates. They 
estimated that about 4 million—4 mil- 
lion—small businesses, they said, 
would be eligible for the credit. The ad- 
ministration was so proud of the initia- 
tive that they sent out millions of 
postcards to small businesses. I believe 
they actually never read it, didn’t un- 
derstand it, didn’t understand how it 
worked, because SUSAN COLLINS, the 
Senator from Maine, stood on the floor 
of the Senate and said: 

Look at how it really works. It is not going 
to work the way you have described it. 

But, no, this administration that 
knows better than anyone, they were 
so proud of the initiative, they sent out 
millions of postcards. According to the 
IRS, 4.4 million postcards were sent 
out. Who paid for it? The taxpayers. Do 
you remember them? They are the peo- 
ple at home, where only one in three of 
them thinks the country is heading in 
the right direction, and so many of 
them believe the tax dollars they send 
to Washington are not being used well. 

The White House ignored them and 
urged small businesses to look at the 
tax credit criteria and to take advan- 
tage, they said, of the credit that 
would be available. 

So what has been the response across 
the country of the over 4 million small 
businesses that received the postcards 
saying, Hey, look what we are doing for 
you. 

According to the nonpartisan Gov- 
ernment Accountability Office, only 
about 170,300 employers were able to 
claim the credit, not 4 million. No. Of 
these 4 million that got the postcards, 
how many were able to take full advan- 
tage of the credit? Only 28,000. In other 
words, the credit only benefited about 4 
percent of the businesses that the 
President promised to help. Ninety-six 
percent of the businesses that the 
President promised to help got noth- 
ing. Only 4 percent of the businesses 
were able to benefit at all, and even a 
smaller number than that were able to 
take full advantage. 

The Wall Street Journal analyzed 
this issue in a recent article. The arti- 
cle featured Michael Griffin, the owner 
of a small advertising agency in St. 
Louis, MO. Michael had this to say 
about the tax credit the President 
promised and held up as some wonder- 
ful thing he was doing: 

You’re penalized for giving people a higher 
wage and more professional opportunity. 

Is that what the Democrat’s believe, 
that we should penalize businesses for 
giving people a higher wage and more 
professional opportunity? 

Michael went on to say: 

I appreciate any kind of tax reduction, but 
I can certainly not applaud a reduction that 
limits growth and the opportunity for em- 
ployers to pay more to their employees. But 
that is exactly what this tax credit did. It 
limits the growth of a company, and it limits 
the opportunity for employers to pay more 
to their employees. 
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Mr. Griffin is not the only small busi- 
ness owner who has had problems with 
this tax credit, this big promise by the 
President. Jeffrey Berdahl, an account- 
ant from Allentown, PA, spoke to the 
Associated Press about this very issue. 
He described the calculations required 
for the tax credit as ‘‘mind-numbing.’’ 

People pass laws here. I wonder if 
they read them or understand the im- 
plications. I believe they do not. He de- 
scribed what this Congress passed, 
what the President touts, as mind- 
numbing and also pointed out that for 
many of his clients—this accountant’s 
clients—he said the money they re- 
ceived from the tax credit was offset by 
the money they had to pay their ac- 
countants to try to figure out if they 
could receive any of these credits. 

In this same AP article, Terry 
Gutierrez from Raleigh, NC, stated, ‘‘In 
some cases, it’s [the tax credit] more 
hassle than it’s worth.” 

The GAO—the Government Account- 
ability Office—confirmed these experi- 
ences in their report. They found that 
many small businesses are deterred 
from claiming the credit. Why? Be- 
cause, like so much that has come out 
as part of this health care law, it is so 
complex. The report highlighted the 
fact that it requires 15 separate cal- 
culations. The President sends out a 
postcard to 4.4 million people, paid for 
by the taxpayers, to say: You may get 
a tax credit. Ninety-six percent of the 
people who get the postcard end up 
with nothing. Why? Did anybody look 
at this? There are 15 separate calcula- 
tions and 7 separate worksheets just to 
calculate the amount of the credit. 

The GAO was told by tax preparers 
that it would take their clients any- 
where from 2 to 8 hours or possibly 
longer to gather the necessary infor- 
mation to just start to calculate the 
credit. On top of this, they found that 
tax preparers spent in general 3 to 5 
hours calculating the credit. This from 
a postcard from the President that 
says he is going to do things for you? 
This is not the kind of help from Wash- 
ington that small businesses are look- 
ing for or want or deserve. The Amer- 
ican people deserve better. 

For all of this trouble, GAO deter- 
mined that the average amount 
claimed per small business across the 
country is less than $3,000—$2,700 is the 
average amount claimed. It is clear 
that this policy is just another broken 
promise of the President’s health care 
law. 

Since the President recently said 
that the private sector is doing fine— 
we remember it; we have seen him from 
the White House giving a speech saying 
the private sector is doing fine—the in- 
effectiveness of his small business tax 
credits may not bother him one bit but 
it does bother most Americans. As I 
speak with my neighbors across Wyo- 
ming, I know the truth of their lives is 
very much different from what the 
President may believe. 


10063 


Many Americans are also concerned 
about the fact that bureaucrats at the 
Internal Revenue Service seem to ben- 
efit the most from the tax provisions in 
the law. According to the Inspector 
General for Tax Administration, the 
IRS will need nearly 1,300 new Federal 
employees in 2012 to implement the 
President’s health care law. That is 
what they are asking for—1,300 new 
Federal employees for the IRS. 

In a report issued on June 14 of this 
year, just a week or two ago, the in- 
spector general pointed out that en- 
forcing the small business health insur- 
ance tax credit, he said, is one of the 
reasons why the Agency must expand. 
They need 1,300 new Federal employees 
so they can put forward and deal with 
this so-called tax credit that only 4 
percent of the people whom the Presi- 
dent said it would help have actually 
received any credit. And the amount 
they received is so very low that for 
most of them it was not worth even 
doing the paperwork. 

While the President and Washington 
Democrats may believe that adding 
employees to the IRS is the key to job 
creation, I respectfully disagree. The 
private sector is not fine, and the gov- 
ernment does not need to get any big- 
ger. This is why I have fought and will 
continue to fight to replace the Presi- 
dent’s health care law with real re- 
forms that will improve competition, 
increase consumer choice, and lower 
the cost of care for all Americans. That 
is what this was all supposed to be 
about in the first place—patient-cen- 
tered care; giving people the care they 
need from a doctor they choose, not 
that the government chooses, not that 
the insurance company chooses, but 
that they choose, at lower cost. 

That is why I come to the floor week 
after week with a doctor’s second opin- 
ion about a health care law at a time 
that I still believe the health care law 
that the Supreme Court will rule on to- 
morrow is one that is bad for patients, 
bad for providers—the nurses and doc- 
tors who take care of those patients— 
and it is terrible for our taxpayers. 

I yield the floor. I suggest the ab- 
sence of a quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Madam President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 

MEASURE READ THE FIRST TIME—S. 3342 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Madam President, 
I understand there is a bill at the desk, 
and I ask for its first reading. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The clerk will read the title of 
the bill for the first time. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

A bill (S. 3342) to improve information se- 
curity, and for other purposes. 
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Mrs. HUTCHISON. I now ask for a 
second reading, and in order to place 
the bill on the calendar under the pro- 
visions of rule XIV, I object to my own 
request. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Objection having been heard, the 
bill will be read by title for a second 
time on the next legislative day. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Madam President, 
I rise today because we have intro- 
duced a new version of the Strength- 
ening and Enhancing Cybersecurity by 
Using Research, Education, Informa- 
tion and Technology Act of 2012, a bill 
known as the SECURE IT Act. 

Senator McCAIN and I, along with 
Senators CHAMBLISS, GRASSLEY, MUR- 
KOWSKI, COATS, BURR, and JOHNSON, are 
reintroducing the SECURE IT Act 
after making improvements and clari- 
fications in response to constructive 
feedback we received from the first bill 
we introduced. 

We are employing rule XIV on this 
bill because it is clear it will not re- 
ceive the benefit of the traditional 
committee process, and the majority 
leader has indicated he intends to de- 
bate this issue on the Senate floor in 
July. What those of us who are cospon- 
sors of this bill are trying to do is have 
our version of a cybersecurity bill on 
the floor, introduced, so that everyone 
will be able to see it. Then, when the 
Senate turns to this issue, we will be 
able to see the differences between the 
bills. 

The sponsors of our bill include eight 
ranking members of committees and 
subcommittees that have jurisdiction 
over cybersecurity. We have combined 
our expertise to develop a balanced 
piece of legislation that we believe will 
greatly enhance our country’s cyberse- 
curity of the infrastructure that could 
be affected. We believe it is now time 
for Congress to act. The Nation faces 
an evolving array of threats from hack- 
ers, criminal groups, and terrorists 
who seek to sabotage networks, gain 
access to sensitive government infor- 
mation, and steal valuable intellectual 
property. 

SECURE IT is centered on consensus 
items. It sets aside controversial provi- 
sions that are of questionable value at 
this time, and we believe our bill can 
pass both Chambers. It offers a bal- 
anced approach that will significantly 
advance cybersecurity in both the pub- 
lic and private sectors by focusing on 
four issues and areas on which we be- 
lieve everyone can agree: first, to fa- 
cilitate sharing of cyber-threat infor- 
mation among private sector entities, 
and to and from the government; sec- 
ond, to better secure Federal networks, 
including requiring Federal contrac- 
tors to notify the Federal agencies of 
cyber attacks that would threaten gov- 
ernment networks; third, to strengthen 
the ability to prosecute cyber crime; 
and fourth, to prioritize cybersecurity 
research and development so that our 
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Nation will continue to lead the world 
in this area. 

Let me start with No. 1, facilitate 
sharing of cyber-threat information. 

SECURE IT helps the private sector 
combat cyber attacks by breaking 
down barriers to sharing information 
about threats and vulnerabilities. Cur- 
rently, antitrust laws and liability con- 
cerns inhibit private companies from 
exchanging information that we be- 
lieve is necessary to defend against and 
respond to cyber threats. 

I was talking to someone last night 
who is in the high-tech Internet field. 
There are great concerns about their 
company calling a competitor and say- 
ing: We are seeing signs of a possible 
threat here, and we wanted to share 
what the type of red flag we are seeing 
is so that you would be able to check 
your networks to see if you are getting 
the same thing. 

These are two competitors, but this 
is not an anticompetitive situation. It 
is not something that should not be, we 
believe, subject to antitrust. They are 
still competitors, but everybody wants 
security for all of our networks in this 
country against any kind of interven- 
tion, whether it is criminal or foreign 
intelligence. 

Our bill’s liability protection and 
limited antitrust exemptions will allow 
these companies to rapidly respond so 
that they do not have to go to a lawyer 
and say: Would it be anticompetitive if 
we called our competitor and started 
sharing this information right away? 

So it needs to be timely, fast, and 
safe. Those are the criteria. 

Sharing should be a two-way street. 
Our bill sets up a framework that pro- 
motes timely sharing of classified, de- 
classified, and unclassified information 
by the Federal Government with trust- 
ed private sector entities, while allow- 
ing private sector companies to share 
cyber-threat information with the gov- 
ernment. 

Since the introduction of SECURE 
IT, we have been working with stake- 
holders in all of the areas of infrastruc- 
ture and Internet access to make a 
number of improvements and clarifica- 
tions to the bill. I am pleased that we 
introduced the bill early, that we got 
the feedback from the different stake- 
holders and we have now been able to 
make adjustments to provisions that 
would help the bill but also protect pri- 
vacy and preserve the issue we are try- 
ing to address, which, of course, is safe- 
ty and cybersecurity. 

We tightened the definition of what 
information is shared. We refined the 
process for sharing it. This will ensure 
that only essential information is 
shared and that it is handled appro- 
priately. For example, it is vital that 
Federal agencies be informed if their 
systems are compromised. Our bill re- 
quires Federal contractors to coordi- 
nate with their supervisory agencies 
and to notify them of significant cyber 
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incidents that would impede their mis- 
sion. We have added explicit and strong 
privacy protections and increased over- 
sight throughout our revised bill. At 
every stage of information sharing, 
there are statutory safeguards that 
will ensure cyber-threat information is 
handled in a manner that will protect 
the privacy and civil liberties of all 
Americans while preserving the ability 
to address cyber threats that could af- 
fect them as well as other members of 
the public. 

No. 2, secure Federal networks. The 
government needs to do a much better 
job of securing its own networks. To 
address this problem, SECURE IT pro- 
vides necessary reforms to the Federal 
Information Security Management Act 
by modernizing the way the govern- 
ment monitors and mitigates its own 
cyber-risks. SECURE IT requires agen- 
cies to use automated realtime net- 
work monitoring by upgrading their 
current primarily paper-based report- 
ing. Our revisions also ensure that 
agencies will be continuously updating 
their technologies to prevent and reme- 
diate significant cyber incidents. 

No. 3, we facilitate the prosecution of 
cyber crime. We update the Federal 
criminal statutes and streamline exist- 
ing confusing penalties to facilitate 
the prosecution of cyber criminals. No. 
4, cybersecurity research and develop- 
ment is essential to harness innovation 
and to train IT professionals to counter 
future attacks. 

If we focus on these four areas, we be- 
lieve we can significantly improve the 
cybersecurity of our country by facili- 
tating the sharing of cyber-threat in- 
formation in the private sector, secur- 
ing Federal networks, strengthening 
criminal penalties for cyber crimes and 
prioritizing cybersecurity research and 
development. 

Equally important is what our bill 
does not do. Secure IT does not give 
the Department of Homeland Security 
open-ended power to regulate networks 
for infrastructure that it deems to be 
critical. It does not give them the 
power to determine what is critical in- 
frastructure. Instead, we take a dif- 
ferent approach that is not heavy- 
handed and regulatory. It sets up a 
true partnership between the public 
and private sector to combat these 
cyber threats. 

We will not improve this country’s 
cybersecurity by creating an adver- 
sarial system based on a regulatory 
compliance structure. We believe sub- 
jecting industry to more regulation 
from an agency that is ill-equipped to 
understand the private sector system 
will ultimately erode the ability of 
business to provide effective, nimble, 
and innovative responses to cyber 
threats. 

Diverting precious resources from se- 
curity and innovation to regulatory 
compliance could ultimately harm se- 
curity, not improve it, which is why we 
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are taking the different approach from 
the more heavy-handed regulatory ap- 
proach of the other bill sponsored by 
my colleagues. We do not want Ameri- 
cans to be fooled into a false sense of 
security by imposing an unproven pre- 
scriptive regulatory framework that no 
agency could effectively implement, 
and that we do not think that the De- 
partment of Homeland Security could 
implement. I encourage my colleagues 
on both sides of the aisle to join us in 
supporting the SECURE IT Act of 2012. 
I will just reiterate again that our bill 
is sponsored by Senator MCCAIN and 
myself, Senator CHAMBLISS, Senator 
GRASSLEY, Senator MURKOWSKI, Sen- 
ator COATS, Senator BURR, and Senator 
JOHNSON of Wisconsin, all of whom are 
either ranking members of full com- 
mittees or subcommittees that have a 
jurisdiction in this area. We have 
worked very hard with all of the dif- 
ferent interest groups, including pri- 
vacy groups, the groups that handle 
the private sector networks, and the 
groups that are Federal contractors to 
assure we are doing the best balanced 
approach that can possibly be done to 
take the next step with a bill we be- 
lieve we can pass not only in the Sen- 
ate, but also the House and then to the 
President. I believe he will sign it be- 
cause it is a major first step forward. 

I thank the chair. 

I yield the floor. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator from North Dakota. 

Mr. CONRAD. Madam President, I 
want to indicate, while listening to the 
remarks of the Senator from Texas 
about the introduction of a bill appar- 
ently on cybersecurity, how critically 
important that is to the country. I am 
a relatively new member of the Intel- 
ligence Committee, but if there is any- 
thing I have learned, it is what a major 
threat this is to our country and how 
critically important it is we address it. 
So I commend the Senator from Texas 
for her leadership and I appreciate that 
she and her colleagues have taken this 
step of actually introducing legisla- 
tion. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Madam President, 
I thank the Senator from North Da- 
kota. I appreciate very much that the 
Senator is on the Intelligence Com- 
mittee and that he knows the sensitivi- 
ties and all of the stakeholders we 
must work with in order to do the right 
thing for our country, both in the pri- 
vate sector as well in our government 
infrastructure. As always, the Senator 
from North Dakota is a person who is a 
visionary and one who looks out for 
the best interest of our country, and I 
hope we come together on this bill. 

Mr. CONRAD. I thank the Senator. I 
look forward to reviewing her proposal 
and, hopefully, together we can find a 
way to get something passed that will 
further protect our country. 

THE ECONOMY 

Mr. CONRAD. Madam President, I 

come to the floor today to talk about 
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the state of our economy, where we 
have come from, where we are headed, 
and the critical challenges facing our 
Nation. I want to go back and remind 
people of where we have come from. I 
think it is very important to put in 
context the circumstances we now con- 
front. 

First of all, the economic crisis of 
2008 and 2009 was the worst recession 
since the Great Depression. By the 
way, this was not the creation of 
Barack Obama. He inherited this mess, 
and he has done quite a good job of get- 
ting us moving in a better direction, 
but more of that later. 

In the fourth quarter of 2008—that is 
the last quarter before this President 
took office—the economy was actually 
shrinking at a rate of almost 9 percent. 
In the first month of 2009, we lost 
800,000 jobs. The housing market was in 
crisis, home building and sales were 
plummeting, we faced record fore- 
closures, and the financial market cri- 
sis was threatening global economic 
collapse. 

In fact, I will never forget being 
called to a meeting in the Capitol in 
the fall of 2008, and I was the last one 
to arrive. It was the leaders of the 
House and the Senate, Republicans and 
Democrats, and there was the Chair- 
man of the Federal Reserve and the 
Secretary of the Treasury in the Bush 
administration telling us they were 
going to take over AIG the next morn- 
ing. They told us if they did not, there 
would be a financial collapse in this 
country within days. I have to say, 
that gets your attention. But those 
were the circumstances that were 
being confronted in late 2008. 

Since that time, we have seen a dra- 
matic improvement. Here is the econ- 
omy in the fourth quarter of 2008 before 
President Obama took office, shrinking 
at a rate of almost 9 percent. In the 
subsequent quarters it continued to 
shrink until it began to get better in 
late 2009, frankly, because of the stim- 
ulus and TARP that helped start to 
turn our country around. 

Since that time we have had con- 
sistent growth in the economy—not as 
robust as we would like but nonethe- 
less consistent growth. It was a rather 
remarkable turnaround given how seri- 
ous the economic downturn was. We 
also see the same pattern with respect 
to the private sector jobs picture. 

Again in January 2009, in 1 month 
alone we lost more than 800,000 jobs, 
and those were private sector jobs— 
more than 800,000 jobs in a month. 
Again, in 2009 things began to turn and 
we got back to growing jobs. In fact, 
we have had about 4% million jobs in 
the private sector created since the 
turnaround began. Again, job growth 
was not as robust as we would like, but 
nonetheless it was quite a remarkable 
turnaround from where it was. 

What we have seen in looking at pre- 
vious crises is that economic recovery 
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is shallower and takes much longer 
after a financial crisis. So we can’t 
compare this to the garden variety of 
recessions we faced since World War II. 
I think we have had eleven recessions 
since World War II, but this went far 
beyond a typical recession. This was 
enormous damage to the financial sec- 
tor. In looking back, historically, here 
is what Dr. Reinhart of the Peter 
Peterson Institute for International 
Economics and Dr. Vincent Reinhart of 
the American Enterprise Institute have 
found in their research: 

Real per capita GDP growth rates are sig- 
nificantly lower during the decade following 
severe financial crises ... In the ten-year 
window following severe financial crises, un- 
employment rates are significantly higher 
than in the decade that presided the crisis. 


That is the circumstance we are in. 
That is not the fault of President 
Obama. He inherited this mess. The 
fact is after a financial crisis, if we 
look back historically, it takes up to 10 
years to recover. For those who say, 
well, the Federal Government response 
didn’t work or that it hasn’t made any 
difference, I don’t think that is true. I 
don’t think that will stand up to scru- 
tiny. 

Two of the most distinguished econo- 
mists in the country, Alan Blinder, 
who was a former Vice Chairman of the 
Federal Reserve, and Mark Zandi, who 
was actually one of the economic ad- 
visers to the JOHN MCCAIN campaign, 
said: 

We find that its effects— 


Talking about the Federal Govern- 
ment’s actions to deal with the crisis— 
on real GDP, jobs, and inflation are huge, 
and probably averted what could have been 
called Great Depression 2.0. 

They went on to say: 

. .. When all is said and done, the financial 
and fiscal policies will have cost taxpayers a 
substantial sum, but not nearly as much as 
most had feared and not nearly as much as if 
policymakers had not acted at all. If the 
comprehensive policy responses saved the 
economy from another depression, as we es- 
timate, they were well worth their cost. 

Madam President, here are two of the 
most distinguished economists in the 
country telling us that had we not 
taken the actions that the Federal 
Government did, we would have had a 
depression. They also looked at what 
would have happened without the Fed- 
eral response on the jobs front. 

Here is what they found running 
their econometric models. The green 
line is the response with the Federal 
response, the red line is what they esti- 
mate would have happened without the 
Federal response. We can see they find 
a difference of 8 million jobs. In other 
words, we have 8 million more jobs 
than we would have otherwise had had 
the Federal Government done nothing. 

I just say this to my colleagues who 
say, well, the stimulus and TARP 
didn’t work because we are not growing 
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as rapidly as we would like. Let’s think 
back. What was happening when those 
steps were taken? The economy wasn’t 
growing; the economy was shrinking. 
We weren’t getting more jobs; we were 
losing jobs at a record rate. So to those 
who say none of these Federal actions 
were successful, I say I don’t think 
that is what the record shows. 

I think what the record shows is they 
didn’t accomplish all we would like, 
but they really led to quite a dramatic 
turnaround from the worst recession 
since the Great Depression. Here are 
the positive signs we see now that are 
facts. They are not projections; they 
are facts. We have had 27 consecutive 
months of private sector job growth. 
We have had 11 consecutive quarters of 
real GDP growth. The unemployment 
rate is down from the 2009 peak. Manu- 
facturing has expanded for 34 consecu- 
tive months. The U.S. auto manufac- 
turers have returned to profitability. 
And State revenues are now showing 
signs of improvement. 

So, again, this isn’t political talk. 
These are facts, and facts matter. The 
facts demonstrate there has been quite 
a remarkable turnaround. Again, these 
aren’t projections; these are facts. 
These are things that have occurred. 

If we then compare the U.S. perform- 
ance to other countries with which we 
compete, we can see the United States 
has done the best in terms of the com- 
parisons here. Some developing nations 
have certainly done better than we 
have, but if we look at the developed 
world, the United States is doing the 
best. This chart shows our economic 
performance, the top line, which is far 
better than the eurozone, all the Euro- 
pean countries, which is the green line. 
Japan is the red line and we are doing 
much better than them. We are doing 
much better than the United Kingdom. 
If we look at how well we have done 
compared to the rest of the world, we 
are doing much better, at least in 
terms of the developed nations. 

We know Europe has gone in a some- 
what different direction. They have im- 
posed austerity without regard to 
growth policies. Here are the headlines 
from the International Herald Tribune: 
“Austerity Is Strangling Europe.” I 
pulled out a paragraph because I think 
it speaks very well of what has been 
the effect of the European strategy: 

The direction of European economic and fi- 
nancial policy must change, away from pure 
austerity toward growth. Greece, Ireland, 
Portugal, Italy and Spain have made sub- 
stantial progress in stabilizing their fi- 
nances. But the economic and political situa- 
tion in these countries shows that austerity 
alone is not the way to resolve the crisis. On 
the contrary, there is a danger of half-stran- 
gling national economies with a strict policy 
of austerity. We would therefore be well ad- 
vised to cushion harsh austerity measures 
with programs for growth. 

I believe there is a lesson in that for 
us as well. Iam an unvarnished deficit 
hawk. I have been my entire career. I 
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have called repeatedly for us to get our 
fiscal house in order. I believe it is im- 
perative that we do that, but it is also 
imperative to recognize that we don’t 
impose austerity on a weak and strug- 
gling economy. We would only make 
things worse. Getting back on a more 
sustainable financial path has to be 
done in a measured way. Absolutely, 
we need a long-term plan to take on 
our deficits and debt. I have made that 
speech 500 times. Absolutely, that has 
to be done. But that has to be done in 
a phased way, and the austerity should 
not be imposed until we are on a 
stronger growth path. I think economic 
history tells us that, and that is a les- 
son we need to learn. 

What is holding back the U.S. econ- 
omy from a stronger recovery? Well, 
we have identified these elements: No. 
1, the European debt/financial crisis 
has thrown a cloud over global mar- 
kets, and they are still our biggest 
trading partners. So a chilling of eco- 
nomic activity in Europe has had an 
adverse effect on our own economic 
performance. 

No. 2, the Iran/Middle East situation 
has threatened to disrupt oil supplies. 
That creates uncertainty, because we 
know the Straits of Hormuz would 
close, prices would jump, economic ac- 
tivity would weaken, and we would be 
hurting. That has led companies, even 
though they have $2 trillion on their 
balance sheets, to be very cautious 
about expanding their investment and 
expanding their hiring. 

Federal, State, and local government 
cutbacks have also created economic 
drag. I will go to that issue in a mo- 
ment. 

The political deadlock on fiscal 
issues here in Congress has also created 
uncertainty, and we face, of course, the 
threat from the fiscal cliff. The fiscal 
cliff is the fact that at the end of this 
year, all of the Bush tax cuts are going 
to expire, which means an automatic 
tax increase for virtually every Amer- 
ican. We also face additional spending 
cuts, including $1.2 trillion from the so- 
called sequester, evenly shared bpe- 
tween defense and nondefense. That 
would reduce demand. That would fur- 
ther reduce economic growth. Also, of 
course, the housing market continues 
to pose a threat, at least in many parts 
of the country. Certainly in Nevada, 
Arizona, Florida, and in parts of Cali- 
fornia, the housing market crisis still 
leaves an overhang. 

I thought this article in the New 
York Times on Saturday, May 5, was 
very interesting. I think if we gave a 
quiz to the American people listening 
to the debates here, they would con- 
clude that government has gotten big- 
ger and bigger during the Obama ad- 
ministration, but that is not true. A 
previous President said ‘‘facts are stub- 
born things,” and these are facts. If we 
take State, local, and Federal Govern- 
ment and we combine them, the gov- 
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ernment is getting smaller in the 
United States. In fact, again, I pulled 
out a paragraph: 

For the first time in 40 years, the govern- 
ment sector of the American economy has 
shrunk during the first three years of a pres- 
idential administration. Spending by the 
Federal Government, adjusted for inflation, 
has risen at a slow rate under President 
Obama. But that increase has been more 
than offset by a fall in spending by State and 
local governments, which have been squeezed 
by weak tax receipts. 

In the first quarter of this year, the 
real gross domestic product for the 
government—including State and local 
governments as well as Federal—was 2 
percent lower than it was 3 years ear- 
lier, when Barack Obama took office, 
in early 2009. 

All the talk we hear on this floor 
about the exploding size of government 
is bloviation. It is bloviation. Let’s get 
real. The government in the United 
States is shrinking. Facts are stubborn 
things. 

This is what is happening to the U.S. 
Government workforce under this 
President. Obama took office in Janu- 
ary of 2009. This chart shows millions 
of Federal, State, and local employees. 
We had more than 22.5 million Federal, 
State, and local employees. Look what 
has happened. Do we have more em- 
ployees in government today than 
when President Obama took office or 
do we have less? We have less, and we 
have a lot less. This chart shows very 
clearly the number of employees has 
gone down  dramatically—dramati- 
cally—during the years of this adminis- 
tration. Facts are stubborn things. 

What is underlying our current weak- 
ness? Well, before the Budget Com- 
mittee, we had Dr. Joel Prakken, the 
chairman of Macroeconomic Advisers. 
This is the testimony he gave earlier 
this year: 

The No. 1 problem that [small businesses] 
say they have to deal with right now is lack 
of demand. 

Are my colleagues paying attention? 
Can we pass a quiz? What is the prob- 
lem? The problem is a lack of demand. 
Further tax increases or further spend- 
ing cuts will only weaken demand in 
the short term. So we have to be pay- 
ing attention to what we do here. 

Some of our colleagues say, Let’s 
slash spending some more, make gov- 
ernment even smaller. Guess what that 
will do to demand? It will weaken it. 
That will make the economic recovery 
even more tepid, even weaker. That is 
not the answer. Yes, it is absolutely 
the case over the longer term. We have 
to be aggressive at reducing spending 
and reforming entitlements and re- 
forming the tax system. I have been 
part of virtually every effort here to do 
that. I was part of Bowles-Simpson and 
part of the group of six. I am actually 
actively engaged in that effort now. We 
have to be able to walk and chew gum 
at the same time. What we need to un- 
derstand is we need a two-step strat- 
egy: strengthen growth in the short 
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term, and then pivot and deal with our 
deficits and debt over the longer term. 
We cannot get confused about this and 
think the answer is to impose imme- 
diate austerity now. We have already 
imposed a fair amount of austerity, 
which I will get into in a minute, with 
the budget cuts that were included in 
the Budget Control Act passed last 
year. 

I want to repeat the testimony of Dr. 
Prakken: 

The No. 1 problem that [small businesses] 
say they have to deal with right now is lack 
of demand. They do not say access to capital. 
They do not say burden of regulation. They 
say their order books are thin. 

I say to my colleagues, let’s pay at- 
tention to what the problem is: weak 
demand. We have to take steps to 
strengthen demand in the short term 
while at the same time putting in place 
a longer term plan to get us back on 
track with our Nation’s finances. 

One reason we have a weak demand is 
we have made weak investments in in- 
frastructure. Look at where we are 
compared to our global competitors. 
China is investing 9 percent of their 
GDP on infrastructure. Europe is 
spending 5 percent, and here we are at 
2.4 percent. One of the reasons we have 
a weak recovery is we are not investing 
sufficiently in roads, bridges, airports, 
rail, and, as a result, our infrastructure 
across America is becoming second 
rate. That is about as clear as it can 
be. 

I hear my colleagues say: Well, our 
problem is the Senate has not passed a 
budget in over 1,000 days. Sometimes I 
wonder if our colleagues pay very close 
attention to what they are voting on 
here, because last year, instead of a 
budget resolution we passed the Budget 
Control Act—a law. What is the dif- 
ference between a resolution and a law? 
I think any high school student could 
tell us a resolution is weaker than a 
law. Yet our colleagues continue to 
come to the floor and complain and say 
we have not passed a resolution in 
more than 1,000 days. That is true. 
What we did do is pass a law called the 
Budget Control Act. We passed it last 
year with an overwhelming vote here 
in the U.S. Senate—a bipartisan vote. 
It also passed in the House of Rep- 
resentatives and was signed into law by 
the President. 

A budget resolution never even goes 
to the President. A budget resolution is 
purely a congressional document. So a 
law is stronger than any resolution, 
and it is true, we didn’t pass a budget 
resolution last year, we passed a law 
called the Budget Control Act. That 
law, in part, said: 

The allocations, aggregates, and spending 
levels set in subsection (b)(1) shall apply in 
the Senate in the same manner as for a con- 
current resolution on the budget. 

That is about as clear as it can be. 
The Budget Control Act says that the 
spending levels will apply in the same 
manner as a budget resolution. 
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So all these speeches that have been 
given—oh, we have not had a budget 
resolution in a thousand days—is not 
telling people the rest of the story. In- 
stead of a budget resolution, we passed 
a budget law called the Budget Control 
Act. 

What did that law do? One of the 
things it did was cut spending $900 bil- 
lion over the next 10 years. I can tell 
you, it put in place 10 years of spending 
caps—10 years of spending caps. A typ- 
ical budget resolution only deals with 1 
year. The Budget Control Act—the law 
we passed last year—put in place 10 
years of spending caps, saving $900 bil- 
lion. 

In addition, it said: We are going to 
create a special committee to deal with 
the entitlement programs and the tax 
system. We are going to say to that 
special committee: If you can come to 
an agreement, you will not face a fili- 
buster. You will not face delays, you 
will be able to bring that proposal 
right to the floor of the Senate and get 
a vote. 

They further said: But if you do not 
agree, there will be another $1.2 trillion 
of spending cuts imposed. Of course, we 
all know now the special committee 
could not agree. So that additional $1.2 
trillion of spending cuts is now the law 
of the land, on top of the $900 billion of 
spending cuts that was in the Budget 
Control Act as well. 

So let’s do the math: $900 billion of 
discretionary savings in the Budget 
Control Act, plus this sequester—the 
$1.2 trillion of additional spending cuts 
focused on defense and nondefense 
spending—for a total of $2.1 trillion of 
spending cuts that were in the Budget 
Control Act passed last year that is 
now the law of the land. That is the 
biggest spending cut package in the 
history of the United States. 

I think facts are stubborn things, and 
we need to remind our colleagues of 
what the facts are. 

Here is another unfortunate fact: We 
are borrowing almost 40 cents of every 
$1 we spend. We can do that for a while. 
We cannot do it endlessly. We are bor- 
rowing almost 40 cents of every $1 we 
spend, so we have to deal with that. 

What does it mean in terms of our 
debt? This is what is happening to our 
debt: Gross debt as a percentage of our 
gross domestic product under what is 
called the CBO alternative fiscal sce- 
nario—that is their prediction of what 
we might do here—shows the gross debt 
of the United States is going to be 104 
percent of our gross domestic product 
at the end of this year—104 percent of 
our gross domestic product. It shows, if 
we do not do anything, that is going to 
go up to 119 percent. Our gross debt 
will be 119 percent of the size of our 
economy by 2022 if we do not do any- 
thing. 

That is not a path we should allow to 
be followed. Why not? Because the best 
economic analysis that has been done, 
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by Reinhart and Rogoff, “Growth in a 
Time of Debt,” found that once we get 
a gross debt of more than 90 percent of 
our GDP, our future economic pros- 
pects are diminished. It does not hap- 
pen all at once. It is not like falling off 
a cliff when we get to gross debt that is 
90 percent of our GDP. It is more like 
a long, slow decline in terms of our fu- 
ture economic prospects. 

So here is what they concluded after 
studying 200 years’ of economic his- 
tory, 44 different countries: 

We examine the experience of 44 countries 
spanning up to two centuries of data on cen- 
tral government debt, inflation and growth. 
Our main finding is that across both ad- 
vanced countries and emerging markets, 
high debt/GDP levels (90 percent and 
above)— 

Again, this is gross debt, when we get 
to a gross debt of 90 percent or more. 
are associated with notably lower growth 
outcomes. 

So this is not just about numbers on 
a page. This is about future economic 
prospects, future economic oppor- 
tunity, future job prospects, that the 
future wealth of a nation is hurt when 
they get to a gross debt of more than 90 
percent of their GDP. 

The previous chart I showed is that 
we will be at 104 percent of GDP at the 
end of this year. So absolutely we have 
to focus on deficits and debt. But we 
should not lose sight of the fact that 
we cannot pivot and do that when the 
economy is weak or we will make the 
economy even weaker. So the initial 
steps we need to take are to strengthen 
growth. At the same time, we ought to 
put in place a plan that gets us back on 
track fiscally that deals with this debt 
problem for the longer term because 
this is not a matter of we get to this 
point and fall off the cliff. It does not 
work that way. 

What is critically important is that 
we adopt the right economic policies 
now to strengthen the economy, to lift 
growth, but at the same time to put in 
place a longer term plan that deals 
with deficits and debt. 

As shown on this chart here is where 
we are headed if we fail to act. This is 
according to the Congressional Budget 
Office. It is nonpartisan. We have gross 
debt that I was referencing before: 104 
percent. Look at this and you will say: 
Gee, it is not 104 percent on this chart. 
That is because this is not gross debt. 
This is debt held by the public, which 
most economists like to talk about. I 
talk about the gross debt because gross 
debt includes what we owe to the trust 
funds, and the work of Reinhart and 
Rogoff focused on gross debt. So if we 
are going to compare ourselves to the 
research they did, we have to be talk- 
ing about gross debt. 

This is debt held by the public, and 
this is what CBO says is going to hap- 
pen to debt held by the public if we fail 
to act: We are going to have a debt 
more than 200 percent of GDP. That is 


10068 


the track we are on. So, hey, we have 
to sober up. We need a plan that gets 
us back on track. 

When we analyze how we got in this 
situation, what is critical is that we 
look at spending and revenue because 
it is that mismatch which leads to defi- 
cits. It is when we are spending more 
than we are taking in. It is when our 
outlays are greater than our revenues 
that we have deficits. It is the accumu- 
lation of deficits that is the debt. 
Right. The debt is adding up all the 
deficits over all these years. 

The red line on this chart shows the 
spending of the United States. The 
green line shows the revenue. What 
jumps out at you is that spending is 
near a 60-year high. That is not sur- 
prising because we just had the biggest 
economic downturn since the Great De- 
pression. 

What happens when we have a strong 
economic downturn? What we call the 
automatic stabilizers kick in to pre- 
vent us from going into a depression. 
What are the automatic stabilizers? 
Things such as unemployment insur- 
ance, spending on food stamps, other 
things that are done to prevent going 
from a recession into a depression. 
Those things kicked in, and the result 
is—and, of course, we had TARP and we 
had stimulus, which I have already 
demonstrated worked actually quite ef- 
fectively. Without them, the best 
economists in the country tell us we 
would have been in a depression. 

Spending is near a 60-year high. But 
look at revenue. Revenue is near a 60- 
year low. Low revenue, high spending, 
big deficits, big additions to debt. That 
is what is happening to us. We can see, 
the spending has come back somewhat 
now. Revenue has improved somewhat. 
So things are starting to get better, 
but we still have a big gap and a deficit 
of $1.2 trillion for this year—stag- 
gering. That over time has to be ad- 
dressed. 

The Budget Control Act we passed 
last year—the law our friends over 
there say: Oh, you have not passed a 
budget resolution for a thousand days. 
Wow. Did they forget they voted on a 
law called the Budget Control Act that 
cut spending by the biggest amount in 
the history of the United States? 

Look what has happened to discre- 
tionary spending. Under the Budget 
Control Act, discretionary spending is 
going to go to a historic low. So all 
this talk about the runaway spending 
around here—yes, spending went up 
when we had a deep economic decline 
in order to prevent that decline from 
becoming even worse and becoming a 
depression. But do you know what. We 
have already taken steps to rein that 
spending back in in the future in the 
Budget Control Act. 

Look how it is going to do it. We saw, 
back in 1968, discretionary spending— 
in Federal spending there are two 
kinds of spending. There is mandatory 
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spending—things such as Social Secu- 
rity, Medicare, that is mandatory 
spending. Then there is discretionary 
spending; that is things such as edu- 
cation, law enforcement, parks. And 
back in 1968, 13.6 percent of budget out- 
lays went to discretionary spending. 

In 2012, even after this uptick, we are 
still far below where we were in 1968. 
Only 8.4 percent of budget outlays are 
going to discretionary spending. But 
look what happens under the Budget 
Control Act. Discretionary spending, as 
a share of the total budget, will drop to 
less than 5 percent. We have not been 
there going way back. That is a his- 
toric low. 

So those who say, well, we have run- 
away spending, nothing has been done 
about it, they have not done their 
homework, and they, obviously, have 
not paid attention to the laws that 
have been passed. The Budget Control 
Act that passed last year is taking us 
to spending for discretionary programs 
that is a historic low. 

Where is the spending going up? Well, 
it is those mandatory accounts. That is 
where the spending is going up. Of 
course, aS shown on this chart, this is 
the picture on Social Security. Again, 
this goes back to 1972. Social Security 
was 3.3 percent of GDP. Here we are in 
2012 and it is up to well over 5 percent 
of GDP. It is headed for over 6 percent 
of GDP as the baby boomers retire. 
That is not a projection. The baby 
boomers have been born. They are alive 
today. They are going to retire. I am a 
baby boomer. I see a number of others 
in front of me in the Chamber. That is 
not a projection. That is baked in the 
cake. So we know we have gone in 1972 
from Social Security being 3.3 percent 
of GDP to being 6 percent of GDP. That 
is not because we have had increases in 
the program; it is because we have in- 
creases in the number of people who 
are eligible for the program. 

The same is true in other mandatory 
parts of the budget. 

Here is Medicare. Medicare, Med- 
icaid, and other Federal health spend- 
ing—if we added it all up in 1972—was 
1.1 percent of GDP. In 2050, we expect 
that to increase to 12.4 percent of GDP. 
So if we are looking for where the 
spending is really increasing, it is cer- 
tainly not in the domestic accounts. 
That has gone down as a share of GDP. 

For Social Security, we have seen an 
increase because of increased people el- 
igible because of the baby boom gen- 
eration. But the big place we have seen 
an explosion is in the health care ac- 
counts. 

Now, that is not because of the law 
that was passed—what some people call 
ObamaCare. That has nothing to do 
with this. This is long-term trends be- 
cause of the increase in the cost of 
medicine and because of the baby boom 
generation. 

That is where we see a large increase 
in Federal spending. We are seeing 
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Medicare enrollment soaring. Back in 
1970, there were 20 million people eligi- 
ble for Medicare. In 2085, it is going to 
be 115 million. So a key reason we are 
seeing increases in costs in the so- 
called mandatory programs is a dra- 
matic increase in the number of people 
who are eligible. That is no fault of the 
program. That is a demographic re- 
ality, and we have to cope with this re- 
ality. 

If we are going to have a Medicare 
Program that gives an assurance that 
people in their senior years have med- 
ical treatment available to them, we 
have to deal with this reality of a dra- 
matic increase in the number of people 
who are eligible for Medicare. 

An aging population is the primary 
driver of Medicare, Medicaid, and So- 
cial Security cost growth—an aging 
population. The world is changing. As a 
population, we have a much bigger 
group that is eligible for these pro- 
grams—Social Security, Medicare, 
Medicaid. It is absolutely essential 
that those programs be maintained in 
order for our seniors to have a com- 
fortable retirement and in their aging 
years to have security. 

That is the genius of Social Security 
and Medicare and Medicaid. They have 
transformed lives for people in their 
senior years. But we also have this re- 
ality to confront that because we have 
a growing number—because of the baby 
boom generation the costs to the Fed- 
eral Government are swelling. Again, it 
is not on discretionary spending. That 
part of the budget, as I have dem- 
onstrated, is going down as a share of 
the economy. It is in these areas where 
our budget is sensitive to the growing 
number of people eligible for Social Se- 
curity, Medicare, and Medicaid. 

Interestingly enough, the Medicare 
trustees say the health care reform law 
passed has reduced long-term Medicare 
costs. I hear people, especially our 
friends on the other side, say the law 
we have passed has increased these 
costs. That is not what the Medicare 
trustees have found. The Medicare 
trustees have said the ‘‘projected Medi- 
care costs over 75 years are substan- 
tially lower than they otherwise would 
be because of provisions in the ‘Afford- 
able Care Act’ or ACA. 

Our colleagues say they want to re- 
peal the Affordable Care Act. They are 
talking about making the situation 
worse, not according to KENT CONRAD 
but according to the Medicare trustees. 
The Medicare trustees—I wish to re- 
peat this—said the ‘‘projected Medicare 
costs over 75 years are substantially 
lower than they otherwise would be be- 
cause of provisions in the Affordable 
Care Act... .”’ 

So our colleagues who are lining up 
to say they want to repeal the afford- 
able care act are lining up to increase 
Medicare costs. By the way, they are 
lining up to increase the debt because 
the Congressional Budget Office has 
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told us that in the first 10 years of the 
affordable care act, it saves more than 
a hundred billion dollars in the deficit, 
but in the second 10 years, it saves well 
over $1 trillion on deficits and debt. 

Let me repeat that. The Congres- 
sional Budget Office tells us the afford- 
able care act, which some of our col- 
leagues are lining up to repeal, will re- 
duce deficits and debt in the second 10 
years by well over $1 trillion. So my 
friends who are lining up—they want to 
repeal the affordable care act—they are 
lining up to increase Medicare costs. 
They are lining up to increase the debt 
of the United States, according to the 
Congressional Budget Office, which is 
nonpartisan. 

This is what the Medicare trustees 
project in terms of reduction in Medi- 
care costs. The percent change in aver- 
age per beneficiary cost from 2001 to 
2011 was up 94 percent. From 2011 to 
2021, they predict it will go up 37 per- 
cent, a dramatic slowing of the rise in 
costs because of the affordable care 
act. 

We also hear colleagues on the other 
side say the answer to this deficit and 
debt situation is to have further tax 
cuts that primarily benefit the 
wealthiest among us. Really? I have 
just shown a chart that showed our 
revenue is near a 60-year low. So does 
digging the hole deeper make much 
sense before we start to fill it in? I do 
not think so. 

We hear our colleagues say: If we 
look in the last 40 years, revenue has 
been about 18 percent of GDP. That is 
true. But you know what, the five 
times we have balanced the budget 
since 1969 the revenue has not been at 
18 percent of GDP. The revenue has 
been at 19.7 percent of GDP, 19.9 per- 
cent, 19.8 percent, 20.6 percent, 19.5 per- 
cent of GDP. So these friends who say 
they want to balance the budget, let’s 
study their numbers. It does not add 
up. It does not add up. 

They want to cut the revenue, which 
already is near a 60-year low—cut it 
some more. They say: Sometimes it is 
going to get back toward historic aver- 
age. That is not going to cut it, be- 
cause we can see the times we have bal- 
anced the budget, the revenue has not 
been at 18 percent of GDP. Right now, 
it is at less than 16 percent. Revenue 
has been about 20 percent of GDP. I do 
not know what could be more clear; 
that we need tax reform in this coun- 
try. The Tax Code is out of date. It is 
inefficient. It is hurting U.S. global 
competitiveness. Complexity imposes a 
significant burden on individuals and 
businesses. The expiring provisions cre- 
ate uncertainty and confusion. We are 
hemorrhaging revenue to the tax gap, 
the tax havens, to abusive tax shelters. 

I have shown on this floor many 
times a picture of a little five-story 
house called Ugland House. Ugland 
House—I am going to put it up in just 
1 minute—claims to be the home to 
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8,000 companies. They all say they are 
doing business out of this little five- 
story building. Really? Is that what 
they are doing? We will talk about that 
in a moment. 

But we are hemorrhaging revenue to 
the tax gap, the tax havens, to abusive 
tax shelters. We need to restore fair- 
ness. The current system is contrib- 
uting to growing income inequality. I 
do not know how anybody can deny 
this. We have seen a dramatic growth 
in income inequality in our country. 

One of the reasons is we have a Tax 
Code which favors those at the very 
top, at least some of them. Very inter- 
esting because not all people at the top 
pay a lot of taxes. Some people at the 
top and some companies pay nothing, 
even though they are highly profitable. 
That is not fair. It is not right. It is 
hurting the country. 

Our long-term fiscal imbalance must 
be addressed. Revenue must be part of 
the solution. Martin Feldstein, a dis- 
tinguished conservative economist— 
nobody ever accused Martin Feldstein 
of being a liberal—said this: 

Cutting tax expenditures is really the best 
way to reduce government spending. ... 
[E]liminating tax expenditures does not in- 
crease marginal tax rates or reduce the re- 
ward for saving, investment or risk-taking. 
It would also increase the overall economic 
efficiency by removing incentives that dis- 
tort private spending decisions. And elimi- 
nating or consolidating the large number of 
overlapping tax-based subsidies would also 
greatly simplify tax filing. In short, cutting 
tax expenditures is not at all like other ways 
of raising revenue. 

In this case, I think Martin Feldstein 
has it about right. One way we can 
raise additional revenue is to reform 
the current tax system, making our 
system more competitive and at the 
same time raising additional revenue 
that can be used to help reduce the def- 
icit, along with reform of entitlement 
programs, along with additional spend- 
ing restraint. 

These tax expenditures go over- 
whelmingly to the top 1 percent. Here 
is the increase in aftertax income from 
tax expenditures. We can see the mid- 
dle quintile. They get $3,200 a year of 
value. But look at the top 1 percent. 
The top 1 percent get over $44 million a 
year in benefits from tax expenditures. 
Overwhelmingly, those tax expendi- 
tures that are now costing us $1.2 tril- 
lion a year are going to the wealthiest 
among us. 

I have nothing against wealth or peo- 
ple who succeed—all for it. I am for 
there being a fair distribution of the 
burden of raising the revenue necessary 
to support the country, and this is not 
fair. It is not fair when the top 1 per- 
cent get $% million in value every year 
from these tax expenditures. That gets 
almost no attention. 

This is the picture I was talking 
about. This is a little building in the 
Cayman Islands, a five-story building 
called Ugland House. Now, 18,857 com- 
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panies call this building home. Truly. 
That is the most efficient building in 
the world. Can you imagine all these 
companies doing business out of that 
little building, 18,857 companies? Are 
they truly doing business out of that 
little building? The only business they 
are doing out of there is monkey busi- 
ness, and the monkey business they are 
doing is to avoid the taxes they legiti- 
mately owe in this country. That is 
what is going on in this building in the 
Cayman Islands, the avoidance of 
taxes, legitimate taxes in this country. 
There is a reason there are some very 
large companies that even though they 
are hugely profitable pay absolutely 
nothing in taxes. That is not right. 
That is not fair. It should be stopped. 
Our colleagues on the other side, they 
do not want to stop it. They are 
against it. In fact, they have taken a 
pledge that they will not increase tax 
revenues by closing down this kind of 
tax dodge. They have taken a pledge 
not to do anything about it. Virtually 
every Republican has taken a pledge 
that this would be a tax increase to 
shut down this kind of tax dodge. That 
is not right. 

When we look at the longer term def- 
icit and debt problem—I have tried to 
be clear—what we need to do is a two- 
step approach. The first step, we need 
more economic growth. We need things 
to support this economic recovery. We 
need more investment certainly in in- 
frastructure where we are falling badly 
behind. But we also need a comprehen- 
sive long-term plan to get us back on 
track, to face up to these deficits and 
debt. What is the best way to do that? 
Here is what the American people say: 
We need a balanced approach. 

Some people say cut spending. That 
is where 17 percent of the American 
people are. Some say increase taxes. 
That is where 8 percent of the Amer- 
ican people are. But 62 percent of the 
American people say we have to do 
some of both. We have to cut spending. 
We have to raise revenue. We ought to 
have a balanced plan. 

So that is what the American people 
are telling us. Interestingly enough, 
that is what the President’s fiscal com- 
mission concluded, the Bowles-Simp- 
son Commission. I was a member of it. 
There were 18 members, and 11 sup- 
ported the recommendations of the 
commission—5 Democrats, 5 Repub- 
licans, and 1 Independent. That is as bi- 
partisan as you can get. We took that 
balanced approach. 

We reformed the revenue system to 
have a more fair tax system and shut 
down abusive tax havens and loopholes 
but also had further savings on the 
spending side of the equation. 

On this chart is an overview of the 
budget plan I developed based on the 
fiscal commission’s plan: $5.4 trillion 
in deficit reduction over 10 years; low- 
ers deficit to 1.4 percent of GDP in 2022, 
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which is around 10 percent of GDP; sta- 
bilizes gross debt by 2015; reduces dis- 
cretionary spending to 4.8 percent of 
GDP by 2022, which has already been 
done; builds on health care reform sav- 
ings; calls for Social Security reform, 
with the savings to be used only to ex- 
tend the life of Social Security itself. 

Social Security was not part of the 
deficit reduction plan because Social 
Security has not been a contributor to 
building the deficit and debt. We also 
know Social Security is in trouble. Its 
solvency is in question. We rec- 
ommended that any changes to Social 
Security be purely for the purpose of 
extending the life of Social Security 
itself given the incredibly important 
role it plays in our country. 

We also included fundamental tax re- 
form to raise revenue and to go after 
these tax havens, these abusive tax 
shelters, and, yes, to ask the wealthi- 
est among us, some of whom—not all— 
have gotten away with paying very lit- 
tle, to pay their fair share. 

This is what would happen to the def- 
icit as a percentage of GDP under that 
plan. You can see on this chart that it 
would be reduced dramatically—from 
7.6 percent of GDP this year to 1.4 per- 
cent of GDP by 2021, really dramatic 
reductions as a percentage of GDP by 
2016. This chart is what would happen 
to the debt. Instead of it continuing to 
grow to more than 119 percent of GDP 
by 2022, that debt would be at 93 per- 
cent of GDP by 2022. In the near term, 
debt would go up some more, abso- 
lutely, because we have to deal with 
this economic weakness, but over the 
full 10 years of the plan, the debt would 
be brought under control and be 
brought down somewhat. 

Those are the elements of the plan. I 
say to my colleagues that we have to 
find a way to come together. It is im- 
portant to the country that we do. I am 
retiring at the end of this year, but I 
hope we can find a way to reform the 
tax system and make it more fair, re- 
form entitlements in recognition that 
the baby boom generation is upon us. 
They are going to retire, and they are 
putting stress on these programs. 
These programs are critically impor- 
tant to life in America—certainly the 
lives of our senior citizens. And we are 
going to have to do more about the dis- 
cretionary accounts because, as I have 
indicated, they have already been hit 
repeatedly, and we are headed for a 
share of our budget going to the discre- 
tionary accounts that are a record low. 
I personally don’t believe going back 
and cutting them more, beyond what 
has already been done in the Budget 
Control Act passed last year, is a win- 
ning strategy. 

I think this is an important and de- 
fining moment in this country’s his- 
tory. These are problems that are real. 
Certainly, to the millions of people 
who are without a job, we have an ab- 
solute obligation to do everything we 
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can to strengthen this economy. We 
also have an absolute obligation to 
take on this debt threat because that 
hangs over the country as well. 

We can do this. We have done it be- 
fore. In the Clinton administration, we 
got back to balanced budgets and 
strong economic growth, with the cre- 
ation of more than 20 million jobs, and 
a country that was prospering and 
doing better than any competitor on 
the face of the globe. We can do it. I be- 
lieve we will. 

I yield the floor. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator from Vermont. 

Mr. SANDERS. Madam President, 
the American people are angry because 
they are living through the worst re- 
cession since the Great Depression. Un- 
employment is not 8.2 percent; real un- 
employment is closer to 15 percent. 
Young people who are graduating from 
high school and college are going out 
into the world, and they want to be- 
come independent and create jobs. 
There are no jobs. There are workers 
out there—and I am sure you know 
them—who are 50, 55 years old who in- 
tended to work out the remainder of 
their work lives, and suddenly they got 
pink slips and their self-esteem was de- 
stroyed. They will never have another 
job again, and they are worried about 
retirement security. 

What the American people are angry 
about is that they understand they did 
not cause this recession. Teachers did 
not cause this recession. Firefighters 
and police officers, who are being at- 
tacked daily by Governors all over this 
country, did not cause this recession. 
Construction workers did not cause 
this recession. This recession was 
caused by the greed, recklessness, and 
illegal behavior of the people on Wall 
Street. 

What these people on Wall Street did 
was spend billions of dollars trying to 
deregulate Wall Street, and they got 
their way. Five billion dollars in 10 
years is what they spent. And then 
they were able to merge investment 
banks with commercial banks with in- 
surance companies, and they got every- 
thing they wanted. They said: Get the 
government off the backs of Wall 
Street. They got it. The end result was 
that they plunged this country into the 
worst recession since the Great Depres- 
sion. 

Four years after the financial crisis 
caused by JPMorgan Chase, Bank of 
America, Goldman Sachs, and the 
other huge financial institutions, one 
might have thought that perhaps they 
learned something, that maybe the les- 
son of the great financial crisis was 
that you cannot continue to maintain 
the largest gambling casino in the his- 
tory of the world. But apparently they 
have not learned that lesson. They are 
back at it again. We have recently seen 
the $2 billion or $3 billion gambling 
losses at JPMorgan Chase. 
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What we need from Wall Street if we 
are going to put people back to work is 
investment in the productive economy. 
Small and medium-sized businesses all 
over this country need affordable 
loans, and that is what financial insti- 
tutions should be doing. They should 
be helping us create jobs, expand busi- 


nesses, not continuing to engage in 
their wild and exotic gambling 
schemes. 


When we talk about why the Amer- 
ican people are angry, they are angry 
because they understand that Wall 
Street received the largest taxpayer 
bailout in the history of the world. But 
it was not just the $700 billion that 
Congress approved through TARP. As a 
result of an independent audit that 
some of us helped to bring about in the 
Dodd-Frank bill, we learned that the 
Federal Reserve provided a jaw-drop- 
ping $16 trillion in virtually zero-inter- 
est loans to every major financial in- 
stitution in this country, the central 
banks all over the world, to large cor- 
porations in America and, in fact, even 
wealthy individuals. What the Amer- 
ican people are saying is that if the 
Fed can provide $16 trillion to large fi- 
nancial institutions, why can’t they 
begin to move to protect homeowners, 
unemployed workers, and the middle 
class of this country? 

The American people are looking 
around them. They are angry not just 
because unemployment is high, they 
are angry not just because millions of 
people have lost their homes and life 
savings, they are angry because they 
understand that the middle class of 
this country is collapsing, poverty is 
increasing, while at the same time the 
people on top are doing phenomenally 
well. The taxpayers bailed out Wall 
Street, and Wall Street recovers, Wall 
Street does well, but now we have kids 
in this country graduating college 
deeply in debt, can’t find a job, and we 
have older workers losing their jobs, 
and people are saying: What is going on 
in America? 

I believe the American people ulti- 
mately are angry because they are 
looking at this great country—a coun- 
try for which many of our veterans 
fought and died—and what they are 
seeing is this Nation is losing its mid- 
dle class, losing its democratic values, 
and, in fact, is moving toward an oli- 
garchic form of government, where a 
handful of billionaires control the eco- 
nomic and political life of this Nation. 

In the United States today, we have 
the most unequal distribution of 
wealth and income since the 1920s. You 
are not going to see what I am talking 
about now on Fox or NBC or CBS, but 
it is important that we discuss this 
issue because it is one of the most im- 
portant issues facing America. 

Today, the wealthiest 400 individuals 
in America own more wealth than the 
bottom half of America, 150 million 
people—400 to 150 million. Today—and 
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this is really quite amazing—the six 
heirs to the Walmart fortune—the 
Walmart company started by Sam Wal- 
ton, his children—one family now owns 
more wealth than do the bottom 30 per- 
cent of the American people. One fam- 
ily owns more wealth than the bottom 
30 percent or 90 million Americans. 
Today, the top 1 percent owns 40 per- 
cent of all of the wealth in America. 
The top 1 percent owns 40 percent of all 
the wealth in America. 

What do we think the bottom 60 per- 
cent of the American people own? I ask 
this question a lot around Vermont. I 
have a lot of meetings. I say that the 
top 1 percent owns 40 percent, and peo- 
ple say: That is not good, but we under- 
stand that. 

Then I ask: What about the bottom 60 
percent? 

Maybe they own 15 or 20 percent, 
they say. 

The answer is that they own less 
than 2 percent—less than 2 percent. So 
you have the bottom 60 percent of the 
American people owning less than 2 
percent of the wealth, and the top 1 
percent owns 40 percent of the wealth. 

Here is another astounding fact. We 
don’t see it much in the media and 
many colleagues don’t talk about it 
too often, but, incredibly, the bottom 
40 percent of the American people own 
three-tenths of 1 percent of the wealth 
in this country. 

I know we have some of my col- 
leagues coming up and saying: Look, 
not everybody in America is paying 
taxes. You have millions of people not 
paying any taxes. 

No kidding. Well, they don’t have 
any money. All of the money is on the 
top. 

According to a new study from the 
Federal Reserve, the medium net worth 
for middle-class families dropped by 
nearly 40 percent from 2007 to 2010, pri- 
marily because of the plummeting 
value of homes. That is the equivalent 
of wiping out 18 years of savings for the 
average middle-class family. 

I have talked about distribution of 
wealth. That is what you accumulate 
in your lifetime. Let me say a word 
about income, which is what we earn in 
a year. The last study that was done on 
income distribution was done recently. 
This is what it told us, and this is lit- 
erally quite hard to believe. The last 
study on income distribution showed 
us that between the years 2009 and 2010, 
93 percent of all new income created in 
the previous year went to the top 1 per- 
cent. Ninety-three percent of all the 
new income created between 2009, 
2010—the last information we had— 
went to the top 1 percent, while the 
bottom 99 percent had the privilege of 
enjoying the remaining 7 percent. In 
other words, the wealthiest people in 
this country are becoming phenome- 
nally wealthier, the middle class is dis- 
appearing, and poverty is increasing. 

When we talk about an oligarchic 
form of government, what we are talk- 
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ing about is not just a handful of fami- 
lies owning entire nations, we are also 
talking about the politics of the na- 
tion. As a result of this disastrous Citi- 
zens United decision, which is now 2 
years of age—one of the worst decisions 
ever brought about by the Supreme 
Court of this country and a decision 
they just reaffirmed a few days ago 
with regard to Montana—what the Su- 
preme Court has done is to say to the 
wealthiest people in this country: OK. 
You own almost all the wealth of this 
Nation. That is great. Now we are 
going to give you an opportunity to 
own the political life of this Nation, 
and if you are getting bored by just 
owning coal companies and casinos and 
manufacturing plants, you now have 
the opportunity to own the U.S. Gov- 
ernment. 

So we have people such as the Koch 
brothers and Sheldon Adelson—the 
Koch brothers are worth $50 billion. 
That is what they are worth. They are 
worth $50 billion and they have said 
they are prepared to put $400 million 
into this campaign to defeat Obama, to 
defeat candidates who are representing 
working families. Sheldon Adelson, 
who is only worth $20 billion—he is 
kind of a pauper—is willing to spend 
what it takes to buy the government. 
If we look at it, that ain’t a bad deal. 
If someone is worth $50 billion and they 
spend $1 billion or $2 billion, they can 
buy the U.S. Government. That is a 
pretty good investment, and that is 
what they are about to do. 

On the one hand, we have a grossly 
unequal distribution of wealth in in- 
come. These guys control the economy. 
We have the six largest financial insti- 
tutions in this country that have as- 
sets equivalent to two-thirds of the 
GDP of America—over $9 trillion—and 
these six financial institutions write 
half the mortgages and two-thirds of 
the credit cards in America. That is a 
huge impact on the economy. But that 
is not enough for these guys. The top 1 
percent own 40 percent of the wealth— 
not enough for these guys. Now they 
have the opportunity to buy the U.S. 
Government. 

So that is where we are. In my view, 
working families all over this country 
are saying enough is enough. They 
want this Congress to start standing 
for them and not just the millionaires 
and the billionaires who are spending 
unbelievable sums of money in this 
campaign. It seems to me what we have 
to do is start listening to the needs of 
working families—the vast majority of 
our people—and not just the people 
who make campaign contributions. 

I know that is a very radical idea. I 
do know that. But it might be a good 
idea to try a little bit to reaffirm the 
faith of the American people in their 
Democratic form of government. We 
could let them know just a little bit 
that maybe we are hearing their pain— 
their unemployment, their debt, the 
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fact they are losing their houses, the 
fact they do not have any health care, 
the fact they can’t afford to send their 
kids to college. Maybe, just maybe, we 
ought to listen to them before we go 
out running to another fundraising 
event with millionaires and billion- 
aires. 

I do know, however, that is a radical 
idea. So let’s talk about what we can 
actually do for the American people. In 
the midst of this terrible recession, 
where real unemployment is closer to 
15 percent if you include those folks 
who have given up looking for work 
and those people working part-time 
when they want to work full time, we 
know the fastest way to create decent- 
paying jobs is to rebuild our crumbling 
infrastructure. 

I see the Senator from Minnesota has 
taken the chair and is now presiding, 
and I don’t know about Minnesota, but 
I do know in Vermont many of our 
bridges are in desperate need of repair, 
our roads are in need of repair, and our 
rail system is falling further and fur- 
ther behind Europe and China. We have 
water systems that desperately need 
repair, wastewater plants, and we have 
schools that need repair. We can put 
millions of people back to work mak- 
ing our country more competitive and 
more efficient by addressing our infra- 
structure crisis. Let’s do it. 

It is beyond my comprehension why 
we can’t even get a modest transpor- 
tation bill. I know Chairwoman BOXER 
and Senator INHOFE are working on a 
modest transportation bill, but we 
can’t even get that through the House. 
In fact, we have to do a lot more than 
that, but at least they are making the 
effort. 

At a time when we spend some $300 
billion a year importing oil from Saudi 
Arabia and other foreign countries, at 
a time when this planet is struggling 
with global warming and all the ex- 
treme weather disturbances we see, and 
the billions of dollars we are spending 
in response to these extreme weather 
disturbances, we need to move toward 
energy independence. We need to re- 
verse greenhouse gas emissions. In 
other words, we need to transform our 
energy system away from fossil fuel 
into energy efficiency and into sustain- 
able energies, such as wind, solar, geo- 
thermal, and biomass. When we do 
that, we also create a substantial num- 
ber of decent-paying jobs. 

By the way, in the midst of a very 
competitive global economy, what we 
should not be doing is laying off teach- 
ers and childcare workers. We should 
be investing in education, not laying 
off those people who are educating our 
kids. 

I know there is a lot of discussion on 
the floor with regard to the national 
debt—almost $16 trillion—and the def- 
icit—over $1 trillion. That is a serious 
issue and we have to deal with it. But 
my view is a little different than many 
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of my colleagues in terms of how we 
deal with it. 

I think most Americans understand 
the causation of the deficit crisis; that 
is, President Bush went to war in Iraq 
and he went to war in Afghanistan, and 
he just forgot something. We all have 
memory lapses, don’t we? We go shop- 
ping and we forget to buy the milk or 
the bread. He had a memory lapse. He 
forgot to pay for those wars—a couple 
trillion dollars’ worth. He forgot to pay 
for them. To all of our deficit hawks 
out here, all those folks who say we 
have to cut food stamps, we have to cut 
education, we have to cut health care— 
oh, two wars, $2 trillion, $3 trillion, $4 
trillion? Hey, no problem, no problem 
at all. 

For the first time, as I understand it, 
in the history of this country, we went 
to war—which is an expensive propo- 
sition—and at the same time not only 
did we not raise the money to pay for 
the war, we went the other way and de- 
cided to give huge tax breaks, includ- 
ing to the wealthiest people in this 
country. We spent trillions going to 
war and we gave tax breaks to the 
wealthiest people in this country. That 
begins to add up. That is called cre- 
ating a deficit. 

Then, on top of that, because of the 
greed and the recklessness and illegal 
behavior on Wall Street, which drove 
us into this recession—and when you 
are in a recession and people are unem- 
ployed and small businesses go under, 
less revenue is coming into the Federal 
Treasury. If we are spending a whole 
lot, less revenue is coming in, so you 
have a deficit crisis. 

Some of my Republican friends say— 
and some Democrats say—maybe we 
should have paid for the war. Yes, you 
are right. Maybe we shouldn’t have 
given those tax breaks to the rich. 
Maybe you are right. But be that as it 
may, we are where we are and we need 
deficit reduction and we know how to 
do it. We are going to cut Social Secu- 
rity. 

My friends back home, when you 
hear folks talking about Social Secu- 
rity reform, hold on to your wallets be- 
cause they are talking about cuts in 
Social Security—nothing more, noth- 
ing less. I don’t know about Minnesota, 
Mr. President, but in Vermont no one 
has heard of the concept of chained 
CPI. I have asked them, and they do 
not know what chained CPI is, which is 
what they are trying to pass here. It is 
this belief—and senior citizens back 
home will start laughing when I say 
this—that COLAs for Social Security 
are too high. Seniors back home are 
scratching their heads, saying: Wait. 
We just went through 2 years when my 
prescription drug costs went up, my 
health care costs went up and I got 
zero in COLA and there are people in 
Washington—Republicans, some Demo- 
crats—who think I got too much in 
COLA? What world are these people liv- 
ing in? That is the reality. 
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So some of the folks here want to 
pass something called a chained CPI, 
which, if it were imposed—and I will do 
everything I can to see it does not get 
imposed—would mean seniors between 
the ages of 65 and 75 would lose about 
$550 a year. Then, when they are 85 and 
they are trying to get by on $13,000 or 
$14,000 a year, it will cost them about 
1,000 bucks a year. That is what some 
of our colleagues want to do—virtually 
all the Republicans want to do it and 
some Democrats want to do it as well. 
I am going to, as chairman of the De- 
fend Social Security Caucus, do every- 
thing I can to prevent that. 

They also want to cut Medicare and 
Medicaid. We have 50 million people 
without any health insurance at all, we 
have people paying huge deductibles, 
Medicaid covering nursing home care, 
and they want to cut Medicare and 
Medicaid. They have the brilliant idea, 
some of them, that maybe we should 
raise the retirement age for Medicare 
from 65 to 67. Tell me about somebody 
in Minnesota who is 66 and is diagnosed 
with cancer, and if we do what the Re- 
publicans want us to do in the House, 
which is to create a voucher plan for 
Medicare, we would give that person a 
check for, I don’t know, $7,000, I think, 
or $8,000, and we would say: Go out to 
the private insurance market, anyone 
you want, here is your $7,000 or $8,000— 
remember, they are suffering with can- 
cer—and go get your insurance. I guess 
that would last them maybe 1 or 2 days 
in the hospital is what it would do. But 
that is the Republican plan. 

I agree that deficit reduction is a real 
issue, and I think we have to deal with 
it. But we are not, if I have anything to 
say about it, going to deal with it on 
the backs of the elderly, the children, 
the sick, the poor, and the hungry. The 
way we deal with deficit reduction in a 
responsible way, in a fair way, is to 
look to the billionaires in this country 
who are doing phenomenally well and 
make the point that Warren Buffett 
made, that there is something a little 
absurd about millionaires and billion- 
aires today, in the midst of the deficit 
crisis, paying the lowest tax rates they 
have paid in decades. Yes, we are going 
to have to ask the wealthiest people in 
this country to start paying their fair 
share of taxes. 

I saw a piece in the paper the other 
day which was quite incredible. Rich 
people, apparently, are giving up their 
citizenship. They are leaving America 
and going abroad. These great lovers of 
America who made their money in this 
country, when we ask them to start 
paying their fair share of taxes, start 
running abroad. We have 19-year-old 
kids who have died in Iraq and Afghan- 
istan who went abroad not to escape 
taxes; they are working-class kids who 
died in wars. Now the billionaires want 
to run abroad in order to avoid paying 
their fair share of taxes. What patriot- 
ism; what love of country. 
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We have to deal with deficit reduc- 
tion, but we don’t have to cut Social 
Security, we don’t have to cut Medi- 
care, we don’t have to cut Medicaid, 
and we don’t have to cut education. We 
can ask the wealthiest people, the mil- 
lionaires and billionaires, to start pay- 
ing their fair share of taxes. We can 
end these outrageous corporate loop- 
holes Senator CONRAD talked about. He 
showed a picture of a building in the 
Cayman Islands where there are 18,000 
corporations using the same postal ad- 
dress in order to avoid paying their 
taxes. We are losing about $100 billion 
a year. We have large corporations 
making billions, and paying, in some 
cases, nothing in taxes. That is the way 
to get to deficit reduction, not on the 
backs of people who are already hurt- 
ing. 

We are at a very difficult moment in 
American history. We are in the proc- 
ess of losing the great middle class. We 
are seeing more of our people being 
poor. We are seeing savage attacks 
being waged against the elderly in 
terms of cuts in Social Security and 
Medicare, attacks against those who 
get sick in terms of going after Med- 
icaid and Medicare. 

I think what the American people are 
saying is enough is enough. This great 
country belongs to all of us. It cannot 
continue to be controlled by a handful 
of billionaires who apparently want it 
all. 

I cannot understand why people who 
have billions of dollars are compul- 
sively driven for more and more. When 
is enough enough? How many children 
in this country have got to go hungry? 
How many people have got to die be- 
cause they don’t go to a doctor because 
you want to avoid paying your taxes? 
That is not what America is about. 
That is not what people fought and 
died to create. 

We have a fight on our hands. The job 
of the Senate is to represent the mid- 
dle-class working families of this coun- 
try, all of the people, and not just the 
superrich. I hope we can begin to do 
that. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor, and I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
FRANKEN). The clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. TESTER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. TESTER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to speak as in 
morning business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

WESTERN WILDFIRE POLICY 

Mr. TESTER. Mr. President, I rise 
today to make sure that Congress is 
aware of what is happening across the 
American West. Some 32,000 people 
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were just evacuated from their homes 
in Colorado. In Utah and New Mexico, 
hundreds of homes have been destroyed 
or are under threat. In my State of 
Montana, five counties are in states of 
emergency as seven major fires rage 
across the State. We have evacuated 
over 200 homes in Helena alone, with 
plumes of smoke billowing behind the 
State capitol. The Signal Peak coal 
mine in eastern Montana has been 
evacuated and fires that threaten it 
have burned nearly 60,000 acres in less 
than a day. Experts on the ground are 
saying they have never seen conditions 
like these so early in the fire season, 
with wildfires burning through beetle- 
killed areas with increasing speed. 
These beetle-killed areas are areas that 
are dead due to pine bark beetle infes- 
tations. The trees are dead and dry and 
they explode when they catch on fire. 

Yesterday, wind gusted up to 55 miles 
per hour, grounding aircraft and pre- 
venting them from attacking the fires 
early. But the conditions for these 
wildfires did not happen overnight. The 
problem is the dry climate, the lack of 
preparation, and lack of resources 
available to contain these fires. 

I first want to express my sincerest 
appreciation to the brave firefighters 
battling these blazes. On behalf of Mon- 
tanans and folks across the West, I 
want to thank you for all you do. Fire- 
fighters risk their lives every day for 
folks they have never met. We owe you 
our respect and our gratitude, and my 
thoughts and prayers are with you. 

We also owe them the resources they 
need to efficiently fight these fires and 
we owe them the policies that will best 
benefit the landscape they are working 
so hard to protect. Forest Service fire 
officials say there are three parts to 
preventing and controlling wildfires. 
The first is reducing hazardous fuels, 
especially in the wildland-urban inter- 
face. The second is protecting towns 
with community wildfire plans and im- 
plementing defensible space around 
structures. And the third is we must 
provide and be ready with the re- 
sources to fight fires once they have 
started. 

Yet Congress has consistently re- 
duced the resources set aside for the 
Forest Service to proactively reduce 
the risk presented by fires. Hazardous 
fuels reduction funding has declined 
over the past few years, and this year 
the administration proposed to con- 
tinue reducing these funds. The House 
of Representatives is also failing to 
give the Forest Service the tools it 
needs to address this growing problem 
by playing politics that will prevent 
solutions that will improve the health 
of the exact forests where these fires 
are raging in Montana and Colorado. 

For 4 years I have worked to pass a 
forest management bill that would re- 
duce these trees that are providing 
dangerous fuel for two of these fires in 
Montana. Additionally, the Senate cre- 
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ated the FLAME wildfire account to 
specifically put money aside for this 
exact kind of emergency situation. Yet 
this year the President’s budget re- 
duces the FLAME account by nearly 
$2 billion. 

We have been robbing this account to 
keep the Forest Service afloat, but the 
Forest Service has still lost nearly 40 
percent of its purchasing power over 
the last 20 years as the number, cost, 
and frequency of these fires increased. 
Back in 2000, not that long ago, there 
were more than 40 forest firefighting 
planes. Today there are 10, and 9 of 
them are from a fleet of planes used 
during the Korean war. 

This spring I asked the Chief of the 
Forest Service if we were ready in case 
of a bad fire season this year. He ad- 
mitted that the Forest Service did not 
have the resources to deal with an 
above-average fire year. 

This issue will not go away when the 
fire season comes to an end. With large 
parts of the West getting hotter and 
drier over the past few decades, our ef- 
forts to improve forest health and give 
the firefighters the resources they need 
cannot stop when the weather gets 
cold. We need to commit to providing 
proper resources to the firefighters who 
are protecting our communities, and 
we also need to provide the Forest 
Service and the Bureau of Land Man- 
agement with the tools and resources 
they need to prevent catastrophic 
wildfires in the first place. 

Some of us have been talking about 
hazardous fuel reduction in western 
forests before today, but it has fallen 
on deaf ears. Now I ask you to heed the 
call on you to provide the necessary re- 
sources. Montanans and folks all across 
the West are evacuating their homes. 
Firefighters are risking their lives. We 
need to step up and help them today 
and we need to responsibly invest in re- 
sources and land management policies 
that will make a difference in the fu- 
ture. 

I yield the floor and suggest the ab- 
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
UDALL of New Mexico). Without objec- 
tion, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from Arkansas. 

FLOOD INSURANCE 

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, I rise 
today to discuss the National Flood In- 
surance Program and the status of the 
bill that is in the Senate today. This is 
a bill the Banking Committee has been 
working on, and we certainly appre- 
ciate the chairman and ranking mem- 
ber and all of the members of the 
Banking Committee for working on 
this very important piece of legisla- 
tion. 
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I will note that when the bill came 
through the Banking Committee, the 
chairman and ranking member asked 
that no amendments be offered and 
that these be handled on the Senate 
floor at a later time. Here we are 
today, and it is time for us to handle 
those amendments and those changes 
to this very important piece of legisla- 
tion. Unfortunately, we hear rumors 
that in the House and the various nego- 
tiations going on with the Transpor- 
tation bill—as well as the student loan 
bill—they are trying to include the 
flood insurance bill with those. I think 
that is a tragic mistake. I think that 
endangers the very high chances of 
those two bills passing the Senate. 

In fact, what endangers the passage 
is the national flood insurance bill 
needs work. We need to let the Senate 
work on it. We need to let the Senate 
be the Senate and offer amendments 
and debate, and we need to bring this 
bill to a final vote. But we also need 
the opportunity, as Senators, to offer 
amendments to this very important 
piece of legislation. 

I just want to say the fundamental 
problem—and it is not only me—many 
of us have with this very important 
legislation deals with flood insurance. 
Insurance is a concept that should be 
based on risk. Flood insurance has al- 
ways been based on risk. In fact, if you 
talk to any private insurance company, 
that is what they are doing. They man- 
age risk, they assess risk, and they 
look at risk. They are looking at the 
chances of something going wrong and 
some damages occurring, and the third 
party, the insurance company, pays for 
those damages and makes people 
whole. 

Well, flood insurance is no different. 
It has never been any different. For 
years and years the private sector of- 
fered flood insurance. Now I think the 
Federal Government is the only one of- 
fering it in the whole country. There 
may be a few isolated areas where they 
do offer it, but I think the private sec- 
tor has gotten out of the flood insur- 
ance business because of the enormous 
costs when there is a flood. They basi- 
cally priced themselves out of the mar- 
ket because the premiums don’t cover 
the payouts now. Nonetheless, the risk 
has always been fundamental to the 
whole concept of insurance. 

This bill changes that. This bill says 
if someone lives behind a levee or near 
a dam or some other flood-control 
structure, then they are going to have 
a requirement to purchase flood insur- 
ance regardless of the risk. If they live 
behind a levee, near a dam, or some 
other flood-control structure and they 
are in the 100-year floodplain, they are 
going to be required to purchase flood 
insurance. It is not based on risk. It is 
a per se mandatory requirement based 
on location. I am not sure if we can 
find anything in the insurance world 
equivalent to this. 
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Certainly, I think it is bad public pol- 
icy. There are many reasons it is bad 
public policy. But the most important 
reason is we are going to be requiring 
millions and millions of Americans to 
purchase flood insurance in areas that 
will never flood. They will never need 
it. The reason they will never need it is 
because they are protected by levees 
and dams and other flood-control 
structures. Those structures work. 

I will give an example in a minute of 
the Mississippi River and tributary 
system. Before I give that example, let 
me say those structures work. When 
floods happen, those areas that would 
otherwise flood don’t flood. This bill 
treats those areas as if there are no 
levees at all or infrastructure there to 
protect people. 

Senator DURBIN has told me the story 
of an area on the St. Louis side of Illi- 
nois—down in the southern area of Illi- 
nois, southwest of where they have had 
flooding. The people locally raised 
their taxes so they could build levees 
and design those levees and maintain 
those levees so that flooding will never 
happen again. They have done this. 
They have taken responsibility. 

Unfortunately, this bill would say 
they are going to have to pay twice. 
They are going to have to pay their 
taxes to build and maintain those lev- 
ees, and their people are going to be re- 
quired to purchase flood insurance. 
This is flood insurance they will never 
need or ever use. If they live behind a 
certified levee—and there are ways for 
levees to be decertified. If a levee is not 
safe or up to standards, it should be de- 
certified. But when someone lives be- 
hind a certified levee or dam or some 
other flood structure that will prevent 
flooding, the Congress should recognize 
that fact and not require people to pur- 
chase flood insurance. 

Let me go to this map. Some people 
may not realize they have levees in 
their State. This map shows there are 
levees in basically every State of the 
Union. For our visual purposes, we did 
not put Hawaii and Alaska on this map 
because it would take up so much 
space. But they have levees as well. 
Every dark green area shows counties 
where there are levees. That doesn’t 
mean, obviously, that every single per- 
son in that county is protected by that 
levee, but there are levees in that 
county. We can see there are levees 
coast to coast in this country. I don’t 
know if all 50 States have one. There 
may be one or two that don’t, but basi- 
cally they are everywhere. They are all 
over the country. These levees work. 

Let me talk for a moment about the 
Corps of Engineers. Everybody here 
knows I have had occasions where I 
have criticized the Corps of Engineers 
when I didn’t agree with what they did 
or when they didn’t do something right 
or they did something I thought was 
dumb or whatever the case may be. But 
on this issue, none of us should have 
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any criticism of the U.S. Army Corps 
of Engineers because they know how to 
do a lot of things, and one of the things 
they know how to do is how to design, 
build, and maintain levees. 

This map shows they have something 
called the Mississippi River and tribu- 
tary system, and that is up and down 
the Mississippi with some of the tribu- 
taries going up and down the Mis- 
sissippi. The Corps of Engineers, which 
designs and builds and maintains those 
MR&T levees—and this is a very impor- 
tant point—have never failed. They 
have been around since 1928 with zero 
failure. Not one time have they failed. 

Nonetheless, this legislation that 
may be included in this package that is 
coming over from the House is going to 
require millions and millions of Ameri- 
cans who live behind the safest levees 
in the world to buy flood insurance for 
no reason. They are never going to 
flood. As long as we have the MR&T 
and as long as the Corps of Engineers is 
designing and maintaining these, we 
are going to get a big return on our in- 
vestment. 

In fact, the return on our investment 
for the MR&T is something like $35 to 
$1. We get a huge return. For every dol- 
lar we put in, we save $35 based on that 
investment. The MR&T has prevented 
$478 billion—with a ‘‘b’’—worth of prop- 
erty damage in this country. That is 
$478 billion in savings, and we are going 
to require all those people to buy flood 
insurance. The Congress is going to 
enter into a legal fiction. They are 
going to pretend as if those levees are 
not even there. If people are in the 100- 
mile flood zone, they don’t get any ben- 
efit from the fact that they live behind 
this levee system. 

Let me say one more thing about the 
MR&T levee; that is, it not only is the 
safest in the world, it is the envy of the 
world. The Corps of Engineers travels 
around the world, and the world travels 
to the United States of America to see 
the levee system and the locks and 
dams and the other flood-control struc- 
tures the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
has built on our rivers. They are the 
model that other countries are trying 
to follow. Why are they the model? Be- 
cause they work. They design them 
right, build them right, and maintain 
them right. 

Again, we get $35 to $1. For every $1 
we put in, we get a $35 return on that 
investment. There are over 4.1 million 
people protected just by the MR&T. 
That is a small fraction of what the 
Corps of Engineers does. Again, there 
are 4.1 million people protected by the 
MR&T. 

Over half the U.S. population lives 
somewhere near a levee. We don’t know 
exactly how FEMA will administer this 
law because we don’t know exactly 
what is going to come out of the House, 
if it does pass. But I can guarantee 
what is going to happen is very simple. 
As soon as this takes effect, we are 
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going to have thousands and thousands 
of people calling us, e-mailing us, and 
writing us. They will be saying: Why is 
the Congress making my mortgage 
payment go up? Because that is how 
this is going to work. Those lenders 
and the Federal Government are going 
to require that people purchase flood 
insurance. 

Again, we don’t know the exact num- 
bers because we don’t know how this is 
going to be structured or how it is 
going to be applied just yet. Our best 
guesstimate is the average homeowner 
in this country is going to owe some- 
where between $1,000 to $2,000 a year. It 
is not a one-time deal, but $1,000 to 
$2,000 a year in flood insurance that 
they will never need and they will 
never use. For some people that will be 
$100 or more a month. Of course, it de- 
pends on their house and on a lot of 
other circumstances, but that is seri- 
ous money for people especially if we 
are requiring them to spend that for no 
good reason at all. 

Let me just talk about the Mis- 
sissippi River and tributary system 
again for a moment. 

Everybody remembers that last year 
we had the potential of horrendously 
bad flooding in the midsection of the 
country. There is no doubt that our 
levees in Arkansas were stressed. Even 
the Mississippi River and tributary 
system levee was stressed last year; 
there is no question about it. There is 
a reason for that. In 2011, we saw the 
flood of record on the Mississippi 
River. Some people are saying it is ac- 
tually the 500-year flood. These levees 
can be built to withstand up to 500-year 
floods. Some people are saying this was 
the 500-year flood. That hasn’t been 
certified yet, but certainly there was a 
huge amount of water flowing through 
the Mississippi River. It was in every 
station on the Mississippi from Cairo, 
IL, to Natchez, MS. They broke the 
record last year—every single station. 
And here is the key: Not one levee 
broke. The biggest flood we have ever 
had, and not one levee broke. 

The Senate bill will say that even 
though those levees don’t break, even 
though they are the best in the world, 
even though they can withstand the 
500-year flood, we are going to make 
those people buy flood insurance. I 
don’t think that is right. I don’t think 
that is fair. I think the people should 
be outraged if we make that require- 
ment on them. That infrastructure last 
year prevented $110 billion in dam- 
ages—in one flood, in one spring, $110 
billion worth of damages. It protected 
10 million acres of land up and down 
the Mississippi River. So 10 million 
acres and nearly 1 million structures 
were spared because of MR&T. We did 
not lose one life, no flooding where it 
was not supposed to flood. 

My colleagues will remember last 
year they blew the levee at Birds 
Point, by design. That is part of the 
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levee system. When the water gets so 
high and so enormous, we start to get 
these 500-year levels, they build these 
safety valves up and down the river. 
They had to use one last year. They 
blew the levee at Birds Point in Mis- 
souri. It worked exactly as it was sup- 
posed to work. I know the farmers up 
there weren’t real happy, but they un- 
derstood the risks of where they live 
and how that works. That has been the 
deal up there for a long time. They 
blew that levee. The water spilled into 
there. It took pressure off the river and 
off the levees. That is what happened, 
and it works. 

Let me show my colleagues this 
chart. This is sort of an artist’s ren- 
dering, if you will, of the levee. There 
is a lot of science and engineering that 
goes into these levees. The flood of 1927 
is so famous because it did change ev- 
erything in this country. For the first 
time ever, the Federal Government 
took responsibility for levees up and 
down the Mississippi River and took it 
in a national way and created a na- 
tional system. 

By the way, there is a great book by 
John Barry called ‘‘Rising Tide.” If my 
colleagues haven’t read it, it is worth 
reading. It is a good book about the 
flooding of 1927. That is the flood ev- 
erybody talks about because back then 
we had a very inadequate levee system. 
There were floods all up and down the 
whole Mississippi River Valley, the 
whole watershed. I think it started 
raining that year on Christmas Eve of 
1926, or somewhere in there, and it ba- 
sically rained every day through 
Easter. It rained and rained and rained 
and rained through that area, and we 
didn’t have the flood control to protect 
it. We had some levees, but they 
weren’t scientifically done and they 
weren’t engineered properly. They 
weren’t big enough or strong enough. 
After that flood, the U.S. Government 
took over. So the levee system on the 
MR&T goes back to 1928, the year after 
this 1927 flood. 

Anyway, the way a levee works is 
they design most levees—kind of the 
standard design—for a 100-year flood. 
That means there is a 1-percent chance 
every year that we are going to get to 
a certain level. Once every 100 years, 
that is what it is going to do, a 1-per- 
cent chance. We can see the way the 
MR&T is built, that isn’t the half of it, 
because they actually built beyond the 
500-year flood. In 1937, we saw a much 
bigger flood than the 1927 flood, but 
guess what. The levee system worked. 
They had it built and completed and it 
worked. It did great. 

Levees are very important. We may 
not think they are very exciting, we 
may not think they make a lot of head- 
lines, but they work. We can see an ex- 
ample right here. Here is a rural area, 
a farmland area, protected by a levee, 
right there. We see a lot of water down 
here, but there is no water over here, 
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and that is exactly the way they are 
supposed to work, and they do work. 

The point is the Senate bill would 
say even though we have this levee, 
these people living over here are going 
to have to buy flood insurance. It is 
not going to flood. It is never going to 
flood there. We have it protected. But 
they are going to have to buy flood in- 
surance. It is generally unfair and it is 
not right and we should not do that to 
our people. 

Let me say a few other words here 
before I move on. This map right here 
I think says a lot. This is the one I 
started with. We really do have levees 
everywhere, all around the country. 
There are 881 counties that have levees. 
Those counties contain more than 50 
percent of the population of the United 
States. So, again, this legislation that 
is now trying to be attached to what- 
ever vehicle is coming back through is 
going to adversely affect about half of 
the U.S. population in one way or the 
other. 

Also, if someone lives in an area that 
has levees, they can forget about eco- 
nomic development—just forget about 
it. Once they start doing this and say- 
ing everybody has to have flood insur- 
ance living in this flood plain—even 
though it is not going to flood, we are 
still going to require that—forget 
about economic development. It is 
going to be extremely difficult for peo- 
ple to stay there and to have insurance 
in those areas. 

This bill that came out of the Bank- 
ing Committee I think is a good bill. I 
think we need to do it. We need to pass 
it. I am not trying to slow it down at 
all. In fact, I started this week think- 
ing that we would have a chance to 
vote on the bill this week, that we 
would have a chance to debate the bill 
and offer amendments to the bill. I un- 
derstand now there are some non- 
germane, nonrelevant amendments to 
the legislation. I think that is unfortu- 
nate. Hopefully, we can work through 
that. But I have an amendment that is 
very germane. In fact, at one point we 
had to change the language because the 
Senator from Alabama wanted to do a 
substitute, so we have changed our lan- 
guage. We still think we have any- 
where from 13 to 15 cosponsors on my 
amendment. Senator HOEVEN and many 
others have joined me—again, about 13 
to 15 Senators. In addition, after 
checking with Senate offices, we have 
about 50 votes that we know of. I am 
counting 51. We have about 20 offices 
that are looking at it that may be 
leaning toward voting for it, but they 
haven’t committed to saying yes. 

I think it is very likely, if we allow 
the Senate to be the Senate, we will 
take care of the problem in this Bank- 
ing Committee bill. I think we can do 
that. I think we can have that vote. I 
think the Pryor-Hoeven amendment 
carries the day. I don’t know that. We 
don’t know until we debate and get in 
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here and have a vote and see how it 
goes. I think right now what we need to 
do is let the Senate be the Senate and 
let the Senate debate, let the Senate 
argue. We fuss with each other some- 
times, I know that, but let’s have a 
vote on this amendment. I think there 
are well over 50 votes in this Chamber 
right now to take these provisions—it 
is section 107—out of this legislation 
and leave in a couple of studies. We 
think it is fine to have studies. We 
think we should study this. That is 
good. Again, we are not trying to slow 
this down. We are not trying to bury 
our head in the sand saying we don’t 
think there is any risk at all. So let’s 
study it, let’s look at it, and let’s see 
what makes sense. 

I will tell my colleagues what doesn’t 
make sense. It doesn’t make sense to 
ignore the best levee system in the 
world. 

Let me also say this: There are sev- 
eral levees around the country that are 
not done by the Corps of Engineers. 
They don’t have the kind of resources 
and expertise the Corps brings to build- 
ing levees and flood control. We need to 
acknowledge that. There are levees in 
this country that should be decertified; 
they don’t meet the standards; they 
maybe weren’t built correctly and/or 
they haven’t been maintained cor- 
rectly. We have to maintain these lev- 
ees carefully. We have to trim the 
vegetation. We have to be watching for 
things such as sand boils and struc- 
tural defects. We need to go in and 
make adjustments from time to time. 
It is the reality of operating a system 
of levees. Honestly, there are places 
around the country where that hasn’t 
been done. Those levees should not be 
certified unless they are repaired and 
brought up to standards. And the peo- 
ple behind those levees don’t have real 
flood protection, so maybe they should 
pay for insurance. I am not opposed to 
that. I think they probably should. I 
think that is what these studies will 
help us sort out: How do we draw that 
line? How do we make that decision? 
Why don’t we take a little time to 
study this and try to make sure we get 
this policy right so we are not charging 
the people for insurance they will 
never need? 

Let me also say we do have several 
others here in the Senate who are for 
this. They have been very supportive 
from the very beginning. I have several 
colleagues I wish to thank publicly. I 
think some do want to come over and 
talk about this development today, 
where we may not get a chance to vote 
on the amendment. Pretty much every- 
body, almost without exception, maybe 
one or two exceptions, but almost 
without exception, pretty much every- 
body who was with the original amend- 
ment is going to stick with this amend- 
ment, even though it is structured a 
little differently because it amends the 
substitute and it also leaves in these 
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two studies, but that is fine. We have 
never had a problem with the two stud- 
ies. Again, if we adopt the Senate bill, 
the Senate proposal, if it comes over 
from the House without us having a 
chance to even offer our amendment, I 
think we are negating a very wise in- 
vestment we have made around the 
country in the levees that the Corps of 
Engineers has built for us. 

It is not logical that we would not 
consider the actual risks involved and 
where people live. It is not logical that 
we would pretend these levees aren’t 
even there. It doesn’t make sense. It 
doesn’t make sense in any way, shape, 
or form, and that is what we are being 
denied today as Senators. We should 
have a chance to look at this legisla- 
tion, open it and read it, to pick at it, 
to find things we don’t agree with, ask 
questions about it. Certainly I have 
gone through here. My colleagues can 
see that I have highlighted this bill and 
I have written on it and made notes in 
the margin and have questions about 
it. I am trying to do what Senators 
should do. We should work on legisla- 
tion, be very constructive, if we have 
problems with it, try to get it amend- 
ed, try to convince our colleagues that 
our arguments should carry the day 
and that we should prevail and that we 
should amend legislation. 

We all recognize the Banking Com- 
mittee has worked very hard on this 
issue. We appreciate the chairman and 
the ranking member for their hard 
work and the hard work of all their 
staff. They have been great. But since 
the bill did not get amended in the 
committee, it ought to at least have a 
chance to be amended on the Senate 
floor, especially when there is at least 
one amendment where it looks as 
though well over 50 Senators support 
that amendment. It would be an injus- 
tice if this provision was not included 
in what is coming over from the House. 
As I said before, it also endangers the 
passage of the surface transportation 
bill as well as the student loan provi- 
sions that are very popular with peo- 
ple. I think we have plenty of votes to 
pass both of those, but if the cost of 
that means—if the tradeoff for that 
means we are going to be charging peo- 
ple for flood insurance they don’t 
need—it is mandatory now. This is not 
an option. It is mandatory. They have 
to buy flood insurance. I do not think 
that is a tradeoff we should make. 

Also, I was talking to someone ear- 
lier, and they said: We need student 
loans. I agree with that. I am all for 
lowering the rate of student loans. But 
I can guarantee it is going to be less 
money out of pocket for people on the 
student loans than it is to be buying 
this flood insurance every year—no 
doubt about that—because this stuff is 
very expensive and the difference in 
the student loans is not going to be 
$1,000 or $2,000 a year. The difference in 
student loans is maybe going to be a 
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few hundred dollars a year. It is signifi- 
cant and it helps and we want people to 
go to college—and I am all for that— 
but this is the pocketbook issue: the 
fact that we are going to be requiring 
people to purchase insurance they do 
not need. 

So what my amendment does is re- 
move the mandatory language in sec- 
tion 107. It basically says people are 
not going to be required to purchase 
flood insurance just merely because 
they live behind a levee or near a dam 
or some other flood control structure. 

As I said, right now the way the 
banking bill is drafted, it is a per se re- 
quirement based on location, not based 
on risk. It is based on location. 

Let me also say something about the 
Senator from Alabama. He reached an 
agreement with one of the Senators 
from Mississippi, and I appreciate that. 
That amendment does make the bill a 
little better—it does—because the way 
the bill was originally structured, it 
did not matter if someone lived in a 
100-year floodplain or a 500-year flood- 
plain, it did not matter; they were 
going to buy that insurance. 

What Senator COCHRAN of Mississippi 
was able to work out was to at least re- 
strict it to a 100-year floodplain. That 
is good. It is an improvement. But the 
fundamental principle still applies: We 
are requiring people to purchase insur- 
ance they are never going to need be- 
cause they are protected by the levees. 

With that, I know we have some 
other Members who want to come over 
and speak. I think what I will do right 
now is yield the floor and await my 
colleagues to come over. 

I yield the floor. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
CARDIN). The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
MERKLEY). Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, the bill 
to reauthorize the National Flood In- 
surance Program may be included in a 
package we will consider tomorrow— 
the package of bills that might include 
the Transportation bill and the student 
loan bill as well. 

The National Flood Insurance Pro- 
gram needs to be addressed, and part of 
the new reauthorization makes signifi- 
cant changes and necessary improve- 
ments in the program. 

I do want to join my colleague Sen- 
ator PRYOR from Arkansas in raising 
concerns about one particular section 
in the bill. It creates a burden for 
many people across the United States— 
in Illinois, in Arkansas, in Pennsyl- 
vania, in California, and other places. 
It is called section 107. It deals with 
mandatory insurance coverage areas. It 
redefines special flood hazard areas. 
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Under section 107(B), everyone in the 
United States living behind a levee, 
near a dam or near any other flood con- 
trol structure—a so-called residual risk 
area—will be required to purchase flood 
insurance—everyone. FEMA estimates 
that well over 50 percent of America’s 
population lives near a levee. Senator 
PRYOR has a very revealing map of the 
United States. We have a lot of water- 
ways and a lot of levees. There are lev- 
ees in 881 counties throughout the 
United States. As many as 800,000 peo- 
ple in my State of about 12.5 million 
live in these areas. 

Many people living near a levee do 
not even realize it because the levees 
work. They have never had a flood. But 
under this provision, they are still re- 
quired to buy insurance. 

The same holds true for people living 
near dams. There are nearly 1,400 dams 
in Illinois alone. Think of how many 
people live near those dams nation- 
wide. Those people would also be re- 
quired to purchase flood insurance 
under this provision. 

Under this section of the bill, the 
mandatory purchase requirement 
would apply to people living in residual 
risk areas regardless of the status of 
the flood control structure. That is 
where I take exception to this ap- 
proach. So even in communities where 
levees and dams have been certified 
safe—in many cases by the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers—the people living 
behind those levees would have to pur- 
chase flood insurance. 

Let me give one specific example 
that I think is illustrative of the un- 
fairness. The people in these so-called 
residual risk areas already pay for 
their flood control structures in one 
way or another. 

Take the Metro East area, where I 
grew up, across the river from St. 
Louis on the Mississippi River—St. 
Claire, Monroe, and Madison Counties. 
The community agreed in that area to 
raise taxes on themselves to pay for 
improvements to the levees. In other 
words, they were not pointing to Wash- 
ington, saying: Come in and fix our lev- 
ees. They said: We will take on the re- 
sponsibility, and we will pay for it. 

Thanks to the leadership of the 
Metro East levee district and people 
such as Les Sterman, with the South- 
western Illinois Flood Prevention Dis- 
trict Council; Alan Dunstan, board 
chairman of Madison County; Mark 
Kern, board chairman of St. Claire 
County; and, of course, my friend, Con- 
gressman JERRY COSTELLO in the House 
of Representatives, Metro East raised 
the money to improve its levees to en- 
sure they would be recertified as safe 
by FEMA. 

They are doing the right thing. They 
are accepting responsibility, and they 
are paying for it. People in commu- 
nities across the country are paying to 
make sure their levees are sound and 
they will not have to worry about a 
flood. 
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Yet under this bill’s mandatory pur- 
chase requirement, as it is written and 
as I understand it, they also will be 
forced to pay for flood insurance. If 
they had done nothing, they would face 
the flood insurance premium. They did 
the responsible thing, and they are still 
being charged. 

Not only are they paying higher 
taxes to strengthen their levees, they 
will pay for flood insurance for floods 
that are not likely to ever happen— 
precisely because of the improvements 
they are making to those levees which 
protect them. 

To add insult to injury, if these areas 
are mapped into a special flood hazard 
area, the communities will have to 
pass an ordinance that FEMA requires 
for participation in the flood insurance 
program. This ordinance will restrict 
land use. In many cases, these ordi- 
nances diminish property values and 
reduce the number of jobs in the area. 

My colleague Senator COCHRAN of 
Mississippi worked with Senator 
SHELBY of Alabama in the Banking 
Committee to develop a compromise to 
this section. The compromise is a move 
in the right direction, I will concede, 
but it does not go far enough to help 
the people living near flood control 
structures. 

The new section 107 strikes the lan- 
guage restricting land use in residual 
risk areas, but it does not remove the 
mandatory flood insurance purchase 
requirement. The new language only 
delays that requirement until FEMA 
can develop a new way to measure each 
levee’s and dam’s strength and effi- 
ciency—but then the people who live in 
these areas will be forced to buy insur- 
ance. 

Adding up to 50 percent of the U.S. 
population into the National Flood In- 
surance Program, simply because they 
live near a flood control structure, I 
think does not take into account the 
actual reality on the ground what is 
being done, what has been done to keep 
the area safe. I support my colleague, 
Senator PRYOR of Arkansas. He wanted 
to strike section 107 to this bill. It is 
unreasonable to expand flood hazard 
areas to include communities in which 
people are already paying to prevent 
flooding. 

Chairman TIM JOHNSON of the Senate 
Banking Committee and ranking Re- 
publican Senator DICK SHELBY put to- 
gether a strong bill with many impor- 
tant reforms. But the residual risk 
title is bad for communities such as 
Metro East in Illinois, and I hope the 
committee will either modify or drop 
this provision. 

Let me close my remarks by saying 
that Senator PRYOR has been an ex- 
traordinary leader on this issue. We 
have talked about it. I have been happy 
to join him. I don’t know if, when the 
final bill package comes before us, we 
will have our chance to vote up or 
down or offer the Pryor amendment, 
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which I support. But at the end of day, 
this is fundamentally unfair, although 
it will not take place, if it goes un- 
changed, for several years. In the 
meantime, if the bill passes with this 
provision, I can assure my colleagues— 
and I think Senator PRYOR would agree 
with me—we are not going to quit on 
this issue. We are going to demand 
basic fairness for those people across 
America who are struggling in this 
economy and now face the prospect of 
dramatically increasing flood insur- 
ance premiums. 

I think there is a way to do this that 
is responsible, that recognizes when 
people do what is right and families 
and communities step up to their re- 
sponsibility, and I do not believe the 
Shelby-Cochran amendment does that. 
I hope we will have a chance to revisit 
this soon. 

I thank Senator PRYOR for his leader- 
ship. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Arkansas. 

Mr. PRYOR. First, let me thank my 
colleague and friend from Illinois for 
his comments and his insights. He is 
fighting hard for his people in Illinois. 
We have similar stories in our State, 
and my guess is that virtually every 
Senator who is a Member of this body 
has a similar story where the people in 
these areas with levees are taxing 
themselves. They are taking on the re- 
sponsibility to protect their property 
and their communities from floods. 

There is no doubt at all that these 
folks who live behind levees are in a 
better position than folks who are not 
behind levees, and the Flood Insurance 
Program should recognize that fact. In 
listening to Senator DURBIN a few mo- 
ments ago, I had a thought, and that is, 
if we are going to do this, if we are 
going to select the people in these 
darker areas on this map and we are 
going to say: Hey, just because you live 
in an area that has a levee, you are 
going to have to pay more, is not fair. 

I would prefer that we just make ev- 
erybody pay. Why don’t we make every 
mortgage owner in the country pay for 
this? Why don’t we just say: Look, if 
you have a mortgage, you are going to 
have to pay $5 a month, or whatever 
the number is, just to help subsidize 
everybody else. 

That is a fairer way to do it. Why are 
we singling out people who live behind 
levees and dams and have other flood- 
control infrastructure there? It makes 
no sense. In fact, those people are more 
protected than other people. 

I know that in the Banking Com- 
mittee the Presiding Officer had an 
amendment he was interested in that 
dealt with the people who have existing 
mortgages. In effect, when you sign a 
mortgage, it is maybe a 30-year con- 
tract, 15-year contract—however long 
your mortgage is—and pretty much 
what you bargain for is what you bar- 
gain for. And it changes the equation 
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right now if suddenly, because you live 
in a certain area, you are going to have 
to now pay an additional $100, $200 a 
month for flood insurance. That totally 
changes the equation for people. We 
shouldn’t do that. 

I know the Senator from Oregon of- 
fered or talked about an amendment in 
the committee to say that these new 
laws, these new regs should not apply 
to folks with existing mortgages be- 
cause it is not what they bargained for. 
I think there is value in that. I think 
we ought to talk about that. But there 
again, if some of these folks get their 
way around here, we are not going to 
have a chance to have that discussion 
and offer that amendment. 

But the Pryor amendment actually 
covers that situation the Senator from 
Oregon has been concerned about be- 
cause what we do is we say: Do these 
studies. There are two studies that we 
include. They are also in section 107 of 
the bill. Do those two studies. Give this 
some time. And let’s analyze it and 
look at it and figure out the best way 
forward. But in the meantime, we are 
not going to charge people with exist- 
ing mortgages or people who are trying 
to get mortgages today—we are not 
going to charge them unfairly, we are 
not going to single them out merely 
because they happen to live in a place 
that has a levee or a dam or some other 
flood-control structure. 

I know we have others who are com- 
ing over soon to discuss this. I yield 
the floor and suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. HOEVEN. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. KLO- 
BUCHAR). Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 

Mr. HOEVEN. Madam President, I 
rise to discuss national flood insurance 
today. 

Flood insurance is vitally important 
to our Nation. It is vitally important 
to my home State of North Dakota, 
and I know it is vitally important to 
our sister State of Minnesota, which 
the Presiding Officer represents. 

Last year, in 2011, flooding in North 
Dakota included flooding in the Red 
River Valley, which is the Red River of 
the north. That included both sides of 
the border, North Dakota and Min- 
nesota as well. 

We also had flooding in the James 
River Valley, in the Cheyenne River 
Valley, and in the Missouri River Val- 
ley. Also, the Little Missouri River 
flooded in the very western part of our 
State. We had ongoing flooding in Dev- 
ils Lake, and we had flooding in the 
Souris River Valley. 

In fact, when the Souris River flood- 
ed, one of the communities that was 
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flooded was Minot and the surrounding 
area. Minot is a community of about 
40,000 people. It is growing rapidly. I 
think it is the eighth fastest growing 
community under 50,000 in the country 
now. So it is a rapidly growing, dy- 
namic community of 45,000 people, and 
last year we had to evacuate 12,000 peo- 
ple from their homes. More than 4,000 
homes were destroyed or severely dam- 
aged. FEMA, of course, has been in 
there helping. It is FEMA’s third larg- 
est housing effort in its history. The 
largest housing effort was after Hurri- 
cane Katrina. The second largest hous- 
ing effort was after Hurricane Ike. And 
the third largest housing effort for 
FEMA in history is in response to the 
flooding in Minot, ND. 

So in my State we understand flood- 
ing, we understand the challenge, and 
we strongly support reauthorizing the 
national flood insurance legislation. 
There is no question. However, we need 
to get it right. We need to get it right, 
and there are some important policy 
implications in the bill that are being 
put forward in the package that we 
likely will be voting on, along with the 
highway bill, as well as student loans. 

So we are looking at a package that 
includes reauthorization of national 
flood insurance, a package that ad- 
dresses the interest rate on student 
loans—something I absolutely believe 
we need to do—and also a package that 
includes the highway legislation. 

But there is policy that is being in- 
serted into the flood insurance bill that 
involves something called residual 
risk. It is a new policy, and we haven’t 
carefully considered it. We haven’t 
voted on it, and we need to. We need to 
vote on this policy provision. 

In fact, the flood insurance bill that 
was passed in the House did not include 
this residual risk provision. It was not 
included in the House package, but now 
we are looking at a package including 
all three of these large pieces of legis- 
lation—the highway bill, student loans, 
and national flood reauthorization— 
and we have this new residual risk pol- 
icy in there. That is not the approach 
we should take, and that is what I am 
here to address along with my es- 
teemed colleague Senator PRYOR from 
Arkansas. 

I want to thank him for his leader- 
ship on this issue. In fact, Senator 
PRYOR and myself have an amendment 
which would specifically address this 
issue. This issue is in section 107 of the 
national flood insurance legislation, 
and that is exactly what we address, 
and I think we address it the right way. 
So it is very important that we have an 
opportunity to vote on this important 
issue. 

So let me talk about it in just basic, 
straightforward, commonsense terms. 

The concept is residual risk. What we 
are saying is we need to have a sepa- 
rate vote on residual risk. That needs 
to be struck from the flood insurance 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE, Vol. 158, Pt. 7 


reauthorization. We can study it and 
evaluate it. Then once we have had an 
opportunity to adequately both under- 
stand it and debate it, we can make a 
determination about how best to pro- 
ceed. But it should not be included as 
part of this comprehensive legislation 
along with the other legislation in the 
package. 

So residual risk. Let’s say we have 
two individual homeowners: one who 
lives just outside the 100-year flood 
plain, thanks to natural geography, 
and a second individual who lives with- 
in the flood plain but behind dikes, lev- 
ees, or other infrastructure that is fed- 
erally certified and constructed to pro- 
tect residents against a 100-year flood 
event. Let me repeat that: That is fed- 
erally certified by the court and con- 
structed to protect residents against a 
100-year flood event. 

Under the flood insurance legislation 
as it is currently written, the resident 
behind the certified flood protection 
will be required by Federal law to buy 
flood insurance. But the one living out- 
side the 100-year flood plain would not, 
even though they have essentially 
identical risk. So in short form the in- 
dividual behind the certified dike or 
levee is required to buy flood insur- 
ance. The other individual, who is in 
essentially the same situation but by 
natural topography or natural geog- 
raphy rather than certified protection, 
that individual is not required to pur- 
chase flood insurance. One is protected 
by the natural landscape, the other is 
protected by good, solid engineering 
and an understanding of the risk in- 
volved and what it takes to protect 
against flooding, but only one of them 
has to buy flood insurance. That is not 
fair. 

Homeowners and businesses are al- 
ready paying for flood protection 
through the infrastructure they have 
elected to build to protect themselves 
and their property. So they are already 
paying for it when they build that cer- 
tified infrastructure. Nobody is more 
aware of their flood risk than individ- 
uals in those situations, whether it is 
their home or their business. 

Communities that have already in- 
vested in flood protection infrastruc- 
ture now in essence are going to be in 
a situation where they are paying 
twice for flood protection. Yet the 
Johnson-Shelby substitute would force 
those communities to pay essentially 
every year for that flood protection. 
They would first pay for the infrastruc- 
ture they have already paid for 
through their local taxes and again, 
then, each year through a government- 
mandated insurance purchase of flood 
insurance. 

Further, Federal, State, and local 
governments invest billions of dollars 
nationwide in flood protection infra- 
structure. In my home State of North 
Dakota, communities such as Minot, 
Fargo, Bismarck, Mandan, Jamestown, 
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and others are all working with the 
local, State, and Federal Government 
to build and/or fortify literally hun- 
dreds of millions of dollars’ worth of 
flood protection. This substitute 
amendment will ignore that. In es- 
sence, this is not a good return on in- 
vestment for the American taxpayer. 

The mandatory flood insurance pur- 
chase will have a harmful effect eco- 
nomically on communities already 
contending with flood risk or, worse, 
communities already in a flood recov- 
ery mode. A mandate to buy flood in- 
surance will discourage businesses 
from building or rebuilding in an area 
certifiably protected with flood protec- 
tion. That will reduce a community’s 
revenue base and impede new opportu- 
nities to create jobs and economic ac- 
tivity often in a community already 
struggling to recover its economic 
base. 

Additionally, the substitute amend- 
ment requires both mandatory insur- 
ance purchased for people behind cer- 
tified flood control infrastructure and, 
at the same time, a study on the very 
same policy it intends to implement. 
We shouldn’t be enacting a provision 
into law until we understand its impli- 
cations and its consequences. 

The Pryor-Hoeven amendment allows 
the study to move forward, but it re- 
moves the mandatory insurance pur- 
chase requirement. We should deter- 
mine more about how it impacts indi- 
viduals and communities before this 
new mandate is considered. We have to 
keep in mind that we are talking about 
a policy change that affects millions of 
people across the country. 

If we look at this chart, all these 
dark green areas represent counties 
throughout this country with levees. 
So we are talking about millions of 
people who are currently protected 
with levees. In the case that they have 
certified levees right now, they are not 
required to purchase flood insurance. 
But with this vote on the whole pack- 
age, if we don’t address residual risk in 
the way that I have put forward, that 
changes. All of them then become sub- 
ject to purchasing flood insurance. 

I submit that there are a lot of may- 
ors, city council members, and county 
commission members who would like 
to know if there is going to be a policy 
change where they are now going to be 
required to purchase flood insurance 
before that happens. Keep in mind, 
working with the Federal Government 
at the State and local level, they have 
built flood protection. That flood pro- 
tection has been certified. Whether 
they made special assessments to do it 
or whether they have a tax base to do 
it or however they do it, they have 
gone out and told the people in their 
communities: Look, we are going to 
build this flood protection. You are 
going to pay to build that flood protec- 
tion. And we are going to do that so 
once constructed, you are, A, pro- 
tected, and, B, you will not have to buy 
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flood insurance along with your home 
mortgage. 

That is what people expected. That is 
what is in place. My simple point is, 
before we change that, we better go out 
and talk to them. We better go out and 
tell them. We better go out and say: 
You know the way flood insurance 
works? It is going to change. When you 
were told that if you built that flood 
protection, you would not have to buy 
flood policies, that is now going to 
change; in fact, you will have to buy a 
policy under this residual risk, under 
this new approach. 

My point is that we have to make 
sure people understand that, and we 
have to understand the ramifications 
and how it is going to work before we 
make this change. That is why it is so 
important that we get a chance to vote 
on this amendment and address it. 
Again, as I have said, our amendment 
makes sure we study the issue. We 
make sure that FEMA and the Corps 
are in a position to actually do the 
analysis and determine whether it 
works or what the ramifications are, at 
least, of putting it into place before we 
put a mandate like that into effect. 

Again, as we go forward with this 
package that will include national 
flood insurance, that will include the 
highway bill, that will include reducing 
the rate on student loans, we have to 
make sure we have an opportunity to 
address this issue. It is not only basic 
fairness in terms of how the Senate 
works, but it is also a fundamental 
issue of making sure we are letting our 
constituents know—the mayors out 
there, the county commissioners, the 
city commissioners, and the citizens 
themselves who have counted on flood 
insurance working a certain way and 
who have built flood protection, cer- 
tified flood protection, paid to build 
certified flood protection—that there 
may be a change coming and give them 
a chance to weigh in. 

We have to make sure what we do is 
not only something we have commu- 
nicated to the citizens we represent but 
that it is absolutely fair, that it makes 
sense, and that it is consistent, that it 
treats individual who are in like cir- 
cumstances, whether it is true natural 
topography or whether through cer- 
tified flood protection—if they are in a 
similar or same circumstance, they 
need to be treated consistently in order 
for the legislation to be fair. 

I urge my colleagues to support our 
effort to get a vote on the Pryor- 
Hoeven amendment so we can properly 
address this issue. 

I yield the floor. I note that my col- 
league from the great State of Pennsyl- 
vania, Senator TOOMEY, is here. I yield 
the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Pennsylvania is recognized. 

Mr. TOOMEY. Madam President, I 
rise to address the same topic that has 
been under discussion this afternoon by 
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Senator PRYOR, Senator HOEVEN, and 
others. I strongly share the concern 
they have registered. I believe we have 
seriously flawed legislation in the form 
of this flood insurance reauthorization 
bill, and I think we are kind of 
compounding our problem by appar- 
ently inserting this into a transpor- 
tation conference report rather than 
doing what we ought to do in the Sen- 
ate, which is to have a debate about 
flood insurance. 

This easily qualifies as a sufficiently 
important and substantive topic that 
we ought to bring it to the floor under 
regular order and consider the under- 
lying policy, including the profound 
change in policy that is contemplated 
by the underlying bill and a very im- 
portant amendment on which Senators 
PRYOR and HOEVEN have provided the 
leadership and of which I am a cospon- 
sor, which I think absolutely deserves 
a vigorous debate and I would like to 
see passed. 

One of the many concerns I have 
about what we are doing now is we are 
taking this flood insurance bill and ap- 
parently some are considering this bill 
to be at least a partial offset to some of 
the expenditures contemplated in the 
Transportation bill. For the life of me, 
I can’t understand how this could pos- 
sibly be a legitimate offset for spend- 
ing. If it is a legitimate offset for 
spending, then that means it is net new 
revenue. But we are told this bill is 
supposed to be actuarially sound. It is 
supposed to be revenue neutral. The 
premiums being charged for this flood 
insurance are supposed to just equal 
out the payments that will have to be 
made in honoring claims against this 
fund. So I don’t understand how that 
nets out to a source of net revenue that 
can be spent somewhere else. How 
many times can we spend the same 
money? The insurance premiums that 
are collected are supposed to be col- 
lected to honor the liabilities the Fed- 
eral Government is taking on by virtue 
of this program, so how can it also go 
to pay for transportation projects? I 
don’t understand that. 

I also think there is a real funda- 
mental problem that Senators PRYOR 
and HOEVEN have addressed, and that is 
the huge expansion of this mandate. 
We have in this underlying bill a Fed- 
eral mandate that forces people to buy 
homeowner’s insurance, and it forces a 
new category of people to buy home- 
owner’s flood insurance, and the new 
category is those people who live be- 
hind a levee or a dam. 

A lot of folks have contributed a lot 
of money over many years to building 
levees and dams precisely so that they 
would be protected from the risk of 
floods. In fact, that works every day all 
across America. Yet we are going to 
ask those people to also pay as though 
there were no levee there. This strikes 
me as a profoundly flawed approach. It 
completely ignores the investments 
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these communities have made for 
years, and in the process it discourages 
future flood-mitigation measures. It 
discourages the maintenance of exist- 
ing levees and dams. It discourages the 
building of additional ones. I think this 
is a bad idea. It is bad to create these 
kinds of incentives. 

I will say candidly that this dis- 
proportionately has an adverse effect 
on States that have over the years a 
long history of building levees and 
dams. Pennsylvania would certainly be 
among those States. If you look at this 
map, it shows the counties in which 
there are levees and dams, and almost 
the entire Commonwealth of Pennsyl- 
vania is shaded in because we have lev- 
ees and dams all across the Common- 
wealth. They work and they hold and 
people have invested to have that secu- 
rity, that protection. 

Frankly, there are a lot of commu- 
nities that would like to have addi- 
tional levees and dams to have more 
protection than they have today. What 
this measure would do is it would say: 
Don’t do that. What good does it do? 
You are still going to have to pay for 
flood insurance. I think this is a badly 
flawed approach. 

Let me say once again that there is 
something very wrong with this proc- 
ess. This is a big deal. To ask 1 million 
to 2 million additional new Pennsylva- 
nians—not to ask, to force them into a 
program where they would be forced to 
buy an insurance product whether they 
want it or not—by the way, nothing 
stops them from voluntarily choosing 
to purchase flood insurance, but that is 
not what this bill is about; the bill is 
about forcing them to buy this prod- 
uct. To think we are going to create 
this huge new mandate on what could 
be 2 million Pennsylvanians alone and 
many more millions across the coun- 
try, to do it without a full debate on 
the Senate floor, without the oppor- 
tunity to consider this legislation, 
without the opportunity to consider 
and debate and vote on amendments, I 
think is a big mistake. 

I urge my colleagues to take a look 
at this map and to consider strongly 
insisting that the transportation con- 
ference report not include this legisla- 
tion and that we proceed under regular 
order to debate a very important meas- 
ure, which would be the reauthoriza- 
tion of the Flood Insurance Program. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Arkansas is recognized. 

Mr. PRYOR. Madam President, let 
me thank all my colleagues who have 
come here today to talk about this 
issue. It turns out we have had two 
Democrats and two Republicans. We 
may have more on the way. I know of 
at least one or two others who may be 
on the way. 

I would like to say thank you to 
them for their assistance here, but 
also, more importantly, I thank them 
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for doing a great job representing their 
States well. When you look at their 
States and the number of levees they 
have in their States, the number of 
people who will be adversely impacted 
by this, this is a very significant piece 
of legislation. It deserves debate. 

I do not like the fact that somewhere 
in this building, behind closed doors, 
people are trying to negotiate this leg- 
islation into a larger package. We 
should let the Senate be the Senate. 
We should bring the National Flood In- 
surance Program bill to the floor by 
regular order, we should debate it, we 
should offer amendments, and we 
should vote on those amendments and 
vote on final passage. We should not 
have any funny business. This is an im- 
portant piece of legislation, but right 
now the funny business with this legis- 
lation is not the fact that there may be 
an extraneous amendment or two that 
are totally unrelated to the subject 
matter; the funny business right now is 
that they are trying to jam this down 
the throats of other Senators, espe- 
cially when they know that there is an 
amendment that is relevant, that is 
germane, that is in order, and that 
amendment would probably get well 
over 50 votes. They are thwarting the 
will of the Senate if they include this 
in the legislation. 

I implore my colleagues who are in- 
volved in this conference effort to try 
to bring the surface transportation 
bill, which I support, and try to bring 
the student loan bill, which I support— 
try to bring those bills to the floor. I 
implore them to not include the offend- 
ing language of section 107. If they do, 
I want to state my intention to object 
to that language when it comes here to 
the Senate. That is not a very pleasant 
prospect because that means the House 
may have to stay longer, and the Sen- 
ate may have to stay longer. This is 
completely avoidable. 

I think if we have a mechanism in 
place where we can either take this 
legislation, the flood insurance legisla- 
tion, up tomorrow and dispense with 
it—and pass it, I hope; amend it and 
pass it, I hope—and/or if we could file 
cloture if there are problems with ex- 
traneous amendments—we could file 
cloture more or less, say, tomorrow, 
and then after the Fourth of July re- 
cess where we will be back home in our 
home States, we could take it up the 
first day or two when we get back. 

There are ways to do this. We have to 
remember that this legislation—excuse 
me—this law does not expire until the 
end of July. We have 2 or 3 extra weeks 
here. It is not going to expire this 
weekend. We have another month that 
we can do this, and sometimes things 
in the Congress take time, we under- 
stand that. I would rather do it sooner 
rather than later. I would rather get it 
all done tomorrow. But I do not want 
this included in some larger package 
where we do not have a chance to offer 
the Pryor-Hoeven amendment. 
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I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from North Dakota. 

Mr. HOEVEN. Madam President, I 
would like to join with Senator PRYOR 
in this objection. He clearly laid out a 
path to resolve the situation, and that 
is to have a vote on the amendment we 
put forward. There are other ways to 
resolve it as well. We have made that 
very clear. 

Look, this is a clear case where, in 
order to make a policy change of that 
magnitude, it needs to be properly dis- 
cussed, properly debated, and certainly 
voted on. 

This is a situation where we clearly 
laid out any number of ways to resolve 
the issue, but this legislation, section 
107 that Senator PRYOR referred to, 
should not be included in this legisla- 
tion. If it is, then I will seek to join 
Senator PRYOR in his objection. 

I yield the floor and suggest the ab- 
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
WHITEHOUSE). Without objection, it is 
so ordered. 

AFFORDABLE CARE ACT 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, politi- 
cians are used to waiting in nervous 
anticipation for certain events; specifi- 
cally, their own elections and the elec- 
tions of their friends. But it is an inter- 
esting feeling in this town today—in 
Washington, DC—awaiting the nervous 
anticipation of the Supreme Court de- 
cision tomorrow. It is a decision which 
will address the affordable care act. 
And this affordable health care act 
may be one of the most significant 
measures I have ever been asked to 
vote on as a Member of Congress. 

Tomorrow the U.S. Supreme Court 
will hand down its decision on the af- 
fordable care act. It could be one of the 
most consequential decisions handed 
down by the Court in my tenure in 
Congress, and maybe even longer. It is 
consequential not just because of the 
politics of Washington. No, the deci- 
sion will have consequences which will 
affect the lives of millions of Ameri- 
cans across the country. 

First, some basic facts. According to 
the nonpartisan Congressional Budget 
Office, the affordable care act will re- 
duce the deficit over the next 10 years 
by over $200 billion; then, another $1 
trillion in the second decade. This is an 
important measure to reduce health 
care costs, reduce government outlays, 
and reduce the deficit. So the decision 
of the Court will have an impact on 
that particular element. 

The law does a number of specific 
things to reduce health care costs 
while saving lives. Because of the af- 
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fordable care act, preventive services 
for many Americans are now free. In 
my home State of Illinois, last year 1.3 
million people on Medicare—that is 
about 10 percent of our population— 
and 2.4 million people with private 
health insurance received preventive 
care at no cost. This is important, be- 
cause preventive services such as mam- 
mograms and cholesterol screenings 
can help lower costs, prevent illness, 
and save lives. On the subject of pre- 
vention, the law provides help for 
States with their prevention pro- 
grams—programs, for example, that 
try to discourage kids from smoking; 
programs that detect and treat diabe- 
tes at an early stage; heart disease, ar- 
thritis, and so many other areas that 
can be treated successfully if there are 
preventive efforts. 

Another reason this law is important 
is because of lifetime limits. Before 
this law was enacted, insurance compa- 
nies routinely told families: Sorry, you 
hit your limit. We are not going to pay 
for any more of your chemotherapy or 
your premature baby’s illness. People 
did not know there was a limit until it 
was too late. The law changed that. 

Because of this law, 4.6 million peo- 
ple in my State, Illinois—4.6 million— 
got the care they needed last year 
without having to worry about the in- 
surance companies cutting them off, 
saying they reached their limit. 

In these tough economic times many 
young adults are having trouble find- 
ing work. Another thing this bill did 
was to extend the coverage of family 
health insurance to cover those 
through the age of 25. Because of the 
affordable care act, parents can keep 
their kids under their policy until the 
young people reach the age of 26. 
Across the country 2.5 million young 
adults, including 102,000 in my State of 
Illinois, have been able to stay on their 
parents’ insurance plan. 

The law also requires companies to 
spend more of their money on actual 
health care. One might think that is 
obvious, but it turns out it is not. The 
law says insurance companies have to 
spend at least 85 percent of their pre- 
miums on health care rather than 
spend it on advertising, overhead, or 
executive compensation. 

Mr. President, $61 million has been 
returned in my State to over 300,000 
people in the form of rebates because of 
this ‘‘medical loss ratio’’—85 percent to 
be spent on health care. That is money 
that flows back to families and individ- 
uals and businesses. 

The affordable care act has had a pro- 
found impact on seniors and those liv- 
ing with disabilities. Because of this 
law, seniors and those living with dis- 
abilities on the Medicare Program in 
Illinois have saved more than $155 mil- 
lion on prescription drugs. Seniors tak- 
ing their medicine as they are supposed 
to are likely to stay healthy longer and 
be less of a cost to the system and lead 
more independent and stronger lives. 
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We have talked and talked in this 
Senate about how we need to help sen- 
iors afford to buy prescription drugs. 
We know this bill that will be decided 
by the Supreme Court tomorrow has 
been closing the doughnut hole that 
was created by Medicare Part D. When 
we passed the affordable care act, we 
did something about it. 

Illinois seniors saved $155 million be- 
cause the affordable care act was 
signed into law. By 2020—if the Su- 
preme Court does not strike this law or 
this provision—the doughnut hole will 
be fully closed and seniors will not 
have to worry anymore about that gap 
in coverage that eats into their sav- 
ings. 

I have been working for years to help 
small businesses find ways to afford 
health care for their employees. I in- 
troduced a bill in 2009 with the help of 
the small business community and the 
insurance industry that would allow 
small businesses to work together in a 
health care exchange. The affordable 
care act built on that principle and im- 
proved it dramatically. 

The new health care law provides a 
tax break for small businesses that are 
doing the right thing and buying 
health insurance for their employees. 
So far, across the country, more than 
228,000 businesses have taken advan- 
tage of this new tax credit and saved 
$278 million. 

For those who say the affordable care 
act really has not helped small busi- 
ness, here is proof otherwise. 

Another 30 million people who have 
no health care coverage today will be 
covered when the affordable care act is 
implemented. By 2019, 15 million of 
those will be able to participate in 
Medicaid, and the States will not be 
left on the hook. The affordable care 
act provides help to the States for the 
first several years. 

The affordable care act provides 
much needed assistance to community 
health centers—centers such as the 
Erie Family Health Center in Chicago. 
In fact, because of a $650,000 grant from 
the Department of Health and Human 
Services, Erie is going to open a new 
health center in Evanston—one that is 
desperately needed. 

So these are but a few of the reasons 
the Supreme Court, I hope, will uphold 
this law to continue to help move us 
toward a day when the rate of growth 
in the cost of health care is brought 
under control. We have a long way to 
go, but this bill is a step forward. For 
those who have campaigned from one 
side of America to the other, saying 
they would eliminate the affordable 
care act, which they derisively call 
ObamaCare, let me tell them: There 
are real people in Illinois and across 
the Nation who have benefited from 
this act and will in the future. 

Now is the time for us to work to- 
gether to improve the act where it 
needs improvement but to use it as the 
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basis for building a future of security 
and quality health care for all Ameri- 
cans. 


Ee 


MORNING BUSINESS 


Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to a period of morning busi- 
ness, with Senators permitted to speak 
therein for up to 10 minutes each. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


EEE 


INTENTION TO OBJECT 


Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I in- 
tend to object to proceeding to the 
nominations of Mark J. Mazur, to be 
an Assistant Secretary of the Treasury 
and Matthew S. Rutherford to be an 
Assistant Secretary of the Treasury. 

My support for the final confirmation 
of these nominees will depend on both 
Treasury and Internal Revenue Service 
responses to questions I have posed re- 
garding their implementation of the 
tax whistleblower program. I rewrote 
the statute in 2006 to encourage whis- 
tleblowing on big-dollar tax cheats. 
However, nearly six years since those 
changes were enacted, Treasury has 
yet to issue much needed regulations 
and IRS has paid less than a half dozen 
awards under the new program. 

I have sent several letters to Sec- 
retary Geithner and Commissioner 
Shulman to get to the bottom of this. 
Our staffs have been meeting, including 
most recently on June 26, 2012. I under- 
stand that Secretary Geithner and 
Commissioner Shulman intend to pro- 
vide written responses to my questions. 
Until I receive those responses, I will 
object to proceeding with the nomina- 
tions of Mr. Rutherford and Dr. Mazur. 


EE 


VOTE EXPLANATION 


Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I fully 
support the passage of S. 3187, the Food 
and Drug Administration, FDA, Safety 
and Innovation Act. This important 
piece of legislation reauthorizes and es- 
tablishes important user fee agree- 
ments for drugs, devices, generic drugs 
and biosimilar biological products. 
Furthermore, the bill improves the 
medical device approval process and 
modernizes FDA’s global drug supply 
chain authority to ensure that the drug 
manufacturing process is safer. 

The legislation also contains provi- 
sions to incentivize development of pe- 
diatric drugs and devices, spur innova- 
tion of new drug therapies for life- 
threatening medical conditions, miti- 
gate drug shortages, and improve agen- 
cy accountability and transparency in 
the drug and device approval process. 

Unfortunately, Mr. President, I was 
necessarily absent from the Senate 
and, therefore, unable to cast my vote 
in support of this bill. 
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TRIBUTE TO MONTFORD POINT 
MARINES 


Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. President, 
it is my privilege to honor the 
Montford Point Marines, who today 
will be collectively decorated with the 
Congressional Gold Medal. 

The Montford Point Marines served 
our country bravely during World War 
II, despite being segregated from their 
fellow servicemembers. In 1942, Presi- 
dent Roosevelt directed that African 
Americans be recruited into the Marine 
Corps. These men were not sent to the 
traditional Marine recruit depots of 
Parris Island or San Diego. Instead, 
they were segregated and trained at 
Montford Point in Camp Lejeune, NC. 
Collectively, these Marines—who_ be- 
came known as the ‘‘Montford Point 
Marines’’—served in the Pacific The- 
ater as part of the 51st and 52nd Marine 
Defense Battalions, and with various 
Depot and Ammunition Companies. 

The Defense Battalions saw action 
against surviving Japanese troops on 
the captured island of Guam, while the 
Depot and Ammunition Companies par- 
ticipated in the fighting at Saipan, 
Tinian, Guam, Peleliu, Iwo Jima, and 
Okinawa. Their jobs consisted of load- 
ing and unloading supplies, resupplying 
frontline units, and evacuating the 
dead and wounded—sometimes under 
heavy enemy fire. All together, the 
Depot and Ammunition Companies suf- 
fered seven killed and 78 wounded. Of 
the nearly 20,000 African-American Ma- 
rines in World War II, about 18,000 
served overseas. In July 1948, President 
Harry S. Truman issued his executive 
order ending military segregation. In 
September 1949, Montford Marine Camp 
was deactivated, ending 7 years of seg- 
regation. 

The commitment and sacrifice of Af- 
rican-American servicemembers during 
World War II is embodied in the lives of 
two cousins, Howard and Kenneth 
Tibbs. Howard served this Nation as 
one of the Tuskegee Airmen. I had the 
privilege of honoring him in 2007 when 
the Congressional Gold Medal was 
awarded to the Tuskegee Airmen. 
Today, I am able to honor his cousin, 
Kenneth Tibbs, who served as a 
Montford Point Marine. Kenneth was 
born on May 30, 1925, in Lancaster, OH, 
and served from 1943 to 1944 as part of 
the 20th Marine Depot Company. Ulti- 
mately, PFC Kenneth Tibbs was killed 
in action during the invasion of 
Saipan. He was his unit’s only fatality. 

Private Tibbs and all of the Montford 
Point Marines exemplified the quali- 
ties for which the Montford Point Ma- 
rines are so admired. Our Nation is in- 
debted to him and his fellow Marines 
for their sacrifice. Not only did they 
contribute to the America’s victory in 
the Pacific, but they did so within a 
highly segregated military. Many went 
on to serve in Korea and Vietnam, 
alongside their white counterparts. 
Montford Point Marine Edgar Huff be- 
came the first African-American in the 
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United States Marine Corps to be pro- 
moted to the rank of Sergeant Major. 
His brother-in-law, Gilbert ‘‘Hash- 
mark” Johnson, also served at 
Montford Point and earned the rank of 
Sergeant Major. Today, Montford 
Point’s Camp Johnson at Camp 
Lejeune is named after him. I am proud 
to have been an original cosponsor of 
the 2006 House Resolution 80 to honor 
these Marines, and it is my privilege to 
recount their legacy today in the 
United States Senate. 

I proudly celebrate the life and sac- 
rifice of PFC Kenneth J. Tibbs, and all 
Montford Point Marines, on the occa- 
sion of this award of the Congressional 
Gold Medal. 


Sa 


MORRILL ACT 150TH 
ANNIVERSARY 


Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, this 
year marks the 150 anniversary of the 
Morrill Act of 1862, which led to the 
creation of our Nation’s land-grant 
universities. In 1862, there were only 
six engineering or agricultural colleges 
in the entire United States. By 1880, 
there were 85, and by 1917 the total 
number had grown to 126. Two out- 
standing universities from Virginia are 
the beneficiaries of this legislation and 
carry on important traditions as land- 
grant universities: Virginia Tech and 
Virginia State University. 

Founded in 1872 as an agricultural 
and mechanical land-grant college, 
Virginia Tech is the oldest land-grant 
college in the Commonwealth. Today, 
the school has the largest full-time 
student population in Virginia and the 
largest number of degree offerings of 
any Virginia university. As a leading 
research institution, Virginia Tech pre- 
pares its students to make an impact 
in the fields of technology and agri- 
culture, among many others. Virginia 
Tech graduates have a positive impact 
everyday on the Commonwealth and on 
our country. 

Virginia State University, founded in 
1882, is the country’s first fully State- 
supported 4-year historically black col- 
lege and also a Virginia land-grant in- 
stitution. Throughout the school’s his- 
tory, it has enriched the lives of its 
students and faculty as well as its sur- 
rounding community and indeed the 
entire Commonwealth. Virginia State 
University’s leadership in providing an 
expansive academic program, a variety 
of student organizations, and a devo- 
tion to community service makes the 
school a model for historically black 
colleges across the nation. 

Both of these superb academic insti- 
tutions demonstrate exceptional lead- 
ership in the agricultural and mechan- 
ical arts in line with the original in- 
tent of the Morrill Act. As we remem- 
ber the creation of this landmark legis- 
lation, Virginia Tech and Virginia 
State University stand as shining ex- 
amples of its continued legacy. I am 
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pleased to join my colleagues in cele- 
brating the sesquicentennial of the 
Morrill Act. 


TRIBUTE TO POET LAUREATE 
NATASHA TRETHEWEY 


Mr. WICKER. Mr. President, I rise 
today to commend the accomplish- 
ments of an extraordinary Mississip- 
pian. Natasha Trethewey, a native of 
Gulfport, Mississippi, has been named 
the United States Poet Laureate. I join 
my fellow Mississippians and fellow 
Americans in celebrating Ms. 
Trethewey, a Pulitzer Prize-winning 
poet, for receiving our country’s high- 
est distinction in the field of poetry. 


This honor is the first of its kind for 
my State, but literary excellence is not 
new to Mississippi. Our great State has 
a rich literary history because of Mis- 
sissippians like William Faulkner, 
Eudora Welty, and Tennessee Williams, 
who have paved the way for Ms. 
Trethewey’s success in literature. 


At the young age of 46, Ms. 
Trethewey has proven herself to be a 
talented and accomplished American 
writer. A prolific artist, she explored 
the aftermath of Hurricane Katrina in 
her nonfiction work, ‘‘Beyond Katrina: 
A Meditation on the Mississippi Gulf 
Coast.” 


Our incoming Poet Laureate has cap- 
tured the hearts and minds of her col- 
leagues and peers, earning her a fan 
base across our State and Nation. Li- 
brarian of Congress James Billington is 
among those captivated by Ms. 
Trethewey’s brilliance. In 2004, at the 
National Book Festival, Dr. Billington 
described Ms. Tretheway as an Amer- 
ican who is ‘absolutely unique.” 
Today, I am proud to repeat Dr. 
Billington’s praise for this gifted Mis- 
sissippian. 

Natasha Trethewey is not only a 
leader in her field but also a teacher 
for this Nation’s future leaders. She is 
the Charles Howard Candler Professor 
of English and Creative Writing at 
Emory University and is the Louis D. 
Rubin Writer-in-Residence for 2012 at 
Hollins University. She received her 
Pulitzer Prize in Poetry in 2007 for her 
2006 work, Native Guard. In the past 
year, Ms. Trethewey was named the 
Poet Laureate of Mississippi, an es- 
teemed position my State is proud for 
her to hold. 


Mr. President, I have the highest ad- 
miration for this accomplished poet, 
author, and Mississippian. I know that 
my fellow Mississippians share this 
pride in Ms. Trethewey’s work and na- 
tional recognition. I am honored to 
congratulate Natasha Trethewey on 
her appointment as the 2012 United 
States Poet Laureate. 
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TRIBUTE TO L.L.BEAN 


e Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, today I 
wish to congratulate the men and 
women of L.L.Bean as they celebrate 
their 100th anniversary. This legendary 
Maine company is one of America’s 
most inspiring family business success 
stories and one of my State’s most 
cherished institutions. 

Many L.L.Bean customers know the 
story of the company’s origin. Leon 
Leonwood Bean was an avid Maine out- 
doorsman who was tired of cold, wet 
feet while hunting or fishing. In 1912, 
he invented the Maine Hunting Shoe, a 
boot with leather uppers and a thick 
rubber sole. His fellow outdoorsmen 
liked the boot and a business was born. 

The second, less-kKnown part of the 
story really tells the tale. The rubber 
bottoms of those shoes separated from 
the leather tops and 90 of the first 100 
pairs were returned. Although it nearly 
put him out of business, L.L. kept his 
word and refunded the purchase price. 
He borrowed more money, corrected 
the problem and, with undiminished 
confidence, mailed more brochures. 
L.L. had learned the value of person- 
ally testing his products, of honest ad- 
vertising based on firm convictions and 
of keeping the customer satisfied at 
any cost. 

Leon Leonwood Bean founded his 
business on his personal guarantee of 
“100 percent satisfaction in every 
way.” In all the years since, that prom- 
ise has been kept. Whether seeking ex- 
pert advice, making a purchase, or ex- 
changing or returning a product, gen- 
erations of customers have found 
L.L.Bean to be a place where that first 
commitment to customer satisfaction 
still resonates. 

Today, L.L.Bean is one of the world’s 
most respected retailers, with sales ex- 
ceeding $1.5 billion. From the flagship 
store in Freeport, ME, to dozens of 
stores and outlets throughout the 
United States, more than 11 million 
people visit L.L.Bean stores each year. 
The company’s famous catalogues are 
sent to 160 countries, and its Internet 
presence leads the industry. In its first 
century, the company has grown from 
a one-room operation selling a single 
product to a global enterprise pro- 
viding some 4,900 year-round jobs, and 
that figure typically doubles during 
peak holiday season. 

In addition to its remarkable retail 
success, L.L.Bean remains true to its 
origins as a manufacturer. In Bruns- 
wick and Lewiston, ME, more than 435 
skilled workers craft such iconic prod- 
ucts as the Maine Hunting Shoe, the 
L.L.Bean Boot and the Boat and Tote 
Bag. Leon Leonwood Bean made 100 
pairs of boots in his first production 
run in 1912. Last year, Maine workers 
produced more than 400,000 pairs. 

When the man TIME magazine called 
“The Merchant of the Maine Woods” 
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passed away in 1967, leadership of the 
company was passed on to his grand- 
son, Leon Gorman. 

Soon after becoming president, Leon 
introduced the stakeholder concept, 
which clearly linked L.L.Bean’s suc- 
cess as a business to key stake- 
holders—customers, employees, share- 
holders, vendors, communities and the 
natural environment. In his 30 years as 
president, Leon Gorman led L.L.Bean 
from a $4.75 million catalog company 
to an over-one-billion-dollar multi- 
channel enterprise. Leon firmly estab- 
lished L.L.Bean as a leader in the out- 
doors industry, offering high-quality 
equipment and apparel, backed by 
world-class service and products guar- 
anteed to last. 

It is fitting that L.L.Bean is cele- 
brating its centennial with special 
projects that advance the company’s 
guiding principles. These include the 
Million Moment Mission, in which 
L.L.Bean will contribute $1 to the Na- 
tional Park Foundation for every out- 
door moment shared by customers up 
to a total of $1 million, and a commit- 
ment of an additional $1.5 million at 
the local and State levels to encourage 
our young people to discover the out- 
doors. 

I am often asked what L.L.Bean 
means to our State. As one of Maine’s 
largest employers, the company cer- 
tainly means a great deal to the thou- 
sands who work there. L.L.Bean offers 
careers with opportunities for advance- 
ment in a respectful, positive environ- 
ment. The spin-off benefits to other 
Maine industries, including product 
vendors and business suppliers, are 
enormous. The continued commitment 
to Maine-made products—wreaths, 
maple syrup, mustard, furniture, run- 
ning shoes, slippers, in addition to the 
company’s famous tote bags and 
boots—sustains a great many busi- 
nesses and households throughout our 
State. 

Certainly, the sales, revenue, and 
growth numbers are impressive. Even 
more impressive is the fact that this 
family company succeeds in a modern, 
global economy with the timeless val- 
ues that foster dedicated employees 
and loyal customers. It is a pleasure to 
congratulate the people of L.L.Bean on 
this centennial and to thank them for 
their contributions to our Nation and 
to the great State of Maine.e 


Ee 


TRIBUTE TO ALEXANDER 
PAGOULATOS 


e Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, 
today I wish to recognize Alexander 
Pagoulatos, an impressive young New 
Jerseyan who recently graduated West 
Point as the class of 2012’s valedic- 
torian. Hailing from Basking Ridge, NJ 
and a 2008 graduate of Ridge High 
School, Alex has strong roots in the 
Garden State. As a young man, he was 
well known for excelling on Ridge 
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High’s Varsity fencing team, as well as 
his dedicated service to his church and 
greater community. And when Alex ap- 
plied through my office for a nomina- 
tion to the United States Military 
Academy at West Point during his sen- 
ior year, his outstanding record and 
bright future made it an easy choice. 

At West Point, Alex continued to 
make us proud. As an economics major, 
he achieved the highest grade point av- 
erage possible, the result of earning nu- 
merous A-pluses. This accomplishment 
is all the more impressive when one 
considers that he also minored in envi- 
ronmental engineering. For his success 
both in and out of the classroom, Alex 
earned awards of all kinds. This May, 
Alex graduated at the top of his class 
academically, physically, and overall, 
receiving his diploma as the class of 
2012’s valedictorian. 

Alex’s service to his Nation didn’t 
end that Saturday at Michie Stadium. 
Upon graduation, Alex received his 
commission as a 2nd Lieutenant in the 
United States Army. Following his 
training at Fort Benning, he will de- 
ploy to Vicenza, Italy as a member of 
the 173rd Airborne Brigade Combat 
Team. 

As a former soldier and a veteran of 
World War II, I commend Alex for his 
service to our Nation and recognize the 
sacrifices he is making in the name of 
that service. He has made my State of 
New Jersey extremely proud and I 
know he will continue his commitment 
to excellence in the Army. We all owe 
Alex an incredible debt of gratitude 
and I know that the people of New Jer- 
sey, and indeed Americans across our 
country are thankful for his dedicated 
service to our country and look for- 
ward to his future achievements.@ 


Ea 


RECOGNIZING MAINE DAYBOAT 
SCALLOPS 


e Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, through- 
out the 112th Congress, I have consist- 
ently implored my colleagues to re- 
member the value of our Nation’s small 
businesses. These firms are uniquely 
equipped to devise and implement in- 
novative business plans and strategies 
that are needed to strengthen chal- 
lenged industries, and do so regularly. 
Nowhere is this more prevalent than in 
my home state of Maine. Today I rise 
to recognize and commend a newly 
founded small business, Maine Dayboat 
Scallops located in Bath, ME, and its 
owner Togue Brawn. 

Ms. Brawn has more than two dec- 
ades of rich and varied experience 
working in Maine’s fishing and service 
sectors. She has, among other things, 
sold Bait Cups invented by her father; 
worked at Portland’s Harbor fish mar- 
ket; sold space at domestic and inter- 
national commercial fishing trade 
shows; served at the Portland Old 
Port’s Fore Street and J’s Oyster res- 
taurants; worked on a number of fish- 
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eries research projects; served at the 
Maine Department of Marine Re- 
sources; and founded her own business. 

During her tenure with the Depart- 
ment of Marine Resources, Ms. Brawn 
took a special interest in working to 
address the serious challenges facing 
Maine’s scallop fisheries, which had be- 
come significantly depleted. By virtue 
of her knowledge, experience, and close 
ties with those involved in the indus- 
try, Ms. Brawn was keenly aware of the 
nature of the challenge facing the 
State: in order to advance the long- 
term health of the industry, scallop 
fishing had to be further curtailed, but 
doing so would impose significant addi- 
tional burdens on hardworking Maine 
fishermen. Like many entrepreneurs, 
Ms. Brawn developed a creative plan to 
help address a serious problem, and 
acted upon it. 

In order to help smaller scale scallop 
fishermen support themselves and their 
families as industry output declined, 
she founded a company to sell their 
scallops at more lucrative prices by 
leveraging the unique quality of their 
freshly caught product. Many dining 
establishments purchase scallops har- 
vested by large vessels that spend sig- 
nificant periods of time at sea before 
returning to port. These scallops are 
certainly of high quality, but they are 
not as fresh as those harvested by 
smaller boats that return to port daily. 
By marketing the scallops caught by 
fishermen who conduct day-long trips, 
and delivering them within 24 hours of 
their being harvested, Maine Dayboat 
Scallops has succeeded in providing 
local establishments with a fresher 
product, and increasing the profit mar- 
gins of the fishermen with whom it 
does business. 

Maine Dayboat Scallops and Ms. 
Brawn exemplify the unique effects 
that small businesses have on Maine’s 
economy. At a time when our Nation 
faces significant economic challenges, 
it is inspiring to know that entre- 
preneurs such as Ms. Brawn continue 
to draw upon their experience, inge- 
nuity, and energy to develop new busi- 
nesses that operate to increase the 
profitability of some of our most cru- 
cial and challenged industries. I ap- 
plaud Ms. Brawn and offer Maine 
Dayboat Scallops my best regards for 
their future success.@ 


a 


PIERPONT, SOUTH DAKOTA 


e Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, today I 
recognize Pierpont, SD. The town of 
Pierpont will commemorate the 125th 
anniversary of its founding this year. 

The town was founded in 1887 when 
the Chicago, Milwaukee, and St. Paul 
Railroad Company was persuaded by 
area farmers to build a side track to 
what is now Pierpont. Though much 
has changed since 1887, Pierpont still 
relies heavily on agriculture, and area 
farmers remain a driving force in the 
community and economy. 
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Located in Day County, Pierpont has 
a very proud history and heritage. 
However, Pierpont residents are also 
always looking forward and trying to 
better their community for future gen- 
erations. They have a reputation for 
organizing new events to draw visitors 
to the Pierpont area. This creative and 
hard-working spirit is certainly some- 
thing that should make the entire 
town proud. 

The citizens of Pierpont are also in- 
credibly dedicated and devoted to their 
families, friends, neighbors, and any- 
one just passing through. They are al- 
ways ready to lend a hand, a welcome 
smile, and help out whenever a need 
arises. This spirit of stewardship 
makes it easy to see why so many will 
be attending Pierpont’s 125th anniver- 
sary celebration this July. 

Pierpont has been a tight-knit com- 
munity for the past 125 years, and I am 
confident that it will continue to serve 
as an example of South Dakota values 
and traditions. I would like to offer my 
congratulations to the citizens of 
Pierpont on this landmark occasion 
and wish them continued prosperity in 
the years to come.e 


ee 


75TH ANNIVERSARY OF REPTILE 
GARDENS 


e Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, today I 
recognize Reptile Gardens in Rapid 
City, SD and congratulate the men and 
women who have educated the public 
about wildlife in the State for 75 years 
with the world’s largest reptile zoo. 
Reptile Gardens was founded in 1937 by 
Earl Brockelsby, a man renowned for 
his love and passion for reptiles. 

Since its inception, Reptile Gardens 
has drawn tourists from across the 
Midwest and the Nation and enter- 
tained many with alligator wrestling, 
exotic bird shows, and snake shows. 
Reptile Gardens houses many rare spe- 
cies of reptiles and amphibians. 
Through 75 years of business, Reptile 
Gardens has seen its Sky Dome set on 
fire, a flood in 1977 and dwindling num- 
bers due to World War II, and has over- 
come these obstacles through the 
strength and determination of its em- 
ployees. 

I would like to commend the men and 
women at Reptile Gardens for pro- 
viding the State with 75 years of edu- 
cation and entertainment.e 


EE 
RECOGNIZING MICHAEL P. JOLIN 


e Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Mr. President, 
earlier this month the Rhode Island 
Bar Association honored CPT Michael 
P. Jolin, Esq., with its Victoria M. 
Almeida Servant Leader Award. I am 
proud to join in congratulating Mike 
for this well-deserved distinction. 

Mike Jolin has served his country 
and the people of Rhode Island with 
competence, courage, and compassion 
throughout his career. When I was 
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Rhode Island attorney general, I ap- 
pointed Mike as special assistant attor- 
ney general. He went on to serve as the 
deputy chief of Legal Services for the 
Rhode Island Department of Business 
Regulation. In both roles he performed 
admirably, upholding the laws of our 
State and protecting our citizens. 


Meanwhile, Mike worked with neigh- 
bors and local officials in Pawtucket to 
maintain standards in the city’s rental 
properties and protect tenants’ rights 
as chair of the Pawtucket Nuisance 
Task Force, and to promote broadly 
shared economic empowerment for the 
residents of the Woodlawn neighbor- 
hood as a member of the board of the 
Woodlawn Community Development 
Corporation. He also served ably on the 
board of City Arts, helping to bring art 
education to the children of Provi- 
dence. 


In the U.S. Army Reserve and Rhode 
Island National Guard, Mike served as 
a judge advocate, performing critical 
legal, administrative, ethical, and reg- 
ulatory operations and analysis. He 
was responsible for the creation of the 
Rhode Island National Guard’s first 
full-time legal assistance program as 
well as the Rhode Island Bar Associa- 
tion’s U.S. Armed Forces Legal 
Project. These two programs have pro- 
vided high-quality and often free legal 
services to hundreds of Rhode Island 
service men and women, veterans and 
their families. 


Even after deploying to Afghanistan 
in support of Operation Enduring Free- 
dom with Combined Joint Interagency 
Task Force 485, Mike remained closely 
involved with the Armed Forces Legal 
Project, working from abroad to help 
address the unmet legal needs of Rhode 
Island’s military women and men. 


Now back on American soil, Mike 
continues to serve Rhode Island, con- 
ducting outreach to the veteran and 
military communities in my Rhode Is- 
land office and helping constituents 
connect with resources of the federal 
government. 


The creed of one of our Armed 
Forces’ special operations units says, 
“I do not advertise the nature of my 
work, nor seek recognition for my ac- 
tions.” Mike’s work exemplifies this 
spirit, demonstrating the under- 
standing that mission success abso- 
lutely depends on the individual suc- 
cesses of those around him. 


On behalf of all the staff in my Provi- 
dence and Washington offices, I com- 
mend CPT Michael P. Jolin, Esq.—in 
the words of the Victoria M. Almeida 
Servant Leader Award citation—for his 
clear demonstration of ‘‘the principles 
and values of servant leadership” and 
for being ‘‘a beacon of light and hope to 
others by illuminating the path to 
greater justice for all.” We are lucky 
to have him as part of our team—as are 
the people of Rhode Island.e 
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MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 


Messages from the President of the 
United States were communicated to 
the Senate by Mr. Thomas, one of his 
secretaries. 


— 


EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 


As in executive session the Presiding 
Officer laid before the Senate messages 
from the President of the United 
States submitting sundry nominations 
which were referred to the appropriate 
committees. 

(The messages received today are 
printed at the end of the Senate pro- 
ceedings.) 


—— 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 


At 12:32 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mrs. Cole, one of its clerks, announced 
that the House agrees to the amend- 
ment of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 
2297) to promote the development of 
the Southwest waterfront in the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, and for other pur- 
poses. 

The message also announced that the 
House has passed the following bills, in 
which it requests the concurrence of 
the Senate: 

H.R. 4223. An act to amend title 18, United 
States Code, to prohibit theft of medical 
products, and for other purposes. 

H.R. 4850. An act to allow for innovations 
and alternative technologies that meet or 
exceed desired energy efficiency goals. 

H.R. 5625. An act to reinstate and transfer 
certain hydroelectric licenses and extend the 
deadline for commencement of construction 
of certain hydroelectric projects. 


SEE 


MEASURES REFERRED 


The following bills were read the first 
and the second times by unanimous 
consent, and referred as indicated: 

H.R. 4223. An act to amend title 18, United 
States Code, to prohibit theft of medical 
products, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

H.R. 4850. An act to allow for innovations 
and alternative technologies that meet or 
exceed desired energy efficiency goals; to the 
Committee on Energy and Natural Re- 
sources. 

H.R. 5625. An act to reinstate and transfer 
certain hydroelectric licenses and extend the 
deadline for commencement of construction 
of certain hydroelectric projects; to the 
Committee on Energy and Natural Re- 
sources. 


— 


MEASURES READ THE FIRST TIME 
The following bill was read the first 
time: 
S. 3342. A bill to improve information secu- 
rity, and for other purposes. 


EEE 
EXECUTIVE AND OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 


The following communications were 
laid before the Senate, together with 
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accompanying papers, reports, and doc- 
uments, and were referred as indicated: 

EC-6651. A communication from the Senior 
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis- 
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; 
The Boeing Company Airplanes” ((RIN2120- 
AA64) (Docket No. FAA~-2011-0993)) received 
in the Office of the President of the Senate 
on June 7, 2012; to the Committee on Com- 
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC-6652. A communication from the Senior 
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis- 
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; 
Airbus Airplanes” ((RIN2120-AA64) (Docket 
No. FAA-2011-1066)) received in the Office of 
the President of the Senate on June 7, 2012; 
to the Committee on Commerce, Science, 
and Transportation. 

EC-6653. A communication from the Senior 
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis- 
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; 
Saab AB, Saab Aerosystems Airplanes” 
((RIN2120-A A64) (Docket No. FAA~2012-0184)) 
received in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on June 7, 2012; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC-6654. A communication from the Senior 
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis- 
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; 
Bombardier, Inc. Airplanes” ((RIN2120-AA64) 
(Docket No. FAA-2012-0042)) received in the 
Office of the President of the Senate on June 
7, 2012; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC-6655. A communication from the Senior 
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis- 
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; 
International Aero Engines AG Turbofan En- 
gines” ((RIN2120-AA64) (Docket No. FAA- 
2019-1100)) received in the Office of the Presi- 
dent of the Senate on June 7, 2012; to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC-6656. A communication from the Senior 
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis- 
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; 
Piper Aircraft, Inc. Airplanes” ((RIN2120- 
AA64) (Docket No. FAA~-2012-0251)) received 
in the Office of the President of the Senate 
on June 7, 2012; to the Committee on Com- 
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC-6657. A communication from the Senior 
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis- 
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; 
Bombardier, Inc. Airplanes” ((RIN2120-AA64) 
(Docket No. FAA-2011-1416)) received in the 
Office of the President of the Senate on June 
7, 2012; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC-6658. A communication from the Senior 
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis- 
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; 
The Boeing Company Airplanes” ((RIN2120- 
AA64) (Docket No. FAA~-2012-0105)) received 
in the Office of the President of the Senate 
on June 7, 2012; to the Committee on Com- 
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC-6659. A communication from the Senior 
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis- 
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tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; 
Airbus Airplanes” ((RIN2120-AA64) (Docket 
No. FAA-2011-1321)) received in the Office of 
the President of the Senate on June 7, 2012; 
to the Committee on Commerce, Science, 
and Transportation. 

EC-6660. A communication from the Senior 
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis- 
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; 
Airbus Airplanes” ((RIN2120-AA64) (Docket 
No. FAA~-2011-1327)) received in the Office of 
the President of the Senate on June 7, 2012; 
to the Committee on Commerce, Science, 
and Transportation. 

EC-6661. A communication from the Senior 
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis- 
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; 
Hawker Beechcraft Corporation Airplanes” 
((RIN2120-AA64) (Docket No. FAA~-2012-0218)) 
received in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on June 7, 2012; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC-6662. A communication from the Senior 
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis- 
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; 
The Boeing Company Model 767-200, -300, 
-300F, and —400ER Series Airplanes” 
((RIN2120-AA64) (Docket No. FAA-2011-0044)) 
received in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on June 7, 2012; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC-6663. A communication from the Senior 
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis- 
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; 
Burkhart GROB Luft- und Raumfahrt GmbH 
Powered Sailplanes” ((RIN2120-AA64) (Dock- 
et No. FAA~-2012-0324)) received in the Office 
of the President of the Senate on June 7, 
2012; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC-6664. A communication from the Senior 
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis- 
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; 
Sicma Aero Seat Passenger Seat Assemblies, 
Installed on, but not Limited to, ATR-GIE 
Avions de Transport Regional Airplanes” 
((RIN2120-AA64) (Docket No. FAA~-2012-0334)) 
received in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on June 7, 2012; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC-6665. A communication from the Senior 
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis- 
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; 
Bombardier, Inc. Airplanes” ((RIN2120-AA64) 
(Docket No. FAA~-2011-1095)) received in the 
Office of the President of the Senate on June 
7, 2012; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC-6666. A communication from the Senior 
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis- 
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; 
Airbus Airplanes” ((RIN2120-AA64) (Docket 
No. FAA~-2011-1323)) received in the Office of 
the President of the Senate on June 7, 2012; 
to the Committee on Commerce, Science, 
and Transportation. 

EC-6667. A communication from the Senior 
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis- 
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tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; 
Airbus Airplanes” ((RIN2120-AA64) (Docket 
No. FAA-~2012-0041)) received in the Office of 
the President of the Senate on June 7, 2012; 
to the Committee on Commerce, Science, 
and Transportation. 

EC-6668. A communication from the Senior 
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis- 
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; 
Bombardier, Inc. Airplanes” ((RIN2120-AA64) 
(Docket No. FAA-2012-0036)) received in the 
Office of the President of the Senate on June 
7, 2012; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC-6669. A communication from the Senior 
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis- 
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; 
Cessna Aircraft Company Airplanes” 
((RIN2120-AA64) (Docket No. FAA-2011-1413)) 
received in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on June 7, 2012; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC-6670. A communication from the Senior 
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis- 
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; 
SOCATA Airplanes” ((RIN2120-AA64) (Dock- 
et No. FAA~-2012-0250)) received in the Office 
of the President of the Senate on June 7, 
2012; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC-6671. A communication from the Senior 
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis- 
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; 
Saab AB, Saab Aerosystems Airplanes” 
((RIN2120-AA64) (Docket No. FAA~-2011-1410)) 
received in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on June 7, 2012; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC-6672. A communication from the Senior 
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis- 
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; 
Pratt and Whitney Canada Turboprop En- 
gines” ((RIN2120-AA64) (Docket No. FAA- 
2012-0417)) received in the Office of the Presi- 
dent of the Senate on June 7, 2012; to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC-6673. A communication from the Senior 
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis- 
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Amendment of Area Naviga- 
tion (RNAV) Route Q-130; UT” ((RIN2120- 
AA66) (Docket No. FAA~-2012-0488)) received 
in the Office of the President of the Senate 
on June 7, 2012; to the Committee on Com- 
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC-6674. A communication from the Senior 
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis- 
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Amendment of Restricted 
Area R-2502E; Fort Irwin, CA” ((RIN2120— 
AA66) (Docket No. FAA~-2012-0461)) received 
in the Office of the President of the Senate 
on June 7, 2012; to the Committee on Com- 
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC-6675. A communication from the Senior 
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis- 
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Amendment of Restricted 
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Area R-2917, De Funiak Springs, FL” 
((RIN2120-A A66) (Docket No. FAA~2012-0226)) 
received in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on June 7, 2012; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC-6676. A communication from the Senior 
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis- 
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled “Part 95 Instrument Flight 
Rules; Amdt. No. 500’? (RIN2120-AA63) re- 
ceived in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on June 7, 2012; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC-6677. A communication from the Regu- 
latory Ombudsman, Federal Motor Carrier 
Safety Administration, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Drivers of 
CMVs: Restricting the Use of Cellular 
Phones” (RIN2126-AB29) received in the Of- 
fice of the President of the Senate on June 7, 
2012; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC-6678. A communication from the Asso- 
ciate Division Chief, Public Safety and 
Homeland Security Bureau, Federal Commu- 
nications Commission, transmitting, pursu- 
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘Amendment of Parts 12 and 90 of the Com- 
mission’s Rules Regarding Redundancy of 
Communications Systems: Backup Power 
Private Land Mobile Radio Services: Selec- 
tion and Assignment of Frequencies, and 
Transition of the Upper 200 Channels in the 
800 MHz Band to EA Licensing” (DA 11-1838) 
received during adjournment of the Senate 
in the Office of the President of the Senate 
on May 25, 2012; to the Committee on Com- 
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC-6679. A communication from the Asso- 
ciate Division Chief, Public Safety and 
Homeland Security Bureau, Federal Commu- 
nications Commission, transmitting, pursu- 
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Re- 
view of the Emergency Alert System: Inde- 
pendent Spanish Broadcasters Association, 
the Office of Communication of the United 
Church of Christ, Inc., and the Minority 
Media and Telecommunications Council, Pe- 
tition for Immediate Relief Randy Gehman 
Petition for Rulemaking” (FCC 12-41) re- 
ceived during adjournment of the Senate in 
the Office of the President of the Senate on 
May 25, 2012; to the Committee on Com- 
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC-6680. A joint communication from the 
Secretary of Defense and the Chairman of 
the Joints Chiefs of Staff, transmitting a re- 
quest relative to limiting the size of Con- 
gressional delegations visiting Afghanistan 
for the period of July through September 
2012; to the Committee on Armed Services. 

EC-6681. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of Defense Procurement and Acquisition 
Policy, Department of Defense, transmit- 
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en- 
titled ‘‘Defense Federal Acquisition Regula- 
tion Supplement; Updates to Wide Area 
Workflow” ((RIN0750-AH40) (DFARS Case 
2011-D027)) received in the Office of the 
President of the Senate on June 25, 2012; to 
the Committee on Armed Services. 

EC-6682. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of Defense Procurement and Acquisition 
Policy, Department of Defense, transmit- 
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en- 
titled ‘‘Defense Federal Acquisition Regula- 
tion Supplement; New Qualifying Country— 
Czech Republic’? ((RIN0750-AH75) (DFARS 
Case 2012-D048)) received during adjourn- 
ment of the Senate in the Office of the Presi- 
dent of the Senate on June 22, 2012; to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE, Vol. 158, Pt. 7 


EC-6683. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of Defense Procurement and Acquisition 
Policy, Department of Defense, transmit- 
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en- 
titled ‘‘Defense Federal Acquisition Regula- 
tion Supplement; Shipping Instructions” 
((RIN0750-AH53) (DFARS Case 2011-D052)) re- 
ceived in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on June 25, 2012; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

EC-6684. A communication from the Sec- 
retary of the Commodity Futures Trading 
Commission, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Customer 
Clearing Documentation, Timing of Accept- 
ance for Clearing, and Clearing Member Risk 
Management; Core Principles and Other Re- 
quirements for Designated Contract Mar- 
kets; Correction’? (RIN38038-0092, -0094) re- 
ceived in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on June 25, 2012; to the Committee on 
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry. 

EC-6685. A communication from the Presi- 
dent of the United States, transmitting, pur- 
suant to law, a report on the declaration of 
a national emergency relative to the threat 
posed to the United States by the risk of nu- 
clear proliferation created by the accumula- 
tion in the Russian Federation of a large vol- 
ume of weapons-usable fissile material; to 
the Committee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs. 

EC-6686. A communication from the Presi- 
dent of the United States, transmitting, pur- 
suant to law, a report on the continuation of 
the national emergency that was originally 
declared in Executive Order 13219 of June 26, 
2001, with respect to the Western Balkans; to 
the Committee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs. 

EC-6687. A communication from the Sec- 
retary of the Treasury, transmitting, pursu- 
ant to law, a six-month periodic report on 
the national emergency with respect to 
transnational criminal organizations that 
was declared in Executive Order 13581 of July 
24, 2011; to the Committee on Banking, Hous- 
ing, and Urban Affairs. 

EC-6688. A communication from the Sec- 
retary of the Treasury, transmitting, pursu- 
ant to law, a six-month periodic report on 
the national emergency that was declared in 
Executive Order 13348 relative to the former 
Liberian regime of Charles Taylor; to the 
Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban 
Affairs. 

EC-6689. A communication from the Regu- 
latory Specialist, Office of the Comptroller 
of the Currency, Department of the Treas- 
ury, transmitting, pursuant to law, the re- 
port of a rule entitled ‘‘Lending Limits” 
(RIN1557-AD59) received in the Office of the 
President of the Senate on June 21, 2012; to 
the Committee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs. 

EC-6690. A communication from the Sec- 
retary, Division of Corporation Finance, Se- 
curities and Exchange Commission, trans- 
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Listing Standards for Compensa- 
tion Committees” (RIN8235-AK95) received 
in the Office of the President of the Senate 
on June 21, 2012; to the Committee on Bank- 
ing, Housing, and Urban Affairs. 

EC-6691. A communication from the Chair- 
man and President of the Export-Import 
Bank, transmitting, pursuant to law, a re- 
port on the competitiveness of the export fi- 
nancing services for the period from January 
1, 2011 through December 31, 2011; to the 
Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban 
Affairs. 

EC-6692. A communication from the Senior 
Vice President and Chief Accounting Officer, 
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Federal Home Loan Bank of Dallas, trans- 
mitting, pursuant to law, the Bank’s man- 
agement report for fiscal year 2011; to the 
Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban 
Affairs. 

EC-6693. A communication from the Chair- 
man of the Appraisal Subcommittee, Federal 
Financial Institutions Examination Council, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the Appraisal 
Subcommittee’s 2011 Annual Report; to the 
Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban 
Affairs. 

EC-6694. A communication from the Regu- 
latory Specialist, Office of the Comptroller 
of the Currency, Department of the Treas- 
ury, transmitting, pursuant to law, the re- 
port of a rule entitled ‘‘Alternatives to the 
Use of External Credit Ratings in the Regu- 
lations of the OCC” (RIN1557-AD36) received 
during adjournment of the Senate in the Of- 
fice of the President of the Senate on June 
22, 2012; to the Committee on Banking, Hous- 
ing, and Urban Affairs. 

EC-6695. A communication from the Chair- 
man and President of the Export-Import 
Bank, transmitting, pursuant to law, a re- 
port relative to a transaction involving U.S. 
exports to Ireland; to the Committee on 
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs. 

EC-6696. A communication from the Gen- 
eral Counsel, Department of Housing and 
Urban Development, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, two reports relative to a vacancy in 
the Department in the position of Assistant 
Secretary for Policy Development and Re- 
search, received during adjournment of the 
Senate in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on June 22, 2012; to the Committee on 
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs. 

EC-6697. A communication from the Chief 
Counsel, Federal Emergency Management 
Agency, Department of Homeland Security, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Suspension of Community 
Eligibility’ ((44 CFR Part 64) (Docket No. 
FEMA-2012-0003)) received in the Office of 
the President of the Senate on June 21, 2012; 
to the Committee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs. 

EC-6698. A communication from the Presi- 
dent and Chief Executive Officer, Federal 
Home Loan Bank of Indianapolis, transmit- 
ting, pursuant to law, the Bank’s 2011 An- 
nual Report; to the Committee on Banking, 
Housing, and Urban Affairs. 

EC-6699. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of Congressional Affairs, Nuclear Regu- 
latory Commission, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘NRC 
Enforcement Policy Revision’? (NRC-2011-— 
0176) received in the Office of the President 
of the Senate on June 19, 2012; to the Com- 
mittee on Environment and Public Works. 

EC-6700. A communication from the Chair- 
man, Nuclear Regulatory Commission, trans- 
mitting, pursuant to law, a semiannual re- 
port relative to the status of the Commis- 
sion’s licensing and regulatory duties; to the 
Committee on Environment and Public 
Works. 

EC-6701. A communication from the Direc- 
tor, National Legislative Commission, The 
American Legion, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a report relative to the financial condi- 
tion of The American Legion as of December 
31, 2011; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 


EES 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 


The following reports of committees 
were submitted: 

By Mr. KERRY, from the Committee on 
Foreign Relations, with an amendment in 
the nature of a substitute: 
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S. 2165. A bill to enhance strategic coopera- 
tion between the United States and Israel, 
and for other purposes (Rept. No. 112-179). 


—— 


INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 


The following bills and joint resolu- 
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second times by unanimous con- 
sent, and referred as indicated: 


By Mr. McCAIN (for himself, Mrs. 
HUTCHISON, Mr. CHAMBLISS, Mr. 
GRASSLEY, Ms. MURKOWSKI, Mr. 
Coats, Mr. BURR, and Mr. JOHNSON of 
Wisconsin): 


S. 3342. A bill to improve information secu- 
rity, and for other purposes; read the first 
time. 

By Ms. KLOBUCHAR (for herself and 
Ms. SNOWE): 

S. 3348. A bill to amend the Consumer 
Product Safety Act to require residential 
carbon monoxide detectors to meet the ap- 
plicable ANSI/UL standard by treating that 
standard as a consumer product safety rule, 
to encourage States to require the installa- 
tion of such detectors in homes, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Com- 
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

By Mr. REED (for himself, Mr. DURBIN, 
Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota, Mr. 
WHITEHOUSE, and Mr. BLUMENTHAL): 

S. 3344. A bill to increase immunization 
rates; to the Committee on Finance. 

By Mrs. BOXER (for herself and Mr. 
KERRY): 

S. 3345. A bill to provide for research and 
education to improve screening, detection 
and diagnosis of prostate cancer; to the Com- 
mittee on Health, Education, Labor, and 
Pensions. 

By Mr. REID (for himself and Mr. 
HELLER): 

S. 3346. A bill to provide for certain land 
conveyances in the State of Nevada, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Energy 
and Natural Resources. 

By Mr. BROWN of Ohio: 

S. 3347. A bill to require reports on coun- 
tries with which the United States nego- 
tiates trade agreements, to establish terms 
for future trade agreements, and to enhance 
the promotion of exports of United States 
goods and services, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. DURBIN: 

S. 3348. A bill to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to improve the multifamily 
transitional housing loan program of the De- 
partment of Veterans Affairs, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Veterans’ Af- 
fairs. 

By Mr. REED: 

S. 3349. A bill to amend title 38, United 
States Code, and the United States Housing 
Act of 1987 to enhance and expand the assist- 
ance provided by the Department of Vet- 
erans Affairs and the Department of Housing 
and Urban Development to homeless vet- 
erans and veterans at risk of homelessness, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs. 

By Mr. FRANKEN (for himself and Mr. 
BLUMENTHAL): 

S. 3350. A bill to make improvements to 
the Fair Debt Collection Practices Act, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs. 

By Mr. FRANKEN: 

S. 3351. A bill to amend the American Re- 
covery and Reinvestment Act with respect to 
the privacy of protected health information; 
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to the Committee on Health, Education, 
Labor, and Pensions. 


SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND 
SENATE RESOLUTIONS 


The following concurrent resolutions 
and Senate resolutions were read, and 
referred (or acted upon), as indicated: 

By Ms. CANTWELL (for herself and 
Mrs. MURRAY): 

S. Res. 511. A resolution commending the 
Pacific Lutheran University Lutes Softball 
Team for winning the 2012 National Colle- 
giate Athletic Association Division III Soft- 
ball Championship; considered and agreed to. 

By Mrs. HUTCHISON (for herself and 
Mr. CORNYN): 

S. Res. 512. A resolution recognizing the 
100th anniversary of Rice University; consid- 
ered and agreed to. 

By Mr. RUBIO (for himself, Mrs. 
MCCASKILL, Mr. McCAIN, Mr. KERRY, 
Mr. DEMINT, Mr. NELSON of Florida, 
Mr. JOHANNS, Mr. UDALL of New Mex- 
ico, Ms. AYOTTE, Mr. WARNER, Mr. 
HELLER, Mr. BOOZMAN, and Mr. 
CASEY): 

S. Con. Res. 50. A concurrent resolution ex- 
pressing the sense of Congress regarding ac- 
tions to preserve and advance the multi- 
stakeholder governance model under which 
the Internet has thrived; to the Committee 
on Foreign Relations. 


——S Ea 


ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 


S. 17 
At the request of Mr. HATCH, the 
name of the Senator from Arizona (Mr. 
MCCAIN) was added as a cosponsor of 8S. 
17, a bill to repeal the job-killing tax 
on medical devices to ensure continued 
access to life-saving medical devices 
for patients and maintain the standing 
of United States as the world leader in 
medical device innovation. 
S. 362 
At the request of Mr. WHITEHOUSE, 
the name of the Senator from Mis- 
sissippi (Mr. WICKER) was added as a 
cosponsor of S. 362, a bill to amend the 
Public Health Service Act to provide 
for a Pancreatic Cancer Initiative, and 
for other purposes. 
S. 387 
At the request of Mrs. BOXER, the 
name of the Senator from Nevada (Mr. 
HELLER) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
387, a bill to amend title 37, United 
States Code, to provide flexible spend- 
ing arrangements for members of uni- 
formed services, and for other pur- 
poses. 
S. 434 
At the request of Mr. COCHRAN, the 
name of the Senator from Nebraska 
(Mr. NELSON) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 434, a bill to improve and expand 
geographic literacy among kinder- 
garten through grade 12 students in the 
United States by improving profes- 
sional development programs for kin- 
dergarten through grade 12 teachers of- 
fered through institutions of higher 
education. 
S. 693 
At the request of Mr. McCAIN, the 
name of the Senator from Kansas (Mr. 
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ROBERTS) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 693, a bill to establish a term certain 
for the conservatorships of Fannie Mae 
and Freddie Mac, to provide conditions 
for continued operation of such enter- 
prises, and to provide for the wind 
down of such operations and dissolu- 
tion of such enterprises. 
S. 1096 
At the request of Ms. SNOWE, the 
name of the Senator from New Jersey 
(Mr. MENENDEZ) was added as a cospon- 
sor of S. 1096, a bill to amend title 
XVIII of the Social Security Act to im- 
prove access to, and utilization of, bone 
mass measurement benefits under the 
Medicare part B program by extending 
the minimum payment amount for 
bone mass measurement under such 
program through 2013. 
S. 1269 
At the request of Ms. SNOWE, the 
name of the Senator from Oregon (Mr. 
WYDEN) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1269, a bill to amend the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act of 1965 to 
require the Secretary of Education to 
collect information from coeducational 
secondary schools on such schools’ ath- 
letic programs, and for other purposes. 
S. 1301 
At the request of Mr. BROWN of Mas- 
sachusetts, the name of the Senator 
from Texas (Mrs. HUTCHISON) was added 
as a cosponsor of S. 1801, a bill to au- 
thorize appropriations for fiscal years 
2012 through 2015 for the Trafficking 
Victims Protection Act of 2000, to en- 
hance measures to combat trafficking 
in persons, and for other purposes. 
S. 1591 
At the request of Mrs. GILLIBRAND, 
the name of the Senator from West 
Virginia (Mr. MANCHIN) was added as a 
cosponsor of S. 1591, a bill to award a 
Congressional Gold Medal to Raoul 
Wallenberg, in recognition of his 
achievements and heroic actions dur- 
ing the Holocaust. 
S. 1809 
At the request of Mr. KERRY, the 
name of the Senator from Oregon (Mr. 
MERKLEY) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 1809, a bill to amend the Public 
Health Service Act to revise and ex- 
tend the program for viral hepatitis 
surveillance, education, and testing in 
order to prevent deaths from liver can- 
cer, and for other purposes. 
S. 1872 
At the request of Mr. CASEY, the 
name of the Senator from Kansas (Mr. 
MORAN) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1872, a bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to provide for the tax 
treatment of ABLE accounts estab- 
lished under State programs for the 
care of family members with disabil- 
ities, and for other purposes. 
S. 1880 
At the request of Mr. BARRASSO, the 
name of the Senator from Arizona (Mr. 
MCCAIN) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1880, a bill to repeal the health care 
law’s job-killing health insurance tax. 
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S. 2050 

At the request of Ms. SNOWE, the 
name of the Senator from Minnesota 
(Ms. KLOBUCHAR) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 2050, a bill to amend the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to extend 
certain provisions of the Creating 
Small Business Jobs Act of 2010, and 
for other purposes. 

S. 2065 

At the request of Mr. KYL, the name 
of the Senator from Kentucky (Mr. 
MCCONNELL) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 2065, a bill to amend the Balanced 
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control 
Act of 1985 to modify the discretionary 
spending limits to take into account 
savings resulting from the reduction in 
the number of Federal employees and 
extending the pay freeze for Federal 
employees. 

S. 2085 

At the request of Mr. PAUL, the name 
of the Senator from Georgia (Mr. 
CHAMBLISS) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 2085, a bill to strengthen employee 


cost savings suggestions programs 
within the Federal Government. 
S. 2165 


At the request of Mrs. BOXER, the 
name of the Senator from Alabama 
(Mr. SHELBY) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 2165, a bill to enhance strategic 
cooperation between the United States 
and Israel, and for other purposes. 

S. 2205 

At the request of Mr. MORAN, the 
name of the Senator from Iowa (Mr. 
GRASSLEY) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 2205, a bill to prohibit funding to ne- 
gotiate a United Nations Arms Trade 
Treaty that restricts the Second 
Amendment rights of United States 
citizens. 

S. 2239 

At the request of Mr. NELSON of Flor- 
ida, the names of the Senator from 
Rhode Island (Mr. WHITEHOUSE), the 
Senator from Missouri (Mrs. McCaAs- 
KILL) and the Senator from Florida 
(Mr. RUBIO) were added as cosponsors 
of S. 2239, a bill to direct the head of 
each agency to treat relevant military 
training as sufficient to satisfy train- 
ing or certification requirements for 
Federal licenses. 

S. 2320 

At the request of Ms. AYOTTE, the 
name of the Senator from Arkansas 
(Mr. BOOZMAN) was added as a cospon- 
sor of S. 2320, a bill to direct the Amer- 
ican Battle Monuments Commission to 
provide for the ongoing maintenance of 
Clark Veterans Cemetery in the Repub- 
lic of the Philippines, and for other 
purposes. 

S. 3049 

At the request of Mr. BEGICH, the 
name of the Senator from Connecticut 
(Mr. BLUMENTHAL) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 3049, a bill to amend title 
39, United States Code, to expand the 
definition of homeless veteran for pur- 
poses of benefits under the laws admin- 
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istered by the Secretary of Veterans 
Affairs. 
S. 3202 
At the request of Mrs. MURRAY, the 
name of the Senator from Georgia (Mr. 
ISAKSON) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
3202, a bill to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to ensure that deceased 
veterans with no known next of kin 
can receive a dignified burial, and for 
other purposes. 
S. 3204 
At the request of Mr. JOHANNS, the 
names of the Senator from Ohio (Mr. 
BROWN) and the Senator from South 
Dakota (Mr. THUNE) were added as co- 
sponsors of S. 3204, a bill to address fee 
disclosure requirements under the 
Electronic Fund Transfer Act, and for 
other purposes. 
S. 3237 
At the request of Mr. WHITEHOUSE, 
the name of the Senator from Pennsyl- 
vania (Mr. CASEY) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 3237, a bill to provide for 
the establishment of a Commission to 
Accelerate the End of Breast Cancer. 
S. 3274 
At the request of Mr. KERRY, the 
name of the Senator from Kansas (Mr. 
ROBERTS) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 3274, a bill to direct the Secretary of 
Commerce, in coordination with the 
heads of other relevant Federal depart- 
ments and agencies, to produce a re- 
port on enhancing the competitiveness 
of the United States in attracting for- 
eign direct investment, and for other 
purposes. 
S. 3320 
At the request of Mr. BINGAMAN, the 
name of the Senator from Colorado 
(Mr. UDALL) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 3320, a bill to authorize the Ad- 
ministrator of the Federal Emergency 
Management Agency to waive the 30- 
day waiting period for flood insurance 
policies purchased for private prop- 
erties affected by wildfire on Federal 
lands. 
S. 3340 
At the request of Mrs. MURRAY, the 
name of the Senator from New York 
(Mr. SCHUMER) was added as a cospon- 
sor of S. 3340, a bill to improve and en- 
hance the programs and activities of 
the Department of Defense and the De- 
partment of Veterans Affairs regarding 
suicide prevention and resilience and 
behavioral health disorders for mem- 
bers of the Armed Forces and veterans, 
and for other purposes. 
S. CON. RES. 48 
At the request of Mr. LEAHY, the 
name of the Senator from Delaware 
(Mr. COONS) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. Con. Res. 48, a concurrent resolu- 
tion recognizing 375 years of service of 
the National Guard and affirming con- 
gressional support for a permanent 
Operational Reserve as a component of 
the Armed Forces. 
S. RES. 490 
At the request of Mrs. BOXER, the 
name of the Senator from California 
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(Mrs. FEINSTEIN) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. Res. 490, a resolution des- 
ignating the week of September 16, 
2012, as ‘‘Mitochondrial Disease Aware- 
ness Week’’, reaffirming the impor- 
tance of an enhanced and coordinated 
research effort on mitochondrial dis- 
eases, and commending the National 
Institutes of Health for its efforts to 


improve the understanding of 
mitochondrial diseases. 
Í —— 


STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 


By Mr. REED (for himself, Mr. 
DURBIN, Mr. JOHNSON of South 
Dakota, Mr. WHITEHOUSE, and 
Mr. BLUMENTHAL): 

S. 3344. A bill to increase immuniza- 
tion rates; to the Committee on Fi- 
nance. 

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to be joined by Senators DUR- 
BIN, TIM JOHNSON, WHITEHOUSE, and 
BLUMENTHAL in the introduction of the 
Immunization Improvements Act. This 
legislation builds on my longstanding 
work, including several provisions I au- 
thored in the Affordable Care Act, to 
improve vaccination rates and popu- 
lation-based immunity. 

Our introduction of this legislation is 
particularly timely given a recent re- 
port cited in yesterday’s Wall Street 
Journal revealing the number of deaths 
globally as a result of the H1N1 flu pan- 
demic in 2009 and 2010. The analysis 
found that the number of deaths from 
H1N1 to be 15 times the original re- 
ports, up from 18,500 to 280,000 cases. In 
the United States, the estimates are 
more than triple the original cases, 
from 8,500 to nearly 30,000. 

Two provisions of the legislation we 
are introducing today are based on ef- 
forts underway in Rhode Island to im- 
prove vaccination rates against sea- 
sonal influenza and pneumonia. Spe- 
cifically, it would authorize a five- 
state demonstration project that al- 
lows the state to purchase certain vac- 
cines and distribute them free of 
charge to physicians for administra- 
tion in seniors, who are at the highest 
risk of death from these preventable 
diseases. In addition to increasing vac- 
cination rates, this model has limited 
the cost and administrative burden for 
providers and reduced the cost of vac- 
cines to the Federal government. 

The legislation would also require 
hospitals and long-term care facilities 
to report on influenza vaccination 
rates of health care workers with di- 
rect patient contact, the population 
most likely to spread the flu to ill pa- 
tients that may be too weak to fight it. 
In Rhode Island, simply requiring 
health care facilities to report on 
health care worker influenza vaccina- 
tions has resulted in improved rates. 

The Immunization Improvements Act 
would also update the allowable vac- 
cine administration fees to providers 
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who vaccinate uninsured and under- 
insured children, as well as include a 
recommendation made by both the 
Medicare Payment Advisory Commis- 
sion and the Government Account- 
ability Office to shift vaccine coverage 
in Medicare from Part D to Part B. 

While there are many diseases and 
conditions that we have yet to prevent, 
there are those for which we already 
have vaccines. We must do more to en- 
sure that these vaccines are available 
and accessed to protect the health of 
Americans. 

This legislation has been endorsed by 
Every Child By Two, the Immunization 
Action Coalition, Partnership for Pre- 
vention, the Association of State and 
Territorial Health Officials, the Na- 
tional Association of County and City 
Health Officials, and Trust for Amer- 
ica’s Health. I look forward to working 
with my colleagues to see these provi- 
sions enacted. 


By Mrs. BOXER (for herself and 
Mr. KERRY): 

S. 3345. A bill to provide for research 
and education to improve screening, 
detection and diagnosis of prostate 
cancer; to the Committee on Health, 
Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, today I 
rise to introduce the Prostate Cancer 
Detection Research and Education Act. 
This important legislation addresses 
the urgent need for the development of 
new technologies to detect and diag- 
nose prostate cancer, and for the edu- 
cation of our fathers, brothers, and 
sons about the dangers of this deadly 
disease. 

Prostate cancer is the second most 
common cancer in men, and is the sec- 
ond leading cause of cancer related 
deaths in men, with 240,000 new cases 


and 28,000 prostate cancer related 
deaths predicted in 2012. 
Unfortunately, current screening 


techniques for prostate cancer result in 
some false-negative reassurances and 
false-positive alarms. In addition, the 
prostate is one of the last organs in a 
human body where biopsies are per- 
formed blindly, which can miss cancer 
even when multiple samples are taken. 

Prostate Cancer Detection Research 
and Education Act brings together a 
Advisory Council of experts to evaluate 
the current science and outline a path 
forward to the ultimate goal—devel- 
oping a reliable test or tests that can 
detect prostate cancer and diagnose 
how severe the cancer is. 

The Prostate Cancer Detection Re- 
search and Education Act will mirror 
the investment the Federal govern- 
ment made in advanced imaging tech- 
nologies, which led to life-saving 
breakthroughs in detection, diagnosis 
and treatment of breast cancer. This 
bill directs the Secretary of the De- 
partment of Health and Human Serv- 
ices, HHS, to use the plan developed by 
the Advisory Council to coordinate and 
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intensify federal research to develop 
and validate an accurate test for pros- 
tate cancer. 

The Prostate Cancer Detection Re- 
search and Education Act would also 
create a national campaign conducted 
through HHS to increase awareness 
about the need for prostate cancer 
screening, and the development of bet- 
ter screening techniques. Since African 
American men are 56 percent more 
likely to develop prostate cancer com- 
pared with Caucasian men and nearly 
2.5 times as likely to die from the dis- 
ease, this campaign will work with the 
Offices of Minority Health at HHS and 
the Centers for Disease Control and 
Prevention to ensure that this effort 
will reach the men most at risk from 
this disease. 

Government investment in coordi- 
nating research and education could be 
key to diagnosing prostate cancer ear- 
lier and more accurately. We need to 
strengthen our efforts to bring the 
tools doctors use to fight this disease 
into the 21st century. I urge my col- 
leagues to join me in supporting this 
effort, and cosponsoring this legisla- 
tion. 


By Mr. REID (for himself and Mr. 
HELLER): 

S. 3346. A bill to provide for certain 
land conveyances in the State of Ne- 
vada, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Energy and Natural Re- 
sources. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, today I rise 
with my colleague Senator HELLER to 
introduce the Las Vegas Valley Public 
Lands and Tule Springs Fossil Beds Na- 
tional Monument Act of 2012. This leg- 
islation will designate the Tule Springs 
Fossil Beds National Monument in 
southern Nevada, expand the Red Rock 
Canyon National Conservation Area, 
set aside lands for the expansion of Ne- 
vada institutions of higher education, 
and make thousands of acres available 
for private development and job cre- 
ation in the Las Vegas valley. 

I am proud to lead the introduction 
of this important bill, which has been 
years in the making. The hallmark 
component of this legislation is the es- 
tablishment of the Tule Springs Fossil 
Bed National Monument. The proposed 
monument is supported by the cities of 
Las Vegas and North Las Vegas, Clark 
County, the Governor of Nevada, the 
State of Nevada’s Division of State 
Parks, the National Parks Conserva- 
tion Association, Protectors of Tule 
Springs, and thousands of Nevadans. 

By designating the Tule Springs area 
a national monument managed by the 
National Park Service, we will con- 
serve, protect and enhance this unique 
and nationally important resource. Ne- 
vadans, tourists, scientists, and school 
children will visit the monument to 
enjoy its scientific, educational, scenic 
and recreational values for decades to 
come. 
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The proposed monument is located in 
the northern part of the Las Vegas Val- 
ley, bounded by the Desert National 
Wildlife Refuge, the Red Rock National 
Conservation Area, and the Spring 
Mountain National Recreation Area. 
The Tule Springs area is recognized as 
having the largest assemblage of Ice 
Age fossils in the Southwest. 

Over 400 paleontological sites have 
been discovered, providing a record of 
human activity dating back 11,000 
years ago. Scientists have uncovered 
fossils of the giant Columbian mam- 
moth, ground sloths the size of small 
cars, the American lion, and camelops. 
These great prehistoric mammals 
called North Las Vegas home for thou- 
sands of years. 

Efforts to protect the paleontological 
treasures contained within the Las 
Vegas Wash began early last century. 
In 1938, the first fossil expedition in 
Tule Springs unearthed prehistoric 
bones that became known as ‘“‘Tule the 
Baby Mammoth.” In 1962, scientists 
conducted the famous ‘‘big dig,” em- 
ploying radiocarbon dating for the first 
time in the United States, which in 
turn dated Ice Age fossils from 23,800 to 
28,000 years old. Despite this signifi- 
cant concentration of important fossil 
resources in the proposed monument, 
only a fraction of the area has been 
studied. Many more prehistoric treas- 
ures will be found in the decades to 
come. 

The proposed Tule Springs Fossil 
Beds National Monument is the prod- 
uct of many years of work. Recognizing 
the threats to the area from off-road 
vehicles, vandalism, and dumping, a 
coalition of environmentalists, tribes, 
academics, and retired Park Service 
employees formed in the mid-2000s to 
seek federal protection for Tule 
Springs. 

The Protectors of Tule Springs col- 
lected over 10,000 signatures, and local 
and national conservation groups 
launched a campaign to garner public 
support for adding the site to the Na- 
tional Parks System. In 2010, a Park 
Service reconnaissance report commis- 
sioned at the request of members of the 
Nevada congressional delegation found 
the site suitable for inclusion in the 
Park System. 

The monument will also benefit the 
local economy. Proponents of the 
monument estimate that it will gen- 
erate tens of millions of dollars for the 
regional economy within the early 
years of operation, bringing tourists 
and researchers from around the world 
to visit this one-of-a-kind place to ex- 
plore fascinating natural history. 

The stakeholder agreement to estab- 
lish the proposed monument includes 
making a modest amount of public 
lands available for private development 
in the Las Vegas Valley, and the des- 
ignation of two 640 acre job creation 
zones for the cities of Las Vegas and 
North Las Vegas for master planned 
commercial development. 
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Furthermore, the legislation makes 
land available for the future expansion 
of campuses within the Nevada System 
of Higher Education, while increasing 
the size of the Red Rock National Con- 
servation Area. It conveys land to 
Clark County for flood control for the 
future Ivanpah Valley Airport, it ex- 
pands the Metro Police Training Facil- 
ity by 80 acres to enhance public safety 
and the facility’s security, and allows 
the U.S. Forest Service to remedy mis- 
taken trespass situations in the Spring 
Mountains area. Finally, it conveys 
1,200 acres to Clark County to establish 
an off-highway vehicle recreation park, 
and designates public lands sur- 
rounding the park as an off-highway 
vehicle recreation area to help keep 
riders off of sensitive lands and habi- 
tat. 

The Las Vegas Valley Lands and Fos- 
sil Beds National Monument Act is an 
ambitious piece of legislation, built on 
years of stakeholder input. It provides 
for balanced development and job cre- 
ation within the Las Vegas Valley, 
while protecting vital natural and sci- 
entific resources that should be made 
more accessible for the public’s enjoy- 
ment and education. 

By making long-term and forward- 
looking improvements to public land 
management and stewardship in the 
Las Vegas Valley, I believe we have 
crafted a bill that will serve the best 
interests of Nevadans. 

I look forward to working with my 
colleagues to move this important leg- 
islation through the legislative proc- 
ess. 

There being no objection, the text of 
the bill was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

S. 3346 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as 
the ‘‘Las Vegas Valley Public Land and Tule 
Springs Fossil Beds National Monument Act 
of 2012”. 

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con- 
tents of this Act is as follows: 

Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents. 

Sec. 2. Tule Springs Fossil Beds National 
Monument. 

Transfer of land to Red Rock Canyon 
National Conservation Area. 

Conveyance of Bureau of Land Man- 
agement land to North Las 
Vegas. 

Conveyance of Bureau of Land Man- 
agement land to Las Vegas. 
Expansion of conveyance to Las 

Vegas Metropolitan Police De- 
partment. 
Spring Mountains National Recre- 
ation Area withdrawal. 
Southern Nevada Public Land Man- 
agement Act of 1998 amend- 
ments. 
Conveyance of land to the Nevada 
System of Higher Education. 
10. Land conveyance for Southern Ne- 
vada Supplemental Airport. 
11. Sunrise Mountain Instant Study 
Area release. 


Sec. 3. 


Sec. 4. 


Sec. 5. 


Sec. 6. 


Sec. 7. 


Sec. 8. 


Sec. 9. 
Sec. 


Sec. 
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Sec. 12. Nellis Dunes Off-Highway Vehicle 
Recreation Area. 
SEC. 2. TULE SPRINGS FOSSIL BEDS NATIONAL 
MONUMENT. 

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that— 

(1) since 1933, the Upper Las Vegas Wash 
has been valued by scientists because of the 
significant paleontological fossils demon- 
strative of the Pleistocene Ice Age that are 
located in the area; 

(2) in 2004, during the preparation of the 
Las Vegas Valley Disposal Boundary Final 
Environmental Impact Statement, the Bu- 
reau of Land Management identified sen- 
sitive biological, cultural, and paleontolog- 
ical resources determined to be worthy of 
more evaluation with respect to the protec- 
tive status of the resources; 

(3) the Upper Las Vegas Wash contains 
thousands of Pleistocene mammal fossils of 
national importance, including Columbian 
mammoth, ground sloth, American lion, 
camels, and horse fossils; 

(4) in addition to Joshua trees and several 
species of cacti, the Las Vegas buckwheat, 
Merriam’s bearpoppy, Las Vegas bearpoppy, 
and the halfring milkvetch are 4 unique and 
imperiled plants that are supported in the 
harsh desert environment of Tule Springs; 

(5) the area provides important habitat for 
threatened desert tortoise, endemic poppy 
bees, kit foxes, burrowing owls, phainopepla, 
and a variety of reptiles; 

(6) in 2010, a National Park Service recon- 
naissance survey of the area determined that 
the area likely contains the longest contin- 
uous section of Pleistocene strata in the 
desert southwest, which span multiple im- 
portant global climate cooling and warming 
episodes; 

(7) the Upper Las Vegas Wash is significant 
to the culture and history of the native and 
indigenous people of the area, including the 
Southern Paiute Tribe; 

(8) despite the findings of the studies and 
recommendations for further assessment of 
the resources for appropriate methods of pro- 
tection— 

(A) the area remains inadequately pro- 
tected; and 

(B) many irreplaceable fossil specimens in 
the area have been lost to vandalism or 
theft; and 

(9) designation of the Upper Las Vegas 
Wash site as a National Monument would 
protect the unique fossil resources of the 
area for present and future generations while 
allowing for public education and continued 
scientific research opportunities. 

(b) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 

(1) CouNCIL.—The term ‘‘Council’’ means 
the Tule Springs Fossil Beds National Monu- 
ment Advisory Council established by sub- 
section (f)(1). 

(2) CouNTy.—The term ‘‘County’’ 
Clark County, Nevada. 

(3) LOCAL GOVERNMENT.—The term ‘‘local 
government” means the City of Las Vegas, 
City of North Las Vegas, or the County. 

(4) MANAGEMENT PLAN.—The term ‘‘man- 
agement plan” means the management plan 
for the Monument developed under sub- 
section (d)(8). 

(5) MAP.—The term “Map” means the map 
entitled ‘‘North Las Vegas Valley Overview” 
and dated June 26, 2012. 

(6) MONUMENT.—The term ‘‘Monument’’ 
means the Tule Springs Fossil Beds National 
Monument established by subsection (c)(1). 

(7) PUBLIC LAND.—The term ‘‘public land” 
has the meaning given the term ‘‘public 
lands” in section 103 of the Federal Land 
Policy and Management Act of 1976 (43 
U.S.C. 1702). 
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(8) QUALIFIED ELECTRIC UTILITY.—The term 
“qualified electric utility” means any public 
or private utility determined by the Sec- 
retary to be technically and financially ca- 
pable of developing the transmission line. 

(9) SECRETARY.—The term ‘‘Secretary’’ 
means the Secretary of the Interior. 

(10) STATE.—The term ‘‘State’’ means the 
State of Nevada. 

(c) ESTABLISHMENT.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—In order to conserve, pro- 
tect, interpret, and enhance for the benefit 
of present and future generations the unique 
and nationally important paleontological, 
scientific, educational, and recreational re- 
sources and values of the land described in 
this subsection, there is established in the 
State the Tule Springs Fossil Beds National 
Monument. 

(2) BOUNDARIES.—The Monument shall con- 
sist of approximately 22,650 acres of public 
land in the County within the boundaries 
generally depicted on the Map. 

(3) MAP; LEGAL DESCRIPTION.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—As soon as practicable 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary shall prepare an official map and 
legal description of the boundaries of the 
Monument. 

(B) LEGAL EFFECT.—The map and legal de- 
scription prepared under subparagraph (A) 
shall have the same force and effect as if in- 
cluded in this section, except that the Sec- 
retary may correct any clerical or typo- 
graphical errors in the legal description or 
the map. 

(C) AVAILABILITY OF MAP AND LEGAL DE- 
SCRIPTION.—The map and legal description 
prepared under subparagraph (A) shall be on 
file and available for public inspection in the 
appropriate offices of the Bureau of Land 
Management and the National Park Service. 

(4) MINOR BOUNDARY ADJUSTMENTS.—The 
Secretary may make minor boundary adjust- 
ments to the Monument to include addi- 
tional public land adjacent to the Monu- 
ment, if, after the date of enactment of this 
Act— 

(A) additional paleontological resources 
are discovered on the adjacent public land; 
and 

(B) a Federal agency, State agency, and 
local government requests that the adjacent 
public land be included in the Monument to 
promote the consistent management of re- 
sources. 

(5) ACQUISITION OF LAND.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subparagraph 
(B), the Secretary may acquire land or inter- 
ests in land within or adjacent to the bound- 
aries of the Monument by donation, purchase 
with donated or appropriated funds, ex- 
change, or transfer from another Federal 
agency. 

(B) LIMITATION.—Land or interests in land 
that are owned by the State or a political 
subdivision of the State may be acquired 
under subparagraph (A) only by donation or 
exchange. 

(6) WITHDRAWALS.—Subject to valid exist- 
ing rights and subsection (e), any land with- 
in the Monument or any land or interest in 
land that is acquired by the United States 
for inclusion in the Monument after the date 
of enactment of this Act is withdrawn from— 

(A) entry, appropriation, or disposal under 
the public land laws; 

(B) location, entry, and patent under the 
mining laws; and 

(C) operation of the mineral leasing laws, 
geothermal leasing laws, and minerals mate- 
rials laws. 

(7) EFFECT ON OVERFLIGHTS.—Nothing in 
this Act or the management plan developed 
for the Monument restricts or precludes— 
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(A) overflights (including low-level mili- 
tary and law enforcement overflights) over 
land in the Monument, including military, 
law enforcement, commercial, and general 
aviation overflights that can be seen or 
heard in the Monument; or 

(B) the designation or creation of new 
units of special use airspace or the establish- 
ment of military flight training routes over 
the Monument. 

(d) ADMINISTRATION.— 

(1) TRANSFER OF ADMINISTRATIVE JURISDIC- 
TION.—Administrative jurisdiction over the 
approximately 22,650 acres of public land de- 
picted on the Map as ‘“‘Tule Springs Fossil 
Bed National Monument” is transferred from 
the Director of the Bureau of Land Manage- 
ment to the Director of the National Park 
Service. 

(2) MANAGEMENT.—The Secretary shall— 

(A) allow only such uses of the Monument 
that— 

(i) are consistent with this section; and 

(ii) the Secretary determines would further 
the purposes of the Monument; and 

(B) manage the Monument— 

(i) in a manner that conserves, protects, 
interprets, and enhances the resources and 
values of the Monument; and 

(ii) in accordance with— 

(I) this section; 

(II) the provisions of laws generally appli- 
cable to units of the National Park System 
(including the National Park Service Or- 
ganic Act (16 U.S.C. 1 et seq.)); and 

(III) any other applicable laws. 

(3) BUFFER ZONES.—The establishment of 
the Monument shall not— 

(A) lead to the creation of express or im- 
plied protective perimeters or buffer zones 
around or over the Monument; 

(B) preclude disposal of public land adja- 
cent to the boundaries of the Monument, if 
the disposal is consistent with other applica- 
ble law; 

(C) preclude an activity on, or use of, pri- 
vate land adjacent to the boundaries of the 
Monument, if the activity or use is con- 
sistent with other applicable law; or 

(D) directly or indirectly subject an activ- 
ity on, or use of, private land, to additional 
regulation, if the activity or use is con- 
sistent with other applicable law. 

(4) AIR AND WATER QUALITY.—Nothing in 
this Act alters the standards governing air 
or water quality outside the boundary of the 
Monument. 

(5) MANAGEMENT PLAN.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 3 years 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary shall develop a management plan 
that provides for the long-term protection 
and management of the Monument. 

(B) COMPONENTS.—The management plan— 

(i) shall, consistent with this section and 
the purposes of the Monument— 

(I) describe the resources at the Monument 
that are to be protected; 

(II) describe the appropriate uses and man- 
agement of the Monument; 

(III) allow for continued scientific research 
at the Monument; and 

(IV) include a travel management plan 
that may include existing public transit; and 

(ii) may— 

(I) incorporate any appropriate decisions 
contained in an existing management or ac- 
tivity plan for the land designated as the 
Monument under subsection (c)(1); and 

(II) use information developed in any study 
of land within, or adjacent to, the boundary 
of the Monument that was conducted before 
the date of enactment of this Act. 

(C) PUBLIC PROCESS.—In preparing the 
management plan, the Secretary shall— 
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(i) consult with, and take into account the 
comments and recommendations of, the 
Council; 

(ii) provide an opportunity for public in- 
volvement in the preparation and review of 
the management plan, including holding 
public meetings; and 

(iii) consider public comments received as 
part of the public review and comment proc- 
ess of the management plan. 

(6) INTERPRETATION, EDUCATION, AND SCI- 
ENTIFIC RESEARCH.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall pro- 
vide for public interpretation of, and edu- 
cation and scientific research on, the paleon- 
tological resources of the Monument, with 
priority given to exhibiting and curating the 
resources. 

(B) COOPERATIVE AGREEMENTS.—The Sec- 
retary may enter into cooperative agree- 
ments with the State, political subdivisions 
of the State, nonprofit organizations, and ap- 
propriate public and private entities to carry 
out subparagraph (A). 

(e) RENEWABLE ENERGY TRANSMISSION FA- 
CILITIES.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—On receipt of a complete 
application from a qualified electric utility, 
the Secretary, in accordance with the Na- 
tional Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (42 
U.S.C. 4821 et seq.), shall issue to the quali- 
fied electric utility a 400-foot right-of-way 
for the construction and maintenance of 
high-voltage transmission facilities depicted 
on the Map as ‘‘Renewable Energy Trans- 
mission Corridor”. 

(2) REQUIREMENTS.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—The high-voltage trans- 
mission facilities shall— 

(i) be used— 

(I) primarily, to the maximum extent prac- 
ticable, for renewable energy resources; and 

(II) to meet reliability standards set by the 
North American Reliability Electric Cor- 
poration, the Western Electricity Coordi- 
nating Council, or the public utilities regu- 
lator of the State; and 

(ii) employ best management practices 
identified as part of the compliance of the 
Secretary with the National Environmental 
Policy Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4821 et seq.) to 
limit impacts on the Monument, including 
impacts to the viewshed. 

(B) CAPACITY.—The Secretary shall consult 
with the qualified electric utility that is 
issued the right-of-way under paragraph (1) 
and the public utilities regulator of the 
State to seek to maximize the capacity of 
the high-voltage transmission facilities. 

(3) TERMS AND CONDITIONS.—The issuance of 
a notice to proceed on the construction of 
the high-voltage transmission facilities 
within the right-of-way under paragraph (1) 
shall be subject to terms and conditions that 
the Secretary (in consultation with the 
qualified electric utility), as part of the com- 
pliance of the Secretary with the National 
Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 
4321 et seq.), determines appropriate to pro- 
tect and conserve the resources for which the 
Monument is managed. 

(4) EXPIRATION OF _ RIGHT-OF-wAy.—The 
right-of-way issued under paragraph (1) shall 
expire on the date that is 15 years after the 
date of enactment of this Act if construction 
of the high-voltage transmission facilities 
described in paragraph (1) has not been initi- 
ated by that date, unless the Secretary de- 
termines that it is in the public interest to 
continue the right-of-way. 

(f) TULE SPRINGS FOSSIL BEDS NATIONAL 
MONUMENT ADVISORY COUNCIL.— 

(1) ESTABLISHMENT.—To provide guidance 
for the management of the Monument, there 
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is established the Tule Springs Fossil Beds 
National Monument Advisory Council. 

(2) MEMBERSHIP.— 

(A) COMPOSITION.—The Council shall con- 
sist of 13 members, to be appointed by the 
Secretary, of whom— 

(i) 1 member shall be a member of, or be 
nominated by, the County Commission; 

(ii) 1 member shall be a member of, or be 
nominated by, the city council of Las Vegas, 
Nevada; 

(iii) 1 member shall be a member of, or be 
nominated by, the city council of North Las 
Vegas, Nevada; 

(iv) 1 member shall be a member of, or be 
nominated by, the tribal council of the Las 
Vegas Paiute Tribe; 

(v) 1 member shall be a representative of 
the conservation community in southern Ne- 
vada; 

(vi) 1 member shall be a representative of, 
or be nominated by, the Director of the Bu- 
reau of Land Management; 

(vii) 1 member shall be a representative of, 
or be nominated by, the Director of the 
United States Fish and Wildlife Service; 

(viii) 1 member shall be a representative 
of, or be nominated by, the Director of the 
National Park Service; 

(ix) 1 member shall be a representative of 
Nellis Air Force Base; 

(x) 1 member shall be nominated by the 
State; 

(xi) 1 member shall reside in the County 
and have a background that reflects the pur- 
poses for which the Monument was estab- 
lished; and 

(xii) 2 members shall reside in the County, 
both of whom shall have experience in the 
field of paleontology, obtained through high- 
er education, experience, or both. 

(B) INITIAL APPOINTMENT.—Not later than 
180 days after the date of enactment of this 
Act, the Secretary shall appoint the initial 
members of the Council in accordance with 
subparagraph (A). 

(3) DUTIES OF THE COUNCIL.—The Council 
shall advise the Secretary with respect to— 

(A) the preparation and implementation of 
the management plan; and 

(B) other issues related to the management 
of the Monument (including budgetary mat- 
ters). 

(4) COMPENSATION.—Members of the Coun- 
cil shall receive no compensation for serving 
on the Council. 

(5) CHAIRPERSON.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subparagraph 
(B), the Council shall elect a Chairperson 
from among the members of the Council. 

(B) LIMITATION.—The Chairperson shall not 
be a member of a Federal or State agency. 

(C) TERM.—The term of the Chairperson 
shall be 3 years. 

(6) TERM OF MEMBERS.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—The term of a member of 
the Council shall be 3 years. 

(B) SUCCESSORS.—Notwithstanding the ex- 
piration of a 3-year term of a member of the 
Council, a member may continue to serve on 
the Council until— 

(i) the member is reappointed by the Sec- 
retary; or 

(ii) a successor is appointed. 

(7) VACANCIES.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—A vacancy on the Council 
shall be filled in the same manner in which 
the original appointment was made. 

(B) APPOINTMENT FOR REMAINDER OF 
TERM.—A member appointed to fill a vacancy 
on the Council— 

(i) shall serve for the remainder of the 
term for which the predecessor was ap- 
pointed; and 
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(ii) may be nominated for a subsequent 
term. 

(8) TERMINATION.—Unless an extension is 
jointly recommended by the Director of the 
National Park Service and the Director of 
the Bureau of Land Management, the Coun- 
cil shall terminate on the date that is 6 
years after the date of enactment of this 
Act. 

(g) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated such 
sums as are necessary to carry out this sec- 
tion. 

SEC. 3. TRANSFER OF LAND TO RED ROCK CAN- 
YON NATIONAL CONSERVATION 
AREA. 

(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 

(1) CONSERVATION AREA.—The term ‘‘Con- 
servation Area” means the Red Rock Canyon 
National Conservation Area established by 
the Red Rock Canyon National Conservation 
Area Establishment Act of 1990 (16 U.S.C. 
460ccc et seq.). 

(2) MAP.—The term “map” means the map 
entitled ‘‘North Las Vegas Valley Overview” 
and dated June 26, 2012. 

(3) SECRETARY.—The term “Secretary” 
means the Secretary of the Interior, acting 
through the Bureau of Land Management. 

(b) TRANSFER OF LAND TO CONSERVATION 
AREA.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—As soon as practicable 
after the date of enactment of this Act, sub- 
ject to valid existing rights, and notwith- 
standing the land use planning requirements 
of sections 202 and 203 of the Federal Land 
Policy and Management Act of 1976 (48 
U.S.C. 1712, 1713), the Secretary shall add to, 
and administer as part of, the Conservation 
Area, in accordance with the laws (including 
regulations) applicable to the Conservation 
Area, the land described in paragraph (2). 

(2) DESCRIPTION OF LAND.—The land re- 
ferred to in paragraph (1) consists of approxi- 
mately 1,530 acres of land managed by the 
Bureau of Land Management described on 
the map as ‘‘Additions to Red Rock NCA”. 

(3) MANAGEMENT PLAN.—Not later than 2 
years after the date on which the land is ac- 
quired, the Secretary shall update the man- 
agement plan for the Conservation Area to 
reflect the management requirements of the 
acquired land. 

(4) MAP AND LEGAL DESCRIPTION.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—As soon as practicable 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary shall finalize the legal description 
of the parcel to be conveyed under this sec- 
tion. 

(B) MINOR ERRORS.—The Secretary may 
correct any minor error in— 

(i) the map; or 

(ii) the legal description. 

(C) AVAILABILITY.—The map and legal de- 
scription shall be on file and available for 
public inspection in the appropriate offices 
of the Bureau of Land Management. 

SEC. 4. CONVEYANCE OF BUREAU OF LAND MAN- 
AGEMENT LAND TO NORTH LAS 
VEGAS. 

(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 

(1) MAPp.—The term “map” means the map 
entitled ‘‘North Las Vegas Valley Overview” 
and dated June 26, 2012. 

(2) NORTH LAS VEGAS.—The term “North 
Las Vegas”? means the city of North Las 
Vegas, Nevada. 

(8) SECRETARY.—The term “Secretary” 
means the Secretary of the Interior, acting 
through the Bureau of Land Management. 

(b) CONVEYANCE.—As soon as practicable 
after the date of enactment of this Act, sub- 
ject to valid existing rights, and notwith- 
standing the land use planning requirements 
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of sections 202 and 203 of the Federal Land 
Policy and Management Act of 1976 (43 
U.S.C. 1712, 1713), the Secretary shall convey 
to North Las Vegas, without consideration, 
all right, title, and interest of the United 
States in and to the land described in sub- 
section (c). 

(c) DESCRIPTION OF LAND.—The land re- 
ferred to in subsection (b) consists of land 
managed by the Bureau of Land Management 
described on the map as the “North Las 
Vegas Job Creation Zone’’. 

(d) MAP AND LEGAL DESCRIPTION.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—As soon as practicable 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary shall finalize the legal description 
of the parcel to be conveyed under this sec- 
tion. 

(2) MINOR ERRORS.—The Secretary may cor- 
rect any minor error in— 

(A) the map; or 

(B) the legal description. 

(3) AVAILABILITY.—The map and legal de- 
scription shall be on file and available for 
public inspection in the appropriate offices 
of the Bureau of Land Management. 

(e) USE OF LAND FOR NONRESIDENTIAL DE- 
VELOPMENT.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—North Las Vegas may sell, 
lease, or otherwise convey any portion of the 
land described in subsection (c) for nonresi- 
dential development. 

(2) METHOD OF SALE.—The sale, lease, or 
conveyance of land under paragraph (1) shall 
be carried out— 

(A) through a competitive bidding process; 
and 

(B) for not less than fair market value. 

(3) DISPOSITION OF PROCEEDS.—The gross 
proceeds from the sale, lease, or conveyance 
of land under paragraph (1) shall be distrib- 
uted in accordance with section 4(e) of the 
Southern Nevada Public Land Management 
Act of 1998 (Public Law 105-263; 112 Stat. 2345; 
116 Stat. 2007; 117 Stat. 1317; 118 Stat. 2414; 120 
Stat. 3045). 

(£) USE OF LAND FOR RECREATION OR OTHER 
PUBLIC PURPOSES.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—North Las Vegas may re- 
tain a portion of the land described in sub- 
section (c) for public recreation or other pub- 
lic purposes consistent with the Act of June 
14, 1926 (commonly known as the ‘‘Recre- 
ation and Public Purposes Act”) (43 U.S.C. 
869 et seq.) by providing written notice of the 
election to the Secretary. 

(2) REVOCATION.—If North Las Vegas re- 
tains land for public recreation or other pub- 
lic purposes under paragraph (1), North Las 
Vegas may— 

(A) revoke that election; and 

(B) sell, lease, or convey the land in ac- 
cordance with subsection (e). 

(g) ADMINISTRATIVE CosTs.—The Secretary 
shall require North Las Vegas to pay all sur- 
vey costs and other administrative costs nec- 
essary for the preparation and completion of 
any patents for, and transfers of title to, the 
land described in subsection (c). 

(h) REVERSION.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—If any parcel of land de- 
scribed in subsection (c) is not conveyed for 
nonresidential development under this sec- 
tion or reserved for recreation or other pub- 
lic purposes under subparagraph (f) by the 
date that is 30 years after the date of enact- 
ment of this Act, the parcel of land shall, at 
the discretion of the Secretary, revert to the 
United States. 

(2) INCONSISTENT USE.—If North Las Vegas 
uses any parcel of land described in sub- 
section (c) in a manner that is inconsistent 
with this section— 

(A) at the discretion of the Secretary, the 
parcel shall revert to the United States; or 
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(B) if the Secretary does not make an elec- 
tion under subparagraph (A), North Las 
Vegas shall sell the parcel of land in accord- 
ance with this section. 

SEC. 5. CONVEYANCE OF BUREAU OF LAND MAN- 
AGEMENT LAND TO LAS VEGAS. 

(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 

(1) LAS VEGAS.—The term “Las Vegas” 
means the city of Las Vegas, Nevada. 

(2) MAP.—The term “map” means the map 
entitled ‘‘North Las Vegas Valley Overview” 
and dated June 26, 2012. 

(8) SECRETARY.—The term “Secretary” 
means the Secretary of the Interior, acting 
through the Bureau of Land Management. 

(b) IN GENERAL.—AS soon as practicable 
after the date of enactment of this Act, sub- 
ject to valid existing rights, and notwith- 
standing the land use planning requirements 
of sections 202 and 203 of the Federal Land 
Policy and Management Act of 1976 (43 
U.S.C. 1712, 1713), the Secretary shall convey 
to Las Vegas, without consideration, all 
right, title, and interest of the United States 
in and to the land described in subsection (c). 

(c) DESCRIPTION OF LAND.—The land re- 
ferred to in subsection (b) consists of land 
managed by the Bureau of Land Management 
described on the map as ‘‘Las Vegas Job Cre- 
ation Zone’’. 

(d) MAP AND LEGAL DESCRIPTION.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—As soon as practicable 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary shall finalize the legal description 
of the parcel to be conveyed under this sec- 
tion. 

(2) MINOR ERRORS.—The Secretary may cor- 
rect any minor error in— 

(A) the map; or 

(B) the legal description. 

(3) AVAILABILITY.—The map and legal de- 
scription shall be on file and available for 
public inspection in the appropriate offices 
of the Bureau of Land Management. 

(e) USE OF LAND.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Las Vegas may sell, lease, 
or otherwise convey any portion of the land 
described in subsection (c) for nonresidential 
development. 

(2) METHOD OF SALE.—The sale, lease, or 
conveyance of land under paragraph (1) shall 
be carried out, after consultation with the 
Las Vegas Paiute Tribe— 

(A) through a competitive bidding process; 
and 

(B) for not less than fair market value. 

(3) DISPOSITION OF PROCEEDS.—The gross 
proceeds from the sale, lease, or conveyance 
of land under paragraph (1) shall be distrib- 
uted in accordance with section 4(e) of the 
Southern Nevada Public Land Management 
Act of 1998 (Public Law 105-263; 112 Stat. 2345; 
116 Stat. 2007; 117 Stat. 1317; 118 Stat. 2414; 120 
Stat. 3045). 

(f) USE OF LAND FOR RECREATION OR OTHER 
PUBLIC PURPOSES.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Las Vegas may retain a 
portion of the land described in subsection 
(c) for public recreation or other public pur- 
poses consistent with the Act of June 14, 1926 
(commonly known as the “Recreation and 
Public Purposes Act’’) (48 U.S.C. 869 et seq.) 
by providing written notice of the election to 
the Secretary. 

(2) REVOCATION.—If Las Vegas retains land 
for public recreation or other public purposes 
under paragraph (1), Las Vegas may— 

(A) revoke that election; and 

(B) sell, lease, or convey the land in ac- 
cordance with subsection (e). 

(g) ADMINISTRATIVE CosTs.—The Secretary 
shall require Las Vegas to pay all survey 
costs and other administrative costs nec- 
essary for the preparation and completion of 
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any patents for, and transfers of title to, the 

land described in subsection (c). 

(h) REVERSION.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—If any parcel of land de- 
scribed in subsection (c) is not conveyed for 
nonresidential development under this sec- 
tion or reserved for recreation or other pub- 
lic purposes under subsection (f) by the date 
that is 30 years after the date of enactment 
of this Act, the parcel of land shall, at the 
discretion of the Secretary, revert to the 
United States. 

(2) INCONSISTENT USE.—If Las Vegas uses 
any parcel of land described in subsection (c) 
in a manner that is inconsistent with this 
section— 

(A) at the discretion of the Secretary, the 
parcel shall revert to the United States; or 

(B) if the Secretary does not make an elec- 
tion under subparagraph (A), Las Vegas shall 
sell the parcel of land in accordance with 
this section. 

SEC. 6. EXPANSION OF CONVEYANCE TO LAS 
VEGAS METROPOLITAN POLICE DE- 
PARTMENT. 

Section 703 of the Clark County Conserva- 
tion of Public Land and Natural Resources 
Act of 2002 (Public Law 107-282; 116 Stat. 2013) 
is amended by inserting before the period at 
the end the following: ‘‘and the parcel of 
land identified as ‘Conveyance to Las Vegas 
for Police Shooting Range Access’ on the 
map entitled ‘North Las Vegas Valley Over- 
view’, and dated June 26, 2012, for the devel- 
opment of an access road and parking facili- 
ties”. 

SEC. 7. SPRING MOUNTAINS NATIONAL RECRE- 
ATION AREA WITHDRAWAL. 

Section 8 of the Spring Mountains Na- 
tional Recreation Area Act (16 U.S.C. 
460hhh-6) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a), by striking ‘‘for lands 
described” and inserting ‘‘as provided”; and 

(2) by striking subsection (b) and inserting 
the following: 

‘“(b) EXCEPTIONS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding sub- 
section (a), W2 E % and W % sec. 27, T. 23 S., 
R. 58 E., Mt. Diablo Meridian is not subject 
to withdrawal under that subsection. 

‘(2) EFFECT OF ENTRY UNDER PUBLIC LAND 
LAWS.—Notwithstanding paragraph (1) of 
subsection (a), the following are not subject 
to withdrawal under that paragraph: 

“(A) Any Federal land in the Recreation 
Area that qualifies for conveyance under 
Public Law 97-465 (commonly known as the 
“Small Tracts Act’’) (16 U.S.C. 521c et seq.), 
which, notwithstanding section 7 of that Act 
(16 U.S.C. 521i), may be conveyed under that 
Act. 

“(B) Any Federal land in the Recreation 
Area that the Secretary determines to be ap- 
propriate for conveyance by exchange for 
non-Federal land within the Recreation Area 
under authorities generally providing for the 
exchange of National Forest System land.’’. 
SEC. 8. SOUTHERN NEVADA PUBLIC LAND MAN- 

AGEMENT ACT OF 1998 AMEND- 
MENTS. 

Section 4 of the Southern Nevada Public 
Land Management Act of 1998 (Public Law 
105-263; 112 Stat. 2344; 116 Stat. 2007) is 
amended— 

(1) in the first sentence of subsection (a), 
by striking ‘‘dated October 1, 2002” and in- 
serting ‘‘dated June 26, 2012”; and 

(2) in subsection (g), by adding at the end 
the following: 

‘(5) Notwithstanding paragraph (4), subject 
to paragraphs (1) through (8), Clark County 
may convey to a unit of local government or 
regional governmental entity, without con- 
sideration, land located within the Airport 
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Environs Overlay District (as of the date of 
enactment of [this paragraph]) if the land is 
used for a public purpose consistent with 
uses allowed under the Act of June 14, 1926 
(commonly known as the ‘Recreation and 
Public Purposes Act’) (43 U.S.C. 869 et seq.), 
provided that if the conveyed land is used for 
a purpose other than a public purpose, para- 
graph (4) would apply to the conveyance.’’. 
SEC. 9. CONVEYANCE OF LAND TO THE NEVADA 
SYSTEM OF HIGHER EDUCATION. 

(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 

(1) BOARD OF REGENTS.—The term ‘‘Board 
of Regents” means the Board of Regents of 
the Nevada System of Higher Education. 

(2) CAMPUSES.—The term ‘‘Campuses’’ 
means the Great Basin College, College of 
Southern Nevada, and University of Las 
Vegas, Nevada, campuses. 

(3) FEDERAL LAND.—The term ‘‘Federal 
land”? means each of the 3 parcels of Bureau 
of Land Management land identified on the 
maps as ‘‘Parcel to be Conveyed’’, of which— 

(A) approximately 40 acres is to be con- 
veyed for the College of Southern Nevada; 

(B) approximately 2,085 acres is to be con- 
veyed for the University of Nevada, Las 
Vegas; and 

(C) approximately 285 acres is to be con- 
veyed for the Great Basin College. 

(4) SECRETARY.—The term “Secretary” 
means the Secretary of the Interior. 

(5) STATE.—The term “State” means the 
State of Nevada. 

(6) SYSTEM.—The term ‘‘System’’ means 
the Nevada System of Higher Education. 

(b) CONVEYANCES OF FEDERAL LAND TO THE 
SYSTEM.— 

(1) CONVEYANCES.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding section 
202 of the Federal Land Policy and Manage- 
ment Act of 1976 (48 U.S.C. 1712) and section 
l(c) of the Act of June 14, 1926 (commonly 
known as the “Recreation and Public Pur- 
poses Act’’) (48 U.S.C. 869(c)) and subject to 
all valid existing rights, the Secretary 
shall— 

(i) not later than 180 days after the date of 
enactment of this Act, convey to the Sys- 
tem, without consideration, all right, title, 
and interest of the United States in and to— 

(I) the Federal land identified on the map 
entitled ‘‘Great Basin College Land Convey- 
ance” and dated June 26, 2012, for the Great 
Basin College; and 

(II) the Federal land identified on the map 
entitled ‘‘College of Southern Nevada Land 
Conveyance”’ and dated June 26, 2012, for the 
College of Southern Nevada, subject to the 
requirement that, as a precondition of the 
conveyance, the Board of Regents shall, by 
mutual assent, enter into a binding develop- 
ment agreement with the City of Las Vegas 
that— 

(aa) provides for the orderly development 
of the Federal land to be conveyed under this 
subclause; and 

(bb) complies with State law; and 

(ii) not later than 180 days after the receipt 
of certification of acceptable remediation of 
environmental conditions existing on the 
parcel to be conveyed for the University of 
Nevada, Las Vegas, convey to the System, 
without consideration, all right, title, and 
interest of the United States in and to the 
Federal land identified on the map entitled 
“North Las Vegas Valley Overview” and 
dated June 26, 2012 for the University of Ne- 
vada, Las Vegas, if the area identified as 
“Potential Utility Schedule” on the map is 
reserved for use for a potential future 400- 
foot utility corridor of certain rights-of-way 
for transportation and public utilities. 

(B) PHASES.—The Secretary may phase the 
conveyance of the Federal land under sub- 
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paragraph (A)(ii) as remediation is com- 
pleted. 

(2) CONDITIONS.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—As a condition of the con- 
veyance under paragraph (1)(A), the Board of 
Regents shall agree in writing— 

(i) to pay any administrative costs associ- 
ated with the conveyance, including the 
costs of any environmental, wildlife, cul- 
tural, or historical resources studies; 

(ii) to use the Federal land conveyed for 
educational and recreational purposes; 

(iii) to release and indemnify the United 
States from any claims or liabilities that 
may arise from uses carried out on the Fed- 
eral land on or before the date of enactment 
of this Act by the United States or any per- 
son; and 

(iv) to assist the Bureau of Land Manage- 
ment in providing information to the stu- 
dents of the System and the citizens of the 
State on— 

(I) public land (including the management 
of public land) in the Nation; and 

(II) the role of the Bureau of Land Manage- 
ment in managing, preserving, and pro- 
tecting the public land in the State. 

(B) AGREEMENT WITH NELLIS AIR FORCE 
BASE.— 

(i) IN GENERAL.—The Federal land con- 
veyed to the System under [paragraph 
(1)(A)Gi)] shall be used in accordance with 
the agreement entitled the ‘‘Cooperative 
Interlocal Agreement between the Board of 
Regents of the Nevada System of Higher 
Education, on Behalf of the University of Ne- 
vada, Las Vegas, and the 99th Air Base Wing, 
Nellis Air Force Base, Nevada” and dated 
June 19, 2009. 

(ii) MODIFICATIONS.—Any modifications to 
the agreement described in clause (i) or any 
related master plan shall require the mutual 
assent of the parties to the agreement. 

(iii) LIMITATION.—In no case shall the use 
of the Federal land conveyed under para- 
graph (1)(A)(ii) compromise the national se- 
curity mission or avigation rights of Nellis 
Air Force Base. 

(3) USE OF FEDERAL LAND.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—The System may use the 
Federal land conveyed under paragraph 
(1)(A) for— 

(i) any purpose relating to the establish- 
ment, operation, growth, and maintenance of 
the System; and 

(ii) any uses relating to the purposes, in- 
cluding residential and commercial develop- 
ment that would generally be associated 
with an institution of higher education. 

(B) OTHER ENTITIES.—The System may— 

(i) consistent with Federal and State law, 
lease, or otherwise provide property or space 
at, the Campuses, with or without consider- 
ation, to religious, public interest, commu- 
nity, or other groups for services and events 
that are of interest to the System or to any 
community located in southern Nevada; 

(ii) allow any other communities in south- 
ern Nevada to use facilities of the Campuses 
for educational and recreational programs of 
the community; and 

(iii) in conjunction with the city of Las 
Vegas, North Las Vegas, or Pahrump or 
Clark or Nye County plan, finance (including 
through the provision of cost-share assist- 
ance), construct, and operate facilities for 
the city of Las Vegas, North Las Vegas, or 
Pahrump or Clark or Nye County on the Fed- 
eral land conveyed for educational or rec- 
reational purposes consistent with this sub- 
section. 

(4) REVERSION.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—If the Federal land or any 
portion of the Federal land conveyed under 
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paragraph (1)(A) ceases to be used for the 
System, the Federal land, or any portion of 
the Federal land shall, at the discretion of 
the Secretary, revert to the United States. 

(B) UNIVERSITY OF NEVADA, LAS VEGAS.—If 
the System fails to complete the first build- 
ing or show progression toward development 
of the University of Nevada, Las Vegas cam- 
pus on the applicable parcels of Federal land 
by the date that is 50 years after the date of 
receipt of certification of acceptable remedi- 
ation of environmental conditions, the par- 
cels of the Federal land described in sub- 
section (a)(3)(B) shall, at the discretion of 
the Secretary, revert to the United States. 

(c) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated such 
sums as are necessary to carry out this sec- 
tion. 

SEC. 10. LAND CONVEYANCE FOR SOUTHERN NE- 
VADA SUPPLEMENTAL AIRPORT. 

(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 

(1) CounTy.—The term ‘‘County’’ means 
Clark County, Nevada. 

(2) MAP.—The term “Map” means the map 
entitled ‘‘Land Conveyance for Southern Ne- 
vada Supplemental Airport” and dated June 
26, 2012. 

(8) SECRETARY.—The term “Secretary” 
means the Secretary of the Interior. 

(b) LAND CONVEYANCE.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—ASs soon as practicable 
after the date described in paragraph (2), 
subject to valid existing rights, and notwith- 
standing the land use planning requirements 
of sections 202 and 203 of the Federal Land 
Policy and Management Act of 1976 (43 
U.S.C. 1712, 1713), the Secretary shall convey 
to the County, without consideration, all 
right, title, and interest of the United States 
in and to the land described in subsection (c). 

(2) DATE ON WHICH CONVEYANCE MAY BE 
MADE.—The Secretary shall not make the 
conveyance described in paragraph (1) until 
the later of the date on which the Adminis- 
trator of the Federal Aviation Administra- 
tion has— 

(A) approved an airport layout plan for an 
airport to be located in the Ivanpah Valley; 
and 

(B) with respect to the construction and 
operation of an airport on the site conveyed 
to the County pursuant to section 2(a) of the 
Ivanpah Valley Airport Public Lands Trans- 
fer Act (Public Law 106-862; 114 Stat. 1404), 
issued a record of decision after the prepara- 
tion of an environmental impact statement 
or similar analysis required under the Na- 
tional Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (42 
U.S.C. 4821 et seq.). 

(3) WITHDRAWAL.—Subject to valid existing 
rights, the public land to be conveyed under 
paragraph (1) is withdrawn from— 

(A) location, entry, and patent under the 
mining laws; and 

(B) operation of the mineral leasing and 
geothermal leasing laws. 

(4) USE.—The public land conveyed under 
paragraph (1) shall be used for the develop- 
ment of flood mitigation infrastructure for 
the Southern Nevada Supplemental Airport. 

(c) DESCRIPTION OF LAND.—The land re- 
ferred to in subsection (b) consists of the ap- 
proximately 2,320 acres of land managed by 
the Bureau of Land Management and de- 
scribed on the map as the ‘“‘Conveyance 
Area”. 

(d) MAP AND LEGAL DESCRIPTION.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—AS soon as practicable 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary shall prepare an official legal de- 
scription and map of the parcel to be con- 
veyed under this section. 

(2) MINOR ERRORS.—The Secretary may cor- 
rect any minor error in— 
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(A) the map; or 

(B) the legal description. 

(8) AVAILABILITY.—The map and legal de- 
scription shall be on file and available for 
public inspection in the appropriate offices 
of the Bureau of Land Management. 

SEC. 11. SUNRISE MOUNTAIN INSTANT STUDY 
AREA RELEASE. 

(a) FINDING.—Congress finds that for the 
purposes of section 603 of the Federal Land 
Policy and Management Act of 1976 (43 
U.S.C. 1782), the public land in Clark County, 
Nevada, administered by the Bureau of Land 
Management in the Sunrise Mountain In- 
stant Study Area has been adequately stud- 
ied for wilderness designation. 

(b) RELEASE.—Any public land described in 
subsection (a) that is not designated as wil- 
derness— 

(1) is no longer subject to section 603(c) of 
the Federal Land Policy and Management 
Act of 1976 (43 U.S. C. 1782(c)); and 

(2) shall be managed in accordance with 
land management plans adopted under sec- 
tion 202 of that Act (43 U.S.C. 1712). 

(c) POST RELEASE LAND USE APPROVALS.— 
Recognizing that the area released under 
subsection (b) presents unique opportunities 
for the granting of additional rights-of-way, 
including for high voltage transmission fa- 
cilities, the Secretary of the Interior may 
accommodate multiple applicants within a 
particular right-of-way. 

SEC. 12. NELLIS DUNES OFF-HIGHWAY VEHICLE 
RECREATION AREA. 

(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 

(1) Ciry.—The term ‘‘City’’ means the city 
of North Las Vegas, Nevada. 

(2) CouNTy.—The term ‘‘County’’ 
Clark County, Nevada. 

(3) ECONOMIC SUPPORT AREA.—The term 
“Economic Support Area’’ means the land 
identified on the map as the ‘‘Economic Sup- 
port Area’’. 

(4) FEDERAL LAND.—The term ‘‘Federal 
land” means the approximately 1,211 acres of 
Federal land in the County, as depicted on 
the map. 

(5) MAP.—The term ‘‘map’’ means the map 
entitled ‘‘Nellis Dunes Off-Highway Vehicle 
Recreation Area” and dated June 26, 2012. 

(6) NELLIS DUNES RECREATION AREA.—The 
term ‘‘Nellis Dunes Recreation Area’’ means 
the Nellis Dunes Off-Highway Vehicle Recre- 
ation Area identified on the map as ‘‘Nellis 
Dunes OHV Recreation Area”. 

(7) NET PROCEEDS.—The term ‘‘net pro- 
ceeds’? means the amount that is equal to 
the difference between— 

(A) the amount of gross revenues received 
by the County from any activities at the 
Economic Support Area; and 

(B) the total amount expended by the 
County for capital improvements to each of 
the Economic Support Area and the Nellis 
Dunes Recreation Area, provided that the 
capital improvements shall not exceed 80 
percent of the total gross proceeds. 

(8) SECRETARY.—The term “Secretary” 
means the Secretary of the Interior. 

(9) STATE.—The term “State” means the 
State of Nevada. 

(b) CONVEYANCE OF FEDERAL LAND TO 
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—As soon as practicable 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary shall convey to the County, sub- 
ject to valid existing rights, without consid- 
eration, all right, title, and interest of the 
United States in and to the parcels of Fed- 
eral land. 

(2) USE OF FEDERAL LAND.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—The parcels of Federal 
land conveyed under paragraph (1)— 


means 


June 27, 2012 


(i) shall be used by the County— 

(I) to provide a suitable location for the es- 
tablishment of a centralized off-road vehicle 
recreation park in the County; 

(II) to provide the public with opportuni- 
ties for off-road vehicle recreation, including 
a location for races, competitive events, 
training and other commercial services that 
directly support a centralized off-road vehi- 
cle recreation area and County park; and 

(III) to provide a designated area and fa- 
cilities that would discourage unauthorized 
use of off-highway vehicles in areas that 
have been identified by the Federal Govern- 
ment, State government, or County govern- 
ment as containing environmentally sen- 
sitive land; and 

(ii) shall not be disposed of by the County. 

(B) REVERSION.—If the County ceases to 
use any parcel of the Federal land for the 
purposes described in subparagraph (A)(i) or 
subparagraph (C)— 

(i) title to the parcel shall revert to the 
United States, at the option of the United 
States; and 

(ii) the County shall be responsible for any 
reclamation necessary to revert the parcel to 
the United States. 

(C) RENEWABLE AND SOLAR ENERGY.—The 
Federal land conveyed to the County under 
paragraph (1) and the land conveyed to the 
County under section 1(c) of Public Law 107- 
350 (116 Stat. 2975) may be used for the inci- 
dental purpose of generating renewable en- 
ergy and solar energy for use by the Clark 
County Off Highway Vehicle Recreation 
Park, the shooting park authorized under 
Public Law 107-350 (116 Stat. 2975), and the 
County. 

(D) CONSULTATION WITH THE SECRETARY OF 
THE AIR FORCE.— 

(i) RESTRICTION.—Any project authorized 
under subparagraph (C) shall not interfere 
with the national security mission of Nellis 
Air Force Base (or any military operation). 

(ii) CONDITION.—Before the construction of 
any proposed project under subparagraph (C), 
the project proponent shall consult with the 
Secretary of Defense (or a designee). 

(E) FUTURE CONVEYANCES.—Any future con- 
veyance of Federal land for addition to the 
Clark County Off Highway Vehicle Park or 
the Nellis Dunes Recreation Area shall be 
subject to— 

(i) the binding interlocal agreement under 
paragraph (3)(B); and 

(ii) the aviation easement requirements 
under paragraph (6). 

(F) MANAGEMENT PLAN.—The Secretary, in 
consultation with the Secretary of the Air 
Force and the County, may develop a special 
management plan for the Federal land— 

(i) to enhance public safety and safe off- 
highway vehicle recreation use in the Nellis 
Dunes Recreation Area; 

(ii) to ensure compatible development with 
the mission requirements of the Nellis Air 
Force Base; and 

(iii) to avoid and mitigate known public 
health risks associated with off-highway ve- 
hicle use in the Nellis Dunes Recreation 
Area. 

(3) ECONOMIC SUPPORT AREA.— 

(A) DESIGNATION.—There is designated the 
Economic Support Area. 

(B) INTERLOCAL AGREEMENT.— 

(i) IN GENERAL.—Before the Economic Sup- 
port Area may be developed, the City and 
County shall enter into an interlocal agree- 
ment regarding the development of the Eco- 
nomic Support Area. 

(ii) LIMITATION OF AGREEMENT.—In no case 
shall the interlocal agreement under this 
subparagraph compromise or interfere with 
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the aviation rights provided under paragraph 
(6) and subsection (c)(4). 

(C) USE OF PROCEEDS.—Of the net proceeds 
from the development of the Economic Sup- 
port Area, the County shall— 

(i) annually deposit 50 percent in a special 
account in the Treasury, to be used by the 
Secretary for the development, maintenance, 
operations, and environmental restoration 
and mitigation of the Nellis Dunes Recre- 
ation Area; and 

(ii) retain 50 percent, to be used by the 
County— 

(I) to pay for capital improvements [that 
are not covered by subsection (a)(6)(B)]; and 

(II) to maintain and operate the park es- 
tablished under paragraph (2)(A)(i)(1). 

(4) AGREEMENT WITH NELLIS AIR FORCE 
BASE.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Before the Federal land 
may be conveyed to the County under para- 
graph (1), the Clark County Board of Com- 
missioners, the Bureau of Land Management, 
and Nellis Air Force Base shall enter into an 
interlocal agreement for the Federal land 
and the Nellis Dunes Recreation Area— 

(i) to enhance safe off-highway recreation 
use; and 

(ii) to ensure that development of the Fed- 
eral land is consistent with the long-term 
mission requirements of Nellis Air Force 
Base. 

(B) LIMITATION.—The use of the Federal 
land conveyed under paragraph (1) shall not 
compromise the national security mission or 
aviation rights of Nellis Air Force Base. 

(5) ADDITIONAL TERMS AND CONDITIONS.— 
With respect to the conveyance of Federal 
land under paragraph (1), the Secretary may 
require such additional terms and conditions 
as the Secretary considers to be appropriate 
to protect the interests of the United States. 

(6) AVIATION EASEMENT.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Each deed entered into 
for the conveyance of the Federal land shall 
contain a perpetual aviation easement re- 
serving to the United States all rights nec- 
essary to preserve free and unobstructed 
overflight in and through the airspace above, 
over, and across the surface of the Federal 
land for the passage of aircraft owned or op- 
erated by any Federal agency or other Fed- 
eral entity. 

(B) REQUIREMENTS.—Hach easement de- 
scribed in subparagraph (A) shall include 
such terms and conditions as the Secretary 
of the Air Force determines to be necessary 
to comply with subparagraph (A). 


(c) DESIGNATION OF THE NELLIS DUNES NA- 
TIONAL OFF-HIGHWAY VEHICLE RECREATION 
AREA.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The approximately 10,000 
acres of land identified as ‘‘Nellis Dunes” in 
the Bureau of Land Management Resource 
Management Plan shall be known and des- 
ignated as the ‘‘Nellis Dunes Off-Highway 
Vehicle Recreation Area’’. 

(2) MANAGEMENT PLAN.—The Director of 
the Bureau of Land Management may de- 
velop a special management plan for the 
Nellis Dunes Recreation Area to enhance the 
safe use of off-highway vehicles for rec- 
reational purposes. 

(3) EXCLUSION FROM NATIONAL LANDSCAPE 
CONSERVATION SYSTEM.—The Nellis Dunes 
Recreation Area shall not be considered a 
unit of the National Landscape Conservation 
System. 

(4) AVIATION RIGHTS.—The aviation rights 
described in subsection (b)(6) shall apply to 
the Nellis Dunes Recreation Area. 


(d) WITHDRAWAL AND RESERVATION OF LAND 
FOR NELLIS AIR FORCE BASE.— 
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(1) WITHDRAWAL.—Subject to valid existing 
rights and except as otherwise provided in 
this subsection— 

(A) the Federal land and interests in the 
Federal land identified on the map as ‘‘Land 
to be withdrawn for Nellis Air Force Base” 
are withdrawn from all forms of appropria- 
tion under the general land laws, including 
the mining, mineral leasing, and geothermal 
leasing laws; and 

(B) jurisdiction over the land and interest 
in land withdrawn and reserved by this sub- 
section is transferred to the Secretary of the 
Air Force. 

(2) RESERVATION.—The land withdrawn 
under paragraph (1) is reserved for use by the 
Secretary of the Air Force for— 

(A) the enlargement and protection of 
Nellis Air Force Base; or 

(B) other defense-related purposes con- 
sistent with the purposes of this subsection. 

(3) CHANGES IN USE.—The Secretary of the 
Air Force shall consult with the Secretary 
before using the land withdrawn and re- 
served by this subsection for any purpose 
other than the purposes described in sub- 
section (b)(2). 

(4) EASEMENT.—The 
serves— 

(A) a right of flight for the passage of air- 
craft in the airspace above the surface of the 
Federal land conveyed to the County; and 

(B) the right to cause in the airspace any 
noise, vibration, smoke, or other effects that 
may be inherent in the operation of aircraft 
landing at, or taking off from, Nellis Air 
Force Base. 


United States re- 


By Mr. DURBIN: 

S. 3348. A bill to amend title 38, 
United States Code, to improve the 
multifamily transitional housing loan 
program of the Department of Veterans 
Affairs, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the text of the 
bill be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the text of 
the bill was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD as follows: 

S. 3348 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. AUTHORITY FOR PAYMENT BY SEC- 
RETARY OF VETERANS AFFAIRS OF 
GUARANTEES FOR LOANS GUARAN- 
TEED BY SECRETARY FOR MULTI- 
FAMILY TRANSITIONAL HOUSING 
PROJECTS. 

Section 2053 of title 38, United States Code, 
is amended by striking subsection (a) and in- 
serting the following new subsection (a): 

“(a)(1) Notwithstanding any other provi- 
sion of law, the Secretary may, for any loan 
guaranteed under this subchapter, pay the 
guarantee, in part or in full, if the loan is 
not in default. Such guarantee payment may 
include amounts necessary to extinguish the 
loan and pay all prepayment premiums and 
transaction costs. 

“(2) The Secretary may forgive, waive, re- 
lease, or discharge a borrower’s liability to 
the Secretary with respect to a loan or a 
guarantee for the loan for any loss resulting 
from a payment made under paragraph (1). 

(3) The amount resulting from a decision 
of the Secretary to forgive, waive, release, or 
discharge any repayment obligation owed by 
the borrower to the Secretary with respect 
to a loan guaranteed by the Secretary under 
this subchapter for a multifamily transi- 
tional housing project— 
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“(A) shall not be included in the borrower’s 
gross income; 

“(B) shall be treated as an amount not de- 
rived from a Federal grant for purposes of 
subsection (d)(5)(A) of section 42 of the Inter- 
nal Revenue Code of 1986; 

“(C) shall not otherwise reduce the bor- 
rower’s depreciable basis or eligible basis 
(for purposes of such section 42) of such hous- 
ing project.’’. 


By Mr. REED: 

S. 3349. A bill to amend title 38, 
United States Code, and the United 
States Housing Act of 1937 to enhance 
and expand the assistance provided by 
the Department of Veterans Affairs 
and the Department of Housing and 
Urban Development to homeless vet- 
erans and veterans at risk of homeless- 
ness, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs. 

Mr. REED. Mr. President, today I in- 
troduce the Zero Tolerance for Veteran 
Homelessness Act. This bill enhances 
and expands the assistance provided by 
the Department of Veterans Affairs 
and the Department of Housing and 
Urban Development to homeless vet- 
erans and veterans at risk of becoming 
homeless. 

It is one of our Nation’s great trage- 
dies that on any given night, according 
to estimates by the Department of Vet- 
erans Affairs, more than 67,000 veterans 
are homeless. The Department further 
estimates that about 145,000 veterans 
experience homelessness each year and 
that nearly 1/5th of all homeless people 
in the United States are veterans. 
These numbers are expected to climb 
as our service members who have 
fought in Iraq and Afghanistan return 
home to face tough economic condi- 
tions. 

Indeed, some veterans return from 
deployments to discover that the skills 
they have honed in their military serv- 
ice can be difficult to transfer to jobs 
in the private sector. Others struggle 
with physical or mental wounds of war. 
Still others return to communities 
that lack safe, affordable housing. 

Our veterans have made great sac- 
rifices to serve our country, and it is 
especially important to honor our com- 
mitment to them. The Department of 
Veterans Affairs is certainly a part of 
that commitment, providing benefits, 
medical care, support, and a sense of 
community to homeless veterans. How- 
ever, a number of other federal agen- 
cies provide service to veterans, includ- 
ing the Department of Housing and 
Urban Development, and this legisla- 
tion builds on that existing infrastruc- 
ture. 

Many programs through HUD and the 
VA are already helping homeless vet- 
erans with transitional housing, health 
care and rehabilitation services, and 
employment assistance. However, a 
more comprehensive and coordinated 
approach would strengthen these pro- 
grams and help prevent more at-risk 
veterans from becoming homeless. 
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First, this legislation would make it 
easier for non-profits to apply for cap- 
ital grants through the VA’s grants 
and per diem program to build transi- 
tional housing and other facilities for 
veterans. This would streamline the 
process for non-profit organizations to 
be able to use financing from other 
sources to break ground on new hous- 
ing construction. This is particularly 
important in the current economy, 
when non-profits are stretched and 
have to be more creative than ever to 
fund new capital projects. 

Second, the Zero Tolerance for Vet- 
erans Homelessness Act would create a 
Special Assistant for Veterans Affairs 
within HUD. The Special Assistant 
would ensure that veterans have access 
to HUD’s existing programs and work 
to remove any barriers. The Special 
Assistant would also serve as a liaison 
between HUD and the VA, helping to 
connect and coordinate the services the 
two departments provide. 

Additionally, this legislation recog- 
nizes the need to measure progress of 
efforts to combat homelessness. The 
bill would require the Secretary of Vet- 
erans Affairs to analyze existing pro- 
grams and develop a comprehensive 
plan with recommendations on how to 
end homelessness among veterans. Es- 
tablishing a plan with appropriate 
benchmarks will enable the VA to 
more easily track progress towards 
this important goal. 

Only by working together, across the 
federal government and in partnership 
with non-profits and local housing au- 
thorities, will we be able to com- 
prehensively help homeless veterans 
and reach those in danger of becoming 
homeless. We owe it to our veterans to 
ensure that they and their families 
have safe, affordable places to live and 
to provide the services and benefits 
they have earned. The nation’s brave 
veterans deserve nothing less. 

I am pleased that provisions from 
this bill, which follows on legislation I 
introduced last Congress, have been in- 
cluded in comprehensive legislation 
that is moving through the Veterans 
Affairs Committee. I hope my col- 
leagues will join in supporting these 
important efforts. 


— 


SUBMITTED RESOLUTIONS 


SENATE RESOLUTION — 511—COM- 
MENDING THE PACIFIC LU- 
THERAN UNIVERSITY LUTES 


SOFTBALL TEAM FOR WINNING 
THE 2012 NATIONAL COLLEGIATE 
ATHLETIC ASSOCIATION DIVI- 
SION III SOFTBALL CHAMPION- 
SHIP 


Ms. CANTWELL (for herself and Mrs. 
MURRAY) submitted the following reso- 
lution; which was considered and 
agreed to: 
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S. RES. 511 


Whereas, on May 21, 2012, the Pacific Lu- 
theran University Lutes (referred to in this 
preamble as ‘‘the PLU Lutes”) Softball 
Team defeated the Linfield College Wildcats 
by a score of 3-0 to win the National Colle- 
giate Athletic Association Division III Soft- 
ball Championship; 

Whereas this victory is the first softball 
championship for Pacific Lutheran Univer- 
sity in its history, as well as its first na- 
tional championship since 1999; 

Whereas the PLU Lutes Softball Team fin- 
ished the 2012 season with a record of 45 wins 
and 11 losses, breaking the record at Pacific 
Lutheran University for most wins in a sea- 
son; 

Whereas the PLU Lutes Softball Team also 
broke the school record for most runs scored 
and most total bases in a season; 

Whereas senior pitcher Stacy Hagensen 
was named the tournament’s Most Out- 
standing Player by allowing only 3 hits and 
giving up no runs; 

Whereas the team members and coaches of 
the PLU Lutes Softball Team have set an ex- 
ample of leadership for women in collegiate 
athletics; 

Whereas PLU Lutes Softball Team head 
coach Erin Van Nostrand, associate head 
coach Greg Seeley, and assistant coaches 
Tiffany McVay, Dena Harkovitch, and Dena 
Slye led the team to the championship with 
their leadership and winning philosophy; 

Whereas the PLU Lutes Softball Team ex- 
emplifies the mission of title IX of the Edu- 
cation Amendments of 1972 (20 U.S.C. 1681 et 
seq.) (referred to in this preamble as ‘‘Title 
IX”), which Congress enacted to ensure that 
gender discrimination did not interfere with 
educational opportunities; 

Whereas the passage of Title IX has led to 
a 574 percent increase in female participa- 
tion in college sports and a 1,000 percent in- 
crease in female participation in high school 
sports; 

Whereas, before Title IX, only 2 percent of 
the college students participating in sports 
were female; 

Whereas, in 2001, 43 percent of the college 
students participating in sports were female; 

Whereas, by a 3-1 ratio, female athletes 
perform better in school and have higher 
graduation rates than females who do not 
participate in sports; 

Whereas student-athletes have higher an- 
nual graduation rates than their classmates 
who do not participate in sports; and 

Whereas the success of the 2012 PLU Lutes 
Softball Team demonstrates the accomplish- 
ments that a team can achieve when each 
player adopts a teamwork mentality: Now, 
therefore, be it 


Resolved, That the Senate— 

(1) commends the Pacific Lutheran Univer- 
sity Lutes (referred to in this resolution as 
the “PLU Lutes”) Softball Team for winning 
the 2012 National Collegiate Athletic Asso- 
ciation Division III Softball Championship; 

(2) recognizes the people of Washington 
State for their support of the PLU Lutes 
Softball Team; 

(8) honors the achievements of every play- 
er, coach, and support staff who was instru- 
mental in the success of the PLU Lutes Soft- 
ball Team during the 2012 season; and 

(4) requests the Secretary of the Senate to 
transmit an enrolled copy of this resolution 
for appropriate display to the PLU Lutes 
Softball Team. 


June 27, 2012 


SENATE RESOLUTION 512—RECOG- 
NIZING THE 100TH ANNIVERSARY 
OF RICE UNIVERSITY 


Mrs. HUTCHISON (for herself and 
Mr. CORNYN) submitted the following 
resolution; which was considered and 
agreed to: 


S. RES. 512 


Whereas Rice University is celebrating its 
100th year as a renowned research university 
advancing education in the arts, humanities, 
and sciences; 

Whereas the William Marsh Rice Institute 
for the Advancement of Literature, Science, 
and Art, named for its benefactor William 
Marsh Rice and now known as Rice Univer- 
sity, was inaugurated on October 12, 1912, in 
Houston, Texas; 

Whereas the first president of Rice Univer- 
sity, Edgar Odell Lovett, set forth an ambi- 
tious vision for a prestigious research uni- 
versity; 

Whereas Rice University is a leading insti- 
tution of higher education, ranked among 
the top 20 universities in the United States 
by U.S. News & World Report every year 
since the rankings began in 1983; 

Whereas Rice University is dedicated to 
keeping high quality education affordable 
through generous financial aid programs and 
ranks among the 10 best value private col- 
leges by Princeton Review; 

Whereas Rice University plays a leading 
role in research in many fields, including 
nanotechnology, space, cellular technology, 
bioinformatics, energy, health, and the envi- 
ronment; 

Whereas Rice University has invaluably 
contributed to space exploration, becoming 
the first university in the United States to 
create a department dedicated to space ex- 
ploration and donating the land now home to 
the Johnson Space Center of the National 
Aeronautics and Space Administration; 

Whereas the groundbreaking discovery of 
buckminsterfullerene, referred to as 
“buckyballs”, on the campus of Rice Univer- 
sity in 1985 launched the new field of 
fullerene chemistry, helped launch the new 
scientific field of nanotechnology, earned 
two Rice University professors, Dr. Richard 
Smalley and Dr. Robert Curl, the Nobel Prize 
in Chemistry, and is now leading to life-sav- 
ing and life-enhancing breakthroughs in 
medicine, transportation, energy, the envi- 
ronment, defense, and many other endeavors; 

Whereas Nobel Prize recipient Dr. Richard 
Smalley of Rice University played a signifi- 
cant role in forming The Academy of Medi- 
cine, Engineering, and Science of Texas, an 
organization for the Texas members of the 
National Academies and the first organiza- 
tion in Texas dedicated to building collabo- 
ration among Texas’s most distinguished sci- 
entific, academic, and corporate minds in re- 
search and public policy; 

Whereas the goal of Rice University is to 
prepare its students to succeed in a highly 
competitive and complex world, and many of 
its alumni have distinguished themselves in 
their service and contributions to the United 
States; 

Whereas Rice University is one of three 
Texas universities to be chosen as a member 
of the Association of American Universities, 
and the only private university in Texas that 
is a member of that association; 

Whereas Rice University is fortunate to 
have exceptionally fine trustees, administra- 
tors, and faculty members who have placed 
emphasis on inspiring students to succeed in 
the arts, humanities, and sciences; 


June 27, 2012 


Whereas the contributions of Rice Univer- 
sity and its alumni have enriched the history 
of the United States and the world in the 
arts, humanities, sports, and sciences; and 

Whereas the success of Rice University is 
the result of a united effort by many re- 
sourceful and dedicated individuals, and all 
who are associated with the preservation of 
the great traditions of Rice University de- 
serve to be proud of their accomplishments: 
Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate recognizes the 
100th anniversary of Rice University and ex- 
presses gratitude to the university for its in- 
numerable contributions to higher education 
and the United States. 


SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLU- 
TION 50—EXPRESSING THE 
SENSE OF CONGRESS REGARD- 
ING ACTIONS TO PRESERVE AND 
ADVANCE THE MULTISTAKE- 
HOLDER GOVERNANCE MODEL 
UNDER WHICH THE INTERNET 
HAS THRIVED 


Mr. RUBIO (for himself, Mrs. MCCAS- 
KILL, Mr. MCCAIN, Mr. KERRY, Mr. 
DEMINT, Mr. NELSON of Florida, Mr. 
JOHANNS, Mr. UDALL of New Mexico, 
Ms. AYOTTE, Mr. WARNER, Mr. HELLER, 
Mr. BOOZMAN, and Mr. CASEY) sub- 
mitted the following concurrent resolu- 
tion; which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Relations: 

S. Con. RES. 50 


Whereas given the importance of the Inter- 
net to the global economy, it is essential 
that the Internet remain stable, secure, and 
free from government control; 

Whereas the world deserves the access to 
knowledge, services, commerce, and commu- 
nication, the accompanying benefits to eco- 
nomic development, education, and health 
care, and the informed discussion that is the 
bedrock of democratic self-government that 
the Internet provides; 

Whereas the structure of Internet govern- 
ance has profound implications for competi- 
tion and trade, democratization, free expres- 
sion, and access to information; 

Whereas countries have obligations to pro- 
tect human rights, which are advanced by 
online activity as well as offline activity; 

Whereas the ability to innovate, develop 
technical capacity, grasp economic opportu- 
nities, and promote freedom of expression 
online is best realized in cooperation with all 
stakeholders; 

Whereas proposals have been put forward 
for consideration at the 2012 World Con- 
ference on International Telecommuni- 
cations that would fundamentally alter the 
governance and operation of the Internet; 

Whereas the proposals, in international 
bodies such as the United Nations General 
Assembly, the United Nations Commission 
on Science and Technology for Development, 
and the International Telecommunication 
Union, would attempt to justify increased 
government control over the Internet and 
would undermine the current multistake- 
holder model that has enabled the Internet 
to flourish and under which the private sec- 
tor, civil society, academia, and individual 
users play an important role in charting its 
direction; 

Whereas the proposals would diminish the 
freedom of expression on the Internet in 
favor of government control over content; 

Whereas the position of the United States 
Government has been and is to advocate for 
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the flow of information free from govern- 
ment control; and 

Whereas this and past Administrations 
have made a strong commitment to the 
multistakeholder model of Internet govern- 
ance and the promotion of the global bene- 
fits of the Internet: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep- 
resentatives concurring), That it is the sense 
of Congress that the Secretary of State, in 
consultation with the Secretary of Com- 
merce, should continue working to imple- 
ment the position of the United States on 
Internet governance that clearly articulates 
the consistent and unequivocal policy of the 
United States to promote a global Internet 
free from government control and preserve 
and advance the successful multistakeholder 
model that governs the Internet today. 


Í e 
AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED AND 
PROPOSED 
SA 2485. Ms. LANDRIEU submitted an 


amendment intended to be proposed by her 
to the bill S. 1940, to amend the National 
Flood Insurance Act of 1968, to restore the fi- 
nancial solvency of the flood insurance fund, 
and for other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table. 

SA 2486. Ms. LANDRIEU submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by her 
to the bill S. 1940, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 2487. Mrs. FEINSTEIN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by her 
to the bill S. 1940, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 


Ea 


TEXT OF AMENDMENTS 


SA 2485. Ms. LANDRIEU submitted 
an amendment intended to be proposed 
by her to the bill S. 1940, to amend the 
National Flood Insurance Act of 1968, 
to restore the financial solvency of the 
flood insurance fund, and for other pur- 
poses; which was ordered to lie on the 
table; as follows: 

At the end of title I, add the following: 

SEC. __. FACILITIES IN COASTAL HIGH HAZARD 
AREAS. 

(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section— 

(1) the term ‘‘coastal high hazard area’’ has 
the same meaning as in section 9.4 of title 44, 
Code of Federal Regulations, or any suc- 
cessor thereto; 

(2) the term ‘‘eligible entity’’ means an en- 
tity that receives a contribution under sec- 
tion 406 of the Robert T. Stafford Disaster 
Relief and Emergency Assistance Act (42 
U.S.C. 5172); 

(3) the term ‘‘essential to a community’s 
recovery” means, with respect to a structure 
or facility, that the structure or facility is 
associated with the basic functions of a local 
government, including public health and 
safety, education, law enforcement, fire pro- 
tection, and other critical government oper- 
ations; and 

(4) the term ‘‘major disaster’? means a 
major disaster declared by the President 
under section 401 of the Robert T. Stafford 
Disaster Relief and Emergency Assistance 
Act (42 U.S.C. 5170). 

(b) REGULATIONS.— 

(1) SUBSTANTIAL IMPROVEMENTS.—Notwith- 
standing section 9.4 of title 44, Code of Fed- 
eral Regulations, an action relating to a 
structure or facility located in a coastal high 
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hazard area for which an eligible entity re- 
ceived a contribution under section 406 of the 
Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and Emer- 
gency Assistance Act (42 U.S.C. 5172) shall be 
deemed to be a “‘substantial improvement”? 
for purposes of such part 9 if— 

(A) the action involves the replacement of 
a structure or facility that— 

(i) was located in the coastal high hazard 
area before the incident that caused the 
structure or facility to be totally destroyed; 
and 

(ii) is essential to a community’s recovery 
from a major disaster; 

(B) there is no practicable alternative to 
locating a replacement structure or facility 
in the coastal high hazard area; 

(C) the replacement structure or facility 
conforms to the most recent Flood Resistant 
Design and Construction standard issued by 
the American Society of Civil Engineers, or 
any more stringent standard approved by the 
Administrator; and 

(D) the eligible entity develops evacuation 
and emergency response procedures to re- 
duce the risk of loss of human life and oper- 
ational disruption from a flood. 

(2) RELOCATION.— 

(A) RELOCATION REQUIRED.—The amend- 
ments under paragraph (1) shall provide that 
if the Administrator determines that there is 
a practicable alternative to the original site 
of a structure or facility described in para- 
graph (1) that is outside the coastal high 
hazard area and that provides better protec- 
tion against the flood hazard or other haz- 
ards associated with coastal high hazard 
areas, the replacement structure or facility 
shall be relocated to the alternative site. 

(B) RELOCATION.—If a replacement struc- 
ture or facility is relocated under subpara- 
graph (A), the original site for the destroyed 
structure or facility shall be deed restricted 
in conformance with part 80 of title 44, Code 
of Federal Regulations. 

(C) NO RELOCATION.—If a replacement 
structure or facility is rebuilt at the same 
location, the eligible entity shall set aside 
an alternative parcel of land in the coastal 
high hazard area of equal or greater size, to 
be deed restricted in conformance with part 
80 of title 44, Code of Federal Regulations, 
that the Administrator determines— 

(i) provides better protection against 
floods; or 

(ii) promotes the restoration of natural 
and beneficial functions of coastal 
floodplains, including protection to endan- 
gered species, critical habitat, wetlands, or 
coastal uses. 

(8) APPLICABILITY.—This section shall 
apply with respect to any major disaster or 
emergency declared on or after the date of 
enactment of this Act. 


SA 2486. Ms. LANDRIEU submitted 
an amendment intended to be proposed 
by her to the bill S. 1940, to amend the 
National Flood Insurance Act of 1968, 
to restore the financial solvency of the 
flood insurance fund, and for other pur- 
poses; which was ordered to lie on the 
table; as follows: 

In section 140, strike subsection (d) and in- 
sert the following: 

(d) FUNDING.—Notwithstanding section 1310 
of the National Flood Insurance Act of 1968 
(42 U.S.C. 4017), there shall be available to 
the Administrator from the National Flood 
Insurance Fund, of amounts not otherwise 
obligated, not more than $750,000 to carry 
out subsections (a), (b), and (c) of this sec- 
tion. 
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(e) PILOT PROGRAM.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not earlier than 90 days 
and not later than 180 days after the date on 
which the Administrator submits the report 
required under subsection (c), the Adminis- 
trator shall establish a pilot program (re- 
ferred to in this subsection as the ‘‘pro- 
gram”) to provide means-tested, targeted as- 
sistance through vouchers or subsidies for 
the purchase of flood insurance to individ- 
uals who are economically distressed and 
cannot afford flood insurance coverage. 

(2) ELIGIBILITY.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator shall 
establish appropriate criteria under which an 
individual may qualify for a voucher or sub- 
sidy under the program. 

(B) INCOME REQUIREMENTS.—The criteria 
established under subparagraph (A) shall 
specify that an individual is not eligible for 
a voucher or subsidy under the program if— 

(i) the annual adjusted gross income of the 
household of the individual is greater than 80 
percent of the area median income, as deter- 
mined by the Secretary of Housing and 
Urban Development; or 

(ii) the individual does not reside in an 
area that is subject to the mandatory pur- 
chase requirements under sections 102 and 
202 of the Flood Disaster Protection Act of 
1973 (42 U.S.C. 4012a and 4016). 

(3) VOUCHERS AND SUBSIDIES.— 

(A) ADJUSTMENT OF AMOUNT.—The Admin- 
istrator may adjust the amount of a voucher 
or subsidy provided to an individual under 
the program based on the level of financial 
need of the household of the individual, in- 
cluding by establishing a tiered system, slid- 
ing scale, or standard of affordability that 
evaluates the cost of flood insurance cov- 
erage as a percentage of the adjusted gross 
income of a household. 

(B) LIMITATION.—The amount of a voucher 
or subsidy provided to an individual under 
the program may not exceed the cost of flood 
insurance coverage for the individual under 
the National Flood Insurance Program. 

(4) USE OF VOUCHERS AND SUBSIDIES.—The 
Administrator may not provide a voucher or 
subsidy under the program to an individual 
to pay for flood insurance coverage under the 
National Flood Insurance Program for— 

(A) any property that is not the primary 
residence of the individual; 

(B) any business property; or 

(C) any real property purchased by the in- 
dividual after the date of enactment of this 
Act. 

(5) ADMINISTRATION.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator may 
take all necessary and appropriate action to 
carry out the program, including entering 
into agreements with other Federal agencies, 
agencies or instrumentalities of State, local, 
or special-purpose local governments, or pri- 
vate or nonprofit organizations to carry out 
the program. 

(B) REQUESTS FOR INFORMATION.—Notwith- 
standing any other provision of law, the Ad- 
ministrator may request information from 
the Secretary of the Treasury, the Social Se- 
curity Administration, or a State agency in 
order to verify information relating to the 
income of— 

(i) an individual seeking to participate in 
the program; and 

(ii) the household of an individual seeking 
to participate in the program. 

(6) FUNDING.— 

(A) SOURCE OF FUNDING.—Notwithstanding 
section 1310 of the National Flood Insurance 
Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 4017), the Administrator 
may use amounts of the National Flood In- 
surance Fund not otherwise obligated to 
carry out the program. 
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(B) TOTAL AMOUNT OF FUNDING.—The total 
amount of the vouchers and subsidies pro- 
vided under the program for a fiscal year 
may not exceed $10,000,000. 

(C) OFFSETS.—Notwithstanding any other 
provision of this title or the amendments 
made by this title, the Administrator may 
not increase risk premium rates for flood in- 
surance coverage under the National Flood 
Insurance Program to offset amounts ex- 
pended by the Administrator to carry out 
the program. 

(7) REPORT.—Not later than 3 years after 
the date on which the Administrator estab- 
lishes the program, the Comptroller General 
shall submit to the Committee on Banking, 
Housing, and Urban Affairs of the Senate and 
the Committee on Financial Services of the 
House of Representatives a report that eval- 
uates the performance and outcomes of the 
program. 

(8) SUNSET.—On and after September 30, 
2017, the Administrator may not provide a 
voucher or subsidy to any individual under 
the program. 


SA 2487. Mrs. FEINSTEIN submitted 
an amendment intended to be proposed 
by her to the bill S. 1940, to amend the 
National Flood Insurance Act of 1968, 
to restore the financial solvency of the 
flood insurance fund, and for other pur- 
poses; which was ordered to lie on the 
table; as follows: 

After section 141, insert the following: 

SEC. 142. IMPACTS OF FLOODPLAIN MANAGE- 
MENT REQUIREMENTS IN AGRICUL- 
TURAL AREAS AND RURAL COMMU- 
NITIES. 

(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 

(1) ADMINISTRATOR.—The term ‘‘Adminis- 
trator” means the Administrator of the Fed- 
eral Emergency Management Agency. 

(2) AGRICULTURAL AREA.—The term ‘‘agri- 
cultural area” means an area in which sub- 
stantially all of the land use is agricultural. 

(3) PROGRAM.—The term ‘“‘program’’ means 
the national flood insurance program estab- 
lished under chapter 1 of the National Flood 
Insurance Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 4011 et seq.). 

(4) RURAL COMMUNITY.—The term “rural 
community” means a community located in 
an area in which a substantial portion of the 
economy, currently is and historically was, 
based on agricultural production. 

(5) SECRETARY.—The term “Secretary” 
means the Secretary of Agriculture. 

(6) TASK FORCE.—The term ‘‘task force” 
means the task force established under sub- 
section (b). 

(b) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Administrator 
and the Secretary shall jointly establish a 
task force that shall conduct a study to ana- 
lyze the challenges faced by agricultural 
areas and rural communities designated as 
areas having special flood hazards for pur- 
poses of the program. 

(c) MEMBERSHIP.—The task force shall con- 
sist of 13 members, of whom— 

(1) 2 shall be the Administrator and the 
Secretary, or designees; and 

(2) 11 shall be appointed jointly by the Ad- 
ministrator and the Secretary from individ- 
uals who are 1 of the following: 

(A) A member or representative of— 

(i) a farm or agricultural organization; 

(ii) the insurance, banking, or financial in- 
dustry; or 

(iii) a floodplain management or flood con- 
trol organization. 

(B) A landowner or farmer. 

(C) An elected official representing an agri- 
cultural area or rural community. 
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(d) REPORT.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 1 year after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the task 
force shall submit to the Committees on Fi- 
nancial Services and Agriculture of the 
House of Representatives and the Commit- 
tees on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs 
and Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry of 
the Senate a report regarding the study con- 
ducted under subsection (b). 

(2) REQUIREMENTS.—The report shall in- 
clude any recommended changes to the pro- 
gram to strengthen the economic viability 
and vitality of agricultural areas and rural 
communities, including an analysis of and 
recommendations regarding— 

(A) the impacts of program building re- 
strictions on the agricultural economy; 

(B) legislative changes to the National 
Flood Insurance Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 4011 et 


seq.) (including regulations), that might 
mitigate the impacts identified; 
(C) the feasibility, advantages, and dis- 


advantages of the establishment of a new 
program flood zone for agricultural areas 
and rural communities; 

(D) options for lower-cost flood insurance 
under the program in agricultural areas and 
rural communities and the financial implica- 
tions to the program if such insurance were 
offered; and 

(E) impacts, if any, of the program on the 
total acreage of land used for agricultural 
purposes. 


a 


NOTICES OF INTENT TO OBJECT 
TO PROCEEDING 


I, Senator TOM COBURN, intend to ob- 
ject to proceeding to S. 3338, a bill to 
amend the Public Health Service Act 
and title XVIII of the Social Security 
Act to make the provision of technical 
services for medical imaging examina- 
tions and radiation therapy treatments 
safer, more accurate, and less costly; 
dated June 27, 2012. 

I, Senator CHARLES GRASSLEY, intend 
to object to proceeding to the nomina- 
tion of Mark J. Mazur, to be an Assist- 
ant Secretary of the Treasury; dated 
June 27, 2012. 

I, Senator CHARLES GRASSLEY, intend 
to object to proceeding to the nomina- 
tion of Matthew S. Rutherford, to be 
an Assistant Secretary of the Treas- 
ury; dated June 27, 2012. 


—— 


AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 
MEET 


COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Relations be author- 
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate on June 27, 2012, at 10:30 a.m. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Relations be author- 
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate on June 27, 2012, at 2 p.m. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


June 27, 2012 


COMMITTEE ON HOMELAND SECURITY AND 
GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on Homeland Security and Gov- 
ernmental Affairs be authorized to 
meet during the session of the Senate 
on June 27, 2012, at 10 a.m. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary be authorized 
to meet during the session of the Sen- 
ate, on June 27, 2012, at 10 a.m., in 
room SD-226 of the Dirksen Senate Of- 
fice Building, to conduct a hearing en- 
titled “Nominations.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON VETERANS’ AFFAIRS 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on Veterans’ Affairs be author- 
ized to meet during the session on June 
27, 2012. The Committee will meet in 
room SD-124 of the Dirksen Senate Of- 
fice Building, beginning at 10 a.m. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON NATIONAL PARKS 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Sub- 
committee on National Parks be au- 
thorized to meet during the session of 
the Senate on June 27, 2012, at 3 p.m., 
in room SD-366 of the Dirksen Senate 
Office Building. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


Í a 
PRIVILEGES OF THE FLOOR 
Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, I ask 


unanimous consent that Jesse Ervin- 
Combs be granted floor privileges for 
the remainder of the day. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


EE 
COMMENDING THE PACIFIC LU- 
THERAN UNIVERSITY LUTES 


SOFTBALL TEAM 


Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to the consideration of S. Res. 
511, submitted earlier today. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the resolution by 
title. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

A resolution (S. Res. 511) commending the 
Pacific Lutheran University Lutes Softball 
Team for winning the 2012 National Colle- 
giate Athletic Association Division III Soft- 
ball Championship. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the resolution. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the resolution 
be agreed to, the preamble be agreed 
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to, the motions to reconsider be laid 
upon the table, with no intervening ac- 
tion or debate, and any related state- 
ments be printed in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The resolution (S. Res. 
agreed to. 

The preamble was agreed to. 

The resolution, with its preamble, 
reads as follows: 

S. RES. 511 


Whereas, on May 21, 2012, the Pacific Lu- 
theran University Lutes (referred to in this 
preamble as ‘‘the PLU Lutes”) Softball 
Team defeated the Linfield College Wildcats 
by a score of 3-0 to win the National Colle- 
giate Athletic Association Division III Soft- 
ball Championship; 

Whereas this victory is the first softball 
championship for Pacific Lutheran Univer- 
sity in its history, as well as its first na- 
tional championship since 1999; 

Whereas the PLU Lutes Softball Team fin- 
ished the 2012 season with a record of 45 wins 
and 11 losses, breaking the record at Pacific 
Lutheran University for most wins in a sea- 
son; 

Whereas the PLU Lutes Softball Team also 
broke the school record for most runs scored 
and most total bases in a season; 

Whereas senior pitcher Stacy Hagensen 
was named the tournament’s Most Out- 
standing Player by allowing only 3 hits and 
giving up no runs; 

Whereas the team members and coaches of 
the PLU Lutes Softball Team have set an ex- 
ample of leadership for women in collegiate 
athletics; 

Whereas PLU Lutes Softball Team head 
coach Erin Van Nostrand, associate head 
coach Greg Seeley, and assistant coaches 
Tiffany McVay, Dena Harkovitch, and Dena 
Slye led the team to the championship with 
their leadership and winning philosophy; 

Whereas the PLU Lutes Softball Team ex- 
emplifies the mission of title IX of the Edu- 
cation Amendments of 1972 (20 U.S.C. 1681 et 
seq.) (referred to in this preamble as ‘‘Title 
IX”), which Congress enacted to ensure that 
gender discrimination did not interfere with 
educational opportunities; 

Whereas the passage of Title IX has led to 
a 574 percent increase in female participa- 
tion in college sports and a 1,000 percent in- 
crease in female participation in high school 
sports; 

Whereas, before Title IX, only 2 percent of 
the college students participating in sports 
were female; 

Whereas, in 2001, 43 percent of the college 
students participating in sports were female; 

Whereas, by a 3-1 ratio, female athletes 
perform better in school and have higher 
graduation rates than females who do not 
participate in sports; 

Whereas student-athletes have higher an- 
nual graduation rates than their classmates 
who do not participate in sports; and 

Whereas the success of the 2012 PLU Lutes 
Softball Team demonstrates the accomplish- 
ments that a team can achieve when each 
player adopts a teamwork mentality: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 

(1) commends the Pacific Lutheran Univer- 
sity Lutes (referred to in this resolution as 
the “PLU Lutes”) Softball Team for winning 
the 2012 National Collegiate Athletic Asso- 
ciation Division III Softball Championship; 

(2) recognizes the people of Washington 
State for their support of the PLU Lutes 
Softball Team; 


511) was 
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(3) honors the achievements of every play- 
er, coach, and support staff who was instru- 
mental in the success of the PLU Lutes Soft- 
ball Team during the 2012 season; and 

(4) requests the Secretary of the Senate to 
transmit an enrolled copy of this resolution 
for appropriate display to the PLU Lutes 
Softball Team. 


Ee 


RECOGNIZING THE 100TH ANNIVER- 
SARY OF RICE UNIVERSITY 


Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent the Senate proceed 
to the consideration of S. Res. 512 sub- 
mitted earlier today. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the resolution by 
title. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 


A resolution (S. Res. 512) recognizing the 
100th anniversary of Rice University. 


There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the resolution. 

Mr. DURBIN. I ask unanimous con- 
sent the resolution be agreed to, the 
preamble be agreed to, and the motion 
to reconsider be laid upon the table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The resolution (S. Res. 
agreed to. 

The preamble was agreed to. 

The resolution, with its preamble, 
reads as follows: 

S. RES. 512 


Whereas Rice University is celebrating its 
100th year as a renowned research university 
advancing education in the arts, humanities, 
and sciences; 

Whereas the William Marsh Rice Institute 
for the Advancement of Literature, Science, 
and Art, named for its benefactor William 
Marsh Rice and now known as Rice Univer- 
sity, was inaugurated on October 12, 1912, in 
Houston, Texas; 

Whereas the first president of Rice Univer- 
sity, Edgar Odell Lovett, set forth an ambi- 
tious vision for a prestigious research uni- 
versity; 

Whereas Rice University is a leading insti- 
tution of higher education, ranked among 
the top 20 universities in the United States 
by U.S. News & World Report every year 
since the rankings began in 1983; 

Whereas Rice University is dedicated to 
keeping high quality education affordable 
through generous financial aid programs and 
ranks among the 10 best value private col- 
leges by Princeton Review; 

Whereas Rice University plays a leading 
role in research in many fields, including 
nanotechnology, space, cellular technology, 
bioinformatics, energy, health, and the envi- 
ronment; 

Whereas Rice University has invaluably 
contributed to space exploration, becoming 
the first university in the United States to 
create a department dedicated to space ex- 
ploration and donating the land now home to 
the Johnson Space Center of the National 
Aeronautics and Space Administration; 

Whereas the groundbreaking discovery of 
buckminsterfullerene, referred to as 
“buckyballs”, on the campus of Rice Univer- 
sity in 1985 launched the new field of 
fullerene chemistry, helped launch the new 
scientific field of nanotechnology, earned 
two Rice University professors, Dr. Richard 
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Smalley and Dr. Robert Curl, the Nobel Prize 
in Chemistry, and is now leading to life-sav- 
ing and life-enhancing breakthroughs in 
medicine, transportation, energy, the envi- 
ronment, defense, and many other endeavors; 

Whereas Nobel Prize recipient Dr. Richard 
Smalley of Rice University played a signifi- 
cant role in forming The Academy of Medi- 
cine, Engineering, and Science of Texas, an 
organization for the Texas members of the 
National Academies and the first organiza- 
tion in Texas dedicated to building collabo- 
ration among Texas’s most distinguished sci- 
entific, academic, and corporate minds in re- 
search and public policy; 

Whereas the goal of Rice University is to 
prepare its students to succeed in a highly 
competitive and complex world, and many of 
its alumni have distinguished themselves in 
their service and contributions to the United 
States; 

Whereas Rice University is one of three 
Texas universities to be chosen as a member 
of the Association of American Universities, 
and the only private university in Texas that 
is a member of that association; 

Whereas Rice University is fortunate to 
have exceptionally fine trustees, administra- 
tors, and faculty members who have placed 
emphasis on inspiring students to succeed in 
the arts, humanities, and sciences; 

Whereas the contributions of Rice Univer- 
sity and its alumni have enriched the history 
of the United States and the world in the 
arts, humanities, sports, and sciences; and 

Whereas the success of Rice University is 
the result of a united effort by many re- 
sourceful and dedicated individuals, and all 
who are associated with the preservation of 
the great traditions of Rice University de- 
serve to be proud of their accomplishments: 
Now, therefore, be it 


Resolved, That the Senate recognizes the 
100th anniversary of Rice University and ex- 
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presses gratitude to the university for its in- 
numerable contributions to higher education 
and the United States. 


EE 


ORDERS FOR THURSDAY, JUNE 28, 
2012 


Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the Sen- 
ate completes its business today, it ad- 
journ until 9:30 a.m. on Thursday, June 
28; that following the prayer and 
pledge, the Journal of proceedings be 
approved to date, the morning hour be 
deemed expired, the time for the two 
leaders be reserved for their use later 
in the day; that the majority leader be 
recognized; that the first hour of de- 
bate be equally divided and controlled 
between the two leaders or their des- 
ignees, with the Republicans control- 
ling the first half and the majority 
controlling the final half. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


EE 
PROGRAM 


Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, we will 
continue to debate the flood insurance 
reauthorization bill tomorrow. We will 
also await House action on the trans- 
portation bill. We need to consider the 
student loan extension before the end 
of the week. 


EE 
ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 9:30 A.M. 
TOMORROW 


Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, if there 
is no further business to come before 
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the Senate, I ask unanimous consent 
that it adjourn under the previous 
order. 


There being no objection, the Senate, 
at 5:20 p.m., adjourned until Thursday, 
June 28, 2012, at 9:30 a.m. 


NOMINATIONS 


Executive nominations received by 
the Senate: 


DEPARTMENT OF STATE 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED CAREER MEMBERS OF THE 
SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE, CLASS OF CAREER MINISTER, 
FOR THE PERSONAL RANK OF CAREER AMBASSADOR IN 
RECOGNITION OF ESPECIALLY DISTINGUISHED SERVICE 
OVER A SUSTAINED PERIOD: 

WILLIAM R. BROWNFIELD, OF TEXAS 
KRISTIE ANNE KENNEY, OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
THOMAS ALFRED SHANNON, JR., OF VIRGINIA 


IN THE AIR FORCE 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES AIR FORCE TO THE GRADE INDI- 
CATED UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 624: 

To be major general 


BRIG. GEN. HOWARD D. STENDAHL 


IN THE ARMY 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES ARMY TO THE GRADE INDICATED 
WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE AND 
RESPONSIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 601: 


To be lieutenant general 


MAJ. GEN. JAMES O. BARCLAY III 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES ARMY TO THE GRADE INDICATED 
WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE AND 
RESPONSIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 601: 


To be lieutenant general 
LT. GEN. DONALD M. CAMPBELL, JR. 
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House of Representatives—Wednesday, June 27, 2012 


The House met at 10 a.m. and was 
called to order by the Speaker pro tem- 
pore (Mr. NUGENT). 


EE 


DESIGNATION OF SPEAKER PRO 
TEMPORE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be- 
fore the House the following commu- 
nication from the Speaker: 

WASHINGTON, DC, 
June 27, 2012. 

I hereby appoint the Honorable RICHARD B. 
NUGENT to act as Speaker pro tempore on 
this day. 

JOHN A. BOEHNER, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 


Ee 
MORNING-HOUR DEBATE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to the order of the House of Janu- 
ary 17, 2012, the Chair will now recog- 
nize Members from lists submitted by 
the majority and minority leaders for 
morning-hour debate. 

The Chair will alternate recognition 
between the parties, with each party 
limited to 1 hour and each Member 
other than the majority and minority 
leaders and the minority whip limited 
to 5 minutes each, but in no event shall 
debate continue beyond 11:50 a.m. 


EE 
COMPANION CARE WORKERS BILL 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Michigan (Mr. WALBERG) for 5 minutes. 

Mr. WALBERG. Rising health care 
costs remain a top concern for many 
Americans, particularly the Baby 
Boomers heading off into retirement 
and individuals with disabilities. How- 
ever, one service in particular—home 
companion care—has come under at- 
tack from the Department of Labor 
and faces a sharp rise in costs. Cur- 
rently, the Fair Labor Standards Act 
provides exemptions for home care 
workers. And for more than four dec- 
ades now, the exemption has helped 
seniors and individuals with disabil- 
ities maintain access to affordable in- 
home care. 

Companion care workers play a cru- 
cial role for those who desire to remain 
independent, performing a range of ev- 
eryday tasks like helping to prepare 
meals, opening the mail, providing 
light housekeeping, and even offering 
someone to talk with, which is im- 
mensely helpful. However, the greatest 
service these individuals play is pro- 
viding families with a sense that mom 
or dad or their loved ones are not alone 
when we need to be away. 


But in December of 2011, the Depart- 
ment of Labor introduced a proposal 
championed by President Obama to re- 
move the companionship exemption 
from the Fair Labor Standards Act, a 
move which would virtually eliminate 
the current exemption. On top of that, 
it will raise costs for businesses and 
families and lead to reduced hours for 
home companion care workers. Even 
the Department estimates the cost of 
companion care under the proposed 
rule may increase by up to $2.3 billion 
over the first 10 years. It will be fami- 
lies and seniors and the disabled that 
will struggle to pay these costs out of 
their own pockets. These changes run 
in stark contrast to what Congress in- 
tended when it first established this 
important exemption nearly four dec- 
ades ago. While I recognize the delivery 
of services has evolved over the years, 
the need to maintain access to afford- 
able in-home care has not. 

Seniors and the disabled in my home 
State of Michigan have been dev- 
astated by the fallout from this flawed 
policy. In 2006, Michigan made similar 
changes to the State law that the De- 
partment of Labor is currently consid- 
ering. This was confirmed by a con- 
stituent in my home State who testi- 
fied that his home companion care 
business, employees, and clients are 
worse off since the change went into ef- 
fect. Seniors, those with disabilities, 
and their families are often unable to 
pay higher prices for the overtime re- 
quirement, forcing them to take on dif- 
ferent caregivers throughout the day. 
This disruption to their schedule takes 
away the certainty of working with 
trusted caregivers. Many seniors and 
individuals with disabilities are then 
left with no choice but to leave their 
own homes because of the cost. 

In response, I have introduced two 
bills to ensure seniors and individuals 
with disabilities keep their access to 
affordable companion care. Both bills 
will also prevent the Federal Govern- 
ment from interfering with decisions 
that should be made by families. The 
first bill, H.R. 5969, the Ensuring Ac- 
cess to Affordable and Quality Com- 
panion Care Act, will clarify that home 
caregivers employed by a third-party 
employer or living with the individuals 
receiving care continue to be exempt 
from the requirements of the Fair 
Labor Standards Act. The second, H.R. 
5970, The Protecting in-Home Care 
From Government Intrusion Act, will 
stop the Secretary of Labor from final- 
izing or enforcing a proposed rule that 
severely narrows the Fair Labor Stand- 
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ards Act exemption for in-home care- 
givers. 

If the Obama administration’s pro- 
posal is not stopped, home care work- 
ers will lose hours and possibly their 
jobs. Seniors and those with disabil- 
ities will lose affordable care they 
want and need. This is simply a risk 
that we cannot afford to take. 


ee 


TRANSPORTATION BILL 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Oregon (Mr. BLUMENAUER) for 5 min- 
utes. 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. There’s a trans- 
portation agreement rumored to be in 
the works that would be shortsighted 
in the extreme if these rumors prove to 
be accurate. Our problem was created 
because for years Congress and the last 
two administrations have been unwill- 
ing to deal meaningfully with the large 
gap of funding for transportation cre- 
ated because we rely on an outmoded 
funding system based on the number of 
gallons of fuel consumed. With more ef- 
ficient gas and diesel vehicles aug- 
mented by more hybrids, plug-in hy- 
brids, and electric cars, the transpor- 
tation trust fund is locked into an in- 
evitable downward spiral. Like the 
looming Social Security deficit, the 
longer we wait, the worse it will get. 

Not this year, but over the next few 
years, we should temporarily increase 
and then replace the gas tax with a 
system that is based on the amount of 
road use. The new legislation should be 
laying the foundation for this transi- 
tion. Unfortunately, it doesn’t. 

The rumored agreement would also 
take us backward on enabling alter- 
native modes of transportation. In the 
last 20 years of transportation reform 
we’ve used enhancement funding to get 
more out of the transportation 
projects. These include long-neglected 
and wildly popular bike and pedestrian 
safety programs such as Safe Routes to 
School. In a recent Princeton survey, 
83 percent of the public wanted these 
programs maintained or the funding in- 
creased. They place an emphasis on 
intermodalism so that transportation 
modes work together and minimize di- 
rect conflict between truckers, rail, 
and commuters that can paralyze not 
just transportation but transportation 
planning. 

From what I hear, efforts to provide 
incentives to ‘‘fix it first” are being 
undercut. It’s never as popular to 
maintain what you’ve got in face of the 
drumbeat of a few focused special in- 
terests for a new particular project. 
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But ‘‘fixing it first’? creates more 
transportation jobs, provides more 
safety, alleviates congestion and pollu- 
tion, and has more overall economic 
impact. And it, of course, alleviates 
long-term pressure to create more 
roads that we can’t adequately main- 
tain. 

The bill before us also misses an op- 
portunity to reform the system to have 
more performance-based environ- 
mental protections. We absolutely can 
make the process work better and fast- 
er. But the answer is not to gut the 
protections, which will only create 
more conflict and ultimately more 
delays. Projects take more time when 
they’re not done right, when citizens 
are not involved with the plan, and the 
myriad of interests aren’t working to- 
gether. Involving the public in the 
planning process works. 

T’1l never forget a conversation with 
a very conservative Republican mayor 
of Phoenix, who told me that it was 
only when they got the citizens work- 
ing together on a balanced transpor- 
tation program of transit and roads 
that they were able to get the re- 
sources and the momentum to go for- 
ward. 

I will be extremely disappointed if 
the legislation shatters the coalition 
that I have been working for years to 
develop for the big picture, the big pro- 
grams, and proper funding that’s going 
to be necessary if we’re going to be suc- 
cessful. It will be wrong if we have a 
scaled-down 2-year extension that will 
make it harder to give the American 
public what they need, adequate re- 
sources that are sustainable over time, 
more economic opportunity, and more 
construction and maintenance employ- 
ment. 

A good transportation program will 
protect the environment, enhance the 
quality of life, making our commu- 
nities more livable and our families 
safer, healthier and more economically 
secure. 


ee 
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AFGHANISTAN 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
North Carolina (Mr. JONES) for 5 min- 
utes. 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, it has been 
very interesting the last couple of 
weeks. I have been listening to my col- 
leagues on both sides talking about the 
debt, the deficit, spending, cutting, all 
of this, going on and on. Then I got to 
thinking, and I heard about this book 
and I went out and bought the book. 
The book title is ‘‘Funding the Enemy: 
How U.S. Taxpayers Bankroll the 
Taliban,” by Douglas Wissing. The 
book is a must-read for the American 
people. 

I want to share a synopsis of this 
book: 
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With the vague intention of winning hearts 
and minds in Afghanistan, the U.S. Govern- 
ment has mismanaged billions of develop- 
ment and logistics dollars, bolstered the 
drug trade, and dumped untold millions into 
Taliban hands. 

That is the sobering message of this 
scathing critique of our war effort in 
Afghanistan by investigative journalist 
Douglas Wissing. According to Wissing, 
America has already lost the war. It 
draws on the voices of hundreds of 
combat soldiers, ordinary Afghans, pri- 
vate contractors, aid workers, inter- 
national consultants, and government 
officials. From these contacts, it be- 
came glaringly clear, as the author de- 
tails, that American taxpayer dollars 
have been flowing into Taliban coffers. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to read to 
you a critique of the book given by 
former State Department foreign serv- 
ice officer Peter van Buren: 

Sober, sad, and important, ‘‘Funding the 
Enemy” peels back the layers of American 
engagement in Afghanistan to reveal its rot- 
ten core: that United States’ dollars meant 
for the country’s future instead fund the in- 
surgency and support the Taliban. Paying 
for both sides of the war ensures America’s 
ultimate defeat. 

Mr. Speaker, I bring this to the floor 
for this reason: I continue to be amazed 
that both sides want to continue to 
spend $10 billion a month in Afghani- 
stan. It is borrowed money from the 
Chinese, and there is no concern. We 
just spend more and more money to 
support President Karzai, who is a cor- 
rupt leader. And as this book says, 
have the American taxpayer bankroll 
the Taliban. 

The American people have said in 
poll after poll: Bring our troops home 
now. As many as 72 to 73 percent of the 
American people say bring our people 
home now. Our soldiers have won the 
war. Bin Laden is dead; al Qaeda is dis- 
persed. 

I hope that Members of Congress will 
find the time to read this book, and I 
hope the American people will read 
this book and be outraged, as I am out- 
raged, how our taxpayers are funding 
the Taliban so they can kill Ameri- 
cans. 

Wake up, Congress. Let’s get to- 
gether and bring our troops home from 
Afghanistan and do what’s right for the 
American people. But more impor- 
tantly, do what’s right for our men and 
women in uniform. 

Mr. Speaker, I close by asking God to 
please bless our men and women in uni- 
form, to please bless the families of our 
men and women in uniform. And God, 
within Your loving arms, hold the fam- 
ilies who’ve given a child dying for 
freedom in Afghanistan and Iraq. I ask 
God to bless the House and Senate, my 
friends on both sides, that we will do 
what is right in the eyes of God. And I 
ask God to bless President Obama that 
he will do what is right in the eyes of 
God. And I will ask three times, God 
please, God please, God please continue 
to bless America. 


June 27, 2012 


ARIZONA IMMIGRATION POLICY 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Illinois (Mr. GUTIERREZ) for 5 minutes. 

Mr. GUTIERREZ. This week, the U.S. 
Supreme Court declared the immigra- 
tion policy of the State of Arizona, a 
policy that Mitt Romney has called ‘‘a 
model for America,” to be largely un- 
constitutional. I applaud the Court for 
stating that immigration enforcement 
is a Federal responsibility. 

The ‘‘show me your papers” law al- 
lows police to demand that individuals 
prove that they are legally in this 
country. This law is not just a problem 
for people who are undocumented. It’s 
not just a problem for immigrants. It’s 
not just a problem for anybody who 
looks like they might have come to 
America from somewhere else. It’s a 
problem for every American who cares 
about freedom. It’s a problem for all of 
us who believe no person should be 
treated as a suspect based on how they 
look, their accent, or the spelling of 
their name. 

In Arizona today, all that stands be- 
tween you and a legal nightmare is 
whether a police officer feels there is a 
reasonable suspicion to inquire about 
your country of origin. Yet Arizona 
politicians will tell you, with a 
straight face no less, that they can 
apply this law without using racial 
profiling, without assuming that some- 
one named Gutierrez isn’t less likely to 
be in this country legally than some- 
one named Smith. 

That’s an amazing skill. Maybe with 
practice, we can all become like Ari- 
zona politicians and police officers who 
are able to telepathically determine 
who to accuse of not belonging in 
America. 

But let’s take a quiz together this 
morning and learn how to pick out the 
suspect. Here are two journalists, 
Geraldo Rivera and Ted Koppel. 

At a traffic stop, to the untrained 
eye, we might guess that Geraldo Ri- 
vera, for some reason that clearly has 
nothing to do with the way he looks, 
might not be from America. Geraldo 
Rivera’s mustache wouldn’t confuse an 
Arizona law enforcement professional. 
They would know that Geraldo Rivera 
was born in Brooklyn, New York, and 
that Ted Koppel was born in Europe, in 
England, where his parents moved to 
flee from Hitler and Nazi Germany. 

Round two, this for our young fans of 
C-SPAN. This is Justin Bieber and 
Selena Gomez. These young people 
have overcome their very different na- 
tional origins and become apparently a 
happy couple. I’m sure Justin helped 
Gomez learn all about American cus- 
toms and feel more at home in her 
adopted country. Oh, wait a minute. 
I’m sorry, because I’m not a trained 
Arizona official, I somehow got that 
backwards. Actually, Ms. Gomez, of 
Texas, has helped Mr. Bieber, of Can- 
ada, learn about his adopted country. 
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Justin, when you perform in Phoenix, 
remember to bring your papers. 

The next round shows how tricky Ar- 
izona’s game of pick out the immigrant 
is to play. Here are two basketball su- 
perstars. Neither one is Latino. That’s 
confusing already. You have to dig 
deeper to figure out who isn’t the real 
American. So let’s consider their 
names—Jeremy Lin and Tony Parker. 
Clearly, ‘‘Lin’’ sounds kind of foreign 
while ‘“‘Tony Parker” sounds American 
to me. But I’m not an Arizona police 
officer who would know that Jeremy 
Lin was born in Los Angeles, and Tony 
Parker—oops—Europe, Belgium. Wrong 
once again. 

Finally, here’s just one more. 

In case the Supreme Court ever 
wants to meet in Phoenix to consider 
its ruling about Arizona’s ‘‘show me 
your papers” law, if these two Justices 
step out to Starbucks, which one do 
you think is likeliest to be a suspect, 
the Anglo male or the Latina? Neither 
is an immigrant, but Antonin Scalia’s 
father came through Ellis Island from 
Italy, and Sonia Sotomayor is a proud 
Puerto Rican with generations of U.S. 
citizen ancestors. 

We could play this game all day, but 
the point is simple. The idea that any 
government official can determine who 
belongs in America and who doesn’t 
simply by looking at them is com- 
pletely ridiculous, unfair, and un- 
American, and yet this absurdity is the 
law of Arizona. 

The Court signaled that it will be 
watching this law closely, and it 
should, because we count on the Court 
to protect our liberties, not restrict 
them. 
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Because, in America, people should 
always be judged by their actions. No 
person, not one, should be judged by 
the way they look, the sound of their 
voice, or the pronunciation of their 
last name—not in Arizona, not any- 
where, not ever. 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Mem- 
bers are reminded to address their re- 
marks to the Chair. 


a 


AMERICAN CENTER FOR THE 
CURES 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Illinois (Mr. DOLD) for 5 minutes. 

Mr. DOLD. Mr. Speaker, as the Su- 
preme Court is about to rule on the 
health care law, Americans all across 
the country are focusing again on 
health care. 

Health care makes up about one-fifth 
of the United States’ economy, and it 
is increasingly taking up a larger share 
of our Federal budget, so it’s important 
that we look to implement strategies 
that bend the cost curve down. 

Scientific research over the years has 
enhanced our understanding of disease 
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and has continuously led to many 
breakthrough treatments. However, it 
is critical that we emphasize not just 
treatment, but specifically cures for 
diseases as well. 

Last year, the United States Govern- 
ment spent just under $32 billion to 
help the National Institutes of Health 
carry out its critical mission: seeking 
fundamental knowledge about the na- 
ture and behavior of living systems, ap- 
plying that knowledge to enhance 
health, lengthen life, and reduce the 
burdens of illness and disability. 

The NIH, Mr. Speaker, has earned a 
proud reputation for its research and 
has made a positive impact in the 
health care world. I’m a firm supporter 
of the NIH, and I spoke this past March 
to the House Budget Committee about 
the importance of funding NIH’s mis- 
sion. However, I also believe that we 
can always do more with the resources 
that we have and believe that we 
should refocus a portion of our health 
care resources toward a new mission. 
One idea that has been brought to me 
is a center that concentrates exclu- 
sively on eliminating diseases rather 
than continuing the practice of just 
treating diseases. 

This center, known as the American 
Center for Cures, would be a public-pri- 
vate partnership that utilizes the re- 
sources of the government with the 
creativity and accountability of the 
private sector to find cures for the dis- 
eases that in some way affect almost 
everyone on the planet—diabetes, Alz- 
heimer’s, Parkinson’s, just to name a 
new. 

By bringing our Nation’s best and 
brightest minds together, from busi- 
ness boardrooms to scientists from 
around the world, the center would sin- 
gularly devote its efforts to curing dis- 
eases by establishing renewed lines of 
communication amongst the world’s 
most reputable scientists, funding col- 
laborative research, unblocking bottle- 
necks in clinical research, facilitating 
speedy clinical trials, and ensuring 
that the research performed remains 
focused on outcomes and results. 

In addition to promoting the United 
States as the leading place for innova- 
tions and pioneering medical research, 
finding cures to some of mankind’s 
deadliest diseases would also have 
global implications. The money saved 
by not having to dedicate it to treating 
or managing a disease could be freed up 
and invested in education, infrastruc- 
ture, and deficit reduction, and we 
would be able to further help raise the 
standards of living for everyone in de- 
veloping nations and around the globe. 

During these difficult fiscal times, 
Mr. Speaker, here in our own country 
we have to start thinking differently. 
Today, we spend approximately $235 
billion annually on treating diabetes 
alone. Think about the cost if we add 
Alzheimer’s and Parkinson’s. If the 
American Center for Cures could find a 
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cure, think about the possibilities. 
Think about the good we could do, for 
instance, with 235 billion extra dollars 
right here. That’s what we spend in our 
country. Think about what gets spent 
all around the globe. 

We need to start thinking differently, 
Mr. Speaker. Change is hard, and 
change in Washington is even harder, 
but I believe that we have an obliga- 
tion, as stewards of our taxpayers’ 
hard-earned money, not only to effec- 
tively allocate their tax dollars in a 
manner that produces results, but 
change the way that we look at all the 
possibilities for our future. This mis- 
sion could impact not just every Amer- 
ican life, but every human on the plan- 
et. 


ATTORNEY GENERAL HOLDER 
CONTEMPT VOTE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentlewoman from 
California (Ms. LEE) for 5 minutes. 

Ms. LEE of California. Mr. Speaker, 
let me first thank my colleagues in the 
Congressional Black, Hispanic, and 
Asian Pacific American Caucuses for 
coming to the floor to denounce the 
deeply partisan and divisive effort by 
congressional Republicans to hold At- 
torney General Holder in contempt. We 
need to be doing what the American 
people elected us to do, and that is to 
create jobs and to get our economy 
back on its feet. 

This contempt vote stands in stark 
contrast to our duties in Congress. We 
should be devoting our time to creating 
jobs, addressing our Nation’s neglected 
infrastructure, and ensuring that stu- 
dent loan rates don’t balloon starting 
next week. 

Too many hardworking American 
families are looking for their next pay- 
check, and yet this Tea Party-led Re- 
publican Congress is wasting precious 
legislative time and energy on a purely 
partisan effort to generate conflict 
where none exists. 

The Republicans’ claims against At- 
torney General Holder defy belief. The 
simple fact is the Bush administration 
developed the inappropriate tactics, 
and once this Justice Department, 
under President Obama, learned about 
it, Attorney General Holder stopped 
the program—stopped it. 

So instead of handling our Nation’s 
priorities, this Tea Party-led Repub- 
lican Congress is choosing to stick its 
head in the sand, ignoring the wide 
range of documents and open coopera- 
tion provided by the Justice Depart- 
ment but now engage in a game of po- 
litical theater with no regard for strug- 
gling families across America. 

The true motivation behind this con- 
tempt resolution is simple: As Leader 
PELOSI remarked last week, this is 
really about suppressing voter turnout. 
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The National Rifle Association, unfor- 
tunately, has insisted that their sup- 
ported Members of Congress vote for it 
or face political peril. 

Let me tell you, these Tea Party Re- 
publicans don’t like it when their ideo- 
logical efforts to prevent people from 
voting get blocked by the Justice De- 
partment doing its job—and that’s de- 
fending the Constitution of the United 
States. They know they can’t win in 
judicial courts and they cannot win in 
the court of public opinion, so instead 
they’re doing all they can to under- 
mine the Justice Department by drag- 
ging Attorney General Holder through 
the mud, making endless demands, 
changing the goal posts, and monopo- 
lizing his time so that they can con- 
tinue their efforts to undermine the 
democratic process. And they’re asking 
for information that would violate the 
law. Furthermore, this is unprece- 
dented. The House has never voted to 
hold an Attorney General in contempt. 

Mr. Speaker, the American people 
are sick and tired of seeing these Tea 
Party Republicans pursue a senseless 
and destructive agenda. There’s a rea- 
son that Congress has the lowest ap- 
proval rating in history, and it has ev- 
erything to do with efforts like this—a 
contempt vote that does nothing to im- 
prove the economy, does nothing to 
create jobs, and does nothing to 
strengthen our middle class or to help 
those trying to raise themselves out of 
poverty. 

We need to invest in transportation, 
in education, and in ensuring above all 
that jobs and jobs and more jobs are 
added to our economic recovery. We 
only have a matter of weeks before 
Congress effectively shuts down for the 
August recess, and we cannot waste 
any more time doing anything other 
than putting Americans back to work. 
Jobs should be our number one pri- 
ority, our number two priority, and our 
number three priority. 

So I join my colleagues in the tri- 
caucuses calling for an end to this use- 
less path of petty politics. Let us work 
during the remainder of time we have 
this congressional session to do the 
work that we were sent here to do. No 
more political witch hunts, no more 
political fishing expeditions, no more 
excuses. It’s time to get back to work. 


EE 
IMMIGRATION POLICY 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania (Mr. BARLETTA) for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. BARLETTA. Mr. Speaker, 2 
weeks ago, two new words were added 
to the American immigration policy: 
“Prosecutorial discretion.” 

Homeland Security Secretary Janet 
Napolitano recently ordered Immigra- 
tion and Customs Enforcement offi- 
cials to not deport certain classes of 
aliens who are in the country illegally. 
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Instead, these illegal aliens will be 
given 2-year work permits that can be 
renewed indefinitely. The reason Sec- 
retary Napolitano and President 
Obama have given the American people 
for this de facto amnesty program is 
prosecutorial discretion. 

The Secretary and the President 
claim that the Department of Home- 
land Security personnel can use their 
discretion to decide what individuals 
they can and cannot deport. But in 
Federal immigration law, this discre- 
tion does not exist. Congress took it 
away from the executive branch in 1996 
when it passed the Illegal Immigration 
Reform and Immigrant Responsibility 
Act. 
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The law requires, and I will repeat 
that, this law requires immigration of- 
ficials to address illegal aliens when 
they become aware that they are in the 
country illegally. It clearly spells out 
the actions that must be taken by Fed- 
eral officials. 

In fact, according to one of the Na- 
tion’s leading experts on immigration, 
Congress, frustrated at the time be- 
cause the Clinton administration was 
using it to let thousands of illegal 
aliens remain in the United States, 
wrote the law to remove that discre- 
tion. In other words, the discretion 
that President Obama and Secretary 
Napolitano claim they use no longer 
exists because Congress deliberately 
eliminated it in 1996. By stating they 
still have it, President Obama and Sec- 
retary Napolitano are actually order- 
ing Federal immigration officials to 
break the law. 

Since the executive branch is citing a 
privilege that no longer exists in order- 
ing Federal immigration officials to 
break the 1996 immigration act which 
was passed by Congress and signed into 
law, today, Pm calling on the Judici- 
ary and Homeland Security Commit- 
tees to hold hearings to investigate the 
legality of this decision to use so- 
called ‘‘prosecutorial discretion.” 

Just this week we heard from the 
United States Supreme Court that be- 
cause the Federal Government writes 
immigration laws, State laws must 
work in harmony with the Federal 
Government. In striking down part of 
Arizona’s S.B. 1070, the High Court’s 
majority said that Federal law shall be 
the supreme law of the land when laws 
do not work in harmony with the Fed- 
eral scheme or when Federal law is ex- 
plicit. Well, in this case, the law is 
very clear: there is no prosecutorial 
discretion. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, my district in 
Pennsylvania has one of the highest 
unemployment rates in the State, and 
our country is still reeling from one of 
the worst recessions we have ever 
faced. The Department of Homeland 
Security’s unlawful action could have 
grave consequences on our labor force 
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and on our economy, both at the local 
and national levels. 

Additionally, allowing individuals 
with forged documents to remain in 
this country could pose a_ serious 
threat to our homeland security. 

Let me also state that I am troubled 
by the expansion of the authority of 
the President that he believes he has. 
In the past, President Obama clearly 
stated he had to follow existing immi- 
gration laws. During a town hall meet- 
ing with Univision in March 2011, he 
said: 

America is a Nation of laws, which means 
I, as the President, am obligated to enforce 
the law. I don’t have a choice about that. 

During that same town hall meeting, 
President Obama also said: 

There are enough laws on the books by 
Congress that are very clear in terms of how 
we have to enforce our immigration system, 
that for me to simply, through executive 
order, ignore those congressional mandates 
would not conform with my appropriate role 
as President. 

So what changed? In the last 15 
months, did Congress grant the Presi- 
dent new powers? I don’t remember 
doing that. Fifteen months ago, Presi- 
dent Obama said he can’t ignore con- 
gressional mandates. But suddenly, 2 
weeks ago, he can? Again, I ask, what 
changed? 

I’m concerned President Obama over- 
stepped his constitutional authority in 
this case, just as he did in claiming ex- 
ecutive privilege in Operation Fast and 
Furious. That’s why these two commit- 
tees must hold formal hearings and in- 
vestigate this claim of discretion and 
the unilateral rewriting of Federal im- 
migration policy. 


EEE 
THE AFFORDABLE CARE ACT 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
North Carolina (Mr. BUTTERFIELD) for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. BUTTERFIELD. Mr. Speaker, 
the centerpiece of President Obama’s 
2008 Presidential campaign was the 
promise of health care reform. He told 
us, time and time again, that every 
President has seen the urgency of re- 
form, that all of them had attempted 
reform, and none succeeded. 

President Obama reminded us of the 
fact that having more than 40 million 
uninsured Americans is unacceptable. 
It is not only bad for the individual, 
but it is for the American economy. It 
is bad for hospitals who absorb the loss 
for these indigent patients or shift the 
costs to other patients. 

During the campaign, the President 
went on to painfully highlight the un- 
fair practices of some insurance com- 
panies in making people think they 
have quality insurance policies, when, 
in fact, in many instances, it is not 
worth the paper it is written on. 

After fierce debate, and after the 
right-wing Tea Party instilled un- 
founded fear in the hearts of good 
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Americans, the Congress passed the Af- 
fordable Care Act, and it is good policy 
for the American people. But there are 
those who have exploited the legit- 
imacy of the Affordable Care Act, and 
now we await a ruling from the Su- 
preme Court on the act’s constitu- 
tionality. 

Should the Supreme Court decide to 
undermine the most vital provision of 
the law, the individual mandate, one 
thing will be clear: it would be an act 
of judicial activism and judicial over- 
reach, placing the Court firmly in the 
role of Congress. 

Precedent for the Affordable Care 
Act already exists. Social Security is a 
program which all Americans are re- 
quired to pay into and to participate. 
Car insurance is mandated in almost 
every State; yet the Supreme Court is 
on precipice of possible unfastening the 
linchpin that makes true health care 
reform attainable. 

Such a decision would confiscate ben- 
efits that the public and businesses 
largely support. Lifetime coverage lim- 
its could be re-imposed on 100 million 
Americans. Seventeen million children 
with preexisting conditions could lose 
insurance coverage, and 6 million 
young adults may be forced off their 
parents’ insurance plans. 

Preservation of this law means 40 
million uninsured Americans will be 
insured. It creates state-run health ex- 
changes to give consumers maximum 
choice when selecting a policy, and it 
contains skyrocketing costs in medical 
care. The Affordable Care Act will 
lower insurance premiums driven by 
uncompensated care for the uninsured, 
saving the average family in North 
Carolina $1,400 a year. 

Mr. Speaker, the Affordable Care Act 
has already paid great dividends in my 
district. Under the law, 94,000 seniors 
have received Medicare preventive 
services without paying a dime. More 
than 5,000 young adults have health in- 
surance when they previously did not. 
About 400 small businesses received tax 
credits to expand care to their employ- 
ees; 34,000 children with preexisting 
health conditions can no longer be de- 
nied. 

As a policy-maker' representing 
700,000 people, I hope the act will re- 
main intact. As a former judge, I hope 
the Supreme Court recognizes the im- 
pact an unfavorable decision will have 
on the role of Congress. 

We cannot let the perfect, Mr. Speak- 
er, be the enemy of the good. We should 
explore ways to improve upon the law 
instead of ways to further deny Ameri- 
cans access to affordable health care. 


-Á 


AMERICA’S FOREIGN POLICY OF 
MISCHIEF AND INTERVENTION 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. PAUL) for 5 minutes. 

Mr. PAUL. Mr. Speaker, last week I 
introduced legislation, H.R. 5993, that 
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would prohibit the President from pro- 
viding military or paramilitary aid of 
any sort to any faction in the internal 
fighting in Syria. Unfortunately, it ap- 
pears that the administration is al- 
ready very much involved in sup- 
porting the overthrow of the Assad 
government. 

There’s nary a whimper of criticism 
in Congress over our growing involve- 
ment in the civil war in Syria. The 
only noise we hear from Congress, and 
repeated in the media, is the complaint 
that we’re not doing enough and that 
immediate, direct U.S. military action 
must be taken. 

Tragically, our political leaders show 
both bad judgment and short memories 
when it comes to the downside of our 
foreign policy of mischief and interven- 
tion. Our compulsion to engage our- 
selves in every conflict around the 
world is dangerous to our national se- 
curity. 

In dealing with Syria, the adminis- 
tration pretends to pursue diplomacy 
and provide humanitarian assistance to 
the people. In reality, the U.S. Govern- 
ment facilitates weapons transfers to 
the rebels who are demanding imme- 
diate regime change. 

My goal is to stop our dangerous par- 
ticipation in the violence in Syria; yet 
evidence mounts that we’re already 
deeply involved, with no expectation 
that the administration will back away 
from military engagement. 
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Recent reports indicate that the U.S. 
is providing logistics and communica- 
tion assistance to the rebel forces. As- 
sistance in getting arms to the rebels 
through surrogates is hardly a secret. 
Cooperating with the rebels’ propa- 
ganda efforts has been reported and is 
used to prepare the American people 
for our coming involvement. 

There is every reason to expect that 
the well-laid plans to, once again, co- 
ordinate a favorable regime change 
will end badly. Even the strongest sup- 
porters of our direct and immediate 
military involvement in Syria admit 
that the rebel forces are made up of 
many groups, including al Qaeda, and 
no one is sure to whom the assistance 
should be given. All they claim is the 
need for the immediate removal of 
Assad. 

This policy is nothing new, and too 
often in our recent history our assist- 
ance with dollars and weapons used to 
overthrow a government ends up with 
the weapons being used, instead, 
against us. The blow-back from our 
policy of intervention has caused a 
great deal of harm to us since World 
War II: 

Propping up the Shah in Iran for 26 
years was a powerful factor in moti- 
vating radical Islamists to eventually 
overthrow the Shah in 1979. The hos- 
tages taken at the U.S. Embassy at 
that time was as a consequence of our 
putting the Shah into power in 1953; 
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In working with the mujahadeen in 
the 1980s, our CIA supported radical 
Islam in an effort to combat com- 
munist occupation in Afghanistan. 
Later, this led to the radical Islamists’ 
hatred being turned against us over our 
occupation and interference in Muslim 
countries; 

The $40 billion given to Egypt for 
over 30 years to prop up the Musharraf 
dictatorship and to buy an unstable 
peace with Israel has ended with what 
appears to be the takeover of Egypt by 
the Muslim Brotherhood. They may 
well turn Egypt into a theocratic Is- 
lamic state unless our CIA is able to, 
once again, gain control. Al Qaeda now 
has a presence in parts of Egypt and 
has been involved in the bombing of 
the pipelines carrying gas to Israel. 
This is hardly a policy that is enhanc- 
ing Israel’s security. 

What are the possible unintended 
consequences of this policy if we fool- 
ishly escalate the civil war in Syria? 

The worst scenario would be an all- 
out war in the region involving Russia, 
the United States, Israel, Iran, Turkey, 
and others. The escalating conflict 
could rapidly make containment vir- 
tually impossible. 

Chaos in this region could encourage 
the Kurds in Syria, Iraq, Turkey, and 
Iran to decide it’s an opportunity to 
move on their long-sought-after goal of 
establishing a Kurdish state. Signifi- 
cant hostilities in the region would 
jeopardize the free flow of oil from the 
Middle East, causing sharp increases in 
the price of oil. The already weak econ- 
omy of the West would suffer im- 
mensely. Some will argue erroneously 
that a major war would be beneficial to 
the economy and distract the people 
from their economic woes. 

War, however, is never an economic 
benefit, although many have been 
taught that for many decades. If lib- 
erty and prosperity are to be our goals, 
peace is a necessary ingredient of that 
process. 


ee 


PARTISAN ACRIMONY 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
North Carolina (Mr. MILLER) for 5 min- 
utes. 

Mr. MILLER of North Carolina. To- 
morrow will be a peculiar day in Wash- 
ington and in American politics. 

Republicans will denounce ideas that 
they enthusiastically supported until 
those ideas became associated some- 
how with the Obama administration. 
We expect to hear the ruling on the in- 
dividual mandate across the street at 
the Supreme Court. The individual 
mandate was the centerpiece of Repub- 
lican health care proposals until the 
Obama administration embraced it. 
Then the Republicans decided it was an 
outrageous infringement on personal 
liberty. 

Here in this Chamber, we will debate 
Operation Fast and Furious. Most 
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Democrats, including me, don’t really 
even quite get what the supposed scan- 
dal is about, but have always thought 
that gun sales in large quantities to 
drug cartels was just generally a bad 
idea. For Republicans, on the other 
hand, the gun sales that were part of 
Operation Fast and Furious appear to 
be the only gun sales they’ve ever had 
a problem with. We will also have a 180- 
degree reversal on the issue of informa- 
tion that Congress can require as part 
of our oversight powers. 

I was an Oversight Subcommittee 
chairman for 4 years. I believe congres- 
sional oversight is an important check 
on the executive branch of government, 
an established, important part of our 
Republic system of checks and bal- 
ances. I support investigations that 
might make an administration of my 
own party look foolish or worse. I want 
people who have the power of govern- 
ment, of either party, to be account- 
able for their decisions. I want them to 
pause over how they will explain their 
decisions in public; and if they can’t 
explain them, maybe they shouldn’t do 
it. Congressional oversight exposes and 
deters abuses of power and garden-vari- 
ety stupidity of which there is plenty 
in the public sector, in the private sec- 
tor, and in all activities in which 
human beings are involved. 

But the courts have also recognized 
that uninhibited, candid discussions 
improve decisions. Decisions are less 
likely to be stupid when they are care- 
fully discussed, and the courts protect 
the privacy of some discussions within 
the executive branch to further the 
goal of fewer stupid decisions. The 
courts recognize a strong privilege for 
discussion between the President and 
his top advisers and a lesser privilege, 
a qualified privilege, for other debates 
within the executive branch. 

When I was an Oversight Sub- 
committee chairman, I read many of 
the court decisions that discussed 
those privileges. Anyone who says that 
the law is clear, in that what is privi- 
leged and what is not is well defined, is 
misinformed or dishonest. 

Five years ago, the Democratic ma- 
jority disagreed with a Republican 
President over whether information we 
sought as part of our oversight powers 
was privileged. There was plenty of 
partisan acrimony at the time, but we 
found a simple solution. We filed a law- 
suit to ask a judge to decide whether 
we were entitled to the testimony and 
the documents that we had subpoe- 
naed. The Bush administration argued 
that the court shouldn’t decide the 
case. The judge disagreed. The judge 
said that enforcing subpoenas and de- 
ciding what testimony or documents 
are privileged is something courts do 
every day. Judges expect lawyers to 
make careful, calm arguments based 
on the law and the facts; and they have 
little patience for tedious, dishonest 
talking points or personal attacks. 
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The debate here tomorrow will not 
even remotely resemble a legal argu- 
ment in court. So we could go now toa 
court to clarify the law. I would sup- 
port that. Many Democrats would sup- 
port that—but no. Instead, House Re- 
publicans are going to force a vote to 
prosecute the Attorney General for the 
crime of taking a plausible position on 
uncertain legal issues. Instead of ask- 
ing for a careful, calm decision by a 
judge on a legal issue, House Repub- 
licans are choosing an intemperate, ac- 
rimonious debate here in this Chamber 
over legal issues about which few Mem- 
bers have the first clue. 

Why? The only possible reason is 
that House Republicans just like par- 
tisan acrimony. 


ee 


HONORING THE LIFE OF SPE- 
CIALIST JARROD LALLIER, AN 
AMERICAN HERO 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentlewoman from 
Washington (Mrs. MCMORRIS RODGERS) 
for 5 minutes. 

Mrs. McMORRIS RODGERS. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise today with a heart full 
of sadness and sorrow to honor the life 
of Specialist Jarrod Lallier. 

Jarrod was a proud member of the 
prestigious 82nd Airborne Division, 
serving his first tour in Afghanistan. 
He was a graduate of Mead High School 
and a lifelong resident of Spokane, 
Washington. He was an athlete, a son, 
a brother, and an American hero. 

Jarrod was just 20 years old when he 
lost his life last week in Afghanistan. 
He was just 20 years old when men in 
Afghan police uniforms turned their 
weapons on his unit and robbed him of 
his life. He was just 20 years old when 
he said goodbye to his family forever. 

He would have celebrated his 21st 
birthday this week. 

But since he is not here to do that, I 
want to celebrate the life he lived and 
the country he served. 

Today, we celebrate a man who 
dreamed of serving America since he 
was young. We celebrate a man who 
fought for America, who protected 
America, who defended America. We 
celebrate a man who died in the name 
of American freedom. 

Today, my thoughts and prayers and 
gratitude are with Specialist Jarrod 
Lallier and with all those who will 
carry on his legacy forever: his father, 
Gary; his mother, Kim; his sister, Jes- 
sica; and his brother, Jordan. 

May God bless this great American 
hero, his family, and all the brave men 
and women who have answered Amer- 
ica’s call to freedom. 


EE 
1050 
THE PATHWAY OF CONTEMPT 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentlewoman from 
Texas (Ms. JACKSON LEE) for 5 minutes. 


June 27, 2012 


Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, this is a solemn place and a 
solemn moment when Members come 
to express their views. 

A previous speaker drew us to heroes, 
and we thank those who have served us 
in the United States military. This 
morning I draw us toward constitu- 
tional and congressional responsibility. 
It is all intertwined in the honor that 
we have in serving in this august insti- 
tution entrusted to us by the American 
public, our individual constituents. 

I first suggest that earlier this week 
the Supreme Court established the su- 
periority of the United States Govern- 
ment in immigration reform. In all of 
the points that were brought by the 
State of Arizona, two-thirds were re- 
jected under the understanding and the 
law that the United States Govern- 
ment is in charge of immigration en- 
forcement, immigration benefits, and 
that we should do our job. 

For the one provision that remained 
standing—and as the ranking member 
formally of the Immigration Sub- 
committee and on Homeland Security, 
I see this every day. Having just come 
from Arizona, I have seen the good 
work Congressman GRIJALVA and Con- 
gressman PASTOR and others are doing. 
I know that we are working to ensure 
the safety of the border, but I also rec- 
ognize the need for the dignity of 
human beings. I fight for the dignity. 

Congress should get out of the way in 
terms of being in the midst of confu- 
sion and stand in the way and close the 
gap on immigration reform. The only 
provision left standing was a provision 
that the Court warned the State that if 
they engage in racial profiling, that 
too may be proven unconstitutional. 

Law enforcement officers have al- 
ways had the right in a legitimate stop 
to ask for the credentials of anyone 
they stop. The question is now bur- 
dening those officers to see who they 
stop and why they stop. Again, I speak 
to the issue of congressional responsi- 
bility. 

Now I come to the act that is going 
to take place tomorrow, and a number 
of us are writing the Speaker and ask- 
ing and imploring him, as Speaker 
Newt Gingrich did in 1998, refusing to 
bring forward a contempt charge 
against Janet Reno that was pointedly 
personal. We suggest now that there is 
much work to be done. As my colleague 
indicated, this case could be taken to 
the courts to determine what docu- 
ments should be brought in. 

In addition, the work has not been 
completed. Kenneth Melson, who head- 
ed the ATF, has never been allowed to 
speak before the committee to explain 
that he never told any of the officials, 
including the Attorney General, about 
the intricacies of Fast and Furious. 
The former Attorney General, who has 
appeared before the Judiciary Com- 
mittee on a number of times, I know 
that he would not in any way flee from 
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coming and telling what he knew. Gen- 
eral Mukasey, he has not been asked. 

There have been 7,600 documents pre- 
sented to the Oversight Committee, 
but yet we will be on the floor tomor- 
row in a purely personal relating of 
why Attorney General Holder, a life- 
long law enforcement officer, the sen- 
ior officer of the United States, the one 
who has come riding in and helping the 
most vulnerable in the United States, 
those who cannot get to vote, the dis- 
abled, and others who have been denied 
by the oppressive rules that have been 
passed by many States. 

Thank God for the Federal Govern- 
ment and the attorney general of the 
United States. If it had not been for 
him, I would not be standing here be- 
cause I would have still been bent down 
in the Deep South with hoses on top of 
me because the General of the United 
States in the 1960s and the Department 
of Justice came in and helped Dr. Mar- 
tin Luther King after Bull Connor 
turned those hoses on in Birmingham. 

Tomorrow we malign the very officer 
that has come to the aid of any Amer- 
ican, those whose homes are being fore- 
closed. This General led a massive set- 
tlement to be able to stand and to be 
able to provide for the most vulnerable 
of Americans. 

Congress has the responsibility of 
creating jobs, of passing an important 
transportation HUD bill that will pro- 
vide housing and rebuilding of our 
highways and freeways. Tomorrow we 
will stop and pause and begin to call 
each other names and to take a man 
whose very life has been in public serv- 
ice, who has led the Department of Jus- 
tice with dignity and respect, who has 
answered questions, who has prepared, 
who has appeared before us with a de- 
meanor that is respective of his posi- 
tion. All I ask is that we not bring this 
to the floor and cooler heads will come 
and sit down and resolve the remaining 
documents. 

For the love of this Nation, for the 
patriotism and the honor of serving in 
the United States Congress, I beg of 
this Speaker and this House: Do not go 
down the pathway of contempt. I beg of 
you to raise this House to a level of 
dignity. 


EE 
THERE GOES THE RULE OF LAW 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. GOHMERT) for 5 minutes. 

Mr. GOHMERT. Mr. Speaker, I appre- 
ciate the comments of my friend from 
Texas. We do have some disagreements, 
but I want to go back to the issue of 
jobs. 

People are hurting. Without jobs, the 
unemployment has been higher than 
the President said it would ever get if 
we would just simply give him about a 
trillion dollars to give away to his 
friends, that that would make it all 
better. Well, it didn’t. 
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What we’ve seen over and over from 
this administration is a complete dis- 
regard for the rule of law. When you 
look at all the people who have been 
drawn into this country illegally, in 
violation of our immigration laws— 
even though there is no country in the 
world that allows the immigration that 
this country does and the wide open 
gates that we do. But we do have pa- 
rameters. 

We’ve been told there may be a bil- 
lion, billion and a half people who want 
to come to this country. If they did all 
at once, they would overwhelm us, and 
there would be no country for others to 
come to. 

Why do so many want to come here? 
It’s because we’ve always had regard 
for the rule of law. When there were 
those who would ignore the rule of law 
and put partisan and personal benefit 
above the law, eventually they had to 
account. Some have gotten away, but 
this country has done a better job of 
being fair across the board than any 
other country in history. That’s why so 
many want to come here, because 
we’ve had more jobs, a better economy, 
and made more advancements than any 
country in history. 

Yet, on the issue of immigration, this 
President stands up and announces 
we’re going to ignore the law, just as 
he did on marriage. There is a proper 
law that was signed into law by Presi- 
dent Bill Clinton, enacted by Congress, 
upheld, and he says we’re going to ig- 
nore that because we don’t like it. 
There goes the rule of law. 

When it comes to ObamaCare, we’ve 
passed this law. But you know what? 
So many of the people that pushed this 
through and rammed it down the 
throats of America, they’re asking for 
waivers and they’re good friends, so 
we’re going to give them waivers so 
they can ignore the rule of law. 

How about the auto bailout? Ignored. 
The bankruptcy law? It ignored the 
Constitution and took away dealer- 
ships and gave them to others. This 
was a place where the rule of law was 
completely ignored. 

Then this President stands up and 
says: Not only are we going to ignore 
the rule of law, duly passed law, but as 
I speak, I will create law. I now speak 
into effect new work visas and work 
permits that have never existed. But 
just as the ancient pharaohs or the 
leaders of the ancient world, as I speak, 
so it must be. I’m speaking into effect 
new work permits. I’m speaking into 
effect an ignoring of the laws that were 
duly passed. I’m speaking into effect a 
chance to give them jobs that Ameri- 
cans are hurting and trying to get. 

We also have an Attorney General 
who was not only asked about Fast and 
Furious, he was asked about Justice 
Kagan on the Supreme Court: Are you 
aware of any instances during Justice 
Kagan’s tenure as Solicitor General of 
the United States in which information 
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related to patient protection and af- 
fordable care and/or litigation related 
thereto was related or provided? He re- 
fused to answer. 

When did your staff begin removing 
Solicitor General Kagan from meetings 
in this matter? On what basis did you 
take this action? On what other mat- 
ters was such action taken? 
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Look, the rule of law required that 
when it turned out there were possibly 
thousands of abuses of the national se- 
curity letter in a Republican adminis- 
tration, I picked up the phone, called 
the chief of staff of my President, and 
said, This is unforgivable. We need a 
new Attorney General. Where is my 
friend across the aisle who will step up 
and say, the rule of law is too impor- 
tant? 

We have Justice Kagan, who is ignor- 
ing law 28 U.S.C. 455 that says, You 
must disqualify yourself in any case in 
which your impartiality might reason- 
ably be questioned. It must be reason- 
ably expected that either she ignored 
the law, did not do her job as Solicitor 
General, was totally negligent, or she 
did her job, and she should not have sat 
on this case. She should have disquali- 
fied. 

I beg and plead for my colleagues 
across the aisle to step up, as I did 
when the Attorney General was respon- 
sible for presiding over an injustice, 
and call for her resignation. It is con- 
temptuous of Congress. 


EE 


SOME DAYS ARE BETTER THAN 
OTHERS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Illinois (Mr. DAVIS) for 5 minutes. 

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
U2 has a song, “Some Days Are Better 
Than Others.” The lyrics go something 
like this: 

Some days are dry. Some days are leaky. 
Some days come clean. Other days are 
sneaky. Some days take less, but most days 
take more. Some slip through your fingers 
and onto the floor. 

Well, Mr. Speaker, today it is cer- 
tainly threatening to slip through onto 
the floor. The House is apparently pre- 
paring for an unprecedented floor vote 
to hold a sitting Attorney General, the 
Nation’s chief law enforcement officer, 
in contempt. The path that has led us 
to this sorry day is so long, so bizarre, 
so tortuous, so fantastical, so unbeliev- 
able that it stretches the imagination 
of individuals to try to make some 
sense out of our actions. 

The Oversight Committee started out 
investigating the so-called ‘‘gun walk- 
ing? which was initiated under the 
Bush administration. The Department 
of Justice produced thousands of pages 
of documents. The Attorney General 
testified nine times, and the com- 
mittee found no wrongdoing by the At- 
torney General. 
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So the committee majority turned 
its attention to a February 4, 2011, let- 
ter sent by the Department of Justice 
to Senator GRASSLEY, initially denying 
allegations of gun walking. The DOJ 
acknowledged the errors in the letter 
to Senator GRASSLEY and provided 
more than 1,300 pages of internal docu- 
ments showing how the letter came to 
be drafted. The documents dem- 
onstrated that the staff did not inten- 
tionally mislead Congress but relied on 
assurances from ATF leaders and offi- 
cials in Arizona who ran the operation. 

Did the committee call the head of 
the ATF, Ken Melson, to testify as to 
how this happened, as Democratic 
members of the committee requested? 
The answer is no. Did the committee 
call former Attorney General Mukasey, 
who was briefed on the botched effort 
to coordinate arms interdiction with 
Mexico in 2007? The answer is no. 

Instead, the majority members de- 
manded more internal deliberative doc- 
uments from the Department of Jus- 
tice after the Grassley letter had been 
sent. Instead, the committee leader- 
ship made an ever-escalating series of 
allegations regarding the involvement 
of the White House, documented in 
YouTube videos and news clips viewed 
on the Internet, which were subse- 
quently withdrawn. The committee 
leadership has refused the Attorney 
General’s offer to resolve the conflict. 

The President has now claimed exec- 
utive privilege over a very narrow 
group of documents from the Depart- 
ment of Justice in response to Chair- 
man ISSA’s threat to hold the Attorney 
General in contempt of Congress. This 
is the first time the President has 
claimed executive privilege, in sharp 
contrast to recent previous Presidents 
who used the claim on numerous occa- 
sions in similar circumstances. 

Should the House continue to pursue 
this irresponsible action, it is likely 
that it would lead to many years of ju- 
dicial action and would, of course, fur- 
ther poison the highly charged partisan 
atmosphere leading up to the elections 
and critical decisions regarding the 
Federal budget and all of the other 
things that we really seriously need to 
deal with. 

So I join with others who are asking 
the Speaker, who are imploring this 
House not to take such an irresponsible 
vote, not to take an irresponsible ac- 
tion, but to sit with the Attorney Gen- 
eral, and let’s resolve the conflict be- 
tween the House and the executive 
branch. That’s what reasonable people 
would do. 


Í a 

DARK MONEY DONORS, SHOW 
YOURSELVES 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 


Chair recognizes the gentleman from 

Arizona (Mr. GRIJALVA) for 5 minutes. 
Mr. GRIJALVA. Mr. Speaker, money 

has taken over our political process. 
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Big corporations and high-rolling polit- 
ical schemers tell us everything is still 
mom and apple pie, and there’s nothing 
to worry about. 

But some of us have seen the effects 
of these hidden million-dollar dark 
money donations. We’ve seen the ads 
that tell you what to think and who to 
vote for, without telling you who’s 
talking. We’ve seen the multimillion- 
dollar lawsuits that help elite cor- 
porate interests, without explaining 
who’s paying the bill. We’ve seen more 
and more elections bought and paid for 
by the only people who can afford it. 
And those people are not us. 

It’s time to start naming names and 
asking why these people won’t tell us 
who they are. We must start to fight 
back and ask them what they have to 
hide. 

A front group called the National 
Federation of Independent Business is 
suing to block the Affordable Care Act. 
The president of the group says he’s 
doing this to help small businesses. 
When I and my colleague Representa- 
tive KEITH ELLISON wrote him a letter, 
asking him who his members are, he 
refused to answer. We asked him who 
gave him several recent million-dollar- 
plus donations that have helped fund 
the lawsuit; he refused to answer. We 
asked him why Karl Rove’s Crossroads 
GPS political group gave him $3.7 mil- 
lion just when he initiated the lawsuit; 
he refused to answer. And he thinks 
that’s good enough. Well, it’s not. 

NFIB has never liked answering ques- 
tions. In 2006, according to an article in 
the Nashville Scene, the organization 
claimed 600,000 member businesses na- 
tionwide. Today on its Web site, it 
claims about 300,000. But when we 
asked NFIB to disclose where its 
money comes from, instead of pro- 
viding us the courtesy of a written re- 
sponse, the group told the press that 
its membership has been growing by 
leaps and bounds since the lawsuit 
began. It described shrinking by 50 per- 
cent as big, new expansion, and it said 
new members had made small dona- 
tions that covered the cost of this com- 
plex lawsuit before the Supreme Court. 

In other words, NFIB won’t tell us 
the truth about who it represents or 
how big it is. What does it have to 
hide? 

Our democracy has always been 
about people. It’s been about individ- 
uals and families making choices about 
who represents their interests. It’s 
about what kind of country we want to 
live in, not about what kind of country 
the very wealthy want to choose for us. 

Today, as we prepare for the Supreme 
Court ruling on the Affordable Care 
Act, millions of Americans with pre- 
existing health conditions, with sick 
children, with long-term medical 
needs, and with no insurance stand to- 
gether on one side. A front group with 
bottomless pockets that won’t explain 
its motives sits on the other. 
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Mr. Speaker, this is not what our de- 
mocracy is supposed to be about. Our 
Founding Fathers did not believe 
wealth makes a man more important 
than his neighbor. They didn’t believe 
money is more important than the dig- 
nity of the individual. They didn’t be- 
lieve that any company or any organi- 
zation is entitled to a special set of 
rules. And they certainly didn’t believe 
that an incorporated business entity is 
the same thing as a human being. 

There is no reason we have to accept 
the choices that the very, very wealthy 
few in this country are making for the 
rest us. Today we stand up to be count- 
ed, and we demand that dark money 
donations come to light; that anyone 
who wants to influence our democracy 
step forward and state his name for the 
record and be honest and transparent 
with the American people. 
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Democracy is not for sale, and an 
election should not be an auction. I’m 
proud to be on the floor today and say 
that I am on the side of people that 
want disclosure, want fair elections, 
and are tired of the influence of dark 
money in our collective democracy. 

I challenge those front groups to 
“put up” or “shut up.” Tell us who’s 
funding you and what you really want. 
It’s about 4 months and a little more 
time until America elects a new Con- 
gress and a President. Let the voters 
decide. They know where I stand. And 
we want these front groups to tell us 
where they stand, where they get their 
money, who they are, and who they 
represent. 

The American people in this great de- 
mocracy of ours should make the 
choice whether we like it or not. The 
influence by a very few secretive 
groups that are fronting for others 
should not be the ones that decide who 
represents the American people, who 
will run this country, and who will set 
the priorities for this country. 


ES 


IN OPPOSITION TO THE HOLDER 
CONTEMPT RESOLUTION 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
American Samoa (Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA) 
for 5 minutes. 

Mr. FALEOMAVAEHGA. Mr. Speaker, 
I rise today in strong opposition to this 
resolution to hold in contempt Attor- 
ney General of the United States Mr. 
Eric Holder. This contempt resolution 
does no good in moving along the in- 
vestigation of the gun-walking oper- 
ations across our borders nor in the in- 
vestigation of the death of Border Pa- 
trol Agent Brian Terry, whose killing 
was associated with the recovery of 
two firearms linked with Operation 
Fast and Furious. 

Last year, the House Oversight Com- 
mittee initiated an investigation into 
allegations of this operation in the Bu- 
reau of Alcohol, Tobacco, and Firearms 
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and Explosives, or ATF, field division 
in Arizona. Over the past year, the 
committee has extended its investiga- 
tion by requesting thousands of pages 
of documents from the Department of 
Justice and interviewing about two 
dozen officials. In response, the Depart- 
ment has made extraordinary at- 
tempts, in my opinion, to accommo- 
date these requests by submitting over 
almost 8,000 pages of documents. Attor- 
ney General Holder has also testified 
before the committee about nine times 
on this matter. 

But the current contempt debate has 
lost its focus. This debate is no longer 
about gun-walking and Operation Fast 
and Furious. Having already discovered 
that Fast and Furious was the fourth 
in a series of gun-walking operations 
run by ATF’s Phoenix field division in 
Arizona, dating back from the time of 
former President George W. Bush’s ad- 
ministration, and finding no evidence 
of wrongdoing on the part of the Attor- 
ney General, the committee is now 
turning their focus to a single letter 
sent by the Department of Justice’s Of- 
fice of Legislative Affairs to Senator 
GRASSLEY on February 4, 2011, which 
initially denied allegations of gun- 
walking. 

The Department has acknowledged 
that its letter was inaccurate and has 
formally withdrawn the letter. The De- 
partment has also turned over 1,300 
pages of internal deliberative docu- 
ments relating to how it was drafted, 
showing that staffers who drafted the 
letter relied on inaccurate assurances 
from ATF leaders and officials in Ari- 
zona who ran the operation. Again, the 
focus has shifted from the real matter 
of investigation and bringing justice to 
Agent Brian Terry’s family. 

During the 16-month investigation, 
the committee refused all Democratic 
requests for key witnesses and hear- 
ings, as well as requests to interview 
any Bush administration appointees. 
For example, the committee refused a 
public hearing with Ken Melson, the 
head of ATF, as well as a hearing or 
even a private meeting with former At- 
torney General Mukasey. 

Attorney General Holder has worked 
in good faith, in my opinion, Mr. 
Speaker, to respond to the committee’s 
requests and even met with the bipar- 
tisan leaders from both Chambers last 
week, offering to provide additional 
documents regarding the Fast and Fu- 
rious initiative. His offer was rejected, 
and even yet the committee has con- 
tinue to move the goal posts by de- 
manding additional internal delibera- 
tive documents from after the Feb- 
ruary 4 letter that is now in question. 

Mr. Speaker, this resolution is the 
concluding step of what has turned out 
to be, in my opinion, an unfair process 
of defaming a public servant who has 
thus far made all good-faith efforts to 
cooperate with the Oversight Com- 
mittee. 
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Mr. Speaker, to suggest that today’s 
debate and deliberations on this pro- 
posed contempt resolution against At- 
torney General Holder is a profound ex- 
ample of democracy at its best may 
also be considered a sad day—a sad day 
for our Nation and a recognition of the 
fact that there has been a failure of the 
system to function properly. 

I would respectfully urge the Speaker 
not to bring this resolution to the floor 
and allow the leadership of both sides 
of the Oversight Committee not to give 
up, and continue the dialogue, continue 
the deliberation, and not to question 
the motives and integrity of our col- 
leagues on the committee, but solve 
the problem that is before us today, 
Mr. Speaker. 


EE 
WORLD REFUGEE DAY 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Georgia (Mr. JOHNSON) for 5 minutes. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. Today, Mr. 
Speaker, I rise to give a special tribute 
to those fathers and their families who 
have come to America as refugees, es- 
caping the harsh political and eco- 
nomic conditions in their home coun- 
tries. On June 20, we celebrated World 
Refugee Day. Like many of our fore- 
fathers, refugees came to America hop- 
ing for a better life. Refugees receive 
sanctuary in the United States because 
they are in harm’s way, they cannot re- 
turn home safely, and they have no- 
where else to turn. 

For generations, we have resettled 
millions of refugees from all over the 
world. They have come from many 
backgrounds and ethnicities. America 
has offered sanctuary to countless 
Jews, Eastern Europeans, and many 
others displaced during World War II. 
We have welcomed people from Cuba, 
Vietnam, and other Asian countries 
who were fleeing repressive regimes. 

In my home State of Georgia, I have 
seen how refugees have become an 
asset, contributing to the local econ- 
omy and to the local culture. Accord- 
ing to data from the Matching Grant 
Program, on average, 85 percent of ref- 
ugee families in Georgia are self-suffi- 
cient 180 days after arrival. 

Many Americans know the remark- 
able story of the Lost Boys of Sudan. 
Thousands of Sudanese boys were dis- 
placed and separated from their fami- 
lies during the second Sudanese civil 
war between 1983 and 2005. They trav- 
eled by foot for weeks and sometimes 
years to refugee camps in Ethiopia and 
Kenya just to survive. Their resilience 
and hard work should be an example 
for us all. 

Defying all odds, these young men 
pursued their dream of getting an edu- 
cation in America and grew to become 
productive members of my congres- 
sional district in Scottdale and 
Clarkston, Georgia. Nonprofit organi- 
zations such as Refugee Family Serv- 
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ices and RRSIA, located in my district, 
provide refugees with the resources 
they need to become self-sufficient and 
adapt to life here in America. 

Thanks to services provided by these 
organizations, Ram, a young man who 
grew up in a Nepali refugee camp, was 
awarded a prestigious Gates Millen- 
nium Scholarship, a full 4-year scholar- 
ship to any college in the country. 
Ram chose to remain close to his fam- 
ily in Georgia, and he is attending 
Georgia Tech and plans to become a 
doctor. 

So as we celebrate and recognize 
World Refugee Day this month, let us 
take a moment to think of those refu- 
gees, and let us recognize those organi- 
zations and volunteers working tire- 
lessly every day helping refugees build 
a better future for generations to 
come. Let us also be proud as Ameri- 
cans for following our age-old tradition 
of welcoming those who have lost al- 
most everything, but have found in our 
great country a promise for a better to- 
morrow. 
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Moreover, let us celebrate the gen- 
erosity of the American people who 
have granted to refugees the best gift 
of all—freedom and hope. 

So I ask all of my colleagues not to 
cut funding for refugees just to score 
cheap political points. Let us instead 
embrace refugees. Except for Native 
Americans, we are all descendants of 
progenitors who came here under some 
form of duress. Let us uphold our bet- 
ter nature of compassion and kindness 
that lies at the heart of who we are as 
Americans. 


EE 


RECESS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 12(a) of rule I, the Chair 
declares the House in recess until noon 
today. 

Accordingly (at 11 o’clock and 21 
minutes a.m.), the House stood in re- 
cess. 


——— 
1200 


AFTER RECESS 


The recess having expired, the House 
was called to order by the Speaker at 
noon. 


i—i 


PRAYER 


The Chaplain, the Reverend Patrick 
J. Conroy, offered the following prayer: 

Loving God, we give You thanks for 
giving us another day. 

As the energy and tensions of the 
Second Session gather, may there be 
peace among the Members of the peo- 
ple’s House. Grant that all might be 
confident in the mission they have 
been given and buoyed by the spirit of 
our ancestors who built our Republic 
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through many trials and contentious 
debates. May all strive with noble sin- 
cerity for the betterment of our Na- 
tion. 

Many centuries ago, You blessed 
Abraham for his welcome to strangers 
by the oaks of Mamre. Bless this 
Chamber this day with the same spirit 
of hospitality, so that all Americans 
might know that in the people’s House 
all voices are respected, even those 
with whom there is disagreement. 

May all that is done be for Your 
greater honor and glory. 

Amen. 


ee 


THE JOURNAL 


The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam- 
ined the Journal of the last day’s pro- 
ceedings and announces to the House 
his approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour- 
nal stands approved. 


m 


PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 


The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman 
from Colorado (Mr. COFFMAN) come for- 
ward and lead the House in the Pledge 
of Allegiance. 

Mr. COFFMAN of Colorado led the 
Pledge of Allegiance as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub- 
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 


EE 
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 


The SPEAKER. The Chair will enter- 
tain up to 15 requests for 1-minute 
speeches on each side of the aisle. 


a 
OUR NATION IS ANXIOUSLY 
AWAITING DECISION ON 
OBAMACARE 
(Mr. WILSON of South Carolina 


asked and was given permission to ad- 
dress the House for 1 minute and to re- 
vise and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, Americans will find out what 
we’ve been anxiously awaiting for the 
past 2 years: whether or not the gov- 
ernment health care takeover bill is 
constitutional. Tomorrow, at 10 a.m., 
people across the Nation will be closely 
watching and listening as the Supreme 
Court delivers its opinion. 

In efforts to rally her party for 
ObamaCare, former House Speaker 
NANCY PELOSI outraged Americans at a 
press conference by stating, “We have 
to pass the bill so we can find out 
what’s in it.” The American people 
now know this bill, and they over- 
whelmingly disapprove of this bill, 
which the National Federation of Inde- 
pendent Business reveals will destroy 
1.6 million jobs. 

It is my hope that the Supreme Court 
will side with the best interests of the 
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American people and overturn the job- 
destroying, out-of-control spending, 
and overreaching government health 
care takeover bill, which will hurt sen- 
ior citizens with waiting lists, ration- 
ing, and denial of service. 

In conclusion, God bless our troops, 
and we will never forget September the 
11th in the global war on terrorism. 

Congratulations, Tom Rice of Myrtle 
Beach. 


EE 


OPPOSING CONTEMPT CITATION 
AGAINST THE HONORABLE ERIC 
H. HOLDER, JR., ATTORNEY GEN- 
ERAL OF THE UNITED STATES 


(Mr. CONNOLLY of Virginia asked 
and was given permission to address 
the House for 1 minute and to revise 
and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. CONNOLLY of Virginia. Madam 
Speaker, tomorrow we risk bringing 
dishonor to this House. 

For Members who revere Congress as 
the legislative branch of government, 
the majority’s irresponsible and un- 
precedented contempt vote is just an- 
other sad chapter in our recent institu- 
tional decline. I implore my colleagues 
to give careful consideration as to 
whether we truly want the 112th Con- 
gress to become the first in history to 
hold a sitting Cabinet member in con- 
tempt of Congress. 

Do we really want our legacy to be 
establishing one of the most partisan 
House of Representatives of all time, so 
clouded in judgment, so besotted with 
rancor and partisanship, that we are 
incapable of addressing vital separa- 
tion of powers conflicts in a serious 
and fair fashion? 

Further negotiations with the De- 
partment of Justice and the Attorney 
General are clearly available if we 
want a solution. I urge my colleagues 
to join me in restoring honor and dig- 
nity to this House by opposing the nu- 
clear option: a contempt citation. 


EEE 


SMALL BUSINESS LENDING FOR 
JOBS ACT OF 2012 


(Mr. COFFMAN of Colorado asked 
and was given permission to address 
the House for 1 minute and to revise 
and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. COFFMAN of Colorado. An im- 
portant part of the continued viability 
of our Nation’s small businesses is 
their access to capital. To foster this 
access, we need to provide community 
financial institutions with responsible 
regulatory relief so they can increase 
lending to small businesses. 

That is why, today, I have introduced 
the Small Business Lending for Jobs 
Act of 2012. This bipartisan legislation 
will allow community banks to spread 
losses in commercial real estate over a 
7-year period. This will allow banks to 
retain more capital and use these funds 
to make new loans to small businesses 
in their communities. 
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The bill also establishes a dual mis- 
sion for Federal banking regulators 
and the Consumer Financial Protection 
Bureau, mandating these entities pro- 
mote credit availability so long as that 
credit is provided in a safe and sound 
manner. This will bring a greater bal- 
ance to banking regulations. A dual 
mission will lead to regulators fac- 
toring in the impact on banks, commu- 
nities, and customers in making their 
decision. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
bipartisan Small Business Lending for 
Jobs Act of 2012. 


a 
AMERICA’S CUP 


(Mr. CICILLINE asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. CICILLINE. Madam Speaker, I 
rise today to recognize the work being 
done in my home State of Rhode Island 
as we host the final leg of the inau- 
gural America’s Cup World Series, an 
incredible boost to our tourism econ- 
omy and a great moment for our State. 

Teams of competitors and spectators 
from around the world have come to 
Newport for the America’s Cup World 
Series, which according to some esti- 
mates is expected to bring in $70 mil- 
lion for our State’s economy. 

Although Newport hosted the Amer- 
ica’s Cup from 1930 to 1983, this marks 
the first time in history that America’s 
Cup races are actually being held in- 
side Narragansett Bay. 

The opportunity to host a leg of this 
year’s America’s Cup not only provides 
a source of real economic benefit for 
our State, but also an intangible level 
of pride for all Rhode Islanders. 

Thank you to the organizers for their 
hard work. I wish the competitors good 
luck, and to all those likely to benefit 
from the enormous economic impact of 
these events, much success. 


EE 


BAXTER BOMB SQUAD 
RECOGNITION 


(Mr. CRAWFORD asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Madam Speaker, I 
rise today to honor the members of the 
Mountain Home High School FIRST 
Robotics team, first known as the 
“Baxter Bomb Squad,’’ who recently 
won the For Inspiration and Recogni- 
tion of Science and Technology cham- 
pionship. The team was made up of 22 
students and 14 adults, including sev- 
eral pairs of father-and-son teams. 

Together they spent hundreds of 
hours building a robot, which competed 
in the Rebound Rumble, a basketball- 
inspired game. The team competed in 
front of an audience of 30,000 people 
and against more than 400 other teams. 

The Baxter Bomb Squad has been 
competing for 17 years, and for the 
very first time this year, they won the 
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championship. They were sponsored by 
local businesses, including Baxter 
Healthcare and Mountain Home High 
School. 

The For Inspiration and Recognition 
of Science and Technology champion- 
ship has helped influence thousands of 
students throughout the country to 
pursue higher education in engineering 
and related scientific fields. Students 
who participated in this competition 
are 50 percent more likely to attend 
college and twice as likely to major in 
science and engineering. 

Congratulations to the Baxter Bomb 
Squad. Best of luck of luck for years to 
come. 


EE 
ORAL CHEMOTHERAPY 


(Mr. HIGGINS asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. HIGGINS. Madam Speaker, every 
day more and more cancer patients 
across the country are denied coverage 
for smart drugs because insurance com- 
panies refuse to cover them. 

A resident in my district called my 
office last month to say that her insur- 
ance company refused to cover an oral 
chemotherapy drug she was prescribed 
to fight her cancer because her policy 
only covered generic drugs. 

Madam Speaker, the insurance para- 
digm has not kept pace with the 
science, and this is unacceptable. That 
is why I have introduced H.R. 2746, the 
Cancer Drug Coverage Parity Act, to 
mandate parity in coverage for all 
forms of chemotherapy, whether 
they’re administered orally or through 
the vein. 

I urge colleagues to support this leg- 
islation because cancer treatment 
should be determined by a physician, 
not by arbitrary and outdated insur- 
ance policies. 


a 
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REAL HEALTH CARE REFORM 


(Mr. BROUN of Georgia asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. BROUN of Georgia. Madam 
Speaker, more than 2 years ago, the 
President signed into law one of the 
most egregious attacks upon our free- 
dom that this Nation has ever seen. 
Two years later, almost 60 percent of 
the American people still want to see 
ObamaCare repealed before the price of 
their health care goes up even more 
than it already has. Believe me, if we 
let this law take effect as planned, 
costs will skyrocket, and millions of 
Americans will lose their insurance al- 
together. 

On top of restrictive mandates, high- 
er taxes, Medicare cuts, and more gov- 
ernment overreach, ObamaCare is flat 
out unconstitutional. We simply can- 
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not force the American people to buy 
health insurance if they don’t want it. 
I’m hopeful that tomorrow the Su- 
preme Court will do its job and apply 
the Constitution as our Founding Fa- 
thers intended. 

I look forward to repealing 
ObamaCare and getting started on real 
health care reform, as soon as the 
court reaches a decision. 


EE 
POLITICAL VENDETTA 


(Mrs. MALONEY asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mrs. MALONEY. Madam Speaker, 
with so few days left in this legislative 
session, this is a time when we could be 
talking about how to help create jobs, 
improve education, and lower the def- 
icit. That is surely what the American 
people really care about. 

Instead, the greatest deliberative 
body in the world is quarreling about 
bringing a contempt charge to the floor 
of Congress against the Attorney Gen- 
eral. It has never happened before. And 
let’s be clear: it’s not about finding the 
truth or creating reforms or finding 
out how gun walking started. We know 
how that started—it started under the 
Bush administration. 

What this is about is just the Repub- 
lican leadership pursuing single- 
mindedly a political vendetta, a polit- 
ical obsession. Like Ahab going after 
the great white whale, they are hoping 
to spill political blood. 

This is the type of gamesmanship and 
partisanship that understandably 
makes the American people lose faith 
in their Congress and in their leaders. 

Tomorrow, if it comes to the floor, 
vote “no” and let’s get back to work on 
the real problems. 


EE 


A FAST AND FURIOUS ATTACK 


(Mr. COHEN asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. COHEN. Madam Speaker, tomor- 
row the House is intending to vote on 
the contempt of our outstanding Attor- 
ney General, Eric Holder. It’s because 
the Republicans have been obsessed 
with Fast and Furious. 

Fast and Furious was a plan that 
went awry. It was started by the Bush 
administration, and it went awry. It 
was fatally flawed, and it resulted in 
the tragic death of a border agent. But 
nothing in this resolution will get to 
the bottom of it, and nothing will 
change it. 

The fact is Fast and Furious is mis- 
named. Fast and furious is what the 
Republicans—starting with Senator 
MITCH MCCONNELL—have been doing 
since President Obama was elected. In 
a fast and furious way they’ve tried to 
do everything they can to taint the 
President of the United States and to 
taint anybody associated with him. 
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That’s what they are doing with Eric 
Holder. They want to blemish him and 
blemish the President. 

Their fast and furious attack on the 
health care bill, which will save lives 
in America, and on this administra- 
tion, is shameless. We should be cre- 
ating jobs, helping the middle class, 
and putting America on the road to re- 
covery. Instead, what we’ve been doing 
is a fast and furious attack on this ad- 
ministration. 


EEE 
A POLITICAL WITCH HUNT 


(Mrs. CHRISTENSEN asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
her remarks.) 

Mrs. CHRISTENSEN. Madam Speak- 
er, while we have decried bullying in 
our schools, unfortunately it’s going on 
right here in this House. 

Tomorrow, the Issa resolution hold- 
ing our Attorney General in contempt 
is to come to the floor, and I urge my 
colleagues to put an end to this totally 
politically inspired attack on Attorney 
General Holder and President Obama’s 
administration. 

Thousands of documents have been 
produced, many interviews have been 
held, and Mr. Holder has testified be- 
fore Congress nine times on the oper- 
ation Fast and Furious, which was 
started in Arizona no less, and under 
President Bush’s administration. 
Democrats were not allowed one wit- 
ness or a hearing that would have made 
this a fair, balanced, and likely closed 
investigation. 

At the end of this extreme, unprece- 
dented, partisan attack on the current 
administration, which is what it’s all 
about and what can only be called a po- 
litical witch hunt, what you will find 
in Attorney General Eric Holder is an 
intelligent, competent, patriotic, dedi- 
cated, and humble public servant who 
is upholding the integrity of his office 
and serving this country with honor. 

Madam Speaker, I urge the House not 
to sully the history and decorum of 
this body with this first-ever vote to 
hold a sitting Attorney General in con- 
tempt. 


Ee 


SHAMEFUL 


(Mr. CLAY asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. CLAY. Madam Speaker, tomor- 
row this House is about to do some- 
thing unprecedented and unwarranted. 
Motivated solely by politics, the lead- 
ership of this House is planning to 
smear a dedicated public servant. 

For the first time in our history, 
they are planning to hold the Attorney 
General of the United States in con- 
tempt of Congress. This is shameful. 
Not even during the nakedly partisan 
speakership of Newt Gingrich has this 
House even considered such a resolu- 
tion. But even more shameful is that 
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they are ignoring the real issue, the 
easily available assault weapons and 
the gun related violence that continues 
unabated in this country. 

Madam Speaker, they need to put 
aside politics and start caring about 
the safety of all of our citizens. 


EE 


INVEST IN JOBS AND OUR 
INFRASTRUCTURE 


(Mr. HIMES asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. HIMES. Madam Speaker, I live in 
the Village of Cos Cob, Connecticut, 
where years ago a major bridge span- 
ning the Mianus Harbor on Route 95 
fell into the Mianus Harbor, killing a 
number of people, devastating the qual- 
ity of life in the area, and hurting busi- 
nesses up and down the coastline. 

It fell into Mianus Harbor because we 
failed to invest in our transportation 
infrastructure. We failed to do some- 
thing that we all understand is critical 
to our economy and just plain good 
sense. 

On June 30, thousands of projects— 
like keeping the Mianus Harbor Bridge 
intact—will come to a halt because 
this House will not approve a reauthor- 
ization of the transportation bill. 
That’s bad economics. It’s bad for jobs, 
and it’s bad for safety. 

What do we do? Seventy-four Sen- 
ators, lots of Republicans, and lots of 
Democrats, passed a 2-year bill that 
would keep the funding going and pre- 
serve or save or create 2 million jobs. 
But not in this House. No. In this 
House we’ve got to get the President to 
approve Keystone. We should do that, 
but let’s do it separately and invest in 
jobs and our infrastructure. 


i—i 


RECOGNIZING THE VALUE OF THE 
AFFORDABLE CARE ACT 


(Ms. HANABUSA asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Ms. HANABUSA. Madam Speaker, 
tomorrow the United States Supreme 
Court is expected to rule on the con- 
stitutionality of the Affordable Care 
Act. 

Let us all step back and recognize 
those portions that people like. These 
are the highlights: For seniors, it 
closes the infamous doughnut hole for 
prescription drugs. This means, to 
date, about 5.3 million seniors have ex- 
perienced savings of $3.7 billion. That 
doughnut hole will close completely by 
the year 2020. 

For women, we no longer are going to 
suffer the discrimination against us. 
Ninety percent of the plans today 
charge more for women than they do 
for men for the same process. In 2014, 
this stops. Women can no longer be dis- 
criminated against for what they call 
preexisting conditions. Do you know 
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what these preexisting conditions are? 
Breast cancer, C-section and child- 
birth, pregnancy, victims of domestic 
abuse. 

And there will be a ban on maximum 
coverage in your lifetime for medical 
care. You will no longer need to have a 
referral to go see an OB/GYN. Children 
will also benefit. 

Madam Speaker, let’s all recognize 
the value of the Affordable Care Act. 


EE 


WE HAVE TO PUT OUR HEADS 
TOGETHER 


(Mrs. DAVIS of California asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend her remarks.) 

Mrs. DAVIS of California. Madam 
Speaker, if you know you’re approach- 
ing a cliff, wouldn’t you take steps to 
avoid it? 

Consumer confidence is flagging. It’s 
flagging in part because some Members 
of the House have taken to brandishing 
the debt ceiling as a weapon designed 
to undercut economic growth. That 
just isn’t responsible. 

We have to put our heads together 
now to find a responsible way to cut 
spending and increase revenues rather 
than play the blame game. We cannot 
allow this year’s approaching fiscal cri- 
sis to go the way of the budget super- 
committee. That means both parties 
must find common ground. I know 
that’s what San Diegans expect. 

It is critical that we deal with our 
real problems. Those who are under- 
employed need jobs, doctors facing re- 
imbursement cuts must be paid, and 
everything cannot be paid for on the 
backs of the middle class. 


EE 
1220 
WELCOMING HIS HOLINESS, 
HAZRAT MIRZA MASROOR 


AHMAD TO THE CAPITOL 


(Mr. SHERMAN asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. SHERMAN. Madam Speaker, it is 
my honor today to welcome to the 
House of Representatives His Holiness, 
Hazrat Mirza Masroor Ahmad. He is 
with us today in the gallery. His Holi- 
ness is the worldwide spiritual leader 
of the Ahmadiyya Muslim community, 
which has tens of millions of adherents 
around the world in 190 countries and 
tens of thousands of adherents here in 
the United States. 

Today at a historic event in the Gold 
Room of the Rayburn Building, we rec- 
ognized His Holiness’ commitment to 
world peace, to brotherhood, to justice, 
and to religious freedom. I am proud to 
join with my colleague from California, 
ZOE LOFGREN, and others in intro- 
ducing a resolution today in honor of 
His Holiness’ visit here to our Nation’s 
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Capitol. In the United States, the 
Ahmadi community is one of the oldest 
and most organized Islamic commu- 
nities. 

I also want to take this opportunity 
to recognize two distinguished leaders 
from Los Angeles, Dr. Asif Mahmood 
and Kareem Ahmed, who are also in 
the gallery here and who show such 
leadership of the Muslim community in 
the Los Angeles area. 

It is my honor to recognize His Holi- 
ness, to invite him to be with us here 
in the people’s House. And I want to 
commend the Ahmadi motto: ‘‘Love for 
all. Hatred for none.” 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Ms. Ros- 
LEHTINEN). Members should not refer 
to occupants of the gallery. In addi- 
tion, the Chair will remind all persons 
in the gallery that they are here as 
guests of the House and that any mani- 
festation of approval or disapproval of 
its proceedings is in violation of the 
rules of the House. 


EE 


CAP STUDENT LOAN INTEREST 
RATES 


(Mr. CLARKE of Michigan asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. CLARKE of Michigan. Madam 
Speaker, I will say to the American 
people, to the over 1 million online 
supporters of my legislation to forgive 
student loans, I want to thank you all 
for creating a national movement, a 
movement so strong that we are now 
demanding that this House and this 
Congress do something to cap student 
loan interest rates. But we can’t give 
up. We can’t stop there. We’ve got to 
cut this debt to bring people hope and 
to create jobs. 


EE 


NATIONAL DAIRY MONTH 


(Mr. COSTA asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. COSTA. Madam Speaker, every 
year, California dairies produce over 17 
billion pounds of milk products that 
provide families with affordable, nutri- 
ent-rich products that we consume. 
California is the Nation’s top milk-pro- 
ducing State, and much of the produc- 
tion takes place in the San Joaquin 
Valley, which I represent a part of. 
Many of these dairies in my district 
have been passed down from generation 
to generation, including the one that I 
grew up on in Kearney Park, near Fres- 
no, California. 

Over the last few years, dairy pro- 
ducers have seen milk prices continue 
to drop and feed prices increase and 
even skyrocket. In the coming weeks, 
the Ag Committee is slated to begin 
consideration of the 2012 farm bill. It is 
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my hope that we can find a way to 
bring more certainty in prices and pre- 
vent extreme market volatility to help 
our producers across the country stay 
afloat. 

As National Dairy Month comes to a 
close, I would like to commend our 
dairymen and -women for the work 
they do every day on the farm, 365 days 
a year, that allows families nationwide 
to enjoy the nutritious, cost-effective 
food that they are putting on our ta- 
bles. 


— EES 


40TH ANNIVERSARY OF THE 
MUNICH VICTIMS 


(Mr. ISRAEL asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. ISRAEL. Madam Speaker, sev- 
eral weeks ago, my friend from New 
York, Congressman HANNA, and I sent a 
bipartisan letter to the International 
Olympic Committee, asking them to 
hold a moment of silence during the 
opening ceremonies of this year’s 
Olympic Games in commemoration of 
the victims of the 1972 Munich mas- 
sacre. 

On September 5, 1972, 2 weeks after 
the start of the Olympic games in Mu- 
nich, members of a Palestinian ter- 
rorist group, Black September, broke 
into the Olympic Village. Eleven 
Israelis were killed in that massacre. 
Now, 40 years later, in London, we are 
convening another Olympic ceremony. 
We asked the International Olympic 
Committee to recognize this 40-year 
anniversary, and the response we got 
was, No. 

That is the wrong response, Madam 
Speaker. We, again, on a bipartisan 
basis, appealed to the International 
Olympic Committee in London, when 
these Olympics begin, to commemorate 
those Israelis who were massacred, 
which fits the ideals of the Olympics 
and, that is, international friendship 
and fraternity. 

Eleven lives were lost. We should re- 
member them in London when the 
Olympics convene. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE, Vol. 158, Pt. 7 


STOP STUDENT LOAN INTEREST 
RATES FROM DOUBLING 


(Ms. WILSON of Florida asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute.) 

Ms. WILSON of Florida. Madam 
Speaker, today I rise to draw attention 
to the fact that there are only 4 days 
left until Federal student loan interest 
rates double. On July 1, the interest 
rate for 7 million students could rise to 
6.8 percent. Failure to act and to act 
now would add $6.3 billion to students’ 
debt burdens in 1 year alone. 

Frankly, Madam Speaker, this rise in 
rates would happen at a time when our 
young people can least afford it. Our 
young people who are recent college 
graduates have the highest unemploy- 
ment rate of any age group in the Na- 
tion, and more of them are graduating 
with debt than ever before. In fact, 
two-thirds of the class of 2010 grad- 
uated with student loan debt. 

Madam Speaker, this is a real prob- 
lem. It should be solved now, and it 
shouldn’t be solved on the backs of the 
working class and the poor. I urge my 
colleagues to join me and do the right 
thing. Let’s stop the interest rates 
from doubling before it’s too late. 


EE 


PUBLIC SAFETY OFFICERS’ BENE- 
FITS IMPROVEMENTS ACT OF 
2012 


The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MCCLINTOCK). Pursuant to clause 8 of 
rule XX, the unfinished business is the 
question on suspending the rules and 
passing the bill (H.R. 4018) to improve 
the Public Safety Officers’ Benefits 
Program, as amended. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. SMITH) 
that the House suspend the rules and 
pass the bill, as amended. 

The question was taken; and (two- 
thirds being in the affirmative) the 
rules were suspended and the bill, as 
amended, was passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 
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TRANSPORTATION, HOUSING AND 
URBAN DEVELOPMENT, AND RE- 
LATED AGENCIES APPROPRIA- 
TIONS ACT, 2013 


GENERAL LEAVE 


Mr. LATHAM. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks and in- 
clude extraneous material on H.R. 5972 
and that I may include tabular mate- 
rial on the same. 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Iowa? 


There was no objection. 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to House Resolution 697 and rule 
XVIII, the Chair declares the House in 
the Committee of the Whole House on 
the state of the Union for the further 
consideration of the bill, H.R. 5972. 


Will the gentlewoman from Florida 
(Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN) kindly take the 
chair. 
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 


Accordingly, the House resolved 
itself into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union for the 
further consideration of the bill (H.R. 
5972) making appropriations for the De- 
partments of Transportation, and 
Housing and Urban Development, and 
related agencies for the fiscal year end- 
ing September 30, 2013, and for other 
purposes, with Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN (Act- 
ing Chair) in the chair. 


The Clerk read the title of the bill. 


The Acting CHAIR. When the Com- 
mittee of the Whole rose on Tuesday, 
June 26, 2012, the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Georgia (Mr. 
BROUN) had been disposed of, and the 
bill had been read through page 74, line 
6. 


Mr. LATHAM. Madam Chair, I sub- 
mit the following for the RECORD. 
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DEPARTMENTS OF TRANSPORTATION, AND HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT, AND RELATED AGENCIES 
APPROPRIATIONS BILL, 2013 (H.R. 5072) 
(Amounts in thousands) 


FY 2012 FY 2013 Bill vs. Bill vs. 
Enacted Request Bill Enacted Request 
TITLE I - DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Office of the Secretary 
Salaries and expensas..... ccc eee er etree eae eeee 102,481 110,460 108,277 +5,706 -2,173 
Immediate Office of the Secretary................ 4 {2,818} --- {2,835} (417) (+2635) 
Immediate Office of the Deputy Secretary......... X (984) --- {992} (+8) (+992) 
Office of the General Counsel....... ccc cree eee {19,515} -= (19,615) (+100) (+19,615) 
Office of the Under Secretary of Transportation 
for Pòl Oyaa i aeaee ete se oew nas 1d PAS oe HINES (10,107) -=-= (11,248) (+t, 449) (+11,248) 
Office of the Assistant Secretary for Budget 
and Programs ss. cece kek tir t ke ee aNd ee ee (10,538) --- {12,825} (42,287) (+12,825) 
Office of the Assistant Secretary for Governmental 
AL EOUES 0 5 us ley ute Heke Be enemas aye be Pence (2,500) --- {2,801} {+101} {+2,60} 
Office of the Assistant Secretary for 
Administration. seis ierr istir eran ee E TA (25,468) wee (27,095) (+1, 626) (+27, 095) 
Office of Public Affairs... ci cc cece ene (2,020) --- (2,034) (+14) (+2, 034) 
Office of the Executive Secretariat.............. ‘ {1,595} --- (1,701) (+106) (+1, 701) 
Office of Small and Disadvantaged Business 
Uttlizatiom asinasina en pee eres EEE i (1,369) see (1,539) (4170) (+1,539) 
Office of Intelligence, Security, and Emergency 
Response 25455555 pw kee oe oane sda eee eee eds va (10,778) --- (10, 875) (497) (410,875) 
Office of the Chief Information Officer......... “a (14,988) --- (15,417) {+129} (#18,417) 
Research and Development....... ccs cee cece e rene WYA cee 13,870 --- -= -43,670 
National Infrastructure Investments... i, occo A 500,000 500,000 --- -500,000 -500,000 
Livable Communities Initiative... 6... ee eee wee 5,000 see -= -5,000 
Financial Management Capital... 2.0.0... ce eee 4,990 . 10,000 10.000 +5,010 EER 
Cyber Security Initiatives. ... 0.2.0... ce eee > 410,000 6,000 6,000 -4,000 ube 
Office of Civil Rights.......... 06. ccc ec eens 9,364 9,773 9,773 +389 os: 
Transportation Planning, Research, and Development.... 9,000 10,000 8,000 -1,000 -2,000 
Working Capital Fund. ........ssarssanrererrporreerrren (172,000) --- {174.128} {+2,128) (+174,128) 
Minority Business Resource Center Program............. 922 1,285 1,285 +363 eee 
(Limitation on guaranteed Toans),............-..65 i (18,367) (21,955) (21,955) (+3,588) aes 
Minority Business Outreach. ... 6... 6 eee 3,068 3,234 3,234 +166 -~ 
Payments to Air Carriers (Airport & Airway Trust Fund) 143,000 114,000 114,000 -29,000 wee 
Rescission of excess compensation for general 
aviation operations.. .....s.sreoareedruartrrrne rroo -3,254 --- --- +3,254 noe 
Total, Office of the Secratary............6 cae 779,591 783,412 260,569 -519,022 -522,843 
Federal Aviation Administration 
Operatia: nerse ar els We Saeed eee ae Dat $,653,395 9,718,000 9,718,000 +64 ,605 wae 
Air traffic organization. .......... ccc eee eee (7,442,738) os: (7,813,850) (#71,112) (+7 813,850) 
Aviation Safetyei ccs. Fished deed eee vee ens ARENE (1,262,991) wee {1,255,000} (#2,009)  (+1,255,000} 
Commercial space transportation. ........--....000, (16,271) --- (16,700) (+428) (+16,700) 
Finance and management... 0.0.06. ccc eet eee {582,117} wee {573,591} (-8,526) {+573 5914} 
Human resources programs... ... 0.2... 0 eee eee (98 , 858) --- --- (-98 , 858) ose 
Staff offices: eTa nede NOAA EEn A NENEA {200,286} wee (298,795) (+98, 509) (+298, 795) 
NextCom maae ace eoa keke ads Sawin eepeasont (60,134) we (60,064) (-70) (+60, 064) 
Facilities and Equipment (Airport & Airway Trust Fund} 2,730,731 2,850,000 2,749,596 +18 , 865 -100,404 
Research, Engineering, and Development (Airport & 
Airway Trust Fund... 0... ee eee eee 187 , 556 180,000 175,000 +7,444 -5,000 
R@SCISSION neice sc uinnenbet ace sete ents tinea te be --- -26,184 -286,184 -26,184 see 
SUBTOTAL. se ccc kee eee ea ee es eee aa 167,556 153,816 148,816 -18,740 -5,000 
Grants-in-Aid for Airports (Airport and Airway Trust 
Fund) (Liquidation of contract authorization)........ (3, 435,000} (3,400,000) (3,400,006) (-36,000) ase 
(Limitation on obligations}............6..002 eee (3,360,000) (3,350,000) (3,350,000) — — 
Administration. .6. ee ee ee eee {101,000} (103,000) {105,000} (+4, 000} (+2,000) 
Airport Cooperative Research Program.............. (15,000) (15,000) (15,000) wx oe 
Airport technology research......... 2. cece nee (29,250) (29,300) (29,300) (+50) we 
Small community air service development program. . (6,000) --- --- (-6,000) “-- 


Chapter 471 reform obligation limitation 
reduction (legislative proposal)................ -= (-926,000) nee see (+926 ,000) 
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DEPARTMENTS OF TRANSPORTATION, AND HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT, AND RELATED AGENCIES 
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Enacted 
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Enacted 
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Aviation Insurance Revolving Fund (Sec. 117).......... 


Total, Federal Aviation Administration.......... 
Appropriations... 0... cee eee 
ROSCISSIONS. 00. eet ee eee 


Limitations on obligations.................. 0005 

Total budgetary resources.......... 00. c eee eee 
Federal Highway Administration 

Limitation on Administrative Expenses............e see 


Federal-Aid Highways (Highway Trust Fund): 
(Liquidation of contract authorization}.........c.e6 
(Limitation on obligations)... s.. cc cece cece nee 
(Exempt contract authority)... oo. ccc ce eee 
Emergency Relief (disaster relief category)....... 


Total, Federal Highway Administration........... 
Disaster relief category..........5.0 ee ee eee 


Limitations on obligations...... 00... ..ceee renee 
Exempt contract authority... cc ccc cece een eee 


Total budgetary resources... . 0. ccc eee 
Federal Motor Carrier Safety Administration 


Motor Carrier Safety Operations and Programs (Highway 
Trust Fund)(Liquidation of contract authorization)... 
(Limitation on obligations). .... 6 ccc cece ee eee eee 


Motor Carrier Safety Grants (Highway Trust Fund) 
(Liquidation of contract authorization) ..........0005 
(Limitation on obligations).......... 0.5... c ceva 
CVISN contract authority (Sec. 134}. ..... cee eee 
Rescission of contract authority......0......0e eee eee 


Total, Federal Motor Carrier Safety 
Administration... ce ee ris eae ween P Rey 


Limitations on obligations...... ccc eee e eae 
Total budgetary resources.........0cse seers eens 
National Highway Traffic Safety Administration 


Operations and Research (general fund)............0005 
Vehicle Safety... puaa Caan A EEA AE an 
Operations and Research (Highway Trust Fund) 


{Limitation on obligations)... .sasussuesasasssrores 
Highway Safety Research and Development 
(Limitation on obligations).............2.00 0005 


SUDEOT AT 14 etl (ek oir aE Sande ERENER EEEE 


Highway Traffic Safety Grants (Highway Trust Fund) 
(Liquidation of contract authorization).........600s 
(Limitation on obligations)... .... cece eee e tees 
Highway safety programs (23 USC 402)............ 
Occupant protection incentive grants(23 USC 405) 
Safety belt performance grants (23 USC 406)..... 
Distracted driving prevention. ...........0.0 cee 
State traffic safety information system 
improvement (23 USC 408)... . cece ect eee 
Impaired driving countermeasures (23 USC 410)... 
Grant administration.......... Aah ohana eae lk ge 


12,551,682 
(12,551,682) 


12,720,816 
(12,747,000) 
(-26, 184) 


(2,424,000) 


12,616,412 
(12,642,598) 
(26,184) 


{3,350,000} 


+64,730 
(+90,944) 
(-26,184) 


-104,404 
(-104, 404) 


{+926 ,000) 


{412 ,000) 


(39,882,583) 

(39,143,683) 

(739,000) 
1,662,000 


(15,144,816) 


(437,780) 


(42,569,000) 
(41,830,000) 
(739,000) 


(15,966,412) 


(392,855) 


(30,862,583) 
(30,143,583) 
(739,000) 


(+64, 730) 


(-19,145) 


-1,662,000 


{(+821,596) 


(-44,926) 


(-2, 686,417) 
(-2, 686,417) 


1,662,000 
(4,662,000) 


(39,143,583) 
(739,000) 


(44,830,000) 
(739,000) 


(39,143,583) 
(739,000) 


-1,662,000 
(-1,862,000) 


(41,544,583) 


(247 ,724} 
(247,724) 


(307 ,000) 
(307 ,000) 
47,000 
-1,000 


(42,569,000) 


{250,000} 
{250,000} 


(330,000) 
(330,000) 


(554,724) 


140,146 


(109,500) 
(109,500) 


{580,000} 


188,000 


(150,000) 


{150,000} 


{-28,856) 


+152,000 
~188 ,000 


(-27, 640) 
(+122, 360) 


(-150,000) 


249 , 646 


(550,328) 
(550,328) 
(235,000) 
(25,000) 
(48,500) 


(34,500) 
(139,000) 
(25,328) 


338 , 000 


(643,000) 
(643,000) 
(317,500) 

(40,000) 


(50,000) 


(34,500) 
(139,000) 
(18,000) 


(39,862,583)  (-1,662,000) 
(244,144) (-3,580) 
(244,144) (-3,580} 
(307 , 000) sija 
(307 , 000) ae 

--- -1,000 

--- +1,000 
(551, 144) (-3,580) 
(551, 144) (-3,580) 
152,000 +11, 654 
(122, 360) (+12, 860) 
(122,360) (+12,860) 
274,360 24,714 
(501,828) (-48,500) 
(501, 828) (-48,500) 
(235,000) vs 
(25,000) oa 
cee (-48, 500) 
(34,500) edie 
(139,000) eels 
(25,328) ve 


-63,640 


(-441,172) 
(-141,172) 
(-82,500) 
(-15,000) 


(-50,000) 
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DEPARTMENTS OF TRANSPORTATION, AND HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT, AND RELATED AGENCIES 
APPROPRIATIONS BILL, 2013 (H.R. 5972) 
(Amounts in thousands) 


FY 2012 FY 2013 Bill vs. Bil] vs. 
Enacted Request Bill Enacted Request 
High visibility enforcement... ....... cece eee (29,000) (37,000) (29,000) --- {-8,000) 
Child safety and booster seat grants..........0. (7,000) --- (7,000) wee (+7 ,000) 
Motorcyclist safety... icc eect eee renee (7,000) (7,000) (7,000) --- --- 
Total, National Highway Traffic Safety 
Administration oe erritan aan EE EEEn aes 140,146 188,000 152,000 +11, 854 -36,000 
Limitations on obligations, ...... ccc cece eee eee (659 ,828) (793,000) (624, 188) (-35, 640) (-168 872) 
Total budgetary resources... .. ccc c eset cece nee (799 ,974) (981,000) (776,188) (-23, 786) (-204 842) 
Federal Railroad Administration 
Safety and Operations... 0... cee cece eee eee 178 ,596 196,000 484,000 +5,404 -12,000 
Offsetting fee collections (legislative proposal). ==- -40,000 --- oo +40,000 
Direct appropriation... 0... ccc eee cee eee 178,596 156,000 184,000 +5,404 +28 ,000 
Railroad Research and Development.............. aea 35,000 35,500 35,500 +500 wee 
System Preservation... cc ee etter eee ene -== 1,546,000 --- woe -1,546,000 
Network Development... 0... cnc r eee rere ae eee --- 1,000,000 wes nee -1,000,000 
National Railroad Passenger Corporation: 
Operating Grants to the National Railroad 
Passenger Corporation... oc. cssisaeesrerrseee Piven 466,000 -=-= 350, 000 -416,000 +350, 000 
Capital and Debt Service Grants to the National 
Railroad Passenger Corporation. ........ce eee e ene 952,000 oo 1,452,000 +500 , 000 +1, 452,000 
SUBCOCAL ses wend Fag eee ade Gaels barns 1,418,000 --- 4,602,000 +384, 000 +4, 802,000 
Next Gen High Speed Rail Service (rescission)......... wor -14,973 -41,973 -1,973 wee 
Northeast Corridor Improvement Program (rescission)... wee -4,419 -4,4149 -4,419 wee 
Total, Federal Railroad Administration.......... 1,631,596 2,731,108 2,015,108 +383,512 -716,000 
Federal Transit Administration 
Administrative Expanses..... 0.00. c ecient eee eae 98,713 --- 100,000 +1,287 +100,000 
Formula and Bus Grants (Hwy Trust Fund, Mass Transit 
Account (Liquidation of contract authorization)..... (3,400,000) --- {9,400,000} nee (+9, 400,000) 
(Limitation on obligations). oc. cic eee cece ere (8,360, 565} --- (8,360, 565) wee (+8, 360, 565) 
Rescission of prior year contract authority....... toe -72,496 -72,496 -72,496 wee 
Research and Technology Deployment............+5.5 np ose 120,957 wee wee -120,957 
Transit Formula Grants (Hwy Trust Fund, Mass Transit f 
Account (Liquidation of contract authorization)..... --- (9,500,000) “+e wee (-9, 500,000) 
(Limitation on obligations). ...0.. 0.0 cc. cee eee +o. (4,758,372) --- wee (-4, 759,372} 
Transit Expansion and Livable Communities (liquidation 
of contract authorization)... sosu ccc c cece eee eee on (1,500,000) wee wee (-1, 500,000) 
(limitation on obligations). 6.0... ccc cece eee eee --- (212,185) wee wee (-212,185) 
Capital Investment Grants.....,, ci ccc e eee ae aes 2,235,486 --- see -2,235,486 
Operations and Safety........ssssssrsiresrrrsrrsarroas --- 166,000 =- oes -166,000 
Administrative programs.. ....ssrissrsrrsrrisrevasa -=> (129,700) --- ee (-129,706) 
Rail transit safety programs... .. cic cece ee ==- (36,300) --- ore (-36 300) 
Research and University Research Centers... saasa 44,000 --- 44,000 -. +44, 000 
Bus and Rail State of Good Repair (liquidation of 
contract authorization)... . cece ee ee eta --- (1,600,000) wee wee {-1, 500,000) 
(limitation on obligations}....0.00.. 00. ccc cece ee eae --- (3,207 ,000) --- “+ (-3, 207,000) 
Capital Investment Grants... ... ccc cece cere ee eae oe 4,955,000 --- 1,816,993 -138,007 +1,816,993 
ROSCIS SION sce cole te tE 08 EE pa ea PE A bas F -58,500 -41,429 -11,429 +47,071 we 


Subtotal. civics sede eee rie newer energy se 1,896,500 -11,429 4,805,564 +90, 936 +1,816,993 
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(Amounts in thousands) 


FY 2012 
Enacted 


FY 2013 
Request 


Bill vs. 


Enacted 
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Bill vs. 
Request 


Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority 
Capital and Preventive Maintenance... cerce’ 
R@SCISSION PEENE TE EE SEERE aS Se hale 


University Transportation Research (rescission)....... 
Job Access and Reverse Commute Grants (rescission).... 
Research, Training and Human Resources (rescission)... 
Interstate Transfer Grants (rescission). ... 0... eee 
Urban discretionary accounts (rescission)............. 


Total, Federal Transit Administration........... 
Appropriations... 0... c ccc cnet eee es 
Rescissions... 60. c cece eee re eee ees 


Limitations on obligations... 0.0... cece eee ees 
Total budgetary resources...... 00. cece cee eee 
Saint Lawrence Seaway Development Corporation 


Operations and Maintenance (Harbor Maintenance 
Trast RUNG} estar isatge iod oan EE Ala Gils n Ub dbus Boole edge’ 


Maritime Administration 


Maritime Security Program... .. 6.0 c ccc cee eee Meanie 
Operations and Training. ...... 0.0.00. csc cere e cesta 

ROSCISS1ON. ... 5 breve nek Hid a PETIA aA Er EEE OS 
Ship Disposal..... rearea ities ivisides E 
Assistance to Small Shipyards... 00000 c ccc cee ees 


Maritime Guaranteed Loan (Title XI) Program Account: 
Administrative expenses... 0.0... cee cee eee 
RESCTSS10N: 3) 6c. an E Staelin E Oia BADEN BS Oe ate 


Total, Maritime Administration... ..........0565 


Pipeline and Hazardous Materials 
Safety Administration 


Operational Expenses: 
Gèöneral Fund. ets teire spit TOE A IES HE Oe Hew EOE 
Pipeline Safety Fund... 0000.0 
Pipeline Safety information grants to communities. 


Subtotal a EE AE in EATA eta 
Hazardous Materials Safety... ccc cece cee eee eee ee 
Pipeline Safety: 

Pipeline Safety Fund...... 0000. ccc cee erence 
O11 Spill Liability Trust Fund...................- 
Pipeline Safety Design Review Fund (leg. proposal) 

SUDEOCS arer Ee ingen ak 8 GS ee oer EE 


Subtotal, Pipeline and Hazardous Materials 
Safety Administration. ...... 0.0... c cece eee 


Pipeline safety user fees... . 0... cee eee 
Special permit and approval fees (leg. proposal)...... 
Pipeline Safety Design Review fee (leg. proposal)..... 


-523 


2,189,213 
(2,247,743) 
(-58, 500) 


(8,360,565) 


2,554,552 
(2,657,443) 
(30,395) 


(8,178,557) 


2,008,102 
(2,140,993) 
` (-30, 395} 


(8,360, 565} 


-181,111 
(-136,720) 
(+28, 105) 


-546,450 
(-546, 450) 


(+182 ,008) 


(10,549,778) 


32,259 


174,000 
158,258 
-980 
5,500 
9,980 


(10,733,109) 


33,000 


184,000 
146,298 


10,000 


(10,368, 667) 


33,000 


184, 000 
145,753 


4,000 


(-181,111) 


+741 


+10,000 
-10,505 
+980 
-1,500 
-9,980 


(-364,442) 


313,498 


20,721 
639 
(1,000) 


344,048 


+1,670 


(+500) 


50,673 


150,500 
21,510 


23,030 


42,546 


+1,670 
+208 


+1, 983 
-8,127 


-91,318 


247 ,730 


-151,138 
-12,000 
-4,000 


176,828 


-91,318 


-2,000 


+12,000 
+2,000 
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DEPARTMENTS OF TRANSPORTATION, AND HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT, AND RELATED AGENCIES 
APPROPRIATIONS BILL, 2013 (H.R. 5972) 
(Amounts in thousands} 


FY 2012 FY 2013 Bill vs. Bill vs. 
Enacted Request Bill Enacted Request 
Emergency Preparedness Grants: 
Limitation on emergency preparedness fund......... (28,318) (28,318) (28,318) wee wee 
(Emergency preparedness fund)............0er es (188) (188) (188) --- ase 
Total, Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety 
Administration... cc. cece cee eee pea deg 81,632 80,591 83,510 +1,878 42,919 
Research and Innovative Technology Administration 
Research and Development...........4.. Naud a a chm aes 15,981 nee 13,500 -2,481 +13,500 
Office of Inspector General 
Salaries and Expenses......... cece eae sees ee ees 79,624 84,499 84,499 44,875 wee 
Surface Transportation Board 
Salaries and Expenses. ...... cic ceecee ee eee e eee 29,310 31,250 31,250 +1,940 wee 
Offsetting collections... ccc cee eee Ex -1,250 -1,250 -4,250 --- -.. 
Total, Surface Transportation Board........... 28,060 ` 30,000 30,000 +1,940 wer 


Total, title I, Department of Transportation.. 19,505,282 19,550,026 17,634,203 -1,871,079 -1,915,823 
Appropriations... 6.6 cece eee eee (17,942,016) (19,685,493) (17,769,670) (-172,346) = (-1,915,823) 
ResciSSions..... y cece eee ee (-97,734) (-62,971) (-62,971) (+34, 763) wee 
Disaster relief category.................. (1,662,000) --- ee (-1,662,000) vee 
Rescissions of contract authority......... {-1,000) (-72,496) (-72, 496) (-71,496) zee 

Limitations on obligations..................5- (52,068,700) (53,805,557) (52,029,480) (-39, 220} (-1, 776,077) 

Total budgetary resources.................4055 (71,573,982) (73,355,583) (89,663,683) (-1,910,299)  (-3,691,900) 


TITLE II - DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND 
URBAN DEVELOPMENT 


Management and Administration 


Administration, Operations and Management............. 537,789 532,546 518,068 -49,724 -14,478 
Program Office Salaries and Expenses: 
Public and Indian Housing... oo ooroo adha 200,000 211,8634 206,500 +6,500 -5,134 
Community Planning and Development COVER asewina es wy 100,000 103,882 103,500 +3,500 -382 
Housing: sirene reer erT aE or eid A EII REEE aad 391,500 398,832 396,500 +5,000 -2,332 
Policy Development and Research.............0e.00 22,211 21,394 22,326 +115 +932 
Fair Housing and Equal Opportunity... uu aoao 72,800 74,296 72,904 +304 -1,392 
Office of Healthy Homes and Lead Hazard Control... 7,400 6,816 6,816 -584 --- 
Subtotal ssai torha Taaa e AA E SN 793,711 816,854 808,546 +14,835 -8,308 
Total, Management and Administration.......... 1,331,500 1,349,400 1,326,614 -4,886 -22,786 


Public and Indian Housing 


Tenant-based Rental Assistance: 


Renewals.. cece eee r eee eee PENTA p GEES pa oR RNY 17,242,351 17,237,948 17 237,948 -4,403 vee 
Tenant protection vouchers... uss cece e ee cece eee 75,000 75,000 75,000 --- see 
Administrative fees... ete eee 1,350,000 1,575,000 41,575 000 +225 ,000 vee 
Family self-sufficiency coordinators UMASS pda Beles 60,000 -=~ 80,000 --- +60, 000 
Veterans affairs supportive housing..............; 75,000 75,000 75,000 -=-= nee 
Sec. 811 mainstream voucher renewals.............. 112,018 111,335 111,335 -883 wee 
Transformation initiative (transfer out).......... -= {-25,000} --- oe (+26 ,000) 


Subtotal (available this fiscal year)......... 18,914,369 19,074,283 19,134,283 +219,914 +60, 000 
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Bill vs. 
Request 


Advance appropriations... .. cece screen ene tena 
Less appropriations from prior year advances,..... 


Total, Tenant-based Rental Assistance 
appropriated in this bil]............ceee eee 


Public Housing Capital Fund.......-.ccseeeeceuees one: 
Transformation initiative (transfer out)........ = 
Public Housing Operating Fund... asss ccc ccs see e eres 
Transformation initiative (transfer out).......... 
Choice neighborhoods...............0. A ath ES 
Transformation initiative (transfer out}).......... 
Family Self-Sufficioncy....... 0.5.6 ccc e crea e erst 
Native American Housing Block Grants............5 Soak 
Transformation initiative (transfer out).......... 
Native Hawaiian Housing Block Grant... 0.6 cee eee 
Transformation initiative (transfer out).......... 
Indian Housing Loan Guarantee Fund Program Account.... 
(Limitation on guaranteed loans)..............00 0) 
Transformation initiative (transfer out).......... 
Native Hawaiian Loan Guarantee Fund Program Account... 
(Limitation on guaranteed loans)...........2.--065 
Housing Certificate Fund (rescission).........0..00008 


Total, Public and Indian Housing...........005 
Community Planning and Development 


Housing Opportunities for Persons with AIDS........... 
Transformation initiative (transfer out).......... 


Community Development Fund... 0.0.0.0. eee ee 
Indian CDBG; iain gd eA EREIIL ENEE a ele nace ee 
Sustainable housing and communities............... 
Capacity bUiTding.. 6... eee eee 
Disaster FElEf sc. cca Fae hia ba ae dh ace ate cs 


Transformation initiative (transfer out).......... 


Community Development Loan Guarantees (Section 108): 
(Limitation on guaranteed loans)... o. 0. cece eee 
Credit SUDSIdY,.,... cece c etree eee eet ee tee e 


HOME Investment Partnerships Program.......... ghee kes 
Transformation initiative (transfer out}.......... 

Self-help and Assisted Homeownership Opportunity 
Program....... Gh kia Serer ney e ead wed ech SD cele E WGP eee end 
Homeless Assistance Grants... 00. c cece eee nee 
Transformation initiative (transfer out)........ «eg 
Total, Community Planning and Development....... 

Housing Programs 
Project-based Rental Assistance: 

RONGWATS ear Gibb ora Sh he os aes Ca ee ae ae 
Subtotal (available this fiscal year}..... er 
Transformation initiative (transfer out).......... 


Advance appropriations. .......0: 0 ccc cece eee reso ‘ 
Less appropriations from prior year advances...... 


Total, Project-based rental assistance 
appropriated in this DIT]... . cc cic eee ae 


4,000 ,000 
-4,000,000 


4,000,000 
-4,000,000 


4,000,000 
-4,000,000 


18,914,369 


1,875,000 


3,961,850 


120,000 


850,000 


13,000 
6,000 
(360,000) 
386 
(41,504) 
-200,000 


19,074,283 


2,070,000 
(-10,350} 
4,524,000 
(-22,620) 
150,000 
(-750) 
60,000 
650,000 
(-3,250) 
13,000 
(-65) 
7,000 
(900,000) 
(-35) 
4,000 
(107,000) 


19,134, 283 
1,985,000 


4,524,000 
650,000 


6,000 


#219,914 
+710,000 


+862,150 


-120,000 
-13,000 
(-360, 000) 
-386 
(-41,504) 
+200, 000 


+60 ,000 


-85,000 
{+10,350) 
(+22 620) 
-150,000 

(+750) 

-60,000 

{+3,250}) 

-43,000 

(+65) 
«4,000 
(-900 ,000) 
(+38) 
-1,000 
(-107 ,000) 


25,340,605 


332,000 


2,948,090 
60,000 


300,000 
100,000 


26 , 549 , 283 


330,000 
(-1,650) 


2,948,090 
60,000 
100 ,000 
35,000 


26,299, 283 


330,000 


3,404,000 


+958 678 


-2,000 


+455,910 

-60,000 
~300, 000 
~ 100,000 


-250,000 


{(+1,650) 


+455,910 
-60,000 
-100,000 
-35,000 


3,408,090 


(240,000) 
5,952 


1,000,000 


53,500 
1,901,190 


3,143,090 


(-15,715) 


(500,000) 


4,000,000 
{-5,000) 


2,231,000 
(-11,155) 


3,404,000 


6,000 
1,200,000 


60,000 
2,000,000 


-4,090 


(-240,000) 
+48 


+200, 000 


+6, 500 
+98, 810 


+260,910 
(+18, 715) 
(-500,000) 

+6,000 


+200,000 
(+5, 000) 


+60,000 
-231,000 
(+11,155) 


6,700,732 


9,050,672 
289,000 


8,704,090 


8,440,400 
260,000 


7,000,000 


8,440,400 
260,000 


#299, 268 


~§10,272 
-29,000 


+298,910 


9,339,672 


400,000 
-400,000 


8,700,400 
{-19,000) 


400,000 
-400,000 


8,700,400 


400,000 
-400 , 000 


9,339,672 


8,700,400 


8,700,400 


-639,272 
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APPROPRIATIONS BILL, 2013 (H.R. 5972) 
(Amounts in thousands) 


Housing for the Elderly... cc cece cece cence as 
Transformation initiative (transfer out).......... 
Housing for Persons with Disabilities. .............005 
Transformation initiative (transfer out}.......... 
Housing Counseling Assistance... 00.0 cece cee eee 
Transformation initiative (transfer out).......... 
Rental Housing Assistance..... 
Rent Supplement (rescission)... 0 i cee eee ene 


Manufactured Housing Fees Trust Fund...........cee ene 
Offsetting CoTdactions... 0... cicero 


Subtotal... cece eee EL EE Saeed 
Total, Housing Programs... 0... cece eee eee 
Appropriations... ccc ccc ee ee eee 
REsciSSiONS... cerci nre eee teen A 


Federal Housing Administration 


Mutual Mortgage Insurance Program Account: 
(Limitation on guaranteed loans)... 0. cece eee eee 
(Limitation on direct Toans).... cei eee eee eee 
Offsetting receipts... ee cece eee eee 
Proposed offsetting receipts (HECM) (Sec. 210)..... 
Additional offsetting receipts (Sec. 238)......... 
Administrative contract expenses...........ccee eee 
Transformation initiative (transfer out)....... “ee 
Working capital fund (transfer out)..........5.005 


General and Special Risk Program Account: 
(Limitation on guaranteed loans) 
(Limitation on direct Toans)........ 0. cece eee 
Offsetting receipts... eee 


Total, Federal Housing Administration......... 
Government National Mortgage Association 
Guarantees of Mortgage-backed Securities Loan 
Guarantee Program Account: 
(Limitation on guaranteed Toans)...............0485 
Administrative expenses (legislative proposal).... 
Offsetting receipts (legislative proposal)........ 
Offsetting receipts... 0. ee ee eee 
Offsetting receipts (Sec. 238).........0.. 0.000 
Proposed offsetting receipts (HECM) (Sec. 210).... 
Total, Gov't National Mortgage Association.... 
Policy Development and Research 
Research and Technology........ 00... cece eens 
Fair Housing and Equal Opportunity 


Fair Housing Activitios.. 6. ce cece ee eee ee 
Transformation initiative (transfer out).......... 


Office of Lead Hazard Control and Healthy Homes 


Management and Administration 


Working Capital Fund. .... 0. cece eee eects 
(By transfer). i oiss ogee eee ei Pea Ri ee HENS Pade twee 


FY 2012 FY 2013 Bill vs. Bill vs. 
Enacted Request Bill Enacted Request 
374,627 475,000 425,000 +50,373 -50,000 
--- (-2,375) --- --- (+2,375) 
165 ,000 150,000 185,000 vee +15,000 
=-= {-750) --- oe (+750) 
45,000 55,000 45,000 --- -10,000 
-=-= (-275) --- --- (+275) 
1,300 --- --- -1,300 --- 
-231,600 --- oe +231, 600 wee 
6,500 8,000 4,000 -2,500 -4,000 
-4,000 -4,000 -4,000 --- --- 
2,500 4,000 -=~ -2,500 -4,000 
9,696,499 9,384,400 9,335,400 -361,099 -49,000 
(9,932,099) (9,388,400) (9,339,400) (-592,699) (-49,000) 
(-231,600) see --- (+231,600) --- 
(-4,000) (-4,000) (-4,000) oo wee 
(400,000,000) (400,006,000) (400,000,000) wee wre 
(50,000) (50,000) (50,000) nee sti 
-4,427,000 -9,676,000 -9,676,000 -5,249,000 wee 
~286 ,000 -170,000 -470,000 +116,000 wee 
-59,000 --- vee +59,000 se 
207 ,000 215,000 215,000 +8,000 wee 
--- (-1,075) ose woe (+1075) 
(-71, 500) (-71,500) (-71,500) =.. wee 
(25,000,000) (25,000,000) (25,000,000) wee +e 
(20,000) (20,000) (20,000) --- we 
-400,000 -588,000 -588 , 000 ~188 ,000 nee 
-4,965,000 -10,219,000 -10,219,000 -5,254,000 -=> 
(500,000,000) (500,000,000) (500,000,000) wee sa 
19,500 21,000 20,500 +1,000 -500 
-100,000 -100,000 ~100, 000 “+ wee 
-521,000 ~647 ,000 ~647 ,000 ~126, 000 wae 
-5,000 -=~ --- +5,000 woe 
-24,000 -23,000 -23,000 +1,000 we 
-630,500 -749,000 -749,500 -119,000 -500 
46,000 52,000 52,000 +5,000 oe 
70,847 68 ,000 68,000 -2,847 --.- 
os (-205) oes nas (+205) 
120,000 120,000 120,000 wee nee 
=+- (-600) --- wes (+600) 
199,035 170,000 175,000 -24,035 +5,000 
(71,600) {71,500) (71,600) vee wee 
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DEPARTMENTS OF TRANSPORTATION, AND HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT, AND RELATED AGENCIES 
APPROPRIATIONS BILL, 2013 (H.R. 5972) 
(Amounts in thousands) 


Office of Inspector General........... 
Transformation Initiative... aaa’ 


(By transfor)... .... cece eae EEE EEEE ab 


Total, Management and Administration.......... 
(Grand total, Management and Administration) .. 


General Provisions 


Rescission of prior-year advance...... cic eee eee ees 


Total, title II, Department of Housing and 
Urban Development... 6... ccc tenner eeee i 
Appropriations... 0. cece cee ORARAA pA 
RESCISSIONS g2:c00 ita iode idana aE 
Disaster relief category...) ccc ee 
Advance appropriations... 6... cc cece eee ee 
Rescissions of prior year advances........ 
Offsetting receipts... 6... . cece eee eee 
Offsetting collections... ........ ccc eae 
(by transfor hiro ornare eae Ea ea aie a a 
(transfer out). ee eRe de le phil eee 
(Limitation on direct Toans)............ 4h gees 
(Limitation on guaranteed Toans)................ 


TITLE III - OTHER INDEPENDENT AGENCIES 


Amtrak Office of Inspector General............ cece eae 
National Transportation Safety Board... icca 
Neighborhood Reinvestment Corporation... asss 
United States Interagency Council on Homelessness..... 


Total, title III, Other Independent Agencies.... 


Grand total (not)... .. ec ec e cere e rear enees 
Appropriations... 6. cc cee ect eer tenes 
Rescissions.... cect eee ees pees 
Disaster relief category... 0 i eects 
Rescissions of contract authority... oà 
Advance appropriations...... Gets ach tu gage eS 
Rescissions of prior year advances.......... 
Offsetting receipts... essa ieee eee eee sath 
Offsetting collections... . 0... ccc eee eee 

{Limitation on obligations). ...... cise cece renee 

(by transfer)... A ee eee? 

(transfer Out)... ccc eee et eee eae 


Total budgetary resources, ...... cece eee eee 


Discretionary total....... cc: eee eens ee MARSA Te eae 


FY 2012 FY 2013 
Enacted Request 
124,000 125,600 
50,000 oe 
-=-= (119,870) 
373 ,035 295,600 
(1,704 535) {1,645,000} 
-650,000 --- 
Seeesesssssam tmemesessss=ss 
37,433,718 33, 564,773 
(39,841,318) (40,362,773) 
(-431 600) os: 
(100,000) --- 
(4,400,000) (4,400,000) 
(-650 ,000) cee 
(-5,822,000) (-11,204,000) 
(-4,000) (-4,000) 
77,500 191,370 
-71,500 -191,370 
{70,000} (70,000) 
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Bill vs. Bil} vs. 
Bill Enacted Request 
125,600 +1,600 wee 
50,000 --- +50, 000 
--- wee (-119,870) 
350, 600 -22,435 +55,000 
(1,677,214) (-27,321} (+32, 214) 
--- +650, 000 --- 
REKSSsssSS SI7anSnssSsISS SSSSRAAKSSSssS SSSSTSSTAS=Sss 
33,583,397 +3, 850,321 +28 624 
(40,391,397) (+550, 079) (+28 ,624) 
wee (+431 600) wee 
vee (-100,000} wee 
(4,400,000) vee wee 
wee (+650, 000) wee 
(-11, 204,000) (-5, 382,000) wee 
(-4,000) ++: nee 
71,500 “oe -119,870 
-71,500 vee +119,870 
(70,000) vee wee 
(925,000,000) (-641,504}) = (-1, 507,000) 


(925,641,504) 


(926 ,507 ,000) 


102,400 


3,300 


7,400 7,400 

24,100 26,000 
20,500 22,000 
102,400 102,400 
215,300 213,000 
3,300 3,600 
373,000 374,400 
57,312,000 53,479,199 

(58,156,334) (60,422,666) 

{-529,334) (-62,971) 
(1,762,000) mes 
(-1,000) (-72, 496) 
(4,400,000) (4,400,000) 
(-650,000) --- 

(-5,822,000) (-11,204,000} 
(-4,000) (-4,000) 

(52,068,700) (53,805,557) 
71,500 191,370 

-71,500 -191,370 


(109,380,700) (107,284,756) 


(55,550,000) (53,479,199) 


51,606,000 
(58,549,467) 
(-62,971) 
(-72,496) 
(4,400,000) 
(-11,204,000) 
(-4,000) 
(52,029, 480) 
71,500 
-71,500 


(103,635,480) 
(51,606,000) 


-5,706,000 
(+393,133) 
(+466, 363) 

(-4, 762,000) 

(-71,496) 
(+650, 000) 
(-5, 382,000) 
(-39, 220) 


(-5,745, 220) 
(-3,944,000) 


-4,873,199 
(-1,873,199) 
{-1,776,077) 
~119,870 
+119, 870 


(-3,649, 276) 
(-1,673,199) 
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AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BROUN OF 
GEORGIA 

Mr. BROUN of Georgia. Madam 
Chair, I have an amendment at the 
desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will re- 
port the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Page 74, line 6, after the dollar amount, in- 
sert ‘‘(reduced by $6,500,000)”. 

Page 150, line 9, after the dollar amount, 
insert ‘‘(increased by $6,500,000)”. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. BROUN of Georgia. My amend- 
ment would reduce the proposed fund- 
ing for salaries and expenses of the Of- 
fice of Public and Indian Housing by 
$6.5 million. This is one of 18 offices 
which would receive increases for ad- 
ministrative expenses in the under- 
lying bill. 

Madam Chairman, we’re in an eco- 
nomic emergency as a Nation. We’re 
broke. We absolutely must stop spend- 
ing money that we don’t have. We’re 
borrowing 40 cents or more on every 
dollar that the Federal Government ex- 
pends. Raising the funding for the Of- 
fice of Public and Indian Housing by 
$6.5 million while we’re broke makes 
no fiscal sense to me. 

This particular increase is among the 
highest for all the offices funded under 
this legislation. My amendment would 
simply freeze funding for this office for 
this next year. Passage of my amend- 
ment would bring this account back to 
this year’s FY 2012 levels. 

I urge support of my amendment, and 
I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. LATHAM. I move to strike the 
last word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Iowa is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. LATHAM. Madam Chairman, I 
rise to oppose the gentleman’s amend- 
ment. 

It’s a good talking point, reducing 
administration accounts that received 
increases. We’ve scrubbed these ac- 
counts. We’ve held hearings, asked 
questions, and made recommendations 
about what should be funded rather 
than looking at an arbitrary number. 
The bill cuts $4 billion from fiscal year 
2012, which is a fiscally responsible 
level. 

I would urge a ‘‘no”’ vote, and I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

Mr. OLVER. I move to strike the last 
word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Massachusetts is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. OLVER. The amendment that 
has been offered removes a 3 percent 
increase in the administrative account 
for the Office of Public and Indian 
Housing. I rise to oppose the amend- 
ment. 

In this instance, the cuts in the Of- 
fice of Public and Indian Housing cover 
a number of things, including the 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE, Vol. 158, Pt. 7 


VASH program. We’re adding $75 mil- 
lion for additional VASH vouchers— 
veterans’ homelessness vouchers—and 
that has to be administered. The arbi- 
trary $6.5 million simply does not help 
with that effort. It hurts that effort. 

The Office also implements the oper- 
ating and capital funds for public hous- 
ing and the Native American housing 
grants. All of these require either lay- 
offs, removal of people, because the sal- 
aries and expenses of the Office are 
subject to normal increases, small in- 
creases year by year for salaries for 
people in those places, and they are 
clearly going to end up having to re- 
duce the number of personnel while 
they’re administering more, and par- 
ticularly the housing and the homeless 
program for veterans. 

So on that basis, I think this is an 
unwise reduction and one that is un- 
justified as well as unwise, and I would 
urge a “no” vote on the amendment, 
and I yield back the balance of my 
time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Georgia (Mr. BROUN). 

The question was taken; and the Act- 
ing Chair announced that the noes ap- 
peared to have it. 

Mr. BROUN of Georgia. 
Chair, I demand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro- 
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Georgia will be 
postponed. 

The Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

COMMUNITY PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT 

For necessary salaries and expenses of the 
Office of Community Planning and Develop- 
ment, $103,500,000. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BROUN OF 
GEORGIA 

Mr. BROUN of Georgia. Madam 
Chair, I have an amendment at the 
desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will re- 
port the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Page 74, line 9, after the dollar amount, in- 
sert ‘‘(reduced by $3,500,000)”. 

Page 150, line 9, after the dollar amount, 
insert ‘‘(increased by $3,500,000)”. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. BROUN of Georgia. My amend- 
ment would reduce the proposed fund- 
ing for salaries and expenses for the Of- 
fice of Community Planning and Devel- 
opment by $3.5 million. 

This amendment, like the ones I pre- 
sented last night and the one I just pre- 
sented, would freeze the funding for 
these offices. I’ve heard my good friend 
from Iowa and my good friends on the 
other side talk about how the under- 
lying bill has cut expenses for this 
whole underlying bill, but here in the 
House of Representatives, we’ve re- 
duced our expenses by over 11 percent. 
It seems to me that it just makes fiscal 
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sense to freeze funding for these offices 
in the underlying bill and not raise 
them. 

We’re in an economic emergency as a 
Nation. We are spending money that 
we simply do not have. We’ve got to 
stop the outrageous spending that’s 
going on here in Washington, and I’m 
just asking a simple thing: let’s freeze 
all of these offices at the current year’s 
levels for 1 more year. Hopefully, next 
year we’ll have policy put in place that 
will increase our economy and start 
creating jobs here in this Nation, but 
we’re not doing that this year with this 
administration and the policies that we 
see in the other body on the other side 
of the Hill. 

So let’s just freeze the expenses of 
this office, and I’m proposing to freeze 
the expenses of virtually all the offices 
in this bill—most of them, anyway— 
and my amendment would bring the 
spending level that’s proposed back to 
the current spending level of 2012. 

When families and businesses get 
overextended, they don’t continue to 
raise their spending levels, and we 
should not be raising this one either. 
My amendment would just freeze it at 
the current spending levels. 

I urge support of my amendment, and 
I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. OLVER. I rise in opposition to 
the amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Massachusetts is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. OLVER. This amendment again, 
as the gentleman has said, is an 
amendment that would freeze at the 
level of the 2012 funding here for sala- 
ries and expenses of the Office of Com- 
munity Planning and Development. 

Now, this office, it turns out, admin- 
isters and implements the CDBG pro- 
gram, which in the bill, as presented by 
my chairman, is increased substan- 
tially—several hundred million dollars 
in the CDBG program—and increases 
the funding for the HOME program, 
which had been held at a much lower 
level in last year’s program. In both of 
those cases, they were considerably 
lower. 
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And just last night, we added an 
amendment to increase the funding for 
HPWA, Helping Persons With AIDS, 
one of those vulnerable populations 
that we have, and our housing pro- 
grams—as with veterans who are home- 
less, others who are homeless, those 
who are vulnerable such as those living 
with AIDS—have proven to be rather 
strong programs that have strong sup- 
port. 

Furthermore, already, across the 
board in HUD, there has been a reduc- 
tion in personnel services and in the 
salaries and expenses of $20 million al- 
ready compared with last year’s overall 
within HUD. So this is a duplicate and 
hitting at vulnerable populations that 
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we do not want to or should not want 
to be reducing. The reduction again re- 
quires that there be some reduction in 
personnel because people’s salaries go 
up. They go up because people get a 
COLA, or a cost-of-living increase, of 
some sort with their salaries, or they 
move up in their category because of 
longevity. So it ends up putting people 
who have jobs out of work and reducing 
the personnel to provide service to the 
American people and slows down the 
work of the offices in all these places 
where I think we all have a stake in 
making certain that they are effi- 
ciently implemented. 

So I would urge a ‘‘no’’ vote on the 
amendment, and I yield back the bal- 
ance of my time. 

Mr. LATHAM. Madam Chair, I move 
to strike the last word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Iowa is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. LATHAM. Madam Chairwoman, I 
rise in opposition to the amendment. 
We went through the hearing process. 
We have worked on these numbers to, 
number one, stay within our alloca- 
tion, which we have done—we are actu- 
ally cutting $4 billion in this bill—but 
also to prioritize. There’s no one more 
sensitive about hardworking taxpayer 
dollars than I am. But the fact of the 
matter is, this is an absolutely critical 
function. The increase that is here is 
extremely important so that these pro- 
grams are carried out properly without 
waste, fraud, and abuse. 

For that reason, I would again urge a 
“no” vote on this amendment, and I 
yield back the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Georgia (Mr. BROUN). 

The question was taken; and the Act- 
ing Chair announced that the noes ap- 
peared to have it. 

Mr. BROUN of Georgia. 
Chair, I demand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro- 
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Georgia will be 
postponed. 

The Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

HOUSING 

For necessary salaries and expenses of the 
Office of Housing, $396,500,000, of which at 
least $8,200,000 shall be for the Office of Risk 
and Regulatory Affairs. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BROUN OF 
GEORGIA 

Mr. BROUN of Georgia. Madam 
Chair, I have an amendment at the 
desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will re- 
port the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Page 74, line 12, after the first dollar 
amount, insert ‘‘(reduced by $5,000,000)”. 

Page 150, line 9, after the dollar amount, 
insert ‘‘(increased by $5,000,000)”. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 
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Mr. BROUN of Georgia. Madam 
Chair, my amendment would reduce 
the proposed funding for salaries and 
expenses of bureaucrats here in Wash- 
ington at the Office of Housing by $5 
million. That’s absolutely correct. 

This amendment, as well as all of my 
amendments, will not cut the pro- 
grams. It will not cut the programs one 
iota. What this does is it reduces the 
salaries. 

I just heard my good friend from 
Massachusetts talking about Federal 
bureaucrats getting raises. I have fro- 
zen the salaries of people who work for 
me, and I know many Members of Con- 
gress have, for the last 2 years. Why 
should we be giving Federal bureau- 
crats more money when the American 
people are not getting raises? It makes 
no sense to me, particularly as we are 
in an economic emergency. We are 
spending money we don’t have. We 
have to stop the outrageous spending 
that’s going on here in Washington. 
Enough is enough. And raising this of- 
fice, as well as all these offices, above 
the 2012 makes no economic sense to 
me whatsoever. Let’s be fiscally re- 
sponsible. 

My good friend from Iowa, who I have 
the utmost respect for, has done a tre- 
mendous job in this bill, and I do ap- 
preciate the tremendous hard work 
that he and his committee has done. 
And I appreciate the $4 million that 
they’ve cut. But why raise the salaries 
of Federal bureaucrats? 

My amendment would simply reduce 
the proposed funding back to the 2012 
levels. I urge support of my amend- 
ment, and I yield back the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. LATHAM. Madam Chair, I move 
to strike the last word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Iowa is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. LATHAM. Madam Chair, I again 
rise in opposition to the gentleman’s 
amendment. There are some factors 
that we need to take into consider- 
ation. For one thing next year, next 
fiscal year, we have an additional com- 
pensable day which has to be paid for. 
We have GSA that has raised rents. We 
have already cut $14 million out of sal- 
aries and expenses, so we would not be 
able to meet our requirements. We are 
not giving Federal employees raises, 
but there are additional costs that 
come into play because of rents, be- 
cause of the additional day that our 
Federal workers will be working next 
year. And for those reasons—and again, 
I want to reiterate, we have cut $14 
million out of this account—I would 
just urge a ‘‘no” vote. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. OLVER. Madam Chair, I move to 
strike the last word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Massachusetts is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. OLVER. In this instance, it is 
again a case of freezing a salaries and 
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expenses account at the previous year’s 
level. But this one has an interesting 
sidelight in that, in the legislation 
that we have before us, we have adopt- 
ed a Presidential recommendation for a 
partial-year funding for project-based 
section 8 vouchers, which is going to 
cause considerable additional adminis- 
tration than the usual program of 
doing full-year continuation of those 
voucher programs. There is going to be 
much uncertainty if this goes on all 
the way to adoption. There would be 
much uncertainty for the people who 
are the owners and providers of that 
housing, and probably some loss in ac- 
tual affordable housing available under 
the project-based section 8 program. So 
this is a case where they need that as- 
sistance. This is where we administer 
the housing programs for the elderly 
and disabled, the so-called 202 pro- 
grams and 811, chapters 202 and chapter 
811 for elderly and disabled people, as 
well as housing counseling assistance. 

In addition, we have the Federal 
Housing Administration, which is hav- 
ing a much larger level of activity as 
we are trying to dig out of the fore- 
closure crisis from the past, and that 
agency needs to have personnel that 
are qualified and able to do the right 
job. 

So again here—and by the way, I 
made an error in my previous com- 
ments when I said there was a reduc- 
tion across the board for HUD. What I 
should have indicated was that it was a 
reduction in the salaries and expenses 
account over a period of time going 
back to 2010 of $20 million across the 
programs of salaries and expenses with- 
in HUD over that time. 
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So I made a mistake saying it was a 
$20 million reduction in 1 year. But for 
all those reasons, I urge a ‘‘no’’ vote on 
the amendment, and I yield back the 
balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Georgia (Mr. BROUN). 

The question was taken; and the Act- 
ing Chair announced that the noes ap- 
peared to have it. 

Mr. BROUN of Georgia. 
Chair, I demand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro- 
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Georgia will be 
postponed. 

The Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

POLICY DEVELOPMENT AND RESEARCH 

For necessary salaries and expenses of the 
Office of Policy Development and Research, 
$22,326,000. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BROUN OF 
GEORGIA 

Mr. BROUN of Georgia. Madam 
Chairman, I have an amendment at the 
desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will re- 
port the amendment. 
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The Clerk read as follows: 

Page 74, line 16, after the dollar amount, 
insert ‘‘(reduced by $115,000)”. 

Page 150, line 9, after the dollar amount, 
insert ‘‘(increased by $115,000)”. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. BROUN of Georgia. Madam 
Chairman, again I rise to propose an 
amendment just to freeze the salaries 
of this Office of Policy Development 
and Research by a mere $115,000. 

Madam Chairman, I hear colleagues 
around here talking as if millions of 
dollars, tens of millions—hundreds of 
millions of dollars is nothing. Well, 
most of my constituents at home in 
Georgia, most Americans think that $1 
million is a lot of money, and I cer- 
tainly think $1 million is a lot of 
money. But we have proposed, in this 
underlying bill, to raise the adminis- 
trative expenses and salaries. 

My good friend from Massachusetts, 
in the previous amendment, said we 
need to increase the salaries of the bu- 
reaucrats. I hope my good friend from 
Iowa (Mr. LATHAM), when he stood up 
on the last amendment saying that we 
weren’t going to increase salaries of 
Federal bureaucrats, is factual. I hope 
that that goes in the RECORD and it be- 
comes true that we’re not going to 
raise the salaries of Federal bureau- 
crats. 

But they’re proposing raising the ad- 
ministrative expenses and salaries in 
all of these offices, so I’m proposing 
just to freeze these expenses for 1 more 
year. Let’s bring this account back 
down to this current year’s levels of 
spending. 

We cannot continue on this road. 

Madam Chairman, I’m a medical doc- 
tor. AS a medical doctor, part of my 
medical practice for many years has 
been involved in treating addictions, 
drug and alcohol addictions. In addic- 
tion medicine, we have a saying: When 
there’s no denial, there’s no addiction. 

Congress and government have a 
spending addiction. It’s a spending ad- 
diction, and there’s a tremendous 
amount of denial here in this city—in 
all branches of government, actually. 
We need to face the fact: We’re broke 
as a Nation. We’ve got to stop the out- 
rageous spending. 

I’m proposing just a mere $115,000 to 
freeze the expenses for this office and 
salaries for this office for 1 more year. 
I don’t think that’s too much for me to 
ask. I don’t think that’s too much for 
the American taxpayer, the hard- 
working American taxpayer to ask for 
us to freeze the salaries of these bu- 
reaucrats here in Washington and 
freeze their expenses for 1 more year— 
not only for this amendment, but for 
the amendments that I’ve already pre- 
sented and the ones that I will present. 
Let’s freeze this spending for 1 more 
year, keep it at the FY 2012 levels. 

I urge support of my amendment, and 
I yield back the balance of my time. 
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Mr. OLVER. Madam Chairperson, I 
move to strike the last word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Massachusetts is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. OLVER. The gentleman from 
Georgia just wants to freeze every- 
thing. But our personnel, in an agency 
like this, they are subject to the civil 
service laws, to the personnel laws 
under OPM, and they are assigned in 
grades and then steps. They add several 
steps as they gain seniority and go 
from step 1 to step 7, and then they 
may sit for a while. But you end up 
with people—unless you’re really try- 
ing to put people out of work. Unless 
you’re trying to put people out of 
work—and there’s no reason to do that 
for this kind of an agency at all—then 
there has to be a slow, small increase 
for those people who move from step to 
step along the salary scale. 

So this is an amendment that would 
essentially cause disruption in the 
processing and in the personnel system 
for the agency, which has lots of work 
to do. We should be worrying about 
how to get productivity in the proc- 
essing rather than about trying to jig- 
ger and freeze a step system’s pay scale 
for the people who do the work at these 
agencies. 

I again urge that this amendment 
not be adopted, and I yield back the 
balance of my time. 

Mr. NADLER. Madam Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from New York is recognized for 5 min- 
utes. 

Mr. NADLER. Madam Chairman, I 
rise to disagree with the rhetoric and 
the mythology propounded here by the 
gentleman from Georgia. 

The mythology is that we have a tre- 
mendous spending binge that we must 
reduce, that the country is broke, and 
it’s broke because we’re spending much 
too much money and we’ve got to re- 
duce the spending. It’s simply not true. 

Twelve years ago, in 2000, we were 
looking at a $5.6 trillion surplus over 
the next 10 years. The Chairman of the 
Federal Reserve Board, Alan Green- 
span, testifying in favor of President 
Bush’s tax reductions, said we have to 
reduce taxes, because if we don’t, we 
will pay off the entire national debt by 
2012 and that would be a bad thing, for 
some reason which I won’t go into now. 
He thought it would be a bad thing if 
we paid off the entire national debt. 

The entire debate between the two 
candidates, Bush and Gore, then was: 
What should we do with this $5.6 tril- 
lion surplus. 

How did we change from a $5.6 tril- 
lion surplus to the budget deficits we 
have right now? Not by increasing 
spending. If you look at the spending 
amount other than military, if you 
look at the discretionary spending of 
the Federal Government other than 
military, adjusted for inflation and 
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population growth, it has not increased 
by a nickel since 2001, not by a nickel. 

What has changed? What has changed 
to create the deficit? Because if you 
want to solve the deficit, you have to 
know what created it to undo it. What 
has changed to create the deficit is sev- 
eral things: 

One, 40 percent of the deficit is 
caused by the Bush tax cuts, which will 
expire at the end of the year unless we 
change that. Forty percent of the cur- 
rent and anticipated deficits were 
caused by the Bush tax cuts of 2001 and 
2003; 

Second, two unfunded wars in Iraq 
and Afghanistan—the first time in 
American history we fought major 
wars without increasing taxes to pay 
for them; 

Third, aside from the wars, com- 
pletely aside from the wars, we have 
doubled Pentagon spending since 2001 
in real terms; and 

Finally, we have a depression, or a 
recession. When you have a recession 
that started in 2007 or 2008, tax receipts 
go down. Expenses on things like food 
stamps and unemployment insurance 
goes up. That’s when you should run a 
deficit. You should run a surplus in 
good times; you should run a deficit 
during a depression or recession in 
order to stimulate the economy and 
get it back up. 

If we want to deal with the deficit— 
and we should deal with the deficit—we 
shouldn’t reduce necessary government 
spending and certainly not nickel-and- 
dime step pay increases for Federal 
employees. If we want to reduce the 
deficit, we should undo most of the 
Bush tax cuts for the rich, because 
most of the Bush tax cuts went to rich 
people and to very large corporations. 
We are only collecting about 14 or 15 
percent of GDP in taxes this year. 
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The normal range is between 19 and 
21 percent. And I say “normal,” mean- 
ing the entire post-World War II period 
ranges between 18 or 19 and 22 percent. 
We're collecting 14 or 15 percent in the 
last couple of years because, one, the 
recession, and, two, because we greatly 
reduced effective taxes on multi-na- 
tional corporations and on rich people. 

We used to have in this country, 
under President Reagan, 25 different 
tax brackets. Someone making $5 mil- 
lion paid a higher tax rate than some- 
one making $1 million, who paid a 
higher tax rate than someone making 
$250,000 and so forth. Now, the highest 
tax rate kicks in at below $250,000, and 
someone making $250 million pays no 
higher tax rate than someone making 
$175,000 or $200,000. There’s something 
very wrong with that. 

So if we want to deal with the deficit, 
deal not with the nonexistent problem, 
which is the huge nonexistent spending 
surge that didn’t occur. And we have 
great needs in this country. We have to 
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fix our highways, our roads, our 
bridges, our hospitals, our broadband. 
We have to invest so this country will 
be economically competitive, and our 
schools and our teachers and our cops 
and all of these things. 

If you want to fix the deficit, don’t 
shortchange what we should be doing 
to invest in this country. Get rid of the 
Bush tax cuts, or most of them, or get 
rid of those portions of the Bush taxes 
that went to rich people, high-income 
people and to big corporations. Make 
corporations, the large corporations, 
pay an effective tax rate again, instead 
of a large number of our top corpora- 
tions paying zero dollars in taxes. 

Reduce the Pentagon budget, which 
we can do. We no longer need all those 
troops in Germany to protect against a 
Soviet tank invasion, which is not like- 
ly to occur since the Soviets don’t 
exist anymore. That’s what we ought 
to be doing. 

But the key thing is don’t have this 
mythology that we have greatly ex- 
panded Federal spending over the last 
10 years, or even over the last 3 years, 
which is simply not the case. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Georgia (Mr. BROUN). 

The question was taken; and the Act- 
ing Chair announced that the noes ap- 
peared to have it. 

Mr. BROUN of Georgia. 
Chair, I demand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro- 
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Georgia will be 
postponed. 

The Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

FAIR HOUSING AND EQUAL OPPORTUNITY 

For necessary salaries and expenses of the 
Office of Fair Housing and Equal Oppor- 
tunity, $72,904,000. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BROUN OF 
GEORGIA 

Mr. BROUN of Georgia. Madam 
Chair, I have an amendment at the 
desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will re- 
port the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Page 74, line 19, after the dollar amount, 
insert ‘‘(reduced by $304,000)”. 

Page 150, line 9, after the dollar amount, 
insert ‘‘(increased by $304,000)’’. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. BROUN of Georgia. Madam 
Chair, again I rise just to freeze the 
funding for salaries and office expenses 
for the Office of Fair Housing and 
Equal Opportunity by a meager 
$304,000. If we cannot cut out $115,000 or 
$304,000, what are we going to cut? 

And as my friend from Massachusetts 
already said, actually, on two of my 
amendments, that it’s to increase sala- 
ries of Federal bureaucrats. We’ve got 
to freeze the salaries of these bureau- 
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crats. We’ve got to be fiscally respon- 
sible. 

My amendment doesn’t cut any pro- 
gram, doesn’t cut any service, doesn’t 
cut out any part of the necessary as- 
pects of the Federal Government. All it 
does is it freezes the salaries and the 
expenses of this office, as the other 
amendments would do. It freezes it at 
this year’s levels. Doesn’t even go 
backwards, freezes it at this year’s lev- 
els. 

I urge support of my amendment, and 
I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. OLVER. I rise in opposition. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Massachusetts is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. OLVER. Madam Chair, now at 
this point we have—I think this is the 
last of this group of amendments that 
have been proposed in this area, in es- 
sence. And when you put them to- 
gether, because one was for $6.5 mil- 
lion, one was for about $5 million, then 
there were a couple that were a little— 
there was one that was a little over $1 
million and then a couple that were 
smaller—the sum total of people who 
will be taken out of the—who this 
would require, the freeze, in that way, 
would require that some number 
around 200-or-so employees would be 
put out of positions. 

Now, the gentleman from Georgia 
thinks that, well, they’re Federal bu- 
reaucrats; but they’re providing a serv- 
ice. In this instance, it is the service in 
the Office of Fair Housing and Equal 
Opportunity, which has a budget, total 
budget, of $70-million-or-so. And this 
300,000 is only a couple of percent out 
of it. 

Most of the salaries and expenses, 
most of these agencies that he has been 
affecting are mostly done in salaries 
and expenses of the operation of the of- 
fice. But they all provide a public serv- 
ice to people. In this instance, it’s the 
Office of Fair Housing and Equal Op- 
portunity. 

Well, it ensures that Americans have 
the same right, that all Americans 
have the same right to housing and in- 
vestigates instances where those rights 
have been violated. So we are, in every 
instance of them, and we dealt with a 
couple of similar ones last night before 
in the other department under this 
bill—they only serve to slow down the 
effective operation of those offices to 
provide services across the whole 
gamut of things which have been given 
to them to do, whether it be public 
housing, whether it be the Veterans 
Administration program, here the Fair 
Housing Administration program, the 
FHA, the housing for elders, housing 
for disabled people. All of them are the 
same ilk. There’s no reason to do any- 
thing other than the same thing that 
we have done in the past. And so Pm 
urging, again, a ‘‘no’”’ vote on this. 

I yield back the balance of my time; 

Mr. LATHAM. I move to strike the 
last word. 
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The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Iowa is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. LATHAM. Madam Chair, I under- 
stand the gentleman, and I appreciate 
the fact that he wants to cut spending. 
We have, in fact, in this bill cut the 
spending from the request $1.4 million 
on this particular line item in the 
budget. 

The fact of the matter is, Madam 
Chair, we have additional rent that we 
have to pay. We have an extra day of 
work for the Federal workers next year 
that we have to pay. So there’s not 
going to be any increase. It’s basically 
going to maintain where we are in this 
function. 

But, again, we have already cut from 
the President’s request, $1.4 million. 
And there are additional costs we’re 
going to incur just to stay even from 
last year. So with that, I would urge a 
“no” vote. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Georgia (Mr. BROUN). 

The question was taken; and the Act- 
ing Chair announced that the noes ap- 
peared to have it. 

Mr. BROUN of Georgia. 
Chair, I demand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro- 
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Georgia will be 
postponed. 

The Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

OFFICE OF HEALTHY HOMES AND LEAD HAZARD 
CONTROL 

For necessary salaries and expenses of the 
Office of Healthy Homes and Lead Hazard 
Control, $6,816,000. 

PUBLIC AND INDIAN HOUSING 
TENANT-BASED RENTAL ASSISTANCE 

For activities and assistance for the provi- 
sion of tenant-based rental assistance au- 
thorized under the United States Housing 
Act of 1987, as amended (42 U.S.C. 1487 et 
seq.) (‘the Act” herein), not otherwise pro- 
vided for, $15,134,283,000, to remain available 
until expended, shall be available on October 
1, 2012 (in addition to the $4,000,000,000 pre- 
viously appropriated under this heading that 
became available on October 1, 2012), and 
$4,000,000,000, to remain available until ex- 
pended, shall be available on October 1, 2013: 
Provided, That amounts made available 
under this heading are provided as follows: 

(1) $17,237,948,000 shall be available for re- 
newals of expiring section 8 tenant-based an- 
nual contributions contracts (including re- 
newals of enhanced vouchers under any pro- 
vision of law authorizing such assistance 
under section 8(t) of the Act) and including 
renewal of other special purpose incremental 
vouchers: Provided, That notwithstanding 
any other provision of law, from amounts 
provided under this paragraph and any car- 
ryover, the Secretary for the calendar year 
2013 funding cycle shall provide renewal 
funding for each public housing agency based 
on validated voucher management system 
(VMS) leasing and cost data for the prior cal- 
endar year and by applying an inflation fac- 
tor as established by the Secretary, by no- 
tice published in the Federal Register, and 
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by making any necessary adjustments for 
the costs associated with the first-time re- 
newal of vouchers under this paragraph in- 
cluding tenant protection and HOPE VI 
vouchers: Provided further, That none of the 
funds provided under this paragraph may be 
used to fund a total number of unit months 
under lease which exceeds a public housing 
agency’s authorized level of units under con- 
tract, except for public housing agencies par- 
ticipating in the Moving to Work (MTW) 
demonstration, which are instead governed 
by the terms and conditions of their MTW 
agreements: Provided further, That the Sec- 
retary shall, to the extent necessary to stay 
within the amount specified under this para- 
graph, pro rate each public housing agency’s 
allocation otherwise established pursuant to 
this paragraph: Provided further, That except 
as provided in the following provisos, the en- 
tire amount specified under this paragraph 
(except as otherwise modified under this 
Act) shall be obligated to the public housing 
agencies based on the allocation and pro rata 
method described above, and the Secretary 
shall notify public housing agencies of their 
annual budget not later than 60 days after 
enactment of this Act: Provided further, That 
the Secretary may extend the 60-day notifi- 
cation period, with the prior written ap- 
proval of the House and Senate Committees 
on Appropriations: Provided further, That up 
to $75,000,000 shall be available only: (1) for 
adjustments in the allocations for public 
housing agencies, after application for an ad- 
justment by a public housing agency, that 
experienced a significant increase, as deter- 
mined by the Secretary, in renewal costs of 
vouchers resulting from unforeseen cir- 
cumstances or from portability under sec- 
tion 8(r) of the Act; (2) for vouchers that 
were not in use during the 12-month period 
in order to be available to meet a commit- 
ment pursuant to section 8(0)(13) of the Act; 
(3) for adjustments for costs associated with 
HUD-Veterans Affairs Supportive Housing 
(HUD-VASH) vouchers; and (4) for adjust- 
ments in the allocations for public housing 
agencies that experienced a significant in- 
crease, aS determined by the Secretary, in 
renewal costs as a result of participation in 
the Small Area Fair Market Rent dem- 
onstration: Provided further, That the Sec- 
retary shall allocate amounts under the pre- 
vious proviso based on need as determined by 
the Secretary; 

(2) $75,000,000 shall be for section 8 rental 
assistance for relocation and replacement of 
housing units that are demolished or dis- 
posed of pursuant to section 18 of the Act, 
conversion of section 23 projects to assist- 
ance under section 8, the family unification 
program under section 8(x) of the Act, relo- 
cation of witnesses in connection with ef- 
forts to combat crime in public and assisted 
housing pursuant to a request from a law en- 
forcement or prosecution agency, enhanced 
vouchers under any provision of law author- 
izing such assistance under section 8(t) of 
the Act, HOPE VI vouchers, mandatory and 
voluntary conversions, and tenant protec- 
tion assistance including replacement and 
relocation assistance or for project-based as- 
sistance to prevent the displacement of unas- 
sisted elderly tenants currently residing in 
section 202 properties financed between 1959 
and 1974 that are refinanced pursuant to Pub- 
lic Law 106-569, as amended, or under the au- 
thority as provided under this Act: Provided, 
That when a public housing development is 
submitted for demolition or disposition 
under section 18 of the Act, the Secretary 
may provide section 8 rental assistance when 
the units pose an imminent health and safe- 
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ty risk to residents: Provided further, That 
the Secretary may only provide replacement 
vouchers for units that were occupied within 
the previous 24 months that cease to be 
available as assisted housing, subject only to 
the availability of funds: Provided further, 
That of the amounts made available under 
this paragraph, $10,000,000 may be available 
to provide tenant protection assistance, not 
otherwise provided under this paragraph, to 
residents residing in low-vacancy areas and 
who may have to pay rents greater than 30 
percent of household income, as the result of 
(1) the maturity of a HUD-insured, HUD-held 
or section 202 loan that requires the permis- 
sion of the Secretary prior to loan prepay- 
ment; (2) the expiration of a rental assist- 
ance contract for which the tenants are not 
eligible for enhanced voucher or tenant pro- 
tection assistance under existing law; or (8) 
the expiration of affordability restrictions 
accompanying a mortgage or preservation 
program administered by the Secretary: Pro- 
vided further, That such tenant protection as- 
sistance made available under the previous 
proviso may be provided under the authority 
of section 8(t) or section 8(0)(13) of the 
United States Housing Act of 1937 (42 U.S.C. 
1487f(t)): Provided further, That the Secretary 
shall issue guidance to implement the pre- 
vious provisos, including, but not limited to, 
requirements for defining eligible at-risk 
households within 120 days of the enactment 
of this Act; 

(8) $1,575,000,000 shall be for administrative 
and other expenses of public housing agen- 
cies in administering the section 8 tenant- 
based rental assistance program, of which up 
to $50,000,000 shall be available to the Sec- 
retary to allocate to public housing agencies 
that need additional funds to administer 
their section 8 programs, including fees asso- 
ciated with section 8 tenant protection rent- 
al assistance, the administration of disaster 
-related vouchers, Veterans Affairs Sup- 
portive Housing vouchers, and other special 
purpose incremental vouchers: Provided, 
That no less than $1,525,000,000 of the amount 
provided in this paragraph shall be allocated 
to public housing agencies for the calendar 
year 2013 funding cycle based on section 8(q) 
of the Act (and related Appropriation Act 
provisions) as in effect immediately before 
the enactment of the Quality Housing and 
Work Responsibility Act of 1998 (Public Law 
105-276): Provided further, That if the 
amounts made available under this para- 
graph are insufficient to pay the amounts de- 
termined under the previous proviso, the 
Secretary may decrease the amounts allo- 
cated to agencies by a uniform percentage 
applicable to all agencies receiving funding 
under this paragraph or may, to the extent 
necessary to provide full payment of 
amounts determined under the previous pro- 
viso, utilize unobligated balances, including 
recaptures and carryovers, remaining from 
funds appropriated to the Department of 
Housing and Urban Development under this 
heading from prior fiscal years, notwith- 
standing the purposes for which such 
amounts were appropriated: Provided further, 
That all public housing agencies partici- 
pating in the MTW demonstration shall be 
funded pursuant to their MTW agreements, 
and shall be subject to the same uniform per- 
centage decrease as under the previous pro- 
viso: Provided further, That amounts provided 
under this paragraph shall be only for activi- 
ties related to the provision of tenant-based 
rental assistance authorized under section 8, 
including related development activities; 

(4) $60,000,000 shall be available for family 
self-sufficiency coordinators under section 23 
of the Act; 
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(5) $111,335,000 for the renewal of tenant- 
based assistance contracts under section 811 
of the Cranston-Gonzalez National Afford- 
able Housing Act (42 U.S.C. 8013), including 
necessary administrative expenses; 

(6) $75,000,000 for incremental rental vouch- 
er assistance for use through a supported 
housing program administered in conjunc- 
tion with the Department of Veterans Af- 
fairs as authorized under section 8(0)(19) of 
the United States Housing Act of 1937: Pro- 
vided, That the Secretary of Housing and 
Urban Development shall make such funding 
available, notwithstanding section 204 (com- 
petition provision) of this title, to public 
housing agencies that partner with eligible 
VA Medical Centers or other entities as des- 
ignated by the Secretary of the Department 
of Veterans Affairs, based on geographical 
need for such assistance as identified by the 
Secretary of the Department of Veterans Af- 
fairs, public housing agency administrative 
performance, and other factors as specified 
by the Secretary of Housing and Urban De- 
velopment in consultation with the Sec- 
retary of the Department of Veterans Af- 
fairs: Provided further, That the Secretary of 
Housing and Urban Development may waive, 
or specify alternative requirements for (in 
consultation with the Secretary of the De- 
partment of Veterans Affairs), any provision 
of any statute or regulation that the Sec- 
retary of Housing and Urban Development 
administers in connection with the use of 
funds made available under this paragraph 
(except for requirements related to fair hous- 
ing, nondiscrimination, labor standards, and 
the environment), upon a finding by the Sec- 
retary that any such waivers or alternative 
requirements are necessary for the effective 
delivery and administration of such voucher 
assistance: Provided further, That assistance 
made available under this paragraph shall 
continue to remain available for homeless 
veterans upon turn-over; and 

(7) The Secretary shall separately track all 
special purpose vouchers funded under this 
heading. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3 OFFERED BY MR. NADLER 


Mr. NADLER. Madam Chair, I have 
an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Page 75, line 7, after the dollar amount, in- 
sert ‘‘(increased by $460,000,000)’’. 

Page 75, line 14, after the dollar amount, 
insert ‘‘(increased by $460,000,000)’’. 

Mr. LATHAM. Madam Chair, I re- 
serve a point of order on the gentle- 
man’s amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The point of 
order is reserved. 

The gentleman from New York is rec- 
ognized for 5 minutes. 
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Mr. NADLER. Madam Chairman, we 
spend a lot of time talking about how 
we need to do more with less. The re- 
ality is that, all too often, we do less 
with less. This is the unfortunate re- 
ality facing our rental assistance pro- 
grams if the House-proposed funding 
levels are enacted. 

The Housing Choice Voucher pro- 
gram, more commonly known as sec- 
tion 8, provides rental assistance to 
over 2 million households with very 
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low incomes. Half of these households 
are of seniors or people with disabil- 
ities. Most of the rest are of families 
with children. 

Experts agree with HUD’s assessment 
of section 8. It is a cost-effective means 
of delivering decent, safe, and afford- 
able housing to low-income families in 
the private market. Because of the 
widely accepted success of the pro- 
gram, section 8 has enjoyed bipartisan 
support for many years. 

Despite agreement among policy ex- 
perts and politicians, section 8 funding 
levels continue to come up short of the 
actual need. The National Low Income 
Housing Coalition found that, accord- 
ing to the latest census data, for every 
100 households with extremely low in- 
comes, only 30 rental units are afford- 
able and available. Three-quarters of 
renters with extremely low incomes 
pay housing costs that exceed half of 
their incomes, placing them at a high 
risk of housing instability and home- 
lessness. Yet, because of limited funds, 
only one in four eligible families re- 
ceives rental assistance. 

Without increasing funds beyond 
what is included in this bill for the sec- 
tion 8 program, an estimated 58,000 
low-income families will lose their ex- 
isting rental assistance next year, put- 
ting these families at risk of homeless- 
ness. Even the more conservative esti- 
mate of the section 8 budget shortfall 
by the OMB finds that 30,000 low-in- 
come families will be at risk of losing 
their current vouchers and, therefore, 
of losing their homes. 

With housing instability and home- 
lessness comes the destabilizing of 
families and the possible long-term 
negative impacts on kids. That’s why 
I’m offering this amendment. 

This amendment would increase 
funding for section 8 voucher renewals 
by $460 million to cover the actual 
costs of ensuring that existing vouch- 
ers will continue and that no family 
will lose an existing section 8 voucher. 
This does not increase the number of 
vouchers, though I would love to do 
that, but it does ensure that no fami- 
lies would lose their currently existing 
section 8 vouchers. 

Additionally, by funding section 8 at 
the figures necessary to continue exist- 
ing vouchers, we can make sure that it 
would be unnecessary for HUD to im- 
plement its proposal for $75 minimum 
rent even if that $75 exceeds the nor- 
mal section 8 rental limit of 30 percent 
of income. To most of us here, $75 may 
not seem like a lot of money as it’s a 
meal for two in many Washington and 
New York City restaurants, but for 
500,000 of the poorest HUD-assisted 
families, families who have annual in- 
comes of less than $3,000—that’s around 
$250 a month—$75 is a lot of money. For 
400,000 HUD-assisted families, $75 min- 
imum would be a 50 percent rent in- 
crease from what they’re paying now, 
leaving these families with less money 
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for food, transportation, and other 
basic necessities. We’re talking about 
families with annual incomes of $2,000 
or $2,500 annually. 

Madam Chairman, our first objective 
must be to prevent further hardship to 
the poorest people in our country and 
to prevent additional potential home- 
lessness among vulnerable low-income 
families. To do this, we must ensure 
that we do not lose current section 8 
assistance and that we do not impose a 
new minimum rent that could be way 
beyond 30 percent of income for people 
earning $2,000 and $2,500. This amend- 
ment is necessary in order to do that, 
so I urge my colleagues to support my 
amendment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

POINT OF ORDER 

Mr. LATHAM. Madam Chairman, I 
insist on the point of order. 

The amendment proposes a net in- 
crease in budget authority in the bill. 

The amendment is not in order under 
section 3(j)(8) of House Resolution 5, 
112th Congress, which states: 

It shall not be in order to consider an 
amendment to a general appropriations 
bill proposing a net increase in budget 
authority in the bill unless considered 
en bloc with another amendment or 
amendments proposing an equal or 
greater decrease in such budget author- 
ity pursuant to clause 2(f) of rule XXI. 

The amendment proposes a net in- 
crease in budget authority in the bill 
in violation of such section. 

I ask for a ruling from the Chair. 

The Acting CHAIR. Does any Member 
wish to be heard on the point of order? 

The gentleman from New York is rec- 
ognized. 

Mr. NADLER. Madam Chairman, the 
necessity for this amendment is unde- 
niable. 

The hardship and the suffering this 
budget would cause without this 
amendment, by imposing minimum 
rentals way beyond 30 percent of in- 
come on people with incomes of $2,000 
to $2,500 annually, is undeniable. That 
this Congress should do such a thing is 
regrettable, to put it mildly. 

I understand the rule. The rule would 
require an offset of an equal amount of 
money; but in this overly restrictive 
bill to start with, there is no way of 
finding such an offset of that amount 
of money without hurting people in an 
equal fashion in other ways. So that 
says that we have a choice of really in- 
juring ‘‘these’’ people or of really injur- 
ing ‘‘those’’ people. It’s not an accept- 
able choice. I understand the rule. That 
is regrettable. 

I hope that as we progress with this 
budget that we can find a way of find- 
ing the funds that we have in this 
amendment for this purpose so that we 
do not injure all of these thousands and 
thousands of very low-income people. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Iowa makes a point of order that 
the amendment offered by the gen- 
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tleman from New York violates section 
3(j)(3) of House Resolution 5. 

Section 3(j)(3) establishes a point of 
order against an amendment proposing 
a net increase in budget authority in 
the pending bill. 

The Chair has been persuasively 
guided by an estimate from the chair of 
the Committee on the Budget that the 
amendment proposes a net increase in 
budget authority in the bill. Therefore, 
the point of order is sustained. The 
amendment is not in order. 

The Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

HOUSING CERTIFICATE FUND 
(RESCISSION) 


Unobligated balances, including recaptures 
and carryover, remaining from funds appro- 
priated to the Department of Housing and 
Urban Development under this heading, the 
heading, ‘‘Annual Contributions for Assisted 
Housing”, and the heading ‘‘Project-Based 
Rental Assistance’’, for fiscal year 2013 and 
prior years may be used for renewal of or 
amendments to section 8 project-based con- 
tracts and for performance-based contract 
administrators, notwithstanding the pur- 
poses for which such funds were appro- 
priated: Provided, That any obligated bal- 
ances of contract authority from fiscal year 
1974 and prior that have been terminated 
shall be rescinded: Provided further, That 
amounts previously recaptured, or recap- 
tured during the current fiscal year, from 
section 8 project-based contracts from source 
years fiscal year 1975 through fiscal year 1987 
are hereby rescinded, and an amount of addi- 
tional new budget authority, equivalent to 
the amount permanently cancelled is hereby 
appropriated, to remain available until ex- 
pended, for the purposes set forth under this 
heading, in addition to amounts otherwise 
available. 


PUBLIC HOUSING CAPITAL FUND 


For the Public Housing Capital Fund Pro- 
gram to carry out capital and management 
activities for public housing agencies, as au- 
thorized under section 9 of the United States 
Housing Act of 1987 (42 U.S.C. 1437g) (the 
““Act’’) $1,985,000,000, to remain available 
until September 30, 2016: Provided, That not- 
withstanding any other provision of law or 
regulation, during fiscal year 2013 the Sec- 
retary of Housing and Urban Development 
may not delegate to any Department official 
other than the Deputy Secretary and the As- 
sistant Secretary for Public and Indian 
Housing any authority under paragraph (2) 
of section 9(j) regarding the extension of the 
time periods under such section: Provided 
further, That for purposes of such section 
9(j), the term ‘‘obligate’’ means, with respect 
to amounts, that the amounts are subject to 
a binding agreement that will result in out- 
lays, immediately or in the future: Provided 
further, That up to $15,345,000 shall be to sup- 
port the ongoing Public Housing Financial 
and Physical Assessment activities of the 
Real Estate Assessment Center (REAC): Pro- 
vided further, That of the total amount pro- 
vided under this heading, not to exceed 
$20,000,000 shall be available for the Sec- 
retary to make grants, notwithstanding sec- 
tion 204 of this Act, to public housing agen- 
cies for emergency capital needs including 
safety and security measures necessary to 
address crime and drug-related activity as 
well as needs resulting from unforeseen or 
unpreventable emergencies and natural dis- 
asters excluding Presidentially declared 
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emergencies and natural disasters under the 
Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and Emer- 
gency Act (42 U.S.C. 5121 et seq.) occurring in 
fiscal year 2013: Provided further, That of the 
total amount provided under this heading 
$50,000,000 shall be for supportive services, 
service coordinator and congregate services 
as authorized by section 34 of the Act (42 
U.S.C. 1437z-6) and the Native American 
Housing Assistance and Self-Determination 
Act of 1996 (25 U.S.C. 4101 et seq.): Provided 
further, That of the total amount provided 
under this heading, up to $5,000,000 is to sup- 
port the costs of administrative and judicial 
receiverships: Provided further, That from the 
funds made available under this heading, the 
Secretary shall provide bonus awards in fis- 
cal year 2013 to public housing agencies that 
are designated high performers. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BROUN OF 
GEORGIA 

Mr. BROUN of Georgia. Madam 
Chairman, I have an amendment at the 
desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will re- 
port the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Page 84, line 19, after the dollar amount, 
insert ‘‘(reduced by $110,000,000)’’. 

Page 150, line 9, after the dollar amount, 
insert ‘‘(increased by $110,000,000)’’. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. BROUN of Georgia. Madam 
Chairman, the underlying bill is sug- 
gesting that Congress allot an increase 
of $110 million in Federal funding for 
the Public Housing Capital Fund from 
this fiscal year, from fiscal year 2012. 

My amendment would simply freeze 
funding at our current level and reduce 
the proposed funding by $110 million. 
We’ve got to stop spending. That’s 
what all my efforts are geared towards. 
We can continue to perform the nec- 
essary functions of the Federal Govern- 
ment for those who need it. My amend- 
ment would just freeze the proposed in- 
crease in funding so that we keep it at 
this current year’s level. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
very simple amendment, which would 
save over $110 million for the hard- 
working taxpayers of America. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. OLVER. Madam Chairwoman, I 
rise in opposition to the amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Massachusetts is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. OLVER. The amendment that 
the gentleman from Georgia has now 
offered has to do with the Public Hous- 
ing Capital Fund. 

The public housing infrastructure 
currently has an estimated $26 billion 
of maintenance backlog. In fact, cap- 
ital repairs accumulate at the rate of 
something over $3 billion a year, which 
is considerably higher than $1.9 billion 
that is contained in this—$1.985 billion 
that’s contained in this bill. So what 
we are doing is, year by year, con- 
tinuing to provide maintenance fund- 
ing: the replacement of utilities, the 
replacement of appliances, as well as 
such simple maintenance as painting if 
it’s needed, and so on. 
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In our more than a million housing 
units, in the 3,500 or so of our total 
housing authorities around the coun- 
try, we are steadily putting these in a 
situation where we’re building a fur- 
ther capital maintenance backlog gap 
year by year by year. 

This is never a wise thing to do when 
it’s at the extent that we are presently 
doing it. But the $110 million at least is 
a little bit better than not having the 
$110 million, which would be an even 
greater increase in the backlog gap 
that we have for maintenance, repair, 
and upgrading of our housing units. 

All of those housing units are in- 
tended to last for many years and be 
used long into the future. If we don’t 
maintain them properly in a reason- 
able way, then eventually we will lose 
those units. It is much more expensive 
to replace the units with new units 
than it is to maintain them in a proper 
way. 

I urge a “no” vote on this amend- 
ment so that we do not continue to dig 
our hole deeper on the maintenance 
needs for the stock of housing that we 
have in our 3,500 public housing au- 
thorities around the country. 

With that, I yield back the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. DUNCAN of Tennessee. Madam 
Chairwoman, I move to strike the last 
word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. DUNCAN of Tennessee. Madam 
Chairwoman, I rise in support of this 
amendment. This is a $110 million in- 
crease in spending, and it is simply too 
much under the circumstances. 

I want to first of all, though, cer- 
tainly commend Chairman LATHAM and 
all those who have worked on this bill 
because the material that has been pro- 
vided to our office said that this bill 
overall contains a 7.1 percent decrease 
in funding, which I think is the biggest 
cut of any appropriations bill that 
we’ve dealt with so far. I also want to 
commend and salute the gentleman 
from Georgia for trying even harder to 
rein in spending, because I think al- 
most everyone on both sides of the 
aisle knows that we have to reduce 
spending and we have to do more than 
we've been doing. 

This $110 million increase is double 
the rate of inflation. The amendment 
by the gentleman from Georgia does 
not reduce the funding of this agency. 
It just holds it at the same level. We’ve 
cut our own budgets, Madam Chair- 
woman, for the last couple of years. 
We’ve tried to cut many other things. 
But megabillions have been poured into 
this program over the last 10 or 15 
years. Even with the gentleman’s 
amendment, this fund will still get 
$1.765 billion. I can tell you most peo- 
ple around the country think that’s an 
awful lot of money. 

I rise in support of this amendment. 
I certainly hope that if this amend- 
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ment does not pass, that we will at 
least pass the much smaller cut in the 
gentleman’s next amendment. But I 
think this is a good amendment. 

We have to get serious about cutting 
spending when we’re facing a national 
debt of over $16 trillion, which is going 
much higher and much faster. Unless 
we want this country to become a gi- 
gantic Greece and have the problems 
that we’re seeing all over the world, 
then we’ve got to do more than we’re 
doing. 

So I rise in support of the gentle- 
man’s amendment, and I yield back 
that balance of my time. 

Mr. LATHAM. I move to strike the 
last word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Iowa is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. LATHAM. Madam Chairman, I 
rise in opposition to the amendment. 

We have been fiscally responsible in 
this bill by reducing the public housing 
capital fund by $85 million below the 
budget request, and we’re hearing that 
this funding level will be a challenge 
because there’s a backlog, Madam 
Chairman, of over $25 billion in capital 
projects. However, this does represent 
one of the toughest choices we’ve had 
to make to meet our allocation in this 
bill. A deeper cut to this account will 
merely defer projects to future years 
and I believe will cost more money in 
the future by running up the cost of 
those projects in the years ahead. 

With that, I would urge a “no” vote, 
and I yield back the balance of my 
time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Georgia (Mr. BROUN). 

The question was taken; and the Act- 
ing Chair announced that the noes ap- 
peared to have it. 

Mr. BROUN of Georgia. Madam 
Chairman, I demand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro- 
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Georgia will be 
postponed. 

Mr. BROUN of Georgia. Madam 
Chair, I move to strike the last word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. BROUN of Georgia. Madam 
Chairman, I was going to introduce an- 
other amendment to this same pro- 
gram which would have been a decrease 
of just 10 percent of the increase. As I 
see things going on here today, we 
can’t even cut out $115,000. Cutting out 
$11 million, I’m sure, is out of the ques- 
tion for my colleagues. 

Madam Chair, we’ve just got to stop 
this outrageous spending here in Wash- 
ington. So I’m not going to offer the 
other one. I would anticipate a point of 
order being brought against it, and 
rightfully so. So I’m not going to intro- 
duce that amendment. 

I just ask my colleagues—and I hope 
that they hear from Americans all over 
this country—to stop the spending. 
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With that, I yield back the balance of 
my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

PUBLIC HOUSING OPERATING FUND 

For 2013 payments to public housing agen- 
cies for the operation and management of 
public housing, as authorized by section 9(e) 
of the United States Housing Act of 1937 (42 
U.S.C. 1487g(e)), $4,524,000,000: Provided, That 
in determining public housing agencies’, in- 
cluding Moving to Work agencies’, calendar 
year 2013 funding allocations under this 
heading, the Secretary may, contingent on 
authorization, take into account the impact 
of changes in minimum rents, flat rents, and 
medical expense thresholds on public hous- 
ing agencies’ formula income levels. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BROUN OF 
GEORGIA 

Mr. BROUN of Georgia. Madam 
Chairman, I have an amendment at the 
desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will re- 
port the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Page 86, line 12, after the dollar amount, 
insert ‘‘(reduced by $562,150,000)’’. 

Page 150, line 9, after the dollar amount, 
insert ‘‘(increased by $562,150,000)’’. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Georgia is recognized for 5 min- 
utes. 

Mr. BROUN of Georgia. Madam 
Chairwoman, the underlying bill in- 
creases funding for the public housing 
operating fund by over $500 million for 
fiscal year 2013. 

My amendment would simply return 
the funding back to this year from the 
proposed levels. It’s a $500 million in- 
crease at a time when our Nation is 
broke and American taxpayers are 
struggling to put food on their tables 
and looking for jobs. 

It is imperative that we look for 
commonsense cuts wherever we can, 
and this is one of those. It’s a lot of 
money, $500 million. Some would say 
it’s a very small amount compared to 
the overall funding level proposed in 
this bill, but it’s still $500 million. We 
just have to stop spending money that 
we don’t have. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
very simple amendment that would 
save over $500 million, and I yield back 
the balance of my time. 

Mr. LATHAM. Madam Chairman, I 
rise in opposition to the amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Iowa is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. LATHAM. Madam Chair, I do rise 
in opposition to the gentleman’s 
amendment. This is an amendment 
that on face value is somewhat con- 
fusing, shall we say. 

While it appears that there is a large 
increase in this account when it says 
$562 million over last year, this ac- 
count is approximately level funded 
from last year because last year we 
went in and took $500 million out of re- 
serve funds of the public housing au- 
thorities that were sitting there that 
were unexpended balances. 
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Those reserves are no longer there. 
So what we’re having to do in this bill 
basically to stay virtually even is to 
have the $562 million over last year. 

This fund provides many of the nec- 
essary operating and maintenance ac- 
tivities for our housing authorities, in- 
cluding health, safety, and sanitation. 
Our funding levels for public housing 
build in savings from reform proposals 
that we urge the authorizers to com- 
plete before we go to a final conference 
on this bill. Again, in this entire bill, 
while you talk about the highway bill, 
financial services doing their work, but 
that would be extremely helpful if, in 
fact, we had authorizations that would 
actually limit spending and that we 
could follow. 

But again, I just wanted to reiterate: 
We used $500 million a year ago out of 
the funds that were available, sitting 
there idle. So what, in fact, this does is 
basically even from last year. While it 
appears to be a large increase, it, in 
fact, is not because the use of those 
funds from last year, the reserve funds. 

I believe we are providing a respon- 
sible level of funding for this program. 
And again, I want to reiterate, Madam 
Chairman, we are cutting about $4 bil- 
lion in this appropriation bill—I think 
the gentleman earlier mentioned that’s 
the largest percentage cut of any bill 
so far on the floor. But this particular 
issue, this particular amendment 
would be extremely devastating be- 
cause of funding issues in the reserve 
account that we used last year. With 
that, I would urge a ‘‘no’’ vote on the 
amendment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. OLVER. I move to strike the last 
word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Massachusetts is recognized for 5 
minutes 

Mr. OLVER. I’m not sure I have any- 
thing much to add to what my chair- 
man has said, other than to just point 
out, if you look back at the number of 
dollars that were assigned for the fiscal 
year °11 bill, that was over $4.6 billion. 
So in 2012, the amount of money 
brought that down to under $4 billion. 
The $500-plus million that the gen- 
tleman from Iowa had pointed out was 
part of the reserves that were taken 
from those housing authorities around 
the country that had substantial re- 
serves. So that has been done. That was 
a one-shot kind of a deal. And now the 
funding has to go back to something 
that is in line with the yearly fundings, 
going back to a period of time of well 
into a decade ago, that were on a dif- 
ferent guide path. So this is just re- 
turning to that. 

It is at the President’s request. It’s 
below the amount that has been grant- 
ed in the other body’s allocation. They 
had a larger allocation in their num- 
bers for it. This particular account is 
well below ours. It’s $70 million or so 
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below what has been provided by the 
chairman in the mark for this year. 

So I think this is entirely appro- 
priate, given the size of the mainte- 
nance gaps and the need to keep main- 
taining your facilities, your housing 
quality so that you don’t end up losing 
that or ending up with much higher ex- 
pense for replacement. I urge a “no” 
vote on the amendment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Georgia (Mr. BROUN). 

The question was taken; and the Act- 
ing Chair announced that the noes ap- 
peared to have it. 

Mr. BROUN of Georgia. 
Chair, I demand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro- 
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Georgia will be 
postponed. 

The Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

NATIVE AMERICAN HOUSING BLOCK GRANTS 

For the Native American Housing Block 
Grants program, as authorized under title I 
of the Native American Housing Assistance 
and Self-Determination Act of 1996 
(NAHASDA) (25 U.S.C. 4111 et seq.), 
$650,000,000, to remain available until Sep- 
tember 30, 2017: Provided, That, notwith- 
standing the Native American Housing As- 
sistance and Self-Determination Act of 1996, 
to determine the amount of the allocation 
under title I of such Act for each Indian 
tribe, the Secretary shall apply the formula 
under section 302 of such Act with the need 
component based on single-race census data 
and with the need component based on 
multi-race census data, and the amount of 
the allocation for each Indian tribe shall be 
the greater of the two resulting allocation 
amounts: Provided further, That of the 
amounts made available under this heading, 
$2,000,000 shall be contracted for assistance 
for national or regional organizations rep- 
resenting Native American housing interests 
for providing training and technical assist- 
ance to Indian housing authorities and trib- 
ally designated housing entities: Provided 
further, That of the amount provided under 
this heading, $2,000,000 shall be made avail- 
able for the cost of guaranteed notes and 
other obligations, as authorized by title VI 
of NAHASDA: Provided further, That such 
costs, including the costs of modifying such 
notes and other obligations, shall be as de- 
fined in section 502 of the Congressional 
Budget Act of 1974, as amended: Provided fur- 
ther, That these funds are available to sub- 
sidize the total principal amount of any 
notes and other obligations, any part of 
which is to be guaranteed, not to exceed 
$20,000,000: Provided further, That the Depart- 
ment will notify grantees of their formula 
allocation within 60 days of enactment of 
this Act. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MS. HANABUSA 

Ms. HANABUSA. Madam Chair, I 
have an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will re- 
port the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Page 88, after line 2, insert the following: 
NATIVE HAWAIIAN HOUSING BLOCK GRANT 
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

For the Native Hawaiian Housing Block 
Grant program, as authorized under title 
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VIII of the Native American Housing Assist- 
ance and Self-Determination Act of 1996 (25 
U.S.C. 4221 et seq.), $13,000,000, to remain 
available until expended, which amount 
shall be derived by transfer from the amount 
provided in this title under ‘‘Management 
and Administration—Administration, Oper- 
ations, and Management” for the Office of 
the Chief Human Capital Officer. 

Mr. LATHAM. Madam Chairman, I 
reserve a point of order on the gentle- 
woman’s amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. A point of order 
is reserved. 

The gentlewoman from Hawaii is rec- 
ognized for 5 minutes. 

Ms. HANABUSA. My amendment in- 
serts the amount of $13 million for the 
Native Hawaiian housing block grant. 
This is in line with the President’s 
budget. The President provided for the 
same amount and states that the Na- 
tive Hawaiian block grant that is au- 
thorized under title VIII of the Native 
American Housing Assistance and Self 
Determination Act of 1996, easier called 
NAHASDA. The block grant authorizes 
an annual grant to the Department of 
Hawaiian Home Lands for housing and 
housing-related assistance. 

Madam Chair, let us understand the 
significance of this block grant to this 
Congress and the Nation. In 1921, the 
Congress passed into law the Hawaiian 
Homes Commission Act. Congress rec- 
ognized that it was necessary to return 
Native Hawaiians to their land to sup- 
port self-sufficiency, and the preserva- 


tion of their values, traditions, and 
culture. 
Madam Chair, in 1893, when the 


queen was overthrown, Hawaii was a 
vibrant, modern nation. And what hap- 
pened after the overthrow resulted in 
the need—and Congress saw the need— 
to look at the return of Native Hawai- 
ians to their lands. 

In essence, a trust relationship was 
created by the creation of the Hawai- 
ian Homes Commission Act. The Ha- 
waiian Homes Commission Act made 
very clear that only Hawaiians of 50 
percent blood quantum qualify, that 
the lands could only be leased, not 
owned, and it also restricted the abil- 
ity to mortgage and have occupancy 
restrictions as well. 

This block grant assists in fulfilling 
the special trust relationship which 
was created and acknowledged in the 
Hawaiian Homes Commission Act. It 
assures the return to the land of Native 
Hawaiians, which was the concern of 
Congress. If this provision is author- 
ized and people vote for it, what it will 
do is it will permit the existing and on- 
going projects, along with those 
planned, to be competed with the ulti- 
mate goal of putting Native Hawaiians 
on the land, which was the purpose of 
the trust relationship that we created 
in the Hawaiian Homes Commission 
Act of 1921. 

Madam Chair, I yield back the bal- 
ance of my time. 
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POINT OF ORDER 

Mr. LATHAM. Madam Chairman, I 
make a point of order against the 
amendment because it provides an ap- 
propriation for an unauthorized pro- 
gram and, therefore, violates clause 2 
of rule XXI. Clause 2 of rule XXI states 
in pertinent part: “An appropriation 
may not be in order as an amendment 
for an expenditure not previously au- 
thorized by law.” 

Madam Chairman, the amendment 
proposes to appropriate funds for a pro- 
gram that has not been authorized. The 
amendment, therefore, violates clause 
2 of rule XXI. 

I ask for a ruling from the Chair. 

The Acting CHAIR. Does any Member 
seek to be heard on the point of order? 

The gentlewoman from Hawaii is rec- 
ognized. 

Ms. HANABUSA. Madam Chair, I un- 
derstand the point of order that has 
been raised. But let me, with all due re- 
spect, say that when we look at the 
language of any rule—the language 
that is, I guess, suspect here is not pre- 
viously authorized by law—in fact, as 
stated by the President, as well as in 
my amendment, this provision has 
been authorized by law, and it is found 
in NAHASDA, title VIII. 
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When we look at the wording ‘‘not 
previously authorized,” the technical 
argument may be that it was author- 
ized at some point in time and then ex- 
pired in 2005. However, that is not what 
the rule says. The rule says: not pre- 
viously authorized. And this has been 
previously authorized. 

In the recent United States Supreme 
Court case of Lamie v. U.S. Trustee, 
it’s very clear. And we can borrow from 
the Supreme Court when it gives its 
opinion as to what it means. The plain 
language is what controls in any inter- 
pretation of any statute or any rule. It 
is clearly plain language that what is 
being referred to here is the fact that it 
was not previously authorized. And it 
has been previously authorized. 

In addition to that, I would also like 
to say that there is an exception to 
this rule that says that you can con- 
tinue appropriations for public works 
and objects that are already in 
progress. And to that, Madam Chair, I 
point out that, as we have said, this 
money is used for the return of the Na- 
tive Hawaiians to the lands, and it in- 
cludes, of course, construction and pub- 
lic works. 

They are projects ongoing that need 
this money in Kakaina, Waimanalo; 
Piilani Mai ke kai, phase II in Anahola 
on the island of Kauai; Laiopua on the 
Big Island on the Kona side; Lalamilo, 
Waimea; Kanehili, Kapolei; and East 
Kapolei, II, also in Kapolei, Kapolei 
being on the island of Oahu. 

So on this point of order, Madam 
Speaker, I believe that it has been mis- 
interpreted. The words are ‘‘not pre- 
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viously authorized.” And in addition to 
that, this specific provision has been 
authorized. In addition to that, the ex- 
ception is for public works projects in 
progress. And the public works projects 
are the ones that I have listed, which 
as we know, is the object of the grant 
of the Native Hawaiian Housing Block 
Grant. 

The Acting CHAIR. Does any other 
Member seek to be heard on the point 
of order? 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Iowa. 

Mr. LATHAM. Madam Chair, I will 
insist on my point of order. The fact of 
the matter is this program is not cur- 
rently authorized. There are no ongo- 
ing public works in progress. 

So, once again, I would insist on my 
point of order. 

The Acting CHAIR. The proponent of 
an item of appropriation carries the 
burden of persuasion on the question 
whether it is supported by an author- 
ization in law. 

Having reviewed the amendment and 
entertained arguments on the point of 
order, the Chair is unable to conclude 
that the item of appropriation in ques- 
tion is authorized in law. In response 
to one of the specific arguments, an au- 
thorization that has lapsed does not 
qualify under the rule. 

The Chair is therefore constrained to 
sustain the point of order under clause 
2(a) of rule XXI. The amendment is not 
in order. 

The Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

INDIAN HOUSING LOAN GUARANTEE FUND 
PROGRAM ACCOUNT 

For the cost of guaranteed loans, as au- 
thorized by section 184 of the Housing and 
Community Development Act of 1992 (12 
U.S.C. 1715z-13a), $6,000,000, to remain avail- 
able until expended: Provided, That such 
costs, including the costs of modifying such 
loans, shall be as defined in section 502 of the 
Congressional Budget Act of 1974: Provided 
further, That these funds are available to 
subsidize total loan principal, any part of 
which is to be guaranteed, up to $633,000,000: 
Provided further, That up to $750,000 of this 
amount may be used for administrative con- 
tract expenses including management proc- 
esses and systems to carry out the loan guar- 
antee program. 

COMMUNITY PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT 
HOUSING OPPORTUNITIES FOR PERSONS WITH 
AIDS 

For carrying out the Housing Opportuni- 
ties for Persons with AIDS program, as au- 
thorized by the AIDS Housing Opportunity 
Act (42 U.S.C. 12901 et seq.), $330,000,000, to 
remain available until September 30, 2014, 
except that amounts allocated pursuant to 
section 854(c)(3) of such Act shall remain 
available until September 30, 2015: Provided, 
That the Secretary shall renew all expiring 
contracts for permanent supportive housing 
that were funded under section 854(c)(8) of 
such Act that meet all program require- 
ments before awarding funds for new con- 
tracts and activities authorized under this 
section: Provided further, That the Depart- 
ment shall notify grantees of their formula 
allocation within 60 days of enactment of 
this Act. 
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COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT FUND 

For assistance to units of State and local 
government, and to other entities, for eco- 
nomic and community development activi- 
ties, and for other purposes, $3,404,000,000, to 
remain available until September 30, 2015, 
unless otherwise specified: Provided, That of 
the total amount provided, $3,344,000,000 is 
for carrying out the community development 
block grant program under title I of the 
Housing and Community Development Act of 
1974, as amended (the ‘‘Act’’ herein) (42 
U.S.C. 5301 et seq.): Provided further, That un- 
less explicitly provided for under this head- 
ing, not to exceed 20 percent of any grant 
made with funds appropriated under this 
heading shall be expended for planning and 
management development and administra- 
tion: Provided further, That $60,000,000 shall 
be for grants to Indian tribes notwith- 
standing section 106(a)(1) of such Act, of 
which, notwithstanding any other provision 
of law (including section 204 of this Act), up 
to $3,960,000 may be used for emergencies 
that constitute imminent threats to health 
and safety: Provided further, That none of the 
funds made available under this heading may 
be used for grants for the Economic Develop- 
ment Initiative (“EDI”) or Neighborhood Ini- 
tiatives activities, Rural Innovation Fund, 
or for grants pursuant to section 107 of the 
Housing and Community Development Act of 
1974 (42 U.S.C. 5307): Provided further, That 
the Department shall notify grantees of 
their formula allocation within 60 days of en- 
actment of this Act. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. CHAFFETZ 

Mr. CHAFFETZ. I have an amend- 
ment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will re- 
port the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Page 89, line 18, after the dollar amount, 
insert ‘‘(reduced by $396,000,000)’’. 

Page 89, line 15, after the dollar amount, 
insert ‘‘(reduced by $396,000,000)’’. 

Page 150, line 9, after the dollar amount, 
insert ‘‘(increased by $396,000,000)’’. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Utah is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. CHAFFETZ. I first want to ap- 
plaud and thank the committee for 
their work. They’ve reached the laud- 
able goal of reducing the overall ex- 
penditures by $4 billion. And that is 
much appreciated and noted. I just 
happen to think we can do just a little 
bit better. 

I’m looking at the committee report 
regarding the committee’s rec- 
ommendation on the Community De- 
velopment Fund, specifically the Com- 
munity Development Block Grants. 
And I read: 

“This is $396 million above both fis- 
cal year 2012 and the budget request.” 

So you have the President making a 
budget request, and you have last 
year’s expenditures. What this amend- 
ment does is reduces by $396 million to 
get it back to where we were. Again, I 
think the President is even also on the 
same page. 

Now, Madam Chair, we have to recog- 
nize what a dire financial strait we’re 
in in this country. We have to under- 
stand that we have a multitrillion-dol- 
lar challenge. We talk about a trillion 
with a capital T and it’s hard to get 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE, Vol. 158, Pt. 7 


your arms around it. But if you were to 
spend a million dollars a day everyday, 
it would take you almost 3,000 years to 
get to $1 trillion. 

So when we’re racking up a trillion- 
plus-dollar deficit each year, when our 
national debt at the end of this year 
will approach $16 trillion, when we’re 
spending more than $600 million a day 
in interest on our national debt, we’re 
going to have to cut some spending. 

To actually bring back and reduce 
this to the proper level, I think would 
be more appropriate. I encourage my 
colleagues to support this amendment. 
It returns the funding to the fiscal year 
2012 level. Again, as the committee re- 
port says, this is $396 million above 
both fiscal year 2012 and the budget re- 
quest. I think this is reasonable. I hope 
the committee would find a place 
where we can join on this, and I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

Mr. OLVER. Madam Chairwoman, I 
rise in opposition to the amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Massachusetts is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. OLVER. Madam Chair, this is an 
amendment that would take a huge 
chunk out of the CDBG program. This 
is one of the areas in which I have been 
particularly, I thought, most com- 
mendable about what the chairman’s 
mark is in the bill for the CDBG. 

The CDBG is a hugely popular pro- 
gram in communities around the coun- 
try. We have, as I have mentioned in 
my opening remarks at the beginning 
of this bill, 65 percent of our population 
living in communities in metropolitan 
areas with over half a million people, 
and close to 90 percent of our people 
live in communities with over 50,000 
people. It’s roughly around 50,000 peo- 
ple that are entitlement communities 
and get an amount of money that they 
may use in a flexible kind of a way in 
their cities and towns of large size, and 
can directly get that money to use for 
things that they need in their cities. 
Their cities and towns have suffered 
greatly in the Great Recession that we 
have had before us, and they have 
housing needs which are very substan- 
tial. 

Now I would point out to the gen- 
tleman from Utah that the amount for 
the CDBG program as proposed by 
Chairman LATHAM I am commending 
him for and strongly support his allo- 
cation for this. The amount that he has 
provided in this bill within the alloca- 
tion and with the $4 billion reduction 
that the bill entails is below the num- 
ber that CDBG was given all the way 
back in 2008. It has varied up and down, 
depending upon the allocations and de- 
pending upon what has gone on. But 
this one still is below. And I strongly 
support it and would urge that it be 
maintained. 

And by the way, about 20 percent of 
the whole amount goes directly to 
States, which then can use it in a dis- 
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cretionary way in groups of smaller 
communities. So it actually gets into 
rural areas and small communities—in 
communities like those of the chair- 
man of the Appropriations Committee, 
whose district has no community larg- 
er than about 15,000 people. But his dis- 
trict manages to get a considerable 
amount of money through the State of 
Kentucky for the congressional dis- 
trict. 
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So it is something that goes to every- 
body in their districts in a flexible way 
for things that are eligible under the 
law. 

But when it is being used for the de- 
velopment of housing, then it ends up 
clearly directly providing for jobs. If 
it’s used in the way of social services 
through nonprofit organizations, again 
it is providing jobs for people who are 
doing great service for our population. 
So I’m a strong supporter of this. 

I certainly urge that the amendment 
be defeated, and I will stop there be- 
cause other people wish to speak, and I 
yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Madam 
Chairman, I move to strike the last 
word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Madam 
Chair, I rise in strong opposition to 
this amendment. I will be brief because 
I know we have many more amend- 
ments to consider, but I want to focus 
on this one because I think this pro- 
posal to cut the Community Develop- 
ment Block Grant program by $396 mil- 
lion is particularly ill-advised, and I 
suspect Members on both sides of the 
aisle will understand that and will 
agree. We are all, after all, hearing 
from our mayors and from our local 
communities with great regularity 
that CDBG is money well spent. 

First of all, this program has been 
much better funded in past years. Even 
with the increase in the current bill, 
for which we commend the chairman, 
even with that, the funding is much 
less than could be utilized. 

We know the CDBG program has 
some very strong virtues. One of them 
is flexibility and community self-deter- 
mination in terms of how this money is 
spent, how it is applied, and the kind of 
leverage that this money represents, 
for bringing forth participation and 
funding from other sources. 

This is a program that has stood the 
test of time, that has strong bipartisan 
support in this Chamber and across the 
country. So I think the notion that we 
would cut back this appropriation by 
hundreds of millions of dollars is most 
unwise, and I urge defeat of the amend- 
ment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. LATHAM. Madam Chair, I move 
to strike the last word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Iowa is recognized for 5 minutes. 
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Mr. LATHAM. Madam Chair, I rise in 
opposition to the amendment. 

The Community Development Block 
Grant program is very important to 
cities and States across the country. 
There is a great deal of local control in 
this program. Communities use the 
block grants to meet local needs such 
as building water and sewer infrastruc- 
ture, community centers, housing for 
low-income families, and other devel- 
opment important to their local com- 
munities. Although the bill increases 
the funding, this funding level is still 
well below what it was in fiscal year 
2010. The bill actually is $1.046 billion 
below the level of 2010, to be exact. 

Madam Chair, as we were going 
through this bill, we had many Mem- 
bers on both sides of the aisle, Repub- 
licans and Democrats, request addi- 
tional funding for these grants. For 
many Members, there is strong con- 
stituent support for these programs. 
We have seen individual cases of abuse, 
not unlike a lot of other government 
programs, but really the way to fix 
those reforms, and we’re not going to 
do it through the appropriations proc- 
ess, is through the authorizers, to have 
them do their work and make sure that 
these programs are well run, that 
they’re focused and they actually do 
what the intention is. 

Again, I want everybody to under- 
stand that we are actually below fiscal 
year 2010 levels on a very, very impor- 
tant program, and I would recommend 
and urge a ‘“‘no” vote on the amend- 
ment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Utah (Mr. CHAFFETZ). 

The question was taken; and the Act- 
ing Chair announced that the noes ap- 
peared to have it. 

Mr. McCLINTOCK. Madam Chair, I 
demand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro- 
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Utah will be post- 
poned. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. MCCLINTOCK 

Mr. McCLINTOCK. Madam Chair, I 
have an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will re- 
port the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Page 89, line 18, after the dollar amount, 
insert ‘‘(reduced to $0)”. 

Page 89, line 15, after the dollar amount, 
insert ‘‘(reduced to $0)”. 

Page 89, line 24, after the dollar amount, 
insert ‘‘(reduced to $60,000,000)”. 

Page 90, line 2, after the dollar amount, in- 
sert ‘(reduced to $3,960,000)”. 

Page 150, line 9, after the dollar amount, 
insert ‘‘(increased by $3,404,000,000)’’. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from California is recognized for 5 min- 
utes. 

Mr. McCLINTOCK. Madam Chair, 
this amendment finishes the good work 
begun by the gentleman from Utah on 
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the previous amendment. It saves $3.4 
billion by eliminating all funding for 
the Community Development Block 
Grant program. 

This program was created in 1974 
with the stated objective of elimi- 
nating blight and providing affordable 
housing, but in the nearly four decades 
since then, it has degenerated into a 
Federal slush fund for pet projects of 
local politicians and politically con- 
nected businesses. It is plagued by prof- 
ligate waste and outright fraud. 

This is an unauthorized expenditure. 
The legal authority for it expired back 
in 1994, 18 years ago, and Congress has 
not bothered to renew it ever since, but 
we keep shoveling money at it year 
after year. Madam Chair, $3.5 billion 
averages to almost $50 from the earn- 
ings of a family of four, and they have 
a right to know where their $50, taken 
from their family budgets, is going. 

Senator COBURN gave some examples 
in his Back to Black report: Summit 
County, Ohio, spent $100,000 of CDBG 
funds to create a doggie daycare and 
kennel last year, and Nyack, New 
York, directed $10,000 of CDBG funds to 
Amazing Grace Circus in 2009 to put on 
“A Day At the Circus.” 

CDBG funds are being spent creating 
a “hip atmosphere for employees of 
an L.A. architectural firm, providing 
decorative sidewalks in a wealthy Vir- 
ginia community, and upgrading Vic- 
torian cottages in Alabama. Indeed, 
some communities use these funds to 
pay off Federal loans they’ve taken out 
on projects that are now defaulting be- 
cause they’ve utterly failed to produce 
all of the benefits they’ve promised. 

Even in the best of circumstances, 
these are all projects that exclusively 
benefit local communities or private 
interests and ought to be paid for ex- 
clusively by those local communities 
or private interests. They are of such 
questionable merit that no city council 
is willing to face its constituents and 
say, This is how we have spent your 
local taxes. But they are more than 
happy to spend somebody else’s Federal 
taxes, SO we end up robbing St. Peters- 
burg to pay St. Paul for projects so du- 
bious that the purported beneficiaries 
won’t pay for them. 

And that’s all before we discuss the 
realm of fraud. This program is replete 
with individuals directing six-figure 
sums to their personal bank accounts 
or political activities. The Office of 
Management and Budget has repeat- 
edly branded this program as ‘‘ineffec- 
tive.” That’s its official designation for 
government programs that cannot as- 
certain how their funds are spent. 
HUD’s own inspector general found 
that, in a relatively short 2-year time- 
span, over 150 criminal indictments 
were issued for false claims, bribery, 
fraudulent contracts, theft, embezzle- 
ment, or corruption in connection with 
this program. 

This a slush fund that cries for aboli- 
tion, and it should be one of the first 
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places that we look to bring spending 
under control and stop wasting our 
constituents’ money. Once again, 
though, this unauthorized program is 
not targeted for elimination by the Ap- 
propriations Committee. It is not even 
targeted for a token reduction in 
spending. As we just discussed, the Ap- 
propriations Committee proposes 
spending $400 million more than we 
spent last year, indeed, $400 million 
more than even the President re- 
quested. 

Now, let’s be very clear on this. The 
House Appropriations Committee, with 
a Republican majority that has a clear 
mandate to stop wasting money, is 
about to appropriate $400 million more 
than requested by the most spendthrift 
administration in our Nation’s history 
on a program with no Federal nexus, 
with a solid history of fraud, and that 
funds the most unworthy of local 
projects and special interest handouts. 
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The rules of the House were specifi- 
cally written to prevent this type of 
unauthorized expenditure, and they 
provide for a point of order to be raised 
if it’s included in an appropriations 
bill. That is exactly what we have here. 
But, alas, that rule is routinely waived 
when these measures are brought to 
the floor, making this amendment nec- 
essary. 

Madam Chairwoman, this is another 
critical test of the Republican major- 
ity’s intention to stand by the prom- 
ises it made to the American people in 
the most dangerous fiscal crisis in our 
Nation’s history. I pray that we rise to 
the occasion. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Mr. 
Chairman, I rise in opposition to the 
amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR (Mr. FORTEN- 
BERRY). The gentleman is recognized 
for 5 minutes. 

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Mr. 
Chairman, I believe, with the offering 
of this amendment, we are in great 
need of a reality check in this Cham- 
ber. After all, it was President Nixon, 
and it was a strong, bipartisan major- 
ity, with the Republicans playing a 
leading role, that first initiated the 
Community Development Block Grant 
programs, and I assume that this 
amendment will be rejected today by 
that same kind of bipartisan coalition. 

The whole idea of the CDBG program 
was to get away from inflexible, one- 
size-fits-all approaches to urban devel- 
opment. The whole idea was to get 
away from top-down bureaucratic di- 
rection. CDBG was designed to em- 
power communities, to give them flexi- 
bility, to maximize the possibility for 
leverage of private sector funds, to let 
the community determine its own 
projects and its own priorities. 

All of us have experience with this 
program, I dare say. My experience has 
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been that the bang for the buck from 
CDBG is virtually unmatched in any 
other Federal program. Housing reha- 
bilitation, for example, is one of the 
main uses in many communities of 
CDBG funds. What you’re doing with 
housing rehabilitation is not building 
public housing from scratch. You’re 
not totally developing new neighbor- 
hoods, but you’re taking houses that 
are likely to deteriorate, where a rel- 
atively small investment can rehab 
those houses, can salvage those houses, 
and can make quality housing avail- 
able more widely in the community. 

Another major use of CDBG funds is 
infrastructure. How many Habitat for 
Humanity communities have been built 
across our country with CDBG funds 
furnishing the basic infrastructure, and 
from there the volunteer efforts take 
off? 

The gentleman sponsoring this 
amendment made the incredible state- 
ment that these are projects that com- 
munities wouldn’t undertake on their 
own. On the contrary, no CDBG project 
is going to be undertaken without com- 
munity participation, financial and 
otherwise, without community self-de- 
termination that this is a priority. 

So there’s an air of unreality about 
this debate. These are programs that 
maximize the values that many of our 
colleagues profess—self-determination, 
flexibility, leveraging of private funds. 
They’re programs that have stood the 
test of time. And we, in this bill, 
should be proud to appropriate CDBG 
funds, because we know these funds 
will have great multiplier effects 
throughout this country. So I very 
strongly urge colleagues to reject this 
amendment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. LATHAM. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the last word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Iowa is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. LATHAM. I rise to oppose the 
amendment—the same, basically, that 
I said before: we are below fiscal year 
2010 levels. Certainly, I believe the au- 
thorizing committee must set very 
strict parameters as to how these dol- 
lars should be used, but we are below 
fiscal year 2010, and I would urge a 
“no” vote. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from California (Mr. MCCLIN- 
TOCK). 

The question was taken; and the Act- 
ing Chair announced that the noes ap- 
peared to have it. 

Mr. MCCLINTOCK. Mr. Chairman, I 
demand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro- 
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from California will be 
postponed. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4 OFFERED 
BY MR. DIAZ-BALART 

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Chairman, I 

have an amendment at the desk. 
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The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Page 90, line 12, before the period insert 
the following: 

Provided further, That unless explicitly pro- 
vided for under this heading, not to exceed 25 
percent of any grant made with funds appro- 
priated under this heading may be expended 
for public services (as such term is defined 
for purposes of section 105 of the Housing and 
Community Development Act of 1974 (42 
U.S.C. 5305)) 

Mr. LATHAM. Mr. Chairman, I re- 
serve a point of order on the gentle- 
man’s amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. A point of order 
is reserved. 

The gentleman from Florida is recog- 
nized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Chairman, I 
recognize that this amendment is sub- 
ject to a point of order, but I’d like to 
discuss what this amendment is at- 
tempting to address. 

As we all know, the Community De- 
velopment Block Grant program, which 
is known as the CDBG grant program, 
is one of the most widely utilized 
sources of assistance by local govern- 
ments. These block grants are intended 
to address housing, community devel- 
opment and economic development 
needs as determined by local officials. 

This amendment, Mr. Chairman, is 
very straightforward. It simply gives 
greater flexibility to the local commu- 
nities and the cities and the counties, 
et cetera, for part of their CDBG fund- 
ing. It increases the cap of what is 
known as public services expenditures 
from the current 15 percent up to 25 
percent. 

Now, public services, in reference to 
this legislation, deals with issues like 
child care, senior services, disabled 
services, educational programs, med- 
ical services, transportation services, 
domestic violence, crime prevention, 
food banks, and others. 

The current 15 percent public service 
cap was enacted into statute over 30 
years ago; and it, frankly, just doesn’t 
reflect the reality of today. We all ac- 
knowledge, obviously, the tremendous 
fiscal challenges that we are facing 
here in Congress, that our country is 
facing; but we also acknowledge, Mr. 
Chairman, the challenges that our 
local communities are facing. 

CDBG public services funds have 
really played a key role in providing 
crucial aid to our most at-risk, our 
most vulnerable populations, espe- 
cially during difficult times like these. 
The restrictive and, frankly, outdated 
cap has denied many communities, Mr. 
Chairman, the option of providing their 
residents with the most basic services 
within the framework of the existing 
CDBG program. So this amendment 
provides flexibility to local leaders to 
meet certain unique challenges. 

Now, I want to make something very 
clear: this amendment does not in- 
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crease or decrease CDBG funds, does 
not change the formula, and does not 
require those communities that are en- 
titled to use more of their funds on 
public services. It simply grants those 
cities and counties greater flexibility 
in their usage of certain CDBG funds. 
Let me mention that my colleague, 
Congresswoman ROS-LEHTINEN, has a 
standalone piece of legislation that I’m 
honored to be a cosponsor of. 

It’s imperative that the authorizing 
committee, the Financial Services 
Committee, work to update the CDBG 
program—for a lot of reasons. I also 
need to mention that Chairman 
LATHAM is well aware of these con- 
cerns. I want to thank him and his 
staff for really trying to accommodate 
us on this issue, but unfortunately we 
were not able to do it at this time for 
a number of different reasons. I’d like 
to continue to work with Chairman 
LATHAM and the Financial Services 
chairman, Chairman BACHUS, on find- 
ing real solutions that will give local 
communities flexibility to meet their 
unique challenges and to make sure 
that those funds are well utilized. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal- 
ance of my time. 

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Chairman, 
I move to strike the last word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman 
from Florida is recognized for 5 min- 
utes. 

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Chairman, 
I rise to support the Diaz-Balart 
amendment and to draw attention to a 
crisis that will soon hit the city of 
Miami and many other cities through- 
out south Florida, our State of Florida, 
and indeed throughout the Nation. 

We are all aware of the difficult fund- 
ing decisions that will need to be made 
by many departments and programs. 
Programs like the Community Devel- 
opment Block Grant may see overall 
reductions because of the sad realities 
of the current budget constraints and 
in the interest of fiscal responsibility. 
However, because of an arbitrary Com- 
munity Development Block Grant ex- 
penditure cap, countless vulnerable 
citizens in the city of Miami and 
throughout the United States will lose 
their only means of sustenance. 
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This amendment is not about in- 
creased funding, Mr. Chairman, nor is 
it about changing the overall formula 
of the Community Development Block 
Grant. It is simply about providing 
greater flexibility to cities on how they 
allocate their CDBG funds. Currently, 
only 15 percent of Community Develop- 
ment Block Grant funds can go toward 
public services. 

Now, what are public services? Well, 
they include food for senior citizens, 
the disabled, the homeless, the abused, 
or neglected children. They also may 
be used for child care, for health serv- 
ices, for job training services. 


10134 


The city of Miami, which I am proud 
to represent, currently provides these 
vital services, especially meals, 
through the current Community Devel- 
opment Block Grant public services. 
But, because of the overall decrease in 
CDBG allocations, many disadvantaged 
men, women, and children will be with- 
out the vital support that they deserve 
and need. 

This amendment is simply a painless 
solution to this development, allowing 
cities the flexibility they need in how 
they expand their CDBG funds. It 
would allow up to 25 percent of CDBG 
funds to go to public services, a posi- 
tion that has been endorsed by the U.S. 
Conference of Mayors and the National 
League of Cities. 

The current 15 percent public service 
expenditure cap was enacted with the 
original statute over 30 years ago. It 
does not reflect the evolution of this 
program, nor the necessity to provide 
flexibility to local leaders on how 
funds should be expended during this 
time of belt tightening. The current re- 
strictive and outdated limit has denied 
many communities the option of pro- 
viding their residents with the most 
basic and necessary services within the 
framework established by the program. 

CDBG public services have played a 
key role in providing crucial aid to our 
most at-risk and vulnerable constitu- 
ents, especially during this enduring 
recession. Cities across our country 
have had to do more with less, and this 
amendment will help them accomplish 
just that. 

I wish to thank Chairman LATHAM 
and his staff for working with Con- 
gressman DIAZ-BALART and me on try- 
ing to give this flexibility through the 
proper channel to our local leaders. 

With that, Mr. Chairman, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

Mr. LATHAM. I move to strike the 
last word. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Does the 
gentleman continue to reserve his 
point of order? 

Mr. LATHAM. I do. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The point of 
order is reserved. 

The gentleman from Iowa is recog- 
nized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. LATHAM. I just want to make 
the point that I want to continue to 
work with these two great Members 
from Florida. It is a real problem for 
the community, and I will do every- 
thing possible to try to be of assistance 
with addressing this real problem for 
them. 

With that, I yield to the gentleman 
from Miami. 

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Thank you, Mr. 
Chairman. I, again, want to thank you 
and your staff, who have been great on 
this issue, understanding the problem. 

At this time I would ask unanimous 
consent, Mr. Chairman, to withdraw 
my amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. Without objec- 
tion, the amendment is withdrawn. 
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There was no objection. 

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The gen- 
tleman from Maryland is recognized 
for 5 minutes. 

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
to engage in a colloquy with the distin- 
guished chairman of the Subcommittee 
on Transportation, HUD, and Related 
Agencies, Mr. LATHAM, and also with 
Mr. WOLF on the Driver Alcohol Detec- 
tion System for Safety, or DADSS. 

I yield to the gentleman from Iowa. 

Mr. LATHAM. Mr. Chairman, I would 
be glad to engage in a colloquy with 
the gentleman from Maryland (Mr. 
SARBANES) and the gentleman from 
Virginia (Mr. WOLF). 

Mr. SARBANES. I thank the chair- 
man. As the gentlemen are aware, the 
National Highway Transportation 
Safety Administration, NHTSA, has 
been working on a public-private re- 
search program known as the Driver 
Alcohol Detection System for Safety, 
or DADSS, that would develop a pas- 
sive technology to detect if a driver’s 
blood alcohol content is above the 
legal limit. 

I would urge the chairman to con- 
sider funding for the DADSS program 
as this bill moves forward, and I yield 
to the gentleman from Virginia. 

Mr. WOLF. I thank the gentleman 
from Maryland, and rise to support his 
initiative. 

Mr. Chairman, too many times a 
mother or a father or a loved one has 
gotten that dreaded call in the middle 
of the night that someone has been 
killed in an accident involving a drunk 
driver. And I appreciate my friend from 
Maryland raising the DADSS program, 
and also urge my good friend, the 
chairman, to look at this program as 
the bill moves forward. 

Mr. SARBANHES. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Iowa. 

Mr. LATHAM. I thank the gentlemen 
from Maryland and Virginia. I appre- 
ciate their taking the time to raise 
this very important issue. I will be 
mindful of their concerns as the proc- 
ess moves forward. 

Mr. SARBANBES. I appreciate it, Mr. 
Chairman. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The Clerk 
will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT LOAN GUARANTEES 
PROGRAM ACCOUNT 

For the cost of guaranteed loans, $6,000,000, 
to remain available until September 30, 2014, 
as authorized by section 108 of the Housing 
and Community Development Act of 1974 (42 
U.S.C. 5308): Provided, That such costs, in- 
cluding the cost of modifying such loans, 
shall be as defined in section 502 of the Con- 
gressional Budget Act of 1974: Provided fur- 
ther, That these funds are available to sub- 
sidize total loan principal, any part of which 
is to be guaranteed, not to exceed 
$244,000,000, notwithstanding any aggregate 
limitation on outstanding obligations guar- 
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anteed in section 108(k) of the Housing and 
Community Development Act of 1974, as 
amended. 
AMENDMENT NO. 11 OFFERED BY MR. 
MCCLINTOCK 

Mr. MCCLINTOCK. Mr. Chairman, I 
have an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Page 90, line 15, after the dollar amount, 
insert ‘‘(reduced to $0)”. 

Page 150, line 9, after the dollar amount, 
insert ‘‘(increased by $6,000,000)”. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from California is recognized for 5 min- 
utes. 

Mr. McCLINTOCK. Mr. Chairman, 
this amendment eliminates funding for 
the Community Development loan 
guarantee program. Like the Commu- 
nity Development Block Grants that 
we just discussed, these loan guaran- 
tees support strictly local projects that 
have no Federal nexus. 

Now, unlike the House Appropria- 
tions Committee, President Obama has 
requested no taxpayer subsidies for 
this program, and that’s a pretty pro- 
found statement. Remember, this is 
the same President who had no prob- 
lem placing billions of taxpayer dollars 
at risk for failed schemes like 
Solyndra, for which he was soundly and 


rightly criticized by many in this 
House. 
But even the architect of the 


Solyndra fiasco is unwilling to risk 
taxpayer money on this loan guarantee 
program, so, enter the House Appro- 
priations Committee that apparently 
has money to burn. 

What are the recent projects funded 
by these loan guarantees? Well, $7 mil- 
lion went to the city of Hartford to buy 
a 3938-room Hilton Hotel; $15 million 
went to build a movie studio in Norris- 
town, Pennsylvania; a $10 million loan 
to Bass Pro Shops to redevelop the 
Memphis Pyramid. 

Now, why would we put our tax- 
payers’ money at risk for these ven- 
tures? Obviously, private investors 
were unwilling to risk their own 
money. Obviously, President Obama 
sees these loans as far riskier than 
anything that he’s loaned in the 
Solyndra fiasco. But we’re about to put 
our constituents’ hard-earned money 
at risk to prop up these projects. 

Now, when Bass Pro Shops takes $10 
million to redevelop the Memphis Pyr- 
amid, will this mean more jobs in 
Memphis? Well, yes. And will it mean 
precisely that many fewer jobs in other 
regions as, once again, we take from 
one community to give to another? Un- 
fortunately, the answer is yes to that 
question as well. 

My amendment simply takes tax- 
payer exposure to these risky loans 
down to the level of fiscal restraint 
proposed by the least fiscally re- 
strained President in the history of our 
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Nation. Pd invite my Republican col- 
leagues on the Appropriations Com- 
mittee to follow. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. OLVER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the amendment. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The gen- 
tleman from Massachusetts is recog- 
nized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. OLVER. Mr. Chairman, here we 
have kind of the yang that went with 
the yin. The gentleman’s amendment 
here a few minutes ago, the last one 
that he offered, was $3.5 billion, and 
taking that out of this allocation. 
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In this case, it’s a $6 million amount. 
That’s about 5,000 times as much as the 
six. The first was 5,000 times as much 
as this one. Maybe I’m off by an order 
of magnitude. I’m not quite sure. 

The gentleman from California has 
pointed out that the President did not 
want to do this at all. Well, actually, 
the President had asked the committee 
to create a user fee to pay for this 
rather than the mechanism by which 
this really very small program—this $6 
million program of loan guarantees— 
has been functioning, which was to pay 
for any risk involved. The gentleman is 
claiming, if there were any serious 
risk, that it should be paid for out of 
the subsequent years’ allocations under 
CDBG. 

It turns out, for those places that 
would use this program, the loan guar- 
antee program, there has never been a 
penny lost of the Federal taxpayers on 
any of the section 108 projects that we 
have issued in this program, and there 
have been a number of them. It actu- 
ally is one of the most flexible. The 
Community Development loan guar- 
antee program is exceedingly flexible 
and very creative. It has been used to 
create larger projects, projects that 
create jobs and that may be part of the 
revitalization of a whole target area, 
and it always ends up bringing in sub- 
stantial additional private investment 
into the neighborhood. 

So it’s creating jobs. It is used often 
for the reuse of old factory buildings 
that are no longer viable in the forms 
that they were. Particularly in my 
part of the country, it has been used in 
that kind of a way—and successfully— 
to make a project that may turn out to 
be housing, that may turn out to be a 
business incubator or whatever. This is 
a very flexible program and one that 
the Federal taxpayer has never lost 
money on. 

The creation of jobs and the develop- 
ment of new businesses that come into 
a place that may be part of a develop- 
ment of this sort is what gives us a ro- 
bust economy. A robust economy is the 
best way we have of reducing the def- 
icit because you can end up cutting and 
cutting and cutting programs, and if 
you do not end up creating jobs in the 
long run, you’re simply not going to re- 
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turn to a robust economy. I think we 
know that. 

So I rise in opposition to this amend- 
ment. I think it is a counterproductive 
thing to do. It’s very small. It has 
never lost any money. It operates quite 
well. The chairman, with my assent— 
though he didn’t need my assent—cer- 
tainly left it in there. I support his po- 
sition very strongly, and I urge the de- 
feat of this amendment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. WOMACK. I move to strike the 
last word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Arkansas is recognized for 5 min- 
utes. 

Mr. WOMACK. Mr. Chairman, I also 
oppose the amendment. 

The Community Development Block 
Grant program is very important to 
cities and States throughout our coun- 
try. As a former mayor, I can attest to 
the fact of the impact the Community 
Development Block Grants have on our 
local communities. This year, we had 
many Members, both Republicans and 
Democrats, request funding for CDBG 
programs. For many Members, there is 
strong constituent support for the pro- 
gram. 

The section 108 CDBG loan guarantee 
is a good community development tool 
because it does something that we 
should be interested in doing, and that 
is leveraging funding. With only $6 mil- 
lion provided in the bill, HUD is able to 
make nearly a quarter of a billion dol- 
lars in loan guarantees for community 
development. So it’s a small amount of 
Federal money that creates a pretty 
significant impact. Now, if a fee is war- 
ranted, we would encourage the au- 
thorizing committee to enact legisla- 
tion to create a fee and lower the cost 
of the program. 

So I urge a “no” vote on the amend- 
ment, and I yield back the balance of 
my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from California (Mr. MCCLIN- 
TOCK). 

The question was taken; and the Act- 
ing Chair announced that the noes ap- 
peared to have it. 

Mr. McCLINTOCK. Mr. Chairman, I 
demand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro- 
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from California will be 
postponed. 

The Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

HOME INVESTMENT PARTNERSHIPS PROGRAM 

For the HOME investment partnerships 
program, as authorized under title II of the 
Cranston-Gonzalez National Affordable 
Housing Act, as amended, $1,200,000,000, to re- 
main available until September 30, 2015: Pro- 
vided, That notwithstanding the amount 
made available under this heading, the 
threshold reduction requirements in sections 
216(10) and 217(b)(4) of such Act shall not 
apply to allocation of such amount: Provided 
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further, That funds made available under this 
heading used for projects not completed 
within 4 years of the commitment date, as 
determined by a signature of each party to 
the agreement, shall be repaid: Provided fur- 
ther, That the Secretary may extend the 
deadline for 1 year if the Secretary deter- 
mines that the failure to complete the 
project is beyond the control of the partici- 
pating jurisdiction: Provided further, That no 
funds provided under this heading may be 
committed to any project included as part of 
a participating jurisdiction’s plan under sec- 
tion 105(b), unless each participating juris- 
diction certifies that it has conducted an un- 
derwriting review, assessed developer capac- 
ity and fiscal soundness, and examined 
neighborhood market conditions to ensure 
adequate need for each project: Provided fur- 
ther, That any homeownership units funded 
under this heading which cannot be sold to 
an eligible homeowner within 6 months of 
project completion shall be rented to an eli- 
gible tenant: Provided further, That no funds 
provided under this heading may be awarded 
for development activities to a community 
housing development organization that can- 
not demonstrate that it has staff with dem- 
onstrated development experience: Provided 
further, That funds provided in prior appro- 
priations Acts for technical assistance, that 
were made available for Community Housing 
Development Organizations technical assist- 
ance, and that still remain available, may be 
used for HOME technical assistance notwith- 
standing the purposes for which such 
amounts were appropriated: Provided further, 
That the Department shall notify grantees of 
their formula allocation within 60 days of en- 
actment of this Act. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. FLAKE 

Mr. FLAKE. I have an amendment at 
the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will re- 
port the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Page 91, line 7, after the dollar amount, in- 
sert ‘‘(reduced by $200,000,000)’’. 

Page 150, line 9, after the dollar amount in- 
sert ‘‘(increased by $200,000,000)’’. 

Mr. FLAKE (during the reading). I 
ask unanimous consent that the 
amendment be considered as read. 

The Acting CHAIR. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Arizona? 

There was no objection. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Arizona is recognized for 5 min- 
utes. 

Mr. FLAKE. Mr. Chairman, this 
amendment would cut $200 million 
from the HOME Investment Partner- 
ship and transfer the savings to the 
deficit reduction account. This simply 
takes the level of funding to where it 
was last year. 

We are often told we need to cut 
spending. I think we need to. Yet, with 
this program, we’re actually increasing 
the funding from $1 billion to $1.2 bil- 
lion, so it’s about a 20 percent increase. 
This is the largest Federal block grant 
to State and local governments, de- 
signed exclusively to create affordable 
housing for low-income households. 

In 2011, a nationwide investigation by 
The Washington Post described the 
program as: 
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a dysfunctional system that delivers bil- 
lions of dollars to local housing agencies 
with few rules, safeguards or even a reliable 
way to track projects. 

This was The Washington Post say- 
ing this. It wasn’t some conservative 
Republicans. This was The Washington 
Post. According to The Post: 

These lapses have led to widespread 
misspending and delays in a two-decade-old 
program meant to deliver decent housing to 
the working poor. Nearly 700 projects award- 
ed $400 million have been idling for years 
while the U.S. Department of Housing and 
Urban Development has largely looked the 
other way. It does not track the pace of con- 
struction, and it often fails to spot defunct 
deals. Instead, they’re trusting local agen- 
cies to police projects. 

Again, that was a quote from the in- 
vestigation. 

In 2009-2010, HUD’s Office of Inspec- 
tor General came out with reports that 
questioned not only HUD’s ability to 
monitor these HOME project funds but 
also whether the program was in com- 
pliance with its own rules. In addition, 
several Members of Congress have ac- 
knowledged concerns about HUD’s abil- 
ity to ensure that HOME funds are used 
in a way that produce the program’s 
intended results. 

The full Financial Services Com- 
mittee has held congressional hearings 
in response to these concerns. In a 
spending bill just last year, Congress 
included language that placed addi- 
tional restrictions on the use of HOME 
funds for FY12. The problem is those 
are the funds that are being imple- 
mented now. We don’t even know if 
they’re following the guidelines and 
are doing what we asked them to do. 
Yet here we’re appropriating $200 mil- 
lion more to them rather than saying, 
Hey, we wanted you to do these things. 
Let’s check and see if you’ve done 
them before we award you with more 
money. 

It’s difficult to evaluate’ these 
projects when they haven’t been done 
yet. That’s the reason we ought to cut 
back and simply go level with the fund- 
ing of last year. Again, it’s not a cut 
from last year. It’s level funding from 
last year. It’s the least we can do when 
running these kinds of deficits and 
when we have this kind of debt and 
when we’ve found massive, massive 
problems with this program. 
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The remedy isn’t to award a 20 per- 
cent increase. If anything, we ought to 
be cutting the program. I’m simply 
saying with this amendment, let’s take 
it back to where it was last year. What 
is the point of oversight that we exer- 
cise here in Congress if we exercise 
that oversight, we find problems, we 
ask for a remedy, and then we award 
money before we even see if the remedy 
was actually entered into? We have 
oversight here. We have the power of 
the purse. Let’s use it. 

This program is troubled. It has prob- 
lems. It’s not just people on one side of 
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the aisle that recognize that. The Con- 
gress aS a whole does. So why in the 
world are we awarding 20 percent more 
funding this year than we had last 
year? This amendment would take it 
back to last year’s funding level. 

I urge its adoption, and I yield back 
the balance of my time. 

Ms. BROWN of Florida. Mr. Chair- 
man, I move to strike the last word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Ms. BROWN of Florida. I rise today 
to speak on the Transportation and 
Housing and Urban Development ap- 
propriations bill on the floor. 

First off, I want to say that whether 
it’s the mayor of Jacksonville, Florida; 
Orlando; California; or Texas, every 
single mayor that I’ve talked to— 
Democrats or Republicans—support 
Community Development Block Grants 
and are very concerned with what 
we're doing here and making sure that 
we send funds that they can decide how 
the community is to use the funds to 
meet their needs. 

In addition, I want to talk about 
transportation. I’ve been on the Trans- 
portation Committee for the entire 20 
years that I’ve been here in Congress, 
and transportation has always been bi- 
partisan. It did not matter who the 
President was, and it did not matter 
who the Speaker was. In fact, when 
Newt Gingrich was the Speaker and 
President Clinton was the President, 
the House passed the transportation 
bill over both of them and funded the 
Transportation Committee for 6 years. 

This House has not been able to pass 
a transportation bill. For the first 
time, you see people who really don’t 
want to put America to work because 
the Transportation Committee is the 
committee that put the American peo- 
ple to work. When you look at the en- 
gineers or architects, they rate Amer- 
ica as a ‘“D minus,” as far as our infra- 
structure is concerned. Yet you have 
people that do not want to put the 
American people back to work. 

In my home State of Florida, we re- 
ceived close to $3 billion for a high- 
speed train from Orlando to Tampa. 
What did we do? We sent it back. 
Highteen States have our money, and 
they are putting people to work. We’re 
talking about transportation money. 

When you have people with other 
agendas besides putting people to 
work, that is a real problem in the area 
of transportation. We know that for 
every $1 billion we invest, it generates 
44,000 permanent jobs. Yet you have 
people in this House with a different 
agenda, and their agenda has nothing 
to do with jobs and putting people to 
work. It is a sad state of affairs. But 
I’ve often said you can fool some of the 
people some of the time, but you can’t 
fool all of the people all of the time. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. OLVER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the amendment that is 
ostensibly before us. 
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The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Massachusetts is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. OLVER. Mr. Chairman, we were 
talking about the amendment that the 
gentleman from Arizona has offered, 
and he has offered an amendment that 
would take $200 million out of the 
HOME Investment Partnership pro- 
gram as recommended by Chairman 
LATHAM and the subcommittee and 
through the procedures of the sub- 
committee and the full committee ac- 
tions before coming to the floor. 

I rise in strong opposition to this 
amendment. There have been some 
controversies with the HOME Invest- 
ment Partnership program; but there 
were statutory changes last year, and 
HUD is now in the process of finishing 
the rule to go along with those statu- 
tory changes. So those reforms are now 
basically in place. 

To my understanding, at least, there 
has been no instance of our actual loss 
of money from the HOME Partnership 
program at any time, but there have 
been projects that have been stalled. 
This is one of the few programs that we 
have in this bill that actually results 
in the construction of housing. Most 
affordable housing projects use mul- 
tiple sources to complete a develop- 
ment, and occasionally it is possible 
that the private development monies 
don’t materialize to a project that has 
been approved for the HOME Partner- 
ship program. If that happens, then 
HUD takes the money back and uses it 
someplace else. It doesn’t in any way 
end up resulting in a loss to the tax- 
payers of the country. 

The HOME program is, as I say, one 
of the few programs that actually 
funds newly constructed housing under 
this legislation. These funds are used. 
They provide needed jobs in our com- 
munities; they ease the unemployment 
in the construction sector; they 
produce housing; and they don’t end up 
costing the taxpayers any money. 

To the degree that that is followed 
and we can produce housing, then I am 
certainly in favor of it and strongly 
support Chairman LATHAM’s assign- 
ment of the additional money. I would 
point out that the level of the funding 
at the level that has been rec- 
ommended by the Appropriations Com- 
mittee and by the subcommittee that 
Mr. LATHAM chairs, that the amount of 
money that has been assigned is below 
the amount that was assigned 5 years 
ago for the 2008 budget. 

We have been through ups and downs 
on this one over time, and I certainly 
would urge a ‘‘no’’ vote on the gentle- 
man’s amendment. 

With that, I yield back the balance of 
my time. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the last word. 

The Acting Chair. The gentlewoman 
from Ohio is recognized for 5 minutes. 
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Ms. KAPTUR. I rise to associate my- 
self with the remarks of our esteemed 
ranking member, JOHN OLVER of Mas- 
sachusetts, and rise to oppose Mr. 
FLAKE’s proposal. 

Now, if Mr. FLAKE came to the floor 
and cut money from well-larded Ari- 
zona projects, I might ponder that type 
of amendment—but I don’t support 
cuts in HOME. With the devastation 
that’s occurred across our housing 
market, we shouldn’t harm housing for 
sure. But, if he would take the money 
to balance the budget from the sub- 
sidized Central Arizona Water Project, 
or if he would take the funds from the 
major Federal monuments that are 
stacked wall-to-wall in his State of Ar- 
izona, or if he would take the funds 
from all the defense facilities that help 
to employ and hold up the economy of 
his State—those might be worthy of 
debate. 

It’s very interesting where he cuts 
money from—from among the poorest 
areas in this country, some of the most 
devastated parts of America that are 
trying to rebuild themselves. It’s very 
curious to me when he proposes amend- 
ments, whether it be this one or other 
ones in subcommittee, he always leaves 
his home turf sacrosanct. 

Mr. FLAKE. Would the gentlewoman 
yield? 

Ms. KAPTUR. Yes. I would be inter- 
ested in the gentleman’s response. 

Mr. FLAKE. I thank the gentle- 
woman from Ohio. 

For all I know, this cuts money from 
my district as well. I have not dis- 
criminated in where I have taken 
money from. I think everybody who 
has followed the process over the past 
several years knows that. 

With regard to the Central Arizona 
Project, Arizona repays the Federal 
Government to the tune of about $55 
million a year, still after all these 
years. The fact that we are 83 percent 
publicly owned in Arizona means that 
our local communities have to run 
their facilities and run their services 
on just a narrow sliver of private land. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Reclaiming my time, 
all those loans were subsidized and cap- 
ital was made available at very favor- 
able terms compared to my region of 
America that paid its own way. Just 
look where federal dollars flow to Ari- 
zona—if one looks at the defense bases 
across northern Ohio, we don’t have 
anything like Arizona has. Defense dol- 
lars flow heavily to Arizona. Or, if we 
look at the kinds of subsidies we are 
providing for water in the West—The 
Central Arizona project or for Bureau 
of Land Management projects, for all 
of the investments that have been 
made to allow Arizona to even get 
water, federal funds have built Ari- 
zona—and then to say to the part of 
the country that said, Well, we want 
the West to develop. So we’re going to 
help you out. But now you say, No, no, 
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no, no. Now we’re going to take money 
away from Cleveland and Toledo and 
Detroit and Pittsburgh and Philadel- 
phia and Chicago and Milwaukee—all 
of the places that taxed themselves for 
the development of the modern West. 

So I would say to the gentleman, I 
think the answer to the problem we 
have is economic growth, and we have 
to invest in that. The housing sector 
has been dead in the water since 2008, 
largely because of the nonregulation of 
the Bush administration during those 
years when the Wall Street house of 
cards and derivatives were created. So 
let’s look at what happened back then. 

But, please, don’t take it out of the 
hides of the most stressed communities 
in America that, despite all the odds, 
are in the process of reinvesting and re- 
building themselves to fuel recovery. 

So I just want to associate myself 
with the remarks of the gentleman 
from Massachusetts (Mr. OLVER). Op- 
pose the Flake amendment. Support 
programs that will help the revitaliza- 
tion of the housing sector of this coun- 
try. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Arizona (Mr. FLAKE). 

The question was taken; and the Act- 
ing Chair announced that the noes ap- 
peared to have it. 

Mr. FLAKE. Mr. Chairman, I demand 
a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro- 
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Arizona will be 
postponed. 

AMENDMENT NO. 5 OFFERED BY MR. BACHUS 

Mr. BACHUS. I have an amendment 
at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Page 92, line 16, before the period insert 
the following: 

: Provided further, That of the total amount 
provided under this heading, up to 
$200,000,000, to remain available until ex- 
pended, shall be for necessary expenses for 
activities authorized under the HOME In- 
vestment Partnerships Act (42 U.S.C. 12721 et 
seq.) related to disaster relief, long-term re- 
covery, restoration of housing and infra- 
structure, and economic revitalization in the 
most impacted and distressed areas resulting 
from a major disaster declared pursuant to 
the Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and 
Emergency Assistance Act (42 U.S.C. 5121 et 
seq.) in 2011: Provided further, That such dis- 
aster relief funds shall be awarded only to 
States and units of general local government 
that were awarded funds under section 239 of 
Public Law 112-55 (125 Stat. 703), shall be 
awarded directly to such States and units of 
general local government at the discretion of 
the Secretary, and shall be awarded in ac- 
cordance with such formula or requirements 
as the Secretary shall establish, except that 
such formula or requirements shall give pref- 
erence to awards based on a county’s unmet 
housing needs for renter occupied units: Pro- 
vided further, That prior to the obligation of 
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such disaster relief funds a grantee shall sub- 
mit a plan to the Secretary detailing the 
proposed use of all such funds, including cri- 
teria for eligibility and how the use of these 
funds will address long-term recovery and 
restoration of infrastructure: Provided fur- 
ther, That such disaster relief funds may not 
be used for activities reimbursable by, or for 
which funds are made available by, the Fed- 
eral Emergency Management Agency or the 
Army Corps of Engineers: Provided further, 
That such disaster relief funds allocated 
under this heading shall not be considered 
relevant to the other non-disaster formula 
allocations under this heading: Provided fur- 
ther, That a State or subdivision thereof may 
use up to 5 percent of its allocation of such 
disaster relief funds for administrative costs: 
Provided further, That in administering such 
disaster relief funds under this heading, the 
Secretary of Housing and Urban Develop- 
ment may waive, or specify alternative re- 
quirements for, any provision of any statute 
or regulation that the Secretary administers 
in connection with the obligation by the Sec- 
retary or the use by the recipient of these 
funds or guarantees (except for requirements 
related to fair housing, nondiscrimination, 
labor standards, and the environment), upon 
a request by a State or subdivision thereof 
explaining why such waiver is required to fa- 
cilitate the use of such funds or guarantees, 
if the Secretary finds that such waiver would 
not be inconsistent with the overall purpose 
of the HOME Investment Partnerships Act: 
Provided further, That the Secretary shall 
publish in the Federal Register any waiver of 
any statute or regulation that the Secretary 
administers pursuant to HOME Investment 
Partnerships Act no later than 5 days before 
the effective date of such waiver 


Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Chairman, I 
reserve a point of order on the Bachus 
amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. A point of order 
is reserved. 

The gentleman from Alabama is rec- 
ognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. BACHUS. Let me acknowledge 
the point of order is due to be granted. 

Iam, however, here to ask for the co- 
operation of the appropriating com- 
mittee as we move forward on address- 
ing a problem that we found as a result 
of the many tornadoes that devastated 
our country last year. And I will use an 
example from the city of Tuscaloosa. 

In the aftermath of the tornado that 
struck Tuscaloosa on April 27, HUD 
came in and calculated the loss of resi- 
dences and rental units. Part of their 
charge was to replace the critical 
needs. However—and I will just use one 
census tract as an example—they came 
into a census tract that includes Uni- 
versity Boulevard, which is a census 
tract made up almost entirely of rental 
units. However, according to HUD’s 
calculation, they came in and they 
simply surveyed the owner-occupied 
units. Now, there were 23 owner-occu- 
pied units that were destroyed in the 
census tract, but there were 440 rental 
units that were destroyed in this same 
tract. So almost all the loss of prop- 
erty was rental units. It left the city of 
Tuscaloosa, a university town, woe- 
fully inadequate in its number of rent- 
al units. 
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In their calculation, they only take 
the owner-occupied units, and they ex- 
trapolate from that what they consider 
the number of rental units to be in 
that same census tract. Well, you can’t 
really base a calculation of how many 
rental units there are based on how 
many owner-occupied dwellings there 
are. And to tell you how much they 
missed it, they calculated that there 
were no rental units destroyed, which 
is obviously a tremendous miscalcula- 
tion. 

So we’ve offered an amendment 
today which essentially will say that 
you have to consider—and your survey 
must include—both owner-occupied 
units and rental units and that you 
must calculate both of them, not sim- 
ply the owner-occupied units. 

HUD’s model, in short, needs to be 
changed. We believe that our author- 
izing committee will correct this in fu- 
ture cases, but there’s an urgent need 
to replace the rental housing that was 
lost in last year’s tornadoes through- 
out the Nation. And my amendment 
simply creates a mechanism to do so 
and directs HUD to develop a formula 
for distributing assistance to commu- 
nities that have already suffered dam- 
age. This will restore what we think is 
fairness and a more correct calcula- 
tion. 

With that, I yield back the balance of 
my time. 

Thank you for allowing me to explain the 
purpose of the amendment that my colleague 
Congresswoman TERRI SEWELL and | are pro- 
posing. 

Communities in the State of Alabama and 
other states are still recovering from the dev- 
astating tornadoes of April 27, 2011. 

A critical issue is replacing rental housing 
that was destroyed by the tornadoes. Rental 
housing is an important and affordable option 
for individuals and families, especially in larger 
cities. 

Unfortunately, the methodology used by the 
Department of Housing and Urban Develop- 
ment to award recovery assistance may be 
weighted—in some cases—against rebuilding 
rental housing. 

To provide an example, according to a 
study by the office of Mayor Walt Maddox, one 
census tract in Tuscaloosa sustained tornado 
damage to 463 housing units: 23 owner-occu- 
pied units and 440 rental units. Rather than 
document the actual damage and distribute re- 
covery aid accordingly, HUD used a mathe- 
matical model to calculate the damage. 

The result is that only 2.2% of the units in 
this devastated neighborhood were deemed to 
have been severely damaged. None of the 
rental properties were included in the formula, 
regardless of their damage. 

This bureaucratic discrepancy has put Tus- 
caloosa and other communities at an unfair 
disadvantage when it comes to receiving fund- 
ing for the restoration of their rental housing 
stock. 

HUD’s model needs to be changed. We are 
working to correct it for future cases, but there 
is an urgent need to replace the rental hous- 
ing that was lost during last year’s tornadoes. 
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Our amendment creates a mechanism to do 
that. It directs HUD to develop a formula for 
distributing assistance to communities that 
have already suffered damage. This will help 
restore fairness and promote the continued re- 
covery of our communities from some of the 
most devastating tornadoes in the history of 
the State of Alabama and our nation. 

POINT OF ORDER 

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Chairman, I 
make a point of order against the 
amendment because it proposes to 
change existing law and constitutes 
legislation in an appropriations bill 
and, therefore, violates clause 2 of rule 
XXI. 

I ask for a ruling from the Chair. 

The Acting CHAIR. Does any Member 
wish to be heard on the point of order? 

The Chair is prepared to rule. 

The Chair finds that this amendment 
includes language imparting direction 
to the Secretary of Housing and Urban 


Development. 
The amendment, therefore, con- 
stitutes legislation in violation of 


clause 2 of rule XXI. 

The point of order is sustained, and 
the amendment is not in order. 

Ms. SEWELL. I move to strike the 
last word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman 
from Alabama is recognized for 5 min- 
utes. 

Ms. SEWELL. Mr. Chairman, I under- 
stand the point of order; but I rise 
today in support of this amendment by 
my fellow colleague from Alabama, 
which adds critical funding to assist 
communities devastated as a result of 
last year’s severe weather. 

This bipartisan amendment would 
add $200 million to the underlying bill 
and direct it towards communities that 
received CDBG disaster assistance in 
FY 2012. Prior to awarding of these new 
funds, this amendment directs HUD to 
establish a formula of funding that 
would give preference to applicants 
based on a county’s unmet housing 
need, including renter-occupied units. 

Currently, there is still an ongoing 
and urgent need for housing options, 
particularly rental units, across sev- 
eral parts of my district as well as my 
colleague’s district. This amendment 
would help communities like Tusca- 
loosa, Alabama, receive adequate funds 
to help repair and rebuild the rental 
housing units that were destroyed by 
the April 27 tornadoes. This would help 
to provide rental housing units that 
will provide critical shelter for women, 
children, and families. 
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A recent report released by HUD esti- 
mated that the amount of unmet hous- 
ing needs for Tuscaloosa County alone 
would exceed $56 million. Most of this 
figure was associated with unmet rent- 
al housing need. 

The devastation and destruction that 
was caused by the April tornados 
across the State of Alabama is still 
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being felt, especially in places that al- 
ready have economically disadvan- 
taged areas. This amendment would 
provide the additional funds needed for 
these affected areas to continue their 
efforts toward full recovery. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
amendment, and I yield back the bal- 
ance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

SELF-HELP AND ASSISTED HOMEOWNERSHIP 

OPPORTUNITY PROGRAM 

For the Self-Help and Assisted Homeown- 
ership Opportunity Program, as authorized 
under section 11 of the Housing Opportunity 
Program Extension Act of 1996, as amended, 
$60,000,000, to remain available until Sep- 
tember 30, 2015: Provided, That of the total 
amount provided under this heading, 
$20,000,000 shall be made available to the 
Self-Help and Assisted Homeownership Op- 
portunity Program as authorized under sec- 
tion 11 of the Housing Opportunity Program 
Extension Act of 1996, as amended: Provided 
further, That $35,000,000 shall be made avail- 
able for the second, third and fourth capac- 
ity building activities authorized under sec- 
tion 4(a) of the HUD Demonstration Act of 
1993 (42 U.S.C. 9816 note), of which not less 
than $5,000,000 may be made available for 
rural capacity-building activities: Provided 
further, That $5,000,000 shall be made avail- 
able for capacity-building activities for na- 
tional organizations with expertise in rural 
housing, including experience working with 
rural housing organizations, local govern- 
ments, and Indian tribes: Provided further, 
That no funds made available for capacity 
building activities under this heading in this 
Act or any prior Act may be set-aside, re- 
served, or awarded in connection with the 
Department’s demand-response initiative, 
described in section V(A)(3)(d) of the Notices 
of Funding Availability for fiscal years 2010, 
2011, and 2012: Provided further, That notwith- 
standing any requirement in any Notice of 
Funding Availability, grant application, 
grant agreement, or work plan, any unex- 
pended amounts provided under this heading 
for capacity building activities in fiscal 
years 2010, 2011, 2012, and 2013 may not be 
used in connection with such demand-re- 
sponse initiative or any similar initiative, 
unless a grantee, in its sole discretion, de- 
cides to undertake or continue such a 
project: Provided further, That prior to under- 
taking, or asking others to undertake, any 
further demand-response or similar place- 
based initiatives, the Department shall sub- 
mit for Congressional approval in its oper- 
ating plan and budget proposal a detailed 
justification of such initiative, including 
how it fits within the Department’s overall 
capacity building efforts, why it is con- 
sistent with authorizing legislation, and how 
the Department plans to implement it effec- 
tively. 

HOMELESS ASSISTANCE GRANTS 
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

For the emergency solutions grants pro- 
gram as authorized under subtitle B of title 
IV of the McKinney-Vento Homeless Assist- 
ance Act, as amended; the continuum of care 
program as authorized under subtitle C of 
title IV of such Act; and the rural housing 
stability assistance program as authorized 
under subtitle D of title IV of such Act, 
$2,000,000,000, of which $1,995,000,000 shall re- 
main available until September 30, 2015, and 
of which $5,000,000 shall remain available 
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until expended for project-based rental as- 
sistance with rehabilitation projects with 10- 
year grant terms and any rental assistance 
amounts that are recaptured under such con- 
tinuum of care program shall remain avail- 
able until expended: Provided, That not less 
than $286,000,000 of the funds appropriated 
under this heading shall be available for such 
emergency solutions grants program: Pro- 
vided further, That not less than $1,650,000,000 
of the funds appropriated under this heading 
shall be available for such continuum of care 
and rural housing stability assistance pro- 
grams: Provided further, That up to $6,000,000 
of the funds appropriated under this heading 
shall be available for the national homeless 
data analysis project: Provided further, That 
all funds awarded for supportive services 
under the continuum of care program and 
the rural housing stability assistance pro- 
gram shall be matched by not less than 25 
percent in cash or in kind by each grantee: 
Provided further, That for all match require- 
ments applicable to funds made available 
under this heading for this fiscal year and 
prior years, a grantee may use (or could have 
used) as a source of match funds other funds 
administered by the Secretary and other 
Federal agencies unless there is (or was) a 
specific statutory prohibition on any such 
use of any such funds: Provided further, That 
all awards of assistance under this heading 
shall be required to coordinate and integrate 
homeless programs with other mainstream 
health, social services, and employment pro- 
grams for which homeless populations may 
be eligible, including Medicaid, State Chil- 
dren’s Health Insurance Program, Tem- 
porary Assistance for Needy Families, Food 
Stamps, and services funding through the 
Mental Health and Substance Abuse Block 
Grant, Workforce Investment Act, and the 
Welfare-to-Work grant program: Provided 
further, That all balances for Shelter Plus 
Care renewals previously funded from the 
Shelter Plus Care Renewal account and 
transferred to this account shall be avail- 
able, if recaptured, for continuum of care re- 
newals in fiscal year 2013: Provided further, 
That the Department shall notify grantees of 
their formula allocation from amounts allo- 
cated (which may represent initial or final 
amounts allocated) for the emergency solu- 
tions grant program within 60 days of enact- 
ment of this Act. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. CLARKE OF 
MICHIGAN 

Mr. CLARKE of Michigan. Mr. Chair, 
I have an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will re- 
port the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Page 94, line 19, after each of the first and 
second dollar amounts, insert ‘‘(increased by 
$5,000,000)”. 

Page 95, line 4, after the dollar amount, in- 
sert ‘‘(increased by $5,000,000)”. 

Page 110, line 9, after the dollar amount, 
insert ‘‘(reduced by $5,000,000)”. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. CLARKE of Michigan. I offer this 
amendment on behalf of citizens who 
feel that they have no voice in this 
Congress; people who have given up 
hope altogether. These are citizens who 
earn money by scavenging through 
alleys to find empty bottles and cans 
and get their return deposits. They sur- 
vive by rummaging through garbage 
dumpsters to find food to eat. These 
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are citizens who have no place to live. 
They’re on the street. 

According to the Detroit Rescue Mis- 
sion Ministries, every night in the city 
of Detroit there are nearly 20,000 people 
who are in need of shelter and who are 
homeless. Nearly a quarter of these 
people are children. And what is per- 
haps most tragic is that many of these 
citizens—and I have spoken to them as 
I have seen them in the alleys—are 
men who have sacrificed themselves 
and proudly served this country in the 
military. Many of the homeless in the 
city of Detroit are veterans. 

Some of the folks on the street I 
know personally. I grew up with them. 
They need help. They need substance 
abuse treatment. They need a place to 
stay. And in Detroit, because of the 
housing crisis, because foreclosures 
forced many people out of their homes, 
we also have many apartment build- 
ings that are now vacant—vacant, but 
could be rehabilitated and renovated to 
provide a home to our veterans who are 
currently on the street. 

This amendment that I offer will add 
$5 million to homeless assistance 
grants to provide our homeless vet- 
erans with a home, but also with the 
hope and dignity that all Americans 
deserve. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. LATHAM. I move to strike the 
last word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Iowa is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. LATHAM. I would just tell the 
gentleman that we accept your amend- 
ment, and I yield back the balance of 
my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Michigan (Mr. CLARKE). 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. LATHAM. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the remainder 
of the bill through page 134, line 11, be 
considered as read, printed in the 
RECORD, and open to amendment at 
any point. 

The Acting CHAIR. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Iowa? 

There was no objection. 

The text of that portion of the bill is 
as follows: 

HOUSING PROGRAMS 
PROJECT-BASED RENTAL ASSISTANCE 

For activities and assistance for the provi- 
sion of project-based subsidy contracts under 
the United States Housing Act of 1937 (42 
U.S.C. 1437 et seq.) (‘the Act”), not other- 
wise provided for, $8,300,400,000, to remain 
available until expended, shall be available 
on October 1, 2012 (in addition to the 
$400,000,000 previously appropriated under 
this heading that became available October 
1, 2012), and $400,000,000, to remain available 
until expended, shall be available on October 
1, 2013: Provided, That the amounts made 
available under this heading shall be avail- 
able for expiring or terminating section 8 
project-based subsidy contracts (including 
section 8 moderate rehabilitation contracts), 
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for amendments to section 8 project-based 
subsidy contracts (including section 8 mod- 
erate rehabilitation contracts), for contracts 
entered into pursuant to section 441 of the 
McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance Act 
(42 U.S.C. 11401), for renewal of section 8 con- 
tracts for units in projects that are subject 
to approved plans of action under the Emer- 
gency Low Income Housing Preservation Act 
of 1987 or the Low-Income Housing Preserva- 
tion and Resident Homeownership Act of 
1990, and for administrative and other ex- 
penses associated with project-based activi- 
ties and assistance funded under this para- 
graph: Provided further, That of the total 
amounts provided under this heading, not to 
exceed $260,000,000 shall be available for per- 
formance-based contract administrators for 
section 8 project-based assistance: Provided 
further, That the Secretary of Housing and 
Urban Development may also use such 
amounts in the previous proviso for perform- 
ance-based contract administrators for the 
administration of: interest reduction pay- 
ments pursuant to section 236(a) of the Na- 
tional Housing Act (12 U.S.C. 1715z-1(a)); rent 
supplement payments pursuant to section 
101 of the Housing and Urban Development 
Act of 1965 (12 U.S.C. 1701s); section 236(f)(2) 
rental assistance payments (12 U.S.C. 1715z- 
1(f)(2)); project rental assistance contracts 
for the elderly under section 202(c)(2) of the 
Housing Act of 1959 (12 U.S.C. 1701q(c)(2)); 
project rental assistance contracts for sup- 
portive housing for persons with disabilities 
under section 811(d)(2) of the Cranston-Gon- 
zalez National Affordable Housing Act (42 
U.S.C. 8013(d)(2)); project assistance con- 
tracts pursuant to section 202(h) of the Hous- 
ing Act of 1959 (Public Law 86-372; 73 Stat. 
667); and loans under section 202 of the Hous- 
ing Act of 1959 (Public Law 86-372; 73 Stat. 
667): Provided further, That amounts recap- 
tured under this heading, the heading ‘‘An- 
nual Contributions for Assisted Housing”, or 
the heading ‘‘Housing Certificate Fund” may 
be used for renewals of or amendments to 
section 8 project-based contracts or for per- 
formance-based contract administrators, 
notwithstanding the purposes for which such 
amounts were appropriated: Provided further, 
That, notwithstanding any other provision 
of law, upon the request of the Secretary of 
Housing and Urban Development, project 
funds that are held in residual receipts ac- 
counts for any project subject to a section 8 
project-based Housing Assistance Payments 
contract that authorizes HUD to require that 
surplus project funds be deposited in an in- 
terest-bearing residual receipts account and 
that are in excess of an amount to be deter- 
mined by the Secretary, shall be remitted to 
the Department and deposited in this ac- 
count, to be available until expended: Pro- 
vided further, That amounts deposited pursu- 
ant to the previous proviso shall be available 
in addition to the amount otherwise pro- 
vided by this heading for uses authorized 
under this heading. 
HOUSING FOR THE ELDERLY 

For capital advances, including amend- 
ments to capital advance contracts for hous- 
ing for the elderly, as authorized by section 
202 of the Housing Act of 1959, as amended, 
and for project rental assistance for the el- 
derly under section 202(c)(2) of such Act, in- 
cluding amendments to contracts for such 
assistance and renewal of expiring contracts 
for such assistance for up to a l-year term, 
and for senior preservation rental assistance 
contracts, as authorized by section 811(e) of 
the American Housing and Economic Oppor- 
tunity Act of 2000, as amended, and for sup- 
portive services associated with the housing, 


10140 


$425,000,000 to remain available until Sep- 
tember 30, 2016: Provided, That of the amount 
provided under this heading, up to $90,000,000 
shall be for service coordinators and the con- 
tinuation of existing congregate service 
grants for residents of assisted housing 
projects: Provided further, That amounts 
under this heading shall be available for Real 
Estate Assessment Center inspections and 
inspection-related activities associated with 
section 202 projects: Provided further, That 
the Secretary may waive the provisions of 
section 202 governing the terms and condi- 
tions of project rental assistance, except 
that the initial contract term for such as- 
sistance shall not exceed 5 years in duration: 
Provided further, That, notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, in this fiscal year and 
hereafter, upon the request of the Secretary 
of Housing and Urban Development, project 
funds that are held in residual receipts ac- 
counts for any project subject to a section 
202 Project Rental Assistance Contract that 
requires surplus project funds to be deposited 
in an interest-bearing residual receipts ac- 
count and be remitted to the Secretary upon 
termination of the contract, shall be remit- 
ted to the Secretary and deposited in this ac- 
count upon termination of such contract, to 
be available until expended for capital ad- 
vances and other eligible assistance for hous- 
ing for the elderly, as authorized by section 
202 of the Housing Act of 1959, as amended: 
Provided further, That amounts deposited in 
this account pursuant to the previous pro- 
viso shall be available in addition to the 
amounts otherwise provided by this heading 
for uses authorized under this heading. 


HOUSING FOR PERSONS WITH DISABILITIES 


For amendments to capital advance con- 
tracts for supportive housing for persons 
with disabilities, as authorized by section 811 
of the Cranston-Gonzalez National Afford- 
able Housing Act (42 U.S.C. 8013), for project 
rental assistance for supportive housing for 
persons with disabilities under section 
811(d)(2) of such Act and for project assist- 
ance contracts pursuant to section 202(h) of 
the Housing Act of 1959 (Public Law 86-872; 73 
Stat. 667), including amendments to con- 
tracts for such assistance and renewal of ex- 
piring contracts for such assistance for up to 
a l-year term, for project rental assistance 
to State housing finance agencies and other 
appropriate entities as authorized under sec- 
tion 811(b)(8) of the Cranston-Gonzalez Na- 
tional Housing Act, and for supportive serv- 
ices associated with the housing for persons 
with disabilities as authorized by section 
811(b)(1) of such Act, $165,000,000 to remain 
available until September 30, 2016: Provided, 
That amounts made available under this 
heading shall be available for Real Estate 
Assessment Center inspections and inspec- 
tion-related activities associated with sec- 
tion 811 Projects. 


HOUSING COUNSELING ASSISTANCE 


For contracts, grants, and other assistance 
excluding loans, as authorized under section 
106 of the Housing and Urban Development 
Act of 1968, as amended, $45,000,000, including 
up to $2,500,000 for administrative contract 
services: Provided, That grants made avail- 
able from amounts provided under this head- 
ing shall be awarded within 120 days of en- 
actment of this Act: Provided further, That 
funds shall be used for providing counseling 
and advice to tenants and homeowners, both 
current and prospective, with respect to 
property maintenance, financial manage- 
ment/literacy, and such other matters as 
may be appropriate to assist them in improv- 
ing their housing conditions, meeting their 
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financial needs, and fulfilling the respon- 
sibilities of tenancy or homeownership; for 
program administration; and for housing 
counselor training. 

OTHER ASSISTED HOUSING PROGRAMS 


PAYMENT TO MANUFACTURED HOUSING FEES 
TRUST FUND 


For necessary expenses as authorized by 
the National Manufactured Housing Con- 
struction and Safety Standards Act of 1974 
(42 U.S.C. 5401 et seq.), up to $4,000,000, to re- 
main available until expended, which is to be 
derived from the Manufactured Housing Fees 
Trust Fund: Provided, That not to exceed the 
total amount appropriated under this head- 
ing shall be available from the general fund 
of the Treasury to the extent necessary to 
incur obligations and make expenditures 
pending the receipt of collections to the 
Fund pursuant to section 620 of such Act: 
Provided further, That the amount made 
available under this heading from the gen- 
eral fund shall be reduced as such collections 
are received during fiscal year 2013 so as to 
result in no fiscal year 2013 appropriation 
from the general fund estimated and fees 
pursuant to such section 620 shall be modi- 
fied as necessary to ensure such a final fiscal 
year 2013 appropriation: Provided further, 
That for the dispute resolution and installa- 
tion programs, the Secretary of Housing and 
Urban Development may assess and collect 
fees from any program participant: Provided 
further, That such collections shall be depos- 
ited into the Fund, and the Secretary, as 
provided herein, may use such collections, as 
well as fees collected under section 620, for 
necessary expenses of such Act: Provided fur- 
ther, That, notwithstanding the require- 
ments of section 620 of such Act, the Sec- 
retary may carry out responsibilities of the 
Secretary under such Act through the use of 
approved service providers that are paid di- 
rectly by the recipients of their services. 

FEDERAL HOUSING ADMINISTRATION 


MUTUAL MORTGAGE INSURANCE PROGRAM 
ACCOUNT 


(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS) 


New commitments to guarantee single 
family loans insured under the Mutual Mort- 
gage Insurance Fund shall not exceed 
$400,000,000,000, to remain available until 
September 30, 2014: Provided, That during fis- 
cal year 2013, obligations to make direct 
loans to carry out the purposes of section 
204(¢) of the National Housing Act, as 
amended, shall not exceed $50,000,000: Pro- 
vided further, That the foregoing amount in 
the previous proviso shall be for loans to 
nonprofit and governmental entities in con- 
nection with sales of single family real prop- 
erties owned by the Secretary and formerly 
insured under the Mutual Mortgage Insur- 
ance Fund. For administrative contract ex- 
penses of the Federal Housing Administra- 
tion, $215,000,000, to remain available until 
September 30, 2014, of which up to $71,500,000 
may be transferred to and merged with the 
Working Capital Fund: Provided further, That 
to the extent guaranteed loan commitments 
exceed $200,000,000,000 on or before April 1, 
2012, an additional $1,400 for administrative 
contract expenses shall be available for each 
$1,000,000 in additional guaranteed loan com- 
mitments (including a pro rata amount for 
any amount below $1,000,000), but in no case 
shall funds made available by this proviso 
exceed $30,000,000. 

GENERAL AND SPECIAL RISK PROGRAM ACCOUNT 


New commitments to guarantee loans in- 
sured under the General and Special Risk In- 
surance Funds, as authorized by sections 238 
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and 519 of the National Housing Act (12 
U.S.C. 1715z-3 and 1735c), shall not exceed 
$25,000,000,000 in total loan principal, any 
part of which is to be guaranteed: Provided, 
That during fiscal year 2013, gross obliga- 
tions for the principal amount of direct 
loans, as authorized by sections 204(g), 207(1), 
238, and 519(a) of the National Housing Act, 
shall not exceed $20,000,000, which shall be 
for loans to nonprofit and governmental en- 
tities in connection with the sale of single 
family real properties owned by the Sec- 
retary and formerly insured under such Act. 
GOVERNMENT NATIONAL MORTGAGE 
ASSOCIATION 
GUARANTEES OF MORTGAGE-BACKED SECURITIES 
LOAN GUARANTEE PROGRAM ACCOUNT 


New commitments to issue guarantees to 
carry out the purposes of section 306 of the 
National Housing Act, as amended (12 U.S.C. 
1721(g)), shall not exceed $500,000,000,000, to 
remain available until September 30, 2014: 
Provided, That $20,500,000 shall be available 
for necessary salaries and expenses of the Of- 
fice of Government National Mortgage Asso- 
ciation: Provided further, That to the extent 
that guaranteed loan commitments will and 
do exceed $155,000,000,000 on or before April 1, 
2013, an additional $100 for necessary salaries 
and expenses shall be available until ex- 
pended for each $1,000,000 in additional guar- 
anteed loan commitments (including a pro 
rata amount for any amount below 
$1,000,000), but in no case shall funds made 
available by this proviso exceed $3,000,000: 
Provided further, That receipts from Commit- 
ment and Multiclass fees collected pursuant 
to title III of the National Housing Act, as 
amended, shall be credited as offsetting col- 
lections to this account. 

POLICY DEVELOPMENT AND RESEARCH 
RESEARCH AND TECHNOLOGY 


For contracts, grants, and necessary ex- 
penses of programs of research and studies 
relating to housing and urban problems, not 
otherwise provided for, as authorized by title 
V of the Housing and Urban Development 
Act of 1970 (12 U.S.C. 1701z-1 et seq.), includ- 
ing carrying out the functions of the Sec- 
retary of Housing and Urban Development 
under section 1(a)(1)(I) of Reorganization 
Plan No. 2 of 1968, $52,000,000, to remain 
available until September 30, 2014: Provided, 
That with respect to amounts made avail- 
able under this heading, notwithstanding 
section 204 of this title, the Secretary may 
enter into cooperative agreements funded 
with philanthropic entities, other Federal 
agencies, or State or local governments and 
their agencies for research projects: Provided 
further, That with respect to the previous 
proviso, such partners to the cooperative 
agreements must contribute at least a 50 
percent match toward the cost of the 
project: Provided further, That for non-com- 
petitive agreements entered into in accord- 
ance with the previous two provisos, the Sec- 
retary of Housing and Urban Development 
shall comply with section 2(b) of the Federal 
Funding Accountability and Transparency 
Act of 2006 (Public Law 109-282, 31 U.S.C. 
note) in lieu of compliance with section 
102(a)(4)(C) with respect to documentation of 
award decisions. 

FAIR HOUSING AND EQUAL OPPORTUNITY 
FAIR HOUSING ACTIVITIES 

For contracts, grants, and other assist- 
ance, not otherwise provided for, as author- 
ized by title VIII of the Civil Rights Act of 
1968, as amended by the Fair Housing 
Amendments Act of 1988, and section 561 of 
the Housing and Community Development 
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Act of 1987, as amended, $68,000,000, to remain 
available until September 30, 2014, of which 
$42,500,000 shall be to carry out activities 
pursuant to such section 561: Provided, That, 
notwithstanding 31 U.S.C. 3302, the Secretary 
may assess and collect fees to cover the costs 
of the Fair Housing Training Academy, and 
may use such funds to provide such training: 
Provided further, That no funds made avail- 
able under this heading shall be used to 
lobby the executive or legislative branches 
of the Federal Government in connection 
with a specific contract, grant or loan: Pro- 
vided further, That, of the funds made avail- 
able under this heading, $300,000 shall be 
available to the Secretary of Housing and 
Urban Development for the creation and pro- 
motion of translated materials and other 
programs that support the assistance of per- 
sons with limited English proficiency in uti- 
lizing the services provided by the Depart- 
ment of Housing and Urban Development. 
OFFICE OF LEAD HAZARD CONTROL AND 
HEALTHY HOMES 
LEAD HAZARD REDUCTION 

For the Lead Hazard Reduction Program, 
as authorized by section 1011 of the Residen- 
tial Lead-Based Paint Hazard Reduction Act 
of 1992, $120,000,000, to remain available until 
September 30, 2014: Provided, That up to 
$10,000,000 of that amount shall be for the 
Healthy Homes Initiative, pursuant to sec- 
tions 501 and 502 of the Housing and Urban 
Development Act of 1970 that shall include 
research, studies, testing, and demonstration 
efforts, including education and outreach 
concerning lead-based paint poisoning and 
other housing-related diseases and hazards: 
Provided further, That for purposes of envi- 
ronmental review, pursuant to the National 
Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 
4321 et seq.) and other provisions of the law 
that further the purposes of such Act, a 
grant under the Healthy Homes Initiative, 
Operation Lead Elimination Action Plan 
(LEAP), or the Lead Technical Studies pro- 
gram under this heading or under prior ap- 
propriations Acts for such purposes under 
this heading, shall be considered to be funds 
for a special project for purposes of section 
305(c) of the Multifamily Housing Property 
Disposition Reform Act of 1994: Provided fur- 
ther, That of the total amount made avail- 
able under this heading, $45,000,000 shall be 
made available on a competitive basis for 
areas with the highest lead paint abatement 
needs: Provided further, That each recipient 
of funds provided under the third proviso 
shall make a matching contribution in an 
amount not less than 25 percent: Provided 
further, That each applicant shall certify 
adequate capacity that is acceptable to the 
Secretary to carry out the proposed use of 
funds pursuant to a notice of funding avail- 
ability: Provided further, That amounts made 
available under this heading in this or prior 
appropriations Acts, and that still remain 
available, may be used for any purpose under 
this heading notwithstanding the purpose for 
which such amounts were appropriated if a 
program competition is undersubscribed and 
there are other program competitions under 
this heading that are oversubscribed. 

MANAGEMENT AND ADMINISTRATION 
WORKING CAPITAL FUND 


For additional capital for the Working 
Capital Fund (42 U.S.C. 3535) for the develop- 
ment of, modifications to, and infrastructure 
for Department-wide and program-specific 
information technology systems, for the con- 
tinuing operation and maintenance of both 
Department-wide and program-specific infor- 
mation systems, and for program-related 
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maintenance activities, $175,000,000, to re- 
main available until September 30, 2014: Pro- 
vided, That any amounts transferred to this 
Fund under this Act shall remain available 
until expended: Provided further, That any 
amounts transferred to this Fund from 
amounts appropriated by previously enacted 
appropriations Acts may be used for the pur- 
poses specified under this Fund, in addition 
to any other information technology the 
purposes for which such amounts were appro- 
priated: Provided further, That not more than 
25 percent of the funds made available under 
this heading for Development, Modernization 
and Enhancement, including development 
and deployment of a Next Generation of 
Voucher Management System and develop- 
ment and deployment of modernized Federal 
Housing Administration systems may be ob- 
ligated until the Secretary submits to the 
Committees on Appropriations a plan for ex- 
penditure that—(A) identifies for each mod- 
ernization project: (i) the functional and per- 
formance capabilities to be delivered and the 
mission benefits to be realized, (ii) the esti- 
mated life-cycle cost, and (iii) key mile- 
stones to be met; (B) demonstrates that each 
modernization project is: (i) compliant with 
the department’s enterprise architecture, (ii) 
being managed in accordance with applicable 
life-cycle management policies and guid- 
ance, (iii) subject to the department’s cap- 
ital planning and investment control re- 
quirements, and (iv) supported by an ade- 
quately staffed project office; and (C) has 
been reviewed by the Government Account- 
ability Office. 
OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL 

For necessary salaries and expenses of the 
Office of Inspector General in carrying out 
the Inspector General Act of 1978, as amend- 
ed, $125,600,000: Provided, That the Inspector 
General shall have independent authority 
over all personnel issues within this office. 

TRANSFORMATION INITIATIVE 

For necessary expenses of research, evalua- 
tion, and program metrics activities; pro- 
gram demonstrations; and technical assist- 
ance and capacity building, $50,000,000 to re- 
main available until September 30, 2015: Pro- 
vided, That with respect to amounts made 
available under this heading for research, 
evaluation and program metrics or program 
demonstrations, notwithstanding section 204 
of this title, the Secretary may enter into 
cooperative agreements funded with philan- 
thropic entities, other Federal agencies, or 
State or local governments and their agen- 
cies for research projects: Provided further, 
That with respect to the previous proviso, 
such partners to the cooperative agreements 
must contribute at least a 50 percent match 
toward the cost of the project. 

GENERAL PROVISIONS—DEPARTMENT OF 
HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT 
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

SEC. 201. Fifty percent of the amounts of 
budget authority, or in lieu thereof 50 per- 
cent of the cash amounts associated with 
such budget authority, that are recaptured 
from projects described in section 1012(a) of 
the Stewart B. McKinney Homeless Assist- 
ance Amendments Act of 1988 (42 U.S.C. 1437 
note) shall be rescinded or in the case of 
cash, shall be remitted to the Treasury, and 
such amounts of budget authority or cash re- 
captured and not rescinded or remitted to 
the Treasury shall be used by State housing 
finance agencies or local governments or 
local housing agencies with projects ap- 
proved by the Secretary of Housing and 
Urban Development for which settlement oc- 
curred after January 1, 1992, in accordance 


10141 


with such section. Notwithstanding the pre- 
vious sentence, the Secretary may award up 
to 15 percent of the budget authority or cash 
recaptured and not rescinded or remitted to 
the Treasury to provide project owners with 
incentives to refinance their project at a 
lower interest rate. 

SEC. 202. None of the amounts made avail- 
able under this Act may be used during fiscal 
year 2013 to investigate or prosecute under 
the Fair Housing Act any otherwise lawful 
activity engaged in by one or more persons, 
including the filing or maintaining of a non- 
frivolous legal action, that is engaged in 
solely for the purpose of achieving or pre- 
venting action by a Government official or 
entity, or a court of competent jurisdiction. 

SEC. 203. Sections 203 and 209 of division C 
of Public Law 112-55 (125 Stat. 693-694) shall 
apply during fiscal year 2013 as if such sec- 
tions were included in this title, except that 
during such fiscal year such sections shall be 
applied by substituting ‘‘fiscal year 2013” for 
“fiscal year 2011” and ‘‘fiscal year 2012”, 
each place such terms appear. 

SEC. 204. Except as explicitly provided in 
law, any grant, cooperative agreement or 
other assistance made pursuant to title II of 
this Act shall be made on a competitive basis 
and in accordance with section 102 of the De- 
partment of Housing and Urban Development 
Reform Act of 1989 (42 U.S.C. 3545). 

SEC. 205. Funds of the Department of Hous- 
ing and Urban Development subject to the 
Government Corporation Control Act or sec- 
tion 402 of the Housing Act of 1950 shall be 
available, without regard to the limitations 
on administrative expenses, for legal serv- 
ices on a contract or fee basis, and for uti- 
lizing and making payment for services and 
facilities of the Federal National Mortgage 
Association, Government National Mortgage 
Association, Federal Home Loan Mortgage 
Corporation, Federal Financing Bank, Fed- 
eral Reserve banks or any member thereof, 
Federal Home Loan banks, and any insured 
bank within the meaning of the Federal De- 
posit Insurance Corporation Act, as amended 
(12 U.S.C. 1811-1). 

SEC. 206. Unless otherwise provided for in 
this Act or through a reprogramming of 
funds, no part of any appropriation for the 
Department of Housing and Urban Develop- 
ment shall be available for any program, 
project or activity in excess of amounts set 
forth in the budget estimates submitted to 
Congress. 

SEC. 207. Corporations and agencies of the 
Department of Housing and Urban Develop- 
ment which are subject to the Government 
Corporation Control Act are hereby author- 
ized to make such expenditures, within the 
limits of funds and borrowing authority 
available to each such corporation or agency 
and in accordance with law, and to make 
such contracts and commitments without re- 
gard to fiscal year limitations as provided by 
section 104 of such Act as may be necessary 
in carrying out the programs set forth in the 
budget for 2013 for such corporation or agen- 
cy except as hereinafter provided: Provided, 
That collections of these corporations and 
agencies may be used for new loan or mort- 
gage purchase commitments only to the ex- 
tent expressly provided for in this Act (un- 
less such loans are in support of other forms 
of assistance provided for in this or prior ap- 
propriations Acts), except that this proviso 
shall not apply to the mortgage insurance or 
guaranty operations of these corporations, 
or where loans or mortgage purchases are 
necessary to protect the financial interest of 
the United States Government. 

SEC. 208. The Secretary of Housing and 
Urban Development shall provide quarterly 
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reports to the House and Senate Committees 
on Appropriations regarding all uncommit- 
ted, unobligated, recaptured and excess funds 
in each program and activity within the ju- 
risdiction of the Department and shall sub- 
mit additional, updated budget information 
to these Committees upon request. 

SEC. 209. The President’s formal budget re- 
quest for fiscal year 2014, as well as the De- 
partment of Housing and Urban Develop- 
ment’s congressional budget justifications to 
be submitted to the Committees on Appro- 
priations of the House of Representatives 
and the Senate, shall use the identical ac- 
count and sub-account structure provided 
under this Act. 

SEC. 210. A public housing agency or such 
other entity that administers Federal hous- 
ing assistance for the Housing Authority of 
the county of Los Angeles, California, the 
States of Alaska, Iowa, and Mississippi shall 
not be required to include a resident of pub- 
lic housing or a recipient of assistance pro- 
vided under section 8 of the United States 
Housing Act of 1937 on the board of directors 
or a similar governing board of such agency 
or entity as required under section (2)(b) of 
such Act. Each public housing agency or 
other entity that administers Federal hous- 
ing assistance under section 8 for the Hous- 
ing Authority of the county of Los Angeles, 
California and the States of Alaska, Iowa 
and Mississippi that chooses not to include a 
resident of public housing or a recipient of 
section 8 assistance on the board of directors 
or a similar governing board shall establish 
an advisory board of not less than six resi- 
dents of public housing or recipients of sec- 
tion 8 assistance to provide advice and com- 
ment to the public housing agency or other 
administering entity on issues related to 
public housing and section 8. Such advisory 
board shall meet not less than quarterly. 

SEC. 211. (a) Notwithstanding any other 
provision of law, subject to the conditions 
listed in subsection (b), for fiscal years 2013 
and 2014, the Secretary of Housing and Urban 
Development may authorize the transfer of 
some or all project-based assistance, debt 
and statutorily required low-income and 
very low-income use restrictions, associated 
with one or more multifamily housing 
project to another multifamily housing 
project or projects. 

(b) PHASED TRANSFERS.—Transfers of 
project-based assistance under this section 
may be done in phases to accommodate the 
financing and other requirements related to 
rehabilitating or constructing the project or 
projects to which the assistance is trans- 
ferred, to ensure that such project or 
projects meet the standards under section 
(Cc). 
(c) The transfer authorized in subsection 
(a) is subject to the following conditions: 

(1) NUMBER AND BEDROOM SIZE OF UNITS.— 

(A) For occupied units in the transferring 
project: the number of low-income and very 
low-income units and the configuration (i.e. 
bedroom size) provided by the transferring 
project shall be no less than when trans- 
ferred to the receiving project or projects 
and the net dollar amount of Federal assist- 
ance provided by the transferring project 
shall remain the same in the receiving 
project or projects. 

(B) For unoccupied units in the transfer- 
ring project: the Secretary may authorize a 
reduction in the number of dwelling units in 
the receiving project or projects to allow for 
a reconfiguration of bedroom sizes to meet 
current market demands, as determined by 
the Secretary and provided there is no in- 
crease in the project-based section 8 budget 
authority. 
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(2) The net dollar amount of Federal assist- 
ance provided to the transferring project 
shall remain the same as the receiving 
project or projects. 

(3) The transferring project shall, as deter- 
mined by the Secretary, be either physically 
obsolete or economically nonviable. 

(4) The receiving project or projects shall 
meet or exceed applicable physical standards 
established by the Secretary. 

(5) The owner or mortgagor of the transfer- 
ring project shall notify and consult with the 
tenants residing in the transferring project 
and provide a certification of approval by all 
appropriate local governmental officials. 

(6) The tenants of the transferring project 
who remain eligible for assistance to be pro- 
vided by the receiving project or projects 
shall not be required to vacate their units in 
the transferring project or projects until new 
units in the receiving project are available 
for occupancy. 

(7) The Secretary determines that this 
transfer is in the best interest of the tenants. 

(8) If either the transferring project or the 
receiving project or projects meets the con- 
dition specified in subsection (d)(2)(A), any 
lien on the receiving project resulting from 
additional financing obtained by the owner 
shall be subordinate to any FHA-insured 
mortgage lien transferred to, or placed on, 
such project by the Secretary, except that 
the Secretary may waive this requirement 
upon determination that such a waiver is 
necessary to facilitate the financing of ac- 
quisition, construction, and/or rehabilitation 
of the receiving project or projects. 

(9) If the transferring project meets the re- 
quirements of subsection (d)(2)(E), the owner 
or mortgagor of the receiving project or 
projects shall execute and record either a 
continuation of the existing use agreement 
or a new use agreement for the project 
where, in either case, any use restrictions in 
such agreement are of no lesser duration 
than the existing use restrictions. 

(10) The transfer does not increase the cost 
(as defined in section 502 of the Congres- 
sional Budget Act of 1974, as amended) of any 
FHA-insured mortgage, except to the extent 
that appropriations are provided in advance 
for the amount of any such increased cost. 

(d) For purposes of this section— 

(1) the terms ‘‘low-income”’ and ‘‘very low- 
income” shall have the meanings provided 
by the statute and/or regulations governing 
the program under which the project is in- 
sured or assisted; 

(2) the term “multifamily housing project” 
means housing that meets one of the fol- 
lowing conditions— 

(A) housing that is subject to a mortgage 
insured under the National Housing Act; 

(B) housing that has project-based assist- 
ance attached to the structure including 
projects undergoing mark to market debt re- 
structuring under the Multifamily Assisted 
Housing Reform and Affordability Housing 
Act; 

(C) housing that is assisted under section 
202 of the Housing Act of 1959 as amended by 
section 801 of the Cranston-Gonzales Na- 
tional Affordable Housing Act; 

(D) housing that is assisted under section 
202 of the Housing Act of 1959, as such sec- 
tion existed before the enactment of the 
Cranston-Gonzales National Affordable 
Housing Act; 

(E) housing that is assisted under section 
811 of the Cranston-Gonzales National Af- 
fordable Housing Act; or 

(F) housing or vacant land that is subject 
to a use agreement; 

(3) the term ‘‘project-based assistance” 
means— 
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(A) assistance provided under section 8(b) 
of the United States Housing Act of 1937; 

(B) assistance for housing constructed or 
substantially rehabilitated pursuant to as- 
sistance provided under section 8(b)(2) of 
such Act (as such section existed imme- 
diately before October 1, 1983); 

(C) rent supplement payments under sec- 
tion 101 of the Housing and Urban Develop- 
ment Act of 1965; 

(D) interest reduction payments under sec- 
tion 236 and/or additional assistance pay- 
ments under section 236(f)(2) of the National 
Housing Act; 

(E) assistance payments made under sec- 
tion 202(c)(2) of the Housing Act of 1959; and 

(F) assistance payments made under sec- 
tion 811(d)(2) of the Housing Act of 1959; 

(4) the term ‘‘receiving project or projects” 
means the multifamily housing project or 
projects to which some or all of the project- 
based assistance, debt, and statutorily re- 
quired low-income and very low-income use 
restrictions are to be transferred; 

(5) the term ‘‘transferring project”? means 
the multifamily housing project which is 
transferring some or all of the project-based 
assistance, debt and the statutorily required 
low-income and very low-income use restric- 
tions to the receiving project or projects; 
and 

(6) the term ‘‘Secretary’’ means the Sec- 
retary of Housing and Urban Development. 

(e) The Secretary shall publish by notice in 
the Federal Register the terms and condi- 
tions, including criteria for HUD approval, of 
transfers pursuant to this section no later 
than 30 days before the effective date of such 
notice. 

SEC. 212. No funds provided under this title 
may be used for an audit of the Government 
National Mortgage Association that makes 
applicable requirements under the Federal 
Credit Reform Act of 1990 (2 U.S.C. 661 et 
seq.) 

SEC. 213. (a) No assistance shall be provided 
under section 8 of the United States Housing 
Act of 1987 (42 U.S.C. 1487f) to any individual 
who— 

(1) is enrolled as a student at an institu- 
tion of higher education (as defined under 
section 102 of the Higher Education Act of 
1965 (20 U.S.C. 1002)); 

(2) is under 24 years of age; 

(3) is not a veteran; 

(4) is unmarried; 

(5) does not have a dependent child; 

(6) is not a person with disabilities, as such 
term is defined in section 3(b)(8)(E) of the 
United States Housing Act of 1987 (42 U.S.C. 
1487a(b)(3)(E)) and was not receiving assist- 
ance under such section 8 as of November 30, 
2005; and 

(7) is not otherwise individually eligible, or 
has parents who, individually or jointly, are 
not eligible, to receive assistance under sec- 
tion 8 of the United States Housing Act of 
1937 (42 U.S.C. 1487f). 

(b) For purposes of determining the eligi- 
bility of a person to receive assistance under 
section 8 of the United States Housing Act of 
1937 (42 U.S.C. 1487f), any financial assistance 
(in excess of amounts received for tuition 
and any other required fees and charges) 
that an individual receives under the Higher 
Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1001 et seq.), 
from private sources, or an institution of 
higher education (as defined under the High- 
er Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1002)), 
shall be considered income to that indi- 
vidual, except for a person over the age of 23 
with dependent children. 

SEC. 214. The funds made available for Na- 
tive Alaskans under the heading ‘‘Native 
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American Housing Block Grants” in title III 
of this Act shall be allocated to the same Na- 
tive Alaskan housing block grant recipients 
that received funds in fiscal year 2005. 

SEC. 215. Notwithstanding the limitation in 
the first sentence of section 255(g) of the Na- 
tional Housing Act (12 U.S.C. 1715z-g), the 
Secretary of Housing and Urban Develop- 
ment may, until September 30, 2013, insure 
and enter into commitments to insure mort- 
gages under section 255(g) of the National 
Housing Act (12 U.S.C. 1715z-20). 

SEc. 216. Notwithstanding any other provi- 
sion of law, in fiscal year 2013, in managing 
and disposing of any multifamily property 
that is owned or has a mortgage held by the 
Secretary of Housing and Urban Develop- 
ment, and during the process of foreclosure 
on any property with a contract for rental 
assistance payments under section 8 of the 
United States Housing Act of 1937 or other 
Federal programs, the Secretary shall main- 
tain any rental assistance payments under 
section 8 of the United States Housing Act of 
1937 and other programs that are attached to 
any dwelling units in the property. To the 
extent the Secretary determines, in con- 
sultation with the tenants and the local gov- 
ernment, that such a multifamily property 
owned or held by the Secretary is not fea- 
sible for continued rental assistance pay- 
ments under such section 8 or other pro- 
grams, based on consideration of (1) the costs 
of rehabilitating and operating the property 
and all available Federal, State, and local re- 
sources, including rent adjustments under 
section 524 of the Multifamily Assisted Hous- 
ing Reform and Affordability Act of 1997 
(“MAHRAA’’) and (2) environmental condi- 
tions that cannot be remedied in a cost-ef- 
fective fashion, the Secretary may, in con- 
sultation with the tenants of that property, 
contract for project-based rental assistance 
payments with an owner or owners of other 
existing housing properties, or provide other 
rental assistance. The Secretary shall also 
take appropriate steps to ensure that 
project-based contracts remain in effect 
prior to foreclosure, subject to the exercise 
of contractual abatement remedies to assist 
relocation of tenants for imminent major 
threats to health and safety after written 
notice to and informed consent of the af- 
fected tenants and use of other available 
remedies, such as partial abatements or re- 
ceivership. After disposition of any multi- 
family property described under this section, 
the contract and allowable rent levels on 
such properties shall be subject to the re- 
quirements under section 524 of MAHRAA. 

SEC. 217. The Secretary of Housing and 
Urban Development shall report quarterly to 
the House of Representatives and Senate 
Committees on Appropriations on HUD’s use 
of all sole-source contracts, including terms 
of the contracts, cost, and a substantive ra- 
tionale for using a sole-source contract. 

SEC. 218. During fiscal year 2013, in the pro- 
vision of rental assistance under section 8(0) 
of the United States Housing Act of 1937 (42 
U.S.C. 1487f(0)) in connection with a program 
to demonstrate the economy and effective- 
ness of providing such assistance for use in 
assisted living facilities that is carried out 
in the counties of the State of Michigan not- 
withstanding paragraphs (3) and (18)(B)(iii) 
of such section 8(0), a family residing in an 
assisted living facility in any such county, 
on behalf of which a public housing agency 
provides assistance pursuant to section 
8(0)(18) of such Act, may be required, at the 
time the family initially receives such as- 
sistance, to pay rent in an amount exceeding 
40 percent of the monthly adjusted income of 
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the family by such a percentage or amount 
as the Secretary of Housing and Urban De- 
velopment determines to be appropriate. 

SEC. 219. Notwithstanding any other provi- 
sion of law, the recipient of a grant under 
section 202b of the Housing Act of 1959 (12 
U.S.C. 1701q) after December 26, 2000, in ac- 
cordance with the unnumbered paragraph at 
the end of section 202(b) of such Act, may, at 
its option, establish a single-asset nonprofit 
entity to own the project and may lend the 
grant funds to such entity, which may be a 
private nonprofit organization described in 
section 831 of the American Homeownership 
and Economic Opportunity Act of 2000. 

SEC. 220. The amounts provided under the 
subheading ‘‘Program Account” under the 
heading ‘“‘Community Development Loan 
Guarantees’? may be used to guarantee, or 
make commitments to guarantee, notes, or 
other obligations issued by any State on be- 
half of non-entitlement communities in the 
State in accordance with the requirements of 
section 108 of the Housing and Community 
Development Act of 1974: Provided, That any 
State receiving such a guarantee or commit- 
ment shall distribute all funds subject to 
such guarantee to the units of general local 
government in non-entitlement areas that 
received the commitment. 

SEC. 221. Public housing agencies that own 
and operate 400 or fewer public housing units 
may elect to be exempt from any asset man- 
agement requirement imposed by the Sec- 
retary of Housing and Urban Development in 
connection with the operating fund rule: Pro- 
vided, That an agency seeking a discontinu- 
ance of a reduction of subsidy under the op- 
erating fund formula shall not be exempt 
from asset management requirements. 

SEc. 222. With respect to the use of 
amounts provided in this Act and in future 
Acts for the operation, capital improvement 
and management of public housing as au- 
thorized by sections 9(d) and 9e) of the 
United States Housing Act of 1937 (42 U.S.C. 
1487¢(d) and (e)), the Secretary shall not im- 
pose any requirement or guideline relating 
to asset management that restricts or limits 
in any way the use of capital funds for cen- 
tral office costs pursuant to section 9(g)(1) or 
9(g)(2) of the United States Housing Act of 
1937 (42 U.S.C. 1487g(g)(1), (2)): Provided, That 
a public housing agency may not use capital 
funds authorized under section 9(d) for ac- 
tivities that are eligible under section 9(e) 
for assistance with amounts from the oper- 
ating fund in excess of the amounts per- 
mitted under section 9(g)(1) or 9(g)(2). 

SEC. 223. No official or employee of the De- 
partment of Housing and Urban Development 
shall be designated as an allotment holder 
unless the Office of the Chief Financial Offi- 
cer has determined that such allotment hold- 
er has implemented an adequate system of 
funds control and has received training in 
funds control procedures and directives. The 
Chief Financial Officer shall ensure that, not 
later than 90 days after the date of enact- 
ment of this Act, a trained allotment holder 
shall be designated for each HUD subaccount 
under the heading ‘‘Administration, Oper- 
ations, and Management” as well as each ac- 
count receiving appropriations for ‘‘Program 
Office Salaries and Expenses” within the De- 
partment of Housing and Urban Develop- 
ment. 

SEC. 224. Payment of attorney fees in pro- 
gram-related litigation must be paid from 
individual program office personnel benefits 
and compensation funding. The annual budg- 
et submission for program office personnel 
benefit and compensation funding must in- 
clude program-related litigation costs for at- 
torney fees as a separate line item request. 
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SEC. 225. The Secretary of the Department 
of Housing and Urban Development shall for 
fiscal year 2013 and subsequent fiscal years, 
notify the public through the Federal Reg- 
ister and other means, as determined appro- 
priate, of the issuance of a notice of the 
availability of assistance or notice of fund- 
ing availability (NOFA) for any program or 
discretionary fund administered by the Sec- 
retary that is to be competitively awarded. 
Notwithstanding any other provision of law, 
for fiscal year 2013 and subsequent fiscal 
years, the Secretary may make the NOFA 
available only on the Internet at the appro- 
priate Government Web site or through 
other electronic media, as determined by the 
Secretary. 

SEC. 226. The Secretary of the Department 
of Housing and Urban Development is au- 
thorized to transfer up to 5 percent or 
$5,000,000, whichever is less, of the funds ap- 
propriated for any office funded under the 
heading ‘‘Administration, Operations, and 
Management” to any other office funded 
under such heading: Provided, That no appro- 
priation for any office funded under the 
heading ‘‘Administration, Operations, and 
Management” shall be increased or de- 
creased by more than 5 percent or $5,000,000, 
whichever is less, without prior written ap- 
proval of the House and Senate Committees 
on Appropriations: Provided further, That the 
Secretary is authorized to transfer up to 5 
percent or $5,000,000, whichever is less, of the 
funds appropriated for any account funded 
under the general heading ‘‘Program Office 
Salaries and Expenses” to any other account 
funded under such heading: Provided further, 
That no appropriation for any account fund- 
ed under the general heading ‘‘Program Of- 
fice Salaries and Expenses” shall be in- 
creased or decreased by more than 5 percent 
or $5,000,000, whichever is less, without prior 
written approval of the House and Senate 
Committees on Appropriations: Provided fur- 
ther, That the Secretary may transfer funds 
made available for salaries and expenses be- 
tween any office funded under the heading 
“Administration, Operations, and Manage- 
ment” and any account funded under the 
general heading ‘‘Program Office Salaries 
and Expenses”, but only with the prior writ- 
ten approval of the House and Senate Com- 
mittees on Appropriations. 

SEC. 227. The Disaster Housing Assistance 
Programs, administered by the Department 
of Housing and Urban Development, shall be 
considered a ‘‘program of the Department of 
Housing and Urban Development” under sec- 
tion 904 of the McKinney Act for the purpose 
of income verifications and matching. 

SEC. 228. None of the funds made available 
by this Act, or any other Act, for purposes 
authorized under section 8 (only with respect 
to the tenant-based rental assistance pro- 
gram) and section 9 of the United States 
Housing Act of 1937 (42 U.S.C. 1487 et seq.) 
may be used by any public housing agency 
for any amount of salary, for the chief execu- 
tive officer of which, or any other official or 
employee of which, that exceeds the annual 
rate of basic pay payable for a position at 
level IV of the Executive Schedule at any 
time during any public housing agency fiscal 
year 20138. 

SEC. 229. Paragraph (1) of section 242(i) of 
the National Housing Act (12 U.S.C. 1715z- 
7(4)(1)) is amended by striking ‘‘July 31, 2011” 
and inserting ‘‘July 31, 2016”. 

SEC. 230. Subsection (d) of section 184 of the 
Housing and Community Development Act of 
1992 (12 U.S.C. 1715z-18a) is amended to read 
as follows: 

‘(d) GUARANTEE FEE.—The Secretary shall 
establish and collect, at the time of issuance 
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of the guarantee, a fee for the guarantee of 
loans under this section, in an amount not 
exceeding 3 percent of the principal obliga- 
tion of the loan. The Secretary may also es- 
tablish and collect annual premium pay- 
ments in an amount not exceeding 1 percent 
of the remaining guaranteed balance (exclud- 
ing the portion of the remaining balance at- 
tributable to the fee collected at the time of 
issuance of the guarantee). The Secretary 
shall establish the amount of the fees and 
premiums by publishing a notice in the Fed- 
eral Register. The Secretary shall deposit 
any fees and premiums collected under this 
subsection in the Indian Housing Loan Guar- 
antee Fund established under subsection 
Dra 

SEC. 231. (a) Subsection (b) of section 225 of 
the Cranston-Gonzalez National Affordable 
Housing Act (42 U.S.C. 12755) is amended by 
inserting at the end the following sentence: 
“Such 30 day waiting period is not required 
if the grounds for the termination or refusal 
to renew involve a direct threat to the safety 
of the tenants or employees of the housing, 
or an imminent and serious threat to the 
property (and the termination or refusal to 
renew is in accordance with the require- 
ments of State or local law).’’. 

(b) Section 231 of the Cranston-Gonzalez 
National Affordable Housing Act (42 U.S.C. 
12771) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (b) by striking ‘‘make 
such funds available by direct reallocation’’ 
and all that follows through ‘‘were recap- 
tured”? and inserting ‘‘reallocate the funds 
by formula in accordance with section 217(d) 
of this Act (42 U.S.C. 12747(d))’’; and 

(2) by striking subsection (c). 

SEC. 232. Notwithstanding Section 24(0) of 
the United States Housing Act of 1937 (42 
U.S.C. 1487v(0)), amounts made available in 
prior appropriations Acts under the heading 
“Revitalization of Severely Distressed Pub- 
lic Housing (HOPE VI)” or under the heading 
“Choice Neighborhoods Initiative” may con- 
tinue to be provided as assistance pursuant 
to such Section 24. 

SEC. 233. The proviso under the ‘‘Commu- 
nity Development Fund’’ heading in Public 
Laws 109-148, 109-234, 110-252, and 110-329 
which requires the Secretary to establish 
procedures to prevent duplication of benefits 
and to report to the Committees on Appro- 
priations on all steps to prevent fraud and 
abuse is amended by striking ‘‘quarterly”’ 
and inserting ‘‘annually’’. 

The Acting CHAIR. Are there any 
amendments to that portion of the 
bill? 

If not, the Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

SEC. 234. Title II of division K of Public 
Law 110-161 is amended by striking the item 
related to ‘‘Flexible Subsidy Fund’’. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. LA TOURETTE 

Mr. LATOURETTE. Mr. Chairman, I 
have an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will re- 
port the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Page 134, after line 14, insert the following 
new section: 

SEC. 235. Notwithstanding the 13th proviso 
of the second undesignated paragraph under 
the heading ‘‘Community Planning and De- 
velopment--Community Development Fund” 
in title XII of division A of the American Re- 
covery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (Public 
Law 111-5; 123 Stat. 218) and section 1497(a) of 
the Dodd-Frank Wall Street Reform and 
Consumer Protection Act (Public Law 111- 
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203; 124 Stat. 2209), a State or unit of general 
local government in a State may use not 
more than 75 percent of any amounts made 
available from a grant under such second un- 
designated paragraph or under such section 
1497 for the purpose set forth in section 
2301(c)(4)(D) of the Housing and Economic 
Recovery Act of 2008 (42 U.S.C. 5301 note), at 
the sole discretion of the State or unit of 
general local government. 

Mr. LATOURETTE (during the read- 
ing.) I ask unanimous consent to dis- 
pense with the reading. 

The Acting CHAIR. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Ohio? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. LATHAM. Mr. Chairman, I re- 
serve a point of order on the gentle- 
man’s amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. A point of order 
is reserved. 

The gentleman form Ohio is recog- 
nized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. LATOURETTE. I thank the gen- 
tleman for reserving the point of order. 
I think when I’m done consuming my 5 
minutes, he will perhaps relent and 
think that that’s a bad idea. 

The Neighborhood Stabilization Fund 
has been a valuable tool all across 
America in helping to revitalize neigh- 
borhoods. I would suggest it has one 
fatal flaw. There are some homes in 
every community in America, whether 
it’s Detroit, Los Angeles, Cleveland, 
where I’m from, where some homes just 
aren’t coming back, and you can’t revi- 
talize the neighborhoods until you tear 
those houses down and start afresh. 

One of the difficulties with the 
Neighborhood Stabilization Fund is it 
restricts the ability for a local commu- 
nity to use those funds to demolish 
homes. I will tell you from touring a 
number of these properties in my good 
friend MARCIA FUDGE’s district on the 
east side of Cleveland, these are fire- 
traps, these are rattraps. The last two 
Cleveland police officers who have been 
injured in the line of duty have been 
injured as they entered a dilapidated 
home. We toured one home in fact 
where the expression ‘‘everything but 
the kitchen sink” didn’t apply because 
people had actually taken the kitchen 
sink, the toilet, the wiring, the gut- 
ters, and all of the copper. 

Cities are stepping up all across the 
country to take care of this problem. 
In the State of Ohio, our Attorney Gen- 
eral has devoted $75 million from the 
settlement with the top five big banks 
to this purpose. Mayor Jackson in 
Cleveland has expended a considerable 
amount of money. And Ms. FUDGE and 
I have introduced legislation that 
would authorize bonds through the De- 
partment of Treasury to supplement 
the great work that land banks all 
across this country are doing. 

But because that bill languishes in 
the Ways and Means Committee, this 
simple amendment would give in- 
creased flexibility to communities that 
want to take grants that they’ve re- 


June 27, 2012 


ceived from the Federal Government to 
stabilize their neighborhoods to give 
them the opportunity to use them for 
demolition if they reach the conclusion 
that in order to protect the neighbors 
in that neighborhood who are paying 
their taxes or keeping up their house, 
who are paying their mortgage but 
whose property values continue to 
plummet because they have this eye- 
sore next door, that if the mayor of 
Cleveland or the mayor of Toledo or 
the mayor of Los Angeles reaches the 
conclusion that it’s better in that in- 
stance to rip that house down and start 
over and work with the land banks that 
are popping up all across the country, 
they do that. 

So, Mr. Chairman, I would respect- 
fully ask for passage of this amend- 
ment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
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Mr. LATHAM. Mr. Chairman, I con- 
tinue to reserve my point of order, but 
I move to strike the last word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Iowa is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. LATHAM. Mr. Chairman, I just 
want to tell the gentleman from Ohio 
that I have really no problem with the 
intent of his amendment, that I think 
he is talking about something that is 
very real to a lot of folks. 

My understanding is that waivers 
that have been asked for have all been 
accepted in the past, and the Secretary 
has said that if there’s a waiver needed, 
that they would be glad to oblige. But 
having said that, I just want the gen- 
tleman to know that the reason why I 
must insist on the point of order is 
simply for consistency on the bill. We 
have struck on point of order every 
other authorizing language that has 
come before the subcommittee or to 
the floor today. So with that, while I 
share his concerns that he has stated, I 
must insist on my point of order. 

POINT OF ORDER 

Mr. LATHAM. Mr. Chairman, I make 
a point of order against the amend- 
ment because it proposes to change ex- 
isting law and constitutes legislation 
in an appropriation bill and therefore 
violates clause 2 of rule XXI. 

The rule states in pertinent part: 

“An amendment to a general appro- 
priation bill shall not be in order if 
changing existing law.” 

The amendment waives existing law. 

I ask for a ruling from the Chair. 

The Acting CHAIR. Does any other 
Member wish to be heard on the point 
of order? 

Mr. LATOURETTE. I do, Mr. Chair- 
man. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Ohio is recognized on the point of 
order. 

Mr. LATOURETTE. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank my great friend from Iowa for 
those kind words. I know his heart is in 
the right place, even if his legislative 
initiatives at this moment are not. 
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A lot of people don’t realize the his- 
tory of rule XXI. I’ve had great con- 
versations in the past with the prior 
Parliamentarians, the last two, Mr. 
Sullivan and Charlie—I can’t remem- 
ber Charlie’s last name. We talked 
about the notion of equity. We’re not 
only bound by the rules of the House, 
but just like in courts all across the 
country, the Chair has the power of eq- 
uity in his possession. 

Rule XXI has its origins in 1844 when 
John Quincy Adams, the only Presi- 
dent of the United States to come back 
and serve in the House of Representa- 
tives, decided that the appropriations 
process was bogging down and, there- 
fore, we should have rule XXI to pro- 
hibit authorizing on appropriations 
bills. It was designed to keep the ap- 
propriators from poaching on the terri- 
tory of the authorizing committees. 

We don’t have that here. The chair- 
man of the authorizing committee was 
just here, Mr. BACHUS. He doesn’t have 
any problem with this. The only person 
who is raising the point of order and 
has a problem with this is the distin- 
guished subcommittee chair of the Ap- 
propriations Committee. So that’s my 
first argument on equity. 

Secondly, because I had some spare 
time today, I also looked at the prece- 
dents of the House, and I would suggest 
to the Chair that this is a matter of 
first impression. The last time that 
this came to the attention of the Par- 
liamentarian was in 2006. And, sadly, 
there is a big problem with getting the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD online, but we 
did get the previous one, which was in 
1995 when the gentlelady from Missouri 
at the time, Ms. Danner, whom many 
of us remember, was attempting to 
make a provision in order on the 
Transportation, it wasn’t Transpor- 
tation-HUD at that time, it was the 
Transportation appropriations bill. 
And in construing the context of clause 
2, rule XXI, the Chair at that time in- 
dicated that what she was attempting 
to do is—we have out of the highway 
trust fund, 2.8 cents goes to transit. 
That yields a certain amount of 
money, and she was attempting to wall 
off $26 million to go specifically to ad- 
ditional transit projects. The Chair in 
that instance specifically, and I think 
correctly, found that you cannot man- 
date or limit the discretion of the Sec- 
retary or another Federal official, nor 
can you mandate that money be used 
in a certain way that’s not con- 
templated by the law. As a matter of 
fact, in section 1057 of the House man- 
ual that we all revere here very much, 
it cites the indications where this has 
been considered before. 

The common theme with all of them 
is that the person offering the amend- 
ment or the Appropriations Committee 
attempting to implement the policy 
was attempting to mandate action on 
the part of a Federal official or man- 
date that money be spent in a certain 
way. 
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I brought up the June 9, 2006, ruling 
by the Chair, which occurs on page 
10673, for those who may be following 
this at home, and in that instance the 
offending language was that the state- 
ment could not say that not less than 
a certain sum would be expended on 
that particular purpose. 

This amendment was very carefully 
crafted. As the Chair, I know being a 
student of the law and parliamentary 
procedure, will note that we don’t have 
the words ‘‘not less than,” it’s “not 
more than.” Already the existing legis- 
lation, the Dodd-Frank Act, con- 
templates that States who receive—so 
there’s no change in the Federal appro- 
priation. If the city of Cleveland gets a 
$100,000 neighborhood stabilization 
fund, they get to spend it. It doesn’t 
change. There’s no Federal involve- 
ment after that. It’s then up to Mayor 
Jackson to figure out how to expend it. 

This expands the contemplated pur- 
pose of that that says a portion is al- 
ready permitted to be used for demoli- 
tion. This just says “not more than.” 
It’s not a limitation. It just is in- 
creased flexibility for the communities 
that have received these grants. And 
honest to gosh, you know, with all of 
the problems that we have around this 
place, to go back and violate the spirit 
of John Quincy Adams’ understanding 
of why we needed rule XXI, to prevent 
State and local communities from hav- 
ing the flexibility to demolish homes 
where fires are occurring, where people 
are selling drugs, where people are 
being murdered, is really beyond me. 

So I appeal to the Chair not only 
based upon the precedents of the 
House, but upon the inherent authority 
of the Chair to exercise equity and un- 
derstand that there might be a “t” not 
crossed or an ‘‘i’’ not dotted in this 
particular instance, but the equitable 
arguments are on the side of this 
amendment, and I respectfully ask the 
Chair to overrule the point of order. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Chairman, I wish 
to speak to the point of order. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman 
from Ohio is recognized. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Normally I enjoy 
working on a bipartisan basis, espe- 
cially with our good colleague from 
eastern Ohio (Mr. LATOURETTE) and so 
in a way I reluctantly rise in opposi- 
tion to his proposal. 

Let me mention that in a way we’re 
into quite a 200-year extensive history 
of the rules of the House, but in es- 
sence the legislation as enacted works. 
Every single community that I rep- 
resent that has ever asked HUD for any 
type of waiver, if the percentage was 
operating in there to their detriment, 
it has been granted. And so I think the 
legislation as is works. It keeps the 
focus on reinvestment. But if a mayor 
or if a council wants to use more of 
their funds for demolition, they merely 
ask HUD. And, quite frankly, HUD acts 
in quite an expeditious manner. So I 
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think in a way this is a solution in 
search of a problem. 

I think the gentleman, we welcome 
his concern about the neighborhoods of 
this country that have been devastated 
by the Wall Street-induced housing cri- 
sis and lack of regulation here in Wash- 
ington, but I really don’t think it is 
necessary, and I would support the sub- 
committee chair and ranking member 
in their concern by raising a point of 
order here. 

I’ve expressed my interest in working 
with the gentleman on any community 
that you may represent that’s facing 
this situation because every single one 
that we’ve had come to us, we have re- 
solved with HUD’s full cooperation. So 
I would support the subcommittee 
chair’s invoking of a point of order on 
this amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Chair is pre- 
pared to rule. 

The Chair finds that this amendment 
explicitly supersedes existing law, 
namely, the American Recovery and 
Reinvestment Act of 2009. The amend- 
ment therefore constitutes legislation 
in violation of clause 2 of rule XXI. The 
point of order is sustained and the 
amendment is not in order. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. PRICE OF NORTH 
CAROLINA 

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Mr. 
Chairman, I have an amendment at the 
desk. 

The Acting CHAIR (Mr. BASS of New 
Hampshire). The Clerk will report the 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Page 134, after line 14, insert the following 
new section: 

SEC. 235. Notwithstanding any other provi- 
sion of the United States Housing Act of 1937 
(42 U.S.C. 1487f et seq.), any amounts made 
available under this title under the heading 
“Public Housing Operating Fund” and allo- 
cated to a public housing agency for activi- 
ties under section 9(e)(1) of the Act (42 U.S.C. 
1487¢(e)(1)), and any public housing operating 
reserve amounts for a public housing agency, 
may be used by such agency for any eligible 
activities under section 9(d)(1), in addition to 
the other purposes for which the amounts 
may be used under such heading: Provided, 
That an activity funded pursuant to this sec- 
tion shall be subject to the requirements 
otherwise governing activities under such 
section 9(d)(1). 

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina (during 
the reading). Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from North Carolina? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. LATHAM. Mr. Chairman, I re- 
serve a point of order on the gentle- 
man’s amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. A point of order 
is reserved. 

The gentleman is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Mr. 
Chairman, I rise to offer an amendment 
that is of great importance to some of 
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the strongest and best-managed hous- 
ing authorities in our country. 

Currently, housing authorities in our 
districts receive Federal funds through 
two distinct streams. One funds day-to- 
day operations, and the other provides 
capital funds for construction projects 
and important modernizations to our 
Nation’s housing stock. Both streams 
are currently underfunded, not only in 
this bill but also in the fiscal 2013 ad- 
ministration request. 
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Now, I believe it’s prudent to main- 
tain these two distinct funding 


streams, but some of our housing au- 
thorities do need additional flexibility 
in tough funding years. Currently, 
some well-performing housing authori- 
ties, like the Raleigh Housing Author- 
ity in my district, have created effi- 
ciencies in their operating budget and 
pinched pennies in every way imag- 
inable. 

Unfortunately, in order to reallocate 
these operations savings to urgent cap- 
ital needs, they have to go through a 
very cumbersome and cost-ineffective 
program, that is, HUD’s Operating 
Fund Financing Program. This pro- 
gram requires authorities to go 
through a financial middleman rather 
than just letting authorities use their 
operating funds and savings directly. 
This process costs unneeded interest 
payments and it adds unnecessary red 
tape. 

While I hope that our authorizers 
will be able to improve and streamline 
this process, I propose that this com- 
mittee allow housing authorities to use 
unused operating funds for capital 
projects directly without having to go 
through the Operating Fund Financing 
Program. 

My amendment is narrow in scope as 
it’s targeted to 2013 funds and existing 
reserves only. It’s not prospective. 

This stopgap solution would provide 
flexibility for housing authorities, 
incentivize the wise spending of oper- 
ating dollars, and help clear up the 
public housing capital improvement 
backlog at a time when the construc- 
tion industry is still reeling from the 
recession. This amendment would be a 
win for Americans who need public 
housing and a win for Americans who 
are looking for jobs. 

This is not a new endeavor for the 
Transportation and Housing Appropria- 
tions bill; indeed, it’s a continuation of 
the public housing operating fund off- 
set discussion that we held last year. 

However, I understand that there is a 
point of order. So I will register the 
hope that the authorizers can conclude 
their work to address this issue before 
the end of the year. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

POINT OF ORDER 

Mr. LATHAM. Mr. Chairman, I insist 
on my point of order. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
will state his point of order. 
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Mr. LATHAM. Mr. Chairman, I make 
a point of order against the amend- 
ment because it proposes to change ex- 
isting law and constitutes legislation 
in an appropriation bill and therefore 
violates clause 2 of rule XXI. 

The rule states in pertinent part: 

“An amendment to a general appro- 
priation bill shall not be in order if 
changing existing law.” 

The amendment waives existing law. 

I ask for a ruling from the Chair. 

The Acting CHAIR. Does any other 
Member wish to be heard on the point 
of order? Seeing none, the Chair is pre- 
pared to rule. 

The Chair finds that this amendment 
explicitly supersedes existing law. The 
amendment therefore constitutes legis- 
lation in violation of clause 2 of rule 
XXI. 

The point of order is sustained and 
the amendment is not in order. 

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the last word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman 
from California is recognized for 5 min- 
utes. 

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Chairman and 
Members, I rise in opposition to this 
underlying bill, the Republican Trans- 
portation, Housing and Urban Develop- 
ment appropriations bill for the com- 
ing fiscal year, commonly referred to 
as THUD. This bþill drastically 
underfunds critical transportation, in- 
frastructure, and housing programs. 

First, on transportation, the Amer- 
ican Society of Civil Engineers’ 2009 re- 
port for America’s infrastructure esti- 
mated that there is a $549.5 billion 
shortfall in investments in roads and 
bridges, and an additional $190.1 billion 
shortfall in investments in transit. Yet 
this bill provides no funds for the 
Transportation Investment Generating 
Economic Recovery program, better 
known as TIGER. 

Now, TIGER would finance a wide va- 
riety of innovative highway, bridge, 
and transit projects in urban and rural 
communities across the country, pro- 
vided there is sufficient funding. One 
such project is the Crenshaw/LAX 
Transit Corridor in Los Angeles Coun- 
ty, a light-rail project that will run 
through my district. TIGER grants 
could be used to finance stations along 
this corridor in the communities of 
Leimert Park and Westchester, thereby 
ensuring that these communities have 
access to light-rail. 

Last week, I introduced H.R. 5976, the 
TIGER Grants for Job Creation Act, 
which would provide a supplemental 
emergency appropriation of $1 billion 
over the next 2 years for the TIGER 
program, and 48 of my colleagues have 
already cosponsored the bill. 

Last night, I offered an amendment 
to fully fund TIGER at the requested 
level, without cutting funding for other 
programs. Representatives BETTY 
McCOLLUM, BARBARA LEE, EMANUEL 
CLEAVER, KAREN BASS, LAURA RICHARD- 


June 27, 2012 


SON, BOBBY RUSH, and DORIS MATSUI 
joined me in offering this amendment. 
The Republicans objected to this 
amendment to their appropriations bill 
because it was not in order under their 
rule. So this bill has no funding for this 
critical program to create jobs by re- 
building our crumbling infrastructure. 

Why did we have so much support on 
this legislation? Why do we have so 
many people who are signing on to ba- 
sically beg for TIGER funding? It is be- 
cause TIGER funding will create mil- 
lions of jobs. It’s because jobs are need- 
ed so desperately in this economy. It is 
because not only will we create mil- 
lions of jobs, our infrastructure is in 
great disrepair. We have bridges that 
have been designated as unsafe. We 
have roads, we have water projects, we 
have all kinds of infrastructure needs 
that are unmet. This is the least that 
the American public could expect. 

This transportation bill has been 
waited on in many communities across 
this country. People thought when we 
passed this bill that we truly were 
going to expand job opportunities, that 
we truly were going to repair the infra- 
structure, but we find that this bill 
does not do this. 

But in addition to the disappoint- 
ment that we are all experiencing be- 
cause of the objection to repair of the 
infrastructure and job creation, we find 
that the same thing is happening in 
housing. We bemoan the fact that our 
veterans are homeless and they are on 
the streets, and that our shelters are 
all full, and that when we go into many 
of these communities—not only in our 
inner cities, but in our rural areas 
also—we find that people are not only 
sleeping on the streets, but under these 
bridges that are in great disrepair. 

This legislation cuts money from the 
homeless program. This will cut $231 
million in homeless assistance grants 
compared to the President’s budget re- 
quest. At this level, HUD would be un- 
able to fund all renewals of existing 
grants, jeopardizing assistance to ap- 
proximately 25,000 of our most vulner- 
able citizens. 

This bill provides less than $2 billion 
for the Public Housing Capital Fund, 
despite a $30 million backlog of needed 
repairs. This is a huge cut, even when 
compared to funding during the Bush 
administration. In fact, in fiscal year 
2008, the capital account received $2.4 
billion in funding. This underfunding 
means that we will continue to lose 
public housing units as they fall into 
disrepair and long-term capital needs 
are neglected. 

The people who are serviced by this 
account are vulnerable, and so I would 
simply ask that this be given some real 
consideration and yield back the bal- 
ance of my time. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. Mr. Chair- 
man, I move to strike the last word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 
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Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. Mr. Chair- 
man, Americans need to know that Tea 
Party Republican obstructionism has 
brought us to the brink of yet another 
manufactured crisis. 

We have less than 2 days to pass crit- 
ical highway and student loan bills 
that will keep Americans on the job 
and prevent student loan rates from 
doubling. Yet Tea Party Republicans 
are wasting time on frivolous amend- 
ments and on a purely meritless, polit- 
ical, and partisan vote to hold the At- 
torney General in contempt. 

Reports indicate that bipartisan Sen- 
ate leadership has reached a deal on 
student loans and the highway bill as 
well, a deal which is now being blocked 
in the House by the Tea Party Repub- 
licans. This is not governing, ladies 
and gentlemen; it’s Tea Party gridlock. 

Americans long for a Congress that is 
capable of honest debate and com- 
promise in solving the important issues 
of the day. That’s what the Founders 
and the Framers intended of us. 

It’s been over 100 days since the Sen- 
ate passed a bipartisan highway bill 
with 74 votes. While the House Tea 
Party Republicans quibble, they put 1.9 
million jobs at risk. 


1520 


Mr. Chairman, if the Tea Party Re- 
publicans prevent a deal on student 
loans, over 7.4 million students will see 
their interest rates double, costing stu- 
dents $6 billion. 

They brought us to the brink of a 
government shut down in February of 
2011. Last summer they brought the 
country to the brink of default and 
caused the first downgrade in the his- 
tory of the United States of our credit 
rating. This year, they opposed the 
middle class tax cut, and they have 
successfully ignored and blocked the 
President’s job act. 

Mr. Chairman, we should listen to 
the American people, not the big-dollar 
corporate backers of the Tea Party. I, 
myself, never knew that any of the real 
Tea Partyers of 1776 were millionaires 
or even wealthy. They were people like 
the working people of today. We call 
them the middle class. 

Today, we are debating cut after dra- 
conian cut to our Nation’s transpor- 
tation and housing programs, which 
impact and hurt the middle class. 
These cuts put good, middle class jobs 
at risk. They make it harder for small 
businesses to operate, and they cause 
harm to low-income Americans who 
are struggling to put food on the table 
and a roof over their heads. 

The Tea Party-millionaire Repub- 
licans will spend all week circling the 
toilet bowl drain and debating these 
amendments that have no chance of be- 
coming law, when we should be low- 
ering student loan rates and passing a 
long-term highway bill. 

Mr. Chairman, this is a great coun- 
try, but how long can we withstand the 
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best efforts of this millionaire Tea 
Party Republican Congress to bring 
America to its knees? 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. CARSON of Indiana. Mr. Chair- 
man, I move to strike the last word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Indiana is recognized for 5 min- 
utes. 

Mr. CARSON of Indiana. Mr. Chair- 
man, it is no secret to anyone in this 
Chamber that the American people are 
unhappy with Congress. In fact, our ap- 
proval ratings could only be described 
as terrible. As much as television per- 
sonalities might like to analyze why, I 
don’t think it’s difficult to understand. 
Time and time again, Mr. Chairman, 
our work ignores their priorities. 

Now, under Republican leadership, 
we have spent months arguing over 
eliminating regulations, shrinking gov- 
ernment, and crippling the Obama ad- 
ministration. Yet since the lowest 
point of economic downturn in 2008, the 
American people have cared mostly 
about two things: good jobs and stable 
housing. These are issues that have hit 
the African American community espe- 
cially hard, which is why I come to the 
floor today with several of my col- 
leagues from the Congressional Black 
Caucus. 

Today, Mr. Chairman, unemployment 
among African Americans is above 13 
percent, much higher than the national 
average. Concerns about stable housing 
are really nothing new, but they have 
been especially difficult since the start 
of our recession. In fact, 42 percent of 
homeless families with children are Af- 
rican American. So we were all glad to 
see the House take up the Transpor- 
tation-HUD bill this week. We hoped to 
see some relief for our struggling com- 
munities. 

But sadly, this bill falls short. It fails 
to adequately fund project-based sec- 
tion 8 rental assistance for low-income 
families. That means over 1.2 million 
families, Mr. Chairman, would be at 
risk of losing their homes. These are 
primarily seniors, families with chil- 
dren, and people with disabilities, in- 
cluding many who are in the great 
Hoosier State in my district. 

The bill cuts homeless assistance 
grants, leaving an estimated 25,000 peo- 
ple without the assistance they need to 
get back on their feet. It entirely 
eliminates the Choice Neighborhoods 
program. In Indianapolis, we need 
these funds to rebuild blighted public 
housing projects, improve economic de- 
velopment and job opportunities in sur- 
rounding neighborhoods for low-income 
families. 

It also eliminates the Sustainable 
Communities, which coordinates Fed- 
eral, State and local public housing in- 
vestments, helping communities make 
the best with limited funding. 

I also want to add that I plan to 
strongly oppose any amendment that 
makes it harder to enforce the Fair 
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Housing Act. Congress should not re- 
strict HUD’s work to end housing dis- 
crimination, intentional or uninten- 
tional. 

These cuts, Mr. Chairman, strike at 
the very heart of what my constituents 
care about, having a stable place for 
their families to live and stay. 

Over the last several months, Mr. 
Chairman, there has been one topic we 
have all agreed on, transportation 
projects equal jobs. Now, sadly, this 
bill defunds some of our most impor- 
tant job-creating programs. It elimi- 
nates funding for TIGER grants, which 
have put thousands of people to work 
across this country. My district re- 
ceived one of these grants to construct 
our great cultural trail. Many of my 
constituents worked to construct this 
trail, and today it is absolutely revital- 
izing neighborhoods and growing busi- 
nesses and creating long-term job op- 
portunities. 

This bill also eliminates funding for 
high-speed rail, which early estimates 
predict could have created thousands of 
jobs in the great Hoosier State. Now, of 
course, there are other issues; but 
there are too many to name at this 
time. 

But in talking today, Mr. Chairman, 
I simply want to express my dis- 
appointment. This week we are finally 
considering the one bill each year that 
must address top priorities for all 
Americans, jobs and housing. Instead, 
we’re cutting programs. 

My question to these people is, Mr. 
Chairman, and those obstructionists, 
what are you expecting our commu- 
nities to do? 

These are programs that work. They 
employ our constituents, Mr. Chair- 
man, and they also improve our soci- 
ety. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Ms. CLARKE of New York. Mr. 
Chairman, I move to strike the last 
word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Ms. CLARKE of New York. Mr. 
Chairman, here we are once again. We 
find ourselves debating a bill that is 
under veto threat due to the Repub- 
licans my-way-or-the-highway posture. 

Mr. Chairman, last month saw the 
largest drop in construction jobs in 2 
years, workers who joined the more 
than 2.2 million construction workers 
who are out of work. 

However, instead of providing cer- 
tainty to our Nation’s construction 
workers by investing in the TIGER 
program and light-speed rail, the Re- 
publican majority has actually zeroed 
these programs out completely. Appar- 
ently, the majority seems to only be- 
lieve in certainty when it means his- 
torically low tax rates for multi-mil- 
lionaires and billionaires. 

Mr. Chairman, the majority’s lack of 
investment in our Nation’s infrastruc- 
ture is bad enough. Unfortunately, it 
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gets even worse. At a time when the 
need for HUD programs is growing, this 
bill drastically undercuts homeless as- 
sistance grants, putting 25,000 Ameri- 
cans at risk of losing assistance. It 
jeopardizes assistance to homeowners 
attempting to stay in their homes and 
actually zeroes out the Choice Neigh- 
borhoods program. Why? 

Mr. Chairman, why we would essen- 
tially eliminate a program that im- 
proves economic development and via- 
bility and job opportunities for our Na- 
tion’s most vulnerable is beyond my 
ability to comprehend. 

Mr. Chairman, the American people 
have made it abundantly clear that the 
number one priority of the 112th Con- 
gress ought to be job creation. 
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By bringing this bill to the floor, the 
majority is saying to the American 
people, not only doesn’t their unem- 
ployed status or opinions matter, but 
don’t expect any relief from this Re- 
publican-led Congress as our Nation 
struggles to cope with the worst eco- 
nomic downturn since the Great De- 
pression. 

Mr. Chairman, this is just totally un- 
believable. I yield back the balance of 
my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

This title may be cited as the ‘‘Department 
of Housing and Urban Development Appro- 
priations Act, 2013”. 

TITLE ITI—RELATED AGENCIES 
ACCESS BOARD 
SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For expenses necessary for the Access 
Board, as authorized by section 502 of the Re- 
habilitation Act of 1978, as amended, 
$7,400,000: Provided, That, notwithstanding 
any other provision of law, there may be 
credited to this appropriation funds received 
for publications and training expenses. 

FEDERAL MARITIME COMMISSION 
SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses of the Federal Mar- 
itime Commission as authorized by section 
201(d) of the Merchant Marine Act, 1936, as 
amended (46 U.S.C. 307), including services as 
authorized by 5 U.S.C. 3109; hire of passenger 
motor vehicles as authorized by 31 U.S.C. 
1343(b); and uniforms or allowances there- 
fore, as authorized by 5 U.S.C. 5901-5902, 
$25,000,000: Provided, That not to exceed $2,000 
shall be available for official reception and 
representation expenses. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BROUN OF 
GEORGIA 

Mr. BROUN of Georgia. Mr. Chair- 
man, I have an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will re- 
port the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Page 135, line 9, after the dollar amount, 
insert ‘‘(reduced by $900,000)”. 

Page 150, line 9, after the dollar amount, 
insert ‘‘(increased by $900,000)”. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. BROUN of Georgia. Mr. Chair- 
man, my amendment would reduce the 
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proposed funding for salaries and ex- 
penses for the Federal Maritime Com- 
mission by $900,000. This is not a cut. 
This is just to keep those salaries at 
what they are, to cap it at the 2012 lev- 
els. This is one of 13 offices that would 
receive increases for salaries or admin- 
istrative expenses in the underlying 
bill. 

I urge the support of my amendment, 
which would just freeze these salaries. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. LATHAM. I rise in opposition to 
the amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Iowa is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. LATHAM. Mr. Chairman, the 
Federal Maritime Commission is re- 
sponsible for resolving disputes be- 
tween shippers—both foreign and do- 
mestic—and the public, protecting con- 
sumers from unfair business practices, 
and monitoring ocean transportation 
and trade. 

The increase in this account has to 
do with the annualization of already 
onboard personnel and of the increases 
in the claims and the workload of the 
Federal Maritime Commission. To re- 
duce this account, you will affect the 
backlog of cases and claims, thus cost- 
ing businesses, exporters, and ports 
time and money while they wait for 
the FMC to adjudicate their claims. 

Usually, we are in the business of 
trying to reduce backlogs and delays in 
doing business. With that, I would urge 
a “no” vote on this amendment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. OLVER. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the last word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Massachusetts is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. OLVER. I will be very brief. 

I merely want to concur in the posi- 
tion of the chairman of the sub- 
committee, and I urge a ‘‘no’’ vote on 
the amendment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Georgia (Mr. BROUN). 

The question was taken; and the Act- 
ing Chair announced that the noes ap- 
peared to have it. 

Mr. BROUN of Georgia. Mr. Chair- 
man, I demand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro- 
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Georgia will be 
postponed. 

The Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

NATIONAL RAILROAD PASSENGER CORPORATION 
OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL 
SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses of the Office of In- 
spector General for the National Railroad 
Passenger Corporation to carry out the pro- 
visions of the Inspector General Act of 1978, 
as amended, $25,000,000: Provided, That the 
Inspector General shall have all necessary 
authority, in carrying out the duties speci- 
fied in the Inspector General Act, as amend- 
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ed (5 U.S.C. App. 3), to investigate allega- 
tions of fraud, including false statements to 
the government (18 U.S.C. 1001), by any per- 
son or entity that is subject to regulation by 
the National Railroad Passenger Corpora- 
tion: Provided further, That the Inspector 
General may enter into contracts and other 
arrangements for audits, studies, analyses, 
and other services with public agencies and 
with private persons, subject to the applica- 
ble laws and regulations that govern the ob- 
taining of such services within the National 
Railroad Passenger Corporation: Provided 
further, That the Inspector General may se- 
lect, appoint, and employ such officers and 
employees as may be necessary for carrying 
out the functions, powers, and duties of the 
Office of Inspector General, subject to the 
applicable laws and regulations that govern 
such selections, appointments, and employ- 
ment within Amtrak: Provided further, That 
concurrent with the President’s budget re- 
quest for fiscal year 2014, the Inspector Gen- 
eral shall submit to the House and Senate 
Committees on Appropriations a budget re- 
quest for fiscal year 2014 in similar format 
and substance to those submitted by execu- 
tive agencies of the Federal Government. 

NATIONAL TRANSPORTATION SAFETY BOARD 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses of the National 
Transportation Safety Board, including hire 
of passenger motor vehicles and aircraft; 
services as authorized by 5 U.S.C. 3109, but at 
rates for individuals not to exceed the per 
diem rate equivalent to the rate for a GS-15; 
uniforms, or allowances therefor, as author- 
ized by law (5 U.S.C. 5901-5902), $102,400,000, of 
which not to exceed $2,000 may be used for 
official reception and representation ex- 
penses. The amounts made available to the 
National Transportation Safety Board in 
this Act include amounts necessary to make 
lease payments on an obligation incurred in 
fiscal year 2001 for a capital lease. 

NEIGHBORHOOD REINVESTMENT CORPORATION 

PAYMENT TO THE NEIGHBORHOOD 
REINVESTMENT CORPORATION 

For payment to the Neighborhood Rein- 
vestment Corporation for use in neighbor- 
hood reinvestment activities, as authorized 
by the Neighborhood Reinvestment Corpora- 
tion Act (42 U.S.C. 8101-8107), $145,300,000: 
Provided, That in addition, $80,000,000 shall be 
made available until expended to the Neigh- 
borhood Reinvestment Corporation for mort- 
gage foreclosure mitigation activities, under 
the following terms and conditions: 

(1) The Neighborhood Reinvestment Cor- 
poration (“NRC”) shall make grants to coun- 
seling intermediaries approved by the De- 
partment of Housing and Urban Development 
(HUD) (with match to be determined by the 
NRC based on affordability and the economic 
conditions of an area; a match also may be 
waived by the NRC based on the aforemen- 
tioned conditions) to provide mortgage fore- 
closure mitigation assistance primarily to 
States and areas with high rates of defaults 
and foreclosures to help eliminate the de- 
fault and foreclosure of mortgages of owner- 
occupied single-family homes that are at 
risk of such foreclosure. Other than areas 
with high rates of defaults and foreclosures, 
grants may also be provided to approved 
counseling intermediaries based on a geo- 
graphic analysis of the Nation by the NRC 
which determines where there is a preva- 
lence of mortgages that are risky and likely 
to fail, including any trends for mortgages 
that are likely to default and face fore- 
closure. A State Housing Finance Agency 
may also be eligible where the State Housing 
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Finance Agency meets all the requirements 
under this paragraph. A HUD-approved coun- 
seling intermediary shall meet certain mort- 
gage foreclosure mitigation assistance coun- 
seling requirements, as determined by the 
NRC, and shall be approved by HUD or the 
NRC as meeting these requirements. 

(2) Mortgage foreclosure mitigation assist- 
ance shall only be made available to home- 
owners of owner-occupied homes with mort- 
gages in default or in danger of default. 
These mortgages shall likely be subject to a 
foreclosure action and homeowners will be 
provided such assistance that shall consist of 
activities that are likely to prevent fore- 
closures and result in the long-term afford- 
ability of the mortgage retained pursuant to 
such activity or another positive outcome 
for the homeowner. No funds made available 
under this paragraph may be provided di- 
rectly to lenders or homeowners to discharge 
outstanding mortgage balances or for any 
other direct debt reduction payments. 

(3) The use of Mortgage Foreclosure Miti- 
gation Assistance by approved counseling 
intermediaries and State Housing Finance 
Agencies shall involve a reasonable analysis 
of the borrower’s financial situation, an 
evaluation of the current value of the prop- 
erty that is subject to the mortgage, coun- 
seling regarding the assumption of the mort- 
gage by another non-Federal party, coun- 
seling regarding the possible purchase of the 
mortgage by a non-Federal third party, 
counseling and advice of all likely restruc- 
turing and refinancing strategies or the ap- 
proval of a work-out strategy by all inter- 
ested parties. 

(4) NRC may provide up to 15 percent of the 
total funds under this paragraph to its own 
charter members with expertise in fore- 
closure prevention counseling, subject to a 
certification by the NRC that the procedures 
for selection do not consist of any procedures 
or activities that could be construed as an 
unacceptable conflict of interest or have the 
appearance of impropriety. 

(5) HUD-approved counseling entities and 
State Housing Finance Agencies receiving 
funds under this paragraph shall have dem- 
onstrated experience in successfully working 
with financial institutions as well as bor- 
rowers facing default, delinquency and fore- 
closure as well as documented counseling ca- 
pacity, outreach capacity, past successful 
performance and positive outcomes with doc- 
umented counseling plans (including post 
mortgage foreclosure mitigation counseling), 
loan workout agreements and loan modifica- 
tion agreements. NRC may use other criteria 
to demonstrate capacity in underserved 
areas. 

(6) Of the total amount made available 
under this paragraph, up to $3,000,000 may be 
made available to build the mortgage fore- 
closure and default mitigation counseling 
capacity of counseling intermediaries 
through NRC training courses with HUD-ap- 
proved counseling intermediaries and their 
partners, except that private financial insti- 
tutions that participate in NRC training 
shall pay market rates for such training. 

(7) Of the total amount made available 
under this paragraph, up to 5 percent may be 
used for associated administrative expenses 
for the NRC to carry out activities provided 
under this section. 

(8) Mortgage foreclosure mitigation assist- 
ance grants may include a budget for out- 
reach and advertising, and training, as deter- 
mined by the NRC. 

(9) The NRC shall continue to report bi-an- 
nually to the House and Senate Committees 
on Appropriations as well as the Senate 
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Banking Committee and House Financial 
Services Committee on its efforts to miti- 
gate mortgage default. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BROUN OF 
GEORGIA 

Mr. BROUN of Georgia. Mr. Chair- 
man, I have an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will re- 
port the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Page 187, line 18, after the dollar amount, 
insert ‘‘(reduced by $12,300,000)”. 

Page 150, line 9, after the dollar amount, 
insert ‘‘(increased by $12,300,000)”. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. BROUN of Georgia. Funding for 
the Neighborhood Reinvestment Cor- 
poration is over $12 million higher than 
what the President’s budget request 
was. Now, the President and I don’t 
typically see eye to eye on most spend- 
ing issues, but I am proud to support 
his requested level of funding for the 
Neighborhood Reinvestment Corpora- 
tion. 

By supporting my amendment, why 
don’t we show the American people 
that we are serious about our Nation’s 
fiscal crisis and that both parties are 
capable of working together by setting 
the funding back to the President’s re- 
quested funding level for the Neighbor- 
hood Reinvestment Corporation, which 
would save the American taxpayers 
over $12 million. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. OLVER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Massachusetts is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. OLVER. This is one of those 
cases in which we’ve gone back and 
forth here today with the gentleman 
from California. This must be the 
eighth or ninth of these, and it’s hard 
to find ways of being very creative or 
original about what you’re saying. 

The interesting thing here is that, 
for some of the time, the gentleman 
has been going back to whatever we 
had done several years ago, going back 
arbitrarily to some point in the past. 
Here, of course, he is supporting the 
President’s position. I was not aware 
that the gentleman from California 
supported the President’s position in 
much of anything. 


Mr. LATHAM. If the gentleman 
would yield, the gentleman is from 
Georgia. 


Mr. OLVER. Excuse me. Thank you 
very much. 

Please forgive me. You don’t even 
look alike. I think I was mistaking you 
for a different member of the Cali- 
fornia delegation. 

I thank the gentleman from Iowa for 
correcting me. 

In any case, I rise in opposition to 
this amendment. The gentleman’s 
amendment would take the position of 
this subcommittee down by $12.3 mil- 
lion. Basically, the position of the sub- 
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committee has been that we are pro- 
viding a little bit more for the 
NeighborWorks program than the 
President requested and that we are 
providing a little bit less for the HUD 
Counseling program than the President 
requested. Together, though, they 
would be about the same. 

NeighborWorks, which is what the 
Neighborhood Reinvestment Corpora- 
tion’s common name is, is a major non- 
profit organization that operates all 
over the country. It has affiliates in 50 
States, and I’m sure it has an affiliate 
somewhere in the gentleman’s district. 
The NeighborWorks program is a group 
that we relied on very heavily to do 
counseling during the very height of 
the foreclosure crisis 3 or 4 years ago. 
We relied on it to go out there and ac- 
tually contract with and manage the 
process of providing counseling to hun- 
dreds of thousands of people who were 
engaged in or who were subject to fore- 
closure. 

So we on our side, on this side—in 
this branch at least—have felt that 
NeighborWorks has been a very good 
organization, which is in large part 
why we have given them a little bit 
more and why we have given a little bit 
less to the HUD program. 

We argued the HUD program last 
night. They leverage something close 
to $4 billion in direct investments to 
serve low- and moderate-income fami- 
lies through all of their affiliates in all 
the work that they do. It’s a very, very 
good and reliable organization that 
we’ve come to value very highly. 

They also administered this Fore- 
closure Mitigation Counseling pro- 
gram, which gives targeted assistance 
to families at risk of losing their 
homes. The gentleman seems to cut 
this account because it is above the 
President’s request, but I think I have 
explained that we’re slightly above on 
this one and slightly below on the 
other one. 

Again, I would say I was not aware 
that the gentleman from Georgia—I 
went to California again, didn’t I1?—was 
such a fan of the President’s request 
numbers, that he valued them so high- 
ly. I believe—and I think that my 
chairman  believes—that Neighbor- 
Works is deserving of this small in- 
crease, and I believe that Chairman 
LATHAM has thoughtfully targeted re- 
sources in this area. I hope the amend- 
ment will be defeated, and I urge the 
Members to vote ‘‘no.”’ 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
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Mr. LATHAM. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the last word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Iowa is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. LATHAM. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the gentleman’s 
amendment. 

NeighborWorks really is a program 
that has some metrics in place to make 
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sure that the dollars are used correctly 
in a proper way. In Iowa and across the 
country, about every dollar that goes 
through NeighborWorks leverages $48 
in non-Federal direct investment be- 
cause of it. 

I just want to reiterate that we’ve 
gone through every line in this appro- 
priations bill, tried to make decisions 
that would increase growth, job cre- 
ation, tried to do the very best job we 
could. We’ve looked at every area. 
There are some priorities of things 
that actually work that we’ve tried to 
sustain funding for. 

I just don’t want folks to forget over- 
all in this bill, we are nearly $4 billion 
below last year’s funding level. That’s 
a cut of $4 billion. It’s $2 billion below 
the President’s request. I think, as one 
gentleman here today stated, this is 
the largest percentage reduction of any 
appropriation bill yet to come to the 
floor. We’re trying to be fiscally re- 
sponsible, to actually prioritize spend- 
ing in this bill to things that actually 
work. 

With that, Mr. Chairman, I would 
urge a ‘‘no’’ vote on this amendment, 
and I yield back the balance of my 
time. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the last word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman 
from Ohio is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to rise in opposition to this 
amendment and to say to the gen- 
tleman from Georgia that I don’t really 
know where you might live in Georgia, 
but imagine neighborhoods in our 
country where there is no private lend- 
er with competitive rates; imagine 
neighborhoods that are crammed at the 
edges with payday lenders who are 
more than willing to bilk people who 
have checks to cash, maybe even So- 
cial Security checks, and they charge 
them royally for that; imagine a neigh- 
borhood where there is no church-run 
credit union, maybe a multilingual 
neighborhood with no lending arm of 
any reputable institution. If there is 
somebody in the neighborhood willing 
to make a loan, such as a loan shark, 
they charge fees. Imagine the trouble 
that a family can get into. Imagine 
how difficult it is in those neighbor- 
hoods to accumulate capital to make a 
loan because everything is being taken 
out by predatory practices and nothing 
is put back in. 

NeighborWorks is one of the few in- 
stitutions in this country that has 
proven itself and works in exactly 
those kinds of neighborhood. 
NeighborWorks tries to save families 
and give them a chance to get on the 
ladder up to opportunity. Particularly 
during this time, when we know we’ve 
had the largest transfer of wealth in 
American history from Main Street to 
Wall Street. NeighborWorks is a life- 
line. People have had their equity 
taken away, including in neighbor- 
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hoods like I’m talking about, where 
people were beginning to own their own 
homes for the first time, where they 
needed financial counseling, mortgage 
counseling, advice on if you’re going to 
buy a home, what a reasonable down 
payment is, based on how much do 
they earn. People need sound advice on 
mortgages—that you shouldn’t pay 
more than this out of your check so 
you don’t get in trouble. People need 
advice as they try to find reputable 
people to repair their homes so they 
get a decent price on their roof and 
gutters—it all seems so simple if you 
live in the suburbs, and you’ve got 
enough money, and the region is not 
disinvested, and you’re not living at 
the edge. 

NeighborWorks is one of those pro- 
grams that is needed, particularly at 
this time in our country with the hous- 
ing market being in the condition that 
it is. With the enormous challenges 
facing built communities in the built 
environment in city after city, 
NeighborWorks serves community 
after community, both urban and 
rural. It’s amazing what’s happened 
even to rural small towns in this coun- 
try and their emptying out that is real- 
ly historic in nature. 

A program like NeighborWorks has 
proven itself time and again. It pays 
back to the American people their eq- 
uity not being lost, in helping capital 
accumulate in some of the most forgot- 
ten corners of this country, and with 
their staff that are highly trained and 
highly reputable. 

I would not want to be without 
NeighborWorks in Ohio, not in the 
housing situation that we’re facing 
today. I’m not sure about Georgia. But 
I would bet in Atlanta they value 
NeighborWorks if they have one, and I 
assume that they do. But you have to 
imagine yourself living in a place like 
you may not know. And for the Amer- 
ican Dream to happen, organizations 
like NeighborWorks are absolutely es- 
sential. 

I oppose the gentleman’s amendment. 
I think it may be well intentioned, but 
I think it’s going to achieve exactly 
the wrong result. I think Chairman 
LATHAM of the full committee and 
Ranking Member OLVER have reached 
an accommodation here to help our 
housing market recover in some of the 
most forgotten places and not to have 
any more hemorrhaging of equity and 
investment capital across this country. 
I urge a no vote on the Broun Amend- 
ment. 

With that, I yield back the balance of 
my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Georgia (Mr. BROUN). 

The question was taken; and the Act- 
ing Chair announced that the noes ap- 
peared to have it. 

Mr. BROUN of Georgia. Mr. Chair, I 
demand a recorded vote. 
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The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro- 
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Georgia will be 
postponed. 

Mr. LATOURETTE. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Ohio is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. LATOURETTE. Mr. Chairman, I 
was on the floor about a half an hour 
ago and went back to my office 
stunned by the defeat at the hands of 
Mr. LATHAM and his point of order and 
the ruling of the Parliamentarian and 
the Chair at the time and the inter- 
esting comments from my friend from 
western Ohio, who I trust, after she has 
the opportunity to meet with Mr. 
Rokakis and Mr. KILDEE in Michigan 
and Cleveland, will have a different 
view on whether or not the Neighbor- 
hood Stabilization fund, without addi- 
tional resources to demolish homes, is 
working well. 

When I got back to the office, I 
turned on the television and I saw—I 
like a good Republican bashing as 
much as other folks, but a string of 
speakers came to the microphone and 
just bashed the lack of a Republican 
plan on transportation. 

I’m not going to go back to 1844, but 
Iam going to go back to September of 
2009, the last bill, SAFETEA-LU, ex- 
pired in September of 2009. In Sep- 
tember of 2009—people who know the 
answer, you can shout it out—the 
President of the United States was a 
Democrat, Barack Obama, who is cur- 
rently the President today. The major- 
ity leader in the United States Sen- 
ate—shout it out if you know it—was 
HARRY REID, a Democrat of Nevada. 
The Speaker of the House was the first 
woman-elected Speaker in the history 
of the United States, NANCY PELOSI of 
California. 

The Democratic Party controlled all 
three levers of the Federal Govern- 
ment. They had in position as the 
chairman of the Transportation Infra- 
structure Committee a gentleman who 
has forgotten more about transpor- 
tation than most of us will ever learn, 
Jim Oberstar of Minnesota. Mr. Ober- 
star prepared a 6-year fully funded, ro- 
bust Federal transportation 6-year re- 
authorization. He was not allowed by 
the leadership within the Democratic 
Party to bring that bill forward. 

So for people to come to the floor and 
say that Mr. LATHAM is not doing his 
job, this negotiation that is going on 
on the transportation authorization 
currently is somehow a failure of Re- 
publican leadership, I say get up and 
look in the mirror. You have to take a 
look at the fact that everybody is re- 
sponsible for this mess, and everybody 
knows that you don’t fix the Nation’s 
infrastructure unless you provide the 
necessary resources to fund the trust 
fund. Both parties are guilty of being 
absent without leave, but to blame it 
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and to hang it on the Republican Party 
is worse than nonsense. It completely 
ignores historical fact. 

One other factoid about the Presi- 
dent of the United States, President 
Obama. He has become the first Presi- 
dent since Dwight Eisenhower to not 
send up his vision of a comprehensive 
transportation reauthorization bill. A 
lot of people in this House weren’t even 
born when Dwight Eisenhower was the 
President of the United States, but he 
became the first President. And our 
good friend and former colleague, Mr. 
LaHood, who is the Secretary of Trans- 
portation, he would come before the 
subcommittee year after year after 
year and had no ideas, no gas tax, no 
vehicle miles traveled, no idea how 
we’re going to replenish the highway 
trust fund until this year. Until this 
year, he came and said: I’ve got this 
brainy idea. We’re going to fund it with 
OCO, the overseas contingency ac- 
count, that the United States has used 
to support our troops in conflicts 
around the world. 

It was worse than fiction; it was a 
fantasy. And he knew it, but he deliv- 
ered it with a straight face. I give him 
a lot of credit for that. But to come to 
the floor and attempt to hang this 
around the Republicans for failing to 
lead on transportation is laughable. 
Ours is the party of Teddy Roosevelt 
and the Panama Canal, Abraham Lin- 
coln and the transcontinental railroad, 
Dwight Eisenhower and the interstate 
highway system. Ronald Reagan and 
George Bush all supported working 
wages to build our infrastructure. 
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We will not take a back seat, nor will 
we be criticized by a party that com- 
pletely failed in its mandate given to 
them in the election of 2008 to do a sin- 
gle thing, to employ people in the 
transportation sector and to move this 
country forward. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

UNITED STATES INTERAGENCY COUNCIL ON 

HOMELESSNESS 
OPERATING EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses (including payment 
of salaries, authorized travel, hire of pas- 
senger motor vehicles, the rental of con- 
ference rooms, and the employment of ex- 
perts and consultants under section 3109 of 
title 5, United States Code) of the United 
States Interagency Council on Homelessness 
in carrying out the functions pursuant to 
title II of the McKinney-Vento Homeless As- 
sistance Act, as amended, $3,300,000. 

TITLE IV 
GENERAL PROVISIONS—THIS ACT 

SEC. 401. Such sums as may be necessary 
for fiscal year 2013 pay raises for programs 
funded in this Act shall be absorbed within 
the levels appropriated in this Act or pre- 
vious appropriations Acts. 

SEC. 402. None of the funds in this Act shall 
be used for the planning or execution of any 
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program to pay the expenses of, or otherwise 
compensate, non-Federal parties intervening 
in regulatory or adjudicatory proceedings 
funded in this Act. 

SEC. 403. None of the funds appropriated in 
this Act shall remain available for obliga- 
tion beyond the current fiscal year, nor may 
any be transferred to other appropriations, 
unless expressly so provided herein. 

SEC. 404. The expenditure of any appropria- 
tion under this Act for any consulting serv- 
ice through procurement contract pursuant 
to section 3109 of title 5, United States Code, 
shall be limited to those contracts where 
such expenditures are a matter of public 
record and available for public inspection, 
except where otherwise provided under exist- 
ing law, or under existing Executive order 
issued pursuant to existing law. 

SEC. 405. Except as otherwise provided in 
this Act, none of the funds provided in this 
Act, provided by previous appropriations 
Acts to the agencies or entities funded in 
this Act that remain available for obligation 
or expenditure in fiscal year 2018, or provided 
from any accounts in the Treasury derived 
by the collection of fees and available to the 
agencies funded by this Act, shall be avail- 
able for obligation or expenditure through a 
reprogramming of funds that: 

(1) creates a new program; 

(2) eliminates a program, project, or activ- 
ity; 

(8) increases funds or personnel for any 
program, project, or activity for which funds 
have been denied or restricted by the Con- 
gress; 

(4) proposes to use funds directed for a spe- 
cific activity by either the House or Senate 
Committees on Appropriations for a dif- 
ferent purpose; 

(5) augments existing programs, projects, 
or activities in excess of $5,000,000 or 10 per- 
cent, whichever is less; 

(6) reduces existing programs, projects, or 
activities by $5,000,000 or 10 percent, which- 
ever is less; or 

(T) creates, reorganizes, or restructures a 
branch, division, office, bureau, board, com- 
mission, agency, administration, or depart- 
ment different from the budget justifications 
submitted to the Committees on Appropria- 
tions or the table accompanying the explana- 
tory statement accompanying this Act, 
whichever is more detailed, unless prior ap- 
proval is received from the House and Senate 
Committees on Appropriations: Provided, 
That not later than 60 days after the date of 
enactment of this Act, each agency funded 
by this Act shall submit a report to the Com- 
mittees on Appropriations of the Senate and 
of the House of Representatives to establish 
the baseline for application of reprogram- 
ming and transfer authorities for the current 
fiscal year: Provided further, That the report 
shall include: 

(A) a table for each appropriation with a 
separate column to display the President’s 
budget request, adjustments made by Con- 
gress, adjustments due to enacted rescis- 
sions, if appropriate, and the fiscal year en- 
acted level; 

(B) a delineation in the table for each ap- 
propriation both by object class and pro- 
gram, project, and activity as detailed in the 
budget appendix for the respective appro- 
priation; and 

(C) an identification of items of special 
congressional interest: Provided further, That 
the amount appropriated or limited for sala- 
ries and expenses for an agency shall þe re- 
duced by $100,000 per day for each day after 
the required date that the report has not 
been submitted to the Congress. 


10151 


SEC. 406. Except as otherwise specifically 
provided by law, not to exceed 50 percent of 
unobligated balances remaining available at 
the end of fiscal year 2013 from appropria- 
tions made available for salaries and ex- 
penses for fiscal year 2013 in this Act, shall 
remain available through September 30, 2014, 
for each such account for the purposes au- 
thorized: Provided, That a request shall be 
submitted to the House and Senate Commit- 
tees on Appropriations for approval prior to 
the expenditure of such funds: Provided fur- 
ther, That these requests shall be made in 
compliance with reprogramming guidelines 
under section 405 of this Act. 

SEC. 407. All Federal agencies and depart- 
ments that are funded under this Act shall 
issue a report to the House and Senate Com- 
mittees on Appropriations on all sole-source 
contracts by no later than July 30, 2013. Such 
report shall include the contractor, the 
amount of the contract and the rationale for 
using a sole-source contract. 

SEC. 408. (a) None of the funds made avail- 
able in this Act may be obligated or ex- 
pended for any employee training that— 

(1) does not meet identified needs for 
knowledge, skills, and abilities bearing di- 
rectly upon the performance of official du- 
ties; 

(2) contains elements likely to induce high 
levels of emotional response or psychological 
stress in some participants; 

(3) does not require prior employee notifi- 
cation of the content and methods to be used 
in the training and written end of course 
evaluation; 

(4) contains any methods or content associ- 
ated with religious or quasi-religious belief 
systems or ‘‘new age” belief systems as de- 
fined in Equal Employment Opportunity 
Commission Notice N-915.022, dated Sep- 
tember 2, 1988; or 

(5) is offensive to, or designed to change, 
participants’ personal values or lifestyle out- 
side the workplace. 

(b) Nothing in this section shall prohibit, 
restrict, or otherwise preclude an agency 
from conducting training bearing directly 
upon the performance of official duties. 

SEC. 409. No funds in this Act may be used 
to support any Federal, State, or local 
projects that seek to use the power of emi- 
nent domain, unless eminent domain is em- 
ployed only for a public use: Provided, That 
for purposes of this section, public use shall 
not be construed to include economic devel- 
opment that primarily benefits private enti- 
ties: Provided further, That any use of funds 
for mass transit, railroad, airport, seaport or 
highway projects as well as utility projects 
which benefit or serve the general public (in- 
cluding energy-related, communication-re- 
lated, water-related and wastewater-related 
infrastructure), other structures designated 
for use by the general public or which have 
other common-carrier or public-utility func- 
tions that serve the general public and are 
subject to regulation and oversight by the 
government, and projects for the removal of 
an immediate threat to public health and 
safety or brownfields as defined in the Small 
Business Liability Relief and Brownfields 
Revitalization Act (Public Law 107-118) shall 
be considered a public use for purposes of 
eminent domain. 

SEC. 410. None of the funds made available 
in this Act may be transferred to any depart- 
ment, agency, or instrumentality of the 
United States Government, except pursuant 
to a transfer made by, or transfer authority 
provided in, this Act or any other appropria- 
tions Act. 

SEC. 411. No part of any appropriation con- 
tained in this Act shall be available to pay 
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the salary for any person filling a position, 
other than a temporary position, formerly 
held by an employee who has left to enter 
the Armed Forces of the United States and 
has satisfactorily completed his period of ac- 
tive military or naval service, and has with- 
in 90 days after his release from such service 
or from hospitalization continuing after dis- 
charge for a period of not more than 1 year, 
made application for restoration to his 
former position and has been certified by the 
Office of Personnel Management as still 
qualified to perform the duties of his former 
position and has not been restored thereto. 

SEC. 412. No funds appropriated pursuant to 
this Act may be expended by an entity un- 
less the entity agrees that in expending the 
assistance the entity will comply with sec- 
tions 2 through 4 of the Act of March 8, 1933 
(41 U.S.C. 10a-10c, popularly known as the 
“Buy American Act’’). 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. GARAMENDI 

Mr. GARAMENDI. I have an amend- 
ment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will re- 
port the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Page 148, line 11, after ‘‘entity will’’, insert 
“ensure that domestic content makes up 85 
percent of all steel, iron, and manufactured 
goods, including rolling stock, and’’. 

Mr. LATHAM. Mr. Chairman, I re- 
serve a point of order on the gentle- 
man’s amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Iowa reserves a point of order. 

The gentleman from California is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. GARAMENDI. Mr. Chairman, we 
just heard a rather strong plea from 
one of my Republican colleagues about 
the transportation program and wheth- 
er Democrats and Republicans should 
continue to fight about who did what 
when or didn’t do it. 

This amendment is something that 
we all ought to agree to. This amend- 
ment is something that both Demo- 
crats and Republicans should be sup- 
porting. This amendment is about 
American jobs—not foreign jobs, not 
about shifting our jobs overseas, but 
rather about bringing those jobs back 
home. This amendment is about mak- 
ing it in America. This amendment is 
about no longer allowing our tax 
money to be spent on foreign-made 
equipment but, rather, to require that 
our tax money be spent on American- 
made equipment so that there will be 
American jobs. 

This is not a Republican or a Demo- 
cratic issue. This is an all-American 
issue. This is about making it in Amer- 
ica. It simply says that the current 60 
percent requirement is insufficient and 
that we ought to have a higher require- 
ment of 85 percent. And I will argue 
strongly—and I think correctly—that 
85 percent is achievable. 

Tl1l give two examples: In a recent 
contract for the new BART trains, the 
Bay Area Rapid Transit trains, one bid- 
der—a French company, Alstom—said 
that they could build those trains at 95 
percent. A second bidder—foreign, 
Bombardier—said they would do it at 
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66 percent. Unfortunately, BART de- 
cided to go with the 66 percent because 
it was a couple of percentage points 
cheaper. $1 billion in American jobs 
were lost. 

Within a month after that, Los Ange- 
les wanted to build some new transit 
cars. Siemens said they could build 
those transit cars at 85 percent Amer- 
ican content. They lost that bid to a 
Korean company because there was a 
couple of percentage points difference. 
Again, millions of American jobs, mil- 
lions of dollars spent overseas, and 
American jobs lost. 

It’s time for us to bring the jobs 
home. It’s time for us to onshore. It’s 
time for us to make it in America. And 
it’s time for us, as Democrats and Re- 
publicans, to do just that. And that’s 
what this amendment does. 

I suspect it will be ruled out of order. 
What a shame. What a shame that we 
cannot stand here on the floor, amend 
a bill that’s going to, over time, spend 
$60 billion, and not require that that 
money, our tax money, be spent in 
America. 

What’s wrong with making it in 
America? Oh, I suppose it has to do 
with some point of order. Do you think 
the American public really wants to 
hear a point of order? Or do they want 
to hear about American-made equip- 
ment and American jobs? No. We’ll do 
a point of order, which I will appeal 
and probably lose. And thousands upon 
thousands of American jobs will be lost 
because of a point of order rather than 
for this House to stand up and say, 
We’re going to make it in America. 
We’re going to spend our tax money on 
American jobs, on American-made 
equipment. 

So give me your point of order, and 
let’s see what the American public has 
to say about your point of order. 

I yield back the balance of my time 

Mr. LATHAM. I move to strike the 
last word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Iowa is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. LATHAM. Mr. Chairman, we had 
a markup this morning in Appropria- 
tions, and I supported an amendment 
about American content. And I believe 
that this is probably a very, very good 
amendment. 

To be consistent—and I have raised 
points of order against some things 
that I support today, one offered by my 
good friend from Ohio, and other 
amendments that I would otherwise be 
supportive of if they were not breaking 
precedent to the rules of the House. 

With that, Mr. Chairman, I insist on 
my point of order. 

POINT OF ORDER 

Mr. LATHAM. Mr. Chairman, I make 
a point of order against the amend- 
ment because it proposes to change ex- 
isting law and constitutes legislation 
in an appropriation bill and, therefore, 
violates clause 2 of rule XXI. 

The rule states in pertinent part: 
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“An amendment to a general appro- 
priation bill shall not be in order if 
changing existing law.” 

The amendment requires a new deter- 
mination. 

I ask for a ruling from the Chair. 

The Acting CHAIR. Does any other 
Member wish to speak on the point of 
order? 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. GARAMENDI. On the point of 
order, I thank the chairman for his 
thoughts on the issue. But for his con- 
sistency, I cannot thank him. I think I 
understand that we seem to operate on 
rules, unless we don’t want to operate 
on those rules. 

I understand that the chairman is in- 
terested in this issue and has worked, 
as chairman of the subcommittee, to 
try to raise the level of American- 
made, and I thank him for that. 

We have an opportunity here to real- 
ly take this issue up and put aside the 
rules and do what’s good for America. 
This is about billions and billions of 
dollars and hundreds of thousands of 
jobs. We ought to put it aside, put 
aside the consistency and deal with 
American jobs. 

I don’t know what my opportunity 
will be to overrule the point of order. 
But I’m going to do everything I pos- 
sibly can to see that we have Amer- 
ican-made jobs and that we spend our 
tax money on American-made equip- 
ment. 

I do understand the chairman’s posi- 
tion and the bind that he’s in. But 
sometimes consistency doesn’t lead to 
the right result. 
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The Acting CHAIR. Does any other 
Member wish to be heard on the point 
of order? If not, the Chair is prepared 
to rule. 

As recorded in Deschler’s Precedents, 
volume 8, chapter 26, section 3, lan- 
guage in an appropriation bill that is 
subject to a point of order under clause 
2 of rule XXI but is permitted to re- 
main, such as by waiver in House Reso- 
lution 697, may be modified by germane 
amendment that does not contain addi- 
tional legislation. 

Section 412 of the bill constitutes leg- 
islation in violation of clause 2 of rule 
XXI that has been permitted to re- 
main. The amendment by the gen- 
tleman from California would expand 
section 412 by imposing on entities by 
the bill an additional restriction on ex- 
penditure of funds in the bill, to wit: 
that 85 percent of a certain class of 
goods be procured domestically. That 
expansion constitutes additional legis- 
lation. 

The point of order is sustained. 

Mr. GRAVES of Missouri. Mr. Chair- 
man, I move to strike the last word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. GRAVES of Missouri. I have an 
amendment that would prohibit funds 
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from being used to enforce congression- 
ally mandated Temporary Flight Re- 
strictions, or TFRs, for sports sta- 
diums. These permanent TFRs, to be 
quite honest with you, are impractical, 
they’re ineffective, and they create se- 
rious problems for hundreds of thou- 
sands of pilots, countless air shows, 
aerial surveyors, and a whole lot of 
other small businesses and individuals 
that utilize aviation. 

In 2004, Congress mandated the FAA 
to impose permanent TFRs in the air- 
space above and around sports sta- 
diums with a seating capacity greater 
than 30,000. Think of these as restricted 
airspace bubbles that basically extend 
3,000 feet high and they have a 3% mile- 
wide radius that is in effect 1 hour 
prior to the event to 1 hour just after 
the event. And in any given year, there 
are roughly 3,000 of these stadium 
TFRs. 

Now, proponents of these claim that 
they bolster national security and 
mitigate an aerial threat. I can’t help 
but absolutely laugh at that assertion. 
First, there’s absolutely no realtime 
mechanism or capability to prevent an 
aerial attack originating within or out- 
side the 3% miles at 3,000 feet above 
ground level, and the logic would apply 
even if the restrictions were expanded 
exponentially. In fact, if you take a jet 
traveling at 500 miles an hour, it’s just 
going to take a few seconds to pene- 
trate that TFR to reach that stadium. 
It’s also very convenient that the pro- 
ponents of these TFRs are exempt from 
the restrictions that they successfully 
sought after. 

The bottom line is the FAA doesn’t 
want or need these congressionally 
mandated TFRs. In fact, the FAA pub- 
licly stated they would not issue these 
TFRs absent the congressional man- 
date, but, rather, they would use their 
existing authority to coordinate with 
local law enforcement to issue them on 
a case-by-case basis. That’s what we’re 
trying to get at. 

Mr. Chairman, I’d just like to reit- 
erate these stadium TFRs do nothing 
to improve security. And I would yield 
time to anybody out there, any Mem- 
ber, that would like to try and make 
the argument while keeping a straight 
face that they do improve security. 

These TFRs are about banner towers, 
which is to prevent what sports groups 
call ‘‘guerilla advertisers,’’ from oper- 
ating within the airspace around these 
stadiums. That’s all this is about. And 
what was Congress’s solution? We sim- 
ply gave complete control of the air- 
space to sports teams and exempted 
them from their own restrictions. And 
I think that’s wrong. 

In light of the fact that I would like 
to solve this issue eventually instead of 
trying to ram an issue through or try 
to push something through that could 
fail or be passed, I’d rather come up 
with a good piece of legislation that ac- 
tually solves the problem and addresses 
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some of the concerns. That’s basically 
what I was trying to do. 

Mr. LATHAM. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. GRAVES of Missouri. I yield to 
the gentleman. 

Mr. LATHAM. I thank the gentleman 
for his comments today. He has been a 
tremendous advocate for this position. 
We have talked on many occasions 
about this particular subject. He is 
working very hard to resolve the issue. 

I would hope that we could have 
some public hearings and actually get 
input to make sure that we make the 
right decisions, and I certainly would 
want to work with the gentleman to 
make sure that we do get a full hearing 
on this issue, that everything can be 
brought to light, and we’re all con- 
cerned about homeland security, safety 
issues, all those things. I think the 
gentleman makes a very, very good 
point, and would just offer to do every- 
thing we can to work with him. 

Mr. GRAVES of Missouri. I want to 
thank the chairman for the comments 
and look forward to working on this. I 
think this is an issue that we can solve 
and an issue that we can fix ultimately 
for all those pilots out there and the 
folks that are concerned. 

With that, Mr. Chairman, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

SEC. 413. No funds appropriated or other- 
wise made available under this Act shall be 
made available to any person or entity that 
has been convicted of violating the Buy 
American Act (41 U.S.C. 10a-10c). 

SEC. 414. None of the funds made available 
in this Act may be used for first-class airline 
accommodations in contravention of sec- 
tions 301-10.122 and 301-10.123 of title 41, Code 
of Federal Regulations. 

SEC. 415. None of the funds made available 
under this Act or any prior Act may be pro- 
vided to the Association of Community Orga- 
nizations for Reform Now (ACORN), or any 
of its affiliates, subsidiaries, or allied organi- 
zations. 

SEC. 416. None of the funds made available 
by this Act may be used to enter into a con- 
tract, memorandum of understanding, or co- 
operative agreement with, make a grant to, 
or provide a loan or loan guarantee to any 
corporation that was convicted (or had an of- 
ficer or agent of such corporation acting on 
behalf of the corporation convicted) of a fel- 
ony criminal violation under any Federal 
law within the preceding 24 months, where 
the awarding agency is aware of the convic- 
tion, unless the agency has considered sus- 
pension or debarment of the corporation, or 
such officer or agent, and made a determina- 
tion that this further action is not necessary 
to protect the interests of the Government. 

SEC. 417. None of the funds made available 
by this Act may be used to enter into a con- 
tract, memorandum of understanding, or co- 
operative agreement with, make a grant to, 
or provide a loan or loan guarantee to, any 
corporation that any unpaid Federal tax li- 
ability that has been assessed, for which all 
judicial and administrative remedies have 
been exhausted or have lapsed, and that is 
not being paid in a timely manner pursuant 
to an agreement with the authority respon- 
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sible for collecting the tax liability, where 
the awarding agency is aware of the unpaid 
tax liability, unless the agency has consid- 
ered suspension or debarment of the corpora- 
tion and made a determination that this fur- 
ther action is not necessary to protect the 
interests of the Government. 
SPENDING REDUCTION ACCOUNT 

SEC. 418. The amount by which the applica- 
ble allocation of new budget authority made 
by the Committee on Appropriations of the 
House of Representatives under section 
302(b) of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 
exceeds the amount of proposed new budget 
authority is $0. 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, proceedings will 
now resume on those amendments on 
which further proceedings were post- 
poned, in the following order: 

Sixth amendment by Mr. BROUN of 
Georgia. 

Seventh amendment by Mr. BROUN of 
Georgia. 

Eighth amendment by Mr. BROUN of 
Georgia. 

Ninth amendment by Mr. BROUN of 
Georgia. 

Tenth amendment by Mr. BROUN of 


Georgia. 

Eleventh amendment by Mr. BROUN 
of Georgia. 

Twelfth amendment by Mr. BROUN of 
Georgia. 

Thirteenth amendment by Mr. BROUN 
of Georgia. 

Fourteenth amendment by Mr. 


BROUN of Georgia. 

An amendment by Mr. CHAFFETZ of 
Utah. 

Second amendment by Mr. MCCLIN- 
Tock of California. 

Amendment No. 11 by Mr. MCCLIN- 
Tock of California. 

An amendment by Mr. FLAKE of Ari- 
zona. 

The Chair will reduce to 2 minutes 
the time for any electronic vote after 
the first vote in this series. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BROUN OF 
GEORGIA 

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 
business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the sixth amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Georgia (Mr. 
BROUN) on which further proceedings 
were postponed and on which the noes 
prevailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend- 
ment. 


the 


RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 168, noes 256, 
not voting 8, as follows: 

[Roll No. 424] 


AYES—168 
Adams Bachmann Barton (TX) 
Akin Barrow Benishek 
Amash Bartlett Bilbray 
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Bilirakis 
Black 
Blackburn 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Brooks 
Broun (GA) 
Buchanan 
Bucshon 
Buerkle 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 


Conaway 
Cravaack 
Culberson 
Denham 
DesJarlais 
Dreier 

Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Ellmers 
Emerson 
Farenthold 
Fincher 
Flake 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Gardner 
Garrett 
Gibbs 
Gingrey (GA) 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Griffin (AR) 
Griffith (VA) 
Grimm 
Guinta 
Guthrie 


Ackerman 
Aderholt 
Alexander 
Altmire 
Amodei 
Andrews 
Austria 
Baca 
Bachus 
Baldwin 
Barber 
Barletta 
Bass (CA) 
Bass (NH) 
Becerra 
Berg 
Berkley 
Berman 
Biggert 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Bishop (UT) 
Blumenauer 
Bonamici 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boren 
Boswell 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 
Brown (FL) 
Butterfield 
Calvert 
Camp 
Capito 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 


Hal 
Hanna 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herrera Beutler 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hurt 
Issa 
Jenkins 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Jordan 
King (IA) 
Kingston 
Kline 
Labrador 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Landry 
Lankford 
Latta 
LoBiondo 
Long 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Marino 
Matheson 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McCotter 
McHenry 
McMorris 
Rodgers 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Mulvaney 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Nugent 
Nunnelee 
Olson 
Palazzo 
Paul 
Paulsen 


NOES—256 


Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Carter 
Castor (FL) 
Chandler 
Chu 
Cicilline 
Clarke (MI) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Coffman (CO) 
Cohen 

Cole 
Connolly (VA) 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Courtney 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Critz 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (KY) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
Dent 
Deutch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
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Pence 
Petri 

Pitts 

Poe (TX) 
Pompeo 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Quayle 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Ribble 
Rigell 

Roe (TN) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney 
Roskam 
Ross (FL) 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Scalise 
Schilling 
Schmidt 
Schweikert 
Scott (SC) 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shuster 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Southerland 
Stearns 
Stutzman 
Sullivan 
Terry 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Upton 
Walberg 
Walsh (IL) 
Webster 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Woodall 
Yoder 
Young (FL) 
Young (IN) 


Dold 
Donnelly (IN) 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Eshoo 

Farr 

Fattah 
Filner 
Fitzpatrick 
Frank (MA) 
Frelinghuysen 
Fudge 
Gallegly 
Garamendi 
Gerlach 
Gibson 
Gonzalez 
Granger 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hahn 
Hanabusa 
Harper 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayworth 
Heck 
Heinrich 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Hochul 
Holden 

Holt 


Honda Miller, Gary Sarbanes 
Hoyer Miller, George Schakowsky 
Hunter Moore Schiff 
Israel Moran Schock 
Jackson Lee Murphy (CT) Schrader 

(TX) Murphy (PA) Schwartz 
Johnson (GA) Nadler Scott (VA) 
Kaptur Napolitano Scott, David 
Keating Neal Serrano 
Kelly Noem Sewell 
Kildee Nunes Sherman 
Kind Olver Shimkus 
King (NY) Owens Shuler 
Kinzinger (IL) Pallone A 
Kissell Pascrell ca 
Kucinich Pastor (AZ) Slaughter 
Langevin Pearce Smith (WA) 
Larsen (WA) Pelosi Speier 
Larson (CT) Perlmutter Stark 
Latham Peters Sutton 
LaTourette Peterson 
Lee (CA) Pingree (ME) Thompson (CA) 
Levin Platts Thompson (PA) 
Lewis (GA) Polis Tierney 
Lipinski Price (NC) Tipton 
Loebsack Quigley Tonko 
Lofgren, Zoe Rahall Towns 
Lowey Rangel Tsongas 
Lucas Reed Turner (NY) 
Lujan Rehberg Turner (OH) 
Lungren, Daniel Reyes Van Hollen 

E. Richardson Velazquez 
Lynch Richmond Visclosky 
Maloney Rivera Walden 
Markey Roby Walz (MN) 
Matsui Rogers (AL) Wasserman 
McCarthy (NY) Rogers (KY) Schultz 
McCollum Ros-Lehtinen Waters 
McDermott Ross (AR) Watt 
McGovern Rothman (NJ) Waxman 
McIntyre Roybal-Allard Welch 
McKeon Runyan West 
McKinley Ruppersberger Wilson (FL) 
McNerney Rush Wolf 
Meehan Ryan (OH) Womack 
Meeks Sanchez, Linda Woolsey 
Michaud iD Yarmuth 
Miller (NC) Sanchez, Loretta Young (AK) 

NOT VOTING—8 
Engel Johnson, E. B. Stivers 
Gohmert Lewis (CA) Thompson (MS) 
Jackson (IL) Mack 
1636 


Ms. SEWELL, Ms. LORETTA SAN- 
CHEZ of California, Mr. PERL- 
MUTTER, Mrs. NAPOLITANO, Messrs. 
CARTER, CRENSHAW, COFFMAN of 
Colorado, Mrs. BONO MACK, and 
Messrs. ELLISON and HUNTER 
changed their vote from ‘‘aye’’ to “no.” 

Messrs. TERRY and ISSA changed 
their vote from ‘‘no’’ to “aye.” 

So the amendment was rejected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BROUN OF 
GEORGIA 

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 
business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the seventh amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Georgia (Mr. 
BROUN) on which further proceedings 
were postponed and on which the noes 
prevailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend- 
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 

The Acting CHAIR. This will be a 2- 
minute vote. 


Adams 
Akin 
Amash 
Amodei 
Bachmann 
Barrow 
Bartlett 
Barton (TX) 
Benishek 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Brooks 
Broun (GA) 
Buchanan 
Bucshon 
Buerkle 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Camp 
Campbell 
Canseco 
Cassidy 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Coble 
Coffman (CO) 
Conaway 
Culberson 
Denham 
DesJarlais 
Dreier 

Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Ellmers 
Emerson 
Farenthold 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Flake 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Gardner 
Garrett 
Gibbs 
Gibson 
Gingrey (GA) 
Goodlatte 


Ackerman 
Aderholt 
Alexander 
Altmire 
Austria 
Baca 
Bachus 
Baldwin 
Barber 
Barletta 
Bass (NH) 
Becerra 
Berg 
Berkley 
Berman 
Biggert 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Bonamici 
Boren 
Boswell 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 
Brown (FL) 
Butterfield 
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The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 178, noes 240, 
not voting 14, as follows: 


[Roll No. 425] 


AYES—178 


Gosar 
Gowdy 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Griffin (AR) 
Griffith (VA) 
Grimm 
Guinta 
Guthrie 
Hal 
Hanna 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herrera Beutler 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurt 
Issa 
Jenkins 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Jordan 
King (IA) 
Kingston 
Kline 
Labrador 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Landry 
Lankford 
Latta 
LoBiondo 
Long 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
Lungren, Daniel 
E. 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Marino 
Matheson 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McCotter 
McHenry 
McIntyre 
McMorris 
Rodgers 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (PA) 


NOES—240 


Calvert 
Capito 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Carter 
Castor (FL) 
Chandler 
Chu 
Cicilline 
Clarke (MI) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 

Cole 
Connolly (VA) 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Courtney 


Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunnelee 
Olson 
Palazzo 
Paul 
Paulsen 
Petri 

Pitts 

Poe (TX) 
Pompeo 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Quayle 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Ribble 
Rigell 

Roe (TN) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney 
Roskam 
Ross (FL) 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Scalise 
Schilling 
Schmidt 
Schweikert 
Scott (SC) 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shuster 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Southerland 
Stearns 
Stutzman 
Terry 
Thornberry 
Upton 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walsh (IL) 
Webster 
West 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Woodall 
Yoder 
Young (FL) 
Young (IN) 


Cravaack 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Critz 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (KY) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
Dent 
Deutch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett, 
Dold 
Donnelly (IN) 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Eshoo 
Farr 
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Fattah Lofgren, Zoe Ross (AR) 
Filner Lowey Rothman (NJ) 
Frank (MA) Lucas Roybal-Allard 
Frelinghuysen Lujan Runyan 
Fudge Lynch Ruppersberger 
Gallegly Maloney Rush 
Garamendi Markey Ryan (OH) 
Gerlach Matsui Sanchez, Linda 
Gonzalez McCarthy (NY) T. 
Granger McCollum Sanchez, Loretta 
Green, Al McDermott Sarbanes 
Green, Gene McGovern Schakowsky 
Grijalva McKeon Schiff 
Gutierrez McKinley Schock 
Hahn McNerney Schwartz 
Hanabusa Meehan Scott (VA) 
Harper Meeks Scott, David 
Hastings (FL) Michaud Serrano 
Hastings (WA) Miller (NC) Sewell 
Hayworth Miller, Gary Sherman 
Heck Miller, George Shimkus 
Heinrich Moore Shuler 
Higgins Moran Simpson 
Himes Murphy (CT) Sires 
Hinchey Nadler Slaughter 
Hinojosa Napolitano Smith (WA) 
Hirono Neal Speier 
Hochul Nunes Stark 
Holden Olver Sutton 
Holt Owens Thompson (CA) 
Honda Pallone Thompson (PA) 
Hoyer Pascrell Tiberi 
Israel Pastor (AZ) Tierney 
Jackson Lee Pearce Tipton 

(TX) Pelosi Tonko 
Johnson (GA) Perlmutter Towns 
Kaptur Peters Tsongas 
Keating Peterson Turner (NY) 
Kelly Pingree (ME) Turner (OH) 
Kildee Platts Van Hollen 
Kind Polis Velázquez 
King (NY) Price (NC) Visclosky 
Kinzinger (IL) Quigley Walz (MN) 
Kissell Rahall Wasserman 
Kucinich Rangel Schultz 
Langevin Reed Waters 
Larsen (WA) Rehberg Watt 
Larson (CT) Reyes Waxman 
Latham Richardson Welch 
LaTourette Richmond Wilson (FL) 
Lee (CA) Rivera Wolf 
Levin Roby Womack 
Lewis (GA) Rogers (AL) Woolsey 
Lipinski Rogers (KY) Yarmuth 
Loebsack Ros-Lehtinen Young (AK) 

NOT VOTING—14 
Andrews Jackson (IL) Schrader 
Bass (CA) Johnson, E. B. Stivers 
Cantor Lewis (CA) Sullivan 
Engel Mack Thompson (MS) 
Gohmert Pence 
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So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BROUN OF 


GEORGIA 


The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 
business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the eighth amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Georgia (Mr. 
BROUN) on which further proceedings 
were postponed and on which the noes 
prevailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend- 
ment. 


the 


RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 

The Acting CHAIR. This will be a 2- 
minute vote. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 174, noes 248, 
not voting 10, as follows: 


Adams 
Akin 
Amash 
Amodei 
Bachmann 
Barrow 
Bartlett 
Barton (TX) 
Benishek 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Bono Mack 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Brooks 
Broun (GA) 
Buchanan 
Bucshon 
Buerkle 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Camp 
Campbell 
Canseco 
Cantor 
Cassidy 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Coble 
Coffman (CO) 
Conaway 
Culberson 
Denham 
DesJarlais 
Dreier 
Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Ellmers 
Emerson 
Farenthold 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Flake 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Gardner 
Garrett 
Gibbs 
Gingrey (GA) 
Goodlatte 


Ackerman 
Aderholt 
Alexander 
Altmire 
Austria 
Baca 
Bachus 
Baldwin 
Barber 
Barletta 
Bass (CA) 
Bass (NH) 
Becerra 
Berg 
Berkley 
Berman 
Biggert 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Bonamici 
Bonner 
Boren 
Boswell 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 
Brown (FL) 
Butterfield 
Calvert 
Capito 
Capps 


[Roll No. 426] 
AYES—174 


Gosar 
Gowdy 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Griffin (AR) 
Griffith (VA) 
Grimm 
Guinta 
Guthrie 
Hanna 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurt 
Issa 
Jenkins 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Jordan 
King (IA) 
Kingston 
Kline 
Labrador 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Landry 
Lankford 
Latta 
LoBiondo 
Long 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Marino 
Matheson 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McCotter 
McHenry 
McIntyre 
McMorris 
Rodgers 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (PA) 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Noem 


NOES—248 


Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Carter 
Castor (FL) 
Chandler 
Chu 
Cicilline 
Clarke (MI) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 

Cole 
Connolly (VA) 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Courtney 
Cravaack 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Critz 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 


Nugent 
Nunnelee 
Olson 
Palazzo 

Paul 

Paulsen 
Pence 

Petri 

Pitts 

Poe (TX) 
Pompeo 
Posey 

Price (GA) 
Quayle 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Ribble 

Rigell 

Roe (TN) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney 
Roskam 

Ross (FL) 
Royce 

Ryan (WI) 
Scalise 
Schilling 
Schmidt 
Schweikert 
Scott (SC) 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shuster 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Stearns 
Stutzman 
Terry 
Thornberry 
Upton 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walsh (IL) 
Webster 
Wes 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Woodall 
Yoder 

Young (FL) 
Young (IN) 


Davis (KY) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
Dent 
Deutch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Dold 
Donnelly (IN) 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Engel 
Eshoo 

Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Frank (MA) 
Frelinghuysen 
Fudge 
Gallegly 
Garamendi 
Gerlach 
Gibson 
Gonzalez 
Granger 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
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Grijalva Matsui Rush 
Gutierrez McCarthy (NY) Ryan (OH) 
Hahn McCollum Sanchez, Linda 
Hanabusa McDermott T; 
Harper McGovern Sanchez, Loretta 
Hastings (FL) McKeon Sarbanes 
Hastings (WA) McKinley Schakowsky 
Hayworth McNerney Schiff 
Heck Meehan Schock 
Heinrich Meeks Schrader 
Herrera Beutler Michaud Schwartz 
Higgins Miller (NC) Scott (VA) 
Himes Miller, Gary Scott, David 
Hinchey Miller, George Serrano 
Hinojosa Moore Sewell 
Hirono Moran Sherman 
Hochul Murphy (CT) Shimkus 
Holden Nadler Shuler 
Holt Napolitano Simpson 
Honda Neal Sires 
Hoyer Nunes Slaughter 
Israel Olver Smith (WA) 
Jackson Lee Owens Southerland 

(TX) Pallone Speier 
Johnson (GA) Pascrell Stark 
Kaptur Pastor (AZ) Sullivan 
Keating Pearce Sutton 
Kelly Pelosi Thompson (CA) 
Kildee Perlmutter Thompson (PA) 
Kind Peters Tiberi 
King (NY) Peterson Tierney 
Kinzinger (IL) Pingree (ME) Tipton 
Kissell Platts Tonko 
Kucinich Polis Towns 
Langevin Price (NC) Tsongas 
Larsen (WA) Quigley Turner (NY) 
Larson (CT) Rahall Turner (OH) 
Latham Rangel Van Hollen 
LaTourette Reed Velázquez 
Lee (CA) Rehberg Visclosky 
Levin Reyes Walz (MN) 
Lewis (GA) Richardson Wasserman 
Lipinski Richmond Schultz 
Loebsack Rivera Waters 
Lofgren, Zoe Roby Watt 
Lowey Rogers (AL) Waxman 
Lucas Rogers (KY) Welch 
Lujan Ros-Lehtinen Wilson (FL) 
Lungren, Daniel Ross (AR) Wolf 

E. Rothman (NJ) Womack 
Lynch Roybal-Allard Woolsey 
Maloney Runyan Yarmuth 
Markey Ruppersberger Young (AK) 

NOT VOTING—10 
Andrews Jackson (IL) Stivers 
Conyers Johnson, E. B. Thompson (MS) 
Gohmert Lewis (CA) 
Hall Mack 
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So the amendment was rejected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BROUN OF 
GEORGIA 

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 
business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the ninth amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Georgia (Mr. 
BROUN) on which further proceedings 
were postponed and on which the noes 
prevailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend- 
ment. 


the 


RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 

The Acting CHAIR. This will be a 2- 
minute vote. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 193, noes 229, 
not voting 10, as follows: 


10156 


Adams 
Akin 
Amash 
Amodei 
Bachmann 
Barrow 
Bartlett 
Barton (TX) 
Benishek 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Brooks 
Broun (GA) 
Buchanan 
Bucshon 
Buerkle 
Burgess 
Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 
Canseco 
Cantor 
Cassidy 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Coble 
Coffman (CO) 
Cole 
Conaway 
Cravaack 
Culberson 
DeFazio 
Denham 
Dent 
DesJarlais 
Dreier 

Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Ellmers 
Emerson 
Farenthold 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Flake 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Gallegly 
Gardner 
Garrett 
Gibbs 
Gingrey (GA) 
Goodlatte 


Ackerman 
Aderholt 
Alexander 
Altmire 
Andrews 
Austria 
Baca 
Bachus 
Baldwin 
Barber 
Barletta 
Bass (CA) 
Bass (NH) 
Becerra 
Berg 
Berkley 
Berman 
Biggert 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Bonamici 
Boren 
Boswell 
Brady (PA) 


[Roll No. 427] 


AYES—193 


Gosar 
Gowdy 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Griffin (AR) 
Griffith (VA) 
Grimm 
Guinta 
Guthrie 
Hanna 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herrera Beutler 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurt 
Issa 
Jenkins 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Jordan 
King (IA) 
Kingston 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kissell 
Kline 
Labrador 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Landry 
Lankford 
Latta 
LoBiondo 
Long 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
Lungren, Daniel 
E. 
Lynch 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Marino 
Matheson 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McCotter 
McHenry 
McIntyre 
McMorris 
Rodgers 
McNerney 
Meehan 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (PA) 


NOES—229 


Braley (IA) 
Brown (FL) 
Butterfield 
Capito 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Carter 
Castor (FL) 
Chandler 
Chu 
Cicilline 
Clarke (MI) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Connolly (VA) 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
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Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunnelee 
Olson 
Palazzo 
Paul 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Pence 
Perlmutter 
Petri 

Pitts 

Poe (TX) 
Polis 
Pompeo 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Quayle 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Ribble 
Rigell 

Roe (TN) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney 
Roskam 
Ross (FL) 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Scalise 
Schilling 
Schweikert 
Scott (SC) 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Southerland 
Stearns 
Stutzman 
Sullivan 
Terry 
Thornberry 
Upton 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walsh (IL) 
Webster 
West 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Woodall 
Yoder 
Young (FL) 
Young (IN) 


Costello 
Courtney 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Critz 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (KY) 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
Deutch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Dold 
Donnelly (IN) 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Engel 
Eshoo 


Farr Loebsack Ruppersberger 
Fattah Lofgren, Zoe Rush 
Filner Lowey Ryan (OH) 
Frank (MA) Lucas Sanchez, Linda 
Frelinghuysen Lujan T. 
Fudge Maloney Sanchez, Loretta 
Garamendi Markey Sarbanes 
Gerlach Matsui Schakowsky 
Gibson McCarthy (NY) Schiff 
en eon es Schock 
ranger cDermo Schrad 
Green, Al McGovern Sipe 
Schwartz 
Green, Gene McKeon 
aA ; Scott (VA) 
Grijalva McKinley A 
2 Scott, David 
Gutierrez Meeks S 
Hahn Michaud OPTATO. 
Hanabusa Miller (NC) Sewell 
Harper Miller, George Sherman 
Hastings (FL) Moore Shuler 
Hastings (WA) Moran Simpson 
Hayworth Murphy (CT) Sires 
Heck Nadler Slaughter 
Heinrich Napolitano Smith (WA) 
Higgins Neal Speier 
Himes Nunes Stark 
Hinchey Olver Sutton 
Hinojosa Owens Thompson (CA) 
Hirono Pallone Thompson (PA) 
Hochul Pascrell Tiberi 
Holden Pastor (AZ) Tierney 
Holt Pelosi Tipton 
Honda Peters Tonko 
Hoyer Peterson Towns 
Israel Pingree (ME) Tsongas 
Jackson Lee Platts Turner (NY) 
(TX) Price (NC) 
Johnson (GA) Quigley Turner (OH) 
Van Hollen 
Kaptur Rahall 2 
x Velazquez 
Keating Rangel . 
Visclosky 
Kelly Reed Walz (MN 
Kildee Rehberg alz (MN) 
Kind Reyes Wasserman 
King (NY) Richardson Schultz 
Kucinich Richmond Waters 
Langevin Rivera Watt 
Larsen (WA) Roby Waxman 
Larson (CT) Rogers (AL) Welch 
Latham Rogers (KY) Wilson (FL) 
LaTourette Ros-Lehtinen Wolf 
Lee (CA) Ross (AR) Womack 
Levin Rothman (NJ) Woolsey 
Lewis (GA) Roybal-Allard Yarmuth 
Lipinski Runyan Young (AK) 
NOT VOTING—10 
Burton (IN) Johnson, E. B. Stivers 
Gohmert Lewis (CA) Thompson (MS) 
Hall Mack 
Jackson (IL) Schmidt 
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Mr. CUMMINGS changed his vote 


from “aye” to “no.” 
So the amendment was rejected. 


The result of the vote was announced 


as above recorded. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BROUN OF 


GEORGIA 


The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 
business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the tenth amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Georgia (Mr. 
BROUN) on which further proceedings 
were postponed and on which the noes 
prevailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend- 
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 

The Acting CHAIR. This will be a 2- 
minute vote. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 178, noes 247, 
not voting 7, as follows: 


Adams 
Akin 
Amash 
Amodei 
Bachmann 
Barrow 
Bartlett 
Barton (TX) 
Benishek 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Brooks 
Broun (GA) 
Buchanan 
Bucshon 
Buerkle 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Camp 
Campbell 
Canseco 
Cassidy 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Coble 
Conaway 
Cravaack 
Culberson 
Denham 
DesJarlais 
Dreier 
Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Ellmers 
Emerson 
Farenthold 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Flake 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Gardner 
Garrett 
Gibbs 
Gingrey (GA) 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 


Ackerman 
Aderholt 
Alexander 
Altmire 
Andrews 
Austria 
Baca 
Bachus 
Baldwin 
Barber 
Barletta 
Bass (CA) 
Bass (NH) 
Becerra 
Berg 
Berkley 
Berman 
Biggert 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Bonamici 
Boren 
Boswell 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 
Brown (FL) 
Butterfield 
Calvert 
Cantor 


June 27, 2012 


[Roll No. 428] 


AYES—178 


Gowdy 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Griffin (AR) 
Griffith (VA) 
Grimm 
Guinta 
Guthrie 
Hal 
Hanna 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herrera Beutler 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurt 
Issa 
Jenkins 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Jordan 
King (IA) 
Kingston 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kline 
Labrador 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Landry 
Lankford 
Latta 
LoBiondo 
Long 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Marino 
Matheson 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McCotter 
McHenry 
McIntyre 
McMorris 
Rodgers 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Mulvaney 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Noem 


NOES—247 


Capito 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Carter 
Castor (FL) 
Chandler 
Chu 
Cicilline 
Clarke (MI) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Coffman (CO) 
Cohen 

Cole 
Connolly (VA) 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Courtney 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Critz 
Crowley 


Nugent 
Nunnelee 
Olson 
Palazzo 
Paul 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Pence 
Petri 

Pitts 

Poe (TX) 
Polis 
Pompeo 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Quayle 
Renacci 
Ribble 
Rigell 

Roe (TN) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney 
Roskam 
Ross (FL) 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Scalise 
Schilling 
Schmidt 
Schweikert 
Scott (SC) 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shuster 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Southerland 
Stearns 
Stutzman 
Sullivan 
Terry 
Thornberry 
Upton 
Walberg 
Walsh (IL) 
Webster 
West 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Woodall 
Yoder 
Young (FL) 
Young (IN) 


Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (KY) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
Dent 
Deutch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Dold 
Donnelly (IN) 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Engel 
Eshoo 

Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Frank (MA) 
Frelinghuysen 
Fudge 
Gallegly 
Garamendi 
Gerlach 


June 27, 2012 
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Gibson Maloney Ruppersberger [Roll No. 429] 
Gonzalez Markey Rush 
Granger Matsui Ryan (OH) AYES—169 
Green, Al McCarthy (NY) Sanchez, Linda fd 
Green, Gene McCollum T, toe en (GA 
Grijalva McDermott Sanchez, Loretta Amash Gosar 
Gutierrez McGovern Sarbanes ‘Amodei Gowdy 
Pian aoe = ee Austria Graves (GA) 
Harper McNerney ae a Bachmann Graves (MO) 
Hastings (FL) Meehan ea Barrow Griffin (AR) 
Hasti S WA Meek Schrader Bartlett Griffith (VA) 
ARPER ) Mica 3 a Schwartz Barton (TX) Grimm 
Tees Reig NGI Scott (VA) Benishek Guinta 
Heinrich Miller, Gar Soott, Dayid Bilbray Guthrie 
Higgins Miller, Goons Berrano Bilirakis Hall 
Himes Moore Sewell Bishop (UT) Harris 
Hinchey Moran Sherman Black Hartzler 
Hinojosa Murphy (CT) Shimkus Blackburn Hensarling 
Hirono Murphy (PA) Shuler Bono Mack Herger 
Hochul Nadler Simpson Boustany Huelskamp 
Holden Napolitano Sires Brady (TX) Huizenga (MI) 
Holt Neal Slaughter Brooks Hultgren 
Honda Nunes Smith (WA) Broun (GA) Hunter 
Hoyer Olver eE Paguan ERS 
tar 
akai Lee ee Sutton Buefkle Jenkins 
Burgess Johnson (IL) 
(TX) Pascrell Thompson (CA) S 
Johnson (GA) Pastor (AZ) Thompson (PA) Burton (IN) Johnson (OH) 
Kaptur Pelosi Tiberi Camp Johnson, Sam 
Keating Perlmutter Tierney Campbell Jones 
Kelly Peters Tipton Canseco Jordan 
Kildee Peterson Tonko Cantor King A) 
Kind Pingree (ME) Towns Cassidy Kingston 
King (NY) Platts Tsongas apor tae aL) 
Kissell Price (NC) Turner (NY) Cause aai 
Kucinich Quigley Turner (OH) a5 £ ie aL oT 
Langevin Rahall Van Hollen Ovaa eae Orn 
Larsen (WA) Rangel Velazquez Guin acne 
Larson (CT) Reed Visclosky Ds haan Denies 3 
Latham Rehberg Walden ETNE Tote ee 
LaTourette Reichert Walz (MN) ees pe Fon z 
Lee (CA) Reyes Wasserman Duff Tusticsmeved 
Levin Richardson Schultz Dita (SC) Panis y 
Lewis (GA) Richmond Waters D TN M i 
Lipinski Rivera Watt HRS (TN) eA Ani 
Loebsack Roby Waxman : 
Lowey Rogers (KY) Wilson (FL) H 
Lucas Ros-Lehtinen Wolf aa co (CA) 
Lujan F Ross (AR) Womack Fleischmann McClintock 
Lungren, Daniel Rothman (NJ) Woolsey Fleming McCotter 
E. Roybal-Allard Yarmuth Flores McHenry 
Lynch Runyan Young (AK) 
Forbes McMorris 
NOT VOTING—7 press oo 
Gohmert Lewis (CA) Thompson (MS) Franks (AZ) Miller (FL) 
Jackson (IL) Mack Gardner Miller (MI) 
Johnson, E. B. Stivers Garrett Mulvaney 
Gibbs Myrick 
1652 NOES—250 
So the amendment was rejected. Ackerman Carney 
The result of the vote was announced oe, nisi (IN) 
exander arter 
as above recorded. ‘itis Castor (FL) 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BROUN OF Andrews Chandler 
Baca Chu 
F ee See Bachus Cicilline 
The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished Baldwin Clarke (MI) 
business is the demand for a recorded Barber Clarke (NY) 
vote on the eleventh amendment of- Bae ; oe 
fered by the gentleman from Georgia Becerra Clyburn 
(Mr. BROUN) on which further pro- Berg Coffman (CO) 
ceedings were postponed and on which Perey conen 
; ; erman ole 
the noes prevailed by voice vote. Biggert Connolly (VA) 
The Clerk will redesignate the Bishop (Ga) Cooper 
amendment. Bishop (NY) Costa 
; Blumenauer Costello 
The Clerk redesignated the amend- onamici Coarne 
ment. Bonner Crawford 
RECORDED VOTE te oe 
oswe ritz 
The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote Brady (PA) Crowley 
has been demanded. Braley (IA) Cuellar 
A recorded vote was ordered. oe ras 
The Acting CHAIR. This will be a 2- Calvert Davis (IL) 
minute vote. Capito Davis (KY) 
The vote was taken by electronic de- Capps Dek azio 
: Capuano DeGette 
vice, and there were—ayes 169, noes 250, Cardoza DeLauro 
not voting 13, as follows: Carnahan Dent 


Neugebauer 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunnelee 
Olson 
Palazzo 

Paul 

Paulsen 
Pearce 

Pence 

Petri 

Pitts 

Poe (TX) 
Pompeo 
Posey 

Price (GA) 
Quayle 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Ribble 

Rigell 

Roe (TN) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney 
Roskam 
Ross (FL) 
Royce 

Ryan (WI) 
Scalise 
Schilling 
Schmidt 
Schweikert 
Scott (SC) 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (TX) 
Stearns 
Stutzman 
Sullivan 
Terry 
Thornberry 
Upton 
Walberg 
West 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Woodall 
Yoder 
Young (FL) 
Young (IN) 


Deutch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Dold 
Donnelly (IN) 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Engel 
Eshoo 

Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Fitzpatrick 
Frank (MA) 
Frelinghuysen 
Fudge 
Gallegly 
Garamendi 
Gerlach 
Gibson 
Granger 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hahn 
Hanabusa 
Hanna 
Harper 
Hastings (FL) 
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Hastings (WA) McIntyre Sanchez, Loretta 
Hayworth McKeon Sarbanes 
Heck McKinley Schiff 
Heinrich McNerney Schock 
Herrera Beutler Meehan Schrader 
Higgins Michaud Schwartz 
Himes Miller (NC) Scott (VA) 
Hinchey Miller, Gary Scott, David 
Hinojosa Miller, George Serrano 
Hirono Moore Sewell 
Hochul Moran Sherman 
Holden Murphy (CT) Shimkus 
Holt Murphy (PA) Shuler 
Honda Nadler Shuster 
Hoyer Napolitano Simpson 
Israel Neal Sires 
Jackson Lee Nunes Slaughter 

(TX) Olver Smith (NJ) 
Johnson (GA) Owens : 

Smith (WA) 

Kaptur Pallone Southerland 
Keating Pascrell A 
Kelly Pastor (AZ) Speier 
Kildee Pelosi Stark 
Kind Perlmutter Sutton 
King (NY) Peters Thompson (CA) 
Kissell Peterson Thompson (PA) 
Kucinich Pingree (ME) Tiberi 
Langevin Platts Tierney 
Larsen (WA) Polis Tipton 
Larson (CT) Price (NC) Tonko 
Latham Quigley Towns 
LaTourette Rahall Tsongas 
Lee (CA) Rangel Turner (NY) 
Levin Reed Turner (OH) 
Lewis (GA) Rehberg Van Hollen 
Lipinski Reyes Velazquez 
LoBiondo Richardson Visclosky 
Loebsack Richmond Walden 
Lofgren, Zoe Rivera Walsh (IL) 
Lowey Roby Walz (MN) 
Lucas Rogers (AL) Wasserman 
Lujan Rogers (KY) Schultz 
Lungren, Daniel Ros-Lehtinen Watt 

E. Ross (AR) Waxman 
Lynch Rothman (NJ) Webster 
Maloney Roybal-Allard Welch 
Markey Runyan Wilson (FL) 
Matsui Ruppersberger Wolf 
McCarthy (NY) Rush Womack 
McCollum Ryan (OH) Woolsey 
McDermott Sanchez, Linda Yarmuth 
McGovern Ty, Young (AK) 

NOT VOTING—13 
Bass (CA) Johnson, E. B. Stivers 
Conyers Lewis (CA) Thompson (MS) 
Gohmert Mack Waters 
Gonzalez Meeks 
Jackson (IL) Schakowsky 
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So the amendment was rejected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

Stated against: 

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Mr. Chair, on rollcall 
No. 429, had | been present, | would have 
voted “no.” 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BROUN OF 
GEORGIA 

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 
business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the twelfth amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Georgia (Mr. 
BROUN) on which further proceedings 
were postponed and on which the noes 
prevailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend- 
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 

The Acting CHAIR. This will be a 2- 
minute vote. 
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The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 160, noes 264, 


not voting 8, as follows: 


Adams 
Akin 
Amash 
Bachmann 
Barrow 
Bartlett 
Barton (TX) 
Benishek 
Bilbray 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Brooks 
Broun (GA) 
Buchanan 
Buerkle 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Camp 
Campbell 
Canseco 
Cantor 
Cassidy 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Coble 
Conaway 
Culberson 
Denham 
DesJarlais 
Dreier 
Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Ellmers 
Emerson 
Farenthold 
Fincher 
Flake 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Gardner 
Garrett 
Gingrey (GA) 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 


Ackerman 
Aderholt 
Alexander 
Altmire 
Amodei 
Andrews 
Austria 
Baca 
Bachus 
Baldwin 
Barber 
Barletta 
Bass (CA) 
Bass (NH) 
Becerra 
Berg 
Berkley 
Berman 
Biggert 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Bonamici 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boren 
Boswell 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 
Brown (FL) 
Bucshon 


[Roll No. 480] 


AYES—160 


Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Griffin (AR) 
Griffith (VA) 
Grimm 
Guinta 
Guthrie 
Hal 
Hartzler 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurt 
Issa 
Jenkins 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Jordan 
King (IA) 
Kingston 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kline 
Labrador 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Landry 
Lankford 
Latta 
Long 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Marino 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McCotter 
McHenry 
McIntyre 
McMorris 
Rodgers 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Mulvaney 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Noem 
Nugent 


NOES—264 


Butterfield 
Calvert 
Capito 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Carter 
Castor (FL) 
Chandler 
Chu 
Cicilline 
Clarke (MI) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Coffman (CO) 
Cohen 

Cole 
Connolly (VA) 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Courtney 
Cravaack 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Critz 
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Nunnelee 
Olson 
Palazzo 
Paul 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Pence 
Perlmutter 
Petri 

Pitts 

Poe (TX) 
Pompeo 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Quayle 
Ribble 
Rigell 

Roe (TN) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney 
Roskam 
Ross (FL) 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Scalise 
Schilling 
Schmidt 
Schweikert 
Scott (SC) 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (TX) 
Stearns 
Stutzman 
Sullivan 
Terry 
Thornberry 
Upton 
Walberg 
Walsh (IL) 
West 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Woodall 
Yoder 
Young (FL) 
Young (IN) 


Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (KY) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
Dent 
Deutch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Dold 
Donnelly (IN) 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Engel 
Eshoo 

Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Fitzpatrick 
Frank (MA) 
Frelinghuysen 
Fudge 
Gallegly 
Garamendi 
Gerlach 


Gibbs Maloney Rush 
Gibson Markey Ryan (OH) 
Gonzalez Matheson Sanchez, Linda 
Granger Matsui AEA 
Green, Al McCarthy (CA) Sanchez, Loretta 
Green, Gene McCarthy (NY) Sarbanes 
Grijalva McCollum Schakowsky 
Gutierrez McDermott Schiff 
Hahn McGovern Schock 
co Meron Schrader 

anna cKinley 
Harper McNerney SRT 
Hastings (FL) Meehan Scott. David 
Hastings (WA) Meeks i 

; Serrano 

Hayworth Michaud Sewell 
Heck Miller (NC) 
Heinrich Miller, Gary Sherman 
Herrera Beutler Miller, George Shimkus 
Higgins Moore Shuler 
Himes Moran Shuster 
Hinchey Murphy (CT) Simpson 
Hinojosa Murphy (PA) Sires 
Hirono Nadler Slaughter 
Hochul Napolitano Smith (NJ) 
Holden Neal Smith (WA) 
Holt Nunes Southerland 
Honda Olver Speier 
Hoyer Owens Stark 
Israel Pallone Sutton 
Jackson Lee Pascrell Thompson (CA) 

(TX) Pastor (AZ) Thompson (PA) 
Johnson (GA) Pelosi Tiberi 
Kaptur Peters Tierney 
Keating Peterson Tipton 
Kelly Pingree (ME) Tonko 
Kildee Platts 
Kind Polis De 
King (NY) Price (NC) T 

` à urner (NY) 
Kissell Quigley Turner (OH) 
Kucinich Rahall Van Hollen 
Langevin Rangel a. 
Larsen (WA) Reed Velazquez 
Larson (CT) Rehberg Visclosky 
Latham Reichert Walden 
LaTourette Renacci Walz (MN) 
Lee (CA) Reyes Wasserman 
Levin Richardson Schultz 
Lewis (GA) Richmond Waters 
Lipinski Rivera Watt 
LoBiondo Roby Waxman 
Loebsack Rogers (AL) Webster 
Lofgren, Zoe Rogers (KY) Welch 
Lowey Ros-Lehtinen Wilson (FL) 
Lucas Ross (AR) Wolf 
Lujan Rothman (NJ) Womack 
Lungren, Daniel Roybal-Allard Woolsey 

E. Runyan Yarmuth 
Lynch Ruppersberger Young (AK) 

NOT VOTING—8 
Gohmert Johnson, E. B. Stivers 
Harris Lewis (CA) Thompson (MS) 
Jackson (IL) Mack 
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So the amendment was rejected. 


The result of the vote was announced 


as above recorded. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BROUN OF 


GEORGIA 


The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 
business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the thirteenth amendment of- 
fered by the gentleman from Georgia 
(Mr. BROUN) on which further pro- 
ceedings were postponed and on which 
the noes prevailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend- 
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 

The Acting CHAIR. This will be a 2- 
minute vote. 


Adams 
Amash 
Amodei 
Austria 
Bachmann 
Barrow 
Barton (TX) 
Benishek 
Berg 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Bono Mack 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Brooks 
Broun (GA) 
Buchanan 
Bucshon 
Buerkle 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Camp 
Campbell 
Canseco 
Cantor 
Cassidy 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Conaway 
Culberson 
Denham 
DesJarlais 
Dreier 
Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Ellmers 
Emerson 
Farenthold 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Flake 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Gardner 
Garrett 
Gibbs 
Gingrey (GA) 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 


Ackerman 
Aderholt 
Alexander 
Altmire 
Andrews 
Baca 
Bachus 
Baldwin 
Barber 
Barletta 
Bartlett 
Bass (CA) 
Bass (NH) 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Biggert 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Bonamici 
Bonner 
Boren 
Boswell 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 
Brown (FL) 
Butterfield 


June 27, 2012 


The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 172, noes 249, 
not voting 11, as follows: 


[Roll No. 431] 


AYES—172 


Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Griffin (AR) 
Griffith (VA) 
Grimm 
Guinta 
Guthrie 
Hal 
Hanna 
Hartzler 
Heck 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herrera Beutler 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hur 
Issa 
Jenkins 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Jordan 
King (IA) 
Kingston 
Kline 
Labrador 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Landry 
Lankford 
LoBiondo 
Long 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
Lungren, Daniel 
E. 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Marino 
Matheson 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McCotter 
McHenry 
McIntyre 
McMorris 
Rodgers 
Meehan 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Mulvaney 
Myrick 


NOES—249 


Calvert 
Capito 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carter 
Castor (FL) 
Chandler 
Chu 
Cicilline 
Clarke (MI) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Coffman (CO) 
Cohen 

Cole 
Connolly (VA) 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Courtney 
Cravaack 


Neugebauer 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunnelee 
Olson 
Palazzo 
Paul 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Pence 
Petri 

Pitts 

Poe (TX) 
Polis 
Pompeo 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Quayle 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Ribble 

Roe (TN) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney 
Roskam 
Ross (FL) 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Scalise 
Schilling 
Schmidt 
Schweikert 
Scott (SC) 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Southerland 
Stearns 
Stutzman 
Sullivan 
Thornberry 
Upton 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walsh (IL) 
Webster 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wilson (SC) 
Woodall 
Yoder 
Young (FL) 
Young (IN) 


Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Critz 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (KY) 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
Dent 
Deutch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Dold 
Donnelly (IN) 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Forbes 


June 27, 2012 


Frank (MA) Lowey Ruppersberger 
Frelinghuysen Lucas Rush 
Fudge Lujan Ryan (OH) 
Gallegly Lynch Sanchez, Linda 
Garamendi Maloney T 
Gerlach Markey Sanchez, Loretta 
Gibson Matsui Sarbanes 
Gonzalez McCollum Schakowsky 
Granger McDermott Schiff 
Green, Al McGovern Schock 
Green, Gene McKeon Schrader 
Grijalva McKinley Schwartz 
Gutierrez McNerney Scott (VA) 
Hahn Meeks Scott, David 
Hanabusa Michaud Serrano 
Harper Miller (NC) Sewell 
Harris Miller, Gary Sherman 
Hastings (FL) Miller, George Shimkus 
Hastings (WA) Moore Shuler 
Hayworth Moran Shuster 
Heinrich Murphy (CT) Simpson 
Higgins Murphy (PA) Sires 
Himes Nadler Slaughter 
Hinchey Napolitano Smith (WA) 
Hinojosa Neal Speier 
Hirono Nunes Stark 
Hochul Olver Sutton 
Holden Owens Terry 
Holt Pallone Thompson (CA) 
Honda Pascrell Thompson (PA) 
Hoyer Pastor (AZ) Tiberi 
Israel Pelosi Tierney 
Jackson Lee Perlmutter Tipton 

(TX) Peters Tonko 
Johnson (GA) Peterson Towns 
Kaptur Pingree (ME) Tsongas 
Keating Platts Turner (NY) 
Kelly Price (NC) Turner (OH) 
Kildee Quigley Van Hollen 
Kind Rahall Velazquez 
King (NY) Rangel Visclosky 
Kinzinger (IL) Reed Walz (MN) 
Kissell Rehberg Wasserman 
Kucinich Reyes Schultz 
Langevin Richardson Waters 
Larsen (WA) Richmond Watt 
Larson (CT) Rigell Waxman 
Latham Rivera Welch 
LaTourette Roby West 
Latta Rogers (AL) Wilson (FL) 
Lee (CA) Rogers (KY) Wittman 
Levin Ros-Lehtinen Wolf 
Lewis (GA) Ross (AR) Womack 
Lipinski Rothman (NJ) Woolsey 
Loebsack Roybal-Allard Yarmuth 
Lofgren, Zoe Runyan Young (AK) 


NOT VOTING—11 


Akin Jackson (IL) McCarthy (NY) 
Carson (IN) Johnson, E. B. Stivers 
DeFazio Lewis (CA) Thompson (MS) 
Gohmert Mack 
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Mr. POLIS changed his vote from 
“no” to “aye.” 

So the amendment was rejected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BROUN OF 
GEORGIA 

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 
business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the fourteenth amendment of- 
fered by the gentleman from Georgia 
(Mr. BROUN) on which further pro- 
ceedings were postponed and on which 
the noes prevailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend- 
ment. 


the 


RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 

The Acting CHAIR. This will be a 2- 
minute vote. 


The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 172, noes 250, 


not voting 10, as follows: 


Adams 
Akin 
Amash 
Amodei 
Austria 
Bachmann 
Barrow 
Bartlett 
Benishek 
Bilbray 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Brooks 
Broun (GA) 
Buchanan 
Bucshon 
Buerkle 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Camp 
Campbell 
Canseco 
Cantor 
Capito 
Cassidy 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Coble 
Coffman (CO) 
Conaway 
Cravaack 
Culberson 
Denham 
DesJarlais 
Dreier 
Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Ellmers 
Emerson 
Farenthold 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Flake 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Gardner 
Garrett 
Gibbs 


Ackerman 
Aderholt 
Alexander 
Altmire 
Andrews 
Baca 
Bachus 
Baldwin 
Barber 
Barletta 
Barton (TX) 
Bass (CA) 
Bass (NH) 
Becerra 
Berg 
Berkley 
Berman 
Biggert 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Bonamici 
Boren 
Boswell 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 
Brown (FL) 
Butterfield 


[Roll No. 432] 
AYES—172 


Gingrey (GA) 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Griffin (AR) 
Griffith (VA) 
Grimm 
Guinta 
Guthrie 
Hall 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurt 
Issa 
Jenkins 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Jordan 
King (IA) 
Kingston 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kline 
Labrador 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Landry 
Lankford 
Latta 
Long 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Marino 
Matheson 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McCotter 
McHenry 
McMorris 
Rodgers 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (PA) 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 


NOES—250 


Calvert 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Carter 
Castor (FL) 
Chandler 
Chu 
Cicilline 
Clarke (MI) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 

Cole 
Connolly (VA) 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Courtney 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Critz 


Noem 
Nugent 
Nunnelee 
Olson 
Palazzo 
Paul 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Pence 

Petri 

Pitts 

Poe (TX) 
Pompeo 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Quayle 
Renacci 
Ribble 
Rigell 

Roe (TN) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney 
Roskam 
Ross (FL) 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Scalise 
Schilling 
Schmidt 
Schweikert 
Scott (SC) 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shimkus 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Southerland 
Stearns 
Stutzman 
Sullivan 
Terry 
Thornberry 
Upton 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walsh (IL) 
Westmoreland 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Woodall 
Yoder 
Young (FL) 
Young (IN) 


Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (KY) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
Dent 
Deutch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Dold 
Donnelly (IN) 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Engel 
Eshoo 

Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Fortenberry 
Frelinghuysen 
Fudge 
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Gallegly Lungren, Daniel Runyan 
Garamendi E. Ruppersberger 
Gerlach Lynch Rush 
Gibson Maloney Ryan (OH) 
Gonzalez Markey Sánchez, Linda 
Granger Matsui T. 
Green, Al McCarthy (NY) Sanchez, Loretta 
Green, Gene McCollum Sarbanes 
Grijalva McDermott Schakowsky 
Gutierrez McGovern Schiff 
Hahn McIntyre Schock 
Hanabusa McKeon Schrader 
Hanna McKinley Schwartz 
eel Ge oe Scott (VA) 

astings eehan ; 
Hastings (WA) Meeks noore Davia 
Hayworth Michaud Sewell 
Heck Miller (NC) Sherman 
Heinrich Miller, Gary Shuler 
Herrera Beutler Miller, George Shuster 
Higgins Moore Simpson 
Himes Moran Sires 
Hinchey Murphy (CT) Slaughter 
Hinojosa Nadler Sn (WA) 
Hirono Napolitano 5 
Hochul Neal Speier 
Holden Nunes Stark 
Holt Olver Sutton 
Honda Owens Thompson (CA) 
Hoyer Pallone Thompson (PA) 
Israel Pascrell Tiberi 
Jackson Lee Pastor (AZ) Tierney 

(TX) Pelosi Tipton 
Johnson (GA) Perlmutter Tonko 
Kaptur Peters Towns 
Keating Peterson Tsongas 
Kelly Pingree (ME) Turner (NY) 
Kildee Platts Turner (OH) 
Kind Polis Van Hollen 
King (NY) Price (NC) Velazquez 
Kissell Quigley Visclosky 
Kucinich Rahall Walz (MN) 
Langevin Rangel Wasserman 
Larsen (WA) Reed Schultz 
Larson (CT) Rehberg Waters 
Latham Reichert Watt 
LaTourette Reyes Waxman 
Lee (CA) Richardson Webster 
Levin Richmond Welch 
Lewis (GA) Rivera West 
Lipinski Roby Whitfield 
LoBiondo Rogers (AL) Wilson (FL) 
Loebsack Rogers (KY) Wolf 
Lofgren, Zoe Ros-Lehtinen Womack 
Lowey Ross (AR) Woolsey 
Lucas Rothman (NJ) Yarmuth 
Lujan Roybal-Allard Young (AK) 

NOT VOTING—10 
Bilirakis Johnson (IL) Stivers 
Frank (MA) Johnson, E. B. Thompson (MS) 
Gohmert Lewis (CA) 
Jackson (IL) Mack 
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So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. CHAFFETZ 


The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 
business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Utah (Mr. CHAFFETZ) 
on which further proceedings were 
postponed and on which the noes pre- 
vailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend- 
ment. 


redesignate the 


RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 

The Acting CHAIR. This will be a 2- 
minute vote. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 157, noes 267, 
not voting 8, as follows: 
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Adams 
Akin 
Amash 
Amodei 
Bachmann 
Bartlett 
Barton (TX) 
Benishek 
Bilbray 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Bono Mack 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Brooks 
Broun (GA) 
Buchanan 
Bucshon 
Buerkle 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Camp 
Campbell 
Canseco 
Cantor 
Cassidy 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Coble 
Coffman (CO) 
Conaway 
Culberson 
Denham 
Dreier 
Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Ellmers 
Emerson 
Farenthold 
Fincher 
Flake 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Gardner 
Garrett 
Gibbs 


Ackerman 
Aderholt 
Alexander 
Altmire 
Andrews 
Austria 
Baca 
Bachus 
Baldwin 
Barber 
Barletta 
Barrow 
Bass (CA) 
Bass (NH) 
Becerra 
Berg 
Berkley 
Berman 
Biggert 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Bonamici 
Bonner 
Boren 
Boswell 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 
Brown (FL) 
Butterfield 
Calvert 
Capito 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 


[Roll No. 483] 


AYES—157 


Gingrey (GA) 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Griffin (AR) 
Griffith (VA) 
Grimm 
Guinta 
Guthrie 
Hal 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurt 
Issa 
Jenkins 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Jordan 
King (IA) 
Kingston 
Kline 
Labrador 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Landry 
Lankford 
Long 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
Lungren, Daniel 
E. 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Marino 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McHenry 
McMorris 
Rodgers 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 


NOES—267 


Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Carter 
Castor (FL) 
Chandler 
Chu 
Cicilline 
Clarke (MI) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 

Cole 
Connolly (VA) 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Courtney 
Cravaack 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Critz 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (KY) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
Dent 
DesJarlais 
Deutch 
Diaz-Balart 
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Mulvaney 
Murphy (PA) 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Nunes 
Nunnelee 
Olson 
Palazzo 
Paul 
Paulsen 
Pence 
Petri 

Pitts 

Poe (TX) 
Pompeo 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Quayle 
Renacci 
Ribble 
Rigell 
Roby 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney 
Ross (FL) 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Scalise 
Schmidt 
Schweikert 
Scott (SC) 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Simpson 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (TX) 
Stearns 
Stutzman 
Sullivan 
Thornberry 
Upton 
Walden 
Walsh (IL) 
Webster 
Westmoreland 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Woodall 
Yoder 
Young (IN) 


Dicks 

Dingell 
Doggett 

Dold 
Donnelly (IN) 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Ellison 

Engel 

Eshoo 

Farr 

Fattah 
Filner 
Fitzpatrick 
Frelinghuysen 
Fudge 
Gallegly 
Garamendi 
Gerlach 
Gibson 
Gonzalez 
Granger 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hahn 
Hanabusa 
Hanna 
Harper 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayworth 
Heck 
Heinrich 
Herrera Beutler 
Higgins 


Himes Meeks Schakowsky 
Hinchey Michaud Schiff 
Hinojosa Miller (NC) Schilling 
Hirono Miller, Gary Schock 
Hochul Miller, George Schrader 
Holden Moore Schwartz 
Holt Moran Scott (VA) 
Honda Murphy (CT) Scott, David 
Hoyer Nadler Serrano 
Israel Napolitano Sewell 
Jackson Lee Neal Sherman 
(TX) Noem Shimkus 
Johnson (GA) Nugent Shuler 
Kaptur Olver Shuster 
Keating Owens Sires 
Kelly Pallone Slaughter 
Kildee Pascrell Smith (NJ) 
Kind Pastor (AZ) Smith (WA) 
King (NY) Pearce Southerland 
Kinzinger (IL) Pelosi Speier 
Kissell Perlmutter Stark 
Kucinich Peters Sutton 
Langevin Peterson Terry 


Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 


Pingree (ME) 
Platts 


Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (PA) 


Latham Polis Tiberi 
LaTourette Price (NC) Tierney 
Latta Quigley Tipton 
Lee (CA) Rahall Tonko 
Levin Rangel Towns 
Lewis (GA) Reed Tsongas 
Lipinski Rehberg Turner (NY) 
LoBiondo Reichert Turner (OH) 
Loebsack Reyes Van Hollen 
Lofgren, Zoe Richardson Velazquez 
Lowey Richmond Visclosky 
Lucas Rivera Walberg 
Lujan Roe (TN) Walz (MN) 
Lynch Rogers (AL) Wasserman 
Maloney Rogers (KY) Schultz 
Markey Ros-Lehtinen Waters 
Matheson Roskam Watt 
Matsui Ross (AR) Waxman 
McCarthy (NY) Rothman (NJ) Welch 
McCollum Roybal-Allard West 
McCotter Runyan Whitfield 
McDermott Ruppersberger Wilson (FL) 
McGovern Rush Wolf 
McIntyre Ryan (OH) Womack 
McKeon Sanchez, Linda Woolsey 
McKinley T Yarmuth 
McNerney Sanchez, Loretta Young (AK) 
Meehan Sarbanes Young (FL) 

NOT VOTING—8 
Frank (MA) Johnson, E. B. Stivers 
Gohmert Lewis (CA) Thompson (MS) 
Jackson (IL) Mack 
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So the amendment was rejected. 


The result of the vote was announced 


as above recorded. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. MCCLINTOCK 


The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 
business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the second amendment offered 
by the gentleman from California (Mr. 
MCCLINTOCK) on which further pro- 
ceedings were postponed and on which 
the noes prevailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend- 
ment. 


RECORDED VOTE 
The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 
A recorded vote was ordered. 


The Acting CHAIR. This will be a 2- 
minute vote. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 80, noes 342, 
not voting 10, as follows: 


Akin 
Amash 
Bachmann 
Bartlett 
Black 
Blackburn 
Broun (GA) 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Campbell 
Cantor 
Cassidy 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Coble 
Conaway 
Culberson 
Denham 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Flake 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 

Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Garrett 


Ackerman 
Adams 
Aderholt 
Alexander 
Altmire 
Amodei 
Andrews 
Austria 
Baca 
Bachus 
Baldwin 
Barber 
Barletta 
Barrow 
Barton (TX) 
Bass (CA) 
Bass (NH) 
Becerra 
Benishek 
Berg 
Berkley 
Berman 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Bishop (UT) 
Blumenauer 
Bonamici 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boustany 
Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 
Braley (IA) 
Brooks 
Brown (FL) 
Buchanan 
Bucshon 
Buerkle 
Butterfield 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canseco 
Capito 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Carter 
Castor (FL) 
Chandler 
Chu 
Cicilline 
Clarke (MI) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Cleaver 


June 27, 2012 


[Roll No. 434] 


AYES—80 


Gosar 
Gowdy 
Graves (GA) 
Harris 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hunter 

Issa 

Jenkins 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jordan 
Labrador 
Lamborn 
Landry 
Long 
Lummis 
Manzullo 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McHenry 
Mulvaney 
Neugebauer 
Nunes 
Nunnelee 


NOES—342 


Clyburn 
Coffman (CO) 
Cohen 

Cole 
Connolly (VA) 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Courtney 
Cravaack 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Critz 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (KY) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
Dent 
DesJarlais 
Deutch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Dold 
Donnelly (IN) 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Duffy 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Ellmers 
Emerson 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Farenthold 
Farr 

Fattah 
Filner 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Frelinghuysen 
Fudge 
Gallegly 
Garamendi 
Gardner 
Gerlach 
Gibbs 
Gibson 
Gingrey (GA) 
Gonzalez 
Goodlatte 
Granger 
Graves (MO) 
Green, Al 


Olson 

Paul 

Pence 

Petri 
Pompeo 
Posey 

Price (GA) 
Quayle 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Royce 
Scalise 
Schweikert 
Scott (SC) 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Stearns 
Stutzman 
Sullivan 
Walsh (IL) 
Webster 
Westmoreland 
Wilson (SC) 
Woodall 
Yoder 


Green, Gene 
Griffin (AR) 
Griffith (VA) 
Grijalva 
Grimm 
Guinta 
Guthrie 
Hahn 
Hall 
Hanabusa 
Hanna 
Harper 
Hartzler 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayworth 
Heck 
Heinrich 
Herrera Beutler 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Hochul 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Hultgren 
Hurt 
Israel 
Jackson Lee 
(TX) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (OH) 
Jones 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kelly 
Kildee 
Kind 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kissell 
Kline 
Kucinich 
Lance 
Langevin 
Lankford 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Latta 
Lee (CA) 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Loebsack 


June 27, 2012 


Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lujan 
Lungren, Daniel 
E. 
Lynch 
Maloney 
Marchant 
Marino 
Markey 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McCotter 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McKinley 
McMorris 
Rodgers 
McNerney 
Meehan 
Meeks 
Mica 
Michaud 
Miller (MI) 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, Gary 
Miller, George 
Moore 
Moran 
Murphy (CT) 
Murphy (PA) 
Myrick 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Noem 
Nugent 
Olver 
Owens 
Palazzo 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor (AZ) 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Pelosi 


Frank (MA) 
Gohmert 
Gutierrez 
Jackson (IL) 


Perlmutter 
Peters 
Peterson 
Pingree (ME) 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe (TX) 
Polis 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reed 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Reyes 
Ribble 
Richardson 
Richmond 
Rigell 
Rivera 
Roby 
Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross (AR) 
Ross (FL) 
Rothman (NJ) 
Roybal-Allard 
Runyan 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Ryan (WI) 
Sanchez, Linda 
T: 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schilling 
Schmidt 
Schock 
Schrader 
Schwartz 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, David 
Serrano 
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Sewell 
Sherman 
Shimkus 
Shuler 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Southerland 
Speier 

Stark 

Sutton 

Terry 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tierney 


Tipton 
lonko 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Turner (NY) 
Turner (OH) 
Upton 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walz (MN) 
Wasserman 
Schultz 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Welch 
West 
Whitfield 
Wilson (FL) 
Wittman 
Wolf 
Womack 
Woolsey 
Yarmuth 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Young (IN) 


NOT VOTING—10 


Johnson, E. B. 
Lewis (CA) 

Mack 
Miller (FL) 
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Stivers 
Thompson (MS) 


So the amendment was rejected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

Stated for: 

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Chair, on rollcall 
No. 434, had | been present, | would have 


voted “aye.” 


AMENDMENT NO. 11 OFFERED BY MR. 


MC CLINTOCK 


The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 
business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the amendment offered by the 


gentleman 


from 


California 


(Mr. 


MCCLINTOCK) on which further pro- 
ceedings were postponed and on which 
the noes prevailed by voice vote. 


The 


Clerk will 
amendment. 


redesignate 


the 


The Clerk redesignated the amend- 


ment. 


RECORDED VOTE 


The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 

The Acting CHAIR. This will be a 2- 
minute vote. 


The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 123, noes 300, 


not voting 9, as follows: 


Adams 

Akin 
Amash 
Amodei 
Bachmann 
Bartlett 
Barton (TX) 
Benishek 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Bono Mack 
Boustany 
Brooks 
Broun (GA) 
Buchanan 
Buerkle 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Campbell 
Cantor 
Cassidy 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Coble 
Coffman (CO) 
Conaway 
Culberson 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Emerson 
Fincher 
Flake 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 

Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Gardner 
Garrett 
Gingrey (GA) 
Goodlatte 


Ackerman 
Aderholt 
Alexander 
Altmire 
Andrews 
Austria 
Baca 
Bachus 
Baldwin 
Barber 
Barletta 
Barrow 
Bass (NH) 
Becerra 
Berg 
Berkley 
Berman 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Bonamici 
Bonner 
Boren 
Boswell 
Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 
Braley (IA) 
Brown (FL) 
Bucshon 
Butterfield 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canseco 
Capito 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Carter 


[Roll No. 485] 
AYES—123 


Gosar 
Gowdy 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Hall 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurt 
Issa 
Jenkins 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jordan 
King (IA) 
Kingston 
Kline 
Labrador 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Landry 
Lankford 
Long 
Lummis 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McHenry 
McMorris 
Rodgers 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (PA) 
Neugebauer 


NOES—3200 


Castor (FL) 
Chandler 
Chu 
Cicilline 
Clarke (MI) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 

Cole 
Connolly (VA) 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Courtney 
Cravaack 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Critz 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (KY) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
Denham 
Dent 
DesJarlais 
Deutch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Dold 
Donnelly (IN) 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Duffy 
Edwards 


Nunes 
Nunnelee 
Olson 

Paul 

Pence 

Petri 

Poe (TX) 
Pompeo 
Posey 

Price (GA) 
Quayle 
Ribble 
Rigell 

Roby 

Roe (TN) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney 
Royce 

Ryan (WI) 
Scalise 
Schweikert 
Scott (SC) 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Stearns 
Stutzman 
Thornberry 
Upton 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walsh (IL) 
Webster 
Westmoreland 
Wilson (SC) 
Woodall 
Yoder 
Young (IN) 


Ellison 
Ellmers 
Engel 

Eshoo 
Farenthold 
Farr 

Fattah 
Filner 
Fitzpatrick 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Frelinghuysen 
Fudge 
Gallegly 
Garamendi 
Gerlach 
Gibbs 
Gibson 
Gonzalez 
Granger 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Griffin (AR) 
Griffith (VA) 
Grijalva 
Grimm 
Guinta 
Guthrie 
Gutierrez 
Hahn 
Hanabusa 
Hanna 
Harper 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayworth 
Heck 
Heinrich 
Herrera Beutler 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
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Hochul Miller (NC) Schilling 
Holden Miller, Gary Schmidt 
Holt Miller, George Schock 
Honda Moore Schrader 
Hoyer Moran Schwartz 
Israel Murphy (CT) Scott (VA) 
Jackson Lee Myrick Scott, David 

(TX) Nadler Serrano 
Johnson (GA) Napolitano Sewell 
Johnson (OH) Neal Sherman 
Jones Noem Shimkus 
Kaptur Nugent Shuler 
Keating Olver 

Shuster 

Kelly Owens Si 
Kildee Palazzo ATA DEON: 
Kind Pallone Sires 
King (NY) Pascrell Slaughter 
Kinzinger (IL) Pastor (AZ) Smith (NE) 
Kissell Paulsen Smith (NJ) 
Kucinich Pearce Smith (TX) 
Langevin Pelosi Smith (WA) 
Larsen (WA) Perlmutter Southerland 
Larson (CT) Peters Speier 
Latham Peterson Stark 
LaTourette Pingree (ME) Sullivan 
Latta Pitts Sutton 
Lee (CA) Platts Terry 
Levin Polis Thompson (CA) 
Lewis (GA) Price (NC) Thompson (PA) 
Lipinski Quigley Tiberi 
LoBiondo Rahall Tierney 
Loebsack Rangel Tipton 
Lofgren, Zoe Reed Tonko 
Lowey Rehberg Towns 
Lucas Reichert Tsongas 
Luetkemeyer Renacci Turner (NY) 
Lujan Reyes Turner (OH) 
Lungren, Daniel Richardson v 

E. Richmond am Hollen 
Lynch Rivera yeaanSs 
Maloney Rogers (AL) y 
Marino Rogers (KY) Walz (MN) 
Markey Ros-Lehtinen Wasserman 
Matheson Roskam Schultz 
Matsui Ross (AR) Waters 
McCarthy (NY) Ross (FL) Watt 
McCollum Rothman (NJ) Waxman 
McCotter Roybal-Allard Welch 
McDermott Runyan West 
McGovern Ruppersberger Whitfield 
McIntyre Rush Wilson (FL) 
McKeon Ryan (OH) Wittman 
McKinley Sánchez, Linda Wolf 
McNerney T Womack 
Meehan Sanchez, Loretta Woolsey 
Meeks Sarbanes Yarmuth 
Michaud Schakowsky Young (AK) 
Miller (MI) Schiff Young (FL) 


NOT VOTING—9 


Bass (CA) Jackson (IL) Mack 

Frank (MA) Johnson, E. B. Stivers 

Gohmert Lewis (CA) Thompson (MS) 
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So the amendment was rejected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. FLAKE 

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 
business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Arizona (Mr. FLAKE) 
on which further proceedings were 
postponed and on which the noes pre- 
vailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend- 
ment. 


redesignate the 


RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 

The Acting CHAIR. This will be a 2- 
minute vote. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 178, noes 242, 
not voting 12, as follows: 
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Adams 
Akin 
Amash 
Amodei 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Bartlett 
Barton (TX) 
Benishek 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Bono Mack 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Brooks 
Broun (GA) 
Buchanan 
Buerkle 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Camp 
Campbell 
Canseco 
Cantor 
Carter 
Cassidy 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Coble 
Coffman (CO) 
Conaway 
Cravaack 
Culberson 
Denham 
DesJarlais 
Dreier 
Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Ellmers 
Emerson 
Farenthold 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Flake 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Gardner 
Garrett 
Gibbs 
Gingrey (GA) 
Goodlatte 


Ackerman 
Aderholt 
Alexander 
Altmire 
Andrews 
Austria 
Baca 
Baldwin 
Barber 
Barletta 
Barrow 
Bass (CA) 
Bass (NH) 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Biggert 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Bonamici 
Bonner 
Boren 
Boswell 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 
Brown (FL) 
Butterfield 
Calvert 
Capito 


[Roll No. 486] 
AYES—178 


Gosar 
Gowdy 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Griffin (AR) 
Griffith (VA) 
Grimm 
Guinta 
Guthrie 
Hal 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herrera Beutler 
Hochul 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurt 
Issa 
Jenkins 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Jordan 
King (IA) 
Kingston 
Kline 
Labrador 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Landry 
Lankford 
Latta 
Lipinski 
Long 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
Lungren, Daniel 
E. 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Marino 
Matheson 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McHenry 
McMorris 
Rodgers 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (PA) 
Myrick 


NOES—242 


Capps 
Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Castor (FL) 
Chandler 
Chu 
Cicilline 
Clarke (MI) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 

Cole 
Connolly (VA) 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Courtney 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Critz 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
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Neugebauer 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Nunnelee 
Olson 
Owens 
Palazzo 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Pence 
Petri 

Pitts 

Poe (TX) 
Pompeo 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Quayle 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Ribble 
Rigell 
Roby 

Roe (TN) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney 
Ross (FL) 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Scalise 
Schmidt 
Schweikert 
Scott (SC) 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shimkus 
Simpson 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (TX) 
Southerland 
Stearns 
Stutzman 
Terry 
Thornberry 
Upton 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walsh (IL) 
Webster 
West 
Westmoreland 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Woodall 
Yoder 
Young (FL) 
Young (IN) 


Davis (IL) 
Davis (KY) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
Dent 
Deutch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Dold 
Donnelly (IN) 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Engel 

Eshoo 

Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Frelinghuysen 
Fudge 
Gallegly 
Garamendi 
Gerlach 
Gibson 
Gonzalez 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 


Grijalva McCollum Sanchez, Linda 
Gutierrez McCotter T 
Hahn McDermott Sanchez, Loretta 
Hanabusa McGovern Sarbanes 
Hanna McIntyre Schakowsky 
Harper McKeon Schiff 
Hastings (FL) McKinley Schilling 
Hastings (WA) McNerney Schock 
Hayworth Meehan Schrader 
Heck . Meeks Schwartz 
Heinrich Michaud Scott (VA) 
Higgins Miller (NC) Scott, David 
imos Miller, Gary Serrano 
Hing ey Miller, George S 
Hincjosa Moore oe 
Moran 
Holden Murphy (CT) Shuster 
Holt Sires 
Nadler 

Honda Napolitano Slaughter 
Hoyer Smith (NJ) 
Israel a Smith (WA) 
Jackson Lee xor Speier 

(TX) peer Stark 
Johnson (GA) BEETS: Sullivan 
Kaptur Pastor (AZ) Sutton 
Keating Pelosi Thompson (CA) 
Kelly Perlmutter Thompson (PA) 
Kildee Peters Tiberi 
Kind Peterson Tierney 
King (NY) Pingree (ME) Tipton 
Kinzinger (IL) Platts Tonko 
Kissell Aor ae) Towns 
Kucinich rice Tsongas 
Langevin Quigley Turner (NY) 
Larsen (WA) Rahall Turner (OH) 
Larson (CT) Tanen] Van Hollen 
Latham ee Velazquez 
LaTourette Reyes Visclosky 
Lee (CA) Richardson Walz (MN) 
Levin Richmond Wasserman 
Lewis (GA) Rivera Schultz 
LoBiondo Rogers (AL) Waters 
Loebsack Rogers (KY) Watt 
Lofgren, Zoe Ros-Lehtinen Waxman 
Lowey Roskam Welch 
Lucas Ross (AR) Whitfield 
Lujan Rothman (NJ) Wilson (FL) 
Lynch Roybal-Allard Wolf 
Maloney Runyan Womack 
Markey Ruppersberger Woolsey 
Matsui Rush Yarmuth 
McCarthy (NY) Ryan (OH) Young (AK) 


NOT VOTING—12 


Berg Jackson (IL) Paul 

Bucshon Johnson, E. B. Rehberg 

Frank (MA) Lewis (CA) Stivers 

Gohmert Mack Thompson (MS) 
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So the amendment was rejected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

Mr. LATHAM. Mr. Chairman, I move 
that the Committee do now rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly, the Committee rose; 
and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. 
WOODALL) having assumed the chair, 
Mr. Bass of New Hampshire, Acting 
Chair of the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union, re- 
ported that that Committee, having 
had under consideration the bill (H.R. 
5972) making appropriations for the De- 
partments of Transportation, and 
Housing and Urban Development, and 
related agencies for the fiscal year end- 
ing September 30, 2018, and for other 
purposes, had come to no resolution 
thereon. 


a 
RECESS 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 12(a) of rule I, the Chair 


declares the House in recess subject to 
the call of the Chair. 


June 27, 2012 


Accordingly (at 5 o’clock and 24 min- 
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess. 


EE 
2015 


AFTER RECESS 


The recess having expired, the House 
was called to order by the Speaker pro 
tempore (Mr. WEST) at 8 o’clock and 15 
minutes p.m. 


EE 


REPORT ON RESOLUTION RELAT- 
ING TO CONSIDERATION OF 
HOUSE REPORT 112-546 AND AC- 
COMPANYING RESOLUTION, AND 
PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF HOUSE RESOLUTION 1706, AU- 
THORIZING COMMITTEE ON 
OVERSIGHT AND GOVERNMENT 
REFORM TO INITIATE OR INTER- 
VENE IN JUDICIAL PROCEEDINGS 
TO ENFORCE CERTAIN SUB- 
POENAS 


Mr. NUGENT, from the Committee 
on Rules, submitted a privileged report 
(Rept. No. 112-553) on the resolution (H. 
Res. 708) relating to the consideration 
of House Report 112-546 and an accom- 
panying resolution, and providing for 
consideration of the resolution (H. Res. 
706) authorizing the Committee on 
Oversight and Government Reform to 
initiate or intervene in judicial pro- 
ceedings to enforce certain subpoenas, 
which was referred to the House Cal- 
endar and ordered to be printed. 


EE 


TRANSPORTATION, HOUSING AND 
URBAN DEVELOPMENT, AND RE- 
LATED AGENCIES APPROPRIA- 
TIONS ACT, 2013 


The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
NUGENT). Pursuant to House Resolu- 
tion 697 and rule XVIII, the Chair de- 
clares the House in the Committee of 
the Whole House on the state of the 
Union for the further consideration of 
the bill, H.R. 5972. 

Will the gentleman from Florida (Mr. 
WEST) kindly take the chair. 


2017 


IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly, the House resolved 
itself into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union for the 
further consideration of the bill (H.R. 
5972) making appropriations for the De- 
partments of Transportation, and 
Housing and Urban Development, and 
related agencies for the fiscal year end- 
ing September 30, 2013, and for other 
purposes, with Mr. WEST (Acting Chair) 
in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Acting CHAIR. When the Com- 
mittee of the Whole rose earlier today, 
amendment No. 11 printed in the CoN- 
GRESSIONAL RECORD offered by the gen- 
tleman from California (Mr. MCCLIN- 
TOCK) had been disposed of and the bill 
had been read through page 150, line 9. 


June 27, 2012 


AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MRS. BLACKBURN 

Mrs. BLACKBURN. Mr. Chairman, I 
have an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will re- 
port the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

At the end of the bill (before the short 
title), insert the following: 

SEC. __. Hach amount made available by 
this Act (other than an amount required to 
be made available by a provision of law) is 
hereby reduced by 1 percent. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman 
from Tennessee is recognized for 5 min- 
utes. 

Mrs. BLACKBURN. I want to begin 
by thanking the committee for its ex- 
traordinarily hard work in identifying 
ways to cut spending. 

All of us hear from our constituents. 
They want us to reduce what the Fed- 
eral Government spends, to be wise and 
proper stewards of the Federal tax- 
payer dollar. All too often, they look 
at Washington and they see a monu- 
ment to waste of the American tax- 
payer dollar. 

Mr. Chairman, for the legislation 
that is in front of us, the fiscal year 
2013 proposed funding level is $51.6 bil- 
lion, which is $1.9 billion below the 
President’s request. I think it is admi- 
rable that we have saved nearly $2 bil- 
lion below the President’s request. 
However, we know that there is much 
more work that can be done, that 
should be done, that must be done. 
Therefore, my 1 percent across-the- 
board spending reduction amendment 
will save taxpayers an additional $516 
million. 
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That is $516 million that our children 
and our grandchildren will not have to 
pay back with interest. 

I’m fully aware of the strong opposi- 
tion that many appropriators have for 
these across-the-board spending cuts. 
When I’ve offered these cuts, I have 
been told that ‘‘the cuts of this mag- 
nitude, quite honestly, go too deep.” 
I’ve also heard that these 1 percent 
spending reductions would be ‘‘very 
damaging to our national security and 
to things that are important to life and 
property.” 

However, the taxpayers are demand- 
ing that the bureaucracy do what they 
are doing and save a penny on a dollar. 
Our Governors are quite active in this 
arena. Of course, we have heard from 
former Governor Mitt Romney, Gov- 
ernor Chris Christie, Governor Rick 
Perry, Governor Mitch Daniels, Gov- 
ernor Brian Schweitzer, Governor Chris 
Gregoire, just to name a few of our 
State executives. In the chairman’s 
home State of Iowa, former Demo- 
cratic Governor Chet Culver issued a 10 
percent across-the-board spending re- 
duction. 

These across-the-board spending cuts 
are used around our country in a bipar- 
tisan fashion, and the reason they are 
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is because they work. They work. This 
is how you get results, by actually cut- 
ting into the baseline and reducing the 
outlays of government. They are effec- 
tive because they cut spending within 
each agency and force each agency to 
do a review and find the waste and find 
ways to preserve those precious dollars 
that are coming from the taxpayers. 

Admiral Mullen made the statement 
that ‘‘the greatest risk to our Nation’s 
security is our Nation’s debt.” Mr. 
Chairman, we all know that. The 
American people know this. They have 
grown ill and fatigued with what they 
see as waste of their money here in 
Washington because this government 
never satisfies its appetite for the tax- 
payers’ dollar. Because of that, because 
they think they can go to the well and 
ask for more, because they think they 
can go to the presses and print those 
dollars, they don’t do the hard work of 
prioritizing. That is what we’re to do 
here in this House. 

In that spirit of forcing the actions of 
prioritizing, forcing the actions of the 
bureaucracy, having to save one penny 
on a dollar so that our children and 
grandchildren are not paying that back 
with interest, that is the reason that I 
bring these amendments. It’s impor- 
tant because right now we’re borrowing 
40 cents of every dollar that we spend. 
We cannot afford this. It is incumbent 
upon us to make certain that we do the 
hard work, that we cut a little more, 
that we make the demands on the bu- 
reaucracy that our constituents are 
making on their businesses and on 
their family budgets. It is time for us 
to save just a penny on a dollar, make 
the cut, do it for our children and fu- 
ture generations. 

With that, I yield back the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. OLVER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Massachusetts is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. OLVER. Mr. Chairman, I strong- 
ly oppose this amendment. 

This amendment indiscriminately 
cuts programs in transportation and 
housing without any thought to the 
relevant merits of the programs con- 
tained in this bill. For instance, they 
would result in fewer air traffic con- 
trollers, fewer pipeline safety inspec- 
tors that ensure that accidents do not 
occur, fewer vouchers for homeless vet- 
erans. It would reduce salaries and ex- 
pense accounts for all the departments. 
In some of the agencies, salaries and 
expenses are almost everything in the 
agency. You would do the same thing 
for all the capital accounts, the con- 
struction accounts, since this is basi- 
cally an infrastructure bill that has a 
lot of capital expenditures. All of this 
would be done across the board. 

More generally, investments in our 
transportation and housing infrastruc- 
ture will be reduced and the associated 
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jobs will be lost. From the amendment 
itself, there will be public jobs lost. 
Also, there will be jobs lost because of 
the loss in infrastructure, which is im- 
portant to this country and very crit- 
ical. 

I want to point out that the sponsor 
of this legislation is again reneging on 
her word. She voted for last summer’s 
Budget Control Act that set this year’s 
spending limits. The Ryan budget 
broke that agreement and lowered 
spending levels. The sponsor’s amend- 
ment breaks the agreement again by 
reducing discretionary funding even 
further. 

I strongly urge Members to oppose 
this amendment, and I yield back the 
balance of my time. 

Mr. LATHAM. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the last word, please. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Iowa is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. LATHAM. Mr. Chairman, I com- 
mend the gentlewoman from Tennessee 
for her persistence and for all of 
herwork as far as trying to get a han- 
dle on the spending. 

I would just like to make a couple of 
points. 

She mentioned that we’re $2 billion 
below the President’s request. We’re 
actually almost $4 billion below last 
year’s spending in this bill. We have 
the largest decrease, percentage-wise, 
of any of the appropriation bills. We 
have worked very hard to craft a bill 
that actually enacted those types of 
spending cuts but also funded the high- 
priority items that are in this bill. It’s 
with reluctance I oppose her amend- 
ment. 

I will just say that we’re within the 
302(b) allocations that were in the 
Ryan budget. That was really the de- 
bate then as to what funding levels to 
be at. 

There are some very important infra- 
structure issues that would be harmed 
by this when we look at the highway 
trust fund funding that would be cut. 
Of course, that would also include tran- 
sit programs, veterans homeless vouch- 
ers. We have done everything we could 
to try to have a balanced bill that ac- 
tually created priorities after having 
many hearings and working through 
this bill on a line-by-line basis. I’m not 
sure that an across-the-board cut that 
cuts everything arbitrarily is the way 
to go. 

Certainly, we’re all very concerned 
about the budget, but with reluctance, 
I oppose this amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I am glad to yield 
some time to the gentlelady. 

Mrs. BLACKBURN. I thank the 
chairman for yielding, and as I said at 
the beginning, I applaud the committee 
for the good work they have done. 

I think when you’re broke, though, 
that what we have to do is say now is 
the time to make further cuts. And to 
the ranking member, it’s not indis- 
criminate. This is the way our Gov- 
ernors have found to arrive at bal- 
ancing a budget. It’s looking at every 
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agency and saying get in there, do the 
heavy lift and find this. The result we 
want is to preserve the foundation of 
this great Nation for our children and 
grandchildren. 

Are you saying that salaries and ex- 
penses are more important than the fu- 
ture of these children who are going to 
have to pay this debt back with inter- 
est, $16 trillion worth of debt and grow- 
ing, and you’ve got to pay it back? 
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My two grandchildren, my children, 
is it fair to look at them and say, 
You’re going to spend over half of what 
you earn? I know that it is tough. 

As the gentleman inferred, I’m at it 
again. Yes, you’re right, Mr. Chairman. 
I am at it again. And let me tell you 
something. I am going to be at it again 
and again and again, just as I have 
every single year that I have been a 
Member of this House because pre- 
serving the firm financial footing of 
this Nation is work, coming at it again 
and again and again until we get the 
job done. 

It has worked for our cities. It has 
worked for our counties. It has worked 
for our States. It will work for this Na- 
tion that is so richly blessed. It means 
that we have to have titanium back- 
bones to get the job done. 

I thank the chairman for yielding. 

Mr. LATHAM. I yield back the bal- 
ance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tlewoman from Tennessee (Mrs. BLACK- 
BURN). 

The question was taken; and the Act- 
ing Chair announced that the noes ap- 
peared to have it. 

Mrs. BLACKBURN. Mr. Chairman, I 
demand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro- 
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentlewoman from Tennessee will 
be postponed. 

AMENDMENT NO. 13 OFFERED BY MR. 
MCCLINTOCK 

Mr. McCLINTOCK. Mr. Chairman, I 
have an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

At the end of the bill, before the short 
title, insert the following: 

SEC. . None of the funds made avail- 
able under this Act may be used for the 
Third Street Light Rail Phase 2 Central Sub- 
way project in San Francisco, California. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from California is recognized for 5 min- 
utes. 

Mr. McCLINTOCK. Mr. Chairman, 
this amendment forbids further Fed- 
eral expenditures for the Central Sub- 
way project in San Francisco. This 
project is a 1.7-mile subway that is es- 
timated to cost $1.6 billion. And these 
cost estimates continue to rise. In fact, 
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its baseline budget has more than dou- 
bled in 9 years and shows no sign of 
slowing. The current estimate brings 
the cost to nearly $1 billion per mile. 
That’s about five times the cost per 
lane-mile of Boston’s scandalous Big 
Dig. 

Now, it was supposed to link local 
light rail and bus lines with CalTrain 
and Bay Area Rapid Transit, but it’s so 
badly designed that it bypasses 25 of 
the 30 light-rail and bus lines that it 
crosses. To add insult to insanity, it 
dismantles the seamless light rail to 
BART connection currently available 
to passengers at Market Street, requir- 
ing them, instead, to walk nearly a 
quarter mile to make the new connec- 
tion. Experts estimate it will cost com- 
muters between 5 and 10 minutes of ad- 
ditional commuting time on every seg- 
ment of the route. 

The Wall Street Journal calls it ‘‘a 
case study in government incom- 
petence and wasted taxpayer money.” 
And they’re not alone. The civil grand 
jury in San Francisco has vigorously 
recommended the project be scrapped, 
warning that maintenance costs alone 
could ultimately bankrupt San Fran- 
cisco’s Muni. The former chairman of 
the San Francisco Transportation 
Agency has called it ‘‘one of the cost- 
liest mistakes in the city’s history.” 
Even the sponsors estimate that it will 
increase ridership by less than 1 per- 
cent, and there is vigorous debate that 
this project is far too optimistic. 

I think Margaret Okuzumi, the exec- 
utive director of the Bay Rail Alliance, 
put it best when she said: 

Too many times, we’ve seen money for 
public transit used to primarily benefit peo- 
ple who would profit financially, while mak- 
ing transit less convenient for actual transit 
riders. Voters approve money for public tran- 
sit because they want transit to be more 
convenient and available. It would be tragic 
if billions of dollars were spent on something 
that made Muni more time consuming, cost- 
ly, and unable to sustain its overall transit 
service. 

Mr. Chairman, this administration is 
attempting to put Federal taxpayers— 
that’s our constituents—on the hook 
for nearly $1 billion of the cost of this 
folly through the New Starts program. 
That’s more than 60 percent of the en- 
tire project. We have already squan- 
dered $123 million on it that we don’t 
have. This amendment forbids another 
dime of our constituents’ money being 
wasted on this boondoggle. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, you may be won- 
dering, well, why should your constitu- 
ents pay nearly $1 billion for a purely 
local transportation project in San 
Francisco that is opposed by a broad 
bipartisan coalition of San Francis- 
cans, including the Sierra Club, Save 
Muni—which is a grassroots organiza- 
tion of Muni riders—the Coalition of 
San Francisco Neighborhoods, and 
three of the four local newspapers serv- 
ing San Francisco. Why, indeed. Excuse 
me, I don’t have an answer to that 
question. 
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But those who vote against this 
amendment had better have one when 
their constituents ask what in the 
world were you thinking. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. OLVER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Massachusetts is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. OLVER. Mr. Chairman, from the 
looks of it, the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia has quite a fight going on with 
the Sierra Club, with three of the four 
major newspapers—I don’t know which 
ones they are exactly. I didn’t know 
there were four major newspapers in 
San Francisco. Most places these days, 
if they have one, they’re doing very 
well—and with the State legislature in 
California as well. 

I strongly oppose this amendment. 
And, frankly, I am disappointed by 
what it represents. This project, I 
think, is a perfect—well, maybe not 
perfect—is a very good example of the 
types of infrastructure projects our 
major urban areas need to remain eco- 
nomically strong, provide job creation 
now, and critical access to jobs in the 
future. 

Six of the 50 largest metropolitan 
areas in this country—those with a 
population over 1 million—exist in the 
State of California. California also hap- 
pens to have five additional ones which 
have 500,000 to 1 million in population. 
Seven of those 11 are growing by more 
than 25 percent per year. And these are 
exactly the sort of places—all of 
them—they are places that need in- 
vestment, continued investment, and 
continued assistance from the Federal 
Government. 

They are putting a major amount of 
money into our authorization plans, 
which we extend and are still under ex- 
tension. And I think most people here 
hope and understand that we need to 
have a reauthorization sometime with- 
in the next few days, probably, and 
that the program in California is one 
that is fully authorized and ready to 
go. 

Population density in the area that 
is involved in this particular program 
is over 50,000 people per square mile. 
Ultimately, the project will tie to- 
gether one of the fastest-growing sec- 
tions of San Francisco with one of the 
densest neighborhoods in the Nation 
and will provide key regional connec- 
tions with other transit systems, in- 
cluding commuter rail and future high- 
speed rail programs. 

The project has been thoroughly re- 
viewed by the FTA and the State of 
California. Local authorities deter- 
mined that it was of high value. In ad- 
dition, the chairman included $100 mil- 
lion in the underlying bill as an ac- 
knowledgement that this project is 
moving and will improve transpor- 
tation and create construction jobs in 
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the Bay Area. The Bay Area needs con- 
struction jobs as well as we need con- 
struction jobs in every part of this Na- 
tion in order to have a robust economy. 

I have a press release, which arrived 
today, just to add to the game. The 
California Transportation Commission 
unanimously approved the commit- 
ment of $61 million in State high-speed 
rail connectivity funds for the Central 
Subway Project, this very project, this 
very day. 
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I also have here with me the editorial 
from the San Francisco Examiner—I’m 
not sure whether that’s one of your 
major newspapers in the area or not— 
in support of this program. 

I understand that the sponsor might 
not support public transportation, but 
when he singles out one project of 
many that received a high rating, it’s 
hard not to wonder if his opposition is 
not based on some kind of internal pol- 
itics and not on sound policy. 

I oppose this amendment, and I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

[From the Examiner, June 14, 2012] 


CENTRAL SUBWAY NEEDS MONEY TO FULFILL 
POTENTIAL 


It is time for everyone to get onboard with 
the Central Subway project—the largest 
Muni project in recent years. 

This week, the excavation of nearly a full 
block in San Francisco began as construc- 
tion workers started ripping up the streets 
around Fourth and Bryant. The project is for 
a launch box,” the staging ground for next 
year, when two massive hole-boring ma- 
chines will ultimately serve as the tunnel for 
the new Central Subway line. 

If you believe the naysayers, this tun- 
neling is the beginning of a train to nowhere 
or a multimillion-dollar project that utterly 
lacks funding and will result in a train line 
without riders. 

None of this is true. 

The Central Subway is the second phase of 
the T-Third Street route, a 5.1-mile light-rail 
line that has done much good by connecting 
downtown with the southeastern neighbor- 
hoods of The City. The entire project ger- 
minated from the Embarcadero Freeway 
teardown after the 1989 Loma Prieta earth- 
quake. The compromise for not rebuilding 
the freeway was to plan for this new transit 
line. 

The Central Subway project will extend 
the T-Third Street line 1.7 miles through the 
South of Market neighborhood, with stops at 
Moscone Center and Union Square, and end 
in Chinatown. The project will tie together 
one of the fastest-growing sections of The 
City with one of the densest neighborhoods 
in the nation. The ridership projections for 
the project, which opponents say are too low 
to justify the 81.6 billion cost, are for the 
small section of line itself. The opponents 
point to one number—385,000 riders in 2020. 
But the true ridership number is for the en- 
tire T-Third Street line, which is projected 
to be about 65,000 by 2030. 

It is true that the San Francisco Municipal 
Transportation Agency is moving ahead with 
this project without full federal funding. The 
work has been going on for some time, such 
as the moving of utilities that are in the way 
of tunneling. In these days of tight federal 
funding, when the present Congress is in the 
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hands of tea party ideologues who want to 
kill public works projects that aren’t car-ori- 
ented, the only way to prove a project is 
worthy of federal funding is having it shovel 
ready—or in this case, bore-ready. 

But since the SFMTA has done so much to 
prove it is fully invested in this project, we 
are confident that the subway line is going 
to be fully financed. The Federal Transit Ad- 
ministration is expected to provide the final 
$942 million by the end of the month. This 
funding will be enough to complete the tun- 
nel bore. 

The SFMTA does not exactly have a 
proactive reputation. But in this case, it 
should be applauded for continuing to push 
ahead with a major construction project, 
even if the last bit of money is not quite yet 
secured. This money has been crawling 
through the pipeline for years. 

The Central Subway line will be a major 
asset to San Francisco, and local and federal 
officials need to present a united front to fi- 
nalize the funding as soon as possible. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from California (Mr. MCCLIN- 
TOCK). 

The question was taken; and the Act- 
ing Chair announced that the ayes ap- 
peared to have it. 

Mr. OLVER. Mr. Chair, I demand a 
recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro- 
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from California will be 
postponed. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. CRAVAACK 

Mr. CRAVAACK. Mr. Chairman, I 
have an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will re- 
port the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

At the end of the bill (before the short 
title), insert the following: 

SEC. __. None of the funds made available 
by this Act may be used by the Secretary of 
Transportation to research or implement a 
distance-based fee system, commonly re- 
ferred to as Vehicle Miles Traveled, that 
would levy a fee on a vehicle user based on 
the distance traveled. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Minnesota is recognized for 5 min- 
utes. 

Mr. CRAVAACK. I rise today in sup- 
port of my amendment, which would 
prohibit the utilization of funds by the 
Secretary of Transportation to re- 
search or implement a distance-based 
fee system, commonly referred to as 
vehicle miles traveled, or VMT, that 
would levy a fee on a surface transpor- 
tation vehicle user based on the dis- 
tance traveled. 

Mr. Chair, it is no secret that our 
current highway trust fund system is 
going bankrupt. The Federal gas tax 
designed to support this fund finds 
itself increasingly unable to pay for 
better roads, bridges, and rail due to 
several factors: 

People are driving less due to a weak 
economy and high gas prices; 

The creation of more fuel-efficient 
cars allows people to fill up less fre- 
quently at the pump; 
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And let’s not forget about how Con- 
gress has been raiding the gas tax pro- 
ceeds for decades to fund alternative 
transportation activities that in no 
way help maintain and improve roads 
and bridges we drive, such as building 
bike paths and planting flowers. 

There is an important need to come 
up with new, better ideas on how to ap- 
propriately fund our highway trust 
fund system. However, I am here to tell 
you today that the concept of using a 
vehicle miles traveled fee system is not 
one of those better ideas. 

Requiring people to pay for the miles 
they travel each year is not acceptable 
on a number of levels: 

A VMT tax would be expensive to im- 
plement because every car would need 
to be fitted with a device that both 
records the miles driven and transmits 
the information to a government data- 
base. This complicated system would 
cost millions of dollars to install these 
devices in new vehicles, and it would 
cost many millions more if older vehi- 
cles and motorcycles are expected to be 
retrofitted with these devices; 

The cost required to administer this 
taxation is expensive and inefficient, 
especially compared to the Federal gas 
tax, which provides an inexpensive 
form of taxation that is collected di- 
rectly from refineries and importers; 

Further, the requirement of an elec- 
tronic mileage-tracking device to be 
installed in all cars also poses a signifi- 
cant privacy concern and a severe 
threat to our private information 
should one of these systems be hacked 
or corrupted. The potential for privacy 
abuse is a hazard waiting to happen. 
Government databases have already 
been compromised in the past, and this 
government system would be no excep- 
tion; 

Finally, the VMT tax would impose a 
“regressive tax” that would hit con- 
stituents in rural districts like Min- 
nesota’s Highth Congressional District, 
the district that I represent, harder 
than any others. My constituents often 
have to drive many miles more than 
urban counterparts to perform the 
same daily tasks, like going to work, 
grocery shopping, dropping the kids off 
at school, and making deliveries for 
their small businesses. My constituents 
are already struggling to make ends 
meet with the current gas prices. Pe- 
nalizing them for nothing more than 
living in a rural area will put them 
over the edge. 

In sum, the VMT tax would produce a 
strongly negative reaction from the 
public—and for good reason. Americans 
don’t like paying for the gas tax, and 
they are sure going to be even more un- 
happy about having to deal with an ad- 
ministrative and privacy nightmare 
that VMT promises. Therefore, I urge 
my colleagues to join me in support of 
my amendment, which would prevent 
the Secretary of Transportation from 
using funds to research or implement 
this harmful fee. 
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I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. LATHAM. I move to strike the 
last word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Iowa is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. LATHAM. I would like to join 
with the gentleman here in support of 
this amendment. I would like to make 
a couple of points. 

If you represent a rural district, this 
is an enormous issue. Oftentimes, on 
average, jobs will pay less in urban 
areas to begin with. On average, a lot 
of these folks have to drive long dis- 
tances to work. We’ve got people in my 
district today that drive 50 and 60 
miles one way to their job every day, 
and this would be an enormous hard- 
ship on these folks. 

I would also add that the Secretary 
of Transportation and the administra- 
tion, 2 years ago when we were trying 
to get a highway bill done, the admin- 
istration took this off the table. They 
said, We’re not going to do this. And so 
I don’t see why the Secretary would 
need to do research or any kind of 
means of implementation if, in fact, 
they so strongly oppose this type of 
taxation. 

So for several different reasons, I 
commend this gentleman on this 
amendment and rise in its support. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. OLVER. I rise in opposition to 
the amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Massachusetts is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. OLVER. I oppose this amend- 
ment strongly, but not because I like a 
VMT, particularly, and not that I do 
not understand that in rural areas this 
can be very burdensome. However, we 
have to have additional revenue. The 
reason our infrastructure is in decline 
is simple: We’re simply not raising 
enough revenue. 

We haven’t decided how to raise rev- 
enue to fund our infrastructure needs. 
Yet we have report after report from 
the American Society of Civil Engi- 
neers with an infrastructure report 
card that gives us a D, estimating that 
more than $2 trillion in investment is 
needed in our system, a gap of at least 
$27 billion each year, from the DOT’s 
own most recent conditions and per- 
formance report. There is a $27 billion 
per year gap just to maintain the cur- 
rent system of highways and bridges in 
a state of good repair. 
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The gas tax has not been raised since 
1993. The total amount of revenue that 
was raised 10 years ago is only a couple 
of billion dollars lower than it is now 
10-11 years later. We know that the ve- 
hicles that are being produced now, 
correctly, and we must do this, are 
more efficient than they were earlier 
and so gasoline tax doesn’t bring in as 
much money. That’s fine, but you still 
have to have the revenue to build a 
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transportation infrastructure program 
that is going to be good that will keep 
the economy of the country strong. 
Every good and every product of this 
country has to move along an efficient 
transportation system covering all of 
our modes of transportation and has to 
be kept up, in good repair. 

And for the major population growth 
which continues at 10 percent every 
decade with all these major metropoli- 
tan areas going up and up and up in 
population, you have to have a lot of 
new infrastructure built and you have 
to maintain the old infrastructure in 
the older communities or everybody is 
going to be behind. Even the rural 
areas, even though many of them, and 
in the gentleman’s poor part of the 
country, there are States where more 
than half, several States, at least 10 
States that have more than half of all 
of their counties losing population. But 
to allow the infrastructure, the high- 
way system to fall apart in those 
places, means you doom those areas to 
an economic future which is going to 
be very bleak, indeed. 

So the amendment, it’s unfortunate 
because we are probably going to have 
to use different kinds of money-raising 
mechanisms in different parts of the 
country. This one makes it not possible 
for the administration to even think 
about using the vehicle miles tax even 
in the urban, major urban areas of the 
country. 

In any case, I oppose the amendment. 
I know quite well what the result of 
my opposition is going to be, but I 
think ultimately, we somehow have to 
gain the courage and the will to raise 
the revenue that is necessary in order 
to keep our economy strong. 

The transportation system in its to- 
tality represents close to 25 percent of 
the whole economy in this country. 
You cannot have a viable, robust econ- 
omy with the jobs that we need if we 
do not figure out how to do what’s 
needed in all parts of the country. So I 
oppose the amendment. 

Mr. LATHAM. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. OLVER. I yield to the gentleman 
from Iowa. 

Mr. LATHAM. And I appreciate what 
the gentleman, my good friend from 
Massachusetts, is talking about. I 
think you clearly remember the testi- 
mony from Secretary LaHood before 
the subcommittee. 

The Acting CHAIR. The time of the 
gentleman has expired. 

Mr. GRIFFITH of Virginia. Mr. 
Chairman, I move to strike the last 
word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. GRIFFITH of Virginia. I yield to 
Chairman LATHAM. 

Mr. LATHAM. I thank the gentleman 
very much. I just want to talk about 
the subject that the gentleman from 
Massachusetts brought up. 
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The Secretary of Transportation 
came before the subcommittee. We 
were talking about the difficulty we 
were having as far as trying to write an 
appropriation bill with no new author- 
ization. The Secretary on several dif- 
ferent occasions said he would not en- 
tertain and they would strongly oppose 
both an increase in the gas tax and ve- 
hicle miles driven, and I’m sure that 
the gentleman from Massachusetts re- 
members that testimony very clearly. 

I would just suggest that maybe 
someone should talk to the administra- 
tion about finding sources for funding 
because the Secretary has taken every 
possibility off of the table to fund a 
new highway bill. And now we’re ap- 
parently looking at a reauthorization 
that’s finding other unique ways of 
funding rather than user fees or gas tax 
or miles driven or registration fees, 
whatever, they have taken off the 
table. So I would suggest the gen- 
tleman from Massachusetts would 
maybe visit with Mr. LaHood at the 
Transportation Department. 

Mr. OLVER. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. GRIFFITH of Virginia. I yield to 
the gentleman from Massachusetts. 

Mr. OLVER. I would like to continue 
this conversation for another moment 
or two, and that will save me time 
rather than having to figure out how to 
get my own time, Mr. Chairman. Some- 
where along the way, it will come back 
to me. But in the midst of the discus- 
sion, I’m not likely to come up with it 
very easily. 

In any case, I recognize exactly what 
the chairman of the committee is say- 
ing. It will be interesting to see what 
the authorizers come up with. I hope 
you had some ideas as to what they are 
going to do because the position that I 
am taking of the need for the infra- 
structure development in this country, 
both state of good repair, just repairing 
it, keeping it going, and then the addi- 
tional infrastructure that is needed be- 
cause of growth of populations, that is 
there and we must solve the problem. 
And it’s not just the executive’s prob- 
lem, it’s not just our problem, it’s a 
problem for all of us, and this takes 
one piece, one possible piece out of the 
mix that could be part of the mix, sim- 
ply takes it off the table, and that I ob- 
ject to. AS somebody that is not going 
to be here next year when you may 
have to come up with a solution, I ob- 
ject to that being taken off the table. I 
oppose the amendment. 

Mr. CRAVAACK. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. GRIFFITH of Virginia. I yield to 
the gentleman from Minnesota. 

Mr. CRAVAACK. I thank the gen- 
tleman for yielding. 

Sir, I can give you my commitment 
that I believe in a robust transpor- 
tation system within the United 
States. We need it for economy and 
commerce, we understand that. But 
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definitely, the VMT is a toxic part of 
this puzzle that we just can’t use. I 
look forward to finding other alter- 
natives to be able to fund the robust 
transportation system that I believe 
the United States needs. I thank the 
gentleman very much for his com- 
ments. 

Mr. GRIFFITH of Virginia. I yield 
back the balance of my time, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr. OLVER. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the last word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Massachusetts is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. OLVER. I will be brief. I wish the 
gentleman from Minnesota great luck 
in solving this one. I am so happy for 
the people on that side of the aisle who 
must be just ecstatic—ecstatic—that 
they have a President who will take all 
of these things off the table. But what 
are you going to do when you have to 
have jobs and a robust economy in this 
largest economy in the world? 

Mr. LATHAM. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. OLVER. I yield to my chairman. 

Mr. LATHAM. You will remember 
also, during the hearings with the Sec- 
retary, I asked that very question of 
the Secretary. You’re taking gas tax, 
vehicle miles traveled off the table, 
let’s find a way to do this. 

He said: Well, we need to sit down at 
the table and discuss this. 

I said: Mr. Secretary, you’re at a 
table. I'll be glad to come around and 
sit with you, and we’ll discuss it. You 
come up with some ideas. And he came 
up with zero ideas, if you’ll remember 
that. 

Mr. OLVER. Reclaiming my time, at 
my age, I can’t remember what hap- 
pened several days ago, and that is 
quite some time ago. But, you know, it 
will slowly come back. Eventually, it 
slowly comes back. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 


tleman from Minnesota (Mr. 
CRAVAACK). 
The amendment was agreed to. 
2100 


AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. CRAVAACK 

Mr. CRAVAACK. Mr. Chairman, I 
have an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will re- 
port the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

At the end of the bill (before the short 
title), insert the following: 

SEC. _. None of the funds made available 
by this Act may be used in furtherance of 
the implementation of the European Union 
greenhouse gas emissions trading scheme for 
aviation activities established by European 
Union Directive 2008/101/EC. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Minnesota is recognized for 5 min- 
utes. 

Mr. CRAVAACK. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in strong support of this bipartisan 
amendment. 
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This amendment is a simple one. It 
prohibits the use of taxpayer funds in 
furtherance of the implementation of 
the European Union’s Emissions Trad- 
ing Scheme. 

Starting in January, the European 
Union began to unilaterally apply the 
Emissions Trading Scheme, ETS, to 
civil aviation operators landing or de- 
parting from one of the EU member 
states. 

Under the Emissions Trading 
Scheme, EU member states will require 
international carriers and operators to 
pay emission allowances—and in some 
cases penalties—for carbon emissions 
resulting from their operations. The 
EU’s Emissions Trading Scheme will 
apply to the entire length of the flight, 
including those flights outside the Eu- 
ropean airspace. 

For instance, for a flight leaving Los 
Angeles for London, taxes would be lev- 
ied not only for the portion of the 
flight over the United Kingdom, but 
also for portions of the flight over the 
United States and international 
waters. 

Despite serious legal issues and ob- 
jections by a majority of the inter- 
national community, including the 
United States, India, Russia, China, 
and the International Civil Aviation 
Organization, the EU is pressing ahead 
with its plans. Russia, China, and India 
are taking very clear actions in opposi- 
tion of EU’s emission scheme. China 
and India have directed their air car- 
riers not to comply with the EU’s ETS 
requirements. China has delayed Air- 
bus orders, India is threatening in-kind 
retaliation, and Russia is threatening 
to deny airspace access to European air 
carriers. 

The European Union’s unilateral ap- 
plication of the Emissions Trading 
Scheme onto U.S. operators without 
the consent of the United States Gov- 
ernment raises significant legal con- 
cerns under international law, includ- 
ing violations of the Chicago Conven- 
tion and the U.S.-EU Air Transport 
Agreement. 

The Emissions Trading Scheme will 
actually harm efforts to reduce global 
aviation emissions. By taking money 
away from the airline industry that 
would otherwise be invested in 
NextGen technologies and the purchase 
of new aircraft—two proven methods 
for improving environmental perform- 
ance—the EU is siphoning scarce 
money to be used as each member state 
sees fit. 

A better approach to address avia- 
tion’s impact on global emissions is to 
work with the international civil avia- 
tion community through the U.N. 
International Civil Aviation Organiza- 
tion, ICAO, to establish consensus-driv- 
en initiatives to reduce emissions. 
However, because the EU has made no 
effort to delay or retract the illegal 
Emissions Trading Scheme, this 
amendment is necessary to ensure that 


10167 


American taxpayer dollars will not be 
used to further the Europeans’ unilat- 
eral and questionable scheme. 

Last October, the House passed H.R. 
2954, which directs the Secretary of 
Transportation to prohibit U.S. car- 
riers from participating in the Euro- 
peans’ illegal scheme. A companion bill 
has been introduced in the Senate. It is 
my hope that the Senate will move 
quickly towards its passage. That leg- 
islation, along with this amendment to 
the Transportation appropriations for 
fiscal year 2018, will send a very strong 
message to our European friends that 
an illegal and unilateral action to ad- 
dress aviation emissions is not the 
proper course of action to deal with 
this issue. This must be a consensus- 
driven solution, not an international 
mandate. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. LATHAM. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the last word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Iowa is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. LATHAM. I thank the distin- 
guished gentleman, the Chairman, for 
the time, and let me just rise in strong 
support of this amendment. 

This, I think, is one of the most out- 
rageous, offensive taxes that I’ve ever 
heard of. The idea of taxing U.S. trav- 
elers from any point in the United 
States just because they’re traveling to 
a destination in Europe is simply out- 
rageous. It’s going to be devastating to 
U.S. carriers, and it’s something that 
we have got to put a stop to. 

Like the gentleman talked about the 
international community’s strong op- 
position, I think on a bipartisan basis 
everyone is opposed to this. It is, 
again, a far overreach. It is something 
that is unnecessary. It is simply wrong. 

I really appreciate the gentleman’s 
work on this to have this amendment 
brought forward as at least a first step 
in stopping this very, very, I think, 
egregious new tax. 

With that, I yield back the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. OLVER. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the last word 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Massachusetts is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. OLVER. Mr. Chairman, the Euro- 
pean Union has implemented an emis- 
sions trading regimen as a means of re- 
ducing greenhouse gas emissions 20 
percent below 1990 levels. They are not 
succeeding very much. They are put- 
ting in a fairly hard effort to do that, 
but the greenhouse gas emissions con- 
tinue to go up. The CO, percentage in 
the atmosphere is now, in the year 2012, 
about 50 percent higher than it has 
been at any time in the last 500,000 
years and going up, continuing to go 
up. But we’re not going to settle cli- 
mate change issues tonight. 

I understand that this amendment 
will be adopted, but the effort is going 
to have to eventually go on to deal 
with our climate change. 
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I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. PETRI. Mr. Chair, | am pleased to sup- 
port this amendment which would simply pro- 
hibit the use of any of the funds provided in 
the bill from being used to further the imple- 
mentation of the illegal European Union’s 
Emissions Trading Scheme (EU ETS). 

The EU ETS has been a source of great 
concern of the Aviation Subcommittee, this 
House, the Administration, and the aviation 
community. The U.S. is joined in its opposition 
to the EU ETS by countries around the world. 

Under the ETS, EU Member States will re- 
quire international air carriers to pay emissions 
allowances, and perhaps penalties, for carbon 
emissions. A major objection is that the Emis- 
sions Scheme will apply to the entire length of 
the flight—including flight outside the Euro- 
pean airspace. 

The EU has no jurisdiction over airspace 
outside its boundaries and no legal basis to 
impose this Scheme on our air carriers. The 
unilateral application of ETS to our carriers in 
this way without our consent is a violation of 
international law—including the Chicago Con- 
vention and the U.S.—EU Air Transport Agree- 
ment. 

There are other more productive ways to 
address the issue of carbon emissions, and 
the U.S. stands ready to work with our world 
partners through the International Civil Avia- 
tion Organization to do so—that is how you re- 
solve global aviation issues. 

Last year, this House passed H.R. 2954 
which would direct the Secretary of Transpor- 
tation to prohibit U.S. carriers from partici- 
pating in this illegal Scheme. The Senate 
Commerce Committee held a hearing recently 
on a companion bill that has been introduced 
in the Senate. 

This amendment is in line with the actions 
that the House has taken previously and reit- 
erates the message that we will not stand for 
this unilateral, illegal scheme to be perpetrated 
against our carriers. 

| urge Members to take a stand against this 
power grab and support this amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. 
CRAVAACK). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. PRICE OF 
GEORGIA 

Mr. PRICE of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, 
I have an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will re- 
port the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

At the end of the bill (before the short 
title), insert the following: 

SEC. _. None of the amounts made avail- 
able by this Act may be used by the Pipeline 
and Hazardous Materials Safety Administra- 
tion to require the placement of line mark- 
ers under section 195.410(a)(1) of title 49, Code 
of Federal Regulations, other than at public 
road crossings and railroad crossings. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. PRICE of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, 
we've all heard about many regulations 
that come from this town that seem to 
be ridiculous; sometimes they’re innoc- 
uous, sometimes they’re even humor- 
ous. These are regulations oftentimes 
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that don’t help anybody at all. Some- 
times, however, they harm real peo- 
ple’s lives and their homes and their 
businesses. 

Last year, Mr. Chairman, along a 
half-mile stretch of Remington Road in 
Chamblee, Georgia, Plantation and Co- 
lonial Pipelines, under a requirement 
from the Pipeline and Hazardous Mate- 
rials Administration, was forced to 
place 17 new hazard markers on the 
front lawns of homes—in a subdivision. 
That brought the total number of haz- 
ard markers to 47-47 within a half-mile 
stretch, a half-mile stretch of road in a 
residential subdivision where there’s 
no new construction and the pipeline 
has been there for decades. You talk 
about ridiculous. 

The regulation states: 

Markers must be located at each public 
road crossing, at each railroad crossing, and 
in sufficient number along the remainder of 
each buried line so that its location is accu- 
rately known. 

Now, though this particular regula- 
tion hasn’t changed for many years, its 
interpretation clearly has. So, last 
month, my office sent a letter to the 
Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Ad- 
ministration for clarification, and in 
response they said: 

While the regulations specify the min- 
imum requirements for line markers, they do 
not specify a maximum number of line 
markers. A pipeline operator is allowed to 
exceed the minimum regulatory require- 
ments. 

Well, Mr. Chairman, they certainly 
have exceeded the minimum number of 
markers. Look at this front lawn here, 
five or six markers in the front lawn of 
a residential area. Now, clearly this is 
absurd. I’m certain there are other 
communities across this great country 
that are similarly affected by an over- 
zealous regulator. This doesn’t help a 
soul, but what it does is likely depress 
property values at a very challenging 
time for homeowners. So let’s put some 
common sense back in government. 

This amendment that I have offered 
today is designed to stop the Pipeline 
and Hazardous Materials Administra- 
tion from broadly interpreting these 
regulations in the future by ensuring 
that no funds from the bill shall be 
used to require the placement of line 
markers other than at public road 
crossings and railroad crossings. 

Now, we have struggled to find the 
right avenue to address this issue, and 
hopefully we will be able to get the at- 
tention of these wonderful folks and 
bring some sense to all of this. And 
though not possible to have this 
amendment brought to conclusion on 
this legislation, I do know that the 
chairman is as interested as I am in 
ending the overbearing regulatory 
scheme that seems to have overtaken 
every single department in this town. 
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If the chairman would be desirous, I 
would be happy to yield to him for a 
comment. 
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Mr. LATHAM. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Obviously, we all want pipeline safe- 
ty. That is the number one issue, but 
what you’re talking about here is truly 
beyond the pale as far as any kind of 
common sense. We’ve got to find a bal- 
ance, like you’ve talked about. The 
overreach that we’re seeing in so many 
areas of the Federal Government 
causes things like this that are just 
simply nonsensical. 

I appreciate the gentleman for bring- 
ing the issue forward and would want 
to work with him in the future to find 
a resolution to your concerns. 

Mr. PRICE of Georgia. I thank the 
chairman, and I appreciate that. 

Again, this is simply ridiculous. If 
that’s your front lawn, Mr. Chairman, 
that’s the last place that you want to 
see those signs in your neighborhood 
and in your residential area. 

So I appreciate the opportunity to 
bring this amendment. I ask unani- 
mous consent to withdraw the amend- 
ment. 

The Acting CHAIR. Without objec- 
tion, the amendment is withdrawn. 

There was no objection. 

AMENDMENT NO. 8 OFFERED BY MR. POSEY 

Mr. POSEY. Mr. Chairman, I have an 
amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

At the end of the bill before the short title, 
insert the following: 

SEC. . None of the funds made avail- 
able in this Act may be used for the inter- 
national highway technology scanning pro- 
gram, a program within the international 
highway transportation outreach program 
under section 506 of title 28, United States 
Code. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Florida recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. POSEY. Mr. Chairman, my 
amendment is very simple. It prohibits 
taxpayer dollars from being used for 
the Department of Transportation’s 
International Highway Technology 
Scanning Program. According to the 
Department of Transportation, this 
program enables the Department’s offi- 
cials to access innovative technologies 
and practices in other countries that 
could significantly improve our Na- 
tion’s highways. 

I, and most taxpayers, really don’t 
have any problem with that. If some- 
one else has a good idea, we can and we 
should learn from that. But most tax- 
payers were outraged when ABC News 
and Citizens Against Government 
Waste highlighted that this program 
was bankrolling globe-trotting junkets 
across the world. 

One such trip featured a 17-day or- 
deal to Australia, Sweden, the Nether- 
lands, and Great Britain to look at bill- 
boards, all the while, racking up tax- 
payer bills at five-star hotels and res- 
taurants. Among the important re- 
search conducted by the team was a 
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trip to Scotland to evaluate ‘‘road fur- 
niture along rural roads.” And in the 
Netherlands they took a serious look 
at ‘‘examples of outdoor advertising.” 

When the Federal Government is up 
to its neck in debt, such expenditures 
truly are an abuse of the taxpayers. As 
a result, Citizens Against Government 
Waste was able to apply enough pres- 
sure to the agency to suspend the $1.2 
million annual program. We’re not 
really sure what ‘‘suspend’’ means, if 
it’s for a day, a week, or a month. 

ABC News reported that upwards of 
$12 million has been spent on the pro- 
gram since the year 2000. I see the sus- 
pension of the program by Transpor- 
tation Secretary LaHood as a really 
good start, but there is still no guar- 
antee that such waste will not resume, 
as nothing in law would prevent the 
program from being resurrected in the 
future. This amendment, very simply, 
will ensure that the program will not 
come back to life during the fiscal year 
2013. 

Mr. Chairman, Washington is ap- 
proaching another trillion-plus deficit. 
We simply cannot afford five-star jun- 
kets. 

I urge support of the amendment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. LATHAM. I move to strike the 
last word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Iowa is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. LATHAM. I rise in support of 
this amendment. 

I appreciate very much the gen- 
tleman from Florida bringing this issue 
to the attention of the House and, 
again, very strongly support his pro- 
posal to do away with this wasteful 
spending. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Florida (Mr. POSEY). 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Ms. RICHARDSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman 
from California is recognized for 5 min- 
utes. 

Ms. RICHARDSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise today in opposition to a possible 
attempt for a Member to bring forward 
an amendment which would prohibit 
any funds in H.R. 5972 from being used 
towards the California High-Speed Rail 
Project. 

As a member of the House Committee 
on Transportation and Infrastructure 
and a cochair of the California High- 
Speed Rail Congressional Caucus, this 
project is a priority of my State and 
the voters who agreed to move our 
State into the 21st century and to be 
able to be competitive globally. 

Our Nation’s ability to move goods 
and people is essential to develop and 
maintain a strong economy, and this 
project is critical to meeting the 
State’s growing transportation needs. 
In fact, traffic congestion in California 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE, Vol. 158, Pt. 7 


is increasing by 10 percent each year, 
and it’s estimated that the State’s air- 
ports will reach capacity by 2030. As 
California’s population continues to 
boom, we must invest in alternative 
systems that will remedy this constant 
congestion and will help to protect the 
health and environment of local com- 
munities. 

Now, as a member of the Transpor- 
tation Committee, I happened to have 
the opportunity to participate with 
Chairman MICA when we went to the 
Central Valley to talk about the possi- 
bility of moving forward on high-speed 
rail. And admittedly, there were some 
concerns that were brought forward, 
but there were far more supporters who 
wanted to see high-speed rail move for- 
ward than those who were opposed. 

And again, I want to stress that the 
voters in California took it upon them- 
selves to tax themselves as an inde- 
pendent State body, to tax themselves 
to move forward on high-speed rail. So 
who are we, or the Federal Govern- 
ment, to prohibit providing funds that 
might match to enable that project to 
move forward? 

Also, given the inherent speed limita- 
tions in the Northeast corridor, it 
seems to me that it would be ill-ad- 
vised to deny California—and this 
country, more importantly—the effi- 
cient transportation options that many 
of us so richly need, especially knowing 
that California is one of the most trav- 
eled areas in this country. 

As a result, even the earliest invest- 
ments would be helpful before this 
project is completed. Now is the time 
to make smart and long-sighted invest- 
ments for alternatives to congested 
highways and, simultaneously, to cre- 
ate jobs. 

Mr. Chairman, we have before us an 
opportunity to support American 
workers for today by putting America 
on the road to recovery while, more 
importantly, developing a world-class 
rail system that we could compete with 
our competitors like China. Proper 
funding for the California High-Speed 
Rail project is a necessity for the suc- 
cess of California and the success of the 
United States. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. GRIFFITH OF 
VIRGINIA 

Mr. GRIFFITH of Virginia. Mr. 
Chairman, I have an amendment at the 
desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will re- 
port the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

At the end of the bill (before the short 
title), insert the following: 

SEC. _. None of the funds made available 
in this Act may be used for any new grant 
under the livable communities program of 
the Department of Transportation or the 
sustainable communities program of the De- 
partment of Housing and Urban Development 
or to implement any transfer of funds for 
any such new grant. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 
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Mr. GRIFFITH of Virginia. Mr. 
Chairman, today I rise to offer an 
amendment that would prohibit the 
Department of Transportation and the 
Department of Housing and Urban De- 
velopment from issuing any new liv- 
able or sustainable community grants. 
While the Appropriations Committee 
did not include any new funds for these 
grants, my amendment goes a step fur- 
ther to ensure that neither the Depart- 
ment of Transportation nor the Hous- 
ing Secretary can attempt to transfer 
any of their Department’s discre- 
tionary funding. 

In 2009, under the direction of Presi- 
dent Obama, EPA, Department of 
Transportation, and HUD began the 
Partnership for Sustainable Commu- 
nities, a joint venture to provide mil- 
lions of dollars to local communities to 
entice them to buy into the President’s 
sustainable development agenda. 

Over 2010 and 2011, DOT and HUD 
awarded approximately $96 million in 
grant funding for sustainable and liv- 
able community initiatives; however, 
these programs were never authorized 
by Congress. In fact, the Financial 
Services Committee, who has authority 
over HUD programs, said that the: 

Sustainable Communities Initiative, which 
has yet to be authorized by the Committee, 
should not be funded at the expense of other 
critical affordable housing programs. 

This opinion of the sustainable com- 
munities program by the Financial 
Services Committee, was bipartisan 
and unanimous. 

Last year, thankfully, no new fund- 
ing was provided for sustainable com- 
munity grants, but the conference 
committee reminded the Secretary 
that these efforts were eligible activi- 
ties under other programs, meaning 
funding for the sustainable community 
grants could have been obtained by 
shifting funding. This amendment 
would prevent that shifting. 

I do not believe the Federal Govern- 
ment should be enticing our local and 
State governments with this money to 
get them to buy into the President’s 
sustainable development agenda that 
cedes some local or State authority to 
Federal or international bureaucracies 
and governing boards. 
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I commend the Appropriations Com- 
mittee for not giving any new funds to 
these unauthorized grants. This 
amendment makes it clear that these 
activities should not be continued at 
DOT or at HUD under any cir- 
cumstances. 

As Robert Frost wrote, ‘‘Good fences 
make good neighbors.” 

This amendment will put up a fence 
to prevent shifting funding to a pro- 
gram this Congress has not approved, 
and it sends a message that our various 
States and local communities should 
be in control of their housing, trans- 
portation and zoning policies. 
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I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. LATHAM. I move to strike the 
last word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Iowa is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. LATHAM. I rise in strong sup- 
port of this amendment. 

Let me just say that this has been a 
subject of great discussion with the 
ranking member and me over time. I 
hope the people of the House under- 
stand and the American people under- 
stand what an outright waste of money 
these projects have oftentimes become. 

Everybody here is talking about our 
needing more money for infrastructure, 
transportation; let’s get the trust fund 
built up; we’re trying to find new ways 
of funding. I hope everyone under- 
stands that, 2 years ago, before we got 
control of this committee, they took 
$150 million out of the highway trust 
fund to pay for sustainability projects 
and grants. 

That’s rather interesting. 

When it’s an unauthorized program, 
no one even has a definition of what a 
“sustainable community” is. There is 
no definition of where this money 
could go. This is $150 million, and peo- 
ple talk about all their projects at 
home—of their highways in disrepair, 
of the bridges falling down—and we’re 
spending $150 million out of that trust 
fund for things that aren’t even defined 
and that are not authorized. 

Mr. Chairman, it is outrageous. 

I just spoke with the Secretary of 
HUD a few weeks ago on this issue be- 
cause I have zeroed it out in this bill. 
There is no money for sustainable com- 
munities, whatever that is. Do you 
know the example the Secretary gave 
me of a good project? It would be to 
take millions of dollars from the Fed- 
eral Government and give it to the 
area in North Dakota where they’re 
having the expansion of the oil boom. 

The State of North Dakota has bil- 
lions of dollars in surplus. It has more 
money than it knows what to do with. 
Yet the Secretary says we should take 
sustainable community dollars from 
the Federal Government, of which 
we’re borrowing 40 cents on the dollar 
from China, and give it to North Da- 
kota to find out where it should put up 
its buildings in the oil boom area. I’m 
sorry, but I think they can afford to do 
that themselves. 

So I would very strongly support the 
gentleman’s amendment. Again, this is 
money that is coming out of the trust 
fund. Everybody here talks about roads 
in disrepair, bridges falling down, all 
that we need to do in the way of help 
for infrastructure, for jobs—and we’re 
giving it to places like North Dakota. 
I’m sorry, but this is a waste of money, 
ill-defined, unauthorized. I very strong- 
ly support the gentleman’s amend- 
ment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. OLVER. I move to strike the last 
word. 
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The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Massachusetts is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. OLVER. Again, I understand my 
very limited position here on this one, 
but I do rise in opposition to the 
amendment. 

I am a strong supporter of the Sus- 
tainable Communities Program, and I 
am disappointed that there is no fund- 
ing in this bill for sustainable commu- 
nities. I have heard complaints that 
the Sustainable Communities Program 
isn’t authorized. Well, neither is the 
CDBG program authorized, yet we in- 
clude funding for that program in the 
bill and have for many years. It has not 
been individually authorized in quite 
some period of time. 

The program actually has some good 
purposes. It integrates Federal, State 
and local investment activity in hous- 
ing, land use, economic and workforce 
development, and transportation. At a 
time when we’re under budget con- 
straints, it’s fairly important, if not 
critical, that the support for regional 
and local planning is available to help 
localities invest limited resources stra- 
tegically in order to achieve the great- 
est short- and long-term benefits for 
citizens. 

In the first 2 years, which is the 2 
years that the program has been used— 
and it is a pilot program, basically, a 
demonstration program—it has been 
used in both urban and rural areas and 
in areas that are a little more than a 
city or a metropolitan area or that are 
a small group of counties up to a 
broader group that might cross State 
lines, where there are interests across 
those State lines and where the people 
have wanted to do it. 

It was always one purely of applica- 
tions from groups of people at the local 
level as well as from organizations at 
the local and regional levels that would 
put forward proposals to do that kind 
of integration and joint planning with 
the Federal Government, the State 
governments, and the local govern- 
ments as to how they wanted to see 
their areas grow. 

So I think it is an activity that we 
ought to have some opportunity for, 
but I know that that’s not going to 
happen tonight. I simply regret that 
that is the way things are. I do oppose 
the amendment, but know that it will 
be adopted. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Virginia (Mr. GRIFFITH). 

The amendment was agreed to. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. FLORES 

Mr. FLORES. Mr. Chairman, I have 
an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will re- 
port the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

At the end of the bill (before the short 
title), add the following new section: 

SEC. _. None of the funds made available 
by this Act may be used to enforce section 
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526 of the Energy Independence and Security 
Act of 2007 (Public Law 110-140; 42 U.S.C. 
17142). 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Texas is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. FLORES. I rise to offer an 
amendment which addresses another 
misguided and restrictive Federal regu- 
lation. 

Section 526 of the Energy Independ- 
ence and Security Act prevents Federal 
agencies from entering into contracts 
for the procurement of fuels unless 
their life cycles of greenhouse gas 
emissions are less than or equal to 
emissions from an equivalent conven- 
tional fuel produced from conventional 
petroleum sources. In summary, my 
amendment would stop the government 
from enforcing this ban on all Federal 
agencies funded by the Transportation, 
Housing and Urban Development ap- 
propriations bill. 

The initial purpose of section 526 was 
to stop the Defense Department’s plans 
to buy and develop coal-based and/or 
coal-to-liquids jet fuel. This restriction 
was based on the opinion of some envi- 
ronmentalists that coal-based jet fuel 
might produce more greenhouse gas 
emissions than traditional petroleum- 
derived fuels. 

Unfortunately, the ban on the fuel 
choices of section 526 has been ex- 
panded to include all Federal agencies, 
not just the Defense Department. This 
is why I am offering this amendment to 
the Transportation, Housing and Urban 
Development appropriations bill. 

Federal agencies should not be bur- 
dened with wasting their time in 
studying fuel restrictions when there is 
a simple fix. That fix is to not restrict 
our fuel choices based on extreme envi- 
ronmental views, bad policies and mis- 
guided regulations like those in section 
526. Placing limits on Federal agencies’ 
fuel choices is an unacceptable prece- 
dent to set in regard to America’s en- 
ergy independence and our national se- 
curity. 

Mr. Chairman, section 526 restric- 
tions make our Nation more dependent 
on Middle Eastern oil. Stopping the im- 
pact of section 526 will help us to pro- 
mote American energy, to improve the 
American economy, and to create 
American jobs. In addition, we must 
ensure that our military has adequate 
fuel resources so that it can rely on do- 
mestic and more stable sources of fuel. 

With the increasing competition for 
energy and fuel resources and with the 
continued volatility and instability in 
the Middle East, it is now more impor- 
tant than ever for our country to be- 
come more energy independent and to 
develop and produce all of our domestic 
energy resources. 
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Mr. Chairman, in some circles there 
is a misconception that my amendment 
somehow prevents the Federal Govern- 
ment and our military from being able 
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to procure and use alternative fuels 
such as biofuels. Mr. Chairman, this 
viewpoint is categorically false. All my 
amendment does is allow the Federal 
purchasers of fuels, particularly our 
military, to be able to acquire the fuels 
that best and most efficiently meet 
their needs. 

I offered a similar amendment to the 
CJS appropriations bill, and it passed 
with bipartisan support. My identical 
amendments to the three other FY13 
appropriations bills also passed by 
voice vote. My friend, Mr. CONAWAY, 
also had language added to the Defense 
authorization bill to exempt the De- 
fense Department from this burden- 
some regulation. 

Let’s summarize the problems with 
section 526. Number one, it increases 
our reliance on Middle Eastern oil. 
Number two, it hurts our military 
readiness, our national security, and 
our energy security. Number three, it 
also prevents the potential increased 
uses of some sources of safe, clean, and 
efficient American oil and gas. Number 
four, it hurts American jobs and the 
American economy. And five, last but 
not least, it costs our taxpayers more 
of their hard-earned dollars. 

My amendment fixes these problems, 
and I urge my colleagues to support 


the passage of this commonsense 
amendment. 

With that, I yield back the balance of 
my time. 


Mr. LATHAM. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the last word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Iowa is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. LATHAM. I thank the gen- 
tleman, and I rise in support of this 
amendment. 

With that, I yield back the balance of 
my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Texas (Mr. FLORES). 

The amendment was agreed to. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BURGESS 

Mr. BURGESS. Mr. Chairman, I have 
an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will re- 
port the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

At the end of the bill before the short title, 
insert the following: 

SEC. _. None of the funds made available 
in this Act may be used by the Secretary of 
Transportation to authorize a person— 

(1) to operate an unmanned aircraft system 
in the national airspace system for the pur- 
pose, in whole or in part, of using the un- 
manned aircraft system as a weapon or to 
deliver a weapon against a person or prop- 
erty; or 

(2) to manufacture, sell, or distribute an 
unmanned aircraft system, or a component 
thereof, for use in the national airspace sys- 
tem as a weapon or to deliver a weapon 
against a person or property. 

Mr. LATHAM. Mr. Chairman, I re- 
serve a point of order on the gentle- 
man’s amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Iowa reserves a point of order. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE, Vol. 158, Pt. 7 


The gentleman from Texas is recog- 
nized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. BURGESS. Mr. Chairman, there 
has been a lot of discussion about the 
use of unmanned aircraft, commonly 
referred to as drones, in United States 
airspace, and rightfully so. 

Beginning with the FAA reauthoriza- 
tion bill which passed this House ear- 
lier in the year, the expansion of the 
use of unmanned aerial vehicles in the 
continental United States was ex- 
panded. Arguably, this was a useful ex- 
pansion because we have vast areas of 
our border which are difficult to mon- 
itor. Sometimes there are search and 
rescue occurrences that happen in 
rough terrain where an unmanned aer- 
ial vehicle may be indispensable. But 
since that time, there has been a grow- 
ing body of people who have been con- 
cerned about the effect of allowing 
these unmanned aerial vehicles the 
ability to surveil citizens. There has 
also been talk about the EPA using it 
to monitor herd size and the grazing 
habits of farmers. These are questions 
that are going to need to be answered. 
But in recent weeks, I have become 
aware of some discussion that in cer- 
tain police jurisdictions they were 
talking about an army of unmanned 
aerial vehicles to assist in law enforce- 
ment. 

Maybe that’s something that’s 
worthwhile to consider, but I can’t help 
but feel that a step taken that far is 
something that this body should con- 
sider. While I appreciate the sub- 
committee chairman’s concern about 
legislating on an appropriations bill, 
we’re in new territory. We’re in un- 
charted territory, and this amendment 
is a first-aid maneuver. It is to place a 
bandage, if you will, on a growing prob- 
lem to see if we can’t stop and have the 
discussion before the Secretary spends 
money authorizing the use of armed 
unmanned aerial vehicles. 

No one disputes in war zones and in 
battle space the use of an unmanned 
aerial vehicle. An armed unmanned 
aerial vehicle is incredibly useful. No 
one argues the utility of these un- 
manned aircraft in that situation. All I 
would say is that before we allow that 
to be occurring in our backyards, on 
our highways and byways, we need to 
consider the effects of that. Are we, in 
fact, ensuring the constitutional rights 
of the people who not just are being 
surveilled, but who may be being con- 
trolled by the armaments that would 
be present in these weaponized vehi- 
cles? 

My amendment would prevent the 
Secretary of Transportation, the head 
of the FAA, from approving any appli- 
cation to use an unmanned aircraft in 
the United States airspace for the pur- 
pose of arming or weaponizing that air- 
craft. It does not affect the surveil- 
lance question. So surveillance drone 
applications certainly, if they are au- 
thorized, may go forward. Nor does it 
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affect weaponized drones that are oper- 
ating outside the United States air- 
space. 

The amendment that I offer today is 
preemptive. As to my knowledge, no 
actual applications have been filed 
with the FAA to use armed drones in 
U.S. airspace. But I believe it is nec- 
essary, aS there has been some discus- 
sion in the public media about the abil- 
ity to arm unmanned aerial vehicles. I 
personally believe this is a road down 
which we should not travel. It is the 
old argument of sacrificing safety for 
security, and ultimately achieving nei- 
ther objective. 

I think this is an amendment that 
would be well advised by this body to 
consider this evening. I urge my col- 
leagues to vote in favor of it if it is al- 
lowed to stand, and I yield back the 
balance of my time. 

Mr. LATHAM. Mr. Chairman, I con- 
tinue on my reservation, and I move to 
strike the last word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Iowa is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. LATHAM. I want to thank the 
gentleman. Unfortunately, for consist- 
ency, we’re going to have to pursue the 
point of order. 

This issue has been brought to my at- 
tention. I’ve expressed concerns myself 
as to how information is used. Cer- 
tainly, we want to make sure that 
we’re very careful as far as privacy 
issues in this country, the way that 
these things may be used for purposes 
that no one quite understands or in- 
tended to have happen. 

While I share your concerns, for con- 
sistency reasons here, I must insist on 
my point of order. 

I yield to the gentleman from Massa- 
chusetts, the ranking member. 

Mr. OLVER. I will be very brief. 

I serve on the Homeland Security 
Subcommittee for Appropriations, and 
I don’t think that the Homeland Secu- 
rity authorizers have done anything 
along these lines, and that’s where it 
really ought to be dealt with, I would 
think. 

So I will agree with what you’re 
doing. 

Mr. BURGESS. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. LATHAM. I would be more than 
happy to yield to the gentleman from 
Texas. 

Mr. BURGESS. Here is the problem. 

It was a simple line in the FAA reau- 
thorization bill. We were all happy 
when we reauthorized the FAA. It 
hadn’t been done in some 26 attempts— 
“the dog ate my homework,” we got 
IOUs and extensions on the FAA. But 
then here was this very simple lan- 
guage allowing for the expansion of un- 
manned aerial vehicles in the national 
airspace. None of us really thought 
that was much of a problem, but our 
constituents are bringing it back to us. 
They are concerned about privacy, and 
they’re concerned about Federal agen- 
cies surveilling normal activities of 
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commerce in which people may be en- 
gaged. But then we have gone one step 
further. 

If these drones are weaponized, you 
can—if you’ve been surveilled unfairly, 
you can go to court and perhaps seek a 
remedy. But if a bullet is fired from 
one of these platforms, you don’t have 
any remedy if you’re the recipient of 
that bullet. 

All I’m asking is that we take all due 
care and caution, and exercise all due 
care and caution. We are entering a 
Brave New World here, and it is incum- 
bent upon every one of us to be certain 
we do so with all care and caution be- 
fore we proceed. 

I appreciate the gentleman allowing 
me to express my thoughts on this 
amendment. I wish it could stand. I 
wish we could vote on it this evening. 
I understand for consistency why he is 
insisting on his point of order. But 
we’re going to have to revisit this. 

H.R. 5950 is standalone legislation 
that would prohibit this activity. I en- 
courage Members of Congress to look 
into cosponsoring that. 
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Mr. LATHAM. Reclaiming my time, 
let me just say, in the authorization of 
the FAA, their specific role was air 
traffic concerns that they may have 
safety concerns, collisions with other 
aircraft. I agree with the gentleman, it 
should probably be a Homeland Secu- 
rity issue. I also serve on the Homeland 
Security Subcommittee on Appropria- 
tions. It has not been brought up in 
that. 

I do share your concerns. But unfor- 
tunately, I must insist on my point of 
order. 


POINT OF ORDER 

Mr. LATHAM. Mr. Chairman, I make 
a point of order against the amend- 
ment because it proposes to change ex- 
isting law and constitutes legislation 
in an appropriation bill and, therefore, 
violates clause 2 of rule XXI. 

The rule states in pertinent part: 
“An amendment to a general appro- 
priation bill shall not be in order if 
changing existing law.’’ The amend- 
ment imposes additional duties and re- 
quires a new determination. 

I ask for a ruling of the Chair. 

The Acting CHAIR. Does any Member 
wish to be heard on the point of order? 

If not, the Chair is prepared to rule. 

The Chair finds that this amendment 
includes language requiring a new de- 
termination regarding the end use of 
certain aircraft systems and their com- 
ponents. The amendment, therefore, 
constitutes legislation in violation of 
clause 2 of rule XXI. 

The point of order is sustained, and 
the amendment is not in order. 
AMENDMENT NO. 7 OFFERED BY MR. TURNER OF 

OHIO 

Mr. TURNER of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, 
I have an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 
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The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

At the end of the bill (before the short 
title), insert the following: 

SEC. _. None of the funds made available 
in this Act may be used to establish, issue, 
implement, administer, or enforce any prohi- 
bition or restriction on the establishment or 
effectiveness of any occupancy preference for 
veterans in supportive housing for the elder- 
ly that (1) is provided assistance by the De- 
partment of Housing and Urban Develop- 
ment, and (2)(A) is or would be located on 
property of the Department of Veterans Af- 
fairs, or (B) is subject to an enhanced use 
lease with the Department of Veterans Af- 
fairs. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Ohio is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. TURNER of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, 
we must ensure that the men and 
women who bravely served our country 
have access to affordable housing. My 
amendment seeks to make sure that 
conflicting government regulations do 
not pose an impediment to achieving 
this important goal. 

Currently, the VA requires a vet- 
eran’s preference for housing built on 
VA property. However, HUD requires 
that HUD-assisted projects contain no 
preferences. These conflicting rules 
and regulations make it nearly impos- 
sible to help low-income senior vet- 
erans access affordable housing on VA 
property with HUD assistance. 

My amendment prohibits HUD from 
using funds to enforce the restriction 
against a veteran’s preference for hous- 
ing projects built on a VA campus or 
that use a VA-enhanced use lease. The 
language is identical to an amendment 
that I authored which the House unani- 
mously approved twice and was in- 
cluded in H.R. 3288, the Fiscal Year 2010 
Consolidated Appropriations Act. 

As a result, in my southwest Ohio 
community, St. Mary Development 
Corporation is currently building hous- 
ing for senior veterans on the campus 
of the Dayton VA, which will help pro- 
vide veterans close access to the serv- 
ices they need. 

Mr. Chairman, this project can be a 
model in that it can be used across the 
country to help homeless veterans, pro- 
vide low-income housing for veterans, 
and respond to the needs of seniors in 
the community. I urge all my col- 
leagues to support this important 
amendment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. LATHAM. I move to strike the 
last word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Iowa is recognized for 5 minutes. 
Mr. LATHAM. I would just like to 
lend my support for this amendment. 
It’s something where clarification 
needs to be done, and the rules need to 
work for veterans for these processes. 
This has been one of the hang-ups for 
veterans being able to get into assisted 
living or houses. And any backlog that 
there has been has been basically a bu- 
reaucratic backlog, rather than a fund- 
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ing issue in the past. So it’s a good 
amendment, and I would urge its pas- 
sage. 

Mr. OLVER. I move to strike the last 
word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Massachusetts is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. OLVER. Very briefly, I would 
just like to congratulate the gen- 
tleman from Ohio for being watchful of 
this sort of thing. This is the sort of 
thing that, it seems to me, ought to be 
really very logical. And I have sup- 
ported it in the past, as he has already 
referenced. So I’m happy to see that 
it’s working in your community. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Ohio (Mr. TURNER). 

The amendment was agreed to. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. GARRETT 

Mr. GARRETT. I have an amendment 
at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will re- 
port the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

At the end of the bill (before the short 
title), insert the following: 

SEC. _. None of the funds made available 
in this Act shall be used to promulgate, 
issue, establish, implement, administer, fi- 
nalize, or enforce the proposed rule issued by 
the Secretary of Housing and Urban Develop- 
ment and published in the Federal Register 
on September 16, 2011 (76 F.R. 70921; relating 
to Implementation of the Fair Housing Act’s 
Discriminatory Effects Standard). 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from New Jersey is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. GARRETT. Mr. Chair, I rise 
today to offer an amendment that at- 
tempts to restore some sanity, fair- 
ness, and certainty to mortgage and in- 
surance companies. My amendment 
would undo harmful economic actions 
taken by the administration that will, 
if carried out, continue to weaken cred- 
it availability and job creation. 

You see, earlier this year, the De- 
partment of Housing and Urban Devel- 
opment proposed a rule to establish 
regulatory standards regarding the use 
of the legal theory known as ‘‘dis- 
parate impact.” Disparate impact li- 
ability allows for plaintiffs and govern- 
ment agencies to bring suit charging 
discriminatory practices based solely 
on statistics. If statistics indicate, for 
instance, that disparity exists between 
the number of loans made in a specific 
area to a certain preferred minority 
class versus the number of preferred 
minorities that live in that area, a 
lender could be charged with discrimi- 
natory practices, even if there was no 
intent whatsoever. 

Now, we all agree that discrimina- 
tion is terrible and that when there is 
intent, we must prosecute to the full- 
est extent of the law. But under the ex- 
ample I laid out, the lender could even 
have specific anti-discriminatory prac- 
tices in his company in place, but still 
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be found liable under this legal theory. 
You see, accurate risk identification 
and classification is essential to the 
lending and insurance business, but the 
HUD rule ignores that. 

Risk-based lending and insurance un- 
derwriting and pricing that uninten- 
tionally results in a statistically dis- 
parate outcome, that is not discrimina- 
tion. 

The proposed HUD rule would create 
a presumption of discriminatory dis- 
parate impact that could basically un- 
dermine the basic purposes of risk- 
based pricing, which ensures persons 
with different risk characteristics have 
to make payments commensurate with 
the risk they pose. So protected-class 
characteristics, including race, are ac- 
tually prohibited from consideration in 
this assessment. State law already pro- 
hibits insurers from recording race, for 
example. But this HUD rule requiring 
race consideration would be impos- 
sible, then, under State law. 

Looking specifically at homeowners 
insurance, commonly considered fac- 
tors—including applicant’s claim his- 
tory, construction materials, the pres- 
ence or absence of a security system, 
and the distance from a firehouse— 
could be barred if they were found to 
result in creating a statistical dis- 
parity for a class defined by race, eth- 
nicity, or gender. 

You see, all 50 States have anti-dis- 
crimination provisions in their housing 
insurance regulations already, and 
there is no claim that these regula- 
tions have been insufficient. So the 
process that HUD proposes for the dis- 
parate impact rule is, therefore, un- 
workable and economically imprac- 
tical. 

The process HUD proposes for defend- 
ing against a charge of unlawful dis- 
crimination based upon disparate im- 
pact would then require a defendant to 
prove a ridiculously high standard, 
that the challenged practice is nec- 
essary to its very survival, and that its 
business would basically collapse if it 
didn’t do it. 

You see, the process HUD proposes 
would find the defendant company lia- 
ble if a court could find another prac- 
tice that is simply less discriminatory, 
not, instead, a reasonable, economical, 
practical, workable, state-authorized, 
or known practice. Simply, all they 
have to come up with is another prac- 
tice. 
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Extending disparate impact analysis 
to facially-neutral practices exceeds 
HUD’s authority under the FHA and it 
is contrary to law. Extending disparate 
impact analysis to facially-neutral 
practices therefore is arbitrary and it 
is capricious. Therefore, the applica- 
tion of this HUD rule on the insurance 
industry should be precluded, and it 
should preclude it also because of 
McCarran-Ferguson. Recognizing dis- 
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parate impact analysis under the FHA 
exceeds HUD’s authority under the 
FHA and therefore is contrary to law. 

The Supreme Court recently agreed 
to hear a challenge on this. I think it 
was just last year. Unfortunately, you 
may know that that case was with- 
drawn. Why? Because of pressure from 
this administration. The administra- 
tion rightly, I believe, was concerned 
that the Court would strike down the 
whole theory as being unconstitu- 
tional. 

Now recently a new case had been 
submitted to the Supreme Court for 
consideration on the very same issue. I 
hope the Court takes that case up soon. 
The Justice Department knows it has a 
weak case, and I do not believe that 
this administration should try to 
front-run the Supreme Court and at- 
tempt to push through this failed legal 
theory. 

My amendment would prohibit HUD 
from finalizing this rule that harms 
credit availability and job creation. It 
is supported by the Mortgage Bankers 
Association, the National Association 
of Mutual Insurance Companies, along 
with a couple other institutions as 
well—the American Insurance Associa- 
tion and the Property Casualty Insur- 
ance Association of America. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. OLVER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to this amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Massachusetts is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. OLVER. The issue here seems to 
be—and I don’t know this very well. 
The issue seems to be that there have 
been cases where discrimination has 
occurred, and it has been adjudicated 
as having occurred when there was no 
intent to do so in the first place. 

In a recent HUD action, this impact 
was used to protect the rights of 
women who were evicted because they 
were victims of domestic violence. 
Well, there was no intent to discrimi- 
nate against the victims of the domes- 
tic violence, but that’s what it was 
that has been adjudicated in this par- 
ticular case. 

Cases of this sort have been brought 
before 11, I think, of the 13 appeals 
courts at this point, and the rule which 
HUD has put forward, the so-called dis- 
parate impact rule, comes out of their 
understanding of the cases before the 
appeals courts where discrimination 
was determined legally in the appeals 
courts to have occurred. 

So the idea that the gentleman is 
putting forward of prohibiting the fi- 
nalization of the disparate impact rule 
which rises out of these cases before 
the appeals court seems to me to be ex- 
actly the opposite thing that should be 
done. Unless you get to a point where 
the appeals court gets to a higher 
court, which I guess the higher court is 
the Supreme Court of the United 
States, and they overturn the positions 
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that have been taken by these several 
appeals courts in rather similar cases, 
then HUD is doing exactly what they 
need to do. 

So I must rise in opposition to this. 
All of the people in the authorizing 
side of this are saying—at least on my 
side of the authorization process, 
which means the ranking member of 
the authorizing committee here—is op- 
posed to this amendment. Mr. FRANK, 
the ranking member of the Housing 
Subcommittee, also opposes, I think, 
for roughly the reason that I have ar- 
ticulated here. So the gentleman is 
trying to stop the process. 

Mr. GARRETT. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. OLIVER. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from New Jersey. 

Mr. GARRETT. And that’s just my 
point. I’m not trying to stop any proc- 
ess. What I’m trying to do is prevent 
this administration from doing an end- 
run on the process. 

You set up the record almost com- 
pletely straight. There were court 
cases on this. It was going to the Su- 
preme Court. It was about to go to the 
Supreme Court and be heard, and then 
this administration put pressure on the 
city that was involved in it to stop it, 
and they withdrew the case. We would 
have had the decision by the Supreme 
Court in that matter, but the adminis- 
tration basically said no, because they 
wanted to go ahead with their actions 
here without interference of the Su- 
preme Court. 

Fortunately, though, there is now an- 
other case that’s been filed, and it’s 
from my home State of New Jersey. 
This will give us all exactly what we 
need, just what you were saying: lower 
court, and now it’s being appealed up 
to the Supreme Court. 

Mr. OLVER. Reclaiming my time, we 
have no idea whether the Supreme 
Court will take this case. In the mean- 
time, until such time it is taken and 
they do it, and we can’t assume that, 
then the actions of HUD are proper in 
reaching a disparate impact rule that 
adheres to the findings in the several 
appeals courts. My staff tells me it is 
11 of the appeals courts have reached 
similar decisions which are adhered to 
by the HUD impact rule proposed. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. LATHAM. I move to strike the 
last word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Iowa is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. LATHAM. Let me just stand up 
in support of the amendment. I think 
it’s a good amendment. Insurance com- 
panies are not able to determine risk, 
and that oftentimes means much great- 
er cost. 

I think it’s a good amendment going 
forward, and I yield back the balance of 
my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. GAR- 
RETT). 
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The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. CASSIDY 

Mr. CASSIDY. I have an amendment 
at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will re- 
port the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

At the end of the bill before the short title, 
insert the following: 

SEC. . None of the funds made avail- 
able in this Act may be used by the Sec- 
retary of Transportation to make any trans- 
fer under the last proviso under the heading 
‘Department of Transportation—Office of 
the Secretary—Payments to Air Carriers”. 

Mr. CASSIDY. As that reading sug- 
gests, this amendment addresses ac- 
countability for the Essential Air Serv- 
ice. 

Earlier this year, the House and Sen- 
ate agreed upon an FAA authorization 
after a fairly contentious debate. Chief 
among the issues which were resolved 
was a dispute over the Essential Air 
Service program, which provides Fed- 
eral subsidies for airlines which pro- 
vide flights to rural or otherwise re- 
mote airports. 

While the work done by Chairman 
MicA and his colleagues adds several 
important reforms to the EAS pro- 
gram, a number of issues have since 
surfaced. Tonight, I’m offering an 
amendment to hopefully resolve one of 
those. 

As currently written, the T-HUD bill 
funds the Essential Air Service pro- 
gram through a $114 million appropria- 
tion from the Airway Trust Fund and 
via what are called overflight fees, 
which are charged by the FAA to for- 
eign aircraft using American airspace 
and navigation assets. In 2011, as a re- 
sult of an annual increase of 17 percent 
to the overflight fee, the Department 
of Transportation estimated that the 
fee would bring in around $69 million in 
revenue for fiscal year 2018, which, 
when paired with the annual appropria- 
tion from the Airway Trust Fund, 
would provide all the money needed to 
operate the EAS program. 
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DOT, however, was wrong about their 
original $69 million projection. Accord- 
ing to the President’s budget and re- 
port language in this bill, the projected 
revenues from the overflight fees are 
actually $100 million. That means that 
when you combine $114 million appro- 
priated in this bill plus the $100 million 
in revenues from the overflight fees, 
the EAS program has $214 million. 

Now, you could ask, Is this adequate 
to fund the program? It certainly 
should be. In fiscal year 2011, before the 
plan began to start scaling back the 
program, expenditures were around 
$195 million. Put differently, as we’ve 
scaled back the program, we have actu- 
ally increased funding by about $19 
million. Only in Washington would 
that be a scale. I shouldn’t laugh. 

But that’s not the only source of 
funding that the bill provides. It also 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE, Vol. 158, Pt. 7 


allows the Secretary of Transpor- 
tation, at his discretion, to provide 
more funds in case the $214 million in 
revenue does not cover all obligations. 
How is this possible? Through the au- 
thorizing language tacked onto the end 
of the EAS section at the bottom of 
page 7: 

Provided further: That if the funds under 
this heading are insufficient to meet the 
costs of the essential air service program in 
the current fiscal year, the Secretary shall 
transfer such sums aS may be necessary to 
carry out the essential air service program 
from any available amounts appropriated to 
or directly administered by the Office of the 
Secretary for such fiscal year. 

Let me repeat: ‘‘such sums as may be 
necessary to carry out the essential air 
service program.” 

In other words, this is a blank check 
for the Secretary to redirect to EAS if 
they overrun their $214 million allow- 
ance. 

I have introduced this amendment to 
correct this issue and enforce the fiscal 
discipline that I think even the strong- 
est proponents of the program hope to 
see. The amendment preserves the EAS 
program, but forces it to live within its 
mean and prioritize spending to where 
it is most necessary and cost effective. 

My amendment nullifies the Sec- 
retary’s authorization language from 
the bill and allows the FAA to spend 
only the money appropriated to it 
through both the Airways Trust Fund 
and the overflight fees. 

Some may oppose this and point out 
that the section in question does not 
deal with any new spending or funding, 
only with allowing the Secretary to di- 
rect unobligated balances. However, 
this perpetuates the ‘‘use it or lose it” 
mentality in the Federal Government. 
It should be a principle that agencies 
ask for and receive only the funds they 
absolutely need for their programs and 
that any unnecessary overpaid funds be 
returned unspent to the taxpayers. Em- 
powering the Secretary to use unspent 
money on more EAS flights is a step in 
the wrong direction. 

Under the bill as written, there will 
be no impetus for FAA to prioritize 
funds or substantially cut back on un- 
necessary flights if too much is spent. 
Any gaps in funding can simply be 
filled in by the Secretary at his discre- 
tion without congressional approval. 

I voted last night for the McClintock 
amendment to phase out the EAS pro- 
gram, but I respect the decision of the 
House and the Members who voted to 
keep it in place. The program is going 
to stay; my amendment doesn’t change 
that. However, just because someone 
voted not to eliminate the program 
does not mean they cannot vote to im- 
pose reasonable rules and limits. Sim- 
ply put, spending $214 million for EAS 
is enough. Please keep it from going 
any higher and preserve the congres- 
sional power of the purse. 

Mr. LATHAM. Will the gentleman 
yield? 
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Mr. CASSIDY. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Iowa. 

Mr. LATHAM. We are pleased to ac- 
cept the amendment. 

Mr. CASSIDY. I yield back the bal- 
ance of my time. 

Mr. OLVER. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the last word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Massachusetts is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. OLVER. Mr. Chairman, I’m 
happy to congratulate the gentleman 
from Louisiana for his solution, but I 
have to admit that I cannot identify 
what the problem is that this solution 
solves. 

This language that you are excluding 
has been in the legislation for years, 
before I think I was—the earliest time 
I was in the ranking membership of the 
Transportation Subcommittee, and 
that of course was several years before 
I chaired the Transportation Sub- 
committee. I think it has been in the 
language all that time and never come 
up. So there has been no problem that 
we solved where it has never been used. 
That flexibility has never been used to 
transfer money from some place in 
order to put money into the EAS pro- 
gram. 

So, yes, you have a solution, but I 
don’t know what the problem is. 

Mr. CASSIDY. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. OLVER. I yield to the gentleman 
from Louisiana. 

Mr. CASSIDY. It may be that in 
practice it has not resulted in a prob- 
lem. It certainly is a loophole that 
evades the congressional power of the 
purse. 

Now, if in some way we could look 
into the future and know it was never 
going to be an issue, you’re right, it 
would not be an issue. On the other 
hand, without that kind of prescience, 
it seems to be the better part of valor 
to reclaim our power. 

Mr. OLVER. In any case, I don’t ob- 
ject to the amendment, and I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Louisiana (Mr. CASSIDY). 

The amendment was agreed to. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. CHABOT 

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Chairman, I have 
an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will re- 
port the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

At the end of the bill (before the short 
title), insert the following: 

SEC. _. None of the funds made available 
by this Act may be used to design, construct, 
or operate a fixed guideway project located 
in Cincinnati, Ohio. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Ohio is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Chairman, this Na- 
tion cannot continue spending money 
it doesn’t have. It is imperative that 
Congress end the borrow-and-spend 
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mentality that created our staggering 
national debt and that we put our Na- 
tion on a sustainable path to a bal- 
anced budget. Now, more than ever, we 
need to be pragmatic in our approach 
to transportation, ensuring that every 
dollar spent represents a long-term in- 
vestment that will improve the flow of 
commerce and create American jobs. 

My amendment this evening is about 
priorities. The city of Cincinnati has 
been in the planning process of con- 
structing a streetcar for years now. 
The primary funding for this project 
came in the form of an urban 
circulator grant from the U.S. Depart- 
ment of Transportation in the amount 
of $25 million. Earlier this year, city of 
Cincinnati officials came to my office 
looking for even more funds for the 
Cincinnati streetcar project. The total 
cost is expected to be well over $120 
million for a 4-mile loop connecting 
only two Cincinnati neighborhoods 
with little-to-no positive impact on 
traffic congestion, freight, or our aging 
infrastructure. Far from a necessity, 
the Cincinnati streetcar is a luxury 
project that our Nation and our region 
simply cannot afford. 

Imprudent and irresponsible spending 
of taxpayer dollars on discretionary 
projects like this must stop. For too 
long, taxpayers have been footing the 
bill for frivolous projects that reap lit- 
tle to no benefit. Much like the ‘‘bridge 
to nowhere,” this ‘‘streetcar to no- 
where’ is yet another instance of 
wasteful government spending. 

My amendment simply says, no 
more—no more funding for this street- 
car in my own district. Unlike the Cin- 
cinnati streetcar, however, there are a 
number of other infrastructure projects 
that are of high priority and far more 
worthy of Federal infrastructure in- 
vestment. In particular, there are two 
ready-to-begin projects that would 
have a direct impact on Cincinnati’s 
economy and create permanent jobs, 
and those are replacing the Brent 
Spence Bridge and completing the I-71 
Martin Luther King interchange. 

The Brent Spence Bridge carries two 
major interstate highways that con- 
nect Ohio and Kentucky and serves as 
a major thoroughfare not just for Cin- 
cinnatians, but for the entire Midwest 
region, and in fact the Nation at large. 
Furthermore, this bridge rests on one 
of the busiest freight routes in North 
America and is estimated to carry 4 
percent of the Nation’s gross domestic 
product annually. 

The Federal Highway Administration 
has declared the Brent Spence Bridge 
functionally obsolete, indicating that 
the current state of the bridge does not 
meet today’s standards. Currently, this 
bridge carries 170,000 vehicles on aver- 
age per day, which is more than double 
the 80,000 it was designed to carry. Re- 
placing the bridge would save an esti- 
mated $748 million in congestion costs 
annually, savings that would grow in 
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real dollars to $1.3 billion annually by 
2030. 

The other worthy project I men- 
tioned, the Martin Luther King inter- 
change plan, has long been on the 
minds of businesses and citizens in our 
region, so much so that stakeholders 
have their own money in this plan. Un- 
like the streetcar to nowhere, the com- 
pletion of this much-needed project 
would have a direct impact on one of 
Cincinnati’s most important economic 
hubs. The Martin Luther King inter- 
change would free up traffic congestion 
around the University of Cincinnati, 
Children’s Hospital, and the uptown re- 
gion of Cincinnati. 


2210 


This proposed interchange would di- 
rectly impact 60,000 people who work in 
the area and allow far greater highway 
access, generating an additional 2,000- 
plus permanent jobs. 

We need to focus our limited re- 
sources on projects that are practical, 
impactful, and that will deliver results. 
Those of us in Congress must make re- 
sponsible choices and invest in projects 
on their merits and nothing else. We 
owe it to the American people to invest 
only in those projects that will produce 
real results, keep us competitive, and, 
most importantly, create American 
jobs. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. Does any Member 
rise in opposition to the amendment? 

The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Ohio 
(Mr. CHABOT). 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. CONAWAY. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Texas is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. CONAWAY. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
today to share my concerns over the 
Federal Motor Carrier Safety Adminis- 
tration’s recent regulatory guidance on 
the ‘‘oilfield exception” to the agency’s 
“Hours of Service” requirements for 
drivers. 

Under the Administration’s regula- 
tions, specially trained drivers of spe- 
cially constructed vehicles used to 
service oil wells do not have to count 
waiting time at the well site toward 
their hours of service limit. The new 
regulatory guidance, however, provides 
that drivers of support vehicles, such 
as those used to transport materials 
and supplies, used directly in the deliv- 
ery of oil and gas services do not qual- 
ify for that same exception. The ad- 
ministration issued this guidance with- 
out prior comment, making it effective 
immediately and requesting comments 
after the fact. 

Support drivers generally work under 
the exact same conditions as drivers of 
specially constructed vehicles, includ- 
ing the same periods of idleness while 
their vehicles are in use at the well 
site. Many drivers operate specially 
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constructed vehicles one day and other 
support vehicles the next. 

The new guidance creates a different 
standard for these exact same drivers. 
When operating a support vehicle, the 
driver’s waiting time counts toward his 
or her hours of service limit, but when 
operating a specially constructed vehi- 
cle, that idle time does not count. 

This double standard will create 
needless confusion among drivers and 
dispatchers who will now need to jug- 
gle competing rules for drivers depend- 
ing on the vehicles they’re driving on a 
particular day. In addition, while not 
applying the waiting time exception to 
drivers of support vehicles means that 
it will require more trucks and drivers 
to be dispatched while others are out of 
service, increasing truck traffic, espe- 
cially on rural roads. 

Many of our rural roads, particularly 
in the most active producing areas 
such as the Marcellus and the Bakken 
shale, are already struggling under the 
burden of heavy truck traffic. Adding 
more heavy vehicles to the roads will 
not enhance safety no matter how rest- 
ed the drivers might otherwise be. 

When I dealt with this issue with the 
Federal Motor Carrier Safety Adminis- 
tration in 2006, I thought we had 
reached an understanding of the indus- 
try’s oilfield equipment vehicle oper- 
ations and safety protocols. Unfortu- 
nately, the agency’s new interpretation 
undoes this careful compromise. 

It is important for the administra- 
tion to document why it is pursuing 
this new interpretation and provide 
that data—if it actually has any—that 
it is using to support this change. I be- 
lieve that, at a minimum, the agency 
should not put this revised guidance 
into effect until after the public has 
had a chance to comment and for the 
agency to consider those comments. 
The Federal Motor Carrier Safety Ad- 
ministration should not implement the 
new administrative interpretation 
until it provides adequate and com- 
plete justification for the changes that 
it’s seeking to make. 

Mr. Chairman, I call this regulatory 
overreach to the attention of the req- 
uisite committee so that, while they’re 
doing their oversight of this agency, 
they can review this interpretation and 
perhaps add their influence to undoing 
this overreach. 

With that, I yield back the balance of 
my time. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. LANKFORD 

Mr. LANKFORD. Mr. Chairman, I 
have an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will re- 
port the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

At the end of the bill before the short title, 
insert the following: 

SEC. . None of the funds made avail- 
able by this Act may be used for the salary 
of any officer or employee of the Federal 
Highway Administration to implement, ad- 
minister, or enforce the Migratory Bird 
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Treaty Act (16 U.S.C. 703 et seq.) or Execu- 
tive Order No. 13186 of January 10, 2001, with 
respect to, or to determine any action of the 
Administration to have a significant impact 
under section 102(C) of the National Environ- 
mental Policy Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4332(C)) 
based on the effect of such action on, the 
cliff swallow or barn swallow (as listed in 
section 10.13(c)(1) of title 50, Code of Federal 
Regulations). 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Oklahoma is recognized for 5 min- 
utes. 

Mr. LANKFORD. Mr. Chairman, this 
may seem like a very simple, straight- 
forward amendment, but we do have an 
issue in construction. 

In the summer all across America, 
the cliff swallow and the barn swallow, 
which is a very common migratory 
bird—this is not an endangered species; 
it’s not even a threatened species; it is 
a common migratory bird in almost 
every State in America—they travel 
back and forth, move around, and they 
love to nest around man-made objects. 

The law states now, currently, that 
you can’t touch a bridge or any kind of 
construction if that barn swallow or 
cliff swallow is present there. So dur- 
ing the prime construction time, from 
early June through September, you 
can’t do construction on many bridges, 
or construction companies have to hire 
people to go out and stand around the 
construction site to wave off the birds 
to keep them from nesting there to be 
able to fight this off during the earliest 
part of the season. There are numerous 
cases of this. 

In my own State of Oklahoma, let me 
just give you one example of that. 

In Ellis County, State Highway 46, 
they were painting a bridge. Just 
painting it; no construction, no any- 
thing else. The total project was esti- 
mated to cost $185,000. Because in the 
process of going out to check and 
verify they found a barn swallow there, 
they had to halt that until after Sep- 
tember to come back and paint it. It 
increased the price of the project 
$27,000 to set up, realize it’s there, tear 
down, come back, and do it all over 
again—a 15 percent increase for a 
painting job. 

Now, I say this to say this is not an 
issue that is going to shape the future 
of America, but this is one of those 
issues that does increase the cost of 
construction over a bird that is not en- 
dangered, that is not threatened, that 
is incredibly common. 

Should we honor wildlife? Abso- 
lutely. But this dramatically drives up 
the cost and decreases the amount of 
construction that we can do in Amer- 
ica during prime construction season. I 
would just suggest that we take just 
these two species and set them out just 
for transportation purposes here. 

Mr. LATHAM. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. LANKFORD. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Iowa. 

Mr. LATHAM. I understand the gen- 
tleman’s concern, and I’m prepared to 
accept the amendment. 
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Mr. LANKFORD. With that, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

Mr. OLVER. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the last word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Massachusetts is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. OLVER. This is 
amendment, it seems to me. 

The Migratory Bird Treaty Act is ad- 
ministered by the U.S. Fish and Wild- 
life Service in the Department of the 
Interior, so there’s no enforcement 
power in the Department of Transpor- 
tation. Are there agreements by which 
the DOT and the Department of the In- 
terior are bound? 

Mr. LANKFORD. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. OLVER. I yield to the gentleman 
from Oklahoma. 

Mr. LANKFORD. Yes. Actually, in 
2001, the President did Executive Order 
18586. That executive order extended 
that out to all agencies dealing with 
the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. So it 
does extend this out to the Department 
of Transportation as well, as well as all 
their agencies. 

Now, if they’re going to prosecute, 
obviously it’s going to be the Depart- 
ment of Justice, and the rules are 
going to be promulgated out of Fish 
and Wildlife, but all agencies are af- 
fected by it based on the executive 
order from 2001. So we’re just trying to 
take this for transportation only be- 
cause it is such an issue for much of 
the transportation across the entire 
country. 

Mr. OLVER. And this was an execu- 
tive order promulgated by President 
Clinton or by President Bush? 

Mr. LANKFORD. By President Clin- 
ton at the very end, in early January of 
2001—January 10, actually. 

Mr. OLVER. Well, I don’t know how 
this amendment is going to solve the 
problem that you have exactly, but the 
chairman has agreed to adopt it. So I 
will state an objection because I really 
don’t understand how this is going to 
solve your problem, but I will not go 
beyond that. 

Mr. LANKFORD. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield back the balance of my time. 
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The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Oklahoma (Mr. 
LANKFORD). 

The question was taken; and the Act- 
ing Chair announced that the ayes ap- 
peared to have it. 

The Acting CHAIR. The amendment 
is agreed to. 

Mr. OLVER. Mr. Chairman, you have 
hit the gavel. 

I would like to ask unanimous con- 
sent to call for a recorded vote on that. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Massachusetts was on his feet. 
The request is timely and does not re- 
quire unanimous consent. 
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Pursuant to clause 6 of rule XVIII, 
further proceedings on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Okla- 
homa will be postponed. 

AMENDMENT NO. 9 OFFERED BY MR. DENHAM 

Mr. DENHAM. Mr. Chairman, I have 
an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

At the end of the bill, before the short 
title, insert the following: 

SEC. _. None of the funds made available 
by this Act may be used for high-speed rail 
in the State of California or for the Cali- 
fornia High-Speed Rail Authority. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from California is recognized for 5 min- 
utes. 

Mr. DENHAM. Mr. Chairman, this is 
a very simple amendment. It just basi- 
cally says, at the end of this bill none 
of the funds may be used for high-speed 
rail in California. 

California has a project that was sup- 
posed to cost $33 billion. The voters in 
California voted for bonds of $9.9 bil- 
lion. The Federal Government was sup- 
posed to come up with $10 billion, and 
a private company was supposed to 
come up with $10 billion. The problem 
is there is no private investor for the 
$10 billion; the Federal Government is 
broke with $16 trillion worth of debt 
and can’t come up with $10 billion; and 
the State of California can no longer 
float the bond because their credit rat- 
ing is so bad. 

To compound the matter, it’s no 
longer a $33 million project. It 
ballooned to $68 billion, then on up to 
$98 billion. And when talking to Sec- 
retary LaHood, he said there’s no end 
in sight, that this is a project that 
could continue to change aS we move 
forward. In fact, that’s what we’re ac- 
tually seeing in California, an initia- 
tive that bounces back and forth, $10 
billion here or $10 billion there. 

So again, this amendment is very 
simple. It just says none of these funds 
can be used for high-speed rail. 

In California we’ve got highways that 
are falling apart, bridges that are fall- 
ing apart. We need to make sure that 
our gas tax dollars get used for their 
intended purpose of actually improving 
our roads and highways. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. OLVER. Mr. Chair, I rise in oppo- 
sition to this amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Massachusetts is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. OLVER. Mr. Chairman, there are 
no funds made available in this Act for 
high-speed rail. None. And so, since 
this is a 1-year bill, I don’t think this 
amendment does very much. 

The gentleman from California has a 
problem with a process that has been 
going on now for at least a decade in 
the development of a high-speed rail 
process program, and the people of 
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California have spoken on this by ref- 
erendum. They have passed the bond 
bill by referendum. I think bond bills 
usually take an extraordinary vote, 
two-thirds vote or something like that. 
Am I correct? 

Would the gentleman from California 
confirm that it was a two-thirds vote 
by which the referendum was passed? 

I yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. DENHAM. Sir, you are correct. 
And now the voters are two-thirds 
against the bill by several different 
polls. 

Mr. OLVER. Well, that can be estab- 
lished if they actually have a ref- 
erendum that repeals what they have 
done. But there has been—as we know, 
California has received about $4 billion 
of moneys from the Federal Govern- 
ment from earlier funds in earlier bills 
which have already been obligated or 
are about to be obligated. And actions 
on this bill would not have anything to 
do with the obligation of those funds, 
would not be in effect at any time that 
could affect the obligation of those 
funds because they have to be obligated 
before the end of this fiscal year, where 
this bill is certainly not going to be in 
place in before the end of the fiscal 
year. But there are processes also 
going on. Unfortunately, we have, at 
the moment, no one here who is really 
knowledgeable precisely about what it 
is that’s going on in California. 

But let me just comment here that 
the proposal for the starting use of 
these funds has been controversial. 
There are people who say, well, why 
are we building this in the Central Val- 
ley of California? Because the first in- 
tended construction of the project has 
been in the Bakersfield to Fresno cor- 
ridor, and then if it is extended it is 
then likely to be extended to the Mo- 
desto metropolitan area, or the Stock- 
ton—and/or, I think it is at Modesto 
that there is a bifurcation. The one 
link of it going then to Stockton and 
to Sacramento, and the other going to 
San Jose and San Francisco. And in ei- 
ther case, you have to start some- 
where. 

When we started to build the inter- 
state highway system, we didn’t start 
in the center of the cities, which would 
have been very complicated. We start- 
ed in building those legs of the inter- 
state highway system where it was 
easy to build them. And that is pos- 
sible. The right of way, I think, has al- 
ready been acquired by the California 
DOT to build the high-speed rail sys- 
tem in that first corridor, in the Ba- 
kersfield-Fresno and maybe on to Mo- 
desto, as I have understood the devel- 
opments in the last few weeks as they 
goon. 

So the gentleman’s problem is, it 
seems to me, with what’s already been 
agreed to by California and what is al- 
ready going forward, moneys that 
have, some of them been obligated and 
in place to go, and some of them yet to 
be obligated, but about to be obligated. 
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Mr. 
yield? 

Mr. OLVER. I yield to the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. DENHAM. No dispute here on 
whether or not this bill has any men- 
tion of high-speed rail. I would agree. 
There is no mention of it. And I won’t 
even dispute here tonight whether the 
President wants to spend more on high- 
speed rail or whether the Governor 
wants to spend more money on high- 
speed rail. That is a different debate. 

The Acting CHAIR (Ms. Foxx). The 
time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. OLVER. Madam Chair, I will 
then move to strike the last word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Massachusetts is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. OLVER. I think I’m doing the 
correct thing there. And Ill yield, 
again, for the continuation of what the 
gentleman from California is saying. 

Mr. DENHAM. Thank you sir. Thank 
you for yielding. 

I would agree that the President can 
come up with more money if he feels 
that he wants to transfer more stim- 
ulus dollars, or we may have another 
vote, depending on another allocation 
or appropriation that may want to 
spend money on high-speed rail. 

This amendment says that our gas 
tax dollars will go back to California to 
be used for our highways and roads. 
That’s all this amendment does. That’s 
all I intend to do is to make sure that 
the Governor of California does not 
take money out of the block grant 
from the Federal Government that 
goes into the STF fund to use it for 
other things such as high-speed rail. 
The Governor has to use the money 
where this Federal Government intends 
it to be used, very simple. 

Mr. OLVER. Reclaiming my time, 
the language of the amendment, as I 
have it before me, says none of the 
funds made available by this Act may 
be used for high-speed rail in the State 
of California, or for the California 
High-Speed Rail Authority. 

Mr. DENHAM. Correct. 
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Mr. OLVER. How does that guarantee 
that California’s gas tax moneys will 
not be used for high-speed rail? 

Mr. DENHAM. As Congress, if in this 
bill we stipulate that none of the funds 
can be used for high-speed rail, then 
none of the funds can be used for high- 
speed rail. I mean, it’s a very simple 
mandate for the Governor: Use the 
money where it was intended to be 
used but not for high-speed rail. The 
language is very simple. That’s why we 
wrote it as one sentence: that none of 
the funds may be used for high-speed 
rail. 

Mr. 
yield? 

Mr. OLVER. I yield to the gentleman 
from Iowa. 


DENHAM. Will the gentleman 


LATHAM. Will the gentleman 
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Mr. LATHAM. Is it your impression 
that what the gentleman is saying is 
that they can’t take highway trust 
fund money and put it into high-speed 
rail and that they can’t take transit 
dollars and put it into high-speed rail? 

It would be my understanding, since 
there is no money in the bill for high- 
speed rail, that he is talking about 
other pots of money that would go to 
California and about just trying to wall 
that off from being used. That’s my un- 
derstanding. Maybe the gentleman has 
a different interpretation. 

Mr. OLVER. At this point, I really 
don’t know whether your under- 
standing is anywhere close to mine. I 
think this is an amendment deserving 
of opposition, so I am opposing the 
amendment. I think this amendment 
should not be adopted, and you can do 
as you wish. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from California (Mr. DENHAM). 

The question was taken; and the Act- 
ing Chair announced that the ayes ap- 
peared to have it. 

Mr. DENHAM. Madam Chairman, I 
demand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro- 
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from California will be 
postponed. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. LANDRY 

Mr. LANDRY. Madam Chairman, I 
have an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will re- 
port the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

At the end of the bill, before the short 
title, insert the following: 

SEC. _. None of the funds made available 
by this Act may be used to promulgate or 
implement any regulations that would man- 
date global positioning system (GPS) track- 
ing, electronic on-board recording devices, or 
event data recorders in passenger or com- 
mercial motor vehicles. 

Mr. LATHAM. Madam Chairman, I 
reserve a point of order on the gentle- 
man’s amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. A point of order 
is reserved. 

The gentleman from Louisiana is rec- 
ognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. LANDRY. I am honored to join 
my distinguished colleagues, Ranking 
Member RAHALL, Mr. HUIZENGA, Mr. 
ToM GRAVES, and Ms. HERRERA 
BEUTLER, on this amendment. 

Our bipartisan amendment prohibits 
any funds under this act to be used to 
implement any administration man- 
date for global positioning systems, 
electronic onboard recorders, or event 
data recording devices on both pas- 
senger and commercial vehicles. 

Madam Chairman, the Department of 
Transportation has become obsessed 
with electronically monitoring vehicle 
movements. Right now, the DOT is 
working on a mandate which would re- 
quire that every car have a device 
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which is very similar to an airplane’s 
black box. Additionally, they are work- 
ing on another mandate which would 
require that trucks carry an electronic 
onboard recorder. Even the name 
sounds scary. These devices would 
record and transmit data when the 
truck is in use. 

This regulation is so costly that even 
President Obama has singled it out as 
a regulation which needs more study. 
He did so because it is estimated that 
the mandate will cost the trucking in- 
dustry at least $1 billion to implement. 

Madam Chairman, the truckers in 
my district cannot afford this cost. I 
know some companies like these de- 
vices. That’s great. They can put them 
in their trucks voluntarily. However, 
just because a few companies like the 
devices, we should not mandate that 
everyone use them. For this reason, I 
hope the House will adopt this com- 
monsense amendment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. LATHAM. I withdraw my res- 
ervation of the point of order, and I 
move to strike the last word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The reservation 
is withdrawn. 

The gentleman from Iowa is recog- 
nized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. LATHAM. I appreciate very 
much the gentleman’s concern on this 
amendment. I think his timing is, 
maybe, unfortunate. This is a major 
issue in the reauthorization bill that, 
hopefully, is going to be filed tonight. 
This issue will be dealt with. It truly is 
an authorizing issue that should not be 
on this bill. 

So, while I may share some concerns 
with the gentleman, I certainly don’t 
think it’s appropriate on this bill, espe- 
cially at this moment when the high- 
way bill is being filed and when, hope- 
fully, this issue will be resolved in that 
bill. 

With that and with some reservation, 
I urge a ‘‘no” vote on this amendment, 
unfortunately. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. OLVER. I move to strike the last 
word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Massachusetts is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. OLVER. I think that what the 
chairman has said is probably about as 
good as it gets. 

What we have now is a slightly 
amended version of the proposal. My 
understanding is that the major long- 
distance trucking companies are 
against this language and that most of 
the safety advocates are against this 
language but that there are other 
trucking interests that favor this lan- 
guage or that are happy with this lan- 
guage. So you have a real controversy 
among people. 

Of the long-distance truckers and 
safety advocates, I would generally 
think that that is something we should 
worry about; but as the chairman has 
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said, this is an issue that really ought 
to be in the hands of the authorizers 
and worked out by the authorizers. 
That may or may not be dealt with in 
the authorization legislation, but in 
any case, the limitation on funds is ef- 
fective only for this l-year appropria- 
tions bill. 

Mr. LANDRY. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. OLVER. I yield to the gentleman 
from Louisiana. 

Mr. LANDRY. I have heard from 
some of my colleagues and outside 
groups, and they would argue that this 
is not the time to have this debate. 

But if not now, when? When will we 
publicly debate the issue? We are wait- 
ing on a conference report of which we 
know not what’s in it. So this is the 
time. I would argue that this is the 
time for us to have that debate. 

To be clear, just because a few big 
companies in this country want these 
types of devices, what about the small 
business owners out there that every- 
one on both sides of the aisle contin- 
ually come to this mic and propose 
that they support when our actions of 
opposing this amendment would say to 
the big corporations, “Im with you,” 
and to the little guys, “Pm not’’? 

Mr. OLVER. In reclaiming my time, 
maybe the gentleman understands and 
I simply do not. 

Who is about to promulgate regula- 
tions in this area of mandating global 
positioning systems, electronic on- 
board recording devices and so forth? 
Where is the action to do that? Where 
is the problem here? 

Mr. LANDRY. In the Department of 
Transportation, is my understanding. 
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Mr. OLVER. My very competent staff 
tells me that we have been requiring 
this in the Mexican trucking con- 
troversy over the past few years. 

We’ve been fighting over that one 
back and forth for years and years now, 
and I can’t remember whether there 
was or wasn’t that sort of thing there. 
I don’t remember it having come up be- 
fore at any point. 

With that, I yield back the balance of 
my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Louisiana (Mr. LANDRY). 

The question was taken; and the Act- 
ing Chair announced that the ayes ap- 
peared to have it. 

Mr. OLVER. Madam Chairwoman, I 
demand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro- 
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Louisiana will be 
postponed. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SCALISE 

Mr. SCALISE. Madam Chair, I have 
an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will re- 
port the amendment. 
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The Clerk read as follows: 

At the end of the bill, before the short 
title, insert the following: 

SEC. __. None of the funds made available 
under this Act may be used to implement 
any rule or regulation that expressly pro- 
hibits an owner or landlord of housing from 
using a criminal conviction to deny housing 
to an applicant for such housing. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Louisiana is recognized for 5 min- 
utes. 

Mr. SCALISE. Madam Chair, this 
amendment is very limited and 
straightforward to deal with a problem 
that we’ve started getting a lot of calls 
from realtors in our district, as I’m 
sure many of my colleagues across the 
country are receiving, as well as prop- 
erty owners who own apartment units 
and other types of housing that are 
rented out. 

The Department of Housing and 
Urban Development has recently come 
out with a rule called the ‘‘disparity 
impact rule,” and it’s not a final rule 
that has been issued yet. We’re just 
trying to make a narrow clarification 
that would allow property owners to be 
able to check and make sure that if 
somebody has a criminal conviction 
that that person could be prevented 
from moving into an apartment com- 
plex, for example, where you’ve got sin- 
gle mothers with young children. 

Every single day in this country, 
property owners use background 
checks to check on criminal records of 
people that are applying for housing. 
This has nothing to do with violations 
of the Fair Housing Act. It’s just a 
basic common practice that property 
owners use every day to make sure 
that somebody that’s looking to move 
into housing doesn’t have a criminal 
record. Some property owners can look 
at that, and some property owners can 
choose not to be concerned about that. 
But many millions of property owners 
across the country do look at whether 
or not somebody has got a criminal 
conviction in determining whether or 
not they will rent them housing. It’s 
not only to protect the property owner 
who has in many cases hundreds of 
thousands of dollars, if not millions of 
dollars, invested in that property, but 
also to protect the other residents who 
are renting property at that apart- 
ment. 

So this new rule that’s come out 
jeopardizes the ability of those prop- 
erty owners to look and make sure 
that somebody doesn’t have a criminal 
conviction on their record. What this 
amendment would do would just ensure 
that if the Department of Housing and 
Urban Development goes forward with 
this rule, that the rule won’t prevent 
somebody from using a tool that has 
been in the hands of property owners 
for generations just to make sure that 
somebody doesn’t have a criminal con- 
viction when they’re moving into this 
housing unit that they own. 

Again, I will use the example of a sex 
offender. There are sex offenders in 
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most States, including my State of 
Louisiana. There are strict require- 
ments of what somebody has to comply 
with if they’re a convicted sex offender. 
They have to register, and they have to 
do a lot of other things. But if some- 
body doesn’t comply with that law— 
and there are always cases we find of 
people who don’t comply with that 
law—you don’t know if when you’re 
renting property to somebody whether 
or not they are a sex offender. But if 
you choose to do that background 
check and see if they’ve got that crimi- 
nal conviction on their record, then 
you can say: Wait a minute, you’re not 
coming into my apartment complex 
and jeopardizing the safety of those 
young children that already rent from 
me because we’re going to make sure 
that if you’ve got that background 
check that shows that you’re a sex of- 
fender, you’re going to be denied. 

Yet this new rule jeopardizes their 
ability to carry out what is a basic en- 
forcement mechanism that property 
owners all across the country use every 
day to protect their properties. We just 
want to make sure that as it relates to 
criminal convictions, that property 
owners can continue to look at that 
and make sure that that is something 
that they’re not going to be found in 
violation of a law if they use that 
mechanism. 

This is a simple amendment. I would 
urge its adoption, and I yield back the 
balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Louisiana (Mr. SCALISE). 

The amendment was agreed to. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MS. HERRERA 
BEUTLER 

Ms. HERRERA BEUTLER. Madam 
Chairman, I have an amendment at the 
desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will re- 
port the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

At the end of the bill, before the short 
title, insert the following: 

SEC. . None of the funds made avail- 
able in this Act may be used to build flood 
protection walls for Interstate 5 between 
mile posts 72-82 in Lewis County, Wash- 
ington. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman 
from Washington is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Ms. HERRERA BEUTLER. Madam 
Chairman, the reason I bring this 
amendment to the desk is because 
there are families, there are businesses, 
moms and dads in Lewis County on I- 
5 that have experienced devastating 
flooding. In fact, at one of my meetings 
back there, I met a wonderful older 
woman who has lived in that county 
for decades, and she said to me, Honey, 
when it starts to rain outside, I get ter- 
rified. I don’t know if I should put all 
my valuables in the attic and I should 
leave the house. That’s because in 2007, 
Madam Chairman, this county experi- 
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enced devastating flooding. And every 
time it rains, the residents wonder if 
this is going to be the next cata- 
strophic flood that they lose their busi- 
nesses, lose their homes, and that dev- 
astates families. 

Our State legislature and locals in 
the community in Lewis County have 
been seeking a basin-wide solution to 
flood protection. The Army Corps of 
Engineers has spent decades studying 
this issue, and the time of the study is 
over. We also need a solution that isn’t 
going to wall off the twin cities in 
Lewis County by erecting an 11-mile 
levee that basically turns those cities 
into a bathtub. 

With this amendment, I was seeking 
to prohibit that bathtub effect, so to 
speak, so as to protect the businesses 
and the families and the commerce 
that take place. We can come up with 
a better solution. However, Madam 
Chairman, because this is such an im- 
portant issue, and I want to make sure 
that we do this right, I’m going to 
withdraw my amendment at this time. 

Actually before I do so, Madam 
Chairman, would it be possible to ask a 
question of the subcommittee chair- 
man? 

Mr. LATHAM. Will the gentlelady 
yield? 

Ms. HERRERA BEUTLER. I would be 
happy to yield. 

Mr. LATHAM. I understand the con- 
cerns you have, and I would look for- 
ward to working with you as we get to- 
wards conference to try and address 
your concerns on this very important 
issue, obviously, for your constituents 
and would be pleased to be of any kind 
of assistance we possibly could. 

Ms. HERRERA BEUTLER. Thank 
you, Mr. Chair. 

With that, I withdraw my amend- 
ment, Madam Chairman, and yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. Without objec- 
tion, the amendment is withdrawn. 

There was no objection. 
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Mr. LATHAM. I move to strike the 
last word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Iowa is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. LATHAM. Madam Chairman, I 
believe we are coming to the end here, 
and I just want to make a couple of 
comments. 

As far as the gentleman from Massa- 
chusetts, once again, this will be his 
last appropriation bill on the floor as 
the ranking member and a former 
chairman of this subcommittee. Mr. 
OLVER has done an outstanding job 
over the years. We don’t always agree 
on everything. Do we, JOHN? But we 
work very, very well together. And I 
just want to wish you and your wife 
the best. 

You are a great partner and someone 
who I admire very, very much—your 
intelligence, your ability to look in de- 
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tail at programs. And we kid each 
other—or I kid Mr. OLVER a lot about 
maybe having debates inside his mind 
sometimes in committee. But he’s al- 
ways extraordinarily thoughtful and 
someone, again, that I admire very, 
very much. 

Madam Chairman, we've been 
through a 2-day process here. We have 
gone through a lot of amendments. I 
believe that we are to the point where 
we can bring this effort to a conclu- 
sion. 

And I would, again, thank Mr. OLVER, 
thank the staff, the professional staff 
on both sides, on the majority and on 
the minority side, for doing such an 
outstanding job. Working together is 
very difficult sometimes on these bills. 
Also, in my office, Doug Bobbitt does 
such a fabulous job working on this bill 
for me. But I just want to say thank 
you to everyone. 

Madam Chairwoman, I move that the 
Committee do now rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly, the Committee rose; 
and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. 
DENHAM) having assumed the chair, Ms. 
Foxx, Acting Chair of the Committee 
of the Whole House on the state of the 
Union, reported that that Committee, 
having had under consideration the bill 
(H.R. 5972) making appropriations for 
the Departments of Transportation, 
and Housing and Urban Development, 
and related agencies for the fiscal year 
ending September 30, 2013, and for 
other purposes, had come to no resolu- 
tion thereon. 


EE 


REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER 
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 1380 


Mr. LANDRY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that I be removed 
as a cosponsor of H.R. 1380. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Louisiana? 

There was no objection. 


EE 


MOTION TO INSTRUCT CONFEREES 
ON H.R. 4348, SURFACE TRANS- 
PORTATION EXTENSION ACT OF 
2012, PART II 


Ms. HAHN. Madam Speaker, I have a 
motion at the desk. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Ms. 
Foxx). The Clerk will report the mo- 
tion. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Ms. Hahn moves that the managers on the 
part of the House at the conference on the 
disagreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
Senate amendment to the bill H.R. 4348 be 
instructed to agree to the freight policy pro- 
visions in Sec. 1115, Sec. 33002, Sec. 33003, and 
Sec. 33005 of the Senate amendment. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 7 of rule XXII, the gentle- 
woman from California (Ms. HAHN) and 
the gentleman from California (Mr. 
DENHAM) each will control 30 minutes. 
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The Chair recognizes the gentle- 
woman from California. 

Ms. HAHN. Madam Speaker, I yield 
myself as much time as I may con- 
sume. 

My motion to instruct the conferees 
would be in favor of the Senate lan- 
guage as it relates to freight and goods 
movement. It would authorize a na- 
tional freight plan, national surface 
transportation and freight policy, and 
a port infrastructure development ini- 
tiative. 

We have all heard that the con- 
ference report is close to being filed. I 
have also heard that the Senate freight 
provisions are not in the final agree- 
ment. I want to come to the floor to- 
night and make one last attempt to en- 
sure that our country has a national 
freight policy. 

Madam Speaker, the Port of Los An- 
geles is in my backyard; and when I 
was on the city council in Los Angeles, 
I focused on transporting the goods 
that arrive in the port to the rest of 
the Nation. When I came to Congress 
almost a year ago, I was surprised that 
there was not enough attention on our 
ports, and I was surprised that we 
didn’t even have a ports caucus. So I 
cofounded the bipartisan Ports Caucus 
with my good friend, TED POE from 
Texas, to educate the rest of our Mem- 
bers on the importance of our ports and 
goods movement to our Nation’s econ- 
omy. So first, for those who don’t know 
what ‘‘goods movement” is, I would 
like to talk about why it’s crucial for 
our Nation. 

We are a consumer economy. Wheth- 
er it is a mom-and-pop store on the 
corner or a large retailer like Target, 
we don’t think twice when we go to 
these store to purchase groceries, toys 
for our children or clothing. When we 
go to the store, we expect that the 
milk and the Barbie dolls are on the 
shelf. 

Simply, goods movement is trans- 
porting products, whether they are 
made in America or imported through 
our Nation’s ports to retail stores. The 
goods that are transported throughout 
the country are transported by freight 
rail, trucks and, in some cases, water- 
ways. The efficient transportation of 
these goods is crucial for our economy. 
We need to invest in all modes of trans- 
portation for freight, including roads, 
rail, and grade crossings to reduce bot- 
tlenecks. 

But, Madam Speaker, this Nation 
does not focus enough resources on 
freight policy and goods movement. We 
don’t have a national freight plan to 
guide us. According to Robert Puentes 
at the Brookings Institute: 

The Nation has no comprehensive strategy 
or plan for the maintenance and develop- 
ment of transportation assets related to 
international freight movement. The coun- 
try’s freight transportation industry is high- 
ly decentralized, with private operators own- 
ing almost all of the trucks and rails, and 
the public sector owning the roads, airports, 
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and waterway rights. And unlike our inter- 
national peers, such as Germany, Canada, 
and Australia, the United States doesn’t 
have a unified strategy that aligns disparate 
owners and interests around national eco- 
nomic objectives. 

Madam Speaker, without a national 
plan, we have bottlenecks transporting 
our goods. For example, goods that 
leave the Port of Los Angeles take 48 
hours to arrive in Chicago and take an- 
other 30 hours to travel across the city. 
What does this bottleneck and others 
like it mean? It means higher costs for 
consumers, more congestion, more pol- 
lution, and fewer jobs. 
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We need to stop this piecemeal sys- 
tem and develop a national plan. It’s so 
crucial that we develop this plan now 
because the amount of freight will in- 
crease drastically in the next 20 years. 
In southern California, it is expected to 
triple. 

In addition, this administration 
wants to double the exports by 2014. 
And I think we need to have an effi- 
cient system to export our products 
overseas. This will provide opportuni- 
ties for our small businesses. And we 
need to prepare for that increase. Ac- 
cording to the Federal Highway Ad- 
ministration, the U.S. surface trans- 
portation network, which includes rail 
and highway, is reaching or has 
reached capacity in many areas. The 
congestion largely stems from the lack 
of capacity to meet traffic demand and 
lack of infrastructure. 

A U.S. Department of Transportation 
report, ‘‘Freight Transportation Im- 
provements and the Economy,” esti- 
mates the cost of carrying freight on 
the highway system at between $25 and 
$200 an hour. Unexpected delays can in- 
crease the cost of transporting goods 
by 50 to 250 percent. Because the supply 
chain is a ‘‘network of retailers, dis- 
tributors, transporters, storage facili- 
ties, and suppliers that participate in 
the sale, delivery, and production of a 
particular product,” congestion result- 
ing in unreliable trip times and missed 
deliveries can have major business im- 
plications, which adds cost at every 
link of the supply chain. 

If the transportation function is effi- 
cient, manufacturing and retail firms 
can carry less inventory because they 
can rely on goods being delivered when 
and where they are needed. If the 
transportation system is congested and 
unreliable, a firm must carry more in- 
ventory to ensure production processes 
are uninterrupted and the availability 
of goods is maintained. 

Carrying inventory is not free. Not 
only is a firm’s capital tied up in the 
inventory, but it must be stored and 
insured. This model of business car- 
rying more inventories to buffer trans- 
portation unreliability costs money to 
the companies and ultimately to the 
consumer. 

One of the reasons that I like work- 
ing on ports and freight policy is be- 
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cause it’s a bipartisan issue. It’s some- 
thing we can find common middle 
ground on. For example, Bob Poole of 
the libertarian Reason Foundation 
stated: 

Goods-movement infrastructure has not 
gotten enough attention in recent decades, 
either at the Federal level or in the trans- 
portation plans of urban area Metropolitan 
Planning Organizations. The larger question 
before us is what the Federal Government’s 
direct role should be. 

Mr. Poole continues: 

Despite my general decentralist leanings, I 
agree that facilitating free flow of com- 
merce—with the world and among States—is 
one of the tasks the Constitution gives to 
the Federal Government. I’m favorable to 
the idea of the Federal Government making 
strategic investments in critical corridors 
and key nodes in the goods-movement sys- 
tem. And obviously, this needs to involve all 
the modes that make economic sense for 
shippers to move cargo. 

What organizations support a na- 
tional freight plan? In addition to 
many transportation and port organi- 
zations, a national freight plan is sup- 
ported by the United States Chamber 
of Commerce and the National Retail 
Federation. The Chamber of Commerce 
recently sent a letter this month to the 
conference committee stating: 

The reliable and timely movement of goods 
is critical to U.S. economic health. Unfortu- 
nately, the condition and capacity of the 
transportation system has failed to keep up 
with the growth in trade volume and freight 
movement. Congestion caused by bottle- 
necks threaten to choke future economic 
growth. The Chamber believes the Senate- 
passed bill includes strong provisions to es- 
tablish a freight program that would im- 
prove regional and national freight move- 
ment by targeting investments and improve- 
ments that would demonstrably facilitate 
the movement of freight, such as truck-only 
lanes, railway-highway grade separations, 
and improvements to freight intermodal con- 
nectors. 

As part of the Freight Stakeholders 
Coalition, the retailers stated: 

Substantial investment in the Nation’s 
freight transportation system must be given 
a high priority. Without the ability to quick- 
ly and cost-effectively move goods into, out 
of, and through the United States, America 
will not be able to maintain our high stand- 
ard of living and high employment levels. 

I also have letters of support from 
the American Trucking Association 
and the American Association of Port 
Authorities in support of this motion, 
as well as many other supporters. 

We all know that congestion—espe- 
cially truck congestion on our high- 
ways—causes air pollution. In my part 
of the country, South Coast Air Qual- 
ity Management District said that die- 
sel emissions are responsible for 71 per- 
cent of the major pollutants in the re- 
gion. This means more asthma in our 
children and more cancer. Eliminating 
congestion will help improve air qual- 
ity and our Nation’s health. 

Also, America’s farmers would ben- 
efit from a national freight policy. Not 
only do America’s farmers provide food 
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in our grocery stores and on our table, 
but they feed the world as well. Amer- 
ica is the world’s bread basket. The 
U.S. is the world’s top wheat exporter. 
And all that grain needs to be trans- 
ported from America’s heartland to our 
ports. It is crucial that we have the in- 
frastructure to transport our goods 
from California or the Midwest to ex- 
port them. 

In conclusion, last week, the PORTS 
Caucus met with Transportation Sec- 
retary LaHood. He said the Depart- 
ment was beginning to plan a national 
freight policy but that Congress needed 
to prioritize goods movement. This is 
our chance. The last transportation 
bill was passed 7 years ago. We cannot 
wait another 7 years before we make a 
national commitment and a priority 
for a freight policy in this country. 

I urge my colleagues to vote for my 
motion, and I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

AMERICAN TRUCKING ASSOCIATIONS, 
Arlington, VA, June 27, 2012. 
Hon. JANICE HAHN, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR CONGRESSWOMAN HAHN: The Amer- 
ican Trucking Associations would like to ex- 
press our strong support for your motion to 
instruct conferees to support MAP-21’s 
freight provisions. In particular, ATA be- 
lieves that full funding for the National 
Freight Program in Sec. 1115 is an essential 
step toward addressing the nation’s most 
critical freight transportation bottlenecks. 
Approximately 60% of the U.S. economy 
moves on the back of trucks, and inefficien- 
cies in major truck routes will negatively af- 
fect economic output and job creation. We 
are pleased that MAP-21 recognizes the crit- 
ical importance of efficient freight networks 
by focusing a portion of available funding on 
highway freight projects, and we join you in 
urging the conference committee to retain 
the Sec. 1115 program and other important 
freight-related elements of MAP-21. 

Thank you for your support of these provi- 
sions. We hope to be of continuing assistance 
throughout the reauthorization process. 

Sincerely, 
Bill Graves. 
AMERICAN ASSOCIATION 
OF PORT AUTHORITIES, 
Alexandria, VA, June 27, 2012. 
Hon. JANICE HAHN, 
House of Representatives, Rayburn House Office 
Building, Washington, DC. 

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE HAHN: We write this 
letter today to voice the American Associa- 
tion of Port Authorities’ (AAPA) strong sup- 
port for your motion to instruct the con- 
ferees to agree to the freight policy provi- 
sions in MAP 21. AAPA promotes the com- 
mon interests of the port community and 
provides leadership on trade, transportation, 
environmental and other issues related to 
port development and operations. The cre- 
ation of a national freight policy is one of 
AAPA’s top policy goals for surface trans- 
portation authorization. These provisions 
are important to seaports’ ability to effi- 
ciently connect America to the global econ- 
omy and help our nation plan for future 
freight growth. A recent Corps of Engineers 
study noted that over the next 30 years, the 
U.S. population is expected to increase 32 
percent, while imports should increase four- 
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fold and exports (so critical to our economic 
growth) are projected to see a sevenfold in- 
crease. These freight provisions are impor- 
tant to our ability to plan for this increased 
trade and avoid gridlock. 

AAPA urges Congress to support the provi- 
sions in MAP 21 which provide for a national 
freight program and policy in the surface 
transportation authorization bill. Freight 
and goods movement often cross state lines 
and are best planned for in more comprehen- 
sive ways. This transportation bill aims to 
reform our transportation programs and in- 
cluding freight is critical to developing a 
system focused on the needs of the future. 

Now more than ever, the needs of our goods 
movement network must be addressed as 
system use continues to grow in lockstep 
with America’s recovering economy. The in- 
clusion of a national freight plan with sup- 
porting policies, strategy and funding will 
help ensure America’s international com- 
petitiveness, create jobs and bolster the U.S. 
economic recovery. 

Thank you for your consideration of these 
important issues. 

Sincerely, 
KURT J. NAGLE. 

Mr. DENHAM. Madam Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may con- 
sume. 

This motion instructs conferees to 
the surface transportation reauthoriza- 
tion conference to agree to several pro- 
visions in the Senate bill relating to 
freight policy. As I’m sure you’re 
aware, the conferees and their staffs 
have been working around the clock, 
and it is our hope to file a bipartisan, 
bicameral agreement as soon as pos- 
sible. This agreement is aimed to tack- 
le serious issues facing the infrastruc- 
ture of the United States, which is the 
utmost importance to the stability and 
future growth of the American econ- 
omy. 

As soon as it’s filed, I encourage the 
gentlewoman from California to review 
the conference report and take special 
note of the freight policy language that 
a majority of the House and majority 
of the Senate conferees chose to in- 
clude. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Ms. HAHN. I appreciate my colleague 
from California saying that. But, 
again, I have letters of support from 
major organizations who felt like the 
freight policy language was not as good 
as the Senate bill. Just to make clear, 
the freight policy in the Senate bill 
does not increase the total cost of the 
bill. And by leaving the provisions that 
I talked about out of the final bill, 
we’re not reducing the cost of the bill, 
and we’re not reducing the deficit. 

I just think the Senate language 
really sets forth something that I 
think we’ve never done in this country, 
and that’s really to prioritize and to 
understand the importance of moving 
forward and being competitive in this 
global economy and establishing once 
and for all a comprehensive freight pol- 
icy that will put goods-movement at a 
level that I think it should be. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. DENHAM. I am prepared to close 
if the gentlelady is prepared to yield 
back. 
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Ms. HAHN. I am ready to close, too. 
The hour is late. For those of you 
watching C-SPAN, it’s nearing the 
final hour of the day. It’s past 11 p.m. 
But I really did feel like one of the rea- 
sons I did come to Congress was to 
raise the level of importance of our 
ports, of goods movement, of cargo, 
what it means to this economy, what it 
means to jobs, and I just wanted to 
give it one last shot that we might in- 
struct the conferees to include what I 
think is the better language in the 
final transportation bill. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
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Mr. DENHAM. Madam Speaker, I will 
just close by saying that I can appre- 
ciate the gentlewoman from Califor- 
nia’s passion on this issue. I, too, see 
the great ports of California and 
throughout the Nation and the need to 
have an overall freight policy, and I 
look forward to working with her in 
the future on this very important 
issue. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. All time 
for debate has expired. 

Without objection, the previous ques- 
tion is ordered on the motion to in- 
struct. 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion to instruct. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the noes appeared to have it. 

Ms. HAHN. Madam Speaker, on that 
I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, further pro- 
ceedings on this question will be post- 
poned. 


— 


LEAVE OF ABSENCE 


By unanimous consent, leave of ab- 
sence was granted to: 

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas 
(at the request of Ms. PELOSI) for today 
and the balance of the week. 


EE 
ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 


Karen L. Haas, Clerk of the House, 
reported and found truly enrolled bills 
of the House of the following titles, 
which were thereupon signed by the 
Speaker: 

H.R. 33. An act to amend the Securities 
Act of 1933 to specify when certain securities 
issued in connection with church plans are 
treated as exempted securities for purposes 
of that Act. 

H.R. 2297. An act to promote the develop- 
ment of the Southwest waterfront in the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, and for other purposes. 


EE 


SENATE ENROLLED BILL SIGNED 


The Speaker announced his signature 
to an enrolled bill of the Senate of the 
following title: 
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S. 3187. An act to amend the Federal Food, 
Drug, and Cosmetic Act to revise and extend 
the user-fee programs for prescription drugs 
and medical devices, to establish user-fee 
programs for generic drugs nd biosimilars, 
and for other purposes. 
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ADJOURNMENT 


Mr. DENHAM. Madam Speaker, I 
move that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord- 
ingly (at 11 o’clock and 12 minutes 
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p.m.), under its previous order, the 
House adjourned until tomorrow, 
Thursday, June 28, 2012, at 10 a.m. for 
morning-hour debate. 
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EXPENDITURE REPORTS CONCERNING OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL 


Reports concerning the foreign currencies and U.S. dollars utilized for Official Foreign Travel during the first and sec- 
ond quarters of 2012 pursuant to Public Law 95-384 are as follows: 


REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, DELEGATION TO QATAR, AFGHANISTAN, AND HUNGARY, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN MAY 10 AND 


MAY 15, 2012 
Date Per diem ! Transportation Other purposes Total 
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar US. dollar 
Name of Member or employee Arrival Depart Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent 
mya pat ure: currency or US. currency or U.S. currency or U.S. currency or U.S. 
currency 2 currency 2 currency 2 currency 2 
on. Nancy Pelosi ... 5/11 5/12 Qatar ... 233.74 233.74 
jon. Jean Schmidt . 5/11 5/12 Qatar ... 339.74 339.74 
jon. Anna Eshoo .... 5/11 5/12 Qatar ... 339.74 339.74 
on. Carolyn Maloney .. 5/11 5/12 Qatar ... 339.74 339.74 
on. Terri Sewell .... 5/11 5/12 Qatar ... 339.74 339.74 
Dr. Brian Monahan . 5/11 5/12 Qatar ... 220.74 220.74 
Wyndee Parker 5/11 5/12 Qatar ... 309.74 309.74 
Drew Hammi 5/11 5/12 Qatar ... 339.74 339.74 
Bridget Fallon 5/11 5/13 Qatar .. 679.48 2,021.03 
Bina Surgeon . 5/11 5/13 Qatar .. 679.48 2,021.03 
on. Nancy Pelosi 5/12 5/13, Afghanistan s:.cwiidantsanddshaada Aana An]. aa ~~ (OA) anana. iandien D DAES nai U RAAE, 
on. Jean Schmidt . 5/12 5/13. Afghanistan 28.00 28.00 
lon. Anna Eshoo .... 5/12 5/13 Afghanistan 28.00 28.00 
on. Carolyn Maloney .. 5/12 5/13 Afghanistan 28.00 28.00 
lon. Terri Sewell .... 5/12 5/13. Afghanistan 28.00 28.00 
Dr. Brian Monahan . 5/12 5/13. Afghanistan 28.00 28.00 
Wyndee Parker 5/12 5/13 Afghanistan 28.00 28.00 
Drew Hammi 5/12 5/13 Afghanistan 28.00 28.00 
on. Nancy Pelosi 5/13 5/15 Hungary .. 389.10 389.10 
lon. Jean Schmidt . 5/13 5/15 Hungary .. 506.00 506.00 
lon. Anna Eshoo .... 5/13 5/15 Hungary .. 506.00 506.00 
on. Carolyn Maloney .. 5/13 5/15 Hungary .. 506.00 506.00 
lon. Terri Sewell .... 5/13 5/15 Hungary .. 506.00 506.00 
Dr. Brian Monahan . 5/13 5/15 Hungary .. 506.00 506.00 
Wyndee Parker 5/13 5/15 Hungary .. 506.00 506.00 
Drew Hammi 5/13 5/15 Hungary .. 506.00 506.00 
Bridget Fallon 5/13 5/15 Hungary .. 506.00 506.00 
Bina Surgeon . 5/13 5/15 Hungary .. 506.00 506.00 
Committee total ari Athi Caa aa a aoaaa eE EARS Rw NEREALNE AS Caines | ASEE ORAE Aa | AAA a | Liian a n Soala a 11,644.08 


1Per diem constitutes lodging and meals. 


2f foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended. 


3 Military air transportation. 


HON. NANCY PELOSI, June 9, 2012. 


REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMITTEE ON SMALL BUSINESS, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN JAN. 1 AND MAR. 31, 2012 


Date 


Name of Member or employee 


Arrival Departure 


Per diem 1 Transportation Other purposes Total 
Count U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar US. dollar 
Y Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent 
currency or US. currency or U.S. currency or U.S. currency or U.S. 
currency 2 currency 2 currency 2 currency 2 


Please Note: If there were no expenditures during the calendar quarter noted above, please check the box at right to so indicate, and return. X<] 


HOUSE COMMITTEES 


1Per diem constitutes lodging and meals. 


2 |f foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended. 


HON. SAM GRAVES, Chairman, June 7, 2012. 
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EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 


Under clause 2 of rule XIV, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 

6658. A letter from the Director, Regu- 
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen- 
cy’s final rule Killed, nonviable 
Streptomyces acidiscabies strain RL-110T; 
Exemption from the Requirement of a Toler- 
ance [EPA-HQ-OPP-2010-0078; FRL-9348-7] re- 
ceived June 8, 2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Agri- 
culture. 

6659. A letter from the Acting Under Sec- 
retary, Department of Defense, transmitting 
a letter on the approved retirement of Vice 


Admiral Richard K. Gallagher, United States 
Navy, and his advancement to the grade of 
vice admiral on the retired list; to the Com- 
mittee on Armed Services. 


6660. A letter from the Acting Under Sec- 
retary, Department of Defense, transmitting 
a letter on the approved retirements of Rear 
Admiral (lower half) Craig S. Faller and Cap- 
tain Dwight D. Shepherd, United States 
Navy, to wear the insignia of the grade of 
rear admiral and rear admiral (lower half), 
respectively; to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 


6661. A letter from the Secretary, Depart- 
ment of Health and Human Services, trans- 
mitting the Department’s report entitled, 
‘2010 Impact and Effectiveness of Adminis- 
tration for Native Americans (ANA) Projects 


Report’’; to the Committee on Education and 
the Workforce. 


6662. A letter from the Secretary, Depart- 
ment of Health and Human Services, trans- 
mitting annual financial report as required 
by the Animal Generic Drug User Fee Act of 
2008 for FY 2011; to the Committee on Energy 
and Commerce. 


6663. A letter from the Secretary, Depart- 
ment of Health and Human Services, trans- 
mitting fiscal year 2011 Performance Report 
to Congress for the Animal Drug User Fee 
Act, as amended; to the Committee on En- 
ergy and Commerce. 


6664. A letter from the Director, Regu- 
latory Management Division, Environmental 
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Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen- 
cy’s final rule — Revisions to Federal Imple- 
mentation Plans to Reduce Interstate Trans- 
port of Fine Particulate Matter and Ozone 
[EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0491; FRL-9672-4] (RIN: 
2060-AR35) received June 8, 2012, pursuant to 
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce. 

6665. A letter from the Director, Regu- 
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen- 
cy’s final rule — Approval and Promulgation 
of Air Quality Implementation Plans; Indi- 
ana; Regional Haze [EPA-R05-OAR-2011-0080; 
FRL-9638-3] received June 8, 2012, pursuant to 
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce. 

6666. A letter from the Director, Regu- 
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen- 
cy’s final rule — Approval and Promulgation 
of Air Quality Implementation Plans; Mary- 
land; Permit to Construct Exemptions [HPA- 
R08-2010-0394; FRL-9684-9] received June 8, 
2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

6667. A letter from the Director, Regu- 
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen- 
cy’s final rule — Approval and Promulgation 
of Air Quality Implementation Plans; Min- 
nesota; Regional Haze [EPA-R05-OAR-2010- 
0037; FRL-9683-5] received June 8, 2012, pursu- 
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee 
on Energy and Commerce. 

6668. A letter from the Director, Regu- 
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen- 
cy’s final rule — Approval and Promulgation 
of Air Quality Implementation Plans; Vir- 
ginia; Regional Haze State Implementation 
Plan [EPA-R03-OAR-2011-0091, HPA-R03-OAR- 
2011-0584; FRL-9685-2] received June 8, 2012, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com- 
mittee on Energy and Commerce. 

6669. A letter from the Director, Regu- 
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen- 
cy’s final rule — Approval and Promulgation 
of Implementation Plans and Designation of 
Areas for Air Quality Planning Purposes; Il- 
linois; Redesignation of the Illinois Portion 
of the St. Louis, MO-IL Area to Attainment 
for the 1997 8-hour Ozone Standard [EPA-R05- 
OAR-2010-0523; FRL-9683-7] received June 8, 
2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

6670. A letter from the Director, Regu- 
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen- 
cy’s final rule — Approval and Promulgation 
of Implementation Plans; Arizona; Update to 
Stage II Gasoline Vapor Recovery Program; 
Change in the Definition of ‘‘Gasoline’’ to 
Exclude “E85” [EPA-R09-OAR-2010-0717; 
FRL-9661-3] received June 8, 2012, pursuant to 
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce. 

6671. A letter from the Director, Regu- 
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen- 
cy’s final rule — Approval and Promulgation 
of Implementation Plans; New Mexico; 
Minor New Source Review (NSR) 
Preconstruction Permitting Rule for Cotton 
Gins [EPA-R06-OAR-2005-NM-0008; FRL-9684- 
5] received June 8, 2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

6672. A letter from the Director, Regu- 
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen- 
cy’s final rule — Approval of Air Quality Im- 
plementation Plan; Arizona; Attainment 
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Plan for 1997 8-hour Ozone Standard [EPA- 
R09-OAR-2012-0253; FRL-9682-5] received June 
8, 2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to 
the Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

6673. A letter from the Director, Regu- 
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen- 
cy’s final rule — Control of Air Pollution 
From Aircraft and Aircraft Engines; Emis- 
sion Standards and Test Procedures [HPA- 
HQ-OAR-2010-0687; FRL-9678-1] (RIN: 2060- 
AO70) received June 8, 2012, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on En- 
ergy and Commerce. 

6674. A letter from the Director, Regu- 
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen- 
cy’s final rule — Determination of Failure to 
Attain by 2005 and Determination of Current 
Attainment of the 1-Hour Ozone National 
Ambient Air Quality Standards in the Balti- 
more Nonattainment Area in Maryland 
[EPA-R03-OAR-2011-0680; FRL-9685-5] re- 
ceived June 8, 2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

6675. A letter from the Director, Regu- 
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen- 
cy’s final rule — Designation of Areas for Air 
Quality Planning Purposes; State of Arizona; 
Pinal County; PM10 [HPA-R09-OAR-2010-0491; 
FRL-9679-7] received May 25, 2012, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce. 

6676. A letter from the Director, Regu- 
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen- 
cy’s final rule — Direct Final Negative Dec- 
laration and Withdrawal of Large Municipal 
Waste Combustors State Plan for Designated 
Facilities and Pollutants: Illinois [EPA-R05- 
OAR-2012-0312; FRL-9679-6] received May 25, 
2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

6677. A letter from the Director, Regu- 
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen- 
cy’s final rule — Elemental Mercury Used in 
Barometers, Manometers, Hygrometers, and 
Psychrometers; Significant New Use Rule 
EPA-HQ-OPPT-2010-0630; FRL-9345-9] (RIN: 
2070-AJ71) received May 25, 2012, pursuant to 
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce. 

6678. A letter from the Director, Regu- 
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen- 
cy’s final rule — Heavy-Duty Highway Pro- 
gram: Revisions for Emergency Vehicles 
EPA-HQ-OAR-2011-1032; EFRL-9673-1] (RIN: 
A2060-AR54) received May 25, 2012, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce. 

6679. A letter from the Director, Regu- 
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen- 
cy’s final rule — Protection of Stratospheric 
Ozone: Alternative for the Motor Vehicle Air 
Conditioning Sector under the Significant 
New Alternatives Policy (SNAP) Program 
[EPA-HQ-OAR-2004-0488; FRL-9668-8] (RIN: 
2060-AM54) received May 25, 2012, pursuant to 
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce. 

6680. A letter from the Director, Regu- 
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen- 
cy’s final rule — Significant New Use Rule 
on a Certain Chemical Substance; With- 
drawal of Significant New Use Rule [HPA- 
HQ-OPPT-2011-0942; FRL-9350-3] (RIN: 2070- 
AB27) received May 25, 2012, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on En- 
ergy and Commerce. 
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6681. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Congressional Affairs, Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission, transmitting the Commission’s 
final rule — Safety Evaluation for Topical 
Report WCAP-17236-NP, Revision 0, ‘‘Risk-In- 
formed Extension of the Reactor Vessel Noz- 
zle Inservice Inspection Interval” received 
June 4, 2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); 
to the Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

6682. A letter from the Director, Defense 
Security Cooperation Agency, transmitting 
Transmittal No. 12-25, pursuant to the re- 
porting requirements of Section 36(b)(1) of 
the Arms Export Control Act, as amended; to 
the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

6683. A letter from the Director, Defense 
Security Cooperation Agency, transmitting 
Transmittal No. 12-23, pursuant to the re- 
porting requirements of Section 36(b)(1) of 
the Arms Export Control Act, as amended; to 
the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

6684. A letter from the Acting Under Sec- 
retary, Department of Defense, transmitting 
authorization of 5 officers to wear the au- 
thorized insignia of the grade of major gen- 
eral; to the Committee on Armed Services. 

6685. A communication from the President 
of the United States, transmitting a declara- 
tion of a national emergency with respect to 
blocking the property of the Government of 
the Russian Federation, pursuant to 50 
U.S.C. 1703(b); (H. Doc. No. 112—119); to the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs and ordered to 
be printed. 

6686. A letter from the Chairman, Council 
of the District of Columbia, transmitting 
Transmittal of D.C. ACT 19-380, ‘‘District De- 
partment of Transportation Grant Authority 
Temporary Amendment Act of 2012’’; to the 
Committee on Oversight and Government 
Reform. 

6687. A letter from the Chairman, Council 
of the District of Columbia, transmitting 
Transmittal of D.C. ACT 19-384, ‘‘Youth 
Bulling Prevention Act of 2012”; to the Com- 
mittee on Oversight and Government Re- 
form. 

6688. A letter from the Secretary, Depart- 
ment of Energy, transmitting the semi- 
annual report on the activities of the Office 
of Inspector General for the period October 1, 
2011 to March 1, 2012; to the Committee on 
Oversight and Government Reform. 

6689. A letter from the Executive Analyst, 
Department of Health and Human Services, 
transmitting a report pursuant to the Fed- 
eral Vacancies Reform Act of 1998; to the 
Committee on Oversight and Government 
Reform. 

6690. A letter from the Secretary, Depart- 
ment of Labor, transmitting pursuant to 
Title II, Section 203, of the Notification and 
Federal Employee Antidiscrimination and 
Retaliation Act (No FEAR Act), the Depart- 
ment’s annual report for FY 2011; to the 
Committee on Oversight and Government 
Reform. 

6691. A letter from the Secretary, Depart- 
ment of Veterans Affairs, transmitting the 
semiannual report on activities of the In- 
spector General for the period October 1, 
2011, through March 31, 2012; to the Com- 
mittee on Oversight and Government Re- 
form. 

6692. A letter from the General Counsel and 
Acting Executive Director, Election Assist- 
ance Commission, transmitting Semiannual 
Report of the Inspector General for the pe- 
riod October 1, 2011 through March 31, 2012; 
to the Committee on Oversight and Govern- 
ment Reform. 

6693. A letter from the Chairman, Federal 
Labor Relations Authority, transmitting the 
semiannual report of the Inspector General 
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of the Federal Labor Relations Board for the 
period beginning October 1, 2011 and ending 
March 31, 2012; to the Committee on Over- 
sight and Government Reform. 

6694. A letter from the Chairman, Federal 
Maritime Commission, transmitting the 
Commission’s semiannual report from the of- 
fice of the Inspector General for the period 
October 1, 2011 through March 31, 2012; to the 
Committee on Oversight and Government 
Reform. 

6695. A letter from the Executive Director, 
Interstate Commission on the Potomac 
River Basin, transmitting the Commission’s 
audited Seventy-First Financial Statement 
for the period of October 1, 2010 to September 
30, 2011 pursuant to the Federal Managers’ 
Financial Integrity Act and the Inspector 
General Act of 1978, as amended; to the Com- 
mittee on Oversight and Government Re- 
form. 

6696. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Personnel Management, transmitting the Of- 
fice’s semiannual report from the office of 
the Inspector General and the Management 
Response for the period October 1, 2011 
through March 31, 2012; to the Committee on 
Oversight and Government Reform. 

6697. A letter from the Assistant Adminis- 
trator for Procurement, National Aero- 
nautics and Space Administration, transmit- 
ting the Administration’s final rule — Award 
Fee for Service and End-Item Contracts 
(RIN: 2700-AD70) received June 8, 2012, pursu- 
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee 
on Science, Space, and Technology. 


o 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 


Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN: Committee on For- 
eign Affairs. Legislative Review and Over- 
sight Activities of the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs During the 112th Congress (Rept. 112- 
552). Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. NUGENT: Committee on Rules. House 
Resolution 708. Resolution relating to the 
consideration of House Report 112-546 and an 
accompanying resolution, and providing for 
consideration of the resolution (H. Res. 706) 
authorizing the Committee on Oversight and 
Government Reform to initiate or intervene 
in judicial proceedings to enforce certain 
subpoenas. (Rept. 112-553). Referred to the 
House Calendar. 


EE 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XII, public 
bills and resolutions of the following 
titles were introduced and severally re- 
ferred, as follows: 

By Mr. SMITH of Texas (for himself, 
Mr. CONYERS, Mr. GOODLATTE, Mr. 
WATT, Mr. COBLE, Mr. BERMAN, Mr. 
WOLF, Mr. SCHIFF, Mr. CHAFFETZ, Mr. 
DEUTCH, Mr. POE of Texas, and Mr. 
CHABOT): 

H.R. 6029. A bill to amend title 18, United 
States Code, to provide for increased pen- 
alties for foreign and economic espionage, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. LEVIN (for himself, Mr. RAN- 
GEL, Mr. STARK, Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mr. 
LEWIS of Georgia, Mr. NEAL, Mr. 
BECERRA, Mr. THOMPSON of Cali- 
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fornia, Mr. LARSON of Connecticut, 
Mr. BLUMENAUER, Mr. KIND, Mr. PAS- 
CRELL, Ms. BERKLEY, and Mr. CRow- 
LEY): 

H.R. 6030. A bill to provide a temporary tax 
credit for increased payroll, to eliminate cer- 
tain tax benefits for major integrated oil 
companies, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. BLUMENAUER (for himself, 
Mr. LEVIN, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. STARK, 
Mr. McDERMOTT, Mr. LEWIS of Geor- 
gia, Mr. NEAL, Mr. BECERRA, Mr. DOG- 
GETT, Mr. THOMPSON of California, 
Mr. LARSON of Connecticut, Mr. KIND, 
Mr. PASCRELL, Ms. BERKLEY, and Mr. 
CROWLEY): 

H.R. 6031. A bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to extend the production 
and investment tax credits for wind facilities 
and to modify the foreign tax credit rules ap- 
plicable to major integrated oil companies 
which are dual capacity taxpayers; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mrs. BLACKBURN: 

H.R. 6032. A bill to modify the boundary of 
the Shiloh National Military Park located in 
Tennessee and Mississippi, to establish Park- 
er’s Crossroads Battlefield as an affiliated 
area of the National Park System, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Natural 
Resources. 

By Mr. CUMMINGS (for himself, Mr. 
BURTON of Indiana, Mr. CARSON of In- 
diana, Mrs. CHRISTENSEN, Ms. CLARKE 
of New York, Mr. CLAY, Mr. JACKSON 
of Illinois, and Mr. RANGEL): 

H.R. 6033. A bill to provide for research and 
education to improve screening, detection 
and diagnosis of prostate cancer; to the Com- 
mittee on Energy and Commerce. 

By Mr. GARAMENDI (for himself, Mr. 
DANIEL E. LUNGREN of California, Ms. 


RICHARDSON, Mr. LOEBSACK, Mr. 
STARK, and Mr. THOMPSON of Cali- 
fornia): 


H.R. 6034. A bill to provide for the estab- 
lishment of a task force to conduct a study 
to analyze the challenges faced by agricul- 
tural areas and rural communities des- 
ignated as an area having special flood haz- 
ards for purposes of the National Flood In- 
surance Program; to the Committee on Fi- 
nancial Services. 

By Ms. RICHARDSON (for herself and 
Mr. RANGEL): 

H.R. 6035. A bill to promote permanent 
families for children, privacy and safety for 
unwed mothers, responsible fatherhood, and 
security for adoptive parents by establishing 
a National Responsible Father Registry and 
encouraging States to enter into agreements 
to contribute the information contained in 
the State’s Responsible Father Registry to 
the National Responsible Father Registry, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. ROGERS of Michigan (for him- 
self, Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN, and Mr. 
MCKEON): 

H.R. 6036. A bill to require a report by the 
Secretary of State on whether the Haqqani 
Network meets the criteria for designation 
as a foreign terrorist organization, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on the Ju- 
diciary. 

By Mr. COFFMAN of Colorado (for 
himself and Mr. PERLMUTTER): 

H.R. 6037. A bill to include focusing on 
credit availability in the mission of each 
Federal banking regulator, to provide in- 
sured depository institutions with certain 
amortization authority and authority to in- 
clude allowances for loan and lease losses 
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when calculating the institution’s capital, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Financial Services. 

By Mr. FORTENBERRY (for himself, 
Mr. CARNAHAN, Mrs. BLACKBURN, Mr. 
CHANDLER, Mrs. BONO MACK, Ms. CHU, 
Mr. CRENSHAW, Mr. COHEN, Mr. 
GRIMM, Mr. DICKS, Mr. JOHNSON of 
Ohio, Mr. ELLISON, Mr. KINGSTON, Mr. 
ENGEL, Mr. MILLER of Florida, Mr. 
FARR, Mr. REICHERT, Ms. HIRONO, Mr. 
ROYCE, Mr. HOLT, Mr. WITTMAN, Mr. 
JOHNSON of Georgia, Mr. YOUNG of 
Alaska, Mr. KISSELL, Mrs. MALONEY, 
Ms. MCCOLLUM, Mr. MCGOVERN, Ms. 
MOORE, Mr. MORAN, Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, 
Mr. TIERNEY, Mr. VAN HOLLEN, and 
Ms. WOOLSEY): 

H.R. 6038. A bill to strengthen the role of 
the United States in the international com- 
munity of nations in conserving natural re- 
sources to further global prosperity and se- 
curity; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. LARSEN of Washington: 

H.R. 6039. A bill to preserve the Green 
Mountain Lookout in the Glacier Peak Wil- 
derness of the Mount Baker-Snoqualmie Na- 
tional Forest; to the Committee on Natural 
Resources. 

By Mr. MANZULLO (for himself, Mr. 
FALEOMAVAEGA, Mr. BURTON of Indi- 
ana, Mr. ROHRABACHER, Ms. 
BORDALLO, Mr. CHABOT, Mr. KELLY, 
Mr. SABLAN, Mr. JOHNSON of Ohio, 
Mr. WILSON of South Carolina, Mr. 
SERRANO, Mr. DIAZ-BALART, Mr. 
YOUNG of Alaska, Mrs. CHRISTENSEN, 
Mr. RIVERA, and Mr. PIERLUISI): 

H.R. 6040. A bill to approve the Agreement 
providing terms for a continuation of the 
free association between the United States 
and Palau, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs, and in addi- 
tion to the Committee on Natural Resources, 
for a period to be subsequently determined 
by the Speaker, in each case for consider- 
ation of such provisions as fall within the ju- 
risdiction of the committee concerned. 

By Mr. MARKEY (for himself, Mr. 
HOLT, and Mr. TONKO): 

H.R. 6041. A bill to provide that the Sec- 
retary of the Interior shall require the dis- 
closure of political contributions as a condi- 
tion of accepting bids for oil and gas leases 
of Federal onshore and offshore lands; to the 
Committee on Natural Resources. 

By Mr. MORAN (for himself, Mr. CON- 
NOLLY of Virginia, and Mr. VAN HOL- 
LEN): 

H.R. 6042. A bill to amend title 5, United 
States Code, to reform the Senior Executive 
Service, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on Oversight and Government Re- 
form. 

By Mr. MURPHY of Pennsylvania (for 
himself, Mr. RYAN of Ohio, Mr. 
MARINO, Mr. SULLIVAN, Mrs. BLACK- 
BURN, and Mr. TIBERI): 

H.R. 6043. A bill to amend the Public 
Health Service Act and the Social Security 
Act to extend health information technology 
assistance eligibility to behavioral health, 
mental health, and substance abuse profes- 
sionals and facilities, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Energy and Commerce, 
and in addition to the Committee on Ways 
and Means, for a period to be subsequently 
determined by the Speaker, in each case for 
consideration of such provisions as fall with- 
in the jurisdiction of the committee con- 
cerned. 

By Mr. PLATTS: 

H.R. 6044. A bill to amend titles 10 and 38, 
United States Code, to authorize the Sec- 
retary of Defense and the Secretary of Vet- 
erans Affairs to accept voluntary services 
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from veterans and veterans service organiza- 
tions at national cemeteries; to the Com- 
mittee on Veterans’ Affairs, and in addition 
to the Committee on Armed Services, for a 
period to be subsequently determined by the 
Speaker, in each case for consideration of 
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic- 
tion of the committee concerned. 

By Mr. SCOTT of Virginia (for himself 
and Mr. CONYERS): 

H.R. 6045. A bill to amend the Omnibus 
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968 to 
reauthorize the juvenile accountability 
block grants program through fiscal year 
2015; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. SMITH of Washington (for him- 
self, Mr. FILNER, Mrs. DAVIS of Cali- 
fornia, Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania, 
Mr. ANDREWS, Mr. LANGEVIN, Mr. 
LARSEN of Washington, Ms. TSONGAS, 
Ms. PINGREE of Maine, Mr. RYAN of 
Ohio, Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia, Ms. 
HANABUSA, and Ms. SPEIER): 

H.R. 6046. A bill to amend titles 10, 32, 37, 
and 38 of the United States Code, to add a 
definition of spouse for purposes of military 
personnel policies and military and veteran 
benefits that recognizes new State defini- 
tions of spouse; to the Committee on Armed 
Services, and in addition to the Committee 
on Veterans’ Affairs, for a period to be subse- 
quently determined by the Speaker, in each 
case for consideration of such provisions as 
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee 
concerned. 

By Ms. ZOE LOFGREN of California 
(for herself, Mr. SHERMAN, Mr. CON- 
NOLLY of Virginia, Mr. HINCHEY, Ms. 
EsHoo, Ms. SPEIER, Ms. RICHARDSON, 
Mr. SCHIFF, Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Mr. 
HONDA, Mr. WOLF, Mr. PETERS, Mr. 
DENT, Ms. CHU, Mr. BERMAN, Mr. 
FRANKS of Arizona, Ms. JACKSON LEE 
of Texas, Ms. SCHWARTZ, Mr. BRALEY 
of Iowa, and Mr. MCGOVERN): 

H. Res. 709. A resolution welcoming His 
Holiness, Hadhrat Mirza Masroor Ahmad, the 
worldwide spiritual and administrative head 
of the Ahmadiyya Muslim Community, to 
Washington, DC, and recognizing his com- 
mitment to world peace, justice, non- 
violence, human rights, religious freedom, 
and democracy; to the Committee on For- 
eign Affairs. 

By Mr. MCDERMOTT: 

H. Res. 710. A resolution congratulating 
Ichiro Suzuki, outfielder for the Seattle 
Mariners, for becoming the third fastest 
player in the history of Major League Base- 
ball to amass 2,500 hits; to the Committee on 
Oversight and Government Reform. 


ee 


CONSTITUTIONAL AUTHORITY 
STATEMENT 


Pursuant to clause 7 of rule XII of 
the Rules of the House of Representa- 
tives, the following statements are sub- 
mitted regarding the specific powers 
granted to Congress in the Constitu- 
tion to enact the accompanying bill or 
joint resolution. 

By Mr. SMITH of Texas: 

H.R. 6029. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

The authority to enact this bill is derived 
from, but may not be limited to, Article I, 
Section 8, Clause 3 of the United States Con- 
stitution. 

By Mr. LEVIN: 

H.R. 6030. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 
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The Congress enacts this bill pursuant to 
Sections 7 & 8 of Article I of the United 
States Constitution and Amendment XVI of 
the United States Constitution. 

By Mr. BLUMENAUER: 

H.R. 6031. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

The Congress enacts this bill pursuant to 
Sections 7 & 8 of Article I of the United 
States Constitution and Amendment XVI of 
the United States Constitution. 

By Mrs. BLACKBURN: 

H.R. 6032. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 1 (relating to 
the power of Congress to provide for the gen- 
eral welfare of the United States) and Clause 
18 (relating to the power of Congress to make 
all laws necessary and proper for carrying 
out the powers vested in Congress and the 
Executive Branch), and Article IV, Section 3, 
Clause 2 (relating to the power of Congress 
to dispose of and make all needful rules and 
regulations respecting the territory or other 
property belonging to the United States) of 
the Constitution of the United States. 

By Mr. CUMMINGS: 

H.R. 6033. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article 1, Section 8, Clause 1: ‘‘The Con- 
gress shall have Power To lay and collect 
Taxes, Duties, Imposts and Excises, to pay 
the Debts and provide for the common 
Defence and general Welfare of the United 
States; but all Duties, Imposts and Excises 
shall be uniform throughout the United 
States” 

By Mr. GARAMENDI: 

H.R. 6034. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8 

By Ms. RICHARDSON: 

H.R. 6035. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

This bill is enacted pursuant to the power 
granted to Congress under Article I, Section 
8, Clauses 1 and 18 of the United States Con- 
stitution. 

By Mr. ROGERS of Michigan: 

H.R. 6036. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

The bill relates to matters concerning the 
foreign policy and national security of the 
United States. 

Article I, section 8 of the Constitution of 
the United States provides, in pertinent 
part, that ‘‘Congress shall have power . . . to 
pay the debts and provide for the common 
defense and general welfare of the United 
States”; . to raise and support armies. 
..’; “To provide and maintain a Navy”; 
“To make Rules for the Government and 
Regulation of the land and naval Forces”; 
and ‘‘To make all laws which shall be nec- 
essary and proper for carrying into Execu- 
tion the foregoing Powers and all other Pow- 
ers vested in this Constitution in the Gov- 
ernment of the United States, or in any De- 
partment or Officer thereof.” 

By Mr. COFFMAN of Colorado: 

H.R. 6037. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

The constitutional authorities on which 
this bill rests is: 

Article I, Sec. 8, Clause 3, the Commerce 
Clause, of the United States Constitution 

This states that ‘‘Congress shall have 
power to ... regulate commerce with for- 
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eign nations, and among the several states, 
and with the Indian tribes.” The power to 
regulate commerce among the several states 
is the power to define conditions and rules 
for commercial transactions, and the regula- 
tion of the prices and terms of sale. Estab- 
lishing regulations which govern the mone- 
tary policies federal banking regulators dic- 
tate financial institutions must follow, and 
the interactions between those regulators 
and institutions, affects the ability of these 
institutions to conduct business transactions 
with clients among the several states, and 
thus falls under the commerce clause. 
By Mr. FORTENBERRY: 

H.R. 6038. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 18 of the United 
States Constitution. 

By Mr. LARSEN of Washington: 

H.R. 6039. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

As described in Article 1, Section 1 ‘‘all 
legislative powers herein granted shall be 
vested in a Congress.” 

By Mr. MANZULLO: 

H.R. 6040. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8 

By Mr. MARKEY: 

H.R. 6041. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article 1, Section 8. 

By Mr. MORAN: 

H.R. 6042. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article 1, Section 18, Clause 8; 

By Mr. MURPHY of Pennsylvania: 

H.R. 6043. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 3, commonly re- 
ferred to for this purpose as the Commerce 
Clause, which states the following: To regu- 
late Commerce with foreign Nations, and 
among the several States, and with the In- 
dian Tribes. 

By Mr. PLATTS: 

H.R. 6044. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article 1; Section 8; Clauses 12, 18, 14, 18. 

By Mr. SCOTT of Virginia: 

H.R. 6045. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, section 8, clause 1 of the Con- 
stitution; and 

Article I, section 8, clause 18 of the Con- 
stitution. 

By Mr. SMITH of Washington: 

H.R. 6046. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

The constitutional authority on which this 
bill rests is the power of Congress ‘‘to make 
Rules for the Government and Regulation of 
the land and naval Forces” as enumerated in 
Article I, section 8 of the United States Con- 
stitution and in pursuit of the Equal Protec- 
tion Clause found in section 1 of the Four- 
teenth Amendment. 


EEE 


ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 


Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors 
were added to public bills and resolu- 
tions as follows: 
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H.R. 32: Mr. PEARCE. 

H.R. 94: Mr. PITTS, Mr. WALBERG, Mr. WIL- 
SON of South Carolina, Mrs. LUMMIS, Mr. ROE 
of Tennessee, Mr. HUIZENGA of Michigan, Mr. 
FLEMING, Mr. GOHMERT, and Mr. GARRETT. 

. 192: Mr. MICHAUD. 
. 265: Ms. CHU. 

. 273: Mr. MICHAUD. 
. 303: Mr. LANGEVIN. 
. 845: Mr. CLAY. 

-R. 350: Mr. CLAY. 

H.R. 459: Mr. DOGGETT, Ms. BUERKLE, Mr. 
BRALEY of Iowa, Mr. PITTS, Mr. OLSON, and 
Mr. SHERMAN. 

H.R. 547: Mr. SCALISE. 

H.R. 733: Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN, Ms. BUERKLE, 
and Mr. ANDREWS. 

H.R. 860: Mr. CASSIDY, Mrs. ELLMERS, and 
Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. 

H.R. 890: Mr. BONNER, Mr. DANIEL E. LUN- 
GREN of California, and Mr. MEEHAN. 


H.R. 894: Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. 

H.R. 904: Mr. ROKITA. 

H.R. 905: Mr. BILBRAY and Mr. BURGESS. 

H.R. 997: Mr. BOUSTANY and Mr. BISHOP of 
Utah. 

H.R. 1048: Mr. CARNAHAN. 

H.R. 1054: Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. 

H.R. 1111: Mr. HUIZENGA of Michigan. 

H.R. 1244: Mr. PETERSON. 

H.R. 1825: Mr. RIBBLE. 

H.R. 1394: Mr. GERLACH. 


H.R. 1404: Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas, Mr. 
SERRANO, and Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. 

H.R. 1416: Mr. CLAY. 

H.R. 1464: Mr. SCHWEIKERT, Ms. LEE of Cali- 
fornia, Mr. SMITH of Washington, and Mr. 
ROHRABACHER. 

H.R. 1475: Mr. RANGEL. 

H.R. 1519: Mr. COSTA, Mr. SCHRADER, and 
Mr. CARNEY. 

H.R. 1546: Mr. 

H.R. 1621: Mr. 

H.R. 1639: Mr. 

H.R. 1733: Mr. FARR. 

H.R. 1755: Mr. RICHMOND. 

H.R. 1792: Mr. Towns, Mr. Hout, Mr. ELLI- 
son, Mr. BUTTERFIELD, Mr. CICILLINE, and 
Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD. 

H.R. 1860: Mr. SHIMKUS. 

H.R. 1903: Ms. SLAUGHTER. 

H.R. 2032: Mr. BARTLETT. 

H.R. 2082: Mr. GERLACH. 

H.R. 2139: Mr. SABLAN, Mrs. 
Michigan, and Mr. HEINRICH. 

. 2194: . MARKEY. 

. 2198: . PAUL and Mr. WOMACK. 

. 2200: . MORAN. 

. 2299: . HURT. 

. 2304: . KISSELL. 

. 2418: . SMITH of Nebraska. 

. 2479: . LOEBSACK. 

. 2492: Mr. GUTIERREZ and Mr. RYAN of 


RIBBLE. 
RUSH. 
ROYCE. 


MILLER of 


H.R. 2505: Mr. YARMUTH. 
H.R. 2655: Mr. GUTHRIE and Ms. ROYBAL- 


: Ms. LEE of California. 

: Mr. CLAY. 

: Mr. CLAY. 

: Mrs. Lowry and Ms. LEE of Cali- 


. COSTELLO and Mr. CLAY. 
. CLAY. 
. RANGEL. 
. GRIFFITH of Virginia. 
. JOHNSON of Ohio. 
. BISHOP of Georgia. 
: Mr. CAPUANO, Mr. PRICE of Geor- 
gia, Mr. SCHILLING, Mr. GRAVES of Missouri, 
Mr. REED, Mr. DUNCAN of Tennessee, Mr. 
REHBERG, Mr. DAVIS of Illinois, Mr. WALSH of 
Illinois, and Mr. HULTGREN. 

H.R. 3192: Mr. HERGER. 
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H.R. 3364: Mr. KILDEE. 

H.R. 3395: Mr. GERLACH and Mr. LIPINSKI. 

H.R. 3423: Mr. DENT. 

H.R. 3458: Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of Cali- 
fornia and Mr. BLUMENAUER. 

H.R. 3522: Mr. BASS of New Hampshire. 

H.R. 3586: Mr. GRIFFITH of Virginia. 

H.R. 3605: Mr. ROHRABACHER. 

H.R. 3612: Ms. NORTON. 

H.R. 3618: Mr. LUJAN. 

H.R. 3619: Mr. CLAY. 

H.R. 3658: Mr. PAULSEN and Mr. WALSH of 
Illinois. 

H.R. 3682: Mrs. BIGGERT. 

H.R. 3762: Mr. CLAY. 

H.R. 3767: Mr. BOUSTANY and Mr. BENISHEK. 

H.R. 3798: Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York, Ms. 
BORDALLO, and Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. 

H.R. 3803: Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN and Mr. 
PLATTS. 

H.R. 3816: Mr. KINZINGER of Illinois. 

H.R. 3832: Mr. MATHESON. 

H.R. 3984: Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. 

H.R. 4004: Mr. LARSEN of Washington, Ms. 
SLAUGHTER, and Mr. HINCHEY. 

H.R. 4062: Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of Cali- 
fornia. 

H.R. 4066: Mr. SCALISE. 

H.R. 4155: Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. WALSH of Illi- 
nois, and Mr. GRIFFIN of Arkansas. 

. 4192: Mr. COHEN and Mr. STARK. 

. 4236: Mr. LOEBSACK. 

. 4238: Mr. ELLISON. 

. 4296: Ms. PINGREE of Maine. 

. 4806: . FARR. 

. 4318: . DEFAZIO. 

. 4321: . PETERS. 

. 4323: . CARNEY. 

. 4326: . MICHAUD. 

. 4342: Mr. JOHNSON of Ohio and Mr. ROE 
of Tennessee. 

H.R. 4345: Mr. GRIFFIN of Arkansas. 

H.R. 4867: Mr. KLINE, Mr. LIPINSKI, Mrs. 
BIGGERT, and Mr. AL GREEN of Texas. 

H.R. 4373: Mr. RANGEL and 
MCDERMOTT. 

H.R. 4405: Ms. RICHARDSON. 

H.R. 4470: Mr. DEUTCH. 

H.R. 4643: Mr. MILLER of Florida. 

H.R. 4740: Mr. JOHNSON of Ohio. 

H.R. 4972: Mr. DEFAZIO and Mr. 
MENAUER. 

H.R. 5129: Ms. NORTON. 

H.R. 5542: Mr. RUPPERSBERGER and Mr. 
RAHALL. 
. 5646: Mr. KLINE. 

. 5684: Mr. LIPINSKI. 

. 5707: Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. 
. 5717: Mrs. HARTZLER. 

-R. 5741: Mr. HANNA. 

H.R. 5796: Mr. CONNOLLY of Virginia and 
Mrs. MALONEY. 

H.R. 5799: Ms. LINDA T. SANCHEZ of Cali- 
fornia, Mr. HIMES, Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. SAR- 
BANES, Mr. LOEBSACK, Mr. GARAMENDI, Mr. 
MORAN, Ms. BERKLEY, and Mr. DOGGETT. 

H.R. 5822: Mr. GowpDy. 

H.R. 5864: Mr. FILNER. 

H.R. 5873: Mr. GRIFFIN of Arkansas, Mr. 
GIBSON, and Mr. CRAWFORD. 

H.R. 5879: Mr. CRAWFORD. 

H.R. 5881: Mr. BENISHEK. 

H.R. 5893: Mr. LANCE, Mr. BILIRAKIS, Mr. 
DUFFY, and Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. 

H.R. 5910: Mr. OWENS and Mr. BROOKS. 

H.R. 5916: Ms. EDWARDS, Ms. HIRONO, and 
Mr. MICHAUD. 
H.R. 5924: Mr. DUNCAN of South Carolina. 

H.R. 5939: Mrs. LOWEY and Mr. GOSAR. 

H.R. 5942: Mr. PAULSEN. 

H.R. 5943: Mr. RIBBLE and Mr. GRIFFITH of 
Virginia. 

H.R. 5951: Mr. RIGELL, Mr. RIBBLE, and Mr. 
WALSH of Illinois. 


Mr. 


BLU- 
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H.R. 5953: Mr. MILLER of Florida and Mr. 
BENISHEK. 

H.R. 5957: Mr. AUSTIN ScoTT of Georgia. 

H.R. 5959: Ms. DELAURO and Mr. HOLT. 

H.R. 5960: Mr. POLIS. 

H.R. 5976: Mr. QUIGLEY, Mr. WAXMAN, Ms. 
KAPTUR, Mr. MEEKS, Mr. DEUTCH, and Mr. 
STARK. 

H.R. 5978: Mr. TIERNEY. 

H.R. 5998: Mr. ROE of Tennessee, Mr. 
WALBERG, and Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. 

H.R. 6009: Mr. PEARCE. 

H.R. 6016: Mr. SCHILLING. 

H.R. 6019: Mr. REYES and Ms. CHU. 

H.R. 6028: Mr. ROGERS of Alabama. 

H.J. Res. 18: Mr. HUELSKAMP. 

H.J. Res. 69: Mr. CARNEY. 

H.J. Res. 90: Ms. WILSON of Florida and Mr. 
REYES. 

H.J. Res. 110: Mr. CASSIDY, Mr. CRAVAACK, 
Mr. BUCHANAN, Mrs. BLACKBURN, Mr. ROYCE, 
Mr. SCHWEIKERT, Mr. ALEXANDER, Mr. WIL- 
son of South Carolina, Mr. BENISHEK, Mr. 
JOHNSON of Illinois, Mr. FORBES, Mr. GoopD- 
LATTE and Mr. AKIN. 

H. Con. Res. 110: Mr. TURNER of New York. 

H. Con. Res. 116: Mr. MCGOVERN. 

H. Con. Res. 129: Mr. MCCOTTER, Mr. CAR- 
NEY, Ms. ESHoo, Mr. KINZINGER of Illinois, 
Mr. COOPER, and Mr. OLSON. 

H. Res. 134: Mr. VAN HOLLEN and Mr. MIL- 
LER of Florida. 

H. Res. 298: Mr. REYES, Mr. FRANK of Mas- 
sachusetts, Mr. GRAVES of Missouri, Ms. WIL- 
SON of Florida, Mr. AKIN, Mr. GUINTA, and 
Mrs. DAVIS of California. 

Res. 351: Mr. COHEN. 

Res. 397: Ms. BROWN of Florida. 

Res. 475: Mr. SCALISE. 

Res. 662: Mr. MCCOTTER. 

Res. 672: Mr. WELCH. 

. Res. 689: Mr. CONNOLLY of Virginia, Mr. 
BECERRA, Ms. EDWARDS, Ms. TSONGAS, Mr. 
RUPPERSBERGER, Mr. COOPER, Mr. BACA, Mr. 
HIMES, Ms. WOOLSEY, Ms. DEGETTE, Ms. LEE 
of California, Ms. PELOSI, Mr. CONYERS, Mr. 
MICHAUD, Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ, Mr. YAR- 
MUTH, Mr. TIERNEY, Mr. VISCLOSKY, Mr. 
McNERNEY, Mr. LYNCH, Mr. DOGGETT, Mr. 
HOLDEN, Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mr. MATHESON, 
Ms. ZOE LOFGREN of California, Mr. GRI- 
JALVA, Ms. BROWN of Florida, Mr. MEEKS, Mr. 
CUMMINGS, Mrs. CHRISTENSEN, Mr. BLU- 
MENAUER, Mr. GONZALEZ, Mr. FATTAH, Mr. 
FRANK of Massachusetts, Mr. HOYER, Mr. 
BRALEY of Iowa, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON 
of Texas, Mr. BOREN, Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ 
of California, Ms. NORTON, Mr. MURPHY of 
Connecticut, Mr. AL GREEN of Texas, Mr. 
WATT, Mrs. McCARTHY of New York, Mr. 
CARNEY, Mr. SCHRADER, Mr. BISHOP of Geor- 
gia, Mr. WAXMAN, Mrs. NAPOLITANO, Mr. 
RICHMOND, Ms. WILSON of Florida, Mr. JOHN- 
SON of Georgia, Ms. CLARKE of New York, and 
Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. 

H. Res. 694: Ms. CLARKE of New York, Ms. 
SCHAKOWSKY, Mr. ISRAEL, Ms. DELAURO, Ms. 
HAHN, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas, 
and Mrs. CAPPS. 

H. Res. 701: Mr. GRAVES of Missouri. 

H. Res. 702: Mr. GRAVES of Missouri. 


be a 


DELETIONS OF SPONSORS FROM 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors 
were deleted from public bills and reso- 
lutions as follows: 

H.R. 1880: Mr. LANDRY. 
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HONORING MAME REILEY 
HON. JAMES P. MORAN 


OF VIRGINIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, June 27, 2012 


Mr. MORAN. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
honor a longtime Virginia resident and dear 
friend, Ms. Mame Reiley, whose decades-long 
service to the Democratic Party and local non- 
profit institutions has had such a positive im- 
pact on people’s lives both locally and nation- 
ally. 

In 1989, Mame was the one who convinced 
me to run for Congress. Because of her leg- 
endary ability to make people see the art of 
the possible, and my confidence in her timing 
and instincts, we took on a tough race, beat- 
ing the odds. She served as my Chief of Staff 
for the next six years, ably guiding me to 
some major policy successes and a coveted 
seat on the Appropriations Committee in only 
my second term. 

Mame fell in love with politics as a young- 
ster, cheering Jack Kennedy on to his historic 
Presidential election and playing a significant 
role in college for his brother Ted’s run. In the 
years following, she has become a force with- 
in the Party, chairing the Women’s Caucus for 
the DNC, and having played a major role in 
the career of virtually every major Virginia 
Democrat from Doug Wilder to Tim Kaine. 
Among her many positions she’s held over the 
years: running inaugural activities for Governor 
Mark Warner, serving as political director of 
his PAC, One Virginia, serving as senior advi- 
sor to Governor Tim Kaine, and directing my 
brother Brian’s gubernatorial run. 

Mame’s skill, knowhow, and hard work led 
Governor Warner to appoint her to the Board 
of the Metropolitan Washington Airports Au- 
thority (MWAA) in 2002. While on the MWAA 
Board, she quickly gained the respect of her 
peers, rising to the position of Chairman of the 
Board, and the Board’s prestigious Dulles Cor- 
ridor Committee. Her efforts helped pave the 
way for Rail to Dulles, the largest expansion of 
the Metro rail system since it was created. 

Commitment to public service and the 
Democratic Party has been the theme of her 
life’s work. Mame’s involvement with the DNC 
and other influential local organizations con- 
tinues to this day. In 1992, she was elected to 
the DNC from Virginia. Since that time, she 
has risen to Chair the Women’s Caucus and 
serves on the DNC’s Executive Committee 
and its highly influential Rules and Bylaws 
Committee. She is also a member of the Eco- 
nomic Club of Washington and the Federal 
City Council Executive Committee. In her 
spare time, Mame has continued to operate 
the Reiley Group, a well-known public rela- 
tions and event planning firm. 

Mame has garnered the respect of count- 
less individuals and admirers. She is a force 
to be reckoned with, her honesty and advice 


frequently sought-out, and if you’re in a fox- 
hole, she’s the person you want next to you, 
protecting your back and bringing levity to 
even the toughest situation. 

Mr. Speaker, | am honored to ask my col- 
leagues to join me in recognizing the contribu- 
tions and accomplishments of my long time 
friend and mentor, Mame Reiley. 


EE 


RECOGNIZING THE MONTFORD 
POINT MARINES FOR RECEIVING 
THE CONGRESSIONAL GOLD 
MEDAL 


HON. ERIC CANTOR 


OF VIRGINIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, June 27, 2012 


Mr. CANTOR. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
recognize the Montford Point Marines for their 
selfless service to our country and for their for- 
titude in the face of social turmoil. This group 
of warriors forever remains a testament to the 
American ideals of bravery, patriotism, and lib- 
erty. 

Through the courageous efforts of civil 
rights activists and President Franklin D. Roo- 
sevelt’s signing of Executive Order 8802, race 
restrictions on the defense industry were elimi- 
nated during the buildup of World War II. And 
in 1941, African Americans wanting to serve 
their country were given the right to do so. 

Though still facing adversity in segregated 
camps, these brave soldiers answered the call 
to arms without hesitation and trained to be- 
come United States Marines at Camp 
Lejeune, North Carolina. Between 1942 and 
1949, more than 20,000 men were recruited 
and enlisted at Montford Point. These Marines 
would steadfastly serve our country during a 
time of great social unrest. The example they 
set and the legacy they left at Montford Point 
inspired countless future Marines and inspires 
us all today. 

President Truman’s signing of an executive 
order in 1949 desegregating the military is 
surely a direct reflection of these Marines’ role 
as trailblazers of racial equality. The sacrifice 
of the Montford Point Marines represented a 
pivotal step forward for our country and they 
deserve our utmost respect and admiration. 

Mr. Speaker, | ask that you join me today in 
saluting the Montford Point Marines as they 
receive the Congressional Gold Medal com- 
memorating their timeless example of valor 
and American heroism. 


HONORING BONNIE LEMOINE 
HON. RODNEY ALEXANDER 


OF LOUISIANA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, June 27, 2012 


Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. Speaker, it is with 
great pleasure that | have the opportunity to 


recognize the remarkable 34-year career of 
Bonnie Lemoine, Procter & Gamble (P&G) Ex- 
ternal Relations Leader. 

Bonnie was born and raised in Central Lou- 
isiana and has dedicated her career and life to 
the Pineville/Alexandria area. Throughout her 
career, Bonnie has worked tirelessly to make 
Louisiana an attractive place to do business 
and a great place to live. 

In addition to her job at P&G, Bonnie served 
as chair and board member of the Central 
Louisiana Chamber of Commerce, Chair and 
executive board member of the Louisiana As- 
sociation of Business and Industry, board 
member of Central Louisiana Economic Devel- 
opment Alliance and Tioga Historical Museum, 
member of North Rapides Business Alliance 
and Local Water Board Commissioner, and 
many others. 

Throughout the years, Bonnie has received 
numerous awards, including: Lantern Award, 
Intercity Economic Development Award, Cy- 
press Award, Better Business Award and P&G 
Recognition Shares. 

| offer the following testament to Bonnie’s 
kind-hearted and altruistic nature. After Hurri- 
cane Katrina, P&G’s Folgers Coffee Manufac- 
turing Plant, in New Orleans, was completely 
flooded as well as many of the employees’ 
homes. Bonnie immediately went into action. 
She asked employees in the P&G Pineville, 
LA plant if they would open their homes to the 
P&G Folgers families displaced by the floods. 
Everyone needing a roof over their heads was 
accommodated. Once this was achieved, 
Bonnie started working to get the plant up and 
running again. Within weeks, there were 125 
FEMA trailers on-site for employees to reside, 
and power had been restored to the site. The 
Folgers plant was one of the first manufac- 
turing plants in the area to resume production. 
It even received a visit from President Bush as 
he personally recognized the incredible efforts 
to help employees and their families and get 
the plant up and running in record time. 

Bonnie has earned the respect and admira- 
tion of everyone she has met along her jour- 
ney. It is with great pride that | ask my col- 
leagues to join me in honoring Bonnie 
Lemoine on an exemplary career as she cele- 
brates her retirement. | thank her for her serv- 
ice to our community and wish her the best in 
her future endeavors. 


HONORING PETER S. PAINE, JR. 
HON. WILLIAM L. OWENS 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, June 27, 2012 

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
honor my dear friend Peter S. Paine, Jr. upon 
his receipt of the Ordre des Palmes 
Academiques (Order of Academic Palms). 
This prestigious honor was awarded by the 


@ This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor. 
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Messieurs Jean-Claude Duthion, Education 
Attaché of the French Embassy in recognition 
of his work to preserve Fort Ticonderoga and 
its international educational mission. 


The Ordre des Palmes Academiques is an 
order of chivalry of France for academic, cul- 
tural, and educational figures. Originally found- 
ed by Emperor Napoleon to honor eminent 
members of the University of Paris, it was es- 
tablished as an order on October 4, 1955 by 
President René Jules Gustave Coty. 


Peter’s career as a lawyer and strong advo- 
cate for the environment first came to the fore 
when he was named a member of the Tem- 
porary Study Commission on the Future of the 
Adirondacks from 1968 to 1970, and then as 
a Commissioner of the Adirondack Park Agen- 
cy from 1971 to 1995. Peter served as the 
principle draftsman of the Adirondack State 
Land Master Plan and the NY State Wild Sce- 
nic and Recreational Rivers legislation, mas- 
terfully displaying his skill and passion for the 
environment. He also served as a trustee and 
former chairman of the Adirondack Nature 
Conservancy, served on the NY State Nature 
Conservancy Board of Trustees, was founding 
member and long time general counsel of the 
Lake Champlain Committee, and also served 
as one of the founding trustees of what is now 
Environmental Advocates. He also has served 
on the Board of Trustees of the Fort Ticon- 
deroga Association and a trustee of the Adi- 
rondack Community Trust pay projects and 
played an important role in numerous land 
conservation contracts in the Champlain Val- 
ley including the preservation as a bird sanc- 
tuary of the Four Brother Islands in Lake 
Champlain and the addition of the Split Rock 
Mountain Range to the NY State Forest Pre- 
serve. As a major supporter and co-organizer 
of the Noblewood Park and Nature Preserve 
Project in the town of Willsboro, along with 
Assemblywoman Teresa Sayward, he helped 
create the Coon Mountain Nature Preserve in 
Westport. Peter led the Paine family in donat- 
ing conservation easements to the Adirondack 
Nature Conservancy starting in 1978 which 
protected five miles of shoreline on Lake 
Champlain and the Boquet River as well as 
some 1,000 acres of farm and forestland. 


Peter had a long career in the law with the 
law firm of Cleary Gottlieb Steen and Hamilton 
LLP and has served as Chairman of the 
Champlain National Bank in Willsboro, NY. 


Peter is an avid hunter, fisherman, horse- 
man, and wilderness expedition leader. | can 
tell you from my personal interaction with him 
over many years that he is a man of uncom- 
mon intelligence, clear thinking, and one not 
afraid to express his opinion on any subject. 
He performs his duties with alacrity, clarity, 
and with concern for his environment and fel- 
low man. 


Let me offer in conclusion my sincere con- 
gratulations on his receipt of the Ordre des 
Palmes Academiques. | wish him the best of 
luck in all future endeavors. 


“Peter, mes sincéres félicitations pour votre 
prix a l’ordre des Palmes Académiques. Je 
tiens á vous souhaiter mes meilleures vceux 
de succés, et je vous prie d'agréer 
ľexpression de mes salutations les plus 
distinguées.” 
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SUPPORTING THE SELECTION OF 
IDAHO’S JERRY KRAMER INTO 
THE PRO FOOTBALL HALL OF 
FAME 


HON. MICHAEL K. SIMPSON 


OF IDAHO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, June 27, 2012 


Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. Speaker, | would like to 
highlight the career and advocate for one of 
Idaho’s most distinguished professional foot- 
ball players, Jerry Kramer. 

Jerry graduated from Idaho’s Sandpoint 
High School and attended college at the Uni- 
versity of Idaho on a football scholarship. He 
was a standout player there, garnering selec- 
tions to both the East-West Shrine Game and 
the College All-Star Game. 

Over a dozen professional football teams 
courted Kramer and after being drafted 39th 
overall, he signed on to play guard for the 
Green Bay Packers in 1958. The Packers of 
that era, with help from Kramer, are the only 
team to win three championships in a row. 
Jerry Kramer made the “Packer Sweep” fa- 
mous. 

Jerry Kramer is perhaps most famously 
known for “The Block” where he led quarter- 
back Bart Starr into the end zone as time ran 
out in the 1967 NFL Championship game, de- 
feating the Dallas Cowboys in what is known 
as the “Ice Bowl.” 

Jerry Kramer was a five-time All-Pro, a 
member of five championship teams, including 
the first two Super Bowls, and a member of 
the NFL’s 50th Anniversary All-Time team. He 
was named to the NFL’s All-Decade Team of 
the 1960s at offensive guard and led the NFL 
in field goal percentage in 1962. 

Surprisingly, Jerry Kramer is the only player 
selected to the NFL’s 50th All-Time Anniver- 
sary team who has not been inducted into the 
Pro Football Hall of Fame in Canton, Ohio 

It is time, Mr. Speaker, for this oversight to 
be corrected. Jerry Kramer is so highly re- 
garded that seventeen current members of the 
NFL Hall of Fame, many who played against 
Kramer, have endorsed his nomination and 
election to the Hall. That list of players in- 
cludes such greats as Roger Staubach, Frank 
Gifford, Alan Page, Bob Lilly, Jan Stenerud, 
Gino Marchetti and Coach Joe Gibbs, to name 
just a few 

Besides his contributions on the football 
field, Jerry is a highly regarded citizen of 
Idaho who gives his time to worthy causes in- 
cluding serving on the selection committee for 
the World Sports Humanitarian Hall of Fame. 
Idahoans are proud of his accomplishments 
and football fans throughout the State support 
his induction 

There is no doubt in my mind that Jerry Kra- 
mers NFL career clearly qualifies him for in- 
duction into the Pro Football Hall of Fame. 


PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
HON. GUS M. BILIRAKIS 


OF FLORIDA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, June 27, 2012 


Mr. BILIRAKIS. Mr. Speaker, on Tuesday, 
June 26th, 2012, | missed rollcall vote 416 for 
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unavoidable reasons. Had | been present, | 
would have voted as follows: Rollcall No. 416: 
“no” (Connolly of Virginia Amendment). 


EE 


ON POINT, SHADES OF BLACK AND 
GREEN IN HONOR OF THE 
MONTFORD POINT MARINES AND 
THE PRESENTATION OF THE 
CONGRESSIONAL GOLD MEDAL 


HON. CORRINE BROWN 


OF FLORIDA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, June 27, 2012 


Ms. BROWN of Florida. Mr. Speaker, the 
Montford Point Marines, were the first enlisted 
Blacks ever to serve in the United States Ma- 
rine Corps. Today we honor these magnificent 
heroes with the presentation of Congress’s 
highest civilian award, the Congressional Gold 
Medal. These heroes fought on two fronts: at 
home against discrimination and across the 
seas to defend our Nation. Beginning in 1942 
they served in the Pacific Theater, and fought 
as valiantly as any Americans ever have. 
Their courageous lives have helped bring this 
Nation one step closer to equality. | ask in 
honor of all of these heroes living and de- 
ceased, this poem be placed in the CONGRES- 
SIONAL RECORD. 

ON POINT, SHADES OF BLACK AND GREEN 

(by Albert Carey Caswell) 


On... 

On Point! 

All in those Shades of Black and Green! 

As a war can so be fought on two fronts 
sometimes so sadly seen! 

As had all of those Montford Point Marines 


All in their most magnificent shades, shades 
of Black and Green... 

For only The Few, Shall Ever Be United 
States Marines! 

As a Nation’s dark deep past so convened! 

All in what discrimination so really means! 

As throughout all of those generations, 

and all of those tears and pain upon a Na- 
tion! 

But, To Be A United States Marine! 

But, some dreams never die as so it seems! 

To walk so proudly and wear those brilliant 
shades of Green! 

And to go so boldly forth, 

all in your most heroic course! 

As A United States Marine! 

And even though what we so did to them was 
a disgrace as seen, 

these fine heroes would not so lost pace, 
these Marines! 
As they so heroically marched off into that 
shadow of death with high esteem! 
While, all of their most brilliant hearts so 
gleamed! 

OohRah! 

Because, discrimination is no match for A 
United States Marine! 

With the world at its edge, 

as Mankind bled... 

To Save The World, all in those magnificent 
shades of black and green! 

So that into a future, A King Among could 
so speak of his Dream! 

Because, no more fiercer warrior has so been 
seen! 

Than, all of those Magnificent Montford 
Point Marines! 

As I pity those poor Japanese, 

who had to so face all of their most heroic 
screams! 
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As Jesse Owens, 

had already laid the ground work in Ger- 
many it seems! 

When, the second wave came crashing in as 
seen! 

Bringing a setting sun in the land of the Jap- 
anese! 

As what their fine hearts for our country tis 
of thee would mean! 

All in that Pride, 

that which so dwells deep inside of being a 
United States Marine! 

As their courage and their faith, 

put our Nation one step closer to that place! 

Where all of our forefathers’ hearts had so 
truly dreamed! 

For all men are created equal all in this 
golden theme! 

So on this day, 

look around you and pray and so say thank 
all of these Marines! 

All in their most magnificent shades of 
Black and Green! 

Whose courage and undying faith, 

so made this our world a much better place 
all of these Marines! 

Listen closely, can you but not hear the lib- 
erty bell! 

Ringing out for the freedoms that they so 
fought for across the shores so well! 

For all these magnificent men where On 
Point, 

as our Lord God knows so very well! 

All in their most magnificent shades of 
Black and Green! 

All of these Magnificent Montford Point Ma- 
rines... 

As time and history would tell! 


EE 


IN RECOGNITION OF THE EL PASO 
YOUTH SYMPHONY ORCHESTRA 


HON. SILVESTRE REYES 


OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, June 27, 2012 


Mr. REYES. Mr. Speaker, today | recognize 
the El Paso Youth Symphony Orchestra 
(EPYSO) and their Diplomatic International 
Cultural Exchange Tour. 

From June 25th through July 2nd, the 
EPYSO will partner with the Mexican national 
youth symphony, Sinfonica Esperanza Azteca, 
in a regional tour that will take them to pres- 
tigious venues in southern California. The jour- 
ney will culminate with a performance aboard 
the USS Midway, honoring veterans and sol- 
diers. 

The recognition of the tour would not be 
complete without mentioning the talented or- 
chestra behind it. This year, Maestro Phillip 
Gabriel Garcia and his students will celebrate 
the 20th anniversary of the respected and ac- 
complished EPYSO. With over 3,500 students 
taught and 200 shows performed, it is amaz- 
ing to consider that just two decades ago, 
Phillip was a senior at Hanks High School 
when he first started this orchestra. EPYSO is 
now playing nationally in front of thousands. 
Its philanthropic motive of discovering hidden 
talent and potential in students throughout the 
city is also noteworthy. 

With the tour underway, the band is focused 
on providing a phenomenal show. Mayor John 
Cook and Maestro Garcia have worked with 
the El Paso musicians to promote the mes- 
sage that they are a band against bullies. 
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Their musical compositions come with a moral 
that bullying in schools must stop. Their song 
“| Am Not a Bully” will not only demonstrate 
and promote equal and fair school policies, 
but also display to our Mexican counterparts 
that Americans are more sympathetic than 
many in the international community label us. 

Bullying is an unacceptable and growing 
problem in our schools. Bullying in all forms is 
unacceptable and social networks like 
Facebook and Twitter have only added fuel to 
the fire. All students suffer when bullying is tol- 
erated, and we need to change if we want to 
see our youth progress as a generation. Our 
goal should be to provide students with a safe 
academic environment where students are 
comfortable and focused on their social and 
educational goals. Additionally, as a father and 
a grandfather, | would not want to witness any 
child being harassed or picked-on. Being 
bullied, especially at a young age, has a seri- 
ous implication on a child’s early social devel- 
opment that will negatively impact them for the 
rest of their lives. Thankfully many activists— 
like the students in the EPYSO and others— 
are combating this growing problem. 

| am proud of the Diplomatic International 
Cultural Exchange Tour. As the EPYSO trav- 
els across the Southwest with their Mexican 
counterparts, | hope that their message of tol- 
erance will be one which the cities they visit 
will embrace and share in their communities. 


EE 


CONGRATULATING MS. STEPHANIE 

ODOM ON THE OCCASION OF 
RECOGNITION AS A UNITED 
HEALTH FOUNDATION DIVERSE 
SCHOLAR 


HON. G. K. BUTTERFIELD 


OF NORTH CAROLINA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, June 27, 2012 


Mr. BUTTERFIELD. Mr. Speaker, | rise with 
great pleasure to congratulate Ms. Stephanie 
Odom for being honored as a United Health 
Foundation Diverse Scholar. Ms. Odom’s un- 
wavering commitment to academic excellence 
in the field of science, deem her worthy of this 
recognition. 

The United Health Foundation began high- 
lighting Diverse Scholars in 2007 as an initia- 
tive to increase the quantity of deserving, yet 
underrepresented individuals entering the 
health workforce. In 2009, the Foundation 
sought to further engage scholars with access 
to resources by hosting a forum in our Na- 
tion’s capital with representatives from govern- 
ment, academia, and various industries. 

Ms. Odom is a native of Macon, North Caro- 
lina. She has excelled at Edward Waters Col- 
lege as an undergraduate biology major. Cur- 
rently in her second year of education at Ed- 
ward Waters, Ms. Odom has consistently 
achieved Dean’s List honors by maintaining a 
minimum 3.5 GPA since her freshman year. 
As a result, she is a member of the pres- 
tigious national honor society, Phi Eta Sigma. 

She credits the United Health Foundation 
scholarship with assisting her goal of com- 
pleting post-secondary education. She is a 
humble, yet gracious leader; when asked 
about challenges faced while achieving her 
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goal of higher education, Ms. Odom replied 
that she is challenged daily, but will not allow 
anything to discourage her dream of becoming 
a physician. 

As a resident of North Carolina’s First Con- 
gressional District, | am proud to call her one 
of our own. The United Health Foundation has 
shown great judgment in selecting Ms. Steph- 
anie Odom as a Diverse Scholar. 

Again, congratulations. Best wishes for her 
continued academic success and commitment 
to the uplift of science and humanity. 


Ee 


HONORING THE PASADENA JEWISH 
TEMPLE AND CENTER 


HON. ADAM B. SCHIFF 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, June 27, 2012 


Mr. SCHIFF. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
honor the Pasadena Jewish Temple and Cen- 
ter in Pasadena, California, upon its 90th anni- 
versary. 

Incorporated in 1921, Jewish members of 
Pasadena built their first synagogue, Temple 
B’nai Israel, on Hudson Avenue in Pasadena. 
In 1929 the congregation moved to a larger 
meeting room due to a rapid growth in mem- 
bership. By 1932 membership had grown to 
207 family members. In the 1940’s, the con- 
gregation purchased land and built a new tem- 
ple on Altadena Drive in Pasadena, its current 
location. 

David Cohen became Rabbi in 1942, fol- 
lowed by Rabbi Max Vorspan, who served 
from 1947 until 1952. During this time, the 
Pasadena Jewish Community was re-named 
as the Pasadena Jewish Temple and Center 
(PJTC). In 1952, Maurice T. Galpert became 
Rabbi, serving until his death in 1988. Rabbi 
Galpert led the PJTC through growth and 
modernization, which included building a new 
sanctuary and school and the ratification of a 
new constitution. In 1989, Rabbi Gilbert Kollin, 
long established as a rabbinic leader in the 
greater Los Angeles Jewish community, led 
PJTC until his retirement in 2003. Joshua Le- 
vine Grater became Rabbi in 2003 and under 
his leadership, the PJTC has become not only 
a place to worship but also a positive role 
model with many service and outreach pro- 
grams. 

Since its inception, the PJTC has provided 
spiritual guidance to its members and support 
for the community. In addition to hosting affili- 
ated Jewish organizations such as_ the 
Weizmann Day School and B’nai B’rith, there 
are many service committees including the 
Sisterhood, United Synagogue Youth, Men’s 
Club, and Israel Committees. The Tikkun 
Olam & Social Justice Committee coordinates 
ongoing humanitarian and social action work 
within PUTC and the greater community, and 
its efforts include coordinating charitable re- 
sponses to occurrences such as Hurricane 
Katrina and ending the genocide in Darfur. 
Members also volunteer with Union Station 
Homeless Services and Project Isaiah, a food 
and clothing distribution program, and provide 
tutoring to Longfellow Elementary School stu- 
dents in Pasadena. 

| consider it a great privilege to represent 
the Pasadena Jewish Temple and Center and 
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| ask all Members to join me in congratulating 
the congregation upon their 90th anniversary. 


TRIBUTE TO MICHAEL R. HOLLIS 
HON. JAMES E. CLYBURN 


OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, June 27, 2012 


Mr. CLYBURN. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
pay tribute to a natural born leader, an entre- 
preneur, a trailblazer and a very dear friend. 
Michael R. Hollis departed this life on June 18, 
2012, at the tender age of 58, but not before 
he achieved his goal to “do something in life 
that would make a difference.” 

A native of Atlanta, Georgia, Michael was 
born in Grady Memorial Hospital, a beloved in- 
stitution that later in life he would help save. 
From a young age he demonstrated he was 
extremely gifted. When he was only 15, he led 
the Atlanta Youth Congress and worked on 
Sam _ Massell’s mayoral campaign, which 
earned him a spot on the Mayor's race rela- 
tions commission. The following year, Mi- 
chael’s talents landed him a coveted job in the 
Atlanta Braves’ public relations department. At 
16, he also served as a Georgia delegate to 
the White House Conference on Youth and 
led the Young Atlantans for Maynard Jackson 
during Jackson’s 1969 bid for the U.S. Senate. 
It was only after he accomplished these re- 
markable achievements that he graduated 
from Booker T. Washington High School. 

Michael went on to graduate with honors 
from Dartmouth College and earned a Juris 
Doctorate from the University of Virginia 
School of Law. While in law school, he contin- 
ued to demonstrate extraordinary leadership 
by becoming the first African American to be 
elected national president of the American Bar 
Association’s student organization. 

Following law school, Michael returned 
home to Atlanta, but his political connections 
called him into service. President Jimmy Car- 
ter appointed him to serve as associate chief 
counsel to investigate the legal implications of 
the Three Mile Island nuclear power plant ac- 
cident in 1979. In that position, he helped lead 
the investigative committee to recommend nu- 
clear safety protocols that are still in effect 
today. 

In addition to his political acumen, Michael 
was an entrepreneur at heart. While serving 
as Vice President for Public Finance at 
Oppenheimer & Co. in New York, he incor- 
porated Air Atlanta at the age of 27. He left 
the investment firm three years later in 1983 
to lead his fledgling airline. It folded in 1987, 
but Michael was not deterred. 

In the years that followed, he formed Hollis 
Communications and helped build a 50,000 
watt radio station in Atlanta. He also launched 
Hanover Credit Company, Blue Sky Petroleum 
Company and Nevis Securities, LLC. 

Michael served on the Fulton-DeKalb Hos- 
pital Authority and the Grady Memorial Hos- 
pital board. He was founding trustee of Clark 
Atlanta University and served as a member of 
the Emory University Board of Visitors. 

Michael is survived by his beloved wife, 
Deena Freeman Hollis; sisters Virginia Hollis 
and Joan Hollis Mitchell; and brothers, Flem 
Hollis and Julius Hollis. 
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Mr. Speaker, | ask you and our colleagues 
to join me in honoring Michael R. Hollis, a 
bright light that was dimmed too soon. He was 
a remarkable example of what one can ac- 
complish if you hold fast to your dreams. In 
his own words he couldn’t “pass through this 
life and pass up on great opportunities.” His 
many achievements stand as testaments to a 
life well lived, and will serve as his lasting leg- 
acy. 


EE 


HONORING THE LIFE AND LEGACY 
OF DR. CALVIN HYLTON SHIRLEY 


HON. ALCEE L. HASTINGS 


OF FLORIDA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, June 27, 2012 


Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr. Speaker, | 
rise today to honor the life and legacy of an 
outstanding human being. Dr. Calvin Hylton 
(Kappa) Shirley passed away on June 23, 
2012 at the age of 91. He was my doctor and 
great friend. 

Dr. Shirley was born on January 28, 1921, 
grew up in Pensacola, Florida and graduated 
from Florida A&M University. He served as a 
Navy corpsman in the Pacific during World 
War Il, and went on to earn his degree from 
Boston College of Physicians and Surgeons. 

Dr. Shirley was an accomplished physician 
who specialized in the fields of obstetrics and 
family practice. He was among the first black 
doctors to work in Broward County, starting 
the historic Provident Hospital in Fort Lauder- 
dale, which was the first medical facility in the 
city for blacks. Dr. Shirley served there for 54 
years and delivered over 6,000 babies. In 
1949, he established his own practice, and al- 
lowed those who could not pay for his serv- 
ices to offer him crops as payment. Dr. Shirley 
was a man who lived by his principles, stating 
that, “A good doctor is one who is concerned 
with giving service, as opposed to one who’s 
only concerned with the almighty dollar.” 

In addition to his outstanding service to the 
community, Dr. Shirley paved the way for Afri- 
can Americans in the medical community. He 
was one of the first four black physicians in 
Broward County to have his own medical 
practice. He was also the first medical advisor 
to the Sickle Cell Foundation. Furthermore, Dr. 
Shirley was the first and only black physician 
to receive the coveted Heideman Memorial 
Doctor of the Year award, and serve on the 
Executive Board of the Florida State Health 
Planning Council as well as serve on the staff 
of Broward General Hospital. He was also the 
first black obstetrician-gynecologist in Broward 
County and the first black staff physician at 
Broward Health Medical Center. 

On top of his professional career, Dr. Shir- 
ley was affiliated with many organizations root- 
ed in the South Florida community. He was 
one of the founding members and first 
Polemarch of the Fort Lauderdale Alumni 
Chapter of Kappa Alpha Psi Fraternity, Inc., 
an organization of which | am a proud mem- 
ber. Additionally, Dr. Shirley was a 32nd De- 
gree Mason, a Shriner of Kazah Temple 149, 
and a member of Sigma Pi Phi Fraternity of 
Alpha Rho Boule. 

My chief of staff Art Kennedy, also a Kappa 
with Dr. Shirley and myself, remembers him 
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fondly. “Brother Shirley was always a gen- 
tleman, very cool and calm, and he loved 
Kappa.” 

Mr. Speaker, | would like to take this oppor- 
tunity to offer my sincere condolences to all 
those who have been impacted by the loss of 
such a great man. My thoughts and prayers 
are with Dr. Shirley’s family and friends during 
this most difficult time. He was a tremendous 
individual who selflessly dedicated his life to 
helping all those around him, and he will be 
dearly missed. 


EE 


UNITED HEALTH FOUNDATION’S 
DIVERSE SCHOLARS PROGRAM 


HON. ERIK PAULSEN 


OF MINNESOTA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, June 27, 2012 


Mr. PAULSEN. Mr. Speaker, as we work to 
modernize our Nation’s health care system, it 
is critical to invest in the next generation of the 
health care workforce so that they will be 
properly equipped with the tools and capabili- 
ties to improve the quality and delivery of 
health care. United Health Foundation’s Di- 
verse Scholars Initiative has helped multicul- 
tural students reach their higher education 
dreams while inspiring them to pursue careers 
in health. | would like to congratulate this 
year’s Scholars who are participating in United 
Health Foundation’s Annual Diverse Scholars 
Forum on their academic achievements and 
their commitment to enter the health care 
workforce to create a more culturally relevant 
and effective health care system, particularly 
in underserved communities. 

Rosilem Barclay, 7th Congressional District 
of Alabama, Birmingham, Alabama 

Gwendolyn Wagner, 1st Congressional Dis- 
trict of Arizona, Chinle, Arizona 

Karen King, 1st Congressional District of Ar- 
izona, Fort Defiance, Arizona 

Angela Allen, 2nd Congressional District of 
Arizona, Surprise, Arizona 

Marcus Marable, 3rd Congressional District 
of Arizona, Phoenix, Arizona 

Paulette Lizarraga, 4th Congressional Dis- 
trict of Arizona, Phoenix, Arizona 

Lorraine Sophia Cuesta, 6th Congressional 
District of Arizona, Apache Junction, Arizona 

Luz Marina Bradberry, 6th Congressional 
District of Arizona, Chandler, Arizona 

Osvaldo Amezcua, 12th Congressional Dis- 
trict of California, San Francisco, California 

Jared Wigg, 17th Congressional District of 
California, Del Rey Oaks, California 

Marizabel Orellana, 34th Congressional Dis- 
trict of California, Downey, California 

Isidro Landa, 35th Congressional District of 
California, Los Angeles, California 

Jessica Gomez, 38th Congressional District 
of California, Montebello, California 

Trang Vu, 40th Congressional District of 
California, Westminster, California 

Melanie Castillo, 42nd Congressional Dis- 
trict of California, Brea, California 

Sydney Bailey, 4th Congressional District of 
California, Roseville, California 

Izzybeth Rodriguez, 51st Congressional Dis- 
trict of California, National City, California 

Briana Truong, 5th Congressional District of 
California, Sacramento, California 
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Jillian Canete, 5th Congressional District of 
California, Sacramento, California 

Chinsin Sim, 11th Congressional District of 
California, Stockton, California 

Min Ju Lee, 15th Congressional District of 
California, Cupertino, California 

Adrian Hernandez, 20th Congressional Dis- 
trict of California, Bakersfield, California 

Linda Sapien, 21st Congressional District of 
California, Fresno, California 

Alice Yotat, At-Large, District of Columbia, 
Washington, D.C. 

Lelia Uchuya, 19th Congressional District of 
Florida, West Palm Beach, Florida 

Laura Martin, 25th Congressional District of 
Florida, Hialeah Gardens, Florida 

Monica Fernandez Junco, 25th Congres- 
sional District of Florida, Miami, Florida 

Gretchen Betancourt, 2nd Congressional 
District of Florida, Tallahassee, Florida 

Arielle Watson, 13th Congressional District 
of Georgia, Marietta, Georgia 

Sharmori Lewis, 3rd Congressional District 
of Georgia, Hampton, Georgia 

Kristen-Kaye Goulbourne, 4th Congressional 
District of Georgia, Conyers, Georgia 

Ashley Turner, 5th Congressional District of 
Georgia, Atlanta, Georgia 

Jesse DeMonte Andrews, 5th Congressional 
District of Georgia, Atlanta, Georgia 

Saba Tesfmariam, 5th Congressional Dis- 
trict of Georgia, Atlanta, Georgia 

Brandi Turner, 7th Congressional District of 
Georgia, Dacula, Georgia 

Carolina Gonzalez, 2nd Congressional Dis- 
trict of Idaho, Pocatello, Idaho 

Dave Cervantes, 15th Congressional District 
of Illinois, Champaign, Illinois 

Charniece Martin, 2nd Congressional Dis- 
trict of Illinois, Calumet City, Illinois 

Sally Mei, 3rd Congressional District of Illi- 
nois, Chicago, Illinois 

Shahrose Rahman, 5th Congressional Dis- 
trict of Illinois, Chicago, Illinois 

Stacey Pereira, 7th Congressional District of 
Illinois, Chicago, Illinois 

Sophia Phuong Le, 1st Congressional Dis- 
trict of lowa, Davenport, lowa 

Aaron Alvarado, 2nd Congressional District 
of Kansas, Leavenworth, Kansas 

Tracey Lynn Thomas, 6th Congressional 
District of Louisiana, Baker, Louisiana 

Awawu Ojikutu, 4th Congressional District of 
Maryland, Hyattsville, Maryland 

Andrea Leiva, 8th Congressional District of 
Maryland, Silver Spring, Maryland 

Nelson Hernandez, 1st Congressional Dis- 
trict of Massachusetts, Amherst, Massachu- 
setts 

Victoria Okuneye, 3rd Congressional District 
of Minnesota, Brooklyn Park, Minnesota 

David Koffa, 5th Congressional District of 
Minnesota, Robbinsdale, Minnesota 

Kimber Cain, 9th Congressional District of 
Missouri, Kirksville, Missouri 

Aura-Maria Garcia, 13th Congressional Dis- 
trict of New Jersey, Jersey City, New Jersey 

Gene Wright, 3rd Congressional District of 
New Jersey, Willingboro, New Jersey 

Sheridan Cowboy, 1st Congressional District 
of New Mexico, Albuquerque, New Mexico 

Justine Correa, 2nd Congressional District 
of New Mexico, Laguna, New Mexico 

D’Ayn DeGroat, 3rd Congressional District 
of New Mexico, Crownpoint, New Mexico 
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David Martin, 15th Congressional District of 
New York, New York, New York 

Elizabeth Fuentes, 16th Congressional Dis- 
trict of New York, Bronx, New York 

Jing Lin, 5th Congressional District of New 
York, Flushing, New York 

Maria Zaida Beltran, 7th Congressional Dis- 
trict of New York, East Elmhurst, New York 

Francisco Narvaez, 4th Congressional Dis- 
trict of New York, Floral Park, New York 

Stephanie Odom, 1st Congressional District 
of North Carolina, Macon, North Carolina 

Diego Motta, 11th Congressional District of 
Pennsylvania, Scranton, Pennsylvania 

Alicia Henriquez, 1st Congressional District 
of Pennsylvania, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 

Milan Davis, 2nd Congressional District of 
Pennsylvania, Elkins Park, Pennsylvania 

Rochanne Johnson, 6th Congressional Dis- 
trict of Pennsylvania, Bala Cynwyd, Pennsyl- 
vania 

Hector Colon-Rivera, At-Large, Puerto Rico, 
San Juan, Puerto Rico 

Adrienne Harris, 5th Congressional District 
of Tennessee, Nashville, Tennessee 

Abigayle Banda, 10th Congressional District 
of Texas, Elgin, Texas 

Marisela Alejandra Soto, 12th Congressional 
District of Texas, Fort Worth, Texas 

Julia West, 16th Congressional District of 
Texas, El Paso, Texas 

Ana Diaz, 20th Congressional District of 
Texas, San Antonio, Texas 

Laura Bordallo, 20th Congressional District 
of Texas, San Antonio, Texas 

Vincent Job, 25th Congressional District of 
Texas, Austin, Texas 

Megan Gingoyon, 2nd Congressional Dis- 
trict of Texas, Humble, Texas 

Jenniffer Duran, 6th Congressional District 
of Texas, Mansfield, Texas 

Elzary Asberry, 9th Congressional District of 
Texas, Houston, Texas 

Joanne Lane, 9th Congressional District of 
Washington, Federal Way, Washington 


EE 


INTRODUCING THE SES REFORM 
ACT OF 2012 


HON. JAMES P. MORAN 


OF VIRGINIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, June 27, 2012 


Mr. MORAN. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to in- 
troduce the Senior Executive Service Reform 
Act of 2012. To put it simply, this bill will make 
the Senior Executive Service more attractive 
to senior General Schedule employees by re- 
forming SES compensation, improving SES 
career management, reforming the SES hiring 
process, and increasing diversity within the 
SES. 

Today approximately 64 percent of the near- 
ly 7,100 Senior Executives will be eligible to 
retire by 2016. According to officials at the Of- 
fice of Personnel Management (OPM), there 
are insufficient numbers of candidates to re- 
place outgoing Senior Executives. The Senior 
Executive Service is not broken, but needs re- 
form to continue to attract, retain, develop and 
reward our nation’s most talented civil serv- 
ants. 

Although Senior Executives can earn more 
at the upper ranges, lower-level Senior Execu- 
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tives have significant pay overlap with upper- 
level GS-14 and 15 employees, who receive 
locality and overtime pay. Pay compression, 
as the phenomenon is known, reduces the 
attractiveness of joining the SES, where em- 
ployees work longer hours and are more sus- 
ceptible to being geographically relocated. 

To address pay compression, this bill would 
provide an automatic pay raise equal to the 
annual average GS pay raise for any SES that 
receives a “fully successful” rating. Addition- 
ally, this bill would allow Senior Executives to 
count performance awards and bonuses to- 
wards their High-3 annuity calculation. Each 
reform is intended to alleviate pay compres- 
sion, making the SES more financially attrac- 
tive for high-performing GS employees. 

Mr. Speaker, more attention needs to be 
given to ensuring that Senior Executives re- 
ceive continuing professional development 
throughout their careers. This bill will require 
each agency to establish onboarding pro- 
grams for newly appointed Senior Executives. 
Agency programs must include an overview of 
the mission, priorities, strategic plan of the 
agency and the roles and responsibilities of 
the new appointee. 

To improve the hiring process, agency 
heads will also be required to advertise vacan- 
cies for a sufficient period of time to allow a 
larger pool of applicants to apply. The bill will 
reduce the exhaustive amounts of paperwork 
that needs to be submitted into a more man- 
ageable process that will allow agencies to 
provide timely notification to applicants regard- 
ing the status of their application. 

Finally, | am proud that this bill will require 
each agency to create plans to increase diver- 
sity within their agencies. The plan, which will 
need to be updated biennially, will maximize 
the opportunities for the appointment of mi- 
norities, women and individuals with disabil- 
ities to the SES. 

Mr. Speaker, | am proud to introduce the 
SES Reform Bill of 2012 with my colleagues 
Representatives GERRY CONNOLLY and CHRIS 
VAN HOLLEN, who have been such great lead- 
ers on federal employee issues. 


—— 
RECOGNIZING THE OUTSTANDING 
PUBLIC SERVICE CONTRIBU- 
TIONS OF RETIRING ARMY 


CORPS OF ENGINEERS OFFICIAL 
MARIE McCULLOUGH 


HON. MARK S. CRITZ 


OF PENNSYLVANIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, June 27, 2012 


Mr. CRITZ. Mr. Speaker, | rise to celebrate 
the distinguished career of a devoted public 
servant, steadfast patriot and personal friend 
of mine. On June 30, 2012, Marie McCullough 
will transition into retirement after 29 years 
with the Army Corps of Engineers and over 33 
years as a federal government employee. 
Marie has spent the last three-plus decades 
strengthening our communities and inspiring 
public trust in government. 

Marie began her career in the federal gov- 
ernment with the IRS. From there, she went to 
work for the Army in Nuremberg, Germany as 
a Payroll Liaison Clerk and Lead Military Per- 
sonnel Clerk. In 1983, Marie joined the Army 
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Corps of Engineers. She worked in the Corps’ 
Pittsburgh District office for several years in a 
number of different capacities before joining 
the Programs and Project Management 
Branch in 2007. While working in Project Man- 
agement, she adeptly managed several critical 
Environmental Infrastructure Programs, includ- 
ing the Section 313 South Central Pennsyl- 
vania Environmental Infrastructure Program. 
Under Marie’s stewardship, this program— 
which was created by my mentor and prede- 
cessor, the late Congressman John P. Mur- 
tha—provides grant funding for numerous 
water-related environmental infrastructure and 
resource protection projects. 

Marie managed more than 30 projects in- 
volving over $28 million during her 5 years in 
Project Management. Furthermore, when the 
American Recovery and Reinvestment Act 
(ARRA) became law in 2009, she managed 
$8.5 million of additional funds to further assist 
our communities throughout southwestern 
Pennsylvania. 

Through her energetic and agreeable per- 
sonality, Marie has served as a skilled com- 
munity liaison for the Army Corps of Engineers 
and has done a great deal to improve south- 
western Pennsylvania’s environmental infra- 
structure and resource conservation capacity. 
The impact of her outstanding work will un- 
doubtedly continue to be felt throughout our 
region for years and years to come. 

Mr. Speaker, we should all strive to emulate 
the passion and skill Marie has exhibited 
throughout her long and successful career in 
public service. | wish her the best of luck as 
she begins a new chapter in her life. 


EE 


HONORING SHAUNTIERA DOUGLAS 
ON THE OCCASION OF HER NA- 
TIONAL TITLE 


HON. STEVEN R. ROTHMAN 


OF NEW JERSEY 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, June 27, 2012 


Mr. ROTHMAN of New Jersey. Mr. Speaker, 
today | rise to recognize Ms. Shauntiera Doug- 
las, a resident of Garfield, New Jersey, and a 
fine young scholar-athlete on the occasion of 
her earning a national title at the New Balance 
Nationals Track and Field Championship. Ms. 
Douglas, a senior at Garfield High School, 
placed first in javelin at Nationals on June 
15th and 16th. 

Inspired by the memory of her niece, 
Destynne, Ms. Douglas has achieved great 
recognition in athletics in both Track and Field 
and basketball. Shauntiera was named “Fe- 
male Athlete of the Week” by the Bergen 
Record this past February for her leadership 
and performance on Garfield High School’s 
girls basketball team, in addition to numerous 
accolades in her main sport, javelin. 

Ms. Douglas won her first javelin state 
championship this past year at the New Jer- 
sey State Meet of Champions, throwing 150 
feet and 3 inches. Her championship is Gar- 
field High School's first javelin state champion- 
ship and only the second track and field 
championship in the history of the school. 

Shauntiera’s most important honor, how- 
ever, came just one month ago at the New 
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Balance National Track and Field Champion- 
ship in North Carolina, where she threw 148 
feet 7 inches, a full 9 inches further than her 
next competitor, to capture the national cham- 
pionship, beating out the previous record-hold- 
er. This high honor is a fitting finish to an im- 
pressive, undefeated season. 

Mr. Speaker, today | rise to congratulate 
Shauntiera on her state and national cham- 
pionship titles. Her accomplishments on the 
field demonstrate her commitment to her 
team, her love of her sport, and her deter- 
mination to succeed. | join with all of my con- 
stituents in New Jersey in honoring her 
achievements and wishing her continued suc- 
cess in her athletic and academic endeavors. 


OBAMACARE 


HON. PHIL GINGREY 


OF GEORGIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, June 27, 2012 


Mr. GINGREY of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, 
since its creation in 2009, a majority of pa- 
tients in this country have been united behind 
a single truth—they do not want ObamaCare. 
Young people don’t want it because it in- 
creases their costs—making them pay high 
prices for care they don’t need or cannot af- 
ford. Patients with chronic illnesses don’t want 
it because it allows a board of bureaucrats to 
restrict access to life saving treatments if they 
cost too much. Seniors don’t want it because 
it takes $575 billion out of the Medicare pro- 
gram and will make it harder for them to find 
a physician or hospital for treatment when 
they are sick. 

Tomorrow, the Supreme Court will rule on 
the constitutionality of ObamaCare. Mr. 
Speaker, we have a lot of work ahead of us 
but one thing is certain: my former patients do 
not want ObamaCare in any way, shape, or 
form. 


PERSONAL EXPLANATION 


HON. JIM JORDAN 


OF OHIO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, June 27, 2012 

Mr. JORDAN. Mr. Speaker, because my 
scheduled flight into Washington was can- 
celled yesterday afternoon, | was absent from 
the House Floor during four rollcall votes 
taken on Tuesday. 

Had | been present, | would have voted 
“aye” on rollcalls 412, 413, and 415, and “no” 
on rollcall 414. 


EE 


HONORING THE BICENTENNIAL OF 
FORT ROSS 


HON. LYNN C. WOOLSEY 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, June 27, 2012 


Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
honor the bicentennial of the establishment of 
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the Russian colony at Fort Ross. Founded in 
September 1812 by Russian explorers, Fort 
Ross was the southernmost Russian settle- 
ment in North America and the first European 
settlement in Sonoma County. After the fort’s 
assets were sold to John Sutter in 1841, Fort 
Ross became a shipping hub and tourist des- 
tination and in 1909 it was established as one 
of California’s first State Historic Parks. 

This year we commemorate the natural, cul- 
tural, and human history of Fort Ross, which 
has been influenced by diverse groups of peo- 
ple, including Russians, Kashaya, Pomo, and 
Miwok Natives, Spaniards, Mexicans, and 
Americans. These diverse groups, who settled 
at Fort Ross or lived in the surrounding area, 
made important contributions to early Cali- 
fornia history: they built California’s first ships 
and windmills, introduced glass-paneled win- 
dows, created the first brickyard, and 
catalogued the local plant and animal life. At 
Fort Ross, Native people of various tribes 
lived, hunted, and labored alongside the Rus- 
sian colonists; many learned Russian and 
intermarried with both Russians and Natives of 
other tribes. The story of the people of Fort 
Ross is unique, and it serves as an excellent 
example of the best that California and 
Sonoma County have to offer the world: a rich 
history, diverse cultural legacy, beautiful na- 
ture, and dedicated people. 

Today, Fort Ross is a National Historic 
Landmark visited by 150,000 people each 
year. It also still serves as an important con- 
nection between Sonoma County and Russia. 
In 2010, California State Parks signed an 
agreement with Russia’s Renova Group, cre- 
ating a public-private partnership to provide fi- 
nancial support for Fort Ross. The Fort Ross 
Renova Foundation continues to provide sup- 
port for maintenance, educational programs, 
cultural events, and other initiatives for the en- 
hancement of Fort Ross. 

Mr. Speaker, Fort Ross is an important cul- 
tural and historical landmark celebrating the 
two hundredth anniversary of its founding. 
Please join me in honoring the bicentennial of 
the establishment of Fort Ross. 


EE 


HONORING THE LIFE OF GARY C. 
SAIN 


HON. JOHN L. MICA 


OF FLORIDA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, June 27, 2012 


Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, | rise to pay tribute 
today to a good friend and national leader for 
tourism, Mr. Gary C. Sain. Gary passed away 
unexpectedly on Friday, May 4th after ad- 
dressing a dinner event in support of the Cen- 
tral Florida Boys and Girls Club, which was 
one of his community efforts, where he pro- 
vided vital leadership in support of our youth. 
| was at that event and spoke to Gary as he 
shared his excitement about Central Florida 
being the leading national tourist destination. 
Everyone in our region will testify that we have 
never had a better champion for tourism in 
Central Florida. 

Gary began his career in the hotel industry 
and held positions at several of the hotel in- 
dustry’s top brands for more than 40 years. 
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He diversified his career to the cruise industry, 
serving as marketing director for one of the in- 
dustry’s top brands. As a well-respected mar- 
keting expert, Gary then went to work for a top 
international hospitality marketing agency. In 
February 2007 Gary was selected to chief ex- 
ecutive of Visit Orlando. 

As the leader of the organization that mar- 
kets and sells the Orlando area as the number 
one family leisure destination in the world, and 
one of the top meetings and convention des- 
tinations in America, Gary is credited with Or- 
lando reaching a record 51.5 million visitors in 
2010, the first U.S. destination to surpass the 
50 million visitor milestone. In 2011 Orlando 
set another record with more than 55 million 
visitors. 

Gary sat on national and_ international 
boards of directors including the U.S. Travel 
Association, Visit Florida, Destination Mar- 
keting Association International and Meeting 
Planners International. He was a resource for 
members of the U.S. House of Representa- 
tives and U.S. Senate, providing information 
on travel issues affecting America domestically 
and internationally. Gary was a great husband 
to Pam and the proud father to two lovely 
daughters, Olivia and Vanessa. He remains 
with us in sprit, fond memory and appreciation 
for sharing his friendship. 

| ask my colleagues to join me in recog- 
nizing the life and memory of Gary C. Sain. 


CHAMPIONSHIP EXEMPTION 
PROTECTION ACT 


HON. LEE TERRY 


OF NEBRASKA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, June 27, 2012 


Mr. TERRY. Mr. Speaker, | am pleased to 
support Chairman TIM WALBERG as an original 
co-sponsor of H.R. 5969 and H.R. 5970. 
These two pieces of legislation reaffirm the im- 
portance of maintaining access to quality, af- 
fordable, in-home companionship care. 

Last year when the Department of Labor 
first proposed a rule to change the in-home 
companionship care exemption under the Fair 
Labor Standards Act, | introduced a preemp- 
tive piece of legislation, H.R. 3066, that sought 
to clarify some issues the Secretary of Labor 
is seeking to change through regulation. 

The Secretary, not surprisingly, did not lis- 
ten. Her department continues to run rough- 
shod over the will of Members of Congress 
and what is best for patients that rely on this 
important service. 

When testifying before a Senate panel ear- 
lier this Congress, the Secretary admitted that 
her agency had not consulted with State Med- 
icaid officials on how the proposed regulation 
would impact them. Independent economic 
analysis has proven that this regulation will 
end up driving more people into having to use 
Medicaid to utilize nursing home care and fur- 
ther exacerbate that budgetary crisis many 
states are in. 

H.R. 5969 preserves the companionship 
services exemption by clarifying what these 
services entail and who specifically the third 
party employers in this space are. H.R. 5970 
reaffirms that the Secretary of Labor shall not 
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finalize her proposed rule, titled “Application of 
the Fair Labor Standards Act to Domestic 
Service.” | hope she chooses to listen and re- 
evaluate. 


PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
HON. JOSEPH CROWLEY 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, June 27, 2012 


Mr. CROWLEY. Mr. Speaker, on Tuesday 
June 26, 2012, | was away from Washington. 
If | were here, the following is how | would 
have voted on the votes listed below. 

Rollcall 412 (PQ on H.R. 5972 and H.R 
5973)—I would have voted “no.” 

Rollcall 413 (H. Res. 697—Rule for H.R. 
5972 and H.R. 5973)—I would have voted 

Rollcall 414 (Democratic Motion to Instruct 
Conferees on H.R. 4348—Mr. HOYER)—lI 
would have voted “yes.” 

Rollcall 415 (Republican Motion to Instruct 
Conferees on H.R. 4348—Ms. BLACK)—I 
would have voted “no.” 

H.R. 5972—Transportation, Housing and 
Urban Development Appropriations Act, 2013: 


Rollcall 416 (Connolly Amendment)—I 
would have voted “yes.” 
Rollcall 417 (McClintock Amendment)—I 


would have voted “no.” 

Rollcall 418 (Garrett Amendment)—I would 
have voted “no.” 

Rollcall 419 (Capps Amendment)—I would 
have voted “yes.” 

Rollcall 420 (Gosar Amendment)—I| would 
have voted “no.” 

Rollcall 421 (Broun Amendment 
would have voted “no.” 

Rollcall 422 (Broun Amendment 
would have voted “no.” 

Rollcall 423 (Broun Amendment 
would have voted “no.” 


EEE 


HONORING COLONEL DENNIS L. 
BEATTY 


HON. KATHY CASTOR 


OF FLORIDA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, June 27, 2012 


Ms. CASTOR of Florida. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to honor the achievement and career of 
Colonel Dennis L. Beatty. Beatty is the current 
Deputy Command Surgeon, Headquarters Air 
Mobility Command, Scott Air Force Base, Ill. 
In this capacity he serves as AMC Command 
Surgeon in the Surgeon’s absence to advise 
and represent the AMC commander on all as- 
pects of the command’s medical service mis- 
sion. This includes supervising and monitoring 
the peacetime healthcare at AMC’s 12 com- 
munity-based medical treatment facilities com- 
prised of approximately 6,600 medical per- 
sonnel who provide health care for more than 
429,000 beneficiaries using an operating 
budget of $672 million and assets exceeding 
$1.3 billion. He also serves as 18th Air Force 
(AFTRANS) Surgeon. 

After serving assignments in Texas, Colonel 
Beatty was competitively selected for an Air 


#1)— 
#2)— 


#3)— 
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Force Institute of Technology scholarship in 
1992 and was admitted to the Washington 
University Health Administration Program in 
1993. In 1994, he was accepted into the 
Washington University School of Engineering 
under a dual degree program in Information 
Management. He successfully completed mas- 
ters’ degrees in Health Administration and In- 
formation Management in June 1995, both 
with honors. 

Upon graduation, Colonel Beatty was se- 
lected for assignment to the 375th Medical 
Group at Scott AFB, Ill., as the Resource 
Management Flight Commander. He was as- 
signed to the Medical Manpower Division, Di- 
rectorate of Programs and Resources, Office 
of the Surgeon General, Bolling AFB, D.C. 
from June 1997 to July 2001. Colonel Beatty 
served as commander of the 45th Medical 
Support Squadron from July 2001 to July 
2003. In July 2003, he assumed command of 
the 42nd Medical Support Squadron at Max- 
well AFB, Ala. In July 2005, Colonel Beatty 
became Chief of the Medical Programming Di- 
vision, Directorate of Plans and Programs, Of- 
fice of the Air Force Surgeon General. Colonel 
Beatty became the commander of the 6th 
Medical Group on 3 July 2008. From Dec. 
2009 to June 2010 he was deployed as the 
Deputy Group Commander of the 332nd Ex- 


peditionary Medical Group at Joint Base 
Balad, Iraq. 
Colonel Beatty was the previous com- 


mander (CEO) of the new clinic at MacDill Air 
Force Base (6th Medical Group) from 2008- 
2011. In his current position at Air Mobility 
Command headquarters in Tampa, FL, he 
continues to oversee medical operations at 
MacDill as well as all other Air Mobility Com- 
mand hospitals and clinics at Travis AFB, CA; 
Scott AFB, IL; McGuire AFB, NJ as well as 
others. 

The Tampa community and MacDill Air 
Force Base are proud to recognize Colonel 
Beatty for his outstanding career and his many 
significant contributions to the Air Force and 
our country. His determination and hard work 
have made him an inspirational leader within 
our nation’s Armed Services. | ask that you 
and all Americans recognize such a remark- 
able patriot for his service to his country. 


EE 


RECOGNIZING THE MONTFORD 
POINT MARINES 


HON. ADAM SMITH 


OF WASHINGTON 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, June 27, 2012 


Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr. Speaker, | 
rise to honor the accomplishments and valor 
of the Montford Point Marines as they are 
awarded the Congressional Gold Medal, the 
highest civilian honor bestowed by the United 
States Congress. During an era when African- 
American men faced racism and Jim Crow 
segregation, these Marines left home to de- 
fend the United States during World War II. 

In 1941, President Franklin D. Roosevelt 
issued an executive order barring government 
agencies from denying employment in defense 
efforts based on race, creed, color or national 
origin. The military was required to recruit and 
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enlist African Americans and a year later, re- 
cruitment began for African American Marines 
who would train at Montford Point. 


Thousands of African American men en- 
listed, despite widespread segregation and 
discrimination both in and outside of the mili- 
tary. From 1942 until 1949, approximately 
20,000 African American men enlisted in the 
Marine Corps and trained at a segregated fa- 
cility, Camp Montford Point, near Jacksonville, 
North Carolina. 


Successfully completing training was a sub- 
stantial feat for these Marines. While their 
white counterparts may have been required to 
run ten miles, Montford Point recruits often 
had to run twenty. These challenges gave 
them the endurance, both physical and emo- 
tional, to serve. As Marines, they bravely 
fought in theaters from the Pacific to Europe. 


In 1948, President Harry S. Truman ordered 
the desegregation of the United States Armed 
Forces. In 1949, recruit training at Montford 
Point was discontinued as all recruits, regard- 
less of race, were sent to other integrated 
training facilities. 

Many Montford Point Marines continued 
their service as Marines after the conclusion of 
World War II, including in both the Korean and 
Vietnam wars. 


Mr. Speaker, it is with great pleasure that | 
honor the Montford Point Marines. Their leg- 
acy has paved the way for African Americans 
to serve proudly in all branches of the United 
States Armed Services. 


a 


PERSONAL EXPLANATION 


HON. YVETTE D. CLARKE 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, June 27, 2012 


Ms. CLARKE of New York. Mr. Speaker, on 
the Legislative Day of June 26, 2012, upon re- 
quest of a leave of absence, | missed a series 
of votes. Had | been present for these rollcall 
votes, | would have voted “No” on rollcall 
412—the Motion on Ordering the Previous 
Question on the Rule providing for consider- 
ation of H.R. 5972 and H.R. 5973; “No” on 
rolicall 413—H. Res. 697—Rule providing for 
consideration of both H.R. 5972—Transpor- 
tation, Housing and Urban Development Ap- 
propriations Act, 2013 and H.R. 5973—Agri- 
culture, Rural Development, Food and Drug 
Administration Appropriations Act, 2013; “Yes” 
on rollcall 414—Hoyer Motion to Instruct Con- 
ferees on H.R. 4348; “No” on rollcall 415— 
Black Motion to Instruct Conferees on H.R. 
4348; “Yes” on rollcall 416—the Connolly 
Amendment; “No” on rollcall 417—the McClin- 
tock Amendment; “No” on rollcall 418—the 
Garrett Amendment; “Yes” on rollcall 419— 
the Capps Amendment; “No” on rollcall 420— 
the Gosar Amendment; “No” on rollcall 421— 
the Broun Amendment #1; “No” on rollcall 
422—the Broun Amendment #2; and “No” on 
rollcall 423—the Broun Amendment #4. 
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HONORING MARION MEREDITH 
BEAL FOR HIS SERVICE TO THIS 
NATION 


HON. KAREN BASS 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, June 27, 2012 


Ms. BASS of California. Mr. Speaker, today 
| honor an extraordinary individual from my 
home district—Marion Meredith Beal—for his 
receipt of the Congressional Gold Medal for 
his dedication and contribution to the United 
States Marine Corps. A seasoned leader in his 
community, he serves as an outstanding ex- 
ample to the Los Angeles area and the nation, 
demonstrating profound service and devotion 
to the betterment of his family, his community 
members, and his country. 

Mr. Beal was born in East Texas, moved to 
Los Angeles in the early 1950’s, and acquired 
his bachelor’s degree at Bishop College and 
Master’s at Pepperdine University. He served 
his country honorably in the U.S. Marine 
Corps from 1943 to 1945 being named “Honor 
Man” of his platoon, as he served as an origi- 
nal Montford Point Marine during World War II. 
He later established himself as Chief Clerk at 
the Montford Point Marine Corps headquarters 
serving as the only African American on his 
staff. Among many other notable achieve- 
ments, he was also the first enlisted African 
American to perform duty in the U.S. Marine 
Corps headquarters in Washington D.C. Mr. 
Beal helped set the foundation for integration 
into the U.S.M.C. during a very crucial time for 
the U.S. Military. 

After his service, Mr. Beal continued to 
demonstrate commitment to his community 
and country through his work with the Vet- 
eran’s Administration Hospital in West Los An- 
geles, and his time with the Los Angeles Uni- 
fied School District as Assistant Supervisor of 
Student Body Finance, among other positions. 
He also helped found the 78th Street Block 
Club, and the Cub Scout and Boy Scout 
troops in his neighborhood. Mr. Beal is de- 
voutly dedicated to the Greater New Light 
Baptist Church and is passionately devoted to 
his family. He is a very powerful and influential 
role model with over 50 years of active in- 
volvement in his community and he continues 
to be a positive example with a caring and 
genuine character that has dedicated himself 
to the well-being and improvement of Los An- 
geles. 

Mr. Speaker, | am very proud to have such 
an inspirational community leader like Marion 
Meredith Beal as a part of California’s 33rd 
Congressional District and | congratulate him 
on the receipt of this award. 


EE 


H.R. 2573—-CONSERVATION AND 
ECONOMIC GROWTH ACT 


HON. BETTY McCOLLUM 
OF MINNESOTA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, June 27, 2012 


Ms. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, | rise today 
in strong opposition to H.R. 2578. This bill 
threatens the environmental integrity of mil- 
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lions of acres of federal lands, including the 
Boundary Waters Canoe Area Wilderness and 
Voyageurs National Park in Minnesota. These 
lands are among our state’s greatest treasures 
and must be protected and maintained for fu- 
ture generations. This misguided legislation is 
a politically-motivated assault on the environ- 
ment, not a national security imperative as my 
Republican colleagues claim. 

Instead of protecting our border and our en- 
vironment, this bill, and especially the Title XIV 
National Security and Federal Lands Protec- 
tion Act in it, causes irreparable harm to our 
most cherished places. It exempts the Depart- 
ment of Homeland Security's Customs and 
Border Protection, CBP, from federal environ- 
mental regulations while performing border-se- 
curity operations. It blocks the Department of 
Interior, DOI, and Department of Agriculture, 
USDA, from enforcing over 30 environmental 
protection laws that protect our fish and wild- 
life, national parks, forests, and other historic 
places. In addition, this legislation would give 
CBP the authority to construct offices, roads, 
fences and other infrastructure within 100 
miles of the U.S. border with Canada and 
Mexico—an area that includes at least 54 Na- 
tional Park System properties, 228 national 
wildlife refuges and 122 wilderness preserves. 
It undermines these essential protections 
based on the false premise that it is somehow 
impossible to secure our national borders 
while also protecting our national heritage. 

According to Homeland Security Secretary 
Napolitano, this legislation is “unnecessary” 
and “bad policy.” On July 8, 2011, the U.S. 
Customs and Border Patrol, CBP, testified be- 
fore Congress that, “CBP enjoys a close work- 
ing relationship with the Department of Interior 
and Department of Agriculture that allows us 
to fulfill our border enforcement responsibilities 
while respecting and enhancing the environ- 
ment.” Importantly, the Border Patrol made 
clear in its testimony that, “Border Patrol 
agents have the authority at any time to con- 
duct motorized off-road pursuit in the event of 
exigency/emergency involving human life, 
health, safety of persons within the area, or 
posing a threat to national security.” It is clear 
that the federal agencies that would receive 
this unfettered authority don’t want it, don’t 
need it, and shouldn’t have it. 

In my state of Minnesota, the National Park 
Service; U.S. Forest Service; and the Red 
Lake, Grand Portage and Boise Forte Tribal 
Governments work cooperatively and openly 
with Homeland Security to minimize border 
issues. The National Park Service at Voya- 
geurs National Park and Grand Portage Na- 
tional Monument already enjoy a good rela- 
tionship with the local Border Patrol and work 
with them on a range of issues in a coopera- 
tive fashion. However, if Border Patrol is ex- 
empt from following existing protections, re- 
sources will be lost and tourism important to 
the local economy will decline. 

Title XIV would also affect the Boundary 
Waters Canoe Area Wilderness, a world-re- 
nowned area within the Superior National For- 
est. This legislation would allow the Border 
Patrol to erect roads and bridges in a sacred 
place where people from around the world 
come to enjoy Minnesota’s Great Outdoors. 

We must also recognize the many tribal na- 
tions on lands near Minnesota’s Canadian bor- 
der, including the Grand Portage Band of 


June 27, 2012 


Chippewa, Red Lake Band of Chippewa, 
Boise Forte Band of Chippewa. This bill unac- 
ceptably threatens existing treaties and tribal 
sovereignty. 

This is an unnecessary and bad bill. | op- 
pose H.R. 2578 and urge my colleagues to do 
the same. 


CONGRATULATING THE NATIONAL 
ACTIVE AND RETIRED FEDERAL 
EMPLOYEES DULLES CHAPTER 
1241 ON ITS 40TH ANNIVERSARY 


HON. GERALD E. CONNOLLY 


OF VIRGINIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, June 27, 2012 


Mr. CONNOLLY of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, | 
rise to congratulate the National Active and 
Retired Federal Employees Dulles Chapter 
1241 on the occasion of its 40th anniversary. 
The Northern Virginia region is home to more 
than 160,000 federal employees and a large 
number of retirees who have chosen to stay in 
the region. Throughout their careers, these 
dedicated civil servants give their time and ef- 
fort to serving their fellow Americans, and 
NARFE consistently has provided them with 
coordinated support. 

NARFE is increasingly important in these 
challenging budgetary times when many pro- 
posals would seek to single out federal work- 
ers and retirees and make draconian cuts to 
federal retirements and health care. The fed- 
eral government, regardless of the size one 
feels is appropriate, cannot function efficiently 
or effectively without the hard work and exper- 
tise of dedicated employees. Federal workers 
devote years of their lives in service to the na- 
tion; the government could not function without 
their expertise, and it is imperative that they 
are treated fairly. For the past 40 years, 
NARFE Chapter 1241 has ably advocated on 
behalf of the dedicated civil servants in the 
Northern Virginia region. 

Mr. Speaker, | ask that my colleagues join 
me in congratulating NARFE Chapter 1241 for 
40 years of service to our federal workers and 
to wish them continued success protecting the 
rights of current and future federal workers 
and retirees. 


———— 


IN SUPPORT OF RESTORING FUND- 


ING FOR NATIVE HAWAIIAN 
HOUSING PROGRAMS FISCAL 
YEAR 2018 TRANSPORTATION, 


HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOP- 
MENT, AND RELATED AGENCIES 
APPROPRIATIONS BILL 


HON. MAZIE K. HIRONO 


OF HAWAII 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, June 27, 2012 


Ms. HIRONO. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in 
support of restoring funding for Native Hawai- 
ian housing programs. 

The bill before us zeroes out funding for Na- 
tive Hawaiian housing programs. 

This is disappointing for the Native Hawaiian 
community and the families that need assist- 
ance from these programs. 
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It is also disappointing because Congress 
has a long history of bipartisan support for Na- 
tive Hawaiian housing—and a responsibility to 
continue this legacy. 

It has been nearly a century since the pas- 
sage of the Hawaiian Homes Commission Act. 
Congress passed this Act in 1921 at the urg- 
ing of Hawaiis Delegate to Congress, Prince 
Jonah Kuhio Kalaniana‘ole. That legislation set 
aside some 200,000 acres of land to provide 
homesteads specifically for Native Hawaiians. 

With the enactment of the Statehood Act of 
1959, the control and administration of the Ha- 
waiian Homes Commission Act was trans- 
ferred from the federal government to the new 
State of Hawaii. A year later in 1960, the De- 
partment of Hawaiian Home Lands, DHHL, 
was created to administer the Hawaiian 
Homes Commission Act. 

Then in 2000, Congress passed the Amer- 
ican Homeownership and Economic Oppor- 
tunity Act. 

This legislation established two programs to 
help provide housing to Native Hawaiians: The 
Native Hawaiian Housing Block Grant, 
NHHBG, Program and the Section 184A loan 
guarantee program. 

Hawaii has some of the most expensive real 
estate prices in the country. At the same time, 
more than 33,200 Native Hawaiian households 
are considered low-income. So without sup- 
port from the NHHBG and 184A programs, 
many Native Hawaiians would not have ac- 
cess to quality, affordable housing. The grant 
funds are used primarily to develop infrastruc- 
ture on Hawaiian Home Lands, which tend to 
be in the most isolated parts of our islands, 
typically in rural areas, and some with terrain 
that is difficult and costly to develop. 

Not only are these programs necessary but 
they are effective. 

For example, in FY2011 Native Hawaiian 
Housing Block Grant funds were used to build 
55 new homes, acquire 12 homes, and reha- 
bilitate 12 homes. In addition, the Section 
184A program has supported 255 home loans 
totaling $64.4 million. This program also has a 
strong track record, with a foreclosure rate 
below 1 percent. 

That’s 79 new units of housing and 255 op- 
portunities for Native Hawaiians to access fi- 
nancing for their own homes that would not 
have existed absent the NHHBG and 184A 
programs. These are real people in real 
homes—they are not statistics. 

The bottom line is that these programs don’t 
just provide housing—they expand opportuni- 
ties for homeownership. 

Owning a home has long been a pillar of 
the American dream. This is a dream that 
people do not forget, and do not give up on. 

In fact, over 26,000 eligible families are cur- 
rently on waiting lists for an opportunity to live 
on their home lands. 

There are many stories of Native Hawaiians 
who have been on waiting lists for decades. In 
fact, some have died waiting to see this dream 
fulfilled. 

Eliminating these funds—which total $14 
million for the two programs—won'’t solve our 
budget woes. All it will accomplish is closing 
off opportunities for a community that utilizes 
federal funds effectively. 

This is the type of program that makes a dif- 
ference in the lives of people by supporting 
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strong communities and expanding oppor- 
tunity. 

There is a continued need for Native Hawai- 
ian housing programs and | urge my col- 
leagues to carry on Congress’s bipartisan sup- 
port for making the American dream of home- 
ownership possible. 

| hope that this matter will be resolved as 
the House and Senate negotiate a final Trans- 
portation-HUD Appropriations bill for Fiscal 
Year 2013. 

Mahalo nui loa (thank you very much). 


HONORING NELSON BENTON 


HON. JOHN F. TIERNEY 


OF MASSACHUSETTS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, June 27, 2012 


Mr. TIERNEY. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
recognize and congratulate Nelson Benton, 
who will soon retire after 40 years of service 
at The Salem News in Salem, Massachusetts. 

Since he was hired in 1972, Nelson has 
worked as a reporter, city editor, managing 
editor, and editorial page editor. Nelson’s 
weekly political column, which has been a fix- 
ture in the paper for more than 25 years, is 
widely read and discussed throughout the re- 
gion. Nelson was recognized by the New Eng- 
land Society of Newspaper Editors in 2008, 
when they awarded him the prestigious Yan- 
kee Quill award. He was also inducted into the 
New England Press Association Hall of Fame 
in 2009. 

For four decades, Nelson has covered 
issues impacting our community, from the Bliz- 
zard of ’78 to issues of education and trans- 
portation to the careers of Mayors, State Law- 
makers, and Members of Congress. Nelson 
has been quick to adapt his content to new 
technologies and formats. Even in his upcom- 
ing retirement, | am confident that Nelson will 
be blogging and tweeting with the best of 
them. 

Mr. Speaker, | want to congratulate Nelson 
Benton, a seasoned journalist, on his retire- 
ment. | wish Nelson and his wife Laurie, who 
has served as a longtime public school teach- 
er in our community, the best of luck as they 
move west to Arizona. 


PERSONAL EXPLANATION 


HON. JOHN LEWIS 


OF GEORGIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, June 27, 2012 


Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, on 
June 26, 2012, | was detained and missed 
votes. In my 26 years in Congress, | have 
taken pride in having missed very few votes. 
Had | been here, | would have cast the fol- 
lowing votes: 

On rollcall 412, on ordering the Previous 
Question for consideration of the FY13 Trans- 
portation, and Housing and Urban Develop- 
ment Appropriations bill, | would have voted 


On rolicall 413, on H. Res. 69, the rule for 
consideration of the FY13 Agriculture and 
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Transportation Appropriations bills, 
have voted “no.” 

On rollcall 414, the Hoyer Motion to Instruct 
Conferees on the surface transportation reau- 
thorization bill, | would have voted “yes.” 

On rollcall 415, the Black Motion to Instruct 
Conferees on the surface transportation reau- 
thorization bill, | would have voted “no.” 

On rollcall 416, an amendment offered by 
Mr. Connolly of Virginia to H.R. 5972, | would 
have voted “yes.” 

On rollcall 417, an amendment offered by 
Mr. McClintock of California to H.R. 5972, | 
would have voted “no.” 

On rollcall 418, an amendment offered by 
Mr. Garrett of New Jersey to H.R. 5972, | 
would have voted “no.” 

On rollcall 419, an amendment offered by 
Ms. Capps of California to H.R. 5972, | would 
have voted “yes.” 

On rollcall 420, an amendment offered by 
Mr. Gosar of Arizona to H.R. 5972, | would 
have voted “no.” 

On rollcall 421, the first amendment offered 
by Mr. Broun of Georgia to H.R. 5972, | would 
have voted “no.” 

On rollcall 422, the second amendment of- 
fered by Mr. Broun of Georgia to H.R. 5972, 
| would have voted “no.” 

On rollcall 423, the fourth amendment of- 
fered by Mr. Broun of Georgia to H.R. 5972, 
| would have voted “no.” 


| would 


a 


JUDGEMENT DAY FOR THE 
ATTORNEY GENERAL 


HON. TED POE 


OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, June 27, 2012 


Mr. POE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, the Justice 
Department, with the aid of the ATF, facilitated 
the smuggling of over 2,000 weapons to the 
drug cartels south of the border—the national 
enemy in Mexico. 

Hundreds of Mexican nationals died as a re- 
sult of this operation. 

Mexican Attorney General Morales says she 
was left in the dark about Operation Fast and 
Furious. 

And she wants those officials who were in- 
volved to be extradited and sent to the U.S. 
for prosecution. 

She is more interested in Fast and Furious 
than our own Attorney General. 

Our own Attorney General says he still 
doesn’t know who authorized this reckless and 
deadly operation and doesn’t want any help 
from Congress to find the answers. 

Tomorrow is the day of reckoning for AG as 
he still refuses to turn over the evidence. 

What is he hiding? And why is he hiding it. 

The time of hiding is over. It’s time for Con- 
gress to hold someone accountable. We call it 
contempt. 

Tomorrow is Judgment day for the Attorney 
General. 

And that’s just the way it is. 


EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS, Vol. 158, Pt. 7 


OUR UNCONSCIONSABLE NATIONAL 
DEBT 


HON. MIKE COFFMAN 


OF COLORADO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, June 27, 2012 


Mr. COFFMAN of Colorado. Mr. Speaker, 
on January 20, 2009, the day President 
Obama took office, the national debt was 
$10,626,877 ,048,913.08. 

Today, it is $15,782,570,144,097.96. We’ve 
added $5,155,693,095,184.88 to our debt in 
just over 3 years. This is debt our nation, our 
economy, and our children could have avoided 
with a balanced budget amendment. 

On this day in 1950, President Harry Tru- 
man ordered air force and naval forces into 
the Korean War. A robust economy supported 
our powerful military. We must balance the 
budget in order to support our troops more 
fully. 


PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
HON. JEFF MILLER 


OF FLORIDA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, June 27, 2012 


Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Speaker, due to 
a death in my family, | missed the following 
Rollcall Votes: No. 379 through No. 411 during 
the week of June 18—June 21, 2012. 

If present, | would have voted: 

Rollcall Vote No. 379—S. 684, To provide 
for the conveyance of certain parcels of land 
to the town of Alta, Utah, “aye.” 

Rollcall Vote No. 380—S. 404, To modify a 
land grant patent issued by the Secretary of 
the Interior, “aye.” 

Rollcall Vote No. 381—On Ordering the Pre- 
vious Question, “aye.” 

Rollcall Vote No. 382—On Agreeing to the 
Resolution, “aye.” 


Rollcall Vote No. 383—DeFazio (OR) 
Amendment, “nay.” 
Rollcall Vote No. 384—Markey (MA) 


Amendment, “nay.” 

Rollcall Vote No. 385—Grijalva (AZ) Amend- 
ment, “nay.” 

Rollcall Vote No. 386—H.R. 2578, On Mo- 
tion to Recommit with Instructions, “nay.” 

Rollcall Vote No. 387—H.R. 2578, To 
amend the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act related 
to a segment of the Lower Merced River in 
California, and for other purposes, “aye.” 

Rollcall Vote No. 388—H.R. 2938, Gila 
Bend Indian Reservation Lands Replacement 
Clarification Act, “aye.” 

Rollcall Vote No. 389—H. Res. 691, On Or- 
dering the Previous Question, “aye.” 

Rollcall Vote No. 390—H. Res. 691, On 
Agreeing to the Resolution, “aye.” 

Rollcall Vote No. 391—On Walz of Min- 
nesota Motion to Instruct Conferees, “nay.” 


Rollcall Vote No. 392—Hastings (WA) 
Amendment, “aye.” 

Rollcall Vote No. 393—Waxman (CA) 
Amendment, “nay.” 

Rollcall Vote No. 394—Connolly (VA) 


Amendment, “nay.” 
Rollcall Vote No. 395—Green (TX) Amend- 
ment, “nay.” 
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Rollcall Vote No. 396—Rush (IL) Amend- 
ment, “nay.” 
Rollcall Vote No. 397—Holt (NJ) Amend- 


ment, “nay.” 

Rollcall Vote No. 398—Connolly (VA) 
Amendment, “nay.” 

Rollcall Vote No. 399—Amodei (NV) 
Amendment, “aye.” 

Rollcall Vote No. 400—Markey (MA) 


Amendment, “nay.” 
Rollcall Vote No. 401—Landry (LA) Amend- 


ment, “aye.” 

Rollcall Vote No. 402—Rigell (VA) Amend- 
ment, “aye.” 

Rollcall Vote No. 403—Holt (NJ) Amend- 
ment, “nay.” 

Rollcall Vote No. 404—Wittman (VA) 


Amendment, “aye.” 
Rollcall Vote No. 405—Bass (CA) Amend- 


ment, “nay.” 

Rollcall Vote No. 406—Capps (CA) Amend- 
ment, “nay.” 

Rollcall Vote No. 407—Speier (CA) Amend- 
ment, “nay.” 

Rollcall Vote No. 408—DeLauro (CT) 


Amendment, “nay.” 

Rollcall Vote No. 409—On Motion to Re- 
commit with Instructions of H.R. 4480, “nay.” 

Rollcall Vote No. 410—H.R. 4480, Strategic 
Energy Production Act of 2012, “aye.” 

Rollcall Vote No. 411—On McKinley of WV 
Motion to Instruct Conferees, “aye.” 


EE 


IN HONOR OF THE MONTFORD 
POINT MARINES 


HON. JOHN L. MICA 


OF FLORIDA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, June 27, 2012 


Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, today | rise in honor 
of the Montford Point Marines and the sac- 
rifices they made in service to our Nation. 

The Montford Point Marines were the first 
African-Americans to serve in the United 
States Marine Corps. The United States of 
America owes these heroes a debt of honor 
that can never be repaid. 

In June of 1941, President Franklin Roo- 
sevelt issued an Executive Order that opened 
the doors for African-Americans to enlist in the 
United States Marine Corps. Between 1942 
and 1949, approximately 20,000 African Amer- 
icans earned the right to call themselves Ma- 
rines at Camp Montford Point in Jacksonville, 
North Carolina. Today, we honor them. 

| would especially like to recognize a few of 
the surviving members of the Florida Chapter 
of the Montford Point Marines. | would like to 
commend Marines Wilfred Carr of Palm Coast; 
Eli Graham, Jr. of Daytona Beach; James 
Huger of Daytona Beach; James Sharpe of 
Palm Coast; Robert Blanks of Orange City; 
and John Steele of Daytona Beach who have 
all helped keep the memory and service of the 
Montford Point Marine’s alive in the State of 
Florida. 

The Congressional Gold Medal is a fitting 
tribute to the Montford Point Marines. It not 
only serves as an appropriate tribute to these 
trailblazing heroes, but also marks our Na- 
tion’s endeavor toward a more perfect union, 
and | am pleased to offer my support. 
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A TRIBUTE TO MS. SUZANNE GOSS 
OF JACKSONVILLE, FLORIDA— 
PRESIDENT OF THE NATIONAL 
ASSOCIATION OF CLEAN WATER 
AGENCIES 


HON. CORRINE BROWN 


OF FLORIDA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, June 27, 2012 


Ms. BROWN of Florida. Mr. Speaker, | wish 
to congratulate Ms. Suzanne Goss, Govern- 
ment Relations Specialist for JEA (Jackson- 
ville Electric, Water & Sewer) on her election 
as the new President of the National Associa- 
tion of Clean Water Agencies, NACWA. 

Ms. Goss is an accomplished leader and 
committed environmental steward who played 
a prominent role in seeking a sound direction 
for the implementation of the Clean Water Act. 
Throughout her career in the water industry, 
Ms. Goss has exemplified what it means to be 
a public servant. She is ideally suited to serve 
as President of one of the nation’s leading as- 
sociations responsible for environmental poli- 
cies that advance clean water. Ms. Goss will 
continue to ensure that Florida’s, and the na- 
tion’s, clean water agencies are sustainable, 
that the environment continues to improve, 
and that public health is protected. 

At JEA, Ms. Goss works for an advanced 
publicly owned water, electric, and sewer util- 
ity, providing invaluable services to approxi- 
mately 420,000 people in Northeast Florida. 
Ms. Goss effectively engages in complex state 
and federal legislative and regulatory issues 
involving wastewater and drinking water with 
an in-depth knowledge of the affordability con- 
cerns of her community and the need for a 
partnership between all levels of government. 
She also manages JEA’s Grant Program. 

A member of NACWA’s Board of Directors 
since 2007, Ms. Goss has served as the orga- 
nization’s Secretary, Treasurer, and Vice 
President, and has been a member of many 
NACWA committees and workgroups. She has 
played a leading role in NACWA’s 
pretreatment program and is also one of the 
drivers behind the organization’s funding ef- 
forts. In 2005 she received the Presidents 
Award for her work as Vice Chair of the Clean 
Water Funding Task Force. 

Ms. Goss has experience in both the energy 
and water fields, as JEA provides both serv- 
ices to its customers. As the clean water in- 
dustry and NACWA increasingly define the 
“Water Quality Utility of the Future,” JEA and 
public servants like Ms. Goss exemplify the 
need to break down traditional silos and move 
toward a watershed approach, as well as a 
focus on the energy-water nexus. JEA stands 
as a model for other utilities seeking to adopt 
these ideas. 

In addition to her work with NACWA, Ms. 
Goss is an active member of local, regional, 
state and national professional organizations. 
These include the American Water Works As- 
sociation, the New Water Supply Coalition, the 
Florida Municipal Energy Association, the Flor- 
ida Water Environment Association, the Flor- 
ida Energy Coordinating Group, the Pinellas 
County Sewer System and the Advisory Coun- 
cil on Environmental Policy and Technology 
Sustainable Infrastructure. 
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Ms. Goss has selflessly shared her time, 
passion, energy and ideas to carry out the ob- 
jectives of the Clean Water Act. 

It is my sincere pleasure to congratulate Su- 
zanne Goss on becoming President of 
NACWA, and | am certain her actions will en- 
sure continued water quality progress for the 
Jacksonville area, the state of Florida and the 
nation. 


EE 


THE RETIREMENT OF SPIROS 
DROGGITIS 


HON. CHRIS VAN HOLLEN 


OF MARYLAND 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, June 27, 2012 


Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Speaker, | rise to 
recognize Spiros Droggitis, a Bethesda, Mary- 
land resident who retired from the U.S. Nu- 
clear Regulatory Commission on December 
31, 2011 after 35 years of service in the Fed- 
eral Government, including three years work- 
ing in the U.S. Senate. During his three dec- 
ades with the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Com- 
mission, Mr. Droggitis provided support, ad- 
vice, scheduling and planning for a variety of 
programs and two NRC Commissioners. 

Since July 2007, Mr. Droggitis served as as- 
sociate director for Federal and External Af- 
fairs in the Office of Congressional Affairs at 
NRC. In that position, he was the primary 
point of contact for communications and out- 
reach with other Federal agencies and exter- 
nal organizations, including public interest 
groups, non-governmental organizations, and 
the nuclear industry. 

During his distinguished career at the agen- 
cy, he served in several senior positions and 
received numerous performance awards and 
accolades for his contributions. Among his 
many accomplishments, he was recognized in 
1988 for his participation in the agency’s 10- 
year effort to consolidate NRC offices scat- 
tered across the Washington metropolitan 
area to a single location in Rockville, Mary- 
land. More recently, he was a member of the 
Headquarters Fukushima Support Team that 
assisted in communicating information about 
the nuclear accident in Japan following the 
March 11, 2011 9.0-magnitude earthquake 
and subsequent tsunami. 

After graduating in 1974 from Bowdoin Col- 
lege in Brunswick, Maine, Mr. Droggitis began 
his career as an assistant press liaison for the 
U.S. Senate under the Sergeant-at-Arms and 
also worked as a researcher in the office of 
Senator Edmund S. Muskie of Maine. He later 
joined Senator Muskie’s staff full time as a 
personal assistant during the 1976 reelection 
campaign, doing advance work for campaign 
events, traveling with the Senator, and inter- 
acting with the media and the public. Fol- 
lowing the election, he became an assistant to 
the Senator and was given a special assign- 
ment analyzing data on a state-wide energy 
questionnaire. He also developed a method of 
providing more timely responses to constituent 
mail that was approved and instituted by his 
supervisor. 

Mr. Droggitis joined the NRC in 1979 as a 
congressional liaison officer in the Office of 
Congressional Affairs. He then served as a 
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special assistant to Commissioner James K. 
Asselstine from 1982 until 1987. At the end of 
Commissioner Asselstine’s term in 1987, Mr. 
Droggitis went to work in the State, Local and 
Indian Tribe Programs in the Office of Govern- 
mental and Public Affairs, where he served as 
a senior intergovernmental programs analyst 
responsible for developing and maintaining re- 
lationships with state, local and tribal govern- 
ments. Mr. Droggitis was selected as special 
assistant to Commissioner Jeffrey S. Merrifield 
in September 2002 and became his executive 
assistant in October 2004. 

Throughout his career, Mr. Droggitis has 
demonstrated a dedication to the NRC’s orga- 
nizational values of integrity, service, open- 
ness, commitment, cooperation, excellence 
and respect. He and his wife, Ottilie, plan to 
return to his native state of Maine to spend 
time with friends and family. | offer both of 
them my best wishes and thank Mr. Droggitis 
for his service to our nation. 


EEE 


AMERICA’S SHAMEFUL HUMAN 
RIGHTS RECORD 


HON. DENNIS J. KUCINICH 


OF OHIO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, June 27, 2012 


Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, | submit a 
timely op-ed from Former President Jimmy 
Carter on the ramifications of drone strikes on 
America’s human rights record. 

[From the New York Times, June 24, 2012] 

A CRUEL AND UNUSUAL RECORD 
(By Jimmy Carter) 

ATLANTA.—The United States is aban- 
doning its role as the global champion of 
human rights. 

Revelations that top officials are targeting 
people to be assassinated abroad, including 
American citizens, are only the most recent, 
disturbing proof of how far our nation’s vio- 
lation of human rights has extended. This 
development began after the terrorist at- 
tacks of Sept. 11, 2001, and has been sanc- 
tioned and escalated by bipartisan executive 
and legislative actions, without dissent from 
the general public. As a result, our country 
can no longer speak with moral authority on 
these critical issues. 

While the country has made mistakes in 
the past, the widespread abuse of human 
rights over the last decade has been a dra- 
matic change from the past. With leadership 
from the United States, the Universal Dec- 
laration of Human Rights was adopted in 
1948 as ‘‘the foundation of freedom, justice 
and peace in the world.” This was a bold and 
clear commitment that power would no 
longer serve as a cover to oppress or injure 
people, and it established equal rights of all 
people to life, liberty, security of person, 
equal protection of the law and freedom from 
torture, arbitrary detention or forced exile. 
The declaration has been invoked by human 
rights activists and the international com- 
munity to replace most of the world’s dicta- 
torships with democracies and to promote 
the rule of law in domestic and global af- 
fairs. It is disturbing that, instead of 
strengthening these principles, our govern- 
ment’s counterterrorism policies are now 
clearly violating at least 10 of the declara- 
tion’s 30 articles, including the prohibition 
against ‘‘cruel, inhuman or degrading treat- 
ment or punishment.” 
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Recent legislation has made legal the 
president’s right to detain a person indefi- 
nitely on suspicion of affiliation with ter- 
rorist organizations or ‘‘associated forces,” a 
broad, vague power that can be abused with- 
out meaningful oversight from the courts or 
Congress (the law is currently being blocked 
by a federal judge). This law violates the 
right to freedom of expression and to be pre- 
sumed innocent until proved guilty, two 
other rights enshrined in the declaration. 


In addition to American citizens’ being 
targeted for assassination or indefinite de- 
tention, recent laws have canceled the re- 
straints in the Foreign Intelligence Surveil- 
lance Act of 1978 to allow unprecedented vio- 
lations of our rights to privacy through 
warrantless wiretapping and government 
mining of our electronic communications. 
Popular state laws permit detaining individ- 
uals because of their appearance, where they 
worship or with whom they associate. 


Despite an arbitrary rule that any man 
killed by drones is declared an enemy ter- 
rorist, the death of nearby innocent women 
and children is accepted as inevitable. After 
more than 30 airstrikes on civilian homes 
this year in Afghanistan, President Hamid 
Karzai has demanded that such attacks end, 
but the practice continues in areas of Paki- 
stan, Somalia and Yemen that are not in any 
war zone. We don’t know how many hundreds 
of innocent civilians have been killed in 
these attacks, each one approved by the 
highest authorities in Washington. This 
would have been unthinkable in previous 
times. 


These policies clearly affect American for- 
eign policy. Top intelligence and military of- 
ficials, as well as rights defenders in targeted 
areas, affirm that the great escalation in 
drone attacks has turned aggrieved families 
toward terrorist organizations, aroused civil- 
ian populations against us and permitted re- 
pressive governments to cite such actions to 
justify their own despotic behavior. 


Meanwhile, the detention facility at 
Guantanamo Bay, Cuba, now houses 169 pris- 
oners. About half have been cleared for re- 
lease, yet have little prospect of ever obtain- 
ing their freedom. American authorities 
have revealed that, in order to obtain confes- 
sions, some of the few being tried (only in 
military courts) have been tortured by 
waterboarding more than 100 times or in- 
timidated with semiautomatic weapons, 
power drills or threats to sexually assault 
their mothers. Astoundingly, these facts 
cannot be used as a defense by the accused, 
because the government claims they oc- 
curred under the cover of ‘‘national secu- 
rity.” Most of the other prisoners have no 
prospect of ever being charged or tried ei- 
ther. 


At a time when popular revolutions are 
sweeping the globe, the United States should 
be strengthening, not weakening, basic rules 
of law and principles of justice enumerated 
in the Universal Declaration of Human 
Rights. But instead of making the world 
safer, America’s violation of international 
human rights abets our enemies and alien- 
ates our friends. 


As concerned citizens, we must persuade 
Washington to reverse course and regain 
moral leadership according to international 
human rights norms that we had officially 
adopted as our own and cherished through- 
out the years. 

Jimmy Carter, the 39th president, is the 
founder of the Carter Center and the recipi- 
ent of the 2002 Nobel Peace Prize. 
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HONORING McKENZIE JoANN 
POLLOCK 


HON. BENNIE G. THOMPSON 


OF MISSISSIPPI 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, June 27, 2012 


Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr. Speak- 
er, | rise today to honor a phenomenal young 
woman, Ms. McKenzie JoAnn Pollock, daugh- 
ter of Philip and Cheryl Pollock. Throughout 
her time in high school, McKenzie has been 
extremely devoted to both her academics and 
extracurricular activities. 

McKenzie’s motivation to excel prompted 
her to do anything she could to ensure that 
she would be successful academically. In ac- 
cordance with this, she took Advanced Place- 
ment classes throughout high school and she 
maintained all “A’s” throughout her high 
school career. As a result of McKenzie’s work 
ethic, she was rewarded numerous scholar- 
ships to college. She received the Lucky Day 
Citizenship Scholarship and the Choral Serv- 
ice Award from the University of Southern Mis- 
sissippi, as well as the Best Buy Scholarship 
Award, the Mississippi Eminent Scholars 
Grant, and the Mississippi Tuition Assistance 
Grant. 

Not only has McKenzie excelled academi- 
cally, but she has also been heavily involved 
in numerous extra-curricular activities. She 
served as the Warren Central Hall of Fame 
Club President, Student Government Senior 
Class Secretary; was a member of the Mock 
Trial Attorney and Witness team, Mu Alpha 
Theta Society, Varsity Choir, the Band, Drama 
Club, School Musical, National Honors Soci- 
ety, Youth Advisory Council, and she worked 
with the Children of the American Revolution 
and Fundraising for the Children’s Miracle Net- 
work. She also works for the U.S. Army Engi- 
neering Research and Development Center as 
a Civil Engineering Technician. 

McKenzie has competed in several competi- 
tions in addition to her other responsibilities. 
She was the Poetry Out Loud School winner 
in 2009, and she has received the Gold Medal 
at the Mississippi Music Teachers’ Association 
Evaluations (MMTA) and Federated Music 
Clubs of America for her singing. In 2011, 
McKenzie was crowned Miss Vicksburg’s Out- 
standing Teen, and she went on to finish in 
the top ten in the Miss Mississippis Out- 
standing Teen Scholarship Pageant. 

Per her interest in the performing arts 
McKenzie is an active theatre participant. She 
has performed in many productions at the 
Vicksburg Theatre Guild and the Westside 
Theatre Foundation. McKenzie strongly be- 
lieves that the performing arts should be an in- 
tegral part of a child’s education, and she en- 
joys every opportunity that allows her to intro- 
duce children to the arts. During summer of 
2011, she was an assistant instructor in the 
Southern Cultural Centers Spectrum summer 
arts camp, which allows children the oppor- 
tunity to explore the arts. 

To culminate her high school career, 
McKenzie is honored to be named Valedic- 
torian of the Warren Central High School’s 
senior class of 2012. In the fall, McKenzie 
plans to attend the University of Southern Mis- 
sissippi, where she will major in Music-Vocal 
Performance with a minor in dance. 
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Mr. Speaker, | ask our colleagues to join me 
in honoring the Valedictorian of Warren Cen- 
tral High School’s senior class of 2012, Ms. 
McKenzie Joann Pollock an outstanding young 
woman. 


EE 


IN HONOR OF THE 10 YEAR ANNI- 
VERSARY OF PLANTATION HOME 


HON. DENNIS J. KUCINICH 


OF OHIO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, June 27, 2012 


Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
honor David Stein on the occasion of the tenth 
anniversary of his interior design business, 
Plantation Home. Located in downtown Lake- 
wood, Plantation Home offers a unique selec- 
tion of home furnishings, gifts and acces- 
sories. At a time when scores of companies 
have closed their doors due to turbulent eco- 
nomic upheaval, Plantation Home has weath- 
ered those hardships and continues to be one 
of Lakewood’s most successful and commu- 
nity driven companies. 

Mr. Stein has graciously committed himself 
to the betterment of the Lakewood community 
in which he has lived since 1989. Stein has 
been a sponsor of the Lakewood Relay for 
Life, contributes to the Beck Center for Per- 
forming Arts, opened his home for the Lake- 
wood Historical Society Home and Garden 
Tour and served on the City of Lakewood 
Community Relations Board where he de- 
signed a program to establish modern and ar- 
tistic bus stops. He is the current board Presi- 
dent of the Downtown Lakewood Business Al- 
liance where he directs efforts to revitalize and 
enrich the merchant environment with efforts 
including a City Wide Street Sale, Spring Stroll 
and Fashion Show, Streetwalk, Chocolate 
Walk, Gingerbread House Tour and Scav- 
enger Hunt and “Light Up Lakewood” during 
the holiday season—an effort to create beau- 
tifully decorated storefront windows reminis- 
cent of Cleveland’s downtown department 
store windows of years past. Annually, he 
awards a $500 scholarship to one boy and 
one girl, the king and queen of the Light Up 
Lakewood festival, to put toward college, ask- 
ing only that they dedicate 20 hours of com- 
munity service to Lakewood in return. 

Mr. Speaker and colleagues, please join me 
in honoring Mr. Stein for his leadership, loy- 
alty, civic pride and above all, caring for his 
community and what he and his business has 
meant to the City of Lakewood and Northeast 
Ohio for the past ten years. 


ae 


HONORING EVANGELIST PIA 
HAYNES WILLIAMS 


HON. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON 


OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, June 27, 2012 


Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas. 
Mr. Speaker, | rise today to honor the con- 
tributions of Evangelist Pia Haynes Williams, 
to the Texas Northeast First Ecclesiastical Ju- 
risdiction of the Church of God in Christ, Inc. 
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Evangelist Williams is being installed as the 
Jurisdictional Supervisor of Women, where 
she will oversee the work and ministry of over 
35,000 women and youth in 300 congrega- 
tions throughout North Texas. 

Evangelist Williams has a proven record of 
service to the church. In keeping with her life- 
long dedication to advance her faith, Evan- 
gelist Williams is founding President and CEO 
of her own international evangelistic ministry. 
Evangelist Williams also oversees the Wom- 
en’s and Youth ministries at the Love Sanc- 
tuary Church in Fort Worth, alongside her hus- 
band of almost thirty years. There, she con- 
tinues to focus her efforts on empowering 
women to succeed in their personal and spir- 
itual endeavors. 

Considered a true “Daughter of the 
Church,” Evangelist Williams also comes from 
a rich familial heritage, filled with loyalty and 
service to the Church. Evangelist Williams is 
the granddaughter of the founding Jurisdic- 
tional Bishop and First Lady of the Texas 
Northeast First Jurisdiction of the Church of 
God in Christ, while her father currently sits on 
the General Board of Bishops. Despite this 
highly decorated past, Evangelist Williams has 
remained a humble and compassionate serv- 
ant of the church and its followers. 

Mr. Speaker, | am pleased to honor the 
work of Evangelist Pia Haynes Williams as 
she continues to provide spiritual guidance for 
thousands of North Texans. Her dedication to 
her community and faith will serve her well in 
this new capacity, and | wish Evangelist Wil- 
liams continued success at the Texas North- 
east First Ecclesiastical Jurisdiction of the 
Church of God in Christ. 


EE 


IN REMEMBRANCE OF MR. JOSEPH 
M. GAUL 


HON. DENNIS J. KUCINICH 


OF OHIO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, June 27, 2012 


Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in 
remembrance of Mr. Joseph M. Gaul, the 
former Mayor of Fairview Park, Ohio. 

Born in Cleveland, Ohio to Leroy and Ger- 
trude Gaul, Joseph was a lifelong resident of 
Northeast Ohio. He attended Cathedral Latin 
High School and graduated from John Carroll 
University in 1957. Between graduating from 
high school and attending college, Mr. Gaul 
bravely served his country during the Korean 
War with the United States Air Force from 
1951 to 1953, during which time he was sta- 
tioned in Panama. 

In 1958, Mr. Gaul moved to Fairview Park 
and became active in politics. He was elected 
Ward 2 Councilman in 1965 and served until 
he was elected Councilman-at-Large in 1969. 
In 1971, Mr. Gaul was elected Council Presi- 
dent and served in that role for four years. Mr. 
Gaul was elected the Mayor of Fairview Park 
in 1975 and would be reelected twice. He 
ended his career after more than thirty years 
in 1992. During his tenure as mayor, Mr. Gaul 
was instrumental in developing Willowood 
Manor, Fairview Park’s Senior Citizens resi- 
dential complex and in annexing RiverEdge 
Township. 
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In addition to his political accomplishments, 
Mr. Gaul also served as the Vice Chair of the 
RTA Board of Directors and worked as sales 
manager for Wolverine Express, Central 
Transport, Inc. He was a parishioner at St. An- 
gela Merici Church for more than fifty years 
and was member of the Parish Council. In 
1996 the Ohio State Senate named Mr. Gaul 
the “Irishman of the Year.” 

| offer my condolences to his former wife of 
46 years, Joan Adler; brothers, William and 
Leroy; children, Joseph Jr. (Meg), Patty, Ei- 
leen (Bart), Brian (Kathy), Kathleen (Mike), 
John (Marybeth), Michael (Julie), and Megan; 
and twenty-two grandchildren. 

Mr. Speaker and colleagues, please join me 
in honoring the memory of Mr. Joseph M. 
Gaul, who bravely fought for his country and 
valiantly served the residents of Fairview Park. 
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HONORING ELAINE WALKER 
MAYOR OF LOVETTSVILLE 


HON. FRANK R. WOLF 


OF VIRGINIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, June 27, 2012 


Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to rec- 
ognize and honor Loudoun County’s longest- 
serving mayor, Elaine Walker of Lovettsville. 
At the end of the month, Mayor Walker will 
step down after serving as mayor of 
Lovettsville for nearly 22 years. 

Mayor Walker’s accomplishments during her 
tenure as mayor include acquiring land for a 
92-acre county park, helping develop the 
Lovettsville bike and pedestrian path and most 
recently making the town’s veterans memorial 
a reality. | have had the privilege of knowing 
and working with Elaine for many years. She 
has been an outstanding mayor and her lead- 
ership and steady hand will be missed. 

Public service is one of our nation’s highest 
callings and | extend my deepest gratitude for 
her service to our community. | wish her all 
the best in her future endeavors. 

| also submit the following article from Lees- 
burg Today on Mayor Walker’s final council 
meeting. 

LOUDOUN MAYORS PAY TRIBUTE TO WALKER 
[From Leesburg Today, June 22, 2012] 

It was all hugs and tributes in Lovettsville 
Thursday night as Mayor Elaine Walker re- 
ceived flowers and praise from a bevy of well 
wishers, including four of her fellow mayors, 
in what was her final council meeting. 

Walker, who did not seek reelection in 
May, steps down June 30 after 10 years on the 
Lovettsville Town Council and almost 22 as 
the town’s mayor—a governance record that 
is unlikely to be matched any time soon. 

The mayors of four other Loudoun towns 
attended the meeting as well. “It was a com- 
plete surprise, I had no idea,” Walker said of 
the appearance of Purcellville Mayor Bob 
Lazaro, Leesburg Mayor Kristen Umstattd, 
Middleburg Mayor Betsy Davis and Hamilton 
Mayor Greg Wilmoth. Hillsboro Mayor Roger 
Vance and Round Hill Mayor Scott Ramsey 
were unable to be present. 

Davis said Walker’s first reaction was to 
say to the group “What are you doing here?” 

Lazaro led the delegation, presenting 
Walker with a plaque honoring her service. 
“We knew this was your last meeting and we 
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wanted to say thank you for those 30 years,” 
and for being a good friend and colleague to 
local government. 

Davis told Walker ‘‘how much I will miss 
you as a friend, seeing you at all our [Coali- 
tion of Loudoun Towns] meetings. Thank 
you for all you’ve done for the county.” 

“But, we’ll still have lunch,” Umstattd 
said to her longtime colleague, also express- 
ing her appreciation of Walker’s service. 
Umstattd, who has been Leesburg’s mayor 
for 10 years following service on the Town 
Council, will take over as the most tenured 
Loudoun mayor. 

Wilmoth, the newest mayor in the group, 
said he appreciated all the help Walker has 
given him. “You have set the bar high for 
the rest of us,” he said. 

Walker’s husband Cliff Walker, who served 
on the council in the 1970s, was present as 
was Lazaro’s wife Carolyn—who both would 
get together during Virginia Municipal 
League conferences. “They’re VML 
soulmates,’’ Lazaro teased. 

Walker said she did not plan to go away 
into the sunset. “I hope to still do some con- 
ferences, including the VML meetings. I love 
the camaraderie,” she said. 

Vice Mayor Bob Zoldos, who will become 
Lovettsville’s mayor July 1, invited every- 
one to share some sweet-toothed goodies in 
recognition of the occasion. 

The tributes went on with more flowers 
being presented—by the Lovettsville Fire- 
Rescue Squad in appreciation for Walker’s 
long support, while Bob Zoldos’ fifth grade 
son Bobby also presented a bouquet of flow- 
ers and read aloud a poem he had written in 
Walker’s honor. 

The last tribute came from Lovettsville’s 
Community Police Officer, Sheriff's Office 
Deputy Bryan Wacker, who is being trans- 
ferred to a new assignment. He thanked 
Walker for her assistance and said she had 
been ‘‘a great ally.” He said his time with 
the mayor had been ‘‘one of the best working 
relationships” he’d ever had. 
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IN HONOR OF H.E. AMBASSADOR 
SAMEH SHOUKRY 


HON. DENNIS J. KUCINICH 


OF OHIO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, June 27, 2012 


Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in 
honor of H.E. Ambassador Sameh Shoukry, 
who is ending his tenure as the Arab Republic 
of Egypts Ambassador to the United States of 
America. 

Born on October 20, 1952 in Cairo, Egypt, 
Ambassador Shoukry is a second generation 
diplomat. He graduated from Ein Shams Uni- 
versity in 1975 with a law degree and special- 
izes in disarmament and non-proliferation 
issues. Just a year later, in 1976, Ambassador 
Shoukry joined the Egyptian Diplomatic Corps. 
Throughout his more than 30-year career, he 
has served in the Egyptian Embassies in Lon- 
don, Buenos Aires and the Permanent Mission 
of Egypt in New York. 

Prior to being appointed Egypt's Ambas- 
sador to the United States in September, 
2008, Ambassador Shoukry served as Egypt’s 
Permanent Representative to the United Na- 
tions in Geneva, Egypt's Ambassador to Aus- 
tria and as Permanent Representative to the 
International Organizations in Vienna. He has 
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also served as the Director of the Minister of 
Foreign Affairs cabinet and led the department 
of the United States and Canada in the Egyp- 
tian Ministry of Foreign Affairs. 

Mr. Speaker and colleagues, please join me 
in honoring H.E. Ambassador Sameh Shoukry, 
the Arab Republic of Egypt's Ambassador to 
the United States, as we bid him farewell. 


EE 


RECOGNITION OF GENERAL (RET.) 
BRUCE CARLSON, DIRECTOR OF 
THE NATIONAL RECONNAIS- 
SANCE OFFICE 


HON. MICHAEL R. TURNER 


OF OHIO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, June 27, 2012 


Mr. TURNER of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, today 
we recognize General (ret.) Bruce Carlson, 
who will step down as the Director of the Na- 
tional Reconnaissance Office in July 2012 
after three years of exemplary leadership. 

General Carlson leaves a legacy of remark- 
able accomplishments with the National Re- 
connaissance Office including, the most ag- 
gressive launch campaign in a quarter of a 
century, all major systems acquisition pro- 
grams operating at or below budget, a cor- 
porate process for making critical budget and 
space architecture decisions, and a signifi- 
cantly more healthy space reconnaissance 
constellation. General Carlson’s dedicated 
leadership; integrity and hard work have posi- 
tioned the National Reconnaissance Office for 
continued success that will have an enduring 
impact on our national security. 

Prior to his time at the National Reconnais- 
sance Office, General Carlson had a distin- 
guished career spanning over 37 years with 
the U.S. Air Force. He began his military ca- 
reer as a commissioned officer in 1971 after 
graduating with distinction from the Air Force 
Reserve Officer Training program at the Uni- 
versity of Minnesota, Duluth. He is a com- 
mand pilot with more than 3,700 flying hours 
in ten different aircraft, and saw combat as a 
forward air controller in the OV-10 Bronco. 
His various flying assignments included com- 
manding the 49th Fighter Wing at Holloman 
Air Force Base in New Mexico, the Air Force’s 
first stealth fighter wing. His staff assignments 
included positions at Tactical Air Command, 
Headquarters U.S. Air Force, and the offices 
of the Secretary of the Air Force and Sec- 
retary of Defense. He also served as the Di- 
rector of Force Structure, Resources and As- 
sessment on the Joint Staff; Commander, 8th 
Air Force, Barksdale Air Force Base, Lou- 
isiana; and Joint Functional Component Com- 
mander for Space and Global Strike, U.S. 
Strategic Command, Offutt AFB, Nebraska. 
Prior to his retirement from the U.S. Air Force, 
General Carlson served as Commander Air 
Force Materiel Command, Wright-Patterson 
Air Force Base, Ohio, which is responsible for 
development, testing, acquisition and 
sustainment of Air Force weapons systems. In 
that role, he had responsibility for 74,000 peo- 
ple and $59 billion annually. He was promoted 
from Lieutenant General to General, pinning 
on his fourth star, on September 1, 2005. 

He and his wife, Vicki, are very proud of 
their three children and ten grandchildren. 
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Mr. Speaker, Bruce Carlson has been a 
dedicated public servant, both in his service to 
his country in the U.S. military and as a senior 
executive at the National Reconnaissance Of- 
fice. It is appropriate that we honor him today 
for his many contributions. 


——— 


IN RECOGNITION OF WIRE-NET 


HON. DENNIS J. KUCINICH 


OF OHIO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, June 27, 2012 


Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, | rise to recog- 
nize WIRE-Net, Cleveland’s West Side Indus- 
trial Retention and Expansion Network, on the 
event of its annual meeting on Wednesday 
June 27, 2012. 

WIRE-Net is a premier business-led organi- 
zation, one of the few that focuses on the 
shared interests of manufacturing companies 
and urban communities. Its mission focuses 
on providing programs and services that 
strengthen manufacturing to create healthy 
communities and fuel economic growth. 

WIRE-Net is a membership organization 
with 260 members. WIRE-Net was organized 
in 1988 to help manufacturing businesses— 
and jobs—stay in the community at a time 
when plant closings and downsizing were 
commonplace. lts staff went straight to the 
source, visiting almost 200 companies to bet- 
ter understand their challenges. WIRE-Net 
found that even though manufacturing compa- 
nies, most with fewer than 100 employees, 
provided about 60 percent of the community’s 
jobs, they had been overlooked and under-ap- 
preciated as community assets. WIRE-Net 
helped businesses get organized to win atten- 
tion from federal, state and local government, 
and built relationships between business lead- 
ers and public officials. This effort helped get 
streets repaved, improved neighborhood safe- 
ty, and led to new programs like Cleveland’s 
Industrial Retention Initiative (CIRI) to support 
manufacturing. WIRE-Net also effectively 
blocked efforts to weaken industrial zoning on 
Cleveland’s west side. 

At this years annual meeting, WIRE-Net 
recognizes its Executive Director, John Colm, 
for his 25 years of service to the community 
through the organization. WIRE-Net will also 
present its 2012 Mission Builder Award for 
plant expansion, new business growth, and/or 
creating jobs to: Electric Cord Sets; Miceli 
Dairy Products; Nestle Professional—L J 
Minor Division; Norlake Manufacturing; Na- 
tional Safety Apparel (NSA); and Philips 
Healthcare. This years keynote speaker is 
Rob Atkinson, founder and president of the In- 
formation Technology and Innovation Founda- 
tion, who will discuss his work promoting U.S. 
based manufacturing and organizing the 
American Manufacturing Charter, which is 
supported by a broad coalition of labor, busi- 
ness, and economic policy leaders. 

Mr. Speaker and respected colleagues, 
please join me in recognizing WIRE-Net, its 
long-time Executive Director John Colm, the 
winners of its 2012 Mission Builder Awards, 
and its influential speaker Rob Atkinson at 
WIRE-Net’s Annual Meeting on June 27, 
2012. 


June 27, 2012 
HONORING LEMUEL McWILLIAMS 


HON. BENNIE G. THOMPSON 


OF MISSISSIPPI 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, June 27, 2012 


Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr. Speak- 
er, | rise today to honor, Lemuel McWilliams. 
Mr. McWilliams is the third of five children 
born to Mrs. Eva McWilliams and the late Mr. 
Milton McWilliams of Ruleville, Mississippi. He 
was born in Clarksdale, Mississippi. Mr. 
McWilliams is a member of Merry Grove Mis- 
sionary Baptist Church where he is a Sunday 
School Teacher, usher, and he is also active 
in other church auxiliaries. 

From the time Lemuel entered school he al- 
ways worked to excel. While at Ruleville Mid- 
dle School he received numerous academic 
awards and graduated Salutatorian of his 
class. When Lemuel entered high school he 
continued to make education his priority, and 
has received numerous awards. He received 
the highest average in English Ill, Algebra Il, 
Advance Placement History, and Creative 
Writing; and Lemuel was also awarded the 
Sunflower County Chamber of Commerce 
scholarship, and both the Principal’s and the 
Superintendent’s Scholar Awards. 

As a member of the Leaders Envisioning a 
Future, he has also been involved in commu- 
nity service projects. Mr. McWilliams has been 
a mentor to fellow classmates by encouraging 
and helping them reach their educational 
goals. He wants to encourage younger stu- 
dents that they can accomplish any of their 
goals as long as they are committed to work- 
ing hard to achieve it. 

Mr. McWilliams received full scholarships to 
Jackson State University and Alcorn State 
University. In the fall he plans to attend Jack- 
son State University where he will major in 
PreMed and Biology. After obtaining his de- 
gree, Lemuel wants to become a Pediatrician. 

Mr. Lemuel McWilliams credits his parents 
for encouraging and supporting him to pursue 
his dreams of becoming a physician. His sib- 
lings Toni, Rahman, Ivan, and Ezra also en- 
courage him to achieve his educational and 
career dreams, because they understand 
Lemuel’s passion for achieving his goals and 
helping others. 

Mr. Speaker, | ask our colleagues to join me 
in recognizing Mr. Lemuel McWilliams as the 
2012 Valedictorian at Ruleville Central High 
School Class. 


EE 


IN RECOGNITION OF CLEVELAND 
PRIDE FESTIVAL 


HON. DENNIS J. KUCINICH 


OF OHIO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, June 27, 2012 


Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in 
recognition of Cleveland Pride Festival, just 
one of countless celebrations taking place 
throughout the country during LGBT Pride 
Month. June marks the 43rd anniversary of 
the Stonewall Riots, an event which is largely 
regarded as the catalyst for the modern day 
LGBT movement for equality. 


June 27, 2012 


There is a long history of systematic dis- 
crimination against the lesbian, gay, bisexual, 
transgendered and questioning community in 
every state in the union. Discrimination against 
someone based on any part of their identity 
means that anyone who is expressing them- 
selves can be discriminated against. It means 
we are creating a system in which everyone 
has to be the same, and everyone has to ex- 
press themselves the same way. Boring and 
wrong! 

Fortunately, over the last several years, we 
are beginning to see responses to the growing 
demand for protection against discrimination in 
all forms, including workplace protections to 
prevent discrimination based on actual or per- 
ceived gender identity and sexual orientation. 

As a strong proponent of LGBT rights, | 
have supported legislative initiatives that work 
toward codifying equality for members of the 
LGBT community. | strongly support legislation 
such as the Employment Non-Discrimination 
Act (ENDA), the Student Non-Discrimination 
Act, the Respect for Marriage Act and the So- 
cial Security Equality Act, initiatives that simply 
provide members of the LGBT community with 
the same privileges, protections and benefits 
as everyone else. As one of over 100 mem- 
bers to sign onto an amicus brief challenging 
the constitutionality of the Defense of Marriage 
Act (DOMA) in court, | applaud the recent de- 
cision by a federal appeals court to rule 
DOMA unconstitutional. 

Mr. Speaker and colleagues, please join me 
as people throughout the City of Cleveland 
and the country celebrate LGBT Pride Month. 
Let us work to ensure that all people are treat- 
ed equally regardless of their sexual orienta- 
tion or gender identity. 
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FOOD AND DRUG ADMINISTRATION 
SAFETY AND INNOVATION ACT 


HON. ANNA G. ESHOO 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, June 27, 2012 


Ms. ESHOO. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
speak in support of H.R. 5651, the Food and 
Drug Administration Safety and Innovation Act, 
to reauthorize the Prescription Drug User Fee 
Act and the Medical Device User Fee Act. 
These critically important laws have improved 
patient access to important therapies and ex- 
pedited the FDA’s approval times while up- 
holding the most rigorous standards for patient 
safety. 

The Prescription Drug User Fee Act, 
PDUFA, was enacted in 1992 when drug re- 
view times were lagging and FDA simply 
couldn’t keep up with the flood of new drug 
applications. Through user fees paid by appli- 
cants, the FDA gained resources it needed to 
hire and support more staff. The program has 
been successful at reducing review-time back- 
logs, and expediting safe and effective thera- 
pies to patients. 

Along with faster drug approvals, Congress 
also recognized the need to study drugs in 
children. As the original author of the Best 
Pharmaceuticals for Children Act, BPCA, and 
the Pediatric Research Equity Act, PREA, I’m 
proud of how successful these programs have 
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been in treating children, resulting in new dos- 
ing information, new indications of use, new 
safety information, and new data on effective- 
ness. Before BPCA and PREA, the vast ma- 
jority of drugs, more than 80 percent, used in 
children were used off-label, without data for 
their safety and efficacy. Today, that number 
has been reduced to 50 percent. 

We know that children are not just small 
adults. They have unique medical needs and 
drugs react differently in their bodies. That’s 
why in this year’s reauthorization, it was im- 
portant for us to look at areas in need of im- 
provement. The bipartisan legislation gives 
FDA the tools it needs to ensure companies 
are thinking about pediatric populations as 
early as possible in the drug development 
process, and that they’re able to enforce 
timelines that are routinely missed. The lan- 
guage encourages further study into untested 
age groups, like neonates, and clarifies any 
confusion over what some see as “loopholes” 
to allow companies to access the market ex- 
clusivity incentive without completing addi- 
tional studies. 

The legislation also ensures that companies 
routinely submit their pediatric plans earlier in 
the process by establishing a clear timeline 
and expectations. 

| thank my House colleagues, Representa- 
tives MIKE ROGERS and EDWARD MARKEY who 
have worked very hard with me to improve 
these programs. | applaud the bipartisan and 
bicameral efforts of the House and Senate 
staffers who were able to combine the bills 
from both chambers to produce strong con- 
sensus language that has broad support from 
Members and stakeholders. 

| have confidence that the bill we vote on 
today will improve BPCA and PREA to benefit 
children for generations to come, and | urge 
my colleagues to support it. 


EE 


IN HONOR OF GREATER 
CLEVELAND COMMUNITY SHARES 


HON. DENNIS J. KUCINICH 


OF OHIO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, June 27, 2012 


Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
honor the members of the Greater Cleveland 
Community Shares for their years of service 
and dedication to social justice. 

Community Shares of Cleveland is a work- 
place giving federation with a focus on social 
justice. It generates the operating funds for 
nonprofit organizations that work for positive 
community change such as providing edu- 
cation, promoting health care, and protecting 
women and children. 

Founded in 1984, Community Shares is 
Cleveland’s only such fund, and is the second 
largest in the country. Its philosophy is based 
on the power of participation and the individ- 
ual’s ability to shape change. Community 
Shares keeps its administrative costs low so 
that each contribution is responsive directly to 
the community’s needs. It is governed by a 
Board of Directors which consists of rep- 
resentatives from member organizations and 
Community Directors. Greater Cleveland Com- 
munity Shares is a member of Community 
Shares USA. 
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Greater Cleveland Community Shares has 
41 area member organizations and more than 
160 area employers include Community 
Shares in their annual workplace charitable 
campaigns. 

Mr. Speaker and colleagues, please join me 
in honoring Greater Cleveland Community 
Shares. 


ee 


RECOGNIZING THE SERVICE OF 
JUDGE PAUL A. RASMUSSEN 


HON. JEFF MILLER 


OF FLORIDA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, June 27, 2012 


Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
to recognize the dedicated public service and 
esteemed legal career of Judge Paul A. Ras- 
mussen upon his retirement from Florida’s 
First Judicial Circuit Court in Escambia Coun- 
ty. Judge Rasmussen spent his career serving 
the people of Northwest Florida, and | am 
proud to recognize his dedication and service. 

Judge Rasmussen first came to Florida in 
1968 with the United States Navy to attend 
Aviation Officer Candidate School at Naval Air 
Station Pensacola. After graduating and com- 
pleting his training at Naval Air Station Glynco, 
in Georgia, he went on to serve four years on 
active duty with the Navy, completing success- 
ful tours of duty in Guam and Vietnam. After 
Judge Rasmussen was honorably discharged 
from the Navy, he returned to Florida where 
he attended the University of Florida College 
of Law. 

Following his graduation from law school, 
Judge Rasmussen began his public service as 
a State’s Attorney in Pensacola. He later en- 
tered private practice with then future Judge 
John T. Parnham, now retired from the bench 
in the First Judicial Circuit. Judge Rasmussen 
also served as legal counsel to the city of Gulf 
Breeze and the Department of Health and Re- 
habilitative Services. In 1990, Judge Ras- 
mussen was elected to Florida’s First Judicial 
Circuit Court where he has served the people 
of Northwest Florida for the past 22 years. In 
1998, he was recognized by the Children’s 
Home Society of Florida as Child Advocate of 
the Year. 

Judge Rasmussen’s service to Northwest 
Florida does not stop at the bench. He is also 
actively involved throughout the community, 
most notably as a Sunday School Teacher at 
First Baptist Church of Pensacola and as a 
committeeman for Boy Scout Troop 10 in Pen- 
sacola. 

Mr. Speaker, on behalf of the United States 
Congress, | am honored to recognize Judge 
Paul A. Rasmussen for his many years of 
service to the people of Northwest Florida and 
his dedication to his family and community. 
Throughout his career, Judge Rasmussen has 
served with honor and distinction, and his un- 
wavering commitment to the fair administration 
of the law and to public service is a shining 
example of our legal system working at its fin- 
est. My wife Vicki and | wish him, his wife, 
Jean, their children and grandchildren all the 
best. 
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IN HONOR OF JOANNA TRZECIAK 


HON. DENNIS J. KUCINICH 


OF OHIO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, June 27, 2012 


Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
honor Joanna Trzeciak of Cleveland, Ohio, 
who placed among the final four contestants in 
the International category of Canada’s Annual 
Griffin Poetry Prize Contest. 

The Griffin Poetry Prize Contest accepts po- 
etry that is either written or translated from 
other languages. The contestants are in either 
the Canadian or International category of the 
competition. Ms. Trzeciak competed with her 
translation of a book of poems by the Polish 
poet Tadeusz Rozewicz. Rozewicz was born 
in Ramomsko, Poland in 1921 and published 
his first collection of poems when he was 26. 
Rozewicz was Trzeciak’s father’s favorite poet. 

Ms. Trzeciak is a native of Poland and cur- 
rently lives in Cleveland Heights. She is a pro- 
fessor in the Implied Linguistics, Institute for 
Department of Modern and Classical Lan- 
guage Studies at Kent State University. 

Trzeciak’s scholarly research has been 
awarded Fulbright and Woodrow Wilson Fel- 
lowships. Her translations have appeared in 
The New Yorker, The Times Literary Supple- 
ment, Harpers Magazine, and The Atlantic 
Monthly, among others. Placing among the top 
four final contestants, Ms. Trzeciak won 
$10,000 and gained exposure for Rozewicz. 

Mr. Speaker and colleagues, please join me 
in honoring Joanna Trzeciak and congratu- 
lating her on her accomplishments in the field 
of poetry and in Canada’s Annual Griffin Po- 
etry Prize Contest. 


EE 


AZERBAIJAN 


HON. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON 


OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, June 27, 2012 


Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas. 
Mr. Speaker, | rise to draw my colleagues’ at- 
tention to the tiny nation of Azerbaijan, which 
is a giant in world affairs. 

Situated between Iran and Russia, Azer- 
baijan stands as a friend of the United States 
and that friendship frequently concerns nearby 
nations. 

Part of what makes Azerbaijan a remarkable 
ally for the United States is that some 20 mil- 
lion Iranians are of Azeri descent; a large part 
of northern Iran is frequently referred to as 
“southern Azerbaijan” as a reminder that the 
territory was—for centuries—part of Azer- 
baijan. 

The development of Azeri oil and gas in the 
Caspian Sea, along with the major Azeri ex- 
port pipelines that pump energy to Western 
markets, makes the region all the more stra- 
tegic as a U.S. ally. 

But it is their geographical location to Af- 
ghanistan that makes them absolutely an es- 
sential ally for the U.S. Azerbaijan provides a 
crucial transit route to supply our troops in Af- 
ghanistan. With the expected closing of Manas 
air base in 2014, this route will be even more 
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essential to our troops. They are a Muslim na- 
tion that is our friend, and our ally in the world. 

This Muslim nation is the example for a sec- 
ular society of religious diversity. A majority 
Muslim nation with a significant population of 
Jews, Azerbaijan is an ally of Israel. Just this 
month, on the anniversary of Pope John Paul 
IPs visit to Azerbaijan, the Vatican’s Cardinal 
Fernando Filoni spoke at the Catholic Church 
of Baku, reminding us that “An atmosphere of 
exemplary tolerance exists in Azerbaijan.” 

Mr. Speaker, | ask my colleagues to join me 
today in recognizing the importance of Azer- 
baijan—both to the United States and to the 
world. 
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IN HONOR OF THE 21ST ANNIVER- 
SARY OF SLOVENIAN STATE- 
HOOD 
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Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in 
honor and recognition of the 21st anniversary 
of Slovenian Statehood. | am also pleased to 
be joined by the Consul General of the Re- 
public of Slovenia, Mr. Jure Zmauc and his 
wife, Mrs. Janja Zmauc, to celebrate Slove- 
nian Statehood Day. 

The twenty-fifth of June is Slovenian State- 
hood Day, an annual celebration of Slovenia’s 
independence and the sovereignty it gained in 
1991. It is a commemoration of the struggles 
and triumphs of the people of Slovenia. It also 
serves as an opportunity for residents of 
Northeast Ohio to celebrate the customs, tra- 
ditions and contributions of Slovenian Ameri- 
cans to our community. 

This year’s celebration of Slovenian State- 
hood Day will be held at the Rotunda at 
Cleveland City hall and is sponsored by the 
City of Cleveland Mayor Frank Jackson and 
Councilmen Michael Polensek and Joe 
Cimperman. This year’s celebration will fea- 
ture a musical performance by composer and 
saxophonist, Professor Oto Vrhovnik. 

Mr. Speaker and colleagues, please join me 
in honor and recognition of the 21st anniver- 
sary of Slovenian Statehood. Slovenia has 
grown in many facets over the years and 
should be recognized for its prosperity. 
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IN HONOR OF THE 100TH ANNIVER- 
SARY OF THE GUST GALLUCCI 
COMPANY 


HON. DENNIS J. KUCINICH 


OF OHIO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, June 27, 2012 


Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in 
honor of the 100th anniversary of the Gust 
Gallucci Company and its strong commitment 
to the Cleveland community. 

The Gust Gallucci Company opened in 1912 
when Gust Gallucci emigrated to Cleveland 
from Faeto, Italy. Mr. Gallucci longed for the 
authentic Italian food that he had been raised 
on and soon discovered that he was not the 
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only one. Mr. Gallucci began selling his prod- 
ucts from a large wooden cart which became 
so popular that he moved into his first store on 
the west side of Cleveland. 

While the location of the store changed four 
times, Mr. Gallucci’s friendly personality and 
great food kept Clevelanders coming back for 
more. The business has remained in the fam- 
ily, passed down from Mr. Gallucci to sons 
Frank and Ray after he passed away in 1952. 
Now the fourth generation has become in- 
volved and has worked to move the store into 
the 21st century. 

Over the last 100 years, the Gust Gallucci 
Company has become ingrained in the lives of 
Clevelanders. Families have been enjoying the 
authentic Italian cuisine for generations. The 
Gust Gallucci Company has always main- 
tained that it is neither an “East” or “West” 
business but a Cleveland business. 

Mr. Speaker and colleagues, please join me 
in honoring the Gust Gallucci Company on its 
100th anniversary and in honoring its never- 
ending support of the Cleveland community. 
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RECOGNIZING THE HUDSON LADY 
HORNETS FOR WINNING THE 
TEXAS 3A SOFTBALL CHAMPION- 
SHIP 
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OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, June 27, 2012 


Mr. GOHMERT. Mr. Speaker, it is with enor- 
mous pride that | recognize and congratulate 
the Hudson Lady Hornets on an amazing 
2012 softball season in which they captured 
the Texas State Class 3A Softball Champion- 
ship. These tenacious Lady Hornets have 
reached the pinnacle of success in Texas soft- 
ball with their first state championship. 

The Lady Hornets demonstrated just how 
powerful they were as a team, playing as one 
well-tuned machine. The final game saw the 
Hudson Lady Hornets defeat an outstanding 
Henderson Lady Lions team with an 8—4 win. 
The championship game showed the strength 
of each team as they both played scoreless 
for the first half of the game. They then un- 
loaded the sticks and went at it in the final in- 
nings. Henderson represented themselves 
very well, but Hudson came out triumphant as 
an outstanding example of a great east Texas 
Champion. 

There is no doubt that each player, coach, 
and supporting person involved with the suc- 
cess of the Lady Hornets was inspired to ex- 
perience the amazing outcome when they 
gave absolutely all the effort they had to their 
team to achieve a mutual goal. 

Clearly a team does not get to such a level 
of excellence without a coaching staff that 
knows its players, what they can accomplish 
and just how far they can be pushed. This trib- 
ute goes out to all of the athletic staff including 
Coach Jimmy Eby, and Assistant Coaches 
Wes Capps and Amanda Malone. 

The team members achieving this memo- 
rable accomplishment included Freshmen 
Madison Jeffrey, Adrianna Mosley, Bryli Lee 
and Marie Mireles; Sophomores Kaylee 
Parker, Ashley Davis and Madison Selman; 
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Juniors Cassidy Brasuell, Alyssa Dotson, 
Kayla Caldwell and Kelsee Selman; and Sen- 
iors Lauren Gilcrease, Kelsey Moulder, Eliza- 
beth Pierce, Marlee Guidry, and Jade Havard. 

No athletic team ever becomes a champion 
without unwavering support, and that is ex- 
actly what the Lady Hornets experienced from 
the Hudson Independent School District staff 
and the entire community. That is why con- 
gratulations go to all who contributed in any 
way to the success of the Lady Hornets during 
the 2012 season. Throughout the season, they 
were empowered by the scripture as revealed 
in Philippians 4:13 which reads, “I can do all 
things through Christ who strengthens me.” 

May God continue to bless all of their efforts 
both in school and as they one day finish high 
school and use that same drive and deter- 
mination to make this country even stronger. 
Congratulations to the State Champion Hud- 
son Lady Hornets, as their legacy is now re- 
corded in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD that will 
endure as long as there is a United States of 
America. 


—— 


SENATE COMMITTEE MEETINGS 

Title IV of Senate Resolution 4, 
agreed to by the Senate on February 4, 
1977, calls for establishment of a sys- 
tem for a computerized schedule of all 
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meetings and hearings of Senate com- 
mittees, subcommittees, joint commit- 
tees, and committees of conference. 
This title requires all such committees 
to notify the Office of the Senate Daily 
Digest—designated by the Rules Com- 
mittee—of the time, place, and purpose 
of the meetings, when scheduled, and 
any cancellations or changes in the 
meetings as they occur. 

As an additional procedure along 
with the computerization of this infor- 
mation, the Office of the Senate Daily 
Digest will prepare this information for 
printing in the Extensions of Remarks 
section of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
on Monday and Wednesday of each 
week. 

Meetings scheduled for Thursday, 
June 28, 2012 may be found in the Daily 
Digest of today’s RECORD. 


MEETINGS SCHEDULED 
JUNE 29 
Time to be announced 
Finance 
Business meeting to consider the nomi- 
nations of Mark J. Mazur, of New Jer- 
sey, and Matthew S. Rutherford, of Illi- 
nois, both to be an Assistant Secretary 
of the Treasury, and Meredith M. 
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Broadbent, of Virginia, to be a Member 
of the United States International 
Trade Commission. 

Room to be announced 


JULY 10 
2:30 p.m. 
Intelligence 
To hold closed hearings to examine cer- 
tain intelligence matters. 
SH-219 


JULY 11 


9:30 a.m. 
Judiciary 
To hold an oversight hearing to examine 
the impact on competition of exclusion 
orders to enforce standard-essential 
patents. 
SD-226 


JULY 12 


10 a.m. 
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions 
To hold hearings to examine creating 
positive learning environments for all 
students. 
Room to be announced 
2:30 p.m. 
Intelligence 
To hold a closed meeting to consider cer- 
tain intelligence matters. 
SH-219 


